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P

Because theMaster of Catholic Truth ought not only to teach
the proficient, but also to instruct beginners (according to the
Apostle: “As Unto Little Ones in Christ, I Gave You Milk to
Drink, Not Meat”—1 Cor. iii. 1, 2), we purpose in this book to
treat of whatever belongs to the Christian Religion, in such a way
as may tend to the instruction of beginners. We have considered
that students in this Science have not seldom been hampered by
what they have foundwritten by other authors, partly on account
of themultiplication of useless questions, articles, and arguments;
partly also because those things that are needful for them to know
are not taught according to the order of the subject-matter, but
according as the plan of the book might require, or the occasion
of the argument offer; partly, too, because frequent repetition
brought weariness and confusion to the minds of the readers.

Endeavoring to avoid these and other like faults, we shall try,
by God’s help, to set forth whatever is included in this Sacred Sci-
ence as briefly and clearly as the matter itself may allow.



F P
F P, Q 1

e Nature and Extent of Sacred Doctrine
(In Ten Articles)

To place our purpose within proper limits, we first endeavor to investigate the nature and extent of this sacred doctrine.
Concerning this there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is necessary?
(2) Whether it is a science?
(3) Whether it is one or many?
(4) Whether it is speculative or practical?
(5) How it is compared with other sciences?
(6) Whether it is the same as wisdom?
(7) Whether God is its subject-matter?
(8) Whether it is a matter of argument?
(9) Whether it rightly employs metaphors and similes?

(10) Whether the Sacred Scripture of this doctrine may be expounded in different senses?

Ia q. 1 a. 1Whether, besides philosophy, any further doctrine is required?

Objection 1. It seems that, besides philosophical science,
we have no need of any further knowledge. For man should
not seek to know what is above reason: “Seek not the things
that are too high for thee” (Ecclus. 3:22). But whatever is not
above reason is fully treated of in philosophical science.ere-
fore any other knowledge besides philosophical science is su-
perfluous.

Objection 2. Further, knowledge can be concerned only
with being, for nothing can be known, save what is true; and
all that is, is true. But everything that is, is treated of in philo-
sophical science—even God Himself; so that there is a part of
philosophy called theology, or the divine science, as Aristotle
has proved (Metaph. vi). erefore, besides philosophical sci-
ence, there is no need of any further knowledge.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Tim. 3:16): “All Scrip-
ture, inspired of God is profitable to teach, to reprove, to cor-
rect, to instruct in justice.” Now Scripture, inspired of God, is
no part of philosophical science, which has been built up by
human reason. erefore it is useful that besides philosophi-
cal science, there should be other knowledge, i.e. inspired of
God.

I answer that, It was necessary for man’s salvation that
there should be a knowledge revealed by God besides philo-
sophical science built up by human reason. Firstly, indeed, be-
cause man is directed to God, as to an end that surpasses the
grasp of his reason: “e eye hath not seen, O God, besides
ee, what things ou hast prepared for them that wait for
ee” (Is. 66:4). But the end must first be known by men who
are to direct their thoughts and actions to the end. Hence
it was necessary for the salvation of man that certain truths
which exceed human reason should be made known to him

by divine revelation. Even as regards those truths about God
which human reason could have discovered, it was necessary
that man should be taught by a divine revelation; because the
truth about God such as reason could discover, would only be
known by a few, and that aer a long time, and with the ad-
mixture ofmany errors.Whereasman’s whole salvation, which
is in God, depends upon the knowledge of this truth. ere-
fore, in order that the salvation ofmenmight be brought about
more fitly and more surely, it was necessary that they should
be taught divine truths by divine revelation. It was therefore
necessary that besides philosophical science built up by reason,
there should be a sacred science learned through revelation.

Reply to Objection 1. Although those things which are
beyond man’s knowledge may not be sought for by man
through his reason, nevertheless, once they are revealed by
God, they must be accepted by faith. Hence the sacred text
continues, “For many things are shown to thee above the un-
derstanding ofman” (Ecclus. 3:25). And in this, the sacred sci-
ence consists.

Reply to Objection 2. Sciences are differentiated accord-
ing to the various means through which knowledge is ob-
tained. For the astronomer and the physicist both may prove
the same conclusion: that the earth, for instance, is round: the
astronomer by means of mathematics (i.e. abstracting from
matter), but the physicist by means of matter itself. Hence
there is no reasonwhy those thingswhichmay be learned from
philosophical science, so far as they can be known by natural
reason, may not also be taught us by another science so far as
they fall within revelation. Hence theology included in sacred
doctrine differs in kind from that theology which is part of
philosophy.
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Ia q. 1 a. 2Whether sacred doctrine is a science?

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not a science.
For every science proceeds from self-evident principles. But sa-
cred doctrine proceeds fromarticles of faithwhich are not self-
evident, since their truth is not admitted by all: “For all men
have not faith” (2 ess. 3:2). erefore sacred doctrine is not
a science.

Objection 2. Further, no science deals with individual
facts. But this sacred science treats of individual facts, such as
the deeds ofAbraham, Isaac and Jacob and such like.erefore
sacred doctrine is not a science.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 1) “to this
science alone belongs that whereby saving faith is begotten,
nourished, protected and strengthened.” But this can be said
of no science except sacred doctrine.erefore sacred doctrine
is a science.

I answer that, Sacred doctrine is a science. We must bear
in mind that there are two kinds of sciences. ere are some
which proceed from a principle known by the natural light
of intelligence, such as arithmetic and geometry and the like.
ere are some which proceed from principles known by the

light of a higher science: thus the science of perspective pro-
ceeds fromprinciples established by geometry, andmusic from
principles established by arithmetic. So it is that sacred doc-
trine is a science because it proceeds from principles estab-
lished by the light of a higher science, namely, the science of
God and the blessed. Hence, just as the musician accepts on
authority the principles taught him by the mathematician, so
sacred science is established on principles revealed by God.

Reply toObjection 1.eprinciples of any science are ei-
ther in themselves self-evident, or reducible to the conclusions
of a higher science; and such, as we have said, are the principles
of sacred doctrine.

Reply toObjection 2. Individual facts are treated of in sa-
cred doctrine, not because it is concerned with them princi-
pally, but they are introduced rather both as examples to be
followed in our lives (as in moral sciences) and in order to es-
tablish the authority of those men through whom the divine
revelation, on which this sacred scripture or doctrine is based,
has come down to us.

Ia q. 1 a. 3Whether sacred doctrine is one science?

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not one sci-
ence; for according to the Philosopher (Poster. i) “that science
is one which treats only of one class of subjects.” But the cre-
ator and the creature, both of whom are treated of in sacred
doctrine, cannot be grouped together under one class of sub-
jects. erefore sacred doctrine is not one science.

Objection 2.Further, in sacred doctrinewe treat of angels,
corporeal creatures and human morality. But these belong to
separate philosophical sciences.erefore sacred doctrine can-
not be one science.

On the contrary, Holy Scripture speaks of it as one sci-
ence: “Wisdom gave him the knowledge [scientiam] of holy
things” (Wis. 10:10).

I answer that, Sacred doctrine is one science. e unity of
a faculty or habit is to be gauged by its object, not indeed, in
its material aspect, but as regards the precise formality under
which it is an object. For example, man, ass, stone agree in the
one precise formality of being colored; and color is the formal
object of sight. erefore, because Sacred Scripture considers
things precisely under the formality of being divinely revealed,
whatever has been divinely revealed possesses the one precise

formality of theobject of this science; and therefore is included
under sacred doctrine as under one science.

Reply to Objection 1. Sacred doctrine does not treat of
God and creatures equally, but of God primarily, and of crea-
tures only so far as they are referable to God as their beginning
or end. Hence the unity of this science is not impaired.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing prevents inferior faculties
or habits from being differentiated by something which falls
under a higher faculty or habit as well; because the higher fac-
ulty or habit regards the object in its more universal formal-
ity, as the object of the “common sense” is whatever affects
the senses, including, therefore, whatever is visible or audible.
Hence the “common sense,” although one faculty, extends to
all the objects of the five senses. Similarly, objects which are
the subject-matter of different philosophical sciences can yet
be treated of by this one single sacred science under one aspect
precisely so far as they can be included in revelation. So that
in this way, sacred doctrine bears, as it were, the stamp of the
divine science which is one and simple, yet extends to every-
thing.
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Ia q. 1 a. 4Whether sacred doctrine is a practical science?

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is a practical sci-
ence; for a practical science is that which ends in action ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Metaph. ii). But sacred doctrine
is ordained to action: “Be ye doers of the word, and not hear-
ers only” ( James 1:22). erefore sacred doctrine is a practical
science.

Objection 2. Further, sacred doctrine is divided into the
Old and the New Law. But law implies a moral science which
is a practical science. erefore sacred doctrine is a practical
science.

Onthe contrary,Every practical science is concernedwith
human operations; as moral science is concerned with human
acts, and architecture with buildings. But sacred doctrine is
chiefly concerned with God, whose handiwork is especially

man. erefore it is not a practical but a speculative science.
I answer that, Sacred doctrine, being one, extends to

things which belong to different philosophical sciences be-
cause it considers in each the same formal aspect, namely, so
far as they can be known through divine revelation. Hence,
although among the philosophical sciences one is speculative
and another practical, nevertheless sacred doctrine includes
both; as God, by one and the same science, knows both Him-
self and His works. Still, it is speculative rather than practical
because it is more concerned with divine things than with hu-
man acts; though it does treat even of these latter, inasmuch as
man is ordained by them to the perfect knowledge of God in
which consists eternal bliss. is is a sufficient answer to the
Objections.

Ia q. 1 a. 5Whether sacred doctrine is nobler than other sciences?

Objection 1. It seems that sacred doctrine is not nobler
than other sciences; for the nobility of a science depends on
the certitude it establishes. But other sciences, the principles
of which cannot be doubted, seem to be more certain than sa-
creddoctrine; for its principles—namely, articles of faith—can
be doubted. erefore other sciences seem to be nobler.

Objection 2. Further, it is the sign of a lower science to
depend upon a higher; as music depends on arithmetic. But
sacred doctrine does in a sense depend upon philosophical
sciences; for Jerome observes, in his Epistle to Magnus, that
“the ancient doctors so enriched their books with the ideas
and phrases of the philosophers, that thou knowest not what
more to admire in them, their profane erudition or their scrip-
tural learning.” erefore sacred doctrine is inferior to other
sciences.

On the contrary, Other sciences are called the handmaid-
ens of this one: “Wisdom sent hermaids to invite to the tower”
(Prov. 9:3).

I answer that, Since this science is partly speculative and
partly practical, it transcends all others speculative and prac-
tical. Now one speculative science is said to be nobler than
another, either by reason of its greater certitude, or by rea-
son of the higher worth of its subject-matter. In both these
respects this science surpasses other speculative sciences; in
point of greater certitude, because other sciences derive their
certitude from the natural light of human reason, which can
err; whereas this derives its certitude from the light of divine
knowledge, which cannot be misled: in point of the higher
worth of its subject-matter because this science treats chiefly
of those things which by their sublimity transcend human rea-
son; while other sciences consider only those things which are

within reason’s grasp. Of the practical sciences, that one is no-
bler which is ordained to a further purpose, as political science
is nobler than military science; for the good of the army is di-
rected to the good of the State. But the purpose of this science,
in so far as it is practical, is eternal bliss; to which as to an ulti-
mate end the purposes of every practical science are directed.
Hence it is clear that from every standpoint, it is nobler than
other sciences.

Reply toObjection1. Itmaywell happen thatwhat is in it-
self themore certainmay seem to us the less certain on account
of the weakness of our intelligence, “which is dazzled by the
clearest objects of nature; as the owl is dazzled by the light of
the sun” (Metaph. ii, lect. i). Hence the fact that some happen
to doubt about articles of faith is not due to the uncertain na-
ture of the truths, but to the weakness of human intelligence;
yet the slenderest knowledge thatmay be obtained of the high-
est things is more desirable than the most certain knowledge
obtained of lesser things, as is said in de Animalibus xi.

Reply to Objection 2. is science can in a sense depend
upon the philosophical sciences, not as though it stood inneed
of them, but only in order to make its teaching clearer. For it
accepts its principles not from other sciences, but immediately
from God, by revelation. erefore it does not depend upon
other sciences as upon the higher, but makes use of them as
of the lesser, and as handmaidens: even so the master sciences
make use of the sciences that supply theirmaterials, as political
of military science.at it thus uses them is not due to its own
defect or insufficiency, but to the defect of our intelligence,
which is more easily led by what is known through natural rea-
son (from which proceed the other sciences) to that which is
above reason, such as are the teachings of this science.
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Ia q. 1 a. 6Whether this doctrine is the same as wisdom?

Objection 1. It seems that this doctrine is not the same as
wisdom. For no doctrine which borrows its principles is wor-
thy of the name of wisdom; seeing that the wise man directs,
and is not directed (Metaph. i). But this doctrine borrows its
principles. erefore this science is not wisdom.

Objection 2. Further, it is a part of wisdom to prove the
principles of other sciences. Hence it is called the chief of sci-
ences, as is clear in Ethic. vi. But this doctrine does not prove
the principles of other sciences. erefore it is not the same as
wisdom.

Objection 3. Further, this doctrine is acquired by study,
whereas wisdom is acquired by God’s inspiration; so that it is
numbered among the gis of the Holy Spirit (Is. 11:2). ere-
fore this doctrine is not the same as wisdom.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 4:6): “is is your wis-
dom and understanding in the sight of nations.”

I answer that, is doctrine is wisdom above all human
wisdom; not merely in any one order, but absolutely. For since
it is the part of a wise man to arrange and to judge, and since
lesser matters should be judged in the light of some higher
principle, he is said to be wise in any one order who considers
the highest principle in that order: thus in the order of build-
ing, hewhoplans the formof thehouse is calledwise and archi-
tect, in opposition to the inferior laborers who trim the wood
and make ready the stones: “As a wise architect, I have laid the
foundation” (1 Cor. 3:10). Again, in the order of all human
life, the prudent man is called wise, inasmuch as he directs his
acts to a fitting end: “Wisdom is prudence to aman” (Prov. 10:
23). erefore he who considers absolutely the highest cause
of the whole universe, namely God, is most of all called wise.
Hence wisdom is said to be the knowledge of divine things,
as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 14). But sacred doctrine es-
sentially treats of God viewed as the highest cause—not only
so far as He can be known through creatures just as philoso-

phers knew Him—“at which is known of God is manifest
in them” (Rom. 1:19)—but also as far asHe is known toHim-
self alone and revealed to others. Hence sacred doctrine is es-
pecially called wisdom.

Reply to Objection 1. Sacred doctrine derives its prin-
ciples not from any human knowledge, but from the divine
knowledge, throughwhich, as through the highest wisdom, all
our knowledge is set in order.

Reply to Objection 2. e principles of other sciences ei-
ther are evident and cannot be proved, or are proved by natural
reason through some other science. But the knowledge proper
to this science comes through revelation and not through nat-
ural reason. erefore it has no concern to prove the princi-
ples of other sciences, but only to judge of them. Whatsoever
is found in other sciences contrary to any truth of this science
must be condemned as false: “Destroying counsels and every
height that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God” (2
Cor. 10:4,5).

Reply to Objection 3. Since judgment appertains to wis-
dom, the twofold manner of judging produces a twofold wis-
dom. A man may judge in one way by inclination, as whoever
has the habit of a virtue judges rightly of what concerns that
virtue by his very inclination towards it. Hence it is the virtu-
ous man, as we read, who is the measure and rule of human
acts. In another way, by knowledge, just as a man learned in
moral science might be able to judge rightly about virtuous
acts, though he had not the virtue. e first manner of judg-
ing divine things belongs to that wisdom which is set down
among the gis of theHolyGhost: “e spiritualman judgeth
all things” (1 Cor. 2:15). And Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii):
“Hierotheus is taught not by mere learning, but by experience
of divine things.”e secondmanner of judgingbelongs to this
doctrine which is acquired by study, though its principles are
obtained by revelation.

Ia q. 1 a. 7Whether God is the object of this science?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the object of this
science. For in every science, the nature of its object is presup-
posed. But this science cannot presuppose the essence of God,
for Damascene says (De Fide Orth. i, iv): “It is impossible to
define the essence of God.” erefore God is not the object of
this science.

Objection 2. Further, whatever conclusions are reached in
any sciencemust be comprehended under the object of the sci-
ence. But inHolyWritwe reach conclusions not only concern-
ing God, but concerning many other things, such as creatures
and human morality. erefore God is not the object of this
science.

On the contrary,eobject of the science is that of which
it principally treats. But in this science, the treatment ismainly

about God; for it is called theology, as treating of God. ere-
fore God is the object of this science.

I answer that, God is the object of this science. e rela-
tion between a science and its object is the same as that be-
tween a habit or faculty and its object. Now properly speak-
ing, the object of a faculty or habit is the thing under the as-
pect of which all things are referred to that faculty or habit,
as man and stone are referred to the faculty of sight in that
they are colored. Hence colored things are the proper objects
of sight.But in sacred science, all things are treatedof under the
aspect ofGod: either because they areGodHimself or because
they refer to God as their beginning and end. Hence it follows
that God is in very truth the object of this science.is is clear
also from the principles of this science, namely, the articles of
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faith, for faith is about God. e object of the principles and
of the whole science must be the same, since the whole science
is contained virtually in its principles. Some, however, looking
towhat is treated of in this science, and not to the aspect under
which it is treated, have asserted the object of this science to be
something other thanGod—that is, either things and signs; or
the works of salvation; or the whole Christ, as the head and
members. Of all these things, in truth, we treat in this science,
but so far as they have reference to God.

Reply toObjection 1. Although we cannot know in what

consists the essence of God, nevertheless in this science we
make use of His effects, either of nature or of grace, in place
of a definition, in regard to whatever is treated of in this sci-
ence concerning God; even as in some philosophical sciences
we demonstrate something about a cause from its effect, by
taking the effect in place of a definition of the cause.

Reply to Objection 2. Whatever other conclusions are
reached in this sacred science are comprehended under God,
not as parts or species or accidents but as in some way related
to Him.

Ia q. 1 a. 8Whether sacred doctrine is a matter of argument?

Objection 1. It seems this doctrine is not a matter of ar-
gument. For Ambrose says (De Fide 1): “Put arguments aside
where faith is sought.” But in this doctrine, faith especially is
sought: “But these things arewritten that youmaybelieve” ( Jn.
20:31). erefore sacred doctrine is not a matter of argument.

Objection 2. Further, if it is a matter of argument, the ar-
gument is either from authority or from reason. If it is from
authority, it seems unbefitting its dignity, for the proof from
authority is the weakest form of proof. But if it is from rea-
son, this is unbefitting its end, because, according to Gregory
(Hom. 26), “faith has nomerit in those things ofwhichhuman
reason brings its own experience.” erefore sacred doctrine is
not a matter of argument.

On the contrary, e Scripture says that a bishop should
“embrace that faithful word which is according to doctrine,
that he may be able to exhort in sound doctrine and to con-
vince the gainsayers” (Titus 1:9).

I answer that, As other sciences do not argue in proof of
their principles, but argue fromtheir principles todemonstrate
other truths in these sciences: so this doctrine does not argue
in proof of its principles, which are the articles of faith, but
from them it goes on to prove something else; as the Apostle
from the resurrection of Christ argues in proof of the general
resurrection (1Cor. 15).However, it is to be borne inmind, in
regard to the philosophical sciences, that the inferior sciences
neither prove their principles nor disputewith thosewho deny
them, but leave this to a higher science; whereas the highest of
them, viz. metaphysics, can dispute with one who denies its
principles, if only the opponent will make some concession;
but if he concede nothing, it can have no dispute with him,
though it can answer his objections. Hence Sacred Scripture,
since it has no science above itself, can dispute with one who
denies its principles only if the opponent admits some at least
of the truths obtained through divine revelation; thus we can
argue with heretics from texts in Holy Writ, and against those
who deny one article of faith, we can argue from another. If
our opponent believes nothing of divine revelation, there is no
longer any means of proving the articles of faith by reasoning,
but only of answering his objections—if he has any—against
faith. Since faith rests upon infallible truth, and since the con-
trary of a truth can never be demonstrated, it is clear that the

arguments brought against faith cannot be demonstrations,
but are difficulties that can be answered.

Reply to Objection 1. Although arguments from human
reason cannot avail to prove what must be received on faith,
nevertheless, this doctrine argues from articles of faith to other
truths.

Reply to Objection 2. is doctrine is especially based
upon arguments from authority, inasmuch as its principles are
obtained by revelation: thus we ought to believe on the au-
thority of those to whom the revelation has been made. Nor
does this take away from the dignity of this doctrine, for al-
though the argument from authority based on human reason
is the weakest, yet the argument from authority based on di-
vine revelation is the strongest. But sacred doctrine makes use
even of human reason, not, indeed, to prove faith (for thereby
the merit of faith would come to an end), but to make clear
other things that are put forward in this doctrine. Since there-
fore grace does not destroy nature but perfects it, natural rea-
son shouldminister to faith as the natural bent of thewillmin-
isters to charity. Hence the Apostle says: “Bringing into cap-
tivity every understanding unto the obedience of Christ” (2
Cor. 10:5). Hence sacred doctrine makes use also of the au-
thority of philosophers in those questions in which they were
able to know the truth by natural reason, as Paul quotes a say-
ing of Aratus: “As some also of your own poets said: For we
are also His offspring” (Acts 17:28). Nevertheless, sacred doc-
trine makes use of these authorities as extrinsic and probable
arguments; but properly uses the authority of the canonical
Scriptures as an incontrovertible proof, and the authority of
the doctors of the Church as one that may properly be used,
yet merely as probable. For our faith rests upon the revelation
made to the apostles and prophets who wrote the canonical
books, and not on the revelations (if any such there are) made
to other doctors. Hence Augustine says (Epis. ad Hieron. xix,
1): “Only those books of Scripture which are called canoni-
cal have I learned to hold in such honor as to believe their au-
thors have not erred in any way in writing them. But other au-
thors I so read as not to deem everything in their works to be
true,merely on account of their having so thought andwritten,
whatever may have been their holiness and learning.”
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Ia q. 1 a. 9Whether Holy Scripture should use metaphors?

Objection 1. It seems that Holy Scripture should not use
metaphors. For that which is proper to the lowest science
seems not to befit this science, which holds the highest place
of all. But to proceed by the aid of various similitudes and fig-
ures is proper to poetry, the least of all the sciences. erefore
it is not fitting that this science should make use of such simil-
itudes.

Objection 2. Further, this doctrine seems to be intended
to make truth clear. Hence a reward is held out to those who
manifest it: “ey that explain me shall have life everlasting”
(Ecclus. 24:31). But by such similitudes truth is obscured.
erefore, to put forward divine truths by likening them to
corporeal things does not befit this science.

Objection 3. Further, the higher creatures are, the nearer
they approach to the divine likeness. If therefore any creature
be taken to representGod, this representation ought chiefly to
be taken from the higher creatures, and not from the lower; yet
this is oen found in Scriptures.

On the contrary, It is written (Osee 12:10): “I have mul-
tiplied visions, and I have used similitudes by the ministry of
the prophets.” But to put forward anything by means of simil-
itudes is to use metaphors. erefore this sacred science may
use metaphors.

I answer that, It is befitting Holy Writ to put forward di-
vine and spiritual truths by means of comparisons with ma-
terial things. For God provides for everything according to
the capacity of its nature. Now it is natural to man to attain
to intellectual truths through sensible objects, because all our
knowledge originates from sense. Hence in Holy Writ, spiri-
tual truths are fittingly taught under the likeness of material
things.is is whatDionysius says (Coel. Hier. i): “We cannot
be enlightened by the divine rays except they be hiddenwithin
the covering ofmany sacred veils.” It is also befittingHolyWrit,
which is proposed to all without distinction of persons—“To
the wise and to the unwise I am a debtor” (Rom. 1:14)—that
spiritual truths be expounded by means of figures taken from

corporeal things, in order that thereby even the simplewho are
unable by themselves to grasp intellectual things may be able
to understand it.

Reply to Objection 1. Poetry makes use of metaphors
to produce a representation, for it is natural to man to be
pleased with representations. But sacred doctrinemakes use of
metaphors as both necessary and useful.

Reply to Objection 2. e ray of divine revelation is not
extinguished by the sensible imagery wherewith it is veiled, as
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i); and its truth so far remains that
it does not allow the minds of those to whom the revelation
has beenmade, to rest in themetaphors, but raises them to the
knowledge of truths; and through those to whom the revela-
tion has beenmade others alsomay receive instruction in these
matters. Hence those things that are taught metaphorically in
one part of Scripture, in other parts are taught more openly.
e very hiding of truth in figures is useful for the exercise of
thoughtful minds and as a defense against the ridicule of the
impious, according to the words “Give not that which is holy
to dogs” (Mat. 7:6).

Reply to Objection 3. As Dionysius says, (Coel. Hier. i)
it is more fitting that divine truths should be expounded un-
der the figure of less noble than of nobler bodies, and this for
three reasons. Firstly, because therebymen’s minds are the bet-
ter preserved from error. For then it is clear that these things
are not literal descriptions of divine truths, which might have
been open to doubt had they been expressed under the figure
of nobler bodies, especially for those who could think of noth-
ing nobler than bodies. Secondly, because this ismore befitting
the knowledge of God that we have in this life. For what He
is not is clearer to us than what He is. erefore similitudes
drawn from things farthest away from God form within us
a truer estimate that God is above whatsoever we may say or
think of Him. irdly, because thereby divine truths are the
better hidden from the unworthy.

Ia q. 1 a. 10Whether in Holy Scripture a word may have several senses?

Objection 1. It seems that in Holy Writ a word cannot
have several senses, historical or literal, allegorical, tropological
ormoral, and anagogical. Formany different senses in one text
produce confusion anddeception anddestroy all force of argu-
ment. Hence no argument, but only fallacies, can be deduced
from amultiplicity of propositions. ButHolyWrit ought to be
able to state the truth without any fallacy.erefore in it there
cannot be several senses to a word.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De util. cred. iii)
that “the Old Testament has a fourfold division as to history,
etiology, analogy and allegory.” Now these four seem alto-
gether different from the four divisions mentioned in the first

objection. erefore it does not seem fitting to explain the
same word of Holy Writ according to the four different senses
mentioned above.

Objection 3. Further, besides these senses, there is the
parabolical, which is not one of these four.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xx, 1): “Holy Writ
by the manner of its speech transcends every science, because
in one and the same sentence, while it describes a fact, it reveals
a mystery.”

I answer that, e author of Holy Writ is God, in whose
power it is to signify His meaning, not by words only (as man
also can do), but also by things themselves. So, whereas in ev-
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ery other science things are signified by words, this science
has the property, that the things signified by the words have
themselves also a signification. erefore that first significa-
tion whereby words signify things belongs to the first sense,
the historical or literal. at signification whereby things sig-
nifiedbywords have themselves also a signification is called the
spiritual sense, which is based on the literal, and presupposes
it. Now this spiritual sense has a threefold division. For as the
Apostle says (Heb. 10:1) the Old Law is a figure of the New
Law, and Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i) “the New Law itself
is a figure of future glory.” Again, in the New Law, whatever
our Head has done is a type of what we ought to do. ere-
fore, so far as the things of the Old Law signify the things of
the New Law, there is the allegorical sense; so far as the things
done in Christ, or so far as the things which signify Christ, are
types of what we ought to do, there is the moral sense. But so
far as they signify what relates to eternal glory, there is the an-
agogical sense. Since the literal sense is that which the author
intends, and since the author of Holy Writ is God, Who by
one act comprehends all things by His intellect, it is not unfit-
ting, as Augustine says (Confess. xii), if, even according to the
literal sense, oneword inHolyWrit should have several senses.

Reply to Objection 1. e multiplicity of these senses
does not produce equivocation or any other kind of multi-
plicity, seeing that these senses are not multiplied because one
word signifies several things, but because the things signified
by the words can be themselves types of other things. us in

Holy Writ no confusion results, for all the senses are founded
on one—the literal—from which alone can any argument be
drawn, and not from those intended in allegory, as Augustine
says (Epis. 48). Nevertheless, nothing of Holy Scripture per-
ishes on account of this, since nothingnecessary to faith is con-
tained under the spiritual sense which is not elsewhere put for-
ward by the Scripture in its literal sense.

Reply to Objection 2. ese three—history, etiology,
analogy—are grouped under the literal sense. For it is called
history, as Augustine expounds (Epis. 48), whenever anything
is simply related; it is called etiology when its cause is assigned,
as when Our Lord gave the reason why Moses allowed the
putting away of wives—namely, on account of the hardness of
men’s hearts; it is called analogywhenever the truth of one text
of Scripture is shownnot to contradict the truth of another.Of
these four, allegory alone stands for the three spiritual senses.
us Hugh of St. Victor (Sacram. iv, 4 Prolog.) includes the
anagogical under the allegorical sense, layingdown three senses
only—the historical, the allegorical, and the tropological.

Reply to Objection 3. e parabolical sense is contained
in the literal, for by words things are signified properly and fig-
uratively. Nor is the figure itself, but that which is figured, the
literal sense. When Scripture speaks of God’s arm, the literal
sense is not thatGodhas such amember, but onlywhat is signi-
fied by this member, namely operative power. Hence it is plain
that nothing false can ever underlie the literal sense of Holy
Writ.
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F P, Q 2
e Existence of God
(Inree Articles)

Because the chief aim of sacred doctrine is to teach the knowledge of God, not only asHe is inHimself, but also asHe is the
beginning of things and their last end, and especially of rational creatures, as is clear from what has been already said, therefore,
in our endeavor to expound this science, we shall treat: (1) Of God; (2) Of the rational creature’s advance towards God; (3) Of
Christ, Who as man, is our way to God.

In treating of God there will be a threefold division, for we shall consider: (1) Whatever concerns the Divine Essence; (2)
Whatever concerns the distinctions of Persons; (3) Whatever concerns the procession of creatures from Him.

Concerning the Divine Essence, we must consider: (1) Whether God exists? (2) e manner of His existence, or, rather,
what is NOT the manner of His existence; (3) Whatever concerns His operations—namely, His knowledge, will, power.

Concerning the first, there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the proposition “God exists” is self-evident?
(2) Whether it is demonstrable?
(3) Whether God exists?

Ia q. 2 a. 1Whether the existence of God is self-evident?

Objection 1. It seems that the existence of God is self-
evident. Now those things are said to be self-evident to us the
knowledge of which is naturally implanted in us, as we can see
in regard to first principles. But as Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. i, 1,3), “the knowledge of God is naturally implanted in
all.” erefore the existence of God is self-evident.

Objection 2. Further, those things are said to be self-
evident which are known as soon as the terms are known,
which the Philosopher (1 Poster. iii) says is true of the first
principles of demonstration.us, when the nature of a whole
andof a part is known, it is at once recognized that everywhole
is greater than its part. But as soon as the signification of the
word “God” is understood, it is at once seen that God exists.
For by this word is signified that thing than which nothing
greater can be conceived. But that which exists actually and
mentally is greater than that which exists onlymentally.ere-
fore, since as soon as the word “God” is understood it exists
mentally, it also follows that it exists actually. erefore the
proposition “God exists” is self-evident.

Objection 3. Further, the existence of truth is self-evident.
For whoever denies the existence of truth grants that truth
does not exist: and, if truth does not exist, then the proposi-
tion “Truth does not exist” is true: and if there is anything true,
there must be truth. But God is truth itself: “I am the way, the
truth, and the life” ( Jn. 14:6) erefore “God exists” is self-
evident.

On the contrary,No one canmentally admit the opposite
of what is self-evident; as the Philosopher (Metaph. iv, lect. vi)
states concerning the first principles of demonstration. But the
opposite of the proposition “God is” can be mentally admit-
ted: “e fool said in his heart, ere is no God” (Ps. 52:1).
erefore, that God exists is not self-evident.

I answer that, A thing can be self-evident in either of two

ways: on the one hand, self-evident in itself, though not to us;
on the other, self-evident in itself, and to us. A proposition
is self-evident because the predicate is included in the essence
of the subject, as “Man is an animal,” for animal is contained
in the essence of man. If, therefore the essence of the predi-
cate and subject be known to all, the proposition will be self-
evident to all; as is clear with regard to the first principles of
demonstration, the terms of which are common things that
no one is ignorant of, such as being and non-being, whole and
part, and such like. If, however, there are some to whom the
essence of the predicate and subject is unknown, the proposi-
tion will be self-evident in itself, but not to those who do not
know the meaning of the predicate and subject of the propo-
sition. erefore, it happens, as Boethius says (Hebdom., the
title of which is: “Whether all that is, is good”), “that there
are some mental concepts self-evident only to the learned, as
that incorporeal substances are not in space.” erefore I say
that this proposition, “God exists,” of itself is self-evident, for
the predicate is the same as the subject, because God is His
own existence as will be hereaer shown (q. 3, a. 4). Now be-
cause we do not know the essence of God, the proposition is
not self-evident to us; but needs to be demonstrated by things
that are more known to us, though less known in their na-
ture—namely, by effects.

Reply to Objection 1. To know that God exists in a gen-
eral and confused way is implanted in us by nature, inasmuch
as God is man’s beatitude. For man naturally desires happi-
ness, and what is naturally desired by man must be naturally
known to him. is, however, is not to know absolutely that
God exists; just as to know that someone is approaching is not
the same as to know that Peter is approaching, even though it
is Peter who is approaching; for many there are who imagine
that man’s perfect good which is happiness, consists in riches,
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and others in pleasures, and others in something else.
Reply to Objection 2. Perhaps not everyone who hears

this word “God” understands it to signify something than
which nothing greater can be thought, seeing that some have
believed God to be a body. Yet, granted that everyone under-
stands that by this word “God” is signified something than
whichnothing greater canbe thought, nevertheless, it does not
therefore follow that he understands that what the word signi-

fies exists actually, but only that it exists mentally. Nor can it
be argued that it actually exists, unless it be admitted that there
actually exists something than which nothing greater can be
thought; and this precisely is not admitted by those who hold
that God does not exist.

Reply to Objection 3. e existence of truth in general
is self-evident but the existence of a Primal Truth is not self-
evident to us.

Ia q. 2 a. 2Whether it can be demonstrated that God exists?

Objection 1. It seems that the existence of God cannot
be demonstrated. For it is an article of faith that God exists.
Butwhat is of faith cannot be demonstrated, because a demon-
stration produces scientific knowledge; whereas faith is of the
unseen (Heb. 11:1). erefore it cannot be demonstrated that
God exists.

Objection 2. Further, the essence is the middle term of
demonstration. But we cannot know in what God’s essence
consists, but solely in what it does not consist; as Damascene
says (De Fide Orth. i, 4). erefore we cannot demonstrate
that God exists.

Objection 3. Further, if the existence ofGodwere demon-
strated, this could only be from His effects. But His effects are
not proportionate to Him, since He is infinite and His effects
are finite; and between the finite and infinite there is no pro-
portion. erefore, since a cause cannot be demonstrated by
an effect not proportionate to it, it seems that the existence of
God cannot be demonstrated.

Onthe contrary,eApostle says: “e invisible things of
Him are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are
made” (Rom. 1:20). But this would not be unless the existence
of God could be demonstrated through the things that are
made; for the first thing we must know of anything is whether
it exists.

I answer that, Demonstration can be made in two ways:
One is through the cause, and is called “a priori,” and this is to
argue from what is prior absolutely. e other is through the
effect, and is called a demonstration “a posteriori”; this is to
argue from what is prior relatively only to us. When an effect
is better known to us than its cause, from the effect we proceed
to the knowledge of the cause. And from every effect the ex-
istence of its proper cause can be demonstrated, so long as its

effects are better known to us; because since every effect de-
pends upon its cause, if the effect exists, the cause must pre-
exist. Hence the existence of God, in so far as it is not self-
evident to us, can be demonstrated from those of His effects
which are known to us.

Reply toObjection 1.eexistence ofGod and other like
truths about God, which can be known by natural reason, are
not articles of faith, but are preambles to the articles; for faith
presupposes natural knowledge, even as grace presupposes na-
ture, and perfection supposes something that can be perfected.
Nevertheless, there is nothing to prevent a man, who cannot
grasp a proof, accepting, as a matter of faith, something which
in itself is capable of being scientifically known and demon-
strated.

Reply to Objection 2. When the existence of a cause is
demonstrated from an effect, this effect takes the place of the
definition of the cause in proof of the cause’s existence. is is
especially the case in regard to God, because, in order to prove
the existence of anything, it is necessary to accept as a mid-
dle term the meaning of the word, and not its essence, for the
question of its essence follows on the question of its existence.
Now thenames given toGod are derived fromHis effects; con-
sequently, in demonstrating the existence of God from His ef-
fects, wemay take for themiddle term themeaning of theword
“God”.

Reply to Objection 3. From effects not proportionate to
the cause no perfect knowledge of that cause can be obtained.
Yet from every effect the existence of the cause can be clearly
demonstrated, and sowe candemonstrate the existence ofGod
fromHis effects; though from themwe cannot perfectly know
God as He is in His essence.

Ia q. 2 a. 3Whether God exists?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not exist; because if
one of two contraries be infinite, the otherwould be altogether
destroyed. But theword “God”means thatHe is infinite good-
ness. If, therefore, God existed, there would be no evil discov-
erable; but there is evil in the world. erefore God does not
exist.

Objection 2. Further, it is superfluous to suppose that

what can be accounted for by a few principles has been pro-
duced by many. But it seems that everything we see in the
world canbe accounted for by other principles, supposingGod
did not exist. For all natural things can be reduced to one
principle which is nature; and all voluntary things can be re-
duced to one principle which is human reason, or will. ere-
fore there is no need to suppose God’s existence.
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On the contrary, It is said in the person of God: “I am
Who am.” (Ex. 3:14)

I answer that, e existence of God can be proved in five
ways.

e first andmoremanifest way is the argument frommo-
tion. It is certain, and evident to our senses, that in the world
some things are in motion. Now whatever is in motion is put
inmotion by another, for nothing can be inmotion except it is
in potentiality to that towards which it is inmotion; whereas a
thingmoves inasmuch as it is in act. Formotion is nothing else
than the reduction of something from potentiality to actual-
ity. But nothing can be reduced from potentiality to actuality,
except by something in a state of actuality. us that which is
actually hot, as fire,makeswood,which is potentially hot, to be
actually hot, and thereby moves and changes it. Now it is not
possible that the same thing should be at once in actuality and
potentiality in the same respect, but only in different respects.
For what is actually hot cannot simultaneously be potentially
hot; but it is simultaneously potentially cold. It is therefore im-
possible that in the same respect and in the same way a thing
should be both mover and moved, i.e. that it should move it-
self. erefore, whatever is in motion must be put in motion
by another. If that by which it is put in motion be itself put
in motion, then this also must needs be put in motion by an-
other, and that by another again. But this cannot go on to in-
finity, because then there would be no first mover, and, conse-
quently, no other mover; seeing that subsequent movers move
only inasmuch as they are put in motion by the first mover; as
the staff moves only because it is put in motion by the hand.
erefore it is necessary to arrive at a first mover, put in mo-
tion by no other; and this everyone understands to be God.

e second way is from the nature of the efficient cause. In
the world of sense we find there is an order of efficient causes.
ere is no case known (neither is it, indeed, possible) inwhich
a thing is found to be the efficient cause of itself; for so itwould
be prior to itself, which is impossible. Now in efficient causes it
is not possible to go on to infinity, because in all efficient causes
following in order, the first is the cause of the intermediate
cause, and the intermediate is the cause of the ultimate cause,
whether the intermediate cause be several, or only one. Now
to take away the cause is to take away the effect. erefore, if
there be no first cause among efficient causes, there will be no
ultimate, nor any intermediate cause. But if in efficient causes
it is possible to go on to infinity, there will be no first efficient
cause, neither will there be an ultimate effect, nor any interme-
diate efficient causes; all of which is plainly false. erefore it
is necessary to admit a first efficient cause, to which everyone
gives the name of God.

e third way is taken from possibility and necessity, and
runs thus. We find in nature things that are possible to be and
not to be, since they are found to be generated, and to cor-
rupt, and consequently, they are possible to be and not to be.
But it is impossible for these always to exist, for that which is
possible not to be at some time is not. erefore, if everything

is possible not to be, then at one time there could have been
nothing in existence. Now if this were true, even now there
would be nothing in existence, because that which does not
exist only begins to exist by something already existing.ere-
fore, if at one timenothingwas in existence, it would have been
impossible for anything to have begun to exist; and thus even
now nothing would be in existence—which is absurd. ere-
fore, not all beings are merely possible, but there must exist
something the existence of which is necessary. But every nec-
essary thing either has its necessity caused by another, or not.
Now it is impossible to go on to infinity in necessary things
which have their necessity caused by another, as has been al-
ready proved in regard to efficient causes.erefore we cannot
but postulate the existence of some being having of itself its
own necessity, and not receiving it from another, but rather
causing in others their necessity. is all men speak of as God.

e fourth way is taken from the gradation to be found in
things.Amongbeings there are somemore and some less good,
true, noble and the like. But “more” and “less” are predicated
of different things, according as they resemble in their differ-
ent ways somethingwhich is themaximum, as a thing is said to
be hotter according as it more nearly resembles that which is
hottest; so that there is something which is truest, something
best, something noblest and, consequently, something which
is uttermost being; for those things that are greatest in truth are
greatest in being, as it is written in Metaph. ii. Now the maxi-
mum in any genus is the cause of all in that genus; as fire, which
is the maximum heat, is the cause of all hot things. erefore
there must also be something which is to all beings the cause
of their being, goodness, and every other perfection; and this
we call God.

e fih way is taken from the governance of the world.
We see that thingswhich lack intelligence, such as natural bod-
ies, act for an end, and this is evident from their acting always,
or nearly always, in the same way, so as to obtain the best re-
sult. Hence it is plain that not fortuitously, but designedly, do
they achieve their end. Now whatever lacks intelligence can-
not move towards an end, unless it be directed by some being
endowedwith knowledge and intelligence; as the arrow is shot
to its mark by the archer. erefore some intelligent being ex-
ists by whom all natural things are directed to their end; and
this being we call God.

Reply toObjection1.AsAugustine says (Enchiridion xi):
“Since God is the highest good, He would not allow any evil
to exist in His works, unless His omnipotence and goodness
were such as to bring good even out of evil.” is is part of the
infinite goodness of God, that He should allow evil to exist,
and out of it produce good.

Reply to Objection 2. Since nature works for a determi-
nate end under the direction of a higher agent, whatever is
done by naturemust needs be traced back toGod, as to its first
cause. So also whatever is done voluntarily must also be traced
back to some higher cause other than human reason or will,
since these can change or fail; for all things that are changeable
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and capable of defectmust be traced back to an immovable and
self-necessary first principle, as was shown in the body of the

Article.
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F P, Q 3
Of the Simplicity of God
(In Eight Articles)

When the existence of a thing has been ascertained there remains the further question of the manner of its existence, in
order that we may know its essence. Now, because we cannot know what God is, but rather what He is not, we have no means
for considering how God is, but rather how He is not.

erefore, we must consider: (1) How He is not; (2) How He is known by us; (3) How He is named.
Now it can be shown how God is not, by denying Him whatever is opposed to the idea of Him, viz. composition, motion,

and the like. erefore (1) we must discuss His simplicity, whereby we deny composition in Him; and because whatever is
simple in material things is imperfect and a part of something else, we shall discuss (2) His perfection; (3) His infinity; (4) His
immutability; (5) His unity.

Concerning His simplicity, there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is a body?
(2) Whether He is composed of matter and form?
(3) Whether in Him there is composition of quiddity, essence or nature, and subject?
(4) Whether He is composed of essence and existence?
(5) Whether He is composed of genus and difference?
(6) Whether He is composed of subject and accident?
(7) Whether He is in any way composite, or wholly simple?
(8) Whether He enters into composition with other things?

Ia q. 3 a. 1Whether God is a body?

Objection 1. It seems that God is a body. For a body is
that which has the three dimensions. But Holy Scripture at-
tributes the three dimensions to God, for it is written: “He is
higher thanHeaven, andwhat wilt thou do?He is deeper than
Hell, and how wilt thou know? e measure of Him is longer
than the earth and broader than the sea” ( Job 11:8,9). ere-
fore God is a body.

Objection 2. Further, everything that has figure is a body,
since figure is a quality of quantity. But God seems to have fig-
ure, for it is written: “Let us make man to our image and like-
ness” (Gn. 1:26). Now a figure is called an image, according to
the text: “Who being the brightness of His glory and the fig-
ure,” i.e. the image, “of His substance” (Heb. 1:3). erefore
God is a body.

Objection 3. Further, whatever has corporeal parts is a
body. Now Scripture attributes corporeal parts to God. “Hast
thou an arm like God?” ( Job 40:4); and “e eyes of the Lord
are upon the just” (Ps. 33:16); and “e right hand of the Lord
hath wrought strength” (Ps. 117:16).erefore God is a body.

Objection 4. Further, posture belongs only to bodies. But
something which supposes posture is said of God in the Scrip-
tures: “I saw the Lord sitting” (Is. 6:1), and “He standeth up to
judge” (Is. 3:13). erefore God is a body.

Objection 5. Further, only bodies or things corporeal can
be a local term “wherefrom” or “whereto.” But in the Scrip-
tures God is spoken of as a local term “whereto,” according to
the words, “Come ye to Him and be enlightened” (Ps. 33:6),
and as a term “wherefrom”: “All they that depart from ee

shall be written in the earth” ( Jer. 17:13). erefore God is a
body.

Onthe contrary, It is written in theGospel of St. John (Jn.
4:24): “God is a spirit.”

I answer that, It is absolutely true that God is not a body;
and this can be shown in three ways. First, because no body is
in motion unless it be put in motion, as is evident from induc-
tion.Now it has been already proved (q. 2, a. 3), thatGod is the
FirstMover, and isHimself unmoved.erefore it is clear that
God is not a body. Secondly, because the first beingmust of ne-
cessity be in act, and in no way in potentiality. For although in
any single thing that passes from potentiality to actuality, the
potentiality is prior in time to the actuality; nevertheless, abso-
lutely speaking, actuality is prior to potentiality; for whatever
is in potentiality canbe reduced into actuality only by somebe-
ing in actuality.Now it has been already proved thatGod is the
First Being. It is therefore impossible that in God there should
be any potentiality. But every body is in potentiality because
the continuous, as such, is divisible to infinity; it is therefore
impossible that God should be a body. irdly, because God
is the most noble of beings. Now it is impossible for a body to
be themost noble of beings; for a bodymust be either animate
or inanimate; and an animate body is manifestly nobler than
any inanimate body. But an animate body is not animate pre-
cisely as body; otherwise all bodies would be animate. ere-
fore its animation depends upon someother thing, as our body
depends for its animation on the soul. Hence that by which a
body becomes animated must be nobler than the body. ere-
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fore it is impossible that God should be a body.
Reply to Objection 1. As we have said above (q. 1, a. 9),

Holy Writ puts before us spiritual and divine things under the
comparison of corporeal things. Hence, when it attributes to
God the three dimensions under the comparison of corporeal
quantity, it implies His virtual quantity; thus, by depth, it sig-
nifiesHis powerof knowinghidden things; byheight, the tran-
scendence of His excelling power; by length, the duration of
His existence; by breadth, His act of love for all. Or, as says
Dionysius (Div. Nom. ix), by the depth of God is meant the
incomprehensibility of His essence; by length, the procession
of His all-pervading power; by breadth, His overspreading all
things, inasmuch as all things lie under His protection.

Reply to Objection 2. Man is said to be aer the image of
God, not as regards his body, but as regards that whereby he
excels other animals. Hence, when it is said, “Let us make man
to our image and likeness”, it is added, “And let him have do-
minion over the fishes of the sea” (Gn. 1:26). Now man excels

all animals by his reason and intelligence; hence it is according
to his intelligence and reason, which are incorporeal, thatman
is said to be according to the image of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Corporeal parts are attributed to
God in Scripture on account of His actions, and this is owing
to a certain parallel. For instance the act of the eye is to see;
hence the eye attributed to God signifies His power of seeing
intellectually, not sensibly; and so on with the other parts.

Reply toObjection 4.Whatever pertains to posture, also,
is only attributed toGod by some sort of parallel. He is spoken
of as sitting, on account of His unchangeableness and domin-
ion; and as standing, on account of His power of overcoming
whatever withstands Him.

Reply toObjection 5.We draw near to God by no corpo-
real steps, since He is everywhere, but by the affections of our
soul, and by the actions of that same soul dowewithdraw from
Him; thus, to drawnear to or towithdraw signifiesmerely spir-
itual actions based on the metaphor of local motion.

Ia q. 3 a. 2Whether God is composed of matter and form?

Objection 1. It seems that God is composed ofmatter and
form. For whatever has a soul is composed ofmatter and form;
since the soul is the form of the body. But Scripture attributes
a soul to God; for it is mentioned in Hebrews (Heb. 10:38),
where God says: “But My just man liveth by faith; but if he
withdraw himself, he shall not pleaseMy soul.”erefore God
is composed of matter and form.

Objection 2. Further, anger, joy and the like are passions
of the composite. But these are attributed toGod in Scripture:
“eLordwas exceeding angry withHis people” (Ps. 105:40).
erefore God is composed of matter and form.

Objection 3. Further, matter is the principle of individu-
alization. But God seems to be individual, for He cannot be
predicated of many. erefore He is composed of matter and
form.

On the contrary, Whatever is composed of matter and
form is a body; for dimensive quantity is the first property of
matter. But God is not a body as proved in the preceding Ar-
ticle; therefore He is not composed of matter and form.

I answer that, It is impossible that matter should exist
in God. First, because matter is in potentiality. But we have
shown (q. 2, a. 3) that God is pure act, without any poten-
tiality. Hence it is impossible that God should be composed
of matter and form. Secondly, because everything composed
of matter and form owes its perfection and goodness to its
form; therefore its goodness is participated, inasmuch as mat-

ter participates the form.Now the first good and the best—viz.
God—is not a participated good, because the essential good is
prior to the participated good.Hence it is impossible thatGod
should be composed of matter and form. irdly, because ev-
ery agent acts by its form; hence the manner in which it has its
form is the manner in which it is an agent. erefore whatever
is primarily and essentially an agent must be primarily and es-
sentially form. Now God is the first agent, since He is the first
efficient cause. He is therefore of His essence a form; and not
composed of matter and form.

Reply toObjection 1.A soul is attributed toGod because
His acts resemble the acts of a soul; for, that we will anything,
is due to our soul. Hence what is pleasing to His will is said to
be pleasing to His soul.

Reply to Objection 2. Anger and the like are attributed
to God on account of a similitude of effect. us, because to
punish is properly the act of an angry man, God’s punishment
is metaphorically spoken of as His anger.

Reply to Objection 3. Forms which can be received in
matter are individualized by matter, which cannot be in an-
other as in a subject since it is the first underlying subject; al-
though form of itself, unless something else prevents it, can
be received by many. But that form which cannot be received
in matter, but is self-subsisting, is individualized precisely be-
cause it cannot be received in a subject; and such a form isGod.
Hence it does not follow that matter exists in God.

13



Ia q. 3 a. 3Whether God is the same as His essence or nature?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the same as His
essence or nature. For nothing can be in itself. But the sub-
stance or nature of God—i.e. the Godhead—is said to be in
God.erefore it seems thatGod is not the same asHis essence
or nature.

Objection 2. Further, the effect is assimilated to its cause;
for every agent produces its like. But in created things the “sup-
positum” is not identical with its nature; for a man is not the
same as his humanity. erefore God is not the same as His
Godhead.

On the contrary, It is said of God that He is life itself, and
not only thatHe is a living thing: “I am the way, the truth, and
the life” ( Jn. 14:6). Now the relation between Godhead and
God is the same as the relation between life and a living thing.
erefore God is His very Godhead.

I answer that, God is the same as His essence or nature.
To understand this, it must be noted that in things composed
of matter and form, the nature or essence must differ from
the “suppositum,” because the essence or nature connotes only
what is included in the definition of the species; as, human-
ity connotes all that is included in the definition of man, for
it is by this that man is man, and it is this that humanity signi-
fies, that, namely, whereby man is man. Now individual mat-
ter, with all the individualizing accidents, is not included in
the definition of the species. For this particular flesh, these
bones, this blackness or whiteness, etc., are not included in
the definition of a man. erefore this flesh, these bones, and
the accidental qualities distinguishing this particular matter,
are not included in humanity; and yet they are included in

the thing which is man. Hence the thing which is a man has
something more in it than has humanity. Consequently hu-
manity and a man are not wholly identical; but humanity is
taken to mean the formal part of a man, because the princi-
ples whereby a thing is defined are regarded as the formal con-
stituent in regard to the individualizing matter. On the other
hand, in things not composed ofmatter and form, inwhich in-
dividualization is not due to individual matter—that is to say,
to “this”matter—the very forms being individualized of them-
selves—it is necessary the forms themselves should be subsist-
ing “supposita.” erefore “suppositum” and nature in them
are identified. Since God then is not composed of matter and
form,Hemust beHis ownGodhead, His own Life, and what-
ever else is thus predicated of Him.

Reply toObjection 1.We can speak of simple things only
as though they were like the composite things from which we
derive our knowledge. erefore in speaking of God, we use
concrete nouns to signifyHis subsistence, becausewith us only
those things subsist which are composite; and we use abstract
nouns to signify His simplicity. In saying therefore that God-
head, or life, or the like are in God, we indicate the composite
way in which our intellect understands, but not that there is
any composition in God.

Reply to Objection 2. e effects of God do not imitate
Him perfectly, but only as far as they are able; and the imita-
tion is here defective, precisely because what is simple and one,
can only be represented by divers things; consequently, com-
position is accidental to them, and therefore, in them “supposi-
tum” is not the same as nature.

Ia q. 3 a. 4Whether essence and existence are the same in God?

Objection 1. It seems that essence and existence are not
the same inGod. For if it be so, then the divine being has noth-
ing added to it. Now being to which no addition is made is
universal being which is predicated of all things. erefore it
follows thatGod is being in general which can be predicated of
everything. But this is false: “For men gave the incommunica-
ble name to stones and wood” (Wis. 14:21). erefore God’s
existence is not His essence.

Objection 2. Further, we can know “whether” God exists
as said above (q. 2, a. 2); but we cannot know “what” He is.
erefore God’s existence is not the same asHis essence—that
is, as His quiddity or nature.

On the contrary,Hilary says (Trin. vii): “InGod existence
is not an accidental quality, but subsisting truth.” erefore
what subsists in God is His existence.

I answer that, God is not only His own essence, as shown
in the preceding article, but also His own existence. is may
be shown in several ways. First, whatever a thing has besides its
essence must be caused either by the constituent principles of

that essence (like a property that necessarily accompanies the
species—as the faculty of laughing is proper to a man—and
is caused by the constituent principles of the species), or by
some exterior agent—as heat is caused in water by fire. ere-
fore, if the existence of a thing differs from its essence, this
existence must be caused either by some exterior agent or by
its essential principles. Now it is impossible for a thing’s exis-
tence to be caused by its essential constituent principles, for
nothing can be the sufficient cause of its own existence, if its
existence is caused. erefore that thing, whose existence dif-
fers from its essence, must have its existence caused by another.
But this cannot be true of God; because we call God the first
efficient cause. erefore it is impossible that in God His ex-
istence should differ from His essence. Secondly, existence is
that which makes every form or nature actual; for goodness
and humanity are spoken of as actual, only because they are
spoken of as existing. erefore existence must be compared
to essence, if the latter is a distinct reality, as actuality to po-
tentiality. erefore, since in God there is no potentiality, as
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shown above (a. 1), it follows that in Him essence does not
differ from existence. erefore His essence is His existence.
irdly, because, just as that which has fire, but is not itself
fire, is on fire by participation; so that which has existence but
is not existence, is a being by participation. But God is His
own essence, as shown above (a. 3) if, therefore, He is not His
own existence He will be not essential, but participated be-
ing. He will not therefore be the first being—which is absurd.
erefore God is His own existence, and not merely His own
essence.

Reply toObjection1.Athing that has nothing added to it
can be of two kinds. Either its essence precludes any addition;
thus, for example, it is of the essence of an irrational animal
to be without reason. Or we may understand a thing to have
nothing added to it, inasmuch as its essence does not require

that anything should be added to it; thus the genus animal is
without reason, because it is not of the essence of animal in
general to have reason; but neither is it to lack reason. And
so the divine being has nothing added to it in the first sense;
whereas universal being has nothing added to it in the second
sense.

Reply to Objection 2. “To be” can mean either of two
things. It may mean the act of essence, or it may mean the
composition of a proposition effected by the mind in joining
a predicate to a subject. Taking “to be” in the first sense, we
cannot understand God’s existence nor His essence; but only
in the second sense. We know that this proposition which we
form about God when we say “God is,” is true; and this we
know from His effects (q. 2, a. 2).

Ia q. 3 a. 5Whether God is contained in a genus?

Objection1. It seems thatGod is contained in a genus. For
a substance is a being that subsists of itself. But this is especially
true of God. erefore God is in a genus of substance.

Objection 2. Further, nothing can be measured save by
something of its own genus; as length is measured by length
and numbers by number. But God is the measure of all sub-
stances, as the Commentator shows (Metaph. x). erefore
God is in the genus of substance.

On the contrary, In the mind, genus is prior to what it
contains. But nothing is prior to God either really or mentally.
erefore God is not in any genus.

I answer that,A thing can be in a genus in twoways; either
absolutely and properly, as a species contained under a genus;
or as being reducible to it, as principles and privations. For ex-
ample, a point and unity are reduced to the genus of quan-
tity, as its principles; while blindness and all other privations
are reduced to the genus of habit. But in neither way is God
in a genus. at He cannot be a species of any genus may be
shown in three ways. First, because a species is constituted of
genus anddifference.Now that fromwhich the difference con-
stituting the species is derived, is always related to that from
which the genus is derived, as actuality is related to potential-
ity. For animal is derived from sensitive nature, by concretion
as it were, for that is animal, which has a sensitive nature. Ra-
tional being, on the other hand, is derived from intellectual na-
ture, because that is rational, which has an intellectual nature,
and intelligence is compared to sense, as actuality is to poten-
tiality. e same argument holds good in other things. Hence
since in God actuality is not added to potentiality, it is im-
possible that He should be in any genus as a species. Secondly,
since the existence of God is His essence, if God were in any
genus, He would be the genus “being”, because, since genus is
predicated as an essential it refers to the essence of a thing. But
thePhilosopher has shown (Metaph. iii) that being cannot be a

genus, for every genus has differences distinct from its generic
essence. Now no difference can exist distinct from being; for
non-being cannot be a difference. It follows then that God is
not in a genus. irdly, because all in one genus agree in the
quiddity or essence of the genus which is predicated of them
as an essential, but they differ in their existence. For the exis-
tence of man and of horse is not the same; as also of this man
and that man: thus in every member of a genus, existence and
quiddity—i.e. essence—must differ. But in God they do not
differ, as shown in the preceding article. erefore it is plain
that God is not in a genus as if He were a species. From this
it is also plain that He has no genus nor difference, nor can
there be any definition of Him; nor, save through His effects,
a demonstration of Him: for a definition is from genus and
difference; and the mean of a demonstration is a definition.
at God is not in a genus, as reducible to it as its principle,
is clear from this, that a principle reducible to any genus does
not extend beyond that genus; as, a point is the principle of
continuous quantity alone; and unity, of discontinuous quan-
tity. But God is the principle of all being. erefore He is not
contained in any genus as its principle.

Reply to Objection 1. e word substance signifies not
only what exists of itself—for existence cannot of itself be
a genus, as shown in the body of the article; but, it also
signifies an essence that has the property of existing in this
way—namely, of existing of itself; this existence, however, is
not its essence. us it is clear that God is not in the genus of
substance.

Reply to Objection 2. is objection turns upon propor-
tionate measure which must be homogeneous with what is
measured. Now, God is not a measure proportionate to any-
thing. Still, He is called the measure of all things, in the sense
that everything has being only according as it resembles Him.
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Ia q. 3 a. 6Whether in God there are any accidents?

Objection 1. It seems that there are accidents in God. For
substance cannot be an accident, as Aristotle says (Phys. i).
erefore that which is an accident in one, cannot, in another,
be a substance. us it is proved that heat cannot be the sub-
stantial form of fire, because it is an accident in other things.
But wisdom, virtue, and the like, which are accidents in us, are
attributes of God. erefore in God there are accidents.

Objection 2. Further, in every genus there is a first princi-
ple. But there are many “genera” of accidents. If, therefore, the
primal members of these genera are not in God, there will be
many primal beings other than God—which is absurd.

On the contrary, Every accident is in a subject. But God
cannot be a subject, for “no simple form can be a subject”, as
Boethius says (DeTrin.).erefore inGod there cannot be any
accident.

I answer that, From all we have said, it is clear there can
be no accident in God. First, because a subject is compared
to its accidents as potentiality to actuality; for a subject is in
some sensemade actual by its accidents. But there canbenopo-
tentiality in God, as was shown (q. 2, a. 3). Secondly, because
God is His own existence; and as Boethius says (Hebdom.),

although every essence may have something superadded to it,
this cannot apply to absolute being: thus a heated substance
can have something extraneous to heat added to it, as white-
ness, nevertheless absolute heat can have nothing else than
heat. irdly, because what is essential is prior to what is acci-
dental. Whence as God is absolute primal being, there can be
in Him nothing accidental. Neither can He have any essential
accidents (as the capability of laughing is an essential accident
of man), because such accidents are caused by the constituent
principles of the subject. Now there can be nothing caused in
God, since He is the first cause. Hence it follows that there is
no accident in God.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue and wisdom are not predi-
cated of God and of us univocally. Hence it does not follow
that there are accidents in God as there are in us.

Reply to Objection 2. Since substance is prior to its acci-
dents, the principles of accidents are reducible to the principles
of the substance as to that which is prior; although God is not
first as if contained in the genus of substance; yet He is first in
respect to all being, outside of every genus.

Ia q. 3 a. 7Whether God is altogether simple?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not altogether simple.
For whatever is from God must imitate Him. us from the
first being are all beings; and from the first good is all good.
But in the things which God has made, nothing is altogether
simple. erefore neither is God altogether simple.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is best must be attributed
to God. But with us that which is composite is better than
that which is simple; thus, chemical compounds are better
than simple elements, and animals than the parts that compose
them. erefore it cannot be said that God is altogether sim-
ple.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 6,7): “God
is truly and absolutely simple.”

I answer that, e absolute simplicity of God may be
shown in many ways. First, from the previous articles of this
question. For there is neither composition of quantitative
parts in God, since He is not a body; nor composition of mat-
ter and form; nor does His nature differ from His “supposi-
tum”; nor His essence from His existence; neither is there in
Him composition of genus and difference, nor of subject and
accident. erefore, it is clear that God is nowise composite,
but is altogether simple. Secondly, because every composite is
posterior to its component parts, and is dependent on them;
but God is the first being, as shown above (q. 2, a. 3). irdly,
because every composite has a cause, for things in themselves
different cannot unite unless something causes them to unite.
ButGod is uncaused, as shown above (q. 2, a. 3), sinceHe is the

first efficient cause. Fourthly, because in every composite there
must be potentiality and actuality; but this does not apply to
God; for either one of the parts actuates another, or at least all
the parts are potential to the whole. Fihly, because nothing
composite can be predicated of any single one of its parts. And
this is evident in a whole made up of dissimilar parts; for no
part of a man is a man, nor any of the parts of the foot, a foot.
But in wholes made up of similar parts, although something
which is predicated of the whole may be predicated of a part
(as a part of the air is air, and a part of water, water), neverthe-
less certain things are predicable of the whole which cannot be
predicated of any of the parts; for instance, if thewhole volume
of water is two cubits, no part of it can be two cubits. us in
every composite there is something which is not it itself. But,
even if this could be said of whatever has a form, viz. that it
has something which is not it itself, as in a white object there
is something which does not belong to the essence of white;
nevertheless in the form itself, there is nothing besides itself.
And so, since God is absolute form, or rather absolute being,
He can be in no way composite. Hilary implies this argument,
whenhe says (DeTrin. vii): “God,Who is strength, is notmade
up of things that are weak; nor is He Who is light, composed
of things that are dim.”

Reply to Objection 1. Whatever is from God imitates
Him, as caused things imitate the first cause. But it is of the
essence of a thing to be in some sort composite; because at least
its existence differs from its essence, as will be shown hereaer,
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(q. 4, a. 3).
Reply to Objection 2. With us composite things are bet-

ter than simple things, because theperfections of created good-

ness cannot be found in one simple thing, but in many things.
But the perfection of divine goodness is found in one simple
thing (q. 4, a. 1 and q. 6, a. 2).

Ia q. 3 a. 8Whether God enters into the composition of other things?

Objection 1. It seems that God enters into the composi-
tion of other things, for Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv): “e
being of all things is thatwhich is above being—theGodhead.”
But the being of all things enters into the composition of ev-
erything. erefore God enters into the composition of other
things.

Objection 2. Further, God is a form; for Augustine says
(De Verb. Dom.,*) that, “the word of God, which is God, is an
uncreated form.” But a form is part of a compound. erefore
God is part of some compound.

Objection 3. Further, whatever things exist, in no way dif-
fering from each other, are the same. But God and primary
matter exist, and in no way differ from each other. erefore
they are absolutely the same. But primary matter enters into
the composition things. erefore also does God. Proof of
the minor—whatever things differ, they differ by some dif-
ferences, and therefore must be composite. But God and pri-
mary matter are altogether simple. erefore they nowise dif-
fer from each other.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii): “ere
can be no touching Him,” i.e. God, “nor any other union with
Him by mingling part with part.”

Further, the first cause rules all things without commin-
gling with them, as the Philosopher says (De Causis).

I answer that, On this point there have been three errors.
Some have affirmed thatGod is the world-soul, as is clear from
Augustine (De Civ. Dei vii, 6). is is practically the same as
the opinion of those who assert that God is the soul of the
highest heaven. Again, others have said that God is the formal
principle of all things; and this was the theory of the Almari-
cians. e third error is that of David of Dinant, who most
absurdly taught that God was primary matter. Now all these
contain manifest untruth; since it is not possible for God to
enter into the composition of anything, either as a formal or
a material principle. First, because God is the first efficient
cause.Now the efficient cause is not identical numerically with

the form of the thing caused, but only specifically: for man
begets man. But primary matter can be neither numerically
nor specifically identical with an efficient cause; for the former
ismerely potential, while the latter is actual. Secondly, because,
since God is the first efficient cause, to act belongs toHim pri-
marily and essentially. But that which enters into composition
with anything does not act primarily and essentially, but rather
the composite so acts; for the hand does not act, but the man
by his hand; and, fire warms by its heat. Hence God cannot be
part of a compound. irdly, because no part of a compound
can be absolutely primal among beings—not even matter, nor
form, though they are the primal parts of every compound. For
matter ismerely potential; and potentiality is absolutely poste-
rior to actuality, as is clear from the foregoing (q. 3, a. 1): while
a formwhich is part of a compound is a participated form; and
as that which participates is posterior to that which is essen-
tial, so likewise is that which is participated; as fire in ignited
objects is posterior to fire that is essentially such. Now it has
been proved that God is absolutely primal being (q. 2, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 1. e Godhead is called the being of
all things, as their efficient and exemplar cause, but not as be-
ing their essence.

Reply toObjection 2.eWord is an exemplar form; but
not a form that is part of a compound.

Reply to Objection 3. Simple things do not differ by
added differences—for this is the property of compounds.
us man and horse differ by their differences, rational and ir-
rational; which differences, however, do not differ from each
other by other differences. Hence, to be quite accurate, it is
better to say that they are, not different, but diverse.Hence, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Metaph. x), “things which are di-
verse are absolutely distinct, but things which are different dif-
fer by something.” erefore, strictly speaking, primary mat-
ter and God do not differ, but are by their very being, diverse.
Hence it does not follow they are the same.

* Serm. xxxviii.
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F P, Q 4
e Perfection of God
(Inree Articles)

Having considered the divine simplicity, we treat next of God’s perfection. Now because everything in so far as it is perfect
is called good, we shall speak first of the divine perfection; secondly of the divine goodness.

Concerning the first there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is perfect?
(2) Whether God is perfect universally, as having in Himself the perfections of all things?
(3) Whether creatures can be said to be like God?

Ia q. 4 a. 1Whether God is perfect?

Objection 1. It seems that perfection does not belong to
God. For we say a thing is perfect if it is completely made. But
it does not befit God to be made. erefore He is not perfect.

Objection 2. Further, God is the first beginning of things.
But the beginnings of things seem to be imperfect, as seed is
the beginning of animal and vegetable life. erefore God is
imperfect.

Objection 3. Further, as shown above (q. 3, a. 4), God’s
essence is existence. But existence seems most imperfect, since
it ismost universal and receptive of allmodification.erefore
God is imperfect.

On the contrary, It is written: “Be you perfect as also your
heavenly Father is perfect” (Mat. 5:48).

I answer that, As the Philosopher relates (Metaph. xii),
some ancient philosophers, namely, the Pythagoreans and
Leucippus, did not predicate “best” and “most perfect” of the
first principle. e reason was that the ancient philosophers
considered only a material principle; and a material principle
is most imperfect. For since matter as such is merely potential,
the first material principle must be simply potential, and thus
most imperfect. Now God is the first principle, not material,
but in the order of efficient cause, whichmust bemost perfect.
For just asmatter, as such, ismerely potential, an agent, as such,
is in the state of actuality.Hence, the first active principlemust
needs bemost actual, and therefore most perfect; for a thing is
perfect in proportion to its state of actuality, because we call

that perfect which lacks nothing of the mode of its perfection.
Reply to Objection 1. As Gregory says (Moral. v, 26,29):

“ough our lips can only stammer, we yet chant the high
things ofGod.” For thatwhich is notmade is improperly called
perfect. Nevertheless because created things are then called
perfect, when from potentiality they are brought into actual-
ity, this word “perfect” signifies whatever is not wanting in ac-
tuality, whether this be by way of perfection or not.

Reply to Objection 2. e material principle which with
us is found to be imperfect, cannot be absolutely primal; but
must be preceded by something perfect. For seed, though it be
the principle of animal life reproduced through seed, has pre-
vious to it, the animal or plant from which is came. Because,
previous to that which is potential, must be that which is ac-
tual; since a potential being can only be reduced into act by
some being already actual.

Reply to Objection 3. Existence is the most perfect of all
things, for it is compared to all things as that by which they
are made actual; for nothing has actuality except so far as it
exists. Hence existence is that which actuates all things, even
their forms. erefore it is not compared to other things as
the receiver is to the received; but rather as the received to the
receiver. When therefore I speak of the existence of man, or
horse, or anything else, existence is considered a formal princi-
ple, and as something received; and not as that which exists.

Ia q. 4 a. 2Whether the perfections of all things are in God?

Objection 1. It seems that the perfections of all things are
not in God. For God is simple, as shown above (q. 3, a. 7);
whereas the perfections of things are many and diverse.ere-
fore the perfections of all things are not in God.

Objection 2. Further, opposites cannot coexist. Now the
perfections of things are opposed to each other, for each thing
is perfected by its specific difference. But the differences by
which “genera” are divided, and “species” constituted, are op-
posed to each other. erefore because opposites cannot coex-
ist in the same subject, it seems that the perfections of all things

are not in God.
Objection 3. Further, a living thing is more perfect than

what merely exists; and an intelligent thing than what merely
lives. erefore life is more perfect than existence; and knowl-
edge than life. But the essence of God is existence itself.ere-
fore He has not the perfections of life, and knowledge, and
other similar perfections.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v) that “God
in His one existence prepossesses all things.”

I answer that, All created perfections are in God. Hence

18



He is spoken of as universally perfect, because He lacks not
(says the Commentator, Metaph. v) any excellence which may
be found in any genus. is may be seen from two consider-
ations. First, because whatever perfection exists in an effect
must be found in the effective cause: either in the same for-
mality, if it is a univocal agent—aswhenman reproducesman;
or in a more eminent degree, if it is an equivocal agent—thus
in the sun is the likeness of whatever is generated by the sun’s
power. Now it is plain that the effect pre-exists virtually in the
efficient cause: and although to pre-exist in the potentiality of
a material cause is to pre-exist in a more imperfect way, since
matter as such is imperfect, and an agent as such is perfect; still
to pre-exist virtually in the efficient cause is to pre-exist not in
a more imperfect, but in a more perfect way. Since therefore
God is the first effective cause of things, the perfections of all
thingsmust pre-exist inGod in amore eminentway.Dionysius
implies the same line of argument by saying ofGod (Div.Nom.
v): “It is not that He is this and not that, but that He is all, as
the cause of all.” Secondly, fromwhat has been already proved,
God is existence itself, of itself subsistent (q. 3, a. 4). Conse-
quently,Hemust containwithinHimself thewhole perfection
of being. For it is clear that if some hot thing has not the whole
perfection of heat, this is because heat is not participated in its
full perfection; but if this heat were self-subsisting, nothing of
the virtue of heat would be wanting to it. Since therefore God
is subsisting being itself, nothing of the perfection of being can
be wanting to Him. Now all created perfections are included
in the perfection of being; for things are perfect, precisely so

far as they have being aer some fashion. It follows therefore
that the perfection of no one thing is wanting toGod.is line
of argument, too, is implied byDionysius (Div.Nom. v), when
he says that, “God exists not in any single mode, but embraces
all being within Himself, absolutely, without limitation, uni-
formly;” and aerwards he adds that, “He is the very existence
to subsisting things.”

Reply to Objection 1. Even as the sun (as Dionysius re-
marks, (Div. Nom. v)), while remaining one and shining uni-
formly, contains within itself first and uniformly the sub-
stances of sensible things, and many and diverse qualities; “a
fortiori” should all things in a kind of natural unity pre-exist
in the cause of all things; and thus things diverse and in them-
selves opposed to each other, pre-exist in God as one, without
injury to His simplicity. is suffices for the Reply to the Sec-
ond Objection.

Reply to Objection 3. e same Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. v) that, although existence is more perfect than life,
and life than wisdom, if they are considered as distinguished
in idea; nevertheless, a living thing is more perfect than what
merely exists, because living things also exist and intelligent
things both exist and live. Although therefore existence does
not include life and wisdom, because that which participates
in existence need not participate in every mode of existence;
nevertheless God’s existence includes in itself life and wisdom,
because nothing of the perfection of being can be wanting to
Him who is subsisting being itself.

Ia q. 4 a. 3Whether any creature can be like God?

Objection 1. It seems that no creature can be like God.
For it is written (Ps. 85:8): “ere is none among the gods like
unto ee, O Lord.” But of all creatures the most excellent are
those which are called participation gods. erefore still less
can other creatures be said to be like God.

Objection 2. Further, likeness implies comparison. But
there can be no comparison between things in a different
“genus.” erefore neither can there be any likeness. us we
do not say that sweetness is like whiteness. But no creature is
in the same “genus” as God: since God is no “genus,” as shown
above (q. 3, a. 5). erefore no creature is like God.

Objection 3. Further, we speak of those things as like
which agree in form. But nothing can agree withGod in form;
for, save in God alone, essence and existence differ. erefore
no creature can be like to God.

Objection 4. Further, among like things there is mutual
likeness; for like is like to like. If therefore any creature is like
God, God will be like some creature, which is against what is
said by Isaias: “To whom have you likened God?” (Is. 40:18).

On the contrary, It is written: “Let us make man to our
image and likeness” (Gn. 1:26), and: “When He shall appear
we shall be like to Him” (1 Jn. 3:2).

I answer that, Since likeness is based upon agreement or
communication in form, it varies according to themanymodes
of communication in form. Some things are said to be like,
which communicate in the same form according to the same
formality, and according to the same mode; and these are said
to be not merely like, but equal in their likeness; as two things
equally white are said to be alike in whiteness; and this is the
most perfect likeness. In another way, we speak of things as
alike which communicate in form according to the same for-
mality, though not according to the samemeasure, but accord-
ing to more or less, as something less white is said to be like
another thing more white; and this is imperfect likeness. In
a third way some things are said to be alike which commu-
nicate in the same form, but not according to the same for-
mality; as we see in non-univocal agents. For since every agent
reproduces itself so far as it is an agent, and everything acts ac-
cording to the manner of its form, the effect must in some way
resemble the form of the agent. If therefore the agent is con-
tained in the same species as its effect, there will be a likeness
in form between that whichmakes and that which is made, ac-
cording to the same formality of the species; asman reproduces
man. If, however, the agent and its effect are not contained in
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the same species, there will be a likeness, but not according to
the formality of the same species; as things generated by the
sun’s heat may be in some sort spoken of as like the sun, not
as though they received the form of the sun in its specific like-
ness, but in its generic likeness. erefore if there is an agent
not contained in any “genus,” its effect will still more distantly
reproduce the form of the agent, not, that is, so as to partici-
pate in the likeness of the agent’s form according to the same
specific or generic formality, but only according to some sort
of analogy; as existence is common to all. In this way all cre-
ated things, so far as they are beings, are like God as the first
and universal principle of all being.

Reply to Objection 1. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ix),
when Holy Writ declares that nothing is like God, it does not
mean to deny all likeness to Him. For, “the same things can be
like and unlike to God: like, according as they imitate Him, as
far as He, Who is not perfectly imitable, can be imitated; un-
like according as they fall short of their cause,” not merely in
intensity and remission, as that which is less white falls short

of that which is more white; but because they are not in agree-
ment, specifically or generically.

Reply to Objection 2. God is not related to creatures as
though belonging to a different “genus,” but as transcending
every “genus,” and as the principle of all “genera.”

Reply to Objection 3. Likeness of creatures to God is not
affirmed on account of agreement in form according to the
formality of the same genus or species, but solely according
to analogy, inasmuch as God is essential being, whereas other
things are beings by participation.

Reply to Objection 4. Although it may be admitted that
creatures are in some sort like God, it must nowise be admit-
ted that God is like creatures; because, as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. ix): “A mutual likeness may be found between things
of the same order, but not between a cause and that which is
caused.” For, we say that a statue is like a man, but not con-
versely; so also a creature can be spoken of as in some sort like
God; but not that God is like a creature.
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F P, Q 5
Of Goodness in General

(In Six Articles)

We next consider goodness: First, goodness in general. Secondly, the goodness of God.
Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether goodness and being are the same really?
(2) Granted that they differ only in idea, which is prior in thought?
(3) Granted that being is prior, whether every being is good?
(4) To what cause should goodness be reduced?
(5) Whether goodness consists in mode, species, and order?
(6) Whether goodness is divided into the virtuous, the useful, and the pleasant?

Ia q. 5 a. 1Whether goodness differs really from being?

Objection 1. It seems that goodness differs really from be-
ing. For Boethius says (De Hebdom.): “I perceive that in na-
ture the fact that things are good is one thing: that they are is
another.” erefore goodness and being really differ.

Objection 2. Further, nothing can be its own form. “But
that is called good which has the form of being”, according to
the commentary on De Causis. erefore goodness differs re-
ally from being.

Objection 3. Further, goodness can be more or less. But
being cannot be more or less. erefore goodness differs really
from being.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 42)
that, “inasmuch as we exist we are good.”

I answer that,Goodness and being are really the same, and
differ only in idea; which is clear from the following argument.
e essence of goodness consists in this, that it is in some way
desirable. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. i): “Goodness is
what all desire.” Now it is clear that a thing is desirable only in
so far as it is perfect; for all desire their own perfection. But ev-
erything is perfect so far as it is actual. erefore it is clear that
a thing is perfect so far as it exists; for it is existence that makes
all things actual, as is clear from the foregoing (q. 3, a. 4; q. 4,
a. 1). Hence it is clear that goodness and being are the same re-
ally. But goodness presents the aspect of desirableness, which
being does not present.

Reply to Objection 1. Although goodness and being are
the same really, nevertheless since they differ in thought, they
are not predicated of a thing absolutely in the same way. Since
being properly signifies that something actually is, and actu-
ality properly correlates to potentiality; a thing is, in conse-

quence, said simply to have being, accordingly as it is primarily
distinguished from that which is only in potentiality; and this
is precisely each thing’s substantial being.Hence by its substan-
tial being, everything is said to have being simply; but by any
further actuality it is said to have being relatively. us to be
white implies relative being, for to be white does not take a
thing out of simply potential being; because only a thing that
actually has being can receive thismode of being. But goodness
signifies perfection which is desirable; and consequently of ul-
timate perfection. Hence that which has ultimate perfection
is said to be simply good; but that which has not the ultimate
perfection it ought to have (although, in so far as it is at all
actual, it has some perfection), is not said to be perfect sim-
ply nor good simply, but only relatively. In this way, therefore,
viewed in its primal (i.e. substantial) being a thing is said to be
simply, and to be good relatively (i.e. in so far as it has being)
but viewed in its complete actuality, a thing is said to be rel-
atively, and to be good simply. Hence the saying of Boethius
(De Hebrom.), “I perceive that in nature the fact that things
are good is one thing; that they are is another,” is to be referred
to a thing’s goodness simply, and having being simply. Because,
regarded in its primal actuality, a thing simply exists; and re-
garded in its complete actuality, it is good simply—in such
sort that even in its primal actuality, it is in some sort good,
and even in its complete actuality, it in some sort has being.

Reply to Objection 2. Goodness is a form so far as abso-
lute goodness signifies complete actuality.

Reply to Objection 3. Again, goodness is spoken of as
more or less according to a thing’s superadded actuality, for ex-
ample, as to knowledge or virtue.
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Ia q. 5 a. 2Whether goodness is prior in idea to being?

Objection 1. It seems that goodness is prior in idea to be-
ing. For names are arranged according to the arrangement of
the things signified by the names. But Dionysius (Div. Nom.
iii) assigned the first place, amongst the other names of God,
to His goodness rather than to His being. erefore in idea
goodness is prior to being.

Objection 2. Further, that which is the more extensive is
prior in idea. But goodness is more extensive than being, be-
cause, as Dionysius notes (Div. Nom. v), “goodness extends to
things both existing and non-existing; whereas existence ex-
tends to existing things alone.” erefore goodness is in idea
prior to being.

Objection 3. Further, what is the more universal is prior
in idea. But goodness seems to be more universal than being,
since goodness has the aspect of desirable; whereas to some
non-existence is desirable; for it is said of Judas: “It were better
for him, if that man had not been born” (Mat. 26:24). ere-
fore in idea goodness is prior to being.

Objection 4. Further, not only is existence desirable, but
life, knowledge, and many other things besides. us it seems
that existence is a particular appetible, and goodness a univer-
sal appetible.erefore, absolutely, goodness is prior in idea to
being.

On the contrary, It is said by Aristotle (De Causis) that
“the first of created things is being.”

I answer that, In idea being is prior to goodness. For the
meaning signified by the name of a thing is that which the
mind conceives of the thing and intends by the word that
stands for it. erefore, that is prior in idea, which is first con-
ceived by the intellect. Now the first thing conceived by the in-
tellect is being; because everything is knowable only inasmuch
as it is in actuality. Hence, being is the proper object of the in-
tellect, and is primarily intelligible; as sound is that which is
primarily audible.erefore in idea being is prior to goodness.

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius discusses the Divine
Names (Div. Nom. i, iii) as implying some causal relation in
God; for we name God, as he says, from creatures, as a cause
from its effects. But goodness, since it has the aspect of desir-

able, implies the idea of a final cause, the causality of which is
first among causes, since an agent does not act except for some
end; and by an agent matter is moved to its form. Hence the
end is called the cause of causes. us goodness, as a cause, is
prior to being, as is the end to the form. erefore among the
names signifying thedivine causality, goodness precedes being.
Again, according to the Platonists, who, through not distin-
guishing primary matter from privation, said that matter was
non-being, goodness is more extensively participated than be-
ing; for primary matter participates in goodness as tending to
it, for all seek their like; but it does not participate in being,
since it is presumed to be non-being. erefore Dionysius says
that “goodness extends to non-existence” (Div. Nom. v).

Reply toObjection 2.e same solution is applied to this
objection. Or it may be said that goodness extends to exist-
ing and non-existing things, not so far as it can be predicated
of them, but so far as it can cause them—if, indeed, by non-
existence we understand not simply those things which do not
exist, but those which are potential, and not actual. For good-
ness has the aspect of the end, in which not only actual things
find their completion, but also towards which tend even those
things which are not actual, but merely potential. Now being
implies the habitude of a formal cause only, either inherent or
exemplar; and its causality does not extend save to those things
which are actual.

Reply to Objection 3. Non-being is desirable, not of it-
self, but only relatively—i.e. inasmuch as the removal of an evil,
which can only be removed by non-being, is desirable. Now
the removal of an evil cannot be desirable, except so far as this
evil deprives a thing of some being.erefore being is desirable
of itself; and non-being only relatively, inasmuch as one seeks
some mode of being of which one cannot bear to be deprived;
thus even non-being can be spoken of as relatively good.

Reply toObjection4.Life, wisdom, and the like, are desir-
able only so far as they are actual. Hence, in each one of them
some sort of being is desired. And thus nothing can be desired
except being; and consequently nothing is good except being.

Ia q. 5 a. 3Whether every being is good?

Objection 1. It seems that not every being is good. For
goodness is something superadded to being, as is clear from
a. 1. But whatever is added to being limits it; as substance,
quantity, quality, etc. erefore goodness limits being. ere-
fore not every being is good.

Objection2.Further, no evil is good: “Woe to you that call
evil good and good evil” (Is. 5:20). But some things are called
evil. erefore not every being is good.

Objection 3. Further, goodness implies desirability. Now
primary matter does not imply desirability, but rather that

which desires. erefore primary matter does not contain the
formality of goodness. erefore not every being is good.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher notes (Metaph. iii)
that “in mathematics goodness does not exist.” But mathemat-
ics are entities; otherwise there would be no science of mathe-
matics. erefore not every being is good.

Onthe contrary,Every being that is notGod isGod’s crea-
ture.Nowevery creature ofGod is good (1Tim. 4:4): andGod
is the greatest good. erefore every being is good.

I answer that, Every being, as being, is good. For all being,
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as being, has actuality and is in some way perfect; since every
act implies some sort of perfection; and perfection implies de-
sirability and goodness, as is clear from a. 1. Hence it follows
that every being as such is good.

Reply to Objection 1. Substance, quantity, quality, and
everything included in them, limit being by applying it to some
essence or nature. Now in this sense, goodness does not add
anything to being beyond the aspect of desirability and per-
fection, which is also proper to being, whatever kind of nature
it may be. Hence goodness does not limit being.

Reply to Objection 2. No being can be spoken of as evil,
formally as being, but only so far as it lacks being.us aman is
said to be evil, because he lacks some virtue; and an eye is said
to be evil, because it lacks the power to see well.

Reply to Objection 3. As primary matter has only poten-

tial being, so it is only potentially good. Although, according
to the Platonists, primarymattermay be said to be a non-being
on account of the privation attaching to it, nevertheless, it does
participate to a certain extent in goodness, viz. by its relation
to, or aptitude for, goodness. Consequently, to be desirable is
not its property, but to desire.

Reply to Objection 4. Mathematical entities do not sub-
sist as realities; because theywould be in some sort good if they
subsisted; but they have only logical existence, inasmuch as
they are abstracted from motion and matter; thus they cannot
have the aspect of an end, which itself has the aspect of mov-
ing another. Nor is it repugnant that there should be in some
logical entity neither goodness nor formof goodness; since the
idea of being is prior to the idea of goodness, as was said in the
preceding article.

Ia q. 5 a. 4Whether goodness has the aspect of a final cause?

Objection 1. It seems that goodness has not the aspect of a
final cause, but rather of the other causes. For, asDionysius says
(Div.Nom. iv), “Goodness is praised as beauty.” But beauty has
the aspect of a formal cause.erefore goodness has the aspect
of a formal cause.

Objection 2. Further, goodness is self-diffusive; for
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that goodness is that whereby
all things subsist, and are. But to be self-giving implies the as-
pect of an efficient cause.erefore goodness has the aspect of
an efficient cause.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. i,
31) that “we exist because God is good.” But we owe our exis-
tence toGod as the efficient cause.erefore goodness implies
the aspect of an efficient cause.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher says (Phys. ii) that “that
is to be considered as the end and the good of other things, for
the sake of which something is.” erefore goodness has the
aspect of a final cause.

I answer that, Since goodness is that which all things de-
sire, and since this has the aspect of an end, it is clear that
goodness implies the aspect of an end. Nevertheless, the idea
of goodness presupposes the idea of an efficient cause, and also
of a formal cause. For we see that what is first in causing, is
last in the thing caused. Fire, e.g. heats first of all before it re-
produces the form of fire; though the heat in the fire follows
from its substantial form. Now in causing, goodness and the
end come first, both of which move the agent to act; secondly,
the action of the agent moving to the form; thirdly, comes the
form.Hence in that which is caused the converse ought to take

place, so that there should be first, the form whereby it is a be-
ing; secondly, we consider in it its effective power, whereby it
is perfect in being, for a thing is perfect when it can reproduce
its like, as the Philosopher says (Meteor. iv); thirdly, there fol-
lows the formality of goodness which is the basic principle of
its perfection.

Reply to Objection 1. Beauty and goodness in a thing
are identical fundamentally; for they are based upon the same
thing, namely, the form; and consequently goodness is praised
as beauty. But they differ logically, for goodness properly re-
lates to the appetite (goodness being what all things desire);
and therefore it has the aspect of an end (the appetite being a
kindofmovement towards a thing).On theotherhand, beauty
relates to the cognitive faculty; for beautiful things are those
which please when seen.Hence beauty consists in due propor-
tion; for the senses delight in things duly proportioned, as in
what is aer their own kind—because even sense is a sort of
reason, just as is every cognitive faculty. Now since knowledge
is by assimilation, and similarity relates to form, beauty prop-
erly belongs to the nature of a formal cause.

Reply to Objection 2. Goodness is described as self-
diffusive in the sense that an end is said to move.

Reply toObjection 3.Hewhohas awill is said to be good,
so far as he has a good will; because it is by our will that we
employ whatever powers we may have. Hence a man is said to
be good, not by his good understanding; but by his good will.
Now the will relates to the end as to its proper object. us
the saying, “we exist because God is good” has reference to the
final cause.
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Ia q. 5 a. 5Whether the essence of goodness consists in mode, species and order?

Objection 1. It seems that the essence of goodness does
not consist in mode, species and order. For goodness and be-
ing differ logically. But mode, species and order seem to be-
long to thenature of being, for it iswritten: “ouhast ordered
all things in measure, and number, and weight” (Wis. 11:21).
And to these three can be reduced species, mode and order,
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 3): “Measure fixes the mode
of everything, number gives it its species, and weight gives it
rest and stability.” erefore the essence of goodness does not
consist in mode, species and order.

Objection 2. Further, mode, species and order are them-
selves good. erefore if the essence of goodness consists in
mode, species and order, then every mode must have its own
mode, species and order. e same would be the case with
species and order in endless succession.

Objection 3. Further, evil is the privation ofmode, species
and order. But evil is not the total absence of goodness. ere-
fore the essence of goodness does not consist in mode, species
and order.

Objection 4. Further, that wherein consists the essence of
goodness cannot be spoken of as evil. Yet we can speak of an
evilmode, species and order.erefore the essence of goodness
does not consist in mode, species and order.

Objection 5. Further, mode, species and order are caused
byweight, number andmeasure, as appears from the quotation
fromAugustine. But not every good thing has weight, number
and measure; for Ambrose says (Hexam. i, 9): “It is of the na-
ture of light not to have been created in number, weight and
measure.” erefore the essence of goodness does not consist
in mode, species and order.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. Boni. iii):
“ese three—mode, species and order—as common good
things, are in everythingGodhasmade; thus,where these three
abound the things are very good;where they are less, the things
are less good; where they do not exist at all, there can be noth-
ing good.” But thiswouldnot be unless the essence of goodness
consisted in them. erefore the essence of goodness consists
in mode, species and order.

I answer that, Everything is said to be good so far as it is
perfect; for in that way only is it desirable (as shown above
Aa. 1,3). Now a thing is said to be perfect if it lacks nothing
according to the mode of its perfection. But since everything
is what it is by its form (and since the form presupposes cer-
tain things, and from the form certain things necessarily fol-
low), in order for a thing to be perfect and good it must have
a form, together with all that precedes and follows upon that
form. Now the form presupposes determination or commen-

suration of its principles, whethermaterial or efficient, and this
is signified by themode: hence it is said that themeasuremarks
the mode. But the form itself is signified by the species; for ev-
erything is placed in its species by its form. Hence the number
is said to give the species, for definitions signifying species are
like numbers, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. x); for as
a unit added to, or taken from a number, changes its species,
so a difference added to, or taken from a definition, changes
its species. Further, upon the form follows an inclination to
the end, or to an action, or something of the sort; for every-
thing, in so far as it is in act, acts and tends towards that which
is in accordance with its form; and this belongs to weight and
order. Hence the essence of goodness, so far as it consists in
perfection, consists also in mode, species and order.

Reply to Objection 1. ese three only follow upon be-
ing, so far as it is perfect, and according to this perfection is it
good.

Reply toObjection 2. Mode, species and order are said to
be good, and to be beings, not as though they themselves were
subsistences, but because it is through them that other things
are both beings and good. Hence they have no need of other
things whereby they are good: for they are spoken of as good,
not as though formally constituted so by something else, but
as formally constituting others good: thuswhiteness is not said
to be a being as though it were by anything else; but because,
by it, something else has accidental being, as an object that is
white.

Reply to Objection 3. Every being is due to some form.
Hence, according to every being of a thing is its mode, species,
order.us, aman has amode, species and order as he is white,
virtuous, learned and so on; according to everything predi-
cated of him. But evil deprives a thing of some sort of being,
as blindness deprives us of that being which is sight; yet it does
not destroy every mode, species and order, but only such as
follow upon the being of sight.

Reply to Objection 4. Augustine says (De Nat. Boni.
xxiii), “Every mode, as mode, is good” (and the same can be
said of species and order). “But an evil mode, species and or-
der are so called as being less than they ought to be, or as not
belonging to that which they ought to belong. erefore they
are called evil, because they are out of place and incongruous.”

Reply to Objection 5. e nature of light is spoken of as
being without number, weight and measure, not absolutely,
but in comparisonwith corporeal things, because the power of
light extends to all corporeal things; inasmuch as it is an active
quality of the first body that causes change, i.e. the heavens.
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Ia q. 5 a. 6Whether goodness is rightly divided into the virtuous*, the useful and the pleasant?

Objection 1. It seems that goodness is not rightly divided
into the virtuous, the useful and the pleasant. For goodness
is divided by the ten predicaments, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. i). But the virtuous, the useful and the pleasant can
be found under one predicament. erefore goodness is not
rightly divided by them.

Objection 2. Further, every division is made by opposites.
But these three do not seem to be opposites; for the virtuous
is pleasing, and no wickedness is useful; whereas this ought to
be the case if the division were made by opposites, for then the
virtuous and the useful would be opposed; andTully speaks of
this (De Offic. ii). erefore this division is incorrect.

Objection 3.Further, where one thing is on account of an-
other, there is only one thing. But the useful is not goodness,
except so far as it is pleasing and virtuous.erefore the useful
ought not to divided against the pleasant and the virtuous.

On the contrary, Ambrose makes use of this division of
goodness (De Offic. i, 9)

I answer that, is division properly concerns human
goodness. But if we consider the nature of goodness from a
higher andmore universal point of view, we shall find that this
division properly concerns goodness as such. For everything is
good so far as it is desirable, and is a term of the movement of
the appetite; the term of whose movement can be seen from
a consideration of the movement of a natural body. Now the
movement of a natural body is terminated by the end abso-
lutely; and relatively by the means through which it comes to
the end, where themovement ceases; so a thing is called a term
of movement, so far as it terminates any part of that move-

ment. Now the ultimate term of movement can be taken in
two ways, either as the thing itself towards which it tends, e.g.
a place or form; or a state of rest in that thing. us, in the
movement of the appetite, the thing desired that terminates
the movement of the appetite relatively, as a means by which
something tends towards another, is called the useful; but that
sought aer as the last thing absolutely terminating the move-
ment of the appetite, as a thing towards which for its own sake
the appetite tends, is called the virtuous; for the virtuous is that
which is desired for its own sake; but thatwhich terminates the
movement of the appetite in the form of rest in the thing de-
sired, is called the pleasant.

Reply to Objection 1. Goodness, so far as it is identical
with being, is divided by the ten predicaments. But this divi-
sion belongs to it according to its proper formality.

Reply to Objection 2. is division is not by opposite
things; but by opposite aspects. Now those things are called
pleasing which have no other formality under which they are
desirable except the pleasant, being sometimes hurtful and
contrary to virtue. Whereas the useful applies to such as have
nothing desirable in themselves, but are desired only as helpful
to something further, as the taking of bitter medicine; while
the virtuous is predicated of such as are desirable in themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. Goodness is not divided into these
three as something univocal to be predicated equally of them
all; but as something analogical to be predicated of them ac-
cording to priority and posteriority. Hence it is predicated
chiefly of the virtuous; then of the pleasant; and lastly of the
useful.

* “Bonum honestum” is the virtuous good considered as fitting. (cf. IIa IIae, q. 141, a. 3; IIa IIae, q. 145).
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F P, Q 6
e Goodness of God
(In Four Articles)

We next consider the goodness of God; under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether goodness belongs to God?
(2) Whether God is the supreme good?
(3) Whether He alone is essentially good?
(4) Whether all things are good by the divine goodness?

Ia q. 6 a. 1Whether God is good?

Objection 1. It seems that to be good does not belong to
God. For goodness consists in mode, species and order. But
these do not seem to belong to God; since God is immense
and is not ordered to anything else. erefore to be good does
not belong to God.

Objection 2. Further, the good is what all things desire.
But all things do not desire God, because all things do not
know Him; and nothing is desired unless it is known. ere-
fore to be good does not belong to God.

On the contrary, It is written (Lam. 3:25): “e Lord is
good to them that hope inHim, to the soul that seekethHim.”

I answer that, To be good belongs pre-eminently to God.
For a thing is good according to its desirableness. Now every-
thing seeks aer its own perfection; and the perfection and
form of an effect consist in a certain likeness to the agent, since
every agent makes its like; and hence the agent itself is desir-
able and has the nature of good. For the very thingwhich is de-
sirable in it is the participation of its likeness. erefore, since
God is the first effective cause of all things, it is manifest that

the aspect of good and of desirableness belong to Him; and
hence Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) attributes good to God as to
the first efficient cause, saying that, God is called good “as by
Whom all things subsist.”

Reply toObjection1.Tohavemode, species and order be-
longs to the essence of caused good; but good is in God as in
its cause, and hence it belongs toHim to imposemode, species
and order on others; wherefore these three things are in God
as in their cause.

Reply to Objection 2. All things, by desiring their own
perfection, desire God Himself, inasmuch as the perfections
of all things are so many similitudes of the divine being; as ap-
pears fromwhat is said above (q. 4 , a. 3).And soof those things
which desire God, some know Him as He is Himself, and this
is proper to the rational creature; others know some participa-
tion of His goodness, and this belongs also to sensible knowl-
edge; others have a natural desire without knowledge, as being
directed to their ends by a higher intelligence.

Ia q. 6 a. 2Whether God is the supreme good?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not the supreme good.
For the supreme good adds something to good; otherwise it
would belong to every good. But everything which is an ad-
dition to anything else is a compound thing: therefore the
supreme good is a compound. ButGod is supremely simple; as
was shown above (q. 3, a. 7).ereforeGod is not the supreme
good.

Objection 2. Further, “Good is what all desire,” as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 1). Now what all desire is nothing
but God, Who is the end of all things: therefore there is no
other good but God. is appears also from what is said (Lk.
18:19): “None is good but God alone.” But we use the word
supreme in comparison with others, as e.g. supreme heat is
used in comparison with all other heats. erefore God can-
not be called the supreme good.

Objection 3. Further, supreme implies comparison. But
things not in the same genus are not comparable; as, sweet-
ness is not properly greater or less than a line. erefore, since

God is not in the same genus as other good things, as appears
above (q. 3, a. 5; q. 4, a. 3) it seems that God cannot be called
the supreme good in relation to others.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. ii) that, the
Trinity of the divine persons is “the supreme good, discerned
by purified minds.”

I answer that, God is the supreme good simply, and not
only as existing in any genus or order of things. For good is
attributed to God, as was said in the preceding article, inas-
much as all desired perfections flow fromHim as from the first
cause. ey do not, however, flow from Him as from a uni-
vocal agent, as shown above (q. 4, a. 2); but as from an agent
which does not agree with its effects either in species or genus.
Now the likeness of an effect in the univocal cause is found
uniformly; but in the equivocal cause it is found more excel-
lently, as, heat is in the sun more excellently than it is in fire.
erefore as good is in God as in the first, but not the univo-
cal, cause of all things, it must be in Him in a most excellent
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way; and therefore He is called the supreme good.
Reply to Objection 1. e supreme good does not add to

good any absolute thing, but only a relation. Now a relation
of God to creatures, is not a reality in God, but in the crea-
ture; for it is in God in our idea only: as, what is knowable is
so called with relation to knowledge, not that it depends on
knowledge, but because knowledge depends on it. us it is
not necessary that there should be composition in the supreme
good, but only that other things are deficient in comparison
with it.

Reply to Objection 2. When we say that good is what all
desire, it is not to be understood that every kind of good thing

is desired by all; but that whatever is desired has the nature of
good. And when it is said, “None is good but God alone,” this
is to be understood of essential goodness, as will be explained
in the next article.

Reply toObjection 3.ings not of the same genus are in
no way comparable to each other if indeed they are in differ-
ent genera. Nowwe say that God is not in the same genus with
other good things; not that He is any other genus, but that He
is outside genus, and is the principle of every genus; and thus
He is compared to others by excess, and it is this kind of com-
parison the supreme good implies.

Ia q. 6 a. 3Whether to be essentially good belongs to God alone?

Objection 1. It seems that to be essentially good does not
belong to God alone. For as “one” is convertible with “being,”
so is “good”; as we said above (q. 5, a. 1). But every being is
one essentially, as appears from the Philosopher (Metaph. iv);
therefore every being is good essentially.

Objection 2. Further, if good is what all things desire,
since being itself is desired by all, then the being of each thing
is its good. But everything is a being essentially; therefore every
being is good essentially.

Objection 3. Further, everything is good by its own good-
ness. erefore if there is anything which is not good essen-
tially, it is necessary to say that its goodness is not its own
essence. erefore its goodness, since it is a being, must be
good; and if it is good by some other goodness, the same ques-
tion applies to that goodness also; therefore we must either
proceed to infinity, or come to some goodness which is not
good by any other goodness. erefore the first supposition
holds good. erefore everything is good essentially.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Hebdom.), that “all
things but God are good by participation.” erefore they are
not good essentially.

I answer that, God alone is good essentially. For every-
thing is called good according to its perfection. Now perfec-
tion of a thing is threefold: first, according to the constitution
of its own being; secondly, in respect of any accidents being
added as necessary for its perfect operation; thirdly, perfection
consists in the attaining to something else as the end. us,
for instance, the first perfection of fire consists in its existence,
which it has through its own substantial form; its secondary
perfection consists in heat, lightness and dryness, and the like;

its third perfection is to rest in its own place. is triple per-
fection belongs to no creature by its own essence; it belongs to
Godonly, inWhomalone essence is existence; inWhom there
are no accidents; since whatever belongs to others accidentally
belongs to Him essentially; as, to be powerful, wise and the
like, as appears from what is stated above (q. 3, a. 6); and He
is not directed to anything else as to an end, but is Himself
the last end of all things. Hence it is manifest that God alone
has every kind of perfection by His own essence; therefore He
Himself alone is good essentially.

Reply to Objection 1. “One” does not include the idea of
perfection, but only of indivision,which belongs to everything
according to its ownessence.Nowthe essences of simple things
are undivided both actually and potentially, but the essences of
compounds are undivided only actually; and therefore every-
thing must be one essentially, but not good essentially, as was
shown above.

Reply toObjection2.Although everything is good in that
it has being, yet the essence of a creature is not very being; and
therefore it does not follow that a creature is good essentially.

Reply to Objection 3. e goodness of a creature is not
its very essence, but something superadded; it is either its exis-
tence, or some added perfection, or the order to its end. Still,
the goodness itself thus added is good, just as it is being. But for
this reason is it called being because by it something has being,
not because it itself has being through something else: hence
for this reason is it called goodbecause by it something is good,
and not because it itself has some other goodness whereby it is
good.

Ia q. 6 a. 4Whether all things are good by the divine goodness?

Objection 1. It seems that all things are good by the divine
goodness. ForAugustine says (DeTrin. viii), “is and that are
good; take away this and that, and see good itself if thou canst;
and so thou shalt seeGod, good not by any other good, but the
good of every good.” But everything is good by its own good;

therefore everything is good by that very good which is God.
Objection 2. Further, as Boethius says (De Hebdom.), all

things are called good, accordingly as they are directed toGod,
and this is by reasonof the divine goodness; therefore all things
are good by the divine goodness.
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On the contrary, All things are good, inasmuch as they
have being. But they are not called beings through the divine
being, but through their ownbeing; therefore all things arenot
good by the divine goodness, but by their own goodness.

I answer that, As regards relative things, we must admit
extrinsic denomination; as, a thing is denominated “placed”
from “place,” and “measured” from “measure.” But as regards
absolute things opinions differ. Plato held the existence of sep-
arate ideas (q. 84, a. 4) of all things, and that individuals were
denominated by themas participating in the separate ideas; for
instance, that Socrates is called man according to the separate
idea of man. Now just as he laid down separate ideas of man
and horse which he called absolute man and absolute horse,
so likewise he laid down separate ideas of “being” and of “one,”
and thesehe called absolute being and absolute oneness; andby
participation of these, everything was called “being” or “one”;
andwhatwas thus absolute being and absolute one, he saidwas
the supremegood.Andbecause good is convertiblewithbeing,
as one is also; he called God the absolute good, fromwhom all

things are called good by way of participation.
Although this opinion appears to be unreasonable in af-

firming separate ideas of natural things as subsisting of them-
selves—as Aristotle argues in many ways—still, it is absolutely
true that there is first something which is essentially being and
essentially good, which we call God, as appears from what is
shown above (q. 2, a. 3), and Aristotle agrees with this. Hence
from the first being, essentially such, and good, everything can
be called good and a being, inasmuch as it participates in it by
way of a certain assimilation which is far removed and defec-
tive; as appears from the above (q. 4, a. 3).

Everything is therefore called good from the divine good-
ness, as from the first exemplary effective and final principle of
all goodness. Nevertheless, everything is called good by reason
of the similitude of the divine goodness belonging to it, which
is formally its own goodness, whereby it is denominated good.
And so of all things there is one goodness, and yet many good-
nesses.

is is a sufficient Reply to the Objections.
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F P, Q 7
e Infinity of God
(In Four Articles)

Aer considering the divine perfection we must consider the divine infinity, and God’s existence in things: for God is ev-
erywhere, and in all things, inasmuch as He is boundless and infinite.

Concerning the first, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is infinite?
(2) Whether anything besides Him is infinite in essence?
(3) Whether anything can be infinitude in magnitude?
(4) Whether an infinite multitude can exist?

Ia q. 7 a. 1Whether God is infinite?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not infinite. For every-
thing infinite is imperfect, as the Philosopher says; because it
has parts and matter, as is said in Phys. iii. But God is most
perfect; therefore He is not infinite.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher (Phys.
i), finite and infinite belong to quantity. But there is no quan-
tity in God, for He is not a body, as was shown above (q. 3,
a. 1). erefore it does not belong to Him to be infinite.

Objection 3. Further, what is here in such a way as not to
be elsewhere, is finite according to place.erefore that which
is a thing in such a way as not to be another thing, is finite ac-
cording to substance. But God is this, and not another; forHe
is not a stone or wood. erefore God is not infinite in sub-
stance.

On the contrary,Damascene says (De FideOrth. i, 4) that
“God is infinite and eternal, and boundless.”

I answer that, All the ancient philosophers attribute in-
finitude to the first principle, as is said (Phys. iii), and with
reason; for they considered that things flow forth infinitely
from thefirst principle. But because some erred concerning the
nature of the first principle, as a consequence they erred also
concerning its infinity; forasmuch as they asserted that mat-
ter was the first principle; consequently they attributed to the
first principle amaterial infinity to the effect that some infinite
body was the first principle of things.

We must consider therefore that a thing is called infinite
because it is not finite. Now matter is in a way made finite by
form, and the form by matter. Matter indeed is made finite by
form, inasmuch as matter, before it receives its form, is in po-
tentiality to many forms; but on receiving a form, it is termi-

nated by that one. Again, form is made finite by matter, inas-
much as form, considered in itself, is common to many; but
when received in matter, the form is determined to this one
particular thing.Nowmatter is perfected by the formbywhich
it is made finite; therefore infinite as attributed to matter, has
the nature of something imperfect; for it is as it were formless
matter.On the other hand, form is notmade perfect bymatter,
but rather is contracted by matter; and hence the infinite, re-
garded on the part of the form not determined by matter, has
the nature of something perfect. Now being is themost formal
of all things, as appears from what is shown above (q. 4, a. 1,
obj. 3). Since therefore the divine being is not a being received
in anything, but He is His own subsistent being as was shown
above (q. 3, a. 4), it is clear that God Himself is infinite and
perfect.

From this appears the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.Quantity is terminated by its form,

which can be seen in the fact that a figure which consists in
quantity terminated, is a kind of quantitative form. Hence the
infinite of quantity is the infinite of matter; such a kind of in-
finite cannot be attributed to God; as was said above, in this
article.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact that the being of God is
self-subsisting, not received in any other, and is thus called in-
finite, shows Him to be distinguished from all other beings,
and all others to be apart fromHim. Even so, were there such a
thing as a self-subsisting whiteness, the very fact that it did not
exist in anything else, would make it distinct from every other
whiteness existing in a subject.

Ia q. 7 a. 2Whether anything but God can be essentially infinite?

Objection 1. It seems that something else besides God can
be essentially infinite. For the power of anything is propor-
tioned to its essence. Now if the essence of God is infinite, His
power must also be infinite. erefore He can produce an in-
finite effect, since the extent of a power is known by its effect.

Objection 2. Further, whatever has infinite power, has
an infinite essence. Now the created intellect has an infinite
power; for it apprehends the universal, which can extend it-
self to an infinitude of singular things.erefore every created
intellectual substance is infinite.
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Objection 3. Further, primary matter is something other
than God, as was shown above (q. 3, a. 8). But primary matter
is infinite. erefore something besides God can be infinite.

On the contrary, e infinite cannot have a beginning, as
said in Phys. iii. But everything outside God is from God as
from its first principle. erefore besides God nothing can be
infinite.

I answer that, ings other than God can be relatively in-
finite, but not absolutely infinite. For with regard to infinite
as applied to matter, it is manifest that everything actually ex-
isting possesses a form; and thus its matter is determined by
form. But because matter, considered as existing under some
substantial form, remains in potentiality to many accidental
forms, which is absolutely finite can be relatively infinite; as,
for example, wood is finite according to its own form, but still
it is relatively infinite, inasmuch as it is in potentiality to an
infinite number of shapes. But if we speak of the infinite in
reference to form, it is manifest that those things, the forms of
which are in matter, are absolutely finite, and in no way infi-
nite. If, however, any created forms are not received into mat-
ter, but are self-subsisting, as some think is the case with an-
gels, these will be relatively infinite, inasmuch as such kinds of
forms are not terminated, nor contracted by any matter. But
because a created form thus subsisting has being, and yet is

not its own being, it follows that its being is received and con-
tracted to a determinate nature. Hence it cannot be absolutely
infinite.

Reply to Objection 1. It is against the nature of a made
thing for its essence to be its existence; because subsisting being
is not a created being; hence it is against the nature of a made
thing to be absolutely infinite.erefore, as God, althoughHe
has infinite power, cannot make a thing to be not made (for
this would imply that two contradictories are true at the same
time), so likewise He cannot make anything to be absolutely
infinite.

Reply to Objection 2. e fact that the power of the in-
tellect extends itself in a way to infinite things, is because the
intellect is a form not in matter, but either wholly separated
from matter, as is the angelic substance, or at least an intellec-
tual power, which is not the act of any organ, in the intellectual
soul joined to a body.

Reply toObjection 3. Primarymatter does not exist by it-
self innature, since it is not actually being, butpotentially only;
hence it is something concreated rather than created. Never-
theless, primary matter even as a potentiality is not absolutely
infinite, but relatively, because its potentiality extends only to
natural forms.

Ia q. 7 a. 3Whether an actually infinite magnitude can exist?

Objection 1. It seems that there can be something actu-
ally infinite in magnitude. For in mathematics there is no er-
ror, since “there is no lie in things abstract,” as the Philosopher
says (Phys. ii). Butmathematics uses the infinite inmagnitude;
thus, the geometrician in his demonstrations says, “Let this
line be infinite.” erefore it is not impossible for a thing to
be infinite in magnitude.

Objection 2. Further, what is not against the nature of
anything, can agree with it. Now to be infinite is not against
the nature of magnitude; but rather both the finite and the
infinite seem to be properties of quantity. erefore it is not
impossible for some magnitude to be infinite.

Objection 3. Further, magnitude is infinitely divisible, for
the continuous is defined that which is infinitely divisible, as
is clear from Phys. iii. But contraries are concerned about one
and the same thing. Since therefore addition is opposed todivi-
sion, and increase opposed to diminution, it appears thatmag-
nitude can be increased to infinity. erefore it is possible for
magnitude to be infinite.

Objection 4. Further, movement and time have quantity
and continuity derived from themagnitude over whichmove-
ment passes, as is said in Phys. iv. But it is not against the nature
of time and movement to be infinite, since every determinate
indivisible in time and circular movement is both a beginning
and an end. erefore neither is it against the nature of mag-
nitude to be infinite.

On the contrary,Every body has a surface. But every body
which has a surface is finite; because surface is the term of a fi-
nite body.erefore all bodies are finite.e same applies both
to surface and to a line.erefore nothing is infinite inmagni-
tude.

I answer that, It is one thing to be infinite in essence, and
another to be infinite in magnitude. For granted that a body
exists infinite in magnitude, as fire or air, yet this could not be
infinite in essence, because its essence would be terminated in
a species by its form, and confined to individuality by matter.
And so assuming from these premises that no creature is infi-
nite in essence, it still remains to inquire whether any creature
can be infinite in magnitude.

We must therefore observe that a body, which is a com-
plete magnitude, can be considered in two ways; mathemati-
cally, in respect to its quantity only; and naturally, as regards
its matter and form.

Now it is manifest that a natural body cannot be actually
infinite. For every natural body has some determined substan-
tial form. Since therefore the accidents follow upon the sub-
stantial form, it is necessary that determinate accidents should
follow upon a determinate form; and among these accidents
is quantity. So every natural body has a greater or smaller de-
terminate quantity. Hence it is impossible for a natural body
to be infinite. e same appears from movement; because ev-
ery natural body has some natural movement; whereas an in-
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finite body could not have any natural movement; neither di-
rect, because nothing moves naturally by a direct movement
unless it is out of its place; and this could not happen to an infi-
nite body, for it would occupy every place, and thus every place
would be indifferently its ownplace.Neither could itmove cir-
cularly; forasmuch as circular motion requires that one part of
the body is necessarily transferred to a place occupied by an-
other part, and this could not happen as regards an infinite
circular body: for if two lines be drawn from the centre, the
farther they extend from the centre, the farther they are from
each other; therefore, if a body were infinite, the lines would
be infinitely distant from each other; and thus one could never
occupy the place belonging to any other.

e same applies to a mathematical body. For if we imag-
ine a mathematical body actually existing, we must imagine it
under some form, because nothing is actual except by its form;
hence, since the form of quantity as such is figure, such a body
must have somefigure, and sowould be finite; for figure is con-
fined by a term or boundary.

Reply toObjection1.Ageometrician does not need to as-
sume a line actually infinite, but takes some actually finite line,

from which he subtracts whatever he finds necessary; which
line he calls infinite.

Reply toObjection 2.Although the infinite is not against
the nature of magnitude in general, still it is against the nature
of any species of it; thus, for instance, it is against the nature
of a bicubical or tricubical magnitude, whether circular or tri-
angular, and so on. Now what is not possible in any species
cannot exist in the genus; hence there cannot be any infinite
magnitude, since no species of magnitude is infinite.

Reply to Objection 3. e infinite in quantity, as was
shown above, belongs tomatter. Now by division of the whole
we approach to matter, forasmuch as parts have the aspect of
matter; but by addition we approach to the whole which has
the aspect of a form. erefore the infinite is not in the addi-
tion of magnitude, but only in division.

Reply toObjection 4.Movement and time are whole, not
actually but successively; hence they have potentiality mixed
with actuality. Butmagnitude is an actual whole; therefore the
infinite in quantity refers to matter, and does not agree with
the totality ofmagnitude; yet it agreeswith the totality of time
and movement: for it is proper to matter to be in potentiality.

Ia q. 7 a. 4Whether an infinite multitude can exist?

Objection 1. It seems that an actually infinite multitude is
possible. For it is not impossible for a potentiality to be made
actual. But number can be multiplied to infinity. erefore it
is possible for an infinite multitude actually to exist.

Objection 2. Further, it is possible for any individual of
any species to be made actual. But the species of figures are in-
finite.erefore an infinitenumberof actual figures is possible.

Objection 3.Further, things not opposed to each other do
not obstruct each other. But supposing a multitude of things
to exist, there can still be many others not opposed to them.
erefore it is not impossible for others also to coexist with
them, and soon to infinitude; therefore an actual infinite num-
ber of things is possible.

On the contrary, It is written, “ou hast ordered all
things in measure, and number, and weight” (Wis. 11:21).

I answer that, A twofold opinion exists on this subject.
Some, as Avicenna and Algazel, said that it was impossible for
an actually infinite multitude to exist absolutely; but that an
accidentally infinite multitude was not impossible. A multi-
tude is said to be infinite absolutely, when an infinite multi-
tude is necessary that somethingmay exist. Now this is impos-
sible; because it would entail something dependent on an in-
finity for its existence; and hence its generation could never
come to be, because it is impossible to pass through an infinite
medium.

A multitude is said to be accidentally infinite when its ex-
istence as such is not necessary, but accidental. is can be
shown, for example, in the work of a carpenter requiring a cer-
tain absolutemultitude; namely, art in the soul, themovement

of the hand, and a hammer; and supposing that such things
were infinitely multiplied, the carpentering work would never
be finished, forasmuch as it would depend on an infinite num-
ber of causes. But the multitude of hammers, inasmuch as one
may be broken and another used, is an accidental multitude;
for it happens by accident that many hammers are used, and
it matters little whether one or two, or many are used, or an
infinite number, if the work is carried on for an infinite time.
In this way they said that there can be an accidentally infinite
multitude.

is, however, is impossible; since every kind ofmultitude
must belong to a species ofmultitude. Now the species ofmul-
titude are to be reckoned by the species of numbers. But no
species of number is infinite; for every number is multitude
measured by one.Hence it is impossible for there to be an actu-
ally infinite multitude, either absolute or accidental. Likewise
multitude in nature is created; and everything created is com-
prehended under some clear intention of the Creator; for no
agent acts aimlessly. Hence everything created must be com-
prehended in a certain number. erefore it is impossible for
an actually infinite multitude to exist, even accidentally. But a
potentially infinite multitude is possible; because the increase
ofmultitude follows upon the division ofmagnitude; since the
more a thing is divided, the greater number of things result.
Hence, as the infinite is to be found potentially in the division
of the continuous, because we thus approach matter, as was
shown in the preceding article, by the same rule, the infinite
can be also found potentially in the addition of multitude.

Reply to Objection 1. Every potentiality is made actual
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according to its mode of being; for instance, a day is reduced
to act successively, and not all at once. Likewise the infinite in
multitude is reduced to act successively, andnot all at once; be-
cause every multitude can be succeeded by another multitude
to infinity.

Reply to Objection 2. Species of figures are infinite by in-
finitude of number. Now there are various species of figures,
such as trilateral, quadrilateral and so on; and as an infinitely

numerable multitude is not all at once reduced to act, so nei-
ther is the multitude of figures.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the supposition of some
things does not preclude the supposition of others, still the
supposition of an infinite number is opposed to any single
species of multitude. Hence it is not possible for an actually
infinite multitude to exist.

32



F P, Q 8
e Existence of God in ings

(In Four Articles)

Since it evidently belongs to the infinite to be present everywhere, and in all things, we now consider whether this belongs
to God; and concerning this there arise four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is in all things?
(2) Whether God is everywhere?
(3) Whether God is everywhere by essence, power, and presence?
(4) Whether to be everywhere belongs to God alone?

Ia q. 8 a. 1Whether God is in all things?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not in all things. For
what is above all things is not in all things. But God is above
all, according to thePsalm (Ps. 112:4), “eLord is high above
all nations,” etc. erefore God is not in all things.

Objection 2. Further, what is in anything is thereby con-
tained. Now God is not contained by things, but rather does
He contain them.ereforeGod is not in things but things are
rather in Him. Hence Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu.
20), that “in Him things are, rather than He is in any place.”

Objection 3. Further, the more powerful an agent is, the
more extended is its action. But God is the most powerful of
all agents.ereforeHis action can extend to things which are
far removed from Him; nor is it necessary that He should be
in all things.

Objection 4. Further, the demons are beings. But God is
not in the demons; for there is no fellowship between light and
darkness (2 Cor. 6:14). erefore God is not in all things.

On the contrary,A thing is wherever it operates. But God
operates in all things, according to Is. 26:12, “Lord…ouhast
wrought all our works in [Vulg.: ‘for’] us.” erefore God is in
all things.

I answer that, God is in all things; not, indeed, as part of
their essence, nor as an accident, but as an agent is present to
that upon which it works. For an agent must be joined to that
wherein it acts immediately and touch it by its power; hence it
is proved in Phys. vii that the thingmoved and themovermust
be joined together. Now since God is very being by His own
essence, created being must be His proper effect; as to ignite is
the proper effect of fire. Now God causes this effect in things
not onlywhen they first begin to be, but as long as they are pre-

served in being; as light is caused in the air by the sun as long as
the air remains illuminated.erefore as long as a thing has be-
ing, Godmust be present to it, according to its mode of being.
But being is innermost in each thing and most fundamentally
inherent in all things since it is formal in respect of everything
found in a thing, as was shown above (q. 7, a. 1).Hence itmust
be that God is in all things, and innermostly.

Reply toObjection 1.God is above all things by the excel-
lence ofHis nature; nevertheless,He is in all things as the cause
of the being of all things; as was shown above in this article.

Reply to Objection 2. Although corporeal things are said
to be in another as in that which contains them, nevertheless,
spiritual things contain those things in which they are; as the
soul contains the body.Hence alsoGod is in things containing
them; nevertheless, by a certain similitude to corporeal things,
it is said that all things are in God; inasmuch as they are con-
tained by Him.

Reply to Objection 3. No action of an agent, however
powerful it may be, acts at a distance, except through a
medium. But it belongs to the great power ofGod thatHe acts
immediately in all things. Hence nothing is distant fromHim,
as if it could be without God in itself. But things are said to be
distant fromGod by the unlikeness toHim in nature or grace;
as also He is above all by the excellence of His own nature.

Reply to Objection 4. In the demons there is their nature
which is from God, and also the deformity of sin which is not
from Him; therefore, it is not to be absolutely conceded that
God is in the demons, except with the addition, “inasmuch as
they are beings.” But in things not deformed in their nature,
we must say absolutely that God is.

Ia q. 8 a. 2Whether God is everywhere?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not everywhere. For to
be everywhere means to be in every place. But to be in every
place does not belong to God, to Whom it does not belong
to be in place at all; for “incorporeal things,” as Boethius says
(De Hebdom.), “are not in a place.” erefore God is not ev-
erywhere.

Objection 2. Further, the relation of time to succession is
the same as the relation of place to permanence. But one in-
divisible part of action or movement cannot exist in different
times; therefore neither can one indivisible part in the genus
of permanent things be in every place. Now the divine being is
not successive but permanent. erefore God is not in many
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places; and thus He is not everywhere.
Objection 3. Further, what is wholly in any one place is

not in part elsewhere. But if God is in any one place He is all
there; for He has no parts. No part of Him then is elsewhere;
and therefore God is not everywhere.

On the contrary, It is written, “I fill heaven and earth.”
( Jer. 23:24).

I answer that, Since place is a thing, to be in place can
be understood in a twofold sense; either by way of other
things—i.e. as one thing is said tobe in anothernomatter how;
and thus the accidents of a place are in place; or by away proper
to place; and thus things placed are in a place. Now in both
these senses, in some way God is in every place; and this is to
be everywhere. First, as He is in all things giving them being,
power and operation; so He is in every place as giving it ex-
istence and locative power. Again, things placed are in place,
inasmuch as they fill place; and God fills every place; not, in-
deed, like a body, for a body is said to fill place inasmuch as it
excludes the co-presence of another body; whereas byGod be-
ing in a place, others are not thereby excluded from it; indeed,
by the very fact that He gives being to the things that fill every
place, He Himself fills every place.

Reply to Objection 1. Incorporeal things are in place not
by contact of dimensive quantity, as bodies are but by contact
of power.

Reply to Objection 2. e indivisible is twofold. One is
the term of the continuous; as a point in permanent things,
and as a moment in succession; and this kind of the indivis-
ible in permanent things, forasmuch as it has a determinate
site, cannot be in many parts of place, or in many places; like-
wise the indivisible of action or movement, forasmuch as it
has a determinate order in movement or action, cannot be in

many parts of time. Another kind of the indivisible is outside
of thewhole genus of the continuous; and in this way incorpo-
real substances, like God, angel and soul, are called indivisible.
Such a kindof indivisible does not belong to the continuous, as
a part of it, but as touching it by its power; hence, according as
its power can extend itself to one or to many, to a small thing,
or to a great one, in this way it is in one or in many places, and
in a small or large place.

Reply to Objection 3. A whole is so called with reference
to its parts. Now part is twofold: viz. a part of the essence,
as the form and the matter are called parts of the composite,
while genus and difference are called parts of species. ere is
also part of quantity into which any quantity is divided. What
therefore is whole in any place by totality of quantity, can-
not be outside of that place, because the quantity of anything
placed is commensurate to the quantity of the place; andhence
there is no totality of quantitywithout totality of place. But to-
tality of essence is not commensurate to the totality of place.
Hence it is not necessary for that which is whole by totality of
essence in a thing, not to be at all outside of it. is appears
also in accidental forms which have accidental quantity; as an
example, whiteness is whole in each part of the surface if we
speak of its totality of essence; because according to the per-
fect idea of its species it is found to exist in every part of the
surface. But if its totality be considered according to quantity
which it has accidentally, then it is not whole in every part of
the surface. On the other hand, incorporeal substances have
no totality either of themselves or accidentally, except in ref-
erence to the perfect idea of their essence. Hence, as the soul is
whole in every part of the body, so is God whole in all things
and in each one.

Ia q. 8 a. 3Whether God is everywhere by essence, presence and power?

Objection 1. It seems that the mode of God’s existence in
all things is not properly described by way of essence, presence
and power. For what is by essence in anything, is in it essen-
tially. But God is not essentially in things; for He does not be-
long to the essence of anything. erefore it ought not to be
said that God is in things by essence, presence and power.

Objection 2. Further, to be present in anythingmeans not
to be absent from it. Now this is the meaning of God being
in things by His essence, that He is not absent from anything.
erefore the presence of God in all things by essence and
presence means the same thing. erefore it is superfluous to
say that God is present in things by His essence, presence and
power.

Objection 3.Further, asGod byHis power is the principle
of all things, so He is the same likewise by His knowledge and
will. But it is not said that He is in things by knowledge and
will. erefore neither is He present by His power.

Objection 4. Further, as grace is a perfection added to the
substance of a thing, so many other perfections are likewise
added. erefore if God is said to be in certain persons in a
specialwayby grace, it seems that according to everyperfection
there ought to be a special mode of God’s existence in things.

On the contrary, A gloss on the Canticle of Canticles (5)
says that, “God by a commonmode is in all things byHis pres-
ence, power and substance; still He is said to be present more
familiarly in some by grace”*.

I answer that, God is said to be in a thing in two ways; in
one way aer the manner of an efficient cause; and thus He is
in all things created by Him; in another way he is in things as
the object of operation is in the operator; and this is proper to
the operations of the soul, according as the thing known is in
the one who knows; and the thing desired in the one desiring.
In this second way God is especially in the rational creature
which knows and loves Him actually or habitually. And be-

* e quotation is from St. Gregory, (Hom. viii in Ezech.).
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cause the rational creature possesses this prerogative by grace,
as will be shown later (q. 12). He is said to be thus in the saints
by grace.

But howHe is in other things created byHim,may be con-
sidered from human affairs. A king, for example, is said to be
in the whole kingdom by his power, although he is not every-
where present. Again a thing is said to be by its presence in
other things which are subject to its inspection; as things in a
house are said to be present to anyone, who nevertheless may
not be in substance in every part of the house. Lastly, a thing is
said to be by way of substance or essence in that place in which
its substance may be. Now there were some (the Manichees)
who said that spiritual and incorporeal things were subject to
the divine power; but that visible and corporeal things were
subject to the power of a contrary principle. erefore against
these it is necessary to say that God is in all things by His
power.

But others, though they believed that all things were sub-
ject to the divine power, still did not allow that divine provi-
dence extended to these inferior bodies, and in the person of
these it is said, “Hewalketh about the poles of the heavens; and
He doth not consider our things†” ( Job 22:14). Against these
it is necessary to say that God is in all things by His presence.

Further, others said that, although all things are subject to
God’s providence, still all things are not immediately created
by God; but that He immediately created the first creatures,
and these created the others. Against these it is necessary to
say that He is in all things by His essence.

erefore, God is in all things by His power, inasmuch as
all things are subject toHis power;He is byHis presence in all
things, as all things are bare and open to His eyes; He is in all
things by His essence, inasmuch as He is present to all as the
cause of their being.

Reply to Objection 1. God is said to be in all things by
essence, not indeed by the essence of the things themselves, as
if He were of their essence; but by His own essence; because
His substance is present to all things as the cause of their be-
ing.

Reply to Objection 2. A thing can be said to be present
to another, when in its sight, though the thing may be distant
in substance, as was shown in this article; and therefore two
modes of presence are necessary; viz. by essence and by pres-
ence.

Reply to Objection 3. Knowledge and will require that
the thing known should be in the one who knows, and the
thingwilled in theonewhowills.Hencebyknowledge andwill
things are more truly in God than God in things. But power is
the principle of acting on another; hence by power the agent
is related and applied to an external thing; thus by power an
agent may be said to be present to another.

Reply to Objection 4. No other perfection, except grace,
added to substance, rendersGodpresent in anything as the ob-
ject knownand loved; therefore only grace constitutes a special
mode of God’s existence in things. ere is, however, another
special mode of God’s existence in man by union, which will
be treated of in its own place ( IIIa).

Ia q. 8 a. 4Whether to be everywhere belongs to God alone?

Objection 1. It seems that to be everywhere does not be-
long toGod alone. For the universal, according to the Philoso-
pher (Poster. i), is everywhere, and always; primarymatter also,
since it is in all bodies, is everywhere. But neither of these is
God, as appears fromwhat is said above (q. 3).erefore to be
everywhere does not belong to God alone.

Objection 2. Further, number is in things numbered. But
the whole universe is constituted in number, as appears from
the Book of Wisdom (Wis. 11:21). erefore there is some
numberwhich is in thewhole universe, and is thus everywhere.

Objection 3. Further, the universe is a kind of “whole per-
fect body” (Coel. et Mund. i). But the whole universe is ev-
erywhere, because there is no place outside it. erefore to be
everywhere does not belong to God alone.

Objection 4. Further, if any body were infinite, no place
would exist outside of it, and so itwould be everywhere.ere-
fore to be everywhere does not appear to belong toGod alone.

Objection 5.Further, the soul, as Augustine says (DeTrin.
vi, 6), is “whole in the whole body, and whole in every one of
its parts.” erefore if there was only one animal in the world,
its soul would be everywhere; and thus to be everywhere does

not belong to God alone.
Objection 6. Further, as Augustine says (Ep. 137), “e

soul feels where it sees, and lives where it feels, and is where it
lives.” But the soul sees as it were everywhere: for in a succes-
sion of glances it comprehends the entire space of the heavens
in its sight. erefore the soul is everywhere.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Spir. Sanct. i, 7):
“Who dares to call the Holy Ghost a creature, Who in all
things, and everywhere, and always is, which assuredly belongs
to the divinity alone?”

I answer that, To be everywhere primarily and absolutely,
is proper to God. Now to be everywhere primarily is said of
thatwhich in itswhole self is everywhere; for if a thingwere ev-
erywhere according to its parts in different places, it would not
be primarily everywhere, forasmuch as what belongs to any-
thing according to part does not belong to it primarily; thus
if a man has white teeth, whiteness belongs primarily not to
the man but to his teeth. But a thing is everywhere absolutely
when it does not belong to it to be everywhere accidentally,
that is, merely on some supposition; as a grain of millet would
be everywhere, supposing that no other body existed. It be-

† Vulg.: ‘He doth not consider…and He walketh,’ etc.
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longs therefore to a thing to be everywhere absolutely when,
on any supposition, it must be everywhere; and this properly
belongs to God alone. For whatever number of places be sup-
posed, even if an infinite number be supposed besides what al-
ready exist, it would be necessary that God should be in all
of them; for nothing can exist except by Him. erefore to
be everywhere primarily and absolutely belongs to God and
is proper to Him: because whatever number of places be sup-
posed to exist, God must be in all of them, not as to a part of
Him, but as to His very self.

Reply to Objection 1. e universal, and also primary
matter are indeed everywhere; but not according to the same
mode of existence.

Reply to Objection 2. Number, since it is an accident,
does not, of itself, exist in place, but accidentally; neither is
the whole but only part of it in each of the things numbered;
hence it does not follow that it is primarily and absolutely ev-
erywhere.

Reply to Objection 3. e whole body of the universe is
everywhere, but not primarily; forasmuch as it is not wholly

in each place, but according to its parts; nor again is it every-
where absolutely, because, supposing that other places existed
besides itself, it would not be in them.

Reply toObjection 4. If an infinite body existed, it would
be everywhere; but according to its parts.

Reply toObjection 5.Were there one animal only, its soul
would be everywhere primarily indeed, but only accidentally.

Reply to Objection 6. When it is said that the soul sees
anywhere, this can be taken in two senses. In one sense the ad-
verb “anywhere” determines the act of seeing on the part of the
object; and in this sense it is true that while it sees the heavens,
it sees in the heavens; and in the same way it feels in the heav-
ens; but it does not follow that it lives or exists in the heavens,
because to live and to exist do not import an act passing to an
exterior object. In another sense it can be understood accord-
ing as the adverb determines the act of the seer, as proceed-
ing from the seer; and thus it is true that where the soul feels
and sees, there it is, and there it lives according to this mode of
speaking; and thus it does not follow that it is everywhere.
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F P, Q 9
e Immutability of God

(In Two Articles)

We next consider God’s immutability, and His eternity following on His immutability. On the immutability of God there
are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is altogether immutable?
(2) Whether to be immutable belongs to God alone?

Ia q. 9 a. 1Whether God is altogether immutable?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not altogether im-
mutable. For whatever moves itself is in some way mutable.
But, asAugustine says (Gen. ad lit viii, 20), “eCreator Spirit
moves Himself neither by time, nor by place.” erefore God
is in some way mutable.

Objection 2. Further, it is said ofWisdom, that “it is more
mobile than all things active [Vulg.‘mobilior’]” (Wis. 7:24).
But God is wisdom itself; therefore God is movable.

Objection 3. Further, to approach and to recede signify
movement. But these are said of God in Scripture, “Draw nigh
to God and He will draw nigh to you” ( James 4:8). erefore
God is mutable.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten, “I am theLord, and I change
not” (Malachi 3:6).

I answer that, Fromwhat precedes, it is shown that God is
altogether immutable. First, because it was shown above that
there is some first being, whom we call God; and that this first
being must be pure act, without the admixture of any poten-
tiality, for the reason that, absolutely, potentiality is posterior
to act. Now everythingwhich is in anyway changed, is in some
way in potentiality. Hence it is evident that it is impossible
for God to be in any way changeable. Secondly, because ev-
erything which is moved, remains as it was in part, and passes
away in part; as what is moved from whiteness to blackness,
remains the same as to substance; thus in everything which is
moved, there is some kind of composition to be found. But
it has been shown above (q. 3, a. 7) that in God there is no
composition, for He is altogether simple. Hence it is manifest
thatGod cannot bemoved.irdly, because everything which
is moved acquires something by its movement, and attains to
what it had not attained previously. But since God is infinite,
comprehending in Himself all the plenitude of perfection of
all being,He cannot acquire anythingnew, nor extendHimself

to anything whereto He was not extended previously. Hence
movement in noway belongs toHim. So, some of the ancients,
constrained, as it were, by the truth, decided that the first prin-
ciple was immovable.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine there speaks in a simi-
lar way to Plato, who said that the first mover moves Him-
self; calling every operation a movement, even as the acts of
understanding, andwilling, and loving, are calledmovements.
erefore because God understands and lovesHimself, in that
respect they said that God moves Himself, not, however, as
movement and change belong to a thing existing in potential-
ity, as we now speak of change and movement.

Reply toObjection 2. Wisdom is called mobile by way of
similitude, according as it diffuses its likeness even to the out-
ermost of things; for nothing can exist which does not pro-
ceed from the divine wisdom by way of some kind of imita-
tion, as from the first effective and formal principle; as also
works of art proceed from the wisdom of the artist. And so
in the same way, inasmuch as the similitude of the divine wis-
dom proceeds in degrees from the highest things, which par-
ticipate more fully of its likeness, to the lowest things which
participate of it in a lesser degree, there is said to be a kind of
procession and movement of the divine wisdom to things; as
when we say that the sun proceeds to the earth, inasmuch as
the ray of light touches the earth. In this wayDionysius (Coel.
Hier. i) expounds the matter, that every procession of the di-
vine manifestation comes to us from the movement of the Fa-
ther of light.

Reply to Objection 3. ese things are said of God in
Scripturemetaphorically. For as the sun is said to enter a house,
or to go out, according as its rays reach the house, so God is
said to approach to us, or to recede from us, when we receive
the influx of His goodness, or decline from Him.

Ia q. 9 a. 2Whether to be immutable belongs to God alone?

Objection 1. It seems that to be immutable does not be-
long to God alone. For the Philosopher says (Metaph. ii) that
“matter is in everything which is moved.” But, according to
some, certain created substances, as angels and souls, have not
matter. erefore to be immutable does not belong to God

alone.
Objection 2. Further, everything in motion moves to

some end. What therefore has already attained its ultimate
end, is not inmotion. But some creatures have already attained
to their ultimate end; as all the blessed in heaven. erefore
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some creatures are immovable.
Objection 3. Further, everything which is mutable is vari-

able. But forms are invariable; for it is said (Sex Princip. i)
that “form is essence consisting of the simple and invariable.”
erefore it does not belong to God alone to be immutable.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. Boni. i), “God
alone is immutable; and whatever things He has made, being
from nothing, are mutable.”

I answer that,God alone is altogether immutable;whereas
every creature is in some way mutable. Be it known therefore
that a mutable thing can be called so in two ways: by a power
in itself; and by a power possessed by another. For all creatures
before they existed, were possible, not by any created power,
since no creature is eternal, but by the divine power alone, inas-
much as God could produce them into existence. us, as the
production of a thing into existence depends on the will of
God, so likewise it depends on His will that things should be
preserved; for He does not preserve them otherwise than by
ever giving them existence; hence if He took away His action
from them, all things would be reduced to nothing, as appears
from Augustine (Gen. ad lit. iv, 12). erefore as it was in the
Creator’s power to produce them before they existed in them-
selves, so likewise it is in the Creator’s power when they exist
in themselves to bring them to nothing. In this way therefore,
by the power of another—namely, of God—they are mutable,
inasmuch as they are producible fromnothing byHim, and are
by Him reducible from existence to non-existence.

If, however, a thing is called mutable by a power in itself,
thus also in some manner every creature is mutable. For every
creature has a twofold power, active and passive; and I call that
power passive which enables anything to attain its perfection
either in being, or in attaining to its end. Now if the mutabil-
ity of a thing be considered according to its power for being, in
that way all creatures are not mutable, but those only in which
what is potential in them is consistent with non-being. Hence,
in the inferior bodies there is mutability both as regards sub-
stantial being, inasmuch as their matter can exist with priva-
tion of their substantial form, and also as regards their acci-
dental being, supposing the subject to coexist with privation
of accident; as, for example, this subject “man” can exist with
“not-whiteness” and can therefore be changed from white to
not-white. But supposing the accident to be such as to follow
on the essential principles of the subject, then the privation of
such an accident cannot coexist with the subject. Hence the
subject cannot be changed as regards that kind of accident; as,

for example, snow cannot be made black. Now in the celestial
bodiesmatter is not consistent with privation of form, because
the form perfects the whole potentiality of the matter; there-
fore these bodies are not mutable as to substantial being, but
only as to locality, because the subject is consistent with priva-
tion of this or that place. On the other hand incorporeal sub-
stances, being subsistent forms which, although with respect
to their own existence are as potentiality to act, are not con-
sistent with the privation of this act; forasmuch as existence
is consequent upon form, and nothing corrupts except it lose
its form. Hence in the form itself there is no power to non-
existence; and so these kinds of substances are immutable and
invariable as regards their existence.WhereforeDionysius says
(Div. Nom. iv) that “intellectual created substances are pure
from generation and from every variation, as also are incorpo-
real and immaterial substances.” Still, there remains in them a
twofold mutability: one as regards their potentiality to their
end; and in that way there is in them amutability according to
choice from good to evil, as Damascene says (De Fide ii, 3,4);
the other as regards place, inasmuch as by their finite power
they attain to certain fresh places—which cannot be said of
God, who by His infinity fills all places, as was shown above
(q. 8, a. 2).

us in every creature there is a potentiality to change ei-
ther as regards substantial being as in the case of things cor-
ruptible; or as regards locality only, as in the case of the celes-
tial bodies; or as regards the order to their end, and the appli-
cation of their powers to divers objects, as in the case with the
angels; and universally all creatures generally are mutable by
the power of the Creator, in Whose power is their existence
and non-existence. Hence since God is in none of these ways
mutable, it belongs to Him alone to be altogether immutable.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection proceeds from mu-
tability as regards substantial or accidental being; for philoso-
phers treated of such movement.

Reply toObjection 2.egood angels, besides their natu-
ral endowment of immutability of being, have also immutabil-
ity of election by divine power; nevertheless there remains in
them mutability as regards place.

Reply to Objection 3. Forms are called invariable, foras-
much as they cannot be subjects of variation; but they are
subject to variation because by them their subject is variable.
Hence it is clear that they vary in so far as they are; for they are
not called beings as though they were the subject of being, but
because through them something has being.
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F P, Q 10
e Eternity of God
(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the eternity of God, concerning which arise six points of inquiry:

(1) What is eternity?
(2) Whether God is eternal?
(3) Whether to be eternal belongs to God alone?
(4) Whether eternity differs from time?
(5) e difference of aeviternity, as there is one time, and one eternity?

Ia q. 10 a. 1Whether this is a good definition of eternity, “e simultaneously-whole and perfect posses-
sion of interminable life”?

Objection 1. It seems that the definition of eternity given
by Boethius (De Consol. v) is not a good one: “Eternity is the
simultaneously-whole and perfect possession of interminable
life.” For the word “interminable” is a negative one. But nega-
tion only belongs towhat is defective, and this does not belong
to eternity. erefore in the definition of eternity the word
“interminable” ought not to be found.

Objection 2. Further, eternity signifies a certain kind
of duration. But duration regards existence rather than life.
erefore the word “life” ought not to come into the defini-
tion of eternity; but rather the word “existence.”

Objection 3. Further, a whole is what has parts. But this
is alien to eternity which is simple. erefore it is improperly
said to be “whole.”

Objection 4. Many days cannot occur together, nor can
many times exist all at once. But in eternity, days and times
are in the plural, for it is said, “His going forth is from the
beginning, from the days of eternity” (Micah 5:2); and also
it is said, “According to the revelation of the mystery hidden
from eternity” (Rom. 16:25). erefore eternity is not omni-
simultaneous.

Objection 5. Further, the whole and the perfect are the
same thing. Supposing, therefore, that it is “whole,” it is super-
fluously described as “perfect.”

Objection 6. Further, duration does not imply “posses-
sion.” But eternity is a kind of duration. erefore eternity is
not possession.

I answer that, As we attain to the knowledge of simple
things by way of compound things, so must we reach to the
knowledge of eternity by means of time, which is nothing but
the numbering of movement by “before” and “aer.” For since
succession occurs in everymovement, and one part comes aer
another, the fact that we reckon before and aer inmovement,
makes us apprehend time, which is nothing else but the mea-
sure of before and aer in movement. Now in a thing bere of
movement, which is always the same, there is no before or af-
ter. As therefore the idea of time consists in the numbering of

before and aer in movement; so likewise in the apprehension
of the uniformity of what is outside of movement, consists the
idea of eternity.

Further, those things are said tobemeasuredby timewhich
have a beginning and an end in time, because in everything
which is moved there is a beginning, and there is an end. But
as whatever is wholly immutable can have no succession, so it
has no beginning, and no end.

us eternity is known from two sources: first, because
what is eternal is interminable—that is, has no beginning nor
end (that is, no term either way); secondly, because eternity
has no succession, being simultaneously whole.

Reply to Objection 1. Simple things are usually defined
by way of negation; as “a point is that which has no parts.”
Yet this is not to be taken as if the negation belonged to their
essence, but because our intellect which first apprehends com-
pound things, cannot attain to the knowledge of simple things
except by removing the opposite.

Reply toObjection2.What is truly eternal, is not only be-
ing, but also living; and life extends to operation, which is not
true of being.Now the protraction of duration seems to belong
to operation rather than to being; hence time is the numbering
of movement.

Reply to Objection 3. Eternity is called whole, not be-
cause it has parts, but because it is wanting in nothing.

Reply to Objection 4. As God, although incorporeal, is
named in Scripture metaphorically by corporeal names, so
eternity though simultaneously whole, is called by names im-
plying time and succession.

Reply to Objection 5. Two things are to be considered in
time: time itself, which is successive; and the “now” of time,
which is imperfect. Hence the expression “simultaneously-
whole” is used to remove the idea of time, and the word “per-
fect” is used to exclude the “now” of time.

Reply to Objection 6. Whatever is possessed, is held
firmly andquietly; therefore to designate the immutability and
permanence of eternity, we use the word “possession.”
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Ia q. 10 a. 2Whether God is eternal?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not eternal. For nothing
made can be predicated ofGod; for Boethius says (DeTrin. iv)
that, “enowthatflows awaymakes time, thenowthat stands
still makes eternity;” and Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest.
qu. 28) “that God is the author of eternity.” erefore God is
not eternal.

Objection 2. Further, what is before eternity, and aer
eternity, is not measured by eternity. But, as Aristotle says (De
Causis), “God is before eternity andHe is aer eternity”: for it
is written that “the Lord shall reign for eternity, and beyond*”
(Ex. 15:18). erefore to be eternal does not belong to God.

Objection 3. Further, eternity is a kind of measure. But to
bemeasured belongs not to God.erefore it does not belong
to Him to be eternal.

Objection 4. Further, in eternity, there is no present, past
or future, since it is simultaneously whole; as was said in the
preceding article. But words denoting present, past and future
time are applied to God in Scripture. erefore God is not
eternal.

On the contrary, Athanasius says in his Creed: “e Fa-
ther is eternal, the Son is eternal, the Holy Ghost is eternal.”

I answer that, e idea of eternity follows immutability,
as the idea of time follows movement, as appears from the
preceding article. Hence, as God is supremely immutable, it
supremely belongs to Him to be eternal. Nor is He eternal
only; but He is His own eternity; whereas, no other being is
its own duration, as no other is its own being. NowGod is His
ownuniformbeing; and hence asHe isHis own essence, soHe
is His own eternity.

Reply to Objection 1. e “now” that stands still, is said

tomake eternity according to our apprehension. As the appre-
hension of time is caused in us by the fact that we apprehend
the flow of the “now,” so the apprehension of eternity is caused
in us by our apprehending the “now” standing still.When Au-
gustine says that “God is the author of eternity,” this is to be
understood of participated eternity. For God communicates
His eternity to some in the same way asHe communicatesHis
immutability.

Reply toObjection 2. From this appears the answer to the
Second Objection. For God is said to be before eternity, ac-
cording as it is shared by immaterial substances.Hence, also, in
the same book, it is said that “intelligence is equal to eternity.”
In the words of Exodus, “e Lord shall reign for eternity, and
beyond,” eternity stands for age, as another rendering has it.
us it is said that the Lord will reign beyond eternity, inas-
much as He endures beyond every age, i.e. beyond every kind
of duration. For age is nothing more than the period of each
thing, as is said in the book De Coelo i. Or to reign beyond
eternity can be taken tomean that if any other thing were con-
ceived to exist for ever, as themovement of the heavens accord-
ing to some philosophers, then God would still reign beyond,
inasmuch as His reign is simultaneously whole.

Reply to Objection 3. Eternity is nothing else but God
Himself. Hence God is not called eternal, as if He were in any
way measured; but the idea of measurement is there taken ac-
cording to the apprehension of our mind alone.

Reply toObjection 4.Words denoting different times are
applied to God, because His eternity includes all times; not as
if He Himself were altered through present, past and future.

Ia q. 10 a. 3Whether to be eternal belongs to God alone?

Objection 1. It seems that it does not belong toGod alone
to be eternal. For it is written that “those who instruct many
to justice,” shall be “as stars unto perpetual eternities†” (Dan.
12:3).Now ifGod alonewere eternal, there could not bemany
eternities. erefore God alone is not the only eternal.

Objection 2. Further, it is written “Depart, ye cursed into
eternal [Douay: ‘everlasting’] fire” (Mat. 25:41). erefore
God is not the only eternal.

Objection 3. Further, every necessary thing is eternal. But
there are many necessary things; as, for instance, all principles
of demonstration and all demonstrative propositions. ere-
fore God is not the only eternal.

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. ad Damasum. xv) that
“God is the only one who has no beginning.” Now whatever
has a beginning, is not eternal. erefore God is the only one
eternal.

I answer that, Eternity truly and properly so called is in

God alone, because eternity follows on immutability; as ap-
pears from the first article. But God alone is altogether im-
mutable, aswas shown above (q. 9, a. 1). Accordingly, however,
as some receive immutability fromHim, they share inHis eter-
nity. us some receive immutability from God in the way of
never ceasing to exist; in that sense it is said of the earth, “it
standeth for ever” (Eccles. 1:4). Again, some things are called
eternal in Scripture because of the length of their duration, al-
though they are in nature corruptible; thus (Ps. 75:5) the hills
are called “eternal” and we read “of the fruits of the eternal
hills.” (Dt. 33:15). Some again, share more fully than others in
the nature of eternity, inasmuch as they possess unchangeable-
ness either in being or further still in operation; like the angels,
and the blessed, who enjoy the Word, because “as regards that
vision of the Word, no changing thoughts exist in the Saints,”
as Augustine says (De Trin. xv). Hence those who see God are
said to have eternal life; according to that text, “is is eter-

* Douay: ‘for ever and ever’. † Douay: ‘for all eternity’.
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nal life, that they may know ee the only true God,” etc. ( Jn.
17:3).

Reply toObjection 1.ere are said to bemany eternities,
accordingly as many share in eternity, by the contemplation of
God.

Reply toObjection2.efire of hell is called eternal, only
because it never ends. Still, there is change in the pains of the
lost, according to the words “To extreme heat they will pass
from snowy waters” ( Job 24:19). Hence in hell true eternity

does not exist, but rather time; according to the text of the
Psalm “eir time will be for ever” (Ps. 80:16).

Reply toObjection 3. Necessary means a certain mode of
truth; and truth, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. vi),
is in the mind. erefore in this sense the true and necessary
are eternal, because they are in the eternal mind, which is the
divine intellect alone; hence it does not follow that anything
beside God is eternal.

Ia q. 10 a. 4Whether eternity differs from time?

Objection 1. It seems that eternity does not differ from
time. For two measures of duration cannot exist together, un-
less one is part of the other; for instance two days or two hours
cannot be together; nevertheless, we may say that a day or an
hour are together, considering hour as part of a day. But eter-
nity and time occur together, each of which imports a certain
measure of duration. Since therefore eternity is not a part of
time, forasmuch as eternity exceeds time, and includes it, it
seems that time is a part of eternity, and is not a different thing
from eternity.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher (Phys.
iv), the “now” of time remains the same in the whole of time.
But the nature of eternity seems to be that it is the same indi-
visible thing in the whole space of time. erefore eternity is
the “now” of time. But the “now” of time is not substantially
different from time.erefore eternity is not substantially dif-
ferent from time.

Objection3.Further, as themeasure of the firstmovement
is themeasure of everymovement, as said in Phys. iv, it thus ap-
pears that the measure of the first being is that of every being.
But eternity is the measure of the first being—that is, of the
divine being. erefore eternity is the measure of every being.
But the being of things corruptible is measured by time. Time
therefore is either eternity or is a part of eternity.

On the contrary, Eternity is simultaneously whole. But
time has a “before” and an “aer.” erefore time and eternity
are not the same thing.

I answer that, It is manifest that time and eternity are not
the same. Some have founded this difference on the fact that
eternity has neither beginning nor an end; whereas time has a
beginning and an end. is, however, makes a merely acciden-
tal, and not an absolute difference because, granted that time
always was and always will be, according to the idea of those
who think themovement of the heavens goes on for ever, there
would yet remain a difference between eternity and time, as
Boethius says (De Consol. v), arising from the fact that eter-
nity is simultaneouslywhole;which cannot be applied to time:
for eternity is themeasure of a permanent being;while time is a
measure of movement. Supposing, however, that the aforesaid
difference be considered on the part of the things measured,

and not as regards the measures, then there is some reason for
it, inasmuch as that alone ismeasured by timewhichhas begin-
ning and end in time. Hence, if the movement of the heavens
lasted always, time would not be of its measure as regards the
whole of its duration, since the infinite is not measurable; but
it would be themeasure of that part of its revolutionwhich has
beginning and end in time.

Another reason for the same can be taken from these mea-
sures in themselves, if we consider the end and the beginning as
potentialities; because, granted also that time always goes on,
yet it is possible to note in time both the beginning and the
end, by considering its parts: thus we speak of the beginning
and the end of a day or of a year; which cannot be applied to
eternity. Still these differences follow upon the essential and
primary differences, that eternity is simultaneously whole, but
that time is not so.

Reply to Objection 1. Such a reason would be a valid one
if time and eternity were the same kind of measure; but this is
seen not to be the case whenwe consider those things of which
the respective measures are time and eternity.

Reply to Objection 2. e “now” of time is the same as
regards its subject in the whole course of time, but it differs
in aspect; for inasmuch as time corresponds to movement, its
“now” corresponds to what is movable; and the thingmovable
has the same one subject in all time, but differs in aspect a be-
ing here and there; and such alteration is movement. Likewise
the flow of the “now” as alternating in aspect is time. But eter-
nity remains the same according to both subject and aspect;
and hence eternity is not the same as the “now” of time.

Reply toObjection 3.As eternity is the propermeasure of
permanent being, so time is the proper measure of movement;
and hence, according as any being recedes frompermanence of
being, and is subject to change, it recedes from eternity, and is
subject to time. erefore the being of things corruptible, be-
cause it is changeable, is notmeasured by eternity, but by time;
for time measures not only things actually changed, but also
things changeable; hence it not only measures movement but
it also measures repose, which belongs to whatever is naturally
movable, but is not actually in motion.
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Ia q. 10 a. 5e difference of aeviternity and time

Objection 1. It seems that aeviternity is the same as time.
For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20,22,23), that “God
moves the spiritual through time.” But aeviternity is said to be
the measure of spiritual substances. erefore time is the same
as aeviternity.

Objection 2. Further, it is essential to time to have “be-
fore” and “aer”; but it is essential to eternity to be simultane-
ously whole, as was shown above in the first article. Now aevi-
ternity is not eternity; for it is written (Ecclus. 1:1) that eter-
nal “Wisdom is before age.” erefore it is not simultaneously
whole but has “before” and “aer”; and thus it is the same as
time.

Objection 3. Further, if there is no “before” and “aer” in
aeviternity, it follows that in aeviternal things there is no dif-
ference between being, having been, or going to be. Since then
it is impossible for aeviternal things not to have been, it follows
that it is impossible for them not to be in the future; which is
false, since God can reduce them to nothing.

Objection 4. Further, since the duration of aeviternal
things is infinite as to subsequent duration, if aeviternity is si-
multaneously whole, it follows that some creature is actually
infinite; which is impossible. erefore aeviternity does not
differ from time.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Consol. iii) “Who
commandest time to be separate from aeviternity.”

I answer that, Aeviternity differs from time, and from
eternity, as themean between them both.is difference is ex-
plained by some to consist in the fact that eternity has neither
beginning nor end, aeviternity, a beginning but no end, and
time both beginning and end. is difference, however, is but
an accidental one, aswas shown above, in the preceding article;
because even if aeviternal things had always been, and would
always be, as some think, and even if theymight sometimes fail
to be, which is possible to God to allow; even granted this, ae-
viternity would still be distinguished from eternity, and from
time.

Others assign the difference between these three to con-
sist in the fact that eternity has no “before” and “aer”; but
that time has both, together with innovation and veteration;
and that aeviternity has “before” and “aer” without innova-
tion and veteration. is theory, however, involves a contra-
diction; whichmanifestly appears if innovation and veteration
be referred to the measure itself. For since “before” and “aer”
of duration cannot exist together, if aeviternity has “before”
and “aer,” it must follow that with the receding of the first
part of aeviternity, the aer part of aeviternity must newly ap-
pear; and thus innovation would occur in aeviternity itself, as
it does in time. And if they be referred to the things measured,
even then an incongruity would follow. For a thing which ex-
ists in time grows old with time, because it has a changeable
existence, and from the changeableness of a thing measured,
there follows “before” and “aer” in the measure, as is clear

from Phys. iv. erefore the fact that an aeviternal thing is
neither inveterate, nor subject to innovation, comes from its
changelessness; and consequently its measure does not con-
tain “before” and “aer.” We say then that since eternity is the
measure of a permanent being, in so far as anything recedes
frompermanence of being, it recedes from eternity.Now some
things recede from permanence of being, so that their being is
subject to change, or consists in change; and these things are
measured by time, as are all movements, and also the being of
all things corruptible. But others recede less from permanence
of being, forasmuch as their being neither consists in change,
nor is the subject of change; nevertheless they have change an-
nexed to themeither actually or potentially.is appears in the
heavenly bodies, the substantial being of which is unchange-
able; and yet with unchangeable being they have changeable-
ness of place. e same applies to the angels, who have an un-
changeable being as regards their nature with changeableness
as regards choice; moreover they have changeableness of intel-
ligence, of affections and of places in their own degree. ere-
fore these aremeasuredby aeviternitywhich is ameanbetween
eternity and time. But the being that is measured by eternity is
not changeable, nor is it annexed to change. In this way time
has “before” and “aer”; aeviternity in itself has no “before”
and “aer,” which can, however, be annexed to it; while eter-
nity has neither “before” nor “aer,” nor is it compatible with
such at all.

Reply toObjection1.Spiritual creatures as regards succes-
sive affections and intelligences are measured by time. Hence
also Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20,22,23) that to be
moved through time, is to be moved by affections. But as re-
gards their nature they aremeasured by aeviternity; whereas as
regards the vision of glory, they have a share of eternity.

Reply to Objection 2. Aeviternity is simultaneously
whole; yet it is not eternity, because “before” and “aer” are
compatible with it.

Reply to Objection 3. In the very being of an angel con-
sidered absolutely, there is no difference of past and future, but
only as regards accidental change.Nowto say that an angelwas,
or is, or will be, is to be taken in a different sense according to
the acceptation of our intellect, which apprehends the angelic
existence by comparisonwith different parts of time. Butwhen
we say that an angel is, or was, we suppose something, which
being supposed, its opposite is not subject to the divine power.
Whereas when we say he will be, we do not as yet suppose any-
thing.Hence, since the existence andnon-existence of an angel
considered absolutely is subject to the divine power, God can
make the existence of an angel not future; butHe cannot cause
himnot to bewhile he is, or not to have been, aer he has been.

Reply to Objection 4. e duration of aeviternity is infi-
nite, forasmuch as it is not finished by time. Hence, there is no
incongruity in saying that a creature is infinite, inasmuch as it
is not ended by any other creature.
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Ia q. 10 a. 6Whether there is only one aeviternity?

Objection 1. It seems that there is not only one aevi-
ternity; for it is written in the apocryphal books of Esdras:
“Majesty and power of ages are with ee, O Lord.”

Objection 2. Further, different genera have different mea-
sures. But some aeviternal things belong to the corporeal
genus, as the heavenly bodies; and others are spiritual sub-
stances, as are the angels. erefore there is not only one ae-
viternity.

Objection 3. Further, since aeviternity is a term of dura-
tion, where there is one aeviternity, there is also one duration.
But not all aeviternal things have one duration, for some begin
to exist aer others; as appears in the case especially of human
souls. erefore there is not only one aeviternity.

Objection 4. Further, things not dependent on each other
do not seem to have onemeasure of duration; for there appears
to be one time for all temporal things; since the first move-
ment, measured by time, is in some way the cause of all move-
ment. But aeviternal things do not depend on each other, for
one angel is not the cause of another angel. erefore there is
not only one aeviternity.

On the contrary, Aeviternity is a more simple thing than
time, and is nearer to eternity. But time is one only. erefore
much more is aeviternity one only.

I answer that, A twofold opinion exists on this subject.
Some say there is only one aeviternity; others that there are
many aeviternities. Which of these is true, may be considered
from the cause why time is one; for we can rise from corporeal
things to the knowledge of spiritual things.

Now some say that there is only one time for temporal
things, forasmuch as one number exists for all things num-
bered; as time is a number, according to the Philosopher (Phys.
iv).is, however, is not a sufficient reason; because time is not
a number abstracted from the thing numbered, but existing in
the thingnumbered; otherwise itwouldnotbe continuous; for
ten ells of cloth are continuous not by reason of the number,
but by reason of the thing numbered. Now number as it exists
in the thing numbered, is not the same for all; but it is differ-
ent for different things. Hence, others assert that the unity of
eternity as the principle of all duration is the cause of the unity
of time. us all durations are one in that view, in the light
of their principle, but are many in the light of the diversity of
things receiving duration from the influx of the first principle.
On the other hand others assign primary matter as the cause
why time is one; as it is the first subject ofmovement, themea-
sure of which is time. Neither of these reasons, however, is suf-

ficient; forasmuch as things which are one in principle, or in
subject, especially if distant, are not one absolutely, but acci-
dentally. erefore the true reason why time is one, is to be
found in the oneness of the first movement by which, since it
is most simple, all other movements are measured. erefore
time is referred to that movement, not only as a measure is to
the thing measured, but also as accident is to subject; and thus
receives unity from it. Whereas to other movements it is com-
pared only as the measure is to the thing measured. Hence it
is not multiplied by their multitude, because by one separate
measure many things can be measured.

is being established, we must observe that a twofold
opinion existed concerning spiritual substances. Some said
that all proceeded from God in a certain equality, as Origen
said (Peri Archon. i); or at least many of them, as some oth-
ers thought.Others said that all spiritual substances proceeded
from God in a certain degree and order; and Dionysius (Coel.
Hier. x) seems to have thought so, when he said that among
spiritual substances there are the first, the middle and the last;
even in one order of angels. Now according to the first opin-
ion, itmust be said that there aremany aeviternities as there are
many aeviternal things of first degree. But according to the sec-
ond opinion, it would be necessary to say that there is one aevi-
ternity only; because since each thing is measured by the most
simple element of its genus, it must be that the existence of all
aeviternal things should be measured by the existence of the
first aeviternal thing, which is all the more simple the nearer it
is to the first. Wherefore because the second opinion is truer,
as will be shown later (q. 47, a. 2); we concede at present that
there is only one aeviternity.

Reply to Objection 1. Aeviternity is sometimes taken for
age, that is, a space of a thing’s duration; and thus we say many
aeviternities when we mean ages.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the heavenly bodies and
spiritual things differ in the genus of their nature, still they
agree in having a changeless being, and are thus measured by
aeviternity.

Reply to Objection 3. All temporal things did not begin
together; nevertheless there is one time for all of them, by rea-
son of the firstmeasured by time; and thus all aeviternal things
have one aeviternity by reason of the first, though all did not
begin together.

Reply to Objection 4. For things to be measured by one,
it is not necessary that the one should be the cause of all, but
that it be more simple than the rest.
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F P, Q 11
e Unity of God
(In Four Articles)

Aer the foregoing, we consider the divine unity; concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether “one” adds anything to “being”?
(2) Whether “one” and “many” are opposed to each other?
(3) Whether God is one?
(4) Whether He is in the highest degree one?

Ia q. 11 a. 1Whether “one” adds anything to “being”?

Objection 1. It seems that “one” adds something to “be-
ing.” For everything is in a determinate genus by addition to
being, which penetrates all “genera.” But “one” is a determi-
nate genus, for it is the principle of number, which is a species
of quantity. erefore “one” adds something to “being.”

Objection 2. Further, what divides a thing common to all,
is an addition to it. But “being” is divided by “one” and by
“many.” erefore “one” is an addition to “being.”

Objection3.Further, if “one” is not an addition to “being,”
“one” and “being” must have the same meaning. But it would
be nugatory to call “being” by the name of “being”; therefore
it would be equally so to call being “one.” Now this is false.
erefore “one” is an addition to “being.”

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 5, ult.):
“Nothing which exists is not in some way one,” which would
be false if “one” were an addition to “being,” in the sense of
limiting it. erefore “one” is not an addition to “being.”

I answer that, “One” does not add any reality to “being”;
but is only a negation of division; for “one” means undivided
“being.” is is the very reason why “one” is the same as “be-
ing.” Now every being is either simple or compound. But what
is simple is undivided, both actually and potentially. Whereas
what is compound, has not being whilst its parts are divided,
but aer they make up and compose it. Hence it is manifest
that the being of anything consists in undivision; and hence it
is that everything guards its unity as it guards its being.

Reply toObjection 1. Some, thinking that the “one” con-
vertible with “being” is the same as the “one” which is the
principle of number, were divided into contrary opinions.
Pythagoras and Plato, seeing that the “one” convertible with
“being” did not add any reality to “being,” but signified the
substance of “being” as undivided, thought that the same ap-
plied to the “one” which is the principle of number. And be-
cause number is composed of unities, they thought that num-
bers were the substances of all things. Avicenna, however, on
the contrary, considering that “one” which is the principle of
number, added a reality to the substance of “being” (otherwise
number made of unities would not be a species of quantity),
thought that the “one” convertible with “being” added a real-

ity to the substance of beings; as “white” to “man.” is, how-
ever, is manifestly false, inasmuch as each thing is “one” by its
substance. For if a thing were “one” by anything else but by its
substance, since this again would be “one,” supposing it were
again “one” by another thing, we should be driven on to infin-
ity. Hence we must adhere to the former statement; therefore
we must say that the “one” which is convertible with “being,”
does not add a reality to being; but that the “one” which is the
principle of number, does add a reality to “being,” belonging to
the genus of quantity.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is nothing to prevent a thing
which in one way is divided, from being another way undi-
vided; as what is divided in number, may be undivided in
species; thus it may be that a thing is in one way “one,” and in
another way “many.” Still, if it is absolutely undivided, either
because it is so according towhat belongs to its essence, though
it may be divided as regards what is outside its essence, as what
is one in subject may have many accidents; or because it is un-
divided actually, and divided potentially, as what is “one” in
the whole, and is “many” in parts; in such a case a thing will be
“one” absolutely and “many” accidentally. On the other hand,
if it be undivided accidentally, and divided absolutely, as if it
were divided in essence and undivided in idea or in principle
or cause, it will be “many” absolutely and “one” accidentally;
as what are “many” in number and “one” in species or “one” in
principle. Hence in that way, being is divided by “one” and by
“many”; as it were by “one” absolutely and by “many” acciden-
tally. For multitude itself would not be contained under “be-
ing,” unless it were in some way contained under “one.” us
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. cap. ult.) that “there is no kind of
multitude that is not in a way one. But what are many in their
parts, are one in their whole; and what are many in accidents,
are one in subject; and what are many in number, are one in
species; and what are many in species, are one in genus; and
what are many in processions, are one in principle.”

Reply to Objection 3. It does not follow that it is nuga-
tory to say “being” is “one”; forasmuch as “one” adds an idea
to “being.”

44



Ia q. 11 a. 2Whether “one” and “many” are opposed to each other?

Objection 1. It seems that “one” and “many” are not mu-
tually opposed. For noopposite thing is predicated of its oppo-
site. But every “multitude” is in a certain way “one,” as appears
from the preceding article. erefore “one” is not opposed to
“multitude.”

Objection 2. Further, no opposite thing is constituted by
its opposite. But “multitude” is constituted by “one.”erefore
it is not opposed to “multitude.”

Objection 3. Further, “one” is opposed to “one.” But the
idea of “few” is opposed to “many.” erefore “one” is not op-
posed to “many.”

Objection 4. Further, if “one” is opposed to “multitude,”
it is opposed as the undivided is to the divided; and is thus op-
posed to it as privation is to habit. But this appears to be incon-
gruous; because it would follow that “one” comes aer “mul-
titude,” and is defined by it; whereas, on the contrary, “multi-
tude” is defined by “one.”Hence there would be a vicious circle
in the definition; which is inadmissible. erefore “one” and
“many” are not opposed.

On the contrary, ings which are opposed in idea, are
themselves opposed to each other. But the idea of “one” con-
sists in indivisibility; and the idea of “multitude” contains di-
vision. erefore “one” and “many” are opposed to each other.

I answer that, “One” is opposed to “many,” but in various
ways. e “one” which is the principle of number is opposed
to “multitude” which is number, as the measure is to the thing
measured. For “one” implies the idea of a primary measure;
and number is “multitude” measured by “one,” as is clear from
Metaph. x. But the “one”which convertiblewith “being” is op-
posed to “multitude” by way of privation; as the undivided is
to the thing divided.

Reply toObjection1.Noprivation entirely takes away the
being of a thing, inasmuch as privationmeans “negation in the
subject,” according to the Philosopher (Categor. viii). Never-
theless every privation takes away some being; and so in being,
by reason of its universality, the privation of being has its foun-
dation in being; which is not the case in privations of special
forms, as of sight, or of whiteness and the like. And what ap-
plies to being applies also to one and to good, which are con-
vertible with being, for the privation of good is founded in
some good; likewise the removal of unity is founded in some
one thing.Hence it happens thatmultitude is some one thing;
and evil is some good thing, and non-being is some kind of be-
ing.Nevertheless, opposite is notpredicatedof opposite; foras-

much as one is absolute, and the other is relative; forwhat is rel-
ative being (as a potentiality) is non-being absolutely, i.e. actu-
ally; or what is absolute being in the genus of substance is non-
being relatively as regards some accidental being. In the same
way, what is relatively good is absolutely bad, or vice versa;
likewise what is absolutely “one” is relatively “many,” and vice
versa.

Reply to Objection 2. A “whole” is twofold. In one sense
it is homogeneous, composed of like parts; in another sense it
is heterogeneous, composed of dissimilar parts. Now in every
homogeneous whole, the whole is made up of parts having the
form of thewhole; as, for instance, every part of water is water;
and such is the constitution of a continuous thing made up of
its parts. In every heterogeneous whole, however, every part is
wanting in the formbelonging to thewhole; as, for instance, no
part of a house is a house, nor is any part of a man a man. Now
multitude is such a kind of a whole. erefore inasmuch as its
part has not the form of the multitude, the latter is composed
of unities, as a house is composed of not houses; not, indeed,
as if unities constitutedmultitude so far as they are undivided,
in which way they are opposed to multitude; but so far as they
have being, as also the parts of a house make up the house by
the fact that they are beings, not by the fact that they are not
houses.

Reply toObjection 3. “Many” is taken in two ways: abso-
lutely, and in that sense it is opposed to “one”; in another way
as importing some kind of excess, in which sense it is opposed
to “few”; hence in the first sense two are many but not in the
second sense.

Reply to Objection 4. “One” is opposed to “many” priva-
tively, inasmuch as the idea of “many” involves division.Hence
division must be prior to unity, not absolutely in itself, but ac-
cording to our way of apprehension. For we apprehend simple
things by compound things; and hencewe define a point to be,
“what has no part,” or “the beginning of a line.” “Multitude”
also, in idea, follows on “one”; because we do not understand
divided things to convey the idea of multitude except by the
fact thatwe attribute unity to every part.Hence “one” is placed
in the definition of “multitude”; but “multitude” is not placed
in the definition of “one.” But division comes to be understood
from the very negation of being: so what first comes tomind is
being; secondly, that this being is not that being, and thus we
apprehend division as a consequence; thirdly, comes the no-
tion of one; fourthly, the notion of multitude.

Ia q. 11 a. 3Whether God is one?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not one. For it is written
“For there be many gods and many lords” (1 Cor. 8:5).

Objection 2. Further, “One,” as the principle of number,
cannot be predicated of God, since quantity is not predicated

of God; likewise, neither can “one” which is convertible with
“being” be predicated of God, because it imports privation,
and every privation is an imperfection, which cannot apply to
God. erefore God is not one.
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On the contrary, It is written “Hear, O Israel, the Lord
our God is one Lord” (Dt. 6:4).

I answer that, It can be shown from these three sources
that God is one. First from His simplicity. For it is mani-
fest that the reason why any singular thing is “this particular
thing” is because it cannot be communicated to many: since
thatwhereby Socrates is aman, canbe communicated tomany;
whereas, what makes him this particular man, is only com-
municable to one. erefore, if Socrates were a man by what
makes him to be this particular man, as there cannot be many
Socrates, so there couldnot in thatwaybemanymen.Now this
belongs to God alone; for God Himself is His own nature, as
was shown above (q. 3, a. 3). erefore, in the very same way
God is God, andHe is this God. Impossible is it therefore that
many Gods should exist.

Secondly, this is proved from the infinity of His perfec-
tion. For it was shown above (q. 4, a. 2) thatGod comprehends
in Himself the whole perfection of being. If then many gods
existed, they would necessarily differ from each other. Some-
thing therefore would belong to one which did not belong to
another. And if this were a privation, one of them would not
be absolutely perfect; but if a perfection, one of them would
be without it. So it is impossible for many gods to exist. Hence
also the ancient philosophers, constrained as it were by truth,
when they asserted an infinite principle, asserted likewise that
there was only one such principle.

irdly, this is shown from the unity of the world. For all

things that exist are seen to be ordered to each other since some
serve others. But things that are diverse do not harmonize in
the same order, unless they are ordered thereto by one. For
many are reduced into one order by one better than by many:
because one is the “per se” cause of one, and many are only the
accidental cause of one, inasmuch as they are in some way one.
Since therefore what is first is most perfect, and is so “per se”
and not accidentally, it must be that the first which reduces all
into one order should be only one. And this one is God.

Reply to Objection 1. Gods are called many by the error
of some who worshipped many deities, thinking as they did
that the planets and other stars were gods, and also the sepa-
rate parts of the world. Hence the Apostle adds: “Our God is
one,” etc.

Reply to Objection 2. “One” which is the principle of
number is not predicated of God, but only of material things.
For “one” the principle of number belongs to the “genus” of
mathematics, which arematerial in being, and abstracted from
matter only in idea. But “one” which is convertible with being
is a metaphysical entity and does not depend on matter in its
being. And although inGod there is no privation, still, accord-
ing to themode of our apprehension,He is known to us byway
only of privation and remotion. us there is no reason why a
certain kind of privation should not be predicated of God; for
instance, that He is incorporeal and infinite; and in the same
way it is said of God that He is one.

Ia q. 11 a. 4Whether God is supremely one?

Objection 1. It seems thatGod is not supremely “one.” For
“one” is so called from the privation of division. But privation
cannot be greater or less.ereforeGod is notmore “one” than
other things which are called “one.”

Objection 2. Further, nothing seems to be more indivisi-
ble than what is actually and potentially indivisible; such as a
point and unity. But a thing is said to bemore “one” according
as it is indivisible.erefore God is not more “one” than unity
is “one” and a point is “one.”

Objection 3.Further, what is essentially good is supremely
good. erefore what is essentially “one” is supremely “one.”
But every being is essentially “one,” as the Philosopher says
(Metaph. iv). erefore every being is supremely “one”; and
therefore God is not “one” more than any other being is “one.”

On the contrary, Bernard says (De Consid. v): “Among
all things called one, the unity of the Divine Trinity holds the
first place.”

I answer that, Since “one” is an undivided being, if any-
thing is supremely “one” it must be supremely being, and
supremely undivided. Now both of these belong to God. For
He is supremely being, inasmuch as His being is not deter-
mined by any nature to which it is adjoined; since He is

being itself, subsistent, absolutely undetermined. But He is
supremely undivided inasmuch as He is divided neither actu-
ally nor potentially, by any mode of division; since He is al-
together simple, as was shown above (q. 3, a. 7). Hence it is
manifest that God is “one” in the supreme degree.

Reply to Objection 1. Although privation considered in
itself is not susceptive of more or less, still according as its op-
posite is subject to more or less, privation also can be consid-
ered itself in the light of more and less. erefore according as
a thing is more divided, or is divisible, either less or not at all,
in the degree it is called more, or less, or supremely, “one.”

Reply toObjection2.Apoint andunitywhich is the prin-
ciple of number, are not supremely being, inasmuch as they
have being only in some subject. Hence neither of them can be
supremely “one.” For as a subject cannot be supremely “one,”
because of the difference within it of accident and subject, so
neither can an accident.

Reply to Objection 3. Although every being is “one” by
its substance, still every such substance is not equally the cause
of unity; for the substance of some things is compound and of
others simple.
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F P, Q 12
How God Is Known by Us
(Inirteen Articles)

As hitherto we have considered God as He is in Himself, we now go on to consider in what manner He is in the knowledge
of creatures; concerning which there are thirteen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any created intellect can see the essence of God?
(2) Whether the essence of God is seen by the intellect through any created image?
(3) Whether the essence of God can be seen by the corporeal eye?
(4) Whether any created intellectual substance is sufficient by its own natural powers to see the essence of God?
(5) Whether the created intellect needs any created light in order to see the essence of God?
(6) Whether of those who see God, one sees Him more perfectly than another?
(7) Whether any created intellect can comprehend the essence of God?
(8) Whether the created intellect seeing the essence of God, knows all things in it?
(9) Whether what is there known is known by any similitudes?

(10) Whether the created intellect knows at once what it sees in God?
(11) Whether in the state of this life any man can see the essence of God?
(12) Whether by natural reason we can know God in this life?
(13) Whether there is in this life any knowledge of God through grace above the knowledge of natural reason?

Ia q. 12 a. 1Whether any created intellect can see the essence of God?

Objection 1. It seems that no created intellect can see the
essence of God. For Chrysostom (Hom. xiv. in Joan.) com-
menting on Jn. 1:18, “No man hath seen God at any time,”
says: “Not prophets only, but neither angels nor archangels
have seenGod. For how can a creature seewhat is increatable?”
Dionysius also says (Div. Nom. i), speaking of God: “Neither
is there sense, nor image, nor opinion, nor reason, nor knowl-
edge of Him.”

Objection 2. Further, everything infinite, as such, is un-
known. But God is infinite, as was shown above (q. 7, a. 1).
erefore in Himself He is unknown.

Objection 3. Further, the created intellect knows only ex-
isting things. For what falls first under the apprehension of
the intellect is being. Now God is not something existing; but
He is rather super-existence, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).
erefore God is not intelligible; but above all intellect.

Objection 4. Further, there must be some proportion be-
tween the knower and the known, since the known is the per-
fection of the knower. But no proportion exists between the
created intellect and God; for there is an infinite distance be-
tween them. erefore the created intellect cannot see the
essence of God.

On the contrary, It is written: “We shall seeHim asHe is”
(1 Jn. 2:2).

I answer that, Since everything is knowable according as
it is actual, God, Who is pure act without any admixture of
potentiality, is in Himself supremely knowable. But what is
supremely knowable in itself, may not be knowable to a partic-
ular intellect, on account of the excess of the intelligible object
above the intellect; as, for example, the sun,which is supremely

visible, cannot be seen by the bat by reason of its excess of light.
erefore some who considered this, held that no created

intellect can see the essence of God. is opinion, however,
is not tenable. For as the ultimate beatitude of man consists in
the use of his highest function, which is the operation of his in-
tellect; if we suppose that the created intellect could never see
God, it would either never attain to beatitude, or its beatitude
would consist in something else besideGod; which is opposed
to faith. For the ultimate perfection of the rational creature is
to be found in that which is the principle of its being; since a
thing is perfect so far as it attains to its principle. Further the
same opinion is also against reason. For there resides in every
man a natural desire to know the cause of any effect which he
sees; and thence arises wonder in men. But if the intellect of
the rational creature could not reach so far as to the first cause
of things, the natural desire would remain void.

Hence it must be absolutely granted that the blessed see
the essence of God.

Reply to Objection 1. Both of these authorities speak
of the vision of comprehension. Hence Dionysius premises
immediately before the words cited, “He is universally to all
incomprehensible,” etc. Chrysostom likewise aer the words
quoted says: “He says this of the most certain vision of the Fa-
ther, which is such a perfect consideration and comprehension
as the Father has of the Son.”

Reply to Objection 2. e infinity of matter not made
perfect by form, is unknown in itself, because all knowledge
comes by the form; whereas the infinity of the form not lim-
ited by matter, is in itself supremely known. God is Infinite in
thisway, andnot in the firstway: as appears fromwhatwas said
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above (q. 7, a. 1).
Reply to Objection 3. God is not said to be not existing

as if He did not exist at all, but becauseHe exists above all that
exists; inasmuch asHe isHis own existence. Hence it does not
follow that He cannot be known at all, but that He exceeds
every kind of knowledge; whichmeans thatHe is not compre-
hended.

Reply toObjection 4. Proportion is twofold. In one sense

it means a certain relation of one quantity to another, accord-
ing as double, treble and equal are species of proportion. In
another sense every relation of one thing to another is called
proportion. And in this sense there can be a proportion of the
creature to God, inasmuch as it is related to Him as the effect
of its cause, and as potentiality to its act; and in this way the
created intellect can be proportioned to know God.

Ia q. 12 a. 2Whether the essence of God is seen by the created intellect through an image?

Objection 1. It seems that the essence of God is seen
through an imageby the created intellect. For it iswritten: “We
know that when He shall appear, we shall be like to Him, and
[Vulg.: ‘because’] we shall see Him as He is” (1 Jn. 3:2).

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (DeTrin. v): “When
we know God, some likeness of God is made in us.”

Objection 3. Further, the intellect in act is the actual in-
telligible; as sense in act is the actual sensible. But this comes
about inasmuch as sense is informed with the likeness of the
sensible object, and the intellect with the likeness of the thing
understood. erefore, if God is seen by the created intellect
in act, it must be that He is seen by some similitude.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xv) that when
the Apostle says, “We see through a glass and in an enigma*,”
“by the terms ‘glass’ and ‘enigma’ certain similitudes are signi-
fied by him, which are accommodated to the vision of God.”
But to see the essence ofGod is not an enigmatic nor a specula-
tive vision, but is, on the contrary, of an opposite kind. ere-
fore the divine essence is not seen through a similitude.

I answer that, Two things are required both for sensible
and for intellectual vision—viz. power of sight, and union of
the thing seen with the sight. For vision is made actual only
when the thing seen is in a certain way in the seer. Now in
corporeal things it is clear that the thing seen cannot be by
its essence in the seer, but only by its likeness; as the simili-
tude of a stone is in the eye, whereby the vision is made actual;
whereas the substance of the stone is not there. But if the prin-
ciple of the visual power and the thing seen were one and the
same thing, it would necessarily follow that the seer would re-
ceive both the visual power and the formwhereby it sees, from
that one same thing.

Now it is manifest both thatGod is the author of the intel-
lect power, and that He can be seen by the intellect. And since
the intellective power of the creature is not the essence ofGod,
it follows that it is some kind of participated likeness of Him
who is the first intellect. Hence also the intellectual power of
the creature is called an intelligible light, as it were, derived
from the first light, whether this be understood of the natural

power, or of some perfection superadded of grace or of glory.
erefore, in order to see God, there must be some similitude
of God on the part of the visual faculty, whereby the intellect
is made capable of seeing God. But on the part of the object
seen, which must necessarily be united to the seer, the essence
ofGod cannot be seen by any created similitude. First, because
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i), “by the similitudes of the in-
ferior order of things, the superior can in no way be known;”
as by the likeness of a body the essence of an incorporeal thing
cannot be known. Much less therefore can the essence of God
be seen by any created likeness whatever. Secondly, because the
essence of God is His own very existence, as was shown above
(q. 3, a. 4), which cannot be said of any created form; and so
no created form can be the similitude representing the essence
of God to the seer.irdly, because the divine essence is uncir-
cumscribed, and contains in itself super-eminently whatever
can be signified or understood by the created intellect. Now
this cannot in any way be represented by any created likeness;
for every created form is determined according to some aspect
of wisdom, or of power, or of being itself, or of some like thing.
Hence to say that God is seen by some similitude, is to say that
the divine essence is not seen at all; which is false.

erefore it must be said that to see the essence of God,
there is required some similitude in the visual faculty, namely,
the light of glory strengthening the intellect to seeGod, which
is spoken of in the Ps. 35:10, “In y light we shall see light.”
e essence of God, however, cannot be seen by any created
similitude representing the divine essence itself as it really is.

Reply to Objection 1. at authority speaks of the simil-
itude which is caused by participation of the light of glory.

Reply toObjection 2.Augustine speaks of the knowledge
of God here on earth.

Reply to Objection 3. e divine essence is existence it-
self. Hence as other intelligible forms which are not their own
existence are united to the intellect by means of some entity,
whereby the intellect itself is informed, andmade in act; so the
divine essence is united to the created intellect, as the object ac-
tually understood, making the intellect in act by and of itself.

* Douay: ‘in a dark manner’.
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Ia q. 12 a. 3Whether the essence of God can be seen with the bodily eye?

Objection 1. It seems that the essence of God can be seen
by the corporeal eye. For it is written ( Job 19:26): “Inmy flesh
I shall see…God,” and (Job 42:5), “With the hearing of the ear
I have heard ee, but now my eye seeth ee.”

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxix,
29): “ose eyes” (namely the glorified) “will therefore have
a greater power of sight, not so much to see more keenly, as
some report of the sight of serpents or of eagles (for what-
ever acuteness of vision is possessed by these creatures, they can
see only corporeal things) but to see even incorporeal things.”
Now whoever can see incorporeal things, can be raised up to
see God. erefore the glorified eye can see God.

Objection 3. Further, God can be seen by man through
a vision of the imagination. For it is written: “I saw the Lord
sitting upon a throne,” etc. (Is. 6:1). But an imaginary vision
originates from sense; for the imagination is moved by sense
to act. erefore God can be seen by a vision of sense.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Vid. Deum, Ep.
cxlvii): “No one has ever seen God either in this life, as He is,
nor in the angelic life, as visible things are seen by corporeal
vision.”

I answer that, It is impossible for God to be seen by the
sense of sight, or by any other sense, or faculty of the sensitive
power. For every such kind of power is the act of a corporeal
organ, as will be shown later (q. 78). Now act is proportional
to the nature which possesses it. Hence no power of that kind
can go beyond corporeal things. ForGod is incorporeal, as was
shown above (q. 3, a. 1).HenceHe cannot be seen by the sense
or the imagination, but only by the intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. e words, “In my flesh I shall see
God my Saviour,” do not mean that God will be seen with the
eye of the flesh, but that man existing in the flesh aer the res-

urrectionwill seeGod. Likewise thewords, “Nowmy eye seeth
ee,” are to be understood of the mind’s eye, as the Apos-
tle says: “May He give unto you the spirit of wisdom…in the
knowledge of Him, that the eyes of your heart” may be “en-
lightened” (Eph. 1:17,18).

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine speaks as one inquiring,
and conditionally. is appears from what he says previously:
“erefore they will have an altogether different power (viz.
the glorified eyes), if they shall see that incorporeal nature;”
and aerwards he explains this, saying: “It is very credible, that
we shall so see the mundane bodies of the new heaven and
the new earth, as to see most clearly God everywhere present,
governing all corporeal things, not as we now see the invisible
things of God as understood by what is made; but as when we
see men among whom we live, living and exercising the func-
tions of human life, we do not believe they live, but see it.”
Hence it is evident how the glorified eyes will see God, as now
our eyes see the life of another. But life is not seenwith the cor-
poreal eye, as a thing in itself visible, but as the indirect object
of the sense; which indeed is not known by sense, but at once,
together with sense, by some other cognitive power. But that
the divine presence is known by the intellect immediately on
the sight of, and through, corporeal things, happens from two
causes—viz. from the perspicuity of the intellect, and from the
refulgence of the divine glory infused into the body aer its
renovation.

Reply to Objection 3. e essence of God is not seen in
a vision of the imagination; but the imagination receives some
form representingGod according to somemode of similitude;
as in the divine Scripture divine things are metaphorically de-
scribed by means of sensible things.

Ia q. 12 a. 4Whether any created intellect by its natural powers can see the Divine essence?

Objection 1. It seems that a created intellect can see the
Divine essence by its own natural power. For Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. iv): “An angel is a pure mirror, most clear, receiv-
ing, if it is right to say so, the whole beauty of God.” But if a
reflection is seen, the original thing is seen. erefore since an
angel by his natural power understands himself, it seems that
by his own natural power he understands the Divine essence.

Objection 2. Further, what is supremely visible, is made
less visible to us by reasonof our defective corporeal or intellec-
tual sight. But the angelic intellect has no such defect. ere-
fore, since God is supremely intelligible in Himself, it seems
that in like manner He is supremely so to an angel. erefore,
if he can understand other intelligible things by his own natu-
ral power, much more can he understand God.

Objection 3. Further, corporeal sense cannot be raised up
to understand incorporeal substance, which is above its nature.

erefore if to see the essence of God is above the nature of
every created intellect, it follows that no created intellect can
reach up to see the essence of God at all. But this is false, as ap-
pears from what is said above (a. 1). erefore it seems that it
is natural for a created intellect to see the Divine essence.

On the contrary, It is written: “e grace of God is life
everlasting” (Rom. 6:23). But life everlasting consists in the
vision of the Divine essence, according to the words: “is is
eternal life, that they may know ee the only true God,” etc.
( Jn. 17:3). erefore to see the essence of God is possible to
the created intellect by grace, and not by nature.

I answer that, It is impossible for any created intellect
to see the essence of God by its own natural power. For
knowledge is regulated according as the thing known is in the
knower. But the thing known is in the knower according to the
mode of the knower. Hence the knowledge of every knower
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is ruled according to its own nature. If therefore the mode of
anything’s being exceeds the mode of the knower, it must re-
sult that the knowledge of the object is above the nature of
the knower. Now the mode of being of things is manifold. For
some thingshavebeingonly in this one individualmatter; as all
bodies. But others are subsisting natures, not residing in mat-
ter at all, which, however, are not their own existence, but re-
ceive it; and these are the incorporeal beings, called angels. But
to God alone does it belong to be His own subsistent being.
erefore what exists only in individual matter we know nat-
urally, forasmuch as our soul, whereby we know, is the form
of certain matter. Now our soul possesses two cognitive pow-
ers; one is the act of a corporeal organ, which naturally knows
things existing in individual matter; hence sense knows only
the singular. But there is another kind of cognitive power in
the soul, called the intellect; and this is not the act of any cor-
poreal organ. Wherefore the intellect naturally knows natures
which exist only in individual matter; not as they are in such
individual matter, but according as they are abstracted there-
from by the considering act of the intellect; hence it follows
that through the intellect we can understand these objects as
universal; and this is beyond the power of the sense. Now the
angelic intellect naturally knows natures that are not in mat-
ter; but this is beyond the power of the intellect of our soul in
the state of its present life, united as it is to the body. It follows
therefore that to know self-subsistent being is natural to the
divine intellect alone; and this is beyond the natural power of
any created intellect; for no creature is its own existence, foras-
much as its existence is participated. erefore the created in-
tellect cannot see the essence of God, unless God by His grace
unites Himself to the created intellect, as an object made in-
telligible to it.

Reply to Objection 1. is mode of knowing God is nat-
ural to an angel—namely, to know Him by His own likeness
refulgent in the angel himself. But to knowGodby any created
similitude is not to know the essence of God, as was shown
above (a. 2). Hence it does not follow that an angel can know
the essence of God by his own power.

Reply to Objection 2. e angelic intellect is not defec-
tive, if defect be taken to mean privation, as if it were with-
out anything which it ought to have. But if the defect be taken
negatively, in that sense every creature is defective, when com-
pared with God; forasmuch as it does not possess the excel-
lence which is in God.

Reply to Objection 3. e sense of sight, as being alto-
gether material, cannot be raised up to immateriality. But our
intellect, or the angelic intellect, inasmuch as it is elevated
above matter in its own nature, can be raised up above its own
nature to a higher level by grace.e proof is, that sight cannot
in any way know abstractedly what it knows concretely; for in
noway can it perceive a nature except as this one particular na-
ture; whereas our intellect is able to consider abstractedlywhat
it knows concretely.Nowalthough it knows thingswhich have
a form residing in matter, still it resolves the composite into
both of these elements; and it considers the form separately by
itself. Likewise, also, the intellect of an angel, although it natu-
rally knows the concrete in any nature, still it is able to separate
that existence by its intellect; since it knows that the thing it-
self is one thing, and its existence is another. Since therefore
the created intellect is naturally capable of apprehending the
concrete form, and the concrete being abstractedly, by way of
a kind of resolution of parts; it can by grace be raised up to
know separate subsisting substance, and separate subsisting ex-
istence.

Ia q. 12 a. 5Whether the created intellect needs any created light in order to see the essence of God?

Objection 1. It seems that the created intellect does not
need any created light in order to see the essence of God. For
what is of itself lucid in sensible things does not require any
other light in order to be seen. erefore the same applies to
intelligible things. NowGod is intelligible light.ereforeHe
is not seen by means of any created light.

Objection 2. Further, if God is seen through a medium,
He is not seen in His essence. But if seen by any created light,
He is seen through a medium. erefore He is not seen in His
essence.

Objection 3. Further, what is created can be natural to
some creature. erefore if the essence of God is seen through
any created light, such a light can be made natural to some
other creature; and thus, that creature would not need any
other light to see God; which is impossible. erefore it is not
necessary that every creature should require a superadded light
in order to see the essence of God.

On the contrary, It is written: “In y light we shall see

light” (Ps. 35:10).
I answer that, Everything which is raised up to what ex-

ceeds its nature, must be prepared by some disposition above
its nature; as, for example, if air is to receive the form of
fire, it must be prepared by some disposition for such a form.
But when any created intellect sees the essence of God, the
essence ofGod itself becomes the intelligible form of the intel-
lect. Hence it is necessary that some supernatural disposition
should be added to the intellect in order that it may be raised
up to such a great and sublime height. Now since the natural
power of the created intellect does not avail to enable it to see
the essence of God, as was shown in the preceding article, it
is necessary that the power of understanding should be added
by divine grace. Now this increase of the intellectual powers is
called the illumination of the intellect, as we also call the intel-
ligible object itself by the name of light of illumination. And
this is the light spoken of in the Apocalypse (Apoc. 21:23):
“e glory ofGodhath enlightened it”—viz. the society of the
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blessed who see God. By this light the blessed are made “de-
iform”—i.e. like to God, according to the saying: “When He
shall appear we shall be like to Him, and [Vulg.: ‘because’] we
shall see Him as He is” (1 Jn. 2:2).

Reply toObjection 1.e created light is necessary to see
the essence of God, not in order to make the essence of God
intelligible, which is of itself intelligible, but in order to enable
the intellect to understand in the same way as a habit makes
a power abler to act. Even so corporeal light is necessary as re-
gards external sight, inasmuch as itmakes themedium actually
transparent, and susceptible of color.

Reply to Objection 2. is light is required to see the di-

vine essence, not as a similitude in which God is seen, but as a
perfection of the intellect, strengthening it to see God. ere-
fore it may be said that this light is to be described not as a
medium in which God is seen, but as one by whichHe is seen;
and such a medium does not take away the immediate vision
of God.

Reply to Objection 3. e disposition to the form of fire
can be natural only to the subject of that form.Hence the light
of glory cannot be natural to a creature unless the creature has
a divine nature; which is impossible. But by this light the ra-
tional creature is made deiform, as is said in this article.

Ia q. 12 a. 6Whether of those who see the essence of God, one sees more perfectly than another?

Objection 1. It seems that of those who see the essence of
God, one does not see more perfectly than another. For it is
written (1 Jn. 3:2): “We shall seeHim asHe is.” ButHe is only
in one way. erefore He will be seen by all in one way only;
and therefore He will not be seen more perfectly by one and
less perfectly by another.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest.
qu. xxxii): “One person cannot see one and the same thing
more perfectly than another.” But all who see the essence of
God, understand the Divine essence, for God is seen by the
intellect and not by sense, as was shown above (a. 3 ). ere-
fore of those who see the divine essence, one does not seemore
clearly than another.

Objection 3. Further, at anything be seen more per-
fectly than another can happen in two ways: either on the part
of the visible object, or on the part of the visual power of the
seer. On the part of the object, it may so happen because the
object is received more perfectly in the seer, that is, according
to the greater perfection of the similitude; but this does not
apply to the present question, for God is present to the intel-
lect seeing Him not by way of similitude, but by His essence.
It follows then that if one sees Him more perfectly than an-
other, this happens according to the difference of the intellec-
tual power; thus it follows too that the one whose intellectual
power is higher, will see Him the more clearly; and this is in-
congruous; since equality with angels is promised to men as
their beatitude.

On the contrary,Eternal life consists in the vision of God,
according to Jn. 17:3: “is is eternal life, that they may know
ee the only true God,” etc. erefore if all saw the essence
of God equally in eternal life, all would be equal; the contrary
to which is declared by the Apostle: “Star differs from star in
glory” (1 Cor. 15:41).

I answer that, Of those who see the essence of God, one
sees Him more perfectly than another. is, indeed, does not
take place as if one had a more perfect similitude of God than
another, since that vision will not spring from any similitude;

but it will take place because one intellect will have a greater
power or faculty to see God than another. e faculty of see-
ingGod, however, does not belong to the created intellect nat-
urally, but is given to it by the light of glory, which establishes
the intellect in a kind of “deiformity,” as appears from what is
said above, in the preceding article.

Hence the intellect which has more of the light of glory
will see God the more perfectly; and he will have a fuller par-
ticipation of the light of glory who has more charity; because
where there is the greater charity, there is the more desire; and
desire in a certain degree makes the one desiring apt and pre-
pared to receive the object desired.Hence hewhopossesses the
more charity, will see God the more perfectly, and will be the
more beatified.

Reply to Objection 1. In the words,“We shall see Him as
He is,” the conjunction “as” determines the mode of vision on
the part of the object seen, so that the meaning is, we shall see
Him to be asHe is, because we shall seeHis existence, which is
His essence. But it does not determine the mode of vision on
the part of the one seeing; as if themeaning was that themode
of seeing God will be as perfect as is the perfect mode of God’s
existence.

us appears the answer to the Second Objection. For
when it is said that one intellect does not understand one and
the same thing better than another, this would be true if re-
ferred to the mode of the thing understood, for whoever un-
derstands it otherwise than it really is, does not truly under-
stand it, but not if referred to the mode of understanding, for
the understanding of one is more perfect than the understand-
ing of another.

Reply toObjection 3.ediversity of seeingwill not arise
on the part of the object seen, for the same object will be pre-
sented to all—viz. the essence of God; nor will it arise from
the diverse participation of the object seen by different simili-
tudes; but it will arise on the part of the diverse faculty of the
intellect, not, indeed, the natural faculty, but the glorified fac-
ulty.
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Ia q. 12 a. 7Whether those who see the essence of God comprehend Him?

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the divine
essence, comprehend God. For the Apostle says (Phil. 3:12):
“But I follow aer, if Imay by anymeans comprehend [Douay:
‘apprehend’].” But the Apostle did not follow in vain; for he
said (1 Cor. 9:26): “I…so run, not as at an uncertainty.” ere-
fore he comprehended; and in the sameway, others also,whom
he invites to do the same, saying: “So run that you may com-
prehend.”

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Vid. Deum, Ep.
cxlvii): “at is comprehendedwhich is so seen as awhole, that
nothing of it is hidden from the seer.” But if God is seen in
His essence, He is seen whole, and nothing of Him is hidden
from the seer, since God is simple. erefore whoever sees His
essence, comprehends Him.

Objection 3. Further, if we say thatHe is seen as a “whole,”
but not “wholly,” it may be contrarily urged that “wholly”
refers either to themode of the seer, or to themode of the thing
seen. But he who sees the essence of God, sees Him wholly, if
the mode of the thing seen is considered; forasmuch as he sees
Him as He is; also, likewise, he sees Him wholly if the mode
of the seer is meant, forasmuch as the intellect will with its full
power see theDivine essence.erefore all who see the essence
of God see Him wholly; therefore they comprehend Him.

On the contrary, It is written: “O most mighty, great, and
powerful, the Lord of hosts isyName.Great in counsel, and
incomprehensible in thought” ( Jer. 32:18,19). erefore He
cannot be comprehended.

I answer that, It is impossible for any created intellect to
comprehend God; yet “for the mind to attain to God in some
degree is great beatitude,” as Augustine says (De Verb. Dim.,
Serm. xxxvii).

In proof of this we must consider that what is compre-
hended is perfectly known; and that is perfectly known which
is known so far as it can be known. us, if anything which
is capable of scientific demonstration is held only by an opin-
ion resting on a probably proof, it is not comprehended; as,
for instance, if anyone knows by scientific demonstration that
a triangle has three angles equal to two right angles, he com-
prehends that truth; whereas if anyone accepts it as a probable
opinion because wise men or most men teach it, he cannot be
said to comprehend the thing itself, because he does not at-
tain to that perfect mode of knowledge of which it is intrin-
sically capable. But no created intellect can attain to that per-
fect mode of the knowledge of the Divine intellect whereof
it is intrinsically capable. Which thus appears—Everything is
knowable according to its actuality. But God, whose being is
infinite, as was shown above (q. 7) is infinitely knowable. Now
no created intellect can know God infinitely. For the created
intellect knows the Divine essence more or less perfectly in
proportion as it receives a greater or lesser light of glory. Since
therefore the created light of glory received into any created

intellect cannot be infinite, it is clearly impossible for any cre-
ated intellect to know God in an infinite degree. Hence it is
impossible that it should comprehend God.

Reply to Objection 1. “Comprehension” is twofold: in
one sense it is taken strictly and properly, according as some-
thing is included in the one comprehending; and thus in no
way is God comprehended either by intellect, or in any other
way; forasmuch as He is infinite and cannot be included in
any finite being; so that no finite being can contain Him in-
finitely, in the degree of His own infinity. In this sense we now
take comprehension. But in another sense “comprehension” is
takenmore largely as opposed to “non-attainment”; for hewho
attains to anyone is said to comprehend him when he attains
to him.And in this senseGod is comprehended by the blessed,
according to the words, “I held him, and I will not let him go”
(Cant 3:4); in this sense also are to be understood the words
quoted from the Apostle concerning comprehension. And in
this way “comprehension” is one of the three prerogatives of
the soul, responding to hope, as vision responds to faith, and
fruition responds to charity. For even among ourselves not ev-
erything seen is held or possessed, forasmuch as things either
appear sometimes afar off, or they are not in our power of at-
tainment. Neither, again, do we always enjoy what we possess;
either because we find no pleasure in them, or because such
things are not the ultimate end of our desire, so as to satisfy and
quell it. But the blessed possess these three things in God; be-
cause they seeHim, and in seeingHim, possessHimas present,
having the power to seeHim always; and possessingHim, they
enjoy Him as the ultimate fulfilment of desire.

Reply toObjection2.God is called incomprehensible not
because anything of Him is not seen; but because He is not
seen as perfectly as He is capable of being seen; thus when any
demonstrable proposition is known by probable reason only,
it does not follow that any part of it is unknown, either the
subject, or the predicate, or the composition; but that it is not
as perfectly known as it is capable of being known. Hence Au-
gustine, in his definition of comprehension, says the whole is
comprehended when it is seen in such a way that nothing of
it is hidden from the seer, or when its boundaries can be com-
pletely viewed or traced; for the boundaries of a thing are said
to be completely surveyed when the end of the knowledge of
it is attained.

Reply toObjection 3.eword “wholly” denotes a mode
of the object; not that the whole object does not come under
knowledge, but that the mode of the object is not the mode
of the one who knows. erefore he who sees God’s essence,
sees in Him that He exists infinitely, and is infinitely know-
able; nevertheless, this infinitemode does not extend to enable
the knower to know infinitely; thus, for instance, a person can
have a probable opinion that a proposition is demonstrable,
although he himself does not know it as demonstrated.
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Ia q. 12 a. 8Whether those who see the essence of God see all in God?

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the essence of
God see all things in God. For Gregory says (Dialog. iv):
“What do they not see, who see Him Who sees all things?”
But God sees all things. erefore those who see God see all
things.

Objection 2. Further, whoever sees a mirror, sees what is
reflected in the mirror. But all actual or possible things shine
forth in God as in a mirror; for He knows all things in Him-
self.erefore whoever seesGod, sees all actual things inHim,
and also all possible things.

Objection 3. Further, whoever understands the greater,
can understand the least, as is said inDeAnima iii. But all that
God does, or can do, are less than His essence. erefore who-
ever understands God, can understand all that God does, or
can do.

Objection 4. Further, the rational creature naturally de-
sires to know all things. erefore if in seeing God it does not
know all things, its natural desire will not rest satisfied; thus,
in seeingGod it will not be fully happy; which is incongruous.
erefore he who sees God knows all things.

On the contrary, e angels see the essence of God; and
yet do not know all things. For as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier.
vii), “the inferior angels are cleansed from ignorance by the
superior angels.” Also they are ignorant of future contingent
things, and of secret thoughts; for this knowledge belongs to
God alone.erefore whosoever sees the essence of God, does
not know all things.

I answer that, e created intellect, in seeing the divine
essence, does not see in it all that God does or can do. For it is
manifest that things are seen in God as they are in Him. But
all other things are in God as effects are in the power of their
cause. erefore all things are seen in God as an effect is seen
in its cause. Now it is clear that the more perfectly a cause is
seen, themore of its effects can be seen in it. For whoever has a
loy understanding, as soon as one demonstrative principle is
put before himcan gather the knowledge ofmany conclusions;
but this is beyond one of a weaker intellect, for he needs things
to be explained to him separately. And so an intellect can know

all the effects of a cause and the reasons for those effects in the
cause itself, if it comprehends the cause wholly. Now no cre-
ated intellect can comprehend God wholly, as shown above
(a. 7). erefore no created intellect in seeing God can know
all that God does or can do, for this would be to comprehend
His power; but of what God does or can do any intellect can
know the more, the more perfectly it sees God.

Reply to Objection 1. Gregory speaks as regards the ob-
ject being sufficient, namely, God, who in Himself sufficiently
contains and shows forth all things; but it does not follow that
whoever sees God knows all things, for he does not perfectly
comprehend Him.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not necessary thatwhoever sees
a mirror should see all that is in the mirror, unless his glance
comprehends the mirror itself.

Reply toObjection3.Although it ismore to seeGod than
to see all things else, still it is a greater thing to see Him so that
all things are known inHim, than to seeHim in such away that
not all things, but the fewer or the more, are known in Him.
For it has been shown in this article that the more things are
known in God according as He is seen more or less perfectly.

Reply to Objection 4. e natural desire of the rational
creature is to knoweverything that belongs to the perfectionof
the intellect, namely, the species and the genera of things and
their types, and these everyone who sees the Divine essence
will see in God. But to know other singulars, their thoughts
and their deeds doesnot belong to theperfectionof the created
intellect nor does its natural desire go out to these things; nei-
ther, again, does it desire to know things that exist not as yet,
but whichGod can call into being. Yet if God alone were seen,
Who is the fount and principle of all being and of all truth,He
would so fill the natural desire of knowledge that nothing else
would be desired, and the seer would be completely beatified.
Hence Augustine says (Confess. v): “Unhappy the man who
knoweth all these” (i.e. all creatures) “and knoweth not ee!
but happy whoso knoweth ee although he know not these.
And whoso knoweth both ee and them is not the happier
for them, but for ee alone.”

Ia q. 12 a. 9Whether what is seen in God by those who see the Divine essence, is seen through any simili-
tude?

Objection 1. It seems that what is seen in God by those
who see the Divine essence, is seen by means of some simili-
tude. For every kind of knowledge comes about by the knower
being assimilated to the object known. For thus the intellect
in act becomes the actual intelligible, and the sense in act be-
comes the actual sensible, inasmuch as it is informed by a simil-
itude of the object, as the eye by the similitude of color.ere-
fore if the intellect of one who sees the Divine essence under-
stands any creatures inGod, itmust be informedby their simil-
itudes.

Objection 2. Further, what we have seen, we keep inmem-
ory. But Paul, seeing the essence ofGodwhilst in ecstasy, when
he had ceased to see the Divine essence, as Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. ii, 28,34), remembered many of the things he had
seen in the rapture; hence he said: “I have heard secret words
which it is not granted to man to utter” (2 Cor. 12:4). ere-
fore it must be said that certain similitudes of what he remem-
bered, remained in his mind; and in the same way, when he
actually saw the essence of God, he had certain similitudes or
ideas of what he actually saw in it.
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On the contrary, A mirror and what is in it are seen by
means of one likeness. But all things are seen in God as in an
intelligiblemirror.erefore if GodHimself is not seen by any
similitude but by His own essence, neither are the things seen
in Him seen by any similitudes or ideas.

I answer that, ose who see the divine essence see what
they see in God not by any likeness, but by the divine essence
itself united to their intellect. For each thing is known in so far
as its likeness is in the one who knows. Now this takes place
in two ways. For as things which are like one and the same
thing are like to each other, the cognitive faculty can be as-
similated to any knowable object in two ways. In one way it
is assimilated by the object itself, when it is directly informed
by a similitude, and then the object is known in itself. In an-
other way when informed by a similitude which resembles the
object; and in this way, the knowledge is not of the thing in
itself, but of the thing in its likeness. For the knowledge of a
man in himself differs from the knowledge of him in his im-
age. Hence to know things thus by their likeness in the one
who knows, is to know them in themselves or in their own na-
ture; whereas to know themby their similitudes pre-existing in
God, is to see them in God. Now there is a difference between
these two kinds of knowledge.Hence, according to the knowl-

edge whereby things are known by those who see the essence
of God, they are seen in God Himself not by any other simili-
tudes but by the Divine essence alone present to the intellect;
by which also God Himself is seen.

Reply to Objection 1. e created intellect of one who
sees God is assimilated to what is seen in God, inasmuch as it
is united to the Divine essence, in which the similitudes of all
things pre-exist.

Reply to Objection 2. Some of the cognitive faculties
form other images from those first conceived; thus the imag-
ination from the preconceived images of a mountain and of
gold can form the likeness of a golden mountain; and the in-
tellect, from the preconceived ideas of genus and difference,
forms the idea of species; in like manner from the similitude
of an image we can form in our minds the similitude of the
original of the image. us Paul, or any other person who sees
God, by the very vision of the divine essence, can form in him-
self the similitudes of what is seen in the divine essence, which
remained in Paul even when he had ceased to see the essence
of God. Still this kind of vision whereby things are seen by this
likeness thus conceived, is not the same as that whereby things
are seen in God.

Ia q. 12 a. 10Whether those who see the essence of God see all they see in it at the same time?

Objection 1. It seems that those who see the essence of
God do not see all they see in Him at one and the same time.
For according to the Philosopher (Topic. ii): “It may happen
that many things are known, but only one is understood.” But
what is seen in God, is understood; for God is seen by the in-
tellect. erefore those who see God do not see all in Him at
the same time.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii,
22,23), “God moves the spiritual creature according to
time”—i.e. by intelligence and affection. But the spiritual crea-
ture is the angel who sees God. erefore those who see God
understand and are affected successively; for time means suc-
cession.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xvi): “Our
thoughts will not be unstable, going to and fro from one thing
to another; but we shall see all we know at one glance.”

I answer that, What is seen in the Word is seen not suc-
cessively, but at the same time. In proof whereof, we ourselves
cannot knowmany things all at once, forasmuch as understand
many things by means of many ideas. But our intellect cannot
be actually informed by many diverse ideas at the same time,

so as to understand by them; as one body cannot bear differ-
ent shapes simultaneously. Hence, when many things can be
understood by one idea, they are understood at the same time;
as the parts of a whole are understood successively, and not all
at the same time, if each one is understood by its own idea;
whereas if all are understood under the one idea of the whole,
they are understood simultaneously. Now it was shown above
that things seen inGod, are not seen singly by their own simil-
itude; but all are seen by the one essence of God. Hence they
are seen simultaneously, and not successively.

Reply to Objection 1. We understand one thing only
whenwe understand by one idea; butmany things understood
by one idea are understood simultaneously, as in the idea of a
man we understand “animal” and “rational”; and in the idea of
a house we understand the wall and the roof.

Reply toObjection 2.As regards their natural knowledge,
whereby they know things by diverse ideas given them, the an-
gels do not know all things simultaneously, and thus they are
moved in the act of understanding according to time; but as
regards what they see in God, they see all at the same time.
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Ia q. 12 a. 11Whether anyone in this life can see the essence of God?

Objection 1. It seems that one can in this life see the Di-
vine essence. For Jacob said: “I have seenGod face to face” (Gn.
32:30). But to see Him face to face is to see His essence, as ap-
pears from the words: “We see now in a glass and in a dark
manner, but then face to face” (1 Cor. 13:12).

Objection 2. Further, the Lord said to Moses: “I speak to
him mouth to mouth, and plainly, and not by riddles and fig-
ures doth he see the Lord” (Num. 12:8); but this is to see God
inHis essence.erefore it is possible to see the essence ofGod
in this life.

Objection 3. Further, that wherein we know all other
things, andwherebywe judge of other things, is known in itself
to us. But even now we know all things in God; for Augustine
says (Confess. viii): “If we both see that what you say is true,
and we both see that what I say is true; where, I ask, do we see
this? neither I in thee, nor thou in me; but both of us in the
very incommutable truth itself above our minds.” He also says
(De Vera Relig. xxx) that, “We judge of all things according
to the divine truth”; and (De Trin. xii) that, “it is the duty of
reason to judge of these corporeal things according to the in-
corporeal and eternal ideas; which unless they were above the
mind could not be incommutable.” erefore even in this life
we see God Himself.

Objection 4. Further, according toAugustine (Gen. ad lit.
xii, 24, 25), those things that are in the soul by their essence are
seen by intellectual vision. But intellectual vision is of intelli-
gible things, not by similitudes, but by their very essences, as
he also says (Gen. ad lit. xiii, 24,25). erefore since God is in
our soul by His essence, it follows that He is seen by us in His
essence.

On the contrary, It is written, “Man shall not see Me, and
live” (Ex. 32:20), and a gloss upon this says, “In this mortal life
God can be seen by certain images, but not by the likeness itself
of His own nature.”

I answer that,God cannot be seen inHis essence by amere
human being, except he be separated from thismortal life.e
reason is because, as was said above (a. 4), the mode of knowl-
edge follows the mode of the nature of the knower. But our
soul, as long as we live in this life, has its being in corporeal
matter; hence naturally it knows only what has a form in mat-
ter, or what can be known by such a form. Now it is evident
that the Divine essence cannot be known through the nature
of material things. For it was shown above (Aa. 2,9) that the
knowledge of God by means of any created similitude is not

the vision of His essence. Hence it is impossible for the soul
of man in this life to see the essence of God. is can be seen
in the fact that the more our soul is abstracted from corporeal
things, the more it is capable of receiving abstract intelligible
things. Hence in dreams and alienations of the bodily senses
divine revelations and foresight of future events are perceived
the more clearly. It is not possible, therefore, that the soul in
this mortal life should be raised up to the supreme of intelligi-
ble objects, i.e. to the divine essence.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Dionysius (Coel.
Hier. iv) a man is said in the Scriptures to see God in the sense
that certain figures are formed in the senses or imagination, ac-
cording to some similitude representing in part the divinity. So
when Jacob says, “I have seen God face to face,” this does not
mean the Divine essence, but some figure representing God.
And this is to be referred to some high mode of prophecy, so
thatGod seems to speak, though in an imaginary vision; aswill
later be explained ( IIa IIae, q. 174) in treating of the degrees of
prophecy. We may also say that Jacob spoke thus to designate
some exalted intellectual contemplation, above the ordinary
state.

Reply toObjection2.AsGodworksmiracles in corporeal
things, so also He does supernatural wonders above the com-
monorder, raising theminds of some living in the flesh beyond
the use of sense, even up to the vision of His own essence; as
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 26,27,28) ofMoses, the teacher
of the Jews; andofPaul, the teacher of theGentiles.iswill be
treated more fully in the question of rapture ( IIa IIae, q. 175).

Reply toObjection3.All things are said to be seen inGod
and all things are judged in Him, because by the participation
ofHis light, we knowand judge all things; for the light of natu-
ral reason itself is a participation of the divine light; as likewise
we are said to see and judge of sensible things in the sun, i.e.,
by the sun’s light. Hence Augustine says (Soliloq. i, 8), “e
lessons of instruction can only be seen as it were by their own
sun,” namely God. As therefore in order to see a sensible ob-
ject, it is not necessary to see the substance of the sun, so in
like manner to see any intelligible object, it is not necessary to
see the essence of God.

Reply to Objection 4. Intellectual vision is of the things
which are in the soul by their essence, as intelligible things are
in the intellect. And thusGod is in the souls of the blessed; not
thus is He in our soul, but by presence, essence and power.

Ia q. 12 a. 12Whether God can be known in this life by natural reason?

Objection 1. It seems that by natural reason we cannot
know God in this life. For Boethius says (De Consol. v) that
“reason does not grasp simple form.” But God is a supremely
simple form, as was shown above (q. 3, a. 7 ).erefore natural

reason cannot attain to know Him.
Objection 2. Further, the soul understands nothing by

natural reasonwithout the use of the imagination. But we can-
not have an imagination of God, Who is incorporeal. ere-
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fore we cannot know God by natural knowledge.
Objection 3. Further, the knowledge of natural reason be-

longs to both good and evil, inasmuch as they have a common
nature. But the knowledge of God belongs only to the good;
for Augustine says (De Trin. i): “e weak eye of the human
mind is not fixed on that excellent light unless purified by the
justice of faith.” erefore God cannot be known by natural
reason.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 1:19), “at which is
known ofGod,” namely, what can be known ofGod by natural
reason, “is manifest in them.”

I answer that, Our natural knowledge begins from sense.
Hence our natural knowledge can go as far as it can be led by
sensible things. But our mind cannot be led by sense so far as
to see the essence of God; because the sensible effects of God
do not equal the power of God as their cause. Hence from the
knowledge of sensible things the whole power of God cannot
be known; nor therefore can His essence be seen. But because
they are His effects and depend on their cause, we can be led
from them so far as to know of God “whether He exists,” and
to know of Him what must necessarily belong to Him, as the

first cause of all things, exceeding all things caused by Him.
Hence we know that His relationship with creatures so far

as to be the cause of them all; also that creatures differ from
Him, inasmuch as He is not in any way part of what is caused
by Him; and that creatures are not removed from Him by rea-
son of any defect on His part, but because He superexceeds
them all.

Reply to Objection 1. Reason cannot reach up to simple
form, so as to know “what it is”; but it can know “whether it
is.”

Reply to Objection 2. God is known by natural knowl-
edge through the images of His effects.

Reply to Objection 3. As the knowledge of God’s essence
is by grace, it belongs only to the good; but the knowledge
of Him by natural reason can belong to both good and bad;
and hence Augustine says (Retract. i), retracting what he had
said before: “I do not approve what I said in prayer, ‘God who
willest that only the pure should know truth.’ For it can be an-
swered thatmanywho are not pure can knowmany truths,” i.e.
by natural reason.

Ia q. 12 a. 13Whether by grace a higher knowledge of God can be obtained than by natural reason?

Objection 1. It seems that by grace a higher knowledge of
God is not obtained than by natural reason. ForDionysius says
(De Mystica eol. i) that whoever is the more united to God
in this life, is united to Him as to one entirely unknown. He
says the sameofMoses, whonevertheless obtained a certain ex-
cellence by the knowledge conferred by grace. But to be united
to God while ignoring of Him “what He is,” comes about also
by natural reason. erefore God is not more known to us by
grace than by natural reason.

Objection 2. Further, we can acquire the knowledge of di-
vine things by natural reason only through the imagination;
and the same applies to the knowledge given by grace. For
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i) that “it is impossible for the di-
vine ray to shine upon us except as screened round about by
themany colored sacred veils.”ereforewe cannot knowGod
more fully by grace than by natural reason.

Objection 3. Further, our intellect adheres to God by
grace of faith. But faith does not seem to be knowledge; for
Gregory says (Hom. xxvi in Ev.) that “things not seen are the
objects of faith, and not of knowledge.” erefore there is not
given to us a more excellent knowledge of God by grace.

On the contrary, e Apostle says that “God hath re-
vealed to usHis spirit,” what “none of the princes of this world
knew” (1 Cor. 2:10), namely, the philosophers, as the gloss ex-
pounds.

I answer that, We have a more perfect knowledge of God
by grace than by natural reason. Which is proved thus. e
knowledge which we have by natural reason contains two
things: images derived from the sensible objects; and the nat-

ural intelligible light, enabling us to abstract from them intel-
ligible conceptions.

Now in both of these, human knowledge is assisted by the
revelation of grace. For the intellect’s natural light is strength-
ened by the infusion of gratuitous light; and sometimes also
the images in the human imagination are divinely formed, so as
to express divine things better than those do which we receive
from sensible objects, as appears in prophetic visions; while
sometimes sensible things, or even voices, are divinely formed
to express some divine meaning; as in the Baptism, the Holy
Ghost was seen in the shape of a dove, and the voice of the Fa-
ther was heard, “is is My beloved Son” (Mat. 3:17).

Reply toObjection 1.Although by the revelation of grace
in this life we cannot know of God “what He is,” and thus
are united to Him as to one unknown; still we know Him
more fully according asmany andmore excellent ofHis effects
are demonstrated to us, and according as we attribute to Him
some things known by divine revelation, to which natural rea-
son cannot reach, as, for instance, that God is ree and One.

Reply to Objection 2. From the images either received
from sense in the natural order, or divinely formed in the
imagination, we have so much the more excellent intellectual
knowledge, the stronger the intelligible light is in man; and
thus through the revelation given by the images a fuller knowl-
edge is received by the infusion of the divine light.

Reply to Objection 3. Faith is a kind of knowledge, inas-
much as the intellect is determined by faith to some knowable
object. But this determination to one object does not proceed
from the vision of the believer, but from the vision ofHimwho
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is believed.us as far as faith falls short of vision, it falls short
of the knowledge which belongs to science, for science deter-

mines the intellect to one object by the vision and understand-
ing of first principles.
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F P, Q 13
e Names of God

(In Twelve Articles)

Aer the consideration of those things which belong to the divine knowledge, we now proceed to the consideration of the
divine names. For everything is named by us according to our knowledge of it.

Under this head, there are twelve points for inquiry:

(1) Whether God can be named by us?
(2) Whether any names applied to God are predicated of Him substantially?
(3) Whether any names applied to God are said of Him literally, or are all to be taken metaphorically?
(4) Whether any names applied to God are synonymous?
(5) Whether some names are applied to God and to creatures univocally or equivocally?
(6) Whether, supposing they are applied analogically, they are applied first to God or to creatures?
(7) Whether any names are applicable to God from time?
(8) Whether this name “God” is a name of nature, or of the operation?
(9) Whether this name “God” is a communicable name?

(10) Whether it is taken univocally or equivocally as signifyingGod, by nature, by participation, and by opinion?
(11) Whether this name, “Who is,” is the supremely appropriate name of God?
(12) Whether affirmative propositions can be formed about God?

Ia q. 13 a. 1Whether a name can be given to God?

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be given to God.
For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i) that, “Of Him there is nei-
ther name, nor can one be found of Him;” and it is written:
“What is His name, and what is the name of His Son, if thou
knowest?” (Prov. 30:4).

Objection 2. Further, every name is either abstract or con-
crete. But concrete names do not belong to God, since He is
simple, nor do abstract names belong to Him, forasmuch as
they do not signify any perfect subsisting thing. erefore no
name can be said of God.

Objection 3. Further, nouns are taken to signify substance
with quality; verbs and participles signify substancewith time;
pronouns the same with demonstration or relation. But none
of these can be applied toGod, forHe has no quality, nor acci-
dent, nor time;moreover,He cannot be felt, so as to be pointed
out; nor canHe be described by relation, inasmuch as relations
serve to recall a thing mentioned before by nouns, participles,
or demonstrative pronouns. erefore God cannot in any way
be named by us.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 15:3): “e Lord is a
man of war, Almighty is His name.”

I answer that, Since according to the Philosopher (Peri
Herm. i), words are signs of ideas, and ideas the similitude of
things, it is evident that words relate to the meaning of things
signified through the medium of the intellectual conception.
It follows therefore that we can give a name to anything in as
far as we can understand it. Now it was shown above (q. 12,
Aa. 11,12) that in this life we cannot see the essence of God;
but we know God from creatures as their principle, and also
by way of excellence and remotion. In this way therefore He

can be named by us from creatures, yet not so that the name
which signifiesHim expresses the divine essence in itself.us
the name “man” expresses the essence of man in himself, since
it signifies the definition ofman bymanifesting his essence; for
the idea expressed by the name is the definition.

Reply to Objection 1. e reason why God has no name,
or is said to be above being named, is because His essence is
above all that we understand about God, and signify in word.

Reply to Objection 2. Because we know and name God
from creatures, the nameswe attribute toGod signify what be-
longs to material creatures, of which the knowledge is natural
to us. And because in creatures of this kind what is perfect and
subsistent is compound; whereas their form is not a complete
subsisting thing, but rather is that whereby a thing is; hence it
follows that all names used by us to signify a complete subsist-
ing thing must have a concrete meaning as applicable to com-
pound things; whereas names given to signify simple forms,
signify a thing not as subsisting, but as that whereby a thing
is; as, for instance, whiteness signifies that whereby a thing is
white. And as God is simple, and subsisting, we attribute to
Him abstract names to signify His simplicity, and concrete
names to signify His substance and perfection, although both
these kinds of names fail to express His mode of being, foras-
much as our intellect does not know Him in this life as He is.

Reply toObjection 3.To signify substance with quality is
to signify the “suppositum” with a nature or determined form
in which it subsists. Hence, as some things are said of God in
a concrete sense, to signify His subsistence and perfection, so
likewise nouns are applied to God signifying substance with
quality. Further, verbs and participles which signify time, are
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applied to Him because His eternity includes all time. For as
we can apprehend and signify simple subsistences only by way
of compound things, so we can understand and express sim-
ple eternity only by way of temporal things, because our intel-
lect has a natural affinity to compound and temporal things.

But demonstrative pronouns are applied to God as describing
what is understood, not what is sensed. For we can only de-
scribe Him as far as we understand Him. us, according as
nouns, participles and demonstrative pronouns are applicable
to God, so far can He be signified by relative pronouns.

Ia q. 13 a. 2Whether any name can be applied to God substantially?

Objection 1. It seems that no name can be applied to God
substantially. ForDamascene says (De FideOrth. i, 9): “Every-
thing said ofGod signifies notHis substance, but rather shows
forth what He is not; or expresses some relation, or something
following from His nature or operation.”

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i): “You
will find a chorus of holy doctors addressed to the end of dis-
tinguishing clearly and praiseworthily the divine processions
in the denomination of God.” us the names applied by the
holy doctors in praising God are distinguished according to
the divine processions themselves. But what expresses the pro-
cession of anything, does not signify its essence. erefore the
names applied to God are not said of Him substantially.

Objection 3. Further, a thing is named by us according as
we understand it. But God is not understood by us in this life
inHis substance.erefore neither is any name we can use ap-
plied substantially to God.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. vi): “e being
of God is the being strong, or the being wise, or whatever else
we may say of that simplicity whereby His substance is signi-
fied.” erefore all names of this kind signify the divine sub-
stance.

I answer that, Negative names applied to God, or signify-
ingHis relation to creaturesmanifestly do not at all signifyHis
substance, but rather express the distance of the creature from
Him, or His relation to something else, or rather, the relation
of creatures to Himself.

But as regards absolute and affirmative names of God, as
“good,” “wise,” and the like, various and many opinions have
been given. For some have said that all such names, although
they are applied to God affirmatively, nevertheless have been
brought into use more to express some remotion from God,
rather than to express anything that exists positively in Him.
Hence they assert that when we say that God lives, we mean
that God is not like an inanimate thing; and the same in like
manner applies to other names; and this was taught by Rabbi
Moses. Others say that these names applied to God signify
His relationship towards creatures: thus in the words, “God
is good,” we mean, God is the cause of goodness in things; and
the same rule applies to other names.

Both of these opinions, however, seem to be untrue for
three reasons. First because in neither of them can a reason
be assigned why some names more than others are applied to
God. For He is assuredly the cause of bodies in the same way
as He is the cause of good things; therefore if the words “God

is good,” signified no more than, “God is the cause of good
things,” itmight in likemanner be said thatGod is a body, inas-
much as He is the cause of bodies. So also to say that He is a
body implies that He is not a mere potentiality, as is primary
matter. Secondly, because it would follow that all names ap-
plied to God would be said of Him by way of being taken in
a secondary sense, as healthy is secondarily said of medicine,
forasmuch as it signifies only the cause of the health in the an-
imal which primarily is called healthy. irdly, because this is
against the intention of those who speak of God. For in saying
that God lives, they assuredly mean more than to say the He is
the cause of our life, or that He differs from inanimate bodies.

erefore we must hold a different doctrine—viz. that
these names signify the divine substance, and are predicated
substantially ofGod, although they fall short of a full represen-
tation of Him. Which is proved thus. For these names express
God, so far as our intellects knowHim.Now since our intellect
knows God from creatures, it knows Him as far as creatures
represent Him. Now it is shown above (q. 4, a. 2) that God
prepossesses in Himself all the perfections of creatures, being
Himself simply and universally perfect. Hence every creature
representsHim, and is likeHim so far as it possesses some per-
fection; yet it represents Him not as something of the same
species or genus, but as the excelling principle of whose form
the effects fall short, although they derive some kind of like-
ness thereto, even as the forms of inferior bodies represent the
power of the sun.is was explained above (q. 4, a. 3), in treat-
ing of the divine perfection.erefore the aforesaid names sig-
nify the divine substance, but in an imperfect manner, even
as creatures represent it imperfectly. So when we say, “God is
good,” the meaning is not, “God is the cause of goodness,” or
“God is not evil”; but the meaning is, “Whatever good we at-
tribute to creatures, pre-exists in God,” and in amore excellent
and higher way. Hence it does not follow that God is good,
because He causes goodness; but rather, on the contrary, He
causes goodness in things because He is good; according to
what Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 32), “Because He is
good, we are.”

Reply to Objection 1. Damascene says that these names
do not signify what God is, forasmuch as by none of these
names is perfectly expressed what He is; but each one signi-
fies Him in an imperfect manner, even as creatures represent
Him imperfectly.

Reply to Objection 2. In the significance of names, that
from which the name is derived is different sometimes from
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what it is intended to signify, as for instance, this name “stone”
[lapis] is imposed from the fact that it hurts the foot [loedit
pedem], but it is not imposed to signify that which hurts the
foot, but rather to signify a certain kind of body; otherwise ev-
erything that hurts the foot would be a stone*. So we must say
that these kinds of divine names are imposed from the divine
processions; for as according to the diverse processions of their
perfections, creatures are the representations ofGod, although
in an imperfect manner; so likewise our intellect knows and
names God according to each kind of procession; but nev-
ertheless these names are not imposed to signify the proces-

sion themselves, as if when we say “God lives,” the sense were,
“life proceeds from Him”; but to signify the principle itself of
things, in so far as life pre-exists in Him, although it pre-exists
in Him in a more eminent way than can be understood or sig-
nified.

Reply to Objection 3. We cannot know the essence of
God in this life, as He really is in Himself; but we know Him
accordingly asHe is represented in theperfections of creatures;
and thus the names imposed by us signifyHim in that manner
only.

Ia q. 13 a. 3Whether any name can be applied to God in its literal sense?

Objection 1. It seems that no name is applied literally to
God. For all nameswhichwe apply toGod are taken fromcrea-
tures; as was explained above (a. 1). But the names of creatures
are applied to God metaphorically, as when we say, God is a
stone, or a lion, or the like.erefore names are applied toGod
in a metaphorical sense.

Objection 2. Further, no name can be applied literally to
anything if it should be withheld from it rather than given to
it. But all such names as “good,” “wise,” and the like are more
truly withheld from God than given to Him; as appears from
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. ii). erefore none of these names
belong to God in their literal sense.

Objection 3. Further, corporeal names are applied to God
in a metaphorical sense only; since He is incorporeal. But all
such names imply some kind of corporeal condition; for their
meaning is bound up with time and composition and like cor-
poreal conditions. erefore all these names are applied to
God in a metaphorical sense.

On the contrary,Ambrose says (De Fide ii), “Some names
there are which express evidently the property of the divinity,
and some which express the clear truth of the divine majesty,
but others there are which are applied to God metaphorically
by way of similitude.” erefore not all names are applied to
God in ametaphorical sense, but there are somewhich are said
of Him in their literal sense.

I answer that, According to the preceding article, our
knowledge of God is derived from the perfections which flow
fromHim to creatures, which perfections are inGod in amore
eminent way than in creatures. Now our intellect apprehends

them as they are in creatures, and as it apprehends them it sig-
nifies them by names. erefore as to the names applied to
God—viz. the perfections which they signify, such as good-
ness, life and the like, and their mode of signification. As re-
gards what is signified by these names, they belong properly to
God, andmore properly than they belong to creatures, and are
applied primarily toHim. But as regards their mode of signifi-
cation, they donot properly and strictly apply toGod; for their
mode of signification applies to creatures.

Reply to Objection 1. ere are some names which sig-
nify these perfections flowing from God to creatures in such
a way that the imperfect way in which creatures receive the
divine perfection is part of the very signification of the name
itself as “stone” signifies a material being, and names of this
kind canbe applied toGodonly in ametaphorical sense.Other
names, however, express these perfections absolutely, without
any suchmode of participation being part of their signification
as the words “being,” “good,” “living,” and the like, and such
names can be literally applied to God.

Reply to Objection 2. Such names as these, as Dionysius
shows, are denied of God for the reason that what the name
signifies does not belong toHim in the ordinary sense of its sig-
nification, but in a more eminent way. Hence Dionysius says
also that God is above all substance and all life.

Reply to Objection 3. ese names which are applied to
God literally imply corporeal conditions not in the thing signi-
fied, but as regards their mode of signification; whereas those
which are applied to God metaphorically imply and mean a
corporeal condition in the thing signified.

Ia q. 13 a. 4Whether names applied to God are synonymous?

Objection 1. It seems that these names applied to God are
synonymous names. For synonymous names are those which
mean exactly the same. But these names applied to God mean
entirely the same thing inGod; for the goodness of God isHis
essence, and likewise it is His wisdom. erefore these names
are entirely synonymous.

Objection 2. Further, if it be said these names signify one
and the same thing in reality, but differ in idea, it can be ob-
jected that an idea to which no reality corresponds is a vain
notion. erefore if these ideas are many, and the thing is one,
it seems also that all these ideas are vain notions.

Objection 3. Further, a thing which is one in reality and

* is refers to the Latin etymology of the word “lapis” which has no place in
English.
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in idea, is more one than what is one in reality and many in
idea. But God is supremely one. erefore it seems that He is
not one in reality and many in idea; and thus the names ap-
plied to God do not signify different ideas; and thus they are
synonymous.

On the contrary,All synonyms united with each other are
redundant, as when we say, “vesture clothing.” erefore if all
names applied toGod are synonymous,we cannot properly say
“good God” or the like, and yet it is written, “O most mighty,
great andpowerful, theLordofhosts isyname” ( Jer. 32:18).

I answer that, ese names spoken of God are not syn-
onymous. is would be easy to understand, if we said that
these names are used to remove, or to express the relation of
cause to creatures; for thus it would follow that there are dif-
ferent ideas as regards the diverse things denied of God, or as
regards diverse effects connoted. But even according to what
was said above (a. 2), that these names signify the divine sub-
stance, although in an imperfect manner, it is also clear from
what has been said (AA 1,2) that they have diverse meanings.
For the idea signified by the name is the conception in the in-
tellect of the thing signified by the name. But our intellect,
since it knows God from creatures, in order to understand
God, forms conceptions proportional to the perfections flow-
ing from God to creatures, which perfections pre-exist in God
unitedly and simply, whereas in creatures they are received and

divided and multiplied. As therefore, to the different perfec-
tions of creatures, there corresponds one simple principle rep-
resented by different perfections of creatures in a various and
manifold manner, so also to the various and multiplied con-
ceptions of our intellect, there corresponds one altogether sim-
ple principle, according to these conceptions, imperfectly un-
derstood. erefore although the names applied to God sig-
nify one thing, still because they signify that under many and
different aspects, they are not synonymous.

us appears the solution of the FirstObjection, since syn-
onymous terms signify one thing under one aspect; for words
which signify different aspects of one things, do not signify
primarily and absolutely one thing; because the term only sig-
nifies the thing through the medium of the intellectual con-
ception, as was said above.

Reply to Objection 2. e many aspects of these names
are not empty and vain, for there corresponds to all of them
one simple reality represented by them in a manifold and im-
perfect manner.

Reply to Objection 3. e perfect unity of God requires
that what are manifold and divided in others should exist in
Him simply and unitedly. us it comes about that He is one
in reality, and yet multiple in idea, because our intellect appre-
hends Him in a manifold manner, as things represent Him.

Ia q. 13 a. 5Whether what is said of God and of creatures is univocally predicated of them?

Objection 1. It seems that the things attributed to God
and creatures are univocal. For every equivocal term is reduced
to the univocal, as many are reduced to one; for if the name
“dog” be said equivocally of the barking dog, and of the dog-
fish, it must be said of some univocally—viz. of all barking
dogs; otherwise we proceed to infinitude. Now there are some
univocal agents which agree with their effects in name and
definition, as man generates man; and there are some agents
which are equivocal, as the sun which causes heat, although
the sun is hot only in an equivocal sense. erefore it seems
that the first agent to which all other agents are reduced, is an
univocal agent: and thus what is said of God and creatures, is
predicated univocally.

Objection 2. Further, there is no similitude among equiv-
ocal things. erefore as creatures have a certain likeness to
God, according to the word of Genesis (Gn. 1:26), “Let us
make man to our image and likeness,” it seems that something
can be said of God and creatures univocally.

Objection 3. Further, measure is homogeneous with the
thing measured. But God is the first measure of all beings.
erefore God is homogeneous with creatures; and thus a
word may be applied univocally to God and to creatures.

On the contrary, whatever is predicated of various things
under the same name but not in the same sense, is predicated
equivocally. But no name belongs to God in the same sense

that it belongs to creatures; for instance, wisdom in creatures
is a quality, but not in God. Now a different genus changes an
essence, since the genus is part of the definition; and the same
applies to other things. erefore whatever is said of God and
of creatures is predicated equivocally.

Further, God is more distant from creatures than any crea-
tures are from each other. But the distance of some creatures
makes any univocal predication of them impossible, as in the
case of those things which are not in the same genus.erefore
much less can anything be predicated univocally of God and
creatures; and so only equivocal predication can be applied to
them.

I answer that,Univocal predication is impossible between
God and creatures.e reason of this is that every effect which
is not an adequate result of the power of the efficient cause, re-
ceives the similitude of the agent not in its full degree, but in
a measure that falls short, so that what is divided and multi-
plied in the effects resides in the agent simply, and in the same
manner; as for example the sun by exercise of its one power
produces manifold and various forms in all inferior things. In
the same way, as said in the preceding article, all perfections
existing in creatures divided and multiplied, pre-exist in God
unitedly. us when any term expressing perfection is applied
to a creature, it signifies that perfection distinct in idea from
otherperfections; as, for instance, by the term“wise” applied to
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man, we signify some perfection distinct from aman’s essence,
and distinct fromhis power and existence, and from all similar
things; whereas when we apply to it God, we do not mean to
signify anything distinct from His essence, or power, or exis-
tence.us also this term“wise” applied toman in somedegree
circumscribes and comprehends the thing signified; whereas
this is not the case when it is applied to God; but it leaves the
thing signified as incomprehended, and as exceeding the signi-
fication of the name.Hence it is evident that this term “wise” is
not applied in the sameway toGod and toman.e same rule
applies to other terms.Hence noname is predicated univocally
of God and of creatures.

Neither, on the other hand, are names applied to God and
creatures in apurely equivocal sense, as somehave said. Because
if that were so, it follows that from creatures nothing could be
known or demonstrated about God at all; for the reasoning
would always be exposed to the fallacy of equivocation. Such
a view is against the philosophers, who proved many things
about God, and also against what the Apostle says: “e in-
visible things of God are clearly seen being understood by the
things that are made” (Rom. 1:20). erefore it must be said
that these names are said of God and creatures in an analogous
sense, i.e. according to proportion.

Now names are thus used in two ways: either according
as many things are proportionate to one, thus for example
“healthy” predicated of medicine and urine in relation and in
proportion to health of a body, of which the former is the sign
and the latter the cause: or according as one thing is propor-
tionate to another, thus “healthy” is said of medicine and ani-
mal, since medicine is the cause of health in the animal body.
And in this way some things are said ofGod and creatures ana-
logically, and not in a purely equivocal nor in a purely univocal
sense. For we can name God only from creatures (a. 1). us
whatever is said of God and creatures, is said according to the
relation of a creature toGod as its principle and cause, wherein

all perfections of things pre-exist excellently. Now this mode
of community of idea is a mean between pure equivocation
and simple univocation. For in analogies the idea is not, as it
is in univocals, one and the same, yet it is not totally diverse as
in equivocals; but a termwhich is thus used in amultiple sense
signifies various proportions to some one thing; thus “healthy”
applied to urine signifies the sign of animal health, and applied
to medicine signifies the cause of the same health.

Reply to Objection 1. Although equivocal predications
must be reduced to univocal, still in actions, the non-univocal
agent must precede the univocal agent. For the non-univocal
agent is the universal cause of the whole species, as for instance
the sun is the cause of the generation of all men; whereas the
univocal agent is not the universal efficient cause of the whole
species (otherwise it would be the cause of itself, since it is con-
tained in the species), but is a particular cause of this individ-
ual which it places under the species by way of participation.
erefore the universal cause of thewhole species is not anuni-
vocal agent; and the universal cause comes before the partic-
ular cause. But this universal agent, whilst it is not univocal,
nevertheless is not altogether equivocal, otherwise it could not
produce its own likeness, but rather it is to be called an analog-
ical agent, as all univocal predications are reduced to one first
non-univocal analogical predication, which is being.

Reply toObjection 2. e likeness of the creature to God
is imperfect, for it does not represent one and the same generic
thing (q. 4, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 3. God is not the measure propor-
tioned to things measured; hence it is not necessary that God
and creatures should be in the same genus.

e arguments adduced in the contrary sense prove in-
deed that these names are not predicated univocally of God
and creatures; yet they do not prove that they are predicated
equivocally.

Ia q. 13 a. 6Whether names predicated of God are predicated primarily of creatures?

Objection 1. It seems that names are predicated primarily
of creatures rather than ofGod. For we name anything accord-
ingly as we know it, since “names”, as the Philosopher says, “are
signs of ideas.” But we know creatures before we know God.
erefore the names imposed by us are predicated primarily
of creatures rather than of God.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i): “We
name God from creatures.” But names transferred from crea-
tures toGod, are said primarily of creatures rather thanofGod,
as “lion,” “stone,” and the like. erefore all names applied to
God and creatures are applied primarily to creatures rather
than to God.

Objection 3. Further, all names equally applied to God
and creatures, are applied to God as the cause of all crea-
tures, as Dionysius says (De Mystica eol.). But what is ap-

plied to anything through its cause, is applied to it secondarily,
for “healthy” is primarily predicated of animal rather than of
medicine, which is the cause of health. erefore these names
are said primarily of creatures rather than of God.

On the contrary, It is written, “I bow my knees to the Fa-
ther, of our Lord JesusChrist, ofWhomall paternity in heaven
and earth is named” (Eph. 3:14,15); and the same applies to
the other names applied toGod and creatures.erefore these
names are applied primarily to God rather than to creatures.

I answer that, In names predicated of many in an analogi-
cal sense, all are predicated because they have reference to some
one thing; and this one thing must be placed in the defini-
tion of them all. And since that expressed by the name is the
definition, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. iv), such a name
must be applied primarily to that which is put in the defini-
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tion of such other things, and secondarily to these others ac-
cording as they approach more or less to that first. us, for
instance, “healthy” applied to animals comes into the defini-
tion of “healthy” applied to medicine, which is called healthy
as being the cause of health in the animal; and also into the def-
inition of “healthy” which is applied to urine, which is called
healthy in so far as it is the sign of the animal’s health. us
all names applied metaphorically to God, are applied to crea-
tures primarily rather than to God, because when said of God
they mean only similitudes to such creatures. For as “smiling”
applied to a field means only that the field in the beauty of
its flowering is like the beauty of the human smile by propor-
tionate likeness, so the name of “lion” applied to God means
only that God manifests strength in His works, as a lion in
his. us it is clear that applied to God the signification of
names can be defined only from what is said of creatures. But
to other names not applied to God in a metaphorical sense,
the same rule would apply if they were spoken of God as the
cause only, as some have supposed. For when it is said, “God is
good,” it would then only mean “God is the cause of the crea-

ture’s goodness”; thus the term good applied toGodwould in-
cluded in its meaning the creature’s goodness. Hence “good”
would apply primarily to creatures rather than to God. But as
was shown above (a. 2), these names are applied to God not
as the cause only, but also essentially. For the words, “God is
good,” or “wise,” signify not only that He is the cause of wis-
dom or goodness, but that these exist in Him in a more excel-
lentway.Hence as regardswhat thename signifies, these names
are applied primarily to God rather than to creatures, because
these perfections flow from God to creatures; but as regards
the imposition of the names, they are primarily applied by us
to creatures which we know first. Hence they have a mode of
signification which belongs to creatures, as said above (a. 3).

Reply toObjection 1.is objection refers to the imposi-
tion of the name.

Reply to Objection 2. e same rule does not apply to
metaphorical and to other names, as said above.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection would be valid if
these names were applied to God only as cause, and not also
essentially, for instance as “healthy” is applied to medicine.

Ia q. 13 a. 7Whether names which imply relation to creatures are predicated of God temporally?

Objection 1. It seems that names which imply relation
to creatures are not predicated of God temporally. For all
such names signify the divine substance, as is universally held.
Hence also Ambrose (De Fide i) that this name “Lord” is the
name of power, which is the divine substance; and “Creator”
signifies the action of God, which is His essence. Now the di-
vine substance is not temporal, but eternal. erefore these
names are not applied to God temporally, but eternally.

Objection 2. Further, that to which something applies
temporally can be described asmade; for what is white tempo-
rally is made white. But to make does no apply to God. ere-
fore nothing can be predicated of God temporally.

Objection 3. Further, if any names are applied to God
temporally as implying relation to creatures, the same rule
holds good of all things that imply relation to creatures. But
some names are spoken of God implying relation of God to
creatures from eternity; for from eternity He knew and loved
the creature, according to the word: “I have loved thee with an
everlasting love” ( Jer. 31:3).erefore also other names imply-
ing relation to creatures, as “Lord” and “Creator,” are applied
to God from eternity.

Objection 4. Further, names of this kind signify relation.
erefore that relation must be something in God, or in the
creature only. But it cannot be that it is something in the crea-
ture only, for in that caseGodwould be called “Lord” from the
opposite relation which is in creatures; and nothing is named
from its opposite.erefore the relationmust be something in
God also. But nothing temporal can be inGod, forHe is above
time. erefore these names are not applied to God tempo-
rally.

Objection 5. Further, a thing is called relative from rela-
tion; for instance lord from lordship, as white fromwhiteness.
erefore if the relation of lordship is not really in God, but
only in idea, it follows that God is not really Lord, which is
plainly false.

Objection 6. Further, in relative things which are not si-
multaneous in nature, one can exist without the other; as a
thing knowable can exist without the knowledge of it, as the
Philosopher says (Praedic. v). But relative thingswhich are said
ofGod and creatures are not simultaneous innature.erefore
a relation can be predicated of God to the creature even with-
out the existence of the creature; and thus these names “Lord”
and “Creator” are predicated of God from eternity, and not
temporally.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. v) that this rel-
ative appellation “Lord” is applied to God temporally.

I answer that, e names which import relation to crea-
tures are applied to God temporally, and not from eternity.

To see this we must learn that some have said that rela-
tion is not a reality, but only an idea. But this is plainly seen
to be false from the very fact that things themselves have amu-
tual natural order and habitude. Nevertheless it is necessary to
know that since relation has two extremes, it happens in three
ways that a relation is real or logical. Sometimes from both ex-
tremes it is an idea only, as whenmutual order or habitude can
only go between things in the apprehension of reason; as when
we say a thing “the same as itself.” For reason apprehending one
thing twice regards it as two; thus it apprehends a certain habi-
tude of a thing to itself. And the same applies to relations be-
tween “being” and “non-being” formed by reason, apprehend-
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ing “non-being” as an extreme. e same is true of relations
that follow upon an act of reason, as genus and species, and
the like.

Now there are other relations which are realities as regards
both extremes, as when for instance a habitude exists between
two things according to some reality that belongs to both; as
is clear of all relations, consequent upon quantity; as great and
small, double and half, and the like; for quantity exists in both
extremes: and the same applies to relations consequent upon
action and passion, as motive power and the movable thing,
father and son, and the like.

Again, sometimes a relation in one extreme may be a re-
ality, while in the other extreme it is an idea only; and this
happens whenever two extremes are not of one order; as sense
and science refer respectively to sensible things and to intellec-
tual things; which, inasmuch as they are realities existing in na-
ture, are outside the order of sensible and intellectual existence.
erefore in science and in sense a real relation exists, because
they are ordered either to the knowledge or to the sensible per-
ception of things; whereas the things looked at in themselves
are outside this order, and hence in them there is no real re-
lation to science and sense, but only in idea, inasmuch as the
intellect apprehends them as terms of the relations of science
and sense. Hence the Philosopher says (Metaph. v) that they
are called relative, not forasmuch as they are related to other
things, but as others are related to them. Likewise for instance,
“on the right” is not applied to a column, unless it stands as re-
gards an animal on the right side; which relation is not really
in the column, but in the animal.

Since thereforeGod is outside the whole order of creation,
and all creatures are ordered to Him, and not conversely, it
is manifest that creatures are really related to God Himself;
whereas in God there is no real relation to creatures, but a re-
lation only in idea, inasmuch as creatures are referred to Him.
us there is nothing to prevent these names which import re-
lation to the creature from being predicated of God tempo-
rally, not by reason of any change in Him, but by reason of the
change of the creature; as a column is on the right of an animal,
without change in itself, but by change in the animal.

Reply toObjection 1. Some relative names are imposed to
signify the relative habitudes themselves, as “master” and “ser-
vant,” “father,” and “son,” and the like, and these relatives are
called predicamental [secundum esse]. But others are imposed
to signify the things fromwhich ensue certainhabitudes, as the
mover and the thing moved, the head and the thing that has a
head, and the like: and these relatives are called transcendental
[secundumdici].us, there is the same two-fold difference in
divine names. For some signify the habitude itself to the crea-
ture, as “Lord,” and these do not signify the divine substance
directly, but indirectly, in so far as they presuppose the divine
substance; as dominion presupposes power, which is the di-
vine substance. Others signify the divine essence directly, and

consequently the corresponding habitudes, as “Saviour,” “Cre-
ator,” and suchlike; and these signify the action of God, which
is His essence. Yet both names are said of God temporarily so
far as they imply a habitude either principally or consequently,
but not as signifying the essence, either directly or indirectly.

Reply to Objection 2. As relations applied to God tem-
porally are only in God in our idea, so, “to become” or “to be
made” are applied toGod only in idea, with no change inHim,
as for instance when we say, “Lord, ou art become [Douay:
‘hast been’] our refuge” (Ps. 89:1).

Reply to Objection 3. e operation of the intellect and
the will is in the operator, therefore names signifying relations
following upon the action of the intellect orwill, are applied to
God from eternity; whereas those following upon the actions
proceeding according to our mode of thinking to external ef-
fects are applied to God temporally, as “Saviour,” “Creator,”
and the like.

Reply to Objection 4. Relations signified by these names
which are applied to God temporally, are in God only in idea;
but the opposite relations in creatures are real. Nor is it in-
congruous that God should be denominated from relations
really existing in the thing, yet so that the opposite relations
in God should also be understood by us at the same time; in
the sense that God is spoken of relatively to the creature, inas-
much as the creature is related to Him: thus the Philosopher
says (Metaph. v) that the object is said to be knowable rela-
tively because knowledge relates to it.

Reply toObjection 5. Since God is related to the creature
for the reason that the creature is related to Him: and since
the relation of subjection is real in the creature, it follows that
God is Lord not in idea only, but in reality; for He is called
Lord according to the manner in which the creature is subject
to Him.

Reply to Objection 6. To know whether relations are si-
multaneous by nature or otherwise, it is not necessary by na-
ture or otherwise of things towhich they belong but themean-
ing of the relations themselves. For if one in its idea includes
another, and vice versa, then they are simultaneous by nature:
as double and half, father and son, and the like. But if one in
its idea includes another, and not vice versa, they are not si-
multaneous by nature. is applies to science and its object;
for the object knowable is considered as a potentiality, and the
science as a habit, or as an act.Hence the knowable object in its
mode of signification exists before science, but if the same ob-
ject is considered in act, then it is simultaneous with science in
act; for the object known is nothing as such unless it is known.
us, though God is prior to the creature, still because the sig-
nification of Lord includes the idea of a servant and vice versa,
these two relative terms, “Lord” and “servant,” are simultane-
ous by nature.Hence, Godwas not “Lord” untilHe had a crea-
ture subject to Himself.
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Ia q. 13 a. 8Whether this name “God” is a name of the nature?

Objection 1. It seems that this name, “God,” is not a name
of the nature. ForDamascene says (DeFideOrth. 1) that “God
θεός is so called from the θεεῖν [which means to care of ] and
to cherish all things; or from the αἴθειν, that is to burn, for
our God is a fire consuming all malice; or from θεᾶσθαι, which
means to consider all things.” But all these names belong to
operation. erefore this name “God” signifies His operation
and not His nature.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is named by us as we know
it. But the divine nature is unknown to us.erefore this name
“God” does not signify the divine nature.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fide i) that “God” is
a name of the nature.

I answer that, Whence a name is imposed, and what the
name signifies are not always the same thing. For as we know
substance from its properties and operations, so we name sub-
stance sometimes for its operation, or its property; e.g. we
name the substance of a stone from its act, as for instance that it
hurts the foot [loedit pedem]; but still this name is not meant
to signify the particular action, but the stone’s substance. e
things, on the other hand, known to us in themselves, such as
heat, cold, whiteness and the like, are not named from other
things. Hence as regards such things the meaning of the name
and its source are the same.

Because therefore God is not known to us in His nature,
but is made known to us from His operations or effects, we

nameHim from these, as said in a. 1; hence this name “God” is
a name of operation so far as relates to the source of its mean-
ing. For this name is imposed from His universal providence
over all things; since all who speak of God intend to name
God as exercising providence over all; hence Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. ii), “eDeity watches over all with perfect provi-
dence and goodness.” But taken from this operation, this name
“God” is imposed to signify the divine nature.

Reply to Objection 1. All that Damascene says refers to
providence;which is the source of the significationof thename
“God.”

Reply to Objection 2. We can name a thing according to
the knowledge we have of its nature from its properties and ef-
fects. Hence because we can know what stone is in itself from
its property, this name “stone” signifies the nature of the stone
itself; for it signifies the definition of stone, by which we know
what it is, for the idea which the name signifies is the defini-
tion, as is said in Metaph. iv. Now from the divine effects we
cannot know the divine nature in itself, so as to know what it
is; but only by way of eminence, and byway of causality, and of
negation as stated above (q. 12, a. 12). us the name “God”
signifies the divine nature, for this name was imposed to sig-
nify something existing above all things, the principle of all
things and removed from all things; for those who name God
intend to signify all this.

Ia q. 13 a. 9Whether this name “God” is communicable?

Objection 1. It seems that this name “God” is communi-
cable. For whosoever shares in the thing signified by a name
shares in the name itself. But this name “God” signifies the di-
vine nature, which is communicable to others, according to the
words, “He hath given us great [Vulg.: ‘most great’] and pre-
cious promises, that by these we [Vulg.: ‘ye’] may bemade par-
takers of the divine nature” (2 Pet. 1:4). erefore this name
“God” can be communicated to others.

Objection 2. Further, only proper names are not commu-
nicable. Now this name “God” is not a proper, but an appella-
tive noun; which appears from the fact that it has a plural,
according to the text, “I have said, You are gods” (Ps. 81:6).
erefore this name “God” is communicable.

Objection 3. Further, this name “God” comes from oper-
ation, as explained. But other names given to God from His
operations or effects are communicable; as “good,” “wise,” and
the like. erefore this name “God” is communicable.

On the contrary, It is written: “ey gave the incommu-
nicable name to wood and stones” (Wis. 14:21), in reference
to the divine name.erefore this name “God” is incommuni-
cable.

I answer that,Aname is communicable in twoways: prop-

erly, and by similitude. It is properly communicable in the
sense that its whole signification can be given to many; by
similitude it is communicable according to some part of the
significationof thename. For instance this name “lion” is prop-
erly communicable to all things of the same nature as “lion”; by
similitude it is communicable to those who participate in the
nature of a lion, as for instance by courage, or strength, and
those who thus participate are called lions metaphorically. To
know, however, what names are properly communicable, we
must consider that every form existing in the singular subject,
by which it is individualized, is common to many either in re-
ality, or in idea; as human nature is common to many in real-
ity, and in idea; whereas the nature of the sun is not common
to many in reality, but only in idea; for the nature of the sun
can be understood as existing inmany subjects; and the reason
is because the mind understands the nature of every species by
abstraction from the singular.Hence to be in one singular sub-
ject or in many is outside the idea of the nature of the species.
So, given the idea of a species, it can be understood as existing
inmany. But the singular, from the fact that it is singular, is di-
vided off fromall others.Hence every name imposed to signify
any singular thing is incommunicable both in reality and idea;
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for the plurality of this individual thing cannot be; nor can it
be conceived in idea. Hence no name signifying any individ-
ual thing is properly communicable to many, but only by way
of similitude; as for instance a person can be called “Achilles”
metaphorically, forasmuch as he may possess something of the
properties of Achilles, such as strength. On the other hand,
forms which are individualized not by any “suppositum,” but
by and of themselves, as being subsisting forms, if understood
as they are in themselves, could not be communicable either in
reality or in idea; but only perhaps by way of similitude, as was
said of individuals. Forasmuch as we are unable to understand
simple self-subsisting forms as they really are, we understand
them as compound things having forms in matter; therefore,
as was said in the first article, we give them concrete names sig-
nifying a nature existing in some “suppositum.” Hence, so far
as concerns images, the same rules apply to names we impose
to signify the nature of compound things as to names given to
us to signify simple subsisting natures.

Since, then, this name “God” is given to signify the divine
nature as stated above (a. 8), and since the divine nature can-
not be multiplied as shown above (q. 11, a. 3), it follows that
this name “God” is incommunicable in reality, but communi-
cable in opinion; just in the sameway as this name “sun”would
be communicable according to the opinion of those who say
there are many suns.erefore, it is written: “You served them
whobynature are not gods,” (Gal. 4:8), and a gloss adds, “Gods
not in nature, but in human opinion.” Nevertheless this name

“God” is communicable, not in its whole signification, but in
some part of it by way of similitude; so that those are called
gods who share in divinity by likeness, according to the text, “I
have said, You are gods” (Ps. 81:6).

But if any name were given to signify God not as to His
nature but as to His “suppositum,” accordingly as He is con-
sidered as “this something,” that name would be absolutely in-
communicable; as, for instance, perhaps the Tetragrammaton
among theHebrew; and this is like giving a name to the sun as
signifying this individual thing.

Reply to Objection 1. e divine nature is only commu-
nicable according to the participation of some similitude.

Reply to Objection 2. is name “God” is an appellative
name, and not a proper name, for it signifies the divine nature
in the possessor; although God Himself in reality is neither
universal nor particular. For names do not follow upon the
mode of being in things, but upon the mode of being as it is in
ourmind.And yet it is incommunicable according to the truth
of the thing, as was said above concerning the name “sun.”

Reply toObjection 3.ese names “good,” “wise,” and the
like, are imposed from the perfections proceeding from God
to creatures; but they do not signify the divine nature, but
rather signify the perfections themselves absolutely; and there-
fore they are in truth communicable to many. But this name
“God” is given to God from His own proper operation, which
we experience continually, to signify the divine nature.

Ia q. 13 a. 10Whether this name “God” is applied to God univocally by nature, by participation, and ac-
cording to opinion?

Objection 1. It seems that this name “God” is applied to
God univocally by nature, by participation, and according to
opinion. For where a diverse signification exists, there is no
contradiction of affirmation and negation; for equivocation
prevents contradiction. But a Catholic who says: “An idol is
not God,” contradicts a pagan who says: “An idol is God.”
erefore GOD in both senses is spoken of univocally.

Objection2.Further, as an idol isGod in opinion, andnot
in truth, so the enjoyment of carnal pleasures is called happi-
ness in opinion, and not in truth. But this name “beatitude” is
applied univocally to this supposed happiness, and also to true
happiness. erefore also this name “God” is applied univo-
cally to the true God, and to God also in opinion.

Objection 3. Further, names are called univocal because
they contain one idea. Now when a Catholic says: “ere is
one God,” he understands by the name God an omnipotent
being, and one venerated above all; while the heathen under-
stands the same when he says: “An idol is God.” erefore this
name “God” is applied univocally to both.

On the contrary, e idea in the intellect is the likeness
of what is in the thing as is said in Peri Herm. i. But the word
“animal” applied to a true animal, and to a picture of one, is
equivocal.erefore this name “God” applied to the true God

and to God in opinion is applied equivocally.
Further, No one can signify what he does not know. But

the heathen does not know the divine nature. So when he says
an idol isGod, he does not signify the trueDeity.On the other
hand, A Catholic signifies the true Deity when he says that
there is one God. erefore this name “God” is not applied
univocally, but equivocally to the true God, and to God ac-
cording to opinion.

I answer that, is name “God” in the three aforesaid sig-
nifications is takenneither univocally nor equivocally, but ana-
logically. is is apparent from this reason: Univocal terms
meanabsolutely the same thing, but equivocal terms absolutely
different; whereas in analogical terms a word taken in one sig-
nification must be placed in the definition of the same word
taken in other senses; as, for instance, “being” which is applied
to “substance” is placed in the definition of being as applied
to “accident”; and “healthy” applied to animal is placed in the
definition of healthy as applied to urine and medicine. For
urine is the sign of health in the animal, and medicine is the
cause of health.

e same applies to the question at issue. For this name
“God,” as signifying the true God, includes the idea of God
when it is used to denoteGod in opinion, or participation. For

66



whenwe name anyone god by participation, we understand by
the name of god some likeness of the trueGod. Likewise, when
we call an idol god, by this name god we understand and sig-
nify something which men think is God; thus it is manifest
that the name has different meanings, but that one of them
is comprised in the other significations. Hence it is manifestly
said analogically.

Reply to Objection 1. e multiplication of names does
not depend on the predication of the name, but on the signi-
fication: for this name “man,” of whomsoever it is predicated,
whether truly or falsely, is predicated in one sense. But itwould
be multiplied if by the name “man” we meant to signify differ-
ent things; for instance, if one meant to signify by this name
“man” what man really is, and another meant to signify by the
samename a stone, or something else.Hence it is evident that a
Catholic saying that an idol is not God contradicts the pagan
asserting that it is God; because each of them uses this name
GOD to signify the trueGod. For when the pagan says an idol
is God, he does not use this name as meaning God in opinion,
for he would then speak the truth, as alsoCatholics sometimes

use the name in the sense, as in the Psalm, “All the gods of the
Gentiles are demons” (Ps. 95:5).

e same remark applies to the Second and ird Objec-
tions. For these reasons proceed from the different predication
of the name, and not from its various significations.

Reply toObjection 4.e term “animal” applied to a true
and a pictured animal is not purely equivocal; for the Philoso-
pher takes equivocal names in a large sense, including analo-
gous names; because also being, which is predicated analogi-
cally, is sometimes said to be predicated equivocally of differ-
ent predicaments.

Reply to Objection 5. Neither a Catholic nor a pagan
knows the very nature of God as it is in itself; but each one
knows it according to some idea of causality, or excellence, or
remotion (q. 12, a. 12). So a pagan can take this name “God”
in the same way when he says an idol is God, as the Catholic
does in saying an idol is notGod. But if anyone should be quite
ignorant of God altogether, he could not even name Him, un-
less, perhaps, as we use names the meaning of which we know
not.

Ia q. 13 a. 11Whether this name, HE WHO IS, is the most proper name of God?

Objection 1. It seems that this name HE WHO IS is not
the most proper name of God. For this name “God” is an in-
communicable name. But this name HE WHO IS, is not an
incommunicable name. erefore this name HE WHO IS is
not the most proper name of God.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iii) that
“the name of good excellently manifests all the processions of
God.” But it especially belongs toGod to be the universal prin-
ciple of all things. erefore this name “good” is supremely
proper to God, and not this name HE WHO IS.

Objection 3. Further, every divine name seems to imply
relation to creatures, forGod is known tous only through crea-
tures. But this nameHEWHOIS imports no relation to crea-
tures.erefore this nameHEWHOIS is not themost appli-
cable to God.

On the contrary, It is written that when Moses asked, “If
they should say to me, What is His name? what shall I say to
them?” e Lord answered him, “us shalt thou say to them,
HEWHOIShath sentme to you” (Ex. 3:13,14).erefor this
name HE WHO IS most properly belongs to God.

I answer that, is name HE WHO IS is most properly
applied to God, for three reasons:

First, because of its signification. For it does not signify
form, but simply existence itself. Hence since the existence of
God is His essence itself, which can be said of no other (q. 3,
a. 4), it is clear that among other names this one specially de-
nominates God, for everything is denominated by its form.

Secondly, on account of its universality. For all other
names are either less universal, or, if convertible with it, add
something above it at least in idea; hence in a certain way they

inform and determine it. Now our intellect cannot know the
essence of God itself in this life, as it is in itself, but what-
evermode it applies in determining what it understands about
God, it falls short of the mode of what God is in Himself.
erefore the less determinate the names are, and the more
universal and absolute they are, the more properly they are ap-
plied to God. Hence Damascene says (De Fide Orth. i) that,
“HE WHO IS, is the principal of all names applied to God;
for comprehending all in itself, it contains existence itself as
an infinite and indeterminate sea of substance.” Now by any
other name some mode of substance is determined, whereas
this name HE WHO IS, determines no mode of being, but is
indeterminate to all; and therefore it denominates the “infinite
ocean of substance.”

irdly, from its consignification, for it signifies present
existence; and this above all properly applies toGod,whose ex-
istence knows not past or future, as Augustine says (De Trin.
v).

Reply to Objection 1. is name HE WHO IS is the
name of God more properly than this name “God,” as regards
its source, namely, existence; and as regards the mode of sig-
nification and consignification, as said above. But as regards
the object intended by the name, this name “God” is more
proper, as it is imposed to signify the divine nature; and still
more proper is the Tetragrammaton, imposed to signify the
substance of God itself, incommunicable and, if one may so
speak, singular.

Reply to Objection 2. is name “good” is the principal
name of God in so far as He is a cause, but not absolutely; for
existence considered absolutely comes before the idea of cause.
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Reply toObjection 3. It is not necessary that all the divine
names should import relation to creatures, but it suffices that

they be imposed from some perfections flowing from God to
creatures.Among these the first is existence, fromwhich comes
this name, HE WHO IS.

Ia q. 13 a. 12Whether affirmative propositions can be formed about God?

Objection 1. It seems that affirmative propositions cannot
be formed about God. For Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. ii) that
“negations about God are true; but affirmations are vague.”

Objection 2. Further, Boethius says (De Trin. ii) that “a
simple form cannot be a subject.” But God is the most abso-
lutely simple form, as shown (q. 3 ): therefore He cannot be
a subject. But everything about which an affirmative propo-
sition is made is taken as a subject. erefore an affirmative
proposition cannot be formed about God.

Objection 3. Further, every intellect is false which under-
stands a thing otherwise than as it is. But God has existence
without any composition as shown above (q. 3, a. 7). ere-
fore since every affirmative intellect understands something as
compound, it follows that a true affirmative proposition about
God cannot be made.

On the contrary, What is of faith cannot be false. But
some affirmative propositions are of faith; as thatGod isree
and One; and that He is omnipotent. erefore true affirma-
tive propositions can be formed about God.

I answer that,True affirmative propositions can be formed
about God. To prove this we must know that in every true af-
firmative proposition the predicate and the subject signify in
someway the same thing in reality, and different things in idea.
And this appears to be the case both in propositions which
have an accidental predicate, and in thosewhich have an essen-
tial predicate. For it is manifest that “man” and “white” are the
same in subject, and different in idea; for the idea ofman is one
thing, and that of whiteness is another.e same applies when
I say, “man is an animal”; since the same thing which is man
is truly animal; for in the same “suppositum” there is sensible
nature by reason of which he is called animal, and the rational
nature by reason of which he is called man; hence here again
predicate and subject are the same as to “suppositum,” but dif-
ferent as to idea. But in propositions where one same thing is
predicated of itself, the same rule in some way applies, inas-
much as the intellect draws to the “suppositum” what it places
in the subject; and what it places in the predicate it draws to
the nature of the form existing in the “suppositum”; accord-
ing to the saying that “predicates are to be taken formally, and
subjects materially.” To this diversity in idea corresponds the
plurality of predicate and subject, while the intellect signifies

the identity of the thing by the composition itself.
God, however, as considered in Himself, is altogether one

and simple, yet our intellect knows Him by different concep-
tions because it cannot see Him as He is in Himself. Nev-
ertheless, although it understands Him under different con-
ceptions, it knows that one and the same simple object corre-
sponds to its conceptions. erefore the plurality of predicate
and subject represents the plurality of idea; and the intellect
represents the unity by composition.

Reply toObjection 1.Dionysius says that the affirmations
about God are vague or, according to another translation, “in-
congruous,” inasmuch as no name can be applied to God ac-
cording to its mode of signification.

Reply to Objection 2. Our intellect cannot comprehend
simple subsisting forms, as they really are in themselves; but it
apprehends them as compound things in which there is some-
thing taken as subject and something that is inherent. ere-
fore it apprehends the simple form as a subject, and attributes
something else to it.

Reply toObjection 3.is proposition, “e intellect un-
derstanding anything otherwise than it is, is false,” can be taken
in two senses, accordingly as this adverb “otherwise” deter-
mines the word “understanding” on the part of the thing un-
derstood, or on the part of the one who understands. Taken
as referring to the thing understood, the proposition is true,
and the meaning is: Any intellect which understands that the
thing is otherwise than it is, is false. But this does not hold in
the present case; because our intellect, when forming a propo-
sition about God, does not affirm that He is composite, but
thatHe is simple. But taken as referring to the one who under-
stands, the proposition is false. For the mode of the intellect
in understanding is different from the mode of the thing in its
essence. Since it is clear that our intellect understands material
things below itself in an immaterial manner; not that it under-
stands them to be immaterial things; but its manner of under-
standing is immaterial. Likewise, when it understands simple
things above itself, it understands them according to its own
mode, which is in a composite manner; yet not so as to under-
stand them to be composite things. And thus our intellect is
not false in forming composition in its ideas concerning God.
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F P, Q 14
Of God’s Knowledge
(In Sixteen Articles)

Having considered what belongs to the divine substance, we have now to treat of God’s operation. And since one kind of
operation is immanent, and another kind of operation proceeds to the exterior effect, we treat first of knowledge and of will
(for understanding abides in the intelligent agent, and will is in the one who wills); and aerwards of the power of God, the
principle of the divine operation as proceeding to the exterior effect.Nowbecause to understand is a kind of life, aer treating of
the divine knowledge, we consider truth and falsehood. Further, as everything known is in the knower, and the types of things
as existing in the knowledge of God are called ideas, to the consideration of knowledge will be added the treatment of ideas.

Concerning knowledge, there are sixteen points for inquiry:

(1) Whether there is knowledge in God?
(2) Whether God understands Himself ?
(3) Whether He comprehends Himself ?
(4) Whether His understanding is His substance?
(5) Whether He understands other things besides Himself ?
(6) Whether He has a proper knowledge of them?
(7) Whether the knowledge of God is discursive?
(8) Whether the knowledge of God is the cause of things?
(9) Whether God has knowledge of non-existing things?

(10) Whether He has knowledge of evil?
(11) Whether He has knowledge of individual things?
(12) Whether He knows the infinite?
(13) Whether He knows future contingent things?
(14) Whether He knows enunciable things?
(15) Whether the knowledge of God is variable?
(16) Whether God has speculative or practical knowledge of things?

Ia q. 14 a. 1Whether there is knowledge*?

Objection 1. It seems that in God there is not knowledge.
For knowledge is a habit; and habit does not belong to God,
since it is the mean between potentiality and act. erefore
knowledge is not in God.

Objection 2. Further, since science is about conclusions, it
is a kind of knowledge caused by something else which is the
knowledge of principles. But nothing is caused in God; there-
fore science is not in God.

Objection 3. Further, all knowledge is universal, or partic-
ular. But in God there is no universal or particular (q. 3, a. 5).
erefore in God there is not knowledge.

On the contrary, e Apostle says, “O the depth of the
riches of the wisdom and of the knowledge of God” (Rom.
11:33).

I answer that, In God there exists the most perfect knowl-
edge. To prove this, we must note that intelligent beings are
distinguished from non-intelligent beings in that the latter
possess only their own form; whereas the intelligent being is
naturally adapted to have also the form of some other thing;
for the idea of the thing known is in the knower. Hence it is
manifest that the nature of a non-intelligent being ismore con-

tracted and limited; whereas the nature of intelligent beings
has a greater amplitude and extension; therefore the Philoso-
pher says (De Anima iii) that “the soul is in a sense all things.”
Now the contraction of the form comes from the matter.
Hence, as we have said above (q. 7, a. 1) forms according as
they are the more immaterial, approach more nearly to a kind
of infinity.erefore it is clear that the immateriality of a thing
is the reason why it is cognitive; and according to the mode of
immateriality is themode of knowledge. Hence it is said inDe
Anima ii that plants do not know, because they are wholly ma-
terial. But sense is cognitive because it can receive images free
frommatter, and the intellect is still further cognitive, because
it is more separated from matter and unmixed, as said in De
Anima iii. Since therefore God is in the highest degree of im-
materiality as stated above (q. 7, a. 1), it follows that He occu-
pies the highest place in knowledge.

Reply to Objection 1. Because perfections flowing from
God to creatures exist in a higher state in God Himself (q. 4,
a. 2), whenever a name taken from any created perfection is at-
tributed to God, it must be separated in its signification from
anything that belongs to that imperfect mode proper to crea-

* Scientia.
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tures. Hence knowledge is not a quality of God, nor a habit;
but substance and pure act.

Reply toObjection2.Whatever is divided andmultiplied
in creatures exists in God simply and unitedly (q. 13, a. 4).
Now man has different kinds of knowledge, according to the
different objects ofHis knowledge.He has “intelligence” as re-
gards the knowledge of principles; he has “science” as regards
knowledge of conclusions; he has “wisdom,” according as he
knows the highest cause; he has “counsel” or “prudence,” ac-
cording as he knows what is to be done. But God knows all
these by one simple act of knowledge, as will be shown (a. 7).
Hence the simple knowledge ofGod can be named by all these
names; in such a way, however, that there must be removed

from each of them, so far as they enter into divine predication,
everything that savors of imperfection; and everything that ex-
presses perfection is to be retained in them. Hence it is said,
“With Him is wisdom and strength, He hath counsel and un-
derstanding” ( Job 12:13).

Reply to Objection 3. Knowledge is according to the
mode of the one who knows; for the thing known is in the
knower according to the mode of the knower. Now since the
mode of the divine essence is higher than that of creatures, di-
vine knowledge does not exist inGod aer themodeof created
knowledge, so as to be universal or particular, or habitual, or
potential, or existing according to any such mode.

Ia q. 14 a. 2Whether God understands Himself ?

Objection 1. It seems thatGod does not understandHim-
self. For it is said by the Philosopher (De Causis), “Every
knower who knows his own essence, returns completely to his
own essence.” But God does not go out from His own essence,
nor is He moved at all; thus He cannot return to His own
essence. erefore He does not know His own essence.

Objection 2. Further, to understand is a kind of passion
and movement, as the Philosopher says (De Anima iii); and
knowledge also is a kind of assimilation to the object known;
and the thing known is the perfection of the knower. But noth-
ing is moved, or suffers, or is made perfect by itself, “nor,” as
Hilary says (De Trin. iii), “is a thing its own likeness.” ere-
fore God does not understand Himself.

Objection 3. Further, we are like to God chiefly in our in-
tellect, becausewe are the image ofGod in ourmind, asAugus-
tine says (Gen. ad lit. vi). But our intellect understands itself,
only as it understands other things, as is said in De Anima iii.
erefore God understands Himself only so far perchance as
He understands other things.

On the contrary, It is written: “e things that are of God
no man knoweth, but the Spirit of God” (1 Cor. 2:11).

I answer that,GodunderstandsHimself throughHimself.
In proof whereof it must be known that although in opera-
tions which pass to an external effect, the object of the oper-
ation, which is taken as the term, exists outside the operator;
nevertheless in operations that remain in the operator, the ob-
ject signified as the term of operation, resides in the operator;
and accordingly as it is in the operator, the operation is actual.
Hence the Philosopher says (De Anima iii) that “the sensible
in act is sense in act, and the intelligible in act is intellect in act.”
For the reason why we actually feel or know a thing is because
our intellect or sense is actually informed by the sensible or in-
telligible species. And because of this only, it follows that sense
or intellect is distinct from the sensible or intelligible object,
since both are in potentiality.

Since therefore God has nothing in Him of potentiality,
but is pure act, His intellect and its object are altogether the

same; so thatHe neither is without the intelligible species, as is
the casewithour intellectwhen it understands potentially; nor
does the intelligible species differ from the substance of the di-
vine intellect, as it differs in our intellect when it understands
actually; but the intelligible species itself is the divine intellect
itself, and thus God understands Himself through Himself.

Reply to Objection 1. Return to its own essence means
only that a thing subsists in itself. Inasmuch as the form per-
fects the matter by giving it existence, it is in a certain way dif-
fused in it; and it returns to itself inasmuch as it has existence
in itself.erefore those cognitive faculties which are not sub-
sisting, but are the acts of organs, do not know themselves, as
in the case of each of the senses; whereas those cognitive fac-
ulties which are subsisting, know themselves; hence it is said
in De Causis that, “whoever knows his essence returns to it.”
Now it supremely belongs to God to be self-subsisting. Hence
according to this mode of speaking, He supremely returns to
His own essence, and knows Himself.

Reply to Objection 2. Movement and passion are taken
equivocally, according as to understand is described as a kind
of movement or passion, as stated in De Anima iii. For to un-
derstand is not a movement that is an act of something im-
perfect passing from one to another, but it is an act, existing
in the agent itself, of something perfect. Likewise that the in-
tellect is perfected by the intelligible object, i.e. is assimilated
to it, this belongs to an intellect which is sometimes in poten-
tiality; because the fact of its being in a state of potentiality
makes it differ from the intelligible object and assimilates it
thereto through the intelligible species, which is the likeness
of the thing understood, and makes it to be perfected thereby,
as potentiality is perfected by act. On the other hand, the di-
vine intellect, which is no way in potentiality, is not perfected
by the intelligible object, nor is it assimilated thereto, but is its
own perfection, and its own intelligible object.

Reply toObjection 3.Existence in nature does not belong
to primary matter, which is a potentiality, unless it is reduced
to act by a form. Now our passive intellect has the same re-
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lation to intelligible objects as primary matter has to natural
things; for it is in potentiality as regards intelligible objects,
just as primary matter is to natural things. Hence our passive
intellect can be exercised concerning intelligible objects only
so far as it is perfected by the intelligible species of something;
and in that way it understands itself by an intelligible species,

as it understands other things: for it is manifest that by know-
ing the intelligible object it understands also its own act of un-
derstanding, and by this act knows the intellectual faculty. But
God is a pure act in the order of existence, as also in the or-
der of intelligible objects; therefore He understands Himself
through Himself.

Ia q. 14 a. 3Whether God comprehends Himself ?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not comprehend
Himself. For Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. xv), that
“whatever comprehends itself is finite as regards itself.” But
God is in all ways infinite.ereforeHe does not comprehend
Himself.

Objection2. If it is said thatGod is infinite tous, andfinite
to Himself, it can be urged to the contrary, that everything in
God is truer than it is in us. If therefore God is finite to Him-
self, but infinite to us, then God is more truly finite than in-
finite; which is against what was laid down above (q. 7, a. 1).
erefore God does not comprehend Himself.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. xv),
that “Everything that understands itself, comprehends itself.”
But God understands Himself. erefore He comprehends
Himself.

I answer that,God perfectly comprehendsHimself, as can
be thus proved. A thing is said to be comprehended when the
end of the knowledge of it is attained, and this is accomplished
when it is known as perfectly as it is knowable; as, for instance,
a demonstrable proposition is comprehended when known by
demonstration, not, however, when it is known by some prob-
able reason.Now it ismanifest thatGodknowsHimself as per-
fectly as He is perfectly knowable. For everything is knowable
according to themode of its own actuality; since a thing is not
known according as it is in potentiality, but in so far as it is
in actuality, as said in Metaph. ix. Now the power of God in

knowing is as great as His actuality in existing; because it is
from the fact that He is in act and free from all matter and
potentiality, that God is cognitive, as shown above (Aa. 1,2).
Whence it is manifest that He knows Himself as much as He
is knowable; and for that reason He perfectly comprehends
Himself.

Reply toObjection 1. e strict meaning of “comprehen-
sion” signifies that one thing holds and includes another; and
in this sense everything comprehended is finite, as also is every-
thing included in another. But God is not said to be compre-
hended by Himself in this sense, as if His intellect were a fac-
ulty apart fromHimself, and as if it held and includedHimself;
for thesemodes of speaking are to be taken byway of negation.
But as God is said to be in Himself, forasmuch as He is not
contained by anything outside of Himself; so He is said to be
comprehended by Himself, forasmuch as nothing in Himself
is hidden from Himself. For Augustine says (De Vid. Deum.
ep. cxii), “e whole is comprehended when seen, if it is seen
in such a way that nothing of it is hidden from the seer.”

Reply to Objection 2. When it is said, “God is finite to
Himself,” this is to be understood according to a certain simil-
itude of proportion, because He has the same relation in not
exceedingHis intellect, as anything finite has in not exceeding
finite intellect. But God is not to be called finite to Himself in
this sense, as if He understoodHimself to be something finite.

Ia q. 14 a. 4Whether the act of God’s intellect is His substance?

Objection 1. It seems that the act of God’s intellect is not
His substance. For tounderstand is anoperation.But anopera-
tion signifies something proceeding from the operator. ere-
fore the act of God’s intellect is not His substance.

Objection 2. Further, to understand one’s act of under-
standing, is to understand something that is neither great nor
chiefly understood, and but secondary and accessory. If there-
fore God be his own act of understanding, His act of under-
standing will be as whenwe understand our act of understand-
ing: and thusGod’s act of understandingwill not be something
great.

Objection 3. Further, every act of understanding means
understanding something. When therefore God understands
Himself, if He Himself is not distinct from this act of under-
standing, He understands that He understands Himself; and

so on to infinity. erefore the act of God’s intellect is not His
substance.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vii), “In God
to be is the same as to be wise.” But to be wise is the same thing
as to understand. erefore in God to be is the same thing as
to understand. But God’s existence is His substance, as shown
above (q. 3, a. 4). erefore the act of God’s intellect is His
substance.

I answer that, Itmust be said that the act ofGod’s intellect
is His substance. For if His act of understanding were other
than His substance, then something else, as the Philosopher
says (Metaph. xii), would be the act and perfection of the di-
vine substance, towhich thedivine substancewouldbe related,
as potentiality is to act,which is altogether impossible; because
the act of understanding is the perfection and act of the one
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understanding. Let us now consider how this is. As was laid
down above (a. 2), to understand is not an act passing to any-
thing extrinsic; for it remains in the operator as his own act
and perfection; as existence is the perfection of the one exist-
ing: just as existence follows on the form, so in like manner
to understand follows on the intelligible species. Now in God
there is no form which is something other than His existence,
as shown above (q. 3). Hence as His essence itself is also His
intelligible species, it necessarily follows thatHis act of under-
standing must be His essence and His existence.

us it follows from all the foregoing that in God, intel-
lect, and the object understood, and the intelligible species,
and His act of understanding are entirely one and the same.

Hence when God is said to be understanding, no kind of mul-
tiplicity is attached to His substance.

Reply to Objection 1. To understand is not an operation
proceeding out of the operator, but remaining in him.

Reply to Objection 2. When that act of understanding
which is not subsistent is understood, something not great is
understood; as whenwe understand our act of understanding;
and so this cannot be likened to the act of the divine under-
standing which is subsistent.

us appears the Reply to the ird Objection. For the
act of divine understanding subsists in itself, and belongs to
its very self and is not another’s; hence it need not proceed to
infinity.

Ia q. 14 a. 5Whether God knows things other than Himself ?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know things be-
sidesHimself. For all other things butGod are outside ofGod.
But Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. xlvi) that “God
does not behold anything out of Himself.” erefore He does
not know things other than Himself.

Objection 2. Further, the object understood is the perfec-
tionof the onewhounderstands. If thereforeGodunderstands
other things besidesHimself, something elsewill be the perfec-
tion of God, and will be nobler than He; which is impossible.

Objection 3. Further, the act of understanding is speci-
fied by the intelligible object, as is every other act from its
own object. Hence the intellectual act is so much the nobler,
the nobler the object understood. But God is His own intel-
lectual act. If therefore God understands anything other than
Himself, thenGodHimself is specified by something else than
Himself; which cannot be. erefore He does not understand
things other than Himself.

On the contrary, It is written: “All things are naked and
open to His eyes” (Heb. 4:13).

I answer that, God necessarily knows things other than
Himself. For it ismanifest thatHe perfectly understandsHim-
self; otherwise His existence would not be perfect, since His
existence is His act of understanding. Now if anything is per-
fectly known, it follows of necessity that its power is perfectly
known.But thepowerof anything canbeperfectly knownonly
by knowing to what its power extends. Since therefore the di-
vine power extends to other things by the very fact that it is the
first effective cause of all things, as is clear from the aforesaid
(q. 2, a. 3), Godmust necessarily know things other thanHim-
self. And this appears still more plainly if we add that the every
existence of the first effective cause—viz. God—isHis own act
of understanding. Hence whatever effects pre-exist in God, as
in the first cause, must be in His act of understanding, and all
things must be in Him according to an intelligible mode: for
everything which is in another, is in it according to the mode
of that in which it is.

Now in order to know how God knows things other than
Himself, we must consider that a thing is known in two ways:

in itself, and in another. A thing is known in itself when it is
known by the proper species adequate to the knowable object;
aswhen the eye sees aman through the image of aman.A thing
is seen in another through the image of that which contains it;
as when a part is seen in the whole by the image of the whole;
or when a man is seen in a mirror by the image in the mirror,
or by any other mode by which one thing is seen in another.

So we say that God sees Himself in Himself, because He
seesHimself throughHis essence; andHe sees other thingsnot
in themselves, but in Himself; inasmuch as His essence con-
tains the similitude of things other than Himself.

Reply to Objection 1. e passage of Augustine in which
it is said that God “sees nothing outside Himself ” is not to be
taken in such a way, as if God saw nothing outside Himself,
but in the sense that what is outside Himself He does not see
except in Himself, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 2. e object understood is a perfec-
tion of the one understanding not by its substance, but by its
image, according to which it is in the intellect, as its form and
perfection, as is said in De Anima iii. For “a stone is not in the
soul, but its image.” Now those things which are other than
God are understood by God, inasmuch as the essence of God
contains their images as above explained; hence it does not fol-
low that there is any perfection in the divine intellect other
than the divine essence.

Reply to Objection 3. e intellectual act is not specified
by what is understood in another, but by the principal object
understood in which other things are understood. For the in-
tellectual act is specified by its object, inasmuch as the intelli-
gible form is the principle of the intellectual operation: since
every operation is specified by the form which is its principle
of operation; as heating by heat. Hence the intellectual opera-
tion is specifiedby that intelligible formwhichmakes the intel-
lect in act. And this is the image of the principal thing under-
stood, which in God is nothing but His own essence in which
all images of things are comprehended. Hence it does not fol-
low that the divine intellectual act, or rather God Himself, is
specified by anything else than the divine essence itself.
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Ia q. 14 a. 6Whether God knows things other than Himself by proper knowledge?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know things
other than Himself by proper knowledge. For, as was shown
(a. 5),Godknows things other thanHimself, according as they
are inHimself. But other things are inHimas in their common
and universal cause, and are known byGod as in their first and
universal cause. is is to know them by general, and not by
proper knowledge.erefore God knows things besidesHim-
self by general, and not by proper knowledge.

Objection2.Further, the created essence is as distant from
the divine essence, as the divine essence is distant from the cre-
ated essence. But the divine essence cannot be known by the
created essence, as said above (q. 12/a. 2). erefore neither
can the created essence be known by the divine essence. us
as God knows only by His essence, it follows that He does not
know what the creature is in its essence, so as to know “what it
is,” which is to have proper knowledge of it.

Objection 3. Further, proper knowledge of a thing can
come only through its proper ratio. But as God knows all
things by His essence, it seems that He does not know each
thing by its proper ratio; for one thing cannot be the proper ra-
tio ofmany and diverse things.ereforeGodhas not a proper
knowledge of things, but a general knowledge; for to know
things otherwise than by their proper ratio is to have only a
common and general knowledge of them.

On the contrary, To have a proper knowledge of things is
to know themnot only in general, but as they are distinct from
each other. Now God knows things in that manner. Hence it
is written that He reaches “even to the division of the soul and
the spirit, of the joints also and the marrow, and is a discerner
of thoughts and intents of the heart; neither is there any crea-
ture invisible in His sight” (Heb. 4:12,13).

I answer that, Some have erred on this point, saying that
God knows things other than Himself only in general, that is,
only as beings. For as fire, if it knew the nature of heat, and all
things else in so far as they are hot; so God, through knowing
Himself as the principle of being, knows the nature of being,
and all other things in so far as they are beings.

But this cannot be. For to know a thing in general and not
in particular, is to have an imperfect knowledge. Hence our
intellect, when it is reduced from potentiality to act, acquires
first a universal and confused knowledge of things, before it
knows them in particular; as proceeding from the imperfect
to the perfect, as is clear from Phys. i. If therefore the knowl-
edge of God regarding things other than Himself is only uni-
versal and not special, it would follow that His understand-
ing would not be absolutely perfect; therefore neither would
His being be perfect; and this is against what was said above
(q. 4, a. 1). We must therefore hold that God knows things
other than Himself with a proper knowledge; not only in so
far as being is common to them, but in so far as one is distin-
guished from the other. In proof thereof we may observe that
some wishing to show that God knows many things by one,

bring forward some examples, as, for instance, that if the cen-
tre knew itself, it would know all lines that proceed from the
centre; or if light knew itself, it would know all colors.

Now these examples although they are similar in part,
namely, as regards universal causality, nevertheless they fail in
this respect, that multitude and diversity are caused by the one
universal principle, not as regards thatwhich is the principle of
distinction, but only as regards that in which they communi-
cate. For the diversity of colors is not caused by the light only,
but by the different disposition of the diaphanous medium
which receives it; and likewise, the diversity of the lines is
caused by their different position. Hence it is that this kind
of diversity andmultitude cannot be known in its principle by
proper knowledge, but only in a general way. InGod, however,
it is otherwise. For it was shown above (q. 4, a. 2) thatwhatever
perfection exists in any creature, wholly pre-exists and is con-
tained in God in an excelling manner. Now not only what is
common to creatures–viz. being—belongs to their perfection,
but also what makes them distinguished from each other; as
living and understanding, and the like, whereby living beings
are distinguished from the non-living, and the intelligent from
the non-intelligent. Likewise every form whereby each thing
is constituted in its own species, is a perfection; and thus all
things pre-exist in God, not only as regards what is common
to all, but also as regardswhat distinguishes one thing from an-
other. And therefore as God contains all perfections in Him-
self, the essence of God is compared to all other essences of
things, not as the common to the proper, as unity is to num-
bers, or as the centre (of a circle) to the (radiating) lines; but
as perfect acts to imperfect; as if I were to compare man to an-
imal; or six, a perfect number, to the imperfect numbers con-
tained under it. Now it is manifest that by a perfect act imper-
fect acts can be known not only in general, but also by proper
knowledge; thus, for example, whoever knows a man, knows
an animal by proper knowledge; andwhoever knows the num-
ber six, knows the number three also by proper knowledge.

As therefore the essence of God contains in itself all the
perfection contained in the essence of any other being, and
far more, God can know in Himself all of them with proper
knowledge. For the nature proper to each thing consists in
some degree of participation in the divine perfection. Now
God could not be said to know Himself perfectly unless He
knew all the ways in which His own perfection can be shared
by others.Neither couldHeknow the very nature of being per-
fectly, unless He knew all modes of being. Hence it is manifest
thatGod knows all things with proper knowledge, in their dis-
tinction from each other.

Reply to Objection 1. So to know a thing as it is in the
knower, may be understood in two ways. In one way this ad-
verb “so” imports the mode of knowledge on the part of the
thing known; and in that sense it is false. For the knower does
not always know the object known according to the existence
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it has in the knower; since the eye does not know a stone ac-
cording to the existence it has in the eye; but by the image of
the stonewhich is in the eye, the eye knows the stone according
to its existence outside the eye. And if any knower has a knowl-
edge of the object known according to the (mode of ) existence
it has in the knower, the knower nevertheless knows it accord-
ing to its (mode of ) existence outside the knower; thus the in-
tellect knows a stone according to the intelligible existence it
has in the intellect, inasmuch as it knows that it understands;
while nevertheless it knows what a stone is in its own nature. If
however the adverb ‘so’ be understood to import the mode (of
knowledge) on the part of the knower, in that sense it is true
that only the knower has knowledge of the object known as it
is in the knower; for the more perfectly the thing known is in

the knower, the more perfect is the mode of knowledge.
We must say therefore that God not only knows that all

things are in Himself; but by the fact that they are in Him, He
knows them in their own nature and all themore perfectly, the
more perfectly each one is in Him.

Reply to Objection 2. e created essence is compared
to the essence of God as the imperfect to the perfect act.
erefore the created essence cannot sufficiently lead us to the
knowledge of the divine essence, but rather the converse.

Reply to Objection 3. e same thing cannot be taken in
an equal manner as the ratio of different things. But the divine
essence excels all creatures. Hence it can be taken as the proper
ration of each thing according to the diverse ways in which di-
verse creatures participate in, and imitate it.

Ia q. 14 a. 7Whether the knowledge of God is discursive?

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge ofGod is discur-
sive. For the knowledge of God is not habitual knowledge, but
actual knowledge. Now the Philosopher says (Topic. ii): “e
habit of knowledgemay regardmany things at once; but actual
understanding regards only one thing at a time.” erefore as
God knows many things, Himself and others, as shown above
(AA2,5), it seems thatHe does not understand all at once, but
discourses from one to another.

Objection 2. Further, discursive knowledge is to know the
effect through its cause. But God knows things through Him-
self; as an effect (is known) through its cause. erefore His
knowledge is discursive.

Objection 3. Further, God knows each creature more per-
fectly than we know it. But we know the effects in their cre-
ated causes; and thus we go discursively from causes to things
caused. erefore it seems that the same applies to God.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. xv), “God does
not see all things in their particularity or separately, as if He
saw alternately here and there; but He sees all things together
at once.”

I answer that, In the divine knowledge there is no discur-
sion; the proof of which is as follows. In our knowledge there
is a twofold discursion: one is according to succession only,
as when we have actually understood anything, we turn our-
selves to understand something else; while the other mode of
discursion is according to causality, as when through princi-
ples we arrive at the knowledge of conclusions. e first kind
of discursion cannot belong to God. For many things, which
we understand in succession if each is considered in itself, we

understand simultaneously if we see them in some one thing;
if, for instance, we understand the parts in the whole, or see
different things in a mirror. Now God sees all things in one
(thing), which is Himself. erefore God sees all things to-
gether, and not successively. Likewise the second mode of dis-
cursion cannot be applied to God. First, because this second
mode of discursion presupposes the first mode; for whoso-
ever proceeds fromprinciples to conclusions does not consider
both at once; secondly, because to discourse thus is to proceed
from the known to the unknown. Hence it is manifest that
when the first is known, the second is still unknown; and thus
the second is knownnot in thefirst, but from thefirst.Now the
term discursive reasoning is attained when the second is seen
in the first, by resolving the effects into their causes; and then
the discursion ceases.Hence asGod seesHis effects inHimself
as their cause, His knowledge is not discursive.

Reply to Objection 1. Altogether there is only one act of
understanding in itself, nevertheless many things may be un-
derstood in one (medium), as shown above.

Reply to Objection 2. God does not know by their cause,
known, as it were previously, effects unknown; but He knows
the effects in the cause; and hence His knowledge is not dis-
cursive, as was shown above.

Reply to Objection 3. God sees the effects of created
causes in the causes themselves, much better than we can; but
still not in such a manner that the knowledge of the effects is
caused inHim by the knowledge of the created causes, as is the
case with us; and hence His knowledge is not discursive.

Ia q. 14 a. 8Whether the knowledge of God is the cause of things?

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is not
the cause of things. For Origen says, on Rom. 8:30, “Whom
He called, them He also justified,” etc.: “A thing will happen
not because God knows it as future; but because it is future, it

is on that account known by God, before it exists.”
Objection 2. Further, given the cause, the effect follows.

But the knowledge of God is eternal. erefore if the knowl-
edge of God is the cause of things created, it seems that crea-
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tures are eternal.
Objection 3.Further, “e thing known is prior to knowl-

edge, and is its measure,” as the Philosopher says (Metaph. x).
But what is posterior and measured cannot be a cause. ere-
fore the knowledge of God is not the cause of things.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xv), “Not be-
cause they are, does God know all creatures spiritual and tem-
poral, but because He knows them, therefore they are.”

I answer that,eknowledge ofGod is the cause of things.
For the knowledge of God is to all creatures what the knowl-
edge of the artificer is to things made by his art. Now the
knowledge of the artificer is the cause of the things made by
his art from the fact that the artificer works by his intellect.
Hence the formof the intellectmust be the principle of action;
as heat is the principle of heating. Nevertheless, we must ob-
serve that a natural form, being a form that remains in that to
which it gives existence, denotes a principle of action accord-
ing only as it has an inclination to an effect; and likewise, the
intelligible form does not denote a principle of action in so far
as it resides in the one who understands unless there is added
to it the inclination to an effect, which inclination is through
the will. For since the intelligible form has a relation to oppo-
site things (inasmuch as the same knowledge relates to oppo-
sites), it would not produce a determinate effect unless it were
determined to one thing by the appetite, as the Philosopher
says (Metaph. ix). Now it is manifest that God causes things
by His intellect, since His being is His act of understanding;

and hence His knowledge must be the cause of things, in so
far as His will is joined to it. Hence the knowledge of God as
the cause of things is usually called the “knowledge of appro-
bation.”

Reply to Objection 1. Origen spoke in reference to that
aspect of knowledge to which the idea of causality does not
belong unless the will is joined to it, as is said above.

But when he says the reason why God foreknows some
things is because they are future, this must be understood ac-
cording to the cause of consequence, and not according to the
cause of essence. For if things are in the future, it follows that
God knows them; but not that the futurity of things is the
cause why God knows them.

Reply to Objection 2. e knowledge of God is the cause
of things according as things are in His knowledge. Now that
things should be eternal was not in the knowledge of God;
hence although the knowledge of God is eternal, it does not
follow that creatures are eternal.

Reply toObjection3.Natural things aremidway between
the knowledge of God and our knowledge: for we receive
knowledge from natural things, of which God is the cause by
His knowledge.Hence, as the natural objects of knowledge are
prior to our knowledge, and are its measure, so, the knowledge
ofGod is prior tonatural things, and is themeasure of them; as,
for instance, a house is midway between the knowledge of the
builder who made it, and the knowledge of the one who gath-
ers his knowledge of the house from the house already built.

Ia q. 14 a. 9Whether God has knowledge of things that are not?

Objection 1. It seems that God has not knowledge of
things that are not. For the knowledge ofGod is of true things.
But “truth” and “being” are convertible terms. erefore the
knowledge of God is not of things that are not.

Objection 2. Further, knowledge requires likeness be-
tween the knower and the thing known. But those things that
are not cannot have any likeness to God, Who is very being.
erefore what is not, cannot be known by God.

Objection 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the cause
of what is known by Him. But it is not the cause of things that
are not, because a thing that is not, has no cause.ereforeGod
has no knowledge of things that are not.

On the contrary, e Apostle says: “Who…calleth those
things that are not as those that are” (Rom. 4:17).

I answer that,Godknows all thingswhatsoever that in any
way are. Now it is possible that things that are not absolutely,
should be in a certain sense. For things absolutely arewhich are
actual;whereas thingswhich arenot actual, are in thepower ei-
ther of God Himself or of a creature, whether in active power,
or passive; whether in power of thought or of imagination, or
of any other manner of meaning whatsoever. Whatever there-
fore can be made, or thought, or said by the creature, as also
whatever He Himself can do, all are known to God, although

they are not actual. And in so far it can be said that He has
knowledge even of things that are not.

Now a certain difference is to be noted in the considera-
tion of those things that are not actual. For though some of
them may not be in act now, still they were, or they will be;
and God is said to know all these with the knowledge of vi-
sion: for since God’s act of understanding, which is His being,
is measured by eternity; and since eternity is without succes-
sion, comprehending all time, the present glance of God ex-
tends over all time, and to all things which exist in any time, as
to objects present to Him. But there are other things in God’s
power, or the creature’s, which nevertheless are not, nor will
be, nor were; and as regards these He is said to have knowl-
edge, not of vision, but of simple intelligence. is is so called
because the thingswe see aroundus have distinct being outside
the seer.

Reply toObjection 1.ose things that are not actual are
true in so far as they are in potentiality; for it is true that they
are in potentiality; and as such they are known by God.

Reply to Objection 2. Since God is very being everything
is, in so far as it participates in the likeness of God; as every-
thing is hot in so far as it participates in heat. So, things in po-
tentiality are known by God, although they are not in act.
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Reply to Objection 3. e knowledge of God, joined to
His will is the cause of things. Hence it is not necessary that
what ever God knows, is, or was, or will be; but only is this
necessary as regards what He wills to be, or permits to be. Fur-

ther, it is in the knowledge of God not that they be, but that
they be possible.

Ia q. 14 a. 10Whether God knows evil things?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know evil things.
For the Philosopher (De Anima iii) says that the intellect
which is not in potentiality does not know privation. But “evil
is the privation of good,” as Augustine says (Confess. iii, 7).
erefore, as the intellect of God is never in potentiality, but
is always in act, as is clear from the foregoing (a. 2 ), it seems
that God does not know evil things.

Objection 2. Further, all knowledge is either the cause of
the thing known, or is caused by it. But the knowledge of God
is not the cause of evil, nor is it caused by evil. erefore God
does not know evil things.

Objection 3. Further, everything known is known either
by its likeness, or by its opposite. But whatever God knows,
He knows through His essence, as is clear from the foregoing
(a. 5).Now the divine essence neither is the likeness of evil, nor
is evil contrary to it; for to the divine essence there is no con-
trary, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii). erefore God does
not know evil things.

Objection 4. Further, what is known through another and
not through itself, is imperfectly known. But evil is not known
by God; for the thing known must be in the knower. ere-
fore if evil is known through another, namely, through good,
it would be known by Him imperfectly; which cannot be, for
the knowledge of God is not imperfect. erefore God does
not know evil things.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 15:11), “Hell and de-
struction are before God [Vulg: ‘the Lord’].”

I answer that, Whoever knows a thing perfectly, must
know all that can be accidental to it. Now there are some good
things to which corruption by evil may be accidental. Hence

God would not know good things perfectly, unless He also
knew evil things. Now a thing is knowable in the degree in
which it is; hence since this is the essence of evil that it is the
privation of good, by the fact thatGod knows good things,He
knows evil things also; as by light is known darkness. Hence
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii): “God through Himself re-
ceives the vision of darkness, not otherwise seeing darkness ex-
cept through light.”

Reply toObjection 1.e saying of the Philosophermust
be understood asmeaning that the intellect which is not in po-
tentiality, does not know privation by privation existing in it;
and this agrees with what he said previously, that a point and
every indivisible thing are known by privation of division.is
is because simple and indivisible forms are in our intellect not
actually, but only potentially; for were they actually in our in-
tellect, they would not be known by privation. It is thus that
simple things are knownby separate substances.God therefore
knows evil, not by privation existing inHimself, but by the op-
posite good.

Reply to Objection 2. e knowledge of God is not the
cause of evil; but is the cause of the goodwhereby evil is known.

Reply toObjection 3.Although evil is not opposed to the
divine essence, which is not corruptible by evil; it is opposed
to the effects of God, which He knows by His essence; and
knowing them, He knows the opposite evils.

Reply to Objection 4. To know a thing by something else
only, belongs to imperfect knowledge, if that thing is of itself
knowable; but evil is not of itself knowable, forasmuch as the
very nature of evil means the privation of good; therefore evil
can neither be defined nor known except by good.

Ia q. 14 a. 11Whether God knows singular things?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know singular
things. For the divine intellect is more immaterial than the hu-
man intellect. Now the human intellect by reason of its imma-
teriality does not know singular things; but as the Philosopher
says (De Anima ii), “reason has to do with universals, sense
with singular things.” erefore God does not know singular
things.

Objection 2. Further, in us those faculties alone know the
singular, which receive the species not abstracted from mate-
rial conditions. But in God things are in the highest degree
abstracted from all materiality. erefore God does not know
singular things.

Objection 3. Further, all knowledge comes about through

the medium of some likeness. But the likeness of singular
things in so far as they are singular, does not seem to be in
God; for the principle of singularity is matter, which, since it
is in potentiality only, is altogether unlike God, Who is pure
act. erefore God cannot know singular things.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 16:2), “All the ways
of a man are open to His eyes.”

I answer that, God knows singular things. For all perfec-
tions found in creatures pre-exist in God in a higher way, as
is clear from the foregoing (q. 4, a. 2). Now to know singular
things is part of our perfection. Hence God must know singu-
lar things. Even the Philosopher considers it incongruous that
anything known by us should be unknown to God; and thus
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against Empedocles he argues (De Anima i and Metaph. iii)
that God would bemost ignorant if He did not know discord.
Now the perfections which are divided among inferior beings,
exist simply and unitedly in God; hence, although by one fac-
ulty we know the universal and immaterial, and by another we
know singular and material things, nevertheless God knows
both by His simple intellect.

Now some,wishing to showhow this can be, said thatGod
knows singular things by universal causes. For nothing exists
in any singular thing, that does not arise from some universal
cause. ey give the example of an astrologer who knows all
the universal movements of the heavens, and can thence fore-
tell all eclipses that are to come. is, however, is not enough;
for singular things fromuniversal causes attain to certain forms
and powers which, however they may be joined together, are
not individualized except by individual matter. Hence he who
knows Socrates because he is white, or because he is the son of
Sophroniscus, or because of something of that kind,would not
know him in so far as he is this particular man. Hence accord-
ing to the aforesaid mode, God would not know

singular things in their singularity.
On the other hand, others have said that God knows sin-

gular things by the application of universal causes to particular
effects. But this will not hold; forasmuch as no one can apply
a thing to another unless he first knows that thing; hence the
said application cannot be the reason of knowing the particu-
lar, for it presupposes the knowledge of singular things.

erefore it must be said otherwise, that, since God is the
cause of things by His knowledge, as stated above (a. 8), His

knowledge extends as far as His causality extends. Hence as
the active power of God extends not only to forms, which are
the source of universality, but also to matter, as we shall prove
further on (q. 44, a. 2), the knowledge of God must extend to
singular things, which are individualized by matter. For since
He knows things other than Himself by His essence, as being
the likeness of things, or as their active principle, His essence
must be the sufficing principle of knowing all things made by
Him, not only in the universal, but also in the singular. e
same would apply to the knowledge of the artificer, if it were
productive of the whole thing, and not only of the form.

Reply to Objection 1. Our intellect abstracts the intelli-
gible species from the individualizing principles; hence the in-
telligible species in our intellect cannot be the likeness of the
individual principles; and on that account our intellect does
not know the singular. But the intelligible species in the divine
intellect, which is the essence of God, is immaterial not by ab-
straction, but of itself, being the principle of all the principles
which enter into the composition of things, whether princi-
ples of the species or principles of the individual; hence by it
God knows not only universal, but also singular things.

Reply to Objection 2. Although as regards the species in
the divine intellect its being has nomaterial conditions like the
images received in the imagination and sense, yet its power ex-
tends to both immaterial and material things.

Reply to Objection 3. Although matter as regards its po-
tentiality recedes from likeness to God, yet, even in so far as it
has being in this wise, it retains a certain likeness to the divine
being.

Ia q. 14 a. 12Whether God can know infinite things?

Objection 1. It seems that God cannot know infinite
things. For the infinite, as such, is unknown; since the infinite
is that which, “to those who measure it, leaves always some-
thingmore to bemeasured,” as the Philosopher says (Phys. iii).
Moreover, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii) that “whatever is
comprehended by knowledge, is bounded by the comprehen-
sion of the knower.” Now infinite things have no boundary.
erefore they cannot be comprehended by the knowledge of
God.

Objection2.Further, ifwe say that things infinite in them-
selves are finite in God’s knowledge, against this it may be
urged that the essence of the infinite is that it is untraversable,
and thefinite that it is traversable, as said inPhys. iii. But the in-
finite is not traversable either by the finite or by the infinite, as
is proved in Phys. vi.erefore the infinite cannot be bounded
by the finite, nor even by the infinite; and so the infinite can-
not be finite in God’s knowledge, which is infinite.

Objection 3. Further, the knowledge of God is the mea-
sure of what is known. But it is contrary to the essence of the
infinite that it be measured. erefore infinite things cannot
be known by God.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii), “Al-
though we cannot number the infinite, nevertheless it can be
comprehended by Him whose knowledge has no bounds.”

I answer that, SinceGod knows not only things actual but
also things possible to Himself or to created things, as shown
above (a. 9), and as these must be infinite, it must be held that
He knows infinite things. Although the knowledge of vision
which has relation only to things that are, or will be, or were,
is not of infinite things, as some say, for we do not say that the
world is eternal, nor that generation and movement will go on
for ever, so that individuals be infinitely multiplied; yet, if we
consider more attentively, we must hold that God knows in-
finite things even by the knowledge of vision. For God knows
even the thoughts and affections of hearts, which will be mul-
tiplied to infinity as rational creatures go on for ever.

e reason of this is to be found in the fact that the knowl-
edge of every knower is measured by the mode of the form
which is the principle of knowledge. For the sensible image
in sense is the likeness of only one individual thing, and can
give the knowledge of only one individual. But the intelligible
species of our intellect is the likeness of the thing as regards
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its specific nature, which is participable by infinite particulars;
hence our intellect by the intelligible species of man in a cer-
tain way knows infinite men; not however as distinguished
from each other, but as communicating in the nature of the
species; and the reason is because the intelligible species of our
intellect is the likeness of man not as to the individual princi-
ples, but as to the principles of the species. On the other hand,
the divine essence, whereby the divine intellect understands, is
a sufficing likeness of all things that are, or can be, not only as
regards the universal principles, but also as regards the princi-
ples proper to each one, as shown above. Hence it follows that
the knowledge of God extends to infinite things, even as dis-
tinct from each other.

Reply to Objection 1. e idea of the infinite pertains
to quantity, as the Philosopher says (Phys. i). But the idea of
quantity implies the order of parts. erefore to know the in-
finite according to the mode of the infinite is to know part
aer part; and in this way the infinite cannot be known; for
whatever quantity of parts be taken, there will always remain
something else outside. But God does not know the infinite
or infinite things, as if He enumerated part aer part; since
He knows all things simultaneously, and not successively, as
said above (a. 7). Hence there is nothing to prevent Him from

knowing infinite things.
Reply to Objection 2. Transition imports a certain suc-

cession of parts; and hence it is that the infinite cannot be tra-
versed by the finite, nor by the infinite. But equality suffices
for comprehension, because that is said to be comprehended
which has nothing outside the comprehender. Hence it is not
against the idea of the infinite to be comprehended by the in-
finite. And so, what is infinite in itself can be called finite to
the knowledge of God as comprehended; but not as if it were
traversable.

Reply to Objection 3. e knowledge of God is the mea-
sure of things, not quantitatively, for the infinite is not subject
to this kind ofmeasure; but it is themeasure of the essence and
truth of things. For everything has truth of nature according to
the degree in which it imitates the knowledge of God, as the
thingmade by art agrees with the art. Granted, however, an ac-
tually infinite number of things, for instance, an infinitude of
men, or an infinitude in continuous quantity, as an infinitude
of air, as some of the ancients held; yet it is manifest that these
would have a determinate and finite being, because their be-
ing would be limited to some determinate nature. Hence they
would be measurable as regards the knowledge of God.

Ia q. 14 a. 13Whether the knowledge of God is of future contingent things?

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is not
of future contingent things. For from a necessary cause pro-
ceeds a necessary effect. But the knowledge of God is the
cause of things known, as said above (a. 8). Since therefore
that knowledge is necessary, what He knows must also be nec-
essary. erefore the knowledge of God is not of contingent
things.

Objection 2. Further, every conditional proposition of
which the antecedent is absolutely necessary must have an ab-
solutely necessary consequent. For the antecedent is to the
consequent as principles are to the conclusion: and from nec-
essary principles only a necessary conclusion can follow, as is
proved in Poster. i. But this is a true conditional proposition,
“If God knew that this thing will be, it will be,” for the knowl-
edge of God is only of true things. Now the antecedent condi-
tional of this is absolutely necessary, because it is eternal, and
because it is signified as past. erefore the consequent is also
absolutely necessary.erefore whatever God knows, is neces-
sary; and so the knowledge of God is not of contingent things.

Objection 3. Further, everything known by God must
necessarily be, because evenwhatweourselves know,must nec-
essarily be; and, of course, the knowledge ofGod ismuchmore
certain than ours. But no future contingent things must nec-
essarily be. erefore no contingent future thing is known by
God.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 32:15), “He Who hath
made the hearts of every one of them; Who understandeth all

their works,” i.e. of men. Now the works of men are contin-
gent, being subject to free will. erefore God knows future
contingent things.

I answer that, Since as was shown above (a. 9), God knows
all things; not only things actual but also things possible to
Him and creature; and since some of these are future contin-
gent to us, it follows thatGod knows future contingent things.

In evidence of this, we must consider that a contingent
thing can be considered in two ways; first, in itself, in so far as
it is now in act: and in this sense it is not considered as future,
but as present; neither is it considered as contingent (as hav-
ing reference) to one of two terms, but as determined to one;
and on account of this it can be infallibly the object of certain
knowledge, for instance to the sense of sight, as when I see that
Socrates is sitting down. In anotherway a contingent thing can
be considered as it is in its cause; and in this way it is consid-
ered as future, and as a contingent thing not yet determined to
one; forasmuch as a contingent cause has relation to opposite
things: and in this sense a contingent thing is not subject to
any certain knowledge. Hence, whoever knows a contingent
effect in its cause only, has merely a conjectural knowledge of
it. Now God knows all contingent things not only as they are
in their causes, but also as each one of them is actually in itself.
And although contingent things become actual successively,
nevertheless God knows contingent things not successively, as
they are in their own being, as we do but simultaneously. e
reason is because His knowledge is measured by eternity, as is
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also His being; and eternity being simultaneously whole com-
prises all time, as said above (q. 10, a. 2 ). Hence all things that
are in time are present to God from eternity, not only because
He has the types of things present within Him, as some say;
but because His glance is carried from eternity over all things
as they are in their presentiality. Hence it is manifest that con-
tingent things are infallibly known by God, inasmuch as they
are subject to the divine sight in their presentiality; yet they are
future contingent things in relation to their own causes.

Reply toObjection 1.Although the supreme cause is nec-
essary, the effectmay be contingent by reason of the proximate
contingent cause; just as the germination of a plant is contin-
gent by reason of the proximate contingent cause, although the
movement of the sun which is the first cause, is necessary. So
likewise things known by God are contingent on account of
their proximate causes, while the knowledge of God, which is
the first cause, is necessary.

Reply to Objection 2. Some say that this antecedent,
“God knew this contingent to be future,” is not necessary, but
contingent; because, although it is past, still it imports relation
to the future. is however does not remove necessity from it;
for whatever has had relation to the future, must have had it,
although the future sometimes does not follow. On the other
hand some say that this antecedent is contingent, because it
is a compound of necessary and contingent; as this saying is
contingent, “Socrates is a white man.” But this also is to no
purpose; for when we say, “God knew this contingent to be
future,” contingent is used here only as the matter of the word,
and not as the chief part of the proposition. Hence its contin-
gency or necessity has no reference to the necessity or contin-
gency of the proposition, or to its being true or false. For itmay
be just as true that I said a man is an ass, as that I said Socrates
runs, or God is: and the same applies to necessary and contin-
gent. Hence it must be said that this antecedent is absolutely
necessary. Nor does it follow, as some say, that the consequent
is absolutely necessary, because the antecedent is the remote
cause of the consequent, which is contingent by reason of the
proximate cause. But this is to no purpose. For the conditional
would be false were its antecedent the remote necessary cause,
and the consequent a contingent effect; as, for example, if I
said, “if the sun moves, the grass will grow.”

erefore we must reply otherwise; that when the an-
tecedent contains anything belonging to an act of the soul, the
consequent must be taken not as it is in itself, but as it is in the
soul: for the existence of a thing in itself is different from the
existence of a thing in the soul. For example, when I say, “What

the soul understands is immaterial,” this is to be understood
that it is immaterial as it is in the intellect, not as it is in itself.
Likewise if I say, “If God knew anything, it will be,” the conse-
quent must be understood as it is subject to the divine knowl-
edge, i.e. as it is in its presentiality. And thus it is necessary, as
also is the antecedent: “For everything that is, while it is, must
be necessarily be,” as the Philosopher says in Peri Herm. i.

Reply to Objection 3. ings reduced to act in time, as
known by us successively in time, but by God (are known)
in eternity, which is above time. Whence to us they cannot
be certain, forasmuch as we know future contingent things as
such; but (they are certain) to God alone, whose understand-
ing is in eternity above time. Just as hewho goes along the road,
does not see those who come aer him; whereas he who sees
the whole road from a height, sees at once all travelling by the
way. Hence what is known by us must be necessary, even as
it is in itself; for what is future contingent in itself, cannot be
known by us. Whereas what is known by God must be nec-
essary according to the mode in which they are subject to the
divine knowledge, as already stated, but not absolutely as con-
sidered in their own causes. Hence also this proposition, “Ev-
erything known by God must necessarily be,” is usually distin-
guished; for this may refer to the thing, or to the saying. If it
refers to the thing, it is divided and false; for the sense is, “Ev-
erything which God knows is necessary.” If understood of the
saying, it is composite and true; for the sense is, “is proposi-
tion, ‘that which is known by God is’ is necessary.”

Now some urge an objection and say that this distinction
holds good with regard to forms that are separable from the
subject; thus if I said, “It is possible for a white thing to be
black,” it is false as applied to the saying, and true as applied
to the thing: for a thing which is white, can become black;
whereas this saying, ” a white thing is black” can never be true.
But in forms that are inseparable from the subject, this distinc-
tion does not hold, for instance, if I said, “A black crow can be
white”; for in both senses it is false.Now tobe knownbyGod is
inseparable from the thing; for what is known by God cannot
be known. is objection, however, would hold if these words
“that which is known” implied any disposition inherent to the
subject; but since they import an act of the knower, something
can be attributed to the thing known, in itself (even if it always
be known),which is not attributed to it in so far as it stands un-
der actual knowledge; thus material existence is attributed to
a stone in itself, which is not attributed to it inasmuch as it is
known.

Ia q. 14 a. 14Whether God knows enunciable things?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not know enunciable
things. For to know enunciable things belongs to our intellect
as it composes and divides. But in the divine intellect, there
is no composition. erefore God does not know enunciable

things.
Objection 2. Further, every kind of knowledge is made

through some likeness. But inGod there is no likeness of enun-
ciable things, since He is altogether simple. erefore God
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does not know enunciable things.
On the contrary, It is written: “e Lord knoweth the

thoughts of men” (Ps. 93:11). But enunciable things are con-
tained in the thoughts of men.erefore God knows enuncia-
ble things.

I answer that, Since it is in the power of our intellect to
form enunciations, and since God knows whatever is in His
own power or in that of creatures, as said above (a. 9), it fol-
lows of necessity that God knows all enunciations that can be
formed.

Now just as He knows material things immaterially, and
composite things simply, so likewise He knows enunciable
things not aer the manner of enunciable things, as if in His
intellect there were composition or division of enunciations;
for He knows each thing by simple intelligence, by under-
standing the essence of each thing; as if we by the very fact that
we understand what man is, were to understand all that can be
predicated of man. is, however, does not happen in our in-

tellect, which discourses fromone thing to another, forasmuch
as the intelligible species represents one thing in such a way
as not to represent another. Hence when we understand what
man is,wedonot forthwithunderstandother thingswhichbe-
long to him, but we understand them one by one, according to
a certain succession.On this account the thingswe understand
as separated, we must reduce to one by way of composition or
division, by forming an enunciation.Now the species of the di-
vine intellect, which is God’s essence, suffices to represent all
things. Hence by understanding His essence, God knows the
essences of all things, and also whatever can be accidental to
them.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection would avail if God
knew enunciable things aer themanner of enunciable things.

Reply to Objection 2. Enunciatory composition signifies
some existence of a thing; and thus God by His existence,
which isHis essence, is the similitude of all those things which
are signified by enunciation.

Ia q. 14 a. 15Whether the knowledge of God is variable?

Objection 1. It seems that the knowledge of God is vari-
able. For knowledge is related to what is knowable. But what-
ever imports relation to the creature is applied to God from
time, and varies according to the variation of creatures. ere-
fore the knowledge of God is variable according to the varia-
tion of creatures.

Objection 2. Further, whatever God can make, He can
know. But God can make more than He does. erefore He
can know more than He knows. us His knowledge can vary
according to increase and diminution.

Objection 3. Further, God knew that Christ would be
born. But He does not know now that Christ will be born;
because Christ is not to be born in the future. erefore God
does not know everythingHe once knew; and thus the knowl-
edge of God is variable.

On the contrary, It is said, that inGod “there is no change
nor shadow of alteration” ( James 1:17).

I answer that, Since the knowledge of God is His sub-
stance, as is clear from the foregoing (a. 4), just as His sub-
stance is altogether immutable, as shown above (q. 9, a. 1), so
His knowledge likewise must be altogether invariable.

Reply to Objection 1. “Lord”, “Creator” and the like, im-
port relations to creatures in so far as they are in themselves.
But the knowledge of God imports relation to creatures in so
far as they are in God; because everything is actually under-
stood according as it is in the one who understands. Now cre-
ated things are inGod in an invariablemanner;while they exist
variably in themselves. We may also say that “Lord”, “Creator”
and the like, import the relations consequent upon the acts
which are understood as terminating in the creatures them-
selves, as they are in themselves; and thus these relations are
attributed to God variously, according to the variation of crea-

tures. But “knowledge” and “love,” and the like, import rela-
tions consequent upon the acts which are understood to be in
God; and therefore these are predicated of God in an invari-
able manner.

Reply toObjection 2.Godknows alsowhatHe canmake,
and does not make. Hence from the fact that He can make
more than He makes, it does not follow that He can know
more than He knows, unless this be referred to the knowl-
edge of vision, according to which He is said to know those
things which are in act in some period of time. But from the
fact thatHeknows some thingsmight bewhich are not, or that
some thingsmightnot bewhich are, it does not follow thatHis
knowledge is variable, but rather that He knows the variabil-
ity of things. If, however, anything existed which God did not
previously know, and aerwards knew, then His knowledge
would be variable. But this could not be; for whatever is, or
can be in any period of time, is known by God in His eternity.
erefore from the fact that a thing exists in some period of
time, it follows that it is known by God from eternity. ere-
fore it cannot be granted that God can know more than He
knows; because such a proposition implies that first of all He
did not know, and then aerwards knew.

Reply to Objection 3. e ancient Nominalists said that
it was the same thing to say “Christ is born” and “will be born”
and “was born”; because the same thing is signified by these
three—viz. the nativity of Christ. erefore it follows, they
said, that whatever God knew, He knows; because now He
knows that Christ is born, whichmeans the same thing as that
Christ will be born. is opinion, however, is false; both be-
cause the diversity in the parts of a sentence causes a diversity
of enunciations; and because it would follow that a proposi-
tion which is true once would be always true; which is con-
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trary towhat the Philosopher lays down (Categor. iii) when he
says that this sentence, “Socrates sits,” is truewhen he is sitting,
and false when he rises up.erefore, it must be conceded that
this proposition is not true, “Whatever God knewHe knows,”
if referred to enunciable propositions. But because of this, it
does not follow that the knowledge of God is variable. For as
it iswithout variation in the divine knowledge thatGodknows
one and the same thing sometime to be, and sometime not
to be, so it is without variation in the divine knowledge that
God knows an enunciable proposition is sometime true, and

sometime false. e knowledge of God, however, would be
variable if He knew enunciable things by way of enunciation,
by composition and division, as occurs in our intellect. Hence
our knowledge varies either as regards truth and falsity, for ex-
ample, if when either as regards truth and falsity, for example,
if when a thing suffers change we retained the same opinion
about it; or as regards diverse opinions, as if we first thought
that anyone was sitting, and aerwards thought that he was
not sitting; neither of which can be in God.

Ia q. 14 a. 16Whether God has a speculative knowledge of things?

Objection 1. It seems that God has not a speculative
knowledge of things. For the knowledge of God is the cause
of things, as shown above (a. 8). But speculative knowledge is
not the cause of the things known. erefore the knowledge
of God is not speculative.

Objection 2. Further, speculative knowledge comes by ab-
straction from things; which does not belong to the divine
knowledge. erefore the knowledge of God is not specula-
tive.

On the contrary, Whatever is the more excellent must be
attributed to God. But speculative knowledge is more excel-
lent than practical knowledge, as the Philosopher says in the
beginning of Metaphysics. erefore God has a speculative
knowledge of things.

I answer that, Some knowledge is speculative only; some
is practical only; and some is partly speculative andpartly prac-
tical. In proof whereof it must be observed that knowledge
can be called speculative in three ways: first, on the part of
the things known, which are not operable by the knower; such
is the knowledge of man about natural or divine thing. Sec-
ondly, as regards the manner of knowing—as, for instance, if
a builder consider a house by defining and dividing, and con-
sidering what belongs to it in general: for this is to consider
operable things in a speculative manner, and not as practically
operable; for operable means the application of form to mat-
ter, and not the resolution of the composite into its universal
formal principles.irdly, as regards the end; “for the practical
intellect differs in its end from the speculative,” as the Philoso-
pher says (De Anima iii). For the practical intellect is ordered
to the end of the operation; whereas the end of the speculative
intellect is the considerationof truth.Hence if a builder should
consider how a house can bemade, not ordering this to the end
of operation, but only to know (how to do it), this would be
only a speculative considerations as regards the end, although
it concerns an operable thing. erefore knowledge which is
speculative by reason of the thing itself known, is merely spec-
ulative. But that which is speculative either in its mode or as to

its end is partly speculative and partly practical: and when it is
ordained to an operative end it is simply practical.

In accordancewith this, therefore, itmust be said thatGod
has of Himself a speculative knowledge only; for He Himself
is not operable. But of all other thingsHe has both speculative
and practical knowledge. He has speculative knowledge as re-
gards the mode; for whatever we know speculatively in things
by defining and dividing, God knows all this much more per-
fectly.

Now of things which He can make, but does not make
at any time, He has not a practical knowledge, according as
knowledge is called practical from the end. ButHehas a practi-
cal knowledge of whatHemakes in some period of time. And,
as regards evil things, although they are not operable by Him,
yet they fall under His practical knowledge, like good things,
inasmuch as He permits, or impedes, or directs them; as also
sicknesses fall under the practical knowledge of the physician,
inasmuch as he cures them by his art.

Reply toObjection 1.eknowledge of God is the cause,
not indeed of Himself, but of other things. He is actually the
cause of some, that is, of things that come to be in some period
of time; andHe is virtually the cause of others, that is, of things
which He can make, and which nevertheless are never made.

Reply to Objection 2. e fact that knowledge is derived
from things known does not essentially belong to speculative
knowledge, but only accidentally in so far as it is human.

In answer to what is objected on the contrary, we must say
that perfect knowledge of operable things is obtainable only if
they are known in so far as they are operable. erefore, since
the knowledge of God is in every way perfect, He must know
what is operable by Him, formally as such, and not only in so
far as they are speculative. Nevertheless this does not impair
the nobility of His speculative knowledge, forasmuch as He
sees all things other than Himself in Himself, and He knows
Himself speculatively; and so in the speculative knowledge of
Himself, he possesses both speculative and practical knowl-
edge of all other things.

81



F P, Q 15
Of Ideas

(Inree Articles)

Aer considering the knowledge of God, it remains to consider ideas. And about this there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are ideas?
(2) Whether they are many, or one only?
(3) Whether there are ideas of all things known by God?

Ia q. 15 a. 1Whether there are ideas?

Objection 1. It seems that there are no ideas. For Diony-
sius says (Div. Nom. vii), that God does not know things by
ideas. But ideas are for nothing else except that things may be
known through them. erefore there are no ideas.

Objection 2. Further, God knows all things in Himself,
as has been already said (q. 14, a. 5). But He does not know
Himself through an idea; neither therefore other things.

Objection 3. Further, an idea is considered to be the prin-
ciple of knowledge and action. But the divine essence is a suf-
ficient principle of knowing and effecting all things. It is not
therefore necessary to suppose ideas.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu.
xlvi),“Such is the power inherent in ideas, that no one can be
wise unless they are understood.”

I answer that, It is necessary to suppose ideas in the divine
mind. For the Greek word Ἰδέα is in Latin “forma.” Hence by
ideas are understood the forms of things, existing apart from
the things themselves.Now the formof anything existing apart
from the thing itself can be for one of two ends: either to be the
type of that of which it is called the form, or to be the princi-
ple of the knowledge of that thing, inasmuch as the forms of
things knowable are said to be in him who knows them. In ei-
ther case we must suppose ideas, as is clear for the following
reason:

In all things not generated by chance, the formmust be the
end of any generation whatsoever. But an agent does not act

on account of the form, except in so far as the likeness of the
form is in the agent, as may happen in two ways. For in some
agents the form of the thing to bemade pre-exists according to
its natural being, as in those that act by their nature; as a man
generates a man, or fire generates fire.Whereas in other agents
(the form of the thing to be made pre-exists) according to in-
telligible being, as in those that act by the intellect; and thus
the likeness of a house pre-exists in the mind of the builder.
And this may be called the idea of the house, since the builder
intends to build his house like to the form conceived in his
mind. As then the world was not made by chance, but by God
acting by His intellect, as will appear later (q. 46, a. 1), there
must exist in the divine mind a form to the likeness of which
the world wasmade. And in this the notion of an idea consists.

Reply to Objection 1. God does not understand things
according to an idea existing outside Himself. us Aristotle
(Metaph. ix) rejects the opinion of Plato, who held that ideas
existed of themselves, and not in the intellect.

Reply toObjection 2.AlthoughGod knowsHimself and
all else by His own essence, yet His essence is the operative
principle of all things, except of Himself. It has therefore the
nature of an ideawith respect to other things; though notwith
respect to Himself.

Reply to Objection 3. God is the similitude of all things
according to His essence; therefore an idea in God is identical
with His essence.

Ia q. 15 a. 2Whether ideas are many?

Objection 1. It seems that ideas are not many. For an idea
in God is His essence. But God’s essence is one only.erefore
there is only one idea.

Objection 2. Further, as the idea is the principle of know-
ing and operating, so are art and wisdom. But inGod there are
not several arts or wisdoms. erefore in Him there is no plu-
rality of ideas.

Objection 3. Further, if it be said that ideas are multiplied
according to their relations to different creatures, it may be ar-
gued on the contrary that the plurality of ideas is eternal. If,
then, ideas are many, but creatures temporal, then the tempo-
ral must be the cause of the eternal.

Objection4.Further, these relations are either real in crea-
tures only, or in God also. If in creatures only, since creatures
are not from eternity, the plurality of ideas cannot be from
eternity, if ideas are multiplied only according to these rela-
tions. But if they are real in God, it follows that there is a real
plurality inGod other than the plurality of Persons: and this is
against the teaching of Damascene (De Fide Orth. i, 10), who
says, in God all things are one, except “ingenerability, genera-
tion, and procession.” Ideas therefore are not many.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu.
xlvi), “Ideas are certain principal forms, or permanent and im-
mutable types of things, they themselves not being formed.
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us they are eternal, and existing always in the same manner,
as being contained in the divine intelligence.Whilst, however,
they themselves neither come into being nor decay, yet we say
that in accordance with them everything is formed that can
rise or decay, and all that actually does so.”

I answer that, It must necessarily be held that ideas are
many. In proof of which it is to be considered that in every
effect the ultimate end is the proper intention of the principal
agent, as the order of an army (is the proper intention) of the
general. Now the highest good existing in things is the good
of the order of the universe, as the Philosopher clearly teaches
in Metaph. xii. erefore the order of the universe is properly
intended by God, and is not the accidental result of a succes-
sion of agents, as has been supposed by those who have taught
that God created only the first creature, and that this creature
created the second creature, and so on, until this great multi-
tude of beings was produced. According to this opinion God
would have the idea of the first created thing alone; whereas,
if the order itself of the universe was created by Him immedi-
ately, and intended byHim,Hemust have the idea of the order
of the universe. Now there cannot be an idea of any whole, un-
less particular ideas are had of those parts ofwhich thewhole is
made; just as a builder cannot conceive the idea of a house un-
less hehas the idea of eachof its parts. So, then, itmust needs be
that in the divine mind there are the proper ideas of all things.
HenceAugustine says (Octog. Tri.Quaest. qu. xlvi), “that each
thing was created by God according to the idea proper to it,”
from which it follows that in the divine mind ideas are many.
Now it can easily be seen how this is not repugnant to the sim-
plicity of God, if we consider that the idea of a work is in the
mind of the operator as that which is understood, and not as
the image whereby he understands, which is a form thatmakes
the intellect in act. For the form of the house in the mind of
the builder, is something understood by him, to the likeness
of which he forms the house in matter. Now, it is not repug-
nant to the simplicity of the divine mind that it understand
many things; though it would be repugnant to its simplicity
were His understanding to be formed by a plurality of images.
Hence many ideas exist in the divine mind, as things under-

stood by it; as can be proved thus. Inasmuch as He knows His
own essence perfectly, He knows it according to every mode
in which it can be known. Now it can be known not only as it
is in itself, but as it can be participated in by creatures accord-
ing to some degree of likeness. But every creature has its own
proper species, according to which it participates in some de-
gree in likeness to the divine essence. So far, therefore, as God
knowsHis essence as capable of such imitation by any creature,
He knows it as the particular type and idea of that creature;
and in like manner as regards other creatures. So it is clear that
God understandsmany particular types of things and these are
many ideas.

Reply to Objection 1. e divine essence is not called an
idea in so far as it is that essence, but only in so far as it is the
likeness or type of this or that thing. Hence ideas are said to
be many, inasmuch as many types are understood through the
self-same essence.

Reply to Objection 2. By wisdom and art we signify that
by which God understands; but an idea, that which God un-
derstands. For God by one understands many things, and that
not only according to what they are in themselves, but also ac-
cording as they are understood, and this is to understand the
several types of things. In the same way, an architect is said
to understand a house, when he understands the form of the
house in matter. But if he understands the form of a house,
as devised by himself, from the fact that he understands that
he understands it, he thereby understands the type or idea of
the house. Now not only does God understand many things
by His essence, but He also understands that He understands
many things by His essence. And this means that He under-
stands the several types of things; or thatmany ideas are inHis
intellect as understood by Him.

Reply to Objection 3. Such relations, whereby ideas are
multiplied, are caused not by the things themselves, but by the
divine intellect comparing its own essence with these things.

Reply to Objection 4. Relations multiplying ideas do not
exist in created things, but in God. Yet they are not real rela-
tions, such as those whereby the Persons are distinguished, but
relations understood by God.

Ia q. 15 a. 3Whether there are ideas of all things that God knows?

Objection 1. It seems that there are not ideas in God of
all things that He knows. For the idea of evil is not in God;
since it would follow that evil was in Him. But evil things are
known by God. erefore there are not ideas of all things that
God knows.

Objection 2. Further, God knows things that neither are,
nor will be, nor have been, as has been said above (a. 9). But
of such things there are no ideas, since, as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. v): “Acts of the divine will are the determining and ef-
fective types of things.” erefore there are not in God ideas
of all things known by Him.

Objection 3. Further, God knows primary matter, of
which there can be no idea, since it has no form. Hence the
same conclusion.

Objection 4. Further, it is certain that God knows not
only species, but also genera, singulars, and accidents. But there
are not ideas of these, according to Plato’s teaching, who first
taught ideas, as Augustine says (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. xlvi).
erefore there are not ideas in God of all things known by
Him.

On the contrary, Ideas are types existing in the divine
mind, as is clear fromAugustine (Octog. Tri. Quaest. qu. xlvi).
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ButGod has the proper types of all things thatHe knows; and
therefore He has ideas of all things known by Him.

I answer that, As ideas, according to Plato, are principles
of the knowledge of things and of their generation, an idea has
this twofold office, as it exists in themind of God. So far as the
idea is the principle of the making of things, it may be called
an “exemplar,” and belongs to practical knowledge. But so far
as it is a principle of knowledge, it is properly called a “type,”
andmay belong to speculative knowledge also. As an exemplar,
therefore, it has respect to everything made by God in any pe-
riod of time; whereas as a principle of knowledge it has respect
to all things known by God, even though they never come to
be in time; and to all things that He knows according to their
proper type, in so far as they are knownbyHim in a speculative
manner.

Reply to Objection 1. Evil is known by God not through
its own type, but through the type of good. Evil, therefore, has
no idea inGod, neither in so far as an idea is an “exemplar” nor
as a “type.”

Reply to Objection 2. God has no practical knowledge,
except virtually, of things which neither are, nor will be, nor
have been.Hence, with respect to these there is no idea inGod
in so far as idea signifies an “exemplar” but only in so far as it
denotes a “type.”

Reply to Objection 3. Plato is said by some to have con-

sidered matter as not created; and therefore he postulated not
an idea of matter but a concause with matter. Since, however,
we hold matter to be created by God, though not apart from
form, matter has its idea in God; but not apart from the idea
of the composite; for matter in itself can neither exist, nor be
known.

Reply to Objection 4. Genus can have no idea apart from
the idea of species, in so far as idea denotes an “exemplar”; for
genus cannot exist except in some species. e same is the case
with those accidents that inseparably accompany their subject;
for these come into being along with their subject. But acci-
dents which supervene to the subject, have their special idea.
For an architect produces through the formof the house all the
accidents that originally accompany it; whereas those that are
superadded to the house when completed, such as painting, or
any other such thing, are produced through some other form.
Now individual things, according to Plato, have no other idea
than that of species; both because particular things are individ-
ualized by matter, which, as some say, he held to be uncreated
and the concause with the idea; and because the intention of
nature regards the species, and produces individuals only that
in them the species may be preserved. However, divine provi-
dence extends not merely to species; but to individuals as will
be shown later (q. 22, a. 3 ).
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F P, Q 16
Of Truth

(In Eight Articles)

Since knowledge is of things that are true, aer the consideration of the knowledge of God, we must inquire concerning
truth. About this there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether truth resides in the thing, or only in the intellect?
(2) Whether it resides only in the intellect composing and dividing?
(3) On the comparison of the true to being.
(4) On the comparison of the true to the good.
(5) Whether God is truth?
(6) Whether all things are true by one truth, or by many?
(7) On the eternity of truth.
(8) On the unchangeableness of truth.

Ia q. 16 a. 1Whether truth resides only in the intellect?

Objection 1. It seems that truth does not reside only in
the intellect, but rather in things. For Augustine (Soliloq. ii, 5)
condemns this definition of truth, “at is true which is seen”;
since it would follow that stones hidden in the bosom of the
earth would not be true stones, as they are not seen. He also
condemns the following, “at is true which is as it appears
to the knower, who is willing and able to know,” for hence
it would follow that nothing would be true, unless someone
could know it. erefore he defines truth thus: “at is true
which is.” It seems, then, that truth resides in things, and not
in the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is true, is true by reason of
truth. If, then, truth is only in the intellect, nothingwill be true
except in so far as it is understood. But this is the error of the
ancient philosophers, who said that whatever seems to be true
is so. Consequently mutual contradictories seem to be true as
seen by different persons at the same time.

Objection 3. Further, “that, on account of which a thing is
so, is itself more so,” as is evident from the Philosopher (Poster.
i). But it is from the fact that a thing is or is not, that our
thought or word is true or false, as the Philosopher teaches
(Praedicam. iii). erefore truth resides rather in things than
in the intellect.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher says (Metaph. vi), ”e
true and the false reside not in things, but in the intellect.”

I answer that,As the good denotes that towards which the
appetite tends, so the true denotes that towards which the in-
tellect tends. Now there is this difference between the appetite
and the intellect, or any knowledge whatsoever, that knowl-
edge is according as the thing known is in the knower, whilst
appetite is according as the desirer tends towards the thing de-
sired. us the term of the appetite, namely good, is in the ob-
ject desirable, and the term of the intellect, namely true, is in
the intellect itself. Now as good exists in a thing so far as that
thing is related to the appetite—and hence the aspect of good-

ness passes on from the desirable thing to the appetite, in so far
as the appetite is called good if its object is good; so, since the
true is in the intellect in so far as it is conformed to the ob-
ject understood, the aspect of the true must needs pass from
the intellect to the object understood, so that also the thing
understood is said to be true in so far as it has some relation
to the intellect. Now a thing understood may be in relation to
an intellect either essentially or accidentally. It is related essen-
tially to an intellect on which it depends as regards its essence;
but accidentally to an intellect by which it is knowable; even
as we may say that a house is related essentially to the intellect
of the architect, but accidentally to the intellect upon which it
does not depend.

Nowwedonot judge of a thing bywhat is in it accidentally,
but by what is in it essentially. Hence, everything is said to be
true absolutely, in so far as it is related to the intellect from
which it depends; and thus it is that artificial things are said to
be true a being related to our intellect. For a house is said to
be true that expresses the likeness of the form in the architect’s
mind; andwords are said tobe true so far as they are the signs of
truth in the intellect. In the sameway natural things are said to
be true in so far as they express the likeness of the species that
are in the divine mind. For a stone is called true, which pos-
sesses the nature proper to a stone, according to the preconcep-
tion in the divine intellect. us, then, truth resides primarily
in the intellect, and secondarily in things according as they are
related to the intellect as their principle. Consequently there
are various definitions of truth. Augustine says (De Vera Re-
lig. xxxvi), “Truth is that whereby is mademanifest that which
is;” and Hilary says (De Trin. v) that “Truth makes being clear
and evident” and this pertains to truth according as it is in the
intellect. As to the truth of things in so far as they are related
to the intellect, we have Augustine’s definition (De Vera Re-
lig. xxxvi), “Truth is a supreme likeness without any unlikeness
to a principle”: also Anselm’s definition (De Verit. xii), “Truth
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is rightness, perceptible by the mind alone”; for that is right
which is in accordance with the principle; also Avicenna’s def-
inition (Metaph. viii, 6), “e truth of each thing is a property
of the essence which is immutably attached to it.” e defini-
tion that “Truth is the equation of thought and thing” is appli-
cable to it under either aspect.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking about the
truth of things, and excludes from the notion of this truth, re-
lation to our intellect; for what is accidental is excluded from
every definition.

Reply toObjection 2. e ancient philosophers held that
the species of natural things did not proceed from any in-
tellect, but were produced by chance. But as they saw that
truth implies relation to intellect, they were compelled to base

the truth of things on their relation to our intellect. From
this, conclusions result that are inadmissible, and which the
Philosopher refutes (Metaph. iv). Such, however, do not fol-
low, if we say that the truth of things consists in their relation
to the divine intellect.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the truth of our intellect
is caused by the thing, yet it is not necessary that truth should
be there primarily, any more than that health should be pri-
marily in medicine, rather than in the animal: for the virtue of
medicine, and not its health, is the cause of health, for here the
agent is not univocal. In the same way, the being of the thing,
not its truth, is the cause of truth in the intellect. Hence the
Philosopher says that a thought or a word is true “from the
fact that a thing is, not because a thing is true.”

Ia q. 16 a. 2Whether truth resides only in the intellect composing and dividing?

Objection 1. It seems that truth does not reside only in
the intellect composing and dividing. For the Philosopher says
(De Anima iii) that as the senses are always true as regards
their proper sensible objects, so is the intellect as regards “what
a thing is.” Now composition and division are neither in the
senses nor in the intellect knowing “what a thing is.”erefore
truth does not reside only in the intellect composing and di-
viding.

Objection 2. Further, Isaac says in his book On Defini-
tions that truth is the equation of thought and thing. Now just
as the intellect with regard to complex things can be equated
to things, so also with regard to simple things; and this is true
also of sense apprehending a thing as it is.erefore truth does
not reside only in the intellect composing and dividing.

On the contrary, the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi) that
with regard to simple things and “what a thing is,” truth is
“found neither in the intellect nor in things.”

I answer that,As stated before, truth resides, in its primary
aspect, in the intellect. Now since everything is true according
as it has the formproper to its nature, the intellect, in so far as it
is knowing,must be true, so far as it has the likeness of the thing
known, this being its form, as knowing. For this reason truth
is defined by the conformity of intellect and thing; and hence

to know this conformity is to know truth. But in no way can
sense know this. For although sight has the likeness of a vis-
ible thing, yet it does not know the comparison which exists
between the thing seen and that which itself apprehends con-
cerning it. But the intellect can know its own conformity with
the intelligible thing; yet it does not apprehend it by knowing
of a thing “what a thing is.” When, however, it judges that a
thing corresponds to the formwhich it apprehends about that
thing, then first it knows and expresses truth. is it does by
composing and dividing: for in every proposition it either ap-
plies to, or removes from the thing signified by the subject,
some form signified by the predicate: and this clearly shows
that the sense is true of any thing, as is also the intellect, when
it knows “what a thing is”; but it does not thereby know or
affirm truth. is is in like manner the case with complex or
non-complex words. Truth therefore may be in the senses, or
in the intellect knowing “what a thing is,” as in anything that
is true; yet not as the thing known in the knower, which is im-
plied by the word “truth”; for the perfection of the intellect
is truth as known. erefore, properly speaking, truth resides
in the intellect composing and dividing; and not in the senses;
nor in the intellect knowing “what a thing is.”

And thus the Objections given are solved.

Ia q. 16 a. 3Whether the true and being are convertible terms?

Objection 1. It seems that the true and being are not con-
vertible terms. For the true resides properly in the intellect, as
stated (a. 1); but being is properly in things.erefore they are
not convertible.

Objection 2. Further, that which extends to being and
not-being is not convertible with being. But the true extends
to being and not-being; for it is true that what is, is; and that
what is not, is not. erefore the true and being are not con-
vertible.

Objection 3. Further, things which stand to each other in

order of priority and posteriority seem not to be convertible.
But the true appears tobeprior tobeing; for being is notunder-
stood except under the aspect of the true. erefore it seems
they are not convertible.

On the contrary, the Philosopher says (Metaph. ii) that
there is the same disposition of things in being and in truth.

I answer that, As good has the nature of what is desirable,
so truth is related to knowledge. Now everything, in as far as it
has being, so far is it knowable. Wherefore it is said in De An-
ima iii that “the soul is in somemanner all things,” through the
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senses and the intellect. And therefore, as good is convertible
with being, so is the true. But as good adds to being the notion
of desirable, so the true adds relation to the intellect.

Reply toObjection 1.etrue resides in things and in the
intellect, as said before (a. 1). But the true that is in things is
convertible with being as to substance; while the true that is
in the intellect is convertible with being, as the manifestation
with the manifested; for this belongs to the nature of truth, as
has been said already (a. 1). It may, however, be said that being
also is in the things and in the intellect, as is the true; although
truth is primarily in things; and this is so because truth and
being differ in idea.

Reply to Objection 2. Not-being has nothing in itself
whereby it can be known; yet it is known in so far as the in-
tellect renders it knowable. Hence the true is based on being,
inasmuch as not-being is a kind of logical being, apprehended,

that is, by reason.
Reply toObjection3.When it is said that being cannot be

apprehended except under the notion of the true, this can be
understood in two ways. In the one way so as to mean that be-
ing is not apprehended, unless the idea of the true follows ap-
prehension of being; and this is true. In the other way, so as to
mean that being cannot be apprehended unless the idea of the
true be apprehended also; and this is false. But the true cannot
be apprehended unless the idea of being be apprehended also;
since being is included in the idea of the true. e case is the
same if we compare the intelligible object with being. For be-
ing cannot be understood, unless being is intelligible. Yet being
can be understood while its intelligibility is not understood.
Similarly, being when understood is true, yet the true is not
understood by understanding being.

Ia q. 16 a. 4Whether good is logically prior to the true?

Objection 1. It seems that good is logically prior to the
true. For what is more universal is logically prior, as is evident
fromPhys. i. But the good ismore universal than the true, since
the true is a kind of good, namely, of the intellect. erefore
the good is logically prior to the true.

Objection 2. Further, good is in things, but the true in
the intellect composing and dividing as said above (a. 2). But
that which is in things is prior to that which is in the intellect.
erefore good is logically prior to the true.

Objection 3. Further, truth is a species of virtue, as is clear
from Ethic. iv. But virtue is included under good; since, as Au-
gustine says (De Lib. Arbit. ii, 19), it is a good quality of the
mind. erefore the good is prior to the true.

On the contrary,What is in more things is prior logically.
But the true is in some things wherein good is not, as, for in-
stance, in mathematics. erefore the true is prior to good.

I answer that, Although the good and the true are con-
vertible with being, as to suppositum, yet they differ logically.
And in this manner the true, speaking absolutely, is prior to
good, as appears from two reasons. First, because the true is
more closely related to being than is good. For the true regards
being itself simply and immediately; while the nature of good
follows being in so far as being is in some way perfect; for thus
it is desirable. Secondly, it is evident from the fact that knowl-
edge naturally precedes appetite. Hence, since the true regards
knowledge, but the good regards the appetite, the truemust be
prior in idea to the good.

Reply to Objection 1. e will and the intellect mutu-
ally include one another: for the intellect understands the will,
and the will wills the intellect to understand. So then, among
things directed to the object of the will, are comprised also
those that belong to the intellect; and conversely. Whence in
the order of things desirable, good stands as the universal, and
the true as the particular; whereas in the order of intelligible
things the converse of the case. From the fact, then, that the
true is a kind of good, it follows that the good is prior in the
order of things desirable; but not that it is prior absolutely.

Reply to Objection 2. A thing is prior logically in so far
as it is prior to the intellect. Now the intellect apprehends pri-
marily being itself; secondly, it apprehends that it understands
being; and thirdly, it apprehends that it desires being. Hence
the idea of being is first, that of truth second, and the idea of
good third, though good is in things.

Reply to Objection 3. e virtue which is called “truth”
is not truth in general, but a certain kind of truth according
to which man shows himself in deed and word as he really is.
But truth as applied to “life” is used in a particular sense, inas-
much as a man fulfills in his life that to which he is ordained
by the divine intellect, as it has been said that truth exists in
other things (a. 1). Whereas the truth of “justice” is found in
man as he fulfills his duty to his neighbor, as ordained by law.
Hence we cannot argue from these particular truths to truth
in general.

Ia q. 16 a. 5Whether God is truth?

Objection 1. It seems thatGod is not truth. For truth con-
sists in the intellect composing and dividing. But inGod there
is not composition and division.erefore inHim there is not
truth.

Objection 2. Further, truth, according to Augustine (De
Vera Relig. xxxvi) is a “likeness to the principle.” But in God
there is no likeness to a principle. erefore in God there is
not truth.
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Objection 3. Further, whatever is said of God, is said of
Him as of the first cause of all things; thus the being of God is
the cause of all being; andHis goodness the cause of all good. If
therefore there is truth inGod, all truth will be fromHim. But
it is true that someone sins. erefore this will be from God;
which is evidently false.

On the contrary,Our Lord says, “I am theWay, the Truth,
and the Life” ( Jn. 14:6).

I answer that,As said above (a. 1), truth is found in the in-
tellect according as it apprehends a thing as it is; and in things
according as they have being conformable to an intellect. is
is to the greatest degree found inGod. ForHis being is not only
conformed to His intellect, but it is the very act of His intel-
lect; and His act of understanding is the measure and cause of
every other being and of every other intellect, andHeHimself
is His own existence and act of understanding. Whence it fol-
lows not only that truth is in Him, but that He is truth itself,
and the sovereign and first truth.

Reply to Objection 1. Although in the divine intellect
there is neither composition nor division, yet in His simple
act of intelligence He judges of all things and knows all things

complex; and thus there is truth in His intellect.
Reply toObjection 2.e truth of our intellect is accord-

ing to its conformity with its principle, that is to say, to the
things from which it receives knowledge. e truth also of
things is according to their conformity with their principle,
namely, the divine intellect. Now this cannot be said, properly
speaking, of divine truth; unless perhaps in so far as truth is
appropriated to the Son, Who has a principle. But if we speak
of divine truth in its essence, we cannot understand this un-
less the affirmative must be resolved into the negative, as when
one says: “the Father is of Himself, because He is not from an-
other.” Similarly, the divine truth can be called a “likeness to
the principle,” inasmuch as His existence is not dissimilar to
His intellect.

Reply to Objection 3. Not-being and privation have no
truth of themselves, but only in the apprehension of the intel-
lect. Now all apprehension of the intellect is fromGod.Hence
all the truth that exists in the statement—“that a person com-
mits fornication is true”—is entirely from God. But to argue,
“erefore that this person fornicates is from God”, is a fallacy
of Accident.

Ia q. 16 a. 6Whether there is only one truth, according to which all things are true?

Objection 1. It seems that there is only one truth, accord-
ing to which all things are true. For according to Augustine
(De Trin. xv, 1), “nothing is greater than the mind of man, ex-
cept God.” Now truth is greater than the mind of man; other-
wise the mind would be the judge of truth: whereas in fact it
judges all things according to truth, and not according to its
own measure. erefore God alone is truth. erefore there is
no other truth but God.

Objection 2. Further, Anselm says (DeVerit. xiv), that, “as
is the relation of time to temporal things, so is that of truth to
true things.” But there is only one time for all temporal things.
erefore there is only one truth, by which all things are true.

On the contrary, it is written (Ps. 11:2), “Truths are de-
cayed from among the children of men.”

I answer that, In one sense truth, whereby all things are
true, is one, and in another sense it is not. In proof of which
we must consider that when anything is predicated of many
things univocally, it is found in each of them according to its
proper nature; as animal is found in each species of animal. But
when anything is predicated of many things analogically, it is
found in only one of them according to its proper nature, and
from this one the rest are denominated. So healthiness is pred-
icated of animal, of urine, and of medicine, not that health is
only in the animal; but fromthehealthof the animal,medicine
is called healthy, in so far as it is the cause of health, and urine
is called healthy, in so far as it indicates health. And although
health is neither in medicine nor in urine, yet in either there
is something whereby the one causes, and the other indicates

health. Now we have said (a. 1) that truth resides primarily in
the intellect; and secondarily in things, according as they are
related to the divine intellect. If therefore we speak of truth,
as it exists in the intellect, according to its proper nature, then
are there many truths in many created intellects; and even in
one and the same intellect, according to the number of things
known. Whence a gloss on Ps. 11:2, “Truths are decayed from
among the children of men,” says: “As from one man’s face
many likenesses are reflected in amirror, somany truths are re-
flected from the one divine truth.” But if we speak of truth as
it is in things, then all things are true by one primary truth; to
which each one is assimilated according to its own entity. And
thus, although the essences or forms of things aremany, yet the
truth of the divine intellect is one, in conformity to which all
things are said to be true.

Reply to Objection 1. e soul does not judge of things
according to any kind of truth, but according to the primary
truth, inasmuch as it is reflected in the soul, as in a mirror, by
reason of the first principles of the understanding. It follows,
therefore, that the primary truth is greater than the soul. And
yet, even created truth, which resides in our intellect, is greater
than the soul, not simply, but in a certain degree, in so far as it
is its perfection; even as science may be said to be greater than
the soul. Yet it is true that nothing subsisting is greater than the
rational soul, except God.

Reply to Objection 2. e saying of Anselm is correct in
so far as things are said to be true by their relation to the divine
intellect.
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Ia q. 16 a. 7Whether created truth is eternal?

Objection 1. It seems that created truth is eternal. For Au-
gustine says (DeLib.Arbit. ii, 8) “Nothing ismore eternal than
the nature of a circle, and that two added to three make five.”
But the truth of these is a created truth.erefore created truth
is eternal.

Objection 2. Further, that which is always, is eternal. But
universals are always and everywhere; therefore they are eter-
nal. So therefore is truth, which is the most universal.

Objection3.Further, it was always true thatwhat is true in
the present was to be in the future. But as the truth of a propo-
sition regarding the present is a created truth, so is that of a
proposition regarding the future.erefore some created truth
is eternal.

Objection 4. Further, all that is without beginning and
end is eternal. But the truth of enunciables is without begin-
ning and end; for if their truth had a beginning, since it was
not before, it was true that truth was not, and true, of course,
by reason of truth; so that truthwas before it began to be. Sim-
ilarly, if it be asserted that truth has an end, it follows that it is
aer it has ceased to be, for it will still be true that truth is not.
erefore truth is eternal.

On the contrary,God alone is eternal, as laid down before
(q. 10, a. 3).

I answer that, e truth of enunciations is no other than
the truth of the intellect. For an enunciation resides in the in-
tellect, and in speech. Now according as it is in the intellect it
has truth of itself: but according as it is in speech, it is called
enunciable truth, according as it signifies some truth of the in-
tellect, not on account of any truth residing in the enunciation,
as though in a subject. us urine is called healthy, not from
any health within it but from the health of an animal which it
indicates. In likemanner it has been already said that things are
called true from the truth of the intellect. Hence, if no intel-
lect were eternal, no truthwould be eternal. Now because only
the divine intellect is eternal, in it alone truth has eternity. Nor

does it follow from this that anything else but God is eternal;
since the truth of the divine intellect is GodHimself, as shown
already (a. 5).

Reply to Objection 1. e nature of a circle, and the fact
that two and threemake five, have eternity in themindofGod.

Reply toObjection2.at something is always and every-
where, can be understood in twoways. In one way, as having in
itself the power of extension to all time and to all places, as it
belongs to God to be everywhere and always. In the other way
as not having in itself determination to any place or time, as
primary matter is said to be one, not because it has one form,
but by the absence of all distinguishing form. In this manner
all universals are said to be everywhere and always, in so far
as universals are independent of place and time. It does not,
however, follow from this that they are eternal, except in an
intellect, if one exists that is eternal.

Reply to Objection 3. at which now is, was future, be-
fore it (actually) was; because it was in its cause that it would
be. Hence, if the cause were removed, that thing’s coming to
be was not future. But the first cause is alone eternal. Hence it
does not follow that it was always true that what now is would
be, except in so far as its future being was in the sempiternal
cause; and God alone is such a cause.

Reply to Objection 4. Because our intellect is not eter-
nal, neither is the truth of enunciable propositions which are
formed by us, eternal, but it had a beginning in time. Now be-
fore such truth existed, it was not true to say that such a truth
did exist, except by reasonof the divine intellect,wherein alone
truth is eternal. But it is true now to say that that truth did
not then exist: and this is true only by reason of the truth that
is now in our intellect; and not by reason of any truth in the
things. For this is truth concerning not-being; and not-being
has not truth of itself, but only so far as our intellect appre-
hends it. Hence it is true to say that truth did not exist, in so
far as we apprehend its not-being as preceding its being.

Ia q. 16 a. 8Whether truth is immutable?

Objection 1. It seems that truth is immutable. For Augus-
tine says (De Lib. Arbit. ii, 12), that “Truth and mind do not
rank as equals, otherwise truth would be mutable, as the mind
is.”

Objection 2. Further, what remains aer every change is
immutable; as primary matter is unbegotten and incorrupt-
ible, since it remains aer all generation and corruption. But
truth remains aer all change; for aer every change it is true
to say that a thing is, or is not. erefore truth is immutable.

Objection 3. Further, if the truth of an enunciation
changes, it changes mostly with the changing of the thing. But
it does not thus change. For truth, according to Anselm (De
Verit. viii), “is a certain rightness” in so far as a thing answers to

that which is in the divinemind concerning it. But this propo-
sition that “Socrates sits”, receives from the divine mind the
signification that Socrates does sit; and it has the same signifi-
cation even though he does not sit. erefore the truth of the
proposition in no way changes.

Objection 4. Further, where there is the same cause, there
is the same effect. But the same thing is the cause of the truth
of the three propositions, “Socrates sits, will sit, sat.”erefore
the truth of each is the same. But one or other of thesemust be
the true one.erefore the truth of these propositions remains
immutable; and for the same reason that of any other.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 11:2),“Truths are de-
cayed from among the children of men.”
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I answer that,Truth, properly speaking, resides only in the
intellect, as saidbefore (a. 1); but things are called true in virtue
of the truth residing in an intellect. Hence the mutability of
truth must be regarded from the point of view of the intellect,
the truth of which consists in its conformity to the thing un-
derstood. Now this conformity may vary in two ways, even as
any other likeness, through change in one of the two extremes.
Hence in oneway truth varies on the part of the intellect, from
the fact that a change of opinion occurs about a thingwhich in
itself has not changed, and in another way, when the thing is
changed, but not the opinion; and in either way there can be a
change from true to false. If, then, there is an intellect wherein
there can be no alternation of opinions, and the knowledge
of which nothing can escape, in this is immutable truth. Now
such is the divine intellect, as is clear from what has been said
before (q. 14, a. 15). Hence the truth of the divine intellect is
immutable. But the truth of our intellect is mutable; not be-
cause it is itself the subject of change, but in so far as our intel-
lect changes from truth to falsity, for thus forms may be called
mutable. Whereas the truth of the divine intellect is that ac-
cording to which natural things are said to be true, and this is
altogether immutable.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of divine
truth.

Reply to Objection 2. e true and being are convertible

terms.Hence just as being is not generated nor corrupted of it-
self, but accidentally, in so far as this being or that is corrupted
or generated, as is said in Phys. i, so does truth change, not so as
that no truth remains, but because that truth does not remain
which was before.

Reply to Objection 3. A proposition not only has truth,
as other things are said to have it, in so far, that is, as they cor-
respond to that which is the design of the divine intellect con-
cerning them; but it said to have truth in a special way, in so
far as it indicates the truth of the intellect, which consists in
the conformity of the intellect with a thing. When this dis-
appears, the truth of an opinion changes, and consequently
the truth of the proposition. So therefore this proposition,
“Socrates sits,” is true, as long as he is sitting, both with the
truth of the thing, in so far as the expression is significative,
and with the truth of signification, in so far as it signifies a true
opinion. When Socrates rises, the first truth remains, but the
second is changed.

Reply toObjection 4.e sitting of Socrates, which is the
cause of the truth of the proposition, “Socrates sits,” has not
the same meaning when Socrates sits, aer he sits, and before
he sits. Hence the truth which results, varies, and is variously
signified by these propositions concerning present, past, or fu-
ture. us it does not follow, though one of the three proposi-
tions is true, that the same truth remains invariable.
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F P, Q 17
Concerning Falsity
(In Four Articles)

We next consider falsity. About this four points of inquiry arise:

(1) Whether falsity exists in things?
(2) Whether it exists in the sense?
(3) Whether it exists in the intellect?
(4) Concerning the opposition of the true and the false.

Ia q. 17 a. 1Whether falsity exists in things?

Objection1. It appears that falsity does not exist in things.
For Augustine says (Soliloq. ii, 8), “If the true is that which is,
itwill be concluded that the false exists nowhere;whatever rea-
son may appear to the contrary.”

Objection 2. Further, false is derived from “fallere” [to
deceive]. But things do not deceive; for, as Augustine says
(De Vera Relig. 33), they show nothing but their own species.
erefore the false is not found in things.

Objection 3. Further, the true is said to exist in things by
conformity to the divine intellect, as stated above (q. 16). But
everything, in so far as it exists, imitates God.erefore every-
thing is true without admixture of falsity; and thus nothing is
false.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Vera Relig. 34): “Ev-
ery body is a true body and a false unity: for it imitates unity
without being unity.” But everything imitates the divine unity
yet falls short of it. erefore in all things falsity exists.

I answer that, Since true and false are opposed, and since
opposites stand in relation to the same thing, we must needs
seek falsity, where primarily we find truth; that is to say, in
the intellect. Now, in things, neither truth nor falsity exists,
except in relation to the intellect. And since every thing is de-
nominated simply by what belongs to it “per se,” but is denom-
inated relatively by what belongs to it accidentally; a thing in-
deedmay be called false simply when comparedwith the intel-
lect on which it depends, and to which it is compared “per se”
but may be called false relatively as directed to another intel-
lect, to which it is compared accidentally. Now natural things
depend on the divine intellect, as artificial things on the hu-
man.Wherefore artificial things are said to be false simply and
in themselves, in so far as they fall short of the form of the art;
whence a crasman is said to produce a false work, if it falls
short of the proper operation of his art.

In things that depend on God, falseness cannot be found,
in so far as they are compared with the divine intellect; since
whatever takes place in things proceeds from the ordinance of
that intellect, unless perhaps in the case of voluntary agents
only, who have it in their power to withdraw themselves from
what is so ordained; wherein consists the evil of sin. us sins
themselves are called untruths and lies in the Scriptures, ac-

cording to the words of the text, “Why do you love vanity, and
seek aer lying?” (Ps. 4:3): as on the other hand virtuous deeds
are called the “truth of life” as being obedient to the order of
the divine intellect.us it is said, “He that doth truth, cometh
to the light” ( Jn. 3:21).

But in relation to our intellect, natural things which are
compared thereto accidentally, can be called false; not simply,
but relatively; and that in two ways. In one way according to
the thing signified, and thus a thing is said to be false as be-
ing signified or represented by word or thought that is false.
In this respect anything can be said to be false as regards any
quality not possessed by it; as if we should say that a diam-
eter is a false commensurable thing, as the Philosopher says
(Metaph. v, 34). So, too, Augustine says (Soliloq. ii, 10): “e
true tragedian is a false Hector”: even as, on the contrary, any-
thing can be called true, in regard to that which is becom-
ing to it. In another way a thing can be called false, by way
of cause—and thus a thing is said to be false that naturally
begets a false opinion. And whereas it is innate in us to judge
things by external appearances, since our knowledge takes its
rise from sense, which principally and naturally deals with ex-
ternal accidents, therefore those external accidents, which re-
semble things other than themselves, are said to be false with
respect to those things; thus gall is falsely honey; and tin, false
gold. Regarding this, Augustine says (Soliloq. ii, 6): “We call
those things false that appear to our apprehension like the
true:” and the Philosopher says (Metaph. v, 34): “ings are
called false that are naturally apt to appear such as they are not,
orwhat they arenot.” In thisway aman is called false as delight-
ing in false opinions or words, and not because he can invent
them; for in this way many wise and learned persons might be
called false, as stated in Metaph. v, 34.

Reply toObjection1.Athing comparedwith the intellect
is said to be true in respect to what it is; and false in respect to
what it is not. Hence, “e true tragedian is a false Hector,” as
stated in Soliloq. ii, 6. As, therefore, in things that are is found
a certain non-being, so in things that are is found a degree of
falseness.

Reply toObjection 2.ings do not deceive by their own
nature, but by accident. For they give occasion to falsity, by the
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likeness they bear to things which they actually are not.
Reply to Objection 3. ings are said to be false, not as

compared with the divine intellect, in which case they would
be false simply, but as compared with our intellect; and thus
they are false only relatively.

To the argument which is urged on the contrary, likeness

or defective representation does not involve the idea of falsity
except in so far as it gives occasion to false opinion. Hence a
thing is not always said to be false, because it resembles another
thing; but only when the resemblance is such as naturally to
produce a false opinion, not in any one case, but in the major-
ity of instances.

Ia q. 17 a. 2Whether there is falsity in the senses?

Objection 1. It seems that falsity is not in the senses. For
Augustine says (De Vera Relig. 33): “If all the bodily senses re-
port as they are affected, I do not know what more we can re-
quire from them.” us it seems that we are not deceived by
the senses; and therefore that falsity is not in them.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Metaph. iv,
24) that falsity is not proper to the senses, but to the imagi-
nation.

Objection 3. Further, in non-complex things there is nei-
ther true nor false, but in complex things only. But affirma-
tion and negation do not belong to the senses. erefore in
the senses there is no falsity.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (Soliloq. ii, 6), “It appears
that the senses entrap us into error by their deceptive simili-
tudes.”

I answer that, Falsity is not to be sought in the senses ex-
cept as truth is in them.Now truth is not in them in such away
as that the senses know truth, but in so far as they apprehend
sensible things truly, as said above (q. 16, a. 2), and this takes
place through the senses apprehending things as they are, and
hence it happens that falsity exists in the senses through their
apprehending or judging things to be otherwise than they re-
ally are.

e knowledge of things by the senses is in proportion to
the existence of their likeness in the senses; and the likeness of
a thing can exist in the senses in three ways. In the first way,
primarily and of its own nature, as in sight there is the likeness
of colors, and of other sensible objects proper to it. Secondly,
of its own nature, though not primarily; as in sight there is the
likeness of shape, size, and of other sensible objects common
to more than one sense. irdly, neither primarily nor of its
own nature, but accidentally, as in sight, there is the likeness of
aman, not asman, but in so far as it is accidental to the colored

object to be a man.
Sense, then, has no false knowledge about its proper ob-

jects, except accidentally and rarely, and then, because of the
unsound organ it does not receive the sensible form rightly;
just as other passive subjects because of their indisposition re-
ceive defectively the impressions of the agent. Hence, for in-
stance, it happens that on account of an unhealthy tongue
sweet seems bitter to a sick person. But as to common objects
of sense, and accidental objects, even a rightly disposed sense
mayhave a false judgment, because it is referred to themnot di-
rectly, but accidentally, or as a consequence of being directed
to other things.

Reply to Objection 1. e affection of sense is its sensa-
tion itself. Hence, from the fact that sense reports as it is af-
fected, it follows that we are not deceived in the judgment by
which we judge that we experience sensation. Since, however,
sense is sometimes affected erroneously of that object, it fol-
lows that it sometimes reports erroneously of that object; and
thus we are deceived by sense about the object, but not about
the fact of sensation.

Reply to Objection 2. Falsity is said not to be proper to
sense, since sense is not deceived as to its proper object. Hence
in another translation it is said more plainly, “Sense, about its
proper object, is never false.” Falsity is attributed to the imag-
ination, as it represents the likeness of something even in its
absence. Hence, when anyone perceives the likeness of a thing
as if it were the thing itself, falsity results from such an appre-
hension; and for this reason the Philosopher says (Metaph. v,
34) that shadows, pictures, and dreams are said to be false inas-
much as they convey the likeness of things that are not present
in substance.

Reply toObjection 3.is argument proves that the false
is not in the sense, as in thatwhichknows the true and the false.

Ia q. 17 a. 3Whether falsity is in the intellect?

Objection 1. It seems that falsity is not in the intellect. For
Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, 32), “Everyone who is deceived,
understandsnot that inwhichhe is deceived.”But falsity is said
to exist in any knowledge in so far as we are deceived therein.
erefore falsity does not exist in the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima iii,
51) that the intellect is always right. erefore there is no fal-
sity in the intellect.

On the contrary, It is said in De Anima iii, 21,[22] that
“where there is composition of objects understood, there is
truth and falsehood.” But such composition is in the intellect.
erefore truth and falsehood exist in the intellect.

I answer that, Just as a thing has being by its proper form,
so the knowing faculty has knowledge by the likeness of the
thing known. Hence, as natural things cannot fall short of the
being that belongs to them by their form, but may fall short
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of accidental or consequent qualities, even as a man may fail
to possess two feet, but not fail to be a man; so the faculty of
knowing cannot fail in knowledge of the thing with the like-
ness of which it is informed; but may fail with regard to some-
thing consequent upon that form, or accidental thereto. For it
has been said (a. 2) that sight is not deceived in its proper sen-
sible, but about common sensibles that are consequent to that
object; or about accidental objects of sense.Now as the sense is
directly informed by the likeness of its proper object, so is the
intellect by the likeness of the essence of a thing. Hence the in-
tellect is not deceived about the essence of a thing, as neither
the sense about its proper object. But in affirming and deny-
ing, the intellectmay be deceived, by attributing to the thing of
which it understands the essence, something which is not con-
sequent upon it, or is opposed to it. For the intellect is in the
same position as regards judging of such things, as sense is as
to judging of common, or accidental, sensible objects.ere is,
however, this difference, as before mentioned regarding truth
(q. 16, a. 2), that falsity can exist in the intellect not only be-
cause the intellect is conscious of that knowledge, as it is con-
scious of truth;whereas in sense falsity doesnot exist as known,
as stated above (a. 2).

But because falsity of the intellect is concerned essentially
only with the composition of the intellect, falsity occurs also
accidentally in that operation of the intellect whereby it knows
the essence of a thing, in so far as composition of the intellect

is mixed up in it. is can take place in two ways. In one way,
by the intellect applying to one thing the definition proper to
another; as that of a circle to a man. Wherefore the definition
of one thing is false of another. In another way, by composing
a definition of parts which are mutually exclusive. For thus the
definition is not only false of the thing, but false in itself. Adef-
inition such as ” a reasonable four-footed animal” would be of
this kind, and the intellect false in making it; for such a state-
ment as “some reasonable animals are four-footed” is false in
itself. For this reason the intellect cannot be false in its knowl-
edge of simple essences; but it is either true, or it understands
nothing at all.

Reply toObjection 1.Because the essence of a thing is the
proper object of the intellect, we are properly said to under-
stand a thing when we reduce it to its essence, and judge of
it thereby; as takes place in demonstrations, in which there is
no falsity. In this sense Augustine’s wordsmust be understood,
“that he who is deceived, understands not that wherein he is
deceived;” and not in the sense that no one is ever deceived in
any operation of the intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. e intellect is always right as re-
gards first principles; since it is not deceived about them for
the same reason that it is not deceived about what a thing is.
For self-known principles are such as are known as soon as the
terms are understood, from the fact that the predicate is con-
tained in the definition of the subject.

Ia q. 17 a. 4Whether true and false are contraries?

Objection1. It seems that true and false are not contraries.
For true and false are opposed, as that which is to that which is
not; for “truth,” as Augustine says (Soliloq. ii, 5), “is that which
is.” But that which is and that which is not are not opposed as
contraries. erefore true and false are not contrary things.

Objection 2. Further, one of two contraries is not in the
other. But falsity is in truth, because, as Augustine says, (So-
liloq. ii, 10), “A tragedian would not be a false Hector, if he
werenot a true tragedian.”erefore true and false are not con-
traries.

Objection 3. Further, in God there is no contrariety, for
“nothing is contrary to the Divine Substance,” as Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xii, 2). But falsity is opposed to God, for an
idol is called in Scripture a lie, “ey have laid hold on lying”
( Jer. 8:5), that is to say, “an idol,” as a gloss says. erefore false
and true are not contraries.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Peri Herm. ii),
that a false opinion is contrary to a true one.

I answer that,True and false are opposed as contraries, and
not, as some have said, as affirmation and negation. In proof of
which it must be considered that negation neither asserts any-
thing nor determines any subject, and can therefore be said of
being as of not-being, for instance not-seeing or not-sitting.
But privation asserts nothing, whereas it determines its sub-

ject, for it is “negation in a subject,” as stated in Metaph. iv, 4:
v. 27; for blindness is not said except of one whose nature it
is to see. Contraries, however, both assert something and de-
termine the subject, for blackness is a species of color. Falsity
asserts something, for a thing is false, as the Philosopher says
(Metaph. iv, 27), inasmuch as something is said or seems to be
something that it is not, or not to be what it really is. For as
truth implies an adequate apprehension of a thing, so falsity
implies the contrary. Hence it is clear that true and false are
contraries.

Reply toObjection 1.What is in things is the truth of the
thing; but what is apprehended, is the truth of the intellect,
wherein truth primarily resides. Hence the false is that which
is not as apprehended.To apprehendbeing, andnot-being, im-
plies contrariety; for, as thePhilosopher proves (PeriHerm. ii),
the contrary of this statement “God is good,” is, “God is not
good.”

Reply to Objection 2. Falsity is not founded in the truth
which is contrary to it, just as evil is not founded in the good
which is contrary to it, but in that which is its proper sub-
ject. is happens in either, because true and good are univer-
sals, and convertible with being. Hence, as every privation is
founded in a subject, that is a being, so every evil is founded in
some good, and every falsity in some truth.
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Reply to Objection 3. Because contraries, and opposites
by way of privation, are by nature about one and the same
thing, therefore there is nothing contrary to God, considered
in Himself, either with respect to His goodness or His truth,
for inHis intellect there can be nothing false. But in our appre-

hension ofHim contraries exist, for the false opinion concern-
ingHim is contrary to the true. So idols are called lies, opposed
to the divine truth, inasmuch as the false opinion concerning
them is contrary to the true opinion of the divine unity.
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F P, Q 18
e Life of God

(In Four Articles)

Since to understand belongs to living beings, aer considering the divine knowledge and intellect, we must consider the
divine life. About this, four points of inquiry arise:

(1) To whom does it belong to live?
(2) What is life?
(3) Whether life is properly attributed to God?
(4) Whether all things in God are life?

Ia q. 18 a. 1Whether to live belongs to all natural things?

Objection 1. It seems that to live belongs to all natural
things. For the Philosopher says (Phys. viii, 1) that “Movement
is like a kind of life possessed by all things existing in nature.”
But all natural things participate in movement. erefore all
natural things partake of life.

Objection 2. Further, plants are said to live, inasmuch as
they in themselves a principle of movement of growth and de-
cay. But local movement is naturally more perfect than, and
prior to, movement of growth and decay, as the Philosopher
shows (Phys. viii, 56,57). Since then, all natural bodies have in
themselves some principle of local movement, it seems that all
natural bodies live.

Objection 3. Further, amongst natural bodies the ele-
ments are the less perfect. Yet life is attributed to them, for we
speak of “living waters.”Muchmore, therefore, have other nat-
ural bodies life.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vi, 1) that
“e last echo of life is heard in the plants,” whereby it is in-
ferred that their life is life in its lowest degree. But inanimate
bodies are inferior to plants. erefore they have not life.

I answer that, We can gather to what things life belongs,
and to what it does not, from such things as manifestly possess
life. Now life manifestly belongs to animals, for it said in De
Vegetab. i* that in animals life is manifest. We must, therefore,
distinguish living from lifeless things, by comparing them to
that by reason of which animals are said to live: and this it is
in which life is manifested first and remains last. We say then
that an animal begins to live when it begins to move of itself:
and as long as suchmovement appears in it, so long as it is con-
sidered to be alive. When it no longer has any movement of
itself, but is only moved by another power, then its life is said
to fail, and the animal to be dead.Whereby it is clear that those
things are properly called living that move themselves by some
kindofmovement,whether it bemovement properly so called,
as the act of an imperfect being, i.e. of a thing in potentiality,
is called movement; or movement in a more general sense, as
when said of the act of a perfect thing, as understanding and
feeling are called movement. Accordingly all things are said to

be alive that determine themselves to movement or operation
of any kind: whereas those things that cannot by their nature
do so, cannot be called living, unless by a similitude.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words of the Philosopher
may be understood either of the first movement, namely, that
of the celestial bodies, or of the movement in its general sense.
In either way is movement called the life, as it were, of natu-
ral bodies, speaking by a similitude, and not attributing it to
them as their property. e movement of the heavens is in the
universe of corporeal natures as the movement of the heart,
whereby life is preserved, is in animals. Similarly also every nat-
ural movement in respect to natural things has a certain simil-
itude to the operations of life. Hence, if the whole corporeal
universe were one animal, so that its movement came from an
“intrinsic moving force,” as some in fact have held, in that case
movement would really be the life of all natural bodies.

Reply to Objection 2. To bodies, whether heavy or light,
movement does not belong, except in so far as they are dis-
placed from their natural conditions, and are out of their
proper place; for when they are in the place that is proper and
natural to them, then they are at rest. Plants and other liv-
ing things move with vital movement, in accordance with the
disposition of their nature, but not by approaching thereto,
or by receding from it, for in so far as they recede from such
movement, so far do they recede from their natural disposi-
tion. Heavy and light bodies are moved by an extrinsic force,
either generating them and giving them form, or removing ob-
stacles from their way.ey do not thereforemove themselves,
as do living bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. Waters are called living that have
a continuous current: for standing waters, that are not con-
nected with a continually flowing source, are called dead, as in
cisterns and ponds.is ismerely a similitude, inasmuch as the
movement they are seen to possess makes them look as if they
were alive. Yet this is not life in them in its real sense, since this
movement of theirs is not from themselves but from the cause
that generates them. e same is the case with the movement
of other heavy and light bodies.

* De Plantis i, 1.
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Ia q. 18 a. 2Whether life is an operation?

Objection 1. It seems that life is an operation. For noth-
ing is divided except into parts of the same genus. But life is
divided by certain operations, as is clear from the Philosopher
(DeAnima ii, 13), whodistinguishes four kinds of life, namely,
nourishment, sensation, local movement and understanding.
erefore life is an operation.

Objection 2. Further, the active life is said to be different
from the contemplative. But the contemplative is only distin-
guished from the active by certain operations. erefore life is
an operation.

Objection 3. Further, to know God is an operation. But
this is life, as is clear from the words of Jn. 18:3, “Now this
is eternal life, that they may know ee, the only true God.”
erefore life is an operation.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 37),
“In living things, to live is to be.”

I answer that, As is clear from what has been said (q. 17,
a. 3), our intellect, which takes cognizance of the essence of
a thing as its proper object, gains knowledge from sense, of
which the proper objects are external accidents. Hence from
external appearances we come to the knowledge of the essence
of things. And because we name a thing in accordance with
our knowledge of it, as is clear fromwhat has already been said
(q. 13, a. 1), so from external properties names are oen im-
posed to signify essences. Hence such names are sometimes
taken strictly to denote the essence itself, the signification of
which is their principal object; but sometimes, and less strictly,
to denote the properties by reason of which they are imposed.
And sowe see that theword “body” is used todenote a genus of
substances from the fact of their possessing three dimensions:
and is sometimes taken to denote the dimensions themselves;
inwhich sense body is said to be a species of quantity.e same
must be said of life. e name is given from a certain external
appearance, namely, self-movement, yet not precisely to sig-
nify this, but rather a substance to which self-movement and
the application of itself to any kind of operation, belong natu-
rally. To live, accordingly, is nothing else than to exist in this or
that nature; and life signifies this, though in the abstract, just

as the word “running” denotes “to run” in the abstract.
Hence “living” is not an accidental but an essential predi-

cate. Sometimes, however, life is used less properly for the op-
erations from which its name is taken, and thus the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. ix, 9) that to live is principally to sense or to
understand.

Reply toObjection 1.ePhilosopher here takes “to live”
to mean an operation of life. Or it would be better to say that
sensation and intelligence and the like, are sometimes taken
for the operations, sometimes for the existence itself of the op-
erator. For he says (Ethic. ix, 9) that to live is to sense or to
understand—in other words, to have a nature capable of sen-
sation or understanding. us, then, he distinguishes life by
the four operations mentioned. For in this lower world there
are four kinds of living things. It is the nature of some to be ca-
pable of nothingmore than taking nourishment, and, as a con-
sequence, of growing and generating. Others are able, in addi-
tion, to sense, aswe see in the case of shellfish andother animals
without movement. Others have the further power of moving
from place to place, as perfect animals, such as quadrupeds,
and birds, and so on. Others, as man, have the still higher fac-
ulty of understanding.

Reply toObjection 2. By vital operations are meant those
whose principles are within the operator, and in virtue of
which the operator produces such operations of itself. It hap-
pens that there exist in men not merely such natural princi-
ples of certain operations as are their natural powers, but some-
thing over and above these, such as habits inclining them like a
second nature to particular kinds of operations, so that the op-
erations become sources of pleasure. us, as by a similitude,
any kind of work in which aman takes delight, so that his bent
is towards it, his time spent in it, and his whole life ordered
with a view to it, is said to be the life of that man. Hence some
are said to lead to life of self-indulgence, others a life of virtue.
In this way the contemplative life is distinguished from the ac-
tive, and thus to know God is said to be life eternal.

Wherefore the Reply to the ird Objection is clear.

Ia q. 18 a. 3Whether life is properly attributed to God?

Objection 1. It seems that life is not properly attributed to
God. For things are said to live inasmuch as they move them-
selves, as previously stated (a. 2). But movement does not be-
long to God. Neither therefore does life.

Objection 2. Further, in all living things we must needs
suppose some principle of life. Hence it is said by the Philoso-
pher (De Anima ii, 4) that “the soul is the cause and principle
of the living body.” But God has no principle. erefore life
cannot be attributed to Him.

Objection 3. Further, the principle of life in the living

things that exist among us is the vegetative soul. But this exists
only in corporeal things.erefore life cannot be attributed to
incorporeal things.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 83:3): “My heart and my
flesh have rejoiced in the living God.”

I answer that,Life is in thehighest degree properly inGod.
In proof of which it must be considered that since a thing is
said to live in so far as it operates of itself and not as moved
by another, the more perfectly this power is found in any-
thing, the more perfect is the life of that thing. In things that
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move and are moved, a threefold order is found. In the first
place, the end moves the agent: and the principal agent is that
which acts through its form, and sometimes it does so through
some instrument that acts by virtue not of its own form, but
of the principal agent, and does no more than execute the ac-
tion. Accordingly there are things that move themselves, not
in respect of any form or end naturally inherent in them, but
only in respect of the executing of the movement; the form
by which they act, and the end of the action being alike deter-
mined for them by their nature. Of this kind are plants, which
move themselves according to their inherent nature, with re-
gard only to executing the movements of growth and decay.

Other things have self-movement in a higher degree, that
is, not only with regard to executing the movement, but even
as regards to the form, the principle of movement, which form
they acquire of themselves. Of this kind are animals, in which
the principle of movement is not a naturally implanted form;
but one received through sense.Hence themoreperfect is their
sense, the more perfect is their power of self-movement. Such
as have only the sense of touch, as shellfish,move only with the
motion of expansion and contraction; and thus their move-
ment hardly exceeds that of plants. Whereas such as have the
sensitive power in perfection, so as to recognize not only con-
nection and touch, but also objects apart from themselves, can
move themselves to a distance by progressive movement. Yet
although animals of the latter kind receive through sense the
form that is the principle of theirmovement, nevertheless they
cannot of themselves propose to themselves the end of their
operation, or movement; for this has been implanted in them
by nature; and by natural instinct they aremoved to any action
through the form apprehended by sense. Hence such animals
as move themselves in respect to an end they themselves pro-
pose are superior to these.is can only be done by reason and
intellect; whose province it is to know the proportion between
the end and the means to that end, and duly coordinate them.
Hence a more perfect degree of life is that of intelligible be-
ings; for their power of self-movement is more perfect. is
is shown by the fact that in one and the same man the intel-
lectual faculty moves the sensitive powers; and these by their
command move the organs of movement. us in the arts we
see that the art of using a ship, i.e. the art of navigation, rules

the art of ship-designing; and this in its turn rules the art that
is only concerned with preparing the material for the ship.

But although our intellect moves itself to some things, yet
others are supplied by nature, as are first principles, which
it cannot doubt; and the last end, which it cannot but will.
Hence, although with respect to some things it moves itself,
yet with regard to other things it must be moved by another.
Wherefore that being whose act of understanding is its very
nature, and which, in what it naturally possesses, is not deter-
mined by another, must have life in the most perfect degree.
Such isGod; andhence inHimprincipally is life. From this the
Philosopher concludes (Metaph. xii, 51), aer showingGod to
be intelligent, that God has life most perfect and eternal, since
His intellect is most perfect and always in act.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated in Metaph. ix, 16, action
is twofold. Actions of one kind pass out to external matter, as
to heat or to cut; whilst actions of the other kind remain in
the agent, as to understand, to sense and to will. e differ-
ence between them is this, that the former action is the per-
fection not of the agent that moves, but of the thing moved;
whereas the latter action is the perfection of the agent. Hence,
because movement is an act of the thing in movement, the lat-
ter action, in so far as it is the act of the operator, is called its
movement, by this similitude, that as movement is an act of
the thing moved, so an act of this kind is the act of the agent,
although movement is an act of the imperfect, that is, of what
is in potentiality; while this kind of act is an act of the perfect,
that is to say, of what is in act as stated in De Anima iii, 28.
In the sense, therefore, in which understanding is movement,
that which understands itself is said to move itself. It is in this
sense that Plato also taught that God moves Himself; not in
the sense in which movement is an act of the imperfect.

Reply to Objection 2. As God is His own very existence
and understanding, so is He His own life; and therefore He so
lives that He has not principle of life.

Reply toObjection 3.Life in this lower world is bestowed
on a corruptible nature, that needs generation to preserve the
species, and nourishment to preserve the individual. For this
reason life is not foundhere belowapart froma vegetative soul:
but this does not hold good with incorruptible natures.

Ia q. 18 a. 4Whether all things are life in God?

Objection 1. It seems that not all things are life in God.
For it is said (Acts 17:28), “In Him we live, and move, and
be.” But not all things in God are movement. erefore not
all things are life in Him.

Objection 2. Further, all things are in God as their first
model. But things modelled ought to conform to the model.
Since, then, not all things have life in themselves, it seems that
not all things are life in God.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (De Vera Relig.

29), a living substance is better than a substance that does not
live. If, therefore, things which in themselves have not life, are
life in God, it seems that things exist more truly in God than
themselves. But this appears to be false; since in themselves
they exist actually, but in God potentially.

Objection 4. Further, just as good things and things made
in time are known by God, so are bad things, and things that
God can make, but never will be made. If, therefore, all things
are life in God, inasmuch as known byHim, it seems that even
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bad things and things that will never be made are life in God,
as known by Him, and this appears inadmissible.

Onthe contrary, ( Jn. 1:3,4), it is said, “Whatwasmade, in
Himwas life.” But all thingsweremade, exceptGod.erefore
all things are life in God.

I answer that, In God to live is to understand, as before
stated (a. 3). In God intellect, the thing understood, and the
act of understanding, are one and the same. Hence whatever
is in God as understood is the very living or life of God. Now,
wherefore, since all things that have been made by God are in
Him as things understood, it follows that all things inHim are
the divine life itself.

Reply toObjection 1.Creatures are said to be in God in a
twofold sense. In one way, so far are they are held together and
preserved by the divine power; even as we say that things that
are in our power are in us. And creatures are thus said to be in
God, even as they exist in their own natures. In this sense we
must understand the words of the Apostle when he says, “In
Him we live, move, and be”; since our being, living, and mov-
ing are themselves caused by God. In another sense things are
said to be in God, as in Him who knows them, in which sense
they are in God through their proper ideas, which in God are
not distinct from the divine essence. Hence things as they are
in God are the divine essence. And since the divine essence is
life and not movement, it follows that things existing in God
in this manner are not movement, but life.

Reply to Objection 2. e thing modelled must be like
the model according to the form, not the mode of being. For
sometimes the form has being of another kind in the model
from that which it has in the thing modelled. us the form
of a house has in the mind of the architect immaterial and in-

telligible being; but in the house that exists outside his mind,
material and sensible being. Hence the ideas of things, though
not existing in themselves, are life in the divinemind, as having
a divine existence in that mind.

Reply to Objection 3. If form only, and not matter, be-
longed to natural things, then in all respects natural things
would existmore truly in thedivinemind, by the ideas of them,
than in themselves. For which reason, in fact, Plato held that
the “separate” manwas the trueman; and that man as he exists
inmatter, is man only by participation. But sincematter enters
into the being of natural things, we must say that those things
have simply being in the divinemindmore truly than in them-
selves, because in that mind they have an uncreated being, but
in themselves a created being: whereas this particular being, a
man, or horse, for example, has this beingmore truly in its own
nature than in the divine mind, because it belongs to human
nature to be material, which, as existing in the divine mind, it
is not. Even so a house has nobler being in the architect’s mind
than inmatter; yet amaterial house is called a housemore truly
than the one which exists in the mind; since the former is ac-
tual, the latter only potential.

Reply to Objection 4. Although bad things are in God’s
knowledge, as being comprised under that knowledge, yet they
are not in God as created by Him, or preserved by Him, or as
having their type inHim.ey are known byGod through the
types of good things. Hence it cannot be said that bad things
are life in God.ose things that are not in timemay be called
life inGod in so far as lifemeans understanding only, and inas-
much as they are understood by God; but not in so far as life
implies a principle of operation.
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F P, Q 19
e Will of God

(In Twelve Articles)

Aer considering the things belonging to the divine knowledge, we consider what belongs to the divine will. e first con-
sideration is about the divine will itself; the second about what belongs strictly to His will; the third about what belongs to the
intellect in relation to His will. About His will itself there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is will in God?
(2) Whether God wills things apart from Himself ?
(3) Whether whatever God wills, He wills necessarily?
(4) Whether the will of God is the cause of things?
(5) Whether any cause can be assigned to the divine will?
(6) Whether the divine will is always fulfilled?
(7) Whether the will of God is mutable?
(8) Whether the will of God imposes necessity on the things willed?
(9) Whether there is in God the will of evil?

(10) Whether God has free will?
(11) Whether the will of expression is distinguished in God?
(12) Whether five expressions of will are rightly assigned to the divine will?

Ia q. 19 a. 1Whether there is will in God?

Objection 1. It seems that there is not will in God. For the
object of will is the end and the good. But we cannot assign to
God any end. erefore there is not will in God.

Objection 2. Further, will is a kind of appetite. But ap-
petite, as it is directed to things not possessed, implies imper-
fection, which cannot be imputed to God. erefore there is
not will in God.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher (De
Anima iii, 54), the will moves, and is moved. But God is the
first cause of movement, and Himself is unmoved, as proved
in Phys. viii, 49. erefore there is not will in God.

Onthe contrary,eApostle says (Rom. 12:2): “at you
may prove what is the will of God.”

I answer that, ere is will in God, as there is intellect:
since will follows upon intellect. For as natural things have ac-
tual existence by their form, so the intellect is actually intelli-
gent by its intelligible form. Now everything has this aptitude
towards its natural form, that when it has it not, it tends to-
wards it; and when it has it, it is at rest therein. It is the same
with every natural perfection, which is a natural good. is
aptitude to good in things without knowledge is called nat-
ural appetite. Whence also intellectual natures have a like ap-
titude as apprehended through its intelligible form; so as to
rest therein when possessed, and when not possessed to seek

to possess it, both of which pertain to the will. Hence in ev-
ery intellectual being there is will, just as in every sensible be-
ing there is animal appetite. And so there must be will in God,
since there is intellect in Him. And as His intellect is His own
existence, so is His will.

Reply toObjection 1. Although nothing apart from God
is His end, yet He Himself is the end with respect to all things
made by Him. And this by His essence, for by His essence He
is good, as shown above (q. 6, a. 3): for the end has the aspect
of good.

Reply toObjection 2.Will in us belongs to the appetitive
part,which, althoughnamed fromappetite, has not for its only
act the seekingwhat it does not possess; but also the loving and
the delighting inwhat it does possess. In this respect will is said
to be in God, as having always good which is its object, since,
as already said, it is not distinct from His essence.

Reply to Objection 3. A will of which the principal ob-
ject is a good outside itself, must bemoved by another; but the
object of the divine will is His goodness, which is His essence.
Hence, since the will of God is His essence, it is not moved by
another than itself, but by itself alone, in the same sense as un-
derstanding and willing are said to be movement. is is what
Plato meant when he said that the first mover moves itself.
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Ia q. 19 a. 2Whether God wills things apart from Himself ?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not will things apart
from Himself. For the divine will is the divine existence. But
God is not other than Himself. erefore He does not will
things other than Himself.

Objection 2. Further, the willed moves the willer, as the
appetible the appetite, as stated in De Anima iii, 54. If, there-
fore, God wills anything apart from Himself, His will must be
moved by another; which is impossible.

Objection 3. Further, if what is willed suffices the willer,
he seeks nothing beyond it. But His own goodness suffices
God, and completely satisfiesHiswill.ereforeGoddoes not
will anything apart from Himself.

Objection 4. Further, acts of will are multiplied in pro-
portion to the number of their objects. If, therefore, God wills
Himself and things apart from Himself, it follows that the act
ofHis will is manifold, and consequentlyHis existence, which
is His will. But this is impossible. erefore God does not will
things apart from Himself.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 ess. 4:3): “is is
the will of God, your sanctification.”

I answer that, God wills not only Himself, but other
things apart from Himself. is is clear from the comparison
which we made above (a. 1). For natural things have a natural
inclinationnot only towards their ownproper good, to acquire
it if not possessed, and, if possessed, to rest therein; but also to
spread abroad their own good amongst others, so far as possi-
ble. Hence we see that every agent, in so far as it is perfect and
in act, produces its like. It pertains, therefore, to the nature of
the will to communicate as far as possible to others the good
possessed; and especially does this pertain to the divine will,
from which all perfection is derived in some kind of likeness.
Hence, if natural things, in so far as they are perfect, communi-
cate their good to others, much more does it appertain to the
divine will to communicate by likeness its own good to oth-
ers as much as possible. us, then, He wills both Himself to

be, and other things to be; but Himself as the end, and other
things as ordained to that end; inasmuch as it befits the divine
goodness that other things should be partakers therein.

Reply to Objection 1. e divine will is God’s own exis-
tence essentially, yet they differ in aspect, according to the dif-
ferent ways of understanding them and expressing them, as is
clear from what has already been said (q. 13, a. 4). For when
we say that God exists, no relation to any other object is im-
plied, as we do imply when we say that God wills. erefore,
although He is not anything apart from Himself, yet He does
will things apart from Himself.

Reply to Objection 2. In things willed for the sake of the
end, the whole reason for our being moved is the end, and
this it is that moves the will, as most clearly appears in things
willed only for the sake of the end. He who wills to take a bit-
ter draught, in doing so wills nothing else than health; and
this alone moves his will. It is different with one who takes
a draught that is pleasant, which anyone may will to do, not
only for the sake of health, but also for its own sake. Hence, al-
though God wills things apart from Himself only for the sake
of the end, which is His own goodness, it does not follow that
anything else moves His will, except His goodness. So, as He
understands things apart from Himself by understanding His
own essence, so He wills things apart from Himself by willing
His own goodness.

Reply to Objection 3. From the fact that His own good-
ness suffices the divine will, it does not follow that it wills
nothing apart from itself, but rather that it wills nothing ex-
cept by reason of its goodness. us, too, the divine intellect,
though its perfection consists in its very knowledge of the di-
vine essence, yet in that essence knows other things.

Reply toObjection 4.As the divine intellect is one, as see-
ing themany only in the one, in the same way the divine will is
one and simple, as willing themany only through the one, that
is, through its own goodness.

Ia q. 19 a. 3Whether whatever God wills He wills necessarily?

Objection 1. It seems that whatever God wills He wills
necessarily. For everything eternal is necessary. But whatever
Godwills,Hewills from eternity, for otherwiseHiswill would
be mutable. erefore whatever He wills, He wills necessarily.

Objection 2. Further, God wills things apart from Him-
self, inasmuch as He wills His own goodness. Now God wills
His own goodness necessarily. erefore He wills things apart
from Himself necessarily.

Objection 3. Further, whatever belongs to the nature of
God is necessary, for God is of Himself necessary being, and
the principle of all necessity, as above shown (q. 2, a. 3). But it
belongs to His nature to will whatever He wills; since in God

there can be nothing over and above His nature as stated in
Metaph. v, 6. erefore whatever He wills, He wills necessar-
ily.

Objection 4. Further, being that is not necessary, and be-
ing that is possible not to be, are one and the same thing. If,
therefore, God does not necessarily will a thing that He wills,
it is possible for Him not to will it, and therefore possible for
Him to will what He does not will. And so the divine will is
contingent upon one or the other of two things, and imper-
fect, since everything contingent is imperfect and mutable.

Objection 5. Further, on the part of that which is indiffer-
ent to one or the other of two things, no action results unless

* Averroes.
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it is inclined to one or the other by some other power, as the
Commentator* says in Phys. ii. If, then, the Will of God is in-
different with regard to anything, it follows that His determi-
nation to act comes from another; and thusHe has some cause
prior to Himself.

Objection 6. Further, whatever God knows, He knows
necessarily. But as the divine knowledge is His essence, so is
the divine will. erefore whatever God wills, He wills neces-
sarily.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 1:11): “Who
worketh all things according to the counsel of His will.” Now,
what we work according to the counsel of the will, we do not
will necessarily. erefore God does not will necessarily what-
ever He wills.

I answer that, ere are two ways in which a thing is said
to be necessary, namely, absolutely, and by supposition. We
judge a thing to be absolutely necessary from the relationof the
terms, as when the predicate forms part of the definition of the
subject: thus it is absolutely necessary that man is an animal.
It is the same when the subject forms part of the notion of the
predicate; thus it is absolutely necessary that a numbermust be
odd or even. In this way it is not necessary that Socrates sits:
wherefore it is not necessary absolutely, though itmay be so by
supposition; for, granted that he is sitting, he must necessarily
sit, as long as he is sitting. Accordingly as to things willed by
God, wemust observe thatHe wills something of absolute ne-
cessity: but this is not true of all that He wills. For the divine
will has a necessary relation to the divine goodness, since that
is its proper object. Hence God wills His own goodness nec-
essarily, even as we will our own happiness necessarily, and as
any other faculty has necessary relation to its proper and prin-
cipal object, for instance the sight to color, since it tends to it
by its own nature. But God wills things apart from Himself in
so far as they are ordered to His own goodness as their end.
Now in willing an end we do not necessarily will things that
conduce to it, unless they are such that the end cannot be at-
tained without them; as, we will to take food to preserve life,
or to take ship in order to cross the sea. But we do not nec-
essarily will things without which the end is attainable, such
as a horse for a journey which we can take on foot, for we
can make the journey without one. e same applies to other

means. Hence, since the goodness of God is perfect, and can
exist without other things inasmuch as no perfection can ac-
crue toHim from them, it follows thatHiswilling things apart
from Himself is not absolutely necessary. Yet it can be neces-
sary by supposition, for supposing that He wills a thing, then
He is unable not to will it, as His will cannot change.

Reply to Objection 1. From the fact that God wills from
eternity whatever He wills, it does not follow that He wills it
necessarily; except by supposition.

Reply toObjection 2.AlthoughGodnecessarily willsHis
own goodness, He does not necessarily will things willed on
account of His goodness; for it can exist without other things.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not natural to God to will any
of those other things thatHe does not will necessarily; and yet
it is not unnatural or contrary to His nature, but voluntary.

Reply to Objection 4. Sometimes a necessary cause has a
non-necessary relation to an effect; owing to a deficiency in the
effect, and not in the cause. Even so, the sun’s power has a non-
necessary relation to some contingent events on this earth, ow-
ing to a defect not in the solar power, but in the effect that
proceeds not necessarily from the cause. In the same way, that
God does not necessarily will some of the things thatHe wills,
does not result from defect in the divine will, but from a de-
fect belonging to the nature of the thing willed, namely, that
the perfect goodness ofGod can bewithout it; and such defect
accompanies all created good.

Reply to Objection 5. A naturally contingent cause must
be determined to act by some external power. e divine will,
which by its nature is necessary, determines itself to will things
to which it has no necessary relation.

Reply to Objection 6. As the divine essence is necessary
of itself, so is the divine will and the divine knowledge; but the
divine knowledge has a necessary relation to the thing known;
not the divine will to the thing willed. e reason for this is
that knowledge is of things as they exist in the knower; but the
will is directed to things as they exist in themselves. Since then
all other things have necessary existence inasmuch as they ex-
ist in God; but no absolute necessity so as to be necessary in
themselves, in so far as they exist in themselves; it follows that
God knows necessarily whatever He wills, but does not will
necessarily whatever He wills.

Ia q. 19 a. 4Whether the will of God is the cause of things?

Objection 1. It seems that the will of God is not the cause
of things. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv, 1): “As our sun,
not by reason nor by pre-election, but by its very being, en-
lightens all things that can participate in its light, so the divine
good by its very essence pours the rays of goodness upon ev-
erything that exists.” But every voluntary agent acts by reason
and pre-election. erefore God does not act by will; and so
His will is not the cause of things.

Objection 2. Further, e first in any order is that which

is essentially so, thus in the order of burning things, that comes
first which is fire by its essence. But God is the first agent.
erefore He acts by His essence; and that is His nature. He
acts then by nature, and not by will. erefore the divine will
is not the cause of things.

Objection 3. Further, Whatever is the cause of anything,
through being “such” a thing, is the cause by nature, and not
by will. For fire is the cause of heat, as being itself hot; whereas
an architect is the cause of a house, because he wills to build it.
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Now Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 32), “Because God
is good, we exist.” erefore God is the cause of things by His
nature, and not by His will.

Objection 4. Further, Of one thing there is one cause. But
the created things is the knowledge of God, as said before
(q. 14, a. 8). erefore the will of God cannot be considered
the cause of things.

On the contrary, It is said (Wis. 11:26), “How could any-
thing endure, if ou wouldst not?”

I answer that, We must hold that the will of God is the
cause of things; and that He acts by the will, and not, as some
have supposed, by a necessity of His nature.

is can be shown in threeways: First, from the order itself
of active causes. Since both intellect and nature act for an end,
as proved in Phys. ii, 49, the natural agent must have the end
and the necessary means predetermined for it by some higher
intellect; as the end and definite movement is predetermined
for the arrow by the archer. Hence the intellectual and volun-
tary agent must precede the agent that acts by nature. Hence,
sinceGod is first in the order of agents,Hemust act by intellect
and will.

is is shown, secondly, from the character of a natural
agent, of which the property is to produce one and the same
effect; for nature operates in one and the same way unless it
be prevented. is is because the nature of the act is according
to the nature of the agent; and hence as long as it has that na-
ture, its acts will be in accordance with that nature; for every
natural agent has a determinate being. Since, then, the Divine
Being is undetermined, and contains in Himself the full per-
fection of being, it cannot be thatHe acts by a necessity ofHis
nature, unless He were to cause something undetermined and
indefinite in being: and that this is impossible has been already
shown (q. 7, a. 2). He does not, therefore, act by a necessity of

His nature, but determined effects proceed fromHis own infi-
nite perfection according to the determination ofHis will and
intellect.

irdly, it is shown by the relation of effects to their cause.
For effects proceed from the agent that causes them, in so far
as they pre-exist in the agent; since every agent produces its
like. Now effects pre-exist in their cause aer the mode of the
cause. Wherefore since the Divine Being is His own intellect,
effects pre-exist in Him aer the mode of intellect, and there-
fore proceed from Him aer the same mode. Consequently,
they proceed fromHim aer themode of will, forHis inclina-
tion to put in act what His intellect has conceived appertains
to the will. erefore the will of God is the cause of things.

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius in these words does not
intend to exclude election from God absolutely; but only in a
certain sense, in so far, that is, as He communicates His good-
ness not merely to certain things, but to all; and as election
implies a certain distinction.

Reply to Objection 2. Because the essence of God is His
intellect and will, from the fact of His acting by His essence, it
follows that He acts aer the mode of intellect and will.

Reply to Objection 3. Good is the object of the will. e
words, therefore, “BecauseGod is good,we exist,” are true inas-
much as His goodness is the reason of His willing all other
things, as said before (a. 2, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 4. Even in us the cause of one and the
same effect is knowledge as directing it, whereby the form of
the work is conceived, and will as commanding it, since the
form as it is in the intellect only is not determined to exist or
not to exist in the effect, except by the will. Hence, the specu-
lative intellect has nothing to say to operation. But the power
is cause, as executing the effect, since it denotes the immediate
principle of operation. But in God all these things are one.

Ia q. 19 a. 5Whether any cause can be assigned to the divine will?

Objection 1. It seems that some cause can be assigned to
the divine will. For Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, 46): “Who
would venture to say that God made all things irrationally?”
But to a voluntary agent, what is the reason of operating, is the
cause of willing. erefore the will of God has some cause.

Objection 2. Further, in things made by one who wills to
make them, andwhose will is influenced by no cause, there can
be no cause assigned except by the will of him who wills. But
the will of God is the cause of all things, as has been already
shown (a. 4). If, then, there is no cause of His will, we can-
not seek in any natural things any cause, except the divine will
alone. us all science would be in vain, since science seeks to
assign causes to effects. is seems inadmissible, and therefore
we must assign some cause to the divine will.

Objection 3. Further, what is done by the willer, on ac-
count of no cause, depends simply on his will. If, therefore, the
will ofGodhas no cause, it follows that all thingsmade depend

simply onHis will, and have no other cause. But this also is not
admissible.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, 28): “Every
efficient cause is greater than the thing effected.” But nothing
is greater than the will of God. We must not then seek for a
cause of it.

I answer that, In no wise has the will of God a cause. In
proof of which we must consider that, since the will follows
from the intellect, there is cause of the will in the person who
wills, in the same way as there is a cause of the understanding,
in the person that understands. e case with the understand-
ing is this: that if the premiss and its conclusion are under-
stood separately from each other, the understanding the pre-
miss is the cause that the conclusion is known. If the under-
standing perceive the conclusion in the premiss itself, appre-
hending both the one and the other at the same glance, in this
case the knowing of the conclusion would not be caused by
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understanding the premisses, since a thing cannot be its own
cause; and yet, it would be true that the thinker would under-
stand the premisses to be the cause of the conclusion. It is the
same with the will, with respect to which the end stands in the
same relation to the means to the end, as do the premisses to
the conclusion with regard to the understanding.

Hence, if anyone in one act wills an end, and in another
act the means to that end, his willing the end will be the cause
of his willing the means. is cannot be the case if in one act
he wills both end and means; for a thing cannot be its own
cause. Yet it will be true to say that he wills to order to the end
the means to the end. Now as God by one act understands all
things in His essence, so by one act He wills all things in His
goodness. Hence, as in God to understand the cause is not the
cause of His understanding the effect, for He understands the
effect in the cause, so, inHim, to will an end is not the cause of
His willing the means, yet He wills the ordering of the means
to the end. erefore, He wills this to be as means to that; but
does not will this on account of that.

Reply to Objection 1. e will of God is reasonable, not
because anything is to God a cause of willing, but in so far as

He wills one thing to be on account of another.
Reply to Objection 2. Since God wills effects to proceed

from definite causes, for the preservation of order in the uni-
verse, it is not unreasonable to seek for causes secondary to
the divine will. It would, however, be unreasonable to do so,
if such were considered as primary, and not as dependent on
the will of God. In this sense Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 2):
“Philosophers in their vanity have thought fit to attribute con-
tingent effects to other causes, being utterly unable to perceive
the cause that is shown above all others, the will of God.”

Reply to Objection 3. Since God wills effects to come
from causes, all effects that presuppose some other effect do
not depend solely on the will of God, but on something else
besides: but the first effect depends on the divine will alone.
us, for example, we may say that God willed man to have
hands to serve his intellect by their work, and intellect, that he
might be man; and willed him to be man that he might enjoy
Him, or for the completion of the universe. But this cannot be
reduced to other created secondary ends. Hence such things
depend on the simple will of God; but the others on the order
of other causes.

Ia q. 19 a. 6Whether the will of God is always fulfilled?

Objection 1. It seems that the will of God is not always
fulfilled. For the Apostle says (1 Tim. 2:4): “God will have all
men to be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the truth.”
But this does not happen. erefore the will of God is not al-
ways fulfilled.

Objection 2. Further, as is the relation of knowledge to
truth, so is that of the will to good. Now God knows all truth.
erefore He wills all good. But not all good actually exists;
for much more good might exist. erefore the will of God is
not always fulfilled.

Objection 3. Further, since the will of God is the first
cause, it does not exclude intermediate causes. But the effect of
a first cause may be hindered by a defect of a secondary cause;
as the effect of themotive powermay be hindered by theweak-
ness of the limb. erefore the effect of the divine will may be
hindered by a defect of the secondary causes. e will of God,
therefore, is not always fulfilled.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 113:11): “God hath done
all things, whatsoever He would.”

I answer that, e will of God must needs always be ful-
filled. In proof of which we must consider that since an effect
is conformed to the agent according to its form, the rule is the
samewith active causes aswith formal causes.e rule in forms
is this: that although a thing may fall short of any particular
form, it cannot fall short of the universal form. For though a
thing may fail to be, for example, a man or a living being, yet it
cannot fail to be a being.Hence the samemust happen in active
causes. Something may fall outside the order of any particular
active cause, but not outside the order of the universal cause;

under which all particular causes are included: and if any par-
ticular cause fails of its effect, this is because of thehindrance of
some other particular cause, which is included in the order of
the universal cause. erefore an effect cannot possibly escape
the order of the universal cause. Even in corporeal things this
is clearly seen. For it may happen that a star is hindered from
producing its effects; yet whatever effect does result, in corpo-
real things, from this hindrance of a corporeal cause, must be
referred through intermediate causes to the universal influence
of the first heaven. Since, then, the will of God is the universal
cause of all things, it is impossible that the divine will should
not produce its effect. Hence that which seems to depart from
the divine will in one order, returns into it in another order; as
does the sinner, who by sin falls away from the divine will as
much as lies in him, yet falls back into the order of that will,
when by its justice he is punished.

Reply toObjection1.ewords of theApostle, “Godwill
have all men to be saved,” etc. can be understood in three ways.
First, by a restricted application, in which case they would
mean, as Augustine says (De praed. sanct. i, 8: Enchiridion
103), “God wills all men to be saved that are saved, not be-
cause there is no man whom He does not wish saved, but be-
cause there is no man saved whose salvation He does not will.”
Secondly, they can be understood as applying to every class of
individuals, not to every individual of each class; in which case
they mean that God wills some men of every class and condi-
tion to be saved, males and females, Jews and Gentiles, great
and small, but not all of every condition.irdly, according to
Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 29), they are understood of the
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antecedent will of God; not of the consequent will. is dis-
tinction must not be taken as applying to the divine will itself,
in which there is nothing antecedent nor consequent, but to
the things willed.

To understand this we must consider that everything, in
so far as it is good, is willed by God. A thing taken in its pri-
mary sense, and absolutely considered, may be good or evil,
and yet when some additional circumstances are taken into ac-
count, by a consequent considerationmay be changed into the
contrary. us that a man should live is good; and that a man
should be killed is evil, absolutely considered. But if in a par-
ticular case we add that a man is a murderer or dangerous to
society, to kill him is a good; that he live is an evil. Hence it
may be said of a just judge, that antecedently hewills allmen to
live; but consequently wills the murderer to be hanged. In the
same way God antecedently wills all men to be saved, but con-
sequently wills some to be damned, as His justice exacts. Nor
dowewill simply, what wewill antecedently, but rather wewill
it in a qualifiedmanner; for thewill is directed to things as they
are in themselves, and in themselves they exist under particu-
lar qualifications.Hencewewill a thing simply inasmuch as we

will it when all particular circumstances are considered; and
this is what is meant by willing consequently. us it may be
said that a just judge wills simply the hanging of a murderer,
but in a qualified manner he would will him to live, to wit,
inasmuch as he is a man. Such a qualified will may be called
a willingness rather than an absolute will. us it is clear that
whateverGod simplywills takes place; althoughwhatHewills
antecedently may not take place.

Reply to Objection 2. An act of the cognitive faculty is
according as the thing known is in the knower; while an act of
the appetite faculty is directed to things as they exist in them-
selves. But all that can have the nature of being and truth virtu-
ally exists inGod, though it does not all exist in created things.
erefore God knows all truth; but does not will all good, ex-
cept in so far as He wills Himself, in Whom all good virtually
exists.

Reply to Objection 3. A first cause can be hindered in its
effect by deficiency in the secondary cause, when it is not the
universal first cause, including within itself all causes; for then
the effect could in no way escape its order. And thus it is with
the will of God, as said above.

Ia q. 19 a. 7Whether the will of God is changeable?

Objection 1. It seems that the Will of God is changeable.
For the Lord says (Gn. 6:7): “It repentethMe that I havemade
man.” But whoever repents of what he has done, has a change-
able will. erefore God has a changeable will.

Objection2.Further, it is said in the person of theLord: “I
will speak against a nation and against a kingdom, to root out,
and to pull down, and to destroy it; but if that nation shall re-
pent of its evil, I also will repent of the evil that I have thought
to do to them” (Jer. 18:7,8) erefore God has a changeable
will.

Objection 3. Further, whatever God does, He does volun-
tarily. But God does not always do the same thing, for at one
time He ordered the law to be observed, and at another time
forbade it. erefore He has a changeable will.

Objection 4. Further, God does not will of necessity what
He wills, as said before (a. 3). erefore He can both will and
not will the same thing. But whatever can incline to either of
two opposites, is changeable substantially; and that which can
exist in a place or not in that place, is changeable locally.ere-
fore God is changeable as regards His will.

On the contrary, It is said: “God is not as a man, that He
should lie, nor as the son of man, that He should be changed”
(Num. 23:19).

I answer that, e will of God is entirely unchangeable.
On this point we must consider that to change the will is one
thing; to will that certain things should be changed is another.
It is possible to will a thing to be done now, and its contrary af-
terwards; and yet for the will to remain permanently the same:
whereas the will would be changed, if one should begin to

will what before he had not willed; or cease to will what he
had willed before. is cannot happen, unless we presuppose
change either in theknowledgeor in thedispositionof the sub-
stance of the willer. For since the will regards good, a manmay
in two ways begin to will a thing. In one way when that thing
begins to be good for him, and this does not take place with-
out a change in him. us when the cold weather begins, it
becomes good to sit by the fire; though it was not so before.
In another way when he knows for the first time that a thing
is good for him, though he did not know it before; hence we
take counsel in order to know what is good for us. Now it has
already been shown that both the substance of God and His
knowledge are entirely unchangeable (q. 9, a. 1; q. 14, a. 15).
erefore His will must be entirely unchangeable.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words of the Lord are to
be understood metaphorically, and according to the likeness
of our nature. For when we repent, we destroy what we have
made; although we may even do so without change of will; as,
when a man wills to make a thing, at the same time intending
to destroy it later. erefore God is said to have repented, by
way of comparison with our mode of acting, in so far as by the
delugeHe destroyed from the face of the earthman whomHe
had made.

Reply toObjection 2.ewill of God, as it is the first and
universal cause, does not exclude intermediate causes that have
power to produce certain effects. Since however all interme-
diate causes are inferior in power to the first cause, there are
many things in the divine power, knowledge and will that are
not included in the order of inferior causes.us in the case of
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the raising of Lazarus, one who looked only on inferior causes
might have said: “Lazarus will not rise again,” but looking at
the divine first cause might have said: “Lazarus will rise again.”
And God wills both: that is, that in the order of the inferior
cause a thing shall happen; but that in the order of the higher
cause it shall not happen; or He may will conversely. We may
say, then, that God sometimes declares that a thing shall hap-
pen according as it falls under the order of inferior causes, as
of nature, or merit, which yet does not happen as not being
in the designs of the divine and higher cause. us He fore-
told toEzechias: “Takeorderwith thyhouse, for thou shalt die,
and not live” (Is. 38:1). Yet this did not take place, since from
eternity itwas otherwise disposed in the divine knowledge and

will, which is unchangeable. Hence Gregory says (Moral. xvi,
5): “e sentence of God changes, but notHis counsel”—that
is to say, the counsel of His will. When therefore He says, “I
also will repent,” His words must be understood metaphori-
cally. For men seem to repent, when they do not fulfill what
they have threatened.

Reply to Objection 3. It does not follow from this argu-
ment that God has a will that changes, but that He sometimes
wills that things should change.

Reply to Objection 4. Although God’s willing a thing is
not by absolute necessity, yet it is necessary by supposition, on
account of the unchangeableness of the divine will, as has been
said above (a. 3).

Ia q. 19 a. 8Whether the will of God imposes necessity on the things willed?

Objection 1. It seems that the will of God imposes ne-
cessity on the things willed. For Augustine says (Enchiridion
103): “No one is saved, except whom God has willed to be
saved. He must therefore be asked to will it; for if He wills it,
it must necessarily be.”

Objection2.Further, every cause that cannot be hindered,
produces its effect necessarily, because, as the Philosopher says
(Phys. ii, 84) “Nature always works in the same way, if there is
nothing to hinder it.” But the will of God cannot be hindered.
For the Apostle says (Rom. 9:19): “Who resisteth His will?”
erefore the will of God imposes necessity on the things
willed.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is necessary by its an-
tecedent cause is necessary absolutely; it is thus necessary that
animals should die, being compounded of contrary elements.
Now things created by God are related to the divine will as to
an antecedent cause, whereby they have necessity. For the con-
ditional statement is true that if God wills a thing, it comes to
pass; and every true conditional statement is necessary. It fol-
lows therefore that all that God wills is necessary absolutely.

On the contrary, All good things that exist God wills to
be. If therefore His will imposes necessity on things willed, it
follows that all good happens of necessity; and thus there is an
end of free will, counsel, and all other such things.

I answer that, e divine will imposes necessity on some
things willed but not on all. e reason of this some have cho-
sen to assign to intermediate causes, holding that what God
produces by necessary causes is necessary; and what He pro-
duces by contingent causes contingent.

is does not seem to be a sufficient explanation, for two
reasons. First, because the effect of a first cause is contingent
on account of the secondary cause, from the fact that the ef-
fect of the first cause is hindered by deficiency in the second
cause, as the sun’s power is hindered by a defect in the plant.
But no defect of a secondary cause can hinder God’s will from

producing its effect. Secondly, because if the distinction be-
tween the contingent and the necessary is to be referred only
to secondary causes, thismust be independent of the divine in-
tention andwill; which is inadmissible. It is better therefore to
say that this happens on account of the efficacy of the divine
will. For when a cause is efficacious to act, the effect follows
upon the cause, not only as to the thing done, but also as to
its manner of being done or of being. us from defect of ac-
tive power in the seed it may happen that a child is born unlike
its father in accidental points, that belong to its manner of be-
ing. Since then the divine will is perfectly efficacious, it follows
not only that things are done, whichGodwills to be done, but
also that they are done in theway thatHewills.NowGodwills
some things to be done necessarily, some contingently, to the
right ordering of things, for the building up of the universe.
erefore to some effects He has attached necessary causes,
that cannot fail; but to others defectible and contingent causes,
from which arise contingent effects. Hence it is not because
the proximate causes are contingent that the effects willed by
God happen contingently, but because God prepared contin-
gent causes for them, it beingHis will that they should happen
contingently.

Reply toObjection 1.By the words of Augustine wemust
understand a necessity in things willed by God that is not ab-
solute, but conditional. For the conditional statement that if
God wills a thing it must necessarily be, is necessarily true.

Reply to Objection 2. From the very fact that nothing re-
sists the divine will, it follows that not only those things hap-
pen thatGodwills to happen, but that they happen necessarily
or contingently according to His will.

Reply to Objection 3. Consequents have necessity from
their antecedents according to the mode of the antecedents.
Hence things effected by the divine will have that kind of ne-
cessity that God wills them to have, either absolute or condi-
tional. Not all things, therefore, are absolute necessities.
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Ia q. 19 a. 9Whether God wills evils?

Objection 1. It seems that God wills evils. For every good
that exists, God wills. But it is a good that evil should exist.
For Augustine says (Enchiridion 95): “Although evil in so far
as it is evil is not a good, yet it is good that not only good
things should exist, but also evil things.” erefore God wills
evil things.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv, 23):
“Evil would conduce to the perfection of everything,” i.e. the
universe. AndAugustine says (Enchiridion 10,11): “Out of all
things is built up the admirable beauty of the universe, wherein
even that which is called evil, properly ordered and disposed,
commends the goodmore evidently in that good ismore pleas-
ing and praiseworthy when contrasted with evil.” But God
wills all that appertains to the perfection and beauty of the
universe, for this is what God desires above all things in His
creatures. erefore God wills evil.

Objection 3. Further, that evil should exist, and should
not exist, are contradictory opposites. But God does not will
that evil shouldnot exist; otherwise, since various evils do exist,
God’s will would not always be fulfilled. erefore God wills
that evil should exist.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Qq. 83,3): “No wise
man is the cause of another man becoming worse. Now God
surpasses all men in wisdom. Much less therefore is God the
cause of man becoming worse; and when He is said to be the
cause of a thing, He is said to will it.” erefore it is not by
God’s will that man becomes worse. Now it is clear that every
evil makes a thing worse. erefore God wills not evil things.

I answer that, Since the ratio of good is the ratio of ap-
petibility, as said before (q. 5, a. 1), and since evil is opposed to
good, it is impossible that any evil, as such, should be sought
for by the appetite, either natural, or animal, or by the intellec-
tual appetite which is the will. Nevertheless evil may be sought
accidentally, so far as it accompanies a good, as appears in each
of the appetites. For a natural agent intends not privation or
corruption, but the form to which is annexed the privation of
some other form, and the generation of one thing, which im-
plies the corruption of another. Also when a lion kills a stag,
his object is food, to obtain which the killing of the animal is
only themeans. Similarly the fornicator hasmerely pleasure for

his object, and the deformity of sin is only an accompaniment.
Now the evil that accompanies one good, is the privation of
another good. Never therefore would evil be sought aer, not
even accidentally, unless the good that accompanies the evil
were more desired than the good of which the evil is the pri-
vation. Now God wills no good more than He wills His own
goodness; yetHewills one goodmore than another.HenceHe
in no way wills the evil of sin, which is the privation of right
order towards the divine good. e evil of natural defect, or of
punishment, He does will, by willing the good to which such
evils are attached.us in willing justiceHewills punishment;
and in willing the preservation of the natural order, He wills
some things to be naturally corrupted.

Reply to Objection 1. Some have said that although God
does not will evil, yet He wills that evil should be or be done,
because, although evil is not a good, yet it is good that evil
should be or be done. is they said because things evil in
themselves are ordered to some good end; and this order they
thought was expressed in the words “that evil should be or be
done.” is, however, is not correct; since evil is not of itself
ordered to good, but accidentally. For it is beside the inten-
tion of the sinner, that any good should follow from his sin; as
it was beside the intention of tyrants that the patience of the
martyrs should shine forth from all their persecutions. It can-
not therefore be said that such an ordering to good is implied
in the statement that it is a good thing that evil should be or be
done, since nothing is judged of by that which appertains to it
accidentally, but by that which belongs to it essentially.

Reply to Objection 2. Evil does not operate towards the
perfection and beauty of the universe, except accidentally, as
said above (ad 1). erefore Dionysius in saying that “evil
would conduce to the perfection of the universe,” draws a con-
clusion by reduction to an absurdity.

Reply to Objection 3. e statements that evil exists, and
that evil exists not, are opposed as contradictories; yet the
statements that anyone wills evil to exist and that he wills it
not to be, are not so opposed; since either is affirmative. God
therefore neither wills evil to be done, nor wills it not to be
done, but wills to permit evil to be done; and this is a good.

Ia q. 19 a. 10Whether God has free-will?

Objection 1. It seems that God has not free-will. For
Jerome says, in a homily on the prodigal son*; “God alone is
He who is not liable to sin, nor can be liable: all others, as hav-
ing free-will, can be inclined to either side.”

Objection 2. Further, free-will is the faculty of the reason
andwill, by which good and evil are chosen. ButGod does not
will evil, as has been said (a. 9). erefore there is not free-will

in God.
On the contrary,Ambrose says (De Fide ii, 3): “e Holy

Spirit divideth unto each one as He will, namely, according to
the free choice of the will, not in obedience to necessity.”

I answer that, We have free-will with respect to what we
will not of necessity, nor be natural instinct. For our will to be
happy does not appertain to free-will, but to natural instinct.

* Ep. 146, ad Damas.
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Hence other animals, that aremoved to act by natural instinct,
are not said to bemoved by free-will. Since thenGod necessar-
ily wills His own goodness, but other things not necessarily, as
shown above (a. 3), He has free will with respect to what He
does not necessarily will.

Reply to Objection 1. Jerome seems to deny free-will to
God not simply, but only as regards the inclination to sin.

Reply toObjection 2. Since the evil of sin consists in turn-
ing away from the divine goodness, by which God wills all
things, as above shown (De Fide ii, 3), it is manifestly impos-
sible for Him to will the evil of sin; yet He can make choice of
one of two opposites, inasmuch asHe can will a thing to be, or
not to be. In the same way we ourselves, without sin, can will
to sit down, and not will to sit down.

Ia q. 19 a. 11Whether the will of expression is to be distinguished in God?

Objection 1. It seems that the will of expression is not to
be distinguished in God. For as the will of God is the cause of
things, so isHiswisdom.But no expressions are assigned to the
divine wisdom. erefore no expressions ought to be assigned
to the divine will.

Objection 2.Further, every expression that is not in agree-
ment with the mind of him who expresses himself, is false. If
therefore the expressions assigned to the divine will are not in
agreement with that will, they are false. But if they do agree,
they are superfluous. No expressions therefore must be as-
signed to the divine will.

On the contrary,ewill of God is one, since it is the very
essence ofGod. Yet sometimes it is spoken of asmany, as in the
words of Ps. 110:2: “Great are the works of the Lord, sought
out according to all His wills.” erefore sometimes the sign
must be taken for the will.

I answer that, Some things are said of God in their strict
sense; others by metaphor, as appears from what has been said
before (q. 13, a. 3). When certain human passions are predi-
cated of the Godheadmetaphorically, this is done because of a
likeness in the effect. Hence a thing that is in us a sign of some
passion, is signified metaphorically in God under the name
of that passion. us with us it is usual for an angry man to
punish, so that punishment becomes an expression of anger.
erefore punishment itself is signified by the word anger,

when anger is attributed to God. In the same way, what is usu-
ally with us an expression of will, is sometimes metaphorically
called will in God; just as when anyone lays down a precept,
it is a sign that he wishes that precept obeyed. Hence a divine
precept is sometimes called by metaphor the will of God, as
in the words: “y will be done on earth, as it is in heaven”
(Mat. 6:10). ere is, however, this difference between will
and anger, that anger is never attributed toGod properly, since
in its primary meaning it includes passion; whereas will is at-
tributed to Him properly. erefore in God there are distin-
guished will in its proper sense, and will as attributed to Him
by metaphor. Will in its proper sense is called the will of good
pleasure; and will metaphorically taken is the will of expres-
sion, inasmuch as the sign itself of will is called will.

Reply to Objection 1. Knowledge is not the cause of a
thing being done, unless through the will. For we do not put
into act what we know, unless we will to do so. Accordingly
expression is not attributed to knowledge, but to will.

Reply toObjection 2.Expressions of will are called divine
wills, not as being signs that God wills anything; but because
what in us is the usual expression of our will, is called the di-
vine will in God. us punishment is not a sign that there is
anger in God; but it is called anger in Him, from the fact that
it is an expression of anger in ourselves.

Ia q. 19 a. 12Whether five expressions of will are rightly assigned to the divine will?

Objection 1. It seems that five expressions of
will—namely, prohibition, precept, counsel, operation, and
permission—are not rightly assigned to the divine will. For
the same things that God bids us do byHis precept or counsel,
these He sometimes operates in us, and the same things that
He prohibits, these He sometimes permits. ey ought not
therefore to be enumerated as distinct.

Objection 2. Further, God works nothing unless He wills
it, as the Scripture says (Wis. 11:26). But the will of expression
is distinct from the will of good pleasure. erefore operation
ought not to be comprehended in the will of expression.

Objection 3. Further, operation and permission appertain
to all creatures in common, since God works in them all, and
permits some action in themall. But precept, counsel, and pro-
hibition belong to rational creatures only. erefore they do

not come rightly under one division, not being of one order.
Objection 4. Further, evil happens in more ways than

good, since “good happens in one way, but evil in all kinds of
ways,” as declared by the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6), and Diony-
sius (Div. Nom. iv, 22). It is not right therefore to assign one
expression only in the case of evil—namely, prohibition—and
two—namely, counsel and precept—in the case of good.

I answer that,By these signswename the expressionofwill
bywhichwe are accustomed to show thatwewill something.A
manmay show that he wills something, either by himself or by
means of another. He may show it by himself, by doing some-
thing either directly, or indirectly and accidentally. He shows
it directly when heworks in his ownperson; in thatway the ex-
pression of his will is his own working. He shows it indirectly,
by not hindering the doing of a thing; for what removes an im-
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pediment is called an accidental mover. In this respect the ex-
pression is called permission. He declares his will by means of
another when he orders another to perform a work, either by
insisting upon it as necessary by precept, and by prohibiting its
contrary; or by persuasion, which is a part of counsel. Since in
these ways the will of man makes itself known, the same five
are sometimes denominated with regard to the divine will, as
the expression of that will.at precept, counsel, and prohibi-
tion are called the will of God is clear from the words of Mat.
6:10: “y will be done on earth as it is in heaven.” at per-
mission and operation are called the will of God is clear from
Augustine (Enchiridion 95), who says: “Nothing is done, un-
less the Almighty wills it to be done, either by permitting it, or
by actually doing it.”

Or it may be said that permission and operation refer to
present time, permission being with respect to evil, operation
with regard to good.Whilst as to future time, prohibition is in
respect to evil, precept to good that is necessary and counsel to
good that is of supererogation.

Reply toObjection 1.ere is nothing to prevent anyone
declaring his will about the samematter in different ways; thus
we find many words that mean the same thing. Hence there is
not reason why the same thing should not be the subject of
precept, operation, and counsel; or of prohibition or permis-
sion.

Reply to Objection 2. As God may by metaphor be said
towill what byHis will, properly speaking,Hewills not; soHe

may bymetaphor be said to will whatHe does, properly speak-
ing, will. Hence there is nothing to prevent the same thing be-
ing the object of the will of good pleasure, and of the will of
expression. But operation is always the same as thewill of good
pleasure; while precept and counsel are not; both because the
former regards the present, and the two latter the future; and
because the former is of itself the effect of the will; the latter
its effect as fulfilled by means of another.

Reply to Objection 3. Rational creatures are masters of
their own acts; and for this reason certain special expressions
of the divine will are assigned to their acts, inasmuch as God
ordains rational creatures to act voluntarily and of themselves.
Other creatures act only as moved by the divine operation;
therefore only operation and permission are concerned with
these.

Reply toObjection 4.All evil of sin, though happening in
manyways, agrees in being out of harmonywith thedivinewill.
Hence with regard to evil, only one expression is assigned, that
of prohibition.On the other hand, good stands in various rela-
tions to the divine goodness, since there are good deeds with-
out which we cannot attain to the fruition of that goodness,
and these are the subject of precept; and there are others by
which we attain to it more perfectly, and these are the subject
of counsel.Or itmay be said that counsel is not only concerned
with the obtaining of greater good; but also with the avoiding
of lesser evils.
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F P, Q 20
God’s Love

(In Four Articles)

We next consider those things that pertain absolutely to the will of God. In the appetitive part of the soul there are found
in ourselves both the passions of the soul, as joy, love, and the like; and the habits of the moral virtues, as justice, fortitude and
the like. Hence we shall first consider the love of God, and secondly His justice and mercy. About the first there are four points
of inquiry:

(1) Whether love exists in God?
(2) Whether He loves all things?
(3) Whether He loves one thing more than another?
(4) Whether He loves more the better things?

Ia q. 20 a. 1Whether love exists in God?

Objection 1. It seems that love does not exist in God. For
in God there are no passions. Now love is a passion. erefore
love is not in God.

Objection 2. Further, love, anger, sorrow and the like, are
mutually divided against one another. But sorrow and anger
are not attributed to God, unless by metaphor. erefore nei-
ther is love attributed to Him.

Objection 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv):
“Love is a uniting and binding force.” But this cannot take
place in God, since He is simple. erefore love does not ex-
ist in God.

On the contrary, It is written: “God is love” ( Jn. 4:16).
I answer that, We must needs assert that in God there is

love: because love is the firstmovement of thewill and of every
appetitive faculty. For since the acts of the will and of every ap-
petitive faculty tend towards good and evil, as to their proper
objects: and since good is essentially and especially the object
of the will and the appetite, whereas evil is only the object sec-
ondarily and indirectly, as opposed to good; it follows that the
acts of the will and appetite that regard goodmust naturally be
prior to those that regard evil; thus, for instance, joy is prior to
sorrow, love to hate: because what exists of itself is always prior
to that which exists through another. Again, the more univer-
sal is naturally prior towhat is less so.Hence the intellect is first
directed to universal truth; and in the second place to particu-
lar and special truths.Now there are certain acts of thewill and
appetite that regard good under some special condition, as joy
and delight regard good present and possessed; whereas desire
and hope regard good not as yet possessed. Love, however, re-
gards good universally, whether possessed or not. Hence love
is naturally the first act of the will and appetite; for which rea-
son all the other appetite movements presuppose love, as their
root and origin. For nobody desires anything nor rejoices in
anything, except as a good that is loved: nor is anything an ob-
ject of hate except as opposed to the object of love. Similarly,
it is clear that sorrow, and other things like to it, must be re-
ferred to love as to their first principle. Hence, in whomsoever

there is will and appetite, there must also be love: since if the
first iswanting, all that follows is alsowanting.Now it has been
shown that will is in God (q. 19, a. 1), and hence we must at-
tribute love to Him.

Reply to Objection 1. e cognitive faculty does not
move except through themediumof the appetitive: and just as
in ourselves the universal reason moves through the medium
of the particular reason, as stated in De Anima iii, 58,75, so
in ourselves the intellectual appetite, or the will as it is called,
moves through the medium of the sensitive appetite. Hence,
in us the sensitive appetite is the proximatemotive-force of our
bodies. Some bodily change therefore always accompanies an
act of the sensitive appetite, and this change affects especially
the heart, which, as the Philosopher says (De part. animal. iii,
4), is the first principle ofmovement in animals.erefore acts
of the sensitive appetite, inasmuch as they have annexed to
them some bodily change, are called passions; whereas acts of
the will are not so called. Love, therefore, and joy and delight
are passions; in so far as they denote acts of the intellective ap-
petite, they are not passions. It is in this latter sense that they
are in God. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii): “God re-
joices by an operation that is one and simple,” and for the same
reason He loves without passion.

Reply to Objection 2. In the passions of the sensitive
appetite there may be distinguished a certain material ele-
ment—namely, the bodily change—and a certain formal ele-
ment, which is on the part of the appetite. us in anger, as
the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 15,63,64), the material el-
ement is the kindling of the blood about the heart; but the for-
mal, the appetite for revenge. Again, as regards the formal ele-
ment of certain passions a certain imperfection is implied, as in
desire, which is of the good we have not, and in sorrow, which
is about the evil we have.is applies also to anger, which sup-
poses sorrow. Certain other passions, however, as love and joy,
imply no imperfection. Since therefore none of these can be at-
tributed to God on their material side, as has been said (ad 1);
neither can those that even on their formal side imply imper-
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fection be attributed toHim; exceptmetaphorically, and from
likeness of effects, as already show (q. 3, a. 2 , ad 2; q. 19, a. 11).
Whereas, those that do not imply imperfection, such as love
and joy, can be properly predicated of God, though without
attributing passion to Him, as said before (q. 19, a. 11).

Reply toObjection 3.An act of love always tends towards
two things; to the good that one wills, and to the person for
whom one wills it: since to love a person is to wish that per-
son good. Hence, inasmuch as we love ourselves, we wish our-
selves good; and, so far as possible, union with that good. So

love is called the unitive force, even in God, yet without im-
plying composition; for the good that He wills for Himself, is
no other than Himself, Who is good by His essence, as above
shown (q. 6, Aa. 1,3). And by the fact that anyone loves an-
other, he wills good to that other. us he puts the other, as it
were, in the place of himself; and regards the good done to him
as done to himself. So far love is a binding force, since it aggre-
gates another to ourselves, and refers his good to our own.And
then again the divine love is a binding force, inasmuch as God
wills good to others; yet it implies no composition in God.

Ia q. 20 a. 2Whether God loves all things?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not love all things.
For according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv, 1), love places the
lover outside himself, and causes him to pass, as it were, into
the object of his love. But it is not admissible to say thatGod is
placed outside ofHimself, and passes into other things.ere-
fore it is inadmissible to say that God loves things other than
Himself.

Objection2.Further, the love ofGod is eternal. But things
apart from God are not from eternity; except in God. ere-
fore God does not love anything, except as it exists inHimself.
But as existing in Him, it is no other than Himself. erefore
God does not love things other than Himself.

Objection 3. Further, love is twofold—the love, namely,
of desire, and the love of friendship. Now God does not love
irrational creatures with the love of desire, since He needs
no creature outside Himself. Nor with the love of friendship;
since there can be no friendship with irrational creatures, as
the Philosopher shows (Ethic. viii, 2).erefore God does not
love all things.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Ps. 5:7): “ou hatest
all the workers of iniquity.” Now nothing is at the same time
hated and loved. erefore God does not love all things.

On the contrary, It is said (Wis. 11:25): “ou lovest all
things that are, and hatest none of the things which ou hast
made.”

I answer that, God loves all existing things. For all exist-
ing things, in so far as they exist, are good, since the existence
of a thing is itself a good; and likewise, whatever perfection it
possesses. Now it has been shown above (q. 19, a. 4) thatGod’s
will is the cause of all things. It must needs be, therefore, that
a thing has existence, or any kind of good, only inasmuch as
it is willed by God. To every existing thing, then, God wills
some good. Hence, since to love anything is nothing else than
to will good to that thing, it is manifest that God loves every-
thing that exists. Yet not as we love. Because since our will is
not the cause of the goodness of things, but is moved by it as
by its object, our love, wherebywewill good to anything, is not
the cause of its goodness; but conversely its goodness, whether
real or imaginary, calls forth our love, by which we will that it

should preserve the good it has, and receive besides the good
it has not, and to this end we direct our actions: whereas the
love of God infuses and creates goodness.

Reply to Objection 1. A lover is placed outside himself,
and made to pass into the object of his love, inasmuch as he
wills good to the beloved; andworks for that good by his prov-
idence even as he works for his own. Hence Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. iv, 1): “On behalf of the truth we must make bold
to say even this, that He Himself, the cause of all things, by
His abounding love and goodness, is placed outside Himself
by His providence for all existing things.”

Reply toObjection2.Although creatures havenot existed
from eternity, except in God, yet because they have been in
Him from eternity, God has known them eternally in their
proper natures; and for that reason has loved them, even as
we, by the images of things within us, know things existing in
themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. Friendship cannot exist except to-
wards rational creatures, who are capable of returning love, and
communicating one with another in the various works of life,
and who may fare well or ill, according to the changes of for-
tune and happiness; even as to them is benevolence properly
speaking exercised. But irrational creatures cannot attain to
lovingGod, nor to any share in the intellectual and beatific life
that He lives. Strictly speaking, therefore, God does not love
irrational creatures with the love of friendship; but as it were
with the love of desire, in so far as He orders them to ratio-
nal creatures, and even to Himself. Yet this is not because He
stands in need of them; but only on account of His goodness,
and of the services they render to us. For we can desire a thing
for others as well as for ourselves.

Reply toObjection 4.Nothing prevents one and the same
thing being loved under one aspect, while it is hated under an-
other. God loves sinners in so far as they are existing natures;
for they have existence and have it from Him. In so far as they
are sinners, they have not existence at all, but fall short of it;
and this in them is not from God. Hence under this aspect,
they are hated by Him.
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Ia q. 20 a. 3Whether God loves all things equally?

Objection1. It seems thatGod loves all things equally. For
it is said: “He hath equally care of all” (Wis. 6:8). But God’s
providence over things comes from the love wherewith He
loves them. erefore He loves all things equally.

Objection 2. Further, the love of God is His essence. But
God’s essence does not admit of degree; neither therefore does
His love. He does not therefore love some things more than
others.

Objection 3. Further, as God’s love extends to created
things, so do His knowledge and will extend. But God is not
said to know some things more than others; nor will one
thingmore than another. Neither therefore doesHe love some
things more than others.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (Tract. in Joan. cx): “God
loves all things that He has made, and amongst them rational
creatures more, and of these especially those who are members
of His only-begotten Son Himself.”

I answer that, Since to love a thing is to will it good, in a
twofold way anything may be loved more, or less. In one way
on the part of the act of the will itself, which is more or less
intense. In this way God does not love some things more than
others, because He loves all things by an act of the will that is

one, simple, and always the same. In another way on the part
of the good itself that a person wills for the beloved. In this
way we are said to love that one more than another, for whom
we will a greater good, though our will is not more intense. In
this way we must needs say that God loves some things more
than others. For since God’s love is the cause of goodness in
things, as has been said (a. 2), no one thing would be better
than another, if God did not will greater good for one than for
another.

Reply to Objection 1. God is said to have equally care of
all, not because by His care He deals out equal good to all,
but because He administers all things with a like wisdom and
goodness.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument is based on the in-
tensity of love on the part of the act of the will, which is the
divine essence. But the good that God wills for His creatures,
is not the divine essence. erefore there is no reason why it
may not vary in degree.

Reply to Objection 3. To understand and to will denote
the act alone, anddonot include in theirmeaning objects from
the diversity of which God may be said to know or will more
or less, as has been said with respect to God’s love.

Ia q. 20 a. 4Whether God always loves more the better things?

Objection 1. It seems that God does not always love more
the better things. For it is manifest that Christ is better than
the whole human race, being God and man. But God loved
the human race more than He loved Christ; for it is said: “He
spared not His own Son, but delivered Him up for us all”
(Rom. 8:32). erefore God does not always love more the
better things.

Objection 2.Further, an angel is better than aman.Hence
it is said of man: “ou hast made him a little less than the an-
gels” (Ps. 8:6). But God loved men more than He loved the
angels, for it is said: “Nowhere doth He take hold of the an-
gels, but of the seed of Abraham He taketh hold” (Heb. 2:16).
erefore God does not always love more the better things.

Objection 3. Further, Peter was better than John, since he
loved Christ more. Hence the Lord, knowing this to be true,
asked Peter, saying: “Simon, son of John, lovest thou Me more
than these?” Yet Christ loved John more than He loved Peter.
For as Augustine says, commenting on the words, “Simon, son
of John, lovest thou Me?”: “By this very mark is John distin-
guished from the other disciples, not that He loved him only,
but thatHe lovedhimmore than the rest.”ereforeGoddoes
not always love more the better things.

Objection 4. Further, the innocent man is better than the
repentant, since repentance is, as Jerome says (Cap. 3 in Isa.),
“a second plank aer shipwreck.” But God loves the penitent
more than the innocent; since He rejoices over him the more.

For it is said: “I say to you that there shall be joy in heavenupon
the one sinner that doth penance,more than uponninety-nine
just who need not penance” (Lk. 15:7). erefore God does
not always love more the better things.

Objection 5. Further, the just man who is foreknown is
better than the predestined sinner. Now God loves more the
predestined sinner, since He wills for him a greater good, life
eternal. erefore God does not always love more the better
things.

On the contrary, Everything loves what is like it, as ap-
pears from (Ecclus. 13:19): “Every beast loveth its like.” Now
the better a thing is, the more like is it to God. erefore the
better things are more loved by God.

I answer that, Itmust needs be, according towhat has been
said before, that God loves more the better things . For it has
been shown (Aa. 2,3), that God’s loving one thing more than
another is nothing else thanHis willing for that thing a greater
good: becauseGod’swill is the cause of goodness in things; and
the reason why some things are better than others, is that God
wills for them a greater good. Hence it follows that He loves
more the better things.

Reply to Objection 1. God loves Christ not only more
than He loves the whole human race, but more than He loves
the entire created universe: because He willed for Him the
greater good in givingHim “a name that is above all names,” in
so far as He was true God. Nor did anything of His excellence
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diminish when God delivered Him up to death for the salva-
tion of the human race; rather did He become thereby a glori-
ous conqueror: “e government was placed upon His shoul-
der,” according to Is. 9:6.

Reply to Objection 2. God loves the human nature as-
sumed by the Word of God in the person of Christ more than
He loves all the angels; for that nature is better, especially on
the ground of the union with the Godhead. But speaking of
human nature in general, and comparing it with the angelic,
the two are found equal, in the order of grace and of glory:
since according to Rev 21:17, the measure of a man and of an
angel is the same. Yet so that, in this respect, some angels are
foundnobler than somemen, and somemennobler than some
angels. But as to natural condition an angel is better than a
man. God therefore did not assume human nature becauseHe
lovedman, absolutely speaking,more; but because theneeds of
man were greater; just as the master of a house may give some
costly delicacy to a sick servant, that he does not give to his
own son in sound health.

Reply to Objection 3. is doubt concerning Peter and
John has been solved in various ways. Augustine interprets it
mystically, and says that the active life, signified by Peter, loves
God more than the contemplative signified by John, because
the former ismore conscious of themiseries of this present life,
and therefore themore ardently desires to be freed from them,
and depart to God. God, he says, loves more the contempla-
tive life, since He preserves it longer. For it does not end, as
the active life does, with the life of the body.

Some say that Peter loved Christ more in His members,
and therefore was loved more by Christ also, for which reason
Hegavehim the care of theChurch; but that John lovedChrist
more inHimself, and so was lovedmore byHim; onwhich ac-
count Christ commended His mother to his care. Others say
that it is uncertain which of them loved Christ more with the
love of charity, and uncertain also which of them God loved
more and ordained to a greater degree of glory in eternal life.

Peter is said to have loved more, in regard to a certain prompt-
ness and fervor; but John to have been more loved, with re-
spect to certain marks of familiarity which Christ showed to
him rather than to others, on account of his youth and purity.
While others say that Christ loved Peter more, from his more
excellent gi of charity; but John more, from his gis of intel-
lect.Hence, absolutely speaking, Peterwas the better andmore
beloved; but, in a certain sense, John was the better, and was
loved the more. However, it may seem presumptuous to pass
judgment on these matters; since “the Lord” and no other “is
the weigher of spirits” (Prov. 16:2).

Reply to Objection 4. e penitent and the innocent are
related as exceeding and exceeded. For whether innocent or
penitent, those are the better and better loved who have most
grace. Other things being equal, innocence is the nobler thing
and the more beloved. God is said to rejoice more over the
penitent than over the innocent, because oen penitents rise
from sin more cautious, humble, and fervent. Hence Gregory
commenting on these words (Hom. 34 in Ev.) says that, “In
battle the general loves the soldier who aer flight returns and
bravely pursues the enemy, more than him who has never fled,
but has never done a brave deed.”

Or it may be answered that gis of grace, equal in them-
selves, are more as conferred on the penitent, who deserved
punishment, than as conferred on the innocent, to whom no
punishment was due; just as a hundred pounds [marcoe] are a
greater gi to a poor man than to a king.

Reply to Objection 5. Since God’s will is the cause of
goodness in things, the goodness of onewho is loved byGod is
to be reckoned according to the time when some good is to be
given to him by divine goodness. According therefore to the
time, when there is to be given by the divine will to the pre-
destined sinner a greater good, the sinner is better; although
according to some other time he is the worse; because even ac-
cording to some time he is neither good nor bad.
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F P, Q 21
e Justice and Mercy of God

(In Four Articles)

Aer considering the divine love, wemust treat of God’s justice andmercy. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is justice in God?
(2) Whether His justice can be called truth?
(3) Whether there is mercy in God?
(4) Whether in every work of God there are justice and mercy?

Ia q. 21 a. 1Whether there is justice in God?

Objection 1. It seems that there is not justice in God. For
justice is divided against temperance. But temperance does not
exist in God: neither therefore does justice.

Objection2.Further, hewhodoeswhatsoever hewills and
pleases does not work according to justice. But, as the Apos-
tle says: “God worketh all things according to the counsel of
His will” (Eph. 1:11). erefore justice cannot be attributed
to Him.

Objection 3. Further, the act of justice is to pay what is
due. But God is no man’s debtor. erefore justice does not
belong to God.

Objection 4. Further, whatever is in God, is His essence.
But justice cannot belong to this. For Boethius says (De Heb-
dom.): “Good regards the essence; justice the act.” erefore
justice does not belong to God.

Onthe contrary, It is said (Ps. 10:8): “eLord is just, and
hath loved justice.”

I answer that, ere are two kinds of justice. e one
consists in mutual giving and receiving, as in buying and sell-
ing, and other kinds of intercourse and exchange. is the
Philosopher (Ethic. v, 4) calls commutative justice, that directs
exchange and intercourse of business. is does not belong
to God, since, as the Apostle says: “Who hath first given to
Him, and recompense shall be made him?” (Rom. 11:35).e
other consists in distribution, and is called distributive justice;
whereby a ruler or a steward gives to each what his rank de-
serves. As then the proper order displayed in ruling a family or
any kind of multitude evinces justice of this kind in the ruler,
so the order of the universe, which is seen both in effects of
nature and in effects of will, shows forth the justice of God.
Hence Dionysius says (Div. Nom. viii, 4): “We must needs see
that God is truly just, in seeing how He gives to all existing
things what is proper to the condition of each; and preserves
the nature of each in the order and with the powers that prop-
erly belong to it.”

Reply to Objection 1. Certain of the moral virtues are
concerned with the passions, as temperance with concupis-
cence, fortitude with fear and daring, meekness with anger.
Such virtues as these can only metaphorically be attributed
to God; since, as stated above (q. 20, a. 1 ), in God there are

no passions; nor a sensitive appetite, which is, as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. iii, 10), the subject of those virtues. On the
other hand, certain moral virtues are concerned with works of
giving and expending; such as justice, liberality, and magnifi-
cence; and these reside not in the sensitive faculty, but in the
will. Hence, there is nothing to prevent our attributing these
virtues to God; although not in civil matters, but in such acts
as are not unbecoming to Him. For, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. x, 8), it would be absurd to praise God forHis political
virtues.

Reply toObjection 2. Since good as perceived by intellect
is the object of the will, it is impossible for God to will any-
thing but what His wisdom approves. is is, as it were, His
law of justice, in accordance with which His will is right and
just.Hence,whatHedoes according toHiswillHedoes justly:
as we do justly what we do according to law. But whereas law
comes to us from some higher power, God is a law unto Him-
self.

Reply toObjection 3. To each one is due what is his own.
Now that which is directed to aman is said to be his own.us
themaster owns the servant, and not conversely, for that is free
which is its own cause. In the word debt, therefore, is implied
a certain exigence or necessity of the thing to which it is di-
rected. Now a twofold order has to be considered in things:
the one, whereby one created thing is directed to another, as
the parts of the whole, accident to substance, and all things
whatsoever to their end; the other, whereby all created things
are ordered to God.us in the divine operations debt may be
regarded in twoways, as due either toGod, or to creatures, and
in either way God pays what is due. It is due to God that there
should be fulfilled in creatures what His will and wisdom re-
quire, and what manifests His goodness. In this respect, God’s
justice regards what befits Him; inasmuch as He renders to
Himself what is due toHimself. It is also due to a created thing
that it should possesswhat is ordered to it; thus it is due toman
to have hands, and that other animals should serve him. us
also God exercises justice, when He gives to each thing what
is due to it by its nature and condition. is debt however is
derived from the former; since what is due to each thing is due
to it as ordered to it according to the divine wisdom. And al-

113



thoughGod in thisway pays each thing its due, yetHeHimself
is not the debtor, since He is not directed to other things, but
rather other things to Him. Justice, therefore, in God is some-
times spoken of as the fitting accompaniment ofHis goodness;
sometimes as the reward of merit. Anselm touches on either
view where he says (Prosolog. 10): “When ou dost punish
thewicked, it is just, since it agreeswith their deserts; andwhen
ou dost spare the wicked, it is also just; since it befits y

goodness.”
Reply to Objection 4. Although justice regards act, this

does not prevent its being the essence of God; since even that
which is of the essence of a thing may be the principle of ac-
tion.But gooddoes not always regard act; since a thing is called
good notmerely with respect to act, but also as regards perfec-
tion in its essence. For this reason it is said (DeHebdom.) that
the good is related to the just, as the general to the special.

Ia q. 21 a. 2Whether the justice of God is truth?

Objection 1. It seems that the justice of God is not truth.
For justice resides in thewill; since, as Anselm says (Dial. Verit.
13), it is a rectitude of the will, whereas truth resides in the
intellect, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi; Ethic. vi, 2,6).
erefore justice does not appertain to truth.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 7), truth is a virtue distinct from justice. Truth there-
fore does not appertain to the idea of justice.

On the contrary, it is said (Ps. 84:11): “Mercy and truth
have met each other”: where truth stands for justice.

I answer that, Truth consists in the equation of mind and
thing, as said above (q. 16, a. 1).Nowthemind, that is the cause
of the thing, is related to it as its rule andmeasure; whereas the
converse is the case with the mind that receives its knowledge
from things. When therefore things are the measure and rule
of the mind, truth consists in the equation of the mind to the
thing, as happens in ourselves. For according as a thing is, or is
not, our thoughts or our words about it are true or false. But
when the mind is the rule or measure of things, truth consists

in the equation of the thing to themind; just as the work of an
artist is said to be true, when it is in accordance with his art.

Nowasworks of art are related to art, so areworks of justice
related to the lawwithwhich they accord.ereforeGod’s jus-
tice, which establishes things in the order conformable to the
rule of His wisdom, which is the law of His justice, is suitably
called truth. us we also in human affairs speak of the truth
of justice.

Reply to Objection 1. Justice, as to the law that gov-
erns, resides in the reason or intellect; but as to the command
whereby our actions are governed according to the law, it re-
sides in the will.

Reply toObjection 2.e truth of which the Philosopher
is speaking in this passage, is that virtue whereby a man shows
himself in word and deed such as he really is. us it consists
in the conformity of the sign with the thing signified; and not
in that of the effect with its cause and rule: as has been said
regarding the truth of justice.

Ia q. 21 a. 3Whether mercy can be attributed to God?

Objection 1. It seems that mercy cannot be attributed to
God. For mercy is a kind of sorrow, as Damascene says (De
Fide Orth. ii, 14). But there is no sorrow in God; and there-
fore there is no mercy in Him.

Objection 2. Further, mercy is a relaxation of justice. But
God cannot remit what appertains to His justice. For it is said
(2 Tim. 2:13): “If we believe not, He continueth faithful: He
cannot deny Himself.” But He would deny Himself, as a gloss
says, if He should deny His words. erefore mercy is not be-
coming to God.

On the contrary, it is said (Ps. 110:4): “He is a merciful
and gracious Lord.”

I answer that, Mercy is especially to be attributed to God,
as seen in its effect, but not as an affection of passion. In proof
of which it must be considered that a person is said to be
merciful [misericors], as being, so to speak, sorrowful at heart
[miserum cor]; being affected with sorrow at themisery of an-
other as though it were his own. Hence it follows that he en-
deavors to dispel the misery of this other, as if it were his; and
this is the effect ofmercy. To sorrow, therefore, over themisery

of others belongs not toGod; but it doesmost properly belong
to Him to dispel that misery, whatever be the defect we call by
that name. Now defects are not removed, except by the per-
fection of some kind of goodness; and the primary source of
goodness is God, as shown above (q. 6 , a. 4). It must, how-
ever, be considered that to bestow perfections appertains not
only to the divine goodness, but also to His justice, liberality,
andmercy; yet under different aspects.e communicating of
perfections, absolutely considered, appertains to goodness, as
shown above (q. 6, Aa. 1,4); in so far as perfections are given to
things in proportion, the bestowal of them belongs to justice,
as has been already said (a. 1); in so far as God does not bestow
them for His own use, but only on account of His goodness, it
belongs to liberality; in so far as perfections given to things by
God expel defects, it belongs to mercy.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is based on mercy,
regarded as an affection of passion.

Reply to Objection 2. God acts mercifully, not indeed by
going against His justice, but by doing something more than
justice; thus a man who pays another two hundred pieces of
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money, though owing him only one hundred, does nothing
against justice, but acts liberally or mercifully. e case is the
same with one who pardons an offence committed against
him, for in remitting it he may be said to bestow a gi. Hence
the Apostle calls remission a forgiving: “Forgive one another,

as Christ has forgiven you” (Eph. 4:32). Hence it is clear that
mercy does not destroy justice, but in a sense is the fulness
thereof. And thus it is said: “Mercy exalteth itself above judge-
ment” ( James 2:13).

Ia q. 21 a. 4Whether in every work of God there are mercy and justice?

Objection 1. It seems that not in every work of God are
mercy and justice. For some works of God are attributed to
mercy, as the justification of the ungodly; and others to jus-
tice, as the damnation of the wicked. Hence it is said: “Judg-
ment withoutmercy to him that hath not donemercy” ( James
2:13). erefore not in every work of God do mercy and jus-
tice appear.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle attributes the conver-
sion of the Jews to justice and truth, but that of the Gentiles
to mercy (Rom. 15). erefore not in every work of God are
justice and mercy.

Objection 3. Further, many just persons are afflicted in
thisworld;which is unjust.ereforenot in everyworkofGod
are justice and mercy.

Objection 4. Further, it is the part of justice to pay what
is due, but of mercy to relieve misery. us both justice and
mercy presuppose something in their works: whereas creation
presupposes nothing. erefore in creation neither mercy nor
justice is found.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 24:10): “All the ways of the
Lord are mercy and truth.”

I answer that, Mercy and truth are necessarily found in
all God’s works, if mercy be taken to mean the removal of
any kind of defect. Not every defect, however, can properly be
called amisery; but only defect in a rational naturewhose lot is
to be happy; formisery is opposed to happiness. For this neces-
sity there is a reason, because since a debt paid according to the
divine justice is one due either toGod, or to some creature, nei-
ther the one nor the other can be lacking in any work of God:
becauseGod can donothing that is not in accordwithHiswis-
dom and goodness; and it is in this sense, as we have said, that
anything is due to God. Likewise, whatever is done by Him
in created things, is done according to proper order and pro-
portion wherein consists the idea of justice. us justice must
exist in all God’s works. Now the work of divine justice always
presupposes thework ofmercy; and is founded thereupon. For
nothing is due to creatures, except for something pre-existing
in them, or foreknown. Again, if this is due to a creature, it
must be due on account of something that precedes. And since
we cannot go on to infinity, we must come to something that
depends only on the goodness of the divine will—which is the
ultimate end. We may say, for instance, that to possess hands

is due to man on account of his rational soul; and his rational
soul is due to him that he may be man; and his being man is
on account of the divine goodness. So in every work of God,
viewed at its primary source, there appears mercy. In all that
follows, the power of mercy remains, and works indeed with
even greater force; as the influence of the first cause is more in-
tense than that of second causes. For this reason does God out
of abundance of His goodness bestow upon creatures what is
due to them more bountifully than is proportionate to their
deserts: since less would suffice for preserving the order of jus-
tice than what the divine goodness confers; because between
creatures and God’s goodness there can be no proportion.

Reply toObjection 1.Certain works are attributed to jus-
tice, and certain others to mercy, because in some justice ap-
pears more forcibly and in others mercy. Even in the damna-
tion of the reprobate mercy is seen, which, though it does not
totally remit, yet somewhat alleviates, in punishing short of
what is deserved.

In the justification of the ungodly, justice is seen, when
God remits sins on account of love, though He Himself has
mercifully infused that love. So we read of Magdalen: “Many
sins are forgiven her, because she hath lovedmuch” (Lk. 7:47).

Reply to Objection 2. God’s justice and mercy appear
both in the conversion of the Jews and of the Gentiles. But an
aspect of justice appears in the conversion of the Jews which
is not seen in the conversion of the Gentiles; inasmuch as the
Jews were saved on account of the promises made to the fa-
thers.

Reply to Objection 3. Justice and mercy appear in the
punishment of the just in this world, since by afflictions lesser
faults are cleansed in them, and they are the more raised up
fromearthly affections toGod.As to thisGregory says (Moral.
xxvi, 9): “e evils that press on us in this world force us to go
to God.”

Reply to Objection 4. Although creation presupposes
nothing in the universe; yet it does presuppose something in
the knowledge of God. In this way too the idea of justice is
preserved in creation; by the production of beings in a man-
ner that accords with the divine wisdom and goodness. And
the idea of mercy, also, is preserved in the change of creatures
from non-existence to existence.
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F P, Q 22
e Providence of God
(In Four Articles)

Having considered all that relates to the will absolutely, we must now proceed to those things which have relation to both
the intellect and the will, namely providence, in respect to all created things; predestination and reprobation and all that is
connected with these acts in respect especially of man as regards his eternal salvation. For in the science of morals, aer the
moral virtues themselves, comes the consideration of prudence, to which providence would seem to belong. Concerning God’s
providence there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether providence is suitably assigned to God?
(2) Whether everything comes under divine providence?
(3) Whether divine providence is immediately concerned with all things?
(4) Whether divine providence imposes any necessity upon things foreseen?

Ia q. 22 a. 1Whether providence can suitably be attributed to God?

Objection 1. It seems that providence is not becoming
to God. For providence, according to Tully (De Invent. ii),
is a part of prudence. But prudence, since, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 5,9,18), it gives good counsel, cannot
belong toGod,Whonever has any doubt forwhichHe should
take counsel. erefore providence cannot belong to God.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is in God, is eternal. But
providence is not anything eternal, for it is concerned with ex-
isting things that are not eternal, according toDamascene (De
Fide Orth. ii, 29). erefore there is no providence in God.

Objection 3. Further, there is nothing composite in God.
But providence seems to be something composite, because it
includes both the intellect and the will. erefore providence
is not in God.

On the contrary, It is said (Wis. 14:3): “Butou, Father,
governest all things by providence*.”

I answer that, It is necessary to attribute providence to
God. For all the good that is in created things has been created
byGod, as was shown above (q. 6, a. 4). In created things good
is found not only as regards their substance, but also as regards
their order towards an end and especially their last end, which,
as was said above, is the divine goodness (q. 21, a. 4).is good
of order existing in things created, is itself created by God.
Since, however, God is the cause of things byHis intellect, and
thus it behooves that the type of every effect should pre-exist
in Him, as is clear from what has gone before (q. 19, a. 4), it
is necessary that the type of the order of things towards their
end should pre-exist in the divinemind: and the type of things
ordered towards an end is, properly speaking, providence. For
it is the chief part of prudence, towhich two other parts are di-
rected—namely, remembrance of the past, and understanding
of the present; inasmuch as from the remembrance of what is
past and the understanding of what is present, we gather how
to provide for the future. Now it belongs to prudence, accord-
ing to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 12), to direct other things

towards an end whether in regard to oneself—as for instance,
a man is said to be prudent, who orders well his acts towards
the end of life–or in regard to others subject to him, in a fam-
ily, city or kingdom; in which sense it is said (Mat. 24:45), “a
faithful and wise servant, whom his lord hath appointed over
his family.” In this way prudence or providencemay suitably be
attributed to God. For in God Himself there can be nothing
ordered towards an end, since He is the last end. is type of
order in things towards an end is therefore inGod called prov-
idence. Whence Boethius says (De Consol. iv, 6) that “Prov-
idence is the divine type itself, seated in the Supreme Ruler;
which disposeth all things”: which dispositionmay refer either
to the type of the order of things towards an end, or to the type
of the order of parts in the whole.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 9,10), “Prudence is what, strictly speaking, com-
mands all that ‘ebulia’ has rightly counselled and ‘synesis’
rightly judged”†. Whence, though to take counsel may not be
fitting to God, from the fact that counsel is an inquiry into
matters that are doubtful, nevertheless to give a command as
to the ordering of things towards an end, the right reason
of which He possesses, does belong to God, according to Ps.
148:6: “He hath made a decree, and it shall not pass away.” In
thismanner both prudence andprovidence belong toGod.Al-
though at the same time it may be said that the very reason of
things to be done is called counsel in God; not because of any
inquiry necessitated, but from the certitude of the knowledge,
to which those who take counsel come by inquiry. Whence it
is said: “Who worketh all things according to the counsel of
His will” (Eph. 1:11).

Reply to Objection 2. Two things pertain to the care of
providence—namely, the “reason of order,” which is called
providence and disposition; and the execution of order, which
is termed government.Of these, the first is eternal, and the sec-
ond is temporal.

* Vulg. But ‘y providence, O Father, governeth it.’. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 57,
a. 6.
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Reply to Objection 3. Providence resides in the intellect;
but presupposes the act of willing the end.Nobody gives a pre-
cept about things done for an end; unless he will that end.
Hence prudence presupposes the moral virtues, by means of
which the appetitive faculty is directed towards good, as the

Philosopher says. Even if Providence has to do with the divine
will and intellect equally, this would not affect the divine sim-
plicity, since inGod both the will and intellect are one and the
same thing, as we have said above (q. 19).

Ia q. 22 a. 2Whether everything is subject to the providence of God?

Objection 1. It seems that everything is not subject to di-
vineprovidence. Fornothing foreseen canhappenby chance. If
then everything was foreseen by God, nothing would happen
by chance. And thus hazard and luck would disappear; which
is against common opinion.

Objection 2. Further, a wise provider excludes any defect
or evil, as far as he can, from those over whom he has a care.
But we see many evils existing. Either, then, God cannot hin-
der these, and thus is not omnipotent; or elseHe does not have
care for everything.

Objection 3. Further, whatever happens of necessity does
not require providence or prudence. Hence, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 5,9, 10,11): “Prudence is the right rea-
son of things contingent concerning which there is counsel
and choice.” Since, then, many things happen from necessity,
everything cannot be subject to providence.

Objection 4. Further, whatsoever is le to itself cannot be
subject to the providence of a governor. But men are le to
themselves by God in accordance with the words: “God made
man from the beginning, and le him in the hand of his own
counsel” (Ecclus. 15:14). And particularly in reference to the
wicked: “I let them go according to the desires of their heart”
(Ps. 80:13). Everything, therefore, cannot be subject to divine
providence.

Objection 5. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 9:9): “God
doth not care for oxen*”: and we may say the same of other ir-
rational creatures.us everything cannot be under the care of
divine providence.

On the contrary, It is said of Divine Wisdom: “She
reacheth from end to end mightily, and ordereth all things
sweetly” (Wis. 8:1).

I answer that,Certain persons totally denied the existence
of providence, as Democritus and the Epicureans, maintain-
ing that the world was made by chance. Others taught that
incorruptible things only were subject to providence and cor-
ruptible things not in their individual selves, but only accord-
ing to their species; for in this respect they are incorruptible.
ey are represented as saying ( Job22:14): “eclouds areHis
covert; and He doth not consider our things; and He walketh
about the poles of heaven.” Rabbi Moses, however, excluded
men from the generality of things corruptible, on account of
the excellence of the intellect which they possess, but in refer-
ence to all else that suffers corruption he adhered to the opin-
ion of the others.

We must say, however, that all things are subject to divine
providence, not only in general, but even in their own individ-
ual selves. is is mad evident thus. For since every agent acts
for an end, the ordering of effects towards that end extends as
far as the causality of the first agent extends. Whence it hap-
pens that in the effects of an agent something takes placewhich
has no reference towards the end, because the effect comes
from a cause other than, and outside the intention of the agent.
But the causality of God, Who is the first agent, extends to all
being, not only as to constituent principles of species, but also
as to the individualizing principles; not only of things incor-
ruptible, but also of things corruptible. Hence all things that
exist in whatsoevermanner are necessarily directed byGod to-
wards some end; as the Apostle says: “ose things that are of
God are well ordered†” (Rom. 13:1). Since, therefore, as the
providence of God is nothing less than the type of the order
of things towards an end, as we have said; it necessarily fol-
lows that all things, inasmuch as they participate in existence,
must likewise be subject to divine providence. It has also been
shown (q. 14, Aa. 6,11) that God knows all things, both uni-
versal and particular. And since His knowledge may be com-
pared to the things themselves, as the knowledge of art to the
objects of art, all things must of necessity come under His or-
dering; as all things wrought by art are subject to the ordering
of that art.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is a difference between uni-
versal and particular causes. A thing can escape the order of
a particular cause; but not the order of a universal cause. For
nothing escapes the order of a particular cause, except through
the intervention andhindrance of someother particular cause;
as, for instance, wood may be prevented from burning, by the
action of water. Since then, all particular causes are included
under the universal cause, it could not be that any effect should
take place outside the range of that universal cause. So far then
as an effect escapes the order of a particular cause, it is said to
be casual or fortuitous in respect to that cause; but if we regard
the universal cause, outside whose range no effect can happen,
it is said to be foreseen. us, for instance, the meeting of two
servants, although to them it appears a chance circumstance,
has been fully foreseen by theirmaster, who has purposely sent
to meet at the one place, in such a way that the one knows not
about the other.

Reply to Objection 2. It is otherwise with one who has
care of a particular thing, and one whose providence is uni-

* Vulg. ‘Doth God take care for oxen?’. † Vulg.‘ose powers that are, are
ordained of God’: ‘Quae autem sunt, a Deo ordinatae sunt.’ St. omas oen
quotes this passage, and invariably reads: ‘Quae a Deo sunt, ordinata sunt.’.
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versal, because a particular provider excludes all defects from
what is subject to his care as far as he can; whereas, one who
provides universally allows some little defect to remain, lest
the good of the whole should be hindered. Hence, corrup-
tion and defects in natural things are said to be contrary to
some particular nature; yet they are in keeping with the plan
of universal nature; inasmuch as the defect in one thing yields
to the good of another, or even to the universal good: for the
corruption of one is the generation of another, and through
this it is that a species is kept in existence. Since God, then,
provides universally for all being, it belongs to His providence
to permit certain defects in particular effects, that the perfect
good of the universe may not be hindered, for if all evil were
prevented, much good would be absent from the universe. A
lion would cease to live, if there were no slaying of animals;
and there would be no patience of martyrs if there were no
tyrannical persecution. us Augustine says (Enchiridion 2):
“Almighty God would in no wise permit evil to exist in His
works, unless He were so almighty and so good as to produce
good even from evil.” It would appear that it was on account of
these two arguments to which we have just replied, that some
were persuaded to consider corruptible things—e.g. casual and
evil things—as removed from the care of divine providence.

Reply toObjection3.Man is not the author of nature; but
he uses natural things in applying art and virtue to his own use.
Hence human providence does not reach to that which takes
place in nature from necessity; but divine providence extends
thus far, since God is the author of nature. Apparently it was
this argument that moved those who withdrew the course of
nature from the care of divine providence, attributing it rather
to the necessity ofmatter, as Democritus, and others of the an-
cients.

Reply to Objection 4. When it is said that God le man
to himself, this does not mean that man is exempt from di-

vine providence; but merely that he has not a prefixed operat-
ing force determined to only the one effect; as in the case of
natural things, which are only acted upon as though directed
by another towards an end; and do not act of themselves, as
if they directed themselves towards an end, like rational crea-
tures, through the possession of free will, by which these are
able to take counsel andmake a choice.Hence it is significantly
said: “In the hand of his own counsel.” But since the very act
of free will is traced to God as to a cause, it necessarily follows
that everything happening from the exercise of free will must
be subject to divine providence. For human providence is in-
cluded under the providence of God, as a particular under a
universal cause. God, however, extends His providence over
the just in a certain more excellent way than over the wicked;
inasmuch as He prevents anything happening which would
impede their final salvation. For “to them that love God, all
things work together unto good” (Rom. 8:28). But from the
fact that He does not restrain the wicked from the evil of sin,
He is said to abandon them: not thatHe altogether withdraws
His providence from them; otherwise they would return to
nothing, if they were not preserved in existence by His prov-
idence. is was the reason that had weight with Tully, who
withdrew from the care of divine providence human affairs
concerning which we take counsel.

Reply to Objection 5. Since a rational creature has,
through its free will, control over its actions, as was said above
(q. 19, a. 10), it is subject to divine providence in an espe-
cial manner, so that something is imputed to it as a fault, or
as a merit; and there is given it accordingly something by way
of punishment or reward. In this way, the Apostle withdraws
oxen from the care of God: not, however, that individual ir-
rational creatures escape the care of divine providence; as was
the opinion of the Rabbi Moses.

Ia q. 22 a. 3Whether God has immediate providence over everything?

Objection 1. It seems that God has not immediate provi-
dence over all things. For whatever is contained in the notion
of dignity, must be attributed to God. But it belongs to the
dignity of a king, that he shouldhaveministers; throughwhose
mediation he provides for his subjects.ereforemuch less has
God Himself immediate providence over all things.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to providence to order all
things to an end. Now the end of everything is its perfection
and its good. But it appertains to every cause to direct its ef-
fect to good; wherefore every active cause is a cause of the ef-
fect of providence. If therefore God were to have immediate
providence over all things, all secondary causes would be with-
drawn.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Enchiridion 17)
that, “It is better to be ignorant of some things than to know
them, for example, vile things”: and the Philosopher says the

same (Metaph. xii, 51). Butwhatever is bettermust be assigned
to God. erefore He has not immediate providence over bad
and vile things.

On the contrary, It is said ( Job 34:13): “What other hath
He appointed over the earth? or whom hath He set over
the world which He made?” On which passage Gregory says
(Moral. xxiv, 20): “Himself He ruleth the world which He
Himself hath made.”

I answer that,Two things belong to providence—namely,
the type of the order of things foreordained towards an end;
and the execution of this order, which is called government. As
regards the first of these, God has immediate providence over
everything, because He has in His intellect the types of every-
thing, even the smallest; and whatsoever causes He assigns to
certain effects, He gives them the power to produce those ef-
fects. Whence it must be that He has beforehand the type of
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those effects in His mind. As to the second, there are certain
intermediaries of God’s providence; for He governs things in-
ferior by superior, not on account of any defect in His power,
but by reason of the abundance of His goodness; so that the
dignity of causality is imparted even to creatures. us Plato’s
opinion, as narrated byGregory ofNyssa (DeProvid. viii, 3), is
exploded. He taught a threefold providence. First, one which
belongs to the supremeDeity,Whofirst and foremost has pro-
vision over spiritual things, and thus over the whole world as
regards genus, species, and universal causes. e second prov-
idence, which is over the individuals of all that can be gener-
ated and corrupted, he attributed to the divinities who circu-
late in the heavens; that is, certain separate substances, which
move corporeal things in a circular direction. e third prov-
idence, over human affairs, he assigned to demons, whom the
Platonic philosophers placed between us and the gods, as Au-
gustine tells us (De Civ. Dei, 1, 2: viii, 14).

Reply toObjection1. It pertains to a king’s dignity tohave
ministers who execute his providence. But the fact that he has
not the plan of those things which are done by them arises
from a deficiency in himself. For every operative science is the
more perfect, the more it considers the particular things with
which its action is concerned.

Reply to Objection 2. God’s immediate provision over
everything does not exclude the action of secondary causes;
which are the executors of His order, as was said above (q. 19,
Aa. 5,8).

Reply to Objection 3. It is better for us not to know low
and vile things, because by themwe are impeded in our knowl-
edge of what is better and higher; for we cannot understand
many things simultaneously; because the thought of evil some-
times perverts the will towards evil. is does not hold with
God, Who sees everything simultaneously at one glance, and
whose will cannot turn in the direction of evil.

Ia q. 22 a. 4Whether providence imposes any necessity on things foreseen?

Objection 1. It seems that divine providence imposes ne-
cessity upon things foreseen. For every effect that has a “per
se” cause, either present or past, which it necessarily follows,
happens from necessity; as the Philosopher proves (Metaph.
vi, 7). But the providence of God, since it is eternal, pre-exists;
and the effect flows from it of necessity, for divine providence
cannot be frustrated. erefore divine providence imposes a
necessity upon things foreseen.

Objection 2. Further, every provider makes his work as
stable as he can, lest it should fail. But God is most powerful.
erefore He assigns the stability of necessity to things pro-
vided.

Objection 3. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. iv, 6):
“Fate from the immutable source of providence binds together
human acts and fortunes by the indissoluble connection of
causes.” It seems therefore that providence imposes necessity
upon things foreseen.

On the contrary, Dionysius says that (Div. Nom. iv, 23)
“to corrupt nature is not the work of providence.” But it is in
the nature of some things to be contingent. Divine providence
does not therefore impose any necessity upon things so as to
destroy their contingency.

I answer that, Divine providence imposes necessity upon
some things; not upon all, as some formerly believed. For to
providence it belongs to order things towards an end. Now af-
ter the divine goodness, which is an extrinsic end to all things,
the principal good in things themselves is the perfection of

the universe; which would not be, were not all grades of be-
ing found in things. Whence it pertains to divine providence
to produce every grade of being. And thus it has prepared for
some things necessary causes, so that they happen of necessity;
for others contingent causes, that they may happen by contin-
gency, according to the nature of their proximate causes.

Reply to Objection 1. e effect of divine providence is
not only that things should happen somehow; but that they
should happen either by necessity or by contingency. ere-
fore whatsoever divine providence ordains to happen infalli-
bly and of necessity happens infallibly and of necessity; and
that happens from contingency, which the plan of divine prov-
idence conceives to happen from contingency.

Reply to Objection 2. e order of divine providence is
unchangeable and certain, so far as all things foreseen happen
as they have been foreseen, whether from necessity or from
contingency.

Reply toObjection 3.at indissolubility and unchange-
ableness of which Boethius speaks, pertain to the certainty of
providence, which fails not to produce its effect, and that in
theway foreseen; but theydonotpertain to thenecessity of the
effects. We must remember that properly speaking ‘necessary’
and “contingent” are consequent upon being, as such. Hence
the mode both of necessity and of contingency falls under the
foresight of God, who provides universally for all being; not
under the foresight of causes that provide only for some par-
ticular order of things.
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F P, Q 23
Of Predestination
(In Eight Articles)

Aer consideration of divine providence, we must treat of predestination and the book of life. Concerning predestination
there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether predestination is suitably attributed to God?
(2) What is predestination, and whether it places anything in the predestined?
(3) Whether to God belongs the reprobation of some men?
(4) On the comparison of predestination to election; whether, that is to say, the predestined are chosen?
(5) Whether merits are the cause or reason of predestination, or reprobation, or election?
(6) of the certainty of predestination; whether the predestined will infallibly be saved?
(7) Whether the number of the predestined is certain?
(8) Whether predestination can be furthered by the prayers of the saints?

Ia q. 23 a. 1Whether men are predestined by God?

Objection 1. It seems that men are not predestined by
God, for Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 30): “It must be
borne inmind thatGod foreknows but does not predetermine
everything, since He foreknows all that is in us, but does not
predetermine it all.” But human merit and demerit are in us,
forasmuch as we are the masters of our own acts by free will.
All that pertains therefore to merit or demerit is not predes-
tined by God; and thus man’s predestination is done away.

Objection2.Further, all creatures are directed to their end
by divine providence, as was said above (q. 22, Aa. 1,2). But
other creatures are not said to be predestined by God. ere-
fore neither are men.

Objection 3. Further, the angels are capable of beatitude,
as well as men. But predestination is not suitable to angels,
since in them there never was any unhappiness (miseria); for
predestination, as Augustine says (De praedest. sanct. 17), is
the “purpose to take pity [miserendi]”*.ereforemen are not
predestined.

Objection 4. Further, the benefits God confers upon men
are revealed by the Holy Ghost to holy men according to the
saying of theApostle (1Cor. 2:12): “Nowwehave received not
the spirit of this world, but the Spirit that is of God: that we
may know the things that are given us from God.” erefore if
manwere predestined byGod, since predestination is a benefit
from God, his predestination would be made known to each
predestined; which is clearly false.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 8:30): “Whom He
predestined, them He also called.”

I answer that, It is fitting thatGod should predestinemen.
For all things are subject to His providence, as was shown
above (q. 22, a. 2). Now it belongs to providence to direct
things towards their end, as was also said (q. 22, Aa. 1,2).
e end towards which created things are directed by God is
twofold; one which exceeds all proportion and faculty of cre-

ated nature; and this end is life eternal, that consists in see-
ing God which is above the nature of every creature, as shown
above (q. 12, a. 4).e other end, however, is proportionate to
created nature, to which end created being can attain accord-
ing to the power of its nature. Now if a thing cannot attain
to something by the power of its nature, it must be directed
thereto by another; thus, an arrow is directed by the archer to-
wards a mark. Hence, properly speaking, a rational creature,
capable of eternal life, is led towards it, directed, as it were, by
God.e reason of that direction pre-exists inGod; as inHim
is the type of the order of all things towards an end, which we
proved above to be providence. Now the type in the mind of
the doer of something to be done, is a kind of pre-existence in
him of the thing to be done. Hence the type of the aforesaid
direction of a rational creature towards the end of life eternal is
called predestination. For to destine, is to direct or send. us
it is clear that predestination, as regards its objects, is a part of
providence.

Reply to Objection 1. Damascene calls predestination an
imposition of necessity, aer the manner of natural things
which are predetermined towards one end. is is clear from
his adding: “He does not will malice, nor does He compel
virtue.” Whence predestination is not excluded by Him.

Reply to Objection 2. Irrational creatures are not capa-
ble of that end which exceeds the faculty of human nature.
Whence they cannot be properly said to be predestined; al-
though improperly the term is used in respect of any other end.

Reply to Objection 3. Predestination applies to angels,
just as it does tomen, although they have never been unhappy.
For movement does not take its species from the term “where-
from” but from the term “whereto.” Because it matters noth-
ing, in respect of the notion of making white, whether he who
is made white was before black, yellow or red. Likewise it mat-
ters nothing in respect of the notion of predestinationwhether

* See q. 22, a. 3.
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one is predestined to life eternal from the state of misery or
not. Although it may be said that every conferring of good
above that which is due pertains to mercy; as was shown pre-
viously (q. 21, Aa. 3,4).

Reply to Objection 4. Even if by a special privilege their

predestination were revealed to some, it is not fitting that it
should be revealed to everyone; because, if so, those who were
not predestined would despair; and security would beget neg-
ligence in the predestined.

Ia q. 23 a. 2Whether predestination places anything in the predestined?

Objection1. It seems that predestination does place some-
thing in the predestined. For every action of itself causes pas-
sion. If therefore predestination is action in God, predestina-
tion must be passion in the predestined.

Objection 2. Further, Origen says on the text, “He who
was predestined,” etc. (Rom. 1:4): “Predestination is of one
who is not; destination, of one who is.” And Augustine says
(De Praed. Sanct.): “What is predestination but the destina-
tion of one who is?” erefore predestination is only of one
who actually exists; and it thus places something in the pre-
destined.

Objection 3. Further, preparation is something in the
thing prepared. But predestination is the preparation of God’s
benefits, as Augustine says (De Praed. Sanct. ii, 14). erefore
predestination is something in the predestined.

Objection 4. Further, nothing temporal enters into the
definition of eternity. But grace, which is something temporal,
is found in the definition of predestination. For predestination
is the preparation of grace in the present; and of glory in the
future. erefore predestination is not anything eternal. So it
must needs be that it is in the predestined, and not inGod; for
whatever is in Him is eternal.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Praed. Sanct. ii, 14)
that “predestination is the foreknowledge of God’s benefits.”
But foreknowledge is not in the things foreknown, but in the
person who foreknows them. erefore, predestination is in
the one who predestines, and not in the predestined.

I answer that, Predestination is not anything in the pre-
destined; but only in the personwho predestines.Wehave said
above that predestination is a part of providence. Now provi-
dence is not anything in the things provided for; but is a type
in the mind of the provider, as was proved above (q. 22, a. 1).
But the execution of providencewhich is called government, is
in a passive way in the thing governed, and in an active way in
the governor. Whence it is clear that predestination is a kind
of type of the ordering of some persons towards eternal salva-
tion, existing in the divine mind. e execution, however, of
this order is in a passive way in the predestined, but actively in

God. e execution of predestination is the calling and mag-
nification; according to the Apostle (Rom. 8:30): “WhomHe
predestined, them He also called and whom He called, them
He also magnified [Vulg. ‘justified’].”

Reply to Objection 1. Actions passing out to external
matter imply of themselves passion—for example, the actions
of warming and cutting; but not so actions remaining in the
agent, as understanding and willing, as said above (q. 14, a. 2;
q. 18, a. 3, ad 1). Predestination is an action of this latter class.
Wherefore, it does not put anything in the predestined. But its
execution, which passes out to external things, has an effect in
them.

Reply to Objection 2. Destination sometimes denotes a
real mission of someone to a given end; thus, destination can
only be said of someone actually existing. It is taken, however,
in another sense for a mission which a person conceives in
the mind; and in this manner we are said to destine a thing
which we firmly propose in our mind. In this latter way it is
said that Eleazar “determined not to do any unlawful things
for the love of life” (2 Macc. 6:20). us destination can be of
a thing which does not exist. Predestination, however, by rea-
son of the antecedent nature it implies, can be attributed to a
thing which does not actually exist; in whatsoever way desti-
nation is accepted.

Reply to Objection 3. Preparation is twofold: of the pa-
tient in respect to passion and this is in the thing prepared; and
of the agent to action, and this is in the agent. Such a prepara-
tion is predestination, and as an agent by intellect is said to
prepare itself to act, accordingly as it preconceives the idea of
what is to be done. us, God from all eternity prepared by
predestination, conceiving the idea of the order of some to-
wards salvation.

Reply to Objection 4. Grace does not come into the defi-
nition of predestination, as something belonging to its essence,
but inasmuch as predestination implies a relation to grace, as
of cause to effect, and of act to its object. Whence it does not
follow that predestination is anything temporal.

Ia q. 23 a. 3Whether God reprobates any man?

Objection 1. It seems that God reprobates no man. For
nobody reprobates what he loves. But God loves every man,
according to (Wis. 11:25): “ou lovest all things that are, and
ou hatest none of the things ou hast made.” erefore

God reprobates no man.
Objection 2.Further, if God reprobates anyman, it would

be necessary for reprobation to have the same relation to the
reprobates as predestination has to the predestined. But pre-
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destination is the cause of the salvation of the predestined.
erefore reprobation will likewise be the cause of the loss of
the reprobate. But this false. For it is said (Osee 13:9): “De-
struction is thy own, O Israel; y help is only in Me.” God
does not, then, reprobate any man.

Objection 3. Further, to no one ought anything be im-
puted which he cannot avoid. But if God reprobates anyone,
that one must perish. For it is said (Eccles. 7:14): “Consider
the works of God, that no man can correct whom He hath de-
spised.”erefore it could not be imputed to anyman, were he
to perish. But this is false. erefore God does not reprobate
anyone.

On the contrary, It is said (Malachi 1:2,3): “I have loved
Jacob, but have hated Esau.”

I answer that, God does reprobate some. For it was said
above (a. 1) that predestination is a part of providence. To
providence, however, it belongs to permit certain defects in
those things which are subject to providence, as was said above
(q. 22, a. 2). us, as men are ordained to eternal life through
the providence of God, it likewise is part of that providence to
permit some to fall away from that end; this is called reproba-
tion. us, as predestination is a part of providence, in regard
to those ordained to eternal salvation, so reprobation is a part
of providence in regard to those who turn aside from that end.
Hence reprobation implies not only foreknowledge, but also
something more, as does providence, as was said above (q. 22,
a. 1). erefore, as predestination includes the will to confer
grace and glory; so also reprobation includes the will to per-
mit a person to fall into sin, and to impose the punishment of

damnation on account of that sin.
Reply toObjection 1.God loves all men and all creatures,

inasmuch as He wishes them all some good; but He does not
wish every good to them all. So far, therefore, as He does not
wish this particular good—namely, eternal life—He is said to
hate or reprobated them.

Reply to Objection 2. Reprobation differs in its causal-
ity from predestination. is latter is the cause both of what
is expected in the future life by the predestined—namely,
glory—and of what is received in this life—namely, grace.
Reprobation, however, is not the cause of what is in the
present—namely, sin; but it is the cause of abandonment by
God. It is the cause, however, of what is assigned in the fu-
ture—namely, eternal punishment. But guilt proceeds from
the free-will of the person who is reprobated and deserted by
grace. In this way, the word of the prophet is true—namely,
“Destruction is thy own, O Israel.”

Reply to Objection 3. Reprobation by God does not
take anything away from the power of the person reprobated.
Hence, when it is said that the reprobated cannot obtain grace,
this must not be understood as implying absolute impossi-
bility: but only conditional impossibility: as was said above
(q. 19, a. 3), that the predestinedmust necessarily be saved; yet
a conditional necessity, which does not do away with the lib-
erty of choice. Whence, although anyone reprobated by God
cannot acquire grace, nevertheless that he falls into this or that
particular sin comes from the use of his free-will. Hence it is
rightly imputed to him as guilt.

Ia q. 23 a. 4Whether the predestined are chosen by God?*

Objection 1. It seems that the predestined are not chosen
by God. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv, 1) that as the cor-
poreal sun sends his rays upon all without selection, so does
GodHis goodness. But the goodness ofGod is communicated
to some in an especial manner through a participation of grace
and glory.ereforeGodwithout any selection communicates
His grace and glory; and this belongs to predestination.

Objection 2. Further, election is of things that exist. But
predestination from all eternity is also of things which do not
exist. erefore, some are predestined without election.

Objection 3. Further, election implies some discrimina-
tion.NowGod “wills all men to be saved” (1 Tim. 2:4).ere-
fore, predestination which ordains men towards eternal salva-
tion, is without election.

Onthe contrary, It is said (Eph. 1:4): “He chose us inHim
before the foundation of the world.”

I answer that, Predestination presupposes election in the
order of reason; and election presupposes love. e reason of
this is that predestination, as stated above (a. 1), is a part of
providence. Now providence, as also prudence, is the plan ex-
isting in the intellect directing the ordering of some things to-

wards an end; as was proved above (q. 22, a. 2). But nothing
is directed towards an end unless the will for that end already
exists. Whence the predestination of some to eternal salvation
presupposes, in the order of reason, that God wills their sal-
vation; and to this belong both election and love:—love, inas-
much as He wills them this particular good of eternal salva-
tion; since to love is to wish well to anyone, as stated above
(q. 20, Aa. 2,3):—election, inasmuch as He wills this good
to some in preference to others; since He reprobates some, as
stated above (a. 3). Election and love, however, are differently
ordered in God, and in ourselves: because in us the will in lov-
ing does not cause good, but we are incited to love by the good
which already exists; and thereforewe choose someone to love,
and so election in us precedes love. In God, however, it is the
reverse. For His will, by which in loving He wishes good to
someone, is the cause of that good possessed by some in prefer-
ence to others.us it is clear that love precedes election in the
order of reason, and election precedes predestination.Whence
all the predestinate are objects of election and love.

Reply to Objection 1. If the communication of the di-
vine goodness in general be considered, God communicates

* “Eligantur.”.
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His goodness without election; inasmuch as there is nothing
which does not in some way share in His goodness, as we said
above (q. 6, a. 4). But if we consider the communication of this
or that particular good, He does not allot it without election;
since He gives certain goods to some men, which He does not
give to others. us in the conferring of grace and glory elec-
tion is implied.

Reply toObjection 2.When the will of the person choos-
ing is incited tomake a choice by the good already pre-existing

in the object chosen, the choice must needs be of those things
which already exist, as happens in our choice. In God it is oth-
erwise; as was said above (q. 20, a. 2). us, as Augustine says
(De Verb. Ap. Serm. 11): “ose are chosen by God, who do
not exist; yet He does not err in His choice.”

Reply to Objection 3. God wills all men to be saved by
His antecedent will, which is to will not simply but relatively;
and not by His consequent will, which is to will simply.

Ia q. 23 a. 5Whether the foreknowledge of merits is the cause of predestination?

Objection 1. It seems that foreknowledge of merits is the
cause of predestination. For the Apostle says (Rom. 8:29):
“Whom He foreknew, He also predestined.” Again a gloss of
Ambrose on Rom. 9:15: “I will have mercy upon whom I will
have mercy” says: “I will give mercy to him who, I foresee, will
turn to Me with his whole heart.” erefore it seems the fore-
knowledge of merits is the cause of predestination.

Objection 2. Further, Divine predestination includes the
divine will, which by no means can be irrational; since pre-
destination is “the purpose to have mercy,” as Augustine says
(De Praed. Sanct. ii, 17). But there can be no other reason for
predestination than the foreknowledge of merits. erefore it
must be the cause of reason of predestination.

Objection 3. Further, “ere is no injustice in God”
(Rom. 9:14). Now it would seem unjust that unequal things
be given to equals. But all men are equal as regards both nature
and original sin; and inequality in them arises from the merits
or demerits of their actions. erefore God does not prepare
unequal things formen by predestinating and reprobating, un-
less through the foreknowledge of their merits and demerits.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Titus 3:5): “Not by
works of justice which we have done, but according to His
mercyHe saved us.” But asHe saved us, soHe predestined that
we should be saved. erefore, foreknowledge of merits is not
the cause or reason of predestination.

I answer that, Since predestination includes will, as was
said above (a. 4), the reason of predestination must be sought
for in the sameway aswas the reason of thewill ofGod.Now it
was shown above (q. 19, a. 5 ), that we cannot assign any cause
of the divine will on the part of the act of willing; but a rea-
son can be found on the part of the things willed; inasmuch as
God wills one thing on account of something else. Wherefore
nobody has been so insane as to say thatmerit is the cause of di-
vine predestination as regards the act of the predestinator. But
this is the question, whether, as regards the effect, predestina-
tion has any cause; or what comes to the same thing, whether
God pre-ordained thatHewould give the effect of predestina-
tion to anyone on account of any merits.

Accordingly there were some who held that the effect of
predestination was pre-ordained for some on account of pre-
existingmerits in a former life.iswas the opinion ofOrigen,

who thought that the souls of men were created in the begin-
ning, and according to the diversity of their works different
states were assigned to them in this world when united with
the body. e Apostle, however, rebuts this opinion where he
says (Rom. 9:11,12): “For when they were not yet born, nor
had done any good or evil…not of works, but of Him that cal-
leth, it was said of her: e elder shall serve the younger.”

Others said that pre-existing merits in this life are the rea-
son and cause of the effect of predestination. For the Pelagians
taught that the beginning of doing well came from us; and the
consummation from God: so that it came about that the ef-
fect of predestination was granted to one, and not to another,
because the one made a beginning by preparing, whereas the
other did not. But against this we have the saying of the Apos-
tle (2 Cor. 3:5), that “we are not sufficient to think anything
of ourselves as of ourselves.” Now no principle of action can be
imagined previous to the act of thinking.Wherefore it cannot
be said that anything begun in us can be the reason of the effect
of predestination.

And so others said that merits following the effect of pre-
destination are the reason of predestination; giving us to un-
derstand that God gives grace to a person, and pre-ordains
that He will give it, because He knows beforehand that He
will make good use of that grace, as if a king were to give a
horse to a soldier because he knows he will make good use of
it. But these seem to have drawn a distinction between that
which flows from grace, and that which flows from free will,
as if the same thing cannot come from both. It is, however,
manifest that what is of grace is the effect of predestination;
and this cannot be considered as the reason of predestination,
since it is contained in the notion of predestination.erefore,
if anything else in us be the reasonof predestination, itwill out-
side the effect of predestination. Now there is no distinction
between what flows from free will, and what is of predestina-
tion; as there is not distinction betweenwhat flows from a sec-
ondary cause and from a first cause. For the providence ofGod
produces effects through the operation of secondary causes, as
was above shown (q. 22, a. 3). Wherefore, that which flows
from free-will is also of predestination. We must say, there-
fore, that the effect of predestination may be considered in a
twofold light—in one way, in particular; and thus there is no
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reason why one effect of predestination should not be the rea-
son or cause of another; a subsequent effect being the reason of
a previous effect, as its final cause; and the previous effect being
the reason of the subsequent as its meritorious cause, which is
reduced to the disposition of the matter. us we might say
that God pre-ordained to give glory on account of merit, and
that He pre-ordained to give grace to merit glory. In another
way, the effect of predestination may be considered in general.
us, it is impossible that the whole of the effect of predesti-
nation in general should have any cause as coming from us; be-
cause whatsoever is in man disposing him towards salvation, is
all included under the effect of predestination; even the prepa-
ration for grace. For neither does this happen otherwise than
by divine help, according to the prophet Jeremias (Lam. 5:21):
“convert us, O Lord, to ee, and we shall be converted.” Yet
predestination has in this way, in regard to its effect, the good-
ness of God for its reason; towards which the whole effect of
predestination is directed as to an end; and fromwhich it pro-
ceeds, as from its first moving principle.

Reply toObjection 1.euse of grace foreknown byGod
is not the cause of conferring grace, except aer the manner of
a final cause; as was explained above.

Reply toObjection2.Predestinationhas its foundation in
the goodness of God as regards its effects in general. Consid-
ered in its particular effects, however, one effect is the reason
of another; as already stated.

Reply to Objection 3. e reason for the predestination
of some, and reprobation of others, must be sought for in the
goodness of God. us He is said to have made all things
through His goodness, so that the divine goodness might be
represented in things.Now it is necessary thatGod’s goodness,
which in itself is one and undivided, should be manifested in
many ways in His creation; because creatures in themselves
cannot attain to the simplicity of God. us it is that for the
completion of the universe there are required different grades
of being; someofwhichhold ahigh and somea lowplace in the
universe.at this multiformity of grades may be preserved in
things, God allows some evils, lest many good things should

never happen, as was said above (q. 22, a. 2). Let us then con-
sider the whole of the human race, as we consider the whole
universe. God wills to manifest His goodness in men; in re-
spect to those whom He predestines, by means of His mercy,
as sparing them; and in respect of others, whomhe reprobates,
by means of His justice, in punishing them. is is the reason
why God elects some and rejects others. To this the Apostle
refers, saying (Rom. 9:22,23): “What if God, willing to show
His wrath [that is, the vengeance of His justice], and to make
His power known, endured [that is, permitted] withmuch pa-
tience vessels of wrath, fitted for destruction; that He might
show the riches of His glory on the vessels of mercy, which He
hath prepared unto glory” and (2 Tim. 2:20): “But in a great
house there are not only vessels of gold and silver; but also of
wood and of earth; and some, indeed, unto honor, but some
unto dishonor.” Yet whyHe chooses some for glory, and repro-
bates others, has no reason, except the divinewill.WhenceAu-
gustine says (Tract. xxvi. in Joan.): “Why He draws one, and
anotherHe draws not, seek not to judge, if thou dost not wish
to err.” us too, in the things of nature, a reason can be as-
signed, since primary matter is altogether uniform, why one
part of it was fashioned by God from the beginning under the
form of fire, another under the form of earth, that there might
be a diversity of species in things of nature. Yet why this partic-
ular part ofmatter is under this particular form, and that under
another, depends upon the simplewill ofGod; as from the sim-
plewill of the artificer it depends that this stone is in part of the
wall, and that in another; although the plan requires that some
stones should be in this place, and some in that place. Nei-
ther on this account can there be said to be injustice in God, if
He prepares unequal lots for not unequal things. is would
be altogether contrary to the notion of justice, if the effect of
predestination were granted as a debt, and not gratuitously. In
things which are given gratuitously, a person can give more or
less, just as he pleases (providedhedeprives nobodyof his due),
without any infringement of justice.is is what the master of
the house said: “Take what is thine, and go thy way. Is it not
lawful for me to do what I will?” (Mat. 20:14,15).

Ia q. 23 a. 6Whether predestination is certain?

Objection 1. It seems that predestination is not certain.
Because on the words “Hold fast that which thou hast, that no
one take thy crown,” (Rev 3:11), Augustine says (De Corr. et
Grat. 15): “Another will not receive, unless this one were to
lose it.” Hence the crown which is the effect of predestination
can be both acquired and lost. erefore predestination can-
not be certain.

Objection 2. Further, granted what is possible, noth-
ing impossible follows. But it is possible that one predes-
tined—e.g. Peter—may sin and then be killed. But if this were
so, it would follow that the effect of predestination would be
thwarted. is then, is not impossible. erefore predestina-

tion is not certain.
Objection 3. Further, whatever God could do in the past,

He can do now. But He could have not predestined whom He
hath predestined. erefore now He is able not to predestine
him. erefore predestination is not certain.

On the contrary, A gloss on Rom. 8:29: “Whom He
foreknew, He also predestinated”, says: “Predestination is the
foreknowledge and preparation of the benefits of God, by
which whosoever are freed will most certainly be freed.”

I answer that, Predestination most certainly and infalli-
bly takes effect; yet it does not impose any necessity, so that,
namely, its effect should take place from necessity. For it was
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said above (a. 1), that predestination is a part of providence.
But not all things subject to providence are necessary; some
things happening from contingency, according to the nature
of the proximate causes, which divine providence has ordained
for such effects. Yet the order of providence is infallible, as was
shown above (q. 22, a. 4). So also the order of predestination
is certain; yet free-will is not destroyed; whence the effect of
predestination has its contingency. Moreover all that has been
said about the divine knowledge and will (q. 14, a. 13; q. 19,
a. 4) must also be taken into consideration; since they do not
destroy contingency in things, although they themselves are
most certain and infallible.

Reply to Objection 1. e crown may be said to belong
to a person in two ways; first, by God’s predestination, and
thus no one loses his crown: secondly, by the merit of grace;
for what we merit, in a certain way is ours; and thus anyone
may lose his crown bymortal sin. Another person receives that
crown thus lost, inasmuch as he takes the former’s place. For
God does not permit some to fall, without raising others; ac-
cording to Job 34:24: “He shall break in pieces many and in-
numerable, andmake others to stand in their stead.”usmen

are substituted in the place of the fallen angels; and the Gen-
tiles in that of the Jews. He who is substituted for another in
the state of grace, also receives the crown of the fallen in that
in eternal life he will rejoice at the good the other has done, in
which life he will rejoice at all good whether done by himself
or by others.

Reply toObjection 2.Although it is possible for one who
is predestinated considered in himself to die in mortal sin; yet
it is not possible, supposed, as in fact it is supposed. that he is
predestinated. Whence it does not follow that predestination
can fall short of its effect.

Reply to Objection 3. Since predestination includes the
divine will as stated above (a. 4): and the fact that God wills
any created thing is necessary on the supposition that He so
wills, on account of the immutability of the divine will, but is
not necessary absolutely; so the same must be said of predesti-
nation. Wherefore one ought not to say that God is able not
to predestinate one whom He has predestinated, taking it in
a composite sense, thought, absolutely speaking, God can pre-
destinate or not. But in thisway the certainty of predestination
is not destroyed.

Ia q. 23 a. 7Whether the number of the predestined is certain?

Objection 1. It seems that the number of the predestined
is not certain. For a number to which an addition can bemade
is not certain. But there can be an addition to the number of
the predestined as it seems; for it is written (Dt. 1:11): “e
Lord God adds to this number many thousands,” and a gloss
adds, “fixed by God, who knows those who belong to Him.”
erefore the number of the predestined is not certain.

Objection 2. Further, no reason can be assigned why God
pre-ordains to salvation one number of men more than an-
other. But nothing is arrangedbyGodwithout a reason.ere-
fore the number to be saved pre-ordained by God cannot be
certain.

Objection 3. Further, the operations of God aremore per-
fect than those of nature. But in the works of nature, good is
found in themajority of things; defect and evil in theminority.
If, then, the number of the savedwere fixed byGod at a certain
figure, there would be more saved than lost. Yet the contrary
follows from Mat. 7:13,14: “For wide is the gate, and broad
the way that leadeth to destruction, and many there are who
go in thereat. How narrow is the gate, and strait is the way that
leadeth to life; and few there are who find it!” erefore the
number of those pre-ordained by God to be saved is not cer-
tain.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Corr. et Grat. 13):
“e number of the predestined is certain, and can neither be
increased nor diminished.”

I answer that, e number of the predestined is certain.
Some have said that it was formally, but not materially cer-
tain; as if we were to say that it was certain that a hundred or a

thousand would be saved; not however these or those individ-
uals. But this destroys the certainty of predestination; ofwhich
we spoke above (a. 6). erefore we must say that to God the
number of the predestined is certain, not only formally, but
also materially. It must, however, be observed that the num-
ber of the predestined is said to be certain to God, not by rea-
son of His knowledge, because, that is to say, He knows how
many will be saved (for in this way the number of drops of
rain and the sands of the sea are certain to God); but by rea-
son of His deliberate choice and determination. For the fur-
ther evidence of which wemust remember that every agent in-
tends to make something finite, as is clear from what has been
said above when we treated of the infinite (q. 7, Aa. 2,3). Now
whosoever intends some definite measure in his effect thinks
out some definite number in the essential parts, which are by
their very nature required for the perfection of the whole. For
of those things which are required not principally, but only on
account of something else, he does not select any definite num-
ber “per se”; but he accepts and uses them in such numbers as
are necessary on account of that other thing. For instance, a
builder thinks out the definite measurements of a house, and
also the definite number of rooms which he wishes to make in
the house; and definite measurements of the walls and roof;
he does not, however, select a definite number of stones, but
accepts and uses just so many as are sufficient for the required
measurements of the wall. So also must we consider concern-
ing God in regard to the whole universe, which is His effect.
For He pre-ordained the measurements of the whole of the
universe, and what number would befit the essential parts of
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that universe—that is to say, which have in some way been
ordained in perpetuity; how many spheres, how many stars,
how many elements, and how many species. Individuals, how-
ever, which undergo corruption, are not ordained as it were
chiefly for the good of the universe, but in a secondary way,
inasmuch as the good of the species is preserved through them.
Whence, although God knows the total number of individu-
als, the number of oxen, flies and such like, is not pre-ordained
by God “per se”; but divine providence produces just so many
as are sufficient for the preservation of the species. Now of all
creatures the rational creature is chiefly ordained for the good
of the universe, being as such incorruptible; more especially
those who attain to eternal happiness, since they more imme-
diately reach the ultimate end.Whence the number of the pre-
destined is certain to God; not only by way of knowledge, but
also by way of a principal pre-ordination.

It is not exactly the same thing in the case of the number
of the reprobate, who would seem to be pre-ordained by God
for the good of the elect, in whose regard “all things work to-
gether unto good” (Rom. 8:28). Concerning the number of all
the predestined, some say that somanymenwill be saved as an-
gels fell; some, somany as therewere angels le; others, asmany
as the number of angels created by God. It is, however, better
to say that, “to God alone is known the number for whom is
reserved eternal happiness*”

Reply toObjection 1.esewords ofDeuteronomymust

be taken as applied to those who are marked out by God be-
forehand in respect to present righteousness. For their number
is increased anddiminished, but not the number of the predes-
tined.

Reply to Objection 2. e reason of the quantity of any
one part must be judged from the proportion of that part of
the whole. us in God the reason why He has made so many
stars, or so many species of things, or predestined so many, is
according to the proportion of the principal parts to the good
of the whole universe.

Reply to Objection 3. e good that is proportionate to
the common state of nature is to be found in themajority; and
is wanting in theminority.e good that exceeds the common
state of nature is to be found in the minority, and is wanting
in the majority. us it is clear that the majority of men have
a sufficient knowledge for the guidance of life; and those who
have not this knowledge are said to be half-witted or foolish;
but they who attain to a profound knowledge of things intelli-
gible are a very smallminority in respect to the rest. Since their
eternal happiness, consisting in the vision of God, exceeds the
common state of nature, and especially in so far as this is de-
prived of grace through the corruption of original sin, those
who are saved are in the minority. In this especially, however,
appears the mercy of God, that He has chosen some for that
salvation, from which very many in accordance with the com-
mon course and tendency of nature fall short.

Ia q. 23 a. 8Whether predestination can be furthered by the prayers of the saints?

Objection 1. It seems that predestination cannot be fur-
thered by the prayers of the saints. For nothing eternal can be
preceded by anything temporal; and in consequence nothing
temporal can help towardsmaking something else eternal. But
predestination is eternal. erefore, since the prayers of the
saints are temporal, they cannot so help as to cause anyone to
become predestined. Predestination therefore is not furthered
by the prayers of the saints.

Objection 2. Further, as there is no need of advice except
on account of defective knowledge, so there is not need of help
except through defective power. But neither of these things
can be said of God when He predestines. Whence it is said:
“Who hath helped the Spirit of the Lord?* Or who hath been
His counsellor?” (Rom. 11:34). erefore predestination can-
not be furthered by the prayers of the saints.

Objection3.Further, if a thing canbehelped, it can also be
hindered. But predestination cannot be hindered by anything.
erefore it cannot be furthered by anything.

On the contrary, It is said that “Isaac besought the Lord
for his wife because she was barren; and He heard him and
made Rebecca to conceive” (Gn. 25:21). But from that con-
ception Jacob was born, and he was predestined. Now his pre-
destination would not have happened if he had never been

born.erefore predestination can be furthered by the prayers
of the saints.

I answer that,Concerning this question, there were differ-
ent errors. Some, regarding the certainty of divine predestina-
tion, said that prayers were superfluous, as also anything else
done to attain salvation; because whether these things were
done or not, the predestined would attain, and the reprobate
would not attain, eternal salvation. But against this opinion
are all the warnings of Holy Scripture, exhorting us to prayer
and other good works.

Others declared that the divine predestination was altered
through prayer. is is stated to have the opinion of the Egyp-
tians, who thought that the divine ordination, which they
called fate, could be frustrated by certain sacrifices and prayers.
Against this also is the authority of Scripture. For it is said:
“But the triumpher in Israel will not spare and will not be
moved to repentance” (1 Kings 15:29); and that “the gis and
the calling of God are without repentance” (Rom. 11:29).

Wherefore we must say otherwise that in predestination
two things are to be considered—namely, the divine ordina-
tion; and its effect. As regards the former, in no possible way
can predestination be furthered by the prayers of the saints.
For it is not due to their prayers that anyone is predestined by

* From the ‘secret’ prayer of the missal, ‘pro vivis et defunctis.’. * Vulg.:
‘Who hath known the mind of the Lord?’.
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God. As regards the latter, predestination is said to be helped
by the prayers of the saints, and by other good works; because
providence, ofwhich predestination is a part, does not do away
with secondary causes but so provides effects, that the order of
secondary causes falls also under providence. So, as natural ef-
fects are provided by God in such a way that natural causes are
directed to bring about those natural effects, without which
those effects would not happen; so the salvation of a person
is predestined by God in such a way, that whatever helps that
person towards salvation falls under the order of predestina-
tion; whether it be one’s own prayers or those of another; or
other goodworks, and such like, withoutwhich onewould not
attain to salvation. Whence, the predestined must strive aer
goodworks and prayer; because through thesemeans predesti-
nation is most certainly fulfilled. For this reason it is said: “La-
bor more that by good works you may make sure your calling
and election” (2 Pet. 1:10).

Reply to Objection 1. is argument shows that predes-
tination is not furthered by the prayers of the saints, as regards

the preordination.
Reply toObjection 2.One is said to be helped by another

in two ways; in one way, inasmuch as he receives power from
him: and to be helped thus belongs to the weak; but this can-
not be said of God, and thus we are to understand, “Who hath
helped the Spirit of the Lord?” In another way one is said to
be helped by a person through whom he carries out his work,
as a master through a servant. In this way God is helped by us;
inasmuch as we execute His orders, according to 1 Cor. 3:9:
“We are God’s co-adjutors.” Nor is this on account of any de-
fect in the power of God, but because He employs intermedi-
ary causes, in order that the beauty of order may be preserved
in the universe; and also that He may communicate to crea-
tures the dignity of causality.

Reply toObjection 3. Secondary causes cannot escape the
order of the first universal cause, as has been said above (q. 19,
a. 6), indeed, they execute that order. And therefore predesti-
nation can be furthered by creatures, but it cannot be impeded
by them.
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F P, Q 24
e Book of Life

(Inree Articles)

We now consider the book of life; concerning which there are three points of inquiry:

(1) What is the book of life?
(2) Of what life is it the book?
(3) Whether anyone can be blotted out of the book of life?

Ia q. 24 a. 1Whether the book of life is the same as predestination?

Objection 1. It seems that the book of life is not the same
thing as pre-destination. For it is said, “All things are the book
of life” (Ecclus. 4:32)—i.e. the Old and New Testament ac-
cording to a gloss. is, however, is not predestination. ere-
fore the book of life is not predestination.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx, 14)
that “the book of life is a certain divine energy, by which it
happens that to each one his good or evil works are recalled to
memory.” But divine energy belongs seemingly, not to predes-
tination, but rather to divine power.erefore the book of life
is not the same thing as predestination.

Objection 3. Further, reprobation is opposed to predesti-
nation. So, if the book of life were the same as predestination,
there should also be a book of death, as there is a book of life.

On the contrary, It is said in a gloss upon Ps. 68:29, “Let
them be blotted out of the book of the living. is book is the
knowledge ofGod, by whichHe hath predestined to life those
whom He foreknew.”

I answer that, e book of life is in God taken in a
metaphorical sense, according to a comparisonwith human af-
fairs. For it is usual among men that they who are chosen for
any office should be inscribed in a book; as, for instance, sol-
diers, or counsellors, who formerly were called “conscript” fa-
thers. Now it is clear from the preceding (q. 23, a. 4) that all
the predestined are chosen by God to possess eternal life. is
conscription, therefore, of the predestined is called the book
of life. A thing is said metaphorically to be written upon the
mind of anyone when it is firmly held in the memory, accord-
ing to Prov. 3:3: “Forget notMyLaw, and let thy heart keepMy
commandments,” and further on, “Write them in the tables of

thy heart.” For things are written down in material books to
help the memory. Whence, the knowledge of God, by which
He firmly remembers that He has predestined some to eternal
life, is called the book of life. For as the writing in a book is the
sign of things to be done, so the knowledge of God is a sign in
Him of those who are to be brought to eternal life, according
to 2 Tim. 11:19: “e sure foundation of God standeth firm,
having this seal; the Lord knoweth who are His.”

Reply toObjection 1.ebook of lifemay be understood
in two senses. In one sense as the inscription of those who are
chosen to life; thuswenow speak of the bookof life. In another
sense the inscription of those things which lead us to life may
be called the book of life; and this also is twofold, either as of
things to be done; and thus the Old and New Testament are
called a book of life; or of things already done, and thus that
divine energy by which it happens that to each one his deeds
will be recalled to memory, is spoken of as the book of life.
us that also may be called the book of war, whether it con-
tains the names inscribed of those chosen for military service;
or treats of the art of warfare, or relates the deeds of soldiers.

Hence the solution of the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. It is the custom to inscribe, not

those who are rejected, but those who are chosen. Whence
there is no book of death corresponding to reprobation; as the
book of life to predestination.

Reply toObjection 4. Predestination and the book of life
are different aspects of the same thing. For this latter implies
the knowledge of predestination; as also ismade clear from the
gloss quoted above.

Ia q. 24 a. 2Whether the book of life regards only the life of glory of the predestined?

Objection 1. It seems that the book of life does not only
regard the life of glory of the predestined. For the book of life
is the knowledge of life. ButGod, throughHis own life, knows
all other life. erefore the book of life is so called in regard to
divine life; and not only in regard to the life of the predestined.

Objection 2. Further, as the life of glory comes fromGod,
so also does the life of nature. erefore, if the knowledge of
the life of glory is called the book of life; so also should the

knowledge of the life of nature be so called.
Objection 3. Further, some are chosen to the life of grace

who are not chosen to the life of glory; as it is clear fromwhat is
said: “Have not I chosen you twelve, and one of you is a devil?”
( Jn. 6:71). But the book of life is the inscription of the divine
election, as stated above (a. 1 ). erefore it applies also to the
life of grace.

On the contrary,ebook of life is the knowledge of pre-
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destination, as stated above (a. 1). But predestination does not
regard the life of grace, except so far as it is directed to glory;
for those are not predestinedwho have grace and yet fail to ob-
tain glory.ebook of life altogether is only so called in regard
to the life of glory.

I answer that, e book of life, as stated above (a. 1), im-
plies a conscription or a knowledge of those chosen to life.
Now a man is chosen for something which does not belong
to him by nature; and again that to which a man is chosen has
the aspect of an end. For a soldier is not chosen or inscribed
merely to put on armor, but to fight; since this is the proper
duty to which military service is directed. But the life of glory
is an end exceeding human nature, as said above (q. 23, a. 1).
Wherefore, strictly speaking, the book of life regards the life of
glory.

Reply to Objection 1. e divine life, even considered as
a life of glory, is natural to God; whence in His regard there is

no election, and in consequence no book of life: for we do not
say that anyone is chosen to possess the power of sense, or any
of those things that are consequent on nature.

From this we gather the Reply to the Second Objection.
For there is no election, nor a book of life, as regards the life of
nature.

Reply toObjection 3. e life of grace has the aspect, not
of an end, but of something directed towards an end. Hence
nobody is said to be chosen to the life of grace, except so far as
the life of grace is directed to glory. For this reason those who,
possessing grace, fail to obtain glory, are not said to be chosen
simply, but relatively. Likewise they are not said to be written
in the book of life simply, but relatively; that is to say, that it is
in the ordination and knowledge of God that they are to have
some relation to eternal life, according to their participation in
grace.

Ia q. 24 a. 3Whether anyone may be blotted out of the book of life?

Objection1. It seems that noonemaybeblottedout of the
book of life. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx, 15): “God’s
foreknowledge, which cannot be deceived, is the book of life.”
But nothing can be taken away from the foreknowledge of
God, nor from predestination. erefore neither can anyone
be blotted out from the book of life.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is in a thing is in it accord-
ing to thedispositionof that thing.But thebookof life is some-
thing eternal and immutable. erefore whatsoever is written
therein, is there not in a temporary way, but immovably, and
indelibly.

Objection 3. Further, blotting out is the contrary to in-
scription.Butnobody canbewritten a second time in the book
of life. Neither therefore can he be blotted out.

On the contrary, It is said, “Let them be blotted out from
the book of the living” (Ps. 68:29).

I answer that, Some have said that none could be blotted
out of the book of life as a matter of fact, but only in the opin-
ion of men. For it is customary in the Scriptures to say that
something is donewhen it becomes known.us some are said
to be written in the book of life, inasmuch as men think they
are written therein, on account of the present righteousness
they see in them; but when it becomes evident, either in this
world or in the next, that they have fallen from that state of
righteousness, they are then said to be blotted out. And thus
a gloss explains the passage: “Let them be blotted out of the
book of the living.” But because not to be blotted out of the
book of life is placed among the rewards of the just, according
to the text, “He that shall overcome, shall thus be clothed in
white garments, and I will not blot his name out of the book
of life” (Apoc. 3:5) (and what is promised to holy men, is not
merely something in the opinion of men), it can therefore be
said that to be blotted out, and not blotted out, of the book
of life is not only to be referred to the opinion of man, but

to the reality of the fact. For the book of life is the inscrip-
tion of those ordained to eternal life, to which one is directed
from two sources; namely, from predestination, which direc-
tion never fails, and from grace; for whoever has grace, by this
very fact becomes fitted for eternal life. is direction fails
sometimes; because some are directed by possessing grace, to
obtain eternal life, yet they fail to obtain it through mortal
sin. erefore those who are ordained to possess eternal life
through divine predestination are written down in the book
of life simply, because they are written therein to have eternal
life in reality; such are never blotted out from the book of life.
ose, however, who are ordained to eternal life, not through
divine predestination, but through grace, are said to be writ-
ten in the book of life not simply, but relatively, for they are
written therein not to have eternal life in itself, but in its cause
only. Yet though these latter can be said to be blotted out of
the book of life, this blotting out must not be referred to God,
as if God foreknew a thing, and aerwards knew it not; but
to the thing known, namely, because God knows one is first
ordained to eternal life, and aerwards not ordained when he
falls from grace.

Reply toObjection 1. e act of blotting out does not re-
fer to the book of life as regards God’s foreknowledge, as if in
God there were any change; but as regards things foreknown,
which can change.

Reply to Objection 2. Although things are immutably in
God, yet in themselves they are subject to change. To this it is
that the blotting out of the book of life refers.

Reply to Objection 3. e way in which one is said to be
blotted out of the book of life is that in which one is said to be
written therein anew; either in the opinion of men, or because
he begins again to have relation towards eternal life through
grace; which also is included in the knowledge of God, al-
though not anew.
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F P, Q 25
e Power of God
(In Six Articles)

Aer considering the divine foreknowledge and will, and other things pertaining thereto, it remains for us to consider the
power of God. About this are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is power in God?
(2) Whether His power is infinite?
(3) Whether He is almighty?
(4) Whether He could make the past not to have been?
(5) Whether He could do what He does not, or not do what He does?
(6) Whether what He makes He could make better?

Ia q. 25 a. 1Whether there is power in God?

Objection 1. It seems that power is not in God. For as pri-
mary matter is to power, so God, who is the first agent, is to
act. But primarymatter, considered in itself, is devoid of all act.
erefore, the first agent—namely, God—is devoid of power.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Metaph. vi, 19), better than every power is its act. For form
is better than matter; and action than active power, since it
is its end. But nothing is better than what is in God; because
whatsoever is in God, is God, as was shown above (q. 3 , a. 3).
erefore, there is no power in God.

Objection 3. Further, Power is the principle of operation.
But the divine power is God’s essence, since there is nothing
accidental in God: and of the essence of God there is no prin-
ciple. erefore there is no power in God.

Objection4.Further, it was shown above (q. 14, a. 8; q. 19,
a. 4) thatGod’s knowledge andwill are the cause of things. But
the cause and principle of a thing are identical. We ought not,
therefore, to assign power to God; but only knowledge and
will.

On the contrary, It is said: “ou artmighty, OLord, and
y truth is round about ee” (Ps. 88:9).

I answer that, Power is twofold—namely, passive, which
exists not at all in God; and active, which we must assign to
Him in the highest degree. For it is manifest that everything,
according as it is in act and is perfect, is the active principle of
something: whereas everything is passive according as it is de-
ficient and imperfect. Now it was shown above (q. 3, a. 2; q. 4,
Aa. 1, 2), that God is pure act, simply and in all ways perfect,
nor in Him does any imperfection find place. Whence it most
fittingly belongs to Him to be an active principle, and in no
way whatsoever to be passive. On the other hand, the notion
of active principle is consistent with active power. For active
power is the principle of acting upon something else; whereas
passive power is the principle of being acted upon by some-
thing else, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. v, 17). It remains,

therefore, that in God there is active power in the highest de-
gree.

Reply toObjection 1.Active power is not contrary to act,
but is founded upon it, for everything acts according as it is ac-
tual: but passive power is contrary to act; for a thing is passive
according as it is potential. Whence this potentiality is not in
God, but only active power.

Reply to Objection 2. Whenever act is distinct from
power, act must be nobler than power. But God’s action is not
distinct from His power, for both are His divine essence; nei-
ther is His existence distinct from His essence. Hence it does
not follow that there should be anything in God nobler than
His power.

Reply to Objection 3. In creatures, power is the principle
not only of action, but likewise of effect. us in God the idea
of power is retained, inasmuch as it is the principle of an effect;
not, however, as it is a principle of action, for this is the divine
essence itself; except, perchance, aer our manner of under-
standing, inasmuch as the divine essence, which pre-contains
in itself all perfection that exists in created things, can be un-
derstood either under the notion of action, or under that of
power; as also it is understood under the notion of “supposi-
tum” possessing nature, and under that of nature. Accordingly
the notion of power is retained inGod in so far as it is the prin-
ciple of an effect.

Reply to Objection 4. Power is predicated of God not as
something really distinct from His knowledge and will, but
as differing from them logically; inasmuch as power implies
a notion of a principle putting into execution what the will
commands, and what knowledge directs, which three things
in God are identified. Or we may say, that the knowledge or
will of God, according as it is the effective principle, has the
notion of power contained in it. Hence the consideration of
the knowledge and will of God precedes the consideration of
His power, as the cause precedes the operation and effect.
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Ia q. 25 a. 2Whether the power of God is infinite?

Objection 1. It seems that the power of God is not infi-
nite. For everything that is infinite is imperfect according to
the Philosopher (Phys. iii, 6). But the power ofGod is far from
imperfect. erefore it is not infinite.

Objection 2. Further, every power is made known by its
effect; otherwise it would be ineffectual. If, then, the power of
God were infinite, it could produce an infinite effect, but this
is impossible.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher proves (Phys. viii,
79) that if the power of any corporeal thing were infinite, it
would cause instantaneous movement. God, however, does
not cause instantaneous movement, but moves the spiritual
creature in time, and the corporeal creature in place and time,
asAugustine says (Gen. ad lit. 20,22,23).erefore,His power
is not infinite.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. viii), that “God’s
power is immeasurable. He is the living mighty one.” Now ev-
erything that is immeasurable is infinite. erefore the power
of God is infinite.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), active power exists in
God according to themeasure in whichHe is actual. NowHis
existence is infinite, inasmuch as it is not limited by anything
that receives it, as is clear fromwhathas been said,whenwedis-
cussed the infinity of the divine essence (q. 7, a. 1).Wherefore,
it is necessary that the active power in God should be infinite.
For in every agent is it found that the more perfectly an agent
has the form by which it acts the greater its power to act. For
instance, the hotter a thing is, the greater the power has it to
give heat; and itwouldhave infinite power to give heat,were its
own heat infinite. Whence, since the divine essence, through
which God acts, is infinite, as was shown above (q. 7, a. 1) it
follows that His power likewise is infinite.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is here speaking
of an infinity in regard to matter not limited by any form; and
such infinity belongs to quantity. But the divine essence is oth-
erwise, aswas shownabove (q. 7, a. 1); and consequently so also

His power. It does not follow, therefore, that it is imperfect.
Reply to Objection 2. e power of a univocal agent is

wholly manifested in its effect. e generative power of man,
for example, is not able to do more than beget man. But the
power of a non-univocal agent does not wholly manifest itself
in the production of its effect: as, for example, the power of
the sun does not wholly manifest itself in the production of an
animal generated from putrefaction. Now it is clear that God
is not a univocal agent. For nothing agrees with Him either in
species or in genus, as was shown above (q. 3, a. 5; q. 4, a. 3).
Whence it follows thatHis effect is always less thanHis power.
It is not necessary, therefore, that the infinite power of God
should be manifested so as to produce an infinite effect. Yet
even if it were to produce no effect, the power of God would
not be ineffectual; because a thing is ineffectual which is or-
dained towards an end to which it does not attain. But the
power of God is not ordered toward its effect as towards an
end; rather, it is the end of the effect produced by it.

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher (Phys. viii, 79)
proves that if a body had infinite power, it would cause a
non-temporal movement. And he shows that the power of the
mover of heaven is infinite, because it can move in an infinite
time. It remains, therefore, according to his reckoning, that the
infinite power of a body, if such existed, would move without
time; not, however, the power of an incorporeal mover. e
reason of this is that one body moving another is a univocal
agent; wherefore it follows that the whole power of the agent
is made known in its motion. Since then the greater the power
of amoving body, themore quickly does itmove; the necessary
conclusion is that if its power were infinite, it would move be-
yond comparison faster, and this is to move without time. An
incorporeal mover, however, is not a univocal agent; whence
it is not necessary that the whole of its power should be man-
ifested in motion, so as to move without time; and especially
since it moves in accordance with the disposition of its will.

Ia q. 25 a. 3Whether God is omnipotent?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not omnipotent. For
movement and passiveness belong to everything. But this is
impossible with God, for He is immovable, as was said above
(q. 2, a. 3). erefore He is not omnipotent.

Objection 2. Further, sin is an act of some kind. But God
cannot sin, nor “deny Himself ” as it is said in 2 Tim. 2:13.
erefore He is not omnipotent.

Objection 3. Further, it is said of God that He manifests
His omnipotence “especially by sparing and having mercy”*.
erefore the greatest act possible to the divine power is to
spare and have mercy. ere are things much greater, however,

than sparing and having mercy; for example, to create another
world, and the like. erefore God is not omnipotent.

Objection 4. Further, upon the text, “God hath made
foolish the wisdom of this world” (1 Cor. 1:20), a gloss says:
“God hathmade thewisdomof this world foolish† by showing
those things to be possible which it judges to be impossible.”
Whence it would seem that nothing is to be judged possible
or impossible in reference to inferior causes, as the wisdom of
this world judges them; but in reference to the divine power.
If God, then, were omnipotent, all things would be possible;
nothing, therefore impossible. But if we take away the impos-

* Collect, 10th Sunday aer Pentecost. † Vulg.: ‘Hath not God’, etc.
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sible, then we destroy also the necessary; for what necessarily
exists is impossible not to exist.erefore therewould benoth-
ing at all that is necessary in things if God were omnipotent.
But this is an impossibility. erefore God is not omnipotent.

On the contrary, It is said: “No word shall be impossible
with God” (Lk. 1:37).

I answer that, All confess that God is omnipotent; but it
seems difficult to explain in what His omnipotence precisely
consists: for there may be doubt as to the precise meaning of
the word ‘all’ when we say that God can do all things. If, how-
ever, we consider thematter aright, since power is said in refer-
ence to possible things, this phrase, “God can do all things,” is
rightly understood tomean that God can do all things that are
possible; and for this reasonHe is said to be omnipotent. Now
according to the Philosopher (Metaph. v, 17), a thing is said to
be possible in two ways. First in relation to some power, thus
whatever is subject to human power is said to be possible to
man. Secondly absolutely, on account of the relation in which
the very terms stand to each other. Now God cannot be said
to be omnipotent through being able to do all things that are
possible to created nature; for the divine power extends farther
than that. If, however, we were to say that God is omnipotent
because He can do all things that are possible to His power,
there would be a vicious circle in explaining the nature of His
power. For this would be saying nothing else but that God is
omnipotent, because He can do all that He is able to do.

It remains therefore, that God is called omnipotent be-
cause He can do all things that are possible absolutely; which
is the second way of saying a thing is possible. For a thing is
said to be possible or impossible absolutely, according to the
relation in which the very terms stand to one another, possible
if the predicate is not incompatible with the subject, as that
Socrates sits; and absolutely impossible when the predicate is
altogether incompatible with the subject, as, for instance, that
a man is a donkey.

It must, however, be remembered that since every agent
produces an effect like itself, to each active power there cor-
responds a thing possible as its proper object according to the
nature of that act on which its active power is founded; for in-
stance, the power of giving warmth is related as to its proper
object to the being capable of being warmed. e divine ex-
istence, however, upon which the nature of power in God is
founded, is infinite, and is not limited to any genus of being;
but possesses within itself the perfection of all being.Whence,
whatsoever has or can have the nature of being, is numbered
among the absolutely possible things, in respect of which God
is called omnipotent. Now nothing is opposed to the idea of
being except non-being. erefore, that which implies being
and non-being at the same time is repugnant to the idea of an
absolutely possible thing, within the scope of the divine om-
nipotence. For such cannot come under the divine omnipo-
tence, not because of any defect in the power of God, but be-
cause it has not the nature of a feasible or possible thing.ere-
fore, everything that does not imply a contradiction in terms, is

numbered amongst those possible things, in respect of which
God is called omnipotent: whereas whatever implies contra-
diction does not come within the scope of divine omnipo-
tence, because it cannot have the aspect of possibility.Hence it
is better to say that such things cannot be done, than that God
cannot do them. Nor is this contrary to the word of the angel,
saying: “Noword shall be impossible withGod.” For whatever
implies a contradiction cannot be a word, because no intellect
can possibly conceive such a thing.

Reply toObjection 1.God is said to be omnipotent in re-
spect to His active power, not to passive power, as was shown
above (a. 1). Whence the fact that He is immovable or impas-
sible is not repugnant to His omnipotence.

Reply to Objection 2. To sin is to fall short of a perfect
action; hence to be able to sin is to be able to fall short in ac-
tion, which is repugnant to omnipotence. erefore it is that
God cannot sin, because of His omnipotence. Nevertheless,
the Philosopher says (Topic. iv, 3) that God can deliberately
do what is evil. But this must be understood either on a condi-
tion, the antecedent of which is impossible—as, for instance,
if we were to say that God can do evil things if He will. For
there is no reason why a conditional proposition should not
be true, though both the antecedent and consequent are im-
possible: as if one were to say: “If man is a donkey, he has four
feet.”Or hemay be understood tomean thatGod can do some
things which now seem to be evil: which, however, if He did
them, would then be good. Or he is, perhaps, speaking aer
the common manner of the heathen, who thought that men
became gods, like Jupiter or Mercury.

Reply to Objection 3. God’s omnipotence is particularly
shown in sparing and having mercy, because in this is it made
manifest that God has supreme power, that He freely forgives
sins. For it is not for one who is bound by laws of a superior
to forgive sins of his own free will. Or, because by sparing and
havingmercy uponmen,He leads themon to the participation
of an infinite good; which is the ultimate effect of the divine
power. Or because, as was said above (q. 21, a. 4), the effect
of the divine mercy is the foundation of all the divine works.
For nothing is due to anyone, except on account of something
already given him gratuitously by God. In this way the divine
omnipotence is particularly made manifest, because to it per-
tains the first foundation of all good things.

Reply to Objection 4. e absolute possible is not so
called in reference either to higher causes, or to inferior causes,
but in reference to itself. But the possible in reference to some
power is named possible in reference to its proximate cause.
Hence those thingswhich it belongs toGod alone to do imme-
diately—as, for example, to create, to justify, and the like—are
said to be possible in reference to a higher cause. ose things,
however, which are of such kind as to be done by inferior
causes are said to be possible in reference to those inferior
causes. For it is according to the condition of the proximate
cause that the effect has contingency or necessity, aswas shown
above (q. 14, a. 1, ad 2). us is it that the wisdom of the
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world is deemed foolish, because what is impossible to nature,
it judges to be impossible to God. So it is clear that the om-

nipotence of God does not take away from things their impos-
sibility and necessity.

Ia q. 25 a. 4Whether God can make the past not to have been?

Objection 1. It seems that God can make the past not to
have been. For what is impossible in itself is much more im-
possible than that which is only impossible accidentally. But
God can do what is impossible in itself, as to give sight to the
blind, or to raise the dead. erefore, and much more can He
do what is only impossible accidentally. Now for the past not
to have been is impossible accidentally: thus for Socrates not
to be running is accidentally impossible, from the fact that his
running is a thing of the past.ereforeGod canmake the past
not to have been.

Objection 2. Further, whatGod could do,He can do now,
since His power is not lessened. But God could have effected,
before Socrates ran, that he should not run. erefore, when
he has run, God could effect that he did not run.

Objection 3. Further, charity is a more excellent virtue
than virginity. But God can supply charity that is lost; there-
fore also lost virginity. erefore He can so effect that what
was corrupt should not have been corrupt.

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. 22 ad Eustoch.): “Al-
though God can do all things, He cannot make a thing that
is corrupt not to have been corrupted.” erefore, for the
same reason, He cannot effect that anything else which is past
should not have been.

I answer that,As was said above (q. 7, a. 2), there does not
fall under the scope of God’s omnipotence anything that im-
plies a contradiction. Now that the past should not have been
implies a contradiction. For as it implies a contradiction to say
that Socrates is sitting, and is not sitting, so does it to say that
he sat, and did not sit. But to say that he did sit is to say that
it happened in the past. To say that he did not sit, is to say
that it did not happen. Whence, that the past should not have
been, does not come under the scope of divine power. is is

what Augustine means when he says (Contra Faust. xxix, 5):
“Whosoever says, If God is almighty, let Him make what is
done as if it were not done, does not see that this is to say: If
God is almighty let Him effect that what is true, by the very
fact that it is true, be false”: and the Philosopher says (Ethic.
vi, 2): “Of this one thing alone is God deprived—namely, to
make undone the things that have been done.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although it is impossible acciden-
tally for the past not to have been, if one considers the past
thing itself, as, for instance, the running of Socrates; never-
theless, if the past thing is considered as past, that it should
not have been is impossible, not only in itself, but absolutely
since it implies a contradiction. us, it is more impossible
than the raising of the dead; in which there is nothing con-
tradictory, because this is reckoned impossible in reference to
some power, that is to say, some natural power; for such im-
possible things do come beneath the scope of divine power.

Reply toObjection2.AsGod, in accordancewith theper-
fection of the divine power, can do all things, and yet some
things are not subject to His power, because they fall short of
being possible; so, also, if we regard the immutability of the
divine power, whatever God could do, He can do now. Some
things, however, at one time were in the nature of possibility,
whilst theywere yet to be done, which now fall short of the na-
ture of possibility, when they have been done. So is God said
not to be able to do them, because they themselves cannot be
done.

Reply to Objection 3. God can remove all corruption of
the mind and body from a woman who has fallen; but the fact
that she had been corrupt cannot be removed from her; as also
is it impossible that the fact of having sinned or having lost
charity thereby can be removed from the sinner.

Ia q. 25 a. 5Whether God can do what He does not?

Objection 1. It seems thatGod cannot do other thanwhat
He does. For God cannot do what He has not foreknown and
pre-ordained that He would do. But He neither foreknew nor
pre-ordained thatHewould do anything exceptwhatHedoes.
erefore He cannot do except what He does.

Objection 2. Further, God can only do what ought to be
done andwhat is right to be done. ButGod is not bound to do
what He does not; nor is it right that He should do what He
does not. erefore He cannot do except what He does.

Objection 3. Further, God cannot do anything that is not
good andbefitting creation. But it is not good for creatures nor
befitting them to be otherwise than as they are.ereforeGod
cannot do except what He does.

On the contrary, It is said: “inkest thou that I can-
not ask My Father, and He will give Me presently more than
twelve legions of angels?” (Mat. 26:53). But He neither asked
for them, nor did His Father show them to refute the Jews.
erefore God can do what He does not.

I answer that, In this matter certain persons erred in two
ways. Some laid it down that God acts from natural neces-
sity in such way that as from the action of nature nothing else
can happen beyondwhat actually takes place—as, for instance,
from the seed of man, a man must come, and from that of
an olive, an olive; so from the divine operation there could
not result other things, nor another order of things, than that
which now is. But we showed above (q. 19, a. 3) that God
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does not act from natural necessity, but that His will is the
cause of all things; nor is that will naturally and from any ne-
cessity determined to those things. Whence in no way at all is
the present course of events produced byGod from any neces-
sity, so that other things could not happen. Others, however,
said that the divine power is restricted to this present course
of events through the order of the divine wisdom and justice
withoutwhichGoddoes nothing. But since the power ofGod,
which is His essence, is nothing else butHis wisdom, it can in-
deed be fittingly said that there is nothing in the divine power
which is not in the order of the divine wisdom; for the divine
wisdom includes the whole potency of the divine power. Yet
the order placed in creation by divine wisdom, in which order
the notion of His justice consists, as said above (q. 21, a. 2), is
not so adequate to the divine wisdom that the divine wisdom
should be restricted to this present order of things. Now it is
clear that the whole idea of order which a wise man puts into
things made by him is taken from their end. So, when the end
is proportionate to the things made for that end, the wisdom
of themaker is restricted to some definite order. But the divine
goodness is an end exceeding beyond all proportion things cre-
ated. Whence the divine wisdom is not so restricted to any
particular order that no other course of events could happen.
Wherefore we must simply say that God can do other things
than those He has done.

Reply to Objection 1. In ourselves, in whom power and
essence are distinct from will and intellect, and again intellect
from wisdom, and will from justice, there can be something in
the power which is not in the just will nor in the wise intellect.
But in God, power and essence, will and intellect, wisdom and
justice, are one and the same. Whence, there can be nothing
in the divine power which cannot also be in His just will or
in His wise intellect. Nevertheless, because His will cannot be
determined from necessity to this or that order of things, ex-
cept upon supposition, as was said above (q. 19, a. 3), neither
are the wisdom and justice of God restricted to this present or-
der, aswas shownabove; sonothingprevents there being some-
thing in the divine power which He does not will, and which

is not included in the order which He has place in things.
Again, because power is considered as executing, the will as
commanding, and the intellect and wisdom as directing; what
is attributed to His power considered in itself, God is said to
be able to do in accordance with His absolute power. Of such
a kind is everything which has the nature of being, as was said
above (a. 3). What is, however, attributed to the divine power,
according as it carries into execution the command of a just
will, God is said to be able to do byHis ordinary power. In this
manner, we must say that God can do other things by His ab-
solute power than those He has foreknown and pre-ordained
He would do. But it could not happen that He should do any-
thingwhichHehad not foreknown, and had not pre-ordained
that He would do, because His actual doing is subject to His
foreknowledge and pre-ordination, though His power, which
is His nature, is not so. For God does things because He wills
so to do; yet the power to do them does not come from His
will, but from His nature.

Reply toObjection 2. God is bound to nobody but Him-
self. Hence, when it is said that God can only do what He
ought, nothing else is meant by this than that God can do
nothing but what is befitting to Himself, and just. But these
words “befitting” and “just” may be understood in two ways:
one, in direct connection with the verb “is”; and thus they
would be restricted to the present order of things; and would
concern His power. en what is said in the objection is false;
for the sense is that God can do nothing except what is now
fitting and just. If, however, they be joined directly with the
verb “can” (which has the effect of extending the meaning),
and then secondly with “is,” the present will be signified, but in
a confused and general way. e sentence would then be true
in this sense: “God cannot do anything except that which, if
He did it, would be suitable and just.”

Reply toObjection 3.Although this order of things be re-
stricted to what now exists, the divine power and wisdom are
not thus restricted. Whence, although no other order would
be suitable and good to the things which now are, yet God can
do other things and impose upon them another order.

Ia q. 25 a. 6Whether God can do better than what He does?

Objection 1. It seems that God cannot do better than He
does. For whatever God does, He does in a most powerful and
wise way. But a thing is so much the better done as it is more
powerfully and wisely done. erefore God cannot do any-
thing better than He does.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine thus argues (Contra
Maximin. iii, 8): “If God could, but would not, beget a Son
His equal, He would have been envious.” For the same reason,
if God could have made better things than He has done, but
was notwilling so to do,Hewouldhave been envious. But envy
is far removed from God. erefore God makes everything of
the best. He cannot therefore make anything better than He

does.
Objection 3. Further, what is very good and the best of

all cannot be bettered; because nothing is better than the best.
But as Augustine says (Enchiridion 10), “each thing that God
has made is good, and, taken all together they are very good;
because in them all consists the wondrous beauty of the uni-
verse.” erefore the good in the universe could not be made
better by God.

Objection 4. Further, Christ as man is full of grace and
truth, and has the Spirit without measure; and so He cannot
be better. Again created happiness is described as the highest
good, and thus cannot be better. And the Blessed VirginMary
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is raised above all the choirs of angels, and so cannot be better
than she is. God cannot therefore make all things better than
He has made them.

On the contrary, It is said (Eph. 3:20): “God is able to do
all things more abundantly than we desire or understand.”

I answer that, e goodness of anything is twofold; one,
which is of the essence of it—thus, for instance, to be rational
pertains to the essence of man. As regards this good, God can-
not make a thing better than it is itself; althoughHe canmake
another thing better than it; even asHe cannotmake the num-
ber four greater than it is; because if it were greater it would no
longer be four, but another number. For the addition of a sub-
stantial difference in definitions is aer the manner of the ad-
dition of unity of numbers (Metaph. viii, 10). Another kind of
goodness is that which is over and above the essence; thus, the
good of a man is to be virtuous or wise. As regards this kind of
goodness, God canmake better the thingsHe hasmade. Abso-
lutely speaking, however, God can make something else better
than each thing made by Him.

Reply to Objection 1. When it is said that God can make
a thing better than He makes it, if “better” is taken substan-
tively, this proposition is true. For He can always make some-
thing else better than each individual thing: and He can make
the same thing in one way better than it is, and in another way
not; as was explained above. If, however, “better” is taken as
an adverb, implying the manner of the making; thus God can-

notmake anything better thanHemakes it, becauseHe cannot
make it from greater wisdom and goodness. But if it implies
the manner of the thing done, He can make something better;
becauseHe can give to thingsmade byHim a bettermanner of
existence as regards the accidents, although not as regards the
substance.

Reply to Objection 2. It is of the nature of a son that he
should be equal to his father, when he comes to maturity. But
it is not of the nature of anything created, that it should be bet-
ter than it was made by God. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. e universe, the present creation
being supposed, cannot be better, on account of the most
beautiful order given to things by God; in which the good of
the universe consists. For if any one thing were bettered, the
proportion of order would be destroyed; as if one string were
stretched more than it ought to be, the melody of the harp
would be destroyed. Yet God could make other things, or add
something to the present creation; and then there would be
another and a better universe.

Reply to Objection 4. e humanity of Christ, from the
fact that it is united to the Godhead; and created happiness
from the fact that it is the fruition ofGod; and theBlessedVir-
gin from the fact that she is the mother of God; have all a cer-
tain infinite dignity from the infinite good, which isGod.And
on this account there cannotbe anythingbetter than these; just
as there cannot be anything better than God.
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F P, Q 26
Of the Divine Beatitude
(In Four Articles)

Aer considering all that pertains to the unity of the divine essence, we come to treat of the divine beatitude. Concerning
this, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether beatitude belongs to God?
(2) In regard to what is God called blessed; does this regard His act of intellect?
(3) Whether He is essentially the beatitude of each of the blessed?
(4) Whether all other beatitude is included in the divine beatitude?

Ia q. 26 a. 1Whether beatitude belongs to God?

Objection 1. It seems that beatitude does not belong to
God. For beatitude according to Boethius (De Consol. iv) “is
a statemade perfect by the aggregation of all good things.” But
the aggregation of goods has no place in God; nor has compo-
sition. erefore beatitude does not belong to God.

Objection 2. Further, beatitude or happiness is the reward
of virtue, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 9). But reward
does not apply toGod; as neither doesmerit.ereforeneither
does beatitude.

On the contrary, e Apostle says: “Which in His times
He shall show, who is the Blessed and only Almighty, the King
of Kings and Lord of Lords.” (1 Tim. 6:15).

I answer that, Beatitude belongs to God in a very special
manner. For nothing else is understood to be meant by the
term beatitude than the perfect good of an intellectual nature;
which is capable of knowing that it has a sufficiency of the

good which it possesses, to which it is competent that good
or ill may befall, and which can control its own actions. All
of these things belong in a most excellent manner to God,
namely, to be perfect, and to possess intelligence. Whence
beatitude belongs to God in the highest degree.

Reply to Objection 1. Aggregation of good is in God, af-
ter themanner not of composition, but of simplicity; for those
things which in creatures is manifold, pre-exist in God, as was
said above (q. 4, a. 2; q. 13, a. 4), in simplicity and unity.

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs as an accident to beati-
tude or happiness to be the reward of virtue, so far as anyone
attains to beatitude; even as to be the term of generation be-
longs accidentally to a being, so far as it passes from potential-
ity to act. As, then,Godhas being, thoughnot begotten; soHe
has beatitude, although not acquired by merit.

Ia q. 26 a. 2Whether God is called blessed in respect of His intellect?

Objection 1. It seems that God is not called blessed in re-
spect to His intellect. For beatitude is the highest good. But
good is said tobe inGod in regard toHis essence, because good
has reference to being which is according to essence, according
to Boethius (De Hebdom.). erefore beatitude also is said to
be in God in regard to His essence, and not to His intellect.

Objection 2.Further, Beatitude implies the notion of end.
Now the end is the object of thewill, as also is the good.ere-
fore beatitude is said to be in God with reference to His will,
and not with reference to His intellect.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxxii, 7): “He is in
glory, Who whilst He rejoices in Himself, needs not further
praise.” To be in glory, however, is the same as to be blessed.
erefore, since we enjoy God in respect to our intellect, be-
cause “vision is thewhole of the reward,” as Augustine says (De
Civ.Dei xxii), it would seem that beatitude is said to be inGod
in respect of His intellect.

I answer that, Beatitude, as stated above (a. 1), is the per-
fect good of an intellectual nature.us it is that, as everything
desires the perfection of its nature, intellectual nature desires

naturally to be happy. Now that which is most perfect in any
intellectual nature is the intellectual operation, by which in
some sense it grasps everything. Whence the beatitude of ev-
ery intellectual nature consists in understanding.Now inGod,
to be and to understand are one and the same thing; differing
only in themanner of our understanding them.Beatitudemust
therefore be assigned toGod in respect ofHis intellect; as also
to the blessed, who are called blesses [beati] by reason of the
assimilation to His beatitude.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument proves that beati-
tude belongs to God; not that beatitude pertains essentially to
Him under the aspect of His essence; but rather under the as-
pect of His intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. Since beatitude is a good, it is the
object of the will; now the object is understood as prior to the
act of a power. Whence in our manner of understanding, di-
vine beatitude precedes the act of thewill at rest in it.is can-
not be other than the act of the intellect; and thus beatitude is
to be found in an act of the intellect.
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Ia q. 26 a. 3Whether God is the beatitude of each of the blessed?

Objection 1. It seems that God is the beatitude of each of
the blessed. For God is the supreme good, as was said above
(q. 6, Aa. 2,4). But it is quite impossible that there should be
many supreme goods, as also is clear from what has been said
above (q. 11, a. 3). erefore, since it is of the essence of beat-
itude that it should be the supreme good, it seems that beati-
tude is nothing else but God Himself.

Objection 2. Further, beatitude is the last end of the ratio-
nal nature. But to be the last end of the rational nature belongs
only to God. erefore the beatitude of every blessed is God
alone.

On the contrary, e beatitude of one is greater than that
of another, according to 1Cor. 15:41: “Star differeth from star
in glory.” But nothing is greater thanGod.erefore beatitude
is something different from God.

I answer that, e beatitude of an intellectual nature con-
sists in an act of the intellect. In this we may consider two
things, namely, the object of the act, which is the thing un-

derstood; and the act itself which is to understand. If, then,
beatitude be considered on the side of the object, God is the
only beatitude; for everyone is blessed from this sole fact, that
he understands God, in accordance with the saying of Augus-
tine (Confess. v, 4): “Blessed is he who knoweth ee, though
he know nought else.” But as regards the act of understanding,
beatitude is a created thing in beatified creatures; but in God,
even in this way, it is an uncreated thing.

Reply to Objection 1. Beatitude, as regards its object, is
the supreme good absolutely, but as regards its act, in beatified
creatures it is their supreme good, not absolutely, but in that
kind of goods which a creature can participate.

Reply toObjection 2. End is twofold, namely, “objective”
and “subjective,” as the Philosopher says (Greater Ethics i, 3),
namely, the “thing itself ” and “its use.” us to a miser the end
is money, and its acquisition. Accordingly God is indeed the
last end of a rational creature, as the thing itself; but created
beatitude is the end, as the use, or rather fruition, of the thing.

Ia q. 26 a. 4Whether all other beatitude is included in the beatitude of God?

Objection 1. It seems that the divine beatitude does not
embrace all other beatitudes. For there are some false beati-
tudes. But nothing false can be in God. erefore the divine
beatitude does not embrace all other beatitudes.

Objection 2. Further, a certain beatitude, according to
some, consists in things corporeal; as in pleasure, riches, and
such like. Now none of these have to do with God, since He
is incorporeal. erefore His beatitude does not embrace all
other beatitudes.

On the contrary,Beatitude is a certain perfection. But the
divine perfection embraces all other perfection, as was shown
above (q. 4, a. 2 ). erefore the divine beatitude embraces all
other beatitudes.

I answer that, Whatever is desirable in whatsoever beati-
tude, whether true or false, pre-exists wholly and in amore em-
inent degree in the divine beatitude. As to contemplative hap-
piness, God possesses a continual and most certain contem-
plation of Himself and of all things else; and as to that which

is active, He has the governance of the whole universe. As to
earthly happiness, which consists in delight, riches, power, dig-
nity, and fame, according to Boethius (De Consol. iii, 10), He
possesses joy in Himself and all things else for His delight; in-
stead of riches He has that complete self-sufficiency, which is
promised by riches; in place of power, He has omnipotence;
for dignities, the governmentof all things; and inplace of fame,
He possesses the admiration of all creatures.

Reply to Objection 1. A particular kind of beatitude is
false according as it falls short of the idea of true beatitude; and
thus it is not in God. But whatever semblance it has, howso-
ever slight, of beatitude, the whole of it pre-exists in the divine
beatitude.

Reply to Objection 2. e good that exists in things cor-
poreal in a corporeal manner, is also in God, but in a spiritual
manner.

We have now spoken enough concerning what pertains to
the unity of the divine essence.
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F P, Q 27
e Procession of the Divine Persons

(In Five Articles)

Having considered what belongs to the unity of the divine essence, it remains to treat of what belongs to the Trinity of
the persons in God. And because the divine Persons are distinguished from each other according to the relations of origin, the
order of the doctrine leads us to consider firstly, the question of origin or procession; secondly, the relations of origin; thirdly,
the persons.

Concerning procession there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is procession in God?
(2) Whether any procession in God can be called generation?
(3) Whether there can be any other procession in God besides generation.
(4) Whether that other procession can be called generation?
(5) Whether there are more than two processions in God?

Ia q. 27 a. 1Whether there is procession in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be any pro-
cession in God. For procession signifies outward movement.
But in God there is nothing mobile, nor anything extraneous.
erefore neither is there procession in God.

Objection 2. Further, everything which proceeds differs
from that whence it proceeds. But inGod there is no diversity;
but supreme simplicity. erefore in God there is no proces-
sion.

Objection 3. Further, to proceed from another seems to
be against the nature of the first principle. But God is the first
principle, as shown above (q. 2, a. 3). erefore in God there
is no procession.

On the contrary,Our Lord says, “FromGod I proceeded”
( Jn. 8:42).

I answer that, Divine Scripture uses, in relation to God,
names which signify procession. is procession has been dif-
ferently understood. Some have understood it in the sense of
an effect, proceeding from its cause; so Arius took it, saying
that the Son proceeds from the Father asHis primary creature,
and that theHolyGhost proceeds from the Father and the Son
as the creature of both. In this sense neither the Son nor the
Holy Ghost would be true God: and this is contrary to what is
said of the Son, “at…we may be in His true Son. is is true
God” (1 Jn. 5:20).Of theHolyGhost it is also said, “Knowyou
not that your members are the temple of the Holy Ghost?” (1
Cor. 6:19). Now, to have a temple is God’s prerogative. Oth-
ers take this procession tomean the cause proceeding to the ef-
fect, asmoving it, or impressing its own likeness on it; inwhich
sense itwas understood by Sabellius, who said thatGod the Fa-
ther is called Son in assuming flesh from the Virgin, and that
the Father also is called Holy Ghost in sanctifying the rational
creature, and moving it to life. e words of the Lord contra-
dict such a meaning, when He speaks of Himself, “e Son
cannot of Himself do anything” ( Jn. 5:19); while many other
passages show the same, whereby we know that the Father is

not the Son. Careful examination shows that both of these
opinions take procession as meaning an outward act; hence
neither of them affirms procession as existing in God Him-
self; whereas, since procession always supposes action, and as
there is an outward procession corresponding to the act tend-
ing to external matter, so there must be an inward procession
corresponding to the act remaining within the agent. is ap-
plies most conspicuously to the intellect, the action of which
remains in the intelligent agent. For whenever we understand,
by the very fact of understanding there proceeds something
within us, which is a conception of the object understood, a
conception issuing from our intellectual power and proceed-
ing from our knowledge of that object. is conception is sig-
nified by the spokenword; and it is called theword of the heart
signified by the word of the voice.

As God is above all things, we should understand what is
said ofGod, not according to themode of the lowest creatures,
namely bodies, but from the similitude of the highest crea-
tures, the intellectual substances; while even the similitudes
derived from these fall short in the representation of divine ob-
jects. Procession, therefore, is not to be understood fromwhat
it is in bodies, either according to local movement or by way of
a cause proceeding forth to its exterior effect, as, for instance,
likeheat fromthe agent to the thingmadehot.Rather it is to be
understood by way of an intelligible emanation, for example,
of the intelligible word which proceeds from the speaker, yet
remains in him. In that sense the Catholic Faith understands
procession as existing in God.

Reply toObjection 1.is objection comes from the idea
of procession in the sense of localmotion, or of an action tend-
ing to external matter, or to an exterior effect; which kind of
procession does not exist in God, as we have explained.

Reply to Objection 2. Whatever proceeds by way of out-
ward procession is necessarily distinct from the source whence
it proceeds, whereas, whatever proceeds within by an intelli-
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gible procession is not necessarily distinct; indeed, the more
perfectly it proceeds, the more closely it is one with the source
whence it proceeds. For it is clear that the more a thing is un-
derstood, themore closely is the intellectual conception joined
and united to the intelligent agent; since the intellect by the
very act of understanding is made one with the object under-
stood. us, as the divine intelligence is the very supreme per-
fection of God (q. 14, a. 2), the divine Word is of necessity
perfectly one with the source whence He proceeds, without
any kind of diversity.

Reply to Objection 3. To proceed from a principle, so as

to be something outside and distinct from that principle, is ir-
reconcilable with the idea of a first principle; whereas an in-
timate and uniform procession by way of an intelligible act is
included in the idea of a first principle. For when we call the
builder the principle of the house, in the idea of such a prin-
ciple is included that of his art; and it would be included in
the idea of the first principle were the builder the first princi-
ple of the house. God, Who is the first principle of all things,
may be compared to things created as the architect is to things
designed.

Ia q. 27 a. 2Whether any procession in God can be called generation?

Objection 1. It would seem that no procession in God
can be called generation. For generation is change from non-
existence to existence, and is opposed to corruption; while
matter is the subject of both. Nothing of all this belongs to
God. erefore generation cannot exist in God.

Objection 2. Further, procession exists in God, according
to an intelligible mode, as above explained (a. 1). But such a
process is not called generation in us; therefore neither is it to
be so called in God.

Objection 3. Further, anything that is generated de-
rives existence from its generator. erefore such existence
is a derived existence. But no derived existence can be a
self-subsistence. erefore, since the divine existence is self-
subsisting (q. 3, a. 4), it follows that no generated existence
can be the divine existence. erefore there is no generation
in God.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 2:7): “is day have I be-
gotten ee.”

I answer that,eprocession of theWord inGod is called
generation. In proof whereof we must observe that generation
has a twofold meaning: one common to everything subject to
generation and corruption; in which sense generation is noth-
ing but change from non-existence to existence. In another
sense it is proper and belongs to living things; in which sense
it signifies the origin of a living being from a conjoined living
principle; and this is properly called birth. Not everything of
that kind, however, is called begotten; but, strictly speaking,
only what proceeds by way of similitude. Hence a hair has not
the aspect of generation and sonship, but only that has which
proceeds by way of a similitude. Nor will any likeness suffice;
for a wormwhich is generated from animals has not the aspect
of generation and sonship, although it has a generic similitude;
for this kind of generation requires that there should be a pro-
cession by way of similitude in the same specific nature; as a
man proceeds from a man, and a horse from a horse. So in liv-
ing things, which proceed from potential to actual life, such
as men and animals, generation includes both these kinds of
generation. But if there is a being whose life does not proceed
from potentiality to act, procession (if found in such a being)

excludes entirely the first kind of generation; whereas it may
have that kind of generation which belongs to living things.
So in this manner the procession of the Word in God is gen-
eration; for He proceeds by way of intelligible action, which
is a vital operation:—from a conjoined principle (as above de-
scribed):—by way of similitude, inasmuch as the concept of
the intellect is a likeness of the object conceived:—and exists
in the same nature, because in God the act of understanding
and His existence are the same, as shown above (q. 14, a. 4).
Hence the procession of theWord inGod is called generation;
and the Word Himself proceeding is called the Son.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection is based on the idea
of generation in the first sense, importing the issuing forth
from potentiality to act; in which sense it is not found inGod.

Reply to Objection 2. e act of human understanding
in ourselves is not the substance itself of the intellect; hence
the word which proceeds within us by intelligible operation is
not of the same nature as the source whence it proceeds; so the
idea of generation cannot be properly and fully applied to it.
But the divine act of intelligence is the very substance itself of
the one who understands (q. 14, a. 4). e Word proceeding
therefore proceeds as subsisting in the same nature; and so is
properly called begotten, and Son. Hence Scripture employs
terms which denote generation of living things in order to sig-
nify the procession of the divineWisdom, namely, conception
and birth; as is declared in the person of the divine Wisdom,
“e depths were not as yet, and I was already conceived; be-
fore the hills, I was brought forth.” (Prov. 8:24). In our way of
understanding we use the word “conception” in order to sig-
nify that in the word of our intellect is found the likeness of
the thing understood, although there be no identity of nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Not everything derived from an-
other has existence in another subject; otherwise we could not
say that thewhole substance of created being comes fromGod,
since there is no subject that could receive thewhole substance.
So, then, what is generated in God receives its existence from
the generator, not as though that existence were received into
matter or into a subject (which would conflict with the di-
vine self-subsistence); but when we speak of His existence as
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received, we mean that He Who proceeds receives divine ex-
istence from another; not, however, as if He were other from
the divine nature. For in the perfection itself of the divine ex-

istence are contained both the Word intelligibly proceeding
and the principle of the Word, with whatever belongs to His
perfection (q. 4, a. 2).

Ia q. 27 a. 3Whether any other procession exists in God besides that of the Word?

Objection 1. It would seem that no other procession exists
in God besides the generation of theWord. Because, for what-
ever reason we admit another procession, we should be led to
admit yet another, and so on to infinitude; which cannot be.
erefore we must stop at the first, and hold that there exists
only one procession in God.

Objection2.Further, every nature possesses but onemode
of self-communication; because operations derive unity and
diversity from their terms. But procession in God is only by
way of communication of the divine nature.erefore, as there
is only one divine nature (q. 11, a. 4 ), it follows that only one
procession exists in God.

Objection 3. Further, if any other procession but the in-
telligible procession of the Word existed in God, it could only
be the procession of love, which is by the operation of the will.
But such a procession is identified with the intelligible proces-
sion of the intellect, inasmuch as the will in God is the same as
His intellect (q. 19, a. 1). erefore in God there is no other
procession but the procession of the Word.

On the contrary, e Holy Ghost proceeds from the Fa-
ther ( Jn. 15:26); andHe is distinct from the Son, according to
the words, “I will ask My Father, and He will give you another
Paraclete” ( Jn. 14:16). erefore in God another procession
exists besides the procession of the Word.

I answer that, ere are two processions in God; the pro-
cession of the Word, and another.

In evidence whereof we must observe that procession ex-
ists inGod, only according to an actionwhich does not tend to
anything external, but remains in the agent itself. Such an ac-

tion in an intellectual nature is that of the intellect, and of the
will. e procession of the Word is by way of an intelligible
operation. e operation of the will within ourselves involves
also another procession, that of love, whereby the object loved
is in the lover; as, by the conception of the word, the object
spoken of or understood is in the intelligent agent. Hence, be-
sides the procession of the Word in God, there exists in Him
another procession called the procession of love.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is no need to go on to in-
finitude in the divine processions; for the procession which is
accomplished within the agent in an intellectual nature termi-
nates in the procession of the will.

Reply to Objection 2. All that exists in God, is God (q. 3,
Aa. 3,4); whereas the same does not apply to others.erefore
the divine nature is communicated by every procession which
is not outward, and this does not apply to other natures.

Reply to Objection 3. ough will and intellect are not
diverse in God, nevertheless the nature of will and intellect re-
quires the processions belonging to each of them to exist in a
certain order. For the procession of love occurs in due order as
regards the procession of theWord; since nothing can be loved
by the will unless it is conceived in the intellect. So as there ex-
ists a certain order of the Word to the principle whence He
proceeds, although in God the substance of the intellect and
its concept are the same; so, although in God the will and the
intellect are the same, still, inasmuch as love requires by its very
nature that it proceed only from the concept of the intellect,
there is a distinction of order between the procession of love
and the procession of the Word in God.

Ia q. 27 a. 4Whether the procession of love in God is generation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the procession of love in
God is generation. For what proceeds by way of likeness of na-
ture among living things is said to be generated and born. But
what proceeds inGodbywayof love proceeds in the likeness of
nature; otherwise it would be extraneous to the divine nature,
andwould be an external procession.erefore what proceeds
in God by way of love, proceeds as generated and born.

Objection 2. Further, as similitude is of the nature of the
word, so does it belong to love. Hence it is said, that “every
beast loves its like” (Ecclus. 13:19). erefore if the Word is
begotten and born by way of likeness, it seems becoming that
love should proceed by way of generation.

Objection 3. Further, what is not in any species is not in
the genus. So if there is a procession of love inGod, there ought
to be some special name besides this common name of proces-

sion.Butnoothername is applicable but generation.erefore
the procession of love in God is generation.

On the contrary, Were this true, it would follow that the
Holy Ghost Who proceeds as love, would proceed as begot-
ten; which is against the statement of Athanasius: “e Holy
Ghost is from the Father and the Son, notmade, nor begotten,
but proceeding.”

I answer that, e procession of love in God ought not
to be called generation. In evidence whereof we must consider
that the intellect and the will differ in this respect, that the in-
tellect ismade actual by the object understood residing accord-
ing to its own likeness in the intellect; whereas the will is made
actual, not by any similitude of the object willed within it, but
by its having a certain inclination to the thing willed. us
the procession of the intellect is by way of similitude, and is
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called generation, because every generator begets its own like;
whereas the procession of the will is not by way of similitude,
but rather byway of impulse andmovement towards an object.

So what proceeds in God by way of love, does not pro-
ceed as begotten, or as son, but proceeds rather as spirit; which
name expresses a certain vital movement and impulse, accord-
ingly as anyone is described as moved or impelled by love to
perform an action.

Reply toObjection1.All that exists inGod is onewith the
divine nature. Hence the proper notion of this or that proces-
sion, by which one procession is distinguished from another,
cannot be on the part of this unity: but the proper notion of
this or that procession must be taken from the order of one
procession to another; which order is derived from the nature
of the will and intellect. Hence, each procession in God takes
its name from the proper notion ofwill and intellect; the name
being imposed to signify what its nature really is; and so it is

that the Person proceeding as love receives the divine nature,
but is not said to be born.

Reply to Objection 2. Likeness belongs in a different way
to the word and to love. It belongs to the word as being the
likeness of the object understood, as the thing generated is the
likeness of the generator; but it belongs to love, not as though
love itself were a likeness, but because likeness is the principle
of loving.us it does not follow that love is begotten, but that
the one begotten is the principle of love.

Reply to Objection 3. We can name God only from crea-
tures (q. 13, a. 1). As in creatures generation is the only prin-
ciple of communication of nature, procession in God has no
proper or special name, except that of generation. Hence the
procession which is not generation has remained without a
special name; but it can be called spiration, as it is the proces-
sion of the Spirit.

Ia q. 27 a. 5Whether there are more than two processions in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are more than two
processions in God. As knowledge and will are attributed to
God, so is power. erefore, if two processions exist in God,
of intellect and will, it seems that there must also be a third
procession of power.

Objection 2. Further, goodness seems to be the greatest
principle of procession, since goodness is diffusive of itself.
erefore there must be a procession of goodness in God.

Objection 3. Further, in God there is greater power of fe-
cundity than in us. But in us there is not only one procession of
theword, but there aremany: for in us fromonewordproceeds
another; and also fromone love proceeds another.erefore in
God there are more than two processions.

On the contrary, InGod there are notmore than twowho
proceed—the Son and the Holy Ghost. erefore there are in
Him but two processions.

I answer that, e divine processions can be derived only
from the actions which remain within the agent. In a nature
which is intellectual, and in the divine nature these actions are
two, the acts of intelligence and of will. e act of sensation,
which also appears to be an operation within the agent, takes
place outside the intellectual nature, nor can it be reckoned as
wholly removed from the sphere of external actions; for the

act of sensation is perfected by the action of the sensible ob-
ject upon sense. It follows that no other procession is possible
in God but the procession of the Word, and of Love.

Reply toObjection 1. Power is the principle whereby one
thing acts on another.Hence it is that external action points to
power.us the divine power does not imply the procession of
a divine person; but is indicated by the procession therefrom
of creatures.

Reply to Objection 2. As Boethius says (De Hebdom.),
goodness belongs to the essence and not to the operation, un-
less considered as the object of the will.

us, as the divine processionsmust be denominated from
certain actions; no other processions can be understood in
God according to goodness and the like attributes except those
of the Word and of love, according as God understands and
loves His own essence, truth and goodness.

Reply to Objection 3. As above explained (q. 14, a. 5;
q. 19, a. 5), God understands all things by one simple act; and
by one act also He wills all things. Hence there cannot exist
in Him a procession of Word from Word, nor of Love from
Love: for there is in Him only one perfect Word, and one per-
fect Love; thereby being manifested His perfect fecundity.
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F P, Q 28
e Divine Relations
(In Four Articles)

e divine relations are next to be considered, in four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are real relations in God?
(2) Whether those relations are the divine essence itself, or are extrinsic to it?
(3) Whether in God there can be several relations distinct from each other?
(4) e number of these relations.

Ia q. 28 a. 1Whether there are real relations in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are no real relations
in God. For Boethius says (De Trin. iv), “All possible predica-
ments used as regards the Godhead refer to the substance; for
nothing can be predicated relatively.” Butwhatever really exists
in God can be predicated of Him. erefore no real relation
exists in God.

Objection 2. Further, Boethius says (De Trin. iv) that,
“Relation in the Trinity of the Father to the Son, and of both
to theHolyGhost, is the relation of the same to the same.” But
a relation of this kind is only a logical one; for every real rela-
tion requires and implies in reality two terms. erefore the
divine relations are not real relations, but are formed only by
the mind.

Objection 3. Further, the relation of paternity is the re-
lation of a principle. But to say that God is the principle of
creatures does not import any real relation, but only a logical
one.erefore paternity inGod is not a real relation; while the
same applies for the same reason to the other relations in God.

Objection 4. Further, the divine generation proceeds by
way of an intelligible word. But the relations following upon
the operation of the intellect are logical relations. erefore
paternity and filiation in God, consequent upon generation,
are only logical relations.

On the contrary, e Father is denominated only from
paternity; and the Son only fromfiliation.erefore, if no real
paternity or filiation existed in God, it would follow that God
is not really Father or Son, but only in our manner of under-
standing; and this is the Sabellian heresy.

I answer that, relations exist in God really; in proof
whereofwemay consider that in relations alone is found some-
thingwhich is only in the apprehension and not in reality.is
is not found in any other genus; forasmuch as other genera, as
quantity and quality, in their strict and proper meaning, sig-
nify something inherent in a subject. But relation in its own
proper meaning signifies only what refers to another. Such re-
gard to another exists sometimes in the nature of things, as
in those things which by their own very nature are ordered
to each other, and have a mutual inclination; and such rela-
tions are necessarily real relations; as in a heavy body is found
an inclination and order to the centre; and hence there exists

in the heavy body a certain respect in regard to the centre and
the same applies to other things. Sometimes, however, this re-
gard to another, signified by relation, is to be found only in
the apprehension of reason comparing one thing to another,
and this is a logical relation only; as, for instance, when reason
compares man to animal as the species to the genus. But when
something proceeds from a principle of the same nature, then
both the one proceeding and the source of procession, agree
in the same order; and then they have real relations to each
other.erefore as the divine processions are in the identity of
the same nature, as above explained (q. 27, Aa. 2,4), these rela-
tions, according to the divine processions, are necessarily real
relations.

Reply to Objection 1. Relationship is not predicated of
God according to its proper and formalmeaning, that is to say,
in so far as its proper meaning denotes comparison to that in
which relation is inherent, but only as denoting regard to an-
other. Nevertheless Boethius did not wish to exclude relation
in God; but he wished to show that it was not to be predi-
cated of Him as regards the mode of inherence in Himself in
the strict meaning of relation; but rather by way of relation to
another.

Reply to Objection 2. e relation signified by the term
“the same” is a logical relation only, if in regard to absolutely
the same thing; because such a relation can exist only in a cer-
tain order observed by reason as regards the order of anything
to itself, according to some two aspects thereof.e case is oth-
erwise, however, when things are called the same, not numer-
ically, but generically or specifically. us Boethius likens the
divine relations to a relation of identity, not in every respect,
but only as regards the fact that the substance is not diversified
by these relations, as neither is it by relation of identity.

Reply toObjection 3.As the creature proceeds fromGod
in diversity of nature, God is outside the order of the whole
creation, nor does any relation to the creature arise from His
nature; for He does not produce the creature by necessity of
His nature, but by His intellect and will, as is above explained
(q. 14, Aa. 3,4; q. 19, a. 8). erefore there is no real relation
in God to the creature; whereas in creatures there is a real rela-
tion to God; because creatures are contained under the divine
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order, and their very nature entails dependence on God. On
the other hand, the divine processions are in one and the same
nature. Hence no parallel exists.

Reply to Objection 4. Relations which result from the
mental operation alone in the objects understood are logi-
cal relations only, inasmuch as reason observes them as exist-
ing between two objects perceived by the mind. ose rela-
tions, however, which follow the operation of the intellect, and

which exist between the word intellectually proceeding and
the source whence it proceeds, are not logical relations only,
but are real relations; inasmuch as the intellect and the reason
are real things, and are really related to that which proceeds
from them intelligibly; as a corporeal thing is related to that
which proceeds from it corporeally. us paternity and filia-
tion are real relations in God.

Ia q. 28 a. 2Whether relation in God is the same as His essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the divine relation is not
the same as the divine essence. For Augustine says (De Trin.
v) that “not all that is said of God is said of His substance, for
we say some things relatively, as Father in respect of the Son:
but such things do not refer to the substance.” erefore the
relation is not the divine essence.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. vii) that,
“every relative expression is something besides the relation ex-
pressed, as master is a man, and slave is a man.” erefore, if
relations exist inGod, theremust be something else besides re-
lation in God. is can only be His essence. erefore essence
differs from relation.

Objection 3. Further, the essence of relation is the being
referred to another, as the Philosopher says (Praedic. v). So if
relation is the divine essence, it follows that the divine essence
is essentially itself a relation to something else; whereas this
is repugnant to the perfection of the divine essence, which is
supremely absolute and self-subsisting (q. 3, a. 4).erefore re-
lation is not the divine essence.

On the contrary, Everything which is not the divine
essence is a creature. But relation really belongs to God; and if
it is not the divine essence, it is a creature; and it cannot claim
the adoration of latria; contrary to what is sung in the Preface:
“Let us adore the distinction of the Persons, and the equality
of their Majesty.”

I answer that, It is reported that Gilbert de la Porree erred
on this point, but revoked his error later at the council of
Rheims. For he said that the divine relations are assistant, or
externally affixed.

To perceive the error here expressed, wemust consider that
in each of the nine genera of accidents there are two points
for remark. One is the nature belonging to each one of them
considered as an accident; which commonly applies to each of
themas inherent in a subject, for the essence of an accident is to
inhere. e other point of remark is the proper nature of each
one of these genera. In the genera, apart from that of “relation,”
as in quantity and quality, even the true idea of the genus itself
is derived from a respect to the subject; for quantity is called
themeasure of substance, and quality is the disposition of sub-
stance. But the true idea of relation is not taken from its re-
spect to that in which it is, but from its respect to something
outside. So if we consider even in creatures, relations formally

as such, in that aspect they are said to be “assistant,” and not in-
trinsically affixed, for, in this way, they signify a respect which
affects a thing related and tends from that thing to something
else; whereas, if relation is considered as an accident, it inheres
in a subject, and has an accidental existence in it. Gilbert de la
Porree considered relation in the former mode only.

Now whatever has an accidental existence in creatures,
when considered as transferred to God, has a substantial ex-
istence; for there is no accident in God; since all inHim isHis
essence. So, in so far as relation has an accidental existence in
creatures, relation really existing in God has the existence of
the divine essence in no way distinct therefrom. But in so far
as relation implies respect to something else, no respect to the
essence is signified, but rather to its opposite term.

us it is manifest that relation really existing in God is
really the same as His essence and only differs in its mode of
intelligibility; as in relation is meant that regard to its oppo-
site which is not expressed in the name of essence. us it is
clear that in God relation and essence do not differ from each
other, but are one and the same.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words of Augustine do not
imply that paternity or any other relation which is in God is
not in its very being the same as the divine essence; but that it
is not predicated under the mode of substance, as existing in
Him to Whom it is applied; but as a relation. So there are said
to be two predicaments only inGod, since other predicaments
import habitude to that ofwhich they are spoken, both in their
generic and in their specific nature; but nothing that exists in
God can have any relation to that wherein it exists or of whom
it is spoken, except the relation of identity; and this by reason
of God’s supreme simplicity.

Reply toObjection 2.As the relationwhich exists in crea-
tures involves not only a regard to another, but also something
absolute, so the same applies to God, yet not in the same way.
What is contained in the creature above and beyond what is
contained in themeaning of relation, is something else besides
that relation; whereas in God there is no distinction, but both
are one and the same; and this is not perfectly expressed by
the word “relation,” as if it were comprehended in the ordinary
meaning of that term. For it was above explained (q. 13, a. 2),
in treating of the divine names, that more is contained in the
perfection of the divine essence than can be signified by any
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name. Hence it does not follow that there exists in God any-
thing besides relation in reality; but only in the various names
imposed by us.

Reply to Objection 3. If the divine perfection contained
only what is signified by relative names, it would follow that
it is imperfect, being thus related to something else; as in the
sameway, if nothingmorewere contained in it thanwhat is sig-

nified by theword “wisdom,” it would not in that case be a sub-
sistence. But as the perfection of the divine essence is greater
than can be included in any name, it does not follow, if a rela-
tive term or any other name applied to God signify something
imperfect, that the divine essence is in any way imperfect; for
the divine essence comprehends within itself the perfection of
every genus (q. 4, a. 2).

Ia q. 28 a. 3Whether the relations in God are really distinguished from each other?

Objection 1. It would seem that the divine relations are
not really distinguished from each other. For things which are
identified with the same, are identified with each other. But
every relation in God is really the same as the divine essence.
erefore the relations are not really distinguished from each
other.

Objection 2. Further, as paternity and filiation are by
name distinguished from the divine essence, so likewise are
goodness and power. But this kind of distinction does not
make any real distinction of the divine goodness and power.
erefore neither does it make any real distinction of pater-
nity and filiation.

Objection 3. Further, in God there is no real distinction
but that of origin. But one relation does not seem to arise from
another. erefore the relations are not really distinguished
from each other.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Trin.) that in God
“the substance contains the unity; and relation multiplies
the trinity.” erefore, if the relations were not really distin-
guished fromeach other, therewould be no real trinity inGod,
but only an ideal trinity, which is the error of Sabellius.

I answer that, e attributing of anything to another in-
volves the attribution likewise ofwhatever is contained in it. So
when “man” is attributed to anyone, a rational nature is like-
wise attributed to him. e idea of relation, however, neces-
sarily means regard of one to another, according as one is rela-
tively opposed to another. So as in God there is a real relation

(a. 1), there must also be a real opposition. e very nature of
relative opposition includes distinction. Hence, there must be
real distinction in God, not, indeed, according to that which
is absolute—namely, essence, wherein there is supreme unity
and simplicity—but according to that which is relative.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher
(Phys. iii), this argument holds, that whatever things are iden-
tified with the same thing are identified with each other, if the
identity be real and logical; as, for instance, a tunic and a gar-
ment; but not if they differ logically. Hence in the same place
he says that although action is the same as motion, and like-
wise passion; still it does not follow that action and passion
are the same; because action implies reference as of something
“from which” there is motion in the thing moved; whereas
passion implies reference as of something “which is from” an-
other. Likewise, although paternity, just as filiation, is really
the same as the divine essence; nevertheless these two in their
own proper idea and definitions import opposite respects.
Hence they are distinguished from each other.

Reply toObjection 2. Power and goodness do not import
any opposition in their respective natures; and hence there is
no parallel argument.

Reply toObjection 3.Although relations, properly speak-
ing, do not arise or proceed from each other, nevertheless they
are considered as opposed according to the procession of one
from another.

Ia q. 28 a. 4Whether in God there are only four real relations—paternity, filiation, spiration, and proces-
sion?

Objection 1. It would seem that in God there are not only
four real relations—paternity, filiation, spiration and proces-
sion. For it must be observed that in God there exist the re-
lations of the intelligent agent to the object understood; and
of the one willing to the object willed; which are real relations
not comprised under those above specified.erefore there are
not only four real relations in God.

Objection 2.Further, real relations inGod are understood
as coming from the intelligible procession of the Word. But
intelligible relations are infinitelymultiplied, as Avicenna says.
erefore inGod there exists an infinite series of real relations.

Objection 3. Further, ideas inGod are eternal (q. 15, a. 1);

and are only distinguished from each other by reason of their
regard to things, as above stated. erefore in God there are
many more eternal relations.

Objection 4. Further, equality, and likeness, and identity
are relations: and they are inGod from eternity.erefore sev-
eral more relations are eternal in God than the above named.

Objection 5. Further, it may also contrariwise be said that
there are fewer relations in God than those above named. For,
according to the Philosopher (Phys. iii text 24), “It is the same
way fromAthens toebes, as fromebes to Athens.” By the
same way of reasoning there is the same relation from the Fa-
ther to the Son, that of paternity, and from the Son to the Fa-
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ther, that of filiation; and thus there are not four relations in
God.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Metaph. v),
every relation is based either on quantity, as double and half;
or on action and passion, as the doer and the deed, the father
and the son, the master and the servant, and the like. Now as
there is no quantity in God, for He is great without quantity,
as Augustine says (DeTrin. i, 1) it follows that a real relation in
God can be based only on action. Such relations are not based
on the actions of God according to any extrinsic procession,
forasmuch as the relations of God to creatures are not real in
Him (q. 13, a. 7). Hence, it follows that real relations in God
can be understood only in regard to those actions according to
which there are internal, and not external, processions inGod.
ese processions are two only, as above explained (q. 27, a. 5),
one derived from the action of the intellect, the procession of
the Word; and the other from the action of the will, the pro-
cession of love. In respect of each of these processions two op-
posite relations arise; one of which is the relation of the person
proceeding from the principle; the other is the relation of the
principle Himself. e procession of the Word is called gener-
ation in the proper sense of the term, whereby it is applied to
living things. Now the relation of the principle of generation
in perfect living beings is called paternity; and the relation of
the one proceeding from the principle is called filiation. But
the procession of Love has no proper name of its own (q. 27,
a. 4); and so neither have the ensuing relations a proper name
of their own. e relation of the principle of this procession
is called spiration; and the relation of the person proceeding
is called procession: although these two names belong to the
processions or origins themselves, and not to the relations.

Reply to Objection 1. In those things in which there is
a difference between the intellect and its object, and the will

and its object, there can be a real relation, both of science to
its object, and of the willer to the object willed. In God, how-
ever, the intellect and its object are one and the same; because
by understanding Himself, God understands all other things;
and the same applies to His will and the object that He wills.
Hence it follows that in God these kinds of relations are not
real; as neither is the relation of a thing to itself. Nevertheless,
the relation to the word is a real relation; because the word is
understood as proceeding by an intelligible action; andnot as a
thingunderstood. Forwhenweunderstand a stone; thatwhich
the intellect conceives from the thing understood, is called the
word.

Reply toObjection2. Intelligible relations in ourselves are
infinitely multiplied, because a man understands a stone by
one act, and by another act understands that he understands
the stone, and again by another, understands that he under-
stands this; thus the acts of understanding are infinitely mul-
tiplied, and consequently also the relations understood. is
does not apply to God, inasmuch as He understands all things
by one act alone.

Reply to Objection 3. Ideal relations exist as understood
by God. Hence it does not follow from their plurality that
there are many relations in God; but that God knows these
many relations.

Reply toObjection 4. Equality and similitude in God are
not real relations; but are only logical relations (q. 42, a. 3, ad
4).

Reply to Objection 5. e way from one term to another
and conversely is the same; nevertheless the mutual relations
are not the same. Hence, we cannot conclude that the relation
of the father to the son is the same as that of the son to the fa-
ther; butwe could conclude this of something absolute, if there
were such between them.
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F P, Q 29
e Divine Persons
(In Four Articles)

Having premised what have appeared necessary notions concerning the processions and the relations, we must now ap-
proach the subject of the persons.

First, we shall consider the persons absolutely, and then comparatively as regards each other. We must consider the persons
absolutely first in common; and then singly.

e general consideration of the persons seemingly involves four points: (1)e signification of this word “person”; (2) the
number of the persons; (3) what is involved in the number of persons, or is opposed thereto; as diversity, and similitude, and
the like; and (4) what belongs to our knowledge of the persons.

Four subjects of inquiry are comprised in the first point:

(1) e definition of “person.”
(2) e comparison of person to essence, subsistence, and hypostasis.
(3) Whether the name of person is becoming to God?
(4) What does it signify in Him?

Ia q. 29 a. 1e definition of “person”

Objection 1. It would seem that the definition of per-
son given by Boethius (DeDuab. Nat.) is insufficient—that is,
“a person is an individual substance of a rational nature.” For
nothing singular can be subject to definition. But “person” sig-
nifies something singular. erefore person is improperly de-
fined.

Objection2.Further, substance as placed above in the def-
inition of person, is either first substance, or second substance.
If it is the former, theword “individual” is superfluous, because
first substance is individual substance; if it stands for second
substance, the word “individual” is false, for there is contra-
diction of terms; since second substances are the “genera” or
“species.” erefore this definition is incorrect.

Objection 3. Further, an intentional term must not be in-
cluded in the definition of a thing. For to define a man as “a
species of animal”would not be a correct definition; sinceman
is the name of a thing, and “species” is a name of an intention.
erefore, since person is the name of a thing (for it signifies a
substance of a rational nature), the word “individual” which is
an intentional name comes improperly into the definition.

Objection 4. Further, “Nature is the principle of motion
and rest, in those things in which it is essentially, and not acci-
dentally,” as Aristotle says (Phys. ii). But person exists in things
immovable, as in God, and in the angels. erefore the word
“nature” ought not to enter into the definition of person, but
the word should rather be “essence.”

Objection 5. Further, the separated soul is an individual
substance of the rational nature; but it is not a person. ere-
fore person is not properly defined as above.

I answer that, Although the universal and particular exist
in every genus, nevertheless, in a certain special way, the indi-
vidual belongs to the genus of substance. For substance is indi-
vidualizedby itself;whereas the accidents are individualizedby

the subject, which is the substance; since this particular white-
ness is called “this,” because it exists in this particular subject.
And so it is reasonable that the individuals of the genus sub-
stance should have a special name of their own; for they are
called “hypostases,” or first substances.

Further still, in a more special and perfect way, the partic-
ular and the individual are found in the rational substances
which have dominion over their own actions; and which are
not only made to act, like others; but which can act of them-
selves; for actions belong to singulars. erefore also the indi-
viduals of the rational nature have a special name even among
other substances; and this name is “person.”

us the term “individual substance” is placed in the defi-
nition of person, as signifying the singular in the genus of sub-
stance; and the term “rational nature” is added, as signifying
the singular in rational substances.

Reply to Objection 1. Although this or that singular may
not be definable, yet what belongs to the general idea of sin-
gularity can be defined; and so the Philosopher (De Praedic.,
cap. De substantia) gives a definition of first substance; and in
this way Boethius defines person.

Reply to Objection 2. In the opinion of some, the term
“substance” in the definition of person stands for first sub-
stance, which is the hypostasis; nor is the term “individual” su-
perfluously added, forasmuch as by the name of hypostasis or
first substance the idea of universality and of part is excluded.
For we do not say thatman in general is an hypostasis, nor that
the hand is since it is only a part. But where “individual” is
added, the idea of assumptibility is excluded from person; for
the human nature in Christ is not a person, since it is assumed
by a greater—that is, by theWord ofGod. It is, however, better
to say that substance is here taken in a general sense, as divided
into first and second, and when “individual” is added, it is re-
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stricted to first substance.
Reply to Objection 3. Substantial differences being un-

known to us, or at least unnamed by us, it is sometimes nec-
essary to use accidental differences in the place of substantial;
as, for example, we may say that fire is a simple, hot, and dry
body: for proper accidents are the effects of substantial forms,
andmake themknown. Likewise, terms expressive of intention
can be used in defining realities if used to signify things which
are unnamed.And so the term “individual” is placed in the def-
inition of person to signify the mode of subsistence which be-
longs to particular substances.

Reply to Objection 4. According to the Philosopher
(Metaph. v, 5), the word “nature” was first used to signify the
generation of living things, which is called nativity. And be-
cause this kindof generation comes froman intrinsic principle,
this term is extended to signify the intrinsic principle of any
kind of movement. In this sense he defines “nature” (Phys. ii,
3). And since this kind of principle is either formal ormaterial,

both matter and form are commonly called nature. And as the
essence of anything is completed by the form; so the essence of
anything, signified by the definition, is commonly called na-
ture. And here nature is taken in that sense. Hence Boethius
says (DeDuab.Nat.) that, “nature is the specific difference giv-
ing its form to each thing,” for the specific difference completes
the definition, and is derived from the special form of a thing.
So in the definition of “person,” which means the singular in a
determined “genus,” it is more correct to use the term “nature”
than “essence,” because the latter is taken from being, which is
most common.

Reply to Objection 5. e soul is a part of the human
species; and so, although it may exist in a separate state, yet
since it ever retains its nature of unibility, it cannot be called
an individual substance, which is the hypostasis or first sub-
stance, as neither can the hand nor any other part ofman; thus
neither the definition nor the name of person belongs to it.

Ia q. 29 a. 2Whether “person” is the same as hypostasis, subsistence, and essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that “person” is the same as
“hypostasis,” “subsistence,” and “essence.” For Boethius says
(De Duab. Nat.) that “the Greeks called the individual sub-
stance of the rational nature by the name hypostasis.” But this
with us signifies “person.” erefore “person” is altogether the
same as “hypostasis.”

Objection 2. Further, as we say there are three persons in
God, so we say there are three subsistences in God; which im-
plies that “person” and “subsistence” have the same meaning.
erefore “person” and “subsistence” mean the same.

Objection 3. Further, Boethius says (Com. Praed.) that
the Greek οὐσία, which means essence, signifies a being com-
posed of matter and form. Now that which is composed of
matter and form is the individual substance called “hypostasis”
and “person.” erefore all the aforesaid names seem to have
the same meaning.

Objection 4. On the contrary, Boethius says (De Duab.
Nat.) that genera and species only subsist; whereas individuals
are not only subsistent, but also substand. But subsistences are
so called from subsisting, as substance or hypostasis is so called
from substanding. erefore, since genera and species are not
hypostases or persons, these are not the same as subsistences.

Objection 5. Further, Boethius says (Com. Praed.) that
matter is called hypostasis, and form is called ὀυσιώσις—that
is, subsistence. But neither form nor matter can be called per-
son. erefore person differs from the others.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Metaph. v),
substance is twofold. In one sense it means the quiddity of a
thing, signified by its definition, and thus we say that the defi-
nitionmeans the substanceof a thing; inwhich sense substance
is called by theGreeks οὐσία, what wemay call “essence.” In an-
other sense substance means a subject or “suppositum,” which

subsists in the genus of substance. To this, taken in a general
sense, can be applied a name expressive of an intention; and
thus it is called “suppositum.” It is also called by three names
signifying a reality—that is, “a thing of nature,” “subsistence,”
and “hypostasis,” according to a threefold consideration of the
substance thus named. For, as it exists in itself and not in an-
other, it is called “subsistence”; as we say that those things sub-
sist which exist in themselves, and not in another. As it under-
lies some common nature, it is called “a thing of nature”; as,
for instance, this particularman is a human natural thing. As it
underlies the accidents, it is called “hypostasis,” or “substance.”
What these three names signify in common to thewhole genus
of substances, this name “person” signifies in the genus of ra-
tional substances.

Reply to Objection 1. Among the Greeks the term “hy-
postasis,” taken in the strict interpretation of the word, signi-
fies any individual of the genus substance; but in the usual way
of speaking, it means the individual of the rational nature, by
reason of the excellence of that nature.

Reply to Objection 2. As we say “three persons” plurally
in God, and “three subsistences,” so the Greeks say “three
hypostases.” But because the word “substance,” which, prop-
erly speaking, corresponds in meaning to “hypostasis,” is used
among us in an equivocal sense, since it sometimes means
essence, and sometimes means hypostasis, in order to avoid
any occasion of error, it was thought preferable to use “sub-
sistence” for hypostasis, rather than “substance.”

Reply to Objection 3. Strictly speaking, the essence is
what is expressed by the definition. Now, the definition com-
prises the principles of the species, but not the individual prin-
ciples. Hence in things composed of matter and form, the
essence signifies not only the form, nor only the matter, but
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what is composed of matter and the common form, as the
principles of the species. But what is composed of this mat-
ter and this form has the nature of hypostasis and person. For
soul, flesh, and bone belong to the nature of man; whereas this
soul, this flesh and this bone belong to the nature of this man.
erefore hypostasis and person add the individual principles
to the idea of essence; nor are these identified with the essence
in things composed ofmatter and form, as we said above when
treating of divine simplicity (q. 3, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 4. Boethius says that genera and
species subsist, inasmuch as it belongs to some individual
things to subsist, from the fact that they belong to genera and
species comprised in the predicament of substance, but not be-
cause the species and genera themselves subsist; except in the

opinion of Plato, who asserted that the species of things sub-
sisted separately from singular things. To substand, however,
belongs to the same individual things in relation to the acci-
dents, which are outside the essence of genera and species.

Reply to Objection 5. e individual composed of mat-
ter and form substands in relation to accident from the very
nature of matter. Hence Boethius says (De Trin.): “A simple
form cannot be a subject.” Its self-subsistence is derived from
the nature of its form, which does not supervene to the things
subsisting, but gives actual existence to thematter andmakes it
subsist as an individual. On this account, therefore, he ascribes
hypostasis to matter, and ὀυσιώσις, or subsistence, to the form,
because the matter is the principle of substanding, and form is
the principle of subsisting.

Ia q. 29 a. 3Whether the word “person” should be said of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the name “person” should
not be said of God. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom.): “No one
should ever dare to say or think anything of the supersubstan-
tial and hidden Divinity, beyond what has been divinely ex-
pressed to us by the oracles.” But the name “person” is not ex-
pressed to us in theOld orNewTestament.erefore “person”
is not to be applied to God.

Objection 2. Further, Boethius says (De Duab. Nat.):
“e word person seems to be taken from those persons who
represented men in comedies and tragedies. For person comes
from sounding through [personando], since a greater volume
of sound is produced through the cavity in the mask. ese
“persons” or masks the Greeks called πρόσωπα, as they were
placed on the face and covered the features before the eyes.”
is, however, can apply to God only in a metaphorical sense.
erefore theword “person” is only applied toGodmetaphor-
ically.

Objection 3. Further, every person is a hypostasis. But the
word “hypostasis” does not apply to God, since, as Boethius
says (De Duab. Nat.), it signifies what is the subject of acci-
dents, which do not exist in God. Jerome also says (Ep. ad
Damas.) that, “in this word hypostasis, poison lurks in honey.”
erefore the word “person” should not be said of God.

Objection 4. Further, if a definition is denied of anything,
the thing defined is also denied of it. But the definition of “per-
son,” as given above, does not apply to God. Both because rea-
son implies a discursive knowledge, which does not apply to
God, as we proved above (q. 14, a. 12 ); and thus God cannot
be said to have “a rational nature.” And also because God can-
not be called an individual substance, since the principle of in-
dividuation is matter; while God is immaterial: nor is He the
subject of accidents, so as to be called a substance. erefore
the word “person” ought not to be attributed to God.

On the contrary, In theCreed of Athanasius we say: “One
is the person of the Father, another of the Son, another of the
Holy Ghost.”

I answer that, “Person” signifies what is most perfect in
all nature—that is, a subsistent individual of a rational nature.
Hence, since everything that is perfect must be attributed to
God, forasmuch as His essence contains every perfection, this
name “person” is fittingly applied to God; not, however, as it
is applied to creatures, but in a more excellent way; as other
names also, which, while giving them to creatures, we attribute
to God; as we showed above when treating of the names of
God (q. 13, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 1. Although the word “person” is not
found applied to God in Scripture, either in the Old or New
Testament, nevertheless what the word signifies is found to be
affirmed of God in many places of Scripture; as that He is the
supreme self-subsisting being, and the most perfectly intelli-
gent being. If we could speak of God only in the very terms
themselves of Scripture, it would follow that no one could
speak about God in any but the original language of the Old
or New Testament. e urgency of confuting heretics made it
necessary to find new words to express the ancient faith about
God.Nor is such a kind of novelty to be shunned; since it is by
no means profane, for it does not lead us astray from the sense
of Scripture. e Apostle warns us to avoid “profane novelties
of words” (1 Tim. 6:20).

Reply to Objection 2. Although this name “person” may
not belong to God as regards the origin of the term, neverthe-
less it excellently belongs to God in its objective meaning. For
as famousmenwere represented in comedies and tragedies, the
name “person” was given to signify those who held high dig-
nity. Hence, those who held high rank in the Church came to
be called “persons.”ence by some the definition of person is
given as “hypostasis distinct by reason of dignity.” And because
subsistence in a rational nature is of high dignity, therefore ev-
ery individual of the rational nature is called a “person.” Now
the dignity of the divine nature excels every other dignity; and
thus the name “person” pre-eminently belongs to God.

Reply toObjection 3.eword “hypostasis” does not ap-
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ply to God as regards its source of origin, since He does not
underlie accidents; but it applies to Him in its objective sense,
for it is imposed to signify the subsistence. Jerome said that
“poison lurks in this word,” forasmuch as before it was fully
understood by the Latins, the heretics used this term to de-
ceive the simple, to make people profess many essences as they
profess several hypostases, inasmuch as the word “substance,”
which corresponds to hypostasis in Greek, is commonly taken
amongst us to mean essence.

Reply to Objection 4. It may be said that God has a ra-
tional “nature,” if reason be taken to mean, not discursive

thought, but in a general sense, an intelligent nature. But God
cannot be called an “individual” in the sense that His individ-
uality comes from matter; but only in the sense which implies
incommunicability. “Substance” can be applied to God in the
sense of signifying self-subsistence. ere are some, however,
who say that the definition of Boethius, quoted above (a. 1), is
not a definition of person in the sense we use when speaking
of persons inGod.ereforeRichard of St. Victor amends this
definition by adding that “Person” in God is “the incommuni-
cable existence of the divine nature.”

Ia q. 29 a. 4Whether this word “person” signifies relation?

Objection 1. It would seem that this word “person,” as ap-
plied to God, does not signify relation, but substance. For Au-
gustine says (DeTrin. vii, 6): “Whenwe speak of the person of
the Father, we mean nothing else but the substance of the Fa-
ther, for person is said in regard to Himself, and not in regard
to the Son.”

Objection 2. Further, the interrogation “What?” refers to
essence. But, as Augustine says: “When we say there are three
who bear witness in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the
Holy Ghost, and it is asked, ree what? the answer is, ree
persons.” erefore person signifies essence.

Objection 3. According to the Philosopher (Metaph. iv),
the meaning of a word is its definition. But the definition of
“person” is this: “e individual substance of the rational na-
ture,” as above stated. erefore “person” signifies substance.

Objection 4. Further, person in men and angels does not
signify relation, but something absolute.erefore, if inGod it
signified relation, it would bear an equivocal meaning in God,
in man, and in angels.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Trin.) that “every
word that refers to the persons signifies relation.” But no word
belongs to person more strictly than the very word “person”
itself. erefore this word “person” signifies relation.

I answer that, A difficulty arises concerning the meaning
of this word “person” inGod, from the fact that it is predicated
plurally of theree in contrast to the nature of the names be-
longing to the essence; nor does it in itself refer to another, as
do the words which express relation.

Hence some have thought that this word “person” of it-
self expresses absolutely the divine essence; as this name “God”
and this word “Wise”; but that to meet heretical attack, it was
ordained by conciliar decree that it was to be taken in a rela-
tive sense, and especially in the plural, or with the addition of
a distinguishing adjective; as when we say, “ree persons,” or,
“one is the person of the Father, another of the Son,” etc. Used,
however, in the singular, it may be either absolute or relative.
But this does not seem to be a satisfactory explanation; for, if
this word “person,” by force of its own signification, expresses
the divine essence only, it follows that forasmuch as we speak

of “three persons,” so far from the heretics being silenced, they
had still more reason to argue. Seeing this, others maintained
that this word “person” in God signifies both the essence and
the relation. Some of these said that it signifies directly the
essence, and relation indirectly, forasmuch as “person” means
as it were “by itself one” [per se una]; and unity belongs to the
essence. And what is “by itself ” implies relation indirectly; for
the Father is understood to exist “byHimself,” as relatively dis-
tinct from the Son.Others, however, said, on the contrary, that
it signifies relation directly; and essence indirectly; forasmuch
as in the definition of “person” the term nature is mentioned
indirectly; and these come nearer to the truth.

To determine the question, we must consider that some-
thing may be included in the meaning of a less common term,
which is not included in themore common term; as “rational”
is included in the meaning of “man,” and not in the meaning
of “animal.” So that it is one thing to ask the meaning of the
word animal, and another to ask its meaning when the animal
in question is man. Also, it is one thing to ask the meaning of
this word “person” in general; and another to ask the meaning
of “person” as applied to God. For “person” in general signi-
fies the individual substance of a rational figure. e individ-
ual in itself is undivided, but is distinct from others. erefore
“person” in any nature signifies what is distinct in that nature:
thus in human nature it signifies this flesh, these bones, and
this soul, which are the individuating principles of a man, and
which, though not belonging to “person” in general, neverthe-
less do belong to the meaning of a particular human person.

Now distinction in God is only by relation of origin, as
stated above (q. 28, Aa. 2,3), while relation in God is not as
an accident in a subject, but is the divine essence itself; and
so it is subsistent, for the divine essence subsists. erefore,
as the Godhead is God so the divine paternity is God the Fa-
ther, Who is a divine person. erefore a divine person signi-
fies a relation as subsisting. And this is to signify relation by
way of substance, and such a relation is a hypostasis subsist-
ing in the divine nature, although in truth that which subsists
in the divine nature is the divine nature itself. us it is true
to say that the name “person” signifies relation directly, and
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the essence indirectly; not, however, the relation as such, but
as expressed by way of a hypostasis. So likewise it signifies di-
rectly the essence, and indirectly the relation, inasmuch as the
essence is the same as the hypostasis: while inGod the hyposta-
sis is expressed as distinct by the relation: and thus relation,
as such, enters into the notion of the person indirectly. us
we can say that this signification of the word “person” was not
clearly perceived before it was attacked by heretics.Hence, this
word “person” was used just as any other absolute term. But
aerwards it was applied to express relation, as it lent itself to
that signification, so that this word “person” means relation
not only by use and custom, according to the first opinion, but
also by force of its own proper signification.

Reply toObjection1.isword “person” is said in respect
to itself, not to another; forasmuch as it signifies relationnot as
such, but by way of a substance—which is a hypostasis. In that
sense Augustine says that it signifies the essence, inasmuch as
in God essence is the same as the hypostasis, because in God
what He is, and whereby He is are the same.

Reply to Objection 2. e term “what” refers sometimes
to the nature expressed by the definition, as when we ask;
What isman? andwe answer: Amortal rational animal. Some-
times it refers to the “suppositum,” as when we ask, What
swims in the sea? and answer,Afish. So to thosewho ask,ree
what? we answer, ree persons.

Reply toObjection 3. InGod the individual—i.e. distinct
and incommunicable substance—includes the idea of relation,
as above explained.

Reply to Objection 4. e different sense of the less com-
mon term does not produce equivocation in the more com-
mon. Although a horse and an ass have their own proper def-
initions, nevertheless they agree univocally in animal, because
the common definition of animal applies to both. So it does
not follow that, although relation is contained in the significa-
tion of divine person, but not in that of an angelic or of a hu-
man person, the word “person” is used in an equivocal sense.
ough neither is it applied univocally, since nothing can be
said univocally of God and creatures (q. 13, a. 5).
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F P, Q 30
e Plurality of Persons in God

(In Four Articles)

We are now led to consider the plurality of the persons: about which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are several persons in God?
(2) How many are they?
(3) What the numeral terms signify in God?
(4) e community of the term “person.”

Ia q. 30 a. 1Whether there are several persons in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not several per-
sons in God. For person is “the individual substance of a ra-
tional nature.” If then there are several persons in God, there
must be several substances; which appears to be heretical.

Objection 2.Further, Plurality of absolute properties does
not make a distinction of persons, either in God, or in our-
selves. Much less therefore is this effected by a plurality of re-
lations. But in God there is no plurality but of relations (q. 28,
a. 3). erefore there cannot be several persons in God.

Objection 3. Further, Boethius says of God (De Trin. i),
that “this is truly one which has no number.” But plurality im-
plies number. erefore there are not several persons in God.

Objection 4. Further, where number is, there is whole and
part. us, if in God there exist a number of persons, there
must be whole and part inGod; which is inconsistent with the
divine simplicity.

On the contrary, Athanasius says: “One is the person of
the Father, another of the Son, another of the Holy Ghost.”
erefore the Father, and the Son, and theHolyGhost are sev-
eral persons.

I answer that, It follows from what precedes that there are
several persons inGod. For itwas shownabove (q. 29, a. 4) that
this word “person” signifies in God a relation as subsisting in
the divine nature. It was also established (q. 28, a. 1) that there
are several real relations inGod; andhence it follows that there
are also several realities subsistent in the divine nature; which
means that there are several persons in God.

Reply toObjection 1.edefinition of “person” includes
“substance,” not as meaning the essence, but the “suppositum”
which is made clear by the addition of the term “individual.”
To signify the substance thus understood, the Greeks use the
name “hypostasis.” So, as we say, “ree persons,” they say

“ree hypostases.” We are not, however, accustomed to say
ree substances, lestwe be understood tomean three essences
or natures, by reason of the equivocal signification of the term.

Reply to Objection 2. e absolute properties in God,
such as goodness and wisdom, are not mutually opposed; and
hence, neither are they really distinguished from each other.
erefore, although they subsist, nevertheless they are not sev-
eral subsistent realities—that is, several persons. But the abso-
lute properties in creatures donot subsist, although they are re-
ally distinguished fromeachother, aswhiteness and sweetness;
on the other hand, the relative properties in God subsist, and
are really distinguished fromeach other (q. 28, a. 3).Hence the
plurality of persons in God.

Reply to Objection 3. e supreme unity and simplicity
of God exclude every kind of plurality of absolute things, but
not plurality of relations. Because relations are predicated rel-
atively, and thus the relations do not import composition in
that of which they are predicated, as Boethius teaches in the
same book.

Reply to Objection 4. Number is twofold, simple or ab-
solute, as two and three and four; and number as existing in
things numbered, as twomen and two horses. So, if number in
God is taken absolutely or abstractedly, there is nothing to pre-
vent whole and part from being in Him, and thus number in
Him is only in our way of understanding; forasmuch as num-
ber regarded apart from things numbered exists only in the in-
tellect. But if number be taken as it is in the things numbered,
in that sense as existing in creatures, one is part of two, and two
of three, as one man is part of two men, and two of three; but
this does not apply to God, because the Father is of the same
magnitude as the whole Trinity, as we shall show further on
(q. 42, Aa. 1, 4).

Ia q. 30 a. 2Whether there are more than three persons in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are more than three
persons inGod. For the plurality of persons inGod arises from
theplurality of the relative properties as stated above (a. 1). But
there are four relations in God as stated above (q. 28, a. 4), pa-
ternity, filiation, common spiration, and procession.erefore

there are four persons in God.
Objection 2. e nature of God does not differ from His

willmore than fromHis intellect. But inGod, one person pro-
ceeds from thewill, as love; and another proceeds fromHis na-
ture, as Son. erefore another proceeds from His intellect, as
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Word, besides the oneWho proceeds fromHis nature, as Son;
thus again it follows that there are not only three persons in
God.

Objection 3. Further, the more perfect a creature is, the
more interior operations it has; as a man has understanding
and will beyond other animals. But God infinitely excels every
creature. erefore in God not only is there a person proceed-
ing from the will, and another from the intellect, but also in an
infinite number of ways. erefore there are an infinite num-
ber of persons in God.

Objection 4. Further, it is from the infinite goodness of
the Father that He communicates Himself infinitely in the
production of a divine person. But also in the Holy Ghost is
infinite goodness.erefore theHolyGhost produces a divine
person; and that person another; and so to infinity.

Objection 5. Further, everything within a determinate
number is measured, for number is a measure. But the divine
persons are immense, as we say in the Creed of Athanasius:
“e Father is immense, the Son is immense, the Holy Ghost
is immense.” erefore the persons are not contained within
the number three.

On the contrary, It is said: “ere are three who bear wit-
ness in heaven, the father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost” (1
Jn. 5:7). To those who ask, “ree what?” we answer, with Au-
gustine (De Trin. vii, 4), “ree persons.” erefore there are
but three persons in God.

I answer that, As was explained above, there can be only
three persons in God. For it was shown above that the several
persons are the several subsisting relations really distinct from
each other. But a real distinction between the divine relations
can come only from relative opposition. erefore two oppo-
site relations must needs refer to two persons: and if any rela-
tions are not opposite theymust needs belong to the same per-
son. Since then paternity and filiation are opposite relations,
they belong necessarily to two persons. erefore the subsist-
ing paternity is the person of the Father; and the subsisting fil-
iation is the person of the Son. e other two relations are not
opposed to each other; therefore these two cannot belong to
one person: hence either one of them must belong to both of
the aforesaid persons; or one must belong to one person, and
the other to the other. Now, procession cannot belong to the
Father and the Son, or to either of them; for thus it would fol-
lows that the procession of the intellect, which in God is gen-
eration, wherefrom paternity and filiation are derived, would
issue from the procession of love, whence spiration andproces-
sion are derived, if the person generating and the person gen-
erated proceeded from the person spirating; and this is against
whatwas laid down above (q. 27 ,Aa. 3,4).Wemust frequently
admit that spiration belongs to the person of the Father, and
to the person of the Son, forasmuch as it has no relative oppo-

sition either to paternity or to filiation; and consequently that
procession belongs to the other person who is called the per-
son of the Holy Ghost, who proceeds by way of love, as above
explained. erefore only three persons exist in God, the Fa-
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 1. Although there are four relations
in God, one of them, spiration, is not separated from the per-
son of the Father and of the Son, but belongs to both; thus, al-
though it is a relation, it is not called a property, because it does
not belong toonly oneperson; nor is it a personal relation—i.e.
constituting a person.e three relations—paternity, filiation,
andprocession—are called personal properties, constituting as
it were the persons; for paternity is the person of the Father, fil-
iation is the person of the Son, procession is the person of the
Holy Ghost proceeding.

Reply to Objection 2. at which proceeds by way of in-
telligence, as word, proceeds according to similitude, as also
that which proceeds byway of nature; thus, as above explained
(q. 27, a. 3), the procession of the divineWord is the very same
as generation by way of nature. But love, as such, does not pro-
ceed as the similitude of that whence it proceeds; although in
God love is co-essential as being divine; and therefore the pro-
cession of love is not called generation in God.

Reply to Objection 3. As man is more perfect than other
animals, he has more intrinsic operations than other animals,
because his perfection is something composite. Hence the an-
gels, who are more perfect and more simple, have fewer in-
trinsic operations than man, for they have no imagination, or
feeling, or the like. In God there exists only one real opera-
tion—that is, His essence. How there are in Him two proces-
sions was above explained (q. 27, Aa. 1,4).

Reply to Objection 4. is argument would prove if the
Holy Ghost possessed another goodness apart from the good-
ness of the Father; for then if the Father produced a divine per-
son by His goodness, the Holy Ghost also would do so. But
the Father and the Holy Ghost have one and the same good-
ness. Nor is there any distinction between them except by the
personal relations. So goodness belongs to the Holy Ghost, as
derived from another; and it belongs to the Father, as the prin-
ciple of its communication to another. e opposition of rela-
tion does not allow the relation of theHolyGhost to be joined
with the relationof principle of another divine person; because
He Himself proceeds from the other persons who are in God.

Reply toObjection 5.Adeterminate number, if taken as a
simple number, existing in the mind only, is measured by one.
But whenwe speak of a number of things as applied to the per-
sons in God, the notion of measure has no place, because the
magnitude of the three persons is the same (q. 42, Aa. 1,4), and
the same is not measured by the same.
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Ia q. 30 a. 3Whether the numeral terms denote anything real in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the numeral terms de-
note something real in God. For the divine unity is the divine
essence. But every number is unity repeated. erefore every
numeral term inGod signifies the essence; and therefore it de-
notes something real in God.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is said of God and of crea-
tures, belongs to God in a more eminent manner than to crea-
tures. But the numeral terms denote something real in crea-
tures; therefore much more so in God.

Objection 3. Further, if the numeral terms do not denote
anything real in God, and are introduced simply in a negative
and removing sense, as plurality is employed to remove unity,
and unity to remove plurality; it follows that a vicious circle
results, confusing the mind and obscuring the truth; and this
ought not to be. erefore it must be said that the numeral
terms denote something real in God.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv): “If we ad-
mit companionship”—that is, plurality—“we exclude the idea
of oneness and of solitude;” and Ambrose says (De Fide i):
“When we say one God, unity excludes plurality of gods, and
does not imply quantity in God.” Hence we see that these
terms are applied to God in order to remove something; and
not to denote anything positive.

I answer that, e Master (Sent. i, D, 24) considers that
the numeral terms do not denote anything positive in God,
but have only a negative meaning. Others, however, assert the
contrary.

In order to resolve this point, we may observe that all plu-
rality is a consequence of division. Now division is twofold;
one is material, and is division of the continuous; from this
results number, which is a species of quantity. Number in this
sense is found only inmaterial things which have quantity.e
other kind of division is called formal, and is effected by oppo-
site or diverse forms; and this kind of division results in a mul-
titude, which does not belong to a genus, but is transcendental
in the sense inwhich being is divided by one and bymany.is
kind of multitude is found only in immaterial things.

Some, considering only thatmultitudewhich is a species of
discrete quantity, and seeing that such kind of quantity has no
place in God, asserted that the numeral terms do not denote
anything real in God, but remove something from Him. Oth-
ers, considering the same kind ofmultitude, said that as knowl-
edge exists inGod according to the strict sense of theword, but
not in the sense of its genus (as in God there is no such thing
as a quality), so number exists in God in the proper sense of
number, but not in the sense of its genus, which is quantity.

But we say that numeral terms predicated of God are not
derived from number, a species of quantity, for in that sense

they could bear only a metaphorical sense in God, like other
corporeal properties, such as length, breadth, and the like; but
that they are taken from multitude in a transcendent sense.
Now multitude so understood has relation to the many of
which it is predicated, as “one” convertible with “being” is re-
lated to being;which kind of oneness does not add anything to
being, except a negation of division, as we saw when treating
of the divine unity (q. 11, a. 1); for “one” signifies undivided
being. So, of whatever we say “one,” we imply its undivided re-
ality: thus, for instance, “one” applied to man signifies the un-
divided nature or substance of a man. In the same way, when
we speak of many things, multitude in this latter sense points
to those things as being each undivided in itself.

But number, if taken as a species of quantity, denotes an
accident added to being; as also does “one” which is the prin-
ciple of that number. erefore the numeral terms in God sig-
nify the things ofwhich they are said, andbeyond this they add
negation only, as stated (Sent. i, D, 24); in which respect the
Master was right (Sent. i, D, 24). Sowhenwe say, the essence is
one, the term “one” signifies the essence undivided; and when
we say the person is one, it signifies the person undivided; and
when we say the persons are many, we signify those persons,
and their individual undividedness; for it is of the very nature
of multitude that it should be composed of units.

Reply to Objection 1. One, as it is a transcendental, is
wider and more general than substance and relation. And so
likewise is multitude; hence in God it may mean both sub-
stance and relation, according to the context. Still, the very sig-
nification of such names adds a negation of division, beyond
substance and relation; as was explained above.

Reply to Objection 2. Multitude, which denotes some-
thing real in creatures, is a species of quantity, and cannot be
used when speaking of God: unlike transcendental multitude,
which adds only indivision to those of which it is predicated.
Such a kind of multitude is applicable to God.

Reply toObjection 3. “One” does not exclude multitude,
but division, which logically precedes one or multitude. Mul-
titude does not remove unity, but division from each of the
individuals which compose the multitude. is was explained
when we treated of the divine unity (q. 11, a. 2).

It must be observed, nevertheless, that the opposite argu-
ments do not sufficiently prove the point advanced. Although
the idea of solitude is excluded by plurality, and the plurality
of gods by unity, it does not follow that these terms express
this signification alone. For blackness is excludedbywhiteness;
nevertheless, the term whiteness does not signify the mere ex-
clusion of blackness.
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Ia q. 30 a. 4Whether this term “person” can be common to the three persons?

Objection 1. It would seem that this term “person” cannot
be common to the three persons. For nothing is common to
the three persons but the essence. But this term “person” does
not signify the essence directly. erefore it is not common to
all three.

Objection 2. Further, the common is the opposite to the
incommunicable. But the very meaning of person is that it
is incommunicable; as appears from the definition given by
Richard of St. Victor (q. 29, a. 3, ad 4). erefore this term
“person” is not common to all the three persons.

Objection 3. Further, if the name “person” is common to
the three, it is common either really, or logically. But it is not
so really; otherwise the three personswouldbeoneperson; nor
again is it so logically; otherwise person would be a universal.
But in God there is neither universal nor particular; neither
genus nor species, as we proved above (q. 3, a. 5). erefore
this term ‘person’ is not common to the three.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 4) that
when we ask, “ree what?” we say, “ree persons,” because
what a person is, is common to them.

I answer that, e very mode of expression itself shows
that this term “person” is common to the three when we say
“three persons”; for when we say “three men” we show that
“man” is common to the three. Now it is clear that this is not
community of a real thing, as if one essence were common to
the three; otherwise there would be only one person of the
three, as also one essence.

What ismeant by such a community has been variously de-
termined by those who have examined the subject. Some have
called it a community of exclusion, forasmuch as the defini-
tion of “person” contains the word “incommunicable.” Oth-
ers thought it to be a community of intention, as the defini-
tion of person contains the word “individual”; as we say that
to be a “species” is common to horse and ox. Both of these ex-

planations, however, are excluded by the fact that “person” is
not a name of exclusion nor of intention, but the name of a
reality. We must therefore resolve that even in human affairs
this name “person” is common by a community of idea, not as
genus or species, but as a vague individual thing. e names of
genera and species, as man or animal, are given to signify the
common natures themselves, but not the intentions of those
common natures, signified by the terms “genus” or “species.”
e vague individual thing, as “some man,” signifies the com-
mon nature with the determinate mode of existence of singu-
lar things—that is, something self-subsisting, as distinct from
others. But the name of a designated singular thing signifies
that which distinguishes the determinate thing; as the name
Socrates signifies this flesh and this bone. But there is this dif-
ference—that the term “some man” signifies the nature, or the
individual on the part of its nature, with themode of existence
of singular things; while this name “person” is not given to sig-
nify the individual on the part of the nature, but the subsistent
reality in that nature.Now this is common in idea to the divine
persons, that each of them subsists distinctly from the others
in the divine nature. us this name “person” is common in
idea to the three divine persons.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is founded on a real
community.

Reply to Objection 2. Although person is incommunica-
ble, yet the mode itself of incommunicable existence can be
common to many.

Reply toObjection 3.Although this community is logical
and not real, yet it does not follow that in God there is univer-
sal or particular, or genus, or species; both because neither in
human affairs is the community of person the same as commu-
nity of genus or species; and because the divine persons have
one being; whereas genus and species and every other univer-
sal are predicated of many which differ in being.
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F P, Q 31
Of What Belongs to the Unity or Plurality in God

(In Four Articles)

We now consider what belongs to the unity or plurality in God; which gives rise to four points of inquiry:

(1) Concerning the word “Trinity”;
(2) Whether we can say that the Son is other than the Father?
(3) Whether an exclusive term, which seems to exclude otherness, can be joined to an essential name in God?
(4) Whether it can be joined to a personal term?

Ia q. 31 a. 1Whether there is trinity in God?

Objection 1. It would seem there is not trinity in God.
For every name inGod signifies substance or relation. But this
name “Trinity” does not signify the substance; otherwise it
would be predicated of each one of the persons: nor does it
signify relation; for it does not express a name that refers to
another. erefore the word “Trinity” is not to be applied to
God.

Objection 2. Further, this word “trinity” is a collective
term, since it signifies multitude. But such a word does not
apply to God; as the unity of a collective name is the least of
unities, whereas in God there exists the greatest possible unity.
erefore this word “trinity” does not apply to God.

Objection 3. Further, every trine is threefold. But in God
there is not triplicity; since triplicity is a kind of inequality.
erefore neither is there trinity in God.

Objection 4. Further, all that exists in God exists in the
unity of the divine essence; because God is His own essence.
erefore, if Trinity exists in God, it exists in the unity of the
divine essence; and thus in God there would be three essential
unities; which is heresy.

Objection 5. Further, in all that is said of God, the con-
crete is predicated of the abstract; for Deity is God and pater-
nity is the Father. But the Trinity cannot be called trine; oth-
erwise there would be nine realities in God; which, of course,
is erroneous. erefore the word trinity is not to be applied to
God.

On the contrary, Athanasius says: “Unity in Trinity; and
Trinity in Unity is to be revered.”

I answer that,e name “Trinity” in God signifies the de-
terminate number of persons. And so the plurality of persons
in God requires that we should use the word trinity; because
what is indeterminately signified by plurality, is signified by
trinity in a determinate manner.

Reply toObjection 1. In its etymological sense, this word
“Trinity” seems to signify the one essence of the three persons,

according as trinity may mean trine-unity. But in the strict
meaningof the term it rather signifies thenumber of persons of
one essence; and on this account we cannot say that the Father
is the Trinity, as He is not three persons. Yet it does not mean
the relations themselves of the Persons, but rather the number
of persons related to each other; and hence it is that the word
in itself does not express regard to another.

Reply to Objection 2. Two things are implied in a collec-
tive term, plurality of the “supposita,” and a unity of some kind
of order. For “people” is a multitude of men comprehended
under a certain order. In the first sense, this word “trinity” is
like other collective words; but in the second sense it differs
from them, because in the divineTrinity not only is there unity
of order, but also with this there is unity of essence.

Reply to Objection 3. “Trinity” is taken in an absolute
sense; for it signifies the threefold number of persons. “Trip-
licity” signifies a proportion of inequality; for it is a species
of unequal proportion, according to Boethius (Arithm. i, 23).
erefore in God there is not triplicity, but Trinity.

Reply toObjection 4. In the divine Trinity is to be under-
stood both number and the persons numbered. So when we
say, “Trinity in Unity,” we do not place number in the unity of
the essence, as if we meant three times one; but we place the
Persons numbered in the unity of nature; as the “supposita” of
a nature are said to exist in that nature. On the other hand, we
say “Unity in Trinity”; meaning that the nature is in its “sup-
posita.”

Reply to Objection 5. When we say, “Trinity is trine,” by
reason of the number implied, we signify themultiplication of
that number by itself; since the word trine imports a distinc-
tion in the “supposita” of which it is spoken. erefore it can-
not be said that the Trinity is trine; otherwise it follows that,
if the Trinity be trine, there would be three “supposita” of the
Trinity; as when we say, “God is trine,” it follows that there are
three “supposita” of the Godhead.
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Ia q. 31 a. 2Whether the Son is other than the Father?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son is not other than
the Father. For “other” is a relative term implying diversity of
substance. If, then, the Son is other than the Father, He must
be different from the Father; which is contrary to what Augus-
tine says (De Trin. vii), that when we speak of three persons,
“we do not mean to imply diversity.”

Objection 2. Further, whosoever are other from one an-
other, differ in some way from one another. erefore, if the
Son is other than the Father, it follows that He differs from
the Father; which is against what Ambrose says (De Fide i),
that “the Father and the Son are one in Godhead; nor is there
any difference in substance between them, nor any diversity.”

Objection 3. Further, the term alien is taken from “alius”
[other]. But the Son is not alien from the Father, for Hilary
says (De Trin. vii) that “in the divine persons there is nothing
diverse, nothing alien, nothing separable.”erefore the Son is
not other that the Father.

Objection 4. Further, the terms “other person” and “other
thing” [alius et aliud] have the samemeaning, differing only in
gender. So if the Son is another person from the Father, it fol-
lows that the Son is a thing apart from the Father.

On the contrary, Augustine* says: “ere is one essence
of the Father and Son and Holy Ghost, in which the Father is
not one thing, the Son another, and the Holy Ghost another;
although the Father is one person, the Son another, and the
Holy Ghost another.”

I answer that, Since as Jerome remarks†, a heresy arises
from words wrongly used, when we speak of the Trinity we
must proceed with care and with befitting modesty; because,
as Augustine says (DeTrin. i, 3), “nowhere is errormore harm-
ful, the quest more toilsome, the finding more fruitful.” Now,
in treating of the Trinity, we must beware of two opposite er-
rors, and proceed cautiously between them—namely, the error
of Arius, who placed a Trinity of substance with the Trinity of
persons; and the error of Sabellius, who placed unity of person
with the unity of essence.

us, to avoid the error of Arius we must shun the use of
the terms diversity and difference in God, lest we take away
the unity of essence: we may, however, use the term “distinc-
tion” on account of the relative opposition. Hence whenever
we find terms of “diversity” or “difference” of Persons used in
an authentic work, these terms of “diversity” or “difference”
are taken tomean “distinction.” But lest the simplicity and sin-
gleness of the divine essence be taken away, the terms “separa-
tion” and “division,” which belong to the parts of a whole, are
to be avoided: and lest quality be taken away, we avoid the use
of the term“disparity”: and lestwe remove similitude,we avoid
the terms “alien” and “discrepant.” For Ambrose says (De Fide
i) that “in the Father and the Son there is no discrepancy, but
one Godhead”: and according to Hilary, as quoted above, “in
God there is nothing alien, nothing separable.”

To avoid the heresy of Sabellius, we must shun the term

“singularity,” lest we take away the communicability of the di-
vine essence. Hence Hilary says (De Trin. vii): “It is sacrilege
to assert that the Father and the Son are separate inGodhead.”
We must avoid the adjective “only” [unici] lest we take away
the number of persons. Hence Hilary says in the same book:
“We exclude from God the idea of singularity or uniqueness.”
Nevertheless, we say “the only Son,” for inGod there is no plu-
rality of Sons. Yet, we do not say “the only God,” for the Deity
is common to several. We avoid the word “confused,” lest we
take away from the Persons the order of their nature. Hence
Ambrose says (De Fide i): “What is one is not confused; and
there is nomultiplicity where there is no difference.”eword
“solitary” is also to be avoided, lest we take away the society of
the three persons; for, asHilary says (DeTrin. iv), “We confess
neither a solitary nor a diverse God.”

is word “other” [alius], however, in themasculine sense,
means only a distinction of “suppositum”; and hence we can
properly say that “the Son is other than the Father,” because
He is another “suppositum” of the divine nature, as He is an-
other person and another hypostasis.

Reply to Objection 1. “Other,” being like the name of a
particular thing, refers to the “suppositum”; and so, there is
sufficient reason for using it, where there is a distinct substance
in the sense of hypostasis or person.But diversity requires a dis-
tinct substance in the sense of essence.uswe cannot say that
the Son is diverse from the Father, although He is another.

Reply to Objection 2. “Difference” implies distinction
of form. ere is one form in God, as appears from the text,
“Who, when He was in the form of God” (Phil. 2:6). ere-
fore the term “difference” does not properly apply to God, as
appears from the authority quoted. Yet, Damascene (De Fide
Orth. i, 5) employs the term “difference” in the divine per-
sons, as meaning that the relative property is signified by way
of form. Hence he says that the hypostases do not differ from
each other in substance, but according to determinate proper-
ties. But “difference” is taken for “distinction,” as above stated.

Reply to Objection 3. e term “alien” means what is ex-
traneous and dissimilar; which is not expressed by the term
“other” [alius]; and therefore we say that the Son is “other”
than the Father, but not that He is anything “alien.”

Reply to Objection 4. e neuter gender is formless;
whereas the masculine is formed and distinct; and so is the
feminine. So the common essence is properly and aptly ex-
pressed by the neuter gender, but by the masculine and fem-
inine is expressed the determined subject in the common na-
ture. Hence also in human affairs, if we ask, Who is this man?
we answer, Socrates, which is the name of the “suppositum”;
whereas, if we ask,What is he? we reply, A rational andmortal
animal. So, because in God distinction is by the persons, and
not by the essence, we say that the Father is other than the Son,
but not something else; while conversely we say that they are
one thing, but not one person.

* Fulgentius, De Fide ad Petrum i. † In substance, Ep. lvii..
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Ia q. 31 a. 3Whether the exclusive word “alone” should be added to the essential term in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the exclusive word
“alone” [solus] is not to be added to an essential term in God.
For, according to the Philosopher (Elench. ii, 3), “He is alone
who is not with another.” But God is with the angels and the
souls of the saints. erefore we cannot say that God is alone.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is joined to the essential
term in God can be predicated of every person “per se,” and of
all the persons together; for, as we can properly say that God
is wise, we can say the Father is a wise God; and the Trinity
is a wise God. But Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 9): “We must
consider the opinion that the Father is not true God alone.”
erefore God cannot be said to be alone.

Objection 3. Further if this expression “alone” is joined to
an essential term, it would be so joined as regards either the
personal predicate or the essential predicate. But it cannot be
the former, as it is false to say, “God alone is Father,” since man
also is a father; nor, again, can it be applied as regards the latter,
for, if this saying were true, “God alone creates,” it would fol-
low that the “Father alone creates,” as whatever is said of God
can be said of the Father; and it would be false, as the Son also
creates. erefore this expression “alone” cannot be joined to
an essential term in God.

On the contrary, It is said, “To theKing of ages, immortal,
invisible, the only God” (1 Tim. 1:17).

I answer that,is term “alone” can be taken as a categore-
matical term, or as a syncategorematical term. A categoremati-
cal term is one which ascribes absolutely its meaning to a given
“suppositum”; as, for instance, “white” to man, as when we say
a “white man.” If the term “alone” is taken in this sense, it can-
not in anyway be joined to any term inGod; for itwouldmean
solitude in the term to which it is joined; and it would follow
thatGodwas solitary, againstwhat is above stated (a. 2).A syn-
categorematical term imports the order of the predicate to the
subject; as this expression “every one” or “no one”; and like-
wise the term “alone,” as excluding every other “suppositum”
from the predicate.us, when we say, “Socrates alone writes,”
we do not mean that Socrates is solitary, but that he has no
companion in writing, though many others may be with him.
In this way nothing prevents the term “alone” being joined to
any essential term in God, as excluding the predicate from all
things but God; as if we said “God alone is eternal,” because
nothing but God is eternal.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the angels and the souls
of the saints are always with God, nevertheless, if plurality of
persons did not exist in God, He would be alone or solitary.
For solitude is not removed by association with anything that
is extraneous in nature; thus anyone is said to be alone in a gar-
den, though many plants and animals are with him in the gar-
den. Likewise, God would be alone or solitary, though angels
and men were with Him, supposing that several persons were
not within Him. erefore the society of angels and of souls
does not take away absolute solitude fromGod;much less does
it remove respective solitude, in reference to a predicate.

Reply to Objection 2. is expression “alone,” properly
speaking, does not affect the predicate, which is taken for-
mally, for it refers to the “suppositum,” as excluding any other
suppositum from the one which it qualifies. But the adverb
“only,” being exclusive, can be applied either to subject or
predicate. For we can say, “Only Socrates”—that is, no one
else—“runs: and Socrates runs only”—that is, he does noth-
ing else. Hence it is not properly said that the Father is God
alone, or the Trinity is God alone, unless some implied mean-
ing be assumed in the predicate, as, for instance, “e Trinity
is God Who alone is God.” In that sense it can be true to say
that the Father is that God Who alone is God, if the relative
be referred to the predicate, and not to the “suppositum.” So,
whenAugustine says that the Father is notGod alone, but that
theTrinity isGod alone, he speaks expositively, as hemight ex-
plain the words, “To the King of ages, invisible, the only God,”
as applying not to the Father, but to the Trinity alone.

Reply to Objection 3. In both ways can the term “alone”
be joined to an essential term. For this proposition, “God alone
is Father,” canmean two things, because the word “Father” can
signify the person of the Father; and then it is true; for noman
is that person: or it can signify that relation only; and thus it
is false, because the relation of paternity is found also in oth-
ers, though not in a univocal sense. Likewise it is true to say
God alone creates; nor, does it follow, “therefore the Father
alone creates,” because, as logicians say, an exclusive diction so
fixes the term to which it is joined that what is said exclusively
of that term cannot be said exclusively of an individual con-
tained in that term: for instance, from the premiss, “Man alone
is a mortal rational animal,” we cannot conclude, “therefore
Socrates alone is such.”

Ia q. 31 a. 4Whether an exclusive diction can be joined to the personal term?

Objection 1. It would seem that an exclusive diction can
be joined to the personal term, even though the predicate is
common. For our Lord speaking to the Father, said: “at they
may know ee, the only true God” ( Jn. 17:3). erefore the
Father alone is true God.

Objection2.Further,He said: “Noone knows the Sonbut

the Father” (Mat. 11:27); which means that the Father alone
knows the Son. But to know the Son is common (to the per-
sons). erefore the same conclusion follows.

Objection 3. Further, an exclusive diction does not ex-
clude what enters into the concept of the term to which it
is joined. Hence it does not exclude the part, nor the uni-
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versal; for it does not follow that if we say “Socrates alone is
white,” that therefore “his hand is not white,” or that “man is
not white.” But one person is in the concept of another; as the
Father is in the concept of the Son; and conversely. erefore,
when we say, e Father alone is God, we do not exclude the
Son, nor the Holy Ghost; so that such a mode of speaking is
true.

Objection 4. Further, the Church sings: “ou alone art
Most High, O Jesus Christ.”

On the contrary, is proposition “e Father alone is
God” includes two assertions—namely, that the Father isGod,
and that no other besides the Father is God. But this second
proposition is false, for the Son is another from the Father, and
He isGod.erefore this is false,eFather alone isGod; and
the same of the like sayings.

I answer that, When we say, “e Father alone is God,”
such a proposition can be taken in several senses. If “alone”
means solitude in the Father, it is false in a categorematical
sense; but if taken in a syncategorematical sense it can again be
understood in several ways. For if it exclude (all others) from
the form of the subject, it is true, the sense being “the Father
alone is God”—that is, “He who with no other is the Father, is
God.” In this way Augustine expounds when he says (De Trin.
vi, 6): “We say the Father alone, not because He is separate
from the Son, or from the Holy Ghost, but because they are
not the Father together with Him.” is, however, is not the
usual way of speaking, unless we understand another implica-
tion, as though we said “He who alone is called the Father is
God.” But in the strict sense the exclusion affects the predi-
cate. And thus the proposition is false if it excludes another
in the masculine sense; but true if it excludes it in the neuter

sense; because the Son is another person than the Father, but
not another thing; and the same applies to theHolyGhost. But
because this diction “alone,” properly speaking, refers to the
subject, it tends to exclude another Person rather than other
things. Hence such a way of speaking is not to be taken too lit-
erally, but it should be piously expounded, whenever we find
it in an authentic work.

Reply to Objection 1. When we say, “ee the only true
God,” we do not understand it as referring to the person of
the Father, but to the whole Trinity, as Augustine expounds
(De Trin. vi, 9). Or, if understood of the person of the Father,
the other persons are not excluded by reason of the unity of
essence; in so far as the word “only” excludes another thing, as
above explained.

e sameReply can be given to obj. 2. For an essential term
applied to the Father does not exclude the Son or the Holy
Ghost, by reason of the unity of essence. Hence we must un-
derstand that in the text quoted the term “no one”* is not the
same as “no man,” which the word itself would seem to sig-
nify (for the person of the Father could not be excepted), but
is taken according to the usual way of speaking in a distributive
sense, to mean any rational nature.

Reply to Objection 3. e exclusive diction does not ex-
clude what enters into the concept of the term to which it is
adjoined, if they do not differ in “suppositum,” as part and uni-
versal. But the Son differs in “suppositum” from the Father;
and so there is no parity.

Reply to Objection 4. We do not say absolutely that the
Son alone isMostHigh; but thatHe alone isMostHigh “with
the Holy Ghost, in the glory of God the Father.”

* Nemo = non-homo, i.e. no man.
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F P, Q 32
e Knowledge of the Divine Persons

(In Four Articles)

We proceed to inquire concerning the knowledge of the divine persons; and this involves four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the divine persons can be known by natural reason?
(2) Whether notions are to be attributed to the divine persons?
(3) e number of the notions?
(4) Whether we may lawfully have various contrary opinions of these notions?

Ia q. 32 a. 1Whether the trinity of the divine persons can be known by natural reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that the trinity of the divine
persons can be known by natural reason. For philosophers
came to the knowledge of God not otherwise than by natu-
ral reason. Now we find that they said many things about the
trinity of persons, for Aristotle says (DeCoelo etMundo i, 2):
“rough this number”—namely, three—“we bring ourselves
to acknowledge the greatness of oneGod, surpassing all things
created.” And Augustine says (Confess. vii, 9): “I have read in
their works, not in so many words, but enforced by many and
various reasons, that in the beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God, and the Word was God,” and so on; in
which passage the distinction of persons is laid down.We read,
moreover, in a gloss on Rom. 1 and Ex. 8 that the magicians
of Pharaoh failed in the third sign—that is, as regards knowl-
edge of a third person—i.e. of the Holy Ghost —and thus it is
clear that they knew at least two persons. Likewise Trismegis-
tus says: “emonad begot a monad, and reflected upon itself
its own heat.” By which words the generation of the Son and
procession of the Holy Ghost seem to be indicated. erefore
knowledge of the divine persons can be obtained by natural
reason.

Objection 2. Further, Richard St. Victor says (De Trin. i,
4): “I believe without doubt that probable and even necessary
arguments can be found for any explanation of the truth.” So
even to prove the Trinity some have brought forward a reason
from the infinite goodness of God, who communicates Him-
self infinitely in the procession of the divine persons; while
some are moved by the consideration that “no good thing
can be joyfully possessedwithout partnership.”Augustine pro-
ceeds (DeTrin. x, 4; x, 11,12) to prove the trinity of persons by
the procession of the word and of love in our own mind; and
we have followed him in this (q. 27 , Aa. 1,3). erefore the
trinity of persons can be known by natural reason.

Objection 3. Further, it seems to be superfluous to teach
what cannot be known by natural reason. But it ought not to
be said that the divine tradition of the Trinity is superfluous.
erefore the trinity of persons can be known by natural rea-
son.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. i), “Let no man
think to reach the sacred mystery of generation by his own

mind.” And Ambrose says (De Fide ii, 5), “It is impossible
to know the secret of generation. e mind fails, the voice is
silent.” But the trinity of the divine persons is distinguished by
origin of generation and procession (q. 30, a. 2). Since, there-
fore, man cannot know, and with his understanding grasp that
for which no necessary reason can be given, it follows that the
trinity of persons cannot be known by reason.

I answer that, It is impossible to attain to the knowledge
of the Trinity by natural reason. For, as above explained (q. 12,
Aa. 4,12), man cannot obtain the knowledge of God by natu-
ral reason except from creatures. Now creatures lead us to the
knowledge of God, as effects do to their cause. Accordingly,
by natural reason we can know of God that only which of ne-
cessity belongs to Him as the principle of things, and we have
cited this fundamental principle in treating of God as above
(q. 12, a. 12). Now, the creative power of God is common to
the whole Trinity; and hence it belongs to the unity of the
essence, and not to the distinction of the persons. erefore,
by natural reason we can know what belongs to the unity of
the essence, but not what belongs to the distinction of the per-
sons. Whoever, then, tries to prove the trinity of persons by
natural reason, derogates from faith in two ways. Firstly, as re-
gards the dignity of faith itself, which consists in its being con-
cernedwith invisible things, that exceedhuman reason;where-
fore the Apostle says that “faith is of things that appear not”
(Heb. 11:1), and the same Apostle says also, “We speak wis-
dom among the perfect, but not the wisdom of this world, nor
of theprinces of thisworld; butwe speak thewisdomofGod in
amystery which is hidden” (1Cor. 2:6,7). Secondly, as regards
the utility of drawing others to the faith. For when anyone in
the endeavor to prove the faith brings forward reasons which
are not cogent, he falls under the ridicule of the unbelievers:
since they suppose that we stand upon such reasons, and that
we believe on such grounds.

erefore, we must not attempt to prove what is of faith,
except by authority alone, to those who receive the author-
ity; while as regards others it suffices to prove that what faith
teaches is not impossible. Hence it is said by Dionysius (Div.
Nom. ii): “Whoever wholly resists theword, is far off fromour
philosophy; whereas if he regards the truth of the word”—i.e.
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“the sacred word, we too follow this rule.”
Reply toObjection 1.ephilosophers did not know the

mystery of the trinity of the divine persons by its proper at-
tributes, such as paternity, filiation, and procession, accord-
ing to the Apostle’s words, “We speak the wisdom of God
which none of the princes of the world”—i.e. the philoso-
phers—“knew” (1 Cor. 2:6). Nevertheless, they knew some of
the essential attributes appropriated to the persons, as power
to the Father, wisdom to the Son, goodness to theHolyGhost;
as will later on appear. So, when Aristotle said, “By this num-
ber,” etc., wemust not take it as if he affirmed a threefold num-
ber in God, but that he wished to say that the ancients used
the threefold number in their sacrifices and prayers on account
of some perfection residing in the number three. In the Pla-
tonic books also we find, “In the beginning was the word,” not
as meaning the Person begotten in God, but as meaning the
ideal type whereby God made all things, and which is appro-
priated to the Son. And although they knew these were appro-
priated to the three persons, yet they are said to have failed in
the third sign—that is, in the knowledge of the third person,
because they deviated from the goodness appropriated to the
Holy Ghost, in that knowing God “they did not glorify Him
as God” (Rom. 1); or, because the Platonists asserted the exis-
tence of one Primal Being whom they also declared to be the
father of the universe, they consequently maintained the ex-
istence of another substance beneath him, which they called
“mind” or the “paternal intellect,” containing the idea of all
things, asMacrobius relates (Som. Scip. iv).eydidnot, how-
ever, assert the existence of a third separate substance which
might correspond to the Holy Ghost. So also we do not assert
that the Father and the Son differ in substance, which was the
error of Origen andArius, who in this followed the Platonists.
WhenTrismegistus says, “Monad begotmonad,” etc., this does
not refer to the generation of the Son, or to the procession of
the Holy Ghost, but to the production of the world. For one
God produced one world by reason of His love for Himself.

Reply to Objection 2. Reason may be employed in two
ways to establish a point: firstly, for the purpose of furnishing
sufficient proof of some principle, as in natural science, where
sufficient proof can be brought to show that the movement of
the heavens is always of uniform velocity. Reason is employed
in another way, not as furnishing a sufficient proof of a prin-

ciple, but as confirming an already established principle, by
showing the congruity of its results, as in astrology the the-
ory of eccentrics and epicycles is considered as established, be-
cause thereby the sensible appearances of the heavenly move-
ments can be explained; not, however, as if this proof were suf-
ficient, forasmuch as some other theory might explain them.
In the first way, we can prove that God is one; and the like. In
the second way, reasons avail to prove the Trinity; as, when as-
sumed to be true, such reasons confirm it. We must not, how-
ever, think that the trinity of persons is adequately proved by
such reasons. is becomes evident when we consider each
point; for the infinite goodness of God is manifested also in
creation, because to produce from nothing is an act of infi-
nite power. For if God communicates Himself by His infinite
goodness, it is not necessary that an infinite effect should pro-
ceed fromGod: but that according to its ownmode and capac-
ity it should receive the divine goodness. Likewise, when it is
said that joyous possession of good requires partnership, this
holds in the case of one not having perfect goodness: hence it
needs to share some other’s good, in order to have the good-
ness of complete happiness. Nor is the image in our mind an
adequate proof in the case of God, forasmuch as the intellect
is not in God and ourselves univocally. Hence, Augustine says
(Tract. xxvii. in Joan.) that by faithwe arrive at knowledge, and
not conversely.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are two reason why the
knowledge of the divine persons was necessary for us. It was
necessary for the right idea of creation. e fact of saying that
God made all things by His Word excludes the error of those
who say that God produced things by necessity. When we say
that in Him there is a procession of love, we show that God
produced creatures not because He needed them, nor because
of any other extrinsic reason, but on account of the love ofHis
own goodness. So Moses, when he had said, “In the beginning
Godcreatedheaven and earth,” subjoined, “God said, Let there
be light,” tomanifest the divineWord; and then said, “God saw
the light that itwas good,” to showproof of the divine love.e
same is also found in the other works of creation. In another
way, and chiefly, that we may think rightly concerning the sal-
vation of the human race, accomplished by the Incarnate Son,
and by the gi of the Holy Ghost.

Ia q. 32 a. 2Whether there are notions in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that in God there are no no-
tions. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i): “We must not dare
to say anything of God but what is taught to us by the Holy
Scripture.” But Holy Scripture does not say anything concern-
ing notions. erefore there are none in God.

Objection 2. Further, all that exists in God concerns the
unity of the essence or the trinity of the persons. But the no-
tions do not concern the unity of the essence, nor the trinity

of the persons; for neither can what belongs to the essence be
predicated of the notions: for instance, we do not say that pa-
ternity is wise or creates; nor can what belongs to the persons
be so predicated; for example, we do not say that paternity
begets, nor that filiation is begotten. erefore there do not
exist notions in God.

Objection 3.Further, we do not require to presuppose any
abstract notions as principles of knowing things which are de-
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void of composition: for they are known of themselves. But
the divine persons are supremely simple. erefore we are not
to suppose any notions in God.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 5):
“We recognize difference of hypostases [i.e. of persons], in the
three properties; i.e. in the paternal, the filial, and the proces-
sional.” erefore we must admit properties and notions in
God.

I answer that, Prepositivus, considering the simplicity of
the persons, said that in God there were no properties or no-
tions, andwherever therewerementioned, he propounded the
abstract for the concrete. For as we are accustomed to say, “I
beseech your kindness”—i.e. you who are kind—so when we
speak of paternity in God, we mean God the Father.

But, as shown above (q. 3, a. 3, ad 1), the use of concrete
and abstract names in God is not in any way repugnant to the
divine simplicity; forasmuch as we always name a thing as we
understand it. Now, our intellect cannot attain to the abso-
lute simplicity of the divine essence, considered in itself, and
therefore, our human intellect apprehends and names divine
things, according to its own mode, that is in so far as they are
found in sensible objects, whence its knowledge is derived. In
these things we use abstract terms to signify simple forms; and
to signify subsistent things we use concrete terms. Hence also
we signify divine things, as above stated, by abstract names, to
express their simplicity; whereas, to express their subsistence
and completeness, we use concrete names.

But not only must essential names be signified in the ab-
stract and in the concrete, as when we say Deity and God; or
wisdom and wise; but the same applies to the personal names,
so that we may say paternity and Father.

Twochiefmotives for this canbe cited.efirst arises from
the obstinacy of heretics. For since we confess the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Ghost to be one God and three persons, to
those who ask: “Whereby areey oneGod? and whereby are
ey three persons?” as we answer thatey are one in essence
or deity; so there must also be some abstract terms whereby
we may answer that the persons are distinguished; and these
are the properties or notions signified by an abstract term, as
paternity and filiation. erefore the divine essence is signi-
fied as “What”; and the person as “Who”; and the property as
“Whereby.”

e second motive is because one person in God is related
to two persons—namely, the person of the Father to the per-
son of the Son and the person of the Holy Ghost. is is not,
however, by one relation; otherwise it would follow that the
Son also and theHolyGhost would be related to the Father by
one and the same relation.us, since relation alonemultiplies

the Trinity, it would follow that the Son and the Holy Ghost
would not be two persons.Nor can it be saidwith Prepositivus
that as God is related in one way to creatures, while creatures
are related toHim indiversways, so the Father is related by one
relation to the Son and to the Holy Ghost; whereas these two
persons are related to the Father by two relations. For, since
the very specific idea of a relation is that it refers to another,
it must be said that two relations are not specifically different
if but one opposite relation corresponds to them. For the rela-
tion of lord and father must differ according to the difference
of filiation and servitude. Now, all creatures are related toGod
as His creatures by one specific relation. But the Son and the
Holy Ghost are not related to the Father by one and the same
kind of relation. Hence there is no parity.

Further, in God there is no need to admit any real relation
to the creature (q. 28, a. 1,3); while there is no reason against
our admitting in God, many logical relations. But in the Fa-
ther there must be a real relation to the Son and to the Holy
Ghost. Hence, corresponding to the two relations of the Son
and of the Holy Ghost, whereby they are related to the Father,
wemust understand two relations in the Father, wherebyHe is
related to the Son and to the Holy Ghost. Hence, since there
is only one Person of the Father, it is necessary that the rela-
tions should be separately signified in the abstract; and these
are what we mean by properties and notions.

Reply toObjection 1.Although the notions are notmen-
tioned inHoly Scripture, yet the persons are mentioned, com-
prising the idea of notions, as the abstract is contained in the
concrete.

Reply to Objection 2. In God the notions have their sig-
nificance not aer the manner of realities, but by way of cer-
tain ideas whereby the persons are known; although in God
these notions or relations are real, as stated above (q. 28, a. 1).
erefore whatever has order to any essential or personal act,
cannot be applied to the notions; forasmuch as this is against
their mode of signification. Hence we cannot say that pater-
nity begets, or creates, or is wise, or is intelligent. e essen-
tials, however, which are not ordered to any act, but simply
remove created conditions fromGod, can be predicated of the
notions; for we can say that paternity is eternal, or immense,
or such like. So also on account of the real identity, substan-
tive terms, whether personal or essential, can be predicated of
the notions; for we can say that paternity is God, and that pa-
ternity is the Father.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the persons are simple,
still without prejudice to their simplicity, the proper ideas of
the persons can be abstractedly signified, as above explained.
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Ia q. 32 a. 3Whether there are five notions?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not five notions.
For the notions proper to the persons are the relationswhereby
they are distinguished from each other. But the relations in
God are only four (q. 28, a. 4). erefore the notions are only
four in number.

Objection 2. Further, as there is only one essence in God,
He is called one God, and because in Him there are three per-
sons, He is called the Trine God. erefore, if in God there
are five notions, He may be called quinary; which cannot be
allowed.

Objection 3. Further, if there are five notions for the three
persons inGod, theremust be in some one person two ormore
notions, as in the person of the Father there is innascibility and
paternity, and common spiration. Either these three notions
really differ, or not. If they really differ, it follows that the per-
son of the Father is composed of several things. But if they dif-
fer only logically, it follows that one of them can be predicated
of another, so that we can say that as the divine goodness is the
same as the divine wisdom by reason of the common reality,
so common spiration is paternity; which is not to be admit-
ted. erefore there are not five notions.

Objection 4. On the contrary, It seems that there are
more; because as the Father is from no one, and therefrom is
derived the notion of innascibility; so from theHolyGhost no
other person proceeds. And in this respect there ought to be a
sixth notion.

Objection 5. Further, as the Father and the Son are the
common origin of the Holy Ghost, so it is common to the
Son and the Holy Ghost to proceed from the Father. ere-
fore, as one notion is common to the Father and the Son, so
there ought to be one notion common to the Son and to the
Holy Ghost.

I answer that, A notion is the proper idea whereby we
know a divine Person. Now the divine persons are multiplied
by reason of their origin: and origin includes the idea of some-
one from whom another comes, and of someone that comes
from another, and by these twomodes a person can be known.
erefore thePersonof theFather cannot be knownby the fact
thatHe is fromanother; but by the fact thatHe is fromnoone;
and thus the notion that belongs to Him is called “innascibil-
ity.” As the source of another, He can be known in two ways,
because as the Son is from Him, the Father is known by the
notion of “paternity”; and as theHoly Ghost is fromHim,He
is known by the notion of “common spiration.” e Son can

be known as begotten by another, and thus He is known by
“filiation”; and also by another person proceeding from Him,
the Holy Ghost, and thus He is known in the same way as the
Father is known, by “common spiration.” e Holy Ghost can
be known by the fact that He is from another, or from oth-
ers; thus He is known by “procession”; but not by the fact that
another is fromHim, as no divine person proceeds fromHim.

erefore, there are Five notions in God: “innascibility,”
“paternity,” “filiation,” “common spiration,” and “procession.”
Of these only four are relations, for “innascibility” is not a re-
lation, except by reduction, as will appear later (q. 33, a. 4,
ad 3). Four only are properties. For “common spiration” is
not a property; because it belongs to two persons. ree are
personal notions—i.e. constituting persons, “paternity,” “filia-
tion,” and “procession.” “Common spiration” and “innascibil-
ity” are called notions of Persons, but not personal notions, as
we shall explain further on (q. 40, a. 1, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 1. Besides the four relations, another
notion must be admitted, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 2. e divine essence is signified as
a reality; and likewise the persons are signified as realities;
whereas thenotions are signified as ideasnotifying thepersons.
erefore, although God is one by unity of essence, and trine
by trinity of persons, neverthelessHe is not quinary by the five
notions.

Reply to Objection 3. Since the real plurality in God is
founded only on relative opposition, the several properties of
one Person, as they are not relatively opposed to each other, do
not really differ. Nor again are they predicated of each other,
because they are different ideas of the persons; as we do not
say that the attribute of power is the attribute of knowledge,
although we do say that knowledge is power.

Reply to Objection 4. Since Person implies dignity, as
stated above (q. 19, a. 3 )we cannot derive a notion of theHoly
Spirit from the fact that no person is from Him. For this does
not belong to His dignity, as it belongs to the authority of the
Father that He is from no one.

Reply toObjection5.eSon and theHolyGhost donot
agree in one specialmode of existence derived from the Father;
as the Father and the Son agree in one special mode of pro-
ducing theHoly Ghost. But the principle on which a notion is
based must be something special; thus no parity of reasoning
exists.

Ia q. 32 a. 4Whether it is lawful to have various contrary opinions of notions?

Objection1. Itwould seem that it is not lawful to have var-
ious contrary opinions of the notions. For Augustine says (De
Trin. i, 3): “No error is more dangerous than any as regards the
Trinity”: to which mystery the notions assuredly belong. But

contrary opinions must be in some way erroneous. erefore
it is not right to have contrary opinions of the notions.

Objection 2. Further, the persons are known by the no-
tions. But no contrary opinion concerning the persons is to be
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tolerated. erefore neither can there be about the notions.
On the contrary, e notions are not articles of faith.

erefore different opinions of the notions are permissible.
I answer that, Anything is of faith in two ways; directly,

where any truth comes to us principally as divinely taught,
as the trinity and unity of God, the Incarnation of the Son,
and the like; and concerning these truths a false opinion of it-
self involves heresy, especially if it be held obstinately. A thing
is of faith, indirectly, if the denial of it involves as a conse-
quence something against faith; as for instance if anyone said
that Samuel was not the son of Elcana, for it follows that the
divine Scripture would be false. Concerning such things any-
one may have a false opinion without danger of heresy, be-
fore the matter has been considered or settled as involving

consequences against faith, and particularly if no obstinacy
be shown; whereas when it is manifest, and especially if the
Church has decided that consequences follow against faith,
then the error cannot be free fromheresy. For this reasonmany
things are now considered as heretical which were formerly
not so considered, as their consequences are now more man-
ifest.

So we must decide that anyone may entertain contrary
opinions about thenotions, if he does notmean touphold any-
thing at variance with faith. If, however, anyone should enter-
tain a false opinion of the notions, knowing or thinking that
consequences against the faith would follow, he would lapse
into heresy.

By what has been said all the objections may be solved.
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F P, Q 33
Of the Person of the Father

(In Four Articles)

We now consider the persons singly; and first, the Person of the Father, concerning Whom there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Father is the Principle?
(2) Whether the person of the Father is properly signified by this name “Father”?
(3) Whether “Father” in God is said personally before it is said essentially?
(4) Whether it belongs to the Father alone to be unbegotten?

Ia q. 33 a. 1Whether it belongs to the Father to be the principle?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Father cannot be
called the principle of the Son, or of theHolyGhost. For prin-
ciple and cause are the same, according to the Philosopher
(Metaph. iv). But we do not say that the Father is the cause
of the Son. erefore we must not say that He is the principle
of the Son.

Objection 2. Further, a principle is so called in relation to
the thing principled. So if the Father is the principle of the Son,
it follows that the Son is a person principled, and is therefore
created; which appears false.

Objection3.Further, theword principle is taken frompri-
ority. But in God there is no “before” and “aer,” as Athana-
sius says. erefore in speaking of God we ought not to used
the term principle.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20), “e
Father is the Principle of the whole Deity.”

I answer that, e word “principle” signifies only that
whence another proceeds: since anything whence something
proceeds in any way we call a principle; and conversely. As the
Father then is the onewhence another proceeds, it follows that
the Father is a principle.

Reply to Objection 1. e Greeks use the words “cause”
and “principle” indifferently, when speaking of God; whereas
the Latin Doctors do not use the word “cause,” but only “prin-
ciple.” e reason is because “principle” is a wider term than
“cause”; as “cause” is more common than “element.” For the
first term of a thing, as also the first part, is called the principle,

but not the cause. Now the wider a term is, the more suitable
it is to use as regards God (q. 13, a. 11), because the more spe-
cial terms are, the more they determine the mode adapted to
the creature. Hence this term “cause” seems to mean diversity
of substance, and dependence of one from another; which is
not implied in the word “principle.” For in all kinds of causes
there is always to be found between the cause and the effect
a distance of perfection or of power: whereas we use the term
“principle” even in things which have no such difference, but
have only a certain order to each other; as when we say that a
point is the principle of a line; or alsowhenwe say that the first
part of a line is the principle of a line.

Reply to Objection 2. It is the custom with the Greeks
to say that the Son and the Holy Ghost are principled. is is
not, however, the customwith ourDoctors; because, although
we attribute to the Father something of authority by reason of
His being the principle, still we do not attribute any kind of
subjection or inferiority to the Son, or to the Holy Ghost, to
avoid any occasion of error. In this way, Hilary says (De Trin.
ix): “By authority of the Giver, the Father is the greater; never-
theless the Son is not less to Whom oneness of nature is give.”

Reply toObjection 3.Although this word principle, as re-
gards its derivation, seems to be taken frompriority, still it does
not signify priority, but origin. For what a term signifies, and
the reasonwhy itwas imposed, are not the same thing, as stated
above (q. 13, a. 8).

Ia q. 33 a. 2Whether this name “Father” is properly the name of a divine person?

Objection 1. It would seem that this name “Father” is
not properly the name of a divine person. For the name “Fa-
ther” signifies relation.Moreover “person” is an individual sub-
stance. erefore this name “Father” is not properly a name
signifying a Person.

Objection 2. Further, a begetter is more common than fa-
ther; for every father begets; but it is not so conversely. But a
more common term ismore properly applied toGod, as stated
above (q. 13, a. 11).erefore themore proper name of the di-
vine person is begetter and genitor than Father.

Objection 3. Further, a metaphorical term cannot be the
proper name of anyone. But the word is by us metaphorically
called begotten, or offspring; and consequently, he of whom is
the word, is metaphorically called father.erefore the princi-
ple of the Word in God is not properly called Father.

Objection 4. Further, everything which is said properly
of God, is said of God first before creatures. But generation
appears to apply to creatures before God; because generation
seems to be truer when the one who proceeds is distinct from
the one whence it proceeds, not only by relation but also by
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essence. erefore the name “Father” taken from generation
does not seem to be the proper name of any divine person.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 88:27): “He shall cry out to
me: ou art my Father.”

I answer that,eproper name of any person signifies that
whereby theperson is distinguished fromall other persons. For
as body and soul belong to the nature ofman, so to the concept
of this particular man belong this particular soul and this par-
ticular body; and by these is this particular man distinguished
fromall othermen.Now it is paternitywhichdistinguishes the
person of the Father from all other persons. Hence this name
“Father,” whereby paternity is signified, is the proper name of
the person of the Father.

Reply to Objection 1. Among us relation is not a subsist-
ing person. So this name “father” among us does not signify a
person, but the relation of a person. In God, however, it is not
so, as some wrongly thought; for in God the relation signified
by the name “Father” is a subsisting person. Hence, as above
explained (q. 29, a. 4), this name “person” in God signifies a
relation subsisting in the divine nature.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher (De
Anima ii, text 49), a thing is denominated chiefly by its per-
fection, and by its end. Now generation signifies something in
process of being made, whereas paternity signifies the comple-
ment of generation; and therefore the name “Father” is more
expressive as regards the divine person than genitor or beget-

tor.
Reply to Objection 3. In human nature the word is not a

subsistence, and hence is not properly called begotten or son.
But the divine Word is something subsistent in the divine na-
ture; and hence He is properly and not metaphorically called
Son, and His principle is called Father.

Reply to Objection 4. e terms “generation” and “pater-
nity” like the other terms properly applied to God, are said of
God before creatures as regards the thing signified, but not as
regards the mode of signification. Hence also the Apostle says,
“I bend my knee to the Father of my Lord Jesus Christ, from
whom all paternity in heaven and on earth is named” (Eph.
3:14). is is explained thus. It is manifest that generation re-
ceives its species from the term which is the form of the thing
generated; and the nearer it is to the form of the generator, the
truer and more perfect is the generation; as univocal genera-
tion is more perfect than non-univocal, for it belongs to the
essence of a generator to generate what is like itself in form.
Hence the very fact that in the divine generation the form of
the Begetter and Begotten is numerically the same, whereas in
creatures it is not numerically, but only specifically, the same,
shows that generation, and consequently paternity, is applied
toGod before creatures. Hence the very fact that in God a dis-
tinction exists of the Begotten from the Begetter as regards re-
lation only, belongs to the truth of the divine generation and
paternity.

Ia q. 33 a. 3Whether this name “Father” is applied to God, firstly as a personal name?

Objection 1. It would seem that this name “Father” is not
applied to God, firstly as a personal name. For in the intellect
the common precedes the particular. But this name “Father”
as a personal name, belongs to the person of the Father; and
taken in an essential sense it is common to the whole Trinity;
for we say “Our Father” to the whole Trinity. erefore “Fa-
ther” comes first as an essential name before its personal sense.

Objection 2.Further, in things of which the concept is the
same there is no priority of predication. But paternity and fili-
ation seem to be of the same nature, according as a divine per-
son is Father of the Son, and the whole Trinity is our Father,
or the creature’s; since, according to Basil (Hom. xv, De Fide),
to receive is common to the creature and to the Son.erefore
“Father” in God is not taken as an essential name before it is
taken personally.

Objection 3. Further, it is not possible to compare things
which have not a common concept. But the Son is compared
to the creature by reason of filiation or generation, according
to Col. 1:15: “Who is the image of the invisible God, the first-
born of every creature.”erefore paternity taken in a personal
sense is not prior to, but has the same concept as, paternity
taken essentially.

On the contrary, e eternal comes before the temporal.
But God is the Father of the Son from eternity; while He is

the Father of the creature in time. erefore paternity in God
is taken in a personal sense as regards the Son, before it is so
taken as regards the creature.

I answer that, A name is applied to that wherein is per-
fectly contained its whole signification, before it is applied to
that which only partially contains it; for the latter bears the
name by reason of a kind of similitude to that which answers
perfectly to the signification of the name; since all imperfect
things are taken from perfect things. Hence this name “lion”
is applied first to the animal containing the whole nature of
a lion, and which is properly so called, before it is applied to
a man who shows something of a lion’s nature, as courage, or
strength, or the like; and of whom it is said by way of simili-
tude.

Now it is manifest from the foregoing (q. 27, a. 2; q. 28,
a. 4), that the perfect idea of paternity and filiation is to be
found in God the Father, and in God the Son, because one
is the nature and glory of the Father and the Son. But in the
creature, filiation is found in relation to God, not in a perfect
manner, since the Creator and the creature have not the same
nature; but by way of a certain likeness, which is the more per-
fect the nearer we approach to the true idea of filiation. For
God is called the Father of some creatures, by reason only of
a trace, for instance of irrational creatures, according to Job
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38:28: “Who is the father of the rain? or who begot the drops
of dew?” Of some, namely, the rational creature (He is the Fa-
ther), by reason of the likeness of His image, according to Dt.
32:6: “IsHe not thy Father, who possessed, andmade, and cre-
ated thee?” And of others He is the Father by similitude of
grace, and these are also called adoptive sons, as ordained to
the heritage of eternal glory by the gi of grace which they
have received, according toRom. 8:16,17: “e SpiritHimself
gives testimony to our spirit that we are the sons of God; and
if sons, heirs also.” Lastly, He is the Father of others by simil-
itude of glory, forasmuch as they have obtained possession of
the heritage of glory, according to Rom. 5:2: “We glory in the
hope of the glory of the sons of God.”erefore it is plain that
“paternity” is applied to God first, as importing regard of one
Person to another Person, before it imports the regard of God
to creatures.

Reply to Objection 1. Common terms taken absolutely,
in the order of our intelligence, come before proper terms; be-
cause they are included in the understanding of proper terms;
but not conversely. For in the concept of the person of the
Father, God is understood; but not conversely. But common
terms which import relation to the creature come aer proper

terms which import personal relations; because the person
proceeding inGod proceeds as the principle of the production
of creatures. For as theword conceived in themindof the artist
is first understood to proceed from the artist before the thing
designed, which is produced in likeness to the word conceived
in the artist’smind; so the Sonproceeds from theFather before
the creature, to which the name of filiation is applied as it par-
ticipates in the likeness of the Son, as is clear from thewords of
Rom. 8:29: “WhomHe foreknew and predestined to bemade
conformable to the image of His Son.”

Reply to Objection 2. To “receive” is said to be common
to the creature and to the Son not in a univocal sense, but ac-
cording to a certain remote similitudewherebyHe is called the
First Born of creatures. Hence the authority quoted subjoins:
“at He may be the First Born among many brethren,” aer
saying that some were conformed to the image of the Son of
God. But the Son of God possesses a position of singularity
above others, in having bynaturewhatHe receives, as Basil also
declares (Hom. xvDe Fide); henceHe is called the only begot-
ten ( Jn. 1:18): “e only begottenWho is in the bosom of the
Father, He hath declared unto us.”

From this appears the Reply to the ird Objection.

Ia q. 33 a. 4Whether it is proper to the Father to be unbegotten?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not proper to the Fa-
ther to be unbegotten. For every property supposes something
in that of which it is the property. But “unbegotten” supposes
nothing in the Father; it only removes something.erefore it
does not signify a property of the Father.

Objection 2. Further, Unbegotten is taken either in a pri-
vative, or in a negative sense. If in a negative sense, then what-
ever is not begotten can be called unbegotten. But the Holy
Ghost is not begotten; neither is the divine essence. erefore
to be unbegotten belongs also to the essence; thus it is not
proper to the Father. But if it be taken in a privative sense, as
every privation signifies imperfection in the thing which is the
subject of privation, it follows that the Person of the Father is
imperfect; which cannot be.

Objection 3. Further, in God, “unbegotten” does not sig-
nify relation, for it is not used relatively. erefore it signifies
substance; therefore unbegotten and begotten differ in sub-
stance. But the Son, Who is begotten, does not differ from
the Father in substance. erefore the Father ought not to be
called unbegotten.

Objection4.Further, propertymeanswhat belongs to one
alone. Since, then, there are more than one in God proceeding
from another, there is nothing to prevent several not receiv-
ing their being from another.erefore the Father is not alone
unbegotten.

Objection 5. Further, as the Father is the principle of the
person begotten, so is He of the person proceeding. So if by
reason of his opposition to the person begotten, it is proper to

the Father to be unbegotten it follows that it is proper to Him
also to be unproceeding.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv): “One is from
one —that is, the Begotten is from the Unbegotten—namely,
by the property in each one respectively of innascibility and
origin.”

I answer that, As in creatures there exist a first and a sec-
ondary principle, so also in the divine Persons, inWhom there
is no before or aer, is formed the principle not from a prin-
ciple, Who is the Father; and the principle from a principle,
Who is the Son.

Now in things created a first principle is known in two
ways; in one way as the first “principle,” by reason of its having
a relation to what proceeds from itself; in another way, inas-
much as it is a “first” principle by reason of its not being from
another. us therefore the Father is known both by paternity
and by common spiration, as regards the persons proceeding
from Himself. But as the principle, not from a principle He is
known by the fact that He is not from another; and this be-
longs to the property of innascibility, signified by this word
“begotten.”

Reply to Objection 1. Some there are who say that in-
nascibility, signified by theword “unbegotten,” as a property of
the Father, is not a negative term only, but either that it means
both these things together—namely, that the Father is fromno
one, and that He is the principle of others; or that it imports
universal authority, or also His plenitude as the source of all.
is, however, does not seem true, because thus innascibility
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would not be a property distinct from paternity and spiration;
but would include them as the proper is included in the com-
mon. For source and authority signify in God nothing but the
principle of origin.Wemust therefore say with Augustine (De
Trin. v, 7) that “unbegotten” imports the negation of passive
generation. For he says that “unbegotten” has the same mean-
ing as “not a son.” Nor does it follow that “unbegotten” is not
the proper notion of the Father; for primary and simple things
are notified by negations; as, for instance, a point is defined as
what has no part.

Reply to Objection 2. “Unbegotten” is taken sometimes
in a negative sense only, and in that sense Jerome says that “the
Holy Ghost is unbegotten,” that is, He is not begotten. Other-
wise “unbegotten” may be taken in a kind of privation sense,
but not as implying any imperfection. For privation can be
taken in many ways; in one way when a thing has not what is
naturally belongs to another, even though it is not of its own
nature to have it; as, for instance, if a stone be called a dead
thing, as wanting life, which naturally belongs to some other
things. In another sense, privation is so called when something
has not what naturally belongs to some members of its genus;
as for instance when amole is called blind. In a third sense pri-
vationmeans the absence of what something ought to have; in
which sense, privation imports an imperfection. In this sense,
“unbegotten” is not attributed to the Father as a privation, but
it may be so attributed in the second sense, meaning that a cer-
tain person of the divine nature is not begotten, while some
person of the same nature is begotten. In this sense the term
“unbegotten” can be applied also to the Holy Ghost. Hence
to consider it as a term proper to the Father alone, it must be
further understood that the name “unbegotten” belongs to a
divine person as the principle of another person; so that it be
understood to imply negation in the genus of principle taken
personally in God. Or that there be understood in the term
“unbegotten” that He is not in any way derived from another;
and not only that He is not from another by way only of gen-
eration. In this sense the term “unbegotten” does not belong at
all to the Holy Ghost, Who is from another by procession, as

a subsisting person; nor does it belong to the divine essence, of
which it may be said that it is in the Son or in the Holy Ghost
from another—namely, from the Father.

Reply toObjection 3. According to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. ii, 9), “unbegotten” in one sense signifies the same as
“uncreated”; and thus it applies to the substance, for thereby
does the created substance differ from the uncreated. In an-
other sense it signifies what is not begotten, and in this sense
it is a relative term; just as negation is reduced to the genus of
affirmation, as “not man” is reduced to the genus of substance,
and “not white” to the genus of quality. Hence, since “begot-
ten” implies relation in God, “unbegotten” belongs also to re-
lation. us it does not follow that the Father unbegotten is
substantially distinguished from the Sonbegotten; but only by
relation; that is, as the relation of Son is denied of the Father.

Reply toObjection 4. In every genus there must be some-
thing first; so in the divine nature there must be some one
principle which is not from another, and which we call “unbe-
gotten.” To admit two innascibles is to suppose the existence
of two Gods, and two divine natures. Hence Hilary says (De
Synod.): “As there is one God, so there cannot be two innasci-
bles.” And this especially because, did two innascibles exist,
one would not be from the other, and they would not be dis-
tinguished by relative opposition: therefore theywould be dis-
tinguished from each other by diversity of nature.

Reply to Objection 5. e property of the Father,
whereby He is not from another, is more clearly signified by
the removal of the nativity of the Son, than by the removal of
the procession of theHolyGhost; both because the procession
of the Holy Ghost has no special name, as stated above (q. 27,
a. 4, ad 3), and because also in the order of nature it presup-
poses the generation of the Son. Hence, it being denied of the
Father thatHe is begotten, althoughHe is the principle of gen-
eration, it follows, as a consequence, thatHe does not proceed
by the procession of the Holy Ghost, because the Holy Ghost
is not the principle of generation, but proceeds from the per-
son begotten.
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F P, Q 34
Of the Person of the Son
(Inree Articles)

We next consider the person of the Son. ree names are attributed to the Son—namely, “Son,” “Word,” and “Image.” e
idea of Son is gathered from the idea of Father. Hence it remains for us to consider Word and Image.

Concerning Word there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Word is an essential term in God, or a personal term?
(2) Whether it is the proper name of the Son?
(3) Whether in the name of Word is expressed relation to creatures?

Ia q. 34 a. 1Whether Word in God is a personal name?

Objection 1. It would seem that Word in God is not a
personal name. For personal names are applied to God in a
proper sense, as Father and Son. But Word is applied to God
metaphorically, as Origen says on (Jn. 1:1), “In the beginning
was theWord.”ereforeWord is not a personal name inGod.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (De Trin.
ix, 10), “e Word is knowledge with love;” and according to
Anselm (Monol. lx), “To speak is to the Supreme Spirit noth-
ing but to see by thought.” But knowledge and thought, and
sight, are essential terms in God. erefore Word is not a per-
sonal term in God.

Objection 3. Further, it is essential to word to be spoken.
But, according to Anselm (Monol. lix), as the Father is intel-
ligent, the Son is intelligent, and the Holy Ghost is intelli-
gent, so the Father speaks, the Son speaks, and theHolyGhost
speaks; and likewise, eachoneof them is spoken.erefore, the
name Word is used as an essential term in God, and not in a
personal sense.

Objection 4. Further, no divine person is made. But the
Word of God is something made. For it is said, “Fire, hail,
snow, ice, the storms which do His Word” (Ps. 148:8). ere-
fore the Word is not a personal name in God.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeTrin. vii, 11): “As the
Son is related to the Father, so also is theWord toHimWhose
Word He is.” But the Son is a personal name, since it is said
relatively. erefore so also is Word.

I answer that, e name of Word in God, if taken in its
proper sense, is a personal name, and in no way an essential
name.

To see how this is true, we must know that our own word
taken in its proper sense has a threefold meaning; while in a
fourth sense it is taken improperly or figuratively. e clearest
and most common sense is when it is said of the word spo-
ken by the voice; and this proceeds from an interior source
as regards two things found in the exterior word—that is, the
vocal sound itself, and the signification of the sound. For, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Peri Herm. i) vocal sound signi-
fies the concept of the intellect. Again the vocal sound pro-
ceeds from the signification or the imagination, as stated in

De Anima ii, text 90. e vocal sound, which has no signifi-
cation cannot be called a word: wherefore the exterior vocal
sound is called a word from the fact the it signifies the inte-
rior concept of the mind. erefore it follows that, first and
chiefly, the interior concept of the mind is called a word; sec-
ondarily, the vocal sound itself, signifying the interior concept,
is so called; and thirdly, the imagination of the vocal sound is
called aword.Damascenementions these three kinds of words
(De Fide Orth. i, 17), saying that “word” is called “the natural
movement of the intellect, whereby it is moved, and under-
stands, and thinks, as light and splendor;” which is the first
kind. “Again,” he says, “the word is what is not pronounced
by a vocal word, but is uttered in the heart;” which is the third
kind. “Again,” also, “the word is the angel”—that is, the mes-
senger “of intelligence;” which is the second kind.Word is also
used in a fourth way figuratively for that which is signified or
effected by a word; thus we are wont to say, “this is the word
I have said,” or “which the king has commanded,” alluding to
some deed signified by the word either by way of assertion or
of command.

Now word is taken strictly in God, as signifying the con-
cept of the intellect. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 10):
“Whoever can understand the word, not only before it is
sounded, but also before thoughthas clothed itwith imaginary
sound, can already see some likeness of that Word of Whom
it is said: In the beginning was the Word.” e concept itself
of the heart has of its own nature to proceed from something
other than itself—namely, from the knowledge of the one con-
ceiving.Hence “Word,” according as we use the term strictly of
God, signifies something proceeding from another; which be-
longs to the nature of personal terms in God, inasmuch as the
divine persons are distinguished by origin (q. 27, Aa. 3,4,5).
Hence the term “Word,” according as we use the term strictly
of God, is to be taken as said not essentially, but personally.

Reply to Objection 1. e Arians, who sprang from Ori-
gen, declared that the Son differed in substance from the Fa-
ther. Hence, they endeavored to maintain that when the Son
of God is called the Word, this is not to be understood in a
strict sense; lest the idea of the Word proceeding should com-
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pel them to confess that the Son of God is of the same sub-
stance as the Father. For the interior word proceeds in such a
manner from the one who pronounces it, as to remain within
him.But supposingWord tobe saidmetaphorically ofGod,we
must still admitWord in its strict sense. For if a thing be called
awordmetaphorically, this can only be by reason of someman-
ifestation; either it makes something manifest as a word, or it
is manifested by a word. If manifested by a word, there must
exist a word whereby it is manifested. If it is called a word be-
cause it exteriorly manifests, what it exteriorly manifests can-
not be called word except in as far as it signifies the interior
concept of the mind, which anyone may also manifest by ex-
terior signs. erefore, although Word may be sometimes said
of Godmetaphorically, nevertheless wemust also admitWord
in the proper sense, and which is said personally.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing belonging to the intellect
can be applied to God personally, except word alone; for word
alone signifies thatwhich emanates fromanother. Forwhat the
intellect forms in its conception is theword.Now, the intellect
itself, according as it ismade actual by the intelligible species, is
considered absolutely; likewise the act of understandingwhich
is to the actual intellect what existence is to actual being; since
the act of understanding does not signify an act going out from
the intelligent agent, but an act remaining in the agent. ere-
fore when we say that word is knowledge, the term knowledge
does not mean the act of a knowing intellect, or any one of its
habits, but stands for what the intellect conceives by knowing.
Hence also Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 1) that the Word is
“begotten wisdom;” for it is nothing but the concept of the
Wise One; and in the same way It can be called “begotten
knowledge.” us can also be explained how “to speak” is in
God “to see by thought,” forasmuch as the Word is conceived
by the gaze of the divine thought. Still the term “thought”
does not properly apply to the Word of God. For Augustine
says (De Trin. xv, 16): “erefore do we speak of the Word of
God, and not of the ought of God, lest we believe that in
God there is something unstable, now assuming the form of
Word, now putting off that form and remaining latent and as
it were formless.” For thought consists properly in the search
aer the truth, and this has no place in God. But when the in-
tellect attains to the form of truth, it does not think, but per-
fectly contemplates the truth.HenceAnselm (Monol. lx) takes
“thought” in an improper sense for “contemplation.”

Reply to Objection 3. As, properly speaking, Word in
God is said personally, and not essentially, so likewise is to
“speak.”Hence, as theWord is not common to the Father, Son
andHolyGhost, so it is not true that the Father, Son, andHoly
Ghost are one speaker. SoAugustine says (DeTrin. vii, 1): “He
who speaks in that co-eternalWord is understood as not alone
in God, but as being with that very Word, without which, for-
sooth, He would not be speaking.” On the other hand, “to be
spoken” belongs to each Person, for not only is the word spo-
ken, but also the thing understood or signified by the word.
erefore in this manner to one person alone in God does
it belong to be spoken in the same way as a word is spoken;
whereas in the way whereby a thing is spoken as being under-
stood in the word, it belongs to each Person to be spoken. For
the Father, by understanding Himself, the Son and the Holy
Ghost, and all other things comprised in this knowledge, con-
ceives the Word; so that thus the whole Trinity is “spoken” in
the Word; and likewise also all creatures: as the intellect of a
man by the word he conceives in the act of understanding a
stone, speaks a stone. Anselm took the term “speak” improp-
erly for the act of understanding; whereas they really differ
from each other; for “to understand” means only the habitude
of the intelligent agent to the thing understood, inwhich habi-
tude no trace of origin is conveyed, but only a certain infor-
mation of our intellect; forasmuch as our intellect is made ac-
tual by the form of the thing understood. In God, however, it
means complete identity, because in God the intellect and the
thing understood are altogether the same, as was proved above
(q. 14,Aa. 4,5).Whereas to “speak”means chiefly the habitude
to the word conceived; for “to speak” is nothing but to utter a
word. But by means of the word it imports a habitude to the
thing understood which in the word uttered is manifested to
the onewhounderstands.us, only thePersonwhoutters the
Word is “speaker” in God, although each Person understands
and is understood, and consequently is spoken by the Word.

Reply to Objection 4. e term “word” is there taken fig-
uratively, as the thing signified or effected by word is called
word. For thus creatures are said to do the word of God, as ex-
ecuting any effect, whereto they are ordained from the word
conceived of the divine wisdom; as anyone is said to do the
word of the king when he does the work to which he is ap-
pointed by the king’s word.

Ia q. 34 a. 2Whether “Word” is the Son’s proper name?

Objection 1. It would seem that “Word” is not the proper
name of the Son. For the Son is a subsisting person in God.
But word does not signify a subsisting thing, as appears in our-
selves. erefore word cannot be the proper name of the per-
son of the Son.

Objection 2. Further, the word proceeds from the speaker
by being uttered.erefore if the Son is properly the word,He

proceeds from the Father, by way only of utterance; which is
theheresy ofValentine; as appears fromAugustine (DeHaeres.
xi).

Objection 3. Further, every proper name of a person sig-
nifies some property of that person. erefore, if the Word is
the Son’s proper name, it signifies some property of His; and
thus there will be several more properties in God than those
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above mentioned.
Objection 4. Further, whoever understands conceives a

word in the act of understanding. But the Son understands.
erefore some word belongs to the Son; and consequently to
be Word is not proper to the Son.

Objection 5. Further, it is said of the Son (Heb. 1:3):
“Bearing all things by the word of His power;” whence Basil
infers (Cont. Eunom. v, 11) that the Holy Ghost is the Son’s
Word. erefore to be Word is not proper to the Son.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 11): “By
Word we understand the Son alone.”

I answer that, “Word,” said of God in its proper sense, is
used personally, and is the proper name of the person of the
Son. For it signifies an emanation of the intellect: and the per-
son Who proceeds in God, by way of emanation of the intel-
lect, is called the Son; and this procession is called generation,
as we have shown above (q. 27, a. 2). Hence it follows that the
Son alone is properly called Word in God.

Reply toObjection1. “Tobe” and “to understand” are not
the same in us. Hence that which in us has intellectual being,
does not belong to our nature. But in God “to be” and “to un-
derstand” are one and the same: hence theWord of God is not
an accident in Him, or an effect of His; but belongs to His
very nature. And therefore it must needs be something sub-
sistent; for whatever is in the nature of God subsists; and so
Damascene says (De Fide Orth. i, 18) that “the Word of God
is substantial and has a hypostatic being; but other words [as
our own] are activities if the soul.”

Reply to Objection 2. e error of Valentine was con-
demned, not as the Arians pretended, because he asserted that
the Son was born by being uttered, as Hilary relates (De Trin.
vi); but on account of the different mode of utterance pro-

posed by its author, as appears from Augustine (De Haeres.
xi).

Reply toObjection 3. In the term “Word” the same prop-
erty is comprised as in the name Son. Hence Augustine says
(De Trin. vii, 11): “Word and Son express the same.” For the
Son’s nativity, which is His personal property, is signified by
different names, which are attributed to the Son to expressHis
perfection in various ways. To show that He is of the same na-
ture as the Father, He is called the Son; to show that He is co-
eternal,He is called theSplendor; to show thatHe is altogether
like, He is called the Image; to show that He is begotten im-
materially, He is called the Word. All these truths cannot be
expressed by only one name.

Reply toObjection4.Tobe intelligent belongs to the Son,
in the sameway as it belongs toHim to beGod, since to under-
stand is said of God essentially, as stated above (q. 14, Aa. 2,4).
Now the Son is God begotten, and not God begetting; and
hence He is intelligent, not as producing a Word, but as the
Word proceeding; forasmuch as in God the Word proceeding
does not differ really from the divine intellect, but is distin-
guished from the principle of the Word only by relation.

Reply toObjection 5.When it is said of the Son, “Bearing
all things by the word of His power”; “word” is taken figura-
tively for the effect of theWord.Hence a gloss says that “word”
is here taken to mean command; inasmuch as by the effect of
the power of the Word, things are kept in being, as also by the
effect of the power of the Word things are brought into being.
Basil speaks widely and figuratively in applying Word to the
Holy Ghost; in the sense perhaps that everything that makes a
person known may be called his word, and so in that way the
Holy Ghost may be called the Son’s Word, because He mani-
fests the Son.

Ia q. 34 a. 3Whether the name “Word” imports relation to creatures?

Objection 1. It would seem that the name ‘Word’ does
not import relation to creatures. For every name that connotes
some effect in creatures, is said of God essentially. But Word is
not said essentially, but personally. erefore Word does not
import relation to creatures.

Objection 2. Further, whatever imports relation to crea-
tures is said ofGod in time; as “Lord” and “Creator.” ButWord
is said of God from eternity. erefore it does not import re-
lation to the creature.

Objection 3. Further,Word imports relation to the source
whence it proceeds.erefore, if it imports relation to the crea-
ture, it follows that the Word proceeds from the creature.

Objection 4. Further, ideas (in God) are many according
to their various relations to creatures. erefore if Word im-
ports relation to creatures, it follows that in God there is not
one Word only, but many.

Objection5.Further, ifWord imports relation to the crea-
ture, this can only be because creatures are known byGod. But

God does not know beings only; He knows also non-beings.
erefore in the Word are implied relations to non-beings;
which appears to be false.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 63),
that “the name Word signifies not only relation to the Father,
but also relation to those beings which are made through the
Word, by His operative power.”

I answer that,Word implies relation to creatures. ForGod
by knowing Himself, knows every creature. Now the word
conceived in themind is representative of everything that is ac-
tually understood.Hence there are in ourselves differentwords
for the different thingswhichweunderstand.But becauseGod
by one act understands Himself and all things, His one only
Word is expressive not only of the Father, but of all creatures.

And as the knowledge of God is only cognitive as regards
God, whereas as regards creatures, it is both cognitive and op-
erative, so theWord ofGod is only expressive ofwhat is inGod
the Father, but is both expressive and operative of creatures;

170



and therefore it is said (Ps. 32:9): “He spake, and they were
made;” because in the Word is implied the operative idea of
what God makes.

Reply to Objection 1. e nature is also included indi-
rectly in the name of the person; for person is an individual
substance of a rational nature. erefore the name of a divine
person, as regards the personal relation, does not imply rela-
tion to the creature, but it is implied in what belongs to the
nature. Yet there is nothing to prevent its implying relation to
creatures, so far as the essence is included in its meaning: for
as it properly belongs to the Son to be the Son, so it properly
belongs to Him to be God begotten, or the Creator begotten;
and in this way the name Word imports relation to creatures.

Reply to Objection 2. Since the relations result from ac-
tions, some names import the relation of God to creatures,
which relation follows on the action of God which passes into
some exterior effect, as to create and to govern; and the like
are applied toGod in time. But others import a relation which
follows from an action which does not pass into an exterior ef-
fect, but abides in the agent—as to know and to will: such are
not applied to God in time; and this kind of relation to crea-
tures is implied in the name of the Word. Nor is it true that all

names which import the relation of God to creatures are ap-
plied toHim in time; but only those names are applied in time
which import relation following on the action of God passing
into exterior effect.

Reply toObjection 3.Creatures are known toGod not by
a knowledge derived from the creatures themselves, but byHis
own essence. Hence it is not necessary that the Word should
proceed from creatures, although the Word is expressive of
creatures.

Reply toObjection 4.ename of Idea is imposed chiefly
to signify relation to creatures; and therefore it is applied in
a plural sense to God; and it is not said personally. But the
name of Word is imposed chiefly to signify the speaker, and
consequently, relation to creatures, inasmuch as God, by un-
derstanding Himself, understands every creature; and so there
is only one Word in God, and that is a personal one.

Reply to Objection 5. God’s knowledge of non-beings
and God’s Word about non-beings are the same; because the
Word of God contains no less than does the knowledge of
God, as Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 14). Nevertheless the
Word is expressive and operative of beings, but is expressive
and manifestive of non-beings.
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F P, Q 35
Of the Image

(In Two Articles)

We next inquire concerning the image: about which there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Image in God is said personally?
(2) Whether this name belongs to the Son alone?

Ia q. 35 a. 1Whether image in God is said personally?

Objection 1. It would seem that image is not said person-
ally of God. For Augustine (Fulgentius, De Fide ad Petrum i)
says, “e Godhead of the Holy Trinity and the Image where-
unto man is made are one.” erefore Image is said of God es-
sentially, and not personally.

Objection 2. Further, Hilary says (De Synod.): “An image
is a like species of that which it represents.” But species or form
is said of God essentially. erefore so also is Image.

Objection 3. Further, Image is derived from imitation,
which implies “before” and “aer.” But in the divine persons
there is no “before” and “aer.” erefore Image cannot be a
personal name in God.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 1): “What
is more absurd than to say that an image is referred to itself ?”
erefore the Image inGod is a relation, and is thus a personal
name.

I answer that, Image includes the idea of similitude. Still,
not any kind of similitude suffices for the notion of image, but
only similitude of species, or at least of some specific sign. In
corporeal things the specific sign consists chiefly in the figure.
For we see that the species of different animals are of different
figures; but not of different colors. Hence if the color of any-
thing is depicted on a wall, this is not called an image unless

the figure is likewise depicted. Further, neither the similitude
of species or of figure is enough for an image, which requires
also the idea of origin; because, as Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii,
qu. 74): “One egg is not the image of another, because it is not
derived from it.” erefore for a true image it is required that
one proceeds from another like to it in species, or at least in
specific sign. Now whatever imports procession or origin in
God, belongs to the persons.Hence the name “Image” is a per-
sonal name.

Reply to Objection 1. Image, properly speaking, means
whatever proceeds forth in likeness to another. at to the
likeness of which anything proceeds, is properly speaking
called the exemplar, and is improperly called the image.Never-
theless Augustine (Fulgentius) uses the name of Image in this
sense when he says that the divine nature of the Holy Trinity
is the Image to whom man was made.

Reply to Objection 2. “Species,” as mentioned by Hilary
in the definition of image, means the form derived from one
thing to another. In this sense image is said to be the species of
anything, as that which is assimilated to anything is called its
form, inasmuch as it has a like form.

Reply to Objection 3. Imitation in God does not signify
posteriority, but only assimilation.

Ia q. 35 a. 2Whether the name of Image is proper to the Son?

Objection 1. It would seem that the name of Image is not
proper to the Son; because, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
i, 18), “e Holy Ghost is the Image of the Son.” erefore
Image does not belong to the Son alone.

Objection 2. Further, similitude in expression belongs to
the nature of an image, as Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 74).
But this belongs to the Holy Ghost, Who proceeds from an-
other by way of similitude.erefore theHolyGhost is an Im-
age; and so to be Image does not belong to the Son alone.

Objection 3. Further, man is also called the image of God,
according to 1 Cor. 11:7, “e man ought not to cover his
head, for he is the image and the glory of God.” erefore Im-
age is not proper to the Son.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (DeTrin. vi, 2): “eSon
alone is the Image of the Father.”

I answer that, e Greek Doctors commonly say that the

HolyGhost is the Image of both the Father and of the Son; but
the Latin Doctors attribute the name Image to the Son alone.
For it is not found in the canonical Scripture except as applied
to the Son; as in the words, “Who is the Image of the invisible
God, the firstborn of creatures” (Col. 1:15) and again: “Who
being the brightness of His glory, and the figure of His sub-
stance.” (Heb. 1:3).

Some explain this by the fact that the Son agrees with the
Father, not in nature only, but also in the notion of principle:
whereas the Holy Ghost agrees neither with the Son, nor with
the Father in any notion. is, however, does not seem to suf-
fice. Because as it is not by reason of the relations that we con-
sider either equality or inequality in God, as Augustine says
(De Trin. v, 6), so neither (by reason thereof do we consider)
that similitude which is essential to image. Hence others say
that the Holy Ghost cannot be called the Image of the Son,
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because there cannot be an image of an image; nor of the Fa-
ther, because again the image must be immediately related to
that which it is the image; and the Holy Ghost is related to
the Father through the Son; nor again is He the Image of the
Father and the Son, because then there would be one image
of two; which is impossible. Hence it follows that the Holy
Ghost is in no way an Image. But this is no proof: for the Fa-
ther and the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost, as we
shall explain further on (q. 36, a. 4 ). Hence there is nothing
to prevent there being one Image of the Father and of the Son,
inasmuch as they are one; since even man is one image of the
whole Trinity.

erefore we must explain the matter otherwise by say-
ing that, as the Holy Ghost, although by His procession He
receives the nature of the Father, as the Son also receives it,
nevertheless is not said to be “born”; so, although He receives
the likeness of the Father, He is not called the Image; because
the Son proceeds as word, and it is essential to word to be like
species with that whence it proceeds; whereas this does not es-
sentially belong to love, although it may belong to that love

which is the Holy Ghost, inasmuch as He is the divine love.
Reply to Objection 1. Damascene and the other Greek

Doctors commonly employ the term image as meaning a per-
fect similitude.

Reply toObjection 2.Although the Holy Ghost is like to
the Father and the Son, still it does not follow that He is the
Image, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 3. e image of a thing may be found
in something in two ways. In one way it is found in something
of the same specific nature; as the image of the king is found
in his son. In another way it is found in something of a differ-
ent nature, as the king’s image on the coin. In the first sense
the Son is the Image of the Father; in the second sense man is
called the image of God; and therefore in order to express the
imperfect character of the divine image inman,man is not sim-
ply called the image, but “to the image,” whereby is expressed
a certain movement of tendency to perfection. But it cannot
be said that the Son of God is “to the image,” becauseHe is the
perfect Image of the Father.
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F P, Q 36
Of the Person of the Holy Ghost

(In Four Articles)

We proceed to treat of what belongs to the person of the Holy Ghost, Who is called not only the Holy Ghost, but also the
Love and Gi of God. Concerning the name “Holy Ghost” there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether this name, “Holy Ghost,” is the proper name of one divine Person?
(2) Whether that divine person Who is called the Holy Ghost, proceeds from the Father and the Son?
(3) Whether He proceeds from the Father through the Son?
(4) Whether the Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost?

Ia q. 36 a. 1Whether this name “Holy Ghost” is the proper name of one divine person?

Objection 1. It would seem that this name, “Holy Ghost,”
is not the proper name of one divine person. For no name
which is common to the three persons is the proper name of
any one person. But this name of ‘Holy Ghost’* is common
to the three persons; for Hilary (De Trin. viii) shows that the
“Spirit of God” sometimes means the Father, as in the words
of Is. 61:1: “e Spirit of the Lord is upon me;” and some-
times the Son, as when the Son says: “In the Spirit of God I
cast out devils” (Mat. 12:28), showing that He cast out devils
by His own natural power; and that sometimes it means the
Holy Ghost, as in the words of Joel 2:28: “I will pour out of
My Spirit over all flesh.” erefore this name ‘Holy Ghost’ is
not the proper name of a divine person.

Objection 2. Further, the names of the divine persons are
relative terms, asBoethius says (DeTrin.). But this name “Holy
Ghost” is not a relative term. erefore this name is not the
proper name of a divine Person.

Objection 3. Further, because the Son is the name of a di-
vine Person He cannot be called the Son of this or of that. But
the spirit is spoken of as of this or that man, as appears in the
words, “e Lord said to Moses, I will take of thy spirit and
will give to them” (Num. 11:17) and also “e Spirit of Elias
rested upon Eliseus” (4 Kings 2:15). erefore “Holy Ghost”
does not seem to be the proper name of a divine Person.

Onthe contrary, It is said (1 Jn. 5:7): “ere are threewho
bear witness in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy
Ghost.” As Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 4): “When we ask,
ree what? we say,ree persons.”erefore theHoly Ghost
is the name of a divine person.

I answer that, While there are two processions in God,
one of these, the procession of love, has no proper name of its
own, as stated above (q. 27 , a. 4, ad 3).Hence the relations also
which follow from this procession are without a name (q. 28,
a. 4): for which reason the Person proceeding in that manner
has not a proper name. But as some names are accommodated

by the usualmodeof speaking to signify the aforesaid relations,
as when we use the names of procession and spiration, which
in the strict sense more fittingly signify the notional acts than
the relations; so to signify the divine Person, Who proceeds
by way of love, this name “Holy Ghost” is by the use of scrip-
tural speech accommodated to Him. e appropriateness of
this namemay be shown in twoways. Firstly, from the fact that
the person who is called “Holy Ghost” has something in com-
mon with the other Persons. For, as Augustine says (De Trin.
xv, 17; v, 11), “Because the Holy Ghost is common to both,
He Himself is called that properly which both are called in
common. For the Father also is a spirit, and the Son is a spirit;
and the Father is holy, and the Son is holy.” Secondly, from the
proper signification of the name. For the name spirit in things
corporeal seems to signify impulse andmotion; for we call the
breath and the wind by the term spirit. Now it is a property of
love tomove and impel the will of the lover towards the object
loved. Further, holiness is attributed to whatever is ordered to
God. erefore because the divine person proceeds by way of
the love whereby God is loved, that person is most properly
named “e Holy Ghost.”

Reply toObjection 1.eexpressionHoly Spirit, if taken
as two words, is applicable to the whole Trinity: because by
‘spirit’ the immateriality of the divine substance is signified;
for corporeal spirit is invisible, and has but little matter; hence
we apply this term to all immaterial and invisible substances.
And by adding the word “holy” we signify the purity of divine
goodness. But ifHoly Spirit be taken as oneword, it is thus that
the expression, in the usage of the Church, is accommodated
to signify one of the three persons, the one who proceeds by
way of love, for the reason above explained.

Reply to Objection 2. Although this name “Holy Ghost”
does not indicate a relation, still it takes the place of a relative
term, inasmuch as it is accommodated to signify a Person dis-
tinct from the others by relation only. Yet this name may be

* It should be borne in mind that the word “ghost” is the old English equiva-
lent for the Latin “spiritus,”whether in the sense of “breath” or “blast,” or in the
sense of “spirit,” as an immaterial substance. us, we read in the former sense
(Hampole, Psalter x, 7), “e Gost of Storms” [spiritus procellarum], and in
the latter “Trubled gost is sacrifice of God” (Prose Psalter, A.D. 1325), and
“Oure wrestlynge is…against the spiritual wicked gostes of the ayre” (More,
“Comfort against Tribulation”); and in our modern expression of “giving up
the ghost.” As applied to God, and not specially to the third Holy Person, we
have an example from Maunder, “Jhesu Criste was the worde and the goste of
Good.” (See Oxford Dictionary).
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understood as including a relation, if we understand the Holy
Spirit as being breathed [spiratus].

Reply to Objection 3. In the name Son we understand
that relation only which is of something from a principle, in
regard to that principle: but in the name “Father” we under-

stand the relation of principle; and likewise in the name of
Spirit inasmuch as it implies a moving power. But to no crea-
ture does it belong to be a principle as regards a divine person;
but rather the reverse. erefore we can say “our Father,” and
“our Spirit”; but we cannot say “our Son.”

Ia q. 36 a. 2Whether the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Holy Ghost does not
proceed from the Son. For as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i):
“We must not dare to say anything concerning the substantial
Divinity except what has been divinely expressed to us by the
sacred oracles.” But in the Sacred Scripturewe are not told that
the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son; but only that He pro-
ceeds from the Father, as appears from Jn. 15:26: “e Spirit
of truth, Who proceeds from the Father.” erefore the Holy
Ghost does not proceed from the Son.

Objection 2. Further, In the creed of the council of Con-
stantinople (Can. vii) we read: “We believe in theHolyGhost,
the Lord and Life-giver, who proceeds from the Father; with
the Father and the Son to be adored and glorified.” erefore
it should not be added in our Creed that the Holy Ghost pro-
ceeds from the Son; and those who added such a thing appear
to be worthy of anathema.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. i):
“We say that the Holy Ghost is from the Father, and we name
Him the spirit of the Father; but we do not say that the Holy
Ghost is from the Son, yetwe nameHim the Spirit of the Son.”
erefore the Holy Ghost does not proceed from the Son.

Objection 4. Further, Nothing proceeds from that
wherein it rests. But the Holy Ghost rests in the Son; for it
is said in the legend of St. Andrew: “Peace be to you and to all
who believe in the one God the Father, and in His only Son
our Lord Jesus Christ, and in the one Holy Ghost proceeding
from the Father, and abiding in the Son.” erefore the Holy
Ghost does not proceed from the Son.

Objection 5. Further, the Son proceeds as the Word. But
our breath [spiritus] does not seem to proceed in ourselves
from our word. erefore the Holy Ghost does not proceed
from the Son.

Objection 6. Further, the Holy Ghost proceeds perfectly
from the Father.erefore it is superfluous to say thatHe pro-
ceeds from the Son.

Objection 7. Further “the actual and the possible do not
differ in things perpetual” (Phys. iii, text 32), and much less
so in God. But it is possible for the Holy Ghost to be distin-
guished from the Son, even if He did not proceed from Him.
ForAnselm says (DeProcess. Spir. Sancti, ii): “eSon and the
HolyGhost have their Being from the Father; but each in a dif-
ferent way; one by Birth, the other by Procession, so that they
are thus distinct from one another.” And further on he says:
“For even if for no other reason were the Son and the Holy
Ghost distinct, this alone would suffice.” erefore the Holy

Spirit is distinct from the Son, without proceeding fromHim.
On the contrary, Athanasius says: “e Holy Ghost is

from the Father and the Son; not made, nor created, nor be-
gotten, but proceeding.”

I answer that, It must be said that the Holy Ghost is from
the Son. For if He were not from Him, He could in no wise
be personally distinguished from Him; as appears from what
has been said above (q. 28, a. 3; q. 30, a. 2). For it cannot be
said that the divine Persons are distinguished from each other
in any absolute sense; for it would follow that there would not
be one essence of the three persons: since everything that is
spoken of God in an absolute sense, belongs to the unity of
essence. erefore it must be said that the divine persons are
distinguished from each other only by the relations. Now the
relations cannot distinguish the persons except forasmuch as
they are opposite relations; which appears from the fact that
the Father has two relations, by one of which He is related to
the Son, and by the other to the Holy Ghost; but these are
not opposite relations, and therefore they do not make two
persons, but belong only to the one person of the Father. If
therefore in the Son and the Holy Ghost there were two rela-
tions only, whereby each of them were related to the Father,
these relations would not be opposite to each other, as nei-
ther would be the two relations whereby the Father is related
to them.Hence, as the person of the Father is one, it would fol-
low that the person of the Son and of the Holy Ghost would
be one, having two relations opposed to the two relations of
the Father. But this is heretical since it destroys the Faith in
the Trinity.erefore the Son and theHoly Ghost must be re-
lated to each other by opposite relations. Now there cannot be
inGod any relations opposed to each other, except relations of
origin, as proved above (q. 28, a. 44). And opposite relations
of origin are to be understood as of a “principle,” and of what
is “from the principle.” erefore we must conclude that it is
necessary to say that either the Son is from the Holy Ghost;
which no one says; or that the Holy Ghost is from the Son, as
we confess.

Furthermore, the order of the procession of each one
agrees with this conclusion. For it was said above (q. 27,
Aa. 2,4; q. 28, a. 4), that the Son proceeds by the way of the in-
tellect asWord, and theHolyGhost by way of the will as Love.
Now love must proceed from a word. For we do not love any-
thing unless we apprehend it by a mental conception. Hence
also in this way it is manifest that the Holy Ghost proceeds
from the Son.
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We derive a knowledge of the same truth from the very
order of nature itself. For we nowhere find that several things
proceed from one without order except in those which differ
only by their matter; as for instance one smith produces many
knives distinct from each other materially, with no order to
each other; whereas in things in which there is not only a ma-
terial distinction we always find that some order exists in the
multitude produced. Hence also in the order of creatures pro-
duced, the beauty of the divine wisdom is displayed. So if from
the one Person of the Father, two persons proceed, the Son
and the Holy Ghost, there must be some order between them.
Nor can any other be assigned except the order of their nature,
whereby one is from the other.erefore it cannot be said that
the Son and the Holy Ghost proceed from the Father in such
a way as that neither of them proceeds from the other, unless
we admit in them a material distinction; which is impossible.

Hence also the Greeks themselves recognize that the pro-
cession of the Holy Ghost has some order to the Son. For they
grant that the Holy Ghost is the Spirit “of the Son”; and that
He is from the Father “through the Son.” Some of them are
said also to concede that “He is from the Son”; or that “He
flows from the Son,” but not that He proceeds; which seems
to come from ignorance or obstinacy. For a just consideration
of the truth will convince anyone that the word procession is
the one most commonly applied to all that denotes origin of
any kind. For we use the term to describe any kind of origin;
as when we say that a line proceeds from a point, a ray from
the sun, a stream from a source, and likewise in everything else.
Hence, granted that theHolyGhost originates in anyway from
the Son, we can conclude that the Holy Ghost proceeds from
the Son.

Reply to Objection 1. We ought not to say about God
anything which is not found in Holy Scripture either explic-
itly or implicitly. But although we do not find it verbally ex-
pressed in Holy Scripture that the Holy Ghost proceeds from
the Son, still we do find it in the sense of Scripture, especially
where the Son says, speaking of the Holy Ghost, “He will glo-
rify Me, because He shall receive of Mine” ( Jn. 16:14). It is
also a rule of Holy Scripture that whatever is said of the Fa-
ther, applies to the Son, although there be added an exclusive
term; except only as regards what belongs to the opposite rela-
tions, whereby the Father and the Son are distinguished from
each other. For when the Lord says, “No one knoweth the Son,
but the Father,” the idea of the Son knowing Himself is not
excluded. So therefore when we say that the Holy Ghost pro-
ceeds from the Father, even though it be added that He pro-
ceeds from the Father alone, the Son would not thereby be at
all excluded; because as regards being the principle of theHoly
Ghost, the Father and the Son are not opposed to each other,
but only as regards the fact that one is the Father, and the other
is the Son.

Reply to Objection 2. In every council of the Church a
symbol of faith has been drawn up to meet some prevalent er-

ror condemned in the council at that time. Hence subsequent
councils are not to be described as making a new symbol of
faith; but what was implicitly contained in the first symbol
was explained by some addition directed against rising here-
sies.Hence in the decision of the council ofChalcedon it is de-
clared that thosewhowere congregated together in the council
of Constantinople, handed down the doctrine about theHoly
Ghost, not implying that there was anything wanting in the
doctrine of their predecessors who had gathered together at
Nicaea, but explaining what those fathers had understood of
the matter. erefore, because at the time of the ancient coun-
cils the error of those who said that the Holy Ghost did not
proceed from the Son had not arisen, it was not necessary to
make any explicit declaration on that point; whereas, later on,
when certain errors rose up, another council* assembled in the
west, the matter was explicitly defined by the authority of the
Roman Pontiff, by whose authority also the ancient councils
were summoned and confirmed. Nevertheless the truth was
contained implicitly in the belief that the Holy Ghost pro-
ceeds from the Father.

Reply to Objection 3. e Nestorians were the first to in-
troduce the error that the Holy Ghost did not proceed from
the Son, as appears in a Nestorian creed condemned in the
council of Ephesus. is error was embraced by eodoric the
Nestorian, and several others aer him, among whomwas also
Damascene. Hence, in that point his opinion is not to be held.
Although, too, it has been asserted by some that while Dama-
scene did not confess that the Holy Ghost was from the Son,
neither do those words of his express a denial thereof.

Reply toObjection4.When theHolyGhost is said to rest
or abide in the Son, it does not mean that He does not pro-
ceed from Him; for the Son also is said to abide in the Father,
although He proceeds from the Father. Also the Holy Ghost
is said to rest in the Son as the love of the lover abides in the
beloved; or in reference to the human nature of Christ, by rea-
son of what is written: “Onwhom thou shalt see the Spirit de-
scending and remaining uponHim,He it is who baptizes” ( Jn.
1:33).

Reply toObjection 5.eWord inGod is not taken aer
the similitude of the vocal word, whence the breath [spiritus]
does not proceed; for it would then be only metaphorical; but
aer the similitude of themental word, whence proceeds love.

Reply toObjection 6. For the reason that theHoly Ghost
proceeds from the Father perfectly, not only is it not super-
fluous to say He proceeds from the Son, but rather it is abso-
lutely necessary. Forasmuch as one power belongs to the Fa-
ther and the Son; and because whatever is from the Father,
must be from the Son unless it be opposed to the property of
filiation; for the Son is not fromHimself, althoughHe is from
the Father.

Reply to Objection 7. e Holy Ghost is distinguished
from the Son, inasmuch as the origin of one is distinguished
from the origin of the other; but the difference itself of ori-

* Council of Rome, under Pope Damasus.
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gin comes from the fact that the Son is only from the Father,
whereas the Holy Ghost is from the Father and the Son; for
otherwise the processions would not be distinguished from

each other, as explained above, and in q. 27.

Ia q. 36 a. 3Whether the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father through the Son?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Holy Ghost does not
proceed from the Father through the Son. For whatever pro-
ceeds from one through another, does not proceed immedi-
ately. erefore, if the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father
through the Son, He does not proceed immediately; which
seems to be unfitting.

Objection2.Further, if theHolyGhost proceeds from the
Father through the Son, He does not proceed from the Son,
except on account of the Father. But “whatever causes a thing
to be such is yet more so.” erefore He proceeds more from
the Father than from the Son.

Objection3.Further, the SonhasHis being by generation.
erefore if the Holy Ghost is from the Father through the
Son, it follows that the Son is first generated and aerwards
theHoly Ghost proceeds; and thus the procession of theHoly
Ghost is not eternal, which is heretical.

Objection 4. Further, when anyone acts through another,
the same may be said conversely. For as we say that the king
acts through the bailiff, so it can be said conversely that the
bailiff acts through the king. But we can never say that the Son
spirates the Holy Ghost through the Father. erefore it can
never be said that the Father spirates the Holy Ghost through
the Son.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. xii): “Keep me, I
pray, in this expression of my faith, that I may ever possess the
Father—namely yself: that I may adore y Son together
with ee: and that I may deserve y Holy Spirit, who is
through y Only Begotten.”

I answer that, Whenever one is said to act through an-
other, this preposition “through” points out, inwhat is covered
by it, some cause or principle of that act. But since action is a
mean between the agent and the thing done, sometimes that
which is covered by the preposition “through” is the cause of
the action, as proceeding from the agent; and in that case it is
the cause of why the agent acts, whether it be a final cause or a
formal cause, whether it be effective ormotive. It is a final cause
when we say, for instance, that the artisan works through love
of gain. It is a formal cause when we say that he works through
his art. It is a motive cause when we say that he works through
the command of another. Sometimes, however, that which is
covered by this preposition “through” is the cause of the ac-
tion regarded as terminated in the thing done; as, for instance,
when we say, the artisan acts through the mallet, for this does
not mean that the mallet is the cause why the artisan acts, but
that it is the cause why the thing made proceeds from the ar-
tisan, and that it has even this effect from the artisan. is is
why it is sometimes said that this preposition “through” some-

times denotes direct authority, as when we say, the king works
through the bailiff; and sometimes indirect authority, as when
we say, the bailiff works through the king.

erefore, because the Son receives from the Father that
the Holy Ghost proceeds from Him, it can be said that the
Father spirates the Holy Ghost through the Son, or that the
Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father through the Son, which
has the same meaning.

Reply toObjection 1. In every action two things are to be
considered, the “suppositum” acting, and the power whereby
it acts; as, for instance, fire heats through heat. So if we con-
sider in the Father and the Son the power whereby they spi-
rate the Holy Ghost, there is no mean, for this is one and the
same power. But if we consider the persons themselves spirat-
ing, then, as the Holy Ghost proceeds both from the Father
and from the Son, the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father
immediately, as from Him, and mediately, as from the Son;
and thus He is said to proceed from the Father through the
Son. So also did Abel proceed immediately from Adam, inas-
much as Adam was his father; and mediately, as Eve was his
mother,whoproceeded fromAdam; although, indeed, this ex-
ample of a material procession is inept to signify the immate-
rial procession of the divine persons.

Reply to Objection 2. If the Son received from the Fa-
ther a numerically distinct power for the spiration of the Holy
Ghost, it would follow that He would be a secondary and in-
strumental cause; and thus the Holy Ghost would proceed
more from the Father than from the Son; whereas, on the con-
trary, the same spirative power belongs to the Father and to
the Son; and therefore the Holy Ghost proceeds equally from
both, although sometimes He is said to proceed principally or
properly from the Father, because the Son has this power from
the Father.

Reply to Objection 3. As the begetting of the Son is co-
eternal with the begetter (and hence the Father does not exist
before begetting the Son), so the procession of theHolyGhost
is co-eternalwithHis principle.Hence, the Sonwas not begot-
ten before the Holy Ghost proceeded; but each of the opera-
tions is eternal.

Reply to Objection 4. When anyone is said to work
through anything, the converse proposition is not always true.
For we do not say that the mallet works through the carpen-
ter; whereas we can say that the bailiff acts through the king,
because it is the bailiff ’s place to act, since he is master of his
own act, but it is not the mallet’s place to act, but only to be
made to act, and hence it is used only as an instrument. e
bailiff is, however, said to act through the king, although this
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preposition “through” denotes a medium, for the more a “sup-
positum” is prior in action, so much the more is its power im-
mediate as regards the effect, inasmuch as the power of the first
cause joins the second cause to its effect. Hence also first prin-
ciples are said to be immediate in the demonstrative sciences.
erefore, so far as the bailiff is a medium according to the
order of the subject’s acting, the king is said to work through

the bailiff; but according to the order of powers, the bailiff is
said to act through the king, forasmuch as the power of the
king gives the bailiff ’s action its effect.Now there is no order of
power between Father and Son, but only order of ‘supposita’;
and hence we say that the Father spirates through the Son; and
not conversely.

Ia q. 36 a. 4Whether the Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the Father and the Son are
not one principle of theHoly Ghost. For theHoly Ghost does
not proceed from the Father and the Son as they are one; not
as they are one in nature, for theHolyGhostwould in thatway
proceed from Himself, as He is one in nature with em; nor
again inasmuch as they are united in any one property, for it is
clear that one property cannot belong to two subjects. ere-
fore the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son as
distinct from one another. erefore the Father and the Son
are not one principle of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, in this proposition “the Father and
the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost,” we do not des-
ignate personal unity, because in that case the Father and the
Son would be one person; nor again do we designate the unity
of property, because if one property were the reason of the Fa-
ther and the Son being one principle of the Holy Ghost, sim-
ilarly, on account of His two properties, the Father would be
two principles of the Son and of the Holy Ghost, which can-
not be admitted.erefore the Father and the Son are not one
principle of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, the Son is not one with the Father
more than is the Holy Ghost. But the Holy Ghost and the Fa-
ther are not one principle as regards any other divine person.
erefore neither are the Father and the Son.

Objection 4. Further, if the Father and the Son are one
principle of the Holy Ghost, this one is either the Father or it
is not the Father. But we cannot assert either of these positions
because if the one is the Father, it follows that the Son is the Fa-
ther; and if the one is not the Father, it follows that the Father
is not the Father. erefore we cannot say that the Father and
the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 5. Further, if the Father and the Son are one
principle of the Holy Ghost, it seems necessary to say, con-
versely, that the one principle of the Holy Ghost is the Father
and the Son. But this seems to be false; for this word “princi-
ple” stands either for the person of the Father, or for the person
of the Son; and in either sense it is false. erefore this propo-
sition also is false, that the Father and the Son are one principle
of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 6. Further, unity in substance makes identity.
So if the Father and the Son are the one principle of the Holy
Ghost, it follows that they are the same principle; which is de-
nied by many. erefore we cannot grant that the Father and

the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost.
Objection 7. Further, the Father, Son and Holy Ghost are

called one Creator, because they are the one principle of the
creature. But the Father and the Son are not one, but two Spi-
rators, as many assert; and this agrees also with what Hilary
says (De Trin. ii) that “the Holy Ghost is to be confessed as
proceeding fromFather and Son as authors.”erefore the Fa-
ther and the Son are not one principle of the Holy Ghost.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. v, 14) that the
Father and the Son are not two principles, but one principle of
the Holy Ghost.

I answer that, e Father and the Son are in everything
one, wherever there is no distinction between them of oppo-
site relation. Hence since there is no relative opposition be-
tween them as the principle of the Holy Ghost it follows that
the Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost.

Some, however, assert that this proposition is incorrect:
“e Father and the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost,”
because, they declare, since the word “principle” in the singu-
lar number does not signify “person,” but “property,” itmust be
taken as an adjective; and forasmuch as an adjective cannot be
modified by another adjective, it cannot properly be said that
the Father and the Son are one principle of theHolyGhost un-
less one be taken as an adverb, so that the meaning should be:
ey are one principle—that is, in one and the same way. But
then itmight be equally right to say that the Father is two prin-
ciples of the Son and of theHolyGhost—namely, in twoways.
erefore,wemust say that, although thisword “principle” sig-
nifies a property, it does so aer themanner of a substantive, as
do the words “father” and “son” even in things created. Hence
it takes its number from the form it signifies, like other sub-
stantives.erefore, as the Father and the Son are oneGod, by
reason of the unity of the form that is signified by this word
“God”; so they are one principle of the Holy Ghost by reason
of the unity of the property that is signified in this word “prin-
ciple.”

Reply to Objection 1. If we consider the spirative power,
the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son as they
are one in the spirative power, which in a certain way signifies
the nature with the property, as we shall see later (ad 7). Nor is
there any reason against one property being in two “supposita”
that possess one common nature. But if we consider the “sup-
posita” of the spiration, then we may say that the Holy Ghost
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proceeds from the Father and the Son, as distinct; for He pro-
ceeds from them as the unitive love of both.

Reply to Objection 2. In the proposition “the Father and
the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost,” one property is
designated which is the form signified by the term. It does not
thence follow that by reason of the several properties the Fa-
ther can be called several principles, for this would imply in
Him a plurality of subjects.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not by reason of relative prop-
erties that we speak of similitude or dissimilitude in God, but
by reason of the essence. Hence, as the Father is not more like
toHimself thanHe is to the Son; so likewise neither is the Son
more like to the Father than is the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 4. ese two propositions, “e Fa-
ther and the Son are one principle which is the Father,” or,
“one principle which is not the Father,” are not mutually con-
tradictory; and hence it is not necessary to assert one or other
of them. For when we say the Father and the Son are one prin-
ciple, this word “principle” has not determinate supposition
but rather it stands indeterminately for two persons together.
Hence there is a fallacy of “figure of speech” as the argument
concludes from the indeterminate to the determinate.

Reply toObjection 5.is proposition is also true:—e
one principle of the Holy Ghost is the Father and the Son; be-

cause the word “principle” does not stand for one person only,
but indistinctly for the two persons as above explained.

Reply to Objection 6. ere is no reason against saying
that the Father and the Son are the same principle, because
theword “principle” stands confusedly and indistinctly for the
two Persons together.

Reply to Objection 7. Some say that although the Father
and the Son are one principle of the Holy Ghost, there are
two spirators, by reason of the distinction of “supposita,” as
also there are two spirating, because acts refer to subjects. Yet
this does not hold good as to the name “Creator”; because the
Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the Son as from
two distinct persons, as above explained; whereas the creature
proceeds from the three persons not as distinct persons, but
as united in essence. It seems, however, better to say that be-
cause spirating is an adjective, and spirator a substantive, we
can say that the Father and the Son are two spirating, by reason
of the plurality of the “supposita” but not two spirators by rea-
son of the one spiration. For adjectival words derive their num-
ber from the “supposita” but substantives from themselves, ac-
cording to the form signified. As to whatHilary says, that “the
Holy ghost is from the Father and the Son asHis authors,” this
is to be explained in the sense that the substantive here stands
for the adjective.
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F P, Q 37
Of the Name of the Holy Ghost—Love

(In Two Articles)

We now inquire concerning the name “Love,” on which arise two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is the proper name of the Holy Ghost?
(2) Whether the Father and the Son love each other by the Holy Ghost?

Ia q. 37 a. 1Whether “Love” is the proper name of the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that “Love” is not the proper
name of theHoly Ghost. For Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 17):
“As the Father, Son and Holy Ghost are called Wisdom, and
are not three Wisdoms, but one; I know not why the Father,
Son and Holy Ghost should not be called Charity, and all to-
gether one Charity.” But no name which is predicated in the
singular of each person and of all together, is a proper name of
a person. erefore this name, “Love,” is not the proper name
of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, the Holy Ghost is a subsisting per-
son, but love is not used to signify a subsisting person, but
rather an action passing from the lover to the beloved. ere-
fore Love is not the proper name of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, Love is the bond between lovers, for
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): “Love is a unitive force.” But
a bond is a medium between what it joins together, not some-
thing proceeding from them. erefore, since the Holy Ghost
proceeds from the Father and the Son, as was shown above
(q. 36, a. 2), it seems that He is not the Love or bond of the
Father and the Son.

Objection 4. Further, Love belongs to every lover. But the
Holy Ghost is a lover: therefore He has love. So if the Holy
Ghost is Love, He must be love of love, and spirit from spirit;
which is not admissible.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xxx, in Pentecost.):
“e Holy Ghost Himself is Love.”

I answer that, e name Love in God can be taken essen-
tially and personally. If taken personally it is the proper name
of the Holy Ghost; as Word is the proper name of the Son.

To see this wemust know that since as shown above (q. 27,
Aa. 2,3,4,5), there are two processions in God, one by way of
the intellect, which is the procession of theWord, and another
by way of the will, which is the procession of Love; forasmuch
as the former is themore known to us, we have been able to ap-
ply more suitable names to express our various considerations
as regards that procession, but not as regards the procession of
the will. Hence, we are obliged to employ circumlocution as
regards the person Who proceeds, and the relations following
from this procession which are called “procession” and “spi-
ration,” as stated above (q. 27, a. 4, ad 3), and yet express the
origin rather than the relation in the strict sense of the term.
Nevertheless wemust consider them in respect of each proces-

sion simply. For aswhen a thing is understood by anyone, there
results in the one who understands a conception of the object
understood, which conception we call word; so when anyone
loves an object, a certain impression results, so to speak, of the
thing loved in the affection of the lover; by reason of which
the object loved is said to be in the lover; as also the thing un-
derstood is in the one who understands; so that when anyone
understands and loves himself he is in himself, not only by real
identity, but also as the object understood is in the one who
understands, and the thing loved is in the lover. As regards
the intellect, however, words have been found to describe the
mutual relation of the one who understands the object under-
stood, as appears in theword “to understand”; and otherwords
are used to express the procession of the intellectual concep-
tion—namely, “to speak,” and “word.” Hence in God, “to un-
derstand” is applied only to the essence; because it does not
import relation to the Word that proceeds; whereas “Word”
is said personally, because it signifies what proceeds; and the
term “to speak” is a notional term as importing the relation of
the principle of the Word to the Word Himself. On the other
hand, on the part of the will, with the exception of the words
“dilection” and “love,”which express the relation of the lover to
the object loved, there are no other terms in use, which express
the relation of the impression or affection of the object loved,
produced in the lover by fact that he loves—to the principle
of that impression, or “vice versa.” And therefore, on account
of the poverty of our vocabulary, we express these relations by
the words “love” and “dilection”: just as if we were to call the
Word “intelligence conceived,” or “wisdom begotten.”

It follows that so far as love means only the relation of the
lover to the object loved, “love” and “to love” are said of the
essence, as “understanding” and “to understand”; but, on the
other hand, so far as these words are used to express the rela-
tion to its principle, of what proceeds by way of love, and “vice
versa,” so that by “love” is understood the “love proceeding,”
and by “to love” is understood “the spiration of the love pro-
ceeding,” in that sense “love” is the name of the person and “to
love” is a notional term, as “to speak” and “to beget.”

Reply toObjection 1.Augustine is there speaking of char-
ity as it means the divine essence, as was said above (here and
q. 24, a. 2, ad 4).

Reply to Objection 2. Although to understand, and to
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will, and to love signify actions passing on to their objects, nev-
ertheless they are actions that remain in the agents, as stated
above (q. 14, a. 4), yet in such a way that in the agent itself
they import a certain relation to their object. Hence, love also
in ourselves is something that abides in the lover, and the word
of the heart is something abiding in the speaker; yet with a re-
lation to the thing expressed by word, or loved. But in God, in
whom there is nothing accidental, there is more than this; be-
cause both Word and Love are subsistent. erefore, when we
say that theHolyGhost is theLove of theFather for the Son, or
for something else; we do not mean anything that passes into
another, but only the relation of love to the beloved; as also
in the Word is imported the relation of the Word to the thing
expressed by the Word.

Reply to Objection 3. e Holy Ghost is said to be the
bond of the Father and Son, inasmuch as He is Love; because,
since the Father lovesHimself and the Sonwith one Love, and

conversely, there is expressed in the Holy Ghost, as Love, the
relation of the Father to the Son, and conversely, as that of the
lover to the beloved. But from the fact that the Father and the
Son mutually love one another, it necessarily follows that this
mutual Love, theHoly Ghost, proceeds from both. As regards
origin, therefore, the Holy Ghost is not the medium, but the
third person in theTrinity; whereas as regards the aforesaid re-
lation He is the bond between the two persons, as proceeding
from both.

Reply to Objection 4. As it does not belong to the Son,
though He understands, to produce a word, for it belongs to
Him to understand as the word proceeding; so in like man-
ner, although theHolyGhost loves, taking Love as an essential
term, still it does not belong to Him to spirate love, which is
to take love as a notional term; because He loves essentially as
love proceeding; but not as the one whence love proceeds.

Ia q. 37 a. 2Whether the Father and the Son love each other by the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Father and the Son
do not love each other by the Holy Ghost. For Augustine (De
Trin. vii, 1) proves that the Father is not wise by the Wisdom
begotten. But as the Son is Wisdom begotten, so the Holy
Ghost is the Love proceeding, as explained above (q. 27, a. 3).
erefore the Father and the Son do not love emselves by
the Love proceeding, which is the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, the proposition, “e Father and
the Son love each other by the Holy Ghost,” this word “love”
is to be taken either essentially or notionally. But it cannot be
true if taken essentially, because in the same way we might say
that “the Father understands by the Son”; nor, again, if it is
taken notionally, for then, in like manner, it might be said that
“the Father and the Son spirate by the Holy Ghost,” or that
“the Father generates by the Son.” erefore in no way is this
proposition true: “ ‘e Father and the Son love each other by
the Holy Ghost.”

Objection 3.Further, by the same love the Father loves the
Son, and Himself, and us. But the Father does not love Him-
self by theHoly Ghost; for no notional act is reflected back on
the principle of the act; since it cannot be said that the “Father
begets Himself,” or that “He spirates Himself.” erefore, nei-
ther can it be said that “He loves Himself by the Holy Ghost,”
if “to love” is taken in a notional sense. Again, the love where-
with He loves us is not the Holy Ghost; because it imports a
relation to creatures, and this belongs to the essence.erefore
this also is false: “eFather loves the Son by theHolyGhost.”

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 5): “e
Holy Ghost is He whereby the Begotten is loved by the one
begetting and loves His Begetter.”

I answer that, A difficulty about this question is objected
to the effect that when we say, “the Father loves the Son by
the Holy Ghost,” since the ablative is construed as denoting a

cause, it seems to mean that the Holy Ghost is the principle of
love to the Father and the Son; which cannot be admitted.

In view of this difficulty some have held that it is false, that
“the Father and the Son love each other by the Holy Ghost”;
and they add that it was retracted by Augustine when he re-
tracted its equivalent to the effect that “the Father is wise by
the Wisdom begotten.” Others say that the proposition is in-
accurate and ought to be expounded, as that “the Father loves
the Son by the Holy Ghost”—that is, “by His essential Love,”
which is appropriated to the Holy Ghost. Others further say
that this ablative should be construed as importing a sign, so
that it means, “theHoly Ghost is the sign that the Father loves
the Son”; inasmuch as the Holy Ghost proceeds from them
both, as Love.Others, again, say that this ablativemust be con-
strued as importing the relation of formal cause, because the
Holy Ghost is the love whereby the Father and the Son for-
mally love each other. Others, again, say that it should be con-
strued as importing the relation of a formal effect; and these
approach nearer to the truth.

To make the matter clear, we must consider that since a
thing is commonly denominated from its forms, as “white”
from whiteness, and “man” from humanity; everything
whence anything is denominated, in this particular respect
stands to that thing in the relation of form. Sowhen I say, “this
man is clothed with a garment,” the ablative is to be construed
as having relation to the formal cause, although the garment
is not the form. Now it may happen that a thing may be de-
nominated from that which proceeds from it, not only as an
agent is from its action, but also as from the term itself of the
action—that is, the effect, when the effect itself is included
in the idea of the action. For we say that fire warms by heat-
ing, although heating is not the heat which is the form of the
fire, but is an action proceeding from the fire; and we say that
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a tree flowers with the flower, although the flower is not the
tree’s form, but is the effect proceeding from the form. In this
way, therefore, wemust say that since in God “to love” is taken
in two ways, essentially and notionally, when it is taken essen-
tially, it means that the Father and the Son love each other not
by theHolyGhost, but by their essence.Hence Augustine says
(De Trin. xv, 7): “Who dares to say that the Father loves nei-
ther Himself, nor the Son, nor the Holy Ghost, except by the
Holy Ghost?”e opinions first quoted are to be taken in this
sense. But when the term Love is taken in a notional sense it
means nothing else than “to spirate love”; just as to speak is to
produce a word, and to flower is to produce flowers. As there-
fore we say that a tree flowers by its flower, so do we say that
the Father, by the Word or the Son, speaks Himself, and His
creatures; and that the Father and the Son love each other and
us, by the Holy Ghost, or by Love proceeding.

Reply to Objection 1. To be wise or intelligent is taken
only essentially in God; therefore we cannot say that “the Fa-
ther is wise or intelligent by the Son.” But to love is taken not
only essentially, but also in a notional sense; and in this way,
we can say that the Father and the Son love each other by the
Holy Ghost, as was above explained.

Reply toObjection2.When the idea of an action includes
a determined effect, the principle of the actionmay be denom-
inated both from the action, and from the effect; so we can
say, for instance, that a tree flowers by its flowering and by its
flower. When, however, the idea of an action does not include
a determined effect, then in that case, the principle of the ac-

tion cannot be denominated from the effect, but only from the
action. For we do not say that the tree produces the flower by
the flower, but by the production of the flower. Sowhenwe say,
“spirates” or “begets,” this imports only a notional act. Hence
we cannot say that the Father spirates by the Holy Ghost, or
begets by the Son. But we can say that the Father speaks by the
Word, as by the Person proceeding, “and speaks by the speak-
ing,” as by a notional act; forasmuch as “to speak” imports a
determinate personproceeding; since “to speak”means topro-
duce a word. Likewise to love, taken in a notional sense, means
to produce love; and so it can be said that the Father loves the
Son by the Holy Ghost, as by the person proceeding, and by
Love itself as a notional act.

Reply to Objection 3. e Father loves not only the Son,
but also Himself and us, by the Holy Ghost; because, as above
explained, to love, taken in a notional sense, not only imports
the production of a divine person, but also the person pro-
duced, by way of love, which has relation to the object loved.
Hence, as the Father speaksHimself and every creature byHis
begotten Word, inasmuch as the Word “begotten” adequately
represents the Father and every creature; so He loves Himself
and every creature by the Holy Ghost, inasmuch as the Holy
Ghost proceeds as the love of the primal goodnesswhereby the
Father lovesHimself and every creature.us it is evident that
relation to the creature is implied both in the Word and in the
proceeding Love, as it were in a secondary way, inasmuch as
the divine truth and goodness are a principle of understanding
and loving all creatures.
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F P, Q 38
Of the Name of the Holy Ghost, As Gi

(In Two Articles)

ere now follows the consideration of the Gi; concerning which there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether “Gi” can be a personal name?
(2) Whether it is the proper name of the Holy Ghost?

Ia q. 38 a. 1Whether “Gi” is a personal name?

Objection 1. It would seem that “Gi” is not a personal
name. For every personal name imports a distinction in God.
But the name of “Gi” does not import a distinction in God;
for Augustine says (DeTrin. xv, 19): that “theHolyGhost is so
given as God’s Gi, thatHe also givesHimself as God.”ere-
fore “Gi” is not a personal name.

Objection 2. Further, no personal name belongs to the di-
vine essence. But the divine essence is theGiwhich theFather
gives to the Son, as Hilary says (De Trin. ix). erefore “Gi”
is not a personal name.

Objection 3. Further, according to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. iv, 19) there is no subjection nor service in the divine
persons. But gi implies a subjection both as regards him to
whomit is given, and as regardshimbywhomit is given.ere-
fore “Gi” is not a personal name.

Objection 4. Further, “Gi” imports relation to the crea-
ture, and it thus seems to be said of God in time. But personal
names are said of God from eternity; as “Father,” and “Son.”
erefore “Gi” is not a personal name.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 19): “As the
body of flesh is nothing but flesh; so the gi of theHolyGhost
is nothing but the Holy Ghost.” But the Holy Ghost is a per-
sonal name; so also therefore is “Gi.”

I answer that, e word “gi” imports an aptitude for be-
ing given. And what is given has an aptitude or relation both
to the giver and to that to which it is given. For it would not
be given by anyone, unless it was his to give; and it is given to
someone to be his. Now a divine person is said to belong to an-
other, either by origin, as the Son belongs to the Father; or as
possessed by another. But we are said to possess what we can
freely use or enjoy as we please: and in this way a divine per-
son cannot be possessed, except by a rational creature united
to God. Other creatures can bemoved by a divine person, not,
however, in such a way as to be able to enjoy the divine per-
son, and to use the effect thereof. e rational creature does
sometimes attain thereto; as when it is made partaker of the
divine Word and of the Love proceeding, so as freely to know
God truly and to loveGod rightly. Hence the rational creature

alone can possess the divine person. Nevertheless in order that
it may possess Him in this manner, its own power avails noth-
ing: hence thismust be given it fromabove; for that is said tobe
given to us which we have from another source. us a divine
person can “be given,” and can be a “gi.”

Reply toObjection 1.ename “Gi” imports a personal
distinction , in so far as gi imports something belonging to
another through its origin.Nevertheless, theHolyGhost gives
Himself, inasmuch as He is His own, and can use or rather en-
joy Himself; as also a free man belongs to himself. And as Au-
gustine says (In Joan. Tract. xxix): “What is more yours than
yourself ?” Or wemight say, andmore fittingly, that a gimust
belong in a way to the giver. But the phrase, “this is this one’s,”
can be understood in several senses. In one way it means iden-
tity, as Augustine says (In Joan. Tract. xxix); and in that sense
“gi” is the same as “the giver,” but not the same as the one to
whom it is given. e Holy Ghost gives Himself in that sense.
In another sense, a thing is another’s as a possession, or as a
slave; and in that sense gi is essentially distinct from the giver;
and the gi of God so taken is a created thing. In a third sense
“this is this one’s” through its origin only; and in this sense
the Son is the Father’s; and the Holy Ghost belongs to both.
erefore, so far as gi in this way signifies the possession of
the giver, it is personally distinguished from the giver, and is a
personal name.

Reply to Objection 2. e divine essence is the Father’s
gi in the first sense, as being the Father’s by way of identity.

Reply toObjection3.Gi as a personal name inGoddoes
not imply subjection, but only origin, as regards the giver; but
as regards the one to whom it is given, it implies a free use, or
enjoyment, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 4. Gi is not so called from being ac-
tually given, but from its aptitude to be given. Hence the di-
vine person is called Gi from eternity, although He is given
in time. Nor does it follow that it is an essential name because
it imports relation to the creature; but that it includes some-
thing essential in its meaning; as the essence is included in the
idea of person, as stated above (q. 34, a. 3).
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Ia q. 38 a. 2Whether “Gi” is the proper name of the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that Gi is not the proper
name of the Holy Ghost. For the name Gi comes from be-
ing given. But, as Is. 9:16 says: “A Son is give to us.” erefore
to be Gi belongs to the Son, as well as to the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2.Further, every proper name of a person signi-
fies a property. But this word Gi does not signify a property
of the Holy Ghost. erefore Gi is not a proper name of the
Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, the Holy Ghost can be called the
spirit of a man, whereas He cannot be called the gi of any
man, but “God’s Gi” only. erefore Gi is not the proper
name of the Holy Ghost.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20): “As ‘to
be born’ is, for the Son, to be from the Father, so, for the Holy
Ghost, ‘to be the Gi of God’ is to proceed from Father and
Son.” But the Holy Ghost receives His proper name from the
fact that He proceeds from Father and Son. erefore Gi is
the proper name of the Holy Ghost.

I answer that, Gi, taken personally in God, is the proper
name of the Holy Ghost.

In proof of this wemust know that a gi is properly an un-
returnable giving, as Aristotle says (Topic. iv, 4)—i.e. a thing
which is not given with the intention of a return—and it thus
contains the idea of a gratuitous donation. Now, the reason of
donation being gratuitous is love; since therefore do we give
something to anyone gratuitously forasmuch as we wish him

well. Sowhat we first give him is the love wherebywewish him
well. Hence it is manifest that love has the nature of a first gi,
through which all free gis are given. So since the Holy Ghost
proceeds as love, as stated above (q. 27, a. 4; q. 37, a. 1),Hepro-
ceeds as the first gi. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 24):
“By the gi, which is theHoly Ghost, many particular gis are
portioned out to the members of Christ.”

Reply toObjection1.As the Son is properly called the Im-
age becauseHeproceeds byway of aword, whose nature it is to
be the similitude of its principle, although theHolyGhost also
is like to the Father; so also, because the Holy Ghost proceeds
from the Father as love, He is properly called Gi, although
the Son, too, is given. For that the Son is given is from the Fa-
ther’s love, according to thewords, “God so loved theworld, as
to give His only begotten Son” ( Jn. 3:16).

Reply to Objection 2. e name Gi involves the idea of
belonging to the Giver through its origin; and thus it imports
the property of the origin of theHolyGhost—that is,His pro-
cession.

Reply toObjection3.Before a gi is given, it belongs only
to the giver; but when it is given, it is his to whom it is given.
erefore, because “Gi” does not import the actual giving,
it cannot be called a gi of man, but the Gi of God giving.
When, however, it has been given, then it is the spirit of man,
or a gi bestowed on man.
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F P, Q 39
Of the Persons in Relation to the Essence

(In Eight Articles)

ose things considered which belong to the divine persons absolutely, we next treat of what concerns the person in refer-
ence to the essence, to the properties, and to the notional acts; and of the comparison of these with each other.

As regards the first of these, there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the essence in God is the same as the person?
(2) Whether we should say that the three persons are of one essence?
(3) Whether essential names should be predicated of the persons in the plural, or in the singular?
(4) Whether notional adjectives, or verbs, or participles, can be predicated of the essential names taken in a

concrete sense?
(5) Whether the same can be predicated of essential names taken in the abstract?
(6) Whether the names of the persons can be predicated of concrete essential names?
(7) Whether essential attributes can be appropriated to the persons?
(8) Which attributes should be appropriated to each person?

Ia q. 39 a. 1Whether in God the essence is the same as the person?

Objection 1. It would seem that in God the essence is not
the same as person. For whenever essence is the same as per-
son or “suppositum,” there can be only one “suppositum” of
one nature, as is clear in the case of all separate substances. For
in those things which are really one and the same, one cannot
be multiplied apart from the other. But in God there is one
essence and three persons, as is clear from what is above ex-
pounded (q. 28, a. 3; q. 30, a. 2). erefore essence is not the
same as person.

Objection 2. Further, simultaneous affirmation and nega-
tion of the same things in the same respect cannot be true. But
affirmation and negation are true of essence and of person. For
person is distinct, whereas essence is not.erefore person and
essence are not the same.

Objection 3. Further, nothing can be subject to itself. But
person is subject to essence; whence it is called “suppositum”
or “hypostasis.” erefore person is not the same as essence.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 7): “When
we say the person of the Father we mean nothing else but the
substance of the Father.”

I answer that, e truth of this question is quite clear
if we consider the divine simplicity. For it was shown above
(q. 3, a. 3) that the divine simplicity requires that in God
essence is the same as “suppositum,” which in intellectual sub-
stances is nothing else than person. But a difficulty seems to
arise from the fact that while the divine persons are multi-
plied, the essence nevertheless retains its unity. And because,
as Boethius says (DeTrin. i), “relationmultiplies the Trinity of
persons,” some have thought that in God essence and person
differ, forasmuch as they held the relations to be “adjacent”;
considering only in the relations the idea of “reference to an-

other,” and not the relations as realities. But as it was shown
above (q. 28, a. 2) in creatures relations are accidental, whereas
in God they are the divine essence itself.ence it follows that
in God essence is not really distinct from person; and yet that
the persons are really distinguished from each other. For per-
son, as above stated (q. 29, a. 4), signifies relation as subsisting
in the divine nature. But relation as referred to the essence does
not differ therefrom really, but only in our way of thinking;
while as referred to an opposite relation, it has a real distinc-
tion by virtue of that opposition. us there are one essence
and three persons.

Reply to Objection 1. ere cannot be a distinction of
“suppositum” in creatures by means of relations, but only by
essential principles; because in creatures relations are not sub-
sistent. But in God relations are subsistent, and so by reason
of the opposition between them they distinguish the “sup-
posita”; and yet the essence is not distinguished, because the
relations themselves are not distinguished from each other so
far as they are identified with the essence.

Reply toObjection2.As essence and person inGoddiffer
in ourway of thinking, it follows that something can be denied
of the one and affirmed of the other; and therefore, when we
suppose the one, we need not suppose the other.

Reply toObjection 3.Divine things are named by us aer
the way of created things, as above explained (q. 13, Aa. 1,3).
And since created natures are individualized by matter which
is the subject of the specific nature, it follows that individuals
are called “subjects,” “supposita,” or “hypostases.” So the divine
persons are named “supposita” or “hypostases,” but not as if
there really existed any real “supposition” or “subjection.”
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Ia q. 39 a. 2Whether it must be said that the three persons are of one essence?

Objection 1. It would seem not right to say that the three
persons are of one essence. ForHilary says (DeSynod.) that the
Father, Son and Holy Ghost “are indeed three by substance,
but one in harmony.” But the substance of God is His essence.
erefore the three persons are not of one essence.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is to be affirmed of God ex-
cept what can be confirmed by the authority of Holy Writ, as
appears from Dionysius (Div. Nom. i). Now Holy Writ never
says that the Father, Son and Holy Ghost are of one essence.
erefore this should not be asserted.

Objection 3. Further, the divine nature is the same as the
divine essence. It suffices therefore to say that the three persons
are of one nature.

Objection 4. Further, it is not usual to say that the person
is of the essence; but rather that the essence is of the person.
erefore it does not seem fitting to say that the three persons
are of one essence.

Objection 5. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 6) that
we do not say that the three persons are “from one essence [ex
una essentia],” lest we should seem to indicate a distinction be-
tween the essence and the persons in God. But prepositions
which imply transition, denote the oblique case.erefore it is
equally wrong to say that the three persons are “of one essence
[unius essentiae].”

Objection 6. Further, nothing should be said of God
which can be occasion of error. Now, to say that the three per-
sons are of one essence or substance, furnishes occasion of er-
ror. For, as Hilary says (De Synod.): “One substance predi-
cated of the Father and the Son signifies either one subsistent,
with two denominations; or one substance divided into two
imperfect substances; or a third prior substance taken and as-
sumed by the other two.”erefore itmust not be said that the
three persons are of one substance.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Contra Maxim. iii) that
the word ὁμοούσιον, which the Council of Nicaea adopted
against the Arians, means that the three persons are of one
essence.

I answer that, As above explained (q. 13, Aa. 1,2), divine
things are named by our intellect, not as they really are in
themselves, for in that way it knows them not; but in a way
that belongs to things created. And as in the objects of the
senses, whence the intellect derives its knowledge, the nature
of the species is made individual by the matter, and thus the
nature is as the form, and the individual is the “suppositum”
of the form; so also in God the essence is taken as the form of
the three persons, according to ourmode of signification.Now
in creatures we say that every form belongs to that whereof it
is the form; as the health and beauty of a man belongs to the
man. But we do not say of that which has a form, that it be-
longs to the form, unless some adjective qualifies the form; as
when we say: “at woman is of a handsome figure,” or: “is
man is of perfect virtue.” In like manner, as in God the persons

are multiplied, and the essence is not multiplied, we speak of
one essence of the three persons, and three persons of the one
essence, provided that these genitives be understood as desig-
nating the form.

Reply toObjection 1. Substance is here taken for the “hy-
postasis,” and not for the essence.

Reply to Objection 2. Although we may not find it de-
clared inHolyWrit in somanywords that the three persons are
of one essence, nevertheless we find it so stated as regards the
meaning; for instance, “I and the Father are one ( Jn. 10:30),”
and “I am in the Father, and the Father inMe (Jn. 10:38)”; and
there are many other texts of the same import.

Reply to Objection 3. Because “nature” designates the
principle of action while “essence” comes from being [es-
sendo], things may be said to be of one nature which agree in
someaction, as all thingswhich giveheat; but only those things
can be said to be of “one essence” which have one being. So the
divine unity is better described by saying that the three persons
are “of one essence,” than by saying they are “of one nature.”

Reply toObjection 4. Form, in the absolute sense, is wont
to be designated as belonging to that of which it is the form, as
we say “the virtue of Peter.” On the other hand, the thing hav-
ing form is not wont to be designated as belonging to the form
exceptwhenwewish to qualify or designate the form. Inwhich
case two genitives are required, one signifying the form, and
the other signifying the determination of the form, as, for in-
stance, whenwe say, “Peter is of great virtue [magnae virtutis],”
or else one genitivemust have the force of two, as, for instance,
“he is a man of blood”—that is, he is a man who sheds much
blood [multi sanguinis]. So, because the divine essence signi-
fies a form as regards the person, it may properly be said that
the essence is of the person; but we cannot say the converse,
unless we add some term to designate the essence; as, for in-
stance, the Father is a person of the “divine essence”; or, the
three persons are “of one essence.”

Reply toObjection 5. e preposition “from” or “out of ”
does not designate the habitude of a formal cause, but rather
the habitude of an efficient or material cause; which causes
are in all cases distinguished from those things of which they
are the causes. For nothing can be its own matter, nor its own
active principle. Yet a thing may be its own form, as appears
in all immaterial things. So, when we say, “three persons of
one essence,” taking essence as having the habitude of form, we
do not mean that essence is different from person, which we
shouldmean if we said, “three persons from the same essence.”

Reply to Objection 6. As Hilary says (De Synod.): “It
would be prejudicial to holy things, if we had to do away with
them, just because some do not think them holy. So if some
misunderstand ὁμοούσιον, what is that tome, if I understand it
rightly?…e oneness of nature does not result from division,
or fromunion or from community of possession, but fromone
nature being proper to both Father and Son.”
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Ia q. 39 a. 3Whether essential names should be predicated in the singular of the three persons?

Objection 1. It would seem that essential names, as the
name “God,” should not be predicated in the singular of the
three persons, but in the plural. For as “man” signifies “one that
has humanity,” so God signifies “one that has Godhead.” But
the three persons are three who have Godhead. erefore the
three persons are “three Gods.”

Objection 2. Further, Gn. 1:1, where it is said, “In the be-
ginning God created heaven and earth,” the Hebrew original
has “Elohim,” which may be rendered “Gods” or “Judges”: and
this word is used on account of the plurality of persons.ere-
fore the three persons are “several Gods,” and not “one” God.

Objection 3. Further, this word “thing” when it is said ab-
solutely, seems to belong to substance. But it is predicated of
the three persons in the plural. For Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. i, 5): “e things that are the objects of our future glory
are the Father, Son andHoly Ghost.”erefore other essential
names can be predicated in the plural of the three persons.

Objection 4. Further, as this word “God” signifies “a being
whohasDeity,” so also thisword “person” signifies a being sub-
sisting in an intellectual nature. But we say there are three per-
sons. So for the same reason we can say there are “three Gods.”

On the contrary, It is said (Dt. 6:4): “Hear, O Israel, the
Lord thy God is one God.”

I answer that, Some essential names signify the essence af-
ter the manner of substantives; while others signify it aer the
manner of adjectives. ose which signify it as substantives
are predicated of the three persons in the singular only, and
not in the plural. ose which signify the essence as adjectives
are predicated of the three persons in the plural. e reason of
this is that substantives signify something by way of substance,
while adjectives signify something by way of accident, which
adheres to a subject. Now just as substance has existence of it-
self, so also it has of itself unity or multitude; wherefore the
singularity or plurality of a substantive name depends upon
the form signified by the name. But as accidents have their ex-
istence in a subject, so they have unity or plurality from their
subject; and therefore the singularity and plurality of adjec-
tives depends upon their “supposita.” In creatures, one form
does not exist in several “supposita” except by unity of order,
as the form of an orderedmultitude. So if the names signifying
such a formare substantives, they are predicated ofmany in the
singular, but otherwise if they adjectives. For we say that many

men are a college, or an army, or a people; butwe say thatmany
men are collegians. Now in God the divine essence is signified
by way of a form, as above explained (a. 2), which, indeed, is
simple and supremely one, as shown above (q. 3, a. 7; q. 11,
a. 4). So, names which signify the divine essence in a substan-
tivemanner are predicated of the three persons in the singular,
and not in the plural. is, then, is the reason why we say that
Socrates, Plato andCicero are “three men”; whereas we do not
say the Father, Son and Holy Ghost are “three Gods,” but “one
God”; forasmuch as in the three “supposita” of human nature
there are three humanities, whereas in the three divine Persons
there is but one divine essence. On the other hand, the names
which signify essence in an adjectival manner are predicated
of the three persons plurally, by reason of the plurality of “sup-
posita.” For we say there are three “existent” or three “wise” be-
ings, or three “eternal,” “uncreated,” and “immense” beings, if
these terms are understood in an adjectival sense. But if taken
in a substantive sense, we say “one uncreated, immense, eternal
being,” as Athanasius declares.

Reply toObjection 1.ough the name “God” signifies a
being having Godhead, nevertheless the mode of signification
is different. For the name “God” is used substantively; whereas
“having Godhead” is used adjectively. Consequently, although
there are “three having Godhead,” it does not follow that there
are three Gods.

Reply to Objection 2. Various languages have diverse
modes of expression. So as by reason of the plurality of “sup-
posita” the Greeks said “three hypostases,” so also in Hebrew
“Elohim” is in the plural.We, however, do not apply the plural
either to “God” or to “substance,” lest plurality be referred to
the substance.

Reply toObjection3.isword “thing” is one of the tran-
scendentals. Whence, so far as it is referred to relation, it is
predicated of God in the plural; whereas, so far as it is referred
to the substance, it is predicated in the singular. So Augustine
says, in the passage quoted, that “the same Trinity is a thing
supreme.”

Reply to Objection 4. e form signified by the word
“person” is not essence or nature, but personality. So, as there
are threepersonalities—that is, threepersonal properties in the
Father, Son andHolyGhost—it is predicated of the three, not
in the singular, but in the plural.

Ia q. 39 a. 4Whether the concrete essential names can stand for the person?

Objection 1. It would seem that the concrete, essential
names cannot stand for the person, so that we can truly say
“God begot God.” For, as the logicians say, “a singular term
signifies what it stands for.” But this name “God” seems to be
a singular term, for it cannot be predicated in the plural, as
above explained (a. 3). erefore, since it signifies the essence,

it stands for essence, and not for person.
Objection 2. Further, a term in the subject is notmodified

by a term in the predicate, as to its signification; but only as to
the sense signified in the predicate. But when I say, “God cre-
ates,” this name “God” stands for the essence. So when we say
“God begot,” this term “God” cannot by reason of the notional
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predicate, stand for person.
Objection 3. Further, if this be true, “God begot,” because

the Father generates; for the same reason this is true, “God
does not beget,” because the Son does not beget. erefore
there is Godwho begets, and there is Godwho does not beget;
and thus it follows that there are two Gods.

Objection 4. Further, if “God begot God,” He begot ei-
ther God, that is Himself, or another God. But He did not
beget God, that is Himself; for, as Augustine says (De Trin. i,
1), “nothing begets itself.” Neither didHe beget another God;
as there is only oneGod.erefore it is false to say, “God begot
God.”

Objection5.Further, if “GodbegotGod,”Hebegot either
God who is the Father, or God who is not the Father. If God
who is the Father, then God the Father was begotten. If God
who is not the Father, then there is a God who is not God the
Father: which is false. erefore it cannot be said that “God
begot God.”

On the contrary, In the Creed it is said, “God of God.”
I answer that, Some have said that this name “God” and

the like, properly according to their nature, stand for the
essence, but by reason of some notional adjunct are made to
stand for the Person. is opinion apparently arose from con-
sidering the divine simplicity, which requires that in God, He
“who possesses” and “what is possessed” be the same. So He
who possesses Godhead, which is signified by the name God,
is the same as Godhead. But when we consider the proper way
of expressing ourselves, themode of significationmust be con-
sidered no less than the thing signified. Hence as this word
“God” signifies the divine essence as in Him Who possesses
it, just as the name “man” signifies humanity in a subject, oth-
ersmore truly have said that this word “God,” from itsmode of
signification, can, in its proper sense, stand for person, as does
the word “man.” So this word “God” sometimes stands for the
essence, as whenwe say “God creates”; because this predicate is
attributed to the subject by reason of the form signified—that
is, Godhead. But sometimes it stands for the person, either for
only one, as when we say, “God begets,” or for two, as when
we say, “God spirates”; or for three, as when it is said: “To the
King of ages, immortal, invisible, the only God,” etc. (1 Tim.
1:17).

Reply to Objection 1. Although this name “God” agrees
with singular terms as regards the form signified not being
multiplied; nevertheless it agrees also with general terms so far
as the form signified is to be found in several “supposita.” So it
need not always stand for the essence it signifies.

Reply to Objection 2. is holds good against those who
say that the word “God” does not naturally stand for person.

Reply toObjection 3.eword “God” stands for the per-
son in a different way from that in which this word “man”
does; for since the form signified by this word “man”—that
is, humanity—is really divided among its different subjects, it
stands of itself for the person, even if there is no adjunct de-
termining it to the person—that is, to a distinct subject. e

unity or community of the human nature, however, is not a
reality, but is only in the consideration of the mind. Hence
this term “man” does not stand for the common nature, un-
less this is required by some adjunct, as when we say, “man is a
species”; whereas the form signified by the name “God”—that
is, the divine essence—is really one and common. So of it-
self it stands for the common nature, but by some adjunct it
may be restricted so as to stand for the person. So, when we
say, “God generates,” by reason of the notional act this name
“God” stands for the person of the Father. But when we say,
“God does not generate,” there is no adjunct to determine this
name to the person of the Son, and hence the phrase means
that generation is repugnant to the divine nature. If, however,
something be added belonging to the person of the Son, this
proposition, for instance, “God begotten does not beget,” is
true. Consequently, it does not follow that there exists a “God
generator,” and a “God not generator”; unless there be an ad-
junct pertaining to the persons; as, for instance, if we were to
say, “the Father is God the generator” and the “Son is God the
non-generator” and so it does not follow that there are many
Gods; for the Father and the Son are one God, as was said
above (a. 3).

Reply toObjection 4.is is false, “the Father begotGod,
that is Himself,” because the word “Himself,” as a reciprocal
term, refers to the same “suppositum.” Nor is this contrary to
whatAugustine says (Ep. lxvi adMaxim.) that “God the Father
begot another self [alterum se],” forasmuch as the word “se” is
either in the ablative case, and then itmeans “Hebegot another
from Himself,” or it indicates a single relation, and thus points
to identity of nature. is is, however, either a figurative or an
emphatic way of speaking, so that it would really mean, “He
begot another most like to Himself.” Likewise also it is false to
say, “He begot another God,” because although the Son is an-
other than the Father, as above explained (q. 31, a. 2), never-
theless it cannot be said that He is “another God”; forasmuch
as this adjective “another”would be understood to apply to the
substantive God; and thus the meaning would be that there is
a distinction of Godhead. Yet this proposition “He begot an-
other God” is tolerated by some, provided that “another” be
taken as a substantive, and theword “God” be construed in ap-
position with it. is, however, is an inexact way of speaking,
and to be avoided, for fear of giving occasion to error.

Reply to Objection 5. To say, “God begot God Who is
God the Father,” is wrong, because since the word “Father” is
construed in apposition to “God,” theword “God” is restricted
to the person of the Father; so that it would mean, “He begot
God, Who is Himself the Father”; and then the Father would
be spoken of as begotten, which is false. Wherefore the nega-
tive of the proposition is true, “He begotGodWho is notGod
the Father.” If however, we understand these words not to be
in apposition, and require something to be added, then, on the
contrary, the affirmative proposition is true, and the negative
is false; so that the meaning would be, “He begot God Who is
God Who is the Father.” Such a rendering however appears to
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be forced, so that it is better to say simply that the affirmative
proposition is false, and the negative is true. Yet Prepositivus
said that both the negative and affirmative are false, because
this relative “Who” in the affirmative proposition can be re-
ferred to the “suppositum”; whereas in the negative it denotes
both the thing signified and the “suppositum.”Whence, in the

affirmative the sense is that “to be God the Father” is befitting
to the person of the Son; and in the negative sense is that “to
be God the Father,” is to be removed from the Son’s divinity
as well as from His personality. is, however, appears to be
irrational; since, according to the Philosopher (Peri Herm. ii),
what is open to affirmation, is open also to negation.

Ia q. 39 a. 5Whether abstract essential names can stand for the person?

Objection 1. It would seem that abstract essential names
can stand for the person, so that this proposition is true,
“Essence begets essence.” ForAugustine says (DeTrin. vii, i, 2):
“eFather and the Son are oneWisdom, because they are one
essence; and taken singly Wisdom is from Wisdom, as essence
from essence.”

Objection 2. Further, generation or corruption in our-
selves implies generation or corruption of what is within us.
But the Son is generated. erefore since the divine essence is
in the Son, it seems that the divine essence is generated.

Objection 3. Further, God and the divine essence are the
same, as is clear fromwhat is above explained (q. 3, a. 3). But, as
was shown, it is true to say that “God begets God.” erefore
this is also true: “Essence begets essence.”

Objection 4. Further, a predicate can stand for that of
which it is predicated. But the Father is the divine essence;
therefore essence can stand for the person of the Father. us
the essence begets.

Objection5.Further, the essence is “a thing begetting,” be-
cause the essence is theFatherwho is begetting.erefore if the
essence is not begetting, the essence will be “a thing begetting,”
and “not begetting”: which cannot be.

Objection 6. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20):
“e Father is the principle of the whole Godhead.” But He is
principle only by begetting or spirating. erefore the Father
begets or spirates the Godhead.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. i, 1): “Nothing
begets itself.” But if the essence begets the essence, it begets it-
self only, since nothing exists inGod as distinguished from the
divine essence. erefore the essence does not beget essence.

I answer that, Concerning this, the abbot Joachim erred
in asserting that as we can say “God begot God,” so we can say
“Essence begot essence”: considering that, by reason of the di-
vine simplicity God is nothing else but the divine essence. In
this he was wrong, because if we wish to express ourselves cor-
rectly, we must take into account not only the thing which is
signified, but also the mode of its signification as above stated
(a. 4). Now although “God” is really the same as “Godhead,”
nevertheless the mode of signification is not in each case the
same. For since this word “God” signifies the divine essence in
Him that possesses it, from its mode of signification it can of
its own nature stand for person. us the things which prop-
erly belong to the persons, can be predicated of this word,
“God,” as, for instance, we can say “God is begotten” or is

“Begetter,” as above explained (a. 4). e word “essence,” how-
ever, in its mode of signification, cannot stand for Person, be-
cause it signifies the essence as an abstract form.Consequently,
what properly belongs to the persons whereby they are distin-
guished from each other, cannot be attributed to the essence.
For that would imply distinction in the divine essence, in the
same way as there exists distinction in the “supposita.”

Reply to Objection 1. To express unity of essence and of
person, the holyDoctors have sometimes expressed themselves
with greater emphasis than the strict propriety of terms allows.
Whence instead of enlarging upon such expressions we should
rather explain them: thus, for instance, abstract names should
be explained by concrete names, or even by personal names;
as when we find “essence from essence”; or “wisdom from wis-
dom”; we should take the sense to be, “the Son” who is essence
and wisdom, is from the Father who is essence and wisdom.
Nevertheless, as regards these abstract names a certain order
should be observed, forasmuch as what belongs to action is
more nearly allied to the persons because actions belong to
“supposita.” So “nature from nature,” and “wisdom from wis-
dom” are less inexact than “essence from essence.”

Reply to Objection 2. In creatures the one generated has
not the same nature numerically as the generator, but another
nature, numerically distinct, which commences to exist in it
anew by generation, and ceases to exist by corruption, and so
it is generated and corrupted accidentally; whereas God be-
gotten has the same nature numerically as the begetter. So the
divine nature in the Son is not begotten either directly or ac-
cidentally.

Reply to Objection 3. Although God and the divine
essence are really the same, nevertheless, on account of their
different mode of signification, we must speak in a different
way about each of them.

Reply to Objection 4. e divine essence is predicated of
the Father by mode of identity by reason of the divine sim-
plicity; yet it does not follow that it can stand for the Father,
its mode of signification being different. is objection would
hold good as regards things which are predicated of another as
the universal of a particular.

Reply toObjection 5.edifference between substantive
and adjectival names consist in this, that the former carry their
subject with them, whereas the latter do not, but add the thing
signified to the substantive. Whence logicians are wont to say
that the substantive is considered in the light of “suppositum,”
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whereas the adjective indicates something added to the “sup-
positum.” erefore substantive personal terms can be predi-
cated of the essence, because they are really the same; nor does
it follow that a personal property makes a distinct essence; but
it belongs to the “suppositum” implied in the substantive. But
notional and personal adjectives cannot be predicated of the
essence unless we add some substantive. We cannot say that
the “essence is begetting”; yet we can say that the “essence is
a thing begetting,” or that it is “God begetting,” if “thing” and
God stand for person, but not if they stand for essence. Conse-
quently there exists no contradiction in saying that “essence is
a thing begetting,” and “a thing not begetting”; because in the

first case “thing” stands for person, and in the second it stands
for the essence.

Reply to Objection 6. So far as Godhead is one in several
“supposita,” it agrees in a certain degree with the form of a col-
lective term. So when we say, “the Father is the principle of
the whole Godhead,” the term Godhead can be taken for all
the persons together, inasmuch as it is the principle in all the
divine persons. Nor does it follow that He is His own princi-
ple; as one of the people may be called the ruler of the people
without being ruler of himself. We may also say that He is the
principle of the wholeGodhead; not as generating or spirating
it, but as communicating it by generation and spiration.

Ia q. 39 a. 6Whether the persons can be predicated of the essential terms?

Objection 1. It would seem that the persons cannot be
predicated of the concrete essential names; so that we can say
for instance, “God is three persons”; or “God is the Trinity.”
For it is false to say, “man is every man,” because it cannot be
verified as regards any particular subject. For neither Socrates,
nor Plato, nor anyone else is every man. In the same way this
proposition, “God is the Trinity,” cannot be verified of any one
of the “supposita” of the divine nature. For the Father is not the
Trinity; nor is the Son; nor is the Holy Ghost. So to say, “God
is the Trinity,” is false.

Objection 2. Further, the lower is not predicated of the
higher except by accidental predication; as when I say, “animal
is man”; for it is accidental to animal to be man. But this name
“God” as regards the three persons is as a general term to infe-
rior terms, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 4). erefore
it seems that the names of the persons cannot be predicated of
this name “God,” except in an accidental sense.

On the contrary, Augustine says, in his sermon on Faith*,
“We believe that one God is one divinely named Trinity.”

I answer that,As above explained (a. 5), although adjecti-
val terms, whether personal or notional, cannot be predicated
of the essence, nevertheless substantive terms can be so pred-
icated, owing to the real identity of essence and person. e
divine essence is not only really the same as one person, but

it is really the same as the three persons. Whence, one person,
and two, and three, can be predicated of the essence as if we
were to say, “e essence is the Father, and the Son, and the
Holy Ghost.” And because this word “God” can of itself stand
for the essence, as above explained (a. 4, ad 3), hence, as it is
true to say, “e essence is the three persons”; so likewise it is
true to say, “God is the three persons.”

Reply toObjection 1.As above explained this term “man”
canof itself stand for person,whereas an adjunct is required for
it to stand for the universal human nature. So it is false to say,
“Man is every man”; because it cannot be verified of any par-
ticular human subject. On the contrary, this word “God” can
of itself be taken for the divine essence. So, although to say of
any of the “supposita” of the divine nature, “God is the Trin-
ity,” is untrue, nevertheless it is true of the divine essence. is
was denied by Porretanus because he did not take note of this
distinction.

Reply toObjection 2.Whenwe say, “God,” or “the divine
essence is the Father,” the predication is one of identity, and
not of the lower in regard to a higher species: because in God
there is no universal and singular. Hence, as this proposition,
“e Father is God” is of itself true, so this proposition “God
is the Father” is true of itself, and by no means accidentally.

Ia q. 39 a. 7Whether the essential names should be appropriated to the persons?

Objection 1. It would seem that the essential names
shouldnot be appropriated to the persons. Forwhatevermight
verge on error in faith should be avoided in the treatment of
divine things; for, as Jerome says, “careless words involve risk
of heresy”*. But to appropriate to any one person the names
which are common to the three persons, may verge on error
in faith; for it may be supposed either that such belong only
to the person to whom they are appropriated or that they be-
long toHim in a fuller degree than to the others.erefore the
essential attributes should not be appropriated to the persons.

Objection 2. Further, the essential attributes expressed in
the abstract signify by mode of form. But one person is not as
a form to another; since a form is not distinguished in subject
from that of which it is the form. erefore the essential at-
tributes, especially when expressed in the abstract, are not to
be appropriated to the persons.

Objection 3. Further, property is prior to the appropri-
ated, for property is included in the idea of the appropriated.
But the essential attributes, in our way of understanding, are
prior to the persons; as what is common is prior to what is

* Serm. ii, in coena Domini. * In substance Ep. lvii..
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proper. erefore the essential attributes are not to be appro-
priated to the persons.

On the contrary, the Apostle says: “Christ the power of
God and the wisdom of God” (1 Cor. 1:24).

I answer that, For the manifestation of our faith it is fit-
ting that the essential attributes should be appropriated to the
persons. For although the trinity of persons cannot be proved
by demonstration, as was above expounded (q. 32, a. 1), never-
theless it is fitting that it be declared by things which are more
known to us. Now the essential attributes of God are more
clear to us from the standpoint of reason than the personal
properties; because we can derive certain knowledge of the es-
sential attributes from creatures which are sources of knowl-
edge to us, such as we cannot obtain regarding the personal
properties, as was above explained (q. 32, a. 1). As, therefore,
wemake use of the likeness of the trace or image found in crea-
tures for the manifestation of the divine persons, so also in the
same manner do we make use of the essential attributes. And
such a manifestation of the divine persons by the use of the
essential attributes is called “appropriation.”

e divine person can be manifested in a twofold manner
by the essential attributes; in one way by similitude, and thus
the thingswhich belong to the intellect are appropriated to the
Son, Who proceeds by way of intellect, as Word. In another
way by dissimilitude; as power is appropriated to the Father, as
Augustine says, because fathers by reason of old age are some-

times feeble; lest anything of the kind be imagined of God.
Reply to Objection 1. e essential attributes are not ap-

propriated to the persons as if they exclusively belonged to
them; but in order to make the persons manifest by way of
similitude, or dissimilitude, as above explained. So, no error
in faith can arise, but rather manifestation of the truth.

Reply to Objection 2. If the essential attributes were ap-
propriated to the persons as exclusively belonging to each of
them, then it would follow that one personwould be as a form
as regards another;whichAugustine altogether repudiates (De
Trin. vi, 2), showing that the Father is wise, not by Wisdom
begotten by Him, as though only the Son were Wisdom; so
that the Father and the Son together only can be called wise,
but not the Father without the Son. But the Son is called the
Wisdom of the Father, becauseHe isWisdom from the Father
Who isWisdom. For each of them is ofHimselfWisdom; and
both together are oneWisdom.Whence the Father is not wise
by the wisdom begotten by Him, but by the wisdom which is
His own essence.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the essential attribute is
in its proper concept prior to person, according to our way of
understanding; nevertheless, so far as it is appropriated, there
is nothing to prevent the personal property from being prior
to that which is appropriated. us color is posterior to body
considered as body, but is naturally prior to “white body,” con-
sidered as white.

Ia q. 39 a. 8Whether the essential attributes are appropriated to the persons in a fittingmanner by the holy
doctors?

Objection 1. It would seem that the essential attributes are
appropriated to the persons unfittingly by the holy doctors.
For Hilary says (De Trin. ii): “Eternity is in the Father, the
species in the Image; and use is in the Gi.” In which words
he designates three names proper to the persons: the name
of the “Father,” the name “Image” proper to the Son (q. 35,
a. 2), and the name “Bounty” or “Gi,” which is proper to the
HolyGhost (q. 38, a. 2).He also designates three appropriated
terms. For he appropriates “eternity” to the Father, “species” to
the Son, and “use” to the Holy Ghost. is he does apparently
without reason. For “eternity” imports duration of existence;
“species,” the principle of existence; and ‘use’ belongs to the
operation. But essence and operation are not found to be ap-
propriated to any person. erefore the above terms are not
fittingly appropriated to the persons.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
i, 5): “Unity is in the Father, equality in the Son, and in the
Holy Ghost is the concord of equality and unity.” is does
not, however, seemfitting; because onepersondoesnot receive
formal denomination from what is appropriated to another.
For the Father is not wise by thewisdombegotten, as above ex-
plained (q. 37, a. 2, ad 1). But, as he subjoins, “All these three
are one by the Father; all are equal by the Son, and all united

by the Holy Ghost.” e above, therefore, are not fittingly ap-
propriated to the Persons.

Objection 3. Further, according to Augustine, to the Fa-
ther is attributed “power,” to the Son “wisdom,” to the Holy
Ghost “goodness.” Nor does this seem fitting; for “strength” is
part of power, whereas strength is found to be appropriated to
the Son, according to the text, “Christ the strength* of God”
(1Cor. 1:24). So it is likewise appropriated to theHolyGhost,
according to the words, “strength† came out from Him and
healed all” (Lk. 6:19). erefore power should not be appro-
priated to the Father.

Objection 4. Likewise Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 10):
“What the Apostle says, “From Him, and by Him, and in
Him,” is not to be taken in a confused sense.” And (Contra
Maxim. ii) “ ‘from Him’ refers to the Father, ‘by Him’ to the
Son, ‘in Him’ to the Holy Ghost.’ ” is, however, seems to
be incorrectly said; for the words “in Him” seem to imply the
relation of final cause, which is first among the causes. ere-
fore this relation of cause should be appropriated to the Father,
Who is “the principle from no principle.”

Objection 5. Likewise, Truth is appropriated to the Son,
according to Jn. 14:6, “I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life”;
and likewise “the bookof life,” according toPs. 39:9, “In the be-

* Douay: power. † Douay: virtue.
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ginning of the book it is written ofMe,” where a gloss observes,
“that is, with theFatherWho isMyhead,” also thisword “Who
is”; because on the text of Is. 65:1, “Behold I go to the Gen-
tiles,” a gloss adds, “e Son speaks Who said to Moses, I am
Who am.” ese appear to belong to the Son, and are not ap-
propriated. For “truth,” according to Augustine (De Vera Re-
lig. 36), “is the supreme similitude of the principle without any
dissimilitude.” So it seems that it properly belongs to the Son,
Who has a principle. Also the “book of life” seems proper to
the Son, as signifying “a thing from another”; for every book is
written by someone. is also, “Who is,” appears to be proper
to the Son; because if when it was said to Moses, “I am Who
am,” the Trinity spoke, then Moses could have said, “He Who
is Father, Son, andHolyGhost, and theHolyGhost sentme to
you,” so also he could have said further, “HeWho is the Father,
and the Son, and theHolyGhost sentme to you,” pointing out
a certain person. is, however, is false; because no person is
Father, Son and Holy Ghost. erefore it cannot be common
to the Trinity, but is proper to the Son.

I answer that,Our intellect, which is led to the knowledge
of God from creatures, must consider God according to the
mode derived from creatures. In considering any creature four
points present themselves to us in due order. Firstly, the thing
itself taken absolutely is considered as a being. Secondly, it is
considered as one.irdly, its intrinsic power of operation and
causality is considered. e fourth point of consideration em-
braces its relation to its effects. Hence this fourfold considera-
tion comes to our mind in reference to God.

According to the first point of consideration, whereby we
consider God absolutely in His being, the appropriation men-
tioned by Hilary applies, according to which “eternity” is ap-
propriated to the Father, “species” to the Son, “use” to the
Holy Ghost. For “eternity” as meaning a “being” without a
principle, has a likeness to the property of the Father,Who is “a
principle without a principle.” Species or beauty has a likeness
to the property of the Son. For beauty includes three condi-
tions, “integrity” or “perfection,” since those things which are
impaired are by the very fact ugly; due “proportion” or “har-
mony”; and lastly, “brightness” or “clarity,” whence things are
called beautiful which have a bright color.

e first of these has a likeness to the property of the
Son, inasmuch as He as Son has in Himself truly and per-
fectly the nature of the Father. To insinuate this, Augustine
says in his explanation (De Trin. vi, 10): “Where—that is, in
the Son—there is supreme and primal life,” etc.

e second agrees with the Son’s property, inasmuch asHe
is the express Image of the Father. Hence we see that an image
is said to be beautiful, if it perfectly represents even an ugly
thing. is is indicated by Augustine when he says (De Trin.
vi, 10), “Where there exists wondrous proportion and primal
equality,” etc.

e third agreeswith the property of the Son, as theWord,
which is the light and splendor of the intellect, as Damascene
says (De FideOrth. iii, 3). Augustine alludes to the samewhen

he says (De Trin. vi, 10): “As the perfect Word, not wanting in
anything, and, so to speak, the art of the omnipotentGod,” etc.

“Use” has a likeness to the property of the Holy Ghost;
provided the “use” be taken in a wide sense, as including also
the sense of “to enjoy”; according as “to use” is to employ some-
thing at the beck of the will, and “to enjoy” means to use joy-
fully, as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11). So “use,” whereby the
Father and the Son enjoy each other, agrees with the property
of the Holy Ghost, as Love. is is what Augustine says (De
Trin. vi, 10): “at love, that delectation, that felicity or beat-
itude, is called use by him” (Hilary). But the “use” by which
we enjoy God, is likened to the property of the Holy Ghost as
the Gi; and Augustine points to this when he says (De Trin.
vi, 10): “In the Trinity, the Holy Ghost, the sweetness of the
Begettor and the Begotten, pours out upon us mere creatures
His immense bounty and wealth.” us it is clear how “eter-
nity,” “species,” and “use” are attributed or appropriated to the
persons, but not essence or operation; because, being common,
there is nothing in their concept to liken them to the proper-
ties of the Persons.

e second consideration of God regards Him as “one.”
In that view Augustine (De Doctr. Christ. i, 5) appropriates
“unity” to the Father, “equality” to the Son, “concord” or
“union” to the Holy Ghost. It is manifest that these three im-
ply unity, but in different ways. For “unity” is said absolutely,
as it does not presuppose anything else; and for this reason it
is appropriated to the Father, to Whom any other person is
not presupposed since He is the “principle without principle.”
“Equality” implies unity as regards another; for that is equal
which has the same quantity as another. So equality is appro-
priated to the Son, Who is the “principle from a principle.”
“Union” implies the unity of two; and is therefore appropri-
ated to the Holy Ghost, inasmuch as He proceeds from two.
And from thiswe canunderstandwhatAugustinemeanswhen
he says (DeDoctr. Christ. i, 5) that “eree are one, by rea-
son of the Father; ey are equal by reason of the Son; and
are united by reason of the Holy Ghost.” For it is clear that
we trace a thing back to that in which we find it first: just as in
this lowerworldwe attribute life to the vegetative soul, because
therein we find the first trace of life. Now “unity” is perceived
at once in the person of the Father, even if by an impossible
hypothesis, the other persons were removed. So the other per-
sons derive their unity from theFather. But if the other persons
be removed, we do not find equality in the Father, but we find
it as soon as we suppose the Son. So, all are equal by reason
of the Son, not as if the Son were the principle of equality in
the Father, but that, without the Son equal to the Father, the
Father could not be called equal; because His equality is con-
sidered firstly in regard to the Son: for that the Holy Ghost is
equal to the Father, is also from the Son. Likewise, if the Holy
Ghost, Who is the union of the two, be excluded, we cannot
understand the oneness of the union between the Father and
the Son. So all are connected by reason of theHoly Ghost; be-
cause given theHolyGhost, we findwhence the Father and the
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Son are said to be united.
According to the third consideration, which brings before

us the adequate power ofGod in the sphere of causality, there is
said to be a third kind of appropriation, of “power,” “wisdom,”
and “goodness.” is kind of appropriation is made both by
reason of similitude as regards what exists in the divine per-
sons, and by reason of dissimilitude if we consider what is in
creatures. For “power” has the nature of a principle, and so
it has a likeness to the heavenly Father, Who is the principle
of the whole Godhead. But in an earthly father it is wanting
sometimes by reason of old age. “Wisdom” has likeness to the
heavenly Son, as the Word, for a word is nothing but the con-
cept of wisdom. In an earthly son this is sometimes absent by
reason of lack of years. “Goodness,” as the nature and object
of love, has likeness to the Holy Ghost; but seems repugnant
to the earthly spirit, which oen implies a certain violent im-
pulse, according to Is. 25:4: “e spirit of the strong is as a blast
beating on the wall.” “Strength” is appropriated to the Son and
to the Holy Ghost, not as denoting the power itself of a thing,
but as sometimes used to express that which proceeds from
power; for instance, we say that the strong work done by an
agent is its strength.

According to the fourth consideration, i.e. God’s rela-
tion to His effects, there arise appropriation of the expression
“fromWhom, byWhom, and inWhom.” For this preposition
“from” [ex] sometimes implies a certain relation of the mate-
rial cause; which has no place in God; and sometimes it ex-
presses the relation of the efficient cause, which can be applied
to God by reason ofHis active power; hence it is appropriated
to the Father in the same way as power. e preposition “by”
[per] sometimesdesignates an intermediate cause; thuswemay
say that a smith works “by” a hammer. Hence the word “by”
is not always appropriated to the Son, but belongs to the Son
properly and strictly, according to the text, “All things were
made byHim” (Jn. 1:3); not that the Son is an instrument, but
as “the principle from a principle.” Sometimes it designates the
habitude of a form “by”which an agentworks; thuswe say that
an artificer works by his art. Hence, as wisdom and art are ap-
propriated to the Son, so also is the expression “by Whom.”
e preposition “in” strictly denotes the habitude of one con-
taining. Now, God contains things in two ways: in one way by
their similitudes; thus things are said to be in God, as exist-
ing in His knowledge. In this sense the expression “in Him”
should be appropriated to the Son. In another sense things are
contained in God forasmuch as He in His goodness preserves

and governs them, by guiding them to a fitting end; and in
this sense the expression “in Him” is appropriated to the Holy
Ghost, as likewise is “goodness.” Nor need the habitude of the
final cause (though the first of causes) be appropriated to the
Father,Who is “the principle without a principle”: because the
divine persons, of Whom the Father is the principle, do not
proceed from Him as towards an end, since each of em is
the last end; but ey proceed by a natural procession, which
seems more to belong to the nature of a natural power.

Regarding the other points of inquiry, we can say that since
“truth” belongs to the intellect, as stated above (q. 16, a. 1), it is
appropriated to the Son,without, however, being a property of
His. For truth canbe considered as existing in the thought or in
the thing itself. Hence, as intellect and thing in their essential
meaning, are referred to the essence, and not to the persons, so
the same is to be said of truth.e definition quoted fromAu-
gustine belongs to truth as appropriated to the Son.e “book
of life” directly means knowledge but indirectly it means life.
For, as above explained (q. 24, a. 1), it is God’s knowledge re-
garding those who are to possess eternal life. Consequently, it
is appropriated to the Son; although life is appropriated to the
Holy Ghost, as implying a certain kind of interior movement,
agreeing in that sense with the property of the Holy Ghost as
Love. To be written by another is not of the essence of a book
considered as such; but this belongs to it only as a work pro-
duced. So this does not imply origin; nor is it personal, but an
appropriation to a person. e expression “Who is” is appro-
priated to the person of the Son, not by reason of itself, but
by reason of an adjunct, inasmuch as, in God’s word to Moses,
was prefigured the delivery of the human race accomplished by
the Son. Yet, forasmuch as the word “Who” is taken in a rel-
ative sense, it may sometimes relate to the person of the Son;
and in that sense it would be taken personally; as, for instance,
were we to say, “e Son is the begotten ‘Who is,’ ” inasmuch
as “God begotten is personal.” But taken indefinitely, it is an
essential term. And although the pronoun “this” [iste] seems
grammatically to point to a particular person, nevertheless ev-
erything that we can point to can be grammatically treated as
a person, although in its own nature it is not a person; as we
may say, “this stone,” and “this ass.” So, speaking in a grammat-
ical sense, so far as the word “God” signifies and stands for the
divine essence, the latter may be designated by the pronoun
“this,” according to Ex. 15:2: “is is my God, and I will glo-
rify Him.”
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F P, Q 40
Of the Persons As Compared to the Relations or Properties

(In Four Articles)

We now consider the persons in connection with the relations, or properties; and there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether relation is the same as person?
(2) Whether the relations distinguish and constitute the persons?
(3) Whether mental abstraction of the relations from the persons leaves the hypostases distinct?
(4) Whether the relations, according to our mode of understanding, presuppose the acts of the persons, or con-

trariwise?

Ia q. 40 a. 1Whether relation is the same as person?

Objection 1. It would seem that in God relation is not the
same as person. For when things are identical, if one is multi-
plied the others aremultiplied. But in one person there are sev-
eral relations; as in the person of the Father there is paternity
and common spiration. Again, one relation exists in two per-
son, as common spiration in the Father and in the Son. ere-
fore relation is not the same as person.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher (Phys.
iv, text. 24), nothing is contained by itself. But relation is in
the person; nor can it be said that this occurs because they are
identical, for otherwise relation would be also in the essence.
erefore relation, or property, is not the same as person in
God.

Objection 3. Further, when several things are identical,
what is predicated of one is predicated of the others. But all
that is predicated of a Person is not predicated of His prop-
erty. For we say that the Father begets; but not that the pater-
nity is begetting. erefore property is not the same as person
in God.

On the contrary, in God “what is” and “whereby it is” are
the same, according to Boethius (De Hebdom.). But the Fa-
ther is Father by paternity. In the same way, the other proper-
ties are the same as the persons.

I answer that, Different opinions have been held on this
point. Some have said that the properties are not the persons,
nor in the persons; and these have thought thus owing to the
mode of signification of the relations, which donot indeed sig-
nify existence “in” something, but rather existence “towards”
something. Whence, they styled the relations “assistant,” as
above explained (q. 28, a. 2). But since relation, considered
as really existing in God, is the divine essence Itself, and the
essence is the same as person, as appears from what was said
above (q. 39, a. 1), relationmust necessarily be the same as per-
son.

Others, therefore, considering this identity, said that the
properties were indeed the persons; but not “in” the persons;
for, they said, there are no properties in God except in our way
of speaking, as stated above (q. 32, a. 2).Wemust, however, say
that there are properties inGod; as we have shown (q. 32, a. 2).
ese are designated by abstract terms, being forms, as it were,

of the persons. So, since the nature of a form requires it to be
“in” that of which it is the form, we must say that the proper-
ties are in the persons, and yet that they are the persons; as we
say that the essence is in God, and yet is God.

Reply to Objection 1. Person and property are really the
same, but differ in concept. Consequently, it does not follow
that if one is multiplied, the other must also bemultiplied.We
must, however, consider that in God, by reason of the divine
simplicity, a twofold real identity exists as regardswhat in crea-
tures are distinct. For, since the divine simplicity excludes the
composition of matter and form, it follows that in God the
abstract is the same as the concrete, as “Godhead” and “God.”
And as the divine simplicity excludes the composition of sub-
ject and accident, it follows that whatever is attributed toGod,
is His essence Itself; and so, wisdom and power are the same in
God, because they are both in the divine essence. According to
this twofold identity, property in God is the same person. For
personal properties are the same as the persons because the ab-
stract and the concrete are the same in God; since they are the
subsisting persons themselves, as paternity is the Father Him-
self, and filiation is the Son, and procession is the Holy Ghost.
But the non-personal properties are the same as the persons
according to the other reason of identity, whereby whatever is
attributed toGod isHis own essence.us, common spiration
is the same as the person of the Father, and the person of the
Son; not that it is one self-subsisting person; but that as there
is one essence in the two persons, so also there is one property
in the two persons, as above explained (q. 30, a. 2 ).

Reply to Objection 2. e properties are said to be in the
essence, only by mode of identity; but in the persons they ex-
ist by mode of identity, not merely in reality, but also in the
mode of signification; as the form exists in its subject.us the
properties determine and distinguish the persons, but not the
essence.

Reply to Objection 3. Notional participles and verbs sig-
nify the notional acts: and acts belong to a “suppositum.”Now,
properties are not designated as “supposita,” but as forms of
“supposita.” And so their mode of signification is against no-
tional participles and verbs being predicated of the properties.
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Ia q. 40 a. 2Whether the persons are distinguished by the relations?

Objection 1. It would seem that the persons are not dis-
tinguished by the relations. For simple things are distinct by
themselves. But the persons are supremely simple. erefore
they are distinguished by themselves, and not by the relation.

Objection 2. Further, a form is distinguished only in rela-
tion to its genus. For white is distinguished from black only by
quality. But “hypostasis” signifies an individual in the genus of
substance. erefore the hypostases cannot be distinguished
by relations.

Objection 3. Further, what is absolute comes before what
is relative. But the distinction of the divine persons is the pri-
mary distinction. erefore the divine persons are not distin-
guished by the relations.

Objection 4. Further, whatever presupposes distinction
cannot be the first principle of distinction. But relation pre-
supposes distinction, which comes into its definition; for a re-
lation is essentially what is towards another.erefore the first
distinctive principle in God cannot be relation.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Trin.): “Relation
alone multiplies the Trinity of the divine persons.”

I answer that, In whatever multitude of things is to be
found something common to all, it is necessary to seek out the
principle of distinction. So, as the three persons agree in the
unity of essence, wemust seek to know the principle of distinc-
tion whereby they are several. Now, there are two principles of
difference between the divine persons, and these are “origin”
and “relation.” Although these do not really differ, yet they dif-
fer in the mode of signification; for “origin” is signified by way
of act, as “generation”; and “relation” by way of the form, as
“paternity.”

Some, then, considering that relation follows upon act,
have said that the divine hypostases are distinguished by ori-
gin, so that we may say that the Father is distinguished from
the Son, inasmuch as the former begets and the latter is begot-
ten. Further, that the relations, or the properties, make known
the distinctions of the hypostases or persons as resulting there-
from; as also in creatures the properties manifest the distinc-
tions of individuals, which distinctions are caused by the ma-
terial principles.

is opinion, however, cannot stand—for two reasons.
Firstly, because, in order that two things be understood as dis-
tinct, their distinction must be understood as resulting from
something intrinsic to both; thus in things created it results
from theirmatter or their form.Noworigin of a thing does not
designate anything intrinsic, but means the way from some-
thing, or to something; as generation signifies the way to a
thing generated, and as proceeding from the generator. Hence
it is not possible that what is generated and the generator
should be distinguished by generation alone; but in the gener-

ator and in the thing generated we must presuppose whatever
makes them to be distinguished from each other. In a divine
person there is nothing to presuppose but essence, and relation
or property.Whence, since the persons agree in essence, it only
remains to be said that the persons are distinguished from each
other by the relations. Secondly: because the distinction of the
divine persons is not to be so understood as if what is common
to them all is divided, because the common essence remains
undivided; but the distinguishing principles themselves must
constitute the things which are distinct. Now the relations or
the properties distinguish or constitute the hypostases or per-
sons, inasmuch as they are themselves the subsisting persons; as
paternity is the Father, and filiation is the Son, because in God
the abstract and the concrete do not differ. But it is against the
nature of origin that it should constitute hypostasis or person.
For origin taken in an active sense signifies proceeding from a
subsisting person, so that it presupposes the latter; while in a
passive sense origin, as “nativity,” signifies the way to a subsist-
ing person, and as not yet constituting the person.

It is therefore better to say that the persons or hypostases
are distinguished rather by relations than by origin. For, al-
though in both ways they are distinguished, nevertheless in
our mode of understanding they are distinguished chiefly and
firstly by relations; whence this name “Father” signifies not
only a property, but also the hypostasis; whereas this term
“Begetter” or “Begetting” signifies property only; forasmuch
as this name “Father” signifies the relation which is distinc-
tive and constitutive of the hypostasis; and this term “Beget-
ter” or “Begotten” signifies the origin which is not distinctive
and constitutive of the hypostasis.

Reply to Objection 1. e persons are the subsisting rela-
tions themselves. Hence it is not against the simplicity of the
divine persons for them to be distinguished by the relations.

Reply to Objection 2. e divine persons are not distin-
guished as regards being, inwhich they subsist, nor in anything
absolute, but only as regards something relative. Hence rela-
tion suffices for their distinction.

Reply to Objection 3. e more prior a distinction is, the
nearer it approaches to unity; and so it must be the least pos-
sible distinction. So the distinction of the persons must be by
that which distinguishes the least possible; and this is by rela-
tion.

Reply to Objection 4. Relation presupposes the distinc-
tion of the subjects, when it is an accident; but when the re-
lation is subsistent, it does not presuppose, but brings about
distinction. For when it is said that relation is by nature to be
towards another, the word “another” signifies the correlative
which is not prior, but simultaneous in the order of nature.
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Ia q. 40 a. 3Whether the hypostases remain if the relations are mentally abstracted from the persons?

Objection 1. It would seem that the hypostases remain if
the properties or relations are mentally abstracted from the
persons. For that to which something is added, may be under-
stood when the addition is taken away; as man is something
added to animal which can be understood if rational be taken
away. But person is something added to hypostasis; for person
is “a hypostasis distinguished by a property of dignity.” ere-
fore, if a personal property be taken away from a person, the
hypostasis remains.

Objection 2. Further, that the Father is Father, and that
He is someone, are not due to the same reason. For asHe is the
Father by paternity, supposing He is some one by paternity, it
would follow that the Son, in Whom there is not paternity,
would not be “someone.” So when paternity is mentally ab-
stracted from the Father, He still remains “someone”—that is,
a hypostasis. erefore, if property be removed from person,
the hypostasis remains.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. v, 6): “Un-
begotten is not the same as Father; for if the Father had not be-
gotten the Son, nothing would prevent Him being called un-
begotten.” But ifHe had not begotten the Son, there would be
no paternity inHim.erefore, if paternity be removed, there
still remains the hypostasis of the Father as unbegotten.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv): “e Son has
nothing else than birth.” But He is Son by “birth.” erefore,
if filiation be removed, the Son’s hypostasis no more remains;
and the same holds as regards the other persons.

I answer that, Abstraction by the intellect is
twofold—when the universal is abstracted from the partic-
ular, as animal abstracted from man; and when the form is
abstracted from the matter, as the form of a circle is abstracted
by the intellect from any sensible matter. e difference be-
tween these two abstractions consists in the fact that in the
abstraction of the universal from the particular, that from
which the abstraction is made does not remain; for when the
difference of rationality is removed from man, the man no
longer remains in the intellect, but animal alone remains. But
in the abstraction of the form from the matter, both the form
and the matter remain in the intellect; as, for instance, if we
abstract the form of a circle from brass, there remains in our
intellect separately the understanding both of a circle, and of
brass. Now, although there is no universal nor particular in
God, nor form and matter, in reality; nevertheless, as regards
the mode of signification there is a certain likeness of these
things in God; and thus Damascene says (De FideOrth. iii, 6)
that “substance is common and hypostasis is particular.” So,
if we speak of the abstraction of the universal from the par-
ticular, the common universal essence remains in the intellect
if the properties are removed; but not the hypostasis of the
Father, which is, as it were, a particular.

But as regards the abstraction of the form from the mat-
ter, if the non-personal properties are removed, then the idea

of the hypostases and persons remains; as, for instance, if the
fact of the Father’s being unbegotten or spirating be mentally
abstracted from the Father, the Father’s hypostasis or person
remains.

If, however, the personal property be mentally abstracted,
the idea of the hypostasis no longer remains. For the personal
properties are not to be understood as added to the divine
hypostases, as a form is added to a pre-existing subject: but
they carry with them their own “supposita,” inasmuch as they
are themselves subsisting persons; thus paternity is the Father
Himself. For hypostasis signifies something distinct in God,
since hypostasis means an individual substance. So, as rela-
tion distinguishes and constitutes the hypostases, as above ex-
plained (a. 2), it follows that if the personal relations are men-
tally abstracted, the hypostases no longer remain. Some, how-
ever, think, as above noted, that the divine hypostases are not
distinguished by the relations, but only by origin; so that the
Father is a hypostasis as not from another, and the Son is a hy-
postasis as from another by generation. And that the conse-
quent relations which are to be regarded as properties of dig-
nity, constitute the notion of a person, and are thus called
“personal properties.”Hence, if these relations arementally ab-
stracted, the hypostasis, but not the persons, remain.

But this is impossible, for two reasons: first, because the
relations distinguish and constitute the hypostases, as shown
above (a. 2); secondly, because every hypostasis of a rational
nature is a person, as appears from the definition of Boethius
(De Duab. Nat.) that, “person is the individual substance of a
rational nature.” Hence, to have hypostasis and not person, it
would be necessary to abstract the rationality from the nature,
but not the property from the person.

Reply to Objection 1. Person does not add to hyposta-
sis a distinguishing property absolutely, but a distinguishing
property of dignity, all of which must be taken as the differ-
ence. Now, this distinguishing property is one of dignity pre-
cisely because it is understood as subsisting in a rational nature.
Hence, if the distinguishing property be removed from the
person, the hypostasis no longer remains; whereas it would re-
main were the rationality of the nature removed; for both per-
son and hypostasis are individual substances. Consequently, in
God the distinguishing relation belongs essentially to both.

Reply to Objection 2. By paternity the Father is not only
Father, but is a person, and is “someone,” or a hypostasis. It does
not follow, however, that the Son is not “someone” or a hy-
postasis; just as it does not follow that He is not a person.

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine does not mean to say
that the hypostasis of the Father would remain as unbegotten,
if His paternity were removed, as if innascibility constituted
and distinguished the hypostasis of the Father; for this would
be impossible, since “being unbegotten” says nothing positive
and is only a negation, as he himself says. But he speaks in a
general sense, forasmuch as not every unbegotten being is the
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Father. So, if paternity be removed, the hypostasis of the Fa-
ther does not remain in God, as distinguished from the other
persons, but only as distinguished from creatures; as the Jews

understand it.

Ia q. 40 a. 4Whether the properties presuppose the notional acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the notional acts are un-
derstood before the properties. For the Master of the Sen-
tences says (Sent. i, D, xxvii) that “the Father always is, because
He is ever begetting the Son.” So it seems that generation pre-
cedes paternity in the order of intelligence.

Objection 2. Further, in the order of intelligence every re-
lation presupposes that onwhich it is founded; as equality pre-
supposes quantity. But paternity is a relation founded on the
action of generation. erefore paternity presupposes genera-
tion.

Objection 3. Further, active generation is to paternity as
nativity is to filiation. But filiation presupposes nativity; for
the Son is so called because He is born. erefore paternity
also presupposes generation.

On the contrary, Generation is the operation of the per-
son of the Father. But paternity constitutes the person of the
Father.erefore in the order of intelligence, paternity is prior
to generation.

I answer that, According to the opinion that the proper-
ties do not distinguish and constitute the hypostases in God,
but only manifest them as already distinct and constituted, we
must absolutely say that the relations in our mode of under-
standing follow upon the notional acts, so that we can say,
without qualifying the phrase, that “because He begets, He
is the Father.” A distinction, however, is needed if we sup-
pose that the relations distinguish and constitute the divine
hypostases. For origin has in God an active and passive signi-
fication—active, as generation is attributed to the Father, and
spiration, taken for the notional act, is attributed to the Father

and the Son; passive, as nativity is attributed to the Son, and
procession to theHolyGhost. For, in the order of intelligence,
origin, in the passive sense, simply precedes the personal prop-
erties of the personproceeding; because origin, as passively un-
derstood, signifies theway to a person constituted by the prop-
erty. Likewise, origin signified actively is prior in the order of
intelligence to the non-personal relation of the person origi-
nating; as the notional act of spiration precedes, in the order
of intelligence, the unnamed relative property common to the
Father and the Son. e personal property of the Father can
be considered in a twofold sense: firstly, as a relation; and thus
again in the order of intelligence it presupposes the notional
act, for relation, as such, is founded upon an act: secondly, ac-
cording as it constitutes the person; and thus the notional act
presupposes the relation, as an actionpresupposes a person act-
ing.

Reply toObjection1.When theMaster says that “because
He begets, He is Father,” the term “Father” is taken as mean-
ing relation only, but not as signifying the subsisting person;
for then it would be necessary to say conversely that because
He is Father He begets.

Reply toObjection 2.is objection avails of paternity as
a relation, but not as constituting a person.

Reply toObjection 3. Nativity is the way to the person of
the Son; and so, in the order of intelligence, it precedes filia-
tion, even as constituting the person of the Son. But active gen-
eration signifies a proceeding from the person of the Father;
wherefore it presupposes the personal property of the Father.
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F P, Q 41
Of the Persons in Reference to the Notional Acts

(In Six Articles)

We now consider the persons in reference to the notional acts, concerning which six points of inquiry arise:

(1) Whether the notional acts are to be attributed to the persons?
(2) Whether these acts are necessary, or voluntary?
(3) Whether as regards these acts, a person proceeds from nothing or from something?
(4) Whether in God there exists a power as regards the notional acts?
(5) What this power means?
(6) Whether several persons can be the term of one notional act?

Ia q. 41 a. 1Whether the notional acts are to be attributed to the persons?

Objection 1. It would seem that the notional acts are not
to be attributed to the persons. For Boethius says (De Trin.):
“Whatever is predicated of God, of whatever genus it be, be-
comes the divine substance, except what pertains to the rela-
tion.” But action is one of the ten “genera.” erefore any ac-
tion attributed to God belongs to His essence, and not to a
notion.

Objection2.Further,Augustine says (DeTrin. v, 4,5) that,
“everything which is said of God, is said of Him as regards ei-
ther His substance, or relation.” But whatever belongs to the
substance is signified by the essential attributes; and whatever
belongs to the relations, by the names of the persons, or by the
names of the properties. erefore, in addition to these, no-
tional acts are not to be attributed to the persons.

Objection 3. Further, the nature of action is of itself to
cause passion. But we do not place passions in God. erefore
neither are notional acts to be placed in God.

On the contrary, Augustine (Fulgentius, De Fide ad
Petrum ii) says: “It is a property of the Father to beget the Son.”
erefore notional acts are to be placed in God.

I answer that, In the divine persons distinction is founded
on origin. But origin can be properly designated only by cer-
tain acts.Wherefore, to signify the order of origin in the divine
persons, we must attribute notional acts to the persons.

Reply toObjection 1.Every origin is designated by an act.
InGod there is a twofold order of origin: one, inasmuch as the
creature proceeds from Him, and this is common to the three
persons; and so those actions which are attributed to God to
designate the proceeding of creatures fromHim, belong toHis
essence. Another order of origin inGod regards the procession
of person from person; wherefore the acts which designate the
order of this origin are called notional; because the notions of
the persons are the mutual relations of the persons, as is clear
from what was above explained (q. 32, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. e notional acts differ from the
relations of the persons only in their mode of signification;
and in reality are altogether the same. Whence the Master
says that “generation and nativity in other words are pater-
nity and filiation” (Sent. i, D, xxvi). To see this, we must con-
sider that the origin of one thing fromanother is firstly inferred
from movement: for that anything be changed from its dispo-
sition by movement evidently arises from some cause. Hence
action, in its primary sense, means origin of movement; for,
as movement derived from another into a mobile object, is
called “passion,” so the origin of movement itself as beginning
from another and terminating in what is moved, is called “ac-
tion.” Hence, if we take away movement, action implies noth-
ingmore than order of origin, in so far as action proceeds from
some cause or principle to what is from that principle. Con-
sequently, since in God no movement exists, the personal ac-
tion of the one producing a person is only the habitude of the
principle to the person who is from the principle; which habi-
tudes are the relations, or the notions. Nevertheless we cannot
speak of divine and intelligible things except aer the man-
ner of sensible things, whence we derive our knowledge, and
wherein actions and passions, so far as these imply movement,
differ from the relations which result from action and passion,
and therefore it was necessary to signify the habitudes of the
persons separately aer the manner of act, and separately aer
the manner of relations. us it is evident that they are really
the same, differing only in their mode of signification.

Reply to Objection 3. Action, so far as it means origin of
movement, naturally involves passion; but action in that sense
is not attributed to God. Whence, passions are attributed to
Him only from a grammatical standpoint, and in accordance
with our manner of speaking, as we attribute “to beget” with
the Father, and to the Son “to be begotten.”
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Ia q. 41 a. 2Whether the notional acts are voluntary?

Objection 1. It would seem that the notional acts are vol-
untary. ForHilary says (De Synod.): “Not by natural necessity
was the Father led to beget the Son.”

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says, “He transferred us
to the kingdom of the Son of His love” (Col. 1:13). But love
belongs to the will. erefore the Son was begotten of the Fa-
ther by will.

Objection3.Further, nothing ismore voluntary than love.
But the Holy Ghost proceeds as Love from the Father and the
Son. erefore He proceeds voluntarily.

Objection 4. Further, the Son proceeds bymode of the in-
tellect, as the Word. But every word proceeds by the will from
a speaker. erefore the Son proceeds from the Father by will,
and not by nature.

Objection 5. Further, what is not voluntary is necessary.
erefore if the Father begot the Son, not by the will, it seems
to follow that He begot Him by necessity; and this is against
what Augustine says (Ad Orosium qu. vii).

On the contrary, Augustine says, in the same book, that,
“the Father begot the Son neither by will, nor by necessity.”

I answer that, When anything is said to be, or to be made
by the will, this can be understood in two senses. In one sense,
the ablative designates only concomitance, as I can say that I
am a man by my will—that is, I will to be a man; and in this
way it can be said that the Father begot the Son by will; as
also He is God by will, because He wills to be God, and wills
to beget the Son. In the other sense, the ablative imports the
habitude of a principle as it is said that the workman works
by his will, as the will is the principle of his work; and thus in
that sense it must be said the God the Father begot the Son,
not byHis will; but thatHe produced the creature byHis will.
Whence in the book De Synod, it is said: “If anyone say that
the Sonwasmade by theWill of God, as a creature is said to be
made, let him be anathema.” e reason of this is that will and
nature differ in their manner of causation, in such a way that
nature is determined to one, while the will is not determined
to one; and this because the effect is assimilated to the form
of the agent, whereby the latter acts. Now it is manifest that
of one thing there is only one natural form whereby it exists;
and hence such as it is itself, such also is its work. But the form
whereby the will acts is not only one, but many, according to
the number of ideas understood.Hence the quality of thewill’s
action does not depend on the quality of the agent, but on the
agent’s will and understanding. So the will is the principle of
those things which may be this way or that way; whereas of
those things which can be only in one way, the principle is na-
ture. What, however, can exist in different ways is far from the
divine nature, whereas it belongs to the nature of a created be-
ing; becauseGod is ofHimself necessary being,whereas a crea-

ture is made from nothing. us, the Arians, wishing to prove
the Son to be a creature, said that the Father begot the Son by
will, taking will in the sense of principle. But we, on the con-
trary, must assert that the Father begot the Son, not by will,
but by nature. Wherefore Hilary says (De Synod.): “e will
of God gave to all creatures their substance: but perfect birth
gave the Son a nature derived from a substance impassible and
unborn. All things created are such as God willed them to be;
but the Son, born of God, subsists in the perfect likeness of
God.”

Reply toObjection 1.is saying is directed against those
who did not admit even the concomitance of the Father’s will
in the generation of the Son, for they said that the Father be-
got the Son in such a manner by nature that the will to beget
waswanting; just asweourselves suffermany things against our
will from natural necessity—as, for instance, death, old age,
and like ills. is appears from what precedes and from what
follows as regards the words quoted, for thus we read: “Not
against His will, nor as it were, forced, nor as if He were led by
natural necessity did the Father beget the Son.”

Reply toObjection 2. e Apostle calls Christ the Son of
the love of God, inasmuch as He is superabundantly loved by
God; not, however, as if love were the principle of the Son’s
generation.

Reply to Objection 3. e will, as a natural faculty, wills
something naturally, asman’s will naturally tends to happiness;
and likewise God naturally wills and loves Himself; whereas
in regard to things other than Himself, the will of God is in
a way, undetermined in itself, as above explained (q. 19, a. 3).
Now, theHolyGhost proceeds as Love, inasmuch asGod loves
Himself, and hence He proceeds naturally, although He pro-
ceeds by mode of will.

Reply toObjection4.Even as regards the intellectual con-
ceptions of the mind, a return is made to those first princi-
ples which are naturally understood. ButGodnaturally under-
stands Himself, and thus the conception of the divine Word is
natural.

Reply to Objection 5. A thing is said to be necessary “of
itself,” and “by reason of another.” Taken in the latter sense, it
has a twofold meaning: firstly, as an efficient and compelling
cause, and thus necessary means what is violent; secondly, it
means a final cause, when a thing is said to be necessary as the
means to an end, so far as without it the end could not be at-
tained, or, at least, so well attained. In neither of these ways is
the divine generation necessary; becauseGod is not themeans
to an end, nor is He subject to compulsion. But a thing is said
to be necessary “of itself ” which cannot but be: in this sense it
is necessary for God to be; and in the same sense it is necessary
that the Father beget the Son.
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Ia q. 41 a. 3Whether the notional acts proceed from something?

Objection 1. It would seem that the notional acts do not
proceed from anything. For if the Father begets the Son from
something, thiswill be either fromHimself or from something
else. If from something else, since that whence a thing is gen-
erated exists in what is generated, it follows that something
different from the Father exists in the Son, and this contra-
dicts what is laid down by Hilary (De Trin. vii) that, “In them
nothing diverse or different exists.” If the Father begets the Son
fromHimself, since again thatwhence a thing is generated, if it
be something permanent, receives as predicate the thing gen-
erated therefrom just as we say, “e man is white,” since the
man remains, when not from white he is made white—it fol-
lows that either the Father does not remain aer the Son is be-
gotten, or that the Father is the Son, which is false. erefore
the Father does not beget the Son from something, but from
nothing.

Objection 2. Further, that whence anything is generated
is the principle regarding what is generated. So if the Father
generate the Son from His own essence or nature, it follows
that the essence or nature of the Father is the principle of the
Son. But it is not a material principle, because in God nothing
material exists; and therefore it is, as it were, an active princi-
ple, as the begetter is the principle of the one begotten.us it
follows that the essence generates, which was disproved above
(q. 39, a. 5).

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. vii, 6) that
the three persons are not from the same essence; because the
essence is not another thing fromperson. But the person of the
Son is not another thing from the Father’s essence. erefore
the Son is not from the Father’s essence.

Objection 4. Further, every creature is from nothing. But
in Scripture the Son is called a creature; for it is said (Ecclus.
24:5), in the person of the Wisdom begotten,“I came out of
the mouth of the Most High, the first-born before all crea-
tures”: and further on (Ecclus. 24:14) it is said as uttered by
the sameWisdom, “From the beginning, and before the world
was I created.”erefore the Sonwas not begotten from some-
thing, but from nothing. Likewise we can object concerning
the Holy Ghost, by reason of what is said (Zech. 12:1): “us
saith the Lord Who stretcheth forth the heavens, and layeth
the foundations of the earth, and formeth the spirit of man
within him”; and (Amos 4:13) according to another version*:
“I Who form the earth, and create the spirit.”

On the contrary, Augustine (Fulgentius, De Fide ad
Petrum i, 1) says: “God the Father, of His nature, without be-
ginning, begot the Son equal to Himself.”

I answer that, e Son was not begotten from nothing,
but from the Father’s substance. For it was explained above
(q. 27, a. 2; q. 33, Aa. 2 ,3) that paternity, filiation and nativity
really and truly exist in God. Now, this is the difference be-
tween true “generation,” whereby one proceeds from another

as a son, and “making,” that the maker makes something out
of external matter, as a carpenter makes a bench out of wood,
whereas a man begets a son from himself. Now, as a created
workman makes a thing out of matter, so God makes things
out of nothing, as will be shown later on (q. 45, a. 1), not as
if this nothing were a part of the substance of the thing made,
but because thewhole substance of a thing is produced byHim
without anything else whatever presupposed. So, were the Son
to proceed from the Father as out of nothing, then the Son
would be to the Father what the thing made is to the maker,
whereto, as is evident, the nameof filiationwould not apply ex-
cept by a kind of similitude. us, if the Son of God proceeds
from the Father out of nothing, He could not be properly and
truly called the Son, whereas the contrary is stated (1 Jn. 5:20):
“at we may be in His true Son Jesus Christ.” erefore the
true Son of God is not from nothing; nor is He made, but be-
gotten.

at certain creatures made by God out of nothing are
called sons of God is to be taken in a metaphorical sense, ac-
cording to a certain likeness of assimilation to Him Who is
the true Son. Whence, as He is the only true and natural Son
of God,He is called the “only begotten,” according to Jn. 1:18,
“e only begotten Son, Who is in the bosom of the Father,
He hath declared Him”; and so as others are entitled sons of
adoption by their similitude to Him, He is called the “first be-
gotten,” according to Rom. 8:29: “Whom He foreknew He
also predestinated to bemade conformable to the image ofHis
Son, thatHemight be the first born ofmany brethren.”ere-
fore the Son of God is begotten of the substance of the Father,
but not in the same way as man is born of man; for a part of
the human substance in generation passes into the substance of
the one begotten, whereas the divine nature cannot be parted;
whence it necessarily follows that the Father in begetting the
Son does not transmit any part of His nature, but communi-
cates His whole nature to Him, the distinction only of origin
remaining as explained above (q. 40, a. 2).

Reply toObjection 1.Whenwe say that the Sonwas born
of the Father, the preposition “of ” designates a consubstan-
tial generating principle, but not a material principle. For that
which is produced frommatter, is made by a change of form in
thatwhence it is produced. But the divine essence is unchange-
able, and is not susceptive of another form.

Reply to Objection 2. When we say the Son is begotten
of the essence of the Father, as the Master of the Sentences ex-
plains (Sent. i, D, v), this denotes the habitude of a kind of ac-
tive principle, and as he expounds, “the Son is begotten of the
essence of the Father”—that is, of the Father Who is essence;
and soAugustine says (DeTrin. xv, 13): “When I say of the Fa-
ther Who is essence, it is the same as if I said more explicitly,
of the essence of the Father.”

is, however, is not enough to explain the realmeaning of
* e Septuagint.
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the words. For we can say that the creature is from God Who
is essence; but not that it is from the essence of God. So we
may explain themotherwise, by observing that the preposition
“of ” [de] always denotes consubstantiality. We do not say that
a house is “of ” [de] the builder, since he is not the consubstan-
tial cause.We can say, however, that something is “of ” another,
if this is its consubstantial principle, no matter in what way it
is so, whether it be an active principle, as the son is said to be
“of ” the father, or amaterial principle, as a knife is “of ” iron; or
a formal principle, but in those things only in which the forms
are subsisting, and not accidental to another, for we can say
that an angel is “of ” an intellectual nature. In this way, then,
we say that the Son is begotten ‘of ’ the essence of the Father,
inasmuch as the essence of the Father, communicated by gen-
eration, subsists in the Son.

Reply toObjection 3.Whenwe say that the Son is begot-
ten of the essence of the Father, a term is added which saves
the distinction. But whenwe say that the three persons are ‘of ’
the divine essence, there is nothing expressed to warrant the
distinction signified by the preposition, so there is no parity of
argument.

Reply to Objection 4. When we say “Wisdom was cre-
ated,” thismay be understood not ofWisdomwhich is the Son

ofGod, but of createdwisdomgiven byGod to creatures: for it
is said, “He created her [namely, Wisdom] in the Holy Ghost,
and He poured her out over all His works” (Ecclus. 1:9,10).
Nor is it inconsistent for Scripture in one text to speak of the
Wisdom begotten and wisdom created, for wisdom created is
a kind of participation of the uncreated Wisdom. e saying
may also be referred to the created nature assumed by the Son,
so that the sense be, “From the beginning and before the world
was I made”—that is, I was foreseen as united to the creature.
Or the mention of wisdom as both created and begotten in-
sinuates into ourminds themode of the divine generation; for
in generation what is generated receives the nature of the gen-
erator and this pertains to perfection; whereas in creation the
Creator is not changed, but the creature does not receive the
Creator’s nature. us the Son is called both created and be-
gotten, in order that from the idea of creation the immutabil-
ity of the Father may be understood, and from generation the
unity of nature in the Father and the Son. In this way Hilary
expounds the sense of this text of Scripture (De Synod.). e
other passages quoted do not refer to the Holy Ghost, but to
the created spirit, sometimes calledwind, sometimes air, some-
times the breath of man, sometimes also the soul, or any other
invisible substance.

Ia q. 41 a. 4Whether in God there is a power in respect of the notional acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that in God there is no power
in respect of the notional acts. For every kind of power is ei-
ther active or passive; neither of which can be here applied,
there being in God nothing which we call passive power, as
above explained (q. 25, a. 1); nor can active power belong to
one person as regards another, since the divine persons were
not made, as stated above (a. 3). erefore in God there is no
power in respect of the notional acts.

Objection 2. Further, the object of power is what is pos-
sible. But the divine persons are not regarded as possible, but
necessary. erefore, as regards the notional acts, whereby the
divine persons proceed, there cannot be power in God.

Objection3.Further, the Sonproceeds as theword,which
is the concept of the intellect; and the Holy Ghost proceeds
as love, which belongs to the will. But in God power exists as
regards effects, and not as regards intellect and will, as stated
above (q. 25, a. 1). erefore, in God power does not exist in
reference to the notional acts.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Maxim. iii, 1):
“If God the Father could not beget a co-equal Son, where is
the omnipotence of God the Father?” Power therefore exists
in God regarding the notional acts.

I answer that, As the notional acts exist in God, so must
there be also a power in God regarding these acts; since power
only means the principle of act. So, as we understand the Fa-
ther to be principle of generation; and the Father and the Son
to be the principle of spiration, we must attribute the power

of generating to the Father, and the power of spiration to the
Father and the Son; for the power of generation means that
whereby the generator generates. Now every generator gener-
ates by something. erefore in every generator we must sup-
pose the power of generating, and in the spirator the power of
spirating.

Reply to Objection 1. As a person, according to notional
acts, does not proceed as if made; so the power in God as re-
gards the notional acts has no reference to a person as if made,
but only as regards the person as proceeding.

Reply toObjection 2. Possible, as opposed to what is nec-
essary, is a consequence of a passive power, which does not ex-
ist in God. Hence, in God there is no such thing as possibility
in this sense, but only in the sense of possible as contained in
what is necessary; and in this latter sense it can be said that as
it is possible for God to be, so also is it possible that the Son
should be generated.

Reply to Objection 3. Power signifies a principle: and a
principle implies distinction from that ofwhich it is the princi-
ple.Nowwemust observe a double distinction in things said of
God: one is a real distinction, the other is a distinction of rea-
son only. By a real distinction, God by His essence is distinct
from those things of whichHe is the principle by creation: just
as one person is distinct from the other of which He is princi-
ple by a notional act. But in God the distinction of action and
agent is one of reason only, otherwise action would be an acci-
dent in God. And therefore with regard to those actions in re-
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spect of which certain things proceed which are distinct from
God, either personally or essentially, we may ascribe power to
God in its proper sense of principle. And as we ascribe to God
the power of creating, so we may ascribe the power of beget-
ting and of spirating. But “to understand” and “to will” are not
such actions as to designate the procession of something dis-
tinct from God, either essentially or personally. Wherefore,

with regard to these actions we cannot ascribe power to God
in its proper sense, but only aer ourway of understanding and
speaking: inasmuch as we designate by different terms the in-
tellect and the act of understanding in God, whereas in God
the act of understanding isHis very essence which has no prin-
ciple.

Ia q. 41 a. 5Whether the power of begetting signifies a relation, and not the essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the power of begetting,
or of spirating, signifies the relation and not the essence. For
power signifies a principle, as appears from its definition: for
active power is the principle of action, as we find in Metaph.
v, text 17. But in God principle in regard to Person is said no-
tionally.erefore, inGod, power does not signify essence but
relation.

Objection2.Further, inGod, the power to act [posse] and
‘to act’ are not distinct. But inGod, begetting signifies relation.
erefore, the same applies to the power of begetting.

Objection 3. Further, terms signifying the essence inGod,
are common to the three persons. But the power of begetting
is not common to the three persons, but proper to the Father.
erefore it does not signify the essence.

On the contrary, As God has the power to beget the Son,
so also He wills to beget Him. But the will to beget signifies
the essence. erefore, also, the power to beget.

I answer that, Some have said that the power to beget sig-
nifies relation in God. But this is not possible. For in every
agent, that is properly called power, by which the agent acts.
Now, everything that produces something by its action, pro-
duces something like itself, as to the form by which it acts; just
as man begotten is like his begetter in his human nature, in
virtue of which the father has the power to beget a man. In ev-
ery begetter, therefore, that is the power of begetting in which
the begotten is like the begetter.

Now the Son ofGod is like the Father, who begetsHim, in
the divine nature.Wherefore the divine nature in the Father is
in Him the power of begetting. And so Hilary says (De Trin.
v): “e birth of God cannot but contain that nature from
which it proceeded; for He cannot subsist other than God,
Who subsists from no other source than God.”

We must therefore conclude that the power of begetting
signifies principally the divine essence as theMaster says (Sent.
i, D, vii), and not the relation only. Nor does it signify the
essence as identified with the relation, so as to signify both
equally. For although paternity is signified as the form of the
Father, nevertheless it is a personal property, being in respect
to the person of the Father, what the individual form is to the

individual creature. Now the individual form in things created
constitutes the person begetting, but is not that by which the
begetter begets, otherwise Socrates would beget Socrates. So
neither can paternity be understood as that by which the Fa-
ther begets, but as constituting the person of the Father, other-
wise the Father would beget the Father. But that by which the
Father begets is the divine nature, in which the Son is like to
Him. And in this sense Damascene says (De Fide Orth. i, 18)
that generation is the “work of nature,” not of nature generat-
ing, but of nature, as being that by which the generator gener-
ates. And therefore the power of begetting signifies the divine
nature directly, but the relation indirectly.

Reply toObjection 1. Power does not signify the relation
itself of a principle, for thus it would be in the genus of rela-
tion; but it signifies that which is a principle; not, indeed, in
the sense inwhichwe call the agent a principle, but in the sense
of being that bywhich the agent acts. Now the agent is distinct
from that which it makes, and the generator from that which
it generates: but that by which the generator generates is com-
mon to generated and generator, and so much more perfectly,
as the generation is more perfect. Since, therefore, the divine
generation is most perfect, that by which the Begetter begets,
is common to Begotten and Begetter by a community of iden-
tity, and not only of species, as in things created. erefore,
from the fact that we say that the divine essence “is the princi-
ple by which the Begetter begets,” it does not follow that the
divine essence is distinct (from the Begotten): which would
follow if we were to say that the divine essence begets.

Reply to Objection 2. As in God, the power of begetting
is the same as the act of begetting, so the divine essence is the
same in reality as the act of begetting or paternity; although
there is a distinction of reason.

Reply to Objection 3. When I speak of the “power of
begetting,” power is signified directly, generation indirectly:
just as if I were to say, the “essence of the Father.”Wherefore in
respect of the essence, which is signified, the power of beget-
ting is common to the three persons: but in respect of the no-
tion that is connoted, it is proper to the person of the Father.
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Ia q. 41 a. 6Whether several persons can be the term of one notional act?

Objection 1. It would seem that a notional act can be di-
rected to several Persons, so that there may be several Persons
begotten or spirated in God. For whoever has the power of
begetting can beget. But the Son has the power of begetting.
erefore He can beget. But He cannot beget Himself: there-
fore He can beget another son. erefore there can be several
Sons in God.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Contra Maxim. iii,
12): “e Son did not beget a Creator: not that He could not,
but that it behoved Him not.”

Objection 3. Further, God the Father has greater power
to beget than has a created father. But a man can beget several
sons. erefore God can also: the more so that the power of
the Father is not diminished aer begetting the Son.

On the contrary, In God “that which is possible,” and
“that which is” do not differ. If, therefore, in God it were pos-
sible for there to be several Sons, there would be several Sons.
And thus there would be more than three Persons in God;
which is heretical.

I answer that, As Athanasius says, in God there is only
“one Father, one Son, one Holy Ghost.” For this four reasons
may be given.

e first reason is in regard to the relations by which alone
are the Persons distinct. For since the divine Persons are the
relations themselves as subsistent, there would not be several
Fathers, or several Sons in God, unless there were more than
one paternity, or more than one filiation. And this, indeed,
would not be possible except owing to a material distinction:
since forms of one species are not multiplied except in respect
of matter, which is not in God. Wherefore there can be but
one subsistent filiation in God: just as there could be but one
subsistent whiteness.

e second reason is taken from themanner of the proces-
sions. For God understands and wills all things by one simple

act. Wherefore there can be but one person proceeding aer
themanner of word, which person is the Son; and but one per-
son proceeding aer the manner of love, which person is the
Holy Ghost.

e third reason is taken from the manner in which the
persons proceed. For the persons proceed naturally, as we have
said (a. 2), and nature is determined to one.

e fourth reason is taken from the perfection of the di-
vine persons. For this reason is the Son perfect, that the entire
divine filiation is contained in Him, and that there is but one
Son. e argument is similar in regard to the other persons.

Reply to Objection 1. We can grant, without distinction,
that the Son has the same power as the Father; but we cannot
grant that the Son has the power “generandi” [of begetting]
thus taking “generandi” as the gerund of the active verb, so that
the sense would be that the Son has the “power to beget.” Just
as, although Father and Son have the same being, it does not
follow that the Son is theFather, by reasonof thenotional term
added. But if theword “generandi” [of being begotten] is taken
as the gerundive of the passive verb, the power “generandi” is
in the Son—that is, the power of being begotten. e same is
to be said if it be taken as the gerundive of an impersonal verb,
so that the sense be “the power of generation”—that is, a power
by which it is generated by some person.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine does not mean to say by
those words that the Son could beget a Son: but that if He did
not, it was not because He could not, as we shall see later on
(q. 42, a. 6, ad 3).

Reply toObjection 3.Divine perfection and the total ab-
sence of matter in God require that there cannot be several
Sons in God, as we have explained. Wherefore that there are
not several Sons is not due to any lack of begetting power in
the Father.
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F P, Q 42
Of Equality and Likeness Among the Divine Persons

(In Six Articles)

We now have to consider the persons as compared to one another: firstly, with regard to equality and likeness; secondly,
with regard to mission. Concerning the first there are six points of inquiry.

(1) Whether there is equality among the divine persons?
(2) Whether the person who proceeds is equal to the one from Whom He proceeds in eternity?
(3) Whether there is any order among the divine persons?
(4) Whether the divine persons are equal in greatness?
(5) Whether the one divine person is in another?
(6) Whether they are equal in power?

Ia q. 42 a. 1Whether there is equality in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that equality is not becom-
ing to the divine persons. For equality is in relation to things
which are one in quantity as the Philosopher says (Metaph. v,
text 20). But in the divine persons there is no quantity, neither
continuous intrinsic quantity, which we call size, nor contin-
uous extrinsic quantity, which we call place and time. Nor can
there be equality by reason of discrete quantity, because two
persons are more than one. erefore equality is not becom-
ing to the divine persons.

Objection 2. Further, the divine persons are of one
essence, as we have said (q. 39, a. 2).Now essence is signified by
way of form. But agreement in form makes things to be alike,
not to be equal. erefore, we may speak of likeness in the di-
vine persons, but not of equality.

Objection 3. Further, things wherein there is to be found
equality, are equal to one another, for equality is reciprocal.
But the divine persons cannot be said to be equal to one an-
other. For as Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 10): “If an image an-
swers perfectly to that whereof it is the image, it may be said
to be equal to it; but that which it represents cannot be said to
be equal to the image.” But the Son is the image of the Father;
and so the Father is not equal to the Son. erefore equality is
not to be found among the divine persons.

Objection4.Further, equality is a relation. But no relation
is common to the three persons; for the persons are distinct by
reason of the relations. erefore equality is not becoming to
the divine persons.

On the contrary, Athanasius says that “the three persons
are co-eternal and co-equal to one another.”

I answer that, We must needs admit equality among the
divine persons. For, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. x,
text 15,16, 17), equality signifies the negation of greater or less.
Now we cannot admit anything greater or less in the divine
persons; for as Boethius says (De Trin. i): “ey must needs
admit a difference [namely, of Godhead] who speak of either
increase or decrease, as the Arians do, who sunder the Trinity
by distinguishing degrees as of numbers, thus involving a plu-

rality.” Now the reason of this is that unequal things cannot
have the same quantity. But quantity, in God, is nothing else
than His essence. Wherefore it follows, that if there were any
inequality in the divine persons, they would not have the same
essence; and thus the three persons would not be one God;
which is impossible. We must therefore admit equality among
the divine persons.

Reply toObjection 1.Quantity is twofold.ere is quan-
tity of “bulk” or dimensive quantity, which is to be found only
in corporeal things, and has, therefore, no place in God. ere
is also quantity of “virtue,” which is measured according to the
perfection of some nature or form: to this sort of quantity we
allude when we speak of something as beingmore, or less, hot;
forasmuch as it ismore or less, perfect in heat. Now this virtual
quantity is measured firstly by its source—that is, by the per-
fection of that form or nature: such is the greatness of spiritual
things, just as we speak of great heat on account of its intensity
and perfection. And so Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 18) that
“in things which are great, but not in bulk, to be greater is to
be better,” for the more perfect a thing is the better it is. Sec-
ondly, virtual quantity is measured by the effects of the form.
Now the first effect of form is being, for everything has being
by reason of its form. e second effect is operation, for every
agent acts through its form. Consequently virtual quantity is
measured both in regard to being and in regard to action: in
regard to being, forasmuch as things of a more perfect nature
are of longer duration; and in regard to action, forasmuch as
things of a more perfect nature are more powerful to act. And
so as Augustine (Fulgentius, De Fide ad Petrum i) says: “We
understand equality to be in the Father, Son and Holy Ghost,
inasmuch as no one of them either precedes in eternity, or ex-
cels in greatness, or surpasses in power.”

Reply to Objection 2. Where we have equality in respect
of virtual quantity, equality includes likeness and something
besides, because it excludes excess. For whatever things have
a common form may be said to be alike, even if they do not
participate in that form equally, just as the air may be said to
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be like fire in heat; but they cannot be said to be equal if one
participates in the form more perfectly than another. And be-
cause not only is the same nature in both Father and Son, but
also is it in both in perfect equality, therefore we say not only
that the Son is like to the Father, in order to exclude the error
of Eunomius, but also thatHe is equal to the Father to exclude
the error of Arius.

Reply to Objection 3. Equality and likeness in God may
be designated in two ways—namely, by nouns and by verbs.
When designated by nouns, equality in the divine persons is
mutual, and so is likeness; for the Son is equal and like to the
Father, and conversely.is is because the divine essence is not
more the Father’s than the Son’s. Wherefore, just as the Son
has the greatness of the Father, and is therefore equal to the Fa-
ther, so the Father has the greatness of the Son, and is therefore
equal to the Son. But in reference to creatures, Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. ix): “Equality and likeness are not mutual.” For ef-
fects are said to be like their causes, inasmuch as they have the
form of their causes; but not conversely, for the form is princi-
pally in the cause, and secondarily in the effect.

But verbs signify equality with movement. And although
movement is not in God, there is something that receives.

Since, therefore, the Son receives from the Father, this, namely,
that He is equal to the Father, and not conversely, for this rea-
son we say that the Son is equalled to the Father, but not con-
versely.

Reply toObjection 4. In the divine persons there is noth-
ing for us to consider but the essence which they have in com-
mon and the relations inwhich they are distinct.Now equality
implies both—namely, distinction of persons, for nothing can
be said to be equal to itself; and unity of essence, since for this
reason are the persons equal to one another, that they are of
the same greatness and essence. Now it is clear that the rela-
tion of a thing to itself is not a real relation. Nor, again, is one
relation referred to another by a further relation: for when we
say that paternity is opposed to filiation, opposition is not a re-
lation mediating between paternity and filiation. For in both
these cases relation would be multiplied indefinitely. ere-
fore equality and likeness in the divine persons is not a real re-
lation distinct from the personal relations: but in its concept it
includes both the relations which distinguish the persons, and
the unity of essence. For this reason theMaster says (Sent. i, D,
xxxi) that in these “it is only the terms that are relative.”

Ia q. 42 a. 2Whether the person proceeding is co-eternal with His principle, as the Son with the Father?

Objection 1. It would seem that the person proceeding is
not co-eternal with His principle, as the Son with the Father.
For Arius gives twelve modes of generation. e first mode is
like the issue of a line from a point; wherein is wanting equality
of simplicity. e second is like the emission of rays from the
sun; wherein is absent equality of nature. e third is like the
mark or impressionmade by a seal; wherein is wanting consub-
stantiality and executive power. e fourth is the infusion of a
goodwill fromGod;wherein also consubstantiality iswanting.
e fih is the emanation of an accident from its subject; but
the accident has no subsistence.e sixth is the abstraction of a
species from matter, as sense receives the species from the sen-
sible object; wherein is wanting equality of spiritual simplicity.
e seventh is the exciting of the will by knowledge, which ex-
citation is merely temporal. e eighth is transformation, as
an image is made of brass; which transformation is material.
e ninth is motion from a mover; and here again we have ef-
fect and cause. e tenth is the taking of species from genera;
but this mode has no place in God, for the Father is not pred-
icated of the Son as the genus of a species. e eleventh is the
realization of an idea [ideatio], as an external coffer arises from
the one in the mind. e twelh is birth, as a man is begotten
of his father; which implies priority and posteriority of time.
us it is clear that equality of nature or of time is absent in
every mode whereby one thing is from another. So if the Son
is from the Father, we must say that He is less than the Father,
or later than the Father, or both.

Objection 2.Further, everything that comes from another

has a principle. But nothing eternal has a principle. erefore
the Son is not eternal; nor is the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, everything which is corrupted
ceases to be. Hence everything generated begins to be; for the
end of generation is existence. But the Son is generated by the
Father.ereforeHe begins to exist, and is not co-eternal with
the Father.

Objection 4. Further, if the Son be begotten by the Father,
either He is always being begotten, or there is some moment
in which He is begotten. If He is always being begotten, since,
during the process of generation, a thing must be imperfect, as
appears in successive things, which are always in process of be-
coming, as time and motion, it follows that the Son must be
always imperfect, which cannot be admitted. us there is a
moment to be assigned for the begetting of the Son, and be-
fore that moment the Son did not exist.

On the contrary, Athanasius declares that “all the three
persons are co-eternal with each other.”

I answer that, We must say that the Son is co-eternal with
the Father. In proof of which wemust consider that for a thing
which proceeds from a principle to be posterior to its principle
may be due to two reasons: one on the part of the agent, and
theother on thepart of the action.On thepart of the agent this
happens differently as regards free agents andnatural agents. In
free agents, on account of the choice of time; for as a free agent
can choose the form it gives to the effect, as stated above (q. 41,
a. 2), so it can choose the time inwhich to produce its effect. In
natural agents, however, the same happens from the agent not
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having its perfection of natural power from the very first, but
obtaining it aer a certain time; as, for instance, a man is not
able to generate from the very first. Considered on the part of
action, anything derived from a principle cannot exist simul-
taneously with its principle when the action is successive. So,
given that an agent, as soon as it exists, begins to act thus, the
effect would not exist in the same instant, but in the instant of
the action’s termination.Now it is manifest, according to what
has been said (q. 41, a. 2), that the Father does not beget the
Son bywill, but by nature; and also that the Father’s naturewas
perfect from eternity; and again that the action whereby the
Father produces the Son is not successive, because thus the Son
would be successively generated, and this generation would be
material, and accompaniedwithmovement;which is quite im-
possible. erefore we conclude that the Son existed whenso-
ever the Father existed and thus the Son is co-eternal with the
Father, and likewise the Holy Ghost is co-eternal with both.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Verbis Do-
mini, Serm. 38), no mode of the procession of any creature
perfectly represents the divine generation. Hence we need to
gather a likeness of it from many of these modes, so that what
is wanting in one may be somewhat supplied from another;
and thus it is declared in the council of Ephesus: “Let Splen-
dor tell thee that the co-eternal Son existed always with the
Father; let the Word announce the impassibility of His birth;

let the name Son insinuate His consubstantiality.” Yet, above
them all the procession of the word from the intellect repre-
sents it more exactly; the intellectual word not being posterior
to its source except in an intellect passing from potentiality to
act; and this cannot be said of God.

Reply to Objection 2. Eternity excludes the principle of
duration, but not the principle of origin.

Reply toObjection3.Every corruption is a change; and so
all that corrupts begins not to exist and ceases to be.edivine
generation, however, is not changed, as stated above (q. 27,
a. 2). Hence the Son is ever being begotten, and the Father is
always begetting.

Reply to Objection 4. In time there is something indivis-
ible—namely, the instant; and there is something else which
endures—namely, time. But in eternity the indivisible “now”
stands ever still, as we have said above (q. 10, a. 2 ad 1, a. 4 ad
2). But the generation of the Son is not in the “now” of time,
or in time, but in eternity. And so to express the presentiality
and permanence of eternity, we can say that “He is ever being
born,” as Origen said (Hom. in Joan. i). But as Gregory* and
Augustine† said, it is better to say “ever born,” so that “ever”
may denote the permanence of eternity, and “born” the perfec-
tion of the only Begotten. us, therefore, neither is the Son
imperfect, nor “was there a time when He was not,” as Arius
said.

Ia q. 42 a. 3Whether in the divine persons there exists an order of nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that among the divine persons
there does not exist an order of nature. For whatever exists in
God is the essence, or a person, or a notion. But the order of
nature does not signify the essence, nor any of the persons, or
notions. erefore there is no order of nature in God.

Objection 2. Further, wherever order of nature exists,
there one comes before another, at least, according to nature
and intellect. But in the divine persons there exists neither pri-
ority nor posteriority, as declared by Athanasius. erefore, in
the divine persons there is no order of nature.

Objection 3. Further, wherever order exists, distinction
also exists. But there is no distinction in the divine nature.
erefore it is not subject to order; and order of nature does
not exist in it.

Objection 4. Further, the divine nature is the divine
essence. But there is no order of essence inGod.erefore nei-
ther is there of nature.

On the contrary, Where plurality exists without order,
confusion exists. But in the divine persons there is no confu-
sion, as Athanasius says. erefore in God order exists.

I answer that, Order always has reference to some
principle. Wherefore since there are many kinds of princi-
ple—namely, according to site, as a point; according to intel-
lect, as the principle of demonstration; and according to each
individual cause—so are there many kinds of order. Now prin-
ciple, according to origin, without priority, exists in God as we

have stated (q. 33, a. 1): so theremust likewise be order accord-
ing to origin, without priority; and this is called ‘the order of
nature’: in the words of Augustine (Contra Maxim. iv): “Not
whereby one is prior to another, but whereby one is from an-
other.”

Reply toObjection1.eorder of nature signifies the no-
tion of origin in general, not a special kind of origin.

Reply to Objection 2. In things created, even when what
is derived from a principle is co-equal in durationwith its prin-
ciple, the principle still comes first in the order of nature and
reason, if formally considered as principle. If, however, we con-
sider the relations of cause and effect, or of the principle and
the thing proceeding therefrom, it is clear that the things so re-
lated are simultaneous in the order of nature and reason, inas-
much as the one enters the definition of the other. But in God
the relations themselves are the persons subsisting in one na-
ture. So, neither on the part of the nature, nor on the part the
relations, can one person be prior to another, not even in the
order of nature and reason.

Reply to Objection 3. e order of nature means not the
ordering of nature itself, but the existence of order in the di-
vine Persons according to natural origin.

Reply to Objection 4. Nature in a certain way implies the
idea of a principle, but essence does not; and so the order of
origin is more correctly called the order of nature than the or-
der of essence.

* Moral. xxix, 21. † Super Ps. 2:7.
206



Ia q. 42 a. 4Whether the Son is equal to the Father in greatness?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son is not equal to
the Father in greatness. For He Himself said ( Jn. 14:28): “e
Father is greater than I”; and the Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:28):
“e Son Himself shall be subject to Him that put all things
under Him.”

Objection 2. Further, paternity is part of the Father’s dig-
nity. But paternity does not belong to the Son. erefore the
Son does not possess all the Father’s dignity; and so He is not
equal in greatness to the Father.

Objection 3. Further, wherever there exist a whole and a
part,many parts aremore than one only, or than fewer parts; as
threemen aremore than two, or thanone. But inGod auniver-
sal whole exists, and a part; for under relation or notion, sev-
eral notions are included. erefore, since in the Father there
are three notions, while in the Son there are only two, the Son
is evidently not equal to the Father.

On the contrary, It is said (Phil. 2:6): “He thought it not
robbery to be equal with God.”

I answer that, e Son is necessarily equal to the Father
in greatness. For the greatness of God is nothing but the per-
fection of His nature. Now it belongs to the very nature of pa-
ternity and filiation that the Son by generation should attain
to the possession of the perfection of the nature which is in
the Father, in the same way as it is in the Father Himself. But
since in men generation is a certain kind of transmutation of
one proceeding from potentiality to act, it follows that a man
is not equal at first to the father who begets him, but attains to
equality by due growth, unless owing to a defect in the princi-
ple of generation it should happen otherwise. From what pre-
cedes (q. 27, a. 2; q. 33, Aa. 2 ,3), it is evident that inGod there
exist real true paternity and filiation. Nor can we say that the
power of generation in the Father was defective, nor that the
Son ofGod arrived at perfection in a successivemanner and by
change.erefore wemust say that the Sonwas eternally equal
to the Father in greatness. Hence,Hilary says (De Synod. Can.
27): “Remove bodily weakness, remove the beginning of con-
ception, remove pain and all human shortcomings, then every
son, by reason of his natural nativity, is the father’s equal, be-
cause he has a like nature.”

Reply to Objection 1. ese words are to be understood
of Christ’s human nature, wherein He is less than the Father,
and subject to Him; but in His divine nature He is equal
to the Father. is is expressed by Athanasius, “Equal to the
Father in His Godhead; less than the Father in humanity”:
and by Hilary (De Trin. ix): “By the fact of giving, the Fa-
ther is greater; but He is not less to Whom the same being is
given”; and (De Synod.): “e Son subjectsHimself byHis in-
born piety”—that is, byHis recognition of paternal authority;
whereas “creatures are subject by their created weakness.”

Reply to Objection 2. Equality is measured by greatness.
InGod greatness signifies the perfection of nature, as above ex-
plained (a. 1, ad 1), and belongs to the essence. us equality
and likeness inGodhave reference to the essence; nor can there
be inequality or dissimilitude arising from the distinction of
the relations. Wherefore Augustine says (Contra Maxim. iii,
13), “e question of origin is, Who is from whom? but the
question of equality is, Of what kind, or how great, is he?”
erefore, paternity is the Father’s dignity, as also the Father’s
essence: since dignity is something absolute, and pertains to
the essence. As, therefore, the same essence, which in the Fa-
ther is paternity, in the Son is filiation, so the same dignity
which, in the Father is paternity, in the Son is filiation. It is thus
true to say that the Son possesses whatever dignity the Father
has; but we cannot argue—“the Father has paternity, therefore
the Son has paternity,” for there is a transition from substance
to relation. For the Father and the Son have the same essence
and dignity, which exist in the Father by the relation of giver,
and in the Son by relation of receiver.

Reply to Objection 3. In God relation is not a universal
whole, although it is predicated of each of the relations; be-
cause all the relations are one in essence and being, which is
irreconcilable with the idea of universal, the parts of which are
distinguished in being. Persons likewise is not a universal term
in God as we have seen above (q. 30, a. 4). Wherefore all the
relations together are not greater than only one; nor are all the
persons something greater than only one; because the whole
perfection of the divine nature exists in each person.

Ia q. 42 a. 5Whether the Son is in the Father, and conversely?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son and the Father
are not in each other. For the Philosopher (Phys. iv, text. 23)
gives eight modes of one thing existing in another, according
to none of which is the Son in the Father, or conversely; as is
patent to anyone who examines eachmode.erefore the Son
and the Father are not in each other.

Objection 2. Further, nothing that has come out from an-
other is within. But the Son from eternity came out from the
Father, according to Mic. 5:2: “His going forth is from the be-

ginning, from the days of eternity.”erefore the Son is not in
the Father.

Objection 3. Further, one of two opposites cannot be in
the other. But the Son and the Father are relatively opposed.
erefore one cannot be in the other.

On the contrary, It is said ( Jn. 14:10): “I am in the Father,
and the Father is in Me.”

I answer that, ere are three points of consideration as
regards the Father and the Son; the essence, the relation and
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the origin; and according to each the Son and the Father are in
each other. e Father is in the Son by His essence, forasmuch
as theFather isHis ownessence and communicatesHis essence
to the Sonnot by any change onHis part.Hence it follows that
as the Father’s essence is in the Son, the FatherHimself is in the
Son; likewise, since the Son is His own essence, it follows that
He Himself is in the Father in Whom is His essence. is is
expressed by Hilary (De Trin. v), “e unchangeable God, so
to speak, follows His own nature in begetting an unchange-
able subsisting God. So we understand the nature of God to
subsist in Him, for He is God in God.” It is also manifest that
as regards the relations, each of two relative opposites is in the
concept of the other. Regarding origin also, it is clear that the
procession of the intelligible word is not outside the intellect,
inasmuch as it remains in the utterer of the word. What also is
uttered by theword is therein contained. And the same applies
to the Holy Ghost.

Reply toObjection1.What is contained in creatures does
not sufficiently represent what exists in God; so according to
none of themodes enumerated by the Philosopher, are the Son
and the Father in each other. e mode the most nearly ap-
proaching to the reality is to be found in that whereby some-
thing exists in its originating principle, except that the unity of
essence between the principle and that which proceeds there-
from is wanting in things created.

Reply to Objection 2. e Son’s going forth from the Fa-
ther is by mode of the interior procession whereby the word
emerges from the heart and remains therein. Hence this going
forth in God is only by the distinction of the relations, not by
any kind of essential separation.

Reply to Objection 3. e Father and the Son are rela-
tively opposed, but not essentially; while, as above explained,
one relative opposite is in the other.

Ia q. 42 a. 6Whether the Son is equal to the Father in power?

Objection1. It would seem that the Son is not equal to the
Father in power. For it is said ( Jn. 5:19): “e Son cannot do
anything of Himself but what He seeth the Father doing.” But
the Father can act of Himself. erefore the Father’s power is
greater than the Son’s.

Objection 2. Further, greater is the power of him who
commands and teaches than of him who obeys and hears. But
the Father commands the Son according to Jn. 14:31: “As
the Father gave Me commandment so do I.” e Father also
teaches the Son: “eFather loveth the Son, and showethHim
all things that Himself doth” ( Jn. 5:20). Also, the Son hears:
“As I hear, so I judge” ( Jn. 5:30). erefore the Father has
greater power than the Son.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to the Father’s omnipo-
tence to be able to beget a Son equal to Himself. For Augus-
tine says (ContraMaxim. iii, 7), “WereHe unable to beget one
equal to Himself, where would be the omnipotence of God
the Father?” But the Son cannot beget a Son, as proved above
(q. 41, a. 6). erefore the Son cannot do all that belongs to
the Father’s omnipotence; and hence He is not equal to Him
power.

On the contrary, It is said ( Jn. 5:19): “Whatsoever things
the Father doth, these the Son also doth in like manner.”

I answer that,eSon is necessarily equal to the Father in
power. Power of action is a consequence of perfection in na-
ture. In creatures, for instance, we see that the more perfect
the nature, the greater power is there for action. Now it was
shown above (a. 4) that the very notion of the divine paternity
and filiation requires that the Son should be the Father’s equal
in greatness—that is, in perfection of nature. Hence it follows

that the Son is equal to the Father in power; and the same ap-
plies to the Holy Ghost in relation to both.

Reply to Objection 1. e words, “the Son cannot of
Himself do anything,” do not withdraw from the Son any
power possessed by the Father, since it is immediately added,
“Whatsoever things the Father doth, the Sondoth in likeman-
ner”; but their meaning is to show that the Son derives His
power from the Father, of Whom He receives His nature.
Hence, Hilary says (De Trin. ix), “e unity of the divine na-
ture implies that the Son so acts of Himself [per se], that He
does not act by Himself [a se].”

Reply to Objection 2. e Father’s “showing” and the
Son’s “hearing” are to be taken in the sense that theFather com-
municates knowledge to the Son, as He communicates His
essence. e command of the Father can be explained in the
same sense, as giving Him from eternity knowledge and will
to act, by begetting Him. Or, better still, this may be referred
to Christ in His human nature.

Reply to Objection 3. As the same essence is paternity in
the Father, and filiation in the Son: so by the same power the
Father begets, and the Son is begotten. Hence it is clear that
the Son can do whatever the Father can do; yet it does not
follow that the Son can beget; for to argue thus would imply
transition from substance to relation, for generation signifies
a divine relation. So the Son has the same omnipotence as the
Father, but with another relation; the Father possessing power
as “giving” signifiedwhenwe say thatHe is able to beget; while
the Son possesses the power of “receiving,” signified by saying
that He can be begotten.
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F P, Q 43
e Mission of the Divine Persons

(In Eight Articles)

We next consider the mission of the divine persons, concerning which there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is suitable for a divine person to be sent?
(2) Whether mission is eternal, or only temporal?
(3) In what sense a divine person is invisibly sent?
(4) Whether it is fitting that each person be sent?
(5) Whether both the Son and the Holy Ghost are invisibly sent?
(6) To whom the invisible mission is directed?
(7) Of the visible mission
(8) Whether any person sends Himself visibly or invisibly?

Ia q. 43 a. 1Whether a divine person can be properly sent?

Objection 1. It would seem that a divine person cannot
be properly sent. For one who is sent is less than the sender.
But one divine person is not less than another. erefore one
person is not sent by another.

Objection 2. Further, what is sent is separated from the
sender; hence Jerome says, commenting on Ezech. 16:53:
“What is joined and tied in one body cannot be sent.” But in
the divine persons there is nothing that is separable, as Hilary
says (DeTrin. vii).erefore one person is not sent by another.

Objection 3. Further, whoever is sent, departs from one
place and comes anew into another. But this does not apply to
a divine person,Who is everywhere.erefore it is not suitable
for a divine person to be sent.

On the contrary, It is said ( Jn. 8:16): “I am not alone, but
I and the Father that sent Me.”

I answer that, the notion of mission includes two things:
the habitude of the one sent to the sender; and that of the one
sent to the end whereto he is sent. Anyone being sent implies a
certain kind of procession of the one sent from the sender: ei-
ther according to command, as themaster sends the servant; or
according to counsel, as an advisermay be said to send the king
to battle; or according to origin, as a tree sends forth its flow-
ers.e habitude to the term to which he is sent is also shown,
so that in some way he begins to be present there: either be-
cause in no way was he present before in the place whereto he

is sent, or because he begins to be there in some way in which
he was not there hitherto. us the mission of a divine person
is a fitting thing, as meaning in one way the procession of ori-
gin from the sender, and as meaning a new way of existing in
another; thus the Son is said to be sent by the Father into the
world, inasmuch as He began to exist visibly in the world by
taking our nature; whereas “He was” previously “in the world”
( Jn. 1:1).

Reply to Objection 1. Mission implies inferiority in the
one sent, when it means procession from the sender as princi-
ple, by command or counsel; forasmuch as the one command-
ing is the greater, and the counsellor is the wiser. In God, how-
ever, it means only procession of origin, which is according to
equality, as explained above (q. 42, Aa. 4,6).

Reply to Objection 2. What is so sent as to begin to ex-
ist where previously it did not exist, is locally moved by being
sent; hence it is necessarily separated locally from the sender.
is, however, has no place in the mission of a divine person;
for the divine person sent neither begins to exist where he did
not previously exist, nor ceases to exist where He was. Hence
such a mission takes place without a separation, having only
distinction of origin.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection rests on the idea of
mission according to local motion, which is not in God.

Ia q. 43 a. 2Whether mission is eternal, or only temporal?

Objection 1. It would seem that mission can be eternal.
For Gregory says (Hom. xxvi, in Ev.), “e Son is sent as He is
begotten.” But the Son’s generation is eternal. erefore mis-
sion is eternal.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is changed if it becomes
something temporally. But a divine person is not changed.
erefore the mission of a divine person is not temporal, but
eternal.

Objection 3. Further, mission implies procession. But the
procession of the divine persons is eternal. erefore mission
is also eternal.

On the contrary, It is said (Gal. 4:4): “When the fullness
of the time was come, God sent His Son.”

I answer that, A certain difference is to be observed in all
the words that express the origin of the divine persons. For
some express only relation to the principle, as “procession” and
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“going forth.” Others express the term of procession together
with the relation to the principle. Of these some express the
eternal term, as “generation” and “spiration”; for generation is
the procession of the divine person into the divine nature, and
passive spiration is the procession of the subsisting love. Oth-
ers express the temporal termwith the relation to the principle,
as “mission” and “giving.” For a thing is sent that it may be in
something else, and is given that it may be possessed; but that
a divine person be possessed by any creature, or exist in it in a
new mode, is temporal.

Hence “mission” and “giving” have only a temporal signif-
icance in God; but “generation” and “spiration” are exclusively
eternal; whereas “procession” and “giving,” in God, have both
an eternal and a temporal signification: for the Son may pro-
ceed eternally as God; but temporally, by becoming man, ac-
cording to His visible mission, or likewise by dwelling in man
according to His invisible mission.

Reply to Objection 1. Gregory speaks of the temporal

generation of the Son, not from the Father, but from His
mother; or it may be taken to mean that He could be sent be-
cause eternally begotten.

Reply toObjection 2.at a divine person may newly ex-
ist in anyone, or be possessed by anyone in time, does not come
from change of the divine person, but from change in the crea-
ture; as God Himself is called Lord temporally by change of
the creature.

Reply to Objection 3. Mission signifies not only proces-
sion from the principle, but also determines the temporal term
of the procession. Hence mission is only temporal. Or we may
say that it includes the eternal procession, with the addition
of a temporal effect. For the relation of a divine person to His
principle must be eternal. Hence the procession may be called
a twinprocession, eternal and temporal, not that there is a dou-
ble relation to the principle, but a double term, temporal and
eternal.

Ia q. 43 a. 3Whether the invisible mission of the divine person is only according to the gi of sanctifying
grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the invisible mission of
the divine person is not only according to the gi of sanctify-
ing grace. For the sending of a divine person means that He is
given. Hence if the divine person is sent only according to the
gi of sanctifying grace, the divine person Himself will not be
given, but only His gis; and this is the error of those who say
that the Holy Ghost is not given, but that His gis are given.

Objection 2. Further, this preposition, “according to,” de-
notes the habitude of some cause. But the divine person is
the cause why the gi of sanctifying grace is possessed, and
not conversely, according to Rom. 5:5, “the charity of God is
poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, Who is given
to us.” erefore it is improperly said that the divine person is
sent according to the gi of sanctifying grace.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (DeTrin. iv, 20) that
“the Son, when temporally perceived by themind, is sent.” But
the Son is known not only by sanctifying grace, but also by
gratuitous grace, as by faith and knowledge. erefore the di-
vine person is not sent only according to the gi of sanctifying
grace.

Objection 4. Further, Rabanus says that the Holy Ghost
was given to the apostles for the working of miracles. is,
however, is not a gi of sanctifying grace, but a gratuitous
grace. erefore the divine person is not given only according
to the gi of sanctifying grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4) that “the
Holy Ghost proceeds temporally for the creature’s sanctifica-
tion.” But mission is a temporal procession. Since then the
creature’s sanctification is by sanctifying grace, it follows that
the mission of the divine person is only by sanctifying grace.

I answer that, e divine person is fittingly sent in the
sense that He exists newly in any one; and He is given as pos-

sessed by anyone; and neither of these is otherwise than by
sanctifying grace.

ForGod is in all things byHis essence, power andpresence,
according to His one common mode, as the cause existing in
the effects which participate in His goodness. Above and be-
yond this common mode, however, there is one special mode
belonging to the rational nature wherein God is said to be
present as the object known is in the knower, and the beloved
in the lover. And since the rational creature by its operation of
knowledge and love attains to God Himself, according to this
special mode God is said not only to exist in the rational crea-
ture but also to dwell therein as inHis own temple. So no other
effect can be put down as the reasonwhy the divine person is in
the rational creature in a new mode, except sanctifying grace.
Hence, the divine person is sent, and proceeds temporally only
according to sanctifying grace.

Again, we are said to possess only what we can freely use
or enjoy: and to have the power of enjoying the divine person
can only be according to sanctifying grace. And yet the Holy
Ghost is possessed by man, and dwells within him, in the very
gi itself of sanctifying grace. Hence the Holy Ghost Himself
is given and sent.

Reply to Objection 1. By the gi of sanctifying grace the
rational creature is perfected so that it can freely use not only
the created gi itself, but enjoy also the divine personHimself;
and so the invisible mission takes place according to the gi of
sanctifying grace; and yet the divine person Himself is given.

Reply to Objection 2. Sanctifying grace disposes the soul
to possess the divine person; and this is signifiedwhen it is said
that theHolyGhost is given according to the giof grace.Nev-
ertheless the gi itself of grace is from the Holy Ghost; which
is meant by the words, “the charity of God is poured forth in
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our hearts by the Holy Ghost.”
Reply toObjection 3.Although the Son can be known by

us according to other effects, yet neither does He dwell in us,
nor is He possessed by us according to those effects.

Reply to Objection 4. e working of miracles manifests
sanctifying grace as alsodoes the giof prophecy and anyother
gratuitous graces. Hence gratuitous grace is called the “mani-
festation of the Spirit” (1Cor. 12:7). So theHolyGhost is said

to be given to the apostles for the working of miracles, because
sanctifying grace was given to them with the outward sign.
Were the sign only of sanctifying grace given to them with-
out the grace itself, it would not be simply said that the Holy
Ghost was given, except with some qualifying term; just as we
read of certain ones receiving the gi of the spirit of prophecy,
or of miracles, as having from the Holy Ghost the power of
prophesying or of working miracles.

Ia q. 43 a. 4Whether the Father can be fittingly sent?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is fitting also that the
Father shouldbe sent. For being sentmeans that thedivine per-
son is given. But the Father givesHimself sinceHe can only be
possessed by His giving Himself. erefore it can be said that
the Father sends Himself.

Objection 2. Further, the divine person is sent accord-
ing to the indwelling of grace. But by grace the whole Trinity
dwells in us according to Jn. 14:23: “We will come to him and
make Our abode with him.” erefore each one of the divine
persons is sent.

Objection 3. Further, whatever belongs to one person, be-
longs to them all, except the notions and persons. But mission
does not signify any person; nor even a notion, since there are
only five notions, as stated above (q. 32, a. 3). erefore every
divine person can be sent.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. ii, 3), “e Fa-
ther alone is never described as being sent.”

I answer that, e very idea of mission means procession
from another, and in God it means procession according to
origin, as above expounded. Hence, as the Father is not from

another, in no way is it fitting for Him to be sent; but this can
only belong to the Son and to the Holy Ghost, to Whom it
belongs to be from another.

Reply to Objection 1. In the sense of “giving” as a free
bestowal of something, the Father gives Himself, as freely be-
stowingHimself to be enjoyed by the creature. But as implying
the authority of the giver as regards what is given, “to be given”
only applies in God to the Person Who is from another; and
the same as regards “being sent.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although the effect of grace is also
from the Father,Who dwells in us by grace, just as the Son and
the Holy Ghost, still He is not described as being sent, for He
is not from another.us Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20) that
“e Father, when known by anyone in time, is not said to be
sent; for there is no one whence He is, or from whom He pro-
ceeds.”

Reply to Objection 3. Mission, meaning procession from
the sender, includes the signification of a notion, not of a spe-
cial notion, but in general; thus “to be from another” is com-
mon to two of the notions.

Ia q. 43 a. 5Whether it is fitting for the Son to be sent invisibly?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not fitting for the Son
to be sent invisibly. For invisible mission of the divine person
is according to the gi of grace. But all gis of grace belong
to the Holy Ghost, according to 1 Cor. 12:11: “One and the
same Spiritworketh all things.”erefore only theHolyGhost
is sent invisibly.

Objection 2. Further, the mission of the divine person is
according to sanctifying grace. But the gis belonging to the
perfection of the intellect are not gis of sanctifying grace,
since they can be held without the gi of charity, according
to 1 Cor. 13:2: “If I should have prophecy, and should know
all mysteries, and all knowledge, and if I should have all faith
so that I could move mountains, and have not charity, I am
nothing.” erefore, since the Son proceeds as the word of the
intellect, it seems unfitting for Him to be sent invisibly.

Objection 3. Further, the mission of the divine person is
a procession, as expounded above (Aa. 1,4). But the proces-
sion of the Son and of the Holy Ghost differ from each other.
erefore they are distinct missions if both are sent; and then

one of them would be superfluous, since one would suffice for
the creature’s sanctification.

On the contrary, It is said of divine Wisdom (Wis. 9:10):
“Send her from heaven to y Saints, and from the seat of y
greatness.”

I answer that, e whole Trinity dwells in the mind by
sanctifying grace, according to Jn. 14:23: “We will come to
him, and will make Our abode with him.” But that a divine
person be sent to anyone by invisible grace signifies both that
this person dwells in a new way within him and that He has
His origin from another. Hence, since both to the Son and to
the Holy Ghost it belongs to dwell in the soul by grace, and to
be from another, it therefore belongs to both of them to be in-
visibly sent. As to the Father, though He dwells in us by grace,
still it does not belong to Him to be from another, and conse-
quently He is not sent.

Reply to Objection 1. Although all the gis, considered
as such, are attributed to the Holy Ghost, forasmuch as He is
by His nature the first Gi, since He is Love, as stated above

211



(q. 38, a. 1), some gis nevertheless, by reason of their own
particular nature, are appropriated in a certain way to the Son,
those, namely, which belong to the intellect, and in respect of
which we speak of the mission of the Son. Hence Augustine
says (De Trin. iv, 20) that “e Son is sent to anyone invisibly,
whenever He is known and perceived by anyone.”

Reply to Objection 2. e soul is made like to God by
grace. Hence for a divine person to be sent to anyone by grace,
there must needs be a likening of the soul to the divine person
Who is sent, by some gi of grace. Because the Holy Ghost is
Love, the soul is assimilated to the Holy Ghost by the gi of
charity: hence the mission of the Holy Ghost is according to
themode of charity.Whereas the Son is theWord, not any sort
of word, but one Who breathes forth Love. Hence Augustine
says (DeTrin. ix 10): “eWordwe speakof is knowledgewith
love.” us the Son is sent not in accordance with every and
any kind of intellectual perfection, but according to the intel-
lectual illumination, which breaks forth into the affection of
love, as is said ( Jn. 6:45): “Everyone that hath heard from the
Father and hath learned, cometh to Me,” and (Ps. 38:4): “In

mymeditation a fire shall flame forth.”usAugustine plainly
says (De Trin. iv, 20): “e Son is sent, whenever He is known
and perceived by anyone.” Now perception implies a certain
experimental knowledge; and this is properly called wisdom
[sapientia], as it were a sweet knowledge [sapida scientia], ac-
cording to Ecclus. 6:23: “e wisdom of doctrine is according
to her name.”

Reply to Objection 3. Since mission implies the origin of
the person Who is sent, and His indwelling by grace, as above
explained (a. 1), if we speak of mission according to origin, in
this sense the Son’s mission is distinguished from the mission
of the Holy Ghost, as generation is distinguished from pro-
cession. If we consider mission as regards the effect of grace,
in this sense the two missions are united in the root which is
grace, but are distinguished in the effects of grace, which con-
sist in the illumination of the intellect and the kindling of the
affection. us it is manifest that one mission cannot be with-
out the other, because neither takes place without sanctifying
grace, nor is one person separated from the other.

Ia q. 43 a. 6Whether the invisible mission is to all who participate grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the invisible mission is
not to all who participate grace. For the Fathers of the Old
Testament had their share of grace. Yet to them was made no
invisible mission; for it is said ( Jn. 7:39): “e Spirit was not
yet given, because Jesus was not yet glorified.” erefore the
invisible mission is not to all partakers in grace.

Objection 2. Further, progress in virtue is only by grace.
But the invisiblemission is not according to progress in virtue;
because progress in virtue is continuous, since charity ever in-
creases or decreases; and thus the mission would be continu-
ous. erefore the invisible mission is not to all who share in
grace.

Objection 3. Further, Christ and the blessed have fullness
of grace. But mission is not to them, for mission implies dis-
tance, whereas Christ, as man, and all the blessed are perfectly
united to God. erefore the invisible mission is not to all
sharers in grace.

Objection 4. Further, the Sacraments of the New Law
contain grace, and it is not said that the invisible mission is
sent to them. erefore the invisible mission is not to all that
have grace.

On the contrary, According to Augustine (De Trin. iii, 4;
xv, 27), the invisible mission is for the creature’s sanctification.
Now every creature that has grace is sanctified. erefore the
invisible mission is to every such creature.

I answer that, As above stated (Aa. 3,4,5), mission in its
very meaning implies that he who is sent either begins to ex-
ist where he was not before, as occurs to creatures; or begins to
existwhere hewas before, but in a newway, inwhich sensemis-
sion is ascribed to the divine persons. us, mission as regards

the one to whom it is sent implies two things, the indwelling
of grace, and a certain renewal by grace.us the invisiblemis-
sion is sent to all inwhomare tobe found these twoconditions.

Reply to Objection 1. e invisible mission was directed
to theOldTestament Fathers, as appears fromwhatAugustine
says (De Trin. iv, 20), that the invisible mission of the Son “is
in man and with men. is was done in former times with the
Fathers and the Prophets.” us the words, “the Spirit was not
yet given,” are to be applied to that giving accompanied with a
visible sign which took place on the day of Pentecost.

Reply to Objection 2. e invisible mission takes place
also as regards progress in virtue or increase of grace. Hence
Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20), that “the Son is sent to each
one when He is known and perceived by anyone, so far as He
can be known and perceived according to the capacity of the
soul, whether journeying towards God, or united perfectly to
Him.” Such invisible mission, however, chiefly occurs as re-
gards anyone’s proficiency in the performance of a new act, or
in the acquisition of a new state of grace; as, for example, the
proficiency in reference to the gi of miracles or of prophecy,
or in the fervor of charity leading a man to expose himself to
the danger ofmartyrdom, or to renounce his possessions, or to
undertake any arduous work.

Reply to Objection 3. e invisible mission is directed to
the blessed at the very beginning of their beatitude.e invisi-
blemission ismade to them subsequently, not by “intensity” of
grace, but by the further revelation ofmysteries; which goes on
till the day of judgment. Such an increase is by the “extension”
of grace, because it extends to a greater number of objects. To
Christ the invisiblemissionwas sent at the firstmoment ofHis

212



conception; but not aerwards, since from the beginning of
His conception He was filled with all wisdom and grace.

Reply toObjection 4. Grace resides instrumentally in the
sacraments of the New Law, as the form of a thing designed
resides in the instruments of the art designing, according to a

process flowing from the agent to the passive object. But mis-
sion is only spokenof as directed to its term.Hence themission
of the divine person is not sent to the sacraments, but to those
who receive grace through the sacraments.

Ia q. 43 a. 7Whether it is fitting for the Holy Ghost to be sent visibly?

Objection 1. It would seem that theHoly Ghost is not fit-
tingly sent in a visiblemanner. For the Son as visibly sent to the
world is said to be less than the Father. But the Holy Ghost is
never said to be less than the Father.erefore theHolyGhost
is not fittingly sent in a visible manner.

Objection 2. Further, the visible mission takes place by
way of union to a visible creature, as the Son’s mission accord-
ing to the flesh. But theHolyGhost did not assume any visible
creature; and hence it cannot be said that He exists otherwise
in some creatures than in others, unless perhaps as in a sign, as
He is also present in the sacraments, and in all the figures of
the law. us the Holy Ghost is either not sent visibly at all, or
His visible mission takes place in all these things.

Objection 3. Further, every visible creature is an effect
showing forth the whole Trinity. erefore the Holy Ghost
is not sent by reason of those visible creatures more than any
other person.

Objection 4. Further, the Son was visibly sent by reason
of the noblest kind of creature—namely, the human nature.
erefore if theHolyGhost is sent visibly, He ought to be sent
by reason of rational creatures.

Objection 5. Further, whatever is done visibly by God is
dispensed by the ministry of the angels; as Augustine says (De
Trin. iii, 4,5,9). So visible appearances, if there have been any,
came by means of the angels. us the angels are sent, and not
the Holy Ghost.

Objection 6. Further, the Holy Ghost being sent in a visi-
ble manner is only for the purpose of manifesting the invisible
mission; as invisible things are made known by the visible. So
those to whom the invisible mission was not sent, ought not
to receive the visible mission; and to all who received the in-
visible mission, whether in the New or in the Old Testament,
the visible mission ought likewise to be sent; and this is clearly
false. erefore the Holy Ghost is not sent visibly.

Onthe contrary, It is said (Mat. 3:16) that, when our Lord
was baptized, the Holy Ghost descended upon Him in the
shape of a dove.

I answer that,God provides for all things according to the
nature of each thing.Nowthenature ofman requires that hebe
led to the invisible by visible things, as explained above (q. 12,
a. 12). Wherefore the invisible things of God must be made
manifest to man by the things that are visible. As God, there-
fore, in a certain way has demonstrated Himself and His eter-
nal processions to men by visible creatures, according to cer-
tain signs; so was it fitting that the invisible missions also of

the divine persons should be made manifest by some visible
creatures.

ismode ofmanifestation applies in different ways to the
Son and to the Holy Ghost. For it belongs to the Holy Ghost,
Who proceeds as Love, to be the gi of sanctification; to the
Son as the principle of the Holy Ghost, it belongs to the au-
thor of this sanctification. us the Son has been sent visibly
as the author of sanctification; the Holy Ghost as the sign of
sanctification.

Reply to Objection 1. e Son assumed the visible crea-
ture, wherein He appeared, into the unity of His person, so
that whatever can be said of that creature can be said of the
Son of God; and so, by reason of the nature assumed, the Son
is called less than the Father. But the Holy Ghost did not as-
sume the visible creature, inwhichHe appeared, into the unity
ofHis person; so that what is said of it cannot be predicated of
Him.HenceHe cannot be called less than the Father by reason
of any visible creature.

Reply to Objection 2. e visible mission of the Holy
Ghost does not apply to the imaginary vision which is that
of prophecy; because as Augustine says (De Trin. ii, 6): “e
prophetic vision is not displayed to corporeal eyes by corpo-
real shapes, but is shown in the spirit by the spiritual images
of bodies. But whoever saw the dove and the fire, saw them by
their eyes. Nor, again, has the Holy Ghost the same relation
to these images that the Son has to the rock, because it is said,
“e rock was Christ” (1 Cor. 10:4). For that rock was already
created, and aer the manner of an action was named Christ,
Whom it typified; whereas the dove and the fire suddenly ap-
peared to signify only what was happening. ey seem, how-
ever, to be like to the flame of the burning bush seen by Moses
and to the column which the people followed in the desert,
and to the lightning and thunder issuing forth when the law
was given on the mountain. For the purpose of the bodily ap-
pearances of those things was that theymight signify, and then
pass away.” us the visible mission is neither displayed by
prophetic vision, which belongs to the imagination, and not
to the body, nor by the sacramental signs of the Old and New
Testament, wherein certain pre-existing things are employed
to signify something. But theHolyGhost is said to be sent vis-
ibly, inasmuch asHe showedHimself in certain creatures as in
signs especially made for that purpose.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the whole Trinity makes
those creatures, still they are made in order to show forth in
some special way this or that person. For as the Father, Son
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andHolyGhost are signifiedbydiversenames, so also caney
each one be signified by different things; although neither sep-
aration nor diversity exists amongst em.

Reply to Objection 4. It was necessary for the Son to be
declared as the author of sanctification, as explained above.
us the visible mission of the Son was necessarily made ac-
cording to the rational nature to which it belongs to act, and
which is capable of sanctification; whereas any other creature
could be the sign of sanctification. Nor was such a visible crea-
ture, formed for such a purpose, necessarily assumed by the
Holy Ghost into the unity of His person, since it was not as-
sumed or used for the purpose of action, but only for the pur-
pose of a sign; and so likewise itwasnot required to last beyond
what its use required.

Reply toObjection 5.ose visible creatures were formed
by theministry of the angels, not to signify the person of an an-
gel, but to signify the Person of the Holy Ghost. us, as the
Holy Ghost resided in those visible creatures as the one signi-
fied in the sign, on that account the Holy Ghost is said to be
sent visibly, and not as an angel.

Reply to Objection 6. It is not necessary that the invisi-
ble mission should always be made manifest by some visible
external sign; but, as is said (1 Cor. 12:7)—“the manifesta-
tion of the Spirit is given to every man unto profit”—that is,
of the Church. is utility consists in the confirmation and
propagation of the faith by such visible signs. is has been
done chiefly by Christ and by the apostles, according to Heb.
2:3, “which having begun to be declared by the Lord, was con-
firmed unto us by them that heard.”

us in a special sense, amission of theHolyGhost was di-

rected toChrist, to the apostles, and to some of the early saints
on whom the Church was in a way founded; in such a man-
ner, however, that the visible mission made to Christ should
show forth the invisible missionmade toHim, not at that par-
ticular time, but at the first moment of His conception. e
visible mission was directed to Christ at the time of His bap-
tism by the figure of a dove, a fruitful animal, to show forth in
Christ the authority of the giver of grace by spiritual regenera-
tion; hence the Father’s voice spoke, “is is My beloved Son”
(Mat. 3:17), that othersmight be regenerated to the likeness of
the only Begotten. e Transfiguration showed it forth in the
appearance of a bright cloud, to show the exuberance of doc-
trine; and hence it was said, “Hear ye Him” (Mat. 17:5). To
the apostles the mission was directed in the form of breathing
to show forth the power of their ministry in the dispensation
of the sacraments; and hence it was said, “Whose sins you shall
forgive, they are forgiven” ( Jn. 20:23): and againunder the sign
of fiery tongues to show forth the office of teaching; whence it
is said that, “they began to speak with divers tongues” (Acts
2:4). e visible mission of the Holy Ghost was fittingly not
sent to the fathers of the Old Testament, because the visible
mission of the Son was to be accomplished before that of the
Holy Ghost; since the Holy Ghost manifests the Son, as the
Sonmanifests the Father. Visible apparitions of the divine per-
sons were, however, given to the Fathers of the Old Testament
which, indeed, cannot be called visible missions; because, ac-
cording to Augustine (De Trin. ii, 17), they were not sent to
designate the indwelling of the divine person by grace, but for
the manifestation of something else.

Ia q. 43 a. 8Whether a divine person is sent only by the person whence He proceeds eternally?

Objection 1. It would seem that a divine person is sent
only by the one whence He proceeds eternally. For as Augus-
tine says (DeTrin. iv), “eFather is sent bynoonebecauseHe
is from no one.”erefore if a divine person is sent by another,
He must be from that other.

Objection 2. Further, the sender has authority over the
one sent. But there can be no authority as regards a divine per-
son except from origin. erefore the divine person sent must
proceed from the one sending.

Objection 3. Further, if a divine person can be sent by one
whence He does not proceed, then the Holy Ghost may be
given by a man, although He proceeds not from him; which is
contrary to what Augustine says (De Trin. xv). erefore the
divine person is sent only by the one whence He proceeds.

On the contrary, e Son is sent by the Holy Ghost, ac-
cording to Is. 48:16, “Now the Lord God hath sent Me and
His Spirit.” But the Son is not from the Holy Ghost. ere-
fore a divine person is sent by one from Whom He does not
proceed.

I answer that, ere are different opinions on this point.

Some say that the divine person is sent only by the one whence
He proceeds eternally; and so, when it is said that the Son of
God is sent by the Holy Ghost, this is to be explained as re-
gards His human nature, by reason of which He was sent to
preach by the Holy Ghost. Augustine, however, says (De Trin.
ii, 5) that the Son is sent by Himself, and by the Holy Ghost;
and theHoly Ghost is sent byHimself, and by the Son; so that
to be sent in God does not apply to each person, but only to
the person proceeding from

another, whereas to send belongs to each person.
ere is some truth in both of these opinions; because

when a person is described as being sent, the person Himself
existing from another is designated, with the visible or invisi-
ble effect, applicable to the mission of the divine person. us
if the sender be designated as the principle of the person sent,
in this sense not each person sends, but that person only Who
is the principle of that person who is sent; and thus the Son
is sent only by the Father; and the Holy Ghost by the Father
and the Son. If, however, the person sending is understood as
the principle of the effect implied in the mission, in that sense
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the whole Trinity sends the person sent. is reason does not
prove that a man can send the Holy Ghost, forasmuch as man

cannot cause the effect of grace.
e answers to the objections appear from the above.
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F P, Q 44
e Procession of Creatures From God, and of the First Cause of All ings

(In Four Articles)

Aer treating of the procession of the divine persons, we must consider the procession of creatures from God. is consid-
eration will be threefold: (1) of the production of creatures; (2) of the distinction between them; (3) of their preservation and
government. Concerning the first point there are three things to be considered: (1) the first cause of beings; (2) the mode of
procession of creatures from the first cause; (3) the principle of the duration of things.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is the efficient cause of all beings?
(2) Whether primary matter is created by God, or is an independent coordinate principle with Him?
(3) Whether God is the exemplar cause of beings or whether there are other exemplar causes?
(4) Whether He is the final cause of things?

Ia q. 44 a. 1Whether it is necessary that every being be created by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not necessary that
every being be created by God. For there is nothing to prevent
a thing from being without that which does not belong to its
essence, as a man can be found without whiteness. But the re-
lation of the thing caused to its cause does not appear to be
essential to beings, for some beings can be understood with-
out it; therefore they can exist without it; and therefore it is
possible that some beings should not be created by God.

Objection 2. Further, a thing requires an efficient cause in
order to exist. erefore whatever cannot but exist does not
require an efficient cause. But no necessary thing can not exist,
because whatever necessarily exists cannot but exist.erefore
as there are many necessary things in existence, it appears that
not all beings are from God.

Objection 3. Further, whatever things have a cause, can be
demonstrated by that cause. But in mathematics demonstra-
tion is not made by the efficient cause, as appears from the
Philosopher (Metaph. iii, text 3); therefore not all beings are
from God as from their efficient cause.

On the contrary, It is said (Rom. 11:36): “OfHim, and by
Him, and in Him are all things.”

I answer that, It must be said that every being in any way
existing is fromGod. Forwhatever is found in anything by par-
ticipation, must be caused in it by that to which it belongs
essentially, as iron becomes ignited by fire. Now it has been
shown above (q. 3, a. 4) when treating of the divine simplicity
thatGod is the essentially self-subsisting Being; and also it was
shown (q. 11, Aa. 3,4) that subsisting being must be one; as, if
whitenesswere self-subsisting, itwould be one, sincewhiteness
is multiplied by its recipients. erefore all beings apart from
God are not their own being, but are beings by participation.
erefore itmust be that all things which are diversified by the
diverse participation of being, so as to be more or less perfect,
are caused by one First Being, Who possesses being most per-

fectly.
Hence Plato said (Parmen. xxvi) that unity must come

before multitude; and Aristotle said (Metaph. ii, text 4) that
whatever is greatest in being and greatest in truth, is the cause
of every being and of every truth; just as whatever is the great-
est in heat is the cause of all heat.

Reply to Objection 1. ough the relation to its cause is
not part of the definition of a thing caused, still it follows, as a
consequence, on what belongs to its essence; because from the
fact that a thing has being by participation, it follows that it is
caused. Hence such a being cannot be without being caused,
just as man cannot be without having the faculty of laughing.
But, since to be caused does not enter into the essence of being
as such, therefore is it possible for us to find a being uncaused.

Reply to Objection 2. is objection has led some to say
thatwhat is necessary has no cause (Phys. viii, text 46). But this
is manifestly false in the demonstrative sciences, where nec-
essary principles are the causes of necessary conclusions. And
therefore Aristotle says (Metaph. v, text 6), that there are some
necessary things which have a cause of their necessity. But the
reason why an efficient cause is required is not merely because
the effect is not necessary, but because the effect might not be
if the cause were not. For this conditional proposition is true,
whether the antecedent and consequent be possible or impos-
sible.

Reply to Objection 3. e science of mathematics treats
its object as though it were something abstracted mentally,
whereas it is not abstract in reality. Now, it is becoming that
everything should have an efficient cause in proportion to its
being. And so, although the object of mathematics has an ef-
ficient cause, still, its relation to that cause is not the reason
why it is brought under the consideration of the mathemati-
cian, who therefore does not demonstrate that object from its
efficient cause.
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Ia q. 44 a. 2Whether primary matter is created by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that primarymatter is not cre-
ated by God. For whatever is made is composed of a subject
and of something else (Phys. i, text 62). But primarymatter has
no subject. erefore primary matter cannot have been made
by God.

Objection 2. Further, action and passion are opposite
members of a division. But as the first active principle is God,
so the first passive principle is matter. erefore God and pri-
marymatter are two principles divided against each other, nei-
ther of which is from the other.

Objection 3. Further, every agent produces its like, and
thus, since every agent acts in proportion to its actuality, it
follows that everythingmade is in some degree actual. But pri-
mary matter is only in potentiality, formally considered in it-
self. erefore it is against the nature of primary matter to be
a thing made.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. xii, 7), Two
“thingshastoumade,OLord; onenighuntoyself ”—viz.
angels—“the other nigh unto nothing”—viz. primary matter.

I answer that, e ancient philosophers gradually, and as
it were step by step, advanced to the knowledge of truth. At
first being of grossermind, they failed to realize that any beings
existed except sensible bodies. And those among themwho ad-
mittedmovement, did not consider it except as regards certain
accidents, for instance, in relation to rarefaction and condensa-
tion, by union and separation. And supposing as they did that
corporeal substance itself was uncreated, they assigned certain
causes for these accidental changes, as for instance, affinity,
discord, intellect, or something of that kind. An advance was
made when they understood that there was a distinction be-
tween the substantial form andmatter, which latter they imag-
ined to be uncreated, and when they perceived transmutation
to take place in bodies in regard to essential forms. Such trans-
mutations they attributed to certain universal causes, such as

the oblique circle*, according to Aristotle (De Gener. ii), or
ideas, according to Plato. But we must take into considera-
tion that matter is contracted by its form to a determinate
species, as a substance, belonging to a certain species, is con-
tracted by a supervening accident to a determinate mode of
being; for instance, man by whiteness. Each of these opinions,
therefore, considered “being” under some particular aspect, ei-
ther as “this” or as “such”; and so they assigned particular effi-
cient causes to things.en others there were who arose to the
consideration of “being,” as being, andwho assigned a cause to
things, not as “these,” or as “such,” but as “beings.”

erefore whatever is the cause of things considered as be-
ings,must be the cause of things, not only according as they are
“such” by accidental forms, nor according as they are “these”
by substantial forms, but also according to all that belongs to
their being at all in any way. And thus it is necessary to say that
also primary matter is created by the universal cause of things.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher (Phys. i, text 62),
is speaking of “becoming” in particular—that is, from form to
form, either accidental or substantial. But here we are speak-
ing of things according to their emanation from the universal
principle of being; from which emanation matter itself is not
excluded, although it is excluded from the former mode of be-
ing made.

Reply toObjection 2.Passion is an effect of action.Hence
it is reasonable that the first passive principle should be the ef-
fect of the first active principle, since every imperfect thing is
caused by one perfect. For the first principlemust bemost per-
fect, as Aristotle says (Metaph. xii, text 40).

Reply toObjection 3.e reason adduced does not show
that matter is not created, but that it is not created without
form; for though everything created is actual, still it is not
pure act. Hence it is necessary that even what is potential in
it should be created, if all that belongs to its being is created.

Ia q. 44 a. 3Whether the exemplar cause is anything besides God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the exemplar cause is
something besidesGod. For the effect is like its exemplar cause.
But creatures are far frombeing likeGod.ereforeGod is not
their exemplar cause.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is by participation is re-
duced to something self-existing, as a thing ignited is reduced
to fire, as stated above (a. 1). But whatever exists in sensible
things exists only by participation of some species. is ap-
pears from the fact that in all sensible species is found not only
what belongs to the species, but also individuating principles
added to the principles of the species. erefore it is necessary
to admit self-existing species, as for instance, a “per se” man,
and a “per se” horse, and the like, which are called the exem-

plars. erefore exemplar causes exist besides God.
Objection 3. Further, sciences and definitions are con-

cerned with species themselves, but not as these are in partic-
ular things, because there is no science or definition of partic-
ular things. erefore there are some beings, which are beings
or species not existing in singular things, and these are called
exemplars. erefore the same conclusion follows as above.

Objection 4. Further, this likewise appears from Diony-
sius, who says (Div. Nom. v) that self-subsisting being is before
self-subsisting life, and before self-subsisting wisdom.

On the contrary,eexemplar is the same as the idea. But
ideas, according toAugustine (QQ.83, qu. 46), are “themaster
forms, which are contained in the divine intelligence.” ere-

* e zodiac.
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fore the exemplars of things are not outside God.
I answer that,God is the first exemplar cause of all things.

In proof whereof we must consider that if for the production
of anything an exemplar is necessary, it is in order that the ef-
fect may receive a determinate form. For an artificer produces
a determinate form in matter by reason of the exemplar before
him, whether it is the exemplar beheld externally, or the exem-
plar interiorily conceived in the mind. Now it is manifest that
things made by nature receive determinate forms. is deter-
mination of forms must be reduced to the divine wisdom as
its first principle, for divine wisdom devised the order of the
universe, which order consists in the variety of things. And
therefore we must say that in the divine wisdom are the types
of all things, which types we have called ideas—i.e. exemplar
forms existing in the divinemind (q. 15, a. 1). And these ideas,
thoughmultiplied by their relations to things, in reality are not
apart from the divine essence, according as the likeness to that
essence can be shared diversely by different things. In thisman-
ner therefore God Himself is the first exemplar of all things.
Moreover, in things created one may be called the exemplar of
another by the reason of its likeness thereto, either in species,
or by the analogy of some kind of imitation.

Reply to Objection 1. Although creatures do not attain

to a natural likeness to God according to similitude of species,
as a man begotten is like to the man begetting, still they do at-
tain to likeness toHim, forasmuch as they represent the divine
idea, as a material house is like to the house in the architect’s
mind.

Reply to Objection 2. It is of a man’s nature to be in mat-
ter, and so a man without matter is impossible. erefore al-
though this particular man is a man by participation of the
species, he cannot be reduced to anything self-existing in the
same species, but to a superior species, such as separate sub-
stances. e same applies to other sensible things.

Reply toObjection 3. Although every science and defini-
tion is concerned only with beings, still it is not necessary that
a thing should have the same mode in reality as the thought of
it has in our understanding. For we abstract universal ideas by
force of the active intellect from the particular conditions; but
it is not necessary that the universals should exist outside the
particulars in order to be their exemplars.

Reply to Objection 4. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),
by “self-existing life and self-existing wisdom” he sometimes
denotes God Himself, sometimes the powers given to things
themselves; but not any self-subsisting things, as the ancients
asserted.

Ia q. 44 a. 4Whether God is the final cause of all things?

Objection 1. It would seem that God is not the final cause
of all things. For to act for an end seems to imply need of the
end. But God needs nothing. erefore it does not become
Him to act for an end.

Objection 2. Further, the end of generation, and the form
of the thing generated, and the agent cannot be identical (Phys.
ii, text 70), because the end of generation is the form of the
thing generated.ButGod is thefirst agentproducing all things.
erefore He is not the final cause of all things.

Objection 3. Further, all things desire their end. But all
things do not desire God, for all do not even know Him.
erefore God is not the end of all things.

Objection 4. Further, the final cause is the first of causes.
If, therefore, God is the efficient cause and the final cause, it
follows that before and aer exist in Him; which is impossi-
ble.

On the contrary, It is said (Prov. 16:4): “e Lord has
made all things for Himself.”

I answer that, Every agent acts for an end: otherwise one
thing would not follow more than another from the action of
the agent, unless it were by chance. Now the end of the agent
and of the patient considered as such is the same, but in a dif-
ferent way respectively. For the impression which the agent in-
tends to produce, and which the patient intends to receive, are
one and the same. Some things, however, are both agent and
patient at the same time: these are imperfect agents, and to
these it belongs to intend, even while acting, the acquisition
of something. But it does not belong to the First Agent, Who

is agent only, to act for the acquisition of some end; He in-
tends only to communicateHis perfection, which isHis good-
ness; while every creature intends to acquire its own perfec-
tion, which is the likeness of the divine perfection and good-
ness. erefore the divine goodness is the end of all things.

Reply to Objection 1. To act from need belongs only to
an imperfect agent, which by its nature is both agent and pa-
tient. But this does not belong toGod, and thereforeHe alone
is the most perfectly liberal giver, because He does not act for
His own profit, but only for His own goodness.

Reply to Objection 2. e form of the thing generated is
not the end of generation, except inasmuch as it is the likeness
of the formof the generator, which intends to communicate its
own likeness; otherwise the formof the thing generatedwould
be more noble than the generator, since the end is more noble
than the means to the end.

Reply to Objection 3. All things desire God as their end,
when they desire some good thing,whether this desire be intel-
lectual or sensible, or natural, i.e. without knowledge; because
nothing is good and desirable except forasmuch as it partici-
pates in the likeness to God.

Reply toObjection4. SinceGod is the efficient, the exem-
plar and the final cause of all things, and since primary matter
is from Him, it follows that the first principle of all things is
one in reality. But this does not prevent us from mentally con-
sidering many things in Him, some of which come into our
mind before others.
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F P, Q 45
e Mode of Emanation of ings From the First Principle

(In Eight Articles)

e next question concerns the mode of the emanation of things from the First Principle, and this is called creation, and
includes eight points of inquiry:

(1) What is creation?
(2) Whether God can create anything?
(3) Whether creation is anything in the very nature of things?
(4) To what things it belongs to be created?
(5) Whether it belongs to God alone to create?
(6) Whether creation is common to the whole Trinity, or proper to any one Person?
(7) Whether any trace of the Trinity is to be found in created things?
(8) Whether the work of creation is mingled with the works of nature and of the will?

Ia q. 45 a. 1Whether to create is to make something from nothing?

Objection 1. It would seem that to create is not to make
anything from nothing. For Augustine says (Contra Adv. Leg.
et Proph. i): “Tomake concernswhat did not exist at all; but to
create is to make something by bringing forth something from
what was already.”

Objection 2. Further, the nobility of action and ofmotion
is considered from their terms. Action is therefore nobler from
good to good, and from being to being, than from nothing to
something. But creation appears to be the most noble action,
and first among all actions.erefore it is not from nothing to
something, but rather from being to being.

Objection 3. Further, the preposition “from” [ex] imports
relation of some cause, and especially of the material cause; as
when we say that a statue is made from brass. But “nothing”
cannot be the matter of being, nor in any way its cause. ere-
fore to create is not to make something from nothing.

On the contrary, On the text of Gn. 1, “In the beginning
God created,” etc., the gloss has, “To create is to make some-
thing from nothing.”

I answer that,As said above (q. 44, a. 2), wemust consider
not only the emanation of a particular being from a particular
agent, but also the emanation of all being from the universal
cause, which is God; and this emanation we designate by the
nameof creation.Nowwhatproceeds byparticular emanation,
is not presupposed to that emanation; as when a man is gen-
erated, he was not before, but man is made from “not-man,”
and white from “not-white.” Hence if the emanation of the
whole universal being from the first principle be considered,
it is impossible that any being should be presupposed before
this emanation. For nothing is the same as no being.erefore
as the generation of a man is from the “not-being” which is
“not-man,” so creation, which is the emanation of all being, is
from the “not-being” which is “nothing.”

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine uses the word creation
in an equivocal sense, according as to be created signifies im-

provement in things; as when we say that a bishop is created.
We do not, however, speak of creation in that way here, but as
it is described above.

Reply to Objection 2. Changes receive species and dig-
nity, not from the term “wherefrom,” but from the term
“whereto.” erefore a change is more perfect and excellent
when the term “whereto” of the change is more noble and
excellent, although the term “wherefrom,” corresponding to
the term “whereto,” may be more imperfect: thus generation
is simply nobler and more excellent than alteration, because
the substantial form is nobler than the accidental form; and
yet the privation of the substantial form, which is the term
“wherefrom” in generation, is more imperfect than the con-
trary, which is the term “wherefrom” in alteration. Similarly
creation is more perfect and excellent than generation and al-
teration, because the term “whereto” is the whole substance
of the thing; whereas what is understood as the term “where-
from” is simply not-being.

Reply to Objection 3. When anything is said to be made
fromnothing, this preposition “from” [ex] does not signify the
material cause, but only order; as when we say, “from morn-
ing comes midday”–i.e. aer morning is midday. But we must
understand that this preposition “from” [ex] can comprise the
negation implied when I say the word “nothing,” or can be in-
cluded in it. If taken in the first sense, then we affirm the or-
der by stating the relation between what is now and its pre-
vious non-existence. But if the negation includes the preposi-
tion, then the order is denied, and the sense is, “It is made from
nothing—i.e. it is not made from anything”—as if we were to
say, “He speaks of nothing,” because he does not speak of any-
thing. And this is verified in both ways, when it is said, that
anything ismade fromnothing. But in the first way this prepo-
sition “from” [ex] implies order, as has been said in this reply.
In the second sense, it imports the material cause, which is de-
nied.
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Ia q. 45 a. 2Whether God can create anything?

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannot create any-
thing, because, according to the Philosopher (Phys. i, text 34),
the ancient philosophers considered it as a commonly received
axiom that “nothing is made from nothing.” But the power of
God does not extend to the contraries of first principles; as,
for instance, that God couldmake the whole to be less than its
part, or that affirmation and negation are both true at the same
time. erefore God cannot make anything from nothing, or
create.

Objection 2. Further, if to create is to make something
from nothing, to be created is to be made. But to be made is
to be changed. erefore creation is change. But every change
occurs in some subject, as appears by the definition of move-
ment: formovement is the act of what is in potentiality.ere-
fore it is impossible for anything to be made out of nothing by
God.

Objection 3. Further, what has been made must have at
some time been becoming. But it cannot be said that what is
created, at the same time, is becoming and has been made, be-
cause in permanent things what is becoming, is not, and what
has been made, already is: and so it would follow that some-
thing would be, and not be, at the same time. erefore when
anything is made, its becoming precedes its having beenmade.
But this is impossible, unless there is a subject in which the be-
coming is sustained. erefore it is impossible that anything
should be made from nothing.

Objection 4. Further, infinite distance cannot be crossed.
But infinite distance exists between being and nothing.ere-
fore it does not happen that something is made from nothing.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 1:1): “In the beginning
God created heaven and earth.”

I answer that, Not only is it impossible that anything
should be created by God, but it is necessary to say that all
things were created by God, as appears from what has been
said (q. 44, a. 1). For when anyone makes one thing from an-
other, this latter thing from which he makes is presupposed to
his action, and is not produced by his action; thus the cras-
man works from natural things, as wood or brass, which are
caused not by the action of art, but by the action of nature. So
alsonature itself causes natural things as regards their form, but
presupposes matter. If therefore God did only act from some-
thing presupposed, it would follow that the thing presupposed
would not be caused by Him. Now it has been shown above
(q. 44, Aa. 1,2), that nothing can be, unless it is from God,
Who is the universal cause of all being. Hence it is necessary

to say that God brings things into being from nothing.
Reply to Objection 1. Ancient philosophers, as is said

above (q. 44, a. 2), considered only the emanation of particu-
lar effects fromparticular causes, which necessarily presuppose
something in their action; whence came their common opin-
ion that “nothing is made from nothing.” But this has no place
in the first emanation from the universal principle of things.

Reply to Objection 2. Creation is not change, except ac-
cording to a mode of understanding. For change means that
the same something should be different now from what it was
previously. Sometimes, indeed, the same actual thing is differ-
ent now from what it was before, as in motion according to
quantity, quality and place; but sometimes it is the same be-
ing only in potentiality, as in substantial change, the subject of
which is matter. But in creation, by which the whole substance
of a thing is produced, the same thing can be taken as different
now and before only according to our way of understanding,
so that a thing is understood as first not existing at all, and af-
terwards as existing. But as action and passion coincide as to
the substance of motion, and differ only according to diverse
relations (Phys. iii, text 20,21), it must follow that when mo-
tion is withdrawn, only diverse relations remain in theCreator
and in the creature. But because the mode of signification fol-
lows themode of understanding as was said above (q. 13, a. 1),
creation is signified by mode of change; and on this account it
is said that to create is to make something from nothing. And
yet “to make” and “to be made” are more suitable expressions
here than “to change” and “to be changed,” because “to make”
and “to be made” import a relation of cause to the effect, and
of effect to the cause, and imply change only as a consequence.

Reply to Objection 3. In things which are made without
movement, to become and to be already made are simultane-
ous, whether such making is the term of movement, as illumi-
nation (for a thing is being illuminated and is illuminated at
the same time) or whether it is not the term of movement, as
the word is being made in the mind and is made at the same
time. In these things what is beingmade, is; but whenwe speak
of its beingmade, wemean that it is from another, andwas not
previously. Hence since creation is withoutmovement, a thing
is being created and is already created at the same time.

Reply to Objection 4. is objection proceeds from a
false imagination, as if there were an infinite medium between
nothing and being; which is plainly false. is false imagina-
tion comes from creation being taken to signify a change exist-
ing between two forms.
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Ia q. 45 a. 3Whether creation is anything in the creature?

Objection 1. It would seem that creation is not anything
in the creature. For as creation taken in a passive sense is at-
tributed to the creature, so creation taken in an active sense
is attributed to the Creator. But creation taken actively is not
anything in the Creator, because otherwise it would follow
that in God there would be something temporal. erefore
creation taken passively is not anything in the creature.

Objection 2. Further, there is no medium between the
Creator and the creature. But creation is signified as the
medium between them both: since it is not the Creator, as it is
not eternal; nor is it the creature, because in that case it would
be necessary for the same reason to suppose another creation
to create it, and so on to infinity.erefore creation is not any-
thing in the creature.

Objection 3. Further, if creation is anything besides the
created substance, it must be an accident belonging to it. But
every accident is in a subject. erefore a thing created would
be the subject of creation, and so the same thing would be the
subject and also the term of creation. is is impossible, be-
cause the subject is before the accident, and preserves the acci-
dent; while the term is aer the action and passionwhose term
it is, and as soon as it exists, action and passion cease.erefore
creation itself is not any thing.

On the contrary, It is greater for a thing to be made ac-
cording to its entire substance, than to be made according to
its substantial or accidental form. But generation taken sim-
ply, or relatively, whereby anything is made according to the
substantial or the accidental form, is something in the thing
generated.ereforemuchmore is creation, whereby a thing is
made according to its whole substance, something in the thing
created.

I answer that, Creation places something in the thing cre-
ated according to relation only; because what is created, is not
made by movement, or by change. For what is made by move-
ment or by change is made from something pre-existing. And

this happens, indeed, in the particular productions of some
beings, but cannot happen in the production of all being by
the universal cause of all beings, which is God. Hence God
by creation produces things without movement. Now when
movement is removed from action and passion, only relation
remains, as was said above (a. 2, ad 2). Hence creation in the
creature is only a certain relation to the Creator as to the prin-
ciple of its being; even as in passion, which implies movement,
is implied a relation to the principle of motion.

Reply to Objection 1. Creation signified actively means
the divine action, which is God’s essence, with a relation to the
creature. But in God relation to the creature is not a real rela-
tion, but only a relation of reason; whereas the relation of the
creature to God is a real relation, as was said above (q. 13, a. 7)
in treating of the divine names.

Reply to Objection 2. Because creation is signified as a
change, as was said above (a. 2, ad 2), and change is a kind
of medium between the mover and the moved, therefore also
creation is signified as a medium between the Creator and the
creature. Nevertheless passive creation is in the creature, and
is a creature. Nor is there need of a further creation in its cre-
ation; because relations, or their entire nature being referred
to something, are not referred by any other relations, but by
themselves; as was also shown above (q. 42, a. 1, ad 4), in treat-
ing of the equality of the Persons.

Reply toObjection 3. e creature is the term of creation
as signifying a change, but is the subject of creation, taken as a
real relation, and is prior to it in being, as the subject is to the
accident. Nevertheless creation has a certain aspect of priority
on the part of the object to which it is directed, which is the
beginning of the creature.Nor is it necessary that as long as the
creature is it should be created; because creation imports a re-
lation of the creature to the Creator, with a certain newness or
beginning.

Ia q. 45 a. 4Whether to be created belongs to composite and subsisting things?

Objection 1. It would seem that to be created does not
belong to composite and subsisting things. For in the book,
De Causis (prop. iv) it is said, “e first of creatures is being.”
But the being of a thing created is not subsisting. erefore
creation properly speaking does not belong to subsisting and
composite things.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is created is from nothing.
But composite things are not from nothing, but are the result
of their own component parts.erefore composite things are
not created.

Objection 3. Further, what is presupposed in the second
emanation is properly produced by the first: as natural gener-
ation produces the natural thing, which is presupposed in the

operation of art. But the thing supposed in natural generation
ismatter.ereforematter, and not the composite, is, properly
speaking, that which is created.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 1:1): “In the beginning
God created heaven and earth.” But heaven and earth are sub-
sisting composite things. erefore creation belongs to them.

I answer that, To be created is, in a manner, to be made,
as was shown above (q. 44, a. 2, ad 2,3). Now, to be made is
directed to the being of a thing. Hence to be made and to be
created properly belong to whatever being belongs; which, in-
deed, belongs properly to subsisting things, whether they are
simple things, as in the case of separate substances, or compos-
ite, as in the case of material substances. For being belongs to
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that which has being—that is, to what subsists in its own be-
ing. But forms and accidents and the like are called beings, not
as if they themselves were, but because something is by them;
as whiteness is called a being, inasmuch as its subject is white
by it.Hence, according to thePhilosopher (Metaph. vii, text 2)
accident is more properly said to be “of a being” than “a being.”
erefore, as accidents and forms and the like non-subsisting
things are to be said to co-exist rather than to exist, so they
ought to be called rather “concreated” than “created” things;
whereas, properly speaking, created things are subsisting be-
ings.

Reply to Objection 1. In the proposition “the first of cre-
ated things is being,” the word “being” does not refer to the
subject of creation, but to the proper concept of the object of

creation. For a created thing is called created because it is a be-
ing, not because it is “this” being, since creation is the emana-
tion of all being from the Universal Being, as was said above
(a. 1). We use a similar way of speaking when we say that “the
first visible thing is color,” although, strictly speaking, the thing
colored is what is seen.

Reply to Objection 2. Creation does not mean the build-
ing up of a composite thing from pre-existing principles; but it
means that the “composite” is created so that it is brought into
being at the same time with all its principles.

Reply to Objection 3. is reason does not prove that
matter alone is created, but that matter does not exist except
by creation; for creation is the production of the whole being,
and not only matter.

Ia q. 45 a. 5Whether it belongs to God alone to create?

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong toGod
alone to create, because, according to the Philosopher (DeAn-
ima ii, text 34), what is perfect can make its own likeness. But
immaterial creatures are more perfect than material creatures,
which nevertheless can make their own likeness, for fire gen-
erates fire, and man begets man. erefore an immaterial sub-
stance can make a substance like to itself. But immaterial sub-
stance can be made only by creation, since it has no matter
from which to be made. erefore a creature can create.

Objection 2. Further, the greater the resistance is on the
part of the thing made, so much the greater power is required
in the maker. But a “contrary” resists more than “nothing.”
erefore it requires more power to make (something) from
its contrary,whichnevertheless a creature cando, than tomake
a thing from nothing. Much more therefore can a creature do
this.

Objection 3. Further, the power of the maker is consid-
ered according to themeasure of what is made. But created be-
ing is finite, as we proved abovewhen treating of the infinity of
God (q. 7, Aa. 2,3,4). erefore only a finite power is needed
to produce a creature by creation. But to have a finite power
is not contrary to the nature of a creature. erefore it is not
impossible for a creature to create.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8) that nei-
ther good nor bad angels can create anything.Much less there-
fore can any other creatures.

I answer that, It sufficiently appears at the first glance, ac-
cording to what precedes (a. 1), that to create can be the ac-
tion of God alone. For the more universal effects must be re-
duced to the more universal and prior causes. Now among all
effects the most universal is being itself: and hence it must be
the proper effect of the first andmost universal cause, and that
is God.Hence also it is said (DeCausis prop., iii) that “neither
intelligence nor the soul gives us being, except inasmuch as it
works by divine operation.” Now to produce being absolutely,
not as this or that being, belongs to creation. Hence it is man-

ifest that creation is the proper act of God alone.
It happens, however, that something participates the

proper action of another, not by its ownpower, but instrumen-
tally, inasmuch as it acts by thepower of another; as air canheat
and ignite by the power of fire. And so some have supposed
that although creation is the proper act of the universal cause,
still some inferior cause acting by the power of the first cause,
can create. And thus Avicenna asserted that the first separate
substance created by God created another aer itself, and the
substance of the world and its soul; and that the substance of
theworld creates thematter of inferior bodies.And in the same
manner the Master says (Sent. iv, D, 5) that God can commu-
nicate to a creature the power of creating, so that the latter can
create ministerially, not by its own power.

But such a thing cannot be, because the secondary instru-
mental cause does not participate the action of the superior
cause, except inasmuch as by something proper to itself it acts
dispositively to the effect of the principal agent. If therefore it
effects nothing, according to what is proper to itself, it is used
to no purpose; nor would there be any need of certain instru-
ments for certain actions. us we see that a saw, in cutting
wood, which it does by the property of its own form, produces
the form of a bench, which is the proper effect of the principal
agent. Now the proper effect of God creating is what is pre-
supposed to all other effects, and that is absolute being. Hence
nothing else can act dispositively and instrumentally to this ef-
fect, since creation is not from anything presupposed, which
can be disposed by the action of the instrumental agent. So
therefore it is impossible for any creature to create, either by
its own power or instrumentally—that is, ministerially.

And above all it is absurd to suppose that a body can cre-
ate, for no body acts except by touching or moving; and thus
it requires in its action some pre-existing thing, which can be
touched or moved, which is contrary to the very idea of cre-
ation.

Reply to Objection 1. A perfect thing participating any
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nature, makes a likeness to itself, not by absolutely producing
that nature, but by applying it to something else. For an indi-
vidual man cannot be the cause of human nature absolutely,
because he would then be the cause of himself; but he is the
cause of human nature being in theman begotten; and thus he
presupposes in his action a determinate matter whereby he is
an individual man. But as an individual man participates hu-
mannature, so every created being participates, so to speak, the
nature of being; for God alone is His own being, as we have
said above (q. 7, Aa. 1,2). erefore no created being can pro-
duce a being absolutely, except forasmuch as it causes “being”
in “this”: and so it is necessary to presuppose that whereby a
thing is this thing, before the action whereby it makes its own
likeness. But in an immaterial substance it is not possible to
presuppose anythingwhereby it is this thing; because it is what
it is by its form, whereby it has being, since it is a subsisting
form. erefore an immaterial substance cannot produce an-
other immaterial substance like to itself as regards its being, but
only as regards some added perfection; as wemay say that a su-
perior angel illuminates an inferior, as Dionysius says (Coel.
Hier. iv, x). In this way even in heaven there is paternity, as the
Apostle says (Eph. 3:15): “From whom all paternity in heaven
and on earth is named.” From which evidently appears that no
created being can cause anything, unless something is presup-
posed; which is against the very idea of creation.

Reply to Objection 2. A thing is made from its contrary
indirectly (Phys. i, text 43), but directly from the subjectwhich

is in potentiality. And so the contrary resists the agent, inas-
much as it impedes the potentiality from the act which the
agent intends to induce, as fire intends to reduce the matter
of water to an act like to itself, but is impeded by the form
and contrary dispositions, whereby the potentiality (of thewa-
ter) is restrained from being reduced to act; and the more the
potentiality is restrained, the more power is required in the
agent to reduce thematter to act. Hence amuch greater power
is required in the agent when no potentiality pre-exists. us
therefore it appears that it is an act of much greater power to
make a thing from nothing, than from its contrary.

Reply toObjection 3.epower of themaker is reckoned
not only from the substance of the thing made, but also from
the mode of its being made; for a greater heat heats not only
more, but quicker. erefore although to create a finite effect
does not show an infinite power, yet to create it from noth-
ing does show an infinite power: which appears fromwhat has
been said (ad 2). For if a greater power is required in the agent
in proportion to the distance of the potentiality from the act,
it follows that the power of that which produces something
from no presupposed potentiality is infinite, because there is
no proportion between “no potentiality” and the potential-
ity presupposed by the power of a natural agent, as there is no
proportion between “not being” and “being.” And because no
creature has simply an infinite power, any more than it has an
infinite being, as was proved above (q. 7, a. 2), it follows that
no creature can create.

Ia q. 45 a. 6Whether to create is proper to any person?

Objection1. Itwould seem that to create is proper to some
Person. For what comes first is the cause of what is aer; and
what is perfect is the cause ofwhat is imperfect. But the proces-
sion of the divine Person is prior to the procession of the crea-
ture: and is more perfect, because the divine Person proceeds
in perfect similitude of its principle; whereas the creature pro-
ceeds in imperfect similitude.erefore the processions of the
divine Persons are the cause of the processions of things, and
so to create belongs to a Person.

Objection 2. Further, the divine Persons are distinguished
from each other only by their processions and relations.ere-
fore whatever difference is attributed to the divine Persons be-
longs to them according to the processions and relations of the
Persons. But the causationof creatures is diversely attributed to
the divine Persons; for in theCreed, to the Father is attributed
that “He is theCreator of all things visible and invisible”; to the
Son is attributed that by Him “all things were made”; and to
the Holy Ghost is attributed that He is “Lord and Life-giver.”
erefore the causation of creatures belongs to the Persons ac-
cording to processions and relations.

Objection 3. Further, if it be said that the causation of the
creature flows from some essential attribute appropriated to
some one Person, this does not appear to be sufficient; because

every divine effect is caused by every essential attribute—viz.
by power, goodness andwisdom—and thus does not belong to
onemore than to another.erefore any determinate mode of
causation ought not to be attributed to one Person more than
to another, unless they are distinguished in creating according
to relations and processions.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii) that all
things caused are the common work of the whole Godhead.

I answer that, To create is, properly speaking, to cause or
produce the being of things. And as every agent produces its
like, the principle of action can be considered from the effect
of the action; for it must be fire that generates fire. And there-
fore to create belongs to God according to His being, that is,
His essence, which is common to the three Persons. Hence to
create is not proper to any one Person, but is common to the
whole Trinity.

Nevertheless the divine Persons, according to the nature
of their procession, have a causality respecting the creation of
things. For as was said above (q. 14, a. 8; q. 19, a. 4), when
treating of the knowledge and will of God, God is the cause of
things byHis intellect andwill, just as the crasman is cause of
the thingsmade byhis cra.Now the crasmanworks through
the word conceived in his mind, and through the love of his
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will regarding some object. Hence also God the Father made
the creature throughHisWord,which isHis Son; and through
His Love, which is the Holy Ghost. And so the processions of
the Persons are the type of the productions of creatures inas-
much as they include the essential attributes, knowledge and
will.

Reply to Objection 1. e processions of the divine Per-
sons are the cause of creation, as above explained.

Reply toObjection2.As thedivinenature, although com-
mon to the three Persons, still belongs to them in a kind of or-
der, inasmuch as the Son receives the divine nature from the
Father, and the Holy Ghost from both: so also likewise the
power of creation, whilst common to the three Persons, be-
longs to them in a kind of order. For the Son receives it from
the Father, and the Holy Ghost from both. Hence to be the
Creator is attributed to the Father as to Him Who does not
receive the power of creation from another. And of the Son
it is said ( Jn. 1:3), “rough Him all things were made,” inas-
much as He has the same power, but from another; for this
preposition “through” usually denotes a mediate cause, or “a
principle from a principle.” But to the Holy Ghost, Who has

the same power from both, is attributed that by His sway He
governs, and quickens what is created by the Father through
the Son. Again, the reason for this particular appropriation
may be taken from the common notion of the appropriation
of the essential attributes. For, as above stated (q. 39, a. 8, ad
3), to the Father is appropriated power which is chiefly shown
in creation, and therefore it is attributed to Him to be the
Creator. To the Son is appropriated wisdom, through which
the intellectual agent acts; and therefore it is said: “rough
Whomall thingsweremade.”And to theHolyGhost is appro-
priated goodness, to which belong both government, which
brings things to their proper end, and the giving of life—for
life consists in a certain interiormovement; and the firstmover
is the end, and goodness.

Reply to Objection 3. Although every effect of God pro-
ceeds from each attribute, each effect is reduced to that at-
tribute with which it is naturally connected; thus the order of
things is reduced to “wisdom,” and the justification of the sin-
ner to “mercy” and “goodness” poured out super-abundantly.
But creation, which is the production of the very substance of
a thing, is reduced to “power.”

Ia q. 45 a. 7Whether in creatures is necessarily found a trace of the Trinity?

Objection 1. It would seem that in creatures there is not
necessarily found a trace of the Trinity. For anything can be
traced through its traces. But the trinity of persons cannot be
traced from the creatures, as was above stated (q. 32, a. 1).
erefore there is no trace of the Trinity in creatures.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is in creatures is created.
erefore if the trace of the Trinity is found in creatures ac-
cording to some of their properties, and if everything created
has a trace of the Trinity, it follows that we can find a trace of
the Trinity in each of these (properties): and so on to infini-
tude.

Objection 3. Further, the effect represents only its own
cause. But the causality of creatures belongs to the common
nature, and not to the relations whereby the Persons are dis-
tinguished and numbered. erefore in the creature is to be
found a trace not of the Trinity but of the unity of essence.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 10), that
“the trace of the Trinity appears in creatures.”

I answer that, Every effect in some degree represents its
cause, but diversely. For some effects represent only the causal-
ity of the cause, but not its form; as smoke represents fire. Such
a representation is called a “trace”: for a trace shows that some-
one has passed by but not who it is. Other effects represent the
cause as regards the similitude of its form, as fire generated rep-
resents fire generating; and a statue ofMercury representsMer-
cury; and this is called the representation of “image.” Now the
processions of the divine Persons are referred to the acts of in-
tellect andwill, as was said above (q. 27). For the Son proceeds
as the word of the intellect; and the Holy Ghost proceeds as

love of the will. erefore in rational creatures, possessing in-
tellect andwill, there is found the representation of theTrinity
by way of image, inasmuch as there is found in them the word
conceived, and the love proceeding.

But in all creatures there is found the trace of the Trinity,
inasmuch as in every creature are found some things which
are necessarily reduced to the divine Persons as to their cause.
For every creature subsists in its own being, and has a form,
whereby it is determined to a species, and has relation to some-
thing else. erefore as it is a created substance, it represents
the cause and principle; and so in that manner it shows the
Person of the Father, Who is the “principle from no princi-
ple.” According as it has a form and species, it represents the
Word as the form of the thing made by art is from the con-
ception of the crasman. According as it has relation of order,
it represents the Holy Ghost, inasmuch as He is love, because
the order of the effect to something else is from the will of the
Creator. And therefore Augustine says (De Trin. vi 10) that
the trace of the Trinity is found in every creature, according
“as it is one individual,” and according “as it is formed by a
species,” and according as it “has a certain relation of order.”
And to these also are reduced those three, “number,” “weight,”
and “measure,” mentioned in the Book ofWisdom (9:21). For
“measure” refers to the substance of the thing limited by its
principles, “number” refers to the species, “weight” refers to
the order. And to these three are reduced the other three men-
tioned by Augustine (De Nat. Boni iii), “mode,” “species,” and
“order,” and also those he mentions (QQ. 83, qu. 18): “that
which exists; whereby it is distinguished; whereby it agrees.”
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For a thing exists by its substance, is distinct by its form, and
agrees by its order. Other similar expressions may be easily re-
duced to the above.

Reply to Objection 1. e representation of the trace is
to be referred to the appropriations: in which manner we are
able to arrive at a knowledge of the trinity of the divine persons
from creatures, as we have said (q. 32, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 2. A creature properly speaking is

a thing self-subsisting; and in such are the three above-
mentioned things to be found. Nor is it necessary that these
three things should be found in all that exists in the creature;
but only to a subsisting being is the trace ascribed in regard to
those three things.

Reply to Objection 3. e processions of the persons are
also in someway the cause and typeof creation; as appears from
the above (a. 6).

Ia q. 45 a. 8Whether creation is mingled with works of nature and art?

Objection 1. It would seem that creation is mingled in
works of nature and art. For in every operation of nature and
art some form is produced. But it is not produced from any-
thing, since matter has no part in it. erefore it is produced
from nothing; and thus in every operation of nature and art
there is creation.

Objection 2. Further, the effect is notmore powerful than
its cause. But in natural things the only agent is the accidental
form, which is an active or a passive form. erefore the sub-
stantial form is not produced by the operation of nature; and
therefore it must be produced by creation.

Objection 3. Further, in nature like begets like. But some
things are found generated in nature by a thing unlike to them;
as is evident in animals generated through putrefaction.ere-
fore the form of these is not from nature, but by creation; and
the same reason applies to other things.

Objection 4. Further, what is not created, is not a crea-
ture. If therefore in nature’s productions there were not cre-
ation, it would follow that nature’s productions are not crea-
tures; which is heretical.

On the contrary, Augustine (Super Gen. v, 6,14,15) dis-
tinguishes the work of propagation, which is a work of nature,
from the work of creation.

I answer that, e doubt on this subject arises from the
forms which, some said, do not come into existence by the ac-
tion of nature, but previously exist in matter; for they asserted
that forms are latent. is arose from ignorance concerning
matter, and fromnot knowing how to distinguish between po-
tentiality and act. For because forms pre-exist in matter, “in
potentiality,” they asserted that they pre-exist “simply.” Oth-
ers, however, said that the forms were given or caused by a sep-

arate agent by way of creation; and accordingly, that to each
operation of nature is joined creation. But this opinion arose
from ignorance concerning form. For they failed to consider
that the form of the natural body is not subsisting, but is that
by which a thing is. And therefore, since to be made and to be
created belong properly to a subsisting thing alone, as shown
above (a. 4), it does not belong to forms tobemadeor to be cre-
ated, but to be “concreated.” What, indeed, is properly made
by the natural agent is the “composite,” which is made from
matter.

Hence in the works of nature creation does not enter, but
is presupposed to the work of nature.

Reply to Objection 1. Forms begin to be actual when the
composite things are made, not as though they were made “di-
rectly,” but only “indirectly.”

Reply to Objection 2. e active qualities in nature act
by virtue of substantial forms: and therefore the natural agent
not only produces its like according to quality, but according
to species.

Reply toObjection 3. For the generation of imperfect an-
imals, a universal agent suffices, and this is to be found in the
celestial power to which they are assimilated, not in species,
but according to a kind of analogy. Nor is it necessary to say
that their forms are created by a separate agent. However, for
the generation of perfect animals the universal agent does not
suffice, but a proper agent is required, in the shape of a univocal
generator.

Reply toObjection 4.eoperation of nature takes place
only on the presupposition of created principles; and thus the
products of nature are called creatures.
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F P, Q 46
Of the Beginning of the Duration of Creatures

(Inree Articles)

Next must be considered the beginning of the duration of creatures, about which there are three points for treatment:

(1) Whether creatures always existed?
(2) Whether that they began to exist in an article of Faith?
(3) How God is said to have created heaven and earth in the beginning?

Ia q. 46 a. 1Whether the universe of creatures always existed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the universe of creatures,
called the world, had no beginning, but existed from eternity.
For everything which begins to exist, is a possible being be-
fore it exists: otherwise it would be impossible for it to exist.
If therefore the world began to exist, it was a possible being
before it began to exist. But possible being is matter, which is
in potentiality to existence, which results from a form, and to
non-existence, which results from privation of form. If there-
fore the world began to exist, matter must have existed before
the world. But matter cannot exist without form: while the
matter of the world with its form is the world. erefore the
world existed before it began to exist: which is impossible.

Objection 2. Further, nothing which has power to be al-
ways, sometimes is and sometimes is not; because so far as
the power of a thing extends so long is exists. But every in-
corruptible thing has power to be always; for its power does
not extend to any determinate time. erefore no incorrupt-
ible thing sometimes is, and sometimes is not: but everything
which has a beginning at some time is, and at some time is not;
therefore no incorruptible thing begins to exist. But there are
many incorruptible things in the world, as the celestial bod-
ies and all intellectual substances. erefore the world did not
begin to exist.

Objection 3. Further, what is unbegotten has no begin-
ning. But the Philosopher (Phys. i, text 82) proves that matter
is unbegotten, and also (DeCoelo etMundo i, text 20) that the
heaven is unbegotten. erefore the universe did not begin to
exist.

Objection 4. Further, a vacuum is where there is not a
body, but there might be. But if the world began to exist, there
was first no bodywhere the body of theworld now is; and yet it
could be there, otherwise it would not be there now.erefore
before the world there was a vacuum; which is impossible.

Objection 5. Further, nothing begins anew to be moved
except through either themover or the thingmoved being oth-
erwise than it was before. But what is otherwise now than it
was before, is moved. erefore before every new movement
there was a previous movement. erefore movement always
was; and therefore also the thing moved always was, because
movement is only in a movable thing.

Objection 6. Further, every mover is either natural or

voluntary. But neither begins to move except by some pre-
existingmovement. For nature always moves in the sameman-
ner: hence unless some change precede either in the nature of
themover, or in themovable thing, there cannot arise from the
natural mover a movement which was not there before. And
the will, without itself being changed, puts off doing what it
proposes to do; but this can be only by some imagined change,
at least on the part of time. us he who wills to make a house
tomorrow, and not today, awaits something which will be to-
morrow, but is not today; and at least awaits for today to pass,
and for tomorrow to come; and this cannot bewithout change,
because time is themeasure ofmovement.erefore it remains
that before every new movement, there was a previous move-
ment; and so the same conclusion follows as before.

Objection 7. Further, whatever is always in its beginning,
and always in its end, cannot cease and cannot begin; because
what begins is not in its end, andwhat ceases is not in its begin-
ning. But time always is in its beginning and end, because there
is no time except “now” which is the end of the past and the
beginning of the future. erefore time cannot begin or end,
and consequently neither can movement, the measure of what
is time.

Objection 8. Further, God is before the world either in
the order of nature only, or also by duration. If in the order
of nature only, therefore, since God is eternal, the world also
is eternal. But if God is prior by duration; since what is prior
and posterior in duration constitutes time, it follows that time
existed before the world, which is impossible.

Objection 9. Further, if there is a sufficient cause, there is
an effect; for a cause to which there is no effect is an imperfect
cause, requiring something else to make the effect follow. But
God is the sufficient cause of the world; being the final cause,
by reason ofHis goodness, the exemplar cause by reason ofHis
wisdom, and the efficient cause, by reason of His power as ap-
pears from the above (q. 44, Aa. 2,3,4). Since therefore God is
eternal, the world is also eternal.

Objection 10.Further, eternal action postulates an eternal
effect. But the action ofGod isHis substance, which is eternal.
erefore the world is eternal.

On the contrary, It is said ( Jn. 17:5), “Glorify Me, O Fa-
ther, with yself with the glory which I had before the world
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was”; and (Prov. 8:22), “e Lord possessed Me in the begin-
ning of His ways, before He made anything from the begin-
ning.”

I answer that, Nothing except God can be eternal. And
this statement is far from impossible to uphold: for it has been
shown above (q. 19, a. 4) that the will of God is the cause of
things. erefore things are necessary, according as it is nec-
essary for God to will them, since the necessity of the effect
depends on the necessity of the cause (Metaph. v, text 6). Now
it was shown above (q. 19, a. 3), that, absolutely speaking, it is
not necessary thatGod shouldwill anything exceptHimself. It
is not therefore necessary forGod towill that theworld should
always exist; but the world exists forasmuch as God wills it to
exist, since the being of the world depends on the will of God,
as on its cause. It is not therefore necessary for the world to be
always; and hence it cannot be proved by demonstration.

Nor are Aristotle’s reasons (Phys. viii) simply, but rela-
tively, demonstrative—viz. in order to contradict the reasons
of some of the ancients who asserted that the world began to
exist in some quite impossible manner. is appears in three
ways. Firstly, because, both in Phys. viii and in De Coelo i,
text 101, he premises some opinions, as those of Anaxagoras,
Empedocles and Plato, and brings forward reasons to refute
them. Secondly, because wherever he speaks of this subject,
he quotes the testimony of the ancients, which is not the way
of a demonstrator, but of one persuading of what is probable.
irdly, because he expressly says (Topic. i, 9), that there are di-
alectical problems, about which we have nothing to say from
reason, as, “whether the world is eternal.”

Reply toObjection 1.Before the world existed it was pos-
sible for the world to be, not, indeed, according to a passive
power which is matter, but according to the active power of
God; and also, according as a thing is called absolutely possi-
ble, not in relation to any power, but from the sole habitude
of the terms which are not repugnant to each other; in which
sense possible is opposed to impossible, as appears from the
Philosopher (Metaph. v, text 17).

Reply to Objection 2. Whatever has power always to be,
from the fact of having that power, cannot sometimes be and
sometimes not be; but before it received that power, it did not
exist.

Hence this reason which is given by Aristotle (De Coelo
i, text 120) does not prove simply that incorruptible things
never began to exist; but that they did not begin by the nat-
ural mode whereby things generated and corruptible begin.

Reply to Objection 3. Aristotle (Phys. i, text 82) proves
thatmatter is unbegotten from the fact that it has not a subject
from which to derive its existence; and (De Coelo et Mundo
i, text 20) he proves that heaven is ungenerated, forasmuch as
it has no contrary from which to be generated. Hence it ap-
pears that no conclusion follows either way, except that mat-
ter and heaven did not begin by generation, as some said, es-
pecially about heaven. But we say that matter and heaven were
produced into being by creation, as appears above (q. 44, a. 1,

ad 2).
Reply toObjection 4. e notion of a vacuum is not only

“in which is nothing,” but also implies a space capable of hold-
ing a body and in which there is not a body, as appears from
Aristotle (Phys. iv, text 60). Whereas we hold that there was
no place or space before the world was.

Reply to Objection 5. e first mover was always in the
same state: but the first movable thing was not always so, be-
cause it began to bewhereas hitherto it was not.is, however,
was not through change, but by creation, which is not change,
as said above (q. 45, a. 2, as 2). Hence it is evident that this
reason, which Aristotle gives (Phys. viii), is valid against those
who admitted the existence of eternal movable things, but not
eternal movement, as appears from the opinions of Anaxago-
ras and Empedocles. But we hold that from the moment that
movable things began to exist movement also existed.

Reply toObjection 6. e first agent is a voluntary agent.
And although He had the eternal will to produce some effect,
yetHe did not produce an eternal effect.Nor is it necessary for
some change to be presupposed, not even on account of imag-
inary time. For we must take into consideration the difference
between a particular agent, that presupposes something and
produces something else, and the universal agent, who pro-
duces the whole. e particular agent produces the form, and
presupposes the matter; and hence it is necessary that it intro-
duce the form in due proportion into a suitable matter. Hence
it is correct to say that it introduces the form into such matter,
and not into another, on account of the different kinds ofmat-
ter. But it is not correct to say so of God Who produces form
and matter together: whereas it is correct to say of Him that
He produces matter fitting to the form and to the end. Now, a
particular agent presupposes time just as it presupposesmatter.
Hence it is correctly described as acting in time “aer” and not
in time “before,” according to an imaginary succession of time
aer time. But the universal agent who produces the thing and
time also, is not correctly described as acting now, and not be-
fore, according to an imaginary succession of time succeeding
time, as if time were presupposed to His action; but He must
be considered as giving time toHis effect asmuch as andwhen
He willed, and according to what was fitting to demonstrate
His power. For the world leads more evidently to the knowl-
edge of the divine creating power, if it was not always, than if it
had always been; since everything which was not always mani-
festly has a cause;whereas this is not somanifest ofwhat always
was.

Reply to Objection 7. As is stated (Phys. iv, text 99), “be-
fore” and “aer” belong to time, according as they are inmove-
ment. Hence beginning and end in time must be taken in the
same way as inmovement. Now, granted the eternity of move-
ment, it is necessary that any given moment in movement be
a beginning and an end of movement; which need not be if
movement be a beginning. e same applies to the “now” of
time. us it appears that the idea of the instant “now,” as be-
ing always the beginning and endof time, presupposes the eter-
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nity of time and movement. Hence Aristotle brings forward
this reason (Phys. viii, text 10) against those who asserted the
eternity of time, but denied the eternity of movement.

Reply to Objection 8. God is prior to the world by pri-
ority of duration. But the word “prior” signifies priority not of
time, but of eternity.Orwemay say that it signifies the eternity
of imaginary time, and not of time really existing; thus, when
we say that above heaven there is nothing, the word “above”
signifies only an imaginary place, according as it is possible to
imagine other dimensions beyond those of the heavenly body.

Reply toObjection 9.As the effect follows from the cause
that acts by nature, according to the mode of its form, so like-
wise it follows from the voluntary agent, according to the form

preconceived and determined by the agent, as appears from
whatwas said above (q. 19, a. 4; q. 41, a. 2).erefore, although
God was from eternity the sufficient cause of the world, we
should not say that the world was produced by Him, except
as preordained by His will—that is, that it should have being
aer not being, in order more manifestly to declare its author.

Reply to Objection 10. Given the action, the effect fol-
lows according to the requirement of the form, which is the
principle of action. But in agents acting by will, what is con-
ceived and preordained is to be taken as the form, which is
the principle of action. erefore from the eternal action of
God an eternal effect did not follow; but such an effect as God
willed, an effect, to wit, which has being aer not being.

Ia q. 46 a. 2Whether it is an article of faith that the world began?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not an article of faith
but a demonstrable conclusion that the world began. For ev-
erything that is made has a beginning of its duration. But it
can be proved demonstratively that God is the effective cause
of the world; indeed this is asserted by the more approved
philosophers. erefore it can be demonstratively proved that
the world began.

Objection 2.Further, if it is necessary to say that theworld
was made by God, it must therefore have been made from
nothing or from something. But it was not made from some-
thing; otherwise thematter of the world would have preceded
the world; against which are the arguments of Aristotle (De
Coelo i), who held that heaven was ungenerated. erefore it
must be said that the world was made from nothing; and thus
it has being aer not being. erefore it must have begun.

Objection 3. Further, everything which works by intellect
works from someprinciple, as appears in all kinds of crasmen.
But God acts by intellect: therefore His work has a principle.
e world, therefore, which is His effect, did not always exist.

Objection 4. Further, it appears manifestly that certain
arts have developed, and certain countries have begun to be
inhabited at some fixed time. But this would not be the case
if the world had been always. erefore it is manifest that the
world did not always exist.

Objection 5. Further, it is certain that nothing can be
equal to God. But if the world had always been, it would be
equal toGod in duration.erefore it is certain that the world
did not always exist.

Objection 6. Further, if the world always was, the conse-
quence is that infinite days preceded this present day. But it is
impossible to pass through an infinite medium. erefore we
should never have arrived at this present day; which is mani-
festly false.

Objection 7. Further, if the world was eternal, generation
also was eternal. erefore one man was begotten of another
in an infinite series. But the father is the efficient cause of the
son (Phys. ii, text 5). erefore in efficient causes there could

be an infinite series, which is disproved (Metaph. ii, text 5).
Objection 8. Further, if the world and generation always

were, there have been an infinite number of men. But man’s
soul is immortal: therefore an infinite number of human souls
would actually now exist, which is impossible.erefore it can
be known with certainty that the world began, and not only is
it known by faith.

On the contrary, e articles of faith cannot be proved
demonstratively, because faith is of things “that appear not”
(Heb. 11:1). But that God is the Creator of the world: hence
that the world began, is an article of faith; for we say, “I believe
in one God,” etc. And again, Gregory says (Hom. i in Ezech.),
that Moses prophesied of the past, saying, “In the beginning
God created heaven and earth”: in which words the newness
of the world is stated. erefore the newness of the world is
known only by revelation; and therefore it cannot be proved
demonstratively.

I answer that,By faith alonedowehold, andbynodemon-
stration can it be proved, that the world did not always exist,
as was said above of the mystery of the Trinity (q. 32, a. 1).
e reason of this is that the newness of the world cannot be
demonstrated on the part of the world itself. For the princi-
ple of demonstration is the essence of a thing. Now everything
according to its species is abstracted from “here” and “now”;
whence it is said that universals are everywhere and always.
Hence it cannot be demonstrated that man, or heaven, or a
stonewere not always. Likewise neither can it be demonstrated
on the part of the efficient cause, which acts by will. For the
will of God cannot be investigated by reason, except as re-
gards those things whichGodmust will of necessity; andwhat
He wills about creatures is not among these, as was said above
(q. 19, a. 3). But thedivinewill canbemanifestedby revelation,
on which faith rests. Hence that the world began to exist is an
object of faith, but not of demonstration or science. And it is
useful to consider this, lest anyone, presuming to demonstrate
what is of faith, should bring forward reasons that are not co-
gent, so as to give occasion to unbelievers to laugh, thinking
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that on such grounds we believe things that are of faith.
Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xi,

4), the opinion of philosophers who asserted the eternity of
the world was twofold. For some said that the substance of the
world was not from God, which is an intolerable error; and
therefore it is refuted by proofs that are cogent. Some, how-
ever, said that the world was eternal, although made by God.
For they hold that the world has a beginning, not of time,
but of creation, so that in a certain hardly intelligible way it
was always made. “And they try to explain their meaning thus
(De Civ. Dei x, 31): for as, if the foot were always in the dust
from eternity, there would always be a footprint which with-
out doubt was caused by him who trod on it, so also the world
always was, because its Maker always existed.” To understand
this we must consider that the efficient cause, which acts by
motion, of necessity precedes its effect in time; because the ef-
fect is only in the end of the action, and every agent must be
the principle of action. But if the action is instantaneous and
not successive, it is not necessary for the maker to be prior to
the thing made in duration as appears in the case of illumina-
tion. Hence they say that it does not follow necessarily if God
is the active cause of the world, that He should be prior to the
world in duration; because creation, by which He produced
the world, is not a successive change, as was said above (q. 45,
a. 2).

Reply toObjection2.osewhowould say that theworld
was eternal, would say that the world was made by God from
nothing, not that it wasmade aer nothing, according towhat
we understand by the word creation, but that it was not made
fromanything; and so also someof themdonot reject theword
creation, as appears from Avicenna (Metaph. ix, text 4).

Reply toObjection 3.is is the argument of Anaxagoras
(as quoted in Phys. viii, text 15). But it does not lead to a nec-
essary conclusion, except as to that intellect which deliberates
in order to find out what should be done, which is like move-
ment. Such is the human intellect, but not the divine intellect
(q. 14, Aa. 7,12).

Reply to Objection 4. ose who hold the eternity of the
world hold that some region was changed an infinite number
of times, from being uninhabitable to being inhabitable and
“vice versa,” and likewise they hold that the arts, by reason of
various corruptions and accidents, were subject to an infinite
variety of advance and decay. Hence Aristotle says (Meteor. i),
that it is absurd from such particular changes to hold the opin-
ion of the newness of the whole world.

Reply to Objection 5. Even supposing that the world al-
ways was, it would not be equal toGod in eternity, as Boethius
says (De Consol. v, 6); because the divine Being is all being si-
multaneously without succession; but with the world it is oth-
erwise.

Reply toObjection 6. Passage is always understood as be-
ing from term to term. Whatever bygone day we choose, from
it to the present day there is a finite number of days which can
be passed through. e objection is founded on the idea that,
given two extremes, there is an infinite number of mean terms.

Reply to Objection 7. In efficient causes it is impossible
to proceed to infinity “per se”—thus, there cannot be an in-
finite number of causes that are “per se” required for a cer-
tain effect; for instance, that a stone be moved by a stick, the
stick by the hand, and so on to infinity. But it is not impos-
sible to proceed to infinity “accidentally” as regards efficient
causes; for instance, if all the causes thus infinitely multiplied
should have the order of only one cause, their multiplication
being accidental, as an artificer acts by means of many ham-
mers accidentally, because one aer the other may be broken.
It is accidental, therefore, that one particular hammer acts af-
ter the action of another; and likewise it is accidental to this
particular man as generator to be generated by another man;
for he generates as a man, and not as the son of another man.
For all men generating hold one grade in efficient causes—viz.
the grade of a particular generator. Hence it is not impossible
for a man to be generated by man to infinity; but such a thing
would be impossible if the generation of this man depended
upon this man, and on an elementary body, and on the sun,
and so on to infinity.

Reply to Objection 8. ose who hold the eternity of the
world evade this reason inmanyways. For somedonot think it
impossible for there to be an actual infinity of souls, as appears
from the Metaphysics of Algazel, who says that such a thing is
an accidental infinity. But this was disproved above (q. 7, a. 4).
Some say that the soul is corrupted with the body. And some
say that of all souls only one will remain. But others, as Augus-
tine says*, asserted on this account a circuit of souls—viz. that
souls separated from their bodies return again thither aer a
course of time; a fuller consideration of which matters will be
given later (q. 75, a. 2; q. 118, a. 6). But be it noted that this ar-
gument considers only a particular case. Hence one might say
that the world was eternal, or least some creature, as an angel,
but not man. But we are considering the question in general,
as to whether any creature can exist from eternity.

Ia q. 46 a. 3Whether the creation of things was in the beginning of time?

Objection 1. It would seem that the creation of things was
not in the beginning of time. Forwhatever is not in time, is not
of any part of time. But the creation of things was not in time;
for by the creation the substance of things was brought into

being; and time does not measure the substance of things, and
especially of incorporeal things. erefore creation was not in
the beginning of time.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher proves (Phys. vi,

* Serm. xiv, De Temp. 4,5; De Haeres., haeres. 46; De Civ. Dei xii. 13.
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text 40) that everythingwhich ismade,was beingmade; and so
to be made implies a “before” and “aer.” But in the beginning
of time, since it is indivisible, there is no “before” and “aer.”
erefore, since to be created is a kind of “being made,” it ap-
pears that things were not created in the beginning of time.

Objection 3. Further, even time itself is created. But time
cannot be created in the beginning of time, since time is di-
visible, and the beginning of time is indivisible. erefore, the
creation of things was not in the beginning of time.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 1:1): “In the beginning
God created heaven and earth.”

I answer that, e words of Genesis, “In the beginning
God created heaven and earth,” are expounded in a threefold
sense in order to exclude three errors. For some said that the
world always was, and that time had no beginning; and to ex-
clude this the words “In the beginning” are expounded—viz.
“of time.” And some said that there are two principles of cre-
ation, one of good things and the other of evil things, against
which “In the beginning” is expounded—“in the Son.” For as
the efficient principle is appropriated to theFather by reasonof
power, so the exemplar principle is appropriated to the Son by
reasonofwisdom, in order that, as it is said (Ps. 103:24), “ou
hast made all things in wisdom,” it may be understood that
God made all things in the beginning—that is, in the Son; ac-
cording to theword of theApostle (Col. 1:16), “InHim”—viz.

the Son—“were created all things.” But others said that corpo-
real things were created by God through the medium of spiri-
tual creation; and to exclude this it is expounded thus: “In the
beginning”—i.e. before all things—“God created heaven and
earth.” For four things are stated to be created together—viz.
the empyrean heaven, corporeal matter, by which is meant the
earth, time, and the angelic nature.

Reply to Objection 1. ings are said to be created in the
beginning of time, not as if the beginning of time were a mea-
sure of creation, but because together with time heaven and
earth were created.

Reply to Objection 2. is saying of the Philosopher is
understood “of being made” by means of movement, or as the
term of movement. Because, since in every movement there
is “before” and “aer,” before any one point in a given move-
ment—that is, whilst anything is in the process of beingmoved
and made, there is a “before” and also an “aer,” because what
is in the beginning of movement or in its term is not in “be-
ing moved.” But creation is neither movement nor the term of
movement, as was said above (q. 45, Aa. 2,3). Hence a thing is
created in such a way that it was not being created before.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing is made except as it exists.
But nothing exists of time except “now.” Hence time cannot
be made except according to some “now”; not because in the
first “now” is time, but because from it time begins.
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F P, Q 47
Of the Distinction of ings in General

(Inree Articles)

Aer considering the production of creatures, we come to the consideration of the distinction of things.is consideration
will be threefold—first, of the distinction of things in general; secondly, of the distinction of good and evil; thirdly, of the
distinction of the spiritual and corporeal creature.

Under the first head, there are three points of inquiry:

(1) e multitude or distinction of things.
(2) eir inequality.
(3) e unity of the world.

Ia q. 47 a. 1Whether the multitude and distinction of things come from God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the multitude and dis-
tinction of things does not come from God. For one naturally
always makes one. But God is supremely one, as appears from
what precedes (q. 11, a. 4). erefore He produces but one ef-
fect.

Objection 2. Further, the representation is assimilated to
its exemplar. But God is the exemplar cause of His effect, as
was said above (q. 44, a. 3).erefore, as God is one,His effect
is one only, and not diverse.

Objection 3. Further, the means are proportional to the
end. But the end of the creation is one—viz. the divine good-
ness, as was shown above (q. 44 , a. 4). erefore the effect of
God is but one.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 1:4,7) that God “divided
the light from the darkness,” and “divided waters fromwaters.”
erefore the distinction andmultitude of things is fromGod.

I answer that, e distinction of things has been ascribed
to many causes. For some attributed the distinction to matter,
either by itself or with the agent.Democritus, for instance, and
all the ancient natural philosophers, who admitted no cause
but matter, attributed it to matter alone; and in their opinion
the distinction of things comes from chance according to the
movement of matter. Anaxagoras, however, attributed the dis-
tinction and multitude of things to matter and to the agent
together; and he said that the intellect distinguishes things by
extracting what is mixed up in matter.

But this cannot stand, for two reasons. First, because, as
was shown above (q. 44, a. 2), evenmatter itself was created by
God. Hence wemust reduce whatever distinction comes from
matter to a higher cause. Secondly, because matter is for the
sake of the form, and not the form for the matter, and the dis-
tinction of things comes from their proper forms. erefore
the distinction of things is not on account of the matter; but
rather, on the contrary, createdmatter is formless, in order that
it may be accommodated to different forms.

Others have attributed the distinction of things to sec-
ondary agents, as did Avicenna, who said that God by under-
standing Himself, produced the first intelligence; in which,

forasmuch as it was not its own being, there is necessarily com-
position of potentiality and act, as will appear later (q. 50, a. 3).
And so the first intelligence, inasmuch as it understood the
first cause, produced the second intelligence; and in so far as
it understood itself as in potentiality it produced the heavenly
body, which causes movement, and inasmuch as it understood
itself as having actuality it produced the soul of the heavens.

But this opinion cannot stand, for two reasons. First, be-
cause it was shown above (q. 45, a. 5) that to create belongs to
God alone, and hence what can be caused only by creation is
produced by God alone—viz. all those things which are not
subject to generation and corruption. Secondly, because, ac-
cording to this opinion, the universality of things would not
proceed from the intention of the first agent, but from the con-
currence of many active causes; and such an effect we can de-
scribe only as being produced by chance.erefore, the perfec-
tion of the universe, which consists of the diversity of things,
would thus be a thing of chance, which is impossible.

Hence we must say that the distinction and multitude of
things come from the intention of the first agent, who is God.
For He brought things into being in order that His goodness
might be communicated to creatures, and be represented by
them; and because His goodness could not be adequately rep-
resented by one creature alone, He produced many and di-
verse creatures, thatwhatwaswanting to one in the representa-
tion of the divine goodness might be supplied by another. For
goodness, which in God is simple and uniform, in creatures is
manifold and divided and hence the whole universe together
participates the divine goodnessmore perfectly, and represents
it better than any single creature whatever.

And because the divine wisdom is the cause of the distinc-
tion of things, therefore Moses said that things are made dis-
tinct by the word of God, which is the concept of His wis-
dom; and this is what we read inGn. 1:3,4: “God said: Be light
made…And He divided the light from the darkness.”

Reply to Objection 1. e natural agent acts by the form
which makes it what it is, and which is only one in one thing;
and therefore its effect is one only. But the voluntary agent,
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such as God is, as was shown above (q. 19, a. 4), acts by an in-
tellectual form. Since, therefore, it is not against God’s unity
and simplicity to understandmany things, as was shown above
(q. 15, a. 2), it follows that, although He is one, He can make
many things.

Reply toObjection 2.is reasonwould apply to the rep-
resentation which reflects the exemplar perfectly, and which is
multiplied by reason of matter only; hence the uncreated im-
age, which is perfect, is only one. But no creature represents
the first exemplar perfectly, which is the divine essence; and,

therefore, it can be represented bymany things. Still, according
as ideas are called exemplars, the plurality of ideas corresponds
in the divine mind to the plurality of things.

Reply toObjection3. In speculative things themediumof
demonstration, which demonstrates the conclusion perfectly,
is one only; whereas probable means of proof are many. Like-
wise when operation is concerned, if the means be equal, so to
speak, to the end, one only is sufficient. But the creature is not
such ameans to its end, which is God; and hence themultipli-
cation of creatures is necessary.

Ia q. 47 a. 2Whether the inequality of things is from God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the inequality of things
is not from God. For it belongs to the best to produce the
best. But among things that are best, one is not greater than an-
other. erefore, it belongs to God, Who is the Best, to make
all things equal.

Objection 2. Further, equality is the effect of unity
(Metaph. v, text 20). But God is one. erefore, He has made
all things equal.

Objection 3. Further, it is the part of justice to give un-
equal to unequal things. ButGod is just in allHisworks. Since,
therefore, no inequality of things is presupposed to the oper-
ation whereby He gives being to things, it seems that He has
made all things equal.

On the contrary, It is said (Ecclus. 33:7): “Why does one
day excel another, and one light another, and one year another
year, one sun another sun? [Vulg.: ‘when all come of the sun’].
By the knowledge of the Lord they were distinguished.”

I answer that, When Origen wished to refute those who
said that the distinction of things arose from the contrary prin-
ciples of good and evil, he said that in the beginning all things
were created equal by God. For he asserted that God first cre-
ated only the rational creatures and all equal; and that inequal-
ity arose in them from free-will, some being turned to God
more and some less, and others turned more and others less
away from God. And so those rational creatures which were
turned to God by free-will, were promoted to the order of an-
gels according to the diversity of merits. And those who were
turned away from God were bound down to bodies according
to the diversity of their sin; andhe said thiswas the cause of the
creation and diversity of bodies. But according to this opinion,
it would follow that the universality of bodily creatures would
not be the effect of the goodness of God as communicated to
creatures, but it would be for the sake of the punishment of sin,
which is contrary to what is said: “God saw all the things that
He had made, and they were very good” (Gn. 1:31). And, as
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ii, 3): “What can be more foolish
than to say that the divine Architect provided this one sun for
the one world, not to be an ornament to its beauty, nor for the
benefit of corporeal things, but that it happened through the
sin of one soul; so that, if a hundred souls had sinned, there

would be a hundred suns in the world?”
erefore it must be said that as the wisdom of God is the

cause of the distinction of things, so the same wisdom is the
cause of their inequality. is may be explained as follows. A
twofold distinction is found in things; one is a formal distinc-
tion as regards things differing specifically; the other is a ma-
terial distinction as regards things differing numerically only.
And as the matter is on account of the form, material distinc-
tion exists for the sake of the formal distinction. Hence we
see that in incorruptible things there is only one individual
of each species, forasmuch as the species is sufficiently pre-
served in the one; whereas in things generated and corrupt-
ible there are many individuals of one species for the preser-
vation of the species. Whence it appears that formal distinc-
tion is of greater consequence than material. Now, formal dis-
tinction always requires inequality, because as the Philosopher
says (Metaph. viii, 10), the forms of things are like numbers in
which species vary by addition or subtraction of unity. Hence
in natural things species seem to be arranged in degrees; as the
mixed things are more perfect than the elements, and plants
than minerals, and animals than plants, and men than other
animals; and in each of these one species is more perfect than
others. erefore, as the divine wisdom is the cause of the dis-
tinction of things for the sake of the perfection of the universe,
so it is the cause of inequality. For the universe would not be
perfect if only one grade of goodness were found in things.

Reply to Objection 1. It is part of the best agent to pro-
duce an effect which is best in its entirety; but this does not
mean that He makes every part of the whole the best abso-
lutely, but in proportion to the whole; in the case of an animal,
for instance, its goodness would be taken away if every part of
it had the dignity of an eye.us, therefore, God alsomade the
universe to be best as a whole, according to themode of a crea-
ture; whereas He did not make each single creature best, but
one better than another. And therefore we find it said of each
creature, “God saw the light that it was good” (Gn. 1:4); and
in like manner of each one of the rest. But of all together it is
said, “God saw all the things that He had made, and they were
very good” (Gn. 1:31).

Reply to Objection 2. e first effect of unity is equality;
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and then comesmultiplicity; and therefore from the Father, to
Whom, according to Augustine (De Doctr. Christ. i, 5), is ap-
propriated unity, the Son proceeds to Whom is appropriated
equality, and then from Him the creature proceeds, to which
belongs inequality; but nevertheless even creatures share in a
certain equality—namely, of proportion.

Reply toObjection3.is is the argument that persuaded
Origen: but it holds only as regards thedistributionof rewards,
the inequality of which is due to unequal merits. But in the

constitution of things there is no inequality of parts through
any preceding inequality, either of merits or of the disposition
of the matter; but inequality comes from the perfection of the
whole. is appears also in works done by art; for the roof of
a house differs from the foundation, not because it is made of
othermaterial; but inorder that thehousemaybemadeperfect
of different parts, the artificer seeks different material; indeed,
he would make such material if he could.

Ia q. 47 a. 3Whether there is only one world?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not only one
world, but many. Because, as Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 46),
it is unfitting to say that God has created things without a rea-
son. But for the same reason He created one, He could create
many, since His power is not limited to the creation of one
world; but rather it is infinite, as was shown above (q. 25, a. 2).
erefore God has produced many worlds.

Objection 2. Further, nature does what is best and much
more does God. But it is better for there to be many worlds
than one, because many good things are better than a few.
erefore many worlds have been made by God.

Objection 3. Further, everythingwhich has a form inmat-
ter can be multiplied in number, the species remaining the
same, because multiplication in number comes from matter.
But the world has a form in matter. us as when I say “man” I
mean the form, and when I say “this man,” I mean the form in
matter; sowhenwe say “world,” the form is signified, andwhen
we say “this world,” the form in the matter is signified. ere-
fore there is nothing to prevent the existence of many worlds.

Onthe contrary, It is said ( Jn. 1:10): “eworldwasmade
by Him,” where the world is named as one, as if only one ex-
isted.

I answer that, e very order of things created by God
shows the unity of the world. For this world is called one by
the unity of order, whereby some things are ordered to oth-
ers. But whatever things come from God, have relation of or-
der to each other, and to God Himself, as shown above (q. 11,

a. 3; q. 21, a. 1). Hence it must be that all things should be-
long to one world. erefore those only can assert that many
worlds exist who do not acknowledge any ordaining wisdom,
but rather believe in chance, as Democritus, who said that this
world, besides an infinite number of other worlds, was made
from a casual concourse of atoms.

Reply to Objection 1. is reason proves that the world
is one because all things must be arranged in one order, and to
one end. erefore from the unity of order in things Aristo-
tle infers (Metaph. xii, text 52) the unity of God governing all;
and Plato (Tim.), from the unity of the exemplar, proves the
unity of the world, as the thing designed.

Reply to Objection 2. No agent intends material plural-
ity as the end forasmuch as material multitude has no certain
limit, but of itself tends to infinity, and the infinite is opposed
to the notion of end. Now when it is said that many worlds
are better than one, this has reference to material order. But
the best in this sense is not the intention of the divine agent;
forasmuch as for the same reason itmight be said that ifHehad
made twoworlds, it would be better ifHe hadmade three; and
so on to infinite.

Reply toObjection3.eworld is composedof thewhole
of its matter. For it is not possible for there to be another earth
than this one, since every earth would naturally be carried to
this central one, wherever it was.e same applies to the other
bodies which are part of the world.
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F P, Q 48
e Distinction of ings in Particular

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the distinction of things in particular; and firstly the distinction of good and evil; and then the
distinction of the spiritual and corporeal creatures.

Concerning the first, we inquire into evil and its cause.
Concerning evil, six points are to be considered:

(1) Whether evil is a nature?
(2) Whether evil is found in things?
(3) Whether good is the subject of evil?
(4) Whether evil totally corrupts good?
(5) e division of evil into pain and fault.
(6) Whether pain, or fault, has more the nature of evil?

Ia q. 48 a. 1Whether evil is a nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that evil is a nature. For ev-
ery genus is a nature. But evil is a genus; for the Philosopher
says (Praedic. x) that “good and evil are not in a genus, but are
genera of other things.” erefore evil is a nature.

Objection 2. Further, every difference which constitutes a
species is a nature. But evil is a difference constituting a species
ofmorality; for a bad habit differs in species froma goodhabit,
as liberality from illiberality. erefore evil signifies a nature.

Objection 3. Further, each extreme of two contraries is a
nature. But evil and good are not opposed as privation and
habit, but as contraries, as the Philosopher shows (Praedic. x)
by the fact that between good and evil there is a medium, and
from evil there can be a return to good. erefore evil signifies
a nature.

Objection 4. Further, what is not, acts not. But evil acts,
for it corrupts good. erefore evil is a being and a nature.

Objection 5. Further, nothing belongs to the perfection
of the universe except what is a being and a nature. But evil be-
longs to the perfection of the universe of things; for Augustine
says (Enchir. 10,11) that the “admirable beauty of the universe
is made up of all things. In which even what is called evil, well
ordered and in its place, is the eminent commendation of what
is good.” erefore evil is a nature.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv), “Evil is
neither a being nor a good.”

I answer that, One opposite is known through the other,
as darkness is known through light. Hence also what evil is
must be known from the nature of good. Now, we have said
above that good is everything appetible; and thus, since every
nature desires its own being and its own perfection, it must
be said also that the being and the perfection of any nature is
good. Hence it cannot be that evil signifies being, or any form
or nature. erefore it must be that by the name of evil is sig-
nified the absence of good. And this is what is meant by saying
that “evil is neither a beingnor a good.” For since being, as such,

is good, the absence of one implies the absence of the other.
Reply to Objection 1. Aristotle speaks there according

to the opinion of Pythagoreans, who thought that evil was a
kind of nature; and therefore they asserted the existence of the
genus of good and evil. For Aristotle, especially in his logical
works, brings forward examples that in his time were probable
in the opinion of some philosophers. Or, it may be said that,
as the Philosopher says (Metaph. iv, text 6), “the first kind of
contrariety is habit and privation,” as being verified in all con-
traries; since one contrary is always imperfect in relation to an-
other, as black in relation to white, and bitter in relation to
sweet. And in this way good and evil are said to be genera not
simply, but in regard to contraries; because, as every form has
the nature of good, so every privation, as such, has the nature
of evil.

Reply to Objection 2. Good and evil are not constitutive
differences except in morals, which receive their species from
the end, which is the object of the will, the source of all moral-
ity. And because good has the nature of an end, therefore good
and evil are specific differences in moral things; good in itself,
but evil as the absence of the due end. Yet neither does the ab-
sence of the due end by itself constitute a moral species, except
as it is joined to the undue end; just as we do not find the priva-
tion of the substantial form in natural things, unless it is joined
to another form. us, therefore, the evil which is a constitu-
tive difference in morals is a certain good joined to the priva-
tion of another good; as the end proposed by the intemperate
man is not the privation of the good of reason, but the delight
of sense without the order of reason. Hence evil is not a con-
stitutive difference as such, but by reason of the good that is
annexed.

Reply to Objection 3. is appears from the above. For
the Philosopher speaks there of good and evil in morality. Be-
cause in that respect, between good and evil there is amedium,
as good is considered as something rightly ordered, and evil as
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a thing not only out of right order, but also as injurious to an-
other. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, i) that a “prodi-
gal man is foolish, but not evil.” And from this evil inmorality,
theremay be a return to good, but not from any sort of evil, for
from blindness there is no return to sight, although blindness
is an evil.

Reply to Objection 4. A thing is said to act in a three-
fold sense. In one way, formally, as when we say that white-
ness makes white; and in that sense evil considered even as a
privation is said to corrupt good, forasmuch as it is itself a cor-
ruption or privation of good. In another sense a thing is said to
act effectively, as when a painter makes a wall white. irdly,
it is said in the sense of the final cause, as the end is said to ef-
fect by moving the efficient cause. But in these two ways evil
does not effect anything of itself, that is, as a privation, but by

virtue of the good annexed to it. For every action comes from
some form; and everything which is desired as an end, is a per-
fection. And therefore, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): “Evil
does not act, nor is it desired, except by virtue of some good
joined to it: while of itself it is nothing definite, and beside the
scope of our will and intention.”

Reply to Objection 5. As was said above, the parts of the
universe are ordered to each other, according as one acts on
the other, and according as one is the end and exemplar of the
other. But, as was said above, this can only happen to evil as
joined to some good. Hence evil neither belongs to the per-
fection of the universe, nor does it come under the order of
the same, except accidentally, that is, by reason of some good
joined to it.

Ia q. 48 a. 2Whether evil is found in things?

Objection1. Itwould seem that evil is not found in things.
For whatever is found in things, is either something, or a pri-
vation of something, that is a “not-being.” But Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. iv) that “evil is distant from existence, and even
more distant from non-existence.” erefore evil is not at all
found in things.

Objection 2. Further, “being” and “thing” are convertible.
If therefore evil is a being in things, it follows that evil is a thing,
which is contrary to what has been said (a. 1).

Objection 3. Further, “the white unmixed with black is
the most white,” as the Philosopher says (Topic. iii, 4). ere-
fore also the good unmixed with evil is the greater good. But
God makes always what is best, much more than nature does.
erefore in things made by God there is no evil.

On the contrary, On the above assumptions, all prohibi-
tions and penalties would cease, for they exist only for evils.

I answer that,Aswas said above (q. 47,Aa. 1,2), theperfec-
tion of the universe requires that there should be inequality in
things, so that every grade of goodness may be realized. Now,
one grade of goodness is that of the good which cannot fail.
Another grade of goodness is that of the good which can fail
in goodness, and this grade is to be found in existence itself;
for some things there are which cannot lose their existence as
incorruptible things, while some there are which can lose it, as
things corruptible.

As, therefore, the perfection of the universe requires that
there should be not only beings incorruptible, but also cor-
ruptible beings; so the perfection of the universe requires that
there should be some which can fail in goodness, and thence
it follows that sometimes they do fail. Now it is in this that
evil consists, namely, in the fact that a thing fails in goodness.
Hence it is clear that evil is found in things, as corruption also
is found; for corruption is itself an evil.

Reply toObjection 1. Evil is distant both from simple be-
ing and from simple “not-being,” because it is neither a habit
nor a pure negation, but a privation.

Reply toObjection 2.As the Philosopher says (Metaph. v,
text 14), being is twofold. In oneway it is considered as signify-
ing the entity of a thing, as divisible by the ten “predicaments”;
and in that sense it is convertiblewith thing, and thus no priva-
tion is a being, and neither therefore is evil a being. In another
sense being conveys the truth of a propositionwhich unites to-
gether subject and attribute by a copula, notified by this word
“is”; and in this sense being is what answers to the question,
“Does it exist?” and thus we speak of blindness as being in the
eye; or of any other privation. In thisway even evil canbe called
a being.rough ignorance of this distinction some, consider-
ing that things may be evil, or that evil is said to be in things,
believed that evil was a positive thing in itself.

Reply toObjection3.Godandnature and anyother agent
make what is best in the whole, but not what is best in ev-
ery single part, except in order to the whole, as was said above
(q. 47, a. 2). And thewhole itself, which is the universe of crea-
tures, is all the better and more perfect if some things in it can
fail in goodness, and do sometimes fail, God not preventing
this. is happens, firstly, because “it belongs to Providence
not to destroy, but to save nature,” as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv); but it belongs to nature that what may fail should
sometimes fail; secondly, because, as Augustine says (Enchir.
11), “God is so powerful that He can even make good out of
evil.” Hence many good things would be taken away if God
permitted no evil to exist; for fire would not be generated if
air was not corrupted, nor would the life of a lion be preserved
unless the ass were killed. Neither would avenging justice nor
the patience of a sufferer be praised if there were no injustice.
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Ia q. 48 a. 3Whether evil is in good as in its subject?

Objection 1. It would seem that evil is not in good as its
subject. For good is something that exists. But Dionysius says
(Div.Nom. iv, 4) that “evil does not exist, nor is it in thatwhich
exists.” erefore, evil is not in good as its subject.

Objection 2. Further, evil is not a being; whereas good is
a being. But “non-being” does not require being as its subject.
erefore, neither does evil require good as its subject.

Objection 3. Further, one contrary is not the subject of
another. But good and evil are contraries.erefore, evil is not
in good as in its subject.

Objection 4. Further, the subject of whiteness is called
white.erefore also the subject of evil is evil. If, therefore, evil
is in good as in its subject, it follows that good is evil, against
what is said (Is. 5:20): “Woe to you who call evil good, and
good evil!”

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchiridion 14) that
“evil exists only in good.”

I answer that, As was said above (a. 1), evil imports the
absence of good. But not every absence of good is evil. For
absence of good can be taken in a privative and in a negative
sense. Absence of good, taken negatively, is not evil; otherwise,
it would follow thatwhat does not exist is evil, and also that ev-
erythingwouldbe evil, throughnot having the goodbelonging
to something else; for instance, a man would be evil who had
not the swiness of the roe, or the strength of a lion. But the
absence of good, taken in a privative sense, is an evil; as, for
instance, the privation of sight is called blindness.

Now, the subject of privation and of form is one and the
same—viz. being in potentiality, whether it be being in ab-
solute potentiality, as primary matter, which is the subject of
the substantial form, and of privation of the opposite form; or

whether it be being in relative potentiality, and absolute actu-
ality, as in the case of a transparent body, which is the subject
both of darkness and light. It is, however, manifest that the
form which makes a thing actual is a perfection and a good;
and thus every actual being is a good; and likewise every po-
tential being, as such, is a good, as having a relation to good.
For as it has being in potentiality, so has it goodness in poten-
tiality. erefore, the subject of evil is good.

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius means that evil is not in
existing things as a part, or as a natural property of any existing
thing.

Reply to Objection 2. “Not-being,” understood nega-
tively, does not require a subject; but privation is negation in a
subject, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. iv, text 4), and such
“not-being” is an evil.

Reply to Objection 3. Evil is not in the good opposed to
it as in its subject, but in some other good, for the subject of
blindness is not “sight,” but “animal.” Yet, it appears, as Au-
gustine says (Enchiridion 13), that the rule of dialectics here
fails, where it is laid down that contraries cannot exist together.
But this is to be taken as referring to good and evil in gen-
eral, but not in reference to any particular good and evil. For
white and black, sweet and bitter, and the like contraries, are
only considered as contraries in a special sense, because they
exist in some determinate genus; whereas good enters into ev-
ery genus. Hence one good can coexist with the privation of
another good.

Reply to Objection 4. e prophet invokes woe to those
who say that good as such is evil. But this does not follow from
what is said above, as is clear from the explanation given.

Ia q. 48 a. 4Whether evil corrupts the whole good?

Objection 1. It would seem that evil corrupts the whole
good. For one contrary is wholly corrupted by another. But
good and evil are contraries. erefore evil corrupts the whole
good.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Enchiridion 12)
that “evil hurts inasmuch as it takes away good.” But good is
all of a piece and uniform.erefore it is wholly taken away by
evil.

Objection 3. Further, evil, as long as it lasts, hurts, and
takes away good. But that from which something is always
being removed, is at some time consumed, unless it is infi-
nite, which cannot be said of any created good. erefore evil
wholly consumes good.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchiridion 12) that
“evil cannot wholly consume good.”

I answer that,Evil cannot wholly consume good. To prove
this wemust consider that good is threefold.One kind of good

iswholly destroyed by evil, and this is the good opposed to evil,
as light is wholly destroyed by darkness, and sight by blind-
ness. Another kind of good is neither wholly destroyed nor
diminished by evil, and that is the good which is the subject
of evil; for by darkness the substance of the air is not injured.
And there is also a kind of good which is diminished by evil,
but is not wholly taken away; and this good is the aptitude of
a subject to some actuality.

e diminution, however, of this kind of good is not to be
considered by way of subtraction, as diminution in quantity,
but rather by way of remission, as diminution in qualities and
forms. e remission likewise of this habitude is to be taken as
contrary to its intensity. For this kind of aptitude receives its
intensity by the dispositions whereby the matter is prepared
for actuality; which the more they are multiplied in the sub-
ject themore is it fitted to receive its perfection and form; and,
on the contrary, it receives its remission by contrary disposi-
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tions which, the more they are multiplied in the matter, and
the more they are intensified, the more is the potentiality re-
mitted as regards the actuality.

erefore, if contrary dispositions cannot be multiplied
and intensified to infinity, but only to a certain limit, neither
is the aforesaid aptitude diminished or remitted infinitely, as
appears in the active and passive qualities of the elements; for
coldness and humidity, whereby the aptitude of matter to the
form of fire is diminished or remitted, cannot be infinitely
multiplied. But if the contrary dispositions can be infinitely
multiplied, the aforesaid aptitude is also infinitely diminished
or remitted; yet, nevertheless, it is not wholly taken away, be-
cause its root always remains, which is the substance of the
subject. us, if opaque bodies were interposed to infinity be-
tween the sun and the air, the aptitude of the air to light would
be infinitely diminished, but still it would never be wholly re-
movedwhile the air remained, which in its very nature is trans-
parent. Likewise, addition in sin can be made to infinitude,
whereby the aptitude of the soul to grace is more and more
lessened; and these sins, indeed, are like obstacles interposed
between us and God, according to Is. 59:2: “Our sins have di-
vided between us and God.” Yet the aforesaid aptitude of the
soul is not wholly taken away, for it belongs to its very nature.

Reply to Objection 1. e good which is opposed to evil
is wholly taken away; but other goods are not wholly removed,
as said above.

Reply toObjection 2.e aforesaid aptitude is a medium
between subject and act. Hence, where it touches act, it is di-
minished by evil; but where it touches the subject, it remains
as it was. erefore, although good is like to itself, yet, on ac-
count of its relation to different things, it is not wholly, but
only partially taken away.

Reply to Objection 3. Some, imagining that the diminu-
tion of this kind of good is like the diminution of quantity, said
that just as the continuous is infinitely divisible, if the division
be made in an ever same proportion (for instance, half of half,
or a third of a third), so is it in the present case. But this expla-
nation does not avail here. For when in a division we keep the
same proportion, we continue to subtract less and less; for half
of half is less than half of the whole. But a second sin does not
necessarily diminish the above mentioned aptitude less than a
preceding sin, but perchance either equally or more.

erefore it must be said that, although this aptitude is a
finite thing, still it may be so diminished infinitely, not “per
se,” but accidentally; according as the contrary dispositions are
also increased infinitely, as explained above.

Ia q. 48 a. 5Whether evil is adequately divided into pain* and fault?

Objection 1. It would seem that evil is not adequately di-
vided into pain and fault. For every defect is a kind of evil. But
in all creatures there is the defect of not being able to preserve
their own existence, which nevertheless is neither a pain nor a
fault.erefore evil is inadequately divided into pain and fault.

Objection 2. Further, in irrational creatures there is nei-
ther fault nor pain; but, nevertheless, they have corruption and
defect, which are evils. erefore not every evil is a pain or a
fault.

Objection 3. Further, temptation is an evil, but it is not a
fault; for “temptation which involves no consent, is not a sin,
but an occasion for the exercise of virtue,” as is said in a gloss
on 2 Cor. 12; not is it a pain; because temptation precedes the
fault, and the pain follows aerwards.erefore, evil is not suf-
ficiently divided into pain and fault.

Objection 4. On the contrary, It would seem that this di-
vision is superfluous: for, as Augustine says (Enchiridion 12),
a thing is evil “because it hurts.” But whatever hurts is penal.
erefore every evil comes under pain.

I answer that, Evil, as was said above (a. 3) is the privation
of good, which chiefly and of itself consists in perfection and
act. Act, however, is twofold; first, and second. e first act is
the form and integrity of a thing; the second act is its oper-
ation. erefore evil also is twofold. In one way it occurs by
the subtraction of the form, or of any part required for the in-
tegrity of the thing, as blindness is an evil, as also it is an evil

to be wanting in any member of the body. In another way evil
exists by the withdrawal of the due operation, either because
it does not exist, or because it has not its due mode and order.
But because good in itself is the object of the will, evil, which
is the privation of good, is found in a special way in rational
creatures which have a will. erefore the evil which comes
from thewithdrawal of the form and integrity of the thing, has
the nature of a pain; and especially so on the supposition that
all things are subject to divine providence and justice, as was
shown above (q. 22, a. 2); for it is of the very nature of a pain
to be against thewill. But the evilwhich consists in the subtrac-
tion of the due operation in voluntary things has the nature of
a fault; for this is imputed to anyone as a fault to fail as regards
perfect action, of which he is master by the will. erefore ev-
ery evil in voluntary things is to be looked upon as a pain or a
fault.

Reply to Objection 1. Because evil is the privation of
good, and not a mere negation, as was said above (a. 3), there-
fore not every defect of good is an evil, but the defect of the
good which is naturally due. For the want of sight is not an
evil in a stone, but it is an evil in an animal; since it is against
the nature of a stone to see. So, likewise, it is against the nature
of a creature to be preserved in existence by itself, because ex-
istence and conservation come from one and the same source.
Hence this kind of defect is not an evil as regards a creature.

Reply toObjection 2.Pain and fault do not divide evil ab-

* Pain here means “penalty”: such was its original signification, being de-
rived from “poena.” In this sense we say “Pain of death, Pain of loss, Pain of
sense.”—Ed.
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solutely considered, but evil that is found in voluntary things.
Reply to Objection 3. Temptation, as importing provo-

cation to evil, is always an evil of fault in the tempter; but in
the one tempted it is not, properly speaking, a fault; unless
through the temptation some change is wrought in the one
who is tempted; for thus is the action of the agent in the pa-
tient. And if the tempted is changed to evil by the tempter he

falls into fault.
Reply to Objection 4. In answer to the opposite argu-

ment, it must be said that the very nature of pain includes the
idea of injury to the agent in himself, whereas the idea of fault
includes the idea of injury to the agent in his operation; and
thus both are contained in evil, as including the idea of injury.

Ia q. 48 a. 6Whether pain has the nature of evil more than fault has?

Objection 1. It would seem that pain hasmore of evil than
fault. For fault is to pain what merit is to reward. But reward
has more good than merit, as its end. erefore pain has more
evil in it than fault has.

Objection 2. Further, that is the greater evil which is op-
posed to the greater good. But pain, as was said above (a. 5), is
opposed to the good of the agent, while fault is opposed to the
good of the action.erefore, since the agent is better than the
action, it seems that pain is worse than fault.

Objection 3. Further, the privation of the end is a pain
consisting in forfeiting the vision of God; whereas the evil of
fault is privation of the order to the end. erefore pain is a
greater evil than fault.

On the contrary, A wise workman chooses a less evil in
order to prevent a greater, as the surgeon cuts off a limb to
save the whole body. But divine wisdom inflicts pain to pre-
vent fault. erefore fault is a greater evil than pain.

I answer that, Fault has the nature of evil more than pain
has; not only more than pain of sense, consisting in the priva-
tion of corporeal goods, which kind of pain appeals to most
men; but also more than any kind of pain, thus taking pain in
its most general meaning, so as to include privation of grace or
glory.

ere is a twofold reason for this. e first is that one be-
comes evil by the evil of fault, but not by the evil of pain, as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): “To be punished is not an evil;
but it is an evil to bemadeworthy of punishment.”And this be-
cause, since good absolutely considered consists in act, and not
in potentiality, and the ultimate act is operation, or the use of
something possessed, it follows that the absolute good of man
consists in good operation, or the good use of something pos-
sessed.Nowwe use all things by the act of thewill.Hence from
a good will, which makes a man use well what he has, man is

called good, and from a bad will he is called bad. For a man
who has a bad will can use ill even the good he has, as when a
grammarian of his own will speaks incorrectly. erefore, be-
cause the fault itself consists in the disordered act of the will,
and the pain consists in the privation of something used by the
will, fault has more of evil in it than pain has.

e second reason can be taken from the fact that God is
the author of the evil of pain, but not of the evil of fault. And
this is because the evil of pain takes away the creature’s good,
which may be either something created, as sight, destroyed by
blindness, or something uncreated, as by being deprived of the
vision of God, the creature forfeits its uncreated good. But the
evil of fault is properly opposed to uncreated good; for it is op-
posed to the fulfilment of the divine will, and to divine love,
whereby the divine good is loved for itself, and not only as
shared by the creature. erefore it is plain that fault has more
evil in it than pain has.

Reply to Objection 1. Although fault results in pain, as
merit in reward, yet fault is not intended on account of the
pain, as merit is for the reward; but rather, on the contrary,
pain is brought about so that the fault may be avoided, and
thus fault is worse than pain.

Reply to Objection 2. e order of action which is de-
stroyed by fault is the more perfect good of the agent, since
it is the second perfection, than the good taken away by pain,
which is the first perfection.

Reply to Objection 3. Pain and fault are not to be com-
pared as end andorder to the end; because onemaybedeprived
of bothof these in someway, bothby fault andbypain; bypain,
accordingly as aman is removed from the end and from the or-
der to the end; by fault, inasmuch as this privation belongs to
the action which is not ordered to its due end.
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F P, Q 49
e Cause of Evil

(Inree Articles)

We next inquire into the cause of evil. Concerning this there are three points of inquire:

(1) Whether good can be the cause of evil?
(2) Whether the supreme good, God, is the cause of evil?
(3) Whether there be any supreme evil, which is the first cause of all evils?

Ia q. 49 a. 1Whether good can be the cause of evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that good cannot be the cause
of evil. For it is said (Mat. 7:18): “A good tree cannot bring
forth evil fruit.”

Objection 2. Further, one contrary cannot be the cause of
another. But evil is the contrary to good. erefore good can-
not be the cause of evil.

Objection 3. Further, a deficient effect can proceed only
from a deficient cause. But evil is a deficient effect. erefore
its cause, if it has one, is deficient. But everything deficient is
an evil. erefore the cause of evil can only be evil.

Objection 4. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
evil has no cause. erefore good is not the cause of evil.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Julian. i, 9):
“ere is no possible source of evil except good.”

I answer that, It must be said that every evil in some way
has a cause. For evil is the absence of the good, which is natu-
ral and due to a thing. But that anything fail from its natural
and due disposition can come only from some cause drawing
it out of its proper disposition. For a heavy thing is not moved
upwards except by some impelling force; nor does an agent fail
in its action except from some impediment. But only good can
be a cause; because nothing can be a cause except inasmuch as
it is a being, and every being, as such, is good.

And if we consider the special kinds of causes, we see that
the agent, the form, and the end, import some kind of perfec-
tion which belongs to the notion of good. Even matter, as a
potentiality to good, has the nature of good. Now that good is
the cause of evil by way of the material cause was shown above
(q. 48, a. 3). For it was shown that good is the subject of evil.
But evil has no formal cause, rather is it a privation of form;
likewise, neither has it a final cause, but rather is it a privation
of order to the proper end; since not only the end has the na-
ture of good, but also the useful, which is ordered to the end.
Evil, however, has a cause by way of an agent, not directly, but
accidentally.

In proof of this, we must know that evil is caused in the
action otherwise than in the effect. In the action evil is caused
by reason of the defect of some principle of action, either of
the principal or the instrumental agent; thus the defect in the
movement of an animal may happen by reason of the weak-
ness of themotive power, as in the case of children, or by reason

only of the ineptitude of the instrument, as in the lame.On the
other hand, evil is caused in a thing, but not in the proper effect
of the agent, sometimes by the power of the agent, sometimes
by reason of a defect, either of the agent or of the matter. It is
caused by reason of the power or perfection of the agent when
there necessarily follows on the form intended by the agent
the privation of another form; as, for instance, when on the
form of fire there follows the privation of the form of air or of
water. erefore, as the more perfect the fire is in strength, so
much the more perfectly does it impress its own form, so also
themore perfectly does it corrupt the contrary.Hence that evil
and corruption befall air and water comes from the perfection
of the fire: but this is accidental; because fire does not aim at
the privation of the form of water, but at the bringing in of its
own form, though by doing this it also accidentally causes the
other. But if there is a defect in the proper effect of the fire—as,
for instance, that it fails to heat—this comes either by defect of
the action, which implies the defect of some principle, as was
said above, or by the indisposition of the matter, which does
not receive the action of the fire, the agent. But this very fact
that it is a deficient being is accidental to good to which of it-
self it belongs to act.Hence it is true that evil in noway has any
but an accidental cause; and thus is good the cause of evil.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (Contra Julian.
i): “e Lord calls an evil will the evil tree, and a good will a
good tree.” Now, a good will does not produce a morally bad
act, since it is from the goodwill itself that amoral act is judged
to be good. Nevertheless the movement itself of an evil will is
caused by the rational creature, which is good; and thus good
is the cause of evil.

Reply to Objection 2. Good does not cause that evil
which is contrary to itself, but some other evil: thus the good-
ness of the fire causes evil to the water, and man, good as to
his nature, causes an act morally evil. And, as explained above
(q. 19, a. 9), this is by accident.Moreover, it does happen some-
times that one contrary causes another by accident: for in-
stance, the exterior surrounding cold heats (the body) through
the concentration of the inward heat.

Reply to Objection 3. Evil has a deficient cause in volun-
tary things otherwise than in natural things. For the natural
agent produces the same kind of effect as it is itself, unless it
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is impeded by some exterior thing; and this amounts to some
defect belonging to it. Hence evil never follows in the effect,
unless some other evil pre-exists in the agent or in the matter,
as was said above. But in voluntary things the defect of the ac-
tion comes from thewill actually deficient, inasmuch as it does

not actually subject itself to its proper rule. is defect, how-
ever, is not a fault, but fault follows upon it from the fact that
the will acts with this defect.

Reply toObjection 4.Evil has no direct cause, but only an
accidental cause, as was said above.

Ia q. 49 a. 2Whether the supreme good, God, is the cause of evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that the supreme good, God,
is the cause of evil. For it is said (Is. 45:5,7): “I am theLord, and
there is no otherGod, forming the light, and creating darkness,
making peace, and creating evil.” And Amos 3:6, “Shall there
be evil in a city, which the Lord hath not done?”

Objection 2. Further, the effect of the secondary cause is
reduced to the first cause. But good is the cause of evil, as was
said above (a. 1). erefore, since God is the cause of every
good, as was shown above (q. 2 , a. 3; q. 6, Aa. 1,4), it follows
that also every evil is from God.

Objection 3. Further, as is said by the Philosopher (Phys.
ii, text 30), the cause of both safety anddanger of the ship is the
same. ButGod is the cause of the safety of all things.erefore
He is the cause of all perdition and of all evil.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 21), that,
“God is not the author of evil because He is not the cause of
tending to not-being.”

I answer that, As appears from what was said (a. 1), the
evil which consists in the defect of action is always caused by
the defect of the agent. But in God there is no defect, but the
highest perfection, as was shown above (q. 4, a. 1). Hence, the
evil which consists in defect of action, or which is caused by
defect of the agent, is not reduced to God as to its cause.

But the evil which consists in the corruption of some
things is reduced to God as the cause. And this appears as re-
gards both natural things and voluntary things. For it was said
(a. 1) that some agent inasmuch as it produces by its power
a form to which follows corruption and defect, causes by its
power that corruption and defect. But it is manifest that the
form which God chiefly intends in things created is the good

of the order of the universe. Now, the order of the universe
requires, as was said above (q. 22, a. 2, ad 2; q. 48, a. 2), that
there should be some things that can, and do sometimes, fail.
And thus God, by causing in things the good of the order of
the universe, consequently and as it were by accident, causes
the corruptions of things, according to 1 2:6: “eLord killeth
andmaketh alive.” Butwhenwe read that “God hath notmade
death” (Wis. 1:13), the sense is that God does not will death
for its own sake. Nevertheless the order of justice belongs to
the order of the universe; and this requires that penalty should
be dealt out to sinners. And so God is the author of the evil
which is penalty, but not of the evil which is fault, by reason of
what is said above.

Reply to Objection 1. ese passages refer to the evil of
penalty, and not to the evil of fault.

Reply to Objection 2. e effect of the deficient sec-
ondary cause is reduced to the first non-deficient cause as re-
gards what it has of being and perfection, but not as regards
what it has of defect; just as whatever there is of motion in the
act of limping is caused by the motive power, whereas what
there is of obliqueness in it does not come from the motive
power, but from the curvature of the leg. And, likewise, what-
ever there is of being and action in a bad action, is reduced to
God as the cause; whereas whatever defect is in it is not caused
by God, but by the deficient secondary cause.

Reply to Objection 3. e sinking of a ship is attributed
to the sailor as the cause, from the fact that he does not fulfil
what the safety of the ship requires; but God does not fail in
doing what is necessary for the safety of all. Hence there is no
parity.

Ia q. 49 a. 3Whether there be one supreme evil which is the cause of every evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is one supreme evil
which is the cause of every evil. For contrary effects have con-
trary causes. But contrariety is found in things, according to
Ecclus. 33:15: “Good is set against evil, and life against death;
so also is the sinner against a just man.” erefore there are
many contrary principles, one of good, the other of evil.

Objection 2. Further, if one contrary is in nature, so is the
other. But the supreme good is in nature, and is the cause of
every good, as was shown above (q. 2, a. 3; q. 6, Aa. 2,4).ere-
fore, also, there is a supreme evil opposed to it as the cause of
every evil.

Objection 3. Further, as we find good and better things,

so we find evil and worse. But good and better are so consid-
ered in relation to what is best. erefore evil and worse are so
considered in relation to some supreme evil.

Objection 4. Further, everything participated is reduced
to what is essential. But things which are evil among us are evil
not essentially, but by participation. erefore we must seek
for some supreme essential evil, which is the cause of every evil.

Objection 5. Further, whatever is accidental is reduced to
that which is “per se.” But good is the accidental cause of evil.
erefore, we must suppose some supreme evil which is the
“per se” cause of evils. Nor can it be said that evil has no “per
se” cause, but only an accidental cause; for itwould then follow

240



that evil would not exist in the many, but only in the few.
Objection 6. Further, the evil of the effect is reduced to

the evil of the cause; because the deficient effect comes from
the deficient cause, as was said above (Aa. 1,2). But we cannot
proceed to infinity in this matter. erefore, we must suppose
one first evil as the cause of every evil.

On the contrary, e supreme good is the cause of every
being, as was shown above (q. 2, a. 3; q. 6, a. 4).erefore there
cannot be any principle opposed to it as the cause of evils.

I answer that, It appears from what precedes that there is
no one first principle of evil, as there is one first principle of
good.

First, indeed, because the first principle of good is essen-
tially good, as was shown above (q. 6, Aa. 3,4). But nothing
can be essentially bad. For it was shown above that every be-
ing, as such, is good (q. 5, a. 3); and that evil can exist only in
good as in its subject (q. 48, a. 3).

Secondly, because the first principle of good is the highest
and perfect good which pre-contains in itself all goodness, as
shown above (q. 6, a. 2). But there cannot be a supreme evil;
because, as was shown above (q. 48, a. 4), although evil always
lessens good, yet it never wholly consumes it; and thus, while
good ever remains, nothing can be wholly and perfectly bad.
erefore, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 5) that “if thewholly
evil could be, it would destroy itself ”; because all good being
destroyed (which it need be for something to be wholly evil),
evil itself would be taken away, since its subject is good.

irdly, because the very nature of evil is against the idea
of a first principle; both because every evil is caused by good,
as was shown above (a. 1), and because evil can be only an ac-
cidental cause, and thus it cannot be the first cause, for the ac-
cidental cause is subsequent to the direct cause.

ose, however, who upheld two first principles, one
good and the other evil, fell into this error from the same
cause, whence also arose other strange notions of the ancients;
namely, because they failed to consider the universal cause of
all being, and considered only the particular causes of particu-
lar effects. For on that account, if they found a thing hurtful to
something by the power of its own nature, they thought that
the very nature of that thing was evil; as, for instance, if one
should say that the nature of fire was evil because it burnt the
house of a poor man. e judgment, however, of the goodness
of anything does not depend upon its order to any particular
thing, but rather upon what it is in itself, and on its order to
the whole universe, wherein every part has its own perfectly
ordered place, as was said above (q. 47, a. 2, ad 1).

Likewise, because they found two contrary particular
causes of two contrary particular effects, they did not know
how to reduce these contrary particular causes to the universal
common cause; and therefore they extended the contrariety of
causes even to the first principles. But since all contraries agree
in something common, it is necessary to search for one com-
mon cause for them above their own contrary proper causes; as
above the contrary qualities of the elements exists the power
of a heavenly body; and above all things that exist, no mat-
ter how, there exists one first principle of being, as was shown
above (q. 2, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 1. Contraries agree in one genus, and
they also agree in the nature of being; and therefore, although
theyhave contrary particular cause, neverthelesswemust come
at last to one first common cause.

Reply to Objection 2. Privation and habit belong natu-
rally to the same subject. Now the subject of privation is a be-
ing in potentiality, as was said above (q. 48, a. 3). Hence, since
evil is privation of good, as appears from what was said above
(q. 48, Aa. 1, 2,3), it is opposed to that good which has some
potentiality, but not to the supreme good, who is pure act.

Reply to Objection 3. Increase in intensity is in propor-
tion to the nature of a thing. And as the form is a perfection, so
privation removes a perfection. Hence every form, perfection,
and good is intensified by approach to the perfect term; but
privation and evil by receding from that term.Hence a thing is
not said to be evil andworse, by reason of access to the supreme
evil, in the same way as it is said to be good and better, by rea-
son of access to the supreme good.

Reply toObjection 4.No being is called evil by participa-
tion, but by privation of participation. Hence it is not neces-
sary to reduce it to any essential evil.

Reply to Objection 5. Evil can only have an accidental
cause, as was shown above (a. 1). Hence reduction to any ‘per
se’ cause of evil is impossible. And to say that evil is in the
greater number is simply false. For things which are generated
and corrupted, in which alone can there be natural evil, are the
smaller part of the whole universe. And again, in every species
the defect of nature is in the smaller number. Inman alonedoes
evil appear as in the greater number; because the good of man
as regards the senses is not the good of man as man—that is,
in regard to reason; and more men seek good in regard to the
senses than good according to reason.

Reply to Objection 6. In the causes of evil we do not
proceed to infinity, but reduce all evils to some good cause,
whence evil follows accidentally.
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F P, Q 50
Of the Substance of the Angels Absolutely Considered

(In Five Articles)

Now we consider the distinction of corporeal and spiritual creatures: firstly, the purely spiritual creature which in Holy
Scripture is called angel; secondly, the creature wholly corporeal; thirdly, the composite creature, corporeal and spiritual, which
is man.

Concerning the angels, we consider first what belongs to their substance; secondly, what belongs to their intellect; thirdly,
what belongs to their will; fourthly, what belongs to their creation.

eir substance we consider absolutely and in relation to corporeal things.
Concerning their substance absolutely considered, there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is any entirely spiritual creature, altogether incorporeal?
(2) Supposing that an angel is such, we ask whether it is composed of matter and form?
(3) We ask concerning their number.
(4) Of their difference from each other.
(5) Of their immortality or incorruptibility.

Ia q. 50 a. 1Whether an angel is altogether incorporeal?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel is not entirely
incorporeal. For what is incorporeal only as regards ourselves,
and not in relation to God, is not absolutely incorporeal. But
Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii) that “an angel is said to
be incorporeal and immaterial as regards us; but compared to
God it is corporeal and material. erefore he is not simply
incorporeal.”

Objection 2. Further, nothing is moved except a body, as
the Philosopher says (Phys. vi, text 32). But Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. ii) that “an angel is an ever movable intellec-
tual substance.” erefore an angel is a corporeal substance.

Objection 3. Further, Ambrose says (De Spir. Sanct. i, 7):
“Every creature is limited within its own nature.” But to be
limited belongs to bodies. erefore, every creature is corpo-
real.Now angels areGod’s creatures, as appears fromPs. 148:2:
“Praise ye” the Lord, “all His angels”; and, farther on (verse 4),
“ForHe spoke, and theyweremade;He commanded, and they
were created.” erefore angels are corporeal.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 103:4): “Who makes His
angels spirits.”

I answer that, ere must be some incorporeal creatures.
For what is principally intended by God in creatures is good,
and this consists in assimilation to God Himself. And the per-
fect assimilation of an effect to a cause is accomplished when
the effect imitates the cause according to that whereby the
cause produces the effect; as heat makes heat. Now, God pro-
duces the creature by His intellect and will (q. 14, a. 8; q. 19,
a. 4 ). Hence the perfection of the universe requires that there
should be intellectual creatures. Now intelligence cannot be
the action of a body, nor of any corporeal faculty; for every
body is limited to “here” and “now.” Hence the perfection of

the universe requires the existence of an incorporeal creature.
e ancients, however, not properly realizing the force of

intelligence, and failing to make a proper distinction between
sense and intellect, thought that nothing existed in the world
butwhat couldbe apprehendedby sense and imagination.And
because bodies alone fall under imagination, they supposed
that no being existed except bodies, as the Philosopher ob-
serves (Phys. iv, text 52,57). ence came the error of the Sad-
ducees, who said there was no spirit (Acts 23:8).

But the very fact that intellect is above sense is a reasonable
proof that there are some incorporeal things comprehensible
by the intellect alone.

Reply to Objection 1. Incorporeal substances rank be-
tween God and corporeal creatures. Now the medium com-
pared to one extreme appears to be the other extreme, as what
is tepid compared to heat seems to be cold; and thus it is said
that angels, compared toGod, are material and corporeal, not,
however, as if anything corporeal existed in them.

Reply to Objection 2. Movement is there taken in the
sense in which it is applied to intelligence and will. erefore
an angel is called an ever mobile substance, because he is ever
actually intelligent, and not as if he were sometimes actually
and sometimes potentially, as we are. Hence it is clear that the
objection rests on an equivocation.

Reply toObjection 3. To be circumscribed by local limits
belongs to bodies only; whereas to be circumscribed by essen-
tial limits belongs to all creatures, both corporeal and spiritual.
Hence Ambrose says (De Spir. Sanct. i, 7) that “although some
things are not contained in corporeal place, still they are none
the less circumscribed by their substance.”
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Ia q. 50 a. 2Whether an angel is composed of matter and form?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel is composed of
matter and form. For everything which is contained under any
genus is composed of the genus, and of the difference which
added to the genus makes the species. But the genus comes
from the matter, and the difference from the form (Metaph.
xiii, text 6). erefore everything which is in a genus is com-
posed of matter and form. But an angel is in the genus of sub-
stance. erefore he is composed of matter and form.

Objection 2. Further, wherever the properties of matter
exist, there is matter. Now the properties of matter are to re-
ceive and to substand; whence Boethius says (De Trin.) that “a
simple form cannot be a subject”: and the above properties are
found in the angel. erefore an angel is composed of matter
and form.

Objection 3. Further, form is act. So what is form only is
pure act. But an angel is not pure act, for this belongs to God
alone. erefore an angel is not form only, but has a form in
matter.

Objection 4. Further, form is properly limited and per-
fected by matter. So the form which is not in matter is an in-
finite form. But the form of an angel is not infinite, for every
creature is finite. erefore the form of an angel is in matter.

On the contrary,Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): “e first
creatures are understood to be as immaterial as they are incor-
poreal.”

I answer that, Some assert that the angels are composed
of matter and form; which opinion Avicebron endeavored to
establish in his book of the Fount of Life. For he supposes that
whatever things are distinguished by the intellect are really
distinct. Now as regards incorporeal substance, the intellect
apprehends that which distinguishes it from corporeal sub-
stance, and that which it has in common with it. Hence he
concludes that what distinguishes incorporeal from corporeal
substance is a kind of form to it, and whatever is subject to this
distinguishing form, as it were something common, is its mat-
ter. erefore, he asserts the universal matter of spiritual and
corporeal things is the same; so that itmust be understood that
the form of incorporeal substance is impressed in thematter of
spiritual things, in the same way as the form of quantity is im-
pressed in the matter of corporeal things.

But one glance is enough to show that there cannot be one
matter of spiritual and of corporeal things. For it is not pos-
sible that a spiritual and a corporeal form should be received
into the same part ofmatter, otherwise one and the same thing
would be corporeal and spiritual. Hence it would follow that
one part ofmatter receives the corporeal form, and another re-
ceives the spiritual form. Matter, however, is not divisible into
parts except as regarded under quantity; and without quan-
tity substance is indivisible, as Aristotle says (Phys. i, text 15).
erefore it would follow that the matter of spiritual things
is subject to quantity; which cannot be. erefore it is impos-
sible that corporeal and spiritual things should have the same

matter.
It is, further, impossible for an intellectual substance to

have any kind of matter. For the operation belonging to any-
thing is according to themode of its substance. Now to under-
stand is an altogether immaterial operation, as appears from
its object, whence any act receives its species and nature. For
a thing is understood according to its degree of immateriality;
because forms that exist in matter are individual forms which
the intellect cannot apprehend as such. Hence it must be that
every individual substance is altogether immaterial.

But things distinguished by the intellect are not necessar-
ily distinguished in reality; because the intellect does not ap-
prehend things according to their mode, but according to its
own mode. Hence material things which are below our intel-
lect exist in our intellect in a simpler mode than they exist in
themselves. Angelic substances, on the other hand, are above
our intellect; and hence our intellect cannot attain to appre-
hend them, as they are in themselves, but by its own mode, ac-
cording as it apprehends composite things; and in thisway also
it apprehends God (q. 3).

Reply to Objection 1. It is difference which constitutes
the species. Now everything is constituted in a species accord-
ing as it is determined to some special grade of being because
“the species of things are like numbers,” which differ by addi-
tion and subtraction of unity, as the Philosopher says (Metaph.
viii, text 10). But in material things there is one thing which
determines to a special grade, and that is the form; and an-
other thing which is determined, and this is the matter; and
hence from the latter the “genus” is derived, and from the for-
mer the “difference.” Whereas in immaterial things there is no
separate determinator and thing determined; each thing by its
own self holds a determinate grade in being; and therefore in
them “genus” and “difference” are not derived from different
things, but from one and the same.Nevertheless, this differs in
ourmode of conception; for, inasmuch as our intellect consid-
ers it as indeterminate, it derives the idea of their “genus”; and
inasmuch as it considers it determinately, it derives the idea of
their “difference.”

Reply to Objection 2. is reason is given in the book
on the Fount of Life, and it would be cogent, supposing that
the receptive mode of the intellect and of matter were the
same. But this is clearly false. Formatter receives the form, that
thereby it may be constituted in some species, either of air, or
of fire, or of something else. But the intellect does not receive
the form in the same way; otherwise the opinion of Empedo-
cles (De Anima i, 5, text 26) would be true, to the effect that
we know earth by earth, and fire by fire. But the intelligible
form is in the intellect according to the very nature of a form;
for as such is it so known by the intellect. Hence such a way of
receiving is not that of matter, but of an immaterial substance.

Reply to Objection 3. Although there is no composition
ofmatter and form in an angel, yet there is act and potentiality.
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And this can be made evident if we consider the nature of ma-
terial things which contain a twofold composition. e first
is that of form and matter, whereby the nature is constituted.
Such a composite nature is not its own existence but existence
is its act. Hence the nature itself is related to its own existence
as potentiality to act. erefore if there be no matter, and sup-
posing that the form itself subsists without matter, there nev-
ertheless still remains the relation of the form to its very exis-
tence, as of potentiality to act. And such a kind of composi-
tion is understood to be in the angels; and this is what some
say, that an angel is composed of, “whereby he is,” and “what
is,” or “existence,” and “what is,” as Boethius says. For “what is,”
is the form itself subsisting; and the existence itself is whereby
the substance is; as the running is whereby the runner runs.
But in God “existence” and “what is” are not different as was
explained above (q. 3, a. 4). Hence God alone is pure act.

Reply toObjection 4. Every creature is simply finite, inas-
much as its existence is not absolutely subsisting, but is lim-
ited to some nature to which it belongs. But there is nothing
against a creature being considered relatively infinite. Material
creatures are infinite on the part of matter, but finite in their
form, which is limited by the matter which receives it. But im-
material created substances are finite in their being; whereas
they are infinite in the sense that their forms are not received in
anything else; as if we were to say, for example, that whiteness
existing separate is infinite as regards the nature of whiteness,
forasmuch as it is not contracted to any one subject; while its
“being” is finite as determined to some one special nature.

Whence it is said (De Causis, prop. 16) that “intelligence
is finite from above,” as receiving its being from above itself,
and is “infinite from below,” as not received in any matter.

Ia q. 50 a. 3Whether the angels exist in any great number?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels are not in great
numbers. For number is a species of quantity, and follows the
division of a continuous body. But this cannot be in the angels,
since they are incorporeal, aswas shownabove (a. 1).erefore
the angels cannot exist in any great number.

Objection 2. Further, the more a thing approaches to
unity, so much the less is it multiplied, as is evident in num-
bers. But among other created natures the angelic nature ap-
proaches nearest to God. erefore since God is supremely
one, it seems that there is the least possible number in the an-
gelic nature.

Objection3.Further, the proper effect of the separate sub-
stances seems to be themovements of the heavenly bodies. But
the movements of the heavenly bodies fall within some small
determined number, which we can apprehend. erefore the
angels are not in greater number than the movements of the
heavenly bodies.

Objection 4. Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “all intel-
ligible and intellectual substances subsist because of the rays of
the divine goodness.” But a ray is only multiplied according to
the different things that receive it. Now it cannot be said that
their matter is receptive of an intelligible ray, since intellectual
substances are immaterial, aswas shownabove (a. 2).erefore
it seems that the multiplication of intellectual substances can
only be according to the requirements of the first bodies—that
is, of the heavenly ones, so that in someway the shedding form
of the aforesaid raysmay be terminated in them; and hence the
same conclusion is to be drawn as before.

On the contrary, It is said (Dan. 7:10): “ousands of
thousands ministered toHim, and ten thousands times a hun-
dred thousand stood before Him.”

I answer that, ere have been various opinions with re-
gard to the number of the separate substances. Plato con-
tended that the separate substances are the species of sensible

things; as if we were to maintain that human nature is a sep-
arate substance of itself: and according to this view it would
have to be maintained that the number of the separate sub-
stances is the number of the species of sensible things. Aris-
totle, however, rejects this view (Metaph. i, text 31) because
matter is of the very nature of the species of sensible things.
Consequently the separate substances cannot be the exemplar
species of these sensible things; but have their own fixed na-
tures, which are higher than the natures of sensible things.
Nevertheless Aristotle held (Metaph. xi, text 43) that those
more perfect natures bear relation to these sensible things, as
that of mover and end; and therefore he strove to find out the
number of the separate substances according to the number of
the first movements.

But since this appears to militate against the teachings of
Sacred Scripture, Rabbi Moses the Jew, wishing to bring both
into harmony, held that the angels, in so far as they are styled
immaterial substances, aremultiplied according to the number
of heavenly movements or bodies, as Aristotle held (Metaph.
xi, text 43); while he contended that in the Scriptures even
men bearing a divinemessage are styled angels; and again, even
the powers of natural things, which manifest God’s almighty
power. It is, however, quite foreign to the custom of the Scrip-
tures for the powers of irrational things to be designated as an-
gels.

Hence it must be said that the angels, even inasmuch as
they are immaterial substances, exist in exceeding great num-
ber, far beyond all material multitude. is is what Dionysius
says (Coel. Hier. xiv): “ere are many blessed armies of the
heavenly intelligences, surpassing the weak and limited reck-
oning of ourmaterial numbers.”e reasonwhereof is this, be-
cause, since it is the perfection of the universe that God chiefly
intends in the creation of things, themore perfect some things
are, in somuch greater an excess are they created byGod.Now,
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as in bodies such excess is observed in regard to their magni-
tude, so in things incorporeal is it observed in regard to their
multitude. We see, in fact, that incorruptible bodies, exceed
corruptible bodies almost incomparably inmagnitude; for the
entire sphere of things active and passive is something very
small in comparison with the heavenly bodies. Hence it is rea-
sonable to conclude that the immaterial substances as it were
incomparably exceed material substances as to multitude.

Reply to Objection 1. In the angels number is not that of
discrete quantity, brought about by division of what is contin-
uous, but that which is caused by distinction of forms; accord-
ing asmultitude is reckoned among the transcendentals, as was
said above (q. 30, a. 3; q. 11).

Reply to Objection 2. From the angelic nature being the
nighest unto God, it must needs have least of multitude in its
composition, but not so as to be found in few subjects.

Reply to Objection 3. is is Aristotle’s argument

(Metaph. xii, text 44), and it would conclude necessarily if the
separate substances were made for corporeal substances. For
thus the immaterial substances would exist to no purpose, un-
less some movement from them were to appear in corporeal
things. But it is not true that the immaterial substances exist
on account of the corporeal, because the end is nobler than the
means to the end. Hence Aristotle says (Metaph. xii, text 44)
that this is not a necessary argument, but a probable one. He
was forced to make use of this argument, since only through
sensible things can we come to know intelligible ones.

Reply to Objection 4. is argument comes from the
opinion of such as hold that matter is the cause of the distinc-
tion of things; but this was refuted above (q. 47, a. 1). Accord-
ingly, the multiplication of the angels is not to be taken ac-
cording to matter, nor according to bodies, but according to
the divine wisdom devising the various orders of immaterial
substances.

Ia q. 50 a. 4Whether the angels differ in species?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels do not differ in
species. For since the “difference” is nobler than the ‘genus,’ all
things which agree inwhat is noblest in them, agree likewise in
their ultimate constitutive difference; and so they are the same
according to species. But all angels agree in what is noblest in
them—that is to say, in intellectuality. erefore all the angels
are of one species.

Objection 2. Further, more and less do not change a
species. But the angels seem to differ only from one another
according tomore and less—namely, as one is simpler than an-
other, and of keener intellect. erefore the angels do not dif-
fer specifically.

Objection 3. Further, soul and angel are contra-
distinguished mutually from each other. But all souls are of
the one species. So therefore are the angels.

Objection 4.Further, themore perfect a thing is in nature,
the more ought it to be multiplied. But this would not be so
if there were but one individual under one species. erefore
there are many angels of one species.

On the contrary, In things of one species there is no
such thing as “first” and “second” [prius et posterius], as the
Philosopher says (Metaph. iii, text 2). But in the angels even
of the one order there are first, middle, and last, as Dionysius
says (Hier. Ang. x). erefore the angels are not of the same
species.

I answer that, Some have said that all spiritual substances,
even souls, are of the one species. Others, again, that all the
angels are of the one species, but not souls; while others allege
that all the angels of one hierarchy, or even of one order, are of
the one species.

But this is impossible. For such things as agree in species
but differ in number, agree in form, but are distinguished ma-
terially. If, therefore, the angels be not composed ofmatter and

form, as was said above (a. 2), it follows that it is impossible for
two angels to be of one species; just as it would be impossible
for there to be several whitenesses apart, or several humanities,
since whitenesses are not several, except in so far as they are in
several substances. And if the angels hadmatter, not even then
could there be several angels of one species. For it would be
necessary for matter to be the principle of distinction of one
from the other, not, indeed, according to the division of quan-
tity, since they are incorporeal, but according to the diversity
of their powers; and such diversity of matter causes diversity
not merely of species, but of genus.

Reply toObjection 1. “Difference” is nobler than “genus,”
as the determined is more noble than the undetermined, and
the proper than the common, but not as one nature is nobler
than another; otherwise it would be necessary that all irra-
tional animals be of the same species; or that there should be in
them some formwhich is higher than the sensible soul.ere-
fore irrational animals differ in species according to the various
determined degrees of sensitive nature; and in like manner all
the angels differ in species according to the diverse degrees of
intellectual nature.

Reply to Objection 2. More and less change the species,
not according as they are caused by the intensity or remissness
of one form, but according as they are caused by forms of di-
verse degrees; for instance, if we say that fire is more perfect
than air: and in this way the angels are diversified according to
more or less.

Reply toObjection 3.e good of the species preponder-
ates over the goodof the individual.Hence it ismuchbetter for
the species to be multiplied in the angels than for individuals
to be multiplied in the one species.

Reply to Objection 4. Numerical multiplication, since it
can be drawn out infinitely, is not intended by the agent, but
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only specific multiplication, as was said above (q. 47, a. 3).
Hence the perfection of the angelic nature calls for the mul-

tiplying of species, but not for the multiplying of individuals
in one species.

Ia q. 50 a. 5Whether the angels are incorruptible?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels are not incor-
ruptible; for Damascene, speaking of the angel, says (De Fide
Orth. ii, 3) that he is “an intellectual substance, partaking of
immortality by favor, and not by nature.”

Objection 2. Further, Plato says in the Timaeus: “O gods
of gods, whose maker and father am I: You are indeed my
works, dissoluble by nature, yet indissoluble because I so will
it.” But gods such as these can only be understood to be the
angels. erefore the angels are corruptible by their nature

Objection 3. Further, according to Gregory (Moral. xvi),
“all things would tend towards nothing, unless the hand of the
Almighty preserved them.” But what can be brought to noth-
ing is corruptible. erefore, since the angels were made by
God, it would appear that they are corruptible of their own
nature.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that the
intellectual substances “have unfailing life, being free from all
corruption, death, matter, and generation.”

I answer that, It must necessarily be maintained that the
angels are incorruptible of their own nature. e reason for
this is, that nothing is corrupted except by its form being sep-
arated from the matter. Hence, since an angel is a subsisting
form, as is clear from what was said above (a. 2), it is impos-
sible for its substance to be corruptible. For what belongs to
anything considered in itself can never be separated from it;
but what belongs to a thing, considered in relation to some-
thing else, can be separated, when that something else is taken
away, in view of which it belonged to it. Roundness can never
be taken from the circle, because it belongs to it of itself; but a
bronze circle can lose roundness, if the bronze be deprived of
its circular shape. Now to be belongs to a form considered in
itself; for everything is an actual being according to its form:
whereas matter is an actual being by the form. Consequently
a subject composed of matter and form ceases to be actually

when the form is separated from the matter. But if the form
subsists in its own being, as happens in the angels, as was said
above (a. 2), it cannot lose its being. erefore, the angel’s im-
materiality is the cause why it is incorruptible by its own na-
ture.

A token of this incorruptibility can be gathered from its
intellectual operation; for since everything acts according as
it is actual, the operation of a thing indicates its mode of be-
ing.Now the species and nature of the operation is understood
from the object. But an intelligible object, being above time, is
everlasting.Hence every intellectual substance is incorruptible
of its own nature.

Reply to Objection 1. Damascene is dealing with per-
fect immortality, which includes complete immutability; since
“every change is a kind of death,” as Augustine says (Contra
Maxim. iii).e angels obtain perfect immutability only by fa-
vor, as will appear later (q. 62).

Reply to Objection 2. By the expression ‘gods’ Plato un-
derstands the heavenly bodies, which he supposed to be made
up of elements, and therefore dissoluble of their own nature;
yet they are for ever preserved in existence by the Divine will.

Reply to Objection 3. As was observed above (q. 44, a. 1)
there is a kind of necessary thing which has a cause of its neces-
sity. Hence it is not repugnant to a necessary or incorruptible
being to depend for its existence on another as its cause.ere-
fore, when it is said that all things, even the angels, would lapse
into nothing, unless preserved by God, it is not to be gathered
therefrom that there is any principle of corruption in the an-
gels; but that the nature of the angels is dependent upon God
as its cause. For a thing is said to be corruptible not merely be-
cause God can reduce it to non-existence, by withdrawing His
act of preservation; but also because it has some principle of
corruptionwithin itself, or some contrariety, or at least the po-
tentiality of matter.
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F P, Q 51
Of the Angels in Comparison with Bodies

(Inree Articles)

We next inquire about the angels in comparison with corporeal things; and in the first place about their comparison with
bodies; secondly, of the angels in comparison with corporeal places; and, thirdly, of their comparison with local movement.

Under the first heading there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether angels have bodies naturally united to them?
(2) Whether they assume bodies?
(3) Whether they exercise functions of life in the bodies assumed?

Ia q. 51 a. 1Whether the angels have bodies naturally united to them?

Objection 1. It would seem that angels have bodies nat-
urally united to them. For Origen says (Peri Archon i): “It is
God’s attribute alone—that is, it belongs to the Father, the
Son, and theHolyGhost, as a property of nature, thatHe is un-
derstood to exist without any material substance and without
any companionship of corporeal addition.” Bernard likewise
says (Hom. vi. superCant.): “Let us assign incorporeity toGod
alone even as we do immortality, whose nature alone, neither
for its own sake nor on account of anything else, needs the help
of any corporeal organ. But it is clear that every created spirit
needs corporeal substance.” Augustine also says (Gen. ad lit.
iii): “edemons are called animals of the atmosphere because
their nature is akin to that of aerial bodies.” But the nature of
demons and angels is the same. erefore angels have bodies
naturally united to them.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory (Hom. x in Ev.) calls an an-
gel a rational animal. But every animal is composed of body
and soul. erefore angels have bodies naturally united to
them.

Objection 3. Further, life is more perfect in the angels
than in souls. But the soul not only lives, but gives life to the
body. erefore the angels animate bodies which are naturally
united to them.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the
angels are understood to be incorporeal.”

I answer that,e angels have not bodies naturally united
to them. For whatever belongs to any nature as an accident is
not found universally in that nature; thus, for instance, to have
wings, because it is not of the essence of an animal, does not
belong to every animal. Now since to understand is not the
act of a body, nor of any corporeal energy, as will be shown
later (q. 75, a. 2), it follows that to have a body united to it
is not of the nature of an intellectual substance, as such; but
it is accidental to some intellectual substance on account of
something else. Even so it belongs to the human soul to be
united to a body, because it is imperfect and exists potentially
in the genus of intellectual substances, not having the fulness

of knowledge in its own nature, but acquiring it from sensible
things through the bodily senses, as will be explained later on
(q. 84, a. 6; q. 89, a. 1). Now whenever we find something im-
perfect in any genus we must presuppose something perfect in
that genus. erefore in the intellectual nature there are some
perfectly intellectual substances, which do not need to acquire
knowledge from sensible things.Consequently not all intellec-
tual substances are united to bodies; but some are quite sepa-
rated from bodies, and these we call angels.

Reply to Objection 1. As was said above (q. 50, a. 1) it
was the opinion of some that every being is a body; and conse-
quently some seem to have thought that there were no incor-
poreal substances existing except as united to bodies; so much
so that some even held that God was the soul of the world,
as Augustine tells us (De Civ. Dei vii). As this is contrary
to Catholic Faith, which asserts that God is exalted above all
things, according to Ps. 8:2: “y magnificence is exalted be-
yond theheavens”;Origen,while refusing to say such a thing of
God, followed the above opinion of others regarding the other
substances; being deceived here as he was also in many other
points, by following the opinions of the ancient philosophers.
Bernard’s expression can be explained, that the created spirit
needs some bodily instrument, which is not naturally united
to it, but assumed for some purpose, as will be explained (a. 2).
Augustine speaks, not as asserting the fact, but merely using
the opinion of the Platonists, who maintained that there are
some aerial animals, which they termed demons.

Reply to Objection 2. Gregory calls the angel a rational
animal metaphorically, on account of the likeness to the ratio-
nal nature.

Reply toObjection3.Togive life effectively is a perfection
simply speaking; hence it belongs to God, as is said (1 Kings
2:6): “e Lord killeth, and maketh alive.” But to give life for-
mally belongs to a substance which is part of some nature, and
whichhas notwithin itself the full nature of the species.Hence
an intellectual substance which is not united to a body is more
perfect than one which is united to a body.
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Ia q. 51 a. 2Whether angels assume bodies?

Objection1. Itwould seem that angels donot assumebod-
ies. For there is nothing superfluous in the work of an angel, as
there is nothing of the kind in thework of nature. But it would
be superfluous for the angels to assume bodies, because an an-
gel has no need for a body, since his own power exceeds all
bodily power. erefore an angel does not assume a body.

Objection 2. Further, every assumption is terminated in
some union; because to assume implies a taking to oneself [ad
se sumere]. But a body is not united to an angel as to a form,
as stated (a. 1); while in so far as it is united to the angel as to
a mover, it is not said to be assumed, otherwise it would fol-
low that all bodies moved by the angels are assumed by them.
erefore the angels do not assume bodies.

Objection 3. Further, angels do not assume bodies from
the earth or water, or they could not suddenly disappear; nor
again from fire, otherwise they would burn whatever things
they touched; nor again from air, because air is without shape
or color. erefore the angels do not assume bodies.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xvi) that
angels appeared to Abraham under assumed bodies.

I answer that, Some havemaintained that the angels never
assume bodies, but that all that we read in Scripture of appari-
tions of angels happened in prophetic vision—that is, accord-
ing to imagination. But this is contrary to the intent of Scrip-
ture; for whatever is beheld in imaginary vision is only in the
beholder’s imagination, and consequently is not seen by every-
body. YetDivine Scripture from time to time introduces angels
so apparent as to be seen commonly by all; just as the angels
who appeared to Abraham were seen by him and by his whole
family, by Lot, and by the citizens of Sodom; in like manner
the angel who appeared toTobiaswas seen by all present. From

all this it is clearly shown that such apparitions were beheld by
bodily vision,whereby the object seen exists outside the person
beholding it, and can accordingly be seen by all. Nowby such a
vision only a body can be beheld. Consequently, since the an-
gels are not bodies, nor have they bodies naturally united with
them, as is clear from what has been said (a. 1; q. 50, a. 1), it
follows that they sometimes assume bodies.

Reply to Objection 1. Angels need an assumed body, not
for themselves, but on our account; that by conversing famil-
iarly withmen theymay give evidence of that intellectual com-
panionship which men expect to have with them in the life
to come. Moreover that angels assumed bodies under the Old
Law was a figurative indication that the Word of God would
take a human body; because all the apparitions in theOld Tes-
tament were ordained to that one whereby the Son of God ap-
peared in the flesh.

Reply to Objection 2. e body assumed is united to the
angel not as its form, nor merely as its mover, but as its mover
represented by the assumed movable body. For as in the Sa-
cred Scripture the properties of intelligible things are set forth
by the likenesses of things sensible, in the same way by Divine
power sensible bodies are so fashioned by angels as fittingly
to represent the intelligible properties of an angel. And this is
what we mean by an angel assuming a body.

Reply toObjection3.Although air as long as it is in a state
of rarefaction has neither shape nor color, yet when condensed
it can both be shaped and colored as appears in the clouds.
Even so the angels assume bodies of air, condensing it by the
Divine power in so far as is needful for forming the assumed
body.

Ia q. 51 a. 3Whether the angels exercise functions of life in the bodies assumed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels exercise func-
tions of life in assumed bodies. For pretence is unbecoming in
angels of truth. But it would be pretence if the body assumed
by them, which seems to live and to exercise vital functions,
did not possess these functions. erefore the angels exercise
functions of life in the assumed body.

Objection 2. Further, in the works of the angels there is
nothingwithout a purpose. But eyes, nostrils, and the other in-
struments of the senses, would be fashionedwithout a purpose
in the body assumed by the angel, if he perceived nothing by
theirmeans. Consequently, the angel perceives by the assumed
body; and this is the most special function of life.

Objection 3. Further, to move hither and thither is one of
the functions of life, as thePhilosopher says (DeAnima ii). But
the angels aremanifestly seen tomove in their assumed bodies.
For it was said (Gn. 18:16) that “Abraham walked with” the
angels, who had appeared to him, “bringing them on the way”;

andwhenTobias said to the angel (Tob. 5:7,8): “Knowest thou
the way that leadeth to the city of Medes?” he answered: “I
know it; and I have oenwalked through all the ways thereof.”
erefore the angels oen exercise functions of life in assumed
bodies.

Objection 4. Further, speech is the function of a living
subject, for it is produced by the voice, while the voice itself is a
sound conveyed from the mouth. But it is evident from many
passages of Sacred Scripture that angels spoke in assumed bod-
ies. erefore in their assumed bodies they exercise functions
of life.

Objection 5. Further, eating is a purely animal function.
Hence the Lord aer His Resurrection ate with His disciples
in proof of having resumed life (Lk. 24). Nowwhen angels ap-
peared in their assumed bodies they ate, and Abraham offered
them food, aer having previously adored them as God (Gn.
18). erefore the angels exercise functions of life in assumed
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bodies.
Objection 6. Further, to beget offspring is a vital act. But

this has befallen the angels in their assumed bodies; for it is re-
lated: “Aer the sons of God went in to the daughters of men,
and they brought forth children, these are the mighty men of
old, men of renown” (Gn. 6:4). Consequently the angels exer-
cised vital functions in their assumed bodies.

On the contrary, e bodies assumed by angels have no
life, as was stated in the previous article (ad 3). erefore they
cannot exercise functions of life through assumed bodies.

I answer that, Some functions of living subjects have
something in common with other operations; just as speech,
which is the function of a living creature, agrees with other
sounds of inanimate things, in so far as it is sound; andwalking
agrees with othermovements, in so far as it ismovement. Con-
sequently vital functions can be performed in assumed bodies
by the angels, as to that which is common in such operations;
but not as to that which is special to living subjects; because,
according to the Philosopher (De Somn. etVig. i), “thatwhich
has the faculty has the action.”Hence nothing can have a func-
tion of life exceptwhat has life, which is the potential principle
of such action.

Reply toObjection 1. As it is in no wise contrary to truth
for intelligible things to be set forth in Scripture under sensible
figures, since it is not said for the purpose of maintaining that
intelligible things are sensible, but in order that properties of
intelligible things may be understood according to similitude
through sensible figures; so it is not contrary to the truth of the
holy angels that through their assumed bodies they appear to
be living men, although they are really not. For the bodies are
assumed merely for this purpose, that the spiritual properties
and works of the angels may be manifested by the properties
of man and of his works. is could not so fittingly be done if
they were to assume true men; because the properties of such
men would lead us to men, and not to angels.

Reply to Objection 2. Sensation is entirely a vital func-
tion. Consequently it can in no way be said that the angels
perceive through the organs of their assumed bodies. Yet such
bodies are not fashioned in vain; for they are not fashioned
for the purpose of sensation through them, but to this end,
that by such bodily organs the spiritual powers of the angels
may be made manifest; just as by the eye the power of the an-
gel’s knowledge is pointed out, and other powers by the other
members, as Dionysius teaches (Coel. Hier.).

Reply to Objection 3. Movement coming from a united
mover is a proper function of life; but the bodies assumed by
the angels are not thus moved, since the angels are not their
forms. Yet the angels are moved accidentally, when such bod-
ies are moved, since they are in them as movers are in the
moved; and they are here in such a way as not to be elsewhere
which cannot be said of God. Accordingly, although God is

not moved when the things are moved in which He exists,
since He is everywhere; yet the angels are moved accidentally
according to the movement of the bodies assumed. But they
are not moved according to the movement of the heavenly
bodies, even though they be in them as themovers in the thing
moved, because the heavenly bodies do not change place in
their entirety; nor for the spirit whichmoves theworld is there
any fixed locality according to any restricted part of theworld’s
substance, which now is in the east, and now in the west, but
according to a fixed quarter; because “the moving energy is al-
ways in the east,” as stated in Phys. viii, text 84.

Reply toObjection4.Properly speaking, the angels donot
talk through their assumed bodies; yet there is a semblance of
speech, in so far as they fashion sounds in the air like to human
voices.

Reply to Objection 5. Properly speaking, the angels can-
not be said to eat, because eating involves the taking of food
convertible into the substance of the eater.

Although aer the Resurrection food was not converted
into the substance of Christ’s body, but resolved into pre-
existing matter; nevertheless Christ had a body of such a true
nature that food could be changed into it; hence it was a true
eating. But the food taken by angels was neither changed into
the assumed body, nor was the body of such a nature that food
could be changed into it; consequently, it was not a true eating,
but figurative of spiritual eating. is is what the angel said to
Tobias: “When I was with you, I seemed indeed to eat and to
drink; but I use an invisible meat and drink” (Tob. 12:19).

Abraham offered them food, deeming them to be men, in
whom, nevertheless, he worshippedGod, as God is wont to be
in the prophets, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xvi).

Reply toObjection 6.AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei xv):
“Many persons affirm that they have had the experience, or
have heard from such as have experienced it, that the Satyrs
and Fauns, whom the common folk call incubi, have oen pre-
sented themselves before women, and have sought and pro-
cured intercourse with them. Hence it is folly to deny it. But
God’s holy angels could not fall in such fashion before the del-
uge. Hence by the sons of God are to be understood the sons
of Seth, who were good; while by the daughters of men the
Scripture designates those who sprang from the race of Cain.
Nor is it to bewondered at that giants should be born of them;
for they were not all giants, albeit there were many more be-
fore than aer the deluge.” Still if some are occasionally begot-
ten from demons, it is not from the seed of such demons, nor
from their assumed bodies, but from the seed ofmen taken for
the purpose; as when the demon assumes first the form of a
woman, and aerwards of a man; just as they take the seed of
other things for other generating purposes, as Augustine says
(De Trin. iii), so that the person born is not the child of a de-
mon, but of a man.
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F P, Q 52
Of the Angels in Relation to Place

(Inree Articles)

We now inquire into the place of the angels. Touching this there are three subjects of inquiry:

(1) Is the angel in a place?
(2) Can he be in several places at once?
(3) Can several angels be in the same place?

Ia q. 52 a. 1Whether an angel is in a place?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel is not in a place.
For Boethius says (De Hebdom.): “e common opinion of
the learned is that things incorporeal are not in a place.” And
again, Aristotle observes (Phys. iv, text 48,57) that “it is not ev-
erything existing which is in a place, but only amovable body.”
But an angel is not a body, as was shown above (q. 50). ere-
fore an angel is not in a place.

Objection 2.Further, place is a “quantity having position.”
But everything which is in a place has some position. Now to
have a position cannot benefit an angel, since his substance is
devoid of quantity, the proper difference of which is to have a
position. erefore an angel is not in a place.

Objection3.Further, to be in a place is to bemeasured and
to be contained by such place, as is evident from the Philoso-
pher (Phys. iv, text 14,119). But an angel can neither be mea-
sured nor contained by a place, because the container is more
formal than the contained; as air with regard to water (Phys.
iv, text 35,49). erefore an angel is not in a place.

On the contrary, It is said in the Collect*: “Let y holy
angels who dwell herein, keep us in peace.”

I answer that, It is befitting an angel to be in a place; yet
an angel and a body are said to be in a place in quite a differ-
ent sense. A body is said to be in a place in such a way that it
is applied to such place according to the contact of dimensive
quantity; but there is no such quantity in the angels, for theirs
is a virtual one. Consequently an angel is said to be in a corpo-
real place by application of the angelic power in any manner
whatever to any place.

Accordingly there is no need for saying that an angel can
be deemed commensurate with a place, or that he occupies a
space in the continuous; for this is proper to a located body
which is endowed with dimensive quantity. In similar fashion
it is not necessary on this account for the angel to be contained
by a place; because an incorporeal substance virtually contains
the thing with which it comes into contact, and is not con-
tained by it: for the soul is in the body as containing it, not as
contained by it. In the sameway an angel is said to be in a place
which is corporeal, not as the thing contained, but as somehow
containing it.

And hereby we have the answers to the objections.

Ia q. 52 a. 2Whether an angel can be in several places at once?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel can be in several
places at once. For an angel is not less endowed with power
than the soul. But the soul is in several places at once, for it is
entirely in every part of the body, as Augustine says (De Trin.
vi). erefore an angel can be in several places at once.

Objection 2. Further, an angel is in the body which he as-
sumes; and, since the body which he assumes is continuous, it
would appear that he is in every part thereof. But according to
the various parts there are various places. erefore the angel
is at one time in various places.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii)
that “where the angel operates, there he is.” But occasionally
he operates in several places at one time, as is evident from the
angel destroying Sodom (Gn. 19:25). erefore an angel can
be in several places at the one time.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii) that
“while the angels are in heaven, they are not on earth.”

I answer that, An angel’s power and nature are finite,
whereas the Divine power and essence, which is the universal
cause of all things, is infinite: consequently God through His
power touches all things, and is not merely present in some
places, but is everywhere. Now since the angel’s power is finite,
it does not extend to all things, but to one determined thing.
For whatever is compared with one power must be compared
therewith as one determined thing. Consequently since all be-
ing is compared as one thing to God’s universal power, so is
one particular being compared as one with the angelic power.
Hence, since the angel is in a place by the application of his
power to the place, it follows that he is not everywhere, nor in
several places, but in only one place.

Some, however, have been deceived in this matter. For
somewhowereunable to gobeyond the reachof their imagina-
tions supposed the indivisibility of the angel to be like that of a
point; consequently they thought that an angel could be only

* Prayer at Compline, Dominican Breviary.
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in a place which is a point. But they were manifestly deceived,
because a point is something indivisible, yet having its situa-
tion; whereas the angel is indivisible, and beyond the genus of
quantity and situation. Consequently there is no occasion for
determining in his regard one indivisible place as to situation:
any place which is either divisible or indivisible, great or small
suffices, according as to his own free-will he applies his power
to a great or to a small body. So the entire body to which he is
applied by his power, corresponds as one place to him.

Neither, if any angel moves the heavens, is it necessary for
him to be everywhere. First of all, because his power is applied
only to what is first moved by him. Now there is one part of
the heavens in which there ismovement first of all, namely, the
part to the east: hence the Philosopher (Phys. vii, text 84) at-
tributes the power of theheavenlymover to the partwhich is in

the east. Secondly, because philosophers do not hold that one
separate substance moves all the spheres immediately. Hence
it need not be everywhere.

So, then, it is evident that to be in a place appertains quite
differently to a body, to an angel, and to God. For a body is in
a place in a circumscribed fashion, since it is measured by the
place. An angel, however, is not there in a circumscribed fash-
ion, since he is not measured by the place, but definitively, be-
cause he is in a place in such amanner that he is not in another.
ButGod is neither circumscriptively nor definitively there, be-
cause He is everywhere.

From this we can easily gather an answer to the objections:
because the entire subject to which the angelic power is im-
mediately applied, is reputed as one place, even though it be
continuous.

Ia q. 52 a. 3Whether several angels can be at the same time in the same place?

Objection 1. It would seem that several angels can be at
the same time in the same place. For several bodies cannot be
at the same time in the same place, because they fill the place.
But the angels do not fill a place, because only a body fills a
place, so that it be not empty, as appears from the Philosopher
(Phys. iv, text 52,58).erefore several angels can be in the one
place.

Objection 2. Further, there is a greater difference between
an angel and a body than there is between two angels. But an
angel and a body are at the one time in the one place: because
there is no place which is not filled with a sensible body, as we
find proved in Phys. iv, text. 58.Muchmore, then, can two an-
gels be in the same place.

Objection 3. Further, the soul is in every part of the body,
according to Augustine (De Trin. vi). But demons, although
they do not obsess souls, do obsess bodies occasionally; and
thus the soul and the demon are at the one time in the same
place; and consequently for the same reason all other spiritual
substances.

Onthe contrary,ere are not two souls in the samebody.
erefore for a like reason there are not two angels in the same
place.

I answer that, ere are not two angels in the same place.

e reason of this is because it is impossible for two complete
causes to be the causes immediately of one and the same thing.
is is evident in every class of causes: for there is one proxi-
mate form of one thing, and there is one proximate mover, al-
though there may be several remote movers. Nor can it be ob-
jected that several individuals may row a boat, since no one of
them is a perfect mover, because no oneman’s strength is suffi-
cient for moving the boat; while all together are as one mover,
in so far as their united strengths all combine in producing the
onemovement.Hence, since the angel is said to be in one place
by the fact that his power touches the place immediately by
way of a perfect container, as was said (a. 1), there can be but
one angel in one place.

Reply to Objection 1. Several angels are not hindered
from being in the same place because of their filling the place;
but for another reason, as has been said.

Reply to Objection 2. An angel and a body are not in a
place in the same way; hence the conclusion does not follow.

Reply to Objection 3. Not even a demon and a soul are
compared to a body according to the same relation of causal-
ity; since the soul is its form, while the demon is not. Hence
the inference does not follow.
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F P, Q 53
Of the Local Movement of the Angels

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the local movement of the angels; under which heading there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether an angel can be moved locally.
(2) Whether in passing from place to place he passes through intervening space?
(3) Whether the angel’s movement is in time or instantaneous?

Ia q. 53 a. 1Whether an angel can be moved locally?

Objection 1. It seems that an angel cannot be moved lo-
cally. For, as the Philosopher proves (Phys. vi, text 32,86)
“nothing which is devoid of parts is moved”; because, while
it is in the term “wherefrom,” it is not moved; nor while it
is in the term “whereto,” for it is then already moved; conse-
quently it remains that everything which is moved, while it is
being moved, is partly in the term “wherefrom” and partly in
the term “whereto.” But an angel is without parts.erefore an
angel cannot be moved locally.

Objection 2. Further, movement is “the act of an imper-
fect being,” as the Philosopher says (Phys. iii, text 14). But a
beatified angel is not imperfect. Consequently a beatified an-
gel is not moved locally.

Objection 3. Further, movement is simply because of
want. But the holy angels have no want.erefore the holy an-
gels are not moved locally.

On the contrary, It is the same thing for a beatified angel
to be moved as for a beatified soul to be moved. But it must
necessarily be said that a blessed soul is moved locally, because
it is an article of faith that Christ’s soul descended into Hell.
erefore a beatified angel is moved locally.

I answer that, A beatified angel can be moved locally. As,
however, to be in a place belongs equivocally to a body and
to an angel, so likewise does local movement. For a body is
in a place in so far as it is contained under the place, and is
commensurate with the place. Hence it is necessary for local
movement of a body to be commensurate with the place, and
according to its exigency. Hence it is that the continuity of
movement is according to the continuity of magnitude; and
according to priority and posteriority of local movement, as
the Philosopher says (Phys. iv, text 99). But an angel is not in
a place as commensurate and contained, but rather as contain-
ing it. Hence it is not necessary for the local movement of an
angel to be commensurate with the place, nor for it to be ac-
cording to the exigency of the place, so as to have continuity
therefrom; but it is a non-continuousmovement. For since the
angel is in a place only by virtual contact, as was said above
(q. 52, a. 1), it follows necessarily that the movement of an an-
gel in a place is nothing else than the various contacts of various
places successively, andnot at once; because an angel cannot be
in several places at one time, as was said above (q. 52, a. 2). Nor

is it necessary for these contacts to be continuous. Neverthe-
less a certain kind of continuity can be found in such contacts.
Because, as was said above (q. 52, a. 1), there is nothing to hin-
der us from assigning a divisible place to an angel according to
virtual contact; just as a divisible place is assigned to a body by
contact ofmagnitude.Hence as a body successively, and not all
at once, quits the place inwhich itwas before, and thence arises
continuity in its local movement; so likewise an angel can suc-
cessively quit the divisible place in which he was before, and
so his movement will be continuous. And he can all at once
quit the whole place, and in the same instant apply himself to
the whole of another place, and thus his movement will not be
continuous.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument fails of its purpose
for a twofold reason. First of all, because Aristotle’s demon-
stration deals with what is indivisible according to quantity, to
which responds a place necessarily indivisible. And this cannot
be said of an angel.

Secondly, because Aristotle’s demonstration deals with
movement which is continuous. For if themovement were not
continuous, it might be said that a thing is moved where it is
in the term “wherefrom,” andwhile it is in the term “whereto”:
because the very succession of “wheres,” regarding the same
thing,wouldbe calledmovement: hence, inwhichever of those
“wheres” the thing might be, it could be said to be moved. But
the continuity of movement prevents this; because nothing
which is continuous is in its term, as is clear, because the line is
not in the point. erefore it is necessary for the thing moved
to be not totally in either of the terms while it is being moved;
but partly in the one, and partly in the other. erefore, ac-
cording as the angel’s movement is not continuous, Aristotle’s
demonstration does not hold good. But according as the an-
gel’s movement is held to be continuous, it can be so granted,
that, while an angel is in movement, he is partly in the term
“wherefrom,” and partly in the term “whereto” (yet so that
such partiality be not referred to the angel’s substance, but to
the place); because at the outset of his continuous movement
the angel is in the whole divisible place from which he begins
to bemoved; butwhile he is actually inmovement, he is in part
of the first placewhich he quits, and in part of the second place
which he occupies. is very fact that he can occupy the parts
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of two places appertains to the angel from this, that he can oc-
cupy a divisible place by applying his power; as a body does by
application of magnitude. Hence it follows regarding a body
which is movable according to place, that it is divisible accord-
ing to magnitude; but regarding an angel, that his power can
be applied to something which is divisible.

Reply to Objection 2. e movement of that which is in
potentiality is the act of an imperfect agent. But themovement
which is by application of energy is the act of one in act: be-

cause energy implies actuality.
Reply to Objection 3. e movement of that which is in

potentiality is the act of an imperfect but the movement of
what is in act is not for any need of its own, but for another’s
need. In this way, because of our need, the angel is moved lo-
cally, according toHeb. 1:14: “ey are all* ministering spirits,
sent to minister for them who receive the inheritance of salva-
tion.”

Ia q. 53 a. 2Whether an angel passes through intermediate space?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel does not
pass through intermediate space. For everything that passes
through a middle space first travels along a place of its own
dimensions, before passing through a greater. But the place re-
sponding to an angel, who is indivisible, is confined to a point.
erefore if the angel passes through middle space, he must
reckon infinite points in his movement: which is not possible.

Objection 2.Further, an angel is of simpler substance than
the soul. But our soul by taking thought can pass from one ex-
treme to another without going through the middle: for I can
think of France and aerwards of Syria, without ever think-
ing of Italy, which stands between them.ereforemuchmore
can an angel pass from one extreme to another without going
through the middle.

On the contrary, If the angel be moved from one place to
another, then, when he is in the term “whither,” he is no longer
in motion, but is changed. But a process of changing precedes
every actual change: consequently he was being moved while
existing in some place. But he was notmoved so long as he was
in the term “whence.” erefore, he was moved while he was
in mid-space: and so it was necessary for him to pass through
intervening space.

I answer that, As was observed above in the preceding ar-
ticle, the local motion of an angel can be continuous, and non-
continuous. If it be continuous, the angel cannot pass fromone
extreme to another without passing through the mid-space;
because, as is said by the Philosopher (Phys. v, text 22; vi, text
77), “e middle is that into which a thing which is contin-
ually moved comes, before arriving at the last into which it is
moved”; because the order of first and last in continuousmove-
ment, is according to the order of the first and last in magni-
tude, as he says (Phys. iv, text 99).

But if an angel’s movement be not continuous, it is possi-
ble for him to pass from one extreme to another without going
through the middle: which is evident thus. Between the two
extreme limits there are infinite intermediate places; whether
the places be taken as divisible or as indivisible. is is clearly
evidentwith regard to placeswhich are indivisible; because be-
tween every two points that are infinite intermediate points,
since no two points follow one another without a middle, as
is proved in Phys. vi, text. 1. And the same must of necessity

be said of divisible places: and this is shown from the continu-
ous movement of a body. For a body is not moved from place
to place except in time. But in the whole time which measures
themovement of a body, there are not two “nows” inwhich the
body moved is not in one place and in another; for if it were
in one and the same place in two “nows,” it would follow that
it would be at rest there; since to be at rest is nothing else than
to be in the same place now and previously. erefore since
there are infinite “nows” between the first and the last “now”
of the time which measures the movement, there must be infi-
nite places between the first fromwhich themovement begins,
and the last where themovement ceases.is again ismade ev-
ident from sensible experience. Let there be a body of a palm’s
length, and let there be a plane measuring two palms, along
which it travels; it is evident that the first place fromwhich the
movement starts is that of the one palm; and the placewherein
the movement ends is that of the other palm. Now it is clear
that when it begins to move, it gradually quits the first palm
and enters the second. According, then, as the magnitude of
the palm is divided, even so are the intermediate places mul-
tiplied; because every distinct point in the magnitude of the
first palm is the beginning of a place, and a distinct point in the
magnitude of the other palm is the limit of the same. Accord-
ingly, since magnitude is infinitely divisible and the points in
every magnitude are likewise infinite in potentiality, it follows
that between every two places there are infinite intermediate
places.

Now a movable body only exhausts the infinity of the in-
termediate places by the continuity of its movement; because,
as the intermediate places are infinite in potentiality, so like-
wise must there be reckoned some infinitudes in movement
which is continuous. Consequently, if the movement be not
continuous, then all the parts of the movement will be actu-
ally numbered. If, therefore, any movable body be moved, but
not by continuousmovement, it follows, either that it does not
pass through all the intermediate places, or else that it actually
numbers infinite places: which is not possible. Accordingly,
then, as the angel’s movement is not continuous, he does not
pass through all intermediate places.

Now, the actual passing from one extreme to the other,
without going through the mid-space, is quite in keeping with

* Vulg.: ‘Are they not all…?’.
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an angel’s nature; but not with that of a body, because a body
is measured by and contained under a place; hence it is bound
to follow the laws of place in its movement. But an angel’s sub-
stance is not subject to place as contained thereby, but is above
it as containing it: hence it is under his control to apply him-
self to a place just as he wills, either through or without the
intervening place.

Reply toObjection 1.eplace of an angel is not taken as
equal to himaccording tomagnitude, but according to contact
of power: and so the angel’s place can be divisible, and is not
always a mere point. Yet even the intermediate divisible places
are infinite, as was said above: but they are consumed by the

continuity of the movement, as is evident from the foregoing.
Reply toObjection 2.While an angel ismoved locally, his

essence is applied to various places: but the soul’s essence is not
applied to the things thought of, but rather the things thought
of are in it. So there is no comparison.

Reply toObjection3. In continuousmovement the actual
change is not a part of themovement, but its conclusion; hence
movementmust precede change. Accordingly suchmovement
is through the mid-space. But in movement which is not con-
tinuous, the change is a part, as a unit is a part of number:
hence the succession of the various places, even without the
mid-space, constitutes such movement.

Ia q. 53 a. 3Whether the movement of an angel is instantaneous?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel’s movement is
instantaneous. For the greater the power of themover, and the
less the moved resist the mover, the more rapid is the move-
ment. But the power of an angel moving himself exceeds be-
yond all proportion the power which moves a body. Now the
proportion of velocities is reckoned according to the lessen-
ing of the time. But between one length of time and any other
length of time there is proportion. If therefore a body ismoved
in time, an angel is moved in an instant.

Objection 2. Further, the angel’s movement is simpler
than any bodily change. But some bodily change is effected in
an instant, such as illumination; bothbecause the subject is not
illuminated successively, as it gets hot successively; andbecause
a ray does not reach sooner what is near than what is remote.
Much more therefore is the angel’s movement instantaneous.

Objection 3. Further, if an angel be moved from place to
place in time, it is manifest that in the last instant of such time
he is in the term “whereto”: but in the whole of the preceding
time, he is either in the place immediately preceding, which is
taken as the term “wherefrom”; or else he is partly in the one,
and partly in the other, it follows that he is divisible; which is
impossible. erefore during the whole of the preceding time
he is in the term “wherefrom.” erefore he rests there: since
to be at rest is to be in the same place now and previously, as
was said (a. 2).erefore it follows that he is notmoved except
in the last instant of time.

On the contrary, In every change there is a before and
aer. Now the before and aer of movement is reckoned by
time. Consequently every movement, even of an angel, is in
time, since there is a before and aer in it.

I answer that, Some have maintained that the local move-
ment of an angel is instantaneous.ey said thatwhen an angel
is moved from place to place, during the whole of the preced-
ing time he is in the term “wherefrom”; but in the last instant
of such time he is in the term “whereto.” Nor is there any need
for a medium between the terms, just as there is no medium
between time and the limit of time. But there is a mid-time
between two “nows” of time: hence they say that a last “now”

cannot be assigned in which it was in the term “wherefrom,”
just as in illumination, and in the substantial generation of fire,
there is no last instant to be assigned in which the air was dark,
or in which the matter was under the privation of the form of
fire: but a last time can be assigned, so that in the last instant of
such time there is light in the air, or the form of fire in themat-
ter. And so illumination and substantial generation are called
instantaneous movements.

But this does not hold good in the present case; and it is
shown thus. It is of the nature of rest that the subject in re-
pose be not otherwise disposed now than it was before: and
therefore in every “now” of time which measures rest, the sub-
ject reposing is in the same “where” in the first, in the middle,
and in the last “now.” On the other hand, it is of the very na-
ture of movement for the subject moved to be otherwise now
than it was before: and therefore in every “now” of time which
measures movement, the movable subject is in various dispo-
sitions; hence in the last “now” it must have a different form
from what it had before. So it is evident that to rest during the
whole time in some (disposition), for instance, in whiteness, is
to be in it in every instant of such time.Hence it is not possible
for anything to rest in one term during the whole of the pre-
ceding time, and aerwards in the last instant of that time to
be in the other term. But this is possible inmovement: because
to be moved in any whole time, is not to be in the same dispo-
sition in every instant of that time.erefore all instantaneous
changes of the kind are terms of a continuous movement: just
as generation is the term of the alteration of matter, and illu-
mination is the term of the local movement of the illuminat-
ing body. Now the local movement of an angel is not the term
of any other continuous movement, but is of itself, depend-
ing upon no other movement. Consequently it is impossible
to say that he is in any place during the whole time, and that
in the last “now” he is in another place: but some “now” must
be assigned in which he was last in the preceding place. But
where there are many “nows” succeeding one another, there
is necessarily time; since time is nothing else than the reckon-
ing of before and aer in movement. It remains, then, that the
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movement of an angel is in time. It is in continuous time if his
movement be continuous, and in non-continuous time if his
movement is non-continuous for, as was said (a. 1), his move-
ment can be of either kind, since the continuity of time comes
of the continuity of movement, as the Philosopher says (Phys.
iv, text 99).

But that time, whether it be continuous or not, is not the
same as the time which measures the movement of the heav-
ens, andwhereby all corporeal things aremeasured,whichhave
their changeableness from the movement of the heavens; be-
cause the angel’s movement does not depend upon the move-
ment of the heavens.

Reply toObjection 1. If the time of the angel’s movement
be not continuous, but a kind of succession of ‘nows,’ it will
have no proportion to the timewhichmeasures themovement
of corporeal things, which is continuous; since it is not of the
same nature. If, however, it be continuous, it is indeed propor-
tionable, not, indeed, because of the proportion of the mover
and themovable, but on account of the proportion of themag-
nitudes in which the movement exists. Besides, the swiness

of the angel’s movement is not measured by the quantity of his
power, but according to the determination of his will.

Reply toObjection 2. Illumination is the term of a move-
ment; and is an alteration, not a local movement, as though
the light were understood to be moved to what is near, before
being moved to what is remote. But the angel’s movement is
local, and, besides, it is not the term ofmovement; hence there
is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection is based on contin-
uous time. But the same time of an angel’s movement can be
non-continuous. So an angel can be in one place in one in-
stant, and in another place in the next instant, without any
time intervening. If the time of the angel’s movement be con-
tinuous, he is changed through infinite places throughout the
whole timewhichprecedes the last ‘now’; aswas already shown
(a. 2).Nevertheless he is partly in one of the continuous places,
and partly in another, not because his substance is susceptible
of parts, but because his power is applied to a part of the first
place and to a part of the second, as was said above (a. 2).
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F P, Q 54
Of the Knowledge of the Angels

(In Five Articles)

Aer considering what belongs to the angel’s substance, we now proceed to his knowledge. is investigation will be four-
fold. In the first place inquiry must be made into his power of knowledge: secondly, into his medium of knowledge: thirdly,
into the objects known: and fourthly, into the manner whereby he knows them.

Under the first heading there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Is the angel’s understanding his substance?
(2) Is his being his understanding?
(3) Is his substance his power of intelligence?
(4) Is there in the angels an active and a passive intellect?
(5) Is there in them any other power of knowledge besides the intellect?

Ia q. 54 a. 1Whether an angel’s act of understanding is his substance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel’s act of under-
standing is his substance. For the angel is both higher and sim-
pler than the active intellect of a soul. But the substance of the
active intellect is its own action; as is evident from Aristotle
(De Anima iii) and from his Commentator*. erefore much
more is the angel’s substance his action—that is, his act of un-
derstanding.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Metaph. xii,
text 39) that “the action of the intellect is life.” But “since in
living things to live is to be,” as he says (De Anima ii, text 37),
it seems that life is essence.erefore the action of the intellect
is the essence of an angel who understands.

Objection3.Further, if the extremes be one, then themid-
dle does not differ from them; because extreme is farther from
extreme than the middle is. But in an angel the intellect and
the object understood are the same, at least in so far as he un-
derstands his own essence.erefore the act of understanding,
which is between the intellect and the thing understood, is one
with the substance of the angel who understands.

Onthe contrary,eaction of anything differsmore from
its substance thandoes its existence. But no creature’s existence
is its substance, for this belongs toGod only, as is evident from
what was said above (q. 3, a. 4).erefore neither the action of
an angel, nor of any other creature, is its substance.

I answer that, It is impossible for the action of an angel, or
of any creature, to be its own substance. For an action is prop-
erly the actuality of a power; just as existence is the actuality of
a substance or of an essence. Now it is impossible for anything
which is not a pure act, but which has some admixture of po-
tentiality, to be its own actuality: because actuality is opposed
to potentiality. But God alone is pure act. Hence only in God
is His substance the same as His existence and His action.

Besides, if an angel’s act of understanding were his sub-
stance, it would be necessary for it to be subsisting.Now a sub-

sisting act of intelligence can be but one; just as an abstract
thing that subsists. Consequently an angel’s substance would
neither be distinguished from God’s substance, which is His
very act of understanding subsisting in itself, nor from the sub-
stance of another angel.

Also, if the angel were his own act of understanding, there
could then be no degrees of understanding more or less per-
fectly; for this comes about through the diverse participation
of the act of understanding.

Reply to Objection 1. When the active intellect is said
to be its own action, such predication is not essential, but
concomitant, because, since its very nature consists in act, in-
stantly, so far as lies in itself, action accompanies it: which can-
not be said of the passive intellect, for this has no actions until
aer it has been reduced to act.

Reply to Objection 2. e relation between “life” and “to
live” is not the same as that between “essence” and “to be”; but
rather as that between “a race” and “to run,” one ofwhich signi-
fies the act in the abstract, and the other in the concrete.Hence
it does not follow, if “to live” is “to be,” that “life” is “essence.”
Although life is sometimes put for the essence, as Augustine
says (De Trin. x), “Memory and understanding and will are
one essence, one life”: yet it is not taken in this sense by the
Philosopher, when he says that “the act of the intellect is life.”

Reply toObjection 3. e action which is transient, pass-
ing to some extrinsic object, is really a medium between the
agent and the subject receiving the action. e action which
remains within the agent, is not really a medium between the
agent and the object, but only according to the manner of ex-
pression; for it really follows the union of the object with the
agent. For the act of understanding is brought about by the
union of the object understoodwith the one who understands
it, as an effect which differs from both.

* Averroes, A.D. 1126-1198.
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Ia q. 54 a. 2Whether in the angel to understand is to exist?

Objection1. Itwould seem that in the angel to understand
is to exist. For in living things to live is to be, as the Philosopher
says (De Anima ii, text. 37). But to “understand is in a sense to
live” (De Anima ii, text. 37). erefore in the angel to under-
stand is to exist.

Objection 2. Further, cause bears the same relation to
cause, as effect to effect. But the form whereby the angel ex-
ists is the same as the form by which he understands at least
himself. erefore in the angel to understand is to exist.

On the contrary, e angel’s act of understanding is his
movement, as is clear from Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv). But to
exist is not movement. erefore in the angel to be is not to
understand.

I answer that,e action of the angel, as also the action of
any creature, is not his existence. For as it is said (Metaph. ix,
text. 16), there is a twofold class of action; onewhichpasses out
to something beyond, and causes passion in it, as burning and
cutting; and another which does not pass outwards, but which
remains within the agent, as to feel, to understand, to will; by
such actions nothing outside is changed, but the whole action
takes place within the agent. It is quite clear regarding the first
kind of action that it cannot be the agent’s very existence: be-
cause the agent’s existence is signified aswithinhim,while such
an action denotes something as issuing from the agent into the
thing done. But the second action of its own nature has infin-
ity, either simple or relative. As an example of simple infinity,
we have the act “to understand,” of which the object is “the

true”; and the act “to will,” of which the object is “the good”;
each of which is convertible with being; and so, to understand
and to will, of themselves, bear relation to all things, and each
receives its species from its object. But the act of sensation is
relatively infinite, for it bears relation to all sensible things; as
sight does to all things visible. Now the being of every creature
is restricted to one in genus and species; God’s being alone is
simply infinite, comprehending all things in itself, as Diony-
sius says (Div. Nom. v). Hence the Divine nature alone is its
own act of understanding and its own act of will.

Reply toObjection 1.Life is sometimes taken for the exis-
tence of the living subject: sometimes also for a vital operation,
that is, for one whereby something is shown to be living. In
this way the Philosopher says that to understand is, in a sense,
to live: for there he distinguishes the various grades of living
things according to the various functions of life.

Reply to Objection 2. e essence of an angel is the rea-
son of his entire existence, but not the reason of his whole act
of understanding, since he cannot understand everything by
his essence. Consequently in its own specific nature as such an
essence, it is compared to the existence of the angel, whereas to
his act of understanding it is compared as included in the idea
of a more universal object, namely, truth and being. us it is
evident, that, although the form is the same, yet it is not the
principle of existence and of understanding according to the
same formality. On this account it does not follow that in the
angel “to be” is the same as ‘to understand.’

Ia q. 54 a. 3Whether an angel’s power of intelligence is his essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that in an angel the power
or faculty of understanding is not different from his essence.
For, “mind” and “intellect” express the power of understand-
ing. But in many passages of his writings, Dionysius styles an-
gels “intellects” and “minds.” erefore the angel is his own
power of intelligence.

Objection 2. Further, if the angel’s power of intelligence
be anything besides his essence, then it must needs be an acci-
dent; for thatwhich is besides the essenceof anything,we call it
accident. But “a simple form cannot be a subject,” as Boethius
states (De Trin. 1). us an angel would not be a simple form,
which is contrary to what has been previously said (q. 50, a. 2).

Objection 3. Further, Augustine (Confess. xii) says, that
God made the angelic nature “nigh unto Himself,” while He
made primary matter “nigh unto nothing”; from this it would
seem that the angel is of a simpler nature than primary matter,
as being closer to God. But primary matter is its own power.
ereforemuchmore is an angel his ownpowerof intelligence.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. xi) that
“the angels are divided into substance, power, and operation.”
erefore substance, power, and operation, are all distinct in

them.
I answer that, Neither in an angel nor in any creature, is

the power or operative faculty the same as its essence: which
is made evident thus. Since every power is ordained to an act,
then according to the diversity of acts must be the diversity of
powers; and on this account it is said that each proper act re-
sponds to its proper power. But in every creature the essence
differs from the existence, and is compared to it as potentiality
is to act, as is evident from what has been already said (q. 44,
a. 1). Now the act to which the operative power is compared
is operation. But in the angel to understand is not the same as
to exist, nor is any operation in him, nor in any other created
thing, the same as his existence. Hence the angel’s essence is
not his power of intelligence: nor is the essence of any creature
its power of operation.

Reply to Objection 1. An angel is called “intellect” and
“mind,” because all his knowledge is intellectual: whereas the
knowledge of a soul is partly intellectual and partly sensitive.

Reply to Objection 2. A simple form which is pure act
cannot be the subject of accident, because subject is compared
to accident as potentiality is to act. God alone is such a form:
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and of such is Boethius speaking there. But a simple form
which is not its own existence, but is compared to it as poten-
tiality is to act, can be the subject of accident; and especially of
such accident as follows the species: for such accident belongs
to the form—whereas an accident which belongs to the indi-
vidual, andwhich does not belong to the whole species, results

from the matter, which is the principle of individuation. And
such a simple form is an angel.

Reply to Objection 3. e power of matter is a potential-
ity in regard to substantial being itself, whereas the power of
operation regards accidental being. Hence there is no compar-
ison.

Ia q. 54 a. 4Whether there is an active and a passive intellect in an angel?

Objection1. It would seem that there is both an active and
a passive intellect in an angel.ePhilosopher says (DeAnima
iii, text. 17) that, “in the soul, just as in every nature, there is
somethingwhereby it can become all things, and there is some-
thing whereby it can make all things.” But an angel is a kind of
nature. erefore there is an active and a passive intellect in an
angel.

Objection 2. Further, the proper function of the passive
intellect is to receive; whereas to enlighten is the proper func-
tionof the active intellect, as ismade clear inDeAnima iii, text.
2,3,18. But an angel receives enlightenment from a higher an-
gel, and enlightens a lower one. erefore there is in him an
active and a passive intellect.

On the contrary, e distinction of active and passive in-
tellect in us is in relation to the phantasms, which are com-
pared to the passive intellect as colors to the sight; but to the
active intellect as colors to the light, as is clear fromDeAnima
iii, text. 18. But this is not so in the angel.erefore there is no
active and passive intellect in the angel.

I answer that, e necessity for admitting a passive intel-
lect in us is derived from the fact that we understand some-
times only in potentiality, and not actually. Hence there must
exist some power, which, previous to the act of understanding,
is in potentiality to intelligible things, but which becomes ac-
tuated in their regard when it apprehends them, and still more
when it reflects upon them.is is the power which is denom-
inated the passive intellect. e necessity for admitting an ac-
tive intellect is due to this—that the natures of the material
things which we understand do not exist outside the soul, as
immaterial and actually intelligible, but are only intelligible in
potentiality so long as they are outside the soul. Consequently

it is necessary that there should be some power capable of ren-
dering such natures actually intelligible: and this power in us
is called the active intellect.

But each of these necessities is absent from the angels.ey
are neither sometimes understanding only in potentiality, with
regard to such things as they naturally apprehend; nor, again,
are their intelligible in potentiality, but they are actually such;
for they first and principally understand immaterial things, as
will appear later (q. 84, a. 7; q. 85, a. 1).erefore there cannot
be an active and a passive intellect in them, except equivocally.

Reply to Objection 1. As the words themselves show,
the Philosopher understands those two things to be in ev-
ery nature in which there chances to be generation or mak-
ing. Knowledge, however, is not generated in the angels, but
is present naturally. Hence there is not need for admitting an
active and a passive intellect in them.

Reply toObjection 2. It is the function of the active intel-
lect to enlighten, not another intellect, but things which are
intelligible in potentiality, in so far as by abstraction it makes
them to be actually intelligible. It belongs to the passive intel-
lect to be in potentiality with regard to things which are nat-
urally capable of being known, and sometimes to apprehend
them actually. Hence for one angel to enlighten another does
not belong to the notion of an active intellect: neither does
it belong to the passive intellect for the angel to be enlight-
ened with regard to supernatural mysteries, to the knowledge
of which he is sometimes in potentiality. But if anyone wishes
to call these by the names of active and passive intellect, he will
thenbe speaking equivocally; and it is not about names thatwe
need trouble.

Ia q. 54 a. 5Whether there is only intellectual knowledge in the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that the knowledge of the an-
gels is not exclusively intellectual. For Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei viii) that in the angels there is “life which understands and
feels.” erefore there is a sensitive faculty in them as well.

Objection 2. Further, Isidore says (De SummoBono) that
the angels have learnt many things by experience. But experi-
ence comes of many remembrances, as stated in Metaph. i, 1.
Consequently they have likewise a power of memory.

Objection 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
there is a sort of “perverted phantasy” in the demons. But

phantasy belongs to the imaginative faculty. erefore the
power of the imagination is in the demons; and for the same
reason it is in the angels, since they are of the same nature.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. 29 in Ev.), that
“man senses in commonwith the brutes, and understandswith
the angels.”

I answer that, In our soul there are certain powers whose
operations are exercised by corporeal organs; such powers are
acts of sundry parts of the body, as sight of the eye, and hear-
ing of the ear. ere are some other powers of the soul whose
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operations are not performed through bodily organs, as intel-
lect and will: these are not acts of any parts of the body. Now
the angels have no bodies naturally joined to them, as is mani-
fest from what has been said already (q. 51, a. 1). Hence of the
soul’s powers only intellect and will can belong to them.

e Commentator (Metaph. xii) says the same thing,
namely, that the separated substances are divided into intellect
and will. And it is in keeping with the order of the universe for
the highest intellectual creature to be entirely intelligent; and
not in part, as is our soul. For this reason the angels are called
“intellects” and “minds,” as was said above (a. 3, ad 1).

A twofold answer can be returned to the contrary objec-
tions. First, it may be replied that those authorities are speak-
ing according to the opinion of such men as contended that
angels and demons have bodies naturally united to them. Au-
gustine oen makes use of this opinion in his books, although
he does not mean to assert it; hence he says (De Civ. Dei xxi)
that “such an inquiry does not call for much labor.” Secondly,

it may be said that such authorities and the like are to be un-
derstood by way of similitude. Because, since sense has a sure
apprehension of its proper sensible object, it is a common us-
age of speech, when he understands something for certain, to
say that we “sense it.” And hence it is that we use theword “sen-
tence.” Experience can be attributed to the angels according to
the likeness of the things known, although not by likeness of
the faculty knowing them.We have experience when we know
single objects through the senses: the angels likewise know sin-
gle objects, as we shall show (q. 57, a. 2), yet not through the
senses. But memory can be allowed in the angels, according as
Augustine (De Trin. x) puts it in the mind; although it can-
not belong to them in so far as it is a part of the sensitive soul.
In like fashion ‘a perverted phantasy’ is attributed to demons,
since they have a false practical estimate of what is the true
good; while deception in us comes properly from the phan-
tasy, whereby we sometimes hold fast to images of things as to
the things themselves, as is manifest in sleepers and lunatics.
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F P, Q 55
Of the Medium of the Angelic Knowledge

(Inree Articles)

Next in order, the question arises as to the medium of the angelic knowledge. Under this heading there are three points of
inquiry:

(1) Do the angels know everything by their substance, or by some species?
(2) If by species, is it by connatural species, or is it by such as they have derived from things?
(3) Do the higher angels know by more universal species than the lower angels?

Ia q. 55 a. 1Whether the angels know all things by their substance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels know all things
by their substance. ForDionysius says (Div.Nom. vii) that “the
angels, according to the proper nature of a mind, know the
thingswhich are happening upon earth.” But the angel’s nature
is his essence. erefore the angel knows things by his essence.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Metaph. xii, text. 51;DeAnima iii, text. 15), “in things which
are without matter, the intellect is the same as the object un-
derstood.” But the object understood is the same as the one
who understands it, as regards that whereby it is understood.
erefore in things without matter, such as the angels, the
mediumwhereby theobject is understood is the very substance
of the one understanding it.

Objection3.Further, everythingwhich is contained in an-
other is there according to the mode of the container. But an
angel has an intellectual nature. erefore whatever is in him
is there in an intelligible mode. But all things are in him: be-
cause the lower orders of beings are essentially in the higher,
while the higher are in the lower participatively: and therefore
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that God “enfolds the whole in
the whole,” i.e. all in all. erefore the angel knows all things
in his substance.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the
angels are enlightened by the forms of things.” erefore they
know by the forms of things, and not by their own substance.

I answer that, e medium through which the intellect
understands, is compared to the intellect understanding it as
its form, because it is by the form that the agent acts. Now in
order that the faculty may be perfectly completed by the form,
it is necessary for all things to which the faculty extends to
be contained under the form. Hence it is that in things which
are corruptible, the form does not perfectly complete the po-
tentiality of the matter: because the potentiality of the matter
extends to more things than are contained under this or that
form. But the intellective power of the angel extends to under-
standing all things: because the object of the intellect is univer-
sal being or universal truth. e angel’s essence, however, does

not comprise all things in itself, since it is an essence restricted
to a genus and species. is is proper to the Divine essence,
which is infinite, simply and perfectly to comprise all things
in Itself. erefore God alone knows all things by His essence.
But an angel cannot know all things by his essence; and his
intellect must be perfected by some species in order to know
things.

Reply toObjection1.When it is said that the angel knows
things according to his own nature, the words “according to”
do not determine the medium of such knowledge, since the
medium is the similitude of the thing known; but they denote
the knowing power, which belongs to the angel of his own na-
ture.

Reply toObjection 2. As the sense in act is the sensible in
act, as stated in De Anima ii, text. 53, not so that the sensitive
power is the sensible object’s likeness contained in the sense,
but because one thing is made from both as from act and po-
tentiality: so likewise the intellect in act is said to be the thing
understood in act, not that the substance of the intellect is it-
self the similitude by which it understands, but because that
similitude is its form. Now, it is precisely the same thing to say
“in things which are without matter, the intellect is the same
thing as the object understood,” as to say that “the intellect in
act is the thing understood in act”; for a thing is actually un-
derstood, precisely because it is immaterial.

Reply to Objection 3. e things which are beneath the
angel, and those which are above him, are in a measure in his
substance, not indeed perfectly, nor according to their own
proper formality—because the angel’s essence, as being finite,
is distinguished by its own formality from other things—but
according to some common formality. Yet all things are per-
fectly and according to their own formality in God’s essence,
as in the first and universal operative power, from which pro-
ceeds whatever is proper or common to anything. erefore
God has a proper knowledge of all things by His own essence:
and this the angel has not, but only a common knowledge.
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Ia q. 55 a. 2Whether the angels understand by species drawn from things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels understand by
species drawn from things. For everything understood is ap-
prehended by some likeness within him who understands it.
But the likeness of the thing existing in another is there either
by way of an exemplar, so that the likeness is the cause of the
thing; or else by way of an image, so that it is caused by such
thing. All knowledge, then, of the person understanding must
either be the cause of the object understood, or else caused
by it. Now the angel’s knowledge is not the cause of existing
things; that belongs to theDivine knowledge alone.erefore
it is necessary for the species, by which the angelic mind un-
derstands, to be derived from things.

Objection 2. Further, the angelic light is stronger than the
light of the active intellect of the soul. But the light of the active
intellect abstracts intelligible species from phantasms. ere-
fore the light of the angelicmind can also abstract species from
sensible things. So there is nothing to hinder us from saying
that the angel understands through species drawn from things.

Objection 3. Further, the species in the intellect are indif-
ferent to what is present or distant, except in so far as they are
taken fromsensible objects.erefore, if the angel does not un-
derstand by species drawn from things, his knowledge would
be indifferent as to things present and distant; and so hewould
be moved locally to no purpose.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii) that the
“angels do not gather their Divine knowledge from things di-
visible or sensible.”

I answer that, e species whereby the angels understand
are not drawn from things, but are connatural to them. For
we must observe that there is a similarity between the dis-
tinction and order of spiritual substances and the distinction
and order of corporeal substances. e highest bodies have in
their nature a potentiality which is fully perfected by the form;
whereas in the lower bodies the potentiality of matter is not
entirely perfected by the form, but receives from some agent,
now one form, now another. In like fashion also the lower
intellectual substances —that is to say, human souls—have
a power of understanding which is not naturally complete,
but is successively completed in them by their drawing intel-
ligible species from things. But in the higher spiritual sub-
stances—that is, the angels—the power of understanding is
naturally complete by intelligible species, in so far as they have
such species connatural to them, so as to understand all things
which they can know naturally.

e same is evident from the manner of existence of
such substances. e lower spiritual substances—that is,
souls—have a nature akin to a body, in so far as they are the
forms of bodies: and consequently from their very mode of
existence it behooves them to seek their intelligible perfec-
tion from bodies, and through bodies; otherwise they would
be united with bodies to no purpose. On the other hand, the
higher substances—that is, the angels—are utterly free from
bodies, and subsist immaterially and in their own intelligi-
ble nature; consequently they attain their intelligible perfec-
tion through an intelligible outpouring,whereby they received
from God the species of things known, together with their
intellectual nature. Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8):
“e other things which are lower than the angels are so cre-
ated that they first receive existence in the knowledge of the
rational creature, and then in their own nature.”

Reply to Objection 1. ere are images of creatures in
the angel’s mind, not, indeed derived from creatures, but from
God, Who is the cause of creatures, and in Whom the like-
nesses of creatures first exist. Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. ii, 8) that, “As the type, according to which the creature is
fashioned, is in the Word of God before the creature which is
fashioned, so the knowledge of the same type exists first in the
intellectual creature, and is aerwards the very fashioning of
the creature.”

Reply toObjection2.Togo fromone extreme to the other
it is necessary to pass through the middle. Now the nature of
a form in the imagination, which form is without matter but
not without material conditions, stands midway between the
nature of a form which is in matter, and the nature of a form
which is in the intellect by abstraction from matter and from
material conditions. Consequently, however powerful the an-
gelic mind might be, it could not reduce material forms to an
intelligible condition, except it were first to reduce them to the
nature of imagined forms; which is impossible, since the angel
has no imagination, aswas said above (q. 54, a. 5). Even granted
that he could abstract intelligible species frommaterial things,
yet he would not do so; because he would not need them, for
he has connatural intelligible species.

Reply to Objection 3. e angel’s knowledge is quite in-
different as to what is near or distant. Nevertheless his local
movement is not purposeless on that account: for he is not
moved to a place for the purpose of acquiring knowledge, but
for the purpose of operation.

Ia q. 55 a. 3Whether the higher angels understand by more universal species than the lower angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that the higher angels do not
understand by more universal species than the lower angels.
For the universal, seemingly, is what is abstracted from partic-
ulars. But angels do not understand by species abstracted from

things. erefore it cannot be said that the species of the an-
gelic intellect are more or less universal.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is known in detail is more
perfectly known than what is known generically; because to
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know anything generically is, in a fashion, midway between
potentiality and act. If, therefore, the higher angels know by
more universal species than the lower, it follows that the higher
have amore imperfect knowledge than the lower; which is not
befitting.

Objection 3. Further, the same cannot be the proper type
of many. But if the higher angel knows various things by one
universal form, which the lower angel knows by several special
forms, it follows that the higher angel uses one universal form
for knowing various things. erefore he will not be able to
have a proper knowledge of each; which seems unbecoming.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. xii) that the
higher angels have amore universal knowledge than the lower.
And in De Causis it is said that the higher angels have more
universal forms.

I answer that, For this reason are some things of a more
exalted nature, because they are nearer to and more like unto
the first, which is God.Now inGod thewhole plenitude of in-
tellectual knowledge is contained in one thing, that is to say, in
theDivine essence, by whichGod knows all things.is pleni-
tudeof knowledge is found in created intellects in a lowerman-
ner, and less simply. Consequently it is necessary for the lower
intelligences to know bymany forms what God knows by one,
and by so many forms the more according as the intellect is
lower.

us the higher the angel is, by so much the fewer species
will he be able to apprehend the whole mass of intelligible ob-
jects. erefore his forms must be more universal; each one of
them, as it were, extending to more things. An example of this
can in some measure be observed in ourselves. For some peo-
ple there are who cannot grasp an intelligible truth, unless it
be explained to them in every part and detail; this comes of
their weakness of intellect: while there are others of stronger

intellect, who can grasp many things from few.
Reply toObjection 1. It is accidental to the universal to be

abstracted from particulars, in so far as the intellect knowing
it derives its knowledge from things. But if there be an intel-
lect which does not derive its knowledge from things, the uni-
versal which it knows will not be abstracted from things, but
in a measure will be pre-existing to them; either according to
the order of causality, as the universal ideas of things are in the
Word ofGod; or at least in the order of nature, as the universal
ideas of things are in the angelic mind.

Reply to Objection 2. To know anything universally can
be taken in two senses. In one way, on the part of the thing
known, namely, that only the universal nature of the thing is
known. To know a thing thus is something less perfect: for he
would have but an imperfect knowledge of a man who only
knew him to be an animal. In another way, on the part of the
medium of such knowledge. In this way it is more perfect to
know a thing in the universal; for the intellect, which by one
universalmediumcanknoweach of the thingswhich are prop-
erly contained in it, is more perfect than one which cannot.

Reply toObjection 3.e same cannot be the proper and
adequate type of several things. But if it be eminent, then it
can be taken as the proper type and likeness of many. Just as in
man, there is a universal prudencewith respect to all the acts of
the virtues; which can be taken as the proper type and likeness
of that prudence which in the lion leads to acts of magnanim-
ity, and in the fox to acts of wariness; and so on of the rest.
e Divine essence, on account of Its eminence, is in like fash-
ion taken as the proper type of each thing contained therein:
hence each one is likened to It according to its proper type.e
same applies to the universal form which is in the mind of the
angel, so that, on account of its excellence, many things can be
known through it with a proper knowledge.
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F P, Q 56
Of the Angel’s Knowledge of Immaterial ings

(Inree Articles)

We now inquire into the knowledge of the angels with regard to the objects known by them. We shall treat of their knowl-
edge, first, of immaterial things, secondly of things material. Under the first heading there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Does an angel know himself ?
(2) Does one angel know another?
(3) Does the angel know God by his own natural principles?

Ia q. 56 a. 1Whether an angel knows himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel does not know
himself. For Dionysius says that “the angels do not know
their own powers” (Coel. Hier. vi). But, when the substance is
known, the power is known.erefore an angel does not know
his own essence.

Objection 2. Further, an angel is a single substance, other-
wise he would not act, since acts belong to single subsistences.
But nothing single is intelligible. erefore, since the angel
possesses only knowledge which is intellectual, no angel can
know himself.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect is moved by the intelli-
gible object: because, as stated in De Anima iii, 4 understand-
ing is a kind of passion. But nothing ismoved by or is passive to
itself; as appears in corporeal things. erefore the angel can-
not understand himself.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii) that “the
angel knew himself when he was established, that is, enlight-
ened by truth.”

I answer that,As is evident fromwhat has been previously
said (q. 14, a. 2; q. 54, a. 2), the object is on a different footing
in an immanent, and in a transient, action. In a transient action
the object or matter into which the action passes is something
separate from the agent, as the thing heated is from what gave
it heat, and the building from the builder; whereas in an im-
manent action, for the action to proceed, the object must be
united with the agent; just as the sensible object must be in
contact with sense, in order that sense may actually perceive.
And the object which is united to a faculty bears the same re-
lation to actions of this kind as does the formwhich is the prin-
ciple of action in other agents: for, as heat is the formal princi-
ple of heating in the fire, so is the species of the thing seen the
formal principle of sight to the eye.

It must, however, be borne in mind that this image of the
object exists sometimes only potentially in the knowing fac-
ulty; and then there is only knowledge in potentiality; and in
order that there may be actual knowledge, it is required that

the faculty of knowledge be actuated by the species. But if it
always actually possesses the species, it can thereby have actual
knowledge without any preceding change or reception. From
this it is evident that it is not of the nature of knower, as know-
ing, to be moved by the object, but as knowing in potentiality.
Now, for the form to be the principle of the action, it makes
no difference whether it be inherent in something else, or self-
subsisting; because heat would give forth heat none the less if
it were self-subsisting, than it does by inhering in something
else. So therefore, if in the order of intelligible beings there be
any subsisting intelligible form, it will understand itself. And
since an angel is immaterial, he is a subsisting form; and, con-
sequently, he is actually intelligible. Hence it follows that he
understands himself by his form, which is his substance.

Reply to Objection 1. at is the text of the old transla-
tion, which is amended in the new one, and runs thus: “fur-
thermore they,” that is to say the angels, “knew their own pow-
ers”: instead of which the old translation read—“and further-
more they do not know their own powers.” Although even the
letter of the old translation might be kept in this respect, that
the angels do not know their own power perfectly; according
as it proceeds from the order of the Divine Wisdom, Which
to the angels is incomprehensible.

Reply to Objection 2. We have no knowledge of single
corporeal things, not because of their particularity, but on ac-
count of the matter, which is their principle of individuation.
Accordingly, if there be any single things subsisting without
matter, as the angels are, there is nothing to prevent them from
being actually intelligible.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to the intellect, in so far
as if is in potentiality, to be moved and to be passive. Hence
this does not happen in the angelic intellect, especially as re-
gards the fact that he understands himself. Besides the action
of the intellect is not of the same nature as the action found in
corporeal things, which passes into some other matter.
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Ia q. 56 a. 2Whether one angel knows another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one angel does not know
another. For the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, text. 4), that
if the human intellectwere to have in itself any one of the sensi-
ble things, then such a nature existing within it would prevent
it from apprehending external things; as likewise, if the pupil
of the eyewere coloredwith some particular color, it could not
see every color. But as the human intellect is disposed for un-
derstanding corporeal things, so is the angelic mind for under-
standing immaterial things. erefore, since the angelic intel-
lect has within itself some one determinate nature from the
number of such natures, it would seem that it cannot under-
stand other natures.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated in De Causis that “every
intelligence knows what is above it, in so far as it is caused by
it; and what is beneath it, in so far as it is its cause.” But one
angel is not the cause of another. erefore one angel does not
know another.

Objection 3. Further, one angel cannot be known to an-
other angel by the essence of the one knowing; because all
knowledge is effected by way of a likeness. But the essence of
the angel knowing is not like the essence of the angel known,
except generically; as is clear from what has been said before
(q. 50, a. 4; q. 55, a. 1, ad 3). Hence, it follows that one angel
would not have a particular knowledge of another, but only
a general knowledge. In like manner it cannot be said that
one angel knows another by the essence of the angel known;
because that whereby the intellect understands is something
within the intellect; whereas the Trinity alone can penetrate
the mind. Again, it cannot be said that one angel knows the
other by a species; because that species would not differ from
the angel understood, since each is immaterial.erefore in no
way does it appear that one angel can understand another.

Objection 4.Further, if one angel did understand another,
this would be either by an innate species; and so it would fol-
low that, if God were now to create another angel, such an an-
gel could not be known by the existing angels; or else he would
have to be known by a species drawn from things; and so it
would follow that the higher angels could not know the lower,
from whom they receive nothing. erefore in no way does it
seem that one angel knows another.

On the contrary, We read in De Causis that “every intel-
ligence knows the things which are not corrupted.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. lit. ii), such
things as pre-existed from eternity in the Word of God, came
forth from Him in two ways: first, into the angelic mind; and

secondly, so as to subsist in their own natures.ey proceeded
into the angelic mind in such a way, that God impressed upon
the angelic mind the images of the things which He produced
in their ownnatural being.Now in theWordofGod frometer-
nity there existed not only the forms of corporeal things, but
likewise the forms of all spiritual creatures. So in every one of
these spiritual creatures, the forms of all things, both corporeal
and spiritual, were impressed by the Word of God; yet so that
in every angel there was impressed the form of his own species
according to both its natural and its intelligible condition, so
that he should subsist in the nature of his species, and under-
stand himself by it; while the forms of other spiritual and cor-
poreal natures were impressed in him only according to their
intelligible natures, so that by such impressed species hemight
know corporeal and spiritual creatures.

Reply to Objection 1. e spiritual natures of the angels
are distinguished from one another in a certain order, as was
already observed (q. 50, a. 4, ad 1,2). So the nature of an angel
does not hinder him from knowing the other angelic natures,
since both the higher and lower bear affinity to his nature, the
only difference being according to their various degrees of per-
fection.

Reply to Objection 2. e nature of cause and effect does
not lead one angel to know another, except on account of like-
ness, so far as cause and effect are alike. erefore if likeness
without causality be admitted in the angels, this will suffice for
one to know another.

Reply to Objection 3. One angel knows another by the
species of such angel existing in his intellect, which differs
from the angel whose image it is, not according tomaterial and
immaterial nature, but according to natural and intentional ex-
istence.e angel is himself a subsisting form in his natural be-
ing; but his species in the intellect of another angel is not so,
for there it possesses only an intelligible existence. As the form
of color on thewall has a natural existence; but, in the deferent
medium, it has only intentional existence.

Reply to Objection 4. God made every creature propor-
tionate to the universe which He determined to make. ere-
fore hadGod resolved tomakemore angels or more natures of
things, He would have impressed more intelligible species in
the angelicminds; as a builderwho, if he had intended to build
a larger house, would have made larger foundations. Hence,
for God to add a new creature to the universe, means that He
would add a new intelligible species to an angel.
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Ia q. 56 a. 3Whether an angle knows God by his own natural principles?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels cannot know
Godby their natural principles. ForDionysius says (Div.Nom.
i) thatGod “byHis incomprehensiblemight is placed above all
heavenly minds.” Aerwards he adds that, “since He is above
all substances, He is remote from all knowledge.”

Objection 2. Further, God is infinitely above the intellect
of an angel. But what is infinitely beyond cannot be reached.
erefore it appears that an angel cannot knowGodbyhis nat-
ural principles.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Cor. 13:12): “We see
now through a glass in a dark manner; but then face to face.”
From this it appears that there is a twofold knowledge of God;
the one, wherebyHe is seen inHis essence, according towhich
He is said to be seen face to face; the other whereby He is seen
in themirror of creatures. Aswas already shown (q. 12, a. 4), an
angel cannot have the former knowledge by his natural prin-
ciples. Nor does vision through a mirror belong to the angels,
since they do not derive their knowledge of God from sensible
things, as Dionysius observes (Div. Nom. vii). erefore the
angels cannot know God by their natural powers.

On the contrary, e angels are mightier in knowledge
than men. Yet men can know God through their natural prin-
ciples; according toRom. 1:19: “what is knownofGod isman-
ifest in them.” erefore much more so can the angels.

I answer that, e angels can have some knowledge of
God by their own principles. In evidence whereof it must be
borne in mind that a thing is known in three ways: first, by
the presence of its essence in the knower, as light can be seen
in the eye; and so we have said that an angel knows him-
self—secondly, by the presence of its similitude in the power
which knows it, as a stone is seen by the eye from its image be-
ing in the eye—thirdly, when the image of the object known is
not drawn directly from the object itself, but from something
else in which it is made to appear, as when we behold a man in

a mirror.
To the first-named class that knowledge of God is likened

by whichHe is seen throughHis essence; and knowledge such
as this cannot accrue to any creature from its natural princi-
ples, as was said above (q. 12, a. 4). e third class comprises
the knowledge whereby we know God while we are on earth,
by His likeness reflected in creatures, according to Rom. 1:20:
“e invisible things ofGod are clearly seen, being understood
by the things that aremade.”Hence, too,we are said to seeGod
in a mirror. But the knowledge, whereby according to his nat-
ural principles the angel knows God, stands midway between
these two; and is likened to that knowledge whereby a thing is
seen through the species abstracted from it. For sinceGod’s im-
age is impressed on the very nature of the angel in his essence,
the angel knowsGod in as much as he is the image of God. Yet
he does not behold God’s essence; because no created likeness
is sufficient to represent the Divine essence. Such knowledge
then approaches rather to the specular kind; because the an-
gelic nature is itself a kind of mirror representing the Divine
image.

Reply toObjection 1.Dionysius is speaking of the knowl-
edge of comprehension, as hiswords expressly state. In thisway
God is not known by any created intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. Since an angel’s intellect and
essence are infinitely remote from God, it follows that he can-
not comprehend Him; nor can he see God’s essence through
his own nature. Yet it does not follow on that account that he
can have no knowledge of Him at all: because, as God is in-
finitely remote from the angel, so the knowledge which God
has of Himself is infinitely above the knowledge which an an-
gel has of Him.

Reply to Objection 3. e knowledge which an angel has
ofGod ismidway between these two kinds of knowledge; nev-
ertheless it approaches more to one of them, as was said above.
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F P, Q 57
Of the Angel’s Knowledge of Material ings

(In Five Articles)

We next investigate the material objects which are known by the angels. Under this heading there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the angels know the natures of material things?
(2) Whether they know single things?
(3) Whether they know the future?
(4) Whether they know secret thoughts?
(5) Whether they know all mysteries of grace?

Ia q. 57 a. 1Whether the angels know material things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels do not know
material things. For the object understood is the perfection of
himwhounderstands it. Butmaterial things cannot be the per-
fections of angels, since they are beneath them. erefore the
angels do not know material things.

Objection 2. Further, intellectual vision is only of such
things as exist within the soul by their essence, as is said in the
gloss*. But the material things cannot enter by their essence
into man’s soul, nor into the angel’s mind. erefore they can-
not be known by intellectual vision, but only by imaginary vi-
sion, whereby the images of bodies are apprehended, and by
sensible vision, which regards bodies in themselves. Now there
is neither imaginary nor sensible vision in the angels, but only
intellectual.erefore the angels cannot knowmaterial things.

Objection 3. Further, material things are not actually in-
telligible, but are knowable by apprehension of sense and of
imagination, which does not exist in angels. erefore angels
do not know material things.

On the contrary, Whatever the lower power can do, the
higher can do likewise. But man’s intellect, which in the order
of nature is inferior to the angel’s, can know material things.
erefore much more can the mind of an angel.

I answer that, e established order of things is for the
higher beings to bemore perfect than the lower; and for what-
ever is contained deficiently, partially, and inmanifoldmanner
in the lower beings, to be contained in the higher eminently,
and in a certain degree of fulness and simplicity. erefore, in
God, as in the highest source of things, all things pre-exist su-
persubstantially in respect ofHis simple Being itself, asDiony-
sius says (Div. Nom. 1). But among other creatures the an-
gels are nearest to God, and resemble Him most; hence they
share more fully and more perfectly in the Divine goodness,
as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv). Consequently, all material

things pre-exist in the angels more simply and less materially
even than in themselves, yet in a more manifold manner and
less perfectly than in God.

Now whatever exists in any subject, is contained in it af-
ter the manner of such subject. But the angels are intellectual
beings of their own nature. erefore, as God knows material
things by His essence, so do the angels know them, forasmuch
as they are in the angels by their intelligible species.

Reply toObjection 1.e thing understood is the perfec-
tion of the one who understands, by reason of the intelligible
species which he has in his intellect. And thus the intelligible
species which are in the intellect of an angel are perfections
and acts in regard to that intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. Sense does not apprehend the
essences of things, but only their outward accidents. In like
manner neither does the imagination; for it apprehends only
the images of bodies. e intellect alone apprehends the
essences of things.Hence it is said (DeAnima iii, text. 26) that
the object of the intellect is “what a thing is,” regarding which
it does not err; as neither does sense regarding its proper sen-
sible object. So therefore the essences of material things are in
the intellect of man and angels, as the thing understood is in
him who understands, and not according to their real natures.
But some things are in an intellect or in the soul according to
both natures; and in either case there is intellectual vision.

Reply toObjection 3. If an angel were to draw his knowl-
edge of material things from the material things themselves,
he would require to make them actually intelligible by a pro-
cess of abstraction. But he does not derive his knowledge of
them from the material things themselves; he has knowledge
of material things by actually intelligible species of things,
which species are connatural to him; just as our intellect has,
by species which it makes intelligible by abstraction.

* On 2 Cor. 12:2, taken from Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii. 28).
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Ia q. 57 a. 2Whether an angel knows singulars?

Objection 1. It would seem that angels do not know sin-
gulars. For the Philosopher says (Poster. i, text. 22): “e sense
has for its object singulars, but the intellect, universals.” Now,
in the angels there is no power of understanding save the in-
tellectual power, as is evident from what was said above (q. 54,
a. 5). Consequently they do not know singulars.

Objection 2. Further, all knowledge comes about by some
assimilation of the knower to the object known. But it is not
possible for any assimilation to exist between an angel and a
singular object, in so far as it is singular; because, as was ob-
served above (q. 50, a. 2), an angel is immaterial, while matter
is the principle of singularity.erefore the angel cannot know
singulars.

Objection 3. Further, if an angel does know singulars, it is
either by singular or by universal species. It is not by singular
species; because in thiswayhewould require tohave an infinite
number of species. Nor is it by universal species; since the uni-
versal is not the sufficient principle for knowing the singular
as such, because singular things are not known in the universal
except potentially. erefore the angel does not know singu-
lars.

On the contrary, No one can guard what he does not
know. But angels guard individual men, according to Ps.
90:11: “He hath given His angels charge over ee.” Conse-
quently the angels know singulars.

I answer that, Some have denied to the angels all knowl-
edge of singulars. In the first place this derogates from the
Catholic faith,which asserts that these lower things are admin-
istered by angels, according to Heb. 1:14: “ey are all min-
istering spirits.” Now, if they had no knowledge of singulars,
they could exercise no provision over what is going on in this
world; since acts belong to individuals: and this is against the
text of Eccles. 5:5: “Say not before the angel:ere is no provi-
dence.” Secondly, it is also contrary to the teachings of philos-
ophy, according towhich the angels are stated to be themovers
of the heavenly spheres, and to move them according to their
knowledge and will.

Consequently others have said that the angel possesses
knowledge of singulars, but in their universal causes, to which
all particular effects are reduced; as if the astronomer were to
foretell a coming eclipse from the dispositions of the move-
ments of the heavens. is opinion does not escape the afore-
said implications; because, to know a singular, merely in its
universal causes, is not to know it as singular, that is, as it ex-
ists here and now. e astronomer, knowing from computa-
tion of the heavenlymovements that an eclipse is about to hap-
pen, knows it in the universal; yet he does not know it as tak-
ing place now, except by the senses. But administration, provi-
dence andmovement are of singulars, as they are here and now
existing.

erefore, it must be said differently, that, as man by his
various powers of knowledge knows all classes of things, ap-

prehending universals and immaterial things by his intellect,
and things singular and corporeal by the senses, so an angel
knows both by his one mental power. For the order of things
runs in this way, that the higher a thing is, so much the more
is its power united and far-reaching: thus in man himself it
is manifest that the common sense which is higher than the
proper sense, although it is but one faculty, knows everything
apprehendedby thefive outward senses, and someother things
which no outer sense knows; for example, the difference be-
tween white and sweet. e same is to be observed in other
cases. Accordingly, since an angel is above man in the order of
nature, it is unreasonable to say that a man knows by any one
of his powers something which an angel by his one faculty of
knowledge, namely, the intellect, does not know. Hence Aris-
totle pronounces it ridiculous to say that a discord, which is
known to us, should be unknown to God (De Anima i, text.
80; Metaph. text. 15).

e manner in which an angel knows singular things can
be considered from this, that, as things proceed from God in
order that they may subsist in their own natures, so likewise
they proceed in order that they may exist in the angelic mind.
Now it is clear that there comes forth fromGodnot onlywhat-
ever belongs to their universal nature, but likewise all that goes
to make up their principles of individuation; since He is the
cause of the entire substance of the thing, as to both its matter
and its form. And for as much as He causes, does He know;
for His knowledge is the cause of a thing, as was shown above
(q. 14, a. 8).erefore as byHis essence, bywhichHe causes all
things, God is the likeness of all things, and knows all things,
not only as to their universal natures, but also as to their singu-
larity; so through the species imparted to them do the angels
know things, not only as to their universal nature, but likewise
in their individual conditions, in so far as they are themanifold
representations of that one simple essence.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking of our
intellect, which apprehends only by a process of abstraction;
and by such abstraction frommaterial conditions the thing ab-
stracted becomes a universal. Such amanner of understanding
is not in keepingwith thenature of the angels, aswas said above
(q. 55, a. 2, a. 3 ad 1), and consequently there is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not according to their nature
that the angels are likened to material things, as one thing re-
sembles another by agreement in genus, species, or accident;
but as the higher bears resemblance to the lower, as the sun
does to fire. Even in this way there is in God a resemblance of
all things, as to both matter and form, in so far as there pre-
exists in Him as in its cause whatever is to be found in things.
For the same reason, the species in the angel’s intellect, which
are images drawn from the Divine essence, are the images of
things not only as to their form, but also as to their matter.

Reply toObjection 3.Angels know singulars by universal
forms, which nevertheless are the images of things both as to
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their universal, and as to their individuating principles. How
many things can be known by the same species, has been al-

ready stated above (q. 55, a. 3, ad 3).

Ia q. 57 a. 3Whether angels know the future?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels know future
events. For angels are mightier in knowledge than men. But
somemen knowmany future events.erefore muchmore do
the angels.

Objection 2.Further, the present and the future are differ-
ences of time. But the angel’s intellect is above time; because,
as is said in De Causis, “an intelligence keeps pace with eter-
nity,” that is, aeviternity. erefore, to the angel’s mind, past
and future are not different, but he knows each indifferently.

Objection 3. Further, the angel does not understand by
species derived from things, but by innate universal species.
But universal species refer equally to present, past, and future.
erefore it appears that the angels know indifferently things
past, present, and future.

Objection 4. Further, as a thing is spoken of as distant by
reason of time, so is it by reason of place. But angels know
things which are distant according to place. erefore they
likewise know things distant according to future time.

On the contrary,Whatever is the exclusive sign of the Di-
vinity, does not belong to the angels. But to know future events
is the exclusive sign of the Divinity, according to Is. 41:23:
“Show the things that are to come hereaer, andwe shall know
that ye are gods.” erefore the angels do not know future
events.

I answer that,e future can be known in two ways. First,
it canbeknown in its cause.And thus, future eventswhichpro-
ceed necessarily from their causes, are knownwith sure knowl-
edge; as that the sunwill rise tomorrow. But events which pro-
ceed from their causes in the majority of cases, are not known
for certain, but conjecturally; thus the doctor knows before-
hand the health of the patient.ismanner of knowing future
events exists in the angels, and by so much the more than it
does in us, as they understand the causes of things both more
universally and more perfectly; thus doctors who penetrate
more deeply into the causes of an ailment can pronounce a
surer verdict on the future issue thereof. But events which pro-
ceed from their causes in the minority of cases are quite un-
known; such as casual and chance events.

In another way future events are known in themselves. To
know the future in this way belongs to God alone; and not
merely to know those events which happen of necessity, or
in the majority of cases, but even casual and chance events;
for God sees all things in His eternity, which, being simple, is
present to all time, and embraces all time. And thereforeGod’s
one glance is cast over all things which happen in all time as
present before Him; and He beholds all things as they are in
themselves, as was said before when dealing withGod’s knowl-
edge (q. 14, a. 13). But themind of an angel, and every created
intellect, fall far short of God’s eternity; hence the future as it
is in itself cannot be known by any created intellect.

Reply toObjection 1.Men cannot know future things ex-
cept in their causes, or by God’s revelation. e angels know
the future in the same way, but much more distinctly.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the angel’s intellect is
above that time according to which corporeal movements are
reckoned, yet there is a time in his mind according to the suc-
cession of intelligible concepts; of whichAugustine says (Gen.
ad lit. viii) that “Godmoves the spiritual creature according to
time.” And thus, since there is succession in the angel’s intel-
lect, not all things that happen through all time, are present to
the angelic mind.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the species in the intel-
lect of an angel, in so far as they are species, refer equally to
things present, past, and future; nevertheless the present, past,
and future; nevertheless the present, past, and future do not
bear the same relations to the species. Present things have a na-
ture according to which they resemble the species in the mind
of an angel: and so they can be known thereby. ings which
are yet to come have not yet a nature whereby they are likened
to such species; consequently, they cannot be known by those
species.

Reply to Objection 4. ings distant according to place
are already existing in nature; and share in some species, whose
image is in the angel; whereas this is not true of future things,
as has been stated. Consequently there is no comparison.

Ia q. 57 a. 4Whether angels know secret thoughts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels know secret
thoughts. For Gregory (Moral. xviii), explaining Job 28:17:
“Gold or crystal cannot equal it,” says that “then,” namely in
the bliss of those rising from the dead, “one shall be as evident
to another as he is to himself, and when once themind of each
is seen, his consciencewill at the same time be penetrated.” But
those who rise shall be like the angels, as is stated (Mat. 22:30).

erefore an angel can see what is in another’s conscience.
Objection 2. Further, intelligible species bear the same re-

lation to the intellect as shapes do to bodies. But when the
body is seen its shape is seen. erefore, when an intellectual
substance is seen, the intelligible species within it is also seen.
Consequently, when one angel beholds another, or even a soul,
it seems that he can see the thoughts of both.
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Objection 3. Further, the ideas of our intellect resemble
the angelmore than do the images in our imagination; because
the former are actually understood, while the latter are under-
stood only potentially. But the images in our imagination can
be known by an angel as corporeal things are known: because
the imagination is a corporeal faculty. erefore it seems that
an angel can know the thoughts of the intellect.

On the contrary, What is proper to God does not belong
to the angels. But it is proper to God to read the secrets of
hearts, according to Jer. 17:9: “e heart is perverse above all
things, and unsearchable; who can know it? I am the Lord,
Who search the heart.” erefore angels do not know the se-
crets of hearts.

I answer that,A secret thought can be known in twoways:
first, in its effect. In this way it can be known not only by
an angel, but also by man; and with so much the greater sub-
tlety according as the effect is the more hidden. For thought is
sometimes discovered not merely by outward act, but also by
change of countenance; and doctors can tell some passions of
the soul by themere pulse.Muchmore then can angels, or even
demons, the more deeply they penetrate those occult bodily
modifications.HenceAugustine says (De divin. daemon.) that
demons “sometimes with the greatest faculty learn man’s dis-
positions, not only when expressed by speech, but even when
conceived in thought, when the soul expresses them by certain
signs in the body”; although (Retract. ii, 30) he says “it cannot
be asserted how this is done.”

In another way thoughts can be known as they are in the
mind, and affections as they are in thewill: and thusGod alone
can know the thoughts of hearts and affections of wills. e
reason of this is, because the rational creature is subject toGod
only, and He alone can work in it Who is its principal object
and last end: this will be developed later (q. 63, a. 1; q. 105,
a. 5). Consequently all that is in the will, and all things that
depend only on the will, are known to God alone. Now it is
evident that it depends entirely on the will for anyone actually

to consider anything; because amanwho has a habit of knowl-
edge, or any intelligible species, uses them at will. Hence the
Apostle says (1 Cor. 2:11): “For what man knoweth the things
of a man, but the spirit of a man that is in him?”

Reply to Objection 1. In the present life one man’s
thought is not known by another owing to a twofold hin-
drance; namely, on account of the grossness of the body, and
because the will shuts up its secrets. e first obstacle will be
removed at the Resurrection, and does not exist at all in the
angels; while the second will remain, and is in the angels now.
Nevertheless the brightness of the body will show forth the
quality of the soul; as to its amount of grace and of glory. In
this way one will be able to see the mind of another.

Reply toObjection 2.Although one angel sees the intelli-
gible species of another, by the fact that the species are propor-
tioned to the rank of these substances according to greater or
lesser universality, yet it does not follow that one knows how
far another makes use of them by actual consideration.

Reply to Objection 3. e appetite of the brute does not
control its act, but follows the impression of someother corpo-
real or spiritual cause. Since, therefore, the angels know corpo-
real things and their dispositions, they can thereby knowwhat
is passing in the appetite or in the imaginative apprehension of
the brute beasts, and even of man, in so far as the sensitive ap-
petite sometimes, through following some bodily impression,
influences his conduct, as always happens in brutes. Yet the
angels do not necessarily know the movement of the sensitive
appetite and the imaginative apprehension of man in so far as
these aremoved by thewill and reason; because, even the lower
part of the soul has some share of reason, as obeying its ruler,
as is said in Ethics iii, 12. But it does not follow that, if the an-
gel knows what is passing through man’s sensitive appetite or
imagination, he knows what is in the thought or will: because
the intellect or will is not subject to the sensitive appetite or
the imagination, but can make various uses of them.

Ia q. 57 a. 5Whether the angels know the mysteries of grace?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the angels knowmysteries
of grace. For, the mystery of the Incarnation is the most excel-
lent of all mysteries. But the angels knew of it from the begin-
ning; for Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. v, 19): “ismystery was
hidden inGod through the ages, yet so that itwas known to the
princes and powers in heavenly places.” And the Apostle says
(1 Tim. 3:16): “at great mystery of godliness appeared unto
angels*.” erefore the angels know the mysteries of grace.

Objection 2. Further, the reasons of all mysteries of grace
are contained in the Divine wisdom. But the angels behold
God’s wisdom, which is His essence. erefore they know the
mysteries of grace.

Objection 3. Further, the prophets are enlightened by the

angels, as is clear from Dionysius (Coel. Hier. iv). But the
prophets knew mysteries of grace; for it is said (Amos 3:7):
“For the Lord God doth nothing without revealing His secret
to His servants the prophets.” erefore angels know the mys-
teries of grace.

On the contrary, No one learns what he knows already.
Yet even the highest angels seek out and learn mysteries of
grace. For it is stated (Coel.Hier. vii) that “SacredScripture de-
scribes some heavenly essences as questioning Jesus, and learn-
ing from Him the knowledge of His Divine work for us; and
Jesus as teaching themdirectly”: as is evident in Is. 63:1, where,
on the angels asking, “Who is hewho comethup fromEdom?”
Jesus answered, “It is I, Who speak justice.” erefore the an-

* Vulg.: ‘Great is the mystery of godliness, which…appeared unto angels.’.
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gels do not know mysteries of grace.
I answer that, ere is a twofold knowledge in the an-

gel. e first is his natural knowledge, according to which he
knows things both by his essence, and by innate species. By
such knowledge the angels cannot know mysteries of grace.
For these mysteries depend upon the pure will of God: and
if an angel cannot learn the thoughts of another angel, which
depend upon the will of such angel, much less can he ascertain
what depends entirely uponGod’s will.eApostle reasons in
this fashion (1 Cor. 2:11): “No one knoweth the things of a
man†, but the spirit of a man that is in him.” So, “the things
also that are of God no man knoweth but the Spirit of God.”

ere is another knowledge of the angels, which renders
them happy; it is the knowledge whereby they see the Word,
and things in theWord. By such vision they knowmysteries of
grace, but not allmysteries: nor do they all know themequally;
but just asGodwills them to learn by revelation; as theApostle
says (1Cor. 2:10): “But to usGod hath revealed them through
His Spirit”; yet so that the higher angels beholding the Di-
vine wisdom more clearly, learn more and deeper mysteries in
the vision of God, which mysteries they communicate to the
lower angels by enlightening them. Some of these mysteries
they knew from the very beginning of their creation; others
they are taught aerwards, as befits their ministrations.

Reply to Objection 1. One can speak in two ways of the
mystery of the Incarnation. First of all, in general; and in this
way it was revealed to all from the commencement of their
beatitude. e reason of this is, that this is a kind of general

principle to which all their duties are ordered. For “all are‡
ministering spirits, sent to minister for them who shall receive
the inheritance of salvation (Heb. 1:14)”; and this is brought
by the mystery of the Incarnation. Hence it was necessary for
all of them to be instructed in this mystery from the very be-
ginning.

We can speak of the mystery of the Incarnation in another
way, as to its special conditions. us not all the angels were
instructed on all points from the beginning; even the higher
angels learned these aerwards, as appears from the passage of
Dionysius already quoted.

Reply toObjection 2.Although the angels in bliss behold
theDivine wisdom, yet they do not comprehend it. So it is not
necessary for them to know everything hidden in it.

Reply to Objection 3. Whatever the prophets knew by
revelation of the mysteries of grace, was revealed in a more ex-
cellent way to the angels. And although God revealed in gen-
eral to the prophets what He was one day to do regarding the
salvation of the human race, still the apostles knew some par-
ticulars of the same,which the prophets did not know.uswe
read (Eph. 3:4,5): “As you reading,may understandmy knowl-
edge in the mystery of Christ, which in other generations was
not known to the sons ofmen, as it is now revealed toHis holy
apostles.” Among the prophets also, the later ones knew what
the formerdidnot know; according toPs. 118:100: “I havehad
understanding above ancients,” andGregory says: “eknowl-
edge of Divine things increased as time went on” (Hom. xvi in
Ezech.).

† Vulg.: ‘What man knoweth the things of a man, but…?’. ‡ Vulg.: ‘Are they not all.’.
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F P, Q 58
Of the Mode of Angelic Knowledge

(In Seven Articles)

Aer the foregoing we have now to treat of the mode of the angelic knowledge, concerning which there are seven points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether the angel’s intellect be sometimes in potentiality, and sometimes in act?
(2) Whether the angel can understand many things at the same time?
(3) Whether the angel’s knowledge is discursive?
(4) Whether he understands by composing and dividing?
(5) Whether there can be error in the angel’s intellect?
(6) Whether his knowledge can be styled as morning and evening?
(7) Whether the morning and evening knowledge are the same, or do they differ?

Ia q. 58 a. 1Whether the angel’s intellect is sometimes in potentiality, sometimes in act?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel’s intellect is
sometimes in potentiality and sometimes in act. For move-
ment is the act of what is in potentiality, as stated in Phys. iii, 6.
But the angels’ minds are moved by understanding, as Diony-
sius says (Div.Nom. iv).erefore the angelicminds are some-
times in potentiality.

Objection 2. Further, since desire is of a thing not pos-
sessed but possible to have, whoever desires to know anything
is in potentiality thereto. But it is said (1 Pet. 1:12): “On
Whom the angels desire to look.” erefore the angel’s intel-
lect is sometimes in potentiality.

Objection 3. Further, in the book De Causis it is stated
that “an intelligence understands according to the mode of its
substance.” But the angel’s intelligence has some admixture of
potentiality. erefore it sometimes understands potentially.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii): “Since
the angels were created, in the eternity of theWord, they enjoy
holy and devout contemplation.” Now a contemplating intel-
lect is not in potentiality, but in act. erefore the intellect of
an angel is not in potentiality.

I answer that, As the Philosopher states (De Anima iii,
text. 8; Phys. viii, 32), the intellect is in potentiality in two
ways; first, “as before learning or discovering,” that is, before
it has the habit of knowledge; secondly, as “when it possesses
the habit of knowledge, but does not actually consider.” In the
first way an angel’s intellect is never in potentiality with regard
to the things to which his natural knowledge extends. For, as
the higher, namely, the heavenly, bodies have no potentiality
to existence, which is not fully actuated, in the same way the

heavenly intellects, the angels, have no intelligible potentiality
which is not fully completed by connatural intelligible species.
But with regard to things divinely revealed to them, there is
nothing to hinder them from being in potentiality: because
even the heavenly bodies are at times in potentiality to being
enlightened by the sun.

In the second way an angel’s intellect can be in potential-
ity with regard to things learnt by natural knowledge; for he
is not always actually considering everything that he knows by
natural knowledge. But as to the knowledge of the Word, and
of the things he beholds in theWord, he is never in this way in
potentiality; because he is always actually beholding theWord,
and the things he sees in the Word. For the bliss of the angels
consists in such vision; and beatitude does not consist in habit,
but in act, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 8).

Reply to Objection 1. Movement is taken there not as
the act of something imperfect, that is, of something existing
in potentiality, but as the act of something perfect, that is, of
one actually existing. In this way understanding and feeling are
termed movements, as stated in De Anima iii, text. 28.

Reply toObjection2. Suchdesire on the part of the angels
does not exclude the object desired, but weariness thereof. Or
they are said to desire the vision of God with regard to fresh
revelations, which they receive from God to fit them for the
tasks which they have to perform.

Reply to Objection 3. In the angel’s substance there is no
potentiality divested of act. In the same way, the angel’s intel-
lect is never so in potentiality as to be without act.
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Ia q. 58 a. 2Whether an angel can understand many things at the same time?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel cannot under-
stand many things at the same time. For the Philosopher says
(Topic. ii, 4) that “it may happen that we know many things,
but understand only one.”

Objection 2. Further, nothing is understood unless the in-
tellect be informed by an intelligible species; just at the body
is formed by shape. But one body cannot be formed intomany
shapes. erefore neither can one intellect simultaneously un-
derstand various intelligible things.

Objection 3. Further, to understand is a kind of move-
ment. But no movement terminates in various terms. ere-
fore many things cannot be understood altogether.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 32): “e
spiritual faculty of the angelic mind comprehends most easily
at the same time all things that it wills.”

I answer that, As unity of term is requisite for unity of
movement, so is unity of object required for unity of opera-
tion.Now it happens that several thingsmaybe taken as several
or as one; like theparts of a continuouswhole. For if eachof the
parts be considered severally they are many: consequently nei-
ther by sense nor by intellect are they graspedbyoneoperation,
nor all at once. In another way they are taken as forming one in
the whole; and so they are grasped both by sense and intellect
all at once and by one operation; as long as the entire continu-
ous whole is considered, as is stated in De Anima iii, text. 23.
In this way our intellect understands together both the subject
and thepredicate, as formingparts of oneproposition; and also
two things compared together, according as they agree in one

point of comparison. From this it is evident that many things,
in so far as they are distinct, cannot be understood at once;
but in so far as they are comprised under one intelligible con-
cept, they can be understood together. Now everything is ac-
tually intelligible according as its image is in the intellect. All
things, then, which can be known by one intelligible species,
are known as one intelligible object, and therefore are under-
stood simultaneously. But things known by various intelligible
species, are apprehended as different intelligible objects.

Consequently, by such knowledge as the angels have of
things through the Word, they know all things under one in-
telligible species, which is the Divine essence. erefore, as re-
gards such knowledge, they know all things at once: just as
in heaven “our thoughts will not be fleeting, going and re-
turning from one thing to another, but we shall survey all our
knowledge at the same time by one glance,” as Augustine says
(De Trin. xv, 16). But by that knowledge wherewith the an-
gels know things by innate species, they can at one time know
all things which can be comprised under one species; but not
such as are under various species.

Reply toObjection 1. To understand many things as one,
is, so to speak, to understand one thing.

Reply to Objection 2. e intellect is informed by the in-
telligible species which it has within it. So it can behold at the
same time many intelligible objects under one species; as one
body can by one shape be likened to many bodies.

To the third objection the answer is the same as the first.

Ia q. 58 a. 3Whether an angel’s knowledge is discursive?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the knowledge of an angel
is discursive. For the discursive movement of the mind comes
from one thing being known through another. But the an-
gels know one thing through another; for they know creatures
through the Word. erefore the intellect of an angel knows
by discursive method.

Objection 2. Further, whatever a lower power can do, the
higher can do. But the human intellect can syllogize, and know
causes in effects; all of which is the discursive method. ere-
fore the intellect of the angel, which is higher in the order of
nature, can with greater reason do this.

Objection 3. Further, Isidore (De sum. bono i, 10) says
that “demons learn more things by experience.” But experi-
mental knowledge is discursive: for, “one experience comes
of many remembrances, and one universal from many experi-
ences,” as Aristotle observes (Poster. ii;Metaph. vii).erefore
an angel’s knowledge is discursive.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii) that the
“angels do not acquire Divine knowledge from separate dis-
courses, nor are they led to something particular from some-

thing common.”
I answer that,Ashas oenbeen stated (a. 1; q. 55, a. 1), the

angels hold that grade among spiritual substances which the
heavenly bodies hold among corporeal substances: for Diony-
sius calls them “heavenly minds” (a. 1; q. 55, a. 1). Now, the
difference between heavenly and earthly bodies is this, that
earthly bodies obtain their last perfectionby chance andmove-
ment: while the heavenly bodies have their last perfection at
once from their very nature. So, likewise, the lower, namely,
the human, intellects obtain their perfection in the knowledge
of truth by a kind of movement and discursive intellectual op-
eration; that is to say, as they advance from one known thing
to another. But, if from the knowledge of a known principle
they were straightway to perceive as known all its consequent
conclusions, then there would be no discursive process at all.
Such is the condition of the angels, because in the truthswhich
they know naturally, they at once behold all things whatsoever
that can be known in them.

erefore they are called “intellectual beings”: because
even with ourselves the things which are instantly grasped by
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the mind are said to be understood [intelligi]; hence “intel-
lect” is defined as the habit of first principles. But human souls
which acquire knowledgeof truthby thediscursivemethod are
called “rational”; and this comes of the feebleness of their in-
tellectual light. For if they possessed the fulness of intellectual
light, like the angels, then in the first aspect of principles they
would at once comprehend their whole range, by perceiving
whatever could be reasoned out from them.

Reply to Objection 1. Discursion expresses movement of
a kind. Now all movement is from something before to some-
thing aer. Hence discursive knowledge comes about accord-
ing as from something previously known one attains to the
knowledge of what is aerwards known, and which was pre-

viously unknown. But if in the thing perceived something else
be seen at the same time, as an object and its image are seen si-
multaneously in a mirror, it is not discursive knowledge. And
in this way the angels know things in the Word.

Reply toObjection2.eangels can syllogize, in the sense
of knowing a syllogism; and they see effects in causes, and
causes in effects: yet they do not acquire knowledge of an un-
known truth in this way, by syllogizing from causes to effect,
or from effect to cause.

Reply toObjection3.Experience is affirmedof angels and
demons simply by way of similitude, forasmuch as they know
sensible things which are present, yet without any discursion
withal.

Ia q. 58 a. 4Whether the angels understand by composing and dividing?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels understand by
composing and dividing. For, where there is multiplicity of
things understood, there is composition of the same, as is said
inDeAnima iii, text. 21. But there is a multitude of things un-
derstood in the angelicmind; because angels apprehend differ-
ent things by various species, and not all at one time.erefore
there is composition and division in the angel’s mind.

Objection 2.Further, negation is farmore remote from af-
firmation than any two opposite natures are; because the first
of distinctions is that of affirmation and negation. But the an-
gel knows certain distant natures not by one, but by diverse
species, as is evident from what was said (a. 2). erefore he
must know affirmation and negation by diverse species. And
so it seems that he understands by composing and dividing.

Objection 3. Further, speech is a sign of the intellect. But
in speaking to men, angels use affirmative and negative expres-
sions, which are signs of composition and of division in the in-
tellect; as is manifest from many passages of Sacred Scripture.
erefore it seems that the angel understands by composing
and dividing.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii) that “the
intellectual power of the angel shines forth with the clear sim-
plicity of divine concepts.” But a simple intelligence is without
composition and division. erefore the angel understands
without composition or division.

I answer that,As in the intellect, when reasoning, the con-
clusion is compared with the principle, so in the intellect com-
posing and dividing, the predicate is compared with the sub-
ject. For if our intellect were to see at once the truth of the
conclusion in the principle, it would never understand by dis-
cursion and reasoning. In like manner, if the intellect in ap-
prehending the quiddity of the subject were at once to have
knowledge of all that can be attributed to, or removed from,
the subject, it would never understand by composing and di-

viding, but only by understanding the essence. us it is ev-
ident that for the self-same reason our intellect understands
by discursion, and by composing and dividing, namely, that in
the first apprehension of anything newly apprehended it does
not at once grasp all that is virtually contained in it. And this
comes from the weakness of the intellectual light within us, as
has been said (a. 3).Hence, since the intellectual light is perfect
in the angel, for he is a pure and most clear mirror, as Diony-
sius says (Div. Nom. iv), it follows that as the angel does not
understand by reasoning, so neither does he by composing and
dividing.

Nevertheless, he understands the composition and the di-
vision of enunciations, just as he apprehends the reasoning of
syllogisms: for he understands simply, such things as are com-
posite, things movable immovably, and material things imma-
terially.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every multitude of things un-
derstood causes composition, but a multitude of such things
understood that one of them is attributed to, or denied of, an-
other.When an angel apprehends the nature of anything, he at
the same timeunderstandswhatever canbe either attributed to
it, or denied of it. Hence, in apprehending a nature, he by one
simple perception grasps all that we can learn by composing
and dividing.

Reply to Objection 2. e various natures of things dif-
fer less as to their mode of existing than do affirmation and
negation. Yet, as to the way in which they are known, affirma-
tion and negation have something more in common; because
directly the truth of an affirmation is known, the falsehood of
the opposite negation is known also.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact that angels use affirmative
andnegative forms of speech, shows that they knowboth com-
position and division: yet not that they know by composing
and dividing, but by knowing simply the nature of a thing.
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Ia q. 58 a. 5Whether there can be falsehood in the intellect of an angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be falsehood
in the angel’s intellect. For perversity appertains to falsehood.
But, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv), there is “a perverted
fancy” in the demons. erefore it seems that there can be
falsehood in the intellect of the angels.

Objection 2. Further, nescience is the cause of estimating
falsely. But, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vi), there can be ne-
science in the angels.erefore it seems there can be falsehood
in them.

Objection 3. Further, everything which falls short of the
truth of wisdom, and which has a depraved reason, has false-
hood or error in its intellect. But Dionysius (Div. Nom. vii)
affirms this of the demons. erefore it seems that there can
be error in the minds of the angels.

Onthe contrary,ePhilosopher says (DeAnima iii, text.
41) that “the intelligence is always true.” Augustine likewise
says (QQ. 83, qu. 32) that “nothing but what is true can be the
object of intelligence” erefore there can be neither decep-
tion nor falsehood in the angel’s knowledge.

I answer that, e truth of this question depends partly
upon what has gone before. For it has been said (a. 4) that an
angel understands not by composing and dividing, but by un-
derstanding what a thing is. Now the intellect is always true as
regards what a thing is, just as the sense regarding its proper
object, as is said in De Anima iii, text. 26. But by accident,
deception and falsehood creep in, when we understand the
essence of a thing by some kind of composition, and this hap-
pens either when we take the definition of one thing for an-
other, or when the parts of a definition do not hang together,
as if we were to accept as the definition of some creature, “a
four-footed flying beast,” for there is no such animal. And this
comes about in things composite, the definition of which is
drawn from diverse elements, one of which is as matter to the
other. But there is no room for error in understanding simple

quiddities, as is stated inMetaph. ix, text. 22; for either they are
not grasped at all, and sowe knownothing respecting them; or
else they are known precisely as they exist.

So therefore, no falsehood, error, or deception can exist
of itself in the mind of any angel; yet it does so happen acci-
dentally; but very differently from the way it befalls us. For we
sometimes get at the quiddity of a thing by a composing and
dividing process, as when, by division and demonstration, we
seek out the truth of a definition. Such is not themethodof the
angels; but through the (knowledge of the) essence of a thing
they know everything that can be said regarding it. Now it is
quite evident that the quiddity of a thing can be a source of
knowledge with regard to everything belonging to such thing,
or excluded from it; but not of what may be dependent on
God’s supernatural ordinance. Consequently, owing to their
upright will, from their knowing the nature of every creature,
the good angels form no judgments as to the nature of the
qualities therein, save under theDivine ordinance; hence there
can be no error or falsehood in them. But since the minds of
demons are utterly perverted from the Divine wisdom, they
at times form their opinions of things simply according to the
natural conditions of the same. Nor are they ever deceived as
to the natural properties of anything; but they can be misled
with regard to supernatural matters; for example, on seeing a
dead man, they may suppose that he will not rise again, or, on
beholding Christ, they may judge Him not to be God.

From all this the answers to the objections of both sides
of the question are evident. For the perversity of the demons
comes of their not being subject to the Divine wisdom; while
nescience is in the angels as regards things knowable, not nat-
urally but supernaturally. It is, furthermore, evident that their
understanding of what a thing is, is always true, save acciden-
tally, according as it is, in an undue manner, referred to some
composition or division.

Ia q. 58 a. 6Whether there is a “morning” and an “evening” knowledge in the angels?

Objection1. Itwould seem that there is neither an evening
nor a morning knowledge in the angels; because evening and
morning have an admixture of darkness. But there is no dark-
ness in the knowledge of an angel; since there is no error nor
falsehood. erefore the angelic knowledge ought not to be
termed morning and evening knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, between evening and morning the
night intervenes; while noonday falls between morning and
evening. Consequently, if there be a morning and an evening
knowledge in the angels, for the same reason it appears that
there ought to be a noonday and a night knowledge.

Objection 3. Further, knowledge is diversified according
to the difference of the objects known: hence the Philosopher
says (De Anima iii, text. 38), “e sciences are divided just as

things are.” But there is a threefold existence of things: to wit,
in the Word; in their own natures; and in the angelic knowl-
edge, as Augustine observes (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8). If, therefore, a
morning and an evening knowledge be admitted in the angels,
because of the existence of things in theWord, and in their own
nature, then there ought to be admitted a third class of knowl-
edge, on account of the existence of things in the angelicmind.

On the contrary,Augustine (Gen. ad lit. iv, 22,31;DeCiv.
Dei xii, 7,20) divides the knowledge of the angels into morn-
ing and evening knowledge.

I answer that, e expression “morning” and “evening”
knowledge was devised by Augustine; who interprets the six
days wherein God made all things, not as ordinary days mea-
sured by the solar circuit, since the sun was only made on the
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fourth day, but as one day, namely, the day of angelic knowl-
edge as directed to six classes of things. As in the ordinary day,
morning is thebeginning, and evening the close of day, so, their
knowledge of the primordial being of things is called morning
knowledge; and this is according as things exist in the Word.
But their knowledge of the very being of the thing created, as
it stands in its own nature, is termed evening knowledge; be-
cause the being of things flows from the Word, as from a kind
of primordial principle; and this flow is terminated in the be-
ing which they have in themselves.

Reply to Objection 1. Evening and morning knowledge
in the angelic knowledge are not taken as compared to an ad-
mixture of darkness, but as compared to beginning and end.
Or else it can be said, as Augustine puts it (Gen. ad lit. iv, 23),
that there is nothing to prevent us fromcalling something light
in comparison with one thing, and darkness with respect to
another. In the same way the life of the faithful and the just
is called light in comparison with the wicked, according to
Eph. 5:8: “You were heretofore darkness; but now, light in the
Lord”: yet this very life of the faithful, when set in contrast to
the life of glory, is termed darkness, according to 2 Pet. 1:19:
“You have the firm prophetic word, whereunto you do well to

attend, as to a light that shineth in a dark place.” So the an-
gel’s knowledge by which he knows things in their own nature,
is day in comparison with ignorance or error; yet it is dark in
comparison with the vision of the Word.

Reply to Objection 2. e morning and evening knowl-
edge belong to the day, that is, to the enlightened angels, who
are quite apart from the darkness, that is, from the evil spirits.
e good angels, while knowing the creature, do not adhere
to it, for that would be to turn to darkness and to night; but
they refer this back to the praise of God, in Whom, as in their
principle, they know all things. Consequently aer “evening”
there is no night, but “morning”; so that morning is the end of
the preceding day, and the beginning of the following, in so far
as the angels refer to God’s praise their knowledge of the pre-
ceding work. Noonday is comprised under the name of day, as
themiddle between the two extremes. Or else the noon can be
referred to their knowledge of God Himself, Who has neither
beginning nor end.

Reply toObjection 3.e angels themselves are also crea-
tures. Accordingly the existence of things in the angelic knowl-
edge is comprised under evening knowledge, as also the exis-
tence of things in their own nature.

Ia q. 58 a. 7Whether the morning and evening knowledge are one?

Objection 1. It would seem that the morning and the
evening knowledge are one. For it is said (Gn. 1:5): “ere was
evening and morning, one day.” But by the expression “day”
the knowledge of the angels is to be understood, as Augustine
says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 23). erefore the morning and evening
knowledge of the angels are one and the same.

Objection 2. Further, it is impossible for one faculty to
have two operations at the same time. But the angels are al-
ways using their morning knowledge; because they are always
beholding God and things in God, according to Mat. 18:10.
erefore, if the evening knowledge were different from the
morning, the angel could never exercise his evening knowl-
edge.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:10):
“When thatwhich is perfect is come, then thatwhich is in part
shall be done away.” But, if the evening knowledge be differ-
ent from the morning, it is compared to it as the less perfect
to the perfect. erefore the evening knowledge cannot exist
together with the morning knowledge.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 24):
“ere is a vast difference between knowing anything as it is
in the Word of God, and as it is in its own nature; so that the
former belongs to the day, and the latter to the evening.”

I answer that, As was observed (a. 6), the evening knowl-
edge is that by which the angels know things in their proper
nature.is cannot be understood as if they drew their knowl-
edge from the proper nature of things, so that the preposition
“in” denotes the form of a principle; because, as has been al-

ready stated (q. 55, a. 2), the angels do not draw their knowl-
edge from things. It follows, then, that when we say “in their
proper nature” we refer to the aspect of the thing known in
so far as it is an object of knowledge; that is to say, that the
evening knowledge is in the angels in so far as they know the
being of things which those things have in their own nature.

Now they know this through a twofold medium, namely,
by innate ideas, or by the forms of things existing in the Word.
For by beholding the Word, they know not merely the being
of things as existing in theWord, but the being as possessed by
the things themselves; as God by contemplating Himself sees
that being which things have in their own nature. It, therefore,
it be called evening knowledge, in so far as when the angels
behold the Word, they know the being which things have in
their proper nature, then the morning and the evening knowl-
edge are essentially one and the same, and only differ as to the
things known. If it be called evening knowledge, in so far as
through innate ideas they know the beingwhich things have in
their own natures, then the morning and the evening knowl-
edge differ. us Augustine seems to understand it when he
assigns one as inferior to the other.

Reply to Objection 1. e six days, as Augustine under-
stands them, are taken as the six classes of things known by
the angels; so that the day’s unit is taken according to the unit
of the thing understood; which, nevertheless, can be appre-
hended by various ways of knowing it.

Reply to Objection 2. ere can be two operations of the
same faculty at the one time, one of which is referred to the
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other; as is evident when the will at the same time wills the
end and themeans to the end; and the intellect at the same in-
stant perceives principles and conclusions through those prin-
ciples, when it has already acquired knowledge. As Augustine
says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 24), the evening knowledge is referred to
the morning knowledge in the angels; hence there is nothing
to hinder both from being at the same time in the angels.

Reply to Objection 3. On the coming of what is perfect,
the opposite imperfect is done away: just as faith, which is of
the things that are not seen, is made void when vision suc-

ceeds. But the imperfection of the evening knowledge is not
opposed to the perfection of themorning knowledge. For that
a thing be known in itself, is not opposite to its being known
in its cause. Nor, again, is there any inconsistency in knowing
a thing through two mediums, one of which is more perfect
and the other less perfect; just as we can have a demonstrative
and a probable medium for reaching the same conclusion. In
like manner a thing can be known by the angel through the
uncreated Word, and through an innate idea.
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F P, Q 59
e Will of the Angels
(In Four Articles)

In the next place we must treat of things concerning the will of the angels. In the first place we shall treat of the will itself;
secondly, of its movement, which is love. Under the first heading there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is will in the angels?
(2) Whether the will of the angel is his nature, or his intellect?
(3) Is there free-will in the angels?
(4) Is there an irascible and a concupiscible appetite in them?

Ia q. 59 a. 1Whether there is will in the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no will in the an-
gels. For as the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, text. 42), “e
will is in the reason.” But there is no reason in the angels, but
something higher than reason.erefore there is nowill in the
angels, but something higher than the will.

Objection 2. Further, the will is comprised under the ap-
petite, as is evident from the Philosopher (De Anima iii, text.
42). But the appetite argues something imperfect; because it
is a desire of something not as yet possessed. erefore, since
there is no imperfection in the angels, especially in the blessed
ones, it seems that there is no will in them.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima ii,
text. 54) that thewill is amoverwhich ismoved; for it ismoved
by the appetible object understood. Now the angels are im-
movable, since they are incorporeal. erefore there is no will
in the angels.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11,12) that
the image of theTrinity is found in the soul according tomem-
ory, understanding, and will. But God’s image is found not
only in the soul of man, but also in the angelic mind, since it
also is capable of knowing God. erefore there is will in the
angels.

I answer that, We must necessarily place a will in the an-
gels. In evidence thereof, it must be borne in mind that, since
all things flow from the Divine will, all things in their own
way are inclined by appetite towards good, but in different
ways. Some are inclined to good by their natural inclination,
without knowledge, as plants and inanimate bodies. Such in-
clination towards good is called “a natural appetite.” Others,
again, are inclined towards good, but with some knowledge;
not that they know the aspect of goodness, but that they ap-
prehend some particular good; as in the sense, which knows
the sweet, the white, and so on. e inclination which follows
this apprehension is called “a sensitive appetite.” Other things,
again, have an inclination towards good, but with a knowledge
whereby they perceive the aspect of goodness; this belongs to
the intellect. is is most perfectly inclined towards what is
good; not, indeed, as if it were merely guided by another to-

wards some particular good only, like things devoid of knowl-
edge, nor towards some particular good only, as things which
have only sensitive knowledge, but as inclined towards good
in general. Such inclination is termed “will.”Accordingly, since
the angels by their intellect know the universal aspect of good-
ness, it is manifest that there is a will in them.

Reply to Objection 1. Reason surpasses sense in a differ-
ent way from that in which intellect surpasses reason. Reason
surpasses sense according to thediversity of the objects known;
for sense judges of particular objects, while reason judges of
universals. erefore there must be one appetite tending to-
wards good in the abstract, which appetite belongs to reason;
and another with a tendency towards particular good, which
appetite belongs to sense. But intellect and reason differ as to
their manner of knowing; because the intellect knows by sim-
ple intuition, while reason knows by a process of discursion
from one thing to another. Nevertheless by such discursion
reason comes to knowwhat intellect learns without it, namely,
the universal. Consequently the object presented to the appet-
itive faculty on the part of reason and on the part of intellect is
the same. erefore in the angels, who are purely intellectual,
there is no appetite higher than the will.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the name of the appeti-
tive part is derived from seeking things not yet possessed, yet
the appetitive part reaches out not to these things only, but
also tomanyother things; thus thenameof a stone [lapis] is de-
rived from injuring the foot [laesione pedis], though not this
alone belongs to a stone. In the same way the irascible faculty
is so denominated from anger [ira]; though at the same time
there are several other passions in it, as hope, daring, and the
rest.

Reply to Objection 3. e will is called a mover which
is moved, according as to will and to understand are termed
movements of a kind; and there is nothing to prevent move-
ment of this kind from existing in the angels, since suchmove-
ment is the act of a perfect agent, as stated in De Anima iii,
text. 28.
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Ia q. 59 a. 2Whether in the angels the will differs from the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the angel the will does
not differ from the intellect and from the nature. For an an-
gel is more simple than a natural body. But a natural body is
inclined through its form towards its end, which is its good.
erefore much more so is the angel. Now the angel’s form
is either the nature in which he subsists, or else it is some
species within his intellect. erefore the angel inclines to-
wards the good through his own nature, or through an intel-
ligible species. But such inclination towards the good belongs
to the will. erefore the will of the angel does not differ from
his nature or his intellect.

Objection 2. Further, the object of the intellect is the true,
while the object of the will is the good. Now the good and the
true differ, not really but only logically*. erefore will and in-
tellect are not really different.

Objection 3. Further, the distinction of common and
proper does not differentiate the faculties; for the same power
of sight perceives color and whiteness. But the good and the
true seem to be mutually related as common to particular; for
the true is a particular good, to wit, of the intellect. erefore
the will, whose object is the good, does not differ from the in-
tellect, whose object is the true.

On the contrary, e will in the angels regards good
things only, while their intellect regards both good and bad
things, for they know both. erefore the will of the angels is
distinct from their intellect.

I answer that, In the angels the will is a special faculty or
power, which is neither their nature nor their intellect. at
it is not their nature is manifest from this, that the nature or
essence of a thing is completely comprised within it: whatever,
then, extends to anything beyond it, is not its essence. Hence
we see in natural bodies that the inclination to being does not
come from anything superadded to the essence, but from the
matter which desires being before possessing it, and from the
form which keeps it in such being when once it exists. But
the inclination towards something extrinsic comes from some-
thing superadded to the essence; as tendency to a place comes
from gravity or lightness, while the inclination to make some-

thing like itself comes from the active qualities.
Now the will has a natural tendency towards good. Con-

sequently there alone are essence and will identified where all
good is contained within the essence of him who wills; that is
to say, in God, Who wills nothing beyond Himself except on
account of His goodness. is cannot be said of any creature,
because infinite goodness is quite foreign to the nature of any
created thing. Accordingly, neither the will of the angel, nor
that of any creature, can be the same thing as its essence.

In likemanner neither can thewill be the same thing as the
intellect of angel or man. Because knowledge comes about in
so far as the object known is within the knower; consequently
the intellect extends itself to what is outside it, according as
what, in its essence, is outside it is disposed to be somehow
within it. On the other hand, the will goes out to what is be-
yond it, according as by a kind of inclination it tends, in aman-
ner, to what is outside it. Now it belongs to one faculty to have
within itself something which is outside it, and to another fac-
ulty to tend to what is outside it. Consequently intellect and
will must necessarily be different powers in every creature. It
is not so withGod, forHe has withinHimself universal being,
and the universal good. erefore both intellect and will are
His nature.

Reply toObjection 1.A natural body is moved to its own
being by its substantial form: while it is inclined to something
outside by something additional, as has been said.

Reply to Objection 2. Faculties are not differentiated by
any material difference of their objects, but according to their
formal distinction,which is taken fromthenature of the object
as such.Consequently the diversity derived from the notion of
good and true suffices for the difference of intellect from will.

Reply to Objection 3. Because the good and the true are
really convertible, it follows that the good is apprehended by
the intellect as something true; while the true is desired by
the will as something good. Nevertheless, the diversity of their
aspects is sufficient for diversifying the faculties, as was said
above (ad 2).

Ia q. 59 a. 3Whether there is free-will in the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no free-will in the
angels. For the act of free-will is to choose. But there can be no
choice with the angels, because choice is “the desire of some-
thing aer taking counsel,” while counsel is “a kind of inquiry,”
as stated in Ethic. iii, 3. But the angels’ knowledge is not the re-
sult of inquiring, for this belongs to the discursiveness of rea-
son.erefore it appears that there is no free-will in the angels.

Objection 2. Further, free-will implies indifference to al-
ternatives. But in the angels on the part of their intellect there

is no such indifference; because, aswas observed already (q. 58,
a. 5), their intellect is not deceived as to things which are natu-
rally intelligible to them.erefore neither on the part of their
appetitive faculty can there be free-will.

Objection 3. Further, the natural endowments of the an-
gels belong to them according to degrees of more or less; be-
cause in the higher angels the intellectual nature is more per-
fect than in the lower. But the free-will does not admit of de-
grees. erefore there is no free-will in them.

* Cf. q. 16, a. 4.
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On the contrary, Free-will is part of man’s dignity. But the
angels’ dignity surpasses that of men.erefore, since free-will
is in men, with much more reason is it in the angels.

I answer that, Some things there are which act, not from
any previous judgment, but, as it were, moved and made to
act by others; just as the arrow is directed to the target by the
archer. Others act from some kind of judgment; but not from
free-will, such as irrational animals; for the sheep flies from the
wolf by a kind of judgment whereby it esteems it to be hurt-
ful to itself: such a judgment is not a free one, but implanted
by nature. Only an agent endowed with an intellect can act
with a judgment which is free, in so far as it apprehends the
common note of goodness; fromwhich it can judge this or the
other thing to be good. Consequently, wherever there is intel-
lect, there is free-will. It is therefore manifest that just as there
is intellect, so is there free-will in the angels, and in a higher
degree of perfection than in man.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking of
choice, as it is in man. As a man’s estimate in speculative mat-
ters differs from an angel’s in this, that the one needs not to in-
quire, while the other does so need; so is it in practical matters.
Hence there is choice in the angels, yet not with the inquisitive

deliberation of counsel, but by the sudden acceptance of truth.
Reply to Objection 2. As was observed already (a. 2),

knowledge is effected by the presence of the knownwithin the
knower. Now it is a mark of imperfection in anything not to
have within it what it should naturally have. Consequently an
angel would not be perfect in his nature, if his intellect were
not determined to every truth which he can know naturally.
But the act of the appetitive faculty comes of this, that the af-
fection is directed to something outside. Yet the perfection of
a thing does not come from everything to which it is inclined,
but only from something which is higher than it. erefore it
does not argue imperfection in an angel if his will be not deter-
mined with regard to things beneath him; but it would argue
imperfection in him, with he to be indeterminate to what is
above him.

Reply to Objection 3. Free-will exists in a nobler manner
in the higher angels than it does in the lower, as also does the
judgment of the intellect. Yet it is true that liberty, in so far as
the removal of compulsion is considered, is not susceptible of
greater and less degree; because privations and negations are
not lessened nor increased directly of themselves; but only by
their cause, or through the addition of some qualification.

Ia q. 59 a. 4Whether there is an irascible and a concupiscible appetite in the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is an irascible and a
concupiscible appetite in the angels. For Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv) that in the demons there is “unreasonable fury and
wild concupiscence.” But demons are of the same nature as an-
gels; for sin has not altered their nature. erefore there is an
irascible and a concupiscible appetite in the angels.

Objection 2. Further, love and joy are in the concupisci-
ble;while anger, hope, and fear are in the irascible appetite. But
in the Sacred Scriptures these things are attributed both to the
good and to the wicked angels. erefore there is an irascible
and a concupiscible appetite in the angels.

Objection 3. Further, some virtues are said to reside in the
irascible appetite and some in the concupiscible: thus charity
and temperance appear to be in the concupiscible, while hope
and fortitude are in the irascible. But these virtues are in the
angels.erefore there is both a concupiscible and an irascible
appetite in the angels.

Onthe contrary,ePhilosopher says (DeAnima iii, text.
42) that the irascible and concupiscible are in the sensitive
part, which does not exist in angels. Consequently there is no
irascible or concupiscible appetite in the angels.

I answer that, e intellective appetite is not divided into
irascible and concupiscible; only the sensitive appetite is so di-
vided. e reason of this is because, since the faculties are dis-
tinguished fromone another not according to thematerial but
only by the formal distinction of objects, if to any faculty there
respond an object according to some common idea, there will
be no distinction of faculties according to the diversity of the

particular things contained under that common idea. Just as if
the proper object of the power of sight be color as such, then
there are not several powers of sight distinguished according to
the difference of black and white: whereas if the proper object
of any faculty were white, as white, then the faculty of seeing
white would be distinguished from the faculty of seeing black.

Now it is quite evident fromwhat has been said (a. 1; q. 16,
a. 1), that the object of the intellective appetite, otherwise
known as the will, is good according to the common aspect of
goodness; nor can there be any appetite except of what is good.
Hence, in the intellective part, the appetite is not divided ac-
cording to the distinction of some particular good things, as
the sensitive appetite is divided, which does not crave for what
is good according to its common aspect, but for some partic-
ular good object. Accordingly, since there exists in the angels
only an intellective appetite, their appetite is not distinguished
into irascible and concupiscible, but remains undivided; and it
is called the will.

Reply to Objection 1. Fury and concupiscence are
metaphorically said to be in the demons, as anger is sometimes
attributed to God;—on account of the resemblance in the ef-
fect.

Reply to Objection 2. Love and joy, in so far as they are
passions, are in the concupiscible appetite, but in so far as they
express a simple act of the will, they are in the intellective part:
in this sense to love is to wish well to anyone; and to be glad
is for the will to repose in some good possessed. Universally
speaking, none of these things is said of the angels, as by way
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of passions; as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix).
Reply to Objection 3. Charity, as a virtue, is not in the

concupiscible appetite, but in the will; because the object of
the concupiscible appetite is the good as delectable to the
senses. But theDivine goodness, which is the object of charity,
is not of any such kind. For the same reason itmust be said that
hope does not exist in the irascible appetite; because the object
of the irascible appetite is something arduous belonging to the
sensible order, which the virtue of hope does not regard; since
the object of hope is arduous and divine. Temperance, how-
ever, considered as a human virtue, deals with the desires of
sensible pleasures, which belong to the concupiscible faculty.

Similarly, fortitude regulates daring and fear, which reside in
the irascible part. Consequently temperance, in so far as it is a
human virtue, resides in the concupiscible part, and fortitude
in the irascible. But they do not exist in the angels in this man-
ner. For in them there are no passions of concupiscence, nor of
fear and daring, to be regulated by temperance and fortitude.
But temperance is predicated of them according as inmodera-
tion they display their will in conformity with the Divine will.
Fortitude is likewise attributed to them, in so far as they firmly
carry out the Divine will. All of this is done by their will, and
not by the irascible or concupiscible appetite.
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F P, Q 60
Of the Love or Dilection of the Angels

(In Five Articles)

e next subject for our consideration is that act of the will which is love or dilection; because every act of the appetitive
faculty comes of love.

Under this heading there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is natural love in the angels?
(2) Whether there is in them love of choice?
(3) Whether the angel loves himself with natural love or with love of choice?
(4) Whether one angel loves another with natural love as he loves himself ?
(5) Whether the angel loves God more than self with natural love?

Ia q. 60 a. 1Whether there is natural love or dilection in an angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no natural love or
dilection in the angels. For, natural love is contradistinguished
from intellectual love, as stated by Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv).
But an angel’s love is intellectual. erefore it is not natural.

Objection 2. Further, those who love with natural love
are more acted upon than active in themselves; for nothing
has control over its own nature. Now the angels are not acted
upon, but act of themselves; because they possess free-will, as
was shown above (q. 59, a. 3).Consequently there is no natural
love in them.

Objection 3. Further, every love is either ordinate or in-
ordinate. Now ordinate love belongs to charity; while inordi-
nate love belongs to wickedness. But neither of these belongs
to nature; because charity is above nature, while wickedness is
against nature. erefore there is no natural love in the angels.

On the contrary, Love results from knowledge; for, noth-
ing is loved except it befirst known, asAugustine says (DeTrin.
x, 1,2). But there is natural knowledge in the angels. erefore
there is also natural love.

I answer that, We must necessarily place natural love in
the angels. In evidence of this we must bear in mind that what
comes first is always sustained in what comes aer it. Now na-
ture comes before intellect, because the nature of every subject
is its essence. Consequently whatever belongs to nature must
be preserved likewise in such subjects as have intellect. But it
is common to every nature to have some inclination; and this
is its natural appetite or love. is inclination is found to ex-
ist differently in different natures; but in each according to its

mode. Consequently, in the intellectual nature there is to be
found a natural inclination coming from the will; in the sensi-
tive nature, according to the sensitive appetite; but in a nature
devoidof knowledge, only according to the tendencyof thena-
ture to something. erefore, since an angel is an intellectual
nature, there must be a natural love in his will.

Reply to Objection 1. Intellectual love is contradistin-
guished from that natural love, which is merely natural, in so
far as it belongs to a nature which has not likewise the perfec-
tion of either sense or intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. All things in the world are moved
to act by something else except the First Agent, Who acts in
such a manner that He is in no way moved to act by another;
and inWhomnature andwill are the same. So there is nothing
unfitting in an angel being moved to act in so far as such natu-
ral inclination is implanted in him by theAuthor of his nature.
Yet he is not so moved to act that he does not act himself, be-
cause he has free-will.

Reply to Objection 3. As natural knowledge is always
true, so is natural love well regulated; because natural love is
nothing else than the inclination implanted in nature by its
Author. To say that a natural inclination is not well regulated,
is to derogate from the Author of nature. Yet the rectitude
of natural love is different from the rectitude of charity and
virtue: because the one rectitude perfects the other; even so
the truth of natural knowledge is of one kind, and the truth of
infused or acquired knowledge is of another.

Ia q. 60 a. 2Whether there is love of choice in the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no love of choice
in the angels. For love of choice appears to be rational love;
since choice follows counsel, which lies in inquiry, as stated in
Ethic. iii, 3. Now rational love is contrasted with intellectual,
which is proper to angels, as is said (Div. Nom. iv). erefore
there is no love of choice in the angels.

Objection 2. Further, the angels have only natural knowl-
edge besides such as is infused: since they do not proceed from
principles to acquire the knowledge of conclusions. Hence
they are disposed to everything they can know, as our intellect
is disposed towards first principles, which it can know natu-
rally. Now love follows knowledge, as has been already stated
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(a. 1; q. 16, a. 1). Consequently, besides their infused love,
there is only natural love in the angels. erefore there is no
love of choice in them.

Onthe contrary,Weneithermerit nor demerit by our nat-
ural acts. But by their love the angels merit or demerit. ere-
fore there is love of choice in them.

I answer that,ere exists in the angels a natural love, and
a love of choice.eir natural love is the principle of their love
of choice; because,what belongs to thatwhichprecedes, has al-
ways the nature of a principle. Wherefore, since nature is first
in everything, what belongs to nature must be a principle in
everything.

is is clearly evident in man, with respect to both his in-
tellect andhiswill. For the intellect knowsprinciples naturally;
and fromsuchknowledge inmancomes the knowledge of con-
clusions, which are known by himnot naturally, but by discov-
ery, or by teaching. In like manner, the end acts in the will in
the same way as the principle does in the intellect, as is laid
down in Phys. ii, text. 89. Consequently the will tends natu-
rally to its last end; for every man naturally wills happiness:
and all other desires are caused by this natural desire; since
whatever a man wills he wills on account of the end.erefore
the love of that good, which a man naturally wills as an end, is
his natural love; but the love which comes of this, which is of
something loved for the end’s sake, is the love of choice.

ere is however a difference on the part of the intellect
andon thepart of thewill. Because, aswas stated already (q. 59,
a. 2), the mind’s knowledge is brought about by the inward

presence of the known within the knower. It comes of the im-
perfection of man’s intellectual nature that his mind does not
simultaneously possess all things capable of being understood,
but only a few things from which he is moved in a measure to
grasp other things.eact of the appetitive faculty, on the con-
trary, follows the inclination of man towards things; some of
which are good in themselves, and consequently are appetible
in themselves; others being good only in relation to something
else, and being appetible on account of something else. Conse-
quently it does not argue imperfection in the person desiring,
for him to seek one thing naturally as his end, and something
else from choice as ordained to such end. erefore, since the
intellectual nature of the angels is perfect, only natural and not
deductive knowledge is to be found in them, but there is to be
found in them both natural love and love of choice.

In saying all this, we are passing over all that regards things
which are above nature, since nature is not the sufficient prin-
ciple thereof: but we shall speak of them later on (q. 62).

Reply to Objection 1. Not all love of choice is rational
love, according as rational is distinguished from intellectual
love. For rational love is so called which follows deductive
knowledge: but, aswas said above (q. 59, a. 3, ad 1),when treat-
ing of free-will, every choice does not follow a discursive act of
the reason; but only human choice. Consequently the conclu-
sion does not follow.

e reply to the second objection follows from what has
been said.

Ia q. 60 a. 3Whether the angel loves himself with both natural love, and love of choice?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel does not love
himself both with natural love and a love of choice. For, as
was said (a. 2), natural love regards the end itself; while love of
choice regards the means to the end. But the same thing, with
regard to the same, cannot be both the end and a means to the
end. erefore natural love and the love of choice cannot have
the same object.

Objection 2. Further, as Dionysius observes (Div. Nom.
iv): “Love is a uniting and a binding power.” But uniting and
binding imply various things brought together. erefore the
angel cannot love himself.

Objection 3. Further, love is a kind of movement. But
every movement tends towards something else. erefore it
seems that an angel cannot love himself with either natural or
elective love.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 8):
“Love for others comes of love for oneself.”

I answer that, Since the object of love is good, and good is
to be found both in substance and in accident, as is clear from
Ethic. i, 6, a thingmay be loved in twoways; first of all as a sub-
sisting good; and secondly as an accidental or inherent good.
at is loved as a subsisting good, which is so loved that we

wish well to it. But that which we wish unto another, is loved
as an accidental or inherent good: thus knowledge is loved, not
that any good may come to it but that it may be possessed.
is kind of love has been called by the name “concupiscence”
while the first is called “friendship.”

Now it is manifest that in things devoid of knowledge, ev-
erything naturally seeks to procure what is good for itself; as
fire seeks to mount upwards. Consequently both angel and
man naturally seek their own good and perfection. is is to
love self. Hence angel and man naturally love self, in so far as
by natural appetite each desires what is good for self. On the
other hand, each loves self with the love of choice, in so far as
from choice he wishes for something which will benefit him-
self.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not under the same but under
quite different aspects that an angel or a man loves self with
natural and with elective love, as was observed above.

Reply to Objection 2. As to be one is better than to be
united, so there is more oneness in love which is directed to
self than in love which unites one to others. Dionysius used
the terms “uniting” and “binding” in order to show the deriva-
tion of love from self to things outside self; as uniting is derived
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from unity.
Reply to Objection 3. As love is an action which remains

within the agent, so also is it a movement which abides within
the lover, but does not of necessity tend towards something

else; yet it can be reflected back upon the lover so that he loves
himself; just as knowledge is reflected back upon the knower,
in such a way that he knows himself.

Ia q. 60 a. 4Whether an angel loves another with natural love as he loves himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel does not love
another with natural love as he loves himself. For love fol-
lows knowledge. But an angel does not know another as he
knows himself: because he knows himself by his essence, while
he knows another by his similitude, as was said above (q. 56,
Aa. 1,2). erefore it seems that one angel does not love an-
other with natural love as he loves himself.

Objection 2. Further, the cause is more powerful than
the effect; and the principle than what is derived from it. But
love for another comes of love for self, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. ix, 8). erefore one angel does not love another as
himself, but loves himself more.

Objection 3. Further, natural love is of something as an
end, and is unremovable. But no angel is the end of another;
and again, such love canbe severed fromhim, as is the casewith
the demons, who have no love for the good angels. erefore
an angel does not love another with natural love as he loves
himself.

On the contrary, at seems to be a natural property
which is found in all, even in such as devoid of reason. But,
“every beast loves its like,” as is said, Ecclus. 13:19. erefore
an angel naturally loves another as he loves himself.

I answer that,As was observed (a. 3), both angel and man
naturally love self. Now what is one with a thing, is that thing
itself: consequently every thing loves what is one with itself.
So, if this be one with it by natural union, it loves it with nat-
ural love; but if it be one with it by non-natural union, then
it loves it with non-natural love. us a man loves his fellow
townsman with a social love, while he loves a blood relation
with natural affection, in so far as he is one with him in the
principle of natural generation.

Now it is evident thatwhat is generically or specifically one
with another, is the one according tonature.And so everything
loves another which is one with it in species, with a natural
affection, in so far as it loves its own species. is is manifest
even in things devoid of knowledge: for fire has a natural in-

clination to communicate its form to another thing, wherein
consists this other thing’s good; as it is naturally inclined to
seek its own good, namely, to be borne upwards.

So then, it must be said that one angel loves another with
natural affection, in so far as he is one with him in nature. But
so far as an angel has something else in common with another
angel, or differs from him in other respects, he does not love
him with natural love.

Reply to Objection 1. e expression ‘as himself ’ can in
one way qualify the knowledge and the love on the part of the
one known and loved: and thus one angel knows another as
himself, because he knows the other to be even as he knows
himself to be. In another way the expression can qualify the
knowledge and the love on the part of the knower and lover.
And thus one angel does not know another as himself, be-
cause he knows himself by his essence, and the other not by
the other’s essence. In like manner he does not love another as
he loves himself, because he loves himself by his own will; but
he does not love another by the other’s will.

Reply toObjection 2.eexpression “as” does not denote
equality, but likeness. For since natural affection rests upon
natural unity, the angel naturally loves less what is less onewith
him.Consequently he lovesmorewhat is numerically onewith
himself, than what is one only generically or specifically. But it
is natural for him to have a like love for another as for himself,
in this respect, that as he loves self in wishing well to self, so he
loves another in wishing well to him.

Reply to Objection 3. Natural love is said to be of the
end, not as of that end to which good is willed, but rather as
of that good which one wills for oneself, and in consequence
for another, as united to oneself. Nor can such natural love be
stripped from the wicked angels, without their still retaining
a natural affection towards the good angels, in so far as they
share the same nature with them. But they hate them, in so far
as they are unlike them according to righteousness and unrigh-
teousness.

Ia q. 60 a. 5Whether an angel by natural love loves God more than he loves himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel does not love
God by natural love more than he loves himself. For, as was
stated (a. 4), natural love rests upon natural union. Now the
Divine nature is far above the angelic nature. erefore, ac-
cording to natural love, the angel loves God less than self, or
even than another angel.

Objection 2.Further, “at on account of which a thing is

such, is yet more so.” But every one loves another with natural
love for his own sake: because one thing loves another as good
for itself.erefore the angel does not loveGodmore than self
with natural love.

Objection 3. Further, nature is self-centered in its op-
eration; for we behold every agent acting naturally for its
own preservation. But nature’s operation would not be self-
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centered were it to tend towards anything else more than to
nature itself.erefore the angel does not love Godmore than
himself from natural love.

Objection 4. Further, it is proper to charity to love God
more than self. But to love fromcharity is not natural to the an-
gels; for “it is poured out upon their hearts by the Holy Spirit
Who is given to them,” as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii, 9).
erefore the angels do not loveGodmore than themselves by
natural love.

Objection 5. Further, natural love lasts while nature en-
dures. But the love of God more than self does not remain in
the angel or man who sins; for Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xiv), “Two loves have made two cities; namely love of self unto
the contempt of God has made the earthly city; while love of
God unto the contempt of self has made the heavenly city.”
erefore it is not natural to love God more than self.

On the contrary, All the moral precepts of the law come
of the law of nature. But the precept of loving God more than
self is a moral precept of the law. erefore, it is of the law of
nature. Consequently from natural love the angel loves God
more than himself.

I answer that,ere have been some whomaintained that
an angel loves God more than himself with natural love, both
as to the love of concupiscence, through his seeking the Di-
vine good for himself rather than his own good; and, in a fash-
ion, as to the love of friendship, in so far as he naturally desires
a greater good to God than to himself; because he naturally
wishes God to be God, while as for himself, he wills to have
his ownnature. But absolutely speaking, out of the natural love
he loves himself more than he does God, because he naturally
loves himself before God, and with greater intensity.

e falsity of such an opinion stands in evidence, if one
but consider whither natural movement tends in the natural
order of things; because the natural tendency of things devoid
of reason shows the nature of the natural inclination residing
in the will of an intellectual nature. Now, in natural things, ev-
erythingwhich, as such, naturally belongs to another, is princi-
pally, and more strongly inclined to that other to which it be-
longs, than towards itself. Such a natural tendency is evidenced
from thingswhich aremoved according to nature: because “ac-
cording as a thing is moved naturally, it has an inborn apti-
tude to be thus moved,” as stated in Phys. ii, text. 78. For we
observe that the part naturally exposes itself in order to safe-
guard the whole; as, for instance, the hand is without delib-
eration exposed to the blow for the whole body’s safety. And
since reason copies nature, we find the same inclination among
the social virtues; for it behooves the virtuous citizen to expose
himself to the danger of death for the public weal of the state;
and ifmanwere a natural part of the city, then such inclination
would be natural to him.

Consequently, since God is the universal good, and under

this good both man and angel and all creatures are comprised,
because every creature in regard to its entire being naturally be-
longs to God, it follows that from natural love angel and man
alike love God before themselves and with a greater love. Oth-
erwise, if either of them loved self more than God, it would
follow that natural love would be perverse, and that it would
not be perfected but destroyed by charity.

Reply to Objection 1. Such reasoning holds good of
things adequately divided whereof one is not the cause of the
existence and goodness of the other; for in such natures each
loves itself naturally more than it does the other, inasmuch as
it is more one with itself than it is with the other. But where
one is the whole cause of the existence and goodness of the
other, that one is naturallymore loved than self; because, as we
said above, each part naturally loves the whole more than it-
self: and each individual naturally loves the good of the species
more than its own individual good. Now God is not only the
good of one species, but is absolutely the universal good; hence
everything in its ownway naturally lovesGodmore than itself.

Reply to Objection 2. When it is said that God is loved
by an angel “in so far” as He is good to the angel, if the ex-
pression “in so far” denotes an end, then it is false; for he does
not naturally love God for his own good, but for God’s sake. If
it denotes the nature of love on the lover’s part, then it is true;
for it would not be in the nature of anyone to loveGod, except
from this—that everything is dependent on that good which
is God.

Reply to Objection 3. Nature’s operation is self-centered
not merely as to certain particular details, but much more as
to what is common; for everything is inclined to preserve not
merely its individuality, but likewise its species. And much
more has everything a natural inclination towards what is the
absolutely universal good.

Reply to Objection 4. God, in so far as He is the univer-
sal good, from Whom every natural good depends, is loved by
everything with natural love. So far as He is the good which of
its very nature beatifies all with supernatural beatitude, He is
love with the love of charity.

Reply toObjection5.SinceGod’s substance anduniversal
goodness are one and the same, all who behold God’s essence
are by the same movement of love moved towards the Divine
essence as it is distinct from other things, and according as it
is the universal good. And because He is naturally loved by all
so far asHe is the universal good, it is impossible that whoever
sees Him in His essence should not love Him. But such as do
not behold His essence, know Him by some particular effects,
which are sometimes opposed to their will. So in this way they
are said to hate God; yet nevertheless, so far as He is the uni-
versal good of all, every thing naturally loves God more than
itself.
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F P, Q 61
Of the Production of the Angels in the Order of Natural Being

(In Four Articles)

Aer dealing with the nature of the angels, their knowledge and will, it now remains for us to treat of their creation, or,
speaking in a general way, of their origin. Such consideration is threefold. In the first place we must see how they were brought
into natural existence; secondly, how they were made perfect in grace or glory; and thirdly, how some of them became wicked.

Under the first heading there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the angel has a cause of his existence?
(2) Whether he has existed from eternity?
(3) Whether he was created before corporeal creatures?
(4) Whether the angels were created in the empyrean heaven?

Ia q. 61 a. 1Whether the angels have a cause of their existence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels have no cause
of their existence. For the first chapter of Genesis treats of
things created by God. But there is no mention of angels.
erefore the angels were not created by God.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Metaph. viii,
text. 16) that if any substance be a form without matter,
“straightway it has being and unity of itself, and has no cause
of its being and unity.” But the angels are immaterial forms, as
was shown above (q. 50, a. 2). erefore they have no cause of
their being.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is produced by any agent,
from the very fact of its being produced, receives form from it.
But since the angels are forms, they do not derive their form
from any agent. erefore the angels have no active cause.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 148:2): “Praise ye Him, all
His angels”; and further on, verse 5: “For He spoke and they
were made.”

I answer that, It must be affirmed that angels and every-
thing existing, except God, were made by God. God alone is
His own existence; while in everything else the essence differs
from the existence, as was shown above (q. 3, a. 4). From this
it is clear that God alone exists of His own essence: while all

other things have their existence by participation. Now what-
ever exists by participation is caused by what exists essentially;
as everything ignited is caused by fire. Consequently the an-
gels, of necessity, were made by God.

Reply toObjection 1.Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xi, 50)
that the angels were not passed over in that account of the first
creation of things, but are designated by the name “heavens” or
of “light.” And they were either passed over, or else designated
by the names of corporeal things, because Moses was address-
ing an uncultured people, as yet incapable of understanding
an incorporeal nature; and if it had been divulged that there
were creatures existing beyond corporeal nature, it would have
proved to them an occasion of idolatry, to which they were in-
clined, and from which Moses especially meant to safeguard
them.

Reply toObjection2.Substances that are subsisting forms
have no ‘formal’ cause of their existence and unity, nor such ac-
tive cause as produces its effect by changing the matter from a
state of potentiality to actuality; but they have a cause produc-
tive of their entire substance.

From this the solution of the third difficulty is manifest.

Ia q. 61 a. 2Whether the angel was produced by God from eternity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel was produced
by God from eternity. For God is the cause of the angel by
His being: forHe does not act through something besidesHis
essence. But His being is eternal. erefore He produced the
angels from eternity.

Objection 2. Further, everything which exists at one pe-
riod and not at another, is subject to time. But the angel is
above time, as is laid down in the book De Causis. ere-
fore the angel is not at one time existing and at another non-
existing, but exists always.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine (DeTrin. xiii) proves the
soul’s incorruptibility by the fact that the mind is capable of

truth. But as truth is incorruptible, so is it eternal. erefore
the intellectual nature of the soul and of the angel is not only
incorruptible, but likewise eternal.

On the contrary, It is said (Prov. 8:22), in the person of
begotten Wisdom: “e Lord possessed me in the beginning
of His ways, before He made anything from the beginning.”
But, as was shown above (a. 1), the angels were made by God.
erefore at one time the angels were not.

I answer that, God alone, Father, Son and Holy Ghost, is
from eternity. Catholic Faith holds this without doubt; and
everything to the contrary must be rejected as heretical. For
God so produced creatures that He made them “from noth-
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ing”; that is, aer they had not been.
Reply to Objection 1. God’s being is His will. So the fact

that God produced the angels and other creatures by His be-
ing does not exclude that He made them also by His will. But,
as was shown above (q. 19, a. 3; q. 46, a. 1 ), God’s will does
not act by necessity in producing creatures. erefore He pro-
duced such as He willed, and when He willed.

Reply to Objection 2. An angel is above that time which
is the measure of the movement of the heavens; because he is
above every movement of a corporeal nature. Nevertheless he
is not above time which is the measure of the succession of his

existence aer his non-existence, and which is also the mea-
sure of the successionwhich is in his operations.HenceAugus-
tine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20,21) that “Godmoves the spiritual
creature according to time.”

Reply to Objection 3. Angels and intelligent souls are in-
corruptible by the very fact of their having a nature whereby
they are capable of truth. But they did not possess this nature
from eternity; it was bestowed upon themwhenGodHimself
willed it. Consequently it does not follow that the angels ex-
isted from eternity.

Ia q. 61 a. 3Whether the angels were created before the corporeal world?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels were created
before the corporeal world. For Jerome says (In Ep. ad Tit. i,
2): “Six thousand years of our time have not yet elapsed; yet
how shall wemeasure the time, how shall we count the ages, in
which theAngels,rones,Dominations, and the other orders
served God?” Damascene also says (De Fide Orth. ii): “Some
say that the angels were begotten before all creation; as Gre-
gory the eologian declares, He first of all devised the an-
gelic and heavenly powers, and the devising was the making
thereof.”

Objection 2. Further, the angelic nature stands midway
between the Divine and the corporeal natures. But the Divine
nature is from eternity; while corporeal nature is from time.
erefore the angelic nature was produced ere time was made,
and aer eternity.

Objection 3. Further, the angelic nature is more remote
from the corporeal nature than one corporeal nature is from
another. But one corporeal nature was made before another;
hence the six days of the production of things are set forth in
the opening of Genesis.Muchmore, therefore, was the angelic
nature made before every corporeal nature.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 1:1): “In the beginning
God created heaven and earth.” Now, this would not be true
if anything had been created previously. Consequently the an-
gels were not created before corporeal nature.

I answer that, ere is a twofold opinion on this point to
be found in thewritings of the Fathers.emore probable one
holds that the angelswere created at the same time as corporeal
creatures. For the angels are part of the universe: they do not
constitute a universe of themselves; but both they and corpo-
real natures unite in constituting one universe. is stands in

evidence from the relationship of creature to creature; because
the mutual relationship of creatures makes up the good of the
universe. But no part is perfect if separate from the whole.
Consequently it is improbable that God, Whose “works are
perfect,” as it is said Dt. 32:4, should have created the angelic
creature before other creatures. At the same time the contrary
is not to be deemed erroneous; especially on account of the
opinion of Gregory Nazianzen, “whose authority in Christian
doctrine is of suchweight that no one has ever raised objection
to his teaching, as is also the case with the doctrine of Athana-
sius,” as Jerome says.

Reply toObjection 1. Jerome is speaking according to the
teaching of the Greek Fathers; all of whom hold the creation
of the angels to have taken place previously to that of the cor-
poreal world.

Reply to Objection 2. God is not a part of, but far above,
the whole universe, possessing within Himself the entire per-
fection of the universe in a more eminent way. But an angel is
a part of the universe. Hence the comparison does not hold.

Reply to Objection 3. All corporeal creatures are one in
matter; while the angels do not agree with them in matter.
Consequently the creation of thematter of the corporeal crea-
ture involves in amanner the creation of all things; but the cre-
ation of the angels does not involve creation of the universe.

If the contrary view be held, then in the text of Gn. 1,
“In the beginning God created heaven and earth,” the words,
“In the beginning,” must be interpreted, “In the Son,” or “In
the beginning of time”: but not, “In the beginning, before
which there was nothing,” unless we say “Before which there
was nothing of the nature of corporeal creatures.”

Ia q. 61 a. 4Whether the angels were created in the empyrean heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels were not cre-
ated in the empyrean heaven. For the angels are incorporeal
substances. Now a substance which is incorporeal is not de-
pendent upon a body for its existence; and as a consequence,
neither is it for its creation. erefore the angels were not cre-

ated in any corporeal place.
Objection 2. Further, Augustine remarks (Gen. ad lit. iii,

10), that the angels were created in the upper atmosphere:
therefore not in the empyrean heaven.

Objection 3. Further, the empyrean heaven is said to be
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the highest heaven. If therefore the angels were created in the
empyrean heaven, it would not beseem them tomount up to a
still higher heaven. And this is contrary to what is said in Isa-
ias, speaking in the person of the sinning angel: “I will ascend
into heaven” (Is. 14:13).

On the contrary, Strabus, commenting on the text “In the
beginning God created heaven and earth,” says: “By heaven he
does not mean the visible firmament, but the empyrean, that
is, the fiery or intellectual firmament, which is not so styled
from its heat, but from its splendor; and which was filled with
angels directly it was made.”

I answer that,As was observed (a. 3), the universe is made
up of corporeal and spiritual creatures. Consequently spiritual
creatures were so created as to bear some relationship to the
corporeal creature, and to rule over every corporeal creature.
Hence it was fitting for the angels to be created in the highest
corporeal place, as presiding over all corporeal nature; whether
it be styled the empyrean heaven, or whatever else it be called.
So Isidore says that the highest heaven is the heaven of the an-
gels, explaining the passage ofDt. 10:14: “Behold heaven is the
Lord’s thy God, and the heaven of heaven.”

Reply toObjection 1.e angels were created in a corpo-

real place, not as if depending upon a body either as to their
existence or as to their being made; because God could have
created them before all corporeal creation, as many holy Doc-
tors hold. ey were made in a corporeal place in order to
show their relationship to corporeal nature, and that they are
by their power in touch with bodies.

Reply to Objection 2. By the uppermost atmosphere Au-
gustine possibly means the highest part of heaven, to which
the atmosphere has a kind of affinity owing to its subtlety and
transparency. Or else he is not speaking of all the angels; but
only of such as sinned, who, in the opinion of some, belonged
to the inferior orders. But there is nothing to hinder us from
saying that the higher angels, as having an exalted and univer-
sal power over all corporeal things, were created in the highest
place of the corporeal creature; while the other angels, as hav-
ing more restricted powers, were created among the inferior
bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. Isaias is not speaking there of any
corporeal heaven, but of the heaven of the Blessed Trinity;
unto which the sinning angel wished to ascend, when he de-
sired to be equal in some manner to God, as will appear later
on (q. 63, a. 3).
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F P, Q 62
Of the Perfection of the Angels in the Order of Grace and of Glory

(In Nine Articles)

In due sequence we have to inquire how the angels were made in the order of grace and of glory; under which heading there
are nine points of inquiry:

(1) Were the angels created in beatitude?
(2) Did they need grace in order to turn to God?
(3) Were they created in grace?
(4) Did they merit their beatitude?
(5) Did they at once enter into beatitude aer merit?
(6) Did they receive grace and glory according to their natural capacities?
(7) Aer entering glory, did their natural love and knowledge remain?
(8) Could they have sinned aerwards?
(9) Aer entering into glory, could they advance farther?

Ia q. 62 a. 1Whether the angels were created in beatitude?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels were created
in beatitude. For it is stated (De Eccl. Dogm. xxix) that “the
angels who continue in the beatitude wherein they were cre-
ated, do not of their nature possess the excellence they have.”
erefore the angels were created in beatitude.

Objection 2. Further, the angelic nature is nobler than
the corporeal creature. But the corporeal creature straightway
from its creation was made perfect and complete; nor did its
lack of form take precedence in time, but only in nature, as
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. i, 15). erefore neither did God
create the angelic nature imperfect and incomplete. But its for-
mation and perfection are derived from its beatitude, whereby
it enjoys God. erefore it was created in beatitude.

Objection 3. Further, according toAugustine (Gen. ad lit.
iv, 34; v, 5), the things which we read of as being made in the
works of the six days, were made together at one time; and
so all the six days must have existed instantly from the begin-
ning of creation. But, according to his exposition, in those six
days, “the morning” was the angelic knowledge, according to
which they knew the Word and things in the Word. ere-
fore straightway from their creation they knew the Word, and
things in the Word. But the bliss of the angels comes of seeing
theWord. Consequently the angels were in beatitude straight-
way from the very beginning of their creation.

On the contrary, To be established or confirmed in good
is of the nature of beatitude. But the angelswere not confirmed
in good as soon as they were created; the fall of some of them
shows this. erefore the angels were not in beatitude from
their creation.

I answer that, By the name of beatitude is understood the
ultimate perfection of rational or of intellectual nature; and
hence it is that it is naturally desired, since everything natu-
rally desires its ultimate perfection. Now there is a twofold ul-
timate perfection of rational or of intellectual nature. e first

is one which it can procure of its own natural power; and this
is in a measure called beatitude or happiness. Hence Aristo-
tle (Ethic. x) says that man’s ultimate happiness consists in his
most perfect contemplation, whereby in this life he can behold
the best intelligible object; and that is God. Above this hap-
piness there is still another, which we look forward to in the
future, whereby “we shall see God asHe is.”is is beyond the
nature of every created intellect, as was shown above (q. 12,
a. 4).

So, then, it remains to be said, that, as regards this first
beatitude, which the angel could procure by his natural power,
he was created already blessed. Because the angel does not ac-
quire such beatitude by any progressive action, as man does,
but, as was observed above (q. 58, Aa. 3 ,4), is straightway in
possession thereof, owing to his natural dignity. But the an-
gels did not have from the beginning of their creation that ul-
timate beatitudewhich is beyond the power of nature; because
such beatitude is no part of their nature, but its end; and con-
sequently they ought not to have it immediately from the be-
ginning.

Reply to Objection 1. Beatitude is there taken for that
natural perfection which the angel had in the state of inno-
cence.

Reply to Objection 2. e corporeal creature instantly in
the beginning of its creation could not have the perfection to
which it is brought by its operation; consequently, according
toAugustine (Gen. ad. lit. v, 4,23; viii, 3), the growing of plants
from the earthdidnot take place at once among thefirstworks,
in which only the germinating power of the plants was be-
stowed upon the earth. In the sameway, the angelic creature in
the beginning of its existence had the perfection of its nature;
but it did not have the perfection to which it had to come by
its operation.

Reply toObjection 3.e angel has a twofold knowledge
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of the Word; the one which is natural, and the other accord-
ing to glory. He has a natural knowledge whereby he knows
the Word through a similitude thereof shining in his nature;
and he has a knowledge of glory whereby he knows the Word
through His essence. By both kinds of knowledge the angel
knows things in the Word; imperfectly by his natural knowl-

edge, and perfectly by his knowledge of glory. erefore the
first knowledge of things in the Word was present to the angel
from the outset of his creation; while the second was not, but
only when the angels became blessed by turning to the good.
And this is properly termed their morning knowledge.

Ia q. 62 a. 2Whether an angel needs grace in order to turn to God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel had no need of
grace in order to turn to God. For, we have no need of grace
for what we can accomplish naturally. But the angel naturally
turns to God: because he loves God naturally, as is clear from
what has been said (q. 60, a. 5).erefore an angel didnot need
grace in order to turn to God.

Objection 2.Further, seemingly we need help only for dif-
ficult tasks. Now it was not a difficult task for the angel to turn
to God; because there was no obstacle in him to such turning.
erefore the angel had no need of grace in order to turn to
God.

Objection 3. Further, to turn oneself to God is to dispose
oneself for grace; hence it is said (Zech. 1:3): “Turn ye to Me,
and I will turn to you.” But we do not stand in need of grace in
order to prepare ourselves for grace: for thus we should go on
to infinity. erefore the angel did not need grace to turn to
God.

On the contrary, It was by turning to God that the angel
reached to beatitude. If, then, he had needed no grace in order
to turn to God, it would follow that he did not require grace
in order to possess everlasting life. But this is contrary to the
saying of the Apostle (Rom. 6:23): “e grace of God is life
everlasting.”

I answer that, e angels stood in need of grace in order
to turn toGod, as the object of beatitude. For, as was observed
above (q. 60, a. 2) the natural movement of the will is the prin-
ciple of all things that wewill. But the will’s natural inclination
is directed towards what is in keeping with its nature. ere-
fore, if there is anything which is above nature, the will cannot
be inclined towards it, unless helped by some other supernatu-
ral principle. us it is clear that fire has a natural tendency to
give forth heat, and to generate fire; whereas to generate flesh
is beyond the natural power of fire; consequently, fire has no
tendency thereto, except in so far as it is moved instrumentally
by the nutritive soul.

Now it was shown above (q. 12, Aa. 4,5), when we were
treating of God’s knowledge, that to see God in His essence,
wherein the ultimate beatitude of the rational creature con-
sists, is beyond the nature of every created intellect. Conse-

quently no rational creature can have themovement of thewill
directed towards such beatitude, except it be moved thereto
by a supernatural agent. is is what we call the help of grace.
erefore it must be said that an angel could not of his own
will be turned to such beatitude, except by the help of grace.

Reply to Objection 1. e angel loves God naturally, so
far as God is the author of his natural being. But here we are
speaking of turning to God, so far as God bestows beatitude
by the vision of His essence.

Reply to Objection 2. A thing is “difficult” which is be-
yond a power; and this happens in two ways. First of all, be-
cause it is beyond the natural capacity of the power. us, if it
can be attained by some help, it is said to be “difficult”; but
if it can in no way be attained, then it is “impossible”; thus
it is impossible for a man to fly. In another way a thing may
be beyond the power, not according to the natural order of
such power, but owing to some intervening hindrance; as to
mount upwards is not contrary to the natural order of themo-
tive power of the soul; because the soul, considered in itself,
can be moved in any direction; but is hindered from so doing
by theweight of the body; consequently it is difficult for aman
to mount upwards. To be turned to his ultimate beatitude is
difficult for man, both because it is beyond his nature, and be-
cause he has a hindrance from the corruption of the body and
infection of sin. But it is difficult for an angel, only because it
is supernatural.

Reply to Objection 3. Every movement of the will to-
wards God can be termed a conversion to God. And so there
is a threefold turning to God. e first is by the perfect love
of God; this belongs to the creature enjoying the possession of
God; and for such conversion, consummate grace is required.
e next turning to God is that which merits beatitude; and
for this there is required habitual grace, which is the principle
of merit. e third conversion is that whereby a man disposes
himself so that he may have grace; for this no habitual grace is
required; but the operation of God, Who draws the soul to-
wards Himself, according to Lam 5:21: “Convert us, O Lord,
toee, andwe shall be converted.”Hence it is clear that there
is no need to go on to infinity.
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Ia q. 62 a. 3Whether the angels were created in grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels were not cre-
ated in grace. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8) that the
angelic nature was first made without form, and was called
“heaven”: but aerwards it received its form, and was then
called “light.” But such formation comes from grace.erefore
they were not created in grace.

Objection 2. Further, grace turns the rational creature to-
wards God. If, therefore, the angel had been created in grace,
no angel would ever have turned away from God.

Objection 3. Further, grace comes midway between na-
ture and glory. But the angels were not beatified in their cre-
ation. erefore it seems that they were not created in grace;
but that they were first created in nature only, and then re-
ceived grace, and that last of all they were beatified.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii, 9),
“Who wrought the good will of the angels? Who, save Him
Who created them with His will, that is, with the pure love
wherewith they cling to Him; at the same time building up
their nature and bestowing grace on them?”

I answer that, Although there are conflicting opinions on
this point, some holding that the angels were created only in a
natural state, while others maintain that they were created in
grace; yet it seems more probable, and more in keeping with
the sayings of holy men, that they were created in sanctify-
ing grace. For we see that all things which, in the process of
time, being created by the work of Divine Providence, were
produced by the operation of God, were created in the first
fashioning of things according to seedlike forms, as Augustine
says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 3), such as trees, animals, and the rest.

Now it is evident that sanctifying grace bears the same relation
to beatitude as the seedlike form in nature does to the natu-
ral effect; hence (1 Jn. 3:9) grace is called the “seed” of God.
As, then, in Augustine’s opinion it is contended that the seed-
like forms of all natural effects were implanted in the creature
when corporeally created, so straightway from the beginning
the angels were created in grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Such absence of form in the angels
can be understood either by comparison with their formation
in glory; and so the absence of formation preceded formation
by priority of time. Or else it can be understood of the forma-
tion according to grace: and so it did not precede in the order
of time, but in the order of nature; as Augustine holds with
regard to the formation of corporeal things (Gen. ad lit. i, 15).

Reply to Objection 2. Every form inclines the subject af-
ter the mode of the subject’s nature. Now it is the mode of an
intellectual nature to be inclined freely towards the objects it
desires. Consequently themovement of grace does not impose
necessity; but he who has grace can fail to make use of it, and
can sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Although in the order of nature
grace comes midway between nature and glory, nevertheless,
in the order of time, in created nature, glory is not simulta-
neous with nature; because glory is the end of the operation
of nature helped by grace. But grace stands not as the end of
operation, because it is not of works, but as the principle of
right operation. erefore it was fitting for grace to be given
straightway with nature.

Ia q. 62 a. 4Whether an angel merits his beatitude?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel did not merit
his beatitude. For merit arises from the difficulty of the mer-
itorious act. But the angel experienced no difficulty in act-
ing rightly.erefore righteous action was not meritorious for
him.

Objection 2. Further, we do not merit by merely natural
operations. But it was quite natural for the angel to turn to
God. erefore he did not thereby merit beatitude.

Objection 3. Further, if a beatified angel merited his beat-
itude, he did so either before he had it, or else aerwards. But
it was not before; because, in the opinion of many, he had
no grace before whereby to merit it. Nor did he merit it af-
terwards, because thus he would be meriting it now; which is
clearly false, because in that case a lower angel could by merit-
ing rise up to the rank of a higher, and the distinct degrees of
grace would not be permanent; which is not admissible. Con-
sequently the angel did not merit his beatitude.

On the contrary, It is stated (Apoc. 21:17) that the “mea-
sure of the angel” in that heavenly Jerusalem is “the measure of

a man.” erefore the same is the case with the angel.
I answer that,Perfect beatitude is natural only toGod, be-

cause existence and beatitude are one and the same thing in
Him. Beatitude, however, is not of the nature of the creature,
but is its end. Now everything attains its last end by its opera-
tion. Such operation leading to the end is either productive of
the end, when such end is not beyond the power of the agent
working for the end, as the healing art is productive of health;
or else it is deserving of the end, when such end is beyond the
capacity of the agent striving to attain it; wherefore it is looked
for from another’s bestowing. Now it is evident from what has
gone before (Aa. 1,2; q. 12, Aa. 4,5), ultimate beatitude ex-
ceeds both the angelic and the human nature. It remains, then,
that both man and angel merited their beatitude.

And if the angel was created in grace, without which there
is no merit, there would be no difficulty in saying that he mer-
ited beatitude: as also, if one were to say that he had grace in
any way before he had glory.

But if he had no grace before entering upon beatitude,
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it would then have to be said that he had beatitude without
merit, even as we have grace. is, however, is quite foreign to
the idea of beatitude; which conveys the notion of an end, and
is the reward of virtue, as even the Philosopher says (Ethic. i,
9). Or else it will have to be said, as some others have main-
tained, that the angels merit beatitude by their present min-
istrations, while in beatitude. is is quite contrary, again, to
the notion of merit: since merit conveys the idea of a means
to an end; while what is already in its end cannot, properly
speaking, be moved towards such end; and so no one merits
to produce what he already enjoys. Or else it will have to be
said that one and the same act of turning to God, so far as it
comes of free-will, is meritorious; and so far as it attains the
end, is the fruition of beatitude. Even this view will not stand,
because free-will is not the sufficient cause of merit; and, con-
sequently, an act cannot be meritorious as coming from free-
will, except in so far as it is informed by grace; but it cannot

at the same time be informed by imperfect grace, which is the
principle of meriting, and by perfect grace, which is the prin-
ciple of enjoying. Hence it does not appear to be possible for
anyone to enjoy beatitude, and at the same time to merit it.

Consequently it is better to say that the angel had grace ere
he was admitted to beatitude, and that by such grace he mer-
ited beatitude.

Reply to Objection 1. e angel’s difficulty of working
righteously does not come from any contrariety or hindrance
of natural powers; but from the fact that the good work is be-
yond his natural capacity.

Reply to Objection 2. An angel did not merit beatitude
by natural movement towards God; but by the movement of
charity, which comes of grace.

e answer to the ird Objection is evident from what
we have said.

Ia q. 62 a. 5Whether the angel obtained beatitude immediately aer one act of merit?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel did not possess
beatitude instantly aer one act of merit. For it is more dif-
ficult for a man to do well than for an angel. But man is not
rewarded at once aer one act of merit. erefore neither was
the angel.

Objection 2. Further, an angel could act at once, and in
an instant, from the very outset of his creation, for even nat-
ural bodies begin to be moved in the very instant of their cre-
ation; and if the movement of a body could be instantaneous,
like operations of mind and will, it would have movement in
the first instant of its generation. Consequently, if the angel
merited beatitude by one act of his will, he merited it in the
first instant of his creation; and so, if their beatitude was not
retarded, then the angels were in beatitude in the first instant.

Objection 3. Further, there must be many intervals be-
tween things which are far apart. But the beatific state of the
angels is very far remote from their natural condition: while
merit comesmidway between.erefore the angel would have
to pass through many stages of merit in order to reach beati-
tude.

On the contrary, Man’s soul and an angel are ordained
alike for beatitude: consequently equality with angels is
promised to the saints. Now the soul separated from the body,
if it has merit deserving beatitude, enters at once into beati-
tude, unless there be some obstacle.erefore so does an angel.
Now an angel instantly, in his first act of charity, had the merit
of beatitude. erefore, since there was no obstacle within
him, he passed at once into beatitude by only one meritorious
act.

I answer that, e angel was beatified instantly aer the

first act of charity, whereby he merited beatitude. e reason
whereof is because grace perfects nature according to theman-
ner of the nature; as every perfection is received in the subject
capable of perfection, according to its mode. Now it is proper
to the angelic nature to receive its natural perfection not by
passing from one stage to another; but to have it at once natu-
rally, as was shown above (a. 1; q. 58, Aa. 3,4). But as the angel
is of his nature inclined to natural perfection, so is he by merit
inclined to glory.Hence instantly aermerit the angel secured
beatitude. Now the merit of beatitude in angel and man alike
can be from merely one act; because man merits beatitude by
every act informed by charity. Hence it remains that an angel
was beatified straightway aer one act of charity.

Reply toObjection 1.Manwas not intended to secure his
ultimate perfection at once, like the angel. Hence a longer way
was assigned to man than to the angel for securing beatitude.

Reply to Objection 2. e angel is above the time of cor-
poreal things; hence the various instants regarding the an-
gels are not to be taken except as reckoning the succession of
their acts. Now their act which merited beatitude could not
be in them simultaneously with the act of beatitude, which
is fruition; since the one belongs to imperfect grace, and the
other to consummate grace. Consequently, it remains for dif-
ferent instants to be conceived, in one of which the angel mer-
ited beatitude, and in another was beatified.

Reply to Objection 3. It is of the nature of an angel in-
stantly to attain the perfection unto which he is ordained.
Consequently, only one meritorious act is required; which act
can so far be called an interval as through it the angel is brought
to beatitude.
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Ia q. 62 a. 6Whether the angels receive grace and glory according to the degree of their natural gis?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels did not receive
grace and glory according to the degree of their natural gis.
For grace is bestowed of God’s absolute will. erefore the de-
gree of grace depends on God’s will, and not on the degree of
their natural gis.

Objection 2. Further, a moral act seems to bemore closely
allied with grace than nature is; because a moral act is prepara-
tory to grace. But grace does not come “of works,” as is said
Rom. 11:6. erefore much less does the degree of grace de-
pend upon the degree of their natural gis.

Objection 3. Further, man and angel are alike ordained
for beatitude or grace. But man does not receive more grace
according to the degree of his natural gis. erefore neither
does the angel.

On the contrary, Is the saying of the Master of the Sen-
tences (Sent. ii, D, 3) that “those angels who were created with
more subtle natures and of keener intelligence inwisdom,were
likewise endowed with greater gis of grace.”

I answer that, It is reasonable to suppose that gis of graces
and perfection of beatitude were bestowed on the angels ac-
cording to the degree of their natural gis. e reason for this
can be drawn from two sources. First of all, on the part ofGod,
Who, in the order of His wisdom, established various degrees
in the angelic nature. Now as the angelic nature was made by
God for attaining grace and beatitude, so likewise the grades
of the angelic nature seem to be ordained for the various de-
grees of grace and glory; just as when, for example, the builder
chisels the stones for building a house, from the fact that he
prepares somemore artistically andmore fittingly than others,
it is clear that he is setting them apart for the more ornate part
of the house. So it seems that God destined those angels for

greater gis of grace and fuller beatitude, whom He made of a
higher nature.

Secondly, the same is evident on the part of the angel. e
angel is not a compound of different natures, so that the incli-
nation of the one thwarts or retards the tendency of the other;
as happens in man, in whom the movement of his intellective
part is either retarded or thwarted by the inclination of his sen-
sitive part. But when there is nothing to retard or thwart it,
nature is moved with its whole energy. So it is reasonable to
suppose that the angels who had a higher nature, were turned
to God more mightily and efficaciously. e same thing hap-
pens inmen, since greater grace and glory are bestowed accord-
ing to the greater earnestness of their turning to God. Hence
it appears that the angels who had the greater natural powers,
had the more grace and glory.

Reply toObjection 1.As grace comes of God’s will alone,
so likewise does the nature of the angel: and as God’s will or-
dained nature for grace, so did it ordain the various degrees of
nature to the various degrees of grace.

Reply toObjection 2.e acts of the rational creature are
from the creature itself; whereas nature is immediately from
God. Accordingly it seems rather that grace is bestowed ac-
cording to degree of nature than according to works.

Reply to Objection 3. Diversity of natural gis is in one
way in the angels, who are themselves different specifically;
and in quite another way in men, who differ only numerically.
For specific difference is on account of the end; while numer-
ical difference is because of the matter. Furthermore, there is
something inman which can thwart or impede the movement
of his intellective nature; but not in the angels. Consequently
the argument is not the same for both.

Ia q. 62 a. 7Whether natural knowledge and love remain in the beatified angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that natural knowledge and
love do not remain in the beatified angels. For it is said (1 Cor.
13:10): “When that which is perfect is come, then that which
is in part shall be done away.” But natural love and knowl-
edge are imperfect in comparison with beatified knowledge
and love. erefore, in beatitude, natural knowledge and love
cease.

Objection 2. Further, where one suffices, another is super-
fluous. But the knowledge and love of glory suffice for the beat-
ified angels.erefore it would be superfluous for their natural
knowledge and love to remain.

Objection 3. Further, the same faculty has not two simul-
taneous acts, as the same line cannot, at the same end, be ter-
minated in two points. But the beatified angels are always exer-
cising their beatified knowledge and love; for, as is said Ethic.
i, 8, happiness consists not in habit, but in act. erefore there
can never be natural knowledge and love in the angels.

On the contrary, So long as a nature endures, its operation
remains. But beatitude does not destroy nature, since it is its
perfection. erefore it does not take away natural knowledge
and love.

I answer that, Natural knowledge and love remain in the
angels. For as principles of operations are mutually related, so
are the operations themselves. Now it is manifest that nature is
to beatitude as first to second; because beatitude is superadded
to nature. But the first must ever be preserved in the second.
Consequently nature must be preserved in beatitude: and in
like manner the act of nature must be preserved in the act of
beatitude.

Reply toObjection 1.e advent of a perfection removes
the opposite imperfection. Now the imperfection of nature is
not opposed to the perfection of beatitude, but underlies it;
as the imperfection of the power underlies the perfection of
the form, and the power is not taken away by the form, but
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the privation which is opposed to the form. In the same way,
the imperfection of natural knowledge is not opposed to the
perfection of the knowledge in glory; for nothing hinders us
from knowing a thing through various mediums, as a thing
may be known at the one time through a probable medium
and through a demonstrative one. In like manner, an angel can
know God by His essence, and this appertains to his knowl-
edge of glory; and at the same time he can know God by his
own essence, which belongs to his natural knowledge.

Reply to Objection 2. All things which make up beati-

tude are sufficient of themselves. But in order for them to exist,
they presuppose the natural gis; because no beatitude is self-
subsisting, except the uncreated beatitude.

Reply to Objection 3. ere cannot be two operations of
the one faculty at the one time, except the one be ordained to
the other. But natural knowledge and love are ordained to the
knowledge and love of glory. Accordingly there is nothing to
hinder natural knowledge and love from existing in the angel
conjointly with those of glory.

Ia q. 62 a. 8Whether a beatified angel can sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that a beatified angel can sin.
For, as was said above (a. 7), beatitude does not do away with
nature. But it is of the very notion of created nature, that it can
fail. erefore a beatified angel can sin.

Objection 2. Further, the rational powers are referred to
opposites, as the Philosopher observes (Metaph. iv, text. 3).
But the will of the angel in beatitude does not cease to be ra-
tional. erefore it is inclined towards good and evil.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to the liberty of free-will
for man to be able to choose good or evil. But the freedom of
will is not lessened in the beatified angels. erefore they can
sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi) that
“there is in the holy angels that nature which cannot sin.”
erefore the holy angels cannot sin.

I answer that, e beatified angels cannot sin. e rea-
son for this is, because their beatitude consists in seeing God
through His essence. Now, God’s essence is the very essence of
goodness. Consequently the angel beholding God is disposed
towards God in the same way as anyone else not seeing God is
to the common form of goodness. Now it is impossible for any
man either to will or to do anything except aiming at what is
good; or for him to wish to turn away from good precisely as
such. erefore the beatified angel can neither will nor act, ex-
cept as aiming towards God. Nowwhoever wills or acts in this
manner cannot sin. Consequently the beatified angel cannot
sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Created good, considered in itself,

can fail. But from its perfect union with the uncreated good,
such as is the union of beatitude, it is rendered unable to sin,
for the reason already alleged.

Reply to Objection 2. e rational powers are referred to
opposites in the things to which they are not inclined natu-
rally; but as to the things whereunto they have a natural ten-
dency, they are not referred to opposites. For the intellect can-
not but assent to naturally known principles; in the same way,
the will cannot help clinging to good, formally as good; be-
cause the will is naturally ordained to good as to its proper
object. Consequently the will of the angels is referred to op-
posites, as to doing many things, or not doing them. But they
have no tendency to opposites with regard to God Himself,
Whom they see to be the very nature of goodness; but in all
things their aim is towards God, which ever alternative they
choose, that is not sinful.

Reply to Objection 3. Free-will in its choice of means to
an end is disposed just as the intellect is to conclusions. Now it
is evident that it belongs to the power of the intellect to be able
to proceed to different conclusions, according to given princi-
ples; but for it to proceed to some conclusion by passing out
of the order of the principles, comes of its own defect. Hence
it belongs to the perfection of its liberty for the free-will to be
able to choose between opposite things, keeping the order of
the end in view; but it comes of the defect of liberty for it to
choose anything by turning away from the order of the end;
and this is to sin. Hence there is greater liberty of will in the
angels, who cannot sin, than there is in ourselves, who can sin.

Ia q. 62 a. 9Whether the beatified angels advance in beatitude?

Objection 1. It would seem that the beatified angels can
advance in beatitude. For charity is the principle of merit. But
there is perfect charity in the angels. erefore the beatified
angels can merit. Now, as merit increases, the reward of beat-
itude increases. erefore the beatified angels can progress in
beatitude.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
i) that “God makes use of us for our own gain, and for His

own goodness. e same thing happens to the angels, whom
He uses for spiritual ministrations”; since “they are all* minis-
tering spirits, sent to minister for them who shall receive the
inheritance of salvation” (Heb. 1:14). is would not be for
their profit were they not to merit thereby, nor to advance to
beatitude. It remains, then, that the beatified angels can merit,
and can advance in beatitude.

Objection 3. Further, it argues imperfection for anyone

* Vulg.: ‘Are they not all…?’.
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not occupying the foremost place not to be able to advance.
But the angels are not in thehighest degree of beatitude.ere-
fore if unable to ascend higher, it would appear that there is
imperfection and defect in them; which is not admissible.

Onthe contrary,Merit andprogress belong to this present
condition of life. But angels are not wayfarers travelling to-
wards beatitude, they are already in possession of beatitude.
Consequently the beatified angels can neither merit nor ad-
vance in beatitude.

I answer that, In every movement the mover’s intention
is centered upon one determined end, to which he intends to
lead the movable subject; because intention looks to the end,
towhich infinite progress is repugnant.Now it is evident, since
the rational creature cannot of its own power attain to its beat-
itude, which consists in the vision ofGod, as is clear fromwhat
has gone before (q. 12, a. 4), that it needs to be moved by God
towards its beatitude.erefore theremust be some one deter-
mined thing to which every rational creature is directed as to
its last end.

Now this one determinate object cannot, in the vision of
God, consist precisely in that which is seen; for the Supreme
Truth is seen by all the blessed in various degrees: but it is on
the part of the mode of vision, that diverse terms are fixed be-
forehand by the intention of Him Who directs towards the
end. For it is impossible that as the rational creature is led on
to the vision of the Supreme Essence, it should be led on in the
sameway to the suprememode of vision, which is comprehen-
sion, for this belongs to God only; as is evident fromwhat was
said above (q. 12, a. 7; q. 14, a. 3). But since infinite efficacy is
required for comprehending God, while the creature’s efficacy
in beholding is only finite; and since every finite being is in in-
finite degrees removed from the infinite; it comes to pass that
the rational creature understands God more or less clearly ac-
cording to infinite degrees. And as beatitude consists in vision,
so the degree of vision lies in a determinatemode of the vision.

erefore every rational creature is so led by God to
the end of its beatitude, that from God’s predestination it is
brought even to a determinate degree of beatitude. Conse-
quently, when that degree is once secured, it cannot pass to a

higher degree.
Reply to Objection 1. Merit belongs to a subject which is

moving towards its end. Now the rational creature is moved
towards its end, not merely passively, but also by working ac-
tively. If the end is within the power of the rational creature,
then its action is said to procure the end; as man acquires
knowledge by reflection: but if the end be beyond its power,
and is looked for from another, then the action will be meri-
torious of such end. But what is already in the ultimate term is
not said to be moved, but to have been moved. Consequently,
to merit belongs to the imperfect charity of this life; whereas
perfect charity does not merit but rather enjoys the reward.
Even as in acquired habits, the operation preceding the habit
is productive of the habit; but the operation from an acquired
habit is both perfect and enjoyable. In the same way the act of
perfect charity has no quality of merit, but belongs rather to
the perfection of the reward.

Reply toObjection2.Athing can be termed useful in two
ways. First of all, as being on the way to an end; and so the
merit of beatitude is useful. Secondly, as the part is useful for
the whole; as the wall for a house. In this way the angelic min-
isterings are useful for the beatified angels, inasmuch as they
are a part of their beatitude; for to pour out acquired perfec-
tion upon others is of the nature of what is perfect, considered
as perfect.

Reply to Objection 3. Although a beatified angel is not
absolutely in the highest degree of beatitude, yet, in his own
regardhe is in thehighest degree, according toDivinepredesti-
nation.Nevertheless the joy of the angels can be increasedwith
regard to the salvation of such as are saved by their ministra-
tions, according to Lk. 15:10: “ere is [Vulg.‘shall be’] joy be-
fore the angels of God upon one sinner doing penance.” Such
joy belongs to their accidental reward, which can be increased
unto judgment day.Hence somewriters say that they canmerit
as to their accidental reward. But it is better to say that the
Blessed can in no wise merit without being at the same time
a wayfarer and a comprehensor; like Christ, Who alone was
such. For the Blessed acquire such joy from the virtue of their
beatitude, rather than merit it.

294



F P, Q 63
e Malice of the Angels with Regard to Sin

(In Nine Articles)

In the next place wemust consider how angels became evil: first of all with regard to the evil of fault; and secondly, as to the
evil of punishment. Under the first heading there are nine points for consideration:

(1) Can there be evil of fault in the angels?
(2) What kind of sins can be in them?
(3) What did the angel seek in sinning?
(4) Supposing that some became evil by a sin of their own choosing, are any of them naturally evil?
(5) Supposing that it is not so, could any one of them become evil in the first instant of his creation by an act of

his own will?
(6) Supposing that he did not, was there any interval between his creation and fall?
(7) Was the highest of them who fell, absolutely the highest among the angels?
(8) Was the sin of the foremost angel the cause of the others sinning?
(9) Did as many sin as remained steadfast?

Ia q. 63 a. 1Whether the evil of fault can be in the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be no evil
of fault in the angels. For there can be no evil except in
things which are in potentiality, as is said by the Philosopher
(Metaph. ix, text. 19), because the subject of privation is a be-
ing in potentiality. But the angels have not being in potential-
ity, since they are subsisting forms. erefore there can be no
evil in them.

Objection 2. Further, the angels are higher than the heav-
enly bodies. But philosophers say that there cannot be evil in
the heavenly bodies. erefore neither can there by in the an-
gels.

Objection 3.Further, what is natural to a thing is always in
it. But it is natural for the angels to bemoved by themovement
of love towardsGod.erefore such love cannot bewithdrawn
from them. But in loving God they do not sin. Consequently
the angels cannot sin.

Objection 4. Further, desire is only of what is good or ap-
parently good. Now for the angels there can be no apparent
good which is not a true good; because in them either there
can be no error at all, or at least not before guilt. erefore the
angels can desire only what it truly good. But no one sins by
desiring what is truly good. Consequently the angel does not
sin by desire.

On the contrary, It is said ( Job 4:18): “In His angels He
found wickedness.”

I answer that,An angel or any other rational creature con-
sidered in his own nature, can sin; and to whatever creature it
belongs not to sin, such creature has it as a gi of grace, andnot
from the condition of nature.e reason of this is, because sin-
ning is nothing else than a deviation from that rectitudewhich
an act ought to have; whether we speak of sin in nature, art,
or morals. at act alone, the rule of which is the very virtue
of the agent, can never fall short of rectitude. Were the cras-

man’s hand the rule itself engraving, he could not engrave the
wood otherwise than rightly; but if the rightness of engraving
be judged by another rule, then the engraving may be right or
faulty.Now theDivinewill is the sole rule ofGod’s act, because
it is not referred to any higher end. But every created will has
rectitude of act so far only as it is regulated according to theDi-
vine will, to which the last end is to be referred: as every desire
of a subordinate ought to be regulated by the will of his supe-
rior; for instance, the soldier’s will, according to the will of his
commanding officer. us only in the Divine will can there be
no sin; whereas there can be sin in the will of every creature;
considering the condition of its nature.

Reply to Objection 1. In the angels there is no potential-
ity to natural existence. Yet there is potentiality in their intel-
lective part, as regards their being inclined to this or the other
object. In this respect there can be evil in them.

Reply toObjection 2. e heavenly bodies have none but
a natural operation. erefore as there can be no evil of cor-
ruption in their nature; so neither can there be evil of disorder
in their natural action. But besides their natural action there
is the action of free-will in the angels, by reason of which evil
may be in them.

Reply to Objection 3. It is natural for the angel to turn to
God by the movement of love, according as God is the prin-
ciple of his natural being. But for him to turn to God as the
object of supernatural beatitude, comes of infused love, from
which he could be turned away by sinning.

Reply toObjection4.Mortal sin occurs in twoways in the
act of free-will. First, when something evil is chosen; as man
sins by choosing adultery, which is evil of itself. Such sin al-
ways comes of ignorance or error; otherwise what is evil would
never be chosen as good. e adulterer errs in the particular,
choosing this delight of an inordinate act as something good to
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be performed now, from the inclination of passion or of habit;
even though he does not err in his universal judgment, but re-
tains a right opinion in this respect. In this way there can be
no sin in the angel; because there are no passions in the angels
to fetter reason or intellect, as is manifest from what has been
said above (q. 59, a. 4); nor, again, could any habit inclining
to sin precede their first sin. In another way sin comes of free-
will by choosing something good in itself, but not according to

proper measure or rule; so that the defect which induces sin is
only on the part of the choice which is not properly regulated,
but not on the part of the thing chosen; as if one were to pray,
without heeding the order established by the Church. Such a
sin does not presuppose ignorance, but merely absence of con-
sideration of the things which ought to be considered. In this
way the angel sinned, by seeking his own good, from his own
free-will, insubordinately to the rule of the Divine will.

Ia q. 63 a. 2Whether only the sin of pride and envy can exist in an angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be other sins in
the angels besides those of pride and envy. Because whosoever
can delight in any kind of sin, can fall into the sin itself. But
the demons delight even in the obscenities of carnal sins; as
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 3). erefore there can also
be carnal sins in the demons.

Objection 2. Further, as pride and envy are spiritual sins,
so are sloth, avarice, and anger. But spiritual sins are concerned
with the spirit, just as carnal sins are with the flesh. erefore
not only can there be pride and envy in the angels; but likewise
sloth and avarice.

Objection 3. Further, according toGregory (Moral. xxxi),
many vices spring from pride; and in like manner from envy.
But, if the cause is granted, the effect follows. If, therefore,
there can be pride and envy in the angels, for the same reason
there can likewise be other vices in them.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 3) that
the devil “is not a fornicator nor a drunkard, nor anything of
the like sort; yet he is proud and envious.”

I answer that, Sin can exist in a subject in two ways: first
of all by actual guilt, and secondly by affection. As to guilt, all
sins are in the demons; since by leading men to sin they incur
the guilt of all sins. But as to affection only those sins can be
in the demons which can belong to a spiritual nature. Now a
spiritual nature cannot be affected by such pleasures as apper-
tain to bodies, but only by such as are in keeping with spiri-
tual things; because nothing is affected except with regard to
something which is in some way suited to its nature. But there
can be no sin when anyone is incited to good of the spiritual
order; unless in such affection the rule of the superior be not
kept. Such is precisely the sin of pride—not to be subject to a
superior when subjection is due. Consequently the first sin of
the angel can be none other than pride.

Yet, as a consequence, it was possible for envy also to be in
them, since for the appetite to tend to the desire of something

involves on its part resistance to anything contrary. Now the
envious man repines over the good possessed by another, inas-
much as he deems his neighbor’s good to be a hindrance to his
own. But another’s good could not be deemed a hindrance to
the good coveted by the wicked angel, except inasmuch as he
coveted a singular excellence, which would cease to be singu-
lar because of the excellence of some other. So, aer the sin
of pride, there followed the evil of envy in the sinning angel,
whereby he grieved over man’s good, and also over the Divine
excellence, according as against the devil’s will God makes use
of man for the Divine glory.

Reply to Objection 1. e demons do not delight in the
obscenities of the sins of the flesh, as if they themselves were
disposed to carnal pleasures: it iswholly through envy that they
take pleasure in all sorts of human sins, so far as these are hin-
drances to a man’s good.

Reply toObjection2.Avarice, considered as a special kind
of sin, is the immoderate greed of temporal possessions which
serve the use of human life, and which can be estimated in
value of money; to these demons are not at all inclined, any
more than they are to carnal pleasures. Consequently avarice
properly so called cannot be in them. But if every immoder-
ate greed of possessing any created good be termed avarice,
in this way avarice is contained under the pride which is in
the demons. Anger implies passion, and so does concupis-
cence; consequently they can only exist metaphorically in the
demons. Sloth is a kind of sadness, whereby a man becomes
sluggish in spiritual exercises because they weary the body;
which does not apply to the demons. So it is evident that pride
and envy are the only spiritual sins which can be found in
demons; yet so that envy is not to be taken for a passion, but
for a will resisting the good of another.

Reply to Objection 3. Under envy and pride, as found in
the demons, are comprised all other sins derived from them.

Ia q. 63 a. 3Whether the devil desired to be as God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the devil did not desire
to be as God. For what does not fall under apprehension, does
not fall under desire; because the good which is apprehended
moves the appetite, whether sensible, rational, or intellectual;

and sin consists only in such desire. But for any creature to be
God’s equal does not fall under apprehension, because it im-
plies a contradiction; for it the finite equals the infinite, then
it would itself be infinite. erefore an angel could not desire
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to be as God.
Objection 2. Further, the natural end can always be de-

sired without sin. But to be likened unto God is the end to
which every creature naturally tends. If, therefore, the angel
desired to be as God, not by equality, but by likeness, it would
seem that he did not thereby sin.

Objection 3. Further, the angel was created with greater
fulness of wisdom than man. But no man, save a fool, ever
makes choice of being the equal of an angel, still less of God;
because choice regards only things which are possible, regard-
ing which one takes deliberation. erefore much less did the
angel sin by desiring to be as God.

On the contrary, It is said, in the person of the devil (Is.
14:13,14), “I will ascend into heaven…I will be like the Most
High.” AndAugustine (DeQu. Vet. Test. cxiii) says that being
“inflated with pride, he wished to be called God.”

I answer that,Without doubt the angel sinned by seeking
to be as God. But this can be understood in two ways: first, by
equality; secondly, by likeness. He could not seek to be as God
in the first way; because by natural knowledge he knew that
this was impossible: and there was no habit preceding his first
sinful act, nor any passion fettering his mind, so as to lead him
to choose what was impossible by failing in some particular; as
sometimes happens in ourselves. And even supposing it were
possible, it would be against the natural desire; because there
exists in everything the natural desire of preserving its own
nature; which would not be preserved were it to be changed
into another nature. Consequently, no creature of a lower or-
der can ever covet the grade of a higher nature; just as an ass
does not desire to be a horse: for were it to be so upraised, it
would cease to be itself. But herein the imagination plays us
false; for one is liable to think that, because a man seeks to oc-
cupy a higher grade as to accidentals, which can increase with-
out the destruction of the subject, he can also seek a higher
grade of nature, to which he could not attain without ceasing
to exist. Now it is quite evident that God surpasses the angels,

notmerely in accidentals, but also in degree of nature; and one
angel, another. Consequently it is impossible for one angel of
lower degree to desire equality with a higher; and still more to
covet equality with God.

To desire to be as God according to likeness can happen in
two ways. In one way, as to that likeness whereby everything is
made to be likened unto God. And so, if anyone desire in this
way to be Godlike, he commits no sin; provided that he de-
sires such likeness in proper order, that is to say, that he may
obtain it of God. But he would sin were he to desire to be
like unto God even in the right way, as of his own, and not
of God’s power. In another way one may desire to be like unto
God in some respect which is not natural to one; as if onewere
to desire to create heaven and earth, which is proper toGod; in
whichdesire therewould be sin. Itwas in thisway that the devil
desired to be as God. Not that he desired to resemble God by
being subject to no one else absolutely; for so he would be de-
siring his own ‘not-being’; since no creature can exist except by
holding its existence under God. But he desired resemblance
with God in this respect—by desiring, as his last end of beati-
tude, somethingwhich he could attain by the virtue of his own
nature, turning his appetite away from supernatural beatitude,
which is attained byGod’s grace.Or, if he desired as his last end
that likeness of God which is bestowed by grace, he sought to
have it by the power of his own nature; and not from Divine
assistance according to God’s ordering. is harmonizes with
Anselm’s opinion, who says* that “he sought that to which he
would have come had he stood fast.”ese two views in aman-
ner coincide; because according to both, he sought to have fi-
nal beatitude of his own power, whereas this is proper to God
alone.

Since, then, what exists of itself is the cause of what exists
of another, it follows from this furthermore that he sought to
have dominion over others; wherein he also perversely wished
to be like unto God.

From this we have the answer to all the objections.

Ia q. 63 a. 4Whether any demons are naturally wicked?

Objection 1. It would seem that some demons are natu-
rally wicked. For Porphyry says, as quoted by Augustine (De
Civ. Dei x, 11): “ere is a class of demons of cray nature,
pretending that they are gods and the souls of the dead.” But
to be deceitful is to be evil. erefore some demons are natu-
rally wicked.

Objection 2. Further, as the angels are created by God, so
aremen. But somemen are naturally wicked, of whom it is said
(Wis. 12:10): “eir malice is natural.” erefore some angels
may be naturally wicked.

Objection 3.Further, some irrational animals havewicked
dispositions by nature: thus the fox is naturally sly, and the
wolf naturally rapacious; yet they are God’s creatures. ere-
fore, although the demons are God’s creatures, they may be

naturally wicked.
On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the

demons are not naturally wicked.”
I answer that, Everything which exists, so far as it ex-

ists and has a particular nature, tends naturally towards some
good; since it comes from a good principle; because the effect
always reverts to its principle. Now a particular goodmay hap-
pen to have some evil connected with it; thus fire has this evil
connected with it that it consumes other things: but with the
universal good no evil can be connected. If, then, there be any-
thing whose nature is inclined towards some particular good,
it can tend naturally to some evil; not as evil, but accidentally,
as connected with some good. But if anything of its nature be
inclined to good in general, then of its own nature it cannot

* De casu diaboli, iv.
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be inclined to evil. Now it is manifest that every intellectual
nature is inclined towards good in general, which it can ap-
prehend and which is the object of the will. Hence, since the
demons are intellectual substances, they can in no wise have a
natural inclination towards any evil whatsoever; consequently
they cannot be naturally evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine rebukes Porphyry for
saying that the demons are naturally deceitful; himself main-
taining that they are not naturally so, but of their own will.
Now the reason why Porphyry held that they are naturally de-
ceitful was that, as he contended, demons are animals with a
sensitive nature. Now the sensitive nature is inclined towards
some particular good, with which evil may be connected. In
this way, then, it can have a natural inclination to evil; yet only

accidentally, inasmuch as evil is connected with good.
Reply to Objection 2. e malice of some men can be

called natural, either because of custom which is a second na-
ture; or on account of the natural proclivity on the part of the
sensitive nature to some inordinate passion, as some people are
said to be naturally wrathful or lustful; but not on the part of
the intellectual nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Brute beasts have a natural inclina-
tion in their sensitive nature towards certain particular goods,
with which certain evils are connected; thus the fox in seeking
its food has a natural inclination to do so with a certain skill
coupled with deceit. Wherefore it is not evil in the fox to be
sly, since it is natural to him; as it is not evil in the dog to be
fierce, as Dionysius observes (De Div. Nom. iv).

Ia q. 63 a. 5Whether the devil was wicked by the fault of his own will in the first instant of his creation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the devil was wicked by
the fault of his own will in the first instant of his creation. For
it is said of the devil ( Jn. 8:44): “He was a murderer from the
beginning.”

Objection 2. Further, according toAugustine (Gen. ad lit.
i, 15), the lack of form in the creature did not precede its for-
mation in order of time, but merely in order of nature. Now
according to him (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8), the “heaven,” which is said
to have been created in the beginning, signifies the angelic na-
ture while as yet not fully formed: andwhen it is said thatGod
said: “Be lightmade: and lightwasmade,”we are to understand
the full formation of the angel by turning to the Word. Con-
sequently, the nature of the angel was created, and light was
made, in the one instant. But at the same moment that light
was made, it was made distinct from “darkness,” whereby the
angels who sinned are denoted.erefore in the first instant of
their creation some of the angels were made blessed, and some
sinned.

Objection 3. Further, sin is opposed to merit. But some
intellectual nature can merit in the first instant of its creation;
as the soul of Christ, or also the good angels. erefore the
demons likewise could sin in the first instant of their creation.

Objection 4. Further, the angelic nature is more powerful
than the corporeal nature. But a corporeal thing begins to have
its operation in the first instant of its creation; as fire begins
to move upwards in the first instant it is produced. erefore
the angel could also have his operation in the first instant of
his creation. Now this operation was either ordinate or inordi-
nate. It ordinate, then, since he had grace, he thereby merited
beatitude. But with the angels the reward follows immediately
upon merit; as was said above (q. 62, a. 5). Consequently they
would have become blessed at once; and so would never have
sinned, which is false. It remains, then, that they sinned by in-
ordinate action in their first instant.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:31): “God saw all
the things that He had made, and they were very good.” But

among themwere also the demons.erefore the demonswere
at some time good.

I answer that, Some have maintained that the demons
were wicked straightway in the first instant of their creation;
not by their nature, but by the sin of their own will; because,
as soon as he was made, the devil refused righteousness. To
this opinion, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xi, 13), if anyone
subscribes, he does not agree with those Manichean heretics
who say that the devil’s nature is evil of itself. Since this opin-
ion, however, is in contradiction with the authority of Scrip-
ture—for it is said of the devil under the figure of the prince
of Babylon (Is. 14:12): “How art thou fallen…O Lucifer, who
didst rise in themorning!” and it is said to the devil in the per-
son of theKing ofTyre (Ezech. 28:13): “ouwast in the plea-
sures of the paradise ofGod,”—consequently, this opinionwas
reasonably rejected by the masters as erroneous.

Hence others have said that the angels, in the first instant
of their creation, could have sinned, but did not. Yet this view
also is repudiated by some, because, when two operations fol-
low one upon the other, it seems impossible for each operation
to terminate in the one instant. Now it is clear that the angel’s
sin was an act subsequent to his creation. But the term of the
creative act is the angel’s very being,while the termof the sinful
act is the being wicked. It seems, then, an impossibility for the
angel to have been wicked in the first instant of his existence.

is argument, however, does not satisfy. For it holds good
only in such movements as are measured by time, and take
place successively; thus, if local movement follows a change,
then the change and the localmovement cannot be terminated
in the same instant. But if the changes are instantaneous, then
all at once and in the same instant there can be a term to the
first and the second change; thus in the same instant in which
the moon is lit up by the sun, the atmosphere is lit up by the
moon. Now, it is manifest that creation is instantaneous; so
also is the movement of free-will in the angels; for, as has been
already stated, they have no occasion for comparison or dis-
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cursive reasoning (q. 58, a. 3 ). Consequently, there is nothing
to hinder the term of creation and of free-will from existing in
the same instant.

We must therefore reply that, on the contrary, it was im-
possible for the angel to sin in the first instant by an inordinate
act of free-will. For although a thing can begin to act in the first
instant of its existence, nevertheless, that operation which be-
gins with the existence comes of the agent from which it drew
its nature; just as upward movement in fire comes of its pro-
ductive cause. erefore, if there be anything which derives its
nature from a defective cause, which can be the cause of a de-
fective action, it can in the first instant of its existence have
a defective operation; just as the leg, which is defective from
birth, through a defect in the principle of generation, begins at
once to limp. But the agentwhich brought the angels into exis-
tence, namely, God, cannot be the cause of sin. Consequently
it cannot be said that the devil was wicked in the first instant
of his creation.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xi, 15), when it is stated that “the devil sins from the begin-
ning,” “he is not to be thought of as sinning from the begin-

ning wherein he was created, but from the beginning of sin”:
that is to say, because he never went back from his sin.

Reply to Objection 2. at distinction of light and dark-
ness, whereby the sins of the demons are understood by the
termdarkness, must be taken as according toGod’s foreknowl-
edge. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xi, 15), that “He
alone could discern light and darkness, Who also could fore-
know, before they fell, those who would fall.”

Reply toObjection3.All that is inmerit is fromGod; and
consequently an angel couldmerit in the first instant of his cre-
ation. e same reason does not hold good of sin; as has been
said.

Reply to Objection 4. God did not distinguish between
the angels before the turning away of some of them, and the
turning of others toHimself, asAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei xi,
15). erefore, as all were created in grace, all merited in their
first instant. But some of them at once placed an impediment
to their beatitude, thereby destroying their preceding merit;
and consequently they were deprived of the beatitude which
they had merited.

Ia q. 63 a. 6Whether there was any interval between the creation and the fall of the angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was some interval
between the angel’s creation and his fall. For, it is said (Ezech.
28:15): “ou didst walk perfect* in thy ways from the day of
thy creation until iniquity was found in thee.” But since walk-
ing is continuous movement, it requires an interval. erefore
there was some interval between the devil’s creation and his
fall.

Objection 2. Further, Origen says (Hom. i in Ezech.) that
“the serpent of old did not from the first walk upon his breast
and belly”; which refers to his sin. erefore the devil did not
sin at once aer the first instant of his creation.

Objection 3. Further, capability of sinning is common
alike to man and angel. But there was some delay between
man’s formation andhis sin.erefore, for the like reason there
was some interval between the devil’s formation and his sin.

Objection 4. Further, the instant wherein the devil sinned
was distinct from the instantwherein hewas created. But there
is a middle time between every two instants. erefore there
was an interval between his creation and his fall.

On the contrary, It is said of the devil ( Jn. 8:44): “He
stood not in the truth”: and, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xi, 15), “we must understand this in the sense, that he was in
the truth, but did not remain in it.”

I answer that,ere is a twofoldopinionon this point. But
the more probable one, which is also more in harmony with
the teachings of the Saints, is that the devil sinned at once af-
ter the first instant of his creation. is must be maintained if
it be held that he elicited an act of free-will in the first instant

of his creation, and that hewas created in grace; as we have said
(q. 62, a. 3). For since the angels attain beatitude by one meri-
torious act, as was said above (q. 62, a. 5), if the devil, created
in grace, merited in the first instant, he would at once have re-
ceived beatitude aer that first instant, if he had not placed an
impediment by sinning.

If, however, it be contended that the angel was not created
in grace, or that he could not elicit an act of free-will in the
first instant, then there is nothing to prevent some interval be-
ing interposed between his creation and fall.

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes in Holy Scripture spir-
itual instantaneous movements are represented by corporeal
movements which are measured by time. In this way by “walk-
ing” we are to understand the movement of free-will tending
towards good.

Reply toObjection2.Origen says, “e serpent of old did
not from the first walk upon his breast and belly,” because of
the first instant in which he was not wicked.

Reply to Objection 3. An angel has an inflexible free-will
aer once choosing; consequently, if aer the first instant, in
which he had a natural movement to good, he had not at once
placed a barrier to beatitude, he would have been confirmed in
good. It is not so with man; and therefore the argument does
not hold good.

Reply to Objection 4. It is true to say that there is a mid-
dle time between every two instants, so far as time is contin-
uous, as it is proved Phys. vi, text. 2. But in the angels, who
are not subject to the heavenly movement, which is primarily

* Vulg.: ‘ou hast walked in the midst of the stones of fire; thou wast
perfect…’.

299



measured by continuous time, time is taken to mean the suc-
cession of their mental acts, or of their affections. So the first
instant in the angels is understood to respond to the operation
of the angelic mind, whereby it introspects itself by its evening
knowledge because on the first day evening is mentioned, but
not morning. is operation was good in them all. From such
operation some of them were converted to the praise of the

Word by their morning knowledge while others, absorbed in
themselves, became night, “swelling up with pride,” as Augus-
tine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 24). Hence the first act was common
to them all; but in their second they were separated. Conse-
quently they were all of them good in the first instant; but in
the second the good were set apart from the wicked.

Ia q. 63 a. 7Whether the highest angel among those who sinned was the highest of all?

Objection 1. It would seem that the highest among the
angels who sinned was not the highest of all. For it is stated
(Ezech. 28:14): “ou wast a cherub stretched out, and pro-
tecting, and I set thee in the holy mountain of God.” Now the
order of the Cherubim is under the order of the Seraphim, as
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vi, vii). erefore, the highest an-
gel among those who sinned was not the highest of all.

Objection 2. Further, God made intellectual nature in or-
der that it might attain to beatitude. If therefore the highest
of the angels sinned, it follows that the Divine ordinance was
frustrated in the noblest creature which is unfitting.

Objection 3. Further, the more a subject is inclined to-
wards anything, so much the less can it fall away from it. But
the higher an angel is, somuch themore is he inclined towards
God. erefore so much the less can he turn away from God
by sinning. And so it seems that the angel who sinned was not
the highest of all, but one of the lower angels.

On the contrary, Gregory (Hom. xxxiv in Ev.) says that
the chief angel who sinned, “being set over all the hosts of an-
gels, surpassed them in brightness, and was by comparison the
most illustrious among them.”

I answer that, Two things have to be considered in sin,
namely, the proneness to sin, and the motive for sinning. If,
then, in the angels we consider the proneness to sin, it seems
that the higher angels were less likely to sin than the lower. On
this accountDamascene says (De FideOrth. ii), that the high-
est of those who sinned was set over the terrestrial order. is
opinion seems to agree with the view of the Platonists, which
Augustine quotes (De Civ. Dei vii, 6,7; x, 9,10,11). For they
said that all the gods were good; whereas some of the demons
were good, and somebad; naming as ‘gods’ the intellectual sub-
stances which are above the lunar sphere, and calling by the
name of “demons” the intellectual substances which are be-
neath it, yet higher thanmen in the order of nature. Nor is this
opinion to be rejected as contrary to faith; because the whole
corporeal creation is governed by God through the angels, as
Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4,5). Consequently there is noth-

ing to prevent us from saying that the lower angels were di-
vinely set aside for presiding over the lower bodies, the higher
over the higher bodies; and the highest to stand before God.
And in this sense Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii) that they
who fell were of the lower grade of angels; yet in that order
some of them remained good.

But if the motive for sinning be considered, we find that
it existed in the higher angels more than in the lower. For, as
has been said (a. 2), the demons’ sin was pride; and the motive
of pride is excellence, which was greater in the higher spirits.
Hence Gregory says that he who sinned was the very highest
of all. is seems to be the more probable view: because the
angels’ sin did not come of any proneness, but of free choice
alone. Consequently that argument seems to have the more
weight which is drawn from the motive in sinning. Yet this
must not be prejudicial to the other view; because there might
be some motive for sinning in him also who was the chief of
the lower angels.

Reply to Objection 1. Cherubim is interpreted “fulness
of knowledge,” while “Seraphim” means “those who are on
fire,” or “who set on fire.” Consequently Cherubim is derived
from knowledge; which is compatible with mortal sin; but
Seraphim is derived from the heat of charity, which is incom-
patible withmortal sin.erefore the first angel who sinned is
called, not a Seraph, but a Cherub.

Reply to Objection 2. e Divine intention is not frus-
trated either in those who sin, or in those who are saved; for
God knows beforehand the end of both; and He procures
glory from both, saving these of His goodness, and punishing
those of His justice. But the intellectual creature, when it sins,
falls away from its due end. Nor is this unfitting in any exalted
creature; because the intellectual creaturewas somade byGod,
that it lies within its own will to act for its end.

Reply to Objection 3. However great was the inclination
towards good in the highest angel, there was no necessity im-
posed upon him: consequently it was in his power not to fol-
low it.
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Ia q. 63 a. 8Whether the sin of the highest angel was the cause of the others sinning?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin of the highest an-
gel was not the cause of the others sinning. For the cause pre-
cedes the effect. But, as Damascene observes (De Fide Orth.
ii), they all sinned at one time. erefore the sin of one was
not the cause of the others’ sinning.

Objection 2. Further, an angel’s first sin can only be pride,
as was shown above (a. 2). But pride seeks excellence. Now it is
more contrary to excellence for anyone to be subject to an infe-
rior than to a superior; and so it does not appear that the angels
sinned by desiring to be subject to a higher angel rather than
to God. Yet the sin of one angel would have been the cause of
the others sinning, if he had induced them to be his subjects.
erefore it does not appear that the sin of the highest angel
was the cause of the others sinning.

Objection 3. Further, it is a greater sin to wish to be sub-
ject to another against God, than to wish to be over another
against God; because there is less motive for sinning. If, there-
fore, the sin of the foremost angel was the cause of the others
sinning, in that he induced them to subject themselves to him,
then the lower angels would have sinnedmore deeply than the
highest one; which is contrary to a gloss on Ps. 103:26: “is
dragon which ou hast formed—He who was the more ex-
cellent than the rest in nature, became the greater in malice.”
erefore the sin of the highest angel was not the cause of the
others sinning.

On the contrary, It is said (Apoc. 12:4) that the dragon
“drew” with him “the third part of the stars of heaven.”

I answer that, e sin of the highest angel was the cause
of the others sinning; not as compelling them, but as induc-
ing them by a kind of exhortation. A token thereof appears
in this, that all the demons are subjects of that highest one;
as is evident from our Lord’s words: “Go [Vulg. ‘Depart from
Me’], you cursed, into everlasting fire, which was prepared for
the devil and his angels” (Mat. 25:41). For the order of Divine
justice exacts that whosoever consents to another’s evil sugges-

tion, shall be subjected to him in his punishment; according to
(2 Pet. 2:19): “By whom a man is overcome, of the same also
he is the slave.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although the demons all sinned in
the one instant, yet the sin of one could be the cause of the
rest sinning. For the angel needs no delay of time for choice,
exhortation, or consent, as man, who requires deliberation in
order to choose and consent, and vocal speech in order to ex-
hort; both of which are thework of time. And it is evident that
even man begins to speak in the very instant when he takes
thought; and in the last instant of speech, another who catches
his meaning can assent to what is said; as is especially evident
with regard to primary concepts, “which everyone accepts di-
rectly they are heard”*.

Taking away, then, the time for speech and deliberation
which is required in us; in the same instant in which the high-
est angel expressed his affection by intelligible speech, it was
possible for the others to consent thereto.

Reply toObjection2.Other things being equal, theproud
would rather be subject to a superior than to an inferior. Yet he
chooses rather to be subject to an inferior than to a superior, if
he canprocure an advantage under an inferiorwhichhe cannot
under a superior. Consequently it was not against the demons’
pride for them to wish to serve an inferior by yielding to his
rule; for they wanted to have him as their prince and leader,
so that they might attain their ultimate beatitude of their own
natural powers; especially because in the order of nature they
were even then subject to the highest angel.

Reply toObjection 3.As was observed above (q. 62, a. 6),
an angel has nothing in him to retard his action, and with his
wholemight he ismoved towhatsoever he ismoved, be it good
or bad. Consequently since the highest angel had greater nat-
ural energy than the lower angels, he fell into sin with intenser
energy, and therefore he became the greater in malice.

Ia q. 63 a. 9Whether those who sinned were as many as those who remained firm?

Objection 1. It would seem that more angels sinned than
stood firm. For, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6): “Evil is in
many, but good is in few.”

Objection 2. Further, justice and sin are to be found in the
sameway inmen and in angels. But there aremorewickedmen
to be found than good; according to Eccles. 1:15: “e num-
ber of fools is infinite.” erefore for the same reason it is so
with the angels.

Objection 3. Further, the angels are distinguished accord-
ing to persons and orders. erefore if more angelic persons
stood firm, it would appear that those who sinned were not
from all the orders.

On the contrary, It is said (4Kings 6:16): “ere aremore
with us than with them”: which is expounded of the good an-
gels who are with us to aid us, and the wicked spirits who are
our foes.

I answer that, More angels stood firm than sinned. Be-
cause sin is contrary to the natural inclination; while that
which is against the natural order happenswith less frequency;
for nature procures its effects either always, ormore oen than
not.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking with
regard to men, in whom evil comes to pass from seeking aer
sensible pleasures, which are known to most men, and from

* Boethius, De Hebdom.
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forsaking the good dictated by reason, which good is known
to the few. In the angels there is only an intellectual nature;
hence the argument does not hold.

And from this we have the answer to the second difficulty.
Reply to Objection 3. According to those who hold that

the chief devil belonged to the lower order of the angels, who
are set over earthly affairs, it is evident that some of every or-
der did not fall, but only those of the lowest order. According
to those who maintain that the chief devil was of the high-
est order, it is probable that some fell of every order; just as

men are taken up into every order to supply for the angelic
ruin. In this view the liberty of free-will is more established;
which in every degree of creature can be turned to evil. In
the Sacred Scripture, however, the names of some orders, as
of Seraphim and rones, are not attributed to demons; since
they are derived from the ardor of love and from God’s in-
dwelling, which are not consistent with mortal sin. Yet the
names of Cherubim, Powers, and Principalities are attributed
to them; because these names are derived from knowledge and
from power, which can be common to both good and bad.
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F P, Q 64
e Punishment of the Demons

(In Four Articles)

It now remains as a sequel to deal with the punishment of the demons; underwhich heading there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Of their darkness of intellect;
(2) Of their obstinacy of will;
(3) Of their grief;
(4) Of their place of punishment.

Ia q. 64 a. 1Whether the demons’ intellect is darkened by privation of the knowledge of all truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that the demons’ intellect is
darkened by being deprived of the knowledge of all truth. For
it they knew any truth at all, they would most of all know
themselves; which is to know separated substances. But this
is not in keeping with their unhappiness: for this seems to be-
long to great happiness, insomuch as that somewriters have as-
signed as man’s last happiness the knowledge of the separated
substances. erefore the demons are deprived of all knowl-
edge of truth.

Objection 2. Further, what is most manifest in its nature,
seems to be specially manifest to the angels, whether good
or bad. at the same is not manifest with regard to our-
selves, comes from the weakness of our intellect which draws
its knowledge from phantasms; as it comes from the weakness
of its eye that the owl cannot behold the light of the sun. But
the demons cannot knowGod,Who ismostmanifest ofHim-
self, because He is the sovereign truth; and this is because they
are not clean of heart, whereby alone can God be seen. ere-
fore neither can they know other things.

Objection 3. Further, according to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. iv, 22), the proper knowledge of the angels is twofold;
namely, morning and evening. But the demons have no morn-
ing knowledge, because they do not see things in the Word;
nor have they the evening knowledge, because this evening
knowledge refers the things known to the Creator’s praise
(hence, aer “evening” comes “morning” [Gn. 1]). erefore
the demons can have no knowledge of things.

Objection 4. Further, the angels at their creation knew the
mystery of the kingdomofGod, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
v, 19; De Civ. Dei xi). But the demons are deprived of such
knowledge: “for if they had known it, they would never have
crucified the Lord of glory,” as is said 1 Cor. 2:8.erefore, for
the same reason, they are deprived of all other knowledge of
truth.

Objection 5. Further, whatever truth anyone knows is
known either naturally, as we knowfirst principles; or by deriv-
ing it from someone else, aswe knowby learning; or by long ex-
perience, as the things we learn by discovery. Now, the demons
cannot know the truth by their own nature, because, as Augus-

tine says (De Civ. Dei xi, 33), the good angels are separated
from them as light is from darkness; and every manifestation
is made through light, as is said Eph. 5:13. In like manner they
cannot learn by revelation, nor by learning from the good an-
gels: because “there is no fellowship of light with darkness*” (2
Cor. 6:14). Nor can they learn by long experience: because ex-
perience comes of the senses. Consequently there is no knowl-
edge of truth in them.

On the contrary,Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that, “cer-
tain gis were bestowed upon the demons which, we say, have
not been changed at all, but remain entire and most brilliant.”
Now, the knowledge of truth stands among those natural gis.
Consequently there is some knowledge of truth in them.

I answer that, e knowledge of truth is twofold: one
which comes of nature, and one which comes of grace. e
knowledgewhich comes of grace is likewise twofold: the first is
purely speculative, as when Divine secrets are imparted to an
individual; the other is effective, and produces love for God;
which knowledge properly belongs to the gi of wisdom.

Of these three kinds of knowledge the first was neither
taken away nor lessened in the demons. For it follows from
the very nature of the angel, who, according to his nature, is
an intellect or mind: since on account of the simplicity of his
substance, nothing can be withdrawn from his nature, so as to
punish him by subtracting from his natural powers, as a man
is punished by being deprived of a hand or a foot or of some-
thing else. erefore Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that the
natural gis remain entire in them. Consequently their natu-
ral knowledge was not diminished.e second kind of knowl-
edge, however, which comes of grace, and consists in specu-
lation, has not been utterly taken away from them, but less-
ened; because, of these Divine secrets only somuch is revealed
to them as is necessary; and that is done either bymeans of the
angels, or “through some temporal workings ofDivine power,”
as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 21); but not in the same de-
gree as to the holy angels, to whom many more things are re-
vealed, and more fully, in the Word Himself. But of the third
knowledge, as likewise of charity, they are utterly deprived.

Reply to Objection 1. Happiness consists in self-

* Vulg.: ‘What fellowship hath…?’.
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application to something higher. e separated substances
are above us in the order of nature; henceman can have happi-
ness of a kind by knowing the separated substances, although
his perfect happiness consists in knowing the first substance,
namely, God. But it is quite natural for one separate substance
to know another; as it is natural for us to know sensible na-
tures. Hence, as man’s happiness does not consist in knowing
sensible natures; so neither does the angel’s happiness consist
in knowing separated substances.

Reply toObjection 2.What is most manifest in its nature
is hidden from us by its surpassing the bounds of our intellect;
and not merely because our intellect draws knowledge from
phantasms. Now the Divine substance surpasses the propor-
tion not only of the human intellect, but even of the angelic.
Consequently, not even an angel can of his own nature know
God’s substance. Yet on account of the perfection of his in-
tellect he can of his nature have a higher knowledge of God
than man can have. Such knowledge of God remains also in
the demons. Although they do not possess the purity which
comes with grace, nevertheless they have purity of nature; and
this suffices for the knowledge of God which belongs to them
from their nature.

Reply to Objection 3. e creature is darkness in com-
parison with the excellence of the Divine light; and therefore
the creature’s knowledge in its own nature is called “evening”
knowledge. For the evening is akin to darkness, yet it possesses
some light: but when the light fails utterly, then it is night. So
then the knowledge of things in their own nature, when re-
ferred to the praise of the Creator, as it is in the good angels,
has something of the Divine light, and can be called evening
knowledge; but if it be not referred to God, as is the case with

the demons, it is not called evening, but “nocturnal” knowl-
edge. Accordingly we read in Gn. 1:5 that the darkness, which
God separated from the light, “He called night.”

Reply toObjection 4.All the angels had some knowledge
from the very beginning respecting the mystery of God’s king-
dom, which found its completion in Christ; and most of all
from the moment when they were beatified by the vision of
the Word, which vision the demons never had. Yet all the an-
gels did not fully and equally apprehend it; hence the demons
much less fully understood the mystery of the Incarnation,
when Christ was in the world. For, as Augustine observes (De
Civ. Dei ix, 21), “It was notmanifested to them as it was to the
holy angels, who enjoy a participated eternity of theWord; but
it wasmade knownby some temporal effects, so as to strike ter-
ror into them.” For had they fully and certainly known thatHe
was the Son of God and the effect of His passion, they would
never have procured the crucifixion of the Lord of glory.

Reply to Objection 5. e demons know a truth in three
ways: first of all by the subtlety of their nature; for although
they are darkened by privation of the light of grace, yet they are
enlightened by the light of their intellectual nature: secondly,
by revelation from the holy angels; for while not agreeing with
them in conformity ofwill, theydo agree, nevertheless, by their
likeness of intellectual nature, according to which they can ac-
cept what is manifested by others: thirdly, they know by long
experience; not as deriving it from the senses; but when the
similitude of their innate intelligible species is completed in in-
dividual things, they know some things as present, which they
previously did not know would come to pass, as we said when
dealing with the knowledge of the angels (q. 57, a. 3, ad 3).

Ia q. 64 a. 2Whether the will of the demons is obstinate in evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will of the demons is
not obstinate in evil. For liberty of will belongs to the nature of
an intellectual being, which nature remains in the demons, as
we said above (a. 1). But liberty of will is directly and firstly or-
dained to good rather than to evil. erefore the demons’ will
is not so obstinate in evil as not to be able to return to what is
good.

Objection 2. Further, since God’s mercy is infinite, it is
greater than the demons’ malice, which is finite. But no one
returns from the malice of sin to the goodness of justice save
through God’s mercy. erefore the demons can likewise re-
turn from their state of malice to the state of justice.

Objection 3. Further, if the demons have a will obstinate
in evil, then their will would be especially obstinate in the
sin whereby they fell. But that sin, namely, pride, is in them
no longer; because the motive for the sin no longer endures,
namely, excellence. erefore the demon is not obstinate in
malice.

Objection 4. Further, Gregory says (Moral. iv) that man

can be reinstated by another, since he fell through another.
But, as was observed already (q. 63, a. 8), the lower demons fell
through the highest one.erefore their fall can be repaired by
another. Consequently they are not obstinate in malice.

Objection 5. Further, whoever is obstinate in malice,
never performs any goodwork. But the demon performs some
good works: for he confesses the truth, saying to Christ: “I
know Who ou art, the holy one of God” (Mk. 1:24). “e
demons” also “believe and tremble” ( Jam. 2:19). And Diony-
sius observes (Div.Nom. iv), that “they desirewhat is good and
best, which is, to be, to live, to understand.” erefore they are
not obstinate in malice.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 73:23): “e pride of them
that hate ee, ascendeth continually”; and this is understood
of the demons. erefore they remain ever obstinate in their
malice.

I answer that, It was Origen’s opinion* that every will of
the creature can by reason of free-will be inclined to good and
evil; with the exception of the soul of Christ on account of the

* Peri Archon i. 6.

304



union of theWord. Such a statement deprives angels and saints
of true beatitude, because everlasting stability is of the very na-
ture of true beatitude; hence it is termed “life everlasting.” It
is also contrary to the authority of Sacred Scripture, which de-
clares that demons andwickedmen shall be sent “into everlast-
ing punishment,” and the good brought “into everlasting life.”
Consequently such an opinionmust be considered erroneous;
while according to Catholic Faith, it must be held firmly both
that the will of the good angels is confirmed in good, and that
the will of the demons is obstinate in evil.

We must seek for the cause of this obstinacy, not in the
gravity of the sin, but in the condition of their nature or state.
For as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii), “death is to men,
what the fall is to the angels.” Now it is clear that all themortal
sins of men, grave or less grave, are pardonable before death;
whereas aer death they are without remission and endure for
ever.

To find the cause, then, of this obstinacy, it must be borne
inmind that the appetitive power is in all things proportioned
to the apprehensive, whereby it is moved, as themovable by its
mover. For the sensitive appetite seeks a particular good; while
thewill seeks the universal good, as was said above (q. 59, a. 1);
as also the sense apprehends particular objects, while the intel-
lect considers universals. Now the angel’s apprehension differs
from man’s in this respect, that the angel by his intellect ap-
prehends immovably, as we apprehend immovably first princi-
ples which are the object of the habit of “intelligence”; whereas
man by his reason apprehendsmovably, passing from one con-
sideration to another; and having the way open by which he
may proceed to either of two opposites. Consequently man’s
will adheres to a thing movably, and with the power of forsak-
ing it and of clinging to the opposite; whereas the angel’s will
adheres fixedly and immovably.erefore, if his will be consid-
ered before its adhesion, it can freely adhere either to this or to

its opposite (namely, in such things as he does not will natu-
rally); but aer he has once adhered, he clings immovably. So
it is customary to say that man’s free-will is flexible to the op-
posite both before and aer choice; but the angel’s free-will is
flexible either opposite before the choice, but not aer. ere-
fore the good angels who adhered to justice, were confirmed
therein; whereas the wicked ones, sinning, are obstinate in sin.
Later onwe shall treat of the obstinacy ofmenwho are damned
( Suppl., q. 98, Aa. 1, 2).

Reply to Objection 1. e good and wicked angels have
free-will, but according to the manner and condition of their
state, as has been said.

Reply toObjection 2.God’smercy delivers from sin those
who repent. But such as are not capable of repenting, cling im-
movably to sin, and are not delivered by the Divine mercy.

Reply to Objection 3. e devil’s first sin still remains in
him according to desire; although not as to his believing that
he can obtain what he desired. Even so, if a man were to be-
lieve that he can commit murder, and wills to commit it, and
aerwards the power is taken from him; nevertheless, the will
to murder can stay with him, so that he would he had done it,
or still would do it if he could.

Reply to Objection 4. e fact that man sinned from an-
other’s suggestion, is not the whole cause of man’s sin being
pardonable. Consequently the argument does not hold good.

Reply to Objection 5. A demon’s act is twofold. One
comes of deliberatewill; and this is properly called his own act.
Such an act on the demon’s part is always wicked; because, al-
though at times he does something good, yet he does not do it
well; as when he tells the truth in order to deceive; and when
he believes and confesses, yet not willingly, but compelled by
the evidence of things. Another kind of act is natural to the
demon; this can be good and bears witness to the goodness of
nature. Yet he abuses even such good acts to evil purpose.

Ia q. 64 a. 3Whether there is sorrow in the demons?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no sorrow in the
demons. For since sorrow and joy are opposites, they cannot
be together in the same subject. But there is joy in the demons:
for Augustine writing against the Maniches (De Gen. Contra
Manich. ii, 17) says: “e devil has power over them who de-
spise God’s commandments, and he rejoices over this sinister
power.” erefore there is no sorrow in the demons.

Objection 2. Further, sorrow is the cause of fear, for those
things cause fear while they are future, which cause sorrow
when they are present. But there is no fear in the demons, ac-
cording to Job 41:24, “Who was made to fear no one.” ere-
fore there is no grief in the demons.

Objection 3. Further, it is a good thing to be sorry for evil.
But the demons can do no good action.erefore they cannot
be sorry, at least for the evil of sin; which applies to the worm
of conscience.

On the contrary,edemon’s sin is greater thanman’s sin.
But man is punished with sorrow on account of the pleasure
taken in sin, according to Apoc. 18:7, “As much as she hath
glorified herself, and lived in delicacies, so much torment and
sorrow give ye to her.” Consequently much more is the devil
punished with the grief of sorrow, because he especially glori-
fied himself.

I answer that, Fear, sorrow, joy, and the like, so far as they
are passions, cannot exist in the demons; for thus they are
proper to the sensitive appetite, which is a power in a corporeal
organ. According, however, as they denote simple acts of the
will, they can be in the demons. And it must be said that there
is sorrow in them; because sorrow, as denoting a simple act of
the will, is nothing else than the resistance of the will to what
is, or to what is not. Now it is evident that the demons would
wishmany things not to be, which are, and others to be, which
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are not: for, out of envy, they would wish others to be damned,
who are saved. Consequently, sorrow must be said to exist in
them: and especially because it is of the very notion of pun-
ishment for it to be repugnant to the will. Moreover, they are
deprived of happiness, which they desire naturally; and their
wicked will is curbed in many respects.

Reply to Objection 1. Joy and sorrow about the same
thing are opposites, but not about different things. Hence
there is nothing to hinder a man from being sorry for one
thing, and joyful for another; especially so far as sorrow and
joy imply simple acts of the will; because, not merely in differ-
ent things, but even in one and the same thing, there can be
something that we will, and something that we will not.

Reply to Objection 2. As there is sorrow in the demons

over present evil, so also there is fear of future evil. Now when
it is said, “Hewasmade to fear no one,” this is to be understood
of the fear of God which restrains from sin. For it is written
elsewhere that “the devils believe and tremble” ( James 2:19).

Reply toObjection 3.To be sorry for the evil of sin on ac-
count of the sin bears witness to the goodness of the will, to
which the evil of sin is opposed. But to be sorry for the evil of
punishment, for the evil of sin on account of the punishment,
bears witness to the goodness of nature, to which the evil of
punishment is opposed. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xix, 13), that “sorrow for good lost by punishment, is the wit-
ness to a good nature.” Consequently, since the demon has a
perverse and obstinate will, he is not sorry for the evil of sin.

Ia q. 64 a. 4Whether our atmosphere is the demons’ place of punishment?

Objection 1. It would seem that this atmosphere is not the
demons’ place of punishment. For a demon is a spiritual na-
ture. But a spiritual nature is not affected by place. erefore
there is no place of punishment for demons.

Objection 2. Further, man’s sin is not graver than the
demons’. But man’s place of punishment is hell. Much more,
therefore, is it the demons’ place of punishment; and conse-
quently not the darksome atmosphere.

Objection 3. Further, the demons are punished with the
pain of fire. But there is no fire in the darksome atmosphere.
erefore the darksome atmosphere is not the place of pun-
ishment for the demons.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iii, 10), that
“the darksome atmosphere is as a prison to the demons until
the judgment day.”

I answer that, e angels in their own nature stand mid-
way between God and men. Now the order of Divine provi-
dence so disposes, that it procures the welfare of the inferior
orders through the superior. But man’s welfare is disposed by
Divine providence in two ways: first of all, directly, when a
man is brought unto good and withheld from evil; and this is
fittingly done through the good angels. In another way, indi-
rectly, as when anyone assailed is exercised by fighting against
opposition. It was fitting for this procuring of man’s welfare to
be brought about through the wicked spirits, lest they should
cease to be of service in the natural order. Consequently a
twofold place of punishment is due to the demons: one, by rea-
son of their sin, and this is hell; and another, in order that they
may tempt men, and thus the darksome atmosphere is their
due place of punishment.

Now the procuring of men’s salvation is prolonged even to
the judgment day: consequently, theministry of the angels and
wrestlingwith demons endure until then.Hence until then the
good angels are sent to us here; and the demons are in this dark
atmosphere for our trial: although some of them are even now
in hell, to torment those whom they have led astray; just as
some of the good angels are with the holy souls in heaven. But

aer the judgment day all the wicked, both men and angels,
will be in hell, and the good in heaven.

Reply toObjection 1.Aplace is not penal to angel or soul
as if affecting the nature by changing it, but as affecting thewill
by saddening it: because the angel or the soul apprehends that
it is in a place not agreeable to its will.

Reply to Objection 2. One soul is not set over another in
the order of nature, as the demons are over men in the order of
nature; consequently there is no parallel.

Reply to Objection 3. Some have maintained that the
pain of sense for demons and souls is postponed until the
judgment day: and that the beatitude of the saints is likewise
postponed until the judgment day. But this is erroneous, and
contrary to the teaching of the Apostle (2 Cor. 5:1): “If our
earthly house of this habitation be dissolved, we have a house
in heaven.” Others, again, while not admitting the same of
souls, admit it as to demons. But it is better to say that the same
judgment is passed uponwicked souls andwicked angels, even
as on good souls and good angels.

Consequently, it must be said that, although a heavenly
place belongs to the glory of the angels, yet their glory is not
lessened by their coming to us, for they consider that place to
be their own; in the sameway as we say that the bishop’s honor
is not lessened while he is not actually sitting on his throne. In
like manner it must be said, that although the demons are not
actually boundwithin the fire of hell while they are in this dark
atmosphere, nevertheless their punishment is none the less; be-
cause they know that such confinement is their due. Hence it
is said in a gloss upon James 3:6: “ey carry fire of hell with
them wherever they go.” Nor is this contrary to what is said
(Lk. 8:31), “ey besought the Lord not to cast them into the
abyss”; for they asked for this, deeming it to be a punishment
for them to be cast out of a place where they could injure men.
Hence it is stated, “ey [Vulg. ‘He’] besought Him that He
would not expel them [Vulg. ‘him’] out of the country” (Mk.
5:10).
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F P, Q 65
e Work of Creation of Corporeal Creatures

(In Four Articles)

From the consideration of spiritual creatures we proceed to that of corporeal creatures, in the production of which, as Holy
Scripture makes mention, three works are found, namely, the work of creation, as given in the words, “In the beginning God
created heaven and earth”; the work of distinction as given in the words, “He divided the light from the darkness, and the waters
that are above the firmament from the waters that are under the firmament”; and the work of adornment, expressed thus, “Let
there be lights in the firmament.”

First, then, we must consider the work of creation; secondly, the work of distinction; and thirdly, the work of adornment.
Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether corporeal creatures are from God?
(2) Whether they were created on account of God’s goodness?
(3) Whether they were created by God through the medium of the angels?
(4) Whether the forms of bodies are from the angels or immediately from God.

Ia q. 65 a. 1Whether corporeal creatures are from God?

Objection 1. It would seem that corporeal creatures are
not fromGod. For it is said (Eccles. 3:14): “I have learned that
all the works which God hath made, continue for ever.” But
visible bodies do not continue for ever, for it is said (2 Cor.
4:18): “e things which are seen are temporal, but the things
which are not seen are eternal.” erefore God did not make
visible bodies.

Objection 2. Further, it is said (Gn. 1:31): “God saw all
things that He had made, and they were very good.” But cor-
poreal creatures are evil, since we find them harmful in many
ways; as may be seen in serpents, in the sun’s heat, and other
things. Now a thing is called evil, in so far as it is harmful. Cor-
poreal creatures, therefore, are not from God.

Objection 3. Further, what is from God does not with-
draw us from God, but leads us to Him. But corporeal crea-
tures withdrawus fromGod.Hence theApostle (2Cor. 4:18):
“While we look not at the things which are seen.” Corporeal
creatures, therefore, are not from God.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 145:6): “Whomade heaven
and earth, the sea, and all things that are in them.”

I answer that,Certain hereticsmaintain that visible things
are not created by the good God, but by an evil principle, and
allege in proof of their error the words of the Apostle (2 Cor.
4:4), “e god of this world hath blinded the minds of unbe-
lievers.” But this position is altogether untenable. For, if things
that differ agree in some point, there must be some cause for
that agreement, since things diverse in nature cannot be united
of themselves. Hence whenever in different things some one
thing common to all is found, it must be that these different
things receive that one thing from some one cause, as differ-
ent bodies that are hot receive their heat from fire. But being
is found to be common to all things, however otherwise dif-
ferent. ere must, therefore, be one principle of being from
which all things in whatever way existing have their being,

whether they are invisible and spiritual, or visible and corpo-
real. But the devil is called the god of this world, not as having
created it, but because worldlings serve him, of whom also the
Apostle says, speaking in the same sense, “Whose god is their
belly” (Phil. 3:19).

Reply toObjection 1.All the creatures ofGod in some re-
spects continue for ever, at least as to matter, since what is cre-
ated will never be annihilated, even though it be corruptible.
And thenearer a creature approachesGod,Who is immovable,
themore it also is immovable. For corruptible creatures endure
for ever as regards their matter, though they change as regards
their substantial form. But incorruptible creatures endurewith
respect to their substance, though they aremutable in other re-
spects, such as place, for instance, the heavenly bodies; or the
affections, as spiritual creatures. But the Apostle’s words, “e
things which are seen are temporal,” though true even as re-
gards such things considered in themselves (in so far as every
visible creature is subject to time, either as to being or as to
movement), are intended to apply to visible things in so far as
they are offered to man as rewards. For such rewards, as con-
sist in these visible things, are temporal; while those that are
invisible endure for ever. Hence he said before (2 Cor. 4:17):
“It worketh for us…an eternal weight of glory.”

Reply to Objection 2. Corporeal creatures according to
their nature are good, though this good is not universal, but
partial and limited, the consequence of which is a certain op-
position of contrary qualities, though each quality is good in
itself. To those, however, who estimate things, not by the na-
ture thereof, but by the good they themselves can derive there-
from, everything which is harmful to themselves seems simply
evil. For they do not reflect that what is in some way injurious
to one person, to another is beneficial, and that even to them-
selves the same thing may be evil in some respects, but good
in others. And this could not be, if bodies were essentially evil
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and harmful.
Reply to Objection 3. Creatures of themselves do not

withdraw us from God, but lead us to Him; for “the invisible
things of God are clearly seen, being understood by the things
that are made” (Rom. 1:20). If, then, they withdrawmen from
God, it is the fault of those who use them foolishly. us it is

said (Wis. 14:11): “Creatures are turned into a snare to the feet
of the unwise.” And the very fact that they can thus withdraw
us from God proves that they came from Him, for they can-
not lead the foolish away from God except by the allurements
of some good that they have from Him.

Ia q. 65 a. 2Whether corporeal things were made on account of God’s goodness?

Objection 1. It would seem that corporeal creatures were
not made on account of God’s goodness. For it is said (Wis.
1:14) that God “created all things that they might be.” ere-
fore all things were created for their own being’s sake, and not
on account of God’s goodness.

Objection2.Further, goodhas thenature of an end; there-
fore the greater good in things is the end of the lesser good.
But spiritual creatures are related to corporeal creatures, as the
greater good to the lesser. Corporeal creatures, therefore, are
created for the sake of spiritual creatures, and not on account
of God’s goodness.

Objection 3. Further, justice does not give unequal things
except to the unequal. Now God is just: therefore inequal-
ity not created by God must precede all inequality created by
Him. But an inequality not created byGod can only arise from
free-will, and consequently all inequality results from the dif-
ferent movements of free-will. Now, corporeal creatures are
unequal to spiritual creatures.erefore the formerweremade
on account of movements of free-will, and not on account of
God’s goodness.

On the contrary, It is said (Prov. 16:4): “e Lord hath
made all things for Himself.”

I answer that, Origen laid down* that corporeal creatures
were not made according to God’s original purpose, but in
punishment of the sin of spiritual creatures. For hemaintained
that God in the beginning made spiritual creatures only, and
all of equal nature; but that of these by the use of free-will some
turned to God, and, according to the measure of their con-
version, were given an higher or a lower rank, retaining their
simplicity; while others turned from God, and became bound
to different kinds of bodies according to the degree of their
turning away. But this position is erroneous. In the first place,
because it is contrary to Scripture, which, aer narrating the
production of each kind of corporeal creatures, subjoins, “God
saw that it was good” (Gn. 1), as if to say that everything was
brought into being for the reason that it was good for it to be.
But according to Origen’s opinion, the corporeal creature was
made, not because it was good that it should be, but that the
evil in another might be punished. Secondly, because it would
follow that the arrangement, which now exists, of the corpo-
real world would arise from mere chance. For it the sun’s body
was made what it is, that it might serve for a punishment suit-
able to some sin of a spiritual creature, it would follow, if other
spiritual creatures had sinned in the same way as the one to

punish whom the sun had been created, that many suns would
exist in the world; and so of other things. But such a conse-
quence is altogether inadmissible.Hencewemust set aside this
theory as false, and consider that the entire universe is consti-
tuted by all creatures, as a whole consists of its parts.

Now if we wish to assign an end to any whole, and to the
parts of that whole, we shall find, first, that each and every part
exists for the sake of its proper act, as the eye for the act of see-
ing; secondly, that less honorable parts exist for themore hon-
orable, as the senses for the intellect, the lungs for the heart;
and, thirdly, that all parts are for the perfection of thewhole, as
the matter for the form, since the parts are, as it were, the mat-
ter of the whole. Furthermore, the whole man is on account of
an extrinsic end, that end being the fruition of God. So, there-
fore, in the parts of the universe also every creature exists for its
own proper act and perfection, and the less noble for the no-
bler, as those creatures that are less noble thanman exist for the
sake of man, whilst each and every creature exists for the per-
fection of the entire universe. Furthermore, the entire universe,
with all its parts, is ordained towards God as its end, inasmuch
as it imitates, as it were, and shows forth the Divine goodness,
to the glory of God. Reasonable creatures, however, have in
some special and higher manner God as their end, since they
can attain to Him by their own operations, by knowing and
loving Him. us it is plain that the Divine goodness is the
end of all corporeal things.

Reply toObjection 1. In the very fact of any creature pos-
sessing being, it represents the Divine being and Its goodness.
And, therefore, that God created all things, that they might
have being, does not exclude thatHe created them forHis own
goodness.

Reply to Objection 2. e proximate end does not ex-
clude the ultimate end. erefore that corporeal creatures
were, in a manner, made for the sake of the spiritual, does not
prevent their being made on account of God’s goodness.

Reply to Objection 3. Equality of justice has its place in
retribution, since equal rewards or punishments are due to
equal merit or demerit. But this does not apply to things as
at first instituted. For just as an architect, without injustice,
places stones of the same kind in different parts of a building,
not on account of any antecedent difference in the stones, but
with a view to securing that perfection of the entire building,
which could not be obtained except by the different positions
of the stones; even so, God from the beginning, to secure per-

* Peri Archon ii.
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fection in the universe, has set therein creatures of various and
unequal natures, according to His wisdom, and without injus-

tice, since no diversity of merit is presupposed.

Ia q. 65 a. 3Whether corporeal creatures were produced by God through the medium of the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that corporeal creatures were
produced by God through the medium of the angels. For, as
all things are governed by the Divine wisdom, so by it were
all things made, according to Ps. 103:24 “ou hast made all
things in wisdom.” But “it belongs to wisdom to ordain,” as
stated in the beginning of the Metaphysics (i, 2). Hence in the
government of things the lower is ruled by the higher in a cer-
tain fitting order, as Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4). erefore
in the production of things it was ordained that the corporeal
should be produced by the spiritual, as the lower by the higher.

Objection 2. Further, diversity of effects shows diversity
of causes, since like always produces like. It then all creatures,
both spiritual and corporeal, were produced immediately by
God, there would be no diversity in creatures, for one would
not be further removed from God than another. But this is
clearly false; for the Philosopher says that some things are cor-
ruptible because they are far removed from God (De Gen. et
Corrup. ii, text. 59).

Objection 3. Further, infinite power is not required to
produce a finite effect. But every corporeal thing is finite.
erefore, it could be, and was, produced by the finite power
of spiritual creatures: for in suchlike beings there is no distinc-
tion between what is and what is possible: especially as no dig-
nity befitting a nature is denied to that nature, unless it be in
punishment of a fault.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 1:1): “In the beginning
God created heaven and earth”; by which are understood cor-
poreal creatures.ese, therefore, were produced immediately
by God.

I answer that, Some have maintained that creatures pro-
ceeded from God by degrees, in such a way that the first crea-
ture proceeded from Him immediately, and in its turn pro-
duced another, and so on until the production of corporeal
creatures. But this position is untenable, since the first produc-
tion of corporeal creatures is by creation, bywhichmatter itself
is produced: for in the act of coming into being the imperfect

must be made before the perfect: and it is impossible that any-
thing should be created, save by God alone.

In proof whereof it must be borne in mind that the higher
the cause, the more numerous the objects to which its causa-
tion extends. Now the underlying principle in things is always
more universal than that which informs and restricts it; thus,
being is more universal than living, living than understanding,
matter than form. e more widely, then, one thing underlies
others, themore directly does that thing proceed fromahigher
cause. us the thing that underlies primarily all things, be-
longs properly to the causality of the supreme cause.erefore
no secondary cause can produce anything, unless there is pre-
supposed in the thing produced something that is caused by a
higher cause. But creation is the production of a thing in its en-
tire substance, nothing being presupposed either uncreated or
created. Hence it remains that nothing can create except God
alone, Who is the first cause. erefore, in order to show that
all bodies were created immediately by God, Moses said: “In
the beginning God created heaven and earth.”

Reply to Objection 1. In the production of things an or-
der exists, but not such that one creature is created by another,
for that is impossible; but rather such that by the Divine wis-
dom diverse grades are constituted in creatures.

Reply to Objection 2. God Himself, though one, has
knowledge of many and different things without detriment to
the simplicity of His nature, as has been shown above (q. 15,
a. 2); so that byHis wisdomHe is the cause of diverse things as
known by Him, even as an artificer, by apprehending diverse
forms, produces diverse works of art.

Reply to Objection 3. e amount of the power of an
agent is measured not only by the thing made, but also by the
manner ofmaking it; for one and the same thing ismade in one
way by a higher power, in another by a lower. But the produc-
tion of finite things, where nothing is presupposed as existing,
is the work of infinite power, and, as such, can belong to no
creature.

Ia q. 65 a. 4Whether the forms of bodies are from the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that the forms of bodies come
from the angels. For Boethius says (De Trin. i): “From forms
that are without matter come the forms that are in matter.”
But forms that are withoutmatter are spiritual substances, and
forms that are inmatter are the forms of bodies.erefore, the
forms of bodies are from spiritual substances.

Objection 2. Further, all that is such by participation is
reduced to that which is such by its essence. But spiritual sub-
stances are forms essentially, whereas corporeal creatures have

formsbyparticipation.erefore the formsof corporeal things
are derived from spiritual substances.

Objection 3. Further, spiritual substances have more
power of causation than the heavenly bodies. But the heavenly
bodies give form to things here below, for which reason they
are said to cause generation and corruption.Muchmore, there-
fore, are material forms derived from spiritual substances.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8): “We
must not suppose that this corporeal matter serves the angels

309



at their nod, but rather that it obeys God thus.” But corporeal
matter may be said thus to serve that from which it receives its
form.Corporeal forms, then, are not from the angels, but from
God.

I answer that, It was the opinion of some that all corporeal
forms are derived from spiritual substances, which we call the
angels. And there are two ways in which this has been stated.
For Plato held that the forms of corporeal matter are derived
from, and formed by, forms immaterially subsisting, by a kind
of participation. us he held that there exists an immaterial
man, and an immaterial horse, and so forth, and that from such
the individual sensible things that we see are constituted, in so
far as in corporeal matter there abides the impression received
from these separate forms, by a kind of assimilation, or as he
calls it, “participation” (Phaedo xlix). And, according to the
Platonists, the order of forms corresponds to the order of those
separate substances; for example, that there is a single separate
substance, which is horse and the cause of all horses, whilst
above this is separate life, or “per se” life, as they term it, which
is the cause of all life, and that above this again is that which
they call being itself, which is the cause of all being. Avicenna,
however, and certain others, have maintained that the forms
of corporeal things do not subsist “per se” in matter, but in
the intellect only.us they say that from forms existing in the
intellect of spiritual creatures (called “intelligences” by them,
but “angels” by us) proceed all the forms of corporeal matter,
as the form of his handiwork proceeds from the forms in the
mind of the crasman.is theory seems to be the same as that
of certain heretics of modern times, who say that God indeed
created all things, but that the devil formed corporeal matter,
and differentiated it into species.

But all these opinions seem to have a common origin; they
all, in fact, sought for a cause of forms as though the formwere
of itself brought into being. Whereas, as Aristotle (Metaph.
vii, text. 26,27,28), proves, what is, properly speaking, made, is
the “composite.”Now, such are the forms of corruptible things
that at one time they exist and at another exist not, without
being themselves generated or corrupted, but by reason of the
generation or corruption of the “composite”; since even forms
have not being, but composites have being through forms: for,

according to a thing’s mode of being, is themode in which it is
brought into being. Since, then, like is produced from like, we
must not look for the cause of corporeal forms in any imma-
terial form, but in something that is composite, as this fire is
generated by that fire. Corporeal forms, therefore, are caused,
not as emanations from some immaterial form, but by matter
being brought from potentiality into act by some composite
agent. But since the composite agent, which is a body, ismoved
by a created spiritual substance, as Augustine says (DeTrin. iii,
4,5), it follows further that even corporeal forms are derived
from spiritual substances, not emanating from them, but as the
term of their movement. And, further still, the species of the
angelic intellect, which are, as it were, the seminal types of cor-
poreal forms, must be referred to God as the first cause. But in
the first production of corporeal creatures no transmutation
from potentiality to act can have taken place, and accordingly,
the corporeal forms that bodies had when first produced came
immediately form God, whose bidding alone matter obeys, as
its own proper cause. To signify this,Moses prefaces eachwork
with the words, “God said, Let this thing be,” or “that,” to de-
note the formation of all things by the Word of God, from
Whom, according to Augustine*, is “all form and fitness and
concord of parts.”

Reply to Objection 1. By immaterial forms Boethius un-
derstands the types of things in the mind of God. us the
Apostle says (Heb. 11:3): “By faith we understand that the
world was framed by the Word of God; that from invisible
things visible things might be made.” But if by immaterial
forms he understands the angels, we say that from them come
material forms, not by emanation, but by motion.

Reply to Objection 2. Forms received into matter are to
be referred, not to self-subsisting forms of the same type, as
the Platonists held, but either to intelligible forms of the an-
gelic intellect, from which they proceed by movement, or, still
higher, to the types in the Divine intellect, by which the seeds
of forms are implanted in created things, that theymay be able
to be brought by movement into act.

Reply toObjection 3.eheavenly bodies inform earthly
ones by movement, not by emanation.

* Tract. i. in Joan. and Gen. ad lit. i. 4.
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F P, Q 66
On the Order of Creation Towards Distinction

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider the work of distinction; first, the ordering of creation towards distinction; secondly, the distinction
itself. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether formlessness of created matter preceded in time its formation?
(2) Whether the matter of all corporeal things is the same?
(3) Whether the empyrean heaven was created contemporaneously with formless matter?
(4) Whether time was created simultaneously with it?

Ia q. 66 a. 1Whether formlessness of created matter preceded in time its formation?

Objection 1. It would seem that formlessness of matter
preceded in time its formation. For it is said (Gn. 1:2): “e
earth was void and empty,” or “invisible and shapeless,” accord-
ing to another version*; by which is understood the formless-
ness of matter, as Augustine says (Confess. xii, 12). erefore
matter was formless until it received its form.

Objection 2. Further, nature in its working imitates the
working of God, as a secondary cause imitates a first cause. But
in the working of nature formlessness precedes form in time.
It does so, therefore, in the Divine working.

Objection 3. Further, matter is higher than accident, for
matter is part of substance. But God can effect that accident
exist without substance, as in the Sacrament of the Altar. He
could, therefore, cause matter to exist without form.

On the contrary,An imperfect effect proves imperfection
in the agent. ButGod is an agent absolutely perfect; wherefore
it is said of Him (Dt. 32:4): “e works of God are perfect.”
erefore the work of His creation was at no time formless.
Further, the formation of corporeal creatures was effected by
the work of distinction. But confusion is opposed to distinc-
tion, as formlessness to form. It, therefore, formlessness pre-
ceded in time the formation of matter, it follows that at the
beginning confusion, called by the ancients chaos, existed in
the corporeal creation.

I answer that, On this point holy men differ in opinion.
Augustine for instance (Gen. ad lit. i, 15), believes that the
formlessness of matter was not prior in time to its formation,
but only in origin or the order of nature, whereas others, as
Basil (Hom. ii In Hexaem.), Ambrose (In Hexaem. i), and
Chrysostom (Hom. ii In Gen.), hold that formlessness of mat-
ter preceded in time its formation. And although these opin-
ions seem mutually contradictory, in reality they differ but lit-
tle; for Augustine takes the formlessness of matter in a differ-
ent sense from the others. In his sense it means the absence
of all form, and if we thus understand it we cannot say that
the formlessness of matter was prior in time either to its for-
mation or to its distinction. As to formation, the argument is
clear. For it formlessmatter preceded in duration, it already ex-

isted; for this is implied by duration, since the end of creation
is being in act: and act itself is a form. To say, then, that matter
preceded, but without form, is to say that being existed actu-
ally, yet without act, which is a contradiction in terms. Nor
can it be said that it possessed some common form, on which
aerwards supervened the different forms that distinguish it.
For this would be to hold the opinion of the ancient natural
philosophers, who maintained that primary matter was some
corporeal thing in act, as fire, air, water, or some intermediate
substance.Hence, it followed that to bemademeansmerely to
be changed; for since that preceding formbestowed actual sub-
stantial being, and made some particular thing to be, it would
result that the supervening form would not simply make an
actual being, but ‘this’ actual being; which is the proper ef-
fect of an accidental form. us the consequent forms would
be merely accidents, implying not generation, but alteration.
Hence we must assert that primary matter was not created al-
together formless, nor under anyone common form, but under
distinct forms. And so, if the formlessness of matter be taken
as referring to the condition of primary matter, which in it-
self is formless, this formlessness did not precede in time its
formation or distinction, but only in origin and nature, as Au-
gustine says; in the same way as potentiality is prior to act, and
the part to thewhole. But the other holywriters understand by
formlessness, not the exclusion of all form, but the absence of
that beauty and comeliness which are now apparent in the cor-
poreal creation. Accordingly they say that the formlessness of
corporeal matter preceded its form in duration. And so, when
this is considered, it appears that Augustine agrees with them
in some respects, and in others disagrees, as will be shown later
(q. 69, a. 1; q. 74, a. 2).

As far as may be gathered from the text of Genesis a three-
fold beauty was wanting to corporeal creatures, for which rea-
son they are said to be without form. For the beauty of light
was wanting to all that transparent body which we call the
heavens, whence it is said that “darkness was upon the fact of
the deep.” And the earth lacked beauty in two ways: first, that
beauty which it acquired when its watery veil was withdrawn,

* Septuagint.
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and so we read that “the earth was void,” or “invisible,” inas-
much as the waters covered and concealed it from view; sec-
ondly, that which it derives from being adorned by herbs and
plants, for which reason it is called “empty,” or, according to
another reading*, “shapeless”—that is, unadorned. us aer
mention of two created natures, the heaven and the earth, the
formlessness of the heaven is indicated by the words, “darkness
was upon the face of the deep,” since the air is included under
heaven; and the formlessness of the earth, by the words, “the
earth was void and empty.”

Reply to Objection 1. e word earth is taken differently
in this passage by Augustine, and by other writers. Augustine
holds that by the words “earth” and “water,” in this passage.
primary matter itself is signified on account of its being im-
possible for Moses to make the idea of such matter intelligi-
ble to an ignorant people, except under the similitude of well-
known objects. Hence he uses a variety of figures in speaking
of it, calling it not water only, nor earth only, lest they should
think it to be in very truth water or earth. At the same time it
has so far a likeness to earth, in that it is susceptible of form,
and to water in its adaptability to a variety of forms. In this
respect, then, the earth is said to be “void and empty,” or “in-
visible and shapeless,” that matter is known by means of form.
Hence, considered in itself, it is called “invisible” or “void,” and
its potentiality is completed by form; thus Plato says that mat-
ter is “place”†. But other holy writers understand by earth the
element of earth, and we have said (a. 1) how, in this sense, the
earth was, according to them, without form.

Reply to Objection 2. Nature produces effect in act from
being in potentiality; and consequently in the operations of
nature potentiality must precede act in time, and formlessness
precede form. But God produces being in act out of nothing,
and can, therefore, produce a perfect thing in an instant, ac-
cording to the greatness of His power.

Reply to Objection 3. Accident, inasmuch as it is a form,
is a kind of act; whereas matter, as such, is essentially being in
potentiality. Hence it is more repugnant thatmatter should be
in act without form, than for accident to be without subject.

In reply to the first argument in the contrary sense, we say
that if, according to some holy writers, formlessness was prior
in time to the informing of matter, this arose, not from want
of power on God’s part, but from His wisdom, and from the
design of preserving due order in the disposition of creatures
by developing perfection from imperfection.

In reply to the second argument, we say that certain of the
ancient natural philosophers maintained confusion devoid of
all distinction; except Anaxagoras, who taught that the intel-
lect alone was distinct and without admixture. But previous
to the work of distinction Holy Scripture enumerates several
kinds of differentiation, the first being that of the heaven from
the earth, in which even a material distinction is expressed, as
will be shown later (a. 3; q. 68, a. 1). is is signified by the
words, “In the beginning God created heaven and earth.” e
second distinction mentioned is that of the elements accord-
ing to their forms, since both earth and water are named. at
air and fire are not mentioned by name is due to the fact that
the corporeal nature of these would not be so evident as that
of earth and water, to the ignorant people to whom Moses
spoke. Plato (Timaeus xxvi), nevertheless, understood air to
be signified by the words, “Spirit of God,” since spirit is an-
other name for air, and considered that by the word heaven is
meant fire, for he held heaven to be composed of fire, asAugus-
tine relates (De Civ. Dei viii, 11). But Rabbi Moses (Perplex.
ii), though otherwise agreeing with Plato, says that fire is sig-
nified by the word darkness, since, said he, fire does not shine
in its own sphere. However, it seems more reasonable to hold
to what we stated above; because by the words “Spirit of God”
Scripture usuallymeans theHolyGhost,Who is said to “move
over the waters,” not, indeed, in bodily shape, but as the cras-
man’s will may be said to move over the material to which he
intends to give a form. e third distinction is that of place;
since the earth is said to be under the waters that rendered it
invisible, whilst the air, the subject of darkness, is described as
being above the waters, in the words: “Darkness was upon the
face of the deep.” e remaining distinctions will appear from
what follows (q. 71).

Ia q. 66 a. 2Whether the formless matter of all corporeal things is the same?

Objection 1. It would seem that the formless matter of all
corporeal things is the same. For Augustine says (Confess. xii,
12): “I find two thingsou hast made, one formed, the other
formless,” and he says that the latter was the earth invisible and
shapeless, whereby, he says, thematter of all corporeal things is
designated. erefore the matter of all corporeal things is the
same.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Metaph. v,
text. 10): “ings that are one in genus are one in matter.” But
all corporeal things are in the same genus of body. erefore
the matter of all bodies is the same.

Objection 3. Further, different acts befit different poten-
tialities, and the same act befits the same potentiality. But all
bodies have the same form, corporeity. erefore all bodies
have the same matter.

Objection 4. Further, matter, considered in itself, is only
in potentiality. But distinction is due to form. erefore mat-
ter considered in itself is the same in all corporeal things.

On the contrary, ings of which the matter is the same
aremutually interchangeable andmutually active or passive, as
is said (De Gener. i, text. 50). But heavenly and earthly bodies
do not act upon each other mutually. erefore their matter is

* Septuagint. † Timaeus, quoted by Aristotle, Phys. iv, text. 15.
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not the same.
I answer that, On this question the opinions of philoso-

phers have differed. Plato and all who preceded Aristotle held
that all bodies are of the nature of the four elements.Hence be-
cause the four elements have one commonmatter, as their mu-
tual generation and corruption prove, it followed that themat-
ter of all bodies is the same. But the fact of the incorruptibility
of some bodies was ascribed by Plato, not to the condition of
matter, but to the will of the artificer, God, Whom he repre-
sents as saying to the heavenly bodies: “By your own nature
you are subject to dissolution, but by My will you are indissol-
uble, forMywill is more powerful than the link that binds you
together.” But this theory Aristotle (De Caelo i, text. 5) dis-
proves by the natural movements of bodies. For since, he says,
the heavenly bodies have a natural movement, different from
that of the elements, it follows that they have a different nature
from them. For movement in a circle, which is proper to the
heavenly bodies, is not by contraries, whereas the movements
of the elements are mutually opposite, one tending upwards,
another downwards: so, therefore, the heavenly body is with-
out contrariety, whereas the elemental bodies have contrari-
ety in their nature. And as generation and corruption are from
contraries, it follows that, whereas the elements are corrupt-
ible, the heavenly bodies are incorruptible. But in spite of this
difference of natural corruption and incorruption, Avicebron
taught unity of matter in all bodies, arguing from their unity
of form. And, indeed, if corporeity were one form in itself, on
which the other forms that distinguish bodies from each other
supervene, this argument would necessarily be true; for this
form of corporeity would inhere in matter immutably and so
far all bodies would be incorruptible. But corruption would
then be merely accidental through the disappearance of suc-
cessive forms—that is to say, it would be corruption, not pure
and simple, but partial, since a being in act would subsist un-
der the transient form. us the ancient natural philosophers
taught that the substratum of bodies was some actual being,
such as air or fire. But supposing that no form exists in cor-
ruptible bodies which remains subsisting beneath generation
and corruption, it follows necessarily that the matter of cor-
ruptible and incorruptible bodies is not the same. For matter,
as it is in itself, is in potentiality to form.

Considered in itself, then, it is in potentiality in respect to
all those forms towhich it is common, and in receiving any one
form it is in act only as regards that form. Hence it remains in
potentiality to all other forms. And this is the case even where
some forms are more perfect than others, and contain these
others virtually in themselves. For potentiality in itself is in-
different with respect to perfection and imperfection, so that
under an imperfect form it is in potentiality to a perfect form,

and “vice versa.” Matter, therefore, whilst existing under the
form of an incorruptible body, would be in potentiality to the
form of a corruptible body; and as it does not actually possess
the latter, it has both form and the privation of form; for want
of a form in that which is in potentiality thereto is privation.
But this condition implies corruptibility. It is therefore impos-
sible that bodies by nature corruptible, and those by nature in-
corruptible, should possess the same matter.

Neither can we say, as Averroes* imagines, that a heavenly
body itself is the matter of the heaven—beings in potentiality
with regard to place, though not to being, and that its form is
a separate substance united to it as its motive force. For it is
impossible to suppose any being in act, unless in its totality it
be act and form, or be something which has act or form. Set-
ting aside, then, in thought, the separate substance stated to be
endowedwithmotive power, if the heavenly body is not some-
thing having form—that is, something composed of a form
and the subject of that form—it follows that in its totality it
is form and act. But every such thing is something actually un-
derstood, which the heavenly bodies are not, being sensible.
It follows, then, that the matter of the heavenly bodies, con-
sidered in itself, is in potentiality to that form alone which it
actually possesses. Nor does it concern the point at issue to in-
quire whether this is a soul or any other thing.Hence this form
perfects this matter in such a way that there remains in it no
potentiality with respect to being, but only to place, as Aristo-
tle† says. So, then, thematter of the heavenly bodies and of the
elements is not the same, except by analogy, in so far as they
agree in the character of potentiality.

Reply toObjection 1. Augustine follows in this the opin-
ion of Plato, who does not admit a fih essence. Orwemay say
that formlessmatter is onewith the unity of order, as all bodies
are one in the order of corporeal creatures.

Reply toObjection 2. If genus is taken in a physical sense,
corruptible and incorruptible things are not in the same genus,
on account of their differentmodes of potentiality, as is said in
Metaph. x, text. 26. Logically considered, however, there is but
one genus of all bodies, since they are all included in the one
notion of corporeity.

Reply to Objection 3. e form of corporeity is not one
and the same in all bodies, being no other than the various
forms by which bodies are distinguished, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 4. As potentiality is directed towards
act, potential beings are differentiated by their different acts,
as sight is by color, hearing by sound. erefore for this reason
the matter of the celestial bodies is different from that of the
elemental, because the matter of the celestial is not in poten-
tiality to an elemental form.

* De Substantia Orbis ii. † De Coelo i, text. 20.
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Ia q. 66 a. 3Whether the empyrean heaven was created at the same time as formless matter?

Objection 1. It would seem that the empyrean heaven
was not created at the same time as formless matter. For the
empyrean, if it is anything at all, must be a sensible body. But
all sensible bodies aremovable, and the empyreanheaven is not
movable. For if it were so, its movement would be ascertained
by the movement of some visible body, which is not the case.
e empyrean heaven, then, was not created contemporane-
ously with formless matter.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4) that
“the lower bodies are governed by the higher in a certain or-
der.” If, therefore, the empyrean heaven is the highest of bod-
ies, itmust necessarily exercise some influence on bodies below
it. But this does not seem to be the case, especially as it is pre-
sumed to be without movement; for one body cannot move
another unless itself also be moved. erefore the empyrean
heaven was not created together with formless matter.

Objection3.Further, if it is held that the empyreanheaven
is the place of contemplation, and not ordained to natural ef-
fects; on the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20): “In so
far aswementally apprehend eternal things, so far arewenot of
this world”; from which it is clear that contemplation lis the
mind above the things of this world. Corporeal place, there-
fore, cannot be the seat of contemplation.

Objection 4. Further, among the heavenly bodies exists a
body, partly transparent and partly luminous, which we call
the sidereal heaven.ere exists also a heaven wholly transpar-
ent, called by some the aqueous or crystalline heaven. If, then,
there exists a still higher heaven, it must be wholly luminous.
But this cannot be, for then the air would be constantly illumi-
nated, and there would be no night. erefore the empyrean
heaven was not created together with formless matter.

On the contrary, Strabus says that in the passage, “In the
beginning God created heaven and earth,” heaven denotes not
the visible firmament, but the empyrean or fiery heaven.

I answer that, e empyrean heaven rests only on the au-
thority of Strabus and Bede, and also of Basil; all of whom
agree in one respect, namely, in holding it to be the place of
the blessed. Strabus and Bede say that as soon as created it was
filled with angels; and Basil* says: “Just as the lost are driven
into the lowest darkness, so the reward for worthy deeds is laid
up in the light beyond this world, where the just shall obtain
the abode of rest.” But they differ in the reasons on which they
base their statement. Strabus and Bede teach that there is an
empyrean heaven, because the firmament, which they take to
mean the sidereal heaven, is said to have been made, not in the
beginning, but on the second day: whereas the reason given by
Basil is that otherwise Godwould seem to havemade darkness
His first work, as the Manicheans falsely assert, when they call
the God of theOld Testament the God of darkness.ese rea-
sons, however, are not very cogent. For the question of the fir-
mament, said to have been made on the second day, is solved

in one way by Augustine, and in another by other holy writ-
ers. But the question of the darkness is explained according to
Augustine†, by supposing that formlessness, signified by dark-
ness, preceded form not by duration, but by origin. According
to others, however, since darkness is no creature, but a priva-
tion of light, it is a proof of Divine wisdom, that the things it
created from nothing it produced first of all in an imperfect
state, and aerwards brought them to perfection. But a better
reason can be drawn from the state of glory itself. For in the
reward to come a two-fold glory is looked for, spiritual and
corporeal, not only in the human body to be glorified, but in
the whole world which is to be made new. Now the spiritual
glory beganwith the beginning of theworld, in the blessedness
of the angels, equality with whom is promised to the saints. It
wasfitting, then, that even fromthebeginning, there shouldbe
made some beginning of bodily glory in something corporeal,
free at the very outset from the servitude of corruption and
change, and wholly luminous, even as the whole bodily cre-
ation, aer the Resurrection, is expected to be. So, then, that
heaven is called the empyrean, i.e. fiery, not from its heat, but
from its brightness. It is to be noticed, however, thatAugustine
(DeCiv. Dei x, 9,27) says that Porphyry sets the demons apart
from the angels by supposing that the former inhabit the air,
the latter the ether, or empyrean. But Porphyry, as a Platonist,
held the heaven, known as sidereal, to be fiery, and therefore
called it empyrean or ethereal, taking ethereal to denote the
burning of flame, and not as Aristotle understands it, swiness
ofmovement (DeCoel. i, text. 22).ismuch has been said to
prevent anyone from supposing that Augustinemaintained an
empyrean heaven in the sense understood by modern writers.

Reply to Objection 1. Sensible corporeal things are mov-
able in the present state of the world, for by the movement of
corporeal creatures is secured by the multiplication of the ele-
ments. But when glory is finally consummated, the movement
of bodies will cease. And such must have been from the begin-
ning the condition of the empyrean.

Reply to Objection 2. It is sufficiently probable, as some
assert, that the empyrean heaven, having the state of glory for
its ordained end, does not influence inferior bodies of another
order—those, namely, that are directed only to natural ends.
Yet it seems still more probable that it does influence bod-
ies that are moved, though itself motionless, just as angels of
the highest rank, who assist*, influence those of lower degree
who act as messengers, though they themselves are not sent,
as Dionysius teaches (Coel. Hier. xii). For this reason it may
be said that the influence of the empyrean upon that which
is called the first heaven, and is moved, produces therein not
something that comes and goes as a result of movement, but
something of a fixed and stable nature, as the power of con-
servation or causation, or something of the kind pertaining to
dignity.

* Hom. ii. in Hexaem. † Gen. ad lit. i; vii. * Infra, q. 112, a. 3.
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Reply toObjection 3. Corporeal place is assigned to con-
templation, not as necessary, but as congruous, that the splen-
dor without may correspond to that which is within. Hence
Basil (Hom. ii in Hexaem.) says: “e ministering spirit could
not live in darkness, but made his habitual dwelling in light
and joy.”

Reply toObjection 4.As Basil says (Hom. ii inHexaem.):
“It is certain that the heaven was created spherical in shape,
of dense body, and sufficiently strong to separate what is out-

side it from what it encloses. On this account it darkens the
region external to it, the light by which itself is lit up being
shut out from that region. “But since the body of the firma-
ment, though solid, is transparent, for that it does not exclude
light (as is clear from the fact that we can see the stars through
the intervening heavens), we may also say that the empyrean
has light, not condensed so as to emit rays, as the sun does, but
of a more subtle nature. Or it may have the brightness of glory
which differs from mere natural brightness.

Ia q. 66 a. 4Whether time was created simultaneously with formless matter?

Objection 1. It would seem that time was not created si-
multaneously with formless matter. For Augustine says (Con-
fess. xii, 12): “I find two things that ou didst create before
timewas, the primary corporealmatter, and the angelic nature.
“erefore time was not created with formless matter.

Objection2.Further, time is divided by day andnight. But
in the beginning there was neither day nor night, for these be-
gan when “God divided the light from the darkness. “ere-
fore in the beginning time was not.

Objection 3. Further, time is the measure of the firma-
ment’s movement; and the firmament is said to have been
made on the second day. erefore in the beginning time was
not.

Objection4.Further,movementprecedes time, and there-
fore should be reckoned among the first things created, rather
than time.

Objection 5. Further, as time is the extrinsic measure of
created things, so is place. Place, then, as truly as time, must be
reckoned among the things first created.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. i, 3): “Both
spiritual and corporeal creatures were created at the beginning
of time.”

I answer that, It is commonly said that the first things
created were these four—the angelic nature, the empyrean
heaven, formless corporeal matter, and time. It must be ob-
served, however, that this is not the opinion of Augustine.
For he (Confess. xii, 12) specifies only two things as first cre-
ated—the angelic nature and corporeal matter—making no
mention of the empyrean heaven. But these two, namely, the
angelic nature and formless matter, precede the formation, by
nature only, and not by duration; and therefore, as they pre-
cede formation, so do they precedemovement and time.Time,
therefore, cannot be included among them. But the enumera-
tion above given is that of other holy writers, who hold that

the formlessness of matter preceded by duration its form, and
this view postulates the existence of time as themeasure of du-
ration: for otherwise there would be no such measure.

Reply to Objection 1. e teaching of Augustine rests on
the opinion that the angelic nature and formless matter pre-
cede time by origin or nature.

Reply toObjection2.As in the opinionof someholywrit-
ers matter was in some measure formless before it received its
full form, so time was in a manner formless before it was fully
formed and distinguished into day and night.

Reply to Objection 3. If the movement of the firmament
did not begin immediately from the beginning, then the time
that preceded was the measure, not of the firmament’s move-
ment, but of the first movement of whatsoever kind. For it is
accidental to time to be the measure of the firmament’s move-
ment, in so far as this is the first movement. But if the first
movement was another than this, time would have been its
measure, for everything is measured by the first of its kind.
And it must be granted that forthwith from the beginning,
there was movement of some kind, at least in the succession of
concepts and affections in the angelic mind: while movement
without time cannot be conceived, since time is nothing else
than “the measure of priority and succession in movement.”

Reply to Objection 4. Among the first created things are
to be reckoned those which have a general relationship to
things. And, therefore, among these time must be included, as
having the nature of a common measure; but not movement,
which is related only to the movable subject.

Reply to Objection 5. Place is implied as existing in the
empyrean heaven, this being the boundary of the universe.
And since place has reference to things permanent, it was cre-
ated at once in its totality. But time, as not being permanent,
was created in its beginning: even as actually we cannot lay
hold of any part of time save the “now.”
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F P, Q 67
On the Work of Distinction in Itself

(In Four Articles)

We must consider next the work of distinction in itself. First, the work of the first day; secondly, the work of the second
day; thirdly the work of the third day.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the word light is used in its proper sense in speaking of spiritual things?
(2) Whether light, in corporeal things, is itself corporeal?
(3) Whether light is a quality?
(4) Whether light was fittingly made on the first day?

Ia q. 67 a. 1Whether the word “light” is used in its proper sense in speaking of spiritual things?

Objection 1. It would seem that “light” is used in its
proper sense in spiritual things. For Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. iv, 28) that “in spiritual things light is better and surer: and
that Christ is not called Light in the same sense as He is called
the Stone; the former is to be taken literally, and the latter
metaphorically.”

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) includes
Light among the intellectual names of God. But such names
are used in their proper sense in spiritual things. erefore
light is used in its proper sense in spiritual matters.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (Eph. 5:13): “All
that ismademanifest is light.” But to bemademanifest belongs
more properly to spiritual things than to corporeal. erefore
also does light.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fide ii) that “Splen-
dor” is among those things which are said of God metaphori-
cally.

I answer that,Any wordmay be used in two ways—that is
to say, either in its original application or in its more extended

meaning. is is clearly shown in the word “sight,” originally
applied to the act of the sense, and then, as sight is the no-
blest andmost trustworthy of the senses, extended in common
speech to all knowledge obtained through the other senses.
us we say, “Seeing how it tastes,” or “smells,” or “burns. “Fur-
ther, sight is applied to knowledge obtained through the intel-
lect, as in those words: “Blessed are the clean of heart, for they
shall see God” (Mat. 5:8). And thus it is with the word light.
In its primary meaning it signifies that which makes manifest
to the sense of sight; aerwards it was extended to that which
makes manifest to cognition of any kind. If, then, the word is
taken in its strict and primary meaning, it is to be understood
metaphorically when applied to spiritual things, as Ambrose
says (De Fide ii). But if taken in its common and extended use,
as applied to manifestation of every kind, it may properly be
applied to spiritual things.

e answer to the objections will sufficiently appear from
what has been said.

Ia q. 67 a. 2Whether light is a body?

Objection 1. It would seem that light is a body. For Au-
gustine says (De Lib. Arb. iii, 5) that “light takes the first place
among bodies.“erefore light is a body.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Topic. v, 2)
that “light is a species of fire.” But fire is a body, and therefore
so is light.

Objection 3. Further, the powers of movement, intersec-
tion, reflection, belong properly to bodies; and all these are at-
tributes of light and its rays.Moreover, different rays of light, as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii) are united and separated, which
seems impossible unless they are bodies. erefore light is a
body.

On the contrary, Two bodies cannot occupy the same
place simultaneously. But this is the case with light and air.
erefore light is not a body.

I answer that, Light cannot be a body, for three evident

reasons. First, on the part of place. For the place of any one
body is different from that of any other, nor is it possible, nat-
urally speaking, for any two bodies of whatever nature, to exist
simultaneously in the sameplace; since contiguity requires dis-
tinction of place.

e second reason is from movement. For if light were a
body, its diffusion would be the local movement of a body.
Now no local movement of a body can be instantaneous,
as everything that moves from one place to another must
pass through the intervening space before reaching the end:
whereas the diffusion of light is instantaneous. Nor can it be
argued that the time required is too short to be perceived; for
though this may be the case in short distances, it cannot be
so in distances so great as that which separates the East from
the West. Yet as soon as the sun is at the horizon, the whole
hemisphere is illuminated from end to end. It must also be
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borne in mind on the part of movement that whereas all bod-
ies have their natural determinate movement, that of light is
indifferent as regards direction, working equally in a circle as
in a straight line. Hence it appears that the diffusion of light is
not the local movement of a body.

e third reason is from generation and corruption. For if
lightwere a body, it would follow thatwhenever the air is dark-
ened by the absence of the luminary, the body of light would
be corrupted, and its matter would receive a new form. But
unless we are to say that darkness is a body, this does not ap-
pear to be the case. Neither does it appear from what matter
a body can be daily generated large enough to fill the inter-
vening hemisphere. Also it would be absurd to say that a body
of so great a bulk is corrupted by the mere absence of the lu-
minary. And should anyone reply that it is not corrupted, but
approaches and moves around with the sun, we may ask why
it is that when a lighted candle is obscured by the intervening
object the whole room is darkened? It is not that the light is
condensed round the candle when this is done, since it burns
no more brightly then than it burned before.

Since, therefore, these things are repugnant, not only to
reason, but to common sense, wemust conclude that light can-
not be a body.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine takes light to be a lumi-
nous body in act—in other words, to be fire, the noblest of the
four elements.

Reply toObjection2.Aristotle pronounces light to be fire
existing in its own proper matter: just as fire in aerial matter is
“flame,” or in earthly matter is “burning coal.” Nor must too
much attention be paid to the instances adduced by Aristotle
in his works on logic, as he merely mentions them as the more
or less probable opinions of various writers.

Reply to Objection 3. All these properties are assigned to
light metaphorically, and might in the same way be attributed
to heat. For becausemovement from place to place is naturally
first in the order of movement as is proved Phys. viii, text. 55,
we use terms belonging to localmovement in speaking of alter-
ation and movement of all kinds. For even the word distance
is derived from the idea of remoteness of place, to that of all
contraries, as is said Metaph. x, text. 13.

Ia q. 67 a. 3Whether light is a quality?

Objection 1. It would seem that light is not a quality. For
every quality remains in its subject, though the active cause of
the quality be removed, as heat remains inwater removed from
the fire. But light does not remain in the air when the source
of light is withdrawn. erefore light is not a quality.

Objection 2. Further, every sensible quality has its oppo-
site, as cold is opposed to heat, blackness to whiteness. But this
is not the case with light since darkness is merely a privation of
light. Light therefore is not a sensible quality.

Objection3.Further, a cause ismore potent than its effect.
But the light of the heavenly bodies is a cause of substantial
forms of earthly bodies, and also gives to colors their immate-
rial being, by making them actually visible. Light, then, is not
a sensible quality, but rather a substantial or spiritual form.

On the contrary, Damascene (De Fide Orth. i) says that
light is a species of quality.

I answer that, Some writers have said that the light in the
air has not a natural being such as the color on a wall has, but
only an intentional being, as a similitude of color in the air.
But this cannot be the case for two reasons. First, because light
gives a name to the air, since by it the air becomes actually lu-
minous. But color does not do this, for we do not speak of
the air as colored. Secondly, because light produces natural ef-
fects, for by the rays of the sun bodies are warmed, and natu-
ral changes cannot be brought about by mere intentions. Oth-
ers have said that light is the sun’s substantial form, but this
also seems impossible for two reasons. First, because substan-
tial forms are not of themselves objects of the senses; for the
object of the intellect is what a thing is, as is said De Anima iii,
text. 26: whereas light is visible of itself. In the second place,

because it is impossible that what is the substantial form of
one thing should be the accidental form of another; since sub-
stantial formsof their very nature constitute species:wherefore
the substantial form always and everywhere accompanies the
species. But light is not the substantial formof air, for if it were,
the air would be destroyed when light is withdrawn. Hence it
cannot be the substantial form of the sun.

We must say, then, that as heat is an active quality conse-
quent on the substantial form of fire, so light is an active qual-
ity consequent on the substantial form of the sun, or of an-
other body that is of itself luminous, if there is any such body.
A proof of this is that the rays of different stars produce differ-
ent effects according to the diverse natures of bodies.

Reply to Objection 1. Since quality is consequent upon
substantial form, themode inwhich the subject receives a qual-
ity differs as themode differs in which a subject receives a sub-
stantial form. For when matter receives its form perfectly, the
qualities consequent upon the form are firm and enduring; as
when, for instance, water is converted into fire. When, how-
ever, substantial form is received imperfectly, so as to be, as it
were, in process of being received, rather than fully impressed,
the consequent quality lasts for a time but is not permanent;
as may be seen when water which has been heated returns in
time to its natural state. But light is not produced by the trans-
mutation of matter, as though matter were in receipt of a sub-
stantial form, and light were a certain inception of substantial
form. For this reason light disappears on the disappearance of
its active cause.

Reply to Objection 2. It is accidental to light not to have
a contrary, forasmuch as it is the natural quality of the first
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corporeal cause of change, which is itself removed from con-
trariety.

Reply toObjection 3. As heat acts towards perfecting the
form of fire, as an instrumental cause, by virtue of the substan-

tial form, so does light act instrumentally, by virtue of the heav-
enly bodies, towards producing substantial forms; and towards
rendering colors actually visible, inasmuch as it is a quality of
the first sensible body.

Ia q. 67 a. 4Whether the production of light is fittingly assigned to the first day?

Objection 1. It would seem that the production of light
is not fittingly assigned to the first day. For light, as stated
above (a. 3), is a quality. But qualities are accidents, and as such
should have, not the first, but a subordinate place.e produc-
tion of light, then, ought not to be assigned to the first day.

Objection 2. Further, it is light that distinguishes night
from day, and this is effected by the sun, which is recorded as
having beenmade on the fourth day.erefore the production
of light could not have been on the first day.

Objection 3. Further, night and day are brought about by
the circular movement of a luminous body. But movement of
this kind is an attribute of the firmament, and we read that the
firmament wasmade on the second day.erefore the produc-
tion of light, dividing night from day, ought not to be assigned
to the first day.

Objection 4.Further, if it be said that spiritual light is here
spoken of, it may be replied that the lightmade on the first day
dispels the darkness. But in the beginning spiritual darkness
was not, for even the demons were in the beginning good, as
has been shown (q. 63, a. 5).erefore the production of light
ought not to be assigned to the first day.

On the contrary, at without which there could not be
day, must have been made on the first day. But there can be no
day without light.erefore lightmust have beenmade on the
first day.

I answer that, ere are two opinions as to the produc-
tion of light. Augustine seems to say (De Civ. Dei xi, 9,33)
thatMoses could not have fittingly passed over the production
of the spiritual creature, and therefore when we read, “In the
beginning God created heaven and earth,” a spiritual nature
as yet formless is to be understood by the word “heaven,” and
formless matter of the corporeal creature by the word “earth.”
And spiritual nature was formed first, as being of higher dig-
nity than corporeal. e forming, therefore, of this spiritual
nature is signified by the production of light, that is to say, of
spiritual light. For a spiritual nature receives its form by the en-
lightenment whereby it is led to adhere to the Word of God.

Other writers think that the production of spiritual crea-
tures was purposely omitted by Moses, and give various rea-
sons. Basil* says that Moses begins his narrative from the be-
ginning of time which belongs to sensible things; but that the
spiritual or angelic creation is passed over, as created before-
hand.

Chrysostom† gives as a reason for the omission thatMoses
was addressing an ignorant people, to whom material things

alone appealed, and whom he was endeavoring to withdraw
from the service of idols. It would have been to them a pre-
text for idolatry if he had spoken to them of natures spiritual
in substance and nobler than all corporeal creatures; for they
would have paid them Divine worship, since they were prone
to worship as gods even the sun, moon, and stars, which was
forbidden them (Dt. 4).

But mention is made of several kinds of formlessness, in
regard to the corporeal creature. One is where we read that
“the earth was void and empty,” and another where it is said
that “darkness was upon the face of the deep.” Now it seems
to be required, for two reasons, that the formlessness of dark-
ness should be removed first of all by the production of light.
In the first place because light is a quality of the first body, as
was stated (a. 3), and thus by means of light it was fitting that
the world should first receive its form. e second reason is
because light is a common quality. For light is common to ter-
restrial and celestial bodies. But as in knowledge we proceed
from general principles, so do we in work of every kind. For
the living thing is generated before the animal, and the animal
before the man, as is shown in De Gener. Anim. ii, 3. It was
fitting, then, as an evidence of theDivine wisdom, that among
the works of distinction the production of light should take
first place, since light is a form of the primary body, and be-
cause it is more common quality.

Basil‡, indeed, adds a third reason: that all other things
are made manifest by light. And there is yet a fourth, already
touchedupon in the objections; that day cannot be unless light
exists, which was made therefore on the first day.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the opinion of those
who hold that the formlessness of matter preceded its form in
duration, matter must be held to have been created at the be-
ginningwith substantial forms, aerwards receiving those that
are accidental, among which light holds the first place.

Reply to Objection 2. In the opinion of some the light
here spoken of was a kind of luminous nebula, and that on the
making of the sun this returned to the matter of which it had
been formed. But this cannot well be maintained, as in the be-
ginning of Genesis Holy Scripture records the institution of
that order of naturewhich henceforth is to endure.We cannot,
then, say that what was made at that time aerwards ceased to
exist.

Others, therefore, held that this luminous nebula contin-
ues in existence, but so closely attached to the sun as to be in-
distinguishable. But this is as much as to say that it is superflu-

* Hom. i in Hexaem. † Hom. ii in Genes. ‡ Hom. ii in Hexaem.
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ous, whereas none of God’s works have been made in vain. On
this account it is held by some that the sun’s body was made
out of this nebula.is, too, is impossible to those at least who
believe that the sun is different in its nature from the four ele-
ments, and naturally incorruptible. For in that case its matter
cannot take on another form.

I answer, then, with Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv), that the
light was the sun’s light, formless as yet, being already the solar
substance, and possessing illuminative power in a general way,
to which was aerwards added the special and determinative
power required to produce determinate effects. us, then, in
the production of this light a triple distinction was made be-
tween light and darkness. First, as to the cause, forasmuch as
in the substance of the sun we have the cause of light, and in
the opaque nature of the earth the cause of darkness. Secondly,
as to place, for in one hemisphere there was light, in the other
darkness. irdly, as to time; because there was light for one
and darkness for another in the same hemisphere; and this is
signified by the words, “He called the light day, and the dark-
ness night.”

Reply toObjection3.Basil says (Hom. ii inHexaem.) that
day and night were then caused by expansion and contraction
of light, rather than by movement. But Augustine objects to
this (Gen. ad lit. i), that there was no reason for this vicissitude
of expansion and contraction since therewere neithermennor
animals on the earth at that time, for whose service this was
required. Nor does the nature of a luminous body seem to ad-
mit of the withdrawal of light, so long as the body is actually
present; though this might be effected by a miracle. As to this,

however, Augustine remarks (Gen. ad lit. i) that in the first
founding of the order of nature we must not look for mira-
cles, but for what is in accordance with nature. We hold, then,
that the movement of the heavens is twofold. Of these move-
ments, one is common to the entire heaven, and is the cause
of day and night. is, as it seems, had its beginning on the
first day. e other varies in proportion as it affects various
bodies, and by its variations is the cause of the succession of
days, months, and years. us it is, that in the account of the
first day the distinction between day and night alone is men-
tioned; this distinction being brought about by the common
movement of the heavens. e further distinction into succes-
sive days, seasons, and years recorded as begun on the fourth
day, in the words, “let them be for seasons, and for days, and
years” is due to proper movements.

Reply toObjection 4.AsAugustine teaches (Confess. xii;
Gen. ad lit. 1,15), formlessness did not precede forms in dura-
tion; and sowemust understand the production of light to sig-
nify the formation of spiritual creatures, not, indeed, with the
perfection of glory, in which they were not created, but with
the perfection of grace, which they possessed from their cre-
ation as said above (q. 62, a. 3).us the division of light from
darkness will denote the distinction of the spiritual creature
from other created things as yet without form. But if all cre-
ated things received their form at the same time, the darkness
must be held to mean the spiritual darkness of the wicked, not
as existing from the beginning but such as God foresaw would
exist.
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F P, Q 68
On the Work of the Second Day

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider the work of the second day. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the firmament was made on the second day?
(2) Whether there are waters above the firmament?
(3) Whether the firmament divides waters from waters?
(4) Whether there is more than one heaven?

Ia q. 68 a. 1Whether the firmament was made on the second day?

Objection 1. It would seem that the firmament was not
made on the second day. For it is said (Gn. 1:8): “God called
the firmament heaven.” But the heaven existed before days, as
is clear from the words, “In the beginning God created heaven
and earth.” erefore the firmament was not made on the sec-
ond day.

Objection 2. Further, the work of the six days is ordered
conformably to the order of Divine wisdom. Now it would ill
become the Divine wisdom to make aerwards that which is
naturally first. But though the firmament naturally precedes
the earth and the waters, these are mentioned before the for-
mation of light, which was on the first day. erefore the fir-
mament was not made on the second day.

Objection 3. Further, all that was made in the six days was
formed out ofmatter created before days began. But the firma-
ment cannot have been formed out of pre-existing matter, for
if so it would be liable to generation and corruption.erefore
the firmament was not made on the second day.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:6): “God said: let
there be a firmament,” and further on (verse 8); “And the
evening and morning were the second day.”

I answer that, In discussing questions of this kind two
rules are to observed, as Augustine teaches (Gen. ad lit. i, 18).
e first is, to hold the truth of Scripture without wavering.
e second is that since Holy Scripture can be explained in a
multiplicity of senses, one should adhere to a particular expla-
nation, only in such measure as to be ready to abandon it, if
it be proved with certainty to be false; lest Holy Scripture be
exposed to the ridicule of unbelievers, and obstacles be placed
to their believing.

We say, therefore, that the words which speak of the fir-
mament as made on the second day can be understood in two
senses. ey may be understood, first, of the starry firmament,
on which point it is necessary to set forth the different opin-
ions of philosophers. Some of these believed it to be composed
of the elements; and this was the opinion of Empedocles, who,
however, held further that the body of the firmament was not
susceptible of dissolution, because its parts are, so to say, not in
disunion, but in harmony. Others held the firmament to be of
the nature of the four elements, not, indeed, compounded of

them, but being as it were a simple element. Suchwas the opin-
ion of Plato, who held that element to be fire. Others, again,
have held that the heaven is not of the nature of the four ele-
ments, but is itself a fih body, existing over and above these.
is is the opinion of Aristotle (De Coel. i, text. 6,32).

According to the first opinion, it may, strictly speaking, be
granted that the firmament wasmade, even as to substance, on
the second day. For it is part of thework of creation to produce
the substance of the elements, while it belongs to the work of
distinction and adornment to give forms to the elements that
pre-exist.

But the belief that the firmament was made, as to its sub-
stance, on the second day is incompatible with the opinion of
Plato, according to whom the making of the firmament im-
plies the production of the element of fire. is production,
however, belongs to the work of creation, at least, according to
those who hold that formlessness of matter preceded in time
its formation, since the first form received by matter is the ele-
mental.

Still less compatible with the belief that the substance of
the firmament was produced on the second day is the opinion
ofAristotle, seeing that thementionof days denotes succession
of time, whereas the firmament, being naturally incorruptible,
is of a matter not susceptible of change of form; wherefore it
could not bemade out of matter existing antecedently in time.

Hence to produce the substance of the firmament belongs
to the work of creation. But its formation, in some degree, be-
longs to the second day, according to both opinions: for as
Dionysius says (Div.Nom. iv), the light of the sunwas without
form during the first three days, and aerwards, on the fourth
day, received its form.

If, however, we take these days to denote merely sequence
in the natural order, as Augustine holds (Gen. ad lit. iv, 22,24),
and not succession in time, there is then nothing to prevent
our saying, whilst holding any one of the opinions given above,
that the substantial formation of the firmament belongs to the
second day.

Another possible explanation is to understand by the fir-
mament that was made on the second day, not that in which
the stars are set, but the part of the atmosphere where the
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clouds are collected, and which has received the name firma-
ment from the firmness and density of the air. “For a body is
called firm,” that is dense and solid, “thereby differing from
a mathematical body” as is remarked by Basil (Hom. iii in
Hexaem.). If, then, this explanation is adopted none of these
opinions will be found repugnant to reason. Augustine, in fact
(Gen. ad lit. ii, 4), recommends it thus: “I consider this view of
the question worthy of all commendation, as neither contrary
to faith nor difficult to be proved and believed.”

Reply to Objection 1. According to Chrysostom (Hom.
iii in Genes.), Moses prefaces his record by speaking of the
works ofGod collectively, in thewords, “In the beginningGod
created heaven and earth,” and then proceeds to explain them
part by part; in somewhat the sameway as onemight say: “is
house was constructed by that builder,” and then add: “First,
he laid the foundations, then built the walls, and thirdly, put
on the roof.” In accepting this explanation we are, therefore,
not bound to hold that a different heaven is spoken of in the
words: “In the beginning God created heaven and earth,” and
whenwe read that the firmament wasmade on the second day.

We may also say that the heaven recorded as created in the
beginning is not the same as that made on the second day;
and there are several senses in which this may be understood.

Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. i, 9) that the heaven recorded as
made on the first day is the formless spiritual nature, and that
the heaven of the second day is the corporeal heaven. Accord-
ing to Bede (Hexaem. i) and Strabus, the heaven made on the
first day is the empyrean, and the firmament made on the sec-
ond day, the starry heaven. According to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. ii) that of the first daywas spherical in form andwithout
stars, the same, in fact, that the philosophers speak of, calling
it the ninth sphere, and the primary movable body that moves
with diurnal movement: while by the firmament made on the
second day he understands the starry heaven. According to an-
other theory, touched uponbyAugustine* the heavenmade on
the first day was the starry heaven, and the firmamentmade on
the second day was that region of the air where the clouds are
collected, which is also called heaven, but equivocally. And to
show that the word is here used in an equivocal sense, it is ex-
pressly said that “God called the firmament heaven”; just as in
a preceding verse it said that “God called the light day” (since
the word “day” is also used to denote a space of twenty-four
hours). Other instances of a similar use occur, as pointed out
by Rabbi Moses.

e second and third objections are sufficiently answered
by what has been already said.

Ia q. 68 a. 2Whether there are waters above the firmament?

Objection1. Itwould seem that there are notwaters above
the firmament. For water is heavy by nature, and heavy things
tend naturally downwards, not upwards. erefore there are
not waters above the firmament.

Objection 2. Further, water is fluid by nature, and fluids
cannot rest on a sphere, as experience shows. erefore, since
the firmament is a sphere, there cannot be water above it.

Objection 3. Further, water is an element, and appointed
to the generation of composite bodies, according to the rela-
tion inwhich imperfect things stand towards perfect. But bod-
ies of composite nature have their place upon the earth, and
not above the firmament, so that water would be useless there.
But none of God’s works are useless. erefore there are not
waters above the firmament.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:7): ”(God) divided
the waters that were under the firmament, from those that
were above the firmament.”

I answer with Augustine (Gen. ad lit. ii, 5) that, “ese
words of Scripture have more authority than the most exalted
human intellect. Hence, whatever these waters are, and what-
ever their mode of existence, we cannot for a moment doubt
that they are there.” As to the nature of these waters, all are not
agreed. Origen says (Hom. i in Gen.) that the waters that are
above the firmament are “spiritual substances.”Wherefore it is
written (Ps. 148:4): “Let the waters that are above the heav-
ens praise the name of the Lord,” and (Dan. 3:60): “Ye wa-
ters that are above the heavens, bless the Lord.“To this Basil

answers (Hom. iii in Hexaem.) that these words do not mean
that these waters are rational creatures, but that “the thought-
ful contemplation of them by those who understand fulfils the
glory of theCreator.”Hence in the same context, fire, hail, and
other like creatures, are invoked in the same way, though no
one would attribute reason to these.

We must hold, then, these waters to be material, but their
exact nature will be differently defined according as opinions
on the firmament differ. For if by the firmament we under-
stand the starry heaven, and as being of the nature of the four
elements, for the same reason itmay be believed that thewaters
above the heaven are of the same nature as the elemental wa-
ters. But if by the firmament we understand the starry heaven,
not, however, as being of the nature of the four elements then
the waters above the firmament will not be of the same nature
as the elemental waters, but just as, according to Strabus, one
heaven is called empyrean, that is, fiery, solely on account of its
splendor: so this other heaven will be called aqueous solely on
account of its transparence; and this heaven is above the starry
heaven. Again, if the firmament is held to be of other nature
than the elements, it may still be said to divide the waters, if
we understand by water not the element but formless matter.
Augustine, in fact, says (Super Gen. cont. Manich. i, 5,7) that
whatever divides bodies from bodies can be said to divide wa-
ters from waters.

If, however, we understand by the firmament that part of
the air in which the clouds are collected, then the waters above

* Gen. ad lit. ii, 1.
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the firmamentmust rather be the vapors resolved from thewa-
ters which are raised above a part of the atmosphere, and from
which the rain falls. But to say, as some writers alluded to by
Augustine (Gen. ad lit. ii, 4), that waters resolved into vapor
may be lied above the starry heaven, is a mere absurdity. e
solid nature of the firmament, the intervening region of fire,
wherein all vapormust be consumed, the tendency in light and
rarefied bodies to dri to one spot beneath the vault of the
moon, as well as the fact that vapors are perceived not to rise
even to the tops of the higher mountains, all to go to show the
impossibility of this. Nor is it less absurd to say, in support of
this opinion, that bodies may be rarefied infinitely, since nat-
ural bodies cannot be infinitely rarefied or divided, but up to
a certain point only.

Reply to Objection 1. Some have attempted to solve this
difficulty by supposing that in spite of the natural gravity of
water, it is kept in its place above the firmament by the Divine
power. Augustine (Gen. ad lit. ii, 1), however will not admit
this solution, but says “It is our business here to inquire how
God has constituted the natures of His creatures, not how far
it may have pleased Him to work on them by way of miracle.”
We leave this view, then, and answer that according to the last
two opinions on the firmament and thewaters the solution ap-
pears from what has been said. According to the first opinion,
an order of the elements must be supposed different from that
given by Aristotle, that is to say, that the waters surrounding
the earth are of a dense consistency, and those around the fir-
mament of a rarer consistency, in proportion to the respective

density of the earth and of the heaven.
Or by the water, as stated, we may understand the matter

of bodies to be signified.
Reply toObjection 2. e solution is clear from what has

been said, according to the last two opinions. But according to
the first opinion, Basil gives two replies (Hom. iii inHexaem.).
He answers first, that a body seen as concave beneath need not
necessarily be rounded, or convex, above. Secondly, that the
waters above the firmament are not fluid, but exist outside it
in a solid state, as a mass of ice, and that this is the crystalline
heaven of some writers.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the third opinion
given, the waters above the firmament have been raised in the
form of vapors, and serve to give rain to the earth. But accord-
ing to the second opinion, they are above the heaven that is
wholly transparent and starless. is, according to some, is the
primary mobile, the cause of the daily revolution of the entire
heaven, whereby the continuance of generation is secured. In
the same way the starry heaven, by the zodiacal movement, is
the cause whereby different bodies are generated or corrupted,
through the rising and setting of the stars, and their various in-
fluences. But according to the first opinion these waters are set
there to temper the heat of the celestial bodies, as Basil sup-
poses (Hom. iii in Hexaem.). And Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
ii, 5) that some have considered this to be proved by the ex-
treme cold of Saturn owing to its nearness to the waters that
are above the firmament.

Ia q. 68 a. 3Whether the firmament divides waters from waters?

Objection 1. It would seem that the firmament does not
divide waters from waters. For bodies that are of one and the
same species have naturally one and the same place. But the
Philosopher says (Topic. i, 6): “All water is the same species.”
Water therefore cannot be distinct from water by place.

Objection 2. Further, should it be said that the waters
above the firmament differ in species from those under the fir-
mament, it may be argued, on the contrary, that things dis-
tinct in species need nothing else to distinguish them. If then,
these waters differ in species, it is not the firmament that dis-
tinguishes them.

Objection 3. Further, it would appear that what distin-
guisheswaters fromwatersmust be somethingwhich is in con-
tact with them on either side, as a wall standing in the midst
of a river. But it is evident that the waters below do not reach
up to the firmament. erefore the firmament does not divide
the waters from the waters.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:6): “Let there be a
firmamentmade amidst the waters; and let it divide the waters
from the waters.”

I answer that, e text of Genesis, considered superfi-
cially, might lead to the adoption of a theory similar to that

held by certain philosophers of antiquity, who taught that wa-
ter was a body infinite in dimension, and the primary element
of all bodies.us in thewords, “Darknesswas upon the face of
the deep,” the word “deep”might be taken tomean the infinite
mass of water, understood as the principle of all other bodies.
ese philosophers also taught that not all corporeal things are
confined beneath the heaven perceived by our senses, but that
a body of water, infinite in extent, exists above that heaven.On
this view the firmament of heaven might be said to divide the
waters without from thosewithin—that is to say, from all bod-
ies under the heaven, since they took water to be the principle
of them all.

As, however, this theory can be shown to be false by solid
reasons, it cannot be held to be the sense of Holy Scripture. It
should rather be considered that Moses was speaking to igno-
rant people, and that out of condescension to their weakness
he put before them only such things as are apparent to sense.
Now even the most uneducated can perceive by their senses
that earth and water are corporeal, whereas it is not evident to
all that air also is corporeal, for there have even been philoso-
pherswho said that air is nothing, and called a space filledwith
air a vacuum.
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Moses, then, while he expressly mentions water and earth,
makes no express mention of air by name, to avoid setting be-
fore ignorant persons something beyond their knowledge. In
order, however, to express the truth to those capable of under-
standing it, he implies in the words: “Darkness was upon the
face of the deep,” the existence of air as attendant, so to say,
upon the water. For it may be understood from these words
that over the face of the water a transparent body was ex-
tended, the subject of light and darkness, which, in fact, is the
air.

Whether, then, we understand by the firmament the starry
heaven, or the cloudy region of the air, it is true to say that it
divides the waters from the waters, according as we take water
to denote formless matter, or any kind of transparent body, as
fittingly designated under the name of waters. For the starry
heaven divides the lower transparent bodies from the higher,
and the cloudy region divides that higher part of the air, where
the rain and similar things are generated, from the lower part,

which is connected with the water and included under that
name.

Reply to Objection 1. If by the firmament is understood
the starry heaven, the waters above are not of the same species
as those beneath. But if by the firmament is understood the
cloudy region of the air, both these waters are of the same
species, and two places are assigned to them, though not for
the samepurpose, the higher being the place of their begetting,
the lower, the place of their repose.

Reply to Objection 2. If the waters are held to differ in
species, the firmament cannot be said to divide the waters, as
the cause of their destruction, but only as theboundaryof each.

Reply to Objection 3. On account of the air and other
similar bodies being invisible, Moses includes all such bodies
under the name of water, and thus it is evident that waters are
found on each side of the firmament, whatever be the sense in
which the word is used.

Ia q. 68 a. 4Whether there is only one heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is only one heaven.
For the heaven is contrasted with the earth, in the words, “In
the beginning God created heaven and earth.“But there is only
one earth. erefore there is only one heaven.

Objection2.Further, thatwhich consists of the entire sum
of its own matter, must be one; and such is the heaven, as the
Philosopher proves (DeCoel. i, text. 95).erefore there is but
one heaven.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is predicated of many
things univocally is predicated of them according to some
common notion. But if there are more heavens than one, they
are so called univocally, for if equivocally only, they could not
properly be called many. If, then, they are many, there must be
some commonnotionby reasonofwhich each is calledheaven,
but this common notion cannot be assigned. erefore there
cannot be more than one heaven.

On the contrary, It is said (Ps. 148:4): “Praise Him, ye
heavens of heavens.”

I answer that, On this point there seems to be a diversity
of opinion between Basil andChrysostom.e latter says that
there is only one heaven (Hom. iv inGen.), and that the words
‘heavens of heavens’ are merely the translation of the Hebrew
idiom according to which the word is always used in the plu-
ral, just as in Latin there are many nouns that are wanting in
the singular. On the other hand, Basil (Hom. iii in Hexaem.),
whom Damascene follows (De Fide Orth. ii), says that there
are many heavens. e difference, however, is more nominal
than real. For Chrysostommeans by the one heaven the whole
body that is above the earth and thewater, forwhich reason the
birds that fly in the air are called birds of heaven*. But since in
this body there aremany distinct parts, Basil said that there are
more heavens than one.

In order, then, to understand the distinction of heavens,
it must be borne in mind that Scripture speaks of heaven in a
threefold sense. Sometimes it uses the word in its proper and
natural meaning, when it denotes that body on high which is
luminous actually or potentially, and incorruptible by nature.
In this body there are three heavens; the first is the empyrean,
which is wholly luminous; the second is the aqueous or crys-
talline, wholly transparent; and the third is called the starry
heaven, in part transparent, and in part actually luminous, and
divided into eight spheres. One of these is the sphere of the
fixed stars; the other seven,whichmaybe called the sevenheav-
ens, are the spheres of the planets.

In the second place, the name heaven is applied to a body
that participates in any property of the heavenly body, as sub-
limity and luminosity, actual or potential. us Damascene
(De Fide Orth. ii) holds as one heaven all the space between
the waters and the moon’s orb, calling it the aerial. According
to him, then, there are three heavens, the aerial, the starry, and
onehigher thanboth these, ofwhich theApostle is understood
to speak when he says of himself that he was “rapt to the third
heaven.”

But since this space contains two elements, namely, fire
and air, and in each of these there is what is called a higher
and a lower regionRabanus subdivides this space into four dis-
tinct heavens.ehigher regionoffirehe calls thefieryheaven;
the lower, the Olympian heaven from a loy mountain of that
name: the higher region of air he calls, from its brightness, the
ethereal heaven; the lower, the aerial. When, therefore, these
four heavens are added to the three enumerated above, there
are seven corporeal heavens in all, in the opinion of Rabanus.

irdly, there are metaphorical uses of the word heaven,
as when this name is applied to the Blessed Trinity, Who is

* Ps. 8:9.
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the Light and theMostHigh Spirit. It is explained by some, as
thus applied, in thewords, “Iwill ascend intoheaven”;whereby
the evil spirit is represented as seeking to make himself equal
with God. Sometimes also spiritual blessings, the recompense
of the Saints, from being the highest of all good gis, are signi-
fied by theword heaven, and, in fact, are so signified, according
to Augustine (De Serm. Dom. in Monte), in the words, “Your
reward is very great in heaven” (Mat. 5:12).

Again, three kinds of supernatural visions, bodily, imagi-
native, and intellectual, are called sometimes somany heavens,
in reference to which Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii) expounds

Paul’s rapture “to the third heaven.”
Reply to Objection 1. e earth stands in relation to the

heaven as the centre of a circle to its circumference. But as one
center may have many circumferences, so, though there is but
one earth, there may be many heavens.

Reply to Objection 2. e argument holds good as to the
heaven, in so far as it denotes the entire sum of corporeal cre-
ation, for in that sense it is one.

Reply to Objection 3. All the heavens have in common
sublimity and somedegree of luminosity, as appears fromwhat
has been said.
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F P, Q 69
On the Work of the ird Day

(In Two Articles)

We next consider the work of the third day. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) About the gathering together of the waters;
(2) About the production of plants.

Ia q. 69 a. 1Whether it was fitting that the gathering together of the waters should take place, as recorded,
on the third day?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting that the
gathering together of the waters should take place on the third
day. For what was made on the first and second days is ex-
pressly said to have been “made” in the words, “God said: Be
lightmade,” and “Let there be a firmamentmade.“But the third
day is contradistinguished from the first and the second days.
erefore theworkof the thirdday shouldhavebeendescribed
as a making not as a gathering together.

Objection 2. Further, the earth hitherto had been com-
pletely covered by the waters, wherefore it was described as
“invisible”*.ere was then no place on the earth to which the
waters could be gathered together.

Objection 3. Further, things which are not in continuous
contact cannot occupy one place. But not all the waters are
in continuous contact, and therefore all were not gathered to-
gether into one place.

Objection 4. Further, a gathering together is a mode of lo-
cal movement. But the waters flow naturally, and take their
course towards the sea. In their case, therefore, a Divine pre-
cept of this kind was unnecessary.

Objection 5. Further, the earth is given its name at its first
creation by the words, “In the beginning God created heaven
and earth.” erefore the imposition of its name on the third
day seems to be recorded without necessity.

On the contrary, e authority of Scripture suffices.
I answer that, It is necessary to reply differently to this

question according to the different interpretations given by
Augustine and other holy writers. In all these works, accord-
ing to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. i, 15; iv, 22,34; De Gen. Contr.
Manich. i, 5, 7), there is no order of duration, but only of ori-
gin and nature.He says that the formless spiritual and formless
corporeal natureswere created first of all, and that the latter are
at first indicated by the words “earth” and “water.” Not that
this formlessness preceded formation, in time, but only in ori-
gin; nor yet that one formation preceded another in duration,
but merely in the order of nature. Agreeably, then, to this or-
der, the formation of the highest or spiritual nature is recorded
in the first place, where it is said that lightwasmade on the first
day. For as the spiritual nature is higher than the corporeal, so
the higher bodies are nobler than the lower. Hence the for-

mation of the higher bodies is indicated in the second place,
by the words, “Let there be made a firmament,” by which is
to be understood the impression of celestial forms on form-
less matter, that preceded with priority not of time, but of ori-
gin only. But in the third place the impression of elemental
forms on formless matter is recorded, also with a priority of
origin only. erefore the words, “Let the waters be gathered
together, and the dry land appear,” mean that corporeal matter
was impressed with the substantial form of water, so as to have
such movement, and with the substantial form of earth, so as
to have such an appearance.

According, however, to other holy writers† an order of du-
ration in the works is to be understood, by which is meant
that the formlessness ofmatter precedes its formation, and one
form another, in order of time. Nevertheless, they do not hold
that the formlessness of matter implies the total absence of
form, since heaven, earth, andwater already existed, since these
three are named as already clearly perceptible to the senses;
rather they understand by formlessness the want of due dis-
tinction and of perfect beauty, and in respect of these three
Scripture mentions three kinds of formlessness. Heaven, the
highest of them, was without form so long as “darkness” filled
it, because it was the source of light. e formlessness of wa-
ter, which holds themiddle place, is called the “deep,” because,
as Augustine says (Contr. Faust. xxii, 11), this word signifies
the mass of waters without order. irdly, the formless state of
the earth is touched uponwhen the earth is said to be “void” or
“invisible,” because itwas covered by thewaters.us, then, the
formation of the highest body took place on the first day. And
since time results from themovement of the heaven, and is the
numerical measure of themovement of the highest body, from
this formation, resulted the distinction of time, namely, that
of night and day. On the second day the intermediate body,
water, was formed, receiving from the firmament a sort of dis-
tinction and order (so that water be understood as including
certain other things, as explained above (q. 68, a. 3)). On the
third day the earth, the lowest body, received its form by the
withdrawal of the waters, and there resulted the distinction in
the lowest body, namely, of land and sea.Hence Scripture, hav-
ing clearly expresses the manner in which it received its form

* q. 66, a. 1, obj. 1. † q. 66, a. 1. * Gen. ad lit. ii, 7,8; iii, 20.

325



by the equally suitable words, “Let the dry land appear.”
Reply toObjection 1.According toAugustine*, Scripture

does not say of the work of the third day, that it was made, as
it says of those that precede, in order to show that higher and
spiritual forms, such as the angels and the heavenly bodies, are
perfect and stable in being, whereas inferior forms are imper-
fect and mutable. Hence the impression of such forms is sig-
nified by the gathering of the waters, and the appearing of the
land. For “water,” to use Augustine’s words, “glides and flows
away, the earth abides” (Gen. ad lit. ii, 11). Others, again, hold
that thework of the third daywas perfected on that day only as
regardsmovement from place to place, and that for this reason
Scripture had no reason to speak of it as made.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument is easily solved, ac-
cording to Augustine’s opinion (De Gen. Contr. Manich. i),
becauseweneednot suppose that the earthwas first covered by
the waters, and that these were aerwards gathered together,
but that they were produced in this very gathering together.
But according to the other writers there are three solutions,
which Augustine gives (Gen. ad lit. i, 12). e first supposes
that the waters are heaped up to a greater height at the place
where theywere gathered together, for it has beenproved in re-
gard to theRed Sea, that the sea is higher than the land, as Basil
remarks (Hom. iv in Hexaem.). e second explains the water
that covered the earth as being rarefied or nebulous, whichwas
aerwards condensedwhen thewaterswere gathered together.
e third suggests the existence of hollows in the earth, to re-
ceive the confluence of waters. Of the above the first seems the
most probable.

Reply to Objection 3. All the waters have the sea as their
goal, intowhich they flowby channels hiddenor apparent, and
this may be the reason why they are said to be gathered to-
gether into one place. Or, “one place” is to be understood not
simply, but as contrasted with the place of the dry land, so that
the sensewould be, “Let thewaters be gathered together in one
place,” that is, apart from the dry land. at the waters occu-
pied more places than one seems to be implied by the words
that follow, “e gathering together of the waters He called

Seas.”
Reply to Objection 4. e Divine command gives bodies

their natural movement and by these natural movements they
are said to “fulfill His word.” Or wemay say that it was accord-
ing to the nature of water completely to cover the earth, just
as the air completely surrounds both water and earth; but as a
necessary means towards an end, namely, that plants and ani-
mals might be on the earth, it was necessary for the waters to
be withdrawn from a portion of the earth. Some philosophers
attribute this uncovering of the earth’s surface to the action of
the sun liing up the vapors and thus drying the land. Scrip-
ture, however, attributes it to the Divine power, not only in
the Book of Genesis, but also Job 38:10 where in the person of
the Lord it is said, “I set My bounds around the sea,” and Jer.
5:22, where it is written: “Will you not then fearMe, saith the
Lord, who have set the sand a bound for the sea?”

Reply to Objection 5. According to Augustine (De Gen.
Contr. Manich. i), primary matter is meant by the word earth,
where first mentioned, but in the present passage it is to be
taken for the element itself. Again it may be said with Basil
(Hom. iv in Hexaem.), that the earth is mentioned in the first
passage in respect of its nature, but here in respect of its prin-
cipal property, namely, dryness. Wherefore it is written: “He
called the dry land, Earth.” It may also be said with Rabbi
Moses, that the expression, “He called,” denotes throughout an
equivocal use of the name imposed.us we find it said at first
that “He called the lightDay”: for the reason that later on a pe-
riod of twenty-four hours is also called day, where it is said that
“there was evening and morning, one day.” In like manner it is
said that “the firmament,” that is, the air, “He called heaven”:
for that which was first created was also called “heaven.” And
here, again, it is said that “the dry land,” that is, the part from
which thewaters hadwithdrawn, “He called, Earth,” as distinct
from the sea; although the name earth is equally applied to
that which is covered with waters or not. So by the expression
“He called” we are to understand throughout that the nature
or property He bestowed corresponded to the name He gave.

Ia q. 69 a. 2Whether it was fitting that the production of plants should take place on the third day?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting that the
production of plants should take place on the third day. For
plants have life, as animals have. But the production of ani-
mals belongs to thework, not of distinction, but of adornment.
erefore the production of plants, as also belonging to the
work of adornment, ought not to be recorded as taking place
on the third day, which is devoted to the work of distinction.

Objection 2. Further, a work by which the earth is ac-
cursed should have been recorded apart from the work by
which it receives its form. But the words of Gn. 3:17, “Cursed
is the earth in thy work, thorns and thistles shall it bring forth
to thee,” show that by the production of certain plants the

earth was accursed. erefore the production of plants in gen-
eral should not have been recorded on the third day, which is
concerned with the work of formation.

Objection3.Further, as plants are firmlyfixed to the earth,
so are stones and metals, which are, nevertheless, not men-
tioned in the work of formation. Plants, therefore, ought not
to have been made on the third day.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 1:12): “e earth brought
forth the green herb,” aer which there follows, “e evening
and the morning were the third day.”

I answer that, On the third day, as said (a. 1), the form-
less state of the earth comes to an end. But this state is de-
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scribed as twofold. On the one hand, the earth was “invisible”
or “void,” being covered by the waters; on the other hand, it
was “shapeless” or “empty,” that is, without that comeliness
which it owes to the plants that clothe it, as it were, with a
garment. us, therefore, in either respect this formless state
ends on the third day: first, when “the waters were gathered
together into one place and the dry land appeared”; secondly,
when “the earth brought forth the green herb.” But concern-
ing the production of plants, Augustine’s opinion differs from
that of others. For other commentators, in accordancewith the
surface meaning of the text, consider that the plants were pro-
duced in act in their various species on this third day; whereas
Augustine (Gen. ad lit. v, 5; viii, 3) says that the earth is said
to have then produced plants and trees in their causes, that is,
it received then the power to produce them. He supports this
view by the authority of Scripture, for it is said (Gn. 2:4,5):
“ese are the generations of the heaven and the earth, when
they were created, in the day that…God made the heaven and
the earth, and every plant of the field before it sprung up in the
earth, and every herb of the ground before it grew.” erefore,
the production of plants in their causes, within the earth, took
place before they sprang up from the earth’s surface. And this is
confirmed by reason, as follows. In these first daysGod created
all things in their origin or causes, and from this workHe sub-
sequently rested. Yet aerwards, by governing His creatures,
in the work of propagation, “He worketh until now.“Now the
production of plants from out the earth is a work of propa-
gation, and therefore they were not produced in act on the
third day, but in their causes only. However, in accordance
with other writers, it may be said that the first constitution

of species belongs to the work of the six days, but the repro-
duction among them of like from like, to the government of
the universe. And Scripture indicates this in the words, “be-
fore it sprung up in the earth,” and “before it grew,” that is, be-
fore like was produced from like; just as now happens in the
natural course by the production of seed.Wherefore Scripture
says pointedly (Gn. 1:11): “Let the earth bring forth the green
herb, and such as may seed,” as indicating the production of
perfection of perfect species, from which the seed of others
should arise. Nor does the question where the seminal power
may reside, whether in root, stem, or fruit, affect the argument.

Reply to Objection 1. Life in plants is hidden, since they
lack sense and local movement, by which the animate and the
inanimate are chiefly discernible. And therefore, since they are
firmly fixed in the earth, their production is treated as a part of
the earth’s formation.

Reply toObjection 2.Even before the earth was accursed,
thorns and thistles had been produced, either virtually or ac-
tually. But they were not produced in punishment of man; as
though the earth, which he tilled to gain his food, produced
unfruitful and noxious plants. Hence it is said: “Shall it bring
forth TO THEE.”

Reply to Objection 3. Moses put before the people such
things only as were manifest to their senses, as we have said
(q. 67, a. 4; q. 68, a. 3). But minerals are generated in hid-
den ways within the bowels of the earth. Moreover they seem
hardly specifically distinct from earth, and would seem to be
species thereof. For this reason, therefore, he makes no men-
tion of them.
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F P, Q 70
Of the Work of Adornment, As Regards the Fourth Day

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the work of adornment, first as to each day by itself, secondly as to all seven days in general.
In the first place, then, we consider the work of the fourth day, secondly, that of the fih day, thirdly, that of the sixth day,

and fourthly, such matters as belong to the seventh day.
Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) As to the production of the lights;
(2) As to the end of their production;
(3) Whether they are living beings?

Ia q. 70 a. 1Whether the lights ought to have been produced on the fourth day?

Objection 1. It would seem that the lights ought not to
have been produced on the fourth day. For the heavenly lu-
minaries are by nature incorruptible bodies: wherefore their
matter cannot exist without their form. But as theirmatterwas
produced in the work of creation, before there was any day, so
therefore were their forms. It follows, then, that the lights were
not produced on the fourth day.

Objection 2. Further, the luminaries are, as it were, vessels
of light. But light was made on the first day. e luminaries,
therefore, should have been made on the first day, not on the
fourth.

Objection 3.Further, the lights are fixed in the firmament,
as plants are fixed in the earth. For, the Scripture says: “He set
them in the firmament.” But plants are described as produced
when the earth, to which they are attached, received its form.
e lights, therefore, should have been produced at the same
time as the firmament, that is to say, on the second day.

Objection4.Further, plants are an effect of the sun,moon,
and other heavenly bodies. Now, cause precedes effect in the
order of nature. e lights, therefore, ought not to have been
produced on the fourth day, but on the third day.

Objection 5. Further, as astronomers say, there are many
stars larger than the moon. erefore the sun and the moon
alone are not correctly described as the “two great lights.”

On the contrary, Suffices the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, In recapitulating the Divine works, Scrip-

ture says (Gn. 2:1): “So the heavens and the earthwere finished
and all the furniture of them,” thereby indicating that thework
was threefold. In the first work, that of “creation,” the heaven
and the earth were produced, but as yet without form. In the
second, or work of “distinction,” the heaven and the earthwere
perfected, either by adding substantial form to formless mat-
ter, as Augustine holds (Gen. ad lit. ii, 11), or by giving them
the order and beauty due to them, as other holy writers sup-
pose. To these two works is added the work of adornment,
which is distinct fromperfect. For the perfection of the heaven
and the earth regards, seemingly, those things that belong to
them intrinsically, but the adornment, those that are extrin-

sic, just as the perfection of a man lies in his proper parts and
forms, and his adornment, in clothing or such like. Now just
as distinction of certain things is made most evident by their
local movement, as separating one from another; so the work
of adornment is set forth by the production of things having
movement in the heavens, and upon the earth. But it has been
stated above (q. 69, a. 1), that three things are recorded as cre-
ated, namely, the heaven, the water, and the earth; and these
three received their form from the three days’ work of distinc-
tion, so that heaven was formed on the first day; on the second
day the waters were separated; and on the third day, the earth
was divided into sea and dry land. So also is it in the work of
adornment; on the first day of this work, which is the fourth of
creation, are produced the lights, to adorn the heaven by their
movements; on the second day, which is the fih, birds and
fishes are called into being, to make beautiful the intermedi-
ate element, for they move in air and water, which are here
taken as one; while on the third day, which is the sixth, an-
imals are brought forth, to move upon the earth and adorn
it. It must also here be noted that Augustine’s opinion (Gen.
ad lit. v, 5) on the production of lights is not at variance with
that of other holy writers, since he says that they were made
actually, and not merely virtually, for the firmament has not
the power of producing lights, as the earth has of producing
plants. Wherefore Scripture does not say: “Let the firmament
produce lights,” though it says: “Let the earth bring forth the
green herb.”

Reply to Objection 1. In Augustine’s opinion there is no
difficulty here; for he does not hold a succession of time in
these works, and so there was no need for the matter of the
lights to exist under another form.Nor is there any difficulty in
the opinion of those who hold the heavenly bodies to be of the
nature of the four elements, for it may be said that they were
formed out of matter already existing, as animals and plants
were formed. For those, however, who hold the heavenly bod-
ies to be of another nature from the elements, and naturally
incorruptible, the answermust be that the lights were substan-
tially created at the beginning, but that their substance, at first
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formless, is formed on this day, by receiving not its substan-
tial form, but a determination of power. As to the fact that the
lights are not mentioned as existing from the beginning, but
only asmade on the fourth day,Chrysostom (Hom. vi inGen.)
explains this by the need of guarding the people from the dan-
ger of idolatry: since the lights are proved not to be gods, by
the fact that they were not from the beginning.

Reply toObjection 2.Nodifficulty exists if we followAu-
gustine in holding the light made on the first day to be spiri-
tual, and that made on this day to be corporeal. If, however,
the lightmade on the first day is understood to be itself corpo-
real, then it must be held to have been produced on that day
merely as light in general; and that on the fourth day the lights
received a definite power to produce determinate effects.us
we observe that the rays of the sun have one effect, those of
the moon another, and so forth. Hence, speaking of such a de-
termination of power, Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) says that the
sun’s light which previously was without form, was formed on
the fourth day.

Reply to Objection 3. According to Ptolemy the heav-
enly luminaries are not fixed in the spheres, but have their own
movement distinct from themovement of the spheres.Where-
foreChrysostom says (Hom. vi inGen.) thatHe is said to have
set them in the firmament, not because He fixed them there
immovably, but because He bade them to be there, even as He
placed man in Paradise, to be there. In the opinion of Aristo-
tle, however, the stars are fixed in their orbits, and in reality
have no other movement but that of the spheres; and yet our

senses perceive the movement of the luminaries and not that
of the spheres (DeCoel. ii, text. 43). ButMoses describes what
is obvious to sense, out of condescension to popular ignorance,
as we have already said (q. 67, a. 4; q. 68, a. 3). e objection,
however, falls to the ground if we regard the firmament made
on the second day as having a natural distinction from that
in which the stars are placed, even though the distinction is
not apparent to the senses, the testimony of which Moses fol-
lows, as stated above (DeCoel. ii, text. 43). For although to the
senses there appears but one firmament; if we admit a higher
and a lower firmament, the lower will be that which was made
on the second day, and on the fourth the stars were fixed in the
higher firmament.

Reply to Objection 4. In the words of Basil (Hom. v in
Hexaem.), plants were recorded as produced before the sun
and moon, to prevent idolatry, since those who believe the
heavenly bodies to be gods, hold that plants originate primarily
from these bodies. Although as Chrysostom remarks (Hom.
vi in Gen.), the sun, moon, and stars cooperate in the work of
production by their movements, as the husbandman cooper-
ates by his labor.

Reply toObjection 5.As Chrysostom says, the two lights
are called great, not somuchwith regard to their dimensions as
to their influence and power. For though the stars be of greater
bulk than themoon, yet the influence of themoon ismore per-
ceptible to the senses in this lower world. Moreover, as far as
the senses are concerned, its apparent size is greater.

Ia q. 70 a. 2Whether the cause assigned for the production of the lights is reasonable?

Objection 1. It would seem that the cause assigned for the
production of the lights is not reasonable. For it is said ( Jer.
10:2): “Be not afraid of the signs of heaven, which the hea-
thens fear.” erefore the heavenly lights were not made to be
signs.

Objection 2. Further, sign is contradistinguished from
cause. But the lights are the cause of what takes place upon the
earth. erefore they are not signs.

Objection 3. Further, the distinction of seasons and days
began from the first day. erefore the lights were not made
“for seasons, and days, and years,” that is, in order to distin-
guish them.

Objection 4. Further, nothing is made for the sake of that
which is inferior to itself, “since the end is better than the
means” (Topic. iii). But the lights are nobler than the earth.
erefore they were not made “to enlighten it.”

Objection 5. Further, the new moon cannot be said “to
rule the night.” But such it probably did when first made; for
men begin to count from the newmoon.emoon, therefore,
was not made “to rule the night.”

On the contrary, Suffices the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, As we have said above (q. 65, a. 2), a cor-

poreal creature can be considered as made either for the sake
of its proper act, or for other creatures, or for the whole uni-
verse, or for the glory ofGod.Of these reasons only that which
points out the usefulness of these things to man, is touched
upon by Moses, in order to withdraw his people from idola-
try. Hence it is written (Dt. 4:19): “Lest perhaps liing up thy
eyes to heaven, thou see the sun and themoon and all the stars
of heaven, and being deceived by error thou adore and serve
them, which the Lord thyGod created for the service of all na-
tions.” Now, he explains this service at the beginning of Gen-
esis as threefold. First, the lights are of service to man, in re-
gard to sight,whichdirects him inhisworks, and ismost useful
for perceiving objects. In reference to this he says: “Let them
shine in the firmament and give life to the earth.” Secondly, as
regards the changes of the seasons, which prevent weariness,
preserve health, and provide for the necessities of food; all of
which things could not be secured if it were always summer or
winter. In reference to this he says: “Let them be for seasons,
and for days, and years.” irdly, as regards the convenience of
business and work, in so far as the lights are set in the heavens
to indicate fair or foul weather, as favorable to various occupa-
tions. And in this respect he says: “Let them be for signs.”
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Reply to Objection 1. e lights in the heaven are set
for signs of changes effected in corporeal creatures, but not of
those changes which depend upon the free-will.

Reply to Objection 2. We are sometimes brought to the
knowledge of hidden effects through their sensible causes, and
conversely. Hence nothing prevents a sensible cause from be-
ing a sign. But he says “signs,” rather than “causes,” to guard
against idolatry.

Reply to Objection 3. e general division of time into
day and night took place on the first day, as regards the diur-
nalmovement, which is common to thewhole heaven andmay
be understood to have begun on that first day. But the particu-
lar distinctions of days and seasons and years, according as one
day is hotter than another, one season than another, and one
year than another, are due to certain particular movements of
the stars: which movements may have had their beginning on

the fourth day.
Reply toObjection 4. Light was given to the earth for the

service of man, who, by reason of his soul, is nobler than the
heavenly bodies. Nor is it untrue to say that a higher creature
may be made for the sake of a lower, considered not in itself,
but as ordained to the good of the universe.

Reply toObjection 5.When themoon is at its perfection
it rises in the evening and sets in themorning, and thus it rules
the night, and it was probably made in its full perfection as
were plants yielding seed, as also were animals and man him-
self. For although the perfect is developed from the imperfect
by natural processes, yet the perfect must exist simply before
the imperfect. Augustine, however (Gen. ad lit. ii), does not
say this, for he says that it is not unfitting thatGodmade things
imperfect, which He aerwards perfected.

Ia q. 70 a. 3Whether the lights of heaven are living beings?

Objection 1. It would seem that the lights of heaven are
living beings. For the nobler a body is, themore nobly it should
be adorned. But a body less noble than the heaven, is adorned
with living beings, with fish, birds, and the beasts of the field.
erefore the lights of heaven, as pertaining to its adornment,
should be living beings also.

Objection2.Further, the nobler a body is, the noblermust
be its form.But the sun,moon, and stars are nobler bodies than
plants or animals, and must therefore have nobler forms. Now
the noblest of all forms is the soul, as being the first principle of
life. Hence Augustine (De Vera Relig. xxix) says: “Every living
substance stands higher in the order of nature than one that
has not life.” e lights of heaven, therefore, are living beings.

Objection 3. Further, a cause is nobler than its effect. But
the sun, moon, and stars are a cause of life, as is especially ev-
idenced in the case of animals generated from putrefaction,
which receive life from the power of the sun and stars. Much
more, therefore, have the heavenly bodies a living soul.

Objection4.Further, themovement of the heaven and the
heavenly bodies are natural (De Coel. i, text. 7,8): and natural
movement is from an intrinsic principle. Now the principle of
movement in the heavenly bodies is a substance capable of ap-
prehension, and is moved as the desirer is moved by the object
desired (Metaph. xii, text. 36). erefore, seemingly, the ap-
prehending principle is intrinsic to the heavenly bodies: and
consequently they are living beings.

Objection 5. Further, the first of movables is the heaven.
Now, of all things that are endowed with movement the first
moves itself, as is proved in Phys. viii, text. 34, because, what is
such of itself precedes thatwhich is by another. But only beings
that are living move themselves, as is shown in the same book
(text. 27). erefore the heavenly bodies are living beings.

On the contrary,Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii), “Let
no one esteem the heavens or the heavenly bodies to be living

things, for they have neither life nor sense.”
I answer that,Philosophers have differed on this question.

Anaxagoras, for instance, as Augustine mentions (DeCiv. Dei
xviii, 41), “was condemned by the Athenians for teaching that
the sun was a fiery mass of stone, and neither a god nor even a
living being.” On the other hand, the Platonists held that the
heavenly bodies have life. Nor was there less diversity of opin-
ion among theDoctors of theChurch. It was the belief ofOri-
gen (Peri Archon i) and Jerome that these bodies were alive,
and the latter seems to explain in that sense the words (Ec-
cles. 1:6), “e spirit goeth forward, surveying all places round
about.” But Basil (Hom. iii, vi in Hexaem.) and Damascene
(De Fide Orth. ii) maintain that the heavenly bodies are inan-
imate. Augustine leaves the matter in doubt, without commit-
tinghimself to either theory, thoughhe goes so far as to say that
if the heavenly bodies are really living beings, their souls must
be akin to the angelic nature (Gen. ad lit. ii, 18; Enchiridion
lviii).

In examining the truth of this question, where such diver-
sity of opinion exists, we shall do well to bear in mind that the
union of soul and body exists for the sake of the soul and not
of the body; for the form does not exist for the matter, but the
matter for the form. Now the nature and power of the soul are
apprehended through its operation,which is to a certain extent
its end.Yet for someof these operations, as sensation andnutri-
tion, our body is a necessary instrument. Hence it is clear that
the sensitive and nutritive soulsmust be united to a body in or-
der to exercise their functions. ere are, however, operations
of the soul, which are not exercised through themediumof the
body, though the body ministers, as it were, to their produc-
tion. e intellect, for example, makes use of the phantasms
derived from the bodily senses, and thus far is dependent on
the body, although capable of existing apart from it. It is not,
however, possible that the functions of nutrition, growth, and
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generation, through which the nutritive soul operates, can be
exercised by the heavenly bodies, for such operations are in-
compatible with a body naturally incorruptible. Equally im-
possible is it that the functions of the sensitive soul can apper-
tain to the heavenly body, since all the senses depend on the
sense of touch, which perceives elemental qualities, and all the
organs of the senses require a certain proportion in the admix-
ture of elements, whereas the nature of the heavenly bodies is
not elemental. It follows, then, that of the operations of the
soul the only ones le to be attributed to the heavenly bodies
are those of understanding and moving; for appetite follows
both sensitive and intellectual perception, and is in proportion
thereto. But the operations of the intellect, which does not act
through the body, do not need a body as their instrument, ex-
cept to supply phantasms through the senses. Moreover, the
operations of the sensitive soul, as we have seen, cannot be at-
tributed to the heavenly bodies. Accordingly, the union of a
soul to a heavenly body cannot be for the purpose of the opera-
tions of the intellect. It remains, then, only to considerwhether
the movement of the heavenly bodies demands a soul as the
motive power, not that the soul, in order tomove the heavenly
body, need be united to the latter as its form; but by contact of
power, as amover is united to thatwhich hemoves.Wherefore
Aristotle (Phys. viii, text. 42,43), aer showing that the first
mover is made up of two parts, the moving and the moved,
goes on to show the nature of the union between these two
parts. is, he says, is effected by contact which is mutual if
both are bodies; on the part of one only, if one is a body and the
other not.ePlatonists explain the union of soul and body in
the same way, as a contact of a moving power with the object
moved, and since Plato holds the heavenly bodies to be living
beings, this means nothing else but that substances of spiritual
nature are united to them, and act as their moving power. A
proof that the heavenly bodies are moved by the direct influ-
ence and contact of some spiritual substance, andnot, like bod-
ies of specific gravity, by nature, lies in the fact that whereas na-
turemoves to one fixed endwhich having attained, it rests; this
does not appear in the movement of heavenly bodies. Hence
it follows that they are moved by some intellectual substances.

Augustine appears to be of the sameopinionwhenhe expresses
his belief that all corporeal things are ruled by God through
the spirit of life (De Trin. iii, 4).

From what has been said, then, it is clear that the heavenly
bodies are not living beings in the same sense as plants and ani-
mals, and that if they are called so, it can only be equivocally. It
will also be seen that the difference of opinion between those
who affirm, and those who deny, that these bodies have life, is
not a difference of things but of words.

Reply toObjection 1.Certain things belong to the adorn-
ment of the universe by reason of their proper movement; and
in this way the heavenly luminaries agree with others that con-
duce to that adornment, for they are moved by a living sub-
stance.

Reply to Objection 2. One being may be nobler than an-
other absolutely, but not in a particular respect. While, then,
it is not conceded that the souls of heavenly bodies are nobler
than the souls of animals absolutely it must be conceded that
they are superior to themwith regard to their respective forms,
since their form perfects their matter entirely, which is not in
potentiality to other forms; whereas a soul does not do this.
Also as regards movement the power that moves the heavenly
bodies is of a nobler kind.

Reply to Objection 3. Since the heavenly body is a mover
moved, it is of the nature of an instrument, which acts in virtue
of the agent: and therefore since this agent is a living substance
the heavenly body can impart life in virtue of that agent.

Reply to Objection 4. e movements of the heavenly
bodies are natural, not on account of their active principle, but
on account of their passive principle; that is to say, from a cer-
tain natural aptitude for being moved by an intelligent power.

Reply to Objection 5. e heaven is said to move itself
in as far as it is compounded of mover and moved; not by the
union of themover, as the form,with themoved, as thematter,
but by contact with the motive power, as we have said. So far,
then, the principle that moves it may be called intrinsic, and
consequently its movement natural with respect to that active
principle; just as we say that voluntary movement is natural to
the animal as animal (Phys. viii, text. 27).
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F P, Q 71
On the Work of the Fih Day

(In One Article)

We must next consider the work of the fih day.
Objection 1. It would seem that this work is not fittingly described. For the waters produce that which the power of water

suffices to produce. But the power of water does not suffice for the production of every kind of fishes and birds since we find
that many of them are generated from seed. erefore the words, “Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature having life,
and the fowl that may fly over the earth,” do not fittingly describe this work.

Objection 2. Further, fishes and birds are not produced fromwater only, but earth seems to predominate over water in their
composition, as is shown by the fact that their bodies tend naturally to the earth and rest upon it. It is not, then, fittingly that
fishes and birds are produced from water.

Objection 3. Further, fishes move in the waters, and birds in the air. If, then, fishes are produced from the waters, birds
ought to be produced from the air, and not from the waters.

Objection 4. Further, not all fishes creep through the waters, for some, as seals, have feet and walk on land. erefore the
production of fishes is not sufficiently described by the words, “Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature having life.”

Objection 5. Further, land animals are more perfect than birds and fishes which appears from the fact that they have more
distinct limbs, and generation of a higher order. For they bring forth living beings, whereas birds and fishes bring forth eggs.
But the more perfect has precedence in the order of nature. erefore fishes and birds ought not to have been produced on the
fih day, before land animals.

On the contrary, Suffices the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, As said above, (q. 70, a. 1), the order of the work of adornment corresponds to the order of the work of

distinction. Hence, as among the three days assigned to the work of distinction, the middle, or second, day is devoted to the
work of distinction of water, which is the intermediate body, so in the three days of the work of adornment, the middle day,
which is the fih, is assigned to the adornment of the intermediate body, by the production of birds and fishes. As, then, Moses
makesmention of the lights and the light on the fourth day, to show that the fourth day corresponds to the first day onwhich he
had said that the light was made, so on this fih day he mentions the waters and the firmament of heaven to show that the fih
day corresponds to the second. It must, however, be observed that Augustine differs from other writers in his opinion about
the production of fishes and birds, as he differs about the production of plants. For while others say that fishes and birds were
produced on the fih day actually, he holds that the nature of the waters produced them on that day potentially.

Reply to Objection 1. It was laid down by Avicenna that animals of all kinds can be generated by various minglings of the
elements, and naturally, without any kind of seed. is, however, seems repugnant to the fact that nature produces its effects
by determinate means, and consequently, those things that are naturally generated from seed cannot be generated naturally in
any other way. It ought, then, rather to be said that in the natural generation of all animals that are generated from seed, the
active principle lies in the formative power of the seed, but that in the case of animals generated fromputrefaction, the formative
power of is the influence of the heavenly bodies. e material principle, however, in the generation of either kind of animals,
is either some element, or something compounded of the elements. But at the first beginning of the world the active principle
was the Word of God, which produced animals from material elements, either in act, as some holy writers say, or virtually, as
Augustine teaches. Not as though the power possessed by water or earth of producing all animals resides in the earth and the
water themselves, as Avicenna held, but in the power originally given to the elements of producing them from elemental matter
by the power of seed or the influence of the stars.

Reply toObjection2.ebodies of birds andfishesmay be considered from twopoints of view. If considered in themselves,
it will be evident that the earthly element must predominate, since the element that is least active, namely, the earth, must be
the most abundant in quantity in order that the mingling may be duly tempered in the body of the animal. But if considered as
by nature constituted to move with certain specific motions, thus they have some special affinity with the bodies in which they
move; and hence the words in which their generation is described.

Reply to Objection 3. e air, as not being so apparent to the senses, is not enumerated by itself, but with other things:
partly with the water, because the lower region of the air is thickened by watery exhalations; partly with the heaven as to the
higher region. But birds move in the lower part of the air, and so are said to fly “beneath the firmament,” even if the firmament
be taken to mean the region of clouds. Hence the production of birds is ascribed to the water.

Reply to Objection 4. Nature passes from one extreme to another through the medium; and therefore there are creatures
of intermediate type between the animals of the air and those of the water, having something in common with both; and they
are reckoned as belonging to that class to which they are most allied, through the characters possessed in common with that
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class, rather than with the other. But in order to include among fishes all such intermediate forms as have special characters like
to theirs, the words, “Let the waters bring forth the creeping creature having life,” are followed by these: “God created great
whales,” etc.

Reply to Objection 5. e order in which the production of these animals is given has reference to the order of those
bodies which they are set to adorn, rather than to the superiority of the animals themselves. Moreover, in generation also the
more perfect is reached through the less perfect.
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F P, Q 72
On the Work of the Sixth Day

(In One Article)

We must now consider the work of the sixth day.
Objection1. Itwould seem that thiswork is not fittingly described. For as birds andfishes have a living soul, so also have land

animals. But these animals are not themselves living souls. erefore the words, “Let the earth bring forth the living creature,”
should rather have been, “Let the earth bring forth the living four-footed creatures.”

Objection 2. Further, a genus ought not to be opposed to its species. But beasts and cattle are quadrupeds. erefore
quadrupeds ought not to be enumerated as a class with beasts and cattle.

Objection 3. Further, as animals belong to a determinate genus and species, so also does man. But in the making of man
nothing is said of his genus and species, and therefore nothing ought to have been said about them in the production of other
animals, whereas it is said “according to its genus” and “in its species.”

Objection 4. Further, land animals are more like man, whomGod is recorded to have blessed, than are birds and fishes. But
as birds and fishes are said to be blessed, this should have been said, with much more reason, of the other animals as well.

Objection 5. Further, certain animals are generated from putrefaction, which is a kind of corruption. But corruption is
repugnant to the first founding of the world. erefore such animals should not have been produced at that time.

Objection 6. Further, certain animals are poisonous, and injurious to man. But there ought to have been nothing injurious
to man before man sinned. erefore such animals ought not to have been made by God at all, since He is the Author of good;
or at least not until man had sinned.

On the contrary, Suffices the authority of Scripture.
I answer that,As on the fih day the intermediate body, namely, the water, is adorned, and thus that day corresponds to the

second day; so the sixth day, on which the lowest body, or the earth, is adorned by the production of land animals, corresponds
to the third day.Hence the earth ismentioned in both places. And here againAugustine says (Gen. ad lit. v) that the production
was potential, and other holy writers that it was actual.

Reply to Objection 1. e different grades of life which are found in different living creatures can be discovered from
the various ways in which Scripture speaks of them, as Basil says (Hom. viii in Hexaem.). e life of plants, for instance, is
very imperfect and difficult to discern, and hence, in speaking of their production, nothing is said of their life, but only their
generation is mentioned, since only in generation is a vital act observed in them. For the powers of nutrition and growth are
subordinate to the generative life, aswill be shown later on (q. 78, a. 2). But amongst animals, those that live on land are, generally
speaking, more perfect than birds and fishes, not because the fish is devoid of memory, as Basil upholds (Hom. viii inHexaem.)
and Augustine rejects (Gen. ad lit. iii), but because their limbs are more distinct and their generation of a higher order, (yet
some imperfect animals, such as bees and ants, are more intelligent in certain ways). Scripture, therefore, does not call fishes
“living creatures,” but “creeping creatures having life”; whereas it does call land animals “living creatures” on account of their
more perfect life, and seems to imply that fishes aremerely bodies having in them something of a soul, whilst land animals, from
the higher perfection of their life, are, as it were, living souls with bodies subject to them. But the life of man, as being the most
perfect grade, is not said to be produced, like the life of other animals, by earth or water, but immediately by God.

Reply to Objection 2. By “cattle,” domestic animals are signified, which in any way are of service to man: but by “beasts,”
wild animals such as bears and lions are designated. By “creeping things” those animals are meant which either have no feet
and cannot rise from the earth, as serpents, or those whose feet are too short to life them far from the ground, as the lizard and
tortoise. But since certain animals, as deer and goats, seem to fall under none of these classes, the word “quadrupeds” is added.
Or perhaps theword “quadruped” is used first as being the genus, towhich the others are added as species, for even some reptiles,
such as lizards and tortoises, are four-footed.

Reply to Objection 3. In other animals, and in plants, mention is made of genus and species, to denote the generation of
like from like. But it was unnecessary to do so in the case of man, as what had already been said of other creatures might be
understood of him. Again, animals and plants may be said to be produced according to their kinds, to signify their remoteness
from the Divine image and likeness, whereas man is said to be made “to the image and likeness of God.”

Reply to Objection 4. e blessing of God gives power to multiply by generation, and, having been mentioned in the
preceding account of the making of birds and fishes, could be understood of the beasts of the earth, without requiring to be
repeated. e blessing, however, is repeated in the case of man, since in him generation of children has a special relation to the
number of the elect*, and to prevent anyone from saying that there was any sin whatever in the act of begetting children. As to
plants, since they experience neither desire of propagation, nor sensation in generating, they are deemed unworthy of a formal
blessing.
* Cf. Augustine, Gen. ad lit. iii, 12.
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Reply toObjection 5. Since the generation of one thing is the corruption of another, it was not incompatible with the first
formation of things, that from the corruption of the less perfect themore perfect should be generated.Hence animals generated
from the corruption of inanimate things, or of plants, may have been generated then. But those generated from corruption of
animals could not have been produced then otherwise than potentially.

Reply toObjection6. In thewords ofAugustine (Super.Gen. contr.Manich. i): “If an unskilled person enters theworkshop
of an artificer he sees in it many appliances of which he does not understand the use, and which, if he is a foolish fellow, he
considers unnecessary. Moreover, should he carelessly fall into the fire, or wound himself with a sharp-edged tool, he is under
the impression that many of the things there are hurtful; whereas the crasman, knowing their use, laughs at his folly. And
thus some people presume to find fault with many things in this world, through not seeing the reasons for their existence. For
though not required for the furnishing of our house, these things are necessary for the perfection of the universe.” And, since
man before he sinned would have used the things of this world conformably to the order designed, poisonous animals would
not have injured him.
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F P, Q 73
On the ings at Belong to the Seventh Day

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the things that belong to the seventh day. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) About the completion of the works;
(2) About the resting of God;
(3) About the blessing and sanctifying of this day.

Ia q. 73 a. 1Whether the completion of the Divine works ought to be ascribed to the seventh day?

Objection 1. It would seem that the completion of theDi-
vine works ought not to be ascribed to the seventh day. For all
things that are done in this world belong to the Divine works.
But the consummation of the world will be at the end of the
world (Mat. 13:39,40). Moreover, the time of Christ’s Incar-
nation is a time of completion, wherefore it is called “the time
of fulness*” (Gal. 4:4). And Christ Himself, at the moment of
His death, cried out, “It is consummated” ( Jn. 19:30). Hence
the completion of theDivineworks does not belong to the sev-
enth day.

Objection 2. Further, the completion of a work is an act in
itself. But we do not read that God acted at all on the seventh
day, but rather thatHe rested from allHis work.erefore the
completion of the works does not belong to the seventh day.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is said to be complete to
which many things are added, unless they are merely superflu-
ous, for a thing is called perfect to which nothing is wanting
that it ought to possess. But many things were made aer the
seventh day, as the production of many individual beings, and
even of certain new species that are frequently appearing, espe-
cially in the case of animals generated from putrefaction. Also,
God creates daily new souls. Again, the work of the Incarna-
tionwas a newwork, of which it is said ( Jer. 31:22): “eLord
hath created a new thing upon the earth.” Miracles also are
newworks, of which it is said (Eccles. 36:6): “Renew thy signs,
andworknewmiracles.”Moreover, all thingswill bemadenew
when the Saints are glorified, according to Apoc. 21:5: “And
He that sat on the throne said: Behold I make all things new.”
erefore the completion of theDivine works ought not to be
attributed to the seventh day.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 2:2): “On the seventh day
God ended His work which He had made.”

I answer that,eperfection of a thing is twofold, the first
perfection and the second perfection. e ‘first’ perfection is
that according to which a thing is substantially perfect, and
this perfection is the form of the whole; which form results
from thewhole having its parts complete. But the ‘second’ per-
fection is the end, which is either an operation, as the end of
the harpist is to play the harp; or something that is attained
by an operation, as the end of the builder is the house that he

makes by building. But the first perfection is the cause of the
second, because the form is the principle of operation. Now
the final perfection, which is the end of the whole universe,
is the perfect beatitude of the Saints at the consummation of
the world; and the first perfection is the completeness of the
universe at its first founding, and this is what is ascribed to the
seventh day.

Reply to Objection 1. e first perfection is the cause of
the second, as above said. Now for the attaining of beatitude
two things are required, nature and grace. erefore, as said
above, the perfection of beatitude will be at the end of the
world. But this consummation existed previously in its causes,
as to nature, at the first founding of the world, as to grace, in
the Incarnation of Christ. For, “Grace and truth came by Jesus
Christ” ( Jn. 1:17). So, then, on the seventh day was the con-
summation of nature, in Christ’s Incarnation the consumma-
tion of grace, and at the end of the world will be the consum-
mation of glory.

Reply to Objection 2. God did act on the seventh day,
not by creating new creatures, but by directing and moving
His creatures to the work proper to them, and thus He made
some beginning of the “second” perfection. So that, according
to our version of the Scripture, the completion of the works
is attributed to the seventh day, though according to another
it is assigned to the sixth. Either version, however, may stand,
since the completion of the universe as to the completeness
of its parts belongs to the sixth day, but its completion as re-
gards their operation, to the seventh. It may also be added that
in continuous movement, so long as any movement further is
possible,movement cannot be called completed till it comes to
rest, for rest denotes consummation of movement. Now God
might havemademany other creatures besides thosewhichHe
made in the six days, andhence, by the fact thatHe ceasedmak-
ing them on the seventh day, He is said on that day to have
consummated His work.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing entirely new was aer-
wards made by God, but all things subsequently made had in
a sense been made before in the work of the six days. Some
things, indeed, had a previous experience materially, as the rib
from the side of Adam out of which God formed Eve; whilst

* Vulg.: ‘the fulness of time’.
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others existed not only in matter but also in their causes, as
those individual creatures that are nowgenerated existed in the
first of their kind. Species, also, that are new, if any such appear,
existed beforehand in various active powers; so that animals,
and perhaps even new species of animals, are produced by pu-
trefaction by the power which the stars and elements received
at the beginning. Again, animals of new kinds arise occasion-
ally from the connection of individuals belonging to different
species, as the mule is the offspring of an ass and a mare; but
even these existed previously in their causes, in the works of

the six days. Some also existed beforehand by way of simili-
tude, as the souls now created. And the work of the Incarna-
tion itself was thus foreshadowed, for as we read (Phil. 2:7),
e Son of God “wasmade in the likeness of men.” And again,
the glory that is spiritual was anticipated in the angels by way
of similitude; and that of the body in the heaven, especially the
empyrean. Hence it is written (Eccles. 1:10), “Nothing under
the sun is new, for it hath already gone before, in the ages that
were before us.”

Ia q. 73 a. 2Whether God rested on the seventh day from all His work?

Objection 1. It would seem that God did not rest on the
seventh day from allHis work. For it is said ( Jn. 5:17), “MyFa-
ther worketh until now, and I work.” God, then, did not rest
on the seventh day from all His work.

Objection 2. Further, rest is opposed to movement, or
to labor, which movement causes. But, as God produced His
workwithoutmovement andwithout labor,He cannot be said
to have rested on the seventh day from His work.

Objection 3. Further, should it be said that God rested on
the seventh day by causing man to rest; against this it may be
argued that rest is set down in contradistinction to His work;
now thewords “God created” or “made” this thing or the other
cannot be explained tomean thatHemademan create ormake
these things.erefore the resting ofGod cannot be explained
as His making man to rest.

On the contrary, It is said (Gn. 2:2): “God rested on the
seventh day from all the work which He had done.”

I answer that,Rest is, properly speaking, opposed tomove-
ment, and consequently to the labor that arises from move-
ment. But althoughmovement, strictly speaking, is a quality of
bodies, yet the word is applied also to spiritual things, and in a
twofold sense.On the one hand, every operationmay be called
amovement, and thus theDivine goodness is said tomove and
go forth to its object, in communicating itself to that object, as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii). On the other hand, the desire
that tends to an object outside itself, is said tomove towards it.
Hence rest is taken in two senses, in one sensemeaning a cessa-
tion from work, in the other, the satisfying of desire. Now, in

either senseGod is said to have rested on the seventh day. First,
becauseHe ceased from creating new creatures on that day, for,
as said above (a. 1, ad 3),Hemade nothing aerwards that had
not existed previously, in some degree, in the first works; sec-
ondly, because He Himself had no need of the things that He
had made, but was happy in the fruition of Himself. Hence,
when all things were made He is not said to have rested “in”
His works, as though needing them for His own happiness,
but to have rested “from” them, as in fact resting in Himself,
asHe suffices forHimself and fulfilsHis own desire. And even
though from all eternity He rested in Himself, yet the rest in
Himself, which He took aer He had finished His works, is
that rest which belongs to the seventh day. And this, says Au-
gustine, is themeaning ofGod’s resting fromHisworks on that
day (Gen. ad lit. iv).

Reply to Objection 1. God indeed “worketh until now”
by preserving and providing for the creaturesHe hasmade, but
not by the making of new ones.

Reply toObjection 2.Rest is here not opposed to labor or
to movement, but to the production of new creatures, and to
the desire tending to an external object.

Reply toObjection 3. Even as God rests in Himself alone
and is happy in the enjoyment ofHimself, so our own sole hap-
piness lies in the enjoyment of God. us, also, He makes us
find rest in Himself, both from His works and our own. It is
not, then, unreasonable to say that God rested in giving rest to
us. Still, this explanationmust not be set down as the only one,
and the other is the first and principal explanation.

Ia q. 73 a. 3Whether blessing and sanctifying are due to the seventh day?

Objection 1. It would seem that blessing and sanctifying
are not due to the seventh day. For it is usual to call a time
blessed or holy for that some good thing has happened in it,
or some evil been avoided. But whether God works or ceases
fromworknothing accrues toHimor is lost toHim.erefore
no special blessing or sanctifying are due to the seventh day.

Objection 2. Further, the Latin “benedictio” [blessing]
is derived from “bonitas” [goodness]. But it is the nature of
good to spread and communicate itself, asDionysius says (Div.

Nom. iv). e days, therefore, in which God produced crea-
tures deserved a blessing rather than the day on which He
ceased producing them.

Objection 3. Further, over each creature a blessing was
pronounced, as upon each work it was said, “God saw that
it was good.” erefore it was not necessary that aer all had
been produced, the seventh day should be blessed.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:3), “God blessed the
seventh day and sanctified it, because in it He had rested from
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all His work.”
I answer that, As said above (a. 2), God’s rest on the sev-

enth day is understood in two ways. First, in that He ceased
fromproducing newworks, thoughHe still preserves and pro-
vides for the creatures He has made. Secondly, in that aer
all His works He rested in Himself. According to the first
meaning, then, a blessing befits the seventh day, since, as we
explained (q. 72, ad 4), the blessing referred to the increase
by multiplication; for which reason God said to the creatures
which He blessed: “Increase and multiply.” Now, this increase
is effected through God’s Providence over His creatures, se-
curing the generation of like from like. And according to the
second meaning, it is right that the seventh day should have
been sanctified, since the special sanctification of every crea-
ture consists in resting inGod. For this reason things dedicated

to God are said to be sanctified.
Reply toObjection 1.e seventh day is said to be sancti-

fied not because anything can accrue to God, or be taken from
Him, but because something is added to creatures by theirmul-
tiplying, and by their resting in God.

Reply to Objection 2. In the first six days creatures were
produced in their first causes, but aer being thus produced,
they are multiplied and preserved, and this work also belongs
to theDivine goodness. And the perfection of this goodness is
made most clear by the knowledge that in it alone God finds
His own rest, and we may find ours in its fruition.

Reply to Objection 3. e good mentioned in the works
of each day belongs to the first institution of nature; but the
blessing attached to the seventh day, to its propagation.
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F P, Q 74
On All the Seven Days in Common

(Inree Articles)

We next consider all the seven days in common: and there are three points of inquiry:

(1) As to the sufficiency of these days;
(2) Whether they are all one day, or more than one?
(3) As to certain modes of speaking which Scripture uses in narrating the works of the six days.

Ia q. 74 a. 1Whether these days are sufficiently enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that these days are not suf-
ficiently enumerated. For the work of creation is no less dis-
tinct from the works of distinction and adornment than these
twoworks are fromone another. But separate days are assigned
to distinction and to adornment, and therefore separate days
should be assigned to creation.

Objection 2. Further, air and fire are nobler elements than
earth and water. But one day is assigned to the distinction of
water, and another to the distinction of the land. erefore,
other days ought to be devoted to the distinction of fire and
air.

Objection 3. Further, fish differ from birds as much as
birds differ from the beasts of the earth, whereas man differs
more from other animals than all animals whatsoever differ
from each other. But one day is devoted to the production of
fishes, and another to that of the beast of the earth. Another
day, then, ought to be assigned to the production of birds and
another to that of man.

Objection 4. Further, it would seem, on the other hand,
that some of these days are superfluous. Light, for instance,
stands to the luminaries in the relation of accident to subject.
But the subject is produced at the same time as the accident
proper to it.e light and the luminaries, therefore, ought not
to have been produced on different days.

Objection 5.Further, these days are devoted to the first in-
stituting of the world. But as on the seventh day nothing was
instituted, that day ought not to be enumerated with the oth-
ers.

I answer that, e reason of the distinction of these days
is made clear by what has been said above (q. 70, a. 1), namely,
that the parts of the world had first to be distinguished, and
then each part adorned and filled, as it were, by the beings
that inhabit it. Now the parts into which the corporeal cre-
ation is divided are three, according to some holywriters, these
parts being the heaven, or highest part, the water, or middle
part, and the earth, or the lowest part. us the Pythagoreans
teach that perfection consists in three things, the beginning,
the middle, and the end. e first part, then, is distinguished
on the first day, and adorned on the fourth, the middle part
distinguished on themiddle day, and adorned on the fih, and
the third part distinguished on the third day, and adorned on

the sixth. ButAugustine, while agreeingwith the abovewriters
as to the last three days, differs as to the first three, for, accord-
ing to him, spiritual creatures are formed on the first day, and
corporeal on the two others, the higher bodies being formed
on the first these two days, and the lower on the second. us,
then, the perfection of the Divine works corresponds to the
perfection of the number six, which is the sum of its aliquot
parts, one, two, three; since one day is assigned to the forming
of spiritual creatures, two to that of corporeal creatures, and
three to the work of adornment.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Augustine, the work
of creation belongs to the production of formless matter, and
of the formless spiritual nature, both of which are outside of
time, as he himself says (Confess. xii, 12). us, then, the cre-
ation of either is set down before there was any day. But it may
also be said, following other holy writers, that theworks of dis-
tinction and adornment imply certain changes in the creature
which are measurable by time; whereas the work of creation
lies only in the Divine act producing the substance of beings
instantaneously. For this reason, therefore, every work of dis-
tinction and adornment is said to take place “in a day,” but cre-
ation “in the beginning” which denotes something indivisible.

Reply toObjection2.Fire and air, as not distinctly known
by theunlettered, are not expressly namedbyMoses among the
parts of theworld, but reckonedwith the intermediate part, or
water, especially as regards the lowest part of the air; or with
the heaven, to which the higher region of air approaches, as
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 13).

Reply to Objection 3. e production of animals is
recorded with reference to their adorning the various parts of
the world, and therefore the days of their production are sepa-
rated or united according as the animals adorn the same parts
of the world, or different parts.

Reply to Objection 4. e nature of light, as existing in a
subject, was made on the first day; and the making of the lu-
minaries on the fourth day does not mean that their substance
was produced anew, but that they then received a form that
they had not before, as said above (q. 70, a. 1 ad 2).

Reply to Objection 5. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. iv, 15), aer all that has been recorded that is assigned
to the six days, something distinct is attributed to the sev-
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enth—namely, that on it God rested in Himself from His
works: and for this reason it was right that the seventh day
should bementioned aer the six. It may also be said, with the
other writers, that the world entered on the seventh day upon

a new state, in that nothing newwas to be added to it, and that
therefore the seventh day is mentioned aer the six, from its
being devoted to cessation from work.

Ia q. 74 a. 2Whether all these days are one day?

Objection 1. It would seem that all these days are one day.
For it is written (Gn. 2:4,5): “ese are the generations of the
heaven and the earth, when they were created, in the day that
the Lord…made the heaven and the earth, and every plant of
the field, before it sprung up in the earth.”erefore the day in
whichGodmade “the heaven and the earth, and every plant of
the field,” is one and the sameday. ButHemade the heaven and
the earth on the first day, or rather before there was any day,
but the plant of the field He made on the third day. erefore
the first and third days are but one day, and for a like reason all
the rest.

Objection 2. Further, it is said (Ecclus. 18:1): “He that
liveth for ever, created all things together.” But this would not
be the case if the days of these works were more than one.
erefore they are not many but one only.

Objection 3.Further, on the seventh dayGod ceased from
all new works. If, then, the seventh day is distinct from the
other days, it follows that He did not make that day; which
is not admissible.

Objection 4. Further, the entire work ascribed to one day
God perfected in an instant, for with each work are the words
(God) “said…. and it was…done.” If, then, He had kept back
His next work to another day, it would follow that for the re-
mainder of a day He would have ceased from working and le
it vacant, which would be superfluous. e day, therefore, of
the preceding work is one with the day of the work that fol-
lows.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1), “e evening and
the morning were the second day…the third day,” and so on.
But where there is a second and third there are more than one.
ere was not, therefore, only one day.

I answer that, On this question Augustine differs from
other expositors. His opinion is that all the days that are called
seven, are one day represented in a sevenfold aspect (Gen. ad
lit. iv, 22; De Civ. Dei xi, 9; Ad Orosium xxvi); while others
consider there were seven distinct days, not one only. Now,
these two opinions, taken as explaining the literal text of Gen-
esis, are certainly widely different. For Augustine understands
by the word “day,” the knowledge in the mind of the angels,
and hence, according to him, the first day denotes their knowl-
edge of the first of the Divine works, the second day their
knowledge of the second work, and similarly with the rest.
us, then, eachwork is said to have beenwrought in someone
of these days, inasmuch as God wrought in some one of these
days, inasmuch as God wrought nothing in the universe with-
out impressing the knowledge thereof on the angelic mind;

which can know many things at the same time, especially in
theWord, inWhomall angelic knowledge is perfected and ter-
minated. So the distinction of days denotes the natural order
of the things known, and not a succession in the knowledge
acquired, or in the things produced.Moreover, angelic knowl-
edge is appropriately called “day,” since light, the cause of day,
is to be found in spiritual things, as Augustine observes (Gen.
ad lit. iv, 28). In the opinion of the others, however, the days
signify a succession both in time, and in the things produced.

If, however, these two explanations are looked at as refer-
ring to the mode of production, they will be found not greatly
to differ, if the diversity of opinion existing on two points, as
already shown (q. 67, a. 1; q. 69, a. 1), between Augustine and
other writers is taken into account. First, because Augustine
takes the earth and the water as first created, to signify mat-
ter totally without form; but themaking of the firmament, the
gathering of the waters, and the appearing of dry land, to de-
note the impression of forms upon corporealmatter. But other
holy writers take the earth and thewater, as first created, to sig-
nify the elements of the universe themselves existing under the
proper forms, and the works that follow to mean some sort
of distinction in bodies previously existing, as also has been
shown (q. 67, Aa. 1,4; q. 69, a. 1 ). Secondly, somewriters hold
that plants and animals were produced actually in the work of
the six days; Augustine, that they were produced potentially.
Now the opinion of Augustine, that the works of the six days
were simultaneous, is consistent with either view of the mode
of production. For the other writers agree with him that in the
first production of things matter existed under the substantial
form of the elements, and agree with him also that in the first
instituting of the world animals and plants did not exist ac-
tually. ere remains, however, a difference as to four points;
since, according to the latter, there was a time, aer the pro-
duction of creatures, in which light did not exist, the firma-
ment had not been formed, and the earth was still covered by
the waters, nor had the heavenly bodies been formed, which
is the fourth difference; which are not consistent with Augus-
tine’s explanation. In order, therefore, to be impartial, wemust
meet the arguments of either side.

Reply to Objection 1. On the day on which God cre-
ated the heaven and the earth, He created also every plant of
the field, not, indeed, actually, but “before it sprung up in the
earth,” that is, potentially. And this work Augustine ascribes
to the third day, but other writers to the first instituting of the
world.

Reply to Objection 2. God created all things together so
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far as regards their substance in somemeasure formless. ButHe
did not create all things together, so far as regards that forma-
tion of things which lies in distinction and adornment. Hence
the word “creation” is significant.

Reply to Objection 3. On the seventh day God ceased
from making new things, but not from providing for their in-
crease, and to this latter work it belongs that the first day is
succeeded by other days.

Reply to Objection 4. All things were not distinguished

and adorned together, not fromawant of power onGod’s part,
as requiring time in which to work, but that due order might
be observed in the instituting of theworld.Hence it was fitting
that different days should be assigned to the different states of
the world, as each succeeding work added to the world a fresh
state of perfection.

Reply to Objection 5. According to Augustine, the order
of days refers to the natural order of the works attributed to
the days.

Ia q. 74 a. 3Whether Scripture uses suitable words to express the work of the six days?

Objection1. Itwould seem theScripture does not use suit-
able words to express the works of the six days. For as light, the
firmament, and other similar works were made by the Word
of God, so were the heaven and the earth. For “all things were
made by Him” (Jn. 1:3). erefore in the creation of heaven
and earth, as in the other works, mention should have been
made of the Word of God.

Objection 2.Further, thewater was created byGod, yet its
creation is not mentioned.erefore the creation of the world
is not sufficiently described.

Objection 3. Further, it is said (Gn. 1:31): “God saw all
the things that He had made, and they were very good.” It
ought, then, to have been said of each work, “God saw that it
was good.”e omission, therefore, of these words in the work
of creation and in that of the second day, is not fitting.

Objection 4. Further, the Spirit of God is God Himself.
But it does not befit God to move and to occupy place. ere-
fore the words, “e Spirit of God moved over the waters,” are
unbecoming.

Objection 5. Further, what is already made is not made
over again. erefore to the words, “God said: Let the firma-
ment be made…and it was so,” it is superfluous to add, “God
made the firmament.” And the like is to be said of other works.

Objection 6. Further, evening and morning do not suffi-
ciently divide the day, since the day has many parts. erefore
thewords, “e evening andmorningwere the second day” or,
“the third day,” are not suitable.

Objection 7. Further, “first,” not “one,” corresponds to
“second” and “third.” It should therefore have been said that,
“e evening and the morning were the first day,” rather than
“one day.”

Reply to Objection 1. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. i, 4), the person of the Son is mentioned both in the first
creation of the world, and in its distinction and adornment,
but differently in either place. For distinction and adornment
belong to the work by which the world receives its form. But
as the giving form to a work of art is by means of the form of
the art in the mind of the artist, which may be called his in-
telligible word, so the giving form to every creature is by the
word of God; and for this reason in the works of distinction
and adornment the Word is mentioned. But in creation the

Son is mentioned as the beginning, by the words, “In the be-
ginning God created,” since by creation is understood the pro-
duction of formless matter. But according to those who hold
that the elementswere created fromthefirst under their proper
forms, another explanation must be given; and therefore Basil
says (Hom. ii, iii in Hexaem.) that the words, “God said,” sig-
nify aDivine command. Such a command, however, could not
have been given before creatures had been produced that could
obey it.

Reply to Objection 2. According to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei ix, 33), by the heaven is understood the formless spiri-
tual nature, and by the earth, the formless matter of all cor-
poreal things, and thus no creature is omitted. But, according
to Basil (Hom. i in Hexaem.), the heaven and the earth, as the
two extremes, are alonementioned, the intervening things be-
ing le to be understood, since all these move heavenwards, if
light, or earthwards, if heavy. And others say that under the
word, “earth,” Scripture is accustomed to include all the four
elements as (Ps. 148:7,8) aer thewords, “Praise theLord from
the earth,” is added, “fire, hail, snow, and ice.”

Reply toObjection 3. In the account of the creation there
is found something to correspond to the words, “God saw that
it was good,” used in the work of distinction and adornment,
and this appears from the consideration that the Holy Spirit
is Love. Now, “there are two things,” says Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. i, 8) which came from God’s love of His creatures, their
existence and their permanence. at they might then exist,
and exist permanently, “the Spirit of God,” it is said, “moved
over the waters”—that is to say, over that formless matter, sig-
nified by water, even as the love of the artist moves over the
materials of his art, that out of them he may form his work.
And the words, “God saw that it was good,” signify that the
things that He had made were to endure, since they express a
certain satisfaction taken by God in His works, as of an artist
in his art: not as though He knew the creature otherwise, or
that the creature was pleasing to Him otherwise, than before
He made it. us in either work, of creation and of formation,
the Trinity of Persons is implied. In creation the Person of the
Father is indicated by God the Creator, the Person of the Son
by the beginning, in which He created, and the Person of the
Holy Ghost by the Spirit that moved over the waters. But in
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the formation, the Person of the Father is indicated by God
that speaks, and the Person of the Son by the Word in which
He speaks, and the Person of theHoly Spirit by the satisfaction
with whichGod saw that what was made was good. And if the
words, “God saw that it was good,” are not said of the work
of the second day, this is because the work of distinguishing
the waters was only begun on that day, but perfected on the
third. Hence these words, that are said of the third day, refer
also to the second. Or it may be that Scripture does not use
these words of approval of the second days’ work, because this
is concerned with the distinction of things not evident to the
senses of mankind. Or, again, because by the firmament is sim-
ply understood the cloudy region of the air, which is not one of
the permanent parts of the universe, nor of the principal divi-
sions of the world. e above three reasons are given by Rabbi
Moses*, and to thesemay be added amystical one derived from
numbers and assigned by somewriters, according towhom the
work of the second day is not marked with approval because
the second number is an imperfect number, as receding from
the perfection of unity.

Reply to Objection 4. Rabbi Moses (Perplex. ii) under-
stands by the “Spirit of the Lord,” the air or the wind, as Plato
also did, and says that it is so called according to the custom of
Scripture, in which these things are throughout attributed to
God. But according to the holy writers, the Spirit of the Lord
signifies the Holy Ghost, Who is said to “move over the wa-
ter”—that is to say, over what Augustine holds to mean form-
less matter, lest it should be supposed that God loved of neces-
sity the works He was to produce, as though He stood in need
of them. For love of that kind is subject to, not superior to, the
object of love. Moreover, it is fittingly implied that the Spirit
moved over that which was incomplete and unfinished, since
that movement is not one of place, but of pre-eminent power,
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. i, 7). It is the opinion, however,
of Basil (Hom. ii in Hexaem.) that the Spirit moved over the
element of water, “fostering and quickening its nature and im-
pressing vital power, as the hen broods over her chickens.” For
water has especially a life-giving power, sincemany animals are
generated in water, and the seed of all animals is liquid. Also
the life of the soul is given by the water of baptism, according
to Jn. 3:5: “Unless a man be born again of water and the Holy
Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.”

Reply to Objection 5. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. i, 8), these three phrases denote the threefold being of crea-
tures; first, their being in the Word, denoted by the command

“Let…bemade”; secondly, their being in the angelic mind, sig-
nified by thewords, “Itwas…done”; thirdly, their being in their
proper nature, by the words, “He made.” And because the for-
mation of the angels is recorded on the first day, it was not
necessary there to add, “He made.” It may also be said, fol-
lowing other writers, that the words, “He said,” and “Let…be
made,” denote God’s command, and the words, “It was done,”
the fulfilment of that command. But as it was necessary, for
the sake of those especially who have asserted that all visible
things were made by the angels, to mention how things were
made, it is added, in order to remove that error, thatGodHim-
self made them. Hence, in each work, aer the words, “It was
done,” some act of God is expressed by some such words as,
“He made,” or, “He divided,” or, “He called.”

Reply to Objection 6. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. iv, 22,30), by the “evening” and the “morning” are un-
derstood the evening and the morning knowledge of the an-
gels, which has been explained (q. 58, a. 6,7). But, accord-
ing to Basil (Hom. ii in Hexaem.), the entire period takes
its name, as is customary, from its more important part, the
day. And instance of this is found in the words of Jacob, “e
days of my pilgrimage,” where night is not mentioned at all.
But the evening and the morning are mentioned as being the
ends of the day, since day begins with morning and ends with
evening, or because evening denotes the beginning of night,
and morning the beginning of day. It seems fitting, also, that
where the first distinction of creatures is described, divisions of
time should be denoted only by what marks their beginning.
And the reason for mentioning the evening first is that as the
evening ends the day, which begins with the light, the termi-
nation of the light at evening precedes the termination of the
darkness, which ends with the morning. But Chrysostom’s ex-
planation is that thereby it is intended to show that the natu-
ral day does not end with the evening, but with the morning
(Hom. v in Gen.).

Reply toObjection 7.ewords “one day” are used when
day is first instituted, to denote that one day is made up of
twenty-four hours. Hence, by mentioning “one,” the measure
of a natural day is fixed. Another reason may be to signify that
a day is completed by the return of the sun to the point from
which it commenced its course. And yet another, because at
the completion of a week of seven days, the first day returns
which is one with the eighth day. e three reasons assigned
above are those given by Basil (Hom. ii in Hexaem.).

* Perplex. ii.
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F P, Q 75
Of Man Who Is Composed of a Spiritual and a Corporeal Substance: And in the First Place, Concerning What Belongs

to the Essence of the Soul
(In Seven Articles)

Having treated of the spiritual and of the corporeal creature, we now proceed to treat ofman, who is composed of a spiritual
and corporeal substance. We shall treat first of the nature of man, and secondly of his origin. Now the theologian considers the
nature of man in relation to the soul; but not in relation to the body, except in so far as the body has relation to the soul. Hence
the first object of our consideration will be the soul. And since Dionysius (Ang. Hier. xi) says that three things are to be found
in spiritual substances—essence, power, and operation—we shall treat first of what belongs to the essence of the soul; secondly,
of what belongs to its power; thirdly, of what belongs to its operation.

Concerning the first, two points have to be considered; the first is the nature of the soul considered in itself; the second is
the union of the soul with the body. Under the first head there are seven points of inquiry.

(1) Whether the soul is a body?
(2) Whether the human soul is a subsistence?
(3) Whether the souls of brute animals are subsistent?
(4) Whether the soul is man, or is man composed of soul and body?
(5) Whether the soul is composed of matter and form?
(6) Whether the soul is incorruptible?
(7) Whether the soul is of the same species as an angel?

Ia q. 75 a. 1Whether the soul is a body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul is a body. For the
soul is the moving principle of the body. Nor does it move un-
lessmoved. First, because seeminglynothing canmoveunless it
is itselfmoved, sincenothing giveswhat it hasnot; for instance,
what is not hot does not give heat. Secondly, because if there
be anything that moves and is not moved, it must be the cause
of eternal, unchangingmovement, as we find proved Phys. viii,
6; and this does not appear to be the case in the movement of
an animal, which is caused by the soul. erefore the soul is a
movermoved. But everymovermoved is a body.erefore the
soul is a body.

Objection 2. Further, all knowledge is caused by means of
a likeness. But there can be no likeness of a body to an incorpo-
real thing. If, therefore, the soul were not a body, it could not
have knowledge of corporeal things.

Objection 3. Further, between the mover and the moved
there must be contact. But contact is only between bodies.
Since, therefore, the soulmoves the body, it seems that the soul
must be a body.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 6) that the
soul “is simple in comparison with the body, inasmuch as it
does not occupy space by its bulk.”

I answer that, To seek the nature of the soul, we must
premise that the soul is defined as the first principle of life of
those things which live: for we call living things “animate,”*,
and those things which have no life, “inanimate.” Now life is
shown principally by two actions, knowledge and movement.
e philosophers of old, not being able to rise above their

imagination, supposed that the principle of these actions was
something corporeal: for they asserted that only bodies were
real things; and that what is not corporeal is nothing: hence
they maintained that the soul is something corporeal. is
opinion can be proved to be false in many ways; but we shall
make use of only one proof, based on universal and certain
principles, which shows clearly that the soul is not a body.

It is manifest that not every principle of vital action is a
soul, for then the eye would be a soul, as it is a principle of vi-
sion; and the same might be applied to the other instruments
of the soul: but it is the “first” principle of life, which we call
the soul. Now, though a body may be a principle of life, or to
be a living thing, as the heart is a principle of life in an animal,
yet nothing corporeal can be the first principle of life. For it is
clear that to be a principle of life, or to be a living thing, does
not belong to a body as such; since, if that were the case, every
body would be a living thing, or a principle of life. erefore
a body is competent to be a living thing or even a principle of
life, as “such” a body. Now that it is actually such a body, it
owes to some principle which is called its act. erefore the
soul, which is the first principle of life, is not a body, but the
act of a body; thus heat, which is the principle of calefaction,
is not a body, but an act of a body.

Reply to Objection 1. As everything which is in motion
must be moved by something else, a process which cannot be
prolonged indefinitely, we must allow that not every mover
is moved. For, since to be moved is to pass from potentiality
to actuality, the mover gives what it has to the thing moved,

* i.e. having a soul.
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inasmuch as it causes it to be in act. But, as is shown in Phys.
viii, 6, there is amover which is altogether immovable, and not
moved either essentially, or accidentally; and such amover can
cause an invariablemovement.ere is, however, another kind
of mover, which, though not moved essentially, is moved ac-
cidentally; and for this reason it does not cause an invariable
movement; such a mover, is the soul. ere is, again, another
mover, which ismoved essentially—namely, the body. And be-
cause the philosophers of old believed that nothing existed but
bodies, they maintained that every mover is moved; and that
the soul is moved directly, and is a body.

Reply to Objection 2. e likeness of a thing known is
not of necessity actually in the nature of the knower; but given
a thing which knows potentially, and aerwards knows actu-
ally, the likeness of the thing known must be in the nature of

the knower, not actually, but only potentially; thus color is not
actually in the pupil of the eye, but only potentially. Hence it
is necessary, not that the likeness of corporeal things should
be actually in the nature of the soul, but that there be a poten-
tiality in the soul for such a likeness. But the ancient philoso-
phers omitted to distinguish between actuality and potential-
ity; and so they held that the soul must be a body in order to
have knowledge of a body; and that it must be composed of
the principles of which all bodies are formed in order to know
all bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are two kinds of contact;
of “quantity,” and of “power.” By the former a body can be
touched only by a body; by the latter a body can be touched
by an incorporeal thing, which moves that body.

Ia q. 75 a. 2Whether the human soul is something subsistent?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human soul is not
something subsistent. For that which subsists is said to be “this
particular thing.” Now “this particular thing” is said not of the
soul, but of that which is composed of soul and body. ere-
fore the soul is not something subsistent.

Objection 2. Further, everything subsistent operates. But
the soul does not operate; for, as the Philosopher says (De An-
ima i, 4), “to say that the soul feels or understands is like saying
that the soul weaves or builds.” erefore the soul is not sub-
sistent.

Objection 3. Further, if the soul were subsistent, it would
have some operation apart from the body. But it has no opera-
tion apart from the body, not even that of understanding: for
the act of understanding does not take place without a phan-
tasm, which cannot exist apart from the body. erefore the
human soul is not something subsistent.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 7): “Who
understands that the nature of the soul is that of a substance
and not that of a body, will see that those who maintain the
corporeal nature of the soul, are led astray through associat-
ing with the soul those things without which they are unable
to think of any nature—i.e. imaginary pictures of corporeal
things.”erefore the nature of the human intellect is not only
incorporeal, but it is also a substance, that is, something sub-
sistent.

I answer that, It must necessarily be allowed that the prin-
ciple of intellectual operation which we call the soul, is a prin-
ciple both incorporeal and subsistent. For it is clear that by
means of the intellect man can have knowledge of all corpo-
real things. Now whatever knows certain things cannot have
any of them in its own nature; because that which is in it nat-
urally would impede the knowledge of anything else. us we
observe that a sick man’s tongue being vitiated by a feverish
and bitter humor, is insensible to anything sweet, and every-
thing seems bitter to it. erefore, if the intellectual principle

contained the nature of a body it would be unable to know
all bodies. Now every body has its own determinate nature.
erefore it is impossible for the intellectual principle to be
a body. It is likewise impossible for it to understand by means
of a bodily organ; since the determinate nature of that organ
would impede knowledge of all bodies; as when a certain de-
terminate color is not only in the pupil of the eye, but also in a
glass vase, the liquid in the vase seems to be of that same color.

erefore the intellectual principlewhichwe call themind
or the intellect has an operation “per se” apart from the body.
Now only that which subsists can have an operation “per se.”
For nothing can operate but what is actual: for which reason
we do not say that heat imparts heat, but that what is hot gives
heat.Wemust conclude, therefore, that the human soul, which
is called the intellect or themind, is something incorporeal and
subsistent.

Reply toObjection1. “is particular thing” can be taken
in two senses. Firstly, for anything subsistent; secondly, for that
which subsists, and is complete in a specific nature. e for-
mer sense excludes the inherence of an accident or of a mate-
rial form; the latter excludes also the imperfection of the part,
so that a hand can be called “this particular thing” in the first
sense, but not in the second. erefore, as the human soul is a
part of human nature, it can indeed be called “this particular
thing,” in the first sense, as being something subsistent; but not
in the second, for in this sense, what is composed of body and
soul is said to be “this particular thing.”

Reply to Objection 2. Aristotle wrote those words as ex-
pressing not his own opinion, but the opinion of those who
said that to understand is to be moved, as is clear from the
context. Or we may reply that to operate “per se” belongs to
what exists “per se.” But for a thing to exist “per se,” it suffices
sometimes that it be not inherent, as an accident or a material
form; even though it be part of something. Nevertheless, that
is rightly said to subsist “per se,” which is neither inherent in
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the above sense, nor part of anything else. In this sense, the eye
or the hand cannot be said to subsist “per se”; nor can it for
that reason be said to operate “per se.” Hence the operation of
the parts is through each part attributed to the whole. For we
say thatman sees with the eye, and feels with the hand, and not
in the same sense as when we say that what is hot gives heat by
its heat; for heat, strictly speaking, does not give heat. We may
therefore say that the soul understands, as the eye sees; but it is

more correct to say that man understands through the soul.
Reply toObjection 3.ebody is necessary for the action

of the intellect, not as its origin of action, but on the part of the
object; for the phantasm is to the intellect what color is to the
sight. Neither does such a dependence on the body prove the
intellect to be non-subsistent; otherwise it would follow that
an animal is non-subsistent, since it requires external objects
of the senses in order to perform its act of perception.

Ia q. 75 a. 3Whether the souls of brute animals are subsistent?

Objection 1. It would seem that the souls of brute animals
are subsistent. For man is of the same ‘genus’ as other animals;
and, as we have just shown (a. 2), the soul of man is subsistent.
erefore the souls of other animals are subsistent.

Objection 2. Further, the relation of the sensitive faculty
to sensible objects is like the relation of the intellectual fac-
ulty to intelligible objects. But the intellect, apart from the
body, apprehends intelligible objects. erefore the sensitive
faculty, apart from the body, perceives sensible objects. ere-
fore, since the souls of brute animals are sensitive, it follows
that they are subsistent; just as the human intellectual soul is
subsistent.

Objection 3. Further, the soul of brute animals moves the
body. But the body is not a mover, but is moved.erefore the
soul of brute animals has an operation apart from the body.

On the contrary, Is what is written in the book De Eccl.
Dogm. xvi, xvii: “Man alone we believe to have a subsistent
soul: whereas the souls of animals are not subsistent.”

I answer that, e ancient philosophers made no distinc-
tion between sense and intellect, and referred both a corporeal
principle, as has been said (a. 1). Plato, however, drew a dis-
tinction between intellect and sense; yet he referred both to
an incorporeal principle, maintaining that sensing, just as un-
derstanding, belongs to the soul as such. From this it follows
that even the souls of brute animals are subsistent. But Aristo-
tle held that of the operations of the soul, understanding alone
is performed without a corporeal organ. On the other hand,
sensation and the consequent operations of the sensitive soul
are evidently accompanied with change in the body; thus in
the act of vision, the pupil of the eye is affected by a reflection
of color: and so with the other senses. Hence it is clear that the

sensitive soul has no “per se” operation of its own, and that ev-
ery operation of the sensitive soul belongs to the composite.
Wherefore we conclude that as the souls of brute animals have
no “per se” operations they are not subsistent. For the opera-
tion of anything follows the mode of its being.

Reply to Objection 1. Although man is of the same
“genus” as other animals, he is of a different “species.” Specific
difference is derived from the difference of form; nor does ev-
ery difference of form necessarily imply a diversity of “genus.”

Reply toObjection 2.e relation of the sensitive faculty
to the sensible object is in one way the same as that of the in-
tellectual faculty to the intelligible object, in so far as each is in
potentiality to its object. But in anotherway their relations dif-
fer, inasmuch as the impression of the object on the sense is ac-
companied with change in the body; so that excessive strength
of the sensible corrupts sense; a thing that never occurs in the
case of the intellect. For an intellect that understands the high-
est of intelligible objects is more able aerwards to understand
those that are lower. If, however, in the process of intellectual
operation the body is weary, this result is accidental, inasmuch
as the intellect requires the operation of the sensitive powers
in the production of the phantasms.

Reply toObjection 3.Motive power is of two kinds. One,
the appetitive power, commandsmotion.eoperation of this
power in the sensitive soul is not apart from the body; for
anger, joy, and passions of a like nature are accompanied by
a change in the body. e other motive power is that which
executes motion in adapting the members for obeying the ap-
petite; and the act of this power does not consist in moving,
but in being moved. Whence it is clear that to move is not an
act of the sensitive soul without the body.

Ia q. 75 a. 4Whether the soul is man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul is man. For it is
written (2Cor. 4:16): “ough our outwardman is corrupted,
yet the inward man is renewed day by day.” But that which is
within man is the soul. erefore the soul is the inward man.

Objection 2. Further, the human soul is a substance. But
it is not a universal substance. erefore it is a particular sub-
stance.erefore it is a “hypostasis” or a person; and it can only
be a humanperson.erefore the soul isman; for a humanper-

son is a man.
On the contrary, Augustine (De Civ. Dei xix, 3) com-

mends Varro as holding “that man is not a mere soul, nor a
mere body; but both soul and body.”

I answer that,eassertion “the soul is man,” can be taken
in two senses. First, that man is a soul; though this particu-
lar man, Socrates, for instance, is not a soul, but composed of
soul and body. I say this, forasmuch as some held that the form
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alone belongs to the species;whilematter is part of the individ-
ual, and not the species. is cannot be true; for to the nature
of the species belongs what the definition signifies; and in nat-
ural things the definition does not signify the form only, but
the form and the matter. Hence in natural things the matter
is part of the species; not, indeed, signate matter, which is the
principle of individuality; but the common matter. For as it
belongs to the notion of this particular man to be composed
of this soul, of this flesh, and of these bones; so it belongs to
the notion of man to be composed of soul, flesh, and bones;
for whatever belongs in common to the substance of all the in-
dividuals contained under a given species, must belong to the
substance of the species.

It may also be understood in this sense, that this soul is
this man; and this could be held if it were supposed that the
operation of the sensitive soul were proper to it, apart from
the body; because in that case all the operations which are at-
tributed to man would belong to the soul only; and whatever
performs the operations proper to a thing, is that thing;where-
fore thatwhich performs the operations of aman isman. But it

has been shown above (a. 3) that sensation is not the operation
of the soul only. Since, then, sensation is an operation of man,
but not proper to him, it is clear thatman is not a soul only, but
something composed of soul and body. Plato, through suppos-
ing that sensation was proper to the soul, could maintain man
to be a soul making use of the body.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ix, 8), a thing seems to be chiefly what is principle in
it; thus what the governor of a state does, the state is said to
do. In this way sometimes what is principle inman is said to be
man; sometimes, indeed, the intellectual part which, in accor-
dance with truth, is called the “inward” man; and sometimes
the sensitive part with the body is calledman in the opinion of
those whose observation does not go beyond the senses. And
this is called the “outward” man.

Reply to Objection 2. Not every particular substance is a
hypostasis or a person, but that which has the complete nature
of its species.Hence a hand, or a foot, is not called a hypostasis,
or a person; nor, likewise, is the soul alone so called, since it is
a part of the human species.

Ia q. 75 a. 5Whether the soul is composed of matter and form?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul is composed
of matter and form. For potentiality is opposed to actuality.
Now, whatsoever things are in actuality participate of the First
Act, which is God; by participation of Whom, all things are
good, are beings, and are living things, as is clear from the
teaching of Dionysius (Div. Nom. v). erefore whatsoever
things are in potentiality participate of the first potentiality.
But the first potentiality is primarymatter.erefore, since the
human soul is, aer a manner, in potentiality; which appears
from the fact that sometimes a man is potentially understand-
ing; it seems that the human soul must participate of primary
matter, as part of itself.

Objection 2. Further, wherever the properties of matter
are found, there matter is. But the properties of matter are
found in the soul—namely, to be a subject, and to be changed,
for it is a subject to science, and virtue; and it changes from ig-
norance to knowledge and from vice to virtue. erefore mat-
ter is in the soul.

Objection 3. Further, things which have no matter, have
no cause of their existence, as the Philosopher saysMetaph. viii
(Did. vii, 6). But the soul has a cause of its existence, since it is
created by God. erefore the soul has matter.

Objection 4. Further, what has no matter, and is a form
only, is a pure act, and is infinite. But this belongs to God
alone. erefore the soul has matter.

On the contrary,Augustine (Gen. ad lit. vii, 7,8,9) proves
that the soul wasmade neither of corporealmatter, nor of spir-
itual matter.

I answer that, e soul has no matter. We may consider
this question in two ways. First, from the notion of a soul in

general; for it belongs to the notion of a soul to be the form of
a body.Now, either it is a form by virtue of itself, in its entirety,
or by virtue of some part of itself. If by virtue of itself in its en-
tirety, then it is impossible that any part of it should bematter,
if by matter we understand something purely potential: for a
form, as such, is an act; and that which is purely potentiality
cannot be part of an act, since potentiality is repugnant to ac-
tuality as being opposite thereto. If, however, it be a form by
virtue of a part of itself, thenwe call that part the soul: and that
matter, which it actualizes first, we call the “primary animate.”

Secondly, we may proceed from the specific notion of the
human soul inasmuch as it is intellectual. For it is clear that
whatever is received into something is received according to
the condition of the recipient. Now a thing is known in as far
as its form is in the knower. But the intellectual soul knows
a thing in its nature absolutely: for instance, it knows a stone
absolutely as a stone; and therefore the form of a stone abso-
lutely, as to its proper formal idea, is in the intellectual soul.
erefore the intellectual soul itself is an absolute form, and
not something composed of matter and form. For if the intel-
lectual soul were composed of matter and form, the forms of
things would be received into it as individuals, and so it would
only know the individual: just as it happens with the sensitive
powers which receive forms in a corporeal organ; since mat-
ter is the principle by which forms are individualized. It fol-
lows, therefore, that the intellectual soul, and every intellectual
substance which has knowledge of forms absolutely, is exempt
from composition of matter and form.

Reply to Objection 1. e First Act is the universal prin-
ciple of all acts; because It is infinite, virtually “precontaining
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all things,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v). Wherefore things
participate of It not as a part of themselves, but by diffusion of
Its processions. Now as potentiality is receptive of act, it must
be proportionate to act. But the acts received which proceed
from the First Infinite Act, and are participations thereof, are
diverse, so that there cannot be one potentiality which receives
all acts, as there is one act, from which all participated acts are
derived; for then the receptive potentialitywould equal the ac-
tive potentiality of the First Act. Now the receptive potential-
ity in the intellectual soul is other than the receptive potential-
ity of firstmatter, as appears from the diversity of the things re-
ceived by each. For primary matter receives individual forms;
whereas the intelligence receives absolute forms.Hence the ex-
istence of such a potentiality in the intellectual soul does not
prove that the soul is composed of matter and form.

Reply to Objection 2. To be a subject and to be changed
belong to matter by reason of its being in potentiality. As,
therefore, the potentiality of the intelligence is one thing and
the potentiality of primary matter another, so in each is there
a different reason of subjection and change. For the intelli-
gence is subject to knowledge, and is changed from ignorance
to knowledge, by reason of its being in potentialitywith regard
to the intelligible species.

Reply to Objection 3. e form causes matter to be, and
so does the agent; wherefore the agent causes matter to be, so
far as it actualizes it by transmuting it to the act of a form. A
subsistent form, however, does not owe its existence to some
formal principle, nor has it a cause transmuting it from poten-
tiality to act. So aer the words quoted above, the Philosopher
concludes, that in things composed of matter and form “there
is no other cause but that which moves from potentiality to
act; while whatsoever things have no matter are simply beings
at once.”*

Reply to Objection 4. Everything participated is com-
pared to the participator as its act. But whatever created form
be supposed to subsist “per se,” must have existence by partici-
pation; for “even life,” or anything of that sort, “is a participa-
tor of existence,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v). Now partic-
ipated existence is limited by the capacity of the participator;
so that God alone, Who is His own existence, is pure act and
infinite. But in intellectual substances there is composition of
actuality and potentiality, not, indeed, ofmatter and form, but
of form and participated existence. Wherefore some say that
they are composed of that “whereby they are” and that “which
they are”; for existence itself is that by which a thing is.

Ia q. 75 a. 6Whether the human soul is incorruptible?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human soul is cor-
ruptible. For those things that have a like beginning and pro-
cess seemingly have a like end. But the beginning, by gener-
ation, of men is like that of animals, for they are made from
the earth. And the process of life is alike in both; because “all
things breathe alike, and man hath nothing more than the
beast,” as it is written (Eccles. 3:19).erefore, as the same text
concludes, “the death of man and beast is one, and the condi-
tion of both is equal.” But the souls of brute animals are cor-
ruptible. erefore, also, the human soul is corruptible.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is out of nothing can re-
turn to nothingness; because the end should correspond to the
beginning.But as it iswritten (Wis. 2:2), “Wearebornofnoth-
ing”; which is true, not only of the body, but also of the soul.
erefore, as is concluded in the same passage, “Aer this we
shall be as if we had not been,” even as to our soul.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is without its own proper
operation. But the operation proper to the soul, which is to
understand through a phantasm, cannot be without the body.
For the soul understands nothing without a phantasm; and
there is no phantasmwithout the body as the Philosopher says
(De Anima i, 1). erefore the soul cannot survive the disso-
lution of the body.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that hu-
man souls owe to Divine goodness that they are “intellectual,”
and that they have “an incorruptible substantial life.”

I answer that, We must assert that the intellectual prin-
ciple which we call the human soul is incorruptible. For a
thing may be corrupted in two ways—“per se,” and acciden-
tally. Now it is impossible for any substance to be generated
or corrupted accidentally, that is, by the generation or corrup-
tion of something else. For generation and corruption belong
to a thing, just as existence belongs to it, which is acquired by
generation and lost by corruption. erefore, whatever has ex-
istence “per se” cannot be generated or corrupted except ‘per
se’; while things which do not subsist, such as accidents and
material forms, acquire existence or lost it through the gener-
ation or corruption of composite things. Now it was shown
above (Aa. 2,3) that the souls of brutes are not self-subsistent,
whereas the human soul is; so that the souls of brutes are cor-
rupted,when their bodies are corrupted;while the human soul
could not be corrupted unless it were corrupted “per se.” is,
indeed, is impossible, not only as regards the human soul, but
also as regards anything subsistent that is a form alone. For it
is clear that what belongs to a thing by virtue of itself is insepa-
rable from it; but existence belongs to a form, which is an act,
by virtue of itself. Wherefore matter acquires actual existence
as it acquires the form; while it is corrupted so far as the form
is separated from it. But it is impossible for a form to be sepa-
rated from itself; and therefore it is impossible for a subsistent
form to cease to exist.

Granted even that the soul is composed of matter and
* e Leonine edition has, “simpliciter sunt quod vere entia aliquid.” e
Parma edition of St. omas’s Commentary on Aristotle has, “statim per se
unum quiddam est…et ens quiddam.”.
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form, as some pretend, we should nevertheless have to main-
tain that it is incorruptible. For corruption is foundonlywhere
there is contrariety; since generation and corruption are from
contraries and into contraries. Wherefore the heavenly bod-
ies, since they have no matter subject to contrariety, are in-
corruptible. Now there can be no contrariety in the intellec-
tual soul; for it receives according to the manner of its exis-
tence, and those things which it receives are without contrari-
ety; for the notions even of contraries are not themselves con-
trary, since contraries belong to the same knowledge. ere-
fore it is impossible for the intellectual soul to be corruptible.
Moreover we may take a sign of this from the fact that every-
thing naturally aspires to existence aer its own manner. Now,
in things that have knowledge, desire ensues upon knowledge.
e senses indeed do not know existence, except under the
conditions of “here” and “now,” whereas the intellect appre-
hends existence absolutely, and for all time; so that everything
that has an intellect naturally desires always to exist. But a nat-
ural desire cannot be in vain. erefore every intellectual sub-
stance is incorruptible.

Reply toObjection1. Solomon reasons thus in the person
of the foolish, as expressed in the words of Wisdom 2. ere-
fore the saying that man and animals have a like beginning in
generation is true of the body; for all animals alike are made
of earth. But it is not true of the soul. For the souls of brutes
are produced by some power of the body; whereas the human

soul is produced byGod.To signify this it is written as to other
animals: “Let the earth bring forth the living soul” (Gn. 1:24):
while of man it is written (Gn. 2:7) that “He breathed into his
face the breath of life.”And so in the last chapter of Ecclesiastes
(12:7) it is concluded: ”(Before) the dust return into its earth
from whence it was; and the spirit return to God Who gave
it.” Again the process of life is alike as to the body, concern-
ing which it is written (Eccles. 3:19): “All things breathe alike,”
and (Wis. 2:2), “e breath in our nostrils is smoke.” But the
process is not alike of the soul; for man is intelligent, whereas
animals arenot.Hence it is false to say: “Manhasnothingmore
than beasts.” us death comes to both alike as to the body, by
not as to the soul.

Reply toObjection 2.As a thing can be created by reason,
not of a passive potentiality, but only of the active potentiality
of theCreator,Who canproduce something out of nothing, so
whenwe say that a thing can be reduced to nothing, we do not
imply in the creature a potentiality to non-existence, but in the
Creator the power of ceasing to sustain existence. But a thing
is said to be corruptible because there is in it a potentiality to
non-existence.

Reply toObjection 3.Tounderstand through a phantasm
is the proper operation of the soul by virtue of its union with
the body. Aer separation from the body it will have another
mode of understanding, similar to other substances separated
from bodies, as will appear later on (q. 89, a. 1).

Ia q. 75 a. 7Whether the soul is of the same species as an angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul is of the same
species as an angel. For each thing is ordained to its proper end
by the nature of its species, whence is derived its inclination for
that end. But the end of the soul is the same as that of an an-
gel—namely, eternal happiness.erefore they are of the same
species.

Objection 2. Further, the ultimate specific difference is
the noblest, because it completes the nature of the species. But
there is nothing nobler either in an angel or in the soul than
their intellectual nature.erefore the soul and the angel agree
in the ultimate specific difference: therefore they belong to the
same species.

Objection 3. Further, it seems that the soul does not dif-
fer from an angel except in its union with the body. But as the
body is outside the essence of the soul, it seems that it does not
belong to its species. erefore the soul and angel are of the
same species.

On the contrary, ings which have different natural op-
erations are of different species. But the natural operations of
the soul and of an angel are different; since, as Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. vii), “Angelic minds have simple and blessed intel-
ligence, not gathering their knowledge of Divine things from
visible things.” Subsequently he says the contrary to this of
the soul. erefore the soul and an angel are not of the same

species.
I answer that, Origen (Peri Archon iii, 5) held that hu-

man souls and angels are all of the same species; and this be-
cause he supposed that in these substances the difference of
degree was accidental, as resulting from their free-will: as we
have seen above (q. 47, a. 2). But this cannot be; for in incor-
poreal substances there cannot be diversity of number with-
out diversity of species and inequality of nature; because, as
they are not composed of matter and form, but are subsistent
forms, it is clear that there is necessarily among them a diver-
sity of species. For a separate form cannot be understood oth-
erwise than as one of a single species; thus, supposing a sepa-
rate whiteness to exist, it could only be one; forasmuch as one
whiteness does not differ from another except as in this or that
subject. But diversity of species is always accompanied with a
diversity of nature; thus in species of colors one is more per-
fect than another; and the same applies to other species, be-
cause differences which divide a “genus” are contrary to one
another. Contraries, however, are compared to one another as
the perfect to the imperfect, since the “principle of contrariety
is habit, and privation thereof,” as is written Metaph. x (Did.
ix, 4). e same would follow if the aforesaid substances were
composed of matter and form. For if the matter of one be dis-
tinct from thematter of another, it follows that either the form
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is the principle of the distinction ofmatter—that is to say, that
thematter is distinct on account of its relation to divers forms;
and even then there would result a difference of species and
inequality of nature: or else the matter is the principle of the
distinction of forms. But one matter cannot be distinct from
another, except by a distinction of quantity, which has no place
in these incorporeal substances, such as an angel and the soul.
So that it is not possible for the angel and the soul to be of
the same species. How it is that there can bemany souls of one
species will be explained later (q. 76, a. 2, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 1. is argument proceeds from the
proximate and natural end. Eternal happiness is the ultimate
and supernatural end.

Reply to Objection 2. e ultimate specific difference is

the noblest because it is themost determinate, in the sameway
as actuality is nobler than potentiality. us, however, the in-
tellectual faculty is not the noblest, because it is indeterminate
and common to many degrees of intellectuality; as the sensi-
ble faculty is common to many degrees in the sensible nature.
Hence, as all sensible things are not of one species, so neither
are all intellectual things of one species.

Reply to Objection 3. e body is not of the essence of
the soul; but the soul by the nature of its essence can be united
to the body, so that, properly speaking, not the soul alone, but
the “composite,” is the species. And the very fact that the soul
in a certain way requires the body for its operation, proves that
the soul is endowed with a grade of intellectuality inferior to
that of an angel, who is not united to a body.
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F P, Q 76
Of the Union of Body and Soul

(In Eight Articles)

We now consider the union of the soul with the body; and concerning this there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the intellectual principle is united to the body as its form?
(2) Whether the intellectual principle is multiplied numerically according to the number of bodies; or is there

one intelligence for all men?
(3) Whether in the body the form of which is an intellectual principle, there is some other soul?
(4) Whether in the body there is any other substantial form?
(5) Of the qualities required in the body of which the intellectual principle is the form?
(6) Whether it be united to such a body by means of another body?
(7) Whether by means of an accident?
(8) Whether the soul is wholly in each part of the body?

Ia q. 76 a. 1Whether the intellectual principle is united to the body as its form?

Objection 1. It seems that the intellectual principle is not
united to the body as its form. For the Philosopher says (De
Anima iii, 4) that the intellect is “separate,” and that it is not
the act of any body.erefore it is not united to the body as its
form.

Objection 2. Further, every form is determined according
to the nature of the matter of which it is the form; otherwise
no proportion would be required between matter and form.
erefore if the intellect were united to the body as its form,
since every body has a determinate nature, it would follow that
the intellect has a determinate nature; and thus, it would not
be capable of knowing all things, as is clear fromwhat has been
said (q. 75, a. 2);which is contrary to thenature of the intellect.
erefore the intellect is not united to the body as its form.

Objection 3. Further, whatever receptive power is an act
of a body, receives a formmaterially and individually; for what
is received must be received according to the condition of the
receiver. But the form of the thing understood is not received
into the intellect materially and individually, but rather imma-
terially and universally: otherwise the intellect would not be
capable of the knowledge of immaterial and universal objects,
but only of individuals, like the senses. erefore the intellect
is not united to the body as its form.

Objection4.Further, power and actionhave the same sub-
ject; for the same subject is what can, and does, act. But the
intellectual action is not the action of a body, as appears from
above (q. 75, a. 2). erefore neither is the intellectual faculty
a power of the body. But virtue or power cannot be more ab-
stract or more simple than the essence from which the faculty
or power is derived. erefore neither is the substance of the
intellect the form of a body.

Objection 5. Further, whatever has “per se” existence is
not united to the body as its form; because a form is that by
which a thing exists: so that the very existence of a form does
not belong to the form by itself. But the intellectual principle

has “per se” existence and is subsistent, as was said above (q. 75,
a. 2). erefore it is not united to the body as its form.

Objection 6. Further, whatever exists in a thing by reason
of its nature exists in it always. But to be united to matter be-
longs to the formby reasonof its nature; because form is the act
of matter, not by an accidental quality, but by its own essence;
otherwise matter and form would not make a thing substan-
tially one, but only accidentally one. erefore a form cannot
be without its own proper matter. But the intellectual princi-
ple, since it is incorruptible, as was shown above (q. 75, a. 6),
remains separate from the body, aer the dissolution of the
body. erefore the intellectual principle is not united to the
body as its form.

On the contrary, According to the Philosopher, Metaph.
viii (Did. vii 2), difference is derived from the form. But the
differencewhich constitutesman is “rational,” which is applied
to man on account of his intellectual principle. erefore the
intellectual principle is the form of man.

I answer that, We must assert that the intellect which is
the principle of intellectual operation is the formof the human
body. For that whereby primarily anything acts is a form of the
thing to which the act is to be attributed: for instance, that
whereby a body is primarily healed is health, and that whereby
the soul knows primarily is knowledge; hence health is a form
of the body, and knowledge is a form of the soul. e reason
is because nothing acts except so far as it is in act; wherefore
a thing acts by that whereby it is in act. Now it is clear that
the first thing by which the body lives is the soul. And as life
appears through various operations in different degrees of liv-
ing things, that whereby we primarily perform each of all these
vital actions is the soul. For the soul is the primary principle
of our nourishment, sensation, and local movement; and like-
wise of our understanding. erefore this principle by which
we primarily understand, whether it be called the intellect or
the intellectual soul, is the formof the body.is is the demon-
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stration used by Aristotle (De Anima ii, 2).
But if anyone says that the intellectual soul is not the form

of the bodyhemust first explain how it is that this action of un-
derstanding is the action of this particular man; for each one
is conscious that it is himself who understands. Now an action
may be attributed to anyone in three ways, as is clear from the
Philosopher (Phys. v, 1); for a thing is said to move or act, ei-
ther by virtue of itswhole self, for instance, as a physicianheals;
or by virtue of a part, as a man sees by his eye; or through an
accidental quality, as when we say that something that is white
builds, because it is accidental to the builder to be white. So
when we say that Socrates or Plato understands, it is clear that
this is not attributed to him accidentally; since it is ascribed to
him as man, which is predicated of him essentially. We must
therefore say either that Socrates understands by virtue of his
whole self, as Plato maintained, holding that man is an intel-
lectual soul; or that intelligence is a part of Socrates. e first
cannot stand, as was shown above (q. 75, a. 4), for this reason,
that it is one and the same man who is conscious both that he
understands, and that he senses. But one cannot sense without
abody: therefore thebodymust be somepart ofman. It follows
therefore that the intellect by which Socrates understands is a
part of Socrates, so that in some way it is united to the body of
Socrates.

e Commentator held that this union is through the in-
telligible species, as having a double subject, in the possible in-
tellect, and in the phantasms which are in the corporeal or-
gans. us through the intelligible species the possible intel-
lect is linked to the body of this or that particular man. But
this link or union does not sufficiently explain the fact, that
the act of the intellect is the act of Socrates. is can be clearly
seen from comparison with the sensitive faculty, from which
Aristotle proceeds to consider things relating to the intellect.
For the relation of phantasms to the intellect is like the rela-
tion of colors to the sense of sight, as he says De Anima iii, 5,7.
erefore, as the species of colors are in the sight, so are the
species of phantasms in the possible intellect. Now it is clear
that because the colors, the images of which are in the sight,
are on a wall, the action of seeing is not attributed to the wall:
for we do not say that the wall sees, but rather that it is seen.
erefore, from the fact that the species of phantasms are in
the possible intellect, it does not follow that Socrates, inwhom
are the phantasms, understands, but that he or his phantasms
are understood.

Some, however, tried to maintain that the intellect is
united to the body as its motor; and hence that the intellect
and body form one thing so that the act of the intellect could
be attributed to the whole. is is, however, absurd for many
reasons. First, because the intellect does not move the body
except through the appetite, the movement of which presup-
poses the operation of the intellect. e reason therefore why
Socrates understands is not because he is moved by his intel-
lect, but rather, contrariwise, he is moved by his intellect be-
cause he understands. Secondly, because since Socrates is an

individual in a nature of one essence composed of matter and
form, if the intellect be not the form, it follows that it must be
outside the essence, and then the intellect is thewhole Socrates
as a motor to the thing moved. Whereas the act of intellect re-
mains in the agent, and does not pass into something else, as
does the action of heating.erefore the action of understand-
ing cannot be attributed to Socrates for the reason that he is
moved by his intellect. irdly, because the action of a motor
is never attributed to the thing moved, except as to an instru-
ment; as the action of a carpenter to a saw. erefore if under-
standing is attributed to Socrates, as the action of what moves
him, it follows that it is attributed to him as to an instrument.
is is contrary to the teaching of the Philosopher, who holds
that understanding is not possible through a corporeal instru-
ment (DeAnima iii, 4). Fourthly, because, although the action
of a part be attributed to the whole, as the action of the eye is
attributed to a man; yet it is never attributed to another part,
except perhaps indirectly; for we do not say that the hand sees
because the eye sees. erefore if the intellect and Socrates are
united in the above manner, the action of the intellect cannot
be attributed to Socrates. If, however, Socrates be awhole com-
posed of a union of the intellect with whatever else belongs to
Socrates, and still the intellect be united to those other things
only as a motor, it follows that Socrates is not one absolutely,
and consequently neither a being absolutely, for a thing is a be-
ing according as it is one.

ere remains, therefore, no other explanation than that
given by Aristotle—namely, that this particular man under-
stands, because the intellectual principle is his form.us from
the very operation of the intellect it is made clear that the in-
tellectual principle is united to the body as its form.

e same can be clearly shown from the nature of the hu-
man species. For the nature of each thing is shown by its op-
eration. Now the proper operation of man as man is to under-
stand; because he thereby surpasses all other animals. Whence
Aristotle concludes (Ethic. x, 7) that the ultimate happiness of
man must consist in this operation as properly belonging to
him. Man must therefore derive his species from that which is
the principle of this operation. But the species of anything is
derived from its form. It follows therefore that the intellectual
principle is the proper form of man.

But we must observe that the nobler a form is, the more
it rises above corporeal matter, the less it is merged in matter,
and the more it excels matter by its power and its operation;
hence we find that the form of a mixed body has another op-
eration not caused by its elemental qualities. And the higher
we advance in the nobility of forms, the more we find that the
power of the form excels the elementary matter; as the vege-
tative soul excels the form of the metal, and the sensitive soul
excels the vegetative soul. Now the human soul is the highest
and noblest of forms. Wherefore it excels corporeal matter in
its power by the fact that it has an operation and a power in
which corporeal matter has no share whatever. is power is
called the intellect.
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It is well to remark that if anyone holds that the soul is
composed of matter and form, it would follow that in no way
could the soul be the form of the body. For since the form is an
act, and matter is only in potentiality, that which is composed
of matter and form cannot be the form of another by virtue of
itself as a whole. But if it is a form by virtue of some part of it-
self, then that part which is the form we call the soul, and that
of which it is the form we call the “primary animate,” as was
said above (q. 75, a. 5).

Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher says (Phys. ii,
2), the ultimate natural form towhich the consideration of the
natural philosopher is directed is indeed separate; yet it exists
in matter. He proves this from the fact that “man and the sun
generate man from matter.” It is separate indeed according to
its intellectual power, because the intellectual power does not
belong to a corporeal organ, as the power of seeing is the act
of the eye; for understanding is an act which cannot be per-
formed by a corporeal organ, like the act of seeing. But it exists
in matter so far as the soul itself, to which this power belongs,
is the form of the body, and the term of human generation.
And so the Philosopher says (De Anima iii) that the intellect
is separate, because it is not the faculty of a corporeal organ.

From this it is clear how to answer the Second and ird
objections: since, in order that manmay be able to understand

all things by means of his intellect, and that his intellect may
understand immaterial things and universals, it is sufficient
that the intellectual power be not the act of the body.

Reply to Objection 4. e human soul, by reason of its
perfection, is not a form merged in matter, or entirely em-
braced by matter. erefore there is nothing to prevent some
power thereof not being the act of the body, although the soul
is essentially the form of the body.

Reply to Objection 5. e soul communicates that exis-
tence in which it subsists to the corporeal matter, out of which
and the intellectual soul there results unity of existence; so that
the existence of thewhole composite is also the existence of the
soul. is is not the case with other non-subsistent forms. For
this reason the human soul retains its own existence aer the
dissolution of the body; whereas it is not so with other forms.

Reply toObjection 6.Tobe united to the body belongs to
the soul by reason of itself, as it belongs to a light body by rea-
son of itself to be raised up. And as a light body remains light,
when removed from its proper place, retaining meanwhile an
aptitude and an inclination for its proper place; so the human
soul retains its proper existencewhen separated from the body,
having an aptitude and a natural inclination to be united to the
body.

Ia q. 76 a. 2Whether the intellectual principle is multiplied according to the number of bodies?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual principle
is not multiplied according to the number of bodies, but that
there is one intellect in all men. For an immaterial substance
is not multiplied in number within one species. But the hu-
man soul is an immaterial substance; since it is not composed
of matter and form as was shown above (q. 75, a. 5). erefore
there are notmany human souls in one species. But all men are
of one species. erefore there is but one intellect in all men.

Objection 2. Further, when the cause is removed, the ef-
fect is also removed.erefore, if human souls weremultiplied
according to the number of bodies, it follows that the bodies
being removed, the number of souls would not remain; but
from all the souls therewould be but a single remainder.is is
heretical; for it would do away with the distinction of rewards
and punishments.

Objection 3. Further, if my intellect is distinct from your
intellect, my intellect is an individual, and so is yours; for in-
dividuals are things which differ in number but agree in one
species. Now whatever is received into anything must be re-
ceived according to the condition of the receiver.erefore the
species of things would be received individually into my intel-
lect, and also into yours: which is contrary to the nature of the
intellect which knows universals.

Objection 4. Further, the thing understood is in the in-
tellect which understands. If, therefore, my intellect is distinct
from yours, what is understood by me must be distinct from

what is understood by you; and consequently it will be reck-
oned as something individual, and be only potentially some-
thing understood; so that the common intention will have to
be abstracted from both; since from things diverse something
intelligible common to them may be abstracted. But this is
contrary to the nature of the intellect; for then the intellect
would seem not to be distinct from the imagination. It seems,
therefore, to follow that there is one intellect in all men.

Objection 5. Further, when the disciple receives knowl-
edge from the master, it cannot be said that the master’s
knowledge begets knowledge in the disciple, because then also
knowledge would be an active form, such as heat is, which
is clearly false. It seems, therefore, that the same individual
knowledge which is in the master is communicated to the dis-
ciple; which cannot be, unless there is one intellect in both.
Seemingly, therefore, the intellect of the disciple and master is
but one; and, consequently, the same applies to all men.

Objection 6. Further, Augustine (De Quant. Animae
xxxii) says: “If I were to say that there are many human souls,
I should laugh at myself.” But the soul seems to be one chiefly
on account of the intellect. erefore there is one intellect of
all men.

Onthe contrary,ePhilosopher says (Phys. ii, 3) that the
relation of universal causes to universals is like the relation of
particular causes to individuals. But it is impossible that a soul,
one in species, should belong to animals of different species.
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erefore it is impossible that one individual intellectual soul
should belong to several individuals.

I answer that, It is absolutely impossible for one intellect
to belong to allmen.is is clear if, as Platomaintained,man is
the intellect itself. For it would follow that Socrates and Plato
are one man; and that they are not distinct from each other,
except by something outside the essence of each. e distinc-
tion between Socrates and Plato would be no other than that
of one man with a tunic and another with a cloak; which is
quite absurd.

It is likewise clear that this is impossible if, according to the
opinion of Aristotle (De Anima ii, 2), it is supposed that the
intellect is a part or a power of the soul which is the form of
man. For it is impossible for many distinct individuals to have
one form, as it is impossible for them to have one existence, for
the form is the principle of existence.

Again, this is clearly impossible, whatever one may hold as
to the manner of the union of the intellect to this or that man.
For it is manifest that, supposing there is one principal agent,
and two instruments, we can say that there is one agent ab-
solutely, but several actions; as when one man touches several
things with his two hands, there will be one who touches, but
two contacts. If, on the contrary, we suppose one instrument
and several principal agents, we might say that there are sev-
eral agents, but one act; for example, if there be many drawing
a ship bymeans of a rope; there will be many drawing, but one
pull. If, however, there is one principal agent, and one instru-
ment, we say that there is one agent and one action, as when
the smith strikes with one hammer, there is one striker and one
stroke.Now it is clear that nomatter how the intellect is united
or coupled to this or thatman, the intellect has the precedence
of all the other thingswhich appertain toman; for the sensitive
powers obey the intellect, and are at its service.erefore, if we
suppose two men to have several intellects and one sense—for
instance, if twomenhadone eye—therewouldbe several seers,
but one sight. But if there is one intellect, no matter how di-
verse may be all those things of which the intellect makes use
as instruments, in no way is it possible to say that Socrates and
Plato are otherwise thanoneunderstandingman.And if to this
we add that to understand, which is the act of the intellect, is
not affected by any organ other than the intellect itself; it will
further follow that there is but one agent and one action: that
is to say that all men are but one “understander,” and have but
one act of understanding, in regard, that is, of one intelligible
object.

However, it would be possible to distinguish my intel-
lectual action form yours by the distinction of the phan-
tasms—that is to say,were there onephantasmof a stone inme,
and another in you—if the phantasm itself, as it is one thing
inme and another in you, were a form of the possible intellect;
since the same agent according to divers forms produces divers
actions; as, according to divers forms of things with regard to
the same eye, there are divers visions. But the phantasm itself is
not a form of the possible intellect; it is the intelligible species

abstracted from the phantasm that is a form.Now in one intel-
lect, fromdifferent phantasms of the same species, only one in-
telligible species is abstracted; as appears in oneman, in whom
there may be different phantasms of a stone; yet from all of
them only one intelligible species of a stone is abstracted; by
which the intellect of that one man, by one operation, under-
stands the nature of a stone, notwithstanding the diversity of
phantasms. erefore, if there were one intellect for all men,
the diversity of phantasms which are in this one and that one
would not cause a diversity of intellectual operation in this
man and that man. It follows, therefore, that it is altogether
impossible and unreasonable to maintain that there exists one
intellect for all men.

Reply toObjection 1. Although the intellectual soul, like
an angel, has no matter from which it is produced, yet it is the
form of a certain matter; in which it is unlike an angel. ere-
fore, according to the division of matter, there are many souls
of one species; while it is quite impossible for many angels to
be of one species.

Reply to Objection 2. Everything has unity in the same
way that it has being; consequently we must judge of the mul-
tiplicity of a thing as we judge of its being. Now it is clear that
the intellectual soul, by virtue of its very being, is united to the
body as its form; yet, aer the dissolution of the body, the in-
tellectual soul retains its own being. In like manner the multi-
plicity of souls is in proportion to the multiplicity of the bod-
ies; yet, aer the dissolution of the bodies, the souls retain their
multiplied being.

Reply to Objection 3. Individuality of the intelligent be-
ing, or of the species whereby it understands, does not exclude
the understanding of universals; otherwise, since separate in-
tellects are subsistent substances, and consequently individual,
they could not understand universals. But the materiality of
the knower, and of the species whereby it knows, impedes the
knowledge of the universal. For as every action is according to
the mode of the form by which the agent acts, as heating is ac-
cording to the mode of the heat; so knowledge is according to
the mode of the species by which the knower knows. Now it is
clear that common nature becomes distinct and multiplied by
reason of the individuating principles which come from the
matter. erefore if the form, which is the means of knowl-
edge, is material—that is, not abstracted from material condi-
tions—its likeness to the nature of a species or genus will be
according to the distinction and multiplication of that nature
bymeans of individuating principles; so that knowledge of the
nature of a thing in generalwill be impossible. But if the species
be abstracted from the conditions of individual matter, there
will be a likeness of the nature without those things which
make it distinct and multiplied; thus there will be knowledge
of the universal. Nor does it matter, as to this particular point,
whether there be one intellect or many; because, even if there
were but one, it would necessarily be an individual intellect,
and the species whereby it understands, an individual species.

Reply to Objection 4. Whether the intellect be one or
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many, what is understood is one; for what is understood is in
the intellect, not according to its own nature, but according
to its likeness; for “the stone is not in the soul, but its likeness
is,” as is said, DeAnima iii, 8. Yet it is the stone which is under-
stood, not the likeness of the stone; except by a reflectionof the
intellect on itself: otherwise, the objects of sciences would not
be things, but only intelligible species.Now it happens that dif-
ferent things, according to different forms, are likened to the
same thing. And since knowledge is begotten according to the
assimilation of the knower to the thing known, it follows that
the same thing may happen to be known by several knowers;
as is apparent in regard to the senses; for several see the same
color, according to different likenesses. In the same way sev-
eral intellects understand one object understood. But there is
this difference, according to the opinion of Aristotle, between
the sense and the intelligence—that a thing is perceived by the

sense according to the dispositionwhich it has outside the soul
—that is, in its individuality; whereas the nature of the thing
understood is indeed outside the soul, but themode according
to which it exists outside the soul is not themode according to
which it is understood. For the common nature is understood
as apart from the individuating principles; whereas such is not
its mode of existence outside the soul. But, according to the
opinion of Plato, the thing understood exists outside the soul
in the same condition as those under which it is understood;
for he supposed that the natures of things exist separate from
matter.

Reply to Objection 5. One knowledge exists in the disci-
ple and another in the master. How it is caused will be shown
later on (q. 117, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 6. Augustine denies a plurality of
souls, that would involve a plurality of species.

Ia q. 76 a. 3Whether besides the intellectual soul there are in man other souls essentially different from
one another?

Objection 1. It would seem that besides the intellectual
soul there are inman other souls essentially different from one
another, such as the sensitive soul and the nutritive soul. For
corruptible and incorruptible are not of the same substance.
But the intellectual soul is incorruptible; whereas the other
souls, as the sensitive and the nutritive, are corruptible, as was
shown above (q. 75, a. 6). erefore in man the essence of the
intellectual soul, the sensitive soul, and the nutritive soul, can-
not be the same.

Objection 2. Further, if it be said that the sensitive soul
in man is incorruptible; on the contrary, “corruptible and in-
corruptible differ generically,” says the Philosopher, Metaph. x
(Did. ix, 10). But the sensitive soul in the horse, the lion, and
other brute animals, is corruptible. If, therefore, in man it be
incorruptible, the sensitive soul in man and brute animals will
not be of the same “genus.” Now an animal is so called from its
having a sensitive soul; and, therefore, “animal” will not be one
genus common to man and other animals, which is absurd.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says, Metaph. viii
(Did. vii, 2), that the genus is taken from the matter, and dif-
ference from the form. But “rational,” which is the difference
constituting man, is taken from the intellectual soul; while he
is called “animal” by reason of his having a body animated by
a sensitive soul. erefore the intellectual soul may be com-
pared to the body animated by a sensitive soul, as form tomat-
ter. erefore in man the intellectual soul is not essentially the
same as the sensitive soul, but presupposes it as a material sub-
ject.

On the contrary, It is said in the book De Ecclesiasticis
Dogmatibus xv: “Nor do we say that there are two souls in one
man, as James and other Syrians write; one, animal, by which
the body is animated, and which is mingled with the blood;
the other, spiritual, which obeys the reason; but we say that it
is one and the same soul inman, that both gives life to the body

by being united to it, and orders itself by its own reasoning.”
I answer that, Plato held that there were several souls in

one body, distinct even as to organs, to which souls he referred
the different vital actions, saying that the nutritive power is
in the liver, the concupiscible in the heart, and the power of
knowledge in the brain. Which opinion is rejected by Aris-
totle (De Anima ii, 2), with regard to those parts of the soul
which use corporeal organs; for this reason, that in those an-
imals which continue to live when they have been divided in
each part are observed the operations of the soul, as sense and
appetite. Now this would not be the case if the various prin-
ciples of the soul’s operations were essentially different, and
distributed in the various parts of the body. But with regard
to the intellectual part, he seems to leave it in doubt whether
it be “only logically” distinct from the other parts of the soul,
“or also locally.”

e opinion of Plato might be maintained if, as he held,
the soul was supposed to be united to the body, not as its form,
but as its motor. For it involves nothing unreasonable that the
samemovable thing bemovedby severalmotors; and still less if
it be moved according to its various parts. If we suppose, how-
ever, that the soul is united to the body as its form, it is quite
impossible for several essentially different souls to be in one
body. is can be made clear by three different reasons.

In the first place, an animal would not be absolutely one,
inwhich therewere several souls. For nothing is absolutely one
except by one form, by which a thing has existence: because a
thing has from the same source both existence and unity; and
therefore things which are denominated by various forms are
not absolutely one; as, for instance, “a white man.” If, there-
fore, man were ‘living’ by one form, the vegetative soul, and
‘animal’ by another form, the sensitive soul, and “man” by an-
other form, the intellectual soul, it would follow that man is
not absolutely one. us Aristotle argues, Metaph. viii (Did.
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vii, 6), against Plato, that if the idea of an animal is distinct
from the idea of a biped, then a biped animal is not absolutely
one. For this reason, against those who hold that there are sev-
eral souls in the body, he asks (De Anima i, 5), “what contains
them?”—that is, what makes them one? It cannot be said that
they are united by the one body; because rather does the soul
contain the body and make it one, than the reverse.

Secondly, this is proved to be impossible by the manner in
which one thing is predicated of another. ose things which
are derived from various forms are predicated of one another,
either accidentally, (if the forms are not ordered to one an-
other, as when we say that something white is sweet), or es-
sentially, in the second manner of essential predication, (if the
forms are ordered one to another, the subject belonging to the
definition of the predicate; as a surface is presupposed to color;
so that if we say that a body with a surface is colored, we have
the second manner of essential predication.) erefore, if we
have one form bywhich a thing is an animal, and another form
by which it is a man, it follows either that one of these two
things could not be predicated of the other, except acciden-
tally, supposing these two forms not to be ordered to one an-
other—or that onewould be predicated of the other according
to the second manner of essential predication, if one soul be
presupposed to the other. But both of these consequences are
clearly false: because “animal” is predicated of man essentially
and not accidentally; and man is not part of the definition of
an animal, but the other way about. erefore of necessity by
the same forma thing is animal andman; otherwisemanwould
not really be the thing which is an animal, so that animal can
be essentially predicated of man.

irdly, this is shown to be impossible by the fact that
when one operation of the soul is intense it impedes another,
which could never be the case unless the principle of action
were essentially one.

Wemust therefore conclude that inman the sensitive soul,
the intellectual soul, and the nutritive soul are numerically one
soul.is can easily be explained, if we consider the differences
of species and forms. Forwe observe that the species and forms
of things differ fromone another, as the perfect and imperfect;
as in the order of things, the animate are more perfect than
the inanimate, and animals more perfect than plants, andman
than brute animals; and in each of these genera there are var-

ious degrees. For this reason Aristotle, Metaph. viii (Did. vii,
3), compares the species of things to numbers, which differ in
species by the addition or subtraction of unity. And (De An-
ima ii, 3) he compares the various souls to the species of figures,
one of which contains another; as a pentagon contains and ex-
ceeds a tetragon. us the intellectual soul contains virtually
whatever belongs to the sensitive soul of brute animals, and to
the nutritive souls of plants.erefore, as a surfacewhich is of a
pentagonal shape, is not tetragonal by one shape, and pentago-
nal by another—since a tetragonal shapewould be superfluous
as contained in the pentagonal—so neither is Socrates a man
by one soul, and animal by another; but by one and the same
soul he is both animal and man.

Reply to Objection 1. e sensitive soul is incorruptible,
not by reason of its being sensitive, but by reason of its being
intellectual. When, therefore, a soul is sensitive only, it is cor-
ruptible; but when with sensibility it has also intellectuality,
it is incorruptible. For although sensibility does not give in-
corruptibility, yet it cannot deprive intellectuality of its incor-
ruptibility.

Reply toObjection2.Not forms, but composites, are clas-
sified either generically or specifically. Nowman is corruptible
like other animals. And so the difference of corruptible and in-
corruptible which is on the part of the forms does not involve
a generic difference between man and the other animals.

Reply to Objection 3. e embryo has first of all a soul
which is merely sensitive, and when this is removed, it is sup-
planted by a more perfect soul, which is both sensitive and in-
tellectual: as will be shown further on (q. 118, a. 2, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 4. We must not consider the diver-
sity of natural things as proceeding from the various logical
notions or intentions, which flow from our manner of un-
derstanding, because reason can apprehend one and the same
thing in various ways. erefore since, as we have said, the in-
tellectual soul contains virtually what belongs to the sensitive
soul, and somethingmore, reason can consider separatelywhat
belongs to the power of the sensitive soul, as something imper-
fect and material. And because it observes that this is some-
thing common to man and to other animals, it forms thence
the notion of the “genus”; while that wherein the intellectual
soul exceeds the sensitive soul, it takes as formal and perfect-
ing; thence it gathers the “difference” of man.

Ia q. 76 a. 4Whether in man there is another form besides the intellectual soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that in man there is another
formbesides the intellectual soul. For thePhilosopher says (De
Anima ii, 1), that “the soul is the act of a physical body which
has life potentially.” erefore the soul is to the body as a form
of matter. But the body has a substantial form by which it is a
body. erefore some other substantial form in the body pre-
cedes the soul.

Objection 2. Further, man moves himself as every ani-

mal does. Now everything that moves itself is divided into
two parts, of which one moves, and the other is moved, as the
Philosopher proves (Phys. viii, 5). But the part which moves is
the soul. erefore the other part must be such that it can be
moved. But primarymatter cannot bemoved (Phys. v, 1), since
it is a being only potentially; indeed everything that is moved
is a body. erefore in man and in every animal there must be
another substantial form, by which the body is constituted.
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Objection 3. Further, the order of forms depends on their
relation to primary matter; for “before” and “aer” apply by
comparison to some beginning. erefore if there were not in
man some other substantial form besides the rational soul, and
if this were to inhere immediately to primary matter; it would
follow that it ranks among the most imperfect forms which
inhere to matter immediately.

Objection 4. Further, the human body is a mixed body.
Now mingling does not result from matter alone; for then we
should have mere corruption. erefore the forms of the ele-
ments must remain in a mixed body; and these are substantial
forms.erefore in the humanbody there are other substantial
forms besides the intellectual soul.

On the contrary,Of one thing there is but one substantial
being. But the substantial form gives substantial being. ere-
fore of one thing there is but one substantial form. But the soul
is the substantial form of man. erefore it is impossible for
there to be in man another substantial form besides the intel-
lectual soul.

I answer that, If we suppose that the intellectual soul is not
united to the body as its form, but only as its motor, as the Pla-
tonists maintain, it would necessarily follow that in man there
is another substantial form, by which the body is established
in its being as movable by the soul. If, however, the intellectual
soul be united to the body as its substantial form, as we have
said above (a. 1), it is impossible for another substantial form
besides the intellectual soul to be found in man.

In order to make this evident, we must consider that the
substantial form differs from the accidental form in this, that
the accidental form does not make a thing to be “simply,” but
to be “such,” as heat does not make a thing to be simply, but
only to be hot.erefore by the coming of the accidental form
a thing is not said to be made or generated simply, but to be
made such, or to be in some particular condition; and in like
manner, when an accidental form is removed, a thing is said
to be corrupted, not simply, but relatively. Now the substan-
tial form gives being simply; therefore by its coming a thing is
said to be generated simply; and by its removal to be corrupted
simply. For this reason, the old natural philosophers, who held
that primary matter was some actual being—for instance, fire
or air, or something of that sort—maintained that nothing is
generated simply, or corrupted simply; and stated that “every
becoming is nothing but an alteration,” as we read, Phys. i, 4.
erefore, if besides the intellectual soul there pre-existed in
matter another substantial form by which the subject of the
soul were made an actual being, it would follow that the soul
does not give being simply; and consequently that it is not the
substantial form: and so at the advent of the soul there would
not be simple generation; nor at its removal simple corruption,
all of which is clearly false.

Whence we must conclude, that there is no other substan-
tial form in man besides the intellectual soul; and that the
soul, as it virtually contains the sensitive and nutritive souls, so
does it virtually contain all inferior forms, and itself alone does

whatever the imperfect forms do in other things. e same is
to be said of the sensitive soul in brute animals, and of the nu-
tritive soul in plants, and universally of all more perfect forms
with regard to the imperfect.

Reply to Objection 1. Aristotle does not say that the soul
is the act of a body only, but “the act of a physical organic body
which has life potentially”; and that this potentiality “does not
reject the soul.” Whence it is clear that when the soul is called
the act, the soul itself is included; as when we say that heat is
the act of what is hot, and light of what is lucid; not as though
lucid and light were two separate things, but because a thing is
made lucid by the light. In like manner, the soul is said to be
the “act of a body,” etc., because by the soul it is a body, and is
organic, and has life potentially. Yet the first act is said to be in
potentiality to the second act, which is operation; for such a
potentiality “does not reject”—that is, does not exclude—the
soul.

Reply toObjection2.esoul does notmove the body by
its essence, as the form of the body, but by the motive power,
the act of which presupposes the body to be already actualized
by the soul: so that the soul by its motive power is the part
which moves; and the animate body is the part moved.

Reply to Objection 3. We observe in matter various de-
grees of perfection, as existence, living, sensing, and under-
standing. Nowwhat is added is alwaysmore perfect.erefore
that formwhich givesmatter only the first degree of perfection
is themost imperfect;while that formwhich gives thefirst, sec-
ond, and third degree, and so on, is the most perfect: and yet
it inheres to matter immediately.

Reply to Objection 4. Avicenna held that the substantial
forms of the elements remain entire in the mixed body; and
that the mixture is made by the contrary qualities of the ele-
ments being reduced to an average. But this is impossible, be-
cause the various forms of the elements must necessarily be in
various parts of matter; for the distinction of which we must
suppose dimensions, without which matter cannot be divisi-
ble. Now matter subject to dimension is not to be found ex-
cept in a body. But various bodies cannot be in the same place.
Whence it follows that elements in the mixed body would be
distinct as to situation. And then there would not be a real
mixture which is in respect of the whole; but only a mixture
apparent to sense, by the juxtaposition of particles.

Averroes maintained that the forms of elements, by reason
of their imperfection, are a medium between accidental and
substantial forms, and so can be “more” or “less”; and there-
fore in the mixture they are modified and reduced to an aver-
age, so that one form emerges from them. But this is even still
more impossible. For the substantial being of each thing con-
sists in something indivisible, and every addition and subtrac-
tion varies the species, as in numbers, as stated in Metaph. viii
(Did. vii, 3); and consequently it is impossible for any substan-
tial form to receive “more” or “less.”Nor is it less impossible for
anything to be a medium between substance and accident.

ereforewemust say, in accordancewith the Philosopher
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(De Gener. i, 10), that the forms of the elements remain in the
mixed body, not actually but virtually. For the proper qualities
of the elements remain, though modified; and in them is the

power of the elementary forms. is quality of the mixture is
the proper disposition for the substantial form of the mixed
body; for instance, the form of a stone, or of any sort of soul.

Ia q. 76 a. 5Whether the intellectual soul is properly united to such a body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual soul is im-
properly united to such a body. For matter must be propor-
tionate to the form. But the intellectual soul is incorruptible.
erefore it is not properly united to a corruptible body.

Objection2.Further, the intellectual soul is a perfectly im-
material form; a proofwhereof is its operation inwhich corpo-
real matter does not share. But themore subtle is the body, the
less has it of matter. erefore the soul should be united to a
most subtle body, to fire, for instance, and not to amixed body,
still less to a terrestrial body.

Objection 3. Further, since the form is the principle of
the species, one form cannot produce a variety of species. But
the intellectual soul is one form. erefore, it should not be
united to a body which is composed of parts belonging to var-
ious species.

Objection 4. Further, what is susceptible of amore perfect
form should itself be more perfect. But the intellectual soul is
the most perfect of souls. erefore since the bodies of other
animals are naturally provided with a covering, for instance,
with hair instead of clothes, and hoofs instead of shoes; and
are, moreover, naturally provided with arms, as claws, teeth,
and horns; it seems that the intellectual soul should not have
been united to a body which is imperfect as being deprived of
the above means of protection.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 1),
that “the soul is the act of a physical organic body having life
potentially.”

I answer that, Since the form is not for the matter, but
rather the matter for the form, we must gather from the form
the reason why the matter is such as it is; and not conversely.
Now the intellectual soul, as we have seen above (q. 55, a. 2)
in the order of nature, holds the lowest place among intellec-
tual substances; inasmuch as it is not naturally gied with the
knowledge of truth, as the angels are; but has to gather knowl-
edge from individual things by way of the senses, as Dionysius
says (Div. Nom. vii). But nature never fails in necessary things:
therefore the intellectual soul had tobe endowednot onlywith
thepower of understanding, but alsowith thepower of feeling.
Now the action of the senses is not performed without a cor-
poreal instrument. erefore it behooved the intellectual soul
to be united to a body fitted to be a convenient organ of sense.

Now all the other senses are based on the sense of touch.
But the organ of touch requires to be a medium between con-
traries, such as hot and cold, wet and dry, and the like, ofwhich
the sense of touch has the perception; thus it is in potentiality
with regard to contraries, and is able to perceive them. ere-
fore themore the organ of touch is reduced to an equable com-

plexion, the more sensitive will be the touch. But the intel-
lectual soul has the power of sense in all its completeness; be-
cause what belongs to the inferior nature pre-exists more per-
fectly in the superior, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v). ere-
fore the body to which the intellectual soul is united should
be a mixed body, above others reduced to the most equable
complexion. For this reason among animals, man has the best
sense of touch. And amongmen, thosewho have the best sense
of touch have the best intelligence. A sign of which is that we
observe “those who are refined in body are well endowed in
mind,” as stated in De Anima ii, 9.

Reply to Objection 1. Perhaps someone might attempt
to answer this by saying that before sin the human body was
incorruptible. is answer does not seem sufficient; because
before sin the human body was immortal not by nature, but
by a gi of Divine grace; otherwise its immortality would not
be forfeited through sin, as neither was the immortality of the
devil.

ereforewe answer otherwise by observing that inmatter
two conditions are to be found; one which is chosen in order
that thematter be suitable to the form; the otherwhich follows
by force of the first disposition. e artisan, for instance, for
the form of the saw chooses iron adapted for cutting through
hard material; but that the teeth of the saw may become blunt
and rusted, follows by force of thematter itself. So the intellec-
tual soul requires a body of equable complexion, which, how-
ever, is corruptible by force of its matter. If, however, it be said
that God could avoid this, we answer that in the formation
of natural things we do not consider what God might do; but
what is suitable to the nature of things, asAugustine says (Gen.
ad lit. ii, 1). God, however, provided in this case by applying a
remedy against death in the gi of grace.

Reply toObjection 2.Abody is not necessary to the intel-
lectual soul by reasonof its intellectual operation considered as
such; but on account of the sensitive power, which requires an
organ of equable temperament. erefore the intellectual soul
had to be united to such a body, and not to a simple element,
or to a mixed body, in which fire was in excess; because oth-
erwise there could not be an equability of temperament. And
this body of an equable temperament has a dignity of its own
by reason of its being remote from contraries, thereby resem-
bling in a way a heavenly body.

Reply toObjection 3.eparts of an animal, for instance,
the eye, hand, flesh, and bones, and so forth, do not make the
species; but the whole does, and therefore, properly speaking,
we cannot say that these are of different species, but that they
are of various dispositions. is is suitable to the intellectual
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soul, which, although it be one in its essence, yet on account
of its perfection, is manifold in power: and therefore, for its
various operations it requires various dispositions in the parts
of the body to which it is united. For this reason we observe
that there is a greater variety of parts in perfect than in imper-
fect animals; and in these a greater variety than in plants.

Reply to Objection 4. e intellectual soul as compre-
hending universals, has a power extending to the infinite;

therefore it cannot be limited by nature to certain fixed natural
notions, or even to certain fixed means whether of defence or
of clothing, as is the casewith other animals, the souls ofwhich
are endowedwith knowledge and power in regard to fixed par-
ticular things. Instead of all these,man has by nature his reason
andhis hands,which are “the organs of organs” (DeAnima iii),
since by their means man can make for himself instruments of
an infinite variety, and for any number of purposes.

Ia q. 76 a. 6Whether the intellectual soul is united to the body through themedium of accidental disposi-
tions?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual soul is
united to the body through the medium of accidental disposi-
tions. For every form exists in its proper disposed matter. But
dispositions to a formare accidents.ereforewemust presup-
pose accidents to be inmatter before the substantial form; and
therefore before the soul, since the soul is a substantial form.

Objection 2. Further, various forms of one species require
various parts of matter. But various parts of matter are unin-
telligible without division in measurable quantities. erefore
we must suppose dimensions in matter before the substantial
forms, which are many belonging to one species.

Objection 3. Further, what is spiritual is connected with
what is corporeal by virtual contact. But the virtue of the soul
is its power. erefore it seems that the soul is united to the
body by means of a power, which is an accident.

On the contrary, Accident is posterior to substance, both
in the order of time and in the order of reason, as the Philoso-
pher says,Metaph. vii (Did. vi, 1).erefore it is unintelligible
that any accidental form exist in matter before the soul, which
is the substantial form.

I answer that, If the soul were united to the body, merely
as a motor, there would be nothing to prevent the existence of
certain dispositionsmediating between the soul and the body;
on the contrary, they would be necessary, for on the part of
the soul would be required the power to move the body; and
on the part of the body, a certain aptitude to be moved by the
soul.

If, however, the intellectual soul is united to the body as
the substantial form, as we have already said above (a. 1), it is
impossible for any accidental disposition to come between the
body and the soul, or between any substantial form whatever
and its matter. e reason is because since matter is in poten-
tiality to allmanner of acts in a certain order, what is absolutely
first among the acts must be understood as being first in mat-

ter. Now the first among all acts is existence. erefore, it is
impossible for matter to be apprehended as hot, or as having
quantity, before it is actual. But matter has actual existence by
the substantial form, which makes it to exist absolutely, as we
have said above (a. 4). Wherefore it is impossible for any acci-
dental dispositions to pre-exist inmatter before the substantial
form, and consequently before the soul.

Reply to Objection 1. As appears from what has been al-
ready said (a. 4), themoreperfect formvirtually containswhat-
ever belongs to the inferior forms; therefore while remaining
one and the same, it perfects matter according to the various
degrees of perfection. For the same essential form makes man
an actual being, a body, a living being, an animal, and a man.
Now it is clear that to every “genus” follow its own proper ac-
cidents. erefore as matter is apprehended as perfected in its
existence, before it is understood as corporeal, and so on; so
those accidents which belong to existence are understood to
exist before corporeity; and thus dispositions are understood
in matter before the form, not as regards all its effects, but as
regards the subsequent effect.

Reply to Objection 2. Dimensions of quantity are acci-
dents consequent to the corporeitywhichbelongs to thewhole
matter. Wherefore matter, once understood as corporeal and
measurable, can be understood as distinct in its various parts,
and as receptive of different forms according to the further de-
grees of perfection. For although it is essentially the same form
which givesmatter the various degrees of perfection, aswehave
said (ad 1), yet it is considered as differentwhenbrought under
the observation of reason.

Reply to Objection 3. A spiritual substance which is
united to a body as its motor only, is united thereto by power
or virtue. But the intellectual soul is united by its very being to
the body as a form; and yet it guides andmoves the body by its
power and virtue.

Ia q. 76 a. 7Whether the soul is united to the animal body by means of a body?

Objection 1. It seems that the soul is united to the animal
body by means of a body. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vii,
19), that “the soul administers the body by light,” that is, by
fire, “and by air, which is most akin to a spirit.” But fire and air

are bodies. erefore the soul is united to the human body by
means of a body.

Objection 2. Further, a link between two things seems to
be that thing the removal of which involves the cessation of
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their union. But when breathing ceases, the soul is separated
from the body. erefore the breath, which is a subtle body, is
the means of union between soul and body.

Objection 3. Further, things which are very distant from
one another, are not united except by something between
them. But the intellectual soul is very distant from the body,
both because it is incorporeal, and because it is incorrupt-
ible. erefore it seems to be united to the body by means
of an incorruptible body, and such would be some heavenly
light, which would harmonize the elements, and unite them
together.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 1):
“We need not ask if the soul and body are one, as neither do
we ask if wax and its shape are one.” But the shape is united to
the wax without a body intervening. erefore also the soul is
thus united to the body.

I answer that, If the soul, according to the Platonists, were
united to the body merely as a motor, it would be right to say
that some other bodies must intervene between the soul and
body of man, or any animal whatever; for a motor naturally
moves what is distant from it by means of something nearer.

If, however, the soul is united to the body as its form, as
we have said (a. 1), it is impossible for it to be united bymeans
of another body. e reason of this is that a thing is one, ac-
cording as it is a being. Now the form, through itself, makes a
thing to be actual since it is itself essentially an act; nor does
it give existence by means of something else. Wherefore the
unity of a thing composed of matter and form, is by virtue of
the form itself, which by reason of its very nature is united to
matter as its act. Nor is there any other cause of union except
the agent, which causes matter to be in act, as the Philosopher
says, Metaph. viii (Did. vii, 6).

From this it is clear how false are the opinions of thosewho
maintained the existence of some mediate bodies between the
soul and body of man. Of these certain Platonists said that the

intellectual soul has an incorruptible body naturally united to
it, from which it is never separated, and by means of which it
is united to the corruptible body of man. Others said that the
soul is united to the body by means of a corporeal spirit. Oth-
ers said it is united to the body by means of light, which, they
say, is a body and of the nature of the fih essence; so that the
vegetative soul would be united to the body by means of the
light of the sidereal heaven; the sensible soul, by means of the
light of the crystal heaven; and the intellectual soul by means
of the light of the empyrean heaven.Now all this is fictious and
ridiculous: for light is not a body; and thefihessencedoesnot
enter materially into the composition of a mixed body (since
it is unchangeable), but only virtually: and lastly, because the
soul is immediately united to the body as the form to matter.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine speaks there of the soul
as it moves the body; whence he uses the word “administra-
tion.” It is true that it moves the grosser parts of the body by
the more subtle parts. And the first instrument of the motive
power is a kind of spirit, as the Philosopher says in De causa
motus animalium (De mot. animal. x).

Reply to Objection 2. e union of soul and body ceases
at the cessation of breath, not because this is the means of
union, but because of the removal of that disposition bywhich
the body is disposed for such a union. Nevertheless the breath
is a means of moving, as the first instrument of motion.

Reply toObjection3.esoul is indeed very distant from
the body, if we consider the condition of each separately: so
that if each had a separate existence, many means of connec-
tion would have to intervene. But inasmuch as the soul is the
form of the body, it has not an existence apart from the exis-
tence of the body, but by its own existence is united to the body
immediately. is is the case with every form which, if consid-
ered as an act, is very distant frommatter, which is a being only
in potentiality.

Ia q. 76 a. 8Whether the soul is in each part of the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the whole soul is not in
each part of the body; for the Philosopher says inDe causamo-
tus animalium (De mot. animal. x): “It is not necessary for the
soul to be in each part of the body; it suffices that it be in some
principle of the body causing the other parts to live, for each
part has a natural movement of its own.”

Objection 2. Further, the soul is in the body of which it is
the act. But it is the act of an organic body. erefore it exists
only in an organic body. But each part of the human body is
not an organic body. erefore the whole soul is not in each
part.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima. ii,
1) that the relation of a part of the soul to a part of the body,
such as the sight to the pupil of the eye, is the same as the rela-
tion of the soul to the whole body of an animal. If, therefore,

the whole soul is in each part of the body, it follows that each
part of the body is an animal.

Objection 4. Further, all the powers of the soul are rooted
in the essence of the soul. If, therefore, the whole soul be in
each part of the body, it follows that all the powers of the soul
are in each part of the body; thus the sight will be in the ear,
and hearing in the eye, and this is absurd.

Objection 5. Further, if the whole soul is in each part of
the body, each part of the body is immediately dependent on
the soul. us one part would not depend on another; nor
would one part be nobler than another; which is clearly un-
true. erefore the soul is not in each part of the body.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 6), that “in
each body thewhole soul is in thewhole body, and in each part
is entire.”
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I answer that, As we have said, if the soul were united to
the bodymerely as its motor, wemight say that it is not in each
part of the body, but only in one part through which it would
move the others. But since the soul is united to the body as
its form, it must necessarily be in the whole body, and in each
part thereof. For it is not an accidental form, but the substan-
tial form of the body. Now the substantial form perfects not
only the whole, but each part of the whole. For since a whole
consists of parts, a form of the whole which does not give ex-
istence to each of the parts of the body, is a form consisting in
composition and order, such as the form of a house; and such a
form is accidental. But the soul is a substantial form; and there-
fore it must be the form and the act, not only of the whole, but
also of each part. erefore, on the withdrawal of the soul, as
we do not speak of an animal or a man unless equivocally, as
we speak of a painted animal or a stone animal; so is it with
the hand, the eye, the flesh and bones, as the Philosopher says
(De Anima ii, 1). A proof of which is, that on the withdrawal
of the soul, no part of the body retains its proper action; al-
though that which retains its species, retains the action of the
species. But act is in that which it actuates: wherefore the soul
must be in the whole body, and in each part thereof.

at it is entire in each part thereof, may be concluded
from this, that since a whole is that which is divided into parts,
there are three kinds of totality, corresponding to three kinds
of division. ere is a whole which is divided into parts of
quantity, as a whole line, or a whole body.ere is also a whole
which is divided into logical and essential parts: as a thing de-
fined is divided into the parts of a definition, and a composite
into matter and form. ere is, further, a third kind of whole
which is potential, divided into virtual parts. e first kind of
totality does not apply to forms, except perhaps accidentally;
and then only to those forms, which have an indifferent rela-
tionship to a quantitative whole and its parts; as whiteness, as
far as its essence is concerned, is equally disposed to be in the
whole surface and in each part of the surface; and, therefore,
the surface beingdivided, thewhiteness is accidentally divided.
But a form which requires variety in the parts, such as a soul,
and specially the soul of perfect animals, is not equally related
to the whole and the parts: hence it is not divided accidentally
when the whole is divided. So therefore quantitative totality
cannot be attributed to the soul, either essentially or acciden-
tally. But the second kind of totality, which depends on log-
ical and essential perfection, properly and essentially belongs
to forms: and likewise the virtual totality, because a form is the

principle of operation.
erefore if it be asked whether the whole whiteness is in

the whole surface and in each part thereof, it is necessary to
distinguish. If we mean quantitative totality which whiteness
has accidentally, then thewholewhiteness is not in eachpart of
the surface.e same is to be said of totality of power: since the
whiteness which is in the whole surface moves the sight more
than the whiteness which is in a small part thereof. But if we
mean totality of species and essence, then the whole whiteness
is in each part of a surface.

Since, however, the soul has not quantitative totality, nei-
ther essentially, nor accidentally, as we have seen; it is enough
to say that the whole soul is in each part of the body, by total-
ity of perfection and of essence, but not by totality of power.
For it is not in each part of the body, with regard to each of its
powers; but with regard to sight, it is in the eye; and with re-
gard to hearing, it is in the ear; and so forth. We must observe,
however, that since the soul requires variety of parts, its rela-
tion to the whole is not the same as its relation to the parts; for
to the whole it is compared primarily and essentially, as to its
proper and proportionate perfectible; but to the parts, secon-
darily, inasmuch as they are ordained to the whole.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking there
of the motive power of the soul.

Reply to Objection 2. e soul is the act of an organic
body, as of its primary and proportionate perfectible.

Reply to Objection 3. An animal is that which is com-
posed of a soul and a whole body, which is the soul’s primary
and proportionate perfectible. us the soul is not in a part.
Whence it does not follow that a part of an animal is an ani-
mal.

Reply to Objection 4. Some of the powers of the soul are
in it according as it exceeds the entire capacity of the body,
namely the intellect and the will; whence these powers are not
said to be in any part of the body. Other powers are common
to the soul and body; wherefore each of these powers need not
bewherever the soul is, but only in that part of the body, which
is adapted to the operation of such a power.

Reply to Objection 5. One part of the body is said to
be nobler than another, on account of the various powers, of
which the parts of the body are the organs. For that part which
is the organ of a nobler power, is a nobler part of the body: as
also is that part which serves the same power in a nobler man-
ner.
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F P, Q 77
Of ose ings Which Belong to the Powers of the Soul in General

(In Eight Articles)

We proceed to consider those things which belong to the powers of the soul; first, in general, secondly, in particular. Under
the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the essence of the soul is its power?
(2) Whether there is one power of the soul, or several?
(3) How the powers of the soul are distinguished from one another?
(4) Of the orders of the powers, one to another;
(5) Whether the powers of the soul are in it as in their subject?
(6) Whether the powers flow from the essence of the soul?
(7) Whether one power rises from another?
(8) Whether all the powers of the soul remain in the soul aer death?

Ia q. 77 a. 1Whether the essence of the soul is its power?

Objection 1. It would seem that the essence of the soul
is its power. For Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 4), that “mind,
knowledge, and love are in the soul substantially, or, which
is the same thing, essentially”: and (De Trin. x, 11), that
“memory, understanding, and will are one life, one mind, one
essence.”

Objection 2. Further, the soul is nobler than primarymat-
ter. But primary matter is its own potentiality. Much more
therefore is the soul its own power.

Objection 3. Further, the substantial form is simpler than
the accidental form; a sign ofwhich is that the substantial form
is not intensified or relaxed, but is indivisible. But the acciden-
tal form is its ownpower.Muchmore therefore is that substan-
tial form which is the soul.

Objection 4. Further, we sense by the sensitive power and
we understand by the intellectual power. But “that by which
we first sense and understand” is the soul, according to the
Philosopher (De Anima ii, 2). erefore the soul is its own
power.

Objection 5. Further, whatever does not belong to the
essence is an accident. erefore if the power of the soul is
something else besides the essence thereof, it is an accident,
which is contrary to Augustine, who says that the foregoing
(see obj. 1) “are not in the soul as in a subject as color or shape,
or any other quality, or quantity, are in a body; for whatever
is so, does not exceed the subject in which it is: Whereas the
mind can love and know other things” (De Trin. ix, 4).

Objection 6. Further, ” a simple form cannot be a subject.”
But the soul is a simple form; since it is not composed of mat-
ter and form, as we have said above (q. 75, a. 5). erefore the
power of the soul cannot be in it as in a subject.

Objection 7. Further, an accident is not the principle of
a substantial difference. But sensitive and rational are sub-
stantial differences; and they are taken from sense and reason,
which are powers of the soul. erefore the powers of the soul

are not accidents; and so it would seem that the power of the
soul is its own essence.

On the contrary, Dionysius (Coel. Hier. xi) says that
“heavenly spirits are divided into essence, power, and opera-
tion.”Muchmore, then, in the soul is the essence distinct from
the virtue or power.

I answer that, It is impossible to admit that the power of
the soul is its essence, although some have maintained it. For
the present purpose this may be proved in two ways. First, be-
cause, sincepower and act dividebeing and every kindof being,
wemust refer a power and its act to the same genus.erefore,
if the act be not in the genus of substance, the power directed
to that act cannot be in the genus of substance.Now the opera-
tionof the soul is not in the genus of substance; for this belongs
to God alone, whose operation is His own substance. Where-
fore the Divine power which is the principle of His operation
is the Divine Essence itself. is cannot be true either of the
soul, or of any creature; as we have said abovewhen speaking of
the angels (q. 54, a. 3). Secondly, this may be also shown to be
impossible in the soul. For the soul by its very essence is an act.
erefore if the very essence of the soul were the immediate
principle of operation, whatever has a soul would always have
actual vital actions, as that which has a soul is always an actu-
ally living thing. For as a form the soul is not an act ordained to
a further act, but the ultimate term of generation. Wherefore,
for it to be in potentiality to another act, does not belong to it
according to its essence, as a form, but according to its power.
So the soul itself, as the subject of its power, is called the first
act, with a further relation to the second act. Now we observe
that what has a soul is not always actual with respect to its vital
operations; whence also it is said in the definition of the soul,
that it is “the act of a body having life potentially”; which po-
tentiality, however, “does not exclude the soul.” erefore it
follows that the essence of the soul is not its power. For noth-
ing is in potentiality by reason of an act, as act.
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Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of the mind
as it knows and loves itself. us knowledge and love as re-
ferred to the soul as known and loved, are substantially or es-
sentially in the soul, for the very substance or essence of the
soul is known and loved. In the sameway are we to understand
what he says in the other passage, that those things are “one
life, one mind, one essence.” Or, as some say, this passage is
true in the sense in which the potential whole is predicated of
its parts, being midway between the universal whole, and the
integral whole. For the universal whole is in each part accord-
ing to its entire essence and power; as animal in a man and in
a horse; and therefore it is properly predicated of each part.
But the integral whole is not in each part, neither according to
its whole essence, nor according to its whole power. erefore
in no way can it be predicated of each part; yet in a way it is
predicated, though improperly, of all the parts together; as if
we were to say that the wall, roof, and foundations are a house.
But the potential whole is in each part according to its whole
essence, not, however, according to its whole power.erefore
in a way it can be predicated of each part, but not so properly
as the universal whole. In this sense, Augustine says that the
memory, understanding, and thewill are the one essence of the
soul.

Reply to Objection 2. e act to which primary matter is
in potentiality is the substantial form.erefore the potential-
ity of matter is nothing else but its essence.

Reply toObjection 3.Action belongs to the composite, as
does existence; for to act belongs to what exists. Now the com-
posite has substantial existence through the substantial form;
and it operates by the power which results from the substan-
tial form. Hence an active accidental form is to the substantial
form of the agent (for instance, heat compared to the form of
fire) as the power of the soul is to the soul.

Reply toObjection 4.at the accidental form is a princi-
ple of action is due to the substantial form. erefore the sub-
stantial form is the first principle of action; but not the proxi-
mate principle. In this sense the Philosopher says that “the soul
is that whereby we understand and sense.”

Reply toObjection 5. If we take accident asmeaningwhat
is divided against substance, then there can be no medium be-
tween substance and accident; because they are divided by af-
firmation and negation, that is, according to existence in a sub-
ject, and non-existence in a subject. In this sense, as the power
of the soul is not its essence, it must be an accident; and it be-
longs to the second species of accident, that of quality. But
if we take accident as one of the five universals, in this sense
there is a medium between substance and accident. For the
substance is all that belongs to the essence of a thing; whereas
whatever is beyond the essence of a thing cannot be called acci-
dent in this sense; but only what is not caused by the essential
principle of the species. For the ‘proper’ does not belong to the
essence of a thing, but is caused by the essential principles of
the species; wherefore it is a medium between the essence and
accident thus understood. In this sense the powers of the soul
maybe said to be amediumbetween substance and accident, as
being natural properties of the soul.WhenAugustine says that
knowledge and love are not in the soul as accidents in a subject,
this must be understood in the sense given above, inasmuch as
they are compared to the soul, not as loving and knowing, but
as loved and known. His argument proceeds in this sense; for
if love were in the soul loved as in a subject, it would follow
that an accident transcends its subject, since even other things
are loved through the soul.

Reply toObjection 6.Although the soul is not composed
of matter and form, yet it has an admixture of potentiality, as
we have said above (q. 75, a. 5, ad 4); and for this reason it
can be the subject of an accident. e statement quoted is ver-
ified inGod,Who is the Pure Act; in treating of which subject
Boethius employs that phrase (De Trin. i).

Reply to Objection 7. Rational and sensitive, as differ-
ences, are not taken from the powers of sense and reason, but
from the sensitive and rational soul itself. But because substan-
tial forms, which in themselves are unknown to us, are known
by their accidents; nothing prevents us from sometimes substi-
tuting accidents for substantial differences.

Ia q. 77 a. 2Whether there are several powers of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not several pow-
ers of the soul. For the intellectual soul approaches nearest to
the likeness ofGod. But inGod there is one simple power: and
therefore also in the intellectual soul.

Objection 2. Further, the higher a power is, the more uni-
fied it is. But the intellectual soul excels all other forms in
power. erefore above all others it has one virtue or power.

Objection 3. Further, to operate belongs to what is in act.
But by the one essence of the soul, man has actual existence
in the different degrees of perfection, as we have seen above
(q. 76, Aa. 3,4).erefore by the one power of the soul he per-
forms operations of various degrees.

On the contrary, e Philosopher places several powers
in the soul (De Anima ii, 2,3).

I answer that,Ofnecessitywemust place several powers in
the soul. Tomake this evident, we observe that, as the Philoso-
pher says (De Coelo ii, 12), the lowest order of things can-
not acquire perfect goodness, but they acquire a certain imper-
fect goodness, by few movements; and those which belong to
a higher order acquire perfect goodness by many movements;
and those yet higher acquire perfect goodness by few move-
ments; and the highest perfection is found in those things
which acquire perfect goodness without any movement what-
ever.us he is least of all disposed of health, who can only ac-
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quire imperfect health by means of a few remedies; better dis-
posed is he who can acquire perfect health by means of many
remedies; and better still, he who can by few remedies; best
of all is he who has perfect health without any remedies. We
conclude, therefore, that things which are below man acquire
a certain limited goodness; and so they have a few determinate
operations and powers. Butman can acquire universal and per-
fect goodness, because he can acquire beatitude. Yet he is in the
last degree, according to his nature, of those to whom beati-
tude is possible; therefore the human soul requires many and
various operations and powers. But to angels a smaller variety
of powers is sufficient. In God there is no power or action be-
yond His own Essence.

ere is yet another reason why the human soul abounds

in a variety of powers—because it is on the confines of spiri-
tual and corporeal creatures; and therefore the powers of both
meet together in the soul.

Reply toObjection 1. e intellectual soul approaches to
the Divine likeness, more than inferior creatures, in being able
to acquire perfect goodness; although by many and various
means; and in this it falls short of more perfect creatures.

Reply to Objection 2. A unified power is superior if it ex-
tends to equal things: but a multiform power is superior to it,
if it is over many things.

Reply toObjection 3. One thing has one substantial exis-
tence, but may have several operations. So there is one essence
of the soul, with several powers.

Ia q. 77 a. 3Whether the powers are distinguished by their acts and objects?

Objection 1. It would seem that the powers of the soul
are not distinguished by acts and objects. For nothing is de-
termined to its species by what is subsequent and extrinsic to
it. But the act is subsequent to the power; and the object is
extrinsic to it. erefore the soul’s powers are not specifically
distinct by acts and objects.

Objection 2. Further, contraries are what differmost from
each other. erefore if the powers are distinguished by their
objects, it follows that the same power could not have contrary
objects. is is clearly false in almost all the powers; for the
power of vision extends to white and black, and the power to
taste to sweet and bitter.

Objection 3. Further, if the cause be removed, the effect is
removed. Hence if the difference of powers came from the dif-
ference of objects, the same object would not come under dif-
ferent powers.is is clearly false; for the same thing is known
by the cognitive power, and desired by the appetitive.

Objection 4. Further, that which of itself is the cause of
anything, is the cause thereof, wherever it is. But various ob-
jects which belong to various powers, belong also to some one
power; as sound and color belong to sight and hearing, which
are different powers, yet they come under the one power of
common sense.erefore the powers are not distinguished ac-
cording to the difference of their objects.

On the contrary, ings that are subsequent are distin-
guished by what precedes. But the Philosopher says (De An-
ima ii, 4) that “acts and operations precede the powers accord-
ing to reason; and these again are preceded by their opposites,”
that is their objects.erefore the powers are distinguished ac-
cording to their acts and objects.

I answer that, A power as such is directed to an act.
Wherefore we seek to know the nature of a power from the act
to which it is directed, and consequently the nature of a power
is diversified, as the nature of the act is diversified. Now the
nature of an act is diversified according to the various natures
of the objects. For every act is either of an active power or of a

passive power. Now, the object is to the act of a passive power,
as the principle and moving cause: for color is the principle of
vision, inasmuch as it moves the sight. On the other hand, to
the act of an active power the object is a term and end; as the
object of the power of growth is perfect quantity, which is the
end of growth. Now, from these two things an act receives its
species, namely, from its principle, or from its end or term; for
the act of heating differs from the act of cooling, in this, that
the former proceeds from something hot, which is the active
principle, to heat; the latter from something cold, which is the
active principle, to cold. erefore the powers are of necessity
distinguished by their acts and objects.

Nevertheless, we must observe that things which are acci-
dental do not change the species. For since to be colored is ac-
cidental to an animal, its species is not changed by a difference
of color, but by a difference in that which belongs to the na-
ture of an animal, that is to say, by a difference in the sensitive
soul, which is sometimes rational, and sometimes otherwise.
Hence “rational” and “irrational” are differences dividing ani-
mal, constituting its various species. In like manner therefore,
not any variety of objects diversifies the powers of the soul, but
a difference in that to which the power of its very nature is di-
rected. us the senses of their very nature are directed to the
passive quality which of itself is divided into color, sound, and
the like, and therefore there is one sensitive power with regard
to color, namely, the sight, and another with regard to sound,
namely, hearing. But it is accidental to a passive quality, for in-
stance, to something colored, to be a musician or a grammar-
ian, great or small, a man or a stone. erefore by reason of
such differences the powers of the soul are not distinct.

Reply to Objection 1. Act, though subsequent in exis-
tence to power, is, nevertheless, prior to it in intention and
logically; as the end is with regard to the agent. And the ob-
ject, although extrinsic, is, nevertheless, the principle or end of
the action; and those conditions which are intrinsic to a thing,
are proportionate to its principle and end.
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Reply to Objection 2. If any power were to have one of
two contraries as such for its object, the other contrary would
belong to another power. But the power of the soul does not
regard the nature of the contrary as such, but rather the com-
mon aspect of both contraries; as sight does not regard white
as such, but as color. is is because of two contraries one, in
a manner, includes the idea of the other, since they are to one
another as perfect and imperfect.

Reply toObjection 3.Nothing prevents things which co-
incide in subject, from being considered under different as-

pects; therefore they can belong to various powers of the soul.
Reply to Objection 4. e higher power of itself regards

a more universal formality of the object than the lower power;
because the higher a power is, to a greater number of things
does it extend.ereforemany things are combined in the one
formality of the object, which the higher power considers of it-
self; while they differ in the formalities regarded by the lower
powers of themselves. us it is that various objects belong to
various lower powers; which objects, however, are subject to
one higher power.

Ia q. 77 a. 4Whether among the powers of the soul there is order?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no order among
the powers of the soul. For in those things which come un-
der one division, there is no before and aer, but all are natu-
rally simultaneous. But the powers of the soul are contradistin-
guished from one another. erefore there is no order among
them.

Objection2.Further, the powers of the soul are referred to
their objects and to the soul itself.On thepart of the soul, there
is not order among them, because the soul is one. In like man-
ner the objects are various and dissimilar, as color and sound.
erefore there is no order among the powers of the soul.

Objection 3. Further, where there is order among powers,
we find that the operation of one depends on the operation
of another. But the action of one power of the soul does not
depend on that of another; for sight can act independently of
hearing, and conversely.erefore there is no order among the
powers of the soul.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (De Anima ii, 3) com-
pares the parts or powers of the soul to figures. But figures have
an order among themselves. erefore the powers of the soul
have order.

I answer that, Since the soul is one, and the powers are
many; and since a number of things that proceed from one
must proceed in a certain order; there must be some order
among the powers of the soul. Accordingly we may observe a
triple order among them, two of which correspond to the de-
pendence of one power on another; while the third is taken
from the order of the objects. Now the dependence of one
power on another can be taken in two ways; according to the
order of nature, forasmuch as perfect things are by their nature
prior to imperfect things; and according to the order of gen-

eration and time; forasmuch as from being imperfect, a thing
comes to be perfect. us, according to the first kind of order
among the powers, the intellectual powers are prior to the sen-
sitive powers;wherefore they direct themand command them.
Likewise the sensitive powers are prior in this order to thepow-
ers of the nutritive soul.

In the second kind of order, it is the other way about. For
the powers of the nutritive soul are prior by way of genera-
tion to the powers of the sensitive soul; for which, therefore,
they prepare the body. e same is to be said of the sensitive
powers with regard to the intellectual. But in the third kind of
order, certain sensitive powers are ordered among themselves,
namely, sight, hearing, and smelling. For the visible naturally
comes first; since it is common to higher and lower bodies. But
sound is audible in the air, which is naturally prior to the min-
gling of elements, of which smell is the result.

Reply to Objection 1. e species of a given genus are to
one another as before and aer, like numbers and figures, if
considered in their nature; although they may be said to be si-
multaneous, according as they receive the predication of the
common genus.

Reply toObjection 2.is order among the powers of the
soul is both on the part of the soul (which, though it be one ac-
cording to its essence, has a certain aptitude to various acts in a
certain order) and on the part of the objects, and furthermore
on the part of the acts, as we have said above.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is verified as re-
gards those powers amongwhich order of the third kind exists.
ose powers among which the two other kinds of order exist
are such that the action of one depends on another.

Ia q. 77 a. 5Whether all the powers of the soul are in the soul as their subject?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the powers of the soul
are in the soul as their subject. For as the powers of the body
are to the body; so are the powers of the soul to the soul. But
the body is the subject of the corporeal powers. erefore the
soul is the subject of the powers of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, the operations of the powers of the

soul are attributed to the body by reason of the soul; because,
as the Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 2), “e soul is that
by which we sense and understand primarily.” But the natural
principles of the operations of the soul are the powers. ere-
fore the powers are primarily in the soul.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii,
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7,24) that the soul senses certain things, not through the body,
in fact, without the body, as fear and such like; and some things
through the body. But if the sensitive powers were not in the
soul alone as their subject, the soul could not sense anything
without the body. erefore the soul is the subject of the sen-
sitive powers; and for a similar reason, of all the other powers.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher says (De Somno etVig-
ilia i) that “sensation belongs neither to the soul, nor to the
body, but to the composite.” erefore the sensitive power is
in “the composite” as its subject. erefore the soul alone is
not the subject of all the powers.

I answer that,esubject of operative power is that which
is able to operate, for every accident denominates its proper
subject. Now the same is that which is able to operate, and
that which does operate. Wherefore the “subject of power” is
of necessity “the subject of operation,” as again the Philoso-
pher says in the beginning of De Somno et Vigilia. Now, it is
clear from what we have said above (q. 75, Aa. 2,3; q. 76, a. 1,
ad 1), that some operations of the soul are performed with-
out a corporeal organ, as understanding and will. Hence the
powers of these operations are in the soul as their subject. But
some operations of the soul are performed by means of corpo-
real organs; as sight by the eye, and hearing by the ear. And so
it is with all the other operations of the nutritive and sensitive
parts. erefore the powers which are the principles of these
operations have their subject in the composite, and not in the

soul alone.
Reply toObjection 1.All the powers are said to belong to

the soul, not as their subject, but as their principle; because it is
by the soul that the composite has the power to perform such
operations.

Reply toObjection 2.All such powers are primarily in the
soul, as compared to the composite; not as in their subject, but
as in their principle.

Reply to Objection 3. Plato’s opinion was that sensation
is an operation proper to the soul, just as understanding is.
Now in many things relating to Philosophy Augustine makes
use of the opinions of Plato, not asserting them as true, but
relating them. However, as far as the present question is con-
cerned, when it is said that the soul senses some things with
the body, and some without the body, this can be taken in two
ways. Firstly, the words “with the body or without the body”
may determine the act of sense in its mode of proceeding from
the sentient. us the soul senses nothing without the body,
because the action of sensation cannot proceed from the soul
except by a corporeal organ. Secondly, theymay be understood
as determining the act of sense on the part of the object sensed.
us the soul senses some things with the body, that is, things
existing in the body, as when it feels a wound or something of
that sort; while it senses some things without the body, that is,
which do not exist in the body, but only in the apprehension
of the soul, as when it feels sad or joyful on hearing something.

Ia q. 77 a. 6Whether the powers of the soul flow from its essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the powers of the soul do
not flow from its essence. For different things do not proceed
from one simple thing. But the essence of the soul is one and
simple. Since, therefore, the powers of the soul are many and
various, they cannot proceed from its essence.

Objection 2. Further, that from which a thing proceeds is
its cause. But the essence of the soul cannot be said to be the
cause of the powers; as is clear if one considers the different
kinds of causes. erefore the powers of the soul do not flow
from its essence.

Objection 3. Further, emanation involves some sort of
movement. But nothing is moved by itself, as the Philosopher
proves (Phys. vii, 1,2); except, perhaps, by reason of a part of
itself, as an animal is said to be moved by itself, because one
part thereof moves and another is moved. Neither is the soul
moved, as the Philosopher proves (De Anima i, 4). erefore
the soul does not produce its powers within itself.

On the contrary, e powers of the soul are its natural
properties. But the subject is the cause of its proper accidents;
whence also it is included in the definition of accident, as is
clear fromMetaph. vii (Did. vi, 4).erefore the powers of the
soul proceed from its essence as their cause.

I answer that, e substantial and the accidental form
partly agree and partly differ. ey agree in this, that each is

an act; and that by each of them something is aer a man-
ner actual. ey differ, however, in two respects. First, because
the substantial form makes a thing to exist absolutely, and its
subject is something purely potential. But the accidental form
does not make a thing to exist absolutely but to be such, or so
great, or in some particular condition; for its subject is an ac-
tual being. Hence it is clear that actuality is observed in the
substantial form prior to its being observed in the subject: and
since that which is first in a genus is the cause in that genus, the
substantial form causes existence in its subject. On the other
hand, actuality is observed in the subject of the accidental form
prior to its being observed in the accidental form; wherefore
the actuality of the accidental form is caused by the actuality
of the subject. So the subject, forasmuch as it is in potential-
ity, is receptive of the accidental form: but forasmuch as it is in
act, it produces it.is I say of the proper and “per se” accident;
for with regard to the extraneous accident, the subject is recep-
tive only, the accident being caused by an extrinsic agent. Sec-
ondly, substantial and accidental forms differ, because, since
that which is the less principal exists for the sake of that which
is themore principal, matter therefore exists on account of the
substantial form; while on the contrary, the accidental form
exists on account of the completeness of the subject.

Now it is clear, from what has been said (a. 5), that either
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the subject of the soul’s powers is the soul itself alone, which
can be the subject of an accident, forasmuch as it has some-
thing of potentiality, as we have said above (a. 1, ad 6); or else
this subject is the composite. Now the composite is actual by
the soul. Whence it is clear that all the powers of the soul,
whether their subject be the soul alone, or the composite, flow
from the essence of the soul, as from their principle; because it
has already been said that the accident is caused by the subject
according as it is actual, and is received into it according as it
is in potentiality.

Reply toObjection 1.Fromone simple thingmany things
may proceed naturally, in a certain order; or again if there be
diversity of recipients. us, from the one essence of the soul

many and various powers proceed; both because order exists
among these powers; and also by reason of the diversity of the
corporeal organs.

Reply to Objection 2. e subject is both the final cause,
and in a way the active cause, of its proper accident. It is also
as it were the material cause, inasmuch as it is receptive of the
accident. From this we may gather that the essence of the soul
is the cause of all its powers, as their end, and as their active
principle; and of some as receptive thereof.

Reply toObjection 3. e emanation of proper accidents
from their subject is not by way of transmutation, but by a cer-
tain natural resultance; thus one thing results naturally from
another, as color from light.

Ia q. 77 a. 7Whether one power of the soul arises from another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one power of the soul
does not arise from another. For if several things arise together,
one of them does not arise from another. But all the powers of
the soul are created at the same time with the soul. erefore
one of them does not arise from another.

Objection 2.Further, the power of the soul arises from the
soul as an accident from the subject. But one power of the soul
cannot be the subject of another; because nothing is the acci-
dent of an accident. erefore one power does not arise from
another.

Objection 3. Further, one opposite does not arise from
the other opposite; but everything arises from that which is
like it in species. Now the powers of the soul are oppositely di-
vided, as various species. erefore one of them does not pro-
ceed from another.

On the contrary, Powers are known by their actions. But
the action of one power is caused by the action of another
power, as the action of the imagination by the action of the
senses. erefore one power of the soul is caused by another.

I answer that, In those things which proceed from one
according to a natural order, as the first is the cause of all, so
that which is nearer to the first is, in a way, the cause of those
which are more remote. Now it has been shown above (a. 4)
that among the powers of the soul there are several kinds of or-
der.erefore one power of the soul proceeds from the essence
of the soul by the medium of another. But since the essence of
the soul is compared to the powers both as a principle active
and final, and as a receptive principle, either separately by it-
self, or together with the body; and since the agent and the
end are more perfect, while the receptive principle, as such, is

less perfect; it follows that those powers of the soul which pre-
cede the others, in the order of perfection and nature, are the
principles of the others, aer the manner of the end and active
principle. For we see that the senses are for the sake of the in-
telligence, and not the other way about. e senses, moreover,
are a certain imperfect participation of the intelligence;where-
fore, according to their natural origin, they proceed from the
intelligence as the imperfect from the perfect. But considered
as receptive principles, the more perfect powers are principles
with regard to the others; thus the soul, according as it has the
sensitive power, is considered as the subject, and as something
material with regard to the intelligence. On this account, the
more imperfect powers precede the others in the order of gen-
eration, for the animal is generated before the man.

Reply toObjection 1.As the power of the soul flows from
the essence, not by a transmutation, but by a certain natural re-
sultance, and is simultaneouswith the soul, so is it the casewith
one power as regards another.

Reply to Objection 2. An accident cannot of itself be the
subject of an accident; but one accident is received prior to an-
other into substance, as quantity prior to quality. In this sense
one accident is said to be the subject of another; as surface is of
color, inasmuch as substance receives an accident through the
means of another.e same thingmay be said of the powers of
the soul.

Reply toObjection 3.epowers of the soul are opposed
to one another, as perfect and imperfect; as also are the species
of numbers and figures. But this opposition does not prevent
the origin of one from another, because imperfect things nat-
urally proceed from perfect things.

Ia q. 77 a. 8Whether all the powers remain in the soul when separated from the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the powers of the soul
remain in the soul separated from the body. For we read in the
book De Spiritu et Anima that “the soul withdraws from the
body, taking with itself sense and imagination, reason and in-

telligence, concupiscibility and irascibility.”
Objection 2. Further, the powers of the soul are its natu-

ral properties. But properties are always in that to which they
belong; and are never separated from it. erefore the powers
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of the soul are in it even aer death.
Objection 3. Further, the powers even of the sensitive soul

are not weakened when the body becomes weak; because, as
thePhilosopher says (DeAnima i, 4), “If anoldmanwere given
the eye of a young man, he would see even as well as a young
man.” But weakness is the road to corruption. erefore the
powers of the soul are not corrupted when the body is cor-
rupted, but remain in the separated soul.

Objection 4. Further, memory is a power of the sensitive
soul, as the Philosopher proves (De Memor. et Remin. 1). But
memory remains in the separated soul; for it was said to the
rich glutton whose soul was in hell: “Remember that thou
didst receive good things during thy lifetime” (Lk. 16:25).
erefore memory remains in the separated soul; and conse-
quently the other powers of the sensitive part.

Objection 5. Further, joy and sorrow are in the concu-
piscible part, which is a power of the sensitive soul. But it is
clear that separate souls grieve or rejoice at the pains or rewards
which they receive.erefore the concupiscible power remains
in the separate soul.

Objection 6. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 32)
that, as the soul, when the body lies senseless, yet not quite
dead, sees some things by imaginary vision; so also when by
death the soul is quite separate from the body. But the imag-
ination is a power of the sensitive part. erefore the power
of the sensitive part remains in the separate soul; and conse-
quently all the other powers.

On the contrary, It is said (De Eccl. Dogm. xix) that “of
two substances only doesman consist; the soul with its reason,
and the body with its senses.” erefore the body being dead,
the sensitive powers do not remain.

I answer that, As we have said already (Aa. 5,6,7), all the
powers of the soul belong to the soul alone as their principle.
But some powers belong to the soul alone as their subject; as

the intelligence and the will. ese powers must remain in the
soul, aer the destruction of the body. But other powers are
subjected in the composite; as all the powers of the sensitive
and nutritive parts. Now accidents cannot remain aer the de-
struction of the subject. Wherefore, the composite being de-
stroyed, such powers do not remain actually; but they remain
virtually in the soul, as in their principle or root.

So it is false that, as some say, these powers remain in the
soul even aer the corruption of the body. It is much more
false that, as they say also, the acts of these powers remain in
the separate soul; because these powers have no act apart from
the corporeal organ.

Reply to Objection 1. at book has no authority, and so
what is there written can be despised with the same facility as
it was said; although we may say that the soul takes with itself
these powers, not actually but virtually.

Reply toObjection 2. ese powers, which we say do not
actually remain in the separate soul, are not the properties of
the soul alone, but of the composite.

Reply to Objection 3. ese powers are said not to be
weakened when the body becomes weak, because the soul re-
mains unchangeable, and is the virtual principle of these pow-
ers.

Reply to Objection 4. e recollection spoken of there is
to be taken in the same way as Augustine (De Trin. x, 11; xiv,
7) places memory in the mind; not as a part of the sensitive
soul.

Reply toObjection 5. In the separate soul, sorrow and joy
are not in the sensitive, but in the intellectual appetite, as in
the angels.

Reply to Objection 6. Augustine in that passage is speak-
ing as inquiring, not as asserting.Wherefore he retracted some
things which he had said there (Retrac. ii, 24).
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F P, Q 78
Of the Specific Powers of the Soul

(In Four Articles)

We next treat of the powers of the soul specifically. e theologian, however, has only to inquire specifically concerning the
intellectual and appetitive powers, in which the virtues reside. And since the knowledge of these powers depends to a certain
extent on the other powers, our consideration of the powers of the soul taken specifically will be divided into three parts: first,
we shall consider those powers which are a preamble to the intellect; secondly, the intellectual powers; thirdly, the appetitive
powers.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) e powers of the soul considered generally;
(2) e various species of the vegetative part;
(3) e exterior senses;
(4) e interior senses.

Ia q. 78 a. 1Whether there are to be distinguished five genera of powers in the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not to be distin-
guished five genera of powers in the soul—namely, vegetative,
sensitive, appetitive, locomotive, and intellectual. For the pow-
ers of the soul are called its parts. But only three parts of the
soul are commonly assigned—namely, the vegetative soul, the
sensitive soul, and the rational soul. erefore there are only
three genera of powers in the soul, and not five.

Objection 2. Further, the powers of the soul are the prin-
ciples of its vital operations.Now, in fourways is a thing said to
live. For the Philosopher says (DeAnima ii, 2): “In severalways
a thing is said to live, and even if only one of these is present,
the thing is said to live; as intellect and sense, local movement
and rest, and lastly, movement of decrease and increase due to
nourishment.” erefore there are only four genera of powers
of the soul, as the appetitive is excluded.

Objection 3. Further, a special kind of soul ought not to
be assigned as regards what is common to all the powers. Now
desire is common to each power of the soul. For sight desires
an appropriate visible object; whence we read (Ecclus. 40:22):
“e eye desireth favor and beauty, but more than these green
sown fields.” In the same way every other power desires its ap-
propriate object.erefore the appetitive power should not be
made a special genus of the powers of the soul.

Objection 4. Further, the moving principle in animals is
sense, intellect or appetite, as the Philosopher says (De Anima
iii, 10).erefore themotive power should not be added to the
above as a special genus of soul.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 3),
“epowers are the vegetative, the sensitive, the appetitive, the
locomotion, and the intellectual.”

I answer that,ere are five genera of powers of the soul, as
above numbered. Of these, three are called souls, and four are
called modes of living. e reason of this diversity lies in the
various souls being distinguished accordingly as the operation
of the soul transcends the operation of the corporeal nature in

various ways; for the whole corporeal nature is subject to the
soul, and is related to it as its matter and instrument. ere ex-
ists, therefore, an operation of the soul which so far exceeds
the corporeal nature that it is not even performed by any cor-
poreal organ; and such is the operation of the “rational soul.”
Below this, there is another operation of the soul, which is in-
deed performed through a corporeal organ, but not through
a corporeal quality, and this is the operation of the “sensitive
soul”; for though hot and cold, wet and dry, and other such
corporeal qualities are required for the work of the senses, yet
they are not required in such a way that the operation of the
senses takes place by virtue of such qualities; but only for the
proper disposition of the organ. e lowest of the operations
of the soul is thatwhich is performed by a corporeal organ, and
by virtue of a corporeal quality. Yet this transcends the opera-
tion of the corporeal nature; because themovements of bodies
are caused by an extrinsic principle, while these operations are
from an intrinsic principle; for this is common to all the op-
erations of the soul; since every animate thing, in some way,
moves itself. Such is the operation of the “vegetative soul”; for
digestion, andwhat follows, is caused instrumentally by the ac-
tion of heat, as the Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 4).

Now the powers of the soul are distinguished generically
by their objects. For the higher a power is, the more universal
is the object to which it extends, as we have said above (q. 77,
a. 3, ad 4). But the object of the soul’s operationmay be consid-
ered in a triple order. For in the soul there is a power the object
of which is only the body that is united to that soul; the pow-
ers of this genus are called “vegetative” for the vegetative power
acts only on the body to which the soul is united. ere is an-
other genus in the powers of the soul, which genus regards a
more universal object—namely, every sensible body, not only
the body to which the soul is united. And there is yet another
genus in the powers of the soul, which genus regards a still
more universal object—namely, not only the sensible body,
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but all being in universal.Wherefore it is evident that the latter
two genera of the soul’s powers have an operation in regard not
merely to that which is united to them, but also to something
extrinsic. Now, since whatever operates must in some way be
united to the object about which it operates, it follows of ne-
cessity that this something extrinsic, which is the object of the
soul’s operation, must be related to the soul in a twofold man-
ner. First, inasmuch as this something extrinsic has a natural
aptitude to be united to the soul, and to be by its likeness in
the soul. In this way there are two kinds of powers —namely,
the “sensitive” in regard to the less common object—the sen-
sible body; and the “intellectual,” in regard to the most com-
mon object—universal being. Secondly, forasmuch as the soul
itself has an inclination and tendency to the something extrin-
sic. And in this way there are again two kinds of powers in the
soul: one—the “appetitive”—in respect of which the soul is re-
ferred to something extrinsic as to an end, which is first in the
intention; the other—the “locomotive” power—in respect of
which the soul is referred to something extrinsic as to the term
of its operation and movement; for every animal is moved for
the purpose of realizing its desires and intentions.

e modes of living are distinguished according to the de-
grees of living things. ere are some living things in which
there exists only vegetative power, as the plants. ere are oth-
ers in which with the vegetative there exists also the sensitive,
but not the locomotive power; such as immovable animals,
as shellfish. ere are others which besides this have locomo-
tive powers, as perfect animals, which require many things for
their life, and consequently movement to seek necessaries of
life from a distance. And there are some living things which
with these have intellectual power—namely, men. But the ap-
petitive power does not constitute a degree of living things; be-

cause wherever there is sense there is also appetite (De Anima
ii, 3).

us the first two objectives are hereby solved.
Reply to Objection 3. e “natural appetite” is that in-

clination which each thing has, of its own nature, for some-
thing; wherefore by its natural appetite each power desires
something suitable to itself. But the “animal appetite” results
from the form apprehended; this sort of appetite requires a
special power of the soul—mere apprehension does not suf-
fice. For a thing is desired as it exists in its own nature, whereas
in the apprehensive power it exists not according to its own
nature, but according to its likeness. Whence it is clear that
sight desires naturally a visible object for the purpose of its act
only—namely, for the purpose of seeing; but the animal by the
appetitive power desires the thing seen, notmerely for the pur-
pose of seeing it, but also for other purposes. But if the soul did
not require things perceived by the senses, except on account
of the actions of the senses, that is, for the purpose of sensing
them; there would be no need for a special genus of appetitive
powers, since the natural appetite of the powers would suffice.

Reply to Objection 4. Although sense and appetite are
principles of movement in perfect animals, yet sense and ap-
petite, as such, are not sufficient to cause movement, unless
another power be added to them; for immovable animals have
sense and appetite, and yet they have not the power ofmotion.
Now this motive power is not only in the appetite and sense as
commanding the movement, but also in the parts of the body,
tomake themobey the appetite of the soul whichmoves them.
Of this we have a sign in the fact that when the members are
deprived of their natural disposition, they do notmove in obe-
dience to the appetite.

Ia q. 78 a. 2Whether the parts of the vegetative soul are fittingly described as the nutritive, augmentative,
and generative?

Objection 1. It would seem that the parts of the vegetative
soul are not fittingly described—namely, the nutritive, aug-
mentative, and generative. For these are called “natural” forces.
But the powers of the soul are above the natural forces. ere-
fore we should not class the above forces as powers of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, we should not assign a particular
power of the soul to that which is common to living and non-
living things. But generation is common to all things that
can be generated and corrupted, whether living or not living.
erefore the generative force should not be classed as a power
of the soul.

Objection 3. Further, the soul is more powerful than the
body. But the body by the same force gives species and quan-
tity; much more, therefore, does the soul. erefore the aug-
mentative power of the soul is not distinct from the generative
power.

Objection 4. Further, everything is preserved in being by
thatwhereby it exists. But the generative power is thatwhereby

a living thing exists. erefore by the same power the living
thing is preserved. Now the nutritive force is directed to the
preservation of the living thing (De Anima ii, 4), being “a
power which is capable of preserving whatever receives it.”
erefore we should not distinguish the nutritive power from
the generative.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 2,4)
that the operations of this soul are “generation, the use of
food,” and (cf. De Anima iii, 9) “growth.”

I answer that,evegetative part has three powers. For the
vegetative part, aswe have said (a. 1), has for its object the body
itself, living by the soul; for which body a triple operation of
the soul is required. One is whereby it acquires existence, and
to this is directed the “generative” power. Another is whereby
the living body acquires its due quantity; to this is directed the
“augmentative” power. Another is whereby the body of a liv-
ing thing is preserved in its existence and in its due quantity;
to this is directed the “nutritive” power.
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We must, however, observe a difference among these pow-
ers.e nutritive and the augmentative have their effect where
they exist, since the body itself united to the soul grows and
is preserved by the augmentative and nutritive powers which
exist in one and the same soul. But the generative power has
its effect, not in one and the same body but in another; for a
thing cannot generate itself. erefore the generative power,
in a way, approaches to the dignity of the sensitive soul, which
has an operation extending to extrinsic things, although in a
more excellent and more universal manner; for that which is
highest in an inferior nature approaches to that which is low-
est in the higher nature, as is made clear by Dionysius (Div.
Nom. vii). erefore, of these three powers, the generative has
the greater finality, nobility, and perfection, as the Philosopher
says (De Anima ii, 4), for it belongs to a thing which is already
perfect to “produce another like unto itself.” And the genera-
tive power is served by the augmentative and nutritive powers;
and the augmentative power by the nutritive.

Reply toObjection 1. Such forces are called natural, both
because they produce an effect like that of nature, which
also gives existence, quantity and preservation (although the
above forces accomplish these things in a more perfect way);
and because those forces perform their actions instrumentally,

through the active and passive qualities, which are the princi-
ples of natural actions.

Reply to Objection 2. Generation of inanimate things is
entirely froman extrinsic source; whereas the generation of liv-
ing things is in a higher way, through something in the living
thing itself, which is the semen containing the principle pro-
ductive of the body.erefore theremust be in the living thing
a power that prepares this semen; and this is the generative
power.

Reply toObjection3.Since the generationof living things
is from a semen, it is necessary that in the beginning an animal
of small size be generated. For this reason it must have a power
in the soul, whereby it is brought to its appropriate size. But
the inanimate body is generated from determinate matter by
an extrinsic agent; therefore it receives at once its nature and
its quantity, according to the condition of the matter.

Reply to Objection 4. As we have said above (a. 1), the
operation of the vegetative principle is performed by means of
heat, the property ofwhich is to consumehumidity.erefore,
in order to restore the humidity thus lost, the nutritive power
is required, whereby the food is changed into the substance of
the body. is is also necessary for the action of the augmen-
tative and generative powers.

Ia q. 78 a. 3Whether the five exterior senses are properly distinguished?

Objection 1. It would seem inaccurate to distinguish five
exterior senses. But there are many kinds of accidents. ere-
fore, as powers are distinguished by their objects, it seems that
the senses are multiplied according to the number of the kinds
of accidents.

Objection 2. Further, magnitude and shape, and other
things which are called “common sensibles,” are “not sensibles
by accident,” but are contradistinguished from them by the
Philosopher (De Anima ii, 6). Now the diversity of objects, as
such, diversifies the powers. Since, therefore, magnitude and
shape are further from color than sound is, it seems that there
is much more need for another sensitive power than can grasp
magnitude or shape than for that which grasps color or sound.

Objection 3. Further, one sense regards one contrariety;
as sight regards white and black. But the sense of touch grasps
several contraries; such as hot or cold, damp or dry, and such-
like. erefore it is not a single sense but several. erefore
there are more than five senses.

Objection 4. Further, a species is not divided against its
genus. But taste is a kind of touch. erefore it should not be
classed as a distinct sense of touch.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 1):
“ere is no other besides the five senses.”

I answer that, e reason of the distinction and number
of the senses has been assigned by some to the organs in which
one or other of the elements preponderate, as water, air, or the
like. By others it has been assigned to the medium, which is

either in conjunction or extrinsic and is either water or air, or
such like. Others have ascribed it to the various natures of the
sensible qualities, according as such quality belongs to a sim-
ple body or results from complexity. But none of these expla-
nations is apt. For the powers are not for the organs, but the
organs for the powers; wherefore there are not various powers
for the reason that there are various organs; on the contrary,
for this has nature provided a variety of organs, that theymight
be adapted to various powers. In the sameway nature provided
various mediums for the various senses, according to the con-
venience of the acts of the powers. And to be cognizant of the
natures of sensible qualities does not pertain to the senses, but
to the intellect.

e reason of the number and distinction of the exterior
senses must therefore be ascribed to that which belongs to the
senses properly and “per se.” Now, sense is a passive power, and
is naturally immuted by the exterior sensible. Wherefore the
exterior cause of such immutation is what is “per se” perceived
by the sense, and according to the diversity of that exterior
cause are the sensitive powers diversified.

Now, immutation is of two kinds, one natural, the other
spiritual. Natural immutation takes place by the form of the
immuter being received according to its natural existence, into
the thing immuted, as heat is received into the thing heated.
Whereas spiritual immutation takes place by the form of the
immuter being received, according to a spiritual mode of exis-
tence, into the thing immuted, as the form of color is received
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into the pupil which does not thereby become colored. Now,
for the operation of the senses, a spiritual immutation is re-
quired, whereby an intention of the sensible form is effected in
the sensile organ.Otherwise, if a natural immutation alone suf-
ficed for the sense’s action, all natural bodies would feel when
they undergo alteration.

But in some senses we find spiritual immutation only, as
in “sight” while in others we find not only spiritual but also a
natural immutation; either on the part of the object only, or
likewise on the part of the organ. On the part of the object we
find natural immutation, as to place, in sound which is the ob-
ject of “hearing”; for sound is caused by percussion and com-
motion of air: and we find natural immutation by alteration,
in odor which is the object of “smelling”; for in order to exhale
an odor, a body must be in a measure affected by heat. On the
part of an organ, natural immutation takes place in “touch”
and “taste”; for the hand that touches something hot becomes
hot, while the tongue is moistened by the humidity of the fla-
vored morsel. But the organs of smelling and hearing are not
affected in their respective operations by any natural immuta-
tion unless indirectly.

Now, the sight, which is without natural immutation ei-
ther in its organ or in its object, is the most spiritual, the most
perfect, and the most universal of all the senses. Aer this
comes the hearing and then the smell, which require a natu-
ral immutation on the part of the object; while local motion
is more perfect than, and naturally prior to, the motion of al-
teration, as the Philosopher proves (Phys. viii, 7). Touch and
taste are the most material of all: of the distinction of which
we shall speak later on (ad 3,4). Hence it is that the three other
senses are not exercised through a medium united to them, to
obviate any natural immutation in their organ; as happens as
regards these two senses.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every accident has in itself a
power of immutation but only qualities of the third species,
which are the principles of alteration: therefore only suchlike
qualities are the objects of the senses; because “the senses are
affected by the same things whereby inanimate bodies are af-
fected,” as stated in Phys. vii, 2.

Reply to Objection 2. Size, shape, and the like, which
are called “common sensibles,” are midway between “acciden-
tal sensibles” and “proper sensibles,” which are the objects of
the senses. For the proper sensibles first, and of their very na-
ture, affect the senses; since they are qualities that cause al-
teration. But the common sensibles are all reducible to quan-

tity. As to size and number, it is clear that they are species of
quantity. Shape is a quality about quantity. Shape is a quality
about quantity, since the notion of shape consists of fixing the
bounds of magnitude. Movement and rest are sensed accord-
ing as the subject is affected in one or more ways in the mag-
nitude of the subject or of its local distance, as in the move-
ment of growth or of locomotion, or again, according as it is
affected in some sensible qualities, as in the movement of al-
teration; and thus to sense movement and rest is, in a way, to
sense one thing andmany. Now quantity is the proximate sub-
ject of the qualities that cause alteration, as surface is of color.
erefore the common sensibles do not move the senses first
and of their own nature, but by reason of the sensible quality;
as the surface by reason of color. Yet they are not accidental
sensibles, for they produce a certain variety in the immutation
of the senses. For sense is immuted differently by a large and by
a small surface: sincewhiteness itself is said to be great or small,
and therefore it is divided according to its proper subject.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher seems to say
(De Anima ii, 11), the sense of touch is generically one, but
is divided into several specific senses, and for this reason it
extends to various contrarieties; which senses, however, are
not separate from one another in their organ, but are spread
throughout the whole body, so that their distinction is not ev-
ident. But taste, which perceives the sweet and the bitter, ac-
companies touch in the tongue, but not in the whole body; so
it is easily distinguished from touch.Wemight also say that all
those contrarieties agree, each in some proximate genus, and
all in a common genus, which is the common and formal ob-
ject of touch. Such common genus is, however, unnamed, just
as the proximate genus of hot and cold is unnamed.

Reply to Objection 4. e sense of taste, according to a
saying of the Philosopher (De Anima ii, 9), is a kind of touch
existing in the tongue only. It is not distinct from touch in gen-
eral, but only from the species of touch distributed in the body.
But if touch is one sense only, on account of the common for-
mality of its object:wemust say that taste is distinguished from
touch by reason of a different formality of immutation. For
touch involves a natural, and not only a spiritual, immutation
in its organ, by reason of the quality which is its proper object.
But the organ of taste is not necessarily immuted by a natural
immutation by reason of the quality which is its proper object,
so that the tongue itself becomes sweet and bitter: but by rea-
son of a quality which is a preamble to, and on which is based,
the flavor, which quality is moisture, the object of touch.

Ia q. 78 a. 4Whether the interior senses are suitably distinguished?

Objection 1. It would seem that the interior senses are not
suitably distinguished. For the common is not divided against
the proper. erefore the common sense should not be num-
bered among the interior sensitive powers, in addition to the
proper exterior senses.

Objection 2. Further, there is no need to assign an interior
power of apprehensionwhen the proper and exterior sense suf-
fices. But the proper and exterior senses suffice for us to judge
of sensible things; for each sense judges of its proper object.
In like manner they seem to suffice for the perception of their
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own actions; for since the action of the sense is, in a way, be-
tween the power and its object, it seems that sight must be
much more able to perceive its own vision, as being nearer to
it, than the color; and in like manner with the other senses.
erefore for this there is no need to assign an interior power,
called the common sense.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher (De
Memor. et Remin. i), the imagination and thememory are pas-
sions of the “first sensitive.” But passion is not divided against
its subject. erefore memory and imagination should not be
assigned as powers distinct from the senses.

Objection 4. Further, the intellect depends on the senses
less than any power of the sensitive part. But the intellect
knowsnothing butwhat it receives from the senses;whencewe
read (Poster. i, 8), that “those who lack one sense lack one kind
of knowledge.” erefore much less should we assign to the
sensitive part a power, which they call the “estimative” power,
for the perception of intentions which the sense does not per-
ceive.

Objection 5. Further, the action of the cogitative power,
which consists in comparing, adding and dividing, and the ac-
tion of the reminiscence, which consists in the use of a kind
of syllogism for the sake of inquiry, is not less distant from the
actions of the estimative and memorative powers, than the ac-
tion of the estimative is from the action of the imagination.
erefore either we must add the cognitive and reminiscitive
to the estimative and memorative powers, or the estimative
and memorative powers should not be made distinct from the
imagination.

Objection 6. Further, Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 6,7,24)
describes three kinds of vision; namely, corporeal, which is the
action of the sense; spiritual, which is an action of the imagina-
tion or phantasy; and intellectual, which is an action of the in-
tellect. erefore there is no interior power between the sense
and intellect, besides the imagination.

On the contrary, Avicenna (De Anima iv, 1) assigns five
interior sensitive powers; namely, “common sense, phantasy,
imagination, and the estimative and memorative powers.”

I answer that, As nature does not fail in necessary things,
theremust needs be asmany actions of the sensitive soul asmay
suffice for the life of a perfect animal. If any of these actions
cannot be reduced to the same one principle, they must be as-
signed to diverse powers; since a power of the soul is nothing
else than the proximate principle of the soul’s operation.

Now we must observe that for the life of a perfect animal,
the animal should apprehend a thing not only at the actual
time of sensation, but also when it is absent. Otherwise, since
animal motion and action follow apprehension, an animal
would not be moved to seek something absent: the contrary
of which we may observe specially in perfect animals, which
are moved by progression, for they are moved towards some-
thing apprehended and absent. erefore an animal through
the sensitive soul must not only receive the species of sensible
things, when it is actually affected by them, but it must also re-

tain and preserve them. Now to receive and retain are, in cor-
poreal things, reduced to diverse principles; for moist things
are apt to receive, but retain with difficulty, while it is the re-
verse with dry things. Wherefore, since the sensitive power is
the act of a corporeal organ, it follows that the powerwhich re-
ceives the species of sensible things must be distinct from the
power which preserves them.

Again we must observe that if an animal were moved by
pleasing and disagreeable things only as affecting the sense,
there would be no need to suppose that an animal has a power
besides the apprehension of those forms which the senses per-
ceive, and in which the animal takes pleasure, or fromwhich it
shrinks with horror. But the animal needs to seek or to avoid
certain things, not only because they are pleasing or otherwise
to the senses, but also on account of other advantages and uses,
or disadvantages: just as the sheep runs away when it sees a
wolf, not on account of its color or shape, but as a natural en-
emy: and again a bird gathers together straws, not because they
are pleasant to the sense, but because they are useful for build-
ing its nest. Animals, therefore, need to perceive such inten-
tions, which the exterior sense does not perceive. And some
distinct principle is necessary for this; since the perception of
sensible forms comes by an immutation caused by the sensible,
which is not the case with the perception of those intentions.

us, therefore, for the reception of sensible forms, the
“proper sense” and the “common sense” are appointed, and
of their distinction we shall speak farther on (ad 1,2). But for
the retention and preservation of these forms, the “phantasy”
or “imagination” is appointed; which are the same, for phan-
tasy or imagination is as it were a storehouse of forms received
through the senses. Furthermore, for the apprehension of in-
tentions which are not received through the senses, the “esti-
mative” power is appointed: and for the preservation thereof,
the “memorative” power, which is a storehouse of such-like in-
tentions. A sign of which we have in the fact that the principle
of memory in animals is found in some such intention, for in-
stance, that something is harmful or otherwise. And the very
formality of the past, which memory observes, is to be reck-
oned among these intentions.

Now, we must observe that as to sensible forms there is no
difference between man and other animals; for they are simi-
larly immuted by the extrinsic sensible. But there is a difference
as to the above intentions: for other animals perceive these in-
tentions only by some natural instinct, while man perceives
them by means of coalition of ideas. erefore the power by
which in other animals is called the natural estimative, in man
is called the “cogitative,” which by some sort of collation dis-
covers these intentions. Wherefore it is also called the “partic-
ular reason,” to which medical men assign a certain particular
organ, namely, the middle part of the head: for it compares
individual intentions, just as the intellectual reason compares
universal intentions. As to thememorative power,manhas not
only memory, as other animals have in the sudden recollec-
tion of the past; but also “reminiscence” by syllogistically, as
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it were, seeking for a recollection of the past by the application
of individual intentions. Avicenna, however, assigns between
the estimative and the imaginative, a fih power, which com-
bines and divides imaginary forms: as when from the imagi-
nary formof gold, and imaginary formof amountain, we com-
pose the one form of a golden mountain, which we have never
seen. But this operation is not to be found in animals other
than man, in whom the imaginative power suffices thereto. To
man also does Averroes attribute this action in his book De
sensu et sensibilibus (viii). So there is no need to assign more
than four interior powers of the sensitive part—namely, the
common sense, the imagination, and the estimative and mem-
orative powers.

Reply to Objection 1. e interior sense is called “com-
mon” not by predication, as if it were a genus; but as the com-
mon root and principle of the exterior senses.

Reply to Objection 2. e proper sense judges of the
proper sensible by discerning it from other things which come
under the same sense; for instance, by discerning white from
black or green. But neither sight nor taste can discern white
from sweet: because what discerns between two things must
know both. Wherefore the discerning judgment must be as-
signed to the common sense; to which, as to a common term,
all apprehensions of the sensesmust be referred: and bywhich,
again, all the intentions of the senses are perceived; as when

someone sees that he sees. For this cannot be done by the
proper sense, which only knows the form of the sensible by
which it is immuted, inwhich immutation the actionof sight is
completed, and from immutation follows another in the com-
mon sense which perceives the act of vision.

Reply to Objection 3. As one power arises from the soul
by means of another, as we have seen above (q. 77, a. 7), so
also the soul is the subject of one power through another. In
this way the imagination and the memory are called passions
of the “first sensitive.”

Reply to Objection 4. Although the operation of the in-
tellect has its origin in the senses: yet, in the thing apprehended
through the senses, the intellect knows many things which
the senses cannot perceive. In like manner does the estimative
power, though in a less perfect manner.

Reply to Objection 5. e cogitative and memorative
powers inman owe their excellence not to that which is proper
to the sensitive part; but to a certain affinity and proximity to
the universal reason, which, so to speak, overflows into them.
erefore they are not distinct powers, but the same, yet more
perfect than in other animals.

Reply toObjection 6.Augustine calls that vision spiritual
which is effected by the images of bodies in the absence of bod-
ies. Whence it is clear that it is common to all interior appre-
hensions.
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F P, Q 79
Of the Intellectual Powers
(Inirteen Articles)

e next question concerns the intellectual powers, under which head there are thirteen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the intellect is a power of the soul, or its essence?
(2) If it be a power, whether it is a passive power?
(3) If it is a passive power, whether there is an active intellect?
(4) Whether it is something in the soul?
(5) Whether the active intellect is one in all?
(6) Whether memory is in the intellect?
(7) Whether the memory be distinct from the intellect?
(8) Whether the reason is a distinct power from the intellect?
(9) Whether the superior and inferior reason are distinct powers?

(10) Whether the intelligence is distinct from the intellect?
(11) Whether the speculative and practical intellect are distinct powers?
(12) Whether “synderesis” is a power of the intellectual part?
(13) Whether the conscience is a power of the intellectual part?

Ia q. 79 a. 1Whether the intellect is a power of the soul?

Objection1. Itwould seemthat the intellect is not a power
of the soul, but the essence of the soul. For the intellect seems
to be the same as the mind. Now the mind is not a power of
the soul, but the essence; for Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 2):
“Mind and spirit are not relative things, but denominate the
essence.” erefore the intellect is the essence of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, different genera of the soul’s powers
are not united in some one power, but only in the essence of
the soul. Now the appetitive and the intellectual are different
genera of the soul’s powers as the Philosopher says (De Anima
ii, 3), but they are united in the mind, for Augustine (De Trin.
x, 11) places the intelligence and will in the mind. erefore
the mind and intellect of man is of the very essence of the soul
and not a power thereof.

Objection 3. Further, according to Gregory, in a homily
for the Ascension (xxix in Ev.), “man understands with the an-
gels.” But angels are called “minds” and “intellects.” erefore
the mind and intellect of man are not a power of the soul, but
the soul itself.

Objection 4. Further, a substance is intellectual by the fact
that it is immaterial. But the soul is immaterial through its
essence. erefore it seems that the soul must be intellectual
through its essence.

On the contrary, e Philosopher assigns the intellectual
faculty as a power of the soul (De Anima ii, 3).

I answer that, In accordance with what has been already
shown (q. 54, a. 3; q. 77, a. 1) it is necessary to say that the intel-
lect is a power of the soul, and not the very essence of the soul.
For then alone the essence of that which operates is the imme-
diate principle of operation, when operation itself is its being:
for as power is to operation as its act, so is the essence to being.

But in God alone His action of understanding is His very Be-
ing.Wherefore inGod alone isHis intellectHis essence: while
in other intellectual creatures, the intellect is power.

Reply to Objection 1. Sense is sometimes taken for the
power, and sometimes for the sensitive soul; for the sensitive
soul takes its name from its chief power, which is sense. And
in like manner the intellectual soul is sometimes called intel-
lect, as from its chief power; and thus we read (DeAnima i, 4),
that the “intellect is a substance.” And in this sense also Augus-
tine says that the mind is spirit and essence (De Trin. ix, 2; xiv,
16).

Reply to Objection 2. e appetitive and intellectual
powers are different genera of powers in the soul, by reason
of the different formalities of their objects. But the appetitive
power agrees partlywith the intellectual power andpartlywith
the sensitive in its mode of operation either through a cor-
poreal organ or without it: for appetite follows apprehension.
And in this way Augustine puts the will in the mind; and the
Philosopher, in the reason (De Anima iii, 9).

Reply toObjection3. In the angels there is noother power
besides the intellect, and the will, which follows the intellect.
And for this reason an angel is called a “mind” or an “intel-
lect”; because his whole power consists in this. But the soul has
many other powers, such as the sensitive and nutritive powers,
and therefore the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 4.e immateriality of the created in-
telligent substance is not its intellect; and through its immate-
riality it has the power of intelligence. Wherefore it follows
not that the intellect is the substance of the soul, but that it is
its virtue and power.
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Ia q. 79 a. 2Whether the intellect is a passive power?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect is not a pas-
sive power. For everything is passive by its matter, and acts by
its form. But the intellectual power results from the immate-
riality of the intelligent substance. erefore it seems that the
intellect is not a passive power.

Objection 2. Further, the intellectual power is incorrupt-
ible, as we have said above (q. 79, a. 6). But “if the intellect is
passive, it is corruptible” (De Anima iii, 5). erefore the in-
tellectual power is not passive.

Objection 3. Further, the “agent is nobler than the pa-
tient,” as Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16) and Aristotle (De An-
ima iii, 5) says. But all the powers of the vegetative part are
active; yet they are the lowest among the powers of the soul.
Much more, therefore, all the intellectual powers, which are
the highest, are active.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 4)
that “to understand is in a way to be passive.”

I answer that, To be passive may be taken in three ways.
Firstly, in its most strict sense, when from a thing is taken
something which belongs to it by virtue either of its nature,
or of its proper inclination: as when water loses coolness by
heating, and as when a man becomes ill or sad. Secondly, less
strictly, a thing is said to be passive, when something, whether
suitable or unsuitable, is taken away from it. And in this way
not only he who is ill is said to be passive, but also he who is
healed; not only he that is sad, but also he that is joyful; or
whatever way he be altered ormoved.irdly, in a wide sense a
thing is said to be passive, from the very fact that what is in po-
tentiality to something receives that to which it was in poten-
tiality, without being deprived of anything. And accordingly,
whatever passes from potentiality to act, may be said to be pas-
sive, evenwhen it is perfected. And thus with us to understand
is to be passive.is is clear from the following reason. For the
intellect, as we have seen above (q. 78, a. 1), has an operation
extending to universal being. We may therefore see whether
the intellect be in act or potentiality by observing first of all the
nature of the relation of the intellect to universal being. For we
find an intellect whose relation to universal being is that of the
act of all being: and such is the Divine intellect, which is the
Essence ofGod, inwhich originally and virtually, all being pre-
exists as in its first cause. And therefore the Divine intellect is
not in potentiality, but is pure act. But no created intellect can
be an act in relation to the whole universal being; otherwise
it would needs be an infinite being. Wherefore every created
intellect is not the act of all things intelligible, by reason of its

very existence; but is compared to these intelligible things as a
potentiality to act.

Now, potentiality has a double relation to act. ere is a
potentiality which is always perfected by its act: as the matter
of the heavenly bodies (q. 58, a. 1). And there is another po-
tentiality which is not always in act, but proceeds from poten-
tiality to act; as we observe in things that are corrupted and
generated. Wherefore the angelic intellect is always in act as
regards those things which it can understand, by reason of its
proximity to the first intellect, which is pure act, as we have
said above. But the human intellect, which is the lowest in the
order of intelligence and most remote from the perfection of
the Divine intellect, is in potentiality with regard to things in-
telligible, and is at first “like a clean tablet on which nothing
is written,” as the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 4). is is
made clear from the fact, that at first we are only in potential-
ity to understand, and aerwards we are made to understand
actually. And so it is evident that with us to understand is “in a
way to be passive”; taking passion in the third sense. And con-
sequently the intellect is a passive power.

Reply toObjection 1.is objection is verified of passion
in the first and second senses, which belong to primarymatter.
But in the third sense passion is in anything which is reduced
from potentiality to act.

Reply toObjection 2. “Passive intellect” is the name given
by some to the sensitive appetite, in which are the passions of
the soul; which appetite is also called “rational by participa-
tion,” because it “obeys the reason” (Ethic. i, 13). Others give
the name of passive intellect to the cogitative power, which is
called the “particular reason.” And in each case “passive” may
be taken in the two first senses; forasmuch as this so-called in-
tellect is the act of a corporeal organ. But the intellect which
is in potentiality to things intelligible, and which for this rea-
son Aristotle calls the “possible” intellect (De Anima iii, 4) is
not passive except in the third sense: for it is not an act of a
corporeal organ. Hence it is incorruptible.

Reply toObjection3.eagent is nobler than thepatient,
if the action and the passion are referred to the same thing:
but not always, if they refer to different things. Now the intel-
lect is a passive power in regard to the whole universal being:
while the vegetative power is active in regard to some partic-
ular thing, namely, the body as united to the soul. Wherefore
nothing prevents such a passive force being nobler than such
an active one.
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Ia q. 79 a. 3Whether there is an active intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no active intel-
lect. For as the senses are to things sensible, so is our intellect
to things intelligible. But because sense is in potentiality to
things sensible, the sense is not said to be active, but only pas-
sive. erefore, since our intellect is in potentiality to things
intelligible, it seems that we cannot say that the intellect is ac-
tive, but only that it is passive.

Objection 2. Further, if we say that also in the senses there
is something active, such as light: on the contrary, light is re-
quired for sight, inasmuch as it makes the medium to be ac-
tually luminous; for color of its own nature moves the lumi-
nous medium. But in the operation of the intellect there is no
appointed medium that has to be brought into act. erefore
there is no necessity for an active intellect.

Objection 3. Further, the likeness of the agent is received
into the patient according to the nature of the patient. But the
passive intellect is an immaterial power. erefore its immate-
rial nature suffices for forms to be received into it immateri-
ally. Now a form is intelligible in act from the very fact that it
is immaterial. erefore there is no need for an active intellect
to make the species actually intelligible.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 5),
“As in every nature, so in the soul is there something by which
it becomes all things, and something by which it makes all
things.” erefore we must admit an active intellect.

I answer that, According to the opinion of Plato, there is
no need for an active intellect in order to make things actu-
ally intelligible; but perhaps in order to provide intellectual
light to the intellect, as will be explained farther on (a. 4). For
Plato supposed that the forms of natural things subsisted apart
from matter, and consequently that they are intelligible: since
a thing is actually intelligible from the very fact that it is im-
material. And he called such forms “species or ideas”; from
a participation of which, he said that even corporeal matter
was formed, in order that individuals might be naturally es-
tablished in their proper genera and species: and that our intel-
lect was formed by such participation in order to have knowl-
edge of the genera and species of things. But sinceAristotle did
not allow that forms of natural things exist apart from mat-

ter, and as forms existing in matter are not actually intelligi-
ble; it follows that the natures of forms of the sensible things
which we understand are not actually intelligible. Now noth-
ing is reduced from potentiality to act except by something in
act; as the senses asmade actual bywhat is actually sensible.We
must therefore assignon thepart of the intellect somepower to
make things actually intelligible, by abstraction of the species
from material conditions. And such is the necessity for an ac-
tive intellect.

Reply toObjection1. Sensible things are found in act out-
side the soul; and hence there is no need for an active sense.
Wherefore it is clear that in the nutritive part all the powers
are active, whereas in the sensitive part all are passive: but in
the intellectual part, there is something active and something
passive.

Reply toObjection 2.ere are two opinions as to the ef-
fect of light. For some say that light is required for sight, in or-
der to make colors actually visible. And according to this the
active intellect is required for understanding, in like manner
and for the same reason as light is required for seeing. But in
the opinion of others, light is required for sight; not for the
colors to become actually visible; but in order that themedium
may become actually luminous, as the Commentator says on
De Anima ii. And according to this, Aristotle’s comparison of
the active intellect to light is verified in this, that as it is re-
quired for understanding, so is light required for seeing; but
not for the same reason.

Reply to Objection 3. If the agent pre-exist, it may well
happen that its likeness is received variously into various
things, on account of their dispositions. But if the agent does
not pre-exist, the disposition of the recipient has nothing to do
with the matter. Now the intelligible in act is not something
existing in nature; if we consider the nature of things sensible,
which do not subsist apart from matter. And therefore in or-
der to understand them, the immaterial nature of the passive
intellect would not suffice but for the presence of the active
intellect which makes things actually intelligible by way of ab-
straction.

Ia q. 79 a. 4Whether the active intellect is something in the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the active intellect is not
something in the soul. For the effect of the active intellect is to
give light for the purpose of understanding. But this is done by
something higher than the soul: according to Jn. 1:9, “He was
the true light that enlighteneth every man coming into this
world.” erefore the active intellect is not something in the
soul.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher (De Anima iii, 5)
says of the active intellect, “that it does not sometimes un-

derstand and sometimes not understand.” But our soul does
not always understand: sometimes it understands, sometimes
it does not understand. erefore the active intellect is not
something in our soul.

Objection 3. Further, agent and patient suffice for action.
If, therefore, the passive intellect, which is a passive power, is
something belonging to the soul; and also the active intellect,
which is an active power: it follows that a man would always
be able to understand when he wished, which is clearly false.
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erefore the active intellect is not something in our soul.
Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher (De Anima iii, 5)

says that the active intellect is a “substance in actual being.”
But nothing can be in potentiality and in act with regard to
the same thing. If, therefore, the passive intellect, which is in
potentiality to all things intelligible, is something in the soul,
it seems impossible for the active intellect to be also something
in our soul.

Objection 5. Further, if the active intellect is something
in the soul, it must be a power. For it is neither a passion
nor a habit; since habits and passions are not in the nature of
agents in regard to the passivity of the soul; but rather passion
is the very action of the passive power; while habit is some-
thing which results from acts. But every power flows from the
essence of the soul. It would therefore follow that the active
intellect flows from the essence of the soul. And thus it would
not be in the soul byway of participation from some higher in-
tellect: which is unfitting. erefore the active intellect is not
something in our soul.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 5),
that “it is necessary for these differences,” namely, the passive
and active intellect, “to be in the soul.”

I answer that, e active intellect, of which the Philoso-
pher speaks, is something in the soul. In order to make this
evident, we must observe that above the intellectual soul of
man we must needs suppose a superior intellect, from which
the soul acquires the power of understanding. For what is such
by participation, and what is mobile, and what is imperfect al-
ways requires the pre-existence of something essentially such,
immovable and perfect. Now the human soul is called intellec-
tual by reason of a participation in intellectual power; a sign
of which is that it is not wholly intellectual but only in part.
Moreover it reaches to the understanding of truth by argu-
ing, with a certain amount of reasoning andmovement. Again
it has an imperfect understanding; both because it does not
understand everything, and because, in those things which it
does understand, it passes from potentiality to act. erefore
there must needs be some higher intellect, by which the soul is
helped to understand.

Wherefore someheld that this intellect, substantially sepa-
rate, is the active intellect, which by lighting up the phantasms
as it were,makes them to be actually intelligible. But, even sup-
posing the existence of such a separate active intellect, it would
still be necessary to assign to the human soul some power par-
ticipating in that superior intellect, bywhich power the human
soul makes things actually intelligible. Just as in other perfect
natural things, besides the universal active causes, each one is
endowed with its proper powers derived from those universal
causes: for the sun alone does not generate man; but in man is
the power of begettingman: and in likemannerwithother per-
fect animals. Now among these lower things nothing is more
perfect than the human soul. Wherefore we must say that in
the soul is somepower derived fromahigher intellect, whereby
it is able to light up the phantasms. Andwe know this by expe-
rience, since we perceive that we abstract universal forms from

their particular conditions, which is to make them actually in-
telligible. Now no action belongs to anything except through
someprinciple formally inherent therein; aswehave said above
of the passive intellect (q. 76, a. 1).erefore the power which
is the principle of this action must be something in the soul.
For this reason Aristotle (De Anima iii, 5) compared the ac-
tive intellect to light, which is something received into the air:
while Plato compared the separate intellect impressing the soul
to the sun, asemistius says in his commentary onDeAnima
iii. But the separate intellect, according to the teaching of our
faith, isGodHimself,Who is the soul’sCreator, and only beat-
itude; as will be shown later on (q. 90, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 3, a. 7).
Wherefore the human soul derives its intellectual light from
Him, according to Ps. 4:7, “e light of y countenance, O
Lord, is signed upon us.”

Reply to Objection 1. at true light enlightens as a uni-
versal cause, from which the human soul derives a particular
power, as we have explained.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher says those words
not of the active intellect, but of the intellect in act: of which
hehad already said: “Knowledge in act is the same as the thing.”
Or, if we refer those words to the active intellect, then they are
said because it is not owing to the active intellect that some-
times we do, and sometimes we do not understand, but to the
intellect which is in potentiality.

Reply toObjection 3. If the relation of the active intellect
to the passive were that of the active object to a power, as, for
instance, of the visible in act to the sight; it would follow that
we could understand all things instantly, since the active intel-
lect is that which makes all things (in act). But now the active
intellect is not an object, rather is it that whereby the objects
aremade to be in act: for which, besides the presence of the ac-
tive intellect, we require the presence of phantasms, the good
disposition of the sensitive powers, and practice in this sort of
operation; since through one thing understood, other things
come to be understood, as from terms are made propositions,
and from first principles, conclusions. From this point of view
itmatters notwhether the active intellect is something belong-
ing to the soul, or something separate from the soul.

Reply to Objection 4. e intellectual soul is indeed
actually immaterial, but it is in potentiality to determinate
species. On the contrary, phantasms are actual images of cer-
tain species, but are immaterial in potentiality. Wherefore
nothing prevents one and the same soul, inasmuch as it is ac-
tually immaterial, having one power by which it makes things
actually immaterial, by abstraction from the conditions of in-
dividual matter: which power is called the “active intellect”;
and another power, receptive of such species, which is called
the “passive intellect” by reason of its being in potentiality to
such species.

Reply to Objection 5. Since the essence of the soul is im-
material, created by the supreme intellect, nothing prevents
that power which it derives from the supreme intellect, and
whereby it abstracts from matter, flowing from the essence of
the soul, in the same way as its other powers.
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Ia q. 79 a. 5Whether the active intellect is one in all?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is one active intel-
lect in all. For what is separate from the body is not multiplied
according to the number of bodies. But the active intellect is
“separate,” as the Philosopher says (DeAnima iii, 5).erefore
it is not multiplied in the many human bodies, but is one for
all men.

Objection 2.Further, the active intellect is the cause of the
universal, which is one in many. But that which is the cause of
unity is still more itself one.erefore the active intellect is the
same in all.

Objection 3. Further, all men agree in the first intellectual
concepts. But to these they assent by the active intellect.ere-
fore all agree in one active intellect.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 5)
that the active intellect is as a light. But light is not the same in
the various things enlightened. erefore the same active in-
tellect is not in various men.

I answer that, e truth about this question depends on
what we have already said (a. 4). For if the active intellect were
not something belonging to the soul, but were some separate
substance, there would be one active intellect for all men. And
this is what they mean who hold that there is one active intel-
lect for all. But if the active intellect is something belonging to
the soul, as one of its powers, we are bound to say that there
are as many active intellects as there are souls, which are mul-
tiplied according to the number of men, as we have said above
(q. 76, a. 2). For it is impossible that one same power belong to
various substances.

Reply toObjection 1.ePhilosopher proves that the ac-
tive intellect is separate, by the fact that the passive intellect is
separate: because, as he says (De Anima iii, 5), “the agent is
more noble than the patient.” Now the passive intellect is said
to be separate, because it is not the act of any corporeal organ.
And in the same sense the active intellect is also called “sepa-
rate”; but not as a separate substance.

Reply to Objection 2. e active intellect is the cause of
the universal, by abstracting it from matter. But for this pur-
pose it need not be the same intellect in all intelligent beings;
but it must be one in its relationship to all those things from
which it abstracts the universal, with respect to which things
the universal is one. And this befits the active intellect inas-
much as it is immaterial.

Reply to Objection 3. All things which are of one species
enjoy in common the action which accompanies the nature of
the species, and consequently the power which is the principle
of such action; but not so as that power be identical in all.Now
to know the first intelligible principles is the action belonging
to the human species.Wherefore allmen enjoy in common the
power which is the principle of this action: and this power is
the active intellect. But there is no need for it to be identical
in all. Yet it must be derived by all from one principle. And
thus the possession by all men in common of the first prin-
ciples proves the unity of the separate intellect, which Plato
compares to the sun; but not the unity of the active intellect,
which Aristotle compares to light.

Ia q. 79 a. 6Whether memory is in the intellectual part of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that memory is not in the in-
tellectual part of the soul. For Augustine says (De Trin. xii,
2,3,8) that to the higher part of the soul belongs those things
which are not “common to man and beast.” But memory is
common to man and beast, for he says (De Trin. xii, 2,3,8)
that “beasts can sense corporeal things through the senses of
the body, and commit them to memory.” erefore memory
does not belong to the intellectual part of the soul.

Objection2.Further,memory is of the past. But the past is
said of something with regard to a fixed time. Memory, there-
fore, knows a thing under a condition of a fixed time; which
involves knowledge under the conditions of “here” and “now.”
But this is not the province of the intellect, but of the sense.
erefore memory is not in the intellectual part, but only in
the sensitive.

Objection 3. Further, in the memory are preserved the
species of those things of which we are not actually thinking.
But this cannot happen in the intellect, because the intellect
is reduced to act by the fact that the intelligible species are
received into it. Now the intellect in act implies understand-

ing in act; and therefore the intellect actually understands all
things of which it has the species.erefore thememory is not
in the intellectual part.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11) that
“memory, understanding, and will are one mind.”

I answer that, Since it is of the nature of the memory to
preserve the species of those things which are not actually ap-
prehended, we must first of all consider whether the intelli-
gible species can thus be preserved in the intellect: because
Avicenna held that this was impossible. For he admitted that
this could happen in the sensitive part, as to some powers,
inasmuch as they are acts of corporeal organs, in which cer-
tain species may be preserved apart from actual apprehension.
But in the intellect, which has no corporeal organ, nothing
but what is intelligible exists. Wherefore every thing of which
the likeness exists in the intellect must be actually understood.
us, therefore, according to him, as soon aswe cease to under-
stand something actually, the species of that thing ceases to be
in our intellect, and if we wish to understand that thing anew,
wemust turn to the active intellect, which he held to be a sepa-
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rate substance, in order that the intelligible species may thence
flowagain into our passive intellect. And from the practice and
habit of turning to the active intellect there is formed, accord-
ing to him, a certain aptitude in the passive intellect for turn-
ing to the active intellect; which aptitude he calls the habit of
knowledge. According, therefore, to this supposition, nothing
is preserved in the intellectual part that is not actually under-
stood: wherefore it would not be possible to admitmemory in
the intellectual part.

But this opinion is clearly opposed to the teaching of Aris-
totle. For he says (De Anima iii, 4) that, when the passive in-
tellect “is identified with each thing as knowing it, it is said to
be in act,” and that “this happens when it can operate of itself.
And, even then, it is in potentiality, but not in the same way
as before learning and discovering.” Now, the passive intellect
is said to be each thing, inasmuch as it receives the intelligi-
ble species of each thing. To the fact, therefore, that it receives
the species of intelligible things it owes its being able to op-
erate when it wills, but not so that it be always operating: for
even then is it in potentiality in a certain sense, though oth-
erwise than before the act of understanding—namely, in the
sense that whoever has habitual knowledge is in potentiality
to actual consideration.

e foregoing opinion is also opposed to reason. For what
is received into something is received according to the condi-
tions of the recipient. But the intellect is of a more stable na-
ture, and is more immovable than corporeal nature. If, there-
fore, corporeal matter holds the forms which it receives, not
only while it actually does something through them, but also
aer ceasing to act through them, much more cogent reason
is there for the intellect to receive the species unchangeably
and lastingly, whether it receive them from things sensible, or
derive them from some superior intellect. us, therefore, if
we take memory only for the power of retaining species, we
must say that it is in the intellectual part. But if in the notion
of memory we include its object as something past, then the
memory is not in the intellectual, but only in the sensitive part,
which apprehends individual things. For past, as past, since it
signifies being under a condition of fixed time, is something
individual.

Reply to Objection 1. Memory, if considered as reten-
tive of species, is not common to us and other animals. For

species are not retained in the sensitive part of the soul only,
but rather in the body and soul united: since the memorative
power is the act of some organ. But the intellect in itself is
retentive of species, without the association of any corporeal
organ. Wherefore the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 4) that
“the soul is the seat of the species, not the whole soul, but the
intellect.”

Reply to Objection 2. e condition of past may be re-
ferred to two things—namely, to the object which is known,
and to the act of knowledge. ese two are found together in
the sensitive part, which apprehends something from the fact
of its being immuted by a present sensible: wherefore at the
same time an animal remembers to have sensed before in the
past, and to have sensed some past sensible thing. But as con-
cerns the intellectual part, the past is accidental, and is not in
itself a part of the object of the intellect. For the intellect un-
derstandsman, asman: and toman, asman, it is accidental that
he exist in thepresent, past, or future. But on thepart of the act,
the condition of past, even as such, may be understood to be
in the intellect, as well as in the senses. Because our soul’s act of
understanding is an individual act, existing in this or that time,
inasmuch as a man is said to understand now, or yesterday, or
tomorrow. And this is not incompatible with the intellectual
nature: for such an act of understanding, though something
individual, is yet an immaterial act, as we have said above of
the intellect (q. 76, a. 1); and therefore, as the intellect under-
stands itself, though it be itself an individual intellect, so also
it understands its act of understanding, which is an individual
act, in the past, present, or future. In this way, then, the no-
tion of memory, in as far as it regards past events, is preserved
in the intellect, forasmuch as it understands that it previously
understood: but not in the sense that it understands the past
as something “here” and “now.”

Reply toObjection3.eintelligible species is sometimes
in the intellect only in potentiality, and then the intellect is
said to be in potentiality. Sometimes the intelligible species is
in the intellect as regards the ultimate completion of the act,
and then it understands in act. And sometimes the intelligi-
ble species is in a middle state, between potentiality and act:
and then we have habitual knowledge. In this way the intellect
retains the species, even when it does not understand in act.

Ia q. 79 a. 7Whether the intellectual memory is a power distinct from the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual memory
is distinct from the intellect. For Augustine (De Trin. x, 11)
assigns to the soul memory, understanding, and will. But it is
clear that the memory is a distinct power from the will. ere-
fore it is also distinct from the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, the reason of distinction among the
powers in the sensitive part is the same as in the intellectual
part. But memory in the sensitive part is distinct from sense,

as we have said (q. 78, a. 4). erefore memory in the intellec-
tual part is distinct from the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, according to Augustine (De Trin. x,
11; xi, 7), memory, understanding, and will are equal to one
another, and one flows from the other. But this could not be
if memory and intellect were the same power. erefore they
are not the same power.

On the contrary, From its nature the memory is the trea-
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sury or storehouse of species. But the Philosopher (De Anima
iii) attributes this to the intellect, as we have said (a. 6, ad 1).
erefore thememory is not another power from the intellect.

I answer that,As has been said above (q. 77, a. 3), the pow-
ers of the soul are distinguished by the different formal aspects
of their objects: since each power is defined in reference to that
thing to which it is directed and which is its object. It has also
been said above (q. 59, a. 4) that if any power by its nature be
directed to an object according to the common ratio of the
object, that power will not be differentiated according to the
individual differences of that object: just as the power of sight,
which regards its object under the common ratio of color, is
not differentiated by differences of black and white. Now, the
intellect regards its object under the common ratio of being:
since the passive intellect is that “in which all are in potential-
ity.”Wherefore the passive intellect is not differentiated by any
difference of being.Nevertheless there is a distinction between
the power of the active intellect and of the passive intellect: be-
cause as regards the same object, the active powerwhichmakes
the object to be in act must be distinct from the passive power,
which is moved by the object existing in act. us the active
power is compared to its object as a being in act is to a being
in potentiality; whereas the passive power, on the contrary, is
compared to its object as being in potentiality is to a being in

act.erefore there can be no other difference of powers in the
intellect, but that of passive and active. Wherefore it is clear
that memory is not a distinct power from the intellect: for it
belongs to the nature of a passive power to retain as well as to
receive.

Reply to Objection 1. Although it is said (3 Sent. D, 1)
that memory, intellect, and will are three powers, this is not in
accordance with themeaning of Augustine, who says expressly
(DeTrin. xiv) that “if we takememory, intelligence, andwill as
always present in the soul, whether we actually attend to them
or not, they seem to pertain to the memory only. And by in-
telligence I mean that by which we understand when actually
thinking; andbywill Imean that love or affectionwhichunites
the child and its parent.” Wherefore it is clear that Augustine
does not take the above three for three powers; but bymemory
he understands the soul’s habit of retention; by intelligence,
the act of the intellect; and by will, the act of the will.

Reply to Objection 2. Past and present may differentiate
the sensitive powers, but not the intellectual powers, for the
reason give above.

Reply to Objection 3. Intelligence arises from memory,
as act from habit; and in this way it is equal to it, but not as a
power to a power.

Ia q. 79 a. 8Whether the reason is distinct from the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the reason is a distinct
power from the intellect. For it is stated in De Spiritu et An-
ima that “when we wish to rise from lower things to higher,
first the sense comes to our aid, then imagination, then reason,
then the intellect.”erefore the reason is distinct from the in-
tellect, as imagination is from sense.

Objection 2. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. iv, 6),
that intellect is compared to reason, as eternity to time. But it
does not belong to the same power to be in eternity and to be
in time.erefore reason and intellect are not the same power.

Objection 3. Further, man has intellect in common with
the angels, and sense in common with the brutes. But reason,
which is proper to man, whence he is called a rational animal,
is a power distinct from sense.erefore is it equally true to say
that it is distinct from the intellect, which properly belongs to
the angel: whence they are called intellectual.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iii, 20) that
“that inwhichman excels irrational animals is reason, ormind,
or intelligence orwhatever appropriate namewe like to give it.”
erefore, reason, intellect and mind are one power.

I answer that, Reason and intellect in man cannot be dis-
tinct powers. We shall understand this clearly if we consider
their respective actions. For to understand is simply to ap-
prehend intelligible truth: and to reason is to advance from
one thing understood to another, so as to know an intelligi-
ble truth. And therefore angels, who according to their na-

ture, possess perfect knowledge of intelligible truth, have no
need to advance fromone thing to another; but apprehend the
truth simply and without mental discussion, as Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. vii). But man arrives at the knowledge of intelligi-
ble truth by advancing from one thing to another; and there-
fore he is called rational. Reasoning, therefore, is compared to
understanding, as movement is to rest, or acquisition to pos-
session; of which one belongs to the perfect, the other to the
imperfect. And since movement always proceeds from some-
thing immovable, and ends in something at rest; hence it is that
human reasoning, by way of inquiry and discovery, advances
fromcertain things simply understood—namely, the first prin-
ciples; and, again, by way of judgment returns by analysis to
first principles, in the light of which it examines what it has
found. Now it is clear that rest andmovement are not to be re-
ferred todifferent powers, but to one and the same, even innat-
ural things: since by the same nature a thing is moved towards
a certain place. Much more, therefore, by the same power do
we understand and reason: and so it is clear that inman reason
and intellect are the same power.

Reply to Objection 1. at enumeration is made accord-
ing to the order of actions, not according to the distinction of
powers. Moreover, that book is not of great authority.

Reply to Objection 2. e answer is clear from what we
have said. For eternity is compared to time as immovable to
movable. And thus Boethius compared the intellect to eter-
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nity, and reason to time.
Reply to Objection 3. Other animals are so much lower

than man that they cannot attain to the knowledge of truth,
which reason seeks. But man attains, although imperfectly, to

the knowledge of intelligible truth, which angels know.ere-
fore in the angels the power of knowledge is not of a different
genus fro that which is in the human reason, but is compared
to it as the perfect to the imperfect.

Ia q. 79 a. 9Whether the higher and lower reason are distinct powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the higher and lower rea-
son are distinct powers. For Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 4,7),
that the image of the Trinity is in the higher part of the reason,
and not in the lower. But the parts of the soul are its powers.
erefore the higher and lower reason are two powers.

Objection 2. Further, nothing flows from itself. Now, the
lower reason flows from the higher, and is ruled and directed
by it. erefore the higher reason is another power from the
lower.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 1)
that “the scientific part” of the soul, by which the soul knows
necessary things, is another principle, and another part from
the “opinionative” and “reasoning” part by which it knows
contingent things. And he proves this from the principle that
for those things which are “generically different, generically
different parts of the soul are ordained.” Now contingent and
necessary are generically different, as corruptible and incor-
ruptible. Since, therefore, necessary is the same as eternal,
and temporal the same as contingent, it seems that what the
Philosopher calls the “scientific” part must be the same as the
higher reason, which, according to Augustine (De Trin. xii, 7)
“is intent on the consideration and consultation of things eter-
nal”; and that what the Philosopher calls the “reasoning” or
“opinionative” part is the same as the lower reason, which, ac-
cording to Augustine, “is intent on the disposal of temporal
things.”erefore the higher reason is another power than the
lower.

Objection 4. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii)
that “opinion rises from the imagination: then the mind by
judging of the truth or error of the opinion discovers the truth:
whence” men’s (mind) “is derived from” metiendo [measur-
ing]. “And therefore the intellect regards those things which
are already subject to judgment and true decision.” erefore
the opinionative power, which is the lower reason, is distinct
from the mind and the intellect, by which we may understand
the higher reason.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 4) that “the
higher and lower reason are only distinct by their functions.”
erefore they are not two powers.

I answer that,ehigher and lower reason, as they are un-
derstood by Augustine, can in no way be two powers of the
soul. For he says that “the higher reason is that which is in-
tent on the contemplation and consultation of things eternal”:
forasmuch as in contemplation it sees them in themselves, and
in consultation it takes its rules of action from them. But he
calls the lower reason that which “is intent on the disposal of

temporal things.” Now these two—namely, eternal and tem-
poral —are related to our knowledge in this way, that one of
them is the means of knowing the other. For by way of discov-
ery, we come through knowledge of temporal things to that
of things eternal, according to the words of the Apostle (Rom.
1:20), “e invisible things of God are clearly seen, being un-
derstood by the things that are made”: while by way of judg-
ment, from eternal things already known, we judge of tempo-
ral things, and according to laws of things eternal we dispose
of temporal things.

But it may happen that the medium and what is attained
thereby belong to different habits: as the first indemonstrable
principles belong to the habit of the intellect; whereas the con-
clusions which we draw from them belong to the habit of sci-
ence. And so it happens that from the principles of geometry
we draw a conclusion in another science—for example, per-
spective. But the power of the reason is such that bothmedium
and term belong to it. For the act of the reason is, as it were, a
movement from one thing to another. But the same movable
thing passes through themedium and reaches the end.Where-
fore the higher and lower reasons are one and the same power.
But according toAugustine they are distinguished by the func-
tions of their actions, and according to their various habits: for
wisdom is attributed to the higher reason, science to the lower.

Reply toObjection 1. We speak of parts, in whatever way
a thing is divided. And so far as reason is divided according to
its various acts, the higher and lower reason are called parts;
but not because they are different powers.

Reply to Objection 2. e lower reason is said to flow
from the higher, or to be ruled by it, as far as the principles
made use of by the lower reason are drawn from and directed
by the principles of the higher reason.

Reply to Objection 3. e “scientific” part, of which the
Philosopher speaks, is not the same as the higher reason: for
necessary truths are found even among temporal things, of
which natural science and mathematics treat. And the “opin-
ionative” and “ratiocinative” part is more limited than the
lower reason; for it regards only things contingent. Neither
must we say, without any qualification, that a power, by which
the intellect knows necessary things, is distinct from a power
by which it knows contingent things: because it knows both
under the same objective aspect—namely, under the aspect
of being and truth. Wherefore it perfectly knows necessary
things which have perfect being in truth; since it penetrates
to their very essence, from which it demonstrates their proper
accidents. On the other hand, it knows contingent things, but
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imperfectly; forasmuch as they have but imperfect being and
truth. Now perfect and imperfect in the action do not vary
the power, but they vary the actions as to the mode of act-
ing, and consequently the principles of the actions and the
habits themselves. And therefore the Philosopher postulates
two lesser parts of the soul—namely, the “scientific” and the
“ratiocinative,” not because they are two powers, but because
they are distinct according to a different aptitude for receiving
various habits, concerning the variety ofwhichhe inquires. For
contingent and necessary, though differing according to their
proper genera, nevertheless agree in the common aspect of be-

ing, which the intellect considers, and to which they are vari-
ously compared as perfect and imperfect.

Reply to Objection 4. at distinction given by Dama-
scene is according to the variety of acts, not according to the
variety of powers. For “opinion” signifies an act of the intellect
which leans to one side of a contradiction, whilst in fear of the
other. While to “judge” or “measure” [mensurare] is an act of
the intellect, applying certain principles to examine proposi-
tions. From this is taken the word “mens” [mind]. Lastly, to
“understand” is to adhere to the formed judgment with ap-
proval.

Ia q. 79 a. 10Whether intelligence is a power distinct from intellect?

Objection1. It would seem that the intelligence is another
power than the intellect. For we read in De Spiritu et Anima
that “whenwewish to rise from lower to higher things, first the
sense comes to our aid, then imagination, then reason, then in-
tellect, and aerwards intelligence.” But imagination and sense
are distinct powers. erefore also intellect and intelligence
are distinct.

Objection 2. Further, Boethius says (DeConsol. v, 4) that
“sense considers man in one way, imagination in another, rea-
son in another, intelligence in another.” But intellect is the
same power as reason. erefore, seemingly, intelligence is a
distinct power from intellect, as reason is a distinct power from
imagination or sense.

Objection 3. Further, “actions came before powers,” as the
Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 4). But intelligence is an act
separate from others attributed to the intellect. For Dama-
scene says (De Fide Orth. ii) that “the first movement is called
intelligence; but that intelligence which is about a certain
thing is called intention; that which remains and conforms the
soul to thatwhich is understood is called invention, and inven-
tion when it remains in the same man, examining and judging
of itself, is called phronesis [that is, wisdom], and phronesis
if dilated makes thought, that is, orderly internal speech; from
which, they say, comes speech expressed by the tongue.”ere-
fore it seems that intelligence is some special power.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 6)
that “intelligence is of indivisible things inwhich there is noth-
ing false.” But the knowledge of these things belongs to the in-
tellect. erefore intelligence is not another power than the
intellect.

I answer that, is word “intelligence” properly signi-
fies the intellect’s very act, which is to understand. However,
in some works translated from the Arabic, the separate sub-
stances which we call angels are called “intelligences,” and per-
haps for this reason, that such substances are always actually
understanding. But in works translated from the Greek, they
are called “intellects” or “minds.” us intelligence is not dis-
tinct from intellect, as power is from power; but as act is from

power. And such a division is recognized even by the philoso-
phers. For sometimes they assign four intellects—namely, the
“active” and “passive” intellects, the intellect “in habit,” and the
“actual” intellect. Of which four the active and passive intel-
lects are different powers; just as in all things the active power
is distinct from the passive. But three of these are distinct, as
three states of the passive intellect, which is sometimes in po-
tentiality only, and thus it is called passive; sometimes it is in
the first act, which is knowledge, and thus it is called intellect
in habit; and sometimes it is in the second act, which is to con-
sider, and thus it is called intellect in act, or actual intellect.

Reply toObjection 1. If this authority is accepted, intelli-
gence theremeans the act of the intellect.And thus it is divided
against intellect as act against power.

Reply to Objection 2. Boethius takes intelligence as
meaning that act of the intellect which transcends the act of
the reason. Wherefore he also says that reason alone belongs
to the human race, as intelligence alone belongs to God, for it
belongs to God to understand all things without any investi-
gation.

Reply to Objection 3. All those acts which Damascene
enumerates belong to one power—namely, the intellectual
power. For this power first of all only apprehends something;
and this act is called “intelligence.” Secondly, it directs what
it apprehends to the knowledge of something else, or to some
operation; and this is called “intention.” And when it goes on
in search of what it “intends,” it is called “invention.”When, by
reference to something known for certain, it examines what it
has found, it is said to know or to be wise, which belongs to
“phronesis” or “wisdom”; for “it belongs to the wise man to
judge,” as the Philosopher says (Metaph. i, 2). And when once
it has obtained something for certain, as being fully examined,
it thinks about the means of making it known to others; and
this is the ordering of “interior speech,” from which proceeds
“external speech.” For every difference of acts does not make
the powers vary, but only what cannot be reduced to the one
same principle, as we have said above (q. 78, a. 4).

382



Ia q. 79 a. 11Whether the speculative and practical intellects are distinct powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the speculative and prac-
tical intellects are distinct powers. For the apprehensive and
motive are different kinds of powers, as is clear from De An-
ima ii, 3. But the speculative intellect ismerely an apprehensive
power; while the practical intellect is a motive power. ere-
fore they are distinct powers.

Objection 2. Further, the different nature of the object
differentiates the power. But the object of the speculative in-
tellect is “truth,” and of the practical is “good”; which differ
in nature. erefore the speculative and practical intellect are
distinct powers.

Objection 3. Further, in the intellectual part, the practical
intellect is compared to the speculative, as the estimative is to
the imaginative power in the sensitive part. But the estimative
differs from the imaginative, as power form power, as we have
said above (q. 78, a. 4). erefore also the speculative intellect
differs from the practical.

On the contrary, e speculative intellect by extension
becomes practical (De Anima iii, 10). But one power is not
changed into another. erefore the speculative and practical
intellects are not distinct powers.

I answer that, e speculative and practical intellects are
not distinct powers. e reason of which is that, as we have
said above (q. 77, a. 3), what is accidental to the nature of the
object of a power, does not differentiate that power; for it is
accidental to a thing colored to beman, or to be great or small;
hence all such things are apprehended by the same power of

sight. Now, to a thing apprehended by the intellect, it is acci-
dental whether it be directed to operation or not, and accord-
ing to this the speculative and practical intellects differ. For it
is the speculative intellect which directs what it apprehends,
not to operation, but to the consideration of truth; while the
practical intellect is that which directs what it apprehends to
operation. And this is what the Philosopher says (De Anima
iii, 10); that “the speculative differs from the practical in its
end.”Whence each is named from its end: the one speculative,
the other practical—i.e. operative.

Reply to Objection 1. e practical intellect is a motive
power, not as executing movement, but as directing towards
it; and this belongs to it according to its mode of apprehen-
sion.

Reply to Objection 2. Truth and good include one an-
other; for truth is something good, otherwise it would not
be desirable; and good is something true, otherwise it would
not be intelligible. erefore as the object of the appetite may
be something true, as having the aspect of good, for example,
when some one desires to know the truth; so the object of the
practical intellect is good directed to the operation, and under
the aspect of truth. For the practical intellect knows truth, just
as the speculative, but it directs the known truth to operation.

Reply to Objection 3. Many differences differentiate the
sensitive powers, which do not differentiate the intellectual
powers, as we have said above (a. 7 , ad 2; q. 77, a. 3, ad 4).

Ia q. 79 a. 12Whether synderesis is a special power of the soul distinct from the others?

Objection 1. It would seem that “synderesis” is a special
power, distinct from the others. For those thingswhich fall un-
der one division, seem to be of the same genus. But in the gloss
of Jerome on Ezech. 1:6, “synderesis” is divided against the
irascible, the concupiscible, and the rational, which are pow-
ers. erefore “synderesis” is a power.

Objection 2. Further, opposite things are of the same
genus. But “synderesis” and sensuality seem to be opposed to
one another because “synderesis” always incites to good; while
sensuality always incites to evil: whence it is signified by the
serpent, as is clear from Augustine (De Trin. xii, 12,13). It
seems, therefore, that ‘synderesis’ is a power just as sensuality
is.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii, 10)
that in the natural power of judgment there are certain “rules
and seeds of virtue, both true and unchangeable.” And this
is what we call synderesis. Since, therefore, the unchangeable
rules which guide our judgment belong to the reason as to its
higher part, as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 2), it seems that
“synderesis” is the same as reason: and thus it is a power.

On the contrary, According to the Philosopher (Metaph.
viii, 2), “rational powers regard opposite things.” But “syn-
deresis” does not regard opposites, but inclines to good only.
erefore “synderesis” is not a power. For if it were a power it
would be a rational power, since it is not found in brute ani-
mals.

I answer that, “Synderesis” is not a power but a habit;
though some held that it is a power higher than reason; while
others* said that it is reason itself, not as reason, but as a na-
ture. In order to make this clear we must observe that, as we
have said above (a. 8), man’s act of reasoning, since it is a
kind of movement, proceeds from the understanding of cer-
tain things—namely, those which are naturally known with-
out any investigation on the part of reason, as from an immov-
able principle—and ends also at the understanding, inasmuch
as by means of those principles naturally known, we judge of
those things which we have discovered by reasoning. Now it
is clear that, as the speculative reason argues about speculative
things, so that practical reason argues about practical things.
erefore we must have, bestowed on us by nature, not only

* Cf. Alexander of Hales, Sum. eol. II, q. 73.
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speculative principles, but also practical principles. Now the
first speculative principles bestowed on us by nature do not be-
long to a special power, but to a special habit, which is called
“the understanding of principles,” as the Philosopher explains
(Ethic. vi, 6).Wherefore thefirst practical principles, bestowed
on us by nature, do not belong to a special power, but to a
special natural habit, which we call “synderesis.”Whence “syn-
deresis” is said to incite to good, and to murmur at evil, inas-
much as through first principles we proceed to discover, and
judge ofwhatwe have discovered. It is therefore clear that “syn-
deresis” is not a power, but a natural habit.

Reply to Objection 1. e division given by Jerome is
taken from the variety of acts, and not from the variety of pow-
ers; and various acts can belong to one power.

Reply to Objection 2. In like manner, the opposition of
sensuality to “syneresis” is an opposition of acts, and not of the
different species of one genus.

Reply toObjection3.oseunchangeable notions are the
first practical principles, concerning which no one errs; and
they are attributed to reason as to a power, and to “syndere-
sis” as to a habit. Wherefore we judge naturally both by our
reason and by “synderesis.”

Ia q. 79 a. 13Whether conscience be a power?

Objection 1. It would seem that conscience is a power;
for Origen says† that “conscience is a correcting and guiding
spirit accompanying the soul, by which it is led away from
evil and made to cling to good.” But in the soul, spirit desig-
nates a power—either the mind itself, according to the text
(Eph. 4:13), “Be ye renewed in the spirit of your mind”—or
the imagination, whence imaginary vision is called spiritual, as
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 7,24). erefore conscience is
a power.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is a subject of sin, except a
power of the soul. But conscience is a subject of sin; for it is
said of some that “their mind and conscience are defiled” (Ti-
tus 1:15). erefore it seems that conscience is a power.

Objection 3. Further, conscience must of necessity be ei-
ther an act, a habit, or a power. But it is not an act; for thus it
would not always exist inman.Nor is it a habit; for conscience
is not one thing but many, since we are directed in our actions
bymany habits of knowledge.erefore conscience is a power.

On the contrary, Conscience can be laid aside. But a
power cannot be laid aside. erefore conscience is not a
power.

I answer that, Properly speaking, conscience is not a
power, but an act. is is evident both from the very name
and from those things which in the common way of speak-
ing are attributed to conscience. For conscience, according to
the very nature of the word, implies the relation of knowledge
to something: for conscience may be resolved into “cum alio
scientia,” i.e. knowledge applied to an individual case. But the
application of knowledge to something is done by some act.
Wherefore from this explanation of the name it is clear that
conscience is an act.

e same is manifest from those things which are at-
tributed to conscience. For conscience is said to witness, to

bind, or incite, and also to accuse, torment, or rebuke. And all
these follow the application of knowledge or science to what
we do: which application is made in three ways. One way in so
far as we recognize that we have done or not done something;
“y conscience knoweth that thou hast oen spoken evil of
others” (Eccles. 7:23), and according to this, conscience is said
to witness. In another way, so far as through the conscience we
judge that something should be done or not done; and in this
sense, conscience is said to incite or to bind. In the third way,
so far as by conscience we judge that something done is well
done or ill done, and in this sense conscience is said to excuse,
accuse, or torment. Now, it is clear that all these things follow
the actual application of knowledge to what we do. Where-
fore, properly speaking, conscience denominates an act. But
since habit is a principle of act, sometimes the name conscience
is given to the first natural habit—namely, ‘synderesis’: thus
Jerome calls ‘synderesis’ conscience (Gloss. Ezech. 1:6); Basil*,
the “natural power of judgment,” and Damascene† says that it
is the “law of our intellect.” For it is customary for causes and
effects to be called aer one another.

Reply to Objection 1. Conscience is called a spirit, so far
as spirit is the same as mind; because conscience is a certain
pronouncement of the mind.

Reply toObjection 2.e conscience is said to be defiled,
not as a subject, but as the thing known is in knowledge; so far
as someone knows he is defiled.

Reply toObjection 3.Although an act does not always re-
main in itself, yet it always remains in its cause, which is power
and habit. Now all the habits by which conscience is formed,
although many, nevertheless have their efficacy from one first
habit, the habit of first principles, which is called “synderesis.”
And for this special reason, this habit is sometimes called con-
science, as we have said above.

† Commentary on Rom. 2:15. * Hom. in princ. Proverb. † De Fide Orth. iv. 22.
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F P, Q 80
Of the Appetitive Powers in General

(In Two Articles)

Next we consider the appetitive powers, concerning which there are four heads of consideration: first, the appetitive powers
in general; second, sensuality; third, the will; fourth, the free-will. Under the first there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the appetite should be considered a special power of the soul?
(2) Whether the appetite should be divided into intellectual and sensitive as distinct powers?

Ia q. 80 a. 1Whether the appetite is a special power of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the appetite is not a spe-
cial power of the soul. For nopower of the soul is to be assigned
for those things which are common to animate and to inan-
imate things. But appetite is common to animate and inan-
imate things: since “all desire good,” as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. i, 1). erefore the appetite is not a special power of
the soul.

Objection 2. Further, powers are differentiated by their
objects. Butwhatwedesire is the same aswhatweknow.ere-
fore the appetitive power is not distinct from the apprehensive
power.

Objection 3. Further, the common is not divided from
the proper. But each power of the soul desires some particu-
lar desirable thing—namely its own suitable object.erefore,
with regard to this object which is the desirable in general, we
should not assign some particular power distinct from the oth-
ers, called the appetitive power.

On the contrary, e Philosopher distinguishes (De An-
ima ii, 3) the appetitive from the other powers. Damascene
also (De Fide Orth. ii, 22) distinguishes the appetitive from
the cognitive powers.

I answer that, It is necessary to assign an appetitive power
to the soul. To make this evident, we must observe that some
inclination follows every form: for example, fire, by its form, is
inclined to rise, and to generate its like.Now, the form is found
to have a more perfect existence in those things which par-
ticipate knowledge than in those which lack knowledge. For
in those which lack knowledge, the form is found to deter-
mine each thing only to its own being—that is, to its nature.
erefore this natural form is followed by a natural inclina-
tion, which is called the natural appetite. But in those things
which have knowledge, each one is determined to its own nat-
ural being by its natural form, in such a manner that it is nev-
ertheless receptive of the species of other things: for example,

sense receives the species of all things sensible, and the intel-
lect, of all things intelligible, so that the soul of man is, in a
way, all things by sense and intellect: and thereby, those things
that have knowledge, in a way, approach to a likeness to God,
“in Whom all things pre-exist,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom.
v).

erefore, as forms exist in those things that have knowl-
edge in a higher manner and above the manner of natural
forms; so must there be in them an inclination surpassing the
natural inclination, which is called the natural appetite. And
this superior inclination belongs to the appetitive power of the
soul, through which the animal is able to desire what it appre-
hends, and not only that to which it is inclined by its natural
form. And so it is necessary to assign an appetitive power to
the soul.

Reply to Objection 1. Appetite is found in things which
have knowledge, above the common manner in which it is
found in all things, as we have said above. erefore it is nec-
essary to assign to the soul a particular power.

Reply to Objection 2. What is apprehended and what is
desired are the same in reality, but differ in aspect: for a thing is
apprehended as something sensible or intelligible, whereas it is
desired as suitable or good. Now, it is diversity of aspect in the
objects, and not material diversity, which demands a diversity
of powers.

Reply to Objection 3. Each power of the soul is a form or
nature, and has a natural inclination to something.Wherefore
each power desires by the natural appetite that object which
is suitable to itself. Above which natural appetite is the ani-
mal appetite, which follows the apprehension, and by which
something is desired not as suitable to this or that power, such
as sight for seeing, or sound for hearing; but simply as suitable
to the animal.
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Ia q. 80 a. 2Whether the sensitive and intellectual appetites are distinct powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sensitive and intel-
lectual appetites are not distinct powers. For powers are not
differentiated by accidental differences, as we have seen above
(q. 77, a. 3). But it is accidental to the appetible object whether
it be apprehendedby the sense or by the intellect.erefore the
sensitive and intellectual appetites are not distinct powers.

Objection 2. Further, intellectual knowledge is of univer-
sals; and so it is distinct from sensitive knowledge, which is of
individual things. But there is no place for this distinction in
the appetitive part: for since the appetite is a movement of the
soul to individual things, seemingly every act of the appetite
regards an individual thing.erefore the intellectual appetite
is not distinguished from the sensitive.

Objection 3. Further, as under the apprehensive power,
the appetitive is subordinate as a lower power, so also is the
motive power. But themotive power which inman follows the
intellect is not distinct from the motive power which in ani-
mals follows sense. erefore, for a like reason, neither is there
distinction in the appetitive part.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (De Anima iii, 9) dis-
tinguishes a double appetite, and says (De Anima iii, 11) that
the higher appetite moves the lower.

I answer that, We must needs say that the intellectual ap-
petite is a distinct power from the sensitive appetite. For the
appetitive power is a passive power, which is naturally moved
by the thing apprehended: wherefore the apprehended ap-
petible is a mover which is not moved, while the appetite is a

mover moved, as the Philosopher says in De Anima iii, 10 and
Metaph. xii (Did. xi, 7). Now things passive and movable are
differentiated according to the distinction of the correspond-
ing active and motive principles; because the motive must be
proportionate to the movable, and the active to the passive:
indeed, the passive power itself has its very nature from its re-
lation to its active principle. erefore, since what is appre-
hended by the intellect and what is apprehended by sense are
generically different; consequently, the intellectual appetite is
distinct from the sensitive.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not accidental to the thing de-
sired to be apprehended by the sense or the intellect; on the
contrary, this belongs to it by its nature; for the appetible does
not move the appetite except as it is apprehended. Wherefore
differences in the thing apprehended are of themselves differ-
ences of the appetible. And so the appetitive powers are dis-
tinct according to the distinction of the things apprehended,
as their proper objects.

Reply to Objection 2. e intellectual appetite, though
it tends to individual things which exist outside the soul, yet
tends to them as standing under the universal; as when it de-
sires something because it is good.Wherefore the Philosopher
says (Rhetoric. ii, 4) that hatred can regard a universal, as when
“we hate every kind of thief.” In the same way by the intellec-
tual appetite we may desire the immaterial good, which is not
apprehended by sense, such as knowledge, virtue, and suchlike.
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F P, Q 81
Of the Power of Sensuality

(Inree Articles)

Next we have to consider the power of sensuality, concerning which there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether sensuality is only an appetitive power?
(2) Whether it is divided into irascible and concupiscible as distinct powers?
(3) Whether the irascible and concupiscible powers obey reason?

Ia q. 81 a. 1Whether sensuality is only appetitive?

Objection 1. It would seem that sensuality is not only ap-
petitive, but also cognitive. For Augustine says (De Trin. xii,
12) that “the sensual movement of the soul which is directed
to thebodily senses is common tous andbeasts.”But thebodily
senses belong to the apprehensive powers.erefore sensuality
is a cognitive power.

Objection 2. Further, things which come under one divi-
sion seem to be of one genus. But Augustine (De Trin. xii, 12)
divides sensuality against the higher and lower reason, which
belong to knowledge. erefore sensuality also is apprehen-
sive.

Objection 3. Further, in man’s temptations sensuality
stands in the place of the “serpent.” But in the temptation of
our first parents, the serpent presented himself as one giving
information and proposing sin, which belong to the cognitive
power. erefore sensuality is a cognitive power.

On the contrary, Sensuality is defined as “the appetite of
things belonging to the body.”

I answer that,ename sensuality seems to be taken from
the sensual movement, of which Augustine speaks (De Trin.
xii, 12, 13), just as the name of a power is taken from its act;
for instance, sight from seeing. Now the sensual movement is
an appetite following sensitive apprehension. For the act of the
apprehensive power is not so properly called a movement as
the act of the appetite: since the operation of the apprehensive

power is completed in the very fact that the thing apprehended
is in the one that apprehends: while the operation of the appet-
itive power is completed in the fact that hewhodesires is borne
towards the thing desirable.erefore the operation of the ap-
prehensive power is likened to rest: whereas the operation of
the appetitive power is rather likened to movement. Where-
fore by sensual movement we understand the operation of the
appetitive power: so that sensuality is the name of the sensitive
appetite.

Reply to Objection 1. By saying that the sensual move-
ment of the soul is directed to the bodily senses, Augustine
does not give us to understand that the bodily senses are in-
cluded in sensuality, but rather that the movement of sensual-
ity is a certain inclination to the bodily senses, since we desire
things which are apprehended through the bodily senses. And
thus the bodily senses appertain to sensuality as a preamble.

Reply toObjection 2. Sensuality is divided against higher
and lower reason, as having in common with them the act of
movement: for the apprehensive power, to which belong the
higher and lower reason, is a motive power; as is appetite, to
which appertains sensuality.

Reply to Objection 3. e serpent not only showed and
proposed sin, but also incited to the commission of sin. And
in this, sensuality is signified by the serpent.

Ia q. 81 a. 2Whether the sensitive appetite is divided into the irascible and concupiscible as distinct pow-
ers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sensitive appetite is
not divided into the irascible and concupiscible as distinct
powers. For the same power of the soul regards both sides of
a contrariety, as sight regards both black and white, according
to the Philosopher (De Anima ii, 11). But suitable and harm-
ful are contraries. Since, then, the concupiscible power regards
what is suitable, while the irascible is concerned with what is
harmful, it seems that irascible and concupiscible are the same
power in the soul.

Objection 2. Further, the sensitive appetite regards only
what is suitable according to the senses. But such is the object
of the concupiscible power. erefore there is no sensitive ap-

petite differing from the concupiscible.
Objection 3. Further, hatred is in the irascible part: for

Jerome says on Mat. 13:33: “We ought to have the hatred of
vice in the irascible power.” But hatred is contrary to love, and
is in the concupiscible part. erefore the concupiscible and
irascible are the same powers.

On the contrary,Gregory ofNyssa (Nemesius, DeNatura
Hominis) and Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 12) assign two
parts to the sensitive appetite, the irascible and the concupis-
cible.

I answer that, e sensitive appetite is one generic power,
and is called sensuality; but it is divided into two powers,
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which are species of the sensitive appetite—the irascible and
the concupiscible. In order tomake this clear, wemust observe
that in natural corruptible things there is needed an inclina-
tion not only to the acquisition of what is suitable and to the
avoiding of what is harmful, but also to resistance against cor-
ruptive and contrary agencies which are a hindrance to the ac-
quisition of what is suitable, and are productive of harm. For
example, fire has a natural inclination, not only to rise from
a lower position, which is unsuitable to it, towards a higher
position which is suitable, but also to resist whatever destroys
or hinders its action. erefore, since the sensitive appetite is
an inclination following sensitive apprehension, as natural ap-
petite is an inclination following the natural form, there must
needs be in the sensitive part two appetitive powers—one
through which the soul is simply inclined to seek what is suit-
able, according to the senses, and to fly from what is hurtful,
and this is called the concupiscible: and another, whereby an
animal resists these attacks that hinder what is suitable, and
inflict harm, and this is called the irascible. Whence we say
that its object is something arduous, because its tendency is
to overcome and rise above obstacles. Now these two are not
to be reduced to one principle: for sometimes the soul bus-
ies itself with unpleasant things, against the inclination of the
concupiscible appetite, in order that, following the impulse of
the irascible appetite, itmay fight against obstacles.Wherefore
also the passions of the irascible appetite counteract the pas-

sions of the concupiscible appetite: since the concupiscence,
on being aroused, diminishes anger; and anger being roused,
diminishes concupiscence inmany cases.is is clear also from
the fact that the irascible is, as it were, the champion and de-
fender of the concupiscible when it rises up against what hin-
ders the acquisition of the suitable things which the concu-
piscible desires, or against what inflicts harm, from which the
concupiscible flies. And for this reason all the passions of the
irascible appetite rise from the passions of the concupiscible
appetite and terminate in them; for instance, anger rises from
sadness, and having wrought vengeance, terminates in joy. For
this reason also the quarrels of animals are about things con-
cupiscible—namely, food and sex, as the Philosopher says*.

Reply to Objection 1. e concupiscible power regards
both what is suitable and what is unsuitable. But the object of
the irascible power is to resist the onslaught of the unsuitable.

Reply to Objection 2. As in the apprehensive powers of
the sensitive part there is an estimative power, which perceives
those things which do not impress the senses, as we have said
above (q. 78, a. 2); so also in the sensitive appetite there is a
certain appetitive power which regards something as suitable,
not because it pleases the senses, but because it is useful to the
animal for self-defense: and this is the irascible power.

Reply to Objection 3. Hatred belongs simply to the con-
cupiscible appetite: but by reason of the strife which arises
from hatred, it may belong to the irascible appetite.

Ia q. 81 a. 3Whether the irascible and concupiscible appetites obey reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that the irascible and concu-
piscible appetites do not obey reason. For irascible and con-
cupiscible are parts of sensuality. But sensuality does not obey
reason, wherefore it is signified by the serpent, as Augustine
says (De Trin. xii, 12,13). erefore the irascible and concu-
piscible appetites do not obey reason.

Objection 2. Further, what obeys a certain thing does not
resist it. But the irascible and concupiscible appetites resist rea-
son: according to the Apostle (Rom. 7:23): “I see another law
inmymembers fighting against the lawofmymind.”erefore
the irascible and concupiscible appetites do not obey reason.

Objection 3. Further, as the appetitive power is inferior
to the rational part of the soul, so also is the sensitive power.
But the sensitive part of the soul does not obey reason: for we
neither hear nor see just whenwewish.erefore, in likeman-
ner, neither do the powers of the sensitive appetite, the irasci-
ble and concupscible, obey reason.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12)
that “the part of the soul which is obedient and amenable to
reason is divided into concupiscence and anger.”

I answer that, In two ways the irascible and concupiscible
powers obey the higher part, in which are the intellect or rea-
son, and thewill; first, as to reason, secondly as to thewill.ey
obey the reason in their own acts, because in other animals the

sensitive appetite is naturally moved by the estimative power;
for instance, a sheep, esteeming the wolf as an enemy, is afraid.
In man the estimative power, as we have said above (q. 78,
a. 4), is replaced by the cogitative power, which is called by
some ‘the particular reason,’ because it compares individual in-
tentions. Wherefore in man the sensitive appetite is naturally
moved by this particular reason. But this same particular rea-
son is naturally guided and moved according to the universal
reason: wherefore in syllogistic matters particular conclusions
are drawn fromuniversal propositions.erefore it is clear that
the universal reason directs the sensitive appetite, which is di-
vided into concupiscible and irascible; and this appetite obeys
it. But because to draw particular conclusions from universal
principles is not the work of the intellect, as such, but of the
reason: hence it is that the irascible and concupiscible are said
to obey the reason rather than to obey the intellect. Anyone
can experience this in himself: for by applying certain univer-
sal considerations, anger or fear or the like may be modified or
excited.

To the will also is the sensitive appetite subject in execu-
tion, which is accomplished by the motive power. For in other
animals movement follows at once the concupiscible and iras-
cible appetites: for instance, the sheep, fearing the wolf, flees at
once, because it has no superior counteracting appetite.On the

* De Animal. Histor. viii.
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contrary, man is not moved at once, according to the irascible
and concupiscible appetites: but he awaits the commandof the
will, which is the superior appetite. For wherever there is order
among a number of motive powers, the second only moves by
virtue of the first: wherefore the lower appetite is not sufficient
to cause movement, unless the higher appetite consents. And
this is what the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 11), that “the
higher appetite moves the lower appetite, as the higher sphere
moves the lower.” In this way, therefore, the irascible and con-
cupiscible are subject to reason.

Reply to Objection 1. Sensuality is signified by the ser-
pent, in what is proper to it as a sensitive power. But the iras-
cible and concupiscible powers denominate the sensitive ap-
petite rather on the part of the act, to which they are led by the
reason, as we have said.

Reply toObjection 2.As the Philosopher says (Polit. i, 2):
“Weobserve in an animal a despotic and a politic principle: for
the soul dominates the body by a despotic power; but the intel-
lect dominates the appetite by a politic and royal power.” For
a power is called despotic whereby a man rules his slaves, who
have not the right to resist in any way the orders of the one
that commands them, since they have nothing of their own.
But that power is called politic and royal by which a man rules
over free subjects, who, though subject to the government of
the ruler, have nevertheless something of their own, by reason
ofwhich they can resist the orders of himwhocommands.And

so, the soul is said to rule the body by a despotic power, because
the members of the body cannot in any way resist the sway of
the soul, but at the soul’s command both hand and foot, and
whatever member is naturally moved by voluntary movement,
are moved at once. But the intellect or reason is said to rule
the irascible and concupiscible by a politic power: because the
sensitive appetite has something of its own, by virtue whereof
it can resist the commands of reason. For the sensitive appetite
is naturally moved, not only by the estimative power in other
animals, and in man by the cogitative power which the uni-
versal reason guides, but also by the imagination and sense.
Whence it is that we experience that the irascible and concu-
piscible powers do resist reason, inasmuch as we sense or imag-
ine something pleasant, which reason forbids, or unpleasant,
which reason commands. And so from the fact that the irasci-
ble and concupiscible resist reason in something, we must not
conclude that they do not obey.

Reply to Objection 3. e exterior senses require for ac-
tion exterior sensible things, whereby they are affected, and the
presence of which is not ruled by reason. But the interior pow-
ers, both appetitive and apprehensive, do not require exterior
things. erefore they are subject to the command of reason,
which can not only incite or modify the affections of the ap-
petitive power, but can also form the phantasms of the imagi-
nation.
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F P, Q 82
Of the Will

(In Five Articles)

We next consider the will. Under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the will desires something of necessity?
(2) Whether it desires anything of necessity?
(3) Whether it is a higher power than the intellect?
(4) Whether the will moves the intellect?
(5) Whether the will is divided into irascible and concupiscible?

Ia q. 82 a. 1Whether the will desires something of necessity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will desires nothing.
For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 10) that it anything is nec-
essary, it is not voluntary. But whatever the will desires is vol-
untary. erefore nothing that the will desires is desired of ne-
cessity.

Objection 2. Further, the rational powers, according to
the Philosopher (Metaph. viii, 2), extend to opposite things.
But the will is a rational power, because, as he says (De Anima
iii, 9), “the will is in the reason.” erefore the will extends to
opposite things, and therefore it is determined to nothing of
necessity.

Objection3.Further, by thewill we aremasters of our own
actions. But we are not masters of that which is of necessity.
erefore the act of the will cannot be necessitated.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 4) that “all
desire happiness with one will.” Now if this were not neces-
sary, but contingent, there would at least be a few exceptions.
erefore the will desires something of necessity.

I answer that, e word “necessity” is employed in many
ways. For that which must be is necessary. Now that a thing
must be may belong to it by an intrinsic principle—either ma-
terial, as when we say that everything composed of contraries
is of necessity corruptible—or formal, as when we say that it is
necessary for the three angles of a triangle to be equal to two
right angles. And this is “natural” and “absolute necessity.” In
another way, that a thing must be, belongs to it by reason of
something extrinsic, which is either the end or the agent. On
the part of the end, as when without it the end is not to be at-
tained or sowell attained: for instance, food is said to be neces-
sary for life, and a horse is necessary for a journey.is is called
“necessity of end,” and sometimes also “utility.” On the part of
the agent, a thing must be, when someone is forced by some
agent, so that he is not able to do the contrary. is is called
“necessity of coercion.”

Now this necessity of coercion is altogether repugnant to

thewill. Forwe call that violentwhich is against the inclination
of a thing. But the very movement of the will is an inclination
to something. erefore, as a thing is called natural because it
is according to the inclination of nature, so a thing is called
voluntary because it is according to the inclination of the will.
erefore, just as it is impossible for a thing to be at the same
time violent and natural, so it is impossible for a thing to be
absolutely coerced or violent, and voluntary.

But necessity of end is not repugnant to the will, when the
end cannot be attained except in oneway: thus from thewill to
cross the sea, arises in the will the necessity to wish for a ship.

In likemanner neither is natural necessity repugnant to the
will. Indeed,more than this, for as the intellect of necessity ad-
heres to the first principles, the will must of necessity adhere
to the last end, which is happiness: since the end is in practical
matters what the principle is in speculative matters. For what
befits a thing naturally and immovably must be the root and
principle of all else appertaining thereto, since the nature of a
thing is thefirst in everything, and everymovement arises from
something immovable.

Reply to Objection 1. e words of Augustine are to be
understood of the necessity of coercion. But natural necessity
“does not take away the liberty of the will,” as he says himself
(De Civ. Dei v, 10).

Reply to Objection 2. e will, so far as it desires a thing
naturally, corresponds rather to the intellect as regards natu-
ral principles than to the reason, which extends to opposite
things. Wherefore in this respect it is rather an intellectual
than a rational power.

Reply to Objection 3. We are masters of our own actions
by reason of our being able to choose this or that. But choice
regards not the end, but “themeans to the end,” as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. iii, 9). Wherefore the desire of the ultimate
end does not regard those actions of which we are masters.

390



Ia q. 82 a. 2Whether the will desires of necessity, whatever it desires?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will desires all things
of necessity, whatever it desires. ForDionysius says (Div.Nom.
iv) that “evil is outside the scope of the will.”erefore the will
tends of necessity to the good which is proposed to it.

Objection 2. Further, the object of the will is compared
to the will as the mover to the thing movable. But the move-
ment of the movable necessarily follows the mover. erefore
it seems that the will’s object moves it of necessity.

Objection 3. Further, as the thing apprehended by sense is
the object of the sensitive appetite, so the thing apprehended
by the intellect is the object of the intellectual appetite, which
is called the will. But what is apprehended by the sense moves
the sensitive appetite of necessity: for Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. ix, 14) that “animals are moved by things seen.” erefore
it seems that whatever is apprehended by the intellect moves
the will of necessity.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. i, 9) that “it is
the will by which we sin and live well,” and so the will extends
to opposite things. erefore it does not desire of necessity all
things whatsoever it desires.

I answer that, e will does not desire of necessity what-
soever it desires. In order to make this evident we must ob-
serve that as the intellect naturally and of necessity adheres to
the first principles, so the will adheres to the last end, as we
have said already (a. 1). Now there are some things intelligible
which have not a necessary connection with the first princi-
ples; such as contingent propositions, the denial of which does
not involve a denial of the first principles. And to such the in-
tellect does not assent of necessity. But there are some propo-
sitions which have a necessary connection with the first prin-
ciples: such as demonstrable conclusions, a denial of which in-
volves a denial of the first principles. And to these the intellect
assents of necessity, when once it is aware of the necessary con-
nection of these conclusions with the principles; but it does

not assent of necessity until through the demonstration it rec-
ognizes the necessity of such connection. It is the same with
the will. For there are certain individual goods which have not
a necessary connection with happiness, because without them
aman can be happy: and to such thewill does not adhere of ne-
cessity. But there are some things which have a necessary con-
nectionwithhappiness, bymeans ofwhich thingsman adheres
to God, inWhom alone true happiness consists. Nevertheless,
until through the certitude of the Divine Vision the necessity
of such connection be shown, the will does not adhere to God
of necessity, nor to those things which are of God. But the will
of themanwho seesGod inHis essence of necessity adheres to
God, just as now we desire of necessity to be happy. It is there-
fore clear that the will does not desire of necessity whatever it
desires.

Reply toObjection 1.ewill can tend to nothing except
under the aspect of good. But because good is of many kinds,
for this reason the will is not of necessity determined to one.

Reply toObjection 2.emover, then, of necessity causes
movement in the thingmovable, when the power of themover
exceeds the thing movable, so that its entire capacity is subject
to the mover. But as the capacity of the will regards the uni-
versal and perfect good, its capacity is not subjected to any in-
dividual good. And therefore it is not of necessity moved by
it.

Reply to Objection 3. e sensitive power does not com-
pare different things with each other, as reason does: but it
simply apprehends some one thing. erefore, according to
that one thing, it moves the sensitive appetite in a determi-
nate way. But the reason is a power that compares several
things together: therefore from several things the intellectual
appetite—that is, the will—may be moved; but not of neces-
sity from one thing.

Ia q. 82 a. 3Whether the will is a higher power than the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is a higher power
than the intellect. For the object of the will is good and the
end. But the end is the first and highest cause. erefore the
will is the first and highest power.

Objection 2. Further, in the order of natural things we ob-
serve a progress from imperfect things to perfect. And this also
appears in the powers of the soul: for sense precedes the intel-
lect, which is more noble. Now the act of the will, in the natu-
ral order, follows the act of the intellect. erefore the will is a
more noble and perfect power than the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, habits are proportioned to their
powers, as perfections towhat theymake perfect. But the habit
which perfects the will—namely, charity—is more noble than
the habits which perfect the intellect: for it is written (1 Cor.

13:2): “If I should know all mysteries, and if I should have all
faith, and have not charity, I am nothing.”erefore the will is
a higher power than the intellect.

On the contrary, e Philosopher holds the intellect to
be the higher power than the intellect.

I answer that, e superiority of one thing over another
can be considered in two ways: “absolutely” and “relatively.”
Now a thing is considered to be such absolutely which is con-
sidered such in itself: but relatively as it is such with regard to
something else. If therefore the intellect and will be consid-
ered with regard to themselves, then the intellect is the higher
power. And this is clear if we compare their respective objects
to one another. For the object of the intellect is more simple
and more absolute than the object of the will; since the ob-
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ject of the intellect is the very idea of appetible good; and the
appetible good, the idea of which is in the intellect, is the ob-
ject of the will. Now the more simple and the more abstract
a thing is, the nobler and higher it is in itself; and therefore
the object of the intellect is higher than the object of the will.
erefore, since the proper nature of a power is in its order to
its object, it follows that the intellect in itself and absolutely
is higher and nobler than the will. But relatively and by com-
parison with something else, we find that the will is sometimes
higher than the intellect, from the fact that the object of the
will occurs in something higher than that in which occurs the
object of the intellect.us, for instance, Imight say that hear-
ing is relatively nobler than sight, inasmuch as something in
which there is sound is nobler than something in which there
is color, though color is nobler and simpler than sound. For as
we have said above (q. 16, a. 1; q. 27, a. 4), the action of the in-
tellect consists in this—that the idea of the thing understood
is in the onewho understands; while the act of thewill consists
in this—that thewill is inclined to the thing itself as existing in
itself. And therefore the Philosopher says in Metaph. vi (Did.
v, 2) that “good and evil,” which are objects of the will, “are
in things,” but “truth and error,” which are objects of the in-
tellect, “are in the mind.” When, therefore, the thing in which
there is good is nobler than the soul itself, in which is the idea
understood; by comparisonwith such a thing, thewill is higher

than the intellect. But when the thing which is good is less no-
ble than the soul, then even in comparison with that thing the
intellect is higher than the will. Wherefore the love of God is
better than the knowledge of God; but, on the contrary, the
knowledge of corporeal things is better than the love thereof.
Absolutely, however, the intellect is nobler than the will.

Reply to Objection 1. e aspect of causality is perceived
by comparing one thing to another, and in such a compari-
son the idea of good is found to be nobler: but truth signifies
something more absolute, and extends to the idea of good it-
self: wherefore even good is something true. But, again, truth
is something good: forasmuch as the intellect is a thing, and
truth its end. And among other ends this is themost excellent:
as also is the intellect among the other powers.

Reply to Objection 2. What precedes in order of genera-
tion and time is less perfect: for in one and in the same thing
potentiality precedes act, and imperfection precedes perfec-
tion. But what precedes absolutely and in the order of nature
is more perfect: for thus act precedes potentiality. And in this
way the intellect precedes the will, as the motive power pre-
cedes the thingmovable, and as the active precedes the passive;
for good which is understood moves the will.

Reply to Objection 3. is reason is verified of the will as
compared with what is above the soul. For charity is the virtue
by which we love God.

Ia q. 82 a. 4Whether the will moves the intellect?

Objection1. Itwould seem that thewill does notmove the
intellect. For what moves excels and precedes what is moved,
because what moves is an agent, and “the agent is nobler than
the patient,” as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16), and the
Philosopher (DeAnima iii, 5). But the intellect excels and pre-
cedes the will, as we have said above (a. 3). erefore the will
does not move the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, what moves is not moved by what
is moved, except perhaps accidentally. But the intellect moves
the will, because the good apprehended by the intellect moves
without being moved; whereas the appetite moves and is
moved. erefore the intellect is not moved by the will.

Objection 3.Further, we canwill nothing butwhatwe un-
derstand. If, therefore, in order to understand, the will moves
by willing to understand, that act of the will must be preceded
by another act of the intellect, and this act of the intellect by
another act of the will, and so on indefinitely, which is impos-
sible. erefore the will does not move the intellect.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 26):
“It is in our power to learn an art or not, as we list.” But a thing
is in our power by the will, and we learn art by the intellect.
erefore the will moves the intellect.

I answer that,A thing is said tomove in twoways: First, as
an end; for instance, whenwe say that the endmoves the agent.
In this way the intellect moves the will, because the good un-

derstood is the object of the will, and moves it as an end. Sec-
ondly, a thing is said to move as an agent, as what alters moves
what is altered, and what impels moves what is impelled. In
this way the will moves the intellect and all the powers of the
soul, as Anselm says (Eadmer, De Similitudinibus). e rea-
son is, because wherever we have order among a number of ac-
tive powers, that power which regards the universal endmoves
the powers which regard particular ends. And we may observe
this both in nature and in things politic. For the heaven, which
aims at the universal preservation of things subject to genera-
tion and corruption, moves all inferior bodies, each of which
aims at the preservation of its own species or of the individ-
ual.e king also, who aims at the common good of the whole
kingdom, by his rule moves all the governors of cities, each of
whom rules over his own particular city. Now the object of
the will is good and the end in general, and each power is di-
rected to some suitable good proper to it, as sight is directed to
the perception of color, and the intellect to the knowledge of
truth. erefore the will as agent moves all the powers of the
soul to their respective acts, except the natural powers of the
vegetative part, which are not subject to our will.

Reply to Objection 1. e intellect may be considered in
two ways: as apprehensive of universal being and truth, and as
a thing and a particular power having a determinate act. In like
manner also the will may be considered in two ways: accord-
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ing to the common nature of its object—that is to say, as ap-
petitive of universal good—and as a determinate power of the
soul having a determinate act. If, therefore, the intellect and
the will be compared with one another according to the uni-
versality of their respective objects, then, as we have said above
(a. 3), the intellect is simply higher and nobler than the will. If,
however, we take the intellect as regards the common nature
of its object and the will as a determinate power, then again
the intellect is higher and nobler than the will, because under
the notion of being and truth is contained both the will itself,
and its act, and its object.Wherefore the intellect understands
the will, and its act, and its object, just as it understands other
species of things, as stone or wood, which are contained in the
common notion of being and truth. But if we consider the will
as regards the common nature of its object, which is good, and
the intellect as a thing and a special power; then the intellect
itself, and its act, and its object, which is truth, each of which is
some species of good, are containedunder the commonnotion

of good. And in this way the will is higher than the intellect,
and canmove it. From this we can easily understand why these
powers include one another in their acts, because the intellect
understands that thewillwills, and thewillwills the intellect to
understand. In the same way good is contained in truth, inas-
much as it is an understood truth, and truth in good, inasmuch
as it is a desired good.

Reply to Objection 2. e intellect moves the will in one
sense, and the will moves the intellect in another, as we have
said above.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is no need to go on indefi-
nitely, butwemust stop at the intellect as preceding all the rest.
For everymovement of thewillmust be precededby apprehen-
sion, whereas every apprehension is not preceded by an act of
the will; but the principle of counselling and understanding is
an intellectual principle higher than our intellect —namely,
God—as also Aristotle says (Eth. Eudemic. vii, 14), and in this
way he explains that there is no need to proceed indefinitely.

Ia q. 82 a. 5Whether we should distinguish irascible and concupiscible parts in the superior appetite?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought to distin-
guish irascible and concupiscible parts in the superior appetite,
which is the will. For the concupiscible power is so called
from “concupiscere” [to desire], and the irascible part from
“irasci” [to be angry]. But there is a concupiscence which can-
not belong to the sensitive appetite, but only to the intellec-
tual, which is the will; as the concupiscence of wisdom, of
which it is said (Wis. 6:21): “e concupiscence of wisdom
bringeth to the eternal kingdom.” ere is also a certain anger
which cannot belong to the sensitive appetite, but only to the
intellectual; as when our anger is directed against vice.Where-
fore Jerome commenting on Mat. 13:33 warns us “to have the
hatred of vice in the irascible part.”ereforewe should distin-
guish irascible and concupiscible parts of the intellectual soul
as well as in the sensitive.

Objection 2.Further, as is commonly said, charity is in the
concupiscible, and hope in the irascible part. But they cannot
be in the sensitive appetite, because their objects are not sensi-
ble, but intellectual. erefore we must assign an irascible and
concupiscible power to the intellectual part.

Objection 3. Further, it is said (De Spiritu et Anima) that
“the soul has these powers”—namely, the irascible, concupis-
cible, and rational—“before it is united to the body.” But no
power of the sensitive part belongs to the soul alone, but to the
soul and body united, as we have said above (q. 78, Aa. 5,8).
erefore the irascible and concupiscible powers are in the
will, which is the intellectual appetite.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius, De Nat.
Hom.) says “that the irrational” part of the soul is divided into
the desiderative and irascible, and Damascene says the same
(De Fide Orth. ii, 12). And the Philosopher says (De Anima
iii, 9) “that the will is in reason, while in the irrational part of

the soul are concupiscence and anger,” or “desire and animus.”
I answer that,eirascible and concupiscible are not parts

of the intellectual appetite, which is called the will. Because, as
was said above (q. 59, a. 4; q. 79, a. 7), a powerwhich is directed
to an object according to some common notion is not differ-
entiated by special differences which are contained under that
commonnotion. For instance, because sight regards the visible
thing under the common notion of something colored, the vi-
sual power is notmultiplied according to the different kinds of
color: but if there were a power regarding white as white, and
not as something colored, it would be distinct from a power
regarding black as black.

Now the sensitive appetite does not consider the common
notion of good, because neither do the senses apprehend the
universal. And therefore the parts of the sensitive appetite are
differentiated by the different notions of particular good: for
the concupiscible regards as proper to it the notion of good,
as something pleasant to the senses and suitable to nature:
whereas the irascible regards the notion of good as something
that wards off and repels what is hurtful. But the will regards
good according to the common notion of good, and therefore
in the will, which is the intellectual appetite, there is no differ-
entiation of appetitive powers, so that there be in the intellec-
tual appetite an irascible power distinct from a concupiscible
power: just as neither on the part of the intellect are the ap-
prehensive powers multiplied, although they are on the part
of the senses.

Reply to Objection 1. Love, concupiscence, and the like
can be understood in two ways. Sometimes they are taken as
passions—arising, that is, with a certain commotion of the
soul. And thus they are commonly understood, and in this
sense they are only in the sensitive appetite. ey may, how-
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ever, be taken in another way, as far as they are simple affec-
tions without passion or commotion of the soul, and thus they
are acts of the will. And in this sense, too, they are attributed
to the angels and to God. But if taken in this sense, they do
not belong to different powers, but only to one power, which
is called the will.

Reply to Objection 2. e will itself may be said to irasci-
ble, as far as it wills to repel evil, not from any sudden move-
ment of a passion, but from a judgment of the reason. And

in the same way the will may be said to be concupiscible on
account of its desire for good. And thus in the irascible and
concupiscible are charity and hope—that is, in the will as or-
dered to such acts. And in this way, too, we may understand
thewords quoted (De Spiritu et Anima); that the irascible and
concupiscible powers are in the soul before it is united to the
body (as long as we understand priority of nature, and not of
time), although there is noneed tohave faith inwhat that book
says. Whence the answer to the third objection is clear.
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F P, Q 83
Of Free-Will

(In Four Articles)

We now inquire concerning free-will. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether man has free-will?
(2) What is free-will—a power, an act, or a habit?
(3) If it is a power, is it appetitive or cognitive?
(4) If it is appetitive, is it the same power as the will, or distinct?

Ia q. 83 a. 1Whether man has free-will?

Objection 1. It would seem that man has not free-will.
For whoever has free-will does what he wills. But man does
not what he wills; for it is written (Rom. 7:19): “For the good
which I will I do not, but the evil which I will not, that I do.”
erefore man has not free-will.

Objection 2. Further, whoever has free-will has in his
power to will or not to will, to do or not to do. But this is
not in man’s power: for it is written (Rom. 9:16): “It is not
of him that willeth”—namely, to will—“nor of him that run-
neth”—namely, to run. erefore man has not free-will.

Objection 3. Further, what is “free is cause of itself,” as the
Philosopher says (Metaph. i, 2). erefore what is moved by
another is not free. But God moves the will, for it is written
(Prov. 21:1): “e heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord;
whithersoever He will He shall turn it” and (Phil. 2:13): “It
is God Who worketh in you both to will and to accomplish.”
erefore man has not free-will.

Objection4.Further, whoever has free-will ismaster of his
own actions. But man is not master of his own actions: for it is
written ( Jer. 10:23): “e way of a man is not his: neither is it
in a man to walk.” erefore man has not free-will.

Objection 5. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 5):
“According as each one is, such does the end seem to him.” But
it is not in our power to be of one quality or another; for this
comes to us from nature. erefore it is natural to us to follow
some particular end, and therefore we are not free in so doing.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 15:14): “God made
man from the beginning, and le him in the hand of his own
counsel”; and the gloss adds: “at is of his free-will.”

I answer that, Man has free-will: otherwise counsels, ex-
hortations, commands, prohibitions, rewards, and punish-
ments would be in vain. In order tomake this evident, wemust
observe that some things act without judgment; as a stone
moves downwards; and in like manner all things which lack
knowledge. And some act from judgment, but not a free judg-
ment; as brute animals. For the sheep, seeing thewolf, judges it
a thing to be shunned, from a natural and not a free judgment,
because it judges, not from reason, but from natural instinct.
And the same thing is to be said of any judgment of brute
animals. But man acts from judgment, because by his appre-

hensive power he judges that something should be avoided or
sought. But because this judgment, in the case of some particu-
lar act, is not fromanatural instinct, but from some act of com-
parison in the reason, therefore he acts from free judgment and
retains the power of being inclined to various things. For rea-
son in contingent matters may follow opposite courses, as we
see in dialectic syllogisms and rhetorical arguments. Now par-
ticular operations are contingent, and therefore in such mat-
ters the judgment of reason may follow opposite courses, and
is not determinate to one. And forasmuch as man is rational is
it necessary that man have a free-will.

Reply to Objection 1. As we have said above (q. 81, a. 3,
ad 2), the sensitive appetite, though it obeys the reason, yet
in a given case can resist by desiring what the reason for-
bids. is is therefore the good which man does not when he
wishes—namely, “not to desire against reason,” as Augustine
says.

Reply toObjection 2. ose words of the Apostle are not
to be taken as though man does not wish or does not run of
his free-will, but because the free-will is not sufficient thereto
unless it be moved and helped by God.

Reply to Objection 3. Free-will is the cause of its own
movement, because by his free-will man moves himself to act.
But it does not of necessity belong to liberty that what is free
should be the first cause of itself, as neither for one thing to be
cause of another need it be the first cause. God, therefore, is
the first cause, Who moves causes both natural and voluntary.
And just as bymoving natural causesHedoes not prevent their
acts being natural, so by moving voluntary causes He does not
deprive their actions of being voluntary: but rather is He the
cause of this very thing in them; for He operates in each thing
according to its own nature.

Reply to Objection 4. “Man’s way” is said “not to be his”
in the execution of his choice, wherein he may be impeded,
whether he will or not. e choice itself, however, is in us, but
presupposes the help of God.

Reply toObjection 5.Quality inman is of two kinds: nat-
ural and adventitious. Now the natural quality may be in the
intellectual part, or in the body and its powers. From the very
fact, therefore, that man is such by virtue of a natural quality

395



which is in the intellectual part, he naturally desires his last
end, which is happiness. Which desire, indeed, is a natural de-
sire, and is not subject to free-will, as is clear from what we
have said above (q. 82, Aa. 1,2). But on the part of the body
and its powers man may be such by virtue of a natural quality,
inasmuch as he is of such a temperament or disposition due to
any impression whatever produced by corporeal causes, which
cannot affect the intellectual part, since it is not the act of a
corporeal organ. And such as a man is by virtue of a corporeal
quality, such also does his end seem to him, because from such
a disposition a man is inclined to choose or reject something.

But these inclinations are subject to the judgment of reason,
which the lower appetite obeys, as we have said (q. 81, a. 3).
Wherefore this is in no way prejudicial to free-will.

eadventitious qualities are habits andpassions, by virtue
of which aman is inclined to one thing rather than to another.
And yet even these inclinations are subject to the judgment
of reason. Such qualities, too, are subject to reason, as it is in
our power either to acquire them, whether by causing them or
disposing ourselves to them, or to reject them. And so there is
nothing in this that is repugnant to free-will.

Ia q. 83 a. 2Whether free-will is a power?

Objection 1. It would seem that free-will is not a power.
For free-will is nothing but a free judgment. But judgment
denominates an act, not a power. erefore free-will is not a
power.

Objection 2. Further, free-will is defined as “the faculty
of the will and reason.” But faculty denominates a facility of
power, which is due to a habit. erefore free-will is a habit.
Moreover Bernard says (De Gratia et Lib. Arb. 1,2) that free-
will is “the soul’s habit of disposing of itself.”erefore it is not
a power.

Objection 3. Further, no natural power is forfeited
through sin. But free-will is forfeited through sin; for Augus-
tine says that “man, by abusing free-will, loses both it and him-
self.” erefore free-will is not a power.

On the contrary, Nothing but a power, seemingly, is the
subject of a habit. But free-will is the subject of grace, by the
help of which it chooses what is good. erefore free-will is a
power.

I answer that, Although free-will* in its strict sense de-
notes an act, in the common manner of speaking we call free-
will, that which is the principle of the act by whichman judges
freely. Now in us the principle of an act is both power and
habit; for we say that we know something both by knowledge
and by the intellectual power. erefore free-will must be ei-
ther a power or a habit, or a power with a habit. at it is nei-
ther a habit nor a power together with a habit, can be clearly
proved in two ways. First of all, because, if it is a habit, it must
be a natural habit; for it is natural to man to have a free-will.
But there is not natural habit in us with respect to those things
which come under free-will: for we are naturally inclined to
those things of which we have natural habits—for instance, to
assent to first principles: while those things which we are nat-

urally inclined are not subject to free-will, as we have said of
the desire of happiness (q. 82, Aa. 1,2). Wherefore it is against
the very notion of free-will that it should be a natural habit.
And that it should be a non-natural habit is against its nature.
erefore in no sense is it a habit.

Secondly, this is clear because habits are defined as that
“by reason of which we are well or ill disposed with regard to
actions and passions” (Ethic. ii, 5); for by temperance we are
well-disposed as regards concupiscences, and by intemperance
ill-disposed: and by knowledge we are well-disposed to the act
of the intellect when we know the truth, and by the contrary
ill-disposed. But the free-will is indifferent to good and evil
choice: wherefore it is impossible for free-will to be a habit.
erefore it is a power.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not unusual for a power to be
named from its act. And so from this act, which is a free judg-
ment, is named the power which is the principle of this act.
Otherwise, if free-will denominated an act, itwouldnot always
remain in man.

Reply to Objection 2. Faculty sometimes denominates a
power ready for operation, and in this sense faculty is used
in the definition of free-will. But Bernard takes habit, not as
divided against power, but as signifying a certain aptitude by
which a man has some sort of relation to an act. And this may
be both by a power and by a habit: for by a power man is, as it
were, empowered to do the action, and by the habit he is apt
to act well or ill.

Reply to Objection 3. Man is said to have lost free-will
by falling into sin, not as to natural liberty, which is freedom
from coercion, but as regards freedom from fault and unhap-
piness. Of this we shall treat later in the treatise on Morals in
the second part of this work ( Ia IIae, q. 85, seqq.; q. 109).

* Liberum arbitrium—i.e. free judgment.

396



Ia q. 83 a. 3Whether free-will is an appetitive power?

Objection 1. It would seem that free-will is not an appeti-
tive, but a cognitive power. For Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii,
27) says that “free-will straightway accompanies the rational
nature.” But reason is a cognitive power. erefore free-will is
a cognitive power.

Objection 2. Further, free-will is so called as though it
were a free judgment. But to judge is an act of a cognitive
power. erefore free-will is a cognitive power.

Objection 3. Further, the principal function of free-will is
to choose. But choice seems to belong to knowledge, because
it implies a certain comparison of one thing to another, which
belongs to the cognitive power. erefore free-will is a cogni-
tive power.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 3) that
choice is “the desire of those things which are in us.” But desire
is an act of the appetitive power: therefore choice is also. But
free-will is that by which we choose. erefore free-will is an
appetitive power.

I answer that, e proper act of free-will is choice: for
we say that we have a free-will because we can take one thing
while refusing another; and this is to choose. erefore we
must consider the nature of free-will, by considering the nature
of choice. Now two things concur in choice: one on the part
of the cognitive power, the other on the part of the appetitive
power.On the part of the cognitive power, counsel is required,
by which we judge one thing to be preferred to another: and
on the part of the appetitive power, it is required that the ap-
petite should accept the judgment of counsel. erefore Aris-

totle (Ethic. vi, 2) leaves it in doubt whether choice belongs
principally to the appetitive or the cognitive power: since he
says that choice is either “an appetitive intellect or an intel-
lectual appetite.” But (Ethic. iii, 3) he inclines to its being an
intellectual appetite when he describes choice as “a desire pro-
ceeding from counsel.” And the reason of this is because the
proper object of choice is the means to the end: and this, as
such, is in thenature of that goodwhich is called useful:where-
fore since good, as such, is the object of the appetite, it follows
that choice is principally an act of the appetitive power. And
thus free-will is an appetitive power.

Reply to Objection 1. e appetitive powers accompany
the apprehensive, and in this sense Damascene says that free-
will straightway accompanies the rational power.

Reply toObjection 2. Judgment, as it were, concludes and
terminates counsel. Now counsel is terminated, first, by the
judgment of reason; secondly, by the acceptation of the ap-
petite: whence the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 3) says that, “having
formed a judgment by counsel, we desire in accordance with
that counsel.”And in this sense choice itself is a judgment from
which free-will takes its name.

Reply to Objection 3. is comparison which is implied
in the choice belongs to the preceding counsel, which is an act
of reason. For though the appetite does notmake comparisons,
yet forasmuch as it is moved by the apprehensive power which
does compare, it has some likeness of comparison by choosing
one in preference to another.

Ia q. 83 a. 4Whether free-will is a power distinct from the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that free-will is a power dis-
tinct from the will. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22)
that θέλησις is one thing and βούλησις another. But θέλησις is
the will, while βούλησις seems to be the free-will, because βού-
λησις, according to him, is will as concerning an object by way
of comparison between two things. erefore it seems that
free-will is a distinct power from the will.

Objection 2. Further, powers are known by their acts. But
choice, which is the act of free-will, is distinct from the act of
willing, because “the act of the will regards the end, whereas
choice regards the means to the end” (Ethic. iii, 2). erefore
free-will is a distinct power from the will.

Objection 3. Further, the will is the intellectual appetite.
But in the intellect there are two powers—the active and the
passive. erefore, also on the part of the intellectual appetite,
there must be another power besides the will. And this, seem-
ingly, can only be free-will. erefore free-will is a distinct
power from the will.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 14)
free-will is nothing else than the will.

I answer that, e appetitive powers must be proportion-
ate to the apprehensive powers, as we have said above (q. 64,
a. 2). Now, as on the part of the intellectual apprehension we
have intellect and reason, so on the part of the intellectual ap-
petite we have will, and free-will which is nothing else but the
power of choice. And this is clear from their relations to their
respective objects and acts. For the act of “understanding” im-
plies the simple acceptation of something; whence we say that
we understand first principles, which are known of themselves
without any comparison. But to “reason,” properly speaking, is
to come from one thing to the knowledge of another: where-
fore, properly speaking, we reason about conclusions, which
are known from the principles. In like manner on the part of
the appetite to “will” implies the simple appetite for some-
thing: wherefore the will is said to regard the end, which is de-
sired for itself. But to “choose” is to desire something for the
sake of obtaining something else: wherefore, properly speak-
ing, it regards themeans to the end. Now, inmatters of knowl-
edge, the principles are related to the conclusion to which we
assent on account of the principles: just as, in appetitive mat-

397



ters, the end is related to the means, which is desired on ac-
count of the end. Wherefore it is evident that as the intellect
is to reason, so is the will to the power of choice, which is free-
will. But it has been shown above (q. 79, a. 8) that it belongs
to the same power both to understand and to reason, even as
it belongs to the same power to be at rest and to be in move-
ment.Wherefore it belongs also to the same power to will and
to choose: and on this account thewill and the free-will are not
two powers, but one.

Reply toObjection 1.Βούλησις is distinct fromθέλησις on
account of a distinction, not of powers, but of acts.

Reply toObjection 2.Choice and will—that is, the act of
willing—are different acts: yet they belong to the same power,
as also to understand and to reason, as we have said.

Reply toObjection3.eintellect is compared to thewill
as moving the will. And therefore there is no need to distin-
guish in the will an active and a passive will.
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F P, Q 84
How the Soul While United to the Body Understands Corporeal ings Beneath It

(In Eight Articles)

We now have to consider the acts of the soul in regard to the intellectual and the appetitive powers: for the other powers
of the soul do not come directly under the consideration of the theologian. Furthermore, the acts of the appetitive part of the
soul come under the consideration of the science of morals; wherefore we shall treat of them in the second part of this work, to
which the consideration of moral matters belongs. But of the acts of the intellectual part we shall treat now.

In treating of these acts we shall proceed in the following order: First, we shall inquire how the soul understands when
united to the body; secondly, how it understands when separated therefrom.

e former of these inquiries will be threefold: (1) How the soul understands bodies which are beneath it; (2) How it
understands itself and things contained in itself; (3) How it understands immaterial substances, which are above it.

In treating of the knowledge of corporeal things there are three points to be considered: (1) rough what does the soul
know them? (2) How and in what order does it know them? (3) What does it know in them?

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the soul knows bodies through the intellect?
(2) Whether it understands them through its essence, or through any species?
(3) If through some species, whether the species of all things intelligible are naturally innate in the soul?
(4) Whether these species are derived by the soul from certain separate immaterial forms?
(5) Whether our soul sees in the eternal ideas all that it understands?
(6) Whether it acquires intellectual knowledge from the senses?
(7) Whether the intellect can, through the species of which it is possessed, actually understand, without turning

to the phantasms?
(8) Whether the judgment of the intellect is hindered by an obstacle in the sensitive powers?

Ia q. 84 a. 1Whether the soul knows bodies through the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul does not know
bodies through the intellect. For Augustine says (Soliloq. ii, 4)
that “bodies cannot be understood by the intellect; nor indeed
anything corporeal unless it can be perceived by the senses.”
He says also (Gen. ad lit. xii, 24) that intellectual vision is of
those things that are in the soul by their essence. But such are
not bodies. erefore the soul cannot know bodies through
the intellect.

Objection 2.Further, as sense is to the intelligible, so is the
intellect to the sensible. But the soul can by nomeans, through
the senses, understand spiritual things, which are intelligible.
erefore by nomeans can it, through the intellect, knowbod-
ies, which are sensible.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect is concerned with
things that are necessary and unchangeable. But all bodies are
mobile and changeable. erefore the soul cannot know bod-
ies through the intellect.

On the contrary, Science is in the intellect. If, therefore,
the intellect does not know bodies, it follows that there is
no science of bodies; and thus perishes natural science, which
treats of mobile bodies.

I answer that, It should be said in order to elucidate this
question, that the early philosophers, who inquired into the
natures of things, thought there was nothing in the world save
bodies. And because they observed that all bodies are mobile,

and considered them to be ever in a state of flux, they were of
opinion that we can have no certain knowledge of the true na-
ture of things. Forwhat is in a continual state of flux, cannot be
grasped with any degree of certitude, for it passes away ere the
mind can form a judgment thereon: according to the saying of
Heraclitus, that “it is not possible twice to touch a drop of wa-
ter in a passing torrent,” as the Philosopher relates (Metaph. iv,
Did. iii, 5).

Aer these came Plato, who, wishing to save the certitude
of our knowledge of truth through the intellect, maintained
that, besides these things corporeal, there is another genus of
beings, separate from matter and movement, which beings he
called “species” or “ideas,” by participation of which each one
of these singular and sensible things is said to be either a man,
or a horse, or the like.Wherefore he said that sciences and defi-
nitions, and whatever appertains to the act of the intellect, are
not referred to these sensible bodies, but to those beings im-
material and separate: so that according to this the soul does
not understand these corporeal things, but the separate species
thereof.

Now this may be shown to be false for two reasons.
First, because, since those species are immaterial and immov-
able, knowledge of movement and matter would be excluded
from science (which knowledge is proper to natural science),
and likewise all demonstration through moving and material
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causes. Secondly, because it seems ridiculous, whenwe seek for
knowledge of things which are to us manifest, to introduce
other beings, which cannot be the substance of those others,
since they differ from them essentially: so that granted that we
have a knowledge of those separate substances, we cannot for
that reason claim to forma judgment concerning these sensible
things.

Now it seems that Plato strayed from the truth because,
having observed that all knowledge takes place through some
kind of similitude, he thought that the form of the thing
knownmust of necessity be in the knower in the samemanner
as in the thing known. en he observed that the form of the
thing understood is in the intellect under conditions of univer-
sality, immateriality, and immobility: which is apparent from
the very operation of the intellect, whose act of understanding
has a universal extension, and is subject to a certain amount
of necessity: for the mode of action corresponds to the mode
of the agent’s form. Wherefore he concluded that the things
whichwe understandmust have in themselves an existence un-
der the same conditions of immateriality and immobility.

But there is nonecessity for this. For even in sensible things
it is to be observed that the form is otherwise in one sensi-
ble than in another: for instance, whiteness may be of great
intensity in one, and of a less intensity in another: in one we
find whiteness with sweetness, in another without sweetness.
In the same way the sensible form is conditioned differently in
the thing which is external to the soul, and in the senses which
receive the forms of sensible things without receiving matter,
such as the color of gold without receiving gold. So also the in-

tellect, according to its own mode, receives under conditions
of immateriality and immobility, the species of material and
mobile bodies: for the received is in the receiver according to
the mode of the receiver. We must conclude, therefore, that
through the intellect the soul knows bodies by a knowledge
which is immaterial, universal, and necessary.

Reply toObjection 1. ese words of Augustine are to be
understood as referring to the medium of intellectual knowl-
edge, and not to its object. For the intellect knows bodies by
understanding them, not indeed through bodies, nor through
material and corporeal species; but through immaterial and in-
telligible species, which can be in the soul by their own essence.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xxii, 29), it is not correct to say that as the sense knows only
bodies so the intellect knows only spiritual things; for it fol-
lows that God and the angels would not know corporeal
things.e reason of this diversity is that the lower power does
not extend to those things that belong to the higher power;
whereas the higher power operates in amore excellent manner
those things which belong to the lower power.

Reply to Objection 3. Every movement presupposes
something immovable: for when a change of quality occurs,
the substance remains unmoved; and when there is a change
of substantial form, matter remains unmoved. Moreover the
various conditions of mutable things are themselves immov-
able; for instance, though Socrates be not always sitting, yet it
is an immovable truth that whenever he does sit he remains in
one place. For this reason there is nothing to hinder our having
an immovable science of movable things.

Ia q. 84 a. 2Whether the soul understands corporeal things through its essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul understands cor-
poreal things through its essence. ForAugustine says (DeTrin.
x, 5) that the soul “collects and lays hold of the images of bod-
ies which are formed in the soul and of the soul: for in form-
ing them it gives them something of its own substance.” But
the soul understands bodies by images of bodies.erefore the
soul knowsbodies through its essence,which it employs for the
formation of such images, and from which it forms them.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima iii,
8) that “the soul, aer a fashion, is everything.” Since, there-
fore, like is known by like, it seems that the soul knows corpo-
real things through itself.

Objection 3. Further, the soul is superior to corporeal
creatures. Now lower things are in higher things in amore em-
inent way than in themselves, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier.
xii). erefore all corporeal creatures exist in a more excel-
lent way in the soul than in themselves. erefore the soul can
know corporeal creatures through its essence.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 3) that “the
mind gathers knowledge of corporeal things through the bod-
ily senses.” But the soul itself cannot be known through the

bodily senses. erefore it does not know corporeal things
through itself.

I answer that,e ancient philosophers held that the soul
knows bodies through its essence. For it was universally ad-
mitted that “like is known by like.” But they thought that the
form of the thing known is in the knower in the same mode
as in the thing known. e Platonists however were of a con-
trary opinion. For Plato, having observed that the intellec-
tual soul has an immaterial nature, and an immaterial mode
of knowledge, held that the forms of things known subsist im-
materially. While the earlier natural philosophers, observing
that things known are corporeal andmaterial, held that things
knownmust exist materially even in the soul that knows them.
And therefore, in order to ascribe to the soul a knowledge of
all things, they held that it has the same nature in common
with all. And because the nature of a result is determined by its
principles, they ascribed to the soul the nature of a principle;
so that those who thought fire to be the principle of all, held
that the soul had the nature of fire; and in like manner as to air
and water. Lastly, Empedocles, who held the existence of our
four material elements and two principles of movement, said
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that the soul was composed of these. Consequently, since they
held that things exist in the soul materially, they maintained
that all the soul’s knowledge is material, thus failing to discern
intellect from sense.

But this opinion will not hold. First, because in the mate-
rial principle of which they spoke, the various results do not
exist save in potentiality. But a thing is not known according
as it is in potentiality, but only according as it is in act, as is
shown Metaph. ix (Did. viii, 9): wherefore neither is a power
known except through its act. It is therefore insufficient to as-
cribe to the soul the nature of the principles in order to explain
the fact that it knows all, unlesswe further admit in the soul na-
tures and forms of each individual result, for instance, of bone,
flesh, and the like; thus does Aristotle argue against Empedo-
cles (De Anima i, 5). Secondly, because if it were necessary for
the thing known to existmaterially in the knower, there would
be no reason why things which have a material existence out-
side the soul should be devoid of knowledge;why, for instance,
if by fire the soul knows fire, that fire also which is outside the
soul should not have knowledge of fire.

We must conclude, therefore, that material things known
must needs exist in the knower, not materially, but immateri-
ally.e reason of this is, because the act of knowledge extends
to things outside the knower: for we know things even that are
external to us.Nowbymatter the formof a thing is determined
to someone thing.Wherefore it is clear that knowledge is in in-
verse ratio ofmateriality. And consequently things that are not
receptive of forms savematerially, have no power of knowledge
whatever—such as plants, as the Philosopher says (De Anima
ii, 12). But the more immaterially a thing receives the form of
the thing known, the more perfect is its knowledge. erefore
the intellect which abstracts the species not only from matter,
but also from the individuating conditions ofmatter, hasmore
perfect knowledge than the senses, which receive the form of
the thing known, without matter indeed, but subject to mate-
rial conditions.Moreover, among the senses, sight has themost
perfect knowledge, because it is the least material, as we have
remarked above (q. 78, a. 3): while among intellects the more
perfect is the more immaterial.

It is therefore clear from the foregoing, that if there be an

intellect which knows all things by its essence, then its essence
must needs have all things in itself immaterially; thus the early
philosophers held that the essence of the soul, that itmayknow
all things, must be actually composed of the principles of all
material things. Now this is proper to God, that His Essence
comprise all things immaterially as effects pre-exist virtually
in their cause. God alone, therefore, understands all things
through His Essence: but neither the human soul nor the an-
gels can do so.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine in that passage is speak-
ing of an imaginary vision, which takes place through the im-
age of bodies. To the formation of such images the soul gives
part of its substance, just as a subject is given in order to be
informed by some form. In this way the soul makes such im-
ages from itself; not that the soul or some part of the soul
be turned into this or that image; but just as we say that a
body is made into something colored because of its being in-
formed with color. at this is the sense, is clear from what
follows. For he says that the soul “keeps something”—namely,
not informed with such image—“which is able freely to judge
of the species of these images”: and that this is the “mind” or
“intellect.” And he says that the part which is informed with
these images—namely, the imagination—is “common to us
and beasts.”

Reply toObjection 2.Aristotle did not hold that the soul
is actually composed of all things, as did the earlier philoso-
phers; he said that the soul is all things, “aer a fashion,” foras-
much as it is in potentiality to all—through the senses, to all
things sensible—through the intellect, to all things intelligi-
ble.

Reply to Objection 3. Every creature has a finite and
determinate essence. Wherefore although the essence of the
higher creature has a certain likeness to the lower creature,
forasmuch as they have something in common generically, yet
it has not a complete likeness thereof, because it is determined
to a certain species other than the species of the lower crea-
ture. But theDivine Essence is a perfect likeness of all, whatso-
evermaybe found to exist in things created, being theuniversal
principle of all.

Ia q. 84 a. 3Whether the soul understands all things through innate species?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul understands all
things through innate species. For Gregory says, in a homily
for the Ascension (xxix in Ev.), that “man has understanding
in common with the angels.” But angels understand all things
through innate species: wherefore in the book De Causis it is
said that “every intelligence is full of forms.”erefore the soul
also has innate species of things, by means of which it under-
stands corporeal things.

Objection 2. Further, the intellectual soul is more excel-
lent than corporeal primary matter. But primary matter was

created by God under the forms to which it has potentiality.
erefore much more is the intellectual soul created by God
under intelligible species. And so the soul understands corpo-
real things through innate species.

Objection 3. Further, no one can answer the truth ex-
cept concerning what he knows. But even a person untaught
and devoid of acquired knowledge, answers the truth to every
question if put to him in orderly fashion, as we find related
in the Meno (xv seqq.) of Plato, concerning a certain individ-
ual. erefore we have some knowledge of things even before
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we acquire knowledge; which would not be the case unless we
had innate species. erefore the soul understands corporeal
things through innate species.

On the contrary, e Philosopher, speaking of the intel-
lect, says (De Anima iii, 4) that it is like “a tablet on which
nothing is written.”

I answer that, Since form is the principle of action, a thing
must be related to the form which is the principle of an ac-
tion, as it is to that action: for instance, if upward motion is
from lightness, then that which only potentially moves up-
wards must needs be only potentially light, but that which ac-
tually moves upwards must needs be actually light. Now we
observe that man sometimes is only a potential knower, both
as to sense and as to intellect. And he is reduced from such po-
tentiality to act—through the action of sensible objects on his
senses, to the act of sensation—by instruction or discovery, to
the act of understanding.Wherefore wemust say that the cog-
nitive soul is in potentiality both to the images which are the
principles of sensing, and to those which are the principles of
understanding. For this reasonAristotle (DeAnima iii, 4) held
that the intellect by which the soul understands has no innate
species, but is at first in potentiality to all such species.

But since that which has a form actually, is sometimes un-
able to act according to that form on account of some hin-
drance, as a light thingmaybehindered frommovingupwards;
for this reason did Plato hold that naturally man’s intellect is
filled with all intelligible species, but that, by being united to
the body, it is hindered from the realization of its act. But this
seems to be unreasonable. First, because, if the soul has a natu-
ral knowledge of all things, it seems impossible for the soul so
far to forget the existence of such knowledge as not to know it-
self to be possessed thereof: for noman forgets what he knows
naturally; that, for instance, the whole is larger than the part,
and such like. And especially unreasonable does this seem if we
suppose that it is natural to the soul to be united to the body,
as we have established above (q. 76 , a. 1): for it is unreason-
able that the natural operation of a thing be totally hindered

by that which belongs to it naturally. Secondly, the falseness
of this opinion is clearly proved from the fact that if a sense be
wanting, the knowledge of what is apprehended through that
sense is wanting also: for instance, amanwho is born blind can
have no knowledge of colors. is would not be the case if the
soul had innate images of all intelligible things.Wemust there-
fore conclude that the soul does not know corporeal things
through innate species.

Reply to Objection 1. Man indeed has intelligence in
common with the angels, but not in the same degree of per-
fection: just as the lower grades of bodies, which merely exist,
according toGregory (Homily onAscension, xxix InEv.), have
not the same degree of perfection as the higher bodies. For
the matter of the lower bodies is not totally completed by its
form, but is in potentiality to forms which it has not: whereas
the matter of heavenly bodies is totally completed by its form,
so that it is not in potentiality to any other form, as we have
said above (q. 66, a. 2). In the same way the angelic intellect is
perfected by intelligible species, in accordance with its nature;
whereas the human intellect is in potentiality to such species.

Reply to Objection 2. Primary matter has substantial be-
ing through its form, consequently it had need to be created
under some form: else it would not be in act. But when once
it exists under one form it is in potentiality to others. On the
other hand, the intellect does not receive substantial being
through the intelligible species; and therefore there is no com-
parison.

Reply to Objection 3. If questions be put in an orderly
fashion they proceed from universal self-evident principles to
what is particular. Now by such a process knowledge is pro-
duced in the mind of the learner. Wherefore when he answers
the truth to a subsequent question, this is not because he had
knowledge previously, but because he thus learns for the first
time. For itmatters notwhether the teacher proceed fromuni-
versal principles to conclusions by questioning or by asserting;
for in either case the mind of the listener is assured of what
follows by that which preceded.

Ia q. 84 a. 4Whether the intelligible species are derived by the soul from certain separate forms?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intelligible species are
derived by the soul from some separate forms. For whatever is
such by participation is caused by what is such essentially; for
instance, that which is on fire is reduced to fire as the cause
thereof. But the intellectual soul forasmuch as it is actually un-
derstanding, participates the thing understood: for, in a way,
the intellect in act is the thing understood in act. erefore
what in itself and in its essence is understood in act, is the cause
that the intellectual soul actually understands.Nowthatwhich
in its essence is actually understood is a form existing without
matter.erefore the intelligible species, bywhich the soul un-
derstands, are caused by some separate forms.

Objection 2. Further, the intelligible is to the intellect, as

the sensible is to the sense. But the sensible species which are in
the senses, andbywhichwe sense, are causedby the sensible ob-
ject which exists actually outside the soul. erefore the intel-
ligible species, by which our intellect understands, are caused
by some things actually intelligible, existing outside the soul.
But these can be nothing else than forms separate from mat-
ter. erefore the intelligible forms of our intellect are derived
from some separate substances.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is in potentiality is re-
duced to act by something actual. If, therefore, our intellect,
previously in potentiality, aerwards actually understands,
this must needs be caused by some intellect which is always
in act. But this is a separate intellect. erefore the intelligible
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species, by which we actually understand, are caused by some
separate substances.

On the contrary, If this were true we should not need the
senses in order to understand. And this is proved to be false
especially from the fact that if a man be wanting in a sense, he
cannot have any knowledge of the sensibles corresponding to
that sense.

I answer that, Some have held that the intelligible species
of our intellect are derived from certain separate forms or sub-
stances. And this in two ways. For Plato, as we have said (a. 1),
held that the forms of sensible things subsist by themselves
withoutmatter; for instance, the formof amanwhichhe called
“per se” man, and the form or idea of a horse which is called
“per se” horse, and so forth. He said therefore that these forms
are participated both by our soul and by corporeal matter; by
our soul, to the effect of knowledge thereof, and by corporeal
matter to the effect of existence: so that, just as corporeal mat-
ter by participating the idea of a stone, becomes an individuat-
ing stone, so our intellect, by participating the idea of a stone,
is made to understand a stone. Now participation of an idea
takes place by some image of the idea in the participator, just
as a model is participated by a copy. So just as he held that the
sensible forms, which are in corporeal matter, are derived from
the ideas as certain images thereof: so he held that the intelli-
gible species of our intellect are images of the ideas, derived
therefrom. And for this reason, as we have said above (a. 1), he
referred sciences and definitions to those ideas.

But since it is contrary to the nature of sensible things that
their forms should subsist without matter, as Aristotle proves
in many ways (Metaph. vi), Avicenna (De Anima v) setting
this opinion aside, held that the intelligible species of all sensi-
ble things, instead of subsisting in themselves without matter,
pre-exist immaterially in the separate intellects: from the first
of which, said he, such species are derived by a second, and so
on to the last separate intellect which he called the “active in-
telligence,” from which, according to him, intelligible species
flow into our souls, and sensible species into corporeal mat-
ter. And so Avicenna agrees with Plato in this, that the intelli-
gible species of our intellect are derived from certain separate
forms; but these Plato held to subsist of themselves, while Avi-
cenna placed them in the “active intelligence.”ey differ, too,
in this respect, that Avicenna held that the intelligible species
do not remain in our intellect aer it has ceased actually to un-
derstand, and that it needs to turn (to the active intellect) in
order to receive them anew. Consequently he does not hold
that the soul has innate knowledge, as Plato, who held that the
participated ideas remain immovably in the soul.

But in this opinion no sufficient reason can be assigned for
the soul being united to the body. For it cannot be said that the
intellectual soul is united to the body for the sake of the body:
for neither is form for the sake of matter, nor is the mover for

the sake of the moved, but rather the reverse. Especially does
the body seem necessary to the intellectual soul, for the latter’s
proper operation which is to understand: since as to its being
the soul does not depend on the body. But if the soul by its very
nature had an inborn aptitude for receiving intelligible species
through the influence of only certain separate principles, and
were not to receive them from the senses, itwouldnot need the
body in order to understand: wherefore to no purpose would
it be united to the body.

But if it be said that our soul needs the senses in order
to understand, through being in some way awakened by them
to the consideration of those things, the intelligible species of
which it receives from the separate principles: even this seems
an insufficient explanation. For this awakening does not seem
necessary to the soul, except in as far as it is overcome by slug-
gishness, as the Platonists expressed it, and by forgetfulness,
through its union with the body: and thus the senses would
be of no use to the intellectual soul except for the purpose of
removing the obstacle which the soul encounters through its
union with the body. Consequently the reason of the union of
the soul with the body still remains to be sought.

And if it be said with Avicenna, that the senses are neces-
sary to the soul, because by them it is aroused to turn to the
“active intelligence” fromwhich it receives the species: neither
is this a sufficient explanation. Because if it is natural for the
soul to understand through species derived from the “active
intelligence,” it follows that at times the soul of an individual
wanting in one of the senses can turn to the active intelligence,
either from the inclination of its very nature, or through being
roused by another sense, to the effect of receiving the intelli-
gible species of which the corresponding sensible species are
wanting. And thus a man born blind could have knowledge
of colors; which is clearly untrue. We must therefore conclude
that the intelligible species, by which our soul understands, are
not derived from separate forms.

Reply to Objection 1. e intelligible species which are
participated by our intellect are reduced, as to their first cause,
to a first principle which is by its essence intelligible—namely,
God.But theyproceed fromthat principle bymeans of the sen-
sible forms and material things, from which we gather knowl-
edge, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii).

Reply to Objection 2. Material things, as to the being
which they have outside the soul, may be actually sensible, but
not actually intelligible.Wherefore there is no comparison be-
tween sense and intellect.

Reply to Objection 3. Our passive intellect is reduced
from potentiality to act by some being in act, that is, by the
active intellect, which is a power of the soul, as we have said
(q. 79, a. 4); and not by a separate intelligence, as proximate
cause, although perchance as remote cause.
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Ia q. 84 a. 5Whether the intellectual soul knows material things in the eternal types?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual soul does
not know material things in the eternal types. For that in
which anything is known must itself be known more and pre-
viously. But the intellectual soul of man, in the present state of
life, does not know the eternal types: for it does not knowGod
inWhomthe eternal types exist, but is “united toGod as to the
unknown,” as Dionysius says (Myst. eolog. i). erefore the
soul does not know all in the eternal types.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Rom. 1:20) that “the
invisible things of God are clearly seen…by the things that are
made.” But among the invisible things of God are the eternal
types.erefore the eternal types are known through creatures
and not the converse.

Objection3.Further, the eternal types are nothing else but
ideas, for Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 46) that “ideas are per-
manent types existing in the Divine mind.” If therefore we say
that the intellectual soul knows all things in the eternal types,
we come back to the opinion of Plato who said that all knowl-
edge is derived from them.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. xii, 25): “If we
both see that what you say is true, and if we both see that what
I say is true, where do we see this, I pray? Neither do I see it in
you, nor do you see it inme: butweboth see it in theunchange-
able truth which is above our minds.” Now the unchangeable
truth is contained in the eternal types. erefore the intellec-
tual soul knows all true things in the eternal types.

I answer that,AsAugustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. ii, 11):
“If those who are called philosophers said by chance anything
that was true and consistent with our faith, we must claim it
from themas fromunjust possessors. For someof the doctrines
of the heathens are spurious imitations or superstitious inven-
tions,whichwemust be careful to avoidwhenwe renounce the
society of the heathens.” Consequently whenever Augustine,
who was imbued with the doctrines of the Platonists, found
in their teaching anything consistent with faith, he adopted it:
and those thing which he found contrary to faith he amended.
Now Plato held, as we have said above (a. 4), that the forms
of things subsist of themselves apart frommatter; and these he
called ideas, by participation of which he said that our intel-
lect knows all things: so that just as corporeal matter by par-
ticipating the idea of a stone becomes a stone, so our intellect,
by participating the same idea, has knowledge of a stone. But
since it seems contrary to faith that forms of things themselves,
outside the things themselves and apart from matter, as the
Platonists held, asserting that “per se” life or “per se” wisdom

are creative substances, as Dionysius relates (Div. Nom. xi);
therefore Augustine (QQ. 83, qu. 46), for the ideas defended
by Plato, substituted the types of all creatures existing in the
Divine mind, according to which types all things are made in
themselves, and are known to the human soul.

When, therefore, the question is asked: Does the human
soul know all things in the eternal types? we must reply that
one thing is said to be known in another in two ways. First,
as in an object itself known; as one may see in a mirror the
images of things reflected therein. In this way the soul, in the
present state of life, cannot see all things in the eternal types;
but the blessedwho seeGod, and all things inHim, thus know
all things in the eternal types. Secondly, on thing is said to
be known in another as in a principle of knowledge: thus we
might say that we see in the sun what we see by the sun. And
thus we must needs say that the human soul knows all things
in the eternal types, since by participation of these types we
know all things. For the intellectual light itself which is in us, is
nothing else than a participated likeness of the uncreated light,
in which are contained the eternal types. Whence it is written
(Ps. 4:6,7), “Many say: Who showeth us good things?” which
question the Psalmist answers, “e light of y countenance,
O Lord, is signed upon us,” as though he were to say: By the
seal of the Divine light in us, all things are made known to us.

But since besides the intellectual light which is in us, in-
telligible species, which are derived from things, are required
in order for us to have knowledge of material things; therefore
this same knowledge is not due merely to a participation of
the eternal types, as the Platonists held, maintaining that the
mere participation of ideas sufficed for knowledge.Wherefore
Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 16): “Although the philosophers
prove by convincing arguments that all things occur in time
according to the eternal types, were they able to see in the eter-
nal types, or to find out from themhowmany kinds of animals
there are and the origin of each? Did they not seek for this in-
formation from the story of times and places?”

But that Augustine did not understand all things to be
known in their “eternal types” or in the “unchangeable truth,”
as though the eternal types themselves were seen, is clear from
what he says (QQ. 83, qu. 46)—viz. that “not each and every
rational soul can be said to be worthy of that vision,” namely,
of the eternal types, “but only those that are holy and pure,”
such as the souls of the blessed.

From what has been said the objections are easily solved.
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Ia q. 84 a. 6Whether intellectual knowledge is derived from sensible things?

Objection 1. It would seem that intellectual knowledge is
not derived from sensible things. For Augustine says (QQ. 83,
qu. 9) that “we cannot expect to learn the fulness of truth from
the senses of the body.” is he proves in two ways. First, be-
cause “whatever the bodily senses reach, is continually being
changed; andwhat is never the same cannot be perceived.” Sec-
ondly, because, “whatever we perceive by the body, even when
not present to the senses, may be present to the imagination,
as when we are asleep or angry: yet we cannot discern by the
senses, whether what we perceive be the sensible object or the
deceptive image thereof. Nownothing can be perceivedwhich
cannot be distinguished from its counterfeit.” And so he con-
cludes thatwe cannot expect to learn the truth from the senses.
But intellectual knowledge apprehends the truth. erefore
intellectual knowledge cannot be conveyed by the senses.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16):
“We must not thing that the body can make any impression
on the spirit, as though the spirit were to supply the place of
matter in regard to the body’s action; for that which acts is in
every way more excellent than that which it acts on.” Whence
he concludes that “the body does not cause its image in the
spirit, but the spirit causes it in itself.” erefore intellectual
knowledge is not derived from sensible things.

Objection 3. Further, an effect does not surpass the power
of its cause. But intellectual knowledge extends beyond sensi-
ble things: for we understand some things which cannot be
perceived by the senses. erefore intellectual knowledge is
not derived from sensible things.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Metaph. i, 1;
Poster. ii, 15) that the principle of knowledge is in the senses.

I answer that, On this point the philosophers held three
opinions. For Democritus held that “all knowledge is caused
by images issuing from the bodies we think of and entering
into our souls,” as Augustine says in his letter to Dioscorus
(cxviii, 4). And Aristotle says (De Somn. et Vigil.) that Dem-
ocritus held that knowledge is cause by a “discharge of im-
ages.” And the reason for this opinion was that bothDemocri-
tus and the other early philosophers did not distinguish be-
tween intellect and sense, as Aristotle relates (De Anima iii,
3). Consequently, since the sense is affected by the sensible,
they thought that all our knowledge is affected by this mere
impression brought about by sensible things. Which impres-
sion Democritus held to be caused by a discharge of images.

Plato, on the other hand, held that the intellect is distinct
from the senses: and that it is an immaterial power notmaking
use of a corporeal organ for its action. And since the incorpo-
real cannot be affected by the corporeal, he held that intellec-
tual knowledge is not brought about by sensible things affect-
ing the intellect, but by separate intelligible forms being partic-
ipated by the intellect, as we have said above (Aa. 4 ,5). More-
over he held that sense is a power operating of itself. Conse-
quently neither is sense, since it is a spiritual power, affected by

the sensible: but the sensible organs are affectedby the sensible,
the result being that the soul is in a way roused to form within
itself the species of the sensible. Augustine seems to touch on
this opinion (Gen. ad lit. xii, 24) where he says that the “body
feels not, but the soul through the body, which it makes use
of as a kind of messenger, for reproducing within itself what
is announced from without.” us according to Plato, neither
does intellectual knowledge proceed from sensible knowledge,
nor sensible knowledge exclusively from sensible things; but
these rouse the sensible soul to the sentient act,while the senses
rouse the intellect to the act of understanding.

Aristotle chose a middle course. For with Plato he agreed
that intellect and sense are different. But he held that the sense
has not its proper operation without the cooperation of the
body; so that to feel is not an act of the soul alone, but of the
“composite.” And he held the same in regard to all the opera-
tions of the sensitive part. Since, therefore, it is not unreason-
able that the sensible objects which are outside the soul should
produce some effect in the “composite,” Aristotle agreed with
Democritus in this, that the operations of the sensitive part are
caused by the impression of the sensible on the sense: not by a
discharge, as Democritus said, but by some kind of operation.
For Democritus maintained that every operation is by way of
a discharge of atoms, as we gather from De Gener. i, 8. But
Aristotle held that the intellect has an operation which is in-
dependent of the body’s cooperation. Now nothing corporeal
can make an impression on the incorporeal. And therefore in
order to cause the intellectual operation according to Aristo-
tle, the impression caused by the sensible does not suffice, but
something more noble is required, for “the agent is more no-
ble than the patient,” as he says (De Gener. i, 5). Not, indeed,
in the sense that the intellectual operation is effected in us by
the mere intellectual operation is effected in us by the mere
impression of some superior beings, as Plato held; but that the
higher and more noble agent which he calls the active intel-
lect, of which we have spoken above (q. 79, Aa. 3,4) causes the
phantasms received from the senses to be actually intelligible,
by a process of abstraction.

According to this opinion, then, on the part of the phan-
tasms, intellectual knowledge is caused by the senses. But since
the phantasms cannot of themselves affect the passive intellect,
and require to be made actually intelligible by the active intel-
lect, it cannot be said that sensible knowledge is the total and
perfect cause of intellectual knowledge, but rather that it is in
a way the material cause.

Reply to Objection 1. ose words of Augustine mean
that we must not expect the entire truth from the senses. For
the light of the active intellect is needed, through which we
achieve the unchangeable truth of changeable things, and dis-
cern things themselves from their likeness.

Reply to Objection 2. In this passage Augustine speaks
not of intellectual but of imaginary knowledge. And since, ac-
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cording to the opinion of Plato, the imagination has an oper-
ation which belongs to the soul only, Augustine, in order to
show that corporeal images are impressed on the imagination,
not by bodies but by the soul, uses the same argument as Aris-
totle does in proving that the active intellect must be separate,
namely, because “the agent is more noble than the patient.”
And without doubt, according to the above opinion, in the
imagination there must needs be not only a passive but also
an active power. But if we hold, according to the opinion of
Aristotle, that the action of the imagination, is an action of the
“composite,” there is no difficulty; because the sensible body is
more noble than the organ of the animal, in so far as it is com-
pared to it as a being in act to a being in potentiality; even as

the object actually colored is compared to the pupil which is
potentially colored. It may, however, be said, although the first
impressionof the imagination is through the agency of the sen-
sible, since “fancy is movement produced in accordance with
sensation” (De Anima iii, 3), that nevertheless there is in man
an operation which by synthesis and analysis forms images of
various things, even of things not perceived by the senses. And
Augustine’s words may be taken in this sense.

Reply to Objection 3. Sensitive knowledge is not the en-
tire cause of intellectual knowledge. And therefore it is not
strange that intellectual knowledge should extend further than
sensitive knowledge.

Ia q. 84 a. 7Whether the intellect can actually understand through the intelligible species of which it is
possessed, without turning to the phantasms?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect can actually
understand through the intelligible species of which it is pos-
sessed, without turning to the phantasms. For the intellect is
made actual by the intelligible species by which it is informed.
But if the intellect is in act, it understands.erefore the intel-
ligible species suffices for the intellect to understand actually,
without turning to the phantasms.

Objection 2. Further, the imagination is more dependent
on the senses than the intellect on the imagination. But the
imagination can actually imagine in the absence of the sensi-
ble. erefore much more can the intellect understand with-
out turning to the phantasms.

Objection 3. ere are no phantasms of incorporeal
things: for the imagination does not transcend time and space.
If, therefore, our intellect cannot understand anything actually
without turning to the phantasms, it follows that it cannot un-
derstand anything incorporeal. Which is clearly false: for we
understand truth, and God, and the angels.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 7)
that “the soul understands nothing without a phantasm.”

I answer that, In the present state of life in which the soul
is united to a passible body, it is impossible for our intellect to
understand anything actually, except by turning to the phan-
tasms. First of all because the intellect, being a power that does
not make use of a corporeal organ, would in no way be hin-
dered in its act through the lesion of a corporeal organ, if for
its act there were not required the act of some power that does
make use of a corporeal organ.Now sense, imagination and the
other powers belonging to the sensitive part, make use of a cor-
poreal organ. Wherefore it is clear that for the intellect to un-
derstand actually, not only when it acquires fresh knowledge,
but also when it applies knowledge already acquired, there is
need for the act of the imagination and of the other powers.
For when the act of the imagination is hindered by a lesion of
the corporeal organ, for instance in a case of frenzy; or when
the act of thememory is hindered, as in the case of lethargy, we
see that a man is hindered from actually understanding things

of which he had a previous knowledge. Secondly, anyone can
experience this of himself, that when he tries to understand
something, he forms certain phantasms to serve him by way of
examples, in which as it were he examines what he is desirous
of understanding. For this reason it is that when we wish to
help someone to understand something, we lay examples be-
fore him, from which he forms phantasms for the purpose of
understanding.

Now the reason of this is that the power of knowledge is
proportioned to the thing known. Wherefore the proper ob-
ject of the angelic intellect, which is entirely separate from
a body, is an intelligible substance separate from a body.
Whereas the proper object of the human intellect, which is
united to a body, is a quiddity or nature existing in corporeal
matter; and through such natures of visible things it rises to a
certain knowledge of things invisible. Now it belongs to such a
nature to exist in an individual, and this cannot be apart from
corporeal matter: for instance, it belongs to the nature of a
stone to be in an individual stone, and to the nature of a horse
to be in an individual horse, and so forth. Wherefore the na-
ture of a stone or any material thing cannot be known com-
pletely and truly, except in as much as it is known as existing
in the individual. Now we apprehend the individual through
the senses and the imagination.And, therefore, for the intellect
to understand actually its proper object, it must of necessity
turn to the phantasms in order to perceive the universal na-
ture existing in the individual. But if the proper object of our
intellect were a separate form; or if, as the Platonists say, the
natures of sensible things subsisted apart from the individual;
there would be no need for the intellect to turn to the phan-
tasms whenever it understands.

Reply toObjection 1.e species preserved in the passive
intellect exist there habitually when it does not understand
them actually, as we have said above (q. 79, a. 6). Wherefore
for us to understand actually, the fact that the species are pre-
served does not suffice; we need further to make use of them
in a manner befitting the things of which they are the species,
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which things are natures existing in individuals.
Reply to Objection 2. Even the phantasm is the likeness

of an individual thing; wherefore the imagination does not
need any further likeness of the individual, whereas the intel-
lect does.

Reply to Objection 3. Incorporeal things, of which there
are no phantasms, are known to us by comparison with sensi-
ble bodies of which there are phantasms. us we understand

truth by considering a thing of which we possess the truth;
and God, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i), we know as cause,
by way of excess and by way of remotion. Other incorporeal
substances we know, in the present state of life, only by way
of remotion or by some comparison to corporeal things. And,
therefore, when we understand something about these things,
we need to turn to phantasms of bodies, although there are no
phantasms of the things themselves.

Ia q. 84 a. 8Whether the judgment of the intellect is hindered through suspension of the sensitive powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judgment of the in-
tellect is not hindered by suspension of the sensitive powers.
For the superior does not depend on the inferior. But the judg-
ment of the intellect is higher than the senses. erefore the
judgment of the intellect is not hindered through suspension
of the senses.

Objection 2. Further, to syllogize is an act of the intel-
lect. But during sleep the senses are suspended, as is said in De
Somn. et Vigil. i and yet it sometimes happens to us to syllo-
gizewhile asleep.erefore the judgment of the intellect is not
hindered through suspension of the senses.

On the contrary, What a man does while asleep, against
the moral law, is not imputed to him as a sin; as Augustine
says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 15). But this would not be the case if man,
while asleep, had free use of his reason and intellect.erefore
the judgment of the intellect is hindered by suspension of the
senses.

I answer that, As we have said above (a. 7), our intellect’s
proper and proportionate object is the nature of a sensible
thing.Nowaperfect judgment concerning anything cannot be
formed, unless all that pertains to that thing’s nature beknown;
especially if that be ignored which is the term and end of judg-
ment.Now the Philosopher says (DeCoel. iii), that “as the end
of a practical science is action, so the end of natural science
is that which is perceived principally through the senses”; for
the smith does not seek knowledge of a knife except for the
purpose of action, in order that hemay produce a certain indi-
vidual knife; and in like manner the natural philosopher does
not seek to know the nature of a stone and of a horse, save
for the purpose of knowing the essential properties of those
things which he perceives with his senses. Now it is clear that
a smith cannot judge perfectly of a knife unless he knows the
action of the knife: and in likemanner the natural philosopher
cannot judge perfectly of natural things, unless he knows sen-
sible things. But in the present state of life whatever we un-

derstand, we know by comparison to natural sensible things.
Consequently it is not possible for our intellect to form a per-
fect judgment, while the senses are suspended, through which
sensible things are known to us.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the intellect is superior
to the senses, nevertheless in a manner it receives from the
senses, and its first and principal objects are founded in sensi-
ble things. And therefore suspension of the senses necessarily
involves a hindrance to the judgment of the intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. e senses are suspended in the
sleeper through certain evaporations and the escape of certain
exhalations, aswe read inDeSomn. etVigil. iii. And, therefore,
according to the amount of such evaporation, the senses are
more or less suspended. For when the amount is considerable,
not only are the senses suspended, but also the imagination,
so that there are no phantasms; thus does it happen, especially
when a man falls asleep aer eating and drinking copiously. If,
however, the evaporation be somewhat less, phantasms appear,
but distorted and without sequence; thus it happens in a case
of fever. And if the evaporation be still more attenuated, the
phantasms will have a certain sequence: thus especially does it
happen towards the end of sleep in sober men and those who
are gied with a strong imagination. If the evaporation be very
slight, not only does the imagination retain its freedom, but
also the common sense is partly freed; so that sometimes while
asleep a man may judge that what he sees is a dream, discern-
ing, as it were, between things, and their images. Nevertheless,
the common sense remains partly suspended; and therefore,
although it discriminates some images from the reality, yet is
it always deceived in some particular. erefore, while man is
asleep, according as sense and imagination are free, so is the
judgment of his intellect unfettered, though not entirely. Con-
sequently, if a man syllogizes while asleep, when he wakes up
he invariably recognizes a flaw in some respect.
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F P, Q 85
Of the Mode and Order of Understanding

(In Eight Articles)

We come now to consider the mode and order of understanding. Under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether our intellect understands by abstracting the species from the phantasms?
(2) Whether the intelligible species abstracted from the phantasms are what our intellect understands, or that

whereby it understands?
(3) Whether our intellect naturally first understands the more universal?
(4) Whether our intellect can know many things at the same time?
(5) Whether our intellect understands by the process of composition and division?
(6) Whether the intellect can err?
(7) Whether one intellect can understand better than another?
(8) Whether our intellect understands the indivisible before the divisible?

Ia q. 85 a. 1Whether our intellect understands corporeal and material things by abstraction from phan-
tasms?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect does not un-
derstand corporeal andmaterial things by abstraction from the
phantasms. For the intellect is false if it understands an ob-
ject otherwise than as it really is. Now the forms of material
things donot exist as abstracted from theparticular things rep-
resented by the phantasms. erefore, if we understand ma-
terial things by abstraction of the species from the phantasm,
there will be error in the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, material things are those natural
things which include matter in their definition. But nothing
can be understood apart from that which enters into its defi-
nition. erefore material things cannot be understood apart
from matter. Now matter is the principle of individualization.
erefore material things cannot be understood by abstrac-
tion of the universal from the particular, which is the process
whereby the intelligible species is abstracted from the phan-
tasm.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima iii,
7) that the phantasm is to the intellectual soul what color is
to the sight. But seeing is not caused by abstraction of species
from color, but by color impressing itself on the sight. ere-
fore neither does the act of understanding take place by ab-
straction of something from the phantasm, but by the phan-
tasm impressing itself on the intellect.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima
iii, 5) there are two things in the intellectual soul—the pas-
sive intellect and the active intellect. But it does not belong
to the passive intellect to abstract the intelligible species from
the phantasm, but to receive them when abstracted. Neither
does it seem to be the function of the active intellect, which
is related to the phantasm, as light is to color; since light does
not abstract anything from color, but rather streams on to it.
erefore in no way do we understand by abstraction from
phantasms.

Objection 5. Further, the Philosopher (De Anima iii, 7)
says that “the intellect understands the species in the phan-
tasm”; and not, therefore, by abstraction.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 4)
that “things are intelligible in proportion as they are separate
from matter.” erefore material things must needs be under-
stood according as they are abstracted from matter and from
material images, namely, phantasms.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 84, a. 7), the object of
knowledge is proportionate to the power of knowledge. Now
there are three grades of the cognitive powers. For one cogni-
tive power, namely, the sense, is the act of a corporeal organ.
And therefore the object of every sensitive power is a form
as existing in corporeal matter. And since such matter is the
principle of individuality, therefore every power of the sen-
sitive part can only have knowledge of the individual. ere
is another grade of cognitive power which is neither the act
of a corporeal organ, nor in any way connected with corpo-
real matter; such is the angelic intellect, the object of whose
cognitive power is therefore a form existing apart from mat-
ter: for though angels know material things, yet they do not
know them save in something immaterial, namely, either in
themselves or in God. But the human intellect holds a mid-
dle place: for it is not the act of an organ; yet it is a power of
the soul which is the form the body, as is clear from what we
have said above (q. 76, a. 1). And therefore it is proper to it
to know a form existing individually in corporeal matter, but
not as existing in this individualmatter. But to knowwhat is in
individual matter, not as existing in such matter, is to abstract
the form from individual matter which is represented by the
phantasms. erefore we must needs say that our intellect un-
derstands material things by abstracting from the phantasms;
and through material things thus considered we acquire some
knowledge of immaterial things, just as, on the contrary, an-

408



gels know material things through the immaterial.
But Plato, considering only the immateriality of the hu-

man intellect, and not its being in a way united to the body,
held that the objects of the intellect are separate ideas; and that
we understand not by abstraction, but by participating things
abstract, as stated above (q. 84 , a. 1).

Reply toObjection1.Abstractionmay occur in twoways:
First, by way of composition and division; thus wemay under-
stand that one thing does not exist in some other, or that it is
separate therefrom. Secondly, by way of simple and absolute
consideration; thus we understand one thing without consid-
ering the other. us for the intellect to abstract one from an-
other things which are not really abstract from one another,
does, in the first mode of abstraction, imply falsehood. But,
in the second mode of abstraction, for the intellect to abstract
thingswhich are not really abstract fromone another, does not
involve falsehood, as clearly appears in the case of the senses.
For if we understood or said that color is not in a colored body,
or that it is separate from it, there would be error in this opin-
ion or assertion. But if we consider color and its properties,
without reference to the apple which is colored; or if we ex-
press in word what we thus understand, there is no error in
such an opinion or assertion, because an apple is not essential
to color, and therefore color can be understood independently
of the apple. Likewise, the things which belong to the species
of a material thing, such as a stone, or a man, or a horse, can be
thought of apart from the individualizing principles which do
not belong to the notion of the species. is is what we mean
by abstracting the universal from the particular, or the intel-
ligible species from the phantasm; that is, by considering the
nature of the species apart from its individual qualities repre-
sented by the phantasms. If, therefore, the intellect is said to be
false when it understands a thing otherwise than as it is, that
is so, if the word “otherwise” refers to the thing understood;
for the intellect is false when it understands a thing otherwise
than as it is; and so the intellect would be false if it abstracted
the species of a stone from its matter in such a way as to regard
the species as not existing in matter, as Plato held. But it is not
so, if the word “otherwise” be taken as referring to the onewho
understands. For it is quite true that the mode of understand-
ing, in one who understands, is not the same as the mode of a
thing in existing: since the thing understood is immaterially in
the one who understands, according to the mode of the intel-
lect, and not materially, according to the mode of a material
thing.

Reply toObjection 2. Some have thought that the species
of a natural thing is a form only, and that matter is not part of
the species. If thatwere so,matterwouldnot enter into the def-
inition of natural things. erefore it must be said otherwise,
that matter is twofold, common, and “signate” or individual;
common, such as flesh and bone; and individual, as this flesh
and these bones. e intellect therefore abstracts the species
of a natural thing from the individual sensible matter, but not
from the common sensiblematter; for example, it abstracts the

species of man from “this flesh and these bones,” which do not
belong to the species as such, but to the individual (Metaph.
vii, Did. vi, 10), and need not be considered in the species:
whereas the species of man cannot be abstracted by the intel-
lect form “flesh and bones.”

Mathematical species, however, can be abstracted by the
intellect from sensible matter, not only from individual, but
also fromcommonmatter; not fromcommon intelligiblemat-
ter, but only from individual matter. For sensible matter is cor-
porealmatter as subject to sensible qualities, such as being cold
or hot, hard or so, and the like: while intelligible matter is
substance as subject to quantity. Now it is manifest that quan-
tity is in substance before other sensible qualities are. Hence
quantities, such as number, dimension, and figures, which are
the terminations of quantity, can be considered apart from
sensible qualities; and this is to abstract them from sensible
matter; but they cannot be considered without understanding
the substance which is subject to the quantity; for that would
be to abstract them from common intelligible matter. Yet they
can be considered apart from this or that substance; for that is
to abstract them from individual intelligible matter. But some
things can be abstracted even from common intelligible mat-
ter, such as “being,” “unity,” “power,” “act,” and the like; all
these can exist without matter, as is plain regarding immate-
rial things. Because Plato failed to consider the twofold kind
of abstraction, as above explained (ad 1), he held that all those
things which we have stated to be abstracted by the intellect,
are abstract in reality.

Reply to Objection 3. Colors, as being in individual cor-
poreal matter, have the samemode of existence as the power of
sight: therefore they can impress their own image on the eye.
But phantasms, since they are images of individuals, and exist
in corporeal organs, have not the samemode of existence as the
human intellect, and therefore have not the power of them-
selves to make an impression on the passive intellect. is is
done by the power of the active intellect which by turning to-
wards the phantasm produces in the passive intellect a certain
likeness which represents, as to its specific conditions only, the
thing reflected in the phantasm. It is thus that the intelligible
species is said to be abstracted from the phantasm; not that the
identical form which previously was in the phantasm is subse-
quently in the passive intellect, as a body transferred from one
place to another.

Reply to Objection 4. Not only does the active intellect
throw light on the phantasm: it doesmore; by its own power it
abstracts the intelligible species from the phantasm. It throws
light on the phantasm, because, just as the sensitive part ac-
quires a greater power by its conjunction with the intellectual
part, so by the power of the active intellect the phantasms are
made more fit for the abstraction therefrom of intelligible in-
tentions. Furthermore, the active intellect abstracts the intel-
ligible species from the phantasm, forasmuch as by the power
of the active intellect we are able to disregard the conditions
of individuality, and to take into our consideration the specific
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nature, the image of which informs the passive intellect.
Reply toObjection 5. Our intellect both abstracts the in-

telligible species from the phantasms, inasmuch as it consid-
ers the natures of things in universal, and, nevertheless, under-

stands these natures in the phantasms since it cannot under-
stand even the things of which it abstracts the species, without
turning to the phantasms, as we have said above (q. 84, a. 7).

Ia q. 85 a. 2Whether the intelligible species abstracted from the phantasm is related to our intellect as that
which is understood?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intelligible species ab-
stracted from the phantasm is related to our intellect as that
which is understood. For the understood in act is in the one
who understands: since the understood in act is the intellect
itself in act. But nothing of what is understood is in the in-
tellect actually understanding, save the abstracted intelligible
species. erefore this species is what is actually understood.

Objection 2. Further, what is actually understoodmust be
in something; else it would be nothing. But it is not in some-
thing outside the soul: for, since what is outside the soul is ma-
terial, nothing therein can be actually understood. erefore
what is actually understood is in the intellect. Consequently it
can be nothing else than the aforesaid intelligible species.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (1 Peri Herm.
i) that “words are signs of the passions in the soul.” But words
signify the things understood, for we express by word what we
understand. erefore these passions of the soul—viz. the in-
telligible species, are what is actually understood.

On the contrary, e intelligible species is to the intellect
what the sensible image is to the sense. But the sensible image
is not what is perceived, but rather that by which sense per-
ceives. erefore the intelligible species is not what is actually
understood, but that by which the intellect understands.

I answer that, Some have asserted that our intellectual fac-
ulties know only the impression made on them; as, for exam-
ple, that sense is cognizant only of the impression made on its
own organ. According to this theory, the intellect understands
only its own impression, namely, the intelligible species which
it has received, so that this species is what is understood.

is is, however, manifestly false for two reasons. First,
because the things we understand are the objects of science;
therefore if what we understand is merely the intelligible
species in the soul, it would follow that every science would
not be concerned with objects outside the soul, but only with
the intelligible species within the soul; thus, according to the
teaching of the Platonists all science is about ideas, which they
held to be actually understood*. Secondly, it is untrue, because
it would lead to the opinion of the ancients who maintained
that “whatever seems, is true”†, and that consequently contra-
dictories are true simultaneously. For if the faculty knows its
own impression only, it can judge of that only. Now a thing
seems according to the impression made on the cognitive fac-
ulty. Consequently the cognitive faculty will always judge of
its own impression as such; and so every judgment will be
true: for instance, if taste perceived only its own impression,

when anyonewith a healthy taste perceives that honey is sweet,
he would judge truly; and if anyone with a corrupt taste per-
ceives that honey is bitter, this would be equally true; for each
would judge according to the impression on his taste.us ev-
ery opinion would be equally true; in fact, every sort of appre-
hension.

erefore it must be said that the intelligible species is re-
lated to the intellect as that by which it understands: which is
proved thus.ere is a twofold action (Metaph. ix,Did. viii, 8),
one which remains in the agent; for instance, to see and to un-
derstand; and anotherwhich passes into an external object; for
instance, to heat and to cut; and each of these actions proceeds
in virtue of some form. And as the form from which proceeds
an act tending to something external is the likeness of the ob-
ject of the action, as heat in the heater is a likeness of the thing
heated; so the form from which proceeds an action remaining
in the agent is the likeness of the object. Hence that by which
the sight sees is the likeness of the visible thing; and the like-
ness of the thing understood, that is, the intelligible species,
is the form by which the intellect understands. But since the
intellect reflects upon itself, by such reflection it understands
both its own act of intelligence, and the species by which it
understands. us the intelligible species is that which is un-
derstood secondarily; but that which is primarily understood
is the object, of which the species is the likeness. is also ap-
pears from the opinion of the ancient philosophers, who said
that “like is known by like.” For they said that the soul knows
the earth outside itself, by the earth within itself; and so of the
rest. If, therefore, we take the species of the earth instead of the
earth, according to Aristotle (De Anima iii, 8), who says “that
a stone is not in the soul, but only the likeness of the stone”;
it follows that the soul knows external things by means of its
intelligible species.

Reply to Objection 1. e thing understood is in the in-
tellect by its own likeness; and it is in this sense that we say that
the thing actually understood is the intellect in act, because the
likeness of the thing understood is the form of the intellect, as
the likeness of a sensible thing is the form of the sense in act.
Hence it does not follow that the intelligible species abstracted
is what is actually understood; but rather that it is the likeness
thereof.

Reply to Objection 2. In these words “the thing actually
understood” there is a double implication—the thing which is
understood, and the fact that it is understood. In like manner
the words “abstract universal” imply two things, the nature of

* q. 84, a. 1. † Aristotle, Metaph. iii. 5.
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a thing and its abstraction or universality.erefore the nature
itself to which it occurs to be understood, abstracted or con-
sidered as universal is only in individuals; but that it is under-
stood, abstracted or considered as universal is in the intellect.
We see something similar to this is in the senses. For the sight
sees the color of the apple apart from its smell. If therefore it
be asked where is the color which is seen apart from the smell,
it is quite clear that the color which is seen is only in the ap-
ple: but that it be perceived apart from the smell, this is owing
to the sight, forasmuch as the faculty of sight receives the like-
ness of color and not of smell. In likemanner humanity under-
stood is only in this or that man; but that humanity be appre-
hended without conditions of individuality, that is, that it be
abstracted and consequently considered as universal, occurs to
humanity inasmuch as it is brought under the consideration of
the intellect, in which there is a likeness of the specific nature,

but not of the principles of individuality.
Reply toObjection 3.ere are two operations in the sen-

sitive part. One, in regard of impression only, and thus the op-
eration of the senses takes place by the senses being impressed
by the sensible. e other is formation, inasmuch as the imag-
ination forms for itself an image of an absent thing, or even of
something never seen. Both of these operations are found in
the intellect. For in thefirst place there is thepassionof thepas-
sive intellect as informed by the intelligible species; and then
the passive intellect thus informed forms a definition, or a di-
vision, or a composition, expressed by a word. Wherefore the
concept conveyed by aword is its definition; and a proposition
conveys the intellect’s division or composition. Words do not
therefore signify the intelligible species themselves; but that
which the intellect forms for itself for the purpose of judging
of external things.

Ia q. 85 a. 3Whether the more universal is first in our intellectual cognition?

Objection 1. It would seem that the more universal is not
first in our intellectual cognition. For what is first and more
known in its own nature, is secondarily and less known in re-
lation to ourselves. But universals come first as regards their
nature, because “that is first which does not involve the exis-
tence of its correlative” (Categor. ix). erefore the universals
are secondarily known as regards our intellect.

Objection 2. Further, the composition precedes the sim-
ple in relation to us. But universals are themore simple.ere-
fore they are known secondarily by us.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Phys. i, 1),
that the object defined comes in our knowledge before the
parts of its definition. But themore universal is part of the defi-
nition of the less universal, as “animal” is part of the definition
of “man.” erefore the universals are secondarily known by
us.

Objection 4. Further, we know causes and principles by
their effects. But universals are principles.erefore universals
are secondarily known by us.

On the contrary, “Wemust proceed from the universal to
the singular and individual” (Phys. i, 1)

I answer that, In our knowledge there are two things to be
considered. First, that intellectual knowledge in some degree
arises from sensible knowledge: and, because sense has singu-
lar and individual things for its object, and intellect has the
universal for its object, it follows that our knowledge of the
former comes before our knowledge of the latter. Secondly,
we must consider that our intellect proceeds from a state of
potentiality to a state of actuality; and every power thus pro-
ceeding from potentiality to actuality comes first to an incom-
plete act, which is the medium between potentiality and ac-
tuality, before accomplishing the perfect act. e perfect act
of the intellect is complete knowledge, when the object is dis-
tinctly and determinately known; whereas the incomplete act

is imperfect knowledge, when the object is known indistinctly,
and as it were confusedly. A thing thus imperfectly known, is
known partly in act and partly in potentiality, and hence the
Philosopher says (Phys. i, 1), that “what ismanifest and certain
is known tous at first confusedly; aerwardswe know it by dis-
tinguishing its principles and elements.” Now it is evident that
to know an object that comprisesmany things, without proper
knowledge of each thing contained in it, is to know that thing
confusedly. In this way we can have knowledge not only of the
universal whole, which contains parts potentially, but also of
the integral whole; for each whole can be known confusedly,
without its parts being known. But to know distinctly what is
contained in the universal whole is to know the less common,
as to “animal” indistinctly is to know it as “animal”; whereas
to know “animal” distinctly is know it as “rational” or “irra-
tional animal,” that is, to know a man or a lion: therefore our
intellect knows “animal” before it knows man; and the same
reason holds in comparing any more universal idea with the
less universal.

Moreover, as sense, like the intellect, proceeds from po-
tentiality to act, the same order of knowledge appears in the
senses. For by sense we judge of the more common before the
less common, in reference both to place and time; in reference
to place, when a thing is seen afar off it is seen to be a body be-
fore it is seen to be an animal; and to be an animal before it is
seen to be a man, and to be a man before it seen to be Socrates
orPlato; and the same is true as regards time, for a child candis-
tinguish man from not man before he distinguishes this man
from that, and therefore “children at first call men fathers, and
later on distinguish each one from the others” (Phys. i, 1). e
reason of this is clear: because he who knows a thing indis-
tinctly is in a state of potentiality as regards its principle of dis-
tinction; as he who knows “genus” is in a state of potentiality
as regards “difference.”us it is evident that indistinct knowl-
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edge is midway between potentiality and act.
We must therefore conclude that knowledge of the sin-

gular and individual is prior, as regards us, to the knowledge
of the universal; as sensible knowledge is prior to intellectual
knowledge. But in both sense and intellect the knowledge of
the more common precedes the knowledge of the less com-
mon.

Reply to Objection 1. e universal can be considered in
two ways. First, the universal nature may be considered to-
gether with the intention of universality. And since the in-
tention of universality—viz. the relation of one and the same
to many—is due to intellectual abstraction, the universal thus
considered is a secondary consideration. Hence it is said (De
Anima i, 1) that the “universal animal is either nothing or
something secondary.” But according to Plato, who held that
universals are subsistent, the universal considered thus would
be prior to the particular, for the latter, according to him, are
mere participations of the subsistent universalswhichhe called
ideas.

Secondly, the universal can be considered in the nature it-
self—for instance, animality or humanity as existing in the in-
dividual. And thus we must distinguish two orders of nature:
one, byway of generation and time; and thus the imperfect and
the potential come first. In this way the more common comes
first in the order of nature; as appears clearly in the generation
of man and animal; for “the animal is generated before man,”
as the Philosopher says (DeGener. Animal ii, 3).e other or-
der is the order of perfection or of the intention of nature: for
instance, act considered absolutely is naturally prior to poten-
tiality, and the perfect to the imperfect: thus the less common
comes naturally before the more common; as man comes be-
fore animal. For the intention of nature does not stop at the
generation of animal but goes on to the generation of man.

Reply to Objection 2. e more common universal may
be compared to the less common, as the whole, and as the part.
As the whole, considering that in the more universal is po-
tentially contained not only the less universal, but also other
things, as in “animal” is contained not only “man” but also
“horse.” As part, considering that the less common contains in
its idea not only the more common, but also more; as “man”
contains not only “animal” but also “rational.” erefore “an-

imal” in itself comes into our knowledge before “man”; but
“man” comes before “animal” considered as part of the same
idea.

Reply to Objection 3. A part can be known in two ways.
First, absolutely considered in itself; and thusnothingprevents
the parts being known before the whole, as stones are known
before a house is known. Secondly as belonging to a certain
whole; and thus we must needs know the whole before its
parts. For we know a house vaguely before we know its dif-
ferent parts. So likewise principles of definition are known be-
fore the thing defined is known; otherwise the thing defined
would not be known at all. But as parts of the definition they
are known aer. For we know man vaguely as man before we
know how to distinguish all that belongs to human nature.

Reply to Objection 4. e universal, as understood with
the intention of universality, is, indeed, in a way, a principle
of knowledge, in so far as the intention of universality results
from the mode of understanding by way of abstraction. But
what is a principle of knowledge is not of necessity a principle
of existence, as Plato thought: since at times we know a cause
through its effect, and substance through accidents. Where-
fore the universal thus considered, according to the opinion of
Aristotle, is neither a principle of existence, nor a substance, as
hemakes clear (Metaph. vii, Did. vi, 13). But if we consider the
generic or specific nature itself as existing in the singular, thus
in a way it is in the nature of a formal principle in regard to the
singulars: for the singular is the result of matter, while the idea
of species is from the form. But the generic nature is compared
to the specific nature rather aer the fashion of amaterial prin-
ciple, because the generic nature is taken from that which is
material in a thing, while the idea of species is taken from that
which is formal: thus the notion of animal is taken from the
sensitive part, whereas the notion of man is taken from the in-
tellectual part. us it is that the ultimate intention of nature
is to the species andnot to the individual, or the genus: because
the form is the end of generation, whilematter is for the sake of
the form. Neither is it necessary that, as regards us, knowledge
of any cause or principle should be secondary: since at times
through sensible causes we become acquainted with unknown
effects, and sometimes conversely.

Ia q. 85 a. 4Whether we can understand many things at the same time?

Objection 1. It would seem that we can understand many
things at the same time. For intellect is above time, whereas
the succession of before and aer belongs to time. erefore
the intellect does not understand different things in succes-
sion, but at the same time.

Objection 2. Further, there is nothing to prevent differ-
ent forms not opposed to each other from actually being in the
same subject, as, for instance, color and smell are in the apple.
But intelligible species are not opposed to each other. ere-

fore there is nothing to prevent the same intellect being in act
as regards different intelligible species, and thus it can under-
stand many things at the same time.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect understands a whole at
the same time, such as a man or a house. But a whole contains
many parts. erefore the intellect understands many things
at the same time.

Objection 4. Further, we cannot know the difference be-
tween two things unless we know both at the same time (De
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Anima iii, 2), and the same is to be said of any other compari-
son. But our intellect knows the difference and comparison be-
tween one thing and another. erefore it knows many things
at the same time.

On the contrary, It is said (Topic. ii, 10) that “understand-
ing is of one thing only, knowledge is of many.”

I answer that, e intellect can, indeed, understand many
things as one, but not as many: that is to say by “one” but not
by “many” intelligible species. For the mode of every action
follows the form which is the principle of that action. ere-
fore whatever things the intellect can understand under one
species, it can understand at the same time: hence it is that
God sees all things at the same time, because He sees all in
one, that is, in His Essence. But whatever things the intellect
understands under different species, it does not understand at
the same time.e reason of this is that it is impossible for one
and the same subject to be perfected at the same time by many
forms of one genus and diverse species, just as it is impossible
for one and the same body at the same time to have different
colors or different shapes. Now all intelligible species belong
to one genus, because they are the perfections of one intellec-
tual faculty: although the things which the species represent
belong to different genera. erefore it is impossible for one
and the same intellect to be perfected at the same time by dif-

ferent intelligible species so as actually to understand different
things.

Reply to Objection 1. e intellect is above that time,
which is themeasure of themovement of corporeal things. But
the multitude itself of intelligible species causes a certain vi-
cissitude of intelligible operations, according as one operation
succeeds another. And this vicissitude is called time by Augus-
tine, who says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20,22), that “God moves the
spiritual creature through time.”

Reply to Objection 2. Not only is it impossible for oppo-
site forms to exist at the same time in the same subject, but nei-
ther can any forms belonging to the same genus, although they
be not opposed to one another, as is clear from the examples
of colors and shapes.

Reply to Objection 3. Parts can be understood in two
ways. First, in a confused way, as existing in the whole, and
thus they are known through the one formof thewhole, and so
are known together. In another way they are known distinctly:
thus each is known by its species; and so they are not under-
stood at the same time.

Reply toObjection 4. If the intellect sees the difference or
comparison between one thing and another, it knows both in
relation to their difference or comparison; just, as we have said
above (ad 3), as it knows the parts in the whole.

Ia q. 85 a. 5Whether our intellect understands by composition and division?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect does not un-
derstand by composition and division. For composition and
division are only of many; whereas the intellect cannot under-
stand many things at the same time. erefore it cannot un-
derstand by composition and division.

Objection 2. Further, every composition and division im-
plies past, present, or future time. But the intellect abstracts
from time, as also from other individual conditions.erefore
the intellect does not understandby composition anddivision.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect understands things by
a process of assimilation to them. But composition and divi-
sion are not in things, for nothing is in things but what is sig-
nified by the predicate and the subject, and which is one and
the same, provided that the composition be true, for “man” is
truly what “animal” is. erefore the intellect does not act by
composition and division.

On the contrary,Words signify the conceptions of the in-
tellect, as the Philosopher says (Peri Herm. i). But in words we
find composition and division, as appears in affirmative and
negative propositions.erefore the intellect acts by composi-
tion and division.

I answer that, e human intellect must of necessity un-
derstand by composition and division. For since the intellect
passes frompotentiality to act, it has a likeness to things which
are generated, which do not attain to perfection all at once but
acquire it by degrees: so likewise the human intellect does not

acquire perfect knowledge by the first act of apprehension; but
it first apprehends something about its object, such as its quid-
dity, and this is its first and proper object; and then it under-
stands the properties, accidents, and the various relations of
the essence. us it necessarily compares one thing with an-
other by composition or division; and from one composition
and division it proceeds to another, which is the process of rea-
soning.

But the angelic and the Divine intellect, like all incorrupt-
ible things, have their perfection at once from the beginning.
Hence the angelic and the Divine intellect have the entire
knowledge of a thing at once and perfectly; and hence also in
knowing the quiddity of a thing they know at once whatever
we can know by composition, division, and reasoning. ere-
fore the human intellect knows by composition, division and
reasoning. But the Divine intellect and the angelic intellect
know, indeed, composition, division, and reasoning, not by
the process itself, but by understanding the simple essence.

Reply to Objection 1. Composition and division of the
intellect aremade by differentiating and comparing.Hence the
intellect knows many things by composition and division, as
by knowing the difference and comparison of things.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the intellect abstracts
from the phantasms, it does not understand actually without
turning to the phantasms, as we have said (a. 1; q. 84, a. 7).
And forasmuch as it turns to the phantasms, composition and

413



division of the intellect involve time.
Reply to Objection 3. e likeness of a thing is received

into the intellect according to the mode of the intellect, not
according to the mode of the thing. Wherefore something on
the part of the thing corresponds to the composition and di-
vision of the intellect; but it does not exist in the same way in
the intellect and in the thing. For the proper object of the hu-
man intellect is the quiddity of a material thing, which comes
under the action of the senses and the imagination. Now in a
material thing there is a twofold composition. First, there is
the composition of form with matter; and to this corresponds
that composition of the intellect whereby the universal whole
is predicated of its part: for the genus is derived from common
matter, while the difference that completes the species is de-
rived from the form, and the particular from individual mat-
ter. e second comparison is of accident with subject: and to

this real composition corresponds that composition of the in-
tellect, whereby accident is predicated of subject, as when we
say “the man is white.” Nevertheless composition of the intel-
lect differs from composition of things; for in the latter the
things are diverse,whereas compositionof the intellect is a sign
of the identity of the components. For the above composition
of the intellect does not imply that “man” and “whiteness” are
identical, but the assertion, “theman is white,” means that “the
man is something having whiteness”: and the subject, which is
a man, is identified with a subject having whiteness. It is the
samewith the composition of form andmatter: for animal sig-
nifies thatwhichhas a sensitive nature; rational, thatwhichhas
an intellectual nature; man, that which has both; and Socrates
thatwhichhas all these things togetherwith individualmatter;
and according to this kind of identity our intellect predicates
the composition of one thing with another.

Ia q. 85 a. 6Whether the intellect can be false?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect can be false;
for the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi, Did. v, 4) that “truth and
falsehood are in the mind.” But the mind and intellect are the
same, as is shown above (q. 79, a. 1). erefore falsehood may
be in the mind.

Objection2.Further, opinion and reasoning belong to the
intellect. But falsehood exists in both.erefore falsehood can
be in the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, sin is in the intellectual faculty. But
sin involves falsehood: for “those err that work evil” (Prov.
14:22). erefore falsehood can be in the intellect.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 32), that
“everyone who is deceived, does not rightly understand that
wherein he is deceived.” And the Philosopher says (De Anima
iii, 10), that “the intellect is always true.”

I answer that, e Philosopher (De Anima iii, 6) com-
pares intellect with sense on this point. For sense is not de-
ceived in its proper object, as sight in regard to color; has acci-
dentally through some hindrance occurring to the sensile or-
gan—for example, the taste of a fever-stricken person judges a
sweet thing to be bitter, throughhis tongue being vitiated by ill
humors. Sense, however, may be deceived as regards common
sensible objects, as size or figure; when, for example, it judges
the sun to be only a foot in diameter, whereas in reality it ex-
ceeds the earth in size. Much more is sense deceived concern-
ing accidental sensible objects, as when it judges that vinegar
is honey by reason of the color being the same. e reason of
this is evident; for every faculty, as such, is “per se” directed to
its proper object; and things of this kind are always the same.
Hence, as long as the faculty exists, its judgment concerning
its own proper object does not fail. Now the proper object of

the intellect is the “quiddity” of a material thing; and hence,
properly speaking, the intellect is not at fault concerning this
quiddity; whereas it may go astray as regards the surroundings
of the thing in its essence or quiddity, in referring one thing
to another, as regards composition or division, or also in the
process of reasoning. erefore, also in regard to those propo-
sitions, which are understood, the intellect cannot err, as in the
case of first principles from which arises infallible truth in the
certitude of scientific conclusions.

e intellect, however, may be accidentally deceived in the
quiddity of composite things, not by the defect of its organ, for
the intellect is a faculty that is independent of an organ; but on
the part of the composition affecting the definition, when, for
instance, the definition of a thing is false in relation to some-
thing else, as the definition of a circle applied to a triangle; or
when a definition is false in itself as involving the composi-
tion of things incompatible; as, for instance, to describe any-
thing as “a rational winged animal.” Hence as regards simple
objects not subject to composite definitions we cannot be de-
ceived unless, indeed, we understand nothing whatever about
them, as is said Metaph. ix, Did. viii, 10.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher says that false-
hood is in the intellect in regard to composition and division.
e same answer applies to the Second Objection concerning
opinion and reasoning, and to the ird Objection, concern-
ing the error of the sinner, who errs in the practical judgment
of the appetible object. But in the absolute consideration of
the quiddity of a thing, and of those things which are known
thereby, the intellect is never deceived. In this sense are to be
understood the authorities quoted in proof of the opposite
conclusion.
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Ia q. 85 a. 7Whether one person can understand one and the same thing better than another can?

Objection 1. It would seem that one person cannot under-
stand one and the same thing better than another can. For Au-
gustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 32), “Whoever understands a thing
otherwise than as it is, does not understand it at all. Hence it
is clear that there is a perfect understanding, than which none
other is more perfect: and therefore there are not infinite de-
grees of understanding a thing: nor can one personunderstand
a thing better than another can.”

Objection 2. Further, the intellect is true in its act of
understanding. But truth, being a certain equality between
thought and thing, is not subject to more or less; for a thing
cannot be said to be more or less equal. erefore a thing can-
not be more or less understood.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect is the most formal of
all that is in man. But different forms cause different species.
erefore if one man understands better than another, it
would seem that they do not belong to the same species.

On the contrary, Experience shows that some understand
more profoundly than do others; as one who carries a conclu-
sion to its first principles and ultimate causes understands it
better than the onewho reduces it only to its proximate causes.

I answer that,A thing being understoodmore by one than
by another may be taken in two senses. First, so that the word
“more” be taken as determining the act of understanding as re-
gards the thing understood; and thus, one cannot understand
the same thing more than another, because to understand it
otherwise than as it is, either better or worse, would entail be-
ing deceived, and such a one would not understand it, as Au-

gustine argues (QQ. 83, qu. 32). In another sense the word
“more” can be taken as determining the act of understanding
on the part of him who understands; and so one may under-
stand the same thing better than someone else, through having
a greater power of understanding: just as amanmay see a thing
better with his bodily sight, whose power is greater, and whose
sight is more perfect. e same applies to the intellect in two
ways. First, as regards the intellect itself, which ismore perfect.
For it is plain that the better the disposition of a body, the bet-
ter the soul allotted to it; which clearly appears in things of dif-
ferent species: and the reason thereof is that act and form are
received into matter according to matter’s capacity: thus be-
cause some men have bodies of better disposition, their souls
have a greater power of understanding, wherefore it is said (De
Anima ii, 9), that “it is to be observed that those who have so
flesh are of apt mind.” Secondly, this occurs in regard to the
lower powers of which the intellect has need in its operation:
for those inwhom the imaginative, cogitative, andmemorative
powers are of better disposition, are better disposed to under-
stand.

e reply to the First Objection is clear from the above;
likewise the reply to the Second, for the truth of the intellect
consists in the intellect understanding a thing as it is.

Reply toObjection 3.edifference of formwhich is due
only to the different disposition ofmatter, causes not a specific
but only a numerical difference: for different individuals have
different forms, diversified according to the difference of mat-
ter.

Ia q. 85 a. 8Whether the intellect understands the indivisible before the divisible?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect understands
the indivisible before the divisible. For the Philosopher says
(Phys. i, 1) that “we understand and know from the knowl-
edge of principles and elements.” But principles are indivisible,
and elements are of divisible things. erefore the indivisible
is known to us before the divisible.

Objection 2. Further, the definition of a thing contains
what is known previously, for a definition “proceeds from the
first andmore known,” as is saidTopic. vi, 4. But the indivisible
is part of the definition of the divisible; as a point comes into
the definition of a line; for as Euclid says, “a line is lengthwith-
out breadth, the extremities of which are points”; also unity
comes into the definition of number, for “number ismultitude
measured by one,” as is saidMetaph. x,Did. ix, 6.erefore our
intellect understands the indivisible before the divisible.

Objection 3. Further, “Like is known by like.” But the in-
divisible is more like to the intellect than is the divisible; be-
cause “the intellect is simple” (De Anima iii, 4). erefore our
intellect first knows the indivisible.

On the contrary, It is said (De Anima iii, 6) that “the in-

divisible is expressed as a privation.” But privation is known
secondarily. erefore likewise is the indivisible.

I answer that,eobject of our intellect in its present state
is the quiddity of a material thing, which it abstracts from the
phantasms, as above stated (q. 84, a. 7). And since that which
is known first and of itself by our cognitive power is its proper
object, we must consider its relationship to that quiddity in
order to discover in what order the indivisible is known. Now
the indivisible is threefold, as is said De Anima iii, 6. First,
the continuous is indivisible, since actually it is undivided, al-
though potentially divisible: and this indivisible is known to
us before its division, which is a division into parts: because
confused knowledge is prior to distinct knowledge, as we have
said above (a. 3). Secondly, the indivisible is so called in rela-
tion to species, as man’s reason is something indivisible. is
way, also, the indivisible is understood before its division into
logical parts, aswe have said above (DeAnima iii, 6); and again
before the intellect disposes and divides by affirmation and
negation.e reason of this is that both these kinds of indivis-
ible are understood by the intellect of itself, as being its proper

415



object. e third kind of indivisible is what is altogether in-
divisible, as a point and unity, which cannot be divided either
actually or potentially. And this indivisible is known secondar-
ily, through the privation of divisibility. Wherefore a point is
defined by way of privation “as that which has no parts”; and
in like manner the notion of “one” is that is “indivisible,” as
stated in Metaph. x, Did. ix, 1. And the reason of this is that
this indivisible has a certain opposition to a corporeal being,
the quiddity of which is the primary and proper object of the
intellect.

But if our intellect understood by participation of certain
separate indivisible (forms), as the Platonists maintained, it
would follow that a like indivisible is understoodprimarily; for
according to the Platonists what is first is first participated by
things.

Reply to Objection 1. In the acquisition of knowledge,
principles and elements are not always (known)first: for some-
times from sensible effects we arrive at the knowledge of prin-
ciples and intelligible causes. But in perfect knowledge, the

knowledge of effects always depends on the knowledge of prin-
ciples and elements: for as thePhilosopher says in the samepas-
sage: “en dowe consider that we know, whenwe can resolve
principles into their causes.”

Reply to Objection 2. A point is not included in the def-
inition of a line in general: for it is manifest that in a line of
indefinite length, and in a circular line, there is no point, save
potentially. Euclid defines a finite straight line: and therefore
hementions a point in the definition, as the limit in the defini-
tion of that which is limited. Unity is the measure of number:
wherefore it is included in the definition of a measured num-
ber. But it is not included in the definition of the divisible, but
rather conversely.

Reply toObjection 3. e likeness through which we un-
derstand is the species of the known in the knower; therefore
a thing is known first, not on account of its natural likeness to
the cognitive power, but on account of the power’s aptitude for
the object: otherwise sight would perceive hearing rather than
color.
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F P, Q 86
What Our Intellect Knows in Material ings

(In Four Articles)

We now have to consider what our intellect knows in material things. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it knows singulars?
(2) Whether it knows the infinite?
(3) Whether it knows contingent things?
(4) Whether it knows future things?

Ia q. 86 a. 1Whether our intellect knows singulars?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect knows sin-
gulars. For whoever knows composition, knows the terms
of composition. But our intellect knows this composition;
“Socrates is a man”: for it belongs to the intellect to form
a proposition. erefore our intellect knows this singular,
Socrates.

Objection 2. Further, the practical intellect directs to ac-
tion. But action has relation to singular things. erefore the
intellect knows the singular.

Objection 3. Further, our intellect understands itself. But
in itself it is a singular, otherwise it would have no action of
its own; for actions belong to singulars.erefore our intellect
knows singulars.

Objection 4. Further, a superior power can do whatever is
done by an inferior power. But sense knows the singular.Much
more, therefore, can the intellect know it.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Phys. i, 5), that
“the universal is known by reason; and the singular is known
by sense.”

I answer that, Our intellect cannot know the singular in
material things directly and primarily.e reason of this is that
the principle of singularity inmaterial things is individualmat-
ter, whereas our intellect, as have said above (q. 85, a. 1), under-
stands by abstracting the intelligible species from such matter.
Nowwhat is abstracted from individualmatter is the universal.
Hence our intellect knows directly the universal only. But in-
directly, and as it were by a kind of reflection, it can know the

singular, because, as we have said above (q. 85, a. 7), even af-
ter abstracting the intelligible species, the intellect, in order to
understand, needs to turn to the phantasms in which it under-
stands the species, as is saidDeAnima iii, 7.erefore it under-
stands the universal directly through the intelligible species,
and indirectly the singular represented by the phantasm. And
thus it forms the proposition “Socrates is a man.” Wherefore
the reply to the first objection is clear.

Reply to Objection 2. e choice of a particular thing to
be done is as the conclusion of a syllogism formed by the prac-
tical intellect, as is said Ethic. vii, 3. But a singular proposition
cannot be directly concluded from a universal proposition, ex-
cept through the medium of a singular proposition. erefore
the universal principle of the practical intellect does not move
save through themediumof the particular apprehension of the
sensitive part, as is said De Anima iii, 11.

Reply to Objection 3. Intelligibility is incompatible with
the singular not as such, but as material, for nothing can be
understood otherwise than immaterially. erefore if there be
an immaterial singular such as the intellect, there is no reason
why it should not be intelligible.

Reply to Objection 4. e higher power can do what the
lower power can, but in a more eminent way. Wherefore what
the sense knows materially and concretely, which is to know
the singular directly, the intellect knows immaterially and in
the abstract, which is to know the universal.

Ia q. 86 a. 2Whether our intellect can know the infinite?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect can know
the infinite. ForGod excels all infinite things. But our intellect
can knowGod, as we have said above (q. 12, a. 1).Muchmore,
therefore, can our intellect know all other infinite things.

Objection 2. Further, our intellect can naturally know
“genera” and “species.” But there is an infinity of species in
some genera, as in number, proportion, and figure. erefore
our intellect can know the infinite.

Objection 3.Further, if one body can coexist with another
in the same place, there is nothing to prevent an infinite num-

ber of bodies being in one place. But one intelligible species
can exist with another in the same intellect, for many things
can be habitually known at the same time.erefore our intel-
lect can have an habitual knowledge of an infinite number of
things.

Objection4.Further, as the intellect is not a corporeal fac-
ulty, as we have said (q. 76, a. 1), it appears to be an infinite
power. But an infinite power has a capacity for an infinite ob-
ject. erefore our intellect can know the infinite.

On the contrary, It is said (Phys. i, 4) that “the infinite,
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considered as such, is unknown.”
I answer that, Since a faculty and its object are propor-

tional to each other, the intellect must be related to the infi-
nite, as is its object, which is the quiddity of a material thing.
Now in material things the infinite does not exist actually, but
only potentially, in the sense of one succeeding another, as is
said Phys. iii, 6. erefore infinity is potentially in our mind
through its considering successively one thing aer another:
because never does our intellect understand so many things,
that it cannot understand more.

On the other hand, our intellect cannot understand the
infinite either actually or habitually. Not actually, for our in-
tellect cannot know actually at the same time, except what it
knows through one species. But the infinite is not represented
by one species, for if it were it would be something whole and
complete. Consequently it cannot be understood except by a
successive consideration of one part aer another, as is clear
from its definition (Phys. iii, 6): for the infinite is that “from
which, howevermuchwemay take, there always remains some-
thing to be taken.” us the infinite could not be known actu-
ally, unless all its parts were counted: which is impossible.

For the same reasonwe cannot have habitual knowledge of
the infinite: because in us habitual knowledge results from ac-
tual consideration: since by understanding we acquire knowl-
edge, as is said Ethic. ii, 1. Wherefore it would not be possible
for us to have a habit of an infinity of things distinctly known,
unless we had already considered the entire infinity thereof,
counting them according to the succession of our knowledge:
which is impossible. And therefore neither actually nor habit-
ually can our intellect know the infinite, but only potentially
as explained above.

Reply to Objection 1. As we have said above (q. 7, a. 1),
God is called infinite, because He is a form unlimited by mat-

ter; whereas in material things, the term ‘infinite’ is applied
to that which is deprived of any formal term. And form be-
ing known in itself, whereas matter cannot be known without
form, it follows that the material infinite is in itself unknow-
able. But the formal infinite, God, is of Himself known; but
He is unknown to us by reason of our feeble intellect, which
in its present state has a natural aptitude for material objects
only. erefore we cannot know God in our present life ex-
cept through material effects. In the future life this defect of
intellect will be removed by the state of glory, when we shall
be able to see the Essence of God Himself, but without being
able to comprehend Him.

Reply to Objection 2. e nature of our mind is to know
species abstracted from phantasms; therefore it cannot know
actually or habitually species of numbers or figures that are not
in the imagination, except in a general way and in their univer-
sal principles; and this is to know them potentially and con-
fusedly.

Reply to Objection 3. If two or more bodies were in the
same place, there would be no need for them to occupy the
place successively, in order for the things placed to be counted
according to this succession of occupation.On the other hand,
the intelligible species enter into our intellect successively;
since many things cannot be actually understood at the same
time: and therefore theremust be a definite and not an infinite
number of species in our intellect.

Reply toObjection 4.As our intellect is infinite in power,
so does it know the infinite. For its power is indeed infinite
inasmuch as it is not terminated by corporeal matter. More-
over it can know the universal, which is abstracted from indi-
vidualmatter, andwhich consequently is not limited to one in-
dividual, but, considered in itself, extends to an infinite num-
ber of individuals.

Ia q. 86 a. 3Whether our intellect can know contingent things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect cannot know
contingent things: because, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi,
6), the objects of understanding, wisdom and knowledge are
not contingent, but necessary things.

Objection 2. Further, as stated in Phys. iv, 12, “what some-
times is and sometimes is not, is measured by time.” Now the
intellect abstracts from time, and from other material condi-
tions.erefore, as it is proper to a contingent thing sometime
to be and sometime not to be, it seems that contingent things
are not known by the intellect.

On the contrary, All knowledge is in the intellect. But
some sciences are of the contingent things, as the moral sci-
ences, the objects of which are human actions subject to free-
will; and again, the natural sciences in as far as they relate
to things generated and corruptible. erefore the intellect
knows contingent things.

I answer that,Contingent things can be considered in two

ways; either as contingent, or as containing some element of
necessity, since every contingent thing has in it something nec-
essary: for example, that Socrates runs, is in itself contingent;
but the relation of running tomotion is necessary, for it is nec-
essary that Socrates move if he runs. Now contingency arises
from matter, for contingency is a potentiality to be or not to
be, and potentiality belongs to matter; whereas necessity re-
sults from form, because whatever is consequent on form is of
necessity in the subject. But matter is the individualizing prin-
ciple: whereas the universal comes from the abstraction of the
form from the particular matter. Moreover it was laid down
above (a. 1) that the intellect of itself and directly has the uni-
versal for its object; while the object of sense is the singular,
which in a certain way is the indirect object of the intellect,
as we have said above (a. 1). erefore the contingent, con-
sidered as such, is known directly by sense and indirectly by
the intellect; while the universal and necessary principles of
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contingent things are known only by the intellect. Hence if
we consider the objects of science in their universal principles,
then all science is of necessary things. But if we consider the
things themselves, thus some sciences are of necessary things,

some of contingent things.
From which the replies to the objections are clear.

Ia q. 86 a. 4Whether our intellect can know the future?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect knows the
future. For our intellect knows by means of intelligible species
abstracted from the “here” and “now,” and related indifferently
to all time. But it can know the present. erefore it can know
the future.

Objection 2. Further, man, while his senses are in sus-
pense, can know some future things, as in sleep, and in frenzy.
But the intellect is freer and more vigorous when removed
from sense. erefore the intellect of its own nature can know
the future.

Objection 3. e intellectual knowledge of man is supe-
rior to any knowledge of brutes. But some animals know the
future; thus crowsby their frequent cawing foretell rain.ere-
fore much more can the intellect know the future.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 8:6,7), “ere is a
great affliction for man, because he is ignorant of things past;
and things to come he cannot know by any messenger.”

I answer that, We must apply the same distinction to fu-
ture things, aswe applied above (a. 3) to contingent things. For
future things considered as subject to time are singular, and
the human intellect knows them by reflection only, as stated
above (a. 1). But the principles of future things may be univer-
sal; and thus they may enter the domain of the intellect and
become the objects of science.

Speaking, however, of the knowledge of the future in a
general way, we must observe that the future may be known
in two ways: either in itself, or in its cause. e future cannot
be known in itself save by God alone; to Whom even that is
present which in the course of events is future, forasmuch as
from eternityHis glance embraces the whole course of time, as
we have said above when treating of God’s knowledge (q. 14,
a. 13). But forasmuch as it exists in its cause, the future can be
known by us also. And if, indeed, the cause be such as to have
a necessary connection with its future result, then the future is
knownwith scientific certitude, just as the astronomer foresees
the future eclipse. If, however, the cause be such as to produce
a certain result more frequently than not, then can the future
be known more or less conjecturally, according as its cause is
more or less inclined to produce the effect.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers that
knowledge which is drawn from universal causal principles;
from these the future may be known, according to the order
of the effects to the cause.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Confess. xii*),
the soul has a certain power of forecasting, so that by its very
nature it can know the future; hence when withdrawn from
corporeal sense, and, as it were, concentrated on itself, it shares

in the knowledge of the future. Such an opinion would be rea-
sonable if wewere to admit that the soul receives knowledge by
participating the ideas as the Platonists maintained, because
in that case the soul by its nature would know the universal
causes of all effects, and would only be impeded in its knowl-
edge by the body, and hence whenwithdrawn from the corpo-
real senses it would know the future.

But since it is connatural to our intellect to know things,
not thus, but by receiving its knowledge from the senses; it is
not natural for the soul to know the future when withdrawn
from the senses: rather does it know the future by the im-
pression of superior spiritual and corporeal causes; of spiri-
tual causes, when by Divine power the human intellect is en-
lightened through the ministry of angels, and the phantasms
are directed to the knowledge of future events; or, by the in-
fluence of demons, when the imagination is moved regarding
the future known to the demons, as explained above (q. 57,
a. 3). e soul is naturally more inclined to receive these im-
pressions of spiritual causes when it is withdrawn from the
senses, as it is then nearer to the spiritual world, and freer from
external distractions. e same may also come from superior
corporeal causes. For it is clear that superior bodies influence
inferior bodies. Hence, in consequence of the sensitive facul-
ties being acts of corporeal organs, the influence of the heav-
enly bodies causes the imagination to be affected, and so, as
the heavenly bodies cause many future events, the imagina-
tion receives certain images of some such events. ese im-
ages are perceived more at night and while we sleep than in
the daytime and while we are awake, because, as stated in De
Somn. et Vigil. ii*, “impressions made by day are evanescent.
e night air is calmer, when silence reigns, hence bodily im-
pressions are made in sleep, when slight internal movements
are felt more than in wakefulness, and such movements pro-
duce in the imagination images from which the future may be
foreseen.”

Reply toObjection 3.Brute animals have no power above
the imagination wherewith to regulate it, as man has his rea-
son, and therefore their imagination follows entirely the influ-
ence of the heavenly bodies. us from such animals’ move-
ments some future things, such as rain and the like, may be
known rather from human movements directed by reason.
Hence the Philosopher says (De Somn. et Vig.), that “some
who are most imprudent are most far-seeing; for their intel-
ligence is not burdened with cares, but is as it were barren and
bare of all anxietymoving at the caprice of whatever is brought
to bear on it.”

* Gen. ad lit. xii. 13. * De Divinat. per somn. ii.
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F P, Q 87
How the Intellectual Soul Knows Itself and All Within Itself

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider how the intellectual soul knows itself and all within itself. Under this head there are four points
of inquiry:

(1) Whether the soul knows itself by its own essence?
(2) Whether it knows its own habits?
(3) How does the intellect know its own act?
(4) How does it know the act of the will?

Ia q. 87 a. 1Whether the intellectual soul knows itself by its essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual soul
knows itself by its own essence. For Augustine says (De Trin.
ix, 3), that “the mind knows itself, because it is incorporeal.”

Objection 2. Further, both angels and human souls be-
long to the genus of intellectual substance. But an angel un-
derstands itself by its own essence. erefore likewise does the
human soul.

Objection 3. Further, “in things void of matter, the intel-
lect and that which is understood are the same” (DeAnima iii,
4). But the human mind is void of matter, not being the act of
a body as stated above (q. 76, a. 1). erefore the intellect and
its object are the same in the human mind; and therefore the
human mind understands itself by its own essence.

Onthe contrary, It is said (DeAnima iii, 4) that “the intel-
lect understands itself in the same way as it understands other
things.” But it understands other things, not by their essence,
but by their similitudes.erefore it does not understand itself
by its own essence.

I answer that, Everything is knowable so far as it is in act,
and not, so far as it is in potentiality (Metaph. ix, Did. viii,
9): for a thing is a being, and is true, and therefore knowable,
according as it is actual. is is quite clear as regards sensible
things, for the eye does not see what is potentially, but what is
actually colored. In like manner it is clear that the intellect, so
far as it knows material things, does not know save what is in
act: and hence it does not know primary matter except as pro-
portionate to form, as is stated Phys. i, 7. Consequently imma-
terial substances are intelligible by their own essence according
as each one is actual by its own essence.

erefore it is that the Essence of God, the pure and per-
fect act, is simply and perfectly in itself intelligible; and hence
God by His own Essence knows Himself, and all other things
also.e angelic essence belongs, indeed, to the genus of intel-
ligible things as “act,” but not as a “pure act,” nor as a “complete
act,” and hence the angel’s act of intelligence is not completed
by his essence. For although an angel understands himself by
his own essence, still he cannot understand all other things by
his own essence; for he knows things other than himself by

their likenesses. Now the human intellect is only a potential-
ity in the genus of intelligible beings, just as primary matter is
a potentiality as regards sensible beings; and hence it is called
“possible”*. erefore in its essence the human mind is poten-
tially understanding.Hence it has in itself the power to under-
stand, but not to be understood, except as it ismade actual. For
even the Platonists asserted than an order of intelligible beings
existed above the order of intellects, forasmuch as the intel-
lect understands only by participation of the intelligible; for
they said that the participator is below what it participates. If,
therefore, the human intellect, as the Platonists held, became
actual by participating separate intelligible forms, it would un-
derstand itself by such participation of incorporeal beings. But
as in this life our intellect has material and sensible things for
its proper natural object, as stated above (q. 84, a. 7), it under-
stands itself according as it is made actual by the species ab-
stracted from sensible things, through the light of the active
intellect, which not only actuates the intelligible things them-
selves, but also, by their instrumentality, actuates the passive
intellect.erefore the intellect knows itself not by its essence,
but by its act. is happens in two ways: In the first place, sin-
gularly, as when Socrates or Plato perceives that he has an in-
tellectual soul because he perceives that he understands. In the
second place, universally, as when we consider the nature of
the human mind from knowledge of the intellectual act. It is
true, however, that the judgment and force of this knowledge,
whereby we know the nature of the soul, comes to us accord-
ing to the derivation of our intellectual light from the Divine
Truth which contains the types of all things as above stated
(q. 84, a. 5). Hence Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 6): “We gaze
on the inviolable truth whence we can as perfectly as possible
define, not what eachman’s mind is, but what it ought to be in
the light of the eternal types.” ere is, however, a difference
between these two kinds of knowledge, and it consists in this,
that the mere presence of the mind suffices for the first; the
mind itself being the principle of action whereby it perceives
itself, and hence it is said to know itself by its own presence.
But as regards the second kind of knowledge, the mere pres-

* Possibilis—elsewhere in this translation rendered “passive”—Ed.

421



ence of themind does not suffice, and there is further required
a careful and subtle inquiry. Hence many are ignorant of the
soul’s nature, and many have erred about it. So Augustine says
(DeTrin. x, 9), concerning suchmental inquiry: “Let themind
strive not to see itself as if it were absent, but to discern itself as
present”—i.e. to know how it differs from other things; which
is to know its essence and nature.

Reply to Objection 1. e mind knows itself by means of
itself, because at length it acquires knowledge of itself, though
led thereto by its own act: because it is itself that it knows since
it loves itself, as he says in the same passage. For a thing can be
called self-evident in two ways, either because we can know it
by nothing else except itself, as first principles are called self-
evident; or because it is not accidentally knowable, as color is
visible of itself, whereas substance is visible by its accident.

Reply to Objection 2. e essence of an angel is an act in
the genus of intelligible things, and therefore it is both intel-
lect and the thing understood. Hence an angel apprehends his
own essence through itself: not so the human mind, which is
either altogether in potentiality to intelligible things—as is the
passive intellect—or is the act of intelligible things abstracted
from the phantasms—as is the active intellect.

Reply to Objection 3. is saying of the Philosopher is
universally true in every kind of intellect. For as sense in act is
the sensible in act, by reason of the sensible likeness which is
the form of sense in act, so likewise the intellect in act is the
object understood in act, by reason of the likeness of the thing
understood, which is the form of the intellect in act. So the
human intellect, which becomes actual by the species of the
object understood, is itself understood by the same species as
by its own form. Now to say that in “things without matter
the intellect and what is understood are the same,” is equal to
saying that “as regards things actually understood the intellect
and what is understood are the same.” For a thing is actually
understood in that it is immaterial. But a distinction must be
drawn: since the essences of some things are immaterial—as
the separate substances called angels, each of which is under-
stood and understands, whereas there are other things whose
essences are not wholly immaterial, but only the abstract like-
nesses thereof. Hence the Commentator says (De Anima iii)
that the proposition quoted is true only of separate substances;
because in a sense it is verified in their regard, and not in regard
of other substances, as already stated (Reply obj. 2).

Ia q. 87 a. 2Whether our intellect knows the habits of the soul by their essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect knows the
habits of the soul by their essence. ForAugustine says (DeTrin.
xiii, 1): “Faith is not seen in the heart wherein it abides, as the
soul of a man may be seen by another from the movement of
the body; but we knowmost certainly that it is there, and con-
science proclaims its existence”; and the same principle applies
to the other habits of the soul. erefore the habits of the soul
are not known by their acts, but by themselves.

Objection 2. Further, material things outside the soul are
known by their likeness being present in the soul, and are said
therefore to be known by their likenesses. But the soul’s habits
are present by their essence in the soul. erefore the habits of
the soul are known by their essence.

Objection 3. Further, “whatever is the cause of a thing be-
ing such is still more so.” But habits and intelligible species
cause things to be known by the soul. erefore they are still
more known by the soul in themselves.

On the contrary, Habits like powers are the principles of
acts. But as is said (De Anima ii, 4), “acts and operations are
logically prior to powers.” erefore in the same way they are
prior to habits; and thus habits, like the powers, are known by
their acts.

I answer that, A habit is a kind of medium between mere
power andmere act.Now, it has been said (a. 1) that nothing is
known but as it is actual: therefore so far as a habit fails in be-
ing a perfect act, it falls short in being of itself knowable, and
can be known only by its act; thus, for example, anyone knows
he has a habit from the fact that he can produce the act proper
to that habit; or he may inquire into the nature and idea of the
habit by considering the act. e first kind of knowledge of

the habit arises from its being present, for the very fact of its
presence causes the act whereby it is known. e second kind
of knowledge of the habit arises from a careful inquiry, as is
explained above of the mind (a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. Although faith is not known by
external movement of the body, it is perceived by the subject
wherein it resides, by the interior act of the heart. For no one
knows that he has faith unless he knows that he believes.

Reply to Objection 2. Habits are present in our intellect,
not as its object since, in the present state of life, our intellect’s
object is the nature of a material thing as stated above (q. 84,
a. 7), but as that by which it understands.

Reply to Objection 3. e axiom, “whatever is the cause
of a thing being such, is still more so,” is true of things that
are of the same order, for instance, of the same kind of cause;
for example, we may say that health is desirable on account
of life, and therefore life is more desirable still. But if we take
things of different orders the axiom is not true: for we may say
that health is caused by medicine, but it does not follow that
medicine is more desirable than health, for health belongs to
the order of final causes, whereas medicine belongs to the or-
der of efficient causes. So of two things belonging essentially
to the order of the objects of knowledge, the one which is the
cause of the other being known, is the more known, as princi-
ples are more known than conclusions. But habit as such does
not belong to the order of objects of knowledge; nor are things
known on account of the habit, as on account of an object
known, but as on account of a disposition or formwhereby the
subject knows: and therefore the argument does not prove.
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Ia q. 87 a. 3Whether our intellect knows its own act?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect does not
know its own act. For what is known is the object of the know-
ing faculty. But the act differs from the object. erefore the
intellect does not know its own act.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is known is known by
some act. If, then, the intellect knows its own act, it knows it
by some act, and again it knows that act by some other act; this
is to proceed indefinitely, which seems impossible.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect has the same relation to
its act as sense has to its act. But the proper sense does not feel
its own act, for this belongs to the common sense, as statedDe
Anima iii, 2. erefore neither does the intellect understand
its own act.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11), “I un-
derstand that I understand.”

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2) a thing is intelli-
gible according as it is in act. Now the ultimate perfection of
the intellect consists in its own operation: for this is not an act
tending to something else in which lies the perfection of the
work accomplished, as building is the perfection of the thing
built; but it remains in the agent as its perfection and act, as
is said Metaph. ix, Did. viii, 8. erefore the first thing under-
stood of the intellect is its own act of understanding. is oc-
curs in different ways with different intellects. For there is an
intellect, namely, the Divine, which is Its own act of intelli-
gence, so that in God the understanding of His intelligence,
and the understanding of His Essence, are one and the same
act, becauseHis Essence isHis act of understanding. But there
is another intellect, the angelic, which is not its own act of un-
derstanding, as we have said above (q. 79, a. 1), and yet the first
object of that act is the angelic essence. Wherefore although
there is a logical distinction between the actwhereby he under-
stands that he understands, and that whereby he understands
his essence, yet he understands both by one and the same act;
because to understand his own essence is the proper perfec-
tion of his essence, and by one and the same act is a thing,

together with its perfection, understood. And there is yet an-
other, namely, the human intellect, which neither is its own act
of understanding, nor is its own essence the first object of its
act of understanding, for this object is the nature of a material
thing. And therefore that which is first known by the human
intellect is an object of this kind, and that which is known sec-
ondarily is the act by which that object is known; and through
the act the intellect itself is known, the perfection of which is
this act of understanding. For this reason did the Philosopher
assert that objects are known before acts, and acts before pow-
ers (De Anima ii, 4).

Reply to Objection 1. e object of the intellect is some-
thing universal, namely, “being” and “the true,” in which the
act also of understanding is comprised.Wherefore the intellect
can understand its own act. But not primarily, since the first
object of our intellect, in this state of life, is not every being
and everything true, but “being” and “true,” as considered in
material things, as we have said above (q. 84, a. 7), from which
it acquires knowledge of all other things.

Reply toObjection 2.e intelligent act of the human in-
tellect is not the act and perfection of the material nature un-
derstood, as if the nature of the material thing and intelligent
act could be understood by one act; just as a thing and its per-
fection are understood by one act. Hence the act whereby the
intellect understands a stone is distinct from the act whereby it
understands that it understands a stone; and so on.Nor is there
any difficulty in the intellect being thus potentially infinite, as
explained above (q. 86, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. e proper sense feels by reason of
the immutation in the material organ caused by the external
sensible. Amaterial object, however, cannot immute itself; but
one is immuted by another, and therefore the act of the proper
sense is perceived by the common sense. e intellect, on the
contrary, does not perform the act of understanding by thema-
terial immutation of an organ; and so there is no comparison.

Ia q. 87 a. 4Whether the intellect understands the act of the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect does not un-
derstand the act of the will. For nothing is known by the intel-
lect, unless it be in some way present in the intellect. But the
act of the will is not in the intellect; since the will and the in-
tellect are distinct. erefore the act of the will is not known
by the intellect.

Objection 2.Further, the act is specified by the object. But
the object of the will is not the same as the object of the intel-
lect. erefore the act of the will is specifically distinct from
the object of the intellect, and therefore the act of the will is
not known by the intellect.

Objection 3. Augustine (Confess. x, 17) says of the soul’s

affections that “they are known neither by images as bodies are
known; nor by their presence, like the arts; but by certain no-
tions.” Now it does not seem that there can be in the soul any
other notions of things but either the essences of things known
or the likenesses thereof. erefore it seems impossible for the
intellect to known such affections of the soul as the acts of the
will.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11), “I un-
derstand that I will.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 59, a. 1), the act of the
will is nothing but an inclination consequent on the form un-
derstood; just as the natural appetite is an inclination conse-
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quent on the natural form. Now the inclination of a thing re-
sides in it according to its mode of existence; and hence the
natural inclination resides in a natural thing naturally, and the
inclination called the sensible appetite is in the sensible thing
sensibly; and likewise the intelligible inclination, which is the
act of the will, is in the intelligent subject intelligibly as in its
principle and proper subject. Hence the Philosopher expresses
himself thus (DeAnima iii, 9)—that “the will is in the reason.”
Nowwhatever is intelligibly in an intelligent subject, is under-
stood by that subject. erefore the act of the will is under-
stood by the intellect, both inasmuch as one knows that one
wills; and inasmuch as one knows the nature of this act, and
consequently, the nature of its principle which is the habit or
power.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument would hold good if
the will and the intellect were in different subjects, as they are
distinct powers; for thenwhateverwas in thewill would not be

in the intellect. But as both are rooted in the same substance of
the soul, and since one is in a certain way the principle of the
other, consequently what is in the will is, in a certain way, also
in the intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. e “good” and the “true” which
are the objects of the will and of the intellect, differ logically,
but one is contained in the other, as we have said above (q. 82,
a. 4, ad 1; q. 16, a. 4, ad 1); for the true is good and the good is
true. erefore the objects of the will fall under the intellect,
and those of the intellect can fall under the will.

Reply to Objection 3. e affections of the soul are in
the intellect not by similitude only, like bodies; nor by being
present in their subject, as the arts; but as the thing caused is in
its principle, which contains some notion of the thing caused.
And soAugustine says that the soul’s affections are in themem-
ory by certain notions.
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F P, Q 88
How the Human Soul Knows What Is Above Itself

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider how the human soul knows what is above itself, viz. immaterial substances. Under this head there
are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the human soul in the present state of life can understand the immaterial substances called angels,
in themselves?

(2) Whether it can arrive at the knowledge thereof by the knowledge of material things?
(3) Whether God is the first object of our knowledge?

Ia q. 88 a. 1Whether the human soul in the present state of life can understand immaterial substances in
themselves?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human soul in the
present state of life can understand immaterial substances in
themselves. For Augustine (De Trin. ix, 3) says: “As the mind
itself acquires the knowledge of corporeal things by means
of the corporeal senses, so it gains from itself the knowl-
edge of incorporeal things.” But these are the immaterial sub-
stances. erefore the human mind understands immaterial
substances.

Objection 2.Further, like is knownby like. But the human
mind is more akin to immaterial than to material things; since
its own nature is immaterial, as is clear from what we have said
above (q. 76, a. 1). Since then our mind understands material
things, much more is it able to understand immaterial things.

Objection 3. Further, the fact that objects which are in
themselves most sensible are not most felt by us, comes from
sense being corrupted by their very excellence. But the intel-
lect is not subject to such a corrupting influence from its ob-
ject, as is stated De Anima iii, 4. erefore things which are in
themselves in the highest degree of intelligibility, are likewise
to us most intelligible. As material things, however, are intel-
ligible only so far as we make them actually so by abstracting
them frommaterial conditions, it is clear that those substances
are more intelligible in themselves whose nature is immaterial.
erefore they are much more known to us than are material
things.

Objection 4. Further, the Commentator says (Metaph. ii)
that “nature would be frustrated in its end” were we unable to
understand abstract substances, “because it would have made
what in itself is naturally intelligible not to be understood at
all.” But in nature nothing is idle or purposeless.erefore im-
material substances can be understood by us.

Objection 5. Further, as sense is to the sensible, so is in-
tellect to the intelligible. But our sight can see all things cor-
poreal, whether superior and incorruptible; or lower and cor-
ruptible.erefore our intellect can understand all intelligible
substances, even the superior and immaterial.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 9:16): “e things
that are in heaven, who shall search out?” But these substances

are said to be in heaven, according to Mat. 18:10, “eir an-
gels in heaven,” etc.erefore immaterial substances cannot be
known by human investigation.

I answer that, In the opinion of Plato, immaterial sub-
stances are not only understood by us, but are the objects we
understand first of all. For Plato taught that immaterial sub-
sisting forms, which he called “Ideas,” are the proper objects of
our intellect, and thus first and “per se” understood by us; and,
further, that material objects are known by the soul inasmuch
as phantasy and sense are mixed up with the mind. Hence the
purer the intellect is, so much the more clearly does it perceive
the intelligible truth of immaterial things.

But in Aristotle’s opinion, which experience corroborates,
our intellect in its present state of life has a natural relationship
to the natures of material things; and therefore it can only un-
derstand by turning to the phantasms, as we have said above
(q. 84, a. 7). us it clearly appears that immaterial substances
which do not fall under sense and imagination, cannot first
and “per se” be known by us, according to the mode of knowl-
edge which experience proves us to have.

Nevertheless Averroes (Comment. De Anima iii) teaches
that in this present life man can in the end arrive at the knowl-
edge of separate substances by being coupled or united to some
separate substance, which he calls the “active intellect,” and
which, being a separate substance itself, can naturally under-
stand separate substances.Hence,when it is perfectly united to
us so that by its means we are able to understand perfectly, we
also shall be able to understand separate substances, as in the
present life through themediumof the passive intellect united
to us, we can understandmaterial things. Now he said that the
active intellect is united to us, thus. For since we understand
by means of both the active intellect and intelligible objects,
as, for instance, we understand conclusions by principles un-
derstood; it is clear that the active intellect must be compared
to the objects understood, either as the principal agent is to the
instrument, or as form to matter. For an action is ascribed to
two principles in one of these two ways; to a principal agent
and to an instrument, as cutting to the workman and the saw;
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to a form and its subject, as heating to heat and fire. In both
these ways the active intellect can be compared to the intel-
ligible object as perfection is to the perfectible, and as act is
to potentiality. Now a subject is made perfect and receives its
perfection at one and the same time, as the reception of what
is actually visible synchronizes with the reception of light in
the eye. erefore the passive intellect receives the intelligible
object and the active intellect together; and the more numer-
ous the intelligible objects received, so much the nearer do we
come to the point of perfect union between ourselves and the
active intellect; so much so that when we understand all the
intelligible objects, the active intellect becomes one with us,
and by its instrumentality we can understand all things mate-
rial and immaterial. In this he makes the ultimate happiness
of man to consist. Nor, as regards the present inquiry, does it
matter whether the passive intellect in that state of happiness
understands separate substances by the instrumentality of the
active intellect, as he himself maintains, or whether (as he says
Alexander holds) the passive intellect can never understand
separate substances (because according to him it is corrupt-
ible), butmanunderstands separate substances bymeans of the
active intellect.

is opinion, however, is untrue. First, because, supposing
the active intellect to be a separate substance, we could not for-
mally understand by its instrumentality, for the medium of an
agent’s formal action consists in its form and act, since every
agent acts according to its actuality, as was said of the passive
intellect (q. 70, a. 1). Secondly, this opinion is untrue, because
in the above explanation, the active intellect, supposing it to be
a separate substance, would not be joined to us in its substance,
but only in its light, as participated in things understood; and
would not extend to the other acts of the active intellect so as
to enable us to understand immaterial substances; just as when
we see colors set off by the sun, we are not united to the sub-
stance of the sun so as to act like the sun, but its light only is
united to us, that we may see the colors. irdly, this opinion
is untrue, because granted that, as above explained, the active
intellect were united to us in substance, still it is not said that it
is wholly so united in regard to one intelligible object, or two;
but rather in regard to all intelligible objects. But all such ob-
jects together do not equal the force of the active intellect, as it
is a much greater thing to understand separate substances than
to understand all material things. Hence it clearly follows that
the knowledge of allmaterial thingswould notmake the active
intellect to be so united to us as to enable us by its instrumen-
tality to understand separate substances.

Fourthly, this opinion is untrue, because it is hardly possi-
ble for anyone in this world to understand all material things:
and thus no one, or very few, could reach to perfect felicity;
which is against what the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 9), that
happiness is a “kind of common good, communicable to all
capable of virtue.” Further, it is unreasonable that only the few
of any species attain to the end of the species.

Fihly, the Philosopher expressly says (Ethic. i, 10), that

happiness is “an operation according to perfect virtue”; and af-
ter enumerating many virtues in the tenth book, he concludes
(Ethic. i, 7) that ultimate happiness consisting in the knowl-
edge of the highest things intelligible is attained through the
virtue of wisdom, which in the sixth chapter he had named as
the chief of speculative sciences. Hence Aristotle clearly places
the ultimate felicity of man in the knowledge of separate sub-
stances, obtainable by speculative science; and not by being
united to the active intellect as some imagined.

Sixthly, as was shown above (q. 79, a. 4), the active intellect
is not a separate substance; but a faculty of the soul, extending
itself actively to the same objects to which the passive intel-
lect extends receptively; because, as is stated (DeAnima iii, 5),
the passive intellect is “all things potentially,” and the active
intellect is “all things in act.”erefore both intellects, accord-
ing to the present state of life, extend to material things only,
which are made actually intelligible by the active intellect, and
are received in the passive intellect. Hence in the present state
of life we cannot understand separate immaterial substances in
themselves, either by the passive or by the active intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine may be taken to mean
that the knowledge of incorporeal things in the mind can be
gained by themind itself.is is so true that philosophers also
say that the knowledge concerning the soul is a principle for
the knowledge of separate substances. For by knowing itself, it
attains to some knowledge of incorporeal substances, such as
is within its compass; not that the knowledge of itself gives it
a perfect and absolute knowledge of them.

Reply to Objection 2. e likeness of nature is not a suf-
ficient cause of knowledge; otherwise what Empedocles said
would be true—that the soul needs to have the nature of all in
order to know all. But knowledge requires that the likeness of
the thing known be in the knower, as a kind of form thereof.
Now our passive intellect, in the present state of life, is such
that it can be informedwith similitudes abstracted fromphan-
tasms: and therefore it knows material things rather than im-
material substances.

Reply to Objection 3. ere must needs be some propor-
tion between the object and the faculty of knowledge; such as
of the active to the passive, and of perfection to the perfectible.
Hence that sensible objects of great power are not grasped by
the senses, is due not merely to the fact that they corrupt the
organ, but also to their being improportionate to the sensitive
power. And thus it is that immaterial substances are impro-
portionate to our intellect, in our present state of life, so that
it cannot understand them.

Reply to Objection 4. is argument of the Commenta-
tor fails in several ways. First, because if separate substances
are not understood by us, it does not follow that they are not
understood by any intellect; for they are understood by them-
selves, and by one another.

Secondly, to be understood by us is not the end of separate
substances: while only that is vain and purposeless, which fails
to attain its end. It does not follow, therefore, that immaterial
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substances are purposeless, even if they are not understood by
us at all.

Reply toObjection 5. Sense knows bodies, whether supe-
rior or inferior, in the same way, that is, by the sensible acting

on the organ. But we do not understandmaterial and immate-
rial substances in the same way. e former we understand by
a process of abstraction, which is impossible in the case of the
latter, for there are no phantasms of what is immaterial.

Ia q. 88 a. 2Whether our intellect can understand immaterial substances through its knowledge of mate-
rial things?

Objection 1. It would seem that our intellect can know
immaterial substances through the knowledge of material
things. For Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i) that “the human
mind cannot be raised up to immaterial contemplation of the
heavenly hierarchies, unless it is led thereto by material guid-
ance according to its own nature.” erefore we can be led by
material things to know immaterial substances.

Objection 2. Further, science resides in the intellect. But
there are sciences and definitions of immaterial substances; for
Damascene defines an angel (De Fide Orth. ii, 3); and we find
angels treated of both in theology and philosophy. erefore
immaterial substances can be understood by us.

Objection3.Further, the human soul belongs to the genus
of immaterial substances. But it can be understood by us
through its act by which it understandsmaterial things.ere-
fore also other material substances can be understood by us,
through their material effects.

Objection 4. Further, the only cause which cannot be
comprehended through its effects is that which is infinitely
distant from them, and this belongs to God alone. erefore
other created immaterial substances can be understood by us
through material things.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i) that
“intelligible things cannot be understood through sensible
things, nor composite things through simple, nor incorporeal
through corporeal.”

I answer that,Averroes says (DeAnima iii) that a philoso-
pher named Avempace* taught that by the understanding of
natural substances we can be led, according to true philosoph-
ical principles, to the knowledge of immaterial substances. For
since the nature of our intellect is to abstract the quiddity of
material things frommatter, anythingmaterial residing in that
abstracted quiddity can again be made subject to abstraction;
and as the process of abstraction cannot go on forever, it must
arrive at length at some immaterial quiddity, absolutely with-
outmatter; and this would be the understanding of immaterial
substance.

Now this opinion would be true, were immaterial sub-
stances the forms and species of these material things; as the
Platonists supposed. But supposing, on the contrary, that im-

material substances differ altogether from the quiddity of ma-
terial things, it follows that however much our intellect ab-
stract the quiddity of material things from matter, it could
never arrive at anything akin to immaterial substance. ere-
fore we are not able perfectly to understand immaterial sub-
stances through material substances.

Reply toObjection 1. From material things we can rise to
some kind of knowledge of immaterial things, but not to the
perfect knowledge thereof; for there is no proper and adequate
proportion between material and immaterial things, and the
likenesses drawn from material things for the understanding
of immaterial things are very dissimilar therefrom, as Diony-
sius says (Coel. Hier. ii).

Reply toObjection 2. Science treats of higher things prin-
cipally by way of negation. us Aristotle (De Coel. i, 3) ex-
plains the heavenly bodies by denying to them inferior corpo-
real properties. Hence it follows thatmuch less can immaterial
substances be known by us in such a way as to make us know
their quiddity; butwemay have a scientific knowledge of them
by way of negation and by their relation to material things.

Reply to Objection 3. e human soul understands itself
through its own act of understanding, which is proper to it,
showing perfectly its power and nature. But the power and
nature of immaterial substances cannot be perfectly known
through such act, nor through any other material thing, be-
cause there is no proportion between the latter and the power
of the former.

Reply to Objection 4. Created immaterial substances are
not in the same natural genus as material substances, for they
donot agree in power or inmatter; but they belong to the same
logical genus, because even immaterial substances are in the
predicament of substance, as their essence is distinct from their
existence. But God has no connection with material things, as
regards either natural genus or logical genus; becauseGod is in
no genus, as stated above (q. 3, a. 5). Hence through the like-
ness derived frommaterial thingswe can know something pos-
itive concerning the angels, according to some common no-
tion, though not according to the specific nature; whereas we
cannot acquire any such knowledge at all about God.

* Ibn-Badja, Arabian Philosopher; ob. 1183.
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Ia q. 88 a. 3Whether God is the first object known by the human mind?

Objection 1. It would seem that God is the first object
known by the human mind. For that object in which all oth-
ers are known, and by which we judge others, is the first thing
known to us; as light is to the eye, and first principles to the in-
tellect. Butwe knowall things in the light of the first truth, and
thereby judge of all things, as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 2;
De Vera Relig. xxxi;*).erefore God is the first object known
to us.

Objection 2. Further, whatever causes a thing to be such
is more so. But God is the cause of all our knowledge; for He
is “the true light which enlighteneth every man that cometh
into this world” ( Jn. 1:9). erefore God is our first and most
known object.

Objection 3. Further, what is first known in the image is
the exemplar to which it is made. But in our mind is the image
of God, as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 4,7). erefore God is
the first object known to our mind.

Onthe contrary, “Nomanhath seenGod at any time” ( Jn.
1:18).

I answer that, Since the human intellect in the present
state of life cannot understand even immaterial created sub-
stances (a. 1), much less can it understand the essence of the
uncreated substance. Hence it must be said simply that God is
not the first object of our knowledge. Rather dowe knowGod

through creatures, according to the Apostle (Rom. 1:20), “the
invisible things of God are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made”: while the first object of our knowl-
edge in this life is the “quiddity of a material thing,” which is
the proper object of our intellect, as appears above in many
passages (q. 84, a. 7; q. 85, a. 8; q. 87, a. 2, ad 2)

Reply to Objection 1. We see and judge of all things in
the light of the first truth, forasmuch as the light itself of our
mind, whether natural or gratuitous, is nothing else than the
impression of the first truth upon it, as stated above (q. 12,
a. 2). Hence, as the light itself of our intellect is not the object
it understands, much less can it be said that God is the first
object known by our intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. e axiom, “Whatever causes a
thing to be such is more so,” must be understood of things be-
longing to one and the same order, as explained above (q. 81,
a. 2, ad 3). Other things than God are known because of God;
not as if He were the first known object, but because He is the
first cause of our faculty of knowledge.

Reply toObjection3. If there existed in our souls a perfect
image ofGod, as the Son is the perfect image of the Father, our
mind would know God at once. But the image in our mind is
imperfect; hence the argument does not prove.

* Confess. xii, 25.
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F P, Q 89
Of the Knowledge of the Separated Soul

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the knowledge of the separated soul. Under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the soul separated from the body can understand?
(2) Whether it understands separate substances?
(3) Whether it understands all natural things?
(4) Whether it understands individuals and singulars?
(5) Whether the habits of knowledge acquired in this life remain?
(6) Whether the soul can use the habit of knowledge here acquired?
(7) Whether local distance impedes the separated soul’s knowledge?
(8) Whether souls separated from the body know what happens here?

Ia q. 89 a. 1Whether the separated soul can understand anything?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul separated from
the body can understand nothing at all. For the Philosopher
says (De Anima i, 4) that “the understanding is corrupted to-
gether with its interior principle.” But by death all human inte-
rior principles are corrupted. erefore also the intellect itself
is corrupted.

Objection 2. Further, the human soul is hindered from
understanding when the senses are tied, and by a distracted
imagination, as explained above (q. 84, Aa. 7,8). But death
destroys the senses and imagination, as we have shown above
(q. 77, a. 8). erefore aer death the soul understands noth-
ing.

Objection3.Further, if the separated soul canunderstand,
this must be by means of some species. But it does not under-
stand by means of innate species, because it has none such; be-
ing at first “like a tablet on which nothing is written”: nor does
it understand by species abstracted from things, for it does not
then possess organs of sense and imagination which are neces-
sary for the abstraction of species: nor does it understand by
means of species, formerly abstracted and retained in the soul;
for if that were so, a child’s soul would have nomeans of under-
standing at all: nor does it understand by means of intelligible
species divinely infused, for such knowledgewould not be nat-
ural, such as we treat of now, but the effect of grace. erefore
the soul apart from the body understands nothing.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Anima i, 1),
“If the soul had no proper operation, it could not be separated
from the body.” But the soul is separated from the body; there-
fore it has a proper operation and above all, thatwhich consists
in intelligence. erefore the soul can understand when it is
apart from the body.

I answer that, e difficulty in solving this question arises
from the fact that the soul united to the body can understand
only by turning to the phantasms, as experience shows. Did
this not proceed from the soul’s very nature, but accidentally
through its being bound up with the body, as the Platonists

said, thedifficultywould vanish; for in that casewhen thebody
was once removed, the soul would at once return to its own
nature, and would understand intelligible things simply, with-
out turning to the phantasms, as is exemplified in the case of
other separate substances. In that case, however, the union of
soul and bodywould not be for the soul’s good, for evidently it
would understand worse in the body than out of it; but for the
good of the body, which would be unreasonable, since matter
exists on account of the form, and not the form for the sake of
matter. But if we admit that the nature of the soul requires it
to understand by turning to the phantasms, it will seem, since
death does not change its nature, that it can then naturally un-
derstand nothing; as the phantasms are wanting to which it
may turn.

To solve this difficulty we must consider that as nothing
acts except so far as it is actual, the mode of action in every
agent follows from itsmode of existence.Now the soul has one
mode of beingwhen in the body, and anotherwhen apart from
it, its nature remaining always the same; but this does notmean
that its union with the body is an accidental thing, for, on the
contrary, such union belongs to its very nature, just as the na-
ture of a light object is not changed, when it is in its proper
place, which is natural to it, and outside its proper place, which
is beside its nature. e soul, therefore, when united to the
body, consistently with that mode of existence, has a mode of
understanding, by turning to corporeal phantasms, which are
in corporeal organs; but when it is separated from the body, it
has a mode of understanding, by turning to simply intelligible
objects, as is proper to other separate substances. Hence it is
as natural for the soul to understand by turning to the phan-
tasms as it is for it to be joined to the body; but to be separated
from the body is not in accordance with its nature, and like-
wise to understand without turning to the phantasms is not
natural to it; and hence it is united to the body in order that it
may have an existence and an operation suitable to its nature.
But here again a difficulty arises. For since nature is always or-
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dered to what is best, and since it is better to understand by
turning to simply intelligible objects than by turning to the
phantasms; God should have ordered the soul’s nature so that
the nobler way of understanding would have been natural to
it, and it would not have needed the body for that purpose.

In order to resolve this difficulty we must consider that
while it is true that it is nobler in itself tounderstandby turning
to something higher than to understand by turning to phan-
tasms, nevertheless such a mode of understanding was not so
perfect as regards what was possible to the soul. is will ap-
pear if we consider that every intellectual substance possesses
intellective power by the influence of the Divine light, which
is one and simple in its first principle, and the farther off intel-
lectual creatures are from the first principle so much the more
is the light divided and diversified, as is the case with lines ra-
diating from the centre of a circle. Hence it is that God by His
oneEssence understands all things; while the superior intellec-
tual substances understand by means of a number of species,
which nevertheless are fewer and more universal and bestow a
deeper comprehension of things, because of the efficaciousness
of the intellectual power of such natures: whereas the inferior
intellectual natures possess a greater number of species, which
are less universal, and bestow a lower degree of comprehen-
sion, in proportion as they recede from the intellectual power
of the higher natures. If, therefore, the inferior substances re-
ceived species in the same degree of universality as the superior
substances, since they are not so strong in understanding, the
knowledge which they would derive through them would be
imperfect, and of a general and confused nature. We can see
this to a certain extent in man, for those who are of weaker in-
tellect fail to acquire perfect knowledge through the universal
conceptions of those who have a better understanding, unless
things are explained to them singly and indetail.Now it is clear
that in the natural order human souls hold the lowest place

among intellectual substances. But the perfection of the uni-
verse required various grades of being. If, therefore, God had
willed souls to understand in the same way as separate sub-
stances, it would follow that human knowledge, so far from
being perfect, would be confused and general. erefore to
make it possible for human souls to possess perfect and proper
knowledge, they were somade that their nature required them
to be joined to bodies, and thus to receive the proper and ad-
equate knowledge of sensible things from the sensible things
themselves; thus we see in the case of uneducated men that
they have to be taught by sensible examples.

It is clear then that it was for the soul’s good that it was
united to a body, and that it understands by turning to the
phantasms. Nevertheless it is possible for it to exist apart from
the body, and also to understand in another way.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher’s words carefully
examined will show that he said this on the previous suppo-
sition that understanding is a movement of body and soul as
united, just as sensation is, for he had not as yet explained the
difference between intellect and sense. We may also say that
he is referring to the way of understanding by turning to phan-
tasms. is is also the meaning of the second objection.

Reply toObjection 3. e separated soul does not under-
stand by way of innate species, nor by species abstracted then,
nor only by species retained, and this the objection proves;
but the soul in that state understands bymeans of participated
species arising from the influence of the Divine light, shared
by the soul as by other separate substances; though in a lesser
degree. Hence as soon as it ceases to act by turning to corpo-
real (phantasms), the soul turns at once to the superior things;
nor is this way of knowledge unnatural, for God is the author
of the influx of both of the light of grace and of the light of
nature.

Ia q. 89 a. 2Whether the separated soul understands separate substances?

Objection 1. It would seem that the separated soul does
not understand separate substances. For the soul is more per-
fect when joined to the body than when existing apart from
it, being an essential part of human nature; and every part of a
whole ismore perfect when it exists in that whole. But the soul
in the body does not understand separate substances as shown
above (q. 88, a. 1). erefore much less is it able to do so when
apart from the body.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is known is known either
by its presence or by its species. But separate substances can-
not be known to the soul by their presence, for God alone can
enter into the soul; nor by means of species abstracted by the
soul from an angel, for an angel is more simple than a soul.
erefore the separated soul cannot at all understand separate
substances.

Objection 3. Further, some philosophers said that the ul-

timate happiness of man consists in the knowledge of sepa-
rate substances. If, therefore, the separated soul canunderstand
separate substances, its happiness would be secured by its sep-
aration alone; which cannot be reasonably be said.

On the contrary, Souls apart from the body know other
separated souls; as we see in the case of the rich man in hell,
who saw Lazarus and Abraham (Lk. 16:23). erefore sepa-
rated souls see the devils and the angels.

I answer that, Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 3), “our mind
acquires the knowledge of incorporeal things by itself ”—i.e.
by knowing itself (q. 88, a. 1, ad 1). erefore from the knowl-
edge which the separated soul has of itself, we can judge how
it knows other separate things. Now it was said above (a. 1),
that as long as it is united to the body the soul understands
by turning to phantasms, and therefore it does not understand
itself save through becoming actually intelligent by means of
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ideas abstracted from phantasms; for thus it understands itself
through its own act, as shown above (q. 87, a. 1). When, how-
ever, it is separated from the body, it understands no longer
by turning to phantasms, but by turning to simply intelligible
objects; hence in that state it understands itself through itself.
Now, every separate substance “understands what is above it-
self and what is below itself, according to the mode of its sub-
stance” (DeCausis viii): for a thing is understood according as
it is in the one who understands; while one thing is in another
according to the nature of that in which it is. And the mode
of existence of a separated soul is inferior to that of an angel,
but is the same as that of other separated souls. erefore the
soul apart from the body has perfect knowledge of other sep-
arated souls, but it has an imperfect and defective knowledge
of the angels so far as its natural knowledge is concerned. But
the knowledge of glory is otherwise.

Reply to Objection 1. e separated soul is, indeed, less
perfect considering its nature in which it communicates with
the nature of the body: but it has a greater freedom of intelli-
gence, since the weight and care of the body is a clog upon the
clearness of its intelligence in the present life.

Reply toObjection 2.e separated soul understands the
angels by means of divinely impressed ideas; which, however,
fail to give perfect knowledge of them, forasmuch as the nature
of the soul is inferior to that of an angel.

Reply to Objection 3. Man’s ultimate happiness consists
not in the knowledge of any separate substances; but in the
knowledge of God,Who is seen only by grace.e knowledge
of other separate substances if perfectly understood gives great
happiness—not final and ultimate happiness. But the sepa-
rated soul does not understand them perfectly, as was shown
above in this article.

Ia q. 89 a. 3Whether the separated soul knows all natural things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the separated soul knows
all natural things. For the types of all natural things exist in
separate substances. erefore, as separated souls know sepa-
rate substances, they also know all natural things.

Objection 2. Further, whoever understands the greater
intelligible, will be able much more to understand the lesser
intelligible. But the separated soul understands immaterial
substances, which are in the highest degree of intelligibility.
erefore much more can it understand all natural things
which are in a lower degree of intelligibility.

On the contrary, e devils have greater natural knowl-
edge than the separated soul; yet they do not know all natu-
ral things, but have to learn many things by long experience,
as Isidore says (De Summo Bono i). erefore neither can the
separated soul know all natural things.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the separated soul,
like the angels, understands bymeans of species, received from
the influence of the Divine light. Nevertheless, as the soul by
nature is inferior to an angel, to whom this kind of knowl-
edge is natural, the soul apart from the body through such
species does not receive perfect knowledge, but only a general
and confused kind of knowledge. Separated souls, therefore,
have the same relation through such species to imperfect and
confused knowledge of natural things as the angels have to the
perfect knowledge thereof. Now angels through such species

know all natural things perfectly; because all thatGodhas pro-
duced in the respective natures of natural things has been pro-
duced by Him in the angelic intelligence, as Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. ii, 8). Hence it follows that separated souls know
all natural things notwith a certain andproper knowledge, but
in a general and confused manner.

Reply toObjection 1. Even an angel does not understand
all natural things through his substance, but through certain
species, as stated above (q. 87, a. 1). So it does not follow that
the soul knows all natural things because it knows separate sub-
stances aer a fashion.

Reply toObjection2.As the soul separated from the body
does not perfectly understand separate substances, so neither
does it know all natural things perfectly; but it knows them
confusedly, as above explained in this article.

Reply to Objection 3. Isidore speaks of the knowledge of
the future which neither angels, nor demons, nor separated
souls, know except so far as future things pre-exist in their
causes or are knownbyDivine revelation. Butwe are here treat-
ing of the knowledge of natural things.

Reply to Objection 4. Knowledge acquired here by study
is proper and perfect; the knowledge of whichwe speak is con-
fused. Hence it does not follow that to study in order to learn
is useless.

Ia q. 89 a. 4Whether the separated soul knows singulars?

Objection 1. It would seem that the separated soul does
not know singulars. For no cognitive power besides the intel-
lect remains in the separated soul, as is clear from what has
been said above (q. 77, a. 8). But the intellect cannot know sin-
gulars, as we have shown (q. 86, a. 1). erefore the separated
soul cannot know singulars.

Objection 2. Further, the knowledge of the singular is
more determinate than knowledge of the universal. But the
separated soul has no determinate knowledge of the species of
natural things, therefore much less can it know singulars.

Objection 3. Further, if it knew the singulars, yet not by
sense, for the same reason it would know all singulars. But it
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does not know all singulars. erefore it knows none.
On the contrary, e rich man in hell said: “I have five

brethren” (Lk. 16:28).
I answer that, Separated souls know some singulars, but

not all, not even all present singulars. To understand this, we
must consider that there is a twofold way of knowing things,
one by means of abstraction from phantasms, and in this way
singulars cannot be directly known by the intellect, but only
indirectly, as stated above (q. 86, a. 1). e other way of un-
derstanding is by the infusion of species by God, and in that
way it is possible for the intellect to know singulars. For asGod
knows all things, universal and singular, by His Essence, as the
cause of universal and individual principles (q. 14, a. 2), so like-
wise separate substances can know singulars by species which
are a kind of participated similitude of the Divine Essence.
ere is a difference, however, between angels and separated
souls in the fact that through these species the angels have
a perfect and proper knowledge of things; whereas separated
have only a confused knowledge. Hence the angels, by reason

of their perfect intellect, through these species, know not only
the specific natures of things, but also the singulars contained
in those species; whereas separated souls by these species know
only those singulars to which they are determined by former
knowledge in this life, or by some affection, or by natural apti-
tude, or by the disposition of the Divine order; because what-
ever is received into anything is conditioned according to the
mode of the recipient.

Reply to Objection 1. e intellect does not know the
singular by way of abstraction; neither does the separated soul
know it thus; but as explained above.

Reply to Objection 2. e knowledge of the separated
soul is confined to those species or individuals to which the
soul has some kind of determinate relation, as we have said.

Reply toObjection 3.eseparated soul has not the same
relation to all singulars, but one relation to some, and another
to others.erefore there is not the same reason why it should
know all singulars.

Ia q. 89 a. 5Whether the habit of knowledge here acquired remains in the separated soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the habit of knowledge
acquired in this life does not remain in the soul separated from
the body: for theApostle says: “Knowledge shall be destroyed”
(1 Cor. 13:8).

Objection2.Further, some in this worldwho are less good
enjoy knowledge denied to others who are better. If, there-
fore, the habit of knowledge remained in the soul aer death,
it would follow that somewho are less goodwould, even in the
future life, excel some who are better; which seems unreason-
able.

Objection 3. Further, separated souls will possess knowl-
edge by influence of the Divine light. Supposing, therefore,
that knowledge here acquired remained in the separated soul,
it would follow that two forms of the same species would co-
exist in the same subject which cannot be.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (Praedic. vi,
4,5), that “a habit is a quality hard to remove: yet sometimes
knowledge is destroyed by sickness or the like.” But in this life
there is no change so thorough as death.erefore it seems that
the habit of knowledge is destroyed by death.

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. liii, ad Paulinum), “Let
us learn on earth that kind of knowledge which will remain
with us in heaven.”

I answer that,Some say that thehabit of knowledge resides
not in the intellect itself, but in the sensitive powers, namely,
the imaginative, cogitative, andmemorative, and that the intel-
ligible species are not kept in the passive intellect. If this were
true, it would follow that when the body is destroyed by death,
knowledge here acquired would also be entirely destroyed.

But, since knowledge resides in the intellect, which is “the
abode of species,” as the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 4),

the habit of knowledge here acquired must be partly in the
aforesaid sensitive powers and partly in the intellect. is can
be seen by considering the very actions from which knowl-
edge arises. For “habits are like the actions whereby they are ac-
quired” (Ethic. ii, 1).Now the actions of the intellect, bywhich
knowledge is here acquired, are performed by the mind turn-
ing to the phantasms in the aforesaid sensitive powers. Hence
through such acts thepassive intellect acquires a certain facility
in considering the species received: and the aforesaid sensitive
powers acquire a certain aptitude in seconding the action of
the intellect when it turns to them to consider the intelligible
object. But as the intellectual act resides chiefly and formally in
the intellect itself, whilst it resides materially and dispositively
in the inferior powers, the same distinction is to be applied to
habit.

Knowledge, therefore, acquired in the present life does not
remain in the separated soul, as regards what belongs to the
sensitive powers; but as regardswhat belongs to the intellect it-
self, itmust remain; because, as thePhilosopher says (DeLong.
et Brev. Vitae ii), a form may be corrupted in two ways; first,
directly, when corrupted by its contrary, as heat, by cold; and
secondly, indirectly, when its subject is corrupted.Now it is ev-
ident that humanknowledge is not corrupted through corrup-
tion of the subject, for the intellect is an incorruptible faculty,
as above stated (q. 79, a. 2, ad 2). Neither can the intelligible
species in the passive intellect be corrupted by their contrary;
for there is no contrary to intelligible “intentions,” above all as
regards simple intelligence of “what a thing is.” But contrariety
may exist in the intellect as regards mental composition and
division, or also reasoning; so far as what is false in statement
or argument is contrary to truth. And thus knowledge may be
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corrupted by its contrary when a false argument seduces any-
one from the knowledge of truth. For this reason the Philoso-
pher in the above work mentions two ways in which knowl-
edge is corrupted directly: namely, “forgetfulness” on the part
of the memorative power, and “deception” on the part of a
false argument. But these have no place in the separated soul.
erefore we must conclude that the habit of knowledge, so
far as it is in the intellect, remains in the separated soul.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle is not speaking of
knowledge as a habit, but as to the act of knowing; and hence

he says, in proof of the assertionquoted, “Now, I know inpart.”
Reply to Objection 2. As a less good man may exceed a

betterman in bodily stature, so the same kind ofmanmay have
a habit of knowledge in the future life which a better manmay
not have. Such knowledge, however, cannot be comparedwith
the other prerogatives enjoyed by the better man.

Reply to Objection 3. ese two kinds of knowledge are
not of the same species, so there is no impossibility.

Reply to Objection 4. is objection considers the cor-
ruption of knowledge on the part of the sensitive powers.

Ia q. 89 a. 6Whether the act of knowledge acquired here remains in the separated soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of knowledge
here acquired does not remain in the separated soul. For the
Philosopher says (De Anima i, 4), that when the body is cor-
rupted, “the soul neither remembers nor loves.” But to con-
sider what is previously known is an act of memory. erefore
the separated soul cannot retain an act of knowledge here ac-
quired.

Objection 2. Further, intelligible species cannot have
greater power in the separated soul than they have in the soul
united to the body. But in this life we cannot understand by
intelligible species without turning to phantasms, as shown
above (q. 84, a. 7). erefore the separated soul cannot do so,
and thus it cannot understand at all by intelligible species ac-
quired in this life.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1),
that “habits produce acts similar to those whereby they are ac-
quired.” But the habit of knowledge is acquired here by acts
of the intellect turning to phantasms: therefore it cannot pro-
duce any other acts. ese acts, however, are not adapted to
the separated soul.erefore the soul in the state of separation
cannot produce any act of knowledge acquired in this life.

On the contrary, It was said to Dives in hell (Lk. 16:25):
“Remember thou didst receive good things in thy lifetime.”

I answer that, Action offers two things for our considera-
tion—its species and its mode. Its species comes from the ob-
ject, whereto the faculty of knowledge is directed by the (in-

telligible) species, which is the object’s similitude; whereas the
mode is gathered from the power of the agent.us that a per-
son see a stone is due to the species of the stone in his eye; but
that he see it clearly, is due to the eye’s visual power. erefore
as the intelligible species remain in the separated soul, as stated
above (a. 5), and since the state of the separated soul is not the
same as it is in this life, it follows that through the intelligi-
ble species acquired in this life the soul apart from the body
can understand what it understood formerly, but in a differ-
ent way; not by turning to phantasms, but by a mode suited to
a soul existing apart from the body. us the act of knowledge
here acquired remains in the separated soul, but in a different
way.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher speaks of remem-
brance, according as memory belongs to the sensitive part, but
not as belonging in a way to the intellect, as explained above
(q. 79, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 2. e different mode of intelligence
is produced by the different state of the intelligent soul; not by
diversity of species.

Reply to Objection 3. e acts which produce a habit are
like the acts caused by that habit, in species, but not in mode.
For example, to do just things, but not justly, that is, pleasur-
ably, causes the habit of political justice, whereby we act plea-
surably. (Cf. Aristotle, Ethic. v, 8: Magn. Moral. i, 34).

Ia q. 89 a. 7Whether local distance impedes the knowledge in the separated soul?

Objection1. Itwould seem that local distance impedes the
separated soul’s knowledge. For Augustine says (De Cura pro
Mort. xiii), that “the souls of the dead are where they cannot
know what is done here.” But they know what is done among
themselves.erefore local distance impedes the knowledge in
the separated soul.

Objection2.Further, Augustine says (DeDivin.Daemon.
iii), that “the demon’s rapidity of movement enables them to
tell things unknown to us.” But agility of movement would be
useless in that respect unless their knowledge was impeded by
local distance; which, therefore, is amuch greater hindrance to

the knowledge of the separated soul, whose nature is inferior
to the demon’s.

Objection 3. Further, as there is distance of place, so is
there distance of time. But distance of time impedes knowl-
edge in the separated soul, for the soul is ignorant of the fu-
ture. erefore it seems that distance of place also impedes its
knowledge.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Lk. 16:23), thatDives, “li-
ing up his eyes when he was in torment, saw Abraham afar
off.” erefore local distance does not impede knowledge in
the separated soul.
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I answer that, Some have held that the separated soul
knows the singular by abstraction from the sensible. If that
were so, it might be that local distance would impede its
knowledge; for either the sensible would need to act upon the
soul, or the soul upon the sensible, and in either case a deter-
minate distance would be necessary.is is, however, impossi-
ble because abstraction of the species from the sensible is done
through the senses and other sensible faculties which do not
remain actually in the soul apart from the body. But the soul
when separated understands singulars by species derived from
theDivine light, which is indifferent to what is near or distant.
Hence knowledge in the separated soul is not hindered by lo-
cal distance.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine says that the souls of
the departed cannot see what is done here, not because they

are ‘there,’ as if impeded by local distance; but for some other
cause, as we shall explain (a. 8).

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine speaks there in accor-
dance with the opinion that demons have bodies naturally
united to them, and so have sensitive powers, which require
local distance. In the same book he expressly sets down this
opinion, though apparently rather by way of narration than of
assertion, as we may gather from De Civ. Dei xxi, 10.

Reply toObjection 3.e future, which is distant in time,
does not actually exist, and therefore is not knowable in itself,
because so far as a thing falls short of being, so far does it fall
short of being knowable. But what is locally distant exists ac-
tually, and is knowable in itself. Hence we cannot argue from
distance of time to distance of place.

Ia q. 89 a. 8Whether separated souls know that takes place on earth?

Objection 1. It would seem that separated souls know
what takes place on earth; for otherwise they would have no
care for it, as they have, according to what Dives said (Lk.
16:27,28), “I have five brethren…hemay testify unto them, lest
they also come into the place of torments.”erefore separated
souls know what passes on earth.

Objection 2. Further, the dead oen appear to the living,
asleep or awake, and tell them of what takes place there; as
Samuel appeared to Saul (1Kings 28:11). But this couldnot be
unless they knew what takes place here. erefore they know
what takes place on earth.

Objection 3. Further, separated souls know what happens
among themselves. If, therefore, they do not know what takes
place among us, it must be by reason of local distance; which
has been shown to be false (a. 7).

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 14:21): “He will not
understand whether his children come to honor or dishonor.”

I answer that,Bynatural knowledge, ofwhichwe are treat-
ing now, the souls of the dead do not know what passes on
earth. is follows from what has been laid down (a. 4), since
the separated soul has knowledge of singulars, by being in a
way determined to them, either by some vestige of previous
knowledge or affection, or by the Divine order. Now the souls
departed are in a state of separation from the living, both by
Divine order and by their mode of existence, whilst they are
joined to the world of incorporeal spiritual substances; and
hence they are ignorant of what goes on among us. Whereof
Gregory gives the reason thus: “edeaddonot knowhow the
living act, for the life of the spirit is far from the life of the flesh;
and so, as corporeal things differ from incorporeal in genus, so
they are distinct in knowledge” (Moral. xii). Augustine seems
to say the same (De Cura pro Mort. xiii), when he asserts that,
“the souls of the dead have no concern in the affairs of the liv-
ing.”

Gregory and Augustine, however, seem to be divided in

opinion as regards the souls of the blessed in heaven, for Gre-
gory continues the passage above quoted: “e case of the holy
souls is different, for since they see the light of Almighty God,
we cannot believe that external things are unknown to them.”
But Augustine (De Cura pro Mort. xiii) expressly says: “e
dead, even the saints do not knowwhat is done by the living or
by their own children,” as a gloss quotes on the text, “Abraham
hath not known us” (Is. 63:16). He confirms this opinion by
saying that he was not visited, nor consoled in sorrow by his
mother, as when she was alive; and he could not think it possi-
ble that she was less kind when in a happier state; and again by
the fact that the Lord promised to king Josias that he should
die, lest he should see his people’s afflictions (4 Kings 22:20).
Yet Augustine says this in doubt; and premises, “Let every one
take, as he pleases, what I say.” Gregory, on the other hand,
is positive, since he says, “We cannot believe.” His opinion, in-
deed, seems to be themore probable one—that the souls of the
blessed who see God do know all that passes here. For they are
equal to the angels, of whom Augustine says that they know
what happens among those living on earth. But as the souls of
the blessed are most perfectly united toDivine justice, they do
not suffer from sorrow, nor do they interfere in mundane af-
fairs, except in accordance with Divine justice.

Reply to Objection 1. e souls of the departed may care
for the living, even if ignorant of their state; just as we care for
the dead by pouring forth prayer on their behalf, thoughwe are
ignorant of their state. Moreover, the affairs of the living can
be made known to them not immediately, but the souls who
pass hence thither, or by angels and demons, or even by “the
revelation of the Holy Ghost,” as Augustine says in the same
book.

Reply toObjection2.at the dead appear to the living in
any way whatever is either by the special dispensation of God;
in order that the souls of the deadmay interfere in affairs of the
living—and this is to be accounted asmiraculous. Or else such
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apparitions occur through the instrumentality of bad or good
angels, without the knowledge of the departed; asmay likewise
happen when the living appear, without their own knowledge,
to others living, as Augustine says in the same book. And so it
may be said of Samuel that he appeared through Divine reve-
lation; according to Ecclus. 46:23, “he slept, and told the king
the end of his life.” Or, again, this apparition was procured by

the demons; unless, indeed, the authority of Ecclesiasticus be
set aside through not being received by the Jews as canonical
Scripture.

Reply to Objection 3. is kind of ignorance does not
proceed from the obstacle of local distance, but from the cause
mentioned above.

435



F P, Q 90
Of the First Production of Man’s Soul

(In Four Articles)

Aer the foregoing we must consider the first production of man, concerning which there are four subjects of treatment:
(1) the production of man himself; (2) the end of this production; (3) the state and condition of the first man; (4) the place
of his abode. Concerning the production of man, there are three things to be considered: (1) the production of man’s soul; (2)
the production of man’s body; (3) the production of the woman.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether man’s soul was something made, or was of the Divine substance?
(2) Whether, if made, it was created?
(3) Whether it was made by angelic instrumentality?
(4) Whether it was made before the body?

Ia q. 90 a. 1Whether the soul was made or was of God’s substance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul was not made,
but was God’s substance. For it is written (Gn. 2:7): “God
formed man of the slime of the earth, and breathed into his
face the breath of life, and man was made a living soul.” But he
who breathes sends forth something of himself. erefore the
soul, whereby man lives, is of the Divine substance.

Objection 2. Further, as above explained (q. 75, a. 5), the
soul is a simple form. But a form is an act. erefore the soul
is a pure act; which applies to God alone. erefore the soul is
of God’s substance.

Objection 3. Further, things that exist and do differ are
the same. But God and the mind exist, and in no way differ,
for they could only be differentiated by certain differences, and
thuswould be composite.ereforeGod and the humanmind
are the same.

On the contrary, Augustine (De Orig. Animae iii, 15)
mentions certain opinions which he calls “exceedingly and ev-
idently perverse, and contrary to the Catholic Faith,” among
which the first is the opinion that “Godmade the soul not out
of nothing, but from Himself.”

I answer that, To say that the soul is of the Divine sub-
stance involves a manifest improbability. For, as is clear from
whathas been said (q. 77 , a. 2; q. 79, a. 2; q. 84, a. 6), thehuman
soul is sometimes in a state of potentiality to the act of intel-
ligence —acquires its knowledge somehow from things—and
thus has various powers; all ofwhich are incompatiblewith the
Divine Nature, Which is a pure act—receives nothing from
anyother—and admits of no variety in itself, aswehave proved
(q. 3, Aa. 1,7; q. 9, a. 1).

is error seems to have originated from two statements of
the ancients. For thosewho first began to observe the nature of
things, being unable to rise above their imagination, supposed
that nothing but bodies existed. erefore they said that God
was a body, which they considered to be the principle of other
bodies. And since they held that the soul was of the same na-
ture as that body which they regarded as the first principle, as

is stated De Anima i, 2, it followed that the soul was of the na-
ture of God Himself. According to this supposition, also, the
Manichaeans, thinking thatGodwas corporeal light, held that
the soul was part of that light bound up with the body.

en a further step in advance was made, and some sur-
mised the existence of something incorporeal, not apart from
the body, but the form of a body; so that Varro said, “God is a
soul governing the world by movement and reason,” as Augus-
tine relates (De Civ. Dei vii, 6*) So some supposed man’s soul
to be part of that one soul, as man is a part of the whole world;
for they were unable to go so far as to understand the different
degrees of spiritual substance, except according to the distinc-
tion of bodies.

But, all these theories are impossible, as proved above (q. 3,
Aa. 1,8; and q. 75, a. 1), wherefore it is evidently false that the
soul is of the substance of God.

Reply to Objection 1. e term “breathe” is not to be
taken in the material sense; but as regards the act of God, to
breathe [spirare], is the same as to “make a spirit.” Moreover,
in the material sense, man by breathing does not send forth
anything of his own substance, but an extraneous thing.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the soul is a simple form
in its essence, yet it is not its own existence, but is a being by
participation, as above explained (q. 75, a. 5, ad 4). erefore
it is not a pure act like God.

Reply to Objection 3. at which differs, properly speak-
ing, differs in something; wherefore we seek for difference
where we find also resemblance. For this reason things which
differ must in some way be compound; since they differ in
something, and in something resemble each other. In this
sense, although all that differ are diverse, yet all things that are
diverse do not differ. For simple things are diverse; yet do not
differ from one another by differences which enter into their
composition. For instance, a man and a horse differ by the dif-
ference of rational and irrational; but we cannot say that these
again differ by some further difference.

* e words as quoted are to be found iv. 31.
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Ia q. 90 a. 2Whether the soul was produced by creation?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the soulwasnot produced
by creation. For that which has in itself something material is
produced from matter. But the soul is in part material, since it
is not a pure act. erefore the soul was made of matter; and
hence it was not created.

Objection 2. Further, every actuality of matter is educed
from the potentiality of that matter; for since matter is in po-
tentiality to act, any act pre-exists in matter potentially. But
the soul is the act of corporeal matter, as is clear from its def-
inition. erefore the soul is educed from the potentiality of
matter.

Objection 3. Further, the soul is a form. erefore, if the
soul is created, all other forms also are created. us no forms
would come into existence by generation; which is not true.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:27): “God created
man to His own image.” But man is like to God in his soul.
erefore the soul was created.

I answer that, e rational soul can be made only by cre-
ation; which, however, is not true of other forms.e reason is
because, since to be made is the way to existence, a thing must
be made in such a way as is suitable to its mode of existence.
Now that properly exists which itself has existence; as it were,
subsisting in its own existence. Wherefore only substances are
properly and truly called beings; whereas an accident has not
existence, but something is (modified) by it, and so far is it
called a being; for instance, whiteness is called a being, because
by it something is white. Hence it is said Metaph. vii, Did. vi,
1 that an accident should be described as “of something rather
than as something.”e same is to be said of all non-subsistent

forms. erefore, properly speaking, it does not belong to any
non-existing form to be made; but such are said to be made
through the composite substances being made. On the other
hand, the rational soul is a subsistent form, as above explained
(q. 75, a. 2). Wherefore it is competent to be and to be made.
And since it cannot be made of pre-existing matter—whether
corporeal, which would render it a corporeal being—or spir-
itual, which would involve the transmutation of one spiritual
substance into another, we must conclude that it cannot exist
except by creation.

Reply to Objection 1. e soul’s simple essence is as the
material element, while its participated existence is its for-
mal element;whichparticipated existencenecessarily co-exists
with the soul’s essence, because existence naturally follows the
form.e same reason holds if the soul is supposed to be com-
posed of some spiritual matter, as some maintain; because the
said matter is not in potentiality to another form, as neither
is the matter of a celestial body; otherwise the soul would be
corruptible. Wherefore the soul cannot in any way be made of
pre-existent matter.

Reply toObjection 2.eproduction of act from the po-
tentiality ofmatter is nothing else but something becoming ac-
tually that previously was in potentiality. But since the rational
soul does not depend in its existence on corporeal matter, and
is subsistent, and exceeds the capacity of corporeal matter, as
we have seen (q. 75, a. 2), it is not educed from the potentiality
of matter.

Reply to Objection 3. As we have said, there is no com-
parison between the rational soul and other forms.

Ia q. 90 a. 3Whether the rational soul is produced by God immediately?

Objection 1. It would seem that the rational soul is not
immediately made by God, but by the instrumentality of the
angels. For spiritual things have more order than corporeal
things. But inferior bodies are produced by means of the su-
perior, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv). erefore also the in-
ferior spirits, who are the rational souls, are produced bymeans
of the superior spirits, the angels.

Objection 2. Further, the end corresponds to the begin-
ning of things; for God is the beginning and end of all. ere-
fore the issue of things from their beginning corresponds to
the forwarding of them to their end. But “inferior things are
forwarded by the higher,” as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v);
therefore also the inferior are produced into existence by the
higher, and souls by angels.

Objection 3. Further, “perfect is that which can produce
its like,” as is stated Metaph. v. But spiritual substances are
much more perfect than corporeal. erefore, since bodies
produce their like in their own species, much more are angels
able to produce something specifically inferior to themselves;
and such is the rational soul.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:7) that God Himself
“breathed into the face of man the breath of life.”

I answer that, Some have held that angels, acting by the
power of God, produce rational souls. But this is quite impos-
sible, and is against faith. For it has been proved that the ra-
tional soul cannot be produced except by creation. Now, God
alone can create; for the first agent alone can act without pre-
supposing the existence of anything; while the second cause
always presupposes something derived from the first cause, as
above explained (q. 75, a. 3): and every agent, that presupposes
something to its act, acts by making a change therein. ere-
fore everything else acts by producing a change, whereas God
alone acts by creation. Since, therefore, the rational soul can-
not be produced by a change inmatter, it cannot be produced,
save immediately by God.

us the replies to the objections are clear. For that bod-
ies produce their like or something inferior to themselves, and
that the higher things lead forward the inferior—all these
things are effected through a certain transmutation.
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Ia q. 90 a. 4Whether the human soul was produced before the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human soul wasmade
before the body. For thework of creation preceded thework of
distinction and adornment, as shown above (q. 66, a. 1; q. 70,
a. 1). But the soul wasmade by creation; whereas the body was
made at the end of the work of adornment. erefore the soul
of man was made before the body.

Objection 2. Further, the rational soul has more in com-
mon with the angels than with the brute animals. But angels
were created before bodies, or at least, at the beginning with
corporeal matter; whereas the body of man was formed on the
sixth day, when also the animals weremade.erefore the soul
of man was created before the body.

Objection 3. Further, the end is proportionate to the be-
ginning. But in the end the soul outlasts the body. erefore
in the beginning it was created before the body.

On the contrary, e proper act is produced in its proper
potentiality. erefore since the soul is the proper act of the
body, the soul was produced in the body.

I answer that, Origen (Peri Archon i, 7,8) held that not
only the soul of the firstman, but also the souls of all menwere
created at the same time as the angels, before their bodies: be-
cause he thought that all spiritual substances, whether souls or
angels, are equal in their natural condition, and differ only by
merit; so that some of them—namely, the souls of men or of
heavenly bodies—are united to bodies while others remain in
their different orders entirely free from matter. Of this opin-
ion we have already spoken (q. 47, a. 2); and so we need say
nothing about it here.

Augustine, however (Gen. ad lit. vii, 24), says that the soul
of the first man was created at the same time as the angels, be-
fore the body, for another reason; because he supposes that the
body of man, during the work of the six days, was produced,
not actually, but only as to some “causal virtues”; which can-
not be said of the soul, because neither was it made of any pre-
existing corporeal or spiritualmatter, nor could it be produced
from any created virtue. erefore it seems that the soul itself,
during the work of the six days, when all things were made,

was created, together with the angels; and that aerwards, by
its own will, was joined to the service of the body. But he does
not say this by way of assertion; as his words prove. For he says
(Gen. ad lit. vii, 29): “We may believe, if neither Scripture nor
reason forbid, thatmanwasmade on the sixth day, in the sense
that his body was created as to its causal virtue in the elements
of the world, but that the soul was already created.”

Now this could be upheld by those who hold that the soul
has of itself a complete species and nature, and that it is not
united to the body as its form, but as its administrator. But if
the soul is united to the body as its form, and is naturally a
part of human nature, the above supposition is quite impossi-
ble. For it is clear thatGodmade the first things in their perfect
natural state, as their species required. Now the soul, as a part
of human nature, has its natural perfection only as united to
the body. erefore it would have been unfitting for the soul
to be created without the body.

erefore, if we admit the opinion of Augustine about the
work of the six days (q. 74, a. 2), we may say that the human
soul preceded in the work of the six days by a certain generic
similitude, so far as it has intellectual nature in common with
the angels; but was itself created at the same time as the body.
According to the other saints, both the body and soul of the
first man were produced in the work of the six days.

Reply toObjection 1. If the soul by its nature were a com-
plete species, so that it might be created as to itself, this reason
would prove that the soul was created by itself in the begin-
ning. But as the soul is naturally the form of the body, it was
necessarily created, not separately, but in the body.

Reply toObjection 2.esame observation applies to the
second objection. For if the soul had a species of itself it would
have something still more in common with the angels. But, as
the form of the body, it belongs to the animal genus, as a for-
mal principle.

Reply to Objection 3. at the soul remains aer the
body, is due to a defect of the body, namely, death. Which de-
fect was not due when the soul was first created.
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F P, Q 91
e Production of the First Man’s Body

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the production of the first man’s body. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) e matter from which it was produced;
(2) e author by whom it was produced;
(3) e disposition it received in its production;
(4) e mode and order of its production.

Ia q. 91 a. 1Whether the body of the first man was made of the slime of the earth?

Objection 1. It would seem that the body of the first man
was notmade of the slime of the earth. For it is an act of greater
power to make something out of nothing than out of some-
thing; because “not being” is farther off from actual existence
than “being in potentiality.” But since man is the most honor-
able of God’s lower creatures, it was fitting that in the produc-
tion of man’s body, the power of God should be most clearly
shown.erefore it should not have beenmade of the slime of
the earth, but out of nothing.

Objection 2. Further, the heavenly bodies are nobler than
earthly bodies. But the human body has the greatest nobility;
since it is perfected by the noblest form, which is the rational
soul. erefore it should not be made of an earthly body, but
of a heavenly body.

Objection3.Further, fire and air are nobler than earth and
water, as is clear from their subtlety. erefore, since the hu-
man body is most noble, it should rather have been made of
fire and air than of the slime of the earth.

Objection 4. Further, the human body is composed of the
four elements. erefore it was not made of the slime of the
earth, but of the four elements.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:7): “God made man
of the slime of the earth.”

I answer that, As God is perfect in His works, He be-
stowed perfection on all of them according to their capacity:
“God’sworks are perfect” (Dt. 32:4).HeHimself is simply per-
fect by the fact that “all things are pre-contained” in Him, not
as component parts, but as “united in one simple whole,” as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v); in the same way as various ef-
fects pre-exist in their cause, according to its one virtue. is
perfection is bestowed on the angels, inasmuch as all things
which are produced by God in nature through various forms
come under their knowledge. But onman this perfection is be-
stowed in an inferior way. For he does not possess a natural
knowledge of all natural things, but is in a manner composed
of all things, since he has in himself a rational soul of the genus
of spiritual substances, and in likeness to the heavenly bod-
ies he is removed from contraries by an equable temperament.
As to the elements, he has them in their very substance, yet in
such a way that the higher elements, fire and air, predominate

in him by their power; for life is mostly found where there is
heat, which is from fire; and where there is humor, which is
of the air. But the inferior elements abound in man by their
substance; otherwise the mingling of elements would not be
evenly balanced, unless the inferior elements, which have the
less power, predominated in quantity. erefore the body of
man is said to have been formed from the slime of the earth;
because earth and water mingled are called slime, and for this
reason man is called ‘a little world,’ because all creatures of the
world are in a way to be found in him.

Reply to Objection 1. e power of the Divine Creator
was manifested in man’s body when its matter was produced
by creation. But it was fitting that the human body should be
made of the four elements, that man might have something in
commonwith the inferior bodies, as being something between
spiritual and corporeal substances.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the heavenly body is in
itself nobler than the earthly body, yet for the acts of the ra-
tional soul the heavenly body is less adapted. For the rational
soul receives the knowledge of truth in a certain way through
the senses, the organs of which cannot be formed of a heav-
enly body which is impassible. Nor is it true that something of
the fih essence enters materially into the composition of the
human body, as some say, who suppose that the soul is united
to the body by means of light. For, first of all, what they say is
false—that light is a body. Secondly, it is impossible for some-
thing to be taken from the fih essence, or from a heavenly
body, and to be mingled with the elements, since a heavenly
body is impassible; wherefore it does not enter into the com-
position of mixed bodies, except as in the effects of its power.

Reply to Objection 3. If fire and air, whose action is of
greater power, predominated also in quantity in the human
body, they would entirely draw the rest into themselves, and
there would be no equality in themingling, such as is required
in the composition ofman, for the sense of touch, which is the
foundation of the other senses. For the organ of any particu-
lar sense must not actually have the contraries of which that
sense has the perception, but only potentially; either in such
a way that it is entirely void of the whole “genus” of such con-
traries—thus, for instance, the pupil of the eye iswithout color,
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so as to be in potentiality as regards all colors; which is not pos-
sible in the organ of touch, since it is composed of the very ele-
ments, the qualities ofwhich are perceived by that sense—or so
that the organ is a medium between two contraries, as much
needs be the case with regard to touch; for the medium is in
potentiality to the extremes.

Reply to Objection 4. In the slime of the earth are earth,

and water binding the earth together. Of the other elements,
Scripture makes no mention, because they are less in quantity
in the human body, as we have said; and because also in the ac-
count of theCreationnomention ismade of fire and air, which
are not perceived by senses of unculturedmen such as those to
whom the Scripture was immediately addressed.

Ia q. 91 a. 2Whether the human body was immediately produced by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human body was not
produced by God immediately. For Augustine says (De Trin.
iii, 4), that “corporeal things are disposed by God through the
angels.” But the human body was made of corporeal matter, as
stated above (a. 1). erefore it was produced by the instru-
mentality of the angels, and not immediately by God.

Objection 2. Further, whatever can be made by a created
power, is not necessarily produced immediately by God. But
the human body can be produced by the created power of a
heavenly body; for even certain animals are produced frompu-
trefaction by the active power of a heavenly body; and Albu-
mazar says that man is not generated where heat and cold are
extreme, but only in temperate regions. erefore the human
body was not necessarily produced immediately by God.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is made of corporeal mat-
ter except by somematerial change. But all corporeal change is
caused by a movement of a heavenly body, which is the first
movement. erefore, since the human body was produced
from corporeal matter, it seems that a heavenly body had part
in its production.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vii, 24)
that man’s body was made during the work of the six days, ac-
cording to the causal virtues which God inserted in corporeal
creatures; and that aerwards it was actually produced. But
what pre-exists in the corporeal creature by reason of causal
virtues can be produced by some corporeal body.erefore the
human body was produced by some created power, and not
immediately by God.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 17:1): “God created
man out of the earth.”

I answer that, e first formation of the human body
could not be by the instrumentality of any created power, but
was immediately from God. Some, indeed, supposed that the
forms which are in corporeal matter are derived from some
immaterial forms; but the Philosopher refutes this opinion
(Metaph. vii), for the reason that forms cannot be made in
themselves, but only in the composite, as we have explained
(q. 65, a. 4); and because the agent must be like its effect, it
is not fitting that a pure form, not existing in matter, should
produce a form which is in matter, and which form is only
made by the fact that the composite is made. So a form which
is in matter can only be the cause of another form that is in

matter, according as composite is made by composite. Now
God, though He is absolutely immaterial, can alone by His
own power produce matter by creation: wherefore He alone
can produce a form in matter, without the aid of any preced-
ing material form. For this reason the angels cannot transform
a body except by making use of something in the nature of a
seed, as Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 19). erefore as no pre-
existing body has been formed whereby another body of the
same species could be generated, the first human body was of
necessity made immediately by God.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the angels are the minis-
ters of God, as regards what He does in bodies, yet God does
something in bodies beyond the angels’ power, as, for instance,
raising the dead, or giving sight to the blind: and by this power
He formed the body of the first man from the slime of the
earth. Nevertheless the angels could act as ministers in the for-
mation of the body of the first man, in the same way as they
will do at the last resurrection by collecting the dust.

Reply to Objection 2. Perfect animals, produced from
seed, cannot be made by the sole power of a heavenly body,
as Avicenna imagined; although the power of a heavenly body
may assist by co-operation in the work of natural generation,
as the Philosopher says (Phys. ii, 26), “man and the sun beget
man frommatter.” For this reason, a place ofmoderate temper-
ature is required for the production of man and other animals.
But the power of heavenly bodies suffices for the production of
some imperfect animals from properly disposed matter: for it
is clear that more conditions are required to produce a perfect
than an imperfect thing.

Reply to Objection 3. e movement of the heavens
causes natural changes; but not changes that surpass the order
of nature, and are caused by the Divine Power alone, as for the
dead to be raised to life, or the blind to see: like to which also
is the making of man from the slime of the earth.

Reply toObjection 4.An effectmay be said to pre-exist in
the causal virtues of creatures, in twoways. First, both in active
and in passive potentiality, so that not only can it be produced
out of pre-existingmatter, but also that some pre-existing crea-
ture can produce it. Secondly, in passive potentiality only; that
is, that out of pre-existing matter it can be produced by God.
In this sense, according to Augustine, the human body pre-
existed in the previous work in their causal virtues.
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Ia q. 91 a. 3Whether the body of man was given an apt disposition?

Objection 1. It would seem that the body of man was not
given an apt disposition. For since man is the noblest of ani-
mals, his body ought to be the best disposed in what is proper
to an animal, that is, in sense and movement. But some an-
imals have sharper senses and quicker movement than man;
thus dogs have a keener smell, and birds a swier flight.ere-
fore man’s body was not aptly disposed.

Objection 2. Further, perfect is what lacks nothing. But
the human body lacks more than the body of other animals,
for these are provided with covering and natural arms of de-
fense, in which man is lacking. erefore the human body is
very imperfectly disposed.

Objection 3. Further, man is more distant from plants
than he is from the brutes. But plants are erect in stature, while
brutes are prone in stature. erefore man should not be of
erect stature.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 7:30): “God made
man right.”

I answer that,All natural things were produced by theDi-
vine art, and so may be called God’s works of art. Now every
artist intends to give to his work the best disposition; not ab-
solutely the best, but the best as regards the proposed end; and
even if this entails some defect, the artist cares not: thus, for
instance, when man makes himself a saw for the purpose of
cutting, he makes it of iron, which is suitable for the object in
view; and he does not prefer tomake it of glass, though this be
a more beautiful material, because this very beauty would be
an obstacle to the end he has in view. erefore God gave to
each natural being the best disposition; not absolutely so, but
in the view of its proper end. is is what the Philosopher says
(Phys. ii, 7): “And because it is better so, not absolutely, but for
each one’s substance.”

Now the proximate end of the human body is the rational
soul and its operations; sincematter is for the sake of the form,
and instruments are for the action of the agent. I say, therefore,
thatGod fashioned the human body in that dispositionwhich
was best, as most suited to such a form and to such operations.
If defect exists in the disposition of the human body, it is well
to observe that such defect arises as a necessary result of the
matter, from the conditions required in the body, in order to
make it suitably proportioned to the soul and its operations.

Reply to Objection 1. e sense of touch, which is the
foundation of the other senses, is more perfect in man than in
any other animal; and for this reason man must have the most
equable temperament of all animals. Moreover man excels all
other animals in the interior sensitive powers, as is clear from
what we have said above (q. 78, a. 4). But by a kind of neces-
sity,man falls short of the other animals in some of the exterior
senses; thus of all animals he has the least sense of smell. For
man needs the largest brain as compared to the body; both for
his greater freedom of action in the interior powers required
for the intellectual operations, as we have seen above (q. 84,

a. 7); and in order that the low temperature of the brain may
modify the heat of the heart, which has to be considerable in
man for him to be able to stand erect. So that size of the brain,
by reason of its humidity, is an impediment to the smell, which
requires dryness. In the sameway, wemay suggest a reasonwhy
some animals have a keener sight, and a more acute hearing
thanman; namely, on account of a hindrance to his senses aris-
ing necessarily from the perfect equability of his temperament.
e same reason suffices to explainwhy some animals aremore
rapid in movement than man, since this excellence of speed is
inconsistent with the equability of the human temperament.

Reply to Objection 2. Horns and claws, which are the
weapons of some animals, and toughness of hide and quantity
of hair or feathers, which are the clothing of animals, are signs
of an abundance of the earthly element; which does not agree
with the equability and soness of the human temperament.
erefore such things do not suit the nature of man. Instead
of these, he has reason and hands whereby he can make him-
self arms and clothes, and other necessaries of life, of infinite
variety. Wherefore the hand is called by Aristotle (De Anima
iii, 8), “the organ of organs.” Moreover this was more becom-
ing to the rational nature, which is capable of conceiving an
infinite number of things, so as to make for itself an infinite
number of instruments.

Reply to Objection 3. An upright stature was becoming
to man for four reasons. First, because the senses are given to
man, not only for the purpose of procuring the necessaries of
life, which they are bestowed on other animals, but also for
the purpose of knowledge. Hence, whereas the other animals
take delight in the objects of the senses only as ordered to
food and sex, man alone takes pleasure in the beauty of sen-
sible objects for its own sake. erefore, as the senses are sit-
uated chiefly in the face, other animals have the face turned
to the ground, as it were for the purpose of seeking food and
procuring a livelihood;whereasmanhas his face erect, in order
that by the senses, and chiefly by sight, which is more subtle
and penetrates further into the differences of things, he may
freely survey the sensible objects around him, both heavenly
and earthly, so as to gather intelligible truth from all things.
Secondly, for the greater freedom of the acts of the interior
powers; the brain, wherein these actions are, in a way, per-
formed, not being low down, but lied up above other parts
of the body. irdly, because if man’s stature were prone to
the ground he would need to use his hands as fore-feet; and
thus their utility for other purposes would cease. Fourthly, be-
cause if man’s stature were prone to the ground, and he used
his hands as fore-feet, he would be obliged to take hold of his
foodwith hismouth.us hewould have a protrudingmouth,
with thick and hard lips, and also a hard tongue, so as to keep it
from being hurt by exterior things; as we see in other animals.
Moreover, such an attitude would quite hinder speech, which
is reason’s proper operation.
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Nevertheless, though of erect stature, man is far above
plants. For man’s superior part, his head, is turned towards the
superior part of the world, and his inferior part is turned to-
wards the inferiorworld; and therefore he is perfectly disposed
as to the general situation of his body. Plants have the superior

part turned towards the lower world, since their roots corre-
spond to the mouth; and their inferior part towards the upper
world. But brute animals have amiddle disposition, for the su-
perior part of the animal is that by which it takes food, and the
inferior part that by which it rids itself of the surplus.

Ia q. 91 a. 4Whether the production of the human body is fittingly described in Scripture?

Objection 1. It would seem that the production of the hu-
man body is not fittingly described in Scripture. For, as the hu-
man body was made by God, so also were the other works of
the six days. But in the otherworks it is written, “God said; Let
it be made, and it was made.” erefore the same should have
been said of man.

Objection 2. Further, the human body was made by God
immediately, as explained above (a. 2).erefore it was not fit-
tingly said, “Let us make man.”

Objection 3. Further, the form of the human body is the
soul itself which is the breath of life. erefore, having said,
“God made man of the slime of the earth,” he should not have
added: “And He breathed into him the breath of life.”

Objection 4. Further, the soul, which is the breath of life,
is in the whole body, and chiefly in the heart. erefore it was
not fittingly said: “He breathed into his face the breath of life.”

Objection 5. Further, the male and female sex belong to
the body, while the image of God belongs to the soul. But the
soul, according toAugustine (Gen. ad lit. vii, 24),wasmadebe-
fore the body. erefore having said: “To His image He made
them,” he should not have added, “male and femaleHe created
them.”

On the contrary, Is the authority of Scripture.
Reply toObjection 1.AsAugustine observes (Gen. ad lit.

vi, 12), man surpasses other things, not in the fact that God
Himself made man, as though He did not make other things;
since it is written (Ps. 101:26), “e work of y hands is the
heaven,” and elsewhere (Ps. 94:5), “His hands laid down the
dry land”; but in this, that man is made to God’s image. Yet
in describing man’s production, Scripture uses a special way of
speaking, to show that other things were made for man’s sake.
For we are accustomed to do with more deliberation and care
what we have chiefly in mind.

Reply to Objection 2. We must not imagine that when
God said “Let us make man,” He spoke to the angels, as some
were perverse enough to think. But by these words is signi-

fied the plurality of the Divine Person, Whose image is more
clearly expressed in man.

Reply toObjection3. Somehave thought thatman’s body
was formed first in priority of time, and that aerwards the
soul was infused into the formed body. But it is inconsistent
with the perfection of the production of things, that God
should havemade either the bodywithout the soul, or the soul
without the body, since each is a part of human nature. is is
especially unfitting as regards the body, for the body depends
on the soul, and not the soul on the body.

To remove the difficulty some have said that the words,
“God made man,” must be understood of the production of
the body with the soul; and that the subsequent words, “and
He breathed into his face the breath of life,” should be under-
stood of the Holy Ghost; as the Lord breathed on His Apos-
tles, saying, “Receive ye the Holy Ghost” ( Jn. 20:22). But this
explanation, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiii, 24), is ex-
cluded by the very words of Scripture. For we read farther on,
“Andmanwasmade a living soul”; whichwords theApostle (1
Cor. 15:45) refers not to spiritual life, but to animal life.ere-
fore, by breath of life we must understand the soul, so that the
words, “He breathed into his face the breath of life,” are a sort
of exposition of what goes before; for the soul is the form of
the body.

Reply to Objection 4. Since vital operations are more
clearly seen in man’s face, on account of the senses which are
there expressed; therefore Scripture says that the breath of life
was breathed into man’s face.

Reply to Objection 5. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. iv, 34), the works of the six days were done all at one time;
wherefore according to himman’s soul, which he holds to have
beenmade with the angels, was not made before the sixth day;
but on the sixth day both the soul of the first man was made
actually, and his body in its causal elements. But other doctors
hold that on the sixth day both body and soul of man were ac-
tually made.
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F P, Q 92
e Production of the Woman

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider the production of the woman. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the woman should have been made in that first production of things?
(2) Whether the woman should have been made from man?
(3) Whether of man’s rib?
(4) Whether the woman was made immediately by God?

Ia q. 92 a. 1Whether the woman should have been made in the first production of things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the woman should not
have been made in the first production of things. For the
Philosopher says (De Gener. ii, 3), that “the female is a mis-
begotten male.” But nothing misbegotten or defective should
have been in the first production of things. erefore woman
should not have been made at that first production.

Objection 2. Further, subjection and limitation were a re-
sult of sin, for to the woman was it said aer sin (Gn. 3:16):
“ou shalt be under theman’s power”; andGregory says that,
“Where there is no sin, there is no inequality.” But woman is
naturally of less strength and dignity than man; “for the agent
is always more honorable than the patient,” as Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 16). erefore woman should not have been
made in the first production of things before sin.

Objection 3. Further, occasions of sin should be cut off.
But God foresaw that the woman would be an occasion of sin
to man. erefore He should not have made woman.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:18): “It is not good
for man to be alone; let us make him a helper like to himself.”

I answer that, It was necessary for woman to be made, as
the Scripture says, as a “helper” to man; not, indeed, as a help-
mate in other works, as some say, since man can be more effi-
ciently helped by another man in other works; but as a helper
in the work of generation.is can bemade clear if we observe
the mode of generation carried out in various living things.
Some living things do not possess in themselves the power
of generation, but are generated by some other specific agent,
such as some plants and animals by the influence of the heav-
enly bodies, from some fitting matter and not from seed: oth-
ers possess the active and passive generative power together;
as we see in plants which are generated from seed; for the no-
blest vital function in plants is generation. Wherefore we ob-
serve that in these the active power of generation invariably ac-
companies the passive power. Among perfect animals the ac-
tive power of generation belongs to the male sex, and the pas-
sive power to the female. And as among animals there is a vital
operation nobler than generation, to which their life is princi-
pally directed; therefore the male sex is not found in contin-
ual union with the female in perfect animals, but only at the
time of coition; so that wemay consider that by this means the

male and female are one, as in plants they are always united; al-
though in some cases one of them preponderates, and in some
the other. But man is yet further ordered to a still nobler vital
action, and that is intellectual operation. erefore there was
greater reason for the distinction of these two forces inman; so
that the female should be produced separately from the male;
although they are carnally united for generation.erefore di-
rectly aer the formation of woman, it was said: “And they
shall be two in one flesh” (Gn. 2:24).

Reply to Objection 1. As regards the individual nature,
woman is defective andmisbegotten, for the active force in the
male seed tends to the production of a perfect likeness in the
masculine sex;while the productionofwoman comes fromde-
fect in the active force or from some material indisposition,
or even from some external influence; such as that of a south
wind, which is moist, as the Philosopher observes (De Gener.
Animal. iv, 2). On the other hand, as regards human nature in
general, woman is not misbegotten, but is included in nature’s
intention as directed to the work of generation. Now the gen-
eral intention of nature depends onGod,Who is the universal
Author of nature.erefore, in producing nature,God formed
not only the male but also the female.

Reply to Objection 2. Subjection is twofold. One is
servile, by virtue of which a superior makes use of a subject
for his own benefit; and this kind of subjection began aer
sin. ere is another kind of subjection which is called eco-
nomic or civil, whereby the superior makes use of his subjects
for their own benefit and good; and this kind of subjection ex-
isted even before sin. For good order would have beenwanting
in the human family if somewere not governed by others wiser
than themselves. So by such a kind of subjectionwoman is nat-
urally subject to man, because in man the discretion of reason
predominates. Nor is inequality among men excluded by the
state of innocence, as we shall prove (q. 96, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 3. If God had deprived the world of
all those things which proved an occasion of sin, the universe
would have been imperfect. Nor was it fitting for the common
good to be destroyed in order that individual evil might be
avoided; especially as God is so powerful that He can direct
any evil to a good end.
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Ia q. 92 a. 2Whether woman should have been made from man?

Objection 1. It would seem that woman should not have
been made from man. For sex belongs both to man and ani-
mals. But in the other animals the female was not made from
the male. erefore neither should it have been so with man.

Objection 2. Further, things of the same species are of
the same matter. But male and female are of the same species.
erefore, asmanwasmadeof the slimeof the earth, sowoman
should have been made of the same, and not from man.

Objection 3. Further, woman was made to be a helpmate
toman in thework of generation. But close relationshipmakes
a person unfit for that office; hence near relations are debarred
from intermarriage, as is written (Lev. 18:6).ereforewoman
should not have been made from man.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 17:5): “He created
of him,” that is, out of man, “a helpmate like to himself,” that
is, woman.

I answer that, When all things were first formed, it was
more suitable for the woman to be made from man that (for
the female to be from the male) in other animals. First, in or-
der thus to give the first man a certain dignity consisting in
this, that as God is the principle of the whole universe, so the
first man, in likeness to God, was the principle of the whole
human race. Wherefore Paul says that “God made the whole
human race fromone” (Acts 17:26). Secondly, thatmanmight
lovewoman all themore, and cleave to hermore closely, know-
ing her to be fashioned from himself. Hence it is written (Gn.
2:23,24): “She was taken out of man, wherefore a man shall
leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife.” is was

most necessary as regards the human race, in which the male
and female live together for life; which is not the case with
other animals.irdly, because, as the Philosopher says (Ethic.
viii, 12), the human male and female are united, not only for
generation, as with other animals, but also for the purpose of
domestic life, in which each has his or her particular duty,
and in which the man is the head of the woman. Wherefore
it was suitable for the woman to be made out of man, as out of
her principle. Fourthly, there is a sacramental reason for this.
For by this is signified that the Church takes her origin from
Christ.Wherefore theApostle says (Eph. 5:32): “is is a great
sacrament; but I speak in Christ and in the Church.”

Reply obj. 1 is clear from the foregoing.
Reply to Objection 2. Matter is that from which some-

thing ismade.Now created nature has a determinate principle;
and since it is determined to one thing, it has also a determi-
natemode of proceeding.Wherefore fromdeterminatematter
it produces something in a determinate species. On the other
hand, the Divine Power, being infinite, can produce things of
the same species out of any matter, such as a man from the
slime of the earth, and a woman from out of man.

Reply to Objection 3. A certain affinity arises from nat-
ural generation, and this is an impediment to matrimony.
Woman, however, was not produced fromman by natural gen-
eration, but by the Divine Power alone. Wherefore Eve is not
called the daughter of Adam; and so this argument does not
prove.

Ia q. 92 a. 3Whether the woman was fittingly made from the rib of man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the woman should not
have been formed from the rib of man. For the rib was much
smaller than the woman’s body. Now from a smaller thing a
larger thing can be made only—either by addition (and then
the woman ought to have been described as made out of that
which was added, rather than out of the rib itself )—or by
rarefaction, because, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x): “A
body cannot increase in bulk except by rarefaction.” But the
woman’s body is not more rarefied than man’s—at least, not
in the proportion of a rib to Eve’s body. erefore Eve was not
formed from a rib of Adam.

Objection 2. Further, in those things which were first cre-
ated there was nothing superfluous. erefore a rib of Adam
belonged to the integrity of his body. So, if a rib was removed,
his body remained imperfect; which is unreasonable to sup-
pose.

Objection 3. Further, a rib cannot be removed from man
without pain. But there was no pain before sin. erefore it
was not right for a rib to be taken from theman, that Evemight
be made from it.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:22): “God built the
rib, which He took from Adam, into a woman.”

I answer that, It was right for the woman to be made
from a rib of man. First, to signify the social union of man
andwoman, for the woman should neither “use authority over
man,” and so she was not made from his head; nor was it right
for her to be subject to man’s contempt as his slave, and so she
was not made from his feet. Secondly, for the sacramental sig-
nification; for from the side ofChrist sleeping on theCross the
Sacraments flowed—namely, blood and water—on which the
Church was established.

Reply to Objection 1. Some say that the woman’s body
was formed by a material increase, without anything being
added; in the same way as our Lord multiplied the five loaves.
But this is quite impossible. For such an increase of matter
would either be by a change of the very substance of the mat-
ter itself, or by a change of its dimensions. Not by change of
the substance of the matter, both because matter, considered
in itself, is quite unchangeable, since it has a potential exis-
tence, and has nothing but the nature of a subject, and because
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quantity and size are extraneous to the essence of matter it-
self.Whereforemultiplication ofmatter is quite unintelligible,
as long as the matter itself remains the same without anything
added to it; unless it receives greater dimensions. is implies
rarefaction, which is for the same matter to receive greater di-
mensions, as the Philosopher says (Phys. iv). To say, therefore,
that the same matter is enlarged, without being rarefied, is to
combine contradictories—viz. the definitionwith the absence
of the thing defined.

Wherefore, as no rarefaction is apparent in such multi-
plication of matter, we must admit an addition of matter: ei-
ther by creation, or which is more probable, by conversion.
Hence Augustine says (Tract. xxiv in Joan.) that “Christ filled
five thousand men with five loaves, in the same way as from a

few seeds He produces the harvest of corn”—that is, by trans-
formation of the nourishment. Nevertheless, we say that the
crowdswere fedwithfive loaves, or thatwomanwasmade from
the rib, because an addition was made to the already existing
matter of the loaves and of the rib.

Reply to Objection 2. e rib belonged to the integral
perfection of Adam, not as an individual, but as the principle
of the human race; just as the semen belongs to the perfection
of the begetter, and is released by a natural and pleasurable op-
eration. Much more, therefore, was it possible that by the Di-
vine power the body of the woman should be produced from
the man’s rib.

From this it is clear how to answer the third objection.

Ia q. 92 a. 4Whether the woman was formed immediately by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the woman was not
formed immediately by God. For no individual is produced
immediately by God from another individual alike in species.
But the woman was made from a man who is of the same
species. erefore she was not made immediately by God.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (De Trin. iii, 4) says that
corporeal things are governed by God through the angels. But
the woman’s body was formed from corporeal matter. ere-
fore it was made through the ministry of the angels, and not
immediately by God.

Objection 3.Further, those things which pre-exist in crea-
tures as to their causal virtues are produced by the power of
some creature, and not immediately by God. But the woman’s
body was produced in its causal virtues among the first created
works, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ix, 15). erefore it was
not produced immediately by God.

On the contrary, Augustine says, in the same work: “God
alone, to Whom all nature owes its existence, could form or
build up the woman from the man’s rib.”

I answer that, As was said above (a. 2, ad 2), the natu-
ral generation of every species is from some determinate mat-
ter. Now the matter whence man is naturally begotten is the

human semen of man or woman. Wherefore from any other
matter an individual of the human species cannot naturally
be generated. Now God alone, the Author of nature, can pro-
duce an effect into existence outside the ordinary course of na-
ture. erefore God alone could produce either a man from
the slime of the earth, or a woman from the rib of man.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is verified when an
individual is begotten, by natural generation, from that which
is like it in the same species.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ix,
15), we do not know whether the angels were employed by
God in the formation of the woman; but it is certain that, as
the body of man was not formed by the angels from the slime
of the earth, so neither was the body of the woman formed by
them from the man’s rib.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ix,
18): “e first creation of things did not demand that woman
should be made thus; it made it possible for her to be thus
made.” erefore the body of the woman did indeed pre-exist
in these causal virtues, in the things first created; not as regards
active potentiality, but as regards a potentiality passive in rela-
tion to the active potentiality of the Creator.
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F P, Q 93
e End or Term of the Production of Man

(In Nine Articles)

We now treat of the end or term of man’s production, inasmuch as he is said to be made “to the image and likeness of God.”
ere are under this head nine points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the image of God is in man?
(2) Whether the image of God is in irrational creatures?
(3) Whether the image of God is in the angels more than in man?
(4) Whether the image of God is in every man?
(5) Whether the image of God is in man by comparison with the Essence, or with all the Divine Persons, or

with one of them?
(6) Whether the image of God is in man, as to his mind only?
(7) Whether the image of God is in man’s power or in his habits and acts?
(8) Whether the image of God is in man by comparison with every object?
(9) Of the difference between “image” and “likeness.”

Ia q. 93 a. 1Whether the image of God is in man?

Objection1. It would seem that the image ofGod is not in
man. For it is written (Is. 40:18): “To whom have you likened
God? or what image will you make for Him?”

Objection 2. Further, to be the image of God is the prop-
erty of the First-Begotten, of Whom the Apostle says (Col.
1:15): “Who is the image of the invisible God, the First-Born
of every creature.” erefore the image of God is not to be
found in man.

Objection 3. Further, Hilary says (De Synod*) that “an
image is of the same species as that which it represents”; and
he also says that “an image is the undivided and united like-
ness of one thing adequately representing another.” But there
is no species common to both God and man; nor can there
be a comparison of equality between God and man. erefore
there can be no image of God in man.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:26): “Let Us make
man to Our own image and likeness.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 74):
“Where an image exists, there forthwith is likeness; but where
there is likeness, there is not necessarily an image.” Hence it
is clear that likeness is essential to an image; and that an im-
age adds something to likeness—namely, that it is copied from
something else. For an “image” is so called because it is pro-
duced as an imitation of something else; wherefore, for in-
stance, an egg, however much like and equal to another egg,
is not called an image of the other egg, because it is not copied
from it.

But equality does not belong to the essence of an image; for
as Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 74): “Where there is an image
there is not necessarily equality,” as we see in a person’s image
reflected in a glass. Yet this is of the essence of a perfect image;

for in a perfect image nothing is wanting that is to be found
in that of which it is a copy. Now it is manifest that in man
there is some likeness to God, copied from God as from an
exemplar; yet this likeness is not one of equality, for such an
exemplar infinitely excels its copy. erefore there is in man
a likeness to God; not, indeed, a perfect likeness, but imper-
fect. And Scripture implies the samewhen it says thatmanwas
made “to” God’s likeness; for the preposition “to” signifies a
certain approach, as of something at a distance.

Reply to Objection 1. e Prophet speaks of bodily im-
ages made by man. erefore he says pointedly: “What image
will you make for Him?” But God made a spiritual image to
Himself in man.

Reply to Objection 2. e First-Born of creatures is the
perfect Image of God, reflecting perfectly that of which He is
the Image, and so He is said to be the “Image,” and never “to
the image.” Butman is said to be both “image” by reason of the
likeness; and “to the image” by reasonof the imperfect likeness.
And since the perfect likeness to God cannot be except in an
identical nature, the Image ofGod exists inHis first-born Son;
as the image of the king is in his son, who is of the same nature
as himself: whereas it exists in man as in an alien nature, as the
image of the king is in a silver coin, as Augustine says explains
in De decem Chordis (Serm. ix, al, xcvi, De Tempore).

Reply toObjection 3.As unitymeans absence of division,
a species is said to be the same as far as it is one. Now a thing
is said to be one not only numerically, specifically, or generi-
cally, but also according to a certain analogy or proportion. In
this sense a creature is one withGod, or like toHim; but when
Hilary says “of a thing which adequately represents another,”
this is to be understood of a perfect image.

* Super i can. Synod. Ancyr.
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Ia q. 93 a. 2Whether the image of God is to be found in irrational creatures?

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of God is to be
found in irrational creatures. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom.
ii): “Effects are contingent images of their causes.” But God is
the cause not only of rational, but also of irrational creatures.
erefore the image of God is to be found in irrational crea-
tures.

Objection 2. Further, the more distinct a likeness is, the
nearer it approaches to the nature of an image. But Dionysius
says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the solar ray has a very great simili-
tude to theDivine goodness.”erefore it ismade to the image
of God.

Objection 3. Further, the more perfect anything is in
goodness, the more it is like God. But the whole universe is
more perfect in goodness than man; for though each individ-
ual thing is good, all things together are called “very good”
(Gn. 1:31). erefore the whole universe is to the image of
God, and not only man.

Objection 4. Further, Boethius (De Consol. iii) says of
God: “Holding theworld inHismind, and forming it intoHis
image.”erefore the whole world is to the image of God, and
not only the rational creature.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. vi, 12):
“Man’s excellence consists in the fact that God made him to
His own image by giving him an intellectual soul, which raises
him above the beasts of the field.”erefore things without in-
tellect are not made to God’s image.

I answer that, Not every likeness, not even what is copied
from something else, is sufficient to make an image; for if the
likeness be only generic, or existing by virtue of some common
accident, this does not suffice for one thing to be the image
of another. For instance, a worm, though from man it may
originate, cannot be called man’s image, merely because of the
generic likeness. Nor, if anything is made white like something
else, can we say that it is the image of that thing; for white-
ness is an accident belonging to many species. But the nature
of an image requires likeness in species; thus the image of the
king exists in his son: or, at least, in some specific accident, and
chiefly in the shape; thus, we speak of a man’s image in copper.

Whence Hilary says pointedly that “an image is of the same
species.”

Now it is manifest that specific likeness follows the ulti-
mate difference. But some things are like toGod first andmost
commonly because they exist; secondly, because they live; and
thirdly because they knowor understand; and these last, asAu-
gustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 51) “approach so near toGod in like-
ness, that among all creatures nothing comes nearer to Him.”
It is clear, therefore, that intellectual creatures alone, properly
speaking, are made to God’s image.

Reply toObjection 1.Everything imperfect is a participa-
tion of what is perfect. erefore even what falls short of the
nature of an image, so far as it possesses any sort of likeness
to God, participates in some degree the nature of an image.
So Dionysius says that effects are “contingent images of their
causes”; that is, as much as they happen [contingit] to be so,
but not absolutely.

Reply to Objection 2. Dionysius compares the solar ray
to Divine goodness, as regards its causality; not as regards its
natural dignity which is involved in the idea of an image.

Reply to Objection 3. e universe is more perfect in
goodness than the intellectual creature as regards extension
and diffusion; but intensively and collectively the likeness to
the Divine goodness is found rather in the intellectual crea-
ture, which has a capacity for the highest good.Or else wemay
say that a part is not rightly divided against thewhole, but only
against another part. Wherefore, when we say that the intel-
lectual nature alone is to the image of God, we do not mean
that the universe in any part is not to God’s image, but that
the other parts are excluded.

Reply to Objection 4. Boethius here uses the word “im-
age” to express the likenesswhich the product of an art bears to
the artistic species in themindof the artist.us every creature
is an image of the exemplar type thereof in the Divine mind.
We are not, however, using the word “image” in this sense; but
as it implies a likeness in nature, that is, inasmuch as all things,
as being, are like to the First Being; as living, like to the First
Life; and as intelligent, like to the Supreme Wisdom.

Ia q. 93 a. 3Whether the angels are more to the image of God than man is?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels are notmore to
the image of God than man is. For Augustine says in a sermon
de Imagine xliii (de verbisApost. xxvii) thatGod granted to no
other creature besides man to be to His image. erefore it is
not true to say that the angels are more than man to the image
of God.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (QQ. 83,
qu. 51), “man is so much to God’s image that God did not
make any creature to be betweenHim andman: and therefore
nothing is more akin to Him.” But a creature is called God’s

image so far as it is akin to God. erefore the angels are not
more to the image of God than man.

Objection 3. Further, a creature is said to be to God’s im-
age so far as it is of an intellectual nature. But the intellectual
nature does not admit of intensity or remissness; for it is not
an accidental thing, since it is a substance.erefore the angels
are not more to the image of God than man.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. in Evang. xxxiv):
“e angel is called a “seal of resemblance” [Ezech. 28:12] be-
cause in him the resemblance of the Divine image is wrought
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with greater expression.”
I answer that, We may speak of God’s image in two ways.

First, wemay consider in it that inwhich the image chiefly con-
sists, that is, the intellectual nature. us the image of God is
more perfect in the angels than in man, because their intellec-
tual nature is more perfect, as is clear from what has been said
(q. 58, a. 3; q. 79, a. 8). Secondly, we may consider the image
of God in man as regards its accidental qualities, so far as to
observe in man a certain imitation of God, consisting in the
fact that man proceeds from man, as God from God; and also
in the fact that the whole human soul is in the whole body, as
God fromGod; and also in the fact that thewhole human soul
is in the whole body, and again, in every part, as God is in re-
gard to the whole world. In these and the like things the image
ofGod ismore perfect inman than it is in the angels. But these
do not of themselves belong to the nature of the Divine image
in man, unless we presuppose the first likeness, which is in the
intellectual nature; otherwise even brute animals would be to
God’s image. erefore, as in their intellectual nature, the an-
gels are more to the image of God than man is, we must grant
that, absolutely speaking, the angels are more to the image of

God thanman is, but that in some respects man is more like to
God.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine excludes the inferior
creatures bere of reason from the image of God; but not the
angels.

Reply to Objection 2. As fire is said to be specifically the
most subtle of bodies, while, nevertheless, one kind of fire is
more subtle than another; so we say that nothing is more like
to God than the human soul in its generic and intellectual na-
ture, because as Augustine had said previously, “things which
have knowledge, are so near to Him in likeness that of all crea-
tures none are nearer.” Wherefore this does not mean that the
angels are not more to God’s image.

Reply to Objection 3. When we say that substance does
not admit of more or less, we do not mean that one species of
substance is not more perfect than another; but that one and
the same individual does not participate in its specific nature at
one time more than at another; nor do we mean that a species
of substance is shared among different individuals in a greater
or lesser degree.

Ia q. 93 a. 4Whether the image of God is found in every man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of God is not
found in every man. For the Apostle says that “man is the im-
age of God, but woman is the image [Vulg. glory] of man” (1
Cor. 11:7).erefore, as woman is an individual of the human
species, it is clear that every individual is not an image of God.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 8:29):
“Whom God foreknew, He also predestined to be made con-
formable to the image ofHis Son.” But all men are not predes-
tined. erefore all men have not the conformity of image.

Objection 3. Further, likeness belongs to the nature of the
image, as above explained (a. 1). But by sin man becomes un-
like God. erefore he loses the image of God.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 38:7): “Surely man pas-
seth as an image.”

I answer that, Since man is said to be the image of God
by reason of his intellectual nature, he is the most perfectly
like God according to that in which he can best imitate God
in his intellectual nature. Now the intellectual nature imitates
God chiefly in this, that God understands and loves Himself.
Wherefore we see that the image of God is in man in three
ways. First, inasmuch as man possesses a natural aptitude for
understanding and loving God; and this aptitude consists in
the very nature of the mind, which is common to all men.
Secondly, inasmuch as man actually and habitually knows and

loves God, though imperfectly; and this image consists in the
conformity of grace. irdly, inasmuch as man knows and
loves God perfectly; and this image consists in the likeness of
glory.Wherefore on thewords, “e light ofycountenance,
O Lord, is signed upon us” (Ps. 4:7), the gloss distinguishes
a threefold image of “creation,” of “re-creation,” and of “like-
ness.” e first is found in all men, the second only in the just,
the third only in the blessed.

Reply to Objection 1. e image of God, in its principal
signification, namely the intellectual nature, is found both in
man and in woman. Hence aer the words, “To the image of
God He created him,” it is added, “Male and female He cre-
ated them” (Gn. 1:27). Moreover it is said “them” in the plu-
ral, as Augustine (Gen. ad lit. iii, 22) remarks, lest it should be
thought that both sexes were united in one individual. But in a
secondary sense the image of God is found in man, and not in
woman: forman is the beginning and end of woman; asGod is
the beginning and end of every creature. So when the Apostle
had said that “man is the image and glory of God, but woman
is the glory of man,” he adds his reason for saying this: “For
man is not of woman, but woman of man; and man was not
created for woman, but woman for man.”

Reply obj. 2 and 3: ese reasons refer to the image con-
sisting in the conformity of grace and glory.
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Ia q. 93 a. 5Whether the image of God is in man according to the Trinity of Persons?

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of God does
not exist in man as to the Trinity of Persons. For Augustine
says (Fulgentius De Fide ad Petrum i): “One in essence is the
Godhead of the Holy Trinity; and one is the image to which
manwasmade.” AndHilary (DeTrin. v) says: “Man ismade to
the image of that which is common in the Trinity.” erefore
the image of God in man is of the Divine Essence, and not of
the Trinity of Persons.

Objection2.Further, it is said (DeEccl.Dogmat.) that the
image of God in man is to be referred to eternity. Damascene
also says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12) that the image of God in man
belongs to him as “an intelligent being endowed with free-will
and self-movement.” Gregory of Nyssa (De Homin. Opificio
xvi) also asserts that, when Scripture says that “man was made
to the image of God, it means that human nature was made
a participator of all good: for the Godhead is the fulness of
goodness.” Now all these things belong more to the unity of
the Essence than to the distinction of the Persons. erefore
the image of God in man regards, not the Trinity of Persons,
but the unity of the Essence.

Objection 3. Further, an image leads to the knowledge
of that of which it is the image. erefore, if there is in man
the image of God as to the Trinity of Persons; since man can
know himself by his natural reason, it follows that by his natu-
ral knowledge man could know the Trinity of the Divine Per-
sons; which is untrue, as was shown above (q. 32, a. 1).

Objection 4. Further, the name of Image is not applicable
to any of the ree Persons, but only to the Son; for Augus-
tine says (De Trin. vi, 2) that “the Son alone is the image of the
Father.” erefore, if in man there were an image of God as re-
gards the Person, this would not be an image of the Trinity,
but only of the Son.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv): “e plurality
of the Divine Persons is proved from the fact that man is said
to have been made to the image of God.”

I answer that, as we have seen (q. 40, a. 2), the distinction
of theDivine Persons is only according to origin, or, rather, re-
lations of origin. Now the mode of origin is not the same in
all things, but in each thing is adapted to the nature thereof;
animated things being produced in one way, and inanimate in

another; animals in oneway, and plants in another.Wherefore
it is manifest that the distinction of the Divine Persons is suit-
able to the Divine Nature; and therefore to be to the image of
God by imitation of theDivineNature does not exclude being
to the same image by the representation of theDivine Persons:
but rather one follows from the other. We must, therefore, say
that in man there exists the image of God, both as regards the
DivineNature and as regards the Trinity of Persons; for also in
God Himself there is one Nature in ree Persons.

us it is clear how to solve the first two objections.
Reply to Objection 3. is argument would avail if the

image of God in man represented God in a perfect manner.
But, as Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 6), there is a great differ-
ence between the trinity within ourselves and theDivine Trin-
ity.erefore, as he there says: “We see, rather than believe, the
trinitywhich is in ourselves; whereaswe believe rather than see
that God is Trinity.”

Reply to Objection 4. Some have said that in man there
is an image of the Son only. Augustine rejects this opinion
(De Trin. xii, 5,6). First, because as the Son is like to the Fa-
ther by a likeness of essence, it would follow of necessity ifman
were made in likeness to the Son, that he is made to the like-
ness of the Father. Secondly, because if man were made only
to the image of the Son, the Father would not have said, “Let
Us make man to Our own image and likeness”; but “to y
image.” When, therefore, it is written, “He made him to the
image of God,” the sense is not that the Father made man to
the image of the Son only, Who is God, as some explained it,
but that the Divine Trinity made man to Its image, that is, of
the whole Trinity. When it is said that God “made man to His
image,” this can be understood in two ways: first, so that this
preposition “to” points to the term of the making, and then
the sense is, “Let Us make man in such a way that Our image
may be in him.” Secondly, this preposition ‘to’ may point to
the exemplar cause, as when we say, “is book is made (like)
to that one.”us the image ofGod is the very Essence ofGod,
Which is incorrectly called an image forasmuch as image is put
for the exemplar. Or, as some say, the Divine Essence is called
an image because thereby one Person imitates another.

Ia q. 93 a. 6Whether the image of God is in man as regards the mind only?

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of God is not
only in man’s mind. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. 11:7) that
“the man is the image…of God.” But man is not only mind.
erefore the image of God is to be observed not only in his
mind.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Gn. 1:27): “God cre-
ated man to His own image; to the image of God He created
him;male and femaleHe created them.” But the distinction of

male and female is in the body. erefore the image of God is
also in the body, and not only in the mind.

Objection 3. Further, an image seems to apply principally
to the shape of a thing. But shape belongs to the body. ere-
fore the image of God is to be seen in man’s body also, and not
in his mind.

Objection 4. Further, according toAugustine (Gen. ad lit.
xii, 7,24) there is a threefold vision in us, “corporeal,” “spiri-
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tual,” or imaginary, and “intellectual.” erefore, if in the in-
tellectual vision that belongs to the mind there exists in us a
trinity by reason of which we are made to the image of God,
for the like reason there must be another trinity in the others.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 4:23,24): “Be re-
newed in the spirit of your mind, and put on the new man.”
Whence we are given to understand that our renewal which
consists in putting on the newman, belongs to themind.Now,
he says (Col. 3:10): “Putting on the new” man; “him who is
renewed unto knowledge” of God, “according to the image of
Him that created him,” where the renewal which consists in
putting on thenewman is ascribed to the image ofGod.ere-
fore to be to the image of God belongs to the mind only.

I answer that, While in all creatures there is some kind of
likeness to God, in the rational creature alone we find a like-
ness of “image” as we have explained above (Aa. 1,2); whereas
in other creatures we find a likeness by way of a “trace.” Now
the intellect or mind is that whereby the rational creature ex-
cels other creatures; wherefore this image of God is not found
even in the rational creature except in the mind; while in the
other parts, which the rational creaturemay happen to possess,
we find the likeness of a “trace,” as in other creatures to which,
in reference to such parts, the rational creature can be likened.
We may easily understand the reason of this if we consider the
way in which a “trace,” and the way in which an “image,” rep-
resents anything. An “image” represents something by likeness
in species, as we have said; while a “trace” represents something
by way of an effect, which represents the cause in such a way as
not to attain to the likeness of species. For imprints which are
le by the movements of animals are called “traces”: so also
ashes are a trace of fire, and desolation of the land a trace of a
hostile army.

erefore we may observe this difference between ratio-
nal creatures and others, both as to the representation of the
likeness of the Divine Nature in creatures, and as to the repre-
sentation in them of the uncreated Trinity. For as to the like-
ness of theDivineNature, rational creatures seem to attain, af-
ter a fashion, to the representation of the species, inasmuch as
they imitate God, not only in being and life, but also in intel-
ligence, as above explained (a. 2); whereas other creatures do
not understand, althoughwe observe in them a certain trace of
the Intellect that created them, ifwe consider their disposition.
Likewise as the uncreated Trinity is distinguished by the pro-
cession of the Word from the Speaker, and of Love from both
of these, aswehave seen (q. 28, a. 3); sowemay say that in ratio-
nal creatures wherein we find a procession of the word in the
intellect, and a procession of the love in the will, there exists
an image of the uncreated Trinity, by a certain representation
of the species. In other creatures, however, we do not find the
principle of the word, and the word and love; but we do see
in them a certain trace of the existence of these in the Cause
that produced them. For in the fact that a creature has a modi-
fied and finite nature, proves that it proceeds from a principle;

while its species points to the (mental) word of themaker, just
as the shape of a house points to the idea of the architect; and
order points to the maker’s love by reason of which he directs
the effect to a good end; as also the use of the house points to
the will of the architect. So we find in man a likeness to God
by way of an “image” in his mind; but in the other parts of his
being by way of a “trace.”

Reply to Objection 1. Man is called to the image of God;
not that he is essentially an image; but that the image of God
is impressed on his mind; as a coin is an image of the king, as
having the image of the king. Wherefore there is no need to
consider the image of God as existing in every part of man.

Reply toObjection 2. As Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 5),
some have thought that the image ofGodwas not inman indi-
vidually, but severally. ey held that “the man represents the
Person of the Father; those born of man denote the person of
the Son; and that the woman is a third person in likeness to
the Holy Ghost, since she so proceeded from man as not to be
his son or daughter.” All of this is manifestly absurd; first, be-
cause it would follow that the Holy Ghost is the principle of
the Son, as the woman is the principle of the man’s offspring;
secondly, because one man would be only the image of one
Person; thirdly, because in that case Scripture should not have
mentioned the image ofGod inman until aer the birth of the
offspring. erefore we must understand that when Scripture
had said, “to the image ofGodHe createdhim,” it added, “male
and female He created them,” not to imply that the image of
God came through the distinction of sex, but that the image
of God belongs to both sexes, since it is in the mind, wherein
there is no sexual distinction of sex, but that the image of God
belongs to both sexes, since it is in the mind, wherein there is
no sexual distinction. Wherefore the Apostle (Col. 3:10), af-
ter saying, “According to the image of Him that created him,”
added, “Where there is neither male nor female”* (Vulg. “nei-
ther Gentile nor Jew”).

Reply toObjection 3.Although the image of God inman
is not to be found in his bodily shape, yet because “the body of
man alone among terrestrial animals is not inclined prone to
the ground, but is adapted to look upward to heaven, for this
reason we may rightly say that it is made to God’s image and
likeness, rather than the bodies of other animals,” as Augustine
remarks (QQ. 83, qu. 51). But this is not to be understood as
though the image of God were in man’s body; but in the sense
that the very shape of the human body represents the image of
God in the soul by way of a trace.

Reply to Objection 4. Both in the corporeal and in the
imaginary vision we may find a trinity, as Augustine says (De
Trin. xi, 2). For in corporeal vision there is first the species of
the exterior body; secondly, the act of vision, which occurs by
the impression on the sight of a certain likeness of the said
species; thirdly, the intention of the will applying the sight to
see, and to rest on what is seen.

Likewise, in the imaginary vision we find first the species
* these words are in reality from Gal. 3:28.
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kept in thememory; secondly, the vision itself, which is caused
by the penetrative power of the soul, that is, the faculty of
imagination, informed by the species; and thirdly, we find the
intention of the will joining both together. But each of these
trinities falls short of the Divine image. For the species of the
external body is extrinsic to the essence of the soul; while the
species in the memory, though not extrinsic to the soul, is ad-
ventitious to it; and thus in both cases the species falls short of
representing the connaturality and co-eternity of the Divine
Persons.e corporeal vision, too, does not proceed only from

the species of the external body, but from this, and at the same
time fromthe sense of the seer; in likemanner imaginary vision
is not from the species only which is preserved in thememory,
but also fromthe imagination. For these reasons theprocession
of the Son from the Father alone is not suitably represented.
Lastly the intention of the will joining the two together, does
not proceed from them either in corporeal or spiritual vision.
Wherefore the procession of the Holy Ghost from the Father
and the Son is not thus properly represented.

Ia q. 93 a. 7Whether the image of God is to be found in the acts of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of God is not
found in the acts of the soul. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xi, 26), that “manwasmade toGod’s image, inasmuch aswe ex-
ist and know that we exist, and love this existence and knowl-
edge.” But to exist does not signify an act.erefore the image
of God is not to be found in the soul’s acts.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (De Trin. ix, 4) assigns
God’s image in the soul to these three things—mind, knowl-
edge, and love. But mind does not signify an act, but rather
the power or the essence of the intellectual soul. erefore the
image of God does not extend to the acts of the soul.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine (De Trin. x, 11) assigns
the image of the Trinity in the soul to “memory, understand-
ing, and will.” But these three are “natural powers of the soul,”
as the Master of the Sentences says (1 Sent. D iii). erefore
the image of God is in the powers, and does not extend to the
acts of the soul.

Objection 4. Further, the image of the Trinity always re-
mains in the soul. But an act does not always remain.erefore
the image of God does not extend to the acts.

On the contrary, Augustine (De Trin. xi, 2 seqq.) assigns
the trinity in the lower part of the soul, in relation to the ac-
tual vision, whether sensible or imaginative. erefore, also,
the trinity in themind, by reason of whichman is like toGod’s
image, must be referred to actual vision.

I answer that,As above explained (a. 2), a certain represen-
tation of the species belongs to the nature of an image. Hence,
if the image of the Divine Trinity is to be found in the soul,
we must look for it where the soul approaches the nearest to
a representation of the species of the Divine Persons. Now the
Divine Persons are distinct from each other by reason of the
procession of the Word from the Speaker, and the procession
of Love connecting Both. But in our soul word “cannot ex-
ist without actual thought,” as Augustine says (De Trin. xiv,
7). erefore, first and chiefly, the image of the Trinity is to
be found in the acts of the soul, that is, inasmuch as from the
knowledge which we possess, by actual thought we form an
internal word; and thence break forth into love. But, since the
principles of acts are the habits and powers, and everything ex-
ists virtually in its principle, therefore, secondarily and conse-

quently, the image of the Trinity may be considered as existing
in the powers, and still more in the habits, forasmuch as the
acts virtually exist therein.

Reply to Objection 1. Our being bears the image of God
so far as if is proper to us, and excels that of the other animals,
that is to say, in so far as we are endowed with a mind. ere-
fore, this trinity is the same as that which Augustine mentions
(De Trin. ix, 4), and which consists in mind, knowledge, and
love.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine observed this trinity,
first, as existing in the mind. But because the mind, though
it knows itself entirely in a certain degree, yet also in a way
does not know itself—namely, as being distinct from others
(and thus also it searches itself, as Augustine subsequently
proves—DeTrin. x, 3,4); therefore, as though knowledgewere
not in equal proportion to mind, he takes three things in the
soul which are proper to the mind, namely, memory, under-
standing, and will; which everyone is conscious of possessing;
and assigns the image of the Trinity pre-eminently to these
three, as though the first assignation were in part deficient.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine proves (De Trin. xiv,
7), we may be said to understand, will, and to love certain
things, both when we actually consider them, and when we do
not thing of them. When they are not under our actual con-
sideration, they are objects of our memory only, which, in his
opinion, is nothing else than habitual retention of knowledge
and love*. “But since,” as he says, “a word cannot be there with-
out actual thought (for we think everything that we say, even
if we speak with that interior word belonging to no nation’s
tongue), this image chiefly consists in these three things,mem-
ory, understanding, and will. And by understanding I mean
here that whereby we understand with actual thought; and by
will, love, or dilection Imean that which unites this child with
its parent.” From which it is clear that he places the image of
theDivineTrinitymore in actual understanding andwill, than
in these as existing in the habitual retention of thememory; al-
though even thus the image of the Trinity exists in the soul in
a certain degree, as he says in the same place. us it is clear
that memory, understanding, and will are not three powers as
stated in the Sentences.

* Cf. q. 79, a. 7, ad 1.

451



Reply to Objection 4. Someone might answer by refer-
ring to Augustine’s statement (De Trin. xiv, 6), that “the mind
ever remembers itself, ever understands itself, ever loves itself ”;
which some take to mean that the soul ever actually under-
stands, and loves itself. But he excludes this interpretation by
adding that “it does not always think of itself as actually dis-
tinct fromother things.”us it is clear that the soul always un-
derstands and loves itself, not actually but habitually; though
we might say that by perceiving its own act, it understands it-

self whenever it understands anything. But since it is not al-
ways actually understanding, as in the case of sleep, we must
say that these acts, although not always actually existing, yet
ever exist in their principles, the habits and powers. Where-
fore, Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 4): “If the rational soul is
made to the image of God in the sense that it can make use of
reason and intellect to understand and consider God, then the
image of God was in the soul from the beginning of its exis-
tence.”

Ia q. 93 a. 8Whether the image of the Divine Trinity is in the soul only by comparison with God as its
object?

Objection 1. It would seem that the image of the Divine
Trinity is in the soul not only by comparison with God as its
object. For the image of the Divine Trinity is to be found in
the soul, as shown above (a. 7), according as the word in us
proceeds from the speaker; and love from both. But this is to
be found in us as regards any object.erefore the image of the
Divine Trinity is in our mind as regards any object.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 4) that
“whenwe seek trinity in the soul, we seek it in the whole of the
soul, without separating the process of reasoning in temporal
matters from the consideration of things eternal.” erefore
the image of the Trinity is to be found in the soul, even as re-
gards temporal objects.

Objection 3. Further, it is by grace that we can know and
love God. If, therefore, the image of the Trinity is found in the
soul by reason of the memory, understanding, and will or love
of God, this image is not in man by nature but by grace, and
thus is not common to all.

Objection 4. Further, the saints in heaven are most per-
fectly conformed to the image of God by the beatific vision;
wherefore it is written (2 Cor. 3:18): “We…are transformed
into the same image from glory to glory.” But temporal things
are known by the beatific vision. erefore the image of God
exists in us even according to temporal things.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 12): “e
image of God exists in the mind, not because it has a remem-
brance of itself, loves itself, and understands itself; but because
it can also remember, understand, and love God by Whom it
was made.” Much less, therefore, is the image of God in the
soul, in respect of other objects.

I answer that, As above explained (Aa. 2,7), image means
a likeness which in some degree, however small, attains to a
representation of the species. Wherefore we need to seek in
the image of the Divine Trinity in the soul some kind of rep-
resentation of species of the Divine Persons, so far as this is
possible to a creature. Now theDivine Persons, as above stated
(Aa. 6,7), are distinguished from each other according to the
procession of the word from the speaker, and the procession
of love from both. Moreover the Word of God is born of God
by the knowledge of Himself; and Love proceeds from God
according as He loves Himself. But it is clear that diversity of

objects diversifies the species of word and love; for in the hu-
man mind the species of a stone is specifically different from
that of a horse, which also the love regarding each of them is
specifically different. Hence we refer the Divine image in man
to the verbal concept born of the knowledge of God, and to
the love derived therefrom. us the image of God is found in
the soul according as the soul turns to God, or possesses a na-
ture that enables it to turn to God. Now the mind may turn
towards an object in two ways: directly and immediately, or
indirectly and mediately; as, for instance, when anyone sees a
man reflected in a looking-glass he may be said to be turned
towards that man. So Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 8), the “the
mind remembers itself, understands itself, and loves itself. If
we perceive this, we perceive a trinity, not, indeed, God, but,
nevertheless, rightly called the image of God.” But this is due
to the fact, not that the mind reflects on itself absolutely, but
that thereby it can furthermore turn to God, as appears from
the authority quoted above (Arg. On the contrary).

Reply toObjection 1. For the notion of an image it is not
enough that something proceed from another, but it is also
necessary to observe what proceeds and whence it proceeds;
namely, that what is Word of God proceeds from knowledge
of God.

Reply to Objection 2. In all the soul we may see a kind of
trinity, not, however, as though besides the action of tempo-
ral things and the contemplation of eternal things, “any third
thing should be required to make up the trinity,” as he adds
in the same passage. But in that part of the reason which is
concerned with temporal things, “although a trinity may be
found; yet the image of God is not to be seen there,” as he says
farther on; forasmuch as this knowledge of temporal things
is adventitious to the soul. Moreover even the habits whereby
temporal things are known are not always present; but some-
times they are actually present, and sometimes present only
in memory even aer they begin to exist in the soul. Such is
clearly the case with faith, which comes to us temporally for
this present life; while in the future life faith will no longer ex-
ist, but only the remembrance of faith.

Reply to Objection 3. e meritorious knowledge and
love of God can be in us only by grace. Yet there is a certain
natural knowledge and love as seen above (q. 12, a. 12; q. 56,
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a. 3; q. 60, a. 5). is, too, is natural that the mind, in order
to understand God, can make use of reason, in which sense we
have already said that the image ofGod abides ever in the soul;
“whether this image of God be so obsolete,” as it were clouded,
“as almost to amount to nothing,” as in those who have not
the use of reason; “or obscured and disfigured,” as in sinners;
or “clear and beautiful,” as in the just; as Augustine says (De
Trin. xiv, 6).

Reply to Objection 4. By the vision of glory temporal
things will be seen inGodHimself; and such a vision of things
temporal will belong to the image of God.is is what Augus-
tine means (De Trin. xiv, 6), when he says that “in that nature
towhich themindwill blissfully adhere, whatever it sees it will
see as unchangeable”; for in the Uncreated Word are the types
of all creatures.

Ia q. 93 a. 9Whether “likeness” is properly distinguished from “image”?

Objection 1. It would seem that “likeness” is not properly
distinguished from “image.” For “genus” is not properly distin-
guished from “species.” Now, “likeness” is to “image” as genus
to species: because, “where there is image, forthwith there is
likeness, but not conversely” as Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu.
74). erefore “likeness” is not properly to be distinguished
from “image.”

Objection 2. Further, the nature of the image consists not
only in the representation of the Divine Persons, but also in
the representation of the Divine Essence, to which represen-
tation belong immortality and indivisibility. So it is not true
to say that the “likeness is in the essence because it is immortal
and indivisible; whereas the image is in other things” (Sent. ii,
D, xvi).

Objection 3. Further, the image of God in man is three-
fold—the image of nature, of grace, and of glory, as above
explained (a. 4). But innocence and righteousness belong to
grace. erefore it is incorrectly said (Sent. ii, D, xvi) “that the
image is taken from the memory, the understanding and the
will, while the likeness is from innocence and righteousness.”

Objection 4. Further, knowledge of truth belongs to the
intellect, and love of virtue to the will; which two things are
parts of the image. erefore it is incorrect to say (Sent. ii, D,
xvi) that “the image consists in the knowledge of truth, and the
likeness in the love of virtue.”

On the contrary,Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 51): “Some
consider that these two were mentioned not without reason,
namely “image” and “likeness,” since, if they meant the same,
one would have sufficed.”

I answer that, Likeness is a kind of unity, for oneness in
quality causes likeness, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. v,
Did. iv, 15). Now, since “one” is a transcendental, it is both
common to all, and adapted to each single thing, just as the
good and the true.Wherefore, as the good can be compared to
each individual thing both as its preamble, and as subsequent
to it, as signifying some perfection in it, so also in the same
way there exists a kind of comparison between “likeness” and
“image.” For the good is a preamble to man, inasmuch as man
is an individual good; and, again, the good is subsequent to
man, inasmuch as we may say of a certain man that he is good,
by reason of his perfect virtue. In like manner, likeness may be
considered in the light of a preamble to image, inasmuch as it

is something more general than image, as we have said above
(a. 1): and, again, it may be considered as subsequent to image,
inasmuch as it signifies a certain perfection of image. For we
say that an image is like or unlike what it represents, according
as the representation is perfect or imperfect.us likenessmay
be distinguished from image in two ways: first as its preamble
and existing in more things, and in this sense likeness regards
things which are more common than the intellectual proper-
ties, wherein the image is properly to be seen. In this sense it
is stated (QQ. 83, qu. 51) that “the spirit” (namely, the mind)
without doubt was made to the image of God. “But the other
parts of man,” belonging to the soul’s inferior faculties, or even
to the body, “are in the opinion of some made to God’s like-
ness.” In this sense he says (DeQuant. Animae ii) that the like-
ness of God is found in the soul’s incorruptibility; for corrupt-
ible and incorruptible are differences of universal beings. But
likeness may be considered in another way, as signifying the
expression and perfection of the image. In this sense Dama-
scene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12) that the image implies “an
intelligent being, endowed with free-will and self-movement,
whereas likeness implies a likeness of power, as far as this may
be possible in man.” In the same sense “likeness” is said to be-
long to “the love of virtue”: for there is no virtue without love
of virtue.

Reply toObjection 1. “Likeness” is not distinct from “im-
age” in the general notion of “likeness” (for thus it is included
in “image”); but so far as any “likeness” falls short of “image,”
or again, as it perfects the idea of “image.”

Reply to Objection 2. e soul’s essence belongs to the
“image,” as representing the Divine Essence in those things
whichbelong to the intellectual nature; butnot in those condi-
tions subsequent to general notions of being, such as simplicity
and indissolubility.

Reply to Objection 3. Even certain virtues are natural to
the soul, at least, in their seeds, by reason of which we may say
that a natural “likeness” exists in the soul. Nor it is unfitting to
us the term “image” from one point of view and from another
the term “likeness.”

Reply to Objection 4. Love of the word, which is knowl-
edge loved, belongs to the nature of “image”; but love of virtue
belongs to “likeness,” as virtue itself belongs to likeness.
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F P, Q 94
Of the State and Condition of the First Man As Regards His Intellect

(In Four Articles)

We next consider the state or condition of the first man; first, as regards his soul; secondly, as regards his body. Concerning
the first there are two things to be considered: (1) e condition of man as to his intellect; (2) the condition of man as to his
will.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the first man saw the Essence of God?
(2) Whether he could see the separate substances, that is, the angels?
(3) Whether he possessed all knowledge?
(4) Whether he could err or be deceived?

Ia q. 94 a. 1Whether the first man saw God through His Essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the first man saw God
throughHisEssence. Forman’s happiness consists in the vision
of the Divine Essence. But the first man, “while established in
paradise, led a life of happiness in the enjoyment of all things,”
as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 11). And Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei xiv, 10): “If man was gied with the same tastes
as now, how happy must he have been in paradise, that place
of ineffable happiness!”erefore the firstman in paradise saw
God through His Essence.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv, loc.
cit.) that “the first man lacked nothing which his good-will
might obtain.” But our good-will can obtain nothing better
than the vision of theDivine Essence.erefore man sawGod
through His Essence.

Objection 3. Further, the vision of God is His Essence is
whereby God is seen without a medium or enigma. But man
in the state of innocence “saw God immediately,” as the Mas-
ter of the Sentences asserts (Sent. iv, D, i). He also sawwithout
an enigma, for an enigma implies obscurity, as Augustine says
(De Trin. xv, 9). Now, obscurity resulted from sin. erefore
man in the primitive state saw God through His Essence.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:46): “at
was not first which is spiritual, but that which is natural.” But
to see God through His Essence is most spiritual. erefore
the first man in the primitive state of his natural life did not
see God through His Essence.

I answer that, e first man did not see God through His
Essence if we consider the ordinary state of that life; unless,
perhaps, it be said that he sawGod in a vision, when “God cast
a deep sleep upon Adam” (Gn. 2:21). e reason is because,
since in the Divine Essence is beatitude itself, the intellect of
a man who sees the Divine Essence has the same relation to
God as aman has to beatitude. Now it is clear thatman cannot
willingly be turned away from beatitude, since naturally and
necessarily he desires it, and shuns unhappiness.Wherefore no
one who sees the Essence of God can willingly turn away from
God, whichmeans to sin. Hence all who see God throughHis

Essence are so firmly established in the love of God, that for
eternity they can never sin. erefore, as Adam did sin, it is
clear that he did not see God through His Essence.

Nevertheless he knewGodwith amore perfect knowledge
than we do now. us in a sense his knowledge was midway
between our knowledge in the present state, and the knowl-
edge we shall have in heaven, when we see God through His
Essence. To make this clear, we must consider that the vision
of God through His Essence is contradistinguished from the
vision of God throughHis creatures. Now the higher the crea-
ture is, and the more like it is to God, the more clearly is God
seen in it; for instance, a man is seen more clearly through a
mirror in which his image is the more clearly expressed. us
God is seen in a much more perfect manner through His in-
telligible effects than through those which are only sensible
or corporeal. But in his present state man is impeded as re-
gards the full and clear consideration of intelligible creatures,
because he is distracted by and occupied with sensible things.
Now, it is written (Eccles. 7:30): “God made man right.” And
manwasmade right byGod in this sense, that in him the lower
powerswere subjected to the higher, and the higher naturewas
made so as not to be impeded by the lower. Wherefore the
first man was not impeded by exterior things from a clear and
steady contemplation of the intelligible effects which he per-
ceived by the radiation of the first truth, whether by a natural
or by a gratuitous knowledge. Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. xi, 33) that, “perhaps God used to speak to the first man as
He speaks to the angels; by shedding on his mind a ray of the
unchangeable truth, yet without bestowing on him the expe-
rience of which the angels are capable in the participation of
the Divine Essence.” erefore, through these intelligible ef-
fects of God, man knew God then more clearly than we know
Him now.

Reply toObjection 1.Manwas happy in paradise, but not
with that perfect happiness to which he was destined, which
consists in the vision of the Divine Essence. He was, however,
endowed with “a life of happiness in a certain measure,” as Au-
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gustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi, 18), so far as he was gied with
natural integrity and perfection.

Reply to Objection 2. A good will is a well-ordered will;
but the will of the first man would have been ill-ordered had
he wished to have, while in the state of merit, what had been
promised to him as a reward.

Reply to Objection 3. A medium (of knowledge) is
twofold; one through which, and, at the same time, in which,
something is seen, as, for example, aman is seen through amir-
ror, and is seenwith themirror: another kindofmedium is that
whereby we attain to the knowledge of something unknown;
such as themedium in a demonstration.Godwas seenwithout
this second kind of medium, but not without the first kind.

For there was no need for the first man to attain to the knowl-
edge of God by demonstration drawn from an effect, such as
we need; since he knew God simultaneously in His effects, es-
pecially in the intelligible effects, according to His capacity.
Again, we must remark that the obscurity which is implied in
theword enigmamay be of two kinds: first, so far as every crea-
ture is something obscure when comparedwith the immensity
of the Divine light; and thus Adam sawGod in an enigma, be-
cause he saw Him in a created effect: secondly, we may take
obscurity as an effect of sin, so far as man is impeded in the
consideration of intelligible things by being preoccupied with
sensible things; in which sense Adam did not see God in an
enigma.

Ia q. 94 a. 2Whether Adam in the state of innocence saw the angels through their essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that Adam, in the state of in-
nocence, saw the angels through their essence. For Gregory
says (Dialog. iv, 1): “In paradise man was accustomed to en-
joy the words of God; and by purity of heart and loiness of
vision to have the company of the good angels.”

Objection 2. Further, the soul in the present state is im-
peded from the knowledge of separate substances by union
with a corruptible body which “is a load upon the soul,” as is
written Wis. 9:15. Wherefore the separate soul can see sepa-
rate substances, as above explained (q. 89, a. 2). But the body of
the firstmanwas not a loaduponhis soul; for the latterwas not
corruptible. erefore he was able to see separate substances.

Objection 3. Further, one separate substance knows an-
other separate substance, by knowing itself (De Causis xiii).
But the soul of the firstman knew itself.erefore it knew sep-
arate substances.

On the contrary, e soul of Adam was of the same na-
ture as ours. But our souls cannot now understand separate
substances. erefore neither could Adam’s soul.

I answer that, e state of the human soul may be distin-
guished in two ways. First, from a diversity of mode in its nat-
ural existence; and in this point the state of the separate soul
is distinguished from the state of the soul joined to the body.
Secondly, the state of the soul is distinguished in relation to
integrity and corruption, the state of natural existence remain-
ing the same: and thus the state of innocence is distinct from
the state of man aer sin. For man’s soul, in the state of in-
nocence, was adapted to perfect and govern the body; where-
fore the first man is said to have beenmade into a “living soul”;
that is, a soul giving life to the body—namely animal life. But
he was endowed with integrity as to this life, in that the body
was entirely subject to the soul, hindering it in no way, as we
have said above (a. 1). Now it is clear from what has been al-
ready said (q. 84, a. 7; q. 85, a. 1; q. 89, a. 1) that since the soul
is adapted to perfect and govern the body, as regards animal
life, it is fitting that it should have that mode of understand-
ing which is by turning to phantasms.Wherefore this mode of

understanding was becoming to the soul of the first man also.
Now, in virtue of this mode of understanding, there are

three degrees of movement in the soul, as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv). e first is by the soul “passing from exterior things
to concentrate its powers on itself ”; the second is by the soul
ascending “so as to be associatedwith the united superior pow-
ers,” namely the angels; the third is when the soul is “led on” yet
further “to the supreme good,” that is, to God.

In virtue of the first movement of the soul from exterior
things to itself, the soul’s knowledge is perfected. is is be-
cause the intellectual operation of the soul has a natural or-
der to external things, as we have said above (q. 87, a. 3): and
so by the knowledge thereof, our intellectual operation can be
known perfectly, as an act through its object. And through the
intellectual operation itself, the human intellect can be known
perfectly, as a power through its proper act. But in the second
movement we do not find perfect knowledge. Because, since
the angel does not understand by turning to phantasms, but
by a far more excellent process, as we have said above (q. 55,
a. 2); the above-mentioned mode of knowledge, by which the
soul knows itself, is not sufficient to lead it to the knowledge
of an angel. Much less does the third movement lead to per-
fect knowledge: for even the angels themselves, by the fact that
they know themselves, are not able to arrive at the knowledge
of the Divine Substance, by reason of its surpassing excellence.
erefore the soul of the first man could not see the angels in
their essence. Nevertheless he had a more excellent mode of
knowledge regarding the angels than we possess, because his
knowledge of intelligible things within him was more certain
and fixed than our knowledge. And it was on account of this
excellence of knowledge thatGregory says that “he enjoyed the
company of the angelic spirits.”

is makes clear the reply to the first objection.
Reply to Objection 2. at the soul of the first man fell

short of the knowledge regarding separate substances, was not
owing to the fact that the body was a load upon it; but to the
fact that its connatural object fell short of the excellence of sep-
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arate substances.We, in our present state, fall short on account
of both these reasons.

Reply to Objection 3. e soul of the first man was not

able to arrive at knowledge of separate substances by means of
its self-knowledge, as we have shown above; for even each sep-
arate substance knows others in its own measure.

Ia q. 94 a. 3Whether the first man knew all things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the first man did not
know all things. For if he had such knowledge it would be
either by acquired species, or by connatural species, or by in-
fused species. Not, however, by acquired species; for this kind
of knowledge is acquired by experience, as stated in Metaph.
i, 1; and the first man had not then gained experience of all
things. Nor through connatural species, because he was of the
same nature as we are; and our soul, as Aristotle says (De An-
ima iii, 4), is “like a clean tablet on which nothing is written.”
And if his knowledge came by infused species, it would have
been of a different kind from ours, which we acquire from
things themselves.

Objection 2. Further, individuals of the same species have
the same way of arriving at perfection. Now other men have
not, from the beginning, knowledge of all things, but they ac-
quire it in the course of time according to their capacity.ere-
fore neither did Adam know all things when he was first cre-
ated.

Objection 3. Further, the present state of life is given to
man in order that his soul may advance in knowledge and
merit; indeed, the soul seems to be united to the body for that
purpose. Now man would have advanced in merit in that state
of life; therefore also in knowledge. erefore he was not en-
dowed with knowledge of all things.

On the contrary,Man named the animals (Gn. 2:20). But
names should be adapted to the nature of things. erefore
Adam knew the animals’ natures; and in like manner he was
possessed of the knowledge of all other things.

I answer that, In the natural order, perfection comes be-
fore imperfection, as act precedes potentiality; for whatever is
in potentiality is made actual only by something actual. And
since God created things not only for their own existence, but
also that they might be the principles of other things; so crea-
tureswere produced in their perfect state to be the principles as
regards others. Now man can be the principle of another man,
not only by generation of the body, but also by instruction and
government. Hence, as the first man was produced in his per-
fect state, as regards his body, for the work of generation, so

also was his soul established in a perfect state to instruct and
govern others.

Now no one can instruct others unless he has knowledge,
and so thefirstmanwas establishedbyGod in such amanner as
to have knowledge of all those things for whichman has a nat-
ural aptitude. And such are whatever are virtually contained in
the first self-evident principles, that is, whatever truths man is
naturally able to know. Moreover, in order to direct his own
life and that of others, man needs to know not only those
things which can be naturally known, but also things surpass-
ing natural knowledge; because the life of man is directed to
a supernatural end: just as it is necessary for us to know the
truths of faith in order to direct our own lives. Wherefore the
first man was endowed with such a knowledge of these su-
pernatural truths as was necessary for the direction of human
life in that state. But those things which cannot be known by
merely human effort, and which are not necessary for the di-
rection of human life, were not knownby the firstman; such as
the thoughts of men, future contingent events, and some indi-
vidual facts, as for instance the number of pebbles in a stream;
and the like.

Reply to Objection 1. e first man had knowledge of all
things by divinely infused species. Yet his knowledge was not
different from ours; as the eyes which Christ gave to the man
born blind were not different from those given by nature.

Reply to Objection 2. To Adam, as being the first man,
was due to a degree of perfection which was not due to other
men, as is clear from what is above explained.

Reply toObjection 3.Adamwould have advanced in nat-
ural knowledge, not in the number of things known, but in
the manner of knowing; because what he knew speculatively
he would subsequently have known by experience. But as re-
gards supernatural knowledge, he would also have advanced as
regards the number of things known, by further revelation; as
the angels advance by further enlightenment. Moreover there
is no comparison between advance in knowledge and advance
in merit; since one man cannot be a principle of merit to an-
other, although he can be to another a principle of knowledge.

Ia q. 94 a. 4Whether man in his first state could be deceived?

Objection 1. It would seem thatman in his primitive state
could have been deceived. For the Apostle says (1 Tim. 2:14)
that “the woman being seduced was in the transgression.”

Objection 2. Further, the Master says (Sent. ii, D, xxi)
that, “the woman was not frightened at the serpent speak-
ing, because she thought that he had received the faculty of

speech from God.” But this was untrue. erefore before sin
the woman was deceived.

Objection 3. Further, it is natural that the farther off any-
thing is from us, the smaller it seems to be. Now, the nature of
the eyes is not changed by sin. erefore this would have been
the case in the state of innocence. Wherefore man would have
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been deceived in the size of what he saw, just as he is deceived
now.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 2)
that, in sleep the soul adheres to the images of things as if they
were the things themselves. But in the state of innocence man
would have eaten and consequently have slept and dreamed.
erefore he would have been deceived, adhering to images as
to realities.

Objection 5. Further, the first manwould have been igno-
rant of other men’s thoughts, and of future contingent events,
as stated above (a. 3). So if anyone had told himwhat was false
about these things, he would have been deceived.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (DeLib.Arb. iii, 18): “To
regardwhat is true as false, is not natural toman as created; but
is a punishment of man condemned.”

I answer that, in the opinionof some, deceptionmaymean
two things; namely, any slight surmise, in which one adheres
to what is false, as though it were true, but without the assent
of belief—or it may mean a firm belief. us before sin Adam
could not be deceived in either of these ways as regards those
things to which his knowledge extended; but as regards things
to which his knowledge did not extend, he might have been
deceived, if we take deception in the wide sense of the term
for any surmise without assent of belief.is opinion was held
with the idea that it is not derogatory to man to entertain a
false opinion in such matters, and that provided he does not
assent rashly, he is not to be blamed.

Such an opinion, however, is not fitting as regards the in-
tegrity of the primitive state of life; because, as Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei xiv, 10), in that state of life “sin was avoided
without struggle, and while it remained so, no evil could ex-
ist.” Now it is clear that as truth is the good of the intellect, so
falsehood is its evil, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 2). So
that, as long as the state of innocence continued, it was impos-
sible for the human intellect to assent to falsehood as if it were
truth. For as some perfections, such as clarity, were lacking in
the bodily members of the first man, though no evil could be
therein; so there could be in his intellect the absence of some
knowledge, but no false opinion.

is is clear also from the very rectitude of the primitive

state, by virtue of which, while the soul remained subject to
God, the lower faculties inmanwere subject to the higher, and
were no impediment to their action. And from what has pre-
ceded (q. 85, a. 6), it is clear that as regards its proper object
the intellect is ever true; and hence it is never deceived of it-
self; but whatever deception occurs must be ascribed to some
lower faculty, such as the imagination or the like.Hencewe see
that when the natural power of judgment is free we are not de-
ceived by such images, but onlywhen it is not free, as is the case
in sleep. erefore it is clear that the rectitude of the primitive
state was incompatible with deception of the intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. ough the woman was deceived
before she sinned in deed, still it was not till she had already
sinned by interior pride. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi,
30) that “the woman could not have believed the words of the
serpent, had she not already acquiesced in the love of her own
power, and in a presumption of self-conceit.”

Reply to Objection 2. e woman thought that the ser-
pent had received this faculty, not as acting in accordance with
nature, but by virtue of some supernatural operation.We need
not, however, follow theMaster of the Sentences in this point.

Reply to Objection 3. Were anything presented to the
imagination or sense of the first man, not in accordance with
the nature of things, he would not have been deceived, for his
reason would have enabled him to judge the truth.

Reply to Objection 4. A man is not accountable for what
occurs during sleep; as he has not then the use of his reason,
wherein consists man’s proper action.

Reply to Objection 5. If anyone had said something
untrue as regards future contingencies, or as regards secret
thoughts, man in the primitive state would not have believed
it was so: but hemight have believed that such a thingwas pos-
sible; which would not have been to entertain a false opinion.

It might also be said that he would have been divinely
guided from above, so as not to be deceived in a matter to
which his knowledge did not extend.

If any object, as some do, that he was not guided, when
tempted, though he was thenmost in need of guidance, we re-
ply that man had already sinned in his heart, and that he failed
to have recourse to the Divine aid.
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F P, Q 95
Of ings Pertaining to the First Man’s Will—Namely, Grace and Righteousness

(In Four Articles)

We next consider what belongs to the will of the first man; concerning which there are two points of treatment: (1) the
grace and righteousness of the first man; (2) the use of righteousness as regards his dominion over other things.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the first man was created in grace?
(2) Whether in the state of innocence he had passions of the soul?
(3) Whether he had all virtues?
(4) Whether what he did would have been as meritorious as now?

Ia q. 95 a. 1Whether the first man was created in grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the first man was not cre-
ated in grace. For the Apostle, distinguishing between Adam
andChrist, says (1Cor. 15:45): “efirstAdamwasmade into
a living soul; the last Adam into a quickening spirit.” But the
spirit is quickened by grace. erefore Christ alone was made
in grace.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (QQ. Vet. et Nov.
Test., qu. 123)* that “Adam did not possess the Holy Ghost.”
But whoever possesses grace has the Holy Ghost. erefore
Adam was not created in grace.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (DeCorrep. et Grat.
x) that “God so ordered the life of the angels and men, as to
show first what they could do by free-will, then what they
could do by His grace, and by the discernment of righteous-
ness.” God thus first createdmen and angels in the state of nat-
ural free-will only; and aerwards bestowed grace on them.

Objection 4. Further, the Master says (Sent. ii, D, xxiv):
“When man was created he was given sufficient help to stand,
but not sufficient to advance.” But whoever has grace can ad-
vance by merit. erefore the first man was not created in
grace.

Objection 5. Further, the reception of grace requires the
consent of the recipient, since thereby a kind of spiritual mar-
riage takes place between God and the soul. But consent pre-
supposes existence. erefore man did not receive grace in the
first moment of his creation.

Objection 6. Further, nature is more distant from grace
than grace is from glory, which is but grace consummated. But
in man grace precedes glory. erefore much more did nature
precede grace.

On the contrary, Man and angel are both ordained to
grace. But the angels were created in grace, for Augustine says
(DeCiv. Dei xii, 9): “God at the same time fashioned their na-
ture and endowed them with grace.” erefore man also was
created in grace.

I answer that, Some say thatmanwas not created in grace;
but that it was bestowed on him subsequently before sin: and

many authorities of the Saints declare thatmanpossessed grace
in the state of innocence.

But the very rectitude of the primitive state, wherewith
man was endowed byGod, seems to require that, as others say,
he was created in grace, according to Eccles. 7:30, “God made
man right.” For this rectitude consisted inhis reasonbeing sub-
ject to God, the lower powers to reason, and the body to the
soul: and the first subjection was the cause of both the second
and the third; sincewhile reasonwas subject toGod, the lower
powers remained subject to reason, as Augustine says†. Now it
is clear that such a subjection of the body to the soul and of
the lower powers to reason, was not from nature; otherwise it
would have remained aer sin; since even in the demons the
natural gis remained aer sin, as Dionysius declared (Div.
Nom. iv).Hence it is clear that also the primitive subjection by
virtue of which reason was subject to God, was not a merely
natural gi, but a supernatural endowment of grace; for it is
not possible that the effect should be of greater efficiency than
the cause. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiii, 13) that,
“as soon as they disobeyed theDivine command, and forfeited
Divine grace, they were ashamed of their nakedness, for they
felt the impulse of disobedience in the flesh, as though itwere a
punishment corresponding to their owndisobedience.”Hence
if the loss of grace dissolved the obedience of the flesh to the
soul, we may gather that the inferior powers were subjected to
the soul through grace existing therein.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle in these words means
to show that there is a spiritual body, if there is an animal body,
inasmuch as the spiritual life of the body began in Christ, who
is “the firstborn of the dead,” as the body’s animal life began in
Adam. From the Apostle’s words, therefore, we cannot gather
that Adam had no spiritual life in his soul; but that he had not
spiritual life as regards the body.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says in the same pas-
sage, it is not disputed that Adam, like other just souls, was in
some degree gied with the Holy Ghost; but “he did not pos-
sess theHoly Ghost, as the faithful possessHim now,” who are

* Work of an anonymous author, among the supposititious works of St.
Augustine. † Cf. De Civ. Dei xiii, 13; De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i, 16.
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admitted to eternal happiness directly aer death.
Reply to Objection 3. is passage from Augustine does

not assert that angels or men were created with natural free-
will before they possessed grace; but thatGod shows first what
their free-will could do before being confirmed in grace, and
what they acquired aerwards by being so confirmed.

Reply to Objection 4. e Master here speaks according
to the opinion of those who held that man was not created
in grace, but only in a state of nature. We may also say that,

though man was created in grace, yet it was not by virtue of
the nature wherein he was created that he could advance by
merit, but by virtue of the grace which was added.

Reply toObjection5.As themotion of thewill is not con-
tinuous there is nothing against the firstmanhaving consented
to grace even in the first moment of his existence.

Reply to Objection 6. We merit glory by an act of grace;
but we do not merit grace by an act of nature; hence the com-
parison fails.

Ia q. 95 a. 2Whether passions existed in the soul of the first man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the first man’s soul had
no passions. For by the passions of the soul “the flesh lusteth
against the spirit” (Gal. 5:7). But this did not happen in the
state of innocence. erefore in the state of innocence there
were no passions of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, Adam’s soul was nobler than his
body. But his body was impassible.erefore no passions were
in his soul.

Objection 3. Further, the passions of the soul are re-
strained by the moral virtues. But in Adam the moral virtues
were perfect. erefore the passions were entirely excluded
from him.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv, 10) that
“in our first parents there was undisturbed love of God,” and
other passions of the soul.

I answer that,epassions of the soul are in the sensual ap-
petite, the object of which is good and evil. Wherefore some
passions of the soul are directed to what is good, as love and
joy; others to what is evil, as fear and sorrow. And since in the
primitive state, evil was neither present nor imminent, nor was
any goodwanting which a good-will could desire to have then,
as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 10), therefore Adam had
no passion with evil as its object; such as fear, sorrow, and the
like; neither had he passions in respect of good not possessed,
but to be possessed then, as burning concupiscence. But those

passions which regard present good, as joy and love; or which
regard future good to be had at the proper time, as desire and
hope that casteth not down, existed in the state of innocence;
otherwise, however, than as they exist in ourselves. For our sen-
sual appetite, wherein the passions reside, is not entirely sub-
ject to reason; hence at times our passions forestall and hin-
der reason’s judgment; at other times they follow reason’s judg-
ment, accordingly as the sensual appetite obeys reason to some
extent. But in the state of innocence the inferior appetite was
wholly subject to reason: so that in that state the passions of
the soul existed only as consequent upon the judgment of rea-
son.

Reply to Objection 1. e flesh lusts against the spirit by
the rebellion of the passions against reason; which could not
occur in the state of innocence.

Reply toObjection 2. e human body was impassible in
the state of innocence as regards the passions which alter the
disposition of nature, as will be explained later on (q. 97, a. 2);
likewise the soul was impassible as regards the passions which
impede the free use of reason.

Reply toObjection 3. Perfection of moral virtue does not
wholly take away the passions, but regulates them; for the tem-
perate man desires as he ought to desire, and what he ought to
desire, as stated in Ethic. iii, 11.

Ia q. 95 a. 3Whether Adam had all the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that Adam had not all the
virtues. For some virtues are directed to curb passions: thus
immoderate concupiscence is restrained by temperance, and
immoderate fear by fortitude. But in the state of innocence no
immoderation existed in the passions. erefore neither did
these virtues then exist.

Objection 2. Further, some virtues are concerned with
the passions which have evil as their object; as meekness with
anger; fortitude with fear. But these passions did not exist in
the state of innocence, as stated above (a. 2).erefore neither
did those virtues exist then.

Objection 3. Further, penance is a virtue that regards sin
committed. Mercy, too, is a virtue concerned with unhappi-

ness. But in the state of innocence neither sin nor unhappiness
existed. erefore neither did those virtues exist.

Objection 4. Further, perseverance is a virtue. But Adam
possessed it not; as proved by his subsequent sin. erefore he
possessed not every virtue.

Objection 5. Further, faith is a virtue. But it did not exist
in the state of innocence; for it implies an obscurity of knowl-
edge which seems to be incompatible with the perfection of
the primitive state.

On the contrary, Augustine says, in a homily (Serm. con-
tra Judaeos): “eprince of sin overcameAdamwhowasmade
from the slime of the earth to the image of God, adorned with
modesty, restrained by temperance, refulgentwith brightness.”
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I answer that, in the state of innocence man in a certain
sense possessed all the virtues; and this can be proved from
what precedes. For it was shown above (a. 1) that such was the
rectitude of the primitive state, that reasonwas subject toGod,
and the lower powers to reason. Now the virtues are nothing
but those perfections whereby reason is directed to God, and
the inferior powers regulated according to the dictate of rea-
son, as will be explained in the Treatise on the Virtues ( Ia IIae,
q. 63, a. 2). Wherefore the rectitude of the primitive state re-
quired that man should in a sense possess every virtue.

It must, however, be noted that some virtues of their very
nature do not involve imperfection, such as charity and jus-
tice; and these virtues did exist in the primitive state absolutely,
both in habit and in act. But other virtues are of such a nature
as to imply imperfection either in their act, or on thepart of the
matter. If such imperfection be consistent with the perfection
of the primitive state, such virtues necessarily existed in that
state; as faith, which is of things not seen, and hope which is
of things not yet possessed. For the perfection of that state did
not extend to the vision of the Divine Essence, and the pos-
session of God with the enjoyment of final beatitude. Hence
faith and hope could exist in the primitive state, both as to
habit and as to act. But any virtue which implies imperfection
incompatible with the perfection of the primitive state, could
exist in that state as a habit, but not as to the act; for instance,
penance, which is sorrow for sin committed; andmercy, which
is sorrow for others’ unhappiness; because sorrow, guilt, and
unhappiness are incompatible with the perfection of the prim-
itive state. Wherefore such virtues existed as habits in the first
man, but not as to their acts; for he was so disposed that he
would repent, if there had been a sin to repent for; and had he
seen unhappiness in his neighbor, he would have done his best
to remedy it. is is in accordance with what the Philosopher
says, “Shame, which regards what is ill done, may be found in a
virtuousman, but only conditionally; as being so disposed that
he would be ashamed if he did wrong” (Ethic. iv, 9).

Reply to Objection 1. It is accidental to temperance and
fortitude to subdue superabundant passion, in so far as they are
in a subject which happens to have superabundant passions,
and yet those virtues are ‘per se’ competent to moderate the
passions.

Reply to Objection 2. Passions which have evil for their
object were incompatible with the perfection of the primitive
state, if that evil be in the one affected by the passion; such
as fear and sorrow. But passions which relate to evil in an-
other are not incompatible with the perfection of the primi-
tive state; for in that state man could hate the demons’ malice,
as he could love God’s goodness. us the virtues which relate
to such passions could exist in the primitive state, in habit and
in act. Virtues, however, relating to passions which regard evil
in the same subject, if relating to such passions only, could not
exist in the primitive state in act, but only in habit, as we have
said above of penance and ofmercy. But other virtues there are
which have relation not to such passions only, but to others;
such as temperance, which relates not only to sorrow, but also
to joy; and fortitude, which relates not only to fear, but also
to daring and hope. us the act of temperance could exist in
the primitive state, so far as it moderates pleasure; and in like
manner, fortitude, as moderating daring and hope, but not as
moderating sorrow and fear.

Reply to Objection 3. appears from what has been said
above.

Reply to Objection 4. Perseverance may be taken in two
ways: in one sense as a particular virtue, signifying a habit
whereby a man makes a choice of persevering in good; in that
senseAdampossessed perseverance. In another sense it is taken
as a circumstance of virtue; signifying a certain uninterrupted
continuation of virtue; in which sense Adam did not possess
perseverance.

Reply to Objection 5. appears from what has been said
above.

Ia q. 95 a. 4Whether the actions of the first man were less meritorious than ours are?

Objection 1. It would seem that the actions of the first
manwere lessmeritorious than ours are. For grace is given to us
through the mercy of God, Who succors most those who are
most in need. Nowwe aremore in need of grace than wasman
in the state of innocence. erefore grace is more copiously
poured out upon us; and since grace is the source of merit, our
actions are more meritorious.

Objection 2. Further, struggle and difficulty are required
for merit; for it is written (2 Tim. 2:5): “He…is not crowned
except he strive lawfully” and the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii,
3): “eobject of virtue is thedifficult and the good.”But there
is more strife and difficulty now. erefore there is greater ef-
ficacy for merit.

Objection 3. Further, the Master says (Sent. ii., D, xxiv)

that “man would not have merited in resisting temptation;
whereas he does merit now, when he resists.”erefore our ac-
tions are more meritorious than in the primitive state.

On the contrary, if such were the case, man would be bet-
ter off aer sinning.

I answer that, Merit as regards degree may be gauged in
two ways. First, in its root, which is grace and charity. Merit
thus measured corresponds in degree to the essential reward,
which consists in the enjoyment of God; for the greater the
charity whence our actions proceed, the more perfectly shall
we enjoyGod. Secondly, the degree ofmerit ismeasured by the
degree of the action itself.is degree is of two kinds, absolute
and proportional.ewidowwho put twomites into the trea-
sury performed a deed of absolutely less degree than the others
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who put great sums therein. But in proportionate degree the
widow gave more, as Our Lord said; because she gave more in
proportion to her means. In each of these cases the degree of
merit corresponds to the accidental reward, which consists in
rejoicing for created good.

We conclude therefore that in the state of innocenceman’s
works were more meritorious than aer sin was committed, if
we consider the degree of merit on the part of grace, which
would have been more copious as meeting with no obstacle
in human nature: and in like manner, if we consider the abso-
lute degree of the work done; because, as man would have had
greater virtue, he would have performed greater works. But
if we consider the proportionate degree, a greater reason for
merit exists aer sin, on account of man’s weakness; because
a small deed is more beyond the capacity of one who works
with difficulty than a great deed is beyond one who performs
it easily.

Reply to Objection 1. Aer sin man requires grace for
more things than before sin; but he does not need grace more;
forasmuch as man even before sin required grace to obtain
eternal life, which is the chief reason for the need of grace. But

aer sin man required grace also for the remission of sin, and
for the support of his weakness.

Reply to Objection 2. Difficulty and struggle belong to
the degree of merit according to the proportionate degree of
the work done, as above explained. It is also a sign of the will’s
promptitude striving aer what is difficult to itself: and the
promptitude of the will is caused by the intensity of charity.
Yet it may happen that a person performs an easy deed with as
prompt awill as another performs an arduous deed; because he
is ready to do even whatmay be difficult to him. But the actual
difficulty, by its penal character, enables the deed to satisfy for
sin.

Reply to Objection 3. e first man would not have
gained merit in resisting temptation, according to the opinion
of those who say that he did not possess grace; even as now
there is nomerit to those who have not grace. But in this point
there is a difference, inasmuch as in the primitive state there
was no interior impulse to evil, as in our present state. Hence
man was more able then than now to resist temptation even
without grace.

461



F P, Q 96
Of the Mastership Belonging to Man in the State of Innocence

(In Four Articles)

We next consider the mastership which belonged to man in the state of innocence. Under this head there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether man in the state of innocence was master over the animals?
(2) Whether he was master over all creatures?
(3) Whether in the state of innocence all men were equal?
(4) Whether in that state man would have been master over men?

Ia q. 96 a. 1Whether Adam in the state of innocence had mastership over the animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
Adam had no mastership over the animals. For Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. ix, 14), that the animals were brought to Adam,
under the direction of the angels, to receive their names from
him.But the angels neednot have intervened thus, ifmanhim-
self were master over the animals. erefore in the state of in-
nocence man had no mastership of the animals.

Objection 2. Further, it is unfitting that elements hostile
to one another should be brought under themastership of one.
But many animals are hostile to one another, as the sheep and
the wolf. erefore all animals were not brought under the
mastership of man.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome says*: “God gave man mas-
tership over the animals, although before sin he had no need
of them: for God foresaw that aer sin animals would become
useful to man.” erefore, at least before sin, it was unfitting
for man to make use of his mastership.

Objection 4. Further, it is proper to amaster to command.
But a command is not given rightly save to a rational being.
erefore man had no mastership over the irrational animals.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:26): “Let him have
dominion over the fishes of the sea, and the birds of the air,
and the beasts of the earth” [Vulg.“and the whole earth”].

I answer that, As above stated (q. 95, a. 1) for his dis-
obedience to God, man was punished by the disobedience of
those creatures which should be subject to him. erefore in
the state of innocence, beforeman had disobeyed, nothing dis-
obeyed him that was naturally subject to him.Now all animals
are naturally subject to man. is can be proved in three ways.
First, from the order observed by nature; for just as in the gen-
eration of things we perceive a certain order of procession of
the perfect from the imperfect (thus matter is for the sake of
form; and the imperfect form, for the sake of the perfect), so
also is there order in the use of natural things; thus the imper-
fect are for the use of the perfect; as the plants make use of the
earth for their nourishment, and animals make use of plants,
and man makes use of both plants and animals. erefore it is
in keeping with the order of nature, that man should be mas-

ter over animals. Hence the Philosopher says (Polit. i, 5) that
the hunting of wild animals is just and natural, because man
thereby exercises a natural right. Secondly, this is proved by
the order of Divine Providence which always governs inferior
things by the superior. Wherefore, as man, being made to the
image of God, is above other animals, these are rightly subject
to his government. irdly, this is proved from a property of
man and of other animals. For we see in the latter a certain
participated prudence of natural instinct, in regard to certain
particular acts; whereas man possesses a universal prudence as
regards all practical matters. Now whatever is participated is
subject to what is essential and universal. erefore the sub-
jection of other animals to man is proved to be natural.

Reply toObjection 1.Ahigher power can domany things
that an inferior power cannot do to those which are subject to
them. Now an angel is naturally higher than man. erefore
certain things in regard to animals could be done by angels,
which could not be done by man; for instance, the rapid gath-
ering together of all the animals.

Reply to Objection 2. In the opinion of some, those ani-
mals which now are fierce and kill others, would, in that state,
have been tame, not only in regard to man, but also in regard
to other animals. But this is quite unreasonable. For the nature
of animals was not changed by man’s sin, as if those whose na-
ture now it is to devour the flesh of others, would then have
lived on herbs, as the lion and falcon. Nor does Bede’s gloss
on Gn. 1:30, say that trees and herbs were given as food to all
animals and birds, but to some. us there would have been
a natural antipathy between some animals. ey would not,
however, on this account have been excepted from the mas-
tership of man: as neither at present are they for that reason
excepted from the mastership of God, Whose Providence has
ordained all this. Of this Providencemanwould have been the
executor, as appears even now in regard to domestic animals,
since fowls are given by men as food to the trained falcon.

Reply to Objection 3. In the state of innocence man
would not have had any bodily need of animals—neither for
clothing, since then they were naked and not ashamed, there

* e words quoted are not in St. Jerome’s works. St. omas may have had
in mind Bede, Hexaem., as quoted in the Glossa ordinaria on Gn. 1:26.
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being no inordinate motions of concupiscence—nor for food,
since they fed on the trees of paradise—nor to carry him
about, his body being strong enough for that purpose. Butman
needed animals in order to have experimental knowledge of
their natures. is is signified by the fact that God led the ani-
mals toman, that hemight give themnames expressive of their
respective natures.

Reply toObjection 4.All animals by their natural instinct
have a certain participation of prudence and reason: which ac-
counts for the fact that cranes follow their leader, and bees
obey their queen. So all animals would have obeyed man of
their own accord, as in the present state some domestic ani-
mals obey him.

Ia q. 96 a. 2Whether man had mastership over all other creatures?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
man would not have had mastership over all other creatures.
For an angel naturally has a greater power than man. But, as
Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8), “corporeal matter would not
have obeyed even the holy angels.” Much less therefore would
it have obeyed man in the state of innocence.

Objection 2. Further, the only powers of the soul exist-
ing in plants are nutritive, augmentative, and generative. Now
these doe not naturally obey reason; as we can see in the case
of any one man. erefore, since it is by his reason that man
is competent to have mastership, it seems that in the state of
innocence man had no dominion over plants.

Objection 3. Further, whosoever is master of a thing, can
change it. But man could not have changed the course of the
heavenly bodies; for this belongs to God alone, as Dionysius
says (Ep. ad Polycarp. vii). erefore man had no dominion
over them.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:26): “at he may
have dominion over…every creature.”

I answer that, Man in a certain sense contains all things;

and so according as he is master of what is within himself, in
the same way he can have mastership over other things. Now
wemay consider four things inman: his “reason,” whichmakes
him like to the angels’; his “sensitive powers,” whereby he is like
the animals; his “natural forces,” which liken him to the plants;
and “the body itself,” wherein he is like to inanimate things.
Now in man reason has the position of a master and not of a
subject. Wherefore man had no mastership over the angels in
the primitive state; so when we read “all creatures,” we must
understand the creatures which are not made to God’s image.
Over the sensitive powers, as the irascible and concupiscible,
which obey reason in some degree, the soul has mastership by
commanding. So in the state of innocence man had master-
ship over the animals by commanding them. But of the natural
powers and the body itself man is master not by commanding,
but by using them. us also in the state of innocence man’s
mastership over plants and inanimate things consisted not in
commanding or in changing them, but in making use of them
without hindrance.

e answers to the objections appear from the above.

Ia q. 96 a. 3Whether men were equal in the state of innocence?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
all would have been equal. For Gregory says (Moral. xxi):
“Where there is no sin, there is no inequality.” But in the state
of innocence there was no sin. erefore all were equal.

Objection 2. Further, likeness and equality are the basis of
mutual love, according to Ecclus. 13:19, “Every beast loveth its
like; so also every man him that is nearest to himself.” Now in
that state there was among men an abundance of love, which
is the bond of peace. erefore all were equal in the state of
innocence.

Objection 3. Further, the cause ceasing, the effect also
ceases. But the cause of present inequality amongmen seems to
arise, on the part of God, from the fact that He rewards some
and punishes others; and on the part of nature, from the fact
that some, through a defect of nature, are born weak and de-
ficient, others strong and perfect, which would not have been
the case in the primitive state. erefore, etc.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 13:1): “e things
which are of God, are well ordered” [Vulg.“ose that are,
are ordained of God”]. But order chiefly consists in inequal-

ity; for Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 13): “Order disposes
things equal and unequal in their proper place.” erefore in
the primitive state, which was most proper and orderly, in-
equality would have existed.

I answer that, We must needs admit that in the primitive
state there would have been some inequality, at least as regards
sex, because generationdependsupondiversity of sex: and like-
wise as regards age; for some would have been born of others;
nor would sexual union have been sterile.

Moreover, as regards the soul, there would have been in-
equality as to righteousness and knowledge. For man worked
not of necessity, but of his own free-will, by virtue of which
man can apply himself,more or less, to action, desire, or knowl-
edge; hence some would havemade a greater advance in virtue
and knowledge than others.

ere might also have been bodily disparity. For the hu-
man body was not entirely exempt from the laws of nature, so
as not to receive from exterior sources more or less advantage
and help: since indeed it was dependent on foodwherewith to
sustain life.
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So we may say that, according to the climate, or the move-
ment of the stars, some would have been born more robust in
body than others, and also greater, and more beautiful, and all
ways better disposed; so that, however, in those whowere thus
surpassed, there would have been no defect or fault either in
soul or body.

Reply to Objection 1. By those words Gregory means to
exclude such inequality as exists between virtue and vice; the
result of which is that some are placed in subjection to others
as a penalty.

Reply to Objection 2. Equality is the cause of equality in

mutual love. Yet between those who are unequal there can be
a greater love than between equals; although there be not an
equal response: for a father naturally loves his son more than
a brother loves his brother; although the son does not love his
father as much as he is loved by him.

Reply toObjection 3.e cause of inequality could be on
the part of God; not indeed that He would punish some and
reward others, but that He would exalt some above others; so
that the beauty of order would the more shine forth among
men. Inequality might also arise on the part of nature as above
described, without any defect of nature.

Ia q. 96 a. 4Whether in the state of innocence man would have been master over man?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
man would not have been master over man. For Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xix, 15): “God willed that man, who was en-
dowed with reason and made to His image, should rule over
none but irrational creatures; not over men, but over cattle.”

Objection 2. Further, what came into the world as a
penalty for sin would not have existed in the state of inno-
cence. But man was made subject toman as a penalty; for aer
sin it was said to the woman (Gn. 3:16): “ou shalt be under
thy husband’s power.” erefore in the state of innocence man
would not have been subject to man.

Objection 3. Further, subjection is opposed to liberty. But
liberty is one of the chief blessings, and would not have been
lacking in the state of innocence, “where nothing was wanting
that man’s good-will could desire,” as Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei xiv, 10). erefore man would not have been master over
man in the state of innocence.

On the contrary, e condition of man in the state of in-
nocencewas notmore exalted than the conditionof the angels.
But among the angels some rule over others; and so one order
is called that of “Dominations.” erefore it was not beneath
the dignity of the state of innocence that one man should be
subject to another.

I answer that, Mastership has a twofold meaning. First,
as opposed to slavery, in which sense a master means one to
whom another is subject as a slave. In another sense master-
ship is referred in a general sense to any kind of subject; and in
this sense even he who has the office of governing and direct-
ing free men, can be called a master. In the state of innocence
man could have been amaster of men, not in the former but in
the latter sense. is distinction is founded on the reason that
a slave differs from a freeman in that the latter has the disposal

of himself, as is stated in the beginning of the Metaphysics,
whereas a slave is ordered to another. So that one man is mas-
ter of another as his slave when he refers the one whose master
he is, to his own—namely the master’s use. And since every
man’s proper good is desirable to himself, and consequently it
is a grievous matter to anyone to yield to another what ought
to be one’s own, therefore such dominion implies of necessity
a pain inflicted on the subject; and consequently in the state of
innocence such a mastership could not have existed between
man and man.

But a man is the master of a free subject, by directing him
either towards his proper welfare, or to the common good.
Such a kind of mastership would have existed in the state of
innocence between man and man, for two reasons. First, be-
causeman is naturally a social being, and so in the state of inno-
cence he would have led a social life. Now a social life cannot
exist among a number of people unless under the presidency
of one to look aer the common good; for many, as such, seek
many things, whereas one attends only to one. Wherefore the
Philosopher says, in the beginning of the Politics, that wher-
ever many things are directed to one, we shall always find one
at the head directing them. Secondly, if oneman surpassed an-
other inknowledge andvirtue, thiswouldnothavebeenfitting
unless these gis conduced to the benefit of others, according
to 1 Pet. 4:10, “As every man hath received grace, ministering
the same one to another.” Wherefore Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei xix, 14): “Justmen command not by the love of domineer-
ing, but by the service of counsel”: and (De Civ. Dei xix, 15):
“e natural order of things requires this; and thus did God
make man.”

From this appear the replies to the objections which are
founded on the first-mentioned mode of mastership.
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F P, Q 97
Of the Preservation of the Individual in the Primitive State

(In Four Articles)

We next consider what belongs to the bodily state of the first man: first, as regards the preservation of the individual; sec-
ondly, as regards the preservation of the species.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether man in the state of innocence was immortal?
(2) Whether he was impassible?
(3) Whether he stood in need of food?
(4) Whether he would have obtained immortality by the tree of life?

Ia q. 97 a. 1Whether in the state of innocence man would have been immortal?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
man was not immortal. For the term “mortal” belongs to the
definition ofman. But if you take away the definition, you take
away the thing defined. erefore as long as man was man he
could not be immortal.

Objection 2. Further, corruptible and incorruptible are
generically distinct, as the Philosopher says (Metaph. x, Did.
ix, 10). But there can be no passing from one genus to another.
erefore if the first man was incorruptible, man could not be
corruptible in the present state.

Objection 3. Further, if man were immortal in the state
of innocence, this would have been due either to nature or to
grace. Not to nature, for since nature does not change within
the same species, he would also have been immortal now. Like-
wise neither would this be owing to grace; for the first man
recovered grace by repentance, according to Wis. 10:2: “He
brought him out of his sins.” Hence he would have regained
his immortality; which is clearly not the case. erefore man
was not immortal in the state of innocence.

Objection 4. Further, immortality is promised to man as
a reward, according to Apoc. 21:4: “Death shall be no more.”
But man was not created in the state of reward, but that he
might deserve the reward.erefore man was not immortal in
the state of innocence.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 5:12): “By sin death
came into the world.” erefore man was immortal before sin.

I answer that,A thing may be incorruptible in three ways.
First, on the part of matter—that is to say, either because it
possesses no matter, like an angel; or because it possesses mat-
ter that is in potentiality to one form only, like the heavenly
bodies. Such things as these are incorruptible by their very na-
ture. Secondly, a thing is incorruptible in its form, inasmuch
as being by nature corruptible, yet it has an inherent dispo-

sition which preserves it wholly from corruption; and this is
called incorruptibility of glory; because as Augustine says (Ep.
adDioscor.): “Godmademan’s soul of such a powerful nature,
that from its fulness of beatitude, there redounds to the body
a fulness of health, with the vigor of incorruption.” irdly, a
thing may be incorruptible on the part of its efficient cause; in
this sense man was incorruptible and immortal in the state of
innocence. For, as Augustine says (QQ. Vet. et Nov. Test. qu.
19*): “God made man immortal as long as he did not sin; so
that hemight achieve for himself life or death.” Forman’s body
was indissoluble not by reason of any intrinsic vigor of immor-
tality, but by reason of a supernatural force given byGod to the
soul, whereby it was enabled to preserve the body from all cor-
ruption so long as it remained itself subject to God. is en-
tirely agrees with reason; for since the rational soul surpasses
the capacity of corporeal matter, as above explained (q. 76,
a. 1), it was most properly endowed at the beginning with the
power of preserving the body in a manner surpassing the ca-
pacity of corporeal matter.

Reply obj. 1 and 2: ese objections are founded on natu-
ral incorruptibility and immortality.

Reply to Objection 3. is power of preserving the body
was not natural to the soul, but was the gi of grace. And
though man recovered grace as regards remission of guilt and
the merit of glory; yet he did not recover immortality, the loss
of which was an effect of sin; for this was reserved for Christ
to accomplish, by Whom the defect of nature was to be re-
stored into something better, as we shall explain further on (
IIIa, q. 14 , a. 4, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 4. e promised reward of the im-
mortality of glory differs from the immortality which was be-
stowed on man in the state of innocence.

* Work of an anonymous author, among the supposititious works of St. Augustine.
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Ia q. 97 a. 2Whether in the state of innocence man would have been passible?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
man was passible. For “sensation is a kind of passion.” But in
the state of innocence man would have been sensitive. ere-
fore he would have been passible.

Objection 2. Further, sleep is a kind of passion. Now, man
slept in the state of innocence, according to Gn. 2:21, “God
cast a deep sleep upon Adam.” erefore he would have been
passible.

Objection 3. Further, the same passage goes on to say that
“He took a rib out of Adam.” erefore he was passible even
to the degree of the cutting out of part of his body.

Objection 4. Further, man’s body was so. But a so body
is naturally passible as regards a hard body; therefore if a hard
body had come in contact with the so body of the first man,
the latter would have suffered from the impact. erefore the
first man was passible.

On the contrary, Had man been passible, he would have
been also corruptible, because, as the Philosopher says (Top.
vi, 3): “Excessive suffering wastes the very substance.”

I answer that, “Passion” may be taken in two senses. First,
in its proper sense, and thus a thing is said to suffer when
changed from its natural disposition. For passion is the effect
of action; and in nature contraries are mutually active or pas-

sive, according as one thing changes another from its natural
disposition. Secondly, “passion” can be taken in a general sense
for any kind of change, even if belonging to the perfecting pro-
cess of nature.us understanding and sensation are said to be
passions. In this second sense, man was passible in the state of
innocence, and was passive both in soul and body. In the first
sense, man was impassible, both in soul and body, as he was
likewise immortal; for he could curb his passion, as he could
avoid death, so long as he refrained from sin.

us it is clear how to reply to the first two objections;
since sensation and sleep do not remove from man his natu-
ral disposition, but are ordered to his natural welfare.

Reply to Objection 3. As already explained (q. 92, a. 3,
ad 2), the rib was in Adam as the principle of the human race,
as the semen in man, who is a principle through generation.
Hence asmandoes not suffer anynatural deterioration by sem-
inal issue; so neither did he through the separation of the rib.

Reply to Objection 4. Man’s body in the state of inno-
cence could be preserved from suffering injury from a hard
body; partly by the use of his reason, whereby he could avoid
what was harmful; and partly also by Divine Providence, so
preserving him, that nothing of a harmful nature could come
upon him unawares.

Ia q. 97 a. 3Whether in the state of innocence man had need of food?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
man did not require food. For food is necessary for man to re-
store what he has lost. But Adam’s body suffered no loss, as
being incorruptible. erefore he had no need of food.

Objection2.Further, food is needed for nourishment. But
nourishment involves passibility. Since, then, man’s body was
impassible; it does not appear how food could be needful to
him.

Objection 3.Further, we need food for the preservation of
life. ButAdam could preserve his life otherwise; for had he not
sinned, he would not have died. erefore he did not require
food.

Objection 4. Further, the consumption of food involves
voiding of the surplus, which seems unsuitable to the state of
innocence. erefore it seems that man did not take food in
the primitive state.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:16): “Of every tree
in paradise ye shall [Vulg. ‘thou shalt’] eat.”

I answer that, In the state of innocence man had an ani-
mal life requiring food; but aer the resurrection he will have
a spiritual life needing no food. In order to make this clear, we
must observe that the rational soul is both soul and spirit. It
is called a soul by reason of what it possesses in common with
other souls—that is, as giving life to thebody;whence it iswrit-

ten (Gn. 2:7): “Manwasmade into a living soul”; that is, a soul
giving life to the body. But the soul is called a spirit according
to what properly belongs to itself, and not to other souls, as
possessing an intellectual immaterial power.

us in the primitive state, the rational soul communi-
cated to the body what belonged to itself as a soul; and so
the body was called “animal”*, through having its life from the
soul. Now the first principle of life in these inferior creatures
as the Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 4) is the vegetative soul:
the operations of which are the use of food, generation, and
growth. Wherefore such operations befitted man in the state
of innocence. But in the final state, aer the resurrection, the
soul will, to a certain extent, communicate to the body what
properly belongs to itself as a spirit; immortality to everyone;
impassibility, glory, and power to the good, whose bodies will
be called “spiritual.” So, aer the resurrection, man will not re-
quire food; whereas he required it in the state of innocence.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (QQ. Vet. et
Nov. Test. qu. 19*): “How could man have an immortal body,
which was sustained by food? Since an immortal being needs
neither food nor drink.” For we have explained (a. 1) that the
immortality of the primitive state was based on a supernatural
force in the soul, and not on any intrinsic disposition of the
body: so that by the action of heat, the bodymight lose part of

* From ‘anima’, a soul; Cf. 1 Cor. 15:44 seqq. * Works of an anonymous
author, among the supposititious works of St. Augustine.
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its humid qualities; and to prevent the entire consumption of
the humor, man was obliged to take food.

Reply toObjection 2.A certain passion and alteration at-
tends nutriment, on the part of the food changed into the sub-
stance of the thing nourished. So we cannot thence conclude
that man’s body was passible, but that the food taken was pas-
sible; although this kind of passion conduced to the perfection
of the nature.

Reply toObjection3. Ifmanhadnot taken foodhewould
have sinned; as he also sinned by taking the forbidden fruit.

For he was told at the same time, to abstain from the tree of
knowledge of good and evil, and to eat of every other tree of
Paradise.

Reply to Objection 4. Some say that in the state of inno-
cenceman would not have takenmore than necessary food, so
that there would have been nothing superfluous; which, how-
ever, is unreasonable to suppose, as implying that there would
have beenno faecalmatter.Wherefore therewas need for void-
ing the surplus, yet so disposed by God as to be decorous and
suitable to the state.

Ia q. 97 a. 4Whether in the state of innocence man would have acquired immortality by the tree of life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the tree of life could not
be the cause of immortality. For nothing can act beyond its
own species; as an effect does not exceed its cause. But the tree
of life was corruptible, otherwise it could not be taken as food;
since food is changed into the substance of the thing nour-
ished. erefore the tree of life could not give incorruptibility
or immortality.

Objection 2. Further, effects caused by the forces of plants
and other natural agencies are natural. If therefore the tree of
life caused immortality, this would have been natural immor-
tality.

Objection 3. Further, this would seem to be reduced to
the ancient fable, that the gods, by eating a certain food, be-
came immortal; which the Philosopher ridicules (Metaph. iii,
Did. ii, 4).

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 3:22): “Lest perhaps he
put forth his hand, and take of the tree of life, and eat, and live
for ever.” Further, Augustine says (QQ. Vet. et Nov. Test. qu.
19†): “A taste of the tree of life warded off corruption of the
body; and even aer sin man would have remained immortal,
had he been allowed to eat of the tree of life.”

I answer that, e tree of life in a certain degree was the
cause of immortality, but not absolutely. To understand this,
we must observe that in the primitive state man possessed,
for the preservation of life, two remedies, against two defects.
One of these defects was the lost of humidity by the action of
natural heat, which acts as the soul’s instrument: as a remedy
against such loss man was provided with food, taken from the
other trees of paradise, as now we are provided with the food,
which we take for the same purpose. e second defect, as the
Philosopher says (De Gener. i, 5), arises from the fact that the
humor which is caused from extraneous sources, being added
to the humor already existing, lessens the specific active power:
as water added to wine takes at first the taste of wine, then, as
more water is added, the strength of the wine is diminished,

till the wine becomes watery. In like manner, we may observe
that at first the active force of the species is so strong that it
is able to transform so much of the food as is required to re-
place the lost tissue, aswell aswhat suffices for growth; later on,
however, the assimilated food does not suffice for growth, but
only replaces what is lost. Last of all, in old age, it does not suf-
fice even for this purpose; whereupon the body declines, and
finally dies from natural causes. Against this defect man was
provided with a remedy in the tree of life; for its effect was to
strengthen the force of the species against the weakness result-
ing from the admixture of extraneous nutriment. Wherefore
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 26): “Man had food to ap-
pease his hunger, drink to slake his thirst; and the tree of life
to banish the breaking up of old age”; and (QQ. Vet. et Nov.
Test. qu. 19‡) “e tree of life, like a drug, warded off all bodily
corruption.”

Yet it did not absolutely cause immortality; for neitherwas
the soul’s intrinsic power of preserving the body due to the tree
of life, nor was it of such efficiency as to give the body a dispo-
sition to immortality, whereby it might become indissoluble;
which is clear from the fact that every bodily power is finite;
so the power of the tree of life could not go so far as to give the
body the prerogative of living for an infinite time, but only for
a definite time. For it is manifest that the greater a force is, the
more durable is its effect; therefore, since the power of the tree
of life was finite, man’s life was to be preserved for a definite
time by partaking of it once; and when that time had elapsed,
man was to be either transferred to a spiritual life, or had need
to eat once more of the tree of life.

From this the replies to the objections clearly appear. For
the first proves that the tree of life did not absolutely cause im-
mortality; while the others show that it caused incorruption
by warding off corruption, according to the explanation above
given.

† Work of an anonymous author, among the supposititious works of St. Augustine. ‡ Work of an anonymous author, among the supposititious works of St.
Augustine.
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F P, Q 98
Of the Preservation of the Species

(In Two Articles)

We next consider what belongs to the preservation of the species; and, first, of generation; secondly, of the state of the
offspring. Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in the state of innocence there would have been generation?
(2) Whether generation would have been through coition?

Ia q. 98 a. 1Whether in the state of innocence generation existed?

Objection 1. It would seem therewould have been no gen-
eration in the state of innocence. For, as stated in Phys. v, 5,
“corruption is contrary to generation.” But contraries affect
the same subject: also there would have been no corruption
in the state of innocence. erefore neither would there have
been generation.

Objection 2. Further, the object of generation is the
preservation in the species of that which is corruptible in the
individual. Wherefore there is no generation in those individ-
ual thingswhich last for ever. But in the state of innocenceman
would have lived for ever. erefore in the state of innocence
there would have been no generation.

Objection 3. Further, by generation man is multiplied.
But themultiplicationofmasters requires the divisionof prop-
erty, to avoid confusion of mastership. erefore, since man
was made master of the animals, it would have been necessary
to make a division of rights when the human race increased by
generation. is is against the natural law, according to which
all things are in common, as Isidore says (Etym. v, 4).erefore
there would have been no generation in the state of innocence.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 1:28): “Increase and
multiply, and fill the earth.” But this increase could not
come about save by generation, since the original number of
mankind was two only. erefore there would have been gen-
eration in the state of innocence.

I answer that, In the state of innocence there would have
been generation of offspring for the multiplication of the hu-
man race; otherwise man’s sin would have been very necessary,
for such a great blessing to be its result.Wemust, therefore, ob-
serve that man, by his nature, is established, as it were, midway
between corruptible and incorruptible creatures, his soul be-
ing naturally incorruptible, while his body is naturally corrupt-
ible. We must also observe that nature’s purpose appears to be
different as regards corruptible and incorruptible things. For
that seems to be the direct purpose of nature, which is invari-
able and perpetual; while what is only for a time is seemingly

not the chief purpose of nature, but as it were, subordinate to
something else; otherwise,when it ceased to exist, nature’s pur-
pose would become void.

erefore, since in things corruptible none is everlasting
and permanent except the species, it follows that the chief pur-
pose of nature is the good of the species; for the preservation of
which natural generation is ordained. On the other hand, in-
corruptible substances survive, not only in the species, but also
in the individual; wherefore even the individuals are included
in the chief purpose of nature.

Hence it belongs to man to beget offspring, on the part
of the naturally corruptible body. But on the part of the soul,
which is incorruptible, it is fitting that the multitude of in-
dividuals should be the direct purpose of nature, or rather of
the Author of nature, Who alone is the Creator of the human
soul. Wherefore, to provide for the multiplication of the hu-
man race, He established the begetting of offspring even in the
state of innocence.

Reply toObjection1. In the state of innocence the human
body was in itself corruptible, but it could be preserved from
corruption by the soul. erefore, since generation belongs to
things corruptible, man was not to be deprived thereof.

Reply toObjection 2.Although generation in the state of
innocence might not have been required for the preservation
of the species, yet it would have been required for the multi-
plication of the individual.

Reply to Objection 3. In our present state a division of
possessions is necessary on account of the multiplicity of mas-
ters, inasmuch as community of possession is a source of strife,
as the Philosopher says (Politic. ii, 5). In the state of innocence,
however, the will of men would have been so ordered that
without any danger of strife they would have used in common,
according to each one’s need, those things of which they were
masters—a state of things to be observed even now among
many good men.
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Ia q. 98 a. 2Whether in the state of innocence there would have been generation by coition?

Objection 1. It would seem that generation by coition
would not have existed in the state of innocence. For, as Dam-
ascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 11; iv, 25), the first man in the
terrestrial Paradisewas “like an angel.” But in the future state of
the resurrection, when men will be like the angels, “they shall
neithermarry nor bemarried,” as is writtenMat. 22:30.ere-
fore neither in paradise would there have been generation by
coition.

Objection 2. Further, our first parents were created at the
age of perfect development.erefore, if generation by coition
had existed before sin, they would have had intercourse while
still in paradise: which was not the case according to Scripture
(Gn. 4:1).

Objection 3. Further, in carnal intercourse, more than at
any other time, man becomes like the beasts, on account of the
vehement delightwhich he takes therein; whence contingency
is praiseworthy,wherebyman refrains from suchpleasures. But
man is compared to beasts by reason of sin, according to Ps.
48:13: “Man, when he was in honor, did not understand; he
is compared to senseless beasts, and is become like to them.”
erefore, before sin, there would have been no such inter-
course of man and woman.

Objection 4. Further, in the state of innocence there
would have been no corruption. But virginal integrity is cor-
rupted by intercourse. erefore there would have been no
such thing in the state of innocence.

On the contrary, God made man and woman before sin
(Gn. 1,2). But nothing is void in God’s works. erefore, even
ifmanhadnot sinned, therewouldhave been such intercourse,
to which the distinction of sex is ordained. Moreover, we are
told that woman was made to be a help to man (Gn. 2:18,20).
But she is not fitted to help man except in generation, because
another man would have proved a more effective help in any-
thing else. erefore there would have been such generation
also in the state of innocence.

I answer that, Some of the earlier doctors, considering the
nature of concupiscence as regards generation in our present
state, concluded that in the state of innocence generation
would not have been effected in the same way. us Gregory
of Nyssa says (De Hom. Opif. xvii) that in paradise the hu-
man race would have beenmultiplied by some other means, as
the angels weremultiplied without coition by the operation of
the Divine Power. He adds that God made man male and fe-
male before sin, because He foreknew the mode of generation
which would take place aer sin, whichHe foresaw. But this is
unreasonable. For what is natural to man was neither acquired
nor forfeited by sin. Now it is clear that generation by coition
is natural to man by reason of his animal life, which he pos-
sessed even before sin, as above explained (q. 97, a. 3), just as it
is natural to other perfect animals, as the corporeal members
make it clear. So we cannot allow that these members would
not have had a natural use, as other members had, before sin.

us, as regards generation by coition, there are, in the
present state of life, two things to be considered. One, which
comes from nature, is the union of man and woman; for in ev-
ery act of generation there is an active and a passive principle.
Wherefore, since wherever there is distinction of sex, the ac-
tive principle is male and the passive is female; the order of na-
ture demands that for the purpose of generation there should
be concurrence ofmale and female.e second thing to be ob-
served is a certain deformity of excessive concupiscence, which
in the state of innocence would not have existed, when the
lower powers were entirely subject to reason. Wherefore Au-
gustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 26): “We must be far from sup-
posing that offspring could not be begottenwithout concupis-
cence. All the bodilymemberswould have been equallymoved
by thewill, without ardent or wanton incentive, with calmness
of soul and body.”

Reply to Objection 1. In paradise man would have been
like an angel in his spirituality of mind, yet with an animal life
in his body. Aer the resurrection man will be like an angel,
spiritualized in soul and body. Wherefore there is no parallel.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ix,
4), our first parents did not come together in paradise, because
on account of sin they were ejected from paradise shortly af-
ter the creation of the woman; or because, having received the
general Divine command relative to generation, they awaited
the special command relative to time.

Reply to Objection 3. Beasts are without reason. In this
way man becomes, as it were, like them in coition, because
he cannot moderate concupiscence. In the state of innocence
nothing of this kind would have happened that was not regu-
lated by reason, not because delight of sense was less, as some
say (rather indeedwould sensible delight have been the greater
in proportion to the greater purity of nature and the greater
sensibility of the body), but because the force of concupiscence
would not have so inordinately thrown itself into such plea-
sure, being curbed by reason, whose place it is not to lessen sen-
sual pleasure, but to prevent the force of concupiscence from
cleaving to it immoderately. By “immoderately” I mean going
beyond the bounds of reason, as a sober person does not take
less pleasure in food taken inmoderation than the glutton, but
his concupiscence lingers less in such pleasures. is is what
Augustine means by the words quoted, which do not exclude
intensity of pleasure from the state of innocence, but ardor
of desire and restlessness of the mind. erefore continence
would not have been praiseworthy in the state of innocence,
whereas it is praiseworthy in our present state, not because it
removes fecundity, but because it excludes inordinate desire.
In that state fecundity would have been without lust.

Reply toObjection 4.AsAugustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv,
26): In that state “intercourse would have been without preju-
dice to virginal integrity; this would have remained intact, as it
does in the menses. And just as in giving birth the mother was
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then relieved, not by groans of pain, but by the instigations of
maturity; so in conceiving, the union was one, not of lustful

desire, but of deliberate action.”
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F P, Q 99
Of the Condition of the Offspring As to the Body

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the condition of the offspring—first, as regards the body; secondly, as regards virtue; thirdly, in
knowledge. Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in the state of innocence children would have had full powers of the body immediately aer birth?
(2) Whether all infants would have been of the male sex?

Ia q. 99 a. 1Whether in the state of innocence children would have had perfect strength of body as to the
use of its members immediately aer birth?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
children would have had perfect strength of the body, as to the
use of itsmembers, immediately aer birth. ForAugustine says
(De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i, 38): “is weakness of the body
befits their weakness of mind.” But in the state of innocence
therewould have been noweakness ofmind.erefore neither
would there have been weakness of body in infants.

Objection2.Further, some animals at birth have sufficient
strength to use their members. But man is nobler than other
animals. erefore much more is it natural to man to have
strength to use his members at birth; and thus it appears to
be a punishment of sin that he has not that strength.

Objection 3. Further, inability to secure a proffered plea-
sure causes affliction. But if children had not full strength in
the use of their limbs, they would oen have been unable to
procure something pleasurable offered to them; and so they
would have been afflicted, which was not possible before sin.
erefore, in the state of innocence, children would not have
been deprived of the use of their limbs.

Objection 4. Further, the weakness of old age seems to
correspond to that of infancy. But in the state of innocence
there would have been no weakness of old age. erefore nei-
ther would there have been such weakness in infancy.

On the contrary, Everything generated is first imperfect.
But in the state of innocence children would have been begot-
ten by generation. erefore from the first they would have
been imperfect in bodily size and power.

I answer that, By faith alone do we hold truths which are
above nature, and what we believe rests on authority. Where-
fore, in making any assertion, wemust be guided by the nature
of things, except in those things which are above nature, and
are made known to us by Divine authority. Now it is clear that
it is as natural as it is befitting to the principles of human na-
ture that children should not have sufficient strength for the
use of their limbs immediately aer birth. Because in propor-
tion to other animals man has naturally a larger brain. Where-
fore it is natural, on account of the considerable humidity of

the brain in children, that the nerves which are instruments of
movement, should not be apt for moving the limbs. On the
other hand, no Catholic doubts it possible for a child to have,
by Divine power, the use of its limbs immediately aer birth.

Now we have it on the authority of Scripture that “God
made man right” (Eccles. 7:30), which rightness, as Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 11), consists in the perfect subjection
of the body to the soul. As, therefore, in the primitive state
it was impossible to find in the human limbs anything repug-
nant to man’s well-ordered will, so was it impossible for those
limbs to fail in executing thewill’s commands.Now the human
will is well ordered when it tends to acts which are befitting to
man. But the same acts are not befitting toman at every season
of life. We must, therefore, conclude that children would not
have had sufficient strength for the use of their limbs for the
purpose of performing every kind of act; but only for the acts
befitting the state of infancy, such as suckling, and the like.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of the weak-
ness which we observe in children even as regards those acts
which befit the state of infancy; as is clear from his preceding
remark that “even when close to the breast, and longing for it,
they are more apt to cry than to suckle.”

Reply toObjection 2.e fact that some animals have the
use of their limbs immediately aer birth, is due, not to their
superiority, since more perfect animals are not so endowed;
but to the dryness of the brain, and to the operations proper
to such animals being imperfect, so that a small amount of
strength suffices them.

Reply obj. 3 is clear fromwhat we have said above.Wemay
add that they would have desired nothing except with an ordi-
nate will; and only what was befitting to their state of life.

Reply to Objection 4. In the state of innocence man
would have been born, yet not subject to corruption. ere-
fore in that state there could have been certain infantile defects
which result from birth; but not senile defects leading to cor-
ruption.
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Ia q. 99 a. 2Whether, in the primitive state, women would have been born?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the primitive state
woman would not have been born. For the Philosopher says
(De Gener. Animal. ii, 3) that woman is a “misbegotten male,”
as though she were a product outside the purpose of nature.
But in that state nothing would have been unnatural in hu-
man generation.erefore in that statewomenwouldnot have
been born.

Objection 2. Further, every agent produces its like, unless
prevented by insufficient power or ineptness of matter: thus a
small fire cannot burn greenwood. But in generation the active
force is in the male. Since, therefore, in the state of innocence
man’s active force was not subject to defect, nor was there in-
eptmatter on the part of thewoman, it seems thatmaleswould
always have been born.

Objection 3. Further, in the state of innocence genera-
tion is ordered to the multiplication of the human race. But
the race would have been sufficiently multiplied by the first
man and woman, from the fact that they would have lived for
ever. erefore, in the state of innocence, there was no need
for women to be born.

On the contrary, Nature’s process in generation would
have been in harmony with the manner in which it was estab-
lished by God. But established male and female in human na-
ture, as it is written (Gn. 1,2). erefore also in the state of
innocence male and female would have been born.

I answer that, Nothing belonging to the completeness of

human nature would have been lacking in the state of inno-
cence. And as different grades belong to the perfection of the
universe, so also diversity of sex belongs to the perfection of
human nature. erefore in the state of innocence, both sexes
would have been begotten.

Reply toObjection 1.Woman is said to be a “misbegotten
male,” as being a product outside the purpose of nature con-
sidered in the individual case: but not against the purpose of
universal nature, as above explained (q. 92, a. 1, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 2. e generation of woman is not
occasioned either by a defect of the active force or by inept
matter, as the objection proposes; but sometimes by an extrin-
sic accidental cause; thus the Philosopher says (De Animal.
Histor. vi, 19): “e northern wind favors the generation of
males, and the southern wind that of females”: sometimes also
by some impression in the soul (of the parents), whichmay eas-
ily have some effect on the body (of the child). Especially was
this the case in the state of innocence, when the bodywasmore
subject to the soul; so that by the mere will of the parent the
sex of the offspring might be diversified.

Reply to Objection 3. e offspring would have been be-
gotten to an animal life, as to the use of food and generation.
Hence it was fitting that all should generate, and not only the
first parents. From this it seems to follow that males and fe-
males would have been in equal number.
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F P, Q 100
Of the Condition of the Offspring As Regards Righteousness

(In Two Articles)

Wenowhave to consider the condition of the offspring as to righteousness. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether men would have been born in a state of righteousness?
(2) Whether they would have been born confirmed in righteousness?

Ia q. 100 a. 1Whether men would have been born in a state of righteousness?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
men would not have been born in a state of righteousness. For
Hugh of St. Victor says (De Sacram. i): “Before sin the first
man would have begotten children sinless; but not heirs to
their father’s righteousness.”

Objection 2. Further, righteousness is effected by grace, as
the Apostle says (Rom. 5:16,21). Now grace is not transfused
from one to another, for thus it would be natural; but is in-
fused by God alone. erefore children would not have been
born righteous.

Objection 3. Further, righteousness is in the soul. But
the soul is not transmitted from the parent. erefore neither
would righteousness have been transmitted from parents, to
the children.

On the contrary, Anselm says (De Concep. Virg. x): “As
long as man did not sin, he would have begotten children en-
dowed with righteousness together with the rational soul.”

I answer that, Man naturally begets a specific likeness to
himself. Hence whatever accidental qualities result from the
nature of the species, must be alike in parent and child, unless
nature fails in its operation, which would not have occurred in
the state of innocence. But individual accidents do not neces-
sarily exist alike in parent and child. Now original righteous-
ness, in which the first man was created, was an accident per-
taining to the nature of the species, not as caused by the princi-
ples of the species, but as a gi conferred by God on the entire

human nature. is is clear from the fact that opposites are of
the same genus; and original sin, which is opposed to original
righteousness, is called the sin of nature, wherefore it is trans-
mitted from the parent to the offspring; and for this reason
also, the children would have been assimilated to their parents
as regards original righteousness.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words of Hugh are to be un-
derstood as referring, not to the habit of righteousness, but to
the execution of the act thereof.

Reply to Objection 2. Some say that children would have
been born, not with the righteousness of grace, which is the
principle of merit, but with original righteousness. But since
the root of original righteousness, which conferred righteous-
ness on the first man when he was made, consists in the su-
pernatural subjection of the reason to God, which subjection
results from sanctifying grace, as above explained (q. 95, a. 1),
we must conclude that if children were born in original righ-
teousness, they would also have been born in grace; thus we
have said above that the first man was created in grace (q. 95,
a. 1). is grace, however, would not have been natural, for it
would not have been transfused by virtue of the semen; but
would have been conferred onman immediately on his receiv-
ing a rational soul. In the same way the rational soul, which is
not transmitted by the parent, is infused byGod as soon as the
human body is apt to receive it.

From this the reply to the third objection is clear.

Ia q. 100 a. 2Whether in the state of innocence childrenwould have been born confirmed in righteousness?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
children would have been born confirmed in righteousness.
For Gregory says (Moral. iv) on the words of Job 3:13: “For
now I should have been asleep, etc.: If no sinful corruption had
infected our first parent, hewould not have begotten “children
of hell”; no children would have been born of him but such
as were destined to be saved by the Redeemer.” erefore all
would have been born confirmed in righteousness.

Objection 2. Further, Anselm says (Cur Deus Homo i,
18): “If our first parents had lived so as not to yield to temp-
tation, they would have been confirmed in grace, so that with
their offspring they would have been unable to sin any more.”
erefore the children would have been born confirmed in

righteousness.
Objection3.Further, good is stronger than evil. But by the

sin of the first man there resulted, in those born of him, the
necessity of sin. erefore, if the first man had persevered in
righteousness, his descendants would have derived from him
the necessity of preserving righteousness.

Objection 4. Further, the angels who remained faithful to
God, while the others sinned, were at once confirmed in grace,
so as to be unable henceforth to sin. In like manner, therefore,
man would have been confirmed in grace if he had persevered.
But he would have begotten children like himself. erefore
they also would have been born confirmed in righteousness.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 10):
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“Happy would have been the whole human race if neither
they—that is our first parents—had committed any evil to
be transmitted to their descendants, nor any of their race
had committed any sin for which they would have been con-
demned.” From which words we gather that even if our first
parents had not sinned, any of their descendants might have
done evil; and therefore they would not have been born con-
firmed in righteousness.

I answer that, It does not seem possible that in the state of
innocence children would have been born confirmed in righ-
teousness. For it is clear that at their birth they would not have
had greater perfection than their parents at the time of beget-
ting. Now the parents, as long as they begot children, would
not have been confirmed in righteousness. For the rational
creature is confirmed in righteousness through the beatitude
given by the clear vision of God; and when once it has seen
God, it cannot but cleave to Him Who is the essence of good-
ness, wherefromno one can turn away, since nothing is desired
or loved but under the aspect of good. I say this according to
the general law; for it may be otherwise in the case of special
privilege, such as we believe was granted to the Virgin Mother
of God. And as soon as Adam had attained to that happy state
of seeing God in His Essence, he would have become spiri-
tual in soul and body; and his animal life would have ceased,
wherein alone there is generation. Hence it is clear that chil-

dren would not have been born confirmed in righteousness.
Reply to Objection 1. If Adam had not sinned, he would

not have begotten “children of hell” in the sense that they
would contract from him sin which is the cause of hell: yet by
sinning of their own free-will they could have become “chil-
dren of hell.” If, however, they did not become “children of
hell” by falling into sin, this would not have been owing to
their being confirmed in righteousness, but to Divine Provi-
dence preserving them free from sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Anselm does not say this by way of
assertion, but only as an opinion, which is clear from his mode
of expression as follows: “It seems that if they had lived, etc.”

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is not conclusive,
thoughAnselm seems to have been influenced by it, as appears
from his words above quoted. For the necessity of sin incurred
by the descendants would not have been such that they could
not return to righteousness, which is the case only with the
damned. Wherefore neither would the parents have transmit-
ted to their descendants the necessity of not sinning, which is
only in the blessed.

Reply to Objection 4. ere is no comparison between
man and the angels; for man’s free-will is changeable, both be-
fore and aer choice; whereas the angel’s is not changeable, as
we have said above in treating of the angels (q. 64, a. 2).
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F P, Q 101
Of the Condition of the Offspring As Regards Knowledge

(In Two Articles)

We next consider the condition of the offspring as to knowledge. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in the state of innocence children would have been born with perfect knowledge?
(2) Whether they would have had perfect use of reason at the moment of birth?

Ia q. 101 a. 1Whether in the state of innocence children would have been born with perfect knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the state of innocence
children would have been born with perfect knowledge. For
Adam would have begotten children like himself. But Adam
was gied with perfect knowledge (q. 94, a. 3). erefore chil-
dren would have been born of him with perfect knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, ignorance is a result of sin, as Bede
says (Cf. Ia IIae, q. 85, a. 3). But ignorance is privation of
knowledge. erefore before sin children would have had per-
fect knowledge as soon as they were born.

Objection 3. Further, children would have been gied
with righteousness from birth. But knowledge is required
for righteousness, since it directs our actions. erefore they
would also have been gied with knowledge.

On the contrary,ehuman soul is naturally “like a blank
tablet on which nothing is written,” as the Philosopher says
(De Anima iii, 4). But the nature of the soul is the same now
as it would have been in the state of innocence. erefore the
souls of childrenwould have beenwithout knowledge at birth.

I answer that,As above stated (q. 99, a. 1), as regards belief
in matters which are above nature, we rely on authority alone;
and so, when authority is wanting, we must be guided by the
ordinary course of nature. Now it is natural for man to acquire
knowledge through the senses, as above explained (q. 55, a. 2;
q. 84, a. 6); and for this reason is the soul united to the body,
that it needs it for its proper operation; and this would not be

so if the soul were endowed at birth with knowledge not ac-
quired through the sensitive powers. We must conclude then,
that, in the state of innocence, children would not have been
bornwith perfect knowledge; but in course of time theywould
have acquired knowledge without difficulty by discovery or
learning.

Reply toObjection1.eperfectionof knowledgewas an
individual accident of our first parent, so far as he was estab-
lished as the father and instructor of the whole human race.
erefore he begot children like himself, not in that respect,
but only in those accidents which were natural or conferred
gratuitously on the whole nature.

Reply to Objection 2. Ignorance is privation of knowl-
edge due at someparticular time; and thiswouldnothave been
in children from their birth, for they would have possessed
the knowledge due to them at that time. Hence, no ignorance
would have been in them, but only nescience in regard to cer-
tain matters. Such nescience was even in the holy angels, ac-
cording to Dionysius (Coel. Hier. vii).

Reply to Objection 3. Children would have had suffi-
cient knowledge to direct them to deeds of righteousness, in
whichmen are guided by universal principles of right; and this
knowledge of theirs would have been much more complete
than what we have now by nature, as likewise their knowledge
of other universal principles.

Ia q. 101 a. 2Whether children would have had perfect use of reason at birth?

Objection 1. It would seem that children would have had
perfect use of reason at birth. For that children have not per-
fect use of reason in our present state, is due to the soul being
weigheddownby the body;whichwas not the case in paradise,
because, as it is written, “e corruptible body is a load upon
the soul” (Wis. 9:15).erefore, before sin and the corruption
which resulted therefrom, childrenwould have had the perfect
use of reason at birth.

Objection2.Further, some animals at birth have the use of
their natural powers, as the lamb at once flees from the wolf.
Much more, therefore, would men in the state of innocence
have had perfect use of reason at birth.

On the contrary, In all things produced by generation
nature proceeds from the imperfect to the perfect. erefore

childrenwould not have had the perfect use of reason from the
very outset.

I answer that,Asabove stated (q. 84, a. 7), theuse of reason
depends in a certain manner on the use of the sensitive pow-
ers; wherefore, while the senses are tired and the interior sensi-
tive powers hampered, man has not the perfect use of reason,
as we see in those who are asleep or delirious. Now the sensi-
tive powers are situate in corporeal organs; and therefore, so
long as the latter are hindered, the action of the former is of
necessity hindered also; and likewise, consequently, the use of
reason. Now children are hindered in the use of these powers
on account of the humidity of the brain; wherefore they have
perfect use neither of these powers nor of reason.erefore, in
the state of innocence, children would not have had the per-
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fect use of reason, which they would have enjoyed later on in
life. Yet they would have had amore perfect use than they have
now, as to matters regarding that particular state, as explained
above regarding the use of their limbs (q. 99, a. 1).

Reply toObjection 1.ecorruptible body is a load upon
the soul, because it hinders the use of reason even in thosemat-
ters which belong to man at all ages.

Reply to Objection 2. Even other animals have not at
birth such a perfect use of their natural powers as they have
later on.is is clear from the fact that birds teach their young
tofly; and the likemay be observed in other animals.Moreover
a special impediment exists in man from the humidity of the
brain, as we have said above (q. 99, a. 1).

476



F P, Q 102
Of Man’s Abode, Which Is Paradise

(In Four Articles)

We next consider man’s abode, which is paradise. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether paradise is a corporeal place?
(2) Whether it is a place apt for human habitation?
(3) For what purpose was man placed in paradise?
(4) Whether he should have been created in paradise?

Ia q. 102 a. 1Whether paradise is a corporeal place?

Objection1. Itwould seem that paradise is not a corporeal
place. For Bede* says that “paradise reaches to the lunar circle.”
Butno earthly place answers that description, bothbecause it is
contrary to the nature of the earth to be raised up so high, and
because beneath the moon is the region of fire, which would
consume the earth.erefore paradise is not a corporeal place.

Objection 2.Further, Scripturementions four rivers as ris-
ing in paradise (Gn. 2:10). But the rivers therementioned have
visible sources elsewhere, as is clear from the Philosopher (Me-
teor. i). erefore paradise is not a corporeal place.

Objection 3. Further, althoughmen have explored the en-
tire habitable world, yet none have made mention of the place
of paradise. erefore apparently it is not a corporeal place.

Objection 4. Further, the tree of life is described as grow-
ing in paradise. But the tree of life is a spiritual thing, for it is
written of Wisdom that “She is a tree of life to them that lay
hold on her” (Prov. 3:18). erefore paradise also is not a cor-
poreal, but a spiritual place.

Objection 5. Further, if paradise be a corporeal place, the
trees also of paradisemust be corporeal. But it seems they were
not; for corporeal trees were produced on the third day, while
the planting of the trees of paradise is recorded aer the work
of the six days. erefore paradise was not a corporeal place.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 1):
“ree general opinions prevail about paradise. Some under-
stand a placemerely corporeal; others a place entirely spiritual;
while others, whose opinion, I confess, hold that paradise was
both corporeal and spiritual.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiii, 21):
“Nothing prevents us from holding, within proper limits, a
spiritual paradise; so long as we believe in the truth of the
events narrated as having there occurred.” For whatever Scrip-
ture tells us about paradise is set down asmatter of history; and
wherever Scripture makes use of this method, wemust hold to
the historical truth of the narrative as a foundation ofwhatever
spiritual explanation we may offer. And so paradise, as Isidore
says (Etym. xiv, 3), “is a place situated in the east, its name be-
ing the Greek for garden.” It was fitting that it should be in the
east; for it is to be believed that it was situated in the most ex-

cellent part of the earth. Now the east is the right hand on the
heavens, as the Philosopher explains (De Coel. ii, 2); and the
right hand is nobler than the le: hence it was fitting that God
should place the earthly paradise in the east.

Reply to Objection 1. Bede’s assertion is untrue, if taken
in its obvious sense. Itmay, however, be explained tomean that
paradise reaches to themoon, not literally, but figuratively; be-
cause, as Isidore says (Etym. xiv, 3), the atmosphere there is
“a continually even temperature”; and in this respect it is like
the heavenly bodies, which are devoid of opposing elements.
Mention, however, is made of the moon rather than of other
bodies, because, of all the heavenly bodies, themoon is nearest
to us, and is, moreover, the most akin to the earth; hence it is
observed to be overshadowed by clouds so as to be almost ob-
scured. Others say that paradise reached to the moon—that
is, to the middle space of the air, where rain, and wind, and
the like arise; because the moon is said to have influence on
such changes. But in this sense it would not be a fit place for
human dwelling, through being uneven in temperature, and
not attuned to the human temperament, as is the lower atmo-
sphere in the neighborhood of the earth.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii,
7): “It is probable that man has no idea where paradise was,
and that the rivers, whose sources are said to be known, flowed
for some distance underground, and then sprang up elsewhere.
For who is not aware that such is the case with some other
streams?”

Reply toObjection 3. e situation of paradise is shut off
from the habitable world by mountains, or seas, or some tor-
rid region, which cannot be crossed; and so people who have
written about topography make no mention of it.

Reply toObjection4.etree of life is amaterial tree, and
so called because its fruit was endowed with a life-preserving
power as above stated (q. 97 , a. 4). Yet it had a spiritual signi-
fication; as the rock in the desert was of a material nature, and
yet signified Christ. In like manner the tree of the knowledge
of good and evil was a material tree, so called in view of future
events; because, aer eating of it, man was to learn, by expe-
rience of the consequent punishment, the difference between

* Strabus, Gloss on Gn. 2:8.
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the good of obedience and the evil of rebellion. It may also be
said to signify spiritually the free-will as some say.

Reply to Objection 5. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. v, 5, viii, 3), the plants were not actually produced on the
third day, but in their seminal virtues; whereas, aer the work
of the six days, the plants, both of paradise and others, were ac-
tually produced. According to other holy writers, we ought to

say that all the plants were actually produced on the third day,
including the trees of paradise; and what is said of the trees of
paradise being planted aer thework of the six days is to be un-
derstood, they say, by way of recapitulation. Whence our text
reads: “e Lord God had planted a paradise of pleasure from
the beginning” (Gn. 2:8).

Ia q. 102 a. 2Whether paradise was a place adapted to be the abode of man?

Objection 1. It would seem that paradise was not a place
adapted to be the abode of man. For man and angels are simi-
larly ordered to beatitude. But the angels from the very begin-
ning of their existence were made to dwell in the abode of the
blessed—that is, the empyrean heaven. erefore the place of
man’s habitation should have been there also.

Objection 2. Further, if some definite place were required
for man’s abode, this would be required on the part either of
the soul or of the body. If on the part of the soul, the place
would be in heaven, which is adapted to the nature of the soul;
since the desire of heaven is implanted in all. On the part of
the body, there was no need for any other place than the one
provided for other animals. erefore paradise was not at all
adapted to be the abode of man.

Objection 3. Further, a place which contains nothing is
useless. But aer sin, paradisewas not occupied byman.ere-
fore if it were adapted as a dwelling-place forman, it seems that
God made paradise to no purpose.

Objection 4. Further, since man is of an even tempera-
ment, a fitting place for him should be of even temperature.
But paradise was not of an even temperature; for it is said to
have been on the equator—a situation of extreme heat, since
twice in the year the sun passes vertically over the heads of its
inhabitants.erefore paradise was not a fit dwelling-place for
man.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 11):
“Paradise was a divinely ordered region, and worthy of him
who was made to God’s image.”

I answer that,As above stated (q. 97, a. 1),Manwas incor-
ruptible and immortal, not because his body had a disposition
to incorruptibility, but because in his soul there was a power
preserving the body from corruption. Now the human body
may be corrupted from within or from without. From within,
the body is corrupted by the consumption of the humors, and
by old age, as above explained (q. 97, a. 4), andmanwas able to
ward off such corruption by food. Among those things which
corrupt the body from without, the chief seems to be an at-
mosphere of unequal temperature; and to such corruption a
remedy is found in an atmosphere of equable nature. In par-
adise both conditions were found; because, as Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. ii, 11): “Paradise was permeated with the all
pervading brightness of a temperate, pure, and exquisite atmo-
sphere, and decked with ever-flowering plants.” Whence it is

clear that paradise was most fit to be a dwelling-place for man,
and in keeping with his original state of immortality.

Reply to Objection 1. e empyrean heaven is the high-
est of corporeal places, and is outside the region of change. By
the first of these two conditions, it is a fitting abode for the
angelic nature: for, as Augustine says (De Trin. ii), “God rules
corporeal creatures through spiritual creatures.”Hence it is fit-
ting that the spiritual nature should be established above the
entire corporeal nature, as presiding over it. By the second con-
dition, it is a fitting abode for the state of beatitude, which is
endowed with the highest degree of stability. us the abode
of beatitude was suited to the very nature of the angel; there-
fore he was created there. But it is not suited to man’s nature,
since man is not set as a ruler over the entire corporeal cre-
ation: it is a fitting abode for man in regard only to his beati-
tude. Wherefore he was not placed from the beginning in the
empyrean heaven, but was destined to be transferred thither in
the state of his final beatitude.

Reply to Objection 2. It is ridiculous to assert that any
particular place is natural to the soul or to any spiritual sub-
stances, though some particular place may have a certain fit-
ness in regard to spiritual substances. For the earthly paradise
was a place adapted to man, as regards both his body and his
soul—that is, inasmuch as in his soul was the force which pre-
served the human body from corruption. is could not be
said of the other animals. erefore, as Damascene says (De
Fide Orth. ii, 11): “No irrational animal inhabited paradise”;
although, by a certain dispensation, the animals were brought
thither by God to Adam; and the serpent was able to trespass
therein by the complicity of the devil.

Reply to Objection 3. Paradise did not become useless
through being unoccupied by man aer sin, just as immortal-
ity was not conferred on man in vain, though he was to lose
it. For thereby we learn God’s kindness to man, and what man
lost by sin.Moreover, some say that Enoch and Elias still dwell
in that paradise.

Reply toObjection 4.ose who say that paradise was on
the equinoctial line are of opinion that such a situation ismost
temperate, on account of the unvarying equality of day and
night; that it is never too cold there, because the sun is never
too far off; and never too hot, because, although the sun passes
over the heads of the inhabitants, it does not remain long in
that position. However, Aristotle distinctly says (Meteor. ii, 5)
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that such a region is uninhabitable on account of the heat.is
seems to be more probable; because, even those regions where
the sun does not pass vertically overhead, are extremely hot on
account of the mere proximity of the sun. But whatever be the

truth of the matter, we must hold that paradise was situated
in a most temperate situation, whether on the equator or else-
where.

Ia q. 102 a. 3Whether man was placed in paradise to dress it and keep it?

Objection 1. It would seem that man was not placed in
paradise to dress and keep it. For what was brought on him as
a punishment of sin would not have existed in paradise in the
state of innocence. But the cultivation of the soil was a pun-
ishment of sin (Gn. 3:17). erefore man was not placed in
paradise to dress and keep it.

Objection 2. Further, there is no need of a keeper when
there is no fear of trespass with violence. But in paradise there
was no fear of trespass with violence. erefore there was no
need for man to keep paradise.

Objection 3. Further, if man was placed in paradise to
dress and keep it, man would apparently have been made for
the sake of paradise, and not contrariwise; which seems to be
false.ereforemanwasnot place inparadise to dress andkeep
it.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2: 15): “e LordGod
took man and placed in the paradise of pleasure, to dress and

keep it.”
I answer that, As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 10),

these words in Genesis may be understood in two ways. First,
in the sense that God placed man in paradise that He might
Himself work in man and keep him, by sanctifying him (for if
this work cease, man at once relapses into darkness, as the air
growsdarkwhen the light ceases to shine); andbykeepingman
from all corruption and evil. Secondly, that man might dress
and keep paradise, which dressing would not have involved la-
bor, as it did aer sin; but would have been pleasant on ac-
count of man’s practical knowledge of the powers of nature.
Nor would man have kept paradise against a trespasser; but he
would have striven to keep paradise for himself lest he should
lose it by sin. All of which was for man’s good; wherefore par-
adise was ordered to man’s benefit, and not conversely.

Whence the Replies to the Objections are made clear.

Ia q. 102 a. 4Whether man was created in paradise?

Objection 1. It would seem that man was created in par-
adise. For the angel was created in his dwelling-place—namely,
the empyrean heaven. But before sin paradise was a fitting
abode forman.erefore it seems thatmanwas created in par-
adise.

Objection 2. Further, other animals remain in the place
where they are produced, as the fish in the water, and walking
animals on the earth from which they were made. Now man
would have remained in paradise aer he was created (q. 97,
a. 4). erefore he was created in paradise.

Objection 3. Further, woman was made in paradise. But
man is greater thanwoman.ereforemuchmore shouldman
have been made in paradise.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:15): “God took man
and placed him in paradise.”

I answer that, Paradise was a fitting abode for man as re-
gards the incorruptibility of the primitive state. Now this in-

corruptibility was man’s, not by nature, but by a supernatural
gi of God. erefore that this might be attributed to God,
and not to human nature, God made man outside of paradise,
and aerwards placed him there to live there during the whole
of his animal life; and, having attained to the spiritual life, to
be transferred thence to heaven.

Reply to Objection 1. e empyrean heaven was a fitting
abode for the angels as regards their nature, and therefore they
were created there.

In the same way I reply to the second objection, for those
places befit those animals in their nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Woman was made in paradise, not
by reason of her own dignity, but on account of the dignity of
the principle from which her body was formed. For the same
reason the children would have been born in paradise, where
their parents were already.

479



F P, Q 103
Of the Government of ings in General

(In Eight Articles)

Having considered the creation of things and their distinction, we now consider in the third place the government thereof,
and (1) the government of things in general; (2) in particular, the effects of this government. Under the first head there are eight
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the world is governed by someone?
(2) What is the end of this government?
(3) Whether the world is governed by one?
(4) Of the effects of this government?
(5) Whether all things are subject to Divine government?
(6) Whether all things are immediately governed by God?
(7) Whether the Divine government is frustrated in anything?
(8) Whether anything is contrary to the Divine Providence?

Ia q. 103 a. 1Whether the world is governed by anyone?

Objection 1. It would seem that the world is not governed
by anyone. For it belongs to those things to be governed,which
move or work for an end. But natural things which make up
the greater part of the world do not move, or work for an end;
for they have no knowledge of their end. erefore the world
is not governed.

Objection 2. Further, those things are governed which are
moved towards an object. But the world does not appear to be
so directed, but has stability in itself. erefore it is not gov-
erned.

Objection 3. Further, what is necessarily determined by
its own nature to one particular thing, does not require any ex-
ternal principle of government. But the principal parts of the
world are by a certain necessity determined to something par-
ticular in their actions and movements. erefore the world
does not require to be governed.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 14:3): “But ou, O
Father, governest all things by y Providence.” And Boethius
says (De Consol. iii): “ou Who governest this universe by
mandate eternal.”

I answer that, Certain ancient philosophers denied the
government of the world, saying that all things happened by
chance. But such an opinion can be refuted as impossible in
two ways. First, by observation of things themselves: for we
observe that in nature things happen always or nearly always
for the best; which would not be the case unless some sort of
providence directed nature towards good as an end; which is
to govern. Wherefore the unfailing order we observe in things
is a sign of their being governed; for instance, if we enter awell-
ordered house we gather therefrom the intention of him that
put it in order, as Tullius says (De Nat. Deorum ii), quoting
Aristotle*. Secondly, this is clear from a consideration of Di-
vine goodness, which, as we have said above (q. 44, a. 4; q. 65,

a. 2), was the cause of the production of things in existence.
For as “it belongs to the best to produce the best,” it is not fit-
ting that the supreme goodness of God should produce things
without giving them their perfection. Now a thing’s ultimate
perfection consists in the attainment of its end. erefore it
belongs to the Divine goodness, as it brought things into exis-
tence, so to lead them to their end: and this is to govern.

Reply to Objection 1. A thing moves or operates for an
end in two ways. First, in moving itself to the end, as man and
other rational creatures; and such things have knowledge of
their end, and of themeans to the end. Secondly, a thing is said
to move or operate for an end, as though moved or directed
by another thereto, as an arrow directed to the target by the
archer, who knows the end unknown to the arrow.Wherefore,
as the movement of the arrow towards a definite end shows
clearly that it is directed by someone with knowledge, so the
unvarying course of natural things which are without knowl-
edge, shows clearly that the world is governed by some reason.

Reply to Objection 2. In all created things there is a sta-
ble element, at least primarymatter; and something belonging
to movement, if under movement we include operation. And
things need governing as to both: because even that which is
stable, since it is created from nothing, would return to noth-
ingness were it not sustained by a governing hand, as will be
explained later (q. 104, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 3. e natural necessity inherent in
those beings which are determined to a particular thing, is a
kind of impression from God, directing them to their end; as
the necessity whereby an arrow is moved so as to fly towards a
certain point is an impression from the archer, and not from
the arrow. But there is a difference, inasmuch as that which
creatures receive from God is their nature, while that which
natural things receive from man in addition to their nature is

* Cleanthes.
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somewhat violent. Wherefore, as the violent necessity in the
movement of the arrow shows the action of the archer, so the

natural necessity of things shows the government of Divine
Providence.

Ia q. 103 a. 2Whether the end of the government of the world is something outside the world?

Objection 1. It would seem that the end of the govern-
ment of the world is not something existing outside the world.
For the end of the government of a thing is that whereto the
thing governed is brought. But that whereto a thing is brought
is some good in the thing itself; thus a sickman is brought back
to health, which is something good in him. erefore the end
of government of things is some good not outside, but within
the things themselves.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 1):
“Some ends are an operation; some are a work”—i.e. produced
by an operation. But nothing can be produced by the whole
universe outside itself; andoperation exists in the agent.ere-
fore nothing extrinsic can be the end of the government of
things.

Objection 3. Further, the good of the multitude seems to
consist in order, and peace which is the “tranquillity of or-
der,” as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 13). But the world
is composed of a multitude of things. erefore the end of the
government of the world is the peaceful order in things them-
selves.erefore the end of the government of the world is not
an extrinsic good.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Prov. 16:4): “eLord hath
made all things for Himself.” But God is outside the entire or-
der of the universe.erefore the end of all things is something
extrinsic to them.

I answer that, As the end of a thing corresponds to its be-
ginning, it is not possible to be ignorant of the end of things
if we know their beginning. erefore, since the beginning of
all things is something outside the universe, namely, God, it
is clear from what has been expounded above (q. 44, Aa. 1,2),
that we must conclude that the end of all things is some ex-
trinsic good. is can be proved by reason. For it is clear that
good has the nature of an end; wherefore, a particular end of

anything consists in some particular good; while the universal
end of all things is the Universal Good; Which is good of It-
self by virtue of Its Essence,Which is the very essence of good-
ness; whereas a particular good is good by participation. Now
it is manifest that in the whole created universe there is not a
good which is not such by participation.Wherefore that good
which is the end of the whole universe must be a good outside
the universe.

Reply toObjection1.Wemay acquire some good inmany
ways: first, as a formexisting inus, such as healthor knowledge;
secondly, as something done by us, as a builder attains his end
by building a house; thirdly, as something good possessed or
acquired by us, as the buyer of a field attains his end when he
enters intopossession.Wherefore nothingprevents something
outside the universe being the good to which it is directed.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher is speaking of the
ends of various arts; for the end of some arts consists in the op-
eration itself, as the end of a harpist is to play the harp; whereas
the end of other arts consists in something produced, as the
end of a builder is not the act of building, but the house he
builds. Now it may happen that something extrinsic is the end
not only as made, but also as possessed or acquired or even as
represented, as if we were to say that Hercules is the end of the
statue made to represent him. erefore we may say that some
good outside the whole universe is the end of the government
of the universe, as something possessed and represented; for
each thing tends to a participation thereof, and to an assimila-
tion thereto, as far as is possible.

Reply to Objection 3. A good existing in the universe,
namely, the order of the universe, is an end thereof; this. how-
ever, is not its ultimate end, but is ordered to the extrinsic good
as to the end: thus the order in an army is ordered to the gen-
eral, as stated in Metaph. xii, Did. xi, 10.

Ia q. 103 a. 3Whether the world is governed by one?

Objection 1. It would seem that the world is not governed
by one. For we judge the cause by the effect. Now, we see in the
government of the universe that things are not moved and do
not operate uniformly, but some contingently and some of ne-
cessity in variously different ways. erefore the world is not
governed by one.

Objection 2. Further, things which are governed by one
do not act against each other, except by the incapacity or un-
skillfulness of the ruler; which cannot apply to God. But cre-
ated things agree not together, and act against each other; as
is evident in the case of contraries. erefore the world is not
governed by one.

Objection 3. Further, in nature we always find what is the
better. But it “is better that two should be together than one”
(Eccles. 4:9). erefore the world is not governed by one, but
by many.

On the contrary, We confess our belief in one God and
one Lord, according to the words of the Apostle (1 Cor. 8:6):
“To us there is but one God, the Father…and one Lord”: and
both of these pertain to government. For to the Lord belongs
dominion over subjects; and the name of God is taken from
Providence as stated above (q. 13, a. 8). erefore the world is
governed by one.

I answer that, We must of necessity say that the world
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is governed by one. For since the end of the government of
the world is that which is essentially good, which is the great-
est good; the government of the world must be the best kind
of government. Now the best government is the government
by one. e reason of this is that government is nothing but
the directing of the things governed to the end; which con-
sists in some good. But unity belongs to the idea of goodness,
as Boethius proves (De Consol. iii, 11) from this, that, as all
things desire good, so do they desire unity; without which
they would cease to exist. For a thing so far exists as it is one.
Whence we observe that things resist division, as far as they
can; and the dissolution of a thing arises from defect therein.
erefore the intention of a ruler over a multitude is unity,
or peace. Now the proper cause of unity is one. For it is clear
that several cannot be the cause of unity or concord, except
so far as they are united. Furthermore, what is one in itself is a
more apt and a better cause of unity than several things united.
erefore a multitude is better governed by one than by sev-

eral. From this it follows that the government of the world,
being the best form of government, must be by one. is is ex-
pressed by the Philosopher (Metaph. xii, Did. xi, 10): “ings
refuse to be ill governed; andmultiplicity of authorities is a bad
thing, therefore there should be one ruler.”

Reply to Objection 1. Movement is “the act of a thing
moved, caused by the mover.” Wherefore dissimilarity of
movements is caused by diversity of things moved, which di-
versity is essential to the perfection of the universe (q. 47,
Aa. 1,2; q. 48, a. 2), and not by a diversity of governors.

Reply to Objection 2. Although contraries do not agree
with each other in their proximate ends, nevertheless they
agree in the ultimate end, so far as they are included in the one
order of the universe.

Reply to Objection 3. If we consider individual goods,
then two are better than one. But if we consider the essential
good, then no addition is possible.

Ia q. 103 a. 4Whether the effect of government is one or many?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is but one effect
of the government of the world and not many. For the effect
of government is that which is caused in the things governed.
is is one, namely, the good which consists in order; as may
be seen in the example of an army. erefore the government
of the world has but one effect.

Objection 2. Further, from one there naturally proceeds
but one. But the world is governed by one as we have proved
(a. 3). erefore also the effect of this government is but one.

Objection 3. Further, if the effect of government is not
one by reason of the unity of the Governor, it must be many
by reason of the many things governed. But these are too nu-
merous to be counted.erefore we cannot assign any definite
number to the effects of government.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. xii): “God
contains all and fills all by His providence and perfect good-
ness.” But government belongs to providence. erefore there
are certain definite effects of the Divine government.

I answer that,e effect of any actionmay be judged from
its end; because it is by action that the attainment of the end
is effected. Now the end of the government of the world is the
essential good, to the participation and similarity of which all
things tend. Consequently the effect of the government of the

world may be taken in three ways. First, on the part of the end
itself; and in this way there is but one effect, that is, assimi-
lation to the supreme good. Secondly, the effect of the gov-
ernment of the world may be considered on the part of those
things by means of which the creature is made like to God.
us there are, in general, two effects of the government. For
the creature is assimilated to God in two things; first, with re-
gard to this, that God is good; and so the creature becomes
likeHimby being good; and secondly, with regard to this, that
God is the cause of goodness in others; and so the creature be-
comes likeGod bymoving others to be good.Wherefore there
are two effects of government, the preservation of things in
their goodness, and the moving of things to good. irdly, we
may consider in the individual the effects of the government
of the world; and in this way they are without number.

Reply to Objection 1. e order of the universe includes
both the preservation of things created by God and their
movement. As regards these two things we find order among
them, inasmuch as one is better than another; and one is
moved by another.

From what has been said above, we can gather the replies
to the other two objections.

Ia q. 103 a. 5Whether all things are subject to the Divine government?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all things are subject
to the Divine government. For it is written (Eccles. 9:11): “I
saw that under the sun the race is not to the swi, nor the
battle to the strong, nor bread to the wise, nor riches to the
learned, nor favor to the skillful, but time and chance in all.”
But things subject to the Divine government are not ruled by

chance.erefore those thingswhich are under the sun are not
subject to the Divine government.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 9:9): “God
hath no care for oxen.” But he that governs has care for the
things he governs. erefore all things are not subject to the
Divine government.
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Objection 3. Further, what can govern itself needs not to
be governed by another. But the rational creature can govern
itself; since it is master of its own act, and acts of itself; and
is not made to act by another, which seems proper to things
which are governed. erefore all things are not subject to the
Divine government.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei v, 11): “Not
only heaven and earth, not only man and angel, even the bow-
els of the lowest animal, even the wing of the bird, the flower
of the plant, the leaf of the tree, hathGod endowed with every
fitting detail of their nature.”erefore all things are subject to
His government.

I answer that, For the same reason is God the ruler of
things as He is their cause, because the same gives existence as
gives perfection; and this belongs to government. Now God is
the cause not indeed only of some particular kind of being, but
of the whole universal being, as proved above (q. 44, Aa. 1,2).
Wherefore, as there can be nothing which is not created by
God, so there can be nothing which is not subject to His gov-
ernment. is can also be proved from the nature of the end
of government. For a man’s government extends over all those
things which come under the end of his government. Now the
end of the Divine government is the Divine goodness; as we
have shown (a. 2). Wherefore, as there can be nothing that is
not ordered to the Divine goodness as its end, as is clear from
what we have said above (q. 44, a. 4; q. 65, a. 2), so it is impos-
sible for anything to escape from the Divine government.

Foolish therefore was the opinion of those who said that
the corruptible lower world, or individual things, or that even
human affairs, were not subject to the Divine government.
ese are represented as saying, “God hath abandoned the
earth” (Ezech. 9:9).

Reply toObjection1.ese things are said tobeunder the
sun which are generated and corrupted according to the sun’s
movement. In all such things we find chance: not that every-
thing is casualwhichoccurs in such things; but that in eachone

there is an element of chance.And the very fact that an element
of chance is found in those things proves that they are sub-
ject to government of some kind. For unless corruptible things
were governed by a higher being, they would tend to nothing
definite, especially those which possess no kind of knowledge.
So nothing would happen unintentionally; which constitutes
the nature of chance. Wherefore to show how things happen
by chance and yet according to the ordering of a higher cause,
he does not say absolutely that he observes chance in all things,
but “time and chance,” that is to say, that defects may be found
in these things according to some order of time.

Reply to Objection 2. Government implies a certain
change effected by the governor in the things governed. Now
every movement is the act of a movable thing, caused by the
moving principle, as is laid down Phys. iii, 3. And every act is
proportionate to that of which it is an act. Consequently, var-
ious movable things must be moved variously, even as regards
movement by one and the same mover. us by the one art of
the Divine governor, various things are variously governed ac-
cording to their variety. Some, according to their nature, act
of themselves, having dominion over their actions; and these
are governed by God, not only in this, that they are moved
by God Himself, Who works in them interiorly; but also in
this, that they are induced by Him to do good and to fly from
evil, by precepts and prohibitions, rewards and punishments.
But irrational creatures which do not act but are acted upon,
are not thus governed by God. Hence, when the Apostle says
that “God hath no care for oxen,” he does notwholly withdraw
them from theDivine government, but only as regards theway
in which rational creatures are governed.

Reply to Objection 3. e rational creature governs itself
by its intellect and will, both of which require to be governed
and perfected by theDivine intellect andwill.erefore above
the government whereby the rational creature governs itself as
master of its own act, it requires to be governed by God.

Ia q. 103 a. 6Whether all things are immediately governed by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that all things are governed by
God immediately. For Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius, De Nat.
Hom.) reproves the opinion of Plato who divides providence
into three parts. e first he ascribes to the supreme god, who
watches over heavenly things and all universals; the second
providence he attributes to the secondary deities, who go the
roundof the heavens towatch over generation and corruption;
while he ascribes a third providence to certain spirits who are
guardians on earth of human actions. erefore it seems that
all things are immediately governed by God.

Objection 2. Further, it is better that a thing be done by
one, if possible, than by many, as the Philosopher says (Phys.
viii, 6). But God can by Himself govern all things without
any intermediary cause. erefore it seems that He governs all

things immediately.
Objection 3. Further, in God nothing is defective or im-

perfect. But it seems to be imperfect in a ruler to govern by
means of others; thus an earthly king, by reason of his not be-
ing able to do everything himself, and because he cannot be
everywhere at the same time, requires to govern by means of
ministers. erefore God governs all things immediately.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4): “As the
lower and grosser bodies are ruled in a certain orderly way by
bodies of greater subtlety and power; so all bodies are ruled by
the rational spirit of life; and the sinful and unfaithful spirit is
ruled by the good and just spirit of life; and this spirit by God
Himself.”

I answer that, In government there are two things to be
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considered; the design of government, which is providence it-
self; and the execution of the design. As to the design of gov-
ernment, God governs all things immediately; whereas in its
execution, He governs some things by means of others.

e reasonof this is that asGod is the very essence of good-
ness, so everythingmust be attributed toGod in its highest de-
gree of goodness. Now the highest degree of goodness in any
practical order, design or knowledge (and such is the design of
government) consists in knowing the individuals acted upon;
as the best physician is not the one who can only give his at-
tention to general principles, but who can consider the least
details; and so on in other things. erefore we must say that
God has the design of the government of all things, even of the
very least.

But since things which are governed should be brought to
perfection by government, this government will be so much
the better in the degree the things governed are brought to per-
fection. Now it is a greater perfection for a thing to be good in

itself and also the cause of goodness in others, than only to be
good in itself. erefore God so governs things that He makes
some of them to be causes of others in government; as amaster,
who not only imparts knowledge to his pupils, but gives also
the faculty of teaching others.

Reply toObjection 1. Plato’s opinion is to be rejected, be-
cause he held that God did not govern all things immediately,
even in the design of government; this is clear from the fact
that he divided providence, which is the design of government,
into three parts.

Reply to Objection 2. If God governed alone, things
would be deprived of the perfection of causality.Wherefore all
that is effected by many would not be accomplished by one.

Reply to Objection 3. at an earthly king should have
ministers to execute his laws is a sign not only of his being im-
perfect, but also of his dignity; because by the ordering ofmin-
isters the kingly power is brought into greater evidence.

Ia q. 103 a. 7Whether anything can happen outside the order of the Divine government?

Objection 1. It would seem possible that something
may occur outside the order of the Divine government. For
Boethius says (DeConsol. iii) that “Goddisposes all for good.”
erefore, if nothing happens outside the order of the Divine
government, it would follow that no evil exists.

Objection 2. Further, nothing that is in accordance with
the pre-ordination of a ruler occurs by chance. erefore, if
nothing occurs outside the order of the Divine government,
it follows that there is nothing fortuitous and casual.

Objection 3. Further, the order of Divine Providence is
certain and unchangeable; because it is in accordance with the
eternal design.erefore, if nothing happens outside the order
of the Divine government, it follows that all things happen by
necessity, and nothing is contingent; which is false. erefore
it is possible for something to occur outside the order of the
Divine government.

On the contrary, It is written (Esther 13:9): “O Lord,
Lord, almighty King, all things are in y power, and there is
none that can resist y will.”

I answer that, It is possible for an effect to result outside
the order of some particular cause; but not outside the order of
the universal cause. e reason of this is that no effect results
outside the order of a particular cause, except through some
other impeding cause;whichother causemust itself be reduced
to the first universal cause; as indigestion may occur outside
the order of the nutritive power by some such impediment as
the coarseness of the food, which again is to be ascribed to

some other cause, and so on till we come to the first univer-
sal cause. erefore as God is the first universal cause, not of
one genus only, but of all being in general, it is impossible for
anything to occur outside the order of theDivine government;
but from the very fact that from one point of view something
seems to evade the order of Divine providence considered in
regard to one particular cause, it must necessarily come back
to that order as regards some other cause.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is nothing wholly evil in the
world, for evil is ever founded on good, as shown above (q. 48,
a. 3).erefore something is said to be evil through its escaping
from the order of some particular good. If it wholly escaped
from the order of the Divine government, it would wholly
cease to exist.

Reply to Objection 2. ings are said to be fortuitous as
regards some particular cause from the order of which they es-
cape. But as to the order of Divine providence, “nothing in the
world happens by chance,” as Augustine declares (QQ. 83, qu.
24).

Reply to Objection 3. Certain effects are said to be con-
tingent as compared to their proximate causes, which may fail
in their effects; and not as though anything could happen en-
tirely outside the order of Divine government. e very fact
that something occurs outside the order of some proximate
cause, is owing to some other cause, itself subject to theDivine
government.
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Ia q. 103 a. 8Whether anything can resist the order of the Divine government?

Objection 1. It would seem possible that some resistance
can be made to the order of the Divine government. For it is
written (Is. 3:8): “eir tongue and their devices are against
the Lord.”

Objection 2. Further, a king does not justly punish those
who do not rebel against his commands. erefore if no one
rebelled againstGod’s commands, no onewould be justly pun-
ished by God.

Objection 3. Further, everything is subject to the order of
theDivine government. But some things oppose others.ere-
fore some things rebel against the order of the Divine govern-
ment.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Consol. iii): “ere is
nothing that can desire or is able to resist this sovereign good.
It is this sovereign good therefore that ruleth all mightily and
ordereth all sweetly,” as is said (Wis. 8) of Divine wisdom.

I answer that, We may consider the order of Divine prov-
idence in two ways: in general, inasmuch as it proceeds from
the governing cause of all; and inparticular, inasmuch as it pro-
ceeds from some particular cause which executes the order of
the Divine government.

Considered in the first way, nothing can resist the order
of the Divine government. is can be proved in two ways:

firstly from the fact that the order of the Divine government is
wholly directed to good, and everything by its own operation
and effort tends to good only, “for no one acts intending evil,”
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): secondly from the fact that,
as we have said above (a. 1, ad 3; a. 5, ad 2), every inclination of
anything, whether natural or voluntary, is nothing but a kind
of impression from the firstmover; as the inclination of the ar-
row towards a fixed point is nothing but an impulse received
from the archer. Wherefore every agent, whether natural or
free, attains to its divinely appointed end, as though of its own
accord. For this reasonGod is said “to order all things sweetly.”

Reply to Objection 1. Some are said to think or speak,
or act against God: not that they entirely resist the order of
theDivine government; for even the sinner intends the attain-
ment of a certain good: but because they resist some particular
good,which belongs to their nature or state.erefore they are
justly punished by God.

Reply obj. 2 is clear from the above.
Reply to Objection 3. From the fact that one thing op-

poses another, it follows that some one thing can resist the or-
der of a particular cause; but not that order which depends on
the universal cause of all things.
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F P, Q 104
e Special Effects of the Divine Government

(In Four Articles)

We next consider the effects of the Divine government in particular; concerning which four points of inquiry arise:

(1) Whether creatures need to be kept in existence by God?
(2) Whether they are immediately preserved by God?
(3) Whether God can reduce anything to nothingness?
(4) Whether anything is reduced to nothingness?

Ia q. 104 a. 1Whether creatures need to be kept in being by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that creatures do not need to
be kept in being by God. For what cannot not-be, does not
need to be kept in being; just as that which cannot depart,
does not need to be kept from departing. But some creatures
by their very nature cannot not-be. erefore not all creatures
need to be kept in being by God. e middle proposition is
proved thus. at which is included in the nature of a thing is
necessarily in that thing, and its contrary cannot be in it; thus
a multiple of two must necessarily be even, and cannot possi-
bly be an odd number. Now form brings being with itself, be-
cause everything is actually in being, so far as it has form. But
some creatures are subsistent forms, as we have said of the an-
gels (q. 50, Aa. 2,5): and thus to be is in them of themselves.
e same reasoning applies to those creatures whose matter is
in potentiality to one form only, as above explained of heav-
enly bodies (q. 66, a. 2). erefore such creatures as these have
in their nature to be necessarily, and cannot not-be; for there
can be no potentiality to not-being, either in the form which
has being of itself, or in matter existing under a form which it
cannot lose, since it is not in potentiality to any other form.

Objection 2. Further, God is more powerful than any cre-
ated agent. But a created agent, even aer ceasing to act, can
cause its effect to be preserved in being; thus the house con-
tinues to stand aer the builder has ceased to build; and wa-
ter remains hot for some time aer the fire has ceased to heat.
Much more, therefore, can God cause His creature to be kept
in being, aer He has ceased to create it.

Objection 3. Further, nothing violent can occur, except
there be some active cause thereof. But tendency to not-being
is unnatural and violent to any creature, since all creatures
naturally desire to be. erefore no creature can tend to not-
being, except through some active cause of corruption. Now
there are creatures of such anature that nothing can cause them
to corrupt; such are spiritual substances and heavenly bod-
ies. erefore such creatures cannot tend to not-being, even
if God were to withdraw His action.

Objection 4. Further, if God keeps creatures in being, this
is done by some action. Now every action of an agent, if that
action be efficacious, produces something in the effect. ere-
fore the preserving power of God must produce something in

the creature. But this is not so; because this actiondoesnot give
being to the creature, since being is not given to that which al-
ready is: nor does it add anything new to the creature; because
either God would not keep the creature in being continually,
orHewould be continually adding something new to the crea-
ture; either of which is unreasonable. erefore creatures are
not kept in being by God.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 1:3): “Upholding all
things by the word of His power.”

I answer that, Both reason and faith bind us to say that
creatures are kept in being byGod. Tomake this clear, wemust
consider that a thing is preserved by another in twoways. First,
indirectly, and accidentally; thus a person is said to preserve
anything by removing the cause of its corruption, as amanmay
be said to preserve a child, whom he guards from falling into
the fire. In this way God preserves some things, but not all, for
there are some things of such a nature that nothing can cor-
rupt them, so that it is not necessary to keep them from cor-
ruption. Secondly, a thing is said to preserve another ‘per se’
and directly, namely, when what is preserved depends on the
preserver in such a way that it cannot exist without it. In this
manner all creatures need to be preserved by God. For the be-
ing of every creature depends on God, so that not for a mo-
ment could it subsist, but would fall into nothingness were it
not kept in being by the operation of theDivine power, asGre-
gory says (Moral. xvi).

is is made clear as follows: Every effect depends on its
cause, so far as it is its cause. But wemust observe that an agent
may be the cause of the “becoming” of its effect, but not di-
rectly of its “being.” is may be seen both in artificial and in
natural beings: for the builder causes the house in its “becom-
ing,” but he is not the direct cause of its “being.” For it is clear
that the “being” of the house is a result of its form, which con-
sists in the putting together and arrangement of the materials,
and results from the natural qualities of certain things. us a
cook dresses the food by applying the natural activity of fire;
thus a builder constructs a house, by making use of cement,
stones, andwoodwhich are able to be put together in a certain
order and to preserve it. erefore the “being” of a house de-
pends on the nature of these materials, just as its “becoming”
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depends on the action of the builder. e same principle ap-
plies to natural things. For if an agent is not the cause of a form
as such, neitherwill it be directly the cause of “being”which re-
sults from that form; but it will be the cause of the effect, in its
“becoming” only.

Now it is clear that of two things in the same species one
cannot directly cause the other’s form as such, since it would
then be the cause of its own form, which is essentially the same
as the form of the other; but it can be the cause of this form for
as much as it is in matter—in other words, it may be the cause
that “this matter” receives “this form.” And this is to be the
cause of “becoming,” as when man begets man, and fire causes
fire. us whenever a natural effect is such that it has an apti-
tude to receive from its active cause an impression specifically
the same as in that active cause, then the “becoming” of the
effect, but not its “being,” depends on the agent.

Sometimes, however, the effect has not this aptitude to re-
ceive the impression of its cause, in the same way as it exists
in the agent: as may be seen clearly in all agents which do not
produce an effect of the same species as themselves: thus the
heavenly bodies cause the generation of inferior bodies which
differ from them in species. Such an agent can be the cause of
a form as such, and not merely as existing in this matter, con-
sequently it is not merely the cause of “becoming” but also the
cause of “being.”

erefore as the becoming of a thing cannot continue
when that action of the agent ceases which causes the “becom-
ing” of the effect: soneither can the “being” of a thing continue
aer that action of the agent has ceased, which is the cause of
the effect not only in “becoming” but also in “being.” is is
why hot water retains heat aer the cessation of the fire’s ac-
tion; while, on the contrary, the air does not continue to be lit
up, even for a moment, when the sun ceases to act upon it, be-
cause water is a matter susceptive of the fire’s heat in the same
way as it exists in the fire. Wherefore if it were to be reduced
to the perfect form of fire, it would retain that form always;
whereas if it has the form of fire imperfectly and inchoately,
the heat will remain for a time only, by reason of the imperfect
participation of the principle of heat. On the other hand, air is

not of such a nature as to receive light in the same way as it ex-
ists in the sun, which is the principle of light. erefore, since
it has not root in the air, the light ceases with the action of the
sun.

Now every creature may be compared to God, as the air is
to the sun which enlightens it. For as the sun possesses light by
its nature, and as the air is enlightened by sharing the sun’s na-
ture; so God alone is Being in virtue ofHis own Essence, since
His Essence is His existence; whereas every creature has being
by participation, so that its essence is not its existence. ere-
fore, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 12): “If the ruling power
ofGodwerewithdrawn fromHis creatures, their naturewould
at once cease, and all nature would collapse.” In the same work
(Gen. ad lit. viii, 12) he says: “As the air becomes light by the
presence of the sun, so is man enlightened by the presence of
God, and in His absence returns at once to darkness.”

Reply to Objection 1. “Being” naturally results from the
formof a creature, given the influenceof theDivine action; just
as light results from the diaphanous nature of the air, given the
action of the sun. Wherefore the potentiality to not-being in
spiritual creatures and heavenly bodies is rather something in
God, Who can withdraw His influence, than in the form or
matter of those creatures.

Reply to Objection 2. God cannot grant to a creature to
be preserved in being aer the cessation of the Divine influ-
ence: as neither can He make it not to have received its being
from Himself. For the creature needs to be preserved by God
in so far as the being of an effect depends on the cause of its
being. So that there is no comparison with an agent that is not
the cause of ‘being’ but only of “becoming.”

Reply to Objection 3. is argument holds in regard to
that preservation which consists in the removal of corruption:
but all creatures do not need to be preserved thus, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 4. e preservation of things by God
is a continuation of that action whereby He gives existence,
which action is without either motion or time; so also the
preservation of light in the air is by the continual influence of
the sun.

Ia q. 104 a. 2Whether God preserves every creature immediately?

Objection 1. It would seem thatGod preserves every crea-
ture immediately. For God creates and preserves things by the
same action, as above stated (a. 1, ad 4). But God created all
things immediately. erefore He preserves all things imme-
diately.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is nearer to itself than to an-
other. But it cannot be given to a creature to preserve itself;
much less therefore can it be given to a creature to preserve
another.erefore God preserves all things without any inter-
mediate cause preserving them.

Objection 3. Further, an effect is kept in being by the

cause, not only of its “becoming,” but also of its being. But all
created causes do not seem to cause their effects except in their
“becoming,” for they cause only by moving, as above stated
(q. 45, a. 3). erefore they do not cause so as to keep their
effects in being.

On the contrary, A thing is kept in being by that which
gives it being. But God gives being by means of certain in-
termediate causes. erefore He also keeps things in being by
means of certain causes.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), a thing keeps an-
other in being in two ways; first, indirectly and accidentally,
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by removing or hindering the action of a corrupting cause; sec-
ondly, directly and “per se,” by the fact that that on it depends
the other’s being, as the being of the effect depends on the
cause. And in both ways a created thing keeps another in be-
ing. For it is clear that even in corporeal things there are many
causes which hinder the action of corrupting agents, and for
that reason are called preservatives; just as salt preserves meat
fromputrefaction; and in likemannerwithmany other things.
It happens also that an effect depends on a creature as to its
being. For when we have a series of causes depending on one
another, it necessarily follows that, while the effect depends
first and principally on the first cause, it also depends in a sec-
ondary way on all the middle causes. erefore the first cause
is the principal cause of the preservation of the effect which is
to be referred to the middle causes in a secondary way; and all
themore so, as themiddle cause is higher andnearer to the first
cause.

For this reason, even in things corporeal, the preservation
and continuation of things is ascribed to the higher causes:
thus the Philosopher says (Metaph. xii, Did. xi, 6), that the
first, namely the diurnal movement is the cause of the con-
tinuation of things generated; whereas the second movement,
which is from the zodiac, is the cause of diversity owing to
generation and corruption. In like manner astrologers ascribe

to Saturn, the highest of the planets, those things which are
permanent and fixed. So we conclude that God keeps certain
things in being, by means of certain causes.

Reply toObjection1.God created all things immediately,
but in the creation itselfHe established an order among things,
so that some depend on others, by which they are preserved in
being, though He remains the principal cause of their preser-
vation.

Reply to Objection 2. Since an effect is preserved by its
proper cause on which it depends; just as no effect can be its
own cause, but can only produce another effect, so no effect
can be endowed with the power of self-preservation, but only
with the power of preserving another.

Reply to Objection 3. No created nature can be the cause
of another, as regards the latter acquiring a new form, or dispo-
sition, except by virtue of some change; for the created nature
acts always on something presupposed. But aer causing the
form or disposition in the effect, without any fresh change in
the effect, the cause preserves that form or disposition; as in
the air, when it is lit up anew, we must allow some change to
have taken place, while the preservation of the light is without
any further change in the air due to the presence of the source
of light.

Ia q. 104 a. 3Whether God can annihilate anything?

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannot annihilate
anything. ForAugustine says (QQ.83, qu. 21) that “God is not
the cause of anything tending to non-existence.” ButHewould
be such a cause ifHewere to annihilate anything.ereforeHe
cannot annihilate anything.

Objection 2. Further, by His goodness God is the cause
why things exist, since, as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
i, 32): “Because God is good, we exist.” But God cannot cease
to be good.ereforeHe cannot cause things to cease to exist;
which would be the case were He to annihilate anything.

Objection3.Further, ifGodwere to annihilate anything it
would be by His action. But this cannot be; because the term
of every action is existence. Hence even the action of a cor-
rupting cause has its term in something generated; for when
one thing is generated another undergoes corruption. ere-
fore God cannot annihilate anything.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 10:24): “Correct me,
O Lord, but yet with judgment; and not iny fury, lestou
bring me to nothing.”

I answer that, Some have held that God, in giving exis-
tence to creatures, acted fromnatural necessity.Were this true,
God could not annihilate anything, since His nature cannot
change. But, as we have said above (q. 19, a. 4), such an opin-
ion is entirely false, and absolutely contrary to the Catholic
faith,which confesses thatGod created things ofHis own free-
will, according to Ps. 134:6: “Whatsoever the Lord pleased,

He hath done.” erefore that God gives existence to a crea-
ture depends on His will; nor does He preserve things in ex-
istence otherwise than by continually pouring out existence
into them, as we have said. erefore, just as before things ex-
isted,Godwas free not to give themexistence, andnot tomake
them; so aer they are made, He is free not to continue their
existence; and thus they would cease to exist; and this would
be to annihilate them.

Reply to Objection 1. Non-existence has no direct cause;
for nothing is a cause except inasmuch as it has existence, and
a being essentially as such is a cause of something existing.
erefore God cannot cause a thing to tend to non-existence,
whereas a creature has this tendency of itself, since it is pro-
duced from nothing. But indirectly God can be the cause of
things being reduced to non-existence, bywithdrawingHis ac-
tion therefrom.

Reply to Objection 2. God’s goodness is the cause of
things, not as though by natural necessity, because the Divine
goodness does not depend on creatures; but by His free-will.
Wherefore, as without prejudice to His goodness, He might
not have produced things into existence, so, without prejudice
to His goodness, He might not preserve things in existence.

Reply toObjection 3. If Godwere to annihilate anything,
this would not imply an action on God’s part; but a mere ces-
sation of His action.

488



Ia q. 104 a. 4Whether anything is annihilated?

Objection 1. It would seem that something is annihilated.
For the end corresponds to the beginning. But in the begin-
ning there was nothing but God. erefore all things must
tend to this end, that there shall benothingbutGod.erefore
creatures will be reduced to nothing.

Objection 2. Further, every creature has a finite power.
But no finite power extends to the infinite. Wherefore the
Philosopher proves (Phys. viii, 10) that, “a finite power can-
not move in infinite time.” erefore a creature cannot last for
an infinite duration; and so at some time it will be reduced to
nothing.

Objection 3. Further, forms and accidents have no mat-
ter as part of themselves. But at some time they cease to exist.
erefore they are reduced to nothing.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 3:14): “I have
learned that all the works that God hath made continue for
ever.”

I answer that, Some of those things which God does
in creatures occur in accordance with the natural course of
things; others happen miraculously, and not in accordance
with the natural order, as will be explained (q. 105, a. 6). Now
whatever God wills to do according to the natural order of
things may be observed from their nature; but those things
which occurmiraculously, are ordered for themanifestation of
grace, according to theApostle, “To each one is given theman-
ifestation of the Spirit, unto profit” (1 Cor. 12:7); and subse-
quently he mentions, among others, the working of miracles.

Now the nature of creatures shows that none of them is
annihilated. For, either they are immaterial, and therefore have
nopotentiality to non-existence; or they arematerial, and then
they continue to exist, at least in matter, which is incorrupt-

ible, since it is the subject of generation and corruption.More-
over, the annihilation of things does not pertain to the man-
ifestation of grace; since rather the power and goodness of
God are manifested by the preservation of things in existence.
Wherefore we must conclude by denying absolutely that any-
thing at all will be annihilated.

Reply to Objection 1. at things are brought into exis-
tence from a state of non-existence, clearly shows the power
of Him Who made them; but that they should be reduced to
nothing would hinder that manifestation, since the power of
God is conspicuously shown inHis preserving all things in ex-
istence, according to theApostle: “Upholding all things by the
word of His power” (Heb. 1:3).

Reply to Objection 2. A creature’s potentiality to exis-
tence is merely receptive; the active power belongs to God
Himself, from Whom existence is derived. Wherefore the in-
finite duration of things is a consequence of the infinity of the
Divine power. To some things, however, is given a determinate
power of duration for a certain time, so far as they may be hin-
dered by some contrary agent from receiving the influx of ex-
istence which comes from Him Whom finite power cannot
resist, for an infinite, but only for a fixed time. So things which
have no contrary, although they have a finite power, continue
to exist for ever.

Reply to Objection 3. Forms and accidents are not com-
plete beings, since they do not subsist: but each one of them is
something “of a being”; for it is called a being, because some-
thing is by it. Yet so far as theirmode of existence is concerned,
they are not entirely reduced to nothingness; not that any part
of them survives, but that they remain in the potentiality of the
matter, or of the subject.
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F P, Q 105
Of the Change of Creatures by God

(In Eight Articles)

We now consider the second effect of the Divine government, i.e. the change of creatures; and first, the change of creatures
by God; secondly, the change of one creature by another.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God can move immediately the matter to the form?
(2) Whether He can immediately move a body?
(3) Whether He can move the intellect?
(4) Whether He can move the will?
(5) Whether God works in every worker?
(6) Whether He can do anything outside the order imposed on things?
(7) Whether all that God does is miraculous?
(8) Of the diversity of miracles.

Ia q. 105 a. 1Whether God can move the matter immediately to the form?

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannot move the
matter immediately to receive the form. For as the Philosopher
proves (Metaph. vii, Did. vi, 8), nothing can bring a form into
any particular matter, except that form which is in matter; be-
cause, like begets like. But God is not a form in matter. ere-
fore He cannot cause a form in matter.

Objection 2. Further, any agent inclined to several effects
will produce none of them, unless it is determined to a partic-
ular one by some other cause; for, as the Philosopher says (De
Anima iii, 11), a general assertion does notmove themind, ex-
cept bymeans of someparticular apprehension.But theDivine
power is the universal cause of all things. erefore it cannot
produce any particular form, except by means of a particular
agent.

Objection 3. As universal being depends on the first uni-
versal cause, so determinate being depends ondeterminate par-
ticular causes; as we have seen above (q. 104, a. 2). But the
determinate being of a particular thing is from its own form.
erefore the forms of things are produced by God, only by
means of particular causes.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 2:7): “God formed
man of the slime of the earth.”

I answer that,God canmovematter immediately to form;
because whatever is in passive potentiality can be reduced to
act by the active power which extends over that potentiality.
erefore, since the Divine power extends over matter, as pro-
duced by God, it can be reduced to act by the Divine power:
and this is what is meant bymatter being moved to a form; for
a form is nothing else but the act of matter.

Reply toObjection 1.An effect is assimilated to the active
cause in two ways. First, according to the same species; as man
is generated by man, and fire by fire. Secondly, by being virtu-
ally contained in the cause; as the form of the effect is virtually
contained in its cause: thus animals produced by putrefaction,
and plants, and minerals are like the sun and stars, by whose
power they are produced. In this way the effect is like its ac-
tive cause as regards all that over which the power of that cause
extends. Now the power of God extends to both matter and
form; as we have said above (q. 14, a. 2; q. 44, a. 2); wherefore
if a composite thing be produced, it is likened toGodbyway of
a virtual inclusion; or it is likened to the composite generator
by a likeness of species.erefore just as the composite genera-
tor canmovematter to a form by generating a composite thing
like itself; so also can God. But no other form not existing in
matter can do this; because the power of no other separate sub-
stance extends over matter. Hence angels and demons operate
on visible matter; not by imprinting forms in matter, but by
making use of corporeal seeds.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument would hold if God
were to act of natural necessity. But since He acts by His will
and intellect, which knows the particular andnot only the uni-
versal natures of all forms, it follows thatHe can determinately
imprint this or that form on matter.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact that secondary causes are
ordered to determinate effects is due to God; wherefore since
God ordains other causes to certain effects He can also pro-
duce certain effects by Himself without any other cause.
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Ia q. 105 a. 2Whether God can move a body immediately?

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannotmove a body
immediately. For as themover and themovedmust exist simul-
taneously, as the Philosopher says (Phys. vii, 2), it follows that
there must be some contact between the mover and moved.
But there can be no contact between God and a body; for
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 1): “ere is no contact withGod.”
erefore God cannot move a body immediately.

Objection 2. Further, God is the mover unmoved. But
such also is the desirable object when apprehended. ere-
fore God moves as the object of desire and apprehension. But
He cannot be apprehended except by the intellect, which is
neither a body nor a corporeal power. erefore God cannot
move a body immediately.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher proves (Phys. viii,
10) that an infinite power moves instantaneously. But it is im-
possible for a body to be moved in one instant; for since every
movement is between opposites, it follows that two opposites
would exist at once in the same subject, which is impossible.
erefore a body cannot be moved immediately by an infinite
power. ButGod’s power is infinite, as we have explained (q. 25,
a. 2). erefore God cannot move a body immediately.

On the contrary, God produced the works of the six days
immediately among which is included the movements of bod-
ies, as is clear fromGn. 1:9 “Let thewaters be gathered together
into one place.” erefore God alone can move a body imme-
diately.

I answer that, It is erroneous to say that God cannotHim-
self produce all the determinate effects which are produced by
any created cause. Wherefore, since bodies are moved imme-
diately by created causes, we cannot possibly doubt that God
can move immediately any bodies whatever. is indeed fol-
lows from what is above stated (a. 1). For every movement of
any body whatever, either results from a form, as the move-
ments of things heavy and light result from the form which
they have from their generating cause, for which reason the
generator is called themover; or else tends to a form, as heating
tends to the form of heat. Now it belongs to the same cause, to
imprint a form, to dispose to that form, and to give the move-
ment which results from that form; for fire not only generates
fire, but it also heats and moves things upwards. erefore, as

God can imprint form immediately in matter, it follows that
He can move any body whatever in respect of any movement
whatever.

Reply toObjection 1.ere are two kinds of contact; cor-
poreal contact, when two bodies touch each other; and virtual
contact, as the cause of sadness is said to touch the one made
sad. According to the first kind of contact, God, as being in-
corporeal, neither touches, nor is touched; but according to
virtual contact He touches creatures by moving them; but He
is not touched, because the natural power of no creature can
reach up to Him. us did Dionysius understand the words,
“ere is no contact with God”; that is, so that God Himself
be touched.

Reply to Objection 2. God moves as the object of desire
and apprehension; but it does not follow thatHe alwaysmoves
as being desired and apprehended by that which is moved; but
as being desired and known by Himself; for He does all things
for His own goodness.

Reply toObjection 3. e Philosopher (Phys. viii, 10) in-
tends to prove that the power of the first mover is not a power
of the first mover “of bulk,” by the following argument. e
power of the first mover is infinite (which he proves from the
fact that the first mover can move in infinite time). Now an
infinite power, if it were a power “of bulk,” would move with-
out time, which is impossible; therefore the infinite power of
the firstmovermust be in somethingwhich is notmeasured by
its bulk. Whence it is clear that for a body to be moved with-
out time can only be the result of an infinite power. e rea-
son is that every power of bulk moves in its entirety; since it
moves by the necessity of its nature. But an infinite power sur-
passes out of all proportion any finite power. Now the greater
the power of themover, the greater is the velocity of themove-
ment. erefore, since a finite power moves in a determinate
time, it follows that an infinite power does not move in any
time; for between one time and any other time there is some
proportion.On the other hand, a powerwhich is not in bulk is
the power of an intelligent being, which operates in its effects
according towhat is fitting to them; and therefore, since it can-
not be fitting for a body to bemoved without time, it does not
follow that it moves without time.

Ia q. 105 a. 3Whether God moves the created intellect immediately?

Objection 1. It would seem that God does not immedi-
ately move the created intellect. For the action of the intellect
is governed by its own subject; since it does not pass into exter-
nalmatter; as stated inMetaph. ix,Did. viii, 8. But the actionof
what is moved by another does not proceed from that wherein
it is; but from the mover. erefore the intellect is not moved
by another; and so apparently God cannot move the created
intellect.

Objection 2. Further, anything which in itself is a suffi-
cient principle of movement, is notmoved by another. But the
movement of the intellect is its act of understanding; in the
sense in which we say that to understand or to feel is a kind
of movement, as the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 7). But
the intellectual light which is natural to the soul, is a sufficient
principle of understanding. erefore it is not moved by an-
other.
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Objection 3. Further, as the senses are moved by the sen-
sible, so the intellect is moved by the intelligible. But God is
not intelligible to us, and exceeds the capacity of our intellect.
erefore God cannot move our intellect.

On the contrary, e teacher moves the intellect of the
one taught. But it is written (Ps. 93:10) thatGod “teachesman
knowledge.” erefore God moves the human intellect.

I answer that,As in corporeal movement that is called the
mover which gives the form that is the principle of movement,
so that is said to move the intellect, which is the cause of the
form that is the principle of the intellectual operation, called
the movement of the intellect. Now there is a twofold princi-
ple of intellectual operation in the intelligent being; onewhich
is the intellectual power itself, which principle exists in the one
who understands in potentiality; while the other is the princi-
ple of actual understanding, namely, the likeness of the thing
understood in the one who understands. So a thing is said to
move the intellect, whether it gives to him who understands
the power of understanding; or impresses on him the likeness
of the thing understood.

NowGodmoves the created intellect in bothways. ForHe
is the First immaterial Being; and as intellectuality is a result
of immateriality, it follows that He is the First intelligent Be-
ing. erefore since in each order the first is the cause of all
that follows, wemust conclude that fromHim proceeds all in-
tellectual power. In like manner, since He is the First Being,
and all other beings pre-exist in Him as in their First Cause,

it follows that they exist intelligibly in Him, aer the mode of
His ownNature. For as the intelligible types of everything exist
first of all inGod, and are derived fromHimby other intellects
in order that these may actually understand; so also are they
derived by creatures that they may subsist. erefore God so
moves the created intellect, inasmuch as He gives it the intel-
lectual power, whether natural, or superadded; and impresses
on the created intellect the intelligible species, and maintains
and preserves both power and species in existence.

Reply to Objection 1. e intellectual operation is per-
formed by the intellect in which it exists, as by a secondary
cause; but it proceeds from God as from its first cause. For by
Him the power to understand is given to the one who under-
stands.

Reply toObjection 2.e intellectual light together with
the likeness of the thing understood is a sufficient principle
of understanding; but it is a secondary principle, and depends
upon the First Principle.

Reply to Objection 3. e intelligible object moves our
human intellect, so far as, in a way, it impresses on it its own
likeness, by means of which the intellect is able to understand
it. But the likenesseswhichGod impresses on the created intel-
lect are not sufficient to enable the created intellect to under-
stand Him through His Essence, as we have seen above (q. 12,
a. 2; q. 56, a. 3). Hence He moves the created intellect, and
yet He cannot be intelligible to it, as we have explained (q. 12,
a. 4).

Ia q. 105 a. 4Whether God can move the created will?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatGod cannotmove the cre-
ated will. For whatever is moved from without, is forced. But
thewill cannot be forced.erefore it is notmoved fromwith-
out; and therefore cannot be moved by God.

Objection 2. Further, God cannot make two contradic-
tories to be true at the same time. But this would follow if He
moved thewill; for tobe voluntarilymovedmeans tobemoved
from within, and not by another. erefore God cannot move
the will.

Objection 3. Further, movement is attributed to the
mover rather than to the one moved; wherefore homicide is
not ascribed to the stone, but to the thrower.erefore, if God
moves the will, it follows that voluntary actions are not im-
puted to man for reward or blame. But this is false. erefore
God does not move the will.

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:13): “It is God who
worketh in us [Vulgate—‘you’] both to will and to accom-
plish.”

I answer that, As the intellect is moved by the object and
by theGiver of the power of intelligence, as stated above (a. 3),
so is the will moved by its object, which is good, and by Him
who creates the power of willing. Now the will can be moved
by good as its object, but by God alone sufficiently and effica-

ciously. For nothing can move a movable thing sufficiently un-
less the active power of the mover surpasses or at least equals
the potentiality of the thing movable. Now the potentiality of
the will extends to the universal good; for its object is the uni-
versal good; just as the object of the intellect is the universal
being. But every created good is some particular good; God
alone is the universal good.WhereasHe alone fills the capacity
of the will, and moves it sufficiently as its object. In like man-
ner the power of willing is caused by God alone. For to will
is nothing but to be inclined towards the object of the will,
which is universal good. But to incline towards the universal
good belongs to the First Mover, to Whom the ultimate end
is proportionate; just as in human affairs to him that presides
over the community belongs the directing of his subjects to the
common weal. Wherefore in both ways it belongs to God to
move the will; but especially in the second way by an interior
inclination of the will.

Reply toObjection 1.A thingmoved by another is forced
if moved against its natural inclination; but if it is moved by
another giving to it the proper natural inclination, it is not
forced; as when a heavy body is made to move downwards by
that which produced it, then it is not forced. In like manner
God, whilemoving thewill, does not force it, becauseHe gives
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the will its own natural inclination.
Reply to Objection 2. To be moved voluntarily, is to be

moved from within, that is, by an interior principle: yet this
interior principle may be caused by an exterior principle; and
so to be moved from within is not repugnant to being moved
by another.

Reply toObjection3. If thewillwere somovedby another
as in no way to be moved from within itself, the act of the will
would not be imputed for reward or blame. But since its be-
ing moved by another does not prevent its being moved from
within itself, aswehave stated (ad 2), it does not thereby forfeit
the motive for merit or demerit.

Ia q. 105 a. 5Whether God works in every agent?

Objection 1. It would seem that God does not work in ev-
ery agent. For we must not attribute any insufficiency to God.
If thereforeGodworks in every agent,Heworks sufficiently in
each one. Hence it would be superfluous for the created agent
to work at all.

Objection 2. Further, the same work cannot proceed at
the same time from two sources; as neither can one and the
same movement belong to two movable things. erefore if
the creature’s operation is from God operating in the creature,
it cannot at the same time proceed from the creature; and so
no creature works at all.

Objection 3. Further, the maker is the cause of the opera-
tion of the thing made, as giving it the form whereby it oper-
ates. erefore, if God is the cause of the operation of things
made by Him, this would be inasmuch as He gives them the
power of operating. But this is in the beginning, when He
makes them. us it seems that God does not operate any fur-
ther in the operating creature.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Is. 26:12): “Lord,ouhast
wrought all our works in [Vulg.: ‘for’] us.”

I answer that, Some have understood God to work in ev-
ery agent in such a way that no created power has any effect in
things, but that God alone is the ultimate cause of everything
wrought; for instance, that it is not fire that gives heat, butGod
in the fire, and so forth. But this is impossible. First, because
the order of cause and effect would be taken away from cre-
ated things: and thiswould imply lack of power in theCreator:
for it is due to the power of the cause, that it bestows active
power on its effect. Secondly, because the active powers which
are seen to exist in things, would be bestowed on things to no
purpose, if these wrought nothing through them. Indeed, all
things created would seem, in a way, to be purposeless, if they
lacked an operation proper to them; since the purpose of ev-
erything is its operation. For the less perfect is always for the
sake of the more perfect: and consequently as the matter is for
the sake of the form, so the formwhich is the first act, is for the
sake of its operation, which is the second act; and thus opera-
tion is the end of the creature. We must therefore understand
that God works in things in such a manner that things have
their proper operation.

In order to make this clear, we must observe that as there
are few kinds of causes; matter is not a principle of action, but
is the subject that receives the effect of action. On the other
hand, the end, the agent, and the form are principles of action,

but in a certain order. For the first principle of action is the end
whichmoves the agent; the second is the agent; the third is the
form of that which the agent applies to action (although the
agent also acts through its own form); as may be clearly seen
in things made by art. For the crasman is moved to action by
the end, which is the thing wrought, for instance a chest or a
bed; and applies to action the axe which cuts through its being
sharp.

us then does God work in every worker, according to
these three things. First as an end. For since every operation
is for the sake of some good, real or apparent; and nothing is
good either really or apparently, except in as far as it partici-
pates in a likeness to the Supreme Good, which is God; it fol-
lows that God Himself is the cause of every operation as its
end. Again it is to be observed that where there are several
agents in order, the second always acts in virtue of the first;
for the first agent moves the second to act. And thus all agents
act in virtue of God Himself: and therefore He is the cause of
action in every agent. irdly, we must observe that God not
only moves things to operated, as it were applying their forms
and powers to operation, just as the workman applies the axe
to cut, who nevertheless at times does not give the axe its form;
butHe also gives created agents their forms andpreserves them
in being. erefore He is the cause of action not only by giv-
ing the form which is the principle of action, as the generator
is said to be the cause of movement in things heavy and light;
but also as preserving the forms and powers of things; just as
the sun is said to be the cause of the manifestation of colors,
inasmuch as it gives and preserves the light by which colors
are made manifest. And since the form of a thing is within
the thing, and all the more, as it approaches nearer to the First
andUniversal Cause; and because in all things GodHimself is
properly the cause of universal being which is innermost in all
things; it follows that in all things God works intimately. For
this reason in Holy Scripture the operations of nature are at-
tributed toGod as operating in nature, according to Job 10:11:
“ou hast clothed me with skin and flesh: ou hast put me
together with bones and sinews.”

Reply to Objection 1. God works sufficiently in things as
First Agent, but it does not follow from this that the operation
of secondary agents is superfluous.

Reply to Objection 2. One action does not proceed from
two agents of the same order. But nothing hinders the same ac-
tion from proceeding from a primary and a secondary agent.
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Reply to Objection 3. God not only gives things their
form, but He also preserves them in existence, and applies

them to act, and is moreover the end of every action, as above
explained.

Ia q. 105 a. 6Whether God can do anything outside the established order of nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannot do anything
outside the established order of nature. For Augustine (Con-
tra Faust. xxvi, 3) says: “God the Maker and Creator of each
nature, does nothing against nature.” But that which is outside
the natural order seems to be against nature. erefore God
can do nothing outside the natural order.

Objection 2. Further, as the order of justice is from God,
so is the order of nature. But God cannot do anything outside
the order of justice; for then He would do something unjust.
erefore He cannot do anything outside the order of nature.

Objection 3.Further, God established the order of nature.
erefore it God does anything outside the order of nature, it
would seem that He is changeable; which cannot be said.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxvi, 3):
“God sometimes does things which are contrary to the ordi-
nary course of nature.”

I answer that, From each cause there results a certain or-
der to its effects, since every cause is a principle; and so, ac-
cording to the multiplicity of causes, there results a multiplic-
ity of orders, subjected one to the other, as cause is subjected to
cause. Wherefore a higher cause is not subjected to a cause of
a lower order; but conversely. An example of this may be seen
in human affairs. On the father of a family depends the order
of the household; which order is contained in the order of the
city; which order again depends on the ruler of the city; while
this last order depends on that of the king, by whom thewhole
kingdom is ordered.

If therefore we consider the order of things depending on
the first cause, God cannot do anything against this order; for,
if He did so, He would act against His foreknowledge, or His
will, or His goodness. But if we consider the order of things
depending on any secondary cause, thus God can do some-
thing outside such order; for He is not subject to the order of
secondary causes; but, on the contrary, this order is subject to

Him, as proceeding from Him, not by a natural necessity, but
by the choice of His own will; for He could have created an-
other order of things. Wherefore God can do something out-
side this order created by Him, when He chooses, for instance
by producing the effects of secondary causes without them, or
by producing certain effects to which secondary causes do not
extend. So Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxvi, 3): “God acts
against the wonted course of nature, but by no means does He
act against the supreme law; because He does not act against
Himself.”

Reply to Objection 1. In natural things something may
happen outside this natural order, in two ways. It may happen
by the action of an agent which did not give them their nat-
ural inclination; as, for example, when a man moves a heavy
body upwards, which does not owe to him its natural inclina-
tion to move downwards; and that would be against nature.
It may also happen by the action of the agent on whom the
natural inclination depends; and this is not against nature, as
is clear in the ebb and flow of the tide, which is not against
nature; although it is against the natural movement of water
in a downward direction; for it is owing to the influence of
a heavenly body, on which the natural inclination of lower
bodies depends. erefore since the order of nature is given
to things by God; if He does anything outside this order, it is
not against nature. Wherefore Augustine says (Contra Faust.
xxvi, 3): “at is natural to each thing which is caused by Him
from Whom is all mode, number, and order in nature.”

Reply to Objection 2. e order of justice arises by rela-
tion to the FirstCause,Who is the rule of all justice; and there-
fore God can do nothing against such order.

Reply to Objection 3. God fixed a certain order in things
in such a way that at the same time He reserved to Himself
whatever he intended to do otherwise than by a particular
cause. SowhenHe acts outside this order,He does not change.

Ia q. 105 a. 7Whether whatever God does outside the natural order is miraculous?

Objection 1. It would seem that not everything which
God does outside the natural order of things, is miraculous.
For the creation of the world, and of souls, and the justifica-
tion of the unrighteous, are done by God outside the natural
order; as not being accomplished by the action of any natural
cause. Yet these things are not called miracles. erefore not
everything that God does outside the natural order is a mira-
cle.

Objection 2. Further, a miracle is “something difficult,
which seldom occurs, surpassing the faculty of nature, and go-

ing so far beyond our hopes as to compel our astonishment”*.
But some things outside the order of nature are not arduous;
for they occur in small things, such as the recovery and healing
of the sick. Nor are they of rare occurrence, since they happen
frequently; as when the sick were placed in the streets, to be
healed by the shadow of Peter (Acts 5:15). Nor do they sur-
pass the faculty of nature; as when people are cured of a fever.
Nor are they beyond our hopes, since we all hope for the res-
urrection of the dead, which nevertheless will be outside the
course of nature.erefore not all things are outside the course

* St. Augustine, De utilitate credendi xvi.
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of natur are miraculous.
Objection 3. Further, the word miracle is derived from

admiration. Now admiration concerns things manifest to the
senses. But sometimes things happen outside the order of na-
ture, which are not manifest to the senses; as when the Apos-
tles were endowed with knowledge without studying or being
taught.erefore not everything that occurs outside the order
of nature is miraculous.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxvi, 3):
“WhereGod does anything against that order of nature which
we know and are accustomed to observe, we call it a miracle.”

I answer that, e word miracle is derived from admira-
tion, which arises when an effect is manifest, whereas its cause
is hidden; as when a man sees an eclipse without knowing its
cause, as the Philosopher says in the beginning of his Meta-
physics. Now the cause of a manifest effect may be known to
one, but unknown to others. Wherefore a thing is wonderful
to one man, and not at all to others: as an eclipse is to a rustic,
but not to an astronomer. Now a miracle is so called as being
full of wonder; as having a cause absolutely hidden from all:
and this cause isGod.Wherefore those thingswhichGoddoes

outside those causes which we know, are called miracles.
Reply to Objection 1. Creation, and the justification of

the unrighteous, though done by God alone, are not, properly
speaking, miracles, because they are not of a nature to proceed
from any other cause; so they do not occur outside the order
of nature, since they do not belong to that order.

Reply to Objection 2. An arduous thing is called a mira-
cle, not on account of the excellence of the thing wherein it is
done, but because it surpasses the faculty of nature: likewise a
thing is called unusual, not because it does not oen happen,
but because it is outside the usual natural course of things. Fur-
thermore, a thing is said to be above the faculty of nature, not
only by reason of the substance of the thing done, but also on
account of the manner and order in which it is done. Again,
a miracle is said to go beyond the hope “of nature,” not above
the hope “of grace,” which hope comes from faith, whereby we
believe in the future resurrection.

Reply to Objection 3. e knowledge of the Apostles, al-
though not manifest in itself, yet was made manifest in its ef-
fect, from which it was shown to be wonderful.

Ia q. 105 a. 8Whether one miracle is greater than another?

Objection 1. It would seem that onemiracle is not greater
than another. For Augustine says (Epist. ad Volusian. cxxxvii):
“In miraculous deeds, the whole measure of the deed is the
power of the doer.” But by the same power of God all miracles
are done. erefore one miracle is not greater than another.

Objection 2.Further, the power ofGod is infinite. But the
infinite exceeds the finite beyond all proportion; and therefore
no more reason exists to wonder at one effect thereof than at
another. erefore one miracle is not greater than another.

On the contrary, e Lord says, speaking of miraculous
works ( Jn. 14:12): “e works that I do, he also shall do, and
greater than these shall he do.”

I answer that, Nothing is called a miracle by comparison
with the Divine Power; because no action is of any account
compared with the power of God, according to Is. 40:15: “Be-
hold the Gentiles are as a drop from a bucket, and are counted
as the smallest grain of a balance.” But a thing is called a mira-
cle by comparisonwith the power of nature which it surpasses.
So the more the power of nature is surpassed, the greater the

miracle. Now the power of nature is surpassed in three ways:
firstly, in the substance of the deed, for instance, if two bodies
occupy the same place, or if the sun goes backwards; or if a hu-
man body is glorified: such things nature is absolutely unable
to do; and these hold the highest rank among miracles. Sec-
ondly, a thing surpasses the power of nature, not in the deed,
but in that wherein it is done; as the raising of the dead, and
giving sight to the blind, and the like; for nature can give life,
but not to the dead; and such hold the second rank inmiracles.
irdly, a thing surpasses nature’s power in themeasure and or-
der in which it is done; as when a man is cured of a fever sud-
denly, without treatment or the usual process of nature; or as
when the air is suddenly condensed into rain, byDivine power
without a natural cause, as occurred at the prayers of Samuel
and Elias; and these hold the lowest place in miracles. More-
over, each of these kinds has various degrees, according to the
different ways in which the power of nature is surpassed.

From this is clear how to reply to the objections, arguing
as they do from the Divine power.
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F P, Q 106
How One Creature Moves Another

(In Four Articles)

We next consider how one creature moves another. is consideration will be threefold: (1) How the angels move, who are
purely spiritual creatures; (2) How bodies move; (3) How man moves, who is composed of a spiritual and a corporeal nature.

Concerning the first point, there are three things to be considered: (1) How an angel acts on an angel; (2) How an angel
acts on a corporeal nature; (3) How an angel acts on man.

e first of these raises the question of the enlightenment and speech of the angels; and of their mutual coordination, both
of the good and of the bad angels.

Concerning their enlightenment there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether one angel moves the intellect of another by enlightenment?
(2) Whether one angel moves the will of another?
(3) Whether an inferior angel can enlighten a superior angel?
(4) Whether a superior angel enlightens an inferior angel in all that he knows himself ?

Ia q. 106 a. 1Whether one angel enlightens another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one angel does not en-
lighten another. For the angels possess now the same beatitude
whichwe hope to obtain. But onemanwill not then enlighten
another, according to Jer. 31:34: “ey shall teach nomore ev-
ery man his neighbor, and every man his brother.” erefore
neither does an angel enlighten another now.

Objection2.Further, light in the angels is threefold; of na-
ture, of grace, and of glory. But an angel is enlightened in the
light of nature by the Creator; in the light of grace by the Jus-
tifier; in the light of glory by the Beatifier; all of which comes
from God. erefore one angel does not enlighten another.

Objection 3. Further, light is a form in the mind. But the
rational mind is “informed by God alone, without created in-
tervention,” as Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 51).erefore one
angel does not enlighten the mind of another.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. viii) that
“the angels of the second hierarchy are cleansed, enlightened
and perfected by the angels of the first hierarchy.”

I answer that,One angel enlightens another. Tomake this
clear, we must observe that intellectual light is nothing else
than amanifestation of truth, according to Eph. 5:13: “All that
is made manifest is light.” Hence to enlighten means noth-
ing else but to communicate to others the manifestation of
the known truth; according to the Apostle (Eph. 3:8): “To me
the least of all the saints is given this grace…to enlighten all
men, that they may see what is the dispensation of the mys-
tery which hath been hidden from eternity inGod.”erefore
one angel is said to enlighten another bymanifesting the truth
which he knows himself. Hence Dionysius says (Coel. Hier.
vii): “eologians plainly show that the orders of the heavenly
beings are taught Divine science by the higher minds.”

Now since two things concur in the intellectual operation,
as we have said (q. 105, a. 3), namely, the intellectual power,
and the likeness of the thing understood; in both of these one

angel cannotify the known truth to another. First, by strength-
ening his intellectual power; for just as the power of an im-
perfect body is strengthened by the neighborhood of a more
perfect body —for instance, the less hot is made hotter by the
presence of what is hotter; so the intellectual power of an in-
ferior angel is strengthened by the superior angel turning to
him: since in spiritual things, for one thing to turn to another,
corresponds to neighborhood in corporeal things. Secondly,
one angel manifests the truth to another as regards the like-
ness of the thing understood. For the superior angel receives
the knowledge of truth by a kind of universal conception, to
receive which the inferior angel’s intellect is not sufficiently
powerful, for it is natural to him to receive truth in a more
particular manner. erefore the superior angel distinguishes,
in a way, the truth which he conceives universally, so that it
can be grasped by the inferior angel; and thus he proposes it
to his knowledge. us it is with us that the teacher, in or-
der to adapt himself to others, divides into many points the
knowledge which he possesses in the universal. is is thus ex-
pressed by Dionysius (Coel. Hier. xv): “Every intellectual sub-
stance with provident power divides and multiplies the uni-
form knowledge bestowed on it by one nearer to God, so as to
lead its inferiors upwards by analogy.”

Reply to Objection 1. All the angels, both inferior and
superior, see the Essence of God immediately, and in this re-
spect one does not teach another. It is of this truth that the
prophet speaks; wherefore he adds: “ey shall teach no more
every man his brother, saying: ‘Know the Lord’: for all shall
know Me, from the least of them even to the greatest.” But all
the types of the Divine works, which are known in God as in
their cause, God knows in Himself, because He comprehends
Himself; but of others who seeGod, each one knows themore
types, the more perfectly he sees God. Hence a superior angel
knows more about the types of the Divine works than an in-
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ferior angel, and concerning these the former enlightens the
latter; and as to this Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that the an-
gels “are enlightened by the types of existing things.”

Reply to Objection 2. An angel does not enlighten an-
other by giving him the light of nature, grace, or glory; but by
strengthening his natural light, and by manifesting to him the
truth concerning the state of nature, of grace, and of glory, as
explained above.

Reply toObjection 3.e rational mind is formed imme-
diately by God, either as the image from the exemplar, foras-
much as it is made to the image of God alone; or as the subject
by the ultimate perfecting form: for the createdmind is always
considered to be unformed, except it adhere to the first truth;
while the other kinds of enlightenment that proceed fromman
or angel, are, as it were, dispositions to this ultimate form.

Ia q. 106 a. 2Whether one angel moves another angel’s will?

Objection 1. It would seem that one angel can move an-
other angel’s will. Because, according to Dionysius quoted
above (a. 1), as one angel enlightens another, so does he cleanse
and perfect another. But cleansing and perfecting seem to be-
long to the will: for the former seems to point to the stain of
sin which appertains to will; while to be perfected is to obtain
an end, which is the object of the will. erefore an angel can
move another angel’s will.

Objection 2. Further, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii):
“e names of the angels designate their properties.” Now the
Seraphim are so called because they “kindle” or “give heat”:
and this is by love which belongs to the will.erefore one an-
gel moves another angel’s will.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima iii,
11) that the higher appetite moves the lower. But as the intel-
lect of the superior angel is higher, so also is his will. It seems,
therefore, that the superior angel can change the will of an-
other angel.

On the contrary, To him it belongs to change the will, to
whom it belongs to bestow righteousness: for righteousness is
the rightness of thewill. ButGod alone bestows righteousness.
erefore one angel cannot change another angel’s will.

I answer that, As was said above (q. 105, a. 4), the will is
changed in twoways; on the part of the object, and on the part
of the power. On the part of the object, both the good itself
which is the object of the will, moves the will, as the appetible
moves the appetite; and he who points out the object, as, for
instance, one who proves something to be good. But as we
have said above (q. 105, a. 4), other goods in a measure incline
the will, yet nothing sufficiently moves the will save the uni-
versal good, and that is God. And this good He alone shows,
that it may be seen by the blessed, Who, when Moses asked:
“Show me y glory,” answered: “I will show thee all good”
(Ex. 33:18,19). erefore an angel does not move the will suf-
ficiently, either as the object or as showing the object. But he
inclines thewill as something lovable, and asmanifesting some

created good ordered to God’s goodness. And thus he can in-
cline the will to the love of the creature or of God, by way of
persuasion.

But on thepart of thepower thewill cannot bemoved at all
save by God. For the operation of the will is a certain inclina-
tion of the willer to the thingwilled. AndHe alone can change
this inclination, Who bestowed on the creature the power to
will: just as that agent alone can change the natural inclina-
tion, which can give the power to which follows that natural
inclination. Now God alone gave to the creature the power to
will, because He alone is the author of the intellectual nature.
erefore an angel cannot move another angel’s will.

Reply to Objection 1. Cleansing and perfecting are to
be understood according to the mode of enlightenment. And
since God enlightens by changing the intellect and will, He
cleanses by removing defects of intellect and will, and perfects
unto the end of the intellect and will. But the enlightenment
caused by an angel concerns the intellect, as explained above
(a. 1); therefore an angel is to be understood as cleansing from
the defect of nescience in the intellect; and as perfecting unto
the consummate end of the intellect, and this is the knowledge
of truth.usDionysius says (Eccl.Hier. vi): that “in the heav-
enly hierarchy the chastening of the inferior essence is an en-
lightening of things unknown, that leads them tomore perfect
knowledge.” For instance, we might say that corporeal sight is
cleansed by the removal of darkness; enlightened by the diffu-
sion of light; and perfected by being brought to the perception
of the colored object.

Reply to Objection 2. One angel can induce another to
love God by persuasion as explained above.

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher speaks of the
lower sensitive appetite which can be moved by the superior
intellectual appetite, because it belongs to the same nature of
the soul, and because the inferior appetite is a power in a cor-
poreal organ. But this does not apply to the angels.
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Ia q. 106 a. 3Whether an inferior angel can enlighten a superior angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that an inferior angel can en-
lighten a superior angel. For the ecclesiastical hierarchy is de-
rived from, and represents the heavenly hierarchy; and hence
the heavenly Jerusalem is called “our mother” (Gal. 4:26). But
in the Church even superiors are enlightened and taught by
their inferiors, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. 14:31): “You may
all prophesy one by one, that all may learn and all may be ex-
horted.” erefore, likewise in the heavenly hierarchy, the su-
periors can be enlightened by inferiors.

Objection 2. Further, as the order of corporeal substances
depends on the will of God, so also does the order of spiritual
substances. But, as was said above (q. 105, a. 6), God some-
times acts outside the order of corporeal substances. ere-
fore He also sometimes acts outside the order of spiritual sub-
stances, by enlightening inferior otherwise than through their
superiors. erefore in that way the inferiors enlightened by
God can enlighten superiors.

Objection 3. Further, one angel enlightens the other to
whom he turns, as was above explained (a. 1). But since this
turning to another is voluntary, the highest angel can turn to
the lowest passing over the others. erefore he can enlighten
him immediately; and thus the latter can enlighten his superi-
ors.

On the contrary, Dionysius says that “this is the Divine
unalterable law, that inferior things are led to God by the su-
perior” (Coel. Hier. iv; Eccl. Hier. v).

I answer that, e inferior angels never enlighten the su-
perior, but are always enlightened by them. e reason is, be-
cause, as above explained (q. 105, a. 6), one order is under an-
other, as cause is under cause; and hence as cause is ordered to
cause, so is order to order. erefore there is no incongruity if

sometimes anything is done outside the order of the inferior
cause, to be ordered to the superior cause, as in human affairs
the command of the president is passed over from obedience
to the prince. So it happens that God works miraculously out-
side the order of corporeal nature, that men may be ordered
to the knowledge of Him. But the passing over of the order
that belongs to spiritual substances in no way belongs to the
ordering of men to God; since the angelic operations are not
made known to us; as are the operations of sensible bodies.
us the order which belongs to spiritual substances is never
passed over by God; so that the inferiors are always moved by
the superior, and not conversely.

Reply toObjection1.eecclesiastical hierarchy imitates
the heavenly in some degree, but by a perfect likeness. For in
the heavenly hierarchy the perfection of the order is in propor-
tion to its nearness to God; so that those who are the nearer to
God are the more sublime in grade, and more clear in knowl-
edge; and on that account the superiors are never enlightened
by the inferiors, whereas in the ecclesiastical hierarchy, some-
times those who are the nearer to God in sanctity, are in the
lowest grade, and are not conspicuous for science; and some
also are eminent in one kind of science, and fail in another;
and on that account superiors may be taught by inferiors.

Reply toObjection 2.As above explained, there is no sim-
ilarity between what God does outside the order of corporeal
nature, and that of spiritual nature. Hence the argument does
not hold.

Reply to Objection 3. An angel turns voluntarily to en-
lighten another angel, but the angel’s will is ever regulated by
the Divine law which made the order in the angels.

Ia q. 106 a. 4Whether the superior angel enlightens the inferior as regards all he himself knows?

Objection 1. It would seem that the superior angel does
not enlighten the inferior concerning all he himself knows. For
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. xii) that the superior angels have a
more universal knowledge; and the inferior a more particular
and individual knowledge. But more is contained under a uni-
versal knowledge than under a particular knowledge. ere-
fore not all that the superior angels know, is known by the in-
ferior, through these being enlightened by the former.

Objection 2. Further, the Master of the Sentences (ii, D,
11) says that the superior angels had long known the Mystery
of the Incarnation, whereas the inferior angels did not know
it until it was accomplished. us we find that on some of the
angels inquiring, as it were, in ignorance: “Who is this King of
glory?” other angels,whoknew, answered: “eLordofHosts,
He is the King of glory,” as Dionysius expounds (Coel. Hier.
vii). But this would not apply if the superior angels enlight-

ened the inferior concerning all they know themselves. ere-
fore they do not do so.

Objection 3. Further, if the superior angels enlighten the
inferior about all they know, nothing that the superior angels
know would be unknown to the inferior angels. erefore the
superior angels could communicate nothing more to the infe-
rior; which appears open to objection. erefore the superior
angels enlighten the inferior in all things.

Onthe contrary,Gregory* says: “In that heavenly country,
though there are some excellent gis, yet nothing is held in-
dividually.” And Dionysius says: “Each heavenly essence com-
municates to the inferior the gi derived from the superior”
(Coel. Hier. xv), as quoted above (a. 1).

I answer that, Every creature participates in the Divine
goodness, so as to diffuse the good it possesses to others; for it
is of the nature of good to communicate itself to others.Hence

* Peter Lombard, Sent. ii, D, ix; Cf. Gregory, Hom. xxxiv, in Ev.
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also corporeal agents give their likeness to others so far as they
can. So the more an agent is established in the share of the Di-
vine goodness, so much the more does it strive to transmit its
perfections to others as far as possible. Hence the Blessed Pe-
ter admonishes those who by grace share in the Divine good-
ness; saying: “As every man hath received grace, ministering
the same one to another; as good stewards of the manifold
grace of God” (1 Pet. 4:10). Much more therefore do the holy
angels, who enjoy the plenitude of participation of the Divine
goodness, impart the same to those below them.

Nevertheless this gi is not received so excellently by the
inferior as by the superior angels; and therefore the superior
ever remain in a higher order, and have a more perfect knowl-
edge; as themaster understands the same thing better than the
pupil who learns from him.

Reply to Objection 1. e knowledge of the superior an-
gels is said to be more universal as regards the more eminent
mode of knowledge.

Reply to Objection 2. e Master’s words are not to be
understood as if the inferior angels were entirely ignorant of
the Mystery of the Incarnation but that they did not know
it as fully as the superior angels; and that they progressed in
the knowledge of it aerwards when the Mystery was accom-
plished.

Reply to Objection 3. Till the Judgment Day some new
things are always being revealed by God to the highest angels,
concerning the course of theworld, and especially the salvation
of the elect. Hence there is always something for the superior
angels to make known to the inferior.
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F P, Q 107
e Speech of the Angels
(In Five Articles)

We next consider the speech of the angels. Here there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether one angel speaks to another?
(2) Whether the inferior speaks to the superior?
(3) Whether an angel speaks to God?
(4) Whether the angelic speech is subject to local distance?
(5) Whether all the speech of one angel to another is known to all?

Ia q. 107 a. 1Whether one angel speaks to another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one angel does not speak
to another. For Gregory says (Moral. xviii) that, in the state of
the resurrection “each one’s body will not hide his mind from
his fellows.” Much less, therefore, is one angel’s mind hidden
from another. But speech manifests to another what lies hid-
den in the mind. erefore it is not necessary that one angel
should speak to another.

Objection 2. Further, speech is twofold; interior, whereby
one speaks to oneself; and exterior, whereby one speaks to an-
other. But exterior speech takes place by some sensible sign, as
by voice, or gesture, or some bodily member, as the tongue, or
the fingers, and this cannot apply to the angels. erefore one
angel does not speak to another.

Objection 3. Further, the speaker incites the hearer to lis-
ten to what he says. But it does not appear that one angel in-
cites another to listen; for this happens among us by some sen-
sible sign. erefore one angel does not speak to another.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:1): “If I
speak with the tongues of men and of angels.”

I answer that, e angels speak in a certain way. But, as
Gregory says (Moral. ii): “It is fitting that our mind, rising
above the properties of bodily speech, should be lied to the
sublime and unknown methods of interior speech.”

To understand how one angel speaks to another, we must
consider that, as we explained above (q. 82, a. 4), when treating
of the actions and powers of the soul, the will moves the intel-
lect to its operation. Now an intelligible object is present to
the intellect in three ways; first, habitually, or in the memory,
as Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 6,7); secondly, as actually con-
sidered or conceived; thirdly, as related to something else. And
it is clear that the intelligible object passes from the first to the
second stage by the commandof thewill, andhence in the defi-
nition of habit thesewords occur, “which anyone uses when he
wills.” So likewise the intelligible object passes from the second
to the third stage by the will; for by the will the concept of the
mind is ordered to something else, as, for instance, either to the
performing of an action, or to being made known to another.
Now when the mind turns itself to the actual consideration of
any habitual knowledge, then a person speaks to himself; for

the concept of the mind is called “the interior word.” And by
the fact that the concept of the angelic mind is ordered to be
made known to another by the will of the angel himself, the
concept of one angel is made known to another; and in this
way one angel speaks to another; for to speak to another only
means to make known the mental concept to another.

Reply to Objection 1. Our mental concept is hidden by a
twofold obstacle. e first is in the will, which can retain the
mental concept within, or can direct it externally. In this way
God alone can see the mind of another, according to 1 Cor.
2:11: “What man knoweth the things of a man, but the spirit
of a man that is in him?” e other obstacle whereby the men-
tal concept is excluded from another one’s knowledge, comes
from the body; and so it happens that even when the will di-
rects the concept of the mind to make itself known, it is not at
once make known to another; but some sensible sign must be
used. Gregory alludes to this fact when he says (Moral. ii): “To
other eyes we seem to stand aloof as it were behind the wall of
the body; and when we wish to make ourselves known, we go
out as it were by the door of the tongue to show what we re-
ally are.” But an angel is under no such obstacle, and so he can
make his concept known to another at once.

Reply toObjection 2. External speech, made by the voice,
is a necessity for us on account of the obstacle of the body.
Hence it does not befit an angel; but only interior speech be-
longs to him, and this includes not only the interior speech by
mental concept, but also its being ordered to another’s knowl-
edge by the will. So the tongue of an angel is called metaphor-
ically the angel’s power, whereby he manifests his mental con-
cept.

Reply toObjection 3. ere is no need to draw the atten-
tion of the good angels, inasmuch as they always see each other
in theWord; for as one ever sees the other, so he ever sees what
is ordered to himself. But because by their very nature they can
speak to each other, and even now the bad angels speak to each
other, wemust say that the intellect ismoved by the intelligible
object just as sense is affected by the sensible object.erefore,
as sense is aroused by the sensible object, so the mind of an an-
gel can be aroused to attention by some intelligible power.
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Ia q. 107 a. 2Whether the inferior angel speaks to the superior?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the inferior angel does not
speak to the superior. For on the text (1 Cor. 13:1), “If I speak
with the tongues ofmen and of angels,” a gloss remarks that the
speech of the angels is an enlightenment whereby the superior
enlightens the inferior. But the inferior never enlightens the
superior, as was above explained (q. 106, a. 3). erefore nei-
ther do the inferior speak to the superior.

Objection2.Further, aswas said above (q. 106, a. 1), to en-
lighten means merely to acquaint one man of what is known
to another; and this is to speak. erefore to speak and to en-
lighten are the same; so the same conclusion follows.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. ii): “God
speaks to the angels by the very fact that He shows to their
heartsHis hidden and invisible things.” But this is to enlighten
them. erefore, whenever God speaks, He enlightens. In the
sameway every angelic speech is an enlightening.erefore an
inferior angel can in no way speak to a superior angel.

On the contrary, According to the exposition of Diony-
sius (Coel. Hier. vii), the inferior angels said to the superior:
“Who is this King of Glory?”

I answer that, e inferior angels can speak to the supe-
rior. To make this clear, we must consider that every angelic
enlightening is an angelic speech; but on the other hand, not
every speech is an enlightening; because, as we have said (a. 1),
for one angel to speak to another angelmeans nothing else, but
that by his ownwill he directs hismental concept in such away,
that it becomes known to the other. Now what the mind con-
ceives may be reduced to a twofold principle; to GodHimself,
Who is the primal truth; and to the will of the one who un-
derstands, wherebywe actually consider anything. But because

truth is the light of the intellect, andGodHimself is the rule of
all truth; the manifestation of what is conceived by the mind,
as depending on the primary truth, is both speech and enlight-
enment; for example, when one man says to another: “Heaven
was created by God”; or, “Man is an animal.” e manifesta-
tion, however, of what depends on the will of the one who
understands, cannot be called an enlightenment, but is only a
speech; for instance, when one says to another: “I wish to learn
this; I wish to do this or that.” e reason is that the created
will is not a light, nor a rule of truth; but participates of light.
Hence to communicate what comes from the created will is
not, as such, an enlightening. For to know what you may will,
or what youmay understand does not belong to the perfection
of my intellect; but only to know the truth in reality.

Now it is clear that the angels are called superior or infe-
rior by comparison with this principle, God; and therefore en-
lightenment, which depends on the principle which is God, is
conveyed only by the superior angels to the inferior. But as re-
gards thewill as the principle, hewhowills is first and supreme;
and therefore the manifestation of what belongs to the will, is
conveyed to others by the one who wills. In that manner both
the superior angels speak to the inferior, and the inferior speak
to the superior.

From this clearly appear the replies to the first and second
objections.

Reply to Objection 3. Every speech of God to the angels
is an enlightening; because since the will of God is the rule of
truth, it belongs to the perfection and enlightenment of the
createdmind to know even what Godwills. But the same does
not apply to the will of the angels, as was explained above.

Ia q. 107 a. 3Whether an angel speaks to God?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel does not speak
to God. For speech makes known something to another. But
an angel cannot make known anything to God, Who knows
all things. erefore an angel does not speak to God.

Objection 2. Further, to speak is to order the mental con-
cept in reference to another, as was shown above (a. 1). But
an angel ever orders his mental concept to God. So if an angel
speaks to God, he ever speaks to God; which in some ways ap-
pears to be unreasonable, since an angel sometimes speaks to
another angel.erefore it seems that an angel never speaks to
God.

On the contrary, It is written (Zech. 1:12): “e angel of
the Lord answered and said: O Lord of hosts, how long wilt
ou not havemercy on Jerusalem.”erefore an angel speaks
to God.

I answer that,Aswas said above (Aa. 1,2), the angel speaks
by ordering his mental concept to something else. Now one
thing is ordered to another in a twofoldmanner. In oneway for

the purpose of giving one thing to another, as in natural things
the agent is ordered to the patient, and in human speech the
teacher is ordered to the learner; and in this sense an angel in
no way speaks to God either of what concerns the truth, or of
whatever depends on the createdwill; becauseGod is the prin-
ciple and source of all truth and of all will. In another way one
thing is ordered to another to receive something, as in natural
things the passive is ordered to the agent, and in human speech
the disciple to the master; and in this way an angel speaks to
God, either by consulting the Divine will of what ought to
be done, or by admiring the Divine excellence which he can
never comprehend; thus Gregory says (Moral. ii) that “the an-
gels speak toGod,when by contemplatingwhat is above them-
selves they rise to emotions of admiration.”

Reply toObjection1.Speech is not always for thepurpose
of making something known to another; but is sometimes fi-
nally ordered to the purpose of manifesting something to the
speaker himself; as when the disciples ask instruction from the
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master.
Reply toObjection 2.eangels are ever speaking toGod

in the sense of praising and admiring Him and His works; but
they speak to Him by consulting Him about what ought to be

done whenever they have to perform any new work, concern-
ing which they desire enlightenment.

Ia q. 107 a. 4Whether local distance influences the angelic speech?

Objection 1. It would seem that local distance affects the
angelic speech. For as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. i, 13):
“An angel works where he is.” But speech is an angelic opera-
tion. erefore, as an angel is in a determinate place, it seems
that an angel’s speech is limited by the bounds of that place.

Objection 2. Further, a speaker cries out on account of the
distance of the hearer. But it is said of the Seraphim that “they
cried one to another” (Is. 6:3). erefore in the angelic speech
local distance has some effect.

On the contrary, It is said that the rich man in hell spoke
to Abraham, notwithstanding the local distance (Lk. 16:24).
Much less therefore does local distance impede the speech of
one angel to another.

I answer that,eangelic speech consists in an intellectual
operation, as explained above (Aa. 1,2,3). And the intellectual
operation of an angel abstracts from the “here and now.” For
even our own intellectual operation takes place by abstraction

from the “here and now,” except accidentally on the part of the
phantasms, which do not exist at all in an angel. But as regards
whatever is abstracted from “here and now,” neither difference
of time nor local distance has any influence whatever. Hence
in the angelic speech local distance is no impediment.

Reply to Objection 1. e angelic speech, as above ex-
plained (a. 1, ad 2), is interior; perceived, nevertheless, by an-
other; and therefore it exists in the angel who speaks, and con-
sequently where the angel is who speaks. But as local distance
does not prevent one angel seeing another, so neither does it
prevent an angel perceiving what is ordered to him on the part
of another; and this is to perceive his speech.

Reply to Objection 2. e cry mentioned is not a bod-
ily voice raised by reason of the local distance; but is taken to
signify themagnitude of what is said, or the intensity of the af-
fection, according to what Gregory says (Moral. ii): “e less
one desires, the less one cries out.”

Ia q. 107 a. 5Whether all the angels know what one speaks to another?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the angels know what
one speaks to another. For unequal local distance is the reason
why all men do not know what one man says to another. But
in the angelic speech local distance has no effect, as above ex-
plained (a. 4). erefore all the angels know what one speaks
to another.

Objection 2. Further, all the angels have the intellectual
power in common. So if the mental concept of one ordered to
another is known by one, it is for the same reason known by
all.

Objection 3. Further, enlightenment is a kind of speech.
But the enlightenment of one angel by another extends to all
the angels, because, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. xv): “Each
one of the heavenly beings communicates what he learns to the
others.” erefore the speech of one angel to another extends
to all.

On the contrary, One man can speak to another alone;
much more can this be the case among the angels.

I answer that, As above explained (Aa. 1,2), the mental
concept of one angel can be perceived by another when the an-
gel who possesses the concept refers it by his will to another.
Now a thing can be ordered through some cause to one thing
and not to another; consequently the concept of one (angel)
may be known by one and not by another; and therefore an
angel can perceive the speech of one angel to another; whereas
others do not, not through the obstacle of local distance, but
on account of the will so ordering, as explained above.

From this appear the replies to the first and second objec-
tions.

Reply to Objection 3. Enlightenment is of those truths
that emanate from the first rule of truth, which is the principle
common to all the angels; and in that way all enlightenments
are common to all. But speechmay be of something ordered to
the principle of the created will, which is proper to each angel;
and in this way it is not necessary that these speeches should
be common to all.
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F P, Q 108
Of the Angelic Degrees of Hierarchies and Orders

(In Eight Articles)

Wenext consider the degrees of the angels in their hierarchies and orders; for it was said above (q. 106, a. 3), that the superior
angels enlighten the inferior angels; and not conversely.

Under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all the angels belong to one hierarchy?
(2) Whether in one hierarchy there is only one order?
(3) Whether in one order there are many angels?
(4) Whether the distinction of hierarchies and orders is natural?
(5) Of the names and properties of each order.
(6) Of the comparison of the orders to one another.
(7) Whether the orders will outlast the Day of Judgment?
(8) Whether men are taken up into the angelic orders?

Ia q. 108 a. 1Whether all the angels are of one hierarchy?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the angels belong to
one hierarchy. For since the angels are supreme among crea-
tures, it is evident that they are ordered for the best. But the
best ordering of a multitude is for it to be governed by one
authority, as the Philosopher shows (Metaph. xii, Did. xi, 10;
Polit. iii, 4). erefore as a hierarchy is nothing but a sacred
principality, it seems that all the angels belong to one hierar-
chy.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iii) that
“hierarchy is order, knowledge, and action.” But all the angels
agree in one order towards God, Whom they know, and by
Whom in their actions they are ruled. erefore all the angels
belong to one hierarchy.

Objection 3. Further, the sacred principality called hier-
archy is to be found among men and angels. But all men are
of one hierarchy. erefore likewise all the angels are of one
hierarchy.

On the contrary, Dionysius (Coel. Hier. vi) distinguishes
three hierarchies of angels.

I answer that, Hierarchy means a “sacred” principality, as
above explained. Now principality includes two things: the
prince himself and the multitude ordered under the prince.
erefore because there is one God, the Prince not only of all
the angels but also of men and all creatures; so there is one hi-
erarchy, not only of all the angels, but also of all rational crea-
tures, who can be participators of sacred things; according to
Augustine (De Civ. Dei xii, 1): “ere are two cities, that is,
two societies, one of the good angels and men, the other of
the wicked.” But if we consider the principality on the part
of the multitude ordered under the prince, then principality
is said to be “one” accordingly as the multitude can be sub-
ject in “one” way to the government of the prince. And those
that cannot be governed in the same way by a prince belong to
different principalities: thus, under one king there are differ-

ent cities, which are governed by different laws and adminis-
trators. Now it is evident that men do not receive the Divine
enlightenments in the same way as do the angels; for the an-
gels receive them in their intelligible purity, whereas men re-
ceive them under sensible signs, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier.
i).erefore theremust needs be a distinction between the hu-
man and the angelic hierarchy. In the same manner we distin-
guish three angelic hierarchies. For it was shown above (q. 55,
a. 3), in treating of the angelic knowledge, that the superior an-
gels have a more universal knowledge of the truth than the in-
ferior angels.is universal knowledge has three grades among
the angels. For the types of things, concerning which the an-
gels are enlightened, can be considered in a threefold man-
ner. First as preceding from God as the first universal princi-
ple, which mode of knowledge belongs to the first hierarchy,
connected immediately with God, and, “as it were, placed in
the vestibule of God,” as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii). Sec-
ondly, forasmuch as these types depend on the universal cre-
ated causes which in some way are already multiplied; which
mode belongs to the second hierarchy. irdly, forasmuch as
these types are applied to particular things as depending on
their causes; which mode belongs to the lowest hierarchy. All
this will appear more clearly when we treat of each of the or-
ders (a. 6). In this way are the hierarchies distinguished on the
part of the multitude of subjects.

Hence it is clear that those err and speak against the opin-
ion of Dionysius who place a hierarchy in the Divine Persons,
and call it the “supercelestial” hierarchy. For in the Divine Per-
sons there exists, indeed, a natural order, but there is no hierar-
chical order, for asDionysius says (Coel.Hier. iii): “ehierar-
chical order is so directed that some be cleansed, enlightened,
and perfected; and that others cleanse, enlighten, and perfect”;
which far be it from us to apply to the Divine Persons.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection considers principal-
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ity on the part of the ruler, inasmuch as a multitude is best
ruled by one ruler, as the Philosopher asserts in those passages.

Reply to Objection 2. As regards knowing God Himself,
Whom all see in one way—that is, in His essence—there is no
hierarchical distinction among the angels; but there is such a
distinction as regards the types of created things, as above ex-

plained.
Reply toObjection 3.Allmen are of one species, and have

one connatural mode of understanding; which is not the case
in the angels: and hence the same argument does not apply to
both.

Ia q. 108 a. 2Whether there are several orders in one hierarchy?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the one hierarchy there
are not several orders. For when a definition is multiplied,
the thing defined is also multiplied. But hierarchy is order, as
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iii). erefore, if there are many
orders, there is not one hierarchy only, but many.

Objection 2. Further, different orders are different grades,
and grades among spirits are constituted by different spiritual
gis. But among the angels all the spiritual gis are common
to all, for “nothing is possessed individually” (Sent. ii, D, ix).
erefore there are not different orders of angels.

Objection 3.Further, in the ecclesiastical hierarchy the or-
ders are distinguished according to the actions of “cleansing,”
“enlightening,” and “perfecting.” For the order of deacons is
“cleansing,” the order of priests, is “enlightening,” and of bish-
ops “perfecting,” as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v). But each of
the angels cleanses, enlightens, and perfects. erefore there is
no distinction of orders among the angels.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 1:20,21) that
“God has set the Man Christ above all principality and power,
and virtue, and dominion”: which are the various orders of the
angels, and some of thembelong to one hierarchy, as will be ex-
plained (a. 6).

I answer that, As explained above, one hierarchy is one
principality—that is, one multitude ordered in one way un-
der the rule of a prince. Now such a multitude would not be
ordered, but confused, if there were not in it different orders.
So the nature of a hierarchy requires diversity of orders.

is diversity of order arises from the diversity of offices
and actions, as appears in one city where there are different or-
ders according to the different actions; for there is one order of
those who judge, and another of those who fight, and another
of those who labor in the fields, and so forth.

But although one city thus comprises several orders, all
may be reduced to three, when we consider that every mul-
titude has a beginning, a middle, and an end. So in every

city, a threefold order of men is to be seen, some of whom
are supreme, as the nobles; others are the last, as the com-
mon people, while others hold a place between these, as the
middle-class [populus honorabilis]. In the same way we find
in each angelic hierarchy the orders distinguished according
to their actions and offices, and all this diversity is reduced to
three—namely, to the summit, themiddle, and thebase; and so
in every hierarchy Dionysius places three orders (Coel. Hier.
vi).

Reply to Objection 1. Order is twofold. In one way it is
taken as the order comprehending in itself different grades;
and in that way a hierarchy is called an order. In another way
one grade is called an order; and in that sense the several orders
of one hierarchy are so called.

Reply toObjection 2.All things are possessed in common
by the angelic society, some things, however, being held more
excellently by some than by others. Each gi is more perfectly
possessed by the one who can communicate it, than by the one
who cannot communicate it; as the hot thing which can com-
municate heat is more perfect that what is unable to give heat.
And the more perfectly anyone can communicate a gi, the
higher grade he occupies, as he is in the more perfect grade of
mastership who can teach a higher science. By this similitude
we can reckon the diversity of grades or orders among the an-
gels, according to their different offices and actions.

Reply to Objection 3. e inferior angel is superior to
the highest man of our hierarchy, according to the words, “He
that is the lesser in the kingdom of heaven, is greater than
he”—namely, John the Baptist, than whom “there hath not
risen a greater among them that are born of women” (Mat.
11:11). Hence the lesser angel of the heavenly hierarchy can
not only cleanse, but also enlighten andperfect, and in a higher
way than can the orders of our hierarchy.us the heavenly or-
ders are not distinguished by reason of these, but by reason of
other different acts.

Ia q. 108 a. 3Whether there are many angels in one order?

Objection1. It seems that there are notmany angels in one
order. For it was shown above (q. 50, a. 4), that all the angels
are unequal. But equals belong to one order. erefore there
are not many angels in one order.

Objection 2. Further, it is superfluous for a thing to be
done by many, which can be done sufficiently by one. But that

which belongs to one angelic office can be done sufficiently
by one angel; so much more sufficiently than the one sun does
what belongs to the office of the sun, as the angel is more per-
fect than a heavenly body. If, therefore, the orders are distin-
guished by their offices, as stated above (a. 2), several angels in
one order would be superfluous.
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Objection 3. Further, it was said above (obj. 1) that all the
angels are unequal. erefore, if several angels (for instance,
three or four), are of one order, the lowest one of the superior
orderwill bemore akin to the highest of the inferior order than
with the highest of his own order; and thus he does not seem
to be more of one order with the latter than with the former.
erefore there are not many angels of one order.

On the contrary, It is written: “e Seraphim cried to one
another” (Is. 6:3). erefore there are many angels in the one
order of the Seraphim.

I answer that, Whoever knows anything perfectly, is able
to distinguish its acts, powers, and nature, down to the min-
utest details, whereas he who knows a thing in an imperfect
manner can only distinguish it in a general way, and only as
regards a few points. us, one who knows natural things im-
perfectly, can distinguish their orders in a general way, placing
the heavenly bodies in one order, inanimate inferior bodies in
another, plants in another, and animals in another; whilst he
who knows natural things perfectly, is able to distinguish dif-
ferent orders in the heavenly bodies themselves, and in each of
the other orders.

Now our knowledge of the angels is imperfect, as Diony-
sius says (Coel. Hier. vi). Hence we can only distinguish the

angelic offices and orders in a general way, so as to place many
angels in one order. But if we knew the offices and distinctions
of the angels perfectly, we should know perfectly that each an-
gel has his own office and his own order among things, and
much more so than any star, though this be hidden from us.

Reply to Objection 1. All the angels of one order are in
some way equal in a common similitude, whereby they are
placed in that order; but absolutely speaking they are not
equal. Hence Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. x) that in one and
the same order of angels there are those who are first, middle,
and last.

Reply to Objection 2. at special distinction of orders
and offices wherein each angel has his own office and order, is
hidden from us.

Reply toObjection 3.As in a surfacewhich is partly white
and partly black, the two parts on the borders of white and
black are more akin as regards their position than any other
two white parts, but are less akin in quality; so two angels who
are on the boundary of two orders are more akin in propin-
quity of nature than one of them is akin to the others of its own
order, but less akin in their fitness for similar offices, which fit-
ness, indeed, extends to a definite limit.

Ia q. 108 a. 4Whether the distinction of hierarchies and orders comes from the angelic nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that the distinction of hierar-
chies and of orders is not from the nature of the angels. For
hierarchy is “a sacred principality,” and Dionysius places in its
definition that it “approaches a resemblance to God, as far as
may be” (Coel. Hier. iii). But sanctity and resemblance toGod
is in the angels by grace, and not by nature. erefore the dis-
tinction of hierarchies and orders in the angels is by grace, and
not by nature.

Objection 2. Further, the Seraphim are called “burning”
or “kindling,” as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii). is belongs
to charity which comes not from nature but from grace; for “it
is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost Who is given
to us” (Rom. 5:5): “which is said not only of holymen, but also
of the holy angels,” as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii). ere-
fore the angelic orders are not from nature, but from grace.

Objection 3. Further, the ecclesiastical hierarchy is copied
from the heavenly. But the orders amongmen are not fromna-
ture, but by the gi of grace; for it is not a natural gi for one to
be a bishop, and another a priest, and another a deacon.ere-
fore neither in the angels are the orders from nature, but from
grace only.

On the contrary, e Master says (ii, D. 9) that “an an-
gelic order is a multitude of heavenly spirits, who are likened

to each other by some gi of grace, just as they agree also in
the participation of natural gis.” erefore the distinction of
orders among the angels is not only by gis of grace, but also
by gis of nature.

I answer that,eorder of government, which is the order
of a multitude under authority, is derived from its end. Now
the end of the angels may be considered in two ways. First, ac-
cording to the faculty of nature, so that they may know and
love God by natural knowledge and love; and according to
their relation to this end the orders of the angels are distin-
guished by natural gis. Secondly, the end of the angelic mul-
titude can be taken from what is above their natural powers,
which consists in the vision of the Divine Essence, and in the
unchangeable fruition ofHis goodness; to which end they can
reach only by grace; and hence as regards this end, the orders
in the angels are adequately distinguished by the gis of grace,
but dispositively by natural gis, forasmuch as to the angels are
given gratuitous gis according to the capacity of their natural
gis; which is not the casewithmen, as above explained (q. 62,
a. 6). Hence among men the orders are distinguished accord-
ing to the gratuitous gis only, and not according to natural
gis.

From the above the replies to the objections are evident.
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Ia q. 108 a. 5Whether the orders of the angels are properly named?

Objection 1. It would seem that the orders of the angels
are not properly named. For all the heavenly spirits are called
angels and heavenly virtues. But commonnames should not be
appropriated to individuals. erefore the orders of the angels
and virtues are ineptly named.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to God alone to be Lord,
according to the words, “Know ye that the Lord He is God”
(Ps. 99:3). erefore one order of the heavenly spirits is not
properly called “Dominations.”

Objection 3. Further, the name “Domination” seems to
imply government and likewise the names “Principalities” and
“Powers.”erefore these three names do not seem to be prop-
erly applied to three orders.

Objection 4. Further, archangels are as it were angel
princes.erefore this nameought not to be given to any other
order than to the “Principalities.”

Objection 5. Further, the name “Seraphim” is derived
from ardor, which pertains to charity; and the name “Cheru-
bim” from knowledge. But charity and knowledge are gis
common to all the angels. erefore they ought not to be
names of any particular orders.

Objection 6. Further, rones are seats. But from the fact
that God knows and loves the rational creature He is said to
sit within it. erefore there ought not to be any order of
“rones” besides the “Cherubim” and “Seraphim.” erefore
it appears that the orders of angels are not properly styled.

On the contrary is the authority ofHoly Scripturewherein
they are so named. For the name “Seraphim” is found in Is. 6:2;
the name “Cherubim” in Ezech. 1 (Cf. 10:15,20); “rones”
in Col. 1:16; “Dominations,” “Virtues,” “Powers,” and “Princi-
palities” are mentioned in Eph. 1:21; the name “Archangels”
in the canonical epistle of St. Jude (9), and the name “Angels”
is found in many places of Scripture.

I answer that, As Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii), in the
names of the angelic orders it is necessary to observe that the
proper name of each order expresses its property. Now to see
what is the property of each order, wemust consider that in co-
ordinated things, somethingmay be found in a threefoldman-
ner: by way of property, by way of excess, and byway of partici-
pation. A thing is said to be in another by way of property, if it
is adequate and proportionate to its nature: by excess when an
attribute is less than that to which it is attributed, but is pos-
sessed thereby in an eminent manner, as we have stated (q. 13,
a. 2) concerning all the names which are attributed toGod: by
participation, when an attribute is possessed by something not
fully but partially; thus holy men are called gods by participa-
tion. erefore, if anything is to be called by a name designat-
ing its property, it ought not to be named from what it partic-
ipates imperfectly, nor from that which it possesses in excess,
but from that which is adequate thereto; as, for instance, when
we wish properly to name a man, we should call him a “ratio-
nal substance,” but not an “intellectual substance,” which latter

is the proper name of an angel; because simple intelligence be-
longs to an angel as a property, and to man by participation;
nor do we call him a “sensible substance,” which is the proper
name of a brute; because sense is less than the property of a
man, and belongs toman in amore excellent way than to other
animals.

So we must consider that in the angelic orders all spiri-
tual perfections are common to all the angels, and that they
are all more excellently in the superior than in the inferior an-
gels. Further, as in these perfections there are grades, the su-
perior perfection belongs to the superior order as its property,
whereas it belongs to the inferior by participation; and con-
versely the inferior perfection belongs to the inferior order as
its property, and to the superior by way of excess; and thus the
superior order is denominated from the superior perfection.

So in this way Dionysius (Coel. Hier. vii) explains the
names of the orders accordingly as they befit the spiritual per-
fections they signify. Gregory, on the other hand, in expound-
ing these names (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.) seems to regard more
the exterior ministrations; for he says that “angels are so called
as announcing the least things; and the archangels in the great-
est; by the virtues miracles are wrought; by the powers hos-
tile powers are repulsed; and the principalities preside over the
good spirits themselves.”

Reply toObjection 1.Angelmeans “messenger.” So all the
heavenly spirits, so far as they make known Divine things, are
called “angels.” But the superior angels enjoy a certain excel-
lence, as regards this manifestation, from which the superior
orders are denominated. e lowest order of angels possess no
excellence above the common manifestation; and therefore it
is denominated from manifestation only; and thus the com-
mon name remains as it were proper to the lowest order, as
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. v). Or we may say that the lowest
order can be specially called the order of “angels,” forasmuch
as they announce things to us immediately.

“Virtue” can be taken in two ways. First, commonly, con-
sidered as the medium between the essence and the opera-
tion, and in that sense all the heavenly spirits are called heav-
enly virtues, as also “heavenly essences.” Secondly, as meaning
a certain excellence of strength; and thus it is the proper name
of an angelic order. Hence Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. viii)
that the “name ‘virtues’ signifies a certain virile and immovable
strength”; first, in regard of those Divine operations which be-
fit them; secondly, in regard to receiving Divine gis. us it
signifies that they undertake fearlessly the Divine behests ap-
pointed to them; and this seems to imply strength of mind.

Reply to Objection 2. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. xii):
“Dominion is attributed toGod in a special manner, by way of
excess: but theDivine word gives themore illustrious heavenly
princes the name of Lord by participation, through whom the
inferior angels receive the Divine gis.” Hence Dionysius also
states (Coel. Hier. viii) that the name “Domination” means
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first “a certain liberty, free from servile condition and common
subjection, such as that of plebeians, and from tyrannical op-
pression,” endured sometimes even by the great. Secondly, it
signifies “a certain rigid and inflexible supremacy which does
not bend to any servile act, or to the act, of those who are sub-
ject to or oppressed by tyrants.” irdly, it signifies “the de-
sire and participation of the true dominion which belongs to
God.” Likewise the name of each order signifies the participa-
tion of what belongs to God; as the name “Virtues” signifies
the participation of the Divine virtue; and the same principle
applies to the rest.

Reply toObjection 3.enames “Domination,” “Power,”
and “Principality” belong to government indifferentways.e
place of a lord is only to prescribe what is to be done. So Gre-
gory says (Hom. xxiv in Evang.), that “some companies of the
angels, because others are subject to obedience to them, are
called dominations.” e name “Power” points out a kind of
order, according to what the Apostle says, “He that resisteth
the power, resisteth the ordination of God” (Rom. 13:2). And
so Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. viii) that the name “Power” sig-
nifies a kind of ordination both as regards the reception of Di-
vine things, and as regards the Divine actions performed by
superiors towards inferiors by leading them to things above.
erefore, to the order of “Powers” it belongs to regulate what
is to be done by those who are subject to them. To preside
[principari] as Gregory says (Hom. xxiv in Ev.) is “to be first
among others,” as being first in carrying out what is ordered to
be done. And so Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. ix) that the name
of “Principalities” signifies “one who leads in a sacred order.”
For thosewho leadothers, beingfirst among them, are properly
called “princes,” according to the words, “Princes went before
joined with singers” (Ps. 67:26).

Reply to Objection 4. e “Archangels,” according to
Dionysius (Coel. Hier. ix), are between the “Principalities”
and the “Angels.” A medium compared to one extreme seems
like the other, as participating in the nature of both extremes;
thus tepid seems cold compared to hot, and hot compared to
cold. So the “Archangels” are called the “angel princes”; foras-
much as they are princes as regards the “Angels,” and angels
as regards the Principalities. But according to Gregory (Hom.
xxiv in Ev.) they are called “Archangels,” because they preside
over the one order of the “Angels”; as it were, announcing
greater things: and the “Principalities” are so called as presid-
ing over all the heavenly “Virtues” who fulfil the Divine com-
mands.

Reply to Objection 5. e name “Seraphim” does not
come from charity only, but from the excess of charity, ex-

pressed by the word ardor or fire. Hence Dionysius (Coel.
Hier. vii) expounds the name “Seraphim” according to the
properties of fire, containing an excess of heat. Now in fire we
may consider three things. First, the movement which is up-
wards and continuous.is signifies that they are borne inflex-
ibly towards God. Secondly, the active force which is “heat,”
which is not found in fire simply, but exists with a certain
sharpness, as being of most penetrating action, and reaching
even to the smallest things, and as it were, with superabundant
fervor; whereby is signified the action of these angels, exer-
cised powerfully upon those who are subject to them, rousing
them to a like fervor, and cleansing them wholly by their heat.
irdly we consider in fire the quality of clarity, or brightness;
which signifies that these angels have in themselves an inextin-
guishable light, and that they also perfectly enlighten others.

In the same way the name “Cherubim” comes from a cer-
tain excess of knowledge; hence it is interpreted “fulness of
knowledge,” whichDionysius (Coel. Hier. vii) expounds in re-
gard to four things: the perfect vision of God; the full recep-
tion of the Divine Light; their contemplation in God of the
beauty of the Divine order; and in regard to the fact that pos-
sessing this knowledge fully, they pour it forth copiously upon
others.

Reply to Objection 6. e order of the “rones” ex-
cels the inferior orders as having an immediate knowledge of
the types of the Divine works; whereas the “Cherubim” have
the excellence of knowledge and the “Seraphim” the excel-
lence of ardor. And although these two excellent attributes in-
clude the third, yet the gi belonging to the “rones” does
not include the other two; and so the order of the “rones”
is distinguished from the orders of the “Cherubim” and the
“Seraphim.” For it is a common rule in all things that the ex-
cellence of the inferior is contained in the superior, but not
conversely. But Dionysius (Coel. Hier. vii) explains the name
“rones” by its relation to material seats, in which we may
consider four things. First, the site; because seats are raised
above the earth, and to the angels who are called “rones” are
raised up to the immediate knowledge of the types of things in
God. Secondly, because in material seats is displayed strength,
forasmuch as a person sits firmly on them. But here the reverse
is the case; for the angels themselves are made firm by God.
irdly, because the seat receives him who sits thereon, and
he can be carried thereupon; and so the angels receive God in
themselves, and in a certain way bear Him to the inferior crea-
tures. Fourthly, because in its shape, a seat is open on one side
to receive the sitter; and thus are the angels promptly open to
receive God and to serve Him.
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Ia q. 108 a. 6Whether the grades of the orders are properly assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the grades of the or-
ders are not properly assigned. For the order of prelates is the
highest. But the names of “Dominations,” “Principalities,” and
“Powers” of themselves imply prelacy. erefore these orders
ought not to be supreme.

Objection 2. Further, the nearer an order is to God, the
higher it is. But the order of “rones” is the nearest to God;
for nothing is nearer to the sitter than the seat. erefore the
order of the “rones” is the highest.

Objection 3. Further, knowledge comes before love, and
intellect is higher than will. erefore the order of “Cheru-
bim” seems to be higher than the “Seraphim.”

Objection 4. Further, Gregory (Hom. xxiv in Evang.)
places the “Principalities” above the “Powers.” ese therefore
are not placed immediately above theArchangels, asDionysius
says (Coel. Hier. ix).

On the contrary,Dionysius (Coel. Hier. vii), places in the
highest hierarchy the “Seraphim” as the first, the “Cherubim”
as themiddle, the “rones” as the last; in themiddle hierarchy
he places the “Dominations,” as the first, the “Virtues” in the
middle, the “Powers” last; in the lowest hierarchy the “Princi-
palities” first, then the “Archangels,” and lastly the “Angels.”

I answer that, e grades of the angelic orders are as-
signed by Gregory (Hom. xxiv in Ev.) and Dionysius (Coel.
Hier. vii), who agree as regards all except the “Principalities”
and “Virtues.” For Dionysius places the “Virtues” beneath the
“Dominations,” and above the “Powers”; the “Principalities”
beneath the “Powers” and above the “Archangels.” Gregory,
however, places the “Principalities” between the “Domina-
tions” and the “Powers”; and the “Virtues” between the “Pow-
ers” and the “Archangels.” Each of these placings may claim
authority from the words of the Apostle, who (Eph. 1:20,21)
enumerates the middle orders, beginning from the lowest say-
ing that “God set Him,” i.e. Christ, “on His right hand in the
heavenly places above all Principality and Power, and Virtue,
and Dominion.” Here he places “Virtues” between “Powers”
and “Dominations,” according to the placing of Dionysius.
Writing however to the Colossians (1:16), numbering the
same orders from the highest, he says: “Whether rones, or
Dominations, or Principalities, or Powers, all things were cre-
ated by Him and in Him.” Here he places the “Principalities”
between “Dominations” and “Powers,” as does also Gregory.

Let us then first examine the reason for the ordering of
Dionysius, in which we see, that, as said above (a. 1), the high-
est hierarchy contemplates the ideas of things in God Him-
self; the second in the universal causes; and third in their ap-
plication to particular effects. And because God is the end not
only of the angelic ministrations, but also of the whole cre-
ation, it belongs to the first hierarchy to consider the end; to
the middle one belongs the universal disposition of what is to
be done; and to the last belongs the application of this dispo-
sition to the effect, which is the carrying out of the work; for

it is clear that these three things exist in every kind of opera-
tion. So Dionysius, considering the properties of the orders as
derived from their names, places in the first hierarchy those or-
ders the names of which are taken from their relation to God,
the “Seraphim,” “Cherubim,” and “rones”; and he places in
the middle hierarchy those orders whose names denote a cer-
tain kind of common government or disposition—the “Dom-
inations,” “Virtues,” and “Powers”; and he places in the third
hierarchy the orders whose names denote the execution of the
work, the “Principalities,” “Angels,” and “Archangels.”

As regards the end, three things may be considered. For
firstly we consider the end; thenwe acquire perfect knowledge
of the end; thirdly, we fix our intention on the end; of which
the second is an addition to the first, and the third an addi-
tion to both. And because God is the end of creatures, as the
leader is the end of an army, as the Philosopher says (Metaph.
xii,Did. xi, 10); so a somewhat similar ordermay be seen in hu-
man affairs. For there are some who enjoy the dignity of being
able with familiarity to approach the king or leader; others in
addition are privileged to know his secrets; and others above
these ever abide with him, in a close union. According to this
similitude, we can understand the disposition in the orders of
the first hierarchy; for the “rones” are raised up so as to be
the familiar recipients of God in themselves, in the sense of
knowing immediately the types of things in Himself; and this
is proper to the whole of the first hierarchy. e “Cherubim”
know the Divine secrets supereminently; and the “Seraphim”
excel in what is the supreme excellence of all, in being united
to God Himself; and all this in such a manner that the whole
of this hierarchy can be called the “rones”; as, from what is
common to all the heavenly spirits together, they are all called
“Angels.”

As regards government, three things are comprised
therein, the first of which is to appoint those things which are
to be done, and this belongs to the “Dominations”; the second
is to give the power of carrying out what is to be done, which
belongs to the “Virtues”; the third is to order how what has
been commanded or decided to be done can be carried out by
others, which belongs to the “Powers.”

e execution of the angelic ministrations consists in an-
nouncing Divine things. Now in the execution of any action
there are beginners and leaders; as in singing, the precentors;
and inwar, generals and officers; this belongs to the “Principal-
ities.” ere are others who simply execute what is to be done;
and these are the “Angels.” Others hold a middle place; and
these are the “Archangels,” as above explained.

is explanation of the orders is quite a reasonable one.
For the highest in an inferior order always has affinity to the
lowest in the higher order; as the lowest animals are near to
the plants. Now the first order is that of the Divine Persons,
which terminates in the Holy Ghost, Who is Love proceed-
ing, with Whom the highest order of the first hierarchy has
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affinity, denominated as it is from the fire of love. e lowest
order of the first hierarchy is that of the “rones,”who in their
own order are akin to the “Dominations”; for the “rones,”
according toGregory (Hom. xxiv inEv.), are so called “because
through them God accomplishes His judgments,” since they
are enlightened by Him in a manner adapted to the immedi-
ate enlightening of the second hierarchy, to which belongs the
dispositionof theDivineministrations.eorder of the “Pow-
ers” is akin to the order of the “Principalities”; for as it belongs
to the “Powers” to impose order on those subject to them, this
ordering is plainly shown at once in the name of “Principal-
ities,” who, as presiding over the government of peoples and
kingdoms (which occupies the first and principal place in the
Divine ministrations), are the first in the execution thereof;
“for the good of a nation is more divine than the good of one
man” (Ethic. i, 2); and hence it is written, “e prince of the
kingdom of the Persians resisted me” (Dan. 10:13).

e disposition of the orders which is mentioned by Gre-
gory is also reasonable. For since the “Dominations” appoint
and order what belongs to the Divine ministrations, the or-
ders subject to them are arranged according to the disposition
of those things in which the Divine ministrations are effected.
Still, as Augustine says (De Trin. iii), “bodies are ruled in a
certain order; the inferior by the superior; and all of them by
the spiritual creature, and the bad spirit by the good spirit.” So
the first order aer the “Dominations” is called that of “Prin-
cipalities,” who rule even over good spirits; then the “Pow-
ers,” who coerce the evil spirits; even as evil-doers are coerced
by earthly powers, as it is written (Rom. 13:3,4). Aer these
come the “Virtues,” which have power over corporeal nature
in the working of miracles; aer these are the “Angels” and the

“Archangels,” who announce to men either great things above
reason, or small things within the purview of reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e angel’s subjection to God is
greater than their presiding over inferior things; and the latter
is derived from the former. us the orders which derive their
name from presiding are not the first and highest; but rather
the orders deriving their name from their nearness and relation
to God.

Reply toObjection 2. e nearness to God designated by
thenameof the “rones,” belongs also to the “Cherubim” and
“Seraphim,” and in a more excellent way, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 3. As above explained (q. 27, a. 3),
knowledge takes place accordingly as the thing known is in
the knower; but love as the lover is united to the object loved.
Now higher things are in a nobler way in themselves than in
lower things; whereas lower things are in higher things in a
nobler way than they are in themselves. erefore to know
lower things is better than to love them; and to love the higher
things, God above all, is better than to know them.

Reply to Objection 4. A careful comparison will show
that little or no difference exists in reality between the dispo-
sitions of the orders according to Dionysius and Gregory. For
Gregory expounds the name “Principalities” from their “pre-
siding over good spirits,” which also agrees with the “Virtues”
accordingly as this name expressed a certain strength, giving ef-
ficacy to the inferior spirits in the execution of theDivinemin-
istrations. Again, according to Gregory, the “Virtues” seem to
be the same as “Principalities” of Dionysius. For to work mir-
acles holds the first place in the Divine ministrations; since
thereby the way is prepared for the announcements of the
“Archangels” and the “Angels.”

Ia q. 108 a. 7Whether the orders will outlast the Day of Judgment?

Objection 1. It would seem that the orders of angels will
not outlast the Day of Judgment. For the Apostle says (1 Cor.
15:24), that Christ will “bring to naught all principality and
power, when He shall have delivered up the kingdom to God
and the Father,” and this will be in the final consummation.
erefore for the same reason all others will be abolished in
that state.

Objection 2. Further, to the office of the angelic orders it
belongs to cleanse, enlighten, and perfect. But aer the Day of
Judgment one angel will not cleanse, enlighten, or perfect an-
other, because they will not advance any more in knowledge.
erefore the angelic orders would remain for no purpose.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says of the angels (Heb.
1:14), that “they are all ministering spirits, sent to minister to
themwho shall receive the inheritance of salvation”; whence it
appears that the angelic offices are ordered for the purpose of
leading men to salvation. But all the elect are in pursuit of sal-
vation until theDay of Judgment.erefore the angelic offices
and orders will not outlast the Day of Judgment.

Onthecontrary, It iswritten ( Judges 5:20): “Stars remain-
ing in their order and courses,” which is applied to the angels.
erefore the angels will ever remain in their orders.

I answer that, In the angelic orders we may consider two
things; the distinction of grades, and the execution of their of-
fices. e distinction of grades among the angels takes place
according to the difference of grace and nature, as above ex-
plained (a. 4); and these differences will ever remain in the
angels; for these differences of natures cannot be taken from
them unless they themselves be corrupted. e difference of
glory will also ever remain in them according to the difference
of precedingmerit. As to the execution of the angelic offices, it
will to a certain degree remain aer the Day of Judgment, and
to a certain degree will cease. It will cease accordingly as their
offices are directed towards leading others to their end; but it
will remain, accordingly as it agrees with the attainment of the
end. us also the various ranks of soldiers have different du-
ties to perform in battle and in triumph.

Reply to Objection 1. e principalities and powers will
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come to an end in that final consummation as regards their of-
fice of leading others to their end; because when the end is at-
tained, it is no longer necessary to tend towards the end.is is
clear from the words of the Apostle, “When He shall have de-
livered up the kingdom of God and the Father,” i.e. when He
shall have led the faithful to the enjoyment of God Himself.

Reply toObjection 2.eactions of angels over the other
angels are to be considered according to a likeness to our own
intellectual actions. In ourselves we find many intellectual ac-
tions which are ordered according to the order of cause and
effect; as when we gradually arrive at one conclusion by many
middle terms. Now it is manifest that the knowledge of a con-
clusion depends on all the preceding middle terms not only in
the new acquisition of knowledge, but also as regards the keep-
ing of the knowledge acquired. A proof of this is that when

anyone forgets any of the preceding middle terms he can have
opinion or belief about the conclusion, but not knowledge; as
he is ignorant of the order of the causes. So, since the inferior
angels know the types of the Divine works by the light of the
superior angels, their knowledge depends on the light of the
superior angels not only as regards the acquisition of knowl-
edge, but also as regards the preserving of the knowledge pos-
sessed. So, although aer the Judgment the inferior angels will
not progress in the knowledge of some things, still this will not
prevent their being enlightened by the superior angels.

Reply to Objection 3. Although aer the Day of Judg-
mentmenwill not be led anymore to salvation by theministry
of the angels, still those who are already saved will be enlight-
ened through the angelic ministry.

Ia q. 108 a. 8Whether men are taken up into the angelic orders?

Objection 1. It would seem thatmen are not taken up into
the orders of the angels. For the human hierarchy is stationed
beneath the lowest heavenly hierarchy, as the lowest under the
middle hierarchy and the middle beneath the first. But the an-
gels of the lowest hierarchy are never transferred into the mid-
dle, or the first. erefore neither are men transferred to the
angelic orders.

Objection 2. Further, certain offices belong to the orders
of the angels, as to guard, to work miracles, to coerce the
demons, and the like; which do not appear to belong to the
souls of the saints. erefore they are not transferred to the
angelic orders.

Objection 3. Further, as the good angels lead on to good,
so do the demons to what is evil. But it is erroneous to say that
the souls of bad men are changed into demons; for Chrysos-
tom rejects this (Hom. xxviii in Matt.). erefore it does not
seem that the souls of the saints will be transferred to the or-
ders of angels.

On the contrary, e Lord says of the saints that, “they
will be as the angels of God” (Mat. 22:30). I answer that, As
above explained (Aa. 4,7), the orders of the angels are distin-
guished according to the conditions of nature and according to
the gis of grace. Considered only as regards the grade of na-
ture,men can in noway be assumed into the angelic orders; for
the natural distinction will always remain. In view of this dis-
tinction, some asserted that men can in no way be transferred
to an equality with the angels; but this is erroneous, contra-
dicting as it does the promise ofChrist saying that the children
of the resurrection will be equal to the angels in heaven (Lk.
20:36). For whatever belongs to nature is the material part of
an order; whilst that which perfects is from grace which de-
pends on the liberality of God, and not on the order of nature.
erefore by the gi of gracemen canmerit glory in such a de-

gree as to be equal to the angels, in each of the angelic grades;
and this implies that men are taken up into the orders of the
angels. Some, however, say that not all who are saved are as-
sumed into the angelic orders, but only virgins or the perfect;
and that the other will constitute their own order, as it were,
corresponding to the whole society of the angels. But this is
against what Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xii, 9), that “there
will not be two societies of men and angels, but only one; be-
cause the beatitude of all is to cleave to God alone.”

Reply to Objection 1. Grace is given to the angels in pro-
portion to their natural gis. is, however, does not apply to
men, as above explained (a. 4; q. 62, a. 6). So, as the inferior
angels cannot be transferred to the natural grade of the supe-
rior, neither can they be transferred to the superior grade of
grace; whereas men can ascend to the grade of grace, but not
of nature.

Reply toObjection2.eangels according to the order of
nature are between us andGod; and therefore according to the
common lawnot only human affairs are administered by them,
but also all corporeal matters. But holy men even aer this life
are of the same nature with ourselves; and hence according to
the common law they do not administer human affairs, “nor
do they interfere in the things of the living,” as Augustine says
(De cura promortuis xiii, xvi). Still, by a certain special dispen-
sation it is sometimes granted to some of the saints to exercise
these offices; by working miracles, by coercing the demons, or
by doing something of that kind, as Augustine says (De cura
pro mortuis xvi).

Reply to Objection 3. It is not erroneous to say that men
are transferred to the penalty of demons; but some erroneously
stated that the demons are nothing but souls of the dead; and
it is this that Chrysostom rejects.
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F P, Q 109
e Ordering of the Bad Angels

(In Four Articles)

We now consider the ordering of the bad angels; concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are orders among the demons?
(2) Whether among them there is precedence?
(3) Whether one enlightens another?
(4) Whether they are subject to the precedence of the good angels?

Ia q. 109 a. 1Whether there are orders among the demons?

Objection1. Itwould seem that there are no orders among
the demons. For order belongs to good, as also mode, and
species, as Augustine says (De Nat. Boni iii); and on the con-
trary, disorder belongs to evil. But there is nothing disorderly
in the good angels. erefore in the bad angels there are no
orders.

Objection 2. Further, the angelic orders are contained un-
der a hierarchy. But the demons are not in a hierarchy, which is
defined as a holy principality; for they are void of all holiness.
erefore among the demons there are no orders.

Objection 3. Further, the demons fell from every one of
the angelic orders; as is commonly supposed. erefore, if
some demons are said to belong to an order, as falling from
that order, it would seem necessary to give them the names
of each of those orders. But we never find that they are called
“Seraphim,” or “rones,” or “Dominations.”erefore on the
same ground they are not to be placed in any other order.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 6:12): “Our
wrestling…is against principalities and powers, against the
rulers of the world of this darkness.”

I answer that,As explained above (q. 108,Aa. 4,7,8), order
in the angels is considered both according to the grade of na-
ture; and according to that of grace. Now grace has a twofold
state, the imperfect, which is that of merit; and the perfect,

which is that of consummate glory.
If therefore we consider the angelic orders in the light of

the perfection of glory, then the demons are not in the angelic
orders, and never were. But if we consider them in relation to
imperfect grace, in that view thedemonswere at the time in the
orders of angels, but fell away from them, according to what
was said above (q. 62, a. 3), that all the angels were created in
grace. But if we consider them in the light of nature, in that
view they are still in those orders; because they have not lost
their natural gis; as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).

Reply to Objection 1. Good can exist without evil;
whereas evil cannot exist without good (q. 49, a. 3); so there
is order in the demons, as possessing a good nature.

Reply to Objection 2. If we consider the ordering of the
demons on the part of God Who orders them, it is sacred;
for He uses the demons for Himself; but on the part of the
demons’ will it is not a sacred thing, because they abuse their
nature for evil.

Reply toObjection 3.ename “Seraphim” is given from
the ardor of charity; and the name “rones” from the Di-
vine indwelling; and the name “Dominations” imports a cer-
tain liberty; all ofwhich are opposed to sin; and therefore these
names are not given to the angels who sinned.

Ia q. 109 a. 2Whether among the demons there is precedence?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no precedence
among the demons. For every precedence is according to some
order of justice. But the demons are wholly fallen from justice.
erefore there is no precedence among them.

Objection 2. Further, there is no precedence where obedi-
ence and subjection do not exist. But these cannot be with-
out concord; which is not to be found among the demons,
according to the text, “Among the proud there are always
contentions” (Prov. 13:10). erefore there is no precedence
among the demons.

Objection 3. If there be precedence among them it is ei-
ther according to nature, or according to their sin or punish-
ment. But it is not according to their nature, for subjection

and service do not come fromnature but from subsequent sin;
neither is it according to sin or punishment, because in that
case the superior demonswhohave sinned themost grievously,
would be subject to the inferior. erefore there is no prece-
dence among the demons.

On the contrary, On 1 Cor. 15:24 the gloss says: “While
the world lasts, angels will preside over angels, men over men,
and demons over demons.”

I answer that, Since action follows the nature of a thing,
where natures are subordinate, actions also must be subordi-
nate to each other. us it is in corporeal things, for as the
inferior bodies by natural order are below the heavenly bod-
ies, their actions and movements are subject to the actions
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and movements of the heavenly bodies. Now it is plain from
what we have said (a. 1), that the demons are by natural or-
der subject to others; and hence their actions are subject to
the action of those above them, and this is what we mean by
precedence—that the action of the subject should be under
the action of the prelate. So the very natural disposition of the
demons requires that there should be authority among them.
is agrees too with Divine wisdom, which leaves nothing in-
ordinate, which “reacheth from end to end mightily, and or-
dereth all things sweetly” (Wis. 8:1).

Reply to Objection 1. e authority of the demons is not
founded on their justice, but on the justice of God ordering all
things.

Reply to Objection 2. e concord of the demons,
whereby some obey others, does not arise from mutual friend-
ships, but from their common wickedness whereby they hate
men, and fight against God’s justice. For it belongs to wicked
men to be joined to and subject to those whom they see to be
stronger, in order to carry out their own wickedness.

Reply toObjection3.edemons are not equal innature;
and so among them there exists a natural precedence; which is
not the case with men, who are naturally equal. at the in-
ferior are subject to the superior, is not for the benefit of the
superior, but rather to their detriment; because since to do evil
belongs in a pre-eminent degree to unhappiness, it follows that
to preside in evil is to be more unhappy.

Ia q. 109 a. 3Whether there is enlightenment in the demons?

Objection 1. It would seem that enlightenment is in the
demons. For enlightenment means the manifestation of the
truth. But one demon can manifest truth to another, because
the superior excel in natural knowledge. erefore the supe-
rior demons can enlighten the inferior.

Objection 2. Further, a body abounding in light can en-
lighten a body deficient in light, as the sun enlightens the
moon. But the superior demons abound in the participation
of natural light. erefore it seems that the superior demons
can enlighten the inferior.

On the contrary, Enlightenment is not without cleansing
and perfecting, as stated above (q. 106, a. 1). But to cleanse
does not befit the demons, according to the words: “What can
be made clean by the unclean?” (Ecclus. 34:4). erefore nei-
ther can they enlighten.

I answer that, ere can be no enlightenment properly
speaking among the demons. For, as above explained (q. 107,
a. 2), enlightenment properly speaking is the manifestation of

the truth in reference to God, Who enlightens every intel-
lect. Another kind of manifestation of the truth is speech, as
when one angel manifests his concept to another. Now the de-
mon’s perversity does not lead one to order another to God,
but rather to lead away from the Divine order; and so one de-
mon does not enlighten another; but one canmake known his
mental concept to another by way of speech.

Reply toObjection 1. Not every kind of manifestation of
the truth is enlightenment, but only that which is above de-
scribed.

Reply toObjection 2.According towhat belongs to natu-
ral knowledge, there is no necessarymanifestation of the truth
either in the angels, or in the demons, because, as above ex-
plained (q. 55, a. 2; q. 58, a. 2; q. 79, a. 2), they know from the
first all that belongs to their natural knowledge. So the greater
fulness of natural light in the superior demons does not prove
that they can enlighten others.

Ia q. 109 a. 4Whether the good angels have precedence over the bad angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that the good angels have no
precedence over the bad angels. For the angels’ precedence is
especially connected with enlightenment. But the bad angels,
being darkness, are not enlightened by the good angels.ere-
fore the good angels do not rule over the bad.

Objection 2. Further, superiors are responsible as regards
negligence for the evil deeds of their subjects. But the demons
do much evil. erefore if they are subject to the good angels,
it seems that negligence is to be charged to the good angels;
which cannot be admitted.

Objection 3. Further, the angels’ precedence follows upon
the order of nature, as above explained (a. 2). But if the demons
fell from every order, as is commonly said,many of the demons
are superior to many good angels in the natural order. ere-
fore the good angels havenoprecedence over all the bad angels.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii), that “the

treacherous and sinful spirit of life is ruled by the rational, pi-
ous, and just spirit of life”; andGregory says (Hom. xxxiv) that
“the Powers are the angels to whose charge are subjected the
hostile powers.”

I answer that, e whole order of precedence is first and
originally in God; and it is shared by creatures accordingly as
they are the nearer toGod. For those creatures, which aremore
perfect and nearer to God, have the power to act on others.
Now the greatest perfection and that which brings them near-
est to God belongs to the creatures who enjoy God, as the
holy angels; of which perfection the demons are deprived; and
therefore the good angels have precedence over the bad, and
these are ruled by them.

Reply to Objection 1. Many things concerning Divine
mysteries are made known by the holy angels to the bad an-
gels, whenever the Divine justice requires the demons to do
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anything for the punishment of the evil; or for the trial of the
good; as in human affairs the judge’s assessors make known
his sentence to the executioners. is revelation, if compared
to the angelic revealers, can be called an enlightenment, foras-
much as they direct it to God; but it is not an enlightenment
on the part of the demons, for these do not direct it to God;
but to the fulfilment of their own wickedness.

Reply to Objection 2. e holy angels are the ministers
of the Divine wisdom. Hence as the Divine wisdom permits
some evil to be done by bad angels or men, for the sake of the

good that follows; so also the good angels do not entirely re-
strain the bad from inflicting harm.

Reply toObjection 3.An angel who is inferior in the nat-
ural order presides over demons, although these may be nat-
urally superior; because the power of Divine justice to which
the good angels cleave, is stronger than the natural power of
the angels. Hence likewise amongmen, “the spiritual man jud-
geth all things” (1 Cor. 2:15), and the Philosopher says (Ethic.
iii, 4; x, 5) that “the virtuous man is the rule andmeasure of all
human acts.”
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F P, Q 110
How Angels Act On Bodies

(In Four Articles)

We now consider how the angels preside over the corporeal creatures. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the corporeal creature is governed by the angels?
(2) Whether the corporeal creature obeys the mere will of the angels?
(3) Whether the angels by their own power can immediately move bodies locally?
(4) Whether the good or bad angels can work miracles?

Ia q. 110 a. 1Whether the corporeal creature is governed by the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that the corporeal creature
is not governed by angels. For whatever possesses a determi-
nate mode of action, needs not to be governed by any superior
power; for we require to be governed lest we dowhat we ought
not. But corporeal things have their actions determined by the
nature divinely bestowed upon them. erefore they do not
need the government of angels.

Objection2.Further, the lowest things are ruled by the su-
perior. But some corporeal things are inferior, and others are
superior. erefore they need not be governed by the angels.

Objection 3. Further, the different orders of the angels are
distinguished by different offices. But if corporeal creatures
were ruled by the angels, there would be as many angelic of-
fices as there are species of things. So also there would be as
many orders of angels as there are species of things; which is
against what is laid down above (q. 108, a. 2). erefore the
corporeal creature is not governed by angels.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4) that “all
bodies are ruled by the rational spirit of life”; and Gregory
says (Dial. iv, 6), that “in this visible world nothing takes place
without the agency of the invisible creature.”

I answer that, It is generally found both in human affairs
and in natural things that every particular power is governed
and ruled by the universal power; as, for example, the bailiff ’s
power is governed by the power of the king. Among the an-
gels also, as explained above (q. 55, a. 3 ; q. 108, a. 1), the supe-
rior angels who preside over the inferior possess amore univer-
sal knowledge. Now it is manifest that the power of any indi-
vidual body is more particular than the power of any spiritual
substance; for every corporeal form is a form individualized by
matter, and determined to the “here and now”; whereas imma-
terial forms are absolute and intelligible. erefore, as the in-
ferior angels who have the less universal forms, are ruled by the
superior; so are all corporeal things ruled by the angels. is is
not only laid down by the holy doctors, but also by all philoso-
phers who admit the existence of incorporeal substances.

Reply to Objection 1. Corporeal things have determi-
nate actions; but they exercise such actions only according as
they are moved; because it belongs to a body not to act unless
moved. Hence a corporeal creature must be moved by a spiri-

tual creature.
Reply to Objection 2. e reason alleged is according to

the opinionofAristotlewho laid down (Metaph. xi, 8) that the
heavenly bodies aremoved by spiritual substances; the number
of which he endeavored to assign according to the number of
motions apparent in the heavenly bodies. But he did not say
that there were any spiritual substances with immediate rule
over the inferior bodies, except perhaps human souls; and this
was because he did not consider that any operations were exer-
cised in the inferior bodies except the natural ones for which
the movement of the heavenly bodies sufficed. But because we
assert that many things are done in the inferior bodies besides
the natural corporeal actions, for which the movements of the
heavenly bodies are not sufficient; therefore in our opinion we
must assert that the angels possess an immediate presidency
not only over the heavenly bodies, but also over the inferior
bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. Philosophers have held different
opinions about immaterial substances. For Plato laid down
that immaterial substances were types and species of sensi-
ble bodies; and that some were more universal than others;
and so he held that immaterial substances preside immediately
over all sensible bodies, and different ones over different bod-
ies. But Aristotle held that immaterial substances are not the
species of sensible bodies, but something higher andmore uni-
versal; and so he did not attribute to them any immediate pre-
siding over single bodies, but only over the universal agents,
the heavenly bodies. Avicenna followed a middle course. For
he agreed with Plato in supposing some spiritual substance
to preside immediately in the sphere of active and passive el-
ements; because, as Plato also said, he held that the forms of
these sensible things are derived from immaterial substances.
But he differed from Plato because he supposed only one im-
material substance to preside over all inferior bodies, which he
called the “active intelligence.”

e holy doctors held with the Platonists that different
spiritual substances were placed over corporeal things. ForAu-
gustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 79): “Every visible thing in thisworld
has an angelic power placed over it”; and Damascene says (De
FideOrth. ii, 4): “e devil was one of the angelic powers who
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presided over the terrestrial order”; and Origen says on the
text, “When the ass saw the angel” (Num. 22:23), that “the
world has need of angels who preside over beasts, and over the
birth of animals, and trees, and plants, and over the increase
of all other things” (Hom. xiv in Num.). e reason of this,
however, is not that an angel ismore fitted by his nature to pre-
side over animals thanover plants; because each angel, even the
least, has a higher and more universal power than any kind of
corporeal things: the reason is to be sought in the order of Di-

vinewisdom,Whoplaces different rulers over different things.
Nor does it follow that there are more than nine orders of an-
gels, because, as above expounded (q. 108, a. 2), the orders are
distinguished by their general offices. Hence as according to
Gregory all the angels whose proper office it is to preside over
the demons are of the order of the “powers”; so to the order of
the “virtues” do those angels seem to belong who preside over
purely corporeal creatures; for by their ministration miracles
are sometimes performed.

Ia q. 110 a. 2Whether corporeal matter obeys the mere will of an angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that corporeal matter obeys
the mere will of an angel. For the power of an angel excels the
power of the soul. But corporeal matter obeys a conception of
the soul; for the body of man is changed by a conception of
the soul as regards heat and cold, and sometimes even as re-
gards health and sickness. erefore much more is corporeal
matter changed by a conception of an angel.

Objection 2. Further, whatever can be done by an infe-
rior power, can be done by a superior power. Now the power
of an angel is superior to corporeal power. But a body by its
power is able to transform corporeal matter; as appears when
fire begets fire.ereforemuchmore efficaciously can an angel
by his power transform corporeal matter.

Objection 3. Further, all corporeal nature is under angelic
administration, as appears above (a. 1), and thus it appears that
bodies are as instruments to the angels, for an instrument is
essentially a mover moved. Now in effects there is something
that is due to the power of their principal agents, and which
cannot be due to the power of the instrument; and this it is
that takes the principal place in the effect. For example, diges-
tion is due to the force of natural heat, which is the instrument
of the nutritive soul: but that living flesh is thus generated is
due to the power of the soul. Again the cutting of the wood is
from the saw; but that it assumes the length the formof a bed is
from the design of the [joiner’s] art. erefore the substantial
form which takes the principal place in the corporeal effects,
is due to the angelic power. erefore matter obeys the angels
in receiving its form.

On the contrary, Augustine says “It is not to be thought,
that this visible matter obeys these rebel angels; for it obeys
God alone.”

I answer that, e Platonists* asserted that the forms
which are in matter are caused by immaterial forms, because
they said that the material forms are participations of imma-
terial forms. Avicenna followed them in this opinion to some
extent, for he said that all forms which are in matter proceed
from the concept of the “intellect”; and that corporeal agents
only dispose [matter] for the forms. ey seem to have been
deceived on this point, through supposing a form to be some-

thing made “per se,” so that it would be the effect of a formal
principle. But, as the Philosopher proves (Metaph. vii, Did. vi,
8), what is made, properly speaking, is the “composite”: for
this properly speaking, is, as it were, what subsists. Whereas
the form is called a being, not as that which is, but as that by
which something is; and consequently neither is a form, prop-
erly speaking, made; for that is made which is; since to be is
nothing but the way to existence.

Now it is manifest that what is made is like to the maker,
forasmuch as every agent makes its like. So whatever makes
natural things, has a likeness to the composite; either because it
is composite itself, aswhenfire begets fire, or because thewhole
“composite” as to both matter and form is within its power;
and this belongs to God alone. erefore every informing of
matter is either immediately from God, or form some corpo-
real agent; but not immediately from an angel.

Reply to Objection 1. Our soul is united to the body as
the form; and so it is not surprising for the body to be for-
mally changed by the soul’s concept; especially as the move-
ment of the sensitive appetite, which is accompanied with a
certain bodily change, is subject to the command of reason.
An angel, however, has not the same connection with natural
bodies; and hence the argument does not hold.

Reply toObjection 2.Whatever an inferior power can do,
that a superior power cando, not in the sameway, but in amore
excellent way; for example, the intellect knows sensible things
in a more excellent way than sense knows them. So an angel
can change corporeal matter in a more excellent way than can
corporeal agents, that is by moving the corporeal agents them-
selves, as being the superior cause.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is nothing to prevent some
natural effect taking place by angelic power, for which the
power of corporeal agents would not suffice. is, however,
is not to obey an angel’s will (as neither does matter obey the
mere will of a cook, when by regulating the fire according to
the prescription of his art he produces a dish that the fire could
not have produced by itself ); since to reduce matter to the act
of the substantial form does not exceed the power of a corpo-
real agent; for it is natural for like to make like.

* Phaedo. xlix: Tim. (Did.) vol. ii, p. 218.
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Ia q. 110 a. 3Whether bodies obey the angels as regards local motion?

Objection 1. It would seem that bodies do not obey the
angels in local motion. For the local motion of natural bodies
follows on their forms. But the angels do not cause the forms
of natural bodies, as stated above (a. 2). erefore neither can
they cause in them local motion.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher (Phys. viii, 7)
proves that local motion is the first of all movements. But the
angels cannot cause other movements by a formal change of
the matter. erefore neither can they cause local motion.

Objection 3. Further, the corporeal members obey the
concept of the soul as regards local movement, as having in
themselves some principle of life. In natural bodies, however,
there is not vital principle. erefore they do not obey the an-
gels in local motion.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8,9) that
the angels use corporeal seed to produce certain effects. But
they cannot do this without causing local movement. ere-
fore bodies obey them in local motion.

I answer that, As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii): “Divine
wisdom has joined the ends of the first to the principles of the
second.” Hence it is clear that the inferior nature at its highest
point is in conjunction with superior nature. Now corporeal
nature is below the spiritual nature. But among all corporeal
movements the most perfect is local motion, as the Philoso-

pher proves (Phys. viii, 7). e reason of this is that what is
moved locally is not as such in potentiality to anything intrin-
sic, but only to something extrinsic—that is, to place. ere-
fore the corporeal nature has a natural aptitude to be moved
immediately by the spiritual nature as regards place. Hence
also the philosophers asserted that the supreme bodies are
moved locally by the spiritual substances; whence we see that
the soul moves the body first and chiefly by a local motion.

Reply to Objection 1. ere are in bodies other local
movements besides those which result from the forms; for in-
stance, the ebb and flow of the sea does not follow from the
substantial form of the water, but from the influence of the
moon; and much more can local movements result from the
power of spiritual substances.

Reply toObjection2.eangels, by causing localmotion,
as the first motion, can thereby cause other movements; that
is, by employing corporeal agents to produce these effects, as a
workman employs fire to soen iron.

Reply toObjection 3.epower of an angel is not so lim-
ited as is the power of the soul. Hence themotive power of the
soul is limited to the body united to it, which is vivified by it,
and by which it can move other things. But an angel’s power is
not limited to any body; hence it can move locally bodies not
joined to it.

Ia q. 110 a. 4Whether angels can work miracles?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels can work mir-
acles. For Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.): “ose spirits
are called virtues bywhomsigns andmiracles are usually done.”

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 79)
that “magicians work miracles by private contracts; good
Christians by public justice, bad Christians by the signs of
public justice.” But magicians work miracles because they are
“heard by the demons,” as he says elsewhere in the same work*.
erefore the demons can work miracles. erefore much
more can the good angels.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says in the same work†

that “it is not absurd to believe that all the things we see hap-
pen may be brought about by the lower powers that dwell in
our atmosphere.” But when an effect of natural causes is pro-
duced outside the order of the natural cause, we call it a mir-
acle, as, for instance, when anyone is cured of a fever without
the operation of nature. erefore the angels and demons can
work miracles.

Objection 4. Further, superior power is not subject to the
order of an inferior cause. But corporeal nature is inferior to an
angel.erefore an angel can work outside the order of corpo-
real agents; which is to work miracles.

On the contrary, It is written of God (Ps. 135:4): “Who

alone doth great wonders.”
I answer that, A miracle properly so called is when some-

thing is done outside the order of nature. But it is not enough
for a miracle if something is done outside the order of any par-
ticular nature; for otherwise anyone would perform a miracle
by throwing a stone upwards, as such a thing is outside the or-
der of the stone’s nature. So for a miracle is required that it be
against the order of the whole created nature. But God alone
can do this, because, whatever an angel or any other creature
does by its own power, is according to the order of created na-
ture; and thus it is not a miracle. Hence God alone can work
miracles.

Reply to Objection 1. Some angels are said to work mira-
cles; either because God works miracles at their request, in the
sameway asholymenare said toworkmiracles; or because they
exercise a kind of ministry in the miracles which take place; as
in collecting the dust in the general resurrection, or by doing
something of that kind.

Reply to Objection 2. Properly speaking, as said above,
miracles are those things which are done outside the order of
the whole created nature. But as we do not know all the power
of created nature, it follows that when anything is done out-
side the order of created nature by a power unknown to us, it

* Cf. Liber xxi, Sentent., sent. 4: among the supposititious works of St.
Augustine. † Cf.Liber xxi, Sentent., sent. 4: among the supposititiousworks
of St. Augustine.
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is called amiracle as regards ourselves. So when the demons do
anything of their own natural power, these things are called
“miracles” not in an absolute sense, but in reference to our-
selves. In this way the magicians work miracles through the
demons; and these are said to be done by “private contracts,”
forasmuch as every power of the creature, in the universe, may
be compared to the power of a private person in a city. Hence
when amagician does anything by compact with the devil, this
is done as it were by private contract. On the other hand, the
Divine justice is in thewhole universe as the public law is in the
city.erefore goodChristians, so far as they workmiracles by

Divine justice, are said toworkmiracles by “public justice”: but
bad Christians by the “signs of public justice,” as by invoking
the name of Christ, or by making use of other sacred signs.

Reply to Objection 3. Spiritual powers are able to effect
whatever happens in this visible world, by employing corpo-
real seeds by local movement.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the angels can do some-
thing which is outside the order of corporeal nature, yet they
cannot do anything outside the whole created order, which is
essential to a miracle, as above explained.
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F P, Q 111
e Action of the Angels On Man

(In Four Articles)

We now consider the action of the angels on man, and inquire: (1) How far they can change them by their own natural
power; (2) How they are sent by God to the ministry of men; (3) How they guard and protect men.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether an angel can enlighten the human intellect?
(2) Whether he can change man’s will?
(3) Whether he can change man’s imagination?
(4) Whether he can change man’s senses?

Ia q. 111 a. 1Whether an angel can enlighten man?

Objection1. It would seem that an angel cannot enlighten
man. For man is enlightened by faith; hence Dionysius (Eccl.
Hier. iii) attributes enlightenment to baptism, as “the sacra-
ment of faith.” But faith is immediately from God, according
to Eph. 2:8: “By grace you are saved through faith, and that
not of yourselves, for it is the gi of God.” erefore man is
not enlightened by an angel; but immediately by God.

Objection2.Further, on thewords, “Godhathmanifested
it to them” (Rom. 1:19), the gloss observes that “not only nat-
ural reason availed for the manifestation of Divine truths to
men, but God also revealed them by His work,” that is, by His
creature. But both are immediately fromGod—that is, natural
reason and the creature.ereforeGod enlightensman imme-
diately.

Objection 3. Further, whoever is enlightened is conscious
of being enlightened. But man is not conscious of being en-
lightened by angels. erefore he is not enlightened by them.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv) that the
revelation of Divine things reaches men through the ministry
of the angels. But such revelation is an enlightenment as we
have stated (q. 106, a. 1; q. 107, a. 2). erefore men are en-
lightened by the angels.

I answer that, Since the order of Divine Providence dis-
poses that lower things be subject to the actions of higher, as
explained above (q. 109, a. 2); as the inferior angels are enlight-
ened by the superior, somen, who are inferior to the angels, are
enlightened by them.

e modes of each of these kinds of enlightenment are in
one way alike and in another way unlike. For, as was shown
above (q. 106, a. 1), the enlightenment which consists in mak-
ing known Divine truth has two functions; namely, according
as the inferior intellect is strengthened by the action of the su-
perior intellect, and according as the intelligible species which
are in the superior intellect are proposed to the inferior so as
to be grasped thereby. is takes place in the angels when the
superior angel divides his universal concept of the truth ac-
cording to the capacity of the inferior angel, as explained above
(q. 106, a. 1).

e human intellect, however, cannot grasp the universal
truth itself unveiled; because its nature requires it to under-

stand by turning to the phantasms, as above explained (q. 84,
a. 7). So the angels propose the intelligible truth tomen under
the similitudes of sensible things, according towhatDionysius
says (Coel. Hier. i), that, “It is impossible for the divine ray to
shine on us, otherwise than shrouded by the variety of the sa-
cred veils.” On the other hand, the human intellect as the infe-
rior, is strengthened by the action of the angelic intellect. And
in these two ways man is enlightened by an angel.

Reply to Objection 1. Two dispositions concur in the
virtue of faith; first, the habit of the intellect whereby it is dis-
posed to obey the will tending to Divine truth. For the intel-
lect assents to the truth of faith, not as convinced by the rea-
son, but as commanded by the will; hence Augustine says, “No
one believes except willingly.” In this respect faith comes from
God alone. Secondly, faith requires that what is to be believed
be proposed to the believer; which is accomplished by man,
according to Rom. 10:17, “Faith cometh by hearing”; princi-
pally, however, by the angels, by whom Divine things are re-
vealed tomen.Hence the angels have some part in the enlight-
enment of faith. Moreover, men are enlightened by the angels
not only concerning what is to be believed; but also as regards
what is to be done.

Reply to Objection 2. Natural reason, which is immedi-
ately from God, can be strengthened by an angel, as we have
said above. Again, the more the human intellect is strength-
ened, so much higher an intelligible truth can be elicited from
the species derived from creatures. us man is assisted by
an angel so that he may obtain from creatures a more perfect
knowledge of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Intellectual operation and enlight-
enment can be understood in two ways. First, on the part of
theobject understood; thuswhoever understands or is enlight-
ened, knows that he understands or is enlightened, because he
knows that the object is made known to him. Secondly, on the
part of the principle; and thus it does not follow that whoever
understands a truth, knows what the intellect is, which is the
principle of the intellectual operation. In like manner not ev-
eryone who is enlightened by an angel, knows that he is en-
lightened by him.
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Ia q. 111 a. 2Whether the angels can change the will of man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels can change the
will of man. For, upon the text, “Who maketh His angels spir-
its andHisministers a flame of fire” (Heb. 1:7), the gloss notes
that “they are fire, as being spiritually fervent, and as burn-
ing away our vices.” is could not be, however, unless they
changed the will. erefore the angels can change the will.

Objection 2. Further, Bede says (Super Matth. xv, 11),
that, “the devil does not send wicked thoughts, but kindles
them.” Damascene, however, says that he also sends them; for
he remarks that “every malicious act and unclean passion is
contrived by the demons and put into men” (De Fide Orth.
ii, 4); in likemanner also the good angels introduce and kindle
good thoughts. But this could only be if they changed the will.
erefore the will is changed by them.

Objection 3. Further, the angel, as above explained, en-
lightens the human intellect by means of the phantasms. But
as the imagination which serves the intellect can be changed
by an angel, so can the sensitive appetite which serves the will,
because it also is a faculty using a corporeal organ.erefore as
the angel enlightens the mind, so can he change the will.

Onthe contrary,To change thewill belongs toGod alone,
according to Prov. 21:1: “e heart of the king is in the hand
of the Lord, whithersoever He will He shall turn it.”

I answer that, e will can be changed in two ways. First,
from within; in which way, since the movement of the will is
nothing but the inclination of thewill to the thingwilled,God
alone can thus change the will, because He gives the power of
such an inclination to the intellectual nature. For as the natu-
ral inclination is from God alone Who gives the nature, so the
inclination of the will is fromGod alone,Who causes the will.

Secondly, the will is moved from without. As regards an

angel, this can be only in one way—by the good apprehended
by the intellect.Hence in as far as anyonemay be the causewhy
anything be apprehended as an appetible good, so far does he
move the will. In this way also God alone can move the will
efficaciously; but an angel and man move the will by way of
persuasion, as above explained (q. 106, a. 2).

In addition to this mode the human will can be moved
from without in another way; namely, by the passion residing
in the sensitive appetite: thus by concupiscence or anger the
will is inclined to will something. In this manner the angels, as
being able to rouse these passions, canmove the will, not how-
ever by necessity, for the will ever remains free to consent to,
or to resist, the passion.

Reply to Objection 1. ose who act as God’s ministers,
either men or angels, are said to burn away vices, and to incite
to virtue by way of persuasion.

Reply to Objection 2. e demon cannot put thoughts
in our minds by causing them from within, since the act of
the cogitative faculty is subject to the will; nevertheless the
devil is called the kindler of thoughts, inasmuch as he incites
to thought, by the desire of the things thought of, by way of
persuasion, or by rousing the passions. Damascene calls this
kindling “a putting in” because such a work is accomplished
within. But good thoughts are attributed to a higher principle,
namely, God, though they may be procured by the ministry of
the angels.

Reply to Objection 3. e human intellect in its present
state can understand only by turning to the phantasms; but the
human will can will something following the judgment of rea-
son rather than the passion of the sensitive appetite.Hence the
comparison does not hold.

Ia q. 111 a. 3Whether an angel can change man’s imagination?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel cannot change
man’s imagination. For the phantasy, as is said De Anima iii, is
“a motion caused by the sense in act.” But if this motion were
caused by an angel, it would not be caused by the sense in act.
erefore it is contrary to the nature of the phantasy, which is
the act of the imaginative faculty, to be changed by an angel.

Objection 2. Further, since the forms in the imagination
are spiritual, they are nobler than the forms existing in sensible
matter. But an angel cannot impress forms upon sensible mat-
ter (q. 110, a. 2). erefore he cannot impress forms on the
imagination, and so he cannot change it.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 12):
“One spirit by intermingling with another can communicate
his knowledge to the other spirit by these images, so that the
latter either understands it himself, or accepts it as understood
by the other.” But it does not seem that an angel canbemingled
with the human imagination, nor that the imagination can re-

ceive the knowledge of an angel.erefore it seems that an an-
gel cannot change the imagination.

Objection 4. Further, in the imaginative vision man
cleaves to the similitudes of the things as to the things them-
selves. But in this there is deception. So as a good angel cannot
be the cause of deception, it seems that he cannot cause the
imaginative vision, by changing the imagination.

On the contrary, ose things which are seen in dreams
are seen by imaginative vision. But the angels reveal things in
dreams, as appears fromMat. 1:20;[2]:13,[19] in regard to the
angel who appeared to Joseph in dreams. erefore an angel
can move the imagination.

I answer that, Both a good and a bad angel by their own
natural power can move the human imagination. is may be
explained as follows. For it was said above (q. 110, a. 3), that
corporeal nature obeys the angel as regards localmovement, so
that whatever can be caused by the local movement of bodies
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is subject to the natural power of the angels. Now it ismanifest
that imaginative apparitions are sometimes caused in us by the
localmovement of animal spirits and humors.HenceAristotle
says (De Somn. et Vigil.)*, when assigning the cause of visions
in dreams, that “when an animal sleeps, the blood descends in
abundance to the sensitive principle, and movements descend
with it,” that is, the impressions le from the movements are
preserved in the animal spirits, “and move the sensitive princi-
ple”; so that a certain appearance ensues, as if the sensitive prin-
ciple were being then changed by the external objects them-
selves. Indeed, the commotion of the spirits and humors may
be so great that such appearancesmay even occur to those who
are awake, as is seen inmad people, and the like. So, as this hap-
pens by a natural disturbance of the humors, and sometimes
also by the will of man who voluntarily imagines what he pre-
viously experienced, so also the samemaybedoneby the power
of a good or a bad angel, sometimes with alienation from the
bodily senses, sometimes without such alienation.

Reply to Objection 1. e first principle of the imagina-
tion is from the sense in act. For we cannot imagine what we
have never perceived by the senses, either wholly or partly; as
a man born blind cannot imagine color. Sometimes, however,

the imagination is informed in such a way that the act of the
imaginative movement arises from the impressions preserved
within.

Reply to Objection 2. An angel changes the imagination,
not indeed by the impression of an imaginative form in noway
previously received from the senses (for he cannotmake aman
bornblind imagine color), but by localmovement of the spirits
and humors, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 3. e commingling of the angelic
spirit with the human imagination is not a mingling of
essences, but by reason of an effect which he produces in the
imagination in the way above stated; so that he shows man
what he [the angel] knows, but not in the way he knows.

Reply toObjection 4.An angel causing an imaginative vi-
sion, sometimes enlightens the intellect at the same time, so
that it knows what these images signify; and then there is not
deception. But sometimes by the angelic operation the simil-
itudes of things only appear in the imagination; but neither
then is deception caused by the angel, but by the defect in the
intellect to whom such things appear. us neither was Christ
a cause of deceptionwhenHe spokemany things to the people
in parables, which He did not explain to them.

Ia q. 111 a. 4Whether an angel can change the human senses?

Objection 1. It seems that an angel cannot change the hu-
man senses. For the sensitive operation is a vital operation. But
such an operation does not come from an extrinsic principle.
erefore the sensitive operation cannot be caused by an angel.

Objection 2. Further, the sensitive operation is nobler
than the nutritive. But the angel cannot change the nutri-
tive power, nor other natural forms. erefore neither can he
change the sensitive power.

Objection 3. Further, the senses are naturally moved by
the sensible objects. But an angel cannot change the order of
nature (q. 110, a. 4). erefore an angel cannot change the
senses; but these are changed always by the sensible object.

On the contrary, e angels who overturned Sodom,
“struck the people of Sodom with blindness or ἀορασία, so
that they could not find the door” (Gn. 19:11).† e same
is recorded of the Syrians whom Eliseus led into Samaria (4
Kings 6:18).

I answer that, e senses may be changed in a twofold
manner; from without, as when affected by the sensible ob-
ject: and from within, for we see that the senses are changed
when the spirits and humors are disturbed; as for example, a
sick man’s tongue, charged with choleric humor, tastes every-

thing as bitter, and the like with the other senses. Now an an-
gel, by his natural power, can work a change in the senses both
ways. For an angel can offer the senses a sensible object from
without, formed by nature or by the angel himself, as when he
assumes a body, as we have said above (q. 51, a. 2). Likewise
he can move the spirits and humors from within, as above re-
marked, whereby the senses are changed in various ways.

Reply toObjection1.eprinciple of the sensitive opera-
tion cannot be without the interior principle which is the sen-
sitive power; but this interior principle can be moved in many
ways by the exterior principle, as above explained.

Reply to Objection 2. By the interior movement of the
spirits and humors an angel can do something towards chang-
ing the act of the nutritive power, and also of the appetitive
and sensitive power, and of any other power using a corporeal
organ.

Reply to Objection 3. An angel can do nothing outside
the entire order of creatures; but he can outside some partic-
ular order of nature, since he is not subject to that order; thus
in some special way an angel can work a change in the senses
outside the common mode of nature.

* De Insomniis iii. † It is worth noting that these are the only two passages in the Greek version where the word ἀορασία appears. It expresses, in fact,
the effect produced on the people of Sodom—namely, dazzling (French version, “eblouissement”), which the Latin “caecitas” (blindness) does not necessarily
imply.
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F P, Q 112
e Mission of the Angels

(In Four Articles)

We next consider the mission of the angels. Under this head arise four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any angels are sent on works of ministry?
(2) Whether all are sent?
(3) Whether those who are sent, assist?
(4) From what orders they are sent.

Ia q. 112 a. 1Whether the angels are sent on works of ministry?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels are not sent on
works of ministry. For every mission is to some determinate
place. But intellectual actions do not determine a place, for in-
tellect abstracts from the “here” and “now.” Since therefore the
angelic actions are intellectual, it appears that the angels are
not sent to perform their own actions.

Objection 2. Further, the empyrean heaven is the place
that beseems the angelic dignity. erefore if they are sent to
us in ministry, it seems that something of their dignity would
be lost; which is unseemly.

Objection 3. Further, external occupation hinders the
contemplation of wisdom; hence it is said: “He that is less in
action, shall receive wisdom” (Ecclus. 38:25). So if some an-
gels are sent on external ministrations, they would seemingly
be hindered from contemplation. But the whole of their beat-
itude consists in the contemplation of God. So if they were
sent, their beatitude would be lessened; which is unfitting.

Objection 4. Further, tominister is the part of an inferior;
hence it is written (Lk. 22:27): “Which is the greater, he that
sitteth at table, or he that serveth? is not he that sitteth at ta-
ble?”But the angels are naturally greater thanwe are.erefore
they are not sent to administer to us.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 23:20): “Behold I will
send My angels who shall go before thee.”

I answer that,Fromwhat has been said above (q. 108, a. 6),
it may be shown that some angels are sent in ministry by God.
For, aswehave already stated (q. 43, a. 1), in treating of themis-
sion of theDivine Persons, he is said to be sent who in any way
proceeds from another so as to begin to be where he was not,
or to be in another way, where he already was. us the Son,
or theHolyGhost is said to be sent as proceeding from the Fa-
ther by origin; and begins to be in a newway, by grace or by the
nature assumed, where He was before by the presence of His
Godhead; for it belongs to God to be present everywhere, be-
cause, since He is the universal agent, His power reaches to all
being, and hence He exists in all things (q. 8, a. 1). An angel’s
power, however, as a particular agent, does not reach to the
whole universe, but reaches to one thing in such away as not to
reach another; and so he is “here” in such amanner as not to be
“there.” But it is clear fromwhat was above stated (q. 110, a. 1),

that the corporeal creature is governed by the angels. Hence,
whenever an angel has to perform any work concerning a cor-
poreal creature, the angel applies himself anew to that body by
his power; and in that way begins to be there afresh. Now all
this takes place by Divine command. Hence it follows that an
angel is sent by God.

Yet the action performed by the angel who is sent, pro-
ceeds from God as from its first principle, at Whose nod and
by Whose authority the angels work; and is reduced to God
as to its last end. Now this is what is meant by a minister: for
a minister is an intelligent instrument; while an instrument is
moved by another, and its action is ordered to another. Hence
angels’ actions are called ‘ministries’; and for this reason they
are said to be sent in ministry.

Reply toObjection 1. An operation can be intellectual in
two ways. In one way, as dwelling in the intellect itself, as con-
templation; such an operation does not demand to occupy a
place; indeed, as Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 20): “Even we
ourselves as mentally tasting something eternal, are not in this
world.” In another sense an action is said to be intellectual be-
cause it is regulated and commanded by some intellect; in that
sense the intellectual operations evidently have sometimes a
determinate place.

Reply to Objection 2. e empyrean heaven belongs to
the angelic dignity by way of congruity; forasmuch as it is con-
gruous that thehigher body shouldbe attributed to that nature
which occupies a rank above bodies. Yet an angel does not de-
rive his dignity from the empyrean heaven; so when he is not
actually in the empyrean heaven, nothing of his dignity is lost,
as neither does a king lessen his dignity when not actually sit-
ting on his regal throne, which suits his dignity.

Reply to Objection 3. In ourselves the purity of contem-
plation is obscured by exterior occupation; because we give
ourselves to action through the sensitive faculties, the action
of which when intense impedes the action of the intellectual
powers. An angel, on the contrary, regulates his exterior ac-
tions by intellectual operation alone. Hence it follows that his
external occupations in no respect impede his contemplation;
because given two actions, one of which is the rule and the
reason of the other, one does not hinder but helps the other.
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Wherefore Gregory says (Moral. ii) that “the angels do not go
abroad in such a manner as to lose the delights of inward con-
templation.”

Reply to Objection 4. In their external actions the angels
chiefly minister to God, and secondarily to us; not because we

are superior to them, absolutely speaking, but because, since
every man or angel by cleaving to God is made one spirit with
God, he is thereby superior to every creature. Hence the Apos-
tle says (Phil. 2:3): “Esteeming others better than themselves.”

Ia q. 112 a. 2Whether all the angels are sent in ministry?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the angels are sent in
ministry. For the Apostle says (Heb. 1:14): “All are minister-
ing spirits, sent to minister” [Vulg. ‘Are they not all…?’].

Objection 2.Further, among the orders, the highest is that
of the Seraphim, as stated above (q. 108, a. 6). But a Seraph
was sent to purify the lips of the prophet (Is. 6:6,7). erefore
much more are the inferior orders sent.

Objection 3. Further, the Divine Persons infinitely excel
all the angelic orders. But the Divine Persons are sent. ere-
fore much more are even the highest angels sent.

Objection 4. Further, if the superior angels are not sent to
the external ministries, this can only be because the superior
angels execute the Divine ministries by means of the inferior
angels. But as all the angels are unequal, as stated above (q. 50,
a. 4), each angel has an angel inferior to himself except the last
one. erefore only the last angel would be sent in ministry;
which contradicts the words, “ousands of thousands minis-
tered to Him” (Dan. 7:10).

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.),
quoting the statement ofDionysius (Coel.Hier. xiii), that “the
higher ranks fulfil no exterior service.”

I answer that, As appears from what has been said above
(q. 106, a. 3; q. 110, a. 1), the order ofDivine Providence has so
disposed not only among the angels, but also in the whole uni-
verse, that inferior things are administered by the superior. But
the Divine dispensation, however, this order is sometimes de-
parted fromas regards corporeal things, for the sake of a higher
order, that is, according as it is suitable for themanifestation of
grace. at the man born blind was enlightened, that Lazarus
was raised from the dead, was accomplished immediately by
Godwithout the actionof theheavenly bodies.Moreover both
good andbad angels canwork some effect in these bodies inde-
pendently of the heavenly bodies, by the condensation of the

clouds to rain, and by producing some such effects. Nor can
anyone doubt that God can immediately reveal things to men
without the help of the angels, and the superior angels without
the inferior. From this standpoint some have said that accord-
ing to the general law the superior angels are not sent, but only
the inferior; yet that sometimes, by Divine dispensation, the
superior angels also are sent.

It may also be said that the Apostle wishes to prove that
Christ is greater than the angels who were chosen as the mes-
sengers of the law; in order that He might show the excellence
of the new over the old law. Hence there is no need to apply
this to any other angels besides those whowere sent to give the
law.

Reply to Objection 2. According to Dionysius (Coel.
Hier. xiii), the angel who was sent to purify the prophet’s lips
was one of the inferior order; but was called a “Seraph,” that
is, “kindling ” in an equivocal sense, because he came to “kin-
dle” the lips of the prophet. It may also be said that the supe-
rior angels communicate their own proper gis whereby they
are denominated, through the ministry of the inferior angels.
us one of the Seraphim is described as purifying by fire the
prophet’s lips, not as if he did so immediately, but because an
inferior angel did so by his power; as the Pope is said to absolve
a man when he gives absolution by means of someone else.

Reply to Objection 3. e Divine Persons are not sent in
ministry, but are said to be sent in an equivocal sense, as ap-
pears from what has been said (q. 43, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 4. A manifold grade exists in the
Divine ministries. Hence there is nothing to prevent angels
though unequal from being sent immediately in ministry, in
such amanner however that the superior are sent to the higher
ministries, and the lower to the inferior ministries.

Ia q. 112 a. 3Whether all the angels who are sent, assist?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels who are sent
also assist. For Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.): “So the
angels are sent, and assist; for, though the angelic spirit is lim-
ited, yet the supreme Spirit, God, is not limited.”

Objection 2. Further, the angel was sent to administer to
Tobias. Yet he said, “I am the angel Raphael, one of the seven
who stand before the Lord” (Tob. 12:15).erefore the angels
who are sent, assist.

Objection 3. Further, every holy angel is nearer to God

than Satan is. Yet Satan assisted God, according to Job 1:6:
“When the sons of God came to stand before the Lord, Satan
also was present among them.” erefore much more do the
angels, who are sent to minister, assist.

Objection 4. Further, if the inferior angels do not assist,
the reason is because they receive the Divine enlightenment,
not immediately, but through the superior angels. But every
angel receives the Divine enlightenment from a superior, ex-
cept the one who is highest of all. erefore only the highest
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angel would assist; which is contrary to the text of Dan. 7:10:
“Ten thousand times a hundred thousand stood before Him.”
erefore the angels who are sent also assist.

On the contrary, Gregory says, on Job 25:3: “Is there any
numbering of His soldiers?” (Moral. xvii): “ose powers as-
sist, who do not go forth as messengers to men.” erefore
those who are sent in ministry do not assist.

I answer that, e angels are spoken of as “assisting” and
“administering,” aer the likeness of those who attend upon a
king; some of whom ever wait upon him, and hear his com-
mands immediately; while others there are to whom the royal
commands are conveyed by those who are in attendance—for
instance, those who are placed at the head of the administra-
tion of various cities; these are said to administer, not to assist.

Wemust therefore observe that all the angels gaze upon the
Divine Essence immediately; in regard towhich all, even those
whominister, are said to assist. HenceGregory says (Moral. ii)
that “those who are sent on the external ministry of our salva-
tion can always assist and see the face of the Father.” Yet not

all the angels can perceive the secrets of the Divine mysteries
in the clearness itself of the Divine Essence; but only the su-
perior angels who announce them to the inferior: and in that
respect only the superior angels belonging to the highest hi-
erarchy are said to assist, whose special prerogative it is to be
enlightened immediately by God.

From this may be deduced the reply to the first and second
objections, which are based on the first mode of assisting.

Reply to Objection 3. Satan is not described as having as-
sisted, but as present among the assistants; for, as Gregory says
(Moral. ii), “though he has lost beatitude, still he has retained
a nature like to the angels.”

Reply to Objection 4. All the assistants see some things
immediately in the glory of the Divine Essence; and so it may
be said that it is the prerogative of the whole of the highest
hierarchy to be immediately enlightened by God; while the
higher ones among them see more than is seen by the inferior;
someofwhomenlightenothers: as also among thosewhoassist
the king, one knows more of the king’s secrets than another.

Ia q. 112 a. 4Whether all the angels of the second hierarchy are sent?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the angels of the sec-
ond hierarchy are sent. For all the angels either assist, or min-
ister, according to Dan. 7:10. But the angels of the second hi-
erarchy do not assist; for they are enlightened by the angels of
the first hierarchy, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. viii). ere-
fore all the angels of the second hierarchy are sent in ministry.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xvii) that
“there are more whominister than who assist.”is would not
be the case if the angels of the second hierarchy were not sent
inministry.erefore all the angels of the second hierarchy are
sent to minister.

On the contrary,Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. viii) that the
“Dominations are above all subjection.” But to be sent implies
subjection.erefore the dominations are not sent tominister.

I answer that,As above stated (a. 1), to be sent to external
ministry properly belongs to an angel according as he acts by
Divine command in respect of any corporeal creature; which
is part of the execution of the Divine ministry. Now the an-
gelic properties are manifested by their names, as Dionysius
says (Coel. Hier. vii); and therefore the angels of those orders
are sent to external ministry whose names signify some kind
of administration. But the name “dominations” does not sig-
nify any such administration, but only disposition and com-
mand in administering. On the other hand, the names of the
inferior orders imply administration, for the “Angels” and
“Archangels” are so called from “announcing”; the “Virtues”
and “Powers” are so called in respect of some act; and it is right
that the “Prince,” according to what Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv
in Evang.), “be first among the workers.” Hence it belongs to
these five orders to be sent to externalministry; not to the four
superior orders.

Reply to Objection 1. e Dominations are reckoned
among the ministering angels, not as exercising but as dispos-
ing and commanding what is to be done by others; thus an ar-
chitect does not put his hands to the production of his art, but
only disposes and orders what others are to do.

Reply to Objection 2. A twofold reason may be given in
assigning the number of the assisting and ministering angels.
For Gregory says that those who minister are more numerous
than those who assist; because he takes the words (Dan. 7:10)
“thousands of thousands ministered to Him,” not in a multi-
ple but in a partitive sense, to mean “thousands out of thou-
sands”; thus the number of those who minister is indefinite,
and signifies excess; while the number of assistants is finite as
in the words added, “and ten thousand times a hundred thou-
sand assisted Him.” is explanation rests on the opinion of
the Platonists, who said that the nearer things are to the one
first principle, the smaller they are in number; as the nearer a
number is to unity, the lesser it is than multitude. is opin-
ion is verified as regards the number of orders, as six administer
and three assist.

Dionysius, however, (Coel. Hier. xiv) declares that the
multitude of angels surpasses all the multitude of material
things; so that, as the superior bodies exceed the inferior in
magnitude to an immeasurable degree, so the superior incor-
poreal natures surpass all corporeal natures in multitude; be-
cause whatever is better is more intended andmoremultiplied
by God. Hence, as the assistants are superior to the ministers
there will be more assistants than ministers. In this way, the
words “thousands of thousands” are taken by way of multipli-
cation, to signify “a thousand times a thousand.” And because
ten times a hundred is a thousand, if it were said “ten times a
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hundred thousand” it wouldmean that there are asmany assis-
tants as ministers: but since it is written “ten thousand times
a hundred thousand,” we are given to understand that the as-
sistants are much more numerous than the ministers. Nor is
this said to signify that this is the precise number of angels,

but rather that it is much greater, in that it exceeds all material
multitude.is is signifiedby themultiplication together of all
the greatest numbers, namely ten, a hundred, and a thousand,
as Dionysius remarks in the same passage.
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F P, Q 113
Of the Guardianship of the Good Angels

(In Eight Articles)

We next consider the guardianship exercised by the good angels; and their warfare against the bad angels. Under the first
head eight points of inquiry arise:

(1) Whether men are guarded by the angels?
(2) Whether to each man is assigned a single guardian angel?
(3) Whether the guardianship belongs only to the lowest order of angels?
(4) Whether it is fitting for each man to have an angel guardian?
(5) When does an angel’s guardianship of a man begin?
(6) Whether the angel guardians always watch over men?
(7) Whether the angel grieves over the loss of the one guarded?
(8) Whether rivalry exists among the angels as regards their guardianship?

Ia q. 113 a. 1Whether men are guarded by the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that men are not guarded by
the angels. For guardians are deputed to some because they ei-
ther know not how, or are not able, to guard themselves, as
children and the sick. But man is able to guard himself by his
free-will; and knows how by his natural knowledge of natural
law. erefore man is not guarded by an angel.

Objection 2. Further, a strong guard makes a weaker one
superfluous. But men are guarded by God, according to Ps.
120:4: “He shall neither slumber nor sleep, that keepeth Is-
rael.” erefore man does not need to be guarded by an angel.

Objection 3. Further, the loss of the guarded redounds
to the negligence of the guardian; hence it was said to a cer-
tain one: “Keep this man; and if he shall slip away, thy life
shall be for his life” (3 Kings 20:39). Now many perish daily
through falling into sin; whom the angels could help by visi-
ble appearance, or by miracles, or in some such-like way. e
angels would therefore be negligent if men are given to their
guardianship. But that is clearly false. erefore the angels are
not the guardians of men.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 90:11): “He hath given
His angels charge over thee, to keep thee in all thy ways.”

I answer that,According to the plan ofDivineProvidence,
we find that in all things the movable and variable are moved
and regulated by the immovable and invariable; as all corpo-
real things by immovable spiritual substances, and the infe-
rior bodies by the superior which are invariable in substance.
We ourselves also are regulated as regards conclusions, about
which we may have various opinions, by the principles which
we hold in an invariable manner. It is moreover manifest that
as regards things to be done human knowledge and affection
can vary and fail from good in many ways; and so it was nec-
essary that angels should be deputed for the guardianship of

men, in order to regulate them and move them to good.
Reply to Objection 1. By free-will man can avoid evil to a

certain degree, but not in any sufficient degree; forasmuch as
he is weak in affection towards good on account of the mani-
fold passions of the soul. Likewise universal natural knowledge
of the law, which by nature belongs toman, to a certain degree
directs man to good, but not in a sufficient degree; because in
the application of the universal principles of law to particular
actions man happens to be deficient in many ways. Hence it is
written (Wis. 9:14): “e thoughts of mortal men are fearful,
and our counsels uncertain.”usman needs to be guarded by
the angels.

Reply to Objection 2. Two things are required for a good
action; first, that the affection be inclined to good, which is
effected in us by the habit of mortal virtue. Secondly, that rea-
son should discover the proper methods to make perfect the
good of virtue; this the Philosopher (Ethic. vi) attributes to
prudence. As regards the first, God guards man immediately
by infusing into him grace and virtues; as regards the second,
God guards man as his universal instructor, Whose precepts
reachmanby themediumof the angels, as above stated (q. 111,
a. 1).

Reply toObjection 3.Asmen depart from the natural in-
stinct of good by reason of a sinful passion, so also do they
depart from the instigation of the good angels, which takes
place invisibly when they enlighten man that he may do what
is right. Hence that men perish is not to be imputed to the
negligence of the angels but to the malice of men. at they
sometimes appear to men visibly outside the ordinary course
of nature comes from a special grace of God, as likewise that
miracles occur outside the order of nature.
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Ia q. 113 a. 2Whether each man is guarded by an angel?

Objection 1. It would seem that each man is not guarded
by an angel. For an angel is stronger than a man. But one man
suffices to guardmanymen.erefore muchmore can one an-
gel guard many men.

Objection 2.Further, the lower things are brought toGod
through the medium of the higher, as Dionysius says (Coel.
Hier. iv, xiii). But as all the angels are unequal (q. 50, a. 4), there
is only one angel betweenwhom andmen there is nomedium.
erefore there is only one angel who immediately keepsmen.

Objection 3. Further, the greater angels are deputed to the
greater offices. But it is not a greater office to keep one man
more than another; since all men are naturally equal. Since
therefore of all the angels one is greater than another, asDiony-
sius says (Coel. Hier. x), it seems that different men are not
guarded by different angels.

On the contrary, On the text, “eir angels in heaven,”
etc. (Mat. 8:10), Jerome says: “Great is the dignity of souls, for
each one to have an angel deputed to guard it from its birth.”

I answer that, Each man has an angel guardian appointed
to him. is rests upon the fact that the guardianship of an-
gels belongs to the execution ofDivine providence concerning
men. But God’s providence acts differently as regards men and
as regards other corruptible creatures, for they are related dif-
ferently to incorruptibility. For men are not only incorrupt-
ible in the common species, but also in the proper forms of
each individual, which are the rational souls, which cannot be
said of other incorruptible things. Now it is manifest that the
providence of God is chiefly exercised towards what remains
for ever; whereas as regards things which pass away, the prov-
idence of God acts so as to order their existence to the things
which are perpetual. us the providence of God is related to
each man as it is to every genus or species of things corrupt-
ible. But, according to Gregory (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.), the
different orders are deputed to the different “genera” of things,
for instance, the “Powers” to coerce the demons, the “Virtues”

to work miracles in things corporeal; while it is probable that
the different species are presided over by different angels of the
same order. Hence it is also reasonable to suppose that differ-
ent angels are appointed to the guardianship of different men.

Reply to Objection 1. A guardian may be assigned to a
man for two reasons: first, inasmuch as a man is an individ-
ual, and thus to one man one guardian is due; and sometimes
several are appointed to guard one. Secondly, inasmuch as a
man is part of a community, and thus one man is appointed as
guardian of a whole community; to whom it belongs to pro-
vide what concerns one man in his relation to the whole com-
munity, such as external works, which are sources of strength
or weakness to others. But angel guardians are given to men
also as regards invisible and occult things, concerning the sal-
vation of each one in his own regard. Hence individual angels
are appointed to guard individual men.

Reply to Objection 2. As above stated (q. 112, a. 3, ad 4),
all the angels of the first hierarchy are, as to some things, en-
lightened by God directly; but as to other things, only the su-
perior are directly enlightened by God, and these reveal them
to the inferior. And the same also applies to the inferior orders:
for a lower angel is enlightened in some respects by one of the
highest, and in other respects by the one immediately above
him. us it is possible that some one angel enlightens a man
immediately, and yet has other angels beneath him whom he
enlightens.

Reply to Objection 3. Although men are equal in na-
ture, still inequality exists among them, according as Divine
Providence orders some to the greater, and others to the lesser
things, according toEcclus. 33:11,12: “Withmuchknowledge
the Lord hath divided them, and diversified their ways: some
of them hath He blessed and exalted, and some of them hath
He cursed and brought low.”us it is a greater office to guard
one man than another.

Ia q. 113 a. 3Whether to guard men belongs only to the lowest order of angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that the guardianship of men
does not belong only to the lowest order of the angels. For
Chrysostom says that the text (Mat. 18:10), “eir angels in
heaven,” etc. is to be understood not of any angels but of the
highest. erefore the superior angels guard men.

Objection 2. Further, theApostle says that angels “are sent
tominister for themwho shall receive the inheritance of salva-
tion” (Heb. 1:14); and thus it seems that the mission of the
angels is directed to the guardianship of men. But five orders
are sent in external ministry (q. 112, a. 4).erefore all the an-
gels of the five orders are deputed to the guardianship of men.

Objection 3. Further, for the guardianship of men it
seems especially necessary to coerce the demons, which be-

longs most of all to the Powers, according to Gregory (Hom.
xxxiv in Evang.); and to work miracles, which belongs to the
Virtues. erefore these orders are also deputed to the work
of guardianship, and not only the lowest order.

On the contrary, In the Psalm (90) the guardianship of
men is attributed to the angels; who belong to the lowest or-
der, according to Dionysius (Coel. Hier. v, ix).

I answer that, As above stated (a. 2), man is guarded
in two ways; in one way by particular guardianship, accord-
ing as to each man an angel is appointed to guard him; and
such guardianship belongs to the lowest order of the angels,
whose place it is, according toGregory, to announce the “lesser
things”; for it seems to be the least of the angelic offices to pro-
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cure what concerns the salvation of only one man. e other
kind of guardianship is universal, multiplied according to the
different orders. For the more universal an agent is, the higher
it is. us the guardianship of the human race belongs to the
order of “Principalities,” or perhaps to the “Archangels,” whom
we call the angel princes. Hence, Michael, whom we call an
archangel, is also styled “one of the princes” (Dan. 10:13).
Moreover all corporeal creatures are guarded by the “Virtues”;
and likewise the demons by the “Powers,” and the good spirits
by the “Principalities,” according to Gregory’s opinion (Hom.
xxxiv in Ev.).

Reply to Objection 1. Chrysostom can be taken to mean

the highest in the lowest order of angels; for, as Dionysius says
(Coel. Hier. x) in each order there are first, middle, and last.
It is, however, probable that the greater angels are deputed to
keep those chosen by God for the higher degree of glory.

Reply toObjection 2.Not all the angels who are sent have
guardianship of individual men; but some orders have a uni-
versal guardianship, greater or less, as above explained.

Reply toObjection 3. Even inferior angels exercise the of-
fice of the superior, as they share in their gis, and they are ex-
ecutors of the superiors’ power; and in this way all the angels
of the lowest order can coerce the demons, and work miracles.

Ia q. 113 a. 4Whether angels are appointed to the guardianship of all men?

Objection 1. It would seem that angels are not appointed
to the guardianship of all men. For it is written of Christ
(Phil. 2:7) that “He was made in the likeness of men, and in
habit found as a man.” If therefore angels are appointed to the
guardianship of all men, Christ also would have had an angel
guardian. But this is unseemly, for Christ is greater than all the
angels.erefore angels are not appointed to the guardianship
of all men.

Objection 2. Further, Adamwas the first of all men. But it
was not fitting that he should have an angel guardian, at least
in the state of innocence: for then hewas not beset by any dan-
gers.erefore angels are not appointed to the guardianship of
all men.

Objection 3. Further, angels are appointed to the
guardianship of men, that they may take them by the hand
and guide them to eternal life, encourage them to good works,
and protect them against the assaults of the demons. But men
who are foreknown to damnation, never attain to eternal life.
Infidels, also, though at times they perform good works, do
not perform themwell, for they have not a right intention: for
“faith directs the intention” as Augustine says (Enarr. ii in Ps.
31). Moreover, the coming of Antichrist will be “according to
the working of Satan,” as it is written (2 ess. 2:9). erefore
angels are not deputed to the guardianship of all men.

On the contrary, is the authority of Jerome quoted above
(a. 2), for he says that “each soul has an angel appointed to
guard it.”

I answer that, Man while in this state of life, is, as it were,
on a road bywhich he should journey towards heaven.On this
roadman is threatened bymany dangers both fromwithin and
from without, according to Ps. 159:4: “In this way wherein I

walked, they have hidden a snare for me.” And therefore as
guardians are appointed for men who have to pass by an un-
safe road, so an angel guardian is assigned to each man as long
as he is a wayfarer. When, however, he arrives at the end of life
he no longer has a guardian angel; but in the kingdom he will
have an angel to reignwith him, in hell a demon to punish him.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ as man was guided imme-
diately by the Word of God: wherefore He needed not be
guarded by an angel. Again as regards His soul, He was a com-
prehensor, although in regard to His passible body, He was a
wayfarer. In this latter respect it was right that He should have
not a guardian angel as superior to Him, but a ministering an-
gel as inferior to Him. Whence it is written (Mat. 4:11) that
“angels came and ministered to Him.”

Reply to Objection 2. In the state of innocence man was
not threatened by any peril from within: because within him
all was well ordered, as we have said above (q. 95, Aa. 1,3). But
peril threatened from without on account of the snares of the
demons; as was proved by the event. For this reason he needed
a guardian angel.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as the foreknown, the infidels,
and even Anti-christ, are not deprived of the interior help of
natural reason; so neither are they deprived of that exterior
help granted by God to the whole human race—namely the
guardianship of the angels. And although the help which they
receive therefrom does not result in their deserving eternal life
by goodworks, it does nevertheless conduce to their being pro-
tected from certain evils which would hurt both themselves
and others. For even the demons are held off by the good an-
gels, lest they hurt as much as they would. In like manner An-
tichrist will not do as much harm as he would wish.

Ia q. 113 a. 5Whether an angel is appointed to guard a man from his birth?

Objection 1. It would seem that an angel is not appointed
to guard a man from his birth. For angels are “sent to minister
for them who shall receive the inheritance of salvation,” as the
Apostle says (Heb. 1:14). But men begin to receive the inheri-

tance of salvation, when they are baptized. erefore an angel
is appointed to guard a man from the time of his baptism, not
of his birth.

Objection 2. Further, men are guarded by angels in as far
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as angels enlighten and instruct them. But children are not ca-
pable of instruction as soon as they are born, for they have not
the use of reason. erefore angels are not appointed to guard
children as soon as they are born.

Objection 3. Further, a child has a rational soul for some
time before birth, just as well as aer. But it does not appear
that an angel is appointed to guard a child before its birth, for
they are not then admitted to the sacraments of the Church.
erefore angels are not appointed to guardmen from themo-
ment of their birth.

On the contrary, Jerome says (vide A, 4) that “each soul
has an angel appointed to guard it from its birth.”

I answer that, as Origen observes (Tract. v, super Matt.)
there are two opinions on this matter. For some have held that
the angel guardian is appointed at the time of baptism, oth-
ers, that he is appointed at the time of birth. e latter opin-
ion Jerome approves (vide A, 4), and with reason. For those
benefits which are conferred by God on man as a Christian,
begin with his baptism; such as receiving the Eucharist, and
the like. But those which are conferred by God on man as a
rational being, are bestowed on him at his birth, for then it
is that he receives that nature. Among the latter benefits we
must count the guardianship of angels, as we have said above

(Aa. 1,4). Wherefore from the very moment of his birth man
has an angel guardian appointed to him.

Reply to Objection 1. Angels are sent to minister, and
that efficaciously indeed, for those who shall receive the inher-
itance of salvation, if we consider the ultimate effect of their
guardianship,which is the realizing of that inheritance. But for
all that, the angelicministrations are not withdrawn for others
although they are not so efficacious as to bring them to salva-
tion: efficacious, nevertheless, they are, inasmuch as they ward
off many evils.

Reply to Objection 2. Guardianship is ordained to en-
lightenment by instruction, as to its ultimate and principal
effect. Nevertheless it has many other effects consistent with
childhood; for instance to ward off the demons, and to pre-
vent both bodily and spiritual harm.

Reply to Objection 3. As long as the child is in the
mother’s womb it is not entirely separate, but by reason of a
certain intimate tie, is still part of her: just as the fruit while
hanging on the tree is part of the tree. And therefore it can be
saidwith somedegree of probability, that the angelwho guards
themother guards the childwhile in thewomb.But at its birth,
when it becomes separate from the mother, an angel guardian
is appointed to it; as Jerome, above quoted, says.

Ia q. 113 a. 6Whether the angel guardian ever forsakes a man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel guardian some-
times forsakes the man whom he is appointed to guard. For it
is said ( Jer. 51:9) in the person of the angels: “We would have
cured Babylon, but she is not healed: let us forsake her.” And
(Is. 5:5) it is written: “I will take away the hedge”—that is, “the
guardianship of the angels” [gloss]—“and it shall be wasted.”

Objection 2. Further, God’s guardianship excels that of
the angels. But God forsakes man at times, according to Ps.
21:2: “O God, my God, look upon me: why hast ou for-
saken me?” Much rather therefore does an angel guardian for-
sake man.

Objection 3. Further, according to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. ii, 3), “When the angels are here with us, they are not
in heaven.” But sometimes they are in heaven.erefore some-
times they forsake us.

On the contrary,edemons are ever assailing us, accord-
ing to 1 Pet. 5:8: “Your adversary the devil, as a roaring lion,
goeth about, seekingwhomhemay devour.”Muchmore there-
fore do the good angels ever guard us.

I answer that,As appears above (a. 2), the guardianship of
the angels is an effect of Divine providence in regard to man.
Now it is evident that neither man, nor anything at all, is en-

tirely withdrawn from the providence of God: for in as far as
a thing participates being, so far is it subject to the providence
that extends over all being. God indeed is said to forsake man,
according to the ordering of His providence, but only in so far
as He allows man to suffer some defect of punishment or of
fault. In like manner it must be said that the angel guardian
never forsakes a man entirely, but sometimes he leaves him in
someparticular, for instance by not preventing him frombeing
subject to some trouble, or even from falling into sin, accord-
ing to the ordering of Divine judgments. In this sense Baby-
lon and the House of Israel are said to have been forsaken by
the angels, because their angel guardians did not prevent them
from being subject to tribulation.

From this the answers are clear to the first and second ob-
jections.

Reply to Objection 3. Although an angel may forsake a
man sometimes locally, he does not for that reason forsake
him as to the effect of his guardianship: for even when he is
in heaven he knows what is happening to man; nor does he
need time for his local motion, for he can be with man in an
instant.
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Ia q. 113 a. 7Whether angels grieve for the ills of those whom they guard?

Objection 1. It would seem that angels grieve for the ills of
thosewhom they guard. For it is written (Is. 33:7): “e angels
of peace shall weep bitterly.” But weeping is a sign of grief and
sorrow. erefore angels grieve for the ills of those whom they
guard.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei xiv, 15), “sorrow is for those things that happen against
our will.” But the loss of the man whom he has guarded is
against the guardian angel’swill.erefore angels grieve for the
loss of men.

Objection 3. Further, as sorrow is contrary to joy, so
penance is contrary to sin. But angels rejoice about one sinner
doing penance, as we are told, Lk. 15:7. erefore they grieve
for the just man who falls into sin.

Objection 4. Further, on Numbers 18:12: “Whatsoever
first-fruits they offer,” etc. the gloss of Origen says: “e an-
gels are brought to judgment as to whether men have fallen
through their negligence or through their own fault.” But it is
reasonable for anyone to grieve for the ills which have brought
him to judgment. erefore angels grieve for men’s sins.

On the contrary, Where there is grief and sorrow, there
is not perfect happiness: wherefore it is written (Apoc. 21:4):
“Death shall be no more, nor mourning, nor crying, nor sor-
row.” But the angels are perfectly happy. erefore they have
no cause for grief.

I answer that, Angels do not grieve, either for sins or for
the pains inflicted on men. For grief and sorrow, according to
Augustine (De Civ. Dei xiv, 15) are for those things which oc-
cur against our will. But nothing happens in the world con-
trary to the will of the angels and the other blessed, because
they will cleaves entirely to the ordering of Divine justice;
while nothing happens in the world save what is effected or
permitted by Divine justice. erefore simply speaking, noth-

ing occurs in theworld against thewill of the blessed. For as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 1) that is called simply voluntary,
which a man wills in a particular case, and at a particular time,
having considered all the circumstances; although universally
speaking, such a thing would not be voluntary: thus the sailor
does not will the casting of his cargo into the sea, considered
universally and absolutely, but on account of the threatened
danger of his life, he wills it.Wherefore this is voluntary rather
than involuntary, as stated in the same passage. erefore uni-
versally and absolutely speaking the angels do not will sin and
the pains inflicted on its account: but they do will the fulfil-
ment of the ordering ofDivine justice in this matter, in respect
of which some are subjected to pains and are allowed to fall
into sin.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words of Isaias may be un-
derstood of the angels, i.e. the messengers, of Ezechias, who
wept on account of the words of Rabsaces, as related Is. 37:2
seqq.: this would be the literal sense. According to the allegor-
ical sense the “angels of peace” are the apostles and preachers
who weep for men’s sins. If according to the anagogical sense
this passage be expounded of the blessed angels, then the ex-
pression is metaphorical, and signifies that universally speak-
ing the angels will the salvation of mankind: for in this sense
we attribute passions to God and the angels.

e reply to the second objection appears from what has
been said.

Reply to Objection 3. Both in man’s repentance and in
man’s sin there is one reason for the angel’s joy, namely the ful-
filment of the ordering of the Divine Providence.

Reply to Objection 4. e angels are brought into judg-
ment for the sins of men, not as guilty, but as witnesses to con-
vict man of weakness.

Ia q. 113 a. 8Whether there can be strife or discord among the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be strife or dis-
cord among the angels. For it is written ( Job 25:2): “Who
maketh peace in His high places.” But strife is opposed to
peace. erefore among the high angels there is no strife.

Objection 2. Further, where there is perfect charity and
just authority there can be no strife. But all this exists among
the angels. erefore there is no strife among the angels.

Objection 3. Further, if we say that angels strive for those
whom they guard, one angel must needs take one side, and an-
other angel the opposite side. But if one side is in the right the
other side is in the wrong. It will follow therefore, that a good
angel is a compounder of wrong; which is unseemly.erefore
there is no strife among good angels.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Dan. 10:13): “eprince of
the kingdom of the Persians resisted me one and twenty days.”

But this prince of the Persians was the angel deputed to the
guardianship of the kingdom of the Persians. erefore one
good angel resists the others; and thus there is strife among
them.

I answer that, e raising of this question is occasioned
by this passage of Daniel. Jerome explains it by saying that the
prince of the kingdomof thePersians is the angelwhoopposed
the setting free of the people of Israel, for whom Daniel was
praying, his prayers being offered to God by Gabriel. And this
resistance of his may have been caused by some prince of the
demons having led the Jewish captives in Persia into sin; which
sin was an impediment to the efficacy of the prayer which
Daniel put up for that same people.

But according to Gregory (Moral. xvii), the prince of the
kingdomofPersiawas a good angel appointed to the guardian-
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ship of that kingdom. To see therefore how one angel can be
said to resist another, wemust note that the Divine judgments
in regard to various kingdoms and various men are executed
by the angels. Now in their actions, the angels are ruled by the
Divine decree. But it happens at times in various kingdoms or
various men there are contrary merits or demerits, so that one
of them is subject to or placed over another. As to what is the
ordering of Divine wisdom on such matters, the angels can-

not know it unless God reveal it to them: and so they need to
consult Divine wisdom thereupon. Wherefore forasmuch as
they consult the Divine will concerning various contrary and
opposing merits, they are said to resist one another: not that
their wills are in opposition, since they are all of onemind as to
the fulfilment of the Divine decree; but that the things about
which they seek knowledge are in opposition.

From this the answers to the objections are clear.
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F P, Q 114
Of the Assaults of the Demons

(In Five Articles)

We now consider the assaults of the demons. Under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether men are assailed by the demons?
(2) Whether to tempt is proper to the devil?
(3) Whether all the sins of men are to be set down to the assaults or temptations of the demons?
(4) Whether they can work real miracles for the purpose of leading men astray?
(5) Whether the demons who are overcome by men, are hindered from making further assaults?

Ia q. 114 a. 1Whether men are assailed by the demons?

Objection 1. It would seem that men are not assailed by
the demons. For angels are sent by God to guard man. But
demons are not sent by God: for the demons’ intention is the
loss of souls; whereas God’s is the salvation of souls. erefore
demons are not deputed to assail man.

Objection 2. Further, it is not a fair fight, for the weak to
be set against the strong, and the ignorant against the astute.
Butmen areweak and ignorant,whereas the demons are strong
and astute. It is not therefore to be permitted by God, the au-
thor of all justice, that men should be assailed by demons.

Objection 3. Further, the assaults of the flesh and the
world are enough forman’s exercise. ButGodpermitsHis elect
to be assailed that they may be exercised. erefore there is no
need for them to be assailed by the demons.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 6:12): “Our
wrestling is not against flesh and blood; but against Principali-
ties andPowers, against the rulers of theworld of this darkness,
against the spirits of wickedness in the high places.”

I answer that,Two thingsmay be considered in the assault
of the demons—the assault itself, and the ordering thereof.
e assault itself is due to the malice of the demons, who
through envy endeavor to hinder man’s progress; and through
pride usurp a semblance of Divine power, by deputing certain
ministers to assail man, as the angels of God in their various
offices minister to man’s salvation. But the ordering of the as-
sault is fromGod,Who knows how tomake orderly use of evil

by ordering it to good. On the other hand, in regard to the an-
gels, both their guardianship and the ordering thereof are to
be referred to God as their first author.

Reply toObjection1.ewicked angels assailmen in two
ways. Firstly by instigating them to sin; and thus they are not
sent by God to assail us, but are sometimes permitted to do so
according toGod’s just judgments. But sometimes their assault
is a punishment to man: and thus they are sent by God; as the
lying spirit was sent to punish Achab, King of Israel, as is re-
lated in 3 Kings 22:20. For punishment is referred to God as
its first author. Nevertheless the demons who are sent to pun-
ish, do so with an intention other than that for which they are
sent; for theypunish fromhatredor envy;whereas they are sent
by God on account of His justice.

Reply to Objection 2. In order that the conditions of the
fight be not unequal, there is as regards man the promised rec-
ompense, to be gained principally through the grace of God,
secondarily through the guardianship of the angels. Where-
fore (4 Kings 6:16), Eliseus said to his servant: “Fear not, for
there are more with us than with them.”

Reply to Objection 3. e assault of the flesh and the
world would suffice for the exercise of human weakness: but
it does not suffice for the demon’s malice, which makes use of
both the above in assailing men. But by the Divine ordinance
this tends to the glory of the elect.

Ia q. 114 a. 2Whether to tempt is proper to the devil?

Objection 1. It would seem that to tempt is not proper
to the devil. For God is said to tempt, according to Gn. 22:1,
“God tempted Abraham.” Moreover man is tempted by the
flesh and the world. Again, man is said to tempt God, and to
tempt man. erefore it is not proper to the devil to tempt.

Objection 2. Further, to tempt is a sign of ignorance. But
the demons know what happens among men. erefore the
demons do not tempt.

Objection 3. Further, temptation is the road to sin. Now
sin dwells in the will. Since therefore the demons cannot

change man’s will, as appears from what has been said above
(q. 111, a. 2), it seems that it is not in their province to tempt.

On the contrary, It is written (1ess. 3:5): “Lest perhaps
he that tempteth should have tempted you”: towhich the gloss
adds, “that is, the devil, whose office it is to tempt.”

I answer that,To tempt is, properly speaking, tomake trial
of something. Now we make trial of something in order to
know something about it: hence the immediate end of every
tempter is knowledge. But sometimes another end, either good
or bad, is sought to be acquired through that knowledge; a
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good end, when, for instance, one desires to know of someone,
what sort of a man he is as to knowledge, or virtue, with a view
to his promotion; a bad end, when that knowledge is sought
with the purpose of deceiving or ruining him.

From this we can gather how various beings are said to
tempt in various ways. For man is said to tempt, sometimes in-
deed merely for the sake of knowing something; and for this
reason it is a sin to tempt God; for man, being uncertain as it
were, presumes to make an experiment of God’s power. Some-
times too he tempts in order to help, sometimes in order to
hurt.edevil, however, always tempts in order to hurt by urg-
ing man into sin. In this sense it is said to be his proper office
to tempt: for thought at timesman tempts thus, he does this as
minister of the devil. God is said to tempt that He may know,
in the same sense as that is said to know which makes others
to know. Hence it is written (Dt. 13:3): “e Lord your God
trieth you, that it may appear whether you love him.”

e flesh and the world are said to tempt as the instru-

ments or matter of temptations; inasmuch as one can know
what sort of man someone is, according as he follows or resists
the desires of the flesh, and according as he despises worldly
advantages and adversity: of which things the devil also makes
use in tempting.

us the reply to the first objection is clear.
Reply to Objection 2. e demons know what happens

outwardly among men; but the inward disposition of man
God alone knows,Who is the “weigher of spirits” (Prov. 16:2).
It is this disposition that makes man more prone to one vice
than to another: hence the devil tempts, in order to explore
this inward disposition of man, so that he may tempt him to
that vice to which he is most prone.

Reply to Objection 3. Although a demon cannot change
the will, yet, as stated above (q. 111, a. 3), he can change the
inferior powers of man, in a certain degree: by which pow-
ers, though the will cannot be forced, it can nevertheless be
inclined.

Ia q. 114 a. 3Whether all sins are due to the temptation of the devil?

Objection 1. It would seem that all sins are due to the
temptation of the devil. ForDionysius says (Div.Nom. iv) that
“themultitude of demons is the cause of all evils, both to them-
selves and to others.” And Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii,
4) that “all malice and all uncleanness have been devised by the
devil.”

Objection 2. Further, of every sinner can be said what the
Lord said of the Jews ( Jn. 8:44): “You are of your father the
devil.” But this was in as far as they sinned through the devil’s
instigation.erefore every sin is due to the devil’s instigation.

Objection 3. Further, as angels are deputed to guard men,
so demons are deputed to assail men. But every good thing we
do is due to the suggestion of the good angels: because the Di-
vine gis are borne to us by the angels.erefore all the evil we
do, is due to the instigation of the devil.

On the contrary, It is written (De Eccl. Dogmat. xlix):
“Not all our evil thoughts are stirred up by the devil, but some-
times they arise from the movement of our free-will.”

I answer that, One thing can be the cause of another in
two ways; directly and indirectly. Indirectly as when an agent
is the cause of a disposition to a certain effect, it is said to be
the occasional and indirect cause of that effect: for instance,we
might say that he who dries the wood is the cause of the wood
burning. In this way we must admit that the devil is the cause
of all our sins; because he it was who instigated the first man
to sin, from whose sin there resulted a proneness to sin in the
whole human race: and in this sense wemust take the words of
Damascene and Dionysius.

But a thing is said tobe thedirect cause of something,when
its action tends directly thereunto. And in this way the devil
is not the cause of every sin: for all sins are not committed at
the devil’s instigation, but some are due to the free-will and
the corruption of the flesh. For, as Origen says (Peri Archon
iii), even if there were no devil, men would have the desire for
food and love and such like pleasures; with regard to which
manydisordersmay arise unless those desires are curbedby rea-
son, especially if we presuppose the corruption of our natures.
Now it is in the power of the free-will to curb this appetite and
keep it in order. Consequently there is no need for all sins to
be due to the instigation of the devil. But those sins which are
due thereto man perpetrates “through being deceived by the
same blandishments as were our first parents,” as Isidore says
(De Summo Bono ii).

us the answer to the first objection is clear.
Reply to Objection 2. When man commits sin without

being thereto instigated by the devil, he nevertheless becomes
a child of the devil thereby, in so far as he imitates him who
was the first to sin.

Reply toObjection 3.Man can of his own accord fall into
sin: but he cannot advance in merit without the Divine assis-
tance, which is borne toman by theministry of the angels. For
this reason the angels take part in all our good works: whereas
all our sins are not due to the demons’ instigation. Neverthe-
less there is no kind of sin which is not sometimes due to the
demons’ suggestion.
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Ia q. 114 a. 4Whether demons can lead men astray by means of real miracles?

Objection 1. It would seem that the demons cannot lead
men astray by means of real miracles. For the activity of the
demons will show itself especially in the works of Antichrist.
But as the Apostle says (2 ess. 2:9), his “coming is accord-
ing to the working of Satan, in all power, and signs, and lying
wonders.” Much more therefore at other times do the demons
perform lying wonders.

Objection 2. Further, true miracles are wrought by some
corporeal change. But demons are unable to change the nature
of a body; for Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xviii, 18): “I cannot
believe that the human body can receive the limbs of a beast
by means of a demon’s art or power.” erefore the demons
cannot work real miracles.

Objection 3. Further, an argument is useless which may
prove both ways. If therefore real miracles can be wrought by
demons, to persuade one of what is false, they will be useless
to confirm the teaching of the faith. is is unfitting; for it is
written (Mk. 16:20): “e Lord working withal, and confirm-
ing the word with signs that followed.”

On the contrary, Augustine says (q. 83;*): “Oen by
means of the magic art miracles are wrought like those which
are wrought by the servants of God.”

I answer that, As is clear from what has been said above
(q. 110, a. 4), if we take amiracle in the strict sense, the demons
cannot work miracles, nor can any creature, but God alone:
since in the strict sense a miracle is something done outside
the order of the entire created nature, under which order ev-
ery power of a creature is contained. But sometimes miracle
may be taken in a wide sense, for whatever exceeds the human
power and experience. And thus demons can work miracles,
that is, things which rouse man’s astonishment, by reason of
their being beyond his power and outside his sphere of knowl-
edge. For even a man by doing what is beyond the power and
knowledgeof another, leadshim tomarvel atwhathehas done,
so that in a way he seems to thatman to have worked amiracle.

It is to be noted, however, that although these works of
demons which appear marvelous to us are not real miracles,
they are sometimes nevertheless something real. us the ma-
gicians of Pharaoh by the demons’ power produced real ser-
pents and frogs. And “when fire came down from heaven and
at one blow consumed Job’s servants and sheep; when the
storm struck down his house and with it his children—these
were the work of Satan, not phantoms”; as Augustine says (De
Civ. Dei xx, 19).

Reply toObjection1.AsAugustine says in the sameplace,
the works of Antichrist may be called lying wonders, “either
because he will deceive men’s senses by means of phantoms, so

that he will not really dowhat he will seem to do; or because, if
he work real prodigies, they will lead those into falsehoodwho
believe in him.”

Reply toObjection 2.Aswe have said above (q. 110, a. 2),
corporeal matter does not obey either good or bad angels at
their will, so that demons be able by their power to transmute
matter from one form to another; but they can employ certain
seeds that exist in the elements of the world, in order to pro-
duce these effects, as Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8,9). ere-
fore it must be admitted that all the transformation of cor-
poreal things which can be produced by certain natural pow-
ers, to which we must assign the seeds above mentioned, can
alike be produced by the operation of the demons, by the em-
ployment of these seeds; such as the transformation of certain
things into serpents or frogs, which can be produced by putre-
faction. On the contrary, those transformations which cannot
be produced by the power of nature, cannot in reality be ef-
fected by the operation of the demons; for instance, that the
human body be changed into the body of a beast, or that the
body of a deadman return to life. And if at times something of
this sort seems to be effected by the operation of demons, it is
not real but a mere semblance of reality.

Now this may happen in two ways. Firstly, fromwithin; in
this way a demon can work on man’s imagination and even on
his corporeal senses, so that something seems otherwise that it
is, as explained above (q. 111, Aa. 3,4). It is said indeed that
this can be done sometimes by the power of certain bodies.
Secondly, from without: for just as he can from the air form
a body of any form and shape, and assume it so as to appear
in it visibly: so, in the same way he can clothe any corporeal
thing with any corporeal form, so as to appear therein. is
is what Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xviii, 18): “Man’s imagi-
nation, which whether thinking or dreaming, takes the forms
of an innumerable number of things, appears to other men’s
senses, as it were embodied in the semblance of some animal.”
is not to be understood as though the imagination itself or
the images formed therein were identified with that which ap-
pears embodied to the senses of another man: but that the de-
mon, who forms an image in aman’s imagination, can offer the
same picture to another man’s senses.

Reply toObjection3.AsAugustine says (QQ.83, qu. 79):
“Whenmagicians do what holymen do, they do it for a differ-
ent end and by a different right.e former do it for their own
glory; the latter, for the glory of God: the former, by certain
private compacts; the latter by the evident assistance and com-
mand of God, to Whom every creature is subject.”

* Lib. xxi, Sent. sent 4, among the supposititious works of St. Augustine.
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Ia q. 114 a. 5Whether a demon who is overcome by man, is for this reason hindered from making further
assaults?

Objection 1. It would seem that a demonwho is overcome
by a man, is not for that reason hindered from any further as-
sault. For Christ overcame the temptermost effectively. Yet af-
terwards the demon assailedHimby instigating the Jews to kill
Him. erefore it is not true that the devil when conquered
ceases his assaults.

Objection 2. Further, to inflict punishment on one who
has been worsted in a fight, is to incite him to a sharper attack.
But this is not befitting God’s mercy. erefore the conquered
demons are not prevented from further assaults.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 4:11): “en the devil
le Him,” i.e. Christ Who overcame.

I answer that, Some say that when once a demon has been
overcome he can no more tempt any man at all, neither to
the same nor to any other sin. And others say that he can
tempt others, but not the same man. is seems more prob-

able as long as we understand it to be so for a certain definite
time: wherefore (Lk. 4:13) it is written: “All temptation being
ended, the devil departed fromHim for a time.”ere are two
reasons for this. One is on the part of God’s clemency; for as
Chrysostom says (Super Matt. Hom. v)*, “the devil does not
temptman for just as long as he likes, but for as long as God al-
lows; for althoughHe allows him to tempt for a short time,He
orders him off on account of our weakness.” e other reason
is taken from the astuteness of the devil. As to this, Ambrose
says on Lk. 4:13: “e devil is afraid of persisting, because he
shrinks from frequent defeat.”at the devil does nevertheless
sometimes return to the assault, is apparent from Mat. 12:44:
“I will return into my house from whence I came out.”

From what has been said, the objections can easily be
solved.

* In the Opus Imperfectum, among his supposititious works.
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F P, Q 115
Of the Action of the Corporeal Creature

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the action of the corporeal creature; and fate, which is ascribed to certain bodies. Concerning
corporeal actions there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a body can be active?
(2) Whether there exist in bodies certain seminal virtues?
(3) Whether the heavenly bodies are the causes of what is done here by the inferior bodies?
(4) Whether they are the cause of human acts?
(5) Whether demons are subject to their influence?
(6) Whether the heavenly bodies impose necessity on those things which are subject to their influence?

Ia q. 115 a. 1Whether a body can be active?

Objection 1. It would seem that no bodies are active. For
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 9): “ere are things that are
acted upon, but do not act; such are bodies: there is one Who
acts but is not acted upon; this is God: there are things that
both act and are acted upon; these are the spiritual substances.”

Objection 2. Further, every agent except the first agent re-
quires in its work a subject susceptible of its action. But there
is not substance below the corporeal substance which can be
susceptible of the latter’s action; since it belongs to the lowest
degree of beings. erefore corporeal substance is not active.

Objection 3. Further, every corporeal substance is limited
by quantity. But quantity hinders substance from movement
and action, because it surrounds it and penetrates it: just as a
cloud hinders the air from receiving light. A proof of this is
that themore a body increases in quantity, the heavier it is and
the more difficult to move. erefore no corporeal substance
is active.

Objection 4. Further, the power of action in every agent is
according to its propinquity to the first active cause. But bod-
ies, beingmost composite, aremost remote from thefirst active
cause, which is most simple. erefore no bodies are active.

Objection 5. Further, if a body is an agent, the term of its
action is either a substantial, or an accidental form. But it is
not a substantial form; for it is not possible to find in a body
any principle of action, save an active quality, which is an acci-
dent; and an accident cannot be the cause of a substantial form,
since the cause is always more excellent than the effect. Like-
wise, neither is it an accidental form, for “an accident does not
extend beyond its subject,” as Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 4).
erefore no bodies are active.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. xv) that
among other qualities of corporeal fire, “it shows its greatness
in its action and power on that of which it lays hold.”

I answer that, It is apparent to the senses that some bod-
ies are active. But concerning the action of bodies there have
been three errors. For some denied all action to bodies. is is
the opinion of Avicebron in his book on e Fount of Life,

where, by the arguments mentioned above, he endeavors to
prove that no bodies act, but that all the actions which seem
to be the actions of bodies, are the actions of some spiritual
power that penetrates all bodies: so that, according to him, it
is not fire that heats, but a spiritual power which penetrates, by
means of the fire. And this opinion seems to be derived from
that of Plato. For Plato held that all forms existing in corpo-
real matter are participated thereby, and determined and lim-
ited thereto; and that separate forms are absolute and as it were
universal; wherefore he said that these separate forms are the
causes of forms that exist in matter. erefore inasmuch as the
formwhich is in corporeal matter is determined to this matter
individualized by quantity, Avicebron held that the corporeal
form is held back and imprisoned by quantity, as the principle
of individuality, so as to be unable by action to extend to any
othermatter: and that the spiritual and immaterial form alone,
which is not hedged in by quantity, can issue forth by acting
on something else.

But this does not prove that the corporeal form is not an
agent, but that it is not a universal agent. For in proportion
as a thing is participated, so, of necessity, must that be partic-
ipated which is proper thereto; thus in proportion to the par-
ticipation of light is the participation of visibility. But to act,
which is nothing else than to make something to be in act, is
essentially proper to an act as such; wherefore every agent pro-
duces its like. So therefore to the fact of its being a form not
determined by matter subject to quantity, a thing owes its be-
ing an agent indeterminate and universal: but to the fact that it
is determined to this matter, it owes its being an agent limited
and particular. Wherefore if the form of fire were separate, as
the Platonists supposed, it would be, in a fashion, the cause of
every ignition. But this form of fire which is in this corporeal
matter, is the cause of this ignitionwhich passes from this body
to that. Hence such an action is effected by the contact of two
bodies.

But this opinion of Avicebron goes further than that of
Plato. For Plato held only substantial forms to be separate;
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while he referred accidents to the material principles which
are “the great” and “the small,” which he considered to be the
first contraries, by others considered to the “the rare” and “the
dense.” Consequently both Plato and Avicenna, who follows
him to a certain extent, held that corporeal agents act through
their accidental forms, by disposing matter for the substantial
form; but that the ultimate perfection attained by the intro-
duction of the substantial form is due to an immaterial prin-
ciple. And this is the second opinion concerning the action of
bodies; of which we have spoken above when treating of the
creation (q. 45, a. 8).

e third opinion is that of Democritus, who held that ac-
tion takes place through the issue of atoms from the corpo-
real agent, while passion consists in the reception of the atoms
in the pores of the passive body. is opinion is disproved by
Aristotle (De Gener. i, 8,9). For it would follow that a body
would not be passive as a whole, and the quantity of the active
body would be diminished through its action; which things
are manifestly untrue.

Wemust therefore say that a body acts forasmuch as it is in
act, on a body forasmuch as it is in potentiality.

Reply to Objection 1. is passage of Augustine is to
be understood of the whole corporeal nature considered as a
whole, while thus has no nature inferior to it, on which it can
act; as the spiritual nature acts on the corporeal, and the uncre-
ated nature on the created. Nevertheless one body is inferior
to another, forasmuch as it is in potentiality to that which the
other has in act.

From this follows the solution of the secondobjection. But
it must be observed, when Avicebron argues thus, “ere is a
mover who is not moved, to wit, the first maker of all; there-
fore, on the other hand, there exists something moved which
is purely passive,” that this is to be conceded. But this latter

is primary matter, which is a pure potentiality, just as God is
pure act. Now a body is composed of potentiality and act; and
therefore it is both active and passive.

Reply to Objection 3. Quantity does not entirely hinder
the corporeal form from action, as stated above; but from be-
ing a universal agent, forasmuch as a form is individualized
through being in matter subject to quantity. e proof taken
from the weight of bodies is not to the purpose. First, because
addition of quantity does not cause weight; as is proved (De
Coelo et Mundo iv, 2). Secondly, it is false that weight retards
movement; on the contrary, the heavier a thing, the greater
its movement, if we consider the movement proper thereto.
irdly, because action is not effected by local movement, as
Democritus held: but by something being reduced from po-
tentiality to act.

Reply to Objection 4. A body is not that which is most
distant from God; for it participates something of a likeness
to the Divine Being, forasmuch as it has a form. at which is
most distant from God is primary matter; which is in no way
active, since it is a pure potentiality.

Reply to Objection 5. e term of a body’s action is both
an accidental form and a substantial form. For the active qual-
ity, such as heat, although itself an accident, acts neverthe-
less by virtue of the substantial form, as its instrument: where-
fore its action can terminate in a substantial form; thus natural
heat, as the instrument of the soul, has an action terminating in
the generation of flesh. But by its own virtue it produces an ac-
cident. Nor is it against the nature of an accident to surpass its
subject in acting, but it is to surpass it in being; unless indeed
one were to imagine that an accident transfers its identical self
from the agent to the patient; thus Democritus explained ac-
tion by an issue of atoms.

Ia q. 115 a. 2Whether there are any seminal virtues in corporeal matter?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are no seminal
virtues in corporeal matter. For virtue [ratio] implies some-
thing of a spiritual order. But in corporeal matter nothing ex-
ists spiritually, but only materially, that is, according to the
mode of that in which it is. erefore there are no seminal
virtues in corporeal matter.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (De Trin. iii, 8,9) says
that demons produce certain results by employing with a hid-
denmovement certain seeds, which they know to exist inmat-
ter. But bodies, not virtues, can be employed with local move-
ment.erefore it is unreasonable to say that there are seminal
virtues in corporeal matter.

Objection 3. Further, seeds are active principles. But there
are no active principles in corporeal matter; since, as we have
said above, matter is not competent to act (a. 1, ad 2,4).ere-
fore there are no seminal virtues in corporeal matter.

Objection 4. Further, there are said to be certain “causal

virtues” (Augustine, De Gen. ad lit. v, 4) which seem to suffice
for the production of things. But seminal virtues are not causal
virtues: for miracles are outside the scope of seminal virtues,
but not of causal virtues. erefore it is unreasonable to say
that there are seminal virtues in corporeal matter.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8): “Of all
the things which are generated in a corporeal and visible fash-
ion, certain seeds lie hidden in the corporeal things of this
world.”

I answer that, It is customary to name things aer what is
more perfect, as the Philosopher says (DeAnima ii, 4). Now in
the whole corporeal nature, living bodies are the most perfect:
wherefore the word “nature” has been transferred from living
things to all natural things. For the word itself, “nature,” as the
Philosopher says (Metaph. v,Did. iv, 4),was first applied to sig-
nify the generation of living things, which is called “nativity”:
and because living things are generated from a principle united
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to them, as fruit froma tree, and the offspring fromthemother,
to whom it is united, consequently the word “nature” has been
applied to every principle of movement existing in that which
is moved. Now it is manifest that the active and passive princi-
ples of the generation of living things are the seeds fromwhich
living things are generated. erefore Augustine fittingly gave
the name of “seminal virtues” [seminales rationes] to all those
active and passive virtues which are the principles of natural
generation and movement.

ese active and passive virtues may be considered in sev-
eral orders. For in the first place, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
vi, 10), they are principally and originally in theWord of God,
as “typal ideas.” Secondly, they are in the elements of theworld,
where they were produced altogether at the beginning, as in
“universal causes.” irdly, they are in those things which, in
the succession of time, are produced by universal causes, for in-
stance in this plant, and in that animal, as in “particular causes.”
Fourthly, they are in the “seeds” produced from animals and
plants. And these again are compared to further particular ef-
fects, as the primordial universal causes to the first effects pro-
duced.

Reply to Objection 1. ese active and passive virtues of
natural things, thought not called “virtues” [rationes] by rea-
son of their being in corporeal matter, can nevertheless be so
called in respect of their origin, forasmuch as they are the effect
of the typal ideas [rationes ideales].

Reply to Objection 2. ese active and passive virtues are
in certain parts of corporeal things: and when they are em-
ployed with local movement for the production of certain re-
sults, we speak of the demons as employing seeds.

Reply to Objection 3. e seed of the male is the active
principle in the generation of an animal. But that can be called
seed also which the female contributes as the passive princi-
ple. And thus the word “seed” covers both active and passive
principles.

Reply toObjection 4. From thewords of Augustine when
speaking of these seminal virtues, it is easy to gather that they
are also causal virtues, just as seed is a kind of cause: for he says
(De Trin. iii, 9) that, “as a mother is pregnant with the un-
born offspring, so is the world itself pregnant with the causes
of unborn things.” Nevertheless, the “typal ideas” can be called
“causal virtues,” but not, strictly speaking, “seminal virtues,”
because seed is not a separate principle; and because miracles
are not wrought outside the scope of causal virtues. Likewise
neither are miracles wrought outside the scope of the passive
virtues so implanted in the creature, that the latter can be used
to anypurpose thatGod commands. Butmiracles are said to be
wrought outside the scope of the natural active virtues, and the
passive potentialities which are ordered to such active virtues,
and this is what is meant when we say that they are wrought
outside the scope of seminal virtues.

Ia q. 115 a. 3Whether the heavenly bodies are the cause of what is produced in bodies here below?

Objection 1. It would seem that the heavenly bodies
are not the cause of what is produced in bodies here be-
low. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 7): “We say that
they”—namely, the heavenly bodies—“are not the cause of
generation or corruption: they are rather signs of storms and
atmospheric changes.”

Objection 2. Further, for the production of anything, an
agent and matter suffice. But in things here below there is pas-
sive matter; and there are contrary agents—heat and cold, and
the like. erefore for the production of things here below,
there is no need to ascribe causality to the heavenly bodies.

Objection 3. Further, the agent produces its like. Now it is
to be observed that everything which is produced here below
is produced through the action of heat and cold, moisture and
dryness, and other such qualities, which do not exist in heav-
enly bodies.erefore the heavenly bodies are not the cause of
what is produced here below.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 6):
“Nothing is more corporeal than sex.” But sex is not caused
by the heavenly bodies: a sign of this is that of twins born un-
der the same constellation, one may be male, the other female.
erefore the heavenly bodies are not the cause of things pro-
duced in bodies here below.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4): “Bodies

of a grosser and inferior nature are ruled in a certain order by
those of a more subtle and powerful nature.” And Dionysius
(Div. Nom. iv) says that “the light of the sun conduces to the
generation of sensible bodies, moves them to life, gives them
nourishment, growth, and perfection.”

I answer that, Since everymultitude proceeds from unity;
and since what is immovable is always in the same way of be-
ing, whereas what is moved hasmanyways of being: it must be
observed that throughout the whole of nature, all movement
proceeds from the immovable.erefore themore immovable
certain things are, the more are they the cause of those things
which are most movable. Now the heavenly bodies are of all
bodies the most immovable, for they are not moved save lo-
cally. erefore the movements of bodies here below, which
are various and multiform, must be referred to the movement
of the heavenly bodies, as to their cause.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words of Damascene are to
be understood as denying that the heavenly bodies are the first
cause of generation and corruption here below; for this was af-
firmed by those who held that the heavenly bodies are gods.

Reply toObjection 2.e active principles of bodies here
below are only the active qualities of the elements, such as hot
and cold and the like. If therefore the substantial forms of in-
ferior bodies were not diversified save according to accidents
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of that kind, the principles of which the early natural philoso-
phers held to be the “rare” and the “dense”; there would be
no need to suppose some principle above these inferior bod-
ies, for they would be of themselves sufficient to act. But to
anyone who considers the matter aright, it is clear that those
accidents aremerelymaterial dispositions in regard to the sub-
stantial forms of natural bodies.Nowmatter is not of itself suf-
ficient to act. And therefore it is necessary to suppose some ac-
tive principle above these material dispositions.

is is why the Platonists maintained the existence of sep-
arate species, by participation of which the inferior bodies re-
ceive their substantial forms. But this does not seem enough.
For the separate species, since they are supposed to be immov-
able, would always have the same mode of being: and conse-
quently there would be no variety in the generation and cor-
ruption of inferior bodies: which is clearly false.

erefore it is necessary, as the Philosopher says (De
Gener. ii, 10), to suppose a movable principle, which by rea-
son of its presence or absence causes variety in the generation

and corruption of inferior bodies. Such are the heavenly bod-
ies. Consequently whatever generates here below, moves to
the production of the species, as the instrument of a heavenly
body: thus the Philosopher says (Phys. ii, 2) that “man and the
sun generate man.”

Reply toObjection 3.eheavenly bodies have not a spe-
cific likeness to the bodies here below. eir likeness consists
in this, that by reason of their universal power, whatever is gen-
erated in inferior bodies, is contained in them. In this way also
we say that all things are like God.

Reply to Objection 4. e actions of heavenly bodies are
variously received in inferior bodies, according to the various
dispositions of matter. Now it happens at times that the mat-
ter in the human conception is notwholly disposed to themale
sex; wherefore it is formed sometimes into a male, sometimes
into a female. Augustine quotes this as an argument against
divination by stars: because the effects of the stars are varied
even in corporeal things, according to the various dispositions
of matter.

Ia q. 115 a. 4Whether the heavenly bodies are the cause of human actions?

Objection 1. It would seem that the heavenly bodies are
the cause of human actions. For since the heavenly bodies are
moved by spiritual substances, as stated above (q. 110, a. 3),
they act by virtue thereof as their instruments. But those spir-
itual substances are superior to our souls. erefore it seems
that they can cause impressions on our souls, and thereby cause
human actions.

Objection 2. Further, every multiform is reducible to a
uniform principle. But human actions are various and multi-
form.erefore it seems that they are reducible to the uniform
movements of heavenly bodies, as to their principles.

Objection 3. Further, astrologers oen foretell the truth
concerning the outcome of wars, and other human actions, of
which the intellect and will are the principles. But they could
not do this by means of the heavenly bodies, unless these were
the cause of human actions. erefore the heavenly bodies are
the cause of human actions.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 7)
that “the heavenly bodies are by no means the cause of human
actions.”

I answer that, e heavenly bodies can directly and of
themselves act on bodies, as stated above (a. 3). ey can act
directly indeed on those powers of the soul which are the acts
of corporeal organs, but accidentally: because the acts of such
powersmust needs be hindered by obstacles in the organs; thus
an eye when disturbed cannot see well. Wherefore if the intel-
lect and will were powers affixed to corporeal organs, as some
maintained, holding that intellect does not differ from sense;
it would follow of necessity that the heavenly bodies are the
cause of human choice and action. It would also follow that
man is led by natural instinct to his actions, just as other an-

imals, in which there are powers other than those which are
affixed to corporeal organs: for whatever is done here below
in virtue of the action of heavenly bodies, is done naturally.
It would therefore follow that man has no free-will, and that
he would have determinate actions, like other natural things.
All of which is manifestly false, and contrary to human habit.
It must be observed, however, that indirectly and acciden-
tally, the impressions of heavenly bodies can reach the intellect
and will, forasmuch, namely, as both intellect and will receive
something from the inferior powers which are affixed to cor-
poreal organs. But in this the intellect and will are differently
situated. For the intellect, of necessity, receives from the infe-
rior apprehensive powers: wherefore if the imaginative, cogi-
tative, or memorative powers be disturbed, the action of the
intellect is, of necessity, disturbed also. e will, on the con-
trary, does not, of necessity, follow the inclination of the in-
ferior appetite; for although the passions in the irascible and
concupiscible have a certain force in inclining the will; nev-
ertheless the will retains the power of following the passions
or repressing them. erefore the impressions of the heavenly
bodies, by virtue of which the inferior powers can be changed,
has less influence on the will, which is the proximate cause of
human actions, than on the intellect.

Tomaintain therefore that heavenly bodies are the cause of
human actions is proper to those who hold that intellect does
not differ from sense. Wherefore some of these said that “such
is the will of men, as is the day which the father of men and of
gods brings on” (Odyssey xviii 135). Since, therefore, it isman-
ifest that intellect andwill are not acts of corporeal organs, it is
impossible that heavenly bodies be the cause of human actions.

Reply toObjection 1.e spiritual substances, that move
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the heavenly bodies, do indeed act on corporeal things by
means of the heavenly bodies; but they act immediately on the
human intellect by enlightening it. On the other hand, they
cannot compel the will, as stated above (q. 111, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the multiformity of corpo-
real movements is reducible to the uniformity of the heavenly
movement as to its cause: so the multiformity of actions pro-
ceeding from the intellect and the will is reduced to a uniform
principle which is the Divine intellect and will.

Reply to Objection 3. e majority of men follow their

passions, which are movements of the sensitive appetite, in
which movements of the heavenly bodies can cooperate: but
few are wise enough to resist these passions. Consequently as-
trologers are able to foretell the truth in the majority of cases,
especially in a general way. But not in particular cases; for
nothing prevents man resisting his passions by his free-will.
Wherefore the astrologers themselves are wont to say that “the
wise man is stronger than the stars”*, forasmuch as, to wit, he
conquers his passions.

Ia q. 115 a. 5Whether heavenly bodies can act on the demons?

Objection 1. It would seem that heavenly bodies can act
on the demons. For the demons, according to certain phases
of the moon, can harass men, who on that account are called
lunatics, as appears from Mat. 4:24 and 17:14. But this would
not be if they were not subject to the heavenly bodies. ere-
fore the demons are subject to them.

Objection 2. Further, necromancers observe certain con-
stellations in order to invoke the demons. But these would not
be invoked through the heavenly bodies unless they were sub-
ject to them. erefore they are subject to them.

Objection 3. Further, heavenly bodies are more powerful
than inferior bodies. But the demons are confined to certain
inferior bodies, namely, “herbs, stones, animals, and to certain
sounds andwords, forms andfigures,” as Porphyry says, quoted
byAugustine (DeCiv.Dei x, 11).Muchmore therefore are the
demons subject to the action of heavenly bodies.

On the contrary, e demons are superior in the order of
nature, to the heavenly bodies. But the “agent is superior to the
patient,” as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16). erefore the
demons are not subject to the action of heavenly bodies.

I answer that, ere have been three opinions about the
demons. In the first place the Peripatetics denied the existence
of demons; and held that what is ascribed to the demons, ac-
cording to the necromantic art, is effected by the power of the
heavenly bodies.is is whatAugustine (DeCiv.Dei x, 11) re-
lates as having been held by Porphyry, namely, that “on earth
men fabricate certain powers useful in producing certain ef-
fects of the stars.” But this opinion is manifestly false. For we
know by experience that many things are done by demons, for
which the power of heavenly bodies would in no way suffice:
for instance, that a man in a state of delirium should speak an
unknown tongue, recite poetry and authors ofwhomhehas no
previous knowledge; that necromancers make statues to speak
and move, and other like things.

For this reason the Platonists were led to hold that demons
are “animalswith an aerial body and a passive soul,” asApuleius

says, quoted byAugustine (DeCiv.Dei viii, 16).And this is the
second of the opinions mentioned above: according to which
it could be said that demons are subject to heavenly bodies in
the same way as we have said man is subject thereto (a. 4). But
this opinion is proved to be false fromwhat we have said above
(q. 51, a. 1): for we hold that demons are spiritual substances
not united to bodies. Hence it is clear that they are subject to
the action of heavenly bodies neither essentially nor acciden-
tally, neither directly nor indirectly.

Reply toObjection1.atdemons harassmen, according
to certain phases of the moon, happens in two ways. Firstly,
they do so in order to “defame God’s creature,” namely, the
moon; as Jerome (In Matt. iv, 24) and Chrysostom (Hom.
lvii in Matt.) say. Secondly, because as they are unable to ef-
fect anything save by means of the natural forces, as stated
above (q. 114, a. 4, ad 2) they take into account the aptitude
of bodies for the intended result. Now it is manifest that “the
brain is the most moist of all the parts of the body,” as Aris-
totle says*: wherefore it is the most subject to the action of the
moon, the property ofwhich is tomovewhat ismoist. And it is
precisely in the brain that animal forces culminate: wherefore
the demons, according to certain phases of the moon, disturb
man’s imagination, when they observe that the brain is thereto
disposed.

Reply toObjection 2.Demons when summoned through
certain constellations, come for two reasons. Firstly, in order to
lead man into the error of believing that there is some Divine
power in the stars. Secondly, because they consider that under
certain constellations corporeal matter is better disposed for
the result for which they are summoned.

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (DeCiv. Dei xxi,
6), the “demons are enticed through various kinds of stones,
herbs, trees, animals, songs, rites, not as an animal is enticed
by food, but as a spirit by signs”; that is to say, forasmuch as
these things are offered to them in token of the honor due to
God, of which they are covetous.

* Ptolemy, Centiloquium, prop. 5. * De Part. Animal. ii, 7: De Sens. et Sensato ii: De Somn. et Vigil. iii.
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Ia q. 115 a. 6Whether heavenly bodies impose necessity on things subject to their action?

Objection 1. It would seem that heavenly bodies impose
necessity on things subject to their action. For given a suffi-
cient cause, the effect follows of necessity. But heavenly bodies
are a sufficient cause of their effects. Since, therefore, heavenly
bodies, with their movements and dispositions, are necessary
beings; it seems that their effects follow of necessity.

Objection 2. Further, an agent’s effect results of necessity
in matter, when the power of the agent is such that it can sub-
ject the matter to itself entirely. But the entire matter of in-
ferior bodies is subject to the power of heavenly bodies, since
this is a higher power than theirs. erefore the effect of the
heavenly bodies is of necessity received in corporeal matter.

Objection 3. Further, if the effect of the heavenly body
does not follow of necessity, this is due to some hindering
cause. But any corporeal cause, that might possibly hinder
the effect of a heavenly body, must of necessity be reducible
to some heavenly principle: since the heavenly bodies are the
causes of all that takes place here below. erefore, since also
that heavenly principle is necessary, it follows that the effect
of the heavenly body is necessarily hindered. Consequently it
would follow that all that takes place here below happens of
necessity.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Somn. et
Vigil.†): “It is not incongruous thatmany of the signs observed
in bodies, of occurrences in the heavens, such as rain andwind,
should not be fulfilled.” erefore not all the effects of heav-
enly bodies take place of necessity.

I answer that, is question is partly solved by what was
said above (a. 4); and in part presents some difficulty. For it
was shown that although the action of heavenly bodies pro-
duces certain inclinations in corporeal nature, the will never-
theless does not of necessity follow these inclinations. ere-
fore there is nothing to prevent the effect of heavenly bodies
being hindered by the action of the will, not only in man him-
self, but also in other things to which human action extends.

But in natural things there is no such principle, endowed
with freedom to follow or not to follow the impressions pro-
duced by heavenly agents. Wherefore it seems that in such
things at least, everything happens of necessity; according to
the reasoning of some of the ancients who supposing that ev-
erything that is, has a cause; and that, given the cause, the effect
follows of necessity; concluded that all things happenof neces-
sity.is opinion is refuted byAristotle (Metaph. vi, Did. v, 3)
as to this double supposition.

For in the first place it is not true that, given any cause

whatever, the effect must follow of necessity. For some causes
are so ordered to their effects, as to produce them, not of ne-
cessity, but in the majority of cases, and in the minority to fail
in producing them. But that such cases do fail in the minor-
ity of cases is due to some hindering cause; consequently the
above-mentioned difficulty seems not to be avoided, since the
cause in question is hindered of necessity.

erefore wemust say, in the second place, that everything
that is a being “per se,” has a cause; but what is accidentally, has
not a cause, because it is not truly a being, since it is not truly
one. For (that a thing is) “white” has a cause, likewise (that a
man is) “musical” has not a cause, but (that a being is) “white-
musical” has not a cause, because it is not truly a being, nor
truly one.Now it is manifest that a cause which hinders the ac-
tion of a cause so ordered to its effect as to produce it in thema-
jority of cases, clashes sometimes with this cause by accident:
and the clashing of these two causes, inasmuch as it is acciden-
tal, has no cause. Consequently what results from this clashing
of causes is not to be reduced to a further pre-existing cause,
from which it follows of necessity. For instance, that some ter-
restrial body take fire in the higher regions of the air and fall to
the earth, is caused by some heavenly power: again, that there
be on the surface of the earth some combustible matter, is re-
ducible to some heavenly principle. But that the burning body
should alight on this matter and set fire to it, is not caused by a
heavenly body, but is accidental. Consequently not all the ef-
fects of heavenly bodies result of necessity.

Reply to Objection 1. e heavenly bodies are causes of
effects that take place here below, through the means of par-
ticular inferior causes, which can fail in their effects in the mi-
nority of cases.

Reply to Objection 2. e power of a heavenly body is
not infinite. Wherefore it requires a determinate disposition
in matter, both as to local distance and as to other conditions,
in order to produce its effect. erefore as local distance hin-
ders the effect of a heavenly body (for the sun has not the same
effect in heat in Dacia as in Ethiopia); so the grossness of mat-
ter, its low or high temperature or other such disposition, can
hinder the effect of a heavenly body.

Reply toObjection3.Although the cause that hinders the
effect of another cause can be reduced to a heavenly body as its
cause; nevertheless the clashing of two causes, being acciden-
tal, is not reduced to the causality of a heavenly body, as stated
above.

† De Divin. per Somn. ii.
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F P, Q 116
On Fate

(In Four Articles)

We come now to the consideration of fate. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Is there such a thing as fate?
(2) Where is it?
(3) Is it unchangeable?
(4) Are all things subject to fate?

Ia q. 116 a. 1Whether there be such a thing as fate?

Objection 1. It would seem that fate is nothing. For Gre-
gory says in a homily for the Epiphany (Hom. x in Evang.):
“Far be it from the hearts of the faithful to think that fate is
anything real.”

Objection 2. Further, what happens by fate is not unfore-
seen, for as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 4), “fate is under-
stood to be derived from the verb ‘fari’ whichmeans to speak”;
as though things were said to happen by fate, which are “fore-
spoken”byonewhodecrees themtohappen.Nowwhat is fore-
seen is neither lucky nor chance-like. If therefore things hap-
pen by fate, there will be neither luck nor chance in the world.

On the contrary, What does not exist cannot be defined.
But Boethius (De Consol. iv) defines fate thus: “Fate is a dis-
position inherent to changeable things, by which Providence
connects each one with its proper order.”

I answer that, In this world some things seem to happen
by luck or chance. Now it happens sometimes that something
is lucky or chance-like as compared to inferior causes, which,
if compared to some higher cause, is directly intended. For
instance, if two servants are sent by their master to the same
place; the meeting of the two servants in regard to themselves
is by chance; but as compared to the master, who had ordered
it, it is directly intended.

So there were some who refused to refer to a higher cause
such events which by luck or chance take place here below.
ese denied the existence of fate and Providence, as Augus-
tine relates of Tully (De Civ. Dei v, 9). And this is contrary to
what we have said above about Providence (q. 22, a. 2).

On the other hand, some have considered that everything
that takes place here below by luck or by chance, whether in
natural things or in human affairs, is to be reduced to a su-
perior cause, namely, the heavenly bodies. According to these
fate is nothing else than “a disposition of the stars under which
each one is begotten or born”*. But this will not hold. First, as
to human affairs: because we have proved above (q. 115, a. 4)
that human actions are not subject to the action of heavenly
bodies, save accidentally and indirectly. Now the cause of fate,
since it has the ordering of things that happen by fate, must
of necessity be directly and of itself the cause of what takes
place. Secondly, as to all things that happen accidentally: for
it has been said (q. 115, a. 6) that what is accidental, is prop-

erly speaking neither a being, nor a unity. But every action of
nature terminates in some one thing. Wherefore it is impos-
sible for that which is accidental to be the proper effect of an
active natural principle. No natural cause can therefore have
for its proper effect that a man intending to dig a grace finds
a treasure. Now it is manifest that a heavenly body acts af-
ter the manner of a natural principle: wherefore its effects in
this world are natural. It is therefore impossible that any ac-
tive power of a heavenly body be the cause of what happens by
accident here below, whether by luck or by chance.

Wemust therefore say that what happens here by accident,
both in natural things and in human affairs, is reduced to a
preordaining cause, which is Divine Providence. For nothing
hinders that which happens by accident being considered as
one by an intellect: otherwise the intellect could not form this
proposition: “e digger of a grave found a treasure.” And just
as an intellect can apprehend this so can it effect it; for in-
stance, someone who knows a place where a treasure is hid-
den, might instigate a rustic, ignorant of this, to dig a grave
there. Consequently, nothing hinders what happens here by
accident, by luck or by chance, being reduced to some ordering
causewhich acts by the intellect, especially theDivine intellect.
For God alone can change the will, as shown above (q. 105,
a. 4). Consequently the ordering of human actions, the princi-
ple of which is the will, must be ascribed to God alone.

So therefore inasmuch as all that happens here below is
subject to Divine Providence, as being pre-ordained, and as
it were “fore-spoken,” we can admit the existence of fate: al-
though the holy doctors avoided the use of this word, on ac-
count of those who twisted its application to a certain force in
the position of the stars. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v,
1): “If anyone ascribes human affairs to fate, meaning thereby
the will or power of God, let him keep to his opinion, but hold
his tongue.” For this reason Gregory denies the existence of
fate: wherefore the first objection’s solution is manifest.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing hinders certain things
happening by luck or by chance, if compared to their prox-
imate causes: but not if compared to Divine Providence,
whereby “nothing happens at random in the world,” as Augus-
tine says (QQ. 83, qu. 24).

* Cf. St. Augustine De Civ. Dei v, 1,8,9.
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Ia q. 116 a. 2Whether fate is in created things?

Objection 1. It would seem that fate is not in created
things. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 1) that the “Divine
will or power is called fate.” But theDivine will or power is not
in creatures, but in God. erefore fate is not in creatures but
in God.

Objection 2. Further, fate is compared to things that hap-
pen by fate, as their cause; as the very use of the word proves.
But the universal cause that of itself effects what takes place by
accident here below, isGod alone, as stated above (a. 1).ere-
fore fate is in God, and not in creatures.

Objection 3. Further, if fate is in creatures, it is either a
substance or an accident: and whichever it is it must be mul-
tiplied according to the number of creatures. Since, therefore,
fate seems to be one thing only, it seems that fate is not in crea-
tures, but in God.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Consol. iv): “Fate is a
disposition inherent to changeable things.”

I answer that, As is clear from what has been stated above
(q. 22, a. 3; q. 103, a. 6), Divine Providence produces effects
through mediate causes. We can therefore consider the order-
ing of the effects in two ways. Firstly, as being in God Him-
self: and thus the ordering of the effects is called Providence.
But if we consider this ordering as being in the mediate causes
ordered by God to the production of certain effects, thus it
has the nature of fate. is is what Boethius says (De Con-

sol. iv): “Fate is worked out when Divine Providence is served
by certain spirits; whether by the soul, or by all nature itself
which obeys Him, whether by the heavenly movements of the
stars, whether by the angelic power, or by the ingenuity of the
demons, whether by some of these, or by all, the chain of fate
is forged.” Of each of these things we have spoken above (a. 1;
q. 104, a. 2; q. 110, a. 1; q. 113; q. 114). It is therefore manifest
that fate is in the created causes themselves, as ordered by God
to the production of their effects.

Reply toObjection1.eordering itself of second causes,
which Augustine (De Civ. Dei v, 8) calls the “series of causes,”
has not the nature of fate, except as dependent on God.
Wherefore theDivine power or will can be called fate, as being
the cause of fate. But essentially fate is the very disposition or
“series,” i.e. order, of second causes.

Reply toObjection 2.Fate has the nature of a cause, just as
much as the second causes themselves, the ordering of which
is called fate.

Reply toObjection 3. Fate is called a disposition, not that
disposition which is a species of quality, but in the sense in
which it signifies order, which is not a substance, but a relation.
And if this order be considered in relation to its principle, it is
one; and thus fate is one. But if it be considered in relation to
its effects, or to the mediate causes, this fate is multiple. In this
sense the poet wrote: “y fate draws thee.”

Ia q. 116 a. 3Whether fate is unchangeable?

Objection 1. It seems that fate is not unchangeable. For
Boethius says (De Consol. iv): “As reasoning is to the intel-
lect, as the begotten is to that which is, as time to eternity, as
the circle to its centre; so is the fickle chain of fate to the un-
wavering simplicity of Providence.”

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Topic. ii, 7):
“If we be moved, what is in us is moved.” But fate is a “disposi-
tion inherent to changeable things,” as Boethius says (DeCon-
sol. iv). erefore fate is changeable.

Objection 3. Further, if fate is unchangeable, what is sub-
ject to fate happens unchangeably and of necessity. But things
ascribed to fate seem principally to be contingencies. ere-
fore there would be no contingencies in the world, but all
things would happen of necessity.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Consol. iv) that fate
is an unchangeable disposition.

I answer that, e disposition of second causes which we
call fate, can be considered in two ways: firstly, in regard to the
second causes, which are thus disposed or ordered; secondly,
in regard to the first principle, namely, God, by Whom they
are ordered. Some, therefore, have held that the series itself or

dispositions of causes is in itself necessary, so that all things
would happen of necessity; for this reason that each effect has
a cause, and given a cause the effect must follow of necessity.
But this is false, as proved above (q. 115, a. 6).

Others, on the other hand, held that fate is changeable,
even as dependent on Divine Providence. Wherefore the
Egyptians said that fate could be changed by certain sacrifices,
as Gregory of Nyssa says (Nemesius, De Homine). is too
has been disproved above for the reason that it is repugnant to
Divine Providence.

We must therefore say that fate, considered in regard to
second causes, is changeable; but as subject to Divine Prov-
idence, it derives a certain unchangeableness, not of abso-
lute but of conditional necessity. In this sense we say that
this conditional is true and necessary: “If God foreknew that
this would happen, it will happen.” Wherefore Boethius, hav-
ing said that the chain of fate is fickle, shortly aerwards
adds—“which, since it is derived from an unchangeable Prov-
idence must also itself be unchangeable.”

From this the answers to the objections are clear.
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Ia q. 116 a. 4Whether all things are subject to fate?

Objection 1. It seems that all things are subject to fate.
For Boethius says (De Consol. iv): “e chain of fate moves
the heaven and the stars, tempers the elements to one another,
and models them by a reciprocal transformation. By fate all
things that are born into the world and perish are renewed in a
uniform progression of offspring and seed.” Nothing therefore
seems to be excluded from the domain of fate.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 1)
that fate is something real, as referred to the Divine will and
power. But theDivine will is cause of all things that happen, as
Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 1 seqq.). erefore all things are
subject to fate.

Objection 3. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. iv) that
fate “is a disposition inherent to changeable things.” But all
creatures are changeable, andGod alone is truly unchangeable,
as stated above (q. 9, a. 2). erefore fate is in all things.

Onthe contrary,Boethius says (DeConsol. iv) that “some
things subject to Providence are above the ordering of fate.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), fate is the ordering of
second causes to effects foreseen byGod.Whatever, therefore,
is subject to second causes, is subject also to fate. But whatever

is done immediately by God, since it is not subject to second
causes, neither is it subject to fate; such are creation, the glori-
fication of spiritual substances, and the like. And this is what
Boethius says (DeConsol. iv): viz. that “those thingswhich are
nigh toGodhave a state of immobility, and exceed the change-
able order of fate.” Hence it is clear that “the further a thing
is from the First Mind, the more it is involved in the chain
of fate”; since so much the more it is bound up with second
causes.

Reply to Objection 1. All the things mentioned in this
passage are done by God by means of second causes; for this
reason they are contained in the order of fate. But it is not the
same with everything else, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Fate is to be referred to the Divine
will and power, as to its first principle. Consequently it does
not follow that whatever is subject to theDivine will or power,
is subject also to fate, as already stated.

Reply to Objection 3. Although all creatures are in some
way changeable, yet some of them do not proceed from
changeable created causes. And these, therefore, are not sub-
ject to fate, as stated above.
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F P, Q 117
Of ings Pertaining to the Action of Man

(In Four Articles)

We have next to consider those things which pertain to the action of man, who is composed of a created corporeal and
spiritual nature. In the first place we shall consider that action (in general) and secondly in regard to the propagation of man
from man. As to the first, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether one man can teach another, as being the cause of his knowledge?
(2) Whether man can teach an angel?
(3) Whether by the power of his soul man can change corporeal matter?
(4) Whether the separate soul of man can move bodies by local movement?

Ia q. 117 a. 1Whether one man can teach another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one man cannot teach
another. For the Lord says (Mat. 22:8): “Be not you called
Rabbi”: on which the gloss of Jerome says, “Lest you give to
men the honor due to God.” erefore to be a master is prop-
erly an honor due to God. But it belongs to a master to teach.
erefore man cannot teach, and this is proper to God.

Objection 2. Further, if one man teaches another this is
only inasmuch as he acts through his own knowledge, so as
to cause knowledge in the other. But a quality through which
anyone acts so as to produce his like, is an active quality.ere-
fore it follows that knowledge is an active quality just as heat
is.

Objection 3. Further, for knowledge we require intellec-
tual light, and the species of the thing understood. But a man
cannot cause either of these in another man. erefore a man
cannot by teaching cause knowledge in another man.

Objection 4. Further, the teacher does nothing in regard
to a disciple save to propose to him certain signs, so as to sig-
nify something by words or gestures. But it is not possible to
teach anyone so as to cause knowledge in him, by putting signs
before him. For these are signs either of things that he knows,
or of things he does not know. If of things that he knows, he
to whom these signs are proposed is already in the possession
of knowledge, and does not acquire it from the master. If they
are signs of things that he does not know, he can learn noth-
ing therefrom: for instance, if one were to speak Greek to a
man who only knows Latin, he would learn nothing thereby.
erefore in no way can a man cause knowledge in another by
teaching him.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Tim. 2:7): “Where-
unto I am appointed a preacher and an apostle…a doctor of the
Gentiles in faith and truth.”

I answer that, On this question there have been various
opinions. For Averroes, commenting on De Anima iii, main-
tains that all men have one passive intellect in common, as
stated above (q. 76, a. 2). From this it follows that the same in-
telligible species belong to all men. Consequently he held that
one man does not cause another to have a knowledge distinct

from that which he has himself; but that he communicates the
identical knowledge which he has himself, by moving him to
order rightly the phantasms in his soul, so that they be rightly
disposed for intelligible apprehension. is opinion is true so
far as knowledge is the same in disciple and master, if we con-
sider the identity of the thing known: for the same objective
truth is known by both of them. But so far as hemaintains that
all men have but one passive intellect, and the same intelligible
species, differing only as to various phantasms, his opinion is
false, as stated above (q. 76, a. 2).

Besides this, there is the opinion of the Platonists, who
held that our souls are possessed of knowledge from the very
beginning, through the participation of separate forms, as
stated above (q. 84, Aa. 3,4); but that the soul is hindered,
through its union with the body, from the free consideration
of those things which it knows. According to this, the disci-
ple does not acquire fresh knowledge from his master, but is
roused by him to consider what he knows; so that to learn
would be nothing else than to remember. In the same way
they held that natural agents only dispose (matter) to receive
forms, which matter acquires by a participation of separate
substances. But against this we have proved above (q. 79, a. 2;
q. 84, a. 3) that the passive intellect of the human soul is in
pure potentiality to intelligible (species), as Aristotle says (De
Anima iii, 4).

We must therefore decide the question differently, by say-
ing that the teacher causes knowledge in the learner, by reduc-
ing him frompotentiality to act, as the Philosopher says (Phys.
viii, 4). In order to make this clear, we must observe that of
effects proceeding from an exterior principle, some proceed
from the exterior principle alone; as the form of a house is
caused to be in matter by art alone: whereas other effects pro-
ceed sometimes from an exterior principle, sometimes from an
interior principle: thus health is caused in a sick man, some-
times by an exterior principle, namely by themedical art, some-
times by an interior principle as when a man is healed by the
force of nature. In these latter effects two things must be no-
ticed. First, that art in its work imitates nature for just as na-
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ture heals a man by alteration, digestion, rejection of the mat-
ter that caused the sickness, so does art. Secondly, we must
remark that the exterior principle, art, acts, not as principal
agent, but as helping the principal agent, but as helping the
principal agent, which is the interior principle, by strengthen-
ing it, and by furnishing it with instruments and assistance, of
which the interior principle makes use in producing the effect.
us the physician strengthens nature, and employs food and
medicine, of which nature makes use for the intended end.

Now knowledge is acquired in man, both from an inte-
rior principle, as is clear in one who procures knowledge by
his own research; and from an exterior principle, as is clear
in one who learns (by instruction). For in every man there is
a certain principle of knowledge, namely the light of the ac-
tive intellect, through which certain universal principles of all
the sciences are naturally understood as soon as proposed to
the intellect. Now when anyone applies these universal prin-
ciples to certain particular things, the memory or experience
of which he acquires through the senses; then by his own re-
search advancing from the known to the unknown, he obtains
knowledge of what he knew not before. Wherefore anyone
who teaches, leads the disciple from things known by the lat-
ter, to the knowledge of things previously unknown tohim; ac-
cording to what the Philosopher says (Poster. i, 1): “All teach-
ing and all learning proceed from previous knowledge.”

Now the master leads the disciple from things known to
knowledge of the unknown, in a twofold manner. Firstly, by
proposing to him certain helps or means of instruction, which
his intellect can use for the acquisition of science: for instance,
he may put before him certain less universal propositions, of
which nevertheless the disciple is able to judge from previous
knowledge: or hemay propose to him some sensible examples,
either by way of likeness or of opposition, or something of the
sort, fromwhich the intellect of the learner is led to the knowl-
edge of truth previously unknown. Secondly, by strengthening
the intellect of the learner; not, indeed, by some active power

as of a higher nature, as explained above (q. 106, a. 1; q. 111,
a. 1) of the angelic enlightenment, because all human intel-
lects are of one grade in the natural order; but inasmuch as
he proposes to the disciple the order of principles to conclu-
sions, by reason of his not having sufficient collating power to
be able to draw the conclusions from the principles.Hence the
Philosopher says (Poster. i, 2) that “a demonstration is a syllo-
gism that causes knowledge.” In thisway a demonstrator causes
his hearer to know.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above, the teacher only
brings exterior help as the physician who heals: but just as the
interior nature is the principal cause of the healing, so the in-
terior light of the intellect is the principal cause of knowledge.
But both of these are fromGod.erefore as of God is it writ-
ten: “Who healeth all thy diseases” (Ps. 102:3); so of Him is it
written: “He that teacheth man knowledge” (Ps. 93:10), inas-
much as “the light of His countenance is signed upon us” (Ps.
4:7), through which light all things are shown to us.

Reply to Objection 2. As Averroes argues, the teacher
does not cause knowledge in the disciple aer the manner of
a natural active cause. Wherefore knowledge need not be an
active quality: but is the principle by which one is directed in
teaching, just as art is the principle by which one is directed in
working.

Reply to Objection 3. e master does not cause the in-
tellectual light in the disciple, nor does he cause the intelligible
species directly: but he moves the disciple by teaching, so that
the latter, by the power of his intellect, forms intelligible con-
cepts, the signs of which are proposed to him from without.

Reply to Objection 4. e signs proposed by the mas-
ter to the disciple are of things known in a general and con-
fused manner; but not known in detail and distinctly. ere-
fore when anyone acquires knowledge by himself, he cannot
be called self-taught, or be said to have his ownmaster because
perfect knowledge did not precede in him, such as is required
in a master.

Ia q. 117 a. 2Whether man can teach the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that men teach angels. For
the Apostle says (Eph. 3:10): “at the manifold wisdom of
God may be made known to the principalities and powers in
the heavenly places through the Church.” But the Church is
the union of all the faithful. erefore some things are made
known to angels through men.

Objection 2.Further, the superior angels, who are enlight-
ened immediately concerning Divine things by God, can in-
struct the inferior angels, as stated above (q. 116, a. 1; q. 112,
a. 3). But somemenare instructed immediately concerningDi-
vine things by the Word of God; as appears principally of the
apostles fromHeb. 1:1,2: “Last of all, in these days (God) hath
spoken to us by His Son.” erefore some men have been able
to teach the angels.

Objection 3. Further, the inferior angels are instructed by
the superior. But some men are higher than some angels; since
some men are taken up to the highest angelic orders, as Gre-
gory says in a homily (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.). erefore some
of the inferior angels can be instructed bymen concerningDi-
vine things.

On the contrary,Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that every
Divine enlightenment to the superior angels, by making their
thoughts known to them; but concerning Divine things supe-
rior angels are never enlightened by inferior angels. Now it is
manifest that in the same way as inferior angels are subject to
the superior, the highestmen are subject even to the lowest an-
gels. is is clear from Our Lord’s words (Mat. 11:11): “ere
hath not risen among them that are born of woman a greater
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than John the Baptist; yet he that is lesser in the kingdom of
heaven is greater than he.” erefore angels are never enlight-
ened bymen concerningDivine things. Butmen can bymeans
of speech make known to angels the thoughts of their hearts:
because it belongs to God alone to know the heart’s secrets.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine (Gen. ad lit. v, 19) thus
explains this passage of the Apostle, who in the preceding
verses says: “To me, the least of all the saints, is given this
grace…to enlighten all men, that they may see what is the dis-
pensation of the mystery which hath been hidden from eter-
nity inGod.Hidden, yet so that themultiformwisdomofGod
was made known to the principalities and powers in the heav-
enly places—that is, through the Church.” As though he were
to say: is mystery was hidden from men, but not from the
Church in heaven, which is contained in the principalities and
powers who knew it “from all ages, but not before all ages: be-
cause theChurchwas at first there, where aer the resurrection
this Church composed of men will be gathered together.”

It can also be explained otherwise that “what is hidden, is
known by the angels, not only in God, but also here where
when it takes place and is made public,” as Augustine says fur-

ther on (Gen. ad lit. v, 19). us when the mysteries of Christ
and theChurchwere fulfilled by the apostles, some things con-
cerning these mysteries became apparent to the angels, which
were hidden from them before. In this way we can understand
what Jerome says (Comment. in Ep. ad Eph.)—that from the
preaching of the apostles the angels learned certain mysteries;
that is to say, through the preaching of the apostles, themyster-
ies were realized in the things themselves: thus by the preach-
ing of Paul the Gentiles were converted, of which mystery the
Apostle is speaking in the passage quoted.

Reply toObjection 2.eapostles were instructed imme-
diately by theWord ofGod, not according toHisDivinity, but
according as He spoke in His human nature. Hence the argu-
ment does not prove.

Reply to Objection 3. Certain men in this state of life are
greater than certain angels, not actually, but virtually; foras-
much as they have such great charity that they can merit a
higher degree of beatitude than that possessed by certain an-
gels. In the same way we might say that the seed of a great tree
is virtually greater than a small tree, though actually it is much
smaller.

Ia q. 117 a. 3Whether man by the power of his soul can change corporeal matter?

Objection 1. It would seem that man by the power of his
soul can change corporeal matter. ForGregory says (Dialog. ii,
30): “Saints work miracles sometimes by prayer, sometimes by
their power: thus Peter, by prayer, raised the dead Tabitha to
life, andbyhis reproof delivered todeath the lyingAnanias and
Saphira.” But in the working of miracles a change is wrought
in corporeal matter. erefore men, by the power of the soul,
can change corporeal matter.

Objection 2. Further, on these words (Gal. 3:1): “Who
hath bewitched you, that you should not obey the truth?” the
gloss says that “some have blazing eyes, who by a single look be-
witch others, especially children.” But this would not be unless
the power of the soul could change corporeal matter. ere-
foreman can change corporealmatter by the power of his soul.

Objection 3. Further, the human body is nobler than
other inferior bodies. But by the apprehension of the human
soul the human body is changed to heat and cold, as appears
when a man is angry or afraid: indeed this change sometimes
goes so far as to bring on sickness and death.Muchmore, then,
can the human soul by its power change corporeal matter.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeTrin. iii, 8): “Corpo-
real matter obeys God alone at will.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 110, a. 2), corporealmat-
ter is not changed to (the reception of ) a form save either by
some agent composed ofmatter and form, or byGodHimself,
inwhombothmatter and formpre-exist virtually, as in the pri-
mordial cause of both. Wherefore of the angels also we have
stated (q. 110, a. 2) that they cannot change corporeal matter
by their natural power, except by employing corporeal agents

for the production of certain effects. Much less therefore can
the soul, by its natural power, change corporeal matter, except
by means of bodies.

Reply toObjection 1.e saints are said to workmiracles
by the power of grace, not of nature. is is clear from what
Gregory says in the same place: “ose who are sons of God,
in power, as John says—what wonder is there that they should
work miracles by that power?”

Reply to Objection 2. Avicenna assigns the cause of be-
witchment to the fact that corporeal matter has a natural ten-
dency to obey spiritual substance rather than natural contrary
agents.erefore when the soul is of strong imagination, it can
change corporeal matter. is he says is the cause of the “evil
eye.”

But it has been shown above (q. 110, a. 2) that corporeal
matter does not obey spiritual substances at will, but the Cre-
ator alone. erefore it is better to say, that by a strong imag-
ination the (corporeal) spirits of the body united to that soul
are changed, which change in the spirits takes place especially
in the eyes, to which themore subtle spirits can reach. And the
eyes infect the air which is in contact with them to a certain
distance: in the same way as a new and clear mirror contracts
a tarnish from the look of a “menstruata,” as Aristotle says (De
Somn. et Vigil.;*).

Hence then when a soul is vehemently moved to wicked-
ness, as occurs mostly in little old women, according to the
above explanation, the countenance becomes venomous and
hurtful, especially to children, who have a tender andmost im-
pressionable body. It is also possible that by God’s permission,

* De Insomniis ii.
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or from some hidden deed, the spiteful demons co-operate in
this, as the witches may have some compact with them.

Reply toObjection 3.e soul is united to the body as its
form; and the sensitive appetite, which obeys the reason in a
certain way, as stated above (q. 81, a. 3), it is the act of a corpo-
real organ. erefore at the apprehension of the human soul,

the sensitive appetite must needs be moved with an accompa-
nying corporeal operation. But the apprehension of the human
soul does not suffice towork a change in exterior bodies, except
by means of a change in the body united to it, as stated above
(ad 2).

Ia q. 117 a. 4Whether the separate human soul can move bodies at least locally?

Objection 1. It seems that the separate human soul can
move bodies at least locally. For a body naturally obeys a spiri-
tual substance as to local motion, as stated above (q. 110, a. 5).
But the separate soul is a spiritual substance. erefore it can
move exterior bodies by its command.

Objection 2. Further, in the Itinerary of Clement it is said
in the narrative of Nicetas to Peter, that Simon Magus, by sor-
cery retained power over the soul of a child that he had slain,
and that through this soul he worked magical wonders. But
this could not have been without some corporeal change at
least as to place. erefore, the separate soul has the power to
move bodies locally.

On the contrary, the Philosopher says (De Anima i, 3)
that the soul cannot move any other body whatsoever but its
own.

I answer that, e separate soul cannot by its natural
power move a body. For it is manifest that, even while the soul
is united to the body, it does not move the body except as en-
dowed with life: so that if one of the members become lifeless,
it does not obey the soul as to localmotion.Now it is alsoman-
ifest that no body is quickened by the separate soul. erefore

within the limits of its natural power the separate soul cannot
command the obedience of a body; though, by the power of
God, it can exceed those limits.

Reply to Objection 1. ere are certain spiritual sub-
stances whose powers are not determinate to certain bodies;
such are the angels who are naturally unfettered by a body;
consequently various bodies may obey them as to movement.
But if the motive power of a separate substance is naturally de-
terminate to move a certain body, that substance will not be
able to move a body of higher degree, but only one of lower
degree: thus according to philosophers the mover of the lower
heaven cannot move the higher heaven. Wherefore, since the
soul is by its nature determinate to move the body of which
it is the form, it cannot by its natural power move any other
body.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine (De Civ. Dei x, 11)
and Chrysostom (Hom. xxviii in Matt.) say, the demons oen
pretend to be the souls of the dead, in order to confirm the er-
ror of heathen superstition. It is therefore credible that Simon
Magus was deceived by some demon who pretended to be the
soul of the child whom the magician had slain.
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F P, Q 118
Of the Production of Man From Man As to the Soul

(Inree Articles)

We next consider the production of man from man: first, as to the soul; secondly, as to the body.
Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the sensitive soul is transmitted with the semen?
(2) Whether the intellectual soul is thus transmitted?
(3) Whether all souls were created at the same time?

Ia q. 118 a. 1Whether the sensitive soul is transmitted with the semen?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sensitive soul is not
transmitted with the semen, but created by God. For every
perfect substance, not composed of matter and form, that be-
gins to exist, acquires existence not by generation, but by cre-
ation: for nothing is generated save frommatter. But the sensi-
tive soul is a perfect substance, otherwise it could notmove the
body; and since it is the form of a body, it is not composed of
matter and form.erefore it begins to exist not by generation
but by creation.

Objection 2. Further, in living things the principle of gen-
eration is the generating power; which, since it is one of the
powers of the vegetative soul, is of a lower order than the sen-
sitive soul. Now nothing acts beyond its species. erefore
the sensitive soul cannot be caused by the animal’s generating
power.

Objection 3. Further, the generator begets its like: so that
the form of the generator must be actually in the cause of
generation. But neither the sensitive soul itself nor any part
thereof is actually in the semen, for no part of the sensitive soul
is elsewhere than in some part of the body; while in the semen
there is not even a particle of the body, because there is not a
particle of the body which is not made from the semen and by
the power thereof.erefore the sensitive soul is not produced
through the semen.

Objection4.Further, if there be in the semen anyprinciple
productive of the sensitive soul, this principle either remains
aer the animal is begotten, or it does not remain. Now it can-
not remain. For either it would be identified with the sensitive
soul of the begotten animal; which is impossible, for thus there
would be identity between begetter and begotten, maker and
made: or it would be distinct therefrom; and again this is im-
possible, for it has been proved above (q. 76, a. 4) that in one
animal there is but one formal principle, which is the soul. If
on the other hand the aforesaid principle does not remain, this
again seems to be impossible: for thus an agent would act to its
owndestruction, which cannot be.erefore the sensitive soul
cannot be generated from the semen.

On the contrary, e power in the semen is to the animal
seminally generated, as the power in the elements of the world
is to animals produced from these elements—for instance by

putrefaction. But in the latter animals the soul is produced by
the elemental power, according to Gn. 1:20: “Let the waters
bring forth the creeping creatures having life.” erefore also
the souls of animals seminally generated are produced by the
seminal power.

I answer that, Some have held that the sensitive souls of
animals are created by God (q. 65, a. 4). is opinion would
hold if the sensitive soul were subsistent, having being and op-
eration of itself. For thus, as having being and operation of it-
self, to be made would needs be proper to it. And since a sim-
ple and subsistent thing cannot be made except by creation, it
would follow that the sensitive soul would arrive at existence
by creation.

But this principle is false—namely, that being and oper-
ation are proper to the sensitive soul, as has been made clear
above (q. 75, a. 3): for it would not cease to exist when the
body perishes. Since, therefore, it is not a subsistent form, its
relation to existence is that of the corporeal forms, towhich ex-
istence does not belong as proper to them, but which are said
to exist forasmuch as the subsistent composites exist through
them.

Wherefore to be made is proper to composites. And since
the generator is like the generated, it follows of necessity that
both the sensitive soul, and all other like forms are naturally
brought into existence by certain corporeal agents that reduce
the matter from potentiality to act, through some corporeal
power of which they are possessed.

Now the more powerful an agent, the greater scope its ac-
tion has: for instance, the hotter a body, the greater the dis-
tance to which its heat carries. erefore bodies not endowed
with life, which are the lowest in the order of nature, gener-
ate their like, not through some medium, but by themselves;
thus fire by itself generates fire. But living bodies, as beingmore
powerful, act so as to generate their like, both without and
with amedium.Without amedium—in thework of nutrition,
in which flesh generates flesh: with a medium—in the act of
generation, because the semen of the animal or plant derives a
certain active force from the soul of the generator, just as the
instrument derives a certain motive power from the principal
agent. And as it matters not whether we say that something is
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moved by the instrument or by the principal agent, so neither
does it matter whether we say that the soul of the generated is
caused by the soul of the generator, or by some seminal power
derived therefrom.

Reply to Objection 1. e sensitive soul is not a perfect
self-subsistent substance. We have said enough (q. 25, a. 3) on
this point, nor need we repeat it here.

Reply to Objection 2. e generating power begets not
only by its own virtue but by that of the whole soul, of which
it is a power. erefore the generating power of a plant gen-
erates a plant, and that of an animal begets an animal. For the
more perfect the soul is, to so much a more perfect effect is its
generating power ordained.

Reply to Objection 3. is active force which is in the se-
men, and which is derived from the soul of the generator, is,
as it were, a certain movement of this soul itself: nor is it the
soul or a part of the soul, save virtually; thus the form of a bed
is not in the saw or the axe, but a certain movement towards
that form. Consequently there is no need for this active force
tohave an actual organ; but it is basedon the (vital) spirit in the
semen which is frothy, as is attested by its whiteness. In which
spirit, moreover, there is a certain heat derived from the power
of the heavenly bodies, by virtue of which the inferior bodies
also act towards the production of the species as stated above
(q. 115, a. 3, ad 2). And since in this (vital) spirit the power
of the soul is concurrent with the power of a heavenly body, it
has been said that “man and the sun generate man.” Moreover,

elemental heat is employed instrumentally by the soul’s power,
as also by the nutritive power, as stated (De Anima ii, 4).

Reply to Objection 4. In perfect animals, generated by
coition, the active force is in the semen of the male, as the
Philosopher says (DeGener. Animal. ii, 3); but the foetal mat-
ter is provided by the female. In this matter, the vegetative soul
exists from the very beginning, not as to the second act, but as
to the first act, as the sensitive soul is in one who sleeps. But as
soon as it begins to attract nourishment, then it already oper-
ates in act. is matter therefore is transmuted by the power
which is in the semen of the male, until it is actually informed
by the sensitive soul; not as though the force itselfwhichwas in
the semenbecomes the sensitive soul; for thus, indeed, the gen-
erator and generated would be identical; moreover, this would
be more like nourishment and growth than generation, as the
Philosopher says. And aer the sensitive soul, by the power of
the active principle in the semen, has been produced in one of
the principal parts of the thing generated, then it is that the
sensitive soul of the offspring begins to work towards the per-
fection of its own body, by nourishment and growth. As to the
active power which was in the semen, it ceases to exist, when
the semen is dissolved and the (vital) spirit thereof vanishes.
Nor is there anything unreasonable in this, because this force
is not the principal but the instrumental agent; and the move-
ment of an instrument ceases when once the effect has been
produced.

Ia q. 118 a. 2Whether the intellectual soul is produced from the semen?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual soul is
produced from the semen. For it is written (Gn. 46:26): “All
the souls that came out of [ Jacob’s] thigh, sixty-six.” But noth-
ing is produced from the thigh of a man, except from the se-
men. erefore the intellectual soul is produced from the se-
men.

Objection 2. Further, as shown above (q. 76, a. 3), the in-
tellectual, sensitive, and nutritive souls are, in substance, one
soul in man. But the sensitive soul in man is generated from
the semen, as in other animals; wherefore the Philosopher says
(De Gener. Animal. ii, 3) that the animal and the man are not
made at the same time, but first of all the animal ismade having
a sensitive soul.erefore also the intellectual soul is produced
from the semen.

Objection 3. Further, it is one and the same agent whose
action is directed to the matter and to the form: else from the
matter and the form there would not result something simply
one. But the intellectual soul is the form of the human body,
which is produced by the power of the semen. erefore the
intellectual soul also is produced by the power of the semen.

Objection 4. Further, man begets his like in species. But
the human species is constituted by the rational soul. ere-
fore the rational soul is from the begetter.

Objection 5. Further, it cannot be said that God concurs
in sin. But if the rational soul be created by God, sometimes
God concurs in the sin of adultery, since sometimes offspring
is begotten of illicit intercourse. erefore the rational soul is
not created by God.

On the contrary, It is written inDe Eccl. Dogmat. xiv that
“the rational soul is not engendered by coition.”

I answer that, It is impossible for an active power existing
in matter to extend its action to the production of an imma-
terial effect. Now it is manifest that the intellectual principle
in man transcends matter; for it has an operation in which the
body takes no part whatever. It is therefore impossible for the
seminal power to produce the intellectual principle.

Again, the seminal power acts by virtue of the soul of the
begetter according as the soul of the begetter is the act of the
body, making use of the body in its operation. Now the body
has nothing whatever to do in the operation of the intellect.
erefore the power of the intellectual principle, as intellec-
tual, cannot reach the semen. Hence the Philosopher says (De
Gener. Animal. ii, 3): “It follows that the intellect alone comes
from without.”

Again, since the intellectual soul has an operation inde-
pendent of the body, it is subsistent, as proved above (q. 75,
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a. 2): therefore to be and to be made are proper to it. More-
over, since it is an immaterial substance it cannot be caused
through generation, but only through creation byGod.ere-
fore to hold that the intellectual soul is caused by the begetter,
is nothing else than to hold the soul to be non-subsistent and
consequently to perish with the body. It is therefore heretical
to say that the intellectual soul is transmitted with the semen.

Reply to Objection 1. In the passage quoted, the part is
put instead of the whole, the soul for the whole man, by the
figure of synecdoche.

Reply to Objection 2. Some say that the vital functions
observed in the embryo are not from its soul, but from the
soul of the mother; or from the formative power of the semen.
Both of these explanations are false; for vital functions such as
feeling, nourishment, and growth cannot be from an extrinsic
principle. Consequently it must be said that the soul is in the
embryo; the nutritive soul from the beginning, then the sensi-
tive, lastly the intellectual soul.

erefore some say that in addition to the vegetative soul
which existed first, another, namely the sensitive, soul super-
venes; and in addition to this, again another, namely the intel-
lectual soul. us there would be in man three souls of which
one would be in potentiality to another. is has been dis-
proved above (q. 76, a. 3).

erefore others say that the same soul which was at first
merely vegetative, aerwards through the action of the sem-
inal power, becomes a sensitive soul; and finally this same
soul becomes intellectual, not indeed through the active sem-
inal power, but by the power of a higher agent, namely God
enlightening (the soul) from without. For this reason the
Philosopher says that the intellect comes from without. But
this will not hold. First, because no substantial form is suscep-
tible of more or less; but addition of greater perfection consti-
tutes another species, just as the addition of unity constitutes
another species of number. Now it is not possible for the same
identical form to belong to different species. Secondly, because
it would follow that the generation of an animal would be a
continuous movement, proceeding gradually from the imper-
fect to the perfect, as happens in alteration. irdly, because it
would follow that the generation of a man or an animal is not
generation simply, because the subject thereof would be a be-
ing in act. For if the vegetative soul is from the beginning in the
matter of offspring, and is subsequently gradually brought to
perfection; this will imply addition of further perfectionwith-
out corruption of the preceding perfection. And this is con-

trary to the nature of generation properly so called. Fourthly,
because either that which is caused by the action of God is
something subsistent: and thus itmust needs be essentially dis-
tinct from the pre-existing form, which was non-subsistent;
and we shall then come back to the opinion of those who held
the existence of several souls in the body—or else it is not sub-
sistent, but a perfection of the pre-existing soul: and from this
it follows of necessity that the intellectual soul perishes with
the body, which cannot be admitted.

ere is again another explanation, according to thosewho
held that all men have but one intellect in common: but this
has been disproved above (q. 76, a. 2).

We must therefore say that since the generation of one
thing is the corruption of another, it follows of necessity that
both in men and in other animals, when a more perfect form
supervenes the previous form is corrupted: yet so that the su-
pervening form contains the perfection of the previous form,
and something in addition. It is in this way that throughmany
generations and corruptions we arrive at the ultimate substan-
tial form, both in man and other animals. is indeed is ap-
parent to the senses in animals generated from putrefaction.
We conclude therefore that the intellectual soul is created by
God at the end of human generation, and this soul is at the
same time sensitive and nutritive, the pre-existing forms being
corrupted.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument holds in the case of
diverse agents not ordered to one another. But where there
are many agents ordered to one another, nothing hinders the
power of the higher agent from reaching to the ultimate form;
while the powers of the inferior agents extend only to some
disposition of matter: thus in the generation of an animal, the
seminal power disposes the matter, but the power of the soul
gives the form. Now it is manifest from what has been said
above (q. 105, a. 5; q. 110, a. 1) that the whole of corporeal
nature acts as the instrument of a spiritual power, especially
of God. erefore nothing hinders the formation of the body
from being due to a corporeal power, while the intellectual
soul is from God alone.

Reply to Objection 4. Man begets his like, forasmuch as
by his seminal power the matter is disposed for the reception
of a certain species of form.

Reply to Objection 5. In the action of the adulterer, what
is of nature is good; in this God concurs. But what there is of
inordinate lust is evil; in this God does not concur.

Ia q. 118 a. 3Whether human souls were created together at the beginning of the world?

Objection 1. It would seem that human souls were cre-
ated together at the beginning of the world. For it is written
(Gn. 2:2): “God rested Him from all His work which He had
done.” is would not be true if He created new souls every
day. erefore all souls were created at the same time.

Objection 2.Further, spiritual substances before all others
belong to the perfection of the universe. If therefore souls were
created with the bodies, every day innumerable spiritual sub-
stances would be added to the perfection of the universe: con-
sequently at the beginning the universe would have been im-
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perfect. is is contrary to Gn. 2:2, where it is said that “God
ended” all “His work.”

Objection 3. Further, the end of a thing corresponds to its
beginning. But the intellectual soul remains, when the body
perishes. erefore it began to exist before the body.

On the contrary, It is said (De Eccl. Dogmat. xiv, xviii)
that “the soul is created together with the body.”

I answer that, Some have maintained that it is acciden-
tal to the intellectual soul to be united to the body, asserting
that the soul is of the same nature as those spiritual substances
which are not united to a body. ese, therefore, stated that
the souls of men were created together with the angels at the
beginning. But this statement is false. Firstly, in the very prin-
ciple on which it is based. For if it were accidental to the soul
to be united to the body, it would follow that man who re-
sults from this union is a being by accident; or that the soul is
a man, which is false, as proved above (q. 75, a. 4). Moreover,
that the human soul is not of the same nature as the angels, is
proved from the different mode of understanding, as shown
above (q. 55, a. 2; q. 85, a. 1 ): for man understands through
receiving from the senses, and turning to phantasms, as stated
above (q. 84, Aa. 6,7; q. 85, a. 1). For this reason the soul needs
to be united to the body, which is necessary to it for the oper-
ation of the sensitive part: whereas this cannot be said of an
angel.

Secondly, this statement can be proved to be false in itself.
For if it is natural to the soul to be united to the body, it is un-
natural to it to be without a body, and as long as it is without
a body it is deprived of its natural perfection. Now it was not
fitting that God should begin His work with things imperfect
and unnatural, for He did not make man without a hand or
a foot, which are natural parts of a man. Much less, therefore,
did He make the soul without a body.

But if someone say that it is not natural to the soul to be
united to the body, hemust give the reasonwhy it is united to a
body. And the reasonmust be either because the soul sowilled,
or for some other reason. If because the soul willed it—this

seems incongruous. First, because it would be unreasonable of
the soul to wish to be united to the body, if it did not need
the body: for if it did need it, it would be natural for it to be
united to it, since “nature does not fail in what is necessary.”
Secondly, because there would be no reason why, having been
created from the beginning of the world, the soul should, aer
such a long time, come to wish to be united to the body. For a
spiritual substance is above time, and superior to the heavenly
revolutions. irdly, because it would seem that this body was
united to this soul by chance: since for this union to take place
two wills would have to concur—to wit, that of the incoming
soul, and that of the begetter. If, however, this union be nei-
ther voluntary nor natural on the part of the soul, then it must
be the result of some violent cause, and to the soul would have
something of a penal and afflicting nature. is is in keeping
with the opinion of Origen, who held that souls were embod-
ies in punishment of sin. Since, therefore, all these opinions are
unreasonable, we must simply confess that souls were not cre-
ated before bodies, but are created at the same time as they are
infused into them.

Reply to Objection 1. God is said to have rested on the
seventh day, not from all work, since we read ( Jn. 5:17): “My
Father worketh until now”; but from the creation of any new
genera and species, which may not have already existed in the
first works. For in this sense, the souls which are created now,
existed already, as to the likeness of the species, in the first
works, which included the creation of Adam’s soul.

Reply to Objection 2. Something can be added every day
to the perfection of the universe, as to the number of individ-
uals, but not as to the number of species.

Reply to Objection 3. at the soul remains without the
body is due to the corruption of the body, whichwas a result of
sin. Consequently it was not fitting that God shouldmake the
soul without the body from the beginning: for as it is written
(Wis. 1:13,16): “God made not death…but the wicked with
works and words have called it to them.”
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F P, Q 119
Of the Propagation of Man As to the Body

(In Two Articles)

We now consider the propagation of man, as to the body. Concerning this there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any part of the food is changed into true human nature?
(2) Whether the semen, which is the principle of human generation, is produced from the surplus food?

Ia q. 119 a. 1Whether some part of the food is changed into true human nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that none of the food is
changed into true human nature. For it is written (Mat.
15:17): “Whatsoever entereth into the mouth, goeth into the
belly, and is cast out into the privy.” But what is cast out is not
changed into the reality of human nature. erefore none of
the food is changed into true human nature.

Objection2.Further, the Philosopher (DeGener. i, 5) dis-
tinguishes flesh belonging to the “species” from flesh belong-
ing to “matter”; and says that the latter “comes and goes.” Now
what is formed from food comes and goes. erefore what is
produced from food is flesh belonging to matter, not to the
species. But what belongs to true human nature belongs to the
species.erefore the food is not changed into true human na-
ture.

Objection 3.Further, the “radical humor” seems to belong
to the reality of human nature; and if it be lost, it cannot be re-
covered, according to physicians. But it could be recovered if
the food were changed into the humor. erefore food is not
changed into true human nature.

Objection 4. Further, if the food were changed into true
human nature, whatever is lost in man could be restored. But
man’s death is due only to the loss of something.ereforeman
would be able by taking food to insure himself against death in
perpetuity.

Objection 5. Further, if the food is changed into true hu-
man nature, there is nothing in man which may not recede
or be repaired: for what is generated in a man from his food
can both recede and be repaired. If therefore a man lived long
enough, it would follow that in the end nothing would be
le in him of what belonged to him at the beginning. Conse-
quently he would not be numerically the same man through-
out his life; since for the thing to be numerically the same,
identity of matter is necessary. But this is incongruous. ere-
fore the food is not changed into true human nature.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xi): “e
bodily food when corrupted, that is, having lost its form, is
changed into the texture of the members.” But the texture
of the members belongs to true human nature. erefore the
food is changed into the reality of human nature.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Metaph. ii),
“e relation of a thing to truth is the same as its relation to
being.” erefore that belongs to the true nature of any thing

which enters into the constitution of that nature. But nature
can be considered in two ways: firstly, in general according to
the species; secondly, as in the individual. And whereas the
form and the common matter belong to a thing’s true nature
considered in general; individual signate matter, and the form
individualized by thatmatter belong to the true nature consid-
ered in this particular individual. us a soul and body belong
to the true human nature in general, but to the true human
nature of Peter and Martin belong this soul and this body.

Now there are certain things whose form cannot exist but
in one individual matter: thus the form of the sun cannot ex-
ist save in the matter in which it actually is. And in this sense
some have said that the human form cannot exist but in a cer-
tain individual matter, which, they said, was given that form
at the very beginning in the first man. So that whatever may
have been added to that which was derived by posterity from
the first parent, does not belong to the truth of human nature,
as not receiving in truth the form of human nature.

But, said they, that matter which, in the first man, was the
subject of the human form, wasmultiplied in itself: and in this
way the multitude of human bodies is derived from the body
of the first man. According to these, the food is not changed
into true human nature; we take food, they stated, in order to
help nature to resist the action of natural heat, and prevent the
consumptionof the “radical humor”; just as lead or tin ismixed
with silver to prevent its being consumed by fire.

But this is unreasonable in many ways. Firstly, because it
comes to the same that a formcanbe produced in anothermat-
ter, or that it can cease to be in its proper matter; wherefore all
things that can be generated are corruptible, and conversely.
Now it is manifest that the human form can cease to exist in
this (particular) matter which is its subject: else the human
body would not be corruptible. Consequently it can begin to
exist in anothermatter, so that something else be changed into
true human nature. Secondly, because in all beings whose en-
tire matter is contained in one individual there is only one in-
dividual in the species: as is clearly the case with the sun,moon
and such like. us there would only be one individual of the
human species. irdly, because multiplication of matter can-
not be understood otherwise than either in respect of quan-
tity only, as in things which are rarefied, so that their matter
increases in dimensions; or in respect of the substance itself
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of the matter. But as long as the substance alone of matter re-
mains, it cannot be said to bemultiplied; formultitude cannot
consist in the addition of a thing to itself, since of necessity it
can only result from division. erefore some other substance
must be added to matter, either by creation, or by something
else being changed into it.Consequently nomatter canbemul-
tiplied save either by rarefaction as when air is made from wa-
ter; or by the change of some other things, as fire is multiplied
by the addition of wood; or lastly by creation. Now it is mani-
fest that the multiplication of matter in the human body does
not occur by rarefaction: for thus the body of a man of perfect
age would be more imperfect than the body of a child. Nor
does it occur by creation of fleshmatter: for, according toGre-
gory (Moral. xxxii): “All things were created together as to the
substance of matter, but not as to the specific form.” Conse-
quently the multiplication of the human body can only be the
result of the food being changed into the true human nature.
Fourthly, because, since man does not differ from animals and
plants in regard to the vegetative soul, it would follow that the
bodies of animals and plants do not increase through a change
of nourishment into the body so nourished, but through some
kind of multiplication. Which multiplication cannot be natu-
ral: since the matter cannot naturally extend beyond a certain
fixed quantity; nor again does anything increase naturally, save
either by rarefaction or the change of something else into it.
Consequently the whole process of generation and nourish-
ment, which are called “natural forces,” would be miraculous.
Which is altogether inadmissible.

Wherefore others have said that the human form can in-
deed begin to exist in some other matter, if we consider the
human nature in general: but not if we consider it as in this in-
dividual. For in the individual the form remains confined to a
certain determinatematter, onwhich it is first imprinted at the
generation of that individual, so that it never leaves that mat-
ter until the ultimate dissolution of the individual. And this
matter, say they, principally belongs to the true human nature.
But since thismatter does not suffice for the requisite quantity,
some other matter must be added, through the change of food
into the substance of the individual partaking thereof, in such
a quantity as suffices for the increase required. And this mat-
ter, they state, belongs secondarily to the true human nature:
because it is not required for the primary existence of the in-
dividual, but for the quantity due to him. And if anything fur-
ther is produced from the food, this does not belong to true
human nature, properly speaking. However, this also is inad-
missible. First, because this opinion judges of living bodies as
of inanimate bodies; in which, although there be a power of
generating their like in species, there is not the power of gener-
ating their like in the individual; which power in living bodies
is the nutritive power. Nothing, therefore, would be added to
living bodies by their nutritive power, if their food were not
changed into their true nature. Secondly, because the active
seminal power is a certain impression derived from the soul of
the begetter, as stated above (q. 118, a. 1).Hence it cannot have

a greater power in acting, than the soul from which it is de-
rived. If, therefore, by the seminal power a certain matter truly
assumes the formof humannature,muchmore can the soul, by
the nutritive power, imprint the true form of human nature on
the food which is assimilated. irdly, because food is needed
not only for growth, else at the term of growth, food would be
needful no longer; but also to renew that which is lost by the
action of natural heat. But there would be no renewal, unless
what is formed from the food, took the place of what is lost.
Wherefore just as that which was there previously belonged to
true human nature, so also does that which is formed from the
food.

erefore, according toothers, itmust be said that the food
is really changed into the true human nature by reason of its
assuming the specific form of flesh, bones and such like parts.
is is what the Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 4): “Food
nourishes inasmuch as it is potentially flesh.”

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord does not say that the
“whole” of what enters into the mouth, but “all”—because
something from every kind of food is cast out into the privy. It
may also be said that whatever is generated from food, can be
dissolved by natural heat, and be cast aside through the pores,
as Jerome expounds the passage.

Reply to Objection 2. By flesh belonging to the species,
some have understood that which first receives the human
species, which is derived from the begetter: this, they say, lasts
as long as the individual does. By flesh belonging to thematter
these understand what is generated from food: and this, they
say, does not always remain, but as it comes so it goes. But this
is contrary to themind ofAristotle. For he says there, that “just
as in things which have their species in matter”—for instance,
wood or stone—“so in flesh, there is something belonging to
the species, and somethingbelonging tomatter.”Now it is clear
that this distinction has no place in inanimate things, which
are not generated seminally, or nourished. Again, since what is
generated from food is united to, by mixing with, the body so
nourished, just as water is mixedwith wine, as the Philosopher
says there by way of example: that which is added, and that to
which it is added, cannot be different natures, since they are al-
readymade one by beingmixed together.erefore there is no
reason for saying that one is destroyed by natural heat, while
the other remains.

It must therefore be said that this distinction of the
Philosopher is not of different kinds of flesh, but of the same
flesh considered from different points of view. For if we con-
sider the flesh according to the species, that is, according to
that which is formed therein, thus it remains always: because
the nature of flesh always remains together with its natural dis-
position. But if we consider flesh according to matter, then it
does not remain, but is gradually destroyed and renewed: thus
in the fire of a furnace, the form of fire remains, but the matter
is gradually consumed, and other matter is substituted in its
place.

Reply toObjection 3.e “radical humor” is said to com-
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prise whatever the virtue of the species is founded on. If this
be taken away it cannot be renewed; as when a man’s hand or
foot is amputated. But the “nutritive humor” is that which has
not yet received perfectly the specific nature, but is on the way
thereto; such is the blood, and the like. Wherefore if such be
taken away, the virtue of the species remains in its root, which
is not destroyed.

Reply to Objection 4. Every virtue of a passible body is
weakened by continuous action, because such agents are also
patient. erefore the transforming virtue is strong at first so
as to be able to transform not only enough for the renewal of
what is lost, but also for growth. Later on it can only trans-
form enough for the renewal of what is lost, and then growth
ceases. At last it cannot even do this; and then begins decline.
In fine, when this virtue fails altogether, the animal dies. us
the virtue of wine that transforms the water added to it, is

weakened by further additions of water, so as to become at
length watery, as the Philosopher says by way of example (De
Gener. i, 5).

Reply toObjection 5.As the Philosopher says (DeGener.
i, 5), when a certain matter is directly transformed into fire,
thenfire is said to be generated anew: butwhenmatter is trans-
formed into a fire already existing, then fire is said to be fed.
Wherefore if the entire matter together loses the form of fire,
and anothermatter transformed into fire, therewill be another
distinct fire. But if, while one piece of wood is burning, other
wood is laid on, and so on until the first piece is entirely con-
sumed, the same identical fire will remain all the time: because
that which is added passes into what pre-existed. It is the same
with living bodies, in which by means of nourishment that is
renewed which was consumed by natural heat.

Ia q. 119 a. 2Whether the semen is produced from surplus food?

Objection1. Itwould seemthat the semen is not produced
from the surplus food, but from the substance of the begetter.
For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. i, 8) that “generation is a
work of nature, producing, from the substance of the beget-
ter, that which is begotten.” But that which is generated is pro-
duced from the semen. erefore the semen is produced from
the substance of the begetter.

Objection 2. Further, the son is like his father, in respect
of that which he receives from him. But if the semen from
which something is generated, is produced from the surplus
food, a man would receive nothing from his grandfather and
his ancestors in whom the food never existed.erefore aman
would not be more like to his grandfather or ancestors, than
to any other men.

Objection 3. Further, the food of the generator is some-
times the flesh of cows, pigs and suchlike. If therefore, the se-
men were produced from surplus food, the man begotten of
such semen would be more akin to the cow and the pig, than
to his father or other relations.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x, 20)
that we were in Adam “not only by seminal virtue, but also in
the very substance of the body.” But this would not be, if the
semen were produced from surplus food. erefore the semen
is not produced therefrom.

On the contrary, e Philosopher proves in many ways
(De Gener. Animal. i, 18) that “the semen is surplus food.”

I answer that,is question depends in someway onwhat
has been stated above (a. 1; q. 118, a. 1). For if human nature
has a virtue for the communication of its form to alien matter
not only in another, but also in its own subject; it is clear that
the food which at first is dissimilar, becomes at length similar
through the form communicated to it. Now it belongs to the
natural order that a thing should be reduced from potential-
ity to act gradually: hence in things generated we observe that

at first each is imperfect and is aerwards perfected. But it is
clear that the common is to the proper and determinate, as im-
perfect is to perfect: therefore we see that in the generation of
an animal, the animal is generated first, then the man or the
horse. So therefore food first of all receives a certain common
virtue in regard to all the parts of the body, which virtue is sub-
sequently determinate to this or that part.

Now it is not possible that the semen be a kind of solu-
tion from what is already transformed into the substance of
the members. For this solution, if it does not retain the nature
of themember it is taken from, it would no longer be of the na-
ture of the begetter, and would be due to a process of corrup-
tion; and consequently it would not have the power of trans-
forming something else into the likeness of that nature. But if it
retained the nature of the member it is taken from, then, since
it is limited to a certain part of the body, it would not have the
power of moving towards (the production of ) the whole na-
ture, but only the nature of that part. Unless one were to say
that the solution is taken from all the parts of the body, and
that it retains the nature of each part. us the semen would
be a small animal in act; and generation of animal from animal
would be a mere division, as mud is generated from mud, and
as animals which continue to live aer being cut in two: which
is inadmissible.

It remains to be said, therefore, that the semen is not some-
thing separated from what was before the actual whole; rather
is it the whole, though potentially, having the power, derived
from the soul of the begetter, to produce the whole body, as
stated above (a. 1; q. 108, a. 1 ). Now that which is in poten-
tiality to the whole, is that which is generated from the food,
before it is transformed into the substance of the members.
erefore the semen is taken from this. In this sense the nutri-
tive power is said to serve the generative power: because what
is transformed by the nutritive power is employed as semen by

554



the generative power. A sign of this, according to the Philoso-
pher, is that animals of great size, which require much food,
have little semen in proportion to the size of their bodies, and
generated seldom; in like manner fat men, and for the same
reason.

Reply to Objection 1. Generation is from the substance
of the begetter in animals and plants, inasmuch as the semen
owes its virtue to the form of the begetter, and inasmuch as it
is in potentiality to the substance.

Reply to Objection 2. e likeness of the begetter to the
begotten is on account not of thematter, but of the formof the
agent that generates its like. Wherefore in order for a man to
be like his grandfather, there is no need that the corporeal sem-
inalmatter should have been in the grandfather; but that there
be in the semen a virtue derived from the soul of the grandfa-
ther through the father. In like manner the third objection is
answered. For kinship is not in relation to matter, but rather
to the derivation of the forms.

Reply toObjection4.esewords ofAugustine are not to
be understood as though the immediate seminal virtue, or the
corporeal substance from which this individual was formed
were actually in Adam: but so that both were in Adam as in
principle. For even the corporeal matter, which is supplied
by the mother, and which he calls the corporeal substance, is
originally derived from Adam: and likewise the active seminal
power of the father, which is the immediate seminal virtue (in
the production) of this man.

But Christ is said to have been in Adam according to the
“corporeal substance,” not according to the seminal virtue. Be-
cause thematter fromwhichHis Bodywas formed, andwhich
was supplied by the Virgin Mother, was derived from Adam;
whereas the active virtue was not derived from Adam, because
His Body was not formed by the seminal virtue of a man, but
by the operation of the Holy Ghost. For “such a birth was be-
coming toHim,”*,WHOISABOVEALLGODFOREVER
BLESSED. Amen.

* Hymn for Vespers at Christmas; Breviary, O. P.
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F P   S P
P

Since, as Damascene states (De Fide Orth. ii, 12), man is said to be made in God’s image, in so far as the image implies “an
intelligent being endowed with free-will and self-movement”: now that we have treated of the exemplar, i.e. God, and of those
things which came forth from the power of God in accordance with His will; it remains for us to treat of His image, i.e. man,
inasmuch as he too is the principle of his actions, as having free-will and control of his actions.

F P   S P, Q 1
Of Man’s Last End
(In Eight Articles)

In this matter we shall consider first the last end of human life; and secondly, those things by means of which man may
advance towards this end, or stray from the path: for the end is the rule of whatever is ordained to the end. And since the last
end of human life is stated to be happiness, we must consider (1) the last end in general; (2) happiness.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it belongs to man to act for an end?
(2) Whether this is proper to the rational nature?
(3) Whether a man’s actions are specified by their end?
(4) Whether there is any last end of human life?
(5) Whether one man can have several last ends?
(6) Whether man ordains all to the last end?
(7) Whether all men have the same last end?
(8) Whether all other creatures concur with man in that last end?

Ia IIae q. 1 a. 1Whether it belongs to man to act for an end?

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong toman
to act for an end. For a cause is naturally first. But an end, in
its very name, implies something that is last. erefore an end
is not a cause. But that for which a man acts, is the cause of
his action; since this preposition “for” indicates a relation of
causality.erefore it does not belong toman to act for an end.

Objection 2.Further, that which is itself the last end is not
for an end. But in some cases the last end is an action, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. i, 1). erefore man does not do ev-
erything for an end.

Objection 3. Further, then does a man seem to act for
an end, when he acts deliberately. But man does many things
without deliberation, sometimes not even thinking of what he
is doing; for instance when one moves one’s foot or hand, or
scratches one’s beard, while intent on something else. ere-
fore man does not do everything for an end.

On the contrary, All things contained in a genus are de-
rived from the principle of that genus.Now the end is the prin-
ciple in human operations, as the Philosopher states (Phys. ii,
9). erefore it belongs to man to do everything for an end.

I answer that, Of actions done by man those alone are
properly called “human,” which are proper to man as man.
Nowmandiffers from irrational animals in this, that he ismas-
ter of his actions. Wherefore those actions alone are properly

called human, of which man is master. Now man is master of
his actions through his reason and will; whence, too, the free-
will is defined as “the faculty and will of reason.” erefore
those actions are properly called humanwhich proceed from a
deliberate will. And if any other actions are found inman, they
can be called actions “of a man,” but not properly “human” ac-
tions, since they are not proper to man as man. Now it is clear
that whatever actions proceed from a power, are caused by that
power in accordance with the nature of its object. But the ob-
ject of the will is the end and the good. erefore all human
actions must be for an end.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the end be last in the or-
der of execution, yet it is first in the order of the agent’s inten-
tion. And it is this way that it is a cause.

Reply toObjection 2. If any human action be the last end,
it must be voluntary, else it would not be human, as stated
above. Now an action is voluntary in one of two ways: first,
because it is commanded by the will, e.g. to walk, or to speak;
secondly, because it is elicited by the will, for instance the very
act of willing. Now it is impossible for the very act elicited by
the will to be the last end. For the object of the will is the end,
just as the object of sight is color:wherefore just as the first visi-
ble cannot be the act of seeing, because every act of seeing is di-
rected to a visible object; so the first appetible, i.e. the end, can-
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not be the very act of willing. Consequently it follows that if a
human action be the last end, itmust be an action commanded
by the will: so that there, some action ofman, at least the act of
willing, is for the end.erefore whatever aman does, it is true
to say that man acts for an end, even when he does that action
in which the last end consists.

Reply to Objection 3. Such like actions are not properly
human actions; since they do not proceed from deliberation
of the reason, which is the proper principle of human actions.
erefore they have indeed an imaginary end, but not one that
is fixed by reason.

Ia IIae q. 1 a. 2Whether it is proper to the rational nature to act for an end?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is proper to the ratio-
nal nature to act for an end. Forman, towhom it belongs to act
for an end, never acts for an unknown end.On the other hand,
there aremany things that have no knowledge of an end; either
because they are altogether without knowledge, as insensible
creatures: or because they do not apprehend the idea of an end
as such, as irrational animals. erefore it seems proper to the
rational nature to act for an end.

Objection 2. Further, to act for an end is to order one’s ac-
tion to an end. But this is the work of reason.erefore it does
not belong to things that lack reason.

Objection 3. Further, the good and the end is the object
of the will. But “the will is in the reason” (De Anima iii, 9).
erefore to act for an end belongs to none but a rational na-
ture.

On the contrary,e Philosopher proves (Phys. ii, 5) that
“not only mind but also nature acts for an end.”

I answer that,Every agent, of necessity, acts for an end. For
if, in a number of causes ordained to one another, the first be
removed, the others must, of necessity, be removed also. Now
the first of all causes is the final cause. e reason of which is
that matter does not receive form, save in so far as it is moved
by an agent; for nothing reduces itself from potentiality to act.
But an agent does notmove except out of intention for an end.
For if the agentwere not determinate to some particular effect,
itwouldnot doone thing rather than another: consequently in
order that it produce a determinate effect, it must, of necessity,
be determined to some certain one, which has the nature of an
end. And just as this determination is effected, in the rational
nature, by the “rational appetite,” which is called the will; so,
in other things, it is caused by their natural inclination, which
is called the “natural appetite.”

Nevertheless it must be observed that a thing tends to an
end, by its action or movement, in two ways: first, as a thing,
moving itself to the end, as man; secondly, as a thing moved
by another to the end, as an arrow tends to a determinate end
through being moved by the archer who directs his action to
the end. erefore those things that are possessed of reason,

move themselves to an end; because they have dominion over
their actions through their free-will, which is the “faculty of
will and reason.” But those things that lack reason tend to an
end, by natural inclination, as beingmoved by another and not
by themselves; since they do not know the nature of an end as
such, and consequently cannot ordain anything to an end, but
can be ordained to an end only by another. For the entire irra-
tional nature is in comparison to God as an instrument to the
principal agent, as stated above ( Ia, q. 22, a. 2, ad 4; Ia, q. 103,
a. 1, ad 3). Consequently it is proper to the rational nature to
tend to an end, as directing [agens] and leading itself to the
end: whereas it is proper to the irrational nature to tend to an
end, as directed or led by another, whether it apprehend the
end, as do irrational animals, or do not apprehend it, as is the
case of those things which are altogether void of knowledge.

Reply to Objection 1. When a man of himself acts for
an end, he knows the end: but when he is directed or led by
another, for instance, when he acts at another’s command, or
when he is moved under another’s compulsion, it is not neces-
sary that he should know the end. And it is thuswith irrational
creatures.

Reply to Objection 2. To ordain towards an end belongs
to that which directs itself to an end: whereas to be ordained
to an end belongs to that which is directed by another to an
end. And this can belong to an irrational nature, but owing to
some one possessed of reason.

Reply toObjection 3.eobject of the will is the end and
the good in universal. Consequently there can be no will in
those things that lack reason and intellect, since they cannot
apprehend the universal; but they have a natural appetite or a
sensitive appetite, determinate to some particular good. Now
it is clear that particular causes are moved by a universal cause:
thus the governor of a city, who intends the common good,
moves, by his command, all the particular departments of the
city. Consequently all things that lack reason are, of necessity,
moved to their particular ends by some rational will which ex-
tends to the universal good, namely by the Divine will.
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Ia IIae q. 1 a. 3Whether human acts are specified by their end?

Objection 1. It would seem that human acts are not spec-
ified by their end. For the end is an extrinsic cause. But every-
thing is specified by an intrinsic principle. erefore human
acts are not specified by their end.

Objection 2. Further, that which gives a thing its species
should exist before it. But the end comes into existence aer-
wards. erefore a human act does not derive its species from
the end.

Objection 3. Further, one thing cannot be in more than
one species. But one and the same act may happen to be or-
dained to various ends. erefore the end does not give the
species to human acts.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Mor. Eccl. et
Manich. ii, 13): “According as their end is worthy of blame or
praise so are our deeds worthy of blame or praise.”

I answer that Each thing receives its species in respect of an
act and not in respect of potentiality; wherefore things com-
posed of matter and form are established in their respective
species by their own forms. And this is also to be observed
in proper movements. For since movements are, in a way, di-
vided into action and passion, each of these receives its species
from an act; action indeed from the act which is the principle
of acting, and passion from the act which is the terminus of
themovement.Wherefore heating, as an action, is nothing else
than a certain movement proceeding from heat, while heat-
ing as a passion is nothing else than amovement towards heat:
and it is the definition that shows the specific nature. And ei-
ther way, human acts, whether they be considered as actions,
or as passions, receive their species from the end. For human
acts can be considered in both ways, since man moves him-
self, and is moved by himself. Now it has been stated above
(a. 1) that acts are called human, inasmuch as they proceed
from a deliberate will. Now the object of the will is the good
and the end. And hence it is clear that the principle of human
acts, in so far as they are human, is the end. In like manner it

is their terminus: for the human act terminates at that which
the will intends as the end; thus in natural agents the form of
the thing generated is conformed to the form of the genera-
tor. And since, as Ambrose says (Prolog. super Luc.) “morality
is said properly of man,” moral acts properly speaking receive
their species from the end, for moral acts are the same as hu-
man acts.

Reply to Objection 1. e end is not altogether extrinsic
to the act, because it is related to the act as principle or ter-
minus; and thus it just this that is essential to an act, viz. to
proceed from something, considered as action, and to proceed
towards something, considered as passion.

Reply to Objection 2. e end, in so far as it pre-exists in
the intention, pertains to the will, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1).
And it is thus that it gives the species to the human or moral
act.

Reply to Objection 3. One and the same act, in so far as
it proceeds once from the agent, is ordained to but one proxi-
mate end, from which it has its species: but it can be ordained
to several remote ends, of which one is the end of the other. It
is possible, however, that an act which is one in respect of its
natural species, be ordained to several ends of thewill: thus this
act “to kill a man,” which is but one act in respect of its natu-
ral species, can be ordained, as to an end, to the safeguarding of
justice, and to the satisfying of anger: the result being that there
would be several acts in different species of morality: since in
one way there will be an act of virtue, in another, an act of vice.
For amovement does not receive its species from that which is
its terminus accidentally, but only from that which is its “per
se” terminus.Nowmoral ends are accidental to a natural thing,
and conversely the relation to a natural end is accidental to
morality. Consequently there is no reason why acts which are
the same considered in their natural species, should not be di-
verse, considered in their moral species, and conversely.

Ia IIae q. 1 a. 4Whether there is one last end of human life?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no last end of hu-
man life, but that we proceed to infinity. For good is essentially
diffusive, as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv). Consequently if
that which proceeds from good is itself good, the latter must
needs diffuse some other good: so that the diffusion of good
goes on indefinitely. But good has the nature of an end. ere-
fore there is an indefinite series of ends.

Objection 2. Further, things pertaining to the reason can
be multiplied to infinity: thus mathematical quantities have
no limit. For the same reason the species of numbers are in-
finite, since, given any number, the reason can think of one yet
greater. But desire of the end is consequent on the apprehen-
sion of the reason. erefore it seems that there is also an infi-

nite series of ends.
Objection 3. Further, the good and the end is the object

of the will. But the will can react on itself an infinite number
of times: for I can will something, and will to will it, and so on
indefinitely. erefore there is an infinite series of ends of the
human will, and there is no last end of the human will.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher says (Metaph. ii, 2) that
“to suppose a thing to be indefinite is to deny that it is good.”
But the good is that which has the nature of an end. erefore
it is contrary to the nature of an end to proceed indefinitely.
erefore it is necessary to fix one last end.

I answer that, Absolutely speaking, it is not possible to
proceed indefinitely in the matter of ends, from any point of

558



view. For in whatsoever things there is an essential order of
one to another, if the first be removed, those that are ordained
to the first, must of necessity be removed also. Wherefore the
Philosopher proves (Phys. viii, 5) that we cannot proceed to
infinitude in causes of movement, because then there would
be no first mover, without which neither can the others move,
since they move only through being moved by the first mover.
Now there is to be observed a twofold order in ends—the or-
der of intention and the order of execution: and in either of
these orders there must be something first. For that which is
first in the order of intention, is the principle, as it were, mov-
ing the appetite; consequently, if you remove this principle,
there will be nothing tomove the appetite. On the other hand,
the principle in execution is that wherein operation has its be-
ginning; and if this principle be taken away, no one will be-
gin to work. Now the principle in the intention is the last end;
while the principle in execution is the first of the things which
are ordained to the end. Consequently, on neither side is it
possible to go to infinity since if there were no last end, noth-
ing would be desired, nor would any action have its term, nor
would the intention of the agent be at rest; while if there is
no first thing among those that are ordained to the end, none
would begin to work at anything, and counsel would have no
term, but would continue indefinitely.

On the other hand, nothing hinders infinity from being in
things that are ordained to one another not essentially but ac-
cidentally; for accidental causes are indeterminate. And in this
way it happens that there is an accidental infinity of ends, and
of things ordained to the end.

Reply to Objection 1. e very nature of good is that

something flows from it, but not that it flows from something
else. Since, therefore, good has the nature of end, and the first
good is the last end, this argument does not prove that there is
no last end; but that from the end, already supposed, we may
proceed downwards indefinitely towards those things that are
ordained to the end. And this would be true if we consid-
ered but the power of the First Good, which is infinite. But,
since the First Good diffuses itself according to the intellect,
to which it is proper to flow forth into its effects according to
a certain fixed form; it follows that there is a certain measure
to the flow of good things from the First Good from Which
all other goods share the power of diffusion. Consequently
the diffusion of goods does not proceed indefinitely but, as it
is written (Wis. 11:21), God disposes all things “in number,
weight and measure.”

Reply to Objection 2. In things which are of themselves,
reason begins from principles that are known naturally, and
advances to some term. Wherefore the Philosopher proves
(Poster. i, 3) that there is no infinite process in demonstrations,
because there we find a process of things having an essential,
not an accidental, connection with one another. But in those
things which are accidentally connected, nothing hinders the
reason from proceeding indefinitely. Now it is accidental to a
stated quantity or number, as such, that quantity or unity be
added to it.Wherefore in such like things nothing hinders the
reason from an indefinite process.

Reply to Objection 3. is multiplication of acts of the
will reacting on itself, is accidental to the order of ends. is is
clear from the fact that in regard to one and the same end, the
will reacts on itself indifferently once or several times.

Ia IIae q. 1 a. 5Whether one man can have several last ends?

Objection 1. It would seem possible for one man’s will
to be directed at the same time to several things, as last ends.
For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 1) that some held man’s
last end to consist in four things, viz. “in pleasure, repose, the
gis of nature, and virtue.” But these are clearly more than one
thing. erefore one man can place the last end of his will in
many things.

Objection 2. Further, things not in opposition to one an-
other do not exclude one another. Now there are many things
which are not in opposition to one another.erefore the sup-
position that one thing is the last end of the will does not ex-
clude others.

Objection 3. Further, by the fact that it places its last end
in one thing, the will does not lose its freedom. But before it
placed its last end in that thing, e.g. pleasure, it could place it in
something else, e.g. riches. erefore even aer having placed
his last end in pleasure, a man can at the same time place his
last end in riches. erefore it is possible for one man’s will to
be directed at the same time to several things, as last ends.

On the contrary, at in which a man rests as in his last

end, is master of his affections, since he takes therefrom his
entire rule of life. Hence of gluttons it is written (Phil. 3:19):
“Whose god is their belly”: viz. because theyplace their last end
in the pleasures of the belly. Now according to Mat. 6:24, “No
man can serve two masters,” such, namely, as are not ordained
to one another. erefore it is impossible for one man to have
several last ends not ordained to one another.

I answer that, It is impossible for one man’s will to be di-
rected at the same time todiverse things, as last ends.ree rea-
sons may be assigned for this. First, because, since everything
desires its own perfection, a man desires for his ultimate end,
that which he desires as his perfect and crowning good.Hence
Augustine (DeCiv.Dei xix, 1): “In speaking of the end of good
we mean now, not that it passes away so as to be no more, but
that it is perfected so as to be complete.” It is therefore neces-
sary for the last end so to fill man’s appetite, that nothing is le
besides it forman todesire.Which is not possible, if something
else be required for his perfection. Consequently it is not pos-
sible for the appetite so to tend to two things, as though each
were its perfect good.
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e second reason is because, just as in the process of rea-
soning, the principle is thatwhich is naturally known, so in the
process of the rational appetite, i.e. thewill, the principle needs
to be that which is naturally desired. Now this must needs be
one: since nature tends to one thing only. But the principle in
the process of the rational appetite is the last end. erefore
that to which the will tends, as to its last end, is one.

e third reason is because, since voluntary actions receive
their species from the end, as stated above (a. 3), they must
needs receive their genus from the last end, which is common
to them all: just as natural things are placed in a genus accord-
ing to a common form. Since, then, all things that can be de-
siredby thewill, belong, as such, toone genus, the last endmust
needs be one. And all the more because in every genus there
is one first principle; and the last end has the nature of a first
principle, as stated above. Now as the last end of man, simply

as man, is to the whole human race, so is the last end of any
individual man to that individual. erefore, just as of all men
there is naturally one last end, so the will of an individual man
must be fixed on one last end.

Reply to Objection 1. All these several objects were con-
sidered as one perfect good resulting therefrom, by those who
placed in them the last end.

Reply to Objection 2. Although it is possible to find sev-
eral things which are not in opposition to one another, yet it
is contrary to a thing’s perfect good, that anything besides be
required for that thing’s perfection.

Reply to Objection 3. e power of the will does not ex-
tend tomaking opposites exist at the same time.Whichwould
be the case were it to tend to several diverse objects as last ends,
as has been shown above (ad 2).

Ia IIae q. 1 a. 6Whether man will all, whatsoever he wills, for the last end?

Objection 1. It would seem that man does not will all,
whatsoever he wills, for the last end. For things ordained to
the last end are said to be serious matter, as being useful. But
jests are foreign to serious matter. erefore what man does in
jest, he ordains not to the last end.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says at the begin-
ning of hisMetaphysics 1,[2] that speculative science is sought
for its own sake. Now it cannot be said that each speculative
science is the last end.ereforeman does not desire all, what-
soever he desires, for the last end.

Objection 3. Further, whosoever ordains something to an
end, thinks of that end. But man does not always think of the
last end in all that he desires or does. erefore man neither
desires nor does all for the last end.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 1):
“at is the endof our good, for the sakeofwhichwe loveother
things, whereas we love it for its own sake.”

I answer that, Man must, of necessity, desire all, whatso-
ever he desires, for the last end. is is evident for two rea-
sons. First, because whatever man desires, he desires it under
the aspect of good. And if he desire it, not as his perfect good,
which is the last end, he must, of necessity, desire it as tending
to the perfect good, because the beginning of anything is al-
ways ordained to its completion; as is clearly the case in effects

both of nature and of art. Wherefore every beginning of per-
fection is ordained to complete perfection which is achieved
through the last end. Secondly, because the last end stands in
the same relation in moving the appetite, as the first mover
in other movements. Now it is clear that secondary moving
causes do not move save inasmuch as they are moved by the
first mover.erefore secondary objects of the appetite do not
move the appetite, except as ordained to the first object of the
appetite, which is the last end.

Reply to Objection 1. Actions done jestingly are not di-
rected to any external end; butmerely to the good of the jester,
in so far as they afford him pleasure or relaxation. But man’s
consummate good is his last end.

Reply toObjection 2.e same applies to speculative sci-
ence; which is desired as the scientist’s good, included in com-
plete and perfect good, which is the ultimate end.

Reply toObjection 3.Oneneed not always be thinking of
the last end, whenever one desires or does something: but the
virtue of the first intention, which was in respect of the last
end, remains in every desire directed to any object whatever,
even though one’s thoughts be not actually directed to the last
end. us while walking along the road one needs not to be
thinking of the end at every step.

Ia IIae q. 1 a. 7Whether all men have the same last end?

Objection 1. It would seem that all men have not the same
last end. For before all else the unchangeable good seems to be
the last end of man. But some turn away from the unchange-
able good, by sinning.erefore all men have not the same last
end.

Objection 2. Further, man’s entire life is ruled according
to his last end. If, therefore, all men had the same last end,

theywouldnot have various pursuits in life.Which is evidently
false.

Objection 3. Further, the end is the term of action. But ac-
tions are of individuals. Now although men agree in their spe-
cific nature, yet they differ in things pertaining to individuals.
erefore all men have not the same last end.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 3) that all
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men agree in desiring the last end, which is happiness.
I answer that, We can speak of the last end in two ways:

first, considering only the aspect of last end; secondly, consid-
ering the thing in which the aspect of last end is realized. So,
then, as to the aspect of last end, all agree in desiring the last
end: since all desire the fulfilment of their perfection, and it is
precisely this fulfilment inwhich the last end consists, as stated
above (a. 5). But as to the thing in which this aspect is real-
ized, all men are not agreed as to their last end: since some de-
sire riches as their consummate good; some, pleasure; others,
something else. us to every taste the sweet is pleasant but
to some, the sweetness of wine is most pleasant, to others, the
sweetness of honey, or of something similar. Yet that sweet is
absolutely the best of all pleasant things, in which he who has

the best taste takes most pleasure. In like manner that good is
most complete which the man with well disposed affections
desires for his last end.

Reply to Objection 1. ose who sin turn from that in
which their last end really consists: but they do not turn away
from the intention of the last end, which intention they mis-
takenly seek in other things.

Reply to Objection 2. Various pursuits in life are found
among men by reason of the various things in which men seek
to find their last end.

Reply to Objection 3. Although actions are of individu-
als, yet their first principle of action is nature, which tends to
one thing, as stated above (a. 5).

Ia IIae q. 1 a. 8Whether other creatures concur in that last end?

Objection 1. It would seem that all other creatures concur
in man’s last end. For the end corresponds to the beginning.
But man’s beginning—i.e. God—is also the beginning of all
else. erefore all other things concur in man’s last end.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
“God turns all things toHimself as to their last end.” ButHe is
also man’s last end; because He alone is to be enjoyed by man,
as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 5,22). erefore other
things, too, concur in man’s last end.

Objection 3. Further, man’s last end is the object of the
will. But the object of the will is the universal good, which is
the end of all. erefore other things, too, concur in man’s last
end.

On the contrary, man’s last end is happiness; which all
men desire, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 3,4). But “happi-
ness is not possible for animals bere of reason,” as Augustine
says (QQ. 83, qu. 5). erefore other things do not concur in
man’s last end.

I answer that,As the Philosopher says (Phys. ii, 2), the end
is twofold—the end “for which” and the end “by which”; viz.
the thing itself in which is found the aspect of good, and the
use or acquisition of that thing.uswe say that the end of the
movement of a weighty body is either a lower place as “thing,”
or to be in a lower place, as “use”; and the end of the miser is
money as “thing,” or possession of money as “use.”

If, therefore, we speak of man’s last end as of the thing
which is the end, thus all other things concur inman’s last end,
sinceGod is the last end ofman and of all other things. If, how-
ever, we speak ofman’s last end, as of the acquisition of the end,
then irrational creatures do not concur with man in this end.
For man and other rational creatures attain to their last end
by knowing and loving God: this is not possible to other crea-
tures, which acquire their last end, in so far as they share in the
Divine likeness, inasmuch as they are, or live, or even know.

Hence it is evident how the objections are solved: since
happiness means the acquisition of the last end.
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F P   S P, Q 2
Of ose ings in Which Man’s Happiness Consists

(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider happiness: and (1) in what it consists; (2) what it is; (3) how we can obtain it.
Concerning the first there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether happiness consists in wealth?
(2) Whether in honor?
(3) Whether in fame or glory?
(4) Whether in power?
(5) Whether in any good of the body?
(6) Whether in pleasure?
(7) Whether in any good of the soul?
(8) Whether in any created good?

Ia IIae q. 2 a. 1Whether man’s happiness consists in wealth?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in wealth. For since happiness is man’s last end, it must consist
in that which has the greatest hold on man’s affections. Now
this is wealth: for it is written (Eccles. 10:19): “All things obey
money.” erefore man’s happiness consists in wealth.

Objection 2. Further, according to Boethius (De Consol.
iii), happiness is “a state of lifemade perfect by the aggregate of
all good things.”Nowmoney seems to be themeans of possess-
ing all things: for, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 5), money
was invented, that itmight be a sort of guarantee for the acqui-
sition of whateverman desires.erefore happiness consists in
wealth.

Objection 3. Further, since the desire for the sovereign
good never fails, it seems to be infinite. But this is the case with
richesmore than anything else; since “a covetousman shall not
be satisfiedwith riches” (Eccles. 5:9).erefore happiness con-
sists in wealth.

On the contrary, Man’s good consists in retaining happi-
ness rather than in spreading it. But as Boethius says (DeCon-
sol. ii), “wealth shines in giving rather than in hoarding: for
the miser is hateful, whereas the generous man is applauded.”
erefore man’s happiness does not consist in wealth.

I answer that, It is impossible for man’s happiness to con-
sist in wealth. For wealth is twofold, as the Philosopher says
(Polit. i, 3), viz. natural and artificial. Natural wealth is that
which serves man as a remedy for his natural wants: such as
food, drink, clothing, cars, dwellings, and such like, while ar-
tificial wealth is that which is not a direct help to nature, as
money, but is invented by the art of man, for the convenience
of exchange, and as a measure of things salable.

Now it is evident that man’s happiness cannot consist in
natural wealth. For wealth of this kind is sought for the sake
of something else, viz. as a support of human nature: conse-
quently it cannot beman’s last end, rather is it ordained toman
as to its end. Wherefore in the order of nature, all such things
are below man, and made for him, according to Ps. 8:8: “ou

hast subjected all things under his feet.”
And as to artificial wealth, it is not sought save for the sake

of natural wealth; since man would not seek it except because,
by its means, he procures for himself the necessaries of life.
Consequently much less can it be considered in the light of
the last end. erefore it is impossible for happiness, which is
the last end of man, to consist in wealth.

Reply to Objection 1. All material things obey money, so
far as the multitude of fools is concerned, who know no other
thanmaterial goods, which can be obtained formoney. But we
should take our estimation of human goods not from the fool-
ish but from the wise: just as it is for a person whose sense of
taste is in good order, to judge whether a thing is palatable.

Reply to Objection 2. All things salable can be had for
money: not so spiritual things, which cannot be sold. Hence
it is written (Prov. 17:16): “What doth it avail a fool to have
riches, seeing he cannot buy wisdom.”

Reply to Objection 3. e desire for natural riches is not
infinite: because they suffice for nature in a certain measure.
But the desire for artificial wealth is infinite, for it is the ser-
vant of disordered concupiscence, which is not curbed, as the
Philosopher makes clear (Polit. i, 3). Yet this desire for wealth
is infinite otherwise than the desire for the sovereign good. For
themore perfectly the sovereign good is possessed, the more it
is loved, and other things despised: because the more we pos-
sess it, themoreweknow it.Hence it iswritten (Ecclus. 24:29):
“ey that eat me shall yet hunger.” Whereas in the desire for
wealth and for whatsoever temporal goods, the contrary is the
case: for when we already possess them, we despise them, and
seek others: which is the sense of Our Lord’s words ( Jn. 4:13):
“Whosoever drinketh of this water,” by which temporal goods
are signified, “shall thirst again.” e reason of this is that we
realizemore their insufficiencywhenwepossess them: and this
very fact shows that they are imperfect, and the sovereign good
does not consist therein.

562



Ia IIae q. 2 a. 2Whether man’s happiness consists in honors?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in honors. For happiness or bliss is “the reward of virtue,” as
the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 9). But honor more than any-
thing else seems to be that by which virtue is rewarded, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3).erefore happiness consists es-
pecially in honor.

Objection 2. Further, that which belongs to God and to
persons of great excellence seems especially to be happiness,
which is the perfect good. But that is honor, as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 3). Moreover, the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:17):
“To…the only God be honor and glory.” erefore happiness
consists in honor.

Objection 3. Further, that which man desires above all
is happiness. But nothing seems more desirable to man than
honor: since man suffers loss in all other things, lest he should
suffer loss of honor. erefore happiness consists in honor.

On the contrary, Happiness is in the happy. But honor is
not in the honored, but rather in himwhohonors, andwhoof-
fers deference to the person honored, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. i, 5). erefore happiness does not consist in honor.

I answer that, It is impossible for happiness to consist in
honor. For honor is given to a man on account of some excel-

lence in him; and consequently it is a sign and attestation of
the excellence that is in the person honored. Now a man’s ex-
cellence is in proportion, especially to his happiness, which is
man’s perfect good; and to its parts, i.e. those goods by which
he has a certain share of happiness. And therefore honor can
result from happiness, but happiness cannot principally con-
sist therein.

Reply toObjection1.As thePhilosopher says (Ethic. i, 5),
honor is not that rewardof virtue, forwhich the virtuouswork:
but they receive honor from men by way of reward, “as from
those who have nothing greater to offer.” But virtue’s true re-
ward is happiness itself, for which the virtuous work: whereas
if they worked for honor, it would no longer be a virtue, but
ambition.

Reply toObjection2.Honor is due toGod and topersons
of great excellence as a sign of attestation of excellence already
existing: not that honor makes them excellent.

Reply to Objection 3. at man desires honor above all
else, arises from his natural desire for happiness, from which
honor results, as stated above.Whereforeman seeks to be hon-
ored especially by the wise, on whose judgment he believes
himself to be excellent or happy.

Ia IIae q. 2 a. 3Whether man’s happiness consists in fame or glory?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in glory. For happiness seems to consist in that which is paid to
the saints for the trials they have undergone in the world. But
this is glory: for the Apostle says (Rom. 8:18): “e sufferings
of this time are not worthy to be compared with the glory to
come, that shall be revealed in us.” erefore happiness con-
sists in glory.

Objection 2. Further, good is diffusive of itself, as stated
by Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv). But man’s good is spread abroad
in the knowledge of others by glory more than by anything
else: since, according to Ambrose*, glory consists “in being
well known and praised.” erefore man’s happiness consists
in glory.

Objection 3. Further, happiness is the most enduring
good. Now this seems to be fame or glory; because by this
men attain to eternity aer a fashion.HenceBoethius says (De
Consol. ii): “You seem to beget unto yourselves eternity, when
you think of your fame in future time.” erefore man’s hap-
piness consists in fame or glory.

Onthe contrary,Happiness isman’s true good. But it hap-
pens that fame or glory is false: for as Boethius says (De Con-
sol. iii), “many owe their renown to the lying reports spread
among the people. Can anything bemore shameful? For those
who receive false fame, must needs blush at their own praise.”

erefore man’s happiness does not consist in fame or glory.
I answer that, Man’s happiness cannot consist in human

fame or glory. For glory consists “in being well known and
praised,” as Ambrose† says. Now the thing known is related to
humanknowledge otherwise than toGod’s knowledge: for hu-
man knowledge is caused by the things known, whereas God’s
knowledge is the cause of the things known. Wherefore the
perfection of human good, which is called happiness, cannot
be caused by human knowledge: but rather human knowl-
edge of another’s happiness proceeds from, and, in a fashion,
is caused by, human happiness itself, inchoate or perfect. Con-
sequently man’s happiness cannot consist in fame or glory.
On the other hand, man’s good depends on God’s knowledge
as its cause. And therefore man’s beatitude depends, as on its
cause, on the glory which man has with God; according to Ps.
90:15,16: “I will deliver him, and I will glorify him; I will fill
him with length of days, and I will show him my salvation.”

Furthermore, we must observe that human knowledge of-
ten fails, especially in contingent singulars, such as are human
acts. For this reason human glory is frequently deceptive. But
sinceGodcannot bedeceived,His glory is always true; hence it
is written (2Cor. 10:18): “He…is approved…whomGod com-
mendeth.”

Reply toObjection1.eApostle speaks, then, not of the

* Augustine, Contra Maxim. Arian. ii. 13. † Augustine, Contra Maxim.
Arian. ii, 13. * St.omas joinsMk. 8:38 with Lk. 12:8 owing to a possible
variant in his text, or to the fact that he was quoting from memory.
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glory which is with men, but of the glory which is from God,
with His Angels. Hence it is written (Mk. 8:38): “e Son of
Man shall confess him in the glory of His Father, before His
angels”*.

Reply toObjection 2.Aman’s good which, through fame
or glory, is in the knowledge ofmany, if this knowledge be true,
must needs be derived from good existing in the man himself:

and hence it presupposes perfect or inchoate happiness. But if
the knowledge be false, it does not harmonize with the thing:
and thus good does not exist in him who is looked upon as fa-
mous.Hence it follows that fame can nowisemakeman happy.

Reply to Objection 3. Fame has no stability; in fact, it is
easily ruined by false report. And if sometimes it endures, this
is by accident. But happiness endures of itself, and for ever.

Ia IIae q. 2 a. 4Whether man’s happiness consists in power?

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness consists in
power. For all things desire to become like to God, as to their
last end and first beginning. But men who are in power, seem,
on account of the similarity of power, to be most like to God:
hence also in Scripture they are called “gods” (Ex. 22:28),
“ou shalt not speak ill of the gods.”erefore happiness con-
sists in power.

Objection 2. Further, happiness is the perfect good. But
the highest perfection for man is to be able to rule others;
which belongs to those who are in power.erefore happiness
consists in power.

Objection 3. Further, since happiness is supremely desir-
able, it is contrary to that which is before all to be shunned.
But, more than aught else, men shun servitude, which is con-
trary to power. erefore happiness consists in power.

On the contrary, Happiness is the perfect good. But
power is most imperfect. For as Boethius says (DeConsol. iii),
“the power ofman cannot relieve the gnawings of care, nor can
it avoid the thorny path of anxiety”: and further on: “ink
you aman is powerful who is surrounded by attendants, whom
he inspires with fear indeed, but whom he fears still more?”

I answer that, It is impossible for happiness to consist in
power; and this for two reasons. First because power has the
nature of principle, as is stated in Metaph. v, 12, whereas hap-
piness has the nature of last end. Secondly, because power has
relation to good and evil: whereas happiness is man’s proper
and perfect good.Wherefore some happiness might consist in
the good use of power, which is by virtue, rather than in power
itself.

Now four general reasons may be given to prove that hap-
piness consists in none of the foregoing external goods. First,

because, since happiness is man’s supreme good, it is incom-
patible with any evil. Now all the foregoing can be found both
in good and in evil men. Secondly, because, since it is the na-
ture of happiness to “satisfy of itself,” as stated in Ethic. i, 7,
having gained happiness, man cannot lack any needful good.
But aer acquiring any one of the foregoing, man may still
lack many goods that are necessary to him; for instance, wis-
dom, bodily health, and such like. irdly, because, since hap-
piness is the perfect good, no evil can accrue to anyone there-
from.is cannot be said of the foregoing: for it is written (Ec-
cles. 5:12) that “riches” are sometimes “kept to the hurt of the
owner”; and the samemay be said of the other three. Fourthly,
because man is ordained to happiness through principles that
are in him; since he is ordained thereto naturally.Now the four
goods mentioned above are due rather to external causes, and
inmost cases to fortune; forwhich reason they are called goods
of fortune. erefore it is evident that happiness nowise con-
sists in the foregoing.

Reply toObjection1.God’s power isHis goodness: hence
He cannot use His power otherwise than well. But it is not so
with men. Consequently it is not enough for man’s happiness,
that he become like God in power, unless he become like Him
in goodness also.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as it is a very good thing for a
man to make good use of power in ruling many, so is it a very
bad thing if he makes a bad use of it. And so it is that power is
towards good and evil.

Reply toObjection3.Servitude is a hindrance to the good
use of power: therefore is it that men naturally shun it; not be-
cause man’s supreme good consists in power.

Ia IIae q. 2 a. 5Whether man’s happiness consists in any bodily good?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in bodily goods. For it is written (Ecclus. 30:16): “ere is no
riches above the riches of the health of the body.” But happi-
ness consists in that which is best. erefore it consists in the
health of the body.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. v), that
“to be” is better than “to live,” and “to live” is better than all
that follows. But for man’s being and living, the health of the
body is necessary. Since, therefore, happiness is man’s supreme

good, it seems that health of the body belongs more than any-
thing else to happiness.

Objection 3. Further, the more universal a thing is, the
higher the principle fromwhich it depends; because the higher
a cause is, the greater the scope of its power. Now just as the
causality of the efficient cause consists in its flowing into some-
thing, so the causality of the end consists in its drawing the ap-
petite.erefore, just as theFirstCause is thatwhichflows into
all things, so the last end is that which attracts the desire of all.
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But being itself is that which is most desired by all. erefore
man’s happiness consists most of all in things pertaining to his
being, such as the health of the body.

On the contrary, Man surpasses all other animals in re-
gard to happiness. But in bodily goods he is surpassed bymany
animals; for instance, by the elephant in longevity, by the lion
in strength, by the stag in fleetness. erefore man’s happiness
does not consist in goods of the body.

I answer that, It is impossible for man’s happiness to con-
sist in the goods of the body; and this for two reasons. First, be-
cause, if a thing be ordained to another as to its end, its last end
cannot consist in the preservation of its being.Hence a captain
does not intend as a last end, the preservation of the ship en-
trusted to him, since a ship is ordained to something else as its
end, viz. to navigation. Now just as the ship is entrusted to the
captain that he may steer its course, so man is given over to his
will and reason; according to Ecclus. 15:14: “God made man
from the beginning and le him in the hand of his own coun-
sel.” Now it is evident thatman is ordained to something as his
end: sinceman is not the supreme good.erefore the last end
of man’s reason and will cannot be the preservation of man’s
being.

Secondly, because, granted that the end of man’s will and
reason be the preservation of man’s being, it could not be said
that the end of man is some good of the body. For man’s being
consists in soul and body; and though the being of the body
depends on the soul, yet the being of the human soul depends
not on the body, as shown above ( Ia, q. 75, a. 2); and the very

body is for the soul, as matter for its form, and the instruments
for the man that puts them into motion, that by their means
he may do his work. Wherefore all goods of the body are or-
dained to the goods of the soul, as to their end. Consequently
happiness, which is man’s last end, cannot consist in goods of
the body.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the body is ordained to the
soul, as its end, so are external goods ordained to the body it-
self. And therefore it is with reason that the good of the body
is preferred to external goods, which are signified by “riches,”
just as the good of the soul is preferred to all bodily goods.

Reply toObjection 2. Being taken simply, as including all
perfection of being, surpasses life and all that follows it; for
thus being itself includes all these. And in this sense Dionysius
speaks. But if we consider being itself as participated in this or
that thing, which does not possess the whole perfection of be-
ing, but has imperfect being, such as the being of any creature;
then it is evident that being itself together with an additional
perfection ismore excellent.Hence in the samepassageDiony-
sius says that things that live are better than things that exist,
and intelligent better than living things.

Reply to Objection 3. Since the end corresponds to the
beginning; this argument proves that the last end is the first
beginning of being, in Whom every perfection of being is:
Whose likeness, according to their proportion, some desire as
to being only, some as to living being, some as to being which
is living, intelligent and happy. And this belongs to few.

Ia IIae q. 2 a. 6Whether man’s happiness consists in pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in pleasure. For since happiness is the last end, it is not desired
for something else, but other things for it. But this answers to
pleasure more than to anything else: “for it is absurd to ask
anyone what is his motive in wishing to be pleased” (Ethic. x,
2).erefore happiness consists principally in pleasure and de-
light.

Objection 2. Further, “the first cause goes more deeply
into the effect than the second cause” (De Causis i). Now
the causality of the end consists in its attracting the appetite.
erefore, seemingly that which moves most the appetite, an-
swers to the notion of the last end. Now this is pleasure: and a
sign of this is that delight so far absorbs man’s will and reason,
that it causes him to despise other goods. erefore it seems
that man’s last end, which is happiness, consists principally in
pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, since desire is for good, it seems that
what all desire is best. But all desire delight; bothwise and fool-
ish, and even irrational creatures. erefore delight is the best
of all.erefore happiness,which is the supreme good, consists
in pleasure.

On the contrary,Boethius says (DeConsol. iii): “Any one

that chooses to lookbackonhis past excesses,will perceive that
pleasures had a sad ending: and if they can render amanhappy,
there is no reason why we should not say that the very beasts
are happy too.”

I answer that, Because bodily delights are more generally
known, “the name of pleasure has been appropriated to them”
(Ethic. vii, 13), although other delights excel them: and yet
happiness does not consist in them. Because in every thing,
that which pertains to its essence is distinct from its proper ac-
cident: thus in man it is one thing that he is a mortal rational
animal, and another that he is a risible animal. We must there-
fore consider that every delight is a proper accident resulting
from happiness, or from some part of happiness; since the rea-
son that a man is delighted is that he has some fitting good,
either in reality, or in hope, or at least in memory. Now a fit-
ting good, if indeed it be the perfect good, is precisely man’s
happiness: and if it is imperfect, it is a share of happiness, ei-
ther proximate, or remote, or at least apparent. erefore it is
evident that neither is delight, which results from the perfect
good, the very essence of happiness, but something resulting
therefrom as its proper accident.

But bodily pleasure cannot result from the perfect good
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even in that way. For it results from a good apprehended by
sense, which is a power of the soul, which power makes use of
the body. Now good pertaining to the body, and apprehended
by sense, cannot be man’s perfect good. For since the rational
soul excels the capacity of corporeal matter, that part of the
soul which is independent of a corporeal organ, has a certain
infinity in regard to the body and those parts of the soul which
are tied down to the body: just as immaterial things are in away
infinite as compared to material things, since a form is, aer
a fashion, contracted and bounded by matter, so that a form
which is independent of matter is, in a way, infinite. erefore
sense, which is a power of the body, knows the singular, which
is determinate through matter: whereas the intellect, which is
a power independent of matter, knows the universal, which
is abstracted from matter, and contains an infinite number of
singulars. Consequently it is evident that good which is fitting
to the body, and which causes bodily delight through being
apprehended by sense, is not man’s perfect good, but is quite a
trifle as compared with the good of the soul. Hence it is writ-
ten (Wis. 7:9) that “all gold in comparison of her, is as a little
sand.”And therefore bodily pleasure is neither happiness itself,
nor a proper accident of happiness.

Reply toObjection1. It comes to the samewhetherwede-

sire good, or desire delight, which is nothing else than the ap-
petite’s rest in good: thus it is owing to the same natural force
that a weighty body is borne downwards and that it rests there.
Consequently just as good is desired for itself, so delight is de-
sired for itself andnot for anything else, if the preposition “for”
denote the final cause. But if it denote the formal or rather the
motive cause, thus delight is desirable for something else, i.e.
for the good, which is the object of that delight, and conse-
quently is its principle, and gives it its form: for the reason that
delight is desired is that it is rest in the thing desired.

Reply to Objection 2. e vehemence of desire for sensi-
ble delight arises from the fact that operations of the senses,
through being the principles of our knowledge, are more per-
ceptible. And so it is that sensible pleasures are desired by the
majority.

Reply to Objection 3. All desire delight in the same way
as they desire good: and yet they desire delight by reason of
the good and not conversely, as stated above (ad 1). Conse-
quently it does not follow that delight is the supreme and es-
sential good, but that every delight results from some good,
and that some delight results from that which is the essential
and supreme good.

Ia IIae q. 2 a. 7Whether some good of the soul constitutes man’s happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that some good of the soul
constitutesman’s happiness. For happiness is man’s good.Now
this is threefold: external goods, goods of the body, and goods
of the soul. But happiness does not consist in external goods,
nor in goods of the body, as shown above (Aa. 4,5). erefore
it consists in goods of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, we love that for which we desire
good, more than the good that we desire for it: thus we love a
friend for whom we desire money, more than we love money.
But whatever good a man desires, he desires it for himself.
erefore he loves himself more than all other goods. Now
happiness is what is loved above all: which is evident from the
fact that for its sake all else is loved and desired.erefore hap-
piness consists in some good of man himself: not, however, in
goods of the body; therefore, in goods of the soul.

Objection 3. Further, perfection is something belonging
to thatwhich is perfected.Buthappiness is a perfectionofman.
erefore happiness is something belonging to man. But it is
not something belonging to the body, as shown above (a. 5).
erefore it is something belonging to the soul; and thus it
consists in goods of the soul.

On the contrary, As Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i,
22), “that which constitutes the life of happiness is to be loved
for its own sake.” But man is not to be loved for his own sake,
but whatever is in man is to be loved for God’s sake. erefore
happiness consists in no good of the soul.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 1, a. 8), the end is

twofold: namely, the thing itself, whichwedesire to attain, and
the use, namely, the attainment or possession of that thing. If,
then, we speak of man’s last end, it is impossible for man’s last
end to be the soul itself or something belonging to it. Because
the soul, considered in itself, is as something existing in poten-
tiality: for it becomes knowing actually, frombeing potentially
knowing; and actually virtuous, from being potentially virtu-
ous. Now since potentiality is for the sake of act as for its ful-
filment, that which in itself is in potentiality cannot be the last
end. erefore the soul itself cannot be its own last end.

In like manner neither can anything belonging to it,
whether power, habit, or act. For that good which is the last
end, is the perfect good fulfilling the desire. Now man’s ap-
petite, otherwise the will, is for the universal good. And any
good inherent to the soul is a participated good, and con-
sequently a portioned good. erefore none of them can be
man’s last end.

But if we speak of man’s last end, as to the attainment or
possession thereof, or as to any use whatever of the thing it-
self desired as an end, thus does something of man, in respect
of his soul, belong to his last end: since man attains happi-
ness through his soul. erefore the thing itself which is de-
sired as end, is that which constitutes happiness, and makes
man happy; but the attainment of this thing is called happi-
ness. Consequently we must say that happiness is something
belonging to the soul; but that which constitutes happiness is
something outside the soul.
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Reply to Objection 1. Inasmuch as this division includes
all goods that man can desire, thus the good of the soul is not
only power, habit, or act, but also the object of these, which is
something outside. And in this way nothing hinders us from
saying that what constitutes happiness is a good of the soul.

Reply to Objection 2. As far as the proposed objection is
concerned, happiness is loved above all, as the good desired;
whereas a friend is loved as that for which good is desired; and

thus, too, man loves himself. Consequently it is not the same
kind of love in both cases. As to whether man loves anything
more than himself with the love of friendship there will be oc-
casion to inquire when we treat of Charity.

Reply to Objection 3. Happiness, itself, since it is a per-
fection of the soul, is an inherent good of the soul; but that
which constitutes happiness, viz. which makes man happy, is
something outside his soul, as stated above.

Ia IIae q. 2 a. 8Whether any created good constitutes man’s happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that some created good con-
stitutes man’s happiness. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii)
that Divine wisdom “unites the ends of first things to the be-
ginnings of second things,” fromwhichwemay gather that the
summit of a lower nature touches the base of the higher nature.
But man’s highest good is happiness. Since then the angel is
above man in the order of nature, as stated in Ia, q. 111, a. 1, it
seems that man’s happiness consists inman somehow reaching
the angel.

Objection 2. Further, the last end of each thing is that
which, in relation to it, is perfect: hence the part is for the
whole, as for its end. But the universe of creatures which is
called the macrocosm, is compared to man who is called the
microcosm (Phys. viii, 2), as perfect to imperfect. erefore
man’s happiness consists in the whole universe of creatures.

Objection 3. Further, man is made happy by that which
lulls his natural desire. But man’s natural desire does not reach
out to a good surpassing his capacity. Since then man’s capac-
ity does not include that good which surpasses the limits of all
creation, it seems that man can be made happy by some cre-
ated good. Consequently some created good constitutes man’s
happiness.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 26):
“As the soul is the life of the body, soGod isman’s life of happi-
ness: of Whom it is written: ‘Happy is that people whose God
is the Lord’ (Ps. 143:15).”

I answer that, It is impossible for any created good to
constitute man’s happiness. For happiness is the perfect good,
which lulls the appetite altogether; else it would not be the

last end, if something yet remained to be desired. Now the
object of the will, i.e. of man’s appetite, is the universal good;
just as the object of the intellect is the universal true. Hence
it is evident that naught can lull man’s will, save the univer-
sal good. is is to be found, not in any creature, but in God
alone; because every creature has goodness by participation.
Wherefore God alone can satisfy the will of man, according to
the words of Ps. 102:5: “Who satisfieth thy desire with good
things.” erefore God alone constitutes man’s happiness.

Reply to Objection 1. e summit of man does indeed
touch the base of the angelic nature, by a kind of likeness; but
man does not rest there as in his last end, but reaches out to
the universal fount itself of good, which is the common object
of happiness of all the blessed, as being the infinite and perfect
good.

Reply to Objection 2. If a whole be not the last end, but
ordained to a further end, then the last end of a part thereof is
not the whole itself, but something else. Now the universe of
creatures, to which man is compared as part to whole, is not
the last end, but is ordained to God, as to its last end. ere-
fore the last end of man is not the good of the universe, but
God himself.

Reply to Objection 3. Created good is not less than that
good of which man is capable, as of something intrinsic and
inherent to him: but it is less than the good ofwhich he is capa-
ble, as of an object, and which is infinite. And the participated
good which is in an angel, and in the whole universe, is a finite
and restricted good.
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F P   S P, Q 3
What Is Happiness
(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider (1) what happiness is, and (2) what things are required for it.
Concerning the first there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether happiness is something uncreated?
(2) If it be something created, whether it is an operation?
(3) Whether it is an operation of the sensitive, or only of the intellectual part?
(4) If it be an operation of the intellectual part, whether it is an operation of the intellect, or of the will?
(5) If it be an operation of the intellect, whether it is an operation of the speculative or of the practical intellect?
(6) If it be an operation of the speculative intellect, whether it consists in the consideration of speculative sci-

ences?
(7) Whether it consists in the consideration of separate substances viz. angels?
(8) Whether it consists in the sole contemplation of God seen in His Essence?

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 1Whether happiness is something uncreated?

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness is something
uncreated. For Boethius says (DeConsol. iii): “Wemust needs
confess that God is happiness itself.”

Objection 2. Further, happiness is the supreme good. But
it belongs to God to be the supreme good. Since, then, there
are not several supreme goods, it seems that happiness is the
same as God.

Objection 3. Further, happiness is the last end, to which
man’s will tends naturally. But man’s will should tend to noth-
ing else as an end, but to God, Who alone is to be enjoyed, as
Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 5,22). erefore happi-
ness is the same as God.

On the contrary, Nothing made is uncreated. But man’s
happiness is somethingmade; because according to Augustine
(DeDoctr. Christ. i, 3): “ose things are to be enjoyedwhich
make us happy.” erefore happiness is not something uncre-
ated.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 1, a. 8; q. 2, a. 7), our
end is twofold. First, there is the thing itself which we desire
to attain: thus for the miser, the end is money. Secondly there
is the attainment or possession, the use or enjoyment of the
thing desired; thus we may say that the end of the miser is the

possession of money; and the end of the intemperate man is
to enjoy something pleasurable. In the first sense, then, man’s
last end is the uncreated good, namely, God, Who alone by
His infinite goodness can perfectly satisfy man’s will. But in
the second way, man’s last end is something created, existing
in him, and this is nothing else than the attainment or enjoy-
ment of the last end. Now the last end is called happiness. If,
therefore, we consider man’s happiness in its cause or object,
then it is something uncreated; but if we consider it as to the
very essence of happiness, then it is something created.

Reply to Objection 1. God is happiness by His Essence:
for He is happy not by acquisition or participation of some-
thing else, but by His Essence. On the other hand, men are
happy, as Boethius says (De Consol. iii), by participation; just
as they are called “gods,” by participation. And this participa-
tion of happiness, in respect of which man is said to be happy,
is something created.

Reply to Objection 2. Happiness is called man’s supreme
good, because it is the attainment or enjoyment of the supreme
good.

Reply toObjection 3.Happiness is said to be the last end,
in the same way as the attainment of the end is called the end.

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 2Whether happiness is an operation?

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness is not an oper-
ation. For the Apostle says (Rom. 6:22): “You have your fruit
unto sanctification, and the end, life everlasting.” But life is not
an operation, but the very being of living things.erefore the
last end, which is happiness, is not an operation.

Objection 2. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. iii) that
happiness is “a state made perfect by the aggregate of all good
things.” But state does not indicate operation. erefore hap-
piness is not an operation.

Objection 3. Further, happiness signifies something exist-
ing in the happy one: since it is man’s final perfection. But the
meaning of operation does not imply anything existing in the
operator, but rather something proceeding therefrom. ere-
fore happiness is not an operation.

Objection 4. Further, happiness remains in the happy one.
Now operation does not remain, but passes. erefore happi-
ness is not an operation.

Objection 5. Further, to one man there is one happiness.
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But operations are many. erefore happiness is not an opera-
tion.

Objection 6. Further, happiness is in the happy one un-
interruptedly. But human operation is oen interrupted; for
instance, by sleep, or some other occupation, or by cessation.
erefore happiness is not an operation.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 13) that
“happiness is an operation according to perfect virtue.”

I answer that, In so far asman’s happiness is something cre-
ated, existing in him, wemust needs say that it is an operation.
For happiness is man’s supreme perfection. Now each thing is
perfect in so far as it is actual; since potentiality without act is
imperfect. Consequently happiness must consist in man’s last
act. But it is evident that operation is the last act of the oper-
ator, wherefore the Philosopher calls it “second act” (De An-
ima ii, 1): because that which has a form can be potentially op-
erating, just as he who knows is potentially considering. And
hence it is that in other things, too, each one is said to be “for
its operation” (De Coel ii, 3). erefore man’s happiness must
of necessity consist in an operation.

Reply toObjection 1. Life is taken in two senses. First for
the very beingof the living.And thushappiness is not life: since
it has been shown (q. 2 , a. 5) that the being of a man, no mat-
ter in what it may consist, is not that man’s happiness; for of
God alone is it true thatHis Being isHisHappiness. Secondly,
life means the operation of the living, by which operation the
principle of life ismade actual: thuswe speak of active and con-
templative life, or of a life of pleasure. And in this sense eternal
life is said to be the last end, as is clear from Jn. 17:3: “is is
eternal life, that they may know ee, the only true God.”

Reply to Objection 2. Boethius, in defining happiness,
considered happiness in general: for considered thus it is the
perfect commongood; andhe signified this by saying that hap-
piness is “a state made perfect by the aggregate of all good
things,” thus implying that the state of a happyman consists in
possessing the perfect good. But Aristotle expressed the very
essence of happiness, showing by what man is established in
this state, and that it is by some kind of operation. And so it is
that he proves happiness to be “the perfect good” (Ethic. i, 7).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated in Metaph. ix, 7 action is
twofold. One proceeds from the agent into outward matter,
such as “to burn” and “to cut.” And such an operation cannot

be happiness: for such an operation is an action and a perfec-
tion, not of the agent, but rather of the patient, as is stated in
the same passage. e other is an action that remains in the
agent, such as to feel, to understand, and to will: and such an
action is a perfection and an act of the agent. And such an op-
eration can be happiness.

Reply to Objection 4. Since happiness signifies some fi-
nal perfection; according as various things capable of happi-
ness can attain to various degrees of perfection, so must there
be various meanings applied to happiness. For in God there
is happiness essentially; since His very Being is His operation,
whereby He enjoys no other than Himself. In the happy an-
gels, the final perfection is in respect of some operation, by
which they are united to theUncreatedGood: and this opera-
tion of theirs is one only and everlasting. But inmen, according
to their present state of life, the final perfection is in respect
of an operation whereby man is united to God: but this op-
eration neither can be continual, nor, consequently, is it one
only, because operation is multiplied by being discontinued.
And for this reason in the present state of life, perfect happi-
ness cannot be attained by man. Wherefore the Philosopher,
in placing man’s happiness in this life (Ethic. i, 10), says that
it is imperfect, and aer a long discussion, concludes: “We call
men happy, but only asmen.” ButGod has promised us perfect
happiness, when we shall be “as the angels…in heaven” (Mat.
22:30).

Consequently in regard to this perfect happiness, the ob-
jection fails: because in that state of happiness,man’smindwill
be united to God by one, continual, everlasting operation. But
in the present life, in as far as we fall short of the unity and
continuity of that operation so do we fall short of perfect hap-
piness. Nevertheless it is a participation of happiness: and so
much the greater, as the operation can be more continuous
andmore one. Consequently the active life, which is busy with
many things, has less of happiness than the contemplative life,
which is busiedwith one thing, i.e. the contemplation of truth.
And if at any time man is not actually engaged in this opera-
tion, yet since he can always easily turn to it, and since he or-
dains the very cessation, by sleeping or occupying himself oth-
erwise, to the aforesaid occupation, the latter seems, as it were,
continuous. From these remarks the replies to Objections 5
and 6 are evident.

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 3Whether happiness is an operation of the sensitive part, or of the intellective part only?

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness consists in an
operation of the senses also. For there is no more excellent op-
eration in man than that of the senses, except the intellective
operation. But in us the intellective operation depends on the
sensitive: since “we cannot understand without a phantasm”
(DeAnima iii, 7).erefore happiness consists in an operation
of the senses also.

Objection 2. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. iii) that

happiness is “a state made perfect by the aggregate of all good
things.” But some goods are sensible, which we attain by the
operation of the senses. erefore it seems that the operation
of the senses is needed for happiness.

Objection 3. Further, happiness is the perfect good, as we
find proved in Ethic. i, 7: which would not be true, were not
man perfected thereby in all his parts. But some parts of the
soul are perfected by sensitive operations. erefore sensitive
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operation is required for happiness.
On the contrary, Irrational animals have the sensitive op-

eration in common with us: but they have not happiness in
common with us. erefore happiness does not consist in a
sensitive operation.

I answer that, A thing may belong to happiness in three
ways: (1) essentially, (2) antecedently, (3) consequently. Now
the operation of sense cannot belong to happiness essentially.
For man’s happiness consists essentially in his being united to
the Uncreated Good, Which is his last end, as shown above
(a. 1): to Which man cannot be united by an operation of his
senses. Again, in like manner, because, as shown above (q. 2,
a. 5), man’s happiness does not consist in goods of the body,
which goods alone, however, we attain through the operation
of the senses.

Nevertheless the operations of the senses can belong to
happiness, both antecedently and consequently: antecedently,
in respect of imperfect happiness, such as can be had in this
life, since the operation of the intellect demands a previous
operation of the sense; consequently, in that perfect happi-
ness which we await in heaven; because at the resurrection,

“from the very happiness of the soul,” as Augustine says (Ep.
ad Dioscor.) “the body and the bodily senses will receive a cer-
tain overflow, so as to be perfected in their operations”; a point
which will be explained further on when we treat of the resur-
rection ( IIa IIae, Qq. 82 -85). But then the operation whereby
man’s mind is united to God will not depend on the senses.

Reply toObjection1.is objection proves that the oper-
ation of the senses is required antecedently for imperfect hap-
piness, such as can be had in this life.

Reply to Objection 2. Perfect happiness, such as the an-
gels have, includes the aggregate of all good things, by being
united to the universal source of all good; not that it requires
each individual good. But in this imperfect happiness, we need
the aggregate of those goods that suffice for the most perfect
operation of this life.

Reply toObjection 3. In perfect happiness the entireman
is perfected, in the lowerpart of his nature, by anoverflow from
the higher. But in the imperfect happiness of this life, it is oth-
erwise; we advance from the perfection of the lower part to the
perfection of the higher part.

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 4Whether, if happiness is in the intellective part, it is an operation of the intellect or of the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness consists in an
act of the will. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 10,11),
that man’s happiness consists in peace; wherefore it is written
(Ps. 147:3): “Who hath placed peace in thy end [Douay: ‘bor-
ders’]”. But peace pertains to the will. erefore man’s happi-
ness is in the will.

Objection 2. Further, happiness is the supreme good. But
good is the object of the will. erefore happiness consists in
an operation of the will.

Objection 3. Further, the last end corresponds to the first
mover: thus the last end of the whole army is victory, which
is the end of the general, who moves all the men. But the first
mover in regard to operations is the will: because it moves the
other powers, as we shall state further on (q. 9, Aa. 1,3).ere-
fore happiness regards the will.

Objection 4. Further, if happiness be an operation, itmust
needs be man’s most excellent operation. But the love of God,
which is an act of the will, is a more excellent operation than
knowledge, which is an operation of the intellect, as the Apos-
tle declares (1 Cor. 13).erefore it seems that happiness con-
sists in an act of the will.

Objection 5.Further, Augustine says (DeTrin. xiii, 5) that
“happy is he who has whatever he desires, and desires nothing
amiss.” And a little further on (6) he adds: “He is most happy
who desires well, whatever he desires: for good things make a
man happy, and such a man already possesses some good—i.e.
a good will.” erefore happiness consists in an act of the will.

Onthe contrary,OurLord said ( Jn. 17:3): “is is eternal
life: that theymay knowee, the only trueGod.”Noweternal

life is the last end, as stated above (a. 2, ad 1). erefore man’s
happiness consists in the knowledge of God, which is an act of
the intellect.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 2, a. 6) two things are
needed for happiness: one, which is the essence of happiness:
the other, that is, as it were, its proper accident, i.e. the delight
connectedwith it. I say, then, that as to the very essence of hap-
piness, it is impossible for it to consist in an act of the will. For
it is evident from what has been said (Aa. 1,2; q. 2, a. 7) that
happiness is the attainment of the last end. But the attainment
of the end does not consist in the very act of the will. For the
will is directed to the end, both absent, when it desires it; and
present, when it is delighted by resting therein. Now it is evi-
dent that the desire itself of the end is not the attainment of the
end, but is a movement towards the end: while delight comes
to the will from the end being present; and not conversely, is
a thing made present, by the fact that the will delights in it.
erefore, that the end be present to him who desires it, must
be due to something else than an act of the will.

is is evidently the case in regard to sensible ends. For if
the acquisition of money were through an act of the will, the
covetous man would have it from the very moment that he
wished for it. But at the moment it is far from him; and he
attains it, by grasping it in his hand, or in some like manner;
and then he delights in the money got. And so it is with an in-
telligible end. For at first we desire to attain an intelligible end;
we attain it, through its being made present to us by an act of
the intellect; and then the delighted will rests in the end when
attained.
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So, therefore, the essence of happiness consists in an act of
the intellect: but the delight that results from happiness per-
tains to the will. In this sense Augustine says (Confess. x, 23)
that happiness is “joy in truth,” because, to wit, joy itself is the
consummation of happiness.

Reply toObjection1.Peace pertains toman’s last end, not
as though it were the very essence of happiness; but because it
is antecedent and consequent thereto: antecedent, in so far as
all those things are removed which disturb and hinder man in
attaining the last end: consequent inasmuch as when man has
attained his last end, he remains at peace, his desire being at
rest.

Reply to Objection 2. e will’s first object is not its act:
just as neither is the first object of the sight, vision, but a visible
thing.Wherefore, from the very fact that happiness belongs to
the will, as the will’s first object, it follows that it does not be-
long to it as its act.

Reply to Objection 3. e intellect apprehends the end
before the will does: yet motion towards the end begins in the
will. And therefore to the will belongs that which last of all
follows the attainment of the end, viz. delight or enjoyment.

Reply to Objection 4. Love ranks above knowledge in
moving, but knowledge precedes love in attaining: for “naught
is loved save what is known,” as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 1).
Consequently we first attain an intelligible end by an act of the
intellect; just as we first attain a sensible end by an act of sense.

Reply to Objection 5. He who has whatever he desires, is
happy, because he has what he desires: and this indeed is by
something other than the act of his will. But to desire noth-
ing amiss is needed for happiness, as a necessary disposition
thereto. And a good will is reckoned among the good things
which make a man happy, forasmuch as it is an inclination of
the will: just as a movement is reduced to the genus of its ter-
minus, for instance, “alteration” to the genus “quality.”

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 5Whether happiness is an operation of the speculative, or of the practical intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that happiness is an operation
of the practical intellect. For the end of every creature consists
in becoming like God. But man is like God, by his practical
intellect, which is the cause of things understood, rather than
by his speculative intellect, which derives its knowledge from
things. erefore man’s happiness consists in an operation of
the practical intellect rather than of the speculative.

Objection 2. Further, happiness is man’s perfect good. But
the practical intellect is ordained to the good rather than the
speculative intellect, which is ordained to the true. Hence we
are said to be good, in reference to the perfection of the practi-
cal intellect, but not in reference to the perfection of the spec-
ulative intellect, according to which we are said to be knowing
or understanding.erefore man’s happiness consists in an act
of the practical intellect rather than of the speculative.

Objection 3. Further, happiness is a good of man himself.
But the speculative intellect is more concerned with things
outside man; whereas the practical intellect is concerned with
things belonging to man himself, viz. his operations and pas-
sions.ereforeman’s happiness consists in anoperationof the
practical intellect rather than of the speculative.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. i, 8) that “con-
templation is promised us, as being the goal of all our actions,
and the everlasting perfection of our joys.”

I answer that, Happiness consists in an operation of the
speculative rather than of the practical intellect.is is evident
for three reasons. First because if man’s happiness is an oper-
ation, it must needs be man’s highest operation. Now man’s
highest operation is that of his highest power in respect of its
highest object: and his highest power is the intellect, whose
highest object is the Divine Good, which is the object, not
of the practical but of the speculative intellect. Consequently
happiness consists principally in such an operation, viz. in the

contemplation of Divine things. And since that “seems to be
each man’s self, which is best in him,” according to Ethic. ix,
8, and x, 7, therefore such an operation is most proper to man
and most delightful to him.

Secondly, it is evident from the fact that contemplation is
sought principally for its own sake. But the act of the practi-
cal intellect is not sought for its own sake but for the sake of
action: and these very actions are ordained to some end. Con-
sequently it is evident that the last end cannot consist in the
active life, which pertains to the practical intellect.

irdly, it is again evident, from the fact that in the con-
templative life man has something in common with things
above him, viz. with God and the angels, to whom he is made
like by happiness. But in things pertaining to the active life,
other animals also have something in common with man, al-
though imperfectly.

erefore the last and perfect happiness, which we await
in the life to come, consists entirely in contemplation. But im-
perfect happiness, such as can be had here, consists first and
principally, in an operation of the practical intellect directing
human actions and passions, as stated in Ethic. x, 7,8.

Reply to Objection 1. e asserted likeness of the practi-
cal intellect to God is one of proportion; that is to say, by rea-
son of its standing in relation to what it knows, as God does
to what He knows. But the likeness of the speculative intellect
to God is one of union and “information”; which is a much
greater likeness. And yet it may be answered that, in regard to
the principal thing known, which is His Essence, God has not
practical but merely speculative knowledge.

Reply to Objection 2. e practical intellect is ordained
to good which is outside of it: but the speculative intellect has
good within it, viz. the contemplation of truth. And if this
good be perfect, the whole man is perfected and made good
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thereby: such a good the practical intellect has not; but it di-
rects man thereto.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument would hold, if man
himself were his own last end; for then the consideration and
direction of his actions and passions would be his happiness.

But since man’s last end is something outside of him, to wit,
God, toWhomwe reach out by an operation of the speculative
intellect; therefore,man’s happiness consists in an operation of
the speculative intellect rather than of the practical intellect.

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 6Whether happiness consists in the consideration of speculative sciences?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in the consideration of speculative sciences. For the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. i, 13) that “happiness is an operation accord-
ing to perfect virtue.” And in distinguishing the virtues, he
gives no more than three speculative virtues—“knowledge,”
“wisdom” and “understanding,” which all belong to the con-
sideration of speculative sciences. erefore man’s final happi-
ness consists in the consideration of speculative sciences.

Objection2.Further, thatwhich all desire for its own sake,
seems to be man’s final happiness. Now such is the consider-
ation of speculative sciences; because, as stated in Metaph. i,
1, “all men naturally desire to know”; and, a little farther on
(2), it is stated that speculative sciences are sought for their
own sakes. erefore happiness consists in the consideration
of speculative sciences.

Objection 3. Further, happiness is man’s final perfection.
Now everything is perfected, according as it is reduced from
potentiality to act. But the human intellect is reduced to act
by the consideration of speculative sciences.erefore it seems
that in the consideration of these sciences, man’s final happi-
ness consists.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 9:23): “Let not thewise
man glory in his wisdom”: and this is said in reference to spec-
ulative sciences. erefore man’s final happiness does not con-
sist in the consideration of these.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2, ad 4), man’s happiness
is twofold, one perfect, the other imperfect. And by perfect
happiness we are to understand that which attains to the true
notion of happiness; and by imperfect happiness that which
does not attain thereto, but partakes of some particular like-
ness of happiness.us perfect prudence is inman,withwhom
is the idea of things to be done; while imperfect prudence is in
certain irrational animals, who are possessed of certain partic-
ular instincts in respect of works similar to works of prudence.

Accordingly perfect happiness cannot consist essentially
in the consideration of speculative sciences. To prove this, we

must observe that the consideration of a speculative science
does not extend beyond the scope of the principles of that sci-
ence: since the entire science is virtually contained in its prin-
ciples. Now the first principles of speculative sciences are re-
ceived through the senses, as the Philosopher clearly states at
the beginning of the Metaphysics (i, 1), and at the end of the
Posterior Analytics (ii, 15). Wherefore the entire considera-
tion of speculative sciences cannot extend farther than knowl-
edge of sensibles can lead. Now man’s final happiness, which
is his final perfection cannot consist in the knowledge of sen-
sibles. For a thing is not perfected by something lower, except
in so far as the lower partakes of something higher. Now it is
evident that the form of a stone or of any sensible, is lower
than man. Consequently the intellect is not perfected by the
form of a stone, as such, but inasmuch as it partakes of a cer-
tain likeness to that which is above the human intellect, viz.
the intelligible light, or something of the kind. Now whatever
is by something else is reduced to that which is of itself.ere-
fore man’s final perfection must needs be through knowledge
of something above the human intellect. But it has been shown
( Ia, q. 88, a. 2), thatman cannot acquire through sensibles, the
knowledge of separate substances, which are above the human
intellect. Consequently it follows that man’s happiness cannot
consist in the consideration of speculative sciences. However,
just as in sensible forms there is a participation of the higher
substances, so the consideration of speculative sciences is a cer-
tain participation of true and perfect happiness.

Reply to Objection 1. In his book on Ethics the Philoso-
pher treats of imperfect happiness, such as can be had in this
life, as stated above (a. 2, ad 4).

Reply toObjection 2.Not only is perfect happiness natu-
rally desired, but also any likeness or participation thereof.

Reply to Objection 3. Our intellect is reduced to act, in a
fashion, by the consideration of speculative sciences, but not
to its final and perfect act.

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 7Whether happiness consists in the knowledge of separate substances, namely, angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness consists
in the knowledge of separate substances, namely, angels. For
Gregory says in a homily (xxvi in Evang.): “It avails nothing to
take part in the feasts ofmen, if we fail to take part in the feasts
of angels”; by which hemeans final happiness. But we can take
part in the feasts of the angels by contemplating them. ere-

fore it seems that man’s final happiness consists in contemplat-
ing the angels.

Objection 2. Further, the final perfection of each thing is
for it to be united to its principle: wherefore a circle is said
to be a perfect figure, because its beginning and end coincide.
But the beginning of human knowledge is from the angels,
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by whom men are enlightened, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier.
iv). erefore the perfection of the human intellect consists in
contemplating the angels.

Objection 3. Further, each nature is perfect, when united
to a higher nature; just as the final perfection of a body is to
be united to the spiritual nature. But above the human intel-
lect, in the natural order, are the angels.erefore the final per-
fection of the human intellect is to be united to the angels by
contemplation.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 9:24): “Let him that
glorieth, glory in this, that he understandeth and knoweth
Me.” erefore man’s final glory or happiness consists only in
the knowledge of God.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6), man’s perfect happi-
ness consists not in that which perfects the intellect by some
participation, but in thatwhich is so by its essence.Now it is ev-
ident that whatever is the perfection of a power is so in so far as
the proper formal object of that power belongs to it. Now the
proper object of the intellect is the true.erefore the contem-
plation ofwhatever has participated truth, does not perfect the
intellect with its final perfection. Since, therefore, the order of
things is the same in being and in truth (Metaph ii, 1); what-
ever are beings by participation, are true by participation.Now
angels have being by participation: because inGod alone isHis
BeingHis Essence, as shown in the Ia, q. 44, a. 1. It follows that

contemplation of Him makes man perfectly happy. However,
there is no reason why we should not admit a certain imper-
fect happiness in the contemplation of the angels; and higher
indeed than in the consideration of speculative science.

Reply to Objection 1. We shall take part in the feasts of
the angels, by contemplating not only the angels, but, together
with them, also God Himself.

Reply to Objection 2. According to those that hold hu-
man souls to be created by the angels, it seems fitting enough,
that man’s happiness should consist in the contemplation of
the angels, in the union, as it were, of man with his beginning.
But this is erroneous, as stated in Ia, q. 90, a. 3. Wherefore the
final perfection of the human intellect is by union with God,
Who is the first principle both of the creation of the soul and
of its enlightenment. Whereas the angel enlightens as a minis-
ter, as stated in the Ia, q. 111, a. 2, ad 2. Consequently, by his
ministration he helps man to attain to happiness; but he is not
the object of man’s happiness.

Reply to Objection 3. e lower nature may reach the
higher in two ways. First, according to a degree of the partic-
ipating power: and thus man’s final perfection will consist in
his attaining to a contemplation such as that of the angels. Sec-
ondly, as the object is attained by the power: and thus the final
perfection of each power is to attain that in which is found the
fulness of its formal object.

Ia IIae q. 3 a. 8Whether man’s happiness consists in the vision of the divine essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s happiness does not
consist in the vision of the Divine Essence. For Dionysius says
(Myst. eol. i) that by that which is highest in his intellect,
man is united to God as to something altogether unknown.
But thatwhich is seen in its essence is not altogether unknown.
erefore the final perfection of the intellect, namely, happi-
ness, does not consist in God being seen in His Essence.

Objection 2. Further, the higher the perfection belongs to
the higher nature. But to seeHis own Essence is the perfection
proper to the Divine intellect. erefore the final perfection
of the human intellect does not reach to this, but consists in
something less.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Jn. 3:2): “When He shall
appear, we shall be like toHim; and [Vulg.: ‘because’] we shall
see Him as He is.”

I answer that, Final and perfect happiness can consist in
nothing else than the vision of the Divine Essence. To make
this clear, two points must be observed. First, that man is not
perfectly happy, so long as something remains for him to desire
and seek: secondly, that the perfection of any power is deter-
mined by the nature of its object. Now the object of the intel-
lect is “what a thing is,” i.e. the essence of a thing, according to
De Anima iii, 6. Wherefore the intellect attains perfection, in
so far as it knows the essence of a thing. If therefore an intellect
knows the essence of some effect, whereby it is not possible to

know the essence of the cause, i.e. to know of the cause “what
it is”; that intellect cannot be said to reach that cause simply,
although it may be able to gather from the effect the knowl-
edge of that the cause is. Consequently, when man knows an
effect, and knows that it has a cause, there naturally remains in
the man the desire to know about the cause, “what it is.” And
this desire is one of wonder, and causes inquiry, as is stated in
the beginning of the Metaphysics (i, 2). For instance, if a man,
knowing the eclipse of the sun, consider that it must be due
to some cause, and know not what that cause is, he wonders
about it, and from wondering proceeds to inquire. Nor does
this inquiry cease until he arrive at a knowledge of the essence
of the cause.

If therefore the human intellect, knowing the essence of
some created effect, knows no more of God than “that He
is”; the perfection of that intellect does not yet reach simply
the First Cause, but there remains in it the natural desire to
seek the cause. Wherefore it is not yet perfectly happy. Conse-
quently, for perfect happiness the intellect needs to reach the
very Essence of the First Cause. And thus it will have its per-
fection through union with God as with that object, in which
alone man’s happiness consists, as stated above (Aa. 1,7; q. 2,
a. 8).

Reply toObjection 1.Dionysius speaks of the knowledge
of wayfarers journeying towards happiness.
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Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 1, a. 8), the end
has a twofold acceptation. First, as to the thing itself which is
desired: and in this way, the same thing is the end of the higher
and of the lower nature, and indeed of all things, as stated
above (q. 1, a. 8). Secondly, as to the attainment of this thing;

and thus the end of the higher nature is different from that of
the lower, according to their respective habitudes to that thing.
So then in the happiness of God, Who, in understanding his
Essence, comprehends It, is higher than that of a man or angel
who sees It indeed, but comprehends It not.
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F P   S P, Q 4
Of ose ings at Are Required for Happiness

(In Eight Articles)

Wehave now to consider those things that are required for happiness: and concerning this there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether delight is required for happiness?
(2) Which is of greater account in happiness, delight or vision?
(3) Whether comprehension is required?
(4) Whether rectitude of the will is required?
(5) Whether the body is necessary for man’s happiness?
(6) Whether any perfection of the body is necessary?
(7) Whether any external goods are necessary?
(8) Whether the fellowship of friends is necessary?

Ia IIae q. 4 a. 1Whether delight is required for happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that delight is not required for
happiness. For Augustine says (De Trin. i, 8) that “vision is the
entire reward of faith.” But the prize or reward of virtue is hap-
piness, as the Philosopher clearly states (Ethic. i, 9). erefore
nothing besides vision is required for happiness.

Objection 2.Further, happiness is “themost self-sufficient
of all goods,” as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. i, 7). But that
which needs something else is not self-sufficient. Since then
the essence of happiness consists in seeingGod, as stated above
(q. 3, a. 8); it seems that delight is not necessary for happiness.

Objection 3. Further, the “operation of bliss or happiness
should be unhindered” (Ethic. vii, 13). But delight hinders the
operation of the intellect: since it destroys the estimate of pru-
dence (Ethic. vi, 5).erefore delight is not necessary for hap-
piness.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (Confess. x, 23) that hap-
piness is “joy in truth.”

I answer that, One thing may be necessary for another in
four ways. First, as a preamble and preparation to it: thus in-
struction is necessary for science. Secondly, as perfecting it:
thus the soul is necessary for the life of the body. irdly, as
helping it from without: thus friends are necessary for some
undertaking. Fourthly, as something attendant on it: thus we

might say that heat is necessary for fire. And in this way de-
light is necessary for happiness. For it is caused by the appetite
being at rest in the good attained. Wherefore, since happiness
is nothing else but the attainment of the Sovereign Good, it
cannot be without concomitant delight.

Reply to Objection 1. From the very fact that a reward is
given to anyone, the will of him who deserves it is at rest, and
in this consists delight. Consequently, delight is included in
the very notion of reward.

Reply to Objection 2. e very sight of God causes de-
light. Consequently, he who sees God cannot need delight.

Reply to Objection 3. Delight that is attendant upon the
operation of the intellect does not hinder it, rather does it per-
fect it, as stated in Ethic. x, 4: since what we do with delight,
we do with greater care and perseverance. On the other hand,
delight which is extraneous to the operation is a hindrance
thereto: sometimes by distracting the attention because, as al-
ready observed, we are more attentive to those things that de-
light us; and when we are very attentive to one thing, we must
needs be less attentive to another: sometimes on account of
opposition; thus a sensual delight that is contrary to reason,
hinders the estimate of prudence more than it hinders the es-
timate of the speculative intellect.

Ia IIae q. 4 a. 2Whether in happiness vision ranks before delight?

Objection 1. It would seem that in happiness, delight
ranks before vision. For “delight is the perfection of operation”
(Ethic. x, 4). But perfection ranks before the thing perfected.
erefore delight ranks before the operation of the intellect,
i.e. vision.

Objection 2. Further, that by reason of which a thing is
desirable, is yet more desirable. But operations are desired on
account of the delight they afford: hence, too, nature has ad-
justed delight to those operations which are necessary for the
preservation of the individual and of the species, lest animals

should disregard such operations. erefore, in happiness, de-
light ranks before the operation of the intellect, which is vi-
sion.

Objection 3. Further, vision corresponds to faith; while
delight or enjoyment corresponds to charity. But charity ranks
before faith, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:13). erefore de-
light or enjoyment ranks before vision.

On the contrary, e cause is greater than its effect. But
vision is the cause of delight. erefore vision ranks before de-
light.
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I answer that, e Philosopher discusses this question
(Ethic. x, 4), and leaves it unsolved. But if one consider the
matter carefully, the operation of the intellect which is vision,
must needs rank before delight. For delight consists in a cer-
tain repose of thewill. Now that thewill finds rest in anything,
can only be on account of the goodness of that thing in which
it reposes. If therefore thewill reposes in anoperation, thewill’s
repose is caused by the goodness of the operation.Nor does the
will seek good for the sake of repose; for thus the very act of the
will would be the end, which has been disproved above (q. 1,
a. 1, ad 2; q. 3, a. 4): but it seeks to be at rest in the operation,
because that operation is its good. Consequently it is evident
that the operation in which the will reposes ranks before the
resting of the will therein.

Reply toObjection1.As thePhilosopher says (Ethic. x, 4)
“delight perfects operation as vigor perfects youth,” because it
is a result of youth. Consequently delight is a perfection atten-
dant upon vision; but not a perfection whereby vision is made

perfect in its own species.
Reply toObjection2.eapprehensionof the senses does

not attain to the universal good, but to some particular good
which is delightful. And consequently, according to the sen-
sitive appetite which is in animals, operations are sought for
the sake of delight. But the intellect apprehends the univer-
sal good, the attainment of which results in delight: wherefore
its purpose is directed to good rather than to delight. Hence
it is that the Divine intellect, which is the Author of nature,
adjusted delights to operations on account of the operations.
Andwe should form our estimate of things not simply accord-
ing to the order of the sensitive appetite, but rather according
to the order of the intellectual appetite.

Reply to Objection 3. Charity does not seem the beloved
good for the sake of delight: it is for charity a consequence that
it delights in the good gained which it loves.us delight does
not answer to charity as its end, but vision does, whereby the
end is first made present to charity.

Ia IIae q. 4 a. 3Whether comprehension is necessary for happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that comprehension is not
necessary for happiness. For Augustine says (Ad Paulinam de
Videndo Deum;*): “To reach God with the mind is happi-
ness, to comprehend Him is impossible.” erefore happiness
is without comprehension.

Objection2.Further, happiness is the perfectionofman as
to his intellective part, wherein there are no other powers than
the intellect and will, as stated in the Ia, Qq. 79 and follow-
ing. But the intellect is sufficiently perfected by seeing God,
and the will by enjoying Him. erefore there is no need for
comprehension as a third.

Objection 3. Further, happiness consists in an operation.
But operations are determined by their objects: and there are
two universal objects, the true and the good: of which the true
corresponds to vision, and good to delight. erefore there is
no need for comprehension as a third.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 9:24): “So run
that you may comprehend [Douay: ‘obtain’].” But happiness
is the goal of the spiritual race: hence he says (2 Tim. 4:7,8):
“I have fought a good fight, I have finished my course, I have
kept the faith; as to the rest there is laid up for me a crown of
justice.” erefore comprehension is necessary for Happiness.

I answer that, Since Happiness consists in gaining the last
end, those things that are required forHappinessmust be gath-
ered from the way in which man is ordered to an end. Now
man is ordered to an intelligible end partly through his intel-
lect, and partly through his will: through his intellect, in so far
as a certain imperfect knowledge of the end pre-exists in the
intellect: through the will, first by love which is the will’s first
movement towards anything; secondly, by a real relation of the
lover to the thing beloved, which relation may be threefold.
For sometimes the thing beloved is present to the lover: and
then it is no longer sought for. Sometimes it is not present, and

it is impossible to attain it: and then, too, it is not sought for.
But sometimes it is possible to attain it, yet it is raised above
the capability of the attainer, so that he cannot have it forth-
with; and this is the relationof one that hopes, to thatwhichhe
hopes for, and this relation alone causes a search for the end.
To these three, there are a corresponding three in Happiness
itself. For perfect knowledge of the end corresponds to imper-
fect knowledge; presence of the end corresponds to the rela-
tion of hope; but delight in the end now present results from
love, as already stated (a. 2, ad 3). And therefore these three
must concur with Happiness; to wit, vision, which is perfect
knowledge of the intelligible end; comprehension, which im-
plies presence of the end; and delight or enjoyment, which im-
plies repose of the lover in the object beloved.

Reply to Objection 1. Comprehension is twofold. First,
inclusion of the comprehended in the comprehensor; and thus
whatever is comprehended by the finite, is itself finite.Where-
fore God cannot be thus comprehended by a created intellect.
Secondly, comprehension means nothing but the holding of
something already present and possessed: thus one who runs
aer another is said to comprehend* himwhen he lays hold on
him. And in this sense comprehension is necessary for Happi-
ness.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as hope and love pertain to the
will, because it is the sameone that loves a thing, and that tends
towards it while not possessed, so, too, comprehension and de-
light belong to the will, since it is the same that possesses a
thing and reposes therein.

Reply to Objection 3. Comprehension is not a distinct
operation from vision; but a certain relation to the end already
gained. Wherefore even vision itself, or the thing seen, inas-
much as it is present, is the object of comprehension.

* Cf. Serm. xxxciii De Verb. Dom. * In English we should say ‘catch.’.
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Ia IIae q. 4 a. 4Whether rectitude of the will is necessary for happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that rectitude of thewill is not
necessary for Happiness. For Happiness consists essentially in
anoperationof the intellect, as stated above (q. 3, a. 4). But rec-
titude of thewill, by reason ofwhichmen are said to be clean of
heart, is not necessary for the perfect operation of the intellect:
for Augustine says (Retract. i, 4) “I do not approve of what I
said in a prayer: O God, Who didst will none but the clean of
heart to know the truth. For it can be answered thatmanywho
are not clean of heart, know many truths.” erefore rectitude
of the will is not necessary for Happiness.

Objection 2. Further, what precedes does not depend on
what follows. But the operation of the intellect precedes the
operation of the will. erefore Happiness, which is the per-
fect operation of the intellect, does not depend on rectitude
of the will.

Objection 3. Further, that which is ordained to another
as its end, is not necessary, when the end is already gained; as
a ship, for instance, aer arrival in port. But rectitude of will,
which is by reason of virtue, is ordained to Happiness as to its
end.erefore, Happiness once obtained, rectitude of the will
is no longer necessary.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 5:8): “Blessed are the
clean of heart; for they shall see God”: and (Heb. 12:14): “Fol-
low peace with all men, and holiness; without which no man
shall see God.”

I answer that,Rectitude of will is necessary for Happiness
both antecedently and concomitantly. Antecedently, because

rectitude of the will consists in being duly ordered to the last
end. Now the end in comparison to what is ordained to the
end is as form compared to matter. Wherefore, just as matter
cannot receive a form, unless it be duly disposed thereto, so
nothing gains an end, except it be duly ordained thereto. And
therefore none can obtainHappiness, without rectitude of the
will. Concomitantly, because as stated above (q. 3, a. 8), final
Happiness consists in the vision of theDivine Essence,Which
is the very essence of goodness. So that the will of him who
sees the Essence of God, of necessity, loves, whatever he loves,
in subordination to God; just as the will of him who sees not
God’s Essence, of necessity, loves whatever he loves, under the
commonnotion of goodwhich he knows. And this is precisely
what makes the will right. Wherefore it is evident that Happi-
ness cannot be without a right will.

Reply to Objection 2. Every act of the will is preceded by
an act of the intellect: but a certain act of the will precedes a
certain act of the intellect. For the will tends to the final act of
the intellect which is happiness. And consequently right incli-
nation of thewill is required antecedently for happiness, just as
the arrow must take a right course in order to strike the target.

Reply to Objection 3. Not everything that is ordained to
the end, ceases with the getting of the end: but only that which
involves imperfection, such as movement. Hence the instru-
ments of movement are no longer necessary when the end has
been gained: but the due order to the end is necessary.

Ia IIae q. 4 a. 5Whether the body is necessary for man’s happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that the body is necessary for
Happiness. For the perfection of virtue and grace presupposes
the perfection of nature. But Happiness is the perfection of
virtue and grace. Now the soul, without the body, has not
the perfection of nature; since it is naturally a part of human
nature, and every part is imperfect while separated from its
whole. erefore the soul cannot be happy without the body.

Objection 2. Further, Happiness is a perfect operation, as
stated above (q. 3, Aa. 2,5). But perfect operation follows per-
fect being: since nothing operates except in so far as it is an
actual being. Since, therefore, the soul has not perfect being,
while it is separated from the body, just as neither has a part,
while separate from its whole; it seems that the soul cannot be
happy without the body.

Objection 3. Further, Happiness is the perfection of man.
But the soul, without the body, is not man. erefore Happi-
ness cannot be in the soul separated from the body.

Objection 4. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vii, 13) “the operation of bliss,” inwhich operation hap-
piness consists, is “not hindered.” But the operation of the sep-
arate soul is hindered; because, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.

xii, 35), the soul “has a natural desire to rule the body, the result
of which is that it is held back, so to speak, from tending with
all its might to the heavenward journey,” i.e. to the vision of
the Divine Essence. erefore the soul cannot be happy with-
out the body.

Objection 5.Further,Happiness is the sufficient good and
lulls desire. But this cannot be said of the separated soul; for it
yet desires to be united to the body, as Augustine says (Gen.
ad lit. xii, 35). erefore the soul is not happy while separated
from the body.

Objection 6.Further, inHappinessman is equal to the an-
gels. But the soulwithout the body is not equal to the angels, as
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35). erefore it is not happy.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 14:13): “Happy
[Douay: ‘blessed’] are the dead who die in the Lord.”

I answer that, Happiness is twofold; the one is imperfect
and is had in this life; the other is perfect, consisting in the vi-
sion of God. Now it is evident that the body is necessary for
the happiness of this life. For the happiness of this life consists
in an operation of the intellect, either speculative or practical.
And theoperationof the intellect in this life cannot bewithout
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a phantasm, which is only in a bodily organ, as was shown in
the Ia, q. 84, Aa. 6,7. Consequently that happiness which can
be had in this life, depends, in a way, on the body. But as to
perfect Happiness, which consists in the vision of God, some
have maintained that it is not possible to the soul separated
from the body; and have said that the souls of saints, when
separated from their bodies, do not attain to that Happiness
until the Day of Judgment, when they will receive their bod-
ies back again. And this is shown to be false, both by authority
and by reason. By authority, since theApostle says (2Cor. 5:6):
“While we are in the body, we are absent from the Lord”; and
he points out the reason of this absence, saying: “For we walk
by faith and not by sight.” Now from this it is clear that so long
as we walk by faith and not by sight, bere of the vision of the
DivineEssence, we are not present to theLord. But the souls of
the saints, separated from their bodies, are in God’s presence;
wherefore the text continues: “But we are confident and have a
good will to be absent…from the body, and to be present with
the Lord.”Whence it is evident that the souls of the saints, sep-
arated from their bodies, “walk by sight,” seeing the Essence of
God, wherein is true Happiness.

Again this is made clear by reason. For the intellect needs
not the body, for its operation, save on account of the phan-
tasms, wherein it looks on the intelligible truth, as stated in the
Ia, q. 84, a. 7. Now it is evident that theDivine Essence cannot
be seen by means of phantasms, as stated in the Ia, q. 12, a. 3.
Wherefore, since man’s perfect Happiness consists in the vi-
sion of the Divine Essence, it does not depend on the body.
Consequently, without the body the soul can be happy.

We must, however, notice that something may belong to a
thing’s perfection in twoways. First, as constituting the essence
thereof; thus the soul is necessary for man’s perfection. Sec-
ondly, as necessary for its well-being: thus, beauty of body and
keenness of perfection belong to man’s perfection. Wherefore
though the body does not belong in the first way to the perfec-
tion of human Happiness, yet it does in the second way. For
since operation depends on a thing’s nature, themore perfect is
the soul in its nature, the more perfectly it has its proper oper-
ation, wherein its happiness consists. Hence, Augustine, aer
inquiring (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35) “whether that perfectHappiness
can be ascribed to the souls of the dead separated from their
bodies,” answers “that they cannot see the Unchangeable Sub-
stance, as the blessed angels see It; either for some other more
hidden reason, or because they have a natural desire to rule the
body.”

Reply to Objection 1. Happiness is the perfection of the
soul on the part of the intellect, in respect of which the soul
transcends the organs of the body; but not according as the
soul is the natural form of the body. Wherefore the soul re-
tains that natural perfection in respect of which happiness is
due to it, though it does not retain that natural perfection in

respect of which it is the form of the body.
Reply to Objection 2. e relation of the soul to being is

not the same as that of other parts: for the being of the whole
is not that of any individual part: wherefore, either the part
ceases altogether to be, when thewhole is destroyed, just as the
parts of an animal, when the animal is destroyed; or, if they re-
main, they have another actual being, just as a part of a line has
another being from that of the whole line. But the human soul
retains the being of the composite aer the destruction of the
body: and this because the being of the form is the same as that
of its matter, and this is the being of the composite. Now the
soul subsists in its own being, as stated in the Ia, q. 75, a. 2. It
follows, therefore, that aer being separated from the body it
has perfect being and that consequently it can have a perfect
operation; although it has not the perfect specific nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Happiness belongs to man in re-
spect of his intellect: and, therefore, since the intellect remains,
it can have Happiness. us the teeth of an Ethiopian, in re-
spect ofwhich he is said to bewhite, can retain theirwhiteness,
even aer extraction.

Reply toObjection4.One thing is hindered by another in
twoways. First, by way of opposition; thus cold hinders the ac-
tion of heat: and such a hindrance to operation is repugnant to
Happiness. Secondly, by way of some kind of defect, because,
to wit, that which is hindered has not all that is necessary to
make it perfect in every way: and such a hindrance to opera-
tion is not incompatible with Happiness, but prevents it from
being perfect in every way. And thus it is that separation from
the body is said to hold the soul back from tending with all its
might to the vision of the Divine Essence. For the soul desires
to enjoy God in such a way that the enjoyment also may over-
flow into the body, as far as possible. And therefore, as long as
it enjoys God, without the fellowship of the body, its appetite
is at rest in that which it has, in such a way, that it would still
wish the body to attain to its share.

Reply to Objection 5. e desire of the separated soul is
entirely at rest, as regards the thing desired; since, to wit, it has
that which suffices its appetite. But it is not wholly at rest, as
regards the desirer, since it does not possess that good in every
way that it would wish to possess it. Consequently, aer the
body has been resumed, Happiness increases not in intensity,
but in extent.

Reply to Objection 6. e statement made (Gen. ad lit.
xii, 35) to the effect that “the souls of the departed see not
God as the angels do,” is not to be understood as referring to
inequality of quantity; because even now some souls of the
Blessed are raised to the higher orders of the angels, thus see-
ing God more clearly than the lower angels. But it refers to
inequality of proportion: because the angels, even the lowest,
have every perfection of Happiness that they ever will have,
whereas the separated souls of the saints have not.
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Ia IIae q. 4 a. 6Whether perfection of the body is necessary for happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that perfection of the body is
not necessary for man’s perfect Happiness. For perfection of
the body is a bodily good. But it has been shown above (q. 2)
that Happiness does not consist in bodily goods.erefore no
perfect disposition of the body is necessary for man’s Happi-
ness.

Objection 2. Further, man’s Happiness consists in the vi-
sion of the Divine Essence, as shown above (q. 3, a. 8). But
the body has not part in this operation, as shown above (a. 5).
erefore no disposition of the body is necessary for Happi-
ness.

Objection 3. Further, the more the intellect is abstracted
from the body, the more perfectly it understands. But Hap-
piness consists in the most perfect operation of the intellect.
erefore the soul should be abstracted from the body in every
way.erefore, in noway is a disposition of the body necessary
for Happiness.

Onthe contrary,Happiness is the rewardof virtue;where-
fore it is written ( Jn. 13:17): “You shall be blessed, if you do
them.” But the reward promised to the saints is not only that
they shall see and enjoy God, but also that their bodies shall
be well-disposed; for it is written (Is. 66:14): “You shall see
and your heart shall rejoice, and your bones shall flourish like a
herb.” erefore good disposition of the body is necessary for
Happiness.

I answer that, If we speak of that happiness whichman can
acquire in this life, it is evident that a well-disposed body is of
necessity required for it. For this happiness consists, according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 13) in “an operation according to
perfect virtue”; and it is clear that man can be hindered, by in-
disposition of the body, from every operation of virtue.

But speaking of perfect Happiness, some have maintained
that no disposition of body is necessary forHappiness; indeed,
that it is necessary for the soul to be entirely separated from
the body. Hence Augustine (De Civ. Dei xxii, 26) quotes the

words of Porphyry who said that “for the soul to be happy, it
must be severed from everything corporeal.” But this is unrea-
sonable. For since it is natural to the soul to be united to the
body; it is not possible for the perfection of the soul to exclude
its natural perfection.

Consequently, we must say that perfect disposition of the
body is necessary, both antecedently and consequently, for
that Happiness which is in all ways perfect. Antecedently, be-
cause, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35), “if body be such,
that the governance thereof is difficult and burdensome, like
unto flesh which is corruptible and weighs upon the soul, the
mind is turned away from that vision of the highest heaven.”
Whence he concludes that, “when this body will no longer be
‘natural,’ but ‘spiritual,’ then will it be equalled to the angels,
and thatwill be its glory,which erstwhilewas its burden.”Con-
sequently, because from the Happiness of the soul there will
be an overflow on to the body, so that this too will obtain its
perfection. Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad Dioscor.) that “God
gave the soul such a powerful nature that from its exceeding
fulness of happiness the vigor of incorruption overflows into
the lower nature.”

Reply toObjection 1.Happiness does not consist in bod-
ily good as its object: but bodily good can add a certain charm
and perfection to Happiness.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the body has not part in
that operation of the intellect whereby the Essence of God is
seen, yet it might prove a hindrance thereto. Consequently,
perfection of the body is necessary, lest it hinder the mind
from being lied up.

Reply to Objection 3. e perfect operation of the intel-
lect requires indeed that the intellect be abstracted from this
corruptible body which weighs upon the soul; but not from
the spiritual body, which will be wholly subject to the spirit.
On this point we shall treat in the ird Part of this work ( IIa
IIae, q. 82, seqq.).

Ia IIae q. 4 a. 7Whether any external goods are necessary for happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that external goods also are
necessary forHappiness. For that which is promised the saints
for reward, belongs to Happiness. But external goods are
promised the saints; for instance, food and drink, wealth and
a kingdom: for it is said (Lk. 22:30): “at you may eat and
drink at My table in My kingdom”: and (Mat. 6:20): “Lay up
to yourselves treasures in heaven”: and (Mat. 25:34): “Come,
ye blessed of My Father, possess you the kingdom.” erefore
external goods are necessary for Happiness.

Objection 2. Further, according to Boethius (De Consol.
iii): happiness is “a state made perfect by the aggregate of all
good things.” But some of man’s goods are external, although
they be of least account, as Augustine says (DeLib. Arb. ii, 19).

erefore they too are necessary for Happiness.
Objection 3. Further, Our Lord said (Mat. 5:12): “Your

reward is very great in heaven.” But to be in heaven implies be-
ing in a place. erefore at least external place is necessary for
Happiness.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 72:25): “For what have
I in heaven? and besides ee what do I desire upon earth?”
As though to say: “I desire nothing but this,”—“It is good for
me to adhere to my God.” erefore nothing further external
is necessary for Happiness.

I answer that, For imperfect happiness, such as can be had
in this life, external goods are necessary, not as belonging to
the essence of happiness, but by serving as instruments to hap-
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piness, which consists in an operation of virtue, as stated in
Ethic. i, 13. For man needs in this life, the necessaries of the
body, both for the operation of contemplative virtue, and for
the operation of active virtue, for which latter he needs also
many other things by means of which to perform its opera-
tions.

On the other hand, such goods as these are nowise nec-
essary for perfect Happiness, which consists in seeing God.
e reason of this is that all suchlike external goods are req-
uisite either for the support of the animal body; or for cer-
tain operationswhich belong to human life, whichwe perform
by means of the animal body: whereas that perfect Happiness
which consists in seeing God, will be either in the soul sepa-
rated from the body, or in the soul united to the body then
no longer animal but spiritual. Consequently these external
goods are nowise necessary for that Happiness, since they are
ordained to the animal life. And since, in this life, the felicity
of contemplation, as being more Godlike, approaches nearer
than that of action to the likeness of that perfect Happiness,
therefore it stands in less need of these goods of the body as
stated in Ethic. x, 8.

Reply to Objection 1. All those material promises con-
tained inHoly Scripture, are to be understoodmetaphorically,
inasmuch as Scripture is wont to express spiritual things under
the form of things corporeal, in order “that from things we
know, we may rise to the desire of things unknown,” as Gre-
gory says (Hom. xi in Evang.).us food and drink signify the
delight of Happiness; wealth, the sufficiency of God for man;
the kingdom, the liing up of man to union of God.

Reply to Objection 2. ese goods that serve for the ani-
mal life, are incompatible with that spiritual life wherein per-
fect Happiness consists. Nevertheless in that Happiness there
will be the aggregate of all good things, because whatever good
there be in these things, we shall possess it all in the Supreme
Fount of goodness.

Reply toObjection 3.According to Augustine (De Serm.
Dom. inMonte i, 5), it is not material heaven that is described
as the reward of the saints, but a heaven raised on the height of
spiritual goods. Nevertheless a bodily place, viz. the empyrean
heaven, will be appointed to the Blessed, not as a need ofHap-
piness, but by reason of a certain fitness and adornment.

Ia IIae q. 4 a. 8Whether the fellowship of friend is necessary for happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that friends are necessary for
Happiness. For future Happiness is frequently designated by
Scripture under the name of “glory.” But glory consists in
man’s good being brought to the notice ofmany.erefore the
fellowship of friends is necessary for Happiness.

Objection 2. Further, Boethius* says that “there is no de-
light in possessing any good whatever, without someone to
share it with us.” But delight is necessary forHappiness.ere-
fore fellowship of friends is also necessary.

Objection 3. Further, charity is perfected in Happiness.
But charity includes the love of God and of our neighbor.
erefore it seems that fellowship of friends is necessary for
Happiness.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 7:11): “All good
things came to me together with her,” i.e. with divine wisdom,
which consists in contemplating God. Consequently nothing
else is necessary for Happiness.

I answer that, If we speak of the happiness of this life, the
happyman needs friends, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 9),
not, indeed, tomake use of them, since he suffices himself; nor
to delight in them, since he possesses perfect delight in the op-
eration of virtue; but for the purpose of a good operation, viz.
that he may do good to them; that he may delight in seeing
them do good; and again that hemay be helped by them in his
good work. For in order that man may do well, whether in the

works of the active life, or in those of the contemplative life, he
needs the fellowship of friends.

But if we speak of perfect Happiness which will be in our
heavenly Fatherland, the fellowship of friends is not essential
toHappiness; sincemanhas the entire fulness of his perfection
in God. But the fellowship of friends conduces to the well-
being of Happiness. Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii,
25) that “the spiritual creatures receive no other interior aid to
happiness than the eternity, truth, and charity of the Creator.
But if they can be said to be helped from without, perhaps it
is only by this that they see one another and rejoice in God, at
their fellowship.”

Reply to Objection 1. at glory which is essential to
Happiness, is thatwhichmanhas, notwithmanbutwithGod.

Reply to Objection 2. is saying is to be understood of
the possession of good that does not fully satisfy.is does not
apply to the question under consideration; because man pos-
sesses in God a sufficiency of every good.

Reply to Objection 3. Perfection of charity is essential to
Happiness, as to the love of God, but not as to the love of our
neighbor. Wherefore if there were but one soul enjoying God,
itwouldbehappy, thoughhavingnoneighbor to love. But sup-
posing one neighbor to be there, love of him results from per-
fect love of God. Consequently, friendship is, as it were, con-
comitant with perfect Happiness.

* Seneca, Ep. 6.
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F P   S P, Q 5
Of the Attainment of Happiness

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the attainment of Happiness. Under this heading there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether man can attain Happiness?
(2) Whether one man can be happier than another?
(3) Whether any man can be happy in this life?
(4) Whether Happiness once had can be lost?
(5) Whether man can attain Happiness by means of his natural powers?
(6) Whether man attains Happiness through the action of some higher creature?
(7) Whether any actions of man are necessary in order that man may obtain Happiness of God?
(8) Whether every man desires Happiness?

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 1Whether man can attain happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem thatman cannot attain happi-
ness. For just as the rational is above the sensible nature, so the
intellectual is above the rational, as Dionysius declares (Div.
Nom. iv, vi, vii) in several passages. But irrational animals that
have the sensitive nature only, cannot attain the end of the ra-
tional nature. erefore neither can man, who is of rational
nature, attain the end of the intellectual nature, which is Hap-
piness.

Objection 2. Further, True Happiness consists in seeing
God, Who is pure Truth. But from his very nature, man con-
siders truth in material things: wherefore “he understands the
intelligible species in the phantasm” (De Anima iii, 7). ere-
fore he cannot attain Happiness.

Objection 3. Further, Happiness consists in attaining the
Sovereign Good. But we cannot arrive at the top without
surmounting the middle. Since, therefore, the angelic nature
through which man cannot mount is midway between God
and human nature; it seems that he cannot attain Happiness.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 93:12): “Blessed is the
man whom ou shalt instruct, O Lord.”

I answer that, Happiness is the attainment of the Per-
fect Good.Whoever, therefore, is capable of the Perfect Good
can attain Happiness. Now, that man is capable of the Perfect
Good, is proved both because his intellect can apprehend the
universal and perfect good, and because his will can desire it.
And therefore man can attain Happiness. is can be proved
again from the fact thatman is capable of seeingGod, as stated
in Ia, q. 12, a. 1: in which vision, as we stated above (q. 3, a. 8)

man’s perfect Happiness consists.
Reply to Objection 1. e rational exceeds the sensitive

nature, otherwise than the intellectual surpasses the rational.
For the rational exceeds the sensitive nature in respect of the
object of its knowledge: since the senses have no knowledge
whatever of the universal, whereas the reason has knowledge
thereof. But the intellectual surpasses the rational nature, as to
the mode of knowing the same intelligible truth: for the in-
tellectual nature grasps forthwith the truth which the rational
nature reaches by the inquiry of reason, aswasmade clear in the
Ia, q. 58, a. 3; Ia, q. 79, a. 8. erefore reason arrives by a kind
of movement at that which the intellect grasps. Consequently
the rational nature can attain Happiness, which is the perfec-
tion of the intellectual nature: but otherwise than the angels.
Because the angels attained it forthwith aer the beginning of
their creation: whereas man attains if aer a time. But the sen-
sitive nature can nowise attain this end.

Reply to Objection 2. To man in the present state of life
the natural way of knowing intelligible truth is by means of
phantasms. But aer this state of life, he has another natural
way, as was stated in the Ia, q. 84, a. 7 ; Ia, q. 89, a. 1.

Reply toObjection 3.Man cannot surmount the angels in
the degree of nature so as to be above them naturally. But he
can surmount them by an operation of the intellect, by under-
standing that there is above the angels something that makes
men happy; and when he has attained it, he will be perfectly
happy.

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 2Whether one man can be happier than another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one man cannot be hap-
pier than another. For Happiness is “the reward of virtue,” as
the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 9). But equal reward is given for
all the works of virtue; because it is written (Mat. 20:10) that
all who labor in the vineyard “received every man a penny”;

for, as Gregory says (Hom. xix in Evang.), “each was equally
rewarded with eternal life.”erefore oneman cannot be hap-
pier than another.

Objection 2. Further, Happiness is the supreme good. But
nothing can surpass the supreme. erefore one man’s Happi-
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ness cannot be surpassed by another’s.
Objection 3. Further, since Happiness is “the perfect and

sufficient good” (Ethic. i, 7) it brings rest to man’s desire. But
his desire is not at rest, if he yet lacks some good that can be
got. And if he lack nothing that he can get, there can be no
still greater good. erefore either man is not happy; or, if he
be happy, no other Happiness can be greater.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 14:2): “In My Father’s
house there are many mansions”; which, according to Augus-
tine (Tract. lxvii in Joan.) signify “the diverse dignities of mer-
its in the one eternal life.” But the dignity of eternal life which
is given according tomerit, is Happiness itself.erefore there
are diverse degrees of Happiness, andHappiness is not equally
in all.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 1, a. 8; q. 2, a. 7), Hap-
piness implies two things, to wit, the last end itself, i.e. the
Sovereign Good; and the attainment or enjoyment of that
same Good. As to that Good itself, Which is the object and
cause of Happiness, one Happiness cannot be greater than an-
other, since there is but one Sovereign Good, namely, God, by
enjoying Whom, men are made happy. But as to the attain-

ment or enjoyment of this Good, oneman can be happier than
another; because the more a man enjoys this Good the hap-
pier he is. Now, that one man enjoys God more than another,
happens through his being better disposed or ordered to the
enjoyment of Him. And in this sense one man can be happier
than another.

Reply to Objection 1. e one penny signifies that Hap-
piness is one in its object. But the many mansions signify the
manifold Happiness in the divers degrees of enjoyment.

Reply toObjection 2.Happiness is said to be the supreme
good, inasmuch as it is the perfect possession or enjoyment of
the Supreme Good.

Reply to Objection 3. None of the Blessed lacks any de-
sirable good; since they have the Infinite Good Itself, Which
is “the good of all good,” as Augustine says (Enarr. in Ps. 134).
But one is said to be happier than another, by reason of di-
verse participation of the same good. And the addition of
other goods does not increaseHappiness, since Augustine says
(Confess. v, 4): “He who knows ee, and others besides, is
not the happier for knowing them, but is happy for knowing
ee alone.”

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 3Whether one can be happy in this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that Happiness can be had in
this life. For it is written (Ps. 118:1): “Blessed are the undefiled
in the way, who walk in the law of the Lord.” But this happens
in this life. erefore one can be happy in this life.

Objection 2. Further, imperfect participation in the
Sovereign Good does not destroy the nature of Happiness,
otherwise one would not be happier than another. But men
can participate in the Sovereign Good in this life, by know-
ing and loving God, albeit imperfectly. erefore man can be
happy in this life.

Objection 3. Further, what is said by many cannot be al-
together false: since what is in many, comes, apparently, from
nature; and nature does not fail altogether. Nowmany say that
Happiness can be had in this life, as appears from Ps. 143:15:
“ey have called the people happy that hath these things,” to
wit, the good things in this life. erefore one can be happy in
this life.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 14:1): “Man born of
a woman, living for a short time, is filled with many mis-
eries.” But Happiness excludes misery. erefore man cannot
be happy in this life.

I answer that,A certain participation ofHappiness can be
had in this life: but perfect and true Happiness cannot be had
in this life. is may be seen from a twofold consideration.

First, from the general notion of happiness. For since hap-
piness is a “perfect and sufficient good,” it excludes every evil,
and fulfils every desire. But in this life every evil cannot be
excluded. For this present life is subject to many unavoidable
evils; to ignorance on the part of the intellect; to inordinate

affection on the part of the appetite, and to many penalties on
the part of the body; asAugustine sets forth inDeCiv.Dei xix,
4. Likewise neither can the desire for good be satiated in this
life. For man naturally desires the good, which he has, to be
abiding. Now the goods of the present life pass away; since life
itself passes away, whichwe naturally desire to have, andwould
wish to hold abidingly, for man naturally shrinks from death.
Wherefore it is impossible to have true Happiness in this life.

Secondly, from a consideration of the specific nature of
Happiness, viz. the vision of the Divine Essence, which man
cannot obtain in this life, as was shown in the Ia, q. 12, a. 11.
Hence it is evident that none can attain true and perfect Hap-
piness in this life.

Reply to Objection 1. Some are said to be happy in this
life, either on account of the hope of obtaining Happiness in
the life to come, according to Rom. 8:24: “We are saved by
hope”; or on account of a certain participation of Happiness,
by reason of a kind of enjoyment of the Sovereign Good.

Reply to Objection 2. e imperfection of participated
Happiness is due to one of two causes. First, on the part of the
object of Happiness, which is not seen in Its Essence: and this
imperfection destroys the nature of true Happiness. Secondly,
the imperfection may be on the part of the participator, who
indeed attains the object of Happiness, in itself, namely, God:
imperfectly, however, in comparison with the way in which
God enjoys Himself. is imperfection does not destroy the
true nature of Happiness; because, since Happiness is an oper-
ation, as stated above (q. 3, a. 2), the true nature of Happiness
is taken from the object, which specifies the act, and not from
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the subject.
Reply toObjection 3.Men esteem that there is some kind

of happiness to be had in this life, on account of a certain like-

ness to trueHappiness. And thus they do not fail altogether in
their estimate.

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 4Whether happiness once had can be lost?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatHappiness canbe lost. For
Happiness is a perfection. But every perfection is in the thing
perfected according to the mode of the latter. Since then man
is, by his nature, changeable, it seems that Happiness is partic-
ipated by man in a changeable manner. And consequently it
seems that man can lose Happiness.

Objection 2. Further, Happiness consists in an act of the
intellect; and the intellect is subject to the will. But the will
can be directed to opposites. erefore it seems that it can de-
sist from the operation whereby man is made happy: and thus
man will cease to be happy.

Objection 3. Further, the end corresponds to the begin-
ning. Butman’sHappiness has a beginning, sincemanwas not
always happy. erefore it seems that it has an end.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 25:46) of the righ-
teous that “they shall god…into life everlasting,” which, as
above stated (a. 2), is the Happiness of the saints. Now what
is eternal ceases not. erefore Happiness cannot be lost.

I answer that, If we speak of imperfect happiness, such as
can be had in this life, in this sense it can be lost. is is clear
of contemplative happiness, which is lost either by forgetful-
ness, for instance, when knowledge is lost through sickness;
or again by certain occupations, whereby a man is altogether
withdrawn from contemplation.

is is also clear of active happiness: since man’s will can
be changed so as to fall to vice from the virtue, in whose act
that happiness principally consists. If, however, the virtue re-
main unimpaired, outward changes can indeed disturb such
like happiness, in so far as they hinder many acts of virtue; but
they cannot take it away altogether because there still remains
an act of virtue, whereby man bears these trials in a praisewor-
thy manner. And since the happiness of this life can be lost, a
circumstance that appears to be contrary to the nature of hap-
piness, therefore did the Philosopher state (Ethic. i, 10) that
some are happy in this life, not simply, but “as men,” whose
nature is subject to change.

But if we speak of that perfect Happiness which we await
aer this life, it must be observed that Origen (Peri Archon. ii,
3), following the error of certain Platonists, held that man can
become unhappy aer the final Happiness.

is, however, is evidently false, for two reasons. First,
from the general notion of happiness. For since happiness is
the “perfect and sufficient good,” it must needs set man’s de-
sire at rest and exclude every evil. Now man naturally desires
to hold to the good that he has, and to have the surety of his
holding: else he must of necessity be troubled with the fear of
losing it, or with the sorrow of knowing that he will lose it.

erefore it is necessary for true Happiness that man have the
assured opinion of never losing the good that he possesses. If
this opinion be true, it follows that he never will lose happi-
ness: but if it be false, it is in itself an evil that he should have
a false opinion: because the false is the evil of the intellect, just
as the true is its good, as stated in Ethic. vi, 2. Consequently he
will no longer be truly happy, if evil be in him.

Secondly, it is again evident if we consider the specific na-
ture of Happiness. For it has been shown above (q. 3, a. 8)
that man’s perfect Happiness consists in the vision of the Di-
vine Essence. Now it is impossible for anyone seeing the Di-
vine Essence, to wish not to see It. Because every good that
one possesses and yet wishes to be without, is either insuffi-
cient, something more sufficing being desired in its stead; or
else has some inconvenience attached to it, by reason of which
it becomeswearisome.But the visionof theDivineEssencefills
the soul with all good things, since it unites it to the source of
all goodness; hence it is written (Ps. 16:15): “I shall be satis-
fied when y glory shall appear”; and (Wis. 7:11): “All good
things came to me together with her,” i.e. with the contem-
plation of wisdom. In like manner neither has it any inconve-
nience attached to it; because it is written of the contempla-
tion of wisdom (Wis. 8:16): “Her conversation hath no bitter-
ness, nor her company any tediousness.” It is thus evident that
the happy man cannot forsake Happiness of his own accord.
Moreover, neither can he lose Happiness, through God taking
it away from him. Because, since the withdrawal of Happiness
is a punishment, it cannot be enforced by God, the just Judge,
except for some fault; and he that sees God cannot fall into a
fault, since rectitude of the will, of necessity, results from that
vision as was shown above (q. 4, a. 4). Nor again can it be with-
drawn by any other agent. Because the mind that is united to
God is raised above all other things: and consequentlynoother
agent can sever the mind from that union. erefore it seems
unreasonable that as time goes on, man should pass from hap-
piness to misery, and vice versa; because such like vicissitudes
of time can only be for such things as are subject to time and
movement.

Reply to Objection 1. Happiness is consummate perfec-
tion, which excludes every defect from the happy. And there-
fore whoever has happiness has it altogether unchangeably:
this is done by the Divine power, which raises man to the par-
ticipation of eternity which transcends all change.

Reply to Objection 2. e will can be directed to oppo-
sites, in things which are ordained to the end; but it is or-
dained, of natural necessity, to the last end. is is evident
from the fact that man is unable not to wish to be happy.
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Reply to Objection 3. Happiness has a beginning owing
to the condition of the participator: but it has no end by rea-

son of the condition of the good, the participation of which
makes man happy. Hence the beginning of happiness is from
one cause, its endlessness is from another.

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 5Whether man can attain happiness by his natural powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that man can attain Happi-
ness by his natural powers. For nature does not fail in necessary
things. But nothing is so necessary to man as that by which he
attains the last end. erefore this is not lacking to human na-
ture. erefore man can attain Happiness by his natural pow-
ers.

Objection 2. Further, since man is more noble than irra-
tional creatures, it seems that he must be better equipped than
they. But irrational creatures can attain their end by their nat-
ural powers. Much more therefore can man attain Happiness
by his natural powers.

Objection 3. Further, Happiness is a “perfect operation,”
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 13). Now the begin-
ning of a thing belongs to the same principle as the perfecting
thereof. Since, therefore, the imperfect operation, which is as
the beginning in human operations, is subject to man’s natural
power, whereby he is master of his own actions; it seems that
he can attain to perfect operation, i.e. Happiness, by his natu-
ral powers.

On the contrary, Man is naturally the principle of his ac-
tion, by his intellect andwill. But finalHappiness prepared for
the saints, surpasses the intellect andwill ofman; for theApos-
tle says (1 Cor. 2:9) “Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither
hath it entered into the heart of man, what things God hath
prepared for them that love Him.” erefore man cannot at-
tain Happiness by his natural powers.

I answer that, Imperfect happiness that can be had in this
life, can be acquired by man by his natural powers, in the same
way as virtue, in whose operation it consists: on this point we
shall speak further on (q. 63). But man’s perfect Happiness, as
stated above (q. 3, a. 8), consists in the vision of the Divine
Essence. Now the vision of God’s Essence surpasses the nature
not only of man, but also of every creature, as was shown in
the Ia, q. 12, a. 4. For the natural knowledge of every creature
is in keeping with the mode of his substance: thus it is said of
the intelligence (De Causis; Prop. viii) that “it knows things
that are above it, and things that are below it, according to the

mode of its substance.” But every knowledge that is according
to the mode of created substance, falls short of the vision of
the Divine Essence, which infinitely surpasses all created sub-
stance.Consequently neitherman, nor any creature, can attain
final Happiness by his natural powers.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as nature does not fail man in
necessaries, although it has not provided him with weapons
and clothing, as it provided other animals, because it gave him
reason and hands, with which he is able to get these things for
himself; so neither did it failman in things necessary, although
it gave himnot thewherewithal to attainHappiness: since this
it could not do. But it did give him free-will, withwhich he can
turn toGod, thatHemaymake himhappy. “Forwhatwe do by
means of our friends, is done, in a sense, by ourselves” (Ethic.
iii, 3).

Reply to Objection 2. e nature that can attain perfect
good, although it needs help from without in order to attain
it, is of more noble condition than a nature which cannot at-
tainperfect good, but attains some imperfect good, although it
need no help fromwithout in order to attain it, as the Philoso-
pher says (DeCoel. ii, 12).us he is better disposed to health
who can attain perfect health, albeit by means of medicine,
than he who can attain but imperfect health, without the help
ofmedicine. And therefore the rational creature, which can at-
tain the perfect good of happiness, but needs the Divine assis-
tance for the purpose, is more perfect than the irrational crea-
ture, which is not capable of attaining this good, but attains
some imperfect good by its natural powers.

Reply to Objection 3. When imperfect and perfect are
of the same species, they can be caused by the same power.
But this does not follow of necessity, if they be of different
species: for not everything, that can cause the disposition of
matter, can produce the final perfection. Now the imperfect
operation, which is subject to man’s natural power, is not of
the same species as that perfect operation which is man’s hap-
piness: since operation takes its species from its object. Conse-
quently the argument does not prove.

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 6Whether man attains happiness through the action of some higher creature?

Objection 1. It would seem that man can be made happy
through the action of some higher creature, viz. an angel. For
since we observe a twofold order in things—one, of the parts
of the universe to one another, the other, of the whole universe
to a good which is outside the universe; the former order is or-
dained to the second as to its end (Metaph. xii, 10). us the
mutual order of the parts of an army is dependent on the order

of the parts of an army is dependent on the order of the whole
army to the general. But the mutual order of the parts of the
universe consists in the higher creatures acting on the lower,
as stated in the Ia, q. 109, a. 2: while happiness consists in the
order of man to a good which is outside the universe, i.e. God.
erefore man is made happy, through a higher creature, viz.
an angel, acting on him.
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Objection 2. Further, that which is such in potentiality,
can be reduced to act, by that which is such actually: thus what
is potentially hot, ismade actually hot, by something that is ac-
tually hot. But man is potentially happy. erefore he can be
made actually happy by an angel who is actually happy.

Objection 3. Further, Happiness consists in an operation
of the intellect as stated above (q. 3, a. 4). But an angel can en-
lightenman’s intellect as shown in the Ia, q. 111, a. 1.erefore
an angel can make a man happy.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 83:12): “e Lord will
give grace and glory.”

I answer that, Since every creature is subject to the laws
of nature, from the very fact that its power and action are lim-
ited: that which surpasses created nature, cannot be done by
the power of any creature. Consequently if anything need to
be done that is above nature, it is done by God immediately;
such as raising the dead to life, restoring sight to the blind, and
such like. Now it has been shown above (a. 5) that Happiness
is a good surpassing created nature. erefore it is impossible
that it be bestowed through the action of any creature: but by
God alone is man made happy, if we speak of perfect Happi-
ness. If, however, we speak of imperfect happiness, the same is
to be said of it as of the virtue, in whose act it consists.

Reply toObjection1. It oenhappens in the case of active
powers ordained to one another, that it belongs to the high-
est power to reach the last end, while the lower powers con-

tribute to the attainment of that last end, by causing a disposi-
tion thereto: thus to the art of sailing,which commands the art
of shipbuilding, it belongs to use a ship for the end forwhich it
wasmade.us, too, in the order of the universe,man is indeed
helped by the angels in the attainment of his last end, in respect
of certain preliminary dispositions thereto: whereas he attains
the last end itself through the First Agent, which is God.

Reply to Objection 2. When a form exists perfectly and
naturally in something, it can be the principle of action on
something else: for instance a hot thing heats through heat.
But if a form exist in something imperfectly, and not natu-
rally, it cannot be the principle whereby it is communicated
to something else: thus the “intention” of color which is in the
pupil, cannot make a thing white; nor indeed can everything
enlightened or heated give heat or light to something else; for
if they could, enlightening andheatingwould go on to infinity.
But the light of glory, whereby God is seen, is in God perfectly
and naturally; whereas in any creature, it is imperfectly and by
likeness or participation. Consequently no creature can com-
municate its Happiness to another.

Reply toObjection 3. A happy angel enlightens the intel-
lect of a man or of a lower angel, as to certain notions of the
Divine works: but not as to the vision of the Divine Essence,
as was stated in the Ia, q. 106, a. 1: since in order to see this, all
are immediately enlightened by God.

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 7Whether any good works are necessary that man may receive happiness from God?

Objection 1. It would seem that no works of man are nec-
essary that hemay obtainHappiness fromGod. For sinceGod
is an agent of infinite power,He requires before acting, neither
matter, nor disposition of matter, but can forthwith produce
the whole effect. But man’s works, since they are not required
for Happiness, as the efficient cause thereof, as stated above
(a. 6), can be required only as dispositions thereto. erefore
God who does not require dispositions before acting, bestows
Happiness without any previous works.

Objection2.Further, just asGod is the immediate cause of
Happiness, so is He the immediate cause of nature. But when
God first established nature, He produced creatures without
any previous disposition or action on the part of the creature,
but made each one perfect forthwith in its species. erefore
it seems that He bestows Happiness on man without any pre-
vious works.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 4:6) that
Happiness is of the man “to whom God reputeth justice with-
out works.” erefore no works of man are necessary for at-
taining Happiness.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 13:17): “If you know
these things, you shall be blessed if you do them.” erefore
Happiness is obtained through works.

I answer that, Rectitude of the will, as stated above (q. 4,

a. 4), is necessary for Happiness; since it is nothing else than
the right order of the will to the last end; and it is therefore
necessary for obtaining the end, just as the right disposition of
matter, in order to receive the form. But this does not prove
that any work of man need precede his Happiness: for God
could make a will having a right tendency to the end, and at
the same time attaining the end; just as sometimesHe disposes
matter and at the same time introduces the form. But the order
of Divine wisdom demands that it should not be thus; for as
is stated in De Coel. ii, 12, “of those things that have a natural
capacity for the perfect good, one has it without movement,
some by one movement, some by several.” Now to possess the
perfect good without movement, belongs to that which has
it naturally: and to have Happiness naturally belongs to God
alone. erefore it belongs to God alone not to be moved to-
wards Happiness by any previous operation. Now since Hap-
piness surpasses every created nature, no pure creature can be-
comingly gain Happiness, without the movement of opera-
tion, whereby it tends thereto. But the angel, who is aboveman
in the natural order, obtained it, according to the order of Di-
vine wisdom, by one movement of a meritorious work, as was
explained in the Ia, q. 62, a. 5; whereas man obtains it bymany
movements of works which are called merits. Wherefore also
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 9), happiness is the re-
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ward of works of virtue.
Reply to Objection 1. Works are necessary to man in or-

der to gain Happiness; not on account of the insufficiency of
theDivine powerwhich bestowsHappiness, but that the order
in things be observed.

Reply toObjection 2.God produced the first creatures so
that they are perfect forthwith, without any previous dispo-
sition or operation of the creature; because He instituted the
first individuals of the various species, that through them na-
ture might be propagated to their progeny. In like manner, be-
causeHappiness was to be bestowed on others throughChrist,
who is God and Man, “Who,” according to Heb. 2:10, “had

brought many children into glory”; therefore, from the very
beginning ofHis conception,His soul was happy, without any
previous meritorious operation. But this is peculiar to Him:
for Christ’s merit avails baptized children for the gaining of
Happiness, though they have no merits of their own; because
by Baptism they are made members of Christ.

Reply toObjection 3.eApostle is speaking of theHap-
piness of Hope, which is bestowed on us by sanctifying grace,
which is not given on account of previous works. For grace is
not a term of movement, as Happiness is; rather is it the prin-
ciple of the movement that tends towards Happiness.

Ia IIae q. 5 a. 8Whether every man desires happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all desire Happi-
ness. For no man can desire what he knows not; since the
apprehended good is the object of the appetite (De Anima
iii, 10). But many know not what Happiness is. is is evi-
dent from the fact that, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 4),
“some thought that Happiness consists in pleasures of the
body; some, in a virtue of the soul; some in other things.”
erefore not all desire Happiness.

Objection 2. Further, the essence of Happiness is the vi-
sion of the Divine Essence, as stated above (q. 3, a. 8). But
some consider it impossible forman to see theDivine Essence;
wherefore they desire it not. erefore all men do not desire
Happiness.

Objection 3.Further, Augustine says (DeTrin. xiii, 5) that
“happy is he who has all he desires, and desires nothing amiss.”
But all do not desire this; for some desire certain things amiss,
and yet they wish to desire such things. erefore all do not
desire Happiness.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 3): “If that
actor had said: ‘You all wish to be happy; you do not wish to
be unhappy,’ he would have said that which none would have
failed to acknowledge in his will.” erefore everyone desires
to be happy.

I answer that, Happiness can be considered in two ways.
First according to the general notion of happiness: and thus,
of necessity, every man desires happiness. For the general no-
tion of happiness consists in the perfect good, as stated above
(Aa. 3,4). But since good is the object of the will, the perfect
good of a man is that which entirely satisfies his will. Conse-
quently to desire happiness is nothing else than to desire that
one’s will be satisfied. And this everyone desires. Secondly we
may speak of Happiness according to its specific notion, as to
that in which it consists. And thus all do not know Happi-
ness; because they know not in what thing the general notion

of happiness is found. And consequently, in this respect, not
all desire it. Wherefore the reply to the first Objection is clear.

Reply toObjection2. Since thewill follows the apprehen-
sion of the intellect or reason; just as it happens that where
there is no real distinction, there may be a distinction accord-
ing to the consideration of reason; so does it happen that one
and the same thing is desired in one way, and not desired in
another. So that happiness may be considered as the final and
perfect good, which is the general notion of happiness: and
thus the will naturally and of necessity tends thereto, as stated
above. Again it can be considered under other special aspects,
either on the part of the operation itself, or on the part of the
operating power, or on the part of the object; and thus the will
does not tend thereto of necessity.

Reply to Objection 3. is definition of Happiness given
by some—“Happy is theman that has all he desires,” or, “whose
every wish is fulfilled” is a good and adequate definition; but
an inadequate definition if understood in another. For if we
understand it simply of all that man desires by his natural ap-
petite, thus it is true that he who has all that he desires, is
happy: since nothing satisfies man’s natural desire, except the
perfect good which is Happiness. But if we understand it of
those things that man desires according to the apprehension
of the reason, thus it does not belong to Happiness, to have
certain things thatmandesires; rather does it belong to unhap-
piness, in so far as the possession of such things hinders man
from having all that he desires naturally; thus it is that reason
sometimes accepts as true things that are a hindrance to the
knowledge of truth. And it was through taking this into con-
sideration that Augustine added so as to include perfect Hap-
piness—that he “desires nothing amiss”: although the first part
suffices if rightly understood, to wit, that “happy is he who has
all he desires.”

586



F P   S P, Q 6
Of the Voluntary and the Involuntary

(In Eight Articles)

Since therefore Happiness is to be gained by means of certain acts, we must in due sequence consider human acts, in order
to know by what acts we may obtain Happiness, and by what acts we are prevented from obtaining it. But because operations
and acts are concerned with things singular, consequently all practical knowledge is incomplete unless it take account of things
in detail. e study of Morals, therefore, since it treats of human acts, should consider first the general principles; and secondly
matters of detail.

In treating of the general principles, the points that offer themselves for our consideration are (1) human acts themselves;
(2) their principles. Now of human acts some are proper toman; others are common toman and animals. And sinceHappiness
is man’s proper good, those acts which are proper to man have a closer connection with Happiness than have those which are
common to man and the other animals. First, then, we must consider those acts which are proper to man; secondly, those acts
which are common toman and the other animals, and are calledPassions.efirst of these points offers a twofold consideration:
(1) What makes a human act? (2) What distinguishes human acts?

And since those acts are properly called humanwhich are voluntary, because the will is the rational appetite, which is proper
to man; we must consider acts in so far as they are voluntary.

First, then, we must consider the voluntary and involuntary in general; secondly, those acts which are voluntary, as being
elicited by the will, and as issuing from the will immediately; thirdly, those acts which are voluntary, as being commanded by
the will, which issue from the will through the medium of the other powers.

And because voluntary acts have certain circumstances, according to which we form our judgment concerning them, we
must first consider the voluntary and the involuntary, and aerwards, the circumstances of those acts which are found to be
voluntary or involuntary. Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is anything voluntary in human acts?
(2) Whether in irrational animals?
(3) Whether there can be voluntariness without any action?
(4) Whether violence can be done to the will?
(5) Whether violence causes involuntariness?
(6) Whether fear causes involuntariness?
(7) Whether concupiscence causes involuntariness?
(8) Whether ignorance causes involuntariness?

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 1Whether there is anything voluntary in human acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is nothing volun-
tary in human acts. For that is voluntary “which has its prin-
ciple within itself.” as Gregory of Nyssa*, Damascene (De Fide
Orth. ii, 24), andAristotle (Ethic. iii, 1) declare. But the princi-
ple of human acts is not inman himself, but outside him: since
man’s appetite is moved to act, by the appetible object which is
outside him, and is as a “mover unmoved” (De Anima iii, 10).
erefore there is nothing voluntary in human acts.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher (Phys. viii, 2)
proves that in animals no newmovement arises that is not pre-
ceded by a motion from without. But all human acts are new,
since none is eternal. Consequently, the principle of all human
acts is from without: and therefore there is nothing voluntary
in them.

Objection 3. Further, he that acts voluntarily, can act of
himself. But this is not true of man; for it is written ( Jn. 15:5):
“WithoutMe you can do nothing.”erefore there is nothing

voluntary in human acts.
On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii) that

“the voluntary is an act consisting in a rational operation.”
Now such are human acts. erefore there is something vol-
untary in human acts.

I answer that,eremust needs be something voluntary in
human acts. In order tomake this clear, wemust take note that
the principle of some acts or movements is within the agent,
or that which is moved; whereas the principle of some move-
ments or acts is outside. For when a stone is moved upwards,
the principle of this movement is outside the stone: whereas
when it is moved downwards, the principle of this movement
is in the stone. Now of those things that are moved by an in-
trinsic principle, some move themselves, some not. For since
every agent or thing moved, acts or is moved for an end, as
stated above (q. 1, a. 2); those are perfectly moved by an in-
trinsic principle, whose intrinsic principle is one not only of

* Nemesius, De Natura Hom. xxxii.
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movement but of movement for an end. Now in order for a
thing to be done for an end, some knowledge of the end is
necessary. erefore, whatever so acts or is moved by an in-
trinsic principle, that it has some knowledge of the end, has
within itself the principle of its act, so that it not only acts, but
acts for an end. On the other hand, if a thing has no knowl-
edge of the end, even though it have an intrinsic principle of
action ormovement, nevertheless the principle of acting or be-
ing moved for an end is not in that thing, but in something
else, by which the principle of its action towards an end is not
in that thing, but in something else, by which the principle of
its action towards an end is imprinted on it. Wherefore such
like things are not said to move themselves, but to be moved
by others. But those things which have a knowledge of the end
are said tomove themselves because there is in themaprinciple
by which they not only act but also act for an end. And conse-
quently, since both are from an intrinsic principle, to wit, that
they act and that they act for an end, the movements of such
things are said to be voluntary: for the word “voluntary” im-
plies that theirmovements and acts are from their own inclina-
tion. Hence it is that, according to the definitions of Aristotle,
Gregory of Nyssa, and Damascene*, the voluntary is defined
not only as having “a principle within” the agent, but also as
implying “knowledge.” erefore, since man especially knows
the end of his work, and moves himself, in his acts especially is
the voluntary to be found.

Reply toObjection 1. Not every principle is a first princi-
ple. erefore, although it is essential to the voluntary act that
its principle be within the agent, nevertheless it is not contrary
to the nature of the voluntary act that this intrinsic principle
be caused or moved by an extrinsic principle: because it is not
essential to the voluntary act that its intrinsic principle be a
first principle. Yet again it must be observed that a principle
of movement may happen to be first in a genus, but not first
simply: thus in the genus of things subject to alteration, the

first principle of alteration is a heavenly body, which is never-
theless, is not the first mover simply, but is moved locally by a
higher mover. And so the intrinsic principle of the voluntary
act, i.e. the cognitive and appetitive power, is the first principle
in the genus of appetitive movement, although it is moved by
an extrinsic principle according to other species of movement.

Reply to Objection 2. New movements in animals are in-
deed preceded by a motion from without; and this in two re-
spects. First, in so far as by means of an extrinsic motion an
animal’s senses are confrontedwith something sensible, which,
on being apprehended,moves the appetite.us a lion, on see-
ing a stag in movement and coming towards him, begins to be
moved towards the stag. Secondly, in so far as some extrinsic
motion produces a physical change in an animal’s body, as in
the case of cold or heat; and through the body being affected
by themotionof an outward body, the sensitive appetitewhich
is the power of a bodily organ, is also moved indirectly; thus
it happens that through some alteration in the body the ap-
petite is roused to the desire of something. But this is not con-
trary to the nature of voluntariness, as stated above (ad 1), for
suchmovements caused by an extrinsic principle are of another
genus of movement.

Reply toObjection 3.Godmoves man to act, not only by
proposing the appetible to the senses, or by effecting a change
in his body, but also by moving the will itself; because every
movement either of thewill or of nature, proceeds fromGodas
the First Mover. And just as it is not incompatible with nature
that the natural movement be from God as the First Mover,
inasmuch as nature is an instrument of God moving it: so it is
not contrary to the essence of a voluntary act, that it proceed
fromGod, inasmuch as thewill ismoved byGod.Nevertheless
both natural and voluntary movements have this in common,
that it is essential that they should proceed from a principle
within the agent.

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 2Whether there is anything voluntary in irrational animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is nothing volun-
tary in irrational animals. For a thing is called “voluntary” from
“voluntas” [will]. Now since the will is in the reason (De An-
ima iii, 9), it cannot be in irrational animals. erefore neither
is there anything voluntary in them.

Objection 2. Further, according as human acts are volun-
tary, man is said to be master of his actions. But irrational an-
imals are not masters of their actions; for “they act not; rather
are they acted upon,” asDamascene says (De FideOrth. ii, 27).
erefore there is no such thing as a voluntary act in irrational
animals.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De FideOrth. 24)
that “voluntary acts lead to praise and blame.” But neither
praise nor blame is due to the acts of irrational minds. ere-

fore such acts are not voluntary.
On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 2) that

“both children and irrational animals participate in the volun-
tary.” e same is said by Damascene (De Fide Orth. 24) and
Gregory of Nyssa†.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), it is essential to the
voluntary act that its principle be within the agent, together
with some knowledge of the end.Nowknowledge of the end is
twofold; perfect and imperfect. Perfect knowledge of the end
consists in not only apprehending the thing which is the end,
but also in knowing it under the aspect of end, and the rela-
tionship of the means to that end. And such knowledge be-
longs to none but the rational nature. But imperfect knowl-
edge of the end consists inmere apprehension of the end,with-

* See Objection 1. † Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxii.
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out knowing it under the aspect of end, or the relationship of
an act to the end. Such knowledge of the end is exercised by
irrational animals, through their senses and their natural esti-
mative power.

Consequently perfect knowledge of the end leads to the
perfect voluntary; inasmuch as, having apprehended the end,
a man can, from deliberating about the end and the means
thereto, be moved, or not, to gain that end. But imperfect
knowledge of the end leads to the imperfect voluntary; inas-
much as the agent apprehends the end, but does not deliberate,
and is moved to the end at once. Wherefore the voluntary in
its perfection belongs to none but the rational nature: whereas
the imperfect voluntary is within the competency of even irra-
tional animals.

Reply to Objection 1. e will is the name of the ratio-

nal appetite; and consequently it cannot be in things devoid
of reason. But the word “voluntary” is derived from “volun-
tas” [will], and can be extended to those things in which there
is some participation of will, by way of likeness thereto. It is
thus that voluntary action is attributed to irrational animals,
in so far as they are moved to an end, through some kind of
knowledge.

Reply to Objection 2. e fact that man is master of his
actions, is due to his being able to deliberate about them: for
since the deliberating reason is indifferently disposed to oppo-
site things, the will can be inclined to either. But it is not thus
that voluntariness is in irrational animals, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Praise and blame are the result of
the voluntary act, wherein is the perfect voluntary; such as is
not to be found in irrational animals.

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 3Whether there can be voluntariness without any act?

Objection 1. It would seem that voluntariness cannot be
without any act. For that is voluntarywhich proceeds from the
will. But nothing can proceed from the will, except through
some act, at least an act of the will. erefore there cannot be
voluntariness without act.

Objection 2. Further, just as one is said to wish by an act
of the will, so when the act of the will ceases, one is said not
to wish. But not to wish implies involuntariness, which is con-
trary to voluntariness. erefore there can be nothing volun-
tary when the act of the will ceases.

Objection 3. Further, knowledge is essential to the volun-
tary, as stated above (Aa. 1,2). But knowledge involves an act.
erefore voluntariness cannot be without some act.

On the contrary, e word “voluntary” is applied to that
of which we are masters. Now we are masters in respect of to
act and not to act, to will and not to will. erefore just as to
act and to will are voluntary, so also are not to act and not to
will.

I answer that, Voluntary is what proceeds from the will.
Now one thing proceeds from another in two ways. First, di-
rectly; in which sense something proceeds from another inas-
much as this other acts; for instance, heating from heat. Sec-
ondly, indirectly; in which sense something proceeds from an-
other through this other not acting; thus the sinkingof a ship is
set down to the helmsman, fromhis having ceased to steer. But
we must take note that the cause of what follows from want of
action is not always the agent as not acting; but only thenwhen
the agent can and ought to act. For if the helmsman were un-

able to steer the ship or if the ship’s helm be not entrusted to
him, the sinking of the ship would not be set down to him,
although it might be due to his absence from the helm.

Since, then, the will by willing and acting, is able, and
sometimes ought, to hinder not-willing and not-acting; this
not-willing and not-acting is imputed to, as though proceed-
ing from, thewill. And thus it is that we can have the voluntary
without an act; sometimes without outward act, but with an
interior act; for instance, when one wills not to act; and some-
times without even an interior act, as when one does not will
to act.

Reply toObjection 1.We apply the word “voluntary” not
only to that which proceeds from the will directly, as from its
action; but also to that which proceeds from it indirectly as
from its inaction.

Reply to Objection 2. “Not to wish” is said in two senses.
First, as though it were one word, and the infinitive of “I-do-
not-wish.” Consequently just as when I say “I do not wish to
read,” the sense is, “I wish not to read”; so “not to wish to read”
is the same as “to wish not to read,” and in this sense “not to
wish” implies involuntariness. Secondly it is taken as a sen-
tence: and then no act of the will is affirmed. And in this sense
“not to wish” does not imply involuntariness.

Reply to Objection 3. Voluntariness requires an act of
knowledge in the sameway as it requires an act of will; namely,
in order that it be in one’s power to consider, towish and to act.
And then, just as not to wish, and not to act, when it is time to
wish and to act, is voluntary, so is it voluntary not to consider.

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 4Whether violence can be done to the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that violence can be done to
the will. For everything can be compelled by that which is
more powerful. But there is something, namely, God, that is
more powerful than the human will. erefore it can be com-

pelled, at least by Him.
Objection 2. Further, every passive subject is compelled

by its active principle, when it is changed by it. But the will is
a passive force: for it is a “mover moved” (De Anima iii, 10).
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erefore, since it is sometimes moved by its active principle,
it seems that sometimes it is compelled.

Objection 3. Further, violent movement is that which is
contrary to nature. But the movement of the will is sometimes
contrary to nature; as is clear of the will’s movement to sin,
which is contrary to nature, as Damascene says (De FideOrth.
iv, 20). erefore the movement of the will can be compelled.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 10) that
what is done by the will is not done of necessity. Now, what-
ever is done under compulsion is done of necessity: conse-
quently what is done by the will, cannot be compelled. ere-
fore the will cannot be compelled to act.

I answer that, e act of the will is twofold: one is its im-
mediate act, as it were, elicited by it, namely, “to wish”; the
other is an act of the will commanded by it, and put into ex-
ecution by means of some other power, such as “to walk” and
“to speak,” which are commanded by thewill to be executed by
means of the motive power.

As regards the commanded acts of the will, then, the will
can suffer violence, in so far as violence can prevent the exte-
riormembers from executing thewill’s command. But as to the
will’s own proper act, violence cannot be done to the will.

e reason of this is that the act of the will is nothing else
than an inclination proceeding from the interior principle of
knowledge: just as the natural appetite is an inclination pro-
ceeding from an interior principle without knowledge. Now
what is compelled or violent is froman exterior principle.Con-
sequently it is contrary to thenature of thewill’s ownact, that it

should be subject to compulsion and violence: just as it is also
contrary to the nature of a natural inclination or movement.
For a stonemay have an upwardmovement from violence, but
that this violent movement be from its natural inclination is
impossible. In likemanner amanmay be dragged by force: but
it is contrary to the very notion of violence, that he be dragged
of his own will.

Reply to Objection 1. God Who is more powerful than
the human will, can move the will of man, according to Prov.
21:1: “eheart of theking is in thehandof theLord;whither-
soeverHewillHe shall turn it.” But if this were by compulsion,
it would no longer be by an act of the will, nor would the will
itself be moved, but something else against the will.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not always a violentmovement,
when a passive subject ismoved by its active principle; but only
when this is done against the interior inclination of the passive
subject. Otherwise every alteration and generation of simply
bodies would be unnatural and violent: whereas they are nat-
ural by reason of the natural interior aptitude of the matter or
subject to such a disposition. In like manner when the will is
moved, according to its own inclination, by the appetible ob-
ject, this movement is not violent but voluntary.

Reply toObjection 3.at to which the will tends by sin-
ning, although in reality it is evil and contrary to the ratio-
nal nature, nevertheless is apprehended as something good and
suitable to nature, in so far as it is suitable to man by reason of
some pleasurable sensation or some vicious habit.

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 5Whether violence causes involuntariness?

Objection 1. It would seem that violence does not cause
involuntariness. For we speak of voluntariness and involun-
tariness in respect of the will. But violence cannot be done to
thewill, as shown above (a. 4).erefore violence cannot cause
involuntariness.

Objection 2. Further, that which is done involuntarily is
done with grief, as Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 24) and the
Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 5) say. But sometimes a man suffers
compulsion without being grieved thereby.erefore violence
does not cause involuntariness.

Objection 3. Further, what is from the will cannot be in-
voluntary. But some violent actions proceed from the will: for
instance,when amanwith aheavybody goes upwards; orwhen
aman contorts his limbs in away contrary to their natural flex-
ibility. erefore violence does not cause involuntariness.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher (Ethic. iii, 1) andDam-
ascene (De FideOrth. ii, 24) say that “things done under com-
pulsion are involuntary.”

I answer that, Violence is directly opposed to the volun-
tary, as likewise to the natural. For the voluntary and the natu-
ral have this in common, that both are from an intrinsic prin-
ciple; whereas violence is from an extrinsic principle. And for

this reason, just as in things devoid of knowledge, violence
effects something against nature: so in things endowed with
knowledge, it effects something against the will. Now that
which is against nature is said to be “unnatural”; and in like
manner that which is against the will is said to be “involun-
tary.” erefore violence causes involuntariness.

Reply to Objection 1. e involuntary is opposed to the
voluntary. Now it has been said (a. 4) that not only the act,
which proceeds immediately from the will, is called voluntary,
but also the act commanded by the will. Consequently, as to
the act which proceeds immediately from the will, violence
cannot be done to the will, as stated above (a. 4): wherefore
violence cannot make that act involuntary. But as to the com-
manded act, the will can suffer violence: and consequently in
this respect violence causes involuntariness.

Reply to Objection 2. As that is said to be natural, which
is according to the inclination of nature; so that is said to be
voluntary, which is according to the inclination of the will.
Now a thing is said to be natural in two ways. First, because it
is from nature as from an active principle: thus it is natural for
fire to produce heat. Secondly, according to a passive princi-
ple; because, to wit, there is in nature an inclination to receive
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an action from an extrinsic principle: thus the movement of
the heavens is said to be natural, by reason of the natural apti-
tude in a heavenly body to receive such movement; although
the cause of that movement is a voluntary agent. In like man-
ner an act is said to be voluntary in twoways. First, in regard to
action, for instance, when one wishes to be passive to another.
Hence when action is brought to bear on something, by an ex-
trinsic agent, as long as the will to suffer that action remains in
the passive subject, there is not violence simply: for although
the patient does nothing by way of action, he does something
by being willing to suffer. Consequently this cannot be called

involuntary.
Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Phys. viii,

4) the movement of an animal, whereby at times an animal is
moved against the natural inclination of the body, although it
is not natural to the body, is nevertheless somewhat natural to
the animal, to which it is natural to be moved according to its
appetite. Accordingly this is violent, not simply but in a cer-
tain respect. e same remark applies in the case of one who
contorts his limbs in a way that is contrary to their natural dis-
position. For this is violent in a certain respect, i.e. as to that
particular limb; but not simply, i.e. as to the man himself.

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 6Whether fear causes involuntariness simply?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear causes involuntari-
ness simply. For just as violence regards that which is contrary
to the will at the time, so fear regards a future evil which is
repugnant to the will. But violence causes involuntariness sim-
ply. erefore fear too causes involuntariness simply.

Objection 2. Further, that which is such of itself, remains
such, whatever be added to it: thus what is hot of itself, as
long as it remains, is still hot, whatever be added to it. But that
which is done through fear, is involuntary in itself. erefore,
even with the addition of fear, it is involuntary.

Objection 3. Further, that which is such, subject to a con-
dition, is such in a certain respect; whereas what is such, with-
out any condition, is such simply: thus what is necessary, sub-
ject to a condition, is necessary in some respect: but what is
necessary absolutely, is necessary simply. But that which is
done through fear, is absolutely involuntary; and is not vol-
untary, save under a condition, namely, in order that the evil
feared may be avoided. erefore that which is done through
fear, is involuntary simply.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* and the Philosopher
(Ethic. iii, 1) say that such things as are done through fear are
“voluntary rather than involuntary.”

I answer that,As the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii) and like-
wiseGregory ofNyssa in his book onMan (Nemesius,DeNat.
Hom. xxx), such things are done through fear “are of a mixed
character,” being partly voluntary and partly involuntary. For
that which is done through fear, considered in itself, is not vol-
untary; but it becomes voluntary in this particular case, in or-
der, namely, to avoid the evil feared.

But if the matter be considered aright, such things are vol-
untary rather than involuntary; for they are voluntary simply,
but involuntary in a certain respect. For a thing is said to be
simply, according as it is in act; but according as it is only in
apprehension, it is not simply, but in a certain respect. Now
that which is done through fear, is in act in so far as it is done.
For, since acts are concerned with singulars; and the singular,
as such, is here and now; that which is done is in act, in so far
as it is here and now and under other individuating circum-

stances. And thatwhich is done through fear is voluntary, inas-
much as it is here and now, that is to say, in so far as, under the
circumstances, it hinders a greater evil which was feared; thus
the throwing of the cargo into the sea becomes voluntary dur-
ing the storm, through fear of the danger: wherefore it is clear
that it is voluntary simply.Andhence it is thatwhat is done out
of fear is essentially voluntary, because its principle is within.
But if we consider what is done through fear, as outside this
particular case, and inasmuch as it is repugnant to the will, this
is merely a consideration of the mind. And consequently what
is done through fear is involuntary, considered in that respect,
that is to say, outside the actual circumstances of the case.

Reply toObjection 1.ings done through fear and com-
pulsion differ not only according to present and future time,
but also in this, that the will does not consent, but is moved
entirely counter to that which is done through compulsion:
whereas what is done through fear, becomes voluntary, be-
cause the will is moved towards it, albeit not for its own sake,
but on account of something else, that is, in order to avoid
an evil which is feared. For the conditions of a voluntary act
are satisfied, if it be done on account of something else volun-
tary: since the voluntary is not only what we wish, for its own
sake, as an end, but also what we wish for the sake of some-
thing else, as an end. It is clear therefore that in what is done
from compulsion, the will does nothing inwardly; whereas in
what is done through fear, the will does something. Accord-
ingly, as Gregory of Nyssa* says, in order to exclude things
done through fear, a violent action is defined as not only one,
“the principal whereof is fromwithout,” but with the addition,
“in which he that suffers violence concurs not at all”; because
the will of him that is in fear, does concur somewhat in that
which he does through fear.

Reply to Objection 2. ings that are such absolutely, re-
main such, whatever be added to them; for instance, a cold
thing, or a white thing: but things that are such relatively, vary
according as they are comparedwith different things. Forwhat
is big in comparison with one thing, is small in comparison
with another. Now a thing is said to be voluntary, not only for

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxx. * Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxx.
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its own sake, as itwere absolutely; but also for the sake of some-
thing else, as it were relatively. Accordingly, nothing prevents a
thing which was not voluntary in comparison with one thing,
from becoming voluntary when compared with another.

Reply to Objection 3. at which is done through fear, is

voluntary without any condition, that is to say, according as it
is actually done: but it is involuntary, under a certain condi-
tion, that is to say, if such a fear were not threatening. Conse-
quently, this argument proves rather the opposite.

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 7Whether concupiscence causes involuntariness?

Objection 1. It would seem that concupiscence causes in-
voluntariness. For just as fear is a passion, so is concupiscence.
But fear causes involuntariness to a certain extent. erefore
concupiscence does so too.

Objection 2. Further, just as the timid man through fear
acts counter to that which he proposed, so does the inconti-
nent, through concupiscence. But fear causes involuntariness
to a certain extent. erefore concupiscence does so also.

Objection 3. Further, knowledge is necessary for vol-
untariness. But concupiscence impairs knowledge; for the
Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that “delight,” or the lust of plea-
sure, “destroys the judgment of prudence.” erefore concu-
piscence causes involuntariness.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 24):
“e involuntary act deservesmercyor indulgence, and is done
with regret.” But neither of these can be said of that which is
done out of concupiscence. erefore concupiscence does not
cause involuntariness.

I answer that, Concupiscence does not cause involuntari-
ness, but on the contrarymakes something to be voluntary. For
a thing is said to be voluntary, from the fact that the will is
moved to it. Now concupiscence inclines the will to desire the
object of concupiscence.erefore the effect of concupiscence
is to make something to be voluntary rather than involuntary.

Reply toObjection1.Fear regards evil, but concupiscence
regards good. Now evil of itself is counter to the will, whereas
goodharmonizeswith thewill.erefore fear has a greater ten-
dency than concupiscence to cause involuntariness.

Reply to Objection 2. He who acts from fear retains the
repugnance of the will to that which he does, considered in it-
self. But he that acts from concupiscence, e.g. an incontinent
man, does not retain his formerwill whereby he repudiated the
object of his concupiscence; for his will is changed so that he
desires that which previously he repudiated. Accordingly, that
which is done out of fear is involuntary, to a certain extent, but
that which is done from concupiscence is nowise involuntary.
For the man who yields to concupiscence acts counter to that
which he purposed at first, but not counter to that which he
desires now; whereas the timidman acts counter to that which
in itself he desires now.

Reply to Objection 3. If concupiscence were to destroy
knowledge altogether, as happens with those whom concupis-
cence has rendered mad, it would follow that concupiscence
would take away voluntariness. And yet properly speaking it
would not result in the act being involuntary, because in things
bere of reason, there is neither voluntary nor involuntary.
But sometimes in those actions which are done from concu-
piscence, knowledge is not completely destroyed, because the
power of knowing is not taken away entirely, but only the ac-
tual consideration in some particular possible act. Neverthe-
less, this itself is voluntary, according as by voluntary we mean
that which is in the power of the will, for example “not to act”
or “not to will,” and in like manner “not to consider”; for the
will can resist the passion, as we shall state later on (q. 10, a. 3;
q. 77, a. 7).

Ia IIae q. 6 a. 8Whether ignorance causes involuntariness?

Objection 1. It would seem that ignorance does not cause
involuntariness. For “the involuntary act deserves pardon,” as
Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 24). But sometimes that
which is done through ignorance does not deserve pardon, ac-
cording to 1Cor. 14:38: “If anyman know not, he shall not be
known.” erefore ignorance does not cause involuntariness.

Objection 2. Further, every sin implies ignorance; accord-
ing to Prov. 14: 22: “ey err, that work evil.” If, therefore, ig-
norance causes involuntariness, it would follow that every sin
is involuntary: which is opposed to the saying of Augustine,
that “every sin is voluntary” (De Vera Relig. xiv).

Objection 3. Further, “involuntariness is not without sad-
ness,” as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 24). But some
things are done out of ignorance, but without sadness: for in-

stance, a man may kill a foe, whom he wishes to kill, thinking
at the time that he is killing a stag. erefore ignorance does
not cause involuntariness.

On the contrary, Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 24) and
the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 1) say that “what is done through
ignorance is involuntary.”

I answer that, If ignorance causes involuntariness, it is in so
far as it deprives one of knowledge, which is a necessary condi-
tion of voluntariness, as was declared above (a. 1). But it is not
every ignorance that deprives one of this knowledge. Accord-
ingly, we must take note that ignorance has a threefold rela-
tionship to the act of the will: in one way, “concomitantly”; in
another, “consequently”; in a third way, “antecedently.” “Con-
comitantly,” when there is ignorance of what is done; but, so
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that even if it were known, it would be done. For then, igno-
rance does not induce one to wish this to be done, but it just
happens that a thing is at the same time done, and not known:
thus in the example given (obj. 3) a man did indeed wish to
kill his foe, but killed him in ignorance, thinking to kill a stag.
And ignorance of this kind, as the Philosopher states (Ethic.
iii, 1), does not cause involuntariness, since it is not the cause
of anything that is repugnant to the will: but it causes “non-
voluntariness,” since that which is unknown cannot be actually
willed. Ignorance is “consequent” to the act of thewill, in so far
as ignorance itself is voluntary: and this happens in two ways,
in accordancewith the two aforesaidmodes of voluntary (a. 3).
First, because the act of the will is brought to bear on the igno-
rance: as when a man wishes not to know, that he may have an
excuse for sin, or that hemay not bewithheld from sin; accord-
ing to Job 21:14: “We desire not the knowledge of y ways.”
And this is called “affected ignorance.” Secondly, ignorance is
said to be voluntary, when it regards that which one can and
ought to know: for in this sense “not to act” and “not to will”
are said to be voluntary, as stated above (a. 3). And ignorance
of this kind happens, either when one does not actually con-
sider what one can and ought to consider; this is called “igno-
rance of evil choice,” and arises from some passion or habit: or

when one does not take the trouble to acquire the knowledge
which one ought to have; inwhich sense, ignorance of the gen-
eral principles of law, which one to know, is voluntary, as be-
ing due to negligence. Accordingly, if in either of these ways,
ignorance is voluntary, it cannot cause involuntariness simply.
Nevertheless it causes involuntariness in a certain respect, inas-
much as it precedes the movement of the will towards the act,
which movement would not be, if there were knowledge. Ig-
norance is “antecedent” to the act of the will, when it is not
voluntary, and yet is the cause of man’s willing what he would
not will otherwise. us a man may be ignorant of some cir-
cumstance of his act, which he was not bound to know, the re-
sult being that he does that which he would not do, if he knew
of that circumstance; for instance, a man, aer taking proper
precaution, may not know that someone is coming along the
road, so that he shoots an arrow and slays a passer-by. Such ig-
norance causes involuntariness simply.

From this may be gathered the solution of the objections.
For the first objection deals with ignorance of what a man is
bound to know. e second, with ignorance of choice, which
is voluntary to a certain extent, as stated above.e third, with
that ignorance which is concomitant with the act of the will.
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F P   S P, Q 7
Of the Circumstances of Human Acts

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the circumstances of human acts: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What is a circumstance?
(2) Whether a theologian should take note of the circumstances of human acts?
(3) How many circumstances are there?
(4) Which are the most important of them?

Ia IIae q. 7 a. 1Whether a circumstance is an accident of a human act?

Objection 1. It would seem that a circumstance is not an
accident of a human act. For Tully says (De Invent. Rhetor. i)
that a circumstance is that from “which an orator adds author-
ity and strength to his argument.” But oratorical arguments are
derived principally from things pertaining to the essence of a
thing, such as the definition, the genus, the species, and the
like, fromwhich also Tully declares that an orator should draw
his arguments. erefore a circumstance is not an accident of
a human act.

Objection 2. Further, “to be in” is proper to an accident.
But that which surrounds [circumstat] is rather out than in.
erefore the circumstances are not accidents of human acts.

Objection 3. Further, an accident has no accident. But hu-
man acts themselves are accidents.erefore the circumstances
are not accidents of acts.

Onthe contrary,eparticular conditions of any singular
thing are called its individuating accidents. But the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. iii, 1) calls the circumstances particular things*,
i.e. the particular conditions of each act.erefore the circum-
stances are individual accidents of human acts.

I answer that, Since, according to the Philosopher (Peri
Herm. i), “words are the signs of what we understand,” it must
needs be that in naming things we follow the process of intel-
lectual knowledge. Now our intellectual knowledge proceeds
from the better known to the less known.Accordinglywith us,
names of more obvious things are transferred so as to signify
things less obvious: and hence it is that, as stated inMetaph. x,
4, “the notion of distance has been transferred from things that
are apart locally, to all kinds of opposition”: and in likemanner
words that signify local movement are employed to designate
all other movements, because bodies which are circumscribed
by place, are best known to us. And hence it is that the word
“circumstance” has passed from located things to human acts.

Now in things located, that is said to surround something,
which is outside it, but touches it, or is placed near it. Accord-
ingly, whatever conditions are outside the substance of an act,

and yet in some way touch the human act, are called circum-
stances. Now what is outside a thing’s substance, while it be-
longs to that thing, is called its accident. Wherefore the cir-
cumstances of human acts should be called their accidents.

Reply to Objection 1. e orator gives strength to his ar-
gument, in the first place, from the substance of the act; and
secondly, from the circumstances of the act. us a man be-
comes indictable, first, through being guilty of murder; sec-
ondly, through having done it fraudulently, or frommotives of
greed or at a holy time or place, and so forth. And so in the pas-
sage quoted, it is said pointedly that the orator “adds strength
to his argument,” as though this were something secondary.

Reply to Objection 2. A thing is said to be an accident of
something in two ways. First, from being in that thing: thus,
whiteness is said to be an accident of Socrates. Secondly, be-
cause it is together with that thing in the same subject: thus,
whiteness is an accident of the art of music, inasmuch as they
meet in the same subject, so as to touch one another, as it were.
And in this sense circumstances are said to be the accidents of
human acts.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (ad 2), an accident
is said to be the accident of an accident, from the fact that they
meet in the same subject. But this happens in two ways. First,
in so far as two accidents are both related to the same subject,
without any relation to one another; as whiteness and the art
ofmusic in Socrates. Secondly, when such accidents are related
to one another; as when the subject receives one accident by
means of the other; for instance, a body receives color bymeans
of its surface. And thus also is one accident said to be in an-
other; for we speak of color as being in the surface.

Accordingly, circumstances are related to acts in both these
ways. For some circumstances that have a relation to acts, be-
long to the agent otherwise than through the act; as place and
conditionof person;whereas others belong to the agent by rea-
son of the act, as the manner in which the act is done.

* τα καθ᾽ ἕκαστα.
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Ia IIae q. 7 a. 2Whether theologians should take note of the circumstances of human acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that theologians should not
take note of the circumstances of human acts. Because theolo-
gians do not consider human acts otherwise than according to
their quality of good or evil. But it seems that circumstances
cannot give quality to human acts; for a thing is never quali-
fied, formally speaking, by that which is outside it; but by that
which is in it. erefore theologians should not take note of
the circumstances of acts.

Objection 2. Further, circumstances are the accidents of
acts. But one thing may be subject to an infinity of acci-
dents; hence the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi, 2) that “no art
or science considers accidental being, except only the art of
sophistry.” erefore the theologian has not to consider cir-
cumstances.

Objection 3. Further, the consideration of circumstances
belongs to the orator. But oratory is not a part of theology.
erefore it is not a theologian’s business to consider circum-
stances.

On the contrary, Ignorance of circumstances causes an act
to be involuntary, according to Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii,
24) and Gregory of Nyssa*. But involuntariness excuses from
sin, the consideration of which belongs to the theologian.
erefore circumstances also should be considered by the the-
ologian.

I answer that, Circumstances come under the considera-
tion of the theologian, for a threefold reason. First, because the
theologian considers human acts, inasmuch as man is thereby
directed to Happiness. Now, everything that is directed to an
end should be proportionate to that end. But acts are made
proportionate to an end by means of a certain commensu-
rateness, which results from the due circumstances. Hence the
theologian has to consider the circumstances. Secondly, be-
cause the theologian considers human acts according as they
are found to be good or evil, better or worse: and this diversity
depends on circumstances, as we shall see further on (q. 18,
Aa. 10,11; q. 73, a. 7). irdly, because the theologian consid-
ers human acts under the aspect of merit and demerit, which

is proper to human acts; and for this it is requisite that they
be voluntary. Now a human act is deemed to be voluntary or
involuntary, according to knowledge or ignorance of circum-
stances, as stated above (q. 6, a. 8). erefore the theologian
has to consider circumstances.

Reply to Objection 1. Good directed to the end is said to
be useful; and this implies somekindof relation:wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 6) that “the good in the genus ‘rela-
tion’ is the useful.” Now, in the genus “relation” a thing is de-
nominated not only according to that which is inherent in the
thing, but also according to that which is extrinsic to it: asmay
be seen in the expressions “right” and “le,” “equal” and “un-
equal,” and such like. Accordingly, since the goodness of acts
consists in their utility to the end, nothing hinders their being
called good or bad according to their proportion to extrinsic
things that are adjacent to them.

Reply to Objection 2. Accidents which are altogether ac-
cidental are neglected by every art, by reason of their uncer-
tainty and infinity. But such like accidents are not what we
call circumstances; because circumstances although, as stated
above (a. 1), they are extrinsic to the act, nevertheless are in a
kind of contact with it, by being related to it. Proper accidents,
however, come under the consideration of art.

Reply toObjection 3.econsideration of circumstances
belongs to the moralist, the politician, and the orator. To the
moralist, in so far as with respect to circumstances we find or
lose the mean of virtue in human acts and passions. To the
politician and to the orator, in so far as circumstances make
acts to beworthy of praise or blame, of excuse or indictment. In
different ways, however: because where the orator persuades,
the politician judges. To the theologian this consideration be-
longs, in all the aforesaid ways: since to him all the other arts
are subservient: for hehas to consider virtuous andvicious acts,
just as the moralist does; and with the orator and politician
he considers acts according as they are deserving of reward or
punishment.

Ia IIae q. 7 a. 3Whether the circumstances are properly set forth in the third book of Ethics?

Objection 1. It would seem that the circumstances are not
properly set forth in Ethic. iii, 1. For a circumstance of an act
is described as something outside the act. Now time and place
answer to this description. erefore there are only two cir-
cumstances, to wit, “when” and “where.”

Objection 2. Further, we judge from the circumstances
whether a thing iswell or ill done. But this belongs to themode
of an act. erefore all the circumstances are included under
one, which is the “mode of acting.”

Objection 3. Further, circumstances are not part of the

substance of an act. But the causes of an act seem to belong
to its substance. erefore no circumstance should be taken
from the cause of the act itself. Accordingly, neither “who,”
nor “why,” nor “about what,” are circumstances: since “who”
refers to the efficient cause, “why” to the final cause, and “about
what” to the material cause.

On the contrary is the authority of the Philosopher in
Ethic. iii, 1.

I answer that,Tully, in his Rhetoric (De Invent. Rhetor. i),
gives seven circumstances, which are contained in this verse:

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxi.
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“Quis, quid, ubi, quibus auxiliis, cur, quomodo, quando—
Who, what, where, by what aids, why, how, and when.”
For in acts we must take note of “who” did it, “by what

aids” or “instruments” he did it, “what” he did, “where” he did
it, “why” he did it, “how” and “when” he did it. ButAristotle in
Ethic. iii, 1 adds yet another, to wit, “about what,” which Tully
includes in the circumstance “what.”

e reasonof this enumerationmaybe set downas follows.
For a circumstance is described as something outside the sub-
stance of the act, and yet in a way touching it. Now this hap-
pens in three ways: first, inasmuch as it touches the act itself;
secondly, inasmuch as it touches the cause of the act; thirdly,
inasmuch as it touches the effect. It touches the act itself, ei-
ther by way of measure, as “time” and “place”; or by qualifying
the act as the “mode of acting.” It touches the effect when we
consider “what” is done. It touches the cause of the act, as to
the final cause, by the circumstance “why”; as to the material
cause, or object, in the circumstance “about what”; as to the
principal efficient cause, in the circumstance “who”; and as to
the instrumental efficient cause, in the circumstance “by what
aids.”

Reply to Objection 1. Time and place surround [circum-
stant] the act by way of measure; but the others surround the
act by touching it in any other way, while they are extrinsic to

the substance of the act.
Reply to Objection 2. is mode “well” or “ill” is not a

circumstance, but results from all the circumstances. But the
mode which refers to a quality of the act is a special circum-
stance; for instance, that a man walk fast or slowly; that he
strike hard or gently, and so forth.

Reply toObjection 3.A condition of the cause, on which
the substance of the act depends, is not a circumstance; itmust
be an additional condition. us, in regard to the object, it is
not a circumstance of the that the object is another’s prop-
erty, for this belongs to the substance of the act; but that it be
great or small. And the same applies to the other circumstances
which are considered in reference to the other causes. For the
end that specifies the act is not a circumstance, but some addi-
tional end. us, that a valiant man act “valiantly for the sake
of ” the good of the virtue or fortitude, is not a circumstance;
but if he act valiantly for the sake of the delivery of the state,
or of Christendom, or some such purpose. e same is to be
said with regard to the circumstance “what”; for that a man by
pouring water on someone should happen to wash him, is not
a circumstance of thewashing; but that in doing so he give him
a chill, or scald him; heal him or harm him, these are circum-
stances.

Ia IIae q. 7 a. 4Whether the most important circumstances are “why” and “in what the act consists”?

Objection 1. It would seem that these are not the most
important circumstances, namely, “why” and those “in which
the act is,*” as stated in Ethic. iii, 1. For those in which the
act is seem to be place and time: and these do not seem to be
the most important of the circumstances, since, of them all,
they are the most extrinsic to the act. erefore those things
in which the act is are not the most important circumstances.

Objection 2. Further, the end of a thing is extrinsic to it.
erefore it is not the most important circumstance.

Objection 3. Further, that which holds the foremost place
in regard to each thing, is its cause and its form.But the cause of
an act is the person that does it; while the form of an act is the
manner in which it is done.erefore these two circumstances
seem to be of the greatest importance.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa† says that “the most
important circumstances” are “why it is done” and “what is
done.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 1, a. 1), acts are properly
called human, inasmuch as they are voluntary. Now, the mo-
tive and object of the will is the end. erefore that circum-
stance is the most important of all which touches the act on
the part of the end, viz. the circumstance “why”: and the sec-

ond in importance, is that which touches the very substance of
the act, viz. the circumstance “what he did.” As to the other cir-
cumstances, they are more or less important, according as they
more or less approach to these.

Reply to Objection 1. By those things “in which the act
is” the Philosopher does not mean time and place, but those
circumstances that are affixed to the act itself. Wherefore Gre-
gory of Nyssa‡, as though he were explaining the dictum of
the Philosopher, instead of the latter’s term—“inwhich the act
is”—said, “what is done.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although the end is not part of
the substance of the act, yet it is the most important cause of
the act, inasmuch as it moves the agent to act. Wherefore the
moral act is specified chiefly by the end.

Reply to Objection 3. e person that does the act is the
cause of that act, inasmuch as he is moved thereto by the end;
and it is chiefly in this respect that he is directed to the act;
while other conditions of the person have not such an impor-
tant relation to the act. As to themode, it is not the substantial
form of the act, for in an act the substantial form depends on
the object and term or end; but it is, as it were, a certain acci-
dental quality of the act.

* hen ois e praxis. † Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxi. ‡ Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxi.
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F P   S P, Q 8
Of the Will, in Regard to What It Wills

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the different acts of the will; and in the first place, those acts which belong to the will itself immedi-
ately, as being elicited by the will; secondly, those acts which are commanded by the will.

Now thewill ismoved to the end, and to themeans to the end;wemust therefore consider: (1) those acts of thewill whereby
it is moved to the end; and (2) those whereby it is moved to the means. And since it seems that there are three acts of the will in
reference to the end; viz. “volition,” “enjoyment,” and “intention”; wemust consider: (1) volition; (2) enjoyment; (3) intention.
Concerning the first, three things must be considered: (1) Of what things is the will? (2) By what is the will moved? (3) How
is it moved?

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the will is of good only?
(2) Whether it is of the end only, or also of the means?
(3) If in any way it be of the means, whether it be moved to the end and to the means, by the same movement?

Ia IIae q. 8 a. 1Whether the will is of good only?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not of good
only. For the same power regards opposites; for instance, sight
regards white and black. But good and evil are opposites.
erefore the will is not only of good, but also of evil.

Objection 2. Further, rational powers can be directed to
opposite purposes, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. ix,
2). But the will is a rational power, since it is “in the reason,” as
is stated in De Anima iii, 9. erefore the will can be directed
to opposites; and consequently its volition is not confined to
good, but extends to evil.

Objection 3. Further, good and being are convertible. But
volition is directed not only to beings, but also to non-beings.
For sometimes we wish “not to walk,” or “not to speak”; and
again at times we wish for future things, which are not actual
beings. erefore the will is not of good only.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “evil
is outside the scope of the will,” and that “all things desire
good.”

I answer that,ewill is a rational appetite.Now every ap-
petite is only of something good. e reason of this is that the
appetite is nothing else than an inclination of a persondesirous
of a thing towards that thing.Nowevery inclination is to some-
thing like and suitable to the thing inclined. Since, therefore,
everything, inasmuch as it is being and substance, is a good,
it must needs be that every inclination is to something good.
And hence it is that the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 1) that “the
good is that which all desire.”

But it must be noted that, since every inclination results
from a form, the natural appetite results from a form existing
in the nature of things: while the sensitive appetite, as also the
intellective or rational appetite, which we call the will, follows
from an apprehended form. erefore, just as the natural ap-

petite tends to good existing in a thing; so the animal or vol-
untary appetite tends to a good which is apprehended. Conse-
quently, in order that the will tend to anything, it is requisite,
not that this be good in very truth, but that it be apprehended
as good. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Phys. ii, 3) that “the
end is a good, or an apparent good.”

Reply to Objection 1. e same power regards opposites,
but it is not referred to them in the same way. Accordingly,
the will is referred both to good and evil: but to good by de-
siring it: to evil, by shunning it. Wherefore the actual desire of
good is called “volition”*, meaning thereby the act of the will;
for it is in this sense that we are now speaking of the will. On
the other hand, the shunning of evil is better described as “no-
lition”: wherefore, just as volition is of good, so nolition is of
evil.

Reply to Objection 2. A rational power is not to be di-
rected to all opposite purposes, but to those which are con-
tained under its proper object; for no power seeks other than
its proper object. Now, the object of the will is good. Where-
fore the will can be directed to such opposite purposes as are
contained under good, such as to be moved or to be at rest, to
speak or to be silent, and such like: for the will can be directed
to either under the aspect of good.

Reply toObjection 3.atwhich is not a being in nature,
is considered as a being in the reason, wherefore negations and
privations are said to be “beings of reason.” In this way, too,
future things, in so far as they are apprehended, are beings.
Accordingly, in so far as such like are beings, they are appre-
hended under the aspect of good; and it is thus that the will is
directed to them. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1)
that “to lack evil is considered as a good.”

* In Latin, ‘voluntas’. To avoid confusion with “voluntas” (the will) St. omas adds a word of explanation, which in the translation may appear superfluous.
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Ia IIae q. 8 a. 2Whether volition is of the end only, or also of the means?

Objection 1. It would seem that volition is not of the
means, but of the end only. For the Philosopher says (Ethic.
iii, 2) that “volition is of the end, while choice is of themeans.”

Objection 2. Further, “For objects differing in genus there
are corresponding different powers of the soul” (Ethic. vi, 1).
Now, the end and the means are in different genera of good:
because the end, which is a good either of rectitude or of plea-
sure, is in the genus “quality,” or “action,” or “passion”; whereas
the good which is useful, and is directed to and end, is in the
genus “relation” (Ethic. i, 6).erefore, if volition is of the end,
it is not of the means.

Objection 3. Further, habits are proportionate to powers,
since they are perfections thereof. But in those habits which
are called practical arts, the end belongs to one, and the means
to another art; thus the use of a ship, which is its end, belongs
to the (art of the) helmsman; whereas the building of the ship,
which is directed to the end, belongs to the art of the ship-
wright. erefore, since volition is of the end, it is not of the
means.

On the contrary, In natural things, it is by the same power
that a thing passes through themiddle space, and arrives at the
terminus. But the means are a kind of middle space, through
which one arrives at the end or terminus.erefore, if volition
is of the end, it is also of the means.

I answer that, e word “voluntas” sometimes designates
the power of the will, sometimes its act*. Accordingly, if we
speak of the will as a power, thus it extends both to the end
and to the means. For every power extends to those things in
whichmay be considered the aspect of the object of that power
in any way whatever: thus the sight extends to all things what-
soever that are in any way colored. Now the aspect of good,
which is the object of the power of the will, may be found not
only in the end, but also in the means.

If, however, we speak of the will in regard to its act, then,
properly speaking, volition is of the end only. Because every
act denominated from a power, designates the simple act of

that power: thus “to understand” designates the simple act of
the understanding.Now the simple act of a power is referred to
thatwhich is in itself the object of that power. But thatwhich is
good and willed in itself is the end. Wherefore volition, prop-
erly speaking, is of the end itself.On the other hand, themeans
are good and willed, not in themselves, but as referred to the
end. Wherefore the will is directed to them, only in so far as
it is directed to the end: so that what it wills in them, is the
end. us, to understand, is properly directed to things that
are known in themselves, i.e. first principles: but we do not
speak of understanding with regard to things known through
first principles, except in so far as we see the principles in those
things. For in morals the end is what principles are in specula-
tive science (Ethic. viii, 8).

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking of the
will in reference to the simple act of the will; not in reference
to the power of the will.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are different powers for ob-
jects that differ in genus and are on an equality; for instance,
sound and color are different genera of sensibles, to which are
referred hearing and sight. But the useful and the righteous
are not on an equality, but are as that which is of itself, and
that which is in relation to another. Now such like objects are
always referred to the same power; for instance, the power of
sight perceives both color and light by which color is seen.

Reply to Objection 3. Not everything that diversifies
habits, diversifies the powers: since habits are certain deter-
minations of powers to certain special acts. Moreover, every
practical art considers both the end and themeans. For the art
of the helmsman does indeed consider the end, as that which
it effects; and the means, as that which it commands. On the
other hand, the ship-building art considers the means as that
which it effects; but it considers that which is the end, as that
to which it refers what it effects. And again, in every practical
art there is an end proper to it and means that belong properly
to that art.

Ia IIae q. 8 a. 3Whether the will is moved by the same act to the end and to the means?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is moved by the
same act, to the end and to themeans. Because according to the
Philosopher (Topic. iii, 2) “where one thing is on account of
another there is only one.” But the will does not will themeans
save on account of the end.erefore it ismoved to bothby the
same act.

Objection 2. Further, the end is the reason for willing the
means, just as light is the reason of seeing colors. But light and
colors are seen by the same act. erefore it is the same move-
ment of the will, whereby it wills the end and the means.

Objection 3. Further, it is one and the same natural move-

ment which tends through the middle space to the terminus.
But the means are in comparison to the end, as the middle
space is to the terminus. erefore it is the same movement
of the will whereby it is directed to the end and to the means.

On the contrary, Acts are diversified according to their
objects. But the end is a different species of good from the
means, which are a useful good. erefore the will is not
moved to both by the same act.

I answer that, Since the end is willed in itself, whereas the
means, as such, are only willed for the end, it is evident that
the will can be moved to the end, without being moved to the

* See note: above a. 1, Reply obj. 1.
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means; whereas it cannot be moved to the means, as such, un-
less it is moved to the end. Accordingly the will is moved to
the end in two ways: first, to the end absolutely and in itself;
secondly, as the reason for willing the means. Hence it is evi-
dent that the will is moved by one and the same movement, to
the end, as the reason for willing the means; and to the means
themselves. But it is another act whereby the will is moved to
the end absolutely. And sometimes this act precedes the other
in time; for example when a man first wills to have health, and
aerwards deliberating by what means to be healed, wills to
send for the doctor to heal him. e same happens in regard
to the intellect: for at first a man understands the principles in
themselves; but aerwards he understands them in the conclu-
sions, inasmuch as he assents to the conclusions on account of
the principles.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument holds in respect of
the will being moved to the end as the reason for willing the
means.

Reply toObjection2.Whenever color is seen, by the same
act the light is seen; but the light can be seenwithout the color

being seen. In like manner whenever a man wills the means, by
the same act he wills the end; but not the conversely.

Reply to Objection 3. In the execution of a work, the
means are as the middle space, and the end, as the terminus.
Wherefore just as natural movement sometimes stops in the
middle and does not reach the terminus; so sometimes one is
busy with the means, without gaining the end. But in willing
it is the reverse: the will through (willing) the end comes to
will the means; just as the intellect arrives at the conclusions
through the principles which are called “means.” Hence it is
that sometimes the intellect understands amean, and does not
proceed thence to the conclusion. And in like manner the will
sometimes wills the end, and yet does not proceed to will the
means.

e solution to the argument in the contrary sense is clear
from what has been said above (a. 2, ad 2). For the useful and
the righteous are not species of good in an equal degree, but are
as that which is for its own sake and that which is for the sake
of something else: wherefore the act of the will can be directed
to one and not to the other; but not conversely.
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F P   S P, Q 9
Of at Which Moves the Will

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider what moves the will: and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the will is moved by the intellect?
(2) Whether it is moved by the sensitive appetite?
(3) Whether the will moves itself ?
(4) Whether it is moved by an extrinsic principle?
(5) Whether it is moved by a heavenly body?
(6) Whether the will is moved by God alone as by an extrinsic principle?

Ia IIae q. 9 a. 1Whether the will is moved by the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved
by the intellect. For Augustine says on Ps. 118:20: “My soul
hath coveted to long for y justifications: e intellect flies
ahead, the desire follows sluggishly or not at all: we knowwhat
is good, but deeds delight us not.” But it would not be so, if
the will weremoved by the intellect: becausemovement of the
movable results from motion of the mover. erefore the in-
tellect does not move the will.

Objection 2. Further, the intellect in presenting the ap-
petible object to the will, stands in relation to the will, as the
imagination in representing the appetible will to the sensitive
appetite. But the imagination, does not remove the sensitive
appetite: indeed sometimes our imagination affects usnomore
than what is set before us in a picture, and moves us not at all
(DeAnima ii, 3).erefore neither does the intellectmove the
will.

Objection 3. Further, the same is notmover andmoved in
respect of the same thing. But the will moves the intellect; for
we exercise the intellect when we will. erefore the intellect
does not move the will.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 10)
that “the appetible object is a mover not moved, whereas the
will is a mover moved.”

I answer that,A thing requires to be moved by something
in so far as it is in potentiality to several things; for that which
is in potentiality needs to be reduced to act by something ac-
tual; and to do this is to move. Now a power of the soul is
seen to be in potentiality to different things in two ways: first,
with regard to acting and not acting; secondly, with regard to
this or that action. us the sight sometimes sees actually, and
sometimes sees not: and sometimes it sees white, and some-
times black. It needs therefore a mover in two respects, viz. as
to the exercise or use of the act, and as to the determination of
the act. e first of these is on the part of the subject, which is
sometimes acting, sometimes not acting: while the other is on
the part of the object, by reason of which the act is specified.

e motion of the subject itself is due to some agent. And
since every agent acts for an end, as was shown above (q. 1,
a. 2), the principle of this motion lies in the end. And hence

it is that the art which is concerned with the end, by its com-
mand moves the art which is concerned with the means; just
as the “art of sailing commands the art of shipbuilding” (Phys.
ii, 2). Now good in general, which has the nature of an end, is
the object of the will. Consequently, in this respect, the will
moves the other powers of the soul to their acts, for we make
use of the other powers when we will. For the end and per-
fection of every other power, is included under the object of
the will as some particular good: and always the art or power
to which the universal end belongs, moves to their acts the
arts or powers to which belong the particular ends included
in the universal end. us the leader of an army, who intends
the common good—i.e. the order of the whole army—by his
commandmoves one of the captains, who intends the order of
one company.

On the other hand, the object moves, by determining the
act, aer the manner of a formal principle, whereby in natural
things actions are specified, as heating by heat. Now the first
formal principle is universal “being” and “truth,” which is the
object of the intellect. And therefore by this kind of motion
the intellect moves the will, as presenting its object to it.

Reply toObjection1.epassage quoted proves, not that
the intellect does not move, but that it does not move of ne-
cessity.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the imagination of a form
without estimation of fitness or harmfulness, does not move
the sensitive appetite; so neither does the apprehension of the
true without the aspect of goodness and desirability. Hence it
is not the speculative intellect that moves, but the practical in-
tellect (De Anima iii, 9).

Reply to Objection 3. e will moves the intellect as to
the exercise of its act; since even the true itself which is the per-
fection of the intellect, is included in the universal good, as a
particular good. But as to the determination of the act, which
the act derives from the object, the intellect moves the will;
since the good itself is apprehended under a special aspect as
contained in the universal true. It is therefore evident that the
same is not mover and moved in the same respect.
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Ia IIae q. 9 a. 2Whether the will is moved by the sensitive appetite?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will cannot bemoved
by the sensitive appetite. For “tomove and to act is more excel-
lent than to be passive,” as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16).
But the sensitive appetite is less excellent than the will which is
the intellectual appetite; just as sense is less excellent than in-
tellect.erefore the sensitive appetite does notmove the will.

Objection 2. Further, no particular power can produce a
universal effect. But the sensitive appetite is a particular power,
because it follows the particular apprehension of sense. ere-
fore it cannot cause the movement of the will, which move-
ment is universal, as following the universal apprehension of
the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, as is proved in Phys. viii, 5, the
mover is not moved by that which it moves, in such a way that
there be reciprocal motion. But the will moves the sensitive
appetite, inasmuch as the sensitive appetite obeys the reason.
erefore the sensitive appetite does not move the will.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 1:14): “Every man
is tempted by his own concupiscence, being drawn away and
allured.” But man would not be drawn away by his concupis-
cence, unless his will were moved by the sensitive appetite,
wherein concupiscence resides. erefore the sensitive ap-
petite moves the will.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), that which is appre-
hended as good and fitting, moves the will by way of object.
Now, that a thing appear to be good and fitting, happens from
two causes: namely, from the condition, either of the thing
proposed, or of the one to whom it is proposed. For fitness
is spoken of by way of relation; hence it depends on both ex-
tremes. And hence it is that taste, according as it is variously

disposed, takes to a thing in variousways, as being fitting or un-
fitting. Wherefore as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 5): “Ac-
cording as a man is, such does the end seem to him.”

Now it is evident that according to a passion of the sensi-
tive appetite man is changed to a certain disposition. Where-
fore according asman is affected by a passion, something seems
to him fitting, which does not seem so when he is not so af-
fected: thus that seems good to a man when angered, which
does not seem good when he is calm. And in this way, the sen-
sitive appetite moves the will, on the part of the object.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing hinders that which is bet-
ter simply and in itself, from being less excellent in a certain
respect. Accordingly the will is simply more excellent than the
sensitive appetite: but in respect of the man in whom a pas-
sion is predominant, in so far as he is subject to that passion,
the sensitive appetite is more excellent.

Reply to Objection 2. Men’s acts and choices are in refer-
ence to singulars. Wherefore from the very fact that the sensi-
tive appetite is a particular power, it has great influence in dis-
posingman so that something seems to him such or otherwise,
in particular cases.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Polit. i,
2), the reason, in which resides the will, moves, by its com-
mand, the irascible and concupiscible powers, not, indeed, “by
a despotic sovereignty,” as a slave ismoved by hismaster, but by
a “royal and politic sovereignty,” as free men are ruled by their
governor, and can nevertheless act counter to his commands.
Hence both irascible and concupiscible can move counter to
the will: and accordingly nothing hinders the will from being
moved by them at times.

Ia IIae q. 9 a. 3Whether the will moves itself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will does notmove it-
self. For every mover, as such, is in act: whereas what is moved,
is in potentiality; since “movement is the act of thatwhich is in
potentiality, as such”*. Now the same is not in potentiality and
in act, in respect of the same. erefore nothing moves itself.
Neither, therefore, can the will move itself.

Objection 2. Further, the movable is moved on the mover
being present. But the will is always present to itself. If, there-
fore, it moved itself, it would always be moving itself, which is
clearly false.

Objection 3. Further, the will is moved by the intellect, as
stated above (a. 1). If, therefore, the will move itself, it would
follow that the same thing is at once moved immediately by
two movers; which seems unreasonable. erefore the will
does not move itself.

On the contrary, e will is mistress of its own act, and
to it belongs to will and not to will. But this would not be so,

had it not the power to move itself to will. erefore it moves
itself.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), it belongs to the will
to move the other powers, by reason of the end which is the
will’s object. Now, as stated above (q. 8, a. 2), the end is in
things appetible, what the principle is in things intelligible.
But it is evident that the intellect, through its knowledge of
the principle, reduces itself from potentiality to act, as to its
knowledge of the conclusions; and thus it moves itself. And,
in like manner, the will, through its volition of the end, moves
itself to will the means.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not in respect of the same that
thewillmoves itself and ismoved: wherefore neither is it in act
and in potentiality in respect of the same. But forasmuch as it
actually wills the end, it reduces itself from potentiality to act,
in respect of the means, so as, in a word, to will them actually.

Reply toObjection2.epower of thewill is always actu-

* Aristotle, Phys. iii, 1.
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ally present to itself; but the act of the will, whereby it wills an
end, is not always in the will. But it is by this act that it moves
itself. Accordingly it does not follow that it is always moving
itself.

Reply to Objection 3. e will is moved by the intellect,

otherwise than by itself. By the intellect it ismoved on the part
of the object: whereas it is moved by itself, as to the exercise of
its act, in respect of the end.

Ia IIae q. 9 a. 4Whether the will is moved by an exterior principle?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved by
anything exterior. For the movement of the will is voluntary.
But it is essential to the voluntary act that it be from an intrin-
sic principle, just as it is essential to the natural act. erefore
the movement of the will is not from anything exterior.

Objection 2. Further, the will cannot suffer violence, as
was shown above (q. 6, a. 4). But the violent act is one “the
principle of which is outside the agent”*. erefore the will
cannot be moved by anything exterior.

Objection 3. Further, that which is sufficiently moved by
one mover, needs not to be moved by another. But the will
moves itself sufficiently. erefore it is not moved by anything
exterior.

On the contrary,ewill is moved by the object, as stated
above (a. 1 ). But the object of the will can be something exte-
rior, offered to the sense. erefore the will can be moved by
something exterior.

I answer that,As far as the will is moved by the object, it is
evident that it can be moved by something exterior. But in so
far as it is moved in the exercise of its act, we must again hold
it to be moved by some exterior principle.

For everything that is at one time an agent actually, and at
another time an agent in potentiality, needs to be moved by
a mover. Now it is evident that the will begins to will some-
thing, whereas previously it did not will it. erefore it must,
of necessity, be moved by something to will it. And, indeed, it
moves itself, as stated above (a. 3), in so far as through will-
ing the end it reduces itself to the act of willing the means.
Now it cannot do this without the aid of counsel: for when
a man wills to be healed, he begins to reflect how this can be
attained, and through this reflection he comes to the conclu-

sion that he can be healed by a physician: and this he wills. But
since he did not always actually will to have health, hemust, of
necessity, have begun, through something moving him, to will
to be healed. And if the will moved itself to will this, it must,
of necessity, have done this with the aid of counsel following
some previous volition. But this process could not go on to in-
finity. Wherefore we must, of necessity, suppose that the will
advanced to its first movement in virtue of the instigation of
some exterior mover, as Aristotle concludes in a chapter of the
Eudemian Ethics (vii, 14).

Reply to Objection 1. It is essential to the voluntary act
that its principle be within the agent: but it is not necessary
that this inward principle be the first principle unmoved by
another. Wherefore though the voluntary act has an inward
proximate principle, nevertheless its first principle is from
without.us, too, the first principle of the naturalmovement
is from without, that, to wit, which moves nature.

Reply to Objection 2. For an act to be violent it is not
enough that its principle be extrinsic, but we must add “with-
out the concurrence of him that suffers violence.”is does not
happen when the will is moved by an exterior principle: for it
is the will that wills, thoughmoved by another. But this move-
ment would be violent, if it were counter to the movement of
the will: which in the present case is impossible; since then the
will would will and not will the same thing.

Reply to Objection 3. e will moves itself sufficiently in
one respect, and in its own order, that is to say as proximate
agent; but it cannot move itself in every respect, as we have
shown. Wherefore it needs to be moved by another as first
mover.

Ia IIae q. 9 a. 5Whether the will is moved by a heavenly body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human will is moved
by a heavenly body. For all various and multiform movements
are reduced, as to their cause, to a uniform movement which
is that of the heavens, as is proved in Phys. viii, 9. But human
movements are various and multiform, since they begin to be,
whereas previously they were not. erefore they are reduced,
as to their cause, to themovement of the heavens, which is uni-
form according to its nature.

Objection2.Further, according toAugustine (DeTrin. iii,
4) “the lower bodies are moved by the higher.” But the move-

ments of the human body, which are caused by the will, could
not be reduced to the movement of the heavens, as to their
cause, unless the will too were moved by the heavens. ere-
fore the heavens move the human will.

Objection 3.Further, by observing the heavenly bodies as-
trologers foretell the truth about future human acts, which are
caused by the will. But this would not be so, if the heavenly
bodies could not move man’s will. erefore the human will is
moved by a heavenly body.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 7)

* Aristotle, Ethic. iii, 1.
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that “the heavenly bodies are not the causes of our acts.” But
they would be, if the will, which is the principle of human acts,
were moved by the heavenly bodies. erefore the will is not
moved by the heavenly bodies.

I answer that, It is evident that the will can be moved by
the heavenly bodies in the sameway as it ismoved by its object;
that is to say, in so far as exterior bodies, which move the will,
through being offered to the senses, and also the organs them-
selves of the sensitive powers, are subject to the movements of
the heavenly bodies.

But some have maintained that heavenly bodies have an
influence on the human will, in the same way as some exterior
agent moves the will, as to the exercise of its act. But this is
impossible. For the “will,” as stated in De Anima iii, 9, “is in
the reason.” Now the reason is a power of the soul, not bound
to a bodily organ: wherefore it follows that the will is a power
absolutely incorporeal and immaterial. But it is evident that
no body can act on what is incorporeal, but rather the reverse:
because things incorporeal and immaterial have a power more
formal andmore universal than any corporeal thingswhatever.
erefore it is impossible for a heavenly body to act directly on
the intellect or will. For this reason Aristotle (De Anima iii, 3)
ascribed to thosewhoheld that intellect differs not from sense,
the theory that “such is the will of men, as is the day which the
father of men and of gods bring on”* (referring to Jupiter, by
whom they understand the entire heavens). For all the sensi-
tive powers, since they are acts of bodily organs, can be moved
accidentally, by the heavenly bodies, i.e. through those bodies
being moved, whose acts they are.

But since it has been stated (a. 2) that the intellectual ap-
petite is moved, in a fashion, by the sensitive appetite, the
movements of the heavenly bodies have an indirect bearing on
the will; in so far as the will happens to be moved by the pas-
sions of the sensitive appetite.

Reply to Objection 1. e multiform movements of the

human will are reduced to some uniform cause, which, how-
ever, is above the intellect and will.is can be said, not of any
body, but of some superior immaterial substance. erefore
there is no need for the movement of the will to be referred
to the movement of the heavens, as to its cause.

Reply toObjection 2.emovements of the human body
are reduced, as to their cause, to the movement of a heavenly
body, in so far as the disposition suitable to a particular move-
ment, is somewhat due to the influence of heavenly bodies;
also, in so far as the sensitive appetite is stirred by the influ-
ence of heavenly bodies; and again, in so far as exterior bod-
ies are moved in accordance with the movement of heavenly
bodies, at whose presence, the will begins to will or not to will
something; for instance, when the body is chilled, we begin to
wish to make the fire. But this movement of the will is on the
part of the object offered from without: not on the part of an
inward instigation.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (Cf. Ia, q. 84,
Aa. 6,7) the sensitive appetite is the act of a bodily organ.
Wherefore there is no reason why man should not be prone
to anger or concupiscence, or some like passion, by reason of
the influence of heavenly bodies, just as by reason of his nat-
ural complexion. But the majority of men are led by the pas-
sions, which the wise alone resist. Consequently, in the ma-
jority of cases predictions about human acts, gathered from
the observation of heavenly bodies, are fulfilled. Nevertheless,
as Ptolemy says (Centiloquium v), “the wise man governs the
stars”; which is a though to say that by resisting his passions, he
opposes his will, which is free and nowise subject to themove-
ment of the heavens, to such like effects of the heavenly bodies.

Or, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 15): “We must con-
fess that when the truth is foretold by astrologers, this is due
to somemost hidden inspiration, to which the humanmind is
subject without knowing it. And since this is done in order to
deceive man, it must be the work of the lying spirits.”

Ia IIae q. 9 a. 6Whether the will is moved by God alone, as exterior principle?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved by
God alone as exterior principle. For it is natural that the infe-
rior bemoved by its superior: thus the lower bodies are moved
by the heavenly bodies. But there is something which is higher
than the will of man and belowGod, namely, the angel.ere-
fore man’s will can be moved by an angel also, as exterior prin-
ciple.

Objection 2. Further, the act of the will follows the act of
the intellect. But man’s intellect is reduced to act, not by God
alone, but also by the angelwho enlightens it, asDionysius says
(Coel. Hier. iv). For the same reason, therefore, the will also is
moved by an angel.

Objection 3. Further, God is not the cause of other than
good things, according to Gn. 1:31: “God saw all the things
thatHehadmade, and theywere very good.” If, thereforeman’s

will were moved by God alone, it would never be moved to
evil: and yet it is the will whereby “we sin and whereby we do
right,” as Augustine says (Retract. i, 9).

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:13): “It is GodWho
worketh in us” [Vulg.‘you’] “both to will and to accomplish.”

I answer that,emovement of the will is fromwithin, as
also is themovement of nature. Now although it is possible for
something tomove a natural thing, without being the cause of
the thingmoved, yet that alone, which is in someway the cause
of a thing’s nature, can cause a naturalmovement in that thing.
For a stone is moved upwards by a man, who is not the cause
of the stone’s nature, but this movement is not natural to the
stone; but the natural movement of the stone is caused by no
other than the cause of its nature. Wherefore it is said in Phys.
vii, 4, that the generator moves locally heavy and light things.

* Odyssey xviii. 135.
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Accordingly man endowed with a will is sometimes moved by
something that is not his cause; but that his voluntary move-
ment be from an exterior principle that is not the cause of his
will, is impossible.

Nowthe cause of thewill canbenoneother thanGod.And
this is evident for two reasons. First, because thewill is a power
of the rational soul, which is caused byGod alone, by creation,
as was stated in the Ia, q. 90, a. 2. Secondly, it is evident from
the fact that the will is ordained to the universal good.Where-
fore nothing else can be the cause of the will, exceptGodHim-
self,Who is the universal good: while every other good is good
by participation, and is some particular good, and a particular
cause does not give a universal inclination. Hence neither can
primary matter, which is potentiality to all forms, be created
by some particular agent.

Reply toObjection 1.An angel is not aboveman in such a

way as to be the cause of his will, as the heavenly bodies are the
causes of natural forms, from which result the natural move-
ments of natural bodies.

Reply to Objection 2. Man’s intellect is moved by an an-
gel, on the part of the object, which by the power of the angelic
light is proposed to man’s knowledge. And in this way the will
also can be moved by a creature from without, as stated above
(a. 4).

Reply to Objection 3. God moves man’s will, as the Uni-
versalMover, to the universal object of the will, which is good.
Andwithout this universalmotion,man cannotwill anything.
But man determines himself by his reason to will this or that,
which is true or apparent good. Nevertheless, sometimes God
moves some specially to the willing of something determinate,
which is good; as in the case of thosewhomHemoves by grace,
as we shall state later on (q. 109, a. 2).
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F P   S P, Q 10
Of the Manner in Which the Will Is Moved

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the manner in which the will is moved. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the will is moved to anything naturally?
(2) Whether it is moved of necessity by its object?
(3) Whether it is moved of necessity by the lower appetite?
(4) Whether it is moved of necessity by the exterior mover which is God?

Ia IIae q. 10 a. 1Whether the will is moved to anything naturally?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not moved to
anything naturally. For the natural agent is condivided with
the voluntary agent, as stated at the beginning of Phys. ii, 1.
erefore the will is not moved to anything naturally.

Objection 2. Further, that which is natural is in a thing al-
ways: as “being hot” is in fire. But no movement is always in
the will. erefore no movement is natural to the will.

Objection 3. Further, nature is determinate to one thing:
whereas the will is referred to opposites. erefore the will
wills nothing naturally.

On the contrary, e movement of the will follows the
movement of the intellect. But the intellect understands some
things naturally. erefore the will, too, wills some things nat-
urally.

I answer that,As Boethius says (De Duabus Nat.) and the
Philosopher also (Metaph. v, 4) the word “nature” is used in a
manifold sense. For sometimes it stands for the intrinsic prin-
ciple in movable things. In this sense nature is either matter
or the material form, as stated in Phys. ii, 1. In another sense
nature stands for any substance, or even for any being. And in
this sense, that is said to be natural to a thing which befits it in
respect of its substance. And this is that which of itself is in a
thing. Now all things that do not of themselves belong to the
thing in which they are, are reduced to something which be-
longs of itself to that thing, as to their principle. Wherefore,
taking nature in this sense, it is necessary that the principle of
whatever belongs to a thing, be a natural principle. is is evi-
dent in regard to the intellect: for the principles of intellectual
knowledge are naturally known. In like manner the principle
of voluntary movements must be something naturally willed.

Now this is good in general, to which the will tends nat-
urally, as does each power to its object; and again it is the
last end, which stands in the same relation to things appetible,
as the first principles of demonstrations to things intelligible:
and, speaking generally, it is all those things which belong to
the willer according to his nature. For it is not only things per-
taining to the will that the will desires, but also that which per-
tains to each power, and to the entire man. Wherefore man
wills naturally not only the object of the will, but also other

things that are appropriate to the other powers; such as the
knowledge of truth, which befits the intellect; and to be and to
live and other like things which regard the natural well-being;
all of which are included in the object of the will, as so many
particular goods.

Reply to Objection 1. e will is distinguished from na-
ture as one kind of cause from another; for some things hap-
pen naturally and some are done voluntarily.ere is, however,
another manner of causing that is proper to the will, which is
mistress of its act, besides the manner proper to nature, which
is determinate to one thing. But since the will is founded on
some nature, it is necessary that the movement proper to na-
ture be shared by the will, to some extent: just as what belongs
to a previous cause is shared by a subsequent cause. Because in
every thing, being itself, which is from nature, precedes voli-
tion, which is from the will. And hence it is that the will wills
something naturally.

Reply to Objection 2. In the case of natural things, that
which is natural, as a result of the form only, is always in them
actually, as heat is in fire. But that which is natural as a result of
matter, is not always in them actually, but sometimes only in
potentiality: because form is act, whereas matter is potential-
ity. Now movement is “the act of that which is in potential-
ity” (Aristotle, Phys. iii, 1). Wherefore that which belongs to,
or results from, movement, in regard to natural things, is not
always in them. us fire does not always move upwards, but
only when it is outside its own place.* And in like manner it is
not necessary that the will (which is reduced frompotentiality
to act, when it wills something), should always be in the act of
volition; but only when it is in a certain determinate disposi-
tion. But God’s will, which is pure act, is always in the act of
volition.

Reply to Objection 3. To every nature there is one thing
corresponding, proportionate, however, to that nature. For to
nature considered as a genus, there corresponds something one
generically; and to nature as species there corresponds some-
thing one specifically; and to the individualized nature there
corresponds some one individual. Since, therefore, the will is
an immaterial power like the intellect, some one general thing

* e Aristotelian theory was that fire’s proper place is the fiery heaven, i.e.
the Empyrean.
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corresponds to it, naturally which is the good; just as to the in-
tellect there corresponds some one general thing, which is the

true, or being, or “what a thing is.” And under good in general
are included many particular goods, to none of which is the
will determined.

Ia IIae q. 10 a. 2Whether the will is moved, of necessity, by its object?

Objection 1. It seems that the will is moved, of necessity,
by its object. For the object of thewill is compared to thewill as
mover tomovable, as stated inDeAnima iii, 10. But amover, if
it be sufficient, moves the movable of necessity. erefore the
will can be moved of necessity by its object.

Objection 2. Further, just as the will is an immaterial
power, so is the intellect: and both powers are ordained to a
universal object, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3). But the intellect is
moved, of necessity, by its object: therefore the will also, by its
object.

Objection 3. Further, whatever onewills, is either the end,
or something ordained to an end. But, seemingly, one wills an
end necessarily: because it is like the principle in speculative
matters, to which principle one assents of necessity. Now the
end is the reason for willing themeans; and so it seems that we
will the means also necessarily. erefore the will is moved of
necessity by its object.

On the contrary, e rational powers, according to the
Philosopher (Metaph. ix, 2) are directed to opposites. But the
will is a rational power, since it is in the reason, as stated in De
Anima iii, 9.erefore the will is directed to opposites.ere-
fore it is not moved, of necessity, to either of the opposites.

I answer that,ewill ismoved in twoways: first, as to the
exercise of its act; secondly, as to the specification of its act, de-
rived from the object. As to the first way, no object moves the
will necessarily, for no matter what the object be, it is in man’s
power not to think of it, and consequently not to will it actu-
ally. But as to the second manner of motion, the will is moved
by one object necessarily, by another not. For in themovement
of a power by its object, we must consider under what aspect
the object moves the power. For the visible moves the sight,
under the aspect of color actually visible. Wherefore if color
be offered to the sight, it moves the sight necessarily: unless
one turns one’s eyes away; which belongs to the exercise of the
act. But if the sight were confronted with something not in all

respects colored actually, but only so in some respects, and in
other respects not, the sight would not of necessity see such
an object: for it might look at that part of the object which is
not actually colored, and thus it would not see it. Now just as
the actually colored is the object of sight, so is good the object
of the will. Wherefore if the will be offered an object which is
gooduniversally and fromevery point of view, thewill tends to
it of necessity, if it wills anything at all; since it cannot will the
opposite. If, on the other hand, thewill is offered an object that
is not good from every point of view, it will not tend to it of
necessity. And since lack of any good whatever, is a non-good,
consequently, that good alone which is perfect and lacking in
nothing, is such a good that thewill cannot not-will it: and this
is Happiness. Whereas any other particular goods, in so far as
they are lacking in some good, can be regarded as non-goods:
and from this point of view, they can be set aside or approved
by the will, which can tend to one and the same thing from
various points of view.

Reply to Objection 1. e sufficient mover of a power is
none but that object that in every respect presents the aspect
of the mover of that power. If, on the other hand, it is lacking
in any respect, it will not move of necessity, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 2.e intellect is moved, of necessity,
by an object which is such as to be always and necessarily true:
but not by that which may be either true or false—viz. by that
which is contingent: as we have said of the good.

Reply to Objection 3. e last end moves the will neces-
sarily, because it is the perfect good. In like manner whatever
is ordained to that end, and without which the end cannot be
attained, such as “to be” and “to live,” and the like. But other
things without which the end can be gained, are not necessar-
ily willed by one who wills the end: just as he who assents to
the principle, does not necessarily assent to the conclusions,
without which the principles can still be true.

Ia IIae q. 10 a. 3Whether the will is moved, of necessity, by the lower appetite?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is moved of ne-
cessity by a passion of the lower appetite. For the Apostle says
(Rom. 7:19): “e good which I will I do not; but the evil
which I will not, that I do”: and this is said by reason of con-
cupiscence, which is a passion. erefore the will is moved of
necessity by a passion.

Objection 2. Further, as stated in Ethic. iii, 5, “according
as a man is, such does the end seem to him.” But it is not in
man’s power to cast aside a passion once. erefore it is not in

man’s power not towill that towhich the passion inclines him.
Objection 3. Further, a universal cause is not applied to a

particular effect, except by means of a particular cause: where-
fore the universal reason does notmove save bymeans of a par-
ticular estimation, as stated inDeAnima iii, 11. But as the uni-
versal reason is to the particular estimation, so is the will to the
sensitive appetite.erefore thewill is notmoved towill some-
thing particular, except through the sensitive appetite. ere-
fore, if the sensitive appetite happen to be disposed to some-
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thing, by reason of a passion, the will cannot be moved in a
contrary sense.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 4:7): “y lust [Vulg.
‘e lust thereof ’] shall be under thee, and thou shalt have do-
minion over it.” erefore man’s will is not moved of necessity
by the lower appetite.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 9, a. 2), the passion of the
sensitive appetite moves the will, in so far as the will is moved
by its object: inasmuch as, to wit, man through being disposed
in such and such away by a passion, judges something to be fit-
ting and good, which he would not judge thus were it not for
the passion. Now this influence of a passion on man occurs in
two ways. First, so that his reason is wholly bound, so that he
has not the use of reason: as happens in those who through a
violent access of anger or concupiscence become furious or in-
sane, just as they may from some other bodily disorder; since
such like passions do not take place without some change in
the body. And of such the same is to be said as of irrational
animals, which follow, of necessity, the impulse of their pas-
sions: for in them there is neither movement of reason, nor,
consequently, of will.

Sometimes, however, the reason is not entirely engrossed
by the passion, so that the judgment of reason retains, to a cer-
tain extent, its freedom: and thus themovement of the will re-
mains in a certain degree. Accordingly in so far as the reason
remains free, and not subject to the passion, the will’s move-
ment, which also remains, does not tend of necessity to that
whereto the passion inclines it. Consequently, either there is
no movement of the will in that man, and the passion alone

holds its sway: or if there be a movement of the will, it does
not necessarily follow the passion.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the will cannot prevent
the movement of concupiscence from arising, of which the
Apostle says: “e evil which I will not, that I do—i.e. I de-
sire”; yet it is in the power of the will not to will to desire or
not to consent to concupiscence. And thus it does not neces-
sarily follow the movement of concupiscence.

Reply to Objection 2. Since there is in man a twofold
nature, intellectual and sensitive; sometimes man is such and
such uniformly in respect of his whole soul: either because the
sensitive part iswholly subject to this reason, as in the virtuous;
or because reason is entirely engrossed by passion, as in a mad-
man. But sometimes, although reason is clouded by passion,
yet something of this reason remains free. And in respect of
this, man can either repel the passion entirely, or at least hold
himself in check so as not to be led away by the passion. For
when thus disposed, sinceman is variously disposed according
to the various parts of the soul, a thing appears to him other-
wise according to his reason, than it does according to a pas-
sion.

Reply to Objection 3. e will is moved not only by the
universal good apprehended by the reason, but also by good
apprehended by sense. Wherefore he can be moved to some
particular good independently of a passion of the sensitive ap-
petite. For we will and do many things without passion, and
through choice alone; as ismost evident in those cases wherein
reason resists passion.

Ia IIae q. 10 a. 4Whether the will is moved of necessity by the exterior mover which is God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is moved of ne-
cessity by God. For every agent that cannot be resisted moves
of necessity. But God cannot be resisted, because His power is
infinite; wherefore it is written (Rom. 9:19): “Who resisteth
His will?” erefore God moves the will of necessity.

Objection 2. Further, the will is moved of necessity to
whatever it wills naturally, as stated above (a. 2, ad 3). But
“whatever God does in a thing is natural to it,” as Augustine
says (Contra Faust. xxvi, 3). erefore the will wills of neces-
sity everything to which God moves it.

Objection 3. Further, a thing is possible, if nothing impos-
sible follows from its being supposed. But something impossi-
ble follows from the supposition that thewill does notwill that
to which God moves it: because in that case God’s operation
would be ineffectual. erefore it is not possible for the will
not to will that to which God moves it. erefore it wills it of
necessity.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 15:14): “God made
man from the beginning, and le him in the hand of his own
counsel.” erefore He does not of necessity move man’s will.

I answer that,AsDionysius says (Div.Nom. iv) “it belongs

toDivine providence, not to destroy but to preserve the nature
of things.” Wherefore it moves all things in accordance with
their conditions; so that fromnecessary causes through theDi-
vine motion, effects follow of necessity; but from contingent
causes, effects follow contingently. Since, therefore, the will is
an active principle, notdeterminate toone thing, buthaving an
indifferent relation to many things, God so moves it, that He
does not determine it of necessity to one thing, but its move-
ment remains contingent and not necessary, except in those
things to which it is moved naturally.

Reply to Objection 1. e Divine will extends not only
to the doing of something by the thing which He moves, but
also to its being done in a way which is fitting to the nature of
that thing. And therefore it would be more repugnant to the
Divine motion, for the will to be moved of necessity, which is
not fitting to its nature; than for it to be moved freely, which
is becoming to its nature.

Reply to Objection 2. at is natural to a thing, which
God soworks in it that it may be natural to it: for thus is some-
thing becoming to a thing, according as God wishes it to be
becoming. Now He does not wish that whatever He works in
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things should be natural to them, for instance, that the dead
should rise again. But this He does wish to be natural to each
thing—that it be subject to the Divine power.

Reply to Objection 3. If God moves the will to anything,

it is incompatible with this supposition, that the will be not
moved thereto. But it is not impossible simply. Consequently
it does not follow that the will is moved by God necessarily.
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Of Enjoyment*, Which Is an Act of the Will

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider enjoyment: concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether to enjoy is an act of the appetitive power?
(2) Whether it belongs to the rational creature alone, or also to irrational animals?
(3) Whether enjoyment is only of the last end?
(4) Whether it is only of the end possessed?

Ia IIae q. 11 a. 1Whether to enjoy is an act of the appetitive power?

Objection 1. It would seem that to enjoy belongs not only
to the appetitive power. For to enjoy seems nothing else than
to receive the fruit. But it is the intellect, in whose act Happi-
ness consists, as shown above (q. 3, a. 4), that receives the fruit
of human life, which isHappiness.erefore to enjoy is not an
act of the appetitive power, but of the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, each power has its proper end,
which is its perfection: thus the end of sight is to know the vis-
ible; of the hearing, to perceive sounds; and so forth. But the
end of a thing is its fruit. erefore to enjoy belongs to each
power, and not only to the appetite.

Objection 3. Further, enjoyment implies a certain delight.
But sensible delight belongs to sense, which delights in its ob-
ject: and for the same reason, intellectual delight belongs to
the intellect. erefore enjoyment belongs to the apprehen-
sive, and not to the appetitive power.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 4;
and De Trin. x, 10,11): “To enjoy is to adhere lovingly to
something for its own sake.” But love belongs to the appeti-
tive power. erefore also to enjoy is an act of the appetitive
power.

I answer that, “Fruitio” [enjoyment] and “fructus” [fruit]
seem to refer to the same, one being derived from the other;
which from which, matters not for our purpose; though it
seems probable that the one which is more clearly known, was
first named. Now those things are most manifest to us which
appeal most to the senses: wherefore it seems that the word

“fruition” is derived from sensible fruits. But sensible fruit is
that which we expect the tree to produce in the last place, and
in which a certain sweetness is to be perceived. Hence fruition
seems to have relation to love, or to the delight which one has
in realizing the longed-for term,which is the end.Now the end
and the good is the object of the appetitive power. Wherefore
it is evident that fruition is the act of the appetitive power.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing hinders one and the same
thing from belonging, under different aspects, to different
powers. Accordingly the vision of God, as vision, is an act of
the intellect, but as a good and an end, is the object of the
will. And as such is the fruition thereof: so that the intellect
attains this end, as the executive power, but the will as the mo-
tive power, moving (the powers) towards the end and enjoying
the end attained.

Reply to Objection 2. e perfection and end of every
other power is contained in the object of the appetitive power,
as the proper is contained in the common, as stated above (q. 9,
a. 1). Hence the perfection and end of each power, in so far as
it is a good, belongs to the appetitive power.Wherefore the ap-
petitive powermoves the other powers to their ends; and itself
realizes the end, when each of them reaches the end.

Reply toObjection 3. In delight there are two things: per-
ception of what is becoming; and this belongs to the appre-
hensive power; and complacency in that which is offered as
becoming: and this belongs to the appetitive power, in which
power delight is formally completed.

Ia IIae q. 11 a. 2Whether to enjoy belongs to the rational creature alone, or also to irrational animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that to enjoy belongs to men
alone. For Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 22) that “it is
given to us men to enjoy and to use.” erefore other animals
cannot enjoy.

Objection 2. Further, to enjoy relates to the last end. But
irrational animals cannot obtain the last end. erefore it is
not for them to enjoy.

Objection 3. Further, just as the sensitive appetite is be-
neath the intellectual appetite, so is the natural appetite be-

neath the sensitive. If, therefore, to enjoy belongs to the sen-
sitive appetite, it seems that for the same reason it can belong
to the natural appetite. But this is evidently false, since the lat-
ter cannot delight in anything.erefore the sensitive appetite
cannot enjoy: and accordingly enjoyment is not possible for ir-
rational animals.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 30): “It is
not so absurd to suppose that even beasts enjoy their food and
any bodily pleasure.”

* Or, Fruition.
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I answer that, As was stated above (a. 1) to enjoy is not
the act of the power that achieves the end as executor, but of
the power that commands the achievement; for it has been
said to belong to the appetitive power. Now things void of
reason have indeed a power of achieving an end by way of ex-
ecution, as that by which a heavy body has a downward ten-
dency, whereas a light body has an upward tendency. Yet the
power of command in respect of the end is not in them, but in
some higher nature, which moves all nature by its command,
just as in things endowed with knowledge, the appetite moves
the other powers to their acts.Wherefore it is clear that things
void of knowledge, although they attain an end, have no enjoy-
ment of the end: this is only for those that are endowed with
knowledge.

Now knowledge of the end is twofold: perfect and imper-
fect. Perfect knowledge of the end, is that whereby not only is
that known which is the end and the good, but also the uni-
versal formality of the end and the good; and such knowledge
belongs to the rational nature alone. On the other hand, im-

perfect knowledge is that by which the end and the good are
known in the particular. Such knowledge is in irrational ani-
mals:whose appetitive powers donot commandwith freedom,
but are moved according to a natural instinct to whatever they
apprehend. Consequently, enjoyment belongs to the rational
nature, in a perfect degree; to irrational animals, imperfectly;
to other creatures, not at all.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking there of per-
fect enjoyment.

Reply to Objection 2. Enjoyment need not be of the last
end simply; but of thatwhich each one chooses for his last end.

Reply toObjection 3.e sensitive appetite follows some
knowledge; not so the natural appetite, especially in things
void of knowledge.

Reply to Objection 4. Augustine is speaking there of im-
perfect enjoyment. is is clear from his way of speaking: for
he says that “it is not so absurd to suppose that even beasts en-
joy,” that is, as it would be, if one were to say that they “use.”

Ia IIae q. 11 a. 3Whether enjoyment is only of the last end?

Objection 1. It would seem that enjoyment is not only of
the last end. For the Apostle says (Philem. 20): “Yea, brother,
may I enjoy thee in the Lord.” But it is evident that Paul had
not placed his last end in a man. erefore to enjoy is not only
of the last end.

Objection 2. Further, what we enjoy is the fruit. But the
Apostle says (Gal. 5:22): “e fruit of the Spirit is charity, joy,
peace,” and other like things, which are not in the nature of the
last end. erefore enjoyment is not only of the last end.

Objection 3. Further, the acts of the will reflect on one
another; for I will to will, and I love to love. But to enjoy is
an act of the will: since “it is the will with which we enjoy,”
as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 10). erefore a man enjoys his
enjoyment. But the last end of man is not enjoyment, but the
uncreated good alone, which is God. erefore enjoyment is
not only of the last end.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11): “A man
does not enjoy that which he desires for the sake of something
else.” But the last end alone is that which man does not desire
for the sake of something else. erefore enjoyment is of the
last end alone.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1) the notion of fruit im-
plies two things: first that it should come last; second, that it
should calm the appetite with a certain sweetness and delight.
Now a thing is last either simply or relatively; simply, if it be
referred to nothing else; relatively, if it is the last in a particu-
lar series.erefore that which is last simply, and in which one
delights as in the last end, is properly called fruit; and this it
is that one is properly said to enjoy. But that which is delight-
ful not in itself, but is desired, only as referred to something
else, e.g. a bitter potion for the sake of health, can nowise be

called fruit. And that which has something delightful about
it, to which a number of preceding things are referred, may in-
deed by called fruit in a certainmanner; but we cannot be said
to enjoy it properly or as though it answered perfectly to the
notion of fruit.HenceAugustine says (DeTrin. x, 10) that “we
enjoywhatwe know,when the delightedwill is at rest therein.”
But its rest is not absolute save in the possession of the last end:
for as long as something is looked for, themovement of thewill
remains in suspense, although it has reached something. us
in local movement, although any point between the two terms
is a beginning and an end, yet it is not considered as an actual
end, except when the movement stops there.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. i, 33), “if he had said, ‘May I enjoy thee,’ without adding
‘in the Lord,’ he would seem to have set the end of his love in
him. But since he added that he set his end in the Lord, he
implied his desire to enjoy Him”: as if we were to say that he
expressed his enjoyment of his brother not as a term but as a
means.

Reply to Objection 2. Fruit bears one relation to the tree
that bore it, and another to man that enjoys it. To the tree
indeed that bore it, it is compared as effect to cause; to the
one enjoying it, as the final object of his longing and the con-
summation of his delight. Accordingly these fruits mentioned
by the Apostle are so called because they are certain effects of
the Holy Ghost in us, wherefore they are called “fruits of the
spirit”: but not as though we are to enjoy them as our last end.
Or we may say with Ambrose that they are called fruits be-
cause “we should desire them for their own sake”: not indeed
as though they were not ordained to the last end; but because
they are such that we ought to find pleasure in them.
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Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 1, a. 8; q. 2,
a. 7), we speak of an end in a twofold sense: first, as being the
thing itself; secondly, as the attainment thereof. ese are not,
of course, two ends, but one end, considered in itself, and in
its relation to something else. Accordingly God is the last end,
as that which is ultimately sought for: while the enjoyment is

as the attainment of this last end. And so, just as God is not
one end, and the enjoyment of God, another: so it is the same
enjoyment whereby we enjoy God, and whereby we enjoy our
enjoyment of God. And the same applies to created happiness
which consists in enjoyment.

Ia IIae q. 11 a. 4Whether enjoyment is only of the end possessed?

Objection 1. It would seem that enjoyment is only of the
end possessed. ForAugustine says (DeTrin. x, 1) that “to enjoy
is to use joyfully, with the joy, not of hope, but of possession.”
But so long as a thing is not had, there is joy, not of possession,
but of hope.erefore enjoyment is only of the end possessed.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 3), enjoyment is
not properly otherwise than of the last end: because this alone
gives rest to the appetite. But the appetite has no rest save in the
possessionof the end.erefore enjoyment, properly speaking,
is only of the end possessed.

Objection 3. Further, to enjoy is to lay hold of the fruit.
But one does not lay hold of the fruit until one is in possession
of the end. erefore enjoyment is only of the end possessed.

On the contrary, “to enjoy is to adhere lovingly to some-
thing for its own sake,” as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i,
4). But this is possible, even in regard to a thing which is not
in our possession.erefore it is possible to enjoy the end even
though it be not possessed.

I answer that,To enjoy implies a certain relation of thewill
to the last end, according as the will has something by way of
last end. Now an end is possessed in two ways; perfectly and
imperfectly. Perfectly, when it is possessed not only in inten-

tion but also in reality; imperfectly, when it is possessed in
intention only. Perfect enjoyment, therefore, is of the end al-
ready possessed: but imperfect enjoyment is also of the end
possessed not really, but only in intention.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine speaks there of perfect
enjoyment.

Reply to Objection 2. e will is hindered in two ways
from being at rest. First on the part of the object; by reason of
its not being the last end, but ordained to something else: sec-
ondly on the part of the one who desires the end, by reason of
his not being yet in possession of it. Now it is the object that
specifies an act: but on the agent depends the manner of act-
ing, so that the act be perfect or imperfect, as compared with
the actual circumstances of the agent. erefore enjoyment of
anything but the last end is not enjoyment properly speaking,
as falling short of the nature of enjoyment. But enjoyment of
the last end, not yet possessed, is enjoyment properly speaking,
but imperfect, on account of the imperfect way in which it is
possessed.

Reply to Objection 3. One is said to lay hold of or to
have an end, not only in reality, but also in intention, as stated
above.
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Of Intention

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider Intention: concerning which there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether intention is an act of intellect or of the will?
(2) Whether it is only of the last end?
(3) Whether one can intend two things at the same time?
(4) Whether intention of the end is the same act as volition of the means?
(5) Whether intention is within the competency of irrational animals?

Ia IIae q. 12 a. 1Whether intention is an act of the intellect or of the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that intention is an act of the
intellect, and not of the will. For it is written (Mat. 6:22): “If
thy eye be single, thy whole body shall be lightsome”: where,
according to Augustine (De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 13) the
eye signifies intention. But since the eye is the organ of sight,
it signifies the apprehensive power. erefore intention is not
an act of the appetitive but of the apprehensive power.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte ii, 13) thatOurLord spoke of intention as a light, when
He said (Mat. 6:23): “If the light that is in thee be darkness,”
etc. But light pertains to knowledge. erefore intention does
too.

Objection 3. Further, intention implies a kind of ordain-
ing to an end. But to ordain is an act of reason. erefore in-
tention belongs not to the will but to the reason.

Objection 4. Further, an act of the will is either of the end
or of the means. But the act of the will in respect of the end
is called volition, or enjoyment; with regard to the means, it is
choice, from which intention is distinct. erefore it is not an
act of the will.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xi, 4,8,9) that
“the intention of the will unites the sight to the object seen;
and the images retained in thememory, to the penetrating gaze
of the soul’s inner thought.”erefore intention is an act of the
will.

I answer that, Intention, as the very word denotes, signi-
fies, “to tend to something.”Now both the action of themover
and the movement of thing moved, tend to something. But
that the movement of the thing moved tends to anything, is
due to the action of the mover. Consequently intention be-

longs first and principally to that which moves to the end:
hence we say that an architect or anyone who is in authority,
by his command moves others to that which he intends. Now
the will moves all the other powers of the soul to the end, as
shown above (q. 9, a. 1).Wherefore it is evident that intention,
properly speaking, is an act of the will.

Reply toObjection 1.eeye designates intention figura-
tively, not because intention has reference to knowledge, but
because it presupposes knowledge, which proposes to the will
the end towhich the lattermoves; thus we foresee with the eye
whither we should tend with our bodies.

Reply toObjection 2. Intention is called a light because it
is manifest to him who intends. Wherefore works are called
darkness because a man knows what he intends, but knows
not what the result may be, as Augustine expounds (De Serm.
Dom. in Monte ii, 13).

Reply toObjection 3. e will does not ordain, but tends
to something according to the order of reason. Consequently
this word “intention” indicates an act of the will, presupposing
the act whereby the reason orders something to the end.

Reply to Objection 4. Intention is an act of the will in re-
gard to the end. Now the will stands in a threefold relation to
the end. First, absolutely; and thus we have “volition,” whereby
we will absolutely to have health, and so forth. Secondly, it
considers the end, as its place of rest; and thus “enjoyment” re-
gards the end.irdly, it considers the end as the term towards
which something is ordained; and thus “intention” regards the
end. For when we speak of intending to have health, we mean
not only that we have it, but that we will have it by means of
something else.

Ia IIae q. 12 a. 2Whether intention is only of the last end?

Objection 1. It would seem that intention is only of the
last end. For it is said in the book of Prosper’s Sentences (Sent.
100): “e intention of the heart is a cry to God.” But God is
the last end of the human heart. erefore intention is always
regards the last end.

Objection 2. Further, intention regards the end as the ter-

minus, as stated above (a. 1, ad 4). But a terminus is something
last. erefore intention always regards the last end.

Objection 3. Further, just as intention regards the end, so
does enjoyment. But enjoyment is always of the last end.ere-
fore intention is too.

On the contrary,ere is but one last end of human wills,
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viz. Happiness, as stated above (q. 1, a. 7). If, therefore, inten-
tions were only of the last end, men would not have different
intentions: which is evidently false.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 4), intention re-
gards the end as a terminus of the movement of the will. Now
a terminus of movement may be taken in two ways. First, the
very last terminus, when the movement comes to a stop; this
is the terminus of the whole movement. Secondly, some point
midway, which is the beginning of one part of the movement,
and the end or terminus of the other. us in the movement
from A to C through B, C is the last terminus, while B is a
terminus, but not the last. And intention can be both. Conse-
quently though intention is always of the end, it need not be

always of the last end.
Reply to Objection 1. e intention of the heart is called

a cry to God, not that God is always the object of intention,
but because He sees our intention. Or because, when we pray,
we direct our intention to God, which intention has the force
of a cry.

Reply to Objection 2. A terminus is something last, not
always in respect of the whole, but sometimes in respect of a
part.

Reply to Objection 3. Enjoyment implies rest in the end;
and this belongs to the last end alone. But intention implies
movement towards an end, not rest. Wherefore the compari-
son proves nothing.

Ia IIae q. 12 a. 3Whether one can intend two things at the same time?

Objection 1. It would seem that one cannot intend several
things at the same time. For Augustine says (De Serm. Dom.
inMonte ii, 14,16,17) that man’s intention cannot be directed
at the same time to God and to bodily benefits. erefore, for
the same reason, neither to any other two things.

Objection 2. Further, intention designates a movement of
the will towards a terminus. Now there cannot be several ter-
mini in the same direction of one movement. erefore the
will cannot intend several things at the same time.

Objection 3. Further, intention presupposes an act of rea-
son or of the intellect. But “it is not possible to understand
several things at the same time,” according to the Philosopher
(Topic. ii, 10).erefore neither is it possible to intend several
things at the same time.

On the contrary,Art imitates nature. Now nature intends
two purposes by means of one instrument: thus “the tongue is
for the purpose of taste and speech” (De Anima ii, 8). ere-
fore, for the same reason, art or reason can at the same time
direct one thing to two ends: so that one can intend several
ends at the same time.

I answer that, e expression “two things” may be taken
in twoways: theymay be ordained to one another or not so or-
dained. And if they be ordained to one another, it is evident,
from what has been said, that a man can intend several things
at the same time. For intention is not only of the last end, as
stated above (a. 2), but also of an intermediary end.Nowaman
intends at the same time, both the proximate and the last end;
as the mixing of a medicine and the giving of health.

But if we take two things that are not ordained to one an-
other, thus also a man can intend several things at the same

time.is is evident from the fact that aman prefers one thing
to another because it is the better of the two. Now one of the
reasons for which one thing is better than another is that it is
available for more purposes: wherefore one thing can be cho-
sen in preference to another, because of the greater number of
purposes for which it is available: so that evidently a man can
intend several things at the same time.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine means to say that man
cannot at the same time direct his attention to God and to
bodily benefits, as to two last ends: since, as stated above (q. 1,
a. 5), one man cannot have several last ends.

Reply to Objection 2. ere can be several termini or-
dained to one another, of the same movement and in the same
direction; but not unless they be ordained to one another. At
the same time it must be observed that what is not one in real-
itymay be taken as one by the reason.Now intention is amove-
ment of the will to something already ordained by the reason,
as stated above (a. 1, ad 3). Wherefore where we have many
things in reality, wemay take them as one term of intention, in
so far as the reason takes themas one: either because two things
concur in the integrity of one whole, as a proper measure of
heat and cold conduce to health; or because two things are in-
cluded in onewhichmay be intended. For instance, the acquir-
ing of wine and clothing is included in wealth, as in something
common to both; wherefore nothing hinders themanwho in-
tends to acquire wealth, from intending both the others.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated in the Ia, q. 12, a. 10; Ia,
q. 58, a. 2; Ia, q. 85, a. 4 it is possible to understand several
things at the same time, in so far as, in some way, they are one.

Ia IIae q. 12 a. 4Whether intention of the end is the same act as the volition of the means?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intention of the end
and the volition of the means are not one and the same move-
ment. For Augustine says (De Trin. xi, 6) that “the will to see
the window, has for its end the seeing of the window; and

is another act from the will to see, through the window, the
passersby.” But that I should will to see the passersby, through
the window, belongs to intention; whereas that I will to see
the window, belongs to the volition of the means. erefore
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intention of the end and the willing of the means are distinct
movements of the will.

Objection 2. Further, acts are distinct according to their
objects. But the end and the means are distinct objects. ere-
fore the intention of the end and the willing of the means are
distinct movements of the will.

Objection 3. Further, the willing of the means is called
choice. But choice and intention are not the same. erefore
intention of the end and the willing of the means are not the
same movement of the will.

On the contrary, e means in relation to the end, are as
the mid-space to the terminus. Now it is all the same move-
ment that passes through the mid-space to the terminus, in
natural things. erefore in things pertaining to the will, the
intention of the end is the samemovement as thewilling of the
means.

I answer that, e movement of the will to the end and
to the means can be considered in two ways. First, according
as the will is moved to each of the aforesaid absolutely and in
itself. And thus there are really two movements of the will to
them. Secondly, it may be considered accordingly as the will is
moved to themeans for the sake of the end: and thus themove-
ment of the will to the end and its movement to the means
are one and the same thing. For when I say: “I wish to take
medicine for the sake of health,” I signify no more than one

movement ofmywill. And this is because the end is the reason
for willing the means. Now the object, and that by reason of
which it is an object, come under the same act; thus it is the
same act of sight that perceives color and light, as stated above
(q. 8, a. 3, ad 2). And the same applies to the intellect; for if it
consider principle and conclusion absolutely, it considers each
by a distinct act; but when it assents to the conclusion on ac-
count of the principles, there is but one act of the intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of seeing the
window and of seeing, through the window, the passersby, ac-
cording as the will is moved to either absolutely.

Reply toObjection 2.e end, considered as a thing, and
the means to that end, are distinct objects of the will. But in
so far as the end is the formal object in willing the means, they
are one and the same object.

Reply toObjection 3.A movement which is one as to the
subject, may differ, according to our way of looking at it, as
to its beginning and end, as in the case of ascent and descent
(Phys. iii, 3). Accordingly, in so far as themovement of the will
is to themeans, as ordained to the end, it is called “choice”: but
the movement of the will to the end as acquired by the means,
it is called “intention.” A sign of this is that we can have inten-
tion of the end without having determined the means which
are the object of choice.

Ia IIae q. 12 a. 5Whether intention is within the competency of irrational animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that irrational animals intend
the end. For in things void of reason nature stands further
apart from the rational nature, than does the sensitive nature
in irrational animals. But nature intends the end even in things
void of reason, as is proved in Phys. ii, 8.Muchmore, therefore,
do irrational animals intend the end.

Objection 2. Further, just as intention is of the end, so is
enjoyment. But enjoyment is in irrational animals, as stated
above (q. 11, a. 2). erefore intention is too.

Objection3.Further, to intend an endbelongs to onewho
acts for an end; since to intend is nothing else than to tend to
something. But irrational animals act for an end; for an animal
is moved either to seek food, or to do something of the kind.
erefore irrational animals intend an end.

On the contrary, Intention of an end implies ordaining
something to an end: which belongs to reason. Since therefore
irrational animals are void of reason, it seems that they do not
intend an end.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), to intend is to tend to
something; and this belongs to the mover and to the moved.
According, therefore, as that which is moved to an end by an-

other is said to intend the end, thus nature is said to intend
an end, as being moved to its end by God, as the arrow is
moved by the archer. And in this way, irrational animals in-
tend an end, inasmuch as they are moved to something by nat-
ural instinct.e other way of intending an end belongs to the
mover; according as he ordains the movement of something,
either his own or another’s, to an end. is belongs to reason
alone. Wherefore irrational animals do not intend an end in
this way, which is to intend properly and principally, as stated
above (a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. is argument takes intention in
the sense of being moved to an end.

Reply to Objection 2. Enjoyment does not imply the or-
daining of one thing to another, as intention does, but absolute
repose in the end.

Reply to Objection 3. Irrational animals are moved to an
end, not as though they thought that they can gain the end by
this movement; this belongs to one that intends; but through
desiring the end by natural instinct, they are moved to an end,
moved, as it were, by another, like other things that are moved
naturally.
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Of Choice, Which Is an Act of the Will with Regard to the Means

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the acts of the will with regard to the means. ere are three of them: to choose, to consent, and to
use. And choice is preceded by counsel. First of all, then, we must consider choice: secondly, counsel; thirdly, consent; fourthly,
use.

Concerning choice there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Of what power is it the act; of the will or of the reason?
(2) Whether choice is to be found in irrational animals?
(3) Whether choice is only the means, or sometimes also of the end?
(4) Whether choice is only of things that we do ourselves?
(5) Whether choice is only of possible things?
(6) Whether man chooses of necessity or freely?

Ia IIae q. 13 a. 1Whether choice is an act of will or of reason?

Objection1. Itwould seem that choice is an act, not ofwill
but of reason. For choice implies comparison, whereby one is
given preference to another. But to compare is an act of reason.
erefore choice is an act of reason.

Objection 2. Further, it is for the same faculty to form a
syllogism, and to draw the conclusion. But, in practical mat-
ters, it is the reason that forms syllogisms. Since therefore
choice is a kind of conclusion in practical matters, as stated in
Ethic. vii, 3, it seems that it is an act of reason.

Objection 3. Further, ignorance does not belong to the
will but to the cognitive power. Now there is an “ignorance
of choice,” as is stated in Ethic. iii, 1. erefore it seems that
choice does not belong to the will but to the reason.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 3) that
choice is “the desire of things in our power.” But desire is an
act of will. erefore choice is too.

I answer that,eword choice implies something belong-
ing to the reason or intellect, and something belonging to the
will: for the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 2) that choice is either
“intellect influenced by appetite or appetite influenced by in-
tellect.” Nowwhenever two things concur tomake one, one of
them is formal in regard to the other.HenceGregory ofNyssa*
says that choice “is neither desire only, nor counsel only, but a
combination of the two. For just as we say that an animal is
composed of soul and body, and that it is neither a mere body,
nor a mere soul, but both; so is it with choice.”

Now we must observe, as regards the acts of the soul, that
an act belonging essentially to some power or habit, receives

a form or species from a higher power or habit, according as
an inferior is ordained by a superior: for if a man were to per-
form an act of fortitude for the love of God, that act is mate-
rially an act of fortitude, but formally, an act of charity. Now
it is evident that, in a sense, reason precedes the will and or-
dains its act: in so far as the will tends to its object, according
to the order of reason, since the apprehensive power presents
the object to the appetite. Accordingly, that act whereby the
will tends to something proposed to it as being good, through
being ordained to the end by the reason, is materially an act
of the will, but formally an act of the reason. Now in such like
matters the substance of the act is as the matter in comparison
to the order imposed by the higher power.Wherefore choice is
substantially not an act of the reason but of the will: for choice
is accomplished in a certainmovement of the soul towards the
good which is chosen. Consequently it is evidently an act of
the appetitive power.

Reply toObjection 1. Choice implies a previous compar-
ison; not that it consists in the comparison itself.

Reply to Objection 2. It is quite true that it is for the rea-
son to draw the conclusion of a practical syllogism; and it is
called “a decision” or “judgment,” to be followed by “choice.”
And for this reason the conclusion seems to belong to the act
of choice, as to that which results from it.

Reply to Objection 3. In speaking “of ignorance of
choice,” we do not mean that choice is a sort of knowledge,
but that there is ignorance of what ought to be chosen.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxiii.
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Ia IIae q. 13 a. 2Whether choice is to be found in irrational animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that irrational animals are able
to choose. For choice “is the desire of certain things on account
of an end,” as stated in Ethic. iii, 2,3. But irrational animals de-
sire something on account of an end: since they act for an end,
and from desire. erefore choice is in irrational animals.

Objection 2. Further, the very word “electio” [choice]
seems to signify the taking of something in preference to oth-
ers. But irrational animals take something in preference to oth-
ers: thus we can easily see for ourselves that a sheepwill eat one
grass and refuse another. erefore choice is in irrational ani-
mals.

Objection 3. Further, according to Ethic. vi, 12, “it is from
prudence that a man makes a good choice of means.” But
prudence is found in irrational animals: hence it is said in
the beginning of Metaph. i, 1 that “those animals which, like
bees, cannot hear sounds, are prudent by instinct.” We see this
plainly, in wonderful cases of sagacity manifested in the works
of various animals, such as bees, spiders, and dogs. For a hound
in following a stag, on coming to a crossroad, tries by scent
whether the stag has passed by the first or the second road: and
if he find that the stag has not passed there, being thus assured,
takes to the third road without trying the scent; as though he
were reasoning by way of exclusion, arguing that the stag must
have passed by this way, since he did not pass by the others,
and there is no other road. erefore it seems that irrational
animals are able to choose.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* says that “children
and irrational animals act willingly but not from choice.”
erefore choice is not in irrational animals.

I answer that, Since choice is the taking of one thing in
preference to another it must of necessity be in respect of sev-
eral things that can be chosen. Consequently in those things
which are altogether determinate to one there is no place for
choice. Now the difference between the sensitive appetite and
the will is that, as stated above (q. 1, a. 2, ad 3), the sensitive
appetite is determinate to one particular thing, according to
the order of nature; whereas the will, although determinate
to one thing in general, viz. the good, according to the order

of nature, is nevertheless indeterminate in respect of particu-
lar goods. Consequently choice belongs properly to the will,
and not to the sensitive appetite which is all that irrational an-
imals have.Wherefore irrational animals are not competent to
choose.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every desire of one thing on
account of an end is called choice: there must be a certain dis-
crimination of one thing from another. And this cannot be ex-
cept when the appetite can be moved to several things.

Reply to Objection 2. An irrational animal takes one
thing in preference to another, because its appetite is natu-
rally determinate to that thing. Wherefore as soon as an ani-
mal, whether by its sense or by its imagination, is offered some-
thing to which its appetite is naturally inclined, it is moved to
that alone, without making any choice. Just as fire is moved
upwards and not downwards, without its making any choice.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated in Phys. iii, 3 “movement
is the act of the movable, caused by a mover.” Wherefore the
power of the mover appears in the movement of that which it
moves. Accordingly, in all things moved by reason, the order
of reason which moves them is evident, although the things
themselves are without reason: for an arrow through the mo-
tion of the archer goes straight towards the target, as though
it were endowed with reason to direct its course. e same
may be seen in the movements of clocks and all engines put
together by the art of man. Now as artificial things are in com-
parison to human art, so are all natural things in comparison
to theDivine art. And accordingly order is to be seen in things
moved by nature, just as in things moved by reason, as is stated
in Phys. ii. And thus it is that in the works of irrational ani-
mals we notice certain marks of sagacity, in so far as they have
a natural inclination to set about their actions in a most or-
derly manner through being ordained by the Supreme art. For
which reason, too, certain animals are called prudent or saga-
cious; andnot because they reason or exercise any choice about
things. is is clear from the fact that all that share in one na-
ture, invariably act in the same way.

Ia IIae q. 13 a. 3Whether choice is only of the means, or sometimes also of the end?

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is not only of the
means. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 12) that “virtue
makes us choose aright; but it is not the part of virtue, but of
some other power to direct aright those things which are to be
done for its sake.” But that for the sake of which something is
done is the end. erefore choice is of the end.

Objection 2. Further, choice implies preference of one
thing to another. But just as there can be preference of means,
so can there be preference of ends. erefore choice can be of

ends, just as it can be of means.
On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 2) that

“volition is of the end, but choice of the means.”
I answer that, As already stated (a. 1, ad 2), choice results

from the decision or judgment which is, as it were, the con-
clusion of a practical syllogism. Hence that which is the con-
clusion of a practical syllogism, is the matter of choice. Now
in practical things the end stands in the position of a princi-
ple, not of a conclusion, as the Philosopher says (Phys. ii, 9).

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxiii.
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Wherefore the end, as such, is not a matter of choice.
But just as in speculative knowledge nothing hinders the

principle of one demonstration or of one science, from being
the conclusion of another demonstration or science; while the
first indemonstrable principle cannot be the conclusion of any
demonstration or science; so too that which is the end in one
operation, may be ordained to something as an end. And in
this way it is a matter of choice. us in the work of a physi-
cian health is the end: wherefore it is not amatter of choice for
a physician, but a matter of principle. Now the health of the
body is ordained to the good of the soul, consequently with

one who has charge of the soul’s health, health or sickness may
be amatter of choice; for the Apostle says (2 Cor. 12:10): “For
when I am weak, then am I powerful.” But the last end is no-
wise a matter of choice.

Reply to Objection 1. e proper ends of virtues are or-
dained to Happiness as to their last end. And thus it is that
they can be a matter of choice.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 1, a. 5), there is
but one last end. Accordingly wherever there are several ends,
they can be the subject of choice, in so far as they are ordained
to a further end.

Ia IIae q. 13 a. 4Whether choice is of those things only that are done by us?

Objection 1. It would seem that choice is not only in re-
spect of human acts. For choice regards the means. Now, not
only acts, but also the organs, aremeans (Phys. ii, 3).erefore
choice is not only concerned with human acts.

Objection 2. Further, action is distinct from contempla-
tion. But choice has a place even in contemplation; in so far
as one opinion is preferred to another. erefore choice is not
concerned with human acts alone.

Objection 3. Further, men are chosen for certain posts,
whether secular or ecclesiastical, by those who exercise no ac-
tion in their regard. erefore choice is not concerned with
human acts alone.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 2) that
“no man chooses save what he can do himself.”

I answer that, Just as intention regards the end, so does
choice regard the means. Now the end is either an action or a
thing. And when the end is a thing, some human action must
intervene; either in so far as man produces the thing which is
the end, as the physician produces health (wherefore the pro-
duction of health is said to be the end of the physician); or in

so far asman, in some fashion, uses or enjoys the thingwhich is
the end; thus for the miser, money or the possession of money
is the end. e same is to be said of the means. For the means
must needs be either an action; or a thing, with some action
intervening whereby man either makes the thing which is the
means, or puts it to some use. And thus it is that choice is al-
ways in regard to human acts.

Reply toObjection 1.eorgans are ordained to the end,
inasmuch as man makes use of them for the sake of the end.

Reply to Objection 2. In contemplation itself there is the
act of the intellect assenting to this or that opinion. It is exte-
rior action that is put in contradistinction to contemplation.

Reply to Objection 3. When a man chooses someone for
a bishopric or some high position in the state, he chooses to
name that man to that post. Else, if he had no right to act in
the appointment of the bishop or official, he would have no
right to choose. Likewise, whenever we speak of one thing be-
ing chosen in preference to another, it is in conjunction with
some action of the chooser.

Ia IIae q. 13 a. 5Whether choice is only of possible things?

Objection 1. It would seem that choice in not only of pos-
sible things. For choice is an act of the will, as stated above
(a. 1). Now there is “a willing of impossibilities” (Ethic. iii, 2).
erefore there is also a choice of impossibilities.

Objection 2. Further, choice is of things done by us, as
stated above (a. 4). erefore it matters not, as far as the act
of choosing is concerned, whether one choose that which is
impossible in itself, or that which is impossible to the chooser.
Now it oen happens that we are unable to accomplish what
we choose: so that this proves to be impossible to us.erefore
choice is of the impossible.

Objection 3. Further, to try to do a thing is to choose to
do it. But the Blessed Benedict says (Regula lxviii) that if the
superior commandwhat is impossible, it should be attempted.
erefore choice can be of the impossible.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 2) that

“there is no choice of impossibilities.”
I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), our choice is always

concerned with our actions. Now whatever is done by us, is
possible to us. erefore we must needs say that choice is only
of possible things.

Moreover, the reason for choosing a thing is that it con-
duces to an end. But what is impossible cannot conduce to an
end. A sign of this is that whenmen in taking counsel together
come to something that is impossible to them, they depart, as
being unable to proceed with the business.

Again, this is evident if we examine the previous process of
the reason. For the means, which are the object of choice, are
to the end, as the conclusion is to the principle. Now it is clear
that an impossible conclusion does not follow from a possi-
ble principle. Wherefore an end cannot be possible, unless the
means be possible. Now no one is moved to the impossible.
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Consequently no one would tend to the end, save for the fact
that the means appear to be possible.erefore the impossible
is not the object of choice.

Reply to Objection 1. e will stands between the intel-
lect and the external action: for the intellect proposes to the
will its object, and the will causes the external action. Hence
the principle of the movement in the will is to be found in the
intellect,which apprehends somethingunder theuniversal no-
tion of good: but the term or perfection of the will’s act is to be
observed in its relation to the action whereby a man tends to
the attainment of a thing; for themovement of the will is from
the soul to the thing. Consequently the perfect act of the will
is in respect of something that is good for one to do. Now this
cannot be something impossible. Wherefore the complete act
of the will is only in respect of what is possible and good for
him that wills. But the incomplete act of the will is in respect

of the impossible; and by some is called “velleity,” because, to
wit, one would will [vellet] such a thing, were it possible. But
choice is an act of the will, fixed on something to be done by
the chooser. And therefore it is by no means of anything but
what is possible.

Reply to Objection 2. Since the object of the will is the
apprehended good, we must judge of the object of the will ac-
cording as it is apprehended. And so, just as sometimes thewill
tends to something which is apprehended as good, and yet is
not really good; so is choice sometimesmade of something ap-
prehended as possible to the chooser, and yet impossible to
him.

Reply to Objection 3. e reason for this is that the sub-
ject should not rely on his own judgment to decide whether a
certain thing is possible; but in each case should stand by his
superior’s judgment.

Ia IIae q. 13 a. 6Whether man chooses of necessity or freely?

Objection 1. It would seem that man chooses of necessity.
For the end stands in relation to the object of choice, as the
principle of that which follows from the principles, as declared
in Ethic. vii, 8. But conclusions follow of necessity from their
principles.ereforeman ismoved of necessity from (willing)
the end of the choice (of the means).

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2), choice
follows the reason’s judgment of what is to be done. But rea-
son judges of necessity about some things: on account of the
necessity of the premises. erefore it seems that choice also
follows of necessity.

Objection 3. Further, if two things are absolutely equal,
man is notmoved to onemore than to the other; thus if a hun-
gry man, as Plato says (Cf. De Coelo ii, 13), be confronted on
either side with two portions of food equally appetizing and
at an equal distance, he is not moved towards one more than
to the other; and he finds the reason of this in the immobility
of the earth in the middle of the world. Now, if that which is
equally (eligible) with something else cannot be chosen, much
less can that be chosen which appears as less (eligible). ere-
fore if twoormore things are available, ofwhichone appears to
be more (eligible), it is impossible to choose any of the others.
erefore thatwhich appears to hold thefirst place is chosenof
necessity. But every act of choosing is in regard to something
that seems in some way better. erefore every choice is made
necessarily.

On the contrary, Choice is an act of a rational power;
which according to the Philosopher (Metaph. ix, 2) stands in
relation to opposites.

I answer that, Man does not choose of necessity. And this
is because that which is possible not to be, is not of necessity.
Now the reason why it is possible not to choose, or to choose,
may be gathered from a twofold power in man. For man can
will and not will, act and not act; again, he can will this or

that, and do this or that.e reason of this is seated in the very
power of the reason. For the will can tend to whatever the rea-
son can apprehend as good. Now the reason can apprehend as
good, not only this, viz. “to will” or “to act,” but also this, viz.
“not to will” or “not to act.” Again, in all particular goods, the
reason can consider an aspect of some good, and the lack of
some good, which has the aspect of evil: and in this respect,
it can apprehend any single one of such goods as to be chosen
or to be avoided. e perfect good alone, which is Happiness,
cannot be apprehended by the reason as an evil, or as lacking
in any way. Consequently man wills Happiness of necessity,
nor can he will not to be happy, or to be unhappy. Now since
choice is not of the end, but of themeans, as stated above (a. 3);
it is not of the perfect good, which is Happiness, but of other
particular goods. erefore man chooses not of necessity, but
freely.

Reply to Objection 1. e conclusion does not always of
necessity follow from the principles, but only when the princi-
ples cannot be true if the conclusion is not true. In likemanner,
the end does not always necessitate inman the choosing of the
means, because themeans are not always such that the end can-
not be gained without them; or, if they be such, they are not
always considered in that light.

Reply to Objection 2. e reason’s decision or judgment
of what is to be done is about things that are contingent and
possible to us. In such matters the conclusions do not follow
of necessity from principles that are absolutely necessary, but
from such as are so conditionally; as, for instance, “If he runs,
he is in motion.”

Reply to Objection 3. If two things be proposed as equal
under one aspect, nothing hinders us from considering in one
of them some particular point of superiority, so that the will
has a bent towards that one rather than towards the other.
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Of Counsel, Which Precedes Choice

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider counsel; concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether counsel is an inquiry?
(2) Whether counsel is of the end or of the means?
(3) Whether counsel is only of things that we do?
(4) Whether counsel is of all things that we do?
(5) Whether the process of counsel is one of analysis?
(6) Whether the process of counsel is indefinite?

Ia IIae q. 14 a. 1Whether counsel is an inquiry?

Objection 1. It would seem that counsel is not an inquiry.
For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22) that counsel is “an
act of the appetite.” But inquiry is not an act of the appetite.
erefore counsel is not an inquiry.

Objection 2. Further, inquiry is a discursive act of the in-
tellect: for which reason it is not found inGod,Whose knowl-
edge is not discursive, aswehave shown in the Ia, q. 14, a. 7. But
counsel is ascribed to God: for it is written (Eph. 1:11) that
“He worketh all things according to the counsel of His will.”
erefore counsel is not inquiry.

Objection 3. Further, inquiry is of doubtful matters. But
counsel is given in matters that are certainly good; thus the
Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:25): “Now concerning virgins I have
no commandment of the Lord: but I give counsel.” erefore
counsel is not an inquiry.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* says: “Every counsel
is an inquiry; but not every inquiry is a counsel.”

I answer that, Choice, as stated above (q. 13, a. 1, ad 2;
a. 3), follows the judgment of the reason about what is to
be done. Now there is much uncertainty in things that have
to be done; because actions are concerned with contingent
singulars, which by reason of their vicissitude, are uncertain.
Now in things doubtful and uncertain the reason does not
pronounce judgment,withoutprevious inquiry:wherefore the
reason must of necessity institute an inquiry before deciding
on the objects of choice; and this inquiry is called counsel.
Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 2) that choice is the “de-
sire of what has been already counselled.”

Reply to Objection 1. When the acts of two powers are
ordained to one another, in each of them there is something
belonging to the other power: consequently each act can be
denominated from either power. Now it is evident that the act

of the reason giving direction as to the means, and the act of
the will tending to these means according to the reason’s di-
rection, are ordained to one another. Consequently there is to
be found something of the reason, viz. order, in that act of the
will, which is choice: and in counsel, which is an act of rea-
son, something of the will—both as matter (since counsel is of
what man wills to do)—and as motive (because it is from will-
ing the end, that man is moved to take counsel in regard to the
means). And therefore, just as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi,
2) that choice “is intellect influenced by appetite,” thus point-
ing out that both concur in the act of choosing; soDamascene
says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22) that counsel is “appetite based on
inquiry,” so as to show that counsel belongs, in a way, both to
the will, on whose behalf and by whose impulsion the inquiry
is made, and to the reason that executes the inquiry.

Reply toObjection 2.e things that we say of Godmust
be understood without any of the defects which are to be
found in us: thus in us science is of conclusions derived by rea-
soning from causes to effects: but science when said of God
means sure knowledge of all effects in the First Cause, with-
out any reasoning process. In likemannerwe ascribe counsel to
God, as to the certainty ofHis knowledge or judgment, which
certainty in us arises from the inquiry of counsel. But such in-
quiry has no place inGod;wherefore in this respect it is not as-
cribed toGod: in which sense Damascene says (De FideOrth.
ii, 22): “God takes not counsel: those only take counsel who
lack knowledge.”

Reply to Objection 3. It may happen that things which
are most certainly good in the opinion of wise and spiritual
men are not certainly good in the opinion of many, or at least
of carnal-minded men. Consequently in such things counsel
may be given.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxiv.
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Ia IIae q. 14 a. 2Whether counsel is of the end, or only of the means?

Objection 1. It would seem that counsel is not only of the
means but also of the end. For whatever is doubtful, can be
the subject of inquiry. Now in things to be done by man there
happens sometimes a doubt as to the end and not only as to
the means. Since therefore inquiry as to what is to be done is
counsel, it seems that counsel can be of the end.

Objection 2. Further, the matter of counsel is human ac-
tions. But some human actions are ends, as stated in Ethic. i, 1.
erefore counsel can be of the end.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* says that “counsel is
not of the end, but of the means.”

I answer that, e end is the principle in practical mat-
ters: because the reason of the means is to be found in the end.
Now the principle cannot be called in question, but must be
presupposed in every inquiry. Since therefore counsel is an in-

quiry, it is not of the end, but only of the means. Nevertheless
it may happen that what is the end in regard to some things,
is ordained to something else; just as also what is the principle
of one demonstration, is the conclusion of another: and con-
sequently that which is looked upon as the end in one inquiry,
may be looked upon as the means in another; and thus it will
become an object of counsel.

Reply to Objection 1. at which is looked upon as an
end, is already fixed: consequently as long as there is any doubt
about it, it is not looked upon as an end. Wherefore if coun-
sel is taken about it, it will be counsel not about the end, but
about the means.

Reply to Objection 2. Counsel is about operations, in so
far as they are ordained to some end. Consequently if any hu-
man act be an end, it will not, as such, be thematter of counsel.

Ia IIae q. 14 a. 3Whether counsel is only of things that we do?

Objection 1. It would seem that counsel is not only of
things that we do. For counsel implies some kind of confer-
ence. But it is possible formany to confer about things that are
not subject tomovement, and are not the result of our actions,
such as the nature of various things. erefore counsel is not
only of things that we do.

Objection 2. Further, men sometimes seek counsel about
things that are laid down by law; hence we speak of counsel at
law. And yet those who seek counsel thus, have nothing to do
inmaking the laws.erefore counsel is not only of things that
we do.

Objection 3. Further, some are said to take consultation
about future events; which, however, are not in our power.
erefore counsel is not only of things that we do.

Objection 4. Further, if counsel were only of things that
we do, no would take counsel about what another does. But
this is clearly untrue. erefore counsel is not only of things
that we do.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa† says: “We take coun-
sel of things that are within our competency and that we are
able to do.”

I answer that,Counsel properly implies a conference held
between several; the very word [consilium] denotes this, for it
means a sitting together [considium], from the fact that many
sit together in order to confer with one another. Nowwemust
take note that in contingent particular cases, in order that any-
thing be known for certain, it is necessary to take several condi-
tions or circumstances into consideration, which it is not easy
for one to consider, but are considered by several with greater
certainty, since what one takes note of, escapes the notice of
another; whereas in necessary and universal things, our view

is brought to bear on matters much more absolute and sim-
ple, so that one man by himself may be sufficient to consider
these things. Wherefore the inquiry of counsel is concerned,
properly speaking, with contingent singulars. Now the knowl-
edge of the truth in such matters does not rank so high as to
be desirable of itself, as is the knowledge of things universal
and necessary; but it is desired as being useful towards action,
because actions bear on things singular and contingent. Con-
sequently, properly speaking, counsel is about things done by
us.

Reply toObjection 1.Counsel implies conference, not of
any kind, but about what is to be done, for the reason given
above.

Reply to Objection 2. Although that which is laid down
by the law is not due to the action of him who seeks counsel,
nevertheless it directs him in his action: since the mandate of
the law is one reason for doing something.

Reply to Objection 3. Counsel is not only about what is
done, but also about whatever has relation to what is done.
And for this reasonwe speak of consulting about future events,
in so far as man is induced to do or omit something, through
the knowledge of future events.

Reply to Objection 4. We seek counsel about the actions
of others, in so far as they are, in some way, one with us; ei-
ther by unionof affection—thus aman is solicitous aboutwhat
concerns his friend, as though it concerned himself; or aer
the manner of an instrument, for the principal agent and the
instrument are, in a way, one cause, since one acts through the
other; thus the master takes counsel about what he would do
through his servant.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxiv. † Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxiv.
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Ia IIae q. 14 a. 4Whether counsel is about all things that we do?

Objection 1. It would seem that counsel is about all things
that we have to do. For choice is the “desire of what is coun-
selled” as stated above (a. 1). But choice is about all things that
we do. erefore counsel is too.

Objection 2. Further, counsel implies the reason’s inquiry.
But, whenever we do not act through the impulse of passion,
we act in virtue of the reason’s inquiry.erefore there is coun-
sel about everything that we do.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 3)
that “if it appears that something can be done by more means
than one, we take counsel by inquiringwhereby itmay be done
most easily and best; but if it can be accomplished by one
means, how it can be done by this.” But whatever is done, is
done by onemeans or by several.erefore counsel takes place
in all things that we do.

On the contrary,Gregory of Nyssa* says that “counsel has
no place in things that are done according to science or art.”

I answer that,Counsel is a kind of inquiry, as stated above
(a. 1). But we are wont to inquire about things that admit
of doubt; hence the process of inquiry, which is called an ar-
gument, “is a reason that attests something that admitted of
doubt”†. Now, that something in relation to human acts ad-
mits of no doubt, arises from a twofold source. First, because
certain determinate ends are gained by certain determinate
means: as happens in the arts which are governed by certain

fixed rules of action; thus a writer does not take counsel how
to formhis letters, for this is determined by art. Secondly, from
the fact that it littlematters whether it is done this or that way;
this occurs in minute matters, which help or hinder but little
with regard to the end aimed at; and reason looks upon small
things as mere nothings. Consequently there are two things
of which we do not take counsel, although they conduce to
the end, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 3): namely, minute
things, and those which have a fixed way of being done, as in
works produced by art, with the exception of those arts that
admit of conjecture such as medicine, commerce, and the like,
as Gregory of Nyssa says‡.

Reply toObjection 1.Choice presupposes counsel by rea-
son of its judgment or decision. Consequently when the judg-
ment or decision is evident without inquiry, there is no need
for the inquiry of counsel.

Reply toObjection 2. In matters that are evident, the rea-
son makes no inquiry, but judges at once. Consequently there
is no need of counsel in all that is done by reason.

Reply toObjection 3.When a thing can be accomplished
by one means, but in different ways, doubt may arise, just as
when it can be accomplished by several means: hence the need
of counsel. But when not only the means, but also the way of
using the means, is fixed, then there is no need of counsel.

Ia IIae q. 14 a. 5Whether the process of counsel is one of analysis?

Objection 1. It would seem that the process of counsel is
not one of analysis. For counsel is about things that we do. But
the process of our actions is not one of analysis, but rather one
of synthesis, viz. from the simple to the composite. erefore
counsel does not always proceed by way of analysis.

Objection 2. Further, counsel is an inquiry of the reason.
But reason proceeds from things that precede to things that
follow, according to the more appropriate order. Since then,
the past precedes the present, and the present precedes the fu-
ture, it seems that in taking counsel one should proceed from
the past and present to the future: which is not an analytical
process.erefore the process of counsel is not one of analysis.

Objection 3. Further, counsel is only of such things as are
possible to us, according to Ethic. iii, 3. But the question as
to whether a certain thing is possible to us, depends on what
we are able or unable to do, in order to gain such and such an
end.erefore the inquiry of counsel shouldbegin fromthings
present.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 3) that
“he who takes counsel seems to inquire and analyze.”

I answer that, In every inquiry one must begin from some
principle. And if this principle precedes both in knowledge
and in being, the process is not analytic, but synthetic: because

to proceed from cause to effect is to proceed synthetically,
since causes aremore simple than effects. But if thatwhich pre-
cedes in knowledge is later in the order of being, the process is
one of analysis, as when our judgment deals with effects, which
by analysis we trace to their simple causes. Now the principle
in the inquiry of counsel is the end, which precedes indeed in
intention, but comes aerwards into execution. Hence the in-
quiry of counsel must needs be one of analysis, beginning that
is to say, from that which is intended in the future, and con-
tinuing until it arrives at that which is to be done at once.

Reply toObjection1.Counsel is indeed about action. But
actions take their reason from the end; and consequently the
order of reasoning about actions is contrary to the order of ac-
tions.

Reply to Objection 2. Reason begins with that which is
first according to reason; but not alwayswith thatwhich is first
in point of time.

Reply to Objection 3. We should not want to know
whether something to be done for an end be possible, if it
were not suitable for gaining that end. Hence we must first in-
quire whether it be conducive to the end, before considering
whether it be possible.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxxiv. † Cicero, Topic. ad Trebat. ‡ Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxiv.

621



Ia IIae q. 14 a. 6Whether the process of counsel is indefinite?

Objection 1. It would seem that the process of counsel
is indefinite. For counsel is an inquiry about the particular
things with which action is concerned. But singulars are in-
finite. erefore the process of counsel is indefinite.

Objection 2. Further, the inquiry of counsel has to con-
sider not only what is to be done, but how to avoid obsta-
cles. But every human action can be hindered, and an obstacle
can be removed by some human reason. erefore the inquiry
about removing obstacles can go on indefinitely.

Objection3.Further, the inquiry of demonstrative science
does not go on indefinitely, because one can come to principles
that are self-evident, which are absolutely certain. But such like
certainty is not to be had in contingent singulars, which are
variable and uncertain. erefore the inquiry of counsel goes
on indefinitely.

On the contrary, “No one is moved to that which he can-
not possibly reach” (DeCoelo i, 7). But it is impossible to pass
through the infinite. If therefore the inquiry of counsel is in-
finite, no one would begin to take counsel. Which is clearly
untrue.

I answer that, e inquiry of counsel is actually finite on
both sides, on that of its principle and on that of its term. For a
twofold principle is available in the inquiry of counsel. One is
proper to it, and belongs to the very genus of things pertaining
to operation: this is the endwhich is not thematter of counsel,
but is taken for granted as its principle, as stated above (a. 2).
e other principle is taken from another genus, so to speak;
thus in demonstrative sciences one science postulates certain

things from another, without inquiring into them. Now these
principles which are taken for granted in the inquiry of coun-
sel are any facts received through the senses—for instance, that
this is bread or iron: and also any general statements known
either through speculative or through practical science; for in-
stance, that adultery is forbidden by God, or that man can-
not live without suitable nourishment. Of such things coun-
sel makes no inquiry. But the term of inquiry is that which we
are able to do at once. For just as the end is considered in the
light of a principle, so themeans are considered in the light of a
conclusion.Wherefore that which presents itself as to be done
first, holds the position of an ultimate conclusion whereat the
inquiry comes to an end. Nothing however prevents counsel
from being infinite potentially, for asmuch as an infinite num-
ber of things may present themselves to be inquired into by
means of counsel.

Reply to Objection 1. Singulars are infinite; not actually,
but only potentially.

Reply toObjection2.Althoughhuman action can be hin-
dered, the hindrance is not always at hand. Consequently it is
not always necessary to take counsel about removing the ob-
stacle.

Reply toObjection 3. In contingent singulars, something
may be taken for certain, not simply, indeed, but for the time
being, and as far as it concerns the work to be done. us that
Socrates is sitting is not a necessary statement; but that he is
sitting, as long as he continues to sit, is necessary; and this can
be taken for a certain fact.
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F P   S P, Q 15
Of Consent, Which Is an Act of the Will in Regard to the Means

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider consent; concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether consent is an act of the appetitive or of the apprehensive power?
(2) Whether it is to be found in irrational animals?
(3) Whether it is directed to the end or to the means?
(4) Whether consent to an act belongs to the higher part of the soul only?

Ia IIae q. 15 a. 1Whether consent is an act of the appetitive or of the apprehensive power?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent belongs only to
the apprehensive part of the soul. For Augustine (De Trin. xii,
12) ascribes consent to the higher reason. But the reason is an
apprehensive power. erefore consent belongs to an appre-
hensive power.

Objection 2. Further, consent is “co-sense.” But sense is an
apprehensive power. erefore consent is the act of an appre-
hensive power.

Objection 3. Further, just as assent is an application of the
intellect to something, so is consent. But assent belongs to the
intellect, which is an apprehensive power. erefore consent
also belongs to an apprehensive power.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22)
that “if a man judge without affection for that of which he
judges, there is no sentence,” i.e. consent. But affection belongs
to the appetitive power. erefore consent does also.

I answer that, Consent implies application of sense to
something. Now it is proper to sense to take cognizance of
things present; for the imagination apprehends the similitude
of corporeal things, even in the absence of the things of which
they bear the likeness; while the intellect apprehends universal
ideas, which it can apprehend indifferently, whether the sin-
gulars be present or absent. And since the act of an appetitive
power is a kind of inclination to the thing itself, the application
of the appetitive power to the thing, in so far as it cleaves to it,

gets by a kind of similitude, the name of sense, since, as it were,
it acquires direct knowledge of the thing to which it cleaves, in
so far as it takes complacency in it. Hence it is written (Wis.
1:1): “ink of [Sentite] the Lord in goodness.” And on these
grounds consent is an act of the appetitive power.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated in De Anima iii, 9, “the
will is in the reason.” Hence, when Augustine ascribes consent
to the reason, he takes reason as including the will.

Reply to Objection 2. Sense, properly speaking, belongs
to the apprehensive faculty; but by way of similitude, in so far
as it implies seeking acquaintance, it belongs to the appetitive
power, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. “Assentire” [to assent] is, to speak,
“ad aliud sentire” [to feel towards something]; and thus it im-
plies a certain distance from that to which assent is given. But
“consentire” [to consent] is “to feel with,” and this implies
a certain union to the object of consent. Hence the will, to
which it belongs to tend to the thing itself, is more properly
said to consent: whereas the intellect, whose act does not con-
sist in amovement towards the thing, but rather the reverse, as
we have stated in the Ia, q. 16, a. 1; Ia, q. 27, a. 4; Ia, q. 59, a. 2, is
more properly said to assent: although one word is wont to be
used for the other*. We may also say that the intellect assents,
in so far as it is moved by the will.

Ia IIae q. 15 a. 2Whether consent is to be found in irrational animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent is to be found in
irrational animals. For consent implies a determination of the
appetite to one thing. But the appetite of irrational animals is
determinate to one thing. erefore consent is to be found in
irrational animals.

Objection 2. Further, if you remove what is first, you re-
move what follows. But consent precedes the accomplished
act. If therefore there were no consent in irrational animals,
there would be no act accomplished; which is clearly false.

Objection 3. Further, men are sometimes said to consent
to do something, through some passion; desire, for instance,

or anger. But irrational animals act through passion.erefore
they consent.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22)
that “aer judging, man approves and embraces the judgment
of his counselling, and this is called the sentence,” i.e. consent.
But counsel is not in irrational animals. erefore neither is
consent.

I answer that, Consent, properly speaking, is not in irra-
tional animals. e reason of this is that consent implies an
application of the appetitive movement to something as to be
done. Now to apply the appetitive movement to the doing of

* In Latin rather than in English.
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something, belongs to the subject inwhose power it is tomove
the appetite: thus to touch a stone is an action suitable to a
stick, but to apply the stick so that it touch the stone, belongs
to one who has the power of moving the stick. But irrational
animals have not the command of the appetitive movement;
for this is in them through natural instinct. Hence in the ir-
rational animal, there is indeed the movement of the appetite,
but it does not apply that movement to some particular thing.
And hence it is that the irrational animal is not properly said
to consent: this is proper to the rational nature, which has the
command of the appetitive movement, and is able to apply or
not to apply it to this or that thing.

Reply to Objection 1. In irrational animals the deter-
mination of the appetite to a particular thing is merely pas-
sive: whereas consent implies a determination of the appetite,

which is active rather than merely passive.
Reply to Objection 2. If the first be removed, then what

follows is removed, provided that, properly speaking, it fol-
low from that only. But if something can follow from several
things, it is not removed by the fact that one of them is re-
moved; thus if hardening is the effect of heat and of cold (since
bricks are hardened by the fire, and frozenwater is hardened by
the cold), then by removing heat it does not follow that there is
no hardening. Now the accomplishment of an act follows not
only from consent, but also from the impulse of the appetite,
such as is found in irrational animals.

Reply toObjection 3. e man who acts through passion
is able not to follow the passion: whereas irrational animals
have not that power. Hence the comparison fails.

Ia IIae q. 15 a. 3Whether consent is directed to the end or to the means?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent is directed to the
end. Because that on account of which a thing is such is still
more such. But it is on account of the end that we consent to
the means. erefore, still more do we consent to the end.

Objection 2. Further, the act of the intemperateman is his
end, just as the act of the virtuous man is his end. But the in-
temperate man consents to his own act.erefore consent can
be directed to the end.

Objection 3. Further, desire of the means is choice, as
stated above (q. 13, a. 1). If therefore consent were only di-
rected to the means it would nowise differ from choice. And
this is proved to be false by the authority of Damascene who
says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22) that “aer the approval” which he
calls “the sentence,” “comes the choice.” erefore consent is
not only directed to the means.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22)
that the “sentence,” i.e. the consent, takes place “when a man
approves and embraces the judgmentof his counsel.”But coun-
sel is only about the means. erefore the same applies to con-
sent.

I answer that, Consent is the application of the appetitive
movement to something that is already in the power of him
who causes the application. Now the order of action is this:
First there is the apprehension of the end; then the desire of
the end; then the counsel about the means; then the desire of
the means. Now the appetite tends to the last end naturally:
wherefore the application of the appetitive movement to the
apprehended end has not the nature of consent, but of sim-
ple volition. But as to those things which come under con-
sideration aer the last end, in so far as they are directed to
the end, they come under counsel: and so counsel can be ap-

plied to them, in so far as the appetitivemovement is applied to
the judgment resulting from counsel. But the appetitivemove-
ment to the end is not applied to counsel: rather is counsel ap-
plied to it, because counsel presupposes the desire of the end.
On the other hand, the desire of the means presupposes the
decision of counsel. And therefore the application of the ap-
petitive movement to counsel’s decision is consent, properly
speaking.Consequently, since counsel is only about themeans,
consent, properly speaking, is of nothing else but the means.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the knowledge of conclu-
sions through the principles is science, whereas the knowledge
of the principles is not science, but something higher, namely,
understanding; so do we consent to the means on account of
the end, in respect of which our act is not consent but some-
thing greater, namely, volition.

Reply to Objection 2. Delight in his act, rather than the
act itself, is the end of the intemperateman, and for sake of this
delight he consents to that act.

Reply to Objection 3. Choice includes something that
consent has not, namely, a certain relation to something to
which something else is preferred: and therefore aer consent
there still remains a choice. For it may happen that by aid of
counsel several means have been found conducive to the end,
and through each of these meeting with approval, consent has
been given to each: but aer approving of many, we have given
ourpreference tooneby choosing it. But if only onemeetswith
approval, then consent and choice do not differ in reality, but
only in our way of looking at them; so that we call it consent,
according aswe approveof doing that thing; but choice accord-
ing as we prefer it to those that do notmeet with our approval.
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Ia IIae q. 15 a. 4Whether consent to the act belongs only to the higher part of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent to the act does
not always belong to the higher reason. For “delight follows
action, and perfects it, just as beauty perfects youth”* (Ethic.
x, 4). But consent to delight belongs to the lower reason, as
Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 12). erefore consent to the act
does not belong only to the higher reason.

Objection 2. Further, an act to whichwe consent is said to
be voluntary. But it belongs tomany powers to produce volun-
tary acts. erefore the higher reason is not alone in consent-
ing to the act.

Objection 3. Further, “the higher reason is that which is
intent on the contemplation and consultation of things eter-
nal,” asAugustine says (DeTrin. xii, 7). Butmanoen consents
to an act not for eternal, but for temporal reasons, or even on
account of some passion of the soul. erefore consent to an
act does not belong to the higher reason alone.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 12): “It is
impossible for man to make up his mind to commit a sin, un-
less that mental faculty which has the sovereign power of urg-
ing his members to, or restraining them from, act, yield to the
evil deed and become its slave.”

I answer that,efinal decision belongs to himwhoholds
the highest place, and to whom it belongs to judge of the oth-
ers; for as long as judgment about some matter remains to be
pronounced, thefinal decisionhasnot been given.Now it is ev-
ident that it belongs to the higher reason to judge of all: since it
is by the reason that we judge of sensible things; and of things
pertaining to human principles we judge according to Divine
principles, which is the function of the higher reason. Where-

fore as long as a man is uncertain whether he resists or not, ac-
cording toDivine principles, no judgment of the reason can be
considered in the light of a final decision. Now the final deci-
sion of what is to be done is consent to the act. erefore con-
sent to the act belongs to the higher reason; but in that sense
in which the reason includes the will, as stated above (a. 1, ad
1).

Reply to Objection 1. Consent to delight in the work
done belongs to the higher reason, as also does consent to the
work; but consent to delight in thought belongs to the lower
reason, just as to the lower reason it belongs to think. Nev-
ertheless the higher reason exercises judgment on the fact of
thinking or not thinking, considered as an action; and in like
manner on the delight that results. But in so far as the act of
thinking is considered as ordained to a further act, it belongs
to the lower reason. For that which is ordained to something
else, belongs to a lower art or power thandoes the end towhich
it is ordained: hence the art which is concerned with the end
is called the master or principal art.

Reply to Objection 2. Since actions are called voluntary
from the fact that we consent to them, it does not follow that
consent is an act of each power, but of the will which is in the
reason, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1), and from which the volun-
tary act is named.

Reply to Objection 3. e higher reason is said to con-
sent not only because it always moves to act, according to the
eternal reasons; but also because it fails to dissent according to
those same reasons.

* οἷον τοῖς ἀκμαίος ἡ ὥρα;—as youthful vigor perfects a man in his prime.
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Of Use, Which Is an Act of the Will in Regard to the Means

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider use; concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether use is an act of the will?
(2) Whether it is to be found in irrational animals?
(3) Whether it regards the means only, or the end also?
(4) Of the relation of use to choice.

Ia IIae q. 16 a. 1Whether use is an act of the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that use is not an act of the
will. For Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 4) that “to use is
to refer thatwhich is the object of use to the obtaining of some-
thing else.” But “to refer” something to another is an act of the
reason towhich it belongs to compare and to direct.erefore
use is an act of the reason and not of the will.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii,
22) that man “goes forward to the operation, and this is called
impulse; then he makes use (of the powers) and this is called
use.” But operation belongs to the executive power; and the act
of the will does not follow the act of the executive power, on
the contrary execution comes last. erefore use is not an act
of the will.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 30):
“All things that were made were made for man’s use, because
reason with which man is endowed uses all things by its judg-
ment of them.”But judgment of things created byGodbelongs
to the speculative reason;which seems to be altogether distinct
from the will, which is the principle of human acts. erefore
use is not an act of the will.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11): “To use
is to apply to something to purpose of the will.”

I answer that,euse of a thing implies the application of
that thing to an operation: hence the operation to which we
apply a thing is called its use; thus the use of a horse is to ride,
and the use of a stick is to strike. Now we apply to an opera-
tion not only the interior principles of action, viz. the powers

of the soul or the members of the body; as the intellect, to un-
derstand; and the eye, to see; but also external things, as a stick,
to strike. But it is evident that we do not apply external things
to an operation save through the interior principles which are
either the powers of the soul, or the habits of those powers, or
the organs which are parts of the body. Now it has been shown
above (q. 9, a. 1) that it is the will which moves the soul’s pow-
ers to their acts, and this is to apply them to operation. Hence
it is evident that first and principally use belongs to the will as
first mover; to the reason, as directing; and to the other pow-
ers as executing the operation, which powers are compared to
the will which applies them to act, as the instruments are com-
pared to the principal agent. Now action is properly ascribed,
not to the instrument, but to the principal agent, as building
is ascribed to the builder, not to his tools. Hence it is evident
that use is, properly speaking, an act of the will.

Reply toObjection 1.Reason does indeed refer one thing
to another; but the will tends to that which is referred by the
reason to something else. And in this sense to use is to refer one
thing to another.

Reply to Objection 2. Damascene is speaking of use in so
far as it belongs to the executive powers.

Reply to Objection 3. Even the speculative reason is ap-
plied by the will to the act of understanding or judging. Con-
sequently the speculative reason is said to use, in so far as it is
moved by the will, in the same way as the other powers.

Ia IIae q. 16 a. 2Whether use is to be found in irrational animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that use is to be found in ir-
rational animals. For it is better to enjoy than to use, because,
as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 10): “We use things by referring
them to something else which we are to enjoy.” But enjoyment
is to be found in irrational animals, as stated above (q. 11, a. 2).
Much more, therefore, is it possible for them to use.

Objection 2. Further, to apply the members to action is
to use them. But irrational animals apply their members to
action; for instance, their feet, to walk; their horns, to strike.
erefore it is possible for irrational animals to use.

On the contrary,Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 30): “None
but a rational animal can make use of a thing.”

I answer that, as stated above (a. 1), to use is to apply an
active principle to action: thus to consent is to apply the ap-
petitive movement to the desire of something, as stated above
(q. 15,Aa. 1,2,3).Nowhe alonewhohas thedisposal of a thing,
can apply it to something else; and this belongs to him alone
who knows how to refer it to something else, which is an act of
the reason. And therefore none but a rational animal consents
and uses.
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Reply toObjection1.Toenjoy implies the absolutemove-
ment of the appetite to the appetible: whereas to use implies a
movement of the appetite to something as directed to some-
thing else. If therefore we compare use and enjoyment in re-
spect of their objects, enjoyment is better than use; because
that which is appetible absolutely is better than that which is
appetible only as directed to something else. But if we com-
pare them in respect of the apprehensive power that precedes
them, greater excellence is required on the part of use: because

todirect one thing to another is an act of reason;whereas to ap-
prehend something absolutely is within the competency even
of sense.

Reply to Objection 2. Animals by means of their mem-
bers do something fromnatural instinct; not throughknowing
the relation of their members to these operations. Wherefore,
properly speaking, they do not apply their members to action,
nor do they use them.

Ia IIae q. 16 a. 3Whether use regards also the last end?

Objection 1. It would seem that use can regard also the
last end. For Augustine says (De Trin. x, 11): “Whoever en-
joys, uses.” But man enjoys the last end. erefore he uses the
last end.

Objection 2. Further, “to use is to apply something to the
purpose of the will” (De Trin. x, 11). But the last end, more
than anything else, is the object of thewill’s application.ere-
fore it can be the object of use.

Objection 3. Further, Hilary says (De Trin. ii) that “Eter-
nity is in the Father, Likeness in the Image,” i.e. in the Son,
“Use in the Gi,” i.e. in the Holy Ghost. But the Holy Ghost,
since He is God, is the last end. erefore the last end can be
the object of use.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 30): “No
one rightly uses God, but one enjoys Him.” But God alone is
the last end. erefore we cannot use the last end.

I answer that,Use, as stated above (a. 1), implies the appli-
cation of one thing to another. Now that which is applied to
another is regarded in the light of means to an end; and con-
sequently use always regards the means. For this reason things
that are adapted to a certain end are said to be “useful”; in fact
their very usefulness is sometimes called use.

It must, however, be observed that the last end may be
taken in twoways: first, simply; secondly, in respect of an indi-
vidual. For since the end, as stated above (q. 1, a. 8; q. 2, a. 7),

signifies sometimes the thing itself, and sometimes the attain-
ment or possession of that thing (thus the miser’s end is either
money or the possession of it); it is evident that, simply speak-
ing, the last end is the thing itself; for the possession of money
is good only inasmuch as there is some good in money. But in
regard to the individual, the obtaining ofmoney is the last end;
for the miser would not seek for money, save that he might
have it. erefore, simply and properly speaking, a man enjoys
money, because he places his last end therein; but in so far as
he seeks to possess it, he is said to use it.

Reply toObjection 1.Augustine is speaking of use in gen-
eral, in so far as it implies the relation of an end to the enjoy-
ment which a man seeks in that end.

Reply to Objection 2. e end is applied to the purpose
of the will, that the will may find rest in it. Consequently this
rest in the end, which is the enjoyment thereof, is in this sense
called use of the end. But the means are applied to the will’s
purpose, not only in being used as means, but as ordained to
something else in which the will finds rest.

Reply to Objection 3. e words of Hilary refer to use as
applicable to rest in the last end; just as, speaking in a general
sense, one may be said to use the end for the purpose of attain-
ing it, as stated above. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 10)
that “this love, delight, felicity, or happiness, is called use by
him.”

Ia IIae q. 16 a. 4Whether use precedes choice?

Objection 1. It would seem that use precedes choice. For
nothing follows aer choice, except execution. But use, since it
belongs to the will, precedes execution. erefore it precedes
choice also.

Objection 2. Further, the absolute precedes the relative.
erefore the less relative precedes the more relative. But
choice implies two relations: one, of the thing chosen, in re-
lation to the end; the other, of the thing chosen, in respect of
that towhich it is preferred;whereas use implies relation to the
end only. erefore use precedes choice.

Objection 3. Further, the will uses the other powers in so
far as it removes them. But the will moves itself, too, as stated
above (q. 9, a. 3). erefore it uses itself, by applying itself to

act. But it does this when it consents. erefore there is use in
consent. But consent precedes choice as stated above (q. 15,
a. 3, ad 3). erefore use does also.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22)
that “the will aer choosing has an impulse to the operation,
and aerwards it uses (the powers).” erefore use follows
choice.

I answer that, e will has a twofold relation to the thing
willed. One, according as the thing willed is, in a way, in the
willing subject, by a kind of proportion or order to the thing
willed. Wherefore those things that are naturally proportion-
ate to a certain end, are said to desire that end naturally. Yet to
have an end thus is to have it imperfectly. Now every imperfect
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thing tends to perfection. And therefore both the natural and
the voluntary appetite tend to have the end in reality; and this
is to have it perfectly. is is the second relation of the will to
the thing willed.

Now the thing willed is not only the end, but also the
means. And the last act that belongs to the first relation of the
will to the means, is choice; for there the will becomes fully
proportionate, by willing the means fully. Use, on the other
hand, belongs to the second relation of the will, in respect of
which it tends to the realization of the thing willed. Where-
fore it is evident that use follows choice; provided that by use
wemean the will’s use of the executive power inmoving it. But
since the will, in a way, moves the reason also, and uses it, we
may take the use of the means, as consisting in the considera-
tion of the reason, whereby it refers the means to the end. In
this sense use precedes choice.

Reply toObjection 1.emotion of thewill to the execu-
tion of the work, precedes execution, but follows choice. And
so, since use belongs to that very motion of the will, it stands
between choice and execution.

Reply to Objection 2. What is essentially relative is aer
the absolute; but the thing to which relation is referred need
not come aer. Indeed, the more a cause precedes, the more
numerous the effects to which it has relation.

Reply to Objection 3. Choice precedes use, if they be re-
ferred to the same object. But nothing hinders the use of one
thing preceding the choice of another. And since the acts of
thewill react on one another, in each act of thewill we can find
both consent and choice and use; so that we may say that the
will consents to choose, and consents to consent, and uses it-
self in consenting and choosing. And such acts as are ordained
to that which precedes, precede also.
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Of the Acts Commanded by the Will

(In Nine Articles)

We must now consider the acts commanded by the will; under which head there are nine points of inquiry:

(1) Whether command is an act of the will or of the reason?
(2) Whether command belongs to irrational animals?
(3) Of the order between command and use
(4) Whether command and the commanded act are one act or distinct?
(5) Whether the act of the will is commanded?
(6) Whether the act of the reason is commanded?
(7) Whether the act of the sensitive appetite is commanded?
(8) Whether the act of the vegetal soul is commanded?
(9) Whether the acts of the external members are commanded?

Ia IIae q. 17 a. 1Whether command is an act of the reason or of the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that command is not an act of
the reason but of the will. For command is a kind of motion;
because Avicenna says that there are four ways of moving, “by
perfecting, by disposing, by commanding, andby counselling.”
But it belongs to the will to move all the other powers of the
soul, as stated above (q. 9, a. 1). erefore command is an act
of the will.

Objection 2. Further, just as to be commanded belongs to
that which is subject, so, seemingly, to command belongs to
that which is most free. But the root of liberty is especially in
the will. erefore to command belongs to the will.

Objection 3.Further, command is followed at once by act.
But the act of the reason is not followed at once by act: for he
who judges that a thing should be done, does not do it at once.
erefore command is not an act of the reason, but of the will.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* and the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 13) say that “the appetite obeys reason.” erefore
command is an act of the reason.

I answer that,Command is an act of the reasonpresuppos-
ing, however, an act of the will. In proof of this, we must take
note that, since the acts of the reason and of the will can be
brought to bear on one another, in so far as the reason reasons
about willing, and the will wills to reason, the result is that the
act of the reason precedes the act of the will, and conversely.
And since the power of the preceding act continues in the act
that follows, it happens sometimes that there is an act of the
will in so far as it retains in itself something of an act of the
reason, as we have stated in reference to use and choice; and
conversely, that there is an act of the reason in so far as it re-
tains in itself something of an act of the will.

Now, command is essentially indeed an act of the reason:

for the commander orders the one commanded to do some-
thing, by way of intimation or declaration; and to order thus
by intimating or declaring is an act of the reason. Now the
reason can intimate or declare something in two ways. First,
absolutely: and this intimation is expressed by a verb in the
indicative mood, as when one person says to another: “is
is what you should do.” Sometimes, however, the reason in-
timates something to a man by moving him thereto; and this
intimation is expressed by a verb in the imperative mood; as
when it is said to someone: “Do this.” Now the first mover,
among the powers of the soul, to the doing of an act is the will,
as stated above (q. 9, a. 1). Since therefore the second mover
does not move, save in virtue of the first mover, it follows that
the very fact that the reason moves by commanding, is due to
the power of the will. Consequently it follows that command
is an act of the reason, presupposing an act of the will, in virtue
ofwhich the reason, by its command,moves (the power) to the
execution of the act.

Reply to Objection 1. To command is to move, not any-
how, but by intimating and declaring to another; and this is an
act of the reason.

Reply toObjection 2. e root of liberty is the will as the
subject thereof; but it is the reason as its cause. For the will can
tend freely towards various objects, precisely because the rea-
son can have various perceptions of good.Hence philosophers
define the free-will as being “a free judgment arising from rea-
son,” implying that reason is the root of liberty.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument proves that com-
mand is an act of reason not absolutely, but with a kind of mo-
tion as stated above.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xvi.
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Ia IIae q. 17 a. 2Whether command belongs to irrational animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that command belongs to ir-
rational animals. Because, according to Avicenna, “the power
that commands movement is the appetite; and the power that
executes movement is in the muscles and nerves.” But both
powers are in irrational animals. erefore command is to be
found in irrational animals.

Objection 2. Further, the condition of a slave is that of
one who receives commands. But the body is compared to the
soul as a slave to his master, as the Philosopher says (Polit. i,
2).erefore the body is commanded by the soul, even in irra-
tional animals, since they are composed of soul and body.

Objection 3. Further, by commanding, man has an im-
pulse towards an action. But impulse to action is to be found
in irrational animals, asDamascene says (De FideOrth. ii, 22).
erefore command is to be found in irrational animals.

On the contrary, Command is an act of reason, as stated
above (a. 1). But in irrational animals there is no reason. Nei-
ther, therefore, is there command.

I answer that, To command is nothing else than to direct
someone to do something, by a certain motion of intimation.
Now to direct is the proper act of reason. Wherefore it is im-

possible that irrational animals should command in any way,
since they are devoid of reason.

Reply toObjection1.eappetitive power is said to com-
mand movement, in so far as it moves the commanding rea-
son. But this is only inman. In irrational animals the appetitive
power is not, properly speaking, a commanding faculty, unless
command be taken loosely for motion.

Reply toObjection 2.ebody of the irrational animal is
competent to obey; but its soul is not competent to command,
because it is not competent to direct. Consequently there is no
ratio there of commander and commanded; but only ofmover
and moved.

Reply toObjection3. Impulse to action is in irrational an-
imals otherwise than inman. For the impulse of man to action
arises from the directing reason; wherefore his impulse is one
of command. On the other hand, the impulse of the irrational
animal arises from natural instinct; because as soon as they ap-
prehend the fitting or the unfitting, their appetite is moved
naturally to pursue or to avoid.Wherefore they are directed by
another to act; and they themselves do not direct themselves
to act. Consequently in them is impulse but not command.

Ia IIae q. 17 a. 3Whether use precedes command?

Objection 1. It would seem that use precedes command.
For command is an act of the reason presupposing an act of
the will, as stated above (a. 1). But, as we have already shown
(q. 16, a. 1), use is an act of the will. erefore use precedes
command.

Objection2.Further, command is one of those things that
are ordained to the end. But use is of those things that are or-
dained to the end. erefore it seems that use precedes com-
mand.

Objection 3. Further, every act of a power moved by the
will is called use; because the will uses the other powers, as
stated above (q. 16, a. 1). But command is an act of the rea-
son asmoved by the will, as stated above (a. 1).erefore com-
mand is a kind of use. Now the common precedes the proper.
erefore use precedes command.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22)
that impulse to action precedes use. But impulse to operation
is given by command. erefore command precedes use.

I answer that, use of that which is directed to the end, in
so far as it is in the reason referring this to the end, precedes
choice, as stated above (q. 16, a. 4). Wherefore still more does
it precede command. On the other hand, use of that which is
directed to the end, in so far as it is subject to the executive
power, follows command; because use in the user is united to
the act of the thing used; for one does not use a stick before

doing something with the stick. But command is not simulta-
neouswith the act of the thing towhich the command is given:
for it naturally precedes its fulfilment, sometimes, indeed, by
priority of time.Consequently it is evident that command pre-
cedes use.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every act of the will precedes
this act of the reason which is command; but an act of the will
precedes, viz. choice; and an act of the will follows, viz. use.
Because aer counsel’s decision, which is reason’s judgment,
the will chooses; and aer choice, the reason commands that
power which has to do what was chosen; and then, last of all,
someone’s will begins to use, by executing the command of rea-
son; sometimes it is another’s will, when one commands an-
other; sometimes the will of the one that commands, when he
commands himself to do something.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as act ranks before power, so
does the object rank before the act. Now the object of use is
that which is directed to the end. Consequently, from the fact
that command precedes, rather than that it follows use.

Reply toObjection3. Just as the act of thewill in using the
reason for the purpose of command, precedes the command;
so also we may say that this act whereby the will uses the rea-
son, is precededby a commandof reason; since the acts of these
powers react on one another.
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Ia IIae q. 17 a. 4Whether command and the commanded act are one act, or distinct?

Objection 1. It would seem that the commanded act is not
one with the command itself. For the acts of different powers
are themselves distinct. But the commanded act belongs to one
power, and the command to another; since one is the power
that commands, and the other is the power that receives the
command. erefore the commanded act is not one with the
command.

Objection 2. Further, whatever things can be separate
from one another, are distinct: for nothing is severed from it-
self. But sometimes the commanded act is separate from the
command: for sometimes the command is given, and the com-
manded act follows not. erefore command is a distinct act
from the act commanded.

Objection 3. Further, whatever things are related to one
another as precedent and consequent, are distinct. But com-
mand naturally precedes the commanded act. erefore they
are distinct.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Topic. iii, 2) that
“where one thing is by reason of another, there is but one.” But
there is no commanded act unless by reason of the command.
erefore they are one.

I answer that, Nothing prevents certain things being dis-
tinct in one respect, and one in another respect. Indeed, every
multitude is one in some respect, asDionysius says (Div.Nom.
xiii). But a difference is to be observed in this, that some are
simply many, and one in a particular aspect: while with oth-
ers it is the reverse. Now “one” is predicated in the same way
as “being.” And substance is being simply, whereas accident or
being “of reason” is a being only in a certain respect.Wherefore
those things that are one in substance are one simply, though
many in a certain respect. us, in the genus substance, the
whole composed of its integral or essential parts, is one simply:

because the whole is being and substance simply, and the parts
are being and substances in the whole. But those things which
are distinct in substance, and one according to an accident, are
distinct simply, and one in a certain respect: thus many men
are one people, and many stones are one heap; which is unity
of composition or order. In like manner also many individuals
that are one in genus or species are many simply, and one in a
certain respect: since to be one in genus or species is to be one
according to the consideration of the reason.

Now just as in the genus of natural things, a whole is com-
posed of matter and form (e.g. man, who is one natural being,
though he has many parts, is composed of soul and body); so,
in human acts, the act of a lower power is in the position of
matter in regard to the act of a higher power, in so far as the
lower power acts in virtue of the higher power moving it: for
thus also the act of the first mover is as the form in regard to
the act of its instrument. Hence it is evident that command
and the commanded act are one human act, just as a whole is
one, yet in its parts, many.

Reply to Objection 1. If the distinct powers are not or-
dained to one another, their acts are diverse simply. But when
one power is the mover of the other, then their acts are, in a
way, one: since “the act of the mover and the act of the thing
moved are one act” (Phys. iii, 3).

Reply to Objection 2. e fact that command and the
commanded act can be separated from one another shows that
they are different parts. Because the parts of a man can be sep-
arated from one another, and yet they form one whole.

Reply to Objection 3. In those things that are many in
parts, but one as a whole, nothing hinders one part from pre-
ceding another.us the soul, in a way, precedes the body; and
the heart, the other members.

Ia IIae q. 17 a. 5Whether the act of the will is commanded?

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of the will is not
commanded. For Augustine says (Confess. viii, 9): “e mind
commands the mind to will, and yet it does not.” But to will
is the act of the will. erefore the act of the will is not com-
manded.

Objection 2. Further, to receive a command belongs to
one who can understand the command. But the will cannot
understand the command; for the will differs from the intel-
lect, to which it belongs to understand. erefore the act of
the will is not commanded.

Objection 3. Further, if one act of the will is commanded,
for the same reason all are commanded. But if all the acts of
the will are commanded, we must needs proceed to infinity;
because the act of thewill precedes the act of reason command-
ing, as stated above (a. 1); for if that act of the will be also com-
manded, this command will be precedes by another act of the

reason, and so on to infinity. But to proceed to infinity is not
possible. erefore the act of the will is not commanded.

On the contrary, Whatever is in our power, is subject to
our command. But the acts of the will, most of all, are in our
power; since all our acts are said to be in our power, in so far
as they are voluntary. erefore the acts of the will are com-
manded by us.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), command is nothing
else than the act of the reason directing, with a certainmotion,
something to act. Now it is evident that the reason can direct
the act of the will: for just as it can judge it to be good to will
something, so it can direct by commanding man to will. From
this it is evident that an act of the will can be commanded.

Reply toObjection 1.As Augustine says (Confess. viii, 9)
when the mind commands itself perfectly to will, then already
it wills: but that sometimes it commands and wills not, is due
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to the fact that it commands imperfectly. Now imperfect com-
mand arises from the fact that the reason is moved by opposite
motives to command or not to command: wherefore it fluctu-
ates between the two, and fails to command perfectly.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as each of the members of the
body works not for itself alone but for the whole body; thus it
is for the whole body that the eye sees; so is it with the powers
of the soul. For the intellect understands, not for itself alone,
but for all the powers; and the will wills not only for itself, but

for all the powers too. Wherefore man, in so far as he is en-
dowed with intellect and will, commands the act of the will
for himself.

Reply toObjection 3. Since command is an act of reason,
that act is commandedwhich is subject to reason.Nowthefirst
act of the will is not due to the direction of the reason but to
the instigation of nature, or of a higher cause, as stated above
(q. 9, a. 4). erefore there is no need to proceed to infinity.

Ia IIae q. 17 a. 6Whether the act of the reason is commanded?

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of the reason can-
not be commanded. For it seems impossible for a thing to com-
mand itself. But it is the reason that commands, as stated above
(a. 1). erefore the act of the reason is not commanded.

Objection 2. Further, that which is essential is different
from that which is by participation. But the power whose act
is commanded by reason, is rational by participation, as stated
in Ethic. i, 13. erefore the act of that power, which is essen-
tially rational, is not commanded.

Objection 3. Further, that act is commanded, which is in
our power. But to know and judge the truth, which is the act
of reason, is not always in our power. erefore the act of the
reason cannot be commanded.

On the contrary,atwhichwe do of our free-will, can be
done by our command. But the acts of the reason are accom-
plished through the free-will: for Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. ii, 22) that “by his free-will man inquires, considers,
judges, approves.”erefore the acts of the reason can be com-
manded.

I answer that, Since the reason reacts on itself, just as it
directs the acts of other powers, so can it direct its own act.
Consequently its act can be commanded.

But we must take note that the act of the reason may be
considered in two ways. First, as to the exercise of the act.
And considered thus, the act of the reason can always be com-
manded: as when one is told to be attentive, and to use one’s

reason. Secondly, as to the object; in respect of which two acts
of the reason have to be noticed. One is the act whereby it
apprehends the truth about something. is act is not in our
power: because it happens in virtue of a natural or supernatu-
ral light. Consequently in this respect, the act of the reason is
not in our power, and cannot be commanded. e other act
of the reason is that whereby it assents to what it apprehends.
If, therefore, that which the reason apprehends is such that it
naturally assents thereto, e.g. the first principles, it is not in
our power to assent or dissent to the like: assent follows nat-
urally, and consequently, properly speaking, is not subject to
our command. But some thingswhich are apprehended donot
convince the intellect to such an extent as not to leave it free
to assent or dissent, or at least suspend its assent or dissent, on
account of some cause or other; and in such things assent or
dissent is in our power, and is subject to our command.

Reply toObjection 1.Reason commands itself, just as the
will moves itself, as stated above (q. 9, a. 3), that is to say, in
so far as each power reacts on its own acts, and from one thing
tends to another.

Reply to Objection 2. On account of the diversity of ob-
jects subject to the act of the reason, nothing prevents the rea-
son from participating in itself: thus the knowledge of princi-
ples is participated in the knowledge of the conclusions.

e reply to the third object is evident fromwhat has been
said.

Ia IIae q. 17 a. 7Whether the act of the sensitive appetite is commanded?

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of the sensitive
appetite is not commanded. For the Apostle says (Rom. 7:15):
“For I do not that good which I will”: and a gloss explains this
by saying that man lusts, although he wills not to lust. But to
lust is an act of the sensitive appetite. erefore the act of the
sensitive appetite is not subject to our command.

Objection 2. Further, corporeal matter obeys God alone,
to the effect of formal transmutation, as was shown in the Ia,
q. 65, a. 4; Ia, q. 91, a. 2; Ia, q. 110, a. 2. But the act of the sensi-
tive appetite is accompanied by a formal transmutation of the
body, consisting in heat or cold. erefore the act of the sensi-

tive appetite is not subject to man’s command.
Objection 3. Further, the proper motive principle of the

sensitive appetite is something apprehended by sense or imag-
ination. But it is not always in our power to apprehend some-
thing by sense or imagination.erefore the act of the sensitive
appetite is not subject to our command.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* says: “at which
obeys reason is twofold, the concupiscible and the irascible,”
which belong to the sensitive appetite.erefore the act of the
sensitive appetite is subject to the command of reason.

I answer that, An act is subject to our command, in so far

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xvi.
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as it is in our power, as stated above (a. 5). Consequently in or-
der to understand in what manner the act of the sensitive ap-
petite is subject to the command of reason, we must consider
in what manner it is in our power. Now it must be observed
that the sensitive appetite differs from the intellective appetite,
which is called the will, in the fact that the sensitive appetite
is a power of a corporeal organ, whereas the will is not. Again,
every act of a power that uses a corporeal organ, depends not
only on a power of the soul, but also on the disposition of that
corporeal organ: thus the act of vision depends on the power
of sight, and on the condition of the eye, which condition is
a help or a hindrance to that act. Consequently the act of the
sensitive appetite depends not only on the appetitive power,
but also on the disposition of the body.

Now whatever part the power of the soul takes in the act,
follows apprehension. And the apprehension of the imagina-
tion, being aparticular apprehension, is regulatedby the appre-
hension of reason, which is universal; just as a particular active
power is regulated by a universal active power. Consequently
in this respect the act of the sensitive appetite is subject to the
command of reason. On the other hand, condition or disposi-
tion of the body is not subject to the command of reason: and
consequently in this respect, themovement of the sensitive ap-
petite is hindered from being wholly subject to the command
of reason.

Moreover it happens sometimes that the movement of the
sensitive appetite is aroused suddenly in consequence of an ap-
prehension of the imagination of sense. And then such move-
ment occurs without the command of reason: although reason
could have prevented it, had it foreseen. Hence the Philoso-
pher says (Polit. i, 2) that the reason governs the irascible and
concupiscible not by a “despotic supremacy,” which is that of
a master over his slave; but by a “politic and royal supremacy,”
whereby the free are governed, who are not wholly subject to

command.
Reply to Objection 1. at man lusts, although he wills

not to lust, is due to a disposition of the body, whereby the sen-
sitive appetite is hindered from perfect compliance with the
command of reason. Hence the Apostle adds (Rom. 7:15): “I
see another law in my members, fighting against the law of my
mind.” is may also happen through a sudden movement of
concupiscence, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. e condition of the body stands
in a twofold relation to the act of the sensitive appetite. First,
as preceding it: thus a man may be disposed in one way or an-
other, in respect of his body, to this or that passion. Secondly,
as consequent to it: thus aman becomes heated through anger.
Now the condition that precedes, is not subject to the com-
mand of reason: since it is due either to nature, or to some pre-
vious movement, which cannot cease at once. But the condi-
tion that is consequent, follows the command of reason: since
it results from the local movement of the heart, which has var-
ious movements according to the various acts of the sensitive
appetite.

Reply toObjection 3. Since the external sensible is neces-
sary for the apprehension of the senses, it is not in our power
to apprehend anything by the senses, unless the sensible be
present; which presence of the sensible is not always in our
power. For it is then that man can use his senses if he will so
to do; unless there be some obstacle on the part of the organ.
On theotherhand, the apprehensionof the imagination is sub-
ject to the ordering of reason, in proportion to the strength or
weakness of the imaginative power. For that man is unable to
imagine the things that reason considers, is either because they
cannot be imagined, such as incorporeal things; or because of
the weakness of the imaginative power, due to some organic
indisposition.

Ia IIae q. 17 a. 8Whether the act of the vegetal soul is commanded?

Objection1. It would seem that the acts of the vegetal soul
are subject to the command of reason. For the sensitive powers
are of higher rank than the vegetal powers. But the powers of
the sensitive soul are subject to the command of reason. Much
more, therefore, are the powers of the vegetal soul.

Objection 2. Further, man is called a “little world”†, be-
cause the soul is in the body, as God is in the world. But God
is in theworld in such away, that everything in theworld obeys
His command.erefore all that is in man, even the powers of
the vegetal soul, obey the command of reason.

Objection 3. Further, praise and blame are awarded only
to such acts as are subject to the command of reason. But in
the acts of the nutritive and generative power, there is room
for praise and blame, virtue and vice: as in the case of gluttony
and lust, and their contrary virtues. erefore the acts of these

powers are subject to the command of reason.
On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* sats that “the nutri-

tive and generative power is one over which the reason has no
control.”

I answer that, Some acts proceed from the natural ap-
petite, others from the animal, or from the intellectual ap-
petite: for every agent desires an end in some way. Now the
natural appetite does not follow from some apprehension, as
to the animal and the intellectual appetite. But the reason com-
mands by way of apprehensive power. Wherefore those acts
that proceed from the intellective or the animal appetite, can
be commandedby reason: butnot those acts that proceed from
the natural appetite. And such are the acts of the vegetal soul;
wherefore Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxii)
says “that generation and nutrition belong to what are called

† Aristotle, Phys. viii. 2. * Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxii.
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natural powers.” Consequently the acts of the vegetal soul are
not subject to the command of reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e more immaterial an act is, the
more noble it is, and the more is it subject to the command of
reason. Hence the very fact that the acts of the vegetal soul do
not obey reason, shows that they rank lowest.

Reply to Objection 2. e comparison holds in a certain
respect: because, to wit, as God moves the world, so the soul
moves the body. But it does not hold in every respect: for the
soul did not create the body out of nothing, as God created

the world; for which reason the world is wholly subject to His
command.

Reply to Objection 3. Virtue and vice, praise and blame
do not affect the acts themselves of the nutritive and genera-
tive power, i.e. digestion, and formation of the human body;
but they affect the acts of the sensitive part, that are ordained
to the acts of generation and nutrition; for example the desire
for pleasure in the act of taking food or in the act of generation,
and the right or wrong use thereof.

Ia IIae q. 17 a. 9Whether the acts of the external members are commanded?

Objection 1. It would seem that the members of the body
do not obey reason as to their acts. For it is evident that the
members of the body are more distant from the reason, than
the powers of the vegetal soul. But the powers of the vegetal
soul do not obey reason, as stated above (a. 8).ereforemuch
less do the members of the body obey.

Objection 2. Further, the heart is the principle of animal
movement. But the movement of the heart is not subject to
the command of reason: for Gregory of Nyssa† says that “the
pulse is not controlled by reason.” erefore the movement of
the bodily members is not subject to the command of reason.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv, 16)
that “themovement of the genitalmembers is sometimes inop-
portune and not desired; sometimes when sought it fails, and
whereas the heart is warm with desire, the body remains cold.”
erefore the movements of the members are not obedient to
reason.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. viii, 9): “e
mind commands a movement of the hand, and so ready is the
hand to obey, that scarcely can one discern obedience from
command.”

I answer that, e members of the body are organs of the
soul’s powers. Consequently according as the powers of the
soul stand in respect of obedience to reason, so do the mem-
bers of the body stand in respect thereof. Since then the sensi-
tive powers are subject to the command of reason, whereas the
natural powers are not; therefore all movements of members,
that are moved by the sensitive powers, are subject to the com-
mand of reason; whereas those movements of members, that
arise from the natural powers, are not subject to the command
of reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e members do not move them-
selves, but aremoved through the powers of the soul; of which
powers, some are in closer contact with the reason than are the
powers of the vegetal soul.

Reply toObjection2. In things pertaining to intellect and
will, that which is according to nature stands first, whence all
other things are derived: thus from the knowledge of princi-
ples that are naturally known, is derived knowledge of the con-
clusions; and from volition of the end naturally desired, is de-
rived the choice of the means. So also in bodily movements

the principle is according to nature. Now the principle of bod-
ily movements begins with the movement of the heart. Con-
sequently the movement of the heart is according to nature,
and not according to the will: for like a proper accident, it re-
sults from life, which follows from the union of soul and body.
us themovement of heavy and light things results from their
substantial form: forwhich reason they are said to bemovedby
their generator, as thePhilosopher states (Phys. viii, 4).Where-
fore this movement is called “vital.” For which reasonGregory
of Nyssa (Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxii) says that, just as the
movement of generation and nutrition does not obey reason,
so neither does the pulse which is a vital movement. By the
pulse he means the movement of the heart which is indicated
by the pulse veins.

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv,
17,20) it is in punishment of sin that the movement of these
members does not obey reason: in this sense, that the soul is
punished for its rebellion against God, by the insubmission of
that member whereby original sin is transmitted to posterity.

But because, aswe shall state later on, the effect of the sin of
our first parentwas that his naturewas le to itself, through the
withdrawal of the supernatural gi which God had bestowed
on man, we must consider the natural cause of this particular
member’s insubmission to reason. is is stated by Aristotle
(De Causis Mot. Animal.) who says that “the movements of
the heart and of the organs of generation are involuntary,” and
that the reason of this is as follows. ese members are stirred
at the occasion of some apprehension; in so far as the intellect
and imagination represent such things as arouse the passions
of the soul, of which passions these movements are a conse-
quence. But they are not moved at the command of the rea-
son or intellect, because these movements are conditioned by
a certain natural change of heat and cold, which change is not
subject to the command of reason. is is the case with these
two organs in particular, because each is as it were a separate
animal being, in so far as it is a principle of life; and the prin-
ciple is virtually the whole. For the heart is the principle of the
senses; and from the organ of generation proceeds the semi-
nal virtue, which is virtually the entire animal. Consequently
they have their proper movements naturally: because princi-
ples must needs be natural, as stated above (Reply obj. 2).

† Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxii.
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F P   S P, Q 18
Of the Good and Evil of Human Acts, in General

(In Eleven Articles)

We must now consider the good and evil of human acts. First, how a human act is good or evil; secondly, what results from
the good or evil of a human act, as merit or demerit, sin and guilt.

Under the first head there will be a threefold consideration: the first will be of the good and evil of human acts, in general;
the second, of the good and evil of internal acts; the third, of the good and evil of external acts.

Concerning the first there are eleven points of inquiry:

(1) Whether every human action is good, or are there evil actions?
(2) Whether the good or evil of a human action is derived from its object?
(3) Whether it is derived from a circumstance?
(4) Whether it is derived from the end?
(5) Whether a human action is good or evil in its species?
(6) Whether an action has the species of good or evil from its end?
(7) Whether the species derived from the end is contained under the species derived from the object, as under

its genus, or conversely?
(8) Whether any action is indifferent in its species?
(9) Whether an individual action can be indifferent?

(10) Whether a circumstance places a moral action in the species of good or evil?
(11) Whether every circumstance that makes an action better or worse, places the moral action in the species of

good or evil?

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 1Whether every human action is good, or are there evil actions?

Objection 1. It would seem that every human action is
good, and that none is evil. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv)
that evil acts not, save in virtue of the good. But no evil is done
in virtue of the good. erefore no action is evil.

Objection 2. Further, nothing acts except in so far as it is
in act. Now a thing is evil, not according as it is in act, but ac-
cording as its potentiality is void of act; whereas in so far as its
potentiality is perfected by act, it is good, as stated in Metaph.
ix, 9. erefore nothing acts in so far as it is evil, but only ac-
cording as it is good. erefore every action is good, and none
is evil.

Objection 3. Further, evil cannot be a cause, save acciden-
tally, as Dionysius declares (Div. Nom. iv). But every action
has some effect which is proper to it. erefore no action is
evil, but every action is good.

Onthecontrary,OurLord said ( Jn. 3:20): “Every one that
doth evil, hateth the light.” erefore some actions of man are
evil.

I answer that,Wemust speak of good and evil in actions as
of good and evil in things: because such as everything is, such is
the act that it produces. Now in things, each one has so much
good as it has being: since good and being are convertible, as
was stated in the Ia, q. 5, Aa. 1,3. But God alone has the whole
plenitude of His Being in a certain unity: whereas every other
thing has its proper fulness of being in a certain multiplicity.
Wherefore it happens with some things, that they have being
in some respect, and yet they are lacking in the fulness of being

due to them. us the fulness of human being requires a com-
pound of soul and body, having all the powers and instruments
of knowledge andmovement: wherefore if anyman be lacking
in any of these, he is lacking in something due to the fulness
of his being. So that as much as he has of being, so much has
he of goodness: while so far as he is lacking in goodness, and is
said to be evil: thus a blind man is possessed of goodness inas-
much as he lives; and of evil, inasmuch as he lacks sight. at,
however, which has nothing of being or goodness, could not
be said to be either evil or good. But since this same fulness
of being is of the very essence of good, if a thing be lacking in
its due fulness of being, it is not said to be good simply, but in
a certain respect, inasmuch as it is a being; although it can be
called a being simply, and a non-being in a certain respect, as
was stated in the Ia, q. 5, a. 1, ad 1. We must therefore say that
every action has goodness, in so far as it has being; whereas it is
lacking in goodness, in so far as it is lacking in something that
is due to its fulness of being; and thus it is said to be evil: for in-
stance if it lacks the quantity determined by reason, or its due
place, or something of the kind.

Reply toObjection 1.Evil acts in virtue of deficient good-
ness. For it there were nothing of good there, there would be
neither being nor possibility of action. On the other hand if
goodwere not deficient, there would be no evil. Consequently
the action done is a deficient good, which is good in a certain
respect, but simply evil.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing hinders a thing from be-
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ing in act in a certain respect, so that it can act; and in a certain
respect deficient in act, so as to cause a deficient act. us a
blind man has in act the power of walking, whereby he is able
to walk; but inasmuch as he is deprived of sight he suffers a
defect in walking by stumbling when he walks.

Reply to Objection 3. An evil action can have a proper
effect, according to the goodness and being that it has. us
adultery is the cause of human generation, inasmuch as it im-
plies union of male and female, but not inasmuch as it lacks
the order of reason.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 2Whether the good or evil of a man’s action is derived from its object?

Objection 1. It would seem that the good or evil of an ac-
tion is not derived from its object. For the object of any action
is a thing. But “evil is not in things, but in the sinner’s use of
them,” as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. iii, 12). erefore
the good or evil of a human action is not derived from their
object.

Objection 2. Further, the object is compared to the action
as its matter. But the goodness of a thing is not from itsmatter,
but rather from the form, which is an act. erefore good and
evil in actions is not derived from their object.

Objection 3.Further, the object of an active power is com-
pared to the action as effect to cause. But the goodness of a
cause does not depend on its effect; rather is it the reverse.
erefore good or evil in actions is not derived from their ob-
ject.

On the contrary, It is written (Osee 9:10): “ey became
abominable as those things which they loved.” Now man be-
comes abominable to God on account of the malice of his ac-
tion. erefore the malice of his action is according to the evil
objects that man loves. And the same applies to the goodness
of his action.

I answer that, as stated above (a. 1) the good or evil of an
action, as of other things, depends on its fulness of being or its
lack of that fulness. Now the first thing that belongs to the ful-
ness of being seems to be that which gives a thing its species.
And just as a natural thing has its species from its form, so an
action has its species from its object, as movement from its
term. And therefore just as the primary goodness of a natural
thing is derived from its form, which gives it its species, so the
primary goodness of a moral action is derived from its suitable
object: hence some call such an action “good in its genus”; for
instance, “to make use of what is one’s own.” And just as, in
natural things, the primary evil is when a generated thing does

not realize its specific form (for instance, if instead of a man,
something else be generated); so the primary evil in moral ac-
tions is that which is from the object, for instance, “to take
what belongs to another.” And this action is said to be “evil
in its genus,” genus here standing for species, just as we apply
the term “mankind” to the whole human species.

Reply to Objection 1. Although external things are good
in themselves, nevertheless they have not always a due propor-
tion to this or that action. And so, inasmuch as they are con-
sidered as objects of such actions, they have not the quality of
goodness.

Reply to Objection 2. e object is not the matter “of
which” (a thing is made), but thematter “about which” (some-
thing is done); and stands in relation to the act as its form, as
it were, through giving it its species.

Reply to Objection 3. e object of the human action is
not always the object of an active power. For the appetitive
power is, in a way, passive; in so far as it is moved by the ap-
petible object; and yet it is a principle of human actions. Nor
again have the objects of the active powers always the nature
of an effect, but only when they are already transformed: thus
food when transformed is the effect of the nutritive power;
whereas food before being transformed stands in relation to
the nutritive power as the matter about which it exercises its
operation. Now since the object is in some way the effect of
the active power, it follows that it is the term of its action, and
consequently that it gives it its form and species, since move-
ment derives its species from its term. Moreover, although the
goodness of an action is not caused by the goodness of its ef-
fect, yet an action is said to be good from the fact that it can
produce a good effect.Consequently the very proportion of an
action to its effect is the measure of its goodness.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 3Whether man’s action is good or evil from a circumstance?

Objection 1. It would seem that an action is not good or
evil from a circumstance. For circumstances stand around [cir-
cumstant] an action, as being outside it, as stated above (q. 7,
a. 1). But “good and evil are in things themselves,” as is stated
inMetaph. vi, 4.erefore an action does not derive goodness
or malice from a circumstance.

Objection 2. Further, the goodness or malice of an action
is considered principally in the doctrine of morals. But since
circumstances are accidents of actions, it seems that they are

outside the scope of art: because “no art takes notice of what is
accidental” (Metaph. vi, 2). erefore the goodness or malice
of an action is not taken from a circumstance.

Objection 3. Further, that which belongs to a thing, in re-
spect of its substance, is not ascribed to it in respect of an ac-
cident. But good and evil belong to an action in respect of its
substance; because an action can be good or evil in its genus
as stated above (a. 2). erefore an action is not good or bad
from a circumstance.
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On the contrary, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3) that a
virtuousman acts as he should, andwhen he should, and so on
in respect of the other circumstances. erefore, on the other
hand, the vicious man, in the matter of each vice, acts when he
should not, or where he should not, and so on with the other
circumstances. erefore human actions are good or evil ac-
cording to circumstances.

I answer that, In natural things, it is to be noted that the
whole fulness of perfection due to a thing, is not from themere
substantial form, that gives it its species; since a thing derives
much from supervening accidents, as man does from shape,
color, and the like; and if any one of these accidents be out of
due proportion, evil is the result. So it is with action. For the
plenitude of its goodness does not consist wholly in its species,
but also in certain additionswhich accrue to it by reasonof cer-
tain accidents: and such are its due circumstances. Wherefore

if something be wanting that is requisite as a due circumstance
the action will be evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Circumstances are outside an ac-
tion, inasmuch as they are not part of its essence; but they are
in an action as accidents thereof. us, too, accidents in natu-
ral substances are outside the essence.

Reply to Objection 2. Every accident is not accidentally
in its subject; for some are proper accidents; and of these every
art takes notice.And thus it is that the circumstances of actions
are considered in the doctrine of morals.

Reply to Objection 3. Since good and being are convert-
ible; according as being is predicated of substance and of ac-
cident, so is good predicated of a thing both in respect of its
essential being, and in respect of its accidental being; and this,
both in natural things and in moral actions.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 4Whether a human action is good or evil from its end?

Objection 1. It would seem that the good and evil in hu-
man actions are not from the end. For Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv) that “nothing acts with a view to evil.” If therefore
an action were good or evil from its end, no action would be
evil. Which is clearly false.

Objection 2. Further, the goodness of an action is some-
thing in the action. But the end is an extrinsic cause.erefore
an action is not said to be good or bad according to its end.

Objection 3. Further, a good action may happen to be
ordained to an evil end, as when a man gives an alms from
vainglory; and conversely, an evil action may happen to be or-
dained to a good end, as a the committed in order to give
something to the poor. erefore an action is not good or evil
from its end.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Differ. Topic. ii) that
“if the end is good, the thing is good, and if the end be evil, the
thing also is evil.”

I answer that, e disposition of things as to goodness is
the same as their disposition as to being. Now in some things
the being does not depend on another, and in these it suffices
to consider their being absolutely. But there are things the be-
ing of which depends on something else, and hence in their
regard we must consider their being in its relation to the cause
on which it depends. Now just as the being of a thing depends
on the agent, and the form, so the goodness of a thing depends
on its end.Hence in theDivine Persons,Whose goodness does
not depend on another, the measure of goodness is not taken

from the end. Whereas human actions, and other things, the
goodness of which depends on something else, have a measure
of goodness from the end on which they depend, besides that
goodness which is in them absolutely.

Accordingly a fourfold goodness may be considered in a
human action. First, thatwhich, as an action, it derives from its
genus; because as much as it has of action and being so much
has it of goodness, as stated above (a. 1). Secondly, it has good-
ness according to its species; which is derived from its suitable
object. irdly, it has goodness from its circumstances, in re-
spect, as it were, of its accidents. Fourthly, it has goodness from
its end, to which it is compared as to the cause of its goodness.

Reply toObjection 1.e good in view of which one acts
is not always a true good; but sometimes it is a true good, some-
times an apparent good. And in the latter event, an evil action
results from the end in view.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the end is an extrinsic
cause, nevertheless due proportion to the end, and relation to
the end, are inherent to the action.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing hinders an action that is
good in one of the way mentioned above, from lacking good-
ness in another way. And thus it may happen that an action
which is good in its species or in its circumstances is ordained
to an evil end, or vice versa. However, an action is not good
simply, unless it is good in all those ways: since “evil results
from any single defect, but good from the complete cause,” as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 5Whether a human action is good or evil in its species?

Objection 1. It would seem that good and evil inmoral ac-
tions do not make a difference of species. For the existence of
good and evil in actions is in conformity with their existence
in things, as stated above (a. 1). But good and evil do notmake

a specific difference in things; for a goodman is specifically the
same as a bad man. erefore neither do they make a specific
difference in actions.

Objection 2. Further, since evil is a privation, it is a non-
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being. But non-being cannot be a difference, according to the
Philosopher (Metaph. iii, 3). Since therefore the difference
constitutes the species, it seems that an action is not consti-
tuted in a species through being evil. Consequently good and
evil do not diversify the species of human actions.

Objection 3. Further, acts that differ in species produce
different effects. But the same specific effect results from a
good and from an evil action: thus a man is born of adulter-
ous or of lawful wedlock. erefore good and evil actions do
not differ in species.

Objection 4. Further, actions are sometimes said to be
good or bad from a circumstance, as stated above (a. 3). But
since a circumstance is an accident, it does not give an action
its species.erefore human actions do not differ in species on
account of their goodness or malice.

On the contrary, According to the Philosopher (Ethic ii.
1) “like habits produce like actions.” But a good and a badhabit
differ in species, as liberality and prodigality. erefore also
good and bad actions differ in species.

I answer that, Every action derives its species from its ob-
ject, as stated above (a. 2). Hence it follows that a difference
of object causes a difference of species in actions. Now, it must
be observed that a difference of objects causes a difference of
species in actions, according as the latter are referred to one ac-
tive principle, which does not cause a difference in actions, ac-
cording as they are referred to another active principle. Because
nothing accidental constitutes a species, but only that which
is essential; and a difference of object may be essential in ref-
erence to one active principle, and accidental in reference to
another. us to know color and to know sound, differ essen-
tially in reference to sense, but not in reference to the intellect.

Now in human actions, good and evil are predicated in ref-
erence to the reason; because as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),
“the good of man is to be in accordance with reason,” and evil

is “to be against reason.” For that is good for a thingwhich suits
it in regard to its form; and evil, that which is against the order
of its form. It is therefore evident that the difference of good
and evil considered in reference to the object is an essential
difference in relation to reason; that is to say, according as the
object is suitable or unsuitable to reason. Now certain actions
are called human ormoral, inasmuch as they proceed from the
reason. Consequently it is evident that good and evil diversify
the species in human actions; since essential differences cause
a difference of species.

Reply to Objection 1. Even in natural things, good and
evil, inasmuch as something is according to nature, and some-
thing against nature, diversify the natural species; for a dead
body and a living body are not of the same species. In likeman-
ner, good, inasmuch as it is in accord with reason, and evil,
inasmuch as it is against reason, diversify the moral species.

Reply toObjection 2.Evil implies privation, not absolute,
but affecting some potentiality. For an action is said to be evil
in its species, not because it has no object at all; but because it
has an object in disaccord with reason, for instance, to appro-
priate another’s property. Wherefore in so far as the object is
something positive, it can constitute the species of an evil act.

Reply to Objection 3. e conjugal act and adultery, as
compared to reason, differ specifically and have effects specif-
ically different; because the other deserves praise and reward,
the other, blame and punishment. But as compared to the gen-
erative power, they do not differ in species; and thus they have
one specific effect.

Reply toObjection 4. A circumstance is sometimes taken
as the essential difference of the object, as compared to rea-
son; and then it can specify a moral act. And it must needs be
sowhenever a circumstance transforms an action fromgood to
evil; for a circumstance would not make an action evil, except
through being repugnant to reason.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 6Whether an action has the species of good or evil from its end?

Objection 1. It would seem that the good and evil which
are from the end do not diversify the species of actions. For
actions derive their species from the object. But the end is al-
together apart from the object. erefore the good and evil
which are from the end do not diversify the species of an ac-
tion.

Objection 2. Further, that which is accidental does not
constitute the species, as stated above (a. 5). But it is acciden-
tal to an action to be ordained to some particular end; for in-
stance, to give alms from vainglory. erefore actions are not
diversified as to species, according to the good and evil which
are from the end.

Objection 3. Further, acts that differ in species, can be or-
dained to the same end: thus to the end of vainglory, actions of
various virtues and vices can be ordained. erefore the good
and evil which are taken from the end, do not diversify the

species of action.
On the contrary, It has been shown above (q. 1, a. 3) that

human actions derive their species from the end. erefore
good and evil in respect of the end diversify the species of ac-
tions.

I answer that,Certain actions are called human, inasmuch
as they are voluntary, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1). Now, in a vol-
untary action, there is a twofold action, viz. the interior action
of the will, and the external action: and each of these actions
has its object. e end is properly the object of the interior act
of the will: while the object of the external action, is that on
which the action is brought to bear.erefore just as the exter-
nal action takes its species from the object on which it bears;
so the interior act of the will takes its species from the end, as
from its own proper object.

Now that which is on the part of the will is formal in re-
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gard to thatwhich is on the part of the external action: because
the will uses the limbs to act as instruments; nor have external
actions any measure of morality, save in so far as they are vol-
untary. Consequently the species of a human act is considered
formally with regard to the end, but materially with regard to
the object of the external action. Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. v, 2) that “he who steals that he may commit adultery,
is strictly speaking, more adulterer than thief.”

Reply toObjection 1.eend also has the character of an

object, as stated above.
Reply to Objection 2. Although it is accidental to the ex-

ternal action to be ordained to some particular end, it is not
accidental to the interior act of the will, which act is compared
to the external act, as form to matter.

Reply to Objection 3. When many actions, differing in
species, are ordained to the same end, there is indeed a diver-
sity of species on the part of the external actions; but unity of
species on the part of the internal action.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 7Whether the species derived from the end is contained under the species derived from the ob-
ject, as under its genus, or conversely?

Objection 1. It would seem that the species of goodness
derived from the end is contained under the species of good-
ness derived from the object, as a species is contained under
its genus; for instance, when a man commits a the in order
to give alms. For an action takes its species from its object, as
stated above (Aa. 2,6). But it is impossible for a thing to be con-
tained under another species, if this species be not contained
under the proper species of that thing; because the same thing
cannot be contained in different species that are not subordi-
nate to one another. erefore the species which is taken from
the end, is contained under the species which is taken from the
object.

Objection2.Further, the last difference always constitutes
the most specific species. But the difference derived from the
end seems to come aer the difference derived from the ob-
ject: because the end is something last. erefore the species
derived from the end, is contained under the species derived
from the object, as its most specific species.

Objection 3. Further, themore formal a difference is com-
pared to genus, as form tomatter. But the species derived from
the end, ismore formal than thatwhich is derived from the ob-
ject, as stated above (a. 6). erefore the species derived from
the end is contained under the species derived from the object,
as the most specific species is contained under the subaltern
genus.

On the contrary, Each genus has its determinate differ-
ences. But an action of one same species on the part of its ob-
ject, can be ordained to an infinite number of ends: for in-
stance, the can be ordained to an infinite number of good
and bad ends.erefore the species derived from the end is not
contained under the species derived from the object, as under
its genus.

I answer that, e object of the external act can stand in
a twofold relation to the end of the will: first, as being of it-
self ordained thereto; thus to fight well is of itself ordained to
victory; secondly, as being ordained thereto accidentally; thus
to take what belongs to another is ordained accidentally to the
giving of alms. Now the differences that divide a genus, and
constitute the species of that genus, must, as the Philosopher
says (Metaph. vii, 12), divide that genus essentially: and if they
divide it accidentally, the division is incorrect: as, if one were

to say: “Animals are divided into rational and irrational; and
the irrational into animals with wings, and animals without
wings”; for “winged” and “wingless” are not essential deter-
minations of the irrational being. But the following division
would be correct: “Some animals have feet, some have no feet:
and of those that have feet, some have two feet, some four,
some many”: because the latter division is an essential deter-
mination of the former. Accordingly when the object is not
of itself ordained to the end, the specific difference derived
from the object is not an essential determination of the species
derived from the end, nor is the reverse the case. Wherefore
one of these species is not under the other; but then the moral
action is contained under two species that are disparate, as it
were. Consequently we say that he that commits the for the
sake of adultery, is guilty of a twofold malice in one action.
On the other hand, if the object be of itself ordained to the
end, one of these differences is an essential determination of
the other. Wherefore one of these species will be contained
under the other.

It remains to be considered which of the two is contained
under the other. In order to make this clear, we must first of
all observe that the more particular the form is from which
a difference is taken, the more specific is the difference. Sec-
ondly, that the more universal an agent is, the more universal
a form does it cause. irdly, that the more remote an end is,
themore universal the agent to which it corresponds; thus vic-
tory, which is the last end of the army, is the end intended by
the commander in chief;while the right ordering of this or that
regiment is the end intended by one of the lower officers. From
all this it follows that the specific difference derived from the
end, is more general; and that the difference derived from an
objectwhich of itself is ordained to that end, is a specific differ-
ence in relation to the former. For the will, the proper object
of which is the end, is the universal mover in respect of all the
powers of the soul, the proper objects of which are the objects
of their particular acts.

Reply toObjection1.Oneand the same thing, considered
in its substance, cannot be in two species, one of which is not
subordinate to the other. But in respect of those things which
are superadded to the substance, one thing can be contained
under different species. us one and the same fruit, as to its
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color, is contained under one species, i.e. a white thing: and,
as to its perfume, under the species of sweet-smelling things.
In like manner an action which, as to its substance, is in one
natural species, considered in respect to the moral conditions
that are added to it, can belong to two species, as stated above
(q. 1, a. 3, ad 3).

Reply toObjection2.eend is last in execution; but first
in the intention of the reason, in regard towhichmoral actions
receive their species.

Reply to Objection 3. Difference is compared to genus as
form to matter, inasmuch as it actualizes the genus. On the
other hand, the genus is considered as more formal than the
species, inasmuch as it is something more absolute and less
contracted. Wherefore also the parts of a definition are re-
duced to the genus of formal cause, as is stated in Phys. ii, 3.
And in this sense the genus is the formal cause of the species;
and so much the more formal, as it is more universal.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 8Whether any action is indifferent in its species?

Objection 1. It would seem that no action is indifferent in
its species. For evil is the privation of good, according to Au-
gustine (Enchiridion xi). But privation and habit are imme-
diate contraries, according to the Philosopher (Categor. viii).
erefore there is not such thing as an action that is indifferent
in its species, as though it were between good and evil.

Objection 2. Further, human actions derive their species
from their end or object, as stated above (a. 6; q. 1, a. 3). But
every end and every object is either good or bad. erefore ev-
ery human action is good or evil according to its species.None,
therefore, is indifferent in its species.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (a. 1), an action is
said to be good, when it has its due complement of goodness;
and evil, when it lacks that complement. But every actionmust
needs either have the entire plenitude of its goodness, or lack
it in some respect.erefore every actionmust needs be either
good or bad in its species, and none is indifferent.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte ii, 18) that “there are certain deeds of a middle kind,
which can be done with a good or evil mind, of which it is rash
to form a judgment.”erefore some actions are indifferent ac-
cording to their species.

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 2,5), every action takes
its species from its object; while human action, which is called
moral, takes its species from the object, in relation to the prin-
ciple of human actions, which is the reason. Wherefore if the
object of an action includes something in accord with the or-
der of reason, it will be a good action according to its species;
for instance, to give alms to a person in want. On the other
hand, if it includes something repugnant to the order of rea-
son, it will be an evil act according to its species; for instance,

to steal, which is to appropriate what belongs to another. But
it may happen that the object of an action does not include
something pertaining to the order of reason; for instance, to
pick up a straw from the ground, to walk in the fields, and the
like: and such actions are indifferent according to their species.

Reply to Objection 1. Privation is twofold. One is priva-
tion “as a result” [privatum esse], and this leaves nothing, but
takes all away: thus blindness takes away sight altogether; dark-
ness, light; and death, life. Between this privation and the con-
trary habit, there can be no medium in respect of the proper
subject. e other is privation “in process” [privari]: thus sick-
ness is privation of health; not that it takes health away alto-
gether, but that it is a kind of road to the entire loss of health,
occasioned by death. And since this sort of privation leaves
something, it is not always the immediate contrary of the op-
posite habit. In this way evil is a privation of good, as Simpli-
cius says in his commentary on the Categories: because it does
not take away all good, but leaves some. Consequently there
can be something between good and evil.

Reply toObjection 2.Every object or end has some good-
ness or malice, at least natural to it: but this does not imply
moral goodness or malice, which is considered in relation to
the reason, as stated above. And it is of this that we are here
treating.

Reply toObjection 3.Not everything belonging to an ac-
tion belongs also to its species.Wherefore although an action’s
specificnaturemaynot contain all that belongs to the full com-
plement of its goodness, it is not therefore an action specifi-
cally bad; nor is it specifically good. us a man in regard to
his species is neither virtuous nor wicked.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 9Whether an individual action can be indifferent?

Objection 1. It would seem that an individual action can
be indifferent. For there is no species that does not, cannot,
contain an individual. But an action can be indifferent in its
species, as stated above (a. 8). erefore an individual action
can be indifferent.

Objection 2. Further, individual actions cause like habits,
as stated in Ethic. ii, 1. But a habit can be indifferent: for the

Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1) that those who are of an even
temper and prodigal disposition are not evil; and yet it is evi-
dent that they are not good, since they depart from virtue; and
thus they are indifferent in respect of a habit. erefore some
individual actions are indifferent.

Objection 3. Further, moral good belongs to virtue, while
moral evil belongs to vice. But it happens sometimes that a
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man fails to ordain a specifically indifferent action to a vicious
or virtuous end.erefore an individual actionmay happen to
be indifferent.

On the contrary, Gregory says in a homily (vi in Evang.):
“An idle word is one that lacks either the usefulness of recti-
tude or themotive of just necessity or pious utility.” But an idle
word is an evil, because “men…shall render an account of it in
the day of judgment” (Mat. 12:36): while if it does not lack the
motive of just necessity or pious utility, it is good.erefore ev-
ery word is either good or bad. For the same reason every other
action is either good or bad. erefore no individual action is
indifferent.

I answer that, It sometimes happens that an action is in-
different in its species, but considered in the individual it is
good or evil. And the reason of this is because a moral action,
as stated above (a. 3), derives its goodness not only from its
object, whence it takes its species; but also from the circum-
stances, which are its accidents, as it were; just as something
belongs to a man by reason of his individual accidents, which
doesnot belong tohimby reasonofhis species.Andevery indi-
vidual actionmust needs have some circumstance thatmakes it
good or bad, at least in respect of the intention of the end. For
since it belongs to the reason to direct; if an action that pro-
ceeds from deliberate reason be not directed to the due end, it
is, by that fact alone, repugnant to reason, andhas the character
of evil. But if it be directed to a due end, it is in accordwith rea-
son; wherefore it has the character of good.Now itmust needs
be either directed or not directed to a due end. Consequently
every human action that proceeds from deliberate reason, if it
be considered in the individual, must be good or bad.

If, however, it does not proceed from deliberate reason,
but from some act of the imagination, as when a man strokes

his beard, or moves his hand or foot; such an action, properly
speaking, is notmoral or human; since this depends on the rea-
son. Hence it will be indifferent, as standing apart from the
genus of moral actions.

Reply to Objection 1. For an action to be indifferent in
its species can be understood in several ways. First in such a
way that its species demands that it remain indifferent; and
the objection proceeds along this line. But no action can be
specifically indifferent thus: since no object of human action
is such that it cannot be directed to goodor evil, either through
its end or through a circumstance. Secondly, specific indiffer-
ence of an actionmay be due to the fact that as far as its species
is concerned, it is neither good nor bad. Wherefore it can be
made good or bad by something else. us man, as far as his
species is concerned, is neither white nor black; nor is it a con-
dition of his species that he should not be black or white; but
blackness or whiteness is superadded to man by other princi-
ples than those of his species.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher states that a man
is evil, properly speaking, if he be hurtful to others. And ac-
cordingly, because he hurts none save himself. And the same
applies to all others who are not hurtful to other men. But we
say here that evil, in general, is all that is repugnant to right rea-
son. And in this sense every individual action is either good or
bad, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Whenever an end is intended by
deliberate reason, it belongs either to the good of some virtue,
or to the evil of some vice. us, if a man’s action is directed
to the support or repose of his body, it is also directed to the
good of virtue, provided he direct his body itself to the good
of virtue. e same clearly applies to other actions.

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 10Whether a circumstance places a moral action in the species of good or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that a circumstance cannot
place a moral action in the species of good or evil. For the
species of an action is taken from its object. But circumstances
differ from the object. erefore circumstances do not give an
action its species.

Objection 2. Further, circumstances are as accidents in re-
lation to the moral action, as stated above (q. 7, a. 1). But an
accident does not constitute the species. erefore a circum-
stance does not constitute a species of good or evil.

Objection 3. Further, one thing is not in several species.
But one action has several circumstances. erefore a circum-
stance does not place a moral action in a species of good or
evil.

On the contrary, Place is a circumstance. But place makes
a moral action to be in a certain species of evil; for the of a
thing from a holy place is a sacrilege. erefore a circumstance
makes a moral action to be specifically good or bad.

I answer that, Just as the species of natural things are con-

stituted by their natural forms, so the species of moral actions
are constituted by forms as conceived by the reason, as is evi-
dent fromwhat was said above (a. 5). But since nature is deter-
minate to one thing, nor can a process of nature go on to infin-
ity, there must needs be some ultimate form, giving a specific
difference, aer which no further specific difference is possi-
ble. Hence it is that in natural things, that which is acciden-
tal to a thing, cannot be taken as a difference constituting the
species. But the process of reason is not fixed to one particular
term, for at any point it can still proceed further. And con-
sequently that which, in one action, is taken as a circumstance
added to the object that specifies the action, can again be taken
by the directing reason, as the principal condition of the ob-
ject that determines the action’s species. us to appropriate
another’s property is specified by reason of the property be-
ing “another’s,” and in this respect it is placed in the species of
the; and if we consider that action also in its bearing on place
or time, then this will be an additional circumstance. But since
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the reason can direct as to place, time, and the like, it may hap-
pen that the condition as to place, in relation to the object, is
considered as being in disaccord with reason: for instance, rea-
son forbids damage tobedone to aholy place.Consequently to
steal from a holy place has an additional repugnance to the or-
der of reason. And thus place, which was first of all considered
as a circumstance, is considered here as the principal condition
of the object, and as itself repugnant to reason.And in thisway,
whenever a circumstance has a special relation to reason, either
for or against, it must needs specify the moral action whether
good or bad.

Reply to Objection 1. A circumstance, in so far as it spec-
ifies an action, is considered as a condition of the object, as
stated above, and as being, as it were, a specific difference

thereof.
Reply toObjection 2.Acircumstance, so long as it is but a

circumstance, does not specify an action, since thus it is amere
accident: but when it becomes a principal condition of the ob-
ject, then it does specify the action.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not every circumstance that
places themoral action in the species of good or evil; since not
every circumstance implies accord or disaccord with reason.
Consequently, although one action may have many circum-
stances, it does not follow that it is in many species. Neverthe-
less there is no reason why one action should not be in several,
even disparate, moral species, as said above (a. 7, ad 1; q. 1, a. 3,
ad 3).

Ia IIae q. 18 a. 11Whether every circumstance that makes an action better or worse, places a moral action in a
species of good or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that every circumstance re-
lating to good or evil, specifies an action. For good and evil
are specific differences of moral actions. erefore that which
causes a difference in the goodness or malice of a moral action,
causes a specific difference, which is the same as to make it dif-
fer in species.Now thatwhichmakes an action better orworse,
makes it differ in goodness andmalice.erefore it causes it to
differ in species. erefore every circumstance that makes an
action better or worse, constitutes a species.

Objection 2. Further, an additional circumstance either
has in itself the character of goodness or malice, or it has not.
If not, it cannotmake the action better or worse; because what
is not good, cannot make a greater good; and what is not evil,
cannot make a greater evil. But if it has in itself the character
of good or evil, for this very reason it has a certain species of
good or evil. erefore every circumstance that makes an ac-
tion better or worse, constitutes a new species of good or evil.

Objection 3. Further, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom.
iv), “evil is caused by each single defect.” Now every circum-
stance that increases malice, has a special defect. erefore
every such circumstance adds a new species of sin. And for
the same reason, every circumstance that increases goodness,
seems to add a new species of goodness: just as every unity
added to a number makes a new species of number; since the
good consists in “number, weight, andmeasure” ( Ia, q. 5, a. 5).

On the contrary, More and less do not change a species.
But more and less is a circumstance of additional goodness or
malice. erefore not every circumstance that makes a moral
action better or worse, places it in a species of good or evil.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 10), a circumstance gives
the species of good or evil to a moral action, in so far as it
regards a special order of reason. Now it happens sometimes
that a circumstance does not regard a special order of reason

in respect of good or evil, except on the supposition of another
previous circumstance, from which the moral action takes its
species of good or evil. us to take something in a large or
small quantity, does not regard the order of reason in respect
of good or evil, except a certain other condition be presup-
posed, from which the action takes its malice or goodness; for
instance, if what is taken belongs to another, which makes the
action to be discordant with reason. Wherefore to take what
belongs to another in a large or small quantity, does not change
the species of the sin.Nevertheless it can aggravate or diminish
the sin. e same applies to other evil or good actions. Conse-
quently not every circumstance that makes a moral action bet-
ter or worse, changes its species.

Reply to Objection 1. In things which can be more or
less intense, the difference of more or less does not change the
species: thus by differing in whiteness through being more or
lesswhite a thing is not changed in regard to its species of color.
In like manner that which makes an action to be more or less
good or evil, does not make the action differ in species.

Reply to Objection 2. A circumstance that aggravates a
sin, or adds to the goodness of an action, sometimes has no
goodness or malice in itself, but in regard to some other con-
dition of the action, as stated above. Consequently it does not
add a new species, but adds to the goodness or malice derived
from this other condition of the action.

Reply toObjection 3.A circumstance does not always in-
volve a distinct defect of its own; sometimes it causes a defect
in reference to something else. In like manner a circumstance
does not always add further perfection, except in reference to
something else. And, for as much as it does, although it may
add to the goodness or malice, it does not always change the
species of good or evil.
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F P   S P, Q 19
Of the Goodness and Malice of the Interior Act of the Will

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the goodness of the interior act of the will; under which head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the goodness of the will depends on the subject?
(2) Whether it depends on the object alone?
(3) Whether it depends on reason?
(4) Whether it depends on the eternal law?
(5) Whether erring reason binds?
(6) Whether the will is evil if it follows the erring reason against the law of God?
(7) Whether the goodness of the will in regard to the means, depends on the intention of the end?
(8) Whether the degree of goodness ormalice in the will depends on the degree of good or evil in the intention?
(9) Whether the goodness of the will depends on its conformity to the Divine Will?

(10) Whether it is necessary for the human will, in order to be good, to be conformed to the Divine Will, as
regards the thing willed?

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 1Whether the goodness of the will depends on the object?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goodness of the will
does not depend on the object. For the will cannot be directed
otherwise than to what is good: since “evil is outside the scope
of the will,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv). If therefore the
goodness of the will depended on the object, it would follow
that every act of the will is good, and none bad.

Objection 2. Further, good is first of all in the end: where-
fore the goodness of the end, as such, does not depend on any
other. But, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 5), “good-
ness of action is the end, but goodness of making is never the
end”: because the latter is always ordained to the thing made,
as to its end. erefore the goodness of the act of the will does
not depend on any object.

Objection 3. Further, such as a thing is, such does it make
a thing to be. But the object of the will is good, by reason of
the goodness of nature. erefore it cannot give moral good-
ness to the will. erefore the moral goodness of the will does
not depend on the object.

On the contrary, the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that
justice is that habit “from which men wish for just things”:
and accordingly, virtue is a habit from which men wish for
good things. But a goodwill is onewhich is in accordancewith
virtue. erefore the goodness of the will is from the fact that

a man wills that which is good.
I answer that,Good and evil are essential differences of the

act of the will. Because good and evil of themselves regard the
will; just as truth and falsehood regard reason; the act ofwhich
is divided essentially by the difference of truth and falsehood,
for as much as an opinion is said to be true or false. Conse-
quently good and evil will are acts differing in species. Now
the specific difference in acts is according to objects, as stated
above (q. 18, a. 5). erefore good and evil in the acts of the
will is derived properly from the objects.

Reply to Objection 1. e will is not always directed to
what is truly good, but sometimes to the apparent good;which
has indeed somemeasure of good, but not of a good that is sim-
ply suitable to be desired. Hence it is that the act of the will is
not always good, but sometimes evil.

Reply toObjection2.Although an action can, in a certain
way, be man’s last end; nevertheless such action is not an act of
the will, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 3. Good is presented to the will as its
object by the reason: and in so far as it is in accordwith reason,
it enters the moral order, and causes moral goodness in the act
of the will: because the reason is the principle of human and
moral acts, as stated above (q. 18, a. 5).

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 2Whether the goodness of the will depends on the object alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goodness of the will
does not depend on the object alone. For the end has a closer
relationship to thewill than to any other power. But the acts of
the other powers derive goodness not only from the object but
also from the end, as we have shown above (q. 18 , a. 4).ere-
fore the act also of the will derives goodness not only from the
object but also from the end.

Objection 2. Further, the goodness of an action is derived
not only from the object but also from the circumstances, as
stated above (q. 18, a. 3). But according to the diversity of cir-
cumstances there may be diversity of goodness and malice in
the act of the will: for instance, if a man will, when he ought,
where he ought, as much as he ought, and how he ought, or
if he will as he ought not. erefore the goodness of the will
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depends not only on the object, but also on the circumstances.
Objection 3. Further, ignorance of circumstances excuses

malice of the will, as stated above (q. 6, a. 8). But it would not
be so, unless the goodness or malice of the will depended on
the circumstances. erefore the goodness and malice of the
will depend on the circumstances, and not only on the object.

On the contrary, An action does not take its species from
the circumstances as such, as stated above (q. 18, a. 10, ad 2).
But good and evil are specific differences of the act of the will,
as stated above (a. 1).erefore the goodness andmalice of the
will depend, not on the circumstances, but on the object alone.

I answer that, In every genus, the more a thing is first, the
more simple it is, and the fewer the principles of which it con-
sists: thus primary bodies are simple.Hence it is to be observed
that the first things in every genus, are, in some way, simple
and consist of one principle. Now the principle of the good-
ness and malice of human actions is taken from the act of the
will. Consequently the goodness and malice of the act of the
will depend on some one thing; while the goodness andmalice
of other acts may depend on several things.

Now that one thing which is the principle in each genus, is
not something accidental to that genus, but something essen-
tial thereto: because whatever is accidental is reduced to some-
thing essential, as to its principle. erefore the goodness of
the will’s act depends on that one thing alone, which of itself
causes goodness in the act; and that one thing is the object,
and not the circumstances, which are accidents, as it were, of

the act.
Reply toObjection 1.eend is the object of thewill, but

not of the other powers. Hence, in regard to the act of the will,
the goodness derived from the object, does not differ from that
which is derived from the end, as they differ in the acts of the
other powers; except perhaps accidentally, in so far as one end
depends on another, and one act of the will on another.

Reply toObjection2.Given that the act of thewill is fixed
on some good, no circumstances can make that act bad. Con-
sequentlywhen it is said that amanwills a goodwhenhe ought
not, or where he ought not, this can be understood in two
ways. First, so that this circumstance is referred to the thing
willed. And thus the act of the will is not fixed on something
good: since to will to do something when it ought not to be
done, is not to will something good. Secondly, so that the cir-
cumstance is referred to the act of willing. And thus, it is im-
possible to will something good when one ought not to, be-
cause one ought always to will what is good: except, perhaps,
accidentally, in so far as aman bywilling some particular good,
is prevented fromwilling at the same time another goodwhich
he ought to will at that time. And then evil results, not from
his willing that particular good, but from his not willing the
other. e same applies to the other circumstances.

Reply toObjection 3. Ignorance of circumstances excuses
malice of thewill, in so far as the circumstance affects the thing
willed: that is to say, in so far as a man ignores the circum-
stances of the act which he wills.

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 3Whether the goodness of the will depends on reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goodness of the will
does not depend on reason. For what comes first does not de-
pend on what follows. But the good belongs to the will before
it belongs to reason, as is clear from what has been said above
(q. 9, a. 1).erefore the goodness of the will does not depend
on reason.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 2)
that the goodness of the practical intellect is “a truth that is in
conformity with right desire.” But right desire is a good will.
erefore the goodness of the practical reason depends on the
goodness of the will, rather than conversely.

Objection 3. Further, the mover does not depend on that
which is moved, but vice versa. But the will moves the reason
and the other powers, as stated above (q. 9, a. 1).erefore the
goodness of the will does not depend on reason.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. x): “It is an unruly
will that persists in its desires in opposition to reason.” But the
goodness of thewill consists in not being unruly.erefore the
goodness of the will depends on its being subject to reason.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2), the goodness of
the will depends properly on the object. Now the will’s object
is proposed to it by reason. Because the good understood is
the proportionate object of the will; while sensitive or imagi-

nary good is proportionate not to the will but to the sensitive
appetite: since the will can tend to the universal good, which
reason apprehends; whereas the sensitive appetite tends only
to the particular good, apprehended by the sensitive power.
erefore the goodness of the will depends on reason, in the
same way as it depends on the object.

Reply toObjection 1. e good considered as such, i.e. as
appetible, pertains to the will before pertaining to the reason.
But considered as true it pertains to the reason, before, under
the aspect of goodness, pertaining to the will: because the will
cannot desire a good that is not previously apprehendedby rea-
son.

Reply toObjection 2. e Philosopher speaks here of the
practical intellect, in so far as it counsels and reasons about the
means: for in this respect it is perfected by prudence. Now in
regard to themeans, the rectitude of the reason depends on its
conformity with the desire of a due end: nevertheless the very
desire of the due end presupposes on the part of reason a right
apprehension of the end.

Reply to Objection 3. e will moves the reason in one
way: the reason moves the will in another, viz. on the part of
the object, as stated above (q. 9, a. 1).
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Ia IIae q. 19 a. 4Whether the goodness of the will depends on the eternal law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goodness of the hu-
man will does not depend on the eternal law. Because to one
thing there is one rule and one measure. But the rule of the
human will, on which its goodness depends, is right reason.
erefore the goodness of thewill does not dependon the eter-
nal law.

Objection 2. Further, “a measure is homogeneous with
the thing measured” (Metaph. x, 1). But the eternal law is not
homogeneous with the human will. erefore the eternal law
cannot be the measure on which the goodness of the human
will depends.

Objection 3. Further, a measure should be most certain.
But the eternal law is unknown to us. erefore it cannot be
the measure on which the goodness of our will depends.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 27)
that “sin is a deed, word or desire against the eternal law.” But
malice of the will is the root of sin. erefore, since malice is
contrary to goodness, the goodness of the will depends on the
eternal law.

I answer that, Wherever a number of causes are subordi-
nate to one another, the effect depends more on the first than
on the second cause: since the second cause acts only in virtue

of the first. Now it is from the eternal law, which is the Divine
Reason, that human reason is the rule of the human will, from
which the human derives its goodness. Hence it is written (Ps.
4:6,7): “Many say: Who showeth us good things? e light of
y countenance, O Lord, is signed upon us”: as though to
say: “e light of our reason is able to show us good things,
and guide our will, in so far as it is the light (i.e. derived from)
y countenance.” It is therefore evident that the goodness of
the human will depends on the eternal law much more than
on human reason: and when human reason fails we must have
recourse to the Eternal Reason.

Reply to Objection 1. To one thing there are not several
proximatemeasures; but there can be several measures if one is
subordinate to the other.

Reply to Objection 2. A proximate measure is homoge-
neous with the thing measured; a remote measure is not.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the eternal law is un-
known to us according as it is in the Divine Mind: neverthe-
less, it becomes known to us somewhat, either by natural rea-
son which is derived therefrom as its proper image; or by some
sort of additional revelation.

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 5Whether the will is evil when it is at variance with erring reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not evil when it
is at variance with erring reason. Because the reason is the rule
of the humanwill, in so far as it is derived from the eternal law,
as stated above (a. 4). But erring reason is not derived from the
eternal law. erefore erring reason is not the rule of the hu-
man will. erefore the will is not evil, if it be at variance with
erring reason.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine, the com-
mand of a lower authority does not bind if it be contrary to
the commandof a higher authority: for instance, if a provincial
governor command something that is forbidden by the em-
peror. But erring reason sometimes proposes what is against
the command of a higher power, namely, God Whose power
is supreme.erefore the decision of an erring reason does not
bind. Consequently the will is not evil if it be at variance with
erring reason.

Objection 3. Further, every evil will is reducible to some
species of malice. But the will that is at variance with erring
reason is not reducible to some species of malice. For instance,
if a man’s reason err in telling him to commit fornication, his
will in not willing to do so, cannot be reduced to any species of
malice.erefore the will is not evil when it is at variance with
erring reason.

On the contrary, As stated in the Ia, q. 79, a. 13, con-
science is nothing else than the application of knowledge to
some action. Now knowledge is in the reason.erefore when

the will is at variance with erring reason, it is against con-
science. But every such will is evil; for it is written (Rom.
14:23): “All that is not of faith”—i.e. all that is against con-
science—“is sin.”erefore thewill is evil when it is at variance
with erring reason.

I answer that, Since conscience is a kind of dictate of the
reason (for it is an application of knowledge to action, as was
stated in the Ia, q. 19, a. 13), to inquire whether the will is
evil when it is at variance with erring reason, is the same as
to inquire “whether an erring conscience binds.” On this mat-
ter, some distinguished three kinds of actions: for some are
good generically; some are indifferent; some are evil generi-
cally. And they say that if reason or conscience tell us to do
something which is good generically, there is no error: and in
likemanner if it tell us not to do somethingwhich is evil gener-
ically; since it is the same reason that prescribes what is good
and forbids what is evil. On the other hand if a man’s reason
or conscience tells him that he is bound by precept to do what
is evil in itself; or that what is good in itself, is forbidden, then
his reason or conscience errs. In like manner if a man’s reason
or conscience tell him, that what is indifferent in itself, for in-
stance to raise a straw from the ground, is forbidden or com-
manded, his reason or conscience errs.ey say, therefore, that
reason or consciencewhen erring inmatters of indifference, ei-
ther by commanding or by forbidding them, binds: so that the
will which is at variance with that erring reason is evil and sin-
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ful. But they say that when reason or conscience errs in com-
manding what is evil in itself, or in forbidding what is good in
itself and necessary for salvation, it does not bind; wherefore
in such cases the will which is at variance with erring reason or
conscience is not evil.

But this is unreasonable. For inmatters of indifference, the
will that is at variance with erring reason or conscience, is evil
in some way on account of the object, on which the goodness
ormalice of thewill depends; not indeed on account of the ob-
ject according as it is in its ownnature; but according as it is ac-
cidentally apprehended by reason as something evil to do or to
avoid.And since the object of thewill is thatwhich is proposed
by the reason, as stated above (a. 3), from the very fact that a
thing is proposed by the reason as being evil, the will by tend-
ing thereto becomes evil. And this is the case not only in indif-
ferent matters, but also in those that are good or evil in them-
selves. For not only indifferent matters can received the char-
acter of goodness or malice accidentally; but also that which
is good, can receive the character of evil, or that which is evil,
can receive the character of goodness, on account of the reason
apprehending it as such. For instance, to refrain from fornica-
tion is good: yet the will does not tend to this good except in
so far as it is proposed by the reason. If, therefore, the erring
reason propose it as an evil, the will tends to it as to something
evil. Consequently the will is evil, because it wills evil, not in-
deed that which is evil in itself, but that which is evil acciden-
tally, through being apprehended as such by the reason. In like
manner, to believe in Christ is good in itself, and necessary for
salvation: but the will does not tend thereto, except inasmuch
as it is proposed by the reason. Consequently if it be proposed

by the reason as something evil, the will tends to it as to some-
thing evil: not as if it were evil in itself, but because it is evil
accidentally, through the apprehension of the reason. Hence
the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 9) that “properly speaking the
incontinent man is one who does not follow right reason; but
accidentally, he is also one who does not follow false reason.”
We must therefore conclude that, absolutely speaking, every
will at variance with reason, whether right or erring, is always
evil.

Reply toObjection1.Although the judgment of an erring
reason is not derived from God, yet the erring reason puts for-
ward its judgment as being true, and consequently as being de-
rived from God, from Whom is all truth.

Reply toObjection2.esaying ofAugustine holds good
when it is known that the inferior authority prescribes some-
thing contrary to the command of the higher authority. But
if a man were to believe the command of the proconsul to be
the command of the emperor, in scorning the command of the
proconsul he would scorn the command of the emperor. In
likemanner if a manwere to know that human reason was dic-
tating something contrary to God’s commandment, he would
not be bound to abide by reason: but then reason would not
be entirely erroneous. But when erring reason proposes some-
thing as being commanded by God, then to scorn the dictate
of reason is to scorn the commandment of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Whenever reason apprehends
something as evil, it apprehends it under some species of evil;
for instance, as being something contrary to a divine precept,
or as giving scandal, or for some such like reason. And then
that evil is reduced to that species of malice.

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 6Whether the will is good when it abides by erring reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is good when it
abides by erring reason. For just as the will, when at variance
with the reason, tends to that which reason judges to be evil;
so, when in accord with reason, it tends to what reason judges
to be good. But the will is evil when it is at variance with rea-
son, even when erring.erefore even when it abides by erring
reason, the will is good.

Objection 2. Further, the will is always good, when it
abides by the commandment of God and the eternal law. But
the eternal law and God’s commandment are proposed to us
by the apprehension of the reason, even when it errs. ere-
fore the will is good, even when it abides by erring reason.

Objection 3. Further, the will is evil when it is at variance
with erring reason. If, therefore, the will is evil also when it
abides by erring reason, it seems that thewill is always evilwhen
in conjunction with erring reason: so that in such a case a man
would be in a dilemma, and, of necessity, would sin: which
is unreasonable. erefore the will is good when it abides by
erring reason.

On the contrary, e will of those who slew the apostles

was evil. And yet it was in accord with the erring reason, ac-
cording to Jn. 16:2: “e hour cometh, that whosoever killeth
you, will think that he doth a service to God.” erefore the
will can be evil, when it abides by erring reason.

I answer that, Whereas the previous question is the same
as inquiring “whether an erring conscience binds”; so this ques-
tion is the same as inquiring “whether an erring conscience
excuses.” Now this question depends on what has been said
above about ignorance. For it was said (q. 6, a. 8) that igno-
rance sometimes causes an act to be involuntary, and some-
times not.And sincemoral good and evil consist in action in so
far as it is voluntary, as was stated above (a. 2); it is evident that
when ignorance causes an act to be involuntary, it takes away
the character ofmoral good and evil; but not, when it does not
cause the act to be involuntary. Again, it has been stated above
(q. 6, a. 8) that when ignorance is in any way willed, either di-
rectly or indirectly, it does not cause the act to be involuntary.
And I call that ignorance “directly” voluntary, to which the act
of the will tends: and that, “indirectly” voluntary, which is due
to negligence, by reason of aman notwishing to knowwhat he
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ought to know, as stated above (q. 6, a. 8).
If then reason or conscience err with an error that is in-

voluntary, either directly, or through negligence, so that one
errs about what one ought to know; then such an error of rea-
son or conscience does not excuse the will, that abides by that
erring reason or conscience, from being evil. But if the error
arise from ignorance of some circumstance, and without any
negligence, so that it cause the act to be involuntary, then that
error of reason or conscience excuses the will, that abides by
that erring reason, from being evil. For instance, if erring rea-
son tell a man that he should go to another man’s wife, the will
that abides by that erring reason is evil; since this error arises
from ignorance of theDivine Law, which he is bound to know.
But if aman’s reason, errs inmistaking another for hiswife, and
if hewish to give her her rightwhen she asks for it, hiswill is ex-
cused from being evil: because this error arises from ignorance
of a circumstance, which ignorance excuses, and causes the act
to be involuntary.

Reply to Objection 1. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),

“good results from the entire cause, evil from each particular
defect.” Consequently in order that the thing to which the will
tends be called evil, it suffices, either that it be evil in itself, or
that it be apprehended as evil. But in order for it to be good, it
must be good in both ways.

Reply to Objection 2. e eternal law cannot err, but hu-
man reason can. Consequently the will that abides by human
reason, is not always right, nor is it always in accord with the
eternal law.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as in syllogistic arguments,
granted one absurdity, others must needs follow; so in moral
matters, given one absurdity, othersmust follow too.us sup-
pose a man to seek vainglory, he will sin, whether he does his
duty for vainglory or whether he omit to do it. Nor is he in a
dilemma about thematter: because he can put aside his evil in-
tention. In like manner, suppose a man’s reason or conscience
to err through inexcusable ignorance, then evil must needs re-
sult in thewill.Nor is thisman in a dilemma: because he can lay
aside his error, since his ignorance is vincible and voluntary.

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 7Whether the goodness of the will, as regards the means, depends on the intention of the end?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goodness of the will
does not depend on the intention of the end. For it has been
stated above (a. 2) that the goodness of the will depends on
the object alone. But as regards the means, the object of the
will is one thing, and the end intended is another.erefore in
such matters the goodness of the will does not depend on the
intention of the end.

Objection 2. Further, to wish to keep God’s command-
ment, belongs to a good will. But this can be referred to an
evil end, for instance, to vainglory or covetousness, by willing
to obeyGod for the sake of temporal gain.erefore the good-
ness of the will does not depend on the intention of the end.

Objection 3. Further, just as good and evil diversify the
will, so do they diversify the end. But malice of the will does
notdependon themalice of the end intended; since amanwho
wills to steal in order to give alms, has an evil will, although he
intends a good end.erefore neither does the goodness of the
will depend on the goodness of the end intended.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Confess. ix, 3) that God
rewards the intention. But God rewards a thing because it is
good. erefore the goodness of the will depends on the in-
tention of the end.

I answer that, e intention may stand in a twofold rela-
tion to the act of the will; first, as preceding it, secondly as fol-
lowing* it. e intention precedes the act of the will causally,
when we will something because we intend a certain end. And
then the order to the end is considered as the reason of the
goodness of the thing willed: for instance, when a man wills
to fast for God’s sake; because the act of fasting is specifically

good from the very fact that it is done for God’s sake. Where-
fore, since the goodness of the will depends on the goodness of
the thing willed, as stated above (Aa. 1,2), it must, of necessity,
depend on the intention of the end.

On the other hand, intention follows the act of the will,
when it is added to a preceding act of the will; for instance,
a man may will to do something, and may aerwards refer it
to God. And then the goodness of the previous act of the will
does not depend on the subsequent intention, except in so far
as that act is repeated with the subsequent intention.

Reply to Objection 1. When the intention is the cause of
the act of willing, the order to the end is considered as the rea-
son of the goodness of the object, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 2.eact of the will cannot be said to
be good, if an evil intention is the cause of willing. For when a
manwills to give an alms for the sake of vainglory, he wills that
which is good in itself, under a species of evil; and therefore, as
willed by him, it is evil. Wherefore his will is evil. If, however,
the intention is subsequent to the act of thewill, then the latter
may be good: and the intention does not spoil that act of the
will which preceded, but that which is repeated.

Reply to Objection 3. As we have already stated (a. 6, ad
1), “evil results from each particular defect, but good from the
whole and entire cause.” Hence, whether the will tend to what
is evil in itself, even under the species of good; or to the good
under the species of evil, it will be evil in either case. But in or-
der for the will to be good, it must tend to the good under the
species of good; in other words, it must will the good for the
sake of the good.

* Leonine edn.: ‘accompanying’.
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Ia IIae q. 19 a. 8Whether the degree of goodness or malice in the will depends on the degree of good or evil in
the intention?

Objection 1. It would seem that the degree of goodness in
the will depends on the degree of good in the intention. Be-
cause on Mat. 12:35, “A good man out of the good treasure of
his heart bringeth forth that which is good,” a gloss says: “A
man does as much good as he intends.” But the intention gives
goodness not only to the external action, but also to the act
of the will, as stated above (a. 7). erefore the goodness of a
man’s will is according to the goodness of his intention.

Objection 2. Further, if you add to the cause, you add to
the effect. But the goodness of the intention is the cause of the
good will. erefore a man’s will is good, according as his in-
tention is good.

Objection 3. Further, in evil actions, a man sins in propor-
tion to his intention: for if a man were to throw a stone with
a murderous intention, he would be guilty of murder. ere-
fore, for the same reason, in good actions, the will is good in
proportion to the good intended.

Onthe contrary,e intention can be good,while thewill
is evil.erefore, for the same reason, the intention can be bet-
ter, and the will less good.

I answer that, In regard to both the act, and the intention
of the end, we may consider a twofold quantity: one, on the
part of the object, by reason of a man willing or doing a good
that is greater; the other, taken from the intensity of the act,
according as a man wills or acts intensely; and this is more on
the part of the agent.

If then we speak of these respective quantities from the
point of view of the object, it is evident that the quantity in
the act does not depend on the quantity in the intention.With
regard to the external act this may happen in two ways. First,
through the object that is ordained to the intended end not
being proportionate to that end; for instance, if a man were to
give ten pounds, he could not realize his intention, if he in-
tended to buy a thing worth a hundred pounds. Secondly, on
account of the obstacles thatmay supervene in regard to the ex-
terior action, which obstacles we are unable to remove: for in-
stance, aman intends to go toRome, and encounters obstacles,
whichpreventhim fromgoing.On theotherhand,with regard
to the interior act of the will, this happens in only one way: be-
cause the interior acts of the will are in our power, whereas the
external actions are not. But the will can will an object that is
not proportionate to the intended end: and thus the will that
tends to that object considered absolutely, is not so good as the

intention. Yet because the intention also belongs, in a way, to
the act of the will, inasmuch, to wit, as it is the reason thereof;
it comes to pass that the quantity of goodness in the intention
redounds upon the act of the will; that is to say, in so far as the
will wills some great good for an end, although that bywhich it
wills to gain so great a good, is not proportionate to that good.

But if we consider the quantity in the intention and in the
act, according to their respective intensity, then the intensity
of the intention redounds upon the interior act and the ex-
terior act of the will: since the intention stands in relation to
them as a kind of form, as is clear from what has been said
above (q. 12, a. 4; q. 18, a. 6). And yet considered materially,
while the intention is intense, the interior or exterior act may
be not so intense, materially speaking: for instance, when a
man does not will with as much intensity to take medicine as
he wills to regain health. Nevertheless the very fact of intend-
ing health intensely, redounds, as a formal principle, upon the
intense volition of medicine.

We must observe, however, that the intensity of the inte-
rior or exterior act, may be referred to the intention as its ob-
ject: as when a man intends to will intensely, or to do some-
thing intensely. And yet it does not follow that he wills or acts
intensely; because the quantity of goodness in the interior or
exterior act does not depend on the quantity of the good in-
tended, as is shown above. And hence it is that a man does not
merit as much as he intends to merit: because the quantity of
merit is measured by the intensity of the act, as we shall show
later on (q. 20 , a. 4; q. 114, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 1. is gloss speaks of good as in the
estimation ofGod,Who considers principally the intention of
the end.Wherefore another gloss says on the same passage that
“the treasure of the heart is the intention, according to which
God judges our works.” For the goodness of the intention, as
stated above, redounds, so to speak, upon the goodness of the
will, which makes even the external act to be meritorious in
God’s sight.

Reply toObjection2.egoodness of the intention is not
the whole cause of a good will. Hence the argument does not
prove.

Reply to Objection 3. e mere malice of the intention
suffices to make the will evil: and therefore too, the will is as
evil as the intention is evil. But the same reasoning does not
apply to goodness, as stated above (ad 2).

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 9Whether the goodness of the will depends on its conformity to the Divine will?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goodness of the hu-
manwill does not depend on its conformity to theDivinewill.
Because it is impossible for man’s will to be conformed to the
Divinewill; as appears from thewordof Isa. 55:9: “As the heav-
ens are exalted above the earth, so are My ways exalted above

your ways, andMy thoughts above your thoughts.” If therefore
goodness of the will depended on its conformity to theDivine
will, it would follow that it is impossible for man’s will to be
good. Which is inadmissible.

Objection 2. Further, just as our wills arise from the Di-
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vine will, so does our knowledge flow from the Divine knowl-
edge. But our knowledge does not require to be conformed to
God’s knowledge; sinceGodknowsmany things thatwe know
not.erefore there is no need for our will to be conformed to
the Divine will.

Objection 3. Further, the will is a principle of action. But
our action cannot be conformed to God’s. erefore neither
can our will be conformed to His.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 26:39): “Not as I will,
but as ou wilt”: which words He said, because “He wishes
man to be upright and to tend toGod,” asAugustine expounds
in the Enchiridion*. But the rectitude of the will is its good-
ness.erefore the goodness of the will depends on its confor-
mity to the Divine will.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 7), the goodness of the
will depends on the intention of the end. Now the last end of
the human will is the Sovereign Good, namely, God, as stated
above (q. 1, a. 8; q. 3, a. 1). erefore the goodness of the hu-

manwill requires it to be ordained to the SovereignGood, that
is, to God.

Now this Good is primarily and essentially compared to
the Divine will, as its proper object. Again, that which is first
in any genus is the measure and rule of all that belongs to that
genus.Moreover, everything attains to rectitude and goodness,
in so far as it is in accord with its propermeasure.erefore, in
order that man’s will be good it needs to be conformed to the
Divine will.

Reply to Objection 1. e human will cannot be con-
formed to the will of God so as to equal it, but only so as to
imitate it. In like manner human knowledge is conformed to
the Divine knowledge, in so far as it knows truth: and human
action is conformed to theDivine, in so far as it is becoming to
the agent: and this by way of imitation, not by way of equality.

From the above may be gathered the replies to the Second
and ird Objections.

Ia IIae q. 19 a. 10Whether it is necessary for the humanwill, in order to be good, to be conformed to theDivine
will, as regards the thing willed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human will need not
always be conformed to the Divine will, as regards the thing
willed. For we cannot will what we know not: since the appre-
hended good is the object of the will. But in many things we
knownot whatGodwills.erefore the humanwill cannot be
conformed to the Divine will as to the thing willed.

Objection 2. Further, God wills to damn the man whom
He foresees about to die in mortal sin. If therefore man were
bound to conform his will to the Divine will, in the point of
the thing willed, it would follow that a man is bound to will
his own damnation. Which is inadmissible.

Objection 3. Further, no one is bound to will what is
against filial piety. But if man were to will what God wills, this
would sometimes be contrary to filial piety: for instance, when
God wills the death of a father: if his son were to will it also,
it would be against filial piety. erefore man is not bound to
conform his will to the Divine will, as to the thing willed.

On the contrary, (1) On Ps. 32:1, “Praise becometh the
upright,” a gloss says: “atmanhas anuprightheart,whowills
what God wills.” But everyone is bound to have an upright
heart. erefore everyone is bound to will what God wills.

(2) Moreover, the will takes its form from the object, as
does every act. If therefore man is bound to conform his will
to the Divine will, it follows that he is bound to conform it, as
to the thing willed.

(3) Moreover, opposition of wills arises from men willing
different things. But whoever has a will in opposition to the
Divine will, has an evil will. erefore whoever does not con-
form his will to the Divine will, as to the thing willed, has an
evil will.

I answer that,As is evident fromwhat has been said above

(Aa. 3,5), thewill tends to its object, according as it is proposed
by the reason. Now a thing may be considered in various ways
by the reason, so as to appear good fromone point of view, and
not good from another point of view. And therefore if a man’s
will wills a thing to be, according as it appears to be good, his
will is good: and the will of another man, who wills that thing
not to be, according as it appears evil, is also good.us a judge
has a goodwill, inwilling a thief to be put todeath, because this
is just: while the will of another—e.g. the thief ’s wife or son,
who wishes him not to be put to death, inasmuch as killing is
a natural evil, is also good.

Now since the will follows the apprehension of the rea-
son or intellect; the more universal the aspect of the appre-
hended good, the more universal the good to which the will
tends. is is evident in the example given above: because the
judge has care of the commongood,which is justice, and there-
fore he wishes the thief ’s death, which has the aspect of good
in relation to the common estate; whereas the thief ’s wife has
to consider the private, the good of the family, and from this
point of view she wishes her husband, the thief, not to be put
to death. Now the good of the whole universe is that which is
apprehended by God, Who is the Maker and Governor of all
things: hence whatever He wills, He wills it under the aspect
of the common good; this is His own Goodness, which is the
good of the whole universe. On the other hand, the apprehen-
sion of a creature, according to its nature, is of some particular
good, proportionate to that nature. Now a thing may happen
to be good under a particular aspect, and yet not good under
a universal aspect, or vice versa, as stated above. And therefore
it comes to pass that a certain will is good from willing some-
thing considered under a particular aspect, which thing God

* Enarr. in Ps. 32, serm. i.
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wills not, under a universal aspect, and vice versa. And hence
too it is, that various wills of various men can be good in re-
spect of opposite things, for as much as, under various aspects,
they wish a particular thing to be or not to be.

But a man’s will is not right in willing a particular good,
unless he refer it to the common good as an end: since even
the natural appetite of each part is ordained to the common
good of the whole. Now it is the end that supplies the formal
reason, as it were, of willing whatever is directed to the end.
Consequently, in order that a man will some particular good
with a right will, he must will that particular good materially,
and theDivine and universal good, formally.erefore the hu-
manwill is bound tobe conformed to theDivinewill, as to that
which is willed formally, for it is bound to will the Divine and
universal good; but not as to that which is willed materially,
for the reason given above.

At the same time in both these respects, the human will
is conformed to the Divine, in a certain degree. Because inas-
much as it is conformed to the Divine will in the common as-
pect of the thing willed, it is conformed thereto in the point
of the last end. While, inasmuch as it is not conformed to the
Divine will in the thing willed materially, it is conformed to
that will considered as efficient cause; since the proper inclina-
tion consequent to nature, or to the particular apprehension
of some particular thing, comes to a thing from God as its ef-
ficient cause. Hence it is customary to say that a man’s will, in
this respect, is conformed to the Divine will, because it wills
what God wishes him to will.

ere is yet another kind of conformity in respect of the
formal cause, consisting inman’s willing something from char-
ity, as God wills it. And this conformity is also reduced to the
formal conformity, that is in respect of the last end, which is
the proper object of charity.

Reply toObjection 1.We can know in a general way what
God wills. For we know that whatever God wills, He wills it
under the aspect of good. Consequently whoever wills a thing
under any aspect of good, has a will conformed to the Divine
will, as to the reason of the thingwilled. Butwe knownotwhat
God wills in particular: and in this respect we are not bound
to conform our will to the Divine will.

But in the state of glory, every one will see in each thing
that he wills, the relation of that thing to what God wills in
that particular matter. Consequently he will conform his will
to God in all things not only formally, but also materially.

Reply toObjection2.Goddoes notwill the damnation of
a man, considered precisely as damnation, nor a man’s death,
considered precisely as death, because, “He wills all men to be
saved” (1 Tim. 2:4); but He wills such things under the as-
pect of justice. Wherefore in regard to such things it suffices
for man to will the upholding of God’s justice and of the nat-
ural order.

Wherefore the reply to the ird Objection is evident.
To the first argument advanced in a contrary sense, it

should be said that a man who conforms his will to God’s, in
the aspect of reason of the thing willed, wills what God wills,
more than the man, who conforms his will to God’s, in the
point of the very thing willed; because the will tends more to
the end, than to that which is on account of the end.

To the second, it must be replied that the species and form
of an act are taken from the object considered formally, rather
than from the object considered materially.

To the third, it must be said that there is no opposition of
wills when several people desire different things, but not under
the same aspect: but there is opposition of wills, when under
one and the same aspect, one man wills a thing which another
wills not. But there is no question of this here.
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F P   S P, Q 20
Of Goodness and Malice in External Human Affairs

(In Six Articles)

We must next consider goodness and malice as to external actions: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether goodness and malice is first in the act of the will, or in the external action?
(2) Whether the whole goodness or malice of the external action depends on the goodness of the will?
(3) Whether the goodness and malice of the interior act are the same as those of the external action?
(4) Whether the external action adds any goodness or malice to that of the interior act?
(5) Whether the consequences of an external action increase its goodness or malice?
(6) Whether one and the same external action can be both good and evil?

Ia IIae q. 20 a. 1Whether goodness or malice is first in the action of the will, or in the external action?

Objection 1. It would seem that good and evil are in the
external action prior to being in the act of the will. For the
will derives goodness from its object, as stated above (q. 19,
Aa. 1,2). But the external action is the object of the interior
act of the will: for a man is said to will to commit a the, or to
will to give an alms.erefore good and evil are in the external
action, prior to being in the act of the will.

Objection 2. Further, the aspect of good belongs first to
the end: since what is directed to the end receives the aspect of
good from its relation to the end. Now whereas the act of the
will cannot be an end, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1, ad 2), the act
of another power can be an end.erefore good is in the act of
some other power prior to being in the act of the will.

Objection 3. Further, the act of the will stands in a for-
mal relation to the external action, as stated above (q. 18, a. 6).
But thatwhich is formal is subsequent; since form is something
added tomatter.erefore good and evil are in the external ac-
tion, prior to being in the act of the will.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. i, 9) that “it is
by the will that we sin, and that we behave aright.” erefore
moral good and evil are first in the will.

I answer that, External actions may be said to be good or
bad in two ways. First, in regard to their genus, and the cir-
cumstances connected with them: thus the giving of alms, if
the required conditions be observed, is said to be good. Sec-
ondly, a thing is said to be good or evil, from its relation to
the end: thus the giving of alms for vainglory is said to be evil.
Now, since the end is the will’s proper object, it is evident that

this aspect of good or evil, which the external action derives
from its relation to the end, is to be found first of all in the
act of the will, whence it passes to the external action. On the
other hand, the goodness or malice which the external action
has of itself, on account of its being about due matter and its
being attended by due circumstances, is not derived from the
will, but rather from the reason. Consequently, if we consider
the goodness of the external action, in so far as it comes from
reason’s ordination and apprehension, it is prior to the good-
ness of the act of the will: but if we consider it in so far as it
is in the execution of the action done, it is subsequent to the
goodness of the will, which is its principle.

Reply to Objection 1. e exterior action is the object of
the will, inasmuch as it is proposed to the will by the reason,
as good apprehended and ordained by the reason: and thus it
is prior to the good in the act of the will. But inasmuch as it is
found in the execution of the action, it is an effect of the will,
and is subsequent to the will.

Reply to Objection 2. e end precedes in the order of
intention, but follows in the order of execution.

Reply to Objection 3. A form as received into matter, is
subsequent to matter in the order of generation, although it
precedes it in the order of nature: but inasmuch as it is in the
active cause, it precedes in every way. Now the will is com-
pared to the exterior action, as its efficient cause. Wherefore
the goodness of the act of the will, as existing in the active
cause, is the form of the exterior action.

Ia IIae q. 20 a. 2Whether the whole goodness andmalice of the external action depends on the goodness of the
will?

Objection 1. It would seem that the whole goodness and
malice of the external action depend on the goodness of the
will. For it is written (Mat. 7:18): “A good tree cannot bring
forth evil fruit, neither can an evil tree bring forth good fruit.”
But, according to the gloss, the tree signifies the will, and fruit
signifies works. erefore, it is impossible for the interior act

of thewill to be good, and the external action evil, or vice versa.
Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Retract. i, 9) that

there is no sin without the will. If therefore there is no sin in
the will, there will be none in the external action. And so the
whole goodness or malice of the external action depends on
the will.
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Objection 3. Further, the good and evil of which we are
speaking now are differences of themoral act. Now differences
make an essential division in a genus, according to the Philoso-
pher (Metaph. vii, 12). Since therefore an act ismoral frombe-
ing voluntary, it seems that goodness and malice in an act are
derived from the will alone.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Mendac. vii),
that “there are some actions which neither a good end nor a
good will can make good.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), we may consider a
twofold goodness or malice in the external action: one in re-
spect of due matter and circumstances; the other in respect of
the order to the end. And that which is in respect of the order
to the end, depends entirely on the will: while that which is
in respect of due matter or circumstances, depends on the rea-
son: and on this goodness depends the goodness of the will, in
so far as the will tends towards it.

Now itmust be observed, aswas noted above (q. 19, a. 6, ad
1), that for a thing to be evil, one single defect suffices, whereas,

for it to be good simply, it is not enough for it to be good in
one point only, it must be good in every respect. If therefore
the will be good, both from its proper object and from its end,
if follows that the external action is good. But if the will be
good from its intention of the end, this is not enough to make
the external action good: and if the will be evil either by rea-
son of its intention of the end, or by reason of the act willed, it
follows that the external action is evil.

Reply to Objection 1. If the good tree be taken to signify
the good will, it must be in so far as the will derives goodness
from the act willed and from the end intended.

Reply to Objection 2. A man sins by his will, not only
when he wills an evil end; but also when he wills an evil act.

Reply to Objection 3. Voluntariness applies not only to
the interior act of the will, but also to external actions, inas-
much as they proceed from the will and the reason. Conse-
quently the difference of good and evil is applicable to both
the interior and external act.

Ia IIae q. 20 a. 3Whether the goodness and malice of the external action are the same as those of the interior
act?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goodness and malice
of the interior act of thewill are not the same as those of the ex-
ternal action. For the principle of the interior act is the interior
apprehensive or appetitive power of the soul; whereas the prin-
ciple of the external action is the power that accomplishes the
movement. Now where the principles of action are different,
the actions themselves are different. Moreover, it is the action
which is the subject of goodness or malice: and the same ac-
cident cannot be in different subjects. erefore the goodness
of the interior act cannot be the same as that of the external
action.

Objection 2. Further, “A virtue makes that, which has it,
good, and renders its action good also” (Ethic. ii, 6). But the in-
tellective virtue in the commanding power is distinct from the
moral virtue in the power commanded, as is declared in Ethic.
i, 13.erefore the goodness of the interior act, which belongs
to the commanding power, is distinct from the goodness of the
external action, which belongs to the power commanded.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing cannot be cause and
effect; since nothing is its own cause. But the goodness of the
interior act is the cause of the goodness of the external action,
or vice versa, as stated above (Aa. 1,2). erefore it is not the
same goodness in each.

On the contrary, It was shown above (q. 18, a. 6) that the
act of thewill is the form, as itwere, of the external action.Now
that which results from thematerial and formal element is one
thing. erefore there is but one goodness of the internal and
external act.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 17, a. 4), the interior act
of thewill, and the external action, consideredmorally, are one
act. Now it happens sometimes that one and the same individ-

ual act has several aspects of goodness or malice, and some-
times that it has but one. Hence we must say that sometimes
the goodness or malice of the interior act is the same as that of
the external action, and sometimes not. For as we have already
said (Aa. 1,2), these two goodnesses or malices, of the inter-
nal and external acts, are ordained to one another. Now it may
happen, in things that are subordinate to something else, that
a thing is good merely from being subordinate; thus a bitter
draught is good merely because it procures health. Wherefore
there are not two goodnesses, one the goodness of health, and
the other the goodness of the draught; but one and the same.
On the other hand it happens sometimes that that which is
subordinate to something else, has some aspect of goodness in
itself, besides the fact of its being subordinate to some other
good: thus a palatable medicine can be considered in the light
of a pleasurable good, besides being conducive to health.

We must therefore say that when the external action de-
rives goodness or malice from its relation to the end only, then
there is but one and the same goodness of the act of the will
which of itself regards the end, and of the external action,
which regards the end through the medium of the act of the
will. But when the external action has goodness or malice of
itself, i.e. in regard to its matter and circumstances, then the
goodness of the external action is distinct from the goodness
of the will in regarding the end; yet so that the goodness of
the end passes into the external action, and the goodness of
the matter and circumstances passes into the act of the will, as
stated above (Aa. 1,2).

Reply to Objection 1. is argument proves that the in-
ternal and external actions are different in the physical order:
yet distinct as they are in that respect, they combine to form
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one thing in the moral order, as stated above (q. 17, a. 4).
Reply to Objection 2. As stated in Ethic. vi, 12, a moral

virtue is ordained to the act of that virtue, which act is the end,
as it were, of that virtue; whereas prudence, which is in the rea-
son, is ordained to things directed to the end. For this reason
various virtues are necessary. But right reason in regard to the
very end of a virtue has no other goodness than the goodness
of that virtue, in so far as the goodness of the reason is partici-
pated in each virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. When a thing is derived by one
thing from another, as from a univocal efficient cause, then it
is not the same in both: thus when a hot thing heats, the heat

of the heater is distinct from the heat of the thing heated, al-
though it be the same specifically. But when a thing is derived
from one thing from another, according to analogy or pro-
portion, then it is one and the same in both: thus the healthi-
ness which is in medicine or urine is derived from the healthi-
ness of the animal’s body; nor is health as applied to urine and
medicine, distinct from health as applied to the body of an an-
imal, of which healthmedicine is the cause, and urine the sign.
It is in this way that the goodness of the external action is de-
rived from the goodness of the will, and vice versa; viz. accord-
ing to the order of one to the other.

Ia IIae q. 20 a. 4Whether the external action adds any goodness or malice to that of the interior act?

Objection 1. It would seem that the external action does
not add any goodness or malice to that of the interior action.
For Chrysostom says (Hom. xix in Mat.): “It is the will that
is rewarded for doing good, or punished for doing evil.” Now
works are the witnesses of the will. erefore God seeks for
works not onHis own account, in order to knowhow to judge;
but for the sake of others, that all may understand how justHe
is. But good or evil is to be estimated according to God’s judg-
ment rather than according to the judgment ofman.erefore
the external action adds no goodness or malice to that of the
interior act.

Objection 2. Further, the goodness and malice of the in-
terior and external acts are one and the same, as stated above
(a. 3). But increase is the addition of one thing to another.
erefore the external action does not add to the goodness or
malice of the interior act.

Objection 3. Further, the entire goodness of created
things does not add to the Divine Goodness, because it is en-
tirely derived therefrom. But sometimes the entire goodness
of the external action is derived from the goodness of the in-
terior act, and sometimes conversely, as stated above (Aa. 1,2).
erefore neither of them adds to the goodness or malice of
the other.

On the contrary, Every agent intends to attain good and
avoid evil. If therefore by the external action no further good-
ness or malice be added, it is to no purpose that he who has a
good or an evil will, does a good deed or refrains from an evil
deed. Which is unreasonable.

I answer that, If we speak of the goodness which the exter-
nal action derives from thewill tending to the end, then the ex-
ternal action adds nothing to this goodness, unless it happens
that the will in itself is made better in good things, or worse
in evil things. is, seemingly, may happen in three ways. First
in point of number; if, for instance, a man wishes to do some-
thing with a good or an evil end in view, and does not do it
then, but aerwards wills and does it, the act of his will is dou-

bled and a double good, or a double evil is the result. Secondly,
in point of extension: when, for instance, a man wishes to do
something for a good or an evil end, and is hindered by some
obstacle, whereas another man perseveres in the movement of
thewill until he accomplish it in deed; it is evident that thewill
of the latter is more lasting in good or evil, and in this respect,
is better or worse. irdly, in point of intensity: for these are
certain external actions, which, in so far as they are pleasurable,
or painful, are such as naturally to make the will more intense
or more remiss; and it is evident that the more intensely the
will tends to good or evil, the better or worse it is.

On the other hand, if we speak of the goodness which the
external action derives from its matter and due circumstances,
thus it stands in relation to the will as its term and end. And in
this way it adds to the goodness or malice of the will; because
every inclination ormovement is perfected by attaining its end
or reaching its term. Wherefore the will is not perfect, unless
it be such that, given the opportunity, it realizes the operation.
But if this prove impossible, as long as the will is perfect, so as
to realize the operation if it could; the lack of perfection de-
rived from the external action, is simply involuntary. Now just
as the involuntary deserves neither punishment nor reward in
the accomplishment of good or evil deeds, so neither does it
lessen reward or punishment, if a man through simple invol-
untariness fail to do good or evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Chrysostom is speaking of the case
where a man’s will is complete, and does not refrain from the
deed save through the impossibility of achievement.

Reply toObjection2.is argument applies to that good-
ness which the external action derives from the will as tending
to the end. But the goodness which the external action takes
from its matter and circumstances, is distinct from that which
it derives from the end; but it is not distinct from that which it
has from the very act willed, to which it stands in the relation
of measure and cause, as stated above (Aa. 1,2).

From this the reply to the ird Objection is evident.
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Ia IIae q. 20 a. 5Whether the consequences of the external action increase its goodness or malice?

Objection 1. It would seem that the consequences of the
external action increase its goodness or malice. For the effect
pre-exists virtually in its cause. But the consequences result
from the action as an effect from its cause. erefore they pre-
exist virtually in actions. Now a thing is judged to be good or
bad according to its virtue, since a virtue “makes that which
has it to be good” (Ethic. ii, 6).erefore the consequences in-
crease the goodness or malice of an action.

Objection 2. Further, the good actions of his hearers are
consequences resulting from the words of a preacher. But such
goods as these redound to the merit of the preacher, as is evi-
dent from Phil. 4:1: “My dearly beloved brethren, my joy and
my crown.” erefore the consequences of an action increase
its goodness or malice.

Objection 3. Further, punishment is not increased, unless
the fault increases: wherefore it is written (Dt. 25:2): “Accord-
ing to themeasure of the sin shall themeasure also of the stripes
be.” But the punishment is increased on account of the conse-
quences; for it is written (Ex. 21:29): “But if the ox was wont
to push with his horn yesterday and the day before, and they
warned hismaster, and he did not shut himup, andhe shall kill
a man or a woman, then the ox shall be stoned, and his owner
also shall be put to death.” But he would not have been put
to death, if the ox, although he had not been shut up, had not
killed a man. erefore the consequences increase the good-
ness or malice of an action.

Objection 4. Further, if a man do something which may
cause death, by striking, or by sentencing, and if death does not
ensue, he does not contract irregularity: but he would if death
were to ensue.erefore the consequence of an action increase
its goodness or malice.

On the contrary, e consequences do not make an ac-
tion thatwas evil, to be good; nor one thatwas good, to be evil.
For instance, if a man give an alms to a poor man who makes
bad use of the alms by committing a sin, this does not undo
the good done by the giver; and, in like manner, if a man bear

patiently a wrong done to him, the wrongdoer is not thereby
excused. erefore the consequences of an action doe not in-
crease its goodness or malice.

I answer that, e consequences of an action are either
foreseen or not. If they are foreseen, it is evident that they in-
crease the goodness or malice. For when a man foresees that
many evils may follow from his action, and yet does not there-
fore desist therefrom, this shows his will to be all the more in-
ordinate.

But if the consequences are not foreseen, we must make a
distinction. Because if they follow from the nature of the ac-
tion and in the majority of cases, in this respect, the conse-
quences increase the goodness or malice of that action: for it
is evident that an action is specifically better, if better results
can follow from it; and specifically worse, if it is of a nature to
produce worse results. On the other hand, if the consequences
follow by accident and seldom, then they do not increase the
goodness or malice of the action: because we do not judge of
a thing according to that which belongs to it by accident, but
only according to that which belongs to it of itself.

Reply toObjection 1.evirtue of a cause is measured by
the effect that flows from the nature of the cause, not by that
which results by accident.

Reply toObjection 2.e good actions done by the hear-
ers, result from the preacher’s words, as an effect that flows
from their very nature. Hence they redound to the merit of
the preacher: especially when such is his intention.

Reply to Objection 3. e consequences for which that
man is ordered to be punished, both follow from the nature of
the cause, and are supposed to be foreseen. For this reason they
are reckoned as punishable.

Reply toObjection 4.is argumentwould prove if irreg-
ularity were the result of the fault. But it is not the result of the
fault, but of the fact, and of the obstacle to the reception of a
sacrament.

Ia IIae q. 20 a. 6Whether one and the same external action can be both good and evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that one and the same exter-
nal action can be both good and evil. For “movement, if con-
tinuous, is one and the same” (Phys. v, 4). But one continuous
movement can be both good and bad: for instance, a manmay
go to church continuously, intending at first vainglory, and af-
terwards the service ofGod.erefore one and the same action
can be both good and bad.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher (Phys.
iii, 3), action and passion are one act. But the passion may be
good, as Christ’s was; and the action evil, as that of the Jews.
erefore one and the same act can be both good and evil.

Objection 3. Further, since a servant is an instrument, as

it were, of his master, the servant’s action is his master’s, just as
the action of a tool is the workman’s action. But it may happen
that the servant’s action result from his master’s good will, and
is therefore good: and from the evil will of the servant, and is
therefore evil.erefore the same action can be both good and
evil.

On the contrary, e same thing cannot be the subject of
contraries. But good and evil are contraries.erefore the same
action cannot be both good and evil.

On the contrary, e same thing cannot be the subject of
contraries. But good and evil are contraries.erefore the same
action cannot be both good and evil.
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I answer that, Nothing hinders a thing from being one, in
so far as it is in one genus, andmanifold, in so far as it is referred
to another genus.us a continuous surface is one, considered
as in the genus of quantity; and yet it is manifold, considered
as to the genus of color, if it be partly white, and partly black.
And accordingly, nothing hinders an action from being one,
considered in the natural order; whereas it is not one, consid-
ered in themoral order; and vice versa, as we have stated above
(a. 3, ad 1; q. 18, a. 7, ad 1). For continuous walking is one ac-
tion, considered in the natural order: but it may resolve itself
into many actions, considered in the moral order, if a change
take place in the walker’s will, for the will is the principle of
moral actions. If therefore we consider one action in themoral
order, it is impossible for it to be morally both good and evil.
Whereas if it be one as to natural and not moral unity, it can

be both good and evil.
Reply to Objection 1. is continual movement which

proceeds from various intentions, although it is one in the nat-
ural order, is not one in the point of moral unity.

Reply to Objection 2. Action and passion belong to the
moral order, in so far as they are voluntary. And therefore in
so far as they are voluntary in respect of wills that differ, they
are two distinct things, and good can be in one of them while
evil is in the other.

Reply to Objection 3. e action of the servant, in so far
as it proceeds from the will of the servant, is not the master’s
action: but only in so far as it proceeds from the master’s com-
mand.Wherefore the evil will of the servant does notmake the
action evil in this respect.
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F P   S P, Q 21
Of the Consequences of Human Actions by Reason of eir Goodness and Malice

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the consequences of human actions by reason of their goodness and malice: and under this head
there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a human action is right or sinful by reason of its being good or evil?
(2) Whether it thereby deserves praise or blame?
(3) Whether accordingly, it is meritorious or demeritorious?
(4) Whether it is accordingly meritorious or demeritorious before God?

Ia IIae q. 21 a. 1Whether a human action is right or sinful, in so far as it is good or evil?

Objection 1. It seems that a human action is not right or
sinful, in so far as it is good or evil. For “monsters are the sins of
nature” (Phys. ii, 8). But monsters are not actions, but things
engendered outside the order of nature. Now things that are
produced according to art and reason imitate those that are
produced according to nature (Phys. ii, 8).erefore an action
is not sinful by reason of its being inordinate and evil.

Objection 2. Further, sin, as stated in Phys. ii, 8 occurs
in nature and art, when the end intended by nature or art is
not attained. But the goodness or malice of a human action
depends, before all, on the intention of the end, and on its
achievement. erefore it seems that the malice of an action
does not make it sinful.

Objection 3. Further, if the malice of an action makes it
sinful, it follows that wherever there is evil, there is sin. But
this is false: since punishment is not a sin, although it is an evil.
erefore an action is not sinful by reason of its being evil.

On the contrary, As shown above (q. 19, a. 4), the good-
ness of a human action depends principally on the Eternal
Law: and consequently its malice consists in its being in dis-
accord with the Eternal Law. But this is the very nature of sin;
for Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 27) that “sin is a word,
deed, or desire, in opposition to the Eternal Law.” erefore a
human action is sinful by reason of its being evil.

I answer that, Evil is more comprehensive than sin, as also
is good than right. For every privation of good, in whatever
subject, is an evil: whereas sin consists properly in an action
done for a certain end, and lacking due order to that end. Now
the due order to an end is measured by some rule. In things
that act according to nature, this rule is the natural force that
inclines them to that end. When therefore an action proceeds
from a natural force, in accord with the natural inclination to
an end, then the action is said to be right: since the mean does

not exceed its limits, viz. the action does not swerve from the
order of its active principle to the end. But when an action
strays from this rectitude, it comes under the notion of sin.

Now in those things that are done by the will, the proxi-
mate rule is the human reason, while the supreme rule is the
Eternal Law. When, therefore, a human action tends to the
end, according to the order of reason and of the Eternal Law,
then that action is right: but when it turns aside from that rec-
titude, then it is said to be a sin. Now it is evident from what
has been said (q. 19, Aa. 3,4) that every voluntary action that
turns aside from the order of reason and of the Eternal Law, is
evil, and that every good action is in accord with reason and
the Eternal Law. Hence it follows that a human action is right
or sinful by reason of its being good or evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Monsters are called sins, inasmuch
as they result from a sin in nature’s action.

Reply to Objection 2. e end is twofold; the last end,
and the proximate end. In the sin of nature, the action does in-
deed fail in respect of the last end, which is the perfection of
the thing generated; but it does not fail in respect of any prox-
imate end whatever; since when nature works it forms some-
thing. In like manner, the sin of the will always fails as regards
the last end intended, because no voluntary evil action can be
ordained tohappiness, which is the last end: and yet it does not
fail in respect of some proximate end: intended and achieved
by thewill.Wherefore also, since the very intention of this end
is ordained to the last end, this same intention may be right or
sinful.

Reply to Objection 3. Each thing is ordained to its end
by its action: and therefore sin, which consists in straying from
the order to the end, consists properly in an action. On the
other hand, punishment regards the person of the sinner, as
was stated in the Ia, q. 48, a. 5, ad 4; a. 6, ad 3.
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Ia IIae q. 21 a. 2Whether a human action deserves praise or blame, by reason of its being good or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that a human action does not
deserve praise or blame by reason of its being good or evil. For
“sin happens even in things done by nature” (Phys. ii, 8). And
yet natural things are not deserving of praise or blame (Ethic.
iii, 5). erefore a human action does not deserve blame, by
reason of its being evil or sinful; and, consequently, neither
does it deserve praise, by reason of its being good.

Objection 2. Further, just as sin occurs in moral actions,
so does it happen in the productions of art: because as stated
in Phys. ii, 8 “it is a sin in a grammarian to write badly, and
in a doctor to give the wrong medicine.” But the artist is not
blamed for making something bad: because the artist’s work is
such, that he can produce a good or a bad thing, just as he lists.
erefore it seems that neither is there any reason for blaming
a moral action, in the fact that it is evil.

Objection 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
evil is “weak and incapable.” But weakness or inability either
takes away or diminishes guilt. erefore a human action does
not incur guilt from being evil.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (De Virt. et Vit.
i) that “virtuous deeds deserve praise, while deeds that are op-
posed to virtue deserve censure and blame.” But good actions
are virtuous; because “virtue makes that which has it, good,
and makes its action good” (Ethic. ii, 6): wherefore actions
opposed to virtue are evil. erefore a human action deserves
praise or blame, through being good or evil.

I answer that, Just as evil is more comprehensive than sin,
so is sin more comprehensive than blame. For an action is said
to deserve praise or blame, from its being imputed to the agent:
since to praise or to blame means nothing else than to impute
to someone the malice or goodness of his action. Now an ac-
tion is imputed to an agent, when it is in his power, so that he
has dominion over it: because it is through his will that man
has dominion over his actions, as was made clear above (q. 1,
Aa. 1,2). Hence it follows that good or evil, in voluntary ac-

tions alone, renders them worthy of praise or blame: and in
such like actions, evil, sin and guilt are one and the same thing.

Reply toObjection1.Natural actions arenot in thepower
of the natural agent: since the action of nature is determinate.
And, therefore, although there be sin in natural actions, there
is no blame.

Reply toObjection 2.Reason stands in different relations
to the productions of art, and to moral actions. In matters of
art, reason is directed to a particular end, which is something
devised by reason: whereas in moral matters, it is directed to
the general end of all human life. Now a particular end is sub-
ordinate to the general end. Since therefore sin is a departure
from the order to the end, as stated above (a. 1), sin may occur
in two ways, in a production of art. First, by a departure from
the particular end intended by the artist: and this sin will be
proper to the art; for instance, if an artist produce a bad thing,
while intending toproduce something good; or produce some-
thing good, while intending to produce something bad. Sec-
ondly, by a departure from the general end of human life: and
then he will be said to sin, if he intend to produce a bad work,
and does so in effect, so that another is taken in thereby. But
this sin is not proper to the artist as such, but as man. Con-
sequently for the former sin the artist is blamed as an artist;
while for the latter he is blamed as a man. On the other hand,
inmoralmatters, wherewe take into consideration the order of
reason to the general end of human life, sin and evil are always
due to a departure from the order of reason to the general end
of human life.Whereforeman is blamed for such a sin, both as
man and as a moral being. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic.
vi, 5) that “in art, he who sins voluntarily is preferable; but in
prudence, as in themoral virtues,” which prudence directs, “he
is the reverse.”

Reply to Objection 3. Weakness that occurs in voluntary
evils, is subject toman’s power: wherefore it neither takes away
nor diminishes guilt.

Ia IIae q. 21 a. 3Whether a human action is meritorious or demeritorious in so far as it is good or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that a human action is not
meritorious or demeritorious on account of its goodness or
malice. For we speak of merit or demerit in relation to retri-
bution, which has no place save in matters relating to another
person. But good or evil actions are not all related to another
person, for some are related to the person of the agent. ere-
fore not every good or evil human action is meritorious or de-
meritorious.

Objection 2. Further, no one deserves punishment or re-
ward for doing as he chooses with that of which he is master:
thus if aman destroys what belongs to him, he is not punished,
as if he had destroyedwhat belongs to another. Butman ismas-
ter of his own actions.erefore aman does notmerit punish-

ment or reward, through putting his action to a good or evil
purpose.

Objection 3. Further, if aman acquire some good for him-
self, he does not on that account deserve to be benefited by an-
other man: and the same applies to evil. Now a good action is
itself a kind of good and perfection of the agent: while an in-
ordinate action is his evil. erefore a man does not merit or
demerit, from the fact that he does a good or an evil deed.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 3:10,11): “Say to the just
man that it is well; for he shall eat the fruit of his doings. Woe
to the wicked unto evil; for the reward of his hands shall be
given him.”

I answer that, We speak of merit and demerit, in relation

658



to retribution, rendered according to justice. Now, retribution
according to justice is rendered to a man, by reason of his hav-
ing done something to another’s advantage or hurt. It must,
moreover, be observed that every individual member of a so-
ciety is, in a fashion, a part and member of the whole society.
Wherefore, any good or evil, done to the member of a soci-
ety, redounds on the whole society: thus, who hurts the hand,
hurts the man. When, therefore, anyone does good or evil to
another individual, there is a twofold measure of merit or de-
merit in his action: first, in respect of the retribution owed to
himby the individual towhomhe has done good or harm; sec-
ondly, in respect of the retribution owed to him by the whole
of society. Now when a man ordains his action directly for the
good or evil of the whole society, retribution is owed to him,
before and above all, by the whole society; secondarily, by all
the parts of society.Whereas when aman does thatwhich con-
duces to his own benefit or disadvantage, then again is retribu-
tion owed to him, in so far as this too affects the community,
forasmuch as he is a part of society: although retribution is not
due to him, in so far as it conduces to the good or harm of an
individual, who is identical with the agent: unless, perchance,

he owe retribution to himself, by a sort of resemblance, in so
far as man is said to be just to himself.

It is therefore evident that a good or evil action deserves
praise or blame, in so far as it is in the power of the will: that
it is right or sinful, according as it is ordained to the end; and
that itsmerit or demerit depends on the recompense for justice
or injustice towards another.

Reply to Objection 1. A man’s good or evil actions, al-
though not ordained to the good or evil of another individual,
are nevertheless ordained to the good or evil of another, i.e. the
community.

Reply to Objection 2. Man is master of his actions; and
yet, in so far as he belongs to another, i.e. the community, of
which he forms part, hemerits or demerits, inasmuch as he dis-
poses his actions well or ill: just as if he were to dispense well
or ill other belongings of his, in respect of which he is bound
to serve the community.

Reply toObjection 3.is very good or evil, which aman
does to himself by his action, redounds to the community, as
stated above.

Ia IIae q. 21 a. 4Whether a human action is meritorious or demeritorious before God, according as it is good
or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that man’s actions, good or
evil, are not meritorious or demeritorious in the sight of God.
Because, as stated above (a. 3), merit and demerit imply re-
lation to retribution for good or harm done to another. But
a man’s action, good or evil, does no good or harm to God;
for it is written ( Job 35:6,7): “If thou sin, what shalt thou
hurt Him?…And if thou do justly, what shalt thou giveHim?”
erefore a human action, good or evil, is not meritorious or
demeritorious in the sight of God.

Objection 2. Further, an instrument acquires no merit or
demerit in the sight of him that uses it; because the entire ac-
tion of the instrument belongs to the user.Nowwhenman acts
he is the instrument of the Divine power which is the princi-
pal cause of his action; hence it is written (Is. 10:15): “Shall the
axe boast itself against him that cutteth with it? Or shall the
saw exalt itself against him by whom it is drawn?” where man
while acting is evidently compared to an instrument. ere-
fore man merits or demerits nothing in God’s sight, by good
or evil deeds.

Objection3.Further, a human action acquiresmerit or de-
merit through being ordained to someone else. But not all hu-
man actions are ordained toGod.erefore not every good or
evil action acquires merit or demerit in God’s sight.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 12:14): “All things
that are done, God will bring into judgment…whether it be
good or evil.” Now judgment implies retribution, in respect of
which we speak of merit and demerit. erefore every human
action, both good and evil, acquires merit or demerit in God’s
sight.

I answer that, A human action, as stated above (a. 3), ac-
quires merit or demerit, through being ordained to someone
else, either by reason of himself, or by reason of the commu-
nity: and in each way, our actions, good and evil, acquiremerit
or demerit, in the sight of God. On the part of God Himself,
inasmuch as He is man’s last end; and it is our duty to refer all
our actions to the last end, as stated above (q. 19, a. 10).Conse-
quently, whoever does an evil deed, not referable to God, does
not give God the honor due to Him as our last end. On the
part of the whole community of the universe, because in ev-
ery community, he who governs the community, cares, first of
all, for the common good; wherefore it is his business to award
retribution for such things as are donewell or ill in the commu-
nity.NowGod is the governor and ruler of thewhole universe,
as stated in the Ia, q. 103, a. 5: and especially of rational crea-
tures. Consequently it is evident that human actions acquire
merit or demerit in reference toHim: else it would follow that
human actions are no business of God’s.

Reply to Objection 1. God in Himself neither gains nor
losses anything by the action of man: but man, for his part,
takes something fromGod, or offers something toHim, when
he observes or does not observe the order instituted by God.

Reply toObjection 2.Man is somoved, as an instrument,
by God, that, at the same time, he moves himself by his free-
will, as was explained above (q. 9, a. 6, ad 3). Consequently, by
his action, he acquires merit or demerit in God’s sight.

Reply to Objection 3. Man is not ordained to the body
politic, according to all that he is and has; and so it does not
follow that every action of his acquires merit or demerit in re-
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lation to the body politic. But all that man is, and can, and has,
must be referred to God: and therefore every action of man,
whether good or bad, acquires merit or demerit in the sight of

God, as far as the action itself is concerned.
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F P   S P, Q 22
Of the Subject of the Soul’s Passions

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the passions of the soul: first, in general; secondly, in particular. Taking them in general, there are
four things to be considered: (1)eir subject: (2)edifference between them: (3)eirmutual relationship: (4)eirmalice
and goodness.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is any passion in the soul?
(2) Whether passion is in the appetitive rather than in the apprehensive part?
(3) Whether passion is in the sensitive appetite rather than in the intellectual appetite, which is called the will?

Ia IIae q. 22 a. 1Whether any passion is in the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no passion in the
soul. Because passivity belongs to matter. But the soul is not
composed of matter and form, as stated in the Ia, q. 75, a. 5.
erefore there is no passion in the soul.

Objection 2. Further, passion is movement, as is stated in
Phys. iii, 3. But the soul is notmoved, as is proved inDeAnima
i, 3. erefore passion is not in the soul.

Objection 3. Further, passion is the road to corruption;
since “every passion, when increased, alters the substance,” as
is stated in Topic. vi, 6. But the soul is incorruptible.erefore
no passion is in the soul.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Rom. 7:5): “Whenwe
were in the flesh, the passions of sins which were by the law,
did the work in our members.” Now sins are, properly speak-
ing, in the soul.erefore passions also, which are described as
being “of sins,” are in the soul.

I answer that, e word “passive” is used in three ways.
First, in a general way, according as whatever receives some-
thing is passive, although nothing is taken from it: thus we
may say that the air is passive when it is lit up. But this is to be
perfected rather than to be passive. Secondly, the word “pas-
sive” is employed in its proper sense, when something is re-
ceived, while something else is taken away: and this happens
in two ways. For sometimes that which is lost is unsuitable
to the thing: thus when an animal’s body is healed, and loses
sickness. At other times the contrary occurs: thus to ail is to
be passive; because the ailment is received and health is lost.
And here we have passion in its most proper acceptation. For
a thing is said to be passive from its being drawn to the agent:
andwhen a thing recedes fromwhat is suitable to it, then espe-
cially does it appear to be drawn to something else. Moreover
inDeGenerat. i, 3 it is stated that when amore excellent thing

is generated from a less excellent, we have generation simply,
and corruption in a particular respect: whereas the reverse is
the case, when from a more excellent thing, a less excellent is
generated. In these three ways it happens that passions are in
the soul. For in the sense of mere reception, we speak of “feel-
ing andunderstanding as being a kind of passion” (DeAnima i,
5). But passion, accompanied by the loss of something, is only
in respect of a bodily transmutation; wherefore passion prop-
erly so called cannot be in the soul, save accidentally, in so far,
to wit, as the “composite” is passive. But here again we find a
difference; because when this transmutation is for the worse,
it has more of the nature of a passion, than when it is for the
better: hence sorrow is more properly a passion than joy.

Reply toObjection 1. It belongs tomatter to be passive in
such a way as to lose something and to be transmuted: hence
this happens only in those things that are composed of mat-
ter and form. But passivity, as implying mere reception, need
not be in matter, but can be in anything that is in potentiality.
Now, though the soul is not composed of matter and form,
yet it has something of potentiality, in respect of which it is
competent to receive or to be passive, according as the act of
understanding is a kind of passion, as stated in De Anima iii,
4.

Reply toObjection 2. Although it does not belong to the
soul in itself to be passive and to be moved, yet it belongs acci-
dentally as stated in De Anima i, 3.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is true of passion
accompanied by transmutation to something worse. And pas-
sion, in this sense, is not found in the soul, except accidentally:
but the composite, which is corruptible, admits of it by reason
of its own nature.
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Ia IIae q. 22 a. 2Whether passion is in the appetitive rather than in the apprehensive part?

Objection 1. It would seem that passion is in the appre-
hensive part of the soul rather than in the appetitive. Because
that which is first in any genus, seems to rank first among all
things that are in that genus, and to be their cause, as is stated in
Metaph. ii, 1. Now passion is found to be in the apprehensive,
before being in the appetitive part: for the appetitive part is not
affected unless there be a previous passion in the apprehensive
part. erefore passion is in the apprehensive part more than
in the appetitive.

Objection2.Further,what ismore active is less passive; for
action is contrary to passion. Now the appetitive part is more
active than the apprehensive part. erefore it seems that pas-
sion is more in the apprehensive part.

Objection 3. Further, just as the sensitive appetite is the
power of a corporeal organ, so is the power of sensitive ap-
prehension. But passion in the soul occurs, properly speaking,
in respect of a bodily transmutation. erefore passion is not
more in the sensitive appetitive than in the sensitive apprehen-
sive part.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 4) that
“the movement of the soul, which the Greeks called πάθη,
are styled by some of our writers, Cicero* for instance, distur-
bances; by some, affections or emotions; while others render-
ing the Greek more accurately, call them passions.” From this
it is evident that the passions of the soul are the same as affec-
tions. But affections manifestly belong to the appetitive, and
not to the apprehensive part. erefore the passions are in the
appetitive rather than in the apprehensive part.

I answer that, As we have already stated (a. 1) the word
“passion” implies that the patient is drawn to that which be-
longs to the agent. Now the soul is drawn to a thing by the ap-
petitive power rather than by the apprehensive power: because
the soul has, through its appetitive power, an order to things as
they are in themselves: hence the Philosopher says (Metaph. vi,
4) that “good and evil,” i.e. the objects of the appetitive power,
“are in things themselves.” On the other hand the apprehen-
sive power is not drawn to a thing, as it is in itself; but knows it
by reason of an “intention” of the thing, which “intention” it
has in itself, or receives in its own way. Hence we find it stated
(Metaph. vi, 4) that “the true and the false,” which pertain to
knowledge, “are not in things, but in themind.” Consequently
it is evident that the nature of passion is consistentwith the ap-
petitive, rather than with the apprehensive part.

Reply to Objection 1. In things relating to perfection the
case is the opposite, in comparison to things that pertain to

defect. Because in things relating to perfection, intensity is in
proportion to the approach to one first principle; to which the
nearer a thing approaches, the more intense it is. us the in-
tensity of a thing possessed of light depends on its approach to
something endowed with light in a supreme degree, to which
the nearer a thing approaches the more light it possesses. But
in things that relate to defect, intensity depends, not on ap-
proach to something supreme, but in receding from thatwhich
is perfect; because therein consists the very notion of privation
and defect.Wherefore the less a thing recedes from that which
stands first, the less intense it is: and the result is that at first
we always find some small defect, which aerwards increases
as it goes on. Now passion pertains to defect, because it be-
longs to a thing according as it is in potentiality. Wherefore
in those things that approach to the Supreme Perfection, i.e.
to God, there is but little potentiality and passion: while in
other things, consequently, there is more. Hence also, in the
supreme, i.e. the apprehensive, power of the soul, passion is
found less than in the other powers.

Reply to Objection 2. e appetitive power is said to be
more active, because it is, more than the apprehensive power,
the principle of the exterior action: and this for the same rea-
son that it is more passive, namely, its being related to things
as existing in themselves: since it is through the external action
that we come into contact with things.

Reply toObjection 3.As stated in the Ia, q. 78, a. 3 the or-
gans of the soul can be changed in twoways. First, by a spiritual
change, in respect of which the organ receives an “intention”
of the object. And this is essential to the act of the sensitive ap-
prehension: thus is the eye changedby the object visible, not by
being colored, but by receiving an intention of color. But the
organs are receptive of another and natural change, which af-
fects their natural disposition; for instance, when they become
hot or cold, or undergo some similar change. Andwhereas this
kind of change is accidental to the act of the sensitive appre-
hension; for instance, if the eye be wearied through gazing in-
tently at something or be overcome by the intensity of the ob-
ject: on the other hand, it is essential to the act of the sensitive
appetite; wherefore the material element in the definitions of
the movements of the appetitive part, is the natural change of
the organ; for instance, “anger is” said to be “a kindling of the
blood about the heart.” Hence it is evident that the notion of
passion ismore consistentwith the act of the sensitive appetite,
thanwith that of the sensitive apprehension, althoughboth are
actions of a corporeal organ.

* ose things which the Greeks call πάθη, we prefer to call disturbances rather than diseases (Tusc. iv. 5).
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Ia IIae q. 22 a. 3Whether passion is in the sensitive appetite rather than in the intellectual appetite, which is
called the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that passion is notmore in the
sensitive than in the intellectual appetite. For Dionysius de-
clares (Div. Nom. ii) Hierotheus “to be taught by a kind of yet
more Godlike instruction; not only by learningDivine things,
but also by suffering [patiens] them.” But the sensitive appetite
cannot “suffer” Divine things, since its object is the sensible
good.erefore passion is in the intellectual appetite, just as it
is also in the sensitive appetite.

Objection 2. Further, the more powerful the active force,
the more intense the passion. But the object of the intellectual
appetite, which is the universal good, is a more powerful ac-
tive force than the object of the sensitive appetite, which is a
particular good. erefore passion is more consistent with the
intellectual than with the sensitive appetite.

Objection 3. Further, joy and love are said to be passions.
But these are to be found in the intellectual and not only in
the sensitive appetite: else they would not be ascribed by the
Scriptures to God and the angels. erefore the passions are
not more in the sensitive than in the intellectual appetite.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 22),
while describing the animal passions: “Passion is a movement
of the sensitive appetitewhenwe imagine goodor evil: in other
words, passion is a movement of the irrational soul, when we
think of good or evil.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) passion is properly to
be found where there is corporeal transmutation. is corpo-
real transmutation is found in the act of the sensitive appetite,

and is not only spiritual, as in the sensitive apprehension, but
also natural. Now there is no need for corporeal transmutation
in the act of the intellectual appetite: because this appetite is
not exercised bymeans of a corporeal organ. It is therefore evi-
dent that passion ismore properly in the act of the sensitive ap-
petite, than in that of the intellectual appetite; and this is again
evident from the definitions of Damascene quoted above.

Reply to Objection 1. By “suffering” Divine things is
meant being well affected towards them, and united to them
by love: and this takes placewithout any alteration in the body.

Reply to Objection 2. Intensity of passion depends not
only on the power of the agent, but also on the passibility of
the patient: because things that are disposed to passion, suffer
much even frompetty agents.erefore although the object of
the intellectual appetite has greater activity than the object of
the sensitive appetite, yet the sensitive appetite is more passive.

Reply to Objection 3. When love and joy and the like are
ascribed to God or the angels, or to man in respect of his in-
tellectual appetite, they signify simple acts of the will having
like effects, but without passion. Hence Augustine says (De
Civ. Dei ix, 5): “e holy angels feel no anger while they pun-
ish…no fellow-feeling with misery while they relieve the un-
happy: and yet ordinary human speech is wont to ascribe to
them also these passions by name, because, although they have
none of our weakness, their acts bear a certain resemblance to
ours.”
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How the Passions Differ From One Another

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider how the passions differ from one another: and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the passions of the concupiscible part are different from those of the irascible part?
(2) Whether the contrariety of passions in the irascible part is based on the contrariety of good and evil?
(3) Whether there is any passion that has no contrary?
(4) Whether, in the same power, there are any passions, differing in species, but not contrary to one another?

Ia IIae q. 23 a. 1Whether the passions of the concupiscible part are different from those of the irascible part?

Objection 1. It would seem that the same passions are in
the irascible and concupiscible parts. For the Philosopher says
(Ethic. ii, 5) that the passions of the soul are those emotions
“which are followed by joy or sorrow.” But joy and sorrow are
in the concupiscible part. erefore all the passions are in the
concupiscible part, and not some in the irascible, others in the
concupiscible part.

Objection 2. Further, on the words of Mat. 13:33, “e
kingdom of heaven is like to leaven,” etc., Jerome’s gloss says:
“We should have prudence in the reason; hatred of vice in the
irascible faculty; desire of virtue, in the concupiscible part.”
But hatred is in the concupiscible faculty, as also is love, of
which it is the contrary, as is stated in Topic. ii, 7. erefore
the same passion is in the concupiscible and irascible faculties.

Objection 3. Further, passions and actions differ specifi-
cally according to their objects. But the objects of the irasci-
ble and concupiscible passions are the same, viz. good and evil.
erefore the same passions are in the irascible and concupis-
cible faculties.

On the contrary, e acts of the different powers differ
in species; for instance, to see, and to hear. But the irascible
and the concupiscible are two powers into which the sensitive
appetite is divided, as stated in the Ia, q. 81, a. 2. erefore,
since the passions are movements of the sensitive appetite, as
stated above (q. 22, a. 3), the passions of the irascible faculty
are specifically distinct from those of the concupiscible part.

I answer that, e passions of the irascible part differ in
species from those of the concupiscible faculty. For since dif-
ferent powers have different objects, as stated in the Ia, q. 77,
a. 3, the passions of different powers must of necessity be re-
ferred to different objects. Much more, therefore, do the pas-
sions of different faculties differ in species; since a greater dif-
ference in the object is required to diversify the species of the
powers, than to diversify the species of passions or actions. For
just as in the physical order, diversity of genus arises from di-
versity in the potentiality of matter, while diversity of species
arises from diversity of form in the same matter; so in the acts
of the soul, those that belong to different powers, differ not
only in species but also in genus, while acts and passions re-

garding different specific objects, included under the one com-
mon object of a single power, differ as the species of that genus.

In order, therefore, to discern which passions are in the
irascible, and which in the concupiscible, we must take the
object of each of these powers. For we have stated in the Ia,
q. 81, a. 2, that the object of the concupiscible power is sen-
sible good or evil, simply apprehended as such, which causes
pleasure or pain. But, since the soul must, of necessity, expe-
rience difficulty or struggle at times, in acquiring some such
good, or in avoiding some such evil, in so far as such good or
evil is more than our animal nature can easily acquire or avoid;
therefore this very good or evil, inasmuch as it is of an arduous
or difficult nature, is the object of the irascible faculty. ere-
fore whatever passions regard good or evil absolutely, belong
to the concupiscible power; for instance, joy, sorrow, love, ha-
tred, and such like: whereas those passions which regard good
or bad as arduous, through being difficult to obtain or avoid,
belong to the irascible faculty; such are daring, fear, hope and
the like.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated in the Ia, q. 81, a. 2, the
irascible faculty is bestowed on animals, in order to remove the
obstacles that hinder the concupiscible power fromtending to-
wards its object, either by making some good difficult to ob-
tain, or bymaking some evil hard to avoid.e result is that all
the irascible passions terminate in the concupiscible passions:
and thus it is that even the passions which are in the irascible
faculty are followed by joy and sadness which are in the con-
cupiscible faculty.

Reply toObjection2. Jerome ascribes hatred of vice to the
irascible faculty, not by reason of hatred, which is properly a
concupiscible passion; but on account of the struggle, which
belongs to the irascible power.

Reply to Objection 3. Good, inasmuch as it is delightful,
moves the concupiscible power. But if it prove difficult to ob-
tain, from this very fact it has a certain contrariety to the con-
cupiscible power: and hence the need of another power tend-
ing to that good. e same applies to evil. And this power is
the irascible faculty. Consequently the concupiscible passions
are specifically different from the irascible passions.
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Ia IIae q. 23 a. 2Whether the contrariety of the irascible passions is based on the contrariety of good and evil?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the contrariety of the iras-
cible passions is based on no other contrariety than that of
good and evil. For the irascible passions are ordained to the
concupiscible passions, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1). But the con-
trariety of the concupiscible passions is no other than that of
good and evil; take, for instance, love and hatred, joy and sor-
row. erefore the same applies to the irascible passions.

Objection 2. Further, passions differ according to their
objects; just as movements differ according to their termini.
But there is no other contrariety of movements, except that
of the termini, as is stated in Phys. v, 3. erefore there is no
other contrariety of passions, save that of the objects. Now the
object of the appetite is good or evil. erefore in no appeti-
tive power can there be contrariety of passions other than that
of good and evil.

Objection 3. Further, “every passion of the soul is by way
of approach and withdrawal,” as Avicenna declares in his sixth
book of Physics. Now approach results from the apprehension
of good; withdrawal, from the apprehension of evil: since just
as “good is what all desire” (Ethic. i, 1), so evil is what all shun.
erefore, in the passions of the soul, there can be no other
contrariety than that of good and evil.

On the contrary, Fear and daring are contrary to one an-
other, as stated in Ethic. iii, 7. But fear and daring do not differ
in respect of good and evil: because each regards some kind of
evil.erefore not every contrariety of the irascible passions is
that of good and evil.

I answer that, Passion is a kind of movement, as stated
in Phys. iii, 3. erefore contrariety of passions is based on
contrariety of movements or changes. Now there is a twofold
contrariety in changes and movements, as stated in Phys. v, 5.
One is according to approach andwithdrawal in respect of the
same term: and this contrariety belongs properly to changes,
i.e. to generation, which is a change “to being,” and to corrup-
tion, which is a change “from being.” e other contrariety is
according to opposition of termini, and belongs properly to
movements: thus whitening, which is movement from black
to white, is contrary to blackening, which is movement from

white to black.
Accordingly there is a twofold contrariety in the passions

of the soul: one, according to contrariety of objects, i.e. of good
and evil; the other, according to approach and withdrawal in
respect of the same term. In the concupiscible passions the for-
mer contrariety alone is to be found; viz. that which is based
on the objects: whereas in the irascible passions, we find both
forms of contrariety.e reason of this is that the object of the
concupiscible faculty, as stated above (a. 1), is sensible good
or evil considered absolutely. Now good, as such, cannot be a
termwherefrom, but only a termwhereto, since nothing shuns
good as such; on the contrary, all things desire it. In like man-
ner, nothing desires evil, as such; but all things shun it: where-
fore evil cannot have the aspect of a term whereto, but only of
a termwherefrom. Accordingly every concupiscible passion in
respect of good, tends to it, as love, desire and joy; while every
concupiscible passion in respect of evil, tends from it, as ha-
tred, avoidance or dislike, and sorrow. Wherefore, in the con-
cupiscible passions, there can be no contrariety of approach
and withdrawal in respect of the same object.

On the other hand, the object of the irascible faculty is sen-
sible good or evil, considered not absolutely, but under the as-
pect of difficulty or arduousness. Now the good which is dif-
ficult or arduous, considered as good, is of such a nature as to
produce in us a tendency to it, which tendency pertains to the
passion of “hope”; whereas, considered as arduous or difficult,
itmakes us turn from it; and this pertains to the passion of “de-
spair.” In like manner the arduous evil, considered as an evil,
has the aspect of something to be shunned; and this belongs to
the passion of “fear”: but it also contains a reason for tending
to it, as attempting something arduous, whereby to escape be-
ing subject to evil; and this tendency is called “daring.” Conse-
quently, in the irascible passions we find contrariety in respect
of good and evil (as between hope and fear): and also contra-
riety according to approach and withdrawal in respect of the
same term (as between daring and fear).

From what has been said the replies to the objections are
evident.

Ia IIae q. 23 a. 3Whether any passion of the soul has no contrariety?

Objection 1. It would seem that every passion of the soul
has a contrary. For every passion of the soul is either in the iras-
cible or in the concupiscible faculty, as stated above (a. 1). But
both kinds of passion have their respective modes of contrari-
ety. erefore every passion of the soul has its contrary.

Objection 2. Further, every passion of the soul has either
good or evil for its object; for these are the common objects of
the appetitive part. But a passion having good for its object, is
contrary to a passion having evil for its object. erefore every
passion has a contrary.

Objection3.Further, every passion of the soul is in respect
of approach or withdrawal, as stated above (a. 2). But every
approach has a corresponding contrary withdrawal, and vice
versa. erefore every passion of the soul has a contrary.

Onthe contrary,Anger is a passionof the soul. But nopas-
sion is set down as being contrary to anger, as stated in Ethic.
iv, 5. erefore not every passion has a contrary.

I answer that, e passion of anger is peculiar in this, that
it cannot have a contrary, either according to approach and
withdrawal, or according to the contrariety of good and evil.
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For anger is caused by a difficult evil already present: andwhen
such an evil is present, the appetitemust needs either succumb,
so that it does not go beyond the limits of “sadness,” which is
a concupiscible passion; or else it has a movement of attack
on the hurtful evil, which movement is that of “anger.” But it
cannothave amovement ofwithdrawal: because the evil is sup-
posed to be already present or past.us no passion is contrary
to anger according to contrariety of approach andwithdrawal.

In like manner neither can there be according to contra-
riety of good and evil. Because the opposite of present evil is
good obtained, which can be no longer have the aspect of ar-

duousness or difficulty.Nor, when once good is obtained, does
there remain any othermovement, except the appetite’s repose
in the good obtained; which repose belongs to joy, which is a
passion of the concupiscible faculty.

Accordingly no movement of the soul can be contrary to
the movement of anger, and nothing else than cessation from
its movement is contrary thereto; thus the Philosopher says
(Rhet. ii, 3) that “calm is contrary to anger,” by opposition not
of contrariety but of negation or privation.

From what has been said the replies to the objections are
evident.

Ia IIae q. 23 a. 4Whether in the same power, there are any passions, specifically different, but not contrary to
one another?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be, in the
same power, specifically different passions that are not con-
trary to one another. For the passions of the soul differ accord-
ing to their objects. Now the objects of the soul’s passions are
good and evil; and on this distinction is based the contrariety
of the passions. erefore no passions of the same power, that
are not contrary to one another, differ specifically.

Objection 2. Further, difference of species implies a dif-
ference of form. But every difference of form is in respect of
some contrariety, as stated in Metaph. x, 8. erefore passions
of the same power, that are not contrary to one another, do not
differ specifically.

Objection 3. Further, since every passion of the soul con-
sists in approach or withdrawal in respect of good or evil, it
seems that every difference in the passions of the soul must
needs arise from the difference of good and evil; or from the
difference of approach and withdrawal; or from degrees in
approach or withdrawal. Now the first two differences cause
contrariety in the passions of the soul, as stated above (a. 2):
whereas the third difference does not diversify the species; else
the species of the soul’s passions would be infinite. erefore
it is not possible for passions of the same power to differ in
species, without being contrary to one another.

On the contrary, Love and joy differ in species, and are in
the concupiscible power; and yet they are not contrary to one
another; rather, in fact, one causes the other. erefore in the
same power there are passions that differ in species without
being contrary to one another.

I answer that, Passions differ in accordance with their
active causes, which, in the case of the passions of the soul,
are their objects. Now, the difference in active causes may be
considered in two ways: first, from the point of view of their
species or nature, as fire differs from water; secondly, from the
point of view of the difference in their active power. In the pas-
sions of the soul we can treat the difference of their active or
motive causes in respect of their motive power, as if they were
natural agents. For every mover, in a fashion, either draws the
patient to itself, or repels it from itself. Now in drawing it to
itself, it does three things in the patient. Because, in the first

place, it gives the patient an inclination or aptitude to tend to
themover: thus a light body, which is above, bestows lightness
on the body generated, so that it has an inclination or apti-
tude to be above. Secondly, if the generated body be outside its
proper place, the mover gives it movement towards that place.
irdly, itmakes it to rest, when it shall have come to its proper
place: since to the same cause are due, both rest in a place, and
the movement to that place. e same applies to the cause of
repulsion.

Now, in themovements of the appetitive faculty, good has,
as it were, a force of attraction, while evil has a force of repul-
sion. In the first place, therefore, good causes, in the appeti-
tive power, a certain inclination, aptitude or connaturalness
in respect of good: and this belongs to the passion of “love”:
the corresponding contrary of which is “hatred” in respect of
evil. Secondly, if the good be not yet possessed, it causes in
the appetite a movement towards the attainment of the good
beloved: and this belongs to the passion of “desire” or “concu-
piscence”: and contrary to it, in respect of evil, is the passion of
“aversion” or “dislike.” irdly, when the good is obtained, it
causes the appetite to rest, as it were, in the good obtained: and
this belongs to the passion of “delight” or “joy”; the contrary
of which, in respect of evil, is “sorrow” or “sadness.”

On the other hand, in the irascible passions, the aptitude,
or inclination to seek good, or to shun evil, is presupposed as
arising from the concupiscible faculty, which regards good or
evil absolutely. And in respect of good not yet obtained, we
have “hope” and “despair.” In respect of evil not yet present we
have “fear” and “daring.” But in respect of good obtained there
is no irascible passion: because it is no longer considered in the
light of something arduous, as stated above (a. 3). But evil al-
ready present gives rise to the passion of “anger.”

Accordingly it is clear that in the concupiscible faculty
there are three couples of passions; viz. love and hatred, desire
and aversion, joy and sadness. In like manner there are three
groups in the irascible faculty; viz. hope and despair, fear and
daring, and anger which has not contrary passion.

Consequently there are altogether eleven passions differ-
ing specifically; six in the concupiscible faculty, and five in the
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irascible; and under these all the passions of the soul are con- tained.
From this the replies to the objections are evident.
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Of Good and Evil in the Passions of the Soul

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider good and evil in the passions of the soul: and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether moral good and evil can be found in the passions of the soul?
(2) Whether every passion of the soul is morally evil?
(3) Whether every passion increases or decreases the goodness of malice of an act?
(4) Whether any passion is good or evil specifically?

Ia IIae q. 24 a. 1Whether moral good and evil can be found in the passions of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that no passion of the soul is
morally good or evil. For moral good and evil are proper to
man: since “morals are properly predicated of man,” as Am-
brose says (Super Luc. Prolog.). But passions are not proper to
man, for he has them in common with other animals. ere-
fore no passion of the soul is morally good or evil.

Objection 2. Further, the good or evil of man consists in
“being in accord, or indisaccordwith reason,” asDionysius says
(Div.Nom. iv). Now the passions of the soul are not in the rea-
son, but in the sensitive appetite, as stated above (q. 22, a. 3).
erefore they have no connection with human, i.e. moral,
good or evil.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 5)
that “we are neither praised nor blamed for our passions.” But
we are praised and blamed for moral good and evil. erefore
the passions are not morally good or evil.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeCiv.Dei xiv, 7) while
speaking of the passions of the soul: “ey are evil if our love
is evil; good if our love is good.”

I answer that,We may consider the passions of the soul in
two ways: first, in themselves; secondly, as being subject to the
command of the reason and will. If then the passions be con-
sidered in themselves, to wit, as movements of the irrational
appetite, thus there is nomoral good or evil in them, since this

depends on the reason, as stated above (q. 18 , a. 5). If, how-
ever, they be considered as subject to the command of the rea-
son and will, then moral good and evil are in them. Because
the sensitive appetite is nearer than the outward members to
the reason and will; and yet the movements and actions of the
outward members are morally good or evil, inasmuch as they
are voluntary. Much more, therefore, may the passions, in so
far as they are voluntary, be called morally good or evil. And
they are said to be voluntary, either from being commanded
by the will, or from not being checked by the will.

Reply toObjection1.ese passions, considered in them-
selves, are common to man and other animals: but, as com-
manded by the reason, they are proper to man.

Reply to Objection 2. Even the lower appetitive powers
are called rational, in so far as “they partake of reason in some
sort” (Ethic. i, 13).

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher says that we are
neither praised nor blamed for our passions considered ab-
solutely; but he does not exclude their becoming worthy of
praise or blame, in so far as they are subordinate to reason.
Hence he continues: “For the man who fears or is angry, is not
praised…or blamed, but themanwho is angry in a certain way,
i.e. according to, or against reason.”

Ia IIae q. 24 a. 2Whether every passion of the soul is evil morally?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the passions of the soul
are morally evil. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 4) that
“some call the soul’s passions diseases or disturbances of the
soul”*. But every disease or disturbance of the soul is morally
evil. erefore every passion of the soul is evil morally.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii,
22) that “movement in accord with nature is an action, but
movement contrary to nature is passion.” But in movements
of the soul, what is against nature is sinful and morally evil:
hence he says elsewhere (De Fide Orth. ii, 4) that “the devil
turned from that which is in accord with nature to that which

is against nature.” erefore these passions are morally evil.
Objection 3. Further, whatever leads to sin, has an aspect

of evil. But these passions lead to sin: wherefore they are called
“the passions of sins” (Rom. 7:5). erefore it seems that they
are morally evil.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 9) that
“all these emotions are right in those whose love is rightly
placed…For they fear to sin, they desire to persevere; they
grieve for sin, they rejoice in good works.”

I answer that, On this question the opinion of the Sto-
ics differed from that of the Peripatetics: for the Stoics held

* ose things which the Greeks call πάθη, we prefer to call disturbances
rather than diseases (Tusc. iv. 5).
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that all passions are evil, while the Peripateticsmaintained that
moderate passions are good. is difference, although it ap-
pears great in words, is nevertheless, in reality, none at all, or
but little, if we consider the intent of either school. For the
Stoics did not discern between sense and intellect; and conse-
quently neither between the intellectual and sensitive appetite.
Hence they did not discriminate the passions of the soul from
the movements of the will, in so far as the passions of the soul
are in the sensitive appetite, while the simplemovements of the
will are in the intellectual appetite: but every rational move-
ment of the appetitive part they call will, while they called pas-
sion, a movement that exceeds the limits of reason.Wherefore
Cicero, following their opinion (De Tusc. Quaest. iii, 4) calls
all passions “diseases of the soul”: whence he argues that “those
who are diseased are unsound; and those who are unsound are
wanting in sense.” Hence we speak of those who are wanting
in sense of being “unsound.”

On the other hand, the Peripatetics give the name of “pas-
sions” to all the movements of the sensitive appetite. Where-
fore they esteem them good, when they are controlled by rea-

son; and evil when they are not controlled by reason. Hence
it is evident that Cicero was wrong in disapproving (De Tusc.
Quaest. iii, 4) of the Peripatetic theory of a mean in the pas-
sions, when he says that “every evil, though moderate, should
be shunned; for, just as a body, though it be moderately ail-
ing, is not sound; so, this mean in the diseases or passions of
the soul, is not sound.” For passions are not called “diseases” or
“disturbances” of the soul, save when they are not controlled
by reason.

Hence the reply to the First Objection is evident.
Reply toObjection 2. In every passion there is an increase

or decrease in the natural movement of the heart, according as
the heart is moved more or less intensely by contraction and
dilatation; and hence it derives the character of passion. But
there is no need for passion to deviate always from the order
of natural reason.

Reply toObjection 3.epassions of the soul, in so far as
they are contrary to the order of reason, incline us to sin: but
in so far as they are controlled by reason, they pertain to virtue.

Ia IIae q. 24 a. 3Whether passion increases or decreases the goodness or malice of an act?

Objection 1. It would seem that every passion decreases
the goodness of a moral action. For anything that hinders the
judgment of reason, onwhichdepends the goodness of amoral
act, consequently decreases the goodness of the moral act. But
every passion hinders the judgment of reason: for Sallust says
(Catilin.): “All those that take counsel aboutmatters of doubt,
should be free from hatred, anger, friendship and pity.” ere-
fore passion decreases the goodness of a moral act.

Objection 2. Further, the more a man’s action is like to
God, the better it is: hence the Apostle says (Eph. 5:1): “Be ye
followers of God, as most dear children.” But “God and the
holy angels feel no anger when they punish…no fellow-feeling
with misery when they relieve the unhappy,” as Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei ix, 5). erefore it is better to do such like deeds
without than with a passion of the soul.

Objection 3. Further, just as moral evil depends on its re-
lation to reason, so also doesmoral good. Butmoral evil is less-
ened by passion: for he sins less, who sins from passion, than
he who sins deliberately. erefore he does a better deed, who
does well without passion, than he who does with passion.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 5) that
“the passion of pity is obedient to reason, when pity is be-
stowed without violating right, as when the poor are relieved,
or the penitent forgiven.” But nothing that is obedient to rea-
son lessens themoral good.erefore a passionof the soul does
not lessen moral good.

I answer that, As the Stoics held that every passion of the
soul is evil, they consequently held that every passion of the
soul lessens the goodness of an act; since the admixture of evil
either destroys good altogether, or makes it to be less good.

And this is true indeed, if by passions we understand none but
the inordinatemovements of the sensitive appetite, considered
as disturbances or ailments. But if we give the name of passions
to all the movements of the sensitive appetite, then it belongs
to the perfection of man’s good that his passions be moder-
ated by reason. For since man’s good is founded on reason as
its root, that good will be all the more perfect, according as it
extends to more things pertaining to man. Wherefore no one
questions the fact that it belongs to the perfection of moral
good, that the actions of the outward members be controlled
by the law of reason. Hence, since the sensitive appetite can
obey reason, as stated above (q. 17, a. 7), it belongs to the per-
fection of moral or human good, that the passions themselves
also should be controlled by reason.

Accordingly just as it is better that man should both will
good and do it in his external act; so also does it belong to
the perfection of moral good, that man should bemoved unto
good, not only in respect of his will, but also in respect of his
sensitive appetite; according to Ps. 83:3: “My heart and my
flesh have rejoiced in the living God”: where by “heart” we are
to understand the intellectual appetite, and by “flesh” the sen-
sitive appetite.

Reply to Objection 1. e passions of the soul may stand
in a twofold relation to the judgment of reason. First, an-
tecedently: and thus, since they obscure the judgment of rea-
son, on which the goodness of the moral act depends, they di-
minish the goodness of the act; for it is more praiseworthy to
do a work of charity from the judgment of reason than from
the mere passion of pity. In the second place, consequently:
and this in two ways. First, by way of redundance: because, to
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wit, when the higher part of the soul is intenselymoved to any-
thing, the lower part also follows thatmovement: and thus the
passion that results in consequence, in the sensitive appetite, is
a sign of the intensity of thewill, and so indicates greatermoral
goodness. Secondly, by way of choice; when, to wit, a man, by
the judgment of his reason, chooses to be affected by a passion
in order to work more promptly with the co-operation of the
sensitive appetite. And thus a passion of the soul increases the
goodness of an action.

Reply to Objection 2. In God and the angels there is no
sensitive appetite, nor again bodily members: and so in them
good does not depend on the right ordering of passions or of
bodily actions, as it does in us.

Reply to Objection 3. A passion that tends to evil, and
precedes the judgment of reason, diminishes sin; but if it be
consequent in either of the ways mentioned above (Reply
obj. 1), it aggravates the sin, or else it is a sign of its being more
grievous.

Ia IIae q. 24 a. 4Whether any passion is good or evil in its species?

Objection 1. It would seem that no passion of the soul is
good or evil morally according to its species. Because moral
good and evil depend on reason. But the passions are in the
sensitive appetite; so that accordance with reason is acciden-
tal to them. Since, therefore, nothing accidental belongs to a
thing’s species, it seems that no passion is good or evil accord-
ing to its species.

Objection 2. Further, acts and passions take their species
from their object. If, therefore, any passion were good or evil,
according to its species, it would follow that those passions the
object of which is good, are specifically good, such as love, de-
sire and joy: and that those passions, the object of which is
evil, are specifically evil, as hatred, fear and sadness. But this
is clearly false. erefore no passion is good or evil according
to its species.

Objection 3. Further, there is no species of passion that is
not to be found in other animals. But moral good is in man
alone. erefore no passion of the soul is good or evil accord-
ing to its species.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 5) that
“pity is a kind of virtue.” Moreover, the Philosopher says
(Ethic. ii, 7) that modesty is a praiseworthy passion. erefore
some passions are good or evil according to their species.

I answer that, We ought, seemingly, to apply to passions
what has been said in regard to acts (q. 18, Aa. 5,6; q. 20,
a. 1)—viz. that the species of a passion, as the species of an

act, can be considered from two points of view. First, accord-
ing to its natural genus; and thus moral good and evil have no
connection with the species of an act or passion. Secondly, ac-
cording to itsmoral genus, inasmuch as it is voluntary and con-
trolled by reason. In this way moral good and evil can belong
to the species of a passion, in so far as the object towhich a pas-
sion tends, is, of itself, in harmony or in discordwith reason: as
is clear in the case of “shame” which is base fear; and of “envy”
which is sorrow for another’s good: for thus passions belong to
the same species as the external act.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers the pas-
sions in their natural species, in so far as the sensitive appetite is
considered in itself. But in so far as the sensitive appetite obeys
reason, good and evil of reason are no longer accidentally in
the passions of the appetite, but essentially.

Reply toObjection2.Passions having a tendency to good,
are themselves good, if they tend to that which is truly good,
and in like manner, if they turn away from that which is truly
evil. On the other hand, those passions which consist in aver-
sion from good, and a tendency to evil, are themselves evil.

Reply to Objection 3. In irrational animals the sensitive
appetite does not obey reason. Nevertheless, in so far as they
are led by a kind of estimative power, which is subject to a
higher, i.e. the Divine reason, there is a certain likeness of
moral good in them, in regard to the soul’s passions.
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Of the Order of the Passions to One Another

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the order of the passions to one another: and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) e relation of the irascible passions to the concupiscible passions;
(2) e relation of the concupiscible passions to one another;
(3) e relation of the irascible passions to one another;
(4) e four principal passions.

Ia IIae q. 25 a. 1Whether the irascible passions precede the concupiscible passions, or vice versa?

Objection 1. It would seem that the irascible passions pre-
cede the concupiscible passions. For the order of the passions
is that of their objects. But the object of the irascible faculty is
the difficult good, which seems to be the highest good. ere-
fore the irascible passions seem to precede the concupiscible
passions.

Objection 2. Further, the mover precedes that which is
moved. But the irascible faculty is compared to the concupis-
cible, as mover to that which is moved: since it is given to ani-
mals, for the purposed of removing the obstacles that hinder
the concupiscible faculty from enjoying its object, as stated
above (q. 23, a. 1, ad 1; Ia, q. 81, a. 2 ). Now “that which re-
moves an obstacle, is a kind ofmover” (Phys. viii, 4).erefore
the irascible passions precede the concupiscible passions.

Objection 3. Further, joy and sadness are concupiscible
passions. But joy and sadness succeed to the irascible passions:
for the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 5) that“retaliation causes
anger to cease, because it produces pleasure instead of the pre-
vious pain.” erefore the concupiscible passions follow the
irascible passions.

On the contrary, e concupiscible passions regard the
absolute good, while the irascible passions regard a restricted,
viz. the difficult, good. Since, therefore, the absolute good pre-
cedes the restricted good, it seems that the concupiscible pas-
sions precede the irascible.

I answer that, In the concupiscible passions there is more
diversity than in the passions of the irascible faculty. For in the
former we find something relating to movement—e.g. desire;
and something belonging to repose, e.g. joy and sadness. But
in the irascible passions there is nothing pertaining to repose,
and only that which belongs to movement. e reason of this
is that when we find rest in a thing, we no longer look upon it
as something difficult or arduous; whereas such is the object of
the irascible faculty.

Now since rest is the end of movement, it is first in the or-
der of intention, but last in the order of execution. If, therefore,
we compare the passions of the irascible faculty with those
concupiscible passions that denote rest in good, it is evident
that in the order of execution, the irascible passions take prece-
dence of such like passions of the concupiscible faculty: thus
hope precedes joy, and hence causes it, according to the Apos-

tle (Rom. 12:12): “Rejoicing in hope.” But the concupiscible
passion which denotes rest in evil, viz. sadness, comes between
two irascible passions: because it follows fear; sincewe become
sad when we are confronted by the evil that we feared: while
it precedes the movement of anger; since the movement of
self-vindication, that results from sadness, is the movement of
anger. And because it is looked upon as a good thing to pay
back the evil done to us; when the angryman has achieved this
he rejoices. us it is evident that every passion of the irasci-
ble faculty terminates in a concupiscible passion denoting rest,
viz. either in joy or in sadness.

But if we compare the irascible passions to those concupis-
cible passions that denote movement, then it is clear that the
latter take precedence: because the passions of the irascible fac-
ulty add something to those of the concupiscible faculty; just
as the object of the irascible adds the aspect of arduousness or
difficulty to the object of the concupiscible faculty. us hope
adds to desire a certain effort, and a certain raising of the spir-
its to the realization of the arduous good. In like manner fear
adds to aversion or detestation a certain lowness of spirits, on
account of difficulty in shunning the evil.

Accordingly the passions of the irascible faculty stand be-
tween those concupiscible passions that denotemovement to-
wards good or evil, and those concupiscible passions that de-
note rest in good or evil. And it is therefore evident that the
irascible passions both arise fromand terminate in the passions
of the concupiscible faculty.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument would prove, if the
formal object of the concupiscible faculty were something
contrary to the arduous, just as the formal object of the iras-
cible faculty is that which is arduous. But because the object of
the concupiscible faculty is good absolutely, it naturally pre-
cedes the object of the irascible, as the common precedes the
proper.

Reply to Objection 2. e remover of an obstacle is not
a direct but an accidental mover: and here we are speaking of
passions as directly related to one another. Moreover, the iras-
cible passion removes the obstacle that hinders the concupisci-
ble fromresting in its object.Wherefore it only follows that the
irascible passions precede those concupiscible passions that
connote rest. e third object leads to the same conclusion.
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Ia IIae q. 25 a. 2Whether love is the first of the concupiscible passions?

Objection 1. It would seem that love is not the first of
the concupiscible passions. For the concupiscible faculty is so
called from concupiscence, which is the same passion as desire.
But “things are named from their chief characteristic” (DeAn-
ima ii, 4). erefore desire takes precedence of love.

Objection 2. Further, love implies a certain union; since it
is a “uniting and binding force,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom.
iv). But concupiscence or desire is a movement towards union
with the thing coveted or desired. erefore desire precedes
love.

Objection 3. Further, the cause precedes its effect. But
pleasure is sometimes the cause of love: since some love on ac-
count of pleasure (Ethic. viii, 3,4).erefore pleasure precedes
love; and consequently love is not the first of the concupiscible
passions.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7,9)
that all the passions are caused by love: since “love yearning
for the beloved object, is desire; and, having and enjoying it, is
joy.” erefore love is the first of the concupiscible passions.

I answer that, Good and evil are the object of the concu-
piscible faculty. Now good naturally precedes evil; since evil
is privation of good. Wherefore all the passions, the object of
which is good, are naturally before those, the object ofwhich is
evil—that is to say, each precedes its contrary passion: because
the quest of a good is the reason for shunning the opposite evil.

Now good has the aspect of an end, and the end is indeed
first in the order of intention, but last in the order of execution.
Consequently the order of the concupiscible passions can be
considered either in the order of intention or in the order of
execution. In the order of execution, the first place belongs to
that which takes place first in the thing that tends to the end.
Now it is evident that whatever tends to an end, has, in the

first place, an aptitude or proportion to that end, for nothing
tends to a disproportionate end; secondly, it is moved to that
end; thirdly, it rests in the end, aer having attained it. And
this very aptitude or proportion of the appetite to good is love,
which is complacency in good; whilemovement towards good
is desire or concupiscence; and rest in good is joy or pleasure.
Accordingly in this order, love precedes desire, and desire pre-
cedes pleasure. But in the order of intention, it is the reverse:
because the pleasure intended causes desire and love. For plea-
sure is the enjoyment of the good,which enjoyment is, in away,
the end, just as the good itself is, as stated above (q. 11, a. 3, ad
3).

Reply to Objection 1. We name a thing as we understand
it, for “words are signs of thoughts,” as the Philosopher states
(Peri Herm. i, 1). Now in most cases we know a cause by its
effect. But the effect of love, when the beloved object is pos-
sessed, is pleasure: when it is not possessed, it is desire or con-
cupiscence: and, as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 12), “we are
more sensible to love, when we lack that which we love.” Con-
sequently of all the concupiscible passions, concupiscence is
felt most; and for this reason the power is named aer it.

Reply to Objection 2. e union of lover and beloved
is twofold. ere is real union, consisting in the conjunction
of one with the other. is union belongs to joy or pleasure,
which follows desire. ere is also an affective union, consist-
ing in an aptitude or proportion, in so far as one thing, from
the very fact of its having an aptitude for and an inclination to
another, partakes of it: and love betokens such a union. is
union precedes the movement of desire.

Reply to Objection 3. Pleasure causes love, in so far as it
precedes love in the order of intention.

Ia IIae q. 25 a. 3Whether hope is the first of the irascible passions?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope is not the first of the
irascible passions. Because the irascible faculty is denominated
fromanger. Since, therefore, “things are names from their chief
characteristic” (cf. a. 2, obj. 1), it seems that anger precedes and
surpasses hope.

Objection 2. Further, the object of the irascible faculty is
something arduous. Now it seems more arduous to strive to
overcome a contrary evil that threatens soon to overtake us,
which pertains to daring; or an evil actually present, which
pertains to anger; than to strive simply to obtain some good.
Again, it seems more arduous to strive to overcome a present
evil, than a future evil. erefore anger seems to be a stronger
passion than daring, and daring, than hope. And consequently
it seems that hope does not precede them.

Objection 3. Further, when a thing is moved towards an
end, the movement of withdrawal precedes the movement of

approach. But fear and despair imply withdrawal from some-
thing; while daring and hope imply approach towards some-
thing. erefore fear and despair precede hope and daring.

Onthe contrary,enearer a thing is to the first, themore
it precedes others. But hope is nearer to love, which is the first
of the passions. erefore hope is the first of the passions in
the irascible faculty.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) all irascible passions
imply movement towards something. Now this movement of
the irascible faculty towards something may be due to two
causes: one is the mere aptitude or proportion to the end; and
this pertains to love or hatred, those whose object is good, or
evil; and this belongs to sadness or joy. As a matter of fact, the
presence of good produces no passion in the irascible, as stated
above (q. 23, Aa. 3,4); but the presence of evil gives rise to the
passion of anger.
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Since then in order of generation or execution, propor-
tion or aptitude to the end precedes the achievement of the
end; it follows that, of all the irascible passions, anger is the
last in the order of generation. And among the other passions
of the irascible faculty, which imply a movement arising from
love of good or hatred of evil, those whose object is good, viz.
hope and despair, must naturally precede those whose object
is evil, viz. daring and fear: yet so that hope precedes despair;
since hope is amovement towards good as such,which is essen-
tially attractive, so that hope tends to good directly; whereas
despair is a movement away from good, a movement which
is consistent with good, not as such, but in respect of some-
thing else, wherefore its tendency from good is accidental, as
it were. In like manner fear, through being a movement from
evil, precedes daring. And that hope and despair naturally pre-
cede fear and daring is evident from this—that as the desire of
good is the reason for avoiding evil, so hope and despair are
the reason for fear and daring: because daring arises from the
hope of victory, and fear arises from the despair of overcoming.
Lastly, anger arises from daring: for no one is angry while seek-
ing vengeance, unless he dare to avenge himself, as Avicenna
observes in the sixth book of his Physics. Accordingly, it is ev-
ident that hope is the first of all the irascible passions.

And if we wish to know the order of all the passions in the

way of generation, love and hatred are first; desire and aver-
sion, second; hope and despair, third; fear and daring, fourth;
anger, fih; sixth and last, joy and sadness, which follow from
all the passions, as stated in Ethic. ii, 5: yet so that love pre-
cedes hatred; desire precedes aversion; hope precedes despair;
fear precedes daring; and joy precedes sadness, as may be gath-
ered from what has been stated above.

Reply toObjection 1.Because anger arises from the other
passions, as an effect from the causes that precede it, it is from
anger, as beingmoremanifest than the other passions, that the
power takes its name.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not the arduousness but the
good that is the reason for approach or desire. Consequently
hope, which regards good more directly, takes precedence: al-
though at times daring or even anger regards something more
arduous.

Reply to Objection 3. e movement of the appetite is
essentially and directly towards the good as towards its proper
object; itsmovement from evil results from this. For themove-
ment of the appetitive part is in proportion, not to natural
movement, but to the intention of nature, which intends the
end before intending the removal of a contrary, which removal
is desired only for the sake of obtaining the end.

Ia IIae q. 25 a. 4Whether these are the four principal passions: joy, sadness, hope and fear?

Objection1. Itwould seem that joy, sadness, hope and fear
are not the four principal passions. ForAugustine (DeCiv.Dei
xiv, 3,[7] sqq.) omits hope and puts desire in its place.

Objection 2. Further, there is a twofold order in the pas-
sions of the soul: the order of intention, and the order of exe-
cution or generation. e principal passions should therefore
be taken, either in the order of intention; and thus joy and sad-
ness,which are thefinal passions,will be theprincipal passions;
or in the order of execution or generation, and thus love will
be the principal passion. erefore joy and sadness, hope and
fear should in no way be called the four principal passions.

Objection 3. Further, just as daring is caused by hope, so
fear is caused by despair. Either, therefore, hope and despair
should be reckoned as principal passions, since they cause oth-
ers: or hope and daring, from being akin to one another.

On the contrary, Boethius (De Consol. i) in enumerating
the four principal passions, says:

“Banish joys: banish fears:
Away with hope: away with tears.”
I answer that, ese four are commonly called the prin-

cipal passions. Two of them, viz. joy and sadness, are said to
be principal because in them all the other passions have their
completion and end; wherefore they arise from all the other
passions, as is stated in Ethic. ii, 5. Fear and hope are princi-
pal passions, not because they complete the others simply, but
because they complete them as regards the movement of the

appetite towards something: for in respect of good,movement
begins in love, goes forward to desire, and ends in hope; while
in respect of evil, it begins in hatred, goes on to aversion, and
ends in fear. Hence it is customary to distinguish these four
passions in relation to the present and the future: for move-
ment regards the future, while rest is in something present: so
that joy relates to present good, sadness relates to present evil;
hope regards future good, and fear, future evil.

As to the other passions that regard good or evil, present
or future, they all culminate in these four. For this reason some
have said that these four are the principal passions, because
they are general passions; and this is true, provided that by
hope and fear we understand the appetite’s common tendency
to desire or shun something.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine puts desire or covetous-
ness in place of hope, in so far as they seem to regard the same
object, viz. some future good.

Reply to Objection 2. ese are called principal passions,
in the order of intention and completion.And though fear and
hope are not the last passions simply, yet they are the last of
those passions that tend towards something as future. Nor can
the argumentbepressed any further except in the case of anger:
yet neither can anger be reckoned a principal passion, because
it is an effect of daring, which cannot be a principal passion, as
we shall state further on (Reply obj. 3).

Reply to Objection 3. Despair implies movement away
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from good; and this is, as it were, accidental: and daring im-
pliesmovement towards evil; and this too is accidental.Conse-
quently these cannot be principal passions; because that which
is accidental cannot be said to be principal. And so neither can

anger be called a principal passion, because it arises from dar-
ing.
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Of the Passions of the Soul in Particular: And First, of Love

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the soul’s passions in particular, and (1) the passions of the concupiscible faculty; (2) the passions
of the irascible faculty.

e first of these considerations will be threefold: since we shall consider (1) Love and hatred; (2) Desire and aversion; (3)
Pleasure and sadness.

Concerning love, three points must be considered: (1) Love itself; (2) e cause of love; (3) e effects of love. Under the
first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether love is in the concupiscible power?
(2) Whether love is a passion?
(3) Whether love is the same as dilection?
(4) Whether love is properly divided into love of friendship, and love of concupiscence?

Ia IIae q. 26 a. 1Whether love is in the concupiscible power?

Objection 1. It would seem that love is not in the concu-
piscible power. For it is written (Wis. 8:2): “Her,” namely wis-
dom, “have I loved, and have sought her out from my youth.”
But the concupiscible power, being a part of the sensitive ap-
petite, cannot tend to wisdom, which is not apprehended by
the senses. erefore love is not in the concupiscible power.

Objection 2. Further, love seems to be identified with ev-
ery passion: for Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7): “Love,
yearning for the object beloved, is desire; having and enjoy-
ing it, is joy; fleeing what is contrary to it, is fear; and feeling
what is contrary to it, is sadness.” But not every passion is in
the concupiscible power; indeed, fear, which is mentioned in
this passage, is in the irascible power. erefore we must not
say absolutely that love is in the concupiscible power.

Objection 3. Further, Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) mentions
a “natural love.” But natural love seems to pertain rather to
the natural powers, which belong to the vegetal soul. ere-
fore love is not simply in the concupiscible power.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Topic. ii, 7) that
“love is in the concupiscible power.”

I answer that, Love is something pertaining to the ap-
petite; since good is the object of both. Wherefore love dif-
fers according to the difference of appetites. For there is an ap-
petite which arises from an apprehension existing, not in the
subject of the appetite, but in some other: and this is called the
“natural appetite.” Because natural things seek what is suitable
to them according to their nature, by reason of an apprehen-
sion which is not in them, but in the Author of their nature, as
stated in the Ia, q. 6, a. 1, ad 2; Ia, q. 103, a. 1, ad 1,3. And there
is another appetite arising from an apprehension in the sub-

ject of the appetite, but from necessity and not from free-will.
Such is, in irrational animals, the “sensitive appetite,” which,
however, in man, has a certain share of liberty, in so far as it
obeys reason. Again, there is another appetite following freely
froman apprehension in the subject of the appetite.And this is
the rational or intellectual appetite, which is called the “will.”

Now in each of these appetites, the name “love” is given
to the principle movement towards the end loved. In the nat-
ural appetite the principle of this movement is the appetitive
subject’s connaturalness with the thing to which it tends, and
may be called “natural love”: thus the connaturalness of a heavy
body for the centre, is by reason of its weight andmay be called
“natural love.” In like manner the aptitude of the sensitive ap-
petite or of the will to some good, that is to say, its very com-
placency in good is called “sensitive love,” or “intellectual” or
“rational love.” So that sensitive love is in the sensitive appetite,
just as intellectual love is in the intellectual appetite. And it be-
longs to the concupiscible power, because it regards good ab-
solutely, and not under the aspect of difficulty, which is the
object of the irascible faculty.

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted refer to intellec-
tual or rational love.

Reply to Objection 2. Love is spoken of as being fear, joy,
desire and sadness, not essentially but causally.

Reply toObjection 3.Natural love is not only in the pow-
ers of the vegetal soul, but in all the soul’s powers, and also in
all the parts of the body, and universally in all things: because,
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv), “Beauty and goodness are
beloved by all things”; since each single thing has a connatu-
ralness with that which is naturally suitable to it.
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Ia IIae q. 26 a. 2Whether love is a passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that love is not a passion. For
no power is a passion. But every love is a power, as Dionysius
says (Div. Nom. iv). erefore love is not a passion.

Objection 2. Further, love is a kind of union or bond, as
Augustine says (De Trin. viii, 10). But a union or bond is not
a passion, but rather a relation. erefore love is not a passion.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii,
22) that passion is a movement. But love does not imply the
movement of the appetite; for this is desire, of which move-
ment love is the principle. erefore love is not a passion.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 5) that
“love is a passion.”

I answer that, Passion is the effect of the agent on the pa-
tient. Now a natural agent produces a twofold effect on the
patient: for in the first place it gives it the form; and secondly
it gives it the movement that results from the form. us the
generator gives the generated body bothweight and themove-
ment resulting from weight: so that weight, from being the
principle ofmovement to the place,which is connatural to that
body by reason of its weight, can, in a way, be called “natural
love.” In the same way the appetible object gives the appetite,
first, a certain adaptation to itself, which consists in compla-
cency in that object; and from this followsmovement towards
the appetible object. For “the appetitive movement is circu-
lar,” as stated in De Anima iii, 10; because the appetible object
moves the appetite, introducing itself, as it were, into its in-

tention; while the appetite moves towards the realization of
the appetible object, so that the movement ends where it be-
gan. Accordingly, the first change wrought in the appetite by
the appetible object is called “love,” and is nothing else than
complacency in that object; and from this complacency results
a movement towards that same object, and this movement is
“desire”; and lastly, there is rest which is “joy.” Since, therefore,
love consists in a change wrought in the appetite by the ap-
petible object, it is evident that love is a passion: properly so
called, according as it is in the concupiscible faculty; in a wider
and extended sense, according as it is in the will.

Reply to Objection 1. Since power denotes a principle of
movement or action, Dionysius calls love a power, in so far as
it is a principle of movement in the appetite.

Reply to Objection 2. Union belongs to love in so far as
by reason of the complacency of the appetite, the lover stands
in relation to that which he loves, as though it were himself or
part of himself. Hence it is clear that love is not the very re-
lation of union, but that union is a result of love. Hence, too,
Dionysius says that “love is a unitive force” (Div.Nom. iv), and
the Philosopher says (Polit. ii, 1) that union is thework of love.

Reply toObjection 3. Although love does not denote the
movement of the appetite in tending towards the appetible
object, yet it denotes that movement whereby the appetite is
changed by the appetible object, so as to have complacency
therein.

Ia IIae q. 26 a. 3Whether love is the same as dilection?

Objection 1. It would seem that love is the same as dilec-
tion. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that love is to dilec-
tion, “as four is to twice two, and as a rectilinear figure is to one
composed of straight lines.” But these have the same meaning.
erefore love and dilection denote the same thing.

Objection 2. Further, the movements of the appetite dif-
fer by reason of their objects. But the objects of dilection and
love are the same. erefore these are the same.

Objection 3. Further, if dilection and love differ, it seems
that it is chiefly in the fact that “dilection refers to good things,
love to evil things, as some havemaintained,” according to Au-
gustine (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7). But they do not differ thus; be-
cause as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7) the holy Scrip-
ture uses both words in reference to either good or bad things.
erefore love and dilection do not differ: thus indeedAugus-
tine concludes (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7) that “it is not one thing to
speak of love, and another to speak of dilection.”

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
“some holy men have held that love means something more
Godlike than dilection does.”

I answer that, We find four words referring in a way, to

the same thing: viz. love, dilection, charity and friendship.
ey differ, however, in this, that “friendship,” according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 5), “is like a habit,” whereas “love”
and “dilection” are expressed by way of act or passion; and
“charity” can be taken either way.

Moreover these three express act in differentways. For love
has a wider signification than the others, since every dilection
or charity is love, but not vice versa. Because dilection implies,
in addition to love, a choice [electionem] made beforehand,
as the very word denotes: and therefore dilection is not in the
concupiscible power, but only in the will, and only in the ra-
tional nature. Charity denotes, in addition to love, a certain
perfection of love, in so far as that which is loved is held to be
of great price, as the word itself implies*.

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius is speaking of love and
dilection, in so far as they are in the intellectual appetite; for
thus love is the same as dilection.

Reply to Objection 2. e object of love is more general
than the object of dilection: because love extends tomore than
dilection does, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3. Love and dilection differ, not in re-

* Referring to the Latin “carus” (dear).

676



spect of good and evil, but as stated. Yet in the intellectual fac-
ulty love is the same as dilection. And it is in this sense that
Augustine speaks of love in the passage quoted: hence a little
further on he adds that “a right will is well-directed love, and
a wrong will is ill-directed love.” However, the fact that love,
which is concupiscible passion, inclinesmany to evil, is the rea-
son why some assigned the difference spoken of.

Reply to Objection 4. e reason why some held that,
even when applied to the will itself, the word “love” signifies

somethingmoreGodlike than “dilection,”was because love de-
notes a passion, especially in so far as it is in the sensitive ap-
petite; whereas dilection presupposes the judgment of reason.
But it is possible for man to tend to God by love, being as it
were passively drawn by Him, more than he can possibly be
drawn thereto by his reason, which pertains to the nature of
dilection, as stated above. And consequently love ismoreGod-
like than dilection.

Ia IIae q. 26 a. 4Whether love is properly divided into love of friendship and love of concupiscence?

Objection 1. It would seem that love is not properly di-
vided into love of friendship and love of concupiscence. For
“love is a passion, while friendship is a habit,” according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 5). But habit cannot be the member
of a division of passions.erefore love is not properly divided
into love of concupiscence and love of friendship.

Objection 2. Further, a thing cannot be divided by an-
other member of the same division; for man is not a member
of the same division as “animal.” But concupiscence is a mem-
ber of the same division as love, as a passion distinct from love.
erefore concupiscence is not a division of love.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 3) friendship is threefold, that which is founded
on “usefulness,” that which is founded on “pleasure,” and that
which is founded on “goodness.” But useful and pleasant
friendship are not without concupiscence. erefore concu-
piscence should not be contrasted with friendship.

On the contrary, We are said to love certain things, be-
cause we desire them: thus “a man is said to love wine, on ac-
count of its sweetness which he desires”; as stated in Topic. ii,
3. But we have no friendship for wine and suchlike things, as
stated in Ethic. viii, 2. erefore love of concupiscence is dis-
tinct from love of friendship.

I answer that,As the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4), “to love
is to wish good to someone.” Hence the movement of love has
a twofold tendency: towards the good which a man wishes to
someone (to himself or to another) and towards that to which
he wishes some good. Accordingly, man has love of concupis-

cence towards the good that he wishes to another, and love of
friendship towards him to whom he wishes good.

Now the members of this division are related as primary
and secondary: since that which is loved with the love of
friendship is loved simply and for itself; whereas that which
is loved with the love of concupiscence, is loved, not simply
and for itself, but for something else. For just as that which has
existence, is a being simply, while that which exists in another
is a relative being; so, because good is convertible with being,
the good, which itself has goodness, is good simply; but that
which is another’s good, is a relative good. Consequently the
love with which a thing is loved, that it may have some good,
is love simply; while the love, with which a thing is loved, that
it may be another’s good, is relative love.

Reply toObjection 1. Love is not divided into friendship
and concupiscence, but into love of friendship, and love of
concupiscence. For a friend is, properly speaking, one towhom
wewish good:whilewe are said todesire,whatwewish for our-
selves.

Hence the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. When friendship is based on use-

fulness or pleasure, a man does indeed wish his friend some
good: and in this respect the character of friendship is pre-
served. But since he refers this good further to his ownpleasure
or use, the result is that friendship of the useful or pleasant, in
so far as it is connected with love of concupiscence, loses the
character to true friendship.

677



F P   S P, Q 27
Of the Cause of Love
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the cause of love: and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether good is the only cause of love?
(2) Whether knowledge is a cause of love?
(3) Whether likeness is a cause of love?
(4) Whether any other passion of the soul is a cause of love?

Ia IIae q. 27 a. 1Whether good is the only cause of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that good is not the only cause
of love. For good does not cause love, except because it is loved.
But it happens that evil also is loved, according to Ps. 10:6:
“He that loveth iniquity, hateth his own soul”: else, every love
would be good. erefore good is not the only cause of love.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4)
that “we love those who acknowledge their evils.” erefore it
seems that evil is the cause of love.

Objection 3. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
not “the good” only but also “the beautiful is beloved by all.”

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. viii, 3): “As-
suredly the good alone is beloved.”erefore good alone is the
cause of love.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 26, a. 1), Love belongs
to the appetitive power which is a passive faculty. Wherefore
its object stands in relation to it as the cause of its movement
or act. erefore the cause of love must needs be love’s object.
Now the proper object of love is the good; because, as stated
above (q. 26, Aa. 1,2), love implies a certain connaturalness or
complacency of the lover for the thing beloved, and to every-
thing, that thing is a good, which is akin and proportionate to
it. It follows, therefore, that good is the proper cause of love.

Reply toObjection 1. Evil is never loved except under the
aspect of good, that is to say, in so far as it is good in some re-

spect, and is considered as being good simply. And thus a cer-
tain love is evil, in so far as it tends to that which is not simply a
true good. It is in this way that man “loves iniquity,” inasmuch
as, by means of iniquity, some good is gained; pleasure, for in-
stance, or money, or such like.

Reply toObjection 2.osewho acknowledge their evils,
are beloved, not for their evils, but because they acknowledge
them, for it is a good thing to acknowledge one’s faults, in so
far as it excludes insincerity or hypocrisy.

Reply to Objection 3. e beautiful is the same as the
good, and they differ in aspect only. For since good is what all
seek, the notion of good is that which calms the desire; while
the notion of the beautiful is that which calms the desire, by
being seen or known.Consequently those senses chiefly regard
the beautiful, which are themost cognitive, viz. sight and hear-
ing, as ministering to reason; for we speak of beautiful sights
and beautiful sounds. But in reference to the other objects of
the other senses, we do not use the expression “beautiful,” for
we do not speak of beautiful tastes, and beautiful odors. us
it is evident that beauty adds to goodness a relation to the cog-
nitive faculty: so that “good” means that which simply pleases
the appetite; while the “beautiful” is something pleasant to ap-
prehend.

Ia IIae q. 27 a. 2Whether knowledge is a cause of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that knowledge is not a cause
of love. For it is due to love that a thing is sought. But some
things are sought without being known, for instance, the sci-
ences; for since “to have them is the same as to know them,” as
Augustine says (Qq. 83, qu. 35), if we knew them we should
have them, and should not seek them. erefore knowledge is
not the cause of love.

Objection 2.Further, to lovewhatwe knownot seems like
loving something more than we know it. But some things are
loved more than they are known: thus in this life God can be
loved in Himself, but cannot be known in Himself. erefore
knowledge is not the cause of love.

Objection 3. Further, if knowledge were the cause of love,

there would be no love, where there is no knowledge. But in all
things there is love, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv); whereas
there is not knowledge in all things. erefore knowledge is
not the cause of love.

On the contrary, Augustine proves (De Trin. x, 1,2) that
“none can love what he does not know.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), good is the cause
of love, as being its object. But good is not the object of the
appetite, except as apprehended. And therefore love demands
some apprehension of the good that is loved. For this reason
the Philosopher (Ethic. ix, 5,12) says that bodily sight is the
beginning of sensitive love: and in likemanner the contempla-
tion of spiritual beauty or goodness is the beginning of spiri-
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tual love. Accordingly knowledge is the cause of love for the
same reason as good is, which can be loved only if known.

Reply toObjection1.Hewho seeks science, is not entirely
without knowledge thereof: but knows something about it al-
ready in some respect, either in a general way, or in some one of
its effects, or from having heard it commended, as Augustine
says (De Trin. x, 1,2). But to have it is not to know it thus, but
to know it perfectly.

Reply to Objection 2. Something is required for the per-
fection of knowledge, that is not requisite for the perfection of
love. For knowledge belongs to the reason, whose function it is
to distinguish things which in reality are united, and to unite
together, aer a fashion, things that are distinct, by comparing
one with another. Consequently the perfection of knowledge
requires that man should know distinctly all that is in a thing,

such as its parts, powers, and properties. On the other hand,
love is in the appetitive power, which regards a thing as it is
in itself: wherefore it suffices, for the perfection of love, that
a thing be loved according as it is known in itself. Hence it is,
therefore, that a thing is loved more than it is known; since it
can be loved perfectly, even without being perfectly known.
is is most evident in regard to the sciences, which some love
through having a certain general knowledge of them: for in-
stance, they know that rhetoric is a science that enables man
to persuade others; and this is what they love in rhetoric. e
same applies to the love of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Even natural love, which is in all
things, is caused by a kind of knowledge, not indeed existing
in natural things themselves, but in Him Who created their
nature, as stated above (q. 26, a. 1; cf. Ia, q. 6, a. 1, ad 2).

Ia IIae q. 27 a. 3Whether likeness is a cause of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that likeness is not a cause
of love. For the same thing is not the cause of contraries. But
likeness is the cause of hatred; for it is written (Prov. 13:10)
that “among the proud there are always contentions”; and the
Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 1) that “potters quarrel with one
another.” erefore likeness is not a cause of love.

Objection 2.Further, Augustine says (Confess. iv, 14) that
“a man loves in another that which he would not be himself:
thus he loves an actor, but would not himself be an actor.” But
it would not be so, if likeness were the proper cause of love;
for in that case a man would love in another, that which he
possesses himself, or would like to possess. erefore likeness
is not a cause of love.

Objection 3. Further, everyone loves that which he needs,
even if he have it not: thus a sick man loves health, and a poor
man loves riches. But in so far as he needs themand lacks them,
he is unlike them. erefore not only likeness but also unlike-
ness is a cause of love.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4)
that “we love those who bestow money and health on us; and
also those who retain their friendship for the dead.” But all are
not such. erefore likeness is not a cause of love.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 13:19): “Every beast
loveth its like.”

I answer that, Likeness, properly speaking, is a cause of
love. But it must be observed that likeness between things is
twofold. One kind of likeness arises from each thing having
the same quality actually: for example, two things possessing
the quality of whiteness are said to be alike. Another kind of
likeness arises from one thing having potentially and by way of
inclination, a qualitywhich the other has actually: thuswemay
say that a heavy body existing outside its proper place is like
another heavy body that exists in its proper place: or again, ac-
cording as potentiality bears a resemblance to its act; since act
is contained, in a manner, in the potentiality itself.

Accordingly the first kind of likeness causes love of friend-
ship orwell-being. For the very fact that twomen are alike, hav-
ing, as it were, one form, makes them to be, in a manner, one
in that form: thus two men are one thing in the species of hu-
manity, and two white men are one thing in whiteness. Hence
the affections of one tend to the other, as being one with him;
and he wishes good to him as to himself. But the second kind
of likeness causes love of concupiscence, or friendship founded
on usefulness or pleasure: because whatever is in potentiality,
as such, has the desire for its act; and it takes pleasure in its
realization, if it be a sentient and cognitive being.

Now it has been stated above (q. 26, a. 4), that in the love
of concupiscence, the lover, properly speaking, loves himself,
in willing the good that he desires. But a man loves himself
more than another: because he is one with himself substan-
tially, whereas with another he is one only in the likeness of
some form. Consequently, if this other’s likeness to him aris-
ing from the participation of a form, hinders him from gain-
ing the good that he loves, he becomes hateful to him, not for
being like him, but for hindering him from gaining his own
good. is is why “potters quarrel among themselves,” because
they hinder one another’s gain: andwhy “there are contentions
among the proud,” because they hinder one another in attain-
ing the position they covet.

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is evident.
Reply to Objection 2. Even when a man loves in another

what he loves not in himself, there is a certain likeness of pro-
portion: because as the latter is to that which is loved in him,
so is the former to that which he loves in himself: for instance,
if a good singer love a good writer, we can see a likeness of pro-
portion, inasmuch as each one has that which is becoming to
him in respect of his art.

Reply to Objection 3. He that loves what he needs, bears
a likeness to what he loves, as potentiality bears a likeness to its
act, as stated above.
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Reply to Objection 4. According to the same likeness of
potentiality to its act, the illiberal man loves the man who is
liberal, in so far as he expects fromhim somethingwhichhede-
sires.e same applies to themanwho is constant in his friend-
ship as compared to one who is inconstant. For in either case
friendship seems to be based on usefulness. We might also say

that although not all men have these virtues in the complete
habit, yet they have them according to certain seminal princi-
ples in the reason, in force of which principles the man who
is not virtuous loves the virtuous man, as being in conformity
with his own natural reason.

Ia IIae q. 27 a. 4Whether any other passion of the soul is a cause of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that some other passion can
be the cause of love. For the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 3) says
that some are loved for the sake of the pleasure they give. But
pleasure is a passion. erefore another passion is a cause of
love.

Objection 2. Further, desire is a passion. But we love some
because we desire to receive something from them: as happens
in every friendship based onusefulness.erefore another pas-
sion is a cause of love.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. x, 1):
“When we have no hope of getting a thing, we love it but half-
heartedly or not at all, even if we see howbeautiful it is.”ere-
fore hope too is a cause of love.

On the contrary, All the other emotions of the soul are
caused by love, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7,9).

I answer that, ere is no other passion of the soul that
does not presuppose love of some kind. e reason is that ev-
ery other passion of the soul implies either movement towards
something, or rest in something. Now every movement to-
wards something, or rest in something, arises from some kin-

ship or aptness to that thing; and in this does love consist.
erefore it is not possible for any other passion of the soul to
be universally the cause of every love. But it may happen that
some other passion is the cause of some particular love: just as
one good is the cause of another.

Reply to Objection 1. When a man loves a thing for the
pleasure it affords, his love is indeed caused by pleasure; but
that very pleasure is caused, in its turn, by another preceding
love; for none takes pleasure save in thatwhich is loved in some
way.

Reply to Objection 2. Desire for a thing always presup-
poses love for that thing. But desire of one thing can be
the cause of another thing’s being loved; thus he that desires
money, for this reason loves him from whom he receives it.

Reply toObjection 3.Hope causes or increases love; both
by reason of pleasure, because it causes pleasure; and by rea-
son of desire, because hope strengthens desire, since we do not
desire so intensely that which we have no hope of receiving.
Nevertheless hope itself is of a good that is loved.
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Of the Effects of Love
(In Six Articles)

We now have to consider the effects of love: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether union is an effect of love?
(2) Whether mutual indwelling is an effect of love?
(3) Whether ecstasy is an effect of love?
(4) Whether zeal is an effect of love?
(5) Whether love is a passion that is hurtful to the lover?
(6) Whether love is cause of all that the lover does?

Ia IIae q. 28 a. 1Whether union is an effect of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that union is not an effect of
love. For absence is incompatible with union. But love is com-
patible with absence; for theApostle says (Gal. 4:18): “Be zeal-
ous for that which is good in a good thing always” (speaking of
himself, according to a gloss), “and not only when I ampresent
with you.” erefore union is not an effect of love.

Objection 2. Further, every union is either according to
essence, thus form is united to matter, accident to subject, and
a part to the whole, or to another part in order to make up the
whole: or according to likeness, in genus, species, or accident.
But love does not cause union of essence; else love could not
be between things essentially distinct. On the other hand, love
does not cause union of likeness, but rather is caused by it, as
stated above (q. 27, a. 3). erefore union is not an effect of
love.

Objection 3. Further, the sense in act is the sensible in act,
and the intellect in act is the thing actually understood. But
the lover in act is not the beloved in act.erefore union is the
effect of knowledge rather than of love.

On the contrary,Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that every
love is a “unitive love.”

I answer that, e union of lover and beloved is twofold.
efirst is real union; for instance, when the beloved is present
with the lover.e second is union of affection: and this union
must be considered in relation to the preceding apprehen-
sion; since movement of the appetite follows apprehension.
Now love being twofold, viz. love of concupiscence and love
of friendship; each of these arises from a kind of apprehension
of the oneness of the thing loved with the lover. For when we
love a thing, by desiring it, we apprehend it as belonging to our
well-being. In like manner when a man loves another with the
love of friendship, he wills good to him, just as he wills good
to himself: wherefore he apprehends him as his other self, in so
far, to wit, as he wills good to him as to himself. Hence a friend
is called a man’s “other self ” (Ethic. ix, 4), and Augustine says
(Confess. iv, 6), “Well did one say to his friend: ou half of
my soul.”

e first of these unions is caused “effectively” by love; be-

cause love moves man to desire and seek the presence of the
beloved, as of something suitable and belonging to him. e
second union is caused “formally” by love; because love itself is
this union or bond. In this sense Augustine says (De Trin. viii,
10) that “love is a vital principle uniting, or seeking to unite
two together, the lover, towit, and the beloved.” For in describ-
ing it as “uniting” he refers to the union of affection, without
which there is no love: and in saying that “it seeks to unite,” he
refers to real union.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument is true of real union.
at is necessary to pleasure as being its cause; desire implies
the real absence of the beloved: but love remains whether the
beloved be absent or present.

Reply to Objection 2. Union has a threefold relation to
love. ere is union which causes love; and this is substantial
union, as regards the love with which one loves oneself; while
as regards the love wherewith one loves other things, it is the
union of likeness, as stated above (q. 27, a. 3). ere is also a
unionwhich is essentially love itself.is union is according to
a bond of affection, and is likened to substantial union, inas-
much as the lover stands to the object of his love, as to himself,
if it be love of friendship; as to something belonging tohimself,
if it be love of concupiscence. Again there is a union, which is
the effect of love.is is real union, which the lover seeks with
the object of his love. Moreover this union is in keeping with
the demands of love: for as the Philosopher relates (Polit. ii, 1),
“Aristophanes stated that lovers would wish to be united both
into one,” but since “this would result in either one or both be-
ing destroyed,” they seek a suitable and becoming union—to
live together, speak together, and be united together in other
like things.

Reply to Objection 3. Knowledge is perfected by the
thing known being united, through its likeness, to the knower.
But the effect of love is that the thing itself which is loved, is,
in a way, united to the lover, as stated above. Consequently
the union caused by love is closer than that which is caused
by knowledge.
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Ia IIae q. 28 a. 2Whether mutual indwelling is an effect of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that love does not cause mu-
tual indwelling, so that the lover be in the beloved and vice
versa. For that which is in another is contained in it. But the
same cannot be container and contents.erefore love cannot
cause mutual indwelling, so that the lover be in the beloved
and vice versa.

Objection 2. Further, nothing can penetrate within a
whole, except by means of a division of the whole. But it is
the function of the reason, not of the appetite where love re-
sides, to divide things that are really united. erefore mutual
indwelling is not an effect of love.

Objection 3.Further, if love involves the lover being in the
beloved and vice versa, it follows that the beloved is united to
the lover, in the same way as the lover is united to the beloved.
But the union itself is love, as stated above (a. 1). erefore it
follows that the lover is always loved by the object of his love;
which is evidently false. erefore mutual indwelling is not an
effect of love.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Jn. 4:16): “He that
abideth in charity abideth inGod, andGod inhim.”Nowchar-
ity is the love ofGod.erefore, for the same reason, every love
makes the beloved to be in the lover, and vice versa.

I answer that, is effect of mutual indwelling may be
understood as referring both to the apprehensive and to the
appetitive power. Because, as to the apprehensive power, the
beloved is said to be in the lover, inasmuch as the beloved
abides in the apprehension of the lover, according to Phil. 1:7,
“For that I have you inmyheart”: while the lover is said to be in
the beloved, according to apprehension, inasmuch as the lover
is not satisfied with a superficial apprehension of the beloved,
but strives to gain an intimate knowledge of everything per-
taining to the beloved, so as to penetrate into his very soul.
us it is written concerning the Holy Ghost, Who is God’s
Love, that He “searcheth all things, yea the deep things of
God” (1 Cor. 2:10).

As the appetitive power, the object loved is said to be in the
lover, inasmuch as it is in his affections, by a kind of compla-
cency: causing him either to take pleasure in it, or in its good,
when present; or, in the absence of the object loved, by his
longing, to tend towards it with the love of concupiscence, or
towards the good that he wills to the beloved, with the love

of friendship: not indeed from any extrinsic cause (as when
we desire one thing on account of another, or wish good to
another on account of something else), but because the com-
placency in the beloved is rooted in the lover’s heart. For this
reason we speak of love as being “intimate”; and “of the bow-
els of charity.” On the other hand, the lover is in the beloved,
by the love of concupiscence and by the love of friendship, but
not in the same way. For the love of concupiscence is not sat-
isfied with any external or superficial possession or enjoyment
of the beloved; but seeks to possess the beloved perfectly, by
penetrating into his heart, as it were. Whereas, in the love of
friendship, the lover is in the beloved, inasmuch as he reckons
what is good or evil to his friend, as being so to himself; and
his friend’s will as his own, so that it seems as though he felt
the good or suffered the evil in the person of his friend. Hence
it is proper to friends “to desire the same things, and to grieve
and rejoice at the same,” as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 3
and Rhet. ii, 4). Consequently in so far as he reckons what af-
fects his friend as affecting himself, the lover seems to be in the
beloved, as though hewere become onewith him: but in so far
as, on the other hand, he wills and acts for his friend’s sake as
for his own sake, looking on his friend as identified with him-
self, thus the beloved is in the lover.

In yet a third way, mutual indwelling in the love of friend-
ship can be understood in regard to reciprocal love: inasmuch
as friends return love for love, and both desire and do good
things for one another.

Reply to Objection 1. e beloved is contained in the
lover, by being impressed on his heart and thus becoming the
object of his complacency.On the other hand, the lover is con-
tained in the beloved, inasmuch as the lover penetrates, so to
speak, into the beloved. For nothing hinders a thing from be-
ing both container and contents in different ways: just as a
genus is contained in its species, and vice versa.

Reply toObjection2.eapprehensionof the reasonpre-
cedes the movement of love. Consequently, just as the rea-
son divides, so does the movement of love penetrate into the
beloved, as was explained above.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is true of the third
kind of mutual indwelling, which is not to be found in every
kind of love.

Ia IIae q. 28 a. 3Whether ecstasy is an effect of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that ecstasy is not an effect of
love. For ecstasy seems to imply loss of reason. But love does
not always result in loss of reason: for lovers are masters of
themselves at times. erefore love does not cause ecstasy.

Objection 2. Further, the lover desires the beloved to be
united to him. erefore he draws the beloved to himself,
rather than betakes himself into the beloved, going forth out

from himself as it were.
Objection 3. Further, love unites the beloved to the lover,

as stated above (a. 1). If, therefore, the lover goes out fromhim-
self, in order to betake himself into the beloved, it follows that
the lover always loves the beloved more than himself: which is
evidently false. erefore ecstasy is not an effect of love.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the
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Divine love produces ecstasy,” and that “GodHimself suffered
ecstasy through love.” Since therefore according to the same
author (Div. Nom. iv), every love is a participated likeness of
the Divine Love, it seems that every love causes ecstasy.

I answer that,To suffer ecstasy means to be placed outside
oneself. is happens as to the apprehensive power and as to
the appetitive power. As to the apprehensive power, a man is
said to be placed outside himself, when he is placed outside
the knowledge proper to him. is may be due to his being
raised to a higher knowledge; thus, a man is said to suffer ec-
stasy, inasmuch as he is placed outside the connatural appre-
hension of his sense and reason, when he is raised up so as to
comprehend things that surpass sense and reason: or it may be
due to his being cast down into a state of debasement; thus a
man may be said to suffer ecstasy, when he is overcome by vi-
olent passion or madness. As to the appetitive power, a man is
said to suffer ecstasy, when that power is borne towards some-
thing else, so that it goes forth out from itself, as it were.

e first of these ecstasies is caused by love dispositively in
so far, namely, as love makes the lover dwell on the beloved, as
stated above (a. 2), and todwell intently onone thingdraws the
mind from other things. e second ecstasy is caused by love

directly; by loveof friendship, simply; by loveof concupiscence
not simply but in a restricted sense. Because in love of concu-
piscence, the lover is carried out of himself, in a certain sense;
in so far, namely, as not being satisfied with enjoying the good
that he has, he seeks to enjoy something outside himself. But
since he seeks to have this extrinsic good for himself, he does
not go out from himself simply, and this movement remains
finally within him. On the other hand, in the love of friend-
ship, a man’s affection goes out from itself simply; because he
wishes and does good to his friend, by caring and providing for
him, for his sake.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is true of the first
kind of ecstasy.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument applies to love of
concupiscence, which, as stated above, does not cause ecstasy
simply.

Reply to Objection 3. He who loves, goes out from him-
self, in so far as he wills the good of his friend and works for it.
Yet he does not will the good of his friend more than his own
good: and so it does not follow that he loves anothermore than
himself.

Ia IIae q. 28 a. 4Whether zeal is an effect of love?

Objection 1. It would seem that zeal is not an effect of
love. For zeal is a beginning of contention; wherefore it is writ-
ten (1 Cor. 3:3): “Whereas there is among you zeal [Douay:
‘envying’] and contention,” etc. But contention is incompati-
ble with love. erefore zeal is not an effect of love.

Objection 2. Further, the object of love is the good, which
communicates itself to others. But zeal is opposed to commu-
nication; since it seems an effect of zeal, that a man refuses to
share the object of his love with another: thus husbands are
said to be jealous of [zelare] their wives, because they will not
share them with others. erefore zeal is not an effect of love.

Objection 3. Further, there is no zeal without hatred, as
neither is there without love: for it is written (Ps. 72:3): “I had
a zeal on occasion of the wicked.” erefore it should not be
set down as an effect of love any more than of hatred.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): “God is
said to be a zealot, on account of his great love for all things.”

I answer that, Zeal, whatever way we take it, arises from
the intensity of love. For it is evident that the more intensely
a power tends to anything, the more vigorously it withstands
opposition or resistance. Since therefore love is “a movement
towards the object loved,” as Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 35),
an intense love seeks to remove everything that opposes it.

But this happens in different ways according to love of
concupiscence, and love of friendship. For in love of concu-
piscence he who desires something intensely, is moved against
all that hinders his gaining or quietly enjoying the object of
his love. It is thus that husbands are said to be jealous of their

wives, lest association with others prove a hindrance to their
exclusive individual rights. In like manner those who seek to
excel, are moved against those who seem to excel, as though
these were a hindrance to their excelling. And this is the zeal
of envy, of which it is written (Ps. 36:1): “Be not emulous of
evil doers, nor envy [zelaveris] them that work iniquity.”

On the other hand, love of friendship seeks the friend’s
good: wherefore, when it is intense, it causes a man to be
moved against everything that opposes the friend’s good. In
this respect, a man is said to be zealous on behalf of his friend,
when he makes a point of repelling whatever may be said or
done against the friend’s good. In this way, too, a man is said
to be zealous onGod’s behalf, whenhe endeavors, to the best of
his means, to repel whatever is contrary to the honor or will of
God; according to 3 Kings 19:14: “With zeal I have been zeal-
ous for theLord of hosts.”Again on thewords of Jn. 2:17: “e
zeal of y house hath eaten me up,” a gloss says that “a man is
eaten up with a good zeal, who strives to remedy whatever evil
he perceives; and if he cannot, bears with it and laments it.”

Reply toObjection 1. e Apostle is speaking in this pas-
sage of the zeal of envy; which is indeed the cause of con-
tention, not against the object of love, but for it, and against
that which is opposed to it.

Reply toObjection 2.Good is loved inasmuch as it can be
communicated to the lover. Consequently whatever hinders
the perfection of this communication, becomes hateful. us
zeal arises from love of good. But through defect of goodness,
it happens that certain small goods cannot, in their entirety,
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be possessed by many at the same time: and from the love of
such things arises the zeal of envy. But it does not arise, prop-
erly speaking, in the case of those things which, in their en-
tirety, can be possessed bymany: for no one envies another the
knowledge of truth, which can be known entirely by many;
except perhaps one may envy another his superiority in the

knowledge of it.
Reply toObjection3.every fact that amanhateswhat-

ever is opposed to the object of his love, is the effect of love.
Hence zeal is set down as an effect of love rather than of ha-
tred.

Ia IIae q. 28 a. 5Whether love is a passion that wounds the lover?

Objection 1. It would seem that love wounds the lover.
For languor denotes a hurt in the one that languishes. But
love causes languor: for it is written (Cant 2:5): “Stay me up
with flowers, compass me about with apples; because I lan-
guish with love.” erefore love is a wounding passion.

Objection 2. Further, melting is a kind of dissolution. But
love melts that in which it is: for it is written (Cant 5:6): “My
soul melted when my beloved spoke.” erefore love is a dis-
solvent: therefore it is a corruptive and a wounding passion.

Objection 3. Further, fervor denotes a certain excess of
heat; which excess has a corruptive effect. But love causes fer-
vor: forDionysius (Coel.Hier. vii) in reckoning the properties
belonging to the Seraphim’s love, includes “hot” and “piercing”
and “most fervent.” Moreover it is said of love (Cant 8:6) that
“its lamps are fire andflames.”erefore love is awounding and
corruptive passion.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “ev-
erything loves itself with a love that holds it together,” i.e. that
preserves it. erefore love is not a wounding passion, but
rather one that preserves and perfects.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 26, Aa. 1,2; q. 27, a. 1),
love denotes a certain adapting of the appetitive power to some
good. Now nothing is hurt by being adapted to that which is
suitable to it; rather, if possible, it is perfected and bettered.
But if a thing be adapted to that which is not suitable to it, it is
hurt and made worse thereby. Consequently love of a suitable
good perfects and betters the lover; but love of a good which
is unsuitable to the lover, wounds and worsens him. Where-
fore man is perfected and bettered chiefly by the love of God:
but is wounded and worsened by the love of sin, according to

Osee 9:10: “ey became abominable, as those things which
they loved.”

And let this be understood as applying to love in respect
of its formal element, i.e. in regard to the appetite. But in re-
spect of thematerial element in thepassionof love, i.e. a certain
bodily change, it happens that love is hurtful, by reason of this
change being excessive: just as it happens in the senses, and in
every act of a power of the soul that is exercised through the
change of some bodily organ.

In reply to the objections, it is to be observed that four
proximate effects may be ascribed to love: viz. melting, enjoy-
ment, languor, and fervor.Of these the first is “melting,” which
is opposed to freezing. For things that are frozen, are closely
bound together, so as to behard topierce. But it belongs to love
that the appetite is fitted to receive the good which is loved,
inasmuch as the object loved is in the lover, as stated above
(a. 2). Consequently the freezing or hardening of the heart is
a disposition incompatible with love: while melting denotes
a soening of the heart, whereby the heart shows itself to be
ready for the entrance of the beloved. If, then, the beloved is
present and possessed, pleasure or enjoyment ensues. But if
the beloved be absent, two passions arise; viz. sadness at its
absence, which is denoted by “languor” (hence Cicero in De
Tusc. Quaest. iii, 11 applies the term “ailment” chiefly to sad-
ness); and an intense desire to possess the beloved, which is sig-
nified by “fervor.” And these are the effects of love considered
formally, according to the relation of the appetitive power to
its object. But in the passion of love, other effects ensue, pro-
portionate to the above, in respect of a change in the organ.

Ia IIae q. 28 a. 6Whether love is cause of all that the lover does?

Objection 1. It would seem that the lover does not do ev-
erything from love. For love is a passion, as stated above (q. 26,
a. 2). But man does not do everything from passion: but some
things he does from choice, and some things from ignorance,
as stated in Ethic. v, 8. erefore not everything that a man
does, is done from love.

Objection 2. Further, the appetite is a principle of move-
ment and action in all animals, as stated in De Anima iii, 10.
If, therefore, whatever a man does is done from love, the other
passions of the appetitive faculty are superfluous.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is produced at one and the

same time by contrary causes. But some things are done from
hatred. erefore all things are not done from love.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “all
things, whatever they do, they do for the love of good.”

I answer that, Every agent acts for an end, as stated above
(q. 1, a. 2 ). Now the end is the good desired and loved by each
one. Wherefore it is evident that every agent, whatever it be,
does every action from love of some kind.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection takes love as a pas-
sion existing in the sensitive appetite. But here we are speak-
ing of love in a general sense, inasmuch as it includes intellec-
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tual, rational, animal, and natural love: for it is in this sense
that Dionysius speaks of love in chapter iv of De Divinis No-
minibus.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (a. 5; q. 27, a. 4) de-
sire, sadness and pleasure, and consequently all the other pas-
sions of the soul, result from love. Wherefore every act pro-

ceeds from any passion, proceeds also from love as from a first
cause: and so the other passions, which are proximate causes,
are not superfluous.

Reply toObjection 3. Hatred also is a result of love, as we
shall state further on (q. 29, a. 2).
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Of Hatred

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider hatred: concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether evil is the cause and the object of hatred?
(2) Whether love is the cause of hatred?
(3) Whether hatred is stronger than love?
(4) Whether a man can hate himself ?
(5) Whether a man can hate the truth?
(6) Whether a thing can be the object of universal hatred?

Ia IIae q. 29 a. 1Whether evil is the cause and object of hatred?

Objection 1. It would seem that evil is not the object and
cause of hatred. For everything that exists, as such, is good. If
therefore evil be the object of hatred, it follows that nothing
but the lack of something can be the object of hatred: which is
clearly untrue.

Objection 2. Further, hatred of evil is praise-worthy;
hence (2 Macc 3:1) some are praised for that “the laws were
very well kept, because of the godliness of Onias the high-
priest, and the hatred of their souls [Douay: ‘his soul’] had no
evil.” If, therefore, nothing but evil be the object of hatred, it
would follow that all hatred is commendable: and this is clearly
false.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing is not at the same
timeboth good and evil. But the same thing is lovable andhate-
ful to different subjects. erefore hatred is not only of evil,
but also of good.

On the contrary, Hatred is the opposite of love. But the
object of love is good, as stated above (q. 26, a. 1; q. 27, a. 1).
erefore the object of hatred is evil.

I answer that, Since the natural appetite is the result of ap-
prehension (though this apprehension is not in the same sub-
ject as the natural appetite), it seems that what applies to the
inclination of the natural appetite, applies also to the animal
appetite, which does result from an apprehension in the same
subject, as stated above (q. 26, a. 1). Now, with regard to the
natural appetite, it is evident, that just as each thing is naturally
attuned and adapted to that which is suitable to it, wherein

consists natural love; so has it a natural dissonance from that
which opposes and destroys it; and this is natural hatred. So,
therefore, in the animal appetite, or in the intellectual appetite,
love is a certain harmony of the appetite with that which is
apprehended as suitable; while hatred is dissonance of the ap-
petite from that which is apprehended as repugnant and hurt-
ful. Now, just as whatever is suitable, as such, bears the aspect
of good; so whatever is repugnant, as such, bears the aspect of
evil. And therefore, just as good is the object of love, so evil is
the object of hatred.

Reply toObjection 1.Being, as such, has not the aspect of
repugnance but only of fittingness; because being is common
to all things. But being, inasmuch as it is this determinate be-
ing, has an aspect of repugnance to some determinate being.
And in this way, one being is hateful to another, and is evil;
though not in itself, but by comparison with something else.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as a thing may be apprehended
as good, when it is not truly good; so a thing may be appre-
hended as evil, whereas it is not truly evil. Hence it happens
sometimes that neither hatred of evil nor love of good is good.

Reply to Objection 3. To different things the same thing
may be lovable or hateful: in respect of the natural appetite,
owing to one and the same thing being naturally suitable to
one thing, and naturally unsuitable to another: thus heat is be-
coming to fire and unbecoming to water: and in respect of the
animal appetite, owing to one and the same thing being appre-
hended by one as good, by another as bad.

Ia IIae q. 29 a. 2Whether love is a cause of hatred?

Objection 1. It would seem that love is not a cause of ha-
tred. For “the opposite members of a division are naturally
simultaneous” (Praedic. x). But love and hatred are opposite
members of a division, since they are contrary to one another.
erefore they are naturally simultaneous. erefore love is
not the cause of hatred.

Objection 2. Further, of two contraries, one is not the
cause of the other. But love and hatred are contraries. ere-

fore love is not the cause of hatred.
Objection 3. Further, that which follows is not the cause

of that which precedes. But hatred precedes love, seemingly:
since hatred implies a turning away from evil, whereas love im-
plies a turning towards good.erefore love is not the cause of
hatred.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7,9)
that all emotions are caused by love. erefore hatred also,
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since it is an emotion of the soul, is caused by love.
I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), love consists in a cer-

tain agreement of the lover with the object loved, while ha-
tred consists in a certain disagreement or dissonance. Now
we should consider in each thing, what agrees with it, be-
fore that which disagrees: since a thing disagrees with another,
through destroying or hindering that which agrees with it.
Consequently love must needs precede hatred; and nothing is
hated, save through being contrary to a suitable thing which is
loved. And hence it is that every hatred is caused by love.

Reply toObjection 1.eoppositemembers of a division
are sometimes naturally simultaneous, both really and logi-
cally; e.g. two species of animal, or two species of color. Some-
times they are simultaneous logically, while, in reality, one pre-
cedes, and causes the other; e.g. the species of numbers, figures
and movements. Sometimes they are not simultaneous either
really or logically; e.g. substance and accident; for substance is
in reality the cause of accident; and being is predicated of sub-

stance before it is predicated of accident, by a priority of rea-
son, because it is not predicated of accident except inasmuch
as the latter is in substance. Now love and hatred are naturally
simultaneous, logically but not really.Wherefore nothing hin-
ders love from being the cause of hatred.

Reply to Objection 2. Love and hatred are contraries if
considered in respect of the same thing. But if taken in respect
of contraries, they are not themselves contrary, but consequent
to one another: for it amounts to the same that one love a cer-
tain thing, or that one hate its contrary.us love of one thing
is the cause of one’s hating its contrary.

Reply toObjection 3. In the order of execution, the turn-
ing away from one term precedes the turning towards the
other. But the reverse is the case in the order of intention: since
approach to one term is the reason for turning away from the
other. Now the appetitive movement belongs rather to the or-
der of intention than to that of execution.Wherefore love pre-
cedes hatred: because each is an appetitive movement.

Ia IIae q. 29 a. 3Whether hatred is stronger than love?

Objection 1. It would seem that hatred is stronger than
love. For Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 36): “ere is no one
who does not flee from pain, more than he desires pleasure.”
But flight from pain pertains to hatred; while desire for plea-
sure belongs to love. erefore hatred is stronger than love.

Objection 2. Further, the weaker is overcome by the
stronger. But love is overcome by hatred: when, that is to say,
love is turned into hatred. erefore hatred is stronger than
love.

Objection 3. Further, the emotions of the soul are shown
by their effects. Butman insistsmore on repelling what is hate-
ful, than on seeking what is pleasant: thus also irrational ani-
mals refrain from pleasure for fear of the whip, as Augustine
instances (QQ. 83, qu. 36). erefore hatred is stronger than
love.

On the contrary, Good is stronger than evil; because “evil
does nothing except in virtue of good,” as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv). But hatred and love differ according to the differ-
ence of good and evil. erefore love is stronger than hatred.

I answer that, It is impossible for an effect to be stronger
than its cause. Now every hatred arises from some love as its
cause, as above stated (a. 2). erefore it is impossible for ha-
tred to be stronger than love absolutely.

But furthermore, love must needs be, absolutely speaking,
stronger thanhatred. Because a thing ismoved to the endmore
strongly than to the means. Now turning away from evil is di-

rected as ameans to the gainingof good.Wherefore, absolutely
speaking, the soul’s movement in respect of good is stronger
than its movement in respect of evil.

Nevertheless hatred sometimes seems to be stronger than
love, for two reasons. First, because hatred is more keenly felt
than love. For, since the sensitive perception is accompanied
by a certain impression; when once the impression has been
received it is not felt so keenly as in the moment of receiving
it. Hence the heat of a hectic fever, though greater, is never-
theless not felt so much as the heat of tertian fever; because
the heat of the hectic fever is habitual and like a second na-
ture. For this reason, love is felt more keenly in the absence
of the object loved; thus Augustine says (De Trin. x, 12) that
“love is felt more keenly when we lack what we love.” And for
the same reason, the unbecomingness of that which is hated is
felt more keenly than the becomingness of that which is loved.
Secondly, because comparison is made between a hatred and a
love which are not mutually corresponding. Because, accord-
ing to different degrees of good there are different degrees of
love to which correspond different degrees of hatred. Where-
fore a hatred that corresponds to a greater love, moves us more
than a lesser love.

Hence it is clear how to reply to the First Objection. For
the love of pleasure is less than the love of self-preservation, to
which corresponds flight from pain. Wherefore we flee from
pain more than we love pleasure.
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Ia IIae q. 29 a. 4Whether a man can hate himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man can hate himself.
For it is written (Ps. 10:6): “He that loveth iniquity, hateth his
own soul.” But many love iniquity.erefore many hate them-
selves.

Objection 2. Further, him we hate, to whom we wish and
work evil. But sometimes a man wishes and works evil to him-
self, e.g. a man who kills himself. erefore some men hate
themselves.

Objection 3. Further, Boethius says (De Consol. ii) that
“avarice makes a man hateful”; whence we may conclude that
everyone hates a miser. But some men are misers. erefore
they hate themselves.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 5:29) that “no
man ever hated his own flesh.”

I answer that,Properly speaking, it is impossible for aman
to hate himself. For everything naturally desires good, nor can
anyone desire anything for himself, save under the aspect of
good: for “evil is outside the scope of the will,” as Dionysius
says (Div. Nom. iv). Now to love a man is to will good to him,
as stated above (q. 26, a. 4). Consequently, a man must, of ne-
cessity, love himself; and it is impossible for aman to hate him-
self, properly speaking.

But accidentally it happens that a man hates himself: and
this in two ways. First, on the part of the good which a man
wills to himself. For it happens sometimes that what is desired

as good in some particular respect, is simply evil; and in this
way, a man accidentally wills evil to himself; and thus hates
himself. Secondly, in regard to himself, towhomhewills good.
For each thing is that which is predominant in it; wherefore
the state is said to dowhat the king does, as if the king were the
whole state. Now it is clear that man is principally the mind of
man. And it happens that somemen account themselves as be-
ing principally that which they are in their material and sensi-
tive nature.Wherefore they love themselves according to what
they take themselves to be, while they hate that which they re-
ally are, by desiring what is contrary to reason. And in both
these ways, “he that loveth iniquity hateth” not only “his own
soul,” but also himself.

Wherefore the reply to the First Objection is evident.
Reply toObjection2.Nomanwills andworks evil to him-

self, except he apprehend it under the aspect of good. For even
theywhokill themselves, apprehenddeath itself as a good, con-
sidered as putting an end to some unhappiness or pain.

Reply toObjection3.emiser hates something acciden-
tal to himself, but not for that reason does he hate himself:
thus a sick man hates his sickness for the very reason that he
loves himself. Or we may say that avarice makes man hateful
to others, but not to himself. In fact, it is caused by inordinate
self-love, in respect of which, man desires temporal goods for
himself more than he should.

Ia IIae q. 29 a. 5Whether a man can hate the truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man cannot hate the
truth. For good, true, andbeing are convertible. But aman can-
not hate good. Neither, therefore, can he hate the truth.

Objection 2. Further, “All men have a natural desire for
knowledge,” as stated in the beginning of the Metaphysics i, 1.
But knowledge is only of truth.erefore truth is naturally de-
sired and loved. But that which is in a thing naturally, is always
in it. erefore no man can hate the truth.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4)
that “men love those who are straightforward.” But there can
be no othermotive for this save truth.ereforeman loves the
truth naturally. erefore he cannot hate it.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Gal. 4:16): “Am I be-
come your enemy because I tell you the truth?”*

I answer that,Good, true and being are the same in reality,
but differ as considered by reason. For good is considered in
the light of something desirable, while being and true are not
so considered: because good is “what all things seek.” Where-
fore good, as such, cannot be the object of hatred, neither in
general nor in particular. Being and truth in general cannot be
the object of hatred: because disagreement is the cause of ha-
tred, and agreement is the cause of love; while being and truth

are common to all things. But nothing hinders some particular
being or some particular truth being an object of hatred, in so
far as it is considered as hurtful and repugnant; since hurtful-
ness and repugnance are not incompatible with the notion of
being and truth, as they are with the notion of good.

Now it may happen in three ways that some particular
truth is repugnant or hurtful to the goodwe love. First, accord-
ing as truth is in things as in its cause and origin. And thusman
sometimes hates a particular truth, when he wishes that what
is true were not true. Secondly, according as truth is in man’s
knowledge, which hinders him from gaining the object loved:
such is the case of those who wish not to know the truth of
faith, that they may sin freely; in whose person it is said ( Job
21:14): “We desire not the knowledge of y ways.” irdly,
a particular truth is hated, as being repugnant, inasmuch as it
is in the intellect of another man: as, for instance, when a man
wishes to remain hidden in his sin, he hates that anyone should
know the truth about his sin. In this respect, Augustine says
(Confess. x, 23) that men “love truth when it enlightens, they
hate it when it reproves.”is suffices for the Reply to the First
Objection.

Reply toObjection2.eknowledge of truth is lovable in

* St.omas quotes the passage, probably frommemory, as though it were an
assertion: “I am become,” etc.
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itself: henceAugustine says thatmen love itwhen it enlightens.
But accidentally, the knowledge of truth may become hateful,
in so far as it hinders one from accomplishing one’s desire.

Reply to Objection 3. e reason why we love those who

are straightforward is that theymake known the truth, and the
knowledgeof the truth, considered in itself, is a desirable thing.

Ia IIae q. 29 a. 6Whether anything can be an object of universal hatred?

Objection 1. It would seem that a thing cannot be an ob-
ject of universal hatred. Because hatred is a passion of the sensi-
tive appetite, which ismoved by an apprehension in the senses.
But the senses cannot apprehend the universal. erefore a
thing cannot be an object of universal hatred.

Objection 2. Further, hatred is caused by disagreement;
and where there is disagreement, there is nothing in common.
But the notion of universality implies something in common.
erefore nothing can be the object of universal hatred.

Objection 3. Further, the object of hatred is evil. But “evil
is in things, and not in the mind” (Metaph. vi, 4). Since there-
fore the universal is in the mind only, which abstracts the uni-
versal from the particular, it would seem that hatred cannot
have a universal object.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4) that
“anger is directed to something singular, whereas hatred is also
directed to a thing in general; for everybody hates the thief and
the backbiter.”

I answer that, ere are two ways of speaking of the uni-
versal: first, as considered under the aspect of universality; sec-
ondly, as considered in the nature to which it is ascribed: for it
is one thing to consider the universalman, and another to con-
sider a man as man. If, therefore, we take the universal, in the
first way, no sensitive power, whether of apprehension or of
appetite, can attain the universal: because the universal is ob-
tained by abstraction from individual matter, on which every
sensitive power is based.

Nevertheless the sensitive powers, both of apprehension

and of appetite, can tend to something universally.uswe say
that the object of sight is color considered generically; not that
the sight is cognizant of universal color, but because the fact
that color is cognizant by the sight, is attributed to color, not
as being this particular color, but simply because it is color. Ac-
cordingly hatred in the sensitive faculty can regard something
universally: because this thing, by reasonof its commonnature,
and not merely as an individual, is hostile to the animal—for
instance, a wolf in regard to a sheep. Hence a sheep hates the
wolf universally. On the other hand, anger is always caused by
something in particular: because it is caused by some action of
the one that hurts us; and actions proceed from individuals.
For this reason the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4) that “anger is
always directed to something singular, whereas hatred can be
directed to a thing in general.”

But according as hatred is in the intellectual part, since it
arises from the universal apprehension of the intellect, it can
regard the universal in both ways.

Reply to Objection 1. e senses do not apprehend the
universal, as such: but they apprehend something towhich the
character of universality is given by abstraction.

Reply to Objection 2. at which is common to all can-
not be a reason of hatred. But nothing hinders a thing from
being common to many, and at variance with others, so as to
be hateful to them.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the uni-
versal under the aspect of universality: and thus it does not
come under the sensitive apprehension or appetite.
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Of Concupiscence
(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider concupiscence: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether concupiscence is in the sensitive appetite only?
(2) Whether concupiscence is a specific passion?
(3) Whether some concupiscences are natural, and some not natural?
(4) Whether concupiscence is infinite?

Ia IIae q. 30 a. 1Whether concupiscence is in the sensitive appetite only?

Objection 1. It would seem that concupiscence is not only
in the sensitive appetite. For there is a concupiscence of wis-
dom, according toWis. 6:21: “econcupiscence [Douay: ‘de-
sire’] of wisdom bringeth to the everlasting kingdom.” But the
sensitive appetite can have no tendency to wisdom. erefore
concupiscence is not only in the sensitive appetite.

Objection 2. Further, the desire for the commandments
of God is not in the sensitive appetite: in fact the Apostle says
(Rom. 7:18): “ere dwelleth not in me, that is to say, in my
flesh, thatwhich is good.” But desire forGod’s commandments
is an act of concupiscence, according to Ps. 118:20: “My soul
hath coveted [concupivit] to long for thy justifications.”ere-
fore concupiscence is not only in the sensitive appetite.

Objection 3. Further, to each power, its proper good is a
matter of concupiscence. erefore concupiscence is in each
power of the soul, and not only in the sensitive appetite.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12)
that “the irrational part which is subject and amenable to rea-
son, is divided into the faculties of concupiscence and anger.
is is the irrational part of the soul, passive and appetitive.”
erefore concupiscence is in the sensitive appetite.

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 11), “con-
cupiscence is a craving for that which is pleasant.” Now plea-
sure is twofold, as we shall state later on (q. 31, Aa. 3,4): one is
in the intelligible good, which is the good of reason; the other
is in good perceptible to the senses. e former pleasure seems
to belong to soul alone: whereas the latter belongs to both soul

and body: because the sense is a power seated in a bodily or-
gan: wherefore sensible good is the good of thewhole compos-
ite. Now concupiscence seems to be the craving for this latter
pleasure, since it belongs to the united soul and body, as is im-
plied by the Latin word “concupiscentia.” erefore, properly
speaking, concupiscence is in the sensitive appetite, and in the
concupiscible faculty, which takes its name from it.

Reply to Objection 1. e craving for wisdom, or other
spiritual goods, is sometimes called concupiscence; either by
reason of a certain likeness; or on account of the craving in the
higher part of the soul being so vehement that it overflows into
the lower appetite, so that the latter also, in its own way, tends
to the spiritual good, following the lead of the higher appetite,
the result being that the body itself renders its service in spir-
itual matters, according to Ps. 83:3: “My heart and my flesh
have rejoiced in the living God.”

Reply to Objection 2. Properly speaking, desire may be
not only in the lower, but also in the higher appetite. For it
does not imply fellowship in craving, as concupiscence does;
but simply movement towards the thing desired.

Reply toObjection 3. It belongs to each power of the soul
to seek its proper good by the natural appetite, which does not
arise from apprehension. But the craving for good, by the an-
imal appetite, which arises from apprehension, belongs to the
appetitive power alone. And to crave a thing under the aspect
of something delightful to the senses, wherein concupiscence
properly consists, belongs to the concupiscible power.

Ia IIae q. 30 a. 2Whether concupiscence is a specific passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that concupiscence is not a
specific passion of the concupiscible power. For passions are
distinguished by their objects. But the object of the concupis-
cible power is something delightful to the senses; and this is
also the object of concupiscence, as the Philosopher declares
(Rhet. i, 11). erefore concupiscence is not a specific passion
of the concupiscible faculty.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 33)
that “covetousness is the love of transitory things”: so that it
is not distinct from love. But all specific passions are distinct

from one another. erefore concupiscence is not a specific
passion in the concupiscible faculty.

Objection 3. Further, to each passion of the concupisci-
ble faculty there is a specific contrary passion in that faculty, as
stated above (q. 23, a. 4). But no specific passion of the concu-
piscible faculty is contrary to concupiscence. For Damascene
says (DeFideOrth. ii, 12) that “goodwhendesired gives rise to
concupiscence; when present, it gives joy: in like manner, the
evil we apprehend makes us fear, the evil that is present makes
us sad”: fromwhichwe gather that as sadness is contrary to joy,
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so is fear contrary to concupiscence. But fear is not in the con-
cupiscible, but in the irascible part. erefore concupiscence
is not a specific passion of the concupiscible faculty.

On the contrary, Concupiscence is caused by love, and
tends to pleasure, both of which are passions of the concupis-
cible faculty. Hence it is distinguished from the other concu-
piscible passions, as a specific passion.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1; q. 23, a. 1), the good
which gives pleasure to the senses is the common object of the
concupiscible faculty. Hence the various concupiscible pas-
sions are distinguished according to the differences of that
good. Now the diversity of this object can arise from the very
nature of the object, or from a diversity in its active power.e
diversity, derived from the nature of the active object, causes a
material difference of passions: while the difference in regard
to its active power causes a formal diversity of passions, in re-
spect of which the passions differ specifically.

Now the nature of the motive power of the end or of the
good, differs according as it is really present, or absent: because,
according as it is present, it causes the faculty to find rest in
it; whereas, according as it is absent, it causes the faculty to
be moved towards it. Wherefore the object of sensible plea-
sure causes love, inasmuch as, so to speak, it attunes and con-
forms the appetite to itself; it causes concupiscence, inasmuch
as, when absent, it draws the faculty to itself; and it causes plea-

sure, inasmuch as, when present, it makes the faculty to find
rest in itself. Accordingly, concupiscence is a passion differing
“in species” from both love and pleasure. But concupiscences
of this or that pleasurable object differ “in number.”

Reply to Objection 1. Pleasurable good is the object of
concupiscence, not absolutely, but considered as absent: just
as the sensible, considered as past, is the object ofmemory. For
these particular conditions diversify the species of passions,
and even of the powers of the sensitive part, which regards par-
ticular things.

Reply to Objection 2. In the passage quoted we have
causal, not essential predication: for covetousness is not essen-
tially love, but an effect of love. We may also say that Augus-
tine is taking covetousness in a wide sense, for any movement
of the appetite in respect of good to come: so that it includes
both love and hope.

Reply to Objection 3. e passion which is directly con-
trary to concupiscence has no name, and stands in relation to
evil, as concupiscence in regard to good. But since, like fear, it
regards the absent evil; sometimes it goes by the name of fear,
just as hope is sometimes called covetousness. For a small good
or evil is reckoned as though itwerenothing: and consequently
every movement of the appetite in future good or evil is called
hope or fear, which regard good and evil as arduous.

Ia IIae q. 30 a. 3Whether some concupiscences are natural, and some not natural?

Objection 1. It would seem that concupiscences are not
divided into those which are natural and those which are not.
For concupiscence belongs to the animal appetite, as stated
above (a. 1, ad 3). But the natural appetite is contrasted with
the animal appetite. erefore no concupiscence is natural.

Objection 2. Further, material differences makes no dif-
ference of species, but only numerical difference; a difference
which is outside the purview of science. But if some concupis-
cences are natural, and some not, they differ only in respect of
their objects; which amounts to a material difference, which is
one of number only. erefore concupiscences should not be
divided into those that are natural and those that are not.

Objection 3. Further, reason is contrasted with nature, as
stated in Phys. ii, 5. If therefore inman there is a concupiscence
which is not natural, it must needs be rational. But this is im-
possible: because, since concupiscence is a passion, it belongs
to the sensitive appetite, and not to the will, which is the ratio-
nal appetite. erefore there are no concupiscences which are
not natural.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 11 and
Rhetor. i, 11) distinguishes natural concupiscences from those
that are not natural.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), concupiscence is the
craving for pleasurable good.Now a thing is pleasurable in two
ways. First, because it is suitable to the nature of the animal;

for example, food, drink, and the like: and concupiscence of
such pleasurable things is said to be natural. Secondly, a thing
is pleasurable because it is apprehended as suitable to the ani-
mal: as when one apprehends something as good and suitable,
and consequently takes pleasure in it: and concupiscence of
such pleasurable things is said to be not natural, and is more
wont to be called “cupidity.”

Accordingly concupiscences of the first kind, or natural
concupiscences, are common to men and other animals: be-
cause to both is there something suitable and pleasurable ac-
cording to nature: and in these all men agree; wherefore the
Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 11) calls them “common” and “nec-
essary.” But concupiscences of the second kind are proper
to men, to whom it is proper to devise something as good
and suitable, beyond that which nature requires. Hence the
Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 11) that the former concupiscences
are “irrational,” but the latter, “rational.” And because differ-
ent men reason differently, therefore the latter are also called
(Ethic. iii, 11) “peculiar and acquired,” i.e. in addition to those
that are natural.

Reply toObjection 1.e same thing that is the object of
the natural appetite, may be the object of the animal appetite,
once it is apprehended.And in thisway theremay be an animal
concupiscence of food, drink, and the like, which are objects
of the natural appetite.
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Reply to Objection 2. e difference between those con-
cupiscences that are natural and those that are not, is not
merely amaterial difference; it is also, in a way, formal, in so far
as it arises from a difference in the active object. Now the ob-
ject of the appetite is the apprehended good. Hence diversity
of the active object follows from diversity of apprehension: ac-
cording as a thing is apprehended as suitable, either by absolute
apprehension, whence arise natural concupiscences, which the
Philosopher calls “irrational” (Rhet. i, 11); or by apprehension
together with deliberation, whence arise those concupiscences

that arenotnatural, andwhich for this very reason thePhiloso-
pher calls “rational” (Rhet. i, 11).

Reply toObjection 3. Man has not only universal reason,
pertaining to the intellectual faculty; but also particular reason
pertaining to the sensitive faculty, as stated in the Ia, q. 78, a. 4;
Ia, q. 81, a. 3: so that even rational concupiscence may pertain
to the sensitive appetite. Moreover the sensitive appetite can
bemoved by the universal reason also, through themedium of
the particular imagination.

Ia IIae q. 30 a. 4Whether concupiscence is infinite?

Objection 1. It would seem that concupiscence is not in-
finite. For the object of concupiscence is good, which has the
aspect of an end. But where there is infinity there is no end
(Metaph. ii, 2). erefore concupiscence cannot be infinite.

Objection 2. Further, concupiscence is of the fitting good,
since it proceeds from love. But the infinite is without propor-
tion, and therefore unfitting. erefore concupiscence cannot
be infinite.

Objection 3. Further, there is no passing through infinite
things: and thus there is no reaching an ultimate term in them.
But the subject of concupiscence is not delighted until he at-
tain the ultimate term. erefore, if concupiscence were infi-
nite, no delight would ever ensue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Polit. i, 3) that
“since concupiscence is infinite, men desire an infinite num-
ber of things.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), concupiscence is
twofold; one is natural, the other is not natural. Natural con-
cupiscence cannot be actually infinite: because it is of that
which nature requires; and nature ever tends to something fi-
nite and fixed. Hence man never desires infinite meat, or in-
finite drink. But just as in nature there is potential successive
infinity, so can this kind of concupiscence be infinite succes-
sively; so that, for instance, aer getting food, amanmay desire
food yet again; and so of anything else that nature requires: be-
cause these bodily goods, when obtained, do not last for ever,
but fail. Hence Our Lord said to the woman of Samaria ( Jn.
4:13): “Whosever drinketh of this water, shall thirst again.”

But non-natural concupiscence is altogether infinite. Be-
cause, as stated above (a. 3), it follows from the reason, and it
belongs to the reason to proceed to infinity. Hence he that de-
sires riches, may desire to be rich, not up to a certain limit, but

to be simply as rich as possible.
Another reasonmay be assigned, according to the Philoso-

pher (Polit. i, 3), why a certain concupiscence is finite, and
another infinite. Because concupiscence of the end is always
infinite: since the end is desired for its own sake, e.g. health:
and thus greater health is more desired, and so on to infinity;
just as, if a white thing of itself dilates the sight, that which
is more white dilates yet more. On the other hand, concupis-
cence of themeans is not infinite, because the concupiscence of
the means is in suitable proportion to the end. Consequently
those who place their end in riches have an infinite concupis-
cence of riches; whereas those who desire riches, on account
of the necessities of life, desire a finite measure of riches, suffi-
cient for the necessities of life, as the Philosopher says (Polit. i,
3). e same applies to the concupiscence of any other things.

Reply to Objection 1. Every object of concupiscence is
taken as something finite: either because it is finite in reality,
as being once actually desired; or because it is finite as appre-
hended. For it cannot be apprehended as infinite, since the in-
finite is that “from which, however much we may take, there
always remains something to be taken” (Phys. iii, 6).

Reply to Objection 2. e reason is possessed of infinite
power, in a certain sense, in so far as it can consider a thing in-
finitely, as appears in the addition of numbers and lines. Con-
sequently, the infinite, taken in a certain way, is proportionate
to reason. In fact the universal which the reason apprehends,
is infinite in a sense, inasmuch as it contains potentially an in-
finite number of singulars.

Reply to Objection 3. In order that a man be delighted,
there is no need for him to realize all that he desires: for he
delights in the realization of each object of his concupiscence.
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Of Delight Considered in Itself*

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider delight and sadness. Concerning delight four things must be considered: (1) Delight in itself; (2)
e causes of delight; (3) Its effects; (4) Its goodness and malice.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether delight is a passion?
(2) Whether delight is subject to time?
(3) Whether it differs from joy?
(4) Whether it is in the intellectual appetite?
(5) Of the delights of the higher appetite compared with the delight of the lower;
(6) Of sensible delights compared with one another;
(7) Whether any delight is non-natural?
(8) Whether one delight can be contrary to another?

Ia IIae q. 31 a. 1Whether delight is a passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that delight is not a passion.
For Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 22) distinguishes operation
from passion, and says that “operation is a movement in ac-
cord with nature, while passion is a movement contrary to na-
ture.” But delight is an operation, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vii, 12; x, 5). erefore delight is not a passion.

Objection 2. Further, “To be passive is to be moved,” as
stated in Phys. iii, 3. But delight does not consist in being
moved, but in having been moved; for it arises from good al-
ready gained. erefore delight is not a passion.

Objection 3. Further, delight is a kind of a perfection of
the onewho is delighted; since it “perfects operation,” as stated
in Ethic. x, 4,5. But to be perfected does not consist in being
passive or in being altered, as stated in Phys. vii, 3 and De An-
ima ii, 5. erefore delight is not a passion.

On the contrary,Augustine (DeCiv.Dei ix, 2; xiv, 5 seqq)
reckons delight, joy, or gladness among the other passions of
the soul.

I answer that,emovements of the sensitive appetite, are
properly called passions, as stated above (q. 22, a. 3). Now ev-
ery emotion arising from a sensitive apprehension, is a move-
ment of the sensitive appetite: and this must needs be said of
delight, since, according to the Philosopher (Rhet. i, 11) “de-
light is a certainmovement of the soul and a sensible establish-
ing thereof all at once, in keepingwith the nature of the thing.”

In order to understand this, wemust observe that just as in
natural things some happen to attain to their natural perfec-
tions, so does this happen in animals. And though movement
towards perfection does not occur all at once, yet the attain-
ment of natural perfection does occur all at once. Now there is
this difference between animals and other natural things, that
when these latter are established in the state becoming their
nature, they do not perceive it, whereas animals do. And from

this perception there arises a certain movement of the soul in
the sensitive appetite; which movement is called delight. Ac-
cordingly by saying that delight is “a movement of the soul,”
we designate its genus. By saying that it is “an establishing in
keeping with the thing’s nature,” i.e. with that which exists in
the thing, we assign the cause of delight, viz. the presence of a
becoming good. By saying that this establishing is “all at once,”
wemean that this establishing is to be understood not as in the
process of establishment, but as in the fact of complete estab-
lishment, in the termof themovement, as it were: for delight is
not a “becoming” as Plato† maintained, but a “complete fact,”
as stated in Ethic. vii, 12. Lastly, by saying that this establish-
ing is “sensible,” we exclude the perfections of insensible things
wherein there is no delight. It is therefore evident that, since
delight is a movement of the animal appetite arising from an
apprehension of sense, it is a passion of the soul.

Reply toObjection 1.Connatural operation, which is un-
hindered, is a second perfection, as stated in De Anima ii, 1:
and therefore when a thing is established in its proper con-
natural and unhindered operation, delight follows, which con-
sists in a state of completion, as observed above. Accordingly
when we say that delight is an operation, we designate, not its
essence, but its cause.

Reply to Objection 2. A twofold movement is to be ob-
served in an animal: one, according to the intention of the end,
and this belongs to the appetite; the other, according to the ex-
ecution, and this belongs to the external operation. And so,
although in him who has already gained the good in which
he delights, the movement of execution ceases, by which the
tends to the end; yet the movement of the appetitive faculty
does not cease, since, just as before it desired that which it had
not, so aerwards does it delight in that which is possesses. For
though delight is a certain repose of the appetite, if we con-

* Or, Pleasure. † Phileb. 32,33.
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sider the presence of the pleasurable good that satisfies the ap-
petite, nevertheless there remains the impression made on the
appetite by its object, by reason of which delight is a kind of
movement.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the name of passion is

more appropriate to those passions which have a corruptive
and evil tendency, such as bodily ailments, as also sadness and
fear in the soul; yet some passions have a tendency to some-
thing good, as stated above (q. 23, Aa. 1,4): and in this sense
delight is called a passion.

Ia IIae q. 31 a. 2Whether delight is in time?

Objection 1. It would seem that delight is in time. For “de-
light is a kind of movement,” as the Philosopher says (Rhet. i,
11). But all movement is in time. erefore delight is in time.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is said to last long and to be
morose in respect of time. But some pleasures are called mo-
rose. erefore pleasure is in time.

Objection 3. Further, the passions of the soul are of one
same genus. But some passions of the soul are in time. ere-
fore delight is too.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 4) that
“no one takes pleasure according to time.”

I answer that,A thingmay be in time in twoways: first, by
itself; secondly, by reasonof something else, and accidentally as
it were. For since time is themeasure of successive things, those
things are of themselves said to be in time, to which succes-
sionor somethingpertaining to succession is essential: such are
movement, repose, speech and such like. On the other hand,
those things are said to be in time, by reason of something else
and not of themselves, to which succession is not essential, but
which are subject to something successive. us the fact of be-
ing aman is not essentially something successive; since it is not
amovement, but the termof amovement or change, viz. of this

being begotten: yet, because human being is subject to change-
able causes, in this respect, to be a man is in time.

Accordingly, we must say that delight, of itself indeed, is
not in time: for it regards good already gained, which is, as
it were, the term of the movement. But if this good gained
be subject to change, the delight therein will be in time acci-
dentally: whereas if it be altogether unchangeable, the delight
thereinwill not be in time, either by reason of itself or acciden-
tally.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated inDe Anima iii, 7, move-
ment is twofold. One is “the act of something imperfect, i.e.
of something existing in potentiality, as such”: this movement
is successive and is in time. Another movement is “the act of
something perfect, i.e. of something existing in act,” e.g. to un-
derstand, to feel, and to will and such like, also to have delight.
is movement is not successive, nor is it of itself in time.

Reply to Objection 2. Delight is said to be long lasting or
morose, according as it is accidentally in time.

Reply to Objection 3. Other passions have not for their
object a goodobtained, as delight has.Wherefore there ismore
of themovement of the imperfect in them than in delight.And
consequently it belongs more to delight not to be in time.

Ia IIae q. 31 a. 3Whether delight differs from joy?

Objection 1. It would seem that delight is altogether the
same as joy. Because the passions of the soul differ according to
their objects. But delight and joy have the same object, namely,
a good obtained. erefore joy is altogether the same as de-
light.

Objection 2. Further, one movement does not end in two
terms. But one and the same movement, that of desire, ends
in joy and delight. erefore delight and joy are altogether the
same.

Objection 3. Further, if joy differs from delight, it seems
that there is equal reason for distinguishing gladness, exulta-
tion, and cheerfulness from delight, so that they would all be
various passions of the soul. But this seems to be untrue.ere-
fore joy does not differ from delight.

On the contrary, We do not speak of joy in irrational ani-
mals; whereas we do speak of delight in them. erefore joy is
not the same as delight.

I answer that, Joy, as Avicenna states (De Anima iv), is a
kind of delight. For we must observe that, just as some con-

cupiscences are natural, and some not natural, but consequent
to reason, as stated above (q. 30, a. 3), so also some delights are
natural, and some are not natural but rational. Or, as Dam-
ascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 13) and Gregory of Nyssa* put it,
“some delights are of the body, some are of the soul”; which
amounts to the same. For we take delight both in those things
which we desire naturally, when we get them, and in those
things which we desire as a result of reason. But we do not
speak of joy except when delight follows reason; and so we do
not ascribe joy to irrational animals, but only delight.

Nowwhatever we desire naturally, can also be the object of
reasoned desire and delight, but not vice versa. Consequently
whatever can be the object of delight, can also be the object
of joy in rational beings. And yet everything is not always the
object of joy; since sometimes one feels a certain delight in the
body, without rejoicing thereat according to reason. And ac-
cordingly delight extends to more things than does joy.

Reply to Objection 1. Since the object of the appetite of
the soul is an apprehended good, diversity of apprehension

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xviii.
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pertains, in a way, to diversity of the object. And so delights
of the soul, which are also called joys, are distinct from bodily
delights, which are not called otherwise than delights: as we
have observed above in regard to concupiscences (q. 30, a. 3,
ad 2).

Reply toObjection2.A like difference is to be observed in
concupiscences also: so that delight corresponds to concupis-
cence, while joy corresponds to desire, which seems to pertain
more to concupiscence of the soul. Hence there is a difference
of repose corresponding to the difference of movement.

Reply toObjection3.eseother names pertaining to de-
light are derived from the effects of delight; for “laetitia” [glad-
ness] is derived from the “dilation” of the heart, as if one were
to say “latitia”; “exultation” is derived from the exterior signs
of inward delight, which appear outwardly in so far as the in-
ward joy breaks forth from its bounds; and “cheerfulness” is so
called from certain special signs and effects of gladness. Yet all
these names seem to belong to joy; for we do not employ them
save in speaking of rational beings.

Ia IIae q. 31 a. 4Whether delight is in the intellectual appetite?

Objection 1. It would seem that delight is not in the in-
tellectual appetite. Because the Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 11)
that “delight is a sensible movement.” But sensible movement
is not in an intellectual power. erefore delight is not in the
intellectual appetite.

Objection 2. Further, delight is a passion. But every pas-
sion is in the sensitive appetite.erefore delight is only in the
sensitive appetite.

Objection 3. Further, delight is common to us and to the
irrational animals. erefore it is not elsewhere than in that
power which we have in common with irrational animals.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 36:4): “Delight in the
Lord.” But the sensitive appetite cannot reach toGod; only the
intellectual appetite can. erefore delight can be in the intel-
lectual appetite.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), a certain delight
arises from the apprehension of the reason. Now on the rea-
son apprehending something, not only the sensitive appetite
is moved, as regards its application to some particular thing,
but also the intellectual appetite, which is called the will. And
accordingly in the intellectual appetite or will there is that de-
light which is called joy, but not bodily delight.

However, there is this difference of delight in either power,
that delight of the sensitive appetite is accompanied by a bod-
ily transmutation, whereas delight of the intellectual appetite

is nothing but the mere movement of the will. Hence Augus-
tine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 6) that “desire and joy are nothing
else but a volition of consent to the things we wish.”

Reply to Objection 1. In this definition of the Philoso-
pher, he uses the word “sensible” in its wide acceptation for
any kind of perception. For he says (Ethic. x, 4) that “delight is
attendant upon every sense, as it is also upon every act of the
intellect and contemplation.”Orwemay say that he is defining
delight of the sensitive appetite.

Reply to Objection 2. Delight has the character of pas-
sion, properly speaking, when accompanied by bodily trans-
mutation. It is not thus in the intellectual appetite, but accord-
ing to simple movement: for thus it is also in God and the an-
gels. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 14) that “God re-
joices by one simple act”: and Dionysius says at the end of De
Coel. Hier., that “the angels are not susceptible to our passi-
ble delight, but rejoice together with Godwith the gladness of
incorruption.”

Reply to Objection 3. In us there is delight, not only in
commonwith dumb animals, but also in commonwith angels.
Wherefore Dionysius says (DeCoel. Hier.) that “holy men of-
ten take part in the angelic delights.” Accordingly we have de-
light, not only in the sensitive appetite, which we have in com-
mon with dumb animals, but also in the intellectual appetite,
which we have in common with the angels.

Ia IIae q. 31 a. 5Whether bodily and sensible pleasures are greater than spiritual and intellectual pleasures?

Objection 1. It would seem that bodily and sensible plea-
sures are greater than spiritual and intelligible pleasures. For all
men seek some pleasure, according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
x, 2,4). But more seek sensible pleasures, than intelligible spir-
itual pleasures. erefore bodily pleasures are greater.

Objection 2. Further, the greatness of a cause is known by
its effect. But bodily pleasures have greater effects; since “they
alter the state of the body, and in some they cause madness”
(Ethic. vii, 3). erefore bodily pleasures are greater.

Objection 3. Further, bodily pleasures need to be tem-
pered and checked, by reason of their vehemence: whereas
there is no need to check spiritual pleasures. erefore bodily

pleasures are greater.
On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 118:103): “How sweet

are y words to my palate; more than honey to my mouth!”
And the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 7) that “the greatest plea-
sure is derived from the operation of wisdom.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), pleasure arises from
union with a suitable object perceived or known. Now, in the
operations of the soul, especially of the sensitive and intellec-
tual soul, it must be noted that, since they do not pass into
outwardmatter, they are acts or perfections of the agent, e.g. to
understand, to feel, to will and the like: because actions which
pass into outward matter, are actions and perfections rather
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of the matter transformed; for “movement is the act produced
by the mover in the thing moved” (Phys. iii, 3). Accordingly
the aforesaid actions of the sensitive and intellectual soul, are
themselves a certain good of the agent, and are known by sense
and intellect. Wherefore from them also does pleasure arise,
and not only from their objects.

If therefore we compare intellectual pleasures with sen-
sible pleasures, according as we delight in the very actions,
for instance in sensitive and in intellectual knowledge; with-
out doubt intellectual pleasures are much greater than sensi-
ble pleasures. For man takes much more delight in knowing
something, by understanding it, than in knowing something
by perceiving it with his sense. Because intellectual knowledge
is more perfect; and because it is better known, since the intel-
lect reflects on its own act more than sense does. Moreover in-
tellectual knowledge is more beloved: for there is no one who
would not forfeit his bodily sight rather than his intellectual
vision, as beasts or fools are deprived thereof, as Augustine says
in De Civ. Dei (De Trin. xiv, 14).

If, however, intellectual spiritual pleasures be compared
with sensible bodily pleasures, then, in themselves and abso-
lutely speaking, spiritual pleasures are greater.And this appears
from the consideration of the three things needed for plea-
sure, viz. the good which is brought into conjunction, that to
which it is conjoined, and the conjunction itself. For spiritual
good is both greater and more beloved than bodily good: a
sign whereof is that men abstain from even the greatest bodily
pleasures, rather than suffer loss of honor which is an intellec-
tual good. Likewise the intellectual faculty is much more no-
ble andmore knowing than the sensitive faculty. Also the con-
junction is more intimate, more perfect and more firm. More
intimate, because the senses stop at the outward accidents of
a thing, whereas the intellect penetrates to the essence; for the
object of the intellect is “what a thing is.”More perfect, because
the conjunction of the sensible to the sense impliesmovement,

which is an imperfect act: wherefore sensible pleasures are not
perceived all at once, but some part of them is passing away,
while someother part is looked forward to as yet to be realized,
as is manifest in pleasures of the table and in sexual pleasures:
whereas intelligible things are withoutmovement: hence plea-
sures of this kind are realized all at once. More firm; because
the objects of bodily pleasure are corruptible, and soon pass
away; whereas spiritual goods are incorruptible.

On the other hand, in relation to us, bodily pleasures
are more vehement, for three reasons. First, because sensible
things are more known to us, than intelligible things. Sec-
ondly, because sensible pleasures, through being passions of
the sensitive appetite, are accompanied by some alteration in
the body: whereas this does not occur in spiritual pleasures,
save by reason of a certain reaction of the superior appetite
on the lower. irdly, because bodily pleasures are sought as
remedies for bodily defects or troubles, whence various griefs
arise. Wherefore bodily pleasures, by reason of their succeed-
ing griefs of this kind, are felt the more, and consequently are
welcomed more than spiritual pleasures, which have no con-
trary griefs, as we shall state farther on (q. 35, a. 5).

Reply to Objection 1. e reason why more seek bodily
pleasures is because sensible goods are known better and more
generally: and, again, because men need pleasures as remedies
for many kinds of sorrow and sadness: and since the majority
cannot attain spiritual pleasures, which are proper to the vir-
tuous, hence it is that they turn aside to seek those of the body.

Reply to Objection 2. Bodily transmutation arises more
frombodily pleasures, inasmuch as they are passions of the sen-
sitive appetite.

Reply to Objection 3. Bodily pleasures are realized in the
sensitive faculty which is governed by reason: wherefore they
need to be tempered and checked by reason. But spiritual plea-
sures are in the mind, which is itself the rule: wherefore they
are in themselves both sober and moderate.

Ia IIae q. 31 a. 6Whether the pleasures of touch are greater than the pleasures afforded by the other senses?

Objection 1. It would seem that the pleasures of touch are
not greater than the pleasures afforded by the other senses. Be-
cause the greatest pleasure seems to be that without which all
joy is at an end. But such is the pleasure afforded by the sight,
according to thewords ofTob. 5:12: “Whatmanner of joy shall
be tome, who sit in darkness, and see not the light of heaven?”
erefore the pleasure afforded by the sight is the greatest of
sensible pleasures.

Objection 2. Further, “every one finds treasure in what
he loves,” as the Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 11). But “of all the
senses the sight is lovedmost”*.erefore the greatest pleasure
seems to be afforded by sight.

Objection 3. Further, the beginning of friendship which
is for the sake of the pleasant is principally sight. But pleasure
is the cause of such friendship. erefore the greatest pleasure

seems to be afforded by sight.
On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 10),

that the greatest pleasures are those which are afforded by the
touch.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 25, a. 2, ad 1; q. 27, a. 4,
ad 1), everything gives pleasure according as it is loved. Now,
as stated in Metaph. i, 1, the senses are loved for two reasons:
for the purpose of knowledge, and on account of their useful-
ness. Wherefore the senses afford pleasure in both these ways.
But because it is proper to man to apprehend knowledge it-
self as something good, it follows that the former pleasures of
the senses, i.e. those which arise from knowledge, are proper to
man: whereas pleasures of the senses, as loved for their useful-
ness, are common to all animals.

If thereforewe speak of that sensible pleasure bywhich rea-
* Metaph. i, 1.
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son of knowledge, it is evident that the sight affords greater
pleasure than anyother sense.On theotherhand, ifwe speakof
that sensible pleasurewhich is by reason of usefulness, then the
greatest pleasure is afforded by the touch. For the usefulness of
sensible things is gauged by their relation to the preservation
of the animal’s nature. Now the sensible objects of touch bear
the closest relation to this usefulness: for the touch takes cog-
nizance of those things which are vital to an animal, namely, of
things hot and cold and the like.Wherefore in this respect, the
pleasures of touch are greater as being more closely related to
the end. For this reason, too, other animals which do not expe-
rience sensible pleasure save by reason of usefulness, derive no
pleasure from the other senses except as subordinated to the
sensible objects of the touch: “for dogs do not take delight in
the smell of hares, but in eating them;…nor does the lion feel
pleasure in the lowing of an ox, but in devouring it” (Ethic. iii,
10).

Since then the pleasure afforded by touch is the greatest
in respect of usefulness, and the pleasure afforded by sight the
greatest in respect of knowledge; if anyone wish to compare
these two, he will find that the pleasure of touch is, absolutely
speaking, greater than the pleasure of sight, so far as the latter

remains within the limits of sensible pleasure. Because it is evi-
dent that in everything, thatwhich is natural ismost powerful:
and it is to these pleasures of the touch that the natural concu-
piscences, such as those of food, sexual union, and the like, are
ordained. If, however, we consider the pleasures of sight, inas-
much sight is the handmaid of the mind, then the pleasures of
sight are greater, forasmuch as intellectual pleasures are greater
than sensible.

Reply to Objection 1. Joy, as stated above (a. 3), denotes
pleasure of the soul; and this belongs principally to the sight.
But natural pleasure belongs principally to the touch.

Reply toObjection2.esight is lovedmost, “on account
of knowledge, because it helps us to distinguish many things,”
as is stated in the same passage (Metaph. i, 1).

Reply to Objection 3. Pleasure causes carnal love in one
way; the sight, in another. For pleasure, especially that which is
afforded by the touch, is the final cause of the friendshipwhich
is for the sake of the pleasant: whereas the sight is a cause like
that from which a movement has its beginning, inasmuch as
the beholder on seeing the lovable object receives an impres-
sion of its image, which entices him to love it and to seek its
delight.

Ia IIae q. 31 a. 7Whether any pleasure is not natural?

Objection 1. It would seem that no pleasure is not natu-
ral. For pleasure is to the emotions of the soul what repose is
to bodies. But the appetite of a natural body does not repose
save in a connatural place. Neither, therefore, can the repose
of the animal appetite, which is pleasure, be elsewhere than in
something connatural. erefore no pleasure is non-natural.

Objection 2. Further, what is against nature is violent. But
“whatever is violent causes grief ” (Metaph. v, 5). erefore
nothing which is unnatural can give pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, the fact of being established in one’s
own nature, if perceived, gives rise to pleasure, as is evident
from the Philosopher’s definition quoted above (a. 1). But it
is natural to every thing to be established in its nature; because
naturalmovement tends to a natural end.erefore every plea-
sure is natural.

Onthe contrary,ePhilosopher says (Ethic. vii, 5,6) that
some things are pleasant “not from nature but from disease.”

I answer that, We speak of that as being natural, which is
in accord with nature, as stated in Phys. ii, 1. Now, in man,
nature can be taken in two ways. First, inasmuch as intellect
and reason is the principal part of man’s nature, since in re-
spect thereof he has his own specific nature. And in this sense,
those pleasures may be called natural to man, which are de-
rived from things pertaining to man in respect of his reason:
for instance, it is natural to man to take pleasure in contem-
plating the truth and in doing works of virtue. Secondly, na-

ture in man may be taken as contrasted with reason, and as
denoting that which is common to man and other animals, es-
pecially that part of man which does not obey reason. And in
this sense, that which pertains to the preservation of the body,
either as regards the individual, as food, drink, sleep, and the
like, or as regards the species, as sexual intercourse, are said to
afford man natural pleasure. Under each kind of pleasures, we
find some that are “not natural” speaking absolutely, and yet
“connatural” in some respect. For it happens in an individual
that some one of the natural principles of the species is cor-
rupted, so that something which is contrary to the specific na-
ture, becomes accidentally natural to this individual: thus it is
natural to this hot water to give heat. Consequently it happens
that somethingwhich is not natural toman, either in regard to
reason, or in regard to the preservation of the body, becomes
connatural to this individual man, on account of there being
some corruption of nature in him. And this corruption may
be either on the part of the body—from some ailment; thus to
a man suffering from fever, sweet things seem bitter, and vice
versa—or from an evil temperament; thus some take pleasure
in eating earth and coals and the like; or on the part of the soul;
thus from custom some take pleasure in cannibalism or in the
unnatural intercourse of man and beast, or other such things,
which are not in accord with human nature.

is suffices for the answers to the objections.
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Ia IIae q. 31 a. 8Whether one pleasure can be contrary to another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one pleasure cannot be
contrary to another. Because the passions of the soul derive
their species and contrariety from their objects. Now the ob-
ject of pleasure is the good. Since therefore good is not con-
trary to good, but “good is contrary to evil, and evil to good,”
as stated in Praedic. viii; it seems that one pleasure is not con-
trary to another.

Objection 2. Further, to one thing there is one contrary, as
is proved in Metaph. x, 4. But sadness is contrary to pleasure.
erefore pleasure is not contrary to pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, if one pleasure is contrary to an-
other, this is only on account of the contrariety of the things
which give pleasure. But this difference is material: whereas
contrariety is a difference of form, as stated in Metaph. x, 4.
erefore there is no contrariety between one pleasure and an-
other.

On the contrary, ings of the same genus that impede
one another are contraries, as the Philosopher states (Phys. viii,
8). But some pleasures impede one another, as stated in Ethic.
x, 5. erefore some pleasures are contrary to one another.

I answer that, Pleasure, in the emotions of the soul, is
likened to repose in natural bodies, as stated above (q. 23, a. 4).
Nowone repose is said to be contrary to anotherwhen they are
in contrary termini; thus, “repose in a high place is contrary to
repose in a low place” (Phys. v, 6).Wherefore it happens in the
emotions of the soul that one pleasure is contrary to another.

Reply toObjection 1. is saying of the Philosopher is to
be understood of good and evil as applied to virtues and vices:
because one vice may be contrary to another vice, whereas no
virtue can be contrary to another virtue. But in other things
nothing prevents one good from being contrary to another,
such as hot and cold, of which the former is good in relation to
fire, the latter, in relation to water. And in this way one plea-
sure can be contrary to another. at this is impossible with
regard to the good of virtue, is due to the fact that virtue’s good
depends on fittingness in relation to some one thing—i.e. the
reason.

Reply to Objection 2. Pleasure, in the emotions of the
soul, is likened to natural repose in bodies: because its object is
something suitable and connatural, so to speak. But sadness is
like a violent repose; because its object is disagreeable to the an-
imal appetite, just as the place of violent repose is disagreeable
to the natural appetite. Now natural repose is contrary both to
violent repose of the same body, and to the natural repose of
another, as stated in Phys. v, 6. Wherefore pleasure is contrary
to both to another pleasure and to sadness.

Reply to Objection 3. e things in which we take plea-
sure, since they are the objects of pleasure, cause not only ama-
terial, but also a formal difference, if the formality of pleasur-
ableness be different. Because difference in the formal object
causes a specific difference in acts and passions, as stated above
(q. 23, Aa. 1,4; q. 30, a. 2).
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Of the Cause of Pleasure
(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the causes of pleasure: and under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether operation is the proper cause of pleasure?
(2) Whether movement is a cause of pleasure?
(3) Whether hope and memory cause pleasure?
(4) Whether sadness causes pleasure?
(5) Whether the actions of others are a cause of pleasure to us?
(6) Whether doing good to another is a cause of pleasure?
(7) Whether likeness is a cause of pleasure?
(8) Whether wonder is a cause of pleasure?

Ia IIae q. 32 a. 1Whether operation is the proper cause of pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that operation is not the
proper and first cause of pleasure. For, as the Philosopher says
(Rhet. i, 11), “pleasure consists in a perception of the senses,”
since knowledge is requisite for pleasure, as stated above (q. 31,
a. 1). But the objects of operations are knowable before the
operations themselves. erefore operation is not the proper
cause of pleasure.

Objection2.Further, pleasure consists especially in an end
gained: since it is this that is chiefly desired. But the end is not
always an operation, but is sometimes the effect of the opera-
tion. erefore operation is not the proper and direct cause of
pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, leisure and rest consist in cessation
fromwork: and they are objects of pleasure (Rhet. i, 11).ere-
fore operation is not the proper cause of pleasure.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 12,13;
x, 4) that “pleasure is a connatural and uninterrupted opera-
tion.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 31, a. 1), two things are
requisite for pleasure: namely, the attainment of the suitable
good, and knowledge of this attainment. Now each of these
consists in a kind of operation: because actual knowledge is an
operation; and the attainment of the suitable good is bymeans
of an operation.Moreover, the proper operation itself is a suit-
able good. Wherefore every pleasure must needs be the result
of some operation.

Reply to Objection 1. e objects of operations are not
pleasurable save inasmuch as they are united to us; either by
knowledge alone, as when we take pleasure in thinking of or
looking at certain things; or in some other way in addition to
knowledge; as when a man takes pleasure in knowing that he
has something good–riches, honor, or the like; which would
not be pleasurable unless they were apprehended as possessed.
For as the Philosopher observes (Polit. ii, 2) “we take great
pleasure in looking upon a thing as our own, by reason of
the natural love we have for ourselves.” Now to have such like
things is nothing else but to use themor to be able to use them:
and this is through some operation. Wherefore it is evident
that every pleasure is traced to some operation as its cause.

Reply to Objection 2. Even when it is not an operation,
but the effect of an operation, that is the end, this effect is
pleasant in so far as possessed or effected: and this implies use
or operation.

Reply toObjection 3.Operations are pleasant, in so far as
they are proportionate and connatural to the agent.Now, since
human power is finite, operation is proportionate thereto ac-
cording to a certain measure. Wherefore if it exceed that mea-
sure, it will be no longer proportionate or pleasant, but, on the
contrary, painful and irksome. And in this sense, leisure and
play and other things pertaining to repose, are pleasant, inas-
much as they banish sadness which results from labor.

Ia IIae q. 32 a. 2Whether movement is a cause of pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that movement is not a cause
of pleasure. Because, as stated above (q. 31, a. 1), the good
which is obtained and is actually possessed, is the cause of plea-
sure: wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 12) that plea-
sure is not compared with generation, but with the operation
of a thing already in existence. Now that which is beingmoved
towards something has it not as yet; but, so to speak, is being

generated in its regard, forasmuch as generation or corruption
are united to every movement, as stated in Phys. viii, 3. ere-
fore movement is not a cause of pleasure.

Objection 2. Further, movement is the chief cause of toil
and fatigue in our works. But operations through being toil-
some and fatiguing are not pleasant but disagreeable. ere-
fore movement is not a cause of pleasure.
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Objection 3. Further, movement implies a certain inno-
vation, which is the opposite of custom. But things “which we
are accustomed to, are pleasant,” as the Philosopher says (Rhet.
i, 11). erefore movement is not a cause of pleasure.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Confess. viii, 3): “What
means this, O Lord my God, whereas ou art everlasting
joy to yself, and some things around ee evermore rejoice
in ee? What means this, that this portion of things ebbs
and flows alternately displeased and reconciled?” From these
words we gather that man rejoices and takes pleasure in some
kind of alterations: and therefore movement seems to cause
pleasure.

I answer that,ree things are requisite for pleasure; two,
i.e. the one that is pleased and the pleasurable object conjoined
to him; and a third, which is knowledge of this conjunction:
and in respect of these three, movement is pleasant, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 14 and Rhetor. i, 11). For as far
as we who feel pleasure are concerned, change is pleasant to us
because our nature is changeable: for which reason that which
is suitable to us at one time is not suitable at another; thus
to warm himself at a fire is suitable to man in winter but not
in summer. Again, on the part of the pleasing good which is
united to us, change is pleasant. Because the continued action
of an agent increases its effect: thus the longer a person remains
near the fire, the more he is warmed and dried. Now the nat-
ural mode of being consists in a certain measure; and there-
fore when the continued presence of a pleasant object exceeds
the measure of one’s natural mode of being, the removal of
that object becomes pleasant. On the part of the knowledge
itself (change becomes pleasant), becauseman desires to know
something whole and perfect: when therefore a thing cannot
be apprehended all at once as a whole, change in such a thing
is pleasant, so that one part may pass and another succeed, and

thus the whole be perceived. Hence Augustine says (Confess.
iv, 11): “ou wouldst not have the syllables stay, but fly away,
that others may come, and thou hear the whole. And so when-
ever any one thing is made up of many, all of which do not
exist together, all would please collectively more than they do
severally, if all could be perceived collectively.”

If therefore there be any thing, whose nature is unchange-
able; the natural mode of whose being cannot be exceeded by
the continuation of any pleasing object; andwhich can behold
the whole object of its delight at once—to such a one change
will afford no delight. And themore any pleasures approach to
this, the more are they capable of being continual.

Reply toObjection 1.Although the subject of movement
has not yet perfectly that to which it is moved, nevertheless
it is beginning to have something thereof: and in this respect
movement itself has something of pleasure. But it falls short of
the perfection of pleasure; because the more perfect pleasures
regard things that are unchangeable. Moreover movement be-
comes the cause of pleasure, in so far as thereby something
which previously was unsuitable, becomes suitable or ceases to
be, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Movement causes toil and fatigue,
when it exceeds ournatural aptitude. It is not thus that it causes
pleasure, but by removing the obstacles to our natural aptitude.

Reply to Objection 3. What is customary becomes pleas-
ant, in so far as it becomes natural: because custom is like a sec-
ond nature. But themovement which gives pleasure is not that
which departs from custom, but rather that which prevents
the corruption of the natural mode of being, that might re-
sult from continued operation. And thus from the same cause
of connaturalness, both custom and movement become pleas-
ant.

Ia IIae q. 32 a. 3Whether hope and memory causes pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem thatmemory and hope do not
cause pleasure. Because pleasure is caused by present good, as
Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12). But hope and memory
regard what is absent: sincememory is of the past, and hope of
the future.erefore memory and hope do not cause pleasure.

Objection 2. Further, the same thing is not the cause
of contraries. But hope causes affliction, according to Prov.
13:12: “Hope that is deferred afflicteth the soul.” erefore
hope does not cause pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, just as hope agrees with pleasure
in regarding good, so also do desire and love. erefore hope
should not be assigned as a cause of pleasure, any more than
desire or love.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 12:12): “Rejoicing
in hope”; and (Ps. 76:4): “I remembered God, and was de-
lighted.”

I answer that,Pleasure is caused by the presence of suitable

good, in so far as it is felt, or perceived in any way. Now a thing
is present tous in twoways. First, in knowledge—i.e. according
as the thing known is in the knower by its likeness; secondly,
in reality—i.e. according as one thing is in real conjunction
of any kind with another, either actually or potentially. And
since real conjunction is greater than conjunction by likeness,
which is the conjunction of knowledge; and again, since ac-
tual is greater than potential conjunction: therefore the great-
est pleasure is that which arises from sensation which requires
the presence of the sensible object. e second place belongs
to the pleasure of hope, wherein there is pleasurable conjunc-
tion, not only in respect of apprehension, but also in respect of
the faculty or power of obtaining the pleasurable object. e
third place belongs to the pleasure of memory, which has only
the conjunction of apprehension.

Reply to Objection 1. Hope and memory are indeed of
things which, absolutely speaking, are absent: and yet those
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are, aer a fashion, present, i.e. either according to apprehen-
siononly; or according to apprehension andpossibility, at least
supposed, of attainment.

Reply toObjection2.Nothingprevents the same thing, in
differentways, being the cause of contraries. And so hope, inas-
much as it implies a present appraising of a future good, causes
pleasure; whereas, inasmuch as it implies absence of that good,
it causes affliction.

Reply to Objection 3. Love and concupiscence also cause

pleasure. For everything that is loved becomes pleasing to the
lover, since love is a kind of union or connaturalness of lover
and beloved. In likemanner every object of desire is pleasing to
the one that desires, since desire is chiefly a craving for pleasure.
However hope, as implying a certainty of the real presence of
the pleasing good, that is not implied either by love or by con-
cupiscence, is reckoned in preference to them as causing plea-
sure; and also in preference to memory, which is of that which
has already passed away.

Ia IIae q. 32 a. 4Whether sadness causes pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that sadness does not cause
pleasure. For nothing causes its own contrary. But sadness is
contrary to pleasure. erefore it does not cause it.

Objection 2. Further, contraries have contrary effects. But
pleasures, when called to mind, cause pleasure. erefore sad
things, when remembered, cause sorrow and not pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, as sadness is to pleasure, so is hatred
to love. But hatred does not cause love, but rather the other
way about, as stated above (q. 29, a. 2). erefore sadness does
not cause pleasure.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 41:4): “My tears have
been my bread day and night”: where bread denotes the re-
freshment of pleasure. erefore tears, which arise from sad-
ness, can give pleasure.

I answer that, Sadness may be considered in two ways: as
existing actually, and as existing in the memory: and in both
ways sadness can cause pleasure. Because sadness, as actually
existing, causes pleasure, inasmuch as it brings to mind that
which is loved, the absence of which causes sadness; and yet
the mere thought of it gives pleasure. e recollection of sad-
ness becomes a cause of pleasure, on account of the deliver-
ance which ensued: because absence of evil is looked upon as

something good; wherefore so far as a man thinks that he has
been delivered from that which caused him sorrow and pain,
so much reason has he to rejoice. Hence Augustine says in De
Civ. Dei xxii, 31* that “oentimes in joy we call to mind sad
things…and in the season of health we recall past pains with-
out feeling pain…and in proportion are the more filled with
joy and gladness”: and again (Confess. viii, 3) he says that “the
more peril there was in the battle, so much the more joy will
there be in the triumph.”

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes accidentally a thing is
the cause of its contrary: thus “that which is cold sometimes
causes heat,” as stated in Phys. viii, 1. In like manner sadness is
the accidental cause of pleasure, in so far as it gives rise to the
apprehension of something pleasant.

Reply to Objection 2. Sad things, called to mind, cause
pleasure, not in so far as they are sad and contrary to pleasant
things; but in so far asman is delivered from them. In likeman-
ner the recollection of pleasant things, by reason of these being
lost, may cause sadness.

Reply to Objection 3. Hatred also can be the accidental
cause of love: i.e. so far as some love one another, inasmuch as
they agree in hating one and the same thing.

Ia IIae q. 32 a. 5Whether the actions of others are a cause of pleasure to us?

Objection 1. It would seem that the actions of others are
not a cause of pleasure to us. Because the cause of pleasure is
our own good when conjoined to us. But the actions of oth-
ers are not conjoined to us. erefore they are not a cause of
pleasure to us.

Objection 2. Further, the action is the agent’s own good.
If, therefore, the actions of others are a cause of pleasure to us,
for the same reason all goods belonging to others will be pleas-
ing to us: which is evidently untrue.

Objection 3. Further, action is pleasant through proceed-
ing from an innate habit; hence it is stated in Ethic. ii, 3 that
“wemust reckon the pleasure which follows aer action, as be-
ing the sign of a habit existing in us.” But the actions of oth-
ers do not proceed from habits existing in us, but, sometimes,
fromhabits existing in the agents.erefore the actions of oth-

ers are not pleasing to us, but to the agents themselves.
Onthe contrary, It is written in the second canonical epis-

tle of John (verse 4): “I was exceeding glad that I found thy
children walking in truth.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1; q. 31, a. 1), two
things are requisite for pleasure, namely, the attainment of
one’s proper good, and the knowledge of having obtained it.
Wherefore the action of another may cause pleasure to us in
three ways. First, from the fact that we obtain some good
through the action of another. And in this way, the actions of
those who do some good to us, are pleasing to us: since it is
pleasant to be benefited by another. Secondly, from the fact
that another’s action makes us to know or appreciate our own
good: and for this reason men take pleasure in being praised
or honored by others, because, to wit, they thus become aware

* Gregory, Moral. iv.
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of some good existing in themselves. And since this appreci-
ation receives greater weight from the testimony of good and
wisemen, hencemen take greater pleasure in being praised and
honored by them. And because a flatterer appears to praise,
therefore flattery is pleasing to some. And as love is for some-
thing good, while admiration is for something great, so it is
pleasant to be loved and admired by others, inasmuch as aman
thus becomes aware of his own goodness or greatness, through
their giving pleasure to others. irdly, from the fact that an-
other’s actions, if theybe good, are reckoned as one’s owngood,
by reasonof the power of love,whichmakes aman to regardhis
friend as one with himself. And on account of hatred, which
makes one to reckon another’s good as being in opposition to

oneself, the evil action of an enemy becomes an object of plea-
sure: whence it is written (1 Cor. 13:6) that charity “rejoiceth
not in iniquity, but rejoiceth with the truth.”

Reply toObjection 1.Another’s action may be conjoined
to me, either by its effect, as in the first way, or by knowledge,
as in the second way; or by affection, as in the third way.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument avails for the third
mode, but not for the first two.

Reply toObjection 3.Although the actions of another do
not proceed fromhabits that are inme, yet they either produce
inme something that gives pleasure; or theymakeme appreci-
ate or know a habit of mind; or they proceed from the habit of
one who is united to me by love.

Ia IIae q. 32 a. 6Whether doing good to another is a cause of pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that doing good to another is
not a cause of pleasure. Because pleasure is caused by one’s ob-
taining one’s proper good, as stated above (Aa. 1,5; q. 31, a. 1).
But doing good pertains not to the obtaining but to the spend-
ing of one’s proper good. erefore it seems to be the cause of
sadness rather than of pleasure.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1)
that “illiberality is more connatural to man than prodigality.”
Now it is amark of prodigality to do good to others; while it is
amark of illiberality to desist fromdoing good. Since therefore
everyone takes pleasure in a connatural operation, as stated in
Ethic. vii, 14 and x, 4, it seems that doing good to others is not
a cause of pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, contrary effects proceed from con-
trary causes. But man takes a natural pleasure in certain kinds
of ill-doing, such as overcoming, contradicting or scolding
others, or, if he be angry, in punishing them, as the Philosopher
says (Rhet. i, 11). erefore doing good to others is a cause of
sadness rather than pleasure.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Polit. ii, 2) that
“it is most pleasant to give presents or assistance to friends and
strangers.”

I answer that, Doing good to another may give pleasure
in three ways. First, in consideration of the effect, which is
the good conferred on another. In this respect, inasmuch as
through being united to others by love, we look upon their
good as being our own, we take pleasure in the good we do to
others, especially to our friends, as in our own good. Secondly,
in considerationof the end; aswhen aman, fromdoing good to
another, hopes to get some good for himself, either from God
or from man: for hope is a cause of pleasure. irdly, in con-
sideration of the principle: and thus, doing good to another,
can give pleasure in respect of a threefold principle. One is the
faculty of doing good: and in this regard, doing good to an-
other becomes pleasant, in so far as it arouses in man an imag-
ination of abundant good existing in him, whereof he is able
to give others a share. Wherefore men take pleasure in their

children, and in their own works, as being things on which
they bestow a share of their own good. Another principle is
man’s habitual inclination to do good, by reason of which do-
ing good becomes connatural to him: for which reason the lib-
eral man takes pleasure in giving to others. e third principle
is the motive: for instance when a man is moved by one whom
he loves, to do good to someone: for whatever we do or suffer
for a friend is pleasant, because love is the principal cause of
pleasure.

Reply toObjection 1. Spending gives pleasure as showing
forth one’s good. But in so far as it empties us of our own good
it may be a cause of sadness; for instance when it is excessive.

Reply toObjection2.Prodigality is an excessive spending,
which is unnatural:wherefore prodigality is said to be contrary
to nature.

Reply to Objection 3. To overcome, to contradict, and to
punish, give pleasure, not as tending to another’s ill, but as per-
taining to one’s owngood,whichman lovesmore thanhehates
another’s ill. For it is naturally pleasant to overcome, inasmuch
as it makes a man to appreciate his own superiority. Where-
fore all those games in which there is a striving for the mas-
tery, and a possibility of winning it, afford the greatest plea-
sure: and speaking generally all contests, in so far as they admit
hope of victory. To contradict and to scold can give pleasure in
two ways. First, as makingman imagine himself to be wise and
excellent; since it belongs to wise men and elders to reprove
and to scold. Secondly, in so far as by scolding and reproving,
one does good to another: for this gives one pleasure, as stated
above. It is pleasant to an angry man to punish, in so far as he
thinks himself to be removing an apparent slight, which seems
to be due to a previous hurt: for when aman is hurt by another,
he seems to be slighted thereby; and therefore he wishes to be
quit of this slight by paying back the hurt. And thus it is clear
that doing good to another may be of itself pleasant: whereas
doing evil to another is not pleasant, except in so far as it seems
to affect one’s own good.
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Ia IIae q. 32 a. 7Whether likeness is a cause of pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that likeness is not a cause of
pleasure. Because ruling and presiding seem to imply a certain
unlikeness. But “it is natural to take pleasure in ruling and pre-
siding,” as stated in Rhetor. i, 11. erefore unlikeness, rather
than likeness, is a cause of pleasure.

Objection2.Further, nothing ismoreunlike pleasure than
sorrow. But those who are burdened by sorrow are most in-
clined to seek pleasures, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 14).
erefore unlikeness, rather than likeness, is a cause of plea-
sure.

Objection 3. Further, those who are satiated with certain
delights, derive not pleasure but disgust from them; as when
one is satiated with food. erefore likeness is not a cause of
pleasure.

Onthe contrary,Likeness is a cause of love, as above stated
(q. 27, a. 3): and love is the cause of pleasure.erefore likeness
is a cause of pleasure.

I answer that,Likeness is a kind of unity; hence thatwhich
is like us, as being one with us, causes pleasure; just at it causes
love, as stated above (q. 27, a. 3). And if that which is like us
does not hurt our own good, but increase it, it is pleasurable
simply; for instance one man in respect of another, one youth
in relation to another. But if it be hurtful to our own good,
thus accidentally it causes disgust or sadness, not as being like
and one with us, but as hurtful to that which is yet more one
with us.

Now it happens in two ways that something like is hurt-
ful to our own good. First, by destroying the measure of our
own good, by a kind of excess; because good, especially bodily
good, as health, is conditioned by a certain measure: where-
fore superfluous good or any bodily pleasure, causes disgust.
Secondly, by being directly contrary to one’s own good: thus

a potter dislikes other potters, not because they are potters,
but because they deprive him of his own excellence or profits,
which he seeks as his own good.

Reply to Objection 1. Since ruler and subject are in com-
munion with one another, there is a certain likeness between
them: but this likeness is conditioned by a certain superiority,
since ruling and presiding pertain to the excellence of a man’s
own good: because they belong tomenwho arewise andbetter
than others; the result being that they give man an idea of his
own excellence.Another reason is that by ruling andpresiding,
a man does good to others, which is pleasant.

Reply to Objection 2. at which gives pleasure to the
sorrowful man, though it be unlike sorrow, bears some like-
ness to theman that is sorrowful: because sorrows are contrary
to his own good. Wherefore the sorrowful man seeks pleasure
as making for his own good, in so far as it is a remedy for its
contrary. And this is why bodily pleasures, which are contrary
to certain sorrows, aremore sought than intellectual pleasures,
which have no contrary sorrow, as we shall state later on (q. 35,
a. 5). And this explains why all animals naturally desire plea-
sure: because animals ever work through sense andmovement.
For this reason also young people are most inclined to seek
pleasures; on account of the many changes to which they are
subject, while yet growing. Moreover this is why the melan-
cholic has a strong desire for pleasures, in order to drive away
sorrow: because his “body is corroded by a base humor,” as
stated in Ethic. vii, 14.

Reply to Objection 3. Bodily goods are conditioned by a
certainfixedmeasure:wherefore surfeit of such things destroys
theproper good, and consequently gives rise todisgust and sor-
row, through being contrary to the proper good of man.

Ia IIae q. 32 a. 8Whether wonder is a cause of pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that wonder is not a cause of
pleasure. Because wonder is the act of one who is ignorant of
the nature of something, as Damascene says. But knowledge,
rather than ignorance, is a cause of pleasure.erefore wonder
is not a cause of pleasure.

Objection 2. Further, wonder is the beginning of wisdom,
being as it were, the road to the search of truth, as stated in the
beginning of Metaph. i, 2. But “it is more pleasant to think of
whatwe know, than to seekwhatwe knownot,” as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. x, 7): since in the latter case we encounter
difficulties and hindrances, in the former not; while pleasure
arises from an operation which is unhindered, as stated in
Ethic. vii, 12,13. erefore wonder hinders rather than causes
pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, everyone takes pleasure in what he
is accustomed to: wherefore the actions of habits acquired by

custom, are pleasant. But “we wonder at what is unwonted,” as
Augustine says (Tract. xxiv in Joan.).erefore wonder is con-
trary to the cause of pleasure.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 11) that
wonder is the cause of pleasure.

I answer that, It is pleasant to get what one desires, as
stated above (q. 23, a. 4): and therefore the greater the desire
for the thing loved, the greater the pleasurewhen it is attained:
indeed the very increase of desire brings with it an increase of
pleasure, according as it gives rise to the hope of obtaining that
which is loved, since it was stated above (a. 3, ad 3) that de-
sire resulting from hope is a cause of pleasure. Now wonder is
a kind of desire for knowledge; a desire which comes to man
when he sees an effect of which the cause either is unknown
to him, or surpasses his knowledge or faculty of understand-
ing. Consequently wonder is a cause of pleasure, in so far as
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it includes a hope of getting the knowledge which one desires
to have. For this reason whatever is wonderful is pleasing, for
instance things that are scarce. Also, representations of things,
even of those which are not pleasant in themselves, give rise
to pleasure; for the soul rejoices in comparing one thing with
another, because comparison of one thing with another is the
proper and connatural act of the reason, as the Philosopher
says (Poet. iv).is again is why “it is more delightful to be de-
livered from great danger, because it is something wonderful,”
as stated in Rhetor. i, 11.

Reply toObjection 1.Wonder gives pleasure, not because
it implies ignorance, but in so far as it includes the desire of
learning the cause, and in so far as the wonderer learns some-
thing new, i.e. that the cause is other than he had thought it to
be.*

Reply toObjection2.Pleasure includes two things; rest in
the good, and perception of this rest. As to the former there-

fore, since it is more perfect to contemplate the known truth,
than to seek for the unknown, the contemplation of what we
know, is in itself more pleasing than the research of what we
do not know. Nevertheless, as to the second, it happens that
research is sometimes more pleasing accidentally, in so far as it
proceeds from a greater desire: for greater desire is awakened
whenwe are conscious of our ignorance.is is whyman takes
the greatest pleasure in finding or learning things for the first
time.

Reply toObjection3. It is pleasant to dowhatwe arewont
to do, inasmuch as this is connatural to us, as it were. And yet
things that are of rare occurrence can be pleasant, either as re-
gards knowledge, from the fact that we desire to know some-
thing about them, in so far as they are wonderful; or as regards
action, from the fact that “the mind is more inclined by desire
to act intensely in things that are new,” as stated in Ethic. x, 4,
since more perfect operation causes more perfect pleasure.

* According to another reading:—that he is other than he thought himself to be.
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F P   S P, Q 33
Of the Effects of Pleasure
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the effects of pleasure; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether expansion is an effect of pleasure?
(2) Whether pleasure causes thirst or desire for itself ?
(3) Whether pleasure hinders the use of reason?
(4) Whether pleasure perfects operation?

Ia IIae q. 33 a. 1Whether expansion is an effect of pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that expansion is not an effect
of pleasure. For expansion seems to pertain more to love, ac-
cording to the Apostle (2 Cor. 6:11): “Our heart is enlarged.”
Wherefore it is written (Ps. 118:96) concerning the precept of
charity: “y commandment is exceeding broad.” But pleasure
is a distinct passion from love. erefore expansion is not an
effect of pleasure.

Objection 2. Further, when a thing expands it is enabled
to receive more. But receiving pertains to desire, which is for
something not yet possessed.erefore expansion seems to be-
long to desire rather than to pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, contraction is contrary to expan-
sion. But contraction seems to belong to pleasure, for the hand
closes on thatwhichwewish to grasp firmly: and such is the af-
fection of appetite in regard to that which pleases it.erefore
expansion does not pertain to pleasure.

On the contrary, In order to express joy, it is written (Is.
60:5): “ou shall see and abound, thy heart shall wonder and
be enlarged.”Moreover pleasure is called by the name of “laeti-
tia” as being derived from “dilatatio” [expansion], as stated
above (q. 31, a. 3, ad 3).

I answer that, Breadth [latitudo] is a dimension of bod-
ily magnitude: hence it is not applied to the emotions of the
soul, save metaphorically. Now expansion denotes a kind of
movement towards breadth; and it belongs to pleasure in re-
spect of the two things requisite for pleasure. One of these is
on the part of the apprehensive power, which is cognizant of

the conjunction with some suitable good. As a result of this
apprehension,man perceives that he has attained a certain per-
fection, which is amagnitude of the spiritual order: and in this
respectman’smind is said to bemagnifiedor expandedbyplea-
sure. e other requisite for pleasure is on the part of the ap-
petitive power, which acquiesces in the pleasurable object, and
rests therein, offering, as it were, to enfold it within itself. And
thus man’s affection is expanded by pleasure, as though it sur-
rendered itself to hold within itself the object of its pleasure.

Reply to Objection 1. In metaphorical expressions noth-
ing hinders one and the same thing from being attributed to
different things according to different likenesses. And in this
way expansion pertains to love by reason of a certain spreading
out, in so far as the affection of the lover spreads out to oth-
ers, so as to care, not only for his own interests, but also for
what concerns others. On the other hand expansion pertains
to pleasure, in so far as a thing becomes more ample in itself so
as to become more capacious.

Reply toObjection 2.Desire includes a certain expansion
arising from the imagination of the thing desired; but this ex-
pansion increases at the presence of the pleasurable object: be-
cause the mind surrenders itself more to that object when it
is already taking pleasure in it, than when it desires it before
possessing it; since pleasure is the end of desire.

Reply to Objection 3. He that takes pleasure in a thing
holds it fast, by clinging to it with all his might: but he opens
his heart to it that he may enjoy it perfectly.

Ia IIae q. 33 a. 2Whether pleasure causes thirst or desire for itself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that pleasure does not cause
desire for itself. Because all movement ceases when repose is
reached.Butpleasure is, as itwere, a certain repose of themove-
ment of desire, as stated above (q. 23, a. 4; q. 25, a. 2). ere-
fore the movement of desire ceases when pleasure is reached.
erefore pleasure does not cause desire.

Objection 2. Further, a thing does not cause its contrary.
But pleasure is, in a way, contrary to desire, on the part of the
object: since desire regards a good which is not yet possessed,
whereas pleasure regards the good that is possessed. erefore

pleasure does not cause desire for itself.
Objection 3. Further, distaste is incompatible with desire.

But pleasure oen causes distaste. erefore it does not cause
desire.

On the contrary, Our Lord said ( Jn. 4:13): “Whosoever
drinketh of this water, shall thirst again”: where, according to
Augustine (Tract. xv in Joan.), water denotes pleasures of the
body.

I answer that, Pleasure can be considered in two ways;
first, as existing in reality; secondly, as existing in the memory.
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Again thirst, or desire, can be taken in twoways; first, properly,
as denoting a craving for something not possessed; secondly, in
general, as excluding distaste.

Considered as existing in reality, pleasure does not of it-
self cause thirst or desire for itself, but only accidentally; pro-
vided we take thirst or desire as denoting a craving for some
thing not possessed: because pleasure is an emotion of the ap-
petite in respect of something actually present. But itmay hap-
pen thatwhat is actually present is not perfectly possessed: and
thismay be on the part of the thing possessed, or on the part of
the possessor. On the part of the thing possessed, this happens
through the thing possessed not being a simultaneous whole;
wherefore one obtains possession of it successively, and while
taking pleasure in what one has, one desires to possess the re-
mainder: thus if a man is pleased with the first part of a verse,
he desires to hear the second part, as Augustine says (Confess.
iv, 11). In this way nearly all bodily pleasures cause thirst for
themselves, until they are fully realized, because pleasures of
this kind arise from some movement: as is evident in pleasures
of the table. On the part of the possessor, this happens when
a man possesses a thing which is perfect in itself, yet does not
possess it perfectly, but obtains possession of it little by little.
us in this life, a faint perception of Divine knowledge af-
fords us delight, and delight sets up a thirst or desire for per-
fect knowledge; in which sense we may understand the words
of Ecclus. 24:29: “ey that drink me shall yet thirst.”

On the other hand, if by thirst or desire we understand
the mere intensity of the emotion, that excludes distaste, thus
more than all others spiritual pleasures cause thirst or desire
for themselves. Because bodily pleasures become distasteful by
reason of their causing an excess in the natural mode of being,
when they are increased or evenwhen they are protracted; as is

evident in the case of pleasures of the table. is is why, when
a man arrives at the point of perfection in bodily pleasures, he
wearies of them, and sometimes desires another kind. Spiritual
pleasures, on the contrary, do not exceed the natural mode of
being, but perfect nature. Hence when their point of perfec-
tion is reached, then do they afford the greatest delight: except,
perchance, accidentally, in so far as the work of contemplation
is accompanied by some operation of the bodily powers, which
tire from protracted activity. And in this sense also wemay un-
derstand those words of Ecclus. 24:29: “ey that drink me
shall yet thirst”: for, even of the angels, who know God per-
fectly, and delight in Him, it is written (1 Pet. 1:12) that they
“desire to look at Him.”

Lastly, if we consider pleasure, not as existing in reality, but
as existing in the memory, thus it has of itself a natural ten-
dency to cause thirst and desire for itself: when, towit, man re-
turns to that disposition, inwhich hewaswhenhe experienced
the pleasure that is past. But if he be changed from that dispo-
sition, thememory of that pleasure does not give himpleasure,
but distaste: for instance, the memory of food in respect of a
man who has eaten to repletion.

Reply toObjection1.Whenpleasure is perfect, then it in-
cludes complete rest; and the movement of desire, tending to
what was not possessed, ceases. But when it is imperfect, then
the desire, tending to what was not possessed, does not cease
altogether.

Reply to Objection 2. at which is possessed imper-
fectly, is possessed in one respect, and in another respect is
not possessed. Consequently it may be the object of desire and
pleasure at the same time.

Reply to Objection 3. Pleasures cause distaste in one way,
desire in another, as stated above.

Ia IIae q. 33 a. 3Whether pleasure hinders the use of reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that pleasure does not hinder
the use of reason. Because repose facilitates very much the due
use of reason:wherefore the Philosopher says (Phys. vii, 3) that
“while we sit and rest, the soul is inclined to knowledge and
prudence”; and it is written (Wis. 8:16): “When I go into my
house, I shall reposemyself with her,” i.e. wisdom. But pleasure
is a kind of repose. erefore it helps rather than hinders the
use of reason.

Objection 2. Further, things which are not in the same
subject though they be contraries, do not hinder one another.
But pleasure is in the appetitive faculty, while the use of rea-
son is in the apprehensive power. erefore pleasure does not
hinder the use of reason.

Objection 3. Further, that which is hindered by another,
seems to be moved, as it were, thereby. But the use of an ap-
prehensive power moves pleasure rather than is moved by it:
because it is the cause of pleasure. erefore pleasure does not
hinder the use of reason.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5), that
“pleasure destroys the estimate of prudence.”

I answer that,As is stated in Ethic. x, 5, “appropriate plea-
sures increase activity…whereas pleasures arising from other
sources are impediments to activity.” Accordingly there is a
certain pleasure that is taken in the very act of reason, as when
one takes pleasure in contemplating or in reasoning: and such
pleasure does not hinder the act of reason, but helps it; because
we aremore attentive indoing thatwhich gives us pleasure, and
attention fosters activity.

On the other hand bodily pleasures hinder the use of rea-
son in three ways. First, by distracting the reason. Because, as
we have just observed, we attend much to that which pleases
us. Now when the attention is firmly fixed on one thing, it
is either weakened in respect of other things, or it is entirely
withdrawn from them; and thus if the bodily pleasure be great,
either it entirely hinders the use of reason, by concentrating
themind’s attention on itself; or else it hinders it considerably.
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Secondly, by being contrary to reason. Because some pleasures,
especially those that are in excess, are contrary to the order of
reason: and in this sense thePhilosopher says that “bodily plea-
sures destroy the estimate of prudence, but not the speculative
estimate,” towhich they are not opposed, “for instance that the
three angles of a triangle are together equal to two right an-
gles.” In the first sense, however, they hinder both estimates.
irdly, by fettering the reason: in so far as bodily pleasure is
followed by a certain alteration in the body, greater even than
in the other passions, in proportion as the appetite is more ve-
hemently affected towards a present than towards an absent
thing. Now such bodily disturbances hinder the use of reason;
as may be seen in the case of drunkards, in whom the use of
reason is fettered or hindered.

Reply to Objection 1. Bodily pleasure implies indeed re-

pose of the appetite in the object of pleasure; which repose is
sometimes contrary to reason; but on the part of the body it
always implies alteration. And in respect of both points, it hin-
ders the use of reason.

Reply to Objection 2. e powers of the appetite and of
apprehension are indeed distinct parts, but belonging to the
one soul. Consequently when the soul is very intent on the ac-
tion of one part, it is hindered from attending to a contrary act
of the other part.

Reply to Objection 3. e use of reason requires the due
use of the imagination andof the other sensitive powers, which
are exercised through a bodily organ. Consequently alteration
in the body hinders the use of reason, because it hinders the act
of the imagination and of the other sensitive powers.

Ia IIae q. 33 a. 4Whether pleasure perfects operation?

Objection 1. It would seem that pleasure does not perfect
operation. For every human operation depends on the use of
reason. But pleasure hinders the use of reason, as stated above
(a. 3).erefore pleasure does not perfect, butweakens human
operation.

Objection 2. Further, nothing perfects itself or its cause.
But pleasure is an operation (Ethic. vii, 12; x, 4), i.e. either in
its essence or in its cause. erefore pleasure does not perfect
operation.

Objection 3. Further, if pleasure perfects operation, it
does so either as end, or as form, or as agent. But not as end;
because operation is not sought for the sake of pleasure, but
rather the reverse, as stated above (q. 4, a. 2): nor as agent, be-
cause rather is it the operation that causes pleasure: nor again
as form, because, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. x, 4),
“pleasure does not perfect operation, as a habit does.” ere-
fore pleasure does not perfect operation.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 4) that
“pleasure perfects operation.”

I answer that, Pleasure perfects operation in two ways.
First, as an end: not indeed according as an end is that on
“account of which a thing is”; but according as every good
which is added to a thing and completes it, can be called its
end. And in this sense the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 4) that
“pleasure perfects operation…as some end added to it”: that is

to say, inasmuch as to this good, which is operation, there is
added another good, which is pleasure, denoting the repose of
the appetite in a good that is presupposed. Secondly, as agent;
not indeed directly, for the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 4) that
“pleasure perfects operation, not as a physician makes a man
healthy, but as health does”: but it does so indirectly; inasmuch
as the agent, through taking pleasure in his action, is more ea-
gerly intent on it, and carries it out with greater care. And in
this sense it is said in Ethic. x, 5 that “pleasures increase their
appropriate activities, and hinder those that are not appropri-
ate.”

Reply toObjection 1. It is not every pleasure that hinders
the act of reason, but only bodily pleasure; for this arises, not
from the act of reason, but from the act of the concupiscible
faculty, which act is intensified by pleasure. On the contrary,
pleasure that arises from the act of reason, strengthens the use
of reason.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated in Phys. ii, 3 two things
may be causes of one another, if one be the efficient, the other
the final cause. And in this way, operation is the efficient cause
of pleasure, while pleasure perfects operation by way of final
cause, as stated above.

e Reply to the ird Objection is evident for what has
been said.
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Of the Goodness and Malice of Pleasures

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the goodness and malice of pleasures: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether every pleasure is evil?
(2) If not, whether every pleasure is good?
(3) Whether any pleasure is the greatest good?
(4) Whether pleasure is the measure or rule by which to judge of moral good and evil?

Ia IIae q. 34 a. 1Whether every pleasure is evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that every pleasure is evil. For
that which destroys prudence and hinders the use of reason,
seems to be evil in itself: since man’s good is to be “in accord
with reason,” asDionysius says (Div.Nom. iv). But pleasure de-
stroys prudence andhinders the use of reason; and somuch the
more, as the pleasure is greater: wherefore “in sexual pleasures,”
which are the greatest of all, “it is impossible to understand
anything,” as stated in Ethic. vii, 11. Moreover, Jerome says in
his commentary on Matthew* that “at the time of conjugal in-
tercourse, the presence of the Holy Ghost is not vouchsafed,
even if it be a prophet that fulfils the conjugal duty.”erefore
pleasure is evil in itself; and consequently every pleasure is evil.

Objection 2. Further, that which the virtuous man shuns,
and the man lacking in virtue seeks, seems to be evil in itself,
and should be avoided; because, as stated in Ethic. x, 5 “the vir-
tuousman is a kindofmeasure and rule of human actions”; and
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 2:15): “e spiritual man judgeth all
things.” But children and dumb animals, in whom there is no
virtue, seek pleasure: whereas themanwho ismaster of himself
does not.erefore pleasures are evil in themselves and should
be avoided.

Objection 3. Further, “virtue and art are concerned about
the difficult and the good” (Ethic. ii, 3). But no art is ordained
to pleasure. erefore pleasure is not something good.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 36:4): “Delight in the
Lord.” Since, therefore, Divine authority leads to no evil, it
seems that not every pleasure is evil.

I answer that, As stated in Ethic. x, 2,[3] some have main-
tained that all pleasure is evil. e reason seems to have been
that they took account only of sensible and bodily pleasures
which are more manifest; since, also in other respects, the an-
cient philosophers did not discriminate between the intelligi-
ble and the sensible, nor between intellect and sense (De An-
ima iii, 3). And they held that all bodily pleasures should be
reckoned as bad, and thus that man, being prone to immoder-
ate pleasures, arrives at the mean of virtue by abstaining from
pleasure. But they were wrong in holding this opinion. Be-
cause, since none can live without some sensible and bodily
pleasure, if they who teach that all pleasures are evil, are found

in the act of taking pleasure;menwill bemore inclined to plea-
sure by following the example of their works instead of listen-
ing to the doctrine of their words: since, in human actions and
passions, wherein experience is of great weight, examplemoves
more than words.

We must therefore say that some pleasures are good, and
that some are evil. For pleasure is a repose of the appetitive
power in some loved good, and resulting from someoperation;
wherefore we assign a twofold reason for this assertion. e
first is in respect of the good inwhich aman reposes with plea-
sure. For good and evil in the moral order depend on agree-
ment or disagreementwith reason, as stated above (q. 18, a. 5):
just as in the order of nature, a thing is said to be natural, if
it agrees with nature, and unnatural, if it disagrees. Accord-
ingly, just as in the natural order there is a certain natural re-
pose, whereby a thing rests in that which agrees with its nature,
for instance, when a heavy body rests down below; and again
an unnatural repose, whereby a thing rests in that which dis-
agrees with its nature, as when a heavy body rests up alo: so,
in themoral order, there is a good pleasure, whereby the higher
or lower appetite rests in that which is in accord with reason;
and an evil pleasure, whereby the appetite rests in that which
is discordant from reason and the law of God.

e second reason canbe foundby considering the actions,
some of which are good, some evil. Now pleasures which are
conjoined to actions are more akin to those actions, than de-
sires, which precede them in point of time. Wherefore, since
the desires of good actions are good, and of evil actions, evil;
much more are the pleasures of good actions good, and those
of evil actions evil.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 33, a. 3), it is
not the pleasures which result from an act of reason, that hin-
der the reason or destroy prudence, but extraneous pleasures,
such as the pleasures of the body. ese indeed hinder the use
of reason, as stated above (q. 33, a. 3), either by contrariety
of the appetite that rests in something repugnant to reason,
which makes the pleasure morally bad; or by fettering the rea-
son: thus in conjugal intercourse, though the pleasure be in ac-
cord with reason, yet it hinders the use of reason, on account

* Origen, Hom. vi in Num.
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of the accompanying bodily change. But in this case the plea-
sure is not morally evil; as neither is sleep, whereby the reason
is fettered, morally evil, if it be taken according to reason: for
reason itself demands that the use of reason be interrupted at
times. We must add, however, that although this fettering of
the reason through the pleasure of conjugal intercourse has no
moral malice, since it is neither a mortal nor a venial sin; yet it
proceeds from a kind of moral malice, namely, from the sin of
our first parent; because, as stated in the Ia, q. 98, a. 2 the case
was different in the state of innocence.

Reply to Objection 2. e temperate man does not shun
all pleasures, but those that are immoderate, and contrary to

reason. e fact that children and dumb animals seek plea-
sures, does not prove that all pleasures are evil: because they
have from God their natural appetite, which is moved to that
which is naturally suitable to them.

Reply toObjection 3. Art is not concerned with all kinds
of good, but with the making of external things, as we shall
state further on (q. 57, a. 3). But actions and passions, which
are within us, are more the concern of prudence and virtue
than of art. Nevertheless there is an art of making pleasure,
namely, “the art of cookery and the art of making arguments,”
as stated in Ethic. vii, 12.

Ia IIae q. 34 a. 2Whether every pleasure is good?

Objection1. Itwould seem that every pleasure is good.Be-
cause as stated in the Ia, q. 5, a. 6 there are three kinds of good:
the virtuous, the useful, and the pleasant. But everything vir-
tuous is good; and in like manner everything useful is good.
erefore also every pleasure is good.

Objection 2.Further, that which is not sought for the sake
of something else, is good in itself, as stated in Ethic. i, 6,7.
But pleasure is not sought for the sake of something else; for it
seems absurd to ask anyone why he seeks to be pleased. ere-
fore pleasure is good in itself. Now that which is predicated to
a thing considered in itself, is predicated thereof universally.
erefore every pleasure is good.

Objection 3. Further, that which is desired by all, seems
to be good of itself: because good is “what all things seek,” as
stated in Ethic. i, 1. But everyone seeks some kind of pleasure,
even children and dumb animals.erefore pleasure is good in
itself: and consequently all pleasure is good.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 2:14): “Who are glad
when they have done evil, and rejoice in most wicked things.”

I answer that,While someof the Stoicsmaintained that all
pleasures are evil, the Epicureans held that pleasure is good in
itself, and that consequently all pleasures are good. ey seem
to have thus erred through not discriminating between that
which is good simply, and that which is good in respect of a
particular individual. at which is good simply, is good in it-
self. Now that which is not good in itself, may be good in re-
spect of some individual in two ways. In one way, because it is
suitable to him by reason of a disposition in which he is now,

which disposition, however, is not natural: thus it is sometimes
good for a leper to eat things that are poisonous, which are not
suitable simply to the human temperament. In another way,
through something unsuitable being esteemed suitable. And
since pleasure is the repose of the appetite in some good, if the
appetite reposes in that which is good simply, the pleasure will
be pleasure simply, and good simply. But if a man’s appetite re-
pose in that which is good, not simply, but in respect of that
particular man, then his pleasure will not be pleasure simply,
but a pleasure to him; neither will it be good simply, but in a
certain respect, or an apparent good.

Reply toObjection 1.evirtuous and the useful depend
on accordance with reason, and consequently nothing is virtu-
ous or useful, without being good. But the pleasant depends on
agreement with the appetite, which tends sometimes to that
which is discordant from reason. Consequently not every ob-
ject of pleasure is good in the moral order which depends on
the order of reason.

Reply to Objection 2. e reason why pleasure is not
sought for the sake of something else is because it is repose
in the end. Now the end may be either good or evil; although
nothing can be an end except in so far as it is good in respect
of such and such a man: and so too with regard to pleasure.

Reply toObjection 3.All things seek pleasure in the same
way as they seek good: since pleasure is the repose of the ap-
petite in good. But, just as it happens that not every good
which is desired, is of itself and verily good; so not every plea-
sure is of itself and verily good.

Ia IIae q. 34 a. 3Whether any pleasure is the greatest good?

Objection 1. It would seem that no pleasure is the great-
est good. Because nothing generated is the greatest good: since
generation cannot be the last end. But pleasure is a conse-
quence of generation: for the fact that a thing takes pleasure
is due to its being established in its own nature, as stated above
(q. 31, a. 1). erefore no pleasure is the greatest good.

Objection 2. Further, that which is the greatest good can-

not be made better by addition. But pleasure is made better
by addition; since pleasure together with virtue is better than
pleasure without virtue. erefore pleasure is not the greatest
good.

Objection 3. Further, that which is the greatest good is
universally good, as being good of itself: since that which is
such of itself is prior to and greater than that which is such ac-
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cidentally. But pleasure is not universally good, as stated above
(a. 2). erefore pleasure is not the greatest good.

On the contrary, Happiness is the greatest good: since it
is the end of man’s life. ButHappiness is not without pleasure:
for it is written (Ps. 15:11): “ou shalt fill me with joy with
y countenance; at y right hand are delights even to the
end.”

I answer that, Plato held neither with the Stoics, who
asserted that all pleasures are evil, nor with the Epicureans,
who maintained that all pleasures are good; but he said that
some are good, and some evil; yet, so that no pleasure be the
sovereign or greatest good. But, judging from his arguments,
he fails in two points. First, because, from observing that sen-
sible and bodily pleasure consists in a certain movement and
“becoming,” as is evident in satiety from eating and the like;
he concluded that all pleasure arises from some “becoming”
and movement: and from this, since “becoming” and move-
ment are the acts of something imperfect, it would follow that
pleasure is not of the nature of ultimate perfection. But this is
seen to be evidently false as regards intellectual pleasures: be-
cause one takes pleasure, not only in the “becoming” of knowl-
edge, for instance, when one learns or wonders, as stated above
(q. 32, a. 8, ad 2); but also in the act of contemplation, bymak-
ing use of knowledge already acquired.

Secondly, because by greatest good he understood that
which is the supreme good simply, i.e. the good as existing
apart from, and unparticipated by, all else, in which sense God

is the Supreme Good; whereas we are speaking of the greatest
good in human things. Now the greatest good of everything is
its last end. And the end, as stated above (q. 1, a. 8; q. 2, a. 7) is
twofold; namely, the thing itself, and theuse of that thing; thus
themiser’s end is eithermoney or the possession ofmoney. Ac-
cordingly, man’s last end may be said to be either God Who is
the Supreme Good simply; or the enjoyment of God, which
implies a certain pleasure in the last end. And in this sense a
certain pleasure of man may be said to be the greatest among
human goods.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every pleasure arises from a
“becoming”; for somepleasures result fromperfect operations,
as stated above. Accordingly nothing prevents some pleasure
being the greatest good, although every pleasure is not such.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument is true of the great-
est good simply, by participation of which all things are good;
wherefore no addition canmake it better: whereas in regard to
other goods, it is universally true that any good becomes bet-
ter by the addition of another good.Moreover it might be said
that pleasure is not something extraneous to the operation of
virtue, but that it accompanies it, as stated in Ethic. i, 8.

Reply toObjection 3.at pleasure is the greatest good is
due not to the mere fact that it is pleasure, but to the fact that
it is perfect repose in the perfect good. Hence it does not fol-
low that every pleasure is supremely good, or even good at all.
us a certain science is supremely good, but not every science
is.

Ia IIae q. 34 a. 4Whether pleasure is the measure or rule by which to judge of moral good or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that pleasure is not the mea-
sure or rule of moral good and evil. Because “that which is first
in a genus is the measure of all the rest” (Metaph. x, 1). But
pleasure is not the first thing in the moral genus, for it is pre-
ceded by love and desire. erefore it is not the rule of good-
ness and malice in moral matters.

Objection 2. Further, a measure or rule should be uni-
form; hence that movement which is the most uniform, is the
measure and rule of all movements (Metaph. x, 1). But plea-
sures are various and multiform: since some of them are good,
and some evil. erefore pleasure is not the measure and rule
of morals.

Objection3.Further, judgment of the effect from its cause
ismore certain than judgment of cause from effect.Now good-
ness ormalice of operation is the cause of goodness ormalice of
pleasure: because “those pleasures are good which result from
good operations, and those are evil which arise from evil oper-
ations,” as stated in Ethic. x, 5. erefore pleasures are not the
rule and measure of moral goodness and malice.

On the contrary, Augustine, commenting on Ps. 7:10
“e searcher of hearts and reins isGod,” says: “e end of care
and thought is the pleasure which each one aims at achieving.”

And the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 11) that “pleasure is the
architect,” i.e. the principal, “end*, in regard to which, we say
absolutely that this is evil, and that, good.”

I answer that, Moral goodness or malice depends chiefly
on the will, as stated above (q. 20, a. 1); and it is chiefly from
the end that we discern whether the will is good or evil. Now
the end is taken to be that in which the will reposes: and the
repose of the will and of every appetite in the good is pleasure.
And therefore man is reckoned to be good or bad chiefly ac-
cording to the pleasure of the human will; since that man is
good and virtuous, who takes pleasure in the works of virtue;
and that man evil, who takes pleasure in evil works.

On the other hand, pleasures of the sensitive appetite are
not the rule ofmoral goodness andmalice; since food is univer-
sally pleasurable to the sensitive appetite both of good and of
evil men. But the will of the good man takes pleasure in them
in accordance with reason, to which the will of the evil man
gives no heed.

Reply toObjection 1.Love and desire precede pleasure in
the order of generation. But pleasure precedes them in the or-
der of the end, which serves a principle in actions; and it is by
the principle, which is the rule and measure of such matters,

* St. omas took “finis” as being the nominative, whereas it is the geni-
tive—τοῦ τέλους; and the Greek reads “He” (i.e. the political philosopher), “is
the architect of the end.”.
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that we form our judgment.
Reply to Objection 2. All pleasures are uniform in the

point of their being the repose of the appetite in something
good: and in this respect pleasure can be a rule ormeasure. Be-
cause that man is good, whose will rests in the true good: and
that man evil, whose will rests in evil.

Reply to Objection 3. Since pleasure perfects operation
as its end, as stated above (q. 33, a. 4); an operation cannot be
perfectly good, unless there be also pleasure in good: because
the goodness of a thing depends on its end. And thus, in a way,
the goodness of the pleasure is the cause of goodness in the op-
eration.
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Of Pain or Sorrow, in Itself

(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider pain and sorrow: concerning which we must consider: (1) Sorrow or pain in itself; (2) Its cause;
(3) Its effects; (4) Its remedies; (5) Its goodness or malice.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether pain is a passion of the soul?
(2) Whether sorrow is the same as pain?
(3) Whether sorrow or pain is contrary in pleasure?
(4) Whether all sorrow is contrary to all pleasure?
(5) Whether there is a sorrow contrary to the pleasure of contemplation?
(6) Whether sorrow is to be shunned more than pleasure is to be sought?
(7) Whether exterior pain is greater than interior?
(8) Of the species of sorrow.

Ia IIae q. 35 a. 1Whether pain is a passion of the soul?

Objection1. Itwould seem that pain is not a passionof the
soul. Because no passion of the soul is in the body. But pain can
be in the body, since Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xii), that
“bodily pain is a sudden corruption of the well-being of that
thing which the soul, by making evil use of it, made subject to
corruption.” erefore pain is not a passion of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, every passion of the soul belongs to
the appetitive faculty. But pain does not belong to the appet-
itive, but rather to the apprehensive part: for Augustine says
(De Nat. Boni xx) that “bodily pain is caused by the sense re-
sisting a more powerful body.” erefore pain is not a passion
of the soul.

Objection 3. Further, every passion of the soul belongs to
the animal appetite. But pain does not belong to the animal
appetite, but rather to the natural appetite; for Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. viii, 14): “Had not some good remained in nature,
we should feel no pain in being punished by the loss of good.”
erefore pain is not a passion of the soul.

On the contrary, Augustine (De Civ. Dei xiv, 8) reckons
pain among the passions of the soul; quoting Virgil (Aeneid,
vi, 733): “hence wild desires and grovelling fears/And human
laughter, human tears.” [Translation: Conington.]

I answer that, Just as two things are requisite for pleasure;
namely, conjunction with good and perception of this con-
junction; so also two things are requisite for pain: namely, con-
junction with some evil (which is in so far evil as it deprives
one of some good), and perception of this conjunction. Now
whatever is conjoined, if it have not the aspect of good or evil
in regard to the being to which it is conjoined, cannot cause
pleasure or pain. Whence it is evident that something under
the aspect of good or evil is the object of the pleasure or pain.

But good and evil, as such, are objects of the appetite. Conse-
quently it is clear that pleasure and pain belong to the appetite.

Now every appetitive movement or inclination conse-
quent to apprehension, belongs to the intellective or sensitive
appetite: since the inclination of the natural appetite is not
consequent to an apprehension of the subject of that appetite,
but to the apprehension of another, as stated in the Ia, q. 103,
Aa. 1,3. Since then pleasure and pain presuppose some sense or
apprehension in the same subject, it is evident that pain, like
pleasure, is in the intellective or sensitive appetite.

Again every movement of the sensitive appetite is called a
passion, as stated above (q. 22, Aa. 1,3): and especially those
which tend to some defect. Consequently pain, according as it
is in the sensitive appetite, is most properly called a passion of
the soul: just as bodily ailments are properly called passions of
the body. Hence Augustine (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7,[8]*) reckons
pain especially as being a kind of ailment.

Reply to Objection 1. We speak of the body, because the
cause of pain is in the body: as whenwe suffer something hurt-
ful to the body. But themovement of pain is always in the soul;
since “the body cannot feel pain unless the soul feel it,” as Au-
gustine says (Super Psalm 87:4).

Reply to Objection 2. We speak of pain of the senses, not
as though it were an act of the sensitive power; but because the
senses are required for bodily pain, in the same way as for bod-
ily pleasure.

Reply to Objection 3. Pain at the loss of good proves the
goodness of the nature, not because pain is an act of the natu-
ral appetite, but because nature desires something as good, the
removal of which being perceived, there results the passion of
pain in the sensitive appetite.

* Quoting Cicero.
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Ia IIae q. 35 a. 2Whether sorrow is the same as pain?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow is not pain. For
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7) that “pain is used to ex-
press bodily suffering.” But sorrow is usedmore in reference to
the soul. erefore sorrow is not pain.

Objection2.Further, pain is only in respect of present evil.
But sorrow can refer to both past and future evil: thus repen-
tance is sorrow for the past, and anxiety for the future. ere-
fore sorrow is quite different from pain.

Objection 3. Further, pain seems not to follow save from
the sense of touch. But sorrow can arise from all the senses.
erefore sorrow is not pain, and extends to more objects.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 9:2): “I have
great sorrow [Douay: ‘sadness’] and continual pain [Douay:
‘sorrow’] inmy heart,” thus denoting the same thing by sorrow
and pain.

I answer that, Pleasure and pain can arise from a twofold
apprehension, namely, from the apprehension of an exterior
sense; and from the interior apprehension of the intellect or
of the imagination. Now the interior apprehension extends to
more objects than the exterior apprehension: because what-
ever things comeunder the exterior apprehension, comeunder
the interior, but not conversely. Consequently that pleasure
alone which is caused by an interior apprehension is called joy,
as stated above (q. 31, a. 3): and in like manner that pain alone
which is caused by an interior apprehension, is called sorrow.
And just as that pleasure which is caused by an exterior appre-
hension, is called pleasure but not joy; so too that pain which
is caused by an exterior apprehension, is called pain indeed but
not sorrow. Accordingly sorrow is a species of pain, as joy is a
species of pleasure.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking there of the
use of the word: because “pain” is more generally used in refer-
ence to bodily pains, which are better known, than in reference
to spiritual pains.

Reply to Objection 2. External sense perceives only what
is present; but the interior cognitive power can perceive the
present, past and future. Consequently sorrow can regard
present, past and future: whereas bodily pain, which follows
apprehension of the external sense, can only regard something
present.

Reply to Objection 3. e sensibles of touch are painful,
not only in so far as they are disproportionate to the appre-
hensive power, but also in so far as they are contrary to nature:
whereas the objects of the other senses can indeed be dispro-
portionate to the apprehensive power, but they are not con-
trary to nature, save as they are subordinate to the sensibles of
touch. Consequently man alone, who is a perfectly cognizant
animal, takes pleasure in theobjects of theother senses for their
own sake; whereas other animals take no pleasure in them save
as referable to the sensibles of touch, as stated in Ethic. iii, 10.
Accordingly, in referring to the objects of the other senses, we
do not speak of pain in so far as it is contrary to natural plea-
sure: but rather of sorrow, which is contrary to joy. So then if
pain be taken as denoting bodily pain, which is its more usual
meaning, then it is contrasted with sorrow, according to the
distinctionof interior and exterior apprehension; although, on
the part of the objects, pleasure extends further than does bod-
ily pain. But if pain be taken in awide sense, then it is the genus
of sorrow, as stated above.

Ia IIae q. 35 a. 3Whether sorrow or pain is contrary to pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow is not contrary
to pleasure. For one of two contraries is not the cause of the
other. But sorrow can be the cause of pleasure; for it is writ-
ten (Mat. 5:5): “Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be
comforted.” erefore they are not contrary to one another.

Objection 2. Further, one contrary does not denominate
the other. But to some, pain or sorrow gives pleasure: thus Au-
gustine says (Confess. iii, 2) that in stage-plays sorrow itself
gives pleasure: and (Confess. iv, 5) that “weeping is a bitter
thing, and yet it sometimes pleases us.” erefore pain is not
contrary to pleasure.

Objection 3.Further, one contrary is not thematter of the
other; because contraries cannot co-exist together. But sorrow
can be the matter of pleasure; for Augustine says (De Poenit.
xiii): “e penitent should ever sorrow, and rejoice in his sor-
row.” e Philosopher too says (Ethic. ix, 4) that, on the other
hand, “the evil man feels pain at having been pleased.” ere-
fore pleasure and pain are not contrary to one another.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 6) that
“joy is the volition of consent to the things we wish: and that
sorrow is the volition of dissent from the things we do not
wish.” But consent and dissent are contraries. erefore plea-
sure and sorrow are contrary to one another.

I answer that,As the Philosopher says (Metaph. x, 4), con-
trariety is a difference in respect of a form. Now the form or
species of a passion or movement is taken from the object or
term. Consequently, since the objects of pleasure and sorrow
or pain, viz. present good and present evil, are contrary to one
another, it follows that pain and pleasure are contrary to one
another.

Reply toObjection1.Nothing hinders one contrary caus-
ing the other accidentally: and thus sorrow can be the cause of
pleasure. In one way, in so far as from sorrow at the absence
of something, or at the presence of its contrary, one seeks the
more eagerly for something pleasant: thus a thirsty man seeks
more eagerly the pleasure of a drink, as a remedy for the pain
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he suffers. In another way, in so far as, from a strong desire for a
certain pleasure, one does not shrink fromundergoing pain, so
as to obtain that pleasure. In each of these ways, the sorrows of
the present life lead us to the comfort of the future life. Because
by the mere fact that man mourns for his sins, or for the delay
of glory, he merits the consolation of eternity. In like manner
amanmerits it when he shrinks not fromhardships and straits
in order to obtain it.

Reply to Objection 2. Pain itself can be pleasurable acci-
dentally in so far as it is accompanied by wonder, as in stage-
plays; or in so far as it recalls a beloved object to one’s mem-
ory, andmakes one feel one’s love for the thing, whose absence

gives us pain. Consequently, since love is pleasant, both pain
and whatever else results from love, forasmuch as they remind
us of our love, are pleasant.And, for this reason,we derive plea-
sure even from pains depicted on the stage: in so far as, in wit-
nessing them, we perceive ourselves to conceive a certain love
for those who are there represented.

Reply to Objection 3. e will and the reason reflect on
their own acts, inasmuch as the acts themselves of the will and
reason are considered under the aspect of good or evil. In this
way sorrow can be the matter of pleasure, or vice versa, not es-
sentially but accidentally: that is, in so far as either of them is
considered under the aspect of good or evil.

Ia IIae q. 35 a. 4Whether all sorrow is contrary to all pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that all sorrow is contrary
to all pleasure. Because, just as whiteness and blackness are
contrary species of color, so pleasure and sorrow are contrary
species of the soul’s passions. But whiteness and blackness are
universally contrary to one another. erefore pleasure and
sorrow are so too.

Objection 2. Further, remedies are made of things con-
trary (to the evil). But every pleasure is a remedy for allmanner
of sorrow, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. vii, 14). ere-
fore every pleasure is contrary to every sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, contraries are hindrances to one an-
other. But every sorrow hinders any kind of pleasure: as is ev-
ident from Ethic. x, 5. erefore every sorrow is contrary to
every pleasure.

On the contrary, e same thing is not the cause of con-
traries. But joy for one thing, and sorrow for the opposite
thing, proceed from the same habit: thus from charity it hap-
pens that we “rejoice with them that rejoice,” and “weep with
them that weep” (Rom. 12:15). erefore not every sorrow is
contrary to every pleasure.

I answer that, As stated in Metaph. x, 4 contrariety is a
difference in respect of a form. Now a form may be generic or
specific. Consequently things may be contraries in respect of a
generic form, as virtue and vice; or in respect of a specific form,
as justice and injustice.

Now we must observe that some things are specified by
absolute forms, e.g. substances and qualities; whereas other
things are specified in relation to something extrinsic, e.g. pas-
sions and movements, which derive their species from their
terms or objects. Accordingly in those things that are speci-
fied by absolute forms, it happens that species contained under
contrary genera are not contrary as to their specific nature: but
it does not happen for them to have any affinity or fittingness
to one another. For intemperance and justice, which are in the
contrary genera of virtue and vice, are not contrary to one an-
other in respect of their specific nature; and yet they have no
affinity or fittingness to one another. On the other hand, in
those things that are specified in relation to something extrin-

sic, it happens that species belonging to contrary genera, are
not only not contrary to one another, but also that they have
a certain mutual affinity or fittingness. e reason of this is
that where there is one same relation to two contraries, there is
contrariety; e.g. to approach to a white thing, and to approach
to a black thing, are contraries; whereas contrary relations to
contrary things, implies a certain likeness, e.g. to recede from
something white, and to approach to something black. is is
most evident in the case of contradiction, which is the princi-
ple of opposition: because opposition consists in affirming and
denying the same thing, e.g. “white” and “non-white”; while
there is fittingness and likeness in the affirmation of one con-
trary and the denial of the other, as, if I were to say “black” and
“not white.”

Now sorrow and pleasure, being passions, are specified by
their objects. According to their respective genera, they are
contrary to one another: since one is a kind of “pursuit,” the
other a kind of “avoidance,” which “are to the appetite, what
affirmation and denial are to the intellect” (Ethic. vi, 2). Con-
sequently sorrow and pleasure in respect of the same object,
are specifically contrary to one another: whereas sorrow and
pleasure in respect of objects that are not contrary but dis-
parate, are not specifically contrary to one another, but are also
disparate; for instance, sorrow at the death of a friend, and
pleasure in contemplation. If, however, those diverse objects
be contrary to one another, then pleasure and sorrow are not
only specifically contrary, but they also have a certain mutual
fittingness and affinity: for instance to rejoice in good and to
sorrow for evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Whiteness and blackness do not
take their species from their relationship to something extrin-
sic, as pleasure and sorrow do: wherefore the comparison does
not hold.

Reply to Objection 2. Genus is taken from matter, as is
stated in Metaph. viii, 2; and in accidents the subject takes the
place of matter. Now it has been said above that pleasure and
sorrow are generically contrary to one another. Consequently
in every sorrow the subject has a disposition contrary to the
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disposition of the subject of pleasure: because in every plea-
sure the appetite is viewed as accepting what it possesses, and
in every sorrow, as avoiding it. And therefore on the part of
the subject every pleasure is a remedy for any kind of sorrow,
and every sorrow is a hindrance of all manner of pleasure: but
chiefly when pleasure is opposed to sorrow specifically.

Wherefore theReply to theirdObjection is evident.Or
we may say that, although not every sorrow is specifically con-
trary to every pleasure, yet they are contrary to one another in
regard to their effects: since one has the effect of strengthening
the animal nature, while the other results in a kind of discom-
fort.

Ia IIae q. 35 a. 5Whether there is any sorrow contrary to the pleasure of contemplation?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is a sorrow that is
contrary to the pleasure of contemplation. For theApostle says
(2 Cor. 7:10): “e sorrow that is according to God, worketh
penance steadfast unto salvation.” Now to look at God be-
longs to the higher reason, whose act is to give itself to contem-
plation, according to Augustine (De Trin. xii, 3,4). erefore
there is a sorrow contrary to the pleasure of contemplation.

Objection 2. Further, contrary things have contrary ef-
fects. If therefore the contemplationof one contrary gives plea-
sure, the other contrary will give sorrow: and so there will be a
sorrow contrary to the pleasure of contemplation.

Objection 3. Further, as the object of pleasure is good, so
the object of sorrow is evil. But contemplation can be an evil:
since the Philosopher says (Metaph. xii, 9) that “it is unfitting
to think of certain things.” erefore sorrow can be contrary
to the pleasure of contemplation.

Objection 4. Further, any work, so far as it is unhindered,
can be a cause of pleasure, as stated in Ethic. vii, 12,13; x, 4.
But the work of contemplation can be hindered inmany ways,
either so as to destroy it altogether, or as to make it difficult.
erefore in contemplation there can be a sorrow contrary to
the pleasure.

Objection 5. Further, affliction of the flesh is a cause of
sorrow. But, as it is written (Eccles. 12:12) “much study is an
affliction of the flesh.” erefore contemplation admits of sor-
row contrary to its pleasure.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 8:16): “Her,” i.e. wis-
dom’s, “conversation hath no bitterness nor her company any
tediousness; but joy and gladness.” Now the conversation and
company of wisdom are found in contemplation. erefore
there is no sorrow contrary to the pleasure of contemplation.

I answer that, e pleasure of contemplation can be un-
derstood in two ways. In one way, so that contemplation is the
cause, but not the object of pleasure: and then pleasure is taken
not in contemplating but in the thing contemplated. Now it
is possible to contemplate something harmful and sorrowful,
just as to contemplate something suitable and pleasant. Con-
sequently if the pleasure of contemplation be taken in this way,
nothing hinders some sorrow being contrary to the pleasure of
contemplation.

In another way, the pleasure of contemplation is under-
stood, so that contemplation is its object and cause; as when
one takes pleasure in the very act of contemplating. And thus,
according to Gregory of Nyssa*, “no sorrow is contrary to that

pleasure which is about contemplation”: and the Philosopher
says the same (Topic. i, 13; Ethic. x, 3). is, however, is to be
understood as being the case properly speaking. e reason is
because sorrow is of itself contrary to pleasure in a contrary ob-
ject: thus pleasure in heat is contrary to sorrow caused by cold.
But there is no contrary to the object of contemplation: be-
cause contraries, as apprehendedby themind, are not contrary,
but one is the means of knowing the other. Wherefore, prop-
erly speaking, there cannot be a sorrow contrary to the pleasure
of contemplation. Nor has it any sorrow annexed to it, as bod-
ily pleasures have, which are like remedies against certain an-
noyances; thus aman takes pleasure in drinking through being
troubled with thirst, but when the thirst is quite driven out,
the pleasure of drinking ceases also. Because the pleasure of
contemplation is not caused by one’s being quit of an annoy-
ance, but by the fact that contemplation is pleasant in itself: for
pleasure is not a “becoming” but a perfect operation, as stated
above (q. 31, a. 1).

Accidentally, however, sorrow ismingledwith the pleasure
of contemplation; and this in two ways: first, on the part of an
organ, secondly, through some impediment in the apprehen-
sion. On the part of an organ, sorrow or pain is mingled with
apprehension, directly, as regards the apprehensive powers of
the sensitive part, which have a bodily organ; either from the
sensible object disagreeing with the normal condition of the
organ, as the taste of something bitter, and the smell of some-
thing foul; or from the sensible object, though agreeable, being
so continuous in its action on the sense, that it exceeds the nor-
mal condition of the organ, as stated above (q. 33, a. 2), the
result being that an apprehension which at first was pleasant
becomes tedious. But these two things cannot occur directly
in the contemplation of the mind; because the mind has no
corporeal organ: wherefore it was said in the authority quoted
above that intellectual contemplation has neither “bitterness,”
nor “tediousness.” Since, however, the human mind, in con-
templation,makes use of the sensitive powers of apprehension,
to whose acts weariness is incidental; therefore some affliction
or pain is indirectly mingled with contemplation.

Nevertheless, in neither of these ways, is the pain thus acci-
dentallymingledwith contemplation, contrary to the pleasure
thereof. Because pain caused by a hindrance to contemplation,
is not contrary to the pleasure of contemplation, but rather is
in affinity and in harmony with it, as is evident from what has
been said above (a. 4): while pain or sorrow caused by bodily

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xviii.
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weariness, does not belong to the same genus, wherefore it is
altogether disparate. Accordingly it is evident that no sorrow
is contrary to pleasure taken in the very act of contemplation;
nor is any sorrow connected with it save accidentally.

Reply to Objection 1. e “sorrow which is according to
God,” is not caused by the very act of intellectual contempla-
tion, but by something which the mind contemplates: viz. by
sin, which the mind considers as contrary to the love of God.

Reply to Objection 2. ings which are contrary accord-
ing to nature are not contrary according as they exist in the
mind: for things that are contrary in reality are not contrary
in the order of thought; indeed rather is one contrary the rea-
son for knowing the other. Hence one and the same science

considers contraries.
Reply to Objection 3. Contemplation, in itself, is never

evil, since it is nothing else than the consideration of truth,
which is the good of the intellect: it can, however, be evil acci-
dentally, i.e. in so far as the contemplation of a less noble ob-
ject hinders the contemplation of a more noble object; or on
the part of the object contemplated, to which the appetite is
inordinately attached.

Reply to Objection 4. Sorrow caused by a hindrance to
contemplation, is not contrary to the pleasure of contempla-
tion, but is in harmony with it, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 5. Affliction of the flesh affects con-
templation accidentally and indirectly, as stated above.

Ia IIae q. 35 a. 6Whether sorrow is to be shunned more than pleasure is to be sought?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow is to be shunned
more than pleasure is to be sought. For Augustine says (QQ.
83, qu. 63): “ere is nobody that does not shun sorrow more
than he seeks pleasure.” Now that which all agree in doing,
seems to be natural. erefore it is natural and right for sor-
row to be shunned more than pleasure is sought.

Objection 2. Further, the action of a contrary conduces
to rapidity and intensity of movement: for “hot water freezes
quicker and harder,” as the Philosopher says (Meteor. i, 12).
But the shunning of sorrow is due to the contrariety of the
cause of sorrow; whereas the desire for pleasure does not arise
from any contrariety, but rather from the suitableness of the
pleasant object. erefore sorrow is shunned more eagerly
than pleasure is sought.

Objection 3. Further, the stronger the passion which a
man resists according to reason, the more worthy is he of
praise, and the more virtuous: since “virtue is concerned with
the difficult and the good” (Ethic. ii, 3). But the brave man
who resists the movement of shunning sorrow, is more virtu-
ous than the temperate man, who resists the movement of de-
sire for pleasure: since the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4) that
“the brave and the just are chiefly praised.”erefore themove-
ment of shunning sorrow is more eager than the movement of
seeking pleasure.

On the contrary, Good is stronger than evil, as Dionysius
declares (Div.Nom. iv). But pleasure is desirable for the sake of
the good which is its object; whereas the shunning of sorrow
is on account of evil. erefore the desire for pleasure is more
eager than the shunning of sorrow.

I answer that, e desire for pleasure is of itself more ea-
ger than the shunning of sorrow. e reason of this is that the
cause of pleasure is a suitable good; while the cause of pain or
sorrow is anunsuitable evil.Now it happens that a certain good
is suitable without any repugnance at all: but it is not possible
for any evil to be so unsuitable as not to be suitable in some
way. Wherefore pleasure can be entire and perfect: whereas
sorrow is always partial. erefore desire for pleasure is nat-

urally greater than the shunning of sorrow. Another reason is
because the good, which is the object of pleasure, is sought for
its own sake: whereas the evil, which is the object of sorrow,
is to be shunned as being a privation of good: and that which
is by reason of itself is stronger than that which is by reason of
something else.Moreoverwefind a confirmation of this in nat-
ural movements. For every natural movement is more intense
in the end, when a thing approaches the term that is suitable to
its nature, than at the beginning, when it leaves the term that
is unsuitable to its nature: as though nature were more eager
in tending to what is suitable to it, than in shunning what is
unsuitable. erefore the inclination of the appetitive power
is, of itself, more eager in tending to pleasure than in shunning
sorrow.

But it happens accidentally that a man shuns sorrow more
eagerly than he seeks pleasure: and this for three reasons. First,
on the part of the apprehension. Because, as Augustine says
(De Trin. x, 12), “love is felt more keenly, when we lack that
which we love.” Now from the lack of what we love, sorrow
results, which is caused either by the loss of some loved good,
or by the presence of some contrary evil. But pleasure suffers
no lack of the good loved, for it rests in possession of it. Since
then love is the cause of pleasure and sorrow, the latter is more
the shunned, according as love is the more keenly felt on ac-
count of that which is contrary to it. Secondly, on the part of
the cause of sorrow or pain, which cause is repugnant to a good
that ismore loved than the good inwhichwe take pleasure. For
we love the natural well-being of the body more than the plea-
sure of eating: and consequentlywewould leave the pleasure of
eating and the like, from fear of the pain occasioned by blows
or other such causes, which are contrary to the well-being of
the body. irdly, on the part of the effect: namely, in so far as
sorrow hinders not only one pleasure, but all.

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of Augustine that “sor-
row is shunned more than pleasure is sought” is true acciden-
tally but not simply. And this is clear from what he says aer:
“Since we see that the most savage animals are deterred from

716



the greatest pleasures by fear of pain,” which pain is contrary
to life which is loved above all.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not the same with movement
from within and movement from without. For movement
from within tends to what is suitable more than it recedes
from that which is unsuitable; as we remarked above in regard
to natural movement. But movement from without is inten-
sified by the very opposition: because each thing strives in its
own way to resist anything contrary to it, as aiming at its own
preservation. Hence violent movement is intense at first, and
slackens towards the end. Now the movement of the appeti-
tive faculty is from within: since it tends from the soul to the
object. Consequently pleasure is, of itself, more to be sought
than sorrow is to be shunned. But the movement of the sensi-
tive faculty is from without, as it were from the object of the

soul. Consequently the more contrary a thing is the more it is
felt. And then too, accidentally, in so far as the senses are requi-
site for pleasure and pain, pain is shunned more than pleasure
is sought.

Reply toObjection 3.Abraveman is not praised because,
in accordance with reason, he is not overcome by any kind of
sorrow or pain whatever, but because he is not overcome by
that which is concerned with the dangers of death. And this
kind of sorrow is more shunned, than pleasures of the table or
of sexual intercourse are sought, which latter pleasures are the
object of temperance: thus life is loved more than food and
sexual pleasure. But the temperate man is praised for refrain-
ing from pleasures of touch, more than for not shunning the
pains which are contrary to them, as is stated in Ethic. iii, 11.

Ia IIae q. 35 a. 7Whether outward pain is greater than interior sorrow?

Objection 1. It would seem that outward pain is greater
than interior sorrow of the heart. Because outward pain arises
from a cause repugnant to the well-being of the body in which
is life: whereas interior sorrow is caused by some evil in the
imagination. Since, therefore, life is loved more than an imag-
ined good, it seems that, according towhat has been said above
(a. 6), outward pain is greater than interior sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, the reality moves more than its like-
ness does. But outward pain arises from the real conjunction
of some contrary; whereas inward sorrow arises from the ap-
prehended likeness of a contrary. erefore outward pain is
greater than inward sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, a cause is known by its effect. But
outward pain has more striking effects: since man dies sooner
of outward pain than of interior sorrow. erefore outward
pain is greater and is shunned more than interior sorrow.

On the contrary, it is written (Ecclus. 25:17): “e sad-
ness of the heart is every wound [Douay: ‘plague’], and the
wickedness of a woman is all evil.” erefore, just as the
wickedness of a woman surpasses all other wickedness, as the
text implies; so sadness of the heart surpasses every outward
wound.

I answer that, Interior and exterior pain agree in one point
and differ in two. ey agree in this, that each is a movement
of the appetitive power, as stated above (a. 1). But they differ
in respect of those two things which are requisite for pain and
pleasure; namely, in respect of the cause, which is a conjoined
good or evil; and in respect of the apprehension. For the cause
of outward pain is a conjoined evil repugnant to the body;
while the cause of inward pain is a conjoined evil repugnant
to the appetite. Again, outward pain arises from an apprehen-
sion of sense, chiefly of touch; while inward pain arises from
an interior apprehension, of the imagination or of the reason.

If then we compare the cause of inward pain to the cause
of outward pain, the former belongs, of itself, to the appetite

to which both these pains belong: while the latter belongs to
the appetite directly. Because inward pain arises from some-
thing being repugnant to the appetite itself, while outward
pain arises from something being repugnant to the appetite,
through being repugnant to the body. Now, that which is of
itself is always prior to that which is by reason of another.
Wherefore, from this point of view, inward pain surpasses out-
ward pain. In like manner also on the part of apprehension:
because the apprehension of reason and imagination is of a
higher order than the apprehensionof the sense of touch.Con-
sequently inward pain is, simply and of itself, more keen than
outward pain: a sign whereof is that one willingly undergoes
outward pain in order to avoid inward pain: and in so far as
outward pain is not repugnant to the interior appetite, it be-
comes in a manner pleasant and agreeable by way of inward
joy. Sometimes, however, outward pain is accompanied by in-
ward pain, and then the pain is increased. Because inward pain
is not only greater than outward pain, it is also more univer-
sal: since whatever is repugnant to the body, can be repugnant
to the interior appetite; and whatever is apprehended by sense
may be apprehended by imagination and reason, but not con-
versely. Hence in the passage quoted above it is said expres-
sively: “Sadness of the heart is every wound,” because even the
pains of outwardwounds are comprised in the interior sorrows
of the heart.

Reply to Objection 1. Inward pain can also arise from
things that are destructive of life. And then the comparison of
inward to outward pain must not be taken in reference to the
various evils that cause pain; but in regard to the various ways
in which this cause of pain is compared to the appetite.

Reply toObjection2. Inward pain is not caused by the ap-
prehended likeness of a thing: for aman is not inwardly pained
by the apprehended likeness itself, but by the thing which the
likeness represents. And this thing is all the more perfectly ap-
prehended by means of its likeness, as this likeness is more im-
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material and abstract. Consequently inward pain is, of itself,
greater, as being caused by a greater evil, forasmuch as evil is
better known by an inward apprehension.

Reply to Objection 3. Bodily changes are more liable to
be caused by outward pain, both from the fact that outward
pain is caused by a corruptive conjoined corporally, which is
a necessary condition of the sense of touch; and from the fact

that the outward sense is more material than the inward sense,
just as the sensitive appetite is more material than the intellec-
tive. For this reason, as stated above (q. 22, a. 3; q. 31, a. 5 ),
the body undergoes a greater change from the movement of
the sensitive appetite: and, in like manner, from outward than
from inward pain.

Ia IIae q. 35 a. 8Whether there are only four species of sorrow?

Objection 1. It would seem that Damascene’s (De Fide
Orth. ii, 14) division of sorrow into four species is incorrect;
viz. into “torpor, distress,” which Gregory of Nyssa* calls “anx-
iety,”—“pity,” and “envy.” For sorrow is contrary to pleasure.
But there are not several species of pleasure. erefore it is in-
correct to assign different species of sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, “Repentance” is a species of sorrow;
and so are “indignation” and “jealousy,” as the Philosopher
states (Rhet. ii, 9,11). But these are not included in the above
species. erefore this division is insufficient.

Objection 3. Further, themembers of a division should be
things that are opposed to one another. But these species are
not opposed to one another. For according to Gregory† “tor-
por is sorrow depriving of speech; anxiety is the sorrow that
weighs down; envy is sorrow for another’s good; pity is sorrow
for another’s wrongs.” But it is possible for one to sorrow for
another’s wrongs, and for another’s good, and at the same time
to be weighed down inwardly, and outwardly to be speechless.
erefore this division is correct.

On the contrary, stands the twofold authority of Gregory
of Nyssa‡ and of Damascene.

I answer that, It belongs to the notion of a species that it
is something added to the genus. But a thing can be added to a
genus in twoways. First, as something belonging of itself to the
genus, and virtually contained therein: thus “rational” is added
to “animal.” Such an addition makes true species of a genus: as
the Philosopher says (Metaph. vii, 12; viii, 2,3). But, secondly,
a thing may be added to a genus, that is, as it were, foreign to
the notion conveyed by that genus: thus “white” or something
of the kind may be added to “animal.” Such an addition does
notmake true species of the genus, according to the usual sense
inwhichwe speak of genera and species. But sometimes a thing
is said to be a species of a certain genus, through having some-
thing foreign to that genus indeed, but to which the notion of
that genus is applicable: thus a live coal or a flame is said to be
a species of fire, because in each of them the nature of fire is ap-
plied to a foreignmatter. In likemannerwe speak of astronomy

and perspective as being species of mathematics, inasmuch as
the principles of mathematics are applied to natural matter.

In accordance with this manner of speaking, the species of
sorrow are reckoned by an application of the notion of sorrow
to something foreign to it. is foreign matter may be taken
on the part of the cause or the object, or of the effect. For the
proper object of sorrow is “one’s own evil.” Hence sorrow may
be concerned for an object foreign to it either through one’s
being sorry for an evil that is not one’s own; and thus we have
“pity” which is sorrow for another’s evil, considered, however,
as one’s own: or through one’s being sorry for something that
is neither evil nor one’s own, but another’s good, considered,
however, as one’s own evil: and thuswe have “envy.”eproper
effect of sorrow consists in a certain “flight of the appetite.”
Wherefore the foreign element in the effect of sorrow, may
be taken so as to affect the first part only, by excluding flight:
and thus we have “anxiety” which weighs on the mind, so as
to make escape seem impossible: hence it is also called “per-
plexity.” If, however, themind be weighed down somuch, that
even the limbs become motionless, which belongs to “torpor,”
then we have the foreign element affecting both, since there is
neither flight, nor is the effect in the appetite. And the reason
why torpor especially is said to deprive one of speech is because
of all the external movements the voice is the best expression
of the inward thought and desire, not only in men, but also in
other animals, as is stated in Polit. i, 1.

Reply to Objection 1. Pleasure is caused by good, which
has only one meaning: and so pleasure is not divided into sev-
eral species as sorrow is; for the latter is caused by evil, which
“happens in many ways,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).

Reply to Objection 2. Repentance is for one’s own evil,
which is the proper object of sorrow: wherefore it does not be-
long to these species. Jealousy and indignation are included in
envy, as we shall explain later ( IIa IIae, q. 36, a. 2).

Reply toObjection3.isdivision is not according to op-
posite species; but according to the diversity of foreign matter
to which the notion of sorrow is applied, as stated above.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xix. † Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xix. ‡ Nemesius.
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Of the Causes of Sorrow or Pain

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the causes of sorrow: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether sorrow is caused by the loss of a good or rather by the presence of an evil?
(2) Whether desire is a cause of sorrow?
(3) Whether the craving for unity is a cause of sorrow?
(4) Whether an irresistible power is a cause of sorrow?

Ia IIae q. 36 a. 1Whether sorrow is caused by the loss of good or by the presence of evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow is caused by the
loss of a good rather than by the presence of an evil. For Au-
gustine says (De viii QQ. Dulcit. qu. 1) that sorrow is caused
by the loss of temporal goods. erefore, in like manner, every
sorrow is caused by the loss of some good.

Objection 2. Further, it was said above (q. 35, a. 4) that
the sorrow which is contrary to a pleasure, has the same object
as that pleasure. But the object of pleasure is good, as stated
above (q. 23, a. 4; q. 31, a. 1; q. 35, a. 3). erefore sorrow is
caused chiefly by the loss of good.

Objection 3. Further, according to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei xiv, 7,9), love is the cause of sorrow, as of the other emo-
tions of the soul. But the object of love is good.erefore pain
or sorrow is felt for the loss of good rather than for an evil that
is present.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12)
that “the dreaded evil gives rise to fear, the present evil is the
cause of sorrow.”

I answer that, If privations, as considered by the mind,
were what they are in reality, this question would seem to be
of no importance. For, as stated in the Ia, q. 14, a. 10 and Ia,
q. 48, a. 3, evil is the privation of good: and privation is in real-
ity nothing else than the lack of the contrary habit; so that, in
this respect, to sorrow for the loss of good, would be the same
as to sorrow for the presence of evil. But sorrow is a movement
of the appetite in consequence of an apprehension: and even
a privation, as apprehended, has the aspect of a being, where-
fore it is called “a being of reason.” And in this way evil, being a
privation, is regarded as a “contrary.” Accordingly, so far as the
movement of the appetite is concerned, it makes a difference
which of the two it regards chiefly, the present evil or the good
which is lost.

Again, since the movement of the animal appetite holds
the same place in the actions of the soul, as natural movement
in natural things; the truth of thematter is to be found by con-

sidering natural movements. For if, in natural movements, we
observe those of approach and withdrawal, approach is of it-
self directed to something suitable to nature; whilewithdrawal
is of itself directed to something contrary to nature; thus a
heavy body, of itself, withdraws from a higher place, and ap-
proaches naturally to a lower place. But ifwe consider the cause
of both these movements, viz. gravity, then gravity itself in-
clines towards the lower place more than it withdraws from
the higher place, since withdrawal from the latter is the reason
for its downward tendency.

Accordingly, since, in the movements of the appetite, sor-
row is a kind of flight or withdrawal, while pleasure is a kind
of pursuit or approach; just as pleasure regards first the good
possessed, as its proper object, so sorrow regards the evil that
is present. On the other hand love, which is the cause of plea-
sure and sorrow, regards good rather than evil: and therefore,
forasmuch as the object is the cause of a passion, the present
evil ismore properly the cause of sorrowor pain, than the good
which is lost.

Reply to Objection 1. e loss itself of good is appre-
hended as an evil, just as the loss of evil is apprehended as a
good: and in this sense Augustine says that pain results from
the loss of temporal goods.

Reply to Objection 2. Pleasure and its contrary pain have
the same object, but under contrary aspects: because if the
presence of a particular thin be the object of pleasure, the ab-
sence of that same thing is the object of sorrow. Now one con-
trary includes the privation of the other, as stated in Metaph.
x, 4: and consequently sorrow in respect of one contrary is, in
a way, directed to the same thing under a contrary aspect.

Reply toObjection 3.Whenmanymovements arise from
one cause, it does not follow that they all regard chiefly that
which the cause regards chiefly, but only the first of them. And
each of the others regards chiefly that which is suitable to it ac-
cording to its own nature.
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Ia IIae q. 36 a. 2Whether desire is a cause of sorrow?

Objection 1. It would seem that desire is not a cause of
pain or sorrow. Because sorrow of itself regards evil, as stated
above (a. 1): whereas desire is a movement of the appetite to-
wards good. Now movement towards one contrary is not a
cause of movement towards the other contrary. erefore de-
sire is not a cause of pain.

Objection 2. Further, pain, according to Damascene (De
Fide Orth. ii, 12), is caused by something present; whereas the
object of desire is something future. erefore desire is not a
cause of pain.

Objection 3. Further, that which is pleasant in itself is not
a cause of pain. But desire is pleasant in itself, as the Philoso-
pher says (Rhet. i, 11). erefore desire is not a cause of pain
or sorrow.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchiridion xxiv):
“When ignorance of things necessary to be done, and desire
of things hurtful, found their way in: error and pain stole an
entrance in their company.” But ignorance is the cause of er-
ror. erefore desire is a cause of sorrow.

I answer that, Sorrow is a movement of the animal ap-
petite. Now, as stated above (a. 1), the appetitive movement is
likened to the natural appetite; a likeness, thatmay be assigned
to a twofold cause; one, on the part of the end, the other, on
the part of the principle of movement.us, on the part of the
end, the cause of a heavy body’s downward movement is the
lower place; while the principle of that movement is a natural
inclination resulting from gravity.

Now the cause of the appetitive movement, on the part of
the end, is the object of that movement. And thus, it has been
said above (a. 1) that the cause of pain or sorrow is a present
evil. On the other hand, the cause, by way or principle, of that
movement, is the inward inclination of the appetite; which in-
clination regards, first of all, the good, and in consequence, the
rejection of a contrary evil. Hence the first principle of this

appetitive movement is love, which is the first inclination of
the appetite towards the possession of good: while the second
principle is hatred, which is the first inclination of the appetite
towards the avoidance of evil. But since concupiscence or de-
sire is the first effect of love, which gives rise to the greatest
pleasure, as stated above (q. 32, a. 6); hence it is that Augustine
oen speaks of desire or concupiscence in the sense of love,
as was also stated (q. 30, a. 2, ad 2): and in this sense he says
that desire is the universal cause of sorrow. Sometimes, how-
ever, desire taken in its proper sense, is the cause of sorrow. Be-
cause whatever hinders a movement from reaching its end is
contrary to that movement. Now that which is contrary to the
movement of the appetite, is a cause of sorrow. Consequently,
desire becomes a cause of sorrow, in so far as we sorrow for the
delay of a desired good, or for its entire removal. But it can-
not be a universal cause of sorrow: since we sorrow more for
the loss of present good, in which we have already taken plea-
sure, than for the withdrawal of future good which we desire
to have.

Reply to Objection 1. e inclination of the appetite to
the possession of good causes the inclination of the appetite to
fly from evil, as stated above. And hence it is that the appeti-
tive movements that regard good, are reckoned as causing the
appetitive movements that regard evil.

Reply to Objection 2. at which is desired, though re-
ally future, is, nevertheless, in a way, present, inasmuch as it is
hoped for. Or wemay say that although the desired good itself
is future, yet the hindrance is reckoned as present, and so gives
rise to sorrow.

Reply to Objection 3. Desire gives pleasure, so long as
there is hope of obtaining that which is desired. But, when
hope is removed through the presence of an obstacle, desire
causes sorrow.

Ia IIae q. 36 a. 3Whether the craving for unity is a cause of sorrow?

Objection 1. It would seem that the craving for unity is
not a cause of sorrow. For thePhilosopher says (Ethic. x, 3) that
“this opinion,”which held repletion to be the cause of pleasure,
and division*, the cause of sorrow, “seems to have originated in
pains and pleasures connected with food.” But not every plea-
sure or sorrow is of this kind. erefore the craving for unity
is not the universal cause of sorrow; since repletion pertains to
unity, and division is the cause of multitude.

Objection2.Further, every separation is opposed to unity.
If therefore sorrow were caused by a craving for unity, no sep-
aration would be pleasant: and this is clearly untrue as regards
the separation of whatever is superfluous.

Objection 3. Further, for the same reason we desire the

conjunction of good and the removal of evil. But as conjunc-
tion regards unity, since it is a kind of union; so separation is
contrary to unity. erefore the craving for unity should not
be reckoned, rather than the craving for separation, as causing
sorrow.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (DeLib.Arb. iii, 23), that
“from the pain that dumb animals feel, it is quite evident how
their souls desire unity, in ruling and quickening their bodies.
For what else is pain but a feeling of impatience of division or
corruption?”

I answer that, Forasmuch as the desire or craving for good
is reckoned as a cause of sorrow, so must a craving for unity,
and love, be accounted as causing sorrow. Because the good of

* Aristotle wrote ἔνδειαν, ‘want’; St. omas, in the Latin version, read ‘inci-
sionem’; should he have read ‘indigentiam’?.

720



each thing consists in a certain unity, inasmuch as each thing
has, united in itself, the elements of which its perfection con-
sists:wherefore thePlatonists held that “one” is a principle, just
as “good” is. Hence everything naturally desires unity, just as it
desires goodness: and therefore, just as love or desire for good
is a cause of sorrow, so also is the love or craving for unity.

Reply toObjection 1.Not every kind of union causes per-
fect goodness, but only that on which the perfect being of a
thing depends. Hence neither does the desire of any kind of
unity cause pain or sorrow, as some have maintained: whose
opinion is refuted by the Philosopher from the fact that reple-
tion is not always pleasant; for instance, when a man has eaten
to repletion, he takes no further pleasure in eating; because re-

pletion or union of this kind, is repugnant rather than con-
ducive to perfect being. Consequently sorrow is caused by the
craving, not for any kind of unity, but for that unity in which
the perfection of nature consists.

Reply to Objection 2. Separation can be pleasant, either
because it removes something contrary to a thing’s perfection,
or because it has some union connected with it, such as union
of the sense to its object.

Reply toObjection 3. Separation from things hurtful and
corruptive is desired, in so far as they destroy the unity which
is due. Wherefore the desire for such like separation is not the
first cause of sorrow, whereas the craving for unity is.

Ia IIae q. 36 a. 4Whether an irresistible power is a cause of sorrow?

Objection 1. It would seem that a greater power should
not be reckoned a cause of sorrow. For that which is in the
power of the agent is not present but future. But sorrow is for
present evil.erefore a greater power is not a cause of sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, hurt inflicted is the cause of sorrow.
But hurt can be inflicted even by a lesser power. erefore a
greater power should not be reckoned as a cause of sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, the interior inclinations of the soul
are the causes of the movements of appetite. But a greater
power is something external. erefore it should not be reck-
oned as a cause of sorrow.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. Boni xx): “Sor-
row in the soul is caused by the will resisting a stronger power:
while pain in the body is caused by sense resisting a stronger
body.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), a present evil, is cause
of sorrow or pain, by way of object.erefore that which is the
cause of the evil being present, should be reckoned as causing
pain or sorrow. Now it is evident that it is contrary to the in-
clination of the appetite to be united with a present evil: and
whatever is contrary to a thing’s inclination does not happen
to it save by the action of something stronger. Wherefore Au-
gustine reckons a greater power as being the cause of sorrow.

But it must be noted that if the stronger power goes so far
as to transform the contrary inclination into its own inclina-

tion there will be no longer repugnance or violence: thus if a
stronger agent, by its action on a heavy body, deprives it of its
downward tendency, its consequent upward tendency is not
violent but natural to it.

Accordingly if some greater power prevail so far as to take
away from the will or the sensitive appetite, their respective in-
clinations, pain or sorrowwill not result therefrom; such is the
result only when the contrary inclination of the appetite re-
mains. And hence Augustine says (De Nat. Boni xx) that sor-
row is caused by the will “resisting a stronger power”: for were
it not to resist, but to yield by consenting, the result would be
not sorrow but pleasure.

Reply to Objection 1. A greater power causes sorrow, as
acting not potentially but actually, i.e. by causing the actual
presence of the corruptive evil.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing hinders a power which is
not simply greater, from being greater in some respect: and ac-
cordingly it is able to inflict some harm. But if it be nowise
stronger, it can do no harm at all: wherefore it cannot bring
about that which causes sorrow.

Reply toObjection 3.External agents can be the causes of
appetitive movements, in so far as they cause the presence of
the object: and it is thus that a greater power is reckoned to be
the cause of sorrow.
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Of the Effects of Pain or Sorrow

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the effects of pain or of sorrow: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether pain deprives one of the power to learn?
(2) Whether the effect of sorrow or pain is to burden the soul?
(3) Whether sorrow or pain weakens all activity?
(4) Whether sorrow is more harmful to the body than all the other passions of the soul?

Ia IIae q. 37 a. 1Whether pain deprives one of the power to learn?

Objection 1. It would seem that pain does not deprive one
of the power to learn. For it is written (Is. 26:9): “When ou
shalt do y judgments on the earth, the inhabitants of the
world shall learn justice”: and further on (verse 16): “In the
tribulation ofmurmuringy instructionwas with them.” But
the judgments of God and tribulation cause sorrow in men’s
hearts.erefore pain or sorrow, far fromdestroying, increases
the power of learning.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Is. 28:9): “Whom shall
He teachknowledge?AndwhomshallHemake tounderstand
the hearing? em that are weaned from the milk, that are
drawn away from the breasts,” i.e. from pleasures. But pain and
sorrow are most destructive of pleasure; since sorrow hinders
all pleasure, as stated in Ethic. vii, 14: and (Ecclus. 11:29) it is
stated that “the affliction of an hour maketh one forget great
delights.” erefore pain, instead of taking away, increases the
faculty of learning.

Objection 3. Further, inward sorrow surpasses outward
pain, as stated above (q. 35, a. 7). But man can learn while
sorrowful. Much more, therefore, can he learn while in bod-
ily pain.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Soliloq. i, 12): “Al-
though during those days I was tormented with a violent
tooth-ache, Iwas not able to turn over inmymindother things
than those I had already learnt; and as to learning anything, I
was quite unequal to it, because it required undivided atten-
tion.”

I answer that, Since all the powers of the soul are rooted in
the one essence of the soul, it must needs happen, when the in-
tention of the soul is strongly drawn towards the action of one
power, that it is withdrawn from the action of another power:
because the soul, being one, can only have one intention. e
result is that if one thing draws upon itself the entire intention
of the soul, or a great portion thereof, anything else requiring
considerable attention is incompatible therewith.

Now it is evident that sensible pain above all draws the
soul’s attention to itself; because it is natural for each thing
to tend wholly to repel whatever is contrary to it, as may be
observed even in natural things. It is likewise evident that in
order to learn anything new, we require study and effort with

a strong intention, as is clearly stated in Prov. 2:4,5: “If thou
shalt seek wisdom as money, and shall dig for her as for a trea-
sure, then shalt thou understand learning” [Vulg: ‘the fear of
theLord’].Consequently if the painbe acute,man is prevented
at the time from learning anything: indeed it can be so acute,
that, as long as it lasts, aman is unable to give his attention even
to that which he knew already. However a difference is to be
observed according to the difference of love that a man has for
learning or for considering: because the greater his love, the
more will he retain the intention of his mind so as to prevent
it from turning entirely to the pain.

Reply to Objection 1. Moderate sorrow, that does not
cause the mind to wander, can conduce to the acquisition of
learning especially in regard to those things by which a man
hopes to be freed from sorrow. And thus, “in the tribulation
of murmuring,” men are more apt to be taught by God.

Reply to Objection 2. Both pleasure and pain, in so far
as they draw upon themselves the soul’s intention, hinder the
reason from the act of consideration, wherefore it is stated in
Ethic. vii, 11 that “in themoment of sexual pleasure, aman can-
not understand anything.”Nevertheless pain attracts the soul’s
intention more than pleasure does: thus we observe in natu-
ral things that the action of a natural body is more intense in
regard to its contrary; for instance, hot water is more accessi-
ble to the action of cold, and in consequence freezes harder.
If therefore pain or sorrow be moderate, it can conduce acci-
dentally to the facility of learning, in so far as it takes away an
excess of pleasure. But, of itself, it is a hindrance; and if it be
intense, it prevents it altogether.

Reply toObjection 3.External pain arises fromhurt done
to the body, so that it involves bodily transmutationmore than
inward sorrow does: and yet the latter is greater in regard to
the formal element of pain, which belongs to the soul. Con-
sequently bodily pain is a greater hindrance to contemplation
which requires complete repose, than inward sorrow is. Nev-
ertheless if inward sorrow be very intense, it attracts the inten-
tion, so that man is unable to learn anything for the first time:
wherefore on account of sorrowGregory interrupted his com-
mentary on Ezechiel (Hom. xxii in Ezechiel).
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Ia IIae q. 37 a. 2Whether the effect of sorrow or pain is to burden the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not an effect of sor-
row to burden the soul. For the Apostle says (2 Cor. 7:11):
“Behold this self-same thing, that youweremade sorrowful ac-
cording to God, how great carefulness it worketh in you: yea,
defence, yea indignation,” etc. Now carefulness and indigna-
tion imply that the soul is uplied, which is contrary to being
depressed. erefore depression is not an effect of sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, sorrow is contrary to pleasure. But
the effect of pleasure is expansion: the opposite of which is not
depression but contraction. erefore depression should not
be reckoned as an effect of sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, sorrow consumes those who are in-
flicted therewith, as may be gathered from the words of the
Apostle (2 Cor. 2:7): “Lest perhaps such an one be swallowed
up with overmuch sorrow.” But that which is depressed is
not consumed; nay, it is weighed down by something heavy,
whereas that which is consumed enters within the consumer.
erefore depression should not be reckoned an effect of sor-
row.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* and Damascene (De
Fide Orth. ii, 14) speak of “depressing sorrow.”

I answer that, e effects of the soul’s passions are some-
times named metaphorically, from a likeness to sensible bod-
ies: for the reason that the movements of the animal appetite
are like the inclinations of the natural appetite. And in this
way fervor is ascribed to love, expansion to pleasure, and de-
pression to sorrow. For a man is said to be depressed, through
being hindered in his own movement by some weight. Now
it is evident from what has been said above (q. 23, a. 4; q. 25,

a. 4; q. 36, a. 1) that sorrow is caused by a present evil: and this
evil, from the very fact that it is repugnant to the movement
of the will, depresses the soul, inasmuch as it hinders it from
enjoying that which it wishes to enjoy. And if the evil which
is the cause of sorrow be not so strong as to deprive one of the
hope of avoiding it, although the soul be depressed in so far as,
for the present, it fails to grasp that which it craves for; yet it
retains the movement whereby to repulse that evil. If, on the
other hand, the strength of the evil be such as to exclude the
hope of evasion, then even the interior movement of the af-
flicted soul is absolutely hindered, so that it cannot turn aside
either thisway or that. Sometimes even the externalmovement
of the body is paralyzed, so that amanbecomes completely stu-
pefied.

Reply to Objection 1. at upliing of the soul ensues
from the sorrow which is according to God, because it brings
with it the hope of the forgiveness of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. As far as the movement of the ap-
petite is concerned, contraction and depression amount to the
same: because the soul, through being depressed so as to be
unable to attend freely to outward things, withdraws to itself,
closing itself up as it were.

Reply to Objection 3. Sorrow is said to consume man,
when the force of the afflicting evil is such as to shut out all
hope of evasion: and thus also it both depresses and consumes
at the same time. For certain things, taken metaphorically, im-
ply one another, which taken literally, appear to exclude one
another.

Ia IIae q. 37 a. 3Whether sorrow or pain weakens all activity?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow does not weaken
all activity. Because carefulness is caused by sorrow, as is clear
from the passage of theApostle quoted above (a. 2, obj. 1). But
carefulness conduces to goodwork:wherefore theApostle says
(2 Tim. 2:15): “Carefully study to present thyself…a workman
that needethnot to be ashamed.”erefore sorrow is not a hin-
drance to work, but helps one to work well.

Objection 2. Further, sorrow causes desire in many cases,
as stated in Ethic. vii, 14. But desire causes intensity of action.
erefore sorrow does too.

Objection 3. Further, as some actions are proper to the
joyful, so are others proper to the sorrowful; for instance, to
mourn. Now a thing is improved by that which is suitable to
it. erefore certain actions are not hindered but improved by
reason of sorrow.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 4) that
“pleasure perfects action,” whereas on the other hand, “sorrow
hinders it” (Ethic. x, 5).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), sorrow at times does
not depress or consume the soul, so as to shut out all move-
ment, internal or external; but certain movements are some-
times caused by sorrow itself. Accordingly action stands in a
twofold relation to sorrow. First, as being the object of sorrow:
and thus sorrowhinders any action: forwenever do thatwhich
we do with sorrow, so well as that which we do with pleasure,
or without sorrow. e reason for this is that the will is the
cause of human actions: and consequently when we do some-
thing that gives pain, the actionmust of necessity beweakened
in consequence. Secondly, action stands in relation to sorrow,
as to its principle and cause: and such action must needs be
improved by sorrow: thus themore one sorrows on account of
a certain thing, the more one strives to shake off sorrow, pro-
vided there is a hope of shaking it off: otherwise nomovement
or action would result from that sorrow.

From what has been said the replies to the objections are
evident.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xix.
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Ia IIae q. 37 a. 4Whether sorrow is more harmful to the body than the other passions of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow is not most harm-
ful to the body. For sorrow has a spiritual existence in the soul.
But those things which have only a spiritual existence do not
cause a transmutation in the body: as is evident with regard to
the images of colors, which images are in the air and do not
give color to bodies. erefore sorrow is not harmful to the
body.

Objection 2. Further if it be harmful to the body, this can
only be due to its having a bodily transmutation in conjunction
with it. But bodily transmutation takes place in all the passions
of the soul, as stated above (q. 22, Aa. 1,3). erefore sorrow
is not more harmful to the body than the other passions of the
soul.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 3)
that “anger and desire drive some tomadness”: which seems to
be a very great harm, since reason is the most excellent thing
inman.Moreover, despair seems to bemore harmful than sor-
row; for it is the cause of sorrow. erefore sorrow is not more
harmful to the body than the other passions of the soul.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 17:22): “A joyful
mind maketh age flourishing: a sorrowful spirit drieth up the
bones”: and (Prov. 25:20): “As a moth doth by a garment, and
a worm by the wood: so the sadness of a man consumeth the
heart”: and (Ecclus. 38:19): “Of sadness cometh death.”

I answer that, Of all the soul’s passions, sorrow is most
harmful to the body. e reason of this is because sorrow is re-
pugnant toman’s life in respect of the species of its movement,
and not merely in respect of its measure or quantity, as is the
case with the other passions of the soul. For man’s life consists
in a certainmovement, which flows from the heart to the other
parts of the body: and thismovement is befitting to humanna-
ture according to a certain fixed measure. Consequently if this
movement goes beyond the rightmeasure, it will be repugnant
to man’s life in respect of the measure of quantity; but not in
respect of its specific character: whereas if this movement be
hindered in its progress, it will be repugnant to life in respect

of its species.
Now it must be noted that, in all the passions of the soul,

the bodily transmutation which is their material element, is
in conformity with and in proportion to the appetitive move-
ment, which is the formal element: just as in everything mat-
ter is proportionate to form.Consequently those passions that
imply a movement of the appetite in pursuit of something, are
not repugnant to the vital movement as regards its species, but
they may be repugnant thereto as regards its measure: such are
love, joy, desire and the like; wherefore these passions conduce
to thewell-being of the body; though, if they be excessive, they
may be harmful to it. On the other hand, those passions which
denote in the appetite amovement of flight or contraction, are
repugnant to the vital movement, not only as regards its mea-
sure, but also as regards its species; wherefore they are simply
harmful: such are fear and despair, and above all sorrowwhich
depresses the soul by reason of a present evil, which makes a
stronger impression than future evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Since the soul naturally moves the
body, the spiritual movement of the soul is naturally the cause
of bodily transmutation. Nor is there any parallel with spiri-
tual images, because they are not naturally ordained to move
such other bodies as are not naturally moved by the soul.

Reply to Objection 2. Other passions imply a bodily
transmutation which is specifically in conformity with the vi-
tal movement: whereas sorrow implies a transmutation that is
repugnant thereto, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3. A lesser cause suffices to hinder the
use of reason, than to destroy life: since we observe that many
ailments deprive one of the use of reason, before depriving one
of life.Nevertheless fear and anger cause very great harm to the
body, by reason of the sorrow which they imply, and which
arises from the absence of the thing desired. Moreover sorrow
too sometimes deprives man of the use of reason: as may be
seen in those who through sorrow become a prey to melan-
choly or madness.
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Of the Remedies of Sorrow or Pain

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the remedies of pain or sorrow: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether pain or sorrow is assuaged by every pleasure?
(2) Whether it is assuaged by weeping?
(3) Whether it is assuaged by the sympathy of friends?
(4) Whether it is assuaged by contemplating the truth?
(5) Whether it is assuaged by sleep and baths?

Ia IIae q. 38 a. 1Whether pain or sorrow is assuaged by every pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that not every pleasure as-
suages every pain or sorrow. For pleasure does not assuage sor-
row, save in so far as it is contrary to it: for “remedies work by
contraries” (Ethic. ii, 3). But not every pleasure is contrary to
every sorrow; as stated above (q. 35, a. 4 ).erefore not every
pleasure assuages every sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, that which causes sorrow does not
assuage it. But some pleasures cause sorrow; since, as stated in
Ethic. ix, 4, “thewickedman feels pain at having been pleased.”
erefore not every pleasure assuages sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Confess. iv, 7) that
he fled from his country, where he had been wont to associate
with his friend, now dead: “for so should his eyes look for him
less, where they were not wont to see him.” Hence we may
gather that those things which united us to our dead or ab-
sent friends, become burdensome to us when we mourn their
death or absence. But nothing united us more than the plea-
sures we enjoyed in common. erefore these very pleasures
become burdensome to us when we mourn. erefore not ev-
ery pleasure assuages every sorrow.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher says (Ethic. vii, 14) that
“sorrow is driven forth by pleasure, both by a contrary pleasure
and by any other, provided it be intense.”

I answer that,As is evident fromwhat has been said above
(q. 23, a. 4 ), pleasure is a kind of repose of the appetite in a suit-
able good; while sorrow arises from something unsuited to the
appetite. Consequently in movements of the appetite pleasure
is to sorrow, what, in bodies, repose is to weariness, which is
due to a non-natural transmutation; for sorrow itself implies

a certain weariness or ailing of the appetitive faculty. ere-
fore just as all repose of the body brings relief to any kind of
weariness, ensuing from any non-natural cause; so every plea-
sure brings relief by assuaging any kind of sorrow, due to any
cause whatever.

Reply to Objection 1. Although not every pleasure is
specifically contrary to every sorrow, yet it is generically, as
stated above (q. 35, a. 4). And consequently, on the part of the
disposition of the subject, any sorrow can be assuaged by any
pleasure.

Reply toObjection2.epleasures ofwickedmenarenot
a cause of sorrowwhile they are enjoyed, but aerwards: that is
to say, in so far as wicked men repent of those things in which
they took pleasure.is sorrow is healed by contrary pleasures.

Reply to Objection 3. When there are two causes inclin-
ing to contrary movements, each hinders the other; yet the
one which is stronger and more persistent, prevails in the end.
Now when a man is made sorrowful by those things in which
he took pleasure in common with a deceased or absent friend,
there are two causes producing contrary movements. For the
thought of the friend’s death or absence, inclines him to sor-
row: whereas the present good inclines him to pleasure. Con-
sequently each ismodified by the other. And yet, since the per-
ception of the present moves more strongly than the memory
of the past, and since love of self is more persistent than love
of another; hence it is that, in the end, the pleasure drives out
the sorrow. Wherefore a little further on (Confess. iv, 8) Au-
gustine says that his “sorrow gave way to his former pleasures.”

Ia IIae q. 38 a. 2Whether pain or sorrow is assuaged by tears?

Objection 1. It would seem that tears do not assuage sor-
row. Because no effect diminishes its cause. But tears or groans
are an effect of sorrow.erefore they do not diminish sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, just as tears or groans are an effect
of sorrow, so laughter is an effect of joy. But laughter does not
lessen joy. erefore tears do not lessen sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, whenweweep, the evil that saddens

us is present to the imagination. But the image of that which
saddens us increases sorrow, just as the image of a pleasant
thing adds to joy. erefore it seems that tears do not assuage
sorrow.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. iv, 7) that
when he mourned the death of his friend, “in groans and in
tears alone did he find some little refreshment.”
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I answer that, Tears and groans naturally assuage sorrow:
and this for two reasons. First, because a hurtful thing hurts
yet more if we keep it shut up, because the soul is more intent
on it: whereas if it be allowed to escape, the soul’s intention is
dispersed as it were on outward things, so that the inward sor-
row is lessened. is is why men, burdened with sorrow, make
outward show of their sorrow, by tears or groans or even by
words, their sorrow is assuaged. Secondly, because an action,
that befits a man according to his actual disposition, is always
pleasant to him. Now tears and groans are actions befitting a
man who is in sorrow or pain; and consequently they become
pleasant to him. Since then, as stated above (a. 1), every plea-
sure assuages sorrow or pain somewhat, it follows that sorrow
is assuaged by weeping and groans.

Reply to Objection 1. is relation of the cause to effect
is opposed to the relation existing between the cause of sorrow
and the sorrowing man. For every effect is suited to its cause,
and consequently is pleasant to it; but the cause of sorrow is

disagreeable to him that sorrows. Hence the effect of sorrow
is not related to him that sorrows in the same way as the cause
of sorrow is. For this reason sorrow is assuaged by its effect, on
account of the aforesaid contrariety.

Reply toObjection 2.e relation of effect to cause is like
the relation of the object of pleasure to him that takes pleasure
in it: because in each case the one agrees with the other. Now
every like thing increases its like. erefore joy is increased by
laughter and the other effects of joy: except they be excessive,
in which case, accidentally, they lessen it.

Reply toObjection3.eimage of thatwhich saddens us,
considered in itself, has a natural tendency to increase sorrow:
yet from the very fact that a man imagines himself to be do-
ing that which is fitting according to his actual state, he feels a
certain amount of pleasure. For the same reason if laughter es-
capes a man when he is so disposed that he thinks he ought to
weep, he is sorry for it, as having done something unbecoming
to him, as Cicero says (De Tusc. Quaest. iii, 27).

Ia IIae q. 38 a. 3Whether pain or sorrow are assuaged by the sympathy of friends?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sorrow of sympathiz-
ing friends does not assuage our own sorrow. For contraries
have contrary effects. Now as Augustine says (Confess. viii, 4),
“whenmany rejoice together, each one hasmore exuberant joy,
for they are kindled and inflamed one by the other.”erefore,
in like manner, when many are sorrowful, it seems that their
sorrow is greater.

Objection 2. Further, friendship demands mutual love, as
Augustine declares (Confess. iv, 9). But a sympathizing friend
is pained at the sorrow of his friend with whom he sympa-
thizes. Consequently the pain of a sympathizing friend be-
comes, to the friend in sorrow, a further cause of sorrow: so
that, his pain being doubled his sorrow seems to increase.

Objection 3. Further, sorrow arises from every evil affect-
ing a friend, as though it affected oneself: since “a friend is one’s
other self ” (Ethic. ix, 4,9). But sorrow is an evil. erefore the
sorrow of the sympathizing friend increases the sorrow of the
friend with whom he sympathizes.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 11) that
those who are in pain are consoled when their friends sympa-
thize with them.

I answer that, When one is in pain, it is natural that the

sympathy of a friend should afford consolation: whereof the
Philosopher indicates a twofold reason (Ethic. ix, 11). e
first is because, since sorrow has a depressing effect, it is like a
weight whereof we strive to unburden ourselves: so that when
a man sees others saddened by his own sorrow, it seems as
though others were bearing the burden with him, striving, as
it were, to lessen its weight; wherefore the load of sorrow be-
comes lighter for him: something like what occurs in the car-
rying of bodily burdens. e second and better reason is be-
cause when a man’s friends condole with him, he sees that he
is loved by them, and this affords him pleasure, as stated above
(q. 32, a. 5). Consequently, since every pleasure assuages sor-
row, as stated above (a. 1), it follows that sorrow is mitigated
by a sympathizing friend.

Reply to Objection 1. In either case there is a proof of
friendship, viz. when a man rejoices with the joyful, and when
he sorrowswith the sorrowful. Consequently each becomes an
object of pleasure by reason of its cause.

Reply to Objection 2. e friend’s sorrow itself would be
a cause of sorrow: but consideration of its cause, viz. his love,
gives rise rather to pleasure.

And this suffices for the reply to the ird Objection.

Ia IIae q. 38 a. 4Whether pain and sorrow are assuaged by the contemplation of truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that the contemplation of
truth does not assuage sorrow. For it is written (Eccles. 1:18):
“He that addeth knowledge addeth also sorrow” [Vulg.: ‘la-
bor’]. But knowledge pertains to the contemplation of truth.
erefore the contemplation of truth does not assuage sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, the contemplation of truth belongs
to the speculative intellect. But “the speculative intellect is not

a principle ofmovement”; as stated inDeAnima iii, 11.ere-
fore, since joy and sorrow are movements of the soul, it seems
that the contemplation of truth does not help to assuage sor-
row.

Objection 3.Further, the remedy for an ailment should be
applied to the part which ails. But contemplation of truth is in
the intellect. erefore it does not assuage bodily pain, which
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is in the senses.
On the contrary, Augustine says (Soliloq. i, 12): “It

seemed to me that if the light of that truth were to dawn on
our minds, either I should not feel that pain, or at least that
pain would seem nothing to me.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 3, a. 5), the greatest of
all pleasures consists in the contemplation of truth.Now every
pleasure assuages pain as stated above (a. 1): hence the contem-
plation of truth assuages pain or sorrow, and the more so, the
more perfectly one is a lover of wisdom. And therefore in the
midst of tribulations men rejoice in the contemplation of Di-
vine things and of future Happiness, according to James 1:2:
“My brethren, count it all joy, when you shall fall into divers
temptations”: and, what is more, even in the midst of bodily
tortures this joy is found; as the “martyr Tiburtius, when he
was walking barefoot on the burning coals, said: Methinks, I
walk on roses, in the name of Jesus Christ.”*

Reply toObjection1. “He that addeth knowledge, addeth
sorrow,” either on account of the difficulty and disappoint-
ment in the search for truth; or because knowledgemakesman
acquainted with many things that are contrary to his will. Ac-
cordingly, on the part of the things known, knowledge causes
sorrow: but on the part of the contemplation of truth, it causes
pleasure.

Reply to Objection 2. e speculative intellect does not
move the mind on the part of the thing contemplated: but on
the part of contemplation itself, which is man’s good and nat-
urally pleasant to him.

Reply to Objection 3. In the powers of the soul there is
an overflow from the higher to the lower powers: and accord-
ingly, the pleasure of contemplation, which is in the higher
part, overflows so as to mitigate even that pain which is in the
senses.

Ia IIae q. 38 a. 5Whether pain and sorrow are assuaged by sleep and baths?

Objection 1. It would seem that sleep and baths do not
assuage sorrow. For sorrow is in the soul: whereas sleep and
baths regard the body. erefore they do not conduce to the
assuaging of sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, the same effect does not seem to en-
sue from contrary causes. But these, being bodily things, are
incompatible with the contemplation of truth which is a cause
of the assuaging of sorrow, as stated above (a. 4).erefore sor-
row is not mitigated by the like.

Objection 3. Further, sorrow and pain, in so far as they af-
fect the body, denote a certain transmutation of the heart. But
such remedies as these seem to pertain to the outward senses
and limbs, rather than to the interior disposition of the heart.
erefore they do not assuage sorrow.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. ix, 12): “I had
heard that the bath had its name†…from the fact of its driving
sadness from the mind.” And further on, he says: “I slept, and
woke up again, and found my grief not a little assuaged”: and
quotes the words from the hymn of Ambrose‡, in which it is
said that “Sleep restores the tired limbs to labor, refreshes the

weary mind, and banishes sorrow.”
I answer that, As stated above (q. 37, a. 4), sorrow, by rea-

son of its specific nature, is repugnant to the vitalmovement of
the body; and consequently whatever restores the bodily na-
ture to its due state of vital movement, is opposed to sorrow
and assuages it. Moreover such remedies, from the very fact
that they bring nature back to its normal state, are causes of
pleasure; for this is precisely inwhat pleasure consists, as stated
above (q. 31, a. 1).erefore, since every pleasure assuages sor-
row, sorrow is assuaged by such like bodily remedies.

Reply toObjection1.enormal disposition of the body,
so far as it is felt, is itself a cause of pleasure, and consequently
assuages sorrow.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 31, a. 8), one
pleasure hinders another; and yet every pleasure assuages sor-
row. Consequently it is not unreasonable that sorrow should
be assuaged by causes which hinder one another.

Reply toObjection 3. Every good disposition of the body
reacts somewhat on the heart, which is the beginning and end
of bodily movements, as stated in De Causa Mot. Animal. xi.

* Cf. Dominican Breviary, August 11th, commemoration of St. Tiburtius. † Balneum, from the Greek βαλανεῖον. ‡ Cf. Sarum Breviary: First Sunday
aer the octave of the Epiphany, Hymn for first Vespers.

727



F P   S P, Q 39
Of the Goodness and Malice of Sorrow or Pain

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the goodness and malice of pain or sorrow: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all sorrow is evil?
(2) Whether sorrow can be a virtuous good?
(3) Whether it can be a useful good?
(4) Whether bodily pain is the greatest evil?

Ia IIae q. 39 a. 1Whether all sorrow is evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that all sorrow is evil. For
Gregory of Nyssa* says: “All sorrow is evil, from its very na-
ture.”Nowwhat is naturally evil, is evil always and everywhere.
erefore, all sorrow is evil.

Objection 2. Further, that which all, even the virtuous,
avoid, is evil. But all avoid sorrow, even the virtuous, since as
stated in Ethic. vii, 11, “though the prudent man does not aim
at pleasure, yet he aims at avoiding sorrow.” erefore sorrow
is evil.

Objection 3. Further, just as bodily evil is the object and
cause of bodily pain, so spiritual evil is the object and cause of
sorrow in the soul. But every bodily pain is a bodily evil.ere-
fore every spiritual sorrow is an evil of the soul.

On the contrary, Sorrow for evil is contrary to pleasure
in evil. But pleasure in evil is evil: wherefore in condemnation
of certain men, it is written (Prov. 2:14), that “they were glad
when they had done evil.” erefore sorrow for evil is good.

I answer that,Athingmaybe goodor evil in twoways: first
considered simply and in itself; and thus all sorrow is an evil,
because the mere fact of a man’s appetite being uneasy about a
present evil, is itself an evil, because it hinders the response of
the appetite in good. Secondly, a thing is said to be goodor evil,
on the supposition of something else: thus shame is said to be
good, on the supposition of a shameful deed done, as stated in
Ethic. iv, 9. Accordingly, supposing the presence of something

saddening or painful, it is a sign of goodness if a man is in sor-
rowor pain on account of this present evil. For if hewere not to
be in sorrow or pain, this could only be either because he feels
it not, or because he does not reckon it as something unbecom-
ing, both of which are manifest evils. Consequently it is a con-
dition of goodness, that, supposing an evil to be present, sor-
row or pain should ensue. Wherefore Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. viii, 14): “It is also a good thing that he sorrows for the good
he has lost: for had not some good remained in his nature, he
could not be punished by the loss of good.” Because, however,
in the science of Morals, we consider things individually—for
actions are concerned about individuals—that which is good
on some supposition, shouldbe considered as good: just as that
which is voluntary on some supposition, is judged to be volun-
tary, as stated in Ethic. iii, 1, and likewise above (q. 6, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 1. Gregory of Nyssa† is speaking of
sorrow on the part of the evil that causes it, but not on the
part of the subject that feels and rejects the evil. And from this
point of view, all shun sorrow, inasmuch as they shun evil: but
they donot shun the perception and rejection of evil.e same
also applies to bodily pain: because the perception and rejec-
tion of bodily evil is the proof of the goodness of nature.

is suffices for the Replies to the Second and ird Ob-
jections.

Ia IIae q. 39 a. 2Whether sorrow can be a virtuous good?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow is not a virtuous
good. For that which leads to hell is not a virtuous good. But,
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 33), “Jacob seems to have
feared lest he should be troubled overmuch by sorrow, and so,
instead of entering into the rest of the blessed, be consigned to
the hell of sinners.” erefore sorrow is not a virtuous good.

Objection 2. Further, the virtuous good is praiseworthy
and meritorious. But sorrow lessens praise or merit: for the
Apostle says (2 Cor. 9:7): “Everyone, as he hath determined in
his heart, not with sadness, or of necessity.” erefore sorrow
is not a virtuous good.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv,
15), “sorrow is concerned about those things which happen
against our will.” But not to will those things which are actu-
ally taking place, is to have awill opposed to the decree ofGod,
to Whose providence whatever is done is subject. Since, then,
conformity of the human to the Divine will is a condition of
the rectitude of the will, as stated above (q. 19, a. 9), it seems
that sorrow is incompatible with rectitude of the will, and that
consequently it is not virtuous.

On the contrary, Whatever merits the reward of eternal
life is virtuous. But such is sorrow; as is evident fromMat. 5:5:

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xix. † Nemesius.
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“Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be comforted.”
erefore sorrow is a virtuous good.

I answer that, In so far as sorrow is good, it can be a virtu-
ous good. For it has been said above (a. 1) that sorrow is a good
inasmuch as it denotes perception and rejection of evil. ese
two things, as regards bodily pain, are a proof of the goodness
of nature, to which it is due that the senses perceive, and that
nature shuns, the harmful thing that causes pain. As regards in-
terior sorrow, perception of the evil is sometimes due to a right
judgment of reason; while the rejection of the evil is the act of
the will, well disposed and detesting that evil. Now every vir-
tuous good results from these two things, the rectitude of the
reason and the will. Wherefore it is evident that sorrow may
be a virtuous good.

Reply to Objection 1. All the passions of the soul should
be regulated according to the rule of reason, which is the root
of the virtuous good; but excessive sorrow, of which Augus-

tine is speaking, oversteps this rule, and therefore it fails to be
a virtuous good.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as sorrow for an evil arises from
a right will and reason, which detest the evil, so sorrow for
a good is due to a perverse reason and will, which detest the
good. Consequently such sorrow is an obstacle to the praise
andmerit of the virtuous good; for instance, when aman gives
an alms sorrowfully.

Reply to Objection 3. Some things do actually happen,
not because God wills, but because He permits them to hap-
pen—such as sins. Consequently a will that is opposed to sin,
whether in oneself or in another, is not discordant from the
Divine will. Penal evils happen actually, even by God’s will.
But it is not necessary for the rectitude of his will, that man
shouldwill them in themselves: but only that he should not re-
volt against the order of Divine justice, as stated above (q. 19,
a. 10).

Ia IIae q. 39 a. 3Whether sorrow can be a useful good?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow cannot be a use-
ful good. For it is written (Ecclus. 30:25): “Sadness hath killed
many, and there is no profit in it.”

Objection 2. Further, choice is of that which is useful to
an end. But sorrow is not an object of choice; in fact, “a thing
without sorrow is to be chosen rather than the same thingwith
sorrow” (Topic. iii, 2). erefore sorrow is not a useful good.

Objection3.Further, “Everything is for the sake of its own
operation,” as stated in De Coel. ii, 3. But “sorrow hinders op-
eration,” as stated inEthic. x, 5.erefore sorrow is not a useful
good.

On the contrary, e wise man seeks only that which is
useful. But according to Eccles. 7:5, “the heart of the wise is
where there is mourning, and the heart of fools where there is
mirth.” erefore sorrow is useful.

I answer that,A twofoldmovement of the appetite ensues
fromapresent evil.One is thatwhereby the appetite is opposed
to the present evil; and, in this respect, sorrow is of no use; be-
cause that which is present, cannot be not present. e other
movement arises in the appetite to the effect of avoiding or ex-
pelling the saddening evil: and, in this respect, sorrow is of use,
if it be for somethingwhich ought to be avoided. Because there
are two reasons forwhich itmay be right to avoid a thing. First,
because it should be avoided in itself, on account of its being
contrary to good; for instance, sin. Wherefore sorrow for sin
is useful as inducing aman to avoid sin: hence the Apostle says
(2 Cor. 7:9): “I am glad: not because you were made sorrow-

ful, but because you were made sorrowful unto penance.” Sec-
ondly, a thing is to be avoided, not as though it were evil in
itself, but because it is an occasion of evil; either through one’s
being attached to it, and loving it too much, or through one’s
being thrown headlong thereby into an evil, as is evident in the
case of temporal goods.And, in this respect, sorrow for tempo-
ral goods may be useful; according to Eccles. 7:3: “It is better
to go to the house of mourning, than to the house of feasting:
for in that we are put in mind of the end of all.”

Moreover, sorrow for that which ought to be avoided is
always useful, since it adds another motive for avoiding it. Be-
cause the very evil is in itself a thing to be avoided: while ev-
eryone avoids sorrow for its own sake, just as everyone seeks
the good, and pleasure in the good. erefore just as pleasure
in the goodmakes one seek the goodmore earnestly, so sorrow
for evil makes one avoid evil more eagerly.

Reply to Objection 1. is passage is to be taken as re-
ferring to excessive sorrow, which consumes the soul: for such
sorrow paralyzes the soul, and hinders it from shunning evil,
as stated above (q. 37, a. 2).

Reply toObjection2. Just as any object of choice becomes
less eligible by reason of sorrow, so that which ought to be
shunned is still more to be shunned by reason of sorrow: and,
in this respect, sorrow is useful.

Reply toObjection 3. Sorrow caused by an action hinders
that action: but sorrow for the cessation of an action, makes
one do it more earnestly.
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Ia IIae q. 39 a. 4Whether bodily pain is the greatest evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that pain is the greatest evil.
Because “the worst is contrary to the best” (Ethic. viii, 10). But
a certain pleasure is the greatest good, viz. the pleasure of bliss.
erefore a certain pain is the greatest evil.

Objection 2.Further, happiness isman’s greatest good, be-
cause it is his last end. Butman’sHappiness consists in his “hav-
ing whatever he will, and in willing naught amiss,” as stated
above (q. 3, a. 4, obj. 5; q. 5, a. 8, obj. 3).erefore man’s great-
est good consists in the fulfilment of his will. Now pain con-
sists in something happening contrary to thewill, asAugustine
declares (De Civ. Dei xiv, 6,15). erefore pain is man’s great-
est evil.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine argues thus (Soliloq. i,
12): “We are composed of two parts, i.e. of a soul and a body,
whereof the body is the inferior. Now the sovereign good is
the greatest good of the better part: while the supreme evil is
the greatest evil of the inferior part. But wisdom is the great-
est good of the soul; while the worst thing in the body is pain.
erefore man’s greatest good is to be wise: while his greatest
evil is to suffer pain.”

On the contrary, Guilt is a greater evil than punishment,
as was stated in the Ia, q. 48, a. 6. But sorrow or pain belongs
to the punishment of sin, just as the enjoyment of changeable
things is an evil of guilt. ForAugustine says (DeVeraRelig. xii):
“What is pain of the soul, except for the soul to be deprived of
that which it was wont to enjoy, or had hoped to enjoy? And
this is all that is called evil, i.e. sin, and the punishment of sin.”
erefore sorrow or pain is not man’s greatest evil.

I answer that, It is impossible for any sorrow or pain to be

man’s greatest evil. For all sorrow or pain is either for some-
thing that is truly evil, or for something that is apparently evil,
but good in reality. Now pain or sorrow for that which is truly
evil cannot be the greatest evil: for there is something worse,
namely, either not to reckon as evil that which is really evil,
or not to reject it. Again, sorrow or pain, for that which is ap-
parently evil, but really good, cannot be the greatest evil, for it
would be worse to be altogether separated from that which is
truly good. Hence it is impossible for any sorrow or pain to be
man’s greatest evil.

Reply toObjection 1. Pleasure and sorrow have two good
points in common: namely, a true judgment concerning good
and evil; and the right order of the will in approving of good
and rejecting evil. us it is clear that in pain or sorrow there
is a good, by the removal of which they becomeworse: and yet
there is not an evil in every pleasure, by the removal of which
the pleasure is better. Consequently, a pleasure can be man’s
highest good, in the way above stated (q. 34, a. 3): whereas sor-
row cannot be man’s greatest evil.

Reply to Objection 2. e very fact of the will being op-
posed to evil is a good. And for this reason, sorrow or pain can-
not be the greatest evil; because it has an admixture of good.

Reply to Objection 3. at which harms the better thing
isworse than thatwhichharms theworse.Nowa thing is called
evil “because it harms,” as Augustine says (Enchiridion xii).
erefore that which is an evil to the soul is a greater evil than
that which is an evil to the body.erefore this argument does
not prove: nor does Augustine give it as his own, but as taken
from another*.

* Cornelius Celsus.
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F P   S P, Q 40
Of the Irascible Passions, and First, of Hope and Despair

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the irascible passions: (1) Hope and despair; (2) Fear and daring; (3) Anger. Under first head there
are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether hope is the same as desire or cupidity?
(2) Whether hope is in the apprehensive, or in the appetitive faculty?
(3) Whether hope is in dumb animals?
(4) Whether despair is contrary to hope?
(5) Whether experience is a cause of hope?
(6) Whether hope abounds in young men and drunkards?
(7) Concerning the order of hope to love;
(8) Whether love conduces to action?

Ia IIae q. 40 a. 1Whether hope is the same as desire of cupidity?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope is the same as desire
or cupidity. Because hope is reckoned as one of the four princi-
pal passions. But Augustine in setting down the four principal
passions puts cupidity in the place of hope (De Civ. Dei xiv,
3,7). erefore hope is the same as cupidity or desire.

Objection 2. Further, passions differ according to their
objects. But the object of hope is the same as the object of
cupidity or desire, viz. the future good. erefore hope is the
same as cupidity or desire.

Objection 3. If it be said that hope, in addition to desire,
denotes the possibility of obtaining the future good; on the
contrary, whatever is accidental to the object does not make
a different species of passion. But possibility of acquisition is
accidental to a future good, which is the object of cupidity or
desire, and of hope. erefore hope does not differ specifically
from desire or cupidity.

On the contrary, To different powers belong different
species of passions. But hope is in the irascible power; whereas
desire or cupidity is in the concupiscible. erefore hope dif-
fers specifically from desire or cupidity.

I answer that,especies of a passion is taken fromtheob-
ject. Now, in the object of hope, we may note four conditions.
First, that it is something good; since, properly speaking, hope
regards only the good; in this respect, hope differs from fear,
which regards evil. Secondly, that it is future; for hope does
not regard that which is present and already possessed: in this
respect, hope differs from joy which regards a present good.
irdly, that it must be something arduous and difficult to ob-
tain, for we do not speak of any one hoping for trifles, which
are in one’s power to have at any time: in this respect, hope

differs from desire or cupidity, which regards the future good
absolutely: wherefore it belongs to the concupiscible, while
hope belongs to the irascible faculty. Fourthly, that this dif-
ficult thing is something possible to obtain: for one does not
hope for that which one cannot get at all: and, in this respect,
hope differs from despair. It is therefore evident that hope dif-
fers from desire, as the irascible passions differ from the con-
cupiscible. For this reason,moreover, hope presupposes desire:
just as all irascible passions presuppose the passions of the con-
cupiscible faculty, as stated above (q. 25, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine mentions desire instead
of hope, because each regards future good; and because the
good which is not arduous is reckoned as nothing: thus im-
plying that desire seems to tend chiefly to the arduous good,
to which hope tends likewise.

Reply to Objection 1. e object of hope is the future
good considered, not absolutely, but as arduous and difficult
of attainment, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. e object of hope adds not only
possibility to the object of desire, but also difficulty: and this
makes hope belong to another power, viz. the irascible, which
regards something difficult, as stated in the Ia, q. 81, a. 2.More-
over, possibility and impossibility are not altogether acciden-
tal to the object of the appetitive power: because the appetite is
a principle ofmovement; andnothing ismoved to anything ex-
cept under the aspect of being possible; for no one is moved to
that which he reckons impossible to get. Consequently hope
differs fromdespair according to the difference of possible and
impossible.
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Ia IIae q. 40 a. 2Whether hope is in the apprehensive or in the appetitive power?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope belongs to the cog-
nitive power. Because hope, seemingly, is a kind of awaiting;
for the Apostle says (Rom. 8:25): “If we hope for that which
we see not; we wait for it with patience.” But awaiting seems to
belong to the cognitive power, which we exercise by “looking
out.” erefore hope belongs to the cognitive power.

Objection 2. Further, apparently hope is the same as con-
fidence; hence when a man hopes he is said to be confident, as
though to hope and to be confident were the same thing. But
confidence, like faith, seems to belong to the cognitive power.
erefore hope does too.

Objection 3. Further, certainty is a property of the cogni-
tive power. But certainty is ascribed to hope. erefore hope
belongs to the cognitive power.

On the contrary, Hope regards good, as stated above
(a. 1). Now good, as such, is not the object of the cognitive,
but of the appetitive power. erefore hope belongs, not to
the cognitive, but to the appetitive power.

I answer that, Since hope denotes a certain stretching out
of the appetite towards good, it evidently belongs to the ap-
petitive power; since movement towards things belongs prop-
erly to the appetite: whereas the action of the cognitive power
is accomplished not by the movement of the knower towards
things, but rather according as the things known are in the
knower. But since the cognitive power moves the appetite, by
presenting its object to it; there arise in the appetite various
movements according to various aspects of the apprehended
object. For the apprehension of good gives rise to one kind
of movement in the appetite, while the apprehension of evil
gives rise to another: in like manner various movements arise
from the apprehension of something present and of something
future; of something considered absolutely, and of something
considered as arduous; of something possible, and of some-

thing impossible. And accordingly hope is a movement of the
appetitive power ensuing from the apprehension of a future
good, difficult but possible to obtain; namely, a stretching
forth of the appetite to such a good.

Reply toObjection 1. Since hope regards a possible good,
there arises in man a twofold movement of hope; for a thing
may be possible to him in two ways, viz. by his own power, or
by another’s. Accordingly when a man hopes to obtain some-
thing by his own power, he is not said to wait for it, but simply
to hope for it. But, properly speaking, he is said to await that
which he hopes to get by another’s help as though to await
[exspectare] implied keeping one’s eyes on another [ex alio
spectare], in so far as the apprehensive power, by going ahead,
not only keeps its eye on the good which man intends to get,
but also on the thingbywhosepowerhehopes to get it; accord-
ing to Ecclus. 51:10, “I looked for the succor of men.” Where-
fore themovement of hope is sometimes called expectation, on
account of the preceding inspection of the cognitive power.

Reply to Objection 2. When a man desires a thing and
reckons that he can get it, he believes that he can get it, he be-
lieves that he will get it; and from this belief which precedes
in the cognitive power, the ensuing movement in the appetite
is called confidence. Because the movement of the appetite
takes its name from the knowledge that precedes it, as an ef-
fect from a cause which is better known; for the apprehensive
power knows its own act better than that of the appetite.

Reply to Objection 3. Certainty is ascribed to the move-
ment, not only of the sensitive, but also of the natural appetite;
thus we say that a stone is certain to tend downwards. is is
owing to the inerrancywhich themovement of the sensitive or
even natural appetite derives from the certainty of the knowl-
edge that precedes it.

Ia IIae q. 40 a. 3Whether hope is in dumb animals?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no hope in dumb
animals. Because hope is for some future good, as Damascene
says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12). But knowledge of the future is not
in the competency of dumb animals, whose knowledge is con-
fined to the senses and does not extend to the future.erefore
there is no hope in dumb animals.

Objection 2. Further, the object of hope is a future good,
possible of attainment. But possible and impossible are differ-
ences of the true and the false, which are only in the mind, as
the Philosopher states (Metaph. vi, 4). erefore there is no
hope in dumb animals, since they have no mind.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ix, 14)
that “animals are moved by the things that they see.” But hope
is of things unseen: “for what a man seeth, why doth he hope
for?” (Rom.8:24).erefore there is nohope indumbanimals.

Onthe contrary,Hope is an irascible passion. But the iras-
cible faculty is in dumb animals. erefore hope is also.

I answer that,einternal passions of animals canbe gath-
ered fromtheir outwardmovements: fromwhich it is clear that
hope is in dumb animals. For if a dog see a hare, or a hawk see
a bird, too far off, it makes no movement towards it, as having
no hope to catch it: whereas, if it be near, it makes amovement
towards it, as being in hopes of catching it. Because as stated
above (q. 1, a. 2; q. 26, a. 1; q. 35, a. 1), the sensitive appetite
of dumb animals, and likewise the natural appetite of insen-
sible things, result from the apprehension of an intellect, just
as the appetite of the intellectual nature, which is called the
will. But there is a difference, in that the will is moved by an
apprehension of the intellect in the same subject; whereas the
movement of the natural appetite results from the apprehen-
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sion of the separate Intellect, Who is the Author of nature; as
does also the sensitive appetite of dumb animals, who act from
a certain natural instinct. Consequently, in the actions of irra-
tional animals and of other natural things, we observe a proce-
dure which is similar to that which we observe in the actions
of art: and in this way hope and despair are in dumb animals.

Reply to Objection 1. Although dumb animals do not
know the future, yet an animal is moved by its natural instinct
to something future, as though it foresaw the future. Because
this instinct is planted in them by the Divine Intellect that
foresees the future.

Reply toObjection 2.e object of hope is not the possi-
ble as differentiating the true, for thus the possible ensues from
the relation of a predicate to a subject.eobject of hope is the
possible as compared to a power. For such is the division of the
possible given in Metaph. v, 12, i.e. into the two kinds we have
just mentioned.

Reply toObjection 3.Although the thing which is future
does not come under the object of sight; nevertheless through
seeing something present, an animal’s appetite ismoved to seek
or avoid something future.

Ia IIae q. 40 a. 4Whether despair is contrary to hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that despair is not contrary to
hope. Because “to one thing there is one contrary” (Metaph. x,
5). But fear is contrary to hope. erefore despair is not con-
trary to hope.

Objection 2. Further, contraries seem to bear on the same
thing. But hope and despair do not bear on the same thing:
since hope regards the good, whereas despair arises from some
evil that is in the way of obtaining good. erefore hope is not
contrary to despair.

Objection 3. Further, movement is contrary to move-
ment:while repose is in opposition tomovement as a privation
thereof. But despair seems to imply immobility rather than
movement.erefore it is not contrary to hope, which implies
movement of stretching out towards the hoped-for good.

On the contrary, e very name of despair [desperatio]
implies that it is contrary to hope [spes].

I answer that, As stated above (q. 23, a. 2), there is a
twofold contrariety of movements. One is in respect of ap-
proach to contrary terms: and this contrariety alone is to be
found in the concupiscible passions, for instance between love
andhatred.eother is according to approach andwithdrawal
with regard to the same term; and is to be found in the irasci-
ble passions, as stated above (q. 23, a. 2). Now the object of
hope, which is the arduous good, has the character of a princi-

ple of attraction, if it be considered in the light of something
attainable; and thus hope tends thereto, for it denotes a kind
of approach. But in so far as it is considered as unobtainable, it
has the character of a principle of repulsion, because, as stated
in Ethic. iii, 3, “when men come to an impossibility they dis-
perse.” And this is how despair stands in regard to this object,
wherefore it implies a movement of withdrawal: and conse-
quently it is contrary to hope, as withdrawal is to approach.

Reply to Objection 1. Fear is contrary to hope, because
their objects, i.e. good and evil, are contrary: for this contrari-
ety is found in the irascible passions, according as they ensue
from the passions of the concupiscible. But despair is contrary
to hope, only by contrariety of approach and withdrawal.

Reply to Objection 2. Despair does not regard evil as
such; sometimes however it regards evil accidentally, as mak-
ing the difficult good impossible to obtain. But it can arise
from the mere excess of good.

Reply to Objection 3. Despair implies not only privation
of hope, but also a recoil from the thing desired, by reason of
its being esteemed impossible to get. Hence despair, like hope,
presupposes desire; because we neither hope for nor despair of
that which we do not desire to have. For this reason, too, each
of them regards the good, which is the object of desire.

Ia IIae q. 40 a. 5Whether experience is a cause of hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that experience is not a cause
of hope. Because experience belongs to the cognitive power;
wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1) that “intellectual
virtueneeds experience and time.”Buthope is not in the cogni-
tive power, but in the appetite, as stated above (a. 2).erefore
experience is not a cause of hope.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 13)
that “the old are slow to hope, on account of their experience”;
whence it seems to follow that experience causes want of hope.
But the same cause is not productive of opposites. erefore
experience is not a cause of hope.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (De Coel. ii,

5) that “to have something to say about everything, without
leaving anything out, is sometimes a proof of folly.” But to at-
tempt everything seems to point to great hopes; while folly
arises from inexperience. erefore inexperience, rather than
experience, seems to be a cause of hope.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8)
“some are hopeful, through having been victorious oen and
over many opponents”: which seems to pertain to experience.
erefore experience is a cause of hope.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the object of hope is
a future good, difficult but possible to obtain. Consequently
a thing may be a cause of hope, either because it makes some-

733



thing possible to a man: or because it makes him think some-
thing possible. In the first way hope is caused by everything
that increases a man’s power; e.g. riches, strength, and, among
others, experience: since by experience man acquires the fac-
ulty of doing something easily, and the result of this is hope.
Wherefore Vegetius says (De Re Milit. i): “No one fears to do
that which he is sure of having learned well.”

In the secondway, hope is caused by everything thatmakes
man think that he can obtain something: and thus both teach-
ing and persuasion may be a cause of hope. And then again ex-
perience is a cause of hope, in so far as it makes him reckon
something possible, which before his experience he looked
upon as impossible.However, in this way, experience can cause
a lack of hope: because just as it makes a man think possible
what he had previously thought impossible; so, conversely, ex-
perience makes a man consider as impossible that which hith-
erto he had thought possible. Accordingly experience causes

hope in two ways, despair in one way: and for this reason we
may say rather that it causes hope.

Reply to Objection 1. Experience in matters pertaining
to action not only produces knowledge; it also causes a cer-
tain habit, by reason of custom, which renders the action eas-
ier. Moreover, the intellectual virtue itself adds to the power
of acting with ease: because it shows something to be possible;
and thus is a cause of hope.

Reply to Objection 2. e old are wanting in hope be-
cause of their experience, in so far as experience makes them
think something impossible. Hence he adds (Rhet. ii, 13) that
“many evils have befallen them.”

Reply to Objection 3. Folly and inexperience can be a
cause of hope accidentally as it were, by removing the knowl-
edge which would help one to judge truly a thing to be impos-
sible. Wherefore inexperience is a cause of hope, for the same
reason as experience causes lack of hope.

Ia IIae q. 40 a. 6Whether hope abounds in young men and drunkards?

Objection 1. It would seem that youth and drunkenness
are not causes of hope. Because hope implies certainty and
steadiness; so much so that it is compared to an anchor (Heb.
6:19). But young men and drunkards are wanting in steadi-
ness; since theirminds are easily changed.erefore youth and
drunkenness are not causes of hope.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 5), the cause of
hope is chiefly whatever increases one’s power. But youth and
drunkenness are united to weakness. erefore they are not
causes of hope.

Objection 3. Further, experience is a cause of hope, as
stated above (a. 5). But youth lacks experience. erefore it is
not a cause of hope.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8) that
“drunken men are hopeful”: and (Rhet. ii, 12) that “the young
are full of hope.”

I answer that, Youth is a cause of hope for three reasons,
as the Philosopher states in Rhet. ii, 12: and these three rea-
sons may be gathered from the three conditions of the good
which is the object of hope—namely, that it is future, ardu-
ous and possible, as stated above (a. 1). For youth has much of
the future before it, and little of the past: and therefore since
memory is of the past, and hope of the future, it has little to
remember and lives very much in hope. Again, youths, on ac-

count of the heat of their nature, are full of spirit; so that their
heart expands: and it is owing to the heart being expanded that
one tends to that which is arduous; wherefore youths are spir-
ited and hopeful. Likewise they who have not suffered defeat,
nor had experience of obstacles to their efforts, are prone to
count a thing possible to them. Wherefore youths, through
inexperience of obstacles and of their own shortcomings, eas-
ily count a thing possible; and consequently are of good hope.
Two of these causes are also in those who are in drink—viz.
heat and high spirits, on account of wine, and heedlessness of
dangers and shortcomings. For the same reason all foolish and
thoughtless persons attempt everything and are full of hope.

Reply toObjection 1.Although youths andmen in drink
lack steadiness in reality, yet they are steady in their own esti-
mation, for they think that theywill steadily obtain thatwhich
they hope for.

In like manner, in reply to the Second Objection, we must
observe that young people and men in drink are indeed un-
steady in reality: but, in their own estimation, they are capable,
for they know not their shortcomings.

Reply to Objection 3. Not only experience, but also lack
of experience, is, in some way, a cause of hope, as explained
above (a. 5, ad 3).

Ia IIae q. 40 a. 7Whether hope is a cause of love?

Objection1. Itwould seem that hope is not a cause of love.
Because, according to Augustine (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7,9), love
is the first of the soul’s emotions. But hope is an emotion of
the soul.erefore love precedes hope, and consequently hope
does not cause love.

Objection 2. Further, desire precedes hope. But desire is

caused by love, as stated above (q. 25, a. 2). erefore hope,
too, follows love, and consequently is not its cause.

Objection3.Further, hope causes pleasure, as stated above
(q. 32, a. 3). But pleasure is only of the good that is loved.
erefore love precedes hope.

On the contrary, e gloss commenting on Mat. 1:2,

734



“Abraham begot Isaac, and Isaac begot Jacob,” says, i.e. “faith
begets hope, and hope begets charity.” But charity is love.
erefore love is caused by hope.

I answer that, Hope can regard two things. For it regards
as its object, the good which one hopes for. But since the good
we hope for is something difficult but possible to obtain; and
since it happens sometimes that what is difficult becomes pos-
sible to us, not through ourselves but through others; hence
it is that hope regards also that by which something becomes
possible to us.

In so far, then, as hope regards the goodwe hope to get, it is
caused by love: sincewe do not hope save for thatwhichwe de-

sire and love. But in so far as hope regards one through whom
something becomes possible to us, love is caused by hope, and
not vice versa. Because by the very fact that we hope that good
will accrue to us through someone, we aremoved towards him
as to our own good; and thus we begin to love him. Whereas
from the fact that we love someone we do not hope in him, ex-
cept accidentally, that is, in so far as we think that he returns
our love. Wherefore the fact of being loved by another makes
us hope in him; but our love for him is caused by the hope we
have in him.

Wherefore the Replies to the Objections are evident.

Ia IIae q. 40 a. 8Whether hope is a help or a hindrance to action?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope is not a help but a
hindrance to action. Because hope implies security. But secu-
rity begets negligence which hinders action. erefore hope is
a hindrance to action.

Objection 2. Further, sorrow hinders action, as stated
above (q. 37, a. 3). But hope sometimes causes sorrow: for it
is written (Prov. 13:12): “Hope that is deferred afflicteth the
soul.” erefore hope hinders action.

Objection 3. Further, despair is contrary to hope, as stated
above (a. 4). But despair, especially inmatters of war, conduces
to action; for it is written (2 Kings 2:26), that “it is dangerous
to drive people to despair.” erefore hope has a contrary ef-
fect, namely, by hindering action.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 9:10) that “he that
plougheth should plough in hope…to receive fruit”: and the
same applies to all other actions.

I answer that, Hope of its very nature is a help to action
by making it more intense: and this for two reasons. First, by
reason of its object, which is a good, difficult but possible. For
the thought of its being difficult arouses our attention; while

the thought that it is possible is no drag on our effort.Hence it
follows that by reason of hopeman is intent on his action. Sec-
ondly, on account of its effect. Because hope, as stated above
(q. 32, a. 3), causes pleasure; which is a help to action, as stated
above (q. 33, a. 4). erefore hope is conducive to action.

Reply to Objection 1. Hope regards a good to be ob-
tained; security regards an evil to be avoided.Wherefore secu-
rity seems to be contrary to fear rather than to belong to hope.
Yet security does not beget negligence, save in so far as it lessens
the idea of difficulty: whereby it also lessens the character of
hope: for the things in which aman fears no hindrance, are no
longer looked upon as difficult.

Reply to Objection 2. Hope of itself causes pleasure; it is
by accident that it causes sorrow, as stated above (q. 32, a. 3, ad
2).

Reply toObjection 3.Despair threatens danger inwar, on
account of a certain hope that attaches to it. For they who de-
spair of flight, strive less to fly, but hope to avenge their death:
and therefore in this hope they fight themore bravely, and con-
sequently prove dangerous to the foe.
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Of Fear, in Itself

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider, in the first place, fear; and, secondly, daring. With regard to fear, four things must be considered:
(1) Fear, in itself; (2) Its object; (3) Its cause; (4) Its effect. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fear is a passion of the soul?
(2) Whether fear is a special passion?
(3) Whether there is a natural fear?
(4) Of the species of fear.

Ia IIae q. 41 a. 1Whether fear is a passion of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear is not a passion of the
soul. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 23) that “fear is a
power, by way of συστολή”—i.e. of contraction—“desirous of
vindicating nature.” But no virtue is a passion, as is proved in
Ethic. ii, 5. erefore fear is not a passion.

Objection 2. Further, every passion is an effect due to the
presence of an agent. But fear is not of something present, but
of something future, as Damascene declares (De Fide Orth. ii,
12). erefore fear is not a passion.

Objection 3. Further, every passion of the soul is a move-
ment of the sensitive appetite, in consequence of an apprehen-
sion of the senses. But sense apprehends, not the future but the
present. Since, then, fear is of future evil, it seems that it is not
a passion of the soul.

On the contrary, Augustine (De Civ. Dei xiv, 5, seqq.)
reckons fear among the other passions of the soul.

I answer that, Among the other passions of the soul, af-
ter sorrow, fear chiefly has the character of passion. For as we
have stated above (q. 22 ), the notion of passion implies first
of all a movement of a passive power—i.e. of a power whose
object is compared to it as its active principle: since passion
is the effect of an agent. In this way, both “to feel” and “to un-
derstand” are passions. Secondly, more properly speaking, pas-
sion is a movement of the appetitive power; and more prop-
erly still, it is a movement of an appetitive power that has a
bodily organ, such movement being accompanied by a bod-

ily transmutation.And, again,most properly thosemovements
are called passions, which imply some deterioration. Now it is
evident that fear, since it regards evil, belongs to the appeti-
tive power, which of itself regards good and evil. Moreover, it
belongs to the sensitive appetite: for it is accompanied by a cer-
tain transmutation—i.e. contraction—asDamascene says (Cf.
obj. 1). Again, it implies relation to evil as overcoming, so to
speak, some particular good. Wherefore it has most properly
the character of passion; less, however, than sorrow, which re-
gards the present evil: because fear regards future evil, which is
not so strong a motive as present evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue denotes a principle of ac-
tion: wherefore, in so far as the interior movements of the ap-
petitive faculty are principles of external action, they are called
virtues. But the Philosopher denies that passion is a virtue by
way of habit.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as the passion of a natural body
is due to the bodily presence of an agent, so is the passion of the
soul due to the agent being present to the soul, although nei-
ther corporally nor really present: that is to say, in so far as the
evil which is really future, is present in the apprehension of the
soul.

Reply toObjection3.esenses donot apprehend the fu-
ture: but from apprehending the present, an animal is moved
by natural instinct to hope for a future good, or to fear a future
evil.

Ia IIae q. 41 a. 2Whether fear is a special passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear is not a special pas-
sion. For Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 33) that “the man
who is not distraught by fear, is neither harassed by desire,
nor wounded by sickness”—i.e. sorrow—“nor tossed about in
transports of empty joys.” Wherefore it seems that, if fear be
set aside, all the other passions are removed. erefore fear is
not a special but a general passion.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 2)
that “pursuit and avoidance in the appetite are what affirma-
tion and denial are in the intellect.” But denial is nothing spe-

cial in the intellect, as neither is affirmation, but something
common to many. erefore neither is avoidance anything
special in the appetite. But fear is nothing but a kind of avoid-
ance of evil. erefore it is not a special passion.

Objection 3. Further, if fear were a special passion, it
would be chiefly in the irascible part. But fear is also in the con-
cupiscible: since the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that “fear is
a kind of sorrow”; and Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 23)
that fear is “a power of desire”: and both sorrow and desire are
in the concupiscible faculty, as stated above (q. 23, a. 4).ere-
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fore fear is not a special passion, since it belongs to different
powers.

On the contrary, Fear is condivided with the other pas-
sions of the soul, as is clear fromDamascene (De FideOrth. ii,
12,15).

I answer that, e passions of the soul derive their species
from their objects: hence that is a special passion, which has a
special object. Now fear has a special object, as hope has. For
just as the object of hope is a future good, difficult but possi-
ble to obtain; so the object of fear is a future evil, difficult and
irresistible. Consequently fear is a special passion of the soul.

Reply to Objection 1. All the passions of the soul arise
from one source, viz. love, wherein they are connected with
one another. By reason of this connection, when fear is put
aside, the other passions of the soul are dispersed; not, how-
ever, as though it were a general passion.

Reply toObjection 2.Not every avoidance in the appetite

is fear, but avoidance of a special object, as stated. Wherefore,
though avoidance be something common, yet fear is a special
passion.

Reply toObjection 3. Fear is nowise in the concupiscible:
for it regards evil, not absolutely, but as difficult or arduous,
so as to be almost unavoidable. But since the irascible passions
arise from the passions of the concupiscible faculty, and ter-
minate therein, as stated above (q. 25, a. 1); hence it is that
what belongs to the concupiscible is ascribed to fear. For fear
is called sorrow, in so far as the object of fear causes sorrow
when present: wherefore the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that
fear arises “from the representation of a future evil which is ei-
ther corruptive or painful.” In likemanner desire is ascribed by
Damascene to fear, because just as hope arises from the desire
of good, so fear arises from avoidance of evil; while avoidance
of evil arises from the desire of good, as is evident from what
has been said above (q. 25, a. 2; q. 29, a. 2; q. 36, a. 2).

Ia IIae q. 41 a. 3Whether there is a natural fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is a natural fear. For
Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 23) that “there is a natural
fear, through the soul refusing to be severed from the body.”

Objection 2. Further, fear arises from love, as stated above
(a. 2, ad 1). But there is a natural love, as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv). erefore there is also a natural fear.

Objection 3. Further, fear is opposed to hope, as stated
above (q. 40, a. 4, ad 1). But there is a hope of nature, as is evi-
dent fromRom. 4:18, where it is said ofAbraham that “against
hope” of nature, “he believed inhope” of grace.erefore there
is also a fear of nature.

On the contrary, at which is natural is common to
things animate and inanimate. But fear is not in things inani-
mate. erefore there is no natural fear.

I answer that, A movement is said to be natural, because
nature inclines thereto.Now this happens in twoways. First, so
that it is entirely accomplished by nature, without any opera-
tion of the apprehensive faculty: thus to have anupwardmove-
ment is natural to fire, and to grow is the natural movement of
animals and plants. Secondly, a movement is said to be natu-
ral, if nature inclines thereto, though it be accomplished by the
apprehensive faculty alone: since, as stated above (q. 10, a. 1),
the movements of the cognitive and appetitive faculties are re-
ducible to nature as to their first principle. In this way, even the
acts of the apprehensive power, such as understanding, feeling,
and remembering, as well as the movements of the animal ap-
petite, are sometimes said to be natural.

And in this sense we may say that there is a natural fear;
and it is distinguished from non-natural fear, by reason of the
diversity of its object. For, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5),

there is a fear of “corruptive evil,”whichnature shrinks fromon
account of its natural desire to exist; and such fear is said to be
natural. Again, there is a fear of “painful evil,” which is repug-
nant not to nature, but to the desire of the appetite; and such
fear is not natural. In this sense we have stated above (q. 26,
a. 1; q. 30, a. 3; q. 31, a. 7) that love, desire, and pleasure are
divisible into natural and non-natural.

But in the first sense of the word “natural,” we must ob-
serve that certain passions of the soul are sometimes said to
be natural, as love, desire, and hope; whereas the others can-
not be called natural.e reason of this is because love and ha-
tred, desire and avoidance, imply a certain inclination to pur-
suewhat is good or to avoidwhat is evil; which inclination is to
be found in the natural appetite also. Consequently there is a
natural love; while wemay also speak of desire and hope as be-
ing even in natural things devoid of knowledge. On the other
hand the other passions of the soul denote certainmovements,
whereto the natural inclination is nowise sufficient.is is due
either to the fact that perception or knowledge is essential to
these passions (thus we have said, q. 31, Aa. 1,3; q. 35, a. 1, that
apprehension is a necessary condition of pleasure and sorrow),
wherefore things devoid of knowledge cannot be said to take
pleasure or to be sorrowful: or else it is because such likemove-
ments are contrary to the very nature of natural inclination: for
instance, despair flies fromgoodon account of somedifficulty;
and fear shrinks from repelling a contrary evil; both of which
are contrary to the inclination of nature. Wherefore such like
passions are in no way ascribed to inanimate beings.

us the Replies to the Objections are evident.
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Ia IIae q. 41 a. 4Whether the species of fear is suitably assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem that six species of fear are
unsuitably assigned by Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 15);
namely, “laziness, shamefacedness, shame, amazement, stupor,
and anxiety.” Because, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5),
“fear regards a saddening evil.” erefore the species of fear
should correspond to the species of sorrow.Now there are four
species of sorrow, as stated above (q. 35, a. 8). erefore there
should only be four species of fear corresponding to them.

Objection 2. Further, that which consists in an action of
our own is in our power. But fear regards an evil that surpasses
our power, as stated above (a. 2). erefore laziness, shame-
facedness, and shame, which regard our own actions, should
not be reckoned as species of fear.

Objection 3. Further, fear is of the future, as stated above
(Aa. 1, 2). But “shame regards a disgraceful deed already done,”
as Gregory of Nyssa* says. erefore shame is not a species of
fear.

Objection 4. Further, fear is only of evil. But amazement
and stupor regard great andunwonted things,whether goodor
evil. erefore amazement and stupor are not species of fear.

Objection 5. Further, Philosophers have been led by
amazement to seek the truth, as stated in the beginning of
Metaphysics. But fear leads to flight rather than to search.
erefore amazement is not a species of fear.

On the contrary suffices the authority of Damascene and
Gregory of Nyssa† (Cf. obj. 1,3).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), fear regards a fu-
ture evil which surpasses the power of him that fears, so that
it is irresistible. Now man’s evil, like his good, may be consid-
ered either in his action or in external things. In his action he
has a twofold evil to fear. First, there is the toil that burdens
his nature: and hence arises “laziness,” as when a man shrinks
from work for fear of too much toil. Secondly, there is the dis-
grace which damages him in the opinion of others. And thus,
if disgrace is feared in a deed that is yet to be done, there is
“shamefacedness”; if, however, it be a deed already done, there
is “shame.”

On the other hand, the evil that consists in external things
may surpass man’s faculty of resistance in three ways. First by

reason of its magnitude; when, that is to say, a man considers
somegreat evil theoutcomeofwhichhe is unable to gauge: and
then there is “amazement.” Secondly, by reason of its being un-
wonted; because, to wit, some unwonted evil arises before us,
and on that account is great in our estimation: and then there
is “stupor,” which is caused by the representation of something
unwonted. irdly, by reason of its being unforeseen: thus fu-
ture misfortunes are feared, and fear of this kind is called “anx-
iety.”

Reply toObjection1.ose species of sorrow given above
are not derived from the diversity of objects, but from the di-
versity of effects, and for certain special reasons. Consequently
there is no need for those species of sorrow to correspondwith
these species of fear, which are derived from the proper divi-
sion of the object of fear itself.

Reply to Objection 2. A deed considered as being actu-
ally done, is in the power of the doer. But it is possible to take
into consideration something connected with the deed, and
surpassing the faculty of the doer, for which reason he shrinks
from the deed. It is in this sense that laziness, shamefacedness,
and shame are reckoned as species of fear.

Reply to Objection 3. e past deed may be the occasion
of fear of future reproach or disgrace: and in this sense shame
is a species of fear.

Reply to Objection 4. Not every amazement and stupor
are species of fear, but that amazement which is caused by a
great evil, and that stupor which arises from an unwonted evil.
Or else we may say that, just as laziness shrinks from the toil
of external work, so amazement and stupor shrink from the
difficulty of considering a great and unwonted thing, whether
good or evil: so that amazement and stupor stand in relation
to the act of the intellect, as laziness does to external work.

Reply to Objection 5. He who is amazed shrinks at
present from forming a judgment of that which amazes him,
fearing to fall short of the truth, but inquires aerwards:
whereas he who is overcome by stupor fears both to judge at
present, and to inquire aerwards. Wherefore amazement is a
beginning of philosophical research: whereas stupor is a hin-
drance thereto.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xx. † Nemesius.
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Of the Object of Fear
(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the object of fear: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether good or evil is the object of fear?
(2) Whether evil of nature is the object of fear?
(3) Whether the evil of sin is an object of fear?
(4) Whether fear itself can be feared?
(5) Whether sudden things are especially feared?
(6) Whether those things are more feared against which there is no remedy?

Ia IIae q. 42 a. 1Whether the object of fear is good or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that good is the object of fear.
ForAugustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 83) that “we fear nothing save
to lose what we love and possess, or not to obtain that which
we hope for.” But that which we love is good. erefore fear
regards good as its proper object.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5)
that “power and to be above another is a thing to be feared.”
But this is a good thing. erefore good is the object of fear.

Objection 3. Further, there can be no evil in God. But we
are commanded to fear God, according to Ps. 33:10: “Fear the
Lord, all ye saints.”erefore even the good is an object of fear.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 12)
that fear is of future evil.

I answer that, Fear is a movement of the appetitive power.
Now it belongs to the appetitive power to pursue and to avoid,
as stated in Ethic. vi, 2: and pursuit is of good, while avoidance
is of evil. Consequently whatever movement of the appetitive
power implies pursuit, has some good for its object: and what-
ever movement implies avoidance, has an evil for its object.
Wherefore, since fear implies an avoidance, in the first place
and of its very nature it regards evil as its proper object.

It can, however, regard good also, in so far as referable to
evil. is can be in two ways. In one way, inasmuch as an evil

causes privation of good. Now a thing is evil from the very
fact that it is a privation of some good. Wherefore, since evil
is shunned because it is evil, it follows that it is shunned be-
cause it deprives one of the good that one pursues through love
thereof. And in this sense Augustine says that there is no cause
for fear, save loss of the good we love.

In another way, good stands related to evil as its cause: in
so far as some good can by its power bring harm to the good
we love: and so, just as hope, as stated above (q. 40, a. 7), re-
gards two things, namely, the good to which it tends, and the
thing through which there is a hope of obtaining the desired
good; so also does fear regard two things, namely, the evil from
which it shrinks, and that good which, by its power, can inflict
that evil. In this wayGod is feared byman, inasmuch asHe can
inflict punishment, spiritual or corporal. In this way, too, we
fear the power of man; especially when it has been thwarted,
or when it is unjust, because then it is more likely to do us a
harm.

In like manner one fears “to be over another,” i.e. to lean
on another, so that it is in his power to do us a harm: thus a
man fears another, who knows him to be guilty of a crime lest
he reveal it to others.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Ia IIae q. 42 a. 2Whether evil of nature is an object of fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that evil of nature is not an
object of fear. For the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that “fear
makes us take counsel.” But we do not take counsel about
things which happen naturally, as stated in Ethic. iii, 3. ere-
fore evil of nature is not an object of fear.

Objection2.Further, natural defects such as death and the
like are always threateningman. If therefore such like evilswere
an object of fear, man would needs be always in fear.

Objection 3. Further, nature does not move to contraries.
But evil of nature is an effect of nature. erefore if a man
shrinks from such like evils through fear thereof, this is not
an effect of nature. erefore natural fear is not of the evil of

nature; and yet it seems that it should be.
On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 6) that

“the most terrible of all things is death,” which is an evil of na-
ture.

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5), fear
is caused by the “imagination of a future evil which is either
corruptive or painful.” Now just as a painful evil is that which
is contrary to the will, so a corruptive evil is that which is con-
trary to nature: and this is the evil of nature. Consequently evil
of nature can be the object of fear.

But itmust be observed that evil of nature sometimes arises
from a natural cause; and then it is called evil of nature, not
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merely from being a privation of the good of nature, but also
frombeing an effect of nature; such are natural death andother
like defects. But sometimes evil of nature arises from a non-
natural cause; such as violent death inflicted by an assailant. In
either case evil of nature is feared to a certain extent, and to a
certain extent not. For since fear arises “from the imagination
of future evil,” as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5), whatever
removes the imagination of the future evil, removes fear also.
Now it may happen in two ways that an evil may not appear
as about to be. First, through being remote and far off: for, on
account of the distance, such a thing is considered as though
it were not to be. Hence we either do not fear it, or fear it but
little; for, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5), “we do not fear
things that are very far off; since all know that they shall die,
but as death is not near, they heed it not.” Secondly, a future
evil is considered as though it were not to be, on account of its
being inevitable, wherefore we look upon it as already present.
Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that “those who are
already on the scaffold, are not afraid,” seeing that they are on
the very point of a death fromwhich there is no escape; “but in

order that a man be afraid, there must be some hope of escape
for him.”

Consequently evil of nature is not feared if it be not ap-
prehended as future: but if evil of nature, that is corruptive, be
apprehended as near at hand, and yet with some hope of es-
cape, then it will be feared.

Reply toObjection 1. e evil of nature sometimes is not
an effect of nature, as stated above. But in so far as it is an effect
of nature, although itmay be impossible to avoid it entirely, yet
it may be possible to delay it. Andwith this hope onemay take
counsel about avoiding it.

Reply toObjection 2.Although evil of nature ever threat-
ens, yet it does not always threaten fromnear at hand: and con-
sequently it is not always feared.

Reply to Objection 3. Death and other defects of nature
are the effects of the common nature; and yet the individual
nature rebels against them as far as it can. Accordingly, from
the inclination of the individual nature arise pain and sorrow
for such like evils, when present; fear when threatening in the
future.

Ia IIae q. 42 a. 3Whether the evil of sin is an object of fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that the evil of sin can be an
object of fear. For Augustine says on the canonical Epistle of
John (Tract. ix), that “by chaste fear man fears to be severed
from God.” Now nothing but sin severs us from God; accord-
ing to Is. 59:2: “Your iniquities have divided between you and
your God.” erefore the evil of sin can be an object of fear.

Objection 2. Further, Cicero says (Quaest. Tusc. iv, 4,6)
that “we fear when they are yet to come, those things which
give us pain when they are present.” But it is possible for one
to be pained or sorrowful on account of the evil of sin. ere-
fore one can also fear the evil of sin.

Objection 3. Further, hope is contrary to fear. But the
good of virtue can be the object of hope, as the Philosopher
declares (Ethic. ix, 4): and the Apostle says (Gal. 5:10): “I have
confidence in you in the Lord, that you will not be of another
mind.” erefore fear can regard evil of sin.

Objection 4. Further, shame is a kind of fear, as stated
above (q. 41, a. 4). But shame regards a disgraceful deed, which
is an evil of sin. erefore fear does so likewise.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that
“not all evils are feared, for instance that someone be unjust or
slow.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 40, a. 1; q. 41, a. 2), as the
object of hope is a future good difficult but possible to obtain,
so the object of fear is a future evil, arduous and not to be eas-
ily avoided. From this we may gather that whatever is entirely
subject to our power and will, is not an object of fear; and that
nothing gives rise to fear save what is due to an external cause.
Now humanwill is the proper cause of the evil of sin: and con-
sequently evil of sin, properly speaking, is not an object of fear.

But since the human will may be inclined to sin by an ex-
trinsic cause; if this cause have a strong power of inclination, in
that respect a man may fear the evil of sin, in so far as it arises
from that extrinsic cause: as when he fears to dwell in the com-
pany ofwickedmen, lest he be led by them to sin. But, properly
speaking, a man thus disposed, fears the being led astray rather
than the sin considered in its proper nature, i.e. as a voluntary
act; for considered in this light it is not an object of fear to him.

Reply to Objection 1. Separation from God is a punish-
ment resulting from sin: and every punishment is, in someway,
due to an extrinsic cause.

Reply toObjection 2. Sorrow and fear agree in one point,
since each regards evil: they differ, however, in two points.
First, because sorrow is about present evil, whereas fear is fu-
ture evil. Secondly, because sorrow, being in the concupiscible
faculty, regards evil absolutely; wherefore it can be about any
evil, great or small; whereas fear, being in the irascible part, re-
gards evil with the addition of a certain arduousness or diffi-
culty; which difficulty ceases in so far as a thing is subject to
the will. Consequently not all things that give us pain when
they are present, make us fear when they are yet to come, but
only some things, namely, those that are difficult.

Reply to Objection 3. Hope is of good that is obtainable.
Now one may obtain a good either of oneself, or through an-
other: and so, hopemay be of an act of virtue, which lieswithin
our own power. On the other hand, fear is of an evil that does
not lie in our own power: and consequently the evil which is
feared is always from an extrinsic cause; while the good that is
hoped for may be both from an intrinsic and from an extrinsic
cause.
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Reply toObjection 4.As stated above (q. 41, a. 4, ad 2,3),
shame is not fear of the very act of sin, but of the disgrace or

ignominy which arises therefrom, and which is due to an ex-
trinsic cause.

Ia IIae q. 42 a. 4Whether fear itself can be feared?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear cannot be feared.
For whatever is feared, is prevented from being lost, through
fear thereof: thus a man who fears to lose his health, keeps it,
through fearing its loss. If therefore a man be afraid of fear, he
will keep himself from fear by being afraid: which seems ab-
surd.

Objection 2. Further, fear is a kind of flight. But nothing
flies from itself. erefore fear cannot be the object of fear.

Objection 3. Further, fear is about the future. But fear is
present to him that fears. erefore it cannot be the object of
his fear.

On the contrary, A man can love his own love, and can
grieve at his own sorrow.erefore, in like manner, he can fear
his own fear.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3), nothing can be an ob-
ject of fear, save what is due to an extrinsic cause; but not that
which ensues from our own will. Now fear partly arises from
an extrinsic cause, and is partly subject to the will. It is due to
an extrinsic cause, in so far as it is a passion resulting from the
imagination of an imminent evil. In this sense it is possible for

fear to be the object of fear, i.e. amanmay fear lest he should be
threatened by the necessity of fearing, through being assailed
by some great evil. It is subject to the will, in so far as the lower
appetite obeys reason;whereforeman is able to drive fear away.
In this sense fear cannot be the object of fear, as Augustine says
(QQ. 83, qu. 33). Lest, however, anyone make use of his argu-
ments, in order to prove that fear cannot be at all be the object
of fear, we must add a solution to the same.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every fear is identically the
same; there are various fears according to the various objects of
fear.Nothing, then, prevents aman fromkeeping himself from
fearing one thing, by fearing another, so that the fear which he
has preserves him from the fear which he has not.

Reply toObjection2. Since fear of an imminent evil is not
identical with the fear of the fear of imminent evil; it does not
follow that a thing flies from itself, or that it is the same flight
in both cases.

Reply to Objection 3. On account of the various kinds of
fear already alluded to (ad 2) a man’s present fear may have a
future fear for its object.

Ia IIae q. 42 a. 5Whether sudden things are especially feared?

Objection 1. It would seem that unwonted and sudden
things are not especially feared. Because, as hope is about good
things, so fear is about evil things. But experience conduces to
the increase of hope in good things. erefore it also adds to
fear in evil things.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5)
that “those are feared most, not who are quick-tempered, but
who are gentle and cunning.”Now it is clear that thosewho are
quick-tempered are more subject to sudden emotions. ere-
fore sudden things are less to be feared.

Objection 3. Further, we think less about things that hap-
pen suddenly. But the more we think about a thing, the more
we fear it; hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8) that “some
appear tobe courageous through ignorance, but as soon as they
discover that the case is different from what they expected,
they run away.” erefore sudden things are feared less.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. ii, 6): “Fear
is startled at things unwonted and sudden, which endanger
things beloved, and takes forethought for their safety.”

I answer that, As stated about (a. 3; q. 41, a. 2), the object
of fear is an imminent evil, which can be repelled, but with
difficulty. Now this is due to one of two causes: to the great-
ness of the evil, or to the weakness of him that fears; while un-
wontedness and suddenness conduce to both of these causes.
First, it helps an imminent evil to seem greater. Because all

material things, whether good or evil, the more we consider
them, the smaller they seem. Consequently, just as sorrow for
a present evil ismitigated in course of time, asCicero states (De
Quaest. Tusc. iii, 30); so, too, fear of a future evil is diminished
by thinking about it beforehand. Secondly, unwontedness and
suddenness increase the weakness of him that fears, in so far as
they deprive him of the remedies with which he might other-
wise provide himself to forestall the coming evil, were it not
for the evil taking him by surprise.

Reply to Objection 1. e object of hope is a good that
is possible to obtain. Consequently whatever increases a man’s
power, is of a nature to increase hope, and, for the same rea-
son, to diminish fear, since fear is about an evil which cannot
be easily repelled. Since, therefore, experience increases aman’s
power of action, therefore, as it increases hope, so does it di-
minish fear.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who are quick-tempered do
not hide their anger; wherefore the harm they do others is not
so sudden, as not to be foreseen.On the other hand, thosewho
are gentle or cunning hide their anger; wherefore the harm
which may be impending from them, cannot be foreseen, but
takes one by surprise. For this reason the Philosopher says that
such men are feared more than others.

Reply to Objection 3. Bodily good or evil, considered
in itself, seems greater at first. e reason for this is that a
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thing is more obvious when seen in juxtaposition with its con-
trary. Hence, when a man passes unexpectedly from penury to
wealth, he thinksmore of hiswealth on account of his previous
poverty: while, on the other hand, the richman who suddenly
becomes poor, finds poverty all themore disagreeable. For this

reason sudden evil is feared more, because it seems more to be
evil. However, it may happen through some accident that the
greatness of some evil is hidden; for instance if the foe hides
himself in ambush: and then it is true that evil inspires greater
fear through being much thought about.

Ia IIae q. 42 a. 6Whether those things are more feared, for which there is no remedy?

Objection 1. It would seem that those things are notmore
to be feared, forwhich there is no remedy. Because it is a condi-
tion of fear, that there be some hope of safety, as stated above
(a. 2). But an evil that cannot be remedied leaves no hope of
escape. erefore such things are not feared at all.

Objection 2. Further, there is no remedy for the evil of
death: since, in the natural course of things, there is no return
from death to life. And yet death is not the most feared of all
things, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5). erefore those
things are not feared most, for which there is no remedy.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 6)
that “a thing which lasts long is no better than that which lasts
but one day: nor is that which lasts for ever any better than
that which is not everlasting”: and the same applies to evil.
But things that cannot be remedied seem to differ from other
things, merely in the point of their lasting long or for ever.
Consequently they are not therefore any worse or more to be
feared.

On the contrary, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that
“those things are most to be feared which when done wrong
cannot be put right…or for which there is no help, or which
are not easy.”

I answer that,eobject of fear is evil: consequentlywhat-
ever tends to increase evil, conduces to the increase of fear.
Now evil is increased not only in its species of evil, but also in

respect of circumstances, as stated above (q. 18, a. 3). And of
all the circumstances, longlastingness, or even everlastingness,
seems to have the greatest bearing on the increase of evil. Be-
cause things that exist in time are measured, in a way, accord-
ing to the duration of time: wherefore if it be an evil to suffer
something for a certain length of time, we should reckon the
evil doubled, if it be suffered for twice that length of time. And
accordingly, to suffer the same thing for an infinite length of
time, i.e. for ever, implies, so to speak, an infinite increase.Now
those evils which, aer they have come, cannot be remedied at
all, or at least not easily, are considered as lasting for ever or for
a long time: for which reason they inspire the greatest fear.

Reply toObjection 1.Remedy for an evil is twofold.One,
bywhich a future evil is warded off from coming. If such a rem-
edy be removed, there is an end to hope and consequently to
fear; wherefore we do not speak now of remedies of that kind.
e other remedy is one by which an already present evil is re-
moved: and of such a remedy we speak now.

Reply to Objection 2. Although death be an evil without
remedy, yet, since it threatens not from near, it is not feared,
as stated above (a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher is speaking there
of things that are good in themselves, i.e. good specifically.
And such like good is no better for lasting long or for ever:
its goodness depends on its very nature.
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Of the Cause of Fear
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the cause of fear: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether love is the cause of fear?
(2) Whether defect is the cause of fear?

Ia IIae q. 43 a. 1Whether love is the cause of fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that love is not the cause of
fear. For that which leads to a thing is its cause. But “fear leads
to the love of charity” as Augustine says on the canonical epis-
tle of John (Tract. ix). erefore fear is the cause of love, and
not conversely.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5)
that “those are feared most from whom we dread the advent
of some evil.” But the dread of evil being caused by someone,
makes us hate rather than love him.erefore fear is caused by
hate rather than by love.

Objection 3. Further, it has been stated above (q. 42, a. 3)
that those things which occur by our own doing are not fear-
ful. But that which we do from love, is done from our inmost
heart. erefore fear is not caused by love.

On the contrary,Augustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 33): “ere
can be no doubt that there is no cause for fear save the loss of
what we love, when we possess it, or the failure to obtain what
we hope for.” erefore all fear is caused by our loving some-
thing: and consequently love is the cause of fear.

I answer that, e objects of the soul’s passions stand in
relation thereto as the forms to things natural or artificial: be-
cause the passions of the soul take their species from their ob-
jects, as the aforesaid things do from their forms. erefore,
just as whatever is a cause of the form, is a cause of the thing
constituted by that form, so whatever is a cause, in any way
whatever, of the object, is a cause of the passion. Now a thing
may be a cause of the object, either by way of efficient cause, or
by way of material disposition. us the object of pleasure is
good apprehended as suitable and conjoined: and its efficient
cause is that which causes the conjunction, or the suitable-
ness, or goodness, or apprehension of that good thing; while

its cause by way ofmaterial disposition, is a habit or any sort of
disposition by reason of which this conjoined good becomes
suitable or is apprehended as such.

Accordingly, as to thematter in question, the object of fear
is something reckoned as an evil to come, near at hand and dif-
ficult to avoid. erefore that which can inflict such an evil, is
the efficient cause of the object of fear, and, consequently, of
fear itself. While that which renders a man so disposed that
thing is such an evil to him, is a cause of fear and of its object,
by way of material disposition. And thus it is that love causes
fear: since it is through his loving a certain good, that whatever
deprives a man of that good is an evil to him, and that conse-
quently he fears it as an evil.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above (q. 42, a. 1), fear, of
itself and in the first place, regards the evil fromwhich it recoils
as being contrary to some loved good: and thus fear, of itself,
is born of love. But, in the second place, it regards the cause
from which that evil ensues: so that sometimes, accidentally,
fear gives rise to love; in so far as, for instance, through fear of
God’s punishments, man keeps His commandments, and thus
begins to hope, while hope leads to love, as stated above (q. 40
, a. 7).

Reply to Objection 2. He, from whom evil is expected, is
indeed hated at first; but aerwards, when once we begin to
hope for good from him, we begin to love him. But the good,
the contrary evil of which is feared, was loved from the begin-
ning.

Reply toObjection 3.is argument is true of that which
is the efficient cause of the evil to be feared:whereas love causes
fear by way of material disposition, as stated above.

Ia IIae q. 43 a. 2Whether defect is the cause of fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that defect is not a cause of
fear. Because those who are in power are verymuch feared. But
defect is contrary to power. erefore defect is not a cause of
fear.

Objection 2. Further, the defect of those who are already
being executed is extreme. But such like do not fear as stated
in Rhet. ii, 5. erefore defect is not a cause of fear.

Objection 3. Further, contests arise from strength not

from defect. But “those who contend fear those who contend
with them” (Rhet. ii, 5). erefore defect is not a cause of fear.

On the contrary, Contraries ensue from contrary causes.
But “wealth, strength, a multitude of friends, and power drive
fear away” (Rhet. ii, 5).erefore fear is caused by lack of these.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), fear may be set down
to a twofold cause: one is by way of a material disposition, on
the part of him that fears; the other is by way of efficient cause,

743



on the part of the person feared. As to the first then, some de-
fect is, of itself, the cause of fear: for it is owing to some lack
of power that one is unable easily to repulse a threatening evil.
And yet, in order to cause fear, this defect must be according
to ameasure. For the defect which causes fear of a future evil, is
less than the defect caused by evil present, which is the object
of sorrow. And still greater would be the defect, if perception
of the evil, or love of the good whose contrary is feared, were
entirely absent.

But as to the second, power and strength are, of themselves,
the cause of fear: because it is owing to the fact that the cause
apprehended as harmful is powerful, that its effect cannot be
repulsed. It may happen, however, in this respect, that some

defect causes fear accidentally, in so far as owing to some de-
fect someone wishes to hurt another; for instance, by reason
of injustice, either because that other has already done him a
harm, or because he fears to be harmed by him.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is true of the cause
of fear, on the part of the efficient cause.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who are already being exe-
cuted, are actually suffering fromapresent evil;wherefore their
defect exceeds the measure of fear.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who contend with one an-
other are afraid, not on account of the power which enables
them to contend: but on account of the lack of power, owing
to which they are not confident of victory.
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Of the Effects of Fear
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the effects of fear: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fear causes contraction?
(2) Whether it makes men suitable for counsel?
(3) Whether it makes one tremble?
(4) Whether it hinders action?

Ia IIae q. 44 a. 1Whether fear causes contraction?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear does not cause con-
traction. For when contraction takes place, the heat and vi-
tal spirits are withdrawn inwardly. But accumulation of heat
and vital spirits in the interior parts of the body, dilates the
heart unto endeavors of daring, asmay be seen in thosewho are
angered: while the contrary happens in those who are afraid.
erefore fear does not cause contraction.

Objection 2. Further, when, as a result of contraction, the
vital spirits and heat are accumulated in the interior parts, man
cries out, as may be seen in those who are in pain. But those
who fear utter nothing: on the contrary they lose their speech.
erefore fear does not cause contraction.

Objection 3. Further, shame is a kind of fear, as stated
above (q. 41, a. 4). But “those who are ashamed blush,” as Ci-
cero (DeQuaest. Tusc. iv, 8), and the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 9)
observe. But blushing is an indication, not of contraction, but
of the reverse. erefore contraction is not an effect of fear.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 23)
that “fear is a power according to συστολή,” i.e. contraction.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 28, a. 5), in the passions
of the soul, the formal element is the movement of the ap-
petitive power, while the bodily transmutation is the material
element. Both of these are mutually proportionate; and con-
sequently the bodily transmutation assumes a resemblance to
and the very nature of the appetitive movement. Now, as to
the appetitivemovement of the soul, fear implies a certain con-
traction: the reason of which is that fear arises from the imag-
ination of some threatening evil which is difficult to repel, as
stated above (q. 41, a. 2). But that a thing be difficult to re-
pel is due to lack of power, as stated above (q. 43, a. 2): and
the weaker a power is, the fewer the things to which it extends.
Wherefore from the very imagination that causes fear there en-
sues a certain contraction in the appetite. us we observe in
one who is dying that nature withdraws inwardly, on account
of the lack of power: and again we see the inhabitants of a city,
when seized with fear, leave the outskirts, and, as far as pos-
sible, make for the inner quarters. It is in resemblance to this
contraction, which pertains to the appetite of the soul, that in
fear a similar contraction of heat and vital spirits towards the
inner parts takes place in regard to the body.

Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher says (De Prob-
lem. xxvii, 3), although in those who fear, the vital spirits re-
cede from outer to the inner parts of the body, yet the move-
ment of vital spirits is not the same in those who are angry
and those who are afraid. For in those who are angry, by rea-
son of the heat and subtlety of the vital spirits, which result
from the craving for vengeance, the inward movement has an
upward direction: wherefore the vital spirits and heat concen-
trate around the heart: the result being that an angry man is
quick and brave in attacking. But in those who are afraid, on
account of the condensation caused by cold, the vital spirits
have a downward movement; the said cold being due to the
imagined lack of power. Consequently the heat and vital spir-
its abandon the heart instead of concentrating around it: the
result being that amanwho is afraid is not quick to attack, but
is more inclined to run away.

Reply toObjection2.To everyone that is in pain, whether
man or animal, it is natural to use all possible means of re-
pelling theharmful thing that causes painbut its presence: thus
weobserve that animals,when inpain, attackwith their jaws or
with their horns.Now the greatest help for all purposes, in ani-
mals, is heat and vital spirits: wherefore when they are in pain,
their nature stores up the heat and vital spirits within them,
in order to make use thereof in repelling the harmful object.
Hence the Philosopher says (De Problem. xxvii, 9) when the
vital spirits and heat are concentrated together within, they re-
quire to find a vent in the voice: for which reason those who
are in pain can scarcely refrain fromcrying aloud.On the other
hand, in those who are afraid, the internal heat and vital spirits
move fromtheheart downwards, as stated above (ad1):where-
fore fear hinders speechwhich ensues from the emission of the
vital spirits in an upward direction through themouth: the re-
sult being that fear makes its subject speechless. For this rea-
son, too, fear “makes its subject tremble,” as the Philosopher
says (De Problem. xxvii, 1,6,7).

Reply toObjection 3. Mortal perils are contrary not only
to the appetite of the soul, but also to nature. Consequently in
such like fear, there is contraction not only in the appetite, but
also in the corporeal nature: for when an animal is moved by
the imagination of death, it experiences a contraction of heat
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towards the inner parts of the body, as though it were threat-
ened by a natural death. Hence it is that “those who are in fear
of death turn pale” (Ethic. iv, 9). But the evil that shame fears,
is contrary, not to nature, but only to the appetite of the soul.
Consequently there results a contraction in this appetite, but

not in the corporeal nature; in fact, the soul, as though con-
tracted in itself, is free to set the vital spirits and heat in move-
ment, so that they spread to the outward parts of the body: the
result being that those who are ashamed blush.

Ia IIae q. 44 a. 2Whether fear makes one suitable for counsel?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear does not make one
suitable for counsel. For the same thing cannot be conducive
to counsel, and a hindrance thereto. But fear hinders counsel:
because every passion disturbs repose, which is requisite for
the good use of reason. erefore fear does not make a man
suitable for counsel.

Objection 2. Further, counsel is an act of reason, in think-
ing and deliberating about the future. But a certain fear “drives
away all thought, and dislocates the mind,” as Cicero observes
(De Quaest. Tusc. iv, 8). erefore fear does not conduce to
counsel, but hinders it.

Objection 3. Further, just as we have recourse to counsel
in order to avoid evil, so do we, in order to attain good things.
But whereas fear is of evil to be avoided, so is hope of good
things to be obtained. erefore fear is not more conducive to
counsel, than hope is.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that
“fear makes men of counsel.”

I answer that, A man of counsel may be taken in two
ways. First, from his being willing or anxious to take counsel.
And thus fear makes men of counsel. Because, as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. iii, 3), “we take counsel on great matters, be-
cause therein we distrust ourselves.” Now things which make
us afraid, are not simply evil, but have a certain magnitude,
both because they seem difficult to repel, and because they are
apprehended as near to us, as stated above (q. 42, a. 2).Where-
fore men seek for counsel especially when they are afraid.

Secondly, a man of counsel means one who is apt for giv-
ing good counsel: and in this sense, neither fear nor any pas-
sion makes men of counsel. Because when a man is affected by
a passion, things seem to him greater or smaller than they re-
ally are: thus to a lover, what he loves seems better; to him that
fears, what he fears seems more dreadful. Consequently owing
to the want of right judgment, every passion, considered in it-
self, hinders the faculty of giving good counsel.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection2.estronger a passion is, the greater

the hindrance is it to the man who is swayed by it. Conse-
quently, when fear is intense, man does indeed wish to take
counsel, but his thoughts are so disturbed, that he can find no
counsel. If, however, the fear be slight, so as tomake amanwish
to take counsel, without gravely disturbing the reason; it may
even make it easier for him to take good counsel, by reason of
his ensuing carefulness.

Reply toObjection 3.Hope alsomakesman a good coun-
sellor: because, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5), “no man
takes counsel in matters he despairs of,” nor about impossi-
ble things, as he says in Ethic. iii, 3. But fear incites to coun-
sel more than hope does. Because hope is of good things, as
being possible of attainment; whereas fear is of evil things, as
being difficult to repel, so that fear regards the aspect of diffi-
culty more than hope does. And it is in matters of difficulty,
especially when we distrust ourselves, that we take counsel, as
stated above.

Ia IIae q. 44 a. 3Whether fear makes one tremble?

Objection 1. It would seem that trembling is not an ef-
fect of fear. Because trembling is occasioned by cold; thus we
observe that a cold person trembles. Now fear does not seem
to make one cold, but rather to cause a parching heat: a sign
whereof is that thosewho fear are thirsty, especially if their fear
be very great, as in the case of those who are being led to exe-
cution. erefore fear does not cause trembling.

Objection 2. Further, faecal evacuation is occasioned by
heat; hence laxative medicines are generally warm. But these
evacuations are oen caused by fear. erefore fear apparently
causes heat; and consequently does not cause trembling.

Objection 3. Further, in fear, the heat is withdrawn from
the outer to the inner parts of the body. If, therefore,man trem-
bles in his outward parts, through the heat being withdrawn
thus; it seems that fear should cause this trembling in all the ex-

ternal members. But such is not the case. erefore trembling
of the body is not caused by fear.

On the contrary, Cicero says (De Quaest. Tusc. iv, 8) that
“fear is followed by trembling, pallor and chattering of the
teeth.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), in fear there takes
place a certain contraction from the outward to the inner parts
of the body, the result being that the outer parts become cold;
and for this reason trembling is occasioned in these parts, being
caused by a lack of power in controlling the members: which
lack of power is due to the want of heat, which is the instru-
ment whereby the soul moves those members, as stated in De
Anima ii, 4.

Reply toObjection 1.When the heat withdraws from the
outer to the inner parts, the inward heat increases, especially
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in the inferior or nutritive parts. Consequently the humid el-
ement being spent, thirst ensues; sometimes indeed the result
is a loosening of the bowels, and urinary or even seminal evac-
uation. Or else such like evacuations are due to contraction of
the abdomen and testicles, as the Philosopher says (De Prob-
lem. xxii, 11).

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. In fear, heat abandons the heart,

with a downward movement: hence in those who are afraid
the heart especially trembles, as also those members which are

connectedwith thebreastwhere theheart resides.Hence those
who fear tremble especially in their speech, on account of the
tracheal artery being near the heart.e lower lip, too, and the
lower jaw tremble, through their connection with the heart;
which explains the chattering of the teeth. For the same rea-
son the arms and hands tremble. Or else because the aforesaid
members are more mobile. For which reason the knees trem-
ble in those who are afraid, according to Is. 35:3: “Strengthen
ye the feeble hands, and confirm the trembling [Vulg.: ‘weak’]
knees.”

Ia IIae q. 44 a. 4Whether fear hinders action?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear hinders action. For
action is hindered chiefly by a disturbance in the reason, which
directs action. But fear disturbs reason, as stated above (a. 2).
erefore fear hinders action.

Objection 2. Further, those who fear while doing any-
thing, are more apt to fail: thus a man who walks on a plank
placed alo, easily falls through fear; whereas, if he were to
walk on the same plank down below, he would not fall,
through not being afraid. erefore fear hinders action.

Objection 3. Further, laziness or sloth is a kind of fear. But
laziness hinders action. erefore fear does too.

Onthe contrary,eApostle says (Phil. 2:12): “With fear
and trembling work out your salvation”: and he would not say
this if fearwere ahindrance to a goodwork.erefore fear does
not hinder a good action.

I answer that,Man’s exterior actions are caused by the soul
as first mover, but by the bodilymembers as instruments. Now
action may be hindered both by defect of the instrument, and
by defect of the principal mover. On the part of the bodily

instruments, fear, considered in itself, is always apt to hinder
exterior action, on account of the outward members being de-
prived, through fear, of their heat. But on the part of the soul, if
the fear bemoderate, withoutmuch disturbance of the reason,
it conduces to working well, in so far as it causes a certain so-
licitude, and makes a man take counsel and work with greater
attention. If, however, fear increases so much as to disturb the
reason, it hinders action even on the part of the soul. But of
such a fear the Apostle does not speak.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. He that falls from a plank placed

alo, suffers a disturbance of his imagination, through fear of
the fall that is pictured to his imagination.

Reply to Objection 3. Everyone in fear shuns that which
he fears: and therefore, since laziness is a fear of work itself as
being toilsome, it hinders work by withdrawing the will from
it. But fear of other things conduces to action, in so far as it
inclines the will to do that whereby a man escapes from what
he fears.
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Of Daring

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider daring: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether daring is contrary to fear?
(2) How is daring related to hope?
(3) Of the cause of daring;
(4) Of its effect.

Ia IIae q. 45 a. 1Whether daring is contrary to fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that daring is not contrary to
fear. ForAugustine says (QQ. 83, qu. 31) that “daring is a vice.”
Now vice is contrary to virtue. Since, therefore, fear is not a
virtue but a passion, it seems that daring is not contrary to fear.

Objection 2. Further, to one thing there is one contrary.
But hope is contrary to fear. erefore daring is not contrary
to fear.

Objection 3. Further, every passion excludes its opposite.
But fear excludes safety; forAugustine says (Confess. ii, 6) that
“fear takes forethought for safety.” erefore safety is contrary
to fear. erefore daring is not contrary to fear.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that
“daring is contrary to fear.”

I answer that, It is of the essence of contraries to be “far-
thest removed from one another,” as stated in Metaph. x, 4.
Now that which is farthest removed from fear, is daring: since
fear turns away from the future hurt, on account of its victory
over him that fears it; whereas daring turns on threatened dan-
ger because of its own victory over that same danger. Conse-
quently it is evident that daring is contrary to fear.

Reply to Objection 1. Anger, daring and all the names of

the passions can be taken in two ways. First, as denoting abso-
lutely movements of the sensitive appetite in respect of some
object, good or bad: and thus they are names of passions. Sec-
ondly, as denoting besides this movement, a straying from the
order of reason: and thus they are names of vices. It is in this
sense that Augustine speaks of daring: but we are speaking of
it in the first sense.

Reply to Objection 2. To one thing, in the same respect,
there are not several contraries; but in different respects noth-
ing prevents one thing having several contraries. Accordingly
it has been said above (q. 23, a. 2; q. 40, a. 4) that the irascible
passions admit of a twofold contrariety: one, according to the
opposition of good and evil, and thus fear is contrary to hope:
the other, according to the opposition of approach and with-
drawal, and thus daring is contrary to fear, and despair con-
trary to hope.

Reply to Objection 3. Safety does not denote something
contrary to fear, but merely the exclusion of fear: for he is said
to be safe, who fears not. Wherefore safety is opposed to fear,
as a privation: while daring is opposed thereto as a contrary.
And as contrariety implies privation, so daring implies safety.

Ia IIae q. 45 a. 2Whether daring ensues from hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that daring does not ensue
from hope. Because daring regards evil and fearful things, as
stated in Ethic. iii, 7. But hope regards good things, as stated
above (q. 40, a. 1).erefore they have different objects and are
not in the same order. erefore daring does not ensue from
hope.

Objection 2. Further, just as daring is contrary to fear, so is
despair contrary to hope. But fear does not ensue fromdespair:
in fact, despair excludes fear, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii,
5). erefore daring does not result from hope.

Objection 3. Further, daring is intent on something good,
viz. victory. But it belongs to hope to tend to that which is
good and difficult. erefore daring is the same as hope; and
consequently does not result from it.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8) that
“those are hopeful are full of daring.” erefore it seems that

daring ensues from hope.
I answer that, As we have oen stated (q. 22, a. 2; q. 35,

a. 1; q. 41, a. 1), all these passions belong to the appetitive
power. Now every movement of the appetitive power is re-
ducible to one either of pursuit or of avoidance. Again, pur-
suit or avoidance is of something either by reason of itself or
by reason of something else. By reason of itself, good is the ob-
ject of pursuit, and evil, the object of avoidance: but by reason
of something else, evil can be the object of pursuit, through
some good attaching to it; and good can be the object of avoid-
ance, through some evil attaching to it. Now that which is by
reason of something else, follows that which is by reason of it-
self. Consequently pursuit of evil follows pursuit of good; and
avoidance of good follows avoidance of evil. Now these four
things belong to four passions, since pursuit of good belongs
to hope, avoidance of evil to fear, the pursuit of the fearful evil
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belongs to daring, and the avoidance of good to despair. It fol-
lows, therefore, that daring results from hope; since it is in the
hope of overcoming the threatening object of fear, that one at-
tacks it boldly. But despair results from fear: since the reason
why a man despairs is because he fears the difficulty attaching
to the good he should hope for.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument would hold, if good
and evil were not co-ordinate objects. But because evil has a
certain relation to good, since it comes aer good, as priva-
tion comes aer habit; consequently daringwhichpursues evil,
comes aer hope which pursues good.

Reply to Objection 2. Although good, absolutely speak-
ing, is prior to evil, yet avoidance of evil precedes avoidance of

good; just as the pursuit of good precedes the pursuit of evil.
Consequently just as hopeprecedes daring, so fear precedes de-
spair. And just as fear does not always lead to despair, but only
when it is intense; so hope does not always lead to daring, save
only when it is strong.

Reply toObjection 3. Although the object of daring is an
evil to which, in the estimation of the daring man, the good
of victory is conjoined; yet daring regards the evil, and hope
regards the conjoined good. In like manner despair regards di-
rectly the goodwhich it turns away from,while fear regards the
conjoined evil. Hence, properly speaking, daring is not a part
of hope, but its effect: just as despair is an effect, not a part, of
fear. For this reason, too, daring cannot be a principal passion.

Ia IIae q. 45 a. 3Whether some defect is a cause of daring?

Objection 1. It would seem that some defect is a cause of
daring. For the Philosopher says (De Problem. xxvii, 4) that
“lovers of wine are strong and daring.” But from wine ensues
the effect of drunkenness. erefore daring is caused by a de-
fect.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5)
that “those who have no experience of danger are bold.” But
want of experience is a defect. erefore daring is caused by a
defect.

Objection 3. Further, those who have suffered wrongs are
wont to be daring; “like the beasts when beaten,” as stated in
Ethic. iii, 5. But the suffering of wrongs pertains to defect.
erefore daring is caused by a defect.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5) that
the cause of daring “is the presence in the imagination of the
hope that themeans of safety are nigh, and that the things to be
feared are either non-existent or far off.” But anything pertain-
ing to defect implies either the removal of the means of safety,
or the proximity of something to be feared.erefore nothing
pertaining to defect is a cause of daring.

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 1,2) daring results from
hope and is contrary to fear: wherefore whatever is naturally
apt to cause hope or banish fear, is a cause of daring. Since,
however, fear andhope, and alsodaring, beingpassions, consist
in amovement of the appetite, and in a certain bodily transmu-
tation; a thing may be considered as the cause of daring in two
ways, whether by raising hope, or by banishing fear; in oneway,
in the part of the appetitive movement; in another way, on the
part of the bodily transmutation.

On the part of the appetitivemovement which follows ap-
prehension, hope that leads to daring is roused by those things
that make us reckon victory as possible. Such things regard ei-
ther our own power, as bodily strength, experience of dangers,
abundance of wealth, and the like; or they regard the powers
of others, such as having a great number of friends or any other
means of help, especially if aman trust in theDivine assistance:
wherefore “those are more daring, with whom it is well in re-
gard to godlike things,” as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5).

Fear is banished, in this way, by the removal of threatening
causes of fear; for instance, by the fact that a man has not ene-
mies, through having harmed nobody, so that he is not aware
of any imminent danger; since those especially appear to be
threatened by danger, who have harmed others.

On the part of the bodily transmutation, daring is caused
through the incitement of hope and the banishment of fear,
by those things which raise the temperature about the heart.
Wherefore the Philosopher says (De Part. Animal. iii, 4) that
“those whose heart is small in size, are more daring; while an-
imals whose heart is large are timid; because the natural heat
is unable to give the same degree of temperature to a large as
to a small heart; just as a fire does not heat a large house as
well as it does a small house.” He says also (De Problem. xxvii,
4), that “those whose lungs containmuch blood, aremore dar-
ing, through the heat in the heart that results therefrom.” He
says also in the same passage that “lovers of wine are more dar-
ing, on account of the heat of the wine”: hence it has been said
above (q. 40, a. 6) that drunkenness conduces to hope, since
the heat in the heart banishes fear and raises hope, by reason
of the dilatation and enlargement of the heart.

Reply to Objection 1. Drunkenness causes daring, not
through being a defect, but through dilating the heart: and
again through making a man think greatly of himself.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who have no experience of
dangers are more daring, not on account of a defect, but ac-
cidentally, i.e. in so far as through being inexperienced they
do not know their own failings, nor the dangers that threaten.
Hence it is that the removal of the cause of fear gives rise to
daring.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii,
5) “thosewhohave beenwronged are courageous, because they
think that God comes to the assistance of those who suffer un-
justly.”

Hence it is evident that no defect causes daring except ac-
cidentally, i.e. in so far as some excellence attaches thereto, real
or imaginary, either in oneself or in another.
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Ia IIae q. 45 a. 4Whether the brave are more eager at first than in the midst of danger?

Objection 1. It would seem that the daring are not more
eager at first than in the midst of danger. Because trembling
is caused by fear, which is contrary to daring, as stated above
(a. 1; q. 44, a. 3). But the daring sometimes tremble at first, as
the Philosopher says (De Problem. xxvii, 3).erefore they are
not more eager at first than in the midst of danger.

Objection 2. Further, passion is intensified by an increase
in its object: thus since a good is lovable, what is better is yet
more lovable. But the object of daring is something difficult.
erefore the greater the difficulty, the greater the daring. But
danger is more arduous and difficult when present. It is then
therefore that daring is greatest.

Objection 3. Further, anger is provoked by the infliction
of wounds. But anger causes daring; for the Philosopher says
(Rhet. ii, 5) that “angermakesman bold.”erefore whenman
is in the midst of danger and when he is being beaten, then is
he most daring.

On the contrary, It is said in Ethic. iii, 7 that “the daring
are precipitate and full of eagerness before the danger, yet in
the midst of dangers they stand aloof.”

I answer that, Daring, being a movement of the sensitive
appetite, follows an apprehension of the sensitive faculty. But
the sensitive faculty cannot make comparisons, nor can it in-
quire into circumstances; its judgment is instantaneous. Now
it happens sometimes that it is impossible for a man to take
note in an instant of all the difficulties of a certain situation:
hence there arises the movement of daring to face the danger;
so that when he comes to experience the danger, he feels the
difficulty to be greater than he expected, and so gives way.

On the other hand, reason discusses all the difficulties of a
situation. Consequently men of fortitude who face danger ac-

cording to the judgment of reason, at first seem slack, because
they face the danger not from passion but with due delibera-
tion. Yet when they are in themidst of danger, they experience
nothing unforeseen, but sometimes the difficulty turns out to
be less than they anticipated; wherefore they are more perse-
vering. Moreover, it may be because they face the danger on
account of the good of virtue which is the abiding object of
their will, however great the danger may prove: whereas men
of daring face the danger on account of a mere thought giving
rise to hope and banishing fear, as stated above (a. 3).

Reply to Objection 1. Trembling does occur in men of
daring, on account of the heat beingwithdrawn from the outer
to the inner parts of the body, as occurs also in those who are
afraid. But in men of daring the heat withdraws to the heart;
whereas in those who are afraid, it withdraws to the inferior
parts.

Reply to Objection 2. e object of love is good simply,
wherefore if it be increased, love is increased simply. But the
object of daring is a compoundof good and evil; and themove-
ment of daring towards evil presupposes the movement of
hope towards good. If, therefore, so much difficulty be added
to the danger that it overcomes hope, the movement of daring
does not ensue, but fails. But if the movement of daring does
ensue, the greater the danger, the greater is the daring consid-
ered to be.

Reply toObjection 3.Hurt does not give rise to anger un-
less there be some kind of hope, as we shall see later on (q. 46,
a. 1). Consequently if the danger be so great as to banish all
hope of victory, anger does not ensue. It is true, however, that
if anger does ensue, there will be greater daring.
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Of Anger, in Itself
(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider anger: and (1) anger in itself; (2) the cause of anger and its remedy; (3) the effect of anger.
Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether anger is a special passion?
(2) Whether the object of anger is good or evil?
(3) Whether anger is in the concupiscible faculty?
(4) Whether anger is accompanied by an act of reason?
(5) Whether anger is more natural than desire?
(6) Whether anger is more grievous than hatred?
(7) Whether anger is only towards those with whom we have a relation of justice?
(8) Of the species of anger.

Ia IIae q. 46 a. 1Whether anger is a special passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger is not a special pas-
sion. For the irascible power takes its name from anger [ira].
But there are several passions in this power, not only one.
erefore anger is not one special passion.

Objection 2. Further, to every special passion there is a
contrary passion; as is evident by going through them one by
one. But no passion is contrary to anger, as stated above (q. 23,
a. 3). erefore anger is not a special passion.

Objection 3.Further, one special passion does not include
another. But anger includes several passions: since it accom-
panies sorrow, pleasure, and hope, as the Philosopher states
(Rhet. ii, 2). erefore anger is not a special passion.

On the contrary, Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 16) calls
anger a special passion: and so does Cicero (De Quaest. Tusc.
iv, 7).

I answer that, A thing is said to be general in two ways.
First, by predication; thus “animal” is general in respect of
all animals. Secondly, by causality; thus the sun is the general
cause of all things generated here below, according to Diony-
sius (Div.Nom. iv). Because just as a genus contains potentially
many differences, according to a likeness of matter; so an effi-
cient cause containsmany effects according to its active power.
Now it happens that an effect is produced by the concurrence
of various causes; and since every cause remains somewhat in
its effect, we may say that, in yet a third way, an effect which is
due to the concurrence of several causes, has a certain general-
ity, inasmuch as several causes are, in a fashion, actually exist-
ing therein.

Accordingly in the first way, anger is not a general pas-

sion but is condivided with the other passions, as stated above
(q. 23, a. 4). In like manner, neither is it in the second way:
since it is not a cause of the other passions. But in this way,
lovemay be called a general passion, as Augustine declares (De
Civ. Dei xiv, 7,9), because love is the primary root of all the
other passions, as stated above (q. 27, a. 4 ). But, in a third way,
anger may be called a general passion, inasmuch as it is caused
by a concurrence of several passions. Because themovement of
anger does not arise save on account of somepain inflicted, and
unless there be desire and hope of revenge: for, as the Philoso-
pher says (Rhet. ii, 2), “the angry man hopes to punish; since
he craves for revenge as being possible.” Consequently if the
person, who inflicted the injury, excel very much, anger does
not ensue, but only sorrow, as Avicenna states (De Anima iv,
6).

Reply to Objection 1. e irascible power takes its name
from “ira” [anger], not because every movement of that power
is one of anger; but because all its movements terminate in
anger; and because, of all these movements, anger is the most
patent.

Reply to Objection 2. From the very fact that anger is
caused by contrary passions, i.e. by hope, which is of good,
and by sorrow, which is of evil, it includes in itself contrariety:
and consequently it has no contrary outside itself.us also in
mixed colors there is no contrariety, except that of the simple
colors from which they are made.

Reply toObjection3.Anger includes several passions, not
indeed as a genus includes several species; but rather according
to the inclusion of cause and effect.
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Ia IIae q. 46 a. 2Whether the object of anger is good or evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that the object of anger is evil.
For Gregory of Nyssa says* that anger is “the sword-bearer of
desire,” inasmuch, to wit, as it assails whatever obstacle stands
in the way of desire. But an obstacle has the character of evil.
erefore anger regards evil as its object.

Objection 2. Further, anger and hatred agree in their ef-
fect, since each seeks to inflict harm on another. But hatred
regards evil as its object, as stated above (q. 29, a. 1). erefore
anger does also.

Objection 3. Further, anger arises from sorrow; wherefore
the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 6) that “anger acts with sor-
row.” But evil is the object of sorrow. erefore it is also the
object of anger.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. ii, 6) that
“anger craves for revenge.” But the desire for revenge is a desire
for something good: since revengebelongs to justice.erefore
the object of anger is good.

Moreover, anger is always accompanied by hope, where-
fore it causes pleasure, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 2). But
the object of hope and of pleasure is good. erefore good is
also the object of anger.

I answer that, e movement of the appetitive power fol-
lows an act of the apprehensive power. Now the apprehensive
power apprehends a thing in two ways. First, by way of an in-
complex object, as when we understand what a man is; sec-
ondly, by way of a complex object, as whenwe understand that
whiteness is in a man. Consequently in each of these ways the
appetitive power can tend to both good and evil: by way of
a simple and incomplex object, when the appetite simply fol-

lows and adheres to good, or recoils from evil: and suchmove-
ments are desire, hope, pleasure, sorrow, and so forth: by way
of a complex object, as when the appetite is concerned with
some good or evil being in, or being done to, another, either
seeking this or recoiling from it. is is evident in the case of
love and hatred: for we love someone, in so far as wewish some
good to be in him; and we hate someone, in so far as we wish
some evil to be in him. It is the same with anger; for when a
man is angry, he wishes to be avenged on someone. Hence the
movement of anger has a twofold tendency: viz. to vengeance
itself, which it desires and hopes for as being a good, where-
fore it takes pleasure in it; and to the person on whom it seeks
vengeance, as to something contrary and hurtful, which bears
the character of evil.

We must, however, observe a twofold difference in this re-
spect, between anger on the one side, and hatred and love on
the other. e first difference is that anger always regards two
objects: whereas love and hatred sometimes regard but one ob-
ject, as when a man is said to love wine or something of the
kind, or to hate it. e second difference is, that both the ob-
jects of love are good: since the lover wishes good to someone,
as to something agreeable to himself: while both the objects of
hatred bear the character of evil: for themanwhohates, wishes
evil to someone, as to something disagreeable to him.Whereas
anger regards one object under the aspect of evil, viz. the nox-
ious person, on whom it seeks to be avenged. Consequently it
is a passion somewhat made up of contrary passions.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Ia IIae q. 46 a. 3Whether anger is in the concupiscible faculty?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger is in the concupisci-
ble faculty. For Cicero says (De Quaest. Tusc. iv, 9) that anger
is a kind of “desire.” But desire is in the concupiscible faculty.
erefore anger is too.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says in his Rule, that
“anger grows into hatred”: and Cicero says (De Quaest. Tusc.
iv, 9) that “hatred is inveterate anger.” But hatred, like love, is a
concupiscible passion. erefore anger is in the concupiscible
faculty.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 16)
andGregory ofNyssa† say that “anger ismade upof sorrow and
desire.” Both of these are in the concupiscible faculty. ere-
fore anger is a concupiscible passion.

On the contrary, e concupiscible is distinct from the
irascible faculty. If, therefore, anger were in the concupiscible
power, the irascible would not take its name from it.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 23, a. 1), the passions
of the irascible part differ from the passions of the concupis-

cible faculty, in that the objects of the concupiscible passions
are good and evil absolutely considered, whereas the objects of
the irascible passions are good and evil in a certain elevation or
arduousness. Now it has been stated (a. 2) that anger regards
two objects: viz. the vengeance that it seeks; and the person
on whom it seeks vengeance; and in respect of both, anger re-
quires a certain arduousness: for the movement of anger does
not arise, unless there be some magnitude about both these
objects; since “we make no ado about things that are naught
or very minute,” as the Philosopher observes (Rhet. ii, 2). It is
therefore evident that anger is not in the concupiscible, but in
the irascible faculty.

Reply to Objection 1. Cicero gives the name of desire to
any kind of craving for a future good, without discriminating
between that which is arduous and that which is not. Accord-
ingly he reckons anger as a kind of desire, inasmuch as it is a
desire of vengeance. In this sense, however, desire is common
to the irascible and concupiscible faculties.

* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxi. † Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxi.
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Reply to Objection 2. Anger is said to grow into hatred,
not as though the same passion which at first was anger, aer-
wards becomes hatred by becoming inveterate; but by a pro-
cess of causality. For anger when it lasts a long time engenders
hatred.

Reply toObjection3.Anger is said to be composed of sor-
row and desire, not as though they were its parts, but because
they are its causes: and it has been said above (q. 25, a. 2) that
the concupiscible passions are the causes of the irascible pas-
sions.

Ia IIae q. 46 a. 4Whether anger requires an act of reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger does not require an
act of reason. For, since anger is a passion, it is in the sensitive
appetite. But the sensitive appetite follows an apprehension,
not of reason, but of the sensitive faculty.erefore anger does
not require an act of reason.

Objection 2. Further, dumb animals are devoid of reason:
and yet they are seen to be angry. erefore anger does not re-
quire an act of reason.

Objection 3. Further, drunkenness fetters the reason;
whereas it is conducive to anger. erefore anger does not re-
quire an act of reason.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6) that
“anger listens to reason somewhat.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), anger is a desire for
vengeance. Now vengeance implies a comparison between the
punishment to be inflicted and the hurt done; wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6) that “anger, as if it had drawn
the inference that it ought to quarrel with such a person, is
therefore immediately exasperated.” Now to compare and to
draw an inference is an act of reason.erefore anger, in a fash-
ion, requires an act of reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e movement of the appetitive
powermay follow an act of reason in twoways. In the first way,

it follows the reason in so far as the reason commands: and thus
the will follows reason, wherefore it is called the rational ap-
petite. In another way, it follows reason in so far as the reason
denounces, and thus anger follows reason. For the Philosopher
says (De Problem. xxviii, 3) that “anger follows reason, not in
obedience to reason’s command, but as a result of reason’s de-
nouncing the injury.” Because the sensitive appetite is subject
to the reason, not immediately but through the will.

Reply to Objection 2. Dumb animals have a natural in-
stinct imparted to them by the Divine Reason, in virtue of
which they are gied with movements, both internal and ex-
ternal, like unto rational movements, as stated above (q. 40,
a. 3).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated in Ethic. vii, 6, “anger lis-
tens somewhat to reason” in so far as reason denounces the in-
jury inflicted, “but listens not perfectly,” because it does not
observe the rule of reason as to the measure of vengeance.
Anger, therefore, requires an act of reason; and yet proves
a hindrance to reason. Wherefore the Philosopher says (De
Problem. iii, 2,27) that whose who are very drunk, so as to
be incapable of the use of reason, do not get angry: but those
who are slightly drunk, do get angry, through being still able,
though hampered, to form a judgment of reason.

Ia IIae q. 46 a. 5Whether anger is more natural than desire?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger is not more nat-
ural than desire. Because it is proper to man to be by nature
a gentle animal. But “gentleness is contrary to anger,” as the
Philosopher states (Rhet. ii, 3).erefore anger is nomore nat-
ural than desire, in fact it seems to be altogether unnatural to
man.

Objection 2. Further, reason is contrasted with nature:
since those things that act according to reason, are not said to
act according to nature. Now “anger requires an act of reason,
but desire does not,” as stated in Ethic. vii, 6. erefore desire
is more natural than anger.

Objection 3. Further, anger is a craving for vengeance:
while desire is a craving for those things especially which are
pleasant to the touch, viz. for pleasures of the table and for sex-
ual pleasures. But these things are more natural to man than
vengeance. erefore desire is more natural than anger.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6) that
“anger is more natural than desire.”

I answer that, By “natural” we mean that which is caused

by nature, as stated in Phys. ii, 1. Consequently the question
as to whether a particular passion is more or less natural can-
not be decided without reference to the cause of that passion.
Now the cause of a passion, as stated above (q. 36, a. 2), may
be considered in two ways: first, on the part of the object; sec-
ondly, on the part of the subject. If then we consider the cause
of anger and of desire, on the part of the object, thus desire,
especially of pleasures of the table, and of sexual pleasures, is
more natural than anger; in so far as these pleasures are more
natural to man than vengeance.

If, however, we consider the cause of anger on the part of
the subject, thus anger, in a manner, is more natural; and, in a
manner, desire is more natural. Because the nature of an indi-
vidual man may be considered either as to the generic, or as to
the specific nature, or again as to the particular temperament
of the individual. If thenwe consider the generic nature, i.e. the
nature of this man considered as an animal; thus desire is more
natural than anger; because it is from this very generic nature
that man is inclined to desire those things which tend to pre-
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serve inhim the life bothof the species andof the individual. If,
however, we consider the specific nature, i.e. the nature of this
man as a rational being; then anger ismorenatural toman than
desire, in so far as anger follows reason more than desire does.
Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 5) that “revenge”
which pertains to anger “is more natural to man than meek-
ness”: for it is natural to everything to rise up against things
contrary and hurtful. And if we consider the nature of the in-
dividual, in respect of his particular temperament, thus anger is
more natural than desire; for the reason that anger is prone to
ensue from the natural tendency to anger, more than desire, or
any other passion, is to ensue fromanatural tendency to desire,
which tendencies result from aman’s individual temperament.
Because disposition to anger is due to a bilious temperament;
and of all the humors, the bile moves quickest; for it is like fire.
Consequently he that is temperamentally disposed to anger is
sooner incensed with anger, than he that is temperamentally
disposed to desire, is inflamed with desire: and for this reason
the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6) that a disposition to anger
is more liable to be transmitted from parent to child, than a
disposition to desire.

Reply to Objection 1. We may consider in man both the
natural temperament on the part of the body, and the reason.
On the part of the bodily temperament, a man, considered
specifically, does not naturally excel others either in anger or in
any other passion, on account of themoderation of his temper-
ament. But other animals, for as much as their temperament
recedes from this moderation and approaches to an extreme
disposition, are naturally disposed to some excess of passion,
such as the lion in daring, the hound in anger, the hare in fear,
and so forth. On the part of reason, however, it is natural to
man, both to be angry and to be gentle: in so far as reason
somewhat causes anger, by denouncing the injurywhich causes
anger; and somewhat appeases anger, in so far as the angryman
“does not listen perfectly to the command of reason,” as stated
above (a. 4, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 2. Reason itself belongs to the nature
ofman: wherefore from the very fact that anger requires an act
of reason, it follows that it is, in a manner, natural to man.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument regards anger and
desire on the part of the object.

Ia IIae q. 46 a. 6Whether anger is more grievous than hatred?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger is more grievous
than hatred. For it is written (Prov. 27:4) that “anger hath no
mercy, nor fury when it breaketh forth.” But hatred sometimes
has mercy. erefore anger is more grievous than hatred.

Objection 2. Further, it is worse to suffer evil and to grieve
for it, thanmerely to suffer it. But when aman hates, he is con-
tented if the object of his hatred suffer evil: whereas the an-
gry man is not satisfied unless the object of his anger know it
and be aggrieved thereby, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4).
erefore, anger is more grievous than hatred.

Objection 3. Further, a thing seems to be so much the
more firm according as more things concur to set it up: thus
a habit is all the more settled through being caused by several
acts. But anger is caused by the concurrence of several passions,
as stated above (a. 1): whereas hatred is not. erefore anger is
more settled and more grievous than hatred.

On the contrary, Augustine, in his Rule, compares hatred
to “a beam,” but anger to “a mote.”

I answer that,especies and nature of a passion are taken
from its object. Now the object of anger is the same in sub-
stance as the object of hatred; since, just as the hater wishes
evil to him whom he hates, so does the angry man wish evil to
him with whom he is angry. But there is a difference of aspect:
for the hater wishes evil to his enemy, as evil, whereas the an-
gry man wishes evil to him with whom he is angry, not as evil
but in so far as it has an aspect of good, that is, in so far as he
reckons it as just, since it is a means of vengeance. Wherefore
also it has been said above (a. 2) that hatred implies applica-
tion of evil to evil, whereas anger denotes application of good

to evil. Now it is evident that to seek evil under the aspect of
justice, is a lesser evil, than simply to seek evil to someone. Be-
cause to wish evil to someone under the aspect of justice, may
be according to the virtue of justice, if it be in conformity with
the order of reason; and anger fails only in this, that it does not
obey the precept of reason in taking vengeance. Consequently
it is evident that hatred is far worse and graver than anger.

Reply toObjection 1. In anger and hatred two pointsmay
be considered: namely, the thing desired, and the intensity of
the desire. As to the thing desired, anger has more mercy than
hatred has. For since hatred desires another’s evil for evil’s sake,
it is satisfied with no particular measure of evil: because those
things that are desired for their own sake, are desired with-
out measure, as the Philosopher states (Polit. i, 3), instanc-
ing a miser with regard to riches. Hence it is written (Ecclus.
12:16): “An enemy…if he find an opportunity, will not be sat-
isfied with blood.” Anger, on the other hand, seeks evil only
under the aspect of a just means of vengeance. Consequently
when the evil inflicted goes beyond the measure of justice ac-
cording to the estimate of the angry man, then he has mercy.
Wherefore the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4) that “the angry
man is appeased if many evils befall, whereas the hater is never
appeased.”

As to the intensity of the desire, anger excludesmercymore
than hatred does; because the movement of anger is more im-
petuous, through the heating of the bile. Hence the passage
quoted continues: “Who can bear the violence of one pro-
voked?”

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above, an angry man
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wishes evil to someone, in so far as this evil is a means of just
vengeance. Now vengeance is wrought by the infliction of a
punishment: and the nature of punishment consists in being
contrary to the will, painful, and inflicted for some fault. Con-
sequently an angry man desires this, that the person whom he
is hurting, may feel it and be in pain, and know that this has
befallen him on account of the harm he has done the other.
e hater, on the other hand, cares not for all this, since he
desires another’s evil as such. It is not true, however, that an
evil is worse through giving pain: because “injustice and im-
prudence, although evil,” yet, being voluntary, “do not grieve
those in whom they are,” as the Philosopher observes (Rhet. ii,
4).

Reply to Objection 3. at which proceeds from several
causes, is more settled when these causes are of one kind: but
it may be that one cause prevails over many others. Now ha-
tred ensues from amore lasting cause than anger does. Because
anger arises from an emotion of the soul due to the wrong in-
flicted; whereas hatred ensues from a disposition in a man, by
reason of which he considers that which he hates to be con-
trary and hurtful to him. Consequently, as passion is more
transitory than disposition or habit, so anger is less lasting than
hatred; althoughhatred itself is a passion ensuing fromthis dis-
position. Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4) that “hatred
is more incurable than anger.”

Ia IIae q. 46 a. 7Whether anger is only towards those to whom one has an obligation of justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger is not only towards
those to whom one has an obligation of justice. For there is
no justice between man and irrational beings. And yet some-
times one is angry with irrational beings; thus, out of anger, a
writer throws away his pen, or a rider strikes his horse. ere-
fore anger is not only towards those to whom one has an obli-
gation of justice.

Objection 2. Further, “there is no justice towards one-
self…nor is there justice towards one’s own” (Ethic. v, 6). But
sometimes a man is angry with himself; for instance, a peni-
tent, on account of his sin; hence it is written (Ps. 4:5): “Be ye
angry and sin not.” erefore anger is not only towards those
with whom one has a relation of justice.

Objection 3. Further, justice and injustice can be of one
man towards an entire class, or a whole community: for in-
stance, when the state injures an individual. But anger is not
towards a class but only towards an individual, as the Philoso-
pher states (Rhet. ii, 4). erefore properly speaking, anger is
not towards those with whom one is in relation of justice or
injustice.

e contrary, however, may be gathered from the Philoso-
pher (Rhet. ii, 2,3).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6), anger desires evil as
being a means of just vengeance. Consequently, anger is to-
wards those to whom we are just or unjust: since vengeance is
an act of justice, and wrong-doing is an act of injustice. ere-
fore both on the part of the cause, viz. the harm done by an-
other, and on the part of the vengeance sought by the angry
man, it is evident that anger concerns those to whom one is
just or unjust.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 4, ad 2), anger,
though it follows an act of reason, can nevertheless be in dumb
animals that are devoid of reason, in so far as through their nat-

ural instinct they aremoved by their imagination to something
like rational action. Since then inman there is both reason and
imagination, the movement of anger can be aroused in man in
two ways. First, when only his imagination denounces the in-
jury: and, in this way, man is aroused to a movement of anger
even against irrational and inanimate beings,whichmovement
is like that which occurs in animals against anything that in-
jures them. Secondly, by the reasondenouncing the injury: and
thus, according to the Philosopher (Rhet. ii, 3), “it is impossi-
ble to be angry with insensible things, or with the dead”: both
because they feel no pain, which is, above all, what the angry
man seeks in those with whom he is angry: and because there
is no question of vengeance on them, since they can do us no
harm.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. v,
11), “metaphorically speaking there is a certain justice and in-
justice between aman and himself,” in so far as the reason rules
the irascible and concupiscible parts of the soul. And in this
sense aman is said to be avenged on himself, and consequently,
to be angry with himself. But properly, and in accordance with
the nature of things, a man is never angry with himself.

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher (Rhet. ii, 4) as-
signs as one difference between hatred and anger, that “ha-
tred may be felt towards a class, as we hate the entire class of
thieves; whereas anger is directed only towards an individual.”
e reason is that hatred arises from our considering a qual-
ity as disagreeing with our disposition; and this may refer to
a thing in general or in particular. Anger, on the other hand,
ensues from someone having injured us by his action. Now all
actions are the deeds of individuals: and consequently anger is
always pointed at an individual. When the whole state hurts
us, the whole state is reckoned as one individual*.

* Cf. q. 29, a. 6.
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Ia IIae q. 46 a. 8Whether the species of anger are suitably assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem that Damascene (De
Fide Orth. ii, 16) unsuitably assigns three species of
anger—“wrath,” “ill-will” and “rancor.” For no genus derives its
specific differences from accidents. But these three are diver-
sified in respect of an accident: because “the beginning of the
movement of anger is called wrath χόλος, if anger continue it is
called ill-will μῆνις; while rancor κότος is anger waiting for an
opportunity of vengeance.” erefore these are not different
species of anger.

Objection 2. Further, Cicero says (De Quaest. Tusc. iv, 9)
that “excandescentia [irascibility] is what the Greeks call θύ-
μωσις, and is a kind of anger that arises and subsides intermit-
tently”; while according to Damascene θύμωσις, is the same as
the Greek κότος [rancor]. erefore κότος does not bide its
time for taking vengeance, but in course of time spends itself.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory (Moral. xxi, 4) gives three
degrees of anger, namely, “anger without utterance, anger with
utterance, and anger with perfection of speech,” correspond-
ing to the three degrees mentioned by Our Lord (Mat. 5:22):
“Whosoever is angry with his brother” [thus implying “anger
without utterance”], and then, “whosoever shall say to his
brother, ‘Raca’ ” [implying “anger with utterance yet with-
out full expression”], and lastly, “whosoever shall say ‘ou
fool’ ” [wherewehave “perfection of speech”].ereforeDam-
ascene’s division is imperfect, since it takes no account of utter-
ance.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Damascene (De
Fide Orth. ii, 16) and Gregory of Nyssa†.

I answer that, e species of anger given by Damascene
and Gregory of Nyssa are taken from those things which give
increase to anger. is happens in three ways. First from facil-
ity of the movement itself, and he calls this kind of anger χό-
λος [bile] because it quickly aroused. Secondly, on the part of
the grief that causes anger, and which dwells some time in the
memory; this belongs to μῆνις [ill-will] which is derived from
μένειν [to dwell]. irdly, on the part of that which the angry
man seeks, viz. vengeance; and this pertains to κότος [rancor]
which never rests until it is avenged‡. Hence the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 5) calls some angry persons ἀκρόχολοι [choleric], be-
cause they are easily angered; some he calls πικροί [bitter], be-
cause they retain their anger for a long time; and some he calls
χαλεποί [ill-tempered], because they never rest until they have
retaliated§.

Reply to Objection 1. All those things which give anger
some kind of perfection are not altogether accidental to anger;
and consequently nothing prevents them from causing a cer-
tain specific difference thereof.

Reply to Objection 2. Irascibility, which Cicero men-
tions, seems to pertain to the first species of anger, which con-
sists in a certain quickness of temper, rather than to rancor
[furor]. And there is no reason why the Greek θύμωσις, which
is denoted by the Latin “furor,” should not signify both quick-
ness to anger, and firmness of purpose in being avenged.

Reply toObjection 3. ese degrees are distinguished ac-
cording to various effects of anger; and not according to de-
grees of perfection in the very movement of anger.

† Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxi. ‡ Eph. 4:31: “Let all bitterness and anger and indignation…be put away from you.”. § Cf. IIa IIae, q. 158, a. 5.
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F P   S P, Q 47
Of the Cause at Provokes Anger, and of the Remedies of Anger*

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the cause that provokes anger, and its remedies. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the motive of anger is always something done against the one who is angry?
(2) Whether slight or contempt is the sole motive of anger?
(3) Of the cause of anger on the part of the angry person;
(4) Of the cause of anger on the part of the person with whom one is angry.

Ia IIae q. 47 a. 1Whether the motive of anger is always something done against the one who is angry?

Objection 1. It would seem that themotive of anger is not
always something done against the one who is angry. Because
man, by sinning, candonothing againstGod; since it iswritten
( Job 35:6): “If thy iniquities bemultiplied, what shalt thou do
against Him?” And yet God is spoken of as being angry with
man on account of sin, according to Ps. 105:40: “eLordwas
exceedingly angry with His people.” erefore it is not always
on account of something done against him, that a man is an-
gry.

Objection 2. Further, anger is a desire for vengeance.
But one may desire vengeance for things done against others.
erefore we are not always angry on account of something
done against us.

Objection 3. Further, as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 2)
man is angry especially with those “who despise what he takes
a great interest in; thus men who study philosophy are angry
with those who despise philosophy,” and so forth. But con-
tempt of philosophy does not harm the philosopher.erefore
it is not always a harm done to us that makes us angry.

Objection 4. Further, he that holds his tongue when an-
other insults him, provokes him to greater anger, as Chrysos-
tom observes (Hom. xxii, in Ep. ad Rom.). But by holding his
tongue he does the other no harm. erefore a man is not al-
ways provoked to anger by something done against him.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 4) that
“anger is always due to something done to oneself: whereas ha-
tred may arise without anything being done to us, for we hate
a man simply because we think him such.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 46, a. 6), anger is the de-
sire to hurt another for the purpose of just vengeance. Now

unless some injury has been done, there is no question of
vengeance: nor does any injury provoke one to vengeance, but
only thatwhich is done to the personwho seeks vengeance: for
just as everything naturally seeks its own good, so does it nat-
urally repel its own evil. But injury done by anyone does not
affect a man unless in some way it be something done against
him.Consequently themotive of aman’s anger is always some-
thing done against him.

Reply toObjection 1.We speak of anger inGod, not as of
a passion of the soul but as of judgment of justice, inasmuch as
He wills to take vengeance on sin. Because the sinner, by sin-
ning, cannot doGodany actual harm: but so far as hehimself is
concerned, he acts againstGod in twoways. First, in so far as he
despises God in His commandments. Secondly, in so far as he
harmshimself or another;which injury redounds toGod, inas-
much as the person injured is an object of God’s providence
and protection.

Reply to Objection 2. If we are angry with those who
harm others, and seek to be avenged on them, it is because
thosewho are injured belong in someway to us: either by some
kinship or friendship, or at least because of the nature we have
in common.

Reply to Objection 3. When we take a very great interest
in a thing, we look upon it as our own good; so that if anyone
despise it, it seems as though we ourselves were despised and
injured.

Reply to Objection 4. Silence provokes the insulter to
angerwhenhe thinks it is due to contempt, as thoughhis anger
were slighted: and a slight is an action.

Ia IIae q. 47 a. 2Whether the sole motive of anger is slight or contempt?

Objection 1. It would seem that slight or contempt is not
the solemotive of anger. ForDamascene says (DeFideOrth. ii,
16) that we are angry “whenwe suffer, or think that we are suf-
fering, an injury.” But one may suffer an injury without being
despised or slighted. erefore a slight is not the only motive
of anger.

Objection2.Further, desire for honor and grief for a slight
belong to the same subject. But dumb animals do not desire
honor. erefore they are not grieved by being slighted. And
yet “they are roused to anger, when wounded,” as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. iii, 8).erefore a slight is not the solemotive
of anger.

* ere is no further mention of these remedies in the text, except in a. 4.
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Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher (Rhet. ii, 2) gives
many other causes of anger, for instance, “being forgotten by
others; that others should rejoice in ourmisfortunes; that they
should make known our evils; being hindered from doing as
we like.” erefore being slighted is not the only motive for
being angry.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 2) that
anger is “a desire, with sorrow, for vengeance, on account of a
seeming slight done unbecomingly.”

I answer that,All the causes of anger are reduced to slight.
For slight is of three kinds, as stated in Rhet. ii, 2, viz. “con-
tempt,” “despiteful treatment,” i.e. hindering one from doing
one’swill, and “insolence”: and allmotives of anger are reduced
to these three. Two reasons may be assigned for this. First,
because anger seeks another’s hurt as being a means of just
vengeance: wherefore it seeks vengeance in so far as it seems
just. Now just vengeance is taken only for that which is done
unjustly; hence that which provokes anger is always something
considered in the light of an injustice. Wherefore the Philoso-
pher says (Rhet. ii, 3) that “men are not angry—if they think
they have wronged some one and are suffering justly on that
account; because there is no anger at what is just.” Now injury
is done to another in three ways: namely, through ignorance,
through passion, and through choice. en, most of all, a man
does an injustice, when he does an injury from choice, on pur-
pose, or from deliberate malice, as stated in Ethic. v, 8.Where-
fore we are most of all angry with those who, in our opinion,
have hurt us on purpose. For if we think that some one has
done us an injury through ignorance or through passion, ei-
ther we are not angry with them at all, or very much less: since
to do anything through ignorance or through passion takes

away from the notion of injury, and to a certain extent calls
for mercy and forgiveness. ose, on the other hand, who do
an injury on purpose, seem to sin from contempt; wherefore
we are angry with them most of all. Hence the Philosopher
says (Rhet. ii, 3) that “we are either not angry at all, or not very
angry with those who have acted through anger, because they
do not seem to have acted slightingly.”

e second reason is because a slight is opposed to a man’s
excellence: because “men think little of things that are not
worth much ado” (Rhet. ii, 2). Now we seek for some kind of
excellence from all our goods. Consequently whatever injury
is inflicted on us, in so far as it is derogatory to our excellence,
seems to savor of a slight.

Reply toObjection 1.Any other cause, besides contempt,
throughwhich aman suffers an injury, takes away from the no-
tion of injury: contempt or slight alone adds to the motive of
anger, and consequently is of itself the cause of anger.

Reply to Objection 2. Although a dumb animal does not
seek honor as such, yet it naturally seeks a certain superiority,
and is angry with anything derogatory thereto.

Reply to Objection 3. Each of those causes amounts to
some kind of slight. us forgetfulness is a clear sign of slight
esteem, for the more we think of a thing the more is it fixed in
ourmemory.Again if amandoes not hesitate by his remarks to
give pain to another, this seems to show that he thinks little of
him: and those too who show signs of hilarity when another is
in misfortune, seem to care little about his good or evil. Again
he that hinders another from carrying out his will, without de-
riving thereby any profit to himself, seems not to caremuch for
his friendship. Consequently all those things, in so far as they
are signs of contempt, provoke anger.

Ia IIae q. 47 a. 3Whether a man’s excellence is the cause of his being angry?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man’s excellence is not
the cause of his being more easily angry. For the Philosopher
says (Rhet. ii, 2) that “some are angry especially when they are
grieved, for instance, the sick, the poor, and those who are dis-
appointed.” But these things seem to pertain to defect. ere-
fore defect rather than excellence makes one prone to anger.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 2)
that “some are very much inclined to be angry when they are
despised for some failing or weakness of the existence of which
there are grounds for suspicion; but if they think they excel in
those points, they do not trouble.” But a suspicion of this kind
is due to some defect. erefore defect rather than excellence
is a cause of a man being angry.

Objection 3. Further, whatever savors of excellence makes
a man agreeable and hopeful. But the Philosopher says (Rhet.
ii, 3) that “men are not angry when they play, make jokes, or
take part in a feast, nor when they are prosperous or successful,
nor in moderate pleasures and well-founded hope.” erefore
excellence is not a cause of anger.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 9) that
excellence makes men prone to anger.

I answer that, e cause of anger, in the man who is an-
gry, may be taken in two ways. First in respect of the motive
of anger: and thus excellence is the cause of a man being eas-
ily angered. Because the motive of anger is an unjust slight, as
stated above (a. 2). Now it is evident that the more excellent
a man is, the more unjust is a slight offered him in the matter
in which he excels. Consequently those who excel in any mat-
ter, are most of all angry, if they be slighted in that matter; for
instance, a wealthy man in his riches, or an orator in his elo-
quence, and so forth.

Secondly, the cause of anger, in the man who is angry, may
be considered on the part of the disposition produced in him
by the motive aforesaid. Now it is evident that nothing moves
a man to anger except a hurt that grieves him: while whatever
savors of defect is above all a cause of grief; sincemenwho suf-
fer from some defect aremore easily hurt. And this is whymen
who are weak, or subject to some other defect, are more easily
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angered, since they are more easily grieved.
is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. If a man be despised in a matter in

which he evidently excels greatly, he does not consider himself
the loser thereby, and therefore is not grieved: and in this re-
spect he is less angered. But in another respect, in so far as he is
more undeservedly despised, he has more reason for being an-

gry: unless perhaps he thinks that he is envied or insulted not
through contempt but through ignorance, or some other like
cause.

Reply to Objection 3. All these things hinder anger in so
far as they hinder sorrow. But in another respect they are natu-
rally apt to provoke anger, because theymake itmore unseemly
to insult anyone.

Ia IIae q. 47 a. 4Whether a person’s defect is a reason for being more easily angry with him?

Objection 1. It would seem that a person’s defect is not a
reason for being more easily angry with him. For the Philoso-
pher says (Rhet. ii, 3) that “we are not angry with those who
confess and repent and humble themselves; on the contrary,
we are gentle with them. Wherefore dogs bite not those who
sit down.”But these things savor of littleness anddefect.ere-
fore littleness of a person is a reason for being less angry with
him.

Objection2.Further, there is no greater defect than death.
But anger ceases at the sight of death.erefore defect of a per-
son does not provoke anger against him.

Objection 3. Further, no one thinks little of a man
through his being friendly towards him. But we are more an-
gry with friends, if they offend us or refuse to help us; hence
it is written (Ps. 54:13): “If my enemy had reviled me I would
verily have borne with it.” erefore a person’s defect is not a
reason for being more easily angry with him.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 2) that
“the rich man is angry with the poor man, if the latter despise
him; and in like manner the prince is angry with his subject.”

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 2,3) unmerited con-
tempt more than anything else is a provocative of anger. Con-
sequently deficiency or littleness in the person with whom we
are angry, tends to increase our anger, in so far as it adds to the
unmeritedness of being despised. For just as the higher a man’s

position is, the more undeservedly he is despised; so the lower
it is, the less reason he has for despising. us a nobleman is
angry if he be insulted by a peasant; a wise man, if by a fool; a
master, if by a servant.

If, however, the littleness or deficiency lessens the unmer-
ited contempt, then it does not increase but lessens anger. In
this way those who repent of their ill-deeds, and confess that
they have done wrong, who humble themselves and ask par-
don, mitigate anger, according to Prov. 15:1: “A mild answer
breaketh wrath”: because, to wit, they seem not to despise, but
rather to thinkmuchof those beforewhomtheyhumble them-
selves.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. ere are two reasons why anger

ceases at the sight of death. One is because the dead are inca-
pable of sorrow and sensation; and this is chiefly what the an-
gry seek in those with whom they are angered. Another reason
is because the dead seem to have attained to the limit of evils.
Hence anger ceases in regard to all who are grievously hurt, in
so far as this hurt surpasses the measure of just retaliation.

Reply to Objection 3. To be despised by one’s friends
seems also a greater indignity. Consequently if they despise us
by hurting or by failing to help, we are angry with them for
the same reason for which we are angry with those who are be-
neath us.
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Of the Effects of Anger
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the effects of anger: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether anger causes pleasure?
(2) Whether above all it causes heat in the heart?
(3) Whether above all it hinders the use of reason?
(4) Whether it causes taciturnity?

Ia IIae q. 48 a. 1Whether anger causes pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger does not cause
pleasure. Because sorrow excludes pleasure. But anger is never
without sorrow, since, as stated in Ethic. vii, 6, “everyone that
acts fromanger, actswith pain.”erefore anger does not cause
pleasure.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 5)
that “vengeance makes anger to cease, because it substitutes
pleasure for pain”: whence we may gather that the angry man
derives pleasure from vengeance, and that vengeance quells his
anger. erefore on the advent of pleasure, anger departs: and
consequently anger is not an effect united with pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, no effect hinders its cause, since it is
conformed to its cause. But pleasure hinders anger as stated in
Rhet. ii, 3. erefore pleasure is not an effect of anger.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher (Ethic. iv, 5) quotes the
saying that anger is “Sweet to the soul as honey to the taste” (Il-
iad, xviii, 109 [trl. Pope]).

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 14),
pleasures, chiefly sensible and bodily pleasures, are remedies
against sorrow: and therefore the greater the sorrow or anxi-
ety, the more sensible are we to the pleasure which heals it, as
is evident in the case of thirst which increases the pleasure of
drink. Now it is clear from what has been said (q. 47, Aa. 1,3),
that the movement of anger arises from a wrong done that
causes sorrow, for which sorrow vengeance is sought as a rem-

edy. Consequently as soon as vengeance is present, pleasure
ensues, and so much the greater according as the sorrow was
greater. erefore if vengeance be really present, perfect plea-
sure ensues, entirely excluding sorrow, so that themovement of
anger ceases. But before vengeance is really present, it becomes
present to the angry man in two ways: in one way, by hope;
because none is angry except he hopes for vengeance, as stated
above (q. 46, a. 1); in another way, by thinking of it continu-
ally, for to everyone that desires a thing it is pleasant to dwell
on the thought ofwhat he desires; wherefore the imaginings of
dreams are pleasant. Accordingly an angry man takes pleasure
in thinking much about vengeance. is pleasure, however, is
not perfect, so as to banish sorrow and consequently anger.

Reply toObjection 1.e angry man does not grieve and
rejoice at the same thing; he grieves for the wrong done, while
he takes pleasure in the thought and hope of vengeance. Con-
sequently sorrow is to anger as its beginning; while pleasure is
the effect or terminus of anger.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument holds in regard to
pleasure caused by the real presence of vengeance, which ban-
ishes anger altogether.

Reply to Objection 3. Pleasure that precedes hinders sor-
row from ensuing, and consequently is a hindrance to anger.
But pleasure felt in taking vengeance follows from anger.

Ia IIae q. 48 a. 2Whether anger above all causes fervor in the heart?

Objection1. Itwould seem that heat is not above all the ef-
fect of anger. For fervor, as stated above (q. 28, a. 5; q. 37, a. 2),
belongs to love. But love, as above stated, is the beginning and
cause of all the passions. Since then the cause is more power-
ful than its effect, it seems that anger is not the chief cause of
fervor.

Objection 2. Further, those things which, of themselves,
arouse fervor, increase as time goes on; thus love grows stronger
the longer it lasts. But in course of time anger grows weaker;
for the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 3) that “time puts an end to
anger.” erefore fervor is not the proper effect of anger.

Objection 3. Further, fervor added to fervor produces

greater fervor. But “the addition of a greater anger banishes
already existing anger,” as the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 3).
erefore anger does not cause fervor.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 16)
that “anger is fervor of the blood around the heart, resulting
from an exhalation of the bile.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 44, a. 1), the bodily trans-
mutation that occurs in the passions of the soul is proportion-
ate to the movement of the appetite. Now it is evident that
every appetite, even the natural appetite, tends with greater
force to repel that which is contrary to it, if it be present: hence
we see that hot water freezes harder, as though the cold acted
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with greater force on the hot object. Since then the appetitive
movement of anger is caused by some injury inflicted, as by a
contrary that is present; it follows that the appetite tends with
great force to repel the injury by the desire of vengeance; and
hence ensues great vehemence and impetuosity in the move-
ment of anger. And because the movement of anger is not one
of recoil, which corresponds to the action of cold, but one of
prosecution, which corresponds to the action of heat, the re-
sult is that themovement of anger produces fervor of the blood
and vital spirits around the heart, which is the instrument of
the soul’s passions. Andhence it is that, on account of the heart
being so disturbed by anger, those chiefly who are angry be-
tray signs thereof in their outer members. For, as Gregory says
(Moral. v, 30) “the heart that is inflamed with the stings of its
own anger beats quick, the body trembles, the tongue stam-
mers, the countenance takes fire, the eyes grow fierce, they that
are well known are not recognized.With themouth indeed he
shapes a sound, but the understanding knows notwhat it says.”

Reply toObjection1. “Love itself is not felt so keenly as in
the absence of the beloved,” as Augustine observes (De Trin. x,
12). Consequently when aman suffers from a hurt done to the
excellence that he loves, he feels his love thereof the more: the
result being that his heart ismovedwith greater heat to remove
the hindrance to the object of his love; so that anger increases
the fervor of love and makes it to be felt more.

Nevertheless, the fervor arising from heat differs accord-
ing as it is to be referred to love or to anger. Because the fervor
of love has a certain sweetness and gentleness; for it tends to
the good that one loves: whence it is likened to the warmth
of the air and of the blood. For this reason sanguine temper-
aments are more inclined to love; and hence the saying that
“love springs from the liver,” because of the bloodbeing formed
there. On the other hand, the fervor of anger has a certain bit-

terness with a tendency to destroy, for it seeks to be avenged
on the contrary evil: whence it is likened to the heat of fire and
of the bile, and for this reason Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
ii, 16) that it “results from an exhalation of the bile whence it
takes its name χολὴ.”

Reply to Objection 2. Time, of necessity, weakens all
those things, the causes of which are impaired by time. Now it
is evident that memory is weakened by time; for things which
happened long ago easily slip from our memory. But anger
is caused by the memory of a wrong done. Consequently the
cause of anger is impaired little by little as time goes on, until at
length it vanishes altogether. Moreover a wrong seems greater
when it is first felt; and our estimate thereof is gradually less-
ened the further the sense of present wrong recedes into the
past. e same applies to love, so long as the cause of love is
in the memory alone; wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic.
viii, 5) that “if a friend’s absence lasts long, it seems to make
men forget their friendship.” But in the presence of a friend,
the cause of friendship is continually beingmultiplied by time:
wherefore the friendship increases: and the same would apply
to anger, were its cause continually multiplied.

Nevertheless the very fact that anger soon spends itself
proves the strength of its fervor: for as a great fire is soon spent
having burnt up all the fuel; so too anger, by reason of its ve-
hemence, soon dies away.

Reply toObjection 3. Every power that is divided in itself
is weakened. Consequently if a man being already angry with
one, becomes angry with another, by this very fact his anger
with the former is weakened. Especially is this so if his anger
in the second case be greater: because the wrong done which
aroused his former anger, will, in comparison with the second
wrong, which is reckoned greater, seem to be of little or no ac-
count.

Ia IIae q. 48 a. 3Whether anger above all hinders the use of reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger does not hinder the
use of reason. Because thatwhich presupposes an act of reason,
does not seem to hinder the use of reason. But “anger listens to
reason,” as stated in Ethic. vii, 6. erefore anger does not hin-
der reason.

Objection 2. Further, themore the reason is hindered, the
less does a man show his thoughts. But the Philosopher says
(Ethic. vii, 6) that “an angry man is not cunning but is open.”
erefore anger does not seem to hinder the use of reason, as
desire does; for desire is cunning, as he also states (Ethic. vii,
6.).

Objection 3. Further, the judgment of reason becomes
more evident by juxtaposition of the contrary: because con-
traries stand out more clearly when placed beside one another.
But this also increases anger: for the Philosopher says (Rhet.
ii, 2) that “men are more angry if they receive unwonted treat-
ment; for instance, honorablemen, if they bedishonored”: and

so forth. erefore the same cause increases anger, and facili-
tates the judgment of reason. erefore anger does not hinder
the judgment of reason.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. v, 30) that anger
“withdraws the light of understanding, while by agitating it
troubles the mind.”

I answer that, Although the mind or reason makes no use
of a bodily organ in its proper act, yet, since it needs certain
sensitive powers for the execution of its act, the acts of which
powers are hindered when the body is disturbed, it follows of
necessity that any disturbance in the body hinders even the
judgment of reason; as is clear in the case of drunkenness or
sleep. Now it has been stated (a. 2) that anger, above all, causes
a bodily disturbance in the region of the heart, so much as
to effect even the outward members. Consequently, of all the
passions, anger is the most manifest obstacle to the judgment
of reason, according to Ps. 30:10: “My eye is troubled with
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wrath.”
Reply toObjection1.ebeginning of anger is in the rea-

son, as regards the appetitive movement, which is the formal
element of anger. But the passion of anger forestalls the per-
fect judgment of reason, as though it listened but imperfectly
to reason, on account of the commotion of the heat urging to
instant action, which commotion is the material element of
anger. In this respect it hinders the judgment of reason.

Reply to Objection 2. An angry man is said to be open,
not because it is clear to him what he ought to do, but be-
cause he acts openly, without thought of hiding himself. is
is due partly to the reason being hindered, so as not to discern
what shouldbehidden andwhat doneopenly, nor todevise the
means of hiding; andpartly to thedilatationof theheartwhich
pertains to magnanimity which is an effect of anger: where-
fore the Philosopher says of the magnanimous man (Ethic.
iv, 3) that “he is open in his hatreds and his friendships…and

speaks and acts openly.” Desire, on the other hand, is said to lie
low and to be cunning, because, in many cases, the pleasurable
things that are desired, savor of shame and voluptuousness,
whereinmanwishes not to be seen. But in those things that sa-
vor of manliness and excellence, such as matters of vengeance,
man seeks to be in the open.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (ad 1), the move-
ment of anger begins in the reason, wherefore the juxtaposi-
tion of one contrary with another facilitates the judgment of
reason, on the same grounds as it increases anger. For when a
manwho is possessed of honor or wealth, suffers a loss therein,
the loss seems all the greater, both on account of the contrast,
and because it was unforeseen. Consequently it causes greater
grief: just as a great good, through being received unexpect-
edly, causes greater delight. And in proportion to the increase
of the grief that precedes, anger is increased also.

Ia IIae q. 48 a. 4Whether anger above all causes taciturnity?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger does not cause taci-
turnity. Because taciturnity is opposed to speech. But increase
in anger conduces to speech; as is evident from the degrees
of anger laid down by Our Lord (Mat. 5:22): where He says:
“Whosoever is angrywith his brother”; and ”…whosoever shall
say to his brother, ‘Raca’ ”; and ”…whosoever shall say to his
brother, ‘ou fool.’ ” erefore anger does not cause tacitur-
nity.

Objection 2. Further, through failing to obey reason, man
sometimes breaks out into unbecomingwords: hence it iswrit-
ten (Prov. 25:28): “As a city that lieth open and is not com-
passedwithwalls, so is aman that cannot refrain his own spirit
in speaking.” But anger, above all, hinders the judgment of rea-
son, as stated above (a. 3). Consequently above all itmakes one
break out into unbecoming words.erefore it does not cause
taciturnity.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 12:34): “Out of
the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh.” But anger,
above all, causes a disturbance in the heart, as stated above
(a. 2). erefore above all it conduces to speech. erefore it
does not cause taciturnity.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. v, 30) that “when
anger does not vent itself outwardly by the lips, inwardly it
burns the more fiercely.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3; q. 46, a. 4), anger both
follows an act of reason, andhinders the reason: and inboth re-

spects itmay cause taciturnity.On the part of the reason, when
the judgment of reasonprevails so far, that although it does not
curb the appetite in its inordinate desire for vengeance, yet it
curbs the tongue from unbridled speech. Wherefore Gregory
says (Moral. v, 30): “Sometimes when the mind is disturbed,
anger, as if in judgment, commands silence.”On the part of the
impediment to reason because, as stated above (a. 2), the dis-
turbance of anger reaches to the outwardmembers, and chiefly
to those members which reflect more distinctly the emotions
of the heart, such as the eyes, face and tongue; wherefore, as
observed above (a. 2), “the tongue stammers, the countenance
takes fire, the eyes grow fierce.” Consequently anger may cause
such a disturbance, that the tongue is altogether deprived of
speech; and taciturnity is the result.

Reply to Objection 1. Anger sometimes goes so far as to
hinder the reason from curbing the tongue: but sometimes it
goes yet farther, so as to paralyze the tongue andother outward
members.

And this suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. e disturbance of the heart may

sometimes superabound to the extend that the movements of
the outward members are hindered by the inordinate move-
ment of the heart.ence ensue taciturnity and immobility of
the outwardmembers; and sometimes even death. If, however,
the disturbance be not so great, then “out of the abundance of
the heart” thus disturbed, the mouth proceeds to speak.
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Of Habits in General, As to eir Substance

(In Four Articles)

Aer treating of human acts and passions, we now pass on to the consideration of the principles of human acts, and firstly of
intrinsic principles, secondly of extrinsic principles. e intrinsic principle is power and habit; but as we have treated of powers
in the Ia, q. 77, seqq., it remains for us to consider them in general: in the second place we shall consider virtues and vices and
other like habits, which are the principles of human acts.

Concerning habits in general there are four points to consider: First, the substance of habits; second, their subject; third,
the cause of their generation, increase, and corruption; fourth, how they are distinguished from one another.

Under the first head, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether habit is a quality?
(2) Whether it is a distinct species of quality?
(3) Whether habit implies an order to an act?
(4) Of the necessity of habit.

Ia IIae q. 49 a. 1Whether habit is a quality?

Objection 1. It would seem that habit is not a quality. For
Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 73): “this word ‘habit’ is de-
rived from the verb ‘to have.’ ” But “to have” belongs not only
to quality, but also to the other categories: for we speak of our-
selves as “having” quantity and money and other like things.
erefore habit is not a quality.

Objection 2. Further, habit is reckoned as one of the
predicaments; as may be clearly seen in the Book of the
Predicaments (Categor. vi). But one predicament is not con-
tained under another. erefore habit is not a quality.

Objection 3. Further, “every habit is a disposition,” as is
stated in the Book of the Predicaments (Categor. vi). Now
disposition is “the order of that which has parts,” as stated in
Metaph. v, text. 24. But this belongs to the predicament Posi-
tion. erefore habit is not a quality.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says in the Book of
Predicaments (Categor. vi) that “habit is a quality which is dif-
ficult to change.”

I answer that, is word “habitus” [habit] is derived from
“habere” [to have]. Now habit is taken from this word in two
ways; in one way, inasmuch as man, or any other thing, is said
to “have” something; in another way, inasmuch as a particular
thing has a relation [se habet] either in regard to itself, or in
regard to something else.

Concerning the first, we must observe that “to have,” as
said in regard to anything that is “had,” is common to the
various predicaments. And so the Philosopher puts “to have”
among the “post-predicaments,” so called because they result
from the various predicaments; as, for instance, opposition,
priority, posterity, and such like. Now among things which are
had, there seems to be this distinction, that there are some in
which there is nomediumbetween the “haver” and that which
is had: as, for instance, there is nomediumbetween the subject
and quality or quantity. en there are some in which there is

a medium, but only a relation: as, for instance, a man is said
to have a companion or a friend. And, further, there are some
in which there is a medium, not indeed an action or passion,
but something aer the manner of action or passion: thus, for
instance, something adorns or covers, and something else is
adorned or covered: wherefore the Philosopher says (Metaph.
v, text. 25) that “a habit is said to be, as it were, an action or
a passion of the haver and that which is had”; as is the case
in those things which we have about ourselves. And therefore
these constitute a special genus of things, which are comprised
under the predicament of “habit”: of which the Philosopher
says (Metaph. v, text. 25) that “there is a habit between cloth-
ing and the man who is clothed.”

But if “to have” be taken according as a thing has a relation
in regard to itself or to something else; in that case habit is a
quality; since this mode of having is in respect of some qual-
ity: and of this the Philosopher says (Metaph. v, text. 25) that
“habit is a disposition whereby that which is disposed is dis-
posed well or ill, and this, either in regard to itself or in regard
to another: thus health is a habit.” And in this sense we speak
of habit now. Wherefore we must say that habit is a quality.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument takes “to have” in
the general sense: for thus it is common tomany predicaments,
as we have said.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument takes habit in the
sense in which we understand it to be a medium between the
haver, and that which is had: and in this sense it is a predica-
ment, as we have said.

Reply to Objection 3. Disposition does always, indeed,
imply an order of that which has parts: but this happens in
threeways, as the Philosopher goes on at once to says (Metaph.
v, text. 25): namely, “either as to place, or as to power, or as to
species.” “In saying this,” as Simplicius observes in his Com-
mentary on the Predicaments, “he includes all dispositions:
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bodily dispositions, when he says ‘as to place,’ ” and this be-
longs to the predicament “Position,”which is the order of parts
in a place: “when he says ‘as to power,’ he includes all those dis-
positions which are in course of formation and not yet arrived

at perfect usefulness,” such as inchoate science and virtue: “and
when he says, ‘as to species,’ he includes perfect dispositions,
which are called habits,” such as perfected science and virtue.

Ia IIae q. 49 a. 2Whether habit is a distinct species of quality?

Objection 1. It would seem that habit is not a distinct
species of quality. Because, as we have said (a. 1), habit, in so
far as it is a quality, is “a disposition whereby that which is dis-
posed is disposed well or ill.” But this happens in regard to any
quality: for a thing happens to be well or ill disposed in regard
also to shape, and in like manner, in regard to heat and cold,
and in regard to all such things.erefore habit is not a distinct
species of quality.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says in the Book of
the Predicaments (Categor. vi), that heat and cold are disposi-
tions or habits, just as sickness and health. erefore habit or
disposition is not distinct from the other species of quality.

Objection 3. Further, “difficult to change” is not a differ-
ence belonging to the predicament of quality, but rather to
movement or passion. Now, no genus should be contracted
to a species by a difference of another genus; but “differ-
ences should be proper to a genus,” as the Philosopher says in
Metaph. vii, text. 42. erefore, since habit is “a quality diffi-
cult to change,” it seems not to be a distinct species of quality.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says in the Book of the
Predicaments (Categor. vi) that “one species of quality is habit
and disposition.”

I answer that, e Philosopher in the Book of Predica-
ments (Categor. vi) reckons disposition and habit as the first
species of quality. Now Simplicius, in his Commentary on the
Predicaments, explains the difference of these species as fol-
lows. He says “that some qualities are natural, and are in their
subject in virtue of its nature, and are always there: but some
are adventitious, being caused from without, and these can be
lost. Now the latter,” i.e. those which are adventitious, “are
habits and dispositions, differing in the point of being easily
or difficultly lost. As to natural qualities, some regard a thing
in the point of its being in a state of potentiality; and thus we
have the second species of quality: while others regard a thing
which is in act; and this either deeply rooted therein or only
on its surface. If deeply rooted, we have the third species of
quality: if on the surface, we have the fourth species of quality,
as shape, and form which is the shape of an animated being.”
But this distinction of the species of quality seems unsuitable.
For there aremany shapes, andpassion-like qualities, which are
not natural but adventitious: and there are also many disposi-
tions which are not adventitious but natural, as health, beauty,
and the like.Moreover, it does not suit the order of the species,
since that which is the more natural is always first.

ereforewemust explain otherwise the distinctionof dis-
positions and habits from other qualities. For quality, prop-

erly speaking, implies a certainmode of substance.Nowmode,
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 3), “is that which a mea-
sure determines”: wherefore it implies a certain determination
according to a certain measure. erefore, just as that in ac-
cordance with which the material potentiality [potentia ma-
teriae] is determined to its substantial being, is called quality,
which is a difference affecting the substance, so that, in accor-
dance with the potentiality of the subject is determined to its
accidental being, is called an accidental quality, which is also
a kind of difference, as is clear from the Philosopher (Metaph.
v, text. 19).

Now themode of determination of the subject to acciden-
tal being may be taken in regard to the very nature of the sub-
ject, or in regard to action, and passion resulting from its natu-
ral principles, which arematter and form; or again in regard to
quantity. If we take the mode or determination of the subject
in regard to quantity, we shall then have the fourth species of
quality. And because quantity, considered in itself, is devoid of
movement, and does not imply the notion of good or evil, so it
does not concern the fourth species of quality whether a thing
be well or ill disposed, nor quickly or slowly transitory.

But the mode of determination of the subject, in regard
to action or passion, is considered in the second and third
species of quality. And therefore in both, we take into account
whether a thing be done with ease or difficulty; whether it be
transitory or lasting. But in them, we do not consider anything
pertaining to the notion of good or evil: because movements
and passions have not the aspect of an end, whereas good and
evil are said in respect of an end.

On the other hand, the mode or determination of the
subject, in regard to the nature of the thing, belongs to the
first species of quality, which is habit and disposition: for the
Philosopher says (Phys. vii, text. 17), when speaking of habits
of the soul and of the body, that they are “dispositions of the
perfect to the best; and by perfect I mean that which is dis-
posed in accordance with its nature.” And since the form it-
self and the nature of a thing is the end and the cause why a
thing ismade (Phys. ii, text. 25), therefore in thefirst specieswe
consider both evil and good, and also changeableness, whether
easy or difficult; inasmuch as a certain nature is the end of gen-
eration and movement. And so the Philosopher (Metaph. v,
text. 25) defines habit, a “disposition whereby someone is dis-
posed, well or ill”; and in Ethic. ii, 4, he says that by “habits we
are directed well or ill in reference to the passions.” For when
the mode is suitable to the thing’s nature, it has the aspect of
good: and when it is unsuitable, it has the aspect of evil. And
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since nature is the first object of consideration in anything, for
this reason habit is reckoned as the first species of quality.

Reply toObjection 1.Disposition implies a certain order,
as stated above (a. 1, ad 3). Wherefore a man is not said to be
disposed by some quality except in relation to something else.
And if we add “well or ill,” which belongs to the essential no-
tion of habit, wemust consider the quality’s relation to the na-
ture, which is the end. So in regard to shape, or heat, or cold, a
man is not said to be well or ill disposed, except by reason of a
relation to the nature of a thing, with regard to its suitability or
unsuitability. Consequently even shapes and passion-like qual-
ities, in so far as they are considered to be suitable or unsuit-
able to the nature of a thing, belong to habits or dispositions:
for shape and color, according to their suitability to the na-
ture of thing, concern beauty; while heat and cold, according
to their suitability to thenature of a thing, concernhealth.And
in thiswayheat and cold are put, by thePhilosopher, in thefirst
species of quality.

Wherefore it is clear how to answer the second objection:
though some give another solution, as Simplicius says in his
Commentary on the Predicaments.

Reply to Objection 3. is difference, “difficult to
change,” does not distinguish habit from the other species of
quality, but from disposition. Now disposition may be taken
in two ways; in one way, as the genus of habit, for disposition
is included in the definition of habit (Metaph. v, text. 25): in
another way, according as it is divided against habit. Again,
disposition, properly so called, can be divided against habit
in two ways: first, as perfect and imperfect within the same
species; and thus we call it a disposition, retaining the name
of the genus, when it is had imperfectly, so as to be easily lost:

whereas we call it a habit, when it is had perfectly, so as not to
be lost easily. And thus a disposition becomes a habit, just as
a boy becomes a man. Secondly, they may be distinguished as
diverse species of the one subaltern genus: so that we call dis-
positions, those qualities of the first species, which by reason
of their very nature are easily lost, because they have change-
able causes; e.g. sickness and health: whereas we call habits
those qualities which, by reason of their very nature, are not
easily changed, in that they have unchangeable causes, e.g. sci-
ences and virtues. And in this sense, disposition does not be-
come habit.e latter explanation seemsmore in keepingwith
the intention of Aristotle: for in order to confirm this distinc-
tion he adduces the common mode of speaking, according to
which, when a quality is, by reason of its nature, easily change-
able, and, through some accident, becomes difficultly change-
able, then it is called a habit: while the contrary happens in
regard to qualities, by reason of their nature, difficultly change-
able: for supposing a man to have a science imperfectly, so as
to be liable to lose it easily, we say that he is disposed to that
science, rather than that he has the science. From this it is clear
that the word “habit” implies a certain lastingness: while the
word “disposition” does not.

Nor does it matter that thus to be easy and difficult to
change are specific differences (of a quality), although they be-
long to passion and movement, and not the genus of quality.
For these differences, though apparently accidental to quality,
nevertheless designate differences which are proper and essen-
tial to quality. In the same way, in the genus of substance we
oen take accidental instead of substantial differences, in so
far as by the former, essential principles are designated.

Ia IIae q. 49 a. 3Whether habit implies order to an act?

Objection 1. It would seem that habit does not imply or-
der to an act. For everything acts according as it is in act. But
the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, text 8), that “when one is
become knowing by habit, one is still in a state of potentiality,
but otherwise than before learning.” erefore habit does not
imply the relation of a principle to an act.

Objection 2.Further, that which is put in the definition of
a thing, belongs to it essentially. But to be a principle of action,
is put in the definition of power, as we read in Metaph. v, text.
17. erefore to be the principle of an act belongs to power
essentially. Now that which is essential is first in every genus.
If therefore, habit also is a principle of act, it follows that it is
posterior to power. And so habit and disposition will not be
the first species of quality.

Objection 3. Further, health is sometimes a habit, and so
are leanness and beauty. But these do not indicate relation to
an act. erefore it is not essential to habit to be a principle of
act.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Bono Conjug. xxi)

that “habit is that whereby something is donewhen necessary.”
And the Commentator says (De Anima iii) that “habit is that
whereby we act when we will.”

I answer that, To have relation to an act may belong to
habit, both in regard to the nature of habit, and in regard to the
subject in which the habit is. In regard to the nature of habit,
it belongs to every habit to have relation to an act. For it is es-
sential to habit to imply some relation to a thing’s nature, in so
far as it is suitable or unsuitable thereto. But a thing’s nature,
which is the end of generation, is further ordained to another
end, which is either an operation, or the product of an opera-
tion, to which one attains by means of operation. Wherefore
habit implies relation not only to the very nature of a thing,
but also, consequently, to operation, inasmuch as this is the
end of nature, or conducive to the end.Whence also it is stated
(Metaph. v, text. 25) in the definition of habit, that it is a dis-
position whereby that which is disposed, is well or ill disposed
either in regard to itself, that is to its nature, or in regard to
something else, that is to the end.
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But there are some habits, which even on the part of the
subject in which they are, imply primarily and principally rela-
tion to an act. For, as we have said, habit primarily and of itself
implies a relation to the thing’s nature. If therefore the nature
of a thing, in which the habit is, consists in this very relation to
an act, it follows that the habit principally implies relation to
an act. Now it is clear that the nature and the notion of power
is that it should be a principle of act. Wherefore every habit is
subjected in a power, implies principally relation to an act.

Reply to Objection 1. Habit is an act, in so far as it is a
quality: and in this respect it can be a principle of operation.
It is, however, in a state of potentiality in respect to operation.
Wherefore habit is called first act, and operation, second act;

as it is explained in De Anima ii, text. 5.
Reply to Objection 2. It is not the essence of habit to be

related to power, but to be related to nature. And as nature pre-
cedes action, to which power is related, therefore habit is put
before power as a species of quality.

Reply toObjection 3.Health is said to be a habit, or a ha-
bitual disposition, in relation to nature, as stated above. But in
so far as nature is a principle of act, it consequently implies a
relation to act. Wherefore the Philosopher says (De Hist. An-
imal. x, 1), that man, or one of his members, is called healthy,
“when he can perform the operation of a healthy man.” And
the same applies to other habits.

Ia IIae q. 49 a. 4Whether habits are necessary?

Objection 1. It would seem that habits are not necessary.
For by habits we are well or ill disposed in respect of some-
thing, as stated above. But a thing is well or ill disposed by its
form: for in respect of its form a thing is good, even as it is a
being. erefore there is no necessity for habits.

Objection 2. Further, habit implies relation to an act. But
power implies sufficiently a principle of act: for even the natu-
ral powers, without any habits, are principles of acts.erefore
there was no necessity for habits.

Objection 3. Further, as power is related to good and evil,
so also is habit: and as power does not always act, so neither
does habit. Given, therefore, the powers, habits become super-
fluous.

On the contrary, Habits are perfections (Phys. vii, text.
17). But perfection is of the greatest necessity to a thing: since
it is in the nature of an end. erefore it is necessary that there
should be habits.

I answer that, As we have said above (Aa. 2,3), habit im-
plies a disposition in relation to a thing’s nature, and to its op-
eration or end, by reason of which disposition a thing is well or
ill disposed thereto. Now for a thing to need to be disposed to
something else, three conditions are necessary. e first con-
dition is that which is disposed should be distinct from that to
which it is disposed; and so, that it should be related to it as
potentiality is to act. Whence, if there is a being whose nature
is not composed of potentiality and act, and whose substance
is its own operation, which itself is for itself, there we can find
no room for habit and disposition, as is clearly the case inGod.

e second condition is, that that which is in a state of po-
tentiality in regard to something else, be capable of determi-
nation in several ways and to various things. Whence if some-
thing be in a state of potentiality in regard to something else,
but in regard to that only, there we find no room for disposi-
tion and habit: for such a subject from its own nature has the
due relation to such an act. Wherefore if a heavenly body be
composed ofmatter and form, since thatmatter is not in a state
of potentiality to another form, as we said in the Ia, q. 56, a. 2,

there is no need for disposition or habit in respect of the form,
or even in respect of operation, since the nature of the heavenly
body is not in a state of potentiality to more than one fixed
movement.

e third condition is that in disposing the subject to one
of those things to which it is in potentiality, several things
should occur, capable of being adjusted in various ways: so
as to dispose the subject well or ill to its form or to its oper-
ation. Wherefore the simple qualities of the elements which
suit the natures of the elements in one single fixed way, are
not called dispositions or habits, but “simple qualities”: but we
call dispositions or habits, such things as health, beauty, and so
forth, which imply the adjustment of several things whichmay
vary in their relative adjustability. For this reason the Philoso-
pher says (Metaph. v, text. 24,25) that “habit is a disposition”:
and disposition is “the order of that which has parts either
as to place, or as to potentiality, or as to species,” as we have
said above (a. 1, ad 3). Wherefore, since there are many things
for whose natures and operations several things must concur
which may vary in their relative adjustability, it follows that
habit is necessary.

Reply to Objection 1. By the form the nature of a thing
is perfected: yet the subject needs to be disposed in regard to
the form by some disposition. But the form itself is further or-
dained to operation, which is either the end, or the means to
the end. And if the form is limited to one fixed operation, no
further disposition, besides the form itself, is needed for the
operation. But if the form be such that it can operate in di-
verse ways, as the soul; it needs to be disposed to its operations
by means of habits.

Reply to Objection 2. Power sometimes has a relation to
many things: and then it needs to be determined by something
else. But if a power has not a relation to many things, it does
notneed ahabit todetermine it, aswehave said. For this reason
the natural forces do not perform their operations bymeans of
habits: because they are of themselves determined to onemode
of operation.
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Reply to Objection 3. e same habit has not a relation
to good and evil, as will be made clear further on (q. 54, a. 3):

whereas the same power has a relation to good and evil. And,
therefore, habits are necessary that the powers be determined
to good.
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Of the Subject of Habits

(In Six Articles)

We consider next the subject of habits: and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is a habit in the body?
(2) Whether the soul is a subject of habit, in respect of its essence or in respect of its power?
(3) Whether in the powers of the sensitive part there can be a habit?
(4) Whether there is a habit in the intellect?
(5) Whether there is a habit in the will?
(6) Whether there is a habit in separate substances?

Ia IIae q. 50 a. 1Whether there is a habit in the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not a habit in the
body. For, as the Commentator says (De Anima iii), “a habit is
that whereby we act when we will.” But bodily actions are not
subject to the will, since they are natural. erefore there can
be no habit in the body.

Objection 2. Further, all bodily dispositions are easy to
change. But habit is a quality, difficult to change.erefore no
bodily disposition can be a habit.

Objection 3. Further, all bodily dispositions are subject to
change. But change can only be in the third species of quality,
which is divided against habit. erefore there is no habit in
the body.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says in the Book of
Predicaments (De Categor. vi) that health of the body and in-
curable disease are called habits.

I answer that, As we have said above (q. 49, Aa. 2 seqq.),
habit is a dispositionof a subjectwhich is in a state of potential-
ity either to form or to operation. erefore in so far as habit
implies disposition to operation, no habit is principally in the
body as its subject. For every operation of the body proceeds
either from a natural quality of the body or from the soulmov-
ing the body. Consequently, as to those operations which pro-
ceed from its nature, the body is not disposed by a habit: be-
cause the natural forces are determined to one mode of oper-
ation; and we have already said (q. 49, a. 4) that it is when the
subject is in potentiality to many things that a habitual dis-
position is required. As to the operations which proceed from
the soul through the body, they belong principally to the soul,
and secondarily to the body. Now habits are in proportion to
their operations: whence “by like acts like habits are formed”
(Ethic. ii, 1,2). And therefore the dispositions to such opera-
tions are principally in the soul. But they can be secondarily in
the body: to wit, in so far as the body is disposed and enabled
with promptitude to help in the operations of the soul.

If, however, we speak of the disposition of the subject to
form, thus a habitual disposition can be in the body, which
is related to the soul as a subject is to its form. And in this

way health and beauty and such like are called habitual dispo-
sitions. Yet they have not the nature of habit perfectly: because
their causes, of their very nature, are easily changeable.

On the other hand, as Simplicius reports in his Commen-
tary on the Predicaments, Alexander denied absolutely that
habits or dispositions of the first species are in the body: and
held that the first species of quality belonged to the soul alone.
And he held that Aristotlementions health and sickness in the
Book on the Predicaments not as though they belonged to the
first species of quality, but by way of example: so that he would
mean that just as health and sickness may be easy or difficult
to change, so also are all the qualities of the first species, which
are called habits and dispositions. But this is clearly contrary to
the intention of Aristotle: both because he speaks in the same
way of health and sickness as examples, as of virtue and science;
and because in Phys. vii, text. 17, he expressly mentions beauty
and health among habits.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection runs in the sense of
habit as a disposition to operation, and of those actions of the
body which are from nature: but not in the sense of those ac-
tions which proceed from the soul, and the principle of which
is the will.

Reply to Objection 2. Bodily dispositions are not simply
difficult to change on account of the changeableness of their
bodily causes. But they may be difficult to change by compar-
ison to such a subject, because, to wit, as long as such a subject
endures, they cannot be removed; or because they are difficult
to change, by comparison to other dispositions. But qualities
of the soul are simply difficult to change, on account of the un-
changeableness of the subject. And therefore he does not say
that health which is difficult to change is a habit simply: but
that it is “as a habit,” as we read in the Greek*. On the other
hand, the qualities of the soul are called habits simply.

Reply toObjection3.Bodily dispositionswhich are in the
first species of quality, as some maintained, differ from quali-
ties of the third species, in this, that the qualities of the third
species consist in some “becoming” and movement, as it were,

* ἴσως ἕξιν (Categor. viii).
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wherefore they are called passions or passible qualities. But
when they have attained to perfection (specific perfection, so
to speak), they have then passed into the first species of qual-
ity. But Simplicius in his Commentary disapproves of this; for
in this way heating would be in the third species, and heat in
the first species of quality; whereas Aristotle puts heat in the
third.

Wherefore Porphyrius, as Simplicius reports (Commen-
tary), says that passion or passion-like quality, disposition and
habit, differ in bodies by way of intensity and remissness. For
when a thing receives heat in this only that it is being heated,
and not so as to be able to give heat, then we have passion, if
it is transitory; or passion-like quality if it is permanent. But
when it has been brought to the point that it is able to heat
something else, then it is a disposition; and if it goes so far as

to be firmly fixed and to become difficult to change, then it
will be a habit: so that disposition would be a certain inten-
sity of passion or passion-like quality, and habit an intensity
or disposition. But Simplicius disapproves of this, for such in-
tensity and remissness do not imply diversity on the part of the
form itself, but on the part of the diverse participation thereof
by the subject; so that there would be no diversity among the
species of quality. And therefore we must say otherwise that,
as was explained above (q. 49, a. 2, ad 1), the adjustment of the
passion-like qualities themselves, according to their suitability
to nature, implies the notion of disposition: and so, when a
change takes place in these same passion-like qualities, which
are heat and cold, moisture and dryness, there results a change
as to sickness and health. But change does not occur in regard
to like habits and dispositions, primarily and of themselves.

Ia IIae q. 50 a. 2Whether the soul is the subject of habit in respect of its essence or in respect of its power?

Objection 1. It would seem that habit is in the soul in re-
spect of its essence rather than in respect of its powers. For we
speak of dispositions and habits in relation to nature, as stated
above (q. 49, a. 2). But nature regards the essence of the soul
rather than the powers; because it is in respect of its essence
that the soul is the nature of such a body and the form thereof.
erefore habits are in the soul in respect of its essence and not
in respect of its powers.

Objection 2. Further, accident is not the subject of acci-
dent. Now habit is an accident. But the powers of the soul are
in the genus of accident, as we have said in the Ia, q. 77, a. 1, ad
5. erefore habit is not in the soul in respect of its powers.

Objection 3. Further, the subject is prior to that which
is in the subject. But since habit belongs to the first species
of quality, it is prior to power, which belongs to the second
species. erefore habit is not in a power of the soul as its sub-
ject.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. i, 13) puts vari-
ous habits in the various powers of the soul.

I answer that,As we have said above (q. 49, Aa. 2,3), habit
implies a certain disposition in relation to nature or to opera-
tion. If therefore we take habit as having a relation to nature,
it cannot be in the soul—that is, if we speak of human nature:
for the soul itself is the form completing the human nature; so
that, regarded in this way, habit or disposition is rather to be
found in the body by reason of its relation to the soul, than in
the soul by reason of its relation to the body. But if we speak
of a higher nature, of which man may become a partaker, ac-
cording to 2 Pet. 1, “that we may be partakers of the Divine
Nature”: thus nothing hinders some habit, namely, grace, from
being in the soul in respect of its essence, as we shall state later

on (q. 110, a. 4).
On the other hand, if we take habit in its relation to oper-

ation, it is chiefly thus that habits are found in the soul: in so
far as the soul is not determined to one operation, but is in-
different to many, which is a condition for a habit, as we have
said above (q. 49, a. 4). And since the soul is the principle of
operation through its powers, therefore, regarded in this sense,
habits are in the soul in respect of its powers.

Reply to Objection 1. e essence of the soul belongs to
human nature, not as a subject requiring to be disposed to
something further, but as a form and nature to which some-
one is disposed.

Reply to Objection 2. Accident is not of itself the subject
of accident. But since among accidents themselves there is a
certain order, the subject, according as it is under one accident,
is conceived as the subject of a further accident. In this way we
say that one accident is the subject of another; as superficies
is the subject of color, in which sense power is the subject of
habit.

Reply to Objection 3. Habit takes precedence of power,
according as it implies a disposition to nature: whereas power
always implies a relation to operation, which is posterior, since
nature is the principle of operation. But the habit whose sub-
ject is a power, does not imply relation to nature, but to oper-
ation. Wherefore it is posterior to power. Or, we may say that
habit takes precedence of power, as the complete takes prece-
dence of the incomplete, and as act takes precedence of po-
tentiality. For act is naturally prior to potentiality, though po-
tentiality is prior in order of generation and time, as stated in
Metaph. vii, text. 17; ix, text. 13.
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Ia IIae q. 50 a. 3Whether there can be any habits in the powers of the sensitive parts?

Objection1. Itwould seem that there cannot be anyhabits
in the powers of the sensitive part. For as the nutritive power is
an irrational part, so is the sensitive power. But there can be no
habits in the powers of the nutritive part. erefore we ought
not to put any habit in the powers of the sensitive part.

Objection 2. Further, the sensitive parts are common to
us and the brutes. But there are not any habits in brutes: for in
them there is no will, which is put in the definition of habit, as
we have said above (q. 49, a. 3). erefore there are no habits
in the sensitive powers.

Objection 3. Further, the habits of the soul are sciences
and virtues: and just as science is related to the apprehensive
power, so it virtue related to the appetitive power. But in the
sensitive powers there are no sciences: since science is of uni-
versals, which the sensitive powers cannot apprehend. ere-
fore, neither can there be habits of virtue in the sensitive part.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 10) that
“some virtues,” namely, temperance and fortitude, “belong to
the irrational part.”

I answer that, e sensitive powers can be considered in
twoways: first, according as they act fromnatural instinct: sec-
ondly, according as they act at the command of reason. Ac-
cording as they act from natural instinct, they are ordained to
one thing, even as nature is; but according as they act at the
command of reason, they can be ordained to various things.
And thus there can be habits in them, by which they are well
or ill disposed in regard to something.

Reply to Objection 1. e powers of the nutritive part
have not an inborn aptitude to obey the command of reason,
and therefore there are no habits in them. But the sensitive
powers have an inborn aptitude to obey the command of rea-
son; and therefore habits can be in them: for in so far as they
obey reason, in a certain sense they are said to be rational, as
stated in Ethic. i, 13.

Reply to Objection 2. e sensitive powers of dumb ani-
mals do not act at the command of reason; but if they are le

to themselves, such animals act from natural instinct: and so
in them there are no habits ordained to operations. ere are
in them, however, certain dispositions in relation to nature, as
health and beauty. But whereas by man’s reason brutes are dis-
posed by a sort of custom to do things in this or that way, so
in this sense, to a certain extent, we can admit the existence
of habits in dumb animals: wherefore Augustine says (QQ.
lxxxiii, qu. 36): “We find the most untamed beasts, deterred
by fear of pain, from that wherein they took the keenest plea-
sure; and when this has become a custom in them, we say that
they are tame and gentle.” But the habit is incomplete, as to
the use of the will, for they have not that power of using or of
refraining, which seems to belong to the notion of habit: and
therefore, properly speaking, there can be no habits in them.

Reply toObjection3.esensitive appetite has an inborn
aptitude to be moved by the rational appetite, as stated in De
Anima iii, text. 57: but the rational powers of apprehension
have an inborn aptitude to receive from the sensitive powers.
And therefore it is more suitable that habits should be in the
powers of sensitive appetite than in the powers of sensitive ap-
prehension, since in the powers of sensitive appetite habits do
not exist except according as they act at the command of the
reason. And yet even in the interior powers of sensitive appre-
hension, wemay admit of certain habits wherebyman has a fa-
cility of memory, thought or imagination: wherefore also the
Philosopher says (De Memor. et Remin. ii) that “custom con-
duces much to a good memory”: the reason of which is that
these powers also are moved to act at the command of the rea-
son.

On the other hand the exterior apprehensive powers, as
sight, hearing and the like, are not susceptible of habits, but
are ordained to their fixed acts, according to the disposition of
their nature, just as the members of the body, for there are no
habits in them, but rather in the powers which command their
movements.

Ia IIae q. 50 a. 4Whether there is any habit in the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are no habits in
the intellect. For habits are in conformity with operations, as
stated above (a. 1). But the operations of man are common to
soul and body, as stated inDeAnima i, text. 64.erefore also
are habits. But the intellect is not an act of the body (De An-
ima iii, text. 6). erefore the intellect is not the subject of a
habit.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is in a thing, is there ac-
cording to the mode of that in which it is. But that which is
form without matter, is act only: whereas what is composed
of form and matter, has potentiality and act at the same time.
erefore nothing at the same time potential and actual can be

in that which is form only, but only in that which is composed
of matter and form. Now the intellect is form without matter.
erefore habit, which has potentiality at the same time as act,
being a sort of medium between the two, cannot be in the in-
tellect; but only in the “conjunction,” which is composed of
soul and body.

Objection3.Further, habit is a dispositionwherebywe are
well or ill disposed in regard to something, as is said (Metaph.
v, text. 25). But that anyone should be well or ill disposed to
an act of the intellect is due to some disposition of the body:
wherefore also it is stated (De Anima ii, text. 94) that “we ob-
serve men with so flesh to be quick witted.” erefore the
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habits of knowledge are not in the intellect, which is separate,
but in some power which is the act of some part of the body.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 2,3,10) puts
science, wisdom and understanding, which is the habit of first
principles, in the intellective part of the soul.

I answer that, concerning intellective habits there have
been various opinions. Some, supposing that there was only
one “possible”* intellect for all men, were bound to hold that
habits of knowledge are not in the intellect itself, but in the
interior sensitive powers. For it is manifest that men differ in
habits; and so it was impossible to put the habits of knowl-
edge directly in that,which, being only one,would be common
to all men. Wherefore if there were but one single “possible”
intellect of all men, the habits of science, in which men dif-
fer from one another, could not be in the “possible” intellect
as their subject, but would be in the interior sensitive powers,
which differ in various men.

Now, in the first place, this supposition is contrary to the
mind of Aristotle. For it is manifest that the sensitive pow-
ers are rational, not by their essence, but only by participa-
tion (Ethic. i, 13). Now the Philosopher puts the intellectual
virtues, which are wisdom, science and understanding, in that
which is rational by its essence. Wherefore they are not in the
sensitive powers, but in the intellect itself. Moreover he says
expressly (De Anima iii, text. 8,18) that when the “possible”
intellect “is thus identified with each thing,” that is, when it is
reduced to act in respect of singulars by the intelligible species,
“then it is said to be in act, as the knower is said to be in act; and
this happens when the intellect can act of itself,” i.e. by consid-
ering: “and even then it is in potentiality in a sense; but not in
the sameway as before learning anddiscovering.”erefore the
“possible” intellect itself is the subject of the habit of science,
by which the intellect, even though it be not actually consid-
ering, is able to consider. In the second place, this supposition
is contrary to the truth. For as to whombelongs the operation,
belongs also the power to operate, belongs also the habit. But
to understand and to consider is the proper act of the intellect.

erefore also the habit whereby one considers is properly in
the intellect itself.

Reply to Objection 1. Some said, as Simplicius reports in
his Commentary on the Predicaments, that, since every oper-
ation of man is to a certain extent an operation of the “con-
junctum,” as thePhilosopher says (DeAnima i, text. 64); there-
fore no habit is in the soul only, but in the “conjunctum.” And
from this it follows that no habit is in the intellect, for the in-
tellect is separate, as ran the argument, given above. But the
argument is no cogent. For habit is not a disposition of the ob-
ject to the power, but rather a disposition of the power to the
object: wherefore the habit needs to be in that power which is
principle of the act, and not in that which is compared to the
power as its object.

Now the act of understanding is not said to be common to
soul and body, except in respect of the phantasm, as is stated
inDeAnima, text. 66. But it is clear that the phantasm is com-
pared as object to the passive intellect (De Anima iii, text.
3,39). Whence it follows that the intellective habit is chiefly
on the part of the intellect itself; and not on the part of the
phantasm, which is common to soul and body. And therefore
we must say that the “possible” intellect is the subject of habit,
which is in potentiality to many: and this belongs, above all,
to the “possible” intellect. Wherefore the “possible” intellect
is the subject of intellectual habits.

Reply toObjection2.Aspotentiality to sensible being be-
longs to corporeal matter, so potentiality to intellectual being
belongs to the “possible” intellect. Wherefore nothing forbids
habit to be in the “possible” intellect, for it is midway between
pure potentiality and perfect act.

Reply to Objection 3. Because the apprehensive powers
inwardly prepare their proper objects for the “possible intel-
lect,” therefore it is by the good disposition of these powers, to
which the good disposition of the body cooperates, that man
is rendered apt to understand. And so in a secondary way the
intellective habit can be in these powers. But principally it is
in the “possible” intellect.

Ia IIae q. 50 a. 5Whether any habit is in the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not a habit in the
will. For the habit which is in the intellect is the intelligible
species, by means of which the intellect actually understands.
But thewill does not act bymeans of species.erefore thewill
is not the subject of habit.

Objection 2. Further, no habit is allotted to the active in-
tellect, as there is to the “possible” intellect, because the former
is an active power. But the will is above all an active power, be-
cause it moves all the powers to their acts, as stated above (q. 9,
a. 1). erefore there is no habit in the will.

Objection 3. Further, in the natural powers there is no
habit, because, by reason of their nature, they are determinate
to one thing. But the will, by reason of its nature, is ordained

to tend to the goodwhich reason directs.erefore there is no
habit in the will.

Onthe contrary, Justice is a habit. But justice is in thewill;
for it is “a habit whereby men will and do that which is just”
(Ethic. v, 1). erefore the will is the subject of a habit.

I answer that, Every power which may be variously di-
rected to act, needs a habit whereby it is well disposed to its
act. Now since the will is a rational power, it may be variously
directed to act. And therefore in the will we must admit the
presence of a habit whereby it is well disposed to its act. More-
over, from the very nature of habit, it is clear that it is princi-
pally related to the will; inasmuch as habit “is that which one
uses when one wills,” as stated above (a. 1).

* Ia, q. 79, a. 2, ad 2.
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Reply to Objection 1. Even as in the intellect there is a
species which is the likeness of the object; so in the will, and
in every appetitive power there must be something by which
the power is inclined to its object; for the act of the appeti-
tive power is nothing but a certain inclination, as we have said
above (q. 6, a. 4; q. 22, a. 2). And therefore in respect of those
things to which it is inclined sufficiently by the nature of the
power itself, the power needs no quality to incline it. But since
it is necessary, for the end of human life, that the appetitive
power be inclined to something fixed, to which it is not in-
clined by the nature of the power, which has a relation tomany
and various things, therefore it is necessary that, in thewill and
in the other appetitive powers, there be certain qualities to in-

cline them, and these are called habits.
Reply to Objection 2. e active intellect is active only,

and in noway passive. But thewill, and every appetitive power,
is both mover and moved (De Anima iii, text. 54). And there-
fore the comparison between them does not hold; for to be
susceptible of habit belongs to that which is somehow in po-
tentiality.

Reply to Objection 3. e will from the very nature of
the power inclined to the good of the reason. But because this
good is varied in many ways, the will needs to be inclined, by
means of a habit, to some fixed good of the reason, in order
that action may follow more promptly.

Ia IIae q. 50 a. 6Whether there are habits in the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are no habits in the
angels. For Maximus, commentator of Dionysius (Coel. Hier.
vii), says: “It is not proper to suppose that there are intellectual
(i.e. spiritual) powers in the divine intelligences (i.e. in the an-
gels) aer themanner of accidents, as in us: as though onewere
in the other as in a subject: for accident of any kind is foreign
to them.” But every habit is an accident.erefore there are no
habits in the angels.

Objection 2. Further, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv):
“e holy dispositions of the heavenly essences participate,
above all other things, in God’s goodness.” But that which is
of itself [per se] is prior to and more power than that which is
by another [per aliud]. erefore the angelic essences are per-
fected of themselves unto conformity withGod, and therefore
not by means of habits. And this seems to have been the rea-
soning of Maximus, who in the same passage adds: “For if this
were the case, surely their essence would not remain in itself,
nor could it have been as far as possible deified of itself.”

Objection 3. Further, habit is a disposition (Metaph. v,
text. 25). But disposition, as is said in the same book, is “the or-
der of that which has parts.” Since, therefore, angels are simple
substances, it seems that there are no dispositions and habits
in them.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii) that the
angels are of the first hierarchy are called: “Fire-bearers and
rones and Outpouring of Wisdom, by which is indicated
the godlike nature of their habits.”

I answer that, Some have thought that there are no habits
in the angels, and that whatever is said of them, is said es-
sentially. Whence Maximus, aer the words which we have
quoted, says: “eir dispositions, and the powers which are in
them, are essential, through the absence of matter in them.”
And Simplicius says the same in his Commentary on the
Predicaments: “Wisdom which is in the soul is its habit: but
that which is in the intellect, is its substance. For everything
divine is sufficient of itself, and exists in itself.”

Now this opinion contains some truth, and some error. For

it is manifest from what we have said (q. 49, a. 4) that only
a being in potentiality is the subject of habit. So the above-
mentioned commentators considered that angels are imma-
terial substances, and that there is no material potentiality in
them, and on that account, excluded from them habit and any
kind of accident. Yet since though there is no material poten-
tiality in angels, there is still some potentiality in them (for to
be pure act belongs to God alone), therefore, as far as poten-
tiality is found to be in them, so far may habits be found in
them.But because the potentiality ofmatter and the potential-
ity of intellectual substance are not of the same kind.Whence,
Simplicius says in his Commentary on the Predicaments that:
“e habits of the intellectual substance are not like the habits
here below, but rather are they like simple and immaterial im-
ages which it contains in itself.”

However, the angelic intellect and the human intellect dif-
fer with regard to this habit. For the human intellect, being the
lowest in the intellectual order, is in potentiality as regards all
intelligible things, just as primal matter is in respect of all sen-
sible forms; and therefore for the understanding of all things,
it needs some habit. But the angelic intellect is not as a pure
potentiality in the order of intelligible things, but as an act;
not indeed as pure act (for this belongs to God alone), but
with an admixture of some potentiality: and the higher it is,
the less potentiality it has. And therefore, as we said in the Ia,
q. 55, a. 1, so far as it is in potentiality, so far is it in need of ha-
bitual perfection by means of intelligible species in regard to
its proper operation: but so far as it is in act, through its own
essence it can understand some things, at least itself, and other
things according to the mode of its substance, as stated in De
Causis: and themore perfect it is, themore perfectly will it un-
derstand.

But since no angel attains to the perfection of God, but
all are infinitely distant therefrom; for this reason, in order to
attain to God Himself, through intellect and will, the angels
need some habits, being as it were in potentiality in regard to
that Pure Act. Wherefore Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii) that
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their habits are “godlike,” that is to say, that by them they are
made like to God.

But those habits that are dispositions to the natural being
are not in angels, since they are immaterial.

Reply toObjection1.is saying ofMaximusmust be un-
derstood of material habits and accidents.

Reply to Objection 2. As to that which belongs to angels
by their essence, they do not need a habit. But as they are not

so far beings of themselves, as not to partake of Divine wis-
dom and goodness, therefore, so far as they need to partake of
something from without, so far do they need to have habits.

Reply to Objection 3. In angels there are no essential
parts: but there are potential parts, in so far as their intellect
is perfected by several species, and in so far as their will has a
relation to several things.
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Of the Cause of Habits, As to eir Formation

(In Four Articles)

Wemust next consider the cause of habits: and firstly, as to their formation; secondly, as to their increase; thirdly, as to their
diminution and corruption. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any habit is from nature?
(2) Whether any habit is caused by acts?
(3) Whether any habit can be caused by one act?
(4) Whether any habits are infused in man by God?

Ia IIae q. 51 a. 1Whether any habit is from nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that no habit is from nature.
For the use of those things which are from nature does not de-
pend on thewill. But habit “is thatwhichwe usewhenwewill,”
as the Commentator says on De Anima iii. erefore habit is
not from nature.

Objection 2. Further, nature does not employ two where
one is sufficient. But the powers of the soul are from nature. If
therefore the habits of the powers were from nature, habit and
power would be one.

Objection 3. Further, nature does not fail in necessaries.
But habits are necessary in order to act well, as we have stated
above (q. 49, a. 4). If therefore any habits were from nature, it
seems that nature would not fail to cause all necessary habits:
but this is clearly false. erefore habits are not from nature.

On the contrary, In Ethic. vi, 6, among other habits,
place is given to understanding of first principles, which habit
is from nature: wherefore also first principles are said to be
known naturally.

I answer that, One thing can be natural to another in two
ways. First in respect of the specific nature, as the faculty of
laughing is natural to man, and it is natural to fire to have an
upward tendency. Secondly, in respect of the individual na-
ture, as it is natural to Socrates or Plato to be prone to sick-
ness or inclined to health, in accordance with their respective
temperaments. Again, in respect of both natures, something
may be called natural in two ways: first, because it entirely is
from the nature; secondly, because it is partly fromnature, and
partly from an extrinsic principle. For instance, when a man is
healed by himself, his health is entirely from nature; but when
a man is healed by means of medicine, health is partly from
nature, partly from an extrinsic principle.

us, then, if we speak of habit as a disposition of the sub-
ject in relation to form or nature, it may be natural in either
of the foregoing ways. For there is a certain natural disposition
demanded by the human species, so that no man can be with-
out it. And this disposition is natural in respect of the specific
nature. But since such a disposition has a certain latitude, it
happens that different grades of this disposition are becoming
to different men in respect of the individual nature. And this

disposition may be either entirely from nature, or partly from
nature, and partly from an extrinsic principle, as we have said
of those who are healed by means of art.

But the habit which is a disposition to operation, and
whose subject is a power of the soul, as stated above (q. 50,
a. 2), may be natural whether in respect of the specific nature
or in respect of the individual nature: in respect of the specific
nature, on the part of the soul itself, which, since it is the form
of the body, is the specific principle; but in respect of the in-
dividual nature, on the part of the body, which is the material
principle. Yet in neither way does it happen that there are nat-
ural habits in man, so that they be entirely from nature. In the
angels, indeed, this does happen, since they have intelligible
species naturally impressed on them, which cannot be said of
the human soul, as we have said in the Ia, q. 55, a. 2; Ia, q. 84,
a. 3.

ere are, therefore, in man certain natural habits, owing
their existence, partly to nature, and partly to some extrinsic
principle: in one way, indeed, in the apprehensive powers; in
another way, in the appetitive powers. For in the apprehen-
sive powers there may be a natural habit by way of a begin-
ning, both in respect of the specific nature, and in respect of
the individual nature. is happens with regard to the specific
nature, on the part of the soul itself: thus the understanding
of first principles is called a natural habit. For it is owing to
the very nature of the intellectual soul that man, having once
grasped what is a whole and what is a part, should at once per-
ceive that everywhole is larger than its part: and in likemanner
with regard to other such principles. Yet what is a whole, and
what is a part—this he cannot know except through the intel-
ligible species which he has received from phantasms: and for
this reason, the Philosopher at the end of the Posterior An-
alytics shows that knowledge of principles comes to us from
the senses.

But in respect of the individual nature, a habit of knowl-
edge is natural as to its beginning, in so far as one man, from
the disposition of his organs of sense, is more apt than another
to understand well, since we need the sensitive powers for the
operation of the intellect.
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In the appetitive powers, however, no habit is natural in
its beginning, on the part of the soul itself, as to the substance
of the habit; but only as to certain principles thereof, as, for
instance, the principles of common law are called the “nurs-
eries of virtue.” e reason of this is because the inclination to
its proper objects, which seems to be the beginning of a habit,
does not belong to the habit, but rather to the very nature of
the powers.

But on the part of the body, in respect of the individual
nature, there are some appetitive habits by way of natural be-
ginnings. For some are disposed from their own bodily tem-
perament to chastity or meekness or such like.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection takes nature as di-
vided against reason and will; whereas reason itself and will
belong to the nature of man.

Reply toObjection 2. Something may be added even nat-
urally to the nature of a power, while it cannot belong to the
power itself. For instance, with regard to the angels, it can-

not belong to the intellective power itself capable of knowing
all things: for thus it would have to be the act of all things,
which belongs to God alone. Because that by which some-
thing is known, must needs be the actual likeness of the thing
known:whence itwould follow, if the power of the angel knew
all things by itself, that it was the likeness and act of all things.
Wherefore there must needs be added to the angels’ intellec-
tive power, some intelligible species, which are likenesses of
things understood: for it is by participation of the Divine wis-
dom and not by their own essence, that their intellect can be
actually those things which they understand. And so it is clear
that not everything belonging to a natural habit can belong to
the power.

Reply to Objection 3. Nature is not equally inclined to
cause all the various kinds of habits: since some can be caused
by nature, and some not, as we have said above. And so it does
not follow that because some habits are natural, therefore all
are natural.

Ia IIae q. 51 a. 2Whether any habit is caused by acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that no habit is caused by acts.
For habit is a quality, as we have said above (q. 49, a. 1). Now
every quality is caused in a subject, according to the latter’s re-
ceptivity. Since then the agent, inasmuch as it acts, does not
receive but rather gives: it seems impossible for a habit to be
caused in an agent by its own acts.

Objection 2.Further, the thingwherein a quality is caused
is moved to that quality, as may be clearly seen in that which
is heated or cooled: whereas that which produces the act that
causes the quality, moves, as may be seen in that which heats
or cools. If therefore habits were caused in anything by its own
act, it would follow that the samewould bemover andmoved,
active and passive: which is impossible, as stated in Physics iii,
8.

Objection 3. Further, the effect cannot be more noble
than its cause. But habit is more noble than the act which pre-
cedes the habit; as is clear from the fact that the latter produces
more noble acts. erefore habit cannot be caused by an act
which precedes the habit.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 1,2) teaches
that habits of virtue and vice are caused by acts.

I answer that, In the agent there is sometimes only the ac-
tive principle of its act: for instance in fire there is only the
active principle of heating. And in such an agent a habit can-
not be caused by its own act: for which reason natural things
cannot become accustomed or unaccustomed, as is stated in
Ethic. ii, 1. But a certain agent is to be found, in which there
is both the active and the passive principle of its act, as we see
in human acts. For the acts of the appetitive power proceed
from that same power according as it is moved by the appre-

hensive power presenting the object: and further, the intellec-
tive power, according as it reasons about conclusions, has, as it
were, an active principle in a self-evident proposition. Where-
fore by such acts habits can be caused in their agents; not in-
deed with regard to the first active principle, but with regard
to that principle of the act, which principle is a mover moved.
For everything that is passive and moved by another, is dis-
posed by the action of the agent; wherefore if the acts be mul-
tiplied a certain quality is formed in the powerwhich is passive
andmoved, which quality is called a habit: just as the habits of
moral virtue are caused in the appetitive powers, according as
they are moved by the reason, and as the habits of science are
caused in the intellect, according as it is moved by first propo-
sitions.

Reply toObjection1.eagent, as agent, does not receive
anything. But in so far as it moves through beingmoved by an-
other, it receives something from thatwhichmoves it: and thus
is a habit caused.

Reply to Objection 2. e same thing, and in the same
respect, cannot be mover and moved; but nothing prevents a
thing from being moved by itself as to different respects, as is
proved in Physics viii, text. 28,29.

Reply to Objection 3. e act which precedes the habit,
in so far as it comes from an active principle, proceeds from
a more excellent principle than is the habit caused thereby:
just as the reason is a more excellent principle than the habit
of moral virtue produced in the appetitive power by repeated
acts, and as the understanding of first principles is a more ex-
cellent principle than the science of conclusions.
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Ia IIae q. 51 a. 3Whether a habit can be caused by one act?

Objection 1. It would seem that a habit can be caused by
one act. For demonstration is an act of reason. But science,
which is the habit of one conclusion, is caused by one demon-
stration. erefore habit can be caused by one act.

Objection 2. Further, as acts happen to increase by mul-
tiplication so do they happen to increase by intensity. But a
habit is caused by multiplication of acts. erefore also if an
act be very intense, it can be the generating cause of a habit.

Objection 3. Further, health and sickness are habits. But it
happens that a man is healed or becomes ill, by one act. ere-
fore one act can cause a habit.

Onthe contrary,ePhilosopher (Ethic. i, 7): “As neither
does one swallownor one daymake spring: so neither does one
day nor a short timemake aman blessed and happy.” But “hap-
piness is an operation in respect of a habit of perfect virtue”
(Ethic. i, 7,10,13).erefore a habit of virtue, and for the same
reason, other habits, is not caused by one act.

I answer that,Aswehave said already (a. 2), habit is caused
by act, because a passive power is moved by an active princi-
ple. But in order that some quality be caused in that which is
passive the active principlemust entirely overcome the passive.
Whence we see that because fire cannot at once overcome the
combustible, it does not enkindle at once; but it gradually ex-
pels contrary dispositions, so that by overcoming it entirely, it
may impress its likeness on it. Now it is clear that the active
principle which is reason, cannot entirely overcome the appet-
itive power in one act: because the appetitive power is inclined
variously, and tomany things; while the reason judges in a sin-

gle act, what should be willed in regard to various aspects and
circumstances. Wherefore the appetitive power is not thereby
entirely overcome, so as to be inclined like nature to the same
thing, in themajority of cases;which inclinationbelongs to the
habit of virtue.erefore a habit of virtue cannot be caused by
one act, but only by many.

But in the apprehensive powers, we must observe that
there are two passive principles: one is the “possible”* intellect
itself; the other is the intellect which Aristotle (De Anima iii,
text. 20) calls “passive,” and is the “particular reason,” that is
the cogitative power, with memory and imagination. With re-
gard then to the former passive principle, it is possible for a
certain active principle to entirely overcome, by one act, the
power of its passive principle: thus one self-evident proposi-
tion convinces the intellect, so that it gives a firm assent to the
conclusion, but a probable proposition cannot do this.Where-
fore a habit of opinion needs to be caused by many acts of the
reason, even on the part of the “possible” intellect: whereas a
habit of science can be caused by a single act of the reason, so
far as the “possible” intellect is concerned. But with regard to
the lower apprehensive powers, the same acts need to be re-
peated many times for anything to be firmly impressed on the
memory. And so the Philosopher says (De Memor. et Remin.
1) that “meditation strengthens memory.” Bodily habits, how-
ever, can be caused by one act, if the active principle is of great
power: sometimes, for instance, a strong dose of medicine re-
stores health at once.

Hence the solutions to the objections are clear.

Ia IIae q. 51 a. 4Whether any habits are infused in man by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that no habit is infused in
man by God. For God treats all equally. If therefore He in-
fuses habits into some, He would infuse them into all: which
is clearly untrue.

Objection 2. Further, God works in all things according
to themodewhich is suitable to their nature: for “it belongs to
Divine providence to preserve nature,” as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv). But habits are naturally caused in man by acts, as we
have said above (a. 2). erefore God does not cause habits to
be in man except by acts.

Objection 3. Further, if any habit be infused into man by
God, man can by that habit perform many acts. But “from
those acts a like habit is caused” (Ethic. ii, 1,2). Consequently
there will be two habits of the same species in the same man,
one acquired, the other infused. Now this seems impossible:
for the two forms of the same species cannot be in the same
subject. erefore a habit is not infused into man by God.

On the contrary, it is written (Ecclus. 15:5): “God filled
him with the spirit of wisdom and understanding.” Now wis-

dom and understanding are habits. erefore some habits are
infused into man by God.

I answer that, Some habits are infused by God into man,
for two reasons.

e first reason is because there are some habits by which
man is disposed to an end which exceeds the proportion of
human nature, namely, the ultimate and perfect happiness of
man, as stated above (q. 5, a. 5). And since habits need to be
in proportion with that to which man is disposed by them,
therefore is it necessary that those habits, which dispose to this
end, exceed the proportion of human nature. Wherefore such
habits can never be in man except by Divine infusion, as is the
case with all gratuitous virtues.

e other reason is, because God can produce the effects
of second causes, without these second causes, as we have said
in the Ia, q. 105, a. 6. Just as, therefore, sometimes, in order to
show His power, He causes health, without its natural cause,
but which nature could have caused, so also, at times, for the
manifestation of His power, He infuses into man even those

* See Ia, q. 79, a. 2 ad 2.
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habits which can be caused by a natural power. us He gave
to the apostles the science of the Scriptures and of all tongues,
which men can acquire by study or by custom, but not so per-
fectly.

Reply to Objection 1. God, in respect of His Nature, is
the same to all, but in respect of the order of His Wisdom, for
somefixedmotive, gives certain things to some,whichHedoes
not give to others.

Reply toObjection 2. at God works in all according to

their mode, does not hinder God from doing what nature can-
not do: but it follows from this thatHe does nothing contrary
to that which is suitable to nature.

Reply toObjection 3. Acts produced by an infused habit,
do not cause a habit, but strengthen the already existing habit;
just as the remedies ofmedicine given to amanwho is naturally
health, do not cause a kind of health, but give new strength to
the health he had before.
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Of the Increase of Habits
(Inree Articles)

We have now to consider the increase of habits; under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether habits increase?
(2) Whether they increase by addition?
(3) Whether each act increases the habit?

Ia IIae q. 52 a. 1Whether habits increase?

Objection 1. It would seem that habits cannot increase.
For increase concerns quantity (Phys. v, text. 18). But habits
are not in the genus quantity, but in that of quality. erefore
there can be no increase of habits.

Objection 2. Further, habit is a perfection (Phys. vii, text.
17,18). But since perfection conveys a notion of end and term,
it seems that it cannot bemore or less.erefore a habit cannot
increase.

Objection 3. Further, those things which can be more or
less are subject to alteration: for that which frombeing less hot
becomes more hot, is said to be altered. But in habits there is
no alteration, as is proved in Phys. vii, text. 15,17. erefore
habits cannot increase.

On the contrary, Faith is a habit, and yet it increases:
wherefore the disciples said to our Lord (Lk. 17:5): “Lord, in-
crease our faith.” erefore habits increase.

I answer that, Increase, like other things pertaining to
quantity, is transferred from bodily quantities to intelligible
spiritual things, on account of the natural connection of the
intellect with corporeal things, which come under the imagi-
nation. Now in corporeal quantities, a thing is said to be great,
according as it reaches the perfection of quantity due to it;
wherefore a certain quantity is reputed great in man, which
is not reputed great in an elephant. And so also in forms, we
say a thing is great because it is perfect. And since good has the
nature of perfection, therefore “in things which are great, but
not in quantity, to be greater is the same as to be better,” as
Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 8).

Now the perfection of a form may be considered in two
ways: first, in respect of the form itself: secondly, in respect of
the participation of the form by its subject. In so far as we con-
sider the perfections of a form in respect of the form itself, thus
the form is said to be “little” or “great”: for instance great or lit-
tle health or science. But in so far as we consider the perfection
of a form in respect of the participation thereof by the subject,
it is said to be “more” or “less”: for instance more or less white
or healthy. Now this distinction is not to be understood as im-
plying that the form has a being outside its matter or subject,
but that it is one thing to consider the form according to its
specific nature, and another to consider it in respect of its par-
ticipation by a subject.

In this way, then, there were four opinions among philoso-
phers concerning intensity and remission of habits and forms,
as Simplicius relates in his Commentary on the Predicaments.
For Plotinus and the other Platonists held that qualities and
habits themselves were susceptible of more or less, for the rea-
son that they were material and so had a certain want of defi-
niteness, on account of the infinity of matter. Others, on the
contrary, held that qualities and habits of themselves were not
susceptible ofmore or less; but that the things affected by them
[qualia] are said to be more or less, in respect of the partici-
pation of the subject: that, for instance, justice is not more or
less, but the just thing. Aristotle alludes to this opinion in the
Predicaments (Categor. vi). e third opinion was that of the
Stoics, and lies between the two preceding opinions. For they
held that somehabits are of themselves susceptible ofmore and
less, for instance, the arts; and that some are not, as the virtues.
e fourth opinion was held by some who said that qualities
and immaterial forms are not susceptible of more or less, but
that material forms are.

In order that the truth in this matter be made clear, we
must observe that, in respect of which a thing receives its
species, must be something fixed and stationary, and as it were
indivisible: for whatever attains to that thing, is contained un-
der the species, and whatever recedes from it more or less, be-
longs to another species, more or less perfect. Wherefore, the
Philosopher says (Metaph. viii, text. 10) that species of things
are like numbers, in which addition or subtraction changes
the species. If, therefore, a form, or anything at all, receives its
specific nature in respect of itself, or in respect of something
belonging to it, it is necessary that, considered in itself, it be
something of a definite nature, which can be neither more nor
less. Such are heat, whiteness or other like qualities which are
not denominated from a relation to something else: andmuch
more so, substance, which is “per se” being. But those things
which receive their species from something to which they are
related, can be diversified, in respect of themselves, accord-
ing to more or less: and nonetheless they remain in the same
species, on account of the oneness of that to which they are
related, and from which they receive their species. For exam-
ple, movement is in itself more intense or more remiss: and
yet it remains in the same species, on account of the oneness
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of the term by which it is specified. We may observe the same
thing in health; for a body attains to the nature of health, ac-
cording as it has a disposition suitable to an animal’s nature, to
which various dispositions may be suitable; which disposition
is therefore variable as regards more or less, and withal the na-
ture of health remains. Whence the Philosopher says (Ethic.
x, 2,3): “Health itself may be more or less: for the measure is
not the same in all, nor is it always the same in one individual;
but down to a certain point it may decrease and still remain
health.”

Now these various dispositions and measures of health are
by way of excess and defect: wherefore if the name of health
were given to the most perfect measure, then we should not
speak of health as greater or less. us therefore it is clear how
a quality or form may increase or decrease of itself, and how it
cannot.

But if we consider a quality or form in respect of its par-
ticipation by the subject, thus again we find that some quali-
ties and forms are susceptible of more or less, and some not.
Now Simplicius assigns the cause of this diversity to the fact
that substance in itself cannot be susceptible of more or less,
because it is “per se” being. And therefore every form which is
participated substantially by its subject, cannot vary in inten-
sity and remission: wherefore in the genus of substance noth-
ing is said to be more or less. And because quantity is nigh to
substance, and because shape follows on quantity, therefore is
it that neither in these can there be such a thing asmore or less.
Whence the Philosopher says (Phys. vii, text. 15) that when a
thing receives form and shape, it is not said to be altered, but to
be made. But other qualities which are further removed from
quantity, and are connected with passions and actions, are sus-
ceptible of more or less, in respect of their participation by the
subject.

Now it is possible to explain yet further the reason of this
diversity. For, as we have said, that fromwhich a thing receives
its species must remain indivisibly fixed and constant in some-
thing indivisible. Wherefore in two ways it may happen that a
form cannot be participatedmore or less. First because the par-
ticipator has its species in respect of that form.And for this rea-
sonno substantial form is participatedmore or less.Wherefore
the Philosopher says (Metaph. viii, text. 10) that, “as a num-
ber cannot be more or less, so neither can that which is in the
species of substance,” that is, in respect of its participation of
the specific form: “but in so far as substance may be with mat-
ter,” i.e. in respect of material dispositions, “more or less are
found in substance.”

Secondly this may happen from the fact that the form is

essentially indivisible: wherefore if anything participate that
form, it must needs participate it in respect of its indivisibil-
ity. For this reasonwe do not speak of the species of number as
varying in respect of more or less; because each species thereof
is constituted by an indivisible unity. e same is to be said
of the species of continuous quantity, which are denominated
from numbers, as two-cubits-long, three-cubits-long, and of
relations of quantity, as double and treble, and of figures of
quantity, as triangle and tetragon.

is same explanation is given by Aristotle in the Predica-
ments (Categor. vi), where in explaining why figures are not
susceptible ofmore or less, he says: “ingswhich are given the
nature of a triangle or a circle, are accordingly triangles and cir-
cles”: to wit, because indivisibility is essential to the motion of
such, wherefore whatever participates their nature must par-
ticipate it in its indivisibility.

It is clear, therefore, since we speak of habits and disposi-
tions in respect of a relation to something (Phys. vii, text. 17),
that in two ways intensity and remission may be observed in
habits anddispositions. First, in respect of thehabit itself: thus,
for instance, we speak of greater or less health; greater or less
science, which extends to more or fewer things. Secondly, in
respect of participation by the subject: in so far as equal science
or health is participated more in one than in another, accord-
ing to a diverse aptitude arising either from nature, or from
custom. For habit and disposition do not give species to the
subject: nor again do they essentially imply indivisibility.

We shall say further on (q. 66, a. 1) how it is with the
virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. As the word “great” is taken from
corporeal quantities and applied to the intelligible perfections
of forms; so also is the word “growth,” the term of which is
something great.

Reply to Objection 2. Habit is indeed a perfection, but
not a perfection which is the term of its subject; for instance,
a term giving the subject its specific being. Nor again does the
nature of a habit include thenotionof term, as do the species of
numbers. Wherefore there is nothing to hinder it from being
susceptible of more or less.

Reply to Objection 3. Alteration is primarily indeed in
the qualities of the third species; but secondarily it may be in
the qualities of the first species: for, supposing an alteration as
to hot and cold, there follows in an animal an alteration as to
health and sickness. In like manner, if an alteration take place
in the passions of the sensitive appetite, or the sensitive powers
of apprehension, an alteration follows as to science and virtue
(Phys. viii, text. 20).
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Ia IIae q. 52 a. 2Whether habits increases by addition?

Objection 1. It would seem that the increase of habits is
by way of addition. For the word “increase,” as we have said, is
transferred to forms, from corporeal quantities. But in corpo-
real quantities there is no increasewithout addition:wherefore
(De Gener. i, text. 31) it is said that “increase is an addition to
a magnitude already existing.” erefore in habits also there is
no increase without addition.

Objection 2. Further, habit is not increased except by
means of some agent. But every agent does something in the
passive subject: for instance, that which heats, causes heat in
that which is heated. erefore there is no increase without
addition.

Objection 3. Further, as that which is not white, is in po-
tentiality to be white: so that which is less white, is in poten-
tiality to be more white. But that which is not white, is not
madewhite except by the addition ofwhiteness.erefore that
which is lesswhite, is notmademorewhite, except by an added
whiteness.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Phys. iv, text. 84):
“atwhich is hot ismade hotter, withoutmaking, in themat-
ter, something hot, that was not hot, when the thing was less
hot.” erefore, in like manner, neither is any addition made
in other forms when they increase.

I answer that, e solution of this question depends on
whatwehave said above (a. 1). Forwe said that increase andde-
crease in forms which are capable of intensity and remissness,
happen in oneway not on the part of the very form considered
in itself, through the diverse participation thereof by the sub-
ject. Wherefore such increase of habits and other forms, is not
caused by an addition of form to form; but by the subject par-
ticipating more or less perfectly, one and the same form. And
just as, by an agent which is in act, something is made actually
hot, beginning, as it were, to participate a form, not as though
the form itself were made, as is proved in Metaph. vii, text. 32,
so, by an intense action of the agent, something is made more
hot, as it were participating the form more perfectly, not as
though something were added to the form.

For if this increase in forms were understood to be by way
of addition, this could only be either in the form itself or in
the subject. If it be understood of the form itself, it has already
been stated (a. 1) that such an addition or subtraction would
change the species; even as the species of color is changedwhen
a thing from being pale becomes white. If, on the other hand,
this addition be understood as applying to the subject, this
could only be either because one part of the subject receives
a form which it had not previously (thus we may say cold in-

creases in a man who, aer being cold in one part of his body,
is cold in several parts), or because some other subject is added
sharing in the same form (as when a hot thing is added to an-
other, or one white thing to another). But in either of these
two ways we have not a more white or a more hot thing, but a
greater white or hot thing.

Since, however, as stated above (a. 1), certain accidents are
of themselves susceptible of more or less, in some of these we
may find increase by addition. For movement increases by an
addition either to the time it lasts, or to the course it follows:
and yet the species remains the same on account of the oneness
of the term. Yet movement increases the intensity as to partic-
ipation in its subject: i.e. in so far as the same movement can
be executed more or less speedily or readily. In like manner,
science can increase in itself by addition; thus when anyone
learns several conclusions of geometry, the same specific habit
of science increases in that man. Yet a man’s science increases,
as to the subject’s participation thereof, in intensity, in so far
as one man is quicker and readier than another in considering
the same conclusions.

As to bodily habits, it does not seem very probable that
they receive increase by way of addition. For an animal is not
said to be simply healthy or beautiful, unless it be such in all
its parts. And if it be brought to amore perfect measure, this is
the result of a change in the simple qualities, which are not sus-
ceptible of increase save in intensity on the part of the subject
partaking of them.

How this question affects virtues we shall state further on
(q. 66, a. 1 ).

Reply to Objection 1. Even in bodily bulk increase is
twofold. First, by addition of one subject to another; such is
the increase of living things. Secondly, bymere intensity, with-
out any addition at all; such is the case with things subject to
rarefaction, as is stated in Phys. iv, text. 63.

Reply to Objection 2. e cause that increases a habit, al-
ways effects something in the subject, but not a new form. But
it causes the subject to partake more perfectly of a pre-existing
form, or it makes the form to extend further.

Reply toObjection 3.What is not alreadywhite, is poten-
tially white, as not yet possessing the form of whiteness: hence
the agent causes a new form in the subject. But that which is
less hot or white, is not in potentiality to those forms, since it
has them already actually: but it is in potentiality to a perfect
mode of participation; and this it receives through the agent’s
action.
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Ia IIae q. 52 a. 3Whether every act increases its habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that every act increases its
habit. For when the cause is increased the effect is increased.
Now acts are causes of habits, as stated above (q. 51, a. 2).
erefore a habit increases when its acts are multiplied.

Objection2.Further, of like things a like judgment should
be formed. But all the acts proceeding from one and the same
habit are alike (Ethic. ii, 1,2). erefore if some acts increase a
habit, every act should increase it.

Objection3.Further, like is increasedby like. But any act is
like the habit whence it proceeds.erefore every act increases
the habit.

On the contrary, Opposite effects do not result from the
same cause. But according to Ethic. ii, 2, some acts lessen the
habit whence they proceed, for instance if they be done care-
lessly. erefore it is not every act that increases a habit.

I answer that, “Like acts cause like habits” (Ethic. ii, 1,2).
Now things are like or unlike not only in respect of their quali-
ties being the same or various, but also in respect of the same or
a different mode of participation. For it is not only black that

is unlike white, but also less white is unlike more white, since
there ismovement from less white tomore white, even as from
one opposite to another, as stated in Phys. v, text. 52.

But since use of habits depends on the will, as was shown
above (q. 50, a. 5); just as one who has a habit may fail to use it
or may act contrary to it; so may he happen to use the habit by
performing an act that is not in proportion to the intensity of
the habit. Accordingly, if the intensity of the act correspond
in proportion to the intensity of the habit, or even surpass it,
every such act either increases the habit or disposes to an in-
crease thereof, if we may speak of the increase of habits as we
do of the increase of an animal. For not every morsel of food
actually increases the animal’s size as neither does every drop
of water hollow out the stone: but the multiplication of food
results at last in an increase of the body. So, too, repeated acts
cause a habit to grow. If, however, the act falls short of the in-
tensity of the habit, such an act does not dispose to an increase
of that habit, but rather to a lessening thereof.

From this it is clear how to solve the objections.
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How Habits Are Corrupted or Diminished

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider how habits are lost or weakened; and under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a habit can be corrupted?
(2) Whether it can be diminished?
(3) How are habits corrupted or diminished?

Ia IIae q. 53 a. 1Whether a habit can be corrupted?

Objection 1. It would seem that a habit cannot be cor-
rupted. For habit is within its subject like a second nature;
wherefore it is pleasant to act from habit. Now so long as a
thing is, its nature is not corrupted. erefore neither can a
habit be corrupted so long as its subject remains.

Objection 2. Further, whenever a form is corrupted, this
is due either to corruption of its subject, or to its contrary: thus
sickness ceases through corruption of the animal, or through
the advent of health. Now science, which is a habit, cannot
be lost through corruption of its subject: since “the intel-
lect,” which is its subject, “is a substance that is incorruptible”
(De Anima i, text. 65). In like manner, neither can it be lost
through the action of its contrary: since intelligible species are
not contrary to one another (Metaph. vii, text. 52). erefore
the habit of science can nowise be lost.

Objection 3. Further, all corruption results from some
movement. But the habit of science, which is in the soul, can-
not be corrupted by a direct movement of the soul itself, since
the soul is not moved directly. It is, however, moved indirectly
through the movement of the body: and yet no bodily change
seems capable of corrupting the intelligible species residing in
the intellect: since the intellect independently of the body is
the proper abode of the species; for which reason it is held that
habits are not lost either through old age or through death.
erefore science cannot be corrupted. For the same reason
neither can habits of virtue be corrupted, since they also are
in the rational soul, and, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. i,
10), “virtue is more lasting than learning.”

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (De Long. et Brev.
Vitae ii) that “forgetfulness and deception are the corruption
of science.” Moreover, by sinning a man loses a habit of virtue:
and again, virtues are engendered and corrupted by contrary
acts (Ethic. ii, 2).

I answer that, A form is said to be corrupted directly by
its contrary; indirectly, through its subject being corrupted.
When therefore a habit has a corruptible subject, and a cause
that has a contrary, it can be corrupted both ways. is is
clearly the case with bodily habits—for instance, health and
sickness. But those habits that have an incorruptible sub-
ject, cannot be corrupted indirectly. ere are, however, some
habitswhich,while residing chiefly in an incorruptible subject,

reside nevertheless secondarily in a corruptible subject; such is
the habit of science which is chiefly indeed in the “possible”
intellect, but secondarily in the sensitive powers of apprehen-
sion, as stated above (q. 50, a. 3, ad 3). Consequently the habit
of science cannot be corrupted indirectly, on the part of the
“possible” intellect, but only on the part of the lower sensitive
powers.

We must therefore inquire whether habits of this kind can
be corrupted directly. If then there be a habit having a con-
trary, either on the part of itself or on the part of its cause, it
can be corrupted directly: but if it has no contrary, it cannot be
corrupted directly.Now it is evident that an intelligible species
residing in the “possible” intellect, has no contrary; nor can the
active intellect, which is the cause of that species, have a con-
trary. Wherefore if in the “possible” intellect there be a habit
caused immediately by the active intellect, such a habit is in-
corruptible both directly and indirectly. Such are the habits of
the first principles, both speculative and practical, which can-
not be corrupted by any forgetfulness or deception whatever:
even as the Philosopher says about prudence (Ethic. vi, 5) that
“it cannot be lost by being forgotten.”ere is, however, in the
“possible” intellect a habit caused by the reason, to wit, the
habit of conclusions, which is called science, to the cause of
which something may be contrary in two ways. First, on the
part of those very propositions which are the starting point of
the reason: for the assertion “Good is not good” is contrary
to the assertion “Good is good” (Peri Herm. ii). Secondly, on
the part of the process of reasoning; forasmuch as a sophistical
syllogism is contrary to a dialectic or demonstrative syllogism.
Wherefore it is clear that a false reason can corrupt the habit
of a true opinion or even of science. Hence the Philosopher,
as stated above, says that “deception is the corruption of sci-
ence.” As to virtues, some of them are intellectual, residing in
reason itself, as stated in Ethic. vi, 1: and to these applies what
we have said of science and opinion. Some, however, viz. the
moral virtues, are in the appetitive part of the soul; and the
same may be said of the contrary vices. Now the habits of the
appetitive part are caused therein because it is natural to it to
be moved by the reason. erefore a habit either of virtue or
of vice, may be corrupted by a judgment of reason, whenever
its motion is contrary to such vice or virtue, whether through
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ignorance, passion or deliberate choice.
Reply toObjection 1. As stated in Ethic. vii, 10, a habit is

like a second nature, and yet it falls short of it. And so it is that
while the nature of a thing cannot in any way be taken away
from a thing, a habit is removed, though with difficulty.

Reply toObjection2.Although there is no contrary to in-
telligible species, yet there can be a contrary to assertions and
to the process of reason, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3. Science is not taken away by move-
ment of the body, if we consider the root itself of the habit, but

only as itmay prove an obstacle to the act of science; in so far as
the intellect, in its act, has need of the sensitive powers, which
are impeded by corporal transmutation. But the intellectual
movement of the reason can corrupt the habit of science, even
as regards the very root of the habit. In like manner a habit
of virtue can be corrupted. Nevertheless when it is said that
“virtue is more lasting than learning,” this must be understood
in respect, not of the subject or cause, but of the act: because
the use of virtue continues through the whole of life, whereas
the use of learning does not.

Ia IIae q. 53 a. 2Whether a habit can diminish?

Objection 1. It would seem that a habit cannot dimin-
ish. Because a habit is a simple quality and form. Now a sim-
ple thing is possessed either wholly or not at all. erefore al-
though a habit can be lost it cannot diminish.

Objection 2. Further, if a thing is befitting an accident,
this is by reason either of the accident or of its subject. Now
a habit does not become more or less intense by reason of it-
self; else it would follow that a species might be predicated of
its individuals more or less. And if it can become less intense
as to its participation by its subject, it would follow that some-
thing is accidental to a habit, proper thereto and not common
to the habit and its subject. Now whenever a form has some-
thing proper to it besides its subject, that form can be separate,
as stated in De Anima i, text. 13. Hence it follows that a habit
is a separable form; which is impossible.

Objection3.Further, the very notion andnature of a habit
as of any accident, is inherence in a subject: wherefore any acci-
dent is definedwith reference to its subject.erefore if a habit
does not become more or less intense in itself, neither can it in
its inherence in its subject: and consequently it will be nowise
less intense.

On the contrary, It is natural for contraries to be applica-
ble to the same thing.Now increase anddecrease are contraries.
Since therefore a habit can increase, it seems that it can also di-
minish.

I answer that,Habits diminish, just as they increase, in two
ways, as we have already explained (q. 52, a. 1). And since they
increase through the same cause as thatwhich engenders them,
so too they diminish by the same cause as that which corrupts
them: since the diminishing of a habit is the road which leads
to its corruption, even as, on the other hand, the engendering
of a habit is a foundation of its increase.

Reply to Objection 1. A habit, considered in itself, is a
simple form. It is not thus that it is subject to decrease; but ac-

cording to the different ways in which its subject participates
in it. is is due to the fact that the subject’s potentiality is
indeterminate, through its being able to participate a form in
various ways, or to extend to a greater or a smaller number of
things.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument would hold, if the
essence itself of a habit were nowise subject to decrease. is
we do not say; but that a certain decrease in the essence of a
habit has its origin, not in the habit, but in its subject.

Reply to Objection 3. No matter how we take an acci-
dent, its very notion implies dependence on a subject, but in
different ways. For if we take an accident in the abstract, it im-
plies relation to a subject, which relation begins in the accident
and terminates in the subject: for “whiteness is that whereby a
thing is white.” Accordingly in defining an accident in the ab-
stract, we do not put the subject as though it were the first part
of the definition, viz. the genus; butwe give it the secondplace,
which is that of the difference; thus we say that “simitas” is “a
curvature of the nose.” But if we take accidents in the concrete,
the relation begins in the subject and terminates in the con-
crete, the relation begins in the subject and terminates at the
accident: for “a white thing” is “something that has whiteness.”
Accordingly in defining this kindof accident,we place the sub-
ject as the genus, which is the first part of a definition; for we
say that a “simum” is a “snub-nose.” Accordingly whatever is
befitting an accident on the part of the subject, but is not of the
very essence of the accident, is ascribed to that accident, not in
the abstract, but in the concrete. Such are increase anddecrease
in certain accidents: wherefore to be more or less white is not
ascribed to whiteness but to a white thing. e same applies
to habits and other qualities; save that certain habits and other
qualities; save that certain habits increase or diminish by a kind
of addition, as we have already clearly explained (q. 52, a. 2).

783



Ia IIae q. 53 a. 3Whether a habit is corrupted or diminished through mere cessation from act?

Objection 1. It would seem that a habit is not corrupted
or diminished through mere cessation from act. For habits are
more lasting than passion-like qualities, as we have explained
above (q. 49, a. 2, ad 3; q. 50, a. 1). But passion-like qualities
are neither corrupted nor diminished by cessation from act:
for whiteness is not lessened through not affecting the sight,
nor heat through ceasing to make something hot. erefore
neither are habits diminished or corrupted through cessation
from act.

Objection 2. Further, corruption and diminution are
changes. Now nothing is changed without a moving cause.
Since therefore cessation from act does not imply a moving
cause, it does not appear how a habit can be diminished or cor-
rupted through cessation from act.

Objection 3. Further, the habits of science and virtue are
in the intellectual soul which is above time. Now those things
that are above time are neither destroyed nor diminished by
length of time. Neither, therefore, are such habits destroyed or
diminished through length of time, if one fails for long to ex-
ercise them.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (De Long. et Brev.
Vitae ii) that not only “deception,” but also “forgetfulness, is
the corruption of science.” Moreover he says (Ethic. viii, 5)
that “want of intercourse has dissolved many a friendship.” In
like manner other habits of virtue are diminished or destroyed
through cessation from act.

I answer that, As stated in Phys. vii, text. 27, a thing is
a cause of movement in two ways. First, directly; and such a
thing causes movement by reason of its proper form; thus fire
causes heat. Secondly, indirectly; for instance, that which re-
moves an obstacle. It is in this latter way that the destruction
or diminution of a habit results through cessation from act, in
so far, to wit, as we cease from exercising an act which over-
came the causes that destroyed or weakened that habit. For
it has been stated (a. 1) that habits are destroyed or dimin-

ished directly through some contrary agency. Consequently
all habits that are gradually undermined by contrary agencies
which need to be counteracted by acts proceeding from those
habits, are diminished or even destroyed altogether by long
cessation from act, as is clearly seen in the case both of sci-
ence and of virtue. For it is evident that a habit of moral virtue
makes a man ready to choose the mean in deeds and passions.
And when a man fails to make use of his virtuous habit in or-
der to moderate his own passions or deeds, the necessary re-
sult is that many passions and deeds fail to observe the mode
of virtue, by reason of the inclination of the sensitive appetite
and of other external agencies. Wherefore virtue is destroyed
or lessened through cessation from act.e same applies to the
intellectual habits, which render man ready to judge aright of
those things that are pictured by his imagination.Hence when
man ceases to make use of his intellectual habits, strange fan-
cies, sometimes in opposition to them, arise inhis imagination;
so that unless those fancies be, as it were, cut off or kept back
by frequent use of his intellectual habits, man becomes less fit
to judge aright, and sometimes is even wholly disposed to the
contrary, and thus the intellectual habit is diminished or even
wholly destroyed by cessation from act.

Reply to Objection 1. Even heat would be destroyed
through ceasing to give heat, if, for this same reason, cold
which is destructive of heat were to increase.

Reply to Objection 2. Cessation from act is a moving
cause, conducive of corruption or diminution, by removing
the obstacles, thereto, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 3. e intellectual part of the soul,
considered in itself, is above time, but the sensitive part is
subject to time, and therefore in course of time it undergoes
change as to the passions of the sensitive part, and also as to the
powers of apprehension. Hence the Philosopher says (Phys. iv.
text. 117) that time makes us forget.

784



F P   S P, Q 54
Of the Distinction of Habits

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the distinction of habits; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether many habits can be in one power?
(2) Whether habits are distinguished by their objects?
(3) Whether habits are divided into good and bad?
(4) Whether one habit may be made up of many habits?

Ia IIae q. 54 a. 1Whether many habits can be in one power?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be many
habits in one power. For when several things are distinguished
in respect of the same thing, if one of them be multiplied, the
others are too. Now habits and powers are distinguished in re-
spect of the same thing, viz. their acts and objects. erefore
they are multiplied in like manner. erefore there cannot be
many habits in one power.

Objection 2. Further, a power is a simple force. Now in
one simple subject there cannot be diversity of accidents; for
the subject is the cause of its accidents; and it does not appear
how diverse effects can proceed from one simple cause. ere-
fore there cannot be many habits in one power.

Objection 3. Further, just as the body is informed by its
shape, so is a power informed by a habit. But one body can-
not be informed at the same time by various shapes. erefore
neither can a power be informed at the same time by many
habits. erefore several habits cannot be at the same time in
one power.

On the contrary,e intellect is one power; wherein, nev-
ertheless, are the habits of various sciences.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 49, a. 4), habits are dispo-
sitions of a thing that is in potentiality to something, either to
nature, or to operation, which is the end of nature. As to those
habits which are dispositions to nature, it is clear that several
can be in one same subject: since in one subject we may take
parts in various ways, according to the various dispositions of
which parts there are various habits. us, if we take the hu-
mors as being parts of the human body, according to their dis-
position in respect of human nature, we have the habit or dis-
position of health: while, if we take like parts, such as nerves,
bones, and flesh, the disposition of these in respect of nature
is strength or weakness; whereas, if we take the limbs, i.e. the
hands, feet, and so on, the disposition of these in proportion
to nature, is beauty: and thus there are several habits or dispo-
sitions in the same subject.

If, however, we speak of those habits that are dispositions
to operation, and belong properly to the powers; thus, again,
there may be several habits in one power. e reason for this
is that the subject of a habit is a passive power, as stated above
(q. 51, a. 2): for it is only an active power that cannot be the
subject of a habit, as was clearly shown above (q. 51, a. 2).
Now a passive power is compared to the determinate act of

any species, as matter to form: because, just as matter is deter-
minate to one form by one agent, so, too, is a passive power
determined by the nature of one active object to an act specifi-
cally one. Wherefore, just as several objects can move one pas-
sive power, so can one passive power be the subject of several
acts or perfections specifically diverse.Nowhabits are qualities
or forms adhering to a power, and inclining that power to acts
of a determinate species. Consequently several habits, even as
several specifically different acts, can belong to one power.

Reply to Objection 1. Even as in natural things, diver-
sity of species is according to the form, and diversity of genus,
according to matter, as stated in Metaph. v, text. 33 (since
things that differ in matter belong to different genera): so,
too, generic diversity of objects entails a difference of powers
(wherefore the Philosopher says in Ethic. vi, 1, that “those ob-
jects that differ generically belong to different departments of
the soul”); while specific difference of objects entails a specific
difference of acts, and consequently of habits also. Now things
that differ in genus differ in species, but not vice versa.Where-
fore the acts andhabits of different powers differ in species: but
it does not follow that different habits are in different powers,
for several can be in one power. And even as several generamay
be included in one genus, and several species be contained in
one species; so does it happen that there are several species of
habits and powers.

Reply to Objection 2. Although a power is simple as to
its essence, it is multiple virtually, inasmuch as it extends to
many specifically different acts. Consequently there is noth-
ing to prevent many superficially different habits from being
in one power.

Reply to Objection 3. A body is informed by its shape as
by its own terminal boundaries: whereas a habit is not the ter-
minal boundary of a power, but the disposition of a power to
an act as to its ultimate term. Consequently one same power
cannot have several acts at the same time, except in so far as
perchance one act is comprised in another; just as neither can a
body have several shapes, save in so far as one shape enters into
another, as a three-sided in a four-sided figure. For the intellect
cannot understand several things at the same time “actually”;
and yet it can know several things at the same time “habitu-
ally.”
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Ia IIae q. 54 a. 2Whether habits are distinguished by their objects?

Objection 1. It would seem that habits are not distin-
guished by their objects. For contraries differ in species. Now
the same habit of science regards contraries: thus medicine re-
gards the healthy and the unhealthy. erefore habits are not
distinguished by objects specifically distinct.

Objection 2. Further, different sciences are different
habits. But the same scientific truth belongs to different sci-
ences: thus both the physicist and the astronomer prove the
earth tobe round, as stated inPhys. ii, text. 17.erefore habits
are not distinguished by their objects.

Objection 3. Further, wherever the act is the same, the ob-
ject is the same. But the same act can belong to different habits
of virtue, if it be directed to different ends; thus to give money
to anyone, if it be done for God’s sake, is an act of charity;
while, if it be done in order to pay a debt, it is an act of justice.
erefore the same object can also belong to different habits.
erefore diversity of habits does not follow diversity of ob-
jects.

On the contrary,Acts differ in species according to the di-
versity of their objects, as stated above (q. 18, a. 5). But habits
are dispositions to acts.erefore habits also are distinguished
according to the diversity of objects.

I answer that, A habit is both a form and a habit. Hence
the specific distinction of habits may be taken in the ordinary
way in which forms differ specifically; or according to that
mode of distinction which is proper to habits. Accordingly
forms are distinguished from one another in reference to the
diversity of their active principles, since every agent produces
its like in species. Habits, however, imply order to something:
and all things that imply order to something, are distinguished
according to the distinction of the things to which they are or-
dained. Now a habit is a disposition implying a twofold order:

viz. to nature and to an operation consequent to nature.
Accordingly habits are specifically distinct in respect of

three things. First, in respect of the active principles of such
dispositions; secondly, in respect of nature; thirdly, in respect
of specifically different objects, as will appear from what fol-
lows.

Reply to Objection 1. In distinguishing powers, or also
habits, we must consider the object not in its material but in
its formal aspect, which may differ in species or even in genus.
And though thedistinctionbetween specific contraries is a real
distinction yet they are both known under one aspect, since
one is known through the other. And consequently in so far as
they concur in the one aspect of cognoscibility, they belong to
one cognitive habit.

Reply to Objection 2. e physicist proves the earth to
be round by one means, the astronomer by another: for the
latter proves this by means of mathematics, e.g. by the shapes
of eclipses, or something of the sort; while the former proves
it by means of physics, e.g. by the movement of heavy bod-
ies towards the center, and so forth. Now the whole force of
a demonstration, which is “a syllogism producing science,” as
stated in Poster. i, text. 5, depends on the mean. And conse-
quently various means are as so many active principles, in re-
spect of which the habits of science are distinguished.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Phys. ii,
text. 89; Ethic. vii, 8), the end is, in practical matters, what the
principle is in speculative matters. Consequently diversity of
ends demands a diversity of virtues, even as diversity of active
principles does. Moreover the ends are objects of the internal
acts, with which, above all, the virtues are concerned, as is evi-
dent fromwhat has been said (q. 18, a. 6; q. 19, a. 2, ad 1; q. 34,
a. 4).

Ia IIae q. 54 a. 3Whether habits are divided into good and bad?

Objection 1. It would seem that habits are not divided
into good and bad. For good and bad are contraries. Now the
same habit regards contraries, as was stated above (a. 2, obj. 1).
erefore habits are not divided into good and bad.

Objection 2. Further, good is convertible with being; so
that, since it is common to all, it cannot be accounted a spe-
cific difference, as the Philosopher declares (Topic. iv). Again,
evil, since it is a privation and a non-being, cannot differenti-
ate any being. erefore habits cannot be specifically divided
into good and evil.

Objection 3. Further, there can be different evil habits
about one same object; for instance, intemperance and insen-
sibility about matters of concupiscence: and in like manner
there can be several good habits; for instance, human virtue
and heroic or godlike virtue, as the Philosopher clearly states
(Ethic. vii, 1). erefore, habits are not divided into good and

bad.
On the contrary, A good habit is contrary to a bad habit,

as virtue to vice. Now contraries are divided specifically into
good and bad habits.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), habits are specifically
distinct not only in respect of their objects and active princi-
ples, but also in their relation to nature. Now, this happens in
two ways. First, by reason of their suitableness or unsuitable-
ness to nature. In this way a good habit is specifically distinct
from a bad habit: since a good habit is one which disposes to
an act suitable to the agent’s nature, while an evil habit is one
which disposes to an act unsuitable to nature. us, acts of
virtue are suitable to humannature, since they are according to
reason, whereas acts of vice are discordant fromhuman nature,
since they are against reason. Hence it is clear that habits are
distinguished specifically by the difference of good and bad.
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Secondly, habits are distinguished in relation to nature,
from the fact that one habit disposes to an act that is suitable to
a lower nature, while another habit disposes to an act befitting
a higher nature. And thus human virtue, which disposes to an
act befitting human nature, is distinct from godlike or heroic
virtue, which disposes to an act befitting some higher nature.

Reply to Objection 1. e same habit may be about con-
traries in so far as contraries agree in one common aspect.
Never, however, does it happen that contrary habits are in
one species: since contrariety of habits follows contrariety of
aspect. Accordingly habits are divided into good and bad,
namely, inasmuch as one habit is good, and another bad; but
not by reason of one habit being something good, and another
about something bad.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not the goodwhich is common
to every being, that is a difference constituting the species of a
habit; but some determinate good by reason of suitability to
some determinate, viz. the human, nature. In like manner the
evil that constitutes a difference of habits is not a pure priva-
tion, but something determinate repugnant to a determinate
nature.

Reply toObjection 3. Several good habits about one same
specific thing are distinct in reference to their suitability to var-
ious natures, as stated above. But several bad habits in respect
of one action are distinct in reference to their diverse repug-
nance to that which is in keeping with nature: thus, various
vices about one same matter are contrary to one virtue.

Ia IIae q. 54 a. 4Whether one habit is made up of many habits?

Objection 1. It would seem that one habit is made up of
many habits. For whatever is engendered, not at once, but lit-
tle by little, seems to be made up of several parts. But a habit is
engendered, not at once, but little by little out of several acts,
as stated above (q. 51, a. 3). erefore one habit is made up of
several.

Objection 2. Further, a whole is made up of its parts. Now
many parts are assigned to one habit: thus Tully assigns many
parts of fortitude, temperance, and other virtues. erefore
one habit is made up of many.

Objection 3. Further, one conclusion suffices both for an
act and for a habit of scientific knowledge. But many conclu-
sions belong to but one science, to geometry, for instance, or
to arithmetic. erefore one habit is made up of many.

On the contrary, A habit, since it is a quality, is a simple
form. But nothing simple is made up of many. erefore one
habit is not made up of many.

I answer that, A habit directed to operation, such as we
are chiefly concernedwith at present, is a perfectionof a power.
Nowevery perfection should be in proportionwith thatwhich
it perfects. Hence, just as a power, while it is one, extends to
many things, in so far as they have something in common, i.e.
some general objective aspect, so also a habit extends to many
things, in so far as they are related to one, for instance, to some
specific objective aspect, or to one nature, or to one principle,
as was clearly stated above (Aa. 2,3).

If then we consider a habit as to the extent of its object,
we shall find a certain multiplicity therein. But since this mul-
tiplicity is directed to one thing, on which the habit is chiefly
intent, hence it is that a habit is a simple quality, not composed
to several habits, even though it extend to many things. For a
habit does not extend to many things save in relation to one,
whence it derives its unity.

Reply to Objection 1. at a habit is engendered little by
little, is due, not to one part being engendered aer another,
but to the fact that the subject does not acquire all at once a
firm and difficultly changeable disposition; and also to the fact
that it begins by being imperfectly in the subject, and is grad-
ually perfected. e same applies to other qualities.

Reply to Objection 2. e parts which are assigned to
each cardinal virtue, are not integral parts that combine to
form a whole; but subjective or potential parts, as we shall ex-
plain further on (q. 57, a. 6, ad 4; IIa IIae, q. 48).

Reply to Objection 3. In any science, he who acquires,
by demonstration, scientific knowledge of one conclusion, has
the habit indeed, yet imperfectly. And when he obtains, by
demonstration, the scientific knowledge of another conclu-
sion, no additional habit is engendered in him: but the habit
which was in him previously is perfected, forasmuch as it has
increased in extent; because the conclusions and demonstra-
tions of one science are coordinate, and one flows from an-
other.
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F P   S P, Q 55
Of the Virtues, As to eir Essence

(In Four Articles)

We come now to the consideration of habits specifically. And since habits, as we have said (q. 54, a. 3), are divided into good
and bad, we must speak in the first place of good habits, which are virtues, and of other matters connected with them, namely
the Gis, Beatitudes and Fruits; in the second place, of bad habits, namely of vices and sins. Now five things must be considered
about virtues: (1) the essence of virtue; (2) its subject; (3) the division of virtue; (4) the cause of virtue; (5) certain properties
of virtue.

Under the first head, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether human virtue is a habit?
(2) Whether it is an operative habit?
(3) Whether it is a good habit?
(4) Of the definition of virtue.

Ia IIae q. 55 a. 1Whether human virtue is a habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that human virtue is not a
habit: For virtue is “the limit of power” (DeCoelo i, text. 116).
But the limit of anything is reducible to the genus of that of
which it is the limit; as a point is reducible to the genus of line.
erefore virtue is reducible to the genus of power, and not to
the genus of habit.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii)*
that “virtue is good use of free-will.” But use of free-will is an
act. erefore virtue is not a habit, but an act.

Objection 3. Further, we do not merit by our habits, but
by our actions: otherwise a manwouldmerit continually, even
while asleep. But we do merit by our virtues. erefore virtues
are not habits, but acts.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl.
xv) that “virtue is the order of love,” and (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 30)
that “the ordering which is called virtue consists in enjoying
what we ought to enjoy, and using what we ought to use.”Now
order, or ordering, denominates either an action or a relation.
erefore virtue is not a habit, but an action or a relation.

Objection 5. Further, just as there are human virtues, so
are there natural virtues. But natural virtues are not habits, but
powers. Neither therefore are human virtues habits.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Categor. vi) that
science and virtue are habits.

I answer that, Virtue denotes a certain perfection of a
power. Now a thing’s perfection is considered chiefly in regard
to its end. But the end of power is act.Wherefore power is said
to be perfect, according as it is determinate to its act.

Now there are some powers which of themselves are de-
terminate to their acts; for instance, the active natural powers.
And therefore these natural powers are in themselves called
virtues. But the rational powers, which are proper to man, are

not determinate to one particular action, but are inclined in-
differently tomany: and they are determinate to acts bymeans
of habits, as is clear from what we have said above (q. 49, a. 4 ).
erefore human virtues are habits.

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes we give the name of a
virtue to that to which the virtue is directed, namely, either to
its object, or to its act: for instance, we give the name Faith, to
that which we believe, or to the act of believing, as also to the
habit by which we believe. When therefore we say that “virtue
is the limit of power,” virtue is taken for the object of virtue.
For the furthest point to which a power can reach, is said to
be its virtue; for instance, if a man can carry a hundredweight
and not more, his virtue† is put at a hundredweight, and not
at sixty. But the objection takes virtue as being essentially the
limit of power.

Reply toObjection 2. Good use of free-will is said to be a
virtue, in the same sense as above (ad 1); that is to say, because
it is that to which virtue is directed as to its proper act. For the
act of virtue is nothing else than the good use of free-will.

Reply to Objection 3. We are said to merit by something
in two ways. First, as by merit itself, just as we are said to run
by running; and thus we merit by acts. Secondly, we are said
tomerit by something as by the principle whereby wemerit, as
we are said to run by themotive power; and thus are we said to
merit by virtues and habits.

Reply to Objection 4. When we say that virtue is the or-
der or ordering of love, we refer to the end to which virtue is
ordered: because in us love is set in order by virtue.

Reply to Objection 5. Natural powers are of themselves
determinate to one act: not so the rational powers. And so
there is no comparison, as we have said.

* Retract. ix; cf. De Lib. Arb. ii, 19. † In English we should say ‘strength,’ which is the original signification of the Latin ‘virtus’: thus we speak of an engine
being so many horse-power, to indicate its ‘strength’.
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Ia IIae q. 55 a. 2Whether human virtue is an operative habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not essential to hu-
man virtue to be an operative habit. For Tully says (Tuscul. iv)
that as health and beauty belong to the body, so virtue belongs
to the soul. But health and beauty are not operative habits.
erefore neither is virtue.

Objection 2. Further, in natural things we find virtue not
only in reference to act, but also in reference to being: as is clear
from the Philosopher (De Coelo i), since some have a virtue
to be always, while some have a virtue to be not always, but at
some definite time. Now as natural virtue is in natural things,
so is human virtue in rational beings. erefore also human
virtue is referred not only to act, but also to being.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Phys. vii, text.
17) that virtue “is the disposition of a perfect thing to that
which is best.” Now the best thing to which man needs to be
disposed by virtue is God Himself, as Augustine proves (De
Moribus Eccl. 3,6, 14) to Whom the soul is disposed by being
made like to Him. erefore it seems that virtue is a quality of
the soul in reference toGod, likening it, as it were, toHim; and
not in reference to operation. It is not, therefore, an operative
habit.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6) says that
“virtue of a thing is that which makes its work good.”

I answer that, Virtue, from the very nature of the word,
implies some perfection of power, as we have said above (a. 1).
Wherefore, since power* is of two kinds, namely, power in ref-
erence to being, and power in reference to act; the perfection
of each of these is called virtue. But power in reference to be-
ing is on the part of matter, which is potential being, whereas
power in reference to act, is on the part of the form, which is
the principle of action, since everything acts in so far as it is in
act.

Now man is so constituted that the body holds the place
of matter, the soul that of form. e body, indeed, man has
in common with other animals; and the same is to be said of
the forces which are common to the soul and body: and only
those forces which are proper to the soul, namely, the rational
forces, belong to man alone. And therefore, human virtue, of
which we are speaking now, cannot belong to the body, but
belongs only to that which is proper to the soul. Wherefore
human virtue does not imply reference to being, but rather to
act. Consequently it is essential to human virtue to be an op-
erative habit.

Reply to Objection 1. Mode of action follows on the dis-
position of the agent: for such as a thing is, such is its act. And
therefore, since virtue is the principle of some kind of opera-
tion, there must needs pre-exist in the operator in respect of
virtue some corresponding disposition. Now virtue causes an
ordered operation. erefore virtue itself is an ordered dispo-
sition of the soul, in so far as, to wit, the powers of the soul are
in some way ordered to one another, and to that which is out-
side. Hence virtue, inasmuch as it is a suitable disposition of
the soul, is like health and beauty, which are suitable disposi-
tions of the body. But this does not hinder virtue from being a
principle of operation.

Reply to Objection 2. Virtue which is referred to being
is not proper to man; but only that virtue which is referred to
works of reason, which are proper to man.

Reply to Objection 3. As God’s substance is His act, the
highest likeness ofman toGod is in respect of some operation.
Wherefore, as we have said above (q. 3, a. 2), happiness or bliss
by which man is made most perfectly conformed to God, and
which is the end of human life, consists in an operation.

Ia IIae q. 55 a. 3Whether human virtue is a good habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not essential to virtue
that it should be a good habit. For sin is always taken in a
bad sense. But there is a virtue even of sin; according to 1
Cor. 15:56: “e virtue [Douay: ‘strength’] of sin is the Law.”
erefore virtue is not always a good habit.

Objection 2. Further, Virtue corresponds to power. But
power is not only referred to good, but also to evil: according
to Is. 5: “Woe to you that are mighty to drink wine, and stout
men at drunkenness.” erefore virtue also is referred to good
and evil.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Apostle (2 Cor.
12:9): “Virtue [Douay: ‘power’] is made perfect in infirmity.”
But infirmity is an evil. erefore virtue is referred not only to
good, but also to evil.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl. vi):

“Noone candoubt that virtuemakes the soul exceeding good”:
and the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6): “Virtue is that which
makes its possessor good, and his work good likewise.”

I answer that, As we have said above (a. 1), virtue implies
a perfection of power: wherefore the virtue of a thing is fixed
by the limit of its power (De Coelo i). Now the limit of any
power must needs be good: for all evil implies defect; where-
foreDionysius says (Div.Hom. ii) that every evil is a weakness.
And for this reason the virtue of a thing must be regarded in
reference to good. erefore human virtue which is an opera-
tive habit, is a good habit, productive of good works.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as bad things are said
metaphorically to be perfect, so are they said to be good: for
we speak of a perfect thief or robber; and of a good thief or
robber, as the Philosopher explains (Metaph. v, text. 21). In

* e one Latin word ‘potentia’ is rendered ‘potentiality’ in the first case, and
‘power’ in the second.
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this way therefore virtue is applied to evil things: so that the
“virtue” of sin is said to be law, in so far as occasionally sin is
aggravated through the law, so as to attain to the limit of its
possibility.

Reply to Objection 2. e evil of drunkenness and exces-
sive drink, consists in a falling away from the order of reason.
Now it happens that, together with this falling away from rea-
son, some lower power is perfect in reference to that which be-
longs to its own kind, even in direct opposition to reason, or

with some falling away therefrom. But the perfection of that
power, since it is compatible with a falling away from reason,
cannot be called a human virtue.

Reply toObjection 3. Reason is shown to be so much the
more perfect, according as it is able to overcome or endure
more easily the weakness of the body and of the lower powers.
And therefore human virtue, which is attributed to reason, is
said to be “made perfect in infirmity,” not of the reason indeed,
but of the body and of the lower powers.

Ia IIae q. 55 a. 4Whether virtue is suitably defined?

Objection 1. It would seem that the definition, usually
given, of virtue, is not suitable, to wit: “Virtue is a good qual-
ity of the mind, by which we live righteously, of which no one
can make bad use, which God works in us, without us.” For
virtue is man’s goodness, since virtue it is that makes its sub-
ject good. But goodness does not seem to be good, as neither
is whiteness white. It is therefore unsuitable to describe virtue
as a “good quality.”

Objection 2. Further, no difference is more common than
its genus; since it is that which divides the genus. But good is
more common than quality, since it is convertible with being.
erefore “good” should not be put in the definition of virtue,
as a difference of quality.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 3):
“When we come across anything that is not common to us
and the beasts of the field, it is something appertaining to the
mind.” But there are virtues even of the irrational parts; as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 10). Every virtue, therefore, is not
a good quality “of the mind.”

Objection 4. Further, righteousness seems to belong to
justice; whence the righteous are called just. But justice is a
species of virtue. It is therefore unsuitable to put “righteous”
in the definition of virtue, when we say that virtue is that “by
which we live righteously.”

Objection 5. Further, whoever is proud of a thing, makes
bad use of it. But many are proud of virtue, for Augustine says
in his Rule, that “pride lies in wait for good works in order to
slay them.” It is untrue, therefore, “that no one can make bad
use of virtue.”

Objection 6. Further, man is justified by virtue. But Au-
gustine commenting on Jn. 15:11: “He shall do greater things
than these,” says*: “He who created thee without thee, will not
justify thee without thee.” It is therefore unsuitable to say that
“God works virtue in us, without us.”

On the contrary, We have the authority of Augustine
from whose words this definition is gathered, and principally
in De Libero Arbitrio ii, 19.

I answer that, is definition comprises perfectly the
whole essential notion of virtue. For the perfect essential no-
tion of anything is gathered from all its causes. Now the above

definition comprises all the causes of virtue. For the formal
cause of virtue, as of everything, is gathered from its genus and
difference, when it is defined as “a good quality”: for “quality”
is the genus of virtue, and the difference, “good.” But the def-
inition would be more suitable if for “quality” we substitute
“habit,” which is the proximate genus.

Now virtue has no matter “out of which” it is formed, as
neither has any other accident; but it hasmatter “aboutwhich”
it is concerned, andmatter “in which” it exits, namely, the sub-
ject. e matter about which virtue is concerned is its object,
and this could not be included in the above definition, because
the object fixes the virtue to a certain species, and here we are
giving the definition of virtue in general. And so for material
cause we have the subject, which is mentioned when we say
that virtue is a good quality “of the mind.”

e end of virtue, since it is an operative habit, is opera-
tion. But it must be observed that some operative habits are
always referred to evil, as vicious habits: others are sometimes
referred to good, sometimes to evil; for instance, opinion is re-
ferred both to the true and to the untrue: whereas virtue is a
habit which is always referred to good: and so the distinction
of virtue from those habits which are always referred to evil,
is expressed in the words “by which we live righteously”: and
its distinction from those habits which are sometimes directed
unto good, sometimes unto evil, in the words, “of which no
one makes bad use.”

Lastly,God is the efficient cause of infused virtue, towhich
this definition applies; and this is expressed in the words
“which God works in us without us.” If we omit this phrase,
the remainder of the definition will apply to all virtues in gen-
eral, whether acquired or infused.

Reply to Objection 1. at which is first seized by the in-
tellect is being: wherefore everything that we apprehend we
consider as being, and consequently as gone, and as good,
which are convertible with being. Wherefore we say that
essence is being and is one and is good; and that oneness is
being and one and good: and in like manner goodness. But
this is not the casewith specific forms, aswhiteness and health;
for everything thatwe apprehend, is not apprehendedwith the
notion of white and healthy. We must, however, observe that,

* Tract. xxvii in Joan.: Serm. xv de Verb. Ap. 11.
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as accidents and non-subsistent forms are called beings, not as
if they themselves had being, but because things are by them;
so also are they called good or one, not by some distinct good-
ness or oneness, but because by them something is good or one.
So also is virtue called good, because by it something is good.

Reply to Objection 2. Good, which is put in the defini-
tion of virtue, is not good in general which is convertible with
being, and which extends further than quality, but the good
as fixed by reason, with regard to which Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv) “that the good of the soul is to be in accord with rea-
son.”

Reply to Objection 3. Virtue cannot be in the irrational
part of the soul, except in so far as this participates in the reason
(Ethic. i, 13). And therefore reason, or the mind, is the proper
subject of virtue.

Reply to Objection 4. Justice has a righteousness of its
own by which it puts those outward things right which come

into humanuse, and are the propermatter of justice, aswe shall
show further on (q. 60, a. 2; IIa IIae, q. 58, a. 8). But the righ-
teousness which denotes order to a due end and to the Divine
law, which is the rule of the human will, as stated above (q. 19,
a. 4), is common to all virtues.

Reply to Objection 5. One can make bad use of a virtue
objectively, for instance by having evil thoughts about a virtue,
e.g. by hating it, or by being proud of it: but one cannot make
bad use of virtue as principle of action, so that an act of virtue
be evil.

Reply to Objection 6. Infused virtue is caused in us by
Godwithout any action on our part, but not without our con-
sent. is is the sense of the words, “which God works in us
without us.” As to those things which are done by us, God
causes them in us, yet not without action on our part, for He
works in every will and in every nature.

791



F P   S P, Q 56
Of the Subject of Virtue

(In Six Articles)

We now have to consider the subject of virtue, about which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the subject of virtue is a power of the soul?
(2) Whether one virtue can be in several powers?
(3) Whether the intellect can be the subject of virtue?
(4) Whether the irascible and concupiscible faculties can be the subject of virtue?
(5) Whether the sensitive powers of apprehension can be the subject of virtue?
(6) Whether the will can be the subject of virtue?

Ia IIae q. 56 a. 1Whether the subject of virtue is a power of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the subject of virtue is
not a power of the soul. For Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii,
19) that “virtue is that by which we live righteously.” But we
live by the essence of the soul, and not by a power of the soul.
erefore virtue is not a power, but in the essence of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6)
that “virtue is that which makes its possessor good, and his
work good likewise.” But as work is set up by power, so he that
has a virtue is set up by the essence of the soul.erefore virtue
does not belong to the power, any more than to the essence of
the soul.

Objection 3. Further, power is in the second species of
quality. But virtue is a quality, as we have said above (q. 55,
a. 4): and quality is not the subject of quality. erefore a
power of the soul is not the subject of virtue.

On the contrary, “Virtue is the limit of power” (DeCoelo
ii). But the limit is in that of which it is the limit. erefore
virtue is in a power of the soul.

I answer that, It can be proved in three ways that virtue
belongs to a power of the soul. First, from the notion of the
very essence of virtue, which implies perfection of a power;
for perfection is in that which it perfects. Secondly, from the
fact that virtue is an operative habit, as we have said above
(q. 55, a. 2): for all operation proceeds from the soul through a

power.irdly, from the fact that virtue disposes to that which
is best: for the best is the end, which is either a thing’s opera-
tion, or something acquired by an operation proceeding from
the thing’s power. erefore a power of the soul is the subject
of virtue.

Reply toObjection 1. “To live”may be taken in twoways.
Sometimes it is taken for the very existence of the living thing:
in this way it belongs to the essence of the soul, which is the
principle of existence in the living thing. But sometimes “to
live” is taken for the operation of the living thing: in this sense,
by virtuewe live righteously, inasmuch as by virtuewe perform
righteous actions.

Reply to Objection 2. Good is either the end, or some-
thing referred to the end. And therefore, since the good of the
worker consists in the work, this fact also, that virtue makes
the worker good, is referred to the work, and consequently, to
the power.

Reply to Objection 3. One accident is said to be the sub-
ject of another, not as though one accident could uphold an-
other; but because one accident inheres to substance bymeans
of another, as color to the body bymeans of the surface; so that
surface is said to be the subject of color. In this way a power of
the soul is said to be the subject of virtue.

Ia IIae q. 56 a. 2Whether one virtue can be in several powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that one virtue can be in sev-
eral powers. For habits are known by their acts. But one act
proceeds in variousway fromseveral powers: thuswalkingpro-
ceeds from the reason as directing, from the will as moving,
and from the motive power as executing. erefore also one
habit can be in several powers.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 4)
that three things are required for virtue, namely: “to know, to
will, and to work steadfastly.” But “to know” belongs to the in-
tellect, and “to will” belongs to the will. erefore virtue can
be in several powers.

Objection 3. Further, prudence is in the reason since it is
“the right reason of things to be done” (Ethic. vi, 5). And it is
also in the will: for it cannot exist together with a perverse will
(Ethic. vi, 12). erefore one virtue can be in two powers.

On the contrary, e subject of virtue is a power of the
soul. But the same accident cannot be in several subjects.
erefore one virtue cannot be in several powers of the soul.

I answer that, It happens in twoways that one thing is sub-
jected in two. First, so that it is in both on an equal footing.
In this way it is impossible for one virtue to be in two pow-
ers: since diversity of powers follows the generic conditions of
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the objects, while diversity of habits follows the specific con-
ditions thereof: and so wherever there is diversity of powers,
there is diversity of habits; but not vice versa. In another way
one thing can be subjected in two or more, not on an equal
footing, but in a certain order. And thus one virtue can belong
to several powers, so that it is in one chiefly, while it extends to
others by a kind of diffusion, or by way of a disposition, in so
far as one power is moved by another, and one power receives
from another.

Reply to Objection 1. One act cannot belong to several
powers equally, and in the same degree; but only from differ-
ent points of view, and in various degrees.

Reply to Objection 2. “To know” is a condition required
for moral virtue, inasmuch as moral virtue works according to
right reason. But moral virtue is essentially in the appetite.

Reply to Objection 3. Prudence is really subjected in rea-
son: but it presupposes as its principle the rectitude of the will,
as we shall see further on (a. 3; q. 57, a. 4).

Ia IIae q. 56 a. 3Whether the intellect can be the subject of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellect is not the
subject of virtue. For Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl. xv)
that all virtue is love. But the subject of love is not the intel-
lect, but the appetitive power alone. erefore no virtue is in
the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, virtue is referred to good, as is clear
from what has been said above (q. 55, a. 3). Now good is not
the object of the intellect, but of the appetitive power. ere-
fore the subject of virtue is not the intellect, but the appetitive
power.

Objection 3. Further, virtue is that “which makes its pos-
sessor good,” as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6). But the habit
which perfects the intellect does not make its possessor good:
since a man is not said to be a good man on account of his
science or his art. erefore the intellect is not the subject of
virtue.

On the contrary, e mind is chiefly called the intellect.
But the subject of virtue is themind, as is clear from the defini-
tion, above given, of virtue (q. 55, a. 4). erefore the intellect
is the subject of virtue.

I answer that, As we have said above (q. 55, a. 3), a virtue
is a habit by which we work well. Now a habit may be directed
to a good act in two ways. First, in so far as by the habit a man
acquires an aptness to a good act; for instance, by the habit of
grammar man has the aptness to speak correctly. But grammar
does notmake aman always speak correctly: for a grammarian
may be guilty of a barbarism or make a solecism: and the case
is the same with other sciences and arts. Secondly, a habit may
confer not only aptness to act, but also the right use of that apt-
ness: for instance, justice not only gives man the prompt will
to do just actions, but also makes him act justly.

And since good, and, in like manner, being, is said of a
thing simply, in respect, not of what it is potentially, but of
what it is actually: therefore from having habits of the latter
sort, man is said simply to do good, and to be good; for in-
stance, because he is just, or temperate; and in like manner
as regards other such virtues. And since virtue is that “which
makes its possessor good, and his work good likewise,” these
latter habits are called virtuous simply: because they make the
work to be actually good, and the subject good simply. But
the first kind of habits are not called virtues simply: because

they do not make the work good except in regard to a cer-
tain aptness, nor do theymake their possessor good simply. For
through being gied in science or art, a man is said to be good,
not simply, but relatively; for instance, a good grammarian or
a good smith. And for this reason science and art are oen di-
vided against virtue;while at other times they are called virtues
(Ethic. vi, 2).

Hence the subject of a habitwhich is called a virtue in a rel-
ative sense, can be the intellect, andnot only the practical intel-
lect, but also the speculative, without any reference to the will:
for thus the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 3) holds that science, wis-
dom and understanding, and also art, are intellectual virtues.
But the subject of a habit which is called a virtue simply, can
only be the will, or some power in so far as it is moved by the
will. And the reason of this is, that the will moves to their acts
all those other powers that are in someway rational, as we have
said above (q. 9, a. 1; q. 17, Aa. 1,5; Ia, q. 82, a. 4): and there-
fore if man do well actually, this is because he has a good will.
erefore the virtue which makes a man to do well actually,
and not merely to have the aptness to do well, must be either
in the will itself; or in some power as moved by the will.

Now it happens that the intellect is moved by the will, just
as are the other powers: for a man considers something actu-
ally, because he wills to do so. And therefore the intellect, in so
far as it is subordinate to the will, can be the subject of virtue
absolutely so called. And in this way the speculative intellect,
or the reason, is the subject of Faith: for the intellect is moved
by the command of thewill to assent towhat is of faith: for “no
man believeth, unless hewill”*. But the practical intellect is the
subject of prudence. For since prudence is the right reason of
things to be done, it is a condition thereof that man be rightly
disposed in regard to the principles of this reason of things to
be done, that is in regard to their ends, to which man is rightly
disposed by the rectitude of the will, just as to the principles
of speculative truth he is rightly disposed by the natural light
of the active intellect. And therefore as the subject of science,
which is the right reason of speculative truths, is the specula-
tive intellect in its relation to the active intellect, so the subject
of prudence is the practical intellect in its relation to the right
will.

Reply toObjection 1.e saying of Augustine is to be un-
* Augustine: Tract. xxvi in Joan.
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derstood of virtue simply so called: not that every virtue is love
simply: but that it depends in some way on love, in so far as it
depends on the will, whose first movement consists in love, as
we have said above (q. 25, Aa. 1,2,3; q. 27, a. 4; Ia, q. 20, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 2. e good of each thing is its end:
and therefore, as truth is the end of the intellect, so to know

truth is the good act of the intellect. Whence the habit, which
perfects the intellect in regard to the knowledge of truth,
whether speculative or practical, is a virtue.

Reply toObjection3.is objection considers virtue sim-
ply so called.

Ia IIae q. 56 a. 4Whether the irascible and concupiscible powers are the subject of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that the irascible and con-
cupiscible powers cannot be the subject of virtue. For these
powers are common to us and dumb animals. But we are now
speaking of virtue as proper to man, since for this reason it
is called human virtue. It is therefore impossible for human
virtue to be in the irascible and concupiscible powerswhich are
parts of the sensitive appetite, as we have said in the Ia, q. 81,
a. 2.

Objection 2. Further, the sensitive appetite is a power
which makes use of a corporeal organ. But the good of virtue
cannot be in man’s body: for the Apostle says (Rom. 7): “I
know that good does not dwell inmy flesh.”erefore the sen-
sitive appetite cannot be the subject of virtue.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine proves (De Moribus
Eccl. v) that virtue is not in the body but in the soul, for the
reason that the body is ruled by the soul: wherefore it is en-
tirely due to his soul that a man make good use of his body:
“For instance, if my coachman, through obedience to my or-
ders, guides well the horses which he is driving; this is all due
to me.” But just as the soul rules the body, so also does the rea-
son rule the sensitive appetite. erefore that the irascible and
concupiscible powers are rightly ruled, is entirely due to the
rational powers. Now “virtue is that by which we live rightly,”
as we have said above (q. 55, a. 4). erefore virtue is not in
the irascible and concupiscible powers, but only in the ratio-
nal powers.

Objection 4. Further, “the principal act of moral virtue is
choice” (Ethic. viii, 13). Now choice is not an act of the irasci-
ble and concupiscible powers, but of the rational power, as we
have said above (q. 13, a. 2). erefore moral virtue is not in
the irascible and concupiscible powers, but in the reason.

On the contrary, Fortitude is assigned to the irascible
power, and temperance to the concupiscible power. Whence
the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 10) says that “these virtues belong
to the irrational part of the soul.”

I answer that, e irascible and concupiscible powers can
be considered in two ways. First, in themselves, in so far as
they are parts of the sensitive appetite: and in this way they
are not competent to be the subject of virtue. Secondly, they
can be considered as participating in the reason, from the fact
that they have a natural aptitude to obey reason. And thus the
irascible or concupiscible power can be the subject of human
virtue: for, in so far as it participates in the reason, it is the prin-
ciple of a human act.And to these powerswemust needs assign

virtues.
For it is clear that there are some virtues in the irascible and

concupiscible powers. Because an act, which proceeds from
one power according as it is moved by another power, can-
not be perfect, unless both powers be well disposed to the act:
for instance, the act of a crasman cannot be successful unless
both the crasman and his instrument be well disposed to act.
erefore in the matter of the operations of the irascible and
concupiscible powers, according as they are moved by reason,
there must needs be some habit perfecting in respect of acting
well, not only the reason, but also the irascible and concupisci-
ble powers.And since the gooddisposition of the powerwhich
moves through being moved, depends on its conformity with
the power that moves it: therefore the virtue which is in the
irascible and concupiscible powers is nothing else but a certain
habitual conformity of these powers to reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e irascible and concupiscible
powers considered in themselves, as parts of the sensitive ap-
petite, are common to us and dumb animals. But in so far as
they are rational by participation, and are obedient to the rea-
son, they are proper to man. And in this way they can be the
subject of human virtue.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as human flesh has not of itself
the good of virtue, but is made the instrument of a virtuous
act, inasmuch as being moved by reason, we “yield our mem-
bers to serve justice”; so also, the irascible and concupiscible
powers, of themselves indeed, have not the good of virtue, but
rather the infection of the “fomes”: whereas, inasmuch as they
are in conformity with reason, the good of reason is begotten
in them.

Reply to Objection 3. e body is ruled by the soul, and
the irascible and concupiscible powers by the reason, but in
differentways. For the body obeys the soul blindlywithout any
contradiction, in those things inwhich it has a natural aptitude
to be moved by the soul: whence the Philosopher says (Polit.
i, 3) that the “soul rules the body with a despotic command”
as themaster rules his slave: wherefore the entiremovement of
the body is referred to the soul. For this reason virtue is not in
the body, but in the soul. But the irascible and concupiscible
powers do not obey the reason blindly; on the contrary, they
have their own proper movements, by which, at times, they go
against reason, whence the Philosopher says (Polit. i, 3) that
the “reason rules the irascible and concupiscible powers by a
political command” such as that by which free men are ruled,
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who have in some respects a will of their own. And for this
reason alsomust there be some virtues in the irascible and con-
cupiscible powers, by which these powers are well disposed to
act.

Reply to Objection 4. In choice there are two things,
namely, the intention of the end, and this belongs to themoral
virtue; and the preferential choice of that which is unto the

end, and this belongs to prudence (Ethic. vi, 2,5). But that the
irascible and concupiscible powers have a right intentionof the
end in regard to the passions of the soul, is due to the good dis-
position of these powers. And therefore those moral virtues
which are concerned with the passions are in the irascible and
concupiscible powers, but prudence is in the reason.

Ia IIae q. 56 a. 5Whether the sensitive powers of apprehension are the subject of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is possible for virtue
to be in the interior sensitive powers of apprehension. For the
sensitive appetite can be the subject of virtue, in so far as it
obeys reason. But the interior sensitive powers of apprehen-
sion obey reason: for the powers of imagination, of cogitation,
and of memory* act at the command of reason. erefore in
these powers there can be virtue.

Objection 2. Further, as the rational appetite, which is the
will, can be hindered or helped in its act, by the sensitive ap-
petite, so also can the intellect or reason be hindered or helped
by the powers mentioned above. As, therefore, there can be
virtue in the interior powers of appetite, so also can there be
virtue in the interior powers of apprehension.

Objection 3. Further, prudence is a virtue, of which Ci-
cero (De Invent. Rhetor. ii) says that memory is a part. ere-
fore also in the power of memory there can be a virtue: and
in like manner, in the other interior sensitive powers of appre-
hension.

On the contrary, All virtues are either intellectual or
moral (Ethic. ii, 1). Now all the moral virtues are in the ap-
petite; while the intellectual virtues are in the intellect or rea-
son, as is clear from Ethic. vi, 1. erefore there is no virtue in
the interior sensitive powers of apprehension.

I answer that, In the interior sensitive powers of apprehen-
sion there are some habits. And this is made clear principally
from what the Philosopher says (De Memoria ii), that “in re-
membering one thing aer another, we become used to it; and
use is a second nature.” Now a habit of use is nothing else than
a habit acquired by use, which is like unto nature. Wherefore
Tully says of virtue in his Rhetoric that “it is a habit like a sec-
ond nature in accord with reason.” Yet, in man, that which he

acquires by use, in his memory and other sensitive powers of
apprehension, is not a habit properly so called, but something
annexed to the habits of the intellective faculty, as we have said
above (q. 50, a. 4, ad 3).

Nevertheless even if there be habits in such powers, they
cannot be virtues. For virtue is a perfect habit, by which it
never happens that anything but good is done: and so virtue
must needs be in that powerwhich consummates the good act.
But the knowledge of truth is not consummated in the sensi-
tive powers of apprehension: for such powers prepare the way
to the intellective knowledge. And therefore in these powers
there are none of the virtues, by which we know truth: these
are rather in the intellect or reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e sensitive appetite is related to
the will, which is the rational appetite, through being moved
by it. And therefore the act of the appetitive power is consum-
mated in the sensitive appetite: and for this reason the sensitive
appetite is the subject of virtue. Whereas the sensitive pow-
ers of apprehension are related to the intellect rather through
moving it; for the reason that the phantasms are related to the
intellective soul, as colors to sight (DeAnima iii, text. 18).And
therefore the act of knowledge is terminated in the intellect;
and for this reason the cognoscitive virtues are in the intellect
itself, or the reason.

And thus ismade clear the Reply to the SecondObjection.
Reply to Objection 3. Memory is not a part of prudence,

as species is of a genus, as though memory were a virtue prop-
erly so called: but one of the conditions required for prudence
is a good memory; so that, in a fashion, it is aer the manner
of an integral part.

Ia IIae q. 56 a. 6Whether the will can be the subject of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not the subject
of virtue. Because no habit is required for that which belongs
to a power by reason of its very nature. But since the will is in
the reason, it is of the very essence of the will, according to the
Philosopher (De Anima iii, text. 42), to tend to that which is
good, according to reason. And to this good every virtue is or-
dered, since everything naturally desires its own proper good;
for virtue, as Tully says in his Rhetoric, is a “habit like a second

nature in accordwith reason.”erefore thewill is not the sub-
ject of virtue.

Objection 2. Further, every virtue is either intellectual or
moral (Ethic. i, 13; ii, 1). But intellectual virtue is subjected in
the intellect and reason, and not in thewill: whilemoral virtue
is subjected in the irascible and concupiscible powers which
are rational by participation. erefore no virtue is subjected
in the will.

* Cf. Ia, q. 78, a. 4.
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Objection 3. Further, all human acts, to which virtues are
ordained, are voluntary. If therefore there be a virtue in thewill
in respect of some human acts, in like manner there will be a
virtue in the will in respect of all human acts. Either, therefore,
there will be no virtue in any other power, or there will be two
virtues ordained to the same act, which seems unreasonable.
erefore the will cannot be the subject of virtue.

On the contrary, Greater perfection is required in the
mover than in the moved. But the will moves the irascible and
concupiscible powers. Much more therefore should there be
virtue in the will than in the irascible and concupiscible pow-
ers.

I answer that, Since the habit perfects the power in ref-
erence to act, then does the power need a habit perfecting it
unto doing well, which habit is a virtue, when the power’s own
proper nature does not suffice for the purpose.

Now the proper nature of a power is seen in its relation to
its object. Since, therefore, as we have said above (q. 19, a. 3),
the object of thewill is the good of reason proportionate to the
will, in respect of this thewill does not need a virtue perfecting
it. But if man’s will is confronted with a good that exceeds its
capacity, whether as regards the whole human species, such as

Divine good, which transcends the limits of human nature, or
as regards the individual, such as the good of one’s neighbor,
then does the will need virtue. And therefore such virtues as
those which direct man’s affections to God or to his neighbor
are subjected in the will, as charity, justice, and such like.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection is true of those
virtues which are ordained to the willer’s own good; such as
temperance and fortitude, which are concerned with the hu-
man passions, and the like, as is clear from what we have said
(q. 35, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 2. Not only the irascible and concu-
piscible powers are rational by participation but “the appeti-
tive power altogether,” i.e. in its entirety (Ethic. i, 13). Now the
will is included in the appetitive power. And therefore what-
ever virtue is in the will must be a moral virtue, unless it be
theological, as we shall see later on (q. 62, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 3. Some virtues are directed to the
good of moderated passion, which is the proper good of this
or that man: and in these cases there is no need for virtue in
the will, for the nature of the power suffices for the purpose, as
we have said. is need exists only in the case of virtues which
are directed to some extrinsic good.
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F P   S P, Q 57
Of the Intellectual Virtues

(In Six Articles)

Wenowhave to consider the various kinds of virtue: and (1) the intellectual virtues; (2) themoral virtues; (3) the theological
virtues. Concerning the first there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether habits of the speculative intellect are virtues?
(2) Whether they are three, namely, wisdom, science and understanding?
(3) Whether the intellectual habit, which is art, is a virtue?
(4) Whether prudence is a virtue distinct from art?
(5) Whether prudence is a virtue necessary to man?
(6) Whether “eubulia,” “synesis” and “gnome” are virtues annexed to prudence?

Ia IIae q. 57 a. 1Whether the habits of the speculative intellect are virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that the habits of the specula-
tive intellect are not virtues. For virtue is an operative habit, as
we have said above (q. 55, a. 2). But speculative habits are not
operative: for speculative matter is distinct from practical, i.e.
operative matter. erefore the habits of the speculative intel-
lect are not virtues.

Objection 2. Further, virtue is about those things by
which man is made happy or blessed: for “happiness is the re-
ward of virtue” (Ethic. i, 9). Now intellectual habits do not
consider human acts or other human goods, by which man ac-
quires happiness, but rather things pertaining to nature or to
God. erefore such like habits cannot be called virtues.

Objection 3. Further, science is a speculative habit. But
science and virtue are distinct from one another as genera
which are not subalternate, as the Philosopher proves inTopic.
iv. erefore speculative habits are not virtues.

On the contrary, e speculative habits alone consider
necessary things which cannot be otherwise than they are.
Now the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 1) places certain intellectual
virtues in that part of the soulwhich considers necessary things
that cannot be otherwise than they are.erefore the habits of
the speculative intellect are virtues.

I answer that, Since every virtue is ordained to some good,
as stated above (q. 55, a. 3), a habit, aswe have already observed
(q. 56, a. 3),maybe called a virtue for two reasons: first, because
it confers aptness in doing good; secondly, because besides apt-
ness, it confers the right use of it.e latter condition, as above
stated (q. 55, a. 3), belongs to those habits alone which affect
the appetitive part of the soul: since it is the soul’s appetitive
power that puts all the powers and habits to their respective
uses.

Since, then, the habits of the speculative intellect do not
perfect the appetitive part, nor affect it in any way, but only
the intellective part; theymay indeed be called virtues in so far
as they confer aptness for a good work, viz. the consideration

of truth (since this is the good work of the intellect): yet they
are not called virtues in the second way, as though they con-
ferred the right use of a power or habit. For if a man possess
a habit of speculative science, it does not follow that he is in-
clined to make use of it, but he is made able to consider the
truth in those matters of which he has scientific knowledge:
that he make use of the knowledge which he has, is due to the
motion of his will. Consequently a virtue which perfects the
will, as charity or justice, confers the right use of these specula-
tive habits. And in this way too there can bemerit in the acts of
these habits, if they be done out of charity: thus Gregory says
(Moral. vi) that the “contemplative life has greater merit than
the active life.”

Reply to Objection 1. Work is of two kinds, exterior and
interior. Accordingly the practical or active faculty which is
contrasted with the speculative faculty, is concerned with ex-
terior work, to which the speculative habit is not ordained. Yet
it is ordained to the interior act of the intellect which is to con-
sider the truth. And in this way it is an operative habit.

Reply to Objection 2. Virtue is about certain things in
twoways. In the first place a virtue is about its object. And thus
these speculative virtues are not about those things whereby
man is made happy; except perhaps, in so far as the word
“whereby” indicates the efficient cause or object of complete
happiness, i.e. God, Who is the supreme object of contempla-
tion. Secondly, a virtue is said to be about its acts: and in this
sense the intellectual virtues are about those things whereby a
man is made happy; both because the acts of these virtues can
be meritorious, as stated above, and because they are a kind of
beginning of perfect bliss, which consists in the contemplation
of truth, as we have already stated (q. 3, a. 7).

Reply to Objection 3. Science is contrasted with virtue
taken in the second sense, wherein it belongs to the appetitive
faculty.
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Ia IIae q. 57 a. 2Whether there are only three habits of the speculative intellect, viz. wisdom, science and un-
derstanding?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting to distinguish three
virtues of the speculative intellect, viz.wisdom, science andun-
derstanding. Because a species is a kind of science, as stated in
Ethic. vi, 7. erefore wisdom should not be condivided with
science among the intellectual virtues.

Objection 2.Further, in differentiating powers, habits and
acts in respect of their objects, we consider chiefly the formal
aspect of these objects, as we have already explained ( Ia, q. 77,
a. 3). erefore diversity of habits is taken, not from their ma-
terial objects, but from the formal aspect of those objects.Now
the principle of a demonstration is the formal aspect under
which the conclusion is known. erefore the understanding
of principles should not be set down as a habit or virtue dis-
tinct from the knowledge of conclusions.

Objection 3. Further, an intellectual virtue is one which
resides in the essentially rational faculty. Now even the specu-
lative reason employs the dialectic syllogism for the sake of ar-
gument, just as it employs the demonstrative syllogism.ere-
fore as science, which is the result of a demonstrative syllogism,
is set down as an intellectual virtue, so also should opinion be.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 1) reckons
these three alone as being intellectual virtues, viz. wisdom, sci-
ence and understanding.

I answer that, As already stated (a. 1), the virtues of the
speculative intellect are those which perfect the speculative in-
tellect for the consideration of truth: for this is its good work.
Now a truth is subject to a twofold consideration—as known
in itself, and as known through another. What is known in it-
self, is as a “principle,” and is at once understood by the intel-
lect: wherefore the habit that perfects the intellect for the con-
sideration of such truth is called “understanding,” which is the
habit of principles.

On the other hand, a truth which is known through an-
other, is understood by the intellect, not at once, but bymeans
of the reason’s inquiry, and is as a “term.” is may happen in
two ways: first, so that it is the last in some particular genus;
secondly, so that it is the ultimate term of all human knowl-
edge. And, since “things that are knowable last fromour stand-
point, are knowable first and chiefly in their nature” (Phys.
i, text. 2, 3); hence that which is last with respect to all hu-
man knowledge, is that which is knowable first and chiefly in
its nature. And about these is “wisdom,” which considers the
highest causes, as stated in Metaph. i, 1,2. Wherefore it rightly
judges all things and sets them in order, because there can be
no perfect and universal judgment that is not based on the first

causes. But in regard to that which is last in this or that genus
of knowable matter, it is “science” which perfects the intellect.
Wherefore according to the different kinds of knowable mat-
ter, there are different habits of scientific knowledge; whereas
there is but one wisdom.

Reply to Objection 1. Wisdom is a kind of science, in
so far as it has that which is common to all the sciences; viz.
to demonstrate conclusions from principles. But since it has
something proper to itself above the other sciences, inasmuch
as it judges of themall, not only as to their conclusions, but also
as to their first principles, therefore it is a more perfect virtue
than science.

Reply to Objection 2. When the formal aspect of the ob-
ject is referred to a power or habit by one same act, there is no
distinction of habit or power in respect of the formal aspect
and of the material object: thus it belongs to the same power
of sight to see both color, and light, which is the formal aspect
under which color is seen, and is seen at the same time as the
color. On the other hand, the principles of a demonstration
can be considered apart, without the conclusion being con-
sidered at all. Again they can be considered together with the
conclusions, since the conclusions can be deduced from them.
Accordingly, to consider the principles in this second way, be-
longs to science,which considers the conclusions also:while to
consider the principles in themselves belongs to understand-
ing.

Consequently, if we consider the point aright, these three
virtues are distinct, not as being on a par with one another,
but in a certain order. e same is to be observed in poten-
tial wholes, wherein one part is more perfect than another; for
instance, the rational soul is more perfect than the sensitive
soul; and the sensitive, than the vegetal. For it is thus that sci-
ence depends onunderstanding as on a virtue of higher degree:
and both of these depend on wisdom, as obtaining the highest
place, and containing beneath itself both understanding and
science, by judging both of the conclusions of science, and of
the principles on which they are based.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 55, Aa. 3,4), a
virtuous habit has a fixed relation to good, and is nowise refer-
able to evil. Now the good of the intellect is truth, and false-
hood is its evil. Wherefore those habits alone are called intel-
lectual virtues, whereby we tell the truth and never tell a false-
hood. But opinion and suspicion can be about both truth and
falsehood: and so, as stated in Ethic. vi, 3, they are not intellec-
tual virtues.
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Ia IIae q. 57 a. 3Whether the intellectual habit, art, is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that art is not an intellectual
virtue. For Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii, 18,19) that “no one
makes bad use of virtue.” But one may make bad use of art: for
a crasman can work badly according to the knowledge of his
art. erefore art is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, there is no virtue of a virtue. But
“there is a virtue of art,” according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
vi, 5). erefore art is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the liberal arts excel the mechanical
arts. But just as the mechanical arts are practical, so the liberal
arts are speculative.erefore, if art were an intellectual virtue,
it would have to be reckoned among the speculative virtues.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher (Ethic. vi, 3,4) says that
art is a virtue; and yet he does not reckon it among the specu-
lative virtues, which, according to him, reside in the scientific
part of the soul.

I answer that, Art is nothing else but “the right reason
about certain works to be made.” And yet the good of these
things depends, not on man’s appetitive faculty being affected
in this or that way, but on the goodness of the work done. For
a crasman, as such, is commendable, not for the will with
which he does a work, but for the quality of the work. Art,
therefore, properly speaking, is an operative habit. And yet it
has something in common with the speculative habits: since
the quality of the object considered by the latter is a matter of
concern to them also, but not how the human appetite may be
affected towards that object. For as long as the geometrician
demonstrates the truth, it matters not how his appetitive fac-
ulty may be affected, whether he be joyful or angry: even as
neither does this matter in a crasman, as we have observed.
And so art has the nature of a virtue in the same way as the
speculative habits, in so far, to wit, as neither art nor specula-
tive habit makes a good work as regards the use of the habit,

which is the property of a virtue that perfects the appetite, but
only as regards the aptness to work well.

Reply toObjection 1.When anyone endowedwith an art
produces bad workmanship, this is not the work of that art,
in fact it is contrary to the art: even as when a man lies, while
knowing the truth, his words are not in accordwith his knowl-
edge, but contrary thereto. Wherefore, just as science has al-
ways a relation to good, as stated above (a. 2, ad 3), so it is with
art: and it is for this reason that it is called a virtue. And yet it
falls short of being a perfect virtue, because it does notmake its
possessor to use it well; for which purpose something further
is requisite: although there cannot be a good use without the
art.

Reply to Objection 2. In order that man may make good
use of the art he has, he needs a good will, which is perfected
by moral virtue; and for this reason the Philosopher says that
there is a virtue of art; namely, a moral virtue, in so far as the
good use of art requires a moral virtue. For it is evident that a
crasman is inclined by justice, which rectifies his will, to do
his work faithfully.

Reply toObjection 3. Even in speculative matters there is
something by way of work: e.g. the making of a syllogism or of
a fitting speech, or the work of counting or measuring. Hence
whatever habits are ordained to such like works of the specu-
lative reason, are, by a kind of comparison, called arts indeed,
but “liberal” arts, in order to distinguish them from those arts
that are ordained to works done by the body, which arts are, in
a fashion, servile, inasmuch as the body is in servile subjection
to the soul, and man, as regards his soul, is free [liber]. On the
other hand, those sciences which are not ordained to any such
like work, are called sciences simply, and not arts. Nor, if the
liberal arts be more excellent, does it follow that the notion of
art is more applicable to them.

Ia IIae q. 57 a. 4Whether prudence is a distinct virtue from art?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is not a distinct
virtue from art. For art is the right reason about certain works.
But diversity of works does notmake a habit cease to be an art;
since there are various arts about works widely different. Since
therefore prudence is also right reason about works, it seems
that it too should be reckoned a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, prudence has more in common
with art than the speculative habits have; for they are both
“about contingent matters that may be otherwise than they
are” (Ethic. vi, 4,5). Now some speculative habits are called
arts. Much more, therefore, should prudence be called an art.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to prudence, “to be of
good counsel” (Ethic. vi, 5). But counselling takes place in cer-
tain arts also, as stated in Ethic. iii, 3, e.g. in the arts of warfare,
of seamanship, and ofmedicine.erefore prudence is not dis-

tinct from art.
On the contrary,ePhilosopher distinguishes prudence

from art (Ethic. vi, 5).
I answer that, Where the nature of virtue differs, there is

a different kind of virtue. Now it has been stated above (a. 1;
q. 56, a. 3) that some habits have the nature of virtue, through
merely conferring aptness for a good work: while some habits
are virtues, not only through conferring aptness for a good
work, but also through conferring the use. But art confers the
mere aptness for good work; since it does not regard the ap-
petite; whereas prudence confers not only aptness for a good
work, but also the use: for it regards the appetite, since it pre-
supposes the rectitude thereof.

e reason for this difference is that art is the “right rea-
son of things to be made”; whereas prudence is the “right rea-
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son of things to be done.” Now “making” and “doing” differ,
as stated in Metaph. ix, text. 16, in that “making” is an action
passing into outward matter, e.g. “to build,” “to saw,” and so
forth; whereas “doing” is an action abiding in the agent, e.g.
“to see,” “to will,” and the like. Accordingly prudence stands
in the same relation to such like human actions, consisting in
the use of powers and habits, as art does to outward making:
since each is the perfect reason about the things with which it
is concerned. But perfection and rectitude of reason in spec-
ulative matters, depend on the principles from which reason
argues; just as we have said above (a. 2, ad 2) that science de-
pends on and presupposes understanding, which is the habit
of principles. Now in human acts the end is what the princi-
ples are in speculative matters, as stated in Ethic. vii, 8. Con-
sequently, it is requisite for prudence, which is right reason
about things to be done, that man be well disposed with re-
gard to the ends: and this depends on the rectitude of his ap-
petite.Wherefore, for prudence there is need of amoral virtue,
which rectifies the appetite.On theotherhand the good things
made by art is not the good of man’s appetite, but the good
of those things themselves: wherefore art does not presuppose
rectitude of the appetite. e consequence is that more praise
is given to a crasmanwho is at faultwillingly, than to onewho

is unwillingly; whereas it is more contrary to prudence to sin
willingly than unwillingly, since rectitude of the will is essen-
tial to prudence, but not to art. Accordingly it is evident that
prudence is a virtue distinct from art.

Reply toObjection1.evarious kinds of thingsmade by
art are all external to man: hence they do not cause a different
kind of virtue. But prudence is right reason about human acts
themselves: hence it is a distinct kind of virtue, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Prudence has more in common
with art than a speculative habit has, if we consider their sub-
ject and matter: for they are both in the thinking part of the
soul, and about things thatmay be otherwise than they are. But
if we consider them as virtues, then art has more in common
with the speculative habits, as is clear fromwhat has been said.

Reply to Objection 3. Prudence is of good counsel about
matters regarding man’s entire life, and the end of human life.
But in some arts there is counsel about matters concerning the
ends proper to those arts. Hence some men, in so far as they
are good counselors in matters of warfare, or seamanship, are
said to be prudent officers or pilots, but not simply prudent:
only those are simply prudent who give good counsel about all
the concerns of life.

Ia IIae q. 57 a. 5Whether prudence is a virtue necessary to man?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is not a virtue
necessary to lead a good life. For as art is to things that are
made, of which it is the right reason, so is prudence to things
that are done, in respect of which we judge of a man’s life: for
prudence is the right reason about these things, as stated in
Ethic. vi, 5. Now art is not necessary in things that are made,
save in order that they be made, but not aer they have been
made.Neither, therefore is prudence necessary toman in order
to lead a good life, aer he has become virtuous; but perhaps
only in order that he may become virtuous.

Objection 2. Further, “It is by prudence that we are of
good counsel,” as stated inEthic. vi, 5. Butman can act not only
from his own, but also from another’s good counsel.erefore
man does not need prudence in order to lead a good life, but
it is enough that he follow the counsels of prudent men.

Objection3.Further, an intellectual virtue is one bywhich
one always tells the truth, and never a falsehood. But this does
not seem to be the case with prudence: for it is not human
never to err in taking counsel about what is to be done; since
human actions are about things that may be otherwise than
they are. Hence it is written (Wis. 9:14): “e thoughts of
mortal men are fearful, and our counsels uncertain.”erefore
it seems that prudence should not be reckoned an intellectual
virtue.

On the contrary, It is reckoned with other virtues neces-
sary for human life, when it is written (Wis. 8:7) of Divine
Wisdom: “She teacheth temperance and prudence and justice

and fortitude, which are such things as men can have nothing
more profitable in life.”

I answer that, Prudence is a virtue most necessary for hu-
man life. For a good life consists in good deeds. Now in order
to do good deeds, it matters not only what a man does, but
also how he does it; to wit, that he do it from right choice and
notmerely from impulse or passion. And, since choice is about
things in reference to the end, rectitude of choice requires two
things: namely, the due end, and something suitably ordained
to that due end.Nowman is suitably directed to his due end by
a virtue which perfects the soul in the appetitive part, the ob-
ject ofwhich is the good and the end.And to thatwhich is suit-
ably ordained to the due end man needs to be rightly disposed
by a habit in his reason, because counsel and choice, which are
about things ordained to the end, are acts of the reason. Con-
sequently an intellectual virtue is needed in the reason, to per-
fect the reason, and make it suitably affected towards things
ordained to the end; and this virtue is prudence.Consequently
prudence is a virtue necessary to lead a good life.

Reply to Objection 1. e good of an art is to be found,
not in the crasman, but in the product of the art, since art
is right reason about things to be made: for since the making
of a thing passes into external matter, it is a perfection not of
the maker, but of the thing made, even as movement is the act
of the thing moved: and art is concerned with the making of
things.On theotherhand, the goodof prudence is in the active
principle, whose activity is its perfection: for prudence is right
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reason about things to be done, as stated above (a. 4). Conse-
quently art does not require of the crasman that his act be a
good act, but that his work be good. Rather would it be nec-
essary for the thing made to act well (e.g. that a knife should
carve well, or that a saw should cut well), if it were proper to
such things to act, rather than to be acted on, because they
have not dominion over their actions. Wherefore the cras-
man needs art, not that he may live well, but that he may pro-
duce a good work of art, and have it in good keeping: whereas
prudence is necessary toman, that hemay lead a good life, and
not merely that he may be a good man.

Reply toObjection 2.When aman does a good deed, not
of his own counsel, but moved by that of another, his deed is
not yet quite perfect, as regards his reason in directing him and
his appetite in moving him. Wherefore, if he do a good deed,
he does not do well simply; and yet this is required in order
that he may lead a good life.

Reply toObjection 3.As stated in Ethic. vi, 2, truth is not
the same for the practical as for the speculative intellect. Be-
cause the truth of the speculative intellect depends on confor-
mity between the intellect and the thing. And since the intel-
lect cannot be infallibly in conformity with things in contin-
gent matters, but only in necessary matters, therefore no spec-
ulative habit about contingent things is an intellectual virtue,
but only such as is about necessary things. On the other hand,
the truth of the practical intellect depends on conformity with
right appetite. is conformity has no place in necessary mat-
ters, which are not affected by the humanwill; but only in con-
tingent matters which can be effected by us, whether they be
matters of interior action, or the products of external work.
Hence it is only about contingent matters that an intellectual
virtue is assigned to the practical intellect, viz. art, as regards
things to be made, and prudence, as regards things to be done.

Ia IIae q. 57 a. 6Whether “eubulia, synesis, and gnome” are virtues annexed to prudence?*

Objection 1. It would seem that ”εὐβουλία, σύνεσις, and
γνώμη” are unfittingly assigned as virtues annexed toprudence.
For ”εὐβουλία” is “a habit whereby we take good counsel”
(Ethic. vi, 9). Now it “belongs to prudence to take good coun-
sel,” as stated (Ethic. vi, 9). erefore ”εὐβουλία” is not a virtue
annexed to prudence, but rather is prudence itself.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to the higher to judge the
lower. e highest virtue would therefore seem to be the one
whose act is judgment. Now ”σύνεσις” enables us to judge well.
erefore ”σύνεσις” is not a virtue annexed to prudence, but
rather is a principal virtue.

Objection 3. Further, just as there are various matters to
pass judgment on, so are there different points on which one
has to take counsel. But there is one virtue referring to all mat-
ters of counsel. erefore, in order to judge well of what has
to be done, there is no need, besides ”σύνεσις” of the virtue of
”γνώμη.”

Objection 4. Further, Cicero (De Invent. Rhet. iii) men-
tions three other parts of prudence; viz. “memory of the past,
understanding of the present, and foresight of the future.”
Moreover,Macrobius (Super Somn. Scip. 1)mentions yet oth-
ers: viz. “caution, docility,” and the like.erefore it seems that
the above are not the only virtues annexed to prudence.

On the contrary, stands the authority of the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 9,10,11), who assigns these three virtues as being an-
nexed to prudence.

I answer that,Wherever several powers are subordinate to
one another, that power is the highest which is ordained to
the highest act. Now there are three acts of reason in respect of
anything done byman: the first of these is counsel; the second,
judgment; the third, command. e first two correspond to
those acts of the speculative intellect, which are inquiry and
judgment, for counsel is a kind of inquiry: but the third is

proper to the practical intellect, in so far as this is ordained
to operation; for reason does not have to command in things
that man cannot do. Now it is evident that in things done by
man, the chief act is that of command, to which all the rest
are subordinate. Consequently, that virtue which perfects the
command, viz. prudence, as obtaining the highest place, has
other secondary virtues annexed to it, viz. ”εὐστοχία,” which
perfects counsel; and ”σύνεσις” and ”γνώμη,” which are parts
of prudence in relation to judgment, and of whose distinction
we shall speak further on (ad 3).

Reply to Objection 1. Prudence makes us be of good
counsel, not as though its immediate act consisted in being of
good counsel, but because it perfects the latter act by means of
a subordinate virtue, viz. ”εὐβουλία.”

Reply toObjection 2. Judgment about what is to be done
is directed to something further: for it may happen in some
matter of action that a man’s judgment is sound, while his ex-
ecution is wrong. e matter does not attain to its final com-
plement until the reason has commanded aright in the point
of what has to be done.

Reply to Objection 3. Judgment of anything should be
based on that thing’s proper principles. But inquiry does not
reach to the proper principles: because, if we were in posses-
sion of these, we should need no more to inquire, the truth
would be already discovered.Hence only one virtue is directed
to being of good counsel, wheres there are two virtues for good
judgment: because difference is based not on common but on
proper principles. Consequently, even in speculative matters,
there is one science of dialectics, which inquires about all mat-
ters; whereas demonstrative sciences, which pronounce judg-
ment, differ according to their different objects. ”Σύνεσις” and
”γνώμη” differ in respect of the different rules on which judg-
ment is based: for ”σύνεσις” judges of actions according to the

* εὐβουλία, σύνεσις, γνώμη.
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common law; while ”γνώμη” bases its judgment on the natural
law, in those cases where the common law fails to apply, as we
shall explain further on ( IIa IIae, q. 51, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 4. Memory, understanding and fore-
sight, as also caution and docility and the like, are not virtues
distinct from prudence: but are, as it were, integral parts
thereof, in so far as they are all requisite for perfect prudence.

ere are, moreover, subjective parts or species of prudence,
e.g. domestic and political economy, and the like. But the three
first names are, in a fashion, potential parts of prudence; be-
cause they are subordinate thereto, as secondary virtues to a
principal virtue: and we shall speak of them later ( IIa IIae,
q. 48, seqq.).
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F P   S P, Q 58
Of the Difference Between Moral and Intellectual Virtues

(In Five Articles)

Wemust now considermoral virtues.We shall speak (1) of the difference between them and intellectual virtues; (2) of their
distinction, one from another, in respect of their proper matter; (3) of the difference between the chief or cardinal virtues and
the others.

Under the first head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether every virtue is a moral virtue?
(2) Whether moral virtue differs from intellectual virtue?
(3) Whether virtue is adequately divided into moral and intellectual virtue?
(4) Whether there can be moral without intellectual virtue?
(5) Whether, on the other hand, there can be intellectual without moral virtue?

Ia IIae q. 58 a. 1Whether every virtue is a moral virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that every virtue is a moral
virtue. Because moral virtue is so called from the Latin “mos,”
i.e. custom. Now, we can accustom ourselves to the acts of all
the virtues. erefore every virtue is a moral virtue.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6)
thatmoral virtue is “a habit of choosing the rationalmean.”But
every virtue is a habit of choosing: since the acts of any virtue
can be done from choice. And, moreover, every virtue consists
in following the rational mean in someway, as we shall explain
further on (q. 64, Aa. 1,2,3). erefore every virtue is a moral
virtue.

Objection 3. Further, Cicero says (De Invent. Rhet. ii)
that “virtue is a habit like a second nature, in accord with rea-
son.” But since every human virtue is directed to man’s good,
it must be in accord with reason: since man’s good “consists
in that which agrees with his reason,” as Dionysius states (Div.
Nom. iv). erefore every virtue is a moral virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. i, 13): “When
we speak of a man’s morals, we do not say that he is wise or
intelligent, but that he is gentle or sober.” Accordingly, then,
wisdom and understanding are notmoral virtues: and yet they
are virtues, as stated above (q. 57, a. 2). erefore not every
virtue is a moral virtue.

I answer that, In order to answer this question clearly,
we must consider the meaning of the Latin word “mos”; for
thus we shall be able to discover what a “moral” virtue is.
Now “mos” has a twofold meaning. For sometimes it means
custom, in which sense we read (Acts 15:1): “Except you be
circumcised aer the manner (morem) of Moses, you can-
not be saved.” Sometimes it means a natural or quasi-natural
inclination to do some particular action, in which sense the
word is applied to dumb animals. us we read (2 Macc. 1:2)

that “rushing violently upon the enemy, like lions*, they slew
them”: and theword is used in the same sense inPs. 67:7,where
we read: “Whomakethmen of onemanner [moris] to dwell in
a house.” For both these significations there is but one word in
Latin; but in theGreek there is a distinct word for each, for the
word “ethos” is written sometimes with a long, and sometimes
a short “e”.

Now “moral” virtue is so called from “mos” in the sense of
a natural or quasi-natural inclination to do some particular ac-
tion. And the other meaning of “mos,” i.e. “custom,” is akin to
this: because custom becomes a second nature, and produces
an inclination similar to a natural one. But it is evident that in-
clination to an actionbelongs properly to the appetitive power,
whose function it is to move all the powers to their acts, as ex-
plained above (q. 9, a. 1). erefore not every virtue is a moral
virtue, but only those that are in the appetitive faculty.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument takes “mos” in the
sense of “custom.”

Reply to Objection 2. Every act of virtue can be done
from choice: but no virtue makes us choose aright, save that
which is in the appetitive part of the soul: for it has been stated
above that choice is an act of the appetitive faculty (q. 13, a. 1).
Wherefore a habit of choosing, i.e. a habit which is the princi-
ple whereby we choose, is that habit alone which perfects the
appetitive faculty: although the acts of other habits also may
be a matter of choice.

Reply to Objection 3. “Nature is the principle of move-
ment” (Phys. ii, text. 3). Now tomove the faculties to act is the
proper function of the appetitive power. Consequently to be-
come as a second nature by consenting to the reason, is proper
to those virtues which are in the appetitive faculty.

* Leonum more, i.e. as lions are in the habit of doing.
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Ia IIae q. 58 a. 2Whether moral virtue differs from intellectual virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem thatmoral virtue does not dif-
fer from intellectual virtue. ForAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei iv,
21) “that virtue is the art of right conduct.” But art is an intel-
lectual virtue. erefore moral and intellectual virtue do not
differ.

Objection 2. Further, some authors put science in the def-
inition of virtues: thus some define perseverance as a “science
or habit regarding those things to which we should hold or
not hold”; and holiness as “a science which makes man to be
faithful and to do his duty toGod.” Now science is an intellec-
tual virtue.ereforemoral virtue should not be distinguished
from intellectual virtue.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Soliloq. i, 6) that
“virtue is the rectitude and perfection of reason.” But this be-
longs to the intellectual virtues, as stated inEthic. vi, 13.ere-
fore moral virtue does not differ from intellectual.

Objection 4. Further, a thing does not differ from that
which is included in its definition. But intellectual virtue is in-
cluded in the definition of moral virtue: for the Philosopher
says (Ethic. ii, 6) that “moral virtue is a habit of choosing the
mean appointed by reason as a prudentmanwould appoint it.”
Now this right reason that fixes the mean of moral virtue, be-
longs to an intellectual virtue, as stated in Ethic. vi, 13. ere-
fore moral virtue does not differ from intellectual.

On the contrary, It is stated in Ethic. i, 13 that “there are
two kinds of virtue: some we call intellectual; some moral.”

I answer that, Reason is the first principle of all human
acts; and whatever other principles of human acts may be
found, they obey reason somewhat, but in various ways. For
someobey reasonblindly andwithout any contradictionwhat-
ever: such are the limbs of the body, provided they be in a
healthy condition, for as soon as reason commands, the hand
or the foot proceeds to action. Hence the Philosopher says
(Polit. i, 3) that “the soul rules the body like a despot,” i.e. as
a master rules his slave, who has no right to rebel. Accordingly
some held that all the active principles in man are subordinate
to reason in this way. If this were true, for man to act well it
would suffice that his reason be perfect. Consequently, since
virtue is a habit perfecting man in view of his doing good ac-
tions, it would follow that it is only in the reason, so that there
would be none but intellectual virtues.iswas the opinion of
Socrates, who said “every virtue is a kind of prudence,” as stated

in Ethic. vi, 13. Hence he maintained that as long as man is
in possession of knowledge, he cannot sin; and that every one
who sins, does so through ignorance.

Now this is based on a false supposition. Because the ap-
petitive faculty obeys the reason, not blindly, butwith a certain
power of opposition; wherefore the Philosopher says (Polit. i,
3) that “reason commands the appetitive faculty by a politic
power,” whereby a man rules over subjects that are free, hav-
ing a certain right of opposition. Hence Augustine says on Ps.
118 (Serm. 8) that “sometimes we understand [what is right]
while desire is slow, or follows not at all,” in so far as the habits
or passions of the appetitive faculty cause the use of reason to
be impeded in some particular action. And in this way, there is
some truth in the saying of Socrates that so long as a man is in
possession of knowledge he does not sin: provided, however,
that this knowledge ismade to include the use of reason in this
individual act of choice.

Accordingly for aman to do a good deed, it is requisite not
only that his reason be well disposed bymeans of a habit of in-
tellectual virtue; but also that his appetite be well disposed by
means of a habit of moral virtue. And somoral differs from in-
tellectual virtue, even as the appetite differs from the reason.
Hence just as the appetite is the principle of human acts, in so
far as it partakes of reason, so aremoral habits to be considered
virtues in so far as they are in conformity with reason.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine usually applies the term
“art” to any form of right reason; in which sense art includes
prudence which is the right reason about things to be done,
even as art is the right reason about things to bemade. Accord-
ingly, when he says that “virtue is the art of right conduct,” this
applies to prudence essentially; but to other virtues, by partic-
ipation, for as much as they are directed by prudence.

Reply to Objection 2. All such definitions, by whomso-
ever given, were based on the Socratic theory, and should be
explained according to what we have said about art (ad 1).

e same applies to the ird Objection.
Reply to Objection 4. Right reason which is in accord

with prudence is included in the definition of moral virtue,
not as part of its essence, but as something belonging by way
of participation to all the moral virtues, in so far as they are all
under the direction of prudence.

Ia IIae q. 58 a. 3Whether virtue is adequately divided into moral and intellectual?

Objection 1. It would seem that virtue is not adequately
divided into moral and intellectual. For prudence seems to be
a mean between moral and intellectual virtue, since it is reck-
oned among the intellectual virtues (Ethic. vi, 3,5); and again is
placed by all among the four cardinal virtues, which are moral
virtues, as we shall show further on (q. 61, a. 1). erefore

virtue is not adequately divided into intellectual and moral, as
though there were no mean between them.

Objection 2. Further, contingency, perseverance, and pa-
tience are not reckoned to be intellectual virtues. Yet neither
are they moral virtues; since they do not reduce the passions
to a mean, and are consistent with an abundance of passion.
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erefore virtue is not adequately divided into intellectual and
moral.

Objection 3. Further, faith, hope, and charity are virtues.
Yet they are not intellectual virtues: for there are only five
of these, viz. science, wisdom, understanding, prudence, and
art, as stated above (q. 57, Aa. 2 ,3,5). Neither are they moral
virtues; since they are not about the passions, which are the
chief concern of moral virtue. erefore virtue is not ade-
quately divided into intellectual and moral.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1) that
“virtue is twofold, intellectual and moral.”

I answer that, Human virtue is a habit perfecting man in
view of his doing good deeds. Now, in man there are but two
principles of human actions, viz. the intellect or reason and the
appetite: for these are the two principles of movement in man
as stated in De Anima iii, text. 48. Consequently every human
virtue must needs be a perfection of one of these principles.
Accordingly if it perfects man’s speculative or practical intel-
lect in order that his deed may be good, it will be an intellec-
tual virtue: whereas if it perfects his appetite, it will be a moral
virtue. It follows therefore that every human virtue is either in-
tellectual or moral.

Reply to Objection 1. Prudence is essentially an intellec-
tual virtue. But considered on the part of its matter, it has
something in common with the moral virtues: for it is right
reason about things to be done, as stated above (q. 57, a. 4). It
is in this sense that it is reckoned with the moral virtues.

Reply to Objection 2. Contingency and perseverance are
not perfections of the sensitive appetite. is is clear from the
fact that passions abound in the continent and persevering
man, which would not be the case if his sensitive appetite were
perfected by a habit making it conformable to reason. Contin-
gency and perseverance are, however, perfections of the ratio-
nal faculty, andwithstand the passions lest reason be led astray.
But they fall short of being virtues: since intellectual virtue,
whichmakes reason to hold itself well in respect ofmoral mat-
ters, presupposes a right appetite of the end, so that itmay hold
itself aright in respect of principles, i.e. the ends, on which it
builds its argument: and this is wanting in the continent and
perseveringman.Nor again can an actionproceeding fromtwo
principles be perfect, unless each principle be perfected by the
habit corresponding to that operation: thus, however perfect
be the principal agent employing an instrument, it will pro-
duce an imperfect effect, if the instrument benotwell disposed
also. Hence if the sensitive faculty, which is moved by the ra-
tional faculty, is not perfect; however perfect the rational fac-
ulty may be, the resulting action will be imperfect: and con-
sequently the principle of that action will not be a virtue. And
for this reason, contingency, desisting from pleasures, and per-
severance in the midst of pains, are not virtues, but something
less than a virtue, as the Philosophermaintains (Ethic. vii, 1,9).

Reply to Objection 3. Faith, hope, and charity are super-
human virtues: for they are virtues of man as sharing in the
grace of God.

Ia IIae q. 58 a. 4Whether there can be moral without intellectual virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that moral can be without
intellectual virtue. Because moral virtue, as Cicero says (De
Invent. Rhet. ii) is “a habit like a second nature in accord
with reason.” Now though nature may be in accord with some
sovereign reason that moves it, there is no need for that rea-
son to be united to nature in the same subject, as is evident of
natural things devoid of knowledge. erefore in a man there
may be a moral virtue like a second nature, inclining him to
consent to his reason, without his reason being perfected by
an intellectual virtue.

Objection 2. Further, by means of intellectual virtue man
obtains perfect use of reason. But it happens at times that men
are virtuous and acceptable to God, without being vigorous in
the use of reason. erefore it seems that moral virtue can be
without intellectual.

Objection 3. Furthermoral virtuemakes us inclined to do
goodworks. But some, without depending on the judgment of
reason, have a natural inclination to do good works. erefore
moral virtues can be without intellectual virtues.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxii) that “the
other virtues, unlesswe doprudentlywhatwedesire to do, can-
not be real virtues.” But prudence is an intellectual virtue, as
stated above (q. 57, a. 5). erefore moral virtues cannot be

without intellectual virtues.
I answer that, Moral virtue can be without some of the

intellectual virtues, viz. wisdom, science, and art; but not
without understanding and prudence. Moral virtue cannot be
without prudence, because it is a habit of choosing, i.e. making
us choose well. Now in order that a choice be good, two things
are required. First, that the intention be directed to a due end;
and this is done by moral virtue, which inclines the appetitive
faculty to the good that is in accordwith reason, which is a due
end. Secondly, that man take rightly those things which have
reference to the end: and this he cannot do unless his reason
counsel, judge and command aright, which is the function of
prudence and the virtues annexed to it, as stated above (q. 57,
Aa. 5,6).Wherefore there can be nomoral virtue without pru-
dence: and consequently neither can there be without under-
standing. For it is by the virtue of understanding that we know
self-evident principles both in speculative and in practicalmat-
ters. Consequently just as right reason in speculative matters,
in so far as it proceeds from naturally known principles, pre-
supposes the understanding of those principles, so also does
prudence, which is the right reason about things to be done.

Reply to Objection 1. e inclination of nature in things
devoid of reason is without choice: wherefore such an inclina-
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tion does not of necessity require reason. But the inclination
of moral virtue is with choice: and consequently in order that
it may be perfect it requires that reason be perfected by intel-
lectual virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. A man may be virtuous without
having full use of reason as to everything, provided he have it
with regard to those things which have to be done virtuously.
In this way all virtuous men have full use of reason. Hence
those who seem to be simple, through lack of worldly cun-
ning, may possibly be prudent, according to Mat. 10:16: “Be
ye therefore prudent [Douay: ‘wise’] as serpents, and simple as
doves.”

Reply toObjection 3.enatural inclination to a good of
virtue is a kind of beginning of virtue, but is not perfect virtue.
For the stronger this inclination is, the more perilous may it
prove to be, unless it be accompanied by right reason, which
rectifies the choice of fitting means towards the due end. us
if a running horse be blind, the faster it runs the more heavily
will it fall, and the more grievously will it be hurt. And conse-
quently, althoughmoral virtue be not right reason, as Socrates
held, yet not only is it “according to right reason,” in so far as
it inclines man to that which is, according to right reason, as
the Platonistsmaintained*; but also it needs to be “joinedwith
right reason,” as Aristotle declares (Ethic. vi, 13).

Ia IIae q. 58 a. 5Whether there can be intellectual without moral virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be intellec-
tualwithoutmoral virtue. Because perfection ofwhat precedes
does not depend on the perfection of what follows. Now rea-
son precedes and moves the sensitive appetite. erefore in-
tellectual virtue, which is a perfection of the reason, does not
depend onmoral virtue, which is a perfection of the appetitive
faculty; and can be without it.

Objection 2. Further, morals are the matter of prudence,
even as things makeable are the matter of art. Now art can be
without its proper matter, as a smith without iron. erefore
prudence can be without the moral virtue, although of all the
intellectual virtues, it seems most akin to the moral virtues.

Objection 3. Further, prudence is “a virtuewherebywe are
of good counsel” (Ethic. vi, 9). Now many are of good counsel
without having the moral virtues. erefore prudence can be
without a moral virtue.

On the contrary, To wish to do evil is directly opposed to
moral virtue; and yet it is not opposed to anything that can be
without moral virtue. Now it is contrary to prudence “to sin
willingly” (Ethic. vi, 5). erefore prudence cannot be with-
out moral virtue.

I answer that,Other intellectual virtues can, but prudence
cannot, bewithoutmoral virtue.e reason for this is that pru-
dence is the right reason about things to be done (and this, not
merely in general, but also in particular); about which things
actions are. Now right reason demands principles from which
reason proceeds to argue. And when reason argues about par-
ticular cases, it needs not only universal but also particular
principles. As to universal principles of action, man is rightly
disposed by the natural understanding of principles, whereby
he understands that he should do no evil; or again by some
practical science. But this is not enough in order thatmanmay
reason aright about particular cases. For it happens sometimes

that the aforesaid universal principle, known by means of un-
derstanding or science, is destroyed in a particular case by a
passion: thus to one who is swayed by concupiscence, when
he is overcome thereby, the object of his desire seems good, al-
though it is opposed to the universal judgment of his reason.
Consequently, as by the habit of natural understanding or of
science, man is made to be rightly disposed in regard to the
universal principles of action; so, in order that he be rightly
disposed with regard to the particular principles of action, viz.
the ends, he needs to be perfected by certain habits, whereby it
becomes connatural, as it were, to man to judge aright to the
end. is is done by moral virtue: for the virtuous man judges
aright of the end of virtue, because “such a man is, such does
the end seem to him” (Ethic. iii, 5). Consequently the right
reason about things to be done, viz. prudence, requires man to
have moral virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Reason, as apprehending the end,
precedes the appetite for the end: but appetite for the end pre-
cedes the reason, as arguing about the choice of the means,
which is the concern of prudence. Even so, in speculative
matters the understanding of principles is the foundation on
which the syllogism of the reason is based.

Reply to Objection 2. It does not depend on the disposi-
tion of our appetite whether we judge well or ill of the princi-
ples of art, as it does, when we judge of the end which is the
principle in moral matters: in the former case our judgment
depends on reason alone. Hence art does not require a virtue
perfecting the appetite, as prudence does.

Reply toObjection 3. Prudence not only helps us to be of
good counsel, but also to judge and command well.is is not
possible unless the impediment of the passions, destroying the
judgment and command of prudence, be removed; and this is
done by moral virtue.

* Cf. Plato, Meno xli.
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F P   S P, Q 59
Of Moral Virtue in Relation to the Passions

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the difference of one moral virtue from another. And since those moral virtues which are about the
passions, differ accordingly to the difference of passions, wemust consider (1) the relation of virtue to passion; (2) the different
kinds of moral virtue in relation to the passions. Under the first head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether moral virtue is a passion?
(2) Whether there can be moral virtue with passion?
(3) Whether sorrow is compatible with moral virtue?
(4) Whether every moral virtue is about a passion?
(5) Whether there can be moral virtue without passion?

Ia IIae q. 59 a. 1Whether moral virtue is a passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that moral virtue is a passion.
Because the mean is of the same genus as the extremes. But
moral virtue is a mean between two passions. erefore moral
virtue is a passion.

Objection 2. Further, virtue and vice, being contrary to
one another, are in the same genus. But some passions are reck-
oned to be vices, such as envy and anger. erefore some pas-
sions are virtues.

Objection 3. Further, pity is a passion, since it is sorrow
for another’s ills, as stated above (q. 35, a. 8). Now “Cicero the
renowned orator did not hesitate to call pity a virtue,” as Au-
gustine states in De Civ. Dei ix, 5. erefore a passion may be
a moral virtue.

On the contrary, It is stated in Ethic. ii, 5 that “passions
are neither virtues nor vices.”

I answer that, Moral virtue cannot be a passion. is is
clear for three reasons. First, because a passion is a movement
of the sensitive appetite, as stated above (q. 22, a. 3): whereas
moral virtue is not a movement, but rather a principle of the
movement of the appetite, being a kind of habit. Secondly, be-
cause passions are not in themselves good or evil. For man’s
good or evil is something in reference to reason: wherefore the
passions, considered in themselves, are referable both to good
and evil, for as much as theymay accord or disaccord with rea-
son. Now nothing of this sort can be a virtue: since virtue is
referable to good alone, as stated above (q. 55, a. 3). irdly,

because, granted that some passions are, in some way, refer-
able to good only, or to evil only; even then the movement of
passion, as passion, begins in the appetite, and ends in the rea-
son, since the appetite tends to conformity with reason. On
the other hand, the movement of virtue is the reverse, for it
begins in the reason and ends in the appetite, inasmuch as the
latter is moved by reason.Hence the definition ofmoral virtue
(Ethic. ii, 6) states that it is “a habit of choosing the mean ap-
pointed by reason as a prudent man would appoint it.”

Reply toObjection 1. Virtue is a mean between passions,
not by reason of its essence, but on account of its effect; be-
cause, to wit, it establishes the mean between passions.

Reply to Objection 2. If by vice we understand a habit of
doing evil deeds, it is evident that no passion is a vice. But if
vice is taken to mean sin which is a vicious act, nothing hin-
ders a passion from being a vice, or, on the other hand, from
concurring in an act of virtue; in so far as a passion is either
opposed to reason or in accordance with reason.

Reply to Objection 3. Pity is said to be a virtue, i.e. an act
of virtue, in so far as “that movement of the soul is obedient to
reason”; viz. “when pity is bestowed without violating right, as
when the poor are relieved, or the penitent forgiven,” as Au-
gustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 5). But if by pity we understand a
habit perfecting man so that he bestows pity reasonably, noth-
ing hinders pity, in this sense, from being a virtue. e same
applies to similar passions.

Ia IIae q. 59 a. 2Whether there can be moral virtue with passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that moral virtue cannot be
with passion. For the Philosopher says (Topic. iv) that “a gen-
tle man is one who is not passionate; but a patient man is one
who is passionate but does not give way.” e same applies to
all the moral virtues. erefore all moral virtues are without
passion.

Objection 2. Further, virtue is a right affection of the soul,
as health is to the body, as stated Phys. vii, text. 17: wherefore

“virtue is a kind of health of the soul,” as Cicero says (Quaest.
Tusc. iv). But the soul’s passions are “the soul’s diseases,” as he
says in the same book. Now health is incompatible with dis-
ease. erefore neither is passion compatible with virtue.

Objection 3. Further, moral virtue requires perfect use of
reason even inparticularmatters. But thepassions are anobsta-
cle to this: for the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that “pleasures
destroy the judgment of prudence”: and Sallust says (Catilin.)
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that “when they,” i.e. the soul’s passions, “interfere, it is not easy
for the mind to grasp the truth.” erefore passion is incom-
patible with moral virtue.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 6): “If
the will is perverse, these movements,” viz. the passions, “are
perverse also: but if it is upright, they are not only blameless,
but even praiseworthy.” But nothing praiseworthy is incom-
patible with moral virtue. erefore moral virtue does not ex-
clude the passions, but is consistent with them.

I answer that,eStoics andPeripatetics disagreed on this
point, as Augustine relates (De Civ. Dei ix, 4). For the Stoics
held that the soul’s passions cannot be in a wise or virtuous
man: whereas the Peripatetics, who were founded by Aristo-
tle, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 4), maintained that the
passions are compatible with moral virtue, if they be reduced
to the mean.

is difference, as Augustine observes (De Civ. Dei ix, 4),
was one of words rather than of opinions. Because the Stoics,
through not discriminating between the intellective appetite,
i.e. the will, and the sensitive appetite, which is divided into
irascible and concupiscible, did not, as the Peripatetics did,
distinguish the passions from the other affections of the hu-
man soul, in the point of their being movements of the sen-
sitive appetite, whereas the other emotions of the soul, which
are not passions, are movements of the intellective appetite or
will; but only in the point of the passions being, as they main-
tained, any emotions in disaccordwith reason.ese emotions
could not be in a wise or virtuous man if they arose deliber-
ately: while it would be possible for them to be in a wise man,
if they arose suddenly: because, in the words of Aulus Gellius*,
quoted byAugustine (DeCiv.Dei ix, 4), “it is not in our power
to call up the visions of the soul, knownas its fancies; andwhen

they arise from awesome things, they must needs disturb the
mind of a wise man, so that he is slightly startled by fear, or de-
pressed with sorrow,” in so far as “these passions forestall the
use of reason without his approving of such things or consent-
ing thereto.”

Accordingly, if the passions be taken for inordinate emo-
tions, they cannot be in a virtuous man, so that he consent to
themdeliberately; as the Stoicsmaintained. But if the passions
be taken for any movements of the sensitive appetite, they can
be in a virtuousman, in so far as they are subordinate to reason.
Hence Aristotle says (Ethic. ii, 3) that “some describe virtue
as being a kind of freedom from passion and disturbance; this
is incorrect, because the assertion should be qualified”: they
should have said virtue is freedom from those passions “that
are not as they should be as to manner and time.”

Reply toObjection1.ePhilosopher quotes this, as well
asmany other examples in his books onLogic, in order to illus-
trate, not his own mind, but that of others. It was the opinion
of the Stoics that the passions of the soul were incompatible
with virtue: and the Philosopher rejects this opinion (Ethic.
ii, 3), when he says that virtue is not freedom from passion. It
may be said, however, that when he says “a gentle man is not
passionate,” we are to understand this of inordinate passion.

Reply to Objection 2. is and all similar arguments
whichTully brings forward inDeTusc.Quaest. iv take the pas-
sions in the execution of reason’s command.

Reply toObjection 3.When a passion forestalls the judg-
ment of reason, so as to prevail on themind to give its consent,
it hinders counsel and the judgment of reason. Butwhen it fol-
lows that judgment, as through being commanded by reason,
it helps towards the execution of reason’s command.

Ia IIae q. 59 a. 3Whether sorrow is compatible with moral virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow is incompatible
with virtue. Because the virtues are effects of wisdom, accord-
ing to Wis. 8:7: “She,” i.e. Divine wisdom, “teacheth temper-
ance, and prudence, and justice, and fortitude.” Now the “con-
versation” of wisdom “hath no bitterness,” as we read further
on (verse 16). erefore sorrow is incompatible with virtue
also.

Objection 2. Further, sorrow is a hindrance to work, as
the Philosopher states (Ethic. vii, 13; x, 5). But a hindrance to
good works is incompatible with virtue. erefore sorrow is
incompatible with virtue.

Objection 3. Further, Tully calls sorrow a disease of the
mind (De Tusc. Quaest. iv). But disease of the mind is incom-
patible with virtue, which is a good condition of the mind.
erefore sorrow is opposed to virtue and is incompatiblewith
it.

On the contrary, Christ was perfect in virtue. But there
was sorrow in Him, for He said (Mat. 26:38): “My soul is sor-

rowful even unto death.” erefore sorrow is compatible with
virtue.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 8), the
Stoics held that in themind of the wise man there are three εὐ-
πάθειαι, i.e. “three good passions,” in place of the three distur-
bances: viz. instead of covetousness, “desire”; instead of mirth,
“joy”; instead of fear, “caution.” But they denied that anything
corresponding to sorrow could be in the mind of a wise man,
for two reasons.

First, because sorrow is for an evil that is already present.
Now they held that no evil can happen to a wise man: for
they thought that, just as man’s only good is virtue, and bodily
goods are no good toman; soman’s only evil is vice, which can-
not be in a virtuous man. But this is unreasonable. For, since
man is composed of soul and body, whatever conduces to pre-
serve the life of the body, is some good to man; yet not his
supreme good, because he can abuse it. Consequently the evil
which is contrary to this good can be in a wise man, and can

* Noct. Attic. xix, 1.
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cause him moderate sorrow. Again, although a virtuous man
can bewithout grave sin, yet noman is to be found to livewith-
out committing slight sins, according to 1 Jn. 1:8: “If we say
that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves.” A third reason is be-
cause a virtuous man, though not actually in a state of sin, may
have been so in the past. And he is to be commended if he sor-
row for that sin, according to 2 Cor. 7:10: “e sorrow that is
according to God worketh penance steadfast unto salvation.”
Fourthly, because he may praiseworthily sorrow for another’s
sin. erefore sorrow is compatible with moral virtue in the
same way as the other passions are whenmoderated by reason.

eir second reason for holding this opinion was that sor-
row is about evil present, whereas fear is for evil to come: even
as pleasure is about a present good, while desire is for a future
good. Now the enjoyment of a good possessed, or the desire
to have good that one possesses not, may be consistent with
virtue: but depression of the mind resulting from sorrow for
a present evil, is altogether contrary to reason: wherefore it is
incompatible with virtue. But this is unreasonable. For there
is an evil which can be present to the virtuous man, as we have
just stated; which evil is rejected by reason.Wherefore the sen-
sitive appetite follows reason’s rejection by sorrowing for that
evil; yet moderately, according as reason dictates. Now it per-

tains to virtue that the sensitive appetite be conformed to rea-
son, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2). Wherefore moderated sorrow
for an object which ought to make us sorrowful, is a mark of
virtue; as also the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6,7). Moreover,
this proves useful for avoiding evil: since, just as good is more
readily sought for the sake of pleasure, so is evil more undaunt-
edly shunned on account of sorrow.

Accordingly wemust allow that sorrow for things pertain-
ing to virtue is incompatible with virtue: since virtue rejoices
in its own. On the other hand, virtue sorrows moderately for
all that thwarts virtue, no matter how.

Reply toObjection 1.e passage quoted proves that the
wise man is notmade sorrowful by wisdom. Yet he sorrows for
anything that hinders wisdom.Consequently there is no room
for sorrow in the blessed, in whom there can be no hindrance
to wisdom.

Reply to Objection 2. Sorrow hinders the work that
makes us sorrowful: but it helps us to do more readily what-
ever banishes sorrow.

Reply to Objection 3. Immoderate sorrow is a disease
of the mind: but moderate sorrow is the mark of a well-
conditioned mind, according to the present state of life.

Ia IIae q. 59 a. 4Whether all the moral virtues are about the passions?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the moral virtues are
about the passions. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3) that
“moral virtue is about objects of pleasure and sorrow.” But
pleasure and sorrow are passions, as stated above (q. 23, a. 4;
q. 31, a. 1; q. 35, Aa. 1, 2). erefore all the moral virtues are
about the passions.

Objection 2. Further, the subject of the moral virtues is
a faculty which is rational by participation, as the Philosopher
states (Ethic. i, 13). But the passions are in this part of the soul,
as stated above (q. 22, a. 3). erefore every moral virtue is
about the passions.

Objection 3. Further, some passion is to be found in every
moral virtue: and so either all are about the passions, or none
are. But some are about the passions, as fortitude and temper-
ance, as stated in Ethic. iii, 6,10.erefore all themoral virtues
are about the passions.

On the contrary, Justice, which is a moral virtue, is not
about the passions; as stated in Ethic. v, 1, seqq.

I answer that, Moral virtue perfects the appetitive part of
the soul by directing it to good as defined by reason.Nowgood
as defined by reason is that which is moderated or directed by
reason. Consequently there are moral virtues about all mat-

ters that are subject to reason’s direction andmoderation.Now
reason directs, not only the passions of the sensitive appetite,
but also the operations of the intellective appetite, i.e. the will,
which is not the subject of a passion, as stated above (q. 22,
a. 3). erefore not all the moral virtues are about passions,
but some are about passions, some about operations.

Reply to Objection 1. e moral virtues are not all about
pleasures and sorrows, as being their proper matter; but as be-
ing something resulting from their proper acts. For every vir-
tuous man rejoices in acts of virtue, and sorrows for the con-
trary. Hence the Philosopher, aer the words quoted, adds, “if
virtues are about actions and passions; now every action and
passion is followed by pleasure or sorrow, so that in this way
virtue is about pleasures and sorrows,” viz. as about something
that results from virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. Not only the sensitive appetite
which is the subject of the passions, is rational by participa-
tion, but also the will, where there are no passions, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 3. Some virtues have passions as their
proper matter, but some virtues not. Hence the comparison
does not hold for all cases.
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Ia IIae q. 59 a. 5Whether there can be moral virtue without passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that moral virtue can be with-
out passion. For the more perfect moral virtue is, the more
does it overcome the passions. erefore at its highest point
of perfection it is altogether without passion.

Objection 2. Further, then is a thing perfect, when it is
removed from its contrary and from whatever inclines to its
contrary. Now the passions incline us to sin which is contrary
to virtue: hence (Rom. 7:5) they are called “passions of sins.”
erefore perfect virtue is altogether without passion.

Objection 3. Further, it is by virtue that we are conformed
to God, as Augustine declares (De Moribus Eccl. vi, xi, xiii).
But God does all things without passion at all. erefore the
most perfect virtue is without any passion.

On the contrary, “No man is just who rejoices not in his
deeds,” as stated in Ethic. i, 8. But joy is a passion. erefore
justice cannot be without passion; and still less can the other
virtues be.

I answer that, If we take the passions as being inordinate
emotions, as the Stoics did, it is evident that in this sense per-
fect virtue is without the passions. But if by passions we un-
derstand any movement of the sensitive appetite, it is plain
that moral virtues, which are about the passions as about their
proper matter, cannot be without passions.e reason for this
is that otherwise it would follow that moral virtue makes the
sensitive appetite altogether idle: whereas it is not the function

of virtue to deprive the powers subordinate to reason of their
proper activities, but to make them execute the commands of
reason, by exercising their proper acts.Wherefore just as virtue
directs the bodily limbs to their due external acts, so does it di-
rect the sensitive appetite to its proper regulated movements.

osemoral virtues, however, which are not about the pas-
sions, but about operations, can be without passions. Such a
virtue is justice: because it applies the will to its proper act,
which is not a passion. Nevertheless, joy results from the act of
justice; at least in thewill, inwhich case it is not a passion. And
if this joy be increased through the perfection of justice, it will
overflow into the sensitive appetite; in so far as the lower pow-
ers follow the movement of the higher, as stated above (q. 17,
a. 7; q. 24, a. 3). Wherefore by reason of this kind of overflow,
the more perfect a virtue is, the more does it cause passion.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue overcomes inordinate pas-
sion; it produces ordinate passion.

Reply to Objection 2. It is inordinate, not ordinate, pas-
sion that leads to sin.

Reply to Objection 3. e good of anything depends on
the condition of its nature. Now there is no sensitive appetite
in God and the angels, as there is in man. Consequently good
operation inGod and the angels is altogether without passion,
as it is without a body: whereas the good operation of man is
with passion, even as it is produced with the body’s help.
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F P   S P, Q 60
How the Moral Virtues Differ From One Another

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider how the moral virtues differ from one another: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is only one moral virtue?
(2) Whether those moral virtues which are about operations, are distinct from those which are about passions?
(3) Whether there is but one moral virtue about operations?
(4) Whether there are different moral virtues about different passions?
(5) Whether the moral virtues differ in point of the various objects of the passions?

Ia IIae q. 60 a. 1Whether there is only one moral virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is only one moral
virtue. Because just as the direction ofmoral actions belongs to
reason which is the subject of the intellectual virtues; so does
their inclination belong to the appetite which is the subject of
moral virtues. But there is only one intellectual virtue to direct
all moral acts, viz. prudence. erefore there is also but one
moral virtue to give all moral acts their respective inclinations.

Objection 2. Further, habits differ, not in respect of their
material objects, but according to the formal aspect of their ob-
jects.Now the formal aspect of the good towhichmoral virtue
is directed, is one thing, viz. themeandefinedby reason.ere-
fore, seemingly, there is but one moral virtue.

Objection3.Further, things pertaining tomorals are spec-
ified by their end, as stated above (q. 1, a. 3). Now there is
but one common end of all moral virtues, viz. happiness, while
the proper and proximate ends are infinite in number. But the
moral virtues themselves are not infinite in number. erefore
it seems that there is but one.

On the contrary, One habit cannot be in several powers,
as stated above (q. 56, a. 2). But the subject of themoral virtues
is the appetitive part of the soul, which is divided into several
powers, as stated in the Ia, q. 80, a. 2; Ia, q. 81, a. 2. erefore
there cannot be only one moral virtue.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 58, Aa. 1,2,3), themoral
virtues are habits of the appetitive faculty. Now habits differ
specifically according to the specific differences of their ob-
jects, as stated above (q. 54, a. 2). Again, the species of the ob-
ject of appetite, as of any thing, depends on its specific form
which it receives from the agent. But wemust observe that the
matter of the passive subject bears a twofold relation to the
agent. For sometimes it receives the form of the agent, in the
same kind specifically as the agent has that form, as happens
with all univocal agents, so that if the agent be one specifi-
cally, the matter must of necessity receive a form specifically

one: thus the univocal effect of fire is of necessity something
in the species of fire. Sometimes, however, the matter receives
the form from the agent, but not in the same kind specifically
as the agent, as is the case with non-univocal causes of gener-
ation: thus an animal is generated by the sun. In this case the
forms received into matter are not of one species, but vary ac-
cording to the adaptability of the matter to receive the influx
of the agent: for instance, we see that owing to the one action
of the sun, animals of various species are produced by putre-
faction according to the various adaptability of matter.

Now it is evident that in moral matters the reason holds
the place of commander andmover,while the appetitive power
is commanded and moved. But the appetite does not receive
the direction of reason univocally so to say; because it is ratio-
nal, not essentially, but by participation (Ethic. i, 13). Con-
sequently objects made appetible by the direction of reason
belong to various species, according to their various relations
to reason: so that it follows that moral virtues are of various
species and are not one only.

Reply to Objection 1. e object of the reason is truth.
Now in all moral matters, which are contingent matters of ac-
tion, there is but one kind of truth. Consequently, there is but
one virtue to direct all such matters, viz. prudence. On the
other hand, the object of the appetitive power is the appetible
good, which varies in kind according to its various relations to
reason, the directing power.

Reply to Objection 2. is formal element is one gener-
ically, on account of the unity of the agent: but it varies in
species, on account of the various relations of the receiving
matter, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 3. Moral matters do not receive their
species from the last end, but from their proximate ends: and
these, although they be infinite in number, are not infinite in
species.
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Ia IIae q. 60 a. 2Whether moral virtues about operations are different from those that are about passions?

Objection 1. It would seem that moral virtues are not di-
vided into those which are about operations and those which
are about passions. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3) that
moral virtue is “an operative habit whereby we do what is best
inmatters of pleasure or sorrow.”Now pleasure and sorrow are
passions, as stated above (q. 31, a. 1; q. 35, a. 1). erefore the
same virtue which is about passions is also about operations,
since it is an operative habit.

Objection 2. Further, the passions are principles of exter-
nal action. If therefore some virtues regulate the passions, they
must, as a consequence, regulate operations also.erefore the
same moral virtues are about both passions and operations.

Objection 3. Further, the sensitive appetite is moved well
or ill towards every external operation.Nowmovements of the
sensitive appetite are passions. erefore the same virtues that
are about operations are also about passions.

On the contrary, e Philosopher reckons justice to be
about operations; and temperance, fortitude and gentleness,
about passions (Ethic. ii, 3,7; v, 1, seqq.).

I answer that, Operation and passion stand in a twofold
relation to virtue. First, as its effects; and in this way every
moral virtue has some good operations as its product; and a
certain pleasure or sorrow which are passions, as stated above
(q. 59, a. 4, ad 1).

Secondly, operation may be compared to moral virtue as
the matter about which virtue is concerned: and in this sense
thosemoral virtueswhich are about operationsmust needs dif-
fer from those which are about passions. e reason for this
is that good and evil, in certain operations, are taken from the

very nature of those operations, nomatter howmanmay be af-
fected towards them: viz. in so far as good and evil in them de-
pend on their being commensurate with someone else. In op-
erations of this kind there needs to be some power to regulate
the operations in themselves: such are buying and selling, and
all such operations in which there is an element of something
due or undue to another. For this reason justice and its parts
are properly about operations as their proper matter. On the
other hand, in some operations, good and evil depend only on
commensuration with the agent. Consequently good and evil
in these operations dependon theway inwhichman is affected
to them.And for this reason in such like operations virtuemust
needs be chiefly about internal emotions which are called the
passions of the soul, as is evidently the case with temperance,
fortitude and the like.

It happens, however, in operations which are directed to
another, that the good of virtue is overlooked by reason of
some inordinate passion of the soul. In such cases justice is de-
stroyed in so far as the due measure of the external act is de-
stroyed: while some other virtue is destroyed in so far as the in-
ternal passions exceed their due measure. us when through
anger, one man strikes another, justice is destroyed in the un-
due blow; while gentleness is destroyed by the immoderate
anger. e same may be clearly applied to other virtues.

is suffices for the Replies to theObjections. For the first
considers operations as the effect of virtue, while the other two
consider operation and passion as concurring in the same ef-
fect. But in some cases virtue is chiefly about operations, in
others, about passions, for the reason given above.

Ia IIae q. 60 a. 3Whether there is only one moral virtue about operations?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is but one moral
virtue about operations. Because the rectitude of all external
operations seems to belong to justice. Now justice is but one
virtue. erefore there is but one virtue about operations.

Objection 2. Further, those operations seem to differ
most, which are directed on the one side to the good of the
individual, and on the other to the good of the many. But this
diversity does not cause diversity among the moral virtues: for
the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that legal justice, which di-
rects human acts to the common good, does not differ, save
logically, from the virtue which directs a man’s actions to one
man only. erefore diversity of operations does not cause a
diversity of moral virtues.

Objection 3. Further, if there are various moral virtues
about various operations, diversity of moral virtues would
needs follow diversity of operations. But this is clearly untrue:
for it is the function of justice to establish rectitude in vari-
ous kinds of commutations, and again in distributions, as is
set down in Ethic. v, 2.erefore there are not different virtues

about different operations.
On the contrary, Religion is a moral virtue distinct from

piety, both of which are about operations.
I answer that, All the moral virtues that are about opera-

tions agree in one general notion of justice, which is in respect
of something due to another: but they differ in respect of var-
ious special notions. e reason for this is that in external op-
erations, the order of reason is established, as we have stated
(a. 2), not according as how man is affected towards such op-
erations, but according to the becomingness of the thing itself;
from which becomingness we derive the notion of something
due which is the formal aspect of justice: for, seemingly, it per-
tains to justice that a man give another his due. Wherefore all
such virtues as are about operations, bear, in some way, the
character of justice. But the thing due is not of the same kind in
all these virtues: for something is due to an equal in oneway, to
a superior, in another way, to an inferior, in yet another; and
the nature of a debt differs according as it arises from a con-
tract, a promise, or a favor already conferred. And correspond-

812



ing to these various kinds of debt there are various virtues: e.g.
“Religion” whereby we pay our debt to God; “Piety,” whereby
we pay our debt to our parents or to our country; “Gratitude,”
whereby we pay our debt to our benefactors, and so forth.

Reply toObjection 1. Justice properly so called is one spe-
cial virtue, whose object is the perfect due, which can be paid
in the equivalent. But the name of justice is extended also to
all cases in which something due is rendered: in this sense it is
not as a special virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. at justice which seeks the com-
mon good is another virtue from that which is directed to the
private good of an individual: wherefore common right dif-
fers from private right; and Tully (De Inv. ii) reckons as a spe-
cial virtue, piety which directs man to the good of his country.

But that justice which directs man to the common good is a
general virtue through its act of command: since it directs all
the acts of the virtues to its own end, viz. the common good.
And the virtues, in so far as they are commanded by that jus-
tice, receive the name of justice: so that virtue does not differ,
save logically, from legal justice; just as there is only a logical
difference between a virtue that is active of itself, and a virtue
that is active through the command of another virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is the same kind of due in
all the operations belonging to special justice. Consequently,
there is the same virtue of justice, especially in regard to com-
mutations. For it may be that distributive justice is of another
species from commutative justice; but about this we shall in-
quire later on ( IIa IIae, q. 61, a. 1).

Ia IIae q. 60 a. 4Whether there are different moral virtues about different passions?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not different
moral virtues about different passions. For there is but one
habit about things that concur in their source and end: as is ev-
ident especially in the case of sciences. But the passions all con-
cur in one source, viz. love; and they all terminate in the same
end, viz. joy or sorrow, as we stated above (q. 25, Aa. 1,2,4;
q. 27, a. 4). erefore there is but one moral virtue about all
the passions.

Objection 2. Further, if there were different moral virtues
about different passions, it would follow that there are asmany
moral virtues as passions. But this clearly is not the case: since
there is one moral virtue about contrary passions; namely, for-
titude, about fear and daring; temperance, about pleasure and
sorrow. erefore there is no need for different moral virtues
about different passions.

Objection 3. Further, love, desire, and pleasure are pas-
sions of different species, as stated above (q. 23, a. 4). Now
there is but one virtue about all these three, viz. temperance.
erefore there are not different moral virtues about different
passions.

On the contrary, Fortitude is about fear and daring; tem-
perance about desire;meekness about anger; as stated in Ethic.
iii, 6,10; iv, 5.

I answer that, It cannot be said that there is only onemoral
virtue about all the passions: since some passions are not in the
same power as other passions; for some belong to the irascible,
others to the concupiscible faculty, as stated above (q. 23, a. 1).

On the other hand, neither does every diversity of passions
necessarily suffice for a diversity of moral virtues. First, be-
cause some passions are in contrary opposition to one another,
such as joy and sorrow, fear and daring, and so on. About such
passions as are thus in opposition to one another there must
needs be one same virtue. Because, since moral virtue consists
in a kind of mean, the mean in contrary passions stands in the

same ratio to both, even as in the natural order there is but one
mean between contraries, e.g. between black and white. Sec-
ondly, because there are different passions contradicting rea-
son in the samemanner, e.g. by impelling to that which is con-
trary to reason, or bywithdrawing from thatwhich is in accord
with reason. Wherefore the different passions of the concu-
piscible faculty do not require different moral virtues, because
their movements follow one another in a certain order, as be-
ing directed to the one same thing, viz. the attainment of some
good or the avoidance of some evil: thus from love proceeds
desire, and from desire we arrive at pleasure; and it is the same
with the opposite passions, for hatred leads to avoidance or dis-
like, and this leads to sorrow. On the other hand, the irascible
passions are not all of one order, but are directed to different
things: for daring and fear are about some great danger; hope
and despair are about some difficult good; while anger seeks to
overcome something contrary which has wrought harm. Con-
sequently there are different virtues about such like passions:
e.g. temperance, about the concupiscible passions; fortitude,
about fear and daring; magnanimity, about hope and despair;
meekness, about anger.

Reply toObjection 1.All the passions concur in one com-
monprinciple and end; but not in one proper principle or end:
and so this does not suffice for the unity of moral virtue.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as in the natural order the same
principle causes movement from one extreme and movement
towards the other; and as in the intellectual order contraries
have one common ratio; so too between contrary passions
there is but onemoral virtue, which, like a second nature, con-
sents to reason’s dictates.

Reply toObjection 3.ose three passions are directed to
the same object in a certain order, as stated above: and so they
belong to the same virtue.
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Ia IIae q. 60 a. 5Whether the moral virtues differ in point of the various objects of the passions?

Objection 1. It would seem that the moral virtues do not
differ according to the objects of the passions. For just as there
are objects of passions, so are there objects of operations. Now
those moral virtues that are about operations, do not differ ac-
cording to the objects of those operations: for the buying and
selling either of a house or of a horse belong to the one same
virtue of justice. erefore neither do those moral virtues that
are about passions differ according to the objects of those pas-
sions.

Objection 2. Further, the passions are acts or movements
of the sensitive appetite. Now it needs a greater difference
to differentiate habits than acts. Hence diverse objects which
do not diversify the species of passions, do not diversify the
species of moral virtue: so that there is but one moral virtue
about all objects of pleasure, and the same applies to the other
passions.

Objection 3. Further, more or less do not change a species.
Now various objects of pleasure differ only by reason of being
more or less pleasurable. erefore all objects of pleasure be-
long to one species of virtue: and for the same reason so do all
fearful objects, and the same applies to others.ereforemoral
virtue is not diversified according to theobjects of thepassions.

Objection 4. Further, virtue hinders evil, even as it pro-
duces good. But there are various virtues about the desires for
good things: thus temperance is about desires for the pleasure
of touch, and “eutrapelia”* about pleasures in games.erefore
there should be different virtues about fears of evils.

On the contrary, Chastity is about sexual pleasures, ab-
stinence about pleasures of the table, and “eutrapelia” about
pleasures in games.

I answer that, e perfection of a virtue depends on the
reason;whereas the perfectionof a passiondepends on the sen-
sitive appetite. Consequently virtues must needs be differenti-
ated according to their relation to reason, but the passions ac-
cording to their relation to the appetite. Hence the objects of
the passions, according as they are variously related to the sen-
sitive appetite, cause the different species of passions: while,
according as they are related to reason, they cause the different
species of virtues.Now themovement of reason is not the same
as that of the sensitive appetite. Wherefore nothing hinders a
difference of objects from causing diversity of passions, with-
out causing diversity of virtues, aswhen one virtue is about sev-
eral passions, as stated above (a. 4); and again, a difference of
objects from causing different virtues, without causing a dif-
ference of passions, since several virtues are directed about one
passion, e.g. pleasure.

And because diverse passions belonging to diverse powers,
always belong to diverse virtues, as stated above (a. 4); there-
fore a difference of objects that corresponds to a difference of
powers always causes a specific difference of virtues—for in-
stance the difference between that which is good absolutely

speaking, and thatwhich is good anddifficult to obtain.More-
over since the reason rules man’s lower powers in a certain or-
der, and even extends to outward things; hence, one single ob-
ject of the passions, according as it is apprehended by sense,
imagination, or reason, and again, according as it belongs to
the soul, body, or external things, has various relations to rea-
son, and consequently is of a nature to cause a difference of
virtues. Consequently man’s good which is the object of love,
desire and pleasure, may be taken as referred either to a bodily
sense, or to the inner apprehension of the mind: and this same
good may be directed to man’s good in himself, either in his
body or in his soul, or to man’s good in relation to other men.
And every such difference, being differently related to reason,
differentiates virtues.

Accordingly, if we take a good, and it be something dis-
cerned by the sense of touch, and something pertaining to the
upkeep of human life either in the individual or in the species,
such as the pleasures of the table or of sexual intercourse, it
will belong to the virtue of “temperance.” As regards the plea-
sures of the other senses, they are not intense, and so do not
present much difficulty to the reason: hence there is no virtue
corresponding to them; for virtue, “like art, is about difficult
things” (Ethic. ii, 3).

On the other hand, good discerned not by the senses, but
by an inner power, and belonging to man in himself, is like
money and honor; the former, by its very nature, being em-
ployable for the good of the body, while the latter is based on
the apprehension of the mind. ese goods again may be con-
sidered either absolutely, in which way they concern the con-
cupiscible faculty, or as being difficult to obtain, in which way
they belong to the irascible part: which distinction, however,
has no place in pleasurable objects of touch; since such are of
base condition, and are becoming to man in so far as he has
something in common with irrational animals. Accordingly
in reference to money considered as a good absolutely, as an
object of desire, pleasure, or love, there is “liberality”: but if
we consider this good as difficult to get, and as being the ob-
ject of our hope, there is “magnificence”*. With regard to that
good which we call honor, taken absolutely, as the object of
love, we have a virtue called “philotimia”†, i.e. “love of honor”:
while if we consider it as hard to attain, and as an object of
hope, then we have “magnanimity.” Wherefore liberality and
“philotimia” seem to be in the concupiscible part, while mag-
nificence and magnanimity are in the irascible.

As regardsman’s good in relation to othermen, it does not
seem hard to obtain, but is considered absolutely, as the object
of the concupiscible passions. is good may be pleasurable
to a man in his behavior towards another either in some seri-
ous matter, in actions, to wit, that are directed by reason to a
due end, or in playful actions, viz. that are done for mere plea-
sure, and which do not stand in the same relation to reason as

* εὐτραπελία. * μεγαλαπρέπεια. † φιλοτιμία.
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the former. Now one man behaves towards another in serious
matters, in two ways. First, as being pleasant in his regard, by
becoming speech and deeds: and this belongs to a virtuewhich
Aristotle (Ethic. ii, 7) calls “friendship”‡, and may be rendered
“affability.” Secondly, oneman behaves towards another by be-
ing frank with him, in words and deeds: this belongs to an-
other virtue which (Ethic. iv, 7) he calls “truthfulness”§. For
frankness is more akin to the reason than pleasure, and serious
matters thanplay.Hence there is another virtue about the plea-
sures of games, which the Philosopher “eutrapelia”¶ (Ethic. iv,
8).

It is therefore evident that, according to Aristotle, there
are ten moral virtues about the passions, viz. fortitude, tem-
perance, liberality, magnificence, magnanimity, “philotimia,”
gentleness, friendship, truthfulness, and “eutrapelia,” all of
which differ in respect of their diverse matter, passions, or ob-
jects: so that if we add “justice,” which is about operations,
there will be eleven in all.

Reply to Objection 1. All objects of the same specific op-

eration have the same relation to reason: not so all the objects
of the same specific passion; because operations do not thwart
reason as the passions do.

Reply to Objection 2. Passions are not differentiated by
the same rule as virtues are, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.More and less do not cause a differ-
ence of species, unless they bear different relations to reason.

Reply to Objection 4. Good is a more potent mover than
evil: because evil does not cause movement save in virtue of
good, as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv). Hence an evil does
not prove an obstacle to reason, so as to require virtues unless
that evil be great; there being, seemingly, one such evil cor-
responding to each kind of passion. Hence there is but one
virtue, meekness, for every form of anger; and, again, but one
virtue, fortitude, for all forms of daring. On the other hand,
good involves difficulty, which requires virtue, even if it be not
a great good in that particular kind of passion. Consequently
there are various moral virtues about desires, as stated above.

‡ φιλία. § αλήθεια. ¶ εὐτραπελία.
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Of the Cardinal Virtues
(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the cardinal virtues: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the moral virtues should be called cardinal or principal virtues?
(2) Of their number;
(3) Which are they?
(4) Whether they differ from one another?
(5) Whether they are fittingly divided into social, perfecting, perfect, and exemplar virtues?

Ia IIae q. 61 a. 1Whether the moral virtues should be called cardinal or principal virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that moral virtues should
not be called cardinal or principal virtues. For “the opposite
members of a division are by nature simultaneous” (Categor.
x), so that one is not principal rather than another. Now all
the virtues are opposite members of the division of the genus
“virtue.” erefore none of them should be called principal.

Objection 2. Further, the end is principal as compared to
themeans. But the theological virtues are about the end; while
the moral virtues are about the means.erefore the theologi-
cal virtues, rather than themoral virtues, should be called prin-
cipal or cardinal.

Objection 3. Further, that which is essentially so is princi-
pal in comparison with that which is so by participation. But
the intellectual virtues belong to thatwhich is essentially ratio-
nal: whereas the moral virtues belong to that which is rational
by participation, as stated above (q. 58 , a. 3). erefore the
intellectual virtues are principal, rather than themoral virtues.

On the contrary, Ambrose in explaining the words,
“Blessed are the poor in spirit” (Lk. 6:20) says: “We know that
there are four cardinal virtues, viz. temperance, justice, pru-
dence, and fortitude.” But these are moral virtues. erefore
the moral virtues are cardinal virtues.

I answer that, When we speak of virtue simply, we are
understood to speak of human virtue. Now human virtue, as
stated above (q. 56, a. 3), is one that answers to the perfect idea
of virtue, which requires rectitude of the appetite: for such like
virtuenot only confers the faculty of doingwell, but also causes
the good deed done. On the other hand, the name virtue is ap-
plied to one that answers imperfectly to the idea of virtue, and
does not require rectitude of the appetite: because it merely

confers the faculty of doing well without causing the good
deed to be done. Now it is evident that the perfect is principal
as compared to the imperfect: and so those virtues which im-
ply rectitude of the appetite are called principal virtues. Such
are the moral virtues, and prudence alone, of the intellectual
virtues, for it is also something of a moral virtue, as was clearly
shown above (q. 57, a. 4). Consequently, those virtues which
are called principal or cardinal are fittingly placed among the
moral virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. When a univocal genus is divided
into its species, the members of the division are on a par in the
point of the generic idea; although considered in their nature
as things, one species may surpass another in rank and perfec-
tion, as man in respect of other animals. But when we divide
an analogous term, which is applied to several things, but to
one before it is applied to another, nothing hinders one from
ranking before another, even in the point of the generic idea;
as the notion of being is applied to substance principally in re-
lation to accident. Such is the division of virtue into various
kinds of virtue: since the good defined by reason is not found
in the same way in all things.

Reply to Objection 2. e theological virtues are above
man, as stated above (q. 58, a. 3, ad 3). Hence they should
properly be called not human, but “super-human” or godlike
virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the intellectual virtues,
except in prudence, rank before themoral virtues, in the point
of their subject, they do not rank before them as virtues; for
a virtue, as such, regards good, which is the object of the ap-
petite.

Ia IIae q. 61 a. 2Whether there are four cardinal virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not four cardi-
nal virtues. For prudence is the directing principle of the other
moral virtues, as is clear from what has been said above (q. 58,
a. 4). But that which directs other things ranks before them.
erefore prudence alone is a principal virtue.

Objection 2. Further, the principal virtues are, in a way,

moral virtues. Now we are directed to moral works both by
the practical reason, and by a right appetite, as stated in Ethic.
vi, 2. erefore there are only two cardinal virtues.

Objection 3. Further, even among the other virtues one
ranks higher than another. But in order that a virtue be princi-
pal, it needs not to rank above all the others, but above some.
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erefore it seems that there are many more principal virtues.
On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. ii): “e entire

structure of good works is built on four virtues.”
I answer that,ingsmaybenumbered either in respect of

their formal principles, or according to the subjects in which
they are: and either way we find that there are four cardinal
virtues.

For the formal principle of the virtue of which we speak
now is good as defined by reason; which good is considered in
two ways. First, as existing in the very act of reason: and thus
we have one principal virtue, called “Prudence.” Secondly, ac-
cording as the reason puts its order into something else; either
into operations, and then we have “Justice”; or into passions,
and then we need two virtues. For the need of putting the or-
der of reason into the passions is due to their thwarting reason:
and this occurs in two ways. First, by the passions inciting to
something against reason, and then the passions need a curb,
which we call “Temperance.” Secondly, by the passions with-

drawing us from following the dictate of reason, e.g. through
fear of danger or toil: and then man needs to be strengthened
for that which reason dictates, lest he turn back; and to this
end there is “Fortitude.”

In likemanner, we find the same number if we consider the
subjects of virtue. For there are four subjects of the virtue we
speak of now: viz. the power which is rational in its essence,
and this is perfected by “Prudence”; and that which is ratio-
nal by participation, and is threefold, the will, subject of “Jus-
tice,” the concupiscible faculty, subject of “Temperance,” and
the irascible faculty, subject of “Fortitude.”

Reply to Objection 1. Prudence is the principal of all the
virtues simply. e others are principal, each in its own genus.

Reply toObjection 2.at part of the soul which is ratio-
nal by participation is threefold, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. All the other virtues among which
one ranks before another, are reducible to the above four, both
as to the subject and as to the formal principle.

Ia IIae q. 61 a. 3Whether any other virtues should be called principal rather than these?

Objection 1. It would seem that other virtues should be
called principal rather than these. For, seemingly, the greatest
is the principal in any genus. Now “magnanimity has a great
influence on all the virtues” (Ethic. iv, 3). erefore magna-
nimity should more than any be called a principal virtue.

Objection 2. Further, that which strengthens the other
virtues should above all be called a principal virtue. But such
is humility: for Gregory says (Hom. iv in Ev.) that “he who
gathers the other virtues without humility is as one who car-
ries straw against the wind.” erefore humility seems above
all to be a principal virtue.

Objection 3. Further, that which is most perfect seems to
be principal. But this applies to patience, according to James
1:4: “Patience hath a perfect work.” erefore patience should
be reckoned a principal virtue.

On the contrary, Cicero reduces all other virtues to these
four (De Invent. Rhet. ii).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), these four are reck-
oned as cardinal virtues, in respect of the four formal principles
of virtue as we understand it now. ese principles are found
chiefly in certain acts and passions. us the good which ex-
ists in the act of reason, is found chiefly in reason’s command,
but not in its counsel or its judgment, as stated above (q. 57,
a. 6). Again, good as defined by reason and put into our oper-
ations as something right and due, is found chiefly in commu-
tations and distributions in respect of another person, and on
a basis of equality. e good of curbing the passions is found
chiefly in those passions which are most difficult to curb, viz.
in the pleasures of touch. e good of being firm in holding

to the good defined by reason, against the impulse of passion,
is found chiefly in perils of death, which are most difficult to
withstand.

Accordingly the above four virtues may be considered in
two ways. First, in respect of their common formal principles.
In this way they are called principal, being general, as it were,
in comparison with all the virtues: so that, for instance, any
virtue that causes good in reason’s act of consideration, may be
called prudence; every virtue that causes the good of right and
due in operation, be called justice; every virtue that curbs and
represses the passions, be called temperance; and every virtue
that strengthens the mind against any passions whatever, be
called fortitude.Many, bothholy doctors, as also philosophers,
speak about these virtues in this sense: and in this way the
other virtues are contained under them.Wherefore all the ob-
jections fail.

Secondly, they may be considered in point of their being
denominated, each one from that which is foremost in its re-
spective matter, and thus they are specific virtues, condivided
with the others. Yet they are called principal in comparison
with the other virtues, on account of the importance of their
matter: so that prudence is the virtue which commands; jus-
tice, the virtuewhich is aboutdue actions between equals; tem-
perance, the virtue which suppresses desires for the pleasures
of touch; and fortitude, the virtue which strengthens against
dangers of death.us again do the objections fail: because the
other virtues may be principal in some other way, but these are
called principal by reason of their matter, as stated above.
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Ia IIae q. 61 a. 4Whether the four cardinal virtues differ from one another?

Objection 1. It would seem that the above four virtues are
not diverse and distinct from one another. For Gregory says
(Moral. xxii, 1): “ere is no true prudence, unless it be just,
temperate and brave; no perfect temperance, that is not brave,
just and prudent; no sound fortitude, that is not prudent, tem-
perate and just; no real justice, without prudence, fortitude
and temperance.” But this would not be so, if the above virtues
were distinct from one another: since the different species of
one genus do not qualify one another. erefore the aforesaid
virtues are not distinct from one another.

Objection 2. Further, among things distinct from one an-
other the function of one is not attributed to another. But the
function of temperance is attributed to fortitude: forAmbrose
says (De Offic. xxxvi): “Rightly do we call it fortitude, when a
man conquers himself, and is not weakened and bent by any
enticement.” And of temperance he says (De Offic. xliii, xlv)
that it “safeguards the manner and order in all things that we
decide to do and say.” erefore it seems that these virtues are
not distinct from one another.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 4)
that the necessary conditions of virtue are first of all “that a
man should have knowledge; secondly, that he should exercise
choice for a particular end; thirdly, that he should possess the
habit and act with firmness and steadfastness.” But the first of
these seems to belong to prudence which is rectitude of rea-
son in things to be done; the second, i.e. choice, belongs to
temperance, whereby a man, holding his passions on the curb,
acts, not from passion but from choice; the third, that a man
should act for the sake of a due end, implies a certain rectitude,
which seemingly belongs to justice; while the last, viz. firm-
ness and steadfastness, belongs to fortitude. erefore each of
these virtues is general in comparison to other virtues. ere-
fore they are not distinct from one another.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl. xi)
that “there are four virtues, corresponding to the various emo-
tions of love,” and he applies this to the four virtuesmentioned
above. erefore the same four virtues are distinct from one
another.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), these four virtues
are understood differently by various writers. For some take
them as signifying certain general conditions of the human
mind, to be found in all the virtues: so that, to wit, prudence is
merely a certain rectitude of discretion in any actions or mat-
ters whatever; justice, a certain rectitude of themind, whereby
a man does what he ought in any matters; temperance, a dis-
position of the mind, moderating any passions or operations,
so as to keep themwithin bounds; and fortitude, a disposition
whereby the soul is strengthened for that which is in accord
with reason, against any assaults of the passions, or the toil
involved by any operations. To distinguish these four virtues
in this way does not imply that justice, temperance and forti-
tude are distinct virtuous habits: because it is fitting that every

moral virtue, from the fact that it is a “habit,” should be accom-
panied by a certain firmness so as not to be moved by its con-
trary: and this, we have said, belongs to fortitude. Moreover,
inasmuch as it is a “virtue,” it is directed to goodwhich involves
the notion of right and due; and this, we have said, belongs to
justice. Again, owing to the fact that it is a “moral virtue” par-
taking of reason, it observes the mode of reason in all things,
and does not exceed its bounds, which has been stated to be-
long to temperance. It is only in the point of having discretion,
which we ascribed to prudence, that there seems to be a dis-
tinction from the other three, inasmuch as discretion belongs
essentially to reason; whereas the other three imply a certain
share of reason by way of a kind of application (of reason) to
passions or operations. According to the above explanation,
then, prudence would be distinct from the other three virtues:
but these would not be distinct from one another; for it is evi-
dent that one and the same virtue is both habit, and virtue, and
moral virtue.

Others, however, with better reason, take these four
virtues, according as they have their special determinate mat-
ter; each of its own matter, in which special commendation is
given to that general condition fromwhich the virtue’s name is
taken as stated above (a. 3). In this way it is clear that the afore-
said virtues are distinct habits, differentiated in respect of their
diverse objects.

Reply to Objection 1. Gregory is speaking of these four
virtues in the first sense given above. It may also be said that
these four virtues qualify one another by a kind of overflow.
For the qualities of prudence overflow on to the other virtues
in so far as they are directed by prudence. And each of the oth-
ers overflows on to the rest, for the reason that whoever can do
what is harder, can do what is less difficult. Wherefore who-
ever can curb his desires for the pleasures of touch, so that they
keep within bounds, which is a very hard thing to do, for this
very reason ismore able to checkhis daring in dangers of death,
so as not to go too far, which is much easier; and in this sense
fortitude is said to be temperate. Again, temperance is said to
be brave, by reason of fortitude overflowing into temperance:
in so far, to wit, as he whose mind is strengthened by fortitude
against dangers of death, which is a matter of very great dif-
ficulty, is more able to remain firm against the onslaught of
pleasures; for as Cicero says (De Offic. i), “it would be incon-
sistent for aman to be unbroken by fear, and yet vanquished by
cupidity; or that he should be conquered by lust, aer showing
himself to be unconquered by toil.”

From this the Reply to the Second Objection is clear.
For temperance observes the mean in all things, and fortitude
keeps the mind unbent by the enticements of pleasures, either
in so far as these virtues are taken to denote certain general
conditions of virtue, or in the sense that they overflow on to
one another, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 3. ese four general conditions of
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virtue set downby thePhilosopher, are not proper to the afore-
said virtues. ey may, however, be appropriated to them, in

the way above stated.

Ia IIae q. 61 a. 5Whether the cardinal virtues are fittingly divided into social virtues, perfecting, perfect, and
exemplar virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that these four virtues are un-
fittingly divided into exemplar virtues, perfecting virtues, per-
fect virtues, and social virtues. For as Macrobius says (Super
Somn. Scip. 1), the “exemplar virtues are such as exist in the
mind ofGod.”Now the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 8) that “it is
absurd to ascribe justice, fortitude, temperance, and prudence
to God.” erefore these virtues cannot be exemplar.

Objection2.Further, the “perfect” virtues are thosewhich
are without any passion: for Macrobius says (Super Somn.
Scip. 1) that “in a soul that is cleansed, temperance has not to
check worldly desires, for it has forgotten all about them: for-
titude knows nothing about the passions; it does not have to
conquer them.” Now it was stated above (q. 59, a. 5) that the
aforesaid virtues cannot be without passions. erefore there
is no such thing as “perfect” virtue.

Objection 3. Further, he says (Macrobius: Super Somn.
Scip. 1) that the “perfecting” virtues are those of theman “who
flies from human affairs and devotes himself exclusively to the
things of God.” But it seems wrong to do this, for Cicero says
(De Offic. i): “I reckon that it is not only unworthy of praise,
but wicked for a man to say that he despises what most men
admire, viz. power and office.”erefore there are no “perfect-
ing” virtues.

Objection 4. Further, he says (Macrobius: Super Somn.
Scip. 1) that the “social” virtues are those “whereby good men
work for the good of their country and for the safety of the
city.” But it is only legal justice that is directed to the common
weal, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. v, 1). erefore other
virtues should not be called “social.”

On the contrary, Macrobius says (Super Somn. Scip. 1):
“Plotinus, togetherwithPlato foremost among teachers of phi-
losophy, says: ‘e four kinds of virtue are fourfold: In the first
place there are social* virtues; secondly, there are perfecting
virtues; thirdly, there are perfect† virtues; and fourthly, there
are exemplar virtues.’ ”‡

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl. vi),
“the soul needs to follow something in order to give birth
to virtue: this something is God: if we follow Him we shall
live aright.” Consequently the exemplar of human virtue must
needs pre-exist in God, just as inHim pre-exist the types of all
things. Accordingly virtue may be considered as existing orig-
inally in God, and thus we speak of “exemplar” virtues: so that
in God the Divine Mind itself may be called prudence; while
temperance is the turning of God’s gaze onHimself, even as in
us it is that which conforms the appetite to reason. God’s for-

titude is His unchangeableness; His justice is the observance
of the Eternal Law in His works, as Plotinus states (Cf. Mac-
robius, Super Somn. Scip. 1).

Again, since man by his nature is a social§ animal, these
virtues, in so far as they are in him according to the condition
of his nature, are called “social” virtues; since it is by reason of
them that man behaves himself well in the conduct of human
affairs. It is in this sense that we have been speaking of these
virtues until now.

But since it behooves a man to do his utmost to strive
onward even to Divine things, as even the Philosopher de-
clares in Ethic. x, 7, and as Scripture oen admonishes us—for
instance: “Be ye…perfect, as your heavenly Father is perfect”
(Mat. 5:48), we must needs place some virtues between the
social or human virtues, and the exemplar virtues which are
Divine. Now these virtues differ by reason of a difference of
movement and term: so that some are virtues of men who are
on their way and tending towards the Divine similitude; and
these are called “perfecting” virtues. us prudence, by con-
templating the things of God, counts as nothing all things
of the world, and directs all the thoughts of the soul to God
alone: temperance, so far as nature allows, neglects the needs
of the body; fortitude prevents the soul from being afraid of
neglecting the body and rising to heavenly things; and justice
consists in the soul giving a whole-hearted consent to follow
the way thus proposed. Besides these there are the virtues of
thosewhohave already attained to theDivine similitude: these
are called the “perfect virtues.”us prudence sees nought else
but the things of God; temperance knows no earthly desires;
fortitude has no knowledge of passion; and justice, by imi-
tating the Divine Mind, is united thereto by an everlasting
covenant. Such as the virtues attributed to the Blessed, or, in
this life, to some who are at the summit of perfection.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking of
these virtues according as they relate to human affairs; for in-
stance, justice, about buying and selling; fortitude, about fear;
temperance, about desires; for in this sense it is absurd to at-
tribute them to God.

Reply to Objection 2. Human virtues, that is to say,
virtues of men living together in this world, are about the pas-
sions. But the virtues of those who have attained to perfect
bliss are without passions. Hence Plotinus says (Cf. Macro-
bius, Super Somn. Scip. 1) that “the social virtues check the
passions,” i.e. they bring them to the relative mean; “the sec-
ondkind,” viz. the perfecting virtues, “uproot them”; “the third

* Virtutes purgatoriae: literally meaning, cleansing virtues. † Virtutes pur-
gati animi: literally, virtues of the clean soul. ‡ Cf. Chrysostom’s fieenth
homily on St. Matthew, where he says: “e gentle, the modest, the merciful,
the just man does not shut up his good deeds within himself…He that is clean
of heart and peaceful, and suffers persecution for the sake of the truth, lives
for the common weal.”. § See above note on Chrysostom. 819



kind,” viz. the perfect virtues, “forget them; while it is impi-
ous to mention them in connection with virtues of the fourth
kind,” viz. the exemplar virtues. It may also be said that here he
is speaking of passions as denoting inordinate emotions.

Reply to Objection 3. To neglect human affairs when ne-
cessity forbids iswicked; otherwise it is virtuous.HenceCicero
says a little earlier: “Perhaps one should make allowances for
those who by reason of their exceptional talents have devoted
themselves to learning; as also to those who have retired from
public life on account of failing health, or for some other yet
weightier motive; when such men yielded to others the power
and renown of authority.” is agrees with what Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xix, 19): “e love of truth demands a hol-

lowed leisure; charity necessitates good works. If no one lays
this burden on us we may devote ourselves to the study and
contemplation of truth; but if the burden is laid on us it is to
be taken up under the pressure of charity.”

Reply toObjection 4.Legal justice alone regards the com-
mon weal directly: but by commanding the other virtues it
draws them all into the service of the common weal, as the
Philosopher declares (Ethic. v, 1). For we must take note that
it concerns the human virtues, as we understand them here, to
do well not only towards the community, but also towards the
parts of the community, viz. towards the household, or even
towards one individual.
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Of the eological Virtues

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the eological Virtues: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are any theological virtues?
(2) Whether the theological virtues are distinct from the intellectual and moral virtues?
(3) How many, and which are they?
(4) Of their order.

Ia IIae q. 62 a. 1Whether there are any theological virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not any theo-
logical virtues. For according to Phys. vii, text. 17, “virtue is
the disposition of a perfect thing to that which is best: and by
perfect, I mean that which is disposed according to nature.”
But that which is Divine is above man’s nature. erefore the
theological virtues are not virtues of a man.

Objection 2. Further, theological virtues are quasi-Divine
virtues. But the Divine virtues are exemplars, as stated above
(q. 61, a. 5), which are not in us but inGod.erefore the the-
ological virtues are not virtues of man.

Objection 3. Further, the theological virtues are so called
because they direct us to God, Who is the first beginning and
last end of all things. But by the very nature of his reason and
will, man is directed to his first beginning and last end. ere-
fore there is no need for any habits of theological virtue, to di-
rect the reason and will to God.

On the contrary, e precepts of the Law are about acts
of virtue. Now the Divine Law contains precepts about the
acts of faith, hope, and charity: for it is written (Ecclus. 2:8,
seqq.): “Ye that fear the Lord believeHim,” and again, “hope in
Him,” and again, “love Him.” erefore faith, hope, and char-
ity are virtues directing us to God. erefore they are theolog-
ical virtues.

I answer that,Man is perfected by virtue, for those actions
whereby he is directed to happiness, as was explained above
(q. 5, a. 7). Now man’s happiness is twofold, as was also stated
above (q. 5, a. 5).One is proportionate to humannature, a hap-
piness, to wit, which man can obtain by means of his natural
principles. e other is a happiness surpassing man’s nature,
and which man can obtain by the power of God alone, by a
kindof participation of theGodhead, aboutwhich it iswritten

(2Pet. 1:4) that byChristwe aremade “partakers of theDivine
nature.” And because such happiness surpasses the capacity of
human nature, man’s natural principles which enable him to
act well according to his capacity, do not suffice to direct man
to this same happiness. Hence it is necessary for man to re-
ceive from God some additional principles, whereby he may
be directed to supernatural happiness, even as he is directed to
his connatural end, by means of his natural principles, albeit
not without Divine assistance. Such like principles are called
“theological virtues”: first, because their object is God, inas-
much as they direct us aright to God: secondly, because they
are infused in us by God alone: thirdly, because these virtues
are notmadeknown tous, save byDivine revelation, contained
in Holy Writ.

Reply to Objection 1. A certain nature may be ascribed
to a certain thing in two ways. First, essentially: and thus these
theological virtues surpass the nature ofman. Secondly, by par-
ticipation, as kindled wood partakes of the nature of fire: and
thus, aer a fashion,manbecomes a partaker of theDivineNa-
ture, as stated above: so that these virtues are proportionate to
man in respect of the Nature of which he is made a partaker.

Reply toObjection 2.ese virtues are called Divine, not
as thoughGodwere virtuous by reason of them, but because of
themGodmakes us virtuous, and directs us toHimself.Hence
they are not exemplar but exemplate virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. e reason and will are naturally
directed to God, inasmuch as He is the beginning and end of
nature, but in proportion to nature. But the reason and will,
according to their nature, are not sufficiently directed to Him
in so far as He is the object of supernatural happiness.

Ia IIae q. 62 a. 2Whether the theological virtues are distinct from the intellectual and moral virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that the theological virtues are
not distinct from the moral and intellectual virtues. For the
theological virtues, if they be in a human soul, must needs per-
fect it, either as to the intellective, or as to the appetitive part.
Now the virtues which perfect the intellective part are called
intellectual; and the virtues which perfect the appetitive part,

are called moral. erefore, the theological virtues are not dis-
tinct from the moral and intellectual virtues.

Objection 2. Further, the theological virtues are those
which direct us to God. Now, among the intellectual virtues
there is one which directs us to God: this is wisdom, which
is about Divine things, since it considers the highest cause.
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erefore the theological virtues are not distinct from the in-
tellectual virtues.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine (De Moribus Eccl. xv)
shows how the four cardinal virtues are the “order of love.”
Now love is charity, which is a theological virtue. erefore
the moral virtues are not distinct from the theological.

On the contrary, at which is above man’s nature is dis-
tinct from that which is according to his nature. But the the-
ological virtues are above man’s nature; while the intellectual
and moral virtues are in proportion to his nature, as clearly
shown above (q. 58, a. 3).erefore they are distinct from one
another.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 54, a. 2, ad 1), habits are
specifically distinct from one another in respect of the formal
difference of their objects. Now the object of the theological
virtues is God Himself, Who is the last end of all, as surpass-
ing the knowledge of our reason.On the other hand, the object
of the intellectual and moral virtues is something comprehen-
sible to human reason. Wherefore the theological virtues are
specifically distinct from the moral and intellectual virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. e intellectual and moral virtues
perfect man’s intellect and appetite according to the capacity
of human nature; the theological virtues, supernaturally.

Reply toObjection2.ewisdomwhich the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 3,7) reckons as an intellectual virtue, considers Di-
vine things so far as they are open to the research of human
reason. eological virtue, on the other hand, is about those
same things so far as they surpass human reason.

Reply to Objection 3. ough charity is love, yet love is
not always charity. When, then, it is stated that every virtue is
the order of love, this can be understood either of love in the
general sense, or of the love of charity. If it be understood of
love, commonly so called, then each virtue is stated to be the
order of love, in so far as each cardinal virtue requires ordinate
emotions; and love is the root and cause of every emotion, as
stated above (q. 27, a. 4; q. 28, a. 6, ad 2; q. 41, a. 2, ad 1). If,
however, it be understood of the love of charity, it does not
mean that every other virtue is charity essentially: but that all
other virtues depend on charity in some way, as we shall show
further on (q. 65, Aa. 2,5; IIa IIae, q. 23, a. 7).

Ia IIae q. 62 a. 3Whether faith, hope, and charity are fittingly reckoned as theological virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith, hope, and charity
are not fittingly reckoned as three theological virtues. For the
theological virtues are in relation to Divine happiness, what
the natural inclination is in relation to the connatural end.
Now among the virtues directed to the connatural end there
is but one natural virtue, viz. the understanding of principles.
erefore there should be but one theological virtue.

Objection 2.Further, the theological virtues aremore per-
fect than the intellectual and moral virtues. Now faith is not
reckoned among the intellectual virtues, but is something less
than a virtue, since it is imperfect knowledge. Likewise hope
is not reckoned among themoral virtues, but is something less
than a virtue, since it is a passion. Much less therefore should
they be reckoned as theological virtues.

Objection 3. Further, the theological virtues direct man’s
soul to God. Now man’s soul cannot be directed to God, save
through the intellective part, wherein are the intellect andwill.
erefore there should be only two theological virtues, one
perfecting the intellect, the other, the will.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:13): “Now
there remain faith, hope, charity, these three.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), the theological virtues
directman to supernatural happiness in the sameway as by the
natural inclinationman is directed to his connatural end.Now
the latter happens in respect of two things. First, in respect of
the reason or intellect, in so far as it contains the first univer-
sal principles which are known to us by the natural light of the
intellect, and which are reason’s starting-point, both in specu-
lative and in practicalmatters. Secondly, through the rectitude
of the will which tends naturally to good as defined by reason.

But these two fall short of the order of supernatural hap-
piness, according to 1 Cor. 2:9: “e eye hath not seen, nor
ear heard, neither hath it entered into the heart of man, what
things God hath prepared for them that love Him.” Conse-
quently in respect of both the above things man needed to
receive in addition something supernatural to direct him to a
supernatural end. First, as regards the intellect, man receives
certain supernatural principles, which are held by means of a
Divine light: these are the articles of faith, aboutwhich is faith.
Secondly, the will is directed to this end, both as to that end as
something attainable—and this pertains to hope—and as to a
certain spiritual union, whereby the will is, so to speak, trans-
formed into that end—and this belongs to charity. For the ap-
petite of a thing ismoved and tends towards its connatural end
naturally; and this movement is due to a certain conformity of
the thing with its end.

Reply to Objection 1. e intellect requires intelligible
species whereby to understand: consequently there is need of
a natural habit in addition to the power. But the very nature
of the will suffices for it to be directed naturally to the end,
both as to the intention of the end and as to its conformity
with the end. But the nature of the power is insufficient in ei-
ther of these respects, for the will to be directed to things that
are above its nature. Consequently there was need for an addi-
tional supernatural habit in both respects.

Reply to Objection 2. Faith and hope imply a certain im-
perfection: since faith is of things unseen, and hope, of things
not possessed. Hence faith and hope, in things that are subject
to human power, fall short of the notion of virtue. But faith
and hope in things which are above the capacity of human na-
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ture surpass all virtue that is in proportion to man, according
to 1 Cor. 1:25: “e weakness of God is stronger than men.”

Reply toObjection 3. Two things pertain to the appetite,

viz. movement to the end, and conformity with the end by
means of love. Hence there must needs be two theological
virtues in the human appetite, namely, hope and charity.

Ia IIae q. 62 a. 4Whether faith precedes hope, and hope charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the order of the theolog-
ical virtues is not that faith precedes hope, and hope charity.
For the root precedes that which grows from it. Now charity
is the root of all the virtues, according to Eph. 3:17: “Being
rooted and founded in charity.”erefore charity precedes the
others.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
i): “A man cannot love what he does not believe to exist. But
if he believes and loves, by doing good works he ends in hop-
ing.”erefore it seems that faith precedes charity, and charity
hope.

Objection 3. Further, love is the principle of all our emo-
tions, as stated above (a. 2, ad 3). Now hope is a kind of emo-
tion, since it is a passion, as stated above (q. 25, a. 2).erefore
charity, which is love, precedes hope.

On the contrary, e Apostle enumerates them thus (1
Cor. 13:13): “Now there remain faith, hope, charity.”

I answer that, Order is twofold: order of generation, and
order of perfection. By order of generation, in respect of which
matter precedes form, and the imperfect precedes the perfect,
in one same subject faith precedes hope, and hope charity, as
to their acts: because habits are all infused together. For the
movement of the appetite cannot tend to anything, either by
hopingor loving, unless that thingbe apprehendedby the sense
or by the intellect. Now it is by faith that the intellect appre-
hends the object of hope and love. Hence in the order of gen-
eration, faith precedes hope and charity. In like manner a man
loves a thing because he apprehends it as his good. Now from
the very fact that a man hopes to be able to obtain some good

through someone, he looks on the man in whom he hopes as a
good of his own.Hence for the very reason that amanhopes in
someone, he proceeds to love him: so that in the order of gen-
eration, hope precedes charity as regards their respective acts.

But in the order of perfection, charity precedes faith and
hope: because both faith and hope are quickened by charity,
and receive from charity their full complement as virtues. For
thus charity is the mother and the root of all the virtues, inas-
much as it is the form of them all, as we shall state further on (
IIa IIae, q. 23, a. 8).

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. Augustine is speaking of that hope

whereby aman hopes to obtain bliss through themerits which
he has already: this belongs to hope quickened by and follow-
ing charity. But it is possible for a man before having charity,
to hope through merits not already possessed, but which he
hopes to possess.

Reply toObjection3.As stated above (q. 40, a. 7), in treat-
ing of the passions, hope regards two things. One as its prin-
cipal object, viz. the good hoped for. With regard to this, love
always precedes hope: for good is never hoped for unless it be
desired and loved. Hope also regards the person from whom
a man hopes to be able to obtain some good. With regard to
this, hope precedes love at first; though aerwards hope is in-
creased by love. Because from the fact that a man thinks that
he can obtain a good through someone, he begins to love him:
and from the fact that he loves him, he then hopes all themore
in him.
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F P   S P, Q 63
Of the Cause of Virtues
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the cause of virtues; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether virtue is in us by nature?
(2) Whether any virtue is caused in us by habituation?
(3) Whether any moral virtues are in us by infusion?
(4) Whether virtue acquired by habituation, is of the same species as infused virtue?

Ia IIae q. 63 a. 1Whether virtue is in us by nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that virtue is in us by nature.
For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 14): “Virtues are nat-
ural to us and are equally in all of us.” And Antony says in his
sermon to the monks: “If the will contradicts nature it is per-
verse, if it follow nature it is virtuous.” Moreover, a gloss on
Mat. 4:23, “Jesus went about,” etc., says: “He taught them nat-
ural virtues, i.e. chastity, justice, humility, whichman possesses
naturally.”

Objection 2. Further, the virtuous good consists in accord
with reason, as was clearly shown above (q. 55, a. 4, ad 2). But
that which accords with reason is natural to man; since reason
is part of man’s nature. erefore virtue is in man by nature.

Objection 3. Further, that which is in us from birth is said
to be natural to us. Now virtues are in some from birth: for it
is written ( Job 31:18): “From my infancy mercy grew up with
me; and it came out withme frommymother’s womb.”ere-
fore virtue is in man by nature.

On the contrary, Whatever is in man by nature is com-
mon to all men, and is not taken away by sin, since even in the
demons natural gis remain, as Dionysius states (Div. Nom.
iv). But virtue is not in all men; and is cast out by sin. ere-
fore it is not in man by nature.

I answer that,With regard to corporeal forms, it has been
maintained by some that they are wholly from within, by
those, for instance, who upheld the theory of “latent forms”*.
Others held that forms are entirely from without, those, for
instance, who thought that corporeal forms originated from
some separate cause. Others, however, esteemed that they are
partly from within, in so far as they pre-exist potentially in
matter; and partly from without, in so far as they are brought
into act by the agent.

In like manner with regard to sciences and virtues, some
held that they are wholly from within, so that all virtues and
sciences would pre-exist in the soul naturally, but that the hin-
drances to science and virtue, which are due to the soul being
weighed down by the body, are removed by study and prac-
tice, even as iron is made bright by being polished. is was
the opinion of the Platonists. Others said that they are wholly
from without, being due to the inflow of the active intellect,

as Avicenna maintained. Others said that sciences and virtues
are within us by nature, so far as we are adapted to them, but
not in their perfection: this is the teaching of the Philosopher
(Ethic. ii, 1), and is nearer the truth.

To make this clear, it must be observed that there are two
ways in which something is said to be natural to a man; one is
according to his specific nature, the other according to his in-
dividual nature. And, since each thing derives its species from
its form, and its individuation from matter, and, again, since
man’s form is his rational soul, while his matter is his body,
whatever belongs to him in respect of his rational soul, is nat-
ural to him in respect of his specific nature; while whatever be-
longs to him in respect of the particular temperament of his
body, is natural to him in respect of his individual nature. For
whatever is natural to man in respect of his body, considered
as part of his species, is to be referred, in a way, to the soul, in
so far as this particular body is adapted to this particular soul.

In both these ways virtue is natural to man inchoatively.
is is so in respect of the specific nature, in so far as in man’s
reason are to be found instilled by nature certain naturally
knownprinciples of both knowledge and action, which are the
nurseries of intellectual andmoral virtues, and in so far as there
is in thewill a natural appetite for good in accordancewith rea-
son. Again, this is so in respect of the individual nature, in so
far as by reason of a disposition in the body, some are disposed
either well or ill to certain virtues: because, to wit, certain sen-
sitive powers are acts of certain parts of the body, according to
the disposition of which these powers are helped or hindered
in the exercise of their acts, and, in consequence, the rational
powers also, which the aforesaid sensitive powers assist. In this
way onemanhas a natural aptitude for science, another for for-
titude, another for temperance: and in these ways, both intel-
lectual andmoral virtues are in us by way of a natural aptitude,
inchoatively, but not perfectly, since nature is determined to
one, while the perfection of these virtues does not depend on
oneparticularmodeof action, but on variousmodes, in respect
of the various matters, which constitute the sphere of virtue’s
action, and according to various circumstances.

It is therefore evident that all virtues are in us by nature, ac-

* Anaxagoras; Cf. Ia, q. 45, a. 8; q. 65, a. 4.
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cording to aptitude and inchoation, but not according to per-
fection, except the theological virtues, which are entirely from
without.

is suffices for the Replies to theObjections. For the first
two argue about the nurseries of virtue which are in us by na-

ture, inasmuch as we are rational beings. e third objection
must be taken in the sense that, owing to the natural disposi-
tion which the body has from birth, one has an aptitude for
pity, another for living temperately, another for some other
virtue.

Ia IIae q. 63 a. 2Whether any virtue is caused in us by habituation?

Objection 1. It would seem that virtues can not be caused
in us by habituation. Because a gloss of Augustine* comment-
ing on Rom. 14:23, “All that is not of faith is sin,” says: “e
whole life of anunbeliever is a sin: and there is no goodwithout
the SovereignGood.Where knowledge of the truth is lacking,
virtue is amockery even in the best behavedpeople.”Now faith
cannot be acquired by means of works, but is caused in us by
God, according to Eph. 2:8: “By grace you are saved through
faith.” erefore no acquired virtue can be in us by habitua-
tion.

Objection 2. Further, sin and virtue are contraries, so that
they are incompatible. Now man cannot avoid sin except by
the grace of God, according to Wis. 8:21: “I knew that I could
not otherwise be continent, exceptGod gave it.”erefore nei-
ther can any virtues be caused in us by habituation, but only by
the gi of God.

Objection 3. Further, actions which lead toward virtue,
lack the perfection of virtue. But an effect cannot bemore per-
fect than its cause. erefore a virtue cannot be caused by ac-
tions that precede it.

On the contrary,Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that good
is more efficacious than evil. But vicious habits are caused by
evil acts. Much more, therefore, can virtuous habits be caused
by good acts.

I answer that, We have spoken above (q. 51, Aa. 2,3)
in a general way about the production of habits from acts;
and speaking now in a special way of this matter in rela-
tion to virtue, we must take note that, as stated above (q. 55,
Aa. 3,4), man’s virtue perfects him in relation to good. Now
since the notion of good consists in “mode, species, and or-
der,” as Augustine states (De Nat. Boni. iii) or in “number,
weight, and measure,” as expressed in Wis. 11:21, man’s good
must needs be appraised with respect to some rule. Now this
rule is twofold, as stated above (q. 19, Aa. 3,4), viz. human rea-
son and Divine Law. And since Divine Law is the higher rule,
it extends to more things, so that whatever is ruled by human
reason, is ruled by the Divine Law too; but the converse does

not hold.
It follows that human virtue directed to the good which is

defined according to the rule of human reason can be caused
by human acts: inasmuch as such acts proceed from reason, by
whose power and rule the aforesaid good is established.On the
other hand, virtuewhich directsman to good as defined by the
Divine Law, and not by human reason, cannot be caused by
human acts, the principle of which is reason, but is produced
in us by the Divine operation alone. Hence Augustine in giv-
ing the definition of the latter virtue inserts the words, “which
God works in us without us” (Super Ps. 118, Serm. xxvi). It is
also of these virtues that the First Objection holds good.

Reply toObjection 2. Mortal sin is incompatible with di-
vinely infused virtue, especially if this be considered in its per-
fect state. But actual sin, even mortal, is compatible with hu-
manly acquired virtue; because the use of a habit in us is sub-
ject to our will, as stated above (q. 49, a. 3): and one sinful act
does not destroy a habit of acquired virtue, since it is not an
act but a habit, that is directly contrary to a habit. Wherefore,
thoughman cannot avoidmortal sinwithout grace, so as never
to sin mortally, yet he is not hindered from acquiring a habit
of virtue, whereby he may abstain from evil in the majority of
cases, and chiefly inmatters most opposed to reason.ere are
also certain mortal sins which man can nowise avoid without
grace, those, namely, which are directly opposed to the theo-
logical virtues, which are in us through the gi of grace. is,
however, will be more fully explained later (q. 109, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (a. 1; q. 51, a. 1),
certain seeds or principles of acquired virtue pre-exist in us
by nature. ese principles are more excellent than the virtues
acquired through them: thus the understanding of specula-
tive principles is more excellent than the science of conclu-
sions, and the natural rectitude of the reason is more excellent
than the rectification of the appetite which results through
the appetite partaking of reason, which rectification belongs
to moral virtue. Accordingly human acts, in so far as they pro-
ceed fromhigher principles, can cause acquiredhuman virtues.

Ia IIae q. 63 a. 3Whether any moral virtues are in us by infusion?

Objection1. Itwould seem that no virtues besides the the-
ological virtues are infused inus byGod.BecauseGoddoesnot
do by Himself, save perhaps sometimes miraculously, those
things that can be done by second causes; for, as Dionysius

says (Coel. Hier. iv), “it is God’s rule to bring about extremes
through the mean.” Now intellectual and moral virtues can be
caused in us by our acts, as stated above (a. 2). erefore it is
not reasonable that they should be caused in us by infusion.

* Cf. Lib. Sentent. Prosperi cvi.
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Objection 2. Further, much less superfluity is found in
God’s works than in the works of nature. Now the theologi-
cal virtues suffice to direct us to supernatural good. erefore
there are no other supernatural virtues needing to be caused in
us by God.

Objection 3. Further, nature does not employ two means
where one suffices: much less does God. But God sowed the
seeds of virtue in our souls, according to a gloss on Heb. 1*.
erefore it is unfitting forHim to cause in us other virtues by
means of infusion.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 8:7): “She teacheth
temperance and prudence and justice and fortitude.”

I answer that,Effectsmust needs be proportionate to their
causes and principles. Now all virtues, intellectual and moral,
that are acquired by our actions, arise from certain natural
principles pre-existing in us, as above stated (a. 1; q. 51, a. 1):
instead ofwhichnatural principles,Godbestows onus the the-
ological virtues, wherebywe are directed to a supernatural end,
as stated (q. 62, a. 1). Wherefore we need to receive from God

other habits corresponding, in due proportion, to the theolog-
ical virtues, which habits are to the theological virtues, what
the moral and intellectual virtues are to the natural principles
of virtue.

Reply toObjection1. Somemoral and intellectual virtues
can indeed be caused in us by our actions: but such are not pro-
portionate to the theological virtues. erefore it was neces-
sary for us to receive, from God immediately, others that are
proportionate to these virtues.

Reply to Objection 2. e theological virtues direct us
sufficiently to our supernatural end, inchoatively: i.e. to God
Himself immediately. But the soul needs further to be per-
fected by infused virtues in regard to other things, yet in re-
lation to God.

Reply to Objection 3. e power of those naturally in-
stilled principles does not extend beyond the capacity of na-
ture. Consequently man needs in addition to be perfected by
other principles in relation to his supernatural end.

Ia IIae q. 63 a. 4Whether virtue by habituation belongs to the same species as infused virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that infused virtue does not
differ in species from acquired virtue. Because acquired and
infused virtues, according to what has been said (a. 3), do not
differ seemingly, save in relation to the last end. Now human
habits and acts are specified, not by their last, but by their prox-
imate end. erefore the infused moral or intellectual virtue
does not differ from the acquired virtue.

Objection 2. Further, habits are known by their acts. But
the act of infused and acquired temperance is the same, viz.
to moderate desires of touch. erefore they do not differ in
species.

Objection 3. Further, acquired and infused virtue differ as
that which is wrought by God immediately, from that which
is wrought by a creature. But the man whom God made, is
of the same species as a man begotten naturally; and the eye
which He gave to the man born blind, as one produced by the
power of generation. erefore it seems that acquired and in-
fused virtue belong to the same species.

On the contrary, Any change introduced into the differ-
ence expressed in a definition involves a difference of species.
But the definition of infused virtue contains thewords, “which
God works in us without us,” as stated above (q. 55, a. 4).
erefore acquired virtue, to which these words cannot apply,
is not of the same species as infused virtue.

I answer that,ere is a twofold specific difference among
habits. e first, as stated above (q. 54, a. 2; q. 56, a. 2; q. 60,
a. 1), is taken from the specific and formal aspects of their ob-
jects. Now the object of every virtue is a good considered as in
that virtue’s proper matter: thus the object of temperance is a
good in respect of the pleasures connected with the concupis-
cence of touch. e formal aspect of this object is from reason

which fixes the mean in these concupiscences: while the ma-
terial element is something on the part of the concupiscences.
Now it is evident that the mean that is appointed in such like
concupiscences according to the rule of human reason, is seen
under a different aspect from the mean which is fixed accord-
ing to Divine rule. For instance, in the consumption of food,
the mean fixed by human reason, is that food should not harm
the health of the body, nor hinder the use of reason: whereas,
according to the Divine rule, it behooves man to “chastise his
body, and bring it into subjection” (1Cor. 9:27), by abstinence
in food, drink and the like. It is therefore evident that infused
and acquired temperance differ in species; and the same ap-
plies to the other virtues.

e other specific differences among habits is taken from
the things to which they are directed: for a man’s health and a
horse’s are not of the same species, on account of the difference
between the natures to which their respective healths are di-
rected. In the same sense, thePhilosopher says (Polit. iii, 3) that
citizens have diverse virtues according as they are well directed
to diverse forms of government. In the same way, too, those
infused moral virtues, whereby men behave well in respect of
their being “fellow-citizens with the saints, and of the house-
hold [Douay: ‘domestics’] ofGod” (Eph. 2:19), differ from the
acquired virtues, whereby man behaves well in respect of hu-
man affairs.

Reply to Objection 1. Infused and acquired virtue differ
not only in relation to the ultimate end, but also in relation to
their proper objects, as stated.

Reply toObjection 2.Both acquired and infused temper-
ance moderate desires for pleasures of touch, but for different
reasons, as stated: wherefore their respective acts are not iden-

* Cf. Jerome on Gal. 1: 15,16.
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tical.
Reply toObjection3.Godgave themanbornblind an eye

for the same act as the act for which other eyes are formed nat-
urally: consequently it was of the same species. It would be the

same if God wished to give a man miraculously virtues, such
as those that are acquired by acts. But the case is not so in the
question before us, as stated.
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Of the Mean of Virtue
(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the properties of virtues: and (1) themean of virtue, (2) the connection between virtues, (3) equality
of virtues, (4) the duration of virtues. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether moral virtue observes the mean?
(2) Whether the mean of moral virtue is the real mean or the rational mean?
(3) Whether the intellectual virtues observe the mean?
(4) Whether the theological virtues do?

Ia IIae q. 64 a. 1Whether moral virtues observe the mean?

Objection 1. It would seem thatmoral virtue does not ob-
serve the mean. For the nature of a mean is incompatible with
that which is extreme. Now the nature of virtue is to be some-
thing extreme; for it is stated in De Coelo i that “virtue is the
limit of power.” erefore moral virtue does not observe the
mean.

Objection 2. Further, the maximum is not a mean. Now
some moral virtues tend to a maximum: for instance, magna-
nimity to very great honors, andmagnificence to very large ex-
penditure, as stated in Ethic. iv, 2,3.erefore not every moral
virtue observes the mean.

Objection 3. Further, if it is essential to a moral virtue to
observe the mean, it follows that a moral virtue is not per-
fected, but the contrary corrupted, through tending to some-
thing extreme. Now some moral virtues are perfected by tend-
ing to something extreme; thus virginity, which abstains from
all sexual pleasure, observes the extreme, and is the most per-
fect chastity: and to give all to the poor is the most perfect
mercy or liberality. erefore it seems that it is not essential
to moral virtue that it should observe the mean.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6) that
“moral virtue is a habit of choosing the mean.”

I answer that, As already explained (q. 55, a. 3), the na-
ture of virtue is that it should direct man to good. Now moral
virtue is properly a perfection of the appetitive part of the soul
in regard to some determinate matter: and themeasure or rule
of the appetitive movement in respect of appetible objects is
the reason. But the good of that which is measured or ruled
consists in its conformity with its rule: thus the good things
made by art is that they follow the rule of art. Consequently,
in things of this sort, evil consists in discordance from their
rule or measure. Now this may happen either by their exceed-
ing the measure or by their falling short of it; as is clearly the
case in all things ruled or measured. Hence it is evident that
the good of moral virtue consists in conformity with the rule
of reason. Now it is clear that between excess and deficiency
themean is equality or conformity.erefore it is evident that
moral virtue observes the mean.

Reply toObjection 1.Moral virtue derives goodness from
the rule of reason, while its matter consists in passions or oper-

ations. If therefore we compare moral virtue to reason, then, if
we look at that which is has of reason, it holds the position of
one extreme, viz. conformity; while excess and defect take the
position of the other extreme, viz. deformity. But if we con-
sider moral virtue in respect of its matter, then it holds the po-
sition of mean, in so far as it makes the passion conform to the
rule of reason. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6) that
“virtue, as to its essence, is a mean state,” in so far as the rule of
virtue is imposed on its proper matter: “but it is an extreme in
reference to the ‘best’ and the ‘excellent,’ ” viz. as to its confor-
mity with reason.

Reply to Objection 2. In actions and passions the mean
and the extremes depend on various circumstances: hence
nothing hinders something from being extreme in a particular
virtue as to one circumstance, while the same thing is amean in
respect of other circumstances, through being in conformity
with reason. is is the case with magnanimity and magnif-
icence. For if we look at the absolute quantity of the respec-
tive objects of these virtues, we shall call it an extreme and a
maximum: but if we consider the quantity in relation to other
circumstances, then it has the character of a mean: since these
virtues tend to this maximum in accordance with the rule of
reason, i.e. “where” it is right, “when” it is right, and for an
“end” that is right. ere will be excess, if one tends to this
maximum “when” it is not right, or “where” it is not right, or
for an undue “end”; and there will be deficiency if one fails to
tend thereto “where” one ought, and “when” one aught. is
agrees with the saying of the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 3) that the
“magnanimous man observes the extreme in quantity, but the
mean in the right mode of his action.”

Reply to Objection 3. e same is to be said of virginity
and poverty as of magnanimity. For virginity abstains from all
sexualmatters, andpoverty fromallwealth, for a right end, and
in a rightmanner, i.e. according toGod’sword, and for the sake
of eternal life. But if this be done in an undue manner, i.e. out
of unlawful superstition, or again for vainglory, it will be in
excess. And if it be not done when it ought to be done, or as
it ought to be done, it is a vice by deficiency: for instance, in
those who break their vows of virginity or poverty.
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Ia IIae q. 64 a. 2Whether the mean of moral virtue is the real mean, or the rational mean?

Objection 1. It would seem that the mean of moral virtue
is not the rational mean, but the real mean. For the good of
moral virtue consists in its observing the mean. Now, good, as
stated in Metaph. ii, text. 8, is in things themselves. erefore
the mean of moral virtue is a real mean.

Objection 2. Further, the reason is a power of apprehen-
sion. Butmoral virtue does not observe ameanbetween appre-
hensions, but rather a mean between operations or passions.
erefore the mean of moral virtue is not the rational, but the
real mean.

Objection 3. Further, a mean that is observed according
to arithmetical or geometrical proportion is a real mean. Now
such is the mean of justice, as stated in Ethic. v, 3. erefore
themean ofmoral virtue is not the rational, but the real mean.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6) that
“moral virtue observes the mean fixed, in our regard, by rea-
son.”

I answer that, e rational mean can be understood in
two ways. First, according as the mean is observed in the act
itself of reason, as though the very act of reason were made
to observe the mean: in this sense, since moral virtue perfects
not the act of reason, but the act of the appetitive power, the
mean of moral virtue is not the rational mean. Secondly, the
mean of reason may be considered as that which the reason

puts into some particular matter. In this sense every mean of
moral virtue is a rational mean, since, as above stated (a. 1),
moral virtue is said to observe the mean, through conformity
with right reason.

But it happens sometimes that the rational mean is also
the real mean: in which case the mean of moral virtue is the
real mean, for instance, in justice. On the other hand, some-
times the rational mean is not the real mean, but is considered
in relation to us: and such is the mean in all the other moral
virtues. e reason for this is that justice is about operations,
which deal with external things, wherein the right has to be
established simply and absolutely, as stated above (q. 60, a. 2):
wherefore the rational mean in justice is the same as the real
mean, in so far, to wit as justice gives to each one his due, nei-
ther more nor less. But the other moral virtues deal with in-
terior passions wherein the right cannot be established in the
same way, since men are variously situated in relation to their
passions; hence the rectitude of reason has to be established in
the passions, with due regard to us, who are moved in respect
of the passions.

is suffices for the Replies to theObjections. For the first
two arguments take the rational mean as being in the very act
of reason, while the third argues from the mean of justice.

Ia IIae q. 64 a. 3Whether the intellectual virtues observe the mean?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual virtues do
not observe themean. Becausemoral virtue observes themean
by conforming to the rule of reason.But the intellectual virtues
are in reason itself, so that they seem to have no higher rule.
erefore the intellectual virtues do not observe the mean.

Objection 2. Further, the mean of moral virtue is fixed
by an intellectual virtue: for it is stated in Ethic. ii, 6, that
“virtue observes the mean appointed by reason, as a prudent
man would appoint it.” If therefore intellectual virtue also ob-
serve the mean, this mean will have to be appointed for them
by another virtue, so that there would be an indefinite series of
virtues.

Objection 3. Further, a mean is, properly speaking, be-
tween contraries, as the Philosopher explains (Metaph. x, text.
22,23). But there seems to be no contrariety in the intellect;
since contraries themselves, as they are in the intellect, are not
in opposition to one another, but are understood together, as
white and black, healthy and sick. erefore there is no mean
in the intellectual virtues.

Onthe contrary,Art is an intellectual virtue; and yet there
is a mean in art (Ethic. ii, 6). erefore also intellectual virtue
observes the mean.

I answer that, e good of anything consists in its observ-
ing the mean, by conforming with a rule or measure in respect

of which it may happen to be excessive or deficient, as stated
above (a. 1). Now intellectual virtue, like moral virtue, is di-
rected to the good, as stated above (q. 56, a. 3). Hence the
good of an intellectual virtue consists in observing the mean,
in so far as it is subject to a measure. Now the good of intellec-
tual virtue is the true; in the case of contemplative virtue, it is
the true taken absolutely (Ethic. vi, 2); in the case of practical
virtue, it is the true in conformity with a right appetite.

Now truth apprehended by our intellect, if we consider it
absolutely, is measured by things; since things are the measure
of our intellect, as stated in Metaph. x, text. 5; because there
is truth in what we think or say, according as the thing is so
or not. Accordingly the good of speculative intellectual virtue
consists in a certain mean, by way of conformity with things
themselves, in so far as the intellect expresses them as being
what they are, or as not being what they are not: and it is in
this that the nature of truth consists. ere will be excess if
something false is affirmed, as though something were, which
in reality it is not: and there will be deficiency if something is
falsely denied, and declared not to be, whereas in reality it is.

e truth of practical intellectual virtue, if we consider it
in relation to things, is by way of that which is measured; so
that both inpractical and in speculative intellectual virtues, the
mean consists in conformity with things. But if we consider it
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in relation to the appetite, it has the character of a rule and
measure. Consequently the rectitude of reason is the mean of
moral virtue, and also the mean of prudence—of prudence as
ruling and measuring, of moral virtue, as ruled and measured
by thatmean. In likemanner the difference between excess and
deficiency is to be applied in both cases.

Reply to Objection 1. Intellectual virtues also have their
measure, as stated, and they observe the mean according as
they conform to that measure.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is no need for an indefinite
series of virtues: because the measure and rule of intellectual
virtue is not another kind of virtue, but things themselves.

Reply toObjection 3.e things themselves that are con-

trary have no contrariety in the mind, because one is the rea-
son for knowing the other: nevertheless there is in the intellect
contrariety of affirmation and negation, which are contraries,
as stated at the end of Peri Hermenias. For though “to be” and
“not to be” are not in contrary, but in contradictory opposi-
tion to one another, so long as we consider their signification
in things themselves, for on the one hand we have “being” and
on the other we have simply “non-being”; yet if we refer them
to the act of themind, there is somethingpositive inboth cases.
Hence “to be” and “not to be” are contradictory: but the opin-
ion stating that “good is good” is contrary to the opinion stat-
ing that “good is not good”: and between two such contraries
intellectual virtue observes the mean.

Ia IIae q. 64 a. 4Whether the theological virtues observe the mean?

Objection 1. It would seem that theological virtue ob-
serves the mean. For the good of other virtues consists in their
observing the mean. Now the theological virtues surpass the
others in goodness. erefore much more does theological
virtue observe the mean.

Objection 2. Further, the mean of moral virtue depends
on the appetite being ruled by reason; while the mean of in-
tellectual virtue consists in the intellect being measured by
things. Now theological virtue perfects both intellect and ap-
petite, as stated above (q. 62, a. 3).erefore theological virtue
also observes the mean.

Objection3.Further, hope,which is a theological virtue, is
ameanbetweendespair andpresumption.Likewise faithholds
a middle course between contrary heresies, as Boethius states
(De Duab. Natur. vii): thus, by confessing one Person and two
natures in Christ, we observe the mean between the heresy of
Nestorius, who maintained the existence of two persons and
two natures, and the heresy of Eutyches, who held to one per-
son and one nature. erefore theological virtue observes the
mean.

On the contrary, Wherever virtue observes the mean it is
possible to sin by excess as well as by deficiency. But there is
no sinning by excess against God, Who is the object of the-
ological virtue: for it is written (Ecclus. 43:33): “Blessing the
Lord, exaltHim asmuch as you can: forHe is above all praise.”
erefore theological virtue does not observe the mean.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the mean of virtue
depends on conformity with virtue’s rule or measure, in so far
as one may exceed or fall short of that rule. Now the measure
of theological virtue may be twofold. One is taken from the
very nature of virtue, and thus the measure and rule of the-
ological virtue is God Himself: because our faith is ruled ac-
cording to Divine truth; charity, according to His goodness;
hope, according to the immensity of His omnipotence and

loving kindness. is measure surpasses all human power: so
that never can we love God as much as He ought to be loved,
nor believe and hope in Him as much as we should. Much less
therefore can there be excess in such things. Accordingly the
good of such virtues does not consist in a mean, but increases
the more we approach to the summit.

e other rule or measure of theological virtue is by com-
parisonwith us: for althoughwe cannot be borne towardsGod
asmuch asweought, yetwe should approach toHimbybeliev-
ing, hoping and loving, according to themeasure of our condi-
tion. Consequently it is possible to find a mean and extremes
in theological virtue, accidentally and in reference to us.

Reply to Objection 1. e good of intellectual and moral
virtues consists in a mean of reason by conformity with amea-
sure that may be exceeded: whereas this is not so in the case of
theological virtue, considered in itself, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Moral and intellectual virtues per-
fect our intellect and appetite in relation to a created measure
and rule; whereas the theological virtues perfect them in rela-
tion to an uncreated rule andmeasure.Wherefore the compar-
ison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. Hope observes the mean between
presumption and despair, in relation to us, in so far, to wit,
as a man is said to be presumptuous, through hoping to re-
ceive fromGod a good in excess of his condition; or to despair
through failing to hope for that which according to his con-
dition he might hope for. But there can be no excess of hope
in comparison with God, Whose goodness is infinite. In like
manner faith holds amiddle course between contrary heresies,
not by comparisonwith its object, which is God, inWhomwe
cannot believe too much; but in so far as human opinion itself
takes a middle position between contrary opinions, as was ex-
plained above.
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F P   S P, Q 65
Of the Connection of Virtues

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the connection of virtues: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the moral virtues are connected with one another?
(2) Whether the moral virtues can be without charity?
(3) Whether charity can be without them?
(4) Whether faith and hope can be without charity?
(5) Whether charity can be without them?

Ia IIae q. 65 a. 1Whether the moral virtues are connected with one another?

Objection 1. It would seem that the moral virtues are not
connected with one another. Because moral virtues are some-
times caused by the exercise of acts, as is proved in Ethic. ii, 1,2.
But man can exercise himself in the acts of one virtue, without
exercising himself in the acts of some other virtue.erefore it
is possible to have one moral virtue without another.

Objection 2. Further, magnificence and magnanimity are
moral virtues. Now a man may have other moral virtues with-
out havingmagnificence ormagnanimity: for the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 2,3) that “a poor man cannot be magnificent,”
and yet hemay have other virtues; and (Ethic. iv) that “he who
is worthy of small things, and so accounts his worth, is mod-
est, but notmagnanimous.”erefore themoral virtues are not
connected with one another.

Objection 3. Further, as the moral virtues perfect the ap-
petitive part of the soul, so do the intellectual virtues perfect
the intellective part. But the intellectual virtues are not mutu-
ally connected: since wemay have one science, without having
another. Neither, therefore, are the moral virtues connected
with one another.

Objection 4. Further, if the moral virtues are mutually
connected, this can only be because they are united together
in prudence. But this does not suffice to connect the moral
virtues together. For, seemingly, one may be prudent about
things to be done in relation to one virtue, without being pru-
dent in those that concern another virtue: even as one may
have the art of making certain things, without the art of mak-
ing certain others. Now prudence is right reason about things
to be done.erefore themoral virtues are not necessarily con-
nected with one another.

On the contrary, Ambrose says on Lk. 6:20: “e virtues
are connected and linked together, so that whoever has one, is
seen to have several”: and Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 4) that
“the virtues that reside in the human mind are quite insepara-
ble from one another”: and Gregory says (Moral. xxii, 1) that
“one virtue without the other is either of no account whatever,
or very imperfect”: and Cicero says (Quaest. Tusc. ii): “If you
confess to not having one particular virtue, it must needs be
that you have none at all.”

I answer that, Moral virtue may be considered either as
perfect or as imperfect.An imperfectmoral virtue, temperance
for instance, or fortitude, is nothing but an inclination in us
to do some kind of good deed, whether such inclination be in
us by nature or by habituation. If we take the moral virtues in
this way, they are not connected: since we find men who, by
natural temperament or by being accustomed, are prompt in
doing deeds of liberality, but are not prompt in doing deeds of
chastity.

But the perfectmoral virtue is a habit that inclines us to do
a good deed well; and if we take moral virtues in this way, we
must say that they are connected, as nearly as all are agreed in
saying. For this two reasons are given, corresponding to the dif-
ferent ways of assigning the distinction of the cardinal virtues.
For, as we stated above (q. 61, Aa. 3,4), some distinguish them
according to certain general properties of the virtues: for in-
stance, by saying that discretion belongs to prudence, rectitude
to justice, moderation to temperance, and strength of mind to
fortitude, in whatever matter we consider these properties to
be. In this way the reason for the connection is evident: for
strength of mind is not commended as virtuous, if it be with-
out moderation or rectitude or discretion: and so forth. is,
too, is the reason assigned for the connection byGregory, who
says (Moral. xxii, 1) that “a virtue cannot be perfect” as a virtue,
“if isolated from the others: for there can be no true prudence
without temperance, justice and fortitude”: and he continues
to speak in like manner of the other virtues (cf. q. 61, a. 4,
obj. 1). Augustine also gives the same reason (De Trin. vi, 4).

Others, however, differentiate these virtues in respect of
their matters, and it is in this way that Aristotle assigns the
reason for their connection (Ethic. vi, 13). Because, as stated
above (q. 58, a. 4), no moral virtue can be without prudence;
since it is proper tomoral virtue tomake a right choice, for it is
an elective habit. Now right choice requires not only the incli-
nation to a due end, which inclination is the direct outcome of
moral virtue, but also correct choice of things conducive to the
end, which choice is made by prudence, that counsels, judges,
and commands in those things that are directed to the end.
In like manner one cannot have prudence unless one has the
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moral virtues: since prudence is “right reason about things to
bedone,” and the starting point of reason is the endof the thing
to be done, to which end man is rightly disposed by moral
virtue. Hence, just as we cannot have speculative science un-
less we have the understanding of the principles, so neither can
we have prudence without the moral virtues: and from this it
follows clearly that the moral virtues are connected with one
another.

Reply to Objection 1. Some moral virtues perfect man as
regards his general state, in other words, with regard to those
things which have to be done in every kind of human life.
Hence man needs to exercise himself at the same time in the
matters of all moral virtues. And if he exercise himself, by good
deeds, in all such matters, he will acquire the habits of all the
moral virtues. But if he exercise himself by good deeds in re-
gard to one matter, but not in regard to another, for instance,
by behavingwell inmatters of anger, but not inmatters of con-
cupiscence; hewill indeed acquire a certainhabit of restraining
his anger; but this habit will lack the nature of virtue, through
the absence of prudence, which is wanting in matters of con-
cupiscence. In the same way, natural inclinations fail to have
the complete character of virtue, if prudence be lacking.

But there are some moral virtues which perfect man with
regard to some eminent state, such as magnificence and mag-
nanimity; and since it does not happen to all in common to
be exercised in the matter of such virtues, it is possible for
a man to have the other moral virtues, without actually hav-
ing the habits of these virtues—provided we speak of acquired
virtue. Nevertheless, when once a man has acquired those
other virtues he possesses these in proximate potentiality. Be-
cause when, by practice, a man has acquired liberality in small
gis and expenditure, if he were to come in for a large sum of
money, he would acquire the habit of magnificence with but
little practice: even as a geometrician, by dint of little study, ac-
quires scientific knowledge about some conclusion which had
never been presented to hismind before.Nowwe speak of hav-
ing a thing when we are on the point of having it, according to
the saying of the Philosopher (Phys. ii, text. 56): “at which

is scarcely lacking is not lacking at all.”
is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. e intellectual virtues are about

divers matters having no relation to one another, as is clearly
the case with the various sciences and arts. Hence we do not
observe in them the connection that is to be found among the
moral virtues, which are about passions and operations, that
are clearly related to one another. For all the passions have their
rise in certain initial passions, viz. love and hatred, and termi-
nate in certain others, viz. pleasure and sorrow. In like manner
all the operations that are thematter ofmoral virtue are related
to one another, and to the passions. Hence the whole matter
of moral virtues falls under the one rule of prudence.

Nevertheless, all intelligible things are related to first prin-
ciples. And in this way, all the intellectual virtues depend on
the understanding of principles; even as prudence depends on
the moral virtues, as stated. On the other hand, the universal
principles which are the object of the virtue of understanding
of principles, do not depend on the conclusions, which are the
objects of the other intellectual virtues, as do themoral virtues
depend on prudence, because the appetite, in a fashion, moves
the reason, and the reason the appetite, as stated above (q. 9,
a. 1; q. 58, a. 5, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 4. ose things to which the moral
virtues incline, are as the principles of prudence: whereas the
products of art are not the principles, but the matter of art.
Now it is evident that, though reason may be right in one part
of thematter, and not in another, yet in no way can it be called
right reason, if it be deficient in any principlewhatever.us, if
a man be wrong about the principle, “A whole is greater than
its part,” he cannot acquire the science of geometry, because
he must necessarily wander from the truth in his conclusion.
Moreover, things “done” are related to one another, but not
things “made,” as stated above (ad 3). Consequently the lack of
prudence in one department of things to be done, would result
in a deficiency affecting other things to be done: whereas this
does not occur in things to be made.

Ia IIae q. 65 a. 2Whether moral virtues can be without charity?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatmoral virtues can bewith-
out charity. For it is stated in the Liber Sentent. Prosperi vii,
that “every virtue save charitymay be common to the good and
bad.” But “charity can be in none except the good,” as stated in
the same book.erefore the other virtues can be hadwithout
charity.

Objection 2. Further, moral virtues can be acquired by
means of human acts, as stated in Ethic. ii, 1,2, whereas charity
cannot be had otherwise than by infusion, according to Rom.
5:5: “e charity of God is poured forth in our hearts by the
HolyGhostWho is given to us.”erefore it is possible to have
the other virtues without charity.

Objection 3. Further, the moral virtues are connected to-
gether, through depending on prudence. But charity does not
depend on prudence; indeed, it surpasses prudence, accord-
ing to Eph. 3:19: “e charity of Christ, which surpasseth all
knowledge.” erefore the moral virtues are not connected
with charity, and can be without it.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Jn. 3:14): “He that loveth
not, abideth in death.”Now the spiritual life is perfected by the
virtues, since it is “by them” that “we lead a good life,” as Au-
gustine states (De Lib. Arb. ii, 17,19). erefore they cannot
be without the love of charity.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 63, a. 2), it is possible
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by means of human works to acquire moral virtues, in so far as
they produce good works that are directed to an end not sur-
passing the natural power of man: and when they are acquired
thus, they can be without charity, even as they were in many
of the Gentiles. But in so far as they produce good works in
proportion to a supernatural last end, thus they have the char-
acter of virtue, truly and perfectly; and cannot be acquired by
human acts, but are infused by God. Such like moral virtues
cannot be without charity. For it has been stated above (a. 1;
q. 58, Aa. 4,5) that the other moral virtues cannot be with-
out prudence; and that prudence cannot be without themoral
virtues, because these latter make man well disposed to cer-
tain ends, which are the starting-point of the procedure of pru-
dence. Now for prudence to proceed aright, it is much more
necessary that man be well disposed towards his ultimate end,
which is the effect of charity, than that he be well disposed
in respect of other ends, which is the effect of moral virtue:
just as in speculative matters right reason has greatest need of
the first indemonstrable principle, that “contradictories can-
not both be true at the same time.” It is therefore evident that
neither can infused prudence be without charity; nor, conse-

quently, the other moral virtues, since they cannot be without
prudence.

It is therefore clear from what has been said that only the
infused virtues are perfect, and deserve to be called virtues sim-
ply: since they direct man well to the ultimate end. But the
other virtues, those, namely, that are acquired, are virtues in a
restricted sense, but not simply: for they direct man well in re-
spect of the last end in some particular genus of action, but not
in respect of the last end simply. Hence a gloss of Augustine*
on thewords, “All that is not of faith is sin” (Rom. 14:23), says:
“He that fails to acknowledge the truth, has no true virtue,
even if his conduct be good.”

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue, in the words quoted, de-
notes imperfect virtue. Else ifwe takemoral virtue in its perfect
state, “it makes its possessor good,” and consequently cannot
be in the wicked.

Reply toObjection 2.is argument holds good of virtue
in the sense of acquired virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. ough charity surpasses science
and prudence, yet prudence depends on charity, as stated: and
consequently so do all the infused moral virtues.

Ia IIae q. 65 a. 3Whether charity can be without moral virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem possible to have charity with-
out the moral virtues. For when one thing suffices for a cer-
tain purpose, it is superfluous to employ others. Now charity
alone suffices for the fulfilment of all the works of virtue, as
is clear from 1 Cor. 13:4, seqq.: “Charity is patient, is kind,”
etc. erefore it seems that if one has charity, other virtues are
superfluous.

Objection 2. Further, he that has a habit of virtue easily
performs the works of that virtue, and those works are pleas-
ing to him for their own sake: hence “pleasure taken in a work
is a sign of habit” (Ethic. ii, 3). Now many have charity, being
free frommortal sin, and yet theyfind it difficult todoworks of
virtue; nor are theseworks pleasing to them for their own sake,
but only for the sake of charity. erefore many have charity
without the other virtues.

Objection 3. Further, charity is to be found in every saint:
and yet there are some saints who are without certain virtues.
For Bede says (on Lk. 17:10) that the saints aremore humbled
on account of their not having certain virtues, than rejoiced at
the virtues they have. erefore, if a man has charity, it does
not follow of necessity that he has all the moral virtues.

On the contrary,ewhole Law is fulfilled through char-
ity, for it is written (Rom. 13:8): “He that loveth his neigh-
bor, hath fulfilled the Law.” Now it is not possible to fulfil the
whole Law, without having all the moral virtues: since the law
contains precepts about all acts of virtue, as stated in Ethic.
v, 1,2. erefore he that has charity, has all the moral virtues.
Moreover, Augustine says in a letter (Epis. clxvii)† that charity

contains all the cardinal virtues.
I answer that, All the moral virtues are infused together

with charity. e reason for this is that God operates no less
perfectly inworks of grace than inworks of nature.Now, in the
works of nature, we find that whenever a thing contains a prin-
ciple of certainworks, it has alsowhatever is necessary for their
execution: thus animals are provided with organs whereby to
perform the actions that their souls empower them to do.Now
it is evident that charity, inasmuch as it directs man to his last
end, is the principle of all the good works that are referable to
his last end. Wherefore all the moral virtues must needs be in-
fused together with charity, since it is through them that man
performs each different kind of good work.

It is therefore clear that the infused moral virtues are con-
nected, not only through prudence, but also on account of
charity: and, again, that whoever loses charity through mortal
sin, forfeits all the infused moral virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. In order that the act of a lower
power be perfect, not only must there be perfection in the
higher, but also in the lower power: for if the principal agent
were well disposed, perfect action would not follow, if the in-
strument also were not well disposed. Consequently, in order
that man work well in things referred to the end, he needs
not only a virtue disposing him well to the end, but also those
virtues which dispose him well to whatever is referred to the
end: for the virtue which regards the end is the chief andmov-
ing principle in respect of those things that are referred to the
end.erefore it is necessary tohave themoral virtues together

* Cf. Lib. Sentent. Prosperi cvi. † Cf. Serm. xxxix and xlvi de Temp.
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with charity.
Reply to Objection 2. It happens sometimes that a man

who has a habit, finds it difficult to act in accordance with
the habit, and consequently feels no pleasure and complacency
in the act, on account of some impediment supervening from
without: thus a man who has a habit of science, finds it dif-
ficult to understand, through being sleepy or unwell. In like
manner sometimes the habits of moral virtue experience diffi-
culty in their works, by reason of certain ordinary dispositions

remaining from previous acts. is difficulty does not occur
in respect of acquired moral virtue: because the repeated acts
by which they are acquired, remove also the contrary disposi-
tions.

Reply to Objection 3. Certain saints are said not to have
certain virtues, in so far as they experience difficulty in the acts
of those virtues, for the reason stated; although they have the
habits of all the virtues.

Ia IIae q. 65 a. 4Whether faith and hope can be without charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith and hope are never
without charity. Because, since they are theological virtues,
they seem to be more excellent than even the infused moral
virtues. But the infused moral virtues cannot be without char-
ity. Neither therefore can faith and hope be without charity.

Objection 2. Further, “no man believes unwillingly” as
Augustine says (Tract. xxvi in Joan.). But charity is in the will
as a perfection thereof, as stated above (q. 62, a. 3). erefore
faith cannot be without charity.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Enchiridion viii)
that “there can be no hope without love.” But love is charity:
for it is of this love that he speaks. erefore hope cannot be
without charity.

On the contrary, A gloss on Mat. 1:2 says that “faith
begets hope, and hope, charity.”Now the begetter precedes the
begotten, and canbewithout it.erefore faith canbewithout
hope; and hope, without charity.

I answer that, Faith and hope, like the moral virtues, can
be considered in two ways; first in an inchoate state; secondly,
as complete virtues. For since virtue is directed to the doing of
goodworks, perfect virtue is thatwhich gives the faculty of do-
ing a perfectly good work, and this consists in not only doing
what is good, but also in doing it well. Else, if what is done is
good, but not well done, it will not be perfectly good; where-
fore neither will the habit that is the principle of such an act,
have the perfect character of virtue. For instance, if a man do
what is just, what he does is good: but it will not be the work
of a perfect virtue unless he do it well, i.e. by choosing rightly,
which is the result of prudence; for which reason justice can-
not be a perfect virtue without prudence.

Accordingly faith and hope can exist indeed in a fashion

without charity: but they have not the perfect character of
virtue without charity. For, since the act of faith is to believe in
God; and since to believe is to assent to someone of one’s own
free will: to will not as one ought, will not be a perfect act of
faith. Towill as one ought is the outcome of charity which per-
fects the will: since every right movement of the will proceeds
from a right love, as Augustine says (DeCiv.Dei xiv, 9).Hence
faithmay be without charity, but not as a perfect virtue: just as
temperance and fortitude can be without prudence. e same
applies to hope. Because the act of hope consists in looking to
God for future bliss. is act is perfect, if it is based on the
merits which we have; and this cannot be without charity. But
to expect future bliss through merits which one has not yet,
but which one proposes to acquire at some future time, will
be an imperfect act; and this is possible without charity. Con-
sequently, faith and hope can be without charity; yet, without
charity, they are not virtues properly so-called; because the na-
ture of virtue requires that by it, we should not only do what is
good, but also that we should do it well (Ethic. ii, 6).

Reply toObjection 1.Moral virtue depends on prudence:
and not even infused prudence has the character of prudence
without charity; for this involves the absence of due order to
the first principle, viz. the ultimate end. On the other hand
faith and hope, as such, do not depend either on prudence or
charity; so that they can be without charity, although they are
not virtues without charity, as stated.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument is true of faith con-
sidered as a perfect virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine is speaking here of that
hope whereby we look to gain future bliss through merits
which we have already; and this is not without charity.

Ia IIae q. 65 a. 5Whether charity can be without faith and hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity can be without
faith and hope. For charity is the love of God. But it is possi-
ble for us to love God naturally, without already having faith,
or hope in future bliss. erefore charity can be without faith
and hope.

Objection 2. Further, charity is the root of all the virtues,
according to Eph. 3:17: “Rooted and founded in charity.”

Now the root is sometimes without branches. erefore char-
ity can sometimes be without faith and hope, and the other
virtues.

Objection 3. Further, there was perfect charity in Christ.
And yet He had neither faith nor hope: because He was a per-
fect comprehensor, as we shall explain further on ( IIIa, q. 7,
Aa. 3,4). erefore charity can be without faith and hope.
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On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 11:6): “With-
out faith it is impossible to please God”; and this evidently be-
longs most to charity, according to Prov. 8:17: “I love them
that love me.” Again, it is by hope that we are brought to char-
ity, as stated above (q. 62, a. 4). erefore it is not possible to
have charity without faith and hope.

I answer that, Charity signifies not only the love of God,
but also a certain friendship with Him; which implies, besides
love, a certain mutual return of love, together with mutual
communion, as stated in Ethic. viii, 2. at this belongs to
charity is evident from 1 Jn. 4:16: “He that abideth in charity,
abideth in God, and God in him,” and from 1 Cor. 1:9, where
it is written: “God is faithful, by Whom you are called unto
the fellowship of His Son.” Now this fellowship of man with
God, which consists in a certain familiar colloquy with Him,
is begun here, in this life, by grace, but will be perfected in the
future life, by glory; each of which things we hold by faith and
hope.Wherefore just as friendshipwith a personwould be im-

possible, if one disbelieved in, or despaired of, the possibility
of their fellowship or familiar colloquy; so too, friendshipwith
God, which is charity, is impossible without faith, so as to be-
lieve in this fellowship and colloquy with God, and to hope to
attain to this fellowship. erefore charity is quite impossible
without faith and hope.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity is not any kind of love of
God, but that love of God, by which He is loved as the object
of bliss, to which object we are directed by faith and hope.

Reply to Objection 2. Charity is the root of faith and
hope, in so far as it gives them the perfection of virtue. But
faith and hope as such are the precursors of charity, as stated
above (q. 62, a. 4), and so charity is impossible without them.

Reply to Objection 3. In Christ there was neither faith
nor hope, on account of their implying an imperfection. But
instead of faith, He had manifest vision, and instead of hope,
full comprehension*: so that in Him was perfect charity.

* See above, q. 4, a. 3.
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F P   S P, Q 66
Of Equality Among the Virtues

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider equality among the virtues: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether one virtue can be greater or less than another?
(2) Whether all the virtues existing together in one subject are equal?
(3) Of moral virtue in comparison with intellectual virtue;
(4) Of the moral virtues as compared with one another;
(5) Of the intellectual virtues in comparison with one another;
(6) Of the theological virtues in comparison with one another.

Ia IIae q. 66 a. 1Whether one virtue can be greater or less than another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one virtue cannot be
greater or less than another. For it is written (Apoc. 21:16) that
the sides of the city of Jerusalem are equal; and a gloss says that
the sides denote the virtues.erefore all virtues are equal; and
consequently one cannot be greater than another.

Objection 2.Further, a thing that, by its nature, consists in
a maximum, cannot be more or less. Now the nature of virtue
consists in amaximum, for virtue is “the limit of power,” as the
Philosopher states (De Coelo i, text. 116); and Augustine says
(De Lib. Arb. ii, 19) that “virtues are very great boons, and no
one can use them to evil purpose.” erefore it seems that one
virtue cannot be greater or less than another.

Objection 3. Further, the quantity of an effect ismeasured
by the power of the agent. But perfect, viz. infused virtues, are
from God Whose power is uniform and infinite. erefore it
seems that one virtue cannot be greater than another.

On the contrary, Wherever there can be increase and
greater abundance, there can be inequality. Now virtues admit
of greater abundance and increase: for it iswritten (Mat. 5:20):
“Unless your justice abound more than that of the Scribes and
Pharisees, you shall not enter into the kingdomofheaven”: and
(Prov. 15:5): “In abundant justice there is the greatest strength
[virtus].” erefore it seems that a virtue can be greater or less
than another.

I answer that, When it is asked whether one virtue can be
greater than another, the question can be taken in two senses.
First, as applying to virtues of different species. In this sense it
is clear that one virtue is greater than another; since a cause is
always more excellent than its effect; and among effects, those
nearest to the cause are themost excellent. Now it is clear from
what has been said (q. 18, a. 5; q. 61, a. 2) that the cause and
root of human good is the reason.Hence prudence which per-
fects the reason, surpasses in goodness the other moral virtues
which perfect the appetitive power, in so far as it partakes of
reason. And among these, one is better than another, accord-
ing as it approaches nearer to the reason.Consequently justice,
which is in the will, excels the remaining moral virtues; and
fortitude, which is in the irascible part, stands before temper-

ance, which is in the concupiscible, which has a smaller share
of reason, as stated in Ethic. vii, 6.

e question can be taken in another way, as referring to
virtues of the same species. In this way, according to what was
said above (q. 52, a. 1 ), when we were treating of the intensity
of habits, virtue may be said to be greater or less in two ways:
first, in itself; secondly with regard to the subject that partakes
of it. If we consider it in itself, we shall call it greater or lit-
tle, according to the things to which it extends. Now whoso-
ever has a virtue, e.g. temperance, has it in respect of whatever
temperance extends to. But this does not apply to science and
art: for every grammarian does not know everything relating
to grammar. And in this sense the Stoics said rightly, as Simpli-
cius states in hisCommentary on thePredicaments, that virtue
cannot be more or less, as science and art can; because the na-
ture of virtue consists in a maximum.

If, however, we consider virtue on the part of the subject, it
may then be greater or less, either in relation to different times,
or in different men. Because one man is better disposed than
another to attain to the mean of virtue which is defined by
right reason; and this, on account of either greater habituation,
or a better natural disposition, or a more discerning judgment
of reason, or again a greater gi of grace, which is given to each
one “according to themeasure of the giving ofChrist,” as stated
in Eph. 4:9. And here the Stoics erred, for they held that no
man should be deemed virtuous, unless he were, in the highest
degree, disposed to virtue. Because the nature of virtue does
not require that man should reach the mean of right reason
as though it were an indivisible point, as the Stoics thought;
but it is enough that he should approach the mean, as stated
in Ethic. ii, 6. Moreover, one same indivisible mark is reached
more nearly and more readily by one than by another: as may
be seen when several arches aim at a fixed target.

Reply toObjection 1. is equality is not one of absolute
quantity, but of proportion: because all virtues grow in a man
proportionately, as we shall see further on (a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. is “limit” which belongs to
virtue, can have the character of something “more” or “less”
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good, in the ways explained above: since, as stated, it is not an
indivisible limit.

Reply to Objection 3. God does not work by necessity of
nature, but according to the order ofHis wisdom, wherebyHe

bestows on men various measures of virtue, according to Eph.
4:7: “To every one of you [Vulg.: ‘us’] is given grace according
to the measure of the giving of Christ.”

Ia IIae q. 66 a. 2Whether all the virtues that are together in one man, are equal?

Objection 1. It would seem that the virtues in one same
man are not all equally intense. For the Apostle says (1 Cor.
7:7): “Everyone hath his proper gi from God; one aer this
manner, and another aer that.” Now one gi would not be
more proper than another to a man, if God infused all the
virtues equally into each man. erefore it seems that the
virtues are not all equal in one and the same man.

Objection 2. Further, if all the virtues were equally in-
tense in one and the same man, it would follow that whoever
surpasses another in one virtue, would surpass him in all the
others. But this is clearly not the case: since various saints are
specially praised for different virtues; e.g. Abraham for faith
(Rom. 4), Moses for his meekness (Num. 7:3), Job for his pa-
tience (Tob. 2:12). is is why of each Confessor the Church
sings: “ere was not found his like in keeping the law of the
most High,”*, since each one was remarkable for some virtue
or other. erefore the virtues are not all equal in one and the
same man.

Objection 3. Further, the more intense a habit is, the
greater one’s pleasure and readiness in making use of it. Now
experience shows that aman ismore pleased and ready tomake
use of one virtue than of another.erefore the virtues are not
all equal in one and the same man.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 4) that
“those who are equal in fortitude are equal in prudence and
temperance,” and so on. Now it would not be so, unless all the
virtues in one man were equal. erefore all virtues are equal
in one man.

I answer that, As explained above (a. 1), the comparative
greatness of virtues can be understood in twoways. First, as re-
ferring to their specificnature: and in thisway there is nodoubt
that in a man one virtue is greater than another, for example,
charity, than faith and hope. Secondly, it may be taken as re-
ferring to the degree of participation by the subject, according
as a virtue becomes intense or remiss in its subject. In this sense
all the virtues in oneman are equal with an equality of propor-
tion, in so far as their growth in man is equal: thus the fingers
are unequal in size, but equal in proportion, since they grow in
proportion to one another.

Now the nature of this equality is to be explained in the
same way as the connection of virtues; for equality among
virtues is their connection as to greatness. Now it has been
stated above (q. 65, a. 1) that a twofold connection of virtues

may be assigned. e first is according to the opinion of those
who understood these four virtues to be four general proper-
ties of virtues, each of which is found together with the other
in any matter. In this way virtues cannot be said to be equal
in any matter unless they have all these properties equal. Au-
gustine alludes to this kind of equality (De Trin. vi, 4) when
he says: “If you say these men are equal in fortitude, but that
one is more prudent than the other; it follows that the forti-
tude of the latter is less prudent. Consequently they are not
really equal in fortitude, since the former’s fortitude is more
prudent. You will find that this applies to the other virtues if
you run over them all in the same way.”

e other kind of connection among virtues followed the
opinion of those who hold these virtues to have their own
proper respective matters (q. 65 , Aa. 1,2). In this way the con-
nection amongmoral virtues results from prudence, and, as to
the infused virtues, from charity, and not from the inclination,
which is on the part of the subject, as stated above (q. 65, a. 1).
Accordingly the nature of the equality among virtues can also
be considered on the part of prudence, in regard to that which
is formal in all the moral virtues: for in one and the same man,
so long as his reason has the same degree of perfection, the
mean will be proportionately defined according to right rea-
son in each matter of virtue.

But in regard to that which ismaterial in themoral virtues,
viz. the inclination to the virtuous act, one may be readier to
perform the act of one virtue, than the act of another virtue,
and this either from nature, or from habituation, or again by
the grace of God.

Reply to Objection 1. is saying of the Apostle may be
taken to refer to the gis of gratuitous grace, which are not
common to all, nor are all of them equal in the one same sub-
ject. We might also say that it refers to the measure of sancti-
fying grace, by reason of which one man has all the virtues in
greater abundance than anotherman, on account of his greater
abundance of prudence, or also of charity, in which all the in-
fused virtues are connected.

Reply to Objection 2. One saint is praised chiefly for one
virtue, another saint for another virtue, on account of hismore
admirable readiness for the act of one virtue than for the act of
another virtue.

is suffices for the Reply to the ird Objection.

* See Lesson in the Mass Statuit (Dominican Missal).
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Ia IIae q. 66 a. 3Whether the moral virtues are better than the intellectual virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that the moral virtues are bet-
ter than the intellectual. Because that which is more necessary,
and more lasting, is better. Now the moral virtues are “more
lasting even than the sciences” (Ethic. i) which are intellectual
virtues: and,moreover, they aremore necessary for human life.
erefore they are preferable to the intellectual virtues.

Objection 2. Further, virtue is defined as “that which
makes its possessor good.” Now man is said to be good in re-
spect of moral virtue, and art in respect of intellectual virtue,
except perhaps in respect of prudence alone. erefore moral
is better than intellectual virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the end is more excellent than the
means. But according to Ethic. vi, 12, “moral virtue gives right
intention of the end; whereas prudence gives right choice of
the means.” erefore moral virtue is more excellent than pru-
dence, which is the intellectual virtue that regards moral mat-
ters.

On the contrary, Moral virtue is in that part of the soul
which is rational by participation;while intellectual virtue is in
the essentially rational part, as stated in Ethic. i, 13.Now ratio-
nal by essence is more excellent than rational by participation.
erefore intellectual virtue is better than moral virtue.

I answer that, A thing may be said to be greater or less in
two ways: first, simply; secondly, relatively. For nothing hin-
ders something from being better simply, e.g. “learning than
riches,” and yet not better relatively, i.e. “for one who is in
want”*. Now to consider a thing simply is to consider it in its
proper specific nature. Accordingly, a virtue takes its species
from its object, as explained above (q. 54, a. 2; q. 60, a. 1).
Hence, speaking simply, that virtue is more excellent, which
has themore excellent object. Now it is evident that the object
of the reason is more excellent than the object of the appetite:
since the reason apprehends things in the universal, while the
appetite tends to things themselves, whose being is restricted
to the particular. Consequently, speaking simply, the intellec-

tual virtues, which perfect the reason, are more excellent than
the moral virtues, which perfect the appetite.

But if we consider virtue in its relation to act, then moral
virtue, which perfects the appetite, whose function it is to
move theother powers to act, as stated above (q. 9, a. 1), ismore
excellent. And since virtue is so called from its being a princi-
ple of action, for it is the perfection of a power, it follows again
that the nature of virtue agrees more with moral than with in-
tellectual virtue, though the intellectual virtues are more ex-
cellent habits, simply speaking.

Reply to Objection 1. e moral virtues are more last-
ing than the intellectual virtues, because they are practised in
matters pertaining to the life of the community. Yet it is evi-
dent that the objects of the sciences, which are necessary and
invariable, are more lasting than the objects of moral virtue,
which are certain particular matters of action. at the moral
virtues are more necessary for human life, proves that they are
more excellent, not simply, but relatively. Indeed, the specu-
lative intellectual virtues, from the very fact that they are not
referred to something else, as a useful thing is referred to an
end, are more excellent. e reason for this is that in them we
have a kind of beginning of that happiness which consists in
the knowledge of truth, as stated above (q. 3, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 2. e reason why man is said to be
good simply, in respect ofmoral virtue, but not in respect of in-
tellectual virtue, is because the appetite moves the other pow-
ers to their acts, as stated above (q. 56, a. 3). Wherefore this
argument, too, proves merely that moral virtue is better rela-
tively.

Reply to Objection 3. Prudence directs the moral virtues
not only in the choice of the means, but also in appointing the
end. Now the end of each moral virtue is to attain the mean
in the matter proper to that virtue; which mean is appointed
according to the right ruling of prudence, as stated in Ethic. ii,
6; vi, 13.

Ia IIae q. 66 a. 4Whether justice is the chief of the moral virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice is not the chief of
the moral virtues. For it is better to give of one’s own than to
pay what is due. Now the former belongs to liberality, the lat-
ter to justice. erefore liberality is apparently a greater virtue
than justice.

Objection 2. Further, the chief quality of a thing is, seem-
ingly, that in which it is most perfect. Now, according to Jam.
1:4, “Patience hath a perfect work.” erefore it would seem
that patience is greater than justice.

Objection 3. Further, “Magnanimity has a great influence
on every virtue,” as stated in Ethic. iv, 3. erefore it magnifies
even justice. erefore it is greater than justice.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that
“justice is the most excellent of the virtues.”

I answer that, A virtue considered in its species may be
greater or less, either simply or relatively. A virtue is said to be
greater simply, whereby a greater rational good shines forth,
as stated above (a. 1). In this way justice is the most excellent
of all the moral virtues, as being most akin to reason. is is
made evident by considering its subject and its object: its sub-
ject, because this is thewill, and thewill is the rational appetite,
as stated above (q. 8, a. 1; q. 26, a. 1): its object or matter, be-
cause it is about operations, whereby man is set in order not
only in himself, but also in regard to another. Hence “justice

* Aristotle, Topic. iii.
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is the most excellent of virtues” (Ethic. v, 1). Among the other
moral virtues, which are about the passions, the more excel-
lent the matter in which the appetitive movement is subjected
to reason, somuch themore does the rational good shine forth
in each. Now in things touching man, the chief of all is life, on
which all other things depend. Consequently fortitude which
subjects the appetitive movement to reason in matters of life
and death, holds the first place among thosemoral virtues that
are about the passions, but is subordinate to justice. Hence the
Philosopher says (Rhet. 1) that “those virtues must needs be
greatest which receive the most praise: since virtue is a power
of doing good.Hence the braveman and the justman are hon-
ored more than others; because the former,” i.e. fortitude, “is
useful in war, and the latter,” i.e. justice, “both in war and in
peace.” Aer fortitude comes temperance, which subjects the
appetite to reason inmatters directly relating to life, in the one
individual, or in the one species, viz. in matters of food and
of sex. And so these three virtues, together with prudence, are
called principal virtues, in excellence also.

A virtue is said to be greater relatively, by reason of its help-
ing or adorning a principal virtue: even as substance ismore ex-
cellent simply than accident: and yet relatively some particular
accident ismore excellent than substance in so far as it perfects
substance in some accidental mode of being.

Reply to Objection 1. e act of liberality needs to be
founded on an act of justice, for “a man is not liberal in giv-
ing, unless he gives of his own” (Polit. ii, 3). Hence there could
be no liberality apart from justice, which discerns between
“meum” and “tuum”: whereas justice can be without liberality.
Hence justice is simply greater than liberality, as being more
universal, and as being its foundation:while liberality is greater
relatively since it is an ornament and an addition to justice.

Reply to Objection 2. Patience is said to have “a perfect
work,” by enduring evils,wherein it excludesnot only unjust re-
venge,which is also excluded by justice; not only hatred,which
is also suppressed by charity; nor only anger, which is calmed
by gentleness; but also inordinate sorrow, which is the root
of all the above. Wherefore it is more perfect and excellent
through plucking up the root in this matter. It is not, how-
ever, more perfect than all the other virtues simply. Because
fortitude not only endures trouble without being disturbed,
but also fights against it if necessary. Hence whoever is brave
is patient; but the converse does not hold, for patience is a part
of fortitude.

Reply toObjection3.ere can be nomagnanimitywith-
out the other virtues, as stated in Ethic. iv, 3. Hence it is com-
pared to them as their ornament, so that relatively it is greater
than all the others, but not simply.

Ia IIae q. 66 a. 5Whether wisdom is the greatest of the intellectual virtues?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatwisdom is not the greatest
of the intellectual virtues. Because the commander is greater
than the one commanded. Now prudence seems to command
wisdom, for it is stated in Ethic. i, 2 that political science,
which belongs to prudence (Ethic. vi, 8), “orders that sciences
should be cultivated in states, and to which of these each indi-
vidual should devote himself, and to what extent.” Since, then,
wisdom is one of the sciences, it seems that prudence is greater
than wisdom.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to the nature of virtue to
direct man to happiness: because virtue is “the disposition of
a perfect thing to that which is best,” as stated in Phys. vii,
text. 17. Now prudence is “right reason about things to be
done,” whereby man is brought to happiness: whereas wisdom
takes no notice of human acts, wherebyman attains happiness.
erefore prudence is a greater virtue than wisdom.

Objection 3. Further, the more perfect knowledge is, the
greater it seems to be. Now we can have more perfect knowl-
edge of human affairs, which are the subject of science, than
of Divine things, which are the object of wisdom, which is the
distinction given by Augustine (De Trin. xii, 14): because Di-
vine things are incomprehensible, according to Job 26:26: “Be-
hold God is great, exceeding our knowledge.” erefore sci-
ence is a greater virtue than wisdom.

Objection 4. Further, knowledge of principles is more ex-
cellent thanknowledgeof conclusions. Butwisdomdraws con-

clusions from indemonstrable principles which are the ob-
ject of the virtue of understanding, even as other sciences do.
erefore understanding is a greater virtue than wisdom.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 7) that
wisdom is “the head” among “the intellectual virtues.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), the greatness of a
virtue, as to its species, is taken from its object. Now the object
of wisdom surpasses the objects of all the intellectual virtues:
because wisdom considers the Supreme Cause, which is God,
as stated at the beginning of the Metaphysics. And since it is
by the cause that we judge of an effect, and by the higher cause
that we judge of the lower effects; hence it is that wisdom ex-
ercises judgment over all the other intellectual virtues, directs
them all, and is the architect of them all.

Reply to Objection 1. Since prudence is about human af-
fairs, and wisdom about the Supreme Cause, it is impossible
for prudence to be a greater virtue than wisdom, “unless,” as
stated inEthic. vi, 7, “manwere the greatest thing in theworld.”
Wherefore we must say, as stated in the same book (Ethic. vi),
that prudence does not command wisdom, but vice versa: be-
cause “the spiritual man judgeth all things; and he himself is
judged bynoman” (1Cor. 2:15). For prudence has no business
with supreme matters which are the object of wisdom: but its
command covers things directed to wisdom, viz. how men are
to obtain wisdom. Wherefore prudence, or political science,
is, in this way, the servant of wisdom; for it leads to wisdom,
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preparing the way for her, as the doorkeeper for the king.
Reply to Objection 2. Prudence considers the means of

acquiring happiness, but wisdom considers the very object of
happiness, viz. the Supreme Intelligible. And if indeed the con-
sideration ofwisdomwere perfect in respect of its object, there
would be perfect happiness in the act of wisdom: but as, in this
life, the act of wisdom is imperfect in respect of its principal
object, which is God, it follows that the act of wisdom is a be-
ginning or participation of future happiness, so that wisdom is
nearer than prudence to happiness.

Reply toObjection 3.As the Philosopher says (DeAnima
i, text. 1), “one knowledge is preferable to another, either be-
cause it is about a higher object, or because it is more certain.”
Hence if the objects be equally good and sublime, that virtue
will be greater which possesses more certain knowledge. But a
virtue which is less certain about a higher and better object, is
preferable to thatwhich ismore certain about anobject of infe-
rior degree.Wherefore the Philosopher says (DeCoelo ii, text.
60) that “it is a great thing to be able to know something about
celestial beings, though it be based on weak and probable rea-
soning”; and again (De Part. Animal. i, 5) that “it is better to

know a little about sublime things, than much about mean
things.” Accordingly wisdom, to which knowledge about God
pertains, is beyond the reach ofman, especially in this life, so as
to be his possession: for this “belongs to God alone” (Metaph.
i, 2): and yet this little knowledge about God which we can
have through wisdom is preferable to all other knowledge.

Reply to Objection 4. e truth and knowledge of in-
demonstrable principles depends on themeaning of the terms:
for as soon as we know what is a whole, and what is a part, we
know at once that every whole is greater than its part. Now to
know the meaning of being and non-being, of whole and part,
and of other things consequent to being, which are the terms
whereof indemonstrable principles are constituted, is the func-
tion of wisdom: since universal being is the proper effect of
the Supreme Cause, which is God. And so wisdom makes use
of indemonstrable principles which are the object of under-
standing, not only by drawing conclusions from them, as other
sciences do, but also by passing its judgment on them, and by
vindicating them against those who deny them. Hence it fol-
lows that wisdom is a greater virtue than understanding.

Ia IIae q. 66 a. 6Whether charity is the greatest of the theological virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not the great-
est of the theological virtues. Because, since faith is in the in-
tellect, while hope and charity are in the appetitive power, it
seems that faith is compared to hope and charity, as intellec-
tual to moral virtue. Now intellectual virtue is greater than
moral virtue, as was made evident above (q. 62, a. 3). ere-
fore faith is greater than hope and charity.

Objection 2. Further, when two things are added to-
gether, the result is greater than either one. Now hope results
from something added to charity; for it presupposes love, as
Augustine says (Enchiridion viii), and it adds a certain move-
ment of stretching forward to the beloved. erefore hope is
greater than charity.

Objection 3. Further, a cause is more noble than its effect.
Now faith andhope are the cause of charity: for a gloss onMat.
1:3 says that “faith begets hope, and hope charity.” erefore
faith and hope are greater than charity.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:13): “Now
there remain faith, hope, charity, these three; but the greatest
of these is charity.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), the greatness of a
virtue, as to its species, is taken from its object. Now, since the
three theological virtues look at God as their proper object, it
cannot be said that any one of them is greater than another
by reason of its having a greater object, but only from the fact
that it approaches nearer than another to that object; and in
this way charity is greater than the others. Because the others,
in their very nature, imply a certain distance from the object:
since faith is of what is not seen, and hope is of what is not

possessed. But the love of charity is of that which is already
possessed: since the beloved is, in a manner, in the lover, and,
again, the lover is drawn by desire to union with the beloved;
hence it is written (1 Jn. 4:16): “He that abideth in charity,
abideth in God, and God in him.”

Reply to Objection 1. Faith and hope are not related to
charity in the same way as prudence to moral virtue; and for
two reasons. First, because the theological virtues have an ob-
ject surpassing the human soul: whereas prudence and the
moral virtues are about things beneath man. Now in things
that are above man, to love them is more excellent than to
know them. Because knowledge is perfected by the known be-
ing in the knower: whereas love is perfected by the lover be-
ing drawn to the beloved. Now that which is above man is
more excellent in itself than in man: since a thing is contained
according to the mode of the container. But it is the other
way about in things beneathman. Secondly, because prudence
moderates the appetitive movements pertaining to the moral
virtues, whereas faith does not moderate the appetitive move-
ment tending to God, which movement belongs to the the-
ological virtues: it only shows the object. And this appetitive
movement towards its object surpasses human knowledge, ac-
cording to Eph. 3:19: “e charity of Christ which surpasseth
all knowledge.”

Reply to Objection 2. Hope presupposes love of that
which a man hopes to obtain; and such love is love of con-
cupiscence, whereby he who desires good, loves himself rather
than something else.On the other hand, charity implies love of
friendship, to which we are led by hope, as stated above (q. 62,
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a. 4).
Reply to Objection 3. An efficient cause is more noble

than its effect: butnot adisposing cause. For otherwise theheat
of fire would be more noble than the soul, to which the heat

disposes thematter. It is in this way that faith begets hope, and
hope charity: in the sense, to wit, that one is a disposition to
the other.
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F P   S P, Q 67
Of the Duration of Virtues Aer is Life

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the duration of virtues aer this life, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the moral virtues remain aer this life?
(2) Whether the intellectual virtues remain?
(3) Whether faith remains?
(4) Whether hope remains?
(5) Whether anything remains of faith or hope?
(6) Whether charity remains?

Ia IIae q. 67 a. 1Whether the moral virtues remain aer this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that themoral virtues doe not
remain aer this life. For in the future state of glory men will
be like angels, according to Mat. 22:30. But it is absurd to put
moral virtues in the angels*, as stated in Ethic. x, 8. erefore
neither in man will there be moral virtues aer this life.

Objection 2. Further, moral virtues perfect man in the ac-
tive life. But the active life does not remain aer this life: for
Gregory says (Moral. iv, 18): “e works of the active life pass
away from the body.” erefore moral virtues do not remain
aer this life.

Objection 3. Further, temperance and fortitude, which
are moral virtues, are in the irrational parts of the soul, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. iii, 10). Now the irrational parts of
the soul are corrupted, when the body is corrupted: since they
are acts of bodily organs. erefore it seems that the moral
virtues do not remain aer this life.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 1:15) that “justice is
perpetual and immortal.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 9), Cicero
held that the cardinal virtues do not remain aer this life; and
that, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 9), “in the other life men
are made happy by the mere knowledge of that nature, than
which nothing is better or more lovable, that Nature, to wit,
which created all others.” Aerwards he concludes that these
four virtues remain in the future life, but aer a different man-
ner.

In order to make this evident, we must note that in these
virtues there is a formal element, and a quasi-material element.
e material element in these virtues is a certain inclination
of the appetitive part to the passions and operations according
to a certain mode: and since this mode is fixed by reason, the
formal element is precisely this order of reason.

Accordingly we must say that these moral virtues do not
remain in the future life, as regards their material element. For
in the future life there will be no concupiscences and pleasures
in matters of food and sex; nor fear and daring about dangers
of death; nor distributions and commutations of things em-
ployed in this present life. But, as regards the formal element,
they will remain most perfect, aer this life, in the Blessed, in

as much as each one’s reason will have most perfect rectitude
in regard to things concerning him in respect of that state of
life: and his appetitive power will be moved entirely according
to the order of reason, in things pertaining to that same state.
Hence Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 9) that “prudence will be
there without any danger of error; fortitude, without the anx-
iety of bearing with evil; temperance, without the rebellion of
the desires: so that prudence will neither prefer nor equal any
good to God; fortitude will adhere to Him most steadfastly;
and temperance will delight inHimWho knows no imperfec-
tion.” As to justice, it is yet more evident what will be its act in
that life, viz. “to be subject to God”: because even in this life
subjection to a superior is part of justice.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking there
of these moral virtues, as to their material element; thus he
speaks of justice, as regards “commutations and distributions”;
of fortitude, as to “matters of terror and danger”; of temper-
ance, in respect of “lewd desires.”

e same applies to the Second Objection. For those
things that concern the active life, belong to the material el-
ement of the virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is a twofold state aer this
life; one before the resurrection, during which the soul will be
separate from the body; the other, aer the resurrection, when
the souls will be reunited to their bodies. In this state of resur-
rection, the irrational powers will be in the bodily organs, just
as they now are. Hence it will be possible for fortitude to be
in the irascible, and temperance in the concupiscible part, in
so far as each power will be perfectly disposed to obey the rea-
son. But in the state preceding the resurrection, the irrational
parts will not be in the soul actually, but only radically in its
essence, as stated in the Ia, q. 77, a. 8. Wherefore neither will
these virtues be actually, but only in their root, i.e. in the reason
andwill, wherein are certain nurseries of these virtues, as stated
above (q. 63, a. 1). Justice, however, will remain because it is in
the will. Hence of justice it is specially said that it is “perpetual
and immortal”; both by reason of its subject, since the will is
incorruptible; and because its act will not change, as stated.

* “Whatever relates to moral action is petty, and unworthy of the gods” (Ethic. x, 8).
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Ia IIae q. 67 a. 2Whether the intellectual virtues remain aer this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the intellectual virtues do
not remain aer this life. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:8,9)
that “knowledge shall be destroyed,” and he states the reason
to be because “we know in part.” Now just as the knowledge of
science is in part, i.e. imperfect; so also is the knowledge of the
other intellectual virtues, as long as this life lasts. erefore all
the intellectual virtues will cease aer this life.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Categor. vi)
that since science is a habit, it is a quality difficult to remove:
for it is not easily lost, except by reason of some great change
or sickness. But no bodily change is so great as that of death.
erefore science and the other intellectual virtues do not re-
main aer death.

Objection 3. Further, the intellectual virtues perfect the
intellect so that it may perform its proper act well. Now there
seems to be no act of the intellect aer this life, since “the soul
understands nothingwithout a phantasm” (DeAnima iii, text.
30); and, aer this life, the phantasms do not remain, since
their only subject is an organ of the body. erefore the in-
tellectual virtues do not remain aer this life.

On the contrary, e knowledge of what is universal and
necessary is more constant than that of particular and con-
tingent things. Now the knowledge of contingent particulars
remains in man aer this life; for instance, the knowledge
of what one has done or suffered, according to Lk. 16:25:
“Son, remember that thou didst receive good things in thy life-
time, and likewise Lazarus evil things.” Much more, therefore,
does the knowledge of universal and necessary things remain,
which belong to science and the other intellectual virtues.

I answer that,As stated in the Ia, q. 79, a. 6 some have held
that the intelligible species do not remain in the passive intel-
lect exceptwhen it actually understands; and that so long as ac-
tual consideration ceases, the species are not preserved save in
the sensitive powers which are acts of bodily organs, viz. in the
powers of imagination and memory. Now these powers cease
when the body is corrupted: and consequently, according to

this opinion, neither science nor any other intellectual virtue
will remain aer this life when once the body is corrupted.

But this opinion is contrary to the mind of Aristotle, who
states (De Anima iii, text. 8) that “the possible intellect is in
act when it is identified with each thing as knowing it; and yet,
even then, it is in potentiality to consider it actually.” It is also
contrary to reason, because intelligible species are contained
by the “possible” intellect immovably, according to the mode
of their container. Hence the “possible” intellect is called “the
abode of the species” (De Anima iii) because it preserves the
intelligible species.

And yet the phantasms, by turning to which man under-
stands in this life, by applying the intelligible species to them
as stated in the Ia, q. 84, a. 7; Ia, q. 85, a. 1, ad 5, cease as soon
as the body is corrupted. Hence, so far as the phantasms are
concerned, which are the quasi-material element in the intel-
lectual virtues, these latter cease when the body is destroyed:
but as regards the intelligible species, which are in the “possi-
ble” intellect, the intellectual virtues remain. Now the species
are the quasi-formal element of the intellectual virtues. ere-
fore these remain aer this life, as regards their formal element,
just as we have stated concerning the moral virtues (a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of the Apostle is to be
understood as referring to thematerial element in science, and
to the mode of understanding; because, to it, neither do the
phantasms remain, when the body is destroyed; nor will sci-
ence be applied by turning to the phantasms.

Reply to Objection 2. Sickness destroys the habit of sci-
ence as to its material element, viz. the phantasms, but not as
to the intelligible species, which are in the “possible” intellect.

Reply toObjection3.As stated in the Ia, q. 89, a. 1 the sep-
arated soul has amodeof understanding, other thanby turning
to the phantasms. Consequently science remains, yet not as to
the same mode of operation; as we have stated concerning the
moral virtues (a. 1).

Ia IIae q. 67 a. 3Whether faith remains aer this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith remains aer this
life. Because faith is more excellent than science. Now science
remains aer this life, as stated above (a. 2).erefore faith re-
mains also.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (1 Cor. 3:11): “Other
foundation no man can lay, but that which is laid; which is
Christ Jesus,” i.e. faith in Jesus Christ. Now if the foundation
is removed, thatwhich is built upon it remains nomore.ere-
fore, if faith remains not aer this life, no other virtue remains.

Objection 3. Further, the knowledge of faith and the
knowledge of glory differ as perfect from imperfect. Now im-

perfect knowledge is compatible with perfect knowledge: thus
in an angel there can be “evening” and “morning” knowledge*;
and aman can have science through a demonstrative syllogism,
together with opinion through a probable syllogism, about
one same conclusion.erefore aer this life faith also is com-
patible with the knowledge of glory.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (2 Cor. 5:6,7): “While
we are in the body, we are absent from the Lord: for we walk
by faith and not by sight.” But those who are in glory are not
absent from the Lord, but present toHim.erefore aer this
life faith does not remain in the life of glory.

* Cf. Ia, q. 58, a. 6.
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I answer that, Opposition is of itself the proper cause of
one thing being excluded from another, in so far, to wit, as
wherever two things are opposite to one another, we find op-
position of affirmation and negation. Now in some things we
find opposition in respect of contrary forms; thus in colors we
find white and black. In others we find opposition in respect
of perfection and imperfection: wherefore in alterations, more
and less are considered to be contraries, as when a thing from
being less hot is made more hot (Phys. v, text. 19). And since
perfect and imperfect are opposite to one another, it is impos-
sible for perfection and imperfection to affect the same thing
at the same time.

Now we must take note that sometimes imperfection be-
longs to a thing’s very nature, and belongs to its species: even as
lack of reason belongs to the very specific nature of a horse and
an ox. And since a thing, so long as it remains the same identi-
cally, cannot pass from one species to another, it follows that
if such an imperfection be removed, the species of that thing is
changed: even as it would no longer be an ox or a horse, were
it to be rational. Sometimes, however, the imperfection does
not belong to the specific nature, but is accidental to the indi-
vidual by reason of something else; even as sometimes lack of
reason is accidental to aman, because he is asleep, or because he
is drunk, or for some like reason; and it is evident, that if such
an imperfection be removed, the thing remains substantially.

Now it is clear that imperfect knowledge belongs to the
very nature of faith: for it is included in its definition; faith
being defined as “the substance of things to be hoped for, the
evidence of things that appear not” (Heb. 11:1). Wherefore
Augustine says (Tract. xl in Joan.): “Where is faith? Believing
without seeing.” But it is an imperfect knowledge that is of
things unapparent or unseen. Consequently imperfect knowl-
edge belongs to the verynature of faith: therefore it is clear that
the knowledge of faith cannot be perfect and remain identi-
cally the same.

But we must also consider whether it is compatible with
perfect knowledge: for there is nothing to prevent some kind
of imperfect knowledge from being sometimes with perfect
knowledge. Accordingly we must observe that knowledge can
be imperfect in three ways: first, on the part of the know-
able object; secondly, on the part of the medium; thirdly, on
the part of the subject. e difference of perfect and imper-
fect knowledge on the part of the knowable object is seen in
the “morning” and “evening” knowledge of the angels: for the
“morning” knowledge is about things according to the being
which theyhave in theWord,while the “evening” knowledge is
about things according as they have being in their ownnatures,
which being is imperfect in comparison with the First Being.

On the part of the medium, perfect and imperfect knowledge
are exemplified in the knowledge of a conclusion through a
demonstrative medium, and through a probable medium. On
the part of the subject the difference of perfect and imperfect
knowledge applies to opinion, faith, and science. For it is es-
sential to opinion that we assent to one of two opposite asser-
tions with fear of the other, so that our adhesion is not firm:
to science it is essential to have firm adhesion with intellectual
vision, for science possesses certitude which results from the
understanding of principles: while faith holds a middle place,
for it surpasses opinion in so far as its adhesion is firm, but falls
short of science in so far as it lacks vision.

Now it is evident that a thing cannot be perfect and imper-
fect in the same respect; yet the things which differ as perfect
and imperfect can be together in the same respect in one and
the same other thing. Accordingly, knowledge which is per-
fect on the part of the object is quite incompatible with im-
perfect knowledge about the same object; but they are com-
patible with one another in respect of the samemedium or the
same subject: for nothing hinders a man from having at one
and the same time, through one and the same medium, per-
fect and imperfect knowledge about two things, one perfect,
the other imperfect, e.g. about health and sickness, good and
evil. In likemanner knowledge that is perfect on the part of the
medium is incompatible with imperfect knowledge through
one and the same medium: but nothing hinders them being
about the same subject or in the same subject: for oneman can
know the same conclusions through a probable and through
a demonstrative medium. Again, knowledge that is perfect on
the part of the subject is incompatible with imperfect knowl-
edge in the same subject.Now faith, of its very nature, contains
an imperfection on the part of the subject, viz. that the believer
sees not what he believes: whereas bliss, of its very nature, im-
plies perfection on the part of the subject, viz. that the Blessed
see that which makes them happy, as stated above (q. 3, a. 8).
Hence it is manifest that faith and bliss are incompatible in
one and the same subject.

Reply toObjection1.Faith ismore excellent than science,
on the part of the object, because its object is the First Truth.
Yet science has a more perfect mode of knowing its object,
which is not incompatible with vision which is the perfection
of happiness, as the mode of faith is incompatible.

Reply to Objection 2. Faith is the foundation in as much
as it is knowledge: consequently when this knowledge is per-
fected, the foundation will be perfected also.

e Reply to the ird Objection is clear from what has
been said.
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Ia IIae q. 67 a. 4Whether hope remains aer death, in the state of glory?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope remains aer death,
in the state of glory. Because hope perfects the human appetite
in a more excellent manner than the moral virtues. But the
moral virtues remain aer this life, as Augustine clearly states
(De Trin. xiv, 9). Much more then does hope remain.

Objection 2. Further, fear is opposed to hope. But fear re-
mains aer this life: in the Blessed, filial fear, which abides for
ever—in the lost, the fear of punishment. erefore, in a like
manner, hope can remain.

Objection 3. Further, just as hope is of future good, so is
desire. Now in the Blessed there is desire for future good; both
for the glory of the body, which the souls of the Blessed desire,
as Augustine declares (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35); and for the glory of
the soul, according to Ecclus. 24:29: “ey that eat me, shall
yet hunger, and they that drink me, shall yet thirst,” and 1 Pet.
1:12: “OnWhom the angels desire to look.”erefore it seems
that there can be hope in the Blessed aer this life is past.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 8:24): “What
a man seeth, why doth he hope for?” But the Blessed see that
which is the object of hope, viz. God. erefore they do not
hope.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), that which, in its
very nature, implies imperfection of its subject, is incompat-
ible with the opposite perfection in that subject. us it is evi-
dent that movement of its very nature implies imperfection of
its subject, since it is “the act of that which is in potentiality as
such” (Phys. iii): so that as soon as this potentiality is brought
into act, the movement ceases; for a thing does not continue
to become white, when once it is made white. Now hope de-
notes a movement towards that which is not possessed, as is
clear from what we have said above about the passion of hope
(q. 40,Aa. 1,2).ereforewhenwepossess thatwhichwehope
for, viz. the enjoyment of God, it will no longer be possible to
have hope.

Reply toObjection 1.Hope surpasses themoral virtues as
to its object, which isGod. But the acts of themoral virtues are
not incompatible with the perfection of happiness, as the act
of hope is; except perhaps, as regards their matter, in respect
of which they do not remain. For moral virtue perfects the ap-
petite, not only in respect of what is not yet possessed, but also
as regards something which is in our actual possession.

Reply toObjection 2. Fear is twofold, servile and filial, as
we shall state further on ( IIa IIae, q. 19, a. 2). Servile fear re-
gards punishment, and will be impossible in the life of glory,
since there will no longer be possibility of being punished. Fil-
ial fear has two acts: one is an act of reverence to God, and
with regard to this act, it remains: the other is an act of fear
lest we be separated from God, and as regards this act, it does
not remain. Because separation fromGod is in the nature of an
evil: and no evil will be feared there, according to Prov. 1:33:
“He…shall enjoy abundance without fear of evils.” Now fear
is opposed to hope by opposition of good and evil, as stated
above (q. 23, a. 2; q. 40, a. 1 ), and therefore the fear which will
remain in glory is not opposed to hope. In the lost there can be
fear of punishment, rather than hope of glory in the Blessed.
Because in the lost there will be a succession of punishments,
so that the notion of something future remains there, which
is the object of fear: but the glory of the saints has no succes-
sion, by reason of its being a kind of participation of eternity,
wherein there is neither past nor future, but only the present.
And yet, properly speaking, neither in the lost is there fear. For,
as stated above (q. 42, a. 2), fear is never without some hope of
escape: and the lost have no such hope. Consequently neither
will there be fear in them; except speaking in a general way, in
so far as any expectation of future evil is called fear.

Reply toObjection3.As to the glory of the soul, there can
be no desire in the Blessed, in so far as desire looks for some-
thing future, for the reason already given (ad 2). Yet hunger
and thirst are said to be in them because they never weary, and
for the same reason desire is said to be in the angels. With re-
gard to the glory of the body, there can be desire in the souls of
the saints, but not hope, properly speaking; neither as a theo-
logical virtue, for thus its object isGod, andnot a created good;
nor in its general signification. Because the object of hope is
something difficult, as stated above (q. 40, a. 1): while a good
whose unerring cause we already possess, is not compared to us
as something difficult. Hence he that has money is not, prop-
erly speaking, said to hope for what he can buy at once. In like
manner those who have the glory of the soul are not, properly
speaking, said to hope for the glory of the body, but only to
desire it.

Ia IIae q. 67 a. 5Whether anything of faith or hope remains in glory?

Objection 1. It would seem that something of faith and
hope remains in glory. Forwhen thatwhich is proper to a thing
is removed, there remains what is common; thus it is stated in
De Causis that “if you take away rational, there remains liv-
ing, and when you remove living, there remains being.” Now
in faith there is something that it has in common with beati-
tude, viz. knowledge: and there is something proper to it, viz.

darkness, for faith is knowledge in a dark manner. erefore,
the darkness of faith removed, the knowledge of faith still re-
mains.

Objection 2. Further, faith is a spiritual light of the soul,
according to Eph. 1:17,18: “e eyes of your heart enlight-
ened…in the knowledge of God”; yet this light is imperfect in
comparison with the light of glory, of which it is written (Ps.
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35:10): “Iny lightwe shall see light.”Nowan imperfect light
remains when a perfect light supervenes: for a candle is not ex-
tinguished when the sun’s rays appear. erefore it seems that
the light of faith itself remains with the light of glory.

Objection 3. Further, the substance of a habit does not
cease through the withdrawal of its matter: for a man may re-
tain the habit of liberality, though he have lost his money:
yet he cannot exercise the act. Now the object of faith is the
First Truth as unseen. erefore when this ceases through be-
ing seen, the habit of faith can still remain.

On the contrary, Faith is a simple habit. Now a simple
thing is either withdrawn entirely, or remains entirely. Since
therefore faith does not remain entirely, but is taken away as
stated above (a. 3), it seems that it is withdrawn entirely.

I answer that, Some have held that hope is taken away en-
tirely: but that faith is taken away inpart, viz. as to its obscurity,
and remains in part, viz. as to the substance of its knowledge.
And if this be understood to mean that it remains the same,
not identically but generically, it is absolutely true; since faith
is of the same genus, viz. knowledge, as the beatific vision. On
the other hand, hope is not of the same genus as heavenly bliss:
because it is compared to the enjoyment of bliss, as movement
is to rest in the term of movement.

But if it be understood to mean that in heaven the knowl-
edge of faith remains identically the same, this is absolutely im-
possible. Because when you remove a specific difference, the
substance of the genus does not remain identically the same:
thus if you remove the difference constituting whiteness, the
substance of color does not remain identically the same, as
though the identical color were at one time whiteness, and, at
another, blackness. e reason is that genus is not related to
difference as matter to form, so that the substance of the genus
remains identically the same, when the difference is removed,
as the substance of matter remains identically the same, when
the form is changed: for genus and difference are not the parts
of a species, else they would not be predicated of the species.

But even as the species denotes thewhole, i.e. the compoundof
matter and form inmaterial things, so does the difference, and
likewise the genus; the genus denotes the whole by signifying
that which is material; the difference, by signifying that which
is formal; the species, by signifying both.us, inman, the sen-
sitive nature is as matter to the intellectual nature, and animal
is predicated of that which has a sensitive nature, rational of
that which has an intellectual nature, and man of that which
has both. So that the one samewhole is denoted by these three,
but not under the same aspect.

It is therefore evident that, since the significationof thedif-
ference is confined to the genus if the difference be removed,
the substance of the genus cannot remain the same: for the
same animal nature does not remain, if another kind of soul
constitute the animal. Hence it is impossible for the identical
knowledge, which was previously obscure, to become clear vi-
sion. It is therefore evident that, in heaven, nothing remains of
faith, either identically or specifically the same, but only gener-
ically.

Reply to Objection 1. If “rational” be withdrawn, the re-
maining “living” thing is the same, not identically, but generi-
cally, as stated.

Reply to Objection 2. e imperfection of candlelight is
not opposed to the perfection of sunlight, since they do not
regard the same subject: whereas the imperfection of faith and
the perfection of glory are opposed to one another and regard
the same subject. Consequently they are incompatible with
one another, just as light and darkness in the air.

Reply to Objection 3. He that loses his money does not
therefore lose the possibility of having money, and therefore
it is reasonable for the habit of liberality to remain. But in the
state of glory not only is the object of faith, which is the un-
seen, removed actually, but even its possibility, by reason of the
unchangeableness of heavenly bliss: and so such a habit would
remain to no purpose.

Ia IIae q. 67 a. 6Whether charity remains aer this life, in glory?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity does not remain
aer this life, in glory. Because according to 1 Cor. 13:10,
“when that which is perfect is come, that which is in part,” i.e.
that which is imperfect, “shall be done away.” Now the char-
ity of the wayfarer is imperfect. erefore it will be done away
when the perfection of glory is attained.

Objection 2. Further, habits and acts are differentiated by
their objects. But the object of love is good apprehended. Since
therefore the apprehension of the present life differs from the
apprehension of the life to come, it seems that charity is not
the same in both cases.

Objection 3. Further, things of the same kind can advance
from imperfection to perfection by continuous increase. But
the charity of the wayfarer can never attain to equality with

the charity of heaven, however much it be increased. ere-
fore it seems that the charity of the wayfarer does not remain
in heaven.

On the contrary,eApostle says (1Cor. 13:8): “Charity
never falleth away.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), when the imperfec-
tion of a thing does not belong to its specific nature, there is
nothing to hinder the identical thing passing from imperfec-
tion to perfection, even as man is perfected by growth, and
whiteness by intensity.Nowcharity is love, the nature ofwhich
does not include imperfection, since it may relate to an ob-
ject either possessed or not possessed, either seen or not seen.
erefore charity is not done away by the perfection of glory,
but remains identically the same.
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Reply toObjection 1. e imperfection of charity is acci-
dental to it; because imperfection is not included in the nature
of love. Now although that which is accidental to a thing be
withdrawn, the substance remains. Hence the imperfection of
charity being done away, charity itself is not done away.

Reply to Objection 2. e object of charity is not knowl-
edge itself; if it were, the charity of the wayfarer would not be

the same as the charity of heaven: its object is the thing known,
which remains the same, viz. God Himself.

Reply to Objection 3. e reason why charity of the way-
farer cannot attain to the perfection of the charity of heaven,
is a difference on the part of the cause: for vision is a cause of
love, as stated in Ethic. ix, 5: and the more perfectly we know
God, the more perfectly we love Him.
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F P   S P, Q 68
Of the Gis

(In Eight Articles)

We now come to consider the Gis; under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Gis differ from the virtues?
(2) Of the necessity of the Gis?
(3) Whether the Gis are habits?
(4) Which, and how many are they?
(5) Whether the Gis are connected?
(6) Whether they remain in heaven?
(7) Of their comparison with one another;
(8) Of their comparison with the virtues.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 1Whether the Gis differ from the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gis do not differ
from the virtues. For Gregory commenting on Job 1:2, “ere
were born to him seven sons,” says (Moral. i, 12): “Seven sons
were born to us, when through the conception of heavenly
thought, the seven virtues of the Holy Ghost take birth in us”:
and he quotes the words of Is. 11:2,3: “And the Spirit…of un-
derstanding…shall rest upon him,” etc. where the seven gis of
the Holy Ghost are enumerated. erefore the seven gis of
the Holy Ghost are virtues.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine commenting on Mat.
12:45, “enhe goeth and takethwithhimsevenother spirits,”
etc., says (De Quaest. Evang. i, qu. 8): “e seven vices are op-
posed to the seven virtues of the Holy Ghost,” i.e. to the seven
gis. Now the seven vices are opposed to the seven virtues,
commonly so called. erefore the gis do not differ from the
virtues commonly so called.

Objection 3. Further, things whose definitions are the
same, are themselves the same. But the definition of virtue ap-
plies to the gis; for each gi is “a good quality of the mind,
whereby we lead a good life,” etc.*. Likewise the definition of
a gi can apply to the infused virtues: for a gi is “an unre-
turnable giving,” according to the Philosopher (Topic. iv, 4).
erefore the virtues and gis do not differ from one another.

Objection 4. Several of the things mentioned among the
gis, are virtues: for, as stated above (q. 57, a. 2), wisdom, un-
derstanding, and knowledge are intellectual virtues, counsel
pertains to prudence, piety to a kind of justice, and fortitude
is a moral virtue. erefore it seems that the gis do not differ
from the virtues.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. i, 12) distinguishes
seven gis, which he states to be denoted by the seven sons of
Job, from the three theological virtues, which, he says, are sig-
nifiedby Job’s three daughters.He also distinguishes (Moral. ii,
26) the same seven gis from the four cardinal virtues, which
he says were signified by the four corners of the house.

I answer that, If we speak of gi and virtue with regard to
the notion conveyed by the words themselves, there is no op-
position between them. Because theword “virtue” conveys the
notion that it perfects man in relation to well-doing, while the
word “gi” refers to the cause from which it proceeds. Now
there is no reason why that which proceeds from one as a gi
should not perfect another inwell-doing: especially as we have
already stated (q. 63, a. 3) that some virtues are infused into
us by God. Wherefore in this respect we cannot differentiate
gis from virtues. Consequently some have held that the gis
are not to be distinguished from the virtues. But there remains
no less a difficulty for them to solve; for theymust explain why
some virtues are called gis and some not; and why among the
gis there are some, fear, for instance, that are not reckoned
virtues.

Hence it is that others have said that the gis should be
held as being distinct from the virtues; yet they have not as-
signed a suitable reason for this distinction, a reason, to wit,
which would apply either to all the virtues, and to none of the
gis, or vice versa. For, seeing that of the seven gis, four be-
long to the reason, viz.wisdom,knowledge, understanding and
counsel, and three to the appetite, viz. fortitude, piety and fear;
they held that the gis perfect the free-will according as it is a
faculty of the reason, while the virtues perfect it as a faculty of
the will: since they observed only two virtues in the reason or
intellect, viz. faith and prudence, the others being in the ap-
petitive power or the affections. If this distinction were true,
all the virtues would have to be in the appetite, and all the gis
in the reason.

Others observing that Gregory says (Moral. ii, 26) that
“the gi of the Holy Ghost, by coming into the soul endows it
with prudence, temperance, justice, and fortitude, and at the
same time strengthens it against every kind of temptation by
His sevenfold gi,” said that the virtues are given us that we
may do good works, and the gis, that we may resist temp-

* Cf. q. 55, a. 4.
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tation. But neither is this distinction sufficient. Because the
virtues also resist those temptations which lead to the sins that
are contrary to the virtues; for everything naturally resists its
contrary: which is especially clear with regard to charity, of
which it is written (Cant 8:7): “Many waters cannot quench
charity.”

Others again, seeing that these gis are set down in Holy
Writ as having been inChrist, according to Is. 11:2,3, said that
the virtues are given simply that we may do good works, but
the gis, in order to conform us to Christ, chiefly with regard
to His Passion, for it was then that these gis shone with the
greatest splendor. Yet neither does this appear to be a satisfac-
tory distinction. Because Our Lord Himself wished us to be
conformed to Him, chiefly in humility and meekness, accord-
ing to Mat. 11:29: “Learn ofMe, because I ammeek and hum-
ble of heart,” and in charity, according to Jn. 15:12: “Love one
another, as I have loved you.” Moreover, these virtues were es-
pecially resplendent in Christ’s Passion.

Accordingly, in order to differentiate the gis from the
virtues, we must be guided by the way in which Scripture
expresses itself, for we find there that the term employed is
“spirit” rather than “gi.” For thus it is written (Is. 11:2,3):
“e spirit…of wisdom and of understanding…shall rest upon
him,” etc.: fromwhichwordswe are clearly given tounderstand
that these seven are there set down as being in us by Divine in-
spiration. Now inspiration denotes motion from without. For
it must be noted that in man there is a twofold principle of
movement, one within him, viz. the reason; the other extrinsic
to him, viz. God, as stated above (q. 9, Aa. 4,6): moreover the
Philosopher says this in the chapter On Good Fortune (Ethic.
Eudem. vii, 8).

Now it is evident that whatever is moved must be pro-
portionate to its mover: and the perfection of the mobile as
such, consists in a disposition whereby it is disposed to be
well moved by its mover. Hence the more exalted the mover,
the more perfect must be the disposition whereby the mobile
is made proportionate to its mover: thus we see that a dis-
ciple needs a more perfect disposition in order to receive a
higher teaching from his master. Now it is manifest that hu-
man virtues perfectman according as it is natural for him to be

moved by his reason in his interior and exterior actions. Con-
sequentlyman needs yet higher perfections, whereby to be dis-
posed to be moved by God. ese perfections are called gis,
not only because they are infused by God, but also because by
themman is disposed to become amenable to theDivine inspi-
ration, according to Is. 50:5: “e Lord…hath opened my ear,
and I do not resist; I have not gone back.” Even the Philoso-
pher says in the chapterOnGood Fortune (Ethic. Eudem., vii,
8) that for those who are moved byDivine instinct, there is no
need to take counsel according to human reason, but only to
follow their inner promptings, since they are moved by a prin-
ciple higher than human reason. is then is what some say,
viz. that the gis perfect man for acts which are higher than
acts of virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes these gis are called
virtues, in the broad sense of the word.Nevertheless, they have
something over and above the virtues understood in this broad
way, in so far as they are Divine virtues, perfecting man as
moved by God. Hence the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 1) above
virtue commonly so called, places a kind of “heroic” or “divine
virtue*,” in respect of which some men are called “divine.”

Reply toObjection2.evices are opposed to the virtues,
in so far as they are opposed to the good as appointed by rea-
son; but they are opposed to the gis, in as much as they are
opposed to the Divine instinct. For the same thing is opposed
both to God and to reason, whose light flows from God.

Reply to Objection 3. is definition applies to virtue
taken in its general sense. Consequently, if we wish to restrict
it to virtue as distinguished from the gis, wemust explain the
words, “whereby we lead a good life” as referring to the rec-
titude of life which is measured by the rule of reason. Like-
wise the gis, as distinct from infused virtue, may be defined
as something given by God in relation to His motion; some-
thing, to wit, that makesman to followwell the promptings of
God.

Reply to Objection 4. Wisdom is called an intellectual
virtue, so far as it proceeds from the judgment of reason: but it
is called a gi, according as its work proceeds from the Divine
prompting. e same applies to the other virtues.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 2Whether the gis are necessary to man for salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gis are not necessary
toman for salvation. Because the gis are ordained to a perfec-
tion surpassing the ordinary perfection of virtue. Now it is not
necessary for man’s salvation that he should attain to a perfec-
tion surpassing the ordinary standard of virtue; because such
perfection falls, not under the precept, but under a counsel.
erefore the gis are not necessary to man for salvation.

Objection 2. Further, it is enough, for man’s salvation,
that he behave well in matters concerning God and matters
concerning man. Now man’s behavior to God is sufficiently

directed by the theological virtues; and his behavior towards
men, by the moral virtues. erefore gis are not necessary to
man for salvation.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. ii, 26) that
“the Holy Ghost gives wisdom against folly, understanding
against dullness, counsel against rashness, fortitude against
fears, knowledge against ignorance, piety against hardness of
our heart, and fear against pride.” But a sufficient remedy for
all these things is to be found in the virtues.erefore the gis
are not necessary to man for salvation.

* ἄρετη ἡρωϊκὴ καὶ θεία.
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On the contrary, Of all the gis, wisdom seems to be the
highest, and fear the lowest. Now each of these is necessary
for salvation: since of wisdom it is written (Wis. 7:28): “God
loveth none but him that dwelleth with wisdom”; and of fear
(Ecclus. 1:28): “He that is without fear cannot be justified.”
erefore the other gis that are placed between these are also
necessary for salvation.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the gis are perfec-
tions of man, whereby he is disposed so as to be amenable to
the promptings of God.Wherefore in thosematters where the
prompting of reason is not sufficient, and there is need for the
prompting of the Holy Ghost, there is, in consequence, need
for a gi.

Now man’s reason is perfected by God in two ways: first,
with its natural perfection, to wit, the natural light of reason;
secondly, with a supernatural perfection, to wit, the theologi-
cal virtues, as stated above (q. 62, a. 1). And, though this lat-
ter perfection is greater than the former, yet the former is pos-
sessed by man in a more perfect manner than the latter: be-
causemanhas the former inhis full possession,whereas he pos-
sesses the latter imperfectly, since we love and know God im-
perfectly. Now it is evident that anything that has a nature or a
formor a virtue perfectly, can of itself work according to them:
not, however, excluding the operation of God, Who works in-
wardly in every nature and in every will. On the other hand,
that which has a nature, or form, or virtue imperfectly, can-
not of itself work, unless it be moved by another. us the sun
which possesses light perfectly, can shine by itself; whereas the
moon which has the nature of light imperfectly, sheds only a
borrowed light. Again, a physician, who knows themedical art
perfectly, can work by himself; but his pupil, who is not yet
fully instructed, cannot work by himself, but needs to receive
instructions from him.

Accordingly, in matters subject to human reason, and di-
rected to man’s connatural end, man can work through the
judgment of his reason. If, however, even in these things man

receive help in the shape of special promptings from God, this
will be out of God’s superabundant goodness: hence, accord-
ing to the philosophers, not every one that had the acquired
moral virtues, had also the heroic or divine virtues. But inmat-
ters directed to the supernatural end, to which man’s reason
moves him, according as it is, in a manner, and imperfectly, in-
formed by the theological virtues, the motion of reason does
not suffice, unless it receive in addition the prompting or mo-
tion of the Holy Ghost, according to Rom. 8:14,17: “Whoso-
ever are led by the Spirit of God, they are sons of God…and if
sons, heirs also”: andPs. 142:10: “y good Spirit shall leadme
into the right land,” because, towit, none can receive the inher-
itance of that land of the Blessed, except he be moved and led
thither by the Holy Ghost. erefore, in order to accomplish
this end, it is necessary for man to have the gi of the Holy
Ghost.

Reply to Objection 1. e gis surpass the ordinary per-
fection of the virtues, not as regards the kind of works (as the
counsels surpass the commandments), but as regards the man-
ner of working, in respect of man being moved by a higher
principle.

Reply to Objection 2. By the theological and moral
virtues, man is not so perfected in respect of his last end, as not
to stand in continual need of being moved by the yet higher
promptings of the Holy Ghost, for the reason already given.

Reply to Objection 3. Whether we consider human rea-
son as perfected in its natural perfection, or as perfected by the
theological virtues, it does not know all things, nor all possible
things. Consequently it is unable to avoid folly and other like
things mentioned in the objection. God, however, to Whose
knowledge and power all things are subject, by His motion
safeguards us from all folly, ignorance, dullness of mind and
hardness of heart, and the rest. Consequently the gis of the
Holy Ghost, which make us amenable to His promptings, are
said to be given as remedies to these defects.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 3Whether the gis of the Holy Ghost are habits?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gis of the Holy
Ghost are not habits. Because a habit is a quality abiding in
man, being defined as “a quality difficult to remove,” as stated
in the Predicaments (Categor. vi). Now it is proper to Christ
that the gis of the Holy Ghost rest in Him, as stated in Is.
11:2,3: “He upon Whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending
and remaining upon Him, He it is that baptizeth”; on which
wordsGregory comments as follows (Moral. ii, 27): “eHoly
Ghost comes upon all the faithful; but, in a singular way, He
dwells always in the Mediator.” erefore the gis of the Holy
Ghost are not habits.

Objection 2. Further, the gis of the Holy Ghost perfect
man according as he is moved by the Spirit of God, as stated
above (Aa. 1,2). But in so far as man is moved by the Spirit of

God, he is somewhat like an instrument in His regard. Now
to be perfected by a habit is befitting, not an instrument, but a
principal agent. erefore the gis of the Holy Ghost are not
habits.

Objection 3. Further, as the gis of the Holy Ghost are
due to Divine inspiration, so is the gi of prophecy. Now
prophecy is not a habit: for “the spirit of prophecy does not
always reside in the prophets,” as Gregory states (Hom. i in
Ezechiel). Neither, therefore, are the gis of the Holy Ghost.

On the contrary,Our Lord in speaking of theHolyGhost
said toHis disciples ( Jn. 14:17): “He shall abide with you, and
shall be in you.” Now the Holy Ghost is not in a man without
His gis. erefore His gis abide in man. erefore they are
not merely acts or passions but abiding habits.
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I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the gis are perfec-
tions of man, whereby he becomes amenable to the prompt-
ings of the Holy Ghost. Now it is evident from what has been
already said (q. 56, a. 4; q. 58, a. 2), that the moral virtues per-
fect the appetitive power according as it partakes somewhat of
the reason, in so far, to wit, as it has a natural aptitude to be
moved by the command of reason. Accordingly the gis of the
Holy Ghost, as compared with the Holy Ghost Himself, are
related to man, even as the moral virtues, in comparison with
the reason, are related to the appetitive power. Now the moral
virtues are habits, whereby the powers of appetite are disposed
to obey reason promptly.erefore the gis of theHolyGhost
are habits whereby man is perfected to obey readily the Holy
Ghost.

Reply to Objection 1. Gregory solves this objection
(Moral. ii, 27) by saying that “by those gis withoutwhich one
cannot obtain life, the Holy Ghost ever abides in all the elect,
but not by His other gis.” Now the seven gis are necessary
for salvation, as stated above (a. 2). erefore, with regard to
them, the Holy Ghost ever abides in holy men.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument holds, in the case of
an instrumentwhich has no faculty of action, but only of being
acted upon. But man is not an instrument of that kind; for he
is so acted upon, by the Holy Ghost, that he also acts himself,
in so far as he has a free-will. erefore he needs a habit.

Reply toObjection3.Prophecy is one of those giswhich
are for the manifestation of the Spirit, not for the necessity of
salvation: hence the comparison fails.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 4Whether the seven gis of the Holy Ghost are suitably enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that seven gis of the Holy
Ghost are unsuitably enumerated. For in that enumeration
four are set down corresponding to the intellectual virtues,
viz. wisdom, understanding, knowledge, and counsel, which
corresponds to prudence; whereas nothing is set down corre-
sponding to art, which is the fih intellectual virtue. More-
over, something is included corresponding to justice, viz. piety,
and something corresponding to fortitude, viz. the gi of for-
titude; while there is nothing to correspond to temperance.
erefore the gis are enumerated insufficiently.

Objection 2. Further, piety is a part of justice. But no part
of fortitude is assigned to correspond thereto, but fortitude it-
self. erefore justice itself, and not piety, ought to have been
set down.

Objection 3. Further, the theological virtues, more than
any, direct us toGod. Since, then, the gis perfectman accord-
ing as he ismovedbyGod, it seems that some gis, correspond-
ing to the theological virtues, should have been included.

Objection 4. Further, even as God is an object of fear, so
is He of love, of hope, and of joy. Now love, hope, and joy are
passions condivided with fear. erefore, as fear is set down as
a gi, so ought the other three.

Objection 5. Further, wisdom is added in order to direct
understanding; counsel, to direct fortitude; knowledge, to di-
rect piety.erefore, some gi should have been added for the
purpose of directing fear. erefore the seven gis of the Holy
Ghost are unsuitably enumerated.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Holy Writ (Is.
11:2,3).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), the gis are habits
perfecting man so that he is ready to follow the promptings of
the Holy Ghost, even as the moral virtues perfect the appeti-
tive powers so that they obey the reason. Now just as it is nat-
ural for the appetitive powers to be moved by the command
of reason, so it is natural for all the forces in man to be moved
by the instinct of God, as by a superior power.erefore what-

ever powers inman can be the principles of human actions, can
also be the subjects of gis, even as they are virtues; and such
powers are the reason and appetite.

Now the reason is speculative and practical: and in both
we find the apprehension of truth (which pertains to the dis-
covery of truth), and judgment concerning the truth. Accord-
ingly, for the apprehension of truth, the speculative reason is
perfected by “understanding”; the practical reason, by “coun-
sel.” In order to judge aright, the speculative reason is perfected
by “wisdom”; the practical reason by “knowledge.” e appet-
itive power, in matters touching a man’s relations to another,
is perfected by “piety”; in matters touching himself, it is per-
fectedby “fortitude” against the fear of dangers; and against in-
ordinate lust for pleasures, by “fear,” according to Prov. 15:27:
“By the fear of the Lord every one declineth from evil,” and Ps.
118:120: “Pierce ou my flesh with y fear: for I am afraid
ofy judgments.”Hence it is clear that these gis extend to all
those things to which the virtues, both intellectual and moral,
extend.

Reply toObjection 1.e gis of theHoly Ghost perfect
man in matters concerning a good life: whereas art is not di-
rected to suchmatters, but to external things that can bemade,
since art is the right reason, not about things to be done, but
about things to be made (Ethic. vi, 4). However, we may say
that, as regards the infusion of the gis, the art is on the part
of the Holy Ghost, Who is the principal mover, and not on
the part of men, who are His organs when He moves them.
e gi of fear corresponds, in a manner, to temperance: for
just as it belongs to temperance, properly speaking, to restrain
man from evil pleasures for the sake of the good appointed by
reason, so does it belong to the gi of fear, to withdraw man
from evil pleasures through fear of God.

Reply to Objection 2. Justice is so called from the recti-
tude of the reason, and so it is more suitably called a virtue
than a gi. But the name of piety denotes the reverence which
we give to our father and to our country. And since God is the
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Father of all, the worship of God is also called piety, as Au-
gustine states (De Civ. Dei x, 1). erefore the gi whereby a
man, through reverence for God, works good to all, is fittingly
called piety.

Reply to Objection 3. e mind of man is not moved by
the Holy Ghost, unless in some way it be united to Him: even
as the instrument is not moved by the crasman, unless there
by contact or some other kind of union between them. Now
the primal union of man with God is by faith, hope and char-
ity: and, consequently, these virtues are presupposed to the
gis, as being their roots. erefore all the gis correspond to
these three virtues, as being derived therefrom.

Reply to Objection 4. Love, hope and joy have good
for their object. Now God is the Sovereign Good: wherefore

the names of these passions are transferred to the theological
virtues which unite man to God. On the other hand, the ob-
ject of fear is evil, which can nowise apply to God: hence fear
does not denote unionwithGod, but withdrawal from certain
things through reverence for God. Hence it does not give its
name to a theological virtue, but to a gi, which withdraws us
from evil, for higher motives than moral virtue does.

Reply to Objection 5. Wisdom directs both the intellect
and the affections ofman.Hence two gis are set down as cor-
responding to wisdom as their directing principle; on the part
of the intellect, the gi of understanding; on the part of the af-
fections, the gi of fear. Because the principal reason for fear-
ingGod is taken froma consideration of theDivine excellence,
which wisdom considers.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 5Whether the gis of the Holy Ghost are connected?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gis are not con-
nected, for the Apostle says (1 Cor. 12:8): “To one…by the
Spirit, is given the word of wisdom, and to another, the word
of knowledge, according to the same Spirit.” Nowwisdom and
knowledge are reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost.
erefore the gis of the Holy Ghost are given to divers men,
and are not connected together in the same man.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (DeTrin. xiv, 1) that
“many of the faithful have not knowledge, though they have
faith.” But some of the gis, at least the gi of fear, accompany
faith. erefore it seems that the gis are not necessarily con-
nected together in one and the same man.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. i) that wis-
dom “is of small account if it lack understanding, and un-
derstanding is wholly useless if it be not based upon wis-
dom…Counsel is worthless, when the strength of fortitude is
lacking thereto…and fortitude is very weak if it be not sup-
ported by counsel…Knowledge is nought if it hath not the use
of piety…and piety is very useless if it lack the discernment of
knowledge…and assuredly, unless it has these virtues with it,
fear itself rises up to the doing of no good action”: from which
it seems that it is possible to have one gi without another.
erefore the gis of the Holy Ghost are not connected.

On the contrary, Gregory prefaces the passage above
quoted, with the following remark: “It is worthy of note in this
feast of Job’s sons, that by turns they fed one another.” Now
the sons of Job, of whom he is speaking, denote the gis of the
Holy Ghost. erefore the gis of the Holy Ghost are con-
nected together by strengthening one another.

I answer that, e true answer to this question is easily
gathered from what has been already set down. For it has been
stated (a. 3) that as the powers of the appetite are disposed by
themoral virtues as regards the governance of reason, so all the
powers of the soul are disposed by the gis as regards the mo-
tion of the Holy Ghost. Now the Holy Ghost dwells in us by
charity, according to Rom. 5:5: “e charity of God is poured

forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, Who is given to us,”
even as our reason is perfected by prudence.Wherefore, just as
the moral virtues are united together in prudence, so the gis
of the Holy Ghost are connected together in charity: so that
whoever has charity has all the gis of the Holy Ghost, none
of which can one possess without charity.

Reply to Objection 1. Wisdom and knowledge can be
considered in one way as gratuitous graces, in so far, to wit, as
man so far abounds in the knowledge of thingsDivine and hu-
man, that he is able both to instruct the believer and confound
the unbeliever. It is in this sense that the Apostle speaks, in this
passage, about wisdom and knowledge: hence he mentions
pointedly the “word” ofwisdomand the “word” of knowledge.
ey may be taken in another way for the gis of the Holy
Ghost: and thus wisdom and knowledge are nothing else but
perfections of the human mind, rendering it amenable to the
promptings of the Holy Ghost in the knowledge of things Di-
vine and human. Consequently it is clear that these gis are in
all who are possessed of charity.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine is speaking there of
knowledge, while expounding the passage of the Apostle
quoted above (obj. 1): hence he is referring to knowledge, in
the sense already explained, as a gratuitous grace. is is clear
from the context which follows: “For it is one thing to know
only what a man must believe in order to gain the blissful life,
which is no other than eternal life; and another, to know how
to impart this to godly souls, and to defend it against the un-
godly, which latter the Apostle seems to have styled by the
proper name of knowledge.”

Reply to Objection 3. Just as the connection of the car-
dinal virtues is proved in one way from the fact that one is, in
a manner, perfected by another, as stated above (q. 65, a. 1);
so Gregory wishes to prove the connection of the gis, in the
same way, from the fact that one cannot be perfect without
the other. Hence he had already observed that “each particular
virtue is to the last degree destitute, unless one virtue lend its
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support to another.” We are therefore not to understand that
one gi canbewithout another; but that if understandingwere

without wisdom, it would not be a gi; even as temperance,
without justice, would not be a virtue.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 6Whether the gis of the Holy Ghost remain in heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gis of the Holy
Ghost do not remain in heaven. For Gregory says (Moral. ii,
26) that by means of His sevenfold gi the “Holy Ghost in-
structs the mind against all temptations.” Now there will be
no temptations in heaven, according to Is. 11:9: “ey shall
not hurt, nor shall they kill in all My holy mountain.” ere-
fore there will be no gis of the Holy Ghost in heaven.

Objection 2. Further, the gis of the Holy Ghost are
habits, as stated above (a. 3). But habits are of no use, where
their acts are impossible. Now the acts of some gis are not
possible in heaven; forGregory says (Moral. i, 15) that “under-
standing…penetrates the truths heard…counsel…stays us from
acting rashly…fortitude…has no fear of adversity…piety satis-
fies the inmost heart with deeds of mercy,” all of which are in-
compatible with the heavenly state. erefore these gis will
not remain in the state of glory.

Objection 3. Further, some of the gis perfect man in the
contemplative life, e.g. wisdom and understanding: and some
in the active life, e.g. piety and fortitude. Now the active life
ends with this as Gregory states (Moral. vi). erefore not all
the gis of the Holy Ghost will be in the state of glory.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Spiritu Sancto i, 20):
“e city of God, the heavenly Jerusalem is not washed with
the waters of an earthly river: it is the Holy Ghost, of Whose
outpouring we but taste, Who, proceeding from the Fount of
life, seems to flow more abundantly in those celestial spirits, a
seething torrent of sevenfold heavenly virtue.”

I answer that,We may speak of the gis in two ways: first,
as to their essence; and thus they will be most perfectly in
heaven, as may be gathered from the passage of Ambrose, just
quoted. e reason for this is that the gis of the Holy Ghost
render the human mind amenable to the motion of the Holy
Ghost: which will be especially realized in heaven, where God
will be “all in all” (1Cor. 15:28), andman entirely subject unto
Him. Secondly, they may be considered as regards the matter
about which their operations are: and thus, in the present life
they have an operation about amatter, in respect of which they
will have no operation in the state of glory. Considered in this
way, they will not remain in the state of glory; just as we have
stated to be the case with regard to the cardinal virtues (q. 67,
a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. Gregory is speaking there of the
gis according as they are compatible with the present state:
for it is thus that they afford us protection against evil tempta-
tions. But in the state of glory, where all evil will have ceased,
we shall be perfected in good by the gis of the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 2. Gregory, in almost every gi, in-
cludes something that passes away with the present state, and
something that remains in the future state. For he says that
“wisdom strengthens the mind with the hope and certainty of
eternal things”; of which two, hope passes, and certainty re-
mains. Of understanding, he says “that it penetrates the truths
heard, refreshing the heart and enlightening its darkness,” of
which, hearing passes away, since “they shall teach no more
every man…his brother” ( Jer. 31:3,4); but the enlightening of
the mind remains. Of counsel he says that it “prevents us from
being impetuous,” which is necessary in the present life; and
also that “it makes the mind full of reason,” which is necessary
even in the future state. Of fortitude he says that it “fears not
adversity,” which is necessary in the present life; and further,
that it “sets before us the viands of confidence,” which remains
also in the future life. With regard to knowledge he mentions
only one thing, viz. that “she overcomes the void of ignorance,”
which refers to the present state. When, however, he adds “in
the womb of the mind,” this may refer figuratively to the ful-
ness of knowledge, which belongs to the future state. Of piety
he says that “it satisfies the inmost heart with deeds of mercy.”
ese words taken literally refer only to the present state: yet
the inward regard for our neighbor, signified by “the inmost
heart,” belongs also to the future state, when piety will achieve,
notworks ofmercy, but fellowship of joy.Of fear he say that “it
oppresses themind, lest it pride itself in present things,” which
refers to the present state, and that “it strengthens it with the
meat of hope for the future,” which also belongs to the present
state, as regards hope, but may also refer to the future state, as
regards being “strengthened” for things we hope are here, and
obtain there.

Reply toObjection 3.is argument considers the gis as
to theirmatter. For thematter of the gis will not be theworks
of the active life; but all the gis will have their respective acts
about things pertaining to the contemplative life, which is the
life of heavenly bliss.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 7Whether the gis are set down by Isaias in their order of dignity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gis are not set down
by Isaias in their order of dignity. For the principal gi is, seem-
ingly, that which, more than the others, God requires of man.
Now God requires of man fear, more than the other gis: for

it is written (Dt. 10:12): “And now, Israel, what doth the Lord
thyGod require of thee, but that thou fear the Lord thyGod?”
and (Malachi 1:6): “If…I be amaster, where isMy fear?”ere-
fore it seems that fear, which is mentioned last, is not the low-

853



est but the greatest of the gis.
Objection 2. Further, piety seems to be a kind of com-

mon good; since theApostle says (1Tim. 4:8): “Piety [Douay:
‘Godliness’] is profitable to all things.”Now a common good is
preferable to particular goods. erefore piety, which is given
the last place but one, seems to be the most excellent gi.

Objection 3. Further, knowledge perfects man’s judg-
ment, while counsel pertains to inquiry. But judgment is more
excellent than inquiry. erefore knowledge is a more excel-
lent gi than counsel; and yet it is set down as being below it.

Objection 4. Further, fortitude pertains to the appetitive
power, while science belongs to reason. But reason is a more
excellent power than the appetite. erefore knowledge is a
more excellent gi than fortitude; and yet the latter is given
the precedence. erefore the gis are not set down in their
order of dignity.

On the contrary,Augustine says*: “It seems tome that the
sevenfold operation of theHoly Ghost, of which Isaias speaks,
agrees in degrees and expression with these [of which we read
inMat. 5:3]: but there is a difference of order, for there [viz. in
Isaias] the enumeration begins with the more excellent gis,
here, with the lower gis.”

I answer that, e excellence of the gis can be measured
in two ways: first, simply, viz. by comparison to their proper
acts as proceeding from their principles; secondly, relatively,
viz. by comparison to their matter. If we consider the excel-
lence of the gis simply, they follow the same rule as the
virtues, as to their comparison one with another; because the
gis perfect man for all the acts of the soul’s powers, even
as the virtues do, as stated above (a. 4). Hence, as the intel-
lectual virtues have the precedence of the moral virtues, and
among the intellectual virtues, the contemplative are prefer-
able to the active, viz. wisdom, understanding and science to
prudence and art (yet so that wisdom stands before under-
standing, and understanding before science, and prudence and
synesis before eubulia): so also among the gis, wisdom, un-
derstanding, knowledge, and counsel are more excellent than
piety, fortitude, and fear; and among the latter, piety excels for-

titude, and fortitude fear, even as justice surpasses fortitude,
and fortitude temperance. But in regard to their matter, forti-
tude and counsel precede knowledge and piety: because forti-
tude and counsel are concernedwith difficultmatters, whereas
piety and knowledge regard ordinary matters. Consequently
the excellence of the gis corresponds with the order in which
they are enumerated; but so far as wisdom and understanding
are given the preference to the others, their excellence is con-
sidered simply, while, so far, as counsel and fortitude are pre-
ferred to knowledge and piety, it is considered with regard to
their matter.

Reply toObjection 1. Fear is chiefly required as being the
foundation, so to speak, of the perfection of the other gis, for
“the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom” (Ps. 110:10;
Ecclus. 1:16), and not as though it were more excellent than
the others. Because, in the order of generation, man departs
from evil on account of fear (Prov. 16:16), before doing good
works, and which result from the other gis.

Reply toObjection2. In thewords quoted from theApos-
tle, piety is not compared with all God’s gis, but only with
“bodily exercise,” of which he had said it “is profitable to lit-
tle.”

Reply toObjection 3.Although knowledge stands before
counsel by reason of its judgment, yet counsel ismore excellent
by reason of itsmatter: for counsel is only concernedwithmat-
ters of difficulty (Ethic. iii, 3), whereas the judgment of knowl-
edge embraces all matters.

Reply toObjection 4.edirective gis which pertain to
the reason aremore excellent than the executive gis, ifwe con-
sider them in relation to their acts as proceeding from their
powers, because reason transcends the appetite as a rule tran-
scends the thing ruled. But on the part of thematter, counsel is
united to fortitude as the directive power to the executive, and
so is knowledge united to piety: because counsel and fortitude
are concerned with matters of difficulty, while knowledge and
piety are concerned with ordinary matters. Hence counsel to-
gether with fortitude, by reason of their matter, are given the
preference to knowledge and piety.

Ia IIae q. 68 a. 8Whether the virtues are more excellent than the gis?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the virtues aremore excel-
lent than the gis. For Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 18) while
speakingof charity: “NogiofGod ismore excellent than this.
It is this alone which divides the children of the eternal king-
dom from the children of eternal damnation. Other gis are
bestowed by the Holy Ghost, but, without charity, they avail
nothing.” But charity is a virtue. erefore a virtue is more ex-
cellent than the gis of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, that which is first naturally, seems
to be more excellent. Now the virtues precede the gis of the
Holy Ghost; for Gregory says (Moral. ii, 26) that “the gi of
the Holy Ghost in the mind it works on, forms first of all

justice, prudence, fortitude, temperance…and doth aerwards
give it a temper in the seven virtues” [viz. the gis], so “as
against folly to bestow wisdom; against dullness, understand-
ing; against rashness, counsel; against fear, fortitude; against
ignorance, knowledge; against hardness of heart, piety; against
piety, fear.” erefore the virtues are more excellent than the
gis.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii, 19)
that “the virtues cannot be used to evil purpose.” But it is pos-
sible to make evil use of the gis, for Gregory says (Moral. i,
18): “We offer up the sacrifice of prayer…lest wisdom may up-
li; or understanding, while it runs nimbly, deviate from the

* De Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 4.
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right path; or counsel, while it multiplies itself, grow into con-
fusion; that fortitude, while it gives confidence, may not make
us rash; lest knowledge, while it knows and yet loves not, may
swell the mind; lest piety, while it swerves from the right line,
may becomedistorted; and lest fear,while it is unduly alarmed,
may plunge us into the pit of despair.”erefore the virtues are
more excellent than the gis of the Holy Ghost.

On the contrary, e gis are bestowed to assist the
virtues and to remedy certain defects, as is shown in the pas-
sage quoted (obj. 2), so that, seemingly, they accomplish what
the virtues cannot. erefore the gis are more excellent than
the virtues.

I answer that, As was shown above (q. 58, a. 3; q. 62,
a. 1), there are three kinds of virtues: for some are theologi-
cal, some intellectual, and somemoral.e theological virtues
are those whereby man’s mind is united to God; the intellec-
tual virtues are thosewhereby reason itself is perfected; and the
moral virtues are those which perfect the powers of appetite
in obedience to the reason. On the other hand the gis of the
Holy Ghost dispose all the powers of the soul to be amenable
to the Divine motion.

Accordingly the gis seem to be compared to the theo-
logical virtues, by which man is united to the Holy Ghost his
Mover, in the same way as the moral virtues are compared to
the intellectual virtues, which perfect the reason, the moving
principle of the moral virtues. Wherefore as the intellectual
virtues are more excellent than the moral virtues and control
them, so the theological virtues are more excellent than the
gis of theHolyGhost and regulate them.HenceGregory says
(Moral. i, 12) that “the seven sons,” i.e. the seven gis, “never

attain the perfection of the number ten, unless all they do be
done in faith, hope, and charity.”

But if we compare the gis to the other virtues, intellectual
andmoral, then the gishave theprecedenceof the virtues. Be-
cause the gis perfect the soul’s powers in relation to the Holy
Ghost their Mover; whereas the virtues perfect, either the rea-
son itself, or the other powers in relation to reason: and it is ev-
ident that the more exalted the mover, the more excellent the
disposition whereby the thing moved requires to be disposed.
erefore the gis are more perfect than the virtues.

Reply toObjection 1. Charity is a theological virtue; and
such we grant to be more perfect than the gis.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are two ways in which one
thing precedes another. One is in order of perfection and dig-
nity, as love of God precedes love of our neighbor: and in this
way the gis precede the intellectual and moral virtues, but
follow the theological virtues.e other is the order of genera-
tionor disposition: thus love of one’s neighbor precedes love of
God, as regards the act: and in this way moral and intellectual
virtues precede the gis, since man, through being well subor-
dinate to his own reason, is disposed to be rightly subordinate
to God.

Reply to Objection 3. Wisdom and understanding and
the like are gis of theHolyGhost, according as they are quick-
ened by charity, which “dealeth not perversely” (1 Cor. 13:4).
Consequently wisdom and understanding and the like cannot
be used to evil purpose, in so far as they are gis of the Holy
Ghost. But, lest they depart from the perfection of charity,
they assist one another. is is what Gregory means to say.
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F P   S P, Q 69
Of the Beatitudes
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the beatitudes: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the beatitudes differ from the gis and virtues?
(2) Of the rewards of the beatitudes: whether they refer to this life?
(3) Of the number of the beatitudes;
(4) Of the fittingness of the rewards ascribed to the beatitudes.

Ia IIae q. 69 a. 1Whether the beatitudes differ from the virtues and gis?

Objection 1. It would seem that the beatitudes do not dif-
fer from the virtues and gis. For Augustine (De Serm. Dom.
in Monte i, 4) assigns the beatitudes recited by Matthew (v
3, seqq.) to the gis of the Holy Ghost; and Ambrose in his
commentary on Luke 6:20, seqq., ascribes the beatitudesmen-
tioned there, to the four cardinal virtues. erefore the beati-
tudes do not differ from the virtues and gis.

Objection 2.Further, there are but two rules of the human
will: the reason and the eternal law, as stated above (q. 19, a. 3;
q. 21, a. 1). Now the virtues perfect man in relation to reason;
while the gis perfect him in relation to the eternal law of the
Holy Ghost, as is clear fromwhat has been said (q. 68, Aa. 1,3,
seqq.). erefore there cannot be anything else pertaining to
the rectitude of the human will, besides the virtues and gis.
erefore the beatitudes do not differ from them.

Objection 3. Further, among the beatitudes are included
meekness, justice, and mercy, which are said to be virtues.
erefore the beatitudes do not differ from the virtues and
gis.

On the contrary, Certain things are included among the
beatitudes, that are neither virtues nor gis, e.g. poverty,
mourning, and peace.erefore the beatitudes differ from the
virtues and gis.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 2, a. 7; q. 3, a. 1), hap-
piness is the last end of human life. Now one is said to possess
the end already, when one hopes to possess it; wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 9) that “children are said to be happy

because they are full of hope”; and the Apostle says (Rom.
8:24): “We are saved by hope.” Again, we hope to obtain an
end, because we are suitably moved towards that end, and ap-
proach thereto; and this implies some action. And a man is
moved towards, and approaches the happy end by works of
virtue, and above all by the works of the gis, if we speak of
eternal happiness, for which our reason is not sufficient, since
we need to be moved by the Holy Ghost, and to be perfected
withHis gis that wemay obey and followhim.Consequently
the beatitudes differ from the virtues and gis, not as habit, but
as act from habit.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine and Ambrose assign the
beatitudes to the gis and virtues, as acts are ascribed to habits.
But the gis are more excellent than the cardinal virtues, as
stated above (q. 68, a. 8). Wherefore Ambrose, in explain-
ing the beatitudes propounded to the throng, assigns them to
the cardinal virtues, whereas Augustine, who is explaining the
beatitudes delivered to the disciples on the mountain, and so
to those who were more perfect, ascribes them to the gis of
the Holy Ghost.

Reply toObjection 2.is argument proves that no other
habits, besides the virtues and gis, rectify human conduct.

Reply toObjection 3.Meekness is to be taken as denoting
the act of meekness: and the same applies to justice andmercy.
And though thesemight seem to be virtues, they are neverthe-
less ascribed to gis, because the gis perfectman in allmatters
wherein the virtues perfect him, as stated above (q. 68, a. 2).

Ia IIae q. 69 a. 2Whether the rewards assigned to the beatitudes refer to this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the rewards assigned to
the beatitudes do not refer to this life. Because some are said
to be happy because they hope for a reward, as stated above
(a. 1). Now the object of hope is future happiness. erefore
these rewards refer to the life to come.

Objection 2.Further, certain punishments are set down in
opposition to the beatitudes, Lk. 6:25, where we read: “Woe
to you that are filled; for you shall hunger. Woe to you that
now laugh, for you shall mourn and weep.” Now these pun-

ishments do not refer to this life, because frequently men are
not punished in this life, according to Job 21:13: “ey spend
their days in wealth.” erefore neither do the rewards of the
beatitudes refer to this life.

Objection 3. Further, the kingdom of heaven which is set
down as the reward of poverty is the happiness of heaven, as
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix).* Again, abundant fullness is
not to be had save in the life to come, according to Ps. 16:15:
“I shall be filled [Douay: ‘satisfied’] when y glory shall ap-

* Cf. De Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 1.
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pear.” Again, it is only in the future life that we shall see God,
and that our Divine sonship will be made manifest, according
to 1 Jn. 3:2: “We are now the sons of God; and it hath not yet
appeared what we shall be. We know that, when He shall ap-
pear, we shall be like to Him, because we shall see Him as He
is.” erefore these rewards refer to the future life.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 4): “ese promises can be fulfilled in this life, as
we believe them to have been fulfilled in the apostles. For no
words can express that complete change into the likeness even
of an angel, which is promised to us aer this life.”

I answer that, Expounders of Holy Writ are not agreed
in speaking of these rewards. For some, with Ambrose (Super
Luc. v), hold that all these rewards refer to the life to come;
while Augustine (De Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 4) holds them
to refer to the present life; andChrysostom in his homilies (In
Matth. xv) says that some refer to the future, and some to the
present life.

In order to make the matter clear we must take note that
hope of future happinessmay be in us for two reasons. First, by
reason of our having a preparation for, or a disposition to fu-
ture happiness; and this is by way of merit; secondly, by a kind
of imperfect inchoation of future happiness in holy men, even
in this life. For it is one thing to hope that the tree will bear
fruit, when the leaves begin to appear, and another, when we
see the first signs of the fruit.

Accordingly, those things which are set down as merits in
the beatitudes, are a kind of preparation for, or disposition to
happiness, either perfect or inchoate: while those that are as-
signed as rewards, may be either perfect happiness, so as to re-
fer to the future life, or some beginning of happiness, such as
is found in those who have attained perfection, in which case
they refer to the present life. Because when a man begins to
make progress in the acts of the virtues and gis, it is to be
hoped that he will arrive at perfection, both as a wayfarer, and
as a citizen of the heavenly kingdom.

Reply to Objection 1. Hope regards future happiness as
the last end: yet it may also regard the assistance of grace as
that which leads to that end, according to Ps. 27:7: “In Him
hath my heart hoped, and I have been helped.”

Reply toObjection 2.Although sometimes thewicked do
not undergo temporal punishment in this life, yet they suf-
fer spiritual punishment. Hence Augustine says (Confess. i):
“ou hast decreed, and it is so, Lord—that the disordered
mind should be its own punishment.” e Philosopher, too,
says of the wicked (Ethic. ix, 4) that “their soul is divided
against itself…one part pulls this way, another that”; and af-
terwards he concludes, saying: “If wickedness makes a man so
miserable, he should strain every nerve to avoid vice.” In like
manner, although, on the other hand, the good sometimes do
not receivematerial rewards in this life, yet theynever lack spir-
itual rewards, even in this life, according to Mat. 19:29, and
Mk. 10:30: “Ye shall receive a hundred times as much” even
“in this time.”

Reply to Objection 3. All these rewards will be fully con-
summated in the life to come: but meanwhile they are, in
a manner, begun, even in this life. Because the “kingdom of
heaven,” as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv),† can denote the
beginning of perfect wisdom, in so far as “the spirit” begins to
reign in men. e “possession” of the land denotes the well-
ordered affections of the soul that rests, by its desire, on the
solid foundation of the eternal inheritance, signified by “the
land.” ey are “comforted” in this life, by receiving the Holy
Ghost, Who is called the “Paraclete,” i.e. the Comforter. ey
“have their fill,” even in this life, of that food of which Our
Lord said ( Jn. 4:34): “Mymeat is todo thewill ofHimthat sent
Me.” Again, in this life, men “obtain” God’s “Mercy.” Again,
the eye being cleansed by the gi of understanding, we can,
so to speak, “see God.” Likewise, in this life, those who are
the “peacemakers” of their own movements, approach to like-
ness toGod, and are called “the children ofGod.”Nevertheless
these things will be more perfectly fulfilled in heaven.

Ia IIae q. 69 a. 3Whether the beatitudes are suitably enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the beatitudes are unsuit-
ably enumerated. For the beatitudes are assigned to the gis, as
stated above (a. 1, ad1).Nowsomeof the gis, viz.wisdomand
understanding, belong to the contemplative life: yet no beati-
tude is assigned to the act of contemplation, for all are assigned
to matters connected with the active life. erefore the beati-
tudes are insufficiently enumerated.

Objection 2. Further, not only do the executive gis be-
long to the active life, but also some of the directive gis, e.g.
knowledge and counsel: yet none of the beatitudes seems to
be directly connected with the acts of knowledge or counsel.
erefore the beatitudes are insufficiently indicated.

Objection3.Further, among the executive gis connected
with the active life, fear is said to be connected with poverty,

while piety seems to correspond to the beatitude of mercy: yet
nothing is included directly connected with justice. erefore
the beatitudes are insufficiently enumerated.

Objection 4. Further, many other beatitudes are men-
tioned in Holy Writ. us, it is written ( Job 5:17): “Blessed
is the man whom God correcteth”; and (Ps. i, 1): “Blessed is
the man who hath not walked in the counsel of the ungodly”;
and (Prov. 3:13): “Blessed is the man that findeth wisdom.”
erefore the beatitudes are insufficiently enumerated.

Objection 5. On the other hand, it seems that too many
are mentioned. For there are seven gis of the Holy Ghost:
whereas eight beatitudes are indicated.

Objection 6. Further, only four beatitudes are indicated
in the sixth chapter of Luke.erefore the seven or eight men-

† Cf. De Serm. Dom. in Monte, i, 1.
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tioned in Matthew 5 are too many.
I answer that, ese beatitudes are most suitably enumer-

ated. To make this evident it must be observed that beatitude
has been held to consist in one of three things: for some have
ascribed it to a sensual life, some, to an active life, and some, to
a contemplative life*.Now these three kinds of happiness stand
in different relations to future beatitude, by hoping for which
we are said to be happy. Because sensual happiness, being false
and contrary to reason, is an obstacle to future beatitude;while
happiness of the active life is a disposition of future beatitude;
and contemplative happiness, if perfect, is the very essence of
future beatitude, and, if imperfect, is a beginning thereof.

And soOur Lord, in the first place, indicated certain beat-
itudes as removing the obstacle of sensual happiness. For a life
of pleasure consists of two things. First, in the affluence of
external goods, whether riches or honors; from which man
is withdrawn—by a virtue so that he uses them in modera-
tion—and by a gi, in a more excellent way, so that he de-
spises them altogether. Hence the first beatitude is: “Blessed
are the poor in spirit,” which may refer either to the contempt
of riches, or to the contempt of honors, which results fromhu-
mility. Secondly, the sensual life consists in following the bent
of one’s passions, whether irascible or concupiscible. From fol-
lowing the irascible passionsman iswithdrawn—by a virtue, so
that they are keptwithin the bounds appointedby the ruling of
reason—and by a gi, in amore excellentmanner, so thatman,
according to God’s will, is altogether undisturbed by them:
hence the second beatitude is: “Blessed are the meek.” From
following the concupiscible passions, man is withdrawn—by
a virtue, so that man uses these passions in moderation—and
by gi, so that, if necessary, he casts them aside altogether;
nay more, so that, if need be, he makes a deliberate choice of
sorrow†; hence the third beatitude is: “Blessed are they that
mourn.”

Active life consists chiefly in man’s relations with his
neighbor, either by way of duty or by way of spontaneous gra-
tuity. To the former we are disposed—by a virtue, so that we
do not refuse to do our duty to our neighbor, which pertains
to justice—and by a gi, so that we do the same much more
heartily, by accomplishing works of justice with an ardent de-
sire, even as a hungry and thirsty man eats and drinks with ea-
ger appetite. Hence the fourth beatitude is: “Blessed are they
that hunger and thirst aer justice.” With regard to sponta-
neous favors we are perfected—by a virtue, so that we give
where reason dictates we should give, e.g. to our friends or
others united to us; which pertains to the virtue of liberal-
ity–and by a gi, so that, through reverence for God, we con-
sider only the needs of those on whom we bestow our gra-
tuitous bounty: hence it is written (Lk. 14:12,13): “When
thou makest a dinner or supper, call not thy friends, nor thy
brethren,” etc…“but…call the poor, the maimed,” etc.; which,
properly, is to havemercy: hence the fihbeatitude is: “Blessed
are the merciful.”

ose things which concern the contemplative life, are ei-
ther final beatitude itself, or some beginning thereof: where-
fore they are included in the beatitudes, not as merits, but as
rewards. Yet the effects of the active life, which dispose man
for the contemplative life, are included in the beatitudes. Now
the effect of the active life, as regards those virtues and gis
whereby man is perfected in himself, is the cleansing of man’s
heart, so that it is not defiled by the passions: hence the sixth
beatitude is: “Blessed are the clean of heart.” But as regards the
virtues and gis whereby man is perfected in relation to his
neighbor, the effect of the active life is peace, according to Is.
32:17: “e work of justice shall be peace”: hence the seventh
beatitude is “Blessed are the peacemakers.”

Reply to Objection 1. e acts of the gis which belong
to the active life are indicated in the merits: but the acts of the
gis pertaining to the contemplative life are indicated in the
rewards, for the reason given above. Because to “see God” cor-
responds to the gi of understanding; and to be like God by
being adoptive “children of God,” corresponds to the gi of
wisdom.

Reply to Objection 2. In things pertaining to the active
life, knowledge is not sought for its own sake, but for the
sake of operation, as even the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii, 2).
And therefore, since beatitude implies something ultimate, the
beatitudes do not include the acts of those gis which direct
man in the active life, such acts, to wit, as are elicited by those
gis, as, e.g. to counsel is the act of counsel, and to judge, the act
of knowledge: but, on the other hand, they include those oper-
ative acts of which the gis have the direction, as, e.g. mourn-
ing in respect of knowledge, and mercy in respect of counsel.

Reply to Objection 3. In applying the beatitudes to the
gis we may consider two things. One is likeness of matter. In
this way all the first five beatitudes may be assigned to knowl-
edge and counsel as to their directing principles: whereas they
must be distributed among the executive gis: so that, to wit,
hunger and thirst for justice, and mercy too, correspond to
piety, which perfects man in his relations to others; meekness
to fortitude, for Ambrose says on Lk. 6:22: “It is the business
of fortitude to conquer anger, and to curb indignation,” forti-
tude being about the irascible passions: poverty andmourning
to the gi of fear, whereby man withdraws from the lusts and
pleasures of the world.

Secondly, we may consider the motives of the beatitudes:
and, in this way, some of them will have to be assigned differ-
ently. Because the principal motive for meekness is reverence
for God, which belongs to piety. e chief motive for mourn-
ing is knowledge, whereby man knows his failings and those
of worldly things, according to Eccles. 1:18: “He that addeth
knowledge, addeth also sorrow [Vulg: labor].” e principal
motive for hungering aer the works of justice is fortitude of
the soul: and the chiefmotive for beingmerciful isGod’s coun-
sel, according to Dan. 4:24: “Let my counsel be acceptable to
theking [Vulg: to thee,Oking]: and redeemthou thy sinswith

* See q. 3. † Cf. q. 35, a. 3.
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alms, and thy iniquities with works of mercy to the poor.” It is
thus that Augustine assigns them (De Serm. Dom. inMonte i,
4).

Reply to Objection 4. All the beatitudes mentioned in
Holy Writ must be reduced to these, either as to the mer-
its or as to the rewards: because they must all belong either
to the active or to the contemplative life. Accordingly, when
we read, “Blessed is the man whom the Lord correcteth,” we
must refer this to the beatitude of mourning: when we read,
“Blessed is the man that hath not walked in the counsel of the
ungodly,” we must refer it to cleanness of heart: and when we
read, “Blessed is theman that findethwisdom,” thismust be re-
ferred to the reward of the seventh beatitude.e same applies
to all others that can be adduced.

Reply toObjection 5. e eighth beatitude is a confirma-
tion anddeclarationof all those that precede. Because from the
very fact that aman is confirmed in poverty of spirit,meekness,
and the rest, it follows that no persecution will induce him to
renounce them. Hence the eighth beatitude corresponds, in a
way, to all the preceding seven.

Reply to Objection 6. Luke relates Our Lord’s sermon as
addressed to the multitude (Lk. 6:17). Hence he sets down
the beatitudes according to the capacity of themultitude, who
know no other happiness than pleasure, temporal and earthly:
wherefore by these four beatitudes Our Lord excludes four
things which seem to belong to such happiness. e first of
these is abundance of external goods, which he sets aside by
saying: “Blessed are ye poor.”e second is thatmanbewell off
as to his body, in food and drink, and so forth; this he excludes
by saying in the second place: “Blessed are ye that hunger.”e
third is that it should bewellwithman as to joyfulness of heart,
and this he puts aside by saying: “Blessed are ye thatweepnow.”
e fourth is the outward favor of man; and this he excludes,
saying, fourthly: “Blessed shall you be, when men shall hate
you.” And as Ambrose says on Lk. 6:20, “poverty corresponds
to temperance, which is unmoved by delights; hunger, to jus-
tice, since who hungers is compassionate and, through com-
passion gives; mourning, to prudence, which deplores perish-
able things; endurance of men’s hatred belongs to fortitude.”

Ia IIae q. 69 a. 4Whether the rewards of the beatitudes are suitably enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the rewards of the beat-
itudes are unsuitably enumerated. Because the kingdom of
heaven, which is eternal life, contains all good things. ere-
fore, once given the kingdom of heaven, no other rewards
should be mentioned.

Objection2.Further, the kingdomof heaven is assigned as
the reward, both of the first and of the eighth beatitude.ere-
fore, on the same ground it should have been assigned to all.

Objection 3. Further, the beatitudes are arranged in the
ascending order, as Augustine remarks (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 4): whereas the rewards seem to be placed in the de-
scending order, since to “possess the land” is less than to possess
“the kingdom of heaven.” erefore these rewards are unsuit-
ably enumerated.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Our Lord Who
propounded these rewards.

I answer that, ese rewards are most suitably assigned,
considering the nature of the beatitudes in relation to the
three kinds of happiness indicated above (a. 3). For the first
three beatitudes concerned the withdrawal of man from those
things in which sensual happiness consists: which happiness
man desires by seeking the object of his natural desire, not
where he should seek it, viz. in God, but in temporal and per-
ishable things. Wherefore the rewards of the first three beat-
itudes correspond to these things which some men seek to
find in earthly happiness. For men seek in external things, viz.
riches and honors, a certain excellence and abundance, both
of which are implied in the kingdom of heaven, whereby man
attains to excellence and abundance of good things in God.
HenceOur Lord promised the kingdomof heaven to the poor

in spirit. Again, cruel and pitiless men seek by wrangling and
fighting to destroy their enemies so as to gain security for
themselves. Hence Our Lord promised the meek a secure and
peaceful possession of the land of the living, whereby the solid
reality of eternal goods is denoted. Again, men seek consola-
tion for the toils of the present life, in the lusts and pleasures
of the world. Hence Our Lord promises comfort to those that
mourn.

Two other beatitudes belong to the works of active happi-
ness, which are the works of virtues directing man in his rela-
tions to his neighbor: from which operations some men with-
draw through inordinate love of their own good. Hence Our
Lord assigns to these beatitudes rewards in correspondence
with the motives for which men recede from them. For there
are somewho recede fromacts of justice, and instead of render-
ing what is due, lay hands on what is not theirs, that they may
abound in temporal goods. Wherefore Our Lord promised
those who hunger aer justice, that they shall have their fill.
Some, again, recede from works of mercy, lest they be bus-
ied with other people’s misery. Hence Our Lord promised the
merciful that they should obtainmercy, and be delivered from
all misery.

e last two beatitudes belong to contemplative happi-
ness or beatitude: hence the rewards are assigned in correspon-
dence with the dispositions included in the merit. For clean-
ness of the eye disposes one to see clearly: hence the clean of
heart are promised that they shall see God. Again, to make
peace either in oneself or among others, shows a man to be a
follower ofGod,Who is theGodof unity and peace.Hence, as
a reward, he is promised the glory of the Divine sonship, con-
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sisting in perfect union with God through consummate wis-
dom.

Reply to Objection 1. As Chrysostom says (Hom. xv in
Matth.), all these rewards are one in reality, viz. eternal hap-
piness, which the human intellect cannot grasp. Hence it was
necessary to describe it bymeans of various boons known tous,
while observing due proportion to the merits to which those
rewards are assigned.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as the eighth beatitude is a con-
firmation of all the beatitudes, so it deserves all the rewards of
the beatitudes. Hence it returns to the first, that we may un-
derstand all the other rewards to be attributed to it in con-
sequence. Or else, according to Ambrose (Super Luc. v), the
kingdom of heaven is promised to the poor in spirit, as regards
the glory of the soul; but to those who suffer persecution in

their bodies, it is promised as regards the glory of the body.
Reply toObjection 3.e rewards are also arranged in as-

cending order. For it ismore to possess the land of the heavenly
kingdom than simply to have it: since we have many things
without possessing them firmly and peacefully. Again, it is
more to be comforted in the kingdom than to have and pos-
sess it, for there are many things the possession of which is ac-
companied by sorrow. Again, it is more to have one’s fill than
simply to be comforted, because fulness implies abundance of
comfort. Andmercy surpasses satiety, for therebyman receives
more than he merited or was able to desire. And yet more is it
to see God, even as he is a greater man who not only dines at
court, but also sees the king’s countenance. Lastly, the highest
place in the royal palace belongs to the king’s son.
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F P   S P, Q 70
Of the Fruits of the Holy Ghost

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the Fruits of the Holy Ghost: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the fruits of the Holy Ghost are acts?
(2) Whether they differ from the beatitudes?
(3) Of their number?
(4) Of their opposition to the works of the flesh.

Ia IIae q. 70 a. 1Whether the fruits of the Holy Ghost which the Apostle enumerates (Gal. 5) are acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fruits of the Holy
Ghost, enumerated by the Apostle (Gal. 5:22,23), are not acts.
For that which bears fruit, should not itself be called a fruit,
else we should go on indefinitely. But our actions bear fruit:
for it is written (Wis. 3:15): “e fruit of good labor is glo-
rious,” and (Jn. 4:36): “He that reapeth receiveth wages, and
gathereth fruit unto life everlasting.” erefore our actions are
not to be called fruits.

Objection 2. Further, as Augustine says (De Trin. x, 10),
“we enjoy* the things we know, when the will rests by rejoicing
in them.” But our will should not rest in our actions for their
own sake. erefore our actions should not be called fruits.

Objection 3. Further, among the fruits of theHolyGhost,
the Apostle numbers certain virtues, viz. charity, meekness,
faith, and chastity. Now virtues are not actions but habits, as
stated above (q. 55, a. 1). erefore the fruits are not actions.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 12:33): “By the fruit
the tree is known”; that is to say, man is known by his works,
as holy men explain the passage. erefore human actions are
called fruits.

I answer that, e word “fruit” has been transferred from
the material to the spiritual world. Now fruit, among material
things, is the product of a plant when it comes to perfection,
and has a certain sweetness. is fruit has a twofold relation:
to the tree that produces it, and to the man who gathers the
fruit from the tree. Accordingly, in spiritual matters, we may
take theword “fruit” in twoways: first, so that the fruit ofman,
who is likened to the tree, is that which he produces; secondly,
so that man’s fruit is what he gathers.

Yet not all that man gathers is fruit, but only that which is
last and gives pleasure. For a man has both a field and a tree,
and yet these are not called fruits; but that only which is last,
to wit, that which man intends to derive from the field and
from the tree. In this sense man’s fruit is his last end which is
intended for his enjoyment.

If, however, by man’s fruit we understand a product of
man, then human actions are called fruits: because operation is
the second act of the operator, and gives pleasure if it is suitable

to him. If then man’s operation proceeds from man in virtue
of his reason, it is said to be the fruit of his reason: but if it
proceeds from him in respect of a higher power, which is the
power of theHolyGhost, thenman’s operation is said to be the
fruit of the Holy Ghost, as of a Divine seed, for it is written (1
Jn. 3:9): “Whosoever is born of God, committeth no sin, for
His seed abideth in him.”

Reply to Objection 1. Since fruit is something last and fi-
nal, nothing hinders one fruit bearing another fruit, even as
one end is subordinate to another. And so our works, in so
far as they are produced by the Holy Ghost working in us, are
fruits: but, in so far as they are referred to the endwhich is eter-
nal life, they should rather be called flowers: hence it is written
(Ecclus. 24:23): “Myflowers are the fruits of honor and riches.”

Reply to Objection 2. When the will is said to delight in
a thing for its own sake, this may be understood in two ways.
First, so that the expression “for the sake of ” be taken to desig-
nate the final cause; and in this way, man delights in nothing
for its own sake, except the last end. Secondly, so that it ex-
presses the formal cause; and in this way, a man may delight in
anything that is delightful by reason of its form.us it is clear
that a sickman delights in health, for its own sake, as in an end;
in a nice medicine, not as in an end, but as in something tasty;
and in a nasty medicine, nowise for its own sake, but only for
the sake of something else. Accordingly we must say that man
must delight in God for His own sake, as being his last end,
and in virtuous deeds, not as being his end, but for the sake
of their inherent goodness which is delightful to the virtuous.
Hence Ambrose says (De Parad. xiii) that virtuous deeds are
called fruits because “they refresh those that have them, with a
holy and genuine delight.”

Reply toObjection 3. Sometimes the names of the virtues
are applied to their actions: thus Augustine writes (Tract. xl
in Joan.): “Faith is to believe what thou seest not”; and (De
Doctr. Christ. iii, 10): “Charity is the movement of the soul in
loving God and our neighbor.” It is thus that the names of the
virtues are used in reckoning the fruits.

* ‘Fruimur’, from which verb we have the Latin ‘fructus’ and the English ‘fruit’.
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Ia IIae q. 70 a. 2Whether the fruits differ from the beatitudes?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fruits do not differ
from thebeatitudes. For the beatitudes are assigned to the gis,
as stated above (q. 69, a. 1, ad 1). But the gis perfectman in so
far as he is moved by theHolyGhost.erefore the beatitudes
themselves are fruits of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, as the fruit of eternal life is to future
beatitude which is that of actual possession, so are the fruits of
the present life to the beatitudes of the present life, which are
based on hope. Now the fruit of eternal life is identified with
future beatitude.erefore the fruits of the present life are the
beatitudes.

Objection 3. Further, fruit is essentially something ulti-
mate and delightful. Now this is the very nature of beatitude,
as stated above (q. 3, a. 1; q. 4, a. 1). erefore fruit and beat-
itude have the same nature, and consequently should not be
distinguished from one another.

On the contrary, ings divided into different species,
differ from one another. But fruits and beatitudes are divided
into different parts, as is clear from the way in which they are

enumerated. erefore the fruits differ from the beatitudes.
I answer that, More is required for a beatitude than for a

fruit. Because it is sufficient for a fruit to be something ulti-
mate and delightful; whereas for a beatitude, it must be some-
thing perfect and excellent. Hence all the beatitudes may be
called fruits, but not vice versa. For the fruits are any virtuous
deeds in which one delights: whereas the beatitudes are none
but perfect works, andwhich, by reason of their perfection, are
assigned to the gis rather than to the virtues, as already stated
(q. 69, a. 1, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 1. is argument proves the beati-
tudes to be fruits, but not that all the fruits are beatitudes.

Reply to Objection 2. e fruit of eternal life is ultimate
and perfect simply: hence it nowise differs from future beati-
tude. On the other hand the fruits of the present life are not
simply ultimate and perfect; wherefore not all the fruits are
beatitudes.

Reply to Objection 3. More is required for a beatitude
than for a fruit, as stated.

Ia IIae q. 70 a. 3Whether the fruits are suitably enumerated by the Apostle?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fruits are unsuitably
enumerated by the Apostle (Gal. 5:22,23). Because, elsewhere,
he says that there is only one fruit of the present life; accord-
ing to Rom. 6:22: “You have your fruit unto sanctification.”
Moreover it is written (Is. 27:9): “is is all the fruit…that the
sin…be taken away.” erefore we should not reckon twelve
fruits.

Objection 2. Further, fruit is the product of spiritual seed,
as stated (a. 1 ). But Our Lord mentions (Mat. 13:23) a three-
fold fruit as growing from a spiritual seed in a good ground,
viz. “hundredfold, sixtyfold,” and “thirtyfold.” erefore one
should not reckon twelve fruits.

Objection3.Further, the very nature of fruit is to be some-
thing ultimate and delightful. But this does not apply to all
the fruits mentioned by the Apostle: for patience and long-
suffering seem to imply a painful object, while faith is not
something ultimate, but rather something primary and funda-
mental. erefore too many fruits are enumerated.

Objection 4. On the other hand, It seems that they are
enumerated insufficiently and incompletely. For it has been
stated (a. 2) that all the beatitudes may be called fruits; yet not
all are mentioned here. Nor is there anything corresponding
to the acts of wisdom, and of many other virtues. erefore it
seems that the fruits are insufficiently enumerated.

I answer that, e number of the twelve fruits enumer-
ated by the Apostle is suitable, and that there may be a refer-
ence to them in the twelve fruits of which it is written (Apoc.
22:2): “On both sides of the river was the tree bearing twelve
fruits.” Since, however, a fruit is something that proceeds from

a source as from a seed or root, the difference between these
fruits must be gathered from the various ways in which the
HolyGhost proceeds in us: which process consists in this, that
the mind of man is set in order, first of all, in regard to itself;
secondly, in regard to things that are near it; thirdly, in regard
to things that are below it.

Accordingly man’s mind is well disposed in regard to itself
when it has a good disposition towards good things and to-
wards evil things.Now the first disposition of the humanmind
towards the good is effected by love, which is the first of our
emotions and the root of them all, as stated above (q. 27, a. 4).
Wherefore among the fruits of the Holy Ghost, we reckon
“charity,” wherein the Holy Ghost is given in a special man-
ner, as in His own likeness, since He Himself is love. Hence it
is written (Rom. 5:5): “e charity of God is poured forth in
our hearts by the Holy Ghost, Who is given to us.” e nec-
essary result of the love of charity is joy: because every lover
rejoices at being united to the beloved. Now charity has al-
ways actual presence inGodWhom it loves, according to 1 Jn.
4:16: “He that abideth in charity, abideth in God, and God in
Him”: wherefore the sequel of charity is “joy.” Now the per-
fection of joy is peace in two respects. First, as regards freedom
from outward disturbance; for it is impossible to rejoice per-
fectly in the beloved good, if one is disturbed in the enjoyment
thereof; and again, if a man’s heart is perfectly set at peace in
one object, he cannot be disquieted by any other, since he ac-
counts all others as nothing; hence it is written (Ps. 118:165):
“Much peace have they that love y Law, and to them there
is no stumbling-block,” because, to wit, external things do not
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disturb them in their enjoyment of God. Secondly, as regards
the calm of the restless desire: for he does not perfectly rejoice,
who is not satisfied with the object of his joy. Now peace im-
plies these two things, namely, that we be not disturbed by ex-
ternal things, and that our desires rest altogether in one ob-
ject. Wherefore aer charity and joy, “peace” is given the third
place. In evil things the mind has a good disposition, in re-
spect of two things. First, by not being disturbedwhenever evil
threatens: which pertains to “patience”; secondly, by not being
disturbed,whenever good things are delayed;whichbelongs to
“long suffering,” since “to lack good is a kind of evil” (Ethic. v,
3).

Man’s mind is well disposed as regards what is near him,
viz. his neighbor, first, as to the will to do good; and to this be-
longs “goodness.” Secondly, as to the execution of well-doing;
and to this belongs “benignity,” for the benign are those in
whom the salutary flame [bonus ignis] of love has enkindled
the desire to be kind to their neighbor.irdly, as to his suffer-
ing with equanimity the evils his neighbor inflicts on him. To
this belongs “meekness,” which curbs anger. Fourthly, in the
point of our refraining from doing harm to our neighbor not
only through anger, but also through fraud or deceit. To this
pertains “faith,” if we take it as denoting fidelity. But if we take
it for the faithwherebywe believe inGod, thenman is directed
thereby to that which is above him, so that he subject his intel-
lect and, consequently, all that is his, to God.

Man is well disposed in respect of that which is below him,
as regards external action, by “modesty,” whereby we observe
the “mode” in all our words and deeds: as regards internal
desires, by “contingency” and “chastity”: whether these two
differ because chastity withdraws man from unlawful desires,
contingency also from lawful desires: or because the continent
man is subject to concupiscence, but is not led away; whereas
the chaste man is neither subject to, nor led away from them.

Reply to Objection 1. Sanctification is effected by all the

virtues, bywhich also sins are taken away.Consequently fruit is
mentioned there in the singular, on account of its being gener-
ically one, though divided intomany species which are spoken
of as so many fruits.

Reply to Objection 2. e hundredfold, sixtyfold, and
thirtyfold fruits donot differ as various species of virtuous acts,
but as various degrees of perfection, even in the same virtue.
us contingency of the married state is said to be signified
by the thirtyfold fruit; the contingency of widowhood, by the
sixtyfold; and virginal contingency, by the hundredfold fruit.
ere are,moreover, otherways inwhich holymendistinguish
three evangelical fruits according to the three degrees of virtue:
and they speak of three degrees, because the perfection of any-
thing is considered with respect to its beginning, its middle,
and its end.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact of not being disturbed by
painful things is something to delight in. And as to faith, if we
consider it as the foundation, it has the aspect of being ulti-
mate and delightful, in as much as it contains certainty: hence
a gloss expounds thus: “Faith, which is certainly about the un-
seen.”

Reply to Objection 4. As Augustine says on Gal. 5:22,23,
“the Apostle had no intention of teaching us how many [ei-
ther works of the flesh, or fruits of the Spirit] there are; but to
show how the former should be avoided, and the latter sought
aer.”Hence eithermore or fewer fruitsmight have beenmen-
tioned. Nevertheless, all the acts of the gis and virtues can be
reduced to these by a certain kind of fittingness, in so far as
all the virtues and gis must needs direct the mind in one of
the above-mentionedways.Wherefore the acts of wisdom and
of any gis directing to good, are reduced to charity, joy and
peace. e reason why he mentions these rather than others,
is that these imply either enjoyment of good things, or relief
from evils, which things seem to belong to the notion of fruit.

Ia IIae q. 70 a. 4Whether the fruits of the Holy Ghost are contrary to the works of the flesh?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fruits of the Holy
Ghost are not contrary to the works of the flesh, which the
Apostle enumerates (Gal. 5:19, seqq.). Because contraries are
in the same genus. But the works of the flesh are not called
fruits. erefore the fruits of the Spirit are not contrary to
them.

Objection 2. Further, one thing has a contrary. Now the
Apostle mentions more works of the flesh than fruits of the
Spirit. erefore the fruits of the Spirit and the works of the
flesh are not contrary to one another.

Objection 3. Further, among the fruits of the Spirit, the
first place is given to charity, joy, and peace: to which, forni-
cation, uncleanness, and immodesty, which are the first of the
works of the flesh are not opposed. erefore the fruits of the
Spirit are not contrary to the works of the flesh.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Gal. 5:17) that “the
flesh lusteth against the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh.”

I answer that, e works of the flesh and the fruits of the
Spirit may be taken in two ways. First, in general: and in this
way the fruits of the Holy Ghost considered in general are
contrary to the works of the flesh. Because the Holy Ghost
moves the humanmind to that which is in accord with reason,
or rather to that which surpasses reason: whereas the fleshly,
viz. the sensitive, appetite draws man to sensible goods which
are beneath him. Wherefore, since upward and downward are
contrarymovements in the physical order, so in human actions
the works of the flesh are contrary to the fruits of the Spirit.

Secondly, both fruits and fleshly works as enumeratedmay
be considered singly, each according to its specific nature. And
in this they are not of necessity contrary each to each: because,
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as stated above (a. 3, ad 4), the Apostle did not intend to enu-
merate all the works, whether spiritual or carnal. However, by
a kind of adaptation, Augustine, commenting onGal. 5:22,23,
contrasts the fruits with the carnal works, each to each. us
“to fornication, which is the love of satisfying lust outside
lawful wedlock, we may contrast charity, whereby the soul is
wedded to God: wherein also is true chastity. By uncleanness
wemust understandwhatever disturbances arise from fornica-
tion: and to these the joy of tranquillity is opposed. Idolatry, by
reason of which war was waged against the Gospel of God, is
opposed to peace. Against witchcras, enmities, contentions,
emulations, wraths and quarrels, there is longsuffering, which
helps us to bear the evils inflicted on us by those among whom
wedwell; while kindness helps us to cure those evils; and good-

ness, to forgive them. In contrast to heresy there is faith; to
envy, mildness; to drunkenness and revellings, contingency.”

Reply to Objection 1. at which proceeds from a tree
against the tree’s nature, is not called its fruit, but rather its
corruption. And since works of virtue are connatural to rea-
son, while works of vice are contrary to nature, therefore it is
that works of virtue are called fruits, but not so works of vice.

Reply to Objection 2. “Good happens in one way, evil in
all manner of ways,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv): so that
to one virtue many vices are contrary. Consequently we must
not be surprised if the works of the flesh are more numerous
than the fruits of the spirit.

e Reply to the ird Objection is clear from what has
been said.
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F P   S P, Q 71
Of Vice and Sin Considered in emselves

(In Six Articles)

Wehave in the next place to consider vice and sin: about which six points have to be considered: (1) Vice and sin considered
in themselves; (2) their distinction; (3) their comparison with one another; (4) the subject of sin; (5) the cause of sin; (6) the
effect of sin.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether vice is contrary to virtue?
(2) Whether vice is contrary to nature?
(3) Which is worse, a vice or a vicious act?
(4) Whether a vicious act is compatible with virtue?
(5) Whether every sin includes action?
(6) Of the definition of sin proposed by Augustine (Contra Faust. xxii): “Sin is a word, deed, or desire against

the eternal law.”

Ia IIae q. 71 a. 1Whether vice is contrary to virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that vice is not contrary to
virtue. For one thing has one contrary, as proved in Metaph.
x, text. 17. Now sin and malice are contrary to virtue. ere-
fore vice is not contrary to it: since vice applies also to undue
disposition of bodily members or of any things whatever.

Objection 2. Further, virtue denotes a certain perfection
of power. But vice does not denote anything relative to power.
erefore vice is not contrary to virtue.

Objection 3. Further, Cicero (De Quaest. Tusc. iv) says
that “virtue is the soul’s health.”Now sickness or disease, rather
than vice, is opposed to health. erefore vice is not contrary
to virtue.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Perfect. Justit. ii)
that “vice is a quality in respect of which the soul is evil.” But
“virtue is a qualitywhichmakes its subject good,” aswas shown
above (q. 55, Aa. 3,4). erefore vice is contrary to virtue.

I answer that, Two things may be considered in
virtue—the essence of virtue, and that to which virtue is or-
dained. In the essence of virtue wemay consider something di-
rectly, and we may consider something consequently. Virtue
implies “directly” a disposition whereby the subject is well
disposed according to the mode of its nature: wherefore the
Philosopher says (Phys. vii, text. 17) that “virtue is a dispo-
sition of a perfect thing to that which is best; and by perfect
I mean that which is disposed according to its nature.” at
which virtue implies “consequently” is that it is a kind of good-
ness: because the goodness of a thing consists in its being well
disposed according to the mode of its nature. at to which
virtue is directed is a good act, as was shown above (q. 56, a. 3).

Accordingly three things are found to be contrary to
virtue. One of these is “sin,” which is opposed to virtue in re-
spect of that towhich virtue is ordained: since, properly speak-
ing, sin denotes an inordinate act; even as an act of virtue is an
ordinate and due act: in respect of that which virtue implies

consequently, viz. that it is a kind of goodness, the contrary
of virtue is “malice”: while in respect of that which belongs to
the essence of virtue directly, its contrary is “vice”: because the
vice of a thing seems to consist in its not being disposed in a
way befitting its nature: hence Augustine says (De Lib. Arb.
iii): “Whatever is lacking for a thing’s natural perfection may
be called a vice.”

Reply to Objection 1. ese three things are contrary to
virtue, but not in the same respect: for sin is opposed to virtue,
according as the latter is productive of a goodwork;malice, ac-
cording as virtue is a kind of goodness; while vice is opposed
to virtue properly as such.

Reply to Objection 2. Virtue implies not only perfection
of power, the principle of action; but also the due disposition
of its subject.e reason for this is because a thing operates ac-
cording as it is in act: so that a thing needs to be well disposed
if it has to produce a good work. It is in this respect that vice is
contrary to virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. As Cicero says (De Quaest. Tusc.
iv), “disease and sickness are vicious qualities,” for in speaking
of the body “he calls it” disease “when the whole body is in-
fected,” for instance, with fever or the like; he calls it sickness
“when the disease is attended with weakness”; and vice “when
the parts of the body are notwell compacted together.”And al-
though at times there may be disease in the body without sick-
ness, for instance, when a man has a hidden complaint with-
out being hindered outwardly from his wonted occupations;
“yet, in the soul,” as he says, “these two things are indistinguish-
able, except in thought.” For whenever a man is ill-disposed
inwardly, through some inordinate affection, he is rendered
thereby unfit for fulfilling his duties: since “a tree is known by
its fruit,” i.e. man by his works, according to Mat. 12:33. But
“vice of the soul,” as Cicero says (De Quaest. Tusc. iv), “is a
habit or affection of the soul discordant and inconsistent with
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itself through life”: and this is to be found evenwithout disease
and sickness, e.g. when a man sins from weakness or passion.
Consequently vice is of wider extent than sickness or disease;
even as virtue extends to more things than health; for health

itself is reckoned a kind of virtue (Phys. vii, text. 17). Conse-
quently vice is reckoned as contrary to virtue, more fittingly
than sickness or disease.

Ia IIae q. 71 a. 2Whether vice is contrary to nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that vice is not contrary to na-
ture. Because vice is contrary to virtue, as stated above (a. 1).
Now virtue is in us, not by nature but by infusion or habitu-
ation, as stated above (q. 63, Aa. 1 ,2,3). erefore vice is not
contrary to nature.

Objection 2. Further, it is impossible to become habitu-
ated to that which is contrary to nature: thus “a stone never
becomes habituated to upward movement” (Ethic. ii, 1). But
some men become habituated to vice. erefore vice is not
contrary to nature.

Objection 3. Further, anything contrary to a nature, is not
found in the greater number of individuals possessed of that
nature. Now vice is found in the greater number of men; for it
is written (Mat. 7:13): “Broad is the way that leadeth to de-
struction, and many there are who go in thereat.” erefore
vice is not contrary to nature.

Objection 4. Further, sin is compared to vice, as act to
habit, as stated above (a. 1). Now sin is defined as “a word,
deed, or desire, contrary to the Law of God,” as Augustine
shows (Contra Faust. xxii, 27). But theLawofGod is abovena-
ture. erefore we should say that vice is contrary to the Law,
rather than to nature.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. iii, 13):
“Every vice, simply because it is a vice, is contrary to nature.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), vice is contrary to
virtue. Now the virtue of a thing consists in its being well dis-
posed in a manner befitting its nature, as stated above (a. 1).
Hence the vice of any thing consists in its being disposed in a
manner not befitting its nature, and for this reason is that thing
“vituperated,” which word is derived from “vice” according to
Augustine (De Lib. Arb. iii, 14).

But it must be observed that the nature of a thing is chiefly
the form from which that thing derives its species. Now man
derives his species from his rational soul: and consequently
whatever is contrary to the order of reason is, properly speak-
ing, contrary to the nature of man, as man; while whatever is
in accord with reason, is in accord with the nature of man, as
man. Now “man’s good is to be in accord with reason, and his

evil is to be against reason,” as Dionysius states (Div. Nom.
iv).erefore human virtue, whichmakes aman good, and his
work good, is in accord withman’s nature, for as much as it ac-
cords with his reason: while vice is contrary toman’s nature, in
so far as it is contrary to the order of reason.

Reply toObjection 1.Although the virtues are not caused
by nature as regards their perfection of being, yet they incline
us to that which accords with reason, i.e. with the order of rea-
son. For Cicero says (De Inv. Rhet. ii) that “virtue is a habit in
accord with reason, like a second nature”: and it is in this sense
that virtue is said to be in accord with nature, and on the other
hand that vice is contrary to nature.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher is speaking there
of a thing being against nature, in so far as “being against na-
ture” is contrary to “being from nature”: and not in so far as
“being against nature” is contrary to “being in accord with na-
ture,” in which latter sense virtues are said to be in accord with
nature, in as much as they incline us to that which is suitable
to nature.

Reply toObjection3.ere is a twofoldnature inman, ra-
tional nature, and the sensitive nature. And since it is through
the operation of his senses that man accomplishes acts of rea-
son, hence there are more who follow the inclinations of the
sensitive nature, than who follow the order of reason: because
more reach the beginning of a business than achieve its com-
pletion. Now the presence of vices and sins in man is owing to
the fact that he follows the inclination of his sensitive nature
against the order of his reason.

Reply to Objection 4. Whatever is irregular in a work of
art, is unnatural to the art which produced that work. Now
the eternal law is compared to the order of human reason, as
art to a work of art. erefore it amounts to the same that vice
and sin are against the order of human reason, and that they
are contrary to the eternal law. Hence Augustine says (De Lib.
Arb. iii, 6) that “every nature, as such, is from God; and is a
vicious nature, in so far as it fails from the Divine art whereby
it was made.”

Ia IIae q. 71 a. 3Whether vice is worse than a vicious act?

Objection 1. It would seem that vice, i.e. a bad habit, is
worse than a sin, i.e. a bad act. For, as the more lasting a good
is, the better it is, so the longer an evil lasts, theworse it is. Now
a vicious habit is more lasting than vicious acts, that pass forth-
with. erefore a vicious habit is worse than a vicious act.

Objection 2. Further, several evils are more to be shunned
than one. But a bad habit is virtually the cause of many bad
acts. erefore a vicious habit is worse than a vicious act.

Objection 3. Further, a cause is more potent than its ef-
fect. But a habit produces its actions both as to their goodness
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and as to their badness. erefore a habit is more potent than
its act, both in goodness and in badness.

Onthe contrary,Aman is justly punished for a vicious act;
but not for a vicious habit, so long as no act ensues. erefore
a vicious action is worse than a vicious habit.

I answer that, A habit stands midway between power and
act. Now it is evident that both in good and in evil, act pre-
cedes power, as stated in Metaph. ix, 19. For it is better to do
well than to be able to do well, and in like manner, it is more
blameworthy to do evil, than to be able to do evil: whence it
also follows that both in goodness and in badness, habit stands
midway between power and act, so that, to wit, even as a good
or evil habit stands above the corresponding power in good-
ness or in badness, so does it stand below the corresponding
act. is is also made clear from the fact that a habit is not
called good or bad, save in so far as it induces to a good or bad
act: wherefore a habit is called good or bad by reason of the
goodness or badness of its act: so that an act surpasses its habit
in goodness or badness, since “the cause of a thing being such,
is yet more so.”

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing hinders one thing from

standing above another simply, and below it in some respect.
Now a thing is deemed above another simply if it surpasses it
in a point which is proper to both; while it is deemed above it
in a certain respect, if it surpasses it in somethingwhich is acci-
dental to both. Now it has been shown from the very nature of
act and habit, that act surpasses habit both in goodness and in
badness. Whereas the fact that habit is more lasting than act,
is accidental to them, and is due to the fact that they are both
found in a nature such that it cannot always be in action, and
whose action consists in a transient movement. Consequently
act simply excels in goodness and badness, but habit excels in
a certain respect.

Reply to Objection 2. A habit is several acts, not simply,
but in a certain respect, i.e. virtually. Wherefore this does not
prove that habit precedes act simply, both in goodness and in
badness.

Reply to Objection 3. Habit causes act by way of efficient
causality: but act causes habit, by way of final causality, in re-
spect of which we consider the nature of good and evil. Con-
sequently act surpasses habit both in goodness and in badness.

Ia IIae q. 71 a. 4Whether sin is compatible with virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that a vicious act, i.e. sin, is in-
compatible with virtue. For contraries cannot be together in
the same subject. Now sin is, in some way, contrary to virtue,
as stated above (a. 1).erefore sin is incompatiblewith virtue.

Objection 2. Further, sin is worse than vice, i.e. evil act
than evil habit. But vice cannot be in the same subject with
virtue: neither, therefore, can sin.

Objection 3. Further, sin occurs in natural things, even as
in voluntary matters (Phys. ii, text. 82). Now sin never hap-
pens in natural things, except through some corruption of the
natural power; thus monsters are due to corruption of some
elemental force in the seed, as stated in Phys. ii. erefore no
sin occurs in voluntarymatters, except through the corruption
of some virtue in the soul: so that sin and virtue cannot be to-
gether in the same subject.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 2,3) that
“virtue is engendered and corrupted by contrary causes.” Now
one virtuous act does not cause a virtue, as stated above (q. 51,
a. 3): and, consequently, one sinful act does not corrupt virtue.
erefore they can be together in the same subject.

I answer that, Sin is compared to virtue, as evil act to good
habit. Now the position of a habit in the soul is not the same as
that of a form in a natural thing. For the formof a natural thing
produces, of necessity, an operation befitting itself; wherefore
a natural form is incompatible with the act of a contrary form:
thus heat is incompatible with the act of cooling, and light-
ness with downward movement (except perhaps violence be
used by some extrinsic mover): whereas the habit that resides
in the soul, does not, of necessity, produce its operation, but is
used by man when he wills. Consequently man, while possess-
ing a habit, may either fail to use the habit, or produce a con-

trary act; and so a man having a virtue may produce an act of
sin. And this sinful act, so long as there is but one, cannot cor-
rupt virtue, if we compare the act to the virtue itself as a habit:
since, just as habit is not engendered by one act, so neither is
it destroyed by one act as stated above (q. 63, a. 2, ad 2). But if
we compare the sinful act to the cause of the virtues, then it is
possible for some virtues to be destroyed by one sinful act. For
every mortal sin is contrary to charity, which is the root of all
the infused virtues, as virtues; and consequently, charity being
banished by one act ofmortal sin, it follows that all the infused
virtues are expelled “as virtues.” And I say on account of faith
and hope, whose habits remain unquickened aer mortal sin,
so that they are no longer virtues. On the other hand, since
venial sin is neither contrary to charity, nor banishes it, as a
consequence, neither does it expel the other virtues. As to the
acquired virtues, they are not destroyed by one act of any kind
of sin.

Accordingly, mortal sin is incompatible with the infused
virtues, but is consistent with acquired virtue: while venial sin
is compatible with virtues, whether infused or acquired.

Reply toObjection 1. Sin is contrary to virtue, not by rea-
son of itself, but by reason of its act. Hence sin is incompatible
with the act, but not with the habit, of virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. Vice is directly contrary to virtue,
even as sin to virtuous act: and so vice excludes virtue, just as
sin excludes acts of virtue.

Reply toObjection 3.enatural powers act of necessity,
and hence so long as the power is unimpaired, no sin can be
found in the act. On the other hand, the virtues of the soul do
not produce their acts of necessity; hence the comparison fails.

867



Ia IIae q. 71 a. 5Whether every sin includes an action?

Objection 1. It would seem that every sin includes an ac-
tion. For as merit is compared with virtue, even so is sin com-
pared with vice. Now there can be nomerit without an action.
Neither, therefore, can there be sin without action.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. iii,
18)*: So “true is it that every sin is voluntary, that, unless it
be voluntary, it is no sin at all.” Now nothing can be voluntary,
save through an act of the will. erefore every sin implies an
act.

Objection 3. Further, if sin could be without act, it would
follow that aman sins as soon as he ceases doingwhat he ought.
Now he who never does something that he ought to do, ceases
continually doing what he ought. erefore it would follow
that he sins continually; and this is untrue. erefore there is
no sin without an act.

Onthe contrary, It is written ( James 4:17): “Tohim…who
knoweth to do good, and doth it not, to him it is a sin.” Now
“not to do” does not imply an act.erefore sin can bewithout
act.

I answer that, e reason for urging this question has ref-
erence to the sin of omission, about which there have been var-
ious opinions. For some say that in every sin of omission there
is some act, either interior or exterior—interior, as when aman
wills “not to go to church,” when he is bound to go—exterior,
aswhen aman, at the veryhour that he is bound to go to church
(or even before), occupies himself in such a way that he is hin-
dered from going. is seems, in a way, to amount to the same
as the first, for whoever wills one thing that is incompatible
with this other, wills, consequently, to go without this other:
unless, perchance, it does not occur tohim, thatwhat hewishes
to do, will hinder him from that which he is bound to do, in
which case he might be deemed guilty of negligence. On the
other hand, others say, that a sin of omission does not neces-
sarily suppose an act: for the mere fact of not doing what one
is bound to do is a sin.

Now each of these opinions has some truth in it. For if in
the sin of omissionwe lookmerely at that in which the essence
of the sin consists, the sin of omission will be sometimes with
an interior act, aswhen amanwills “not to go to church”:while
sometimes it will be without any act at all, whether interior or
exterior, as when a man, at the time that he is bound to go to
church, does not think of going or not going to church.

If, however, in the sin of omission, we consider also the
causes, or occasions of the omission, then the sin of omission
must of necessity include some act. For there is no sin of omis-
sion, unless we omit what we can do or not do: and that we
turn aside so as not to dowhatwe can do or not do,must needs

be due to some cause or occasion, either united with the omis-
sion or preceding it. Now if this cause be not in man’s power,
the omission will not be sinful, as when anyone omits going
to church on account of sickness: but if the cause or occasion
be subject to the will, the omission is sinful; and such cause, in
so far as it is voluntary, must needs always include some act,
at least the interior act of the will: which act sometimes bears
directly on the omission, as when a man wills “not to go to
church,” because it is toomuch trouble; and in this case this act,
of its very nature, belongs to the omission, because the volition
of any sin whatever, pertains, of itself, to that sin, since volun-
tariness is essential to sin. Sometimes, however, the act of the
will bears directly on something else which hinders man from
doing what he ought, whether this something else be united
with the omission, as when a man wills to play at the time he
ought to go to church—or, precede the omission, as when a
man wills to sit up late at night, the result being that he does
not go to church in the morning. In this case the act, interior
or exterior, is accidental to the omission, since the omission
follows outside the intention, and that which is outside the in-
tention is said to be accidental (Phys. ii, text. 49,50). Where-
fore it is evident that then the sin of omission has indeed an
act united with, or preceding the omission, but that this act is
accidental to the sin of omission.

Now in judging about things, we must be guided by that
which is proper to them, and not by that which is accidental:
and consequently it is truer to say that a sin can be without any
act; else the circumstantial acts and occasions would be essen-
tial to other actual sins.

Reply to Objection 1. More things are required for good
than for evil, since “good results from awhole and entire cause,
whereas evil results fromeach single defect,” asDionysius states
(Div. Nom. iv): so that sin may arise from a man doing what
he ought not, or by his not doing what he ought; while there
can be nomerit, unless amandowillinglywhat he ought to do:
wherefore there can be nomerit without act, whereas there can
be sin without act.

Reply toObjection 2.e term “voluntary” is applied not
only to that on which the act of the will is brought to bear, but
also to that which we have the power to do or not to do, as
stated in Ethic. iii, 5. Hence even not to will may be called vol-
untary, in so far as man has it in his power to will, and not to
will.

Reply to Objection 3. e sin of omission is contrary to
an affirmative precept which binds always, but not for always.
Hence, by omitting to act, aman sins only for the time atwhich
the affirmative precept binds him to act.

* Cf. De Vera Relig. xiv.
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Ia IIae q. 71 a. 6Whether sin is fittingly defined as a word, deed, or desire contrary to the eternal law?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin is unfittingly defined
by saying: “Sin is a word, deed, or desire, contrary to the eter-
nal law.” Because “Word,” “deed,” and “desire” imply an act;
whereas not every sin implies an act, as stated above (a. 5).
erefore this definition does not include every sin.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Duab. Anim.
xii): “Sin is the will to retain or obtain what justice forbids.”
Now will is comprised under desire, in so far as desire denotes
any act of the appetite. erefore it was enough to say: “Sin is
a desire contrary to the eternal law,” nor was there need to add
“word” or “deed.”

Objection 3. Further, sin apparently consists properly in
aversion from the end: because good and evil are measured
chiefly with regard to the end as explained above (q. 1, a. 3;
q. 18, Aa. 4,6; q. 20, Aa. 2,3): wherefore Augustine (De Lib.
Arb. i) defines sin in reference to the end, by saying that “sin
is nothing else than to neglect eternal things, and seek aer
temporal things”: and again he says (Qq. lxxxii, qu. 30) that
“all human wickedness consists in using what we should en-
joy, and in enjoying what we should use.” Now the definition
is question contains nomention of aversion from our due end:
therefore it is an insufficient definition of sin.

Objection 4. Further, a thing is said to be forbidden, be-
cause it is contrary to the law. Now not all sins are evil through
being forbidden, but some are forbidden because they are evil.
erefore sin in general should not be defined as being against
the law of God.

Objection5.Further, a sin denotes a badhuman act, aswas
explained above (a. 1).Nowman’s evil is to be against reason, as
Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv). erefore it would have been
better to say that sin is against reason than to say that it is con-
trary to the eternal law.

On the contrary, the authority of Augustine suffices
(Contra Faust. xxii, 27).

I answer that,Aswas shownabove (a. 1), sin is nothing else
than a bad human act. Now that an act is a human act is due
to its being voluntary, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1), whether it be
voluntary, as being elicited by the will, e.g. to will or to choose,
or as being commanded by the will, e.g. the exterior actions of
speech or operation.Again, a human act is evil through lacking
conformity with its due measure: and conformity of measure
in a thing depends on a rule, fromwhich if that thing depart, it

is incommensurate.Now there are two rules of the humanwill:
one is proximate andhomogeneous, viz. thehuman reason; the
other is the first rule, viz. the eternal law, which is God’s rea-
son, so to speak. Accordingly Augustine (Contra Faust. xxii,
27) includes two things in the definition of sin; one, pertain-
ing to the substance of a human act, and which is the matter,
so to speak, of sin, when he says “word,” “deed,” or “desire”; the
other, pertaining to the nature of evil, and which is the form,
as it were, of sin, when he says, “contrary to the eternal law.”

Reply to Objection 1. Affirmation and negation are re-
duced to one same genus: e.g. in Divine things, begotten and
unbegotten are reduced to the genus “relation,” as Augustine
states (De Trin. v, 6,7): and so “word” and “deed” denote
equallywhat is said andwhat is not said, what is done andwhat
is not done.

Reply to Objection 2. e first cause of sin is in the will,
which commands all voluntary acts, in which alone is sin to
be found: and hence it is that Augustine sometimes defines sin
in reference to the will alone. But since external acts also per-
tain to the substance of sin, through being evil of themselves,
as stated, it was necessary in defining sin to include something
referring to external action.

Reply to Objection 3. e eternal law first and foremost
directs man to his end, and in consequence, makes man to be
well disposed in regard to thingswhich are directed to the end:
hence when he says, “contrary to the eternal law,” he includes
aversion from the end and all other forms of inordinateness.

Reply to Objection 4. When it is said that not every sin
is evil through being forbidden, this must be understood of
prohibition by positive law. If, however, the prohibition be re-
ferred to the natural law, which is contained primarily in the
eternal law, but secondarily in the natural code of the human
reason, then every sin is evil through being prohibited: since it
is contrary to natural law, precisely because it is inordinate.

Reply toObjection5.etheologian considers sin chiefly
as an offense againstGod; and themoral philosopher, as some-
thing contrary to reason.HenceAugustinedefines sinwith ref-
erence to its being “contrary to the eternal law,” more fittingly
than with reference to its being contrary to reason; the more
so, as the eternal law directs us in many things that surpass hu-
man reason, e.g. in matters of faith.
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F P   S P, Q 72
Of the Distinction of Sins
(In Nine Articles)

We must now consider the distinction of sins or vices: under which head there are nine points of inquiry:

(1) Whether sins are distinguished specifically by their objects?
(2) Of the distinction between spiritual and carnal sins;
(3) Whether sins differ in reference to their causes?
(4) Whether they differ with respect to those who are sinned against?
(5) Whether sins differ in relation to the debt of punishment?
(6) Whether they differ in regard to omission and commission?
(7) Whether they differ according to their various stages?
(8) Whether they differ in respect of excess and deficiency?
(9) Whether they differ according to their various circumstances?

Ia IIae q. 72 a. 1Whether sins differ in species according to their objects?

Objection 1. It would seem that sins do not differ in
species, according to their objects. For acts are said to be good
or evil, in relation, chiefly, to their end, as shown above (q. 1,
a. 3; q. 18,Aa. 4,6). Since then sin is nothing else than a badhu-
man act, as stated above (q. 71, a. 1), it seems that sins should
differ specifically according to their ends rather than according
to their objects.

Objection 2. Further, evil, being a privation, differs specif-
ically according to the different species of opposites.Now sin is
an evil in the genus of human acts. erefore sins differ specif-
ically according to their opposites rather than according to
their objects.

Objection 3. Further, if sins differed specifically according
to their objects, it would be impossible to find the same spe-
cific sin with diverse objects: and yet such sins are to be found.
For pride is about things spiritual and material as Gregory
says (Moral. xxxiv, 18); and avarice is about different kinds of
things.erefore sins donot differ in species according to their
objects.

On the contrary, “Sin is a word, deed, or desire against
God’s law.” Now words, deeds, and desires differ in species ac-
cording to their various objects: since acts differ by their ob-
jects, as stated above (q. 18, a. 2 ). erefore sins, also differ in
species according to their objects.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 71, a. 6), two things con-
cur in the nature of sin, viz. the voluntary act, and its inordi-
nateness, which consists in departing fromGod’s law. Of these
two, one is referred essentially to the sinner, who intends such
and such an act in such and such matter; while the other, viz.

the inordinateness of the act, is referred accidentally to the in-
tention of the sinner, for “no one acts intending evil,” asDiony-
sius declares (Div. Nom. iv). Now it is evident that a thing
derives its species from that which is essential and not from
that which is accidental: because what is accidental is outside
the specific nature. Consequently sins differ specifically on the
part of the voluntary acts rather than of the inordinateness in-
herent to sin. Now voluntary acts differ in species according
to their objects, as was proved above (q. 18, a. 2). erefore it
follows that sins are properly distinguished in species by their
objects.

Reply toObjection 1. e aspect of good is found chiefly
in the end: and therefore the end stands in the relation of ob-
ject to the act of the will which is at the root of every sin. Con-
sequently it amounts to the same whether sins differ by their
objects or by their ends.

Reply toObjection2. Sin is not a pure privation but an act
deprived of its due order: hence sins differ specifically accord-
ing to their objects of their acts rather than according to their
opposites, although, even if they were distinguished in refer-
ence to their opposite virtues, it would come to the same: since
virtues differ specifically according to their objects, as stated
above (q. 60, a. 5).

Reply to Objection 3. In various things, differing in
species or genus, nothing hinders our finding one formal as-
pect of the object, from which aspect sin receives its species.
It is thus that pride seeks excellence in reference to various
things; and avarice seeks abundance of things adapted to hu-
man use.
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Ia IIae q. 72 a. 2Whether spiritual sins are fittingly distinguished from carnal sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that spiritual sins are unfit-
tingly distinguished from carnal sins. For the Apostle says
(Gal. 5:19): “e works of the flesh are manifest, which
are fornication, uncleanness, immodesty, luxury, idolatry,
witchcras,” etc. from which it seems that all kinds of sins are
works of the flesh.Nowcarnal sins are calledworks of the flesh.
erefore carnal sins should not be distinguished from spiri-
tual sins.

Objection 2. Further, whosoever sins, walks according to
the flesh, as stated in Rom. 8:13: “If you live according to the
flesh, you shall die. But if by the spirit you mortify the deeds
of the flesh, you shall live.” Now to live or walk according to
the flesh seems to pertain to the nature of carnal sin.erefore
carnal sins should not be distinguished from spiritual sins.

Objection 3. Further, the higher part of the soul, which is
themind or reason, is called the spirit, according to Eph. 4:23:
“Be renewed in the spirit of your mind,” where spirit stands
for reason, according to a gloss. Now every sin, which is com-
mitted in accordance with the flesh, flows from the reason by
its consent; since consent in a sinful act belongs to the higher
reason, as we shall state further on (q. 74, a. 7). erefore the
same sins are both carnal and spiritual, and consequently they
should not be distinguished from one another.

Objection 4. Further, if some sins are carnal specifically,
this, seemingly, should apply chiefly to those sins whereby
man sins against his own body. But, according to the Apos-
tle (1 Cor. 6:18), “every sin that a man doth, is without the
body: but he that committeth fornication, sinneth against his
own body.”erefore fornicationwould be the only carnal sin,
whereas the Apostle (Eph. 5:3) reckons covetousness with the
carnal sins.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 17) says that “of
the seven capital sins five are spiritual, and two carnal.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), sins take their species
from their objects. Now every sin consists in the desire for
some mutable good, for which man has an inordinate desire,
and the possession of which gives him inordinate pleasure.
Now, as explained above (q. 31, a. 3), pleasure is twofold. One

belongs to the soul, and is consummated in the mere appre-
hensionof a thing possessed in accordancewith desire; this can
also be called spiritual pleasure, e.g. when one takes pleasure in
human praise or the like. e other pleasure is bodily or natu-
ral, and is realized in bodily touch, and this can also be called
carnal pleasure.

Accordingly, those sins which consist in spiritual pleasure,
are called spiritual sins; while those which consist in carnal
pleasure, are called carnal sins, e.g. gluttony, which consists in
the pleasures of the table; and lust, which consists in sexual
pleasures. Hence the Apostle says (2 Cor. 7:1): “Let us cleanse
ourselves from all defilement of the flesh and of the spirit.”

Reply toObjection 1.As a gloss says on the same passage,
these vices are calledworks of theflesh, not as though they con-
sisted in carnal pleasure; but flesh here denotes man, who is
said to live according to the flesh, when he lives according to
himself, as Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv, 2,3).e reason of
this is because every failing in the human reason is due in some
way to the carnal sense.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply toObjection3.Even in the carnal sins there is a spir-

itual act, viz. the act of reason: but the end of these sins, from
which they are named, is carnal pleasure.

Reply to Objection 4. As the gloss says, “in the sin of for-
nication the soul is the body’s slave in a special sense, because at
the moment of sinning it can think of nothing else”: whereas
the pleasure of gluttony, although carnal, does not so utterly
absorb the reason. It may also be said that in this sin, an injury
is done to the body also, for it is defiled inordinately: where-
fore by this sin alone is man said specifically to sin against his
body. While covetousness, which is reckoned among the car-
nal sins, stands here for adultery, which is the unjust appro-
priation of another’s wife. Again, it may be said that the thing
in which the covetous man takes pleasure is something bodily,
and in this respect covetousness is numbered with the carnal
sins: but the pleasure itself does not belong to the body, but to
the spirit, wherefore Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 17) that it is a
spiritual sin.

Ia IIae q. 72 a. 3Whether sins differ specifically in reference to their causes?

Objection 1. It would seem that sins differ specifically in
reference to their causes. For a thing takes its species from that
whence it derives its being. Now sins derive their being from
their causes. erefore they take their species from them also.
erefore they differ specifically in reference to their causes.

Objection 2. Further, of all the causes the material cause
seems to have least reference to the species.Now the object in a
sin is like its material cause. Since, therefore, sins differ specif-
ically according to their objects, it seems that much more do
they differ in reference to their other causes.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine, commenting on Ps.
79:17, “ings set on fire and dug down,” says that “every sin
is due either to fear inducing false humility, or to love enkin-
dling us to undue ardor.” For it is written (1 Jn. 2:16) that “all
that is in theworld, is the concupiscence of the flesh, or [Vulg.:
‘and’] the concupiscence of the eyes, or [Vulg.: ‘and’] the pride
of life.” Now a thing is said to be in the world on account of
sin, in as much as the world denotes lovers of the world, as Au-
gustine observes (Tract. ii in Joan.). Gregory, too (Moral. xxxi,
17), distinguishes all sins according to the seven capital vices.
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Now all these divisions refer to the causes of sins. erefore,
seemingly, sins differ specifically according to the diversity of
their causes.

On the contrary, If this were the case all sins would belong
to one species, since they are due to one cause. For it is written
(Ecclus. 10:15) that “pride is the beginning of all sin,” and (1
Tim. 6:10) that “the desire of money is the root of all evils.”
Now it is evident that there are various species of sins. ere-
fore sins do not differ specifically according to their different
causes.

I answer that, Since there are four kinds of causes, they are
attributed to various things in various ways. Because the “for-
mal” and the “material” cause regard properly the substance of
a thing; and consequently substances differ in respect of their
matter and form, both in species and in genus. e “agent”
and the “end” regard directlymovement andoperation:where-
fore movements and operations differ specifically in respect of
these causes; in differentways, however, because the natural ac-
tive principles are always determined to the same acts; so that
the different species of natural acts are taken not only from the
objects, which are the ends or terms of those acts, but also from
their active principles: thus heating and cooling are specifically
distinct with reference to hot and cold. On the other hand,
the active principles in voluntary acts, such as the acts of sins,
are not determined, of necessity, to one act, and consequently
from one active or motive principle, diverse species of sins can

proceed: thus from fear engendering false humility man may
proceed to the, or murder, or to neglect the flock commit-
ted to his care; and these same things may proceed from love
enkindling to undue ardor. Hence it is evident that sins do not
differ specifically according to their various active or motive
causes, but only in respect of diversity in the final cause, which
is the end and object of the will. For it has been shown above
(q. 1, a. 3; q. 18, Aa. 4,6) that human acts take their species
from the end.

Reply to Objection 1. e active principles in voluntary
acts, not being determined to one act, do not suffice for the
production of human acts, unless the will be determined to
one by the intention of the end, as the Philosopher proves
(Metaph. ix, text. 15,16), and consequently sin derives both its
being and its species from the end.

Reply toObjection 2.Objects, in relation to external acts,
have the character of matter “about which”; but, in relation to
the interior act of the will, they have the character of end; and
it is owing to this that they give the act its species. Neverthe-
less, even considered as the matter “about which,” they have
the character of term, from which movement takes its species
(Phys. v, text. 4; Ethic. x, 4); yet even terms of movement spec-
ify movements, in so far as term has the character of end.

Reply toObjection 3.ese distinctions of sins are given,
not as distinct species of sins, but to show their various causes.

Ia IIae q. 72 a. 4Whether sin is fittingly divided into sin against God, against oneself, and against one’s neigh-
bor?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin is unfittingly divided
into sin against God, against one’s neighbor, and against one-
self. For that which is common to all sins should not be reck-
oned as a part in the division of sin. But it is common to all sins
to be against God: for it is stated in the definition of sin that
it is “against God’s law,” as stated above (q. 66, a. 6). erefore
sin against God should not be reckoned a part of the division
of sin.

Objection 2. Further, every division should consist of
things in opposition to one another. But these three kinds of
sin are not opposed to one another: for whoever sins against
his neighbor, sins against himself and against God. erefore
sin is not fittingly divided into these three.

Objection 3. Further, specification is not taken from
things external. But God and our neighbor are external to us.
erefore sins are not distinguished specifically with regard to
them: and consequently sin is unfittingly divided according to
these three.

On the contrary, Isidore (De SummoBono), in giving the
division of sins, says that “man is said to sin against himself,
against God, and against his neighbor.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 71, Aa. 1,6), sin is an in-
ordinate act. Now there should be a threefold order in man:
one in relation to the rule of reason, in so far as all our ac-

tions and passions should be commensurate with the rule of
reason: another order is in relation to the rule of the Divine
Law, wherebyman should be directed in all things: and if man
were by nature a solitary animal, this twofold order would suf-
fice. But since man is naturally a civic and social animal, as is
proved in Polit. i, 2, hence a third order is necessary, whereby
man is directed in relation to other men among whom he has
to dwell. Of these orders the second contains the first and sur-
passes it. For whatever things are comprised under the order
of reason, are comprised under the order of God Himself. Yet
some things are comprised under the order of God, which sur-
pass the human reason, such asmatters of faith, and things due
to God alone. Hence he that sins in such matters, for instance,
by heresy, sacrilege, or blasphemy, is said to sin against God.
In like manner, the first order includes the third and surpasses
it, because in all things wherein we are directed in reference to
our neighbor, we need to be directed according to the order
of reason. Yet in some things we are directed according to rea-
son, in relation to ourselves only, and not in reference to our
neighbor; and when man sins in these matters, he is said to sin
against himself, as is seen in the glutton, the lustful, and the
prodigal. But when man sins in matters concerning his neigh-
bor, he is said to sin against his neighbor, as appears in the
thief andmurderer.Now the thingswherebyman is directed to
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God, his neighbor, and himself are diverse.Wherefore this dis-
tinctionof sins is in respect of their objects, according towhich
the species of sins are diversified: and consequently this dis-
tinction of sins is properly one of different species of sins: be-
cause the virtues also, to which sins are opposed, differ specif-
ically in respect of these three. For it is evident from what has
been said (q. 62, Aa. 1,2,3) that by the theological virtues man
is directed to God; by temperance and fortitude, to himself;
and by justice to his neighbor.

Reply toObjection1.To sin againstGod is common to all
sins, in so far as the order to God includes every human order;
but in so far as order toGod surpasses the other two orders, sin
against God is a special kind of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. When several things, of which one
includes another, are distinct from one another, this distinc-
tion is understood to refer, not to the part contained in an-
other, but to that in which one goes beyond another.is may
be seen in the division of numbers and figures: for a triangle
is distinguished from a four-sided figure not in respect of its
being contained thereby, but in respect of that in which it is
surpassed thereby: and the same applies to the numbers three
and four.

Reply to Objection 3. Although God and our neighbor
are external to the sinner himself, they are not external to the
act of sin, but are related to it as to its object.

Ia IIae q. 72 a. 5Whether the division of sins according to their debt of punishment diversifies their species?

Objection 1. It would seem that the division of sins ac-
cording to their debt of punishment diversifies their species;
for instance,when sin is divided into “mortal” and “venial.” For
things which are infinitely apart, cannot belong to the same
species, nor even to the same genus. But venial and mortal sin
are infinitely apart, since temporal punishment is due to venial
sin, and eternal punishment to mortal sin; and the measure of
the punishment corresponds to the gravity of the fault, accord-
ing to Dt. 25:2: “According to the measure of the sin shall the
measure be also of the stripes be.” erefore venial and mortal
sins are not of the same genus, nor can they be said to belong
to the same species.

Objection 2. Further, some sins are mortal in virtue of
their species*, as murder and adultery; and some are venial in
virtue of their species, as in an idle word, and excessive laugh-
ter. erefore venial and mortal sins differ specifically.

Objection 3. Further, just as a virtuous act stands in rela-
tion to its reward, so does sin stand in relation to punishment.
But the reward is the end of the virtuous act.erefore punish-
ment is the end of sin.Now sins differ specifically in relation to
their ends, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1). erefore they are also
specifically distinct according to the debt of punishment.

On the contrary,ose things that constitute a species are
prior to the species, e.g. specific differences. But punishment
follows sin as the effect thereof. erefore sins do not differ
specifically according to the debt of punishment.

I answer that, In things that differ specifically we find a
twofold difference: the first causes the diversity of species, and
is not to be found save in different species, e.g. “rational” and
“irrational,” “animate,” and “inanimate”: the other difference is
consequent to specific diversity; and though, in some cases, it
may be consequent to specific diversity, yet, in others, it may
be foundwithin the same species; thus “white” and “black” are
consequent to the specific diversity of crow and swan, and yet
this difference is found within the one species of man.

We must therefore say that the difference between venial

and mortal sin, or any other difference is respect of the debt
of punishment, cannot be a difference constituting specific di-
versity. For what is accidental never constitutes a species; and
what is outside the agent’s intention is accidental (Phys. ii, text.
50).Now it is evident that punishment is outside the intention
of the sinner, wherefore it is accidentally referred to sin on the
part of the sinner.Nevertheless it is referred to sin by an extrin-
sic principle, viz. the justice of the judge, who imposes various
punishments according to the various manners of sin. ere-
fore the difference derived from the debt of punishment, may
be consequent to the specific diversity of sins, but cannot con-
stitute it.

Now the difference between venial andmortal sin is conse-
quent to the diversity of that inordinateness which constitutes
the notion of sin. For inordinateness is twofold, one that de-
stroys the principle of order, and another which, without de-
stroying the principle of order, implies inordinateness in the
things which follow the principle: thus, in an animal’s body,
the frame may be so out of order that the vital principle is de-
stroyed; this is the inordinateness of death; while, on the other
hand, saving the vital principle, there may be disorder in the
bodily humors; and then there is sickness.Now theprinciple of
the entire moral order is the last end, which stands in the same
relation to matters of action, as the indemonstrable principle
does to matters of speculation (Ethic. vii, 8). erefore when
the soul is so disordered by sin as to turn away from its last
end, viz. God, to Whom it is united by charity, there is mortal
sin; but when it is disorderedwithout turning away fromGod,
there is venial sin. For even as in the body, the disorder of death
which results from the destruction of the principle of life, is
irreparable according to nature, while the disorder of sickness
can be repaired by reason of the vital principle being preserved,
so it is in matters concerning the soul. Because, in speculative
matters, it is impossible to convince one who errs in the prin-
ciples, whereas one who errs, but retains the principles, can be
brought back to the truth bymeans of the principles. Likewise

* “Ex genere,” genus in this case denoting the species.
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in practical matters, he who, by sinning, turns away from his
last end, if we consider the nature of his sin, falls irreparably,
and therefore is said to sinmortally and to deserve eternal pun-
ishment: whereas when a man sins without turning away from
God, by the very nature of his sin, his disorder can be repaired,
because the principle of the order is not destroyed; wherefore
he is said to sin venially, because, to wit, he does not sin so as
to deserve to be punished eternally.

Reply toObjection 1.Mortal and venial sins are infinitely
apart as regards what they “turn away from,” not as regards
what they “turn to,” viz. the objectwhich specifies them.Hence
nothing hinders the same species from including mortal and
venial sins; for instance, in the species “adultery” the first

movement is a venial sin; while an idle word, which is, gen-
erally speaking, venial, may even be a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 2. From the fact that one sin is mor-
tal by reason of its species, and another venial by reason of its
species, it follows that this difference is consequent to the spe-
cific difference of sins, not that it is the cause thereof. And this
difference may be found even in things of the same species, as
stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.e reward is intended by him that
merits or acts virtually; whereas the punishment is not in-
tended by the sinner, but, on the contrary, is against his will.
Hence the comparison fails.

Ia IIae q. 72 a. 6Whether sins of commission and omission differ specifically?

Objection 1. It would seem that sins of commission and
omission differ specifically. For “offense” and “sin” are condi-
vided with one another (Eph. 2:1), where it is written: “When
you were dead in your offenses and sins,” which words a gloss
explains, saying: “ ‘Offenses,’ by omitting to do what was com-
manded, and ‘sins,’ by doing what was forbidden.” Whence it
is evident that “offenses” here denotes sins of omission; while
“sin” denotes sins of commission. erefore they differ specif-
ically, since they are contrasted with one another as different
species.

Objection 2. Further, it is essential to sin to be against
God’s law, for this is part of its definition, as is clear from what
has been said (q. 71, a. 6). Now in God’s law, the affirmative
precepts, against which is the sin of omission, are different
from the negative precepts, against which is the sin of omis-
sion. erefore sins of omission and commission differ specif-
ically.

Objection 3. Further, omission and commission differ as
affirmation and negation. Now affirmation and negation can-
not be in the same species, since negation has no species; for
“there is neither species nor difference of non-being,” as the
Philosopher states (Phys. iv, text. 67). erefore omission and
commission cannot belong to the same species.

On the contrary, Omission and commission are found in
the same species of sin. For the covetous man both takes what
belongs to others, which is a sin of commission; and gives not
of his own to whom he should give, which is a sin of omission.
erefore omission and commission do not differ specifically.

I answer that,ere is a twofold difference in sins; a mate-
rial difference and a formal difference: the material difference
is to be observed in the natural species of the sinful act; while
the formal difference is gathered from their relation to one
proper end, which is also their proper object. Hence we find
certain acts differing from one another in the material specific
difference, which are nevertheless formally in the same species
of sin, because they are directed to the one same end: thus
strangling, stoning, and stabbing come under the one species

of murder, although the actions themselves differ specifically
according to the natural species. Accordingly, if we refer to the
material species in sins of omission and commission, they dif-
fer specifically, using species in a broad sense, in so far as nega-
tion and privationmay have a species. But if we refer to the for-
mal species of sins of omission and commission, they do not
differ specifically, because they are directed to the same end,
and proceed from the same motive. For the covetous man, in
order to hoard money, both robs, and omits to give what he
ought, and in like manner, the glutton, to satiate his appetite,
both eats too much and omits the prescribed fasts. e same
applies to other sins: for in things, negation is always founded
on affirmation, which, in a manner, is its cause. Hence in the
physical order it comes under the same head, that fire gives
forth heat, and that it does not give forth cold.

Reply toObjection 1.is division in respect of commis-
sion and omission, is not according to different formal species,
but only according to material species, as stated.

Reply to Objection 2. In God’s law, the necessity for var-
ious affirmative and negative precepts, was that men might be
gradually led to virtue, first by abstaining from evil, being in-
duced to this by the negative precepts, and aerwards by do-
ing good, to which we are induced by the affirmative precepts.
Wherefore the affirmative andnegative precepts donot belong
to different virtues, but to different degrees of virtue; and con-
sequently they are not of necessity, opposed to sins of differ-
ent species.Moreover sin is not specified by that fromwhich it
turns away, because in this respect it is a negation or privation,
but by that to which it turns, in so far as sin is an act. Conse-
quently sins do not differ specifically according to the various
precepts of the Law.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection considers the ma-
terial diversity of sins. It must be observed, however, that al-
though, properly speaking, negation is not in a species, yet it is
allotted to a species by reduction to the affirmation on which
it is based.
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Ia IIae q. 72 a. 7Whether sins are fittingly divided into sins of thought, word, and deed?

Objection 1. It would seem that sins are unfittingly di-
vided into sins of thought, word, and deed. For Augustine
(De Trin. xii, 12) describes three stages of sin, of which the
first is “when the carnal sense offers a bait,” which is the sin
of thought; the second stage is reached “when one is satisfied
with themere pleasure of thought”; and the third stage, “when
consent is given to the deed.”Now these three belong to the sin
of thought.erefore it is unfitting to reckon sin of thought as
one kind of sin.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory (Moral. iv, 25) reckons
four degrees of sin; the first of which is “a fault hidden in the
heart”; the second, “when it is done openly”; the third, “when
it is formed into a habit”; and the fourth, “when man goes so
far as to presume on God’s mercy or to give himself up to de-
spair”: where no distinction is made between sins of deed and
sins of word, and two other degrees of sin are added.erefore
the first division was unfitting.

Objection 3. Further, there can be no sin of word or deed
unless there precede sin of thought.erefore these sins donot
differ specifically. erefore they should not be condivided
with one another.

On the contrary, Jerome in commenting on Ezech. 43:23:
“e human race is subject to three kinds of sin, for when we
sin, it is either by thought, or word, or deed.”

I answer that, ings differ specifically in two ways: first,
when each has the complete species; thus a horse and an ox
differ specifically: secondly, when the diversity of species is de-
rived fromdiversity of degree in generation ormovement: thus
the building is the complete generation of a house, while the
laying of the foundations, and the setting up of thewalls are in-
complete species, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. x, 4); and
the same can apply to the generation of animals. Accordingly
sins are divided into these three, viz. sins of thought, word, and
deed, not as into various complete species: for the consumma-

tion of sin is in the deed, wherefore sins of deed have the com-
plete species; but the first beginning of sin is its foundation,
as it were, in the sin of thought; the second degree is the sin
of word, in so far as man is ready to break out into a decla-
ration of his thought; while the third degree consists in the
consummation of the deed. Consequently these three differ
in respect of the various degrees of sin. Nevertheless it is evi-
dent that these three belong to the one complete species of sin,
since they proceed from the same motive. For the angry man,
through desire of vengeance, is at first disturbed in thought,
then he breaks out intowords of abuse, and lastly he goes on to
wrongful deeds; and the same applies to lust and to any other
sin.

Reply to Objection 1. All sins of thought have the com-
mon note of secrecy, in respect of which they form one degree,
which is, however, divided into three stages, viz. of cogitation,
pleasure, and consent.

Reply to Objection 2. Sins of words and deed are both
done openly, and for this reason Gregory (Moral. iv, 25) reck-
ons them under one head: whereas Jerome (in commenting
on Ezech. 43:23) distinguishes between them, because in sins
of word there is nothing but manifestation which is intended
principally; while in sins of deed, it is the consummation of
the inward thoughtwhich is principally intended, and the out-
ward manifestation is by way of sequel. Habit and despair are
stages following the complete species of sin, even as boyhood
and youth follow the complete generation of a man.

Reply to Objection 3. Sin of thought and sin of word are
not distinct from the sin of deedwhen they are united together
with it, but when each is found by itself: even as one part of a
movement is not distinct from thewholemovement, when the
movement is continuous, but only when there is a break in the
movement.

Ia IIae q. 72 a. 8Whether excess and deficiency diversify the species of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that excess and deficiency do
not diversify the species of sins. For excess and deficiency dif-
fer in respect of more and less. Now “more” and “less” do not
diversify a species. erefore excess and deficiency do not di-
versify the species of sins.

Objection 2. Further, just as sin, in matters of action, is
due to straying from the rectitude of reason, so falsehood, in
speculative matters, is due to straying from the truth of the re-
ality. Now the species of falsehood is not diversified by saying
more or less than the reality. erefore neither is the species
of sin diversified by straying more or less from the rectitude of
reason.

Objection 3. Further, “one species cannot be made out

of two,” as Porphyry declares*. Now excess and deficiency are
united in one sin; for some are at once illiberal and waste-
ful—illiberality being a sin of deficiency, and prodigality, by
excess. erefore excess and deficiency do not diversify the
species of sins.

On the contrary, Contraries differ specifically, for “con-
trariety is a difference of form,” as stated in Metaph. x, text.
13,14. Now vices that differ according to excess and deficiency
are contrary to one another, as illiberality to wastefulness.
erefore they differ specifically.

I answer that, While there are two things in sin, viz. the
act itself and its inordinateness, in so far as sin is a departure
from the order of reason and the Divine law, the species of sin

* Isagog.; cf. Arist. Metaph. i.
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is gathered, not from its inordinateness, which is outside the
sinner’s intention, as stated above (a. 1), but one the contrary,
from the act itself as terminating in the object to which the
sinner’s intention is directed. Consequently wherever we find
a different motive inclining the intention to sin, there will be
a different species of sin. Now it is evident that the motive for
sinning, in sins by excess, is not the same as the motive for sin-
ning, in sins of deficiency; in fact, they are contrary to one an-
other, just as the motive in the sin of intemperance is love for
bodily pleasures, while the motive in the sin of insensibility is
hatred of the same. erefore these sins not only differ specif-
ically, but are contrary to one another.

Reply toObjection 1. Although “more” and “less” do not
cause diversity of species, yet they are sometimes consequent
to specific difference, in so far as they are the result of diver-
sity of form; thus wemay say that fire is lighter than air. Hence
the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 1) that “those who held that
there are no different species of friendship, by reason of its ad-
mitting of degree, were led by insufficient proof.” In this way

to exceed reason or to fall short thereof belongs to sins specif-
ically different, in so far as they result from different motives.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not the sinner’s intention to de-
part from reason; and so sins of excess and deficiency do not
become of one kind through departing from the one rectitude
of reason.On the other hand, sometimes he who utters a false-
hood, intends to hide the truth, wherefore in this respect, it
matters not whether he tells more or less. If, however, depar-
ture from the truth be not outside the intention, it is evident
that then one is moved by different causes to tell more or less;
and in this respect there are different kinds of falsehood, as is
evident of the “boaster,”who exceeds in telling untruths for the
sake of fame, and the “cheat,” who tells less than the truth, in
order to escape from paying his debts. is also explains how
some false opinions are contrary to one another.

Reply to Objection 3. One may be prodigal and illiberal
with regard to different objects: for instance one may be illib-
eral† in taking what one ought not: and nothing hinders con-
traries from being in the same subject, in different respects.

Ia IIae q. 72 a. 9Whether sins differ specifically in respect of different circumstances?

Objection 1. It would seem that vices and sins differ in re-
spect of different circumstances. For, as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv), “evil results from each single defect.” Now individ-
ual defects are corruptions of individual circumstances.ere-
fore from the corruption of each circumstance there results a
corresponding species of sin.

Objection 2. Further, sins are human acts. But human
acts sometimes take their species from circumstances, as stated
above (q. 18, a. 10).erefore sins differ specifically according
as different circumstances are corrupted.

Objection 3. Further, diverse species are assigned to glut-
tony, according to the words contained in the following verse:

‘Hastily, sumptuously, too much, greedily, daintily.’ Now
these pertain to various circumstances, for “hastily” means
sooner than is right; “too much,” more than is right, and so
on with the others. erefore the species of sin is diversified
according to the various circumstances.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 7; iv, 1)
that “every vice sins by doing more than one ought, and when
one ought not”; and in like manner as to the other circum-
stances. erefore the species of sins are not diversified in this
respect.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 8), wherever there is a
specialmotive for sinning, there is a different species of sin, be-
cause themotive for sinning is the end andobject of sin.Now it
happens sometimes that although different circumstances are

corrupted, there is but one motive: thus the illiberal man, for
the samemotive, takeswhenheoughtnot,where he oughtnot,
and more than he ought, and so on with the circumstances,
since he does this through an inordinate desire of hoarding
money: and in such cases the corruption of different circum-
stances does not diversify the species of sins, but belongs to one
and the same species.

Sometimes, however, the corruption of different circum-
stances arises from different motives: for instance that a man
eat hastily, may be due to the fact that he cannot brook the
delay in taking food, on account of a rapid exhaustion of the
digestive humors; and that he desire too much food, may be
due to a naturally strong digestion; that he desire choicemeats,
is due to his desire for pleasure in taking food. Hence in such
matters, the corruption of different circumstances entails dif-
ferent species of sins.

Reply toObjection 1.Evil, as such, is a privation, and so it
has different species in respect of the thing which the subject
is deprived, even as other privations. But sin does not take its
species from the privation or aversion, as stated above (a. 1),
but from turning to the object of the act.

Reply to Objection 2. A circumstance never transfers an
act fromone species to another, savewhen there is anothermo-
tive.

Reply to Objection 3. In the various species of gluttony
there are various motives, as stated.

† Cf. IIa IIae, q. 119, a. 1, ad 1.

876



F P   S P, Q 73
Of the Comparison of One Sin with Another

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the comparison of one sin with another: under which head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all sins and vices are connected with one another?
(2) Whether all are equal?
(3) Whether the gravity of sin depends on its object?
(4) Whether it depends on the excellence of the virtue to which it is opposed?
(5) Whether carnal sins are more grievous than spiritual sins?
(6) Whether the gravity of sins depends on their causes?
(7) Whether it depends on their circumstances?
(8) Whether it depends on how much harm ensues?
(9) Whether on the position of the person sinned against?

(10) Whether sin is aggravated by reason of the excellence of the person sinning?

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 1Whether all sins are connected with one another?

Objection 1. It would seem that all sins are connected. For
it is written ( James 2:10): “Whosoever shall keep the whole
Law, but offend in one point, is become guilty of all.” Now to
be guilty of transgressing all the precepts of Law, is the same
as to commit all sins, because, as Ambrose says (De Parad.
viii), “sin is a transgression of theDivine law, and disobedience
of the heavenly commandments.”erefore whoever commits
one sin is guilty of all.

Objection 2.Further, each sin banishes its opposite virtue.
Now whoever lacks one virtue lacks them all, as was shown
above (q. 65, a. 1). erefore whoever commits one sin, is de-
prived of all the virtues. erefore whoever commits one sin,
is guilty of all sins.

Objection 3. Further, all virtues are connected, because
they have a principle in common, as stated above (q. 65,
Aa. 1,2). Now as the virtues have a common principle, so have
sins, because, as the love of God, which builds the city of God,
is the beginning and root of all the virtues, so self-love, which
builds the city of Babylon, is the root of all sins, as Augustine
declares (De Civ. Dei xiv, 28). erefore all vices and sins are
also connected so that whoever has one, has them all.

On the contrary, Some vices are contrary to one another,
as the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii, 8). But contraries cannot
be together in the same subject. erefore it is impossible for
all sins and vices to be connected with one another.

I answer that, e intention of the man who acts accord-
ing to virtue in pursuance of his reason, is different from the
intention of the sinner in straying from the path of reason. For
the intention of every man acting according to virtue is to fol-
low the rule of reason,wherefore the intentionof all the virtues
is directed to the same end, so that all the virtues are connected
together in the right reason of things to be done, viz. prudence,
as stated above (q. 65, a. 1). But the intention of the sinner is
not directed to the point of straying from the path of reason;

rather is it directed to tend to some appetible good whence
it derives its species. Now these goods, to which the sinner’s
intention is directed when departing from reason, are of vari-
ous kinds, having nomutual connection; in fact they are some-
times contrary to one another. Since, therefore, vices and sins
take their species from that to which they turn, it is evident
that, in respect of that which completes a sin’s species, sins are
not connected with one another. For sin does not consist in
passing from the many to the one, as is the case with virtues,
which are connected, but rather in forsaking the one for the
many.

Reply to Objection 1. James is speaking of sin, not as re-
gards the thing to which it turns and which causes the distinc-
tion of sins, as stated above (q. 72 , a. 1), but as regards that
from which sin turns away, in as much as man, by sinning, de-
parts from a commandment of the law.Now all the command-
ments of the law are from one and the same, as he also says in
the same passage, so that the sameGod is despised in every sin;
and in this sense he says that whoever “offends in one point, is
become guilty of all,” for asmuch as, by committing one sin, he
incurs the debt of punishment through his contempt of God,
which is the origin of all sins.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 71, a. 4), the
opposite virtue is not banished by every act of sin; because ve-
nial sin does not destroy virtue; while mortal sin destroys in-
fused virtue, by turningman away fromGod. Yet one act, even
of mortal sin, does not destroy the habit of acquired virtue;
though if such acts be repeated so as to engender a contrary
habit, the habit of acquired virtue is destroyed, the destruc-
tion of which entails the loss of prudence, since whenman acts
against any virtue whatever, he acts against prudence, without
which no moral virtue is possible, as stated above (q. 58, a. 4;
q. 65, a. 1). Consequently all themoral virtues are destroyed as
to the perfect and formal being of virtue, which they have in
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so far as they partake of prudence, yet there remain the incli-
nations to virtuous acts, which inclinations, however, are not
virtues.Nevertheless it doesnot follow that for this reasonman
contracts all vices of sins—first, because several vices are op-
posed to one virtue, so that a virtue can be destroyed by one of
them, without the others being present; secondly, because sin
is directly opposed to virtue, as regards the virtue’s inclination
to act, as stated above (q. 71, a. 1). Wherefore, as long as any
virtuous inclinations remain, it cannot be said that man has

the opposite vices or sins.
Reply to Objection 3. e love of God is unitive, in as

much as it draws man’s affections from the many to the one;
so that the virtues, which flow from the love of God, are
connected together. But self-love disunites man’s affections
among different things, in so far asman loves himself, by desir-
ing for himself temporal goods, which are various and ofmany
kinds: hence vices and sins, which arise from self-love, are not
connected together.

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 2Whether all sins are equal?

Objection 1. It would seem that all sins are equal. Because
sin is to do what is unlawful. Now to do what is unlawful is
reproved in one and the same way in all things. erefore sin
is reproved in one and the same way. erefore one sin is not
graver than another.

Objection 2. Further, every sin is a transgression of the
rule of reason, which is to human acts what a linear rule is in
corporeal things. erefore to sin is the same as to pass over a
line. But passing over a line occurs equally and in the sameway,
even if one go a longway from it or stay near it, since privations
do not admit of more or less. erefore all sins are equal.

Objection 3. Further, sins are opposed to virtues. But all
virtues are equal, as Cicero states (Paradox. iii). erefore all
sins are equal.

On the contrary,Our Lord said to Pilate ( Jn. 19:11): “He
that hath delivered me to thee, hath the greater sin,” and yet it
is evident that Pilate was guilty of some sin. erefore one sin
is greater than another.

I answer that, e opinion of the Stoics, which Cicero
adopts in the book on Paradoxes (Paradox. iii), was that all
sins are equal: from which opinion arose the error of certain
heretics, who not only hold all sins to be equal, but also main-
tain that all the pains of hell are equal. So far as can be gathered
from thewords ofCicero the Stoics arrived at their conclusion
through looking at sin on the side of the privation only, in so
far, to wit, as it is a departure from reason; wherefore consider-
ing simply that no privation admits of more or less, they held
that all sins are equal. Yet, if we consider the matter carefully,
we shall see that there are two kinds of privation. For there is a
simple and pure privation, which consists, so to speak, in “be-
ing” corrupted; thus death is privation of life, and darkness is
privation of light. Such like privations do not admit of more
or less, because nothing remains of the opposite habit; hence a
man is not less dead on the first day aer his death, or on the
third or fourth days, than aer a year, when his corpse is al-

ready dissolved; and, in like manner, a house is no darker if the
light be covered with several shades, than if it were covered by
a single shade shutting out all the light. ere is, however, an-
other privation which is not simple, but retains something of
the opposite habit; it consists in “becoming” corrupted rather
than in “being” corrupted, like sickness which is a privation
of the due commensuration of the humors, yet so that some-
thing remains of that commensuration, else the animal would
cease to live: and the same applies to deformity and the like.
Such privations admit of more or less on the part of what re-
mains or the contrary habit. For it matters much in sickness
or deformity, whether one departs more or less from the due
commensuration of humors or members. e same applies to
vices and sins: because in them the privation of the due com-
mensuration of reason is such as not to destroy the order of
reason altogether; else evil, if total, destroys itself, as stated in
Ethic. iv, 5. For the substance of the act, or the affection of the
agent could not remain, unless something remained of the or-
der of reason. erefore it matters much to the gravity of a sin
whether one departs more or less from the rectitude of reason:
and accordingly we must say that sins are not all equal.

Reply toObjection 1.To commit sin is lawful on account
of some inordinateness therein: wherefore those which con-
tain a greater inordinateness are more unlawful, and conse-
quently graver sins.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument looks upon sin as
though it were a pure privation.

Reply to Objection 3. Virtues are proportionately equal
in one and the same subject: yet one virtue surpasses another
in excellence according to its species; and again, one man is
more virtuous than another, in the same species of virtue, as
stated above (q. 66, Aa. 1,2). Moreover, even if virtues were
equal, it would not follow that vices are equal, since virtues are
connected, and vices or sins are not.
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Ia IIae q. 73 a. 3Whether the gravity of sins varies according to their objects?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gravity of sins does
not vary according to their objects. Because the gravity of a sin
pertains to itsmode or quality:whereas the object is thematter
of the sin.erefore the gravity of sins does not vary according
to their various objects.

Objection 2. Further, the gravity of a sin is the intensity of
its malice. Now sin does not derive its malice from its proper
object to which it turns, and which is some appetible good,
but rather from that which it turns away from. erefore the
gravity of sins does not vary according to their various objects.

Objection 3.Further, sins that have different objects are of
different kinds. But things of different kinds cannot be com-
pared with one another, as is proved in Phys. vii, text. 30, seqq.
erefore one sin is not graver than another by reason of the
difference of objects.

On the contrary, Sins take their species from their objects,
as was shown above (q. 72, a. 1). But some sins are graver than
others in respect of their species, asmurder is graver than the.
erefore the gravity of sins varies according to their objects.

I answer that, As is clear from what has been said (q. 71,
a. 5), the gravity of sins varies in the same way as one sickness
is graver than another: for just as the good of health consists in
a certain commensuration of the humors, in keeping with an
animal’s nature, so the good of virtue consists in a certain com-
mensuration of the human act in accord with the rule of rea-
son. Now it is evident that the higher the principle the disor-
der ofwhich causes the disorder in thehumors, the graver is the
sickness: thus a sicknesswhich comes on the humanbody from
the heart, which is the principle of life, or from someneighbor-
ing part, is more dangerous. Wherefore a sin must needs be so
much the graver, as the disorder occurs in a principle which is

higher in the order of reason.Now inmatters of action the rea-
son directs all things in view of the end: wherefore the higher
the end which attaches to sins in human acts, the graver the
sin. Now the object of an act is its end, as stated above (q. 72,
a. 3, ad 2); and consequently the difference of gravity in sins
depends on their objects. us it is clear that external things
are directed to man as their end, while man is further directed
toGod as his end.Wherefore a sinwhich is about the very sub-
stance of man, e.g. murder, is graver than a sin which is about
external things, e.g. the; and graver still is a sin committed di-
rectly against God, e.g. unbelief, blasphemy, and the like: and
in each of these grades of sin, one sin will be graver than an-
other according as it is about a higher or lower principle. And
forasmuch as sins take their species from their objects, the dif-
ference of gravity which is derived from the objects is first and
foremost, as resulting from the species.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the object is the matter
about which an act is concerned, yet it has the character of an
end, in so far as the intentionof the agent is fixedon it, as stated
above (q. 72, a. 3, ad 2). Now the form of a moral act depends
on the end, as was shown above (q. 72, a. 6; q. 18, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 2. From the very fact that man turns
unduly to some mutable good, it follows that he turns away
from the immutable Good, which aversion completes the na-
ture of evil. Hence the various degrees of malice in sins must
needs follow the diversity of those things to which man turns.

Reply toObjection 3.All the objects of human acts are re-
lated to one another, wherefore all human acts are somewhat
of one kind, in so far as they are directed to the last end.ere-
fore nothing prevents all sins from being compared with one
another.

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 4Whether the gravity of sins depends on the excellence of the virtues towhich they are opposed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gravity of sins does
not vary according to the excellence of the virtues to which
they are opposed, so that, to wit, the graver the sin is opposed
to the greater virtue. For, according to Prov. 15:5, “In abun-
dant justice there is the greatest strength.” Now, as Our Lord
says (Mat. 5:20, seqq.) abundant justice restrains anger, which
is a less grievous sin than murder, which less abundant jus-
tice restrains.erefore the least grievous sin is opposed to the
greatest virtue.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated in Ethic. ii, 3 that “virtue
is about the difficult and the good”: whence it seems to follow
that the greater virtue is about what is more difficult. But it is
a less grievous sin to fail in what is more difficult, than in what
is less difficult.erefore the less grievous sin is opposed to the
greater virtue.

Objection 3. Further, charity is a greater virtue than faith
or hope (1 Cor. 13:13). Now hatred which is opposed to char-

ity is a less grievous sin than unbelief or despair which are op-
posed to faith and hope. erefore the less grievous sin is op-
posed to the greater virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. 8:10) that
the “worst is opposed to the best.”Now inmorals the best is the
greatest virtue; and the worst is the most grievous sin. ere-
fore the most grievous sin is opposed to the greatest virtue.

I answer that, A sin is opposed to a virtue in two ways:
first, principally and directly; that sin, to with, which is about
the same object: because contraries are about the same thing.
In this way, the more grievous sin must needs be opposed to
the greater virtue: because, just as the degrees of gravity in a
sin depend on the object, so also does the greatness of a virtue,
since both sin and virtue take their species from the object, as
shown above (q. 60, a. 5; q. 72, a. 1). Wherefore the greatest
sinmust needs be directly opposed to the greatest virtue, as be-
ing furthest removed from it in the same genus. Secondly, the
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opposition of virtue to sin may be considered in respect of a
certain extension of the virtue in checking sin. For the greater
a virtue is, the further it removes man from the contrary sin,
so that it withdraws man not only from that sin, but also from
whatever leads to it. And thus it is evident that the greater a
virtue is, the more it withdraws man also from less grievous
sins: even as the more perfect health is, the more does it ward
off evenminor ailments. And in this way the less grievous sin is
opposed to the greater virtue, on the part of the latter’s effect.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument considers the oppo-
sitionwhich consists in restraining from sin; for thus abundant

justice checks even minor sins.
Reply to Objection 2. e greater virtue that is about a

more difficult good is opposed directly to the sin which is
about a more difficult evil. For in each case there is a certain
superiority, in that the will is shown to bemore intent on good
or evil, through not being overcome by the difficulty.

Reply toObjection 3.Charity is not any kind of love, but
the love of God: hence not any kind of hatred is opposed to it
directly, but the hatred of God, which is the most grievous of
all sins.

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 5Whether carnal sins are of less guilt than spiritual sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that carnal sins are not of less
guilt than spiritual sins. Because adultery is amore grievous sin
than the: for it is written (Prov. 6:30,32): “e fault is not so
great when a man has stolen…but he that is an adulterer, for
the folly of his heart shall destroy his own soul.” Now the be-
longs to covetousness, which is a spiritual sin; while adultery
pertains to lust, which is a carnal sin. erefore carnal sins are
of greater guilt than spiritual sins.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says in his commentary
on Leviticus* that “the devil rejoices chiefly in lust and idol-
atry.” But he rejoices more in the greater sin. erefore, since
lust is a carnal sin, it seems that the carnal sins are ofmost guilt.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher proves (Ethic. vii,
6) that “it is more shameful to be incontinent in lust than
in anger.” But anger is a spiritual sin, according to Gregory
(Moral. xxxi, 17); while lust pertains to carnal sins. erefore
carnal sin is more grievous than spiritual sin.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Moral. xxxiii, 11) that car-
nal sins are of less guilt, but of more shame than spiritual sins.

I answer that, Spiritual sins are of greater guilt than carnal
sins: yet this does not mean that each spiritual sin is of greater
guilt than each carnal sin; but that, considering the sole dif-
ference between spiritual and carnal, spiritual sins are more
grievous than carnal sins, other things being equal. ree rea-
sons may be assigned for this. e first is on the part of the
subject: because spiritual sins belong to the spirit, to which
it is proper to turn to God, and to turn away from Him;
whereas carnal sins are consummated in the carnal pleasure
of the appetite, to which it chiefly belongs to turn to goods
of the body; so that carnal sin, as such, denotes more a “turn-
ing to” something, and for that reason, implies a closer cleav-
ing; whereas spiritual sin denotesmore a “turning from” some-

thing, whence the notion of guilt arises; and for this reason it
involves greater guilt. A second reason may be taken on the
part of the person against whom sin is committed: because
carnal sin, as such, is against the sinner’s own body, which he
ought to love less, in the order of charity, than God and his
neighbor, against whom he commits spiritual sins, and conse-
quently spiritual sins, as such, are of greater guilt. A third rea-
son may be taken from the motive, since the stronger the im-
pulse to sin, the less grievous the sin, aswe shall state further on
(a. 6). Now carnal sins have a stronger impulse, viz. our innate
concupiscence of the flesh.erefore spiritual sins, as such, are
of greater guilt.

Reply toObjection1.Adultery belongsnot only to the sin
of lust, but also to the sin of injustice, and in this respect may
be brought under the head of covetousness, as a gloss observes
on Eph. 5:5. “No fornicator, or unclean, or covetous person,”
etc.; so that adultery is so much more grievous than the, as a
man loves his wife more than his chattels.

Reply to Objection 2. e devil is said to rejoice chiefly
in the sin of lust, because it is of the greatest adhesion, and
man can with difficulty be withdrawn from it. “For the desire
of pleasure is insatiable,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. iii,
12).

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher himself says
(Ethic. vii, 6), the reason why it is more shameful to be incon-
tinent in lust than in anger, is that lust partakes less of reason;
and in the same sense he says (Ethic. iii, 10) that “sins of intem-
perance are most worthy of reproach, because they are about
those pleasureswhich are common tous and irrationalminds”:
hence, by these sins man is, so to speak, brutalized; for which
same reason Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 17) that they are more
shameful.

* e quotation is from De Civ. Dei ii, 4 and iv, 31.
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Ia IIae q. 73 a. 6Whether the gravity of a sin depends on its cause?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gravity of a sin does
not depend on its cause. Because the greater a sin’s cause, the
more forcibly it moves to sin, and so the more difficult is it to
resist. But sin is lessened by the fact that it is difficult to resist;
for it denotes weakness in the sinner, if he cannot easily resist
sin; and a sin that is due to weakness is deemed less grievous.
erefore sin does not derive its gravity from its cause.

Objection 2. Further, concupiscence is a general cause of
sin; wherefore a gloss on Rom. 7:7, “For I had not known con-
cupiscence,” says: “e law is good, since by forbidding con-
cupiscence, it forbids all evils.” Now the greater the concu-
piscence by which man is overcome, the less grievous his sin.
erefore the gravity of a sin is diminished by the greatness of
its cause.

Objection3.Further, as rectitude of the reason is the cause
of a virtuous act, so defect in the reason seems to be the cause of
sin. Now the greater the defect in the reason, the less grievous
the sin: so much so that he who lacks the use of reason, is alto-
gether excused from sin, and he who sins through ignorance,
sins less grievously. erefore the gravity of a sin is not in-
creased by the greatness of its cause.

On the contrary, If the cause be increased, the effect is
increased. erefore the greater the cause of sin, the more
grievous the sin.

I answer that, In the genus of sin, as in every other genus,
two causes may be observed. e first is the direct and proper
cause of sin, and is the will to sin: for it is compared to the sin-
ful act, as a tree to its fruit, as a gloss observes on Mat. 7:18, “A
good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit”: and the greater this
cause is, the more grievous will the sin be, since the greater the
will to sin, the more grievously does man sin.

e other causes of sin are extrinsic and remote, as it were,
being those whereby the will is inclined to sin. Among these

causes we must make a distinction; for some of them induce
the will to sin in accord with the very nature of the will: such
is the end, which is the proper object of the will; and by a such
like cause sin is made more grievous, because a man sins more
grievously if hiswill is induced to sin by the intention of amore
evil end. Other causes incline the will to sin, against the nature
and order of the will, whose natural inclination is to be moved
freely of itself in accord with the judgment of reason. Where-
fore those causes which weaken the judgment of reason (e.g.
ignorance), or which weaken the free movement of the will,
(e.g. weakness, violence, fear, or the like), diminish the gravity
of sin, even as they diminish its voluntariness; and somuch so,
that if the act be altogether involuntary, it is no longer sinful.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument considers the extrin-
sicmoving cause,whichdiminishes voluntariness.e increase
of such a cause diminishes the sin, as stated.

Reply to Objection 2. If concupiscence be understood to
include the movement of the will, then, where there is greater
concupiscence, there is a greater sin. But if by concupiscence
we understand a passion, which is a movement of the con-
cupiscible power, then a greater concupiscence, forestalling
the judgment of reason and the movement of the will, dimin-
ishes the sin, because the man who sins, being stimulated by
a greater concupiscence, falls through a more grievous temp-
tation, wherefore he is less to be blamed. On the other hand,
if concupiscence be taken in this sense follows the judgment
of reason, and the movement of the will, then the greater con-
cupiscence, the graver the sin: because sometimes the move-
ment of concupiscence is redoubled by the will tending unre-
strainedly to its object.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the cause
which renders the act involuntary, and such a cause diminishes
the gravity of sin, as stated.

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 7Whether a circumstance aggravates a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that a circumstance does not
aggravate a sin. Because sin takes its gravity from its species.
Now a circumstance does not specify a sin, for it is an accident
thereof. erefore the gravity of a sin is not taken from a cir-
cumstance.

Objection 2. Further, a circumstance is either evil or not:
if it is evil, it causes, of itself, a species of evil; and if it is not evil,
it cannotmake a thingworse.erefore a circumstance nowise
aggravates a sin.

Objection 3. Further, the malice of a sin is derived from
its turning away (from God). But circumstances affect sin on
the part of the object to which it turns. erefore they do not
add to the sin’s malice.

On the contrary, Ignorance of a circumstance diminishes
sin: for he who sins through ignorance of a circumstance, de-

serves to be forgiven (Ethic. iii, 1). Now this would not be the
case unless a circumstance aggravated a sin.erefore a circum-
stance makes a sin more grievous.

I answer that,As thePhilosopher says in speakingof habits
of virtue (Ethic. ii, 1,2), “it is natural for a thing to be increased
by thatwhich causes it.”Now it is evident that a sin is caused by
a defect in some circumstance: because the fact that a man de-
parts from the order of reason is due to his not observing the
due circumstances in his action. Wherefore it is evident that
it is natural for a sin to be aggravated by reason of its circum-
stances. is happens in three ways. First, in so far as a circum-
stance draws a sin from one kind to another: thus fornication
is the intercourse of a man with one who is not his wife: but if
to this be added the circumstance that the latter is the wife of
another, the sin is drawn to another kind of sin, viz. injustice,
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in so far as he usurps another’s property; and in this respect
adultery is a more grievous sin than fornication. Secondly, a
circumstance aggravates a sin, not by drawing it into another
genus, but only by multiplying the ratio of sin: thus if a waste-
ful man gives both when he ought not, and to whom he ought
not to give, he commits the same kind of sin inmoreways than
if he were tomerely to give towhomhe ought not, and for that
very reason his sin is more grievous; even as that sickness is the
graver which affectsmore parts of the body.HenceCicero says
(Paradox. iii) that “in taking his father’s life a man commits
many sins; for he outrages one who begot him, who fed him,
who educated him, to whom he owes his lands, his house, his
position in the republic.” irdly, a circumstance aggravates
a sin by adding to the deformity which the sin derives from
another circumstance: thus, taking another’s property consti-
tutes the sin of the; but if to this be added the circumstance
that much is taken of another’s property, the sin will be more
grievous; although in itself, to take more or less has not the
character of a good or of an evil act.

Reply to Objection 1. Some circumstances do specify a

moral act, as stated above (q. 18, a. 10). Nevertheless a circum-
stance which does not give the species, may aggravate a sin;
because, even as the goodness of a thing is weighed, not only
in reference to its species, but also in reference to an accident,
so the malice of an act is measured, not only according to the
species of that act, but also according to a circumstance.

Reply toObjection 2.A circumstancemay aggravate a sin
either way. For if it is evil, it does not follow that it constitutes
the sin’s species; because itmaymultiply the ratio of evil within
the same species, as stated above.And if it be not evil, itmay ag-
gravate a sin in relation to the malice of another circumstance.

Reply toObjection3.Reason should direct the actionnot
only as regards the object, but also as regards every circum-
stance. erefore one may turn aside from the rule of reason
through corruption of any single circumstance; for instance,
by doing something when one ought not or where one ought
not; and to depart thus from the rule of reason suffices tomake
the act evil. is turning aside from the rule of reason results
from man’s turning away from God, to Whom man ought to
be united by right reason.

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 8Whether sin is aggravated by reason of its causing more harm?

Objection 1. It would seem that a sin is not aggravated by
reason of its causing more harm. Because the harm done is an
issue consequent to the sinful act. But the issue of an act does
not add to its goodness or malice, as stated above (q. 20, a. 5).
erefore a sin is not aggravated on account of its causingmore
harm.

Objection 2. Further, harm is inflicted by sins against our
neighbor. Because no one wishes to harm himself: and no one
can harm God, according to Job 35:6,8: “If thy iniquities be
multiplied, what shalt thou do against Him?…y wickedness
may hurt a man that is like thee.” If, therefore, sins were ag-
gravated through causingmore harm, it would follow that sins
against our neighbor are more grievous than sins against God
or oneself.

Objection 3. Further, greater harm is inflicted on a man
by depriving him of the life of grace, than by taking away his
natural life; because the life of grace is better than the life of na-
ture, so far thatman ought to despise his natural life lest he lose
the life of grace. Now, speaking absolutely, a man who leads a
woman to commit fornication deprives her of the life of grace
by leading her into mortal sin. If therefore a sin were more
grievous on account of its causing a greater harm, it would fol-
low that fornication, absolutely speaking, is amore grievous sin
than murder, which is evidently untrue. erefore a sin is not
more grievous on account of its causing a greater harm.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. iii, 14):
“Since vice is contrary to nature, a vice is the more grievous
according as it diminishes the integrity of nature.” Now the
diminution of the integrity of nature is a harm.erefore a sin
is graver according as it does more harm.

I answer that, Harm may bear a threefold relation to sin.
Because sometimes the harm resulting from a sin is foreseen
and intended, as when a man does something with a mind to
harm another, e.g. a murderer or a thief. In this case the quan-
tity of harm aggravates the sin directly, because then the harm
is the direct object of the sin. Sometimes the harm is foreseen,
but not intended; for instance, when a man takes a short cut
through a field, the result being that he knowingly injures the
growing crops, although his intention is not to do this harm,
but to commit fornication. In this case again the quantity of
the harmdone aggravates the sin; indirectly, however, in so far,
to wit, as it is owing to his will being strongly inclined to sin,
that a man does not forbear from doing, to himself or to an-
other, a harm which he would not wish simply. Sometimes,
however, the harm is neither foreseen nor intended: and then
if this harm is connected with the sin accidentally, it does not
aggravate the sin directly; but, on account of his neglecting to
consider the harm that might ensue, a man is deemed punish-
able for the evil results of his action if it be unlawful. If, on
the other hand, the harm follow directly from the sinful act,
although it be neither foreseen nor intended, it aggravates the
sin directly, because whatever is directly consequent to a sin,
belongs, in a manner, to the very species of that sin: for in-
stance, if aman is a notorious fornicator, the result is thatmany
are scandalized; and although such was not his intention, nor
was it perhaps foreseen by him, yet it aggravates his sin directly.

But this does not seem to apply to penal harm, which
the sinner himself incurs. Such like harm, if accidentally con-
nected with the sinful act, and if neither foreseen nor in-
tended, does not aggravate a sin, nor does it correspond with
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the gravity of the sin: for instance, if a man in running to slay,
slips and hurts his foot. If, on the other hand, this harm is di-
rectly consequent to the sinful act, although perhaps it be nei-
ther foreseen nor intended, then greater harm does not make
greater sin, but, on the contrary, a graver sin calls for the in-
fliction of a greater harm. us, an unbeliever who has heard
nothing about the pains of hell, would suffer greater pain in
hell for a sin of murder than for a sin of the: but his sin is not
aggravated on account of his neither intending nor foreseeing
this, as it would be in the case of a believer, who, seemingly, sins
more grievously in the very fact that he despises a greater pun-
ishment, that hemay satisfy his desire to sin; but the gravity of
this harm is caused by the sole gravity of sin.

Reply to Objection 1. As we have already stated (q. 20,
a. 5), in treating of the goodness and malice of external ac-
tions, the result of an action if foreseen and intended adds to
the goodness and malice of an act.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the harm done aggra-
vates a sin, it does not follow that this alone renders a sinmore
grievous: in fact, it is inordinateness which of itself aggravates
a sin. Wherefore the harm itself that ensues aggravates a sin,

in so far only as it renders the act more inordinate. Hence it
does not follow, supposing harm to be inflicted chiefly by sins
against ourneighbor, that such sins are themost grievous, since
a much greater inordinateness is to be found against which
man commits against God, and in some which he commits
against himself. Moreover we might say that although no man
can do God any harm in His substance, yet he can endeavor
to do so in things concerning Him, e.g. by destroying faith, by
outraging holy things, which are most grievous sins. Again, a
man sometimes knowingly and freely inflicts harm on himself,
as in the case of suicide, though this be referred finally to some
apparent good, for example, delivery from some anxiety.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument does not prove, for
two reasons: first, because the murderer intends directly to
do harm to his neighbors; whereas the fornicator who solic-
its the woman intends not to harm but pleasure; secondly, be-
cause murder is the direct and sufficient cause of bodily death;
whereas no man can of himself be the sufficient cause of an-
other’s spiritual death, because no man dies spiritually except
by sinning of his own will.

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 9Whether a sin is aggravated by reason of the condition of the person against whom it is com-
mitted?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin is not aggravated by
reason of the condition of the person against whom it is com-
mitted. For if this were the case a sin would be aggravated
chiefly by being committed against a just and holy man. But
this does not aggravate a sin: because a virtuousmanwhobears
a wrong with equanimity is less harmed by the wrong done
him, thanothers,who, throughbeing scandalized, are also hurt
inwardly.erefore the condition of the person against whom
a sin is committed does not aggravate the sin.

Objection 2. Further, if the condition of the person ag-
gravated the sin, this would be still more the case if the per-
son be near of kin, because, as Cicero says (Paradox. iii): “e
man who kills his slave sins once: he that takes his father’s life
sins many times.” But the kinship of a person sinned against
does not apparently aggravate a sin, because every man is most
akin to himself; and yet it is less grievous to harm oneself than
another, e.g. to kill one’s own, than another’s horse, as the
Philosopher declares (Ethic. v, 11). erefore kinship of the
person sinned against does not aggravate the sin.

Objection3.Further, the conditionof the personwho sins
aggravates a sin chiefly on account of his position or knowl-
edge, according toWis. 6:7: “emighty shall bemightily tor-
mented,” and Lk. 12:47: “e servant who knew the will of
his lord…and did it not…shall be beaten with many stripes.”
erefore, in like manner, on the part of the person sinned
against, the sin is made more grievous by reason of his posi-
tion and knowledge. But, apparently, it is not a more grievous
sin to inflict an injury on a rich and powerful person than on
a poor man, since “there is no respect of persons with God”

(Col. 3:25), according to Whose judgment the gravity of a
sin is measured. erefore the condition of the person sinned
against does not aggravate the sin.

On the contrary, Holy Writ censures especially those sins
that are committed against the servants ofGod.us it is writ-
ten (3Kings 19:14): “eyhavedestroyedyaltars, theyhave
slain y prophets with the sword.” Moreover much blame is
attached to the sin committed by a man against those who are
akin to him, according to Micah 7:6: “the son dishonoreth
the father, and the daughter riseth up against her mother.”
Furthermore sins committed against persons of rank are ex-
pressly condemned: thus it is written ( Job 34:18): “Who saith
to the king: ‘ouart an apostate’;who calleth rulers ungodly.”
erefore the condition of the person sinned against aggra-
vates the sin.

I answer that, e person sinned against is, in a manner,
the object of the sin. Now it has been stated above (a. 3) that
the primary gravity of a sin is derived from its object; so that
a sin is deemed to be so much the more grave, as its object is a
more principal end. But the principal ends of human acts are
God, man himself, and his neighbor: for whatever we do, it is
on account of one of these that we do it; although one of them
is subordinate to the other.erefore the greater or lesser grav-
ity of a sin, in respect of the person sinned against, may be con-
sidered on the part of these three.

First, on the part ofGod, toWhomman is themore closely
united, as he is more virtuous or more sacred to God: so that
an injury inflicted on such a person redounds on to God ac-
cording to Zech. 2:8: “He that toucheth you, toucheth the ap-
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ple of My eye.” Wherefore a sin is the more grievous, accord-
ing as it is committed against a person more closely united
to God by reason of personal sanctity, or official station. On
the part of man himself, it is evident that he sins all the more
grievously, according as the person against whom he sins, is
more united to him, either through natural affinity or kind-
ness receivedor anyother bond; becausehe seems to sin against
himself rather than the other, and, for this very reason, sins all
the more grievously, according to Ecclus. 14:5: “He that is evil
to himself, towhomwill he be good?”On thepart of his neigh-
bor, a man sins the more grievously, according as his sin affects
more persons: so that a sin committed against a public per-
sonage, e.g. a sovereign prince who stands in the place of the
whole people, is more grievous than a sin committed against
a private person; hence it is expressly prohibited (Ex. 22:28):
“e prince of thy people thou shalt not curse.” In likemanner
it would seem that an injury done to a person of prominence,
is all the more grave, on account of the scandal and the distur-
bance it would cause among many people.

Reply to Objection 1. He who inflicts an injury on a vir-

tuous person, so far as he is concerned, disturbs him internally
and externally; but that the latter is not disturbed internally is
due to his goodness, which does not extenuate the sin of the
injurer.

Reply to Objection 2. e injury which a man inflicts on
himself in those things which are subject to the dominion of
his will, for instance his possessions, is less sinful than if it were
inflicted on another, because he does it of his own will; but in
those things that are not subject to the dominion of his will,
such as natural and spiritual goods, it is a graver sin to inflict
an injury on oneself: for it is more grievous for a man to kill
himself than another. Since, however, things belonging to our
neighbor are not subject to the dominion of our will, the ar-
gument fails to prove, in respect of injuries done to such like
things, that it is less grievous to sin in their regard, unless in-
deed our neighbor be willing, or give his approval.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is no respect for persons if
God punishes more severely those who sin against a person of
higher rank; for this is done because such an injury redounds
to the harm of many.

Ia IIae q. 73 a. 10Whether the excellence of the person sinning aggravates the sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the excellence of the per-
son sinning does not aggravate the sin. For man becomes great
chiefly by cleaving to God, according to Ecclus. 25:13: “How
great is he that findeth wisdom and knowledge! but there is
none above him that feareth the Lord.” Now the more a man
cleaves toGod, the less is a sin imputed to him: for it is written
(2 Paral. 30: 18,19): “e Lord Who is good will show mercy
to all them, whowith their whole heart seek the Lord theGod
of their fathers; andwill not impute it to them that they are not
sanctified.” erefore a sin is not aggravated by the excellence
of the person sinning.

Objection 2. Further, “there is no respect of persons with
God” (Rom. 2:11). erefore He does not punish one man
more than another, for one and the same sin. erefore a sin is
not aggravated by the excellence of the person sinning.

Objection 3. Further, no one should reap disadvantage
from good. But he would, if his action were the more blame-
worthy on account of his goodness. erefore a sin is not ag-
gravated by reason of the excellence of the person sinning.

On the contrary, Isidore says (De SummoBono ii, 18): “A
sin is deemed so much the more grievous as the sinner is held
to be a more excellent person.”

I answer that, Sin is twofold. ere is a sin which takes us
unawares on account of the weakness of human nature: and
such like sins are less imputable to one who is more virtuous,
because he is less negligent in checking those sins, which nev-
ertheless human weakness does not allow us to escape alto-
gether. But there are other sins which proceed from deliber-
ation: and these sins are all the more imputed to man accord-

ing as he is more excellent. Four reasons may be assigned for
this. First, because amore excellent person, e.g. one who excels
in knowledge and virtue, can more easily resist sin; hence Our
Lord said (Lk. 12:47) that the “servant who knew the will of
his lord…and did it not…shall be beaten with many stripes.”
Secondly, on account of ingratitude, because every good in
which a man excels, is a gi of God, to Whom man is ungrate-
ful when he sins: and in this respect any excellence, even in
temporal goods, aggravates a sin, according to Wis. 6:7: “e
mighty shall be mightily tormented.” irdly, on account of
the sinful act being specially inconsistent with the excellence
of the person sinning: for instance, if a prince were to violate
justice, whereas he is set up as the guardian of justice, or if a
priest were to be a fornicator, whereas he has taken the vow of
chastity. Fourthly, on account of the example or scandal; be-
cause, as Gregory says (Pastor. i, 2): “Sin becomes much more
scandalous, when the sinner is honored for his position”: and
the sins of the great are much more notorious and men are
wont to bear them with more indignation.

Reply toObjection 1.epassage quoted alludes to those
things which are done negligently whenwe are taken unawares
through human weakness.

Reply to Objection 2. God does not respect persons in
punishing the great more severely, because their excellence
conduces to the gravity of their sin, as stated.

Reply to Objection 3. e man who excels in anything
reaps disadvantage, not from the good which he has, but from
his abuse thereof.
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F P   S P, Q 74
Of the Subject of Sin
(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the subject of vice or sin: under which head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the will can be the subject of sin?
(2) Whether the will alone is the subject of sin?
(3) Whether the sensuality can be the subject of sin?
(4) Whether it can be the subject of mortal sin?
(5) Whether the reason can be the subject of sin?
(6) Whether morose delectation or non-morose delectation be subjected in the higher reason?
(7) Whether the sin of consent in the act of sin is subjected in the higher reason?
(8) Whether the lower reason can be the subject of mortal sin?
(9) Whether the higher reason can be the subject of venial sin?

(10) Whether there can be in the higher reason a venial sin directed to its proper object?

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 1Whether the will is a subject of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will cannot be a sub-
ject of sin. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “evil is out-
side the will and the intention.” But sin has the character of
evil. erefore sin cannot be in the will.

Objection 2. Further, the will is directed either to the
good or to what seems good. Now from the fact that will
wishes the good, it does not sin: and that it wishes what seems
good but is not truly good, points to a defect in the apprehen-
sive power rather than in the will. erefore sin is nowise in
the will.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing cannot be both sub-
ject and efficient cause of sin: because “the efficient and thema-
terial cause do not coincide” (Phys. 2, text. 70). Now the will
is the efficient cause of sin: because the first cause of sinning
is the will, as Augustine states (De Duabus Anim. x, 10,11).
erefore it is not the subject of sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. i, 9) that “it is
by the will that we sin, and live righteously.”

I answer that, Sin is an act, as stated above (q. 71, Aa. 1,6).
Now some acts pass into external matter, e.g. “to cut” and
“to burn”: and such acts have for their matter and subject,
the thing into which the action passes: thus the Philosopher
states (Phys. iii, text. 18) that “movement is the act of the
thing moved, caused by a mover.” On the other hand, there

are acts which do not pass into external matter, but remain in
the agent, e.g. “to desire” and “to know”: and such are allmoral
acts, whether virtuous or sinful. Consequently the proper sub-
ject of sin must needs be the power which is the principle of
the act. Now since it is proper to moral acts that they are vol-
untary, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1 ; q. 18, a. 6), it follows that
the will, which is the principle of voluntary acts, both of good
acts, and of evil acts or sins, is the principle of sins. erefore
it follows that sin is in the will as its subject.

Reply toObjection1.Evil is said to be outside thewill, be-
cause the will does not tend to it under the aspect of evil. But
since some evil is an apparent good, the will sometimes desires
an evil, and in this sense is in the will.

Reply to Objection 2. If the defect in the apprehensive
power were nowise subject to the will, there would be no sin,
either in thewill, or in the apprehensive power, as in the case of
those whose ignorance is invincible. It remains therefore that
when there is in the apprehensive power a defect that is subject
to the will, this defect also is deemed a sin.

Reply toObjection 3.is argument applies to those effi-
cient causeswhose actions pass into externalmatter, andwhich
do not move themselves, but move other things; the contrary
ofwhich is to be observed in thewill; hence the argument does
not prove.

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 2Whether the will alone is the subject of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will alone is the sub-
ject of sin. For Augustine says (De Duabus Anim. x, 10) that
“no one sins except by the will.” Now the subject of sin is the
power by which we sin. erefore the will alone is the subject
of sin.

Objection 2. Further, sin is an evil contrary to reason.

Now good and evil pertaining to reason are the object of the
will alone. erefore the will alone is the subject of sin.

Objection 3. Further, every sin is a voluntary act, because,
as Augustine states (De Lib. Arb. iii, 18)*, “so true is it that
every sin is voluntary, that unless it be voluntary, it is no sin at
all.”Now the acts of the other powers are not voluntary, except

* Cf. De Vera Relig. xiv.
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in so far as those powers are moved by the will; nor does this
suffice for them to be the subject of sin, because then even the
external members of the body, which are moved by the will,
would be a subject of sin; which is clearly untrue. erefore
the will alone is the subject of sin.

On the contrary, Sin is contrary to virtue: and contraries
are about one same thing. But the other powers of the soul, be-
sides the will, are the subject of virtues, as stated above (q. 56).
erefore the will is not the only subject of sin.

I answer that, As was shown above (a. 1), whatever is the
a principle of a voluntary act is a subject of sin. Now voluntary
acts are not only those which are elicited by the will, but also
those which are commanded by the will, as we stated above
(q. 6, a. 4) in treating of voluntariness. erefore not only the
will can be a subject of sin, but also all those powers which can
bemoved to their acts, or restrained fromtheir acts, by thewill;
and these same powers are the subjects of good and evil moral
habits, because act and habit belong to the same subject.

Reply to Objection 1. We do not sin except by the will as
first mover; but we sin by the other powers as moved by the
will.

Reply toObjection 2.Good and evil pertain to the will as
its proper objects; but the other powers have certain determi-
nate goods and evils, by reason ofwhich they can be the subject
of virtue, vice, and sin, in so far as they partake of will and rea-
son.

Reply to Objection 3. e members of the body are not
principles but merely organs of action: wherefore they are
compared to the soul which moves them, as a slave who is
movedbutmoves noother.On the other hand, the internal ap-
petitive powers are compared to reason as free agents, because
they both act and are acted upon, as is made clear in Polit. i,
3. Moreover, the acts of the external members are actions that
pass into external matter, as may be seen in the blow that is
inflicted in the sin of murder. Consequently there is no com-
parison.

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 3Whether there can be sin in the sensuality?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be sin in the
sensuality. For sin is proper to man who is praised or blamed
for his actions. Now sensuality is common to us and irrational
animals. erefore sin cannot be in the sensuality.

Objection 2. Further, “no man sins in what he cannot
avoid,” as Augustine states (De Lib. Arb. iii, 18). But man can-
not prevent the movement of the sensuality from being inor-
dinate, since “the sensuality ever remains corrupt, so long as
we abide in this mortal life; wherefore it is signified by the ser-
pent,” asAugustinedeclares (DeTrin. xii, 12,13).erefore the
inordinate movement of the sensuality is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, that whichman himself does not do
is not imputed to him as a sin. Now “that alone do we seem to
do ourselves, which we do with the deliberation of reason,” as
the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 8). erefore the movement of
the sensuality, which is without the deliberation of reason, is
not imputed to a man as a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 7:19): “e good
which I will I do not; but the evil which I will not, that I do”:
which words Augustine explains (Contra Julian. iii, 26; De
Verb. Apost. xii, 2,3), as referring to the evil of concupiscence,
which is clearly a movement of the sensuality. erefore there
can be sin in the sensuality.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 2,3), sin may be found
in any power whose act can be voluntary and inordinate,
wherein consists the nature of sin. Now it is evident that the
act of the sensuality, or sensitive appetite, is naturally inclined
to be moved by the will. Wherefore it follows that sin can be
in the sensuality.

Reply toObjection1.Although someof the powers of the
sensitive part are common to us and irrational animals, nev-
ertheless, in us, they have a certain excellence through being

united to the reason; thus we surpass other animals in the sen-
sitive part for as much as we have the powers of cogitation and
reminiscence, as stated in the Ia, q. 78, a. 4. In the sameway our
sensitive appetite surpasses that of other animals by reason of a
certain excellence consisting in its natural aptitude to obey the
reason; and in this respect it can be the principle of a voluntary
action, and, consequently, the subject of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. e continual corruption of the
sensuality is to be understood as referring to the “fomes,”
which is never completely destroyed in this life, since, though
the stain of original sin passes, its effect remains.However, this
corruption of the “fomes” does not hinder man from using his
rational will to check individual inordinate movements, if he
be presentient to them, for instance by turning his thoughts
to other things. Yet while he is turning his thoughts to some-
thing else, an inordinate movement may arise about this also:
thus when a man, in order to avoid the movements of con-
cupiscence, turns his thoughts away from carnal pleasures, to
the considerations of science, sometimes an unpremeditated
movement of vainglory will arise. Consequently, aman cannot
avoid all suchmovements, on account of the aforesaid corrup-
tion: but it is enough, for the conditions of a voluntary sin, that
he be able to avoid each single one.

Reply to Objection 3. Man does not do perfectly himself
whathedoeswithout thedeliberationof reason, since theprin-
cipal part of man does nothing therein: wherefore such is not
perfectly a human act; and consequently it cannot be a per-
fect act of virtue or of sin, but is something imperfect of that
kind. erefore such movement of the sensuality as forestalls
the reason, is a venial sin, which is something imperfect in the
genus of sin.
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Ia IIae q. 74 a. 4Whether mortal sin can be in the sensuality?

Objection 1. It would seem that mortal sin can be in the
sensuality. Because an act is discerned by its object. Now it is
possible to commit amortal sin about the objects of the sensu-
ality, e.g. about carnal pleasures. erefore the act of the sen-
suality can be a mortal sin, so that mortal sin can be found in
the sensuality.

Objection 2. Further, mortal sin is opposed to virtue. But
virtue can be in the sensuality; for temperance and fortitude
are virtues of the irrational parts, as the Philosopher states
(Ethic. iii, 10). erefore, since it is natural to contraries to be
about the same subject, sensuality can be the subject of mortal
sin.

Objection 3. Further, venial sin is a disposition to mortal
sin. Now disposition and habit are in the same subject. Since
therefore venial sin may be in the sensuality, as stated above
(a. 3, ad 3), mortal sin can be there also.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. i, 23): “e in-
ordinate movement of concupiscence, which is the sin of the
sensuality, can even be in those who are in a state of grace,” in
whom, however, mortal sin is not to be found. erefore the
inordinate movement of the sensuality is not a mortal sin.

I answer that, Just as a disorder which destroys the prin-
ciple of the body’s life causes the body’s death, so too a disor-
der which destroys the principle of spiritual life, viz. the last
end, causes spiritual death, which is mortal sin, as stated above
(q. 72, a. 5). Now it belongs to the reason alone, and not to the
sensuality, to order anything to the end: and disorder in re-
spect of the end can only belong to the power whose function

it is to order others to the end. Wherefore mortal sin cannot
be in the sensuality, but only in the reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e act of the sensuality can con-
cur towards amortal sin: yet the fact of its being amortal sin is
due, not to its being an act of the sensuality, but to its being an
act of reason, to whom the ordering to the end belongs. Con-
sequently mortal sin is imputed, not to the sensuality, but to
reason.

Reply to Objection 2. An act of virtue is perfected not
only in that it is an act of the sensuality, but still more in the
fact of its being an act of reason and will, whose function it is
to choose: for the act of moral virtue is not without the exer-
cise of choice:wherefore the act ofmoral virtue,whichperfects
the appetitive power, is always accompanied by an act of pru-
dence, which perfects the rational power; and the same applies
to mortal sin, as stated (ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. A disposition may be related in
three ways to that to which it disposes: for sometimes it is the
same thing and is in the same subject; thus inchoate science
is a disposition to perfect science: sometimes it is in the same
subject, but is not the same thing; thus heat is a disposition to
the form of fire: sometimes it is neither the same thing, nor in
the same subject, as in those things which are subordinate to
one another in such a way that we can arrive at one through
the other, e.g. goodness of the imagination is a disposition to
science which is in the intellect. In this way the venial sin that
is in the sensuality, may be a disposition to mortal sin, which
is in the reason.

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 5Whether sin can be in the reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin cannot be in the rea-
son. For the sin of any power is a defect thereof. But the fault
of the reason is not a sin, on the contrary, it excuses sin: for
a man is excused from sin on account of ignorance. erefore
sin cannot be in the reason.

Objection 2. Further, the primary object of sin is the will,
as stated above (a. 1). Now reason precedes the will, since it
directs it. erefore sin cannot be in the reason.

Objection 3. Further, there can be no sin except about
things which are under our control. Now perfection and de-
fect of reason are not among those things which are under our
control: since by nature some are mentally deficient, and some
shrewd-minded. erefore no sin is in the reason.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeTrin. xii, 12) that sin
is in the lower and in the higher reason.

I answer that,e sin of any power is an act of that power,
as we have clearly shown (Aa. 1,2,3).Now reason has a twofold
act: one is its proper act in respect of its proper object, and this
is the act of knowing the truth; the other is the act of reason
as directing the other powers. Now in both of these ways there

may be sin in the reason. First, in so far as it errs in the knowl-
edge of truth, which error is imputed to the reason as a sin,
when it is in ignorance or error about what it is able and ought
to know: secondly, when it either commands the inordinate
movements of the lower powers, or deliberately fails to check
them.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument considers the defect
in the proper act of the reason in respect of its proper object,
and with regard to the case when it is a defect of knowledge
about something which one is unable to know: for then this
defect of reason is not a sin, and excuses from sin, as is evident
with regard to the actions of madmen. If, however, the defect
of reason be about somethingwhich aman is able and ought to
know, he is not altogether excused from sin, and the defect is
imputed to him as a sin. e defect which belongs only to the
act of directing the other powers, is always imputed to reason
as a sin, because it can always obviate this defect by means of
its proper act.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 17, a. 1), when
we were treating of the acts of the will and reason, the will
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moves and precedes the reason, in one way, and the reason
moves and precedes thewill in another: so that both themove-
ment of the will can be called rational, and the act of the rea-
son, voluntary. Accordingly sin is found in the reason, either

through being a voluntary defect of the reason, or through the
reason being the principle of the will’s act.

eReply to theirdObjection is evident fromwhat has
been said (ad 1).

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 6Whether the sin of morose delectation is in the reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin ofmorose delecta-
tion is not in the reason. For delectation denotes a movement
of the appetitive power, as stated above (q. 31, a. 1). But the
appetitive power is distinct from the reason, which is an ap-
prehensive power. erefore morose delectation is not in the
reason.

Objection 2. Further, the object shows to which power an
act belongs, since it is through the act that the power is di-
rected to its object. Now a morose delectation is sometimes
about sensible goods, and not about the goods of the reason.
erefore the sin of morose delectation is not in the reason.

Objection 3.Further, a thing is said to bemorose* through
taking a length of time. But length of time is no reason why
an act should belong to a particular power. erefore morose
delectation does not belong to the reason.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 12) that “if
the consent to a sensual delectation goes no further than the
mere thought of the pleasure, I deem this to be like as though
the woman alone had partaken of the forbidden fruit.” Now
“the woman” denotes the lower reason, as he himself explains
(De Trin. xii, 12).erefore the sin of morose delectation is in
the reason.

I answer that,As stated (a. 5), sinmay be in the reason, not
only in respect of reason’s proper act, but sometimes in respect
of its directing human actions.Now it is evident that reason di-
rects not only external acts, but also internal passions. Conse-
quentlywhen the reason fails in directing the internal passions,

sin is said to be in the reason, as also when it fails in directing
external actions. Now it fails, in two ways, in directing inter-
nal passions: first, when it commands unlawful passions; for
instance, when aman deliberately provokes himself to amove-
ment of anger, or of lust: secondly, when it fails to check the
unlawful movement of a passion; for instance, when a man,
having deliberately considered that a rising movement of pas-
sion is inordinate, continues, notwithstanding, to dwell [im-
moratur] upon it, and fails to drive it away. And in this sense
the sin of morose delectation is said to be in the reason.

Reply to Objection 1. Delectation is indeed in the appet-
itive power as its proximate principle; but it is in the reason as
its first mover, in accordance with what has been stated above
(a. 1), viz. that actions which do not pass into external matter
are subjected in their principles.

Reply to Objection 2. Reason has its proper elicited act
about its proper object; but it exercises the direction of all the
objects of those lower powers that can be directed by the rea-
son: and accordingly delectation about sensible objects comes
also under the direction of reason.

Reply to Objection 3. Delectation is said to be morose
not from a delay of time, but because the reason in deliberating
dwells [immoratur] thereon, and fails to drive it away, “delib-
erately holding and turning over what should have been cast
aside as soon as it touched the mind,” as Augustine says (De
Trin. xii, 12).

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 7Whether the sin of consent to the act is in the higher reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin of consent to the
act is not in the higher reason. For consent is an act of the ap-
petitive power, as stated above (q. 15, a. 1): whereas the reason
is an apprehensive power. erefore the sin of consent to the
act is not in the higher reason.

Objection 2. Further, “the higher reason is intent on con-
templating and consulting the eternal law,” as Augustine states
(De Trin. xii, 7).*. But sometimes consent is given to an act,
without consulting the eternal law: since man does not always
think about Divine things, whenever he consents to an act.
erefore the sin of consent to the act is not always in the
higher reason.

Objection 3. Further, just as man can regulate his external
actions according to the eternal law, so can he regulate his in-

ternal pleasures or other passions. But “consent to a pleasure
without deciding to fulfil it by deed, belongs to the lower rea-
son,” as Augustine states (De Trin. xii, 2). erefore the con-
sent to a sinful act should also be sometimes ascribed to the
lower reason.

Objection 4. Further, just as the higher reason excels the
lower, so does the reason excel the imagination. Now some-
times man proceeds to act through the apprehension of the
power of imagination, without any deliberation of his reason,
as when, without premeditation, he moves his hand, or foot.
erefore sometimes also the lower reason may consent to a
sinful act, independently of the higher reason.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 12): “If the
consent to the evil use of things that can be perceived by the

* From the Latin ‘mora’—delay. * ‘Rationes aeternae,’ cf. Ia, q. 15, Aa. 2,[3]
where as in similar passages ‘ratio’ has been rendered by the English ‘type,’ be-
cause St.omaswas speaking of theDivine ‘idea’ as the archetype of the crea-
ture. Hence the type or idea is a rule of conduct, and is identified with the
eternal law, (cf. a. 8, obj. 1; a. 9). 888



bodily senses, so far approves of any sin, as to point, if possible,
to its consummation by deed, we are to understand that the
woman has offered the forbidden fruit to her husband.”

I answer that,Consent implies a judgment about the thing
to which consent is given. For just as the speculative reason
judges and delivers its sentence about intelligible matters, so
the practical reason judges and pronounces sentence on mat-
ters of action.Nowwemust observe that in every case brought
up for judgment, the final sentence belongs to the supreme
court, even as we see that in speculative matters the final sen-
tence touching any proposition is delivered by referring it to
the first principles; since, so long as there remains a yet higher
principle, the question can yet be submitted to it: wherefore
the judgment is still in suspense, the final sentence not being
as yet pronounced. But it is evident that human acts can be
regulated by the rule of human reason, which rule is derived
from the created things thatman knows naturally; and further
still, from the rule of the Divine law, as stated above (q. 19,
a. 4). Consequently, since the rule of the Divine law is the
higher rule, it follows that the ultimate sentence, whereby the
judgment is finally pronounced, belongs to the higher reason
which is intent on the eternal types. Now when judgment has
to be pronounced on several points, the final judgment deals
with thatwhich comes last; and, inhumanacts, the action itself
comes last, and the delectation which is the inducement to the
action is a preamble thereto.erefore the consent to an action
belongs properly to the higher reason, while the preliminary
judgment which is about the delectation belongs to the lower
reason, which delivers judgment in a lower court: although the
higher reason can also judge of the delectation, since whatever
is subject to the judgment of the lower court, is subject also to
the judgment of the higher court, but not conversely.

Reply to Objection 1. Consent is an act of the appetitive
power, not absolutely, but in consequence of an act of reason

deliberating and judging, as stated above (q. 15, a. 3). Because
the fact that the consent is finally given to a thing is due to
the fact that the will tends to that upon which the reason has
already passed its judgment. Hence consent may be ascribed
both to the will and to the reason.

Reply toObjection2.ehigher reason is said to consent,
from the very fact that it fails to direct the human act accord-
ing to the Divine law, whether or not it advert to the eternal
law. For if it thinks of God’s law, it holds it in actual contempt:
and if not, it neglects it by a kind of omission. erefore the
consent to a sinful act always proceeds from the higher rea-
son: because, as Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 12), “the mind
cannot effectively decide on the commission of a sin, unless by
its consent, whereby it wields its sovereign power of moving
the members to action, or of restraining them from action, it
become the servant or slave of the evil deed.”

Reply to Objection 3. e higher reason, by considering
the eternal law, can direct or restrain the internal delectation,
even as it can direct or restrain the external action: neverthe-
less, before the judgment of the higher reason is pronounced
the lower reason, while deliberating the matter in reference to
temporal principles, sometimes approves of this delectation:
and then the consent to the delectation belongs to the lower
reason. If, however, aer considering the eternal law, man per-
sists in giving the same consent, such consent will then belong
to the higher reason.

Reply to Objection 4. e apprehension of the power of
imagination is sudden and indeliberate: wherefore it can cause
an act before the higher or lower reason has time to deliber-
ate. But the judgment of the lower reason is deliberate, and so
requires time, during which the higher reason can also delib-
erate; consequently, if by its deliberation it does not check the
sinful act, this will deservedly by imputed to it.

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 8Whether consent to delectation is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent to delectation
is not a mortal sin, for consent to delectation belongs to the
lower reason,which does not consider the eternal types, i.e. the
eternal law, and consequently does not turn away from them.
Now every mortal sin consists in turning away from Augus-
tine’s definition of mortal sin, which was quoted above (q. 71,
a. 6). erefore consent to delectation is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, consent to a thing is not evil, un-
less the thing to which consent is given be evil. Now “the cause
of anything being such is yet more so,” or at any rate not less.
Consequently the thing to which a man consents cannot be
a lesser evil than his consent. But delectation without deed is
not a mortal sin, but only a venial sin. erefore neither is the
consent to the delectation a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, delectations differ in goodness and
malice, according to the difference of the deeds, as the Philoso-

pher states (Ethic. x, 3,5). Now the inward thought is one
thing, and the outward deed, e.g. fornication, is another.
erefore the delectation consequent to the act of inward
thought, differs in goodness and malice from the pleasure of
fornication, as much as the inward thought differs from the
outward deed; and consequently there is a like difference of
consent on either hand. But the inward thought is not a mor-
tal sin, nor is the consent to that thought: and thereforeneither
is the consent to the delectation.

Objection 4. Further, the external act of fornication or
adultery is a mortal sin, not by reason of the delectation, since
this is found also in the marriage act, but by reason of an inor-
dinateness in the act itself. Now he that consents to the delec-
tation does not, for this reason, consent to the inordinateness
of the act. erefore he seems not to sin mortally.

Objection 5. Further, the sin of murder is more grievous
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than simple fornication. Now it is not a mortal sin to consent
to the delectation resulting from the thought ofmurder.Much
less therefore is it a mortal sin to consent to the delectation re-
sulting from the thought of fornication.

Objection 6.Further, the Lord’s prayer is recited every day
for the remission of venial sins, as Augustine asserts (Enchirid-
ion lxxviii). Now Augustine teaches that consent to delecta-
tion may be driven away by means of the Lord’s Prayer: for
he says (De Trin. xii, 12) that “this sin is much less grievous
than if it be decided to fulfil it by deed: wherefore we ought
to ask pardon for such thoughts also, and we should strike our
breasts and say: ‘Forgive us our trespasses.’ ”erefore consent
to delectation is a venial sin.

On the contrary, Augustine adds aer a few words: “Man
will be altogether lost unless, through the grace of the Media-
tor, he be forgiven those things which are deemedmere sins of
thought, since without the will to do them, he desires never-
theless to enjoy them.” But noman is lost except throughmor-
tal sin. erefore consent to delectation is a mortal sin.

I answer that, ere have been various opinions on this
point, for some have held that consent to delectation is not a
mortal sin, but only a venial sin, while others have held it to be
amortal sin, and this opinion ismore commonandmoreprob-
able. For wemust take note that since every delectation results
from some action, as stated in Ethic. x, 4, and again, that since
every delectation may be compared to two things, viz. to the
operation from which it results, and to the object in which a
person takes delight. Now it happens that an action, just as a
thing, is an object of delectation, because the action itself can
be considered as a good and an end, in which the person who
delights in it, rests. Sometimes the action itself, which results
in delectation, is the object of delectation, in so far as the ap-
petitive power, to which it belongs to take delight in anything,
is brought to bear on the action itself as a good: for instance,
when a man thinks and delights in his thought, in so far as his
thought pleases him; while at other times the delight conse-
quent to an action, e.g. a thought, has for its object another ac-
tion, as being the object of his thought; and then his thought
proceeds from the inclination of the appetite, not indeed to
the thought, but to the action thought of. Accordingly a man
who is thinking of fornication, may delight in either of two
things: first, in the thought itself, secondly, in the fornication
thought of. Now the delectation in the thought itself results
from the inclination of the appetite to the thought; and the
thought itself is not in itself a mortal sin; sometimes indeed it
is only a venial sin, as when aman thinks of such a thing for no
purpose; and sometimes it is no sin at all, as when a man has a
purpose in thinking of it; for instance, he may wish to preach
or dispute about it.Consequently such affectionor delectation

in respect of the thought of fornication is not a mortal sin in
virtue of its genus, but is sometimes a venial sin and sometimes
no sin at all: wherefore neither is it a mortal sin to consent to
such a thought. In this sense the first opinion is true.

But that a man in thinking of fornication takes pleasure in
the act thought of, is due to his desire being inclined to this act.
Wherefore the fact that a man consents to such a delectation,
amounts to nothing less than a consent to the inclination of
his appetite to fornication: for no man takes pleasure except
in that which is in conformity with his appetite. Now it is a
mortal sin, if a man deliberately chooses that his appetite be
conformed to what is in itself a mortal sin. Wherefore such a
consent to delectation in a mortal sin, is itself a mortal sin, as
the second opinion maintains.

Reply to Objection 1. Consent to delectation may be not
only in the lower reason, but also in the higher reason, as stated
above (a. 7).Nevertheless the lower reasonmay turn away from
the eternal types, for, though it is not intent on them, as reg-
ulating according to them, which is proper to the higher rea-
son, yet, it is intent on them, as being regulated according to
them: and by turning from them in this sense, it may sin mor-
tally; since even the acts of the lower powers andof the external
members may be mortal sins, in so far as the direction of the
higher reason fails in directing them according to the eternal
types.

Reply toObjection 2. Consent to a sin that is venial in its
genus, is itself a venial sin, and accordingly one may conclude
that the consent to take pleasure in a useless thought about for-
nication, is a venial sin. But delectation in the act itself of for-
nication is, in its genus, a mortal sin: and that it be a venial sin
before the consent is given, is accidental, viz. on account of the
incompleteness of the act: which incompleteness ceases when
the deliberate consent has been given, so that therefore it has
its complete nature and is a mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 3. is argument considers the delec-
tation which has the thought for its object.

Reply to Objection 4. e delectation which has an ex-
ternal act for its object, cannot be without complacency in the
external act as such, even though there be no decision to ful-
fil it, on account of the prohibition of some higher authority:
wherefore the act is inordinate, and consequently the delecta-
tion will be inordinate also.

Reply to Objection 5. e consent to delectation, result-
ing from complacency in an act ofmurder thought of, is amor-
tal sin also: but not the consent to delectation resulting from
complacency in the thought of murder.

Reply toObjection 6.eLord’s Prayer is to be said in or-
der that wemay be preserved not only from venial sin, but also
from mortal sin.
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Ia IIae q. 74 a. 9Whether there can be venial sin in the higher reason as directing the lower powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be venial sin
in the higher reason as directing the lower powers, i.e. as con-
senting to a sinful act. For Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 7) that
the “higher reason is intent on considering and consulting the
eternal law.” But mortal sin consists in turning away from the
eternal law. erefore it seems that there can be no other than
mortal sin in the higher reason.

Objection 2. Further, the higher reason is the principle of
the spiritual life, as the heart is of the body’s life. But the dis-
eases of the heart are deadly. erefore the sins of the higher
reason are mortal.

Objection 3. Further, a venial sin becomes a mortal sin
if it be done out of contempt. But it would seem impossible
to commit even a venial sin, deliberately, without contempt.
Since then the consent of the higher reason is always accom-
panied by deliberate consideration of the eternal law, it seems
that it cannot be without mortal sin, on account of the con-
tempt of the Divine law.

On the contrary, Consent to a sinful act belongs to the
higher reason, as stated above (a. 7). But consent to an act of
venial sin is itself a venial sin. erefore a venial sin can be in
the higher reason.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 7), the
higher reason “is intent on contemplating or consulting the
eternal law”; it contemplates it by considering its truth; it con-

sults it by judging and directing other things according to it:
and to this pertains the fact that by deliberating through the
eternal types, it consents to an act or dissents from it. Now
it may happen that the inordinateness of the act to which it
consents, is not contrary to the eternal law, in the same way as
mortal sin is, because it does not imply aversion from the last
end, but is beside that law, as an act of venial sin is. erefore
when the higher reason consents to the act of a venial sin, it
does not turn away from the eternal law: wherefore it sins, not
mortally, but venially.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.Disease of the heart is twofold: one

which is in the very substance of the heart, and affects its nat-
ural consistency, and such a disease is always mortal: the other
is a disease of the heart consisting in some disorder either of
the movement or of the parts surrounding the heart, and such
a disease is not always mortal. In like manner there is mor-
tal sin in the higher reason whenever the order itself of the
higher reason to its proper object which is the eternal law, is
destroyed; but when the disorder leaves this untouched, the
sin is not mortal but venial.

Reply toObjection3.Deliberate consent to a sin does not
always amount to contempt of the Divine law, but only when
the sin is contrary to the Divine law.

Ia IIae q. 74 a. 10Whether venial sin can be in the higher reason as such?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin cannot be in
the higher reason as such, i.e. as considering the eternal law.
For the act of a power is not found to fail except that power be
inordinately disposed with regard to its object. Now the ob-
ject of the higher reason is the eternal law, in respect of which
there can be no disorder without mortal sin. erefore there
can be no venial sin in the higher reason as such.

Objection 2. Further, since the reason is a deliberative
power, there canbeno act of reasonwithout deliberation.Now
every inordinate movement in things concerning God, if it be
deliberate, is a mortal sin. erefore venial sin is never in the
higher reason as such.

Objection 3. Further, it happens sometimes that a sin
which takes us unawares, is a venial sin. Now a deliberate sin
is a mortal sin, through the reason, in deliberating, having re-
course to some higher good, by acting against which, man sins
more grievously; just as when the reason in deliberating about
an inordinate pleasurable act, considers that it is contrary to
the law of God, it sins more grievously in consenting, than if
it only considered that it is contrary to moral virtue. But the
higher reason cannot have recourse to any higher tribunal than
its own object.erefore if amovement that takes us unawares
is not a mortal sin, neither will the subsequent deliberation

make it a mortal sin; which is clearly false. erefore there can
be no venial sin in the higher reason as such.

On the contrary, A sudden movement of unbelief is a ve-
nial sin. But it belongs to the higher reason as such. erefore
there can be a venial sin in the higher reason as such.

I answer that, e higher reason regards its own object
otherwise than the objects of the lower powers that are di-
rected by the higher reason. For it does not regard the objects
of the lower powers, except in so far as it consults the eternal
law about them, and so it does not regard them save by way of
deliberation. Now deliberate consent to what is a mortal sin
in its genus, is itself a mortal sin; and consequently the higher
reason always sins mortally, if the acts of the lower powers to
which it consents are mortal sins.

With regard to its own object it has a twofold act, viz. sim-
ple “intuition,” and “deliberation,” in respect of which it again
consults the eternal law about its own object. But in respect
of simple intuition, it can have an inordinatemovement about
Divine things, as when a man suffers a sudden movement of
unbelief. And although unbelief, in its genus, is a mortal sin,
yet a suddenmovement of unbelief is a venial sin, because there
is nomortal sin unless it be contrary to the law of God. Now it
is possible for one of the articles of faith to present itself to the
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reason suddenly under some other aspect, before the eternal
law, i.e. the law of God, is consulted, or can be consulted, on
the matter; as, for instance, when a man suddenly apprehends
the resurrection of the dead as impossible naturally, and rejects
it, as soon as he had thus apprehended it, before he has had
time to deliberate and consider that this is proposed to our be-
lief in accordance with the Divine law. If, however, the move-
ment of unbelief remains aer this deliberation, it is a mortal
sin. erefore, in sudden movements, the higher reason may
sin venially in respect of its proper object, even if it be a mor-
tal sin in its genus; or it may sin mortally in giving a deliberate
consent; but in things pertaining to the lower powers, it always
sins mortally, in things which are mortal sins in their genus,
but not in those which are venial sins in their genus.

Reply to Objection 1. A sin which is against the eternal
law, though it be mortal in its genus, may nevertheless be ve-
nial, on account of the incompleteness of a sudden action, as
stated.

Reply to Objection 2. In matters of action, the simple in-
tuition of the principles fromwhich deliberation proceeds, be-
longs to the reason, as well as the act of deliberation: even as
in speculative matters it belongs to the reason both to syllo-
gize and to form propositions: consequently the reason also
can have a sudden movement.

Reply toObjection 3.One and the same thingmay be the
subject of different considerations, of which one is higher than
the other; thus the existence of God may be considered, either
as possible to be knownby the human reason, or as delivered to
us by Divine revelation, which is a higher consideration. And
therefore, although the object of the higher reason is, in its na-
ture, something sublime, yet it is reducible to some yet higher
consideration: and in this way, thatwhich in the suddenmove-
mentwas not amortal sin, becomes amortal sin in virtue of the
deliberationwhich brought it into the light of a higher consid-
eration, as was explained above.
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F P   S P, Q 75
Of the Causes of Sin, in General

(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the causes of sin: (1) in general; (2) in particular.Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether sin has a cause?
(2) Whether it has an internal cause?
(3) Whether it has an external cause?
(4) Whether one sin is the cause of another?

Ia IIae q. 75 a. 1Whether sin has a cause?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin has no cause. For sin
has the nature of evil, as stated above (q. 71, a. 6). But evil has
no cause, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv). erefore sin has
no cause.

Objection 2. Further, a cause is that from which some-
thing follows of necessity. Now that which is of necessity,
seems to be no sin, for every sin is voluntary. erefore sin has
no cause.

Objection 3. Further, if sin has a cause, this cause is either
good or evil. It is not a good, because good produces nothing
but good, for “a good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit” (Mat.
7:18). Likewise neither can evil be the cause of sin, because the
evil of punishment is a sequel to sin, and the evil of guilt is the
same as sin. erefore sin has no cause.

On the contrary, Whatever is done has a cause, for, ac-
cording to Job 5:6, “nothing upon earth is done without a
cause.” But sin is something done; since it a “word, deed, or
desire contrary to the law of God.” erefore sin has a cause.

I answer that,Asin is an inordinate act.Accordingly, so far
as it is an act, it can have a direct cause, even as any other act;
but, so far as it is inordinate, it has a cause, in the same way as a
negation or privation can have a cause. Now two causesmay be
assigned to a negation: in the first place, absence of the cause
of affirmation; i.e. the negation of the cause itself, is the cause
of the negation in itself; since the result of the removing the
cause is the removal of the effect: thus the absence of the sun is
the cause of darkness. In the second place, the cause of an affir-
mation, of which a negation is a sequel, is the accidental cause
of the resulting negation: thus fire by causing heat in virtue of
its principal tendency, consequently causes a privation of cold.
e first of these suffices to cause a simple negation. But, since
the inordinateness of sin and of every evil is not a simple nega-
tion, but the privation of that which something ought natu-
rally to have, such an inordinateness must needs have an ac-

cidental efficient cause. For that which naturally is and ought
to be in a thing, is never lacking except on account of some
impeding cause. And accordingly we are wont to say that evil,
which consists in a certain privation, has a deficient cause, or
an accidental efficient cause. Now every accidental cause is re-
ducible to the direct cause. Since then sin, on the part of its in-
ordinateness, has an accidental efficient cause, and on the part
of the act, a direct efficient cause, it follows that the inordi-
nateness of sin is a result of the cause of the act. Accordingly
then, the will lacking the direction of the rule of reason and of
the Divine law, and intent on some mutable good, causes the
act of sin directly, and the inordinateness of the act, indirectly,
and beside the intention: for the lack of order in the act results
from the lack of direction in the will.

Reply to Objection 1. Sin signifies not only the privation
of good, which privation is its inordinateness, but also the act
which is the subject of that privation, which has the nature of
evil: and how this evil has a cause, has been explained.

Reply to Objection 2. If this definition is to be verified in
all cases, it must be understood as applying to a cause which is
sufficient and not impeded. For it happens that a thing is the
sufficient cause of something else, and that the effect does not
follow of necessity, on account of some supervening impedi-
ment: else it would follow that all things happen of necessity,
as is proved in Metaph. vi, text. 5. Accordingly, though sin has
a cause, it does not follow that this is a necessary cause, since
its effect can be impeded.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, the will in failing
to apply the rule of reason or of the Divine law, is the cause of
sin. Now the fact of not applying the rule of reason or of the
Divine law, has not in itself the nature of evil, whether of pun-
ishment or of guilt, before it is applied to the act. Wherefore
accordingly, evil is not the cause of the first sin, but some good
lacking some other good.
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Ia IIae q. 75 a. 2Whether sin has an internal cause?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin has no internal cause.
For that which is within a thing is always in it. If therefore
sin had an internal cause, man would always be sinning, since
given the cause, the effect follows.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is not its own cause. But the
internal movements of a man are sins. erefore they are not
the cause of sin.

Objection 3.Further, whatever is withinman is either nat-
ural or voluntary. Now that which is natural cannot be the
cause of sin, for sin is contrary to nature, as Damascene states
(De Fide Orth. ii, 3; iv, 21); while that which is voluntary, if it
be inordinate, is already a sin. erefore nothing intrinsic can
be the cause of the first sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Duabus Anim. x,
10,11; Retract. i, 9) that “the will is the cause of sin.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), the direct cause of sin
must be considered on the part of the act. Now we may dis-
tinguish a twofold internal cause of human acts, one remote,
the other proximate. e proximate internal cause of the hu-
man act is the reason and will, in respect of which man has
a free-will; while the remote cause is the apprehension of the
sensitive part, and also the sensitive appetite. For just as it is
due to the judgment of reason, that the will is moved to some-
thing in accord with reason, so it is due to an apprehension of
the senses that the sensitive appetite is inclined to something;
which inclination sometimes influences the will and reason, as
we shall explain further on (q. 77, a. 1). Accordingly a double
interior cause of sin may be assigned; one proximate, on the
part of the reason and will; and the other remote, on the part
of the imagination or sensitive appetite.

But sincewehave said above (a. 1, ad 3) that the cause of sin

is some apparent good as motive, yet lacking the due motive,
viz. the rule of reason or the Divine law, this motive which is
an apparent good, appertains to the apprehension of the senses
and to the appetite; while the lack of the due rule appertains
to the reason, whose nature it is to consider this rule; and the
completeness of the voluntary sinful act appertains to the will,
so that the act of the will, given the conditions we have just
mentioned, is already a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. at which is within a thing as its
natural power, is always in it: but that which is within it, as
the internal act of the appetitive or apprehensive power, is not
always in it. Now the power of the will is the potential cause
of sin, but is made actual by the preceding movements, both
of the sensitive part, in the first place, and aerwards, of the
reason. For it is because a thing is proposed as appetible to
the senses, and because the appetite is inclined, that the rea-
son sometimes fails to consider the due rule, so that the will
produces the act of sin. Since therefore the movements that
precede it are not always actual, neither is man always actually
sinning.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not true that all the internal
acts belong to the substance of sin, for this consists principally
in the act of the will; but some precede and some follow the
sin itself.

Reply to Objection 3. at which causes sin, as a power
produces its act, is natural; and again, the movement of the
sensitive part, from which sin follows, is natural sometimes,
as, for instance, when anyone sins through appetite for food.
Yet sin results in being unnatural from the very fact that the
natural rule fails, which man, in accord with his nature, ought
to observe.

Ia IIae q. 75 a. 3Whether sin has an external cause?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin has no external cause.
For sin is a voluntary act. Now voluntary acts belong to prin-
ciples that are within us, so that they have no external cause.
erefore sin has no external cause.

Objection 2. Further, as nature is an internal principle, so
is the will. Now in natural things sin can be due to no other
than an internal cause; for instance, the birth of a monster is
due to the corruption of some internal principle. erefore in
the moral order, sin can arise from no other than an internal
cause. erefore it has no external cause.

Objection 3. Further, if the cause is multiplied, the effect
is multiplied. Now the more numerous and weighty the exter-
nal inducements to sin are, the less is a man’s inordinate act
imputed to him as a sin. erefore nothing external is a cause
of sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Num. 21:16): “Are not
these they, that deceived the children of Israel by the counsel of

Balaam, andmade you transgress against the Lord by the sin of
Phogor?” erefore something external can be a cause of sin.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), the internal cause of
sin is both the will, as completing the sinful act, and the rea-
son, as lacking the due rule, and the appetite, as inclining to
sin. Accordingly something external might be a cause of sin in
three ways, either by moving the will itself immediately, or by
moving the reason, or by moving the sensitive appetite. Now,
as stated above (q. 9, a. 6; q. 10, a. 4), none can move the will
inwardly save God alone, who cannot be a cause of sin, as we
shall prove further on (q. 79, a. 1). Hence it follows that noth-
ing external can be a cause of sin, except by moving the reason,
as a man or devil by enticing to sin; or by moving the sensitive
appetite, as certain external sensibles move it. Yet neither does
external enticement move the reason, of necessity, in matters
of action, nor do things proposed externally, of necessitymove
the sensitive appetite, except perhaps it be disposed thereto in a
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certain way; and even the sensitive appetite does not, of neces-
sity, move the reason and will. erefore something external
can be a cause moving to sin, but not so as to be a sufficient
cause thereof: and the will alone is the sufficient completive
cause of sin being accomplished.

Reply toObjection 1. From the very fact that the external
motive causes of sin do not lead to sin sufficiently and neces-
sarily, it follows that it remains in our power to sin or not to
sin.

Reply to Objection 2. e fact that sin has an internal
cause does not prevent its having an external cause; for noth-
ing external is a cause of sin, except through themediumof the
internal cause, as stated.

Reply to Objection 3. If the external causes inclining to
sin be multiplied, the sinful acts are multiplied, because they
incline to the sinful act in both greater numbers and greater
frequency. Nevertheless the character of guilt is lessened, since
this depends on the act being voluntary and in our power.

Ia IIae q. 75 a. 4Whether one sin is a cause of another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one sin cannot be the
cause of another. For there are four kinds of cause, none of
which will fit in with one sin causing another. Because the
end has the character of good; which is inconsistent with sin,
which has the character of evil. In likemanner neither can a sin
be an efficient cause, since “evil is not an efficient cause, but is
weak andpowerless,” asDionysius declares (Div.Nom. iv).e
material and formal cause seems to have no place except in nat-
ural bodies, which are composed of matter and form. ere-
fore sin cannot have either a material or a formal cause.

Objection 2. Further, “to produce its like belongs to a per-
fect thing,” as stated in Meteor. iv, 2*. But sin is essentially
something imperfect. erefore one sin cannot be a cause of
another.

Objection 3.Further, if one sin is the cause of a second sin,
in the same way, yet another sin will be the cause of the first,
and thus we go on indefinitely, which is absurd. erefore one
sin is not the cause of another.

On the contrary, Gregory says on Ezechiel (Hom. xi): “A
sin is not quickly blotted out by repentance, is both a sin and
a cause of sin.”

I answer that, Forasmuch as a sin has a cause on the part
of the act of sin, it is possible for one sin to be the cause of an-
other, in the sameway as one human act is the cause of another.
Hence it happens that one sin may be the cause of another in
respect of the four kinds of causes. First, aer the manner of
an efficient ormoving cause, both directly and indirectly. Indi-
rectly, as that which removes an impediment is called an indi-
rect cause of movement: for whenman, by one sinful act, loses
grace, or charity, or shame, or anything else thatwithdrawshim
from sin, he thereby falls into another sin, so that the first sin

is the accidental cause of the second. Directly, as when, by one
sinful act,man is disposed to commitmore readily another like
act: because acts cause dispositions and habits inclining to like
acts. Secondly, aer the manner of a material cause, one sin is
the cause of another, by preparing itsmatter: thus covetousness
prepares the matter for strife, which is oen about the wealth
a man has amassed together. irdly, aer the manner of a fi-
nal cause, one sin causes another, in so far as a man commits
one sin for the sake of another which is his end; as when aman
is guilty of simony for the end of ambition, or fornication for
the purpose of the. And since the end gives the form tomoral
matters, as stated above (q. 1, a. 3; q. 18,Aa. 4,6), it follows that
one sin is also the formal cause of another: because in the act
of fornication committed for the purpose of the, the former
is material while the latter is formal.

Reply to Objection 1. Sin, in so far as it is inordinate, has
the character of evil; but, in so far as it is an act, it has some
good, at least apparent, for its end: so that, as an act, but not as
being inordinate, it can be the cause, both final and efficient,
of another sin. A sin has matter, not “of which” but “about
which” it is: and it has its form from its end. Consequently one
sin can be the cause of another, in respect of the four kinds of
cause, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Sin is something imperfect on ac-
count of its moral imperfection on the part of its inordinate-
ness. Nevertheless, as an act it can have natural perfection: and
thus it can be the cause of another sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Not every cause of one sin is an-
other sin; so there is no need to go on indefinitely: for onemay
come to one sin which is not caused by another sin.

* Cf. De Anima ii.
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F P   S P, Q 76
Of the Causes of Sin, in Particular

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the causes of sin, in particular, and (1) e internal causes of sin; (2) its external causes; and (3) sins
which are the causes of other sins. In view of what has been said above (a. 2), the first consideration will be threefold: so that
in the first place we shall treat of ignorance, which is the cause of sin on the part of reason; secondly, of weakness or passion,
which is the cause of sin on the part of the sensitive appetite; thirdly, of malice, which is the cause of sin on the part of the will.

Under the first head, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether ignorance is a cause of sin?
(2) Whether ignorance is a sin?
(3) Whether it excuses from sin altogether?
(4) Whether it diminishes sin?

Ia IIae q. 76 a. 1Whether ignorance can be a cause of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that ignorance cannot be a
cause of sin: because a non-being is not the cause of anything.
Now ignorance is a non-being, since it is a privation of knowl-
edge. erefore ignorance is not a cause of sin.

Objection 2. Further, causes of sin should be reckoned in
respect of sin being a “turning to” something, as was stated
above (q. 75, a. 1). Now ignorance seems to savor of “turning
away” from something. erefore it should not be reckoned a
cause of sin.

Objection 3. Further, every sin is seated in the will. Now
the will does not turn to that which is not known, because its
object is the good apprehended. erefore ignorance cannot
be a cause of sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat. lxvii)
“that some sin through ignorance.”

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Phys. viii,
27) a moving cause is twofold, direct and indirect. A direct
cause is one that moves by its own power, as the generator is
the moving cause of heavy and light things. An indirect cause,
is either one that removes an impediment, or the removal itself
of an impediment: and it is in this way that ignorance can be
the cause of a sinful act; because it is a privation of knowledge
perfecting the reason that forbids the act of sin, in so far as it
directs human acts.

Now we must observe that the reason directs human acts
in accordance with a twofold knowledge, universal and partic-
ular: because in conferring aboutwhat is to be done, it employs
a syllogism, the conclusion of which is an act of judgment, or
of choice, or an operation. Now actions are about singulars:
wherefore the conclusion of a practical syllogism is a singular

proposition. But a singular proposition does not follow from a
universal proposition, except through the medium of a partic-
ular proposition: thus a man is restrained from an act of parri-
cide, by the knowledge that it is wrong to kill one’s father, and
that this man is his father. Hence ignorance about either of
these two propositions, viz. of the universal principle which is
a rule of reason, or of the particular circumstance, could cause
an act of parricide. Hence it is clear that not every kind of ig-
norance is the cause of a sin, but that alone which removes the
knowledge which would prevent the sinful act. Consequently
if a man’s will be so disposed that he would not be restrained
from the act of parricide, even thoughhe recognized his father,
his ignorance about his father is not the cause of his commit-
ting the sin, but is concomitant with the sin: wherefore such
a man sins, not “through ignorance” but “in ignorance,” as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. iii, 1).

Reply to Objection 1. Non-being cannot be the direct
cause of anything: but it can be an accidental cause, as being
the removal of an impediment.

Reply to Objection 2. As knowledge, which is removed
by ignorance, regards sin as turning towards something, so too,
ignorance of this respect of a sin is the cause of that sin, as re-
moving its impediment.

Reply to Objection 3. e will cannot turn to that which
is absolutely unknown: but if something be known in one re-
spect, and unknown in another, the will can will it. It is thus
that ignorance is the cause of sin: for instance, when a man
knows that what he is killing is aman, but not that it is his own
father; or when one knows that a certain act is pleasurable, but
not that it is a sin.
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Ia IIae q. 76 a. 2Whether ignorance is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that ignorance is not a sin. For
sin is “a word, deed or desire contrary to God’s law,” as stated
above (q. 71, a. 5). Now ignorance does not denote an act, ei-
ther internal or external. erefore ignorance is not a sin.

Objection 2.Further, sin ismore directly opposed to grace
than to knowledge. Now privation of grace is not a sin, but a
punishment resulting from sin. erefore ignorance which is
privation of knowledge is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, if ignorance is a sin, this can only be
in so far as it is voluntary. But if ignorance is a sin, through be-
ing voluntary, it seems that the sin will consist in the act itself
of the will, rather than in the ignorance. erefore the igno-
rance will not be a sin, but rather a result of sin.

Objection 4. Further, every sin is taken away by repen-
tance, nor does any sin, except only original sin, pass as to guilt,
yet remain in act. Now ignorance is not removed by repen-
tance, but remains in act, all its guilt being removed by repen-
tance. erefore ignorance is not a sin, unless perchance it be
original sin.

Objection 5. Further, if ignorance be a sin, then amanwill
be sinning, as long as he remains in ignorance. But ignorance
is continual in the one who is ignorant. erefore a person in
ignorance would be continually sinning, which is clearly false,
else ignorance would be a most grievous sin. erefore igno-
rance is not a sin.

On the contrary, Nothing but sin deserves punishment.
But ignorance deserves punishment, according to 1 Cor.
14:38: “If any man know not, he shall not be known.” ere-
fore ignorance is a sin.

I answer that, Ignorance differs fromnescience, in that ne-
science denotes mere absence of knowledge; wherefore who-
ever lacks knowledge about anything, canbe said tobenescient
about it: in which senseDionysius puts nescience in the angels
(Coel. Hier. vii). On the other hand, ignorance denotes priva-
tion of knowledge, i.e. lack of knowledge of those things that
one has a natural aptitude to know. Some of these we are un-
der an obligation to know, those, to wit, without the knowl-
edge of which we are unable to accomplish a due act rightly.
Wherefore all are bound in common to know the articles of
faith, and the universal principles of right, and each individual
is bound to know matters regarding his duty or state. Mean-
while there are other things which a man may have a natural
aptitude to know, yet he is not bound to know them, such as

the geometrical theorems, and contingent particulars, except
in some individual case. Now it is evident that whoever ne-
glects to have or do what he ought to have or do, commits a
sin of omission. Wherefore through negligence, ignorance of
what one is bound to know, is a sin; whereas it is not imputed
as a sin to man, if he fails to know what he is unable to know.
Consequently ignorance of such like things is called “invinci-
ble,” because it cannot be overcome by study. For this reason
such like ignorance, not being voluntary, since it is not in our
power to be rid of it, is not a sin: wherefore it is evident that
no invincible ignorance is a sin. On the other hand, vincible
ignorance is a sin, if it be about matters one is bound to know;
but not, if it be about things one is not bound to know.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 71, a. 6, ad 1),
when we say that sin is a “word, deed or desire,” we include
the opposite negations, by reason of which omissions have the
character of sin; so that negligence, in as much as ignorance is
a sin, is comprised in the above definition of sin; in so far as
one omits to say what one ought, or to do what one ought, or
to desire what one ought, in order to acquire the knowledge
which we ought to have.

Reply to Objection 2. Although privation of grace is not
a sin in itself, yet by reason of negligence in preparing oneself
for grace, it may have the character of sin, even as ignorance;
nevertheless even here there is a difference, since man can ac-
quire knowledge by his acts, whereas grace is not acquired by
acts, but by God’s favor.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as in a sin of transgression, the
sin consists not only in the act of the will, but also in the act
willed, which is commanded by thewill; so in a sin of omission
not only the act of the will is a sin, but also the omission, in so
far as it is in some way voluntary; and accordingly, the neglect
to know, or even lack of consideration is a sin.

Reply toObjection4.Althoughwhen the guilt has passed
away through repentance, the ignorance remains, according as
it is a privation of knowledge, nevertheless the negligence does
not remain, by reason ofwhich the ignorance is said to be a sin.

Reply to Objection 5. Just as in other sins of omission,
man sins actually only at the time at which the affirmative pre-
cept is binding, so is it with the sin of ignorance. For the igno-
rant man sins actually indeed, not continually, but only at the
time for acquiring the knowledge that he ought to have.

Ia IIae q. 76 a. 3Whether ignorance excuses from sin altogether?

Objection 1. It would seem that ignorance excuses from
sin altogether. For as Augustine says (Retract. i, 9), every sin
is voluntary. Now ignorance causes involuntariness, as stated
above (q. 6, a. 8). erefore ignorance excuses from sin alto-
gether.

Objection 2. Further, that which is done beside the inten-
tion, is done accidentally. Now the intention cannot be about
what is unknown. erefore what a man does through igno-
rance is accidental in human acts. But what is accidental does
not give the species. erefore nothing that is done through
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ignorance in human acts, should be deemed sinful or virtuous.
Objection 3. Further, man is the subject of virtue and sin,

inasmuch as he is partaker of reason. Now ignorance excludes
knowledge which perfects the reason. erefore ignorance ex-
cuses from sin altogether.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. iii, 18) that
“some things done through ignorance are rightly reproved.”
Now those things alone are rightly reproved which are sins.
erefore some things done through ignorance are sins.ere-
fore ignorance does not altogether excuse from sin.

I answer that, Ignorance, by its very nature, renders the act
which it causes involuntary. Now it has already been stated
(Aa. 1,2) that ignorance is said to cause the act which the
contrary knowledge would have prevented; so that this act, if
knowledge were to hand, would be contrary to the will, which
is themeaning of theword involuntary. If, however, the knowl-
edge, which is removed by ignorance, would not have pre-
vented the act, on account of the inclinationof thewill thereto,
the lack of this knowledge does not make that man unwilling,
but notwilling, as stated inEthic. iii, 1: and such like ignorance
which is not the cause of the sinful act, as already stated, since it
does not make the act to be involuntary, does not excuse from
sin.e same applies to any ignorance that does not cause, but
follows or accompanies the sinful act.

On the other hand, ignorance which is the cause of the
act, since it makes it to be involuntary, of its very nature ex-
cuses from sin, because voluntariness is essential to sin. But it
may fail to excuse altogether from sin, and this for two reasons.
First, on the part of the thing itself which is not known. For ig-
norance excuses from sin, in so far as something is not known
to be a sin. Now it may happen that a person ignores some
circumstance of a sin, the knowledge of which circumstance
would prevent him from sinning, whether it belong to the sub-
stance of the sin, or not; and nevertheless his knowledge is suf-

ficient for him to be aware that the act is sinful; for instance, if
a man strike someone, knowing that it is a man (which suffices
for it to be sinful) and yet be ignorant of the fact that it is his fa-
ther, (which is a circumstance constituting another species of
sin); or, suppose that he is unaware that this man will defend
himself and strike him back, and that if he had known this,
he would not have struck him (which does not affect the sin-
fulness of the act). Wherefore, though this man sins through
ignorance, yet he is not altogether excused, because, not with-
standing, he has knowledge of the sin. Secondly, this may hap-
pen on the part of the ignorance itself, because, to wit, this ig-
norance is voluntary, either directly, as when a man wishes of
set purpose to be ignorant of certain things that he may sin
the more freely; or indirectly, as when a man, through stress of
work or other occupations, neglects to acquire the knowledge
which would restrain him from sin. For such like negligence
renders the ignorance itself voluntary and sinful, provided it be
about matters one is bound and able to know. Consequently
this ignorance does not altogether excuse from sin. If, how-
ever, the ignorance be such as to be entirely involuntary, either
through being invincible, or through being of matters one is
not bound to know, then such like ignorance excuses from sin
altogether.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every ignorance causes invol-
untariness, as stated above (q. 6, a. 8). Hence not every igno-
rance excuses from sin altogether.

Reply to Objection 2. So far as voluntariness remains in
the ignorant person, the intention of sin remains in him: so
that, in this respect, his sin is not accidental.

Reply to Objection 3. If the ignorance be such as to ex-
clude the use of reason entirely, it excuses from sin altogether,
as is the case with madmen and imbeciles: but such is not al-
ways the ignorance that causes the sin; and so it does not always
excuse from sin altogether.

Ia IIae q. 76 a. 4Whether ignorance diminishes a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that ignorance does not di-
minish a sin. For that which is common to all sins does not
diminish sin. Now ignorance is common to all sins, for the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 1) that “every evilman is ignorant.”
erefore ignorance does not diminish sin.

Objection 2. Further, one sin added to another makes a
greater sin. But ignorance is itself a sin, as stated above (a. 2).
erefore it does not diminish a sin.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing does not both aggra-
vate and diminish sin. Now ignorance aggravates sin; for Am-
brose commenting on Rom. 2:4, “Knowest thou not that the
benignity of God leadeth thee to penance?” says: “y sin is
most grievous if thou knowest not.” erefore ignorance does
not diminish sin.

Objection 4. Further, if any kind of ignorance diminishes
a sin, this would seem to be chiefly the case as regards the ig-

norance which removes the use of reason altogether. Now this
kind of ignorance does not diminish sin, but increases it: for
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 5) that the “punishment is dou-
bled for a drunkenman.”erefore ignorance does not dimin-
ish sin.

On the contrary, Whatever is a reason for sin to be for-
given, diminishes sin. Now such is ignorance, as is clear from
1 Tim. 1:13: “I obtained…mercy…because I did it ignorantly.”
erefore ignorance diminishes or alleviates sin.

I answer that, Since every sin is voluntary, ignorance can
diminish sin, in so far as it diminishes its voluntariness; and if
it does not render it less voluntary, it nowise alleviates the sin.
Now it is evident that the ignorance which excuses from sin al-
together (through making it altogether involuntary) does not
diminish a sin, but does away with it altogether. On the other
hand, ignorance which is not the cause of the sin being com-
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mitted, but is concomitant with it, neither diminishes nor in-
creases the sin.

erefore sin cannot be alleviated by any ignorance, but
only by such as is a cause of the sin being committed, and yet
does not excuse from the sin altogether. Now it happens some-
times that such like ignorance is directly and essentially vol-
untary, as when a man is purposely ignorant that he may sin
more freely, and ignorance of this kind seems rather to make
the act more voluntary and more sinful, since it is through the
will’s intention to sin that he is willing to bear the hurt of igno-
rance, for the sake of freedom in sinning. Sometimes, however,
the ignorance which is the cause of a sin being committed, is
not directly voluntary, but indirectly or accidentally, as when
a man is unwilling to work hard at his studies, the result being
that he is ignorant, or as when amanwillfully drinks toomuch
wine, the result being that he becomes drunk and indiscreet,
and this ignorance diminishes voluntariness and consequently
alleviates the sin. For when a thing is not known to be a sin,
the will cannot be said to consent to the sin directly, but only
accidentally; wherefore, in that case there is less contempt, and
therefore less sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e ignorance whereby “every evil
man is ignorant,” is not the cause of sin being committed, but
something resulting fromthat cause, viz. of thepassionorhabit
inclining to sin.

Reply to Objection 2. One sin is added to another makes
more sins, but it does not always make a sin greater, since, per-

chance, the two sins do not coincide, but are separate. It may
happen, if the first diminishes the second, that the two to-
gether have not the same gravity as one of them alone would
have; thus murder is a more grievous sin if committed by a
man when sober, than if committed by a man when drunk,
although in the latter case there are two sins: because drunk-
enness diminishes the sinfulness of the resulting sinmore than
its own gravity implies.

Reply to Objection 3. e words of Ambrose may be un-
derstood as referring to simply affected ignorance; or theymay
have reference to a species of the sin of ingratitude, the highest
degree of which is that man even ignores the benefits he has
received; or again, they may be an allusion to the ignorance
of unbelief, which undermines the foundation of the spiritual
edifice.

Reply to Objection 4. e drunken man deserves a “dou-
ble punishment” for the two sins which he commits, viz.
drunkenness, and the sin which results from his drunkenness:
and yet drunkenness, on account of the ignorance connected
therewith, diminishes the resulting sin, and more, perhaps,
than the gravity of the drunkenness implies, as stated above (ad
2). It might also be said that the words quoted refer to an ordi-
nance of the legislator namedPittacus,whoordereddrunkards
to be more severely punished if they assaulted anyone; having
an eye, not to the indulgencewhich the drunkardmight claim,
but to expediency, since more harm is done by the drunk than
by the sober, as the Philosopher observes (Polit. ii).
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F P   S P, Q 77
Of the Cause of Sin, On the Part of the Sensitive Appetite

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the cause of sin, on the part of the sensitive appetite, as to whether a passion of the soul may be a
cause of sin: and under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a passion of the sensitive appetite can move or incline the will?
(2) Whether it can overcome the reason against the latter’s knowledge?
(3) Whether a sin resulting from a passion is a sin of weakness?
(4) Whether the passion of self-love is the cause of every sin?
(5) Of three causesmentioned in 1 Jn. 2:16: “Concupiscence of the eyes,Concupiscence of the flesh,” and “Pride

of life.”
(6) Whether the passion which causes a sin diminishes it?
(7) Whether passion excuses from sin altogether?
(8) Whether a sin committed through passion can be mortal?

Ia IIae q. 77 a. 1Whether the will is moved by a passion of the senstive appetite?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is notmoved by a
passionof the sensitive appetite. For nopassive power ismoved
except by its object. Now the will is a power both passive and
active, inasmuch as it is mover and moved, as the Philosopher
says of the appetitive power in general (DeAnima iii, text. 54).
Since therefore the object of thewill is not a passion of the sen-
sitive appetite, but good defined by the reason, it seems that a
passion of the sensitive appetite does not move the will.

Objection 2. Further, the higher mover is not moved by
the lower; thus the soul is not moved by the body. Now the
will, which is the rational appetite, is compared to the sensitive
appetite, as a highermover to a lower: for the Philosopher says
(De Anima iii, text. 57) that “the rational appetite moves the
sensitive appetite, even as, in the heavenly bodies, one sphere
moves another.” erefore the will cannot be moved by a pas-
sion of the sensitive appetite.

Objection 3. Further, nothing immaterial can be moved
by that which is material. Now the will is an immaterial power,
because it does not use a corporeal organ, since it is in the rea-
son, as stated in De Anima iii, text. 42: whereas the sensitive
appetite is a material force, since it is seated in an organ of
the body. erefore a passion of the sensitive appetite cannot
move the intellective appetite.

On the contrary, It is written (Dan. 13:56): “Lust hath
perverted thy heart.”

I answer that, A passion of the sensitive appetite cannot
draw or move the will directly; but it can do so indirectly, and
this in two ways. First, by a kind of distraction: because, since
all the soul’s powers are rooted in the one essence of the soul,
it follows of necessity that, when one power is intent in its act,
another power becomes remiss, or is even altogether impeded,
in its act, both because all energy is weakened through being

divided, so that, on the contrary, through being centered on
one thing, it is less able tobedirected to several; andbecause, in
the operations of the soul, a certain attention is requisite, and
if this be closely fixed on one thing, less attention is given to
another. In this way, by a kind of distraction, when the move-
ment of the sensitive appetite is enforced in respect of any pas-
sionwhatever, the propermovement of the rational appetite or
will must, of necessity, become remiss or altogether impeded.

Secondly, this may happen on the part of the will’s object,
which is good apprehended by reason. Because the judgment
and apprehension of reason is impeded on account of a ve-
hement and inordinate apprehension of the imagination and
judgment of the estimative power, as appears in those who are
out of their mind. Now it is evident that the apprehension of
the imagination and the judgment of the estimative power fol-
low the passion of the sensitive appetite, even as the verdict of
the taste follows the disposition of the tongue: for which rea-
son we observe that those who are in some kind of passion, do
not easily turn their imagination away from the object of their
emotion, the result being that the judgment of the reason oen
follows the passion of the sensitive appetite, and consequently
the will’s movement follows it also, since it has a natural incli-
nation always to follow the judgment of the reason.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the passion of the sensi-
tive appetite is not the direct object of the will, yet it occasions
a certain change in the judgment about the object of the will,
as stated.

Reply to Objection 2. e higher mover is not directly
moved by the lower; but, in a manner, it can be moved by it
indirectly, as stated.

e ird Objection is solved in like manner.
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Ia IIae q. 77 a. 2Whether the reason can be overcome by a passion, against its knowledge?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the reason cannot beover-
come by a passion, against its knowledge. For the stronger is
not overcome by the weaker. Now knowledge, on account of
its certitude, is the strongest thing in us.erefore it cannot be
overcome by a passion, which is weak and soon passes away.

Objection 2. Further, the will is not directed save to the
good or the apparent good.Nowwhen a passion draws thewill
to that which is really good, it does not influence the reason
against its knowledge; and when it draws it to that which is
good apparently, but not really, it draws it to that which ap-
pears good to the reason. But what appears to the reason is in
the knowledge of the reason. erefore a passion never influ-
ences the reason against its knowledge.

Objection 3. Further, if it be said that it draws the reason
from its knowledge of something in general, to form a con-
trary judgment about a particular matter—on the contrary, if
a universal and a particular proposition be opposed, they are
opposed by contradiction, e.g. “Every man,” and “Not every
man.” Now if two opinions contradict one another, they are
contrary to one another, as stated in Peri Herm. ii. If there-
fore anyone, while knowing something in general, were to pro-
nounce an opposite judgment in a particular case, he would
have two contrary opinions at the same time, which is impos-
sible.

Objection 4. Further, whoever knows the universal,
knows also the particular which he knows to be contained
in the universal: thus who knows that every mule is sterile,
knows that this particular animal is sterile, provided he knows
it to be a mule, as is clear from Poster. i, text. 2. Now he
who knows something in general, e.g. that “no fornication is
lawful,” knows this general proposition to contain, for exam-
ple, the particular proposition, “is is an act of fornication.”
erefore it seems that his knowledge extends to the particu-
lar.

Objection 5. Further, according to the Philosopher (Peri
Herm. i), “words express the thoughts of the mind.” Now it
oen happens that man, while in a state of passion, confesses
that what he has chosen is an evil, even in that particular case.
erefore he has knowledge, even in particular.

erefore it seems that the passions cannot draw the rea-
son against its universal knowledge; because it is impossible
for it to have universal knowledge together with an opposite
particular judgment.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 7:23): “I see an-
other law inmymembers, fighting against the law ofmymind,
and captivating me in the law of sin.” Now the law that is in
the members is concupiscence, of which he had been speaking
previously. Since then concupiscence is a passion, it seems that
a passion draws the reason counter to its knowledge.

I answer that, As the Philosopher states (Ethic. vii, 2), the
opinion of Socrates was that knowledge can never be over-
come by passion; wherefore he held every virtue to be a kind

of knowledge, and every sin a kind of ignorance. In this he was
somewhat right, because, since the object of the will is a good
or an apparent good, it is never moved to an evil, unless that
which is not good appear good in some respect to the reason;
so that thewillwouldnever tend to evil, unless therewere igno-
rance or error in the reason. Hence it is written (Prov. 14:22):
“ey err that work evil.”

Experience, however, shows that many act contrary to the
knowledge that they have, and this is confirmed by Divine au-
thority, according to thewords of Lk. 12:47: “e servantwho
knew that the will of his lord…and did not…shall be beaten
withmany stripes,” and of James 4:17: “To him…who knoweth
to do good, and doth it not, to him it is a sin.”Consequently he
was not altogether right, and it is necessary, with the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. vii, 3) to make a distinction. Because, since man
is directed to right action by a twofold knowledge, viz. univer-
sal and particular, a defect in either of them suffices to hinder
the rectitude of the will and of the deed, as stated above (q. 76,
a. 1). It may happen, then, that a man has some knowledge in
general, e.g. that no fornication is lawful, and yet he does not
know in particular that this act, which is fornication, must not
bedone; and this suffices for thewill not to follow theuniversal
knowledge of the reason.Again, itmust be observed that noth-
ing prevents a thing which is known habitually from not being
considered actually: so that it is possible for a man to have cor-
rect knowledge not only in general but also in particular, and
yet not to consider his knowledge actually: and in such a case
it does not seem difficult for a man to act counter to what he
does not actually consider. Now, that a man sometimes fails to
consider in particular what he knows habitually, may happen
throughmere lack of attention: for instance, amanwhoknows
geometry, may not attend to the consideration of geometri-
cal conclusions, which he is ready to consider at any moment.
Sometimes man fails to consider actually what he knows ha-
bitually, on account of some hindrance supervening, e.g. some
external occupation, or some bodily infirmity; and, in thisway,
amanwho is in a state of passion, fails to consider in particular
what he knows in general, in so far as the passions hinder him
from considering it. Now it hinders him in three ways. First,
by way of distraction, as explained above (a. 1). Secondly, by
way of opposition, because a passion oen inclines to some-
thing contrary to what man knows in general. irdly, by way
of bodily transmutation, the result of which is that the reason
is somehow fettered so as not to exercise its act freely; even as
sleep or drunkenness, on account of some change wrought on
the body, fetters the use of reason. at this takes place in the
passions is evident from the fact that sometimes, when the pas-
sions are very intense, man loses the use of reason altogether:
for many have gone out of their minds through excess of love
or anger. It is in this way that passion draws the reason to judge
in particular, against the knowledge which it has in general.

Reply to Objection 1. Universal knowledge, which is
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most certain, does not hold the foremost place in action, but
rather particular knowledge, since actions are about singulars:
wherefore it is not astonishing that, in matters of action, pas-
sion acts counter to universal knowledge, if the consideration
of particular knowledge be lacking.

Reply to Objection 2. e fact that something appears
good in particular to the reason, whereas it is not good, is due
to a passion: and yet this particular judgment is contrary to the
universal knowledge of the reason.

Reply to Objection 3. It is impossible for anyone to have
an actual knowledge or true opinion about a universal affir-
mative proposition, and at the same time a false opinion about
a particular negative proposition, or vice versa: but it may well
happen that amanhas true habitual knowledge about a univer-
sal affirmative proposition, and actually a false opinion about
a particular negative: because an act is directly opposed, not to
a habit, but to an act.

Reply to Objection 4. He that has knowledge in a uni-

versal, is hindered, on account of a passion, from reasoning
about that universal, so as to draw the conclusion: but he rea-
sons about another universal proposition suggested by the in-
clination of the passion, and draws his conclusion accordingly.
Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 3) that the syllogism
of an incontinent man has four propositions, two particular
and two universal, of which one is of the reason, e.g. No for-
nication is lawful, and the other, of passion, e.g. Pleasure is to
be pursued. Hence passion fetters the reason, and hinders it
from arguing and concluding under the first proposition; so
that while the passions lasts, the reason argues and concludes
under the second.

Reply to Objection 5. Even as a drunken man sometimes
gives utterance to words of deep signification, of which, how-
ever, he is incompetent to judge, his drunkenness hindering
him; so that a man who is in a state of passion, may indeed
say in words that he ought not to do so and so, yet his inner
thought is that he must do it, as stated in Ethic. vii, 3.

Ia IIae q. 77 a. 3Whether a sin committed through passion, should be called a sin of weakness?

Objection 1. It would seem that a sin committed through
passion should not be called a sin of weakness. For a passion is
a vehementmovement of the sensitive appetite, as stated above
(a. 1). Now vehemence of movements is evidence of strength
rather than of weakness. erefore a sin committed through
passion, should not be called a sin of weakness.

Objection 2. Further, weakness inman regards that which
is most fragile in him. Now this is the flesh; whence it is writ-
ten (Ps. 77:39): “He remembered that they are flesh.” ere-
fore sins of weakness should be those which result from bodily
defects, rather than those which are due to a passion.

Objection 3. Further, man does not seem to be weak in re-
spect of things which are subject to his will. Now it is subject
to man’s will, whether he do or do not the things to which his
passions incline him, according toGn. 4:7: “y appetite shall
be under thee*, and thou shalt have dominion over it.” ere-
fore sin committed through passion is not a sin of weakness.

On the contrary, Cicero (De Quaest. Tusc. iv) calls the
passions diseases of the soul. Now weakness is another name
for disease. erefore a sin that arises from passion should be
called a sin of weakness.

I answer that,e cause of sin is on the part of the soul, in
which, chiefly, sin resides.Nowweaknessmay be applied to the
soul by way of likeness to weakness of the body. Accordingly,
man’s body is said to be weak, when it is disabled or hindered
in the execution of its proper action, through some disorder
of the body’s parts, so that the humors and members of the
human body cease to be subject to its governing and motive
power. Hence a member is said to be weak, when it cannot do
the work of a healthy member, the eye, for instance, when it
cannot see clearly, as the Philosopher states (De Hist. Animal.

x, 1). erefore weakness of the soul is when the soul is hin-
dered from fulfilling its proper action on account of a disorder
in its parts.Nowas the parts of the body are said to be out of or-
der, when they fail to comply with the order of nature, so too
the parts of the soul are said to be inordinate, when they are
not subject to the order of reason, for the reason is the ruling
power of the soul’s parts. Accordingly, when the concupiscible
or irascible power is affected by any passion contrary to the
order of reason, the result being that an impediment arises in
the aforesaid manner to the due action of man, it is said to be
a sin of weakness. Hence the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 8) com-
pares the incontinent man to an epileptic, whose limbs move
in a manner contrary to his intention.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as in the body the stronger the
movement against the order of nature, the greater the weak-
ness, so likewise, the stronger themovement of passion against
the order of reason, the greater the weakness of the soul.

Reply to Objection 2. Sin consists chiefly in an act of the
will, which is not hinderedbyweakness of the body: for he that
is weak in bodymay have awill ready for action, and yet be hin-
dered by a passion, as stated above (a. 1).Hencewhenwe speak
of sins of weakness, we refer to weakness of soul rather than of
body. And yet even weakness of soul is called weakness of the
flesh, in so far as it is owing to a condition of the flesh that the
passions of the soul arise in us through the sensitive appetite
being a power using a corporeal organ.

Reply to Objection 3. It is in the will’s power to give or
refuse its consent to what passion inclines us to do, and it is in
this sense that our appetite is said to be under us; and yet this
consent or dissent of the will is hindered in the way already
explained (a. 1).

* Vulg.: ‘e lust thereof shall be under thee.’.
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Ia IIae q. 77 a. 4Whether self-love is the source of every sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that self-love is not the source
of every sin. For that which is good and right in itself is not the
proper cause of sin. Now love of self is a good and right thing
in itself: wherefore man is commanded to love his neighbor as
himself (Lev. 19:18). erefore self-love cannot be the proper
cause of sin.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 7:8): “Sin
taking occasion by the commandment wrought inme all man-
ner of concupiscence”; on which words a gloss says that “the
law is good, since by forbidding concupiscence, it forbids all
evils,” the reason for which is that concupiscence is the cause of
every sin. Now concupiscence is a distinct passion from love,
as stated above (q. 3, a. 2; q. 23, a. 4). erefore self-love is not
the cause of every sin.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine in commenting on Ps.
79:17, “ings set on fire and dug down,” says that “every sin is
due either to love arousing us to undue ardor or to fear induc-
ing false humility.” erefore self-love is not the only cause of
sin.

Objection 4. Further, as man sins at times through inordi-
nate love of self, so does he sometimes through inordinate love
of his neighbor.erefore self-love is not the cause of every sin.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv, 28) that
“self-love, amounting to contempt of God, builds up the city
of Babylon.” Now every sin makes man a citizen of Babylon.
erefore self-love is the cause of every sin.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 75, a. 1), the proper and

direct cause of sin is to be considered on the part of the adher-
ence to a mutable good; in which respect every sinful act pro-
ceeds from inordinate desire for some temporal good.Now the
fact that anyone desires a temporal good inordinately, is due to
the fact that he loves himself inordinately; for to wish anyone
some good is to love him. erefore it is evident that inordi-
nate love of self is the cause of every sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Well ordered self-love, whereby
man desires a fitting good for himself, is right and natural; but
it is inordinate self-love, leading to contempt of God, that Au-
gustine (De Civ. Dei xiv, 28) reckons to be the cause of sin.

Reply toObjection 2.Concupiscence, whereby aman de-
sires good for himself, is reduced to self-love as to its cause, as
stated.

Reply toObjection3.Man is said to love both the goodhe
desires for himself, and himself to whom he desires it. Love, in
so far as it is directed to the object of desire (e.g. aman is said to
love wine ormoney) admits, as its cause, fear which pertains to
avoidance of evil: for every sin arises either from inordinate de-
sire for some good, or from inordinate avoidance of some evil.
But each of these is reduced to self-love, since it is through lov-
ing himself that man either desires good things, or avoids evil
things.

Reply to Objection 4. A friend is like another self (Ethic.
ix): wherefore the sin which is committed through love for a
friend, seems to be committed through self-love.

Ia IIae q. 77 a. 5Whether concupiscence of the flesh, concupiscence of the eyes, and pride of life are fittingly
described as causes of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that “concupiscence of the
flesh, concupiscence of the eyes, and pride of life” are unfit-
tingly described as causes of sin. Because, according to the
Apostle (1 Tim. 6:10), “covetousness* is the root of all evils.”
Now pride of life is not included in covetousness. erefore it
should not be reckoned among the causes of sin.

Objection 2. Further, concupiscence of the flesh is
aroused chiefly by what is seen by the eyes, according to Dan.
13:56: “Beauty hath deceived thee.” erefore concupiscence
of the eyes should not be condivided with concupiscence of
the flesh.

Objection 3. Further, concupiscence is desire for pleasure,
as stated above (q. 30, a. 2). Now objects of pleasure are per-
ceivednot only by the sight, but also by the other senses.ere-
fore “concupiscence of the hearing” and of the other senses
should also have been mentioned.

Objection 4. Further, just as man is induced to sin,
through inordinate desire of good things, so is he also, through
inordinate avoidance of evil things, as stated above (a. 4, ad 3).
But nothing is mentioned here pertaining to avoidance of evil.

erefore the causes of sin are insufficiently described.
On the contrary, It is written (1 Jn. 2:16): “All that is in

the world is concupiscence of the flesh, or [Vulg.: ‘and’] pride
of life.” Now a thing is said to be “in the world” by reason of
sin: wherefore it is written (1 Jn. 5:19): “e whole world is
seated in wickedness.” erefore these three are causes of sin.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 4), inordinate self-love is
the cause of every sin. Now self-love includes inordinate desire
of good: for a man desires good for the one he loves. Hence
it is evident that inordinate desire of good is the cause of ev-
ery sin. Now good is, in two ways, the object of the sensitive
appetite, wherein are the passions which are the cause of sin:
first, absolutely, according as it is the object of the concupis-
cible part; secondly, under the aspect of difficulty, according
as it is the object of the irascible part, as stated above (q. 23,
a. 1). Again, concupiscence is twofold, as stated above (q. 30,
a. 3). One is natural, and is directed to those things which sus-
tain the nature of the body, whether as regards the preserva-
tion of the individual, such as food, drink, and the like, or as
regards the preservation of the species, such as sexual matters:

* Douay: ‘e desire of money’.

903



and the inordinate appetite of such things is called “concupis-
cence of the flesh.” e other is spiritual concupiscence, and
is directed to those things which do not afford sustentation
or pleasure in respect of the fleshly senses, but are delectable
in respect of the apprehension or imagination, or some simi-
lar mode of perception; such are money, apparel, and the like;
and this spiritual concupiscence is called “concupiscence of
the eyes,” whether this be taken as referring to the sight itself,
of which the eyes are the organ, so as to denote curiosity ac-
cording to Augustine’s exposition (Confess. x); or to the con-
cupiscence of thingswhich are proposed outwardly to the eyes,
so as to denote covetousness, according to the explanation of
others.

e inordinate appetite of the arduous good pertains to
the “pride of life”; for pride is the inordinate appetite of excel-
lence, as we shall state further on (q. 84, a. 2; IIa IIae, q. 162,
a. 1).

It is therefore evident that all passions that are a cause of
sin can be reduced to these three: since all the passions of the
concupiscible part can be reduced to the first two, and all the
irascible passions to the third, which is not divided into two
because all the irascible passions conform to spiritual concu-

piscence.
Reply to Objection 1. “Pride of life” is included in cov-

etousness according as the latter denotes any kind of appetite
for any kind of good. How covetousness, as a special vice,
which goes by the name of “avarice,” is the root of all sins, shall
be explained further on (q. 84, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 2. “Concupiscence of the eyes” does
not mean here the concupiscence for all things which can be
seen by the eyes, but only for such things as afford, not carnal
pleasure in respect of touch, but in respect of the eyes, i.e. of
any apprehensive power.

Reply toObjection 3.e sense of sight is the most excel-
lent of all the senses, and covers a larger ground, as stated in
Metaph. i: and so its name is transferred to all the other senses,
and even to the inner apprehensions, as Augustine states (De
Verb. Dom., serm. xxxiii).

Reply to Objection 4. Avoidance of evil is caused by the
appetite for good, as stated above (q. 25, a. 2; q. 39, a. 2); and so
those passions alone are mentioned which incline to good, as
being the causes of those which cause inordinately the avoid-
ance of evil.

Ia IIae q. 77 a. 6Whether sin is alleviated on account of a passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin is not alleviated on ac-
count of passion. For increase of cause adds to the effect: thus
if a hot thing causes something to melt, a hotter will do so yet
more. Now passion is a cause of sin, as stated (a. 5). erefore
themore intense the passion, the greater the sin.erefore pas-
sion does not diminish sin, but increases it.

Objection 2. Further, a good passion stands in the same
relation to merit, as an evil passion does to sin. Now a good
passion increases merit: for aman seems tomerit themore, ac-
cording as he is moved by a greater pity to help a poor man.
erefore an evil passion also increases rather than diminishes
a sin.

Objection 3. Further, a man seems to sin the more
grievously, according as he sins with a more intense will. But
the passion that impels the will makes it tend with greater in-
tensity to the sinful act. erefore passion aggravates a sin.

On the contrary, e passion of concupiscence is called
a temptation of the flesh. But the greater the temptation that
overcomes a man, the less grievous his sin, as Augustine states
(De Civ. Dei iv, 12).

I answer that, Sin consists essentially in an act of the free
will, which is a faculty of the will and reason; while passion is a
movement of the sensitive appetite. Now the sensitive appetite
can be related to the free-will, antecedently and consequently:
antecedently, according as a passion of the sensitive appetite
draws or inclines the reason or will, as stated above (Aa. 1,2;
q. 10, a. 3); and consequently, in so far as the movements of
the higher powers redound on to the lower, since it is not pos-
sible for the will to be moved to anything intensely, without a
passion being aroused in the sensitive appetite.

Accordingly if we take passion as preceding the sinful act,
it must needs diminish the sin: because the act is a sin in so far
as it is voluntary, and under our control. Now a thing is said to
be under our control, through the reason and will: and there-
fore the more the reason and will do anything of their own ac-
cord, and not through the impulse of a passion, the more is
it voluntary and under our control. In this respect passion di-
minishes sin, in so far as it diminishes its voluntariness.

On the other hand, a consequent passion does not dimin-
ish a sin, but increases it; or rather it is a sign of its gravity, in
so far, to wit, as it shows the intensity of the will towards the
sinful act; and so it is true that the greater the pleasure or the
concupiscence with which anyone sins, the greater the sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Passion is the cause of sin on
the part of that to which the sinner turns. But the grav-
ity of a sin is measured on the part of that from which he
turns,which results accidentally fromhis turning to something
else—accidentally, i.e. beside his intention.Now an effect is in-
creased by the increase, not of its accidental cause, but of its
direct cause.

Reply to Objection 2. A good passion consequent to the
judgment of reason increases merit; but if it precede, so that
a man is moved to do well, rather by his passion than by the
judgment of his reason, such a passion diminishes the good-
ness and praiseworthiness of his action.

Reply toObjection 3.Although themovement of thewill
incited by the passion is more intense, yet it is not somuch the
will’s own movement, as if it were moved to sin by the reason
alone.
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Ia IIae q. 77 a. 7Whether passion excuses from sin altogether?

Objection 1. It would seem that passion excuses from
sin altogether. For whatever causes an act to be involuntary,
excuses from sin altogether. But concupiscence of the flesh,
which is a passion, makes an act to be involuntary, according
to Gal. 5:17: “e flesh lusteth against the spirit…so that you
do not the things that you would.” erefore passion excuses
from sin altogether.

Objection 2. Further, passion causes a certain ignorance
of a particular matter, as stated above (a. 2; q. 76, a. 3). But
ignorance of a particular matter excuses from sin altogether,
as stated above (q. 6, a. 8). erefore passion excuses from sin
altogether.

Objection 3. Further, disease of the soul is graver than
disease of the body. But bodily disease excuses from sin alto-
gether, as in the case of mad people. Much more, therefore,
does passion, which is a disease of the soul.

On the contrary, e Apostle (Rom. 7:5) speaks of the
passions as “passions of sins,” for no other reason than that they
cause sin: which would not be the case if they excused from
sin altogether. erefore passion does not excuse from sin al-
together.

I answer that,An act which, in its genus, is evil, cannot be
excused from sin altogether, unless it be rendered altogether
involuntary. Consequently, if the passion be such that it ren-
ders the subsequent act wholly involuntary, it entirely excuses
from sin; otherwise, it does not excuse entirely. In this matter
two points apparently should be observed: first, that a thing
may be voluntary either “in itself,” as when the will tends to-
wards it directly; or “in its cause,” when the will tends towards
that cause and not towards the effect; as is the case with one
who wilfully gets drunk, for in that case he is considered to do
voluntarily whatever he does through being drunk. Secondly,
we must observe that a thing is said to be voluntary “directly”
or “indirectly”; directly, if the will tends towards it; indirectly,
if the will could have prevented it, but did not.

Accordingly thereforewemustmake adistinction: because
a passion is sometimes so strong as to take away the use of rea-
son altogether, as in the case of those who are mad through
love or anger; and then if such a passion were voluntary from
the beginning, the act is reckoned a sin, because it is voluntary
in its cause, as we have stated with regard to drunkenness. If,
however, the cause be not voluntary but natural, for instance,
if anyone through sickness or some such cause fall into such
a passion as deprives him of the use of reason, his act is ren-
dered wholly involuntary, and he is entirely excused from sin.
Sometimes, however, the passion is not such as to take away the
use of reason altogether; and then reason can drive the passion
away, by turning to other thoughts, or it can prevent it from
having its full effect; since the members are not put to work,
except by the consent of reason, as stated above (q. 17, a. 9):
wherefore such a passion does not excuse from sin altogether.

Reply toObjection 1.e words, “So that you do not the
things that youwould” are not to be referred to outward deeds,
but to the innermovement of concupiscence; for amanwould
wish never to desire evil, in which sense we are to understand
the words of Rom. 7:19: “e evil which I will not, that I do.”
Or again they may be referred to the will as preceding the pas-
sion, as is the case with the incontinent, who act counter to
their resolution on account of their concupiscence.

Reply toObjection 2. e particular ignorance which ex-
cuses altogether, is ignorance of a circumstance, which aman is
unable to know even aer taking due precautions. But passion
causes ignorance of law in a particular case, by preventing uni-
versal knowledge from being applied to a particular act, which
passion the reason is able to drive away, as stated.

Reply toObjection 3. Bodily disease is involuntary: there
would be a comparison, however, if it were voluntary, as we
have stated about drunkenness, which is a kind of bodily dis-
ease.

Ia IIae q. 77 a. 8Whether a sin committed through passion can be mortal?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin committed through
passion cannot be mortal. Because venial sin is condivided
with mortal sin. Now sin committed from weakness is venial,
since it has in itself amotive for pardon [venia]. Since therefore
sin committed through passion is a sin of weakness, it seems
that it cannot be mortal.

Objection 2. Further, the cause is more powerful than its
effect. But passion cannot be a mortal sin, for there is no mor-
tal sin in the sensuality, as stated above (q. 74, a. 4). erefore
a sin committed through passion cannot be mortal.

Objection 3. Further, passion is a hindrance to reason, as
explained above (Aa. 1,2).Now it belongs to the reason to turn
to God, or to turn away from Him, which is the essence of a

mortal sin.erefore a sin committed through passion cannot
be mortal.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 7:5) that “the
passions of the sins…work [Vulg.: ‘did work’] in our members
to bring forth fruit unto death.” Now it is proper to mortal
sin to bring forth fruit unto death. erefore sin committed
through passion may be mortal.

I answer that,Mortal sin, as stated above (q. 72, a. 5), con-
sists in turning away from our last end which is God, which
aversion pertains to the deliberating reason, whose function it
is also to direct towards the end. erefore that which is con-
trary to the last end can happen not to be a mortal sin, only
when the deliberating reason is unable to come to the rescue,
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which is the case in sudden movements. Now when anyone
proceeds from passion to a sinful act, or to a deliberate con-
sent, this does not happen suddenly: and so the deliberating
reason can come to the rescue here, since it can drive the pas-
sion away, or at least prevent it from having its effect, as stated
above: wherefore if it does not come to the rescue, there is a
mortal sin; and it is thus, as we see, that many murders and
adulteries are committed through passion.

Reply to Objection 1. A sin may be venial in three ways.
First, through its cause, i.e. through having cause to be for-
given, which cause lessens the sin; thus a sin that is committed
through weakness or ignorance is said to be venial. Secondly,
through its issue; thus every sin, through repentance, becomes

venial, i.e. receives pardon [veniam]. irdly, by its genus, e.g.
an idle word. is is the only kind of venial sin that is opposed
to mortal sin: whereas the objection regards the first kind.

Reply toObjection 2. Passion causes sin as regards the ad-
herence to something. But that this be a mortal sin regards
the aversion, which follows accidentally from the adherence,
as stated above (a. 6, ad 1): hence the argument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 3. Passion does not always hinder the
act of reason altogether: consequently the reason remains in
possession of its free-will, so as to turn away fromGod, or turn
toHim. If, however, the use of reasonbe taken away altogether,
the sin is no longer either mortal or venial.
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F P   S P, Q 78
Of at Cause of Sin Which Is Malice

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the cause of sin on the part of the will, viz. malice: and under this head there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether it is possible for anyone to sin through certain malice, i.e. purposely?
(2) Whether everyone that sins through habit, sins through certain malice?
(3) Whether every one that sins through certain malice, sins through habit?
(4) Whether it is more grievous to sin through certain malice, than through passion?

Ia IIae q. 78 a. 1Whether anyone sins through certain malice?

Objection 1. It would seem that no one sins purposely,
or through certain malice. Because ignorance is opposed to
purpose or certain malice. Now “every evil man is ignorant,”
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 1); and it is written
(Prov. 14:22): “ey err that work evil.” erefore no one sins
through certain malice.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
“no one works intending evil.” Now to sin through malice
seems to denote the intention of doing evil* in sinning, because
an act is not denominated from that which is unintentional
and accidental. erefore no one sins through malice.

Objection 3.Further,malice itself is a sin. If thereforemal-
ice is a cause of sin, it follows that sin goes on causing sin indef-
initely, which is absurd. erefore no one sins through malice.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 34:27): ”[Who] as it
were on purpose have revolted from God [Vulg.: ‘Him’], and
would not understand all His ways.” Now to revolt from God
is to sin.erefore some sin purposely or through certainmal-
ice.

I answer that, Man like any other being has naturally an
appetite for the good; and so if his appetite incline away to
evil, this is due to corruption or disorder in some one of the
principles of man: for it is thus that sin occurs in the actions
of natural things. Now the principles of human acts are the
intellect, and the appetite, both rational (i.e. the will) and sen-
sitive. erefore even as sin occurs in human acts, sometimes
through a defect of the intellect, as when anyone sins through
ignorance, and sometimes through a defect in the sensitive
appetite, as when anyone sins through passion, so too does
it occur through a defect consisting in a disorder of the will.
Now the will is out of order when it loves more the lesser
good. Again, the consequence of loving a thing less is that one
chooses to suffer some hurt in its regard, in order to obtain
a good that one loves more: as when a man, even knowingly,
suffers the loss of a limb, that he may save his life which he
loves more. Accordingly when an inordinate will loves some
temporal good, e.g. riches or pleasure, more than the order of
reason or Divine law, or Divine charity, or some such thing,
it follows that it is willing to suffer the loss of some spiritual
good, so that it may obtain possession of some temporal good.

Now evil is merely the privation of some good; and so a man
wishes knowingly a spiritual evil, which is evil simply, whereby
he is deprived of a spiritual good, in order to possess a tempo-
ral good: wherefore he is said to sin through certain malice or
on purpose, because he chooses evil knowingly.

Reply to Objection 1. Ignorance sometimes excludes the
simple knowledge that a particular action is evil, and thenman
is said to sin through ignorance: sometimes it excludes the
knowledge that a particular action is evil at this particular mo-
ment, as when he sins through passion: and sometimes it ex-
cludes the knowledge that a particular evil is not to be suffered
for the sake of possessing a particular good, but not the simple
knowledge that it is an evil: it is thus that a man is ignorant,
when he sins through certain malice.

Reply to Objection 2. Evil cannot be intended by anyone
for its own sake; but it can be intended for the sake of avoiding
another evil, or obtaining another good, as stated above: and in
this case anyone would choose to obtain a good intended for
its own sake, without suffering loss of the other good; even as
a lustful man would wish to enjoy a pleasure without offend-
ing God; but with the two set before him to choose from, he
prefers sinning and thereby incurringGod’s anger, to being de-
prived of the pleasure.

Reply to Objection 3. e malice through which anyone
sins, may be taken to denote habitual malice, in the sense in
which the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 1) calls an evil habit by the
name of malice, just as a good habit is called virtue: and in this
way anyone is said to sin throughmalice when he sins through
the inclination of a habit. It may also denote actual malice,
whether by malice we mean the choice itself of evil (and thus
anyone is said to sin throughmalice, in so far as he sins through
making a choice of evil), or whether by malice we mean some
previous fault that gives rise to a subsequent fault, as when any-
one impugns the grace of his brother through envy. Nor does
this imply that a thing is its own cause: for the interior act is the
cause of the exterior act, and one sin is the cause of another;
not indefinitely, however, since we can trace it back to some
previous sin, which is not caused by any previous sin, as was
explained above (q. 75, a. 4, ad 3).

* Alluding to the derivation of “malitia” (malice) from “malum” (evil).
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Ia IIae q. 78 a. 2Whether everyone that sins through habit, sins through certain malice?

Objection 1. It would seem that not every one who sins
through habit, sins through certain malice. Because sin com-
mitted through certain malice, seems to be most grievous.
Now it happens sometimes that a man commits a slight sin
through habit, as when he utters an idle word. erefore sin
committed from habit is not always committed through cer-
tain malice.

Objection 2. Further, “Acts proceeding from habits are
like the acts bywhich those habitswere formed” (Ethic. ii, 1,2).
But the acts which precede a vicious habit are not committed
through certainmalice.erefore the sins that arise fromhabit
are not committed through certain malice.

Objection 3. Further, when a man commits a sin through
certain malice, he is glad aer having done it, according to
Prov. 2:14: “Who are glad when they have done evil, and re-
joice in most wicked things”: and this, because it is pleasant to
obtain what we desire, and to do those actions which are con-
natural to us by reason of habit. But those who sin through
habit, are sorrowful aer committing a sin: because “badmen,”
i.e. those who have a vicious habit, “are full of remorse” (Ethic.
ix, 4). erefore sins that arise from habit are not committed
through certain malice.

On the contrary,A sin committed through certainmalice
is one that is done through choice of evil. Nowwemake choice
of those things to which we are inclined by habit, as stated in
Ethic. vi, 2 with regard to virtuous habits. erefore a sin that
arises from habit is committed through certain malice.

I answer that, ere is a difference between a sin commit-
ted by onewhohas the habit, and a sin committed by habit: for
it is not necessary to use a habit, since it is subject to the will
of the person who has that habit. Hence habit is defined as be-
ing “something we use when we will,” as stated above (q. 50,
a. 1). And thus, even as it may happen that one who has a vi-
cious habit may break forth into a virtuous act, because a bad
habit does not corrupt reason altogether, something of which

remains unimpaired, the result being that a sinner does some
works which are generically good; so too it may happen some-
times that one who has a vicious habit, acts, not from that
habit, but through the uprising of a passion, or again through
ignorance. But whenever he uses the vicious habit he must
needs sin through certain malice: because to anyone that has
a habit, whatever is befitting to him in respect of that habit,
has the aspect of something lovable, since it thereby becomes,
in a way, connatural to him, according as custom and habit are
a second nature. Now the very thing which befits a man in re-
spect of a vicious habit, is something that excludes a spiritual
good: the result being that a man chooses a spiritual evil, that
he may obtain possession of what befits him in respect of that
habit: and this is to sin through certainmalice.Wherefore it is
evident that whoever sins through habit, sins through certain
malice.

Reply toObjection1.Venial sin does not exclude spiritual
good, consisting in the grace of God or charity. Wherefore it
is an evil, not simply, but in a relative sense: and for that reason
the habit thereof is not a simple but a relative evil.

Reply to Objection 2. Acts proceeding from habits are of
like species as the acts from which those habits were formed:
but they differ from them as perfect from imperfect. Such is
the difference between sin committed through certain malice
and sin committed through passion.

Reply to Objection 3. He that sins through habit is al-
ways glad for what he does through habit, as long as he uses the
habit. But since he is able not to use the habit, and to think of
something else, bymeans of his reason, which is not altogether
corrupted, it may happen that while not using the habit he is
sorry for what he has done through the habit. And so it oen
happens that such a man is sorry for his sin not because sin in
itself is displeasing to him, but on account of his reaping some
disadvantage from the sin.

Ia IIae q. 78 a. 3Whether one who sins through certain malice, sins through habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that whoever sins through
certain malice, sins through habit. For the Philosopher says
(Ethic. v, 9) that “an unjust action is not done as an unjustman
does it,” i.e. through choice, “unless it be done through habit.”
Now to sin through certain malice is to sin through making
a choice of evil, as stated above (a. 1). erefore no one sins
through certain malice, unless he has the habit of sin.

Objection 2. Further, Origen says (Peri Archon iii) that “a
man is not suddenly ruined and lost, but must needs fall away
little by little.” But the greatest fall seems to be that of the man
who sins through certainmalice.erefore aman comes to sin
through certain malice, not from the outset, but from inveter-
ate custom, which may engender a habit.

Objection 3. Further, whenever a man sins through cer-
tain malice, his will must needs be inclined of itself to the evil
he chooses. But by the nature of that power man is inclined,
not to evil but to good. erefore if he chooses evil, this must
be due to something supervening, which is passion or habit.
Now when a man sins through passion, he sins not through
certain malice, but through weakness, as stated (q. 77, a. 3).
erefore whenever anyone sins through certain malice, he
sins through habit.

On the contrary, e good habit stands in the same re-
lation to the choice of something good, as the bad habit to
the choice of something evil. But it happens sometimes that a
man,without having thehabit of a virtue, chooses thatwhich is
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good according to that virtue.erefore sometimes also aman,
without having the habit of a vice, may choose evil, which is to
sin through certain malice.

I answer that,ewill is related differently to good and to
evil. Because from the very nature of the power, it is inclined
to the rational good, as its proper object; wherefore every sin
is said to be contrary to nature. Hence, if a will be inclined,
by its choice, to some evil, this must be occasioned by some-
thing else. Sometimes, in fact, this is occasioned through some
defect in the reason, as when anyone sins through ignorance;
and sometimes this arises through the impulse of the sensitive
appetite, as when anyone sins through passion. Yet neither of
these amounts to a sin through certain malice; for then alone
does anyone sin through certainmalice, whenhiswill ismoved
to evil of its own accord. is may happen in two ways. First,
through his having a corrupt disposition inclining him to evil,
so that, in respect of that disposition, some evil is, as it were,
suitable and similar to him; and to this thing, by reason of its
suitableness, the will tends, as to something good, because ev-
erything tends, of its own accord, to thatwhich is suitable to it.
Moreover this corrupt disposition is either a habit acquired by
custom, or a sickly condition on the part of the body, as in the
case of a man who is naturally inclined to certain sins, by rea-
son of some natural corruption in himself. Secondly, the will,
of its own accord, may tend to an evil, through the removal of

some obstacle: for instance, if a man be prevented from sin-
ning, not through sin being in itself displeasing to him, but
through hope of eternal life, or fear of hell, if hope give place to
despair, or fear to presumption, he will end in sinning through
certain malice, being freed from the bridle, as it were.

It is evident, therefore, that sin committed through cer-
tain malice, always presupposes some inordinateness in man,
which, however, is not always a habit: so that it does not fol-
low of necessity, if a man sins through certain malice, that he
sins through habit.

Reply to Objection 1. To do an action as an unjust man
does, may be not only to do unjust things through certainmal-
ice, but also to do themwith pleasure, andwithout any notable
resistance on the part of reason, and this occurs only in one
who has a habit.

Reply to Objection 2. It is true that a man does not fall
suddenly into sin from certain malice, and that something is
presupposed; but this something is not always a habit, as stated
above.

Reply toObjection 3.at which inclines the will to evil,
is not always a habit or a passion, but at times is something else.
Moreover, there is no comparison between choosing good and
choosing evil: because evil is never without some good of na-
ture, whereas good can be perfect without the evil of fault.

Ia IIae q. 78 a. 4Whether it is more grievous to sin through certain malice than through passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not more grievous to
sin through certain malice than through passion. Because ig-
norance excuses from sin either altogether or in part. Now ig-
norance is greater in onewho sins through certainmalice, than
inonewho sins throughpassion; sincehe that sins through cer-
tainmalice suffers from theworst formof ignorance, which ac-
cording to thePhilosopher (Ethic. vii, 8) is ignorance of princi-
ple, for he has a false estimation of the end, which is the prin-
ciple in matters of action. erefore there is more excuse for
one who sins through certain malice, than for one who sins
through passion.

Objection 2. Further, the more a man is impelled to sin,
the less grievous his sin, as is clear with regard to a man who is
thrown headlong into sin by a more impetuous passion. Now
he that sins through certain malice, is impelled by habit, the
impulse of which is stronger than that of passion.erefore to
sin through habit is less grievous than to sin through passion.

Objection 3. Further, to sin through certain malice is to
sin through choosing evil. Now he that sins through passion,
also chooses evil. erefore he does not sin less than the man
who sins through certain malice.

On the contrary, A sin that is committed on purpose, for
this very reason deserves heavier punishment, according to Job
34:26: “He hath struck them as being wicked, in open sight,
who, as it were, on purpose, have revolted from Him.” Now

punishment is not increased except for a graver fault.erefore
a sin is aggravated through being done on purpose, i.e. through
certain malice.

I answer that, A sin committed through malice is more
grievous than a sin committed through passion, for three rea-
sons. First, because, as sin consists chiefly in an act of the will,
it follows that, other things being equal, a sin is all the more
grievous, according as the movement of the sin belongs more
to the will. Now when a sin is committed through malice,
the movement of sin belongs more to the will, which is then
moved to evil of its own accord, than when a sin is committed
through passion, when the will is impelled to sin by something
extrinsic, as it were. Wherefore a sin is aggravated by the very
fact that it is committed through certain malice, and so much
the more, as the malice is greater; whereas it is diminished by
being committed through passion, and so much the more, as
the passion is stronger. Secondly, because the passion which
incites the will to sin, soon passes away, so that man repents
of his sin, and soon returns to his good intentions; whereas
the habit, through which a man sins, is a permanent quality,
so that he who sins through malice, abides longer in his sin.
For this reason the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 8) compares the in-
temperate man, who sins through malice, to a sick man who
suffers from a chronic disease, while he compares the inconti-
nent man, who sins through passion, to one who suffers inter-
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mittently.irdly, because he who sins through certain malice
is ill-disposed in respect of the end itself, which is the princi-
ple in matters of action; and so the defect is more dangerous
than in the case of the man who sins through passion, whose
purpose tends to a good end, although this purpose is inter-
rupted on account of the passion, for the time being. Now the
worst of all defects is defect of principle.erefore it is evident
that a sin committed throughmalice ismore grievous than one
committed through passion.

Reply to Objection 1. Ignorance of choice, to which the
objection refers, neither excuses nor diminishes a sin, as stated
above (q. 76, a. 4). erefore neither does a greater ignorance
of the kind make a sin to be less grave.

Reply to Objection 2. e impulse due to passion, is, as

it were, due to a defect which is outside the will: whereas, by a
habit, the will is inclined from within. Hence the comparison
fails.

Reply toObjection3. It is one thing to sinwhile choosing,
and another to sin through choosing. For he that sins through
passion, sins while choosing, but not through choosing, be-
cause his choosing is not for him the first principle of his sin;
for he is induced through thepassion, to choosewhat hewould
not choose, were it not for the passion. On the other hand, he
that sins through certain malice, chooses evil of his own ac-
cord, in the way already explained (Aa. 2,3), so that his choos-
ing, of which he has full control, is the principle of his sin: and
for this reason he is said to sin “through” choosing.
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Of the External Causes of Sin

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the external causes of sin, and (1) on the part of God; (2) on the part of the devil; (3) on the part of
man.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is a cause of sin?
(2) Whether the act of sin is from God?
(3) Whether God is the cause of spiritual blindness and hardness of heart?
(4) Whether these things are directed to the salvation of those who are blinded or hardened?

Ia IIae q. 79 a. 1Whether God is a cause of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that God is a cause of sin. For
the Apostle says of certain ones (Rom. 1:28): “God delivered
them up to a reprobate sense, to do those things which are not
right [Douay: ‘convenient’],” and a gloss comments on this by
saying that “Godworks inmen’s hearts, by inclining their wills
towhateverHewills, whether to good or to evil.”Now sin con-
sists in doing what is not right, and in having a will inclined to
evil. erefore God is to man a cause of sin.

Objection2.Further, it iswritten (Wis. 14:11): “e crea-
tures of God are turned to an abomination; and a tempta-
tion to the souls of men.” But a temptation usually denotes
a provocation to sin. Since therefore creatures were made by
God alone, as was established in the Ia, q. 44, a. 1, it seems that
God is a cause of sin, by provoking man to sin.

Objection 3. Further, the cause of the cause is the cause of
the effect. NowGod is the cause of the free-will, which itself is
the cause of sin. erefore God is the cause of sin.

Objection 4. Further, every evil is opposed to good. But
it is not contrary to God’s goodness that He should cause the
evil of punishment; since of this evil it is written (Is. 45:7) that
God creates evil, and (Amos3:6): “Shall there be evil in the city
which God [Vulg.: ‘the Lord’] hath not done?” erefore it is
not incompatible with God’s goodness that He should cause
the evil of fault.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Wis. 11:25): “ou…hatest
noneof the thingswhichouhastmade.”NowGodhates sin,
according to Wis. 14:9: “To God the wicked and his wicked-
ness are hateful.” erefore God is not a cause of sin.

I answer that, Man is, in two ways, a cause either of his
own or of another’s sin. First, directly, namely be inclining his
or another’s will to sin; secondly, indirectly, namely be not pre-
venting someone from sinning. Hence (Ezech. 3:18) it is said
to the watchman: “If thou say not to the wicked: ‘ou shalt
surely die’*…I will require his blood at thy hand.” Now God
cannot be directly the cause of sin, either in Himself or in an-
other, since every sin is a departure from the order which is to

God as the end: whereas God inclines and turns all things to
Himself as to their last end, as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. i):
so that it is impossible that He should be either to Himself or
to another the cause of departing from the order which is to
Himself. erefore He cannot be directly the cause of sin. In
likemanner neither canHe cause sin indirectly. For it happens
that God does not give some the assistance, whereby they may
avoid sin, which assistance were He to give, they would not
sin. But He does all this according to the order of His wisdom
and justice, since He Himself is Wisdom and Justice: so that if
someone sin it is not imputable toHim as thoughHewere the
cause of that sin; even as a pilot is not said to cause the wreck-
ing of the ship, through not steering the ship, unless he cease
to steer while able and bound to steer. It is therefore evident
that God is nowise a cause of sin.

Reply to Objection 1. As to the words of the Apostle, the
solution is clear from the text. For if God delivered some up to
a reprobate sense, it follows that they already had a reprobate
sense, so as to do what was not right. AccordinglyHe is said to
deliver them up to a reprobate sense, in so far as He does not
hinder them from following that reprobate sense, even as we
are said to expose a person to danger if we do not protect him.
e saying of Augustine (DeGrat. et Lib. Arb. xxi, whence the
gloss quoted is taken) to the effect that “God inclines men’s
wills to good and evil,” is to be understood as meaning thatHe
inclines the will directly to good; and to evil, in so far as He
does not hinder it, as stated above. And yet even this is due as
being deserved through a previous sin.

Reply to Objection 2. When it is said the “creatures of
God are turned ‘to’ an abomination, and a temptation to the
souls of men,” the preposition “to” does not denote causal-
ity but sequel*; for God did not make the creatures that they
might be an evil to man; this was the result of man’s folly,
wherefore the text goes on to say, “and a snare to the feet of
the unwise,” who, to wit, in their folly, use creatures for a pur-
pose other than that for which they were made.

* Vulg.: “If, when I say to thewicked, ‘ou shalt surely die,’ thoudeclare it not
to him.”. * is ismade clear by theDouayVersion: the Latin “factae sunt in
abominationem” admits of the translation “were made to be an abomination,”
which might imply causality.
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Reply toObjection 3.eeffect which proceeds from the
middle cause, according as it is subordinate to the first cause,
is reduced to that first cause; but if it proceed from themiddle
cause, according as it goes outside the order of the first cause, it
is not reduced to that first cause: thus if a servant do anything
contrary to his master’s orders, it is not ascribed to the master
as though he were the cause thereof. In like manner sin, which
the free-will commits against the commandment of God, is

not attributed to God as being its cause.
Reply toObjection 4.Punishment is opposed to the good

of the person punished, who is thereby deprived of some good
or other: but fault is opposed to the good of subordination to
God; and so it is directly opposed to theDivine goodness; con-
sequently there is no comparison between fault and punish-
ment.

Ia IIae q. 79 a. 2Whether the act of sin is from God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of sin is not from
God. For Augustine says (De Perfect. Justit. ii) that “the act of
sin is not a thing.”Nowwhatever is fromGod is a thing.ere-
fore the act of sin is not from God.

Objection 2. Further, man is not said to be the cause of
sin, except because he is the cause of the sinful act: for “no one
works, intending evil,” asDionysius states (Div.Nom. iv).Now
God is not a cause of sin, as stated above (a. 1). erefore God
is not the cause of the act of sin.

Objection 3. Further, some actions are evil and sinful in
their species, as was shown above (q. 18, Aa. 2,8). Now what-
ever is the cause of a thing, causes whatever belongs to it in
respect of its species. If therefore God caused the act of sin, He
would be the cause of sin, which is false, as was proved above
(a. 1). erefore God is not the cause of the act of sin.

On the contrary, e act of sin is a movement of the free-
will. Now “the will of God is the cause of every movement,” as
Augustine declares (De Trin. iii, 4,9). erefore God’s will is
the cause of the act of sin.

I answer that,eact of sin is both a being and an act; and
in both respects it is from God. Because every being, whatever
the mode of its being, must be derived from the First Being, as
Dionysius declares (Div.Nom. v). Again every action is caused
by something existing in act, since nothing produces an action
save in so far as it is in act; and every being in act is reduced
to the First Act, viz. God, as to its cause, Who is act by His
Essence. erefore God is the cause of every action, in so far

as it is an action. But sin denotes a being and an action with a
defect: and this defect is from the created cause, viz. the free-
will, as falling away from the order of the First Agent, viz. God.
Consequently this defect is not reduced to God as its cause,
but to the free-will: even as the defect of limping is reduced to
a crooked leg as its cause, but not to the motive power, which
nevertheless causes whatever there is ofmovement in the limp-
ing. Accordingly God is the cause of the act of sin: and yet He
is not the cause of sin, because He does not cause the act to
have a defect.

Reply to Objection 1. In this passage Augustine calls by
the name of “thing,” that which is a thing simply, viz. sub-
stance; for in this sense the act of sin is not a thing.

Reply toObjection2.Notonly the act, but also thedefect,
is reduced toman as its cause, which defect consists inmannot
being subject to Whom he ought to be, although he does not
intend this principally. Wherefore man is the cause of the sin:
while God is the cause of the act, in such a way, that nowise is
He the cause of the defect accompanying the act, so that He is
not the cause of the sin.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 72, a. 1), acts
and habits do not take their species from the privation itself,
wherein consists the nature of evil, but from some object, to
which that privation is united: and so this defect which con-
sists in not being from God, belongs to the species of the act
consequently, and not as a specific difference.

Ia IIae q. 79 a. 3Whether God is the cause of spiritual blindness and hardness of heart?

Objection 1. It would seem that God is not the cause of
spiritual blindness and hardness of heart. For Augustine says
(Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 3) that God is not the cause of that which
makes man worse. Now man is made worse by spiritual blind-
ness and hardness of heart. erefore God is not the cause of
spiritual blindness and hardness of heart.

Objection 2. Further, Fulgentius says (De Dupl. Praedest.
i, 19): “God does not punish what He causes.” Now God pun-
ishes the hardened heart, according to Ecclus. 3:27: “A hard
heart shall fear evil at the last.” erefore God is not the cause
of hardness of heart.

Objection 3. Further, the same effect is not put down to

contrary causes. But the cause of spiritual blindness is said to be
themalice ofman, according toWis. 2:21: “For their ownmal-
ice blinded them,” and again, according to 2Cor. 4:4: “egod
of this world hath blinded the minds of unbelievers”: which
causes seem to be opposed to God. erefore God is not the
cause of spiritual blindness and hardness of heart.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 6:10): “Blind the heart
of this people, andmake their ears heavy,” and Rom. 9:18: “He
hath mercy on whom He will, and whom He will He hard-
eneth.”

I answer that, Spiritual blindness and hardness of heart
imply two things. One is themovement of the humanmind in
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cleaving to evil, and turning away from the Divine light; and
as regards this, God is not the cause of spiritual blindness and
hardness of heart, just as He is not the cause of sin. e other
thing is the withdrawal of grace, the result of which is that the
mind is not enlightened by God to see aright, and man’s heart
is not soened to live aright; and as regards this God is the
cause of spiritual blindness and hardness of heart.

Now we must consider that God is the universal cause of
the enlightening of souls, according to Jn. 1:9: “at was the
true light which enlighteneth every man that cometh into this
world,” even as the sun is the universal cause of the enlighten-
ing of bodies, though not in the same way; for the sun enlight-
ens by necessity of nature, whereas God works freely, through
the order of His wisdom. Now although the sun, so far as it
is concerned, enlightens all bodies, yet if it be encountered by
an obstacle in a body, it leaves it in darkness, as happens to a
house whose window-shutters are closed, although the sun is
in no way the cause of the house being darkened, since it does
not act of its own accord in failing to light up the interior of
the house; and the cause of this is the person who closed the
shutters. On the other hand, God, of His own accord, with-
holds His grace from those in whom He finds an obstacle: so
that the cause of grace being withheld is not only themanwho

raises an obstacle to grace; but God, Who, of His own accord,
withholds His grace. In this way, God is the cause of spiritual
blindness, deafness of ear, and hardness of heart.

ese differ from one another in respect of the effects of
grace, which both perfects the intellect by the gi of wisdom,
and soens the affections by the fire of charity. And since two
of the senses excel in rendering service to the intellect, viz. sight
and hearing, of which the former assists “discovery,” and the
latter, “teaching,” hence it is that spiritual “blindness” corre-
sponds to sight, “heaviness of the ears” to hearing, and “hard-
ness of heart” to the affections.

Reply to Objection 1. Blindness and hardheartedness, as
regards the withholding of grace, are punishments, and there-
fore, in this respect, they make man no worse. It is because he
is already worsened by sin that he incurs them, even as other
punishments.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers hard-
heartedness in so far as it is a sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Malice is the demeritorious cause
of blindness, just as sin is the cause of punishment: and in this
way too, the devil is said to blind, in so far as he induces man
to sin.

Ia IIae q. 79 a. 4Whether blindness and hardness of heart are directed to the salvation of thosewho are blinded
and hardened?

Objection 1. It would seem that blindness and hardness
of heart are always directed to the salvation of those who are
blinded and hardened. For Augustine says (Enchiridion xi)
that “as God is supremely good, He would nowise allow evil
to be done, unless He could draw some good from every evil.”
Much more, therefore, does He direct to some good, the evil
of which He Himself is the cause. Now God is the cause of
blindness and hardness of heart, as stated above (a. 3). ere-
fore they are directed to the salvation of those who are blinded
and hardened.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Wis. 1:13) that “God
hath no pleasure in the destruction of the ungodly*.” Now He
would seem to take pleasure in their destruction, if He did not
turn their blindness to their profit: just as a physician would
seem to take pleasure in torturing the invalid, if he did not in-
tend to heal the invalid when he prescribes a bitter medicine
for him. erefore God turns blindness to the profit of those
who are blinded.

Objection 3. Further, “God is not a respecter of persons”
(Acts 10:34). Now He directs the blinding of some, to their
salvation, as in the case of some of the Jews, who were blinded
so as not to believe in Christ, and, through not believing, to
slay Him, and aerwards were seized with compunction, and
converted, as related by Augustine (De Quaest. Evang. iii).
erefore God turns all blindness to the spiritual welfare of
those who are blinded.

Objection 4. On the other hand, according to Rom. 3:8,
evil should not be done, that good may ensue. Now blindness
is an evil. erefore God does not blind some for the sake of
their welfare.

I answer that, Blindness is a kind of preamble to sin. Now
sin has a twofold relation—to one thing directly, viz. to the
sinner’s damnation—to another, by reason of God’s mercy or
providence, viz. that the sinner may be healed, in so far as God
permits some to fall into sin, that by acknowledging their sin,
they may be humbled and converted, as Augustine states (De
Nat. et Grat. xxii).erefore blindness, of its very nature, is di-
rected to the damnation of those who are blinded; for which
reason it is accounted an effect of reprobation. But, through
God’s mercy, temporary blindness is directed medicinally to
the spiritual welfare of those who are blinded. is mercy,
however, is not vouchsafed to all those who are blinded, but
only to the predestinated, to whom “all things work together
unto good” (Rom. 8:28). erefore as regards some, blind-
ness is directed to their healing; but as regards others, to their
damnation; as Augustine says (De Quaest. Evang. iii).

Reply to Objection 1. Every evil that God does, or per-
mits to be done, is directed to some good; yet not always to
the good of those in whom the evil is, but sometimes to the
good of others, or of the whole universe: thus He directs the
sin of tyrants to the good of the martyrs, and the punishment
of the lost to the glory of His justice.

* Vulg.: ‘God made not death, neither hath He pleasure in the destruction of
the living.’.
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Reply to Objection 2. God does not take pleasure in the
loss of man, as regards the loss itself, but by reason of His jus-
tice, or of the good that ensues from the loss.

Reply to Objection 3. at God directs the blindness of
some to their spiritual welfare, is due to His mercy; but that
the blindness of others is directed to their loss is due to His

justice: and that He vouchsafes His mercy to some, and not to
all, does not make God a respecter of persons, as explained in
the Ia, q. 23, a. 5, ad 3.

Reply toObjection 4. Evil of fault must not be done, that
good may ensue; but evil of punishment must be inflicted for
the sake of good.
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Of the Cause of Sin, As Regards the Devil

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the cause of sin, as regards the devil; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the devil is directly the cause of sin?
(2) Whether the devil induces us to sin, by persuading us inwardly?
(3) Whether he can make us sin of necessity?
(4) Whether all sins are due to the devil’s suggestion?

Ia IIae q. 80 a. 1Whether the devil is directly the cause of man’s sinning?

Objection 1. It would seem that the devil is directly the
cause of man’s sinning. For sin consists directly in an act of the
appetite. Now Augustine says (De Trin. iv, 12) that “the devil
inspires his friends with evil desires”; and Bede, commenting
onActs 5:3, says that the devil “draws themind to evil desires”;
and Isidore says (De Summo Bono ii, 41; iii, 5) that the devil
“fills men’s hearts with secret lusts.” erefore the devil is di-
rectly the cause of sin.

Objection2.Further, Jerome says (Contra Jovin. ii, 2) that
“as God is the perfecter of good, so is the devil the perfecter of
evil.” But God is directly the cause of our good. erefore the
devil is directly the cause of our sins.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says in a chapter of
the Eudemein Ethics (vii, 18): “ere must needs be some ex-
trinsic principle of human counsel.”Nowhuman counsel is not
only about good things but also about evil things. erefore,
as God moves man to take good counsel, and so is the cause of
good, so the devil moves him to take evil counsel, and conse-
quently is directly the cause of sin.

On the contrary, Augustine proves (De Lib. Arb. i, 11)
that “nothing else than his own will makes man’s mind the
slave of his desire.” Now man does not become a slave to his
desires, except through sin. erefore the cause of sin cannot
be the devil, but man’s own will alone.

I answer that, Sin is an action: so that a thing can be di-
rectly the cause of sin, in the same way as anyone is directly the
cause of an action; and this can only happen by moving that
action’s proper principle to act. Now the proper principle of
a sinful action is the will, since every sin is voluntary. Conse-
quently nothing can be directly the cause of sin, except that
which can move the will to act.

Now the will, as stated above (q. 9, Aa. 3,4,6), can be
moved by two things: first by its object, inasmuch as the ap-
prehended appetible is said to move the appetite: secondly by
that agent which moves the will inwardly to will, and this is
no other than the will itself, or God, as was shown above (q. 9,

Aa. 3,4,6).NowGod cannot be the cause of sin, as stated above
(q. 79, a. 1).erefore it follows that in this respect, aman’swill
alone is directly the cause of his sin.

As regards the object, a thing may be understood as mov-
ing the will in three ways. First, the object itself which is pro-
posed to the will: thus we say that food arouses man’s desire to
eat. Secondly, he that proposes or offers this object. irdly,
he that persuades the will that the object proposed has an as-
pect of good, because he also, in a fashion, offers the will its
proper object, which is a real or apparent good of reason. Ac-
cordingly, in the first way the sensible things, which approach
fromwithout,move aman’s will to sin. In the second and third
ways, either the devil or a man may incite to sin, either by of-
fering an object of appetite to the senses, or by persuading the
reason. But in none of these three ways can anything be the di-
rect cause of sin, because the will is not, of necessity, moved by
any object except the last end, as stated above (q. 10, Aa. 1,2).
Consequently neither the thing offered from without, nor he
that proposes it, nor he that persuades, is the sufficient cause of
sin. erefore it follows that the devil is a cause of sin, neither
directly nor sufficiently, but only by persuasion, or by propos-
ing the object of appetite.

Reply toObjection 1.All these, and other like authorities,
ifwemeetwith them, are to beunderstood as denoting that the
devil induces man to affection for a sin, either by suggesting to
him, or by offering him objects of appetite.

Reply to Objection 2. is comparison is true in so far as
the devil is somewhat the cause of our sins, even as God is in a
certain way the cause of our good actions, but does not extend
to the mode of causation: for God causes good things in us by
moving the will inwardly, whereas the devil cannot move us in
this way.

Reply toObjection 3.God is the universal principle of all
inward movements of man; but that the human will be deter-
mined to an evil counsel, is directly due to the humanwill, and
to the devil as persuading or offering the object of appetite.
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Ia IIae q. 80 a. 2Whether the devil can induce man to sin, by internal instigations?

Objection 1. It would seem that the devil cannot induce
man to sin, by internal instigations. Because the internalmove-
ments of the soul are vital functions. Now no vital functions
can be exercised except by an intrinsic principle, not even those
of the vegetal soul, which are the lowest of vital functions.
erefore the devil cannot instigate man to evil through his
internal movements.

Objection 2. Further, all the internal movements arise
from the external senses according to the order of nature. Now
it belongs to God alone to do anything beside the order of na-
ture, as was stated in the Ia, q. 110, a. 4. erefore the devil
cannot effect anything in man’s internal movements, except in
respect of things which are perceived by the external senses.

Objection 3. Further, the internal acts of the soul are to
understand and to imagine. Now the devil can do nothing in
connection with either of these, because, as stated in the Ia,
q. 111, Aa. 2,3, ad 2, the devil cannot impress species on the
human intellect, nor does it seem possible for him to produce
imaginary species, since imaginary forms, beingmore spiritual,
are more excellent than those which are in sensible matter,
which, nevertheless, the devil is unable to produce, as is clear
fromwhatwe have said in the Ia, q. 110, a. 2; Ia, q. 111, Aa. 2,3,
ad 2. erefore the devil cannot through man’s internal move-
ments induce him to sin.

On the contrary, In that case, the devil would never tempt
man, unless he appeared visibly; which is evidently false.

I answer that, e interior part of the soul is intellective
and sensitive; and the intellective part contains the intellect
and the will. As regards the will, we have already stated (a. 1;
Ia, q. 111, a. 1) what is the devil’s relation thereto. Now the in-
tellect, of its very nature, is moved by that which enlightens it
in the knowledge of truth, which the devil has no intention of
doing in man’s regard; rather does he darken man’s reason so
that it may consent to sin, which darkness is due to the imag-
ination and sensitive appetite. Consequently the operation of
the devil seems to be confined to the imagination and sensitive
appetite, by moving either of which he can induce man to sin.
For his operationmay result in presenting certain forms to the
imagination; and he is able to incite the sensitive appetite to
some passion or other.

e reason of this is, that as stated in the Ia, q. 110, a. 3,

the corporeal nature has a natural aptitude to be moved lo-
cally by the spiritual nature: so that the devil can produce all
those effectswhich can result from the localmovement of bod-
ies here below, except he be restrained by the Divine power.
Now the representation of forms to the imagination is due,
sometimes, to local movement: for the Philosopher says (De
Somno et Vigil.)* that “when an animal sleeps, the blood de-
scends in abundance to the sensitive principle, and the move-
ments descendwith it, viz. the impressions le by the action of
sensible objects, which impressions are preserved by means of
sensible species, and continue to move the apprehensive prin-
ciple, so that they appear just as though the sensitive princi-
ples were being affected by them at the time.” Hence such a
local movement of the vital spirits or humors can be procured
by the demons, whether man sleep or wake: and so it happens
that man’s imagination is brought into play.

In like manner, the sensitive appetite is incited to certain
passions according to certain fixed movements of the heart
and the vital spirits: wherefore the devil can cooperate in this
also. And through certain passions being aroused in the sensi-
tive appetite, the result is that man more easily perceives the
movement or sensible image which is brought in the man-
ner explained, before the apprehensive principle, since, as the
Philosopher observes (DeSomnoetVirgil.:De Insomn. iii, iv),
“lovers aremoved, by even a slight likeness, to an apprehension
of the beloved.” It also happens, through the rousing of a pas-
sion, that what is put before the imagination, is judged, as be-
ing something to be pursued, because, to him who is held by a
passion, whatever the passion inclines him to, seems good. In
this way the devil induces man inwardly to sin.

Reply toObjection 1.Although vital functions are always
froman intrinsic principle, yet an extrinsic agent can cooperate
with them, even as external heat cooperates with the functions
of the vegetal soul, that food may be more easily digested.

Reply toObjection 2.is apparition of imaginary forms
is not altogether outside the order of nature, nor is it due to
a command alone, but according to local movement, as ex-
plained above.

Consequently the Reply to the ird Objection is clear,
because these forms are received originally from the senses.

Ia IIae q. 80 a. 3Whether the devil can induce man to sin of necessity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the devil can induce man
to sin of necessity. Because the greater can compel the lesser.
Now it is said of the devil ( Job 41:24) that “there is no power
on earth that can comparewith him.”erefore he can compel
man to sin, while he dwells on the earth.

Objection 2. Further, man’s reason cannot be moved ex-

cept in respect of things that are offered outwardly to the
senses, or are represented to the imagination: because “all our
knowledge arises from the senses, and we cannot understand
without a phantasm” (De Anima iii, text. 30. 39). Now the
devil can move man’s imagination, as stated above (a. 2); and
also the external senses, for Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 12)

* De Insomn. iii, iv.
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that “this evil,” of which, to wit, the devil is the cause, “extends
gradually through all the approaches to the senses, it adapts it-
self to shapes, blendswith colors, mingles with sounds, seasons
every flavor.”erefore it can incline man’s reason to sin of ne-
cessity.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 4)
that “there is some sinwhen the flesh lusteth against the spirit.”
Now the devil can cause concupiscence of the flesh, even as
other passions, in the way explained above (a. 2). erefore he
can induce man to sin of necessity.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Pet. 5:8): “Your adversary
the devil, as a roaring lion, goeth about seeking whom he may
devour.” Now it would be useless to admonish thus, if it were
true that man were under the necessity of succumbing to the
devil. erefore he cannot induce man to sin of necessity.

Further, it is likewise written ( Jam. 4:7): “Be subject…to
God, but resist the devil, and he will fly from you,” which
would be said neither rightly nor truly, if the devil were able to
compel us, in any way whatever, to sin; for then neither would
it be possible to resist him, nor would he fly from those who
do. erefore he does not compel to sin.

I answer that,edevil, by his own power, unless he be re-
strained by God, can compel anyone to do an act which, in its

genus, is a sin; but he cannot bring about the necessity of sin-
ning.is is evident from the fact thatman does not resist that
whichmoves him to sin, except by his reason; the use of which
the devil is able to impede altogether, by moving the imagina-
tion and the sensitive appetite; as is the case with one who is
possessed. But then, the reason being thus fettered, whatever
man may do, it is not imputed to him as a sin. If, however, the
reason is not altogether fettered, then, in so far as it is free, it
can resist sin, as stated above (q. 77, a. 7). It is consequently
evident that the devil can nowise compel man to sin.

Reply toObjection1.Not every power that is greater than
man, can move man’s will; God alone can do this, as stated
above (q. 9, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 2. at which is apprehended by the
senses or the imagination does not move the will, of necessity,
so long as man has the use of reason; nor does such an appre-
hension always fetter the reason.

Reply to Objection 3. e lusting of the flesh against the
spirit, when the reason actually resists it, is not a sin, but ismat-
ter for the exercise of virtue. at reason does not resist, is not
in the devil’s power; wherefore he cannot bring about the ne-
cessity of sinning.

Ia IIae q. 80 a. 4Whether all the sins of men are due to the devil’s suggestion?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the sins of men are
due to the devil’s suggestion. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom.
iv) that the “crowd of demons are the cause of all evils, both to
themselves and to others.”

Objection 2. Further, whoever sins mortally, becomes the
slave of the devil, according to Jn. 8:34: “Whosoever commit-
teth sin is the slave [Douay: ‘servant’] of sin.”Now “bywhom a
man is overcome, of the same also he is the slave” (2 Pet. 2:19).
erefore whoever commits a sin, has been overcome by the
devil.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. iv, 10) the sin
of the devil is irreparable, because he sinned at no other’s sug-
gestion.erefore, if anymenwere to sin of their own free-will
and without suggestion from any other, their sin would be ir-
remediable: which is clearly false.erefore all the sins of men
are due to the devil’s suggestion.

On the contrary, It is written (De Eccl. Dogm. lxxxii):
“Not all our evil thoughts are incited by the devil; sometimes
they are due to a movement of the free-will.”

I answer that, the devil is the occasional and indirect cause
of all our sins, in so far as he induced the first man to sin, by

reason of whose sin human nature is so infected, that we are
all prone to sin: even as the burning of wood might be im-
puted to the man who dried the wood so as to make it eas-
ily inflammable. He is not, however, the direct cause of all the
sins of men, as though each were the result of his suggestion.
Origen proves this (Peri Archon iii, 2) from the fact that even
if the devil were no more, men would still have the desire for
food, sexual pleasures and the like; which desire might be in-
ordinate, unless it were subordinate to reason, a matter that is
subject to the free-will.

Reply toObjection 1. e crowd of demons are the cause
of all our evils, as regards their original cause, as stated.

Reply toObjection 2.A man becomes another’s slave not
only by being overcome by him, but also by subjecting himself
to him spontaneously: it is thus that one who sins of his own
accord, becomes the slave of the devil.

Reply toObjection3.edevil’s sinwas irremediable, not
only because he sinned without another’s suggestion; but also
because hewas not already prone to sin, on account of any pre-
vious sin; which can be said of no sin of man.
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F P   S P, Q 81
Of the Cause of Sin, On the Part of Man

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the cause of sin, on the part of man. Now, while man, like the devil, is the cause of another’s sin, by
outward suggestion, he has a certain special manner of causing sin, by way of origin. Wherefore we must speak about original
sin, the consideration of which will be three-fold: (1) Of its transmission; (2) of its essence; (3) of its subject.

Under the first head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether man’s first sin is transmitted, by way of origin to his descendants?
(2) Whether all the other sins of our first parent, or of any other parents, are transmitted to their descendants,

by way of origin?
(3) Whether original sin is contracted by all those who are begotten of Adam by way of seminal generation?
(4) Whether it would be contracted by anyone formed miraculously from some part of the human body?
(5) Whether original sin would have been contracted if the woman, and not the man, had sinned?

Ia IIae q. 81 a. 1Whether the first sin of our first parent is contracted by his descendants, by way of origin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the first sin of our first
parent is not contracted by others, by way of origin. For it is
written (Ezech. 18:20): “e son shall not bear the iniquity of
the father.” But he would bear the iniquity if he contracted it
from him. erefore no one contracts any sin from one of his
parents by way of origin.

Objection 2. Further, an accident is not transmitted by
way of origin, unless its subject be also transmitted, since ac-
cidents do not pass from one subject to another. Now the ra-
tional soulwhich is the subject of sin, is not transmitted byway
of origin, as was shown in the Ia, q. 118, a. 2.erefore neither
can any sin be transmitted by way of origin.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is transmitted by way of
human origin, is caused by the semen. But the semen cannot
cause sin, because it lacks the rational part of the soul, which
alone can be a cause of sin. erefore no sin can be contracted
by way of origin.

Objection4.Further, thatwhich ismore perfect in nature,
ismore powerful in action.Nowperfect flesh cannot infect the
soul united to it, else the soul could not be cleansed of original
sin, so long as it is united to the body.Much less, therefore, can
the semen infect the soul.

Objection 5. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 5):
“No one finds fault with thosewho are ugly by nature, but only
those who are so through want of exercise and through care-
lessness.” Now those are said to be “naturally ugly,” who are so
from their origin. erefore nothing which comes by way of
origin is blameworthy or sinful.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 5:12): “By one
man sin entered into thisworld, and by sin death.”Nor can this
be understood as denoting imitation or suggestion, since it is
written (Wis. 2:24): “By the envy of the devil, death came into
this world.” It follows therefore that through origin from the
first man sin entered into the world.

I answer that, According to the Catholic Faith we are
bound to hold that the first sin of the first man is transmit-
ted to his descendants, by way of origin. For this reason chil-
dren are taken to be baptized soon aer their birth, to show
that they have to be washed from some uncleanness. e con-
trary is part of the Pelagian heresy, as is clear from Augustine
in many of his books*

In endeavoring to explain how the sin of our first parent
could be transmitted by way of origin to his descendants, vari-
ous writers have gone about it in various ways. For some, con-
sidering that the subject of sin is the rational soul, maintained
that the rational soul is transmitted with the semen, so that
thus an infected soul would seem to produce other infected
souls. Others, rejecting this as erroneous, endeavored to show
how the guilt of the parent’s soul can be transmitted to the
children, even though the soul be not transmitted, from the
fact that defects of the body are transmitted from parent to
child—thus a leper may beget a leper, or a gouty man may
be the father of a gouty son, on account of some seminal cor-
ruption, although this corruption is not leprosy or gout. Now
since the body is proportionate to the soul, and since the soul’s
defects redound into the body, and vice versa, in like manner,
say they, a culpable defect of the soul is passed on to the child,
through the transmission of the semen, albeit the semen itself
is not the subject of the guilt.

But all these explanations are insufficient. Because, granted
that some bodily defects are transmitted by way of origin from
parent to child, and granted that even some defects of the soul
are transmitted in consequence, on account of a defect in the
bodily habit, as in the case of idiots begetting idiots; neverthe-
less the fact of having a defect by the way of origin seems to
exclude the notion of guilt, which is essentially something vol-
untary. Wherefore granted that the rational soul were trans-
mitted, from the very fact that the stain on the child’s soul is

* For instance, Retract. i, 9; De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. ix; Contra Julian. iii,
1; De Dono Persev. xi, xii.
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not in its will, it would cease to be a guilty stain binding its
subject to punishment; for, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii,
5), “no one reproaches a man born blind; one rather takes pity
on him.”

erefore we must explain the matter otherwise by saying
that allmenbornofAdammaybe considered as oneman, inas-
much as they have one common nature, which they receive
from their first parents; even as in civil matters, all who are
members of one community are reputed as one body, and the
whole community as oneman. IndeedPorphyry says (Praedic.,
DeSpecie) that “by sharing the same species,manymenare one
man.” Accordingly the multitude of men born of Adam, are as
somanymembers of one body.Now the action of onemember
of the body, of the hand for instance, is voluntary not by the
will of that hand, but by the will of the soul, the first mover of
the members. Wherefore a murder which the hand commits
would not be imputed as a sin to the hand, considered by it-
self as apart from the body, but is imputed to it as something
belonging to man and moved by man’s first moving principle.
In this way, then, the disorder which is in this man born of
Adam, is voluntary, not by his will, but by the will of his first
parent, who, by the movement of generation, moves all who
originate from him, even as the soul’s will moves all the mem-
bers to their actions. Hence the sin which is thus transmitted
by the first parent to his descendants is called “original,” just as
the sin which flows from the soul into the bodily members is
called “actual.” And just as the actual sin that is committed by
a member of the body, is not the sin of that member, except
inasmuch as that member is a part of the man, for which rea-
son it is called a “human sin”; so original sin is not the sin of
this person, except inasmuch as this person receives his nature

from his first parent, for which reason it is called the “sin of
nature,” according to Eph. 2:3: “We…were by nature children
of wrath.”

Reply to Objection 1. e son is said not to bear the in-
iquity of his father, because he is not punished for his father’s
sin, unless he share in his guilt. It is thus in the case before us:
because guilt is transmitted by the way of origin from father to
son, even as actual sin is transmitted through being imitated.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the soul is not transmit-
ted, because the power in the semen is not able to cause the
rational soul, nevertheless the motion of the semen is a dispo-
sition to the transmission of the rational soul: so that the se-
men by its own power transmits the human nature from par-
ent to child, and with that nature, the stain which infects it:
for he that is born is associatedwith his first parent in his guilt,
through the fact that he inherits his nature from him by a kind
of movement which is that of generation.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the guilt is not actually
in the semen, yet human nature is there virtually accompanied
by that guilt.

Reply toObjection 4.e semen is the principle of gener-
ation, which is an act proper to nature, by helping it to propa-
gate itself. Hence the soul is more infected by the semen, than
by the flesh which is already perfect, and already affixed to a
certain person.

Reply toObjection 5.Aman is not blamed for that which
he has from his origin, if we consider theman born, in himself.
But it we consider him as referred to a principle, then he may
be reproached for it: thus a man may from his birth be under
a family disgrace, on account of a crime committed by one of
his forbears.

Ia IIae q. 81 a. 2Whether also other sins of the first parent or of nearer ancestors are transmitted to their de-
scendants?

Objection 1. It would seem that also other sins, whether
of the first parent or of nearer ancestors, are transmitted to
their descendants. For punishment is never due unless for
fault. Now some are punished by the judgment of God for
the sin of their immediate parents, according to Ex. 20:5: “I
am…God…jealous, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the
children, unto the third and fourth generation.” Furthermore,
according to human law, the children of those who are guilty
of high treason are disinherited. erefore the guilt of nearer
ancestors is also transmitted to their descendants.

Objection 2. Further, a man can better transmit to an-
other, that which he has of himself, than that which he has re-
ceived from another: thus fire heats better than hotwater does.
Now aman transmits to his children, by the way, of origin, the
sin which he has from Adam. Much more therefore should he
transmit the sin which he has contracted of himself.

Objection 3. Further, the reason why we contract origi-
nal sin from our first parent is because we were in him as in
the principle of our nature, which he corrupted. But we were

likewise in our nearer ancestors, as in principles of our nature,
which however it be corrupt, can be corrupted yetmore by sin,
according to Apoc. 22:11: “He that is filthy, let him be filthier
still.”erefore children contract, by theway of origin, the sins
of their nearer ancestors, even as they contract the sin of their
first parent.

Onthe contrary,Good ismore self-diffusive than evil. But
the merits of the nearer ancestors are not transmitted to their
descendants. Much less therefore are their sins.

I answer that, Augustine puts this question in the
Enchiridion xlvi, xlvii, and leaves it unsolved. Yet if we look
into thematter carefullywe shall see that it is impossible for the
sins of the nearer ancestors, or even any other but the first sin
of our first parent to be transmitted by way of origin. e rea-
son is that aman begets his like in species but not in individual.
Consequently those things that pertain directly to the individ-
ual, such as personal actions and matters affecting them, are
not transmitted by parents to their children: for a grammarian
does not transmit to his son the knowledge of grammar that
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he has acquired by his own studies. On the other hand, those
things that concern the nature of the species, are transmitted
by parents to their children, unless there be a defect of nature:
thus a man with eyes begets a son having eyes, unless nature
fails. And if nature be strong, even certain accidents of the in-
dividual pertaining to natural disposition, are transmitted to
the children, e.g. fleetness of body, acuteness of intellect, and
so forth; but nowise those that are purely personal, as stated
above.

Now just as something may belong to the person as such,
and also something through the giof grace, somay something
belong to thenature as such, viz.whatever is causedby theprin-
ciples of nature, and something too through the gi of grace.
In this way original justice, as stated in the Ia, q. 100, a. 1, was a
gi of grace, conferred byGod on all human nature in our first
parent.is gi the first man lost by his first sin.Wherefore as
that original justice together with the nature was to have been
transmitted to his posterity, so also was its disorder. Other ac-
tual sins, however, whether of the first parent or of others, do

not corrupt the nature as nature, but only as the nature of that
person, i.e. in respect of the proneness to sin: and consequently
other sins are not transmitted.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Augustine in his let-
ter to Avitus*, children are never inflicted with spiritual pun-
ishment on account of their parents, unless they share in their
guilt, either in their origin, or by imitation, because every soul
is God’s immediate property, as stated in Ezech. 18:4. Some-
times, however, by Divine or human judgment, children re-
ceive bodily punishment on their parents’ account, inasmuch
as the child, as to its body, is part of its father.

Reply toObjection2.Amancanmore easily transmit that
which he has of himself, provided it be transmissible. But the
actual sins of our nearer ancestors are not transmissible, be-
cause they are purely personal, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. e first sin infects nature with a
human corruption pertaining to nature; whereas other sins in-
fect it with a corruption pertaining only to the person.

Ia IIae q. 81 a. 3Whether the sin of the first parent is transmitted, by the way of origin, to all men?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin of the first parent
is not transmitted, by the way of origin, to all men. Because
death is a punishment consequent upon original sin. But not
all those, who are born of the seed of Adam, will die: since
those who will be still living at the coming of our Lord, will
never die, as, seemingly, may be gathered from 1 ess. 4:14:
“We who are alive…unto the coming of the Lord, shall not
prevent them who have slept.” erefore they do not contract
original sin.

Objection 2. Further, no one gives another what he has
not himself. Now a man who has been baptized has not origi-
nal sin. erefore he does not transmit it to his children.

Objection 3. Further, the gi of Christ is greater than the
sin ofAdam, as theApostle declares (Rom. 5:15, seqq). But the
gi of Christ is not transmitted to all men: neither, therefore,
is the sin of Adam.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 5:12): “Death
passed upon all men in whom all have sinned.”

I answer that, According to the Catholic Faith we must
firmly believe that, Christ alone excepted, all men descended
from Adam contract original sin from him; else all would not
need redemption† which is through Christ; and this is erro-
neous.e reason for thismay be gathered fromwhat has been
stated (a. 1), viz. that original sin, in virtue of the sin of our
first parent, is transmitted to his posterity, just as, from the
soul’swill, actual sin is transmitted to themembers of the body,
through their being moved by the will. Now it is evident that
actual sin can be transmitted to all suchmembers as have an in-
born aptitude to bemoved by the will.erefore original sin is

transmitted to all those who aremoved by Adam by themove-
ment of generation.

Reply to Objection 1. It is held with greater probability
and more commonly that all those that are alive at the coming
of our Lord, will die, and rise again shortly, as we shall state
more fully in the IIIa ( Suppl., q. 78, a. 1, obj. 1). If, however,
it be true, as others hold, that they will never die, (an opinion
which Jerome mentions among others in a letter to Minerius,
on the Resurrection of the Body—Ep. cxix), then we must say
in reply to the objection, that although they are not to die, the
debt of death is none the less in them, and that the punishment
of death will be remitted byGod, sinceHe can also forgive the
punishment due for actual sins.

Reply to Objection 1. Original sin is taken away by Bap-
tism as to the guilt, in so far as the soul recovers grace as re-
gards the mind. Nevertheless original sin remains in its effect
as regards the “fomes,” which is the disorder of the lower parts
of the soul and of the body itself, in respect of which, and
not of the mind, man exercises his power of generation. Con-
sequently those who are baptized transmit original sin: since
they do not beget as being renewed in Baptism, but as still re-
taining something of the oldness of the first sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as Adam’s sin is transmitted to
all who are born of Adam corporally, so is the grace of Christ
transmitted to all that are begotten ofHim spiritually, by faith
andBaptism: and this, not only unto the removal of sin of their
first parent, but also unto the removal of actual sins, and the
obtaining of glory.

* Ep. ad Auxilium ccl. † Cf. Translator’s note inserted before IIIa, q. 27.
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Ia IIae q. 81 a. 4Whether original sinwould be contracted by a person formedmiraculously fromhumanflesh?

Objection1. Itwould seem that original sinwould be con-
tracted by a person formed miraculously from human flesh.
For a gloss on Gn. 4:1 says that “Adam’s entire posterity was
corrupted in his loins, because theywere not severed fromhim
in the place of life, before he sinned, but in the place of exile
aer he had sinned.” But if a man were to be formed in the
aforesaid manner, his flesh would be severed in the place of ex-
ile. erefore it would contract original sin.

Objection 2. Further, original sin is caused in us by the
soul being infected through the flesh. Butman’s flesh is entirely
corrupted.erefore aman’s soul would contract the infection
of original sin, from whatever part of the flesh it was formed.

Objection 3.Further, original sin comes upon all fromour
first parent, in so far as we were all in himwhen he sinned. But
those who might be formed out of human flesh, would have
been in Adam. erefore they would contract original sin.

On the contrary, ey would not have been in Adam “ac-
cording to seminal virtue,”which alone is the cause of the trans-
mission of original sin, as Augustine states (Gen. ad lit. x, 18,
seqq.).

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,3), original sin is
transmitted from the first parent to his posterity, inasmuch as
they are moved by him through generation, even as the mem-

bers aremoved by the soul to actual sin.Now there is nomove-
ment to generation except by the active power of generation:
so that those alone contract original sin, who are descended
from Adam through the active power of generation originally
derived from Adam, i.e. who are descended from him through
seminal power; for the seminal power is nothing else than the
active power of generation. But if anyone were to be formed
by God out of human flesh, it is evident that the active power
would not be derived fromAdam.Consequently hewould not
contract original sin: even as ahandwouldhavenopart in ahu-
man sin, if it were moved, not by the man’s will, but by some
external power.

Reply to Objection 1. Adam was not in the place of ex-
ile until aer his sin. Consequently it is not on account of the
place of exile, but on account of the sin, that original sin is
transmitted to those to whom his active generation extends.

Reply toObjection 2.eflesh does not corrupt the soul,
except in so far as it is the active principle in generation, as we
have stated.

Reply to Objection 3. If a man were to be formed from
human flesh, he would have been in Adam, “by way of bod-
ily substance”*, but not according to seminal virtue, as stated
above. erefore he would not contract original sin.

Ia IIae q. 81 a. 5Whether if Eve, and not Adam, had sinned, their children would have contracted original sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that if Eve, and notAdam, had
sinned, their children would have contracted original sin. Be-
cause we contract original sin from our parents, in so far as we
were once in them, according to thewordof theApostle (Rom.
5:12): “In whom all have sinned.” Now a man pre-exist in his
mother as well as in his father. erefore a man would have
contracted original sin from his mother’s sin as well as from
his father’s.

Objection 2. Further, if Eve, and not Adam, had sinned,
their children would have been born liable to suffering and
death, since it is “themother” that “provides thematter in gen-
eration” as the Philosopher states (De Gener. Animal. ii, 1,4),
when death and liability to suffering are the necessary results
of matter. Now liability to suffering and the necessity of dy-
ing are punishments of original sin. erefore if Eve, and not
Adam, had sinned, their children would contract original sin.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
3) that “the Holy Ghost came upon the Virgin,” (of whom
Christ was to be born without original sin) “purifying her.”
But this purification would not have been necessary, if the in-
fection of original sin were not contracted from the mother.
erefore the infection of original sin is contracted from the
mother: so that if Evehad sinned, her childrenwouldhave con-
tracted original sin, even if Adam had not sinned.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 5:12): “By one
man sin entered into this world.” Now if the woman would
have transmitted original sin to her children, he should have
said that it entered by two, since both of them sinned, or rather
that it entered by a woman, since she sinned first. erefore
original sin is transmitted to the children, not by the mother,
but by the father.

I answer that, e solution of this question is made clear
by what has been said. For it has been stated (a. 1) that original
sin is transmitted by the first parent in so far as he is the mover
in thebegettingofhis children:wherefore it has been said (a. 4)
that if anyone were begotten materially only, of human flesh,
they would not contract original sin. Now it is evident that
in the opinion of philosophers, the active principle of genera-
tion is from the father, while the mother provides the matter.
erefore original sin, is contracted, not from the mother, but
from the father: so that, accordingly, if Eve, andnotAdam, had
sinned, their childrenwouldnot contract original sin:whereas,
if Adam, and not Eve, had sinned, they would contract it.

Reply to Objection 1. e child pre-exists in its father as
in its active principle, and in its mother, as in its material and
passive principle. Consequently the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. Some hold that if Eve, and not
Adam, had sinned, their children would be immune from the

* eexpression is St. Augustine’s (Gen. ad lit. x). Cf. Summaeologica IIIa,
q. 31, a. 6, Reply to obj. 1.
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sin, but would have been subject to the necessity of dying and
to other forms of suffering that are a necessary result of the
matter which is provided by the mother, not as punishments,
but as actual defects. is, however, seems unreasonable. Be-
cause, as stated in the Ia, q. 97, Aa. 1, 2, ad 4, immortality and
impassibility, in the original state, were a result, not of the con-
dition of matter, but of original justice, whereby the body was
subjected to the soul, so long as the soul remained subject to
God. Now privation of original justice is original sin. If, there-
fore, supposing Adam had not sinned, original sin would not

have been transmitted to posterity on account of Eve’s sin; it
is evident that the children would not have been deprived of
original justice: and consequently they would not have been
liable to suffer and subject to the necessity of dying.

Reply to Objection 3. is prevenient purification in the
Blessed Virgin was not needed to hinder the transmission of
original sin, but because it behooved the Mother of God “to
shine with the greatest purity”*. For nothing is worthy to re-
ceive God unless it be pure, according to Ps. 92:5: “Holiness
becometh y House, O Lord.”

* Cf. Anselm, De Concep. Virg. xviii.
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Of Original Sin, As to Its Essence

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider original sin as to its essence, and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether original sin is a habit?
(2) Whether there is but one original sin in each man?
(3) Whether original sin is concupiscence?
(4) Whether original sin is equally in all?

Ia IIae q. 82 a. 1Whether original sin is a habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that original sin is not a habit.
For original sin is the absence of original justice, as Anselm
states (De Concep. Virg. ii, iii, xxvi), so that original sin is a
privation. But privation is opposed to habit. erefore origi-
nal sin is not a habit.

Objection 2. Further, actual sin has the nature of fault
more than original sin, in so far as it is more voluntary. Now
the habit of actual sin has not the nature of a fault, else it would
follow that a man while asleep, would be guilty of sin. ere-
fore no original habit has the nature of a fault.

Objection 3. Further, in wickedness act always precedes
habit, because evil habits are not infused, but acquired. Now
original sin is not preceded by an act. erefore original sin is
not a habit.

On the contrary, Augustine says in his book on the Bap-
tism of infants (De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i, 39) that on ac-
count of original sin little children have the aptitude of concu-
piscence though they have not the act. Now aptitude denotes
some kind of habit. erefore original sin is a habit.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 49, a. 4; q. 50, a. 1), habit
is twofold. e first is a habit whereby power is inclined to an
act: thus science and virtue are called habits. In this way orig-
inal sin is not a habit. e second kind of habit is the dispo-
sition of a complex nature, whereby that nature is well or ill
disposed to something, chieflywhen such a disposition has be-
come like a second nature, as in the case of sickness or health.
In this sense original sin is a habit. For it is an inordinate dispo-
sition, arising from the destruction of the harmony which was
essential to original justice, even as bodily sickness is an inor-

dinate disposition of the body, by reason of the destruction of
that equilibrium which is essential to health. Hence it is that
original sin is called the “languor of nature”*.

Reply to Objection 1. As bodily sickness is partly a priva-
tion, in so far as it denotes the destruction of the equilibrium
of health, and partly something positive, viz. the very humors
that are inordinately disposed, so too original sin denotes the
privation of original justice, and besides this, the inordinate
disposition of the parts of the soul. Consequently it is not a
pure privation, but a corrupt habit.

Reply to Objection 2. Actual sin is an inordinateness of
an act: whereas original sin, being the sin of nature, is an in-
ordinate disposition of nature, and has the character of fault
through being transmitted from our first parent, as stated
above (q. 81, a. 1). Now this inordinate disposition of nature
is a kind of habit, whereas the inordinate disposition of an act
is not: and for this reason original sin can be a habit, whereas
actual sin cannot.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection considers the habit
which inclines a power to an act: but original sin is not this
kind of habit. Nevertheless a certain inclination to an inordi-
nate act does follow from original sin, not directly, but indi-
rectly, viz. by the removal of the obstacle, i.e. original justice,
which hindered inordinate movements: just as an inclination
to inordinate bodily movements results indirectly from bodily
sickness. Nor is it necessary to says that original sin is a habit
“infused,” or a habit “acquired” (except by the act of our first
parent, but not by our own act): but it is a habit “inborn” due
to our corrupt origin.

Ia IIae q. 82 a. 2Whether there are several original sins in one man?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are many original
sins in one man. For it is written (Ps. 1:7): “Behold I was con-
ceived in iniquities, and in sins did my mother conceive me.”
But the sin in which a man is conceived is original sin. ere-
fore there are several original sins in man.

Objection 2. Further, one and the same habit does not in-
cline its subject to contraries: since the inclination of habit is

like that of nature which tends to one thing. Now original sin,
even in one man, inclines to various and contrary sins. ere-
fore original sin is not one habit; but several.

Objection 3. Further, original sin infects every part of the
soul. Now the different parts of the soul are different subjects
of sin, as shown above (q. 74). Since then one sin cannot be
in different subjects, it seems that original sin is not one but

* Cf. Augustine, In Ps. 118, serm. iii.
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several.
On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 1:29): “Behold the

Lamb of God, behold Him Who taketh away the sin of the
world”: and the reason for the employment of the singular is
that the “sin of the world” is original sin, as a gloss expounds
this passage.

I answer that, In one man there is one original sin. Two
reasons may be assigned for this. e first is on the part of the
cause of original sin. For it has been stated (q. 81, a. 2), that the
first sin alone of our first parent was transmitted to his poster-
ity.Wherefore in onemanoriginal sin is one in number; and in
all men, it is one in proportion, i.e. in relation to its first prin-
ciple.e second reasonmay be taken from the very essence of
original sin. Because in every inordinate disposition, unity of
species depends on the cause, while the unity of number is de-
rived from the subject. For example, take bodily sickness: vari-
ous species of sickness proceed from different causes, e.g. from
excessiveheat or cold, or froma lesion in the lungor liver;while
one specific sickness in one man will be one in number. Now
the cause of this corrupt disposition that is called original sin,
is one only, viz. the privation of original justice, removing the
subjection of man’s mind to God. Consequently original sin is
specifically one, and, in one man, can be only one in number;
while, in different men, it is one in species and in proportion,

but is numerically many.
Reply toObjection 1.eemployment of the plural—“in

sins”—may be explained by the custom of the Divine Scrip-
tures in the frequent use of the plural for the singular, e.g.
“ey are dead that sought the life of the child”; or by the fact
that all actual sins virtually pre-exist in original sin, as in a prin-
ciple so that it is virtually many; or by the fact of there being
many deformities in the sin of our first parent, viz. pride, dis-
obedience, gluttony, and so forth; or by several parts of the soul
being infected by original sin.

Reply toObjection 2.Of itself and directly, i.e. by its own
form, one habit cannot incline its subject to contraries. But
there is no reason why it should not do so, indirectly and acci-
dentally, i.e. by the removal of an obstacle: thus, when the har-
mony of amixed body is destroyed, the elements have contrary
local tendencies. In likemanner, when the harmony of original
justice is destroyed, the various powers of the soul have various
opposite tendencies.

Reply to Objection 3. Original sin infects the different
parts of the soul, in so far as they are the parts of one whole;
even as original justice held all the soul’s parts together in one.
Consequently there is but one original sin: just as there is but
one fever in one man, although the various parts of the body
are affected.

Ia IIae q. 82 a. 3Whether original sin is concupiscence?

Objection 1. It would seem that original sin is not con-
cupiscence. For every sin is contrary to nature, according to
Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 4,30). But concupiscence is in
accordance with nature, since it is the proper act of the concu-
piscible faculty which is a natural power. erefore concupis-
cence is not original sin.

Objection 2.Further, through original sin “the passions of
sins” are in us, according to theApostle (Rom. 7:5).Now there
are several other passions besides concupiscence, as stated
above (q. 23, a. 4). erefore original sin is not concupiscence
any more than another passion.

Objection 3. Further, by original sin, all the parts of the
soul are disordered, as stated above (a. 2, obj. 3). But the intel-
lect is the highest of the soul’s parts, as the Philosopher states
(Ethic. x, 7). erefore original sin is ignorance rather than
concupiscence.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. i, 15): “Concu-
piscence is the guilt of original sin.”

I answer that, Everything takes its species from its form:
and it has been stated (a. 2) that the species of original sin is
taken from its cause. Consequently the formal element of orig-
inal sin must be considered in respect of the cause of original
sin. But contraries have contrary causes. erefore the cause
of original sin must be considered with respect to the cause of
original justice, which is opposed to it. Now the whole order
of original justice consists in man’s will being subject to God:

which subjection, first and chiefly, was in the will, whose func-
tion it is to move all the other parts to the end, as stated above
(q. 9, a. 1 ), so that thewill being turned away fromGod, all the
other powers of the soul become inordinate. Accordingly the
privation of original justice, whereby the will was made sub-
ject to God, is the formal element in original sin; while every
other disorder of the soul’s powers, is a kind of material ele-
ment in respect of original sin. Now the inordinateness of the
other powers of the soul consists chiefly in their turning inor-
dinately to mutable good; which inordinateness may be called
by the general name of concupiscence. Hence original sin is
concupiscence,materially, but privation of original justice, for-
mally.

Reply to Objection 1. Since, in man, the concupiscible
power is naturally governed by reason, the act of concupis-
cence is so far natural to man, as it is in accord with the order
of reason; while, in so far as it trespasses beyond the bounds of
reason, it is, for a man, contrary to reason. Such is the concu-
piscence of original sin.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 25, a. 1), all the
irascible passions are reducible to concupiscible passions, as
holding the principle place: and of these, concupiscence is the
most impetuous in moving, and is felt most, as stated above
(q. 25, a. 2, ad 1). erefore original sin is ascribed to concu-
piscence, as being the chief passion, and as including all the
others, in a fashion.
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Reply toObjection 3.As, in good things, the intellect and
reason stand first, so conversely in evil things, the lower part of
the soul is found to takeprecedence, for it clouds anddraws the
reason, as stated above (q. 77, Aa. 1,2; q. 80, a. 2). Hence origi-

nal sin is called concupiscence rather than ignorance, although
ignorance is comprised among the material defects of original
sin.

Ia IIae q. 82 a. 4Whether original sin is equally in all?

Objection 1. It would seem that original sin is not equally
in all. Because original sin is inordinate concupiscence, as
stated above (a. 3). Now all are not equally prone to acts of
concupiscence. erefore original sin is not equally in all.

Objection 2. Further, original sin is an inordinate disposi-
tion of the soul, just as sickness is an inordinate disposition of
the body. But sickness is subject to degrees. erefore original
sin is subject to degrees.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Nup. et Con-
cep. i, 23) that “lust transmits original sin to the child.” But the
act of generation may be more lustful in one than in another.
erefore original sin may be greater in one than in another.

On the contrary,Original sin is the sin of nature, as stated
above (q. 81, a. 1). But nature is equally in all. erefore origi-
nal sin is too.

I answer that, ere are two things in original sin: one is
the privation of original justice; the other is the relation of this
privation to the sin of our first parent, from whom it is trans-
mitted toman through his corrupt origin. As to the first, orig-
inal sin has no degrees, since the gi of original justice is taken
away entirely; and privations that remove something entirely,
such as death and darkness, cannot be more or less, as stated
above (q. 73, a. 2). In like manner, neither is this possible, as
to the second: since all are related equally to the first principle
of our corrupt origin, from which principle original sin takes
the nature of guilt; for relations cannot be more or less. Con-

sequently it is evident that original sin cannot be more in one
than in another.

Reply to Objection 1. rough the bond of original jus-
tice being broken, which held together all the powers of the
soul in a certain order, each power of the soul tends to its own
proper movement, and the more impetuously, as it is stronger.
Now it happens that some of the soul’s powers are stronger in
one man than in another, on account of the different bodily
temperaments. Consequently if one man is more prone than
another to acts of concupiscence, this is not due to original sin,
because the bondof original justice is equally broken in all, and
the lower parts of the soul are, in all, le to themselves equally;
but it is due to the various dispositions of the powers, as stated.

Reply to Objection 2. Sickness of the body, even sickness
of the same species, has not an equal cause in all; for instance if
a fever be caused by corruption of the bile, the corruptionmay
be greater or less, and nearer to, or further from a vital princi-
ple. But the cause of original sin is equal to all, so that there is
not comparison.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not the actual lust that trans-
mits original sin: for, supposing Godwere to grant to aman to
feel no inordinate lust in the act of generation, he would still
transmit original sin; we must understand this to be habitual
lust, whereby the sensitive appetite is not kept subject to rea-
son by the bonds of original justice. is lust is equally in all.
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Of the Subject of Original Sin

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the subject of original sin, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the subject of original sin is the flesh rather than the soul?
(2) If it be the soul, whether this be through its essence, or through its powers?
(3) Whether the will prior to the other powers is the subject of original sin?
(4) Whether certain powers of the soul are specially infected, viz. the generative power, the concupiscible part,

and the sense of touch?

Ia IIae q. 83 a. 1Whether original sin is more in the flesh than in the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that original sin is more in the
flesh than in the soul. Because the rebellion of the flesh against
the mind arises from the corruption of original sin. Now the
root of this rebellion is seated in the flesh: for the Apostle
says (Rom. 7:23): “I see another law in my members fighting
against the law of my mind.” erefore original sin is seated
chiefly in the flesh.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is more in its cause than in
its effect: thus heat is in the heating fire more than in the hot
water. Now the soul is infected with the corruption of original
sin by the carnal semen. erefore original sin is in the flesh
rather than in the soul.

Objection 3. Further, we contract original sin from our
first parent, in so far as we were in him by reason of seminal
virtue. Now our souls were not in him thus, but only our flesh.
erefore original sin is not in the soul, but in the flesh.

Objection 4. Further, the rational soul created by God is
infused into the body. If therefore the soul were infected with
original sin, it would follow that it is corrupted in its creation
or infusion: and thus God would be the cause of sin, since He
is the author of the soul’s creation and fusion.

Objection 5. Further, no wise man pours a precious liq-
uid into a vessel, knowing that the vessel will corrupt the liq-
uid. But the rational soul is more precious than any liquid. If
therefore the soul, by being unitedwith the body, could be cor-
ruptedwith the infection of original sin, God,Who is wisdom
itself, would never infuse the soul into such a body. And yet
He does; wherefore it is not corrupted by the flesh. erefore
original sin is not in the soul but in the flesh.

On the contrary, e same is the subject of a virtue and
of the vice or sin contrary to that virtue. But the flesh cannot
be the subject of virtue: for the Apostle says (Rom. 7:18): “I
know that there dwelleth not in me, that is to say, in my flesh,
that which is good.” erefore the flesh cannot be the subject
of original sin, but only the soul.

I answer that, One thing can be in another in two ways.
First, as in its cause, either principal, or instrumental; secondly,
as in its subject. Accordingly the original sin of all men was

in Adam indeed, as in its principal cause, according to the
words of the Apostle (Rom. 5:12): “In whom all have sinned”:
whereas it is in the bodily semen, as in its instrumental cause,
since it is by the active power of the semen that original sin
together with human nature is transmitted to the child. But
original sin can nowise be in the flesh as its subject, but only in
the soul.

e reason for this is that, as stated above (q. 81, a. 1), orig-
inal sin is transmitted from the will of our first parent to this
posterity by a certainmovement of generation, in the sameway
as actual sin is transmitted from any man’s will to his other
parts. Now in this transmission it is to be observed, that what-
ever accrues from the motion of the will consenting to sin, to
any part of man that can in any way share in that guilt, either
as its subject or as its instrument, has the character of sin.us
from the will consenting to gluttony, concupiscence of food
accrues to the concupiscible faculty, and partaking of food ac-
crues to the hand and the mouth, which, in so far as they are
moved by the will to sin, are the instruments of sin. But that
further action is evoked in the nutritive power and the inter-
nal members, which have no natural aptitude for beingmoved
by the will, does not bear the character of guilt.

Accordingly, since the soul can be the subject of guilt,
while the flesh, of itself, cannot be the subject of guilt; what-
ever accrues to the soul from the corruption of the first sin, has
the character of guilt, while whatever accrues to the flesh, has
the character, not of guilt but of punishment: so that, there-
fore, the soul is the subject of original sin, and not the flesh.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (Retract. i, 27)*,
the Apostle is speaking, in that passage, of man already re-
deemed, who is delivered from guilt, but is still liable to pun-
ishment, by reason of which sin is stated to dwell “in the flesh.”
Consequently it follows that the flesh is the subject, not of
guilt, but of punishment.

Reply toObjection 2. Original sin is caused by the semen
as instrumental cause. Now there is no need for anything to be
more in the instrumental cause than in the effect; but only in
the principal cause: and, in this way, original sin was in Adam

* Cf. QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 66.
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more fully, since in him it had the nature of actual sin.
Reply toObjection 3.e soul of any individual man was

in Adam, in respect of his seminal power, not indeed as in its
effective principle, but as in a dispositive principle: because the
bodily semen, which is transmitted fromAdam, does not of its
own power produce the rational soul, but disposes the matter
for it.

Reply to Objection 4. e corruption of original sin is
nowise caused by God, but by the sin alone of our first par-
ent through carnal generation. And so, since creation implies
a relation in the soul to God alone, it cannot be said that the
soul is tainted through being created.On the other hand, infu-
sion implies relation both toGod infusing and to the flesh into

which the soul is infused. And so, with regard toGod infusing,
it cannot be said that the soul is stained through being infused;
but only with regard to the body into which it is infused.

Reply to Objection 5. e common good takes prece-
dence of private good. Wherefore God, according to His wis-
dom, does not overlook the general order of things (which is
that such a soul be infused into such a body), lest this soul con-
tract a singular corruption: all the more that the nature of the
soul demands that it should not exist prior to its infusion into
the body, as stated in the Ia, q. 90, a. 4; Ia, q. 118, a. 3. And it is
better for the soul to be thus, according to its nature, than not
to be at all, especially since it can avoid damnation, by means
of grace.

Ia IIae q. 83 a. 2Whether original sin is in the essence of the soul rather than in the powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that original sin is not in the
essence of the soul rather than in the powers. For the soul is
naturally apt to be the subject of sin, in respect of those parts
which can bemoved by the will. Now the soul is moved by the
will, not as to its essence but only as to the powers. erefore
original sin is in the soul, not according to its essence, but only
according to the powers.

Objection 2. Further, original sin is opposed to original
justice.Noworiginal justice was in a power of the soul, because
power is the subject of virtue.erefore original sin also is in a
power of the soul, rather than in its essence.

Objection 3. Further, just as original sin is derived from
the soul as from the flesh, so is it derived by the powers from
the essence.But original sin ismore in the soul than in theflesh.
erefore it is more in the powers than in the essence of the
soul.

Objection 4. Further, original sin is said to be concupis-
cence, as stated (q. 82, a. 3). But concupiscence is in the powers
of the soul. erefore original sin is also.

On the contrary,Original sin is called the sin of nature, as
stated above (q. 81, a. 1). Now the soul is the form and nature
of the body, in respect of its essence and not in respect of its
powers, as stated in the Ia, q. 76, a. 6. erefore the soul is the
subject of original sin chiefly in respect of its essence.

I answer that,e subject of a sin is chiefly that part of the
soul to which the motive cause of that sin primarily pertains:
thus if the motive cause of a sin is sensual pleasure, which re-
gards the concupiscible power through being its proper object,
it follows that the concupiscible power is the proper subject of
that sin. Now it is evident that original sin is caused through

our origin. Consequently that part of the soul which is first
reached by man’s origin, is the primary subject of original sin.
Now the origin reaches the soul as the term of generation, ac-
cording as it is the form of the body: and this belongs to the
soul in respect of its essence, as was proved in the Ia, q. 76, a. 6.
erefore the soul, in respect of its essence, is the primary sub-
ject of original sin.

Reply to Objection 1. As the motion of the will of an in-
dividual reaches to the soul’s powers and not to its essence, so
the motion of the will of the first generator, through the chan-
nel of generation, reaches first of all to the essence of the soul,
as stated.

Reply toObjection 2. Even original justice pertained rad-
ically to the essence of the soul, because it was God’s gi to
human nature, to which the essence of the soul is related be-
fore the powers. For the powers seem to regard the person, in
as much as they are the principles of personal acts. Hence they
are the proper subjects of actual sins, which are the sins of the
person.

Reply to Objection 3. e body is related to the soul as
matter to form, which though it comes second in order of gen-
eration, nevertheless comes first in the order of perfection and
nature. But the essence of the soul is related to the powers, as a
subject to its proper accidents, which follow their subject both
in the order of generation and in that of perfection. Conse-
quently the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 4. Concupiscence, in relation to orig-
inal sin, holds the position ofmatter and effect, as stated above
(q. 82, a. 3).

Ia IIae q. 83 a. 3Whether original sin infects the will before the other powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that original sin does not in-
fect the will before the other powers. For every sin belongs
chiefly to that power by whose act it was caused. Now origi-
nal sin is caused by an act of the generative power. erefore

it seems to belong to the generative power more than to the
others.

Objection 2. Further, original sin is transmitted through
the carnal semen. But the other powers of the soul are more
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akin to the flesh than the will is, as is evident with regard to
all the sensitive powers, which use a bodily organ. erefore
original sin is in them more than in the will.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect precedes the will, for
the object of the will is only the good understood. If therefore
original sin infects all the powers of the soul, it seems that it
must first of all infect the intellect, as preceding the others.

Onthe contrary,Original justice has a prior relation to the
will, because it is “rectitude of the will,” as Anselm states (De
Concep. Virg. iii). erefore original sin, which is opposed to
it, also has a prior relation to the will.

I answer that,Two thingsmust be considered in the infec-
tion of original sin. First, its inherence to its subject; and in this
respect it regards first the essence of the soul, as stated above
(a. 2). In the second place we must consider its inclination to
act; and in this way it regards the powers of the soul. It must
therefore regard first of all that power in which is seated the
first inclination to commit a sin, and this is the will, as stated

above (q. 74, Aa. 1,2). erefore original sin regards first of all
the will.

Reply to Objection 1. Original sin, in man, is not caused
by the generative power of the child, but by the act of the
parental generative power. Consequently, it does not follow
that the child’s generative power is the subject of original sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Original sin spreads in two ways;
from the flesh to the soul, and from the essence of the soul
to the powers. e former follows the order of generation,
the latter follows the order of perfection. erefore, although
the other, viz. the sensitive powers, are more akin to the flesh,
yet, since the will, being the higher power, is more akin to the
essence of the soul, the infection of original sin reaches it first.

Reply to Objection 3. e intellect precedes the will, in
one way, by proposing its object to it. In another way, the will
precedes the intellect, in the order ofmotion to act, whichmo-
tion pertains to sin.

Ia IIae q. 83 a. 4Whether the aforesaid powers are more infected than the others?

Objection 1. It would seem that the aforesaid powers are
notmore infected than the others. For the infection of original
sin seems to pertainmore to that part of the soul which can be
first the subject of sin.Now this is the rational part, and chiefly
the will. erefore that power is most infected by original sin.

Objection 2. Further, no power of the soul is infected by
guilt, except in so far as it can obey reason. Now the generative
power cannot obey reason, as stated in Ethic. i, 13. erefore
the generative power is not the most infected by original sin.

Objection 3. Further, of all the senses the sight is themost
spiritual and the nearest to reason, in so far “as it shows us how
a number of things differ” (Metaph. i). But the infection of
guilt is first of all in the reason. erefore the sight is more in-
fected than touch.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 16,
seqq., 24) that the infection of original sin is most apparent
in the movements of the members of generation, which are
not subject to reason.Now thosemembers serve the generative
power in the mingling of sexes, wherein there is the delecta-
tion of touch, which is the most powerful incentive to concu-
piscence. erefore the infection of original sin regards these
three chiefly, viz. the generative power, the concupiscible fac-
ulty and the sense of touch.

I answer that, ose corruptions especially are said to be
infectious, which are of such a nature as to be transmitted from
one subject to another: hence contagious diseases, such as lep-

rosy and murrain and the like, are said to be infectious. Now
the corruption of original sin is transmitted by the act of gener-
ation, as stated above (q. 81, a. 1).erefore the powers which
concur in this act, are chiefly said to be infected. Now this
act serves the generative power, in as much as it is directed to
generation; and it includes delectation of the touch, which is
the most powerful object of the concupiscible faculty. Conse-
quently, while all the parts of the soul are said to be corrupted
by original sin, these three are said specially to be corrupted
and infected.

Reply to Objection 1. Original sin, in so far as it inclines
to actual sins, belongs chiefly to the will, as stated above (a. 3).
But in so far as it is transmitted to the offspring, it belongs to
the aforesaid powers proximately, and to the will, remotely.

Reply to Objection 2. e infection of actual sin belongs
only to the powers which are moved by the will of the sinner.
But the infection of original sin is not derived from the will
of the contractor, but through his natural origin, which is ef-
fected by the generative power. Hence it is this power that is
infected by original sin.

Reply toObjection3. Sight is not related to the act of gen-
eration except in respect of remote disposition, in so far as the
concupiscible species is seen through the sight. But the delec-
tation is completed in the touch. Wherefore the aforesaid in-
fection is ascribed to the touch rather than to the sight.
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F P   S P, Q 84
Of the Cause of Sin, in Respect of One Sin Being the Cause of Another

(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the cause of sin, in so far as one sin can be the cause of another. Under this head there are four points
of inquiry:

(1) Whether covetousness is the root of all sins?
(2) Whether pride is the beginning of every sin?
(3) Whether other special sins should be called capital vices, besides pride and covetousness?
(4) How many capital vices there are, and which are they?

Ia IIae q. 84 a. 1Whether covetousness is the root of all sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that covetousness is not the
root of all sins. For covetousness, which is immoderate desire
for riches, is opposed to the virtue of liberality. But liberality
is not the root of all virtues. erefore covetousness is not the
root of all sins.

Objection 2. Further, the desire for the means proceeds
from desire for the end. Now riches, the desire for which is
called covetousness, are not desired except as being useful for
some end, as stated in Ethic. i, 5.erefore covetousness is not
the root of all sins, but proceeds from some deeper root.

Objection 3. Further, it oen happens that avarice, which
is another name for covetousness, arises from other sins; as
when a man desires money through ambition, or in order to
sate his gluttony. erefore it is not the root of all sins.

On the contrary,eApostle says (1Tim. 6:10): “e de-
sire of money is the root of all evil.”

I answer that, According to some, covetousness may be
understood in different ways. First, as denoting inordinate de-
sire for riches: and thus it is a special sin. Secondly, as denot-
ing inordinate desire for any temporal good: and thus it is a
genus comprising all sins, because every sin includes an inor-
dinate turning to a mutable good, as stated above (q. 72, a. 2).
irdly, as denoting an inclination of a corrupt nature to desire
corruptible goods inordinately: and they say that in this sense
covetousness is the root of all sins, comparing it to the root of
a tree, which draws its sustenance from earth, just as every sin
grows out of the love of temporal things.

Now, though all this is true, it does not seem to explain
the mind of the Apostle when he states that covetousness is
the root of all sins. For in that passage he clearly speaks against
those who, because they “will become rich, fall into tempta-
tion, and into the snare of the devil…for covetousness is the
root of all evils.” Hence it is evident that he is speaking of cov-
etousness as denoting the inordinate desire for riches. Accord-

ingly, we must say that covetousness, as denoting a special sin,
is called the root of all sins, in likeness to the root of a tree,
in furnishing sustenance to the whole tree. For we see that by
richesman acquires themeans of committing any sinwhatever,
and of sating his desire for any sin whatever, sincemoney helps
man to obtain all manner of temporal goods, according to Ec-
cles. 10:19: “All things obey money”: so that in this desire for
riches is the root of all sins.

Reply toObjection1.Virtue and sin do not arise from the
same source. For sin arises from the desire of mutable good;
and consequently the desire of that good which helps one to
obtain all temporal goods, is called the root of all sins. But
virtue arises from the desire for the immutable God; and con-
sequently charity, which is the love of God, is called the root
of the virtues, according to Eph. 3:17: “Rooted and founded
in charity.”

Reply to Objection 2. e desire of money is said to be
the root of sins, not as though riches were sought for their own
sake, as being the last end; but because they aremuch sought af-
ter as useful for any temporal end.And since a universal good is
more desirable than a particular good, they move the appetite
more than any individual goods, which along with many oth-
ers can be procured by means of money.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as in natural things we do not
ask what always happens, but what happens most frequently,
for the reason that the nature of corruptible things can be hin-
dered, so as not always to act in the same way; so also in moral
matters, we considerwhat happens in themajority of cases, not
what happens invariably, for the reason that the will does not
act of necessity. Sowhenwe say that covetousness is the root of
all evils, we do not assert that no other evil can be its root, but
that other evils more frequently arise therefrom, for the reason
given.
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Ia IIae q. 84 a. 2Whether pride is the beginning of every sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride is not the begin-
ning of every sin. For the root is a beginning of a tree, so that
the beginning of a sin seems to be the same as the root of sin.
Nowcovetousness is the root of every sin, as stated above (a. 1).
erefore it is also the beginning of every sin, and not pride.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 10:14): “e
beginning of the pride of man is apostasy [Douay: ‘to fall off ’]
from God.” But apostasy from God is a sin. erefore another
sin is the beginning of pride, so that the latter is not the begin-
ning of every sin.

Objection 3. Further, the beginning of every sin would
seem to be that which causes all sins. Now this is inordinate
self-love, which, according to Augustine (De Civ. Dei xiv),
“builds up the city of Babylon.” erefore self-love and not
pride, is the beginning of every sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 10:15): “Pride is the
beginning of all sin.”

I answer that, Some say pride is to be taken in three ways.
First, as denoting inordinate desire to excel; and thus it is a spe-
cial sin. Secondly, as denoting actual contempt of God, to the
effect of not being subject to His commandment; and thus,
they say, it is a generic sin. irdly, as denoting an inclination
to this contempt, owing to the corruption of nature; and in
this sense they say that it is the beginning of every sin, and
that it differs from covetousness, because covetousness regards
sin as turning towards the mutable good by which sin is, as it
were, nourished and fostered, for which reason covetousness
is called the “root”; whereas pride regards sin as turning away
from God, to Whose commandment man refuses to be sub-
ject, for which reason it is called the “beginning,” because the
beginning of evil consists in turning away from God.

Now though all this is true, nevertheless it does not explain
the mind of the wise man who said (Ecclus. 10:15): “Pride is
the beginning of all sin.” For it is evident that he is speaking
of pride as denoting inordinate desire to excel, as is clear from

what follows (verse 17): “God hath overturned the thrones of
proud princes”; indeed this is the point of nearly the whole
chapter. We must therefore say that pride, even as denoting a
special sin, is the beginning of every sin. For wemust take note
that, in voluntary actions, such as sins, there is a twofold order,
of intention, and of execution. In the former order, the princi-
ple is the end, as we have statedmany times before (q. 1, a. 1, ad
1; q. 18, a. 7, ad 2; q. 15, a. 1, ad 2; q. 25, a. 2).Nowman’s end in
acquiring all temporal goods is that, through their means, he
may have some perfection and excellence.erefore, from this
point of view, pride, which is the desire to excel, is said to be
the “beginning” of every sin.On theother hand, in the order of
execution, the first place belongs to that which by furnishing
the opportunity of fulfilling all desires of sin, has the character
of a root, and such are riches; so that, from this point of view,
covetousness is said to be the “root” of all evils, as stated above
(a. 1).

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. Apostasy from God is stated to be

the beginning of pride, in so far as it denotes a turning away
fromGod, because fromthe fact thatmanwishesnot tobe sub-
ject to God, it follows that he desires inordinately his own ex-
cellence in temporal things.Wherefore, in the passage quoted,
apostasy from God does not denote the special sin, but rather
that general condition of every sin, consisting in its turning
away from God. It may also be said that apostasy from God is
said to be the beginning of pride, because it is the first species
of pride. For it is characteristic of pride to be unwilling to be
subject to any superior, and especially to God; the result being
that aman is unduly lied up, in respect of the other species of
pride.

Reply toObjection 3. In desiring to excel, man loves him-
self, for to love oneself is the same as to desire some good
for oneself. Consequently it amounts to the same whether we
reckon pride or self-love as the beginning of every evil.

Ia IIae q. 84 a. 3Whether any other special sins, besides pride and avarice, should be called capital?

Objection 1. It would seem that no other special sins, be-
sides pride and avarice, should be called capital. Because “the
head seems to be to an animal, what the root is to a plant,” as
stated inDeAnima ii, text. 38: for the roots are like amouth. If
therefore covetousness is called the “root of all evils,” it seems
that it alone, and no other sin, should be called a capital vice.

Objection 2. Further, the head bears a certain relation of
order to the other members, in so far as sensation and move-
ment follow from the head. But sin implies privation of or-
der.erefore sin has not the character of head: so that no sins
should be called capital.

Objection 3. Further, capital crimes are those which re-
ceive capital punishment. But every kindof sin comprises some

that are punished thus. erefore the capital sins are not cer-
tain specific sins.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 17) enumerates
certain special vices under the name of capital.

I answer that, e word capital is derived from “caput” [a
head]. Now the head, properly speaking, is that part of an ani-
mal’s body, which is the principle and director of thewhole an-
imal. Hence, metaphorically speaking, every principle is called
a head, and even men who direct and govern others are called
heads. Accordingly a capital vice is so called, in the first place,
from “head” taken in the proper sense, and thus the name “cap-
ital” is given to a sin for which capital punishment is inflicted.
It is not in this sense that we are now speaking of capital sins,
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but in another sense, in which the term “capital” is derived
from head, taken metaphorically for a principle or director of
others. In this way a capital vice is one from which other vices
arise, chiefly by being their final cause, which origin is formal,
as stated above (q. 72, a. 6). Wherefore a capital vice is not
only the principle of others, but is also their director and, in
a way, their leader: because the art or habit, to which the end
belongs, is always the principle and the commander in matters
concerning the means. Hence Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 17) com-
pares these capital vices to the “leaders of an army.”

Reply to Objection 1. e term “capital” is taken from
“caput” and applied to something connected with, or partak-
ing of the head, as having some property thereof, but not as
being the head taken literally. And therefore the capital vices

are not only those which have the character of primary origin,
as covetousness which is called the “root,” and pride which is
called the beginning, but also those which have the character
of proximate origin in respect of several sins.

Reply to Objection 2. Sin lacks order in so far as it turns
away from God, for in this respect it is an evil, and evil, ac-
cording to Augustine (De Natura Boni iv), is “the privation of
mode, species and order.” But in so far as sin implies a turning
to something, it regards some good: wherefore, in this respect,
there can be order in sin.

Reply toObjection 3.is objection considers capital sin
as so called from the punishment it deserves, inwhich sensewe
are not taking it here.

Ia IIae q. 84 a. 4Whether the seven capital vices are suitably reckoned?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to reckon
seven capital vices, viz. vainglory, envy, anger, sloth, covetous-
ness, gluttony, lust. For sins are opposed to virtues. But there
are four principal virtues, as stated above (q. 61, a. 2). ere-
fore there are only four principal or capital vices.

Objection 2. Further, the passions of the soul are causes of
sin, as stated above (q. 77). But there are four principal passions
of the soul; twoofwhich, viz. hope and fear, are notmentioned
among the above sins, whereas certain vices are mentioned to
which pleasure and sadness belong, since pleasure belongs to
gluttony and lust, and sadness to sloth and envy. erefore the
principal sins are unfittingly enumerated.

Objection 3. Further, anger is not a principal passion.
erefore it should not be placed among the principal vices.

Objection 4. Further, just as covetousness or avarice is the
root of sin, so is pride the beginning of sin, as stated above
(a. 2). But avarice is reckoned to be one of the capital vices.
erefore pride also should be placed among the capital vices.

Objection 5.Further, some sins are committedwhich can-
not be caused through any of these: as, for instance, when one
sins through ignorance, orwhenone commits a sinwith a good
intention, e.g. steals in order to give an alms.erefore the cap-
ital vices are insufficiently enumerated.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Gregory who
enumerates them in this way (Moral. xxxi, 17).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), the capital vices are
those which give rise to others, especially by way of final cause.
Now this kind of origin may take place in two ways. First, on
account of the condition of the sinner, who is disposed so as
to have a strong inclination for one particular end, the result
being that he frequently goes forward to other sins. But this
kind of origin does not come under the consideration of art,
because man’s particular dispositions are infinite in number.
Secondly, on account of a natural relationship of the ends to
one another: and it is in this way that most frequently one vice
arises from another, so that this kind of origin can come under

the consideration of art.
Accordingly therefore, those vices are called capital, whose

ends have certain fundamental reasons for moving the ap-
petite; and it is in respect of these fundamental reasons that
the capital vices are differentiated. Now a thing moves the ap-
petite in two ways. First, directly and of its very nature: thus
goodmoves the appetite to seek it, while evil, for the same rea-
son,moves the appetite to avoid it. Secondly, indirectly and on
account of something else, as it were: thus one seeks an evil on
account of some attendant good, or avoids a good on account
of some attendant evil.

Again, man’s good is threefold. For, in the first place, there
is a certain good of the soul, which derives its aspect of ap-
petibility, merely through being apprehended, viz. the excel-
lence of honor and praise, and this good is sought inordinately
by “vainglory.” Secondly, there is the good of the body, and this
regards either the preservation of the individual, e.g. meat and
drink, which good is pursued inordinately by “gluttony,” or the
preservation of the species, e.g. sexual intercourse, which good
is sought inordinately by “lust.”irdly, there is external good,
viz. riches, towhich “covetousness” is referred.ese same four
vices avoid inordinately the contrary evils.

Or again, good moves the appetite chiefly through pos-
sessing some property of happiness, which all men seek natu-
rally. Now in the first place happiness implies perfection, since
happiness is a perfect good, to which belongs excellence or
renown, which is desired by “pride” or “vainglory.” Secondly, it
implies satiety, which “covetousness” seeks in riches that give
promise thereof. irdly, it implies pleasure, without which
happiness is impossible, as stated in Ethic. i, 7; x, 6,7,[8] and
this “gluttony” and “lust” pursue.

On the other hand, avoidance of good on account of an
attendant evil occurs in two ways. For this happens either in
respect of one’s own good, and thus we have “sloth,” which is
sadness about one’s spiritual good, on account of the attendant
bodily labor: or else it happens in respect of another’s good,
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and this, if it be without recrimination, belongs to “envy,”
which is sadness about another’s good as being a hindrance to
one’s own excellence, while if it be with recrimination with a
view to vengeance, it is “anger.” Again, these same vices seek
the contrary evils.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue and vice do not originate
in the same way: since virtue is caused by the subordination
of the appetite to reason, or to the immutable good, which is
God, whereas vice arises from the appetite for mutable good.
Wherefore there is no need for the principal vices to be con-
trary to the principal virtues.

Reply toObjection2.Fear andhope are irascible passions.
Now all the passions of the irascible part arise from passions of
the concupiscible part; and these are all, in a way, directed to
pleasure or sorrow. Hence pleasure and sorrow have a promi-
nent place among the capital sins, as being themost important
of the passions, as stated above (q. 25, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 3. Although anger is not a principal
passion, yet it has a distinct place among the capital vices, be-
cause it implies a special kind of movement in the appetite, in
so far as recrimination against another’s good has the aspect of

a virtuous good, i.e. of the right to vengeance.
Reply to Objection 4. Pride is said to be the beginning of

every sin, in the order of the end, as stated above (a. 2): and it
is in the same order that we are to consider the capital sin as
being principal. Wherefore pride, like a universal vice, is not
counted along with the others, but is reckoned as the “queen
of them all,” as Gregory states (Moral. xxxi, 27). But covetous-
ness is said to be the root from another point of view, as stated
above (Aa. 1,2).

Reply to Objection 5. ese vices are called capital be-
cause others, most frequently, arise from them: so that nothing
prevents some sins from arising out of other causes. Neverthe-
less we might say that all the sins which are due to ignorance,
can be reduced to sloth, to which pertains the negligence of a
man who declines to acquire spiritual goods on account of the
attendant labor; for the ignorance that can cause sin, is due to
negligence, as stated above (q. 76, a. 2). at a man commit
a sin with a good intention, seems to point to ignorance, in so
far as he knows not that evil should not be done that goodmay
come of it.
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F P   S P, Q 85
Of the Effects of Sin, and, First, of the Corruption of the Good of Nature

(In Six Articles)

Wemust now consider the effects of sin; and (1) the corruption of the good of nature; (2) the stain on the soul; (3) the debt
of punishment.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the good of nature is diminished by sin?
(2) Whether it can be taken away altogether?
(3) Of the four wounds, mentioned by Bede, with which human nature is stricken in consequence of sin.
(4) Whether privation of mode, species and order is an effect of sin?
(5) Whether death and other bodily defects are the result of sin?
(6) Whether they are, in any way, natural to man?

Ia IIae q. 85 a. 1Whether sin diminishes the good of nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin does not diminish the
good of nature. For man’s sin is no worse than the devil’s. But
natural good remains unimpaired in devils aer sin, as Diony-
sius states (Div. Nom. iv). erefore neither does sin diminish
the good of human nature.

Objection2.Further, when thatwhich follows is changed,
that which precedes remains unchanged, since substance re-
mains the same when its accidents are changed. But nature ex-
ists before the voluntary action.erefore,when sinhas caused
a disorder in a voluntary act, nature is not changed on that ac-
count, so that the good of nature be diminished.

Objection 3. Further, sin is an action, while diminution is
a passion. Now no agent is passive by the very reason of its act-
ing, although it is possible for it to act on one thing, and to be
passive as regards another. erefore he who sins, does not, by
his sin, diminish the good of his nature.

Objection 4. Further, no accident acts on its subject: be-
cause that which is patient is a potential being, while that
which is subjected to an accident, is already an actual being as
regards that accident. But sin is in the good of nature as an ac-
cident in a subject. erefore sin does not diminish the good
of nature, since to diminish is to act.

On the contrary, “A certain man going down from
Jerusalem to Jericho (Lk. 10:30), i.e. to the corruption of sin,
was stripped of his gis, and wounded in his nature,” as Bede*
expounds thepassage.erefore sindiminishes the goodofna-
ture.

I answer that, e good of human nature is threefold.
First, there are the principles of which nature is constituted,
and the properties that flow from them, such as the powers of
the soul, and so forth. Secondly, since man has from nature an
inclination to virtue, as stated above (q. 60, a. 1; q. 63, a. 1),
this inclination to virtue is a good of nature. irdly, the gi
of original justice, conferred on the whole of human nature in
the person of the first man, may be called a good of nature.

Accordingly, the first-mentioned good of nature is neither
destroyed nor diminished by sin.e third good of nature was
entirely destroyed through the sin of our first parent. But the
second good of nature, viz. the natural inclination to virtue, is
diminished by sin. Because human acts produce an inclination
to like acts, as stated above (q. 50, a. 1). Now from the very
fact that thing becomes inclined to one of two contraries, its
inclination to the other contrary must needs be diminished.
Wherefore as sin is opposed to virtue, from the very fact that
a man sins, there results a diminution of that good of nature,
which is the inclination to virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius is speaking of the first-
mentioned goodof nature, which consists in “being, living and
understanding,” as anyone may see who reads the context.

Reply to Objection 2. Although nature precedes the vol-
untary action, it has an inclination to a certain voluntary ac-
tion. Wherefore nature is not changed in itself, through a
change in the voluntary action: it is the inclination that is
changed in so far as it is directed to its term.

Reply to Objection 3. A voluntary action proceeds from
various powers, active and passive. e result is that through
voluntary actions something is caused or taken away in the
man who acts, as we have stated when treating of the produc-
tion of habits (q. 51, a. 2).

Reply toObjection 4.An accident does not act effectively
on its subject, but it acts on it formally, in the same sense as
when we say that whiteness makes a thing white. In this way
there is nothing tohinder sin fromdiminishing the goodof na-
ture; but only in so far as sin is itself a diminution of the good
of nature, through being an inordinateness of action. But as
regards the inordinateness of the agent, we must say that such
like inordinateness is caused by the fact that in the acts of the
soul, there is an active, and a passive element: thus the sensible
object moves the sensitive appetite, and the sensitive appetite
inclines the reason and will, as stated above (q. 77, Aa. 1, 2).

* e quotation is from the Glossa Ordinaria of Strabo.
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e result of this is the inordinateness, not as though an acci-
dent acted on its own subject, but in so far as the object acts

on the power, and one power acts on another and puts it out
of order.

Ia IIae q. 85 a. 2Whether the entire good of human nature can be destroyed by sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the entire good of human
nature canbe destroyedby sin. For the goodof humannature is
finite, since human nature itself is finite. Now any finite thing
is entirely taken away, if the subtraction be continuous. Since
therefore the good of nature can be continually diminished by
sin, it seems that in the end it can be entirely taken away.

Objection 2. Further, in a thing of one nature, the whole
and the parts are uniform, as is evidently the case with air, wa-
ter, flesh and all bodies with similar parts. But the good of na-
ture is wholly uniform. Since therefore a part thereof can be
taken away by sin, it seems that the whole can also be taken
away by sin.

Objection 3. Further, the good of nature, that is weakened
by sin, is aptitude for virtue. Now this aptitude is destroyed
entirely in some on account of sin: thus the lost cannot be re-
stored to virtue anymore than the blind can to sight.erefore
sin can take away the good of nature entirely.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchiridion xiv) that
“evil does not exist except in some good.” But the evil of sin
cannot be in the good of virtue or of grace, because they are
contrary to it. erefore it must be in the good of nature, and
consequently it does not destroy it entirely.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the good of nature,
that is diminished by sin, is the natural inclination to virtue,
which is befitting to man from the very fact that he is a ra-
tional being; for it is due to this that he performs actions in
accord with reason, which is to act virtuously. Now sin cannot
entirely take away fromman the fact that he is a rational being,
for then he would no longer be capable of sin. Wherefore it is
not possible for this good of nature to be destroyed entirely.

Since, however, this same good of nature may be contin-
ually diminished by sin, some, in order to illustrate this, have
made use of the example of a finite thing being diminished in-
definitely, without being entirely destroyed. For the Philoso-
pher says (Phys. i, text. 37) that if from a finite magnitude a
continual subtraction be made in the same quantity, it will at
last be entirely destroyed, for instance if from any finite length
I continue to subtract the length of a span. If, however, the sub-
traction bemade each time in the same proportion, and not in
the same quantity, it may go on indefinitely, as, for instance,
if a quantity be halved, and one half be diminished by half, it
will be possible to go on thus indefinitely, provided that what

is subtracted in each case be less than what was subtracted be-
fore. But this does not apply to the question at issue, since a
subsequent sin does not diminish the good of nature less than
a previous sin, but perhaps more, if it be a more grievous sin.

Wemust, therefore, explain thematter otherwise by saying
that the aforesaid inclination is to be considered as a middle
term between two others: for it is based on the rational nature
as on its root, and tends to the good of virtue, as to its term
and end. Consequently its diminution may be understood in
two ways: first, on the part of its rood, secondly, on the part
of its term. In the first way, it is not diminished by sin, because
sin does not diminish nature, as stated above (a. 1). But it is
diminished in the second way, in so far as an obstacle is placed
against its attaining its term. Now if it were diminished in the
first way, it would needs be entirely destroyed at last by the ra-
tional nature being entirely destroyed. Since, however, it is di-
minished on the part of the obstacle which is place against its
attaining its term, it is evident that it can be diminished indef-
initely, because obstacles can be placed indefinitely, inasmuch
as man can go on indefinitely adding sin to sin: and yet it can-
not be destroyed entirely, because the root of this inclination
always remains. An example of this may be seen in a transpar-
ent body, which has an inclination to receive light, from the
very fact that it is transparent; yet this inclination or aptitude
is diminished on the part of supervening clouds, although it
always remains rooted in the nature of the body.

Reply toObjection 1.is objection avails when diminu-
tion is made by subtraction. But here the diminution is made
by raising obstacles, and this neither diminishes nor destroys
the root of the inclination, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. e natural inclination is indeed
wholly uniform: nevertheless it stands in relation both to its
principle and to its term, in respect of which diversity of rela-
tion, it is diminished on the one hand, and not on the other.

Reply to Objection 3. Even in the lost the natural incli-
nation to virtue remains, else they would have no remorse of
conscience.at it is not reduced to act is owing to their being
deprived of grace by Divine justice. us even in a blind man
the aptitude to see remains in the very root of his nature, inas-
much as he is an animal naturally endowed with sight: yet this
aptitude is not reduced to act, for the lack of a cause capable of
reducing it, by forming the organ requisite for sight.
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Ia IIae q. 85 a. 3Whether weakness, ignorance, malice and concupiscence are suitably reckoned as the wounds
of nature consequent upon sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatweakness, ignorance,mal-
ice and concupiscence are not suitably reckoned as thewounds
of nature consequent upon sin. For one same thing is not both
effect and cause of the same thing. But these are reckoned to be
causes of sin, as appears from what has been said above (q. 76,
a. 1; q. 77, Aa. 3,5; q. 78, a. 1). erefore they should not be
reckoned as effects of sin.

Objection 2. Further, malice is the name of a sin. ere-
fore it should have no place among the effects of sin.

Objection3.Further, concupiscence is something natural,
since it is an act of the concupiscible power. But that which is
natural should not be reckoned a wound of nature. erefore
concupiscence should not be reckoned a wound of nature.

Objection 4. Further, it has been stated (q. 77, a. 3) that to
sin from weakness is the same as to sin from passion. But con-
cupiscence is a passion. erefore it should not be condivided
with weakness.

Objection 5. Further, Augustine (De Nat. et Grat. lxvii,
67) reckons “two things to be punishments inflicted on the
soul of the sinner, viz. ignorance and difficulty,” from which
arise “error and vexation,” which four do not coincide with the
four in question.erefore it seems that one or the other reck-
oning is incomplete.

On the contrary, e authority of Bede suffices*.
I answer that,As a result of original justice, the reason had

perfect hold over the lower parts of the soul, while reason itself
was perfected byGod, andwas subject toHim.Now this same
original justice was forfeited through the sin of our first par-
ent, as already stated (q. 81, a. 2); so that all the powers of the
soul are le, as it were, destitute of their proper order, whereby
they are naturally directed to virtue;whichdestitution is called
a wounding of nature.

Again, there are four of the soul’s powers that can be sub-
ject of virtue, as stated above (q. 61, a. 2), viz. the reason, where
prudence resides, the will, where justice is, the irascible, the
subject of fortitude, and the concupiscible, the subject of tem-
perance.erefore in so far as the reason is deprivedof its order

to the true, there is thewound of ignorance; in so far as thewill
is deprived of its order of good, there is the wound of malice;
in so far as the irascible is deprived of its order to the arduous,
there is the wound of weakness; and in so far as the concupis-
cible is deprived of its order to the delectable, moderated by
reason, there is the wound of concupiscence.

Accordingly these are the four wounds inflicted on the
whole of human nature as a result of our first parent’s sin. But
since the inclination to the goodof virtue is diminished in each
individual on account of actual sin, as was explained above
(Aa. 1, 2), these four wounds are also the result of other sins,
in so far as, through sin, the reason is obscured, especially in
practical matters, the will hardened to evil, good actions be-
come more difficult and concupiscence more impetuous.

Reply toObjection 1.ere is no reason why the effect of
one sin should not be the cause of another: because the soul,
through sinning once, is more easily inclined to sin again.

Reply to Objection 2. Malice is not to be taken here as a
sin, but as a certain proneness of the will to evil, according to
the words of Gn. 8:21: “Man’s senses are prone to evil from his
youth”†.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 82, a. 3, ad 1),
concupiscence is natural toman, in so far as it is subject to rea-
son:whereas, in so far as it is goes beyond the bounds of reason,
it is unnatural to man.

Reply to Objection 4. Speaking in a general way, every
passion can be called a weakness, in so far as it weakens the
soul’s strength and clogs the reason. Bede, however, tookweak-
ness in the strict sense, as contrary to fortitude which pertains
to the irascible.

Reply to Objection 5. e “difficulty” which is men-
tioned in this book of Augustine, includes the three wounds
affecting the appetitive powers, viz. “malice,” “weakness” and
“concupiscence,” for it is owing to these three that a man finds
it difficult to tend to the good. “Error” and “vexation” are con-
sequent wounds, since aman is vexed through beingweakened
in respect of the objects of his concupiscence.

Ia IIae q. 85 a. 4Whether privation of mode, species and order is the effect of sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that privation ofmode, species
and order is not the effect of sin. For Augustine says (De
Natura Boni iii) that “where these three abound, the good is
great; where they are less, there is less good;where they are not,
there is no good at all.” But sin does not destroy the good of na-
ture. erefore it does not destroy mode, species and order.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is its own cause. But sin it-
self is the “privation of mode, species and order,” as Augus-
tine states (De Natura Boni iv). erefore privation of mode,

species and order is not the effect of sin.
Objection 3. Further, different effects result from differ-

ent sins. Now since mode, species and order are diverse, their
corresponding privations must be diverse also, and, conse-
quently, must be the result of different sins. erefore priva-
tion of mode, species and order is not the effect of each sin.

On the contrary, Sin is to the soul what weakness is to the
body, according to Ps. 6:3, “Have mercy on me, O Lord, for I
am weak.” Now weakness deprives the body of mode, species

* Reference not known. † Vulgate: ‘e imagination and thought ofman’s
heart are prone to evil from his youth.’.
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and order.
I answer that, As stated in the Ia, q. 5, a. 5, mode, species

and order are consequent upon every created good, as such,
and also upon every being. Because every being and every good
as such depends on its form from which it derives its “species.”
Again, any kind of form, whether substantial or accidental, of
anything whatever, is according to some measure, wherefore it
is stated inMetaph. viii, that “the forms of things are like num-
bers,” so that a form has a certain “mode” corresponding to its
measure. Lastly owing to its form, each thing has a relation of
“order” to something else.

Accordingly there are different grades of mode, species
and order, corresponding to the different degrees of good. For
there is a goodbelonging to the very substanceofnature,which
good has its mode, species and order, and is neither destroyed

nor diminished by sin. ere is again the good of the natural
inclination, which also has its mode, species and order; and
this is diminished by sin, as stated above (Aa. 1 ,2), but is not
entirely destroyed. Again, there is the good of virtue and grace:
this too has its mode, species and order, and is entirely taken
away by sin. Lastly, there is a good consisting in the ordinate
act itself, which also has its mode, species and order, the priva-
tion of which is essentially sin. Hence it is clear both how sin
is privation of mode, species and order, and how it destroys or
diminishes mode, species and order.

is suffices for the Replies to the first two Objections.
Reply toObjection 3.Mode, species and order follow one

from the other, as explained above: and so they are destroyed
or diminished together.

Ia IIae q. 85 a. 5Whether death and other bodily defects are the result of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that death and other bodily
defects are not the result of sin. Because equal causes have equal
effects. Now these defects are not equal in all, but abound in
some more than in others, whereas original sin, from which
especially these defects seem to result, is equal in all, as stated
above (q. 82, a. 4).erefore death and suchlike defects are not
the result of sin.

Objection 2. Further, if the cause is removed, the effect
is removed. But these defects are not removed, when all sin is
removed by Baptism or Penance. erefore they are not the
effect of sin.

Objection 3. Further, actual sin has more of the character
of guilt thanoriginal sin has. But actual sin does not change the
nature of the body by subjecting it to some defect. Much less,
therefore, does original sin. erefore death and other bodily
defects are not the result of sin.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 5:12), “By one
man sin entered into this world, and by sin death.”

I answer that,One thing causes another in two ways: first,
by reason of itself; secondly, accidentally. By reason of itself,
one thing is the cause of another, if it produces its effect by rea-
son of the power of its nature or form, the result being that the
effect is directly intended by the cause. Consequently, as death
and such like defects are beside the intention of the sinner, it
is evident that sin is not, of itself, the cause of these defects.
Accidentally, one thing is the cause of another if it causes it by
removing an obstacle: thus it is stated inPhys. viii, text. 32, that
“by displacing a pillar a manmoves accidentally the stone rest-
ing thereon.” In this way the sin of our first parent is the cause
of death and all such like defects in human nature, in so far as
by the sin of our first parent original justice was taken away,
whereby not only were the lower powers of the soul held to-
gether under the control of reason, without any disorder what-
ever, but also the whole body was held together in subjection
to the soul, without any defect, as stated in the Ia, q. 97, a. 1.

Wherefore, original justice being forfeited through the sin of
our first parent; just as human nature was stricken in the soul
by the disorder among the powers, as stated above (a. 3; q. 82,
a. 3), so also it became subject to corruption, by reason of dis-
order in the body.

Now the withdrawal of original justice has the character
of punishment, even as the withdrawal of grace has. Conse-
quently, death and all consequent bodily defects are punish-
ments of original sin. And although the defects are not in-
tended by the sinner, nevertheless they are ordered according
to the justice of God Who inflicts them as punishments.

Reply toObjection 1.Causes that produce their effects of
themselves, if equal, produce equal effects: for if such causes be
increased or diminished, the effect is increased or diminished.
But equal causes of an obstacle being removed, do not point to
equal effects. For supposing a man employs equal force in dis-
placing two columns, it does not follow that themovements of
the stones resting on themwill be equal; but that onewillmove
with greater velocity, which has the greater weight according
to the property of its nature, to which it is le when the obsta-
cle to its falling is removed. Accordingly, when original justice
is removed, the nature of the humanbody is le to itself, so that
according to diverse natural temperaments, somemen’s bodies
are subject to more defects, some to fewer, although original
sin is equal in all.

Reply to Objection 2. Both original and actual sin are re-
moved by the same cause that removes these defects, according
to the Apostle (Rom. 8:11): “He…shall quicken…your mortal
bodies, because of His Spirit that dwelleth in you”: but each
is done according to the order of Divine wisdom, at a fitting
time. Because it is right thatwe should first of all be conformed
to Christ’s sufferings, before attaining to the immortality and
impassibility of glory, which was begun in Him, and by Him
acquired for us. Hence it behooves that our bodies should re-
main, for a time, subject to suffering, in order that we may
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merit the impassibility of glory, in conformity with Christ.
Reply to Objection 3. Two things may be considered in

actual sin, the substance of the act, and the aspect of fault. As
regards the substance of the act, actual sin can cause a bodily
defect: thus some sicken and die through eating toomuch. But

as regards the fault, it deprives us of grace which is given to us
that we may regulate the acts of the soul, but not that we may
ward off defects of the body, as original justice did. Wherefore
actual sin does not cause those defects, as original sin does.

Ia IIae q. 85 a. 6Whether death and other defects are natural to man?

Objection 1. It would seem that death and such like de-
fects are natural to man. For “the corruptible and the incor-
ruptible differ generically” (Metaph. x, text. 26). But man is of
the same genus as other animals which are naturally corrupt-
ible. erefore man is naturally corruptible.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is composed of contraries
is naturally corruptible, as having within itself the cause of cor-
ruption. But such is the human body. erefore it is naturally
corruptible.

Objection 3. Further, a hot thing naturally consumes
moisture. Now human life is preserved by hot and moist ele-
ments. Since therefore the vital functions are fulfilledby the ac-
tion of natural heat, as stated in De Anima ii, text. 50, it seems
that death and such like defects are natural to man.

On the contrary, (1) God made in man whatever is natu-
ral to him.Now “Godmade not death” (Wis. 1:13).erefore
death is not natural to man.

(2) Further, that which is natural cannot be called either a
punishment or an evil: since what is natural to a thing is suit-
able to it. But death and such like defects are the punishment
of original sin, as stated above (a. 5). erefore they are not
natural to man.

(3) Further, matter is proportionate to form, and every-
thing to its end. Now man’s end is everlasting happiness, as
stated above (q. 2, a. 7; q. 5 , Aa. 3,4): and the form of the hu-
man body is the rational soul, as was proved in the Ia, q. 75,
a. 6. erefore the human body is naturally incorruptible.

I answer that, We may speak of any corruptible thing in
two ways; first, in respect of its universal nature, secondly, as
regards its particular nature. A thing’s particular nature is its
own power of action and self-preservation. And in respect of
this nature, every corruption and defect is contrary to nature,
as stated in De Coelo ii, text. 37, since this power tends to the
being and preservation of the thing to which it belongs.

On the other hand, the universal nature is an active force in
some universal principle of nature, for instance in some heav-
enly body; or again belonging to some superior substance, in
which senseGod is said by some to be “theNatureWhomakes
nature.” is force intends the good and the preservation of
the universe, for which alternate generation and corruption in
things are requisite: and in this respect corruption and defect
in things are natural, not indeed as regards the inclination of
the form which is the principle of being and perfection, but
as regards the inclination of matter which is allotted propor-

tionately to its particular form according to the discretion of
the universal agent. And although every form intends perpet-
ual being as far as it can, yet no form of a corruptible being
can achieve its own perpetuity, except the rational soul; for
the reason that the latter is not entirely subject to matter, as
other forms are; indeed it has an immaterial operation of its
own, as stated in the Ia, q. 75, a. 2. Consequently as regards
his form, incorruption is more natural to man than to other
corruptible things. But since that very form has a matter com-
posed of contraries, from the inclination of that matter there
results corruptibility in the whole. In this respect man is natu-
rally corruptible as regards the nature of hismatter le to itself,
but not as regards the nature of his form.

e first three objections argue on the side of the matter;
while the other three argue on the side of the form.Wherefore
in order to solve them, we must observe that the form of man
which is the rational soul, in respect of its incorruptibility is
adapted to its end, which is everlasting happiness: whereas the
human body, which is corruptible, considered in respect of its
nature, is, in a way, adapted to its form, and, in another way, it
is not. For wemay note a twofold condition in anymatter, one
which the agent chooses, and another which is not chosen by
the agent, and is a natural condition ofmatter.us, a smith in
order to make a knife, chooses a matter both hard and flexible,
which can be sharpened so as to be useful for cutting, and in
respect of this condition iron is a matter adapted for a knife:
but that iron be breakable and inclined to rust, results from the
natural disposition of iron, nor does the workman choose this
in the iron, indeed he would do without it if he could: where-
fore this disposition of matter is not adapted to the workman’s
intention, nor to the purpose of his art. In like manner the hu-
man body is thematter chosen by nature in respect of its being
of a mixed temperament, in order that it may be most suitable
as anorganof touch andof the other sensitive andmotive pow-
ers.Whereas the fact that it is corruptible is due to a condition
of matter, and is not chosen by nature: indeed nature would
choose an incorruptiblematter if it could. ButGod, toWhom
every nature is subject, in forming man supplied the defect of
nature, and by the gi of original justice, gave the body a cer-
tain incorruptibility, as was stated in the Ia, q. 97, a. 1. It is in
this sense that it is said that “God made not death,” and that
death is the punishment of sin.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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F P   S P, Q 86
Of the Stain of Sin
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the stain of sin; under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether an effect of sin is a stain on the soul?
(2) Whether it remains in the soul aer the act of sin?

Ia IIae q. 86 a. 1Whether sin causes a stain on the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin causes no stain on the
soul. For a higher nature cannot be defiled by contact with a
lower nature: hence the sun’s ray is not defiled by contact with
tainted bodies, as Augustine says (Contra Quinque Haereses
v). Now the human soul is of a much higher nature than mu-
table things, to which it turns by sinning.erefore it does not
contract a stain from them by sinning.

Objection 2. Further, sin is chiefly in the will, as stated
above (q. 74, Aa. 1,2).Now thewill is in the reason, as stated in
DeAnima iii, text. 42. But the reason or intellect is not stained
by considering anythingwhatever; rather indeed is it perfected
thereby. erefore neither is the will stained by sin.

Objection 3. Further, if sin causes a stain, this stain is ei-
ther something positive, or a pure privation. If it be something
positive, it can only be either a disposition or a habit: for it
seems that nothing else can be caused by an act. But it is nei-
ther disposition nor habit: for it happens that a stain remains
even aer the removal of a disposition or habit; for instance,
in a man who aer committing a mortal sin of prodigality, is
so changed as to fall into a sin of the opposite vice. erefore
the stain does not denote anything positive in the soul. Again,
neither is it a pure privation. Because all sins agree on the part
of aversion and privation of grace: and so it would follow that
there is but one stain caused by all sins. erefore the stain is
not the effect of sin.

On the contrary, It was said to Solomon (Ecclus. 47:22):
“ou hast stained thy glory”: and it is written (Eph. 5:27):
“at He might present it to Himself a glorious church not
having spot or wrinkle”: and in each case it is question of the
stain of sin. erefore a stain is the effect of sin.

I answer that, A stain is properly ascribed to corporeal
things, when a comely body loses its comeliness through con-
tact with another body, e.g. a garment, gold or silver, or the

like. Accordingly a stain is ascribed to spiritual things in like
manner. Now man’s soul has a twofold comeliness; one from
the refulgence of the natural light of reason, whereby he is
directed in his actions; the other, from the refulgence of the
Divine light, viz. of wisdom and grace, whereby man is also
perfected for the purpose of doing good and fitting actions.
Now, when the soul cleaves to things by love, there is a kind
of contact in the soul: and when man sins, he cleaves to cer-
tain things, against the light of reason and of the Divine law,
as shown above (q. 71, a. 6). Wherefore the loss of comeliness
occasioned by this contact, is metaphorically called a stain on
the soul.

Reply to Objection 1. e soul is not defiled by infe-
rior things, by their own power, as though they acted on the
soul: on the contrary, the soul, by its own action, defiles itself,
through cleaving to them inordinately, against the light of rea-
son and of the Divine law.

Reply toObjection 2.eaction of the intellect is accom-
plished by the intelligible thing being in the intellect, accord-
ing to the mode of the intellect, so that the intellect is not de-
filed, but perfected, by them. On the other hand, the act of
the will consists in a movement towards things themselves, so
that love attaches the soul to the thing loved.us it is that the
soul is stained, when it cleaves inordinately, according to Osee
9:10: “ey . . . became abominable as those things werewhich
they loved.”

Reply toObjection 3.estain is neither something posi-
tive in the soul, nor does it denote a pure privation: it denotes a
privation of the soul’s brightness in relation to its cause, which
is sin; wherefore diverse sins occasion diverse stains. It is like a
shadow, which is the privation of light through the interposi-
tion of a body, and which varies according to the diversity of
the interposed bodies.

Ia IIae q. 86 a. 2Whether the stain remains in the soul aer the act of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the stain does not remain
in the soul aer the act of sin. For aer an action, nothing re-
mains in the soul except habit or disposition. But the stain is
not a habit or disposition, as stated above (a. 1, obj. 3). ere-
fore the stain does not remain in the soul aer the act of sin.

Objection 2. Further, the stain is to the sin what the

shadow is to the body, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3). But the
shadow does not remain when the body has passed by. ere-
fore the stain does not remain in the soul when the act of sin
is past.

Objection 3. Further, every effect depends on its cause.
Now the cause of the stain is the act of sin. erefore when
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the act of sin is no longer there, neither is the stain in the soul.
On the contrary, It is written ( Jos. 22:17): “Is it a small

thing to you that you sinned with Beelphegor, and the stain of
that crime remaineth in you [Vulg.: ‘us’] to this day?”

I answer that, e stain of sin remains in the soul even
when the act of sin is past. e reason for this is that the stain,
as stated above (a. 1 ), denotes a blemish in the brightness of
the soul, on account of its withdrawing from the light of rea-
son or of theDivine law. And therefore so long asman remains
out of this light, the stain of sin remains in him: but as soon
as, moved by grace, he returns to the Divine light and to the
light of reason, the stain is removed. For although the act of
sin ceases, wherebymanwithdrew from the light of reason and
of the Divine law, man does not at once return to the state in
which he was before, and it is necessary that his will should
have a movement contrary to the previous movement. us if
one man be parted from another on account of some kind of
movement, he is not reunited to him as soon as themovement

ceases, but he needs to draw nigh to him and to return by a
contrary movement.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing positive remains in the
soul aer the act of sin, except the disposition or habit; but
there does remain something private, viz. the privation of
union with the Divine light.

Reply to Objection 2. Aer the interposed body has
passed by, the transparent body remains in the same posi-
tion and relation as regards the illuminating body, and so the
shadow passes at once. But when the sin is past, the soul does
not remain in the same relation toGod: and so there is no com-
parison.

Reply toObjection 3.e act of sin parts man fromGod,
which parting causes the defect of brightness, just as local
movement causes local parting.Wherefore, just aswhenmove-
ment ceases, local distance is not removed, soneither,when the
act of sin ceases, is the stain removed.
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F P   S P, Q 87
Of the Debt of Punishment

(In Eight Articles)

Wemust now consider the debt of punishment.We shall consider (1) the debt itself; (2) mortal and venial sin, which differ
in respect of the punishment due to them.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the debt of punishment is an effect of sin?
(2) Whether one sin can be the punishment of another?
(3) Whether any sin incurs a debt of eternal punishment?
(4) Whether sin incurs a debt of punishment that is infinite in quantity?
(5) Whether every sin incurs a debt of eternal and infinite punishment?
(6) Whether the debt of punishment can remain aer sin?
(7) Whether every punishment is inflicted for a sin?
(8) Whether one person can incur punishment for another’s sin?

Ia IIae q. 87 a. 1Whether the debt of punishment is an effect of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the debt of punishment
is not an effect of sin. For that which is accidentally related to
a thing, does not seem to be its proper effect. Now the debt of
punishment is accidentally related to sin, for it is beside the in-
tention of the sinner. erefore the debt of punishment is not
an effect of sin.

Objection 2. Further, evil is not the cause of good. But
punishment is good, since it is just, and is from God. ere-
fore it is not an effect of sin, which is evil.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Confess. i) that “ev-
ery inordinate affection is its own punishment.” But punish-
ment does not incur a further debt of punishment, because
then it would go on indefinitely. erefore sin does not incur
the debt of punishment.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 2:9): “Tribulation
and anguish upon every soul of man that worketh evil.” But
to work evil is to sin.erefore sin incurs a punishment which
is signified by the words “tribulation and anguish.”

I answer that, It has passed from natural things to hu-
man affairs that whenever one thing rises up against another,
it suffers some detriment therefrom. For we observe in natu-
ral things that when one contrary supervenes, the other acts
with greater energy, for which reason “hot water freezes more
rapidly,” as stated in Meteor. i, 12. Wherefore we find that
the natural inclination of man is to repress those who rise up
against him. Now it is evident that all things contained in an
order, are, in a manner, one, in relation to the principle of that
order. Consequently, whatever rises up against an order, is put
down by that order or by the principle thereof. And because
sin is an inordinate act, it is evident that whoever sins, com-

mits an offense against an order: wherefore he is put down, in
consequence, by that same order, which repression is punish-
ment.

Accordingly, man can be punished with a threefold pun-
ishment corresponding to the three orders to which the hu-
manwill is subject. In the first place aman’s nature is subjected
to the order of his own reason; secondly, it is subjected to the
order of another man who governs him either in spiritual or
in temporal matters, as a member either of the state or of the
household; thirdly, it is subjected to the universal order of the
Divine government. Now each of these orders is disturbed by
sin, for the sinner acts against his reason, and against human
and Divine law. Wherefore he incurs a threefold punishment;
one, inflicted by himself, viz. remorse of conscience; another,
inflicted by man; and a third, inflicted by God.

Reply to Objection 1. Punishment follows sin, inasmuch
as this is an evil by reason of its being inordinate. Wherefore
just as evil is accidental to the sinner’s act, being beside his in-
tention, so also is the debt of punishment.

Reply to Objection 2. Further, a just punishment may be
inflicted either by God or by man: wherefore the punishment
itself is the effect of sin, not directly but dispositively. Sin, how-
ever, makes man deserving of punishment, and that is an evil:
for Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “punishment is not an
evil, but to deserve punishment is.” Consequently the debt of
punishment is considered to be directly the effect of sin.

Reply toObjection 3.is punishment of the “inordinate
affection” is due to sin as overturning the order of reason.Nev-
ertheless sin incurs a further punishment, through disturbing
the order of the Divine or human law.
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Ia IIae q. 87 a. 2Whether sin can be the punishment of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin cannot be the punish-
ment of sin. For the purpose of punishment is to bring man
back to the good of virtue, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic.
x, 9). Now sin does not bring man back to the good of virtue,
but leads him in the opposite direction. erefore sin is not
the punishment of sin.

Objection 2. Further, just punishments are from God, as
Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 82). But sin is not from God,
and is an injustice. erefore sin cannot be the punishment of
sin.

Objection 3. Further, the nature of punishment is to be
something against the will. But sin is something from the will,
as shown above (q. 74, Aa. 1 ,2). erefore sin cannot be the
punishment of sin.

On the contrary,Gregory speaks (Hom. xi in Ezech.) that
some sins are punishments of others.

I answer that, We may speak of sin in two ways: first, in
its essence, as such; secondly, as to that which is accidental
thereto. Sin as such can nowise be the punishment of another.
Because sin considered in its essence is something proceeding
from the will, for it is from this that it derives the character
of guilt. Whereas punishment is essentially something against
thewill, as stated in the Ia, q. 48, a. 5.Consequently it is evident
that sin regarded in its essence can nowise be the punishment
of sin.

On the other hand, sin can be the punishment of sin ac-
cidentally in three ways. First, when one sin is the cause of
another, by removing an impediment thereto. For passions,
temptations of the devil, and the like are causes of sin, but are
impeded by the help of Divine grace which is withdrawn on
account of sin. Wherefore since the withdrawal of grace is a

punishment, and is from God, as stated above (q. 79, a. 3), the
result is that the sin which ensues from this is also a punish-
ment accidentally. It is in this sense that the Apostle speaks
(Rom. 1:24) when he says: “Wherefore God gave them up to
the desires of their heart,” i.e. to their passions; because, to wit,
when men are deprived of the help of Divine grace, they are
overcome by their passions. In this way sin is always said to be
the punishment of a preceding sin. Secondly, by reason of the
substance of the act, which is such as to cause pain, whether it
be an interior act, as is clearly the case with anger or envy, or
an exterior act, as is the case with one who endures consider-
able trouble and loss in order to achieve a sinful act, accord-
ing to Wis. 5:7: “We wearied ourselves in the way of iniquity.”
irdly, on the part of the effect, so that one sin is said to be a
punishment by reason of its effect. In the last two ways, a sin
is a punishment not only in respect of a preceding sin, but also
with regard to itself.

Reply to Objection 1. Even when God punishes men by
permitting them to fall into sin, this is directed to the good of
virtue. Sometimes indeed it is for the good of those who are
punished, when, to wit, men arise from sin, more humble and
more cautious. But it is always for the amendment of others,
who seeing some men fall from sin to sin, are the more fearful
of sinning.With regard to the other twoways, it is evident that
the punishment is intended for the sinner’s amendment, since
the very fact that man endures toil and loss in sinning, is of a
nature to withdraw man from sin.

Reply to Objection 2. is objection considers sin essen-
tially as such: and the same answer applies to theirdObjec-
tion.

Ia IIae q. 87 a. 3Whether any sin incurs a debt of eternal punishment?

Objection 1. It would seem that no sin incurs a debt of
eternal punishment. For a just punishment is equal to the fault,
since justice is equality: wherefore it is written (Is. 27:8): “In
measure against measure, when it shall be cast off, thou shalt
judge it.” Now sin is temporal. erefore it does not incur a
debt of eternal punishment.

Objection 2. Further, “punishments are a kind of
medicine” (Ethic. ii, 3). But no medicine should be infinite,
because it is directed to an end, and “what is directed to an end,
is not infinite,” as the Philosopher states (Polit. i, 6). erefore
no punishment should be infinite.

Objection 3. Further, no one does a thing always unless he
delights in it for its own sake. But “God hath not pleasure in
the destruction of men” [Vulg.: ‘of the living’]. erefore He
will not inflict eternal punishment on man.

Objection 4. Further, nothing accidental is infinite. But
punishment is accidental, for it is not natural to the one who

is punished. erefore it cannot be of infinite duration.
Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Mat. 25:46): “ese shall go

into everlasting punishment”; and (Mk. 3:29): “He that shall
blaspheme against the Holy Ghost, shall never have forgive-
ness, but shall be guilty of an everlasting sin.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), sin incurs a debt of
punishment through disturbing an order. But the effect re-
mains so long as the cause remains. Wherefore so long as the
disturbance of the order remains the debt of punishmentmust
needs remain also. Now disturbance of an order is sometimes
reparable, sometimes irreparable: because a defect which de-
stroys the principle is irreparable, whereas if the principle be
saved, defects can be repaired by virtue of that principle. For
instance, if the principle of sight be destroyed, sight cannot be
restored except by Divine power; whereas, if the principle of
sight be preserved, while there arise certain impediments to
the use of sight, these can be remedied by nature or by art.Now
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in every order there is a principle whereby one takes part in
that order. Consequently if a sin destroys the principle of the
order whereby man’s will is subject to God, the disorder will
be such as to be considered in itself, irreparable, although it is
possible to repair it by the power of God. Now the principle
of this order is the last end, to which man adheres by charity.
erefore whatever sins turn man away from God, so as to de-
stroy charity, considered in themselves, incur a debt of eternal
punishment.

Reply toObjection 1. Punishment is proportionate to sin
in point of severity, both in Divine and in human judgments.
In no judgment, however, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxi,
11) is it requisite for punishment to equal fault in point of
duration. For the fact that adultery or murder is committed
in a moment does not call for a momentary punishment: in
fact they are punished sometimes by imprisonment or banish-
ment for life—sometimes even by death; wherein account is
not taken of the time occupied in killing, but rather of the ex-
pediency of removing themurderer from the fellowship of the
living, so that this punishment, in its own way, represents the
eternity of punishment inflicted by God. Now according to
Gregory (Dial. iv, 44) it is just that he who has sinned against
God in his own eternity should be punished in God’s eternity.
A man is said to have sinned in his own eternity, not only as
regards continual sinning throughout his whole life, but also

because, from the very fact that he fixes his end in sin, he has
the will to sin, everlastingly. Wherefore Gregory says (Dial. iv,
44) that the “wicked would wish to live without end, that they
might abide in their sins for ever.”

Reply to Objection 2. Even the punishment that is in-
flicted according to human laws, is not always intended as a
medicine for the one who is punished, but sometimes only
for others: thus when a thief is hanged, this is not for his own
amendment, but for the sake of others, that at least they may
be deterred from crime through fear of the punishment, ac-
cording to Prov. 19:25: “e wicked man being scourged, the
fool shall be wiser.” Accordingly the eternal punishments in-
flicted by God on the reprobate, are medicinal punishments
for those who refrain from sin through the thought of those
punishments, according to Ps. 59:6: “ou hast given a warn-
ing to them that fear ee, that they may flee from before the
bow, that y beloved may be delivered.”

Reply to Objection 3. God does not delight in punish-
ments for their own sake; but He does delight in the order of
His justice, which requires them.

Reply toObjection 4.Although punishment is related in-
directly to nature, nevertheless it is essentially related to the
disturbance of the order, and to God’s justice. Wherefore, so
long as the disturbance lasts, the punishment endures.

Ia IIae q. 87 a. 4Whether sin incurs a debt of punishment infinite in quantity?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin incurs a debt of pun-
ishment infinite in quantity. For it is written ( Jer. 10:24):
“Correct me, O Lord, but yet with judgment: and not in y
fury, lest ou bring me to nothing.” Now God’s anger or fury
signifies metaphorically the vengeance of Divine justice: and
to be brought to nothing is an infinite punishment, even as to
make a thing out of nothing denotes infinite power. erefore
according toGod’s vengeance, sin is awarded a punishment in-
finite in quantity.

Objection 2. Further, quantity of punishment corre-
sponds to quantity of fault, according to Dt. 25:2: “According
to the measure of the sin shall the measure also of the stripes
be.”Now a sin which is committed against God, is infinite: be-
cause the gravity of a sin increases according to the greatness
of the person sinned against (thus it is a more grievous sin to
strike the sovereign than a private individual), andGod’s great-
ness is infinite. erefore an infinite punishment is due for a
sin committed against God.

Objection 3. Further, a thing may be infinite in two ways,
in duration, and in quantity. Now the punishment is infinite
in duration. erefore it is infinite in quantity also.

On the contrary, If this were the case, the punishments
of all mortal sins would be equal; because one infinite is not
greater than another.

I answer that, Punishment is proportionate to sin. Now

sin comprises two things. First, there is the turning away from
the immutable good, which is infinite, wherefore, in this re-
spect, sin is infinite. Secondly, there is the inordinate turn-
ing to mutable good. In this respect sin is finite, both because
the mutable good itself is finite, and because the movement
of turning towards it is finite, since the acts of a creature can-
not be infinite. Accordingly, in so far as sin consists in turn-
ing away from something, its corresponding punishment is the
“pain of loss,” which also is infinite, because it is the loss of the
infinite good, i.e. God. But in so far as sin turns inordinately
to something, its corresponding punishment is the “pain of
sense,” which is also finite.

Reply to Objection 1. It would be inconsistent with Di-
vine justice for the sinner to be brought to nothing absolutely,
because this would be incompatible with the perpetuity of
punishment that Divine justice requires, as stated above (a. 3).
e expression “to be brought to nothing” is applied to one
who is deprived of spiritual goods, according to 1 Cor. 13:2:
“If I…have not charity, I am nothing.”

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers sin as
turning away from something, for it is thus that man sins
against God.

Reply to Objection 3. Duration of punishment corre-
sponds to duration of fault, not indeed as regards the act, but
on the part of the stain, for as long as this remains, the debt of
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punishment remains. But punishment corresponds to fault in
the point of severity. And a fault which is irreparable, is such
that, of itself, it lasts for ever; wherefore it incurs an everlasting
punishment. But it is not infinite as regards the thing it turns

to; wherefore, in this respect, it does not incur punishment of
infinite quantity.

Ia IIae q. 87 a. 5Whether every sin incurs a debt of eternal punishment?

Objection 1. It would seem that every sin incurs a debt
of eternal punishment. Because punishment, as stated above
(a. 4), is proportionate to the fault. Now eternal punishment
differs infinitely from temporal punishment: whereas no sin,
apparently, differs infinitely from another, since every sin is a
human act, which cannot be infinite. Since therefore some sins
incur a debt of everlasting punishment, as stated above (a. 4), it
seems that no sin incurs a debt of mere temporal punishment.

Objection 2. Further, original sin is the least of all sins,
wherefore Augustine says (Enchiridion xciii) that “the lightest
punishment is incurred by those who are punished for origi-
nal sin alone.” But original sin incurs everlasting punishment,
since children who have died in original sin through not being
baptized, will never see the kingdom of God, as shown by our
Lord’s words ( Jn. 3:3): ” Unless a man be born again, he can-
not see the kingdom of God.” Much more, therefore, will the
punishments of all other sins be everlasting.

Objection 3. Further, a sin does not deserve greater pun-
ishment through being united to another sin; for Divine jus-
tice has allotted its punishment to each sin. Now a venial sin
deserves eternal punishment if it be united to a mortal sin in
a lost soul, because in hell there is no remission of sins. ere-
fore venial sin by itself deserves eternal punishment.erefore
temporal punishment is not due for any sin.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Dial. iv, 39), that certain
slighter sins are remitted aer this life. erefore all sins are
not punished eternally.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), a sin incurs a debt

of eternal punishment, in so far as it causes an irreparable dis-
order in the order of Divine justice, through being contrary
to the very principle of that order, viz. the last end. Now it is
evident that in some sins there is disorder indeed, but such as
not to involve contrariety in respect of the last end, but only
in respect of things referable to the end, in so far as one is too
much or too little intent on them without prejudicing the or-
der to the last end: as, for instance, when a man is too fond of
some temporal thing, yet would not offendGod for its sake, by
breaking one of His commandments. Consequently such sins
do not incur everlasting, but only temporal punishment.

Reply to Objection 1. Sins do not differ infinitely from
one another in respect of their turning towards mutable good,
which constitutes the substance of the sinful act; but they do
differ infinitely in respect of their turning away from some-
thing. Because some sins consist in turning away from the last
end, and some in a disorder affecting things referable to the
end: and the last end differs infinitely from the things that are
referred to it.

Reply toObjection 2.Original sin incurs everlasting pun-
ishment, not on account of its gravity, but by reason of the
condition of the subject, viz. a human being deprived of grace,
without which there is no remission of sin.

e same answer applies to the ird Objection about ve-
nial sin. Because eternity of punishment does not correspond
to the quantity of the sin, but to its irremissibility, as stated
above (a. 3).

Ia IIae q. 87 a. 6Whether the debt of punishment remains aer sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that there remains no debt of
punishment aer sin. For if the cause be removed the effect is
removed. But sin is the cause of the debt of punishment.ere-
fore, when the sin is removed, the debt of punishment ceases
also.

Objection 2. Further, sin is removed by man returning to
virtue. Now a virtuous man deserves, not punishment, but re-
ward.erefore, when sin is removed, the debt of punishment
no longer remains.

Objection 3. Further, “Punishments are a kind of
medicine” (Ethic. ii, 3). But a man is not given medicine aer
being cured of his disease. erefore, when sin is removed the
debt of punishment does not remain.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Kings xii. 13,14): “David
said to Nathan: I have sinned against the Lord. And Nathan

said toDavid:eLord alsohath taken away thy sin; thou shalt
not die. Nevertheless because thou hast given occasion to the
enemies of the Lord to blaspheme…the child that is born to
thee shall die.” erefore a man is punished by God even af-
ter his sin is forgiven: and so the debt of punishment remains,
when the sin has been removed.

I answer that, Two things may be considered in sin: the
guilty act, and the consequent stain. Now it is evident that in
all actual sins, when the act of sin has ceased, the guilt remains;
because the act of sin makes man deserving of punishment, in
so far as he transgresses the order of Divine justice, to which
he cannot return except he pay some sort of penal compen-
sation, which restores him to the equality of justice; so that,
according to the order of Divine justice, he who has been too
indulgent to his will, by transgressing God’s commandments,
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suffers, either willingly or unwillingly, something contrary to
what he would wish. is restoration of the equality of justice
by penal compensation is also to be observed in injuries done
to one’s fellow men. Consequently it is evident that when the
sinful or injurious act has ceased there still remains the debt of
punishment.

But if we speak of the removal of sin as to the stain, it is
evident that the stain of sin cannot be removed from the soul,
without the soul being united toGod, since it was through be-
ing separated from Him that it suffered the loss of its bright-
ness, in which the stain consists, as stated above (q. 86, a. 1).
Now man is united to God by his will. Wherefore the stain
of sin cannot be removed from man, unless his will accept the
order of Divine justice, that is to say, unless either of his own
accord he take upon himself the punishment of his past sin, or
bear patiently the punishment whichGod inflicts on him; and
in both ways punishment avails for satisfaction. Now when
punishment is satisfactory, it loses somewhat of the nature of
punishment: for the nature of punishment is to be against the
will; and although satisfactory punishment, absolutely speak-
ing, is against the will, nevertheless in this particular case and
for this particular purpose, it is voluntary. Consequently it is
voluntary simply, but involuntary in a certain respect, as we
have explained when speaking of the voluntary and the invol-

untary (q. 6, a. 6). We must, therefore, say that, when the stain
of sin has been removed, there may remain a debt of punish-
ment, not indeed of punishment simply, but of satisfactory
punishment.

Reply toObjection 1. Just as aer the act of sin has ceased,
the stain remains, as stated above (q. 86, a. 2), so the debt of
punishment also can remain. But when the stain has been re-
moved, the debt of punishment does not remain in the same
way, as stated.

Reply toObjection 2. e virtuous man does not deserve
punishment simply, but he may deserve it as satisfactory: be-
cause his very virtue demands that he should do satisfaction
for his offenses against God or man.

Reply to Objection 3. When the stain is removed, the
wound of sin is healed as regards the will. But punishment
is still requisite in order that the other powers of the soul be
healed, since they were so disordered by the sin committed, so
that, to wit, the disorder may be remedied by the contrary of
that which caused it. Moreover punishment is requisite in or-
der to restore the equality of justice, and to remove the scandal
given to others, so that those who were scandalized at the sin
many be edified by the punishment, as may be seen in the ex-
ample of David quoted above.

Ia IIae q. 87 a. 7Whether every punishment is inflicted for a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that not every punishment
is inflicted for a sin. For it is written ( Jn. 9:3,2) about the
man born blind: “Neither hath this man sinned, nor his par-
ents…that he should be born blind.” In like manner we see
that many children, those also who have been baptized, suffer
grievous punishments, fevers, for instance, diabolical posses-
sion, and so forth, and yet there is no sin in them aer they
have been baptized. Moreover before they are baptized, there
is no more sin in them than in the other children who do not
suffer such things.erefore not every punishment is inflicted
for a sin.

Objection 2. Further, that sinners should thrive and that
the innocent should be punished seem to comeunder the same
head. Now each of these is frequently observed in human af-
fairs, for it iswritten about thewicked (Ps. 72:5): “ey are not
in the labor of men: neither shall they be scourged like other
men”; and (Job 21:7): ”[Why then do] the wicked live, are
[they] advanced, and strengthenedwith riches” (?)*; and (Hab.
1:13): “Why lookest ou upon the contemptuous [Vulg.:
‘them that do unjust things’], and holdesty peace, when the
wicked man oppresseth [Vulg.: ‘devoureth’], the man that is
more just than himself ?” erefore not every punishment is
inflicted for a sin.

Objection 3. Further, it is written of Christ (1 Pet. 2:22)
that “He did no sin, nor was guile found in His mouth.” And

yet it is said (1 Pet. 2:21) that “He suffered for us.” erefore
punishment is not always inflicted by God for sin.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 4:7, seqq.): “Who ever
perished innocent? Or when were the just destroyed? On the
contrary, I have seen those who work iniquity…perishing by
the blast of God”; and Augustine writes (Retract. i) that “all
punishment is just, and is inflicted for a sin.”

I answer that, As already stated (a. 6), punishment can
be considered in two ways—simply, and as being satisfactory.
A satisfactory punishment is, in a way, voluntary. And since
those who differ as to the debt of punishment, may be one
in will by the union of love, it happens that one who has not
sinned, bears willingly the punishment for another: thus even
in human affairs we see men take the debts of another upon
themselves. If, however, we speak of punishment simply, in re-
spect of its being something penal, it has always a relation to a
sin in the one punished. Sometimes this is a relation to actual
sin, as when a man is punished by God or man for a sin com-
mitted by him. Sometimes it is a relation to original sin: and
this, either principally or consequently—principally, the pun-
ishment of original sin is that human nature is le to itself, and
deprived of original justice: and consequently, all the penalties
which result from this defect in human nature.

Nevertheless we must observe that sometimes a thing
seems penal, and yet is not so simply. Because punishment is

* e words in brackets show the readings of the Vulgate.
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a species of evil, as stated in the Ia, q. 48, a. 5. Now evil is pri-
vation of good. And since man’s good is manifold, viz. good
of the soul, good of the body, and external goods, it happens
sometimes that man suffers the loss of a lesser good, that he
may profit in a greater good, as when he suffers loss of money
for the sake of bodily health, or loss of both of these, for the
sake of his soul’s health and the glory of God. In such cases
the loss is an evil to man, not simply but relatively; wherefore
it does not answer to the name of punishment simply, but of
medicinal punishment, because a medical man prescribes bit-
ter potions to his patients, that he may restore them to health.
And since such like are not punishments properly speaking,
they are not referred to sin as their cause, except in a restricted
sense: because the very fact that human nature needs a treat-
ment of penal medicines, is due to the corruption of nature
which is itself the punishment of original sin. For there was no
need, in the state of innocence, for penal exercises in order to
make progress in virtue; so that whatever is penal in the exer-
cise of virtue, is reduced to original sin as its cause.

Reply to Objection 1. Such like defects of those who are
born with them, or which children suffer from, are the effects

and the punishments of original sin, as stated above (q. 85,
a. 5); and they remain even aer baptism, for the cause stated
above (q. 85, a. 5, ad 2): and that they are not equally in all, is
due to the diversity of nature, which is le to itself, as stated
above (q. 85, a. 5, ad 1). Nevertheless, they are directed by Di-
vine providence, to the salvation of men, either of those who
suffer, or of others who are admonished by their means—and
also to the glory of God.

Reply to Objection 2. Temporal and bodily goods are in-
deed goods ofman, but they are of small account:whereas spir-
itual goods are man’s chief goods. Consequently it belongs to
Divine justice to give spiritual goods to the virtuous, and to
award them as much temporal goods or evils, as suffices for
virtue: for, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. viii), “Divine justice
does not enfeeble the fortitude of the virtuous man, by ma-
terial gis.” e very fact that others receive temporal goods,
is detrimental to their spiritual good; wherefore the psalm
quoted concludes (verse 6): “erefore pride hath held them
fast.”

Reply to Objection 3. Christ bore a satisfactory punish-
ment, not for His, but for our sins.

Ia IIae q. 87 a. 8Whether anyone is punished for another’s sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that one may be punished for
another’s sin. For it is written (Ex. 20:5): “I am…God…jealous,
visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children, unto the
third and fourth generation of them that hate Me”; and (Mat.
23:35): “at upon you may come all the just blood that hath
been shed upon the earth.”

Objection 2. Further, human justice springs from Divine
justice. Now, according to human justice, children are some-
times punished for their parents, as in the case of high treason.
erefore also according to Divine justice, one is punished for
another’s sin.

Objection 3. Further, if it be replied that the son is pun-
ished, not for the father’s sin, but for his own, inasmuch as
he imitates his father’s wickedness; this would not be said of
the children rather than of outsiders, who are punished in like
manner as thosewhose crimes they imitate. It seems, therefore,
that children are punished, not for their own sins, but for those
of their parents.

On the contrary, It is written (Ezech. 18:20): “e son
shall not bear the iniquity of the father.”

I answer that, If we speak of that satisfactory punishment,
which one takes upon oneself voluntarily, one may bear an-
other’s punishment, in so far as they are, in some way, one, as
stated above (a. 7). If, however, we speak of punishment in-
flicted on account of sin, inasmuch as it is penal, then each
one is punished for his own sin only, because the sinful act is
something personal. But if we speak of a punishment that is
medicinal, in this way it does happen that one is punished for
another’s sin. For it has been stated (a. 7) that ills sustained in

bodily goods or even in the body itself, are medicinal punish-
ments intended for the health of the soul. Wherefore there is
no reason why one should not have such like punishments in-
flicted on one for another’s sin, either by God or by man; e.g.
on children for their parents, or on servants for their masters,
inasmuch as they are their property so to speak; in such a way,
however, that, if the children or the servants take part in the
sin, this penal ill has the character of punishment in regard to
both the one punished and the one he is punished for. But if
they do not take part in the sin, it has the character of punish-
ment in regard to the one for whom the punishment is borne,
while, in regard to the onewho is punished, it is merelymedic-
inal (except accidentally, if he consent to the other’s sin), since
it is intended for the good of his soul, if he bears it patiently.

With regard to spiritual punishments, these are notmerely
medicinal, because the good of the soul is not directed to a yet
higher good. Consequently no one suffers loss in the goods of
the soul without some fault of his own. Wherefore Augustine
says (Ep. ad Avit.)*, such like punishments are not inflicted on
one for another’s sin, because, as regards the soul, the son is
not the father’s property. Hence the Lord assigns the reason
for this by saying (Ezech. 18:4): “All souls are Mine.”

Reply to Objection 1. Both the passages quoted should,
seemingly, be referred to temporal or bodily punishments, in
so far as children are the property of their parents, and pos-
terity, of their forefathers. Else, if they be referred to spiritual
punishments, they must be understood in reference to the im-
itation of sin, wherefore in Exodus these words are added, “Of
them that hate Me,” and in the chapter quoted from Matthew

* Ep. ad Auxilium, ccl.
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(verse 32) we read: “Fill ye up then the measure of your fa-
thers.” e sins of the fathers are said to be punished in their
children, because the latter are the more prone to sin through
being brought up amid their parents’ crimes, both by becom-
ing accustomed to them, and by imitating their parents’ exam-
ple, conforming to their authority as it were. Moreover they
deserve heavier punishment if, seeing the punishment of their
parents, they fail to mend their ways. e text adds, “to the
third and fourth generation,” becausemen arewont to live long
enough to see the third and fourth generation, so that both the
children can witness their parents’ sins so as to imitate them,
and the parents can see their children’s punishments so as to
grieve for them.

Reply toObjection2.epunishmentswhichhuman jus-

tice inflicts on one for another’s sin are bodily and temporal.
ey are also remedies or medicines against future sins, in or-
der that either they who are punished, or others may be re-
strained from similar faults.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who are near of kin are said
to be punished, rather than outsiders, for the sins of others,
both because the punishment of kindred redounds somewhat
upon those who sinned, as stated above, in so far as the child
is the father’s property, and because the examples and the pun-
ishments that occur in one’s own household are more moving.
Consequently when a man is brought up amid the sins of his
parents, he is more eager to imitate them, and if he is not de-
terred by their punishments, he would seem to be the more
obstinate, and, therefore, to deserve more severe punishment.
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F P   S P, Q 88
Of Venial and Mortal Sin

(In Six Articles)

In the next place, since venial and mortal sins differ in respect of the debt of punishment, we must consider them. First, we
shall consider venial sin as compared with mortal sin; secondly, we shall consider venial sin in itself.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether venial sin is fittingly condivided with mortal sin?
(2) Whether they differ generically?
(3) Whether venial sin is a disposition to mortal sin?
(4) Whether a venial sin can become mortal?
(5) Whether a venial sin can become mortal by reason of an aggravating circumstance?
(6) Whether a mortal sin can become venial?

Ia IIae q. 88 a. 1Whether venial sin is fittingly condivided with mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin is unfittingly
condividedwithmortal sin. ForAugustine says (Contra Faust.
xxii, 27): “Sin is a word, deed or desire contrary to the eternal
law.” But the fact of being against the eternal lawmakes a sin to
be mortal. Consequently every sin is mortal. erefore venial
sin is not condivided with mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 10:31):
“Whether you eat or drink, or whatever else you do; do all to
the glory of God.” Now whoever sins breaks this command-
ment, because sin is not done for God’s glory. Consequently,
since to break a commandment is to commit a mortal sin, it
seems that whoever sins, sins mortally.

Objection 3. Further, whoever cleaves to a thing by love,
cleaves either as enjoying it, or as using it, as Augustine states
(DeDoctr. Christ. i, 3,4). But no person, in sinning, cleaves to
a mutable good as using it: because he does not refer it to that
good which gives us happiness, which, properly speaking, is to
use, according to Augustine (De Doctr. Christ. i, 3,4). ere-
fore whoever sins enjoys a mutable good. Now “to enjoy what
we should use is human perverseness,” as Augustine again says
(Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 30). erefore, since “perverseness”* denotes
a mortal sin, it seems that whoever sins, sins mortally.

Objection 4. Further, whoever approaches one term, from
that very fact turns away from the opposite. Now whoever
sins, approaches amutable good, and, consequently turns away
from the immutable good, so that he sins mortally. erefore
venial sin is unfittingly condivided with mortal sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Tract. xli in Joan.), that
“a crime is one that merits damnation, and a venial sin, one
that does not.” But a crime denotes a mortal sin. erefore ve-
nial sin is fittingly condivided with mortal sin.

I answer that,Certain terms do not appear to bemutually
opposed, if taken in their proper sense, whereas they are op-
posed if taken metaphorically: thus “to smile” is not opposed
to “being dry”; but if we speak of the smiling meadows when

they are decked with flowers and fresh with green hues this is
opposed to drought. In like manner if mortal be taken literally
as referring to the death of the body, it does not imply oppo-
sition to venial, nor belong to the same genus. But if mortal
be taken metaphorically, as applied to sin, it is opposed to that
which is venial.

For sin, being a sickness of the soul, as stated above (q. 71,
a. 1, ad 3; q. 72, a. 5; q. 74, a. 9, ad 2), is said to be mortal by
comparison with a disease, which is said to bemortal, through
causing an irreparable defect consisting in the corruption of a
principle, as stated above (q. 72, a. 5). Now the principle of the
spiritual life, which is a life in accordwith virtue, is the order to
the last end, as stated above (q. 72, a. 5; q. 87, a. 3): and if this
order be corrupted, it cannot be repaired by any intrinsic prin-
ciple, but by the power of God alone, as stated above (q. 87,
a. 3), because disorders in things referred to the end, are re-
paired through the end, even as an error about conclusions can
be repaired through the truth of the principles. Hence the de-
fect of order to the last end cannot be repaired through some-
thing else as a higher principle, as neither can an error about
principles. Wherefore such sins are called mortal, as being ir-
reparable. On the other hand, sins which imply a disorder in
things referred to the end, the order to the end itself being pre-
served, are reparable. ese sins are called venial: because a sin
receives its acquittal [veniam] when the debt of punishment is
taken away, and this ceases when the sin ceases, as explained
above (q. 87, a. 6).

Accordingly, mortal and venial are mutually opposed as
reparable and irreparable: and I say this with reference to the
intrinsic principle, but not to the Divine power, which can re-
pair all diseases, whether of the body or of the soul. erefore
venial sin is fittingly condivided with mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e division of sin into venial and
mortal is not a division of a genus into its species which have
an equal share of the generic nature: but it is the division of

* e Latin ‘pervertere’ means to overthrow, to destroy, hence ‘perversion’ of
God’s law is a mortal sin.
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an analogous term into its parts, of which it is predicated, of
the one first, and of the other aerwards. Consequently the
perfect notion of sin, which Augustine gives, applies tomortal
sin. On the other hand, venial sin is called a sin, in reference to
an imperfect notion of sin, and in relation to mortal sin: even
as an accident is called a being, in relation to substance, in ref-
erence to the imperfect notion of being. For it is not “against”
the law, since he who sins venially neither does what the law
forbids, nor omits what the law prescribes to be done; but he
acts “beside” the law, through not observing the mode of rea-
son, which the law intends.

Reply to Objection 2. is precept of the Apostle is affir-
mative, and so it does not bind for all times. Consequently ev-
eryone who does not actually refer all his actions to the glory
of God, does not therefore act against this precept. In order,

therefore, to avoid mortal sin each time that one fails actually
to refer an action to God’s glory, it is enough to refer oneself
and all that one has toGod habitually. Now venial sin excludes
only actual reference of the human act to God’s glory, and not
habitual reference: because it does not exclude charity, which
refers man toGod habitually.erefore it does not follow that
he who sins venially, sins mortally.

Reply toObjection3.He that sins venially, cleaves to tem-
poral good, not as enjoying it, because he does not fix his end
in it, but as using it, by referring it to God, not actually but
habitually.

Reply to Objection 4. Mutable good is not considered
to be a term in contraposition to the immutable good, unless
one’s end is fixed therein: because what is referred to the end
has not the character of finality.

Ia IIae q. 88 a. 2Whether mortal and venial sin differ generically?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial and mortal sin do
not differ generically, so that some sins be generically mortal,
and some generically venial. Because human acts are consid-
ered to be generically good or evil according to their matter or
object, as stated above (q. 18, a. 2).Now eithermortal or venial
sin may be committed in regard to any object or matter: since
man can love any mutable good, either less than God, which
may be a venial sin, or more than God, which is a mortal sin.
erefore venial and mortal sin do not differ generically.

Objection2.Further, as stated above (a. 1; q. 72, a. 5; q. 87,
a. 3), a sin is called mortal when it is irreparable, venial when
it can be repaired. Now irreparability belongs to sin commit-
ted out of malice, which, according to some, is irremissible:
whereas reparability belongs to sins committed throughweak-
ness or ignorance, which are remissible. erefore mortal and
venial sin differ as sin committed through malice differs from
sin committed through weakness or ignorance. But, in this
respect, sins differ not in genus but in cause, as stated above
(q. 77, a. 8, ad 1).erefore venial andmortal sin do not differ
generically.

Objection 3. Further, it was stated above (q. 74, a. 3, ad
3; a. 10) that sudden movements both of the sensuality and
of the reason are venial sins. But sudden movements occur in
every kind of sin. erefore no sins are generically venial.

On the contrary, Augustine, in a sermon on Purgatory
(De Sanctis, serm. xli), enumerates certain generic venial sins,
and certain generic mortal sins.

I answer that,Venial sin is so called from “venia” [pardon].
Consequently a sin may be called venial, first of all, because it
has been pardoned: thus Ambrose says that “penance makes
every sin venial”: and this is called venial “from the result.”
Secondly, a sin is called venial because it does not contain any-
thing either partially or totally, to prevent its being pardoned:
partially, as when a sin contains something diminishing its
guilt, e.g. a sin committed throughweakness or ignorance: and

this is called venial “from the cause”: totally, through not de-
stroying the order to the last end, wherefore it deserves tempo-
ral, but not everlasting punishment. It is of this venial sin that
we wish to speak now.

For as regards the first two, it is evident that they have no
determinate genus: whereas venial sin, taken in the third sense,
can have a determinate genus, so that one sin may be venial
generically, and another generically mortal, according as the
genus or species of an act is determined by its object. For, when
the will is directed to a thing that is in itself contrary to char-
ity, whereby man is directed to his last end, the sin is mortal
by reason of its object. Consequently it is a mortal sin generi-
cally, whether it be contrary to the love ofGod, e.g. blasphemy,
perjury, and the like, or against the love of one’s neighbor, e.g.
murder, adultery, and such like: wherefore such sins aremortal
by reason of their genus. Sometimes, however, the sinner’s will
is directed to a thing containing a certain inordinateness, but
which is not contrary to the love of God and one’s neighbor,
e.g. an idle word, excessive laughter, and so forth: and such sins
are venial by reason of their genus.

Nevertheless, since moral acts derive their character of
goodness andmalice, not only fromtheir objects, but also from
some disposition of the agent, as stated above (q. 18, Aa. 4,6),
it happens sometimes that a sin which is venial generically by
reason of its object, becomes mortal on the part of the agent,
either because he fixes his last end therein, or because he directs
it to something that is a mortal sin in its own genus; for exam-
ple, if aman direct an idle word to the commission of adultery.
In like manner it may happen, on the part of the agent, that a
sin genericallymortal because venial, by reason of the act being
imperfect, i.e. not deliberated by reason, which is the proper
principle of an evil act, as we have said above in reference to
sudden movements of unbelief.

Reply to Objection 1. e very fact that anyone chooses
something that is contrary to divine charity, proves that he
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prefers it to the love of God, and consequently, that he loves
it more than he loves God. Hence it belongs to the genus of
some sins, which are of themselves contrary to charity, that
something is loved more than God; so that they are mortal by
reason of their genus.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers those sins
which are venial from their cause.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers those sins
which are venial by reason of the imperfection of the act.

Ia IIae q. 88 a. 3Whether venial sin is a disposition to mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin is not a dispo-
sition to mortal sin. For one contrary does not dispose to an-
other. But venial and mortal sin are condivided as contrary to
one another, as stated above (a. 1). erefore venial sin is not
a disposition to mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, an act disposes to something of like
species, wherefore it is stated in Ethic. ii, 1,2, that “from like
acts like dispositions and habits are engendered.” But mortal
and venial sin differ in genus or species, as stated above (a. 2).
erefore venial sin does not dispose to mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, if a sin is called venial because it dis-
poses tomortal sin, it follows that whatever disposes tomortal
sin is a venial sin.Now every goodwork disposes tomortal sin;
wherefore Augustine says in his Rule (Ep. ccxi) that “pride lies
in wait for good works that it may destroy them.” erefore
even good works would be venial sins, which is absurd.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 19:1): “He that con-
temneth small things shall fall by little and little.” Now he that
sins venially seems to contemn small things.erefore by little
and little he is disposed to fall away together into mortal sin.

I answer that,Adisposition is a kind of cause;wherefore as
there is a twofold manner of cause, so is there a twofold man-
ner of disposition. For there is a cause which moves directly to
the production of the effect, as a hot thing heats: and there is
a cause which moves indirectly, by removing an obstacle, as he
who displaces a pillar is said to displace the stone that rests on
it. Accordingly an act of sin disposes to something in twoways.
First, directly, and thus it disposes to an act of like species. In
this way, a sin generically venial does not, primarily and of its
nature, dispose to a sin generically mortal, for they differ in

species. Nevertheless, in this same way, a venial sin can dis-
pose, by way of consequence, to a sin which is mortal on the
part of the agent: because the disposition or habit may be so
far strengthened by acts of venial sin, that the lust of sinning
increases, and the sinner fixes his end in that venial sin: since
the end for one who has a habit, as such, is to work according
to that habit; and the consequence will be that, by sinning of-
ten venially, he becomes disposed to a mortal sin. Secondly,
a human act disposes to something by removing an obstacle
thereto. In this way a sin generically venial can dispose to a sin
generically mortal. Because he that commits a sin generically
venial, turns aside from some particular order; and through ac-
customing his will not to be subject to the due order in lesser
matters, is disposed not to subject his will even to the order of
the last end, by choosing something that is a mortal sin in its
genus.

Reply to Objection 1. Venial and mortal sin are not con-
divided in contrariety to one another, as though they were
species of one genus, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1), but as an acci-
dent is condivided with substance. Wherefore an accident can
be a disposition to a substantial form, so can a venial sin dis-
pose to mortal.

Reply to Objection 2. Venial sin is not like mortal sin in
species; but it is in genus, inasmuch as they both imply a defect
of due order, albeit in different ways, as stated (Aa. 1,2).

Reply to Objection 3. A good work is not, of itself, a dis-
position to mortal sin; but it can be the matter or occasion of
mortal sin accidentally; whereas a venial sin, of its very nature,
disposes to mortal sin, as stated.

Ia IIae q. 88 a. 4Whether a venial sin can become mortal?

Objection 1. It would seem that a venial sin can become a
mortal sin. For Augustine in explaining the words of Jn. 3:36:
“He that believeth not the Son, shall not see life,” says (Tract.
xii in Joan.): “e slightest,” i.e. venial, “sins kill if we make lit-
tle of them.” Now a sin is called mortal through causing the
spiritual death of the soul. erefore a venial sin can become
mortal.

Objection 2. Further, amovement in the sensuality before
the consent of reason, is a venial sin, but aer consent, is amor-
tal sin, as stated above (q. 74, a. 8, ad 2). erefore a venial sin
can become mortal.

Objection 3. Further, venial and mortal sin differ as cur-

able and incurable disease, as stated above (a. 1). But a curable
disease may become incurable. erefore a venial sin may be-
come mortal.

Objection 4. Further, a disposition may become a habit.
Nowvenial sin is a disposition tomortal, as stated (a. 3).ere-
fore a venial sin can become mortal.

I answer that, e fact of a venial sin becoming a mortal
sin may be understood in three ways. First, so that the same
identical act be at first a venial, and then a mortal sin. is is
impossible: because a sin, like any moral act, consists chiefly
in an act of the will: so that an act is not one morally, if the
will be changed, although the act be continuous physically. If,
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however, the will be not changed, it is not possible for a venial
sin to become mortal.

Secondly, this may be taken to mean that a sin generically
venial, becomesmortal.is is possible, in so far as onemay fix
one’s end in that venial sin, or direct it to some mortal sin as
end, as stated above (a. 2).

irdly, this may be understood in the sense of many ve-
nial sins constituting one mortal sin. If this be taken as mean-
ing that many venial sins added together make one mortal sin,
it is false, because all the venial sins in the world cannot incur a
debt of punishment equal to that of one mortal sin. is is ev-
ident as regards the duration of the punishment, since mortal
sin incurs a debt of eternal punishment, while venial sin incurs
a debt of temporal punishment, as stated above (q. 87,Aa. 3,5).
It is also evident as regards the pain of loss, because mortal
sins deserve to be punished by the privation of seeing God,
to which no other punishment is comparable, as Chrysostom
states (Hom. xxiv in Matth.). It is also evident as regards the
pain of sense, as to the remorse of conscience; although as to
the pain of fire, the punishments may perhaps not be impro-
portionate to one another.

If, however, this be taken as meaning that many venial
sins make one mortal sin dispositively, it is true, as was shown
above (a. 3) with regard to the two differentmanners of dispo-
sition, whereby venial sin disposes to mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 1. Augustine is referring to the fact of
many venial sins making one mortal sin dispositively.

Reply to Objection 2. e same movement of the sensu-
ality which preceded the consent of reason can never become
a mortal sin; but the movement of the reason in consenting is
a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Disease of the body is not an act,
but an abiding disposition; wherefore, while remaining the
same disease, it may undergo change. On the other hand, ve-
nial sin is a transient act, which cannot be taken up again: so
that in this respect the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 4.Adisposition that becomes a habit,
is like an imperfect thing in the same species; thus imperfect
science, by being perfected, becomes a habit. On the other
hand, venial sin is a disposition to something differing generi-
cally, even as an accident which disposes to a substantial form,
into which it is never changed.

Ia IIae q. 88 a. 5Whether a circumstance can make a venial sin to be mortal?

Objection1. Itwould seem that a circumstance canmake a
venial sinmortal. ForAugustine says in a sermon onPurgatory
(De Sanctis, serm. xli) that “if anger continue for a long time,
or if drunkenness be frequent, they become mortal sins.” But
anger and drunkenness are not mortal but venial sins gener-
ically, else they would always be mortal sins. erefore a cir-
cumstance makes a venial sin to be mortal.

Objection 2. Further, the Master says ( Sentent. ii, D, 24)
that delectation, if morose*, is a mortal sin, but that if it be not
morose, it is a venial sin. Now moroseness is a circumstance.
erefore a circumstance makes a venial sin to be mortal.

Objection 3. Further, evil and good differ more than ve-
nial and mortal sin, both of which are generically evil. But a
circumstance makes a good act to be evil, as when a man gives
an alms for vainglory. Much more, therefore, can it make a ve-
nial sin to be mortal.

On the contrary, Since a circumstance is an accident, its
quantity cannot exceed that of the act itself, derived from the
act’s genus, because the subject always excels its accident. If,
therefore, an act be venial by reason of its genus, it cannot be-
come mortal by reason of an accident: since, in a way, mortal
sin infinitely surpasses the quantity of venial sin, as is evident
from what has been said (q. 72, a. 5, ad 1; q. 87, a. 5, ad 1).

I answer that, As stated above (q. 7, a. 1; q. 18, a. 5, ad 4;
Aa. 10 ,11), whenwewere treating of circumstances, a circum-
stance, as such, is an accident of the moral act: and yet a cir-
cumstance may happen to be taken as the specific difference
of a moral act, and then it loses its nature of circumstance,
and constitutes the species of the moral act. is happens in

sinswhen a circumstance adds the deformity of another genus;
thus when a man has knowledge of another woman than his
wife, the deformity of his act is opposed to chastity; but if this
other be another man’s wife, there is an additional deformity
opposed to justice which forbids one to take what belongs to
another; and accordingly this circumstance constitutes a new
species of sin known as adultery.

It is, however, impossible for a circumstance to make a ve-
nial sin becomemortal, unless it adds the deformity of another
species. For it has been stated above (a. 1) that the deformity
of a venial sin consists in a disorder affecting things that are
referred to the end, whereas the deformity of a mortal sin con-
sists in a disorder about the last end.Consequently it is evident
that a circumstance cannot make a venial sin to be mortal, so
long as it remains a circumstance, but only when it transfers
the sin to another species, and becomes, as it were, the specific
difference of the moral act.

Reply to Objection 1. Length of time is not a circum-
stance that draws a sin to another species, nor is frequency or
custom, except perhaps by something accidental supervening.
For an action does not acquire a new species through being re-
peated or prolonged, unless by chance something supervene in
the repeated or prolonged act to change its species, e.g. disobe-
dience, contempt, or the like.

We must therefore reply to the objection by saying that
since anger is a movement of the soul tending to the hurt of
one’s neighbor, if the angry movement tend to a hurt which is
a mortal sin generically, such as murder or robbery, that anger
will be amortal sin generically: and if it be a venial sin, this will

* See q. 74, a. 6.
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be due to the imperfection of the act, in so far as it is a sudden
movement of the sensuality: whereas, if it last a long time, it
returns to its generic nature, through the consent of reason.
If, on the other hand, the hurt to which the angry movement
tends, is a sin generically venial, for instance, if a man be angry
with someone, so as to wish to say some trifling word in jest
that would hurt him a little, the anger will not be mortal sin,
however long it last, unless perhaps accidentally; for instance,
if it were to give rise to great scandal or something of the kind.

With regard to drunkenness we reply that it is a mortal sin
by reason of its genus; for, that a man, without necessity, and
through the mere lust of wine, make himself unable to use his
reason, whereby he is directed to God and avoids committing
many sins, is expressly contrary to virtue. at it be a venial
sin, is due some sort of ignorance or weakness, as when a man
is ignorant of the strength of the wine, or of his own unfitness,

so that he has no thought of getting drunk, for in that case the
drunkenness is not imputed to him as a sin, but only the ex-
cessive drink. If, however, he gets drunk frequently, this igno-
rance no longer avails as an excuse, for his will seems to choose
to give way to drunkenness rather than to refrain from excess
of wine: wherefore the sin returns to its specific nature.

Reply to Objection 2. Morose delectation is not a mortal
sin except in those matters which are mortal sins generically.
In such matters, if the delectation be not morose, there is a ve-
nial sin through imperfection of the act, as we have said with
regard to anger (ad 1): because anger is said to be lasting, and
delectation to be morose, on account of the approval of the
deliberating reason.

Reply to Objection 3. A circumstance does not make a
good act to be evil, unless it constitute the species of a sin, as
we have stated above (q. 18, a. 5 , ad 4).

Ia IIae q. 88 a. 6Whether a mortal sin can become venial?

Objection 1. It would seem that a mortal sin can become
venial. Because venial sin is equally distant from mortal, as
mortal sin is from venial. But a venial sin can become mortal,
as stated above (a. 5). erefore also a mortal sin can become
venial.

Objection 2. Further, venial andmortal sin are said to dif-
fer in this, that he who sinsmortally loves a creaturemore than
God, while he who sins venially loves the creature less than
God. Now it may happen that a person in committing a sin
generically mortal, loves a creature less thanGod; for instance,
if anyone being ignorant that simple fornication is a mortal
sin, and contrary to the love of God, commits the sin of for-
nication, yet so as to be ready, for the love of God, to refrain
from that sin if he knew that by committing it he was acting
counter to the love of God. erefore his will be a venial sin;
and accordingly a mortal sin can become venial.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (a. 5, obj. 3), good is
more distant from evil, than venial frommortal sin. But an act
which is evil in itself, can become good; thus to kill a manmay
be an act of justice, as when a judge condemns a thief to death.
Much more therefore can a mortal sin become venial.

On the contrary,An eternal thing can never become tem-
poral. Butmortal sin deserves eternal punishment, whereas ve-
nial sin deserves temporal punishment. erefore a mortal sin
can never become venial.

I answer that, Venial and mortal differ as perfect and im-
perfect in the genus of sin, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1). Now
the imperfect can become perfect, by some sort of addition:
and, consequently, a venial sin can become mortal, by the ad-
dition of somedeformity pertaining to the genus ofmortal sin,
as when a man utters an idle word for the purpose of fornica-
tion.On the other hand, the perfect cannot become imperfect,

by addition; and so a mortal sin cannot become venial, by the
addition of a deformity pertaining to the genus of venial sin,
for the sin is not diminished if a man commit fornication in
order to utter an idle word; rather is it aggravated by the addi-
tional deformity.

Nevertheless a sin which is generically mortal, can become
venial by reason of the imperfection of the act, because then it
does not completely fulfil the conditions of a moral act, since
it is not a deliberate, but a sudden act, as is evident from what
we have said above (a. 2). is happens by a kind of subtrac-
tion, namely, of deliberate reason. And since a moral act takes
its species from deliberate reason, the result is that by such a
subtraction the species of the act is destroyed.

Reply to Objection 1. Venial differs from mortal as im-
perfect from perfect, even as a boy differs from a man. But the
boy becomes a man and not vice versa. Hence the argument
does not prove.

Reply toObjection2. If the ignorance be such as to excuse
sin altogether, as the ignorance of a madman or an imbecile,
then he that commits fornication in a state of such ignorance,
commits no sin eithermortal or venial. But if the ignorance be
not invincible, then the ignorance itself is a sin, and contains
within itself the lack of the love of God, in so far as a man ne-
glects to learn those things whereby he can safeguard himself
in the love of God.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Contra Men-
dacium vii), “those things which are evil in themselves, cannot
be well done for any good end.” Now murder is the slaying of
the innocent, and this can nowise be well done. But, as Augus-
tine states (De Lib. Arb. i, 4,5), the judge who sentences a thief
to death, or the soldier who slays the enemy of the common
weal, are not murderers.
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F P   S P, Q 89
Of Venial Sin in Itself
(In Six Articles)

We must now consider venial sin in itself, and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether venial sin causes a stain in the soul?
(2) Of the different kinds of venial sin, as denoted by “wood,” “hay,” “stubble” (1 Cor. 3:12);
(3) Whether man could sin venially in the state of innocence?
(4) Whether a good or a wicked angel can sin venially?
(5) Whether the movements of unbelievers are venial sins?
(6) Whether venial sin can be in a man with original sin alone?

Ia IIae q. 89 a. 1Whether venial sin causes a stain on the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin causes a stain
in the soul. For Augustine says (De Poenit.)*, that if venial sins
be multiplied, they destroy the beauty of our souls so as to de-
prive us of the embraces of our heavenly spouse. But the stain
of sin is nothing else but the loss of the soul’s beauty.erefore
venial sins cause a stain in the soul.

Objection 2. Further, mortal sin causes a stain in the soul,
on account of the inordinateness of the act and of the sinner’s
affections. But, in venial sin, there is an inordinateness of the
act and of the affections. erefore venial sin causes a stain in
the soul.

Objection 3. Further, the stain on the soul is caused by
contact with a temporal thing, through love thereof as stated
above (q. 86, a. 1). But, in venial sin, the soul is in contact with
a temporal thing through inordinate love. therefore, venial sin
brings a stain on the soul.

On the contrary, it is written, (Eph. 5:27): “at He
might present it to Himself a glorious church, not having spot
or wrinkle,” on which the gloss says: “i.e., some grievous sin.”
erefore it seems proper to mortal sin to cause a stain on the
soul.

I answer that as stated above (q. 86, a. 1), a stain denotes
a loss of comeliness due to contact with something, as may be
seen in corporealmatters, fromwhich the termhas been trans-
ferred to the soul, by way of similitude. Now, just as in the
body there is a twofold comeliness, one resulting from the in-
ward disposition of the members and colors, the other result-

ing from outward refulgence supervening, so too, in the soul,
there is a twofold comeliness, one habitual and, so to speak,
intrinsic, the other actual like an outward flash of light. Now
venial sin is a hindrance to actual comeliness, but not to ha-
bitual comeliness, because it neither destroys nor diminishes
the habit of charity and of the other virtues, as we shall show
further on ( IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 10; q. 133, a. 1, ad 2), but only
hinders their acts. On the other hand a stain denotes some-
thing permanent in the thing stained, wherefore it seems in
the nature of a loss of habitual rather than of actual comeli-
ness. erefore, properly speaking, venial sin does not cause a
stain in the soul. If, however, we find it stated anywhere that
it does induce a stain, this is in a restricted sense, in so far as it
hinders the comeliness that results from acts of virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of the case
in which many venial sins lead to mortal sin dispositively: be-
cause otherwise theywouldnot sever the soul from its heavenly
spouse.

Reply to Objection 2. In mortal sin the inordinateness of
the act destroys the habit of virtue, but not in venial sin.

Reply to Objection 3. In mortal sin the soul comes into
contact with a temporal thing as its end, so that the shedding
of the light of grace, which accrues to those who, by charity,
cleave to God as their last end, is entirely cut off. On the con-
trary, in venial sin, man does not cleave to a creature as his last
end: hence there is no comparison.

Ia IIae q. 89 a. 2Whether venial sins are suitably designated as “wood, hay, and stubble”?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sins are unsuit-
ably designated as “wood,” “hay,” and “stubble.” Because wood
hay and stubble are said ( 1 Cor. 3:12) to be built on a spiri-
tual foundation. Now venial sins are something outside a spir-
itual foundation, even as false opinions are outside the pale
of science. erefore, venial sins are not suitably designated as
wood, hay and stubble.

Objection 2. Further, he who builds wood, hay and stub-
ble, “shall be saved yet so as by fire” (1 Cor. 3:15). But some-
times themanwho commits a venial sin,will not be saved, even
by fire, e.g. when a man dies in mortal sin to which venial sins
are attached. erefore, venial sins are unsuitably designated
by wood, hay, and stubble.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Apostle (1 Cor.
* Hom. 50, inter. L., 2.
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3:12) those who build “gold, silver, precious stones,” i.e. love
of God and our neighbor, and good works, are others from
those who build wood, hay, and stubble. But those even who
love God and their neighbor, and do good works, commit ve-
nial sins: for it is written (1 Jn. 1:8): “If we say that we have no
sin, we deceive ourselves.”erefore venial sins are not suitably
designated by these three.

Objection 4. Further, there are many more than three dif-
ferences and degrees of venial sins. erefore they are unsuit-
ably comprised under these three.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 3:15) that the
man who builds up wood, hay and stubble, “shall be saved yet
so as by fire,” so that he will suffer punishment, but not ever-
lasting. Now the debt of temporal punishment belongs prop-
erly to venial sin, as stated above (q. 87, a. 5). erefore these
three signify venial sins.

I answer that, Some have understood the “foundation” to
be dead faith, upon which some build good works, signified
by gold, silver, and precious stones, while others build mortal
sins, which according to them are designated bywood, hay and
stubble. But Augustine disapproves of this explanation (De
Fide et Oper. xv), because, as the Apostle says (Gal. 5:21), he
who does the works of the flesh, “shall not obtain the kingdom
of God,” which signifies to be saved; whereas the Apostle says
that he who builds wood, hay, and stubble “shall be saved yet
so as by fire.” Consequently wood, hay, stubble cannot be un-
derstood to denote mortal sins.

Others say that wood, hay, stubble designate good works,
which are indeed built upon the spiritual edifice, but aremixed
with venial sins: as, when a man is charged with the care of a
family, which is a good thing, excessive love of his wife or of his
children or of his possessions insinuates itself into his life, un-
der God however, so that, to wit, for the sake of these things
he would be unwilling to do anything in opposition to God.
But neither does this seem to be reasonable. For it is evident
that all good works are referred to the love of God, and one’s
neighbor, wherefore they are designated by “gold,” “silver,” and
“precious stones,” and consequently not by “wood,” “hay,” and
“stubble.”

We must therefore say that the very venial sins that insin-
uate themselves into those who have a care for earthly things,
are designated by wood, hay, and stubble. For just as these are
stored in a house, without belonging to the substance of the
house, and can be burnt, while the house is saved, so also venial
sins aremultiplied in aman,while the spiritual edifice remains,
and for them, man suffers fire, either of temporal trials in this
life, or of purgatory aer this life, and yet he is saved for ever.

Reply to Objection 1. Venial sins are not said to be built
upon the spiritual foundation, as though they were laid di-
rectly upon it, but because they are laid beside it; in the same
sense as it is written (Ps. 136:1): “Upon thewaters of Babylon,”
i.e. “beside the waters”: because venial sins do not destroy the
edifice.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not said that everyone who
builds wood, hay and stubble, shall be saved as by fire, but only
those who build “upon” the “foundation.” And this founda-
tion is not dead faith, as some have esteemed, but faith quick-
ened by charity, according to Eph. 3:17: “Rooted and founded
in charity.” Accordingly, he that dies in mortal sin with venial
sins, has indeedwood, hay, and stubble, but not built upon the
spiritual edifice; and consequently he will not be saved so as by
fire.

Reply toObjection3.Although thosewho arewithdrawn
from the care of temporal things, sin venially sometimes, yet
they commit but slight venial sins, and in most cases they are
cleansed by the fervor of charity: wherefore they do not build
up venial sins, because these do not remain long in them. But
the venial sins of those who are busy about earthly remain
longer, because they are unable to have such frequent recourse
to the fervor of charity in order to remove them.

Reply toObjection 4. As the Philosopher says (De Coelo
i, text. 2), “all things are comprised under three, the beginning,
the middle, the end.” Accordingly all degrees of venial sins are
reduced to three, viz. to “wood,” which remains longer in the
fire; “stubble,” which is burnt up at once; and “hay,” which is
between these two: because venial sins are removed by fire,
quickly or slowly, according as man is more or less attached
to them.

Ia IIae q. 89 a. 3Whether man could commit a venial sin in the state of innocence?

Objection 1. It would seem that man could commit a ve-
nial sin in the state of innocence. Because on 1 Tim. 2:14,
“Adam was not seduced,” a gloss says: “Having had no expe-
rience of God’s severity, it was possible for him to be so mis-
taken as to think that what he had done was a venial sin.” But
he would not have thought this unless he could have commit-
ted a venial sin. erefore he could commit a venial sin with-
out sinning mortally.

Objection 2. Further Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi, 5):
“We must not suppose that the tempter would have overcome
man, unless first of all there had arisen in man’s soul a move-

ment of vainglory which should have been checked.” Now
the vainglory which preceded man’s defeat, which was accom-
plished through his falling into mortal sin, could be nothing
more than a venial sin. In like manner, Augustine says (Gen.
ad lit. xi, 5) that “manwas allured by a certain desire ofmaking
the experiment, when he saw that thewomandid not diewhen
she had taken the forbidden fruit.” Again there seems to have
been a certainmovement of unbelief in Eve, since she doubted
what the Lord had said, as appears from her saying (Gn. 3:3):
“Lest perhaps we die.” Now these apparently were venial sins.
ereforeman could commit a venial sin before he committed
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a mortal sin.
Objection 3. Further, mortal sin is more opposed to the

integrity of the original state, than venial sin is. Now man
could sin mortally notwithstanding the integrity of the orig-
inal state. erefore he could also sin venially.

On the contrary, Every sin deserves some punishment.
But nothing penal was possible in the state of innocence, as
Augustine declares (De Civ. Dei xiv, 10). erefore he could
commit a sin that would not deprive him of that state of in-
tegrity. But venial sin does not change man’s state. erefore
he could not sin venially.

I answer that, It is generally admitted that man could not
commit a venial sin in the state of innocence. is, however,
is not to be understood as though on account of the perfec-
tion of his state, the sin which is venial for us would have been
mortal for him, if he had committed it. Because the dignity of
a person is circumstance that aggravates a sin, but it does not
transfer it to another species, unless there be an additional de-
formity by reason of disobedience, or vow or the like, which
does not apply to the question in point. Consequently what
is venial in itself could not be changed into mortal by reason
of the excellence of the original state. We must therefore un-
derstand this to mean that he could not sin venially, because
it was impossible for him to commit a sin which was venial in
itself, before losing the integrity of the original state by sinning
mortally.

e reason for this is because venial sin occurs in us, either
through the imperfection of the act, as in the case of sudden
movements, in a genus of mortal sin or through some inordi-
nateness in respect of things referred to the end, the due order
of the end being safeguarded. Now each of these happens on
account of some defect of order, by reason of the lower pow-
ers not being checked by the higher. Because the sudden rising
of a movement of the sensuality in us is due to the sensuality
not being perfectly subject to reason: and the sudden rising of

a movement of reason itself is due, in us, to the fact that the
execution of the act of reason is not subject to the act of de-
liberation which proceeds from a higher good, as stated above
(q. 74, a. 10); and that the human mind be out of order as re-
gards things directed to the end, the due order of the end be-
ing safeguarded, is due to the fact that the things referred to
the end are not infallibly directed under the end, which holds
the highest place, being the beginning, as it were, in matters
concerning the appetite, as stated above (q. 10, Aa. 1,2, ad 3;
q. 72, a. 5). Now, in the state of innocence, as stated in the Ia,
q. 95, a. 1, there was an unerring stability of order, so that the
lower powers were always subjected to the higher, so long as
man remained subject to God, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xiv, 13). Hence there can be no inordinateness in man, unless
first of all the highest part of man were not subject to God,
which constitutes a mortal sin. From this it is evident that, in
the state of innocence, man could not commit a venial sin, be-
fore committing a mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 1. In the passage quoted, venial is not
taken in the same sense as we take it now; but by venial sin we
mean that which is easily forgiven.

Reply to Objection 2. is vainglory which preceded
man’s downfall, was his first mortal sin, for it is stated to have
preceded his downfall into the outward act of sin. is vain-
glory was followed, in the man, by the desire to make and ex-
periment, and in the woman, by doubt, for she gave way to
vainglory, merely through hearing the serpent mention the
precept, as though she refused to be held in check by the pre-
cept.

Reply to Objection 3. Mortal sin is opposed to the in-
tegrity of the original state in the fact of its destroying that
state: this a venial sin cannot do. And because the integrity
of the primitive state is incompatible with any inordinateness
whatever, the result is that the first man could not sin venially,
before committing a mortal sin.

Ia IIae q. 89 a. 4Whether a good or a wicked angel can sin venially?

Objection 1. It seems that a good or wicked angel can sin
venially. Because man agrees with the angels in the higher part
of his soulwhich is called themind, according toGregory,who
says (Hom. xxix in Evang.) that “man understands in common
with the angels.” Butman can commit a venial sin in the higher
part of his soul. erefore an angel can commit a venial sin
also.

Objection 2.Further,He that can domore can do less. But
an angel could love a created goodmore thanGod, and he did,
by sinningmortally.erefore he could also love a creature less
than God inordinately, by sinning venially.

Objection 3. Further, wicked angels seem to do things
which are venial sins generically, by provoking men to laugh-
ter, and other like frivolities. Now the circumstance of the per-
son does not make a mortal sin to be venial as stated above

(a. 3), unless there is a special prohibition,which is not the case
in point. erefore an angel can sin venially.

On the contrary,eperfection of an angel is greater than
that of man in the primitive state. But man could not sin ve-
nially in the primitive state, and much less, therefore, can an
angel.

I answer that,An angel’s intellect, as stated above in the Ia,
q. 58, a. 3; Ia, q. 79, a. 8, is not discursive, i.e. it does not proceed
from principles to conclusions, so as to understand both sepa-
rately, as we do. Consequently, whenever the angelic intellect
considers a conclusion, it must, of necessity, consider it in its
principles. Now in matters of appetite, as we have oen stated
(q. 8, a. 2; q. 10, a. 1; q. 72, a. 5), ends are like principles, while
the means are like conclusions. Wherefore, an angel’s mind is
not directed to the means, except as they stand under the or-
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der to the end. Consequently, from their very nature, they can
have no inordinateness in respect of the means, unless at the
same time they have an inordinateness in respect of the end,
and this is a mortal sin. Now good angels are notmoved to the
means, except in subordination to the due end which is God:
wherefore all their acts are acts of charity, so that no venial sin
can be in them.On the other hand,wicked angels aremoved to
nothing except in subordination to the end which is their sin
of pride. erefore they sin mortally in everything that they
do of their own will. is does not apply to the appetite for
the natural good, which appetite we have stated to be in them
( Ia, q. 63, a. 4; q. 64, a. 2, ad 5).

Reply toObjection 1.Mandoes indeed agreewith the an-
gels in the mind or intellect, but he differs in his mode of un-
derstanding, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. An angel could not love a creature
less than God, without, at the same time, either referring it to
God, as the last end, or to some inordinate end, for the reason
given above.

Reply to Objection 3. e demons incite man to all such
things which seem venial, that he may become used to them,
so as to lead him on to mortal sin. Consequently in all such
things they sin mortally, on account of the end they have in
view.

Ia IIae q. 89 a. 5Whether the first movements of the sensuality in unbelievers are mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the first movements of
the sensuality in unbelievers are mortal sins. For the Apostle
says (Rom. 8:1) that “there is…no condemnation to them that
are in Christ Jesus, who walk not according to the flesh”: and
he is speaking there of the concupiscence of the sensuality, as
appears from the context (Rom. 7). erefore the reason why
concupiscence is not a matter of condemnation to those who
walk not according to the flesh, i.e. by consenting to concupis-
cence, is because they are in Christ Jesus. But unbelievers are
not in Christ Jesus. erefore in unbelievers this is a matter of
condemnation. erefore the first movements of unbelievers
are mortal sins.

Objection 2. Further Anselm says (De Gratia et Lib. Arb.
vii): “ose who are not in Christ, when they feel the sting of
the flesh, follow the road of damnation, even if they walk not
according to the flesh.” But damnation is not due save to mor-
tal sin. erefore, since man feels the sting of the flesh in the
first movements of the concupiscence, it seems that the first
movements of concupiscence in unbelievers are mortal sins.

Objection 3. Further, Anselm says (DeGratia et Lib. Arb.
vii): “Man was so made that he was not liable to feel concu-
piscence.” Now this liability seems to be remitted to man by
the grace of Baptism, which the unbeliever has not. erefore
every act of concupiscence in an unbeliever, even without his
consent, is a mortal sin, because he acts against his duty.

On the contrary, It is stated in Acts 10:34 that “God is
not a respecter of persons.” erefore he does not impute to
one unto condemnation, whatHe does not impute to another.
But he does not impute firstmovements to believers, unto con-
demnation. Neither therefore does He impute them to unbe-
lievers.

I answer that, It is unreasonable to say that the first move-
ments of unbelievers aremortal sins, when they donot consent
to them.is is evident for two reasons. First, because the sen-
suality itself could not be the subject of mortal sin, as stated
above (q. 79, a. 4). Now the sensuality has the same nature in
unbelievers as in believers. erefore it is not possible for the
mere movements of the sensuality in unbelievers, to be mortal
sins. Secondly, from the state of the sinner. Because excellence
of the person of the person never diminishes sin, but, on the
contrary, increases it, as stated above (q. 73, a. 10). erefore
a sin is not less grievous in a believer than in an unbeliever,
but much more so. For the sins of an unbeliever are more de-
serving of forgiveness, on account of their ignorance, accord-
ing to 1 Tim. 1:13: “I obtained the mercy of God, because I
did it ignorantly in my unbelief ”: whereas the sins of believ-
ers are more grievous on account of the sacraments of grace,
according to Heb. 10:29: “How much more, do you think, he
deserveth worse punishments…who hath esteemed the blood
of the testament unclean, by which he was sanctified?”

Reply toObjection 1. e Apostle is speaking of the con-
demnation due to original sin, which condemnation is remit-
ted by the grace of JesusChrist, although the “fomes” of concu-
piscence remain. Wherefore the fact that believers are subject
to concupiscence is not in them a sign of the condemnation
due to original sin, as it is in unbelievers.

In this way also is to be understood the saying of Anselm,
wherefore the Reply to the Second Objection is evident.

Reply toObjection 3. is freedom from liability to con-
cupiscence was a result of original justice. Wherefore that
which is opposed to such liability pertains, not to actual but
to original sin.

Ia IIae q. 89 a. 6Whether venial sin can be in anyone with original sin alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin can be in aman
with original sin alone. For disposition precedes habit. Now
venial sin is a disposition to mortal sin, as stated above (q. 88,
a. 3). erefore in an unbeliever, in whom original sin is not

remitted, venial sin exists before mortal sin: and so sometimes
unbelievers have venial together with original sin, andwithout
mortal sins.

Objection 2. Further, venial sin has less in common, and
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less connection with mortal sin, than one mortal sin has with
another. But an unbeliever in the state of original sin, can com-
mit one mortal sin without committing another. erefore he
can also commit a venial sin without committing a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, it is possible to fix the time at which
a child is first able to commit an actual sin: and when the child
comes to that time, it can stay a short time at least, without
committing a mortal sin, because this happens in the worst
criminals. Now it is possible for the child to sin venially dur-
ing that space of time, however short it may be. erefore ve-
nial sin can be in anyone with original sin alone and without
mortal sin.

On the contrary, Man is punished for original sin in the
children’s limbo, where there is no pain of sense as we shall
state further on ( IIa IIae, q. 69, a. 6): whereas men are pun-
ished in hell for no other than mortal sin. erefore there will
be no place where a man can be punished for venial sin with
no other than original sin.

I answer that, It is impossible for venial sin to be in any-
one with original sin alone, and without mortal sin. e rea-
son for this is because before a man comes to the age of dis-
cretion, the lack of years hinders the use of reason and excuses
him frommortal sin, wherefore,muchmore does it excuse him
from venial sin, if he does anything which is such generically.
But when he begins to have the use of reason, he is not entirely
excused from the guilt of venial or mortal sin. Now the first
thing that occurs to a man to think about then, is to deliberate

about himself. And if he then direct himself to the due end,
he will, bymeans of grace, receive the remission of original sin:
whereas if he does not then direct himself to the due end, and
as far as he is capable of discretion at that particular age, hewill
sin mortally, for through not doing that which is in his power
to do. Accordingly thenceforward there cannot be venial sin
in him without mortal, until aerwards all sin shall have been
remitted to him through grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Venial sin always precedes mortal
sin not as a necessary, but as a contingent disposition, just as
work sometimes disposes to fever, but not as heat disposes to
the form of fire.

Reply to Objection 2. Venial sin is prevented from being
with original sin alone, not on account of its want of connec-
tion or likeness, but on account of the lack of use of reason, as
stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. e child that is beginning to have
the use of reason can refrain from other mortal sins for a time,
but it is not free from the aforesaid sin of omission, unless it
turns to God as soon as possible. For the first thing that oc-
curs to a man who has discretion, is to think of himself, and to
direct other things to himself as to their end, since the end is
the first thing in the intention.erefore this is the time when
man is bound byGod’s affirmative precept, which the Lord ex-
pressed by saying (Zech. 1:3): “Turn ye to Me…and I will turn
to you.”
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Of the Essence of Law
(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the extrinsic principles of acts. Now the extrinsic principle inclining to evil is the devil, of whose
temptations we have spoken in the Ia, q. 114. But the extrinsic principle moving to good is God, Who both instructs us by
means of His Law, and assists us by His Grace: wherefore in the first place we must speak of law; in the second place, of grace.

Concerning law, we must consider: (1) Law itself in general; (2) its parts. Concerning law in general three points offer
themselves for our consideration: (1) Its essence; (2) e different kinds of law; (3) e effects of law.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether law is something pertaining to reason?
(2) Concerning the end of law;
(3) Its cause;
(4) e promulgation of law.

Ia IIae q. 90 a. 1Whether law is something pertaining to reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that law is not something per-
taining to reason. For the Apostle says (Rom. 7:23): “I see an-
other law in my members,” etc. But nothing pertaining to rea-
son is in the members; since the reason does not make use of
a bodily organ. erefore law is not something pertaining to
reason.

Objection 2. Further, in the reason there is nothing else
but power, habit, and act. But law is not the power itself of rea-
son. In like manner, neither is it a habit of reason: because the
habits of reason are the intellectual virtues of which we have
spoken above (q. 57). Nor again is it an act of reason: because
then law would cease, when the act of reason ceases, for in-
stance, while we are asleep.erefore law is nothing pertaining
to reason.

Objection 3. Further, the lawmoves those who are subject
to it to act aright. But it belongs properly to the will to move
to act, as is evident from what has been said above (q. 9, a. 1).
erefore law pertains, not to the reason, but to the will; ac-
cording to the words of the Jurist (Lib. i, ff., De Const. Prin.
leg. i): “Whatsoever pleaseth the sovereign, has force of law.”

On the contrary, It belongs to the law to command and to
forbid. But it belongs to reason to command, as stated above
(q. 17, a. 1). erefore law is something pertaining to reason.

I answer that, Law is a rule and measure of acts, whereby
man is induced to act or is restrained from acting: for “lex”
[law] is derived from “ligare” [to bind], because it binds one
to act. Now the rule and measure of human acts is the reason,
which is the first principle of human acts, as is evident from
what has been stated above (q. 1, a. 1, ad 3); since it belongs to
the reason to direct to the end, which is the first principle in all
matters of action, according to the Philosopher (Phys. ii).Now
thatwhich is the principle in any genus, is the rule andmeasure
of that genus: for instance, unity in the genus of numbers, and
the first movement in the genus of movements. Consequently
it follows that law is something pertaining to reason.

Reply toObjection 1. Since law is a kind of rule and mea-

sure, itmay be in something in twoways. First, as in that which
measures and rules: and since this is proper to reason, it follows
that, in this way, law is in the reason alone. Secondly, as in that
which is measured and ruled. In this way, law is in all those
things that are inclined to something by reason of some law:
so that any inclination arising from a law, may be called a law,
not essentially but by participation as it were. And thus the in-
clination of the members to concupiscence is called “the law
of the members.”

Reply to Objection 2. Just as, in external action, we may
consider the work and the work done, for instance the work of
building and the house built; so in the acts of reason, we may
consider the act itself of reason, i.e. to understand and to rea-
son, and something produced by this act. With regard to the
speculative reason, this is first of all the definition; secondly,
the proposition; thirdly, the syllogism or argument. And since
also the practical reason makes use of a syllogism in respect of
the work to be done, as stated above (q. 13, a. 3; q. 76, a. 1)
and since as the Philosopher teaches (Ethic. vii, 3); hence we
find in the practical reason something that holds the same po-
sition in regard to operations, as, in the speculative intellect,
the proposition holds in regard to conclusions. Such like uni-
versal propositions of the practical intellect that are directed
to actions have the nature of law. And these propositions are
sometimes under our actual consideration, while sometimes
they are retained in the reason by means of a habit.

Reply to Objection 3. Reason has its power of moving
fromthewill, as stated above (q. 17, a. 1): for it is due to the fact
that one wills the end, that the reason issues its commands as
regards things ordained to the end. But in order that the voli-
tion ofwhat is commandedmayhave the nature of law, it needs
to be in accord with some rule of reason. And in this sense is
to be understood the saying that the will of the sovereign has
the force of law; otherwise the sovereign’s will would savor of
lawlessness rather than of law.
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Ia IIae q. 90 a. 2Whether the law is always something directed to the common good?

Objection 1. It would seem that the law is not always di-
rected to the common good as to its end. For it belongs to law
to command and to forbid. But commands are directed to cer-
tain individual goods. erefore the end of the law is not al-
ways the common good.

Objection 2. Further, the law directs man in his actions.
But human actions are concerned with particular matters.
erefore the law is directed to some particular good.

Objection 3. Further, Isidore says (Etym. v, 3): “If the law
is based on reason, whatever is based on reason will be a law.”
But reason is the foundation not only of what is ordained to
the common good, but also of that which is directed private
good. erefore the law is not only directed to the good of all,
but also to the private good of an individual.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v, 21) that “laws are
enacted for no private profit, but for the common benefit of
the citizens.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the law belongs to
that which is a principle of human acts, because it is their rule
and measure. Now as reason is a principle of human acts, so in
reason itself there is somethingwhich is theprinciple in respect
of all the rest: wherefore to this principle chiefly and mainly
law must needs be referred. Now the first principle in practi-
cal matters, which are the object of the practical reason, is the
last end: and the last end of human life is bliss or happiness, as
stated above (q. 2, a. 7; q. 3, a. 1). Consequently the law must
needs regard principally the relationship to happiness. More-
over, since every part is ordained to the whole, as imperfect
to perfect; and since one man is a part of the perfect commu-
nity, the law must needs regard properly the relationship to
universal happiness. Wherefore the Philosopher, in the above

definition of legal matters mentions both happiness and the
body politic: for he says (Ethic. v, 1) that we call those legal
matters “just, which are adapted to produce and preserve hap-
piness and its parts for the body politic”: since the state is a
perfect community, as he says in Polit. i, 1.

Now in every genus, that which belongs to it chiefly is the
principle of the others, and the others belong to that genus in
subordination to that thing: thusfire,which is chief amonghot
things, is the cause of heat inmixedbodies, and these are said to
be hot in so far as they have a share of fire. Consequently, since
the law is chiefly ordained to the common good, any other pre-
cept in regard to some individual work, must needs be devoid
of the nature of a law, save in so far as it regards the common
good. erefore every law is ordained to the common good.

Reply toObjection1.Acommanddenotes an application
of a law to matters regulated by the law. Now the order to the
common good, at which the law aims, is applicable to particu-
lar ends. And in this way commands are given even concerning
particular matters.

Reply toObjection 2.Actions are indeed concerned with
particularmatters: but those particularmatters are referable to
the common good, not as to a common genus or species, but
as to a common final cause, according as the common good is
said to be the common end.

Reply toObjection 3. Just as nothing stands firm with re-
gard to the speculative reason except that which is traced back
to the first indemonstrable principles, so nothing stands firm
with regard to the practical reason, unless it be directed to the
last end which is the common good: and whatever stands to
reason in this sense, has the nature of a law.

Ia IIae q. 90 a. 3Whether the reason of any man is competent to make laws?

Objection 1. It would seem that the reason of any man is
competent tomake laws. For theApostle says (Rom. 2:14) that
“when the Gentiles, who have not the law, do by nature those
things that are of the law…they are a law to themselves.” Now
he says this of all in general. erefore anyone can make a law
for himself.

Objection 2. Further, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1),
“the intention of the lawgiver is to lead men to virtue.” But ev-
eryman can lead another to virtue.erefore the reason of any
man is competent to make laws.

Objection 3. Further, just as the sovereign of a state gov-
erns the state, so every father of a family governs his household.
But the sovereign of a state can make laws for the state. ere-
fore every father of a family can make laws for his household.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v, 10): “A law is an
ordinance of the people, whereby something is sanctioned by
the Elders together with the Commonalty.”

I answer that, A law, properly speaking, regards first and
foremost the order to the common good. Now to order any-
thing to the common good, belongs either to the whole peo-
ple, or to someone who is the viceregent of the whole people.
And therefore the making of a law belongs either to the whole
people or to a public personage who has care of the whole peo-
ple: since in all other matters the directing of anything to the
end concerns him to whom the end belongs.

Reply toObjection 1. As stated above (a. 1, ad 1), a law is
in a person not only as in one that rules, but also by participa-
tion as in one that is ruled. In the latter way each one is a law
to himself, in so far as he shares the direction that he receives
from one who rules him. Hence the same text goes on: “Who
show the work of the law written in their hearts.”

Reply to Objection 2. A private person cannot lead an-
other to virtue efficaciously: for he can only advise, and if his
advice be not taken, it has no coercive power, such as the law
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should have, in order to prove an efficacious inducement to
virtue, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 9). But this coercive
power is vested in the whole people or in some public person-
age, to whom it belongs to inflict penalties, as we shall state
further on (q. 92, a. 2, ad 3;

IIa IIae, q. 64, a. 3).Wherefore the framing of laws belongs
to him alone.

Reply to Objection 3. As one man is a part of the house-

hold, so a household is a part of the state: and the state is a
perfect community, according to Polit. i, 1. And therefore, as
the good of one man is not the last end, but is ordained to the
common good; so too the good of one household is ordained
to the good of a single state, which is a perfect community.
Consequently he that governs a family, can indeed make cer-
tain commands or ordinances, but not such as to have properly
the force of law.

Ia IIae q. 90 a. 4Whether promulgation is essential to a law?

Objection 1. It would seem that promulgation is not es-
sential to a law. For the natural law above all has the character
of law. But the natural law needs no promulgation. erefore
it is not essential to a law that it be promulgated.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs properly to a law to bind
one to do or not to do something. But the obligation of fulfill-
ing a law touches not only those inwhose presence it is promul-
gated, but also others. erefore promulgation is not essential
to a law.

Objection 3. Further, the binding force of a law extends
even to the future, since “laws are binding in matters of the fu-
ture,” as the jurists say (Cod. 1, tit. De lege et constit. leg. vii).
But promulgation concerns those who are present. erefore
it is not essential to a law.

On the contrary, It is laid down in the Decretals, dist. 4,
that “laws are established when they are promulgated.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), a law is imposed on
others by way of a rule and measure. Now a rule or measure
is imposed by being applied to those who are to be ruled and
measured by it.Wherefore, in order that a law obtain the bind-

ing force which is proper to a law, it must needs be applied to
the men who have to be ruled by it. Such application is made
by its being notified to themby promulgation.Wherefore pro-
mulgation is necessary for the law to obtain its force.

us from the four preceding articles, the definition of law
may be gathered; and it is nothing else than an ordinance of
reason for the common good, made by him who has care of
the community, and promulgated.

Reply to Objection 1. e natural law is promulgated by
the very fact that God instilled it into man’s mind so as to be
known by him naturally.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who are not present when a
law is promulgated, are bound to observe the law, in so far as
it is notified or can be notified to them by others, aer it has
been promulgated.

Reply to Objection 3. e promulgation that takes place
now, extends to future time by reason of the durability of writ-
ten characters, by which means it is continually promulgated.
Hence Isidore says (Etym. v, 3; ii, 10) that “lex [law] is derived
from legere [to read] because it is written.”
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Of the Various Kinds of Law

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the various kinds of law: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is an eternal law?
(2) Whether there is a natural law?
(3) Whether there is a human law?
(4) Whether there is a Divine law?
(5) Whether there is one Divine law, or several?
(6) Whether there is a law of sin?

Ia IIae q. 91 a. 1Whether there is an eternal law?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no eternal law.
Because every law is imposed on someone. But there was not
someone frometernity onwhoma lawcouldbe imposed: since
God alone was from eternity. erefore no law is eternal.

Objection 2. Further, promulgation is essential to law. But
promulgation couldnotbe frometernity: because therewasno
one towhom it could be promulgated from eternity.erefore
no law can be eternal.

Objection 3. Further, a law implies order to an end. But
nothing ordained to an end is eternal: for the last end alone is
eternal. erefore no law is eternal.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 6): “at
Lawwhich is the Supreme Reason cannot be understood to be
otherwise than unchangeable and eternal.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, a. 1, ad 2; Aa. 3,4),
a law is nothing else but a dictate of practical reason emanat-
ing from the ruler who governs a perfect community. Now it is
evident, granted that the world is ruled by Divine Providence,
as was stated in the Ia, q. 22, Aa. 1,2, that the whole commu-
nity of the universe is governed by Divine Reason. Wherefore
the very Idea of the government of things in God the Ruler
of the universe, has the nature of a law. And since the Divine
Reason’s conception of things is not subject to time but is eter-

nal, according to Prov. 8:23, therefore it is that this kind of law
must be called eternal.

Reply to Objection 1. ose things that are not in them-
selves, exist with God, inasmuch as they are foreknown and
preordained by Him, according to Rom. 4:17: “Who calls
those things that are not, as those that are.” Accordingly the
eternal concept of theDivine lawbears the character of an eter-
nal law, in so far as it is ordained by God to the government of
things foreknown by Him.

Reply to Objection 2. Promulgation is made by word of
mouth or in writing; and in both ways the eternal law is pro-
mulgated: because both the Divine Word and the writing of
the Book of Life are eternal. But the promulgation cannot be
from eternity on the part of the creature that hears or reads.

Reply toObjection 3.e law implies order to the end ac-
tively, in so far as it directs certain things to the end; but not
passively—that is to say, the law itself is not ordained to the
end—except accidentally, in a governor whose end is extrinsic
to him, and to which end his law must needs be ordained. But
the end of theDivine government isGodHimself, andHis law
is not distinct from Himself. Wherefore the eternal law is not
ordained to another end.

Ia IIae q. 91 a. 2Whether there is in us a natural law?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no natural law in
us. Because man is governed sufficiently by the eternal law: for
Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i) that “the eternal law is that by
which it is right that all things should be most orderly.” But
nature does not abound in superfluities as neither does she fail
in necessaries. erefore no law is natural to man.

Objection 2. Further, by the law man is directed, in his
acts, to the end, as stated above (q. 90, a. 2). But the directing
of human acts to their end is not a function of nature, as is the
case in irrational creatures, which act for an end solely by their
natural appetite; whereasman acts for an end by his reason and
will. erefore no law is natural to man.

Objection 3. Further, the more a man is free, the less is he
under the law. Butman is freer than all the animals, on account
of his free-will, with which he is endowed above all other ani-
mals. Since therefore other animals are not subject to a natural
law, neither is man subject to a natural law.

On the contrary, A gloss on Rom. 2:14: “When the Gen-
tiles, who have not the law, do by nature those things that are
of the law,” comments as follows: “Although they have nowrit-
ten law, yet they have the natural law, whereby each one knows,
and is conscious of, what is good and what is evil.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, a. 1, ad 1), law, be-
ing a rule and measure, can be in a person in two ways: in one
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way, as in him that rules and measures; in another way, as in
that which is ruled and measured, since a thing is ruled and
measured, in so far as it partakes of the rule ormeasure.Where-
fore, since all things subject toDivine providence are ruled and
measured by the eternal law, as was stated above (a. 1); it is ev-
ident that all things partake somewhat of the eternal law, in
so far as, namely, from its being imprinted on them, they de-
rive their respective inclinations to their proper acts and ends.
Now among all others, the rational creature is subject to Di-
vine providence in the most excellent way, in so far as it par-
takes of a share of providence, by being provident both for it-
self and for others.Wherefore it has a share of the Eternal Rea-
son, whereby it has a natural inclination to its proper act and
end: and this participation of the eternal law in the rational
creature is called the natural law. Hence the Psalmist aer say-
ing (Ps. 4:6): “Offer up the sacrifice of justice,” as though some-
one asked what the works of justice are, adds: “Many say,Who
showeth us good things?” in answer towhich question he says:
“e light of y countenance, O Lord, is signed upon us”:
thus implying that the light of natural reason, whereby we dis-
cern what is good and what is evil, which is the function of the
natural law, is nothing else than an imprint on us of theDivine

light. It is therefore evident that the natural law is nothing else
than the rational creature’s participation of the eternal law.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument would hold, if the
natural law were something different from the eternal law:
whereas it is nothing but a participation thereof, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 2. Every act of reason and will in us
is based on that which is according to nature, as stated above
(q. 10, a. 1): for every act of reasoning is based on principles
that are known naturally, and every act of appetite in respect
of the means is derived from the natural appetite in respect of
the last end. Accordingly the first direction of our acts to their
end must needs be in virtue of the natural law.

Reply to Objection 3. Even irrational animals partake in
their own way of the Eternal Reason, just as the rational crea-
ture does. But because the rational creature partakes thereof
in an intellectual and rational manner, therefore the participa-
tion of the eternal law in the rational creature is properly called
a law, since a law is something pertaining to reason, as stated
above (q. 90, a. 1). Irrational creatures, however, donot partake
thereof in a rational manner, wherefore there is no participa-
tion of the eternal law in them, except by way of similitude.

Ia IIae q. 91 a. 3Whether there is a human law?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not a human law.
For the natural law is a participation of the eternal law, as
stated above (a. 2). Now through the eternal law “all things are
most orderly,” as Augustine states (DeLib. Arb. i, 6).erefore
the natural law suffices for the ordering of all human affairs.
Consequently there is no need for a human law.

Objection 2. Further, a law bears the character of a mea-
sure, as stated above (q. 90, a. 1). But human reason is not a
measure of things, but vice versa, as stated in Metaph. x, text.
5. erefore no law can emanate from human reason.

Objection 3.Further, ameasure should bemost certain, as
stated in Metaph. x, text. 3. But the dictates of human reason
in matters of conduct are uncertain, according to Wis. 9:14:
“e thoughts of mortal men are fearful, and our counsels un-
certain.” erefore no law can emanate from human reason.

On the contrary, Augustine (De Lib. Arb. i, 6) distin-
guishes two kinds of law, the one eternal, the other temporal,
which he calls human.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, a. 1, ad 2), a law
is a dictate of the practical reason. Now it is to be observed
that the same procedure takes place in the practical and in the
speculative reason: for each proceeds from principles to con-
clusions, as stated above (De Lib. Arb. i, 6). Accordingly we
conclude that just as, in the speculative reason, from naturally
known indemonstrable principles, we draw the conclusions of
the various sciences, the knowledge of which is not imparted
to us by nature, but acquired by the efforts of reason, so too it
is from the precepts of the natural law, as from general and in-

demonstrable principles, that the human reason needs to pro-
ceed to the more particular determination of certain matters.
ese particular determinations, devised by human reason, are
called human laws, provided the other essential conditions of
law be observed, as stated above (q. 90, Aa. 2,3,4). Wherefore
Tully says in his Rhetoric (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that “justice has
its source in nature; thence certain things came into customby
reason of their utility; aerwards these thingswhich emanated
fromnature andwere approved by custom, were sanctioned by
fear and reverence for the law.”

Reply to Objection 1. e human reason cannot have a
full participation of the dictate of the Divine Reason, but ac-
cording to its ownmode, and imperfectly. Consequently, as on
the part of the speculative reason, by a natural participation of
Divine Wisdom, there is in us the knowledge of certain gen-
eral principles, but not proper knowledge of each single truth,
such as that contained in the Divine Wisdom; so too, on the
part of the practical reason, man has a natural participation of
the eternal law, according to certain general principles, but not
as regards the particular determinations of individual cases,
which are, however, contained in the eternal law. Hence the
need for human reason to proceed further to sanction them
by law.

Reply to Objection 2. Human reason is not, of itself, the
rule of things: but the principles impressed on it by nature, are
general rules andmeasures of all things relating to human con-
duct, whereof the natural reason is the rule and measure, al-
though it is not the measure of things that are from nature.
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Reply to Objection 3. e practical reason is concerned
with practical matters, which are singular and contingent: but
not with necessary things, withwhich the speculative reason is
concerned.Wherefore human laws cannot have that inerrancy

that belongs to the demonstrated conclusions of sciences. Nor
is it necessary for every measure to be altogether unerring and
certain, but according as it is possible in its own particular
genus.

Ia IIae q. 91 a. 4Whether there was any need for a Divine law?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no need for a
Divine law. Because, as stated above (a. 2), the natural law is a
participation in us of the eternal law. But the eternal law is a
Divine law, as stated above (a. 1). erefore there was no need
for aDivine law in addition to the natural law, and human laws
derived therefrom.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 15:14) that
“God le man in the hand of his own counsel.” Now counsel
is an act of reason, as stated above (q. 14, a. 1). erefore man
was le to the direction of his reason. But a dictate of human
reason is a human law as stated above (a. 3). erefore there is
no need for man to be governed also by a Divine law.

Objection 3. Further, human nature is more self-sufficing
than irrational creatures. But irrational creatures have no Di-
vine law besides the natural inclination impressed on them.
Much less, therefore, should the rational creature have a Di-
vine law in addition to the natural law.

On the contrary, David prayed God to set His law before
him, saying (Ps. 118:33): “Set before me for a law the way of
y justifications, O Lord.”

I answer that, Besides the natural and the human law it
was necessary for the directing of human conduct to have a
Divine law. And this for four reasons. First, because it is by law
that man is directed how to perform his proper acts in view of
his last end. And indeed if man were ordained to no other end
than that which is proportionate to his natural faculty, there
would be no need for man to have any further direction of
the part of his reason, besides the natural law and human law
which is derived from it. But since man is ordained to an end
of eternal happiness which is inproportionate to man’s natural
faculty, as stated above (q. 5, a. 5), therefore it was necessary
that, besides the natural and the human law, man should be
directed to his end by a law given by God.

Secondly, because, on account of the uncertainty of hu-
man judgment, especially on contingent and particular mat-
ters, different people formdifferent judgments on human acts;
whence also different and contrary laws result. In order, there-
fore, that man may know without any doubt what he ought
to do and what he ought to avoid, it was necessary for man to

be directed in his proper acts by a law given by God, for it is
certain that such a law cannot err.

irdly, because man can make laws in those matters of
which he is competent to judge. But man is not competent to
judge of interiormovements, that are hidden, but only of exte-
rior acts which appear: and yet for the perfection of virtue it is
necessary for man to conduct himself aright in both kinds of
acts. Consequently human law could not sufficiently curb and
direct interior acts; and it was necessary for this purpose that
a Divine law should supervene.

Fourthly, because, as Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 5,6),
human law cannot punish or forbid all evil deeds: since while
aiming at doing away with all evils, it would do away with
many good things, and would hinder the advance of the com-
mon good, which is necessary for human intercourse. In or-
der, therefore, that no evil might remain unforbidden and un-
punished, it was necessary for the Divine law to supervene,
whereby all sins are forbidden.

And these four causes are touchedupon inPs. 118:8,where
it is said: “e law of the Lord is unspotted,” i.e. allowing no
foulness of sin; “converting souls,” because it directs not only
exterior, but also interior acts; “the testimony of the Lord is
faithful,” because of the certainty of what is true and right;
“giving wisdom to little ones,” by directing man to an end su-
pernatural and Divine.

Reply toObjection 1.By the natural law the eternal law is
participated proportionately to the capacity of human nature.
But to his supernatural end man needs to be directed in a yet
higher way. Hence the additional law given by God, whereby
man shares more perfectly in the eternal law.

Reply toObjection 2.Counsel is a kind of inquiry: hence
itmust proceed from someprinciples.Nor is it enough for it to
proceed fromprinciples imparted bynature,which are the pre-
cepts of the natural law, for the reasons given above: but there
is need for certain additional principles, namely, the precepts
of the Divine law.

Reply to Objection 3. Irrational creatures are not or-
dained to an end higher than that which is proportionate to
their natural powers: consequently the comparison fails.

Ia IIae q. 91 a. 5Whether there is but one Divine law?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is but one Divine
law. Because, where there is one king in one kingdom there is
but one law. Now the whole of mankind is compared to God
as to one king, according to Ps. 46:8: “God is the King of all

the earth.” erefore there is but one Divine law.
Objection 2. Further, every law is directed to the end

which the lawgiver intends for those for whom he makes the
law. ButGod intends one and the same thing for all men; since
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according to 1Tim. 2:4: “Hewill have all men to be saved, and
to come to the knowledge of the truth.” erefore there is but
one Divine law.

Objection 3. Further, the Divine law seems to be more
akin to the eternal law, which is one, than the natural law, ac-
cording as the revelation of grace is of a higher order than nat-
ural knowledge. erefore much more is the Divine law but
one.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 7:12): “e
priesthood being translated, it is necessary that a translation
also be made of the law.” But the priesthood is twofold, as
stated in the same passage, viz. the levitical priesthood, and
the priesthood of Christ. erefore the Divine law is twofold,
namely the Old Law and the New Law.

I answer that, As stated in the Ia, q. 30, a. 3, distinction
is the cause of number. Now things may be distinguished in
two ways. First, as those things that are altogether specifically
different, e.g. a horse and an ox. Secondly, as perfect and im-
perfect in the same species, e.g. a boy and a man: and in this
way the Divine law is divided into Old and New. Hence the
Apostle (Gal. 3:24,25) compares the state of man under the
Old Law to that of a child “under a pedagogue”; but the state
under the New Law, to that of a full grown man, who is “no
longer under a pedagogue.”

Now the perfection and imperfection of these two laws is
to be taken in connection with the three conditions pertain-
ing to law, as stated above. For, in the first place, it belongs to
law to be directed to the common good as to its end, as stated
above (q. 90, a. 2).is goodmay be twofold. Itmay be a sensi-
ble and earthly good; and to this,manwas directly ordained by
the Old Law: wherefore, at the very outset of the law, the peo-
ple were invited to the earthly kingdom of the Chananaeans
(Ex. 3:8,17).Again itmaybe an intelligible andheavenly good:
and to this, man is ordained by the New Law. Wherefore, at
the very beginning ofHis preaching,Christ invitedmen to the
kingdom of heaven, saying (Mat. 4:17): “Do penance, for the
kingdom of heaven is at hand.” Hence Augustine says (Contra
Faust. iv) that “promises of temporal goods are contained in
the Old Testament, for which reason it is called old; but the

promise of eternal life belongs to the New Testament.”
Secondly, it belongs to the law to direct human acts ac-

cording to the order of righteousness (a. 4): wherein also the
New Law surpasses the Old Law, since it directs our internal
acts, according toMat. 5:20: “Unless your justice aboundmore
than that of the Scribes and Pharisees, you shall not enter into
the kingdom of heaven.” Hence the saying that “the Old Law
restrains the hand, but theNew Law controls themind” ( Sen-
tent. iii, D, xl).

irdly, it belongs to the law to induce men to observe
its commandments. is the Old Law did by the fear of pun-
ishment: but the New Law, by love, which is poured into our
hearts by the grace of Christ, bestowed in the New Law, but
foreshadowed in the Old. Hence Augustine says (Contra Adi-
mant. Manich. discip. xvii) that “there is little difference* be-
tween the Law and the Gospel—fear and love.”

Reply to Objection 1. As the father of a family issues dif-
ferent commands to the children and to the adults, so also the
one King, God, in His one kingdom, gave one law to men,
while they were yet imperfect, and another more perfect law,
when, by the preceding law, they had been led to a greater ca-
pacity for Divine things.

Reply to Objection 2. e salvation of man could not
be achieved otherwise than through Christ, according to Acts
4:12: “ere is noothername…given tomen,wherebywemust
be saved.” Consequently the law that brings all to salvation
could not be given until aer the coming of Christ. But before
His coming it was necessary to give to the people, of whom
Christ was to be born, a law containing certain rudiments of
righteousness unto salvation, in order to prepare them to re-
ceive Him.

Reply toObjection 3.enatural law directs man by way
of certain general precepts, common to both the perfect and
the imperfect: wherefore it is one and the same for all. But the
Divine law directs man also in certain particular matters, to
which the perfect and imperfect do not stand in the same rela-
tion. Hence the necessity for the Divine law to be twofold, as
already explained.

Ia IIae q. 91 a. 6Whether there is a law in the fomes of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no law of the
“fomes” of sin. For Isidore says (Etym. v) that the “law is based
on reason.” But the “fomes” of sin is not based on reason, but
deviates from it. erefore the “fomes” has not the nature of a
law.

Objection 2. Further, every law is binding, so that those
who do not obey it are called transgressors. But man is not
called a transgressor, from not following the instigations of
the “fomes”; but rather fromhis following them.erefore the
“fomes” has not the nature of a law.

Objection 3. Further, the law is ordained to the common
good, as stated above (q. 90, a. 2). But the “fomes” inclines us,
not to the common, but to our own private good. erefore
the “fomes” has not the nature of sin.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 7:23): “I see an-
other law inmymembers, fighting against the lawofmymind.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2; q. 90, a. 1, ad 1), the
law, as to its essence, resides in him that rules and measures;
but, by way of participation, in that which is ruled and mea-
sured; so that every inclination or ordination which may be

* e ‘little difference’ refers to the Latinwords ‘timor’ and ‘amor’—‘fear’ and
‘love.’.
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found in things subject to the law, is called a law by participa-
tion, as stated above (a. 2; q. 90, a. 1 , ad 1). Now those who are
subject to a lawmay receive a twofold inclination from the law-
giver. First, in so far as he directly inclines his subjects to some-
thing; sometimes indeed different subjects to different acts; in
this way we may say that there is a military law and a mercan-
tile law. Secondly, indirectly; thus by the very fact that a law-
giver deprives a subject of some dignity, the latter passes into
another order, so as to be under another law, as it were: thus
if a soldier be turned out of the army, he becomes a subject of
rural or of mercantile legislation.

Accordingly under the Divine Lawgiver various creatures
have various natural inclinations, so that what is, as it were, a
law for one, is against the law for another: thus I might say
that fierceness is, in a way, the law of a dog, but against the
law of a sheep or anothermeek animal. And so the law ofman,
which, by the Divine ordinance, is allotted to him, according
to his proper natural condition, is that he should act in accor-
dance with reason: and this law was so effective in the prim-
itive state, that nothing either beside or against reason could
take man unawares. But when man turned his back on God,
he fell under the influence of his sensual impulses: in fact this
happens to each one individually, the more he deviates from
the path of reason, so that, aer a fashion, he is likened to the
beasts that are led by the impulse of sensuality, according to
Ps. 48:21: “Man, when he was in honor, did not understand:
he hath been compared to senseless beasts, and made like to
them.”

So, then, this very inclination of sensuality which is called

the “fomes,” in other animals has simply the nature of a law (yet
only in so far as a law may be said to be in such things), by rea-
son of a direct inclination. But in man, it has not the nature of
law in this way, rather is it a deviation from the law of reason.
But since, by the just sentence of God, man is destitute of orig-
inal justice, and his reason bere of its vigor, this impulse of
sensuality, whereby he is led, in so far as it is a penalty follow-
ing from the Divine law depriving man of his proper dignity,
has the nature of a law.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers the
“fomes” in itself, as an incentive to evil. It is not thus that it
has the nature of a law, as stated above, but according as it re-
sults from the justice of theDivine law: it is as though we were
to say that the law allows a nobleman to be condemned to hard
labor for some misdeed.

Reply toObjection 2. is argument considers law in the
light of a rule or measure: for it is in this sense that those who
deviate from the law become transgressors. But the “fomes” is
not a law in this respect, but by a kindof participation, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the
“fomes” as to its proper inclination, and not as to its origin.
And yet if the inclination of sensuality be considered as it is
in other animals, thus it is ordained to the common good,
namely, to the preservation of nature in the species or in the
individual. And this is inman also, in so far as sensuality is sub-
ject to reason. But it is called “fomes” in so far as it strays from
the order of reason.
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F P   S P, Q 92
Of the Effects of Law
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the effects of law; under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether an effect of law is to make men good?
(2) Whether the effects of law are to command, to forbid, to permit, and to punish, as the Jurist states?

Ia IIae q. 92 a. 1Whether an effect of law is to make men good?

Objection 1. It seems that it is not an effect of law tomake
men good. For men are good through virtue, since virtue, as
stated in Ethic. ii, 6 is “that whichmakes its subject good.” But
virtue is inman fromGod alone, becauseHe it isWho “works
it in us without us,” as we stated above (q. 55, a. 4) in giving
the definition of virtue. erefore the law does not make men
good.

Objection 2. Further, Law does not profit a man unless he
obeys it. But the very fact that a man obeys a law is due to his
being good. erefore in man goodness is presupposed to the
law. erefore the law does not make men good.

Objection 3. Further, Law is ordained to the common
good, as stated above (q. 90, a. 2). But some behave well in
things regarding the community, who behave ill in things re-
garding themselves. erefore it is not the business of the law
to make men good.

Objection 4. Further, some laws are tyrannical, as the
Philosopher says (Polit. iii, 6). But a tyrant does not intend the
good of his subjects, but considers only his own profit. ere-
fore law does not make men good.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1) that
the “intention of every lawgiver is to make good citizens.”

I answer that, as stated above (q. 90, a. 1, ad 2; Aa. 3,4),
a law is nothing else than a dictate of reason in the ruler by
whom his subjects are governed. Now the virtue of any subor-
dinate thing consists in its being well subordinated to that by
which it is regulated: thus we see that the virtue of the irascible
and concupiscible faculties consists in their being obedient to
reason; and accordingly “the virtue of every subject consists in
his being well subjected to his ruler,” as the Philosopher says
(Polit. i). But every law aims at being obeyed by those who are
subject to it. Consequently it is evident that the proper effect
of law is to lead its subjects to their proper virtue: and since
virtue is “that which makes its subject good,” it follows that
the proper effect of law is to make those to whom it is given,
good, either simply or in some particular respect. For if the in-
tention of the lawgiver is fixed on true good, which is the com-
mon good regulated according toDivine justice, it follows that
the effect of the law is to make men good simply. If, however,
the intention of the lawgiver is fixed on that which is not sim-
ply good, but useful or pleasurable to himself, or in opposition
to Divine justice; then the law does not make men good sim-

ply, but in respect to that particular government. In this way
good is found even in things that are bad of themselves: thus a
man is called a good robber, because he works in a way that is
adapted to his end.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue is twofold, as explained
above (q. 63, a. 2), viz. acquired and infused. Now the fact of
being accustomed to an action contributes to both, but in dif-
ferent ways; for it causes the acquired virtue; while it disposes
to infused virtue, and preserves and fosters it when it already
exists. And since law is given for the purpose of directing hu-
man acts; as far as human acts conduce to virtue, so far does law
makemen good.Wherefore thePhilosopher says in the second
book of the Politics (Ethic. ii) that “lawgivers make men good
by habituating them to good works.”

Reply to Objection 2. It is not always through perfect
goodness of virtue that one obeys the law, but sometimes it
is through fear of punishment, and sometimes from the mere
dictates of reason, which is a beginning of virtue, as stated
above (q. 63, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 3. e goodness of any part is con-
sidered in comparison with the whole; hence Augustine says
(Confess. iii) that “unseemly is the part that harmonizes not
with the whole.” Since then every man is a part of the state, it
is impossible that aman be good, unless he bewell proportion-
ate to the common good: nor can the whole be well consistent
unless its parts be proportionate to it. Consequently the com-
mon good of the state cannot flourish, unless the citizens be
virtuous, at least those whose business it is to govern. But it is
enough for the good of the community, that the other citizens
be so far virtuous that they obey the commands of their rulers.
Hence the Philosopher says (Polit. ii, 2) that “the virtue of a
sovereign is the same as that of a good man, but the virtue of
any common citizen is not the same as that of a good man.”

Reply to Objection 4. A tyrannical law, through not be-
ing according to reason, is not a law, absolutely speaking, but
rather a perversion of law; and yet in so far as it is something in
the nature of a law, it aims at the citizens’ being good. For all
it has in the nature of a law consists in its being an ordinance
made by a superior to his subjects, and aims at being obeyed
by them, which is to make them good, not simply, but with
respect to that particular government.
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Ia IIae q. 92 a. 2Whether the acts of law are suitably assigned?

Objection1. Itwould seemthat the acts of lawarenot suit-
ably assigned as consisting in “command,” “prohibition,” “per-
mission” and “punishment.” For “every law is a general pre-
cept,” as the jurist states. But command and precept are the
same. erefore the other three are superfluous.

Objection 2. Further, the effect of a law is to induce its
subjects to be good, as stated above (a. 1). But counsel aims at
a higher good than a command does. erefore it belongs to
law to counsel rather than to command.

Objection 3. Further, just as punishment stirs a man to
good deeds, so does reward.erefore if to punish is reckoned
an effect of law, so also is to reward.

Objection 4. Further, the intention of a lawgiver is to
make men good, as stated above (a. 1). But he that obeys the
law, merely through fear of being punished, is not good: be-
cause “although a good deed may be done through servile fear,
i.e. fear of punishment, it is not done well,” as Augustine says
(Contra duas Epist. Pelag. ii). erefore punishment is not a
proper effect of law.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v, 19): “Every law ei-
ther permits something, as: ‘A brave man may demand his re-
ward’ ”: or forbids something, as: “No man may ask a conse-
crated virgin in marriage”: or punishes, as: “Let him that com-
mits a murder be put to death.”

I answer that, Just as an assertion is a dictate of reason as-
serting something, so is a law a dictate of reason, commanding
something. Now it is proper to reason to lead from one thing
to another. Wherefore just as, in demonstrative sciences, the
reason leads us from certain principles to assent to the conclu-
sion, so it induces us by somemeans to assent to the precept of
the law.

Now the precepts of law are concerned with human acts,
in which the law directs, as stated above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2; q. 91,
a. 4). Again there are three kinds of human acts: for, as stated
above (q. 18, a. 8), some acts are good generically, viz. acts of
virtue; and in respect of these the act of the law is a precept or
command, for “the law commands all acts of virtue” (Ethic. v,
1). Some acts are evil generically, viz. acts of vice, and in respect
of these the law forbids. Some acts are generically indifferent,
and in respect of these the law permits; and all acts that are
either not distinctly good or not distinctly bad may be called
indifferent. And it is the fear of punishment that lawmakes use
of in order to ensure obedience: in which respect punishment
is an effect of law.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as to cease from evil is a kind
of good, so a prohibition is a kind of precept: and accordingly,
taking precept in a wide sense, every law is a kind of precept.

Reply to Objection 2. To advise is not a proper act of law,
but may be within the competency even of a private person,
who cannot make a law. Wherefore too the Apostle, aer giv-
ing a certain counsel (1Cor. 7:12) says: “I speak, not theLord.”
Consequently it is not reckoned as an effect of law.

Reply to Objection 3. To reward may also pertain to any-
one: but to punish pertains to none but the framer of the law,
by whose authority the pain is inflicted. Wherefore to reward
is not reckoned an effect of law, but only to punish.

Reply to Objection 4. From becoming accustomed to
avoid evil and fulfill what is good, through fear of punishment,
one is sometimes led on to do so likewise, with delight and of
one’s own accord. Accordingly, law, even by punishing, leads
men on to being good.
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Of the Eternal Law
(In Six Articles)

Wemust now consider each law by itself; and (1)e eternal law; (2)e natural law; (3)e human law; (4)e old law;
(5)e new law, which is the law of the Gospel. Of the sixth law which is the law of the “fomes,” suffice what we have said when
treating of original sin.

Concerning the first there are six points of inquiry:

(1) What is the eternal law?
(2) Whether it is known to all?
(3) Whether every law is derived from it?
(4) Whether necessary things are subject to the eternal law?
(5) Whether natural contingencies are subject to the eternal law?
(6) Whether all human things are subject to it?

Ia IIae q. 93 a. 1Whether the eternal law is a sovereign type* existing in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the eternal law is not a
sovereign type existing in God. For there is only one eternal
law. But there are many types of things in the Divine mind;
for Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 46) that God “made each
thing according to its type.”erefore the eternal law does not
seem to be a type existing in the Divine mind.

Objection 2. Further, it is essential to a law that it be pro-
mulgated by word, as stated above (q. 90, a. 4). But Word is a
Personal name in God, as stated in the Ia, q. 34, a. 1: whereas
type refers to the Essence. erefore the eternal law is not the
same as a Divine type.

Objection 3.Further, Augustine says (DeVeraRelig. xxx):
“We see a law above our minds, which is called truth.” But the
lawwhich is above ourminds is the eternal law.erefore truth
is the eternal law. But the idea of truth is not the same as the
idea of a type. erefore the eternal law is not the same as the
sovereign type.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 6) that
“the eternal law is the sovereign type, to which wemust always
conform.”

I answer that, Just as in every artificer there pre-exists a
type of the things that are made by his art, so too in every gov-
ernor theremust pre-exist the type of the order of those things
that are to be done by thosewho are subject to his government.
And just as the type of the things yet to be made by an art is
called the art or exemplar of the products of that art, so too the
type in himwho governs the acts of his subjects, bears the char-
acter of a law, provided the other conditions be present which
we have mentioned above (q. 90). Now God, by His wisdom,
is the Creator of all things in relation to which He stands as
the artificer to the products of his art, as stated in the Ia, q. 14,
a. 8. Moreover He governs all the acts and movements that are
to be found in each single creature, as was also stated in the
Ia, q. 103, a. 5. Wherefore as the type of the Divine Wisdom,

inasmuch as by It all things are created, has the character of art,
exemplar or idea; so the type of DivineWisdom, as moving all
things to their due end, bears the character of law. Accordingly
the eternal law is nothing else than the type ofDivineWisdom,
as directing all actions and movements.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking in that pas-
sage of the ideal types which regard the proper nature of each
single thing; and consequently in them there is a certain dis-
tinction and plurality, according to their different relations to
things, as stated in the Ia, q. 15, a. 2. But law is said to direct
human acts by ordaining them to the common good, as stated
above (q. 90, a. 2). And things, which are in themselves differ-
ent, may be considered as one, according as they are ordained
to one common thing. Wherefore the eternal law is one since
it is the type of this order.

Reply to Objection 2. With regard to any sort of word,
two points may be considered: viz. the word itself, and that
which is expressed by the word. For the spoken word is some-
thing uttered by themouth ofman, and expresses that which is
signified by the human word. e same applies to the human
mental word, which is nothing else that something conceived
by themind, bywhichman expresses his thoughtsmentally. So
then in God the Word conceived by the intellect of the Father
is the name of a Person: but all things that are in the Father’s
knowledge,whether they refer to theEssence or to thePersons,
or to the works of God, are expressed by this Word, as Augus-
tine declares (De Trin. xv, 14). And among other things ex-
pressed by thisWord, the eternal law itself is expressed thereby.
Nor does it follow that the eternal law is a Personal name in
God: yet it is appropriated to the Son, on account of the kin-
ship between type and word.

Reply toObjection 3.e types of theDivine intellect do
not stand in the same relation to things, as the types of the hu-
man intellect. For the human intellect is measured by things,

* Ratio.
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so that a human concept is not true by reason of itself, but by
reason of its being consonant with things, since “an opinion is
true or false according as it answers to the reality.” But the Di-
vine intellect is the measure of things: since each thing has so

far truth in it, as it represents theDivine intellect, as was stated
in the Ia, q. 16, a. 1. Consequently the Divine intellect is true
in itself; and its type is truth itself.

Ia IIae q. 93 a. 2Whether the eternal law is known to all?

Objection 1. It would seem that the eternal law is not
known to all. Because, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. 2:11), “the
things that are ofGodnomanknoweth, but the Spirit ofGod.”
But the eternal law is a type existing in theDivinemind.ere-
fore it is unknown to all save God alone.

Objection 2. Further, as Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 6)
“the eternal law is that bywhich it is right that all things should
be most orderly.” But all do not know how all things are most
orderly. erefore all do not know the eternal law.

Objection3.Further, Augustine says (DeVeraRelig. xxxi)
that “the eternal law is not subject to the judgment of man.”
But according to Ethic. i, “any man can judge well of what he
knows.” erefore the eternal law is not known to us.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 6) that
“knowledge of the eternal law is imprinted on us.”

I answer that, A thing may be known in two ways: first,
in itself; secondly, in its effect, wherein some likeness of that
thing is found: thus someone not seeing the sun in its sub-
stance, may know it by its rays. So then no one can know the
eternal law, as it is in itself, except the blessed who see God
in His Essence. But every rational creature knows it in its re-
flection, greater or less. For every knowledge of truth is a kind
of reflection and participation of the eternal law, which is the
unchangeable truth, as Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xxxi).
Now all men know the truth to a certain extent, at least as to

the common principles of the natural law: and as to the others,
they partake of the knowledge of truth, some more, some less;
and in this respect aremore or less cognizant of the eternal law.

Reply toObjection 1.Wecannot know the things that are
of God, as they are in themselves; but they are made known
to us in their effects, according to Rom. 1:20: “e invisible
things ofGod…are clearly seen, beingunderstoodby the things
that are made.”

Reply toObjection 2.Although each one knows the eter-
nal law according to his own capacity, in the way explained
above, yet none can comprehend it: for it cannot bemade per-
fectly known by its effects. erefore it does not follow that
anyone who knows the eternal law in the way aforesaid, knows
also the whole order of things, whereby they are most orderly.

Reply to Objection 3. To judge a thing may be under-
stood in twoways. First, aswhen a cognitive power judges of its
proper object, according to Job 12:11: “Doth not the ear dis-
cern words, and the palate of him that eateth, the taste?” It is
to this kind of judgment that the Philosopher alludes when he
says that “anyone can judgewell of what he knows,” by judging,
namely, whetherwhat is put forward is true. In anotherwaywe
speak of a superior judging of a subordinate by a kind of prac-
tical judgment, as to whether he should be such and such or
not. And thus none can judge of the eternal law.

Ia IIae q. 93 a. 3Whether every law is derived from the eternal law?

Objection 1. It would seem that not every law is derived
from the eternal law. For there is a law of the “fomes,” as stated
above (q. 91, a. 6), which is not derived from that Divine law
which is the eternal law, since thereunto pertains the “pru-
dence of the flesh,” of which the Apostle says (Rom. 8:7), that
“it cannot be subject to the law of God.” erefore not every
law is derived from the eternal law.

Objection 2. Further, nothing unjust can be derived from
the eternal law, because, as stated above (a. 2, obj. 2), “the eter-
nal law is that, according to which it is right that all things
should be most orderly.” But some laws are unjust, according
to Is. 10:1: “Woe to them that make wicked laws.” erefore
not every law is derived from the eternal law.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 5)
that “the lawwhich is framed for ruling the people, rightly per-
mits many things which are punished by Divine providence.”
But the type of Divine providence is the eternal law, as stated
above (a. 1).erefore not even every good law is derived from

the eternal law.
On the contrary, Divine Wisdom says (Prov. 8:15): “By

Me kings reign, and lawgivers decree just things.” But the type
of Divine Wisdom is the eternal law, as stated above (a. 1).
erefore all laws proceed from the eternal law.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2), the law de-
notes a kind of plan directing acts towards an end. Now wher-
ever there are movers ordained to one another, the power of
the secondmovermust needs be derived from the power of the
firstmover; since the secondmover does notmove except in so
far as it is moved by the first. Wherefore we observe the same
in all those who govern, so that the plan of government is de-
rived by secondary governors from the governor in chief; thus
the plan of what is to be done in a state flows from the king’s
command to his inferior administrators: and again in things
of art the plan of whatever is to be done by art flows from the
chief crasman to the under-cras-men, who work with their
hands. Since then the eternal law is the plan of government in
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the Chief Governor, all the plans of government in the infe-
rior governors must be derived from the eternal law. But these
plans of inferior governors are all other laws besides the eternal
law. erefore all laws, in so far as they partake of right reason,
are derived from the eternal law. Hence Augustine says (De
Lib. Arb. i, 6) that “in temporal law there is nothing just and
lawful, but what man has drawn from the eternal law.”

Reply to Objection 1. e “fomes” has the nature of law
in man, in so far as it is a punishment resulting from Divine
justice; and in this respect it is evident that it is derived from
the eternal law. But in so far as it denotes a proneness to sin, it
is contrary to the Divine law, and has not the nature of law, as
stated above (q. 91, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 2. Human law has the nature of law
in so far as it partakes of right reason; and it is clear that, in
this respect, it is derived from the eternal law. But in so far as
it deviates from reason, it is called an unjust law, and has the

nature, not of law but of violence. Nevertheless even an unjust
law, in so far as it retains some appearance of law, though be-
ing framed by one who is in power, is derived from the eternal
law; since all power is from the Lord God, according to Rom.
13:1.

Reply to Objection 3. Human law is said to permit cer-
tain things, not as approving them, but as being unable to di-
rect them. And many things are directed by the Divine law,
which human law is unable to direct, because more things are
subject to a higher than to a lower cause. Hence the very fact
that human law does not meddle with matters it cannot di-
rect, comes under the ordination of the eternal law. It would
be different, were human law to sanction what the eternal law
condemns. Consequently it does not follow that human law is
not derived from the eternal law, but that it is not on a perfect
equality with it.

Ia IIae q. 93 a. 4Whether necessary and eternal things are subject to the eternal law?

Objection 1. It would seem that necessary and eternal
things are subject to the eternal law. For whatever is reason-
able is subject to reason. But the Divine will is reasonable, for
it is just. erefore it is subject to (the Divine) reason. But the
eternal law is theDivine reason.ereforeGod’s will is subject
to the eternal law. But God’s will is eternal. erefore eternal
and necessary things are subject to the eternal law.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is subject to the King, is
subject to the King’s law. Now the Son, according to 1 Cor.
15:28,24, “shall be subject…to God and the Father…when He
shall have delivered up the Kingdom to Him.” erefore the
Son, Who is eternal, is subject to the eternal law.

Objection 3. Further, the eternal law is Divine providence
as a type. Butmanynecessary things are subject toDivine prov-
idence: for instance, the stability of incorporeal substances and
of the heavenly bodies. erefore even necessary things are
subject to the eternal law.

On the contrary,ings that are necessary cannot be oth-
erwise, and consequently need no restraining. But laws are im-
posed onmen, in order to restrain them from evil, as explained
above (q. 92, a. 2). erefore necessary things are not subject
to the eternal law.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the eternal law is
the type of the Divine government. Consequently whatever
is subject to the Divine government, is subject to the eternal
law: while if anything is not subject to theDivine government,
neither is it subject to the eternal law. e application of this
distinction may be gathered by looking around us. For those
things are subject to human government, which can be done
by man; but what pertains to the nature of man is not subject

to human government; for instance, that he should have a soul,
hands, or feet. Accordingly all that is in things created byGod,
whether it be contingent or necessary, is subject to the eternal
law: while things pertaining to the Divine Nature or Essence
are not subject to the eternal law, but are the eternal law itself.

Reply to Objection 1. We may speak of God’s will in two
ways. First, as to the will itself: and thus, since God’s will is His
very Essence, it is subject neither to the Divine government,
nor to the eternal law, but is the same thing as the eternal law.
Secondly, we may speak of God’s will, as to the things them-
selves that God wills about creatures; which things are subject
to the eternal law, in so far as they are planned by Divine Wis-
dom. In reference to these things God’s will is said to be rea-
sonable [rationalis]: though regarded in itself it should rather
be called their type [ratio].

Reply toObjection 2.God the Sonwas notmade byGod,
butwas naturally born ofGod.ConsequentlyHe is not subject
to Divine providence or to the eternal law: but rather is Him-
self the eternal law by a kind of appropriation, as Augustine
explains (De Vera Relig. xxxi). But He is said to be subject to
the Father by reason of His human nature, in respect of which
also the Father is said to be greater than He.

e third objection we grant, because it deals with those
necessary things that are created.

Reply toObjection 4.As the Philosopher says (Metaph. v,
text. 6), some necessary things have a cause of their necessity:
and thus theyderive fromsomething else the fact that they can-
not be otherwise. And this is in itself amost effective restraint;
for whatever is restrained, is said to be restrained in so far as it
cannot do otherwise than it is allowed to.
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Ia IIae q. 93 a. 5Whether natural contingents are subject to the eternal law?

Objection 1. It would seem that natural contingents are
not subject to the eternal law. Because promulgation is essen-
tial to law, as stated above (q. 90, a. 4). But a law cannot be
promulgated except to rational creatures, to whom it is pos-
sible to make an announcement. erefore none but rational
creatures are subject to the eternal law; and consequently nat-
ural contingents are not.

Objection 2. Further, “Whatever obeys reason partakes
somewhat of reason,” as stated in Ethic. i. But the eternal law,
is the supreme type, as stated above (a. 1). Since then natural
contingents do not partake of reason in any way, but are alto-
gether void of reason, it seems that they are not subject to the
eternal law.

Objection 3. Further, the eternal law is most efficient. But
in natural contingents defects occur. erefore they are not
subject to the eternal law.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 8:29): “When He
compassed the sea with its bounds, and set a law to the waters,
that they should not pass their limits.”

I answer that,Wemust speak otherwise of the law ofman,
than of the eternal law which is the law of God. For the law
of man extends only to rational creatures subject to man. e
reason of this is because law directs the actions of those that
are subject to the government of someone:wherefore, properly
speaking, none imposes a law on his own actions. Now what-
ever is done regarding the use of irrational things subject to
man, is done by the act of man himself moving those things,
for these irrational creatures do not move themselves, but are
movedbyothers, as stated above (q. 1, a. 2).Consequentlyman
cannot impose laws on irrational beings, however much they
may be subject to him. But he can impose laws on rational be-
ings subject to him, in so far as by his command or pronounce-
ment of any kind, he imprints on their minds a rule which is a

principle of action.
Now just as man, by such pronouncement, impresses a

kind of inward principle of action on the man that is subject
to him, so God imprints on the whole of nature the principles
of its proper actions. And so, in this way, God is said to com-
mand the whole of nature, according to Ps. 148:6: “He hath
made a decree, and it shall not pass away.” And thus all actions
and movements of the whole of nature are subject to the eter-
nal law. Consequently irrational creatures are subject to the
eternal law, through being moved by Divine providence; but
not, as rational creatures are, through understanding the Di-
vine commandment.

Reply toObjection 1. e impression of an inward active
principle is to natural things, what the promulgation of law is
to men: because law, by being promulgated, imprints on man
a directive principle of human actions, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 2. Irrational creatures neither partake
of nor are obedient to human reason: whereas they do par-
take of the Divine Reason by obeying it; because the power of
Divine Reason extends over more things than human reason
does. And as the members of the human body are moved at
the commandof reason, and yet donot partake of reason, since
they have no apprehension subordinate to reason; so too irra-
tional creatures are moved by God, without, on that account,
being rational.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the defects which occur
in natural things are outside the order of particular causes, they
are not outside the order of universal causes, especially of the
First Cause, i.e. God, from Whose providence nothing can es-
cape, as stated in the Ia, q. 22, a. 2. And since the eternal law is
the type ofDivine providence, as stated above (a. 1), hence the
defects of natural things are subject to the eternal law.

Ia IIae q. 93 a. 6Whether all human affairs are subject to the eternal law?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all human affairs are
subject to the eternal law. For the Apostle says (Gal. 5:18): “If
you are led by the spirit you are not under the law.” But the
righteous who are the sons of God by adoption, are led by the
spirit of God, according to Rom. 8:14: “Whosoever are led by
the spirit of God, they are the sons of God.” erefore not all
men are under the eternal law.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 8:7): “e
prudence [Vulg.: ‘wisdom’] of the flesh is an enemy to God:
for it is not subject to the law of God.” But many are those in
whom the prudence of the flesh dominates. erefore all men
are not subject to the eternal law which is the law of God.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 6)
that “the eternal law is that by which the wicked deserve mis-
ery, the good, a life of blessedness.” But those who are already

blessed, and those who are already lost, are not in the state of
merit. erefore they are not under the eternal law.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 12):
“Nothing evades the laws of the most high Creator and Gov-
ernor, for by Him the peace of the universe is administered.”

I answer that, ere are two ways in which a thing is sub-
ject to the eternal law, as explained above (a. 5): first, by partak-
ing of the eternal law by way of knowledge; secondly, by way
of action and passion, i.e. by partaking of the eternal law by
way of an inward motive principle: and in this second way, ir-
rational creatures are subject to the eternal law, as stated above
(a. 5). But since the rational nature, together with that which
it has in common with all creatures, has something proper to
itself inasmuch as it is rational, consequently it is subject to the
eternal law in both ways; because while each rational creature
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has some knowledge of the eternal law, as stated above (a. 2), it
also has a natural inclination to that which is in harmony with
the eternal law; for “we are naturally adapted to the recipients
of virtue” (Ethic. ii, 1).

Both ways, however, are imperfect, and to a certain extent
destroyed, in the wicked; because in them the natural inclina-
tion to virtue is corrupted by vicious habits, and,moreover, the
natural knowledge of good is darkened by passions and habits
of sin. But in the good both ways are found more perfect: be-
cause in them, besides the natural knowledge of good, there is
the added knowledge of faith and wisdom; and again, besides
the natural inclination to good, there is the added motive of
grace and virtue.

Accordingly, the good are perfectly subject to the eternal
law, as always acting according to it: whereas the wicked are
subject to the eternal law, imperfectly as to their actions, in-
deed, since both their knowledge of good, and their inclina-
tion thereto, are imperfect; but this imperfection on the part
of action is supplied on the part of passion, in so far as they suf-
fer what the eternal law decrees concerning them, according as
they fail to act in harmonywith that law.HenceAugustine says
(De Lib. Arb. i, 15): “I esteem that the righteous act according
to the eternal law; and (DeCatech. Rud. xviii): Out of the just
misery of the souls which deserted Him, God knew how to
furnish the inferior parts of His creation with most suitable
laws.”

Reply to Objection 1. is saying of the Apostle may be
understood in two ways. First, so that a man is said to be un-
der the law, through being pinned down thereby, against his
will, as by a load. Hence, on the same passage a gloss says that
“he is under the law, who refrains from evil deeds, through

fear of punishment threatened by the law, and not from love
of virtue.” In this way the spiritual man is not under the law,
because he fulfils the law willingly, through charity which is
poured into his heart by the Holy Ghost. Secondly, it can be
understood as meaning that the works of a man, who is led by
the Holy Ghost, are the works of the Holy Ghost rather than
his own. erefore, since the Holy Ghost is not under the law,
as neither is the Son, as stated above (a. 4, ad 2); it follows that
such works, in so far as they are of theHoly Ghost, are not un-
der the law. e Apostle witnesses to this when he says (2 Cor.
3:17): “Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.”

Reply toObjection2.eprudence of the flesh cannot be
subject to the law of God as regards action; since it inclines to
actions contrary to theDivine law: yet it is subject to the lawof
God, as regards passion; since it deserves to suffer punishment
according to the law of Divine justice. Nevertheless in no man
does the prudence of the flesh dominate so far as to destroy the
whole good of his nature: and consequently there remains in
man the inclination to act in accordance with the eternal law.
For we have seen above (q. 85, a. 2) that sin does not destroy
entirely the good of nature.

Reply to Objection 3. A thing is maintained in the end
and moved towards the end by one and the same cause: thus
gravity which makes a heavy body rest in the lower place is
also the cause of its being moved thither. We therefore reply
that as it is according to the eternal law that some deserve hap-
piness, others unhappiness, so is it by the eternal law that some
are maintained in a happy state, others in an unhappy state.
Accordingly both the blessed and the damned are under the
eternal law.
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Of the Natural Law
(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the natural law; concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) What is the natural law?
(2) What are the precepts of the natural law?
(3) Whether all acts of virtue are prescribed by the natural law?
(4) Whether the natural law is the same in all?
(5) Whether it is changeable?
(6) Whether it can be abolished from the heart of man?

Ia IIae q. 94 a. 1Whether the natural law is a habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law is a habit.
Because, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 5), “there are three
things in the soul: power, habit, and passion.” But the natural
law is not one of the soul’s powers: nor is it one of the passions;
aswemay see by going through themone by one.erefore the
natural law is a habit.

Objection 2. Further, Basil* says that the conscience or
“synderesis is the law of our mind”; which can only apply to
the natural law. But the “synderesis” is a habit, as was shown in
the Ia, q. 79, a. 12. erefore the natural law is a habit.

Objection 3. Further, the natural law abides in man al-
ways, as will be shown further on (a. 6). But man’s reason,
which the law regards, does not always think about the natural
law. erefore the natural law is not an act, but a habit.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Bono Conjug. xxi)
that “a habit is that whereby something is done when neces-
sary.” But such is not the natural law: since it is in infants and
in the damned who cannot act by it. erefore the natural law
is not a habit.

I answer that, A thing may be called a habit in two ways.
First, properly and essentially: and thus the natural law is not
a habit. For it has been stated above (q. 90, a. 1, ad 2) that the
natural law is something appointed by reason, just as a propo-
sition is a work of reason. Now that which a man does is not
the same as that whereby he does it: for he makes a becoming
speech by the habit of grammar. Since then a habit is that by
which we act, a law cannot be a habit properly and essentially.

Secondly, the term habit may be applied to that which we

hold by a habit: thus faith may mean that which we hold by
faith. And accordingly, since the precepts of the natural law
are sometimes considered by reason actually, while sometimes
they are in the reason only habitually, in this way the natu-
ral law may be called a habit. us, in speculative matters, the
indemonstrable principles are not the habit itself whereby we
hold those principles, but are the principles the habit of which
we possess.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher proposes there to
discover the genus of virtue; and since it is evident that virtue is
a principle of action, he mentions only those things which are
principles of human acts, viz. powers, habits and passions. But
there are other things in the soul besides these three: there are
acts; thus “to will” is in the one that wills; again, things known
are in the knower; moreover its own natural properties are in
the soul, such as immortality and the like.

Reply to Objection 2. “Synderesis” is said to be the law of
our mind, because it is a habit containing the precepts of the
natural law, which are the first principles of human actions.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument proves that the nat-
ural law is held habitually; and this is granted.

To the argument advanced in the contrary sense we reply
that sometimes a man is unable to make use of that which is
in him habitually, on account of some impediment: thus, on
account of sleep, a man is unable to use the habit of science. In
like manner, through the deficiency of his age, a child cannot
use the habit of understanding of principles, or the natural law,
which is in him habitually.

Ia IIae q. 94 a. 2Whether the natural law contains several precepts, or only one?

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law contains,
not several precepts, but one only. For law is a kind of pre-
cept, as stated above (q. 92, a. 2). If therefore there were many
precepts of the natural law, it would follow that there are also
many natural laws.

Objection 2. Further, the natural law is consequent to hu-

mannature. But humannature, as awhole, is one; though, as to
its parts, it is manifold. erefore, either there is but one pre-
cept of the law of nature, on account of the unity of nature as a
whole; or there are many, by reason of the number of parts of
human nature. e result would be that even things relating
to the inclination of the concupiscible faculty belong to the

* Damascene, De Fide Orth. iv, 22.
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natural law.
Objection 3. Further, law is something pertaining to rea-

son, as stated above (q. 90, a. 1). Now reason is but one inman.
erefore there is only one precept of the natural law.

On the contrary, e precepts of the natural law in man
stand in relation to practical matters, as the first principles to
matters of demonstration. But there are several first indemon-
strable principles. erefore there are also several precepts of
the natural law.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 91, a. 3), the precepts of
the natural law are to the practical reason, what the first prin-
ciples of demonstrations are to the speculative reason; because
both are self-evident principles. Now a thing is said to be self-
evident in two ways: first, in itself; secondly, in relation to us.
Any proposition is said to be self-evident in itself, if its pred-
icate is contained in the notion of the subject: although, to
one who knows not the definition of the subject, it happens
that such a proposition is not self-evident. For instance, this
proposition, “Man is a rational being,” is, in its very nature, self-
evident, since who says “man,” says “a rational being”: and yet
to one who knows not what a man is, this proposition is not
self-evident. Hence it is that, as Boethius says (De Hebdom.),
certain axioms or propositions are universally self-evident to
all; and such are those propositions whose terms are known
to all, as, “Every whole is greater than its part,” and, “ings
equal to one and the same are equal to one another.” But some
propositions are self-evident only to the wise, who understand
themeaningof the termsof suchpropositions: thus toonewho
understands that an angel is not a body, it is self-evident that an
angel is not circumscriptively in a place: but this is not evident
to the unlearned, for they cannot grasp it.

Now a certain order is to be found in those things that
are apprehended universally. For that which, before aught else,
falls under apprehension, is “being,” the notion of which is in-
cluded in all things whatsoever a man apprehends. Wherefore
the first indemonstrable principle is that “the same thing can-
not be affirmed anddenied at the same time,”which is basedon
thenotionof “being” and “not-being”: andon this principle all
others are based, as is stated in Metaph. iv, text. 9. Now as “be-
ing” is the first thing that falls under the apprehension simply,
so “good” is the first thing that falls under the apprehension
of the practical reason, which is directed to action: since every
agent acts for an end under the aspect of good. Consequently
the first principle of practical reason is one founded on the no-
tion of good, viz. that “good is that which all things seek aer.”

Hence this is the first precept of law, that “good is to be done
andpursued, and evil is tobe avoided.”All other precepts of the
natural law are based upon this: so that whatever the practical
reason naturally apprehends as man’s good (or evil) belongs
to the precepts of the natural law as something to be done or
avoided.

Since, however, good has the nature of an end, and evil, the
nature of a contrary, hence it is that all those things to which
man has a natural inclination, are naturally apprehended by
reason as being good, and consequently as objects of pursuit,
and their contraries as evil, and objects of avoidance. Where-
fore according to the order of natural inclinations, is the or-
der of the precepts of the natural law. Because in man there is
first of all an inclination to good in accordancewith the nature
which he has in common with all substances: inasmuch as ev-
ery substance seeks the preservation of its own being, accord-
ing to its nature: and by reason of this inclination, whatever is
a means of preserving human life, and of warding off its obsta-
cles, belongs to the natural law. Secondly, there is inman an in-
clination to things that pertain to him more specially, accord-
ing to that naturewhichhehas in commonwith other animals:
and in virtue of this inclination, those things are said to belong
to the natural law, “which nature has taught to all animals”*,
such as sexual intercourse, education of offspring and so forth.
irdly, there is in man an inclination to good, according to
the nature of his reason, which nature is proper to him: thus
man has a natural inclination to know the truth about God,
and to live in society: and in this respect, whatever pertains
to this inclination belongs to the natural law; for instance, to
shun ignorance, to avoid offending those among whom one
has to live, and other such things regarding the above inclina-
tion.

Reply to Objection 1. All these precepts of the law of na-
ture have the character of one natural law, inasmuch as they
flow from one first precept.

Reply to Objection 2. All the inclinations of any parts
whatsoever of humannature, e.g. of the concupiscible and iras-
cible parts, in so far as they are ruled by reason, belong to
the natural law, and are reduced to one first precept, as stated
above: so that the precepts of the natural law aremany in them-
selves, but are based on one common foundation.

Reply to Objection 3. Although reason is one in itself,
yet it directs all things regarding man; so that whatever can be
ruled by reason, is contained under the law of reason.

Ia IIae q. 94 a. 3Whether all acts of virtue are prescribed by the natural law?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all acts of virtue are
prescribed by the natural law. Because, as stated above (q. 90,
a. 2) it is essential to a law that it be ordained to the common
good. But some acts of virtue are ordained to the private good
of the individual, as is evident especially in regards to acts of

temperance. erefore not all acts of virtue are the subject of
natural law.

Objection 2. Further, every sin is opposed to some vir-
tuous act. If therefore all acts of virtue are prescribed by the
natural law, it seems to follow that all sins are against nature:

* Pandect. Just. I, tit. i.
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whereas this applies to certain special sins.
Objection 3. Further, those things which are according to

nature are common to all. But acts of virtue are not common
to all: since a thing is virtuous in one, and vicious in another.
erefore not all acts of virtue are prescribed by the natural
law.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 4)
that “virtues are natural.”erefore virtuous acts also are a sub-
ject of the natural law.

I answer that, We may speak of virtuous acts in two ways:
first, under the aspect of virtuous; secondly, as such and such
acts considered in their proper species. If then we speak of acts
of virtue, considered as virtuous, thus all virtuous acts belong
to the natural law. For it has been stated (a. 2) that to the nat-
ural law belongs everything to which aman is inclined accord-
ing to his nature. Now each thing is inclined naturally to an
operation that is suitable to it according to its form: thus fire is
inclined to give heat. Wherefore, since the rational soul is the
proper form ofman, there is in everyman a natural inclination
to act according to reason: and this is to act according to virtue.
Consequently, considered thus, all acts of virtue are prescribed
by the natural law: since each one’s reason naturally dictates to
him to act virtuously. But if we speak of virtuous acts, consid-

ered in themselves, i.e. in their proper species, thus not all vir-
tuous acts are prescribed by the natural law: for many things
are done virtuously, to which nature does not incline at first;
but which, through the inquiry of reason, have been found by
men to be conducive to well-living.

Reply to Objection 1. Temperance is about the natural
concupiscences of food, drink and sexual matters, which are
indeed ordained to the natural common good, just as other
matters of law are ordained to the moral common good.

Reply to Objection 2. By human nature we may mean ei-
ther that which is proper to man—and in this sense all sins,
as being against reason, are also against nature, as Damascene
states (DeFideOrth. ii, 30): orwemaymean thatnaturewhich
is common toman and other animals; and in this sense, certain
special sins are said to be against nature; thus contrary to sex-
ual intercourse,which is natural to all animals, is unisexual lust,
which has received the special name of the unnatural crime.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers acts in
themselves. For it is owing to the various conditions of men,
that certain acts are virtuous for some, as being proportionate
and becoming to them, while they are vicious for others, as be-
ing out of proportion to them.

Ia IIae q. 94 a. 4Whether the natural law is the same in all men?

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law is not
the same in all. For it is stated in the Decretals (Dist. i) that
“the natural law is that which is contained in the Law and the
Gospel.” But this is not common to all men; because, as it is
written (Rom. 10:16), “all do not obey the gospel.” erefore
the natural law is not the same in all men.

Objection 2. Further, “ings which are according to the
law are said to be just,” as stated in Ethic. v. But it is stated in
the same book that nothing is so universally just as not to be
subject to change in regard to some men. erefore even the
natural law is not the same in all men.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (Aa. 2,3), to the nat-
ural law belongs everything to which aman is inclined accord-
ing to his nature. Now different men are naturally inclined
to different things; some to the desire of pleasures, others to
the desire of honors, and other men to other things. erefore
there is not one natural law for all.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v, 4): “e natural
law is common to all nations.”

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 2,3), to the natural law
belongs those things to which a man is inclined naturally: and
among these it is proper to man to be inclined to act accord-
ing to reason. Now the process of reason is from the common
to the proper, as stated in Phys. i. e speculative reason, how-
ever, is differently situated in this matter, from the practical
reason. For, since the speculative reason is busied chiefly with
the necessary things, which cannot be otherwise than they are,

its proper conclusions, like the universal principles, contain
the truth without fail.e practical reason, on the other hand,
is busiedwith contingentmatters, about which human actions
are concerned: and consequently, although there is necessity
in the general principles, the more we descend to matters of
detail, the more frequently we encounter defects. Accordingly
then in speculativematters truth is the same in allmen, both as
to principles and as to conclusions: although the truth is not
known to all as regards the conclusions, but only as regards the
principles which are called common notions. But in matters
of action, truth or practical rectitude is not the same for all, as
to matters of detail, but only as to the general principles: and
where there is the same rectitude in matters of detail, it is not
equally known to all.

It is therefore evident that, as regards the general principles
whether of speculative or of practical reason, truth or rectitude
is the same for all, and is equally known by all. As to the proper
conclusions of the speculative reason, the truth is the same for
all, but is not equally known to all: thus it is true for all that the
three angles of a triangle are together equal to two right angles,
although it is not known to all. But as to the proper conclu-
sions of the practical reason, neither is the truth or rectitude
the same for all, nor, where it is the same, is it equally known
by all.us it is right and true for all to act according to reason:
and from this principle it follows as a proper conclusion, that
goods entrusted to another should be restored to their owner.
Now this is true for themajority of cases: but it may happen in
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a particular case that it would be injurious, and therefore un-
reasonable, to restore goods held in trust; for instance, if they
are claimed for the purpose of fighting against one’s country.
And this principle will be found to fail the more, according as
we descend further into detail, e.g. if onewere to say that goods
held in trust should be restored with such and such a guaran-
tee, or in such and such a way; because the greater the number
of conditions added, the greater the number of ways in which
the principle may fail, so that it be not right to restore or not
to restore.

Consequently we must say that the natural law, as to gen-
eral principles, is the same for all, both as to rectitude and as to
knowledge. But as to certain matters of detail, which are con-
clusions, as it were, of those general principles, it is the same
for all in the majority of cases, both as to rectitude and as to
knowledge; and yet in some few cases itmay fail, both as to rec-
titude, by reason of certain obstacles (just as natures subject to
generation and corruption fail in some few cases on account of
some obstacle), and as to knowledge, since in some the reason
is perverted by passion, or evil habit, or an evil disposition of
nature; thus formerly, the, although it is expressly contrary

to the natural law, was not considered wrong among the Ger-
mans, as Julius Caesar relates (De Bello Gall. vi).

Reply to Objection 1. e meaning of the sentence
quoted is not that whatever is contained in the Law and the
Gospel belongs to the natural law, since they contain many
things that are above nature; but that whatever belongs to the
natural law is fully contained in them. Wherefore Gratian, af-
ter saying that “the natural law is what is contained in the Law
and the Gospel,” adds at once, by way of example, “by which
everyone is commanded to do to others as he would be done
by.”

Reply to Objection 2. e saying of the Philosopher is to
be understood of things that are naturally just, not as general
principles, but as conclusions drawn from them, having recti-
tude in the majority of cases, but failing in a few.

Reply to Objection 3. As, in man, reason rules and com-
mands the other powers, so all the natural inclinations belong-
ing to the other powers must needs be directed according to
reason. Wherefore it is universally right for all men, that all
their inclinations should be directed according to reason.

Ia IIae q. 94 a. 5Whether the natural law can be changed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law can be
changed. Because on Ecclus. 17:9, “He gave them instructions,
and the lawof life,” the gloss says: “Hewished the lawof the let-
ter to bewritten, in order to correct the law of nature.” But that
which is corrected is changed.erefore the natural law can be
changed.

Objection 2. Further, the slaying of the innocent, adul-
tery, and the are against the natural law. But we find these
things changed by God: as when God commanded Abraham
to slay his innocent son (Gn. 22:2); and when he ordered the
Jews to borrow and purloin the vessels of the Egyptians (Ex.
12:35); and when He commanded Osee to take to himself “a
wife of fornications” (Osee 1:2). erefore the natural law can
be changed.

Objection 3. Further, Isidore says (Etym. 5:4) that “the
possession of all things in common, and universal freedom, are
matters of natural law.” But these things are seen to be changed
by human laws. erefore it seems that the natural law is sub-
ject to change.

On the contrary, It is said in the Decretals (Dist. v): “e
natural law dates from the creation of the rational creature. It
does not vary according to time, but remains unchangeable.”

I answer that, A change in the natural law may be under-
stood in twoways. First, by way of addition. In this sense noth-
ing hinders the natural law from being changed: since many
things for the benefit of human life have been added over and
above the natural law, both by the Divine law and by human
laws.

Secondly, a change in the natural law may be understood

by way of subtraction, so that what previously was according
to the natural law, ceases to be so. In this sense, the natural law
is altogether unchangeable in its first principles: but in its sec-
ondary principles, which, as we have said (a. 4), are certain de-
tailed proximate conclusions drawn from the first principles,
the natural law is not changed so that what it prescribes be not
right in most cases. But it may be changed in some particular
cases of rare occurrence, through some special causes hinder-
ing the observance of such precepts, as stated above (a. 4).

Reply to Objection 1. e written law is said to be given
for the correction of the natural law, either because it supplies
whatwaswanting to the natural law; or because the natural law
was perverted in the hearts of somemen, as to certain matters,
so that they esteemed those things good which are naturally
evil; which perversion stood in need of correction.

Reply to Objection 2. All men alike, both guilty and in-
nocent, die the death of nature: which death of nature is in-
flicted by the power of God on account of original sin, accord-
ing to 1 Kings 2:6: “e Lord killeth and maketh alive.” Con-
sequently, by the command of God, death can be inflicted on
anyman, guilty or innocent, without any injusticewhatever. In
like manner adultery is intercourse with another’s wife; who is
allotted to himby the law emanating fromGod.Consequently
intercourse with any woman, by the command of God, is nei-
ther adultery nor fornication.e same applies to the, which
is the taking of another’s property. For whatever is taken by the
command of God, to Whom all things belong, is not taken
against the will of its owner, whereas it is in this that the
consists. Nor is it only in human things, that whatever is com-

975



manded byGod is right; but also in natural things, whatever is
done byGod, is, in someway, natural, as stated in the Ia, q. 105,
a. 6, ad 1.

Reply toObjection 3.A thing is said to belong to the nat-
ural law in twoways. First, because nature inclines thereto: e.g.
that one should not do harm to another. Secondly, because
nature did not bring in the contrary: thus we might say that
for man to be naked is of the natural law, because nature did

not give him clothes, but art invented them. In this sense, “the
possession of all things in common and universal freedom” are
said to be of the natural law, because, to wit, the distinction of
possessions and slavery were not brought in by nature, but de-
vised by human reason for the benefit of human life. Accord-
ingly the law of nature was not changed in this respect, except
by addition.

Ia IIae q. 94 a. 6Whether the law of nature can be abolished from the heart of man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the natural law can be
abolished from the heart of man. Because on Rom. 2:14,
“When the Gentiles who have not the law,” etc. a gloss says
that “the law of righteousness, which sin had blotted out, is
graven on the heart of man when he is restored by grace.” But
the law of righteousness is the law of nature. erefore the law
of nature can be blotted out.

Objection 2. Further, the law of grace is more efficacious
than the law of nature. But the law of grace is blotted out by
sin.Muchmore therefore can the law of nature be blotted out.

Objection 3. Further, that which is established by law is
made just. Butmany things are enacted bymen, which are con-
trary to the law of nature. erefore the law of nature can be
abolished from the heart of man.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. ii): “y law is
written in the hearts of men, which iniquity itself effaces not.”
But the law which is written in men’s hearts is the natural law.
erefore the natural law cannot be blotted out.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 4,5), there belong to
the natural law, first, certain most general precepts, that are
known to all; and secondly, certain secondary and more de-
tailed precepts, which are, as it were, conclusions following

closely from first principles. As to those general principles, the
natural law, in the abstract, can nowise be blotted out from
men’s hearts. But it is blotted out in the case of a particular ac-
tion, in so far as reason is hindered from applying the general
principle to a particular point of practice, on account of con-
cupiscence or some other passion, as stated above (q. 77, a. 2).
But as to the other, i.e. the secondary precepts, the natural law
can be blotted out from the human heart, either by evil per-
suasions, just as in speculative matters errors occur in respect
of necessary conclusions; or by vicious customs and corrupt
habits, as among some men, the, and even unnatural vices, as
the Apostle states (Rom. i), were not esteemed sinful.

Reply to Objection 1. Sin blots out the law of nature in
particular cases, not universally, except perchance in regard to
the secondary precepts of the natural law, in the way stated
above.

Reply to Objection 2. Although grace is more efficacious
than nature, yet nature is more essential to man, and therefore
more enduring.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is true of the sec-
ondary precepts of the natural law, against which some legis-
lators have framed certain enactments which are unjust.
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F P   S P, Q 95
Of Human Law

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider human law; and (1) this law considered in itself; (2) its power; (3) its mutability. Under the first
head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Its utility.
(2) Its origin.
(3) Its quality.
(4) Its division.

Ia IIae q. 95 a. 1Whether it was useful for laws to be framed by men?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not useful for laws
to be framed by men. Because the purpose of every law is that
man be made good thereby, as stated above (q. 92, a. 1). But
men are more to be induced to be good willingly by means of
admonitions, than against their will, by means of laws. ere-
fore there was no need to frame laws.

Objection 2.Further, As the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 4),
“men have recourse to a judge as to animate justice.” But ani-
mate justice is better than inanimate justice, which contained
in laws. erefore it would have been better for the execution
of justice to be entrusted to the decision of judges, than to
frame laws in addition.

Objection 3. Further, every law is framed for the direc-
tion of human actions, as is evident from what has been stated
above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2). But since human actions are about sin-
gulars, which are infinite in number, matter pertaining to the
direction of human actions cannot be taken into sufficient
consideration except by a wise man, who looks into each one
of them.erefore it would have been better for human acts to
be directed by the judgment of wise men, than by the framing
of laws. erefore there was no need of human laws.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v, 20): “Laws were
made that in fear thereof human audacity might be held in
check, that innocence might be safeguarded in the midst of
wickedness, and that the dread of punishment might prevent
the wicked fromdoing harm.” But these things aremost neces-
sary to mankind. erefore it was necessary that human laws
should be made.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 63, a. 1; q. 94, a. 3), man
has a natural aptitude for virtue; but the perfection of virtue
must be acquired by man by means of some kind of training.
us we observe that man is helped by industry in his necessi-
ties, for instance, in food and clothing. Certain beginnings of
these he has from nature, viz. his reason and his hands; but he
has not the full complement, as other animals have, to whom
nature has given sufficiency of clothing and food.Now it is dif-
ficult to see how man could suffice for himself in the matter
of this training: since the perfection of virtue consists chiefly
in withdrawing man from undue pleasures, to which above all

man is inclined, and especially the young, who are more ca-
pable of being trained. Consequently a man needs to receive
this training from another, whereby to arrive at the perfection
of virtue. And as to those young people who are inclined to
acts of virtue, by their good natural disposition, or by custom,
or rather by the gi of God, paternal training suffices, which
is by admonitions. But since some are found to be depraved,
and prone to vice, and not easily amenable to words, it was
necessary for such to be restrained from evil by force and fear,
in order that, at least, they might desist from evil-doing, and
leave others in peace, and that they themselves, by being habit-
uated in this way, might be brought to do willingly what hith-
erto they did from fear, and thus become virtuous. Now this
kindof training,which compels through fear of punishment, is
the discipline of laws. erefore in order that man might have
peace and virtue, it was necessary for laws to be framed: for, as
the Philosopher says (Polit. i, 2), “as man is the most noble of
animals if he be perfect in virtue, so is he the lowest of all, if
he be severed from law and righteousness”; because man can
use his reason to devise means of satisfying his lusts and evil
passions, which other animals are unable to do.

Reply to Objection 1. Men who are well disposed are led
willingly to virtue by being admonished better than by coer-
cion: but men who are evilly disposed are not led to virtue un-
less they are compelled.

Reply toObjection 2.As the Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 1),
“it is better that all things be regulated by law, than le to be
decided by judges”: and this for three reasons. First, because it
is easier to find a few wise men competent to frame right laws,
than to find the many who would be necessary to judge aright
of each single case. Secondly, because those who make laws
consider long beforehand what laws to make; whereas judg-
ment on each single case has to be pronounced as soon as it
arises: and it is easier for man to see what is right, by taking
many instances into consideration, than by considering one
solitary fact. irdly, because lawgivers judge in the abstract
and of future events; whereas those who sit in judgment of
things present, towards which they are affected by love, ha-
tred, or some kind of cupidity; wherefore their judgment is
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perverted.
Since then the animated justice of the judge is not found in

everyman, and since it can be deflected, therefore it was neces-
sary, whenever possible, for the law to determine how to judge,
and for very few matters to be le to the decision of men.

Reply toObjection 3.Certain individual facts which can-
not be covered by the law “have necessarily to be committed
to judges,” as the Philosopher says in the same passage: for in-
stance, “concerning something that has happened or not hap-
pened,” and the like.

Ia IIae q. 95 a. 2Whether every human law is derived from the natural law?

Objection 1. It would seem that not every human law is
derived from the natural law. For the Philosopher says (Ethic.
v, 7) that “the legal just is that which originally was a matter
of indifference.” But those things which arise from the natural
law are not matters of indifference. erefore the enactments
of human laws are not derived from the natural law.

Objection 2. Further, positive law is contrasted with nat-
ural law, as stated by Isidore (Etym. v, 4) and the Philosopher
(Ethic. v, 7). But those things which flow as conclusions from
the general principles of the natural law belong to the natural
law, as stated above (q. 94, a. 4). erefore that which is estab-
lished by human law does not belong to the natural law.

Objection 3. Further, the law of nature is the same for all;
since the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 7) that “the natural just
is that which is equally valid everywhere.” If therefore human
laws were derived from the natural law, it would follow that
they too are the same for all: which is clearly false.

Objection 4. Further, it is possible to give a reason for
things which are derived from the natural law. But “it is not
possible to give the reason for all the legal enactments of the
lawgivers,” as the jurist says*. erefore not all human laws are
derived from the natural law.

On the contrary, Tully says (Rhet. ii): “ings which em-
anated from nature and were approved by custom, were sanc-
tioned by fear and reverence for the laws.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 5) “that
which is not just seems to be no law at all”: wherefore the force
of a law depends on the extent of its justice. Now in human
affairs a thing is said to be just, from being right, according to
the rule of reason. But the first rule of reason is the law of na-
ture, as is clear from what has been stated above (q. 91, a. 2,
ad 2). Consequently every human law has just so much of the
nature of law, as it is derived from the law of nature. But if in
any point it deflects from the law of nature, it is no longer a law
but a perversion of law.

But it must be noted that something may be derived
from the natural law in two ways: first, as a conclusion from
premises, secondly, by way of determination of certain gener-
alities.efirstway is like to that bywhich, in sciences, demon-

strated conclusions are drawn from the principles: while the
second mode is likened to that whereby, in the arts, general
forms are particularized as to details: thus the crasman needs
to determine the general form of a house to some particu-
lar shape. Some things are therefore derived from the general
principles of the natural law, by way of conclusions; e.g. that
“one must not kill” may be derived as a conclusion from the
principle that “one should do harm to no man”: while some
are derived therefrom by way of determination; e.g. the law of
nature has it that the evil-doer should be punished; but that he
be punished in this or that way, is a determination of the law
of nature.

Accordingly bothmodes of derivation are found in the hu-
man law. But those things which are derived in the first way,
are contained in human law not as emanating therefrom exclu-
sively, but have some force from the natural law also. But those
thingswhich are derived in the secondway, have no other force
than that of human law.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking of
those enactments which are by way of determination or speci-
fication of the precepts of the natural law.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument avails for those
things that are derived from the natural law, by way of con-
clusions.

Reply to Objection 3. e general principles of the natu-
ral law cannot be applied to allmen in the samewayon account
of the great variety of human affairs: and hence arises the di-
versity of positive laws among various people.

Reply to Objection 4. ese words of the Jurist are to be
understood as referring to decisions of rulers in determining
particular points of the natural law: on which determinations
the judgment of expert andprudentmen is based as on its prin-
ciples; in so far, to wit, as they see at once what is the best thing
to decide.

Hence thePhilosopher says (Ethic. vi, 11) that in suchmat-
ters, “we ought to pay as much attention to the undemon-
strated sayings and opinions of persons who surpass us in ex-
perience, age and prudence, as to their demonstrations.”

* Pandect. Justin. lib. i, ff, tit. iii, v; De Leg. et Senat.
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Ia IIae q. 95 a. 3Whether Isidore’s description of the quality of positive law is appropriate?

Objection 1. It would seem that Isidore’s description of
the quality of positive law is not appropriate, when he says
(Etym. v, 21): “Law shall be virtuous, just, possible to nature,
according to the custom of the country, suitable to place and
time, necessary, useful; clearly expressed, lest by its obscurity
it lead tomisunderstanding; framed for no private benefit, but
for the common good.” Because he had previously expressed
the quality of law in three conditions, saying that “law is any-
thing founded on reason, provided that it foster religion, be
helpful to discipline, and further the common weal.” ere-
fore it was needless to add any further conditions to these.

Objection 2. Further, Justice is included in honesty, as
Tully says (DeOffic. vii).erefore aer saying “honest” it was
superfluous to add “just.”

Objection 3. Further, written law is condivided with cus-
tom, according to Isidore (Etym. ii, 10). erefore it should
not be stated in the definition of law that it is “according to
the custom of the country.”

Objection 4. Further, a thing may be necessary in two
ways. It may be necessary simply, because it cannot be other-
wise: and that which is necessary in this way, is not subject to
human judgment, wherefore human law is not concernedwith
necessity of this kind. Again a thing may be necessary for an
end: and this necessity is the same as usefulness.erefore it is
superfluous to say both “necessary” and “useful.”

On the contrary, stands the authority of Isidore.
I answer that, Whenever a thing is for an end, its form

must be determined proportionately to that end; as the form
of a saw is such as to be suitable for cutting (Phys. ii, text. 88).
Again, everything that is ruled andmeasuredmust have a form
proportionate to its rule and measure. Now both these condi-
tions are verified of human law: since it is both something or-

dained to an end; and is a rule ormeasure ruled ormeasured by
a higher measure. And this higher measure is twofold, viz. the
Divine law and the natural law, as explained above (a. 2; q. 93,
a. 3 ). Now the end of human law is to be useful to man, as the
jurist states*. Wherefore Isidore in determining the nature of
law, lays down, at first, three conditions; viz. that it “foster re-
ligion,” inasmuch as it is proportionate to the Divine law; that
it be “helpful to discipline,” inasmuch as it is proportionate to
the nature law; and that it “further the common weal,” inas-
much as it is proportionate to the utility of mankind.

All the other conditions mentioned by him are reduced to
these three. For it is called virtuous because it fosters religion.
And when he goes on to say that it should be “just, possible
to nature, according to the customs of the country, adapted
to place and time,” he implies that it should be helpful to dis-
cipline. For human discipline depends on first on the order
of reason, to which he refers by saying “just”: secondly, it de-
pends on the ability of the agent; because discipline should be
adapted to each one according to his ability, taking also into
account the ability of nature (for the same burdens should be
not laid on children as adults); and should be according to hu-
man customs; sinceman cannot live alone in society, paying no
heed to others: thirdly, it depends on certain circumstances, in
respect of which he says, “adapted to place and time.” e re-
maining words, “necessary, useful,” etc. mean that law should
further the common weal: so that “necessity” refers to the re-
moval of evils; “usefulness” to the attainment of good; “clear-
ness of expression,” to the need of preventing any harm ensuing
from the law itself. And since, as stated above (q. 90, a. 2), law
is ordained to the common good, this is expressed in the last
part of the description.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Ia IIae q. 95 a. 4Whether Isidore’s division of human laws is appropriate?

Objection 1. It would seem that Isidore wrongly divided
human statutes or human law (Etym. v, 4, seqq.). For under
this law he includes the “law of nations,” so called, because, as
he says, “nearly all nations use it.” But as he says, “natural law
is that which is common to all nations.” erefore the law of
nations is not contained under positive human law, but rather
under natural law.

Objection 2. Further, those laws which have the same
force, seem to differ not formally but only materially. But
“statutes, decrees of the commonalty, senatorial decrees,” and
the likewhichhementions (Etym. v, 9), all have the same force.
erefore they do not differ, except materially. But art takes
no notice of such a distinction: since it may go on to infinity.
erefore this division of human laws is not appropriate.

Objection 3. Further, just as, in the state, there are princes,

priests and soldiers, so are there other humanoffices.erefore
it seems that, as this division includes “military law,” and “pub-
lic law,” referring to priests and magistrates; so also it should
include other laws pertaining to other offices of the state.

Objection 4. Further, those things that are accidental
should be passed over. But it is accidental to law that it be
framed by this or that man. erefore it is unreasonable to di-
vide laws according to the names of lawgivers, so that one be
called the “Cornelian” law, another the “Falcidian” law, etc.

On the contrary,e authority of Isidore (obj. 1) suffices.
I answer that,A thing can of itself be divided in respect of

something contained in the notion of that thing. us a soul
either rational or irrational is contained in the notion of ani-
mal: and therefore animal is divided properly and of itself in
respect of its being rational or irrational; but not in the point

* Pandect. Justin. lib. xxv, ff., tit. iii; De Leg. et Senat.
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of its being white or black, which are entirely beside the no-
tion of animal. Now, in the notion of human law, many things
are contained, in respect of any of which human law can be di-
vided properly and of itself. For in the first place it belongs to
the notion of human law, to be derived from the law of nature,
as explained above (a. 2). In this respect positive law is divided
into the “law of nations” and “civil law,” according to the two
ways in which something may be derived from the law of na-
ture, as stated above (a. 2). Because, to the law of nations be-
long those things which are derived from the law of nature, as
conclusions from premises, e.g. just buyings and sellings, and
the like, without which men cannot live together, which is a
point of the law of nature, since man is by nature a social an-
imal, as is proved in Polit. i, 2. But those things which are de-
rived from the law of nature by way of particular determina-
tion, belong to the civil law, according as each state decides on
what is best for itself.

Secondly, it belongs to the notion of human law, to be or-
dained to the common good of the state. In this respect human
law may be divided according to the different kinds of men
whowork in a specialway for the commongood: e.g. priests, by
praying to God for the people; princes, by governing the peo-
ple; soldiers, byfighting for the safety of the people.Wherefore
certain special kinds of law are adapted to these men.

irdly, it belongs to the notion of human law, to be
framed by that one who governs the community of the state,
as shown above (q. 90, a. 3). In this respect, there are various
human laws according to the various forms of government.
Of these, according to the Philosopher (Polit. iii, 10) one is
“monarchy,” i.e. when the state is governed by one; and then
we have “Royal Ordinances.” Another form is “aristocracy,” i.e.

government by the best men or men of highest rank; and then
we have the “Authoritative legal opinions” [Responsa Pruden-
tum] and “Decrees of the Senate” [Senatus consulta]. Another
form is “oligarchy,” i.e. government by a few rich and pow-
erful men; and then we have “Praetorian,” also called “Hon-
orary,” law. Another form of government is that of the peo-
ple, which is called “democracy,” and there we have “Decrees
of the commonalty” [Plebiscita]. ere is also tyrannical gov-
ernment, which is altogether corrupt, which, therefore, has
no corresponding law. Finally, there is a form of government
made up of all these, and which is the best: and in this respect
wehave law sanctionedby the “Lords andCommons,” as stated
by Isidore (Etym. v, 4, seqq.).

Fourthly, it belongs to the notion of human law to direct
human actions. In this respect, according to the various mat-
ters of which the law treats, there are various kinds of laws,
which are sometimes named aer their authors: thus we have
the “Lex Julia” about adultery, the “Lex Cornelia” concerning
assassins, and so on, differentiated in this way, not on account
of the authors, but on account of the matters to which they
refer.

Reply to Objection 1. e law of nations is indeed, in
some way, natural to man, in so far as he is a reasonable being,
because it is derived from the natural law by way of a conclu-
sion that is not very remote from its premises.Wherefore men
easily agreed thereto. Nevertheless it is distinct from the nat-
ural law, especially it is distinct from the natural law which is
common to all animals.

eReplies to the otherObjections are evident fromwhat
has been said.
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F P   S P, Q 96
Of the Power of Human Law

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the power of human law. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether human law should be framed for the community?
(2) Whether human law should repress all vices?
(3) Whether human law is competent to direct all acts of virtue?
(4) Whether it binds man in conscience?
(5) Whether all men are subject to human law?
(6) Whether those who are under the law may act beside the letter of the law?

Ia IIae q. 96 a. 1Whether human law should be framed for the community rather than for the individual?

Objection 1. It would seem that human law should be
framed not for the community, but rather for the individ-
ual. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 7) that “the legal
just…includes all particular acts of legislation…and all those
matters which are the subject of decrees,” which are also in-
dividual matters, since decrees are framed about individual ac-
tions.erefore law is framed not only for the community, but
also for the individual.

Objection 2. Further, law is the director of human acts, as
stated above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2). But human acts are about indi-
vidual matters. erefore human laws should be framed, not
for the community, but rather for the individual.

Objection 3. Further, law is a rule and measure of human
acts, as stated above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2). But a measure should be
most certain, as stated in Metaph. x. Since therefore in human
acts no general proposition can be so certain as not to fail in
some individual cases, it seems that laws should be framed not
in general but for individual cases.

On the contrary, e jurist says (Pandect. Justin. lib. i, tit.
iii, art. ii; De legibus, etc.) that “laws should be made to suit
the majority of instances; and they are not framed according
to what may possibly happen in an individual case.”

I answer that, Whatever is for an end should be pro-
portionate to that end. Now the end of law is the common
good; because, as Isidore says (Etym. v, 21) that “law should be
framed, not for any private benefit, but for the common good
of all the citizens.”Hence human laws should be proportionate
to the commongood.Now the commongood comprisesmany
things. Wherefore law should take account of many things, as
to persons, as to matters, and as to times. Because the commu-
nity of the state is composed of many persons; and its good
is procured bymany actions; nor is it established to endure for
only a short time, but to last for all timeby the citizens succeed-

ing one another, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ii, 21; xxii, 6).
Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher (Ethic. v, 7) di-

vides the legal just, i.e. positive law, into three parts. For some
things are laid down simply in a general way: and these are
the general laws. Of these he says that “the legal is that which
originally was a matter of indifference, but which, when en-
acted, is so no longer”: as the fixing of the ransom of a captive.
Some things affect the community in one respect, and individ-
uals in another. ese are called “privileges,” i.e. “private laws,”
as it were, because they regard private persons, although their
power extends tomanymatters; and in regard to these, he adds,
“and further, all particular acts of legislation.” Other matters
are legal, not through being laws, but through being applica-
tions of general laws to particular cases: such are decrees which
have the force of law; and in regard to these, he adds “all mat-
ters subject to decrees.”

Reply to Objection 2. A principle of direction should be
applicable tomany;wherefore (Metaph. x, text. 4) thePhiloso-
pher says that all things belonging to one genus, are measured
by one, which is the principle in that genus. For if there were as
many rules or measures as there are things measured or ruled,
they would cease to be of use, since their use consists in being
applicable to many things. Hence law would be of no use, if
it did not extend further than to one single act. Because the
decrees than to one single act. Because the decrees of prudent
men are made for the purpose of directing individual actions;
whereas law is a general precept, as stated above (q. 92, a. 2,
obj. 2).

Reply toObjection 3. “Wemust not seek the same degree
of certainty in all things” (Ethic. i, 3). Consequently in contin-
gent matters, such as natural and human things, it is enough
for a thing to be certain, as being true in the greater number of
instances, though at times and less frequently it fail.
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Ia IIae q. 96 a. 2Whether it belongs to the human law to repress all vices?

Objection 1. It would seem that it belongs to human law
to repress all vices. For Isidore says (Etym. v, 20) that “lawswere
made in order that, in fear thereof, man’s audacity might be
held in check.” But it would not be held in check sufficiently,
unless all evils were repressed by law. erefore human laws
should repress all evils.

Objection 2. Further, the intention of the lawgiver is to
make the citizens virtuous. But a man cannot be virtuous un-
less he forbear from all kinds of vice. erefore it belongs to
human law to repress all vices.

Objection 3. Further, human law is derived from the nat-
ural law, as stated above (q. 95, a. 2). But all vices are contrary
to the law of nature. erefore human law should repress all
vices.

On the contrary,We read inDe Lib. Arb. i, 5: “It seems to
me that the law which is written for the governing of the peo-
ple rightly permits these things, and that Divine providence
punishes them.” But Divine providence punishes nothing but
vices. erefore human law rightly allows some vices, by not
repressing them.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2), law is
framed as a rule or measure of human acts. Now a measure
should be homogeneous with that which it measures, as stated
in Metaph. x, text. 3,4, since different things are measured by
different measures. Wherefore laws imposed on men should
also be in keeping with their condition, for, as Isidore says
(Etym. v, 21), law should be “possible both according to na-
ture, and according to the customs of the country.” Now pos-
sibility or faculty of action is due to an interior habit or dis-
position: since the same thing is not possible to one who has
not a virtuous habit, as is possible to one who has. us the
same is not possible to a child as to a full-grownman: forwhich
reason the law for children is not the same as for adults, since
many things are permitted to children, which in an adult are
punished by law or at any rate are open to blame. In like man-

ner many things are permissible to men not perfect in virtue,
which would be intolerable in a virtuous man.

Now human law is framed for a number of human beings,
themajority of whom are not perfect in virtue.Wherefore hu-
man laws do not forbid all vices, from which the virtuous ab-
stain, but only the more grievous vices, from which it is possi-
ble for themajority to abstain; and chiefly those that are to the
hurt of others, without the prohibition of which human soci-
ety could not be maintained: thus human law prohibits mur-
der, the and such like.

Reply to Objection 1. Audacity seems to refer to the as-
sailing of others. Consequently it belongs to those sins chiefly
whereby one’s neighbor is injured: and these sins are forbidden
by human law, as stated.

Reply toObjection2.epurpose of human law is to lead
men to virtue, not suddenly, but gradually. Wherefore it does
not lay upon the multitude of imperfect men the burdens of
those who are already virtuous, viz. that they should abstain
from all evil. Otherwise these imperfect ones, being unable to
bear such precepts, would break out into yet greater evils: thus
it is written (Ps. 30:33): “He that violently bloweth his nose,
bringeth out blood”; and (Mat. 9:17) that if “new wine,” i.e.
precepts of a perfect life, “is put into old bottles,” i.e. into im-
perfect men, “the bottles break, and the wine runneth out,”
i.e. the precepts are despised, and those men, from contempt,
break into evils worse still.

Reply toObjection 3.enatural law is a participation in
us of the eternal law: while human law falls short of the eternal
law. Now Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 5): “e law which
is framed for the government of states, allows and leaves un-
punishedmany things that are punishedbyDivineprovidence.
Nor, if this law does not attempt to do everything, is this a rea-
sonwhy it should be blamed for what it does.”Wherefore, too,
human law does not prohibit everything that is forbidden by
the natural law.

Ia IIae q. 96 a. 3Whether human law prescribes acts of all the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that human law does not pre-
scribe acts of all the virtues. For vicious acts are contrary to
acts of virtue. But human law does not prohibit all vices, as
stated above (a. 2). erefore neither does it prescribe all acts
of virtue.

Objection 2. Further, a virtuous act proceeds from a
virtue. But virtue is the end of law; so that whatever is from a
virtue, cannot come under a precept of law. erefore human
law does not prescribe all acts of virtue.

Objection 3. Further, law is ordained to the common
good, as stated above (q. 90, a. 2). But some acts of virtue are or-
dained, not to the common good, but to private good. ere-
fore the law does not prescribe all acts of virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that
the law “prescribes the performance of the acts of a brave
man…and the acts of the temperate man…and the acts of the
meekman: and in like manner as regards the other virtues and
vices, prescribing the former, forbidding the latter.”

I answer that, e species of virtues are distinguished by
their objects, as explained above (q. 54, a. 2; q. 60, a. 1; q. 62,
a. 2).Now all the objects of virtues can be referred either to the
private good of an individual, or to the common good of the
multitude: thusmatters of fortitudemay be achieved either for
the safety of the state, or for upholding the rights of a friend,
and in like manner with the other virtues. But law, as stated
above (q. 90, a. 2) is ordained to the common good. Where-
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fore there is no virtue whose acts cannot be prescribed by the
law.Nevertheless human law does not prescribe concerning all
the acts of every virtue: but only in regard to those that are or-
dainable to the common good—either immediately, as when
certain things are done directly for the common good—orme-
diately, as when a lawgiver prescribes certain things pertaining
to good order, whereby the citizens are directed in the uphold-
ing of the common good of justice and peace.

Reply to Objection 1. Human law does not forbid all vi-
cious acts, by the obligation of a precept, as neither does it pre-
scribe all acts of virtue. But it forbids certain acts of each vice,
just as it prescribes some acts of each virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. An act is said to be an act of virtue
in twoways. First, from the fact that aman does something vir-
tuous; thus the act of justice is to dowhat is right, and an act of
fortitude is to do brave things: and in this way law prescribes
certain acts of virtue. Secondly an act of virtue is when a man
does a virtuous thing in a way in which a virtuous man does it.
Such an act always proceeds from virtue: and it does not come
under a precept of law, but is the end at which every lawgiver
aims.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is no virtue whose act is not
ordainable to the common good, as stated above, either medi-
ately or immediately.

Ia IIae q. 96 a. 4Whether human law binds a man in conscience?

Objection 1. It would seem that human law does not bind
man in conscience. For an inferior power has no jurisdiction in
a court of higher power. But the power of man, which frames
human law, is beneath theDivine power.erefore human law
cannot impose its precept in aDivine court, such as is the court
of conscience.

Objection2.Further, the judgment of conscience depends
chiefly on the commandments of God. But sometimes God’s
commandments are made void by human laws, according to
Mat. 15:6: “You have made void the commandment of God
for your tradition.” erefore human law does not bind a man
in conscience.

Objection 3. Further, human laws oen bring loss of char-
acter and injury on man, according to Is. 10:1 et seqq.: “Woe
to them that make wicked laws, and when they write, write in-
justice; to oppress the poor in judgment, and do violence to
the cause of the humble ofMy people.” But it is lawful for any-
one to avoid oppression and violence. erefore human laws
do not bind man in conscience.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Pet. 2:19): “is is
thankworthy, if for conscience…a man endure sorrows, suffer-
ing wrongfully.”

I answer that, Laws framed by man are either just or un-
just. If they be just, they have the power of binding in con-
science, from the eternal law whence they are derived, accord-
ing to Prov. 8:15: “By Me kings reign, and lawgivers decree
just things.” Now laws are said to be just, both from the end,
when, to wit, they are ordained to the common good—and
from their author, that is to say, when the law that ismade does
not exceed the power of the lawgiver—and from their form,
when, to wit, burdens are laid on the subjects, according to an
equality of proportion and with a view to the common good.
For, since one man is a part of the community, each man in
all that he is and has, belongs to the community; just as a part,
in all that it is, belongs to the whole; wherefore nature inflicts
a loss on the part, in order to save the whole: so that on this
account, such laws as these, which impose proportionate bur-

dens, are just and binding in conscience, and are legal laws.
On the other hand laws may be unjust in two ways: first,

by being contrary to human good, through being opposed to
the things mentioned above—either in respect of the end, as
when an authority imposes on his subjects burdensome laws,
conducive, not to the common good, but rather to his own
cupidity or vainglory—or in respect of the author, as when
a man makes a law that goes beyond the power committed
to him—or in respect of the form, as when burdens are im-
posed unequally on the community, although with a view to
the common good. e like are acts of violence rather than
laws; because, as Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 5), “a law that
is not just, seems to be no law at all.” Wherefore such laws do
not bind in conscience, except perhaps in order to avoid scan-
dal or disturbance, for which cause a man should even yield
his right, according to Mat. 5:40,41: “If a man…take away thy
coat, let go thy cloak also unto him; and whosoever will force
thee one mile, go with him other two.”

Secondly, lawsmaybeunjust throughbeing opposed to the
Divine good: such are the laws of tyrants inducing to idolatry,
or to anything else contrary to the Divine law: and laws of this
kind must nowise be observed, because, as stated in Acts 5:29,
“we ought to obey God rather than man.”

Reply to Objection 1. As the Apostle says (Rom. 13:1,2),
all human power is from God…“therefore he that resisteth the
power,” in matters that are within its scope, “resisteth the or-
dinance of God”; so that he becomes guilty according to his
conscience.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument is true of laws that
are contrary to the commandments of God, which is beyond
the scope of (human) power. Wherefore in such matters hu-
man law should not be obeyed.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is true of a law that
inflicts unjust hurt on its subjects. e power that man holds
from God does not extend to this: wherefore neither in such
matters ismanbound to obey the law, provided he avoid giving
scandal or inflicting a more grievous hurt.
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Ia IIae q. 96 a. 5Whether all are subject to the law?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all are subject to the
law. For those alone are subject to a law forwhoma law ismade.
But the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:9): “e law is notmade for the
just man.” erefore the just are not subject to the law.

Objection 2. Further, Pope Urban says*: “He that is
guided by a private law need not for any reason be bound by
the public law.”Now all spiritualmen are led by the private law
of the Holy Ghost, for they are the sons of God, of whom it is
said (Rom. 8:14): “Whosoever are led by the Spirit of God,
they are the sons of God.” erefore not all men are subject to
human law.

Objection 3. Further, the jurist says† that “the sovereign is
exempt from the laws.” But he that is exempt from the law is
not bound thereby. erefore not all are subject to the law.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 13:1): “Let ev-
ery soul be subject to the higher powers.” But subjection to a
power seems to imply subjection to the laws framed by that
power. erefore all men should be subject to human law.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2; a. 3, ad 2),
the notion of law contains two things: first, that it is a rule of
human acts; secondly, that it has coercive power. Wherefore a
man may be subject to law in two ways. First, as the regulated
is subject to the regulator: and, in this way, whoever is subject
to a power, is subject to the law framed by that power. But it
may happen in two ways that one is not subject to a power. In
one way, by being altogether free from its authority: hence the
subjects of one city or kingdom are not bound by the laws of
the sovereign of another city or kingdom, since they are not
subject to his authority. In another way, by being under a yet
higher law; thus the subject of a proconsul should be ruled by
his command, but not in those matters in which the subject
receives his orders from the emperor: for in these matters, he
is not bound by the mandate of the lower authority, since he is
directed by that of a higher. In this way, one who is simply sub-
ject to a law, may not be a subject thereto in certainmatters, in
respect of which he is ruled by a higher law.

Secondly, aman is said to be subject to a law as the coerced
is subject to the coercer. In this way the virtuous and righteous
are not subject to the law, but only the wicked. Because coer-

cion and violence are contrary to the will: but the will of the
good is in harmonywith the law,whereas thewill of thewicked
is discordant from it. Wherefore in this sense the good are not
subject to the law, but only the wicked.

Reply toObjection 1. is argument is true of subjection
by way of coercion: for, in this way, “the law is not made for
the just men”: because “they are a law to themselves,” since
they “show the work of the law written in their hearts,” as the
Apostle says (Rom. 2:14,15). Consequently the law does not
enforce itself upon them as it does on the wicked.

Reply toObjection 2.e law of theHoly Ghost is above
all law framed by man: and therefore spiritual men, in so far as
they are led by the law of theHolyGhost, are not subject to the
law in those matters that are inconsistent with the guidance of
the Holy Ghost. Nevertheless the very fact that spiritual men
are subject to law, is due to the leading of the Holy Ghost, ac-
cording to 1Pet. 2:13: “Be ye subject…to every human creature
for God’s sake.”

Reply to Objection 3. e sovereign is said to be “exempt
from the law,” as to its coercive power; since, properly speak-
ing, no man is coerced by himself, and law has no coercive
power save from the authority of the sovereign. us then is
the sovereign said to be exempt from the law, because none is
competent to pass sentence on him, if he acts against the law.
Wherefore on Ps. 50:6: “To ee only have I sinned,” a gloss
says that “there is no man who can judge the deeds of a king.”
But as to the directive force of law, the sovereign is subject to
the law by his own will, according to the statement (Extra, De
Constit. cap. Cumomnes) that “whatever law amanmakes for
another, he should keep himself. And a wise authority‡ says:
‘Obey the law that thou makest thyself.’ ” Moreover the Lord
reproaches those who “say and do not”; and who “bind heavy
burdens and lay them on men’s shoulders, but with a finger of
their own they will not move them” (Mat. 23:3,4). Hence, in
the judgment of God, the sovereign is not exempt from the
law, as to its directive force; but he should fulfil it to his own
free-will and not of constraint. Again the sovereign is above
the law, in so far as, when it is expedient, he can change the
law, and dispense in it according to time and place.

Ia IIae q. 96 a. 6Whether he who is under a law may act beside the letter of the law?

Objection 1. It seems that he who is subject to a law may
not act beside the letter of the law. ForAugustine says (DeVera
Relig. 31): “Although men judge about temporal laws when
they make them, yet when once they are made they must pass
judgment not on them, but according to them.” But if anyone
disregard the letter of the law, saying that he observes the in-
tention of the lawgiver, he seems to pass judgment on the law.
erefore it is not right for one who is under the law to disre-

gard the letter of the law, in order to observe the intention of
the lawgiver.

Objection 2. Further, he alone is competent to interpret
the law who can make the law. But those who are subject to
the law cannot make the law. erefore they have no right to
interpret the intention of the lawgiver, but should always act
according to the letter of the law.

Objection 3. Further, every wise man knows how to ex-

* Decretals. caus. xix, qu. 2. † Pandect. Justin. i, ff., tit. 3, De Leg. et Senat.
‡ Dionysius Cato, Dist. de Moribus.
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plain his intention by words. But those who framed the laws
should be reckoned wise: for Wisdom says (Prov. 8:15): “By
Me kings reign, and lawgivers decree just things.” erefore
we should not judge of the intention of the lawgiver otherwise
than by the words of the law.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. iv): “e mean-
ing of what is said is according to the motive for saying it: be-
cause things are not subject to speech, but speech to things.”
erefore we should take account of the motive of the law-
giver, rather than of his very words.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), every law is directed
to the common weal of men, and derives the force and nature
of law accordingly.Hence the jurist says*: “By no reason of law,
or favor of equity, is it allowable for us to interpret harshly, and
render burdensome, those useful measures which have been
enacted for the welfare of man.” Now it happens oen that
the observance of some point of law conduces to the common
weal in themajority of instances, and yet, in some cases, is very
hurtful. Since then the lawgiver cannot have in view every sin-
gle case, he shapes the law according to what happens most
frequently, by directing his attention to the common good.
Wherefore if a case arise wherein the observance of that law
would be hurtful to the general welfare, it should not be ob-
served. For instance, suppose that in a besieged city it be an
established law that the gates of the city are to be kept closed,
this is good for public welfare as a general rule: but, it were to
happen that the enemy are in pursuit of certain citizens, who
are defenders of the city, it would be a great loss to the city,
if the gates were not opened to them: and so in that case the

gates ought to be opened, contrary to the letter of the law, in
order to maintain the common weal, which the lawgiver had
in view.

Nevertheless itmust be noted, that if the observance of the
law according to the letter does not involve any sudden risk
needing instant remedy, it is not competent for everyone to ex-
pound what is useful and what is not useful to the state: those
alone can do this who are in authority, and who, on account
of such like cases, have the power to dispense from the laws. If,
however, the peril be so sudden as not to allow of the delay in-
volved by referring the matter to authority, the mere necessity
brings with it a dispensation, since necessity knows no law.

Reply to Objection 1. He who in a case of necessity acts
beside the letter of the law, does not judge the law; but of a
particular case in which he sees that the letter of the law is not
to be observed.

Reply to Objection 2. He who follows the intention of
the lawgiver, does not interpret the law simply; but in a case
in which it is evident, by reason of the manifest harm, that the
lawgiver intended otherwise. For if it be a matter of doubt, he
must either act according to the letter of the law, or consult
those in power.

Reply to Objection 3. No man is so wise as to be able to
take account of every single case; wherefore he is not able suf-
ficiently to express in words all those things that are suitable
for the end he has in view. And even if a lawgiver were able to
take all the cases into consideration, he ought not to mention
them all, in order to avoid confusion: but should frame the law
according to that which is of most common occurrence.

* Pandect. Justin. lib. i, ff., tit. 3, De Leg. et Senat.
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Of Change in Laws
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider change in laws: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether human law is changeable?
(2) Whether it should be always changed, whenever anything better occurs?
(3) Whether it is abolished by custom, and whether custom obtains the force of law?
(4) Whether the application of human law should be changed by dispensation of those in authority?

Ia IIae q. 97 a. 1Whether human law should be changed in any way?

Objection 1. It would seem that human law should not be
changed in any way at all. Because human law is derived from
the natural law, as stated above (q. 95, a. 2). But the natural
law endures unchangeably. erefore human law should also
remain without any change.

Objection 2. Further, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 5),
a measure should be absolutely stable. But human law is the
measure of human acts, as stated above (q. 90, Aa. 1,2). ere-
fore it should remain without change.

Objection 3. Further, it is of the essence of law to be just
and right, as stated above (q. 95, a. 2). But that which is right
once is right always. erefore that which is law once, should
be always law.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 6): “A
temporal law, however just, may be justly changed in course of
time.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 91, a. 3), human law is a
dictate of reason, whereby human acts are directed.us there
may be two causes for the just change of human law: one on
the part of reason; the other on the part of man whose acts
are regulated by law. e cause on the part of reason is that it
seems natural to human reason to advance gradually from the
imperfect to the perfect. Hence, in speculative sciences, we see
that the teaching of the early philosophers was imperfect, and
that it was aerwards perfected by those who succeeded them.
So also in practical matters: for those who first endeavored to
discover something useful for the human community, not be-
ing able by themselves to take everything into consideration,
set up certain institutions which were deficient in many ways;
and these were changed by subsequent lawgivers whomade in-
stitutions that might prove less frequently deficient in respect
of the common weal.

On the part of man, whose acts are regulated by law, the
law can be rightly changed on account of the changed condi-
tion ofman, to whomdifferent things are expedient according
to the difference of his condition. An example is proposed by
Augustine (De Lib. Arb. i, 6): “If the people have a sense of
moderation and responsibility, and are most careful guardians
of the common weal, it is right to enact a law allowing such
a people to choose their own magistrates for the government
of the commonwealth. But if, as time goes on, the same people
become so corrupt as to sell their votes, and entrust the govern-
ment to scoundrels and criminals; then the right of appointing
their public officials is rightly forfeit to such a people, and the
choice devolves to a few good men.”

Reply to Objection 1. e natural law is a participation
of the eternal law, as stated above (q. 91, a. 2), and therefore
endures without change, owing to the unchangeableness and
perfection of theDivine Reason, theAuthor of nature. But the
reason of man is changeable and imperfect: wherefore his law
is subject to change. Moreover the natural law contains cer-
tain universal precepts, which are everlasting: whereas human
law contains certain particular precepts, according to various
emergencies.

Reply toObjection 2.Ameasure should be as enduring as
possible. But nothing canbe absolutely unchangeable in things
that are subject to change. And therefore human law cannot be
altogether unchangeable.

Reply to Objection 3. In corporal things, right is predi-
cated absolutely: and therefore, as far as itself is concerned, al-
ways remains right. But right is predicated of law with refer-
ence to the common weal, to which one and the same thing
is not always adapted, as stated above: wherefore rectitude of
this kind is subject to change.

Ia IIae q. 97 a. 2Whether human law should always be changed, whenever something better occurs?

Objection 1. It would seem that human law should be
changed, whenever something better occurs. Because human
laws are devised by human reason, like other arts. But in the
other arts, the tenets of former times give place to others, if
something better occurs. erefore the same should apply to

human laws.
Objection 2. Further, by taking note of the past we can

provide for the future. Now unless human laws had been
changed when it was found possible to improve them, consid-
erable inconvenience would have ensued; because the laws of
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old were crude in many points. erefore it seems that laws
should be changed, whenever anything better occurs to be en-
acted.

Objection 3. Further, human laws are enacted about sin-
gle acts of man. But we cannot acquire perfect knowledge in
singular matters, except by experience, which “requires time,”
as stated in Ethic. ii. erefore it seems that as time goes on it
is possible for something better to occur for legislation.

On the contrary, It is stated in the Decretals (Dist. xii,
5): “It is absurd, and a detestable shame, that we should suffer
those traditions to be changed which we have received from
the fathers of old.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), human law is rightly
changed, in so far as such change is conducive to the common
weal. But, to a certain extent, themere change of law is of itself
prejudicial to the common good: because custom avails much
for the observance of laws, seeing that what is done contrary to
general custom, even in slightmatters, is looked upon as grave.
Consequently, when a law is changed, the binding power of
the law is diminished, in so far as custom is abolished. Where-

fore human law should never be changed, unless, in some way
or other, the common weal be compensated according to the
extent of the harm done in this respect. Such compensation
may arise either from some very great and every evident ben-
efit conferred by the new enactment; or from the extreme ur-
gency of the case, due to the fact that either the existing law is
clearly unjust, or its observance extremely harmful.Wherefore
the jurist says* that “in establishing new laws, there should be
evidence of the benefit to be derived, before departing from a
law which has long been considered just.”

Reply to Objection 1. Rules of art derive their force from
reason alone: and thereforewhenever somethingbetter occurs,
the rule followed hitherto should be changed. But “laws derive
very great force from custom,” as the Philosopher states (Polit.
ii, 5): consequently they should not be quickly changed.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument proves that laws
ought to be changed: not in view of any improvement, but for
the sake of a great benefit or in a case of great urgency, as stated
above. is answer applies also to the ird Objection.

Ia IIae q. 97 a. 3Whether custom can obtain force of law?

Objection 1. It would seem that custom cannot obtain
force of law, nor abolish a law. Because human law is derived
from the natural law and from the Divine law, as stated above
(q. 93, a. 3; q. 95, a. 2). But human custom cannot change ei-
ther the law of nature or the Divine law. erefore neither can
it change human law.

Objection 2. Further, many evils cannot make one good.
But he who first acted against the law, did evil. erefore by
multiplying such acts, nothing good is the result. Now a law
is something good; since it is a rule of human acts. erefore
law is not abolished by custom, so that themere custom should
obtain force of law.

Objection 3. Further, the framing of laws belongs to those
public men whose business it is to govern the community;
wherefore private individuals cannot make laws. But custom
grows by the acts of private individuals.erefore custom can-
not obtain force of law, so as to abolish the law.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. ad Casulan. xxxvi):
“e customs of God’s people and the institutions of our an-
cestors are to be considered as laws. And thosewho throw con-
tempt on the customs of the Church ought to be punished as
those who disobey the law of God.”

I answer that,All law proceeds from the reason andwill of
the lawgiver; the Divine and natural laws from the reasonable
will of God; the human law from the will of man, regulated by
reason. Now just as human reason and will, in practical mat-
ters, may be made manifest by speech, so may they be made
known by deeds: since seemingly a man chooses as good that
whichhe carries into execution. But it is evident that by human

speech, law can be both changed and expounded, in so far as it
manifests the interior movement and thought of human rea-
son. Wherefore by actions also, especially if they be repeated,
so as to make a custom, law can be changed and expounded;
and also something can be established which obtains force of
law, in so far as by repeated external actions, the inward move-
ment of the will, and concepts of reason are most effectually
declared; for when a thing is done again and again, it seems
to proceed from a deliberate judgment of reason. Accordingly,
custom has the force of a law, abolishes law, and is the inter-
preter of law.

Reply to Objection 1. e natural and Divine laws pro-
ceed fromtheDivinewill, as stated above.Wherefore they can-
not be changed by a custom proceeding from the will of man,
but only by Divine authority. Hence it is that no custom can
prevail over theDivine or natural laws: for Isidore says (Synon.
ii, 16): “Let custom yield to authority: evil customs should be
eradicated by law and reason.”

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (q. 96, a. 6), human
laws fail in some cases:wherefore it is possible sometimes to act
beside the law; namely, in a case where the law fails; yet the act
will not be evil. And when such cases are multiplied, by rea-
son of some change in man, then custom shows that the law
is no longer useful: just as it might be declared by the verbal
promulgation of a law to the contrary. If, however, the same
reason remains, for which the law was useful hitherto, then it
is not the custom that prevails against the law, but the law that
overcomes the custom: unless perhaps the sole reason for the
law seeming useless, be that it is not “possible according to the

* Pandect. Justin. lib. i, ff., tit. 4, De Constit. Princip. * q. 95, a. 3.
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custom of the country”*, which has been stated to be one of
the conditions of law. For it is not easy to set aside the custom
of a whole people.

Reply toObjection 3.e people among whom a custom
is introducedmaybeof two conditions. For if they are free, and
able to make their own laws, the consent of the whole people
expressed by a custom counts far more in favor of a particular
observance, that does the authority of the sovereign, who has
not the power to frame laws, except as representing the peo-

ple. Wherefore although each individual cannot make laws,
yet the whole people can. If however the people have not the
free power tomake their own laws, or to abolish a lawmade by
a higher authority; neverthelesswith such a people a prevailing
custom obtains force of law, in so far as it is tolerated by those
to whom it belongs to make laws for that people: because by
the very fact that they tolerate it they seem to approve of that
which is introduced by custom.

Ia IIae q. 97 a. 4Whether the rulers of the people can dispense from human laws?

Objection 1. It would seem that the rulers of the peo-
ple cannot dispense from human laws. For the law is estab-
lished for the “common weal,” as Isidore says (Etym. v, 21).
But the common good should not be set aside for the private
convenience of an individual: because, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. i, 2), “the good of the nation is more godlike than the
good of oneman.”erefore it seems that aman should not be
dispensed from acting in compliance with the general law.

Objection 2. Further, those who are placed over others are
commanded as follows (Dt. 1:17): “You shall hear the little as
well as the great; neither shall you respect any man’s person,
because it is the judgment of God.” But to allow one man to
do that which is equally forbidden to all, seems to be respect
of persons. erefore the rulers of a community cannot grant
such dispensations, since this is against a precept of theDivine
law.

Objection 3. Further, human law, in order to be just,
should accord with the natural and Divine laws: else it would
not “foster religion,” nor be “helpful to discipline,” which is
requisite to the nature of law, as laid down by Isidore (Etym. v,
3). But noman can dispense from theDivine and natural laws.
Neither, therefore, can he dispense from the human law.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 9:17): “A dis-
pensation is committed to me.”

I answer that, Dispensation, properly speaking, denotes a
measuring out to individuals of some common goods: thus the
head of a household is called a dispenser, because to eachmem-
ber of the household he distributes work and necessaries of life
in due weight and measure. Accordingly in every community
aman is said to dispense, from the very fact that he directs how
some general precept is to be fulfilled by each individual. Now
it happens at times that a precept, which is conducive to the
common weal as a general rule, is not good for a particular
individual, or in some particular case, either because it would
hinder some greater good, or because it would be the occasion

of some evil, as explained above (q. 96, a. 6). But it would be
dangerous to leave this to the discretion of each individual, ex-
cept perhaps by reason of an evident and sudden emergency, as
stated above (q. 96, a. 6). Consequently he who is placed over
a community is empowered to dispense in a human law that
rests upon his authority, so that, when the law fails in its appli-
cation to persons or circumstances, he may allow the precept
of the law not to be observed. If however he grant this permis-
sion without any such reason, and of his mere will, he will be
an unfaithful or an imprudent dispenser: unfaithful, if he has
not the common good in view; imprudent, if he ignores the
reasons for granting dispensations. Hence Our Lord says (Lk.
12:42): “Who, thinkest thou, is the faithful andwise dispenser
[Douay: steward], whom his lord setteth over his family?”

Reply to Objection 1. When a person is dispensed from
observing the general law, this should not be done to the prej-
udice of, but with the intention of benefiting, the common
good.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not respect of persons if un-
equal measures are served out to those who are themselves un-
equal. Wherefore when the condition of any person requires
that he should reasonably receive special treatment, it is not
respect of persons if he be the object of special favor.

Reply to Objection 3. Natural law, so far as it contains
general precepts, which never fail, does not allow of dispensa-
tions. In other precepts, however, which are as conclusions of
the general precepts,man sometimes grants a dispensation: for
instance, that a loan should not be paid back to the betrayer of
his country, or something similar. But to the Divine law each
man stands as a private person to the public law to which he is
subject. Wherefore just as none can dispense from public hu-
man law, except the man from whom the law derives its au-
thority, or his delegate; so, in the precepts of the Divine law,
which are from God, none can dispense but God, or the man
to whom He may give special power for that purpose.
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Of the Old Law
(In Six Articles)

In due sequence we must now consider the Old Law; and (1) e Law itself; (2) Its precepts. Under the first head there are
six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Old Law was good?
(2) Whether it was from God?
(3) Whether it came from Him through the angels?
(4) Whether it was given to all?
(5) Whether it was binding on all?
(6) Whether it was given at a suitable time?

Ia IIae q. 98 a. 1Whether the Old Law was good?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Old Law was not
good. For it is written (Ezech. 20:25): “I gave them statutes
that were not good, and judgments in which they shall not
live.” But a law is not said to be good except on account of the
goodness of the precepts that it contains. erefore the Old
Law was not good.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to the goodness of a law
that it conduce to the common welfare, as Isidore says (Etym.
v, 3). But the Old Law was not salutary; rather was it deadly
and hurtful. For the Apostle says (Rom. 7:8, seqq.): “Without
the law sin was dead. And I lived some time without the law.
But when the commandment came sin revived; and I died.”
Again he says (Rom. 5:20): “Law entered in that sin might
abound.” erefore the Old Law was not good.

Objection 3.Further, it belongs to the goodness of the law
that it should be possible to obey it, both according to nature,
and according to human custom. But such the Old Law was
not: since Peter said (Acts 15:10): “Why tempt you (God) to
put a yoke on the necks of the disciples, which neither our fa-
thers nor we have been able to bear?” erefore it seems that
the Old Law was not good.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 7:12): “Where-
fore the law indeed is holy, and the commandment holy, and
just, and good.”

I answer that,Without any doubt, theOld Lawwas good.
For just as a doctrine is shown to be good by the fact that it
accords with right reason, so is a law proved to be good if it ac-
cords with reason. Now the Old Law was in accordance with
reason. Because it repressed concupiscence which is in con-
flict with reason, as evidenced by the commandment, “ou
shalt not covet thy neighbor’s goods” (Ex. 20:17). Moreover
the same law forbade all kinds of sin; and these too are con-
trary to reason. Consequently it is evident that it was a good
law. e Apostle argues in the same way (Rom. 7): “I am de-
lighted,” says he (verse 22), “with the law of God, according to
the inward man”: and again (verse 16): “I consent to the law,
that is good.”

But it must be noted that the good has various degrees, as
Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv): for there is a perfect good,
and an imperfect good. In things ordained to an end, there is
perfect goodness when a thing is such that it is sufficient in it-
self to conduce to the end: while there is imperfect goodness
when a thing is of some assistance in attaining the end, but is
not sufficient for the realization thereof. us a medicine is
perfectly good, if it gives health to aman; but it is imperfect, if
it helps to cure him, without being able to bring him back to
health. Again it must be observed that the end of human law
is different from the end of Divine law. For the end of human
law is the temporal tranquillity of the state, which end law ef-
fects by directing external actions, as regards those evils which
might disturb the peaceful condition of the state.On the other
hand, the end of the Divine law is to bring man to that end
which is everlasting happiness; which end is hindered by any
sin, not only of external, but also of internal action. Conse-
quently that which suffices for the perfection of human law,
viz. the prohibition and punishment of sin, does not suffice
for the perfection of the Divine law: but it is requisite that it
should make man altogether fit to partake of everlasting hap-
piness. Now this cannot be done save by the grace of the Holy
Ghost, whereby “charity” which fulfilleth the law…“is spread
abroad in our hearts” (Rom. 5:5): since “the grace of God is
life everlasting” (Rom. 6:23). But the Old Law could not con-
fer this grace, for this was reserved to Christ; because, as it is
written ( Jn. 1:17), the lawwas given “byMoses, grace and truth
cameby JesusChrist.”Consequently theOldLawwas good in-
deed, but imperfect, according toHeb. 7:19: “e lawbrought
nothing to perfection.”

Reply toObjection1.eLord refers there to the ceremo-
nial precepts; which are said not to be good, because they did
not confer grace unto the remission of sins, although by fulfill-
ing these precepts man confessed himself a sinner. Hence it is
said pointedly, “and judgments in which they shall not live”;
i.e. whereby they are unable to obtain life; and so the text goes
on: “And I polluted them,” i.e. showed them to be polluted, “in
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their own gis, when they offered all that opened the womb,
for their offenses.”

Reply toObjection 2. e law is said to have been deadly,
as being not the cause, but the occasion of death, on account
of its imperfection: in so far as it did not confer grace enabling
man to fulfil what is prescribed, and to avoid what it forbade.
Hence this occasion was not given to men, but taken by them.
Wherefore theApostle says (Rom. 5:11): “Sin, taking occasion
by the commandment, seduced me, and by it killed me.” In
the same sense when it is said that “the law entered in that sin
might abound,” the conjunction “that” must be taken as con-
secutive and not final: in so far as men, taking occasion from

the law, sinned all the more, both because a sin became more
grievous aer law had forbidden it, and because concupiscence
increased, since we desire a thing the more from its being for-
bidden.

Reply to Objection 3. e yoke of the law could not be
borne without the help of grace, which the law did not confer:
for it is written (Rom. 9:16): “It is not him that willeth, nor of
him that runneth,” viz. that he wills and runs in the command-
ments of God, “but of God that showethmercy.”Wherefore it
is written (Ps. 118:32): “I have run the way of y command-
ments, when ou didst enlarge my heart,” i.e. by giving me
grace and charity.

Ia IIae q. 98 a. 2Whether the Old Law was from God?

Objection1. Itwould seem that theOldLawwasnot from
God. For it is written (Dt. 32:4): “e works of God are per-
fect.” But the Law was imperfect, as stated above (a. 1). ere-
fore the Old Law was not from God.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Eccles. 3:14): “I have
learned that all the works which God hath made continue for
ever.” But the Old Law does not continue for ever: since the
Apostle says (Heb. 7:18): “ere is indeed a setting aside of
the former commandment, because of the weakness and un-
profitableness thereof.” erefore the Old Law was not from
God.

Objection 3. Further, a wise lawgiver should remove, not
only evil, but also the occasions of evil. But the Old Law was
an occasion of sin, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2). erefore the
giving of such a law does not pertain to God, to Whom “none
is like among the lawgivers” ( Job 36:22).

Objection 4. Further, it is written (1 Tim. 2:4) that God
“will have all men to be saved.” But the Old Law did not suf-
fice to save man, as stated above (a. 1). erefore the giving of
such a law did not appertain to God. erefore the Old Law
was not from God.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 15:6) while speak-
ing to the Jews, to whom the Law was given: “You have
made void the commandment ofGod for your tradition.” And
shortly before (verse 4) He had said: “Honor thy father and
mother,” which is contained expressly in the Old Law (Ex.
20:12; Dt. 5:16). erefore the Old Law was from God.

I answer that, e Old Law was given by the good God,
Who is the Father of Our Lord Jesus Christ. For the Old
Law ordained men to Christ in two ways. First by bearing
witness to Christ; wherefore He Himself says (Lk. 24:44):
“All things must needs be fulfilled, which are written in the
law…and in the prophets, and in the psalms, concerning Me”:
and (Jn. 5:46): “If you did believe Moses, you would perhaps
believe Me also; for he wrote of Me.” Secondly, as a kind of
disposition, since by withdrawing men from idolatrous wor-
ship, it enclosed [concludebat] them in the worship of one
God, by Whom the human race was to be saved through

Christ. Wherefore the Apostle says (Gal. 3:23): “Before the
faith came,wewere kept under the law shut up [conclusi], unto
that faith which was to be revealed.” Now it is evident that the
same thing it is, which gives a disposition to the end, andwhich
brings to the end; andwhen I say “the same,” Imean that it does
so either by itself or through its subjects. For the devil would
notmake a lawwherebymenwould be led toChrist,Whowas
to cast him out, according toMat. 12:26: “If Satan cast out Sa-
tan, his kingdom is divided” [Vulg.: ‘he is divided against him-
self ’].erefore theOldLawwas given by the sameGod, from
Whom came salvation to man, through the grace of Christ.

Reply toObjection 1.Nothing prevents a thing being not
perfect simply, and yet perfect in respect of time: thus a boy is
said to be perfect, not simply, but with regard to the condition
of time. So, too, precepts that are given to children are perfect
in comparison with the condition of those to whom they are
given, although they are not perfect simply.Hence theApostle
says (Gal. 3:24): “e law was our pedagogue in Christ.”

Reply toObjection2.oseworks ofGod endure for ever
whichGod somade that theywould endure for ever; and these
are His perfect works. But the Old Law was set aside when
there came the perfection of grace; not as though it were evil,
but as being weak and useless for this time; because, as the
Apostle goes on to say, “the law brought nothing to perfec-
tion”: hence he says (Gal. 3:25): “Aer the faith is come, we
are no longer under a pedagogue.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 79, a. 4), God
sometimes permits certain ones to fall into sin, that they may
thereby be humbled. So also did He wish to give such a law as
men by their own forces could not fulfill, so that, while pre-
suming on their own powers, theymight find themselves to be
sinners, and being humbledmight have recourse to the help of
grace.

Reply toObjection 4.Although theOld Law did not suf-
fice to save man, yet another help from God besides the Law
was available for man, viz. faith in the Mediator, by which the
fathers of old were justified even as we were. Accordingly God
did not fail man by giving him insufficient aids to salvation.
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Ia IIae q. 98 a. 3Whether the Old Law was given through the angels?

Objection 1. It seems that the Old Law was not given
through the angels, but immediately by God. For an angel
means a “messenger”; so that the word “angel” denotes min-
istry, not lordship, according to Ps. 102:20,21: “Bless the Lord,
all ye His Angels…you ministers of His.” But the Old Law is
related to have been given by the Lord: for it is written (Ex.
20:1): “And the Lord spoke…these words,” and further on: “I
am the Lord y God.” Moreover the same expression is oen
repeated in Exodus, and the later books of the Law. erefore
the Law was given by God immediately.

Objection 2. Further, according to Jn. 1:17, “the Law was
givenbyMoses.”ButMoses received it fromGod immediately:
for it is written (Ex. 33:11): “e Lord spoke to Moses face to
face, as aman is wont to speak to his friend.”erefore theOld
Law was given by God immediately.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to the sovereign alone
to make a law, as stated above (q. 90, a. 3). But God alone is
Sovereign as regards the salvation of souls: while the angels are
the “ministering spirits,” as stated in Heb. 1:14. erefore it
was not meet for the Law to be given through the angels, since
it is ordained to the salvation of souls.

On the contrary, e Apostle said (Gal. 3:19) that the
Law was “given [Vulg.: ‘ordained’] by angels in the hand of
a Mediator.” And Stephen said (Acts 7:53): ”(Who) have re-
ceived the Law by the disposition of angels.”

I answer that, e Law was given by God through the an-
gels. And besides the general reason given byDionysius (Coel.
Hier. iv), viz. that “the gis of God should be brought to men
by means of the angels,” there is a special reason why the Old
Law should have been given through them. For it has been
stated (Aa. 1,2) that the Old Law was imperfect, and yet dis-
posed man to that perfect salvation of the human race, which
was to come through Christ. Now it is to be observed that
wherever there is an order of powers or arts, he that holds the
highest place, himself exercises the principal and perfect acts;
while those things which dispose to the ultimate perfection
are effected by him through his subordinates: thus the ship-

builder himself rivets the planks together, but prepares thema-
terial by means of the workmen who assist him under his di-
rection. Consequently it was fitting that the perfect law of the
New Testament should be given by the incarnate God imme-
diately; but that the Old Law should be given to men by the
ministers of God, i.e. by the angels. It is thus that the Apos-
tle at the beginning of his epistle to the Hebrews (1:2) proves
the excellence of the New Law over the Old; because in the
NewTestament “God…hath spoken to us byHis Son,”whereas
in the Old Testament “the word was spoken by angels” (Heb.
2:2).

Reply to Objection 1. As Gregory says at the beginning
of his Morals (Praef. chap. i), “the angel who is described to
have appeared to Moses, is sometimes mentioned as an angel,
sometimes as the Lord: an angel, in truth, in respect of that
which was subservient to the external delivery; and the Lord,
becauseHewas theDirectorwithin,Who supported the effec-
tual power of speaking.” Hence also it is that the angel spoke
as personating the Lord.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii,
27), it is stated in Exodus that “the Lord spoke to Moses face
to face”; and shortly aerwards we read, “Show me y glory.
erefore He perceived what he saw and he desired what he
saw not.” Hence he did not see the very Essence of God; and
consequently he was not taught byHim immediately. Accord-
ingly when Scripture states that “He spoke to him face to face,”
this is to be understood as expressing the opinion of the peo-
ple, who thought that Moses was speaking with God mouth
to mouth, when God spoke and appeared to him, by means
of a subordinate creature, i.e. an angel and a cloud. Again we
may say that this vision “face to face” means some kind of sub-
lime and familiar contemplation, inferior to the vision of the
Divine Essence.

Reply toObjection 3. It is for the sovereign alone tomake
a law by his own authority; but sometimes aer making a law,
he promulgates it through others. us God made the Law by
His own authority, but He promulgated it through the angels.

Ia IIae q. 98 a. 4Whether the Old Law should have been given to the Jews alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Old Law should not
have been given to the Jews alone. For the Old Law disposed
men for the salvation which was to come through Christ, as
stated above (Aa. 2,3). But that salvation was to come not to
the Jews alone but to all nations, according to Is. 49:6: “It is
a small thing that thou shouldst be my servant to raise up the
tribes of Jacob, and to convert the dregs of Israel. Behold I have
given thee to be the light of the Gentiles, that thou mayest be
My salvation, even to the farthest part of the earth.” erefore
the Old Law should have been given to all nations, and not to
one people only.

Objection 2. Further, according to Acts 10:34,35, “God is
not a respecter of persons: but in every nation, he that feareth
Him, andworketh justice, is acceptable toHim.”erefore the
way of salvation should not have been opened to one people
more than to another.

Objection 3. Further, the law was given through the an-
gels, as stated above (a. 3). ButGodalways vouchsafed themin-
istrations of the angels not to the Jews alone, but to all nations:
for it is written (Ecclus. 17:14): “Over every nation He set a
ruler.” Also on all nations He bestows temporal goods, which
are of less account with God than spiritual goods. erefore
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He should have given the Law also to all peoples.
On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 3:1,2): “What advan-

tage then hath the Jew?…Much every way. First indeed, be-
cause the words of God were committed to them”: and (Ps.
147:9): “He hath not done in likemanner to every nation: and
His judgments He hath not made manifest unto them.”

I answer that, It might be assigned as a reason for the
Law being given to the Jews rather than to other peoples, that
the Jewish people alone remained faithful to the worship of
one God, while the others turned away to idolatry; wherefore
the latter were unworthy to receive the Law, lest a holy thing
should be given to dogs.

But this reason does not seem fitting: because that people
turned to idolatry, even aer the Law had been made, which
was more grievous, as is clear from Ex. 32 and from Amos
5:25,26: “Did you offer victims and sacrifices to Me in the
desert for forty years, O house of Israel? But you carried a
tabernacle for your Moloch, and the image of your idols, the
star of your god, which youmade to yourselves.”Moreover it is
stated expressly (Dt. 9:6): “Know therefore that the Lord thy
God giveth thee not this excellent land in possession for thy
justices, for thou art a very stiff-necked people”: but the real
reason is given in the preceding verse: “at the Lord might
accomplish His word, which He promised by oath to thy fa-
thers Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.”

What this promise was is shown by the Apostle, who says
(Gal. 3:16) that “to Abraham were the promises made and to
his seed. He saith not, ‘And to his seeds,’ as of many: but as of
one, ‘And to thy seed,’ which is Christ.” And so God vouch-
safed both the Law and other special boons to that people,
on account of the promised made to their fathers that Christ
should be born of them. For it was fitting that the people, of
whom Christ was to be born, should be signalized by a special
sanctification, according to thewords of Lev. 19:2: “Be ye holy,
because I…am holy.” Nor again was it on account of the merit
of Abraham himself that this promise was made to him, viz.
that Christ should be born of his seed: but of gratuitous elec-
tion and vocation. Hence it is written (Is. 41:2): “Who hath
raised up the just one form the east, hath called him to follow
him?”

It is therefore evident that it was merely from gratuitous
election that the patriarchs received the promise, and that the
people sprung from them received the law; according to Dt.
4:36, 37: “Ye did [Vulg.: ‘ou didst’] hear His words out of
the midst of the fire, because He loved thy fathers, and chose
their seed aer them.” And if again it asked why He chose this
people, and not another, that Christ might be born thereof; a
fitting answer is given by Augustine (Tract. super Joan. xxvi):
“WhyHedrawethone anddrawethnot another, seeknot thou
to judge, if thou wish not to err.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although the salvation, which was
to come throughChrist, was prepared for all nations, yet it was
necessary that Christ should be born of one people, which, for
this reason, was privileged above other peoples; according to
Rom. 9:4: “To whom,” namely the Jews, “belongeth the adop-
tion as of children (of God)…and the testament, and the giv-
ing of the Law…whose are the fathers, and of whom is Christ
according to the flesh.”

Reply to Objection 2. Respect of persons takes place in
those things which are given according to due; but it has no
place in those things which are bestowed gratuitously. Because
he who, out of generosity, gives of his own to one and not to
another, is not a respecter of persons: but if hewere a dispenser
of goods held in common, and were not to distribute them
according to personal merits, he would be a respecter of per-
sons.NowGodbestows the benefits of salvation on the human
race gratuitously: whereforeHe is not a respecter of persons, if
He gives them to some rather than to others. Hence Augus-
tine says (De Praedest. Sanct. viii): “All whom God teaches,
he teaches out of pity; but whom He teaches not, out of jus-
tice He teaches not”: for this is due to the condemnation of
the human race for the sin of the first parent.

Reply to Objection 3. e benefits of grace are forfeited
by man on account of sin: but not the benefits of nature.
Among the latter are the ministries of the angels, which the
very order of various natures demands, viz. that the lowest be-
ings be governed through the intermediate beings: and also
bodily aids, whichGod vouchsafes not only tomen, but also to
beasts, according to Ps. 35:7: “Men and beasts ou wilt pre-
serve, O Lord.”

Ia IIae q. 98 a. 5Whether all men were bound to observe the Old Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that all men were bound to
observe the Old Law. Because whoever is subject to the king,
must needs be subject to his law. But the Old Law was given
byGod,Who is “King of all the earth” (Ps. 46:8).erefore all
the inhabitants of the earth were bound to observe the Law.

Objection 2. Further, the Jews could not be saved without
observing the Old Law: for it is written (Dt. 27:26): “Cursed
be he that abideth not in the words of this law, and fulfilleth
themnot inwork.” If therefore othermen could be savedwith-
out the observance of the Old Law, the Jews would be in a

worse plight than other men.
Objection 3. Further, the Gentiles were admitted to the

Jewish ritual and to the observances of the Law: for it is writ-
ten (Ex. 12:48): “If any stranger bewilling to dwell among you,
and to keep the Phase of the Lord, all hismales shall first be cir-
cumcised, and then shall he celebrate it according to the man-
ner; and he shall be as he that is born in the land.” But it would
have been useless to admit strangers to the legal observances
according to Divine ordinance, if they could have been saved
without the observance of the Law. erefore none could be
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saved without observing the Law.
On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. ix) that

many of the Gentiles were brought back to God by the angels.
But it is clear that theGentiles did not observe the Law.ere-
fore some could be saved without observing the Law.

I answer that, e Old Law showed forth the precepts of
the natural law, and added certain precepts of its own. Accord-
ingly, as to those precepts of the natural law contained in the
Old Law, all were bound to observe the Old Law; not because
they belonged to the Old Law, but because they belonged to
the natural law. But as to those precepts which were added by
the Old Law, they were not binding on save the Jewish people
alone.

e reason of this is because the Old Law, as stated above
(a. 4), was given to the Jewish people, that it might receive a
prerogative of holiness, in reverence for Christ Who was to
be born of that people. Now whatever laws are enacted for
the special sanctification of certain ones, are binding on them
alone: thus clerics who are set aside for the service of God
are bound to certain obligations to which the laity are not
bound; likewise religious are bound by their profession to cer-
tain works of perfection, to which people living in the world
are not bound. In likemanner this peoplewas bound to certain

special observances, to which other peoples were not bound.
Wherefore it is written (Dt. 18:13): “ou shalt be perfect
and without spot before the Lord thy God”: and for this rea-
son they used a kind of form of profession, as appears fromDt.
26:3: “I profess this day before the Lord thy God,” etc.

Reply to Objection 1. Whoever are subject to a king, are
bound to observe his lawwhich hemakes for all in general. But
if he orders certain things to be observed by the servants of his
household, others are not bound thereto.

Reply to Objection 2. e more a man is united to God,
the better his state becomes: wherefore the more the Jewish
people were bound to the worship of God, the greater their
excellence over other peoples. Hence it is written (Dt. 4:8):
“What other nation is there so renowned that hath ceremonies
and just judgments, and all the law?” In like manner, from this
point of view, the state of clerics is better than that of the laity,
and the state of religious than that of folk living in the world.

Reply to Objection 3. e Gentiles obtained salvation
more perfectly andmore securely under the observances of the
Law than under the mere natural law: and for this reason they
were admitted to them. So too the laity are now admitted to
the ranks of the clergy, and secular persons to those of the re-
ligious, although they can be saved without this.

Ia IIae q. 98 a. 6Whether the Old Law was suitably given at the time of Moses?

Objection 1. It would seem that theOld Lawwas not suit-
ably given at the time ofMoses. Because theOld Law disposed
man for the salvation which was to come through Christ, as
stated above (Aa. 2,3). But man needed this salutary remedy
immediately aer he had sinned. erefore the Law should
have been given immediately aer sin.

Objection 2. Further, the Old Law was given for the sanc-
tification of those fromwhomChrist was to be born. Now the
promise concerning the “seed, which isChrist” (Gal. 3:16)was
first made to Abraham, as related in Gn. 12:7. erefore the
Law should have been given at once at the time of Abraham.

Objection 3. Further, as Christ was born of those alone
who descended from Noe through Abraham, to whom the
promise was made; so was He born of no other of the descen-
dants of Abraham but David, to whom the promise was re-
newed, according to 2 Kings 23:1: “e man to whom it was
appointed concerning the Christ of the God of Jacob…said.”
erefore theOldLaw shouldhave been given aerDavid, just
as it was given aer Abraham.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Gal. 3:19) that the
Law “was set because of transgressions, until the seed should
come, to whom He made the promise, being ordained by an-
gels in the hand of aMediator”: ordained, i.e. “given in orderly
fashion,” as the gloss explains. erefore it was fitting that the
Old Law should be given in this order of time.

I answer that, It was most fitting for the Law to be given
at the time of Moses. e reason for this may be taken from

two things in respect of which every law is imposed on two
kinds of men. Because it is imposed on some men who are
hard-hearted and proud, whom the law restrains and tames:
and it is imposed on goodmen, who, through being instructed
by the law, are helped to fulfil what they desire to do. Hence
it was fitting that the Law should be given at such a time as
would be appropriate for the overcoming of man’s pride. For
man was proud of two things, viz. of knowledge and of power.
He was proud of his knowledge, as though his natural reason
could suffice him for salvation: and accordingly, in order that
his pridemight be overcome in this matter, manwas le to the
guidance of his reason without the help of a written law: and
man was able to learn from experience that his reason was de-
ficient, since about the time of Abraham man had fallen head-
long into idolatry and the most shameful vices.Wherefore, af-
ter those times, it was necessary for a written law to be given
as a remedy for human ignorance: because “by the Law is the
knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20). But, aer man had been in-
structed by the Law, his pride was convinced of his weakness,
through his being unable to fulfil what he knew. Hence, as the
Apostle concludes (Rom. 8:3,4), “what the Law could not do
in that it was weak through the flesh, God sent [Vulg.: ‘send-
ing’] His own Son…that the justification of the Law might be
fulfilled in us.”

With regard to good men, the Law was given to them as a
help; which was most needed by the people, at the time when
the natural law began to be obscured on account of the exu-
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berance of sin: for it was fitting that this help should be be-
stowed on men in an orderly manner, so that they might be
led from imperfection to perfection; wherefore it was becom-
ing that theOldLaw shouldbe givenbetween the lawofnature
and the law of grace.

Reply to Objection 1. It was not fitting for the Old Law
to be given at once aer the sin of the first man: both because
man was so confident in his own reason, that he did not ac-
knowledge his need of the Old Law; because as yet the dictate
of the natural law was not darkened by habitual sinning.

Reply to Objection 2. A law should not be given save to
the people, since it is a general precept, as stated above (q. 90,
Aa. 2,3); wherefore at the time of AbrahamGod gavemen cer-

tain familiar, and, as it were, household precepts: but when
Abraham’s descendants hadmultiplied, so as to form a people,
and when they had been freed from slavery, it was fitting that
they should be given a law; for “slaves are not that part of the
people or state to which it is fitting for the law to be directed,”
as the Philosopher says (Polit. iii, 2,4,5).

Reply toObjection3. Since theLawhad to be given to the
people, not only those, of whomChrist was born, received the
Law, but the whole people, who were marked with the seal of
circumcision,whichwas the sign of the promisemade toAbra-
ham, and in which he believed, according to Rom. 4:11: hence
even before David, the Law had to be given to that people as
soon as they were collected together.
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F P   S P, Q 99
Of the Precepts of the Old Law

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the precepts of the Old Law; and (1) how they are distinguished from one another; (2) each kind
of precept. Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Old Law contains several precepts or only one?
(2) Whether the Old Law contains any moral precepts?
(3) Whether it contains ceremonial precepts in addition to the moral precepts?
(4) Whether besides these it contains judicial precepts?
(5) Whether it contains any others besides these?
(6) How the Old Law induced men to keep its precepts.

Ia IIae q. 99 a. 1Whether the Old Law contains only one precept?

Objection 1. It would seem that theOld Law contains but
one precept. Because a law is nothing else than a precept, as
stated above (q. 90, Aa. 2,3). Now there is but one Old Law.
erefore it contains but one precept.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 13:9): “If
there be anyother commandment, it is comprised in thisword:
ou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.” But this is only one
commandment. erefore the Old Law contained but one
commandment.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 7:12): “All
things…whatsoever you would that men should do to you, do
you also to them. For this is the Law and the prophets.” But
the whole of the Old Law is comprised in the Law and the
prophets. erefore the whole of the Old Law contains but
one commandment.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 2:15): “Making
void the Law of commandments contained in decrees”: where
he is referring to the Old Law, as the gloss comments, on the
passage. erefore the Old Law comprises many command-
ments.

I answer that, Since a precept of law is binding, it is about
something which must be done: and, that a thing must be
done, arises from the necessity of some end.Hence it is evident
that a precept implies, in its very idea, relation to an end, in so
far as a thing is commanded as being necessary or expedient to
an end.Nowmany thingsmay happen to be necessary or expe-
dient to an end; and, accordingly, precepts may be given about
various things as being ordained to one end. Consequently we
must say that all the precepts of theOld Law are one in respect

of their relation to one end: and yet they are many in respect
of the diversity of those things that are ordained to that end.

Reply to Objection 1. e Old Law is said to be one as
being ordained to one end: yet it comprises various precepts,
according to the diversity of the things which it directs to the
end. us also the art of building is one according to the unity
of its end, because it aims at the building of a house: and yet it
contains various rules, according to the variety of acts ordained
thereto.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:5),
“the end of the commandment is charity”; since every law aims
at establishing friendship, either betweenman andman, or be-
tween man and God. Wherefore the whole Law is comprised
in this one commandment, “ou shalt love thy neighbor as
thyself,” as expressing the end of all commandments: because
love of one’s neighbor includes love of God, when we love
our neighbor for God’s sake. Hence the Apostle put this com-
mandment in place of the two which are about the love of
God and of one’s neighbor, and of which Our Lord said (Mat.
22:40): “On these two commandments dependeth the whole
Law and the prophets.”

Reply toObjection 3.As stated in Ethic. ix, 8, “friendship
towards another arises from friendship towards oneself,” in so
far as man looks on another as on himself. Hence when it is
said, “All things whatsoever you would that men should do to
you, do you also to them,” this is an explanation of the rule of
neighborly love contained implicitly in the words, “ou shalt
love thy neighbor as thyself ”: so that it is an explanation of this
commandment.

Ia IIae q. 99 a. 2Whether the Old Law contains moral precepts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Old Law contains no
moral precepts. For theOld Law is distinct from the law of na-
ture, as stated above (q. 91, Aa. 4,5; q. 98, a. 5). But the moral
precepts belong to the law of nature.erefore they do not be-
long to the Old Law.

Objection2.Further, theDivineLaw should have come to
man’s assistance where human reason fails him: as is evident in
regard to things that are of faith, which are above reason. But
man’s reason seems to suffice for themoral precepts.erefore
the moral precepts do not belong to the Old Law, which is a
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Divine law.
Objection 3. Further, the Old Law is said to be “the letter

that killeth” (2 Cor. 3:6). But the moral precepts do not kill,
but quicken, according to Ps. 118:93: “y justifications I will
never forget, for by them ou hast given me life.” erefore
the moral precepts do not belong to the Old Law.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 17:9): “Moreover,
He gave them discipline [Douay: ‘instructions’] and the law of
life for an inheritance.” Now discipline belongs to morals; for
this gloss on Heb. 12:11: “Now all chastisement [disciplina],”
etc., says: “Discipline is an exercise in morals by means of diffi-
culties.”erefore the Lawwhichwas given byGod comprised
moral precepts.

I answer that, e Old Law contained some moral pre-
cepts; as is evident from Ex. 20:13,15: “ou shalt not kill,
ou shalt not steal.” is was reasonable: because, just as the
principal intention of human law is to created friendship be-
tween man and man; so the chief intention of the Divine law
is to establish man in friendship with God. Now since like-
ness is the reason of love, according to Ecclus. 13:19: “Every
beast loveth its like”; there cannot possibly be any friendship
of man to God, Who is supremely good, unless man become
good: wherefore it is written (Lev. 19:2; 11:45): “You shall be
holy, for I am holy.” But the goodness of man is virtue, which
“makes its possessor good” (Ethic. ii, 6). erefore it was nec-
essary for theOld Law to include precepts about acts of virtue:
and these are the moral precepts of the Law.

Reply to Objection 1. e Old Law is distinct from the
natural law, not as being altogether different from it, but as
something added thereto. For just as grace presupposes nature,
so must the Divine law presuppose the natural law.

Reply to Objection 2. It was fitting that the Divine law
should come to man’s assistance not only in those things for
which reason is insufficient, but also in those things in which
human reasonmay happen to be impeded.Nowhuman reason
couldnot go astray in the abstract, as to the universal principles
of the natural law; but through being habituated to sin, it be-
came obscured in the point of things to be done in detail. But
with regard to the othermoral precepts, which are like conclu-
sions drawn from the universal principles of the natural law,
the reason of many men went astray, to the extend of judging
to be lawful, things that are evil in themselves.Hence therewas
need for the authority of the Divine law to rescue man from
both these defects. us among the articles of faith not only
are those things set forth to which reason cannot reach, such
as the Trinity of the Godhead; but also those to which right
reason can attain, such as the Unity of the Godhead; in order
to remove the manifold errors to which reason is liable.

Reply toObjection 3.As Augustine proves (De Spiritu et
Litera xiv), even the letter of the law is said to be the occasion
of death, as to the moral precepts; in so far as, to wit, it pre-
scribes what is good, without furnishing the aid of grace for its
fulfilment.

Ia IIae q. 99 a. 3Whether the Old Law comprises ceremonial, besides moral, precepts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Old Law does not
comprise ceremonial, besides moral, precepts. For every law
that is given to man is for the purpose of directing human ac-
tions. Now human actions are called moral, as stated above
(q. 1, a. 3). erefore it seems that the Old Law given to men
should not comprise other than moral precepts.

Objection 2. Further, those precepts that are styled cere-
monial seem to refer to the Divine worship. But Divine wor-
ship is the act of a virtue, viz. religion, which, as Tully says
(De Invent. ii) “offers worship and ceremony to the God-
head.” Since, then, the moral precepts are about acts of virtue,
as stated above (a. 2), it seems that the ceremonial precepts
should not be distinct from the moral.

Objection 3. Further, the ceremonial precepts seem to be
those which signify something figuratively. But, as Augustine
observes (De Doctr. Christ. ii, 3,4), “of all signs employed by
men words hold the first place.” erefore there is no need for
the Law to contain ceremonial precepts about certain figura-
tive actions.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 4:13,14): “Ten
words…He wrote in two tables of stone; and He commanded
me at that time that I should teach you the ceremonies and
judgments which you shall do.” But the ten commandments of

the Law are moral precepts. erefore besides the moral pre-
cepts there are others which are ceremonial.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), theDivine law is insti-
tuted chiefly in order to direct men to God; while human law
is instituted chiefly in order to direct men in relation to one
another. Hence human laws have not concerned themselves
with the institution of anything relating toDivine worship ex-
cept as affecting the common good of mankind: and for this
reason they have devised many institutions relating to Divine
matters, according as it seemed expedient for the formation
of human morals; as may be seen in the rites of the Gentiles.
On the other hand the Divine law directed men to one an-
other according to the demands of that order whereby man is
directed to God, which order was the chief aim of that law.
Now man is directed to God not only by the interior acts of
the mind, which are faith, hope, and love, but also by certain
external works, whereby man makes profession of his subjec-
tion toGod: and it is these works that are said to belong to the
Divineworship.isworship is called “ceremony” [themunia,
i.e. gis] of Ceres (who was the goddess of fruits), as some say:
because, at first, offerings weremade toGod from the fruits: or
because, as ValeriusMaximus states*, theword “ceremony”was
introduced among the Latins, to signify the Divine worship,

* Fact. et Dict. Memor. i, 1.
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being derived from a town near Rome called “Caere”: since,
when Rome was taken by the Gauls, the sacred chattels of the
Romans were taken thither and most carefully preserved. Ac-
cordingly those precepts of the Law which refer to the Divine
worship are specially called ceremonial.

Reply to Objection 1. Human acts extend also to the Di-
vine worship: and therefore the Old Law given to man con-
tains precepts about these matters also.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 91, a. 3), the
precepts of the natural law are general, and require to be de-
termined: and they are determined both by human law and by
Divine law. And just as these very determinations which are
made by human law are said to be, not of natural, but of pos-
itive law; so the determinations of the precepts of the natural
law, effected by theDivine law, are distinct from themoral pre-

cepts which belong to the natural law. Wherefore to worship
God, since it is an act of virtue, belongs to a moral precept;
but the determination of this precept, namely that He is to be
worshipped by such and such sacrifices, and such and such of-
ferings, belongs to the ceremonial precepts. Consequently the
ceremonial precepts are distinct from the moral precepts.

Reply to Objection 3. As Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i),
the things of God cannot be manifested to men except by
means of sensible similitudes. Now these similitudes move the
soul more when they are not only expressed in words, but also
offered to the senses.Wherefore the things ofGod are set forth
in the Scriptures not only by similitudes expressed in words, as
in the case ofmetaphorical expressions; but also by similitudes
of things set before the eyes, which pertains to the ceremonial
precepts.

Ia IIae q. 99 a. 4Whether, besides the moral and ceremonial precepts, there are also judicial precepts?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are no judicial pre-
cepts in addition to the moral and ceremonial precepts in the
Old Law. For Augustine says (Contra Faust. vi, 2) that in the
Old Law there are “precepts concerning the life we have to
lead, and precepts regarding the life that is foreshadowed.”
Now the precepts of the lifewe have to lead aremoral precepts;
and the precepts of the life that is foreshadowed are ceremo-
nial. erefore besides these two kinds of precepts we should
not put any judicial precepts in the Law.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Ps. 118:102, “I have not
declined from y judgments,” says, i.e. “from the rule of life
ou hast set for me.” But a rule of life belongs to the moral
precepts.erefore the judicial precepts should not be consid-
ered as distinct from the moral precepts.

Objection 3. Further, judgment seems to be an act of jus-
tice, according to Ps. 93:15: “Until justice be turned into judg-
ment.” But acts of justice, like the acts of other virtues, belong
to the moral precepts. erefore the moral precepts include
the judicial precepts, and consequently should not be held as
distinct from them.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:1): “ese are the
precepts and ceremonies, and judgments”: where “precepts”
stands for “moral precepts” antonomastically. erefore there
are judicial precepts besides moral and ceremonial precepts.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 2,3), it belongs to the
Divine law todirectmen toone another and toGod.Noweach
of these belongs in the abstract to the dictates of the natural
law, to which dictates the moral precepts are to be referred:
yet each of them has to be determined by Divine or human
law, because naturally known principles are universal, both in
speculative and in practicalmatters. Accordingly just as the de-
termination of the universal principle about Divine worship
is effected by the ceremonial precepts, so the determination

of the general precepts of that justice which is to be observed
among men is effected by the judicial precepts.

We must therefore distinguish three kinds of precept in
the Old Law; viz. “moral” precepts, which are dictated by
the natural law; “ceremonial” precepts, which are determina-
tions of the Divine worship; and “judicial” precepts, which
are determinations of the justice to be maintained among
men. Wherefore the Apostle (Rom. 7:12) aer saying that the
“Law is holy,” adds that “the commandment is just, and holy,
and good”: “just,” in respect of the judicial precepts; “holy,”
with regard to the ceremonial precepts (since the word “sanc-
tus”—“holy”—is applied to thatwhich is consecrated toGod);
and “good,” i.e. conducive to virtue, as to the moral precepts.

Reply toObjection1.Both themoral and the judicial pre-
cepts aim at the ordering of human life: and consequently they
are both comprised under one of the heads mentioned by Au-
gustine, viz. under the precepts of the life we have to lead.

Reply toObjection 2. Judgment denotes execution of jus-
tice, by an application of the reason to individual cases in a de-
terminate way. Hence the judicial precepts have something in
commonwith themoral precepts, in that they are derived from
reason; and something in common with the ceremonial pre-
cepts, in that they are determinations of general precepts. is
explains why sometimes “judgments” comprise both judicial
and moral precepts, as in Dt. 5:1: “Hear, O Israel, the cere-
monies and judgments”; and sometimes judicial and ceremo-
nial precepts, as in Lev. 18:4: “You shall doMy judgments, and
shall observe My precepts,” where “precepts” denotes moral
precepts, while “judgments” refers to judicial and ceremonial
precepts.

Reply to Objection 3. e act of justice, in general, be-
longs to themoral precepts; but its determination to some spe-
cial kind of act belongs to the judicial precepts.
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Ia IIae q. 99 a. 5Whether theOldLawcontains anyothersbesides themoral, judicial, andceremonial precepts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Old Law contains
others besides themoral, judicial, and ceremonial precepts. Be-
cause the judicial precepts belong to the act of justice, which is
between man and man; while the ceremonial precepts belong
to the act of religion, whereby God is worshipped. Now be-
sides these there are many other virtues, viz. temperance, forti-
tude, liberality, and several others, as stated above (q. 60, a. 5).
erefore besides the aforesaid precepts, the Old Law should
comprise others.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Dt. 11:1): “Love the
Lord thy God, and observe His precepts and ceremonies, His
judgments and commandments.”Nowprecepts concernmoral
matters, as stated above (a. 4). erefore besides the moral, ju-
dicial and ceremonial precepts, the Law contains others which
are called “commandments.”*

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Dt. 6:17): “Keep the
precepts of the Lord thy God, and the testimonies and cer-
emonies which I have [Vulg.: ‘He hath’] commanded thee.”
erefore in addition to the above, the Law comprises “testi-
monies.”

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Ps. 118:93): “y justi-
fications (i.e. “y Law,” according to a gloss) I will never for-
get.” erefore in the Old Law there are not only moral, cere-
monial and judicial precepts, but also others, called “justifica-
tions.”

Onthe contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:1): “ese are the pre-
cepts and ceremonies and judgmentswhich theLord yourGod
commanded…you.” And these words are placed at the begin-
ning of the Law. erefore all the precepts of the Law are in-
cluded under them.

I answer that, Some things are included in the Law by way
of precept; other things, as being ordained to the fulfilment of
the precepts. Now the precepts refer to things which have to
be done: and to their fulfilment man is induced by two con-
siderations, viz. the authority of the lawgiver, and the benefit
derived from the fulfilment, which benefit consists in the at-
tainment of some good, useful, pleasurable or virtuous, or in
the avoidance of some contrary evil. Hence it was necessary
that in the Old Law certain things should be set forth to in-
dicate the authority of God the lawgiver: e.g. Dt. 6:4: “Hear,
O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord”; and Gn. 1:1: “In the
beginningGod created heaven and earth”: and these are called
“testimonies.” Again it was necessary that in the Law certain
rewards should be appointed for those who observe the Law,
and punishments for those who transgress; as it may be seen in
Dt. 28: “If thou wilt hear the voice of the Lord thy God…He
will make thee higher than all the nations,” etc.: and these are

called “justifications,” according as God punishes or rewards
certain ones justly.

e things that have to be donedonot comeunder the pre-
cept except in so far as they have the character of a duty. Now a
duty is twofold: one according to the rule of reason; the other
according to the rule of a law which prescribes that duty: thus
the Philosopher distinguishes a twofold just—moral and legal
(Ethic. v, 7).

Moral duty is twofold: because reason dictates that some-
thing must be done, either as being so necessary that without
it the order of virtue would be destroyed; or as being useful
for the better maintaining of the order of virtue. And in this
sense some of the moral precepts are expressed by way of ab-
solute command or prohibition, as “ou shalt not kill, ou
shalt not steal”: and these are properly called “precepts.”Other
things are prescribed or forbidden, not as an absolute duty,
but as something better to be done.ese may be called “com-
mandments”; because they are expressed bywayof inducement
and persuasion: an example whereof is seen in Ex. 22:26: “If
thou take of thy neighbor a garment in pledge, thou shalt give
it him again before sunset”; and in other like cases. Wherefore
Jerome (Praefat. inComment. superMarc.) says that “justice is
in the precepts, charity in the commandments.” Duty as fixed
by the Law, belongs to the judicial precepts, as regards human
affairs; to the “ceremonial” precepts, as regardsDivinematters.

Nevertheless those ordinances also which refer to punish-
ments and rewardsmay be called “testimonies,” in so far as they
testify to the Divine justice. Again all the precepts of the Law
may be styled “justifications,” as being executions of legal jus-
tice. Furthermore the commandments may be distinguished
from the precepts, so that those things be called “precepts”
which God Himself prescribed; and those things “command-
ments” which He enjoined [mandavit] through others, as the
very word seems to denote.

From this it is clear that all the precepts of the Law are ei-
ther moral, ceremonial, or judicial; and that other ordinances
have not the character of a precept, but are directed to the ob-
servance of the precepts, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 1. Justice alone, of all the virtues, im-
plies the notion of duty. Consequently moral matters are de-
terminable by law in so far as they belong to justice: of which
virtue religion is a part, as Tully says (De Invent. ii).Wherefore
the legal just cannot be anything foreign to the ceremonial and
judicial precepts.

e Replies to the other Objections are clear from what
has been said.

* e “commandments” (mandata) spoken of here and in the body of this article are not to be confused with the Commandments (praecepta) in the ordinary
acceptance of the word.
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Ia IIae q. 99 a. 6Whether theOld Law should have inducedmen to the observance of its precepts, bymeans of
temporal promises and threats?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Old Law should not
have induced men to the observance of its precepts, by means
of temporal promises and threats. For the purpose of the Di-
vine law is to subject man to God by fear and love: hence it
is written (Dt. 10:12): “And now, Israel, what doth the Lord
thy God require of thee, but that thou fear the Lord thy God,
and walk in His ways, and love Him?” But the desire for tem-
poral goods leads man away from God: for Augustine says
(Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 36), that “covetousness is the bane of charity.”
erefore temporal promises and threats seem to be contrary
to the intention of a lawgiver: and this makes a law worthy of
rejection, as the Philosopher declares (Polit. ii, 6).

Objection 2. Further, the Divine law is more excellent
than human law. Now, in sciences, we notice that the loier
the science, the higher the means of persuasion that it em-
ploys. erefore, since human law employs temporal threats
and promises, as means of persuading man, the Divine law
should have used, not these, but more loy means.

Objection 3. Further, the reward of righteousness and the
punishment of guilt cannot be that which befalls equally the
good and the wicked. But as stated in Eccles. 9:2, “all” tempo-
ral “things equally happen to the just and to the wicked, to the
good and the evil, to the clean and to the unclean, to him that
offereth victims, and to him that despiseth sacrifices.” ere-
fore temporal goods or evils are not suitably set forth as pun-
ishments or rewards of the commandments of the Divine law.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 1:19,20): “If you be will-
ing, and will hearken to Me, you shall eat the good things of
the land. But if you will not, and will provoke Me to wrath:
the sword shall devour you.”

I answer that, As in speculative sciences men are per-
suaded to assent to the conclusions by means of syllogistic ar-
guments, so too in every law, men are persuaded to observe
its precepts by means of punishments and rewards. Now it is
to be observed that, in speculative sciences, the means of per-
suasion are adapted to the conditions of the pupil: wherefore
the process of argument in sciences should be ordered becom-
ingly, so that the instruction is based on principles more gen-
erally known. And thus also he who would persuade a man to
the observance of any precepts, needs to move him at first by
things for which he has an affection; just as children are in-
duced to do something, by means of little childish gis. Now

it has been said above (q. 98, Aa. 1,2,3) that the Old Law dis-
posedmen to (the coming of ) Christ, as the imperfect in com-
parison disposes to the perfect, wherefore itwas given to a peo-
ple as yet imperfect in comparison to the perfectionwhichwas
to result from Christ’s coming: and for this reason, that peo-
ple is compared to a child that is still under a pedagogue (Gal.
3:24). But the perfection of man consists in his despising tem-
poral things and cleaving to things spiritual, as is clear from the
words of the Apostle (Phil. 3:13,15): “Forgetting the things
that are behind, I stretch [Vulg.: ‘and stretching’] forth my-
self to those that are before…Let us therefore, as many as are
perfect, be thus minded.” ose who are yet imperfect desire
temporal goods, albeit in subordination to God: whereas the
perverse place their end in temporalities. It was therefore fit-
ting that the Old Law should conduct men to God by means
of temporal goods for which the imperfect have an affection.

Reply to Objection 1. Covetousness whereby man places
his end in temporalities, is the bane of charity. But the attain-
ment of temporal goods which man desires in subordination
to God is a road leading the imperfect to the love of God, ac-
cording to Ps. 48:19: “Hewill praiseee, whenou shalt do
well to him.”

Reply to Objection 2. Human law persuades men by
means of temporal rewards or punishments to be inflicted by
men: whereas the Divine law persuades men by meas of re-
wards or punishments to be received fromGod. In this respect
it employs higher means.

Reply toObjection 3.As any one can see, who reads care-
fully the story of the Old Testament, the common weal of the
people prospered under the Law as long as they obeyed it; and
as soon as they departed from the precepts of the Law they
were overtaken bymany calamities. But certain individuals, al-
though they observed the justice of the Law, met with misfor-
tunes—either because they had already become spiritual (so
that misfortune might withdraw them all the more from at-
tachment to temporal things, and that their virtue might be
tried)—or because, while outwardly fulfilling the works of the
Law, their heart was altogether fixed on temporal goods, and
far removed from God, according to Is. 29:13 (Mat. 15:8):
“is people honoreth Me with their lips; but their hearts is
far from Me.”
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F P   S P, Q 100
Of the Moral Precepts of the Old Law

(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider each kind of precept of the Old Law: and (1) the moral precepts, (2) the ceremonial precepts, (3)
the judicial precepts. Under the first head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all the moral precepts of the Old Law belong to the law of nature?
(2) Whether the moral precepts of the Old Law are about the acts of all the virtues?
(3) Whether all the moral precepts of the Old Law are reducible to the ten precepts of the decalogue?
(4) How the precepts of the decalogue are distinguished from one another?
(5) eir number;
(6) eir order;
(7) e manner in which they were given;
(8) Whether they are dispensable?
(9) Whether the mode of observing a virtue comes under the precept of the Law?

(10) Whether the mode of charity comes under the precept?
(11) e distinction of other moral precepts;
(12) Whether the moral precepts of the Old Law justified man?

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 1Whether all the moral precepts of the Old Law belong to the law of nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all themoral precepts
belong to the law of nature. For it is written (Ecclus. 17:9):
“Moreover He gave them instructions, and the law of life for
an inheritance.” But instruction is in contradistinction to the
law of nature; since the law of nature is not learnt, but instilled
by natural instinct.erefore not all themoral precepts belong
to the natural law.

Objection 2. Further, the Divine law is more perfect than
human law. But human law adds certain things concerning
good morals, to those that belong to the law of nature: as is
evidenced by the fact that the natural law is the same in all
men,while thesemoral institutions are various for various peo-
ple.Muchmore reason therefore was there why theDivine law
should add to the law of nature, ordinances pertaining to good
morals.

Objection 3. Further, just as natural reason leads to good
morals in certainmatters, sodoes faith: hence it iswritten (Gal.
5:6) that faith “worketh by charity.” But faith is not included
in the law of nature; since that which is of faith is above nature.
erefore not all the moral precepts of the Divine law belong
to the law of nature.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 2:14) that “the
Gentiles, who have not the Law, do by nature those things that
are of the Law”: which must be understood of things pertain-
ing to goodmorals.erefore all themoral precepts of theLaw
belong to the law of nature.

I answer that, e moral precepts, distinct from the cer-
emonial and judicial precepts, are about things pertaining of
their very nature to good morals. Now since human morals
depend on their relation to reason, which is the proper prin-
ciple of human acts, those morals are called good which ac-

cord with reason, and those are called bad which are discor-
dant from reason. And as every judgment of speculative rea-
son proceeds from the natural knowledge of first principles, so
every judgment of practical reason proceeds from principles
known naturally, as stated above (q. 94, Aa. 2,4): from which
principles one may proceed in various ways to judge of vari-
ous matters. For some matters connected with human actions
are so evident, that aer very little consideration one is able at
once to approve or disapprove of them by means of these gen-
eral first principles: while some matters cannot be the subject
of judgment without much consideration of the various cir-
cumstances, which all are not competent to do carefully, but
only those who are wise: just as it is not possible for all to con-
sider the particular conclusions of sciences, but only for those
who are versed in philosophy: and lastly there are some mat-
ters of which man cannot judge unless he be helped by Divine
instruction; such as the articles of faith.

It is therefore evident that since the moral precepts are
about matters which concern good morals; and since good
morals are those which are in accord with reason; and since
also every judgment of human reason must needs by derived
in some way from natural reason; it follows, of necessity, that
all the moral precepts belong to the law of nature; but not all
in the same way. For there are certain things which the natu-
ral reason of every man, of its own accord and at once, judges
to be done or not to be done: e.g. “Honor thy father and thy
mother,” and “ou shalt not kill, ou shalt not steal”: and
these belong to the law of nature absolutely. And there are cer-
tain thingswhich, aer amore careful consideration, wisemen
deem obligatory. Such belong to the law of nature, yet so that
they need to be inculcated, thewiser teaching the less wise: e.g.
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“Rise up before the hoary head, and honor the person of the
agedman,” and the like. And there are some things, to judge of
which, human reason needs Divine instruction, whereby we
are taught about the things of God: e.g. “ou shalt not make

to thyself a graven thing, nor the likeness of anything; ou
shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain.”

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 2Whether the moral precepts of the Law are about all the acts of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that the moral precepts of the
Law are not about all the acts of virtue. For observance of the
precepts of the Old Law is called justification, according to
Ps. 118:8: “I will keep y justifications.” But justification is
the execution of justice. erefore the moral precepts are only
about acts of justice.

Objection 2. Further, that which comes under a precept
has the character of a duty. But the character of duty belongs
to justice alone and to none of the other virtues, for the proper
act of justice consists in rendering to each one his due. ere-
fore the precepts of the moral law are not about the acts of the
other virtues, but only about the acts of justice.

Objection 3. Further, every law is made for the common
good, as Isidore says (Etym. v, 21). But of all the virtues jus-
tice alone regards the common good, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. v, 1). erefore the moral precepts are only about the
acts of justice.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Paradiso viii) that “a
sin is a transgression of the Divine law, and a disobedience to
the commandments of heaven.” But there are sins contrary to
all the acts of virtue. erefore it belongs to Divine law to di-
rect all the acts of virtue.

I answer that, Since the precepts of the Law are ordained
to the common good, as stated above (q. 90, a. 2), the precepts
of the Law must needs be diversified according to the vari-
ous kinds of community: hence the Philosopher (Polit. iv, 1)
teaches that the lawswhich aremade in a statewhich is ruledby
a king must be different from the laws of a state which is ruled
by the people, or by a few powerful men in the state. Now hu-
man law is ordained for one kind of community, and the Di-
vine law for another kind. Because human law is ordained for
the civil community, implying mutual duties of man and his
fellows: andmen are ordained to one another by outward acts,
whereby men live in communion with one another. is life
in common ofmanwithman pertains to justice, whose proper

function consists in directing the human community. Where-
fore human law makes precepts only about acts of justice; and
if it commands acts of other virtues, this is only in so far as
they assume the nature of justice, as the Philosopher explains
(Ethic. v, 1).

But the community for which the Divine law is ordained,
is that of men in relation to God, either in this life or in the
life to come. And therefore the Divine law proposes precepts
about all those matters whereby men are well ordered in their
relations to God. Now man is united to God by his reason or
mind, in which is God’s image.Wherefore theDivine law pro-
poses precepts about all those matters whereby human reason
is well ordered. But this is effected by the acts of all the virtues:
since the intellectual virtues set in good order the acts of the
reason in themselves: while themoral virtues set in good order
the acts of the reason in reference to the interior passions and
exterior actions. It is therefore evident that the Divine law fit-
tingly proposes precepts about the acts of all the virtues: yet so
that certain matters, without which the order of virtue, which
is the order of reason, cannot even exist, come under an obliga-
tion of precept; while othermatters, which pertain to thewell-
being of perfect virtue, come under an admonition of counsel.

Reply to Objection 1. e fulfilment of the command-
ments of the Law, even of those which are about the acts of
the other virtues, has the character of justification, inasmuch
as it is just that man should obeyGod: or again, inasmuch as it
is just that all that belongs to man should be subject to reason.

Reply to Objection 2. Justice properly so called regards
the duty of one man to another: but all the other virtues re-
gard the duty of the lower powers to reason. It is in relation to
this latter duty that the Philosopher speaks (Ethic. v, 11) of a
kind of metaphorical justice.

e Reply to the ird Objection is clear from what has
been said about the different kinds of community.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 3Whether all the moral precepts of the Old Law are reducible to the ten precepts of the deca-
logue?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all the moral pre-
cepts of the Old Law are reducible to the ten precepts of the
decalogue. For the first and principal precepts of the Law are,
“ou shalt love the Lord thy God,” and “ou shalt love thy
neighbor,” as stated in Mat. 22:37,39. But these two are not
contained in the precepts of the decalogue. erefore not all
the moral precepts are contained in the precepts of the deca-

logue.
Objection 2.Further, themoral precepts are not reducible

to the ceremonial precepts, but rather vice versa. But among
the precepts of the decalogue, one is ceremonial, viz. “Remem-
ber that thou keep holy the Sabbath-day.” erefore the moral
precepts are not reducible to all the precepts of the decalogue.

Objection 3. Further, the moral precepts are about all the
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acts of virtue. But among theprecepts of the decalogue are only
such as regard acts of justice; as may be seen by going through
them all. erefore the precepts of the decalogue do not in-
clude all the moral precepts.

On the contrary, e gloss on Mat. 5:11: “Blessed are ye
when they shall revile you,” etc. says that “Moses, aer pro-
pounding the ten precepts, set them out in detail.” erefore
all the precepts of the Law are so many parts of the precepts of
the decalogue.

I answer that, e precepts of the decalogue differ from
the other precepts of the Law, in the fact that God Himself is
said to have given the precepts of the decalogue; whereas He
gave the other precepts to the people through Moses. Where-
fore the decalogue includes those precepts the knowledge of
which man has immediately from God. Such are those which
with but slight reflection can be gathered at once from the
first general principles: and those also which become known
to man immediately through divinely infused faith. Conse-
quently two kinds of precepts are not reckoned among the
precepts of the decalogue: viz. first general principles, for they
need no further promulgation aer being once imprinted on
the natural reason to which they are self-evident; as, for in-
stance, that one should do evil to no man, and other similar
principles: and again those which the careful reflection of wise
men shows to be in accord with reason; since the people re-

ceive these principles from God, through being taught by wise
men. Nevertheless both kinds of precepts are contained in the
precepts of the decalogue; yet in different ways. For the first
general principles are contained in them, as principles in their
proximate conclusions; while those which are known through
wise men are contained, conversely, as conclusions in their
principles.

Reply to Objection 1. ose two principles are the first
general principles of the natural law, and are self-evident to
human reason, either through nature or through faith.Where-
fore all the precepts of the decalogue are referred to these, as
conclusions to general principles.

Reply to Objection 2. e precept of the Sabbath obser-
vance is moral in one respect, in so far as it commands man to
give some time to the things of God, according to Ps. 45:11:
“Be still and see that I am God.” In this respect it is placed
among the precepts of the decalogue: but not as to the fixing
of the time, in which respect it is a ceremonial precept.

Reply toObjection 3. e notion of duty is not so patent
in the other virtues as it is in justice. Hence the precepts about
the acts of the other virtues are not so well known to the peo-
ple as are the precepts about acts of justice.Wherefore the acts
of justice especially come under the precepts of the decalogue,
which are the primary elements of the Law.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 4Whether the precepts of the decalogue are suitably distinguished from one another?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts of the deca-
logue are unsuitably distinguished from one another. For wor-
ship is a virtue distinct from faith. Now the precepts are about
acts of virtue. But that which is said at the beginning of the
decalogue, “ou shalt not have strange gods before Me,”
belongs to faith: and that which is added, “ou shalt not
make…any graven thing,” etc. belongs to worship. erefore
these are not one precept, as Augustine asserts (Qq. in Exod.
qu. lxxi), but two.

Objection 2. Further, the affirmative precepts in the Law
are distinct from the negative precepts; e.g. “Honor thy father
and thy mother,” and, “ou shalt not kill.” But this, “I am the
Lord thy God,” is affirmative: and that which follows, “ou
shalt not have strange gods before Me,” is negative. erefore
these are two precepts, and do not, as Augustine says (Qq. in
Exod. qu. lxxi), make one.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 7:7): “I had
not known concupiscence, if the Law did not say: ‘ou shalt
not covet.’ ” Hence it seems that this precept, “ou shalt not
covet,” is one precept; and, therefore, should not be divided
into two.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Augustine who,
in commenting on Exodus (Qq. in Exod. qu. lxxi) distin-
guishes three precepts as referring to God, and seven as refer-
ring to our neighbor.

I answer that,eprecepts of the decalogue are differently
divided by different authorities. For Hesychius commenting
onLev. 26:26, “Tenwomen shall bake your bread in one oven,”
says that the precept of the Sabbath-day observance is not one
of the ten precepts, because its observance, in the letter, is not
binding for all time. But he distinguishes four precepts per-
taining to God, the first being, “I am the Lord thy God”; the
second, “ou shalt not have strange gods before Me,” (thus
also Jerome distinguishes these two precepts, in his commen-
tary on Osee 10:10, “On thy” [Vulg.: “their”] “two iniqui-
ties”); the third precept according to him is, “ou shalt not
make to thyself any graven thing”; and the fourth, “ou shalt
not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain.” He states
that there are six precepts pertaining to our neighbor; the first,
“Honor thy father and thy mother”; the second, “ou shalt
not kill”; the third, “ou shalt not commit adultery”; the
fourth, “ou shalt not steal”; the fih, “ou shalt not bear
false witness”; the sixth, “ou shalt not covet.”

But, in the first place, it seems unbecoming for the precept
of the Sabbath-day observance to be put among the precepts
of the decalogue, if it nowise belonged to the decalogue. Sec-
ondly, because, since it is written (Mat. 6:24), “No man can
serve two masters,” the two statements, “I am the Lord thy
God,” and, “ou shalt not have strange gods beforeMe” seem
to be of the same nature and to form one precept. Hence Ori-
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gen (Hom. viii in Exod.) who also distinguishes four precepts
as referring to God, unites these two under one precept; and
reckons in the secondplace, “ou shalt notmake…any graven
thing”; as third, “ou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy
God in vain”; and as fourth, “Remember that thou keep holy
the Sabbath-day.” e other six he reckons in the same way as
Hesychius.

Since, however, the making of graven things or the like-
ness of anything is not forbidden except as to the point of their
being worshipped as gods—for God commanded an image of
the Seraphim [Vulg.: Cherubim] to bemade and placed in the
tabernacle, as related in Ex. 25:18—Augustine more fittingly
unites these two, “ou shalt nothave strange godsbeforeMe,”
and, “ou shalt not make…any graven thing,” into one pre-
cept. Likewise to covet another’s wife, for the purpose of carnal
knowledge, belongs to the concupiscence of the flesh;whereas,
to covet other things, which are desired for the purpose of pos-
session, belongs to the concupiscence of the eyes; wherefore
Augustine reckons as distinct precepts, that which forbids the
coveting of another’s goods, and that which prohibits the cov-
eting of another’s wife. us he distinguishes three precepts as
referring to God, and seven as referring to our neighbor. And
this is better.

Reply to Objection 1. Worship is merely a declaration
of faith: wherefore the precepts about worship should not be
reckoned as distinct from those about faith. Nevertheless pre-
cepts should be given about worship rather than about faith,

because the precept about faith is presupposed to the precepts
of the decalogue, as is also the precept of charity. For just as the
first general principles of the natural law are self-evident to a
subject having natural reason, and need no promulgation; so
also to believe in God is a first and self-evident principle to a
subject possessed of faith: “for he that cometh to God, must
believe that He is” (Heb. 11:6). Hence it needs no other pro-
mulgation that the infusion of faith.

Reply toObjection2.eaffirmative precepts are distinct
from the negative, when one is not comprised in the other:
thus that man should honor his parents does not include that
he should not kill anotherman; nor does the latter include the
former. But when an affirmative precept is included in a neg-
ative, or vice versa, we do not find that two distinct precepts
are given: thus there is not one precept saying that “ou shalt
not steal,” and another binding one to keep another’s property
intact, or to give it back to its owner. In the same way there are
not different precepts about believing in God, and about not
believing in strange gods.

Reply to Objection 3. All covetousness has one common
ratio: and therefore the Apostle speaks of the commandment
about covetousness as though it were one. But because there
are various special kinds of covetousness, therefore Augustine
distinguishes different prohibitions against coveting: for cov-
etousness differs specifically in respect of the diversity of ac-
tions or things coveted, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 5).

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 5Whether the precepts of the decalogue are suitably set forth?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts of the deca-
logue are unsuitably set forth. Because sin, as stated by Am-
brose (De Paradiso viii), is “a transgression of the Divine law
and a disobedience to the commandments of heaven.” But sins
are distinguished according as man sins against God, or his
neighbor, or himself. Since, then, the decalogue does not in-
clude any precepts directing man in his relations to himself,
but only such as direct him in his relations toGod and himself,
it seems that the precepts of the decalogue are insufficiently
enumerated.

Objection 2. Further, just as the Sabbath-day observance
pertained to the worship of God, so also did the observance of
other solemnities, and the offering of sacrifices. But the deca-
logue contains a precept about the Sabbath-day observance.
erefore it should contain others also, pertaining to the other
solemnities, and to the sacrificial rite.

Objection 3. Further, as sins against God include the sin
of perjury, so also do they include blasphemy, or other ways
of lying against the teaching of God. But there is a precept for-
bidding perjury, “ou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy
God in vain.” erefore there should be also a precept of the
decalogue forbidding blasphemy and false doctrine.

Objection 4. Further, just as man has a natural affection

for his parents, so has he also for his children. Moreover the
commandment of charity extends to all our neighbors. Now
the precepts of the decalogue are ordained unto charity, ac-
cording to 1 Tim. 1:5: “e end of the commandment is char-
ity.” erefore as there is a precept referring to parents, so
should there have been someprecepts referring to children and
other neighbors.

Objection 5. Further, in every kind of sin, it is possible to
sin in thought or in deed. But in some kinds of sin, namely in
the and adultery, the prohibition of sins of deed, when it is
said, “ou shalt not commit adultery,ou shalt not steal,” is
distinct from the prohibition of the sin of thought, when it is
said, “ou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s goods,” and, “ou
shalt not covet thy neighbor’s wife.”erefore the same should
have been done in regard to the sins of homicide and false wit-
ness.

Objection 6. Further, just as sin happens through disorder
of the concupiscible faculty, so does it arise through disorder
of the irascible part. But some precepts forbid inordinate con-
cupiscence, when it is said, “ou shalt not covet.” erefore
the decalogue should have included some precepts forbidding
the disorders of the irascible faculty. erefore it seems that
the ten precepts of the decalogue are unfittingly enumerated.
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On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 4:13): “He shewed you
His covenant, which He commanded you to do, and the ten
words that He wrote in two tablets of stone.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), just as the precepts of
human law direct man in his relations to the human commu-
nity, so the precepts of the Divine law direct man in his rela-
tions to a community or commonwealth of men under God.
Now in order that any man may dwell aright in a community,
two things are required: the first is that he behave well to the
head of the community; the other is that he behave well to
those who are his fellows and partners in the community. It
is therefore necessary that the Divine law should contain in
the first place precepts ordering man in his relations to God;
and in the second place, other precepts orderingman in his re-
lations to other men who are his neighbors and live with him
under God.

Nowmanowes three things to the headof the community:
first, fidelity; secondly, reverence; thirdly, service. Fidelity to
his master consists in his not giving sovereign honor to an-
other: and this is the sense of the first commandment, in the
words “ou shalt not have strange gods.” Reverence to his
master requires that he should do nothing injurious to him:
and this is conveyed by the second commandment, “ou
shalt not take the name of the Lord thyGod in vain.” Service is
due to the master in return for the benefits which his subjects
receive fromhim: and to this belongs the third commandment
of the sanctification of the Sabbath in memory of the creation
of all things.

To his neighbors a man behaves himself well both in par-
ticular and in general. In particular, as to those to whom he is
indebted, by paying his debts: and in this sense is to be taken
the commandment about honoring one’s parents. In general,
as to all men, by doing harm to none, either by deed, or by
word, or by thought. By deed, harm is done to one’s neigh-
bor—sometimes in his person, i.e. as to his personal existence;
and this is forbidden by thewords, “ou shalt not kill”: some-
times in a person united to him, as to the propagation of off-
spring; and this is prohibited by the words, “ou shalt not
commit adultery”: sometimes in his possessions, which are di-
rected to both the aforesaid; and with this regard to this it is
said, “ou shalt not steal.” Harm done by word is forbidden
when it is said, “ou shalt not bear false witness against thy
neighbor”: harm done by thought is forbidden in the words,
“ou shalt not covet.”

e three precepts that direct man in his behavior towards
God may also be differentiated in this same way. For the first
refers to deeds; wherefore it is said, “ou shalt not make…a
graven thing”: the second, towords;wherefore it is said, “ou
shalt not take the name of the Lord thyGod in vain”: the third,
to thoughts; because the sanctification of the Sabbath, as the
subject of amoral precept, requires repose of the heart inGod.
Or, according to Augustine (In Ps. 32: Conc. 1), by the first
commandment we reverence the unity of the First Principle;
by the second, the Divine truth; by the third, His goodness

whereby we are sanctified, and wherein we rest as in our last
end.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection may be answered in
two ways. First, because the precepts of the decalogue can be
reduced to the precepts of charity. Now there was need for
man to receive a precept about loving God and his neighbor,
because in this respect the natural law had become obscured
on account of sin: but not about the duty of loving oneself, be-
cause in this respect the natural law retained its vigor: or again,
because love of oneself is contained in the love of God and of
one’s neighbor: since true self-love consists in directing one-
self to God. And for this reason the decalogue includes those
precepts only which refer to our neighbor and to God.

Secondly, itmay be answered that the precepts of the deca-
logue are those which the people received from God immedi-
ately; wherefore it is written (Dt. 10:4): “He wrote in the ta-
bles, according asHe had written before, the ten words, which
the Lord spoke to you.” Hence the precepts of the decalogue
need to be such as the people can understand at once. Now a
precept implies the notion of duty. But it is easy for a man, es-
pecially for a believer, to understand that, of necessity, he owes
certain duties to God and to his neighbor. But that, in mat-
ters which regard himself and not another, man has, of neces-
sity, certain duties to himself, is not so evident: for, at the first
glance, it seems that everyone is free in matters that concern
himself. And therefore the precepts which prohibit disorders
of a man with regard to himself, reach the people through the
instruction of men who are versed through the instruction of
men who are versed in such matters; and, consequently, they
are not contained in the decalogue.

Reply to Objection 2. All the solemnities of the Old Law
were instituted in celebration of some Divine favor, either in
memory of past favors, or in sign of some favor to come: in
like manner all the sacrifices were offered up with the same
purpose. Now of all the Divine favors to be commemorated
the chief was that of the Creation, which was called to mind
by the sanctification of the Sabbath; wherefore the reason for
this precept is given in Ex. 20:11: “In six days the Lord made
heaven and earth,” etc. Andof all future blessings, the chief and
final was the repose of the mind in God, either, in the present
life, by grace, or, in the future life, by glory; which repose was
also foreshadowed in the Sabbath-day observance: wherefore
it is written (Is. 58:13): “If thou turn away thy foot from the
Sabbath, from doing thy own will in My holy day, and call the
Sabbath delightful, and the holy of the Lord glorious.” Because
these favors first and chiefly are borne in mind by men, espe-
cially by the faithful. But other solemnities were celebrated on
account of certain particular favors temporal and transitory,
such as the celebration of the Passover in memory of the past
favor of the delivery fromEgypt, and as a sign of the future Pas-
sion ofChrist, which though temporal and transitory, brought
us to the repose of the spiritual Sabbath. Consequently, the
Sabbath alone, and none of the other solemnities and sacri-
fices, is mentioned in the precepts of the decalogue.
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Reply to Objection 3. As the Apostle says (Heb. 6:16),
“men swear by one greater than themselves; and an oath for
confirmation is the end of all their controversy.” Hence, since
oaths are common to all, inordinate swearing is thematter of a
special prohibitionby a precept of the decalogue.According to
one interpretation, however, the words, “ou shalt not take
the name of the Lord thy God in vain,” are a prohibition of
false doctrine, for one gloss expounds them thus: “ou shalt
not say that Christ is a creature.”

Reply to Objection 4. at a man should not do harm
to anyone is an immediate dictate of his natural reason: and
therefore the precepts that forbid the doing of harm are bind-
ing on all men. But it is not an immediate dictate of natural
reason that a man should do one thing in return for another,
unless he happen to be indebted to someone. Now a son’s debt
to his father is so evident that one cannot get away from it
by denying it: since the father is the principle of generation
andbeing, and also of upbringing and teaching.Wherefore the
decalogue does not prescribe deeds of kindness or service to
be done to anyone except to one’s parents. On the other hand
parents do not seem to be indebted to their children for any fa-
vors received, but rather the reverse is the case. Again, a child

is a part of his father; and “parents love their children as being
a part of themselves,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. viii, 12).
Hence, just as the decalogue contains no ordinance as toman’s
behavior towards himself, so, for the same reason, it includes
no precept about loving one’s children.

Reply to Objection 5. e pleasure of adultery and the
usefulness ofwealth, in so far as they have the character of plea-
surable or useful good, are of themselves, objects of appetite:
and for this reason they needed to be forbidden not only in
the deed but also in the desire. But murder and falsehood are,
of themselves, objects of repulsion (since it is natural for man
to love his neighbor and the truth): and are desired only for
the sake of something else. Consequently with regard to sins
of murder and false witness, it was necessary to proscribe, not
sins of thought, but only sins of deed.

Reply to Objection 6. As stated above (q. 25, a. 1), all the
passions of the irascible faculty arise from the passions of the
concupiscible part.Hence, as the precepts of the decalogue are,
as it were, the first elements of the Law, there was no need for
mention of the irascible passions, but only of the concupiscible
passions.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 6Whether the ten precepts of the decalogue are set in proper order?

Objection 1. It would seem that the ten precepts of the
decalogue are not set in proper order. Because love of one’s
neighbor is seemingly previous to love ofGod, since our neigh-
bor is better known to us than God is; according to 1 Jn. 4:20:
“He that loveth not his brother, whom he seeth, how can he
love God, Whom he seeth not?” But the first three precepts
belong to the love of God, while the other seven pertain to the
love of our neighbor. erefore the precepts of the decalogue
are not set in proper order.

Objection 2. Further, the acts of virtue are prescribed
by the affirmative precepts, and acts of vice are forbidden by
the negative precepts. But according to Boethius in his com-
mentary on the Categories*, vices should be uprooted before
virtues are sown.erefore among theprecepts concerningour
neighbor, the negative precepts should have preceded the affir-
mative.

Objection 3. Further, the precepts of the Law are about
men’s actions. But actions of thought precede actions of word
or outward deed. erefore the precepts about not coveting,
which regard our thoughts, are unsuitably placed last in order.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 13:1): “e
things that are of God, are well ordered” [Vulg.: ‘ose that
are, are ordained of God’]. But the precepts of the decalogue
were given immediately by God, as stated above (a. 3). ere-
fore they are arranged in becoming order.

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 3,5, ad 1), the precepts
of thedecalogue are such as themindofman is ready to grasp at
once. Now it is evident that a thing is so much the more easily

grasped by the reason, as its contrary is more grievous and re-
pugnant to reason. Moreover, it is clear, since the order of rea-
son begins with the end, that, for a man to be inordinately dis-
posed towards his end, is supremely contrary to reason. Now
the end of human life and society is God. Consequently it was
necessary for the precepts of the decalogue, first of all, to di-
rect man to God; since the contrary to this is most grievous.
us also, in an army, which is ordained to the commander as
to its end, it is requisite first that the soldier should be subject
to the commander, and the opposite of this is most grievous;
and secondly it is requisite that he should be in coordination
with the other soldiers.

Nowamong those thingswherebywe are ordained toGod,
the first is that man should be subjected to Him faithfully, by
having nothing in common with His enemies. e second is
that he should show Him reverence: the third that he should
offer Him service. us, in an army, it is a greater sin for a sol-
dier to act treacherously andmake a compactwith the foe, than
to be insolent to his commander: and this last is more grievous
than if he be found wanting in some point of service to him.

As to the precepts that direct man in his behavior towards
his neighbor, it is evident that it is more repugnant to reason,
and a more grievous sin, if man does not observe the due or-
der as to those persons to whom he is most indebted. Conse-
quently, among those precepts that direct man in his relations
to his neighbor, the first place is given to that one which re-
gards his parents. Among the other precepts we again find the
order to be according to the gravity of sin. For it is more grave

* Lib. iv, cap. De Oppos.
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and more repugnant to reason, to sin by deed than by word;
and byword than by thought.And among sins of deed,murder
which destroys life in one already living is more grievous than
adultery, which imperils the life of the unborn child; and adul-
tery is more grave than the, which regards external goods.

Reply to Objection 1. Although our neighbor is better
known thanGodby theway of the senses, nevertheless the love
ofGod is the reason for the love of our neighbor, as shall be de-
clared later on ( IIa IIae, q. 25, a. 1; IIa IIae, q. 26, a. 2). Hence
the precepts ordaining man to God demanded precedence of
the others.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as God is the universal princi-
ple of being in respect of all things, so is a father a principle
of being in respect of his son. erefore the precept regard-
ing parents was fittingly placed aer the precepts regarding
God. is argument holds in respect of affirmative and nega-

tive precepts about the same kind of deed: although even then
it is not altogether cogent. For although in the order of execu-
tion, vices should be uprooted before virtues are sown, accord-
ing to Ps. 33:15: “Turn away from evil, and do good,” and Is.
1:16,17: “Cease to do perversely; learn to do well”; yet, in the
order of knowledge, virtue precedes vice, because “the crooked
line is known by the straight” (De Anima i): and “by the law
is the knowledge of sin” (Rom. 3:20). Wherefore the affirma-
tion precept demanded the first place. However, this is not the
reason for the order, but that which is given above. Because in
the precepts regardingGod,which belongs to the first table, an
affirmative precept is placed last, since its transgression implies
a less grievous sin.

Reply toObjection3.Although sin of thought stands first
in the order of execution, yet its prohibition holds a later po-
sition in the order of reason.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 7Whether the precepts of the decalogue are suitably formulated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts of the deca-
logue are unsuitably formulated. Because the affirmative pre-
cepts direct man to acts of virtue, while the negative precepts
withdraw him from acts of vice. But in every matter there are
virtues and vices opposed to one another. erefore in what-
evermatter there is an ordinance of a precept of the decalogue,
there should have been an affirmative and a negative precept.
erefore it was unfitting that affirmative precepts should be
framed in some matters, and negative precepts in others.

Objection 2. Further, Isidore says (Etym. ii, 10) that every
law is based on reason. But all the precepts of the decalogue be-
long to the Divine law. erefore the reason should have been
pointed out in each precept, and not only in the first and third.

Objection 3. Further, by observing the precepts man de-
serves to be rewarded by God. But the Divine promises con-
cern the rewards of the precepts.erefore the promise should
have been included in each precept, and not only in the second
and fourth.

Objection 4. Further, the Old Law is called “the law of
fear,” in so far as it induced men to observe the precepts, by
means of the threat of punishments. But all the precepts of the
decalogue belong to the Old Law. erefore a threat of pun-
ishment should have been included in each, and not only in
the first and second.

Objection 5. Further, all the commandments of God
should be retained in thememory: for it is written (Prov. 3:3):
“Write them in the tables of thy heart.”erefore it was not fit-
ting that mention of the memory should be made in the third
commandment only. Consequently it seems that the precepts
of the decalogue are unsuitably formulated.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 11:21) that “God
made all things, in measure, number and weight.” Much more
therefore didHe observe a suitablemanner in formulatingHis
Law.

I answer that,ehighest wisdom is contained in the pre-
cepts of theDivine law: wherefore it is written (Dt. 4:6): “is
is your wisdom and understanding in the sight of nations.”
Now it belongs to wisdom to arrange all things in due man-
ner and order. erefore it must be evident that the precepts
of the Law are suitably set forth.

Reply to Objection 1. Affirmation of one thing always
leads to the denial of its opposite: but the denial of one op-
posite does not always lead to the affirmation of the other. For
it follows that if a thing is white, it is not black: but it does not
follow that if it is not black, it is white: because negation ex-
tends further than affirmation. And hence too, that one ought
not to do harm to another, which pertains to the negative pre-
cepts, extends to more persons, as a primary dictate of reason,
than that one ought to do someone a service or kindness. Nev-
ertheless it is a primary dictate of reason that man is a debtor
in the point of rendering a service or kindness to those from
whom he has received kindness, if he has not yet repaid the
debt. Now there are two whose favors no man can sufficiently
repay, viz. God and man’s father, as stated in Ethic. viii, 14.
erefore it is that there are only two affirmative precepts; one
about the honor due to parents, the other about the celebra-
tion of the Sabbath in memory of the Divine favor.

Reply to Objection 2. e reasons for the purely moral
precepts are manifest; hence there was no need to add the rea-
son. But some of the precepts include ceremonial matter, or a
determinationof a generalmoral precept; thus thefirst precept
includes the determination, “ou shalt not make a graven
thing”; and in the third precept the Sabbath-day is fixed. Con-
sequently there was need to state the reason in each case.

Reply to Objection 3. Generally speaking, men direct
their actions to some point of utility. Consequently in those
precepts in which it seemed that there would be no useful re-
sult, or that some utility might be hindered, it was necessary

1006



to add a promise of reward. And since parents are already on
the way to depart from us, no benefit is expected from them:
wherefore a promise of reward is added to the precept about
honoring one’s parents.e same applies to the precept forbid-
ding idolatry: since thereby it seemed that men were hindered
from receiving the apparent benefit which they think they can
get by entering into a compact with the demons.

Reply to Objection 4. Punishments are necessary against
those who are prone to evil, as stated in Ethic. x, 9. Wherefore
a threat of punishment is only affixed to those precepts of the
law which forbade evils to which men were prone. Now men

were prone to idolatry by reason of the general custom of the
nations. Likewise men are prone to perjury on account of the
frequent use of oaths. Hence it is that a threat is affixed to the
first two precepts.

Reply toObjection 5.e commandment about the Sab-
bathwasmade inmemory of a past blessing.Wherefore special
mention of the memory is made therein. Or again, the com-
mandment about the Sabbath has a determination affixed to
it that does not belong to the natural law, wherefore this pre-
cept needed a special admonition.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 8Whether the precepts of the decalogue are dispensable?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts of the deca-
logue are dispensable. For the precepts of the decalogue belong
to the natural law. But the natural law fails in some cases and is
changeable, like human nature, as the Philosopher says (Ethic.
v, 7). Now the failure of law to apply in certain particular cases
is a reason for dispensation, as stated above (q. 96, a. 6; q. 97,
a. 4). erefore a dispensation can be granted in the precepts
of the decalogue.

Objection 2. Further, man stands in the same relation to
human law as God does to Divine law. But man can dispense
with the precepts of a law made by man. erefore, since the
precepts of the decalogue are ordained by God, it seems that
God can dispense with them. Now our superiors are God’s
viceregents on earth; for the Apostle says (2 Cor. 2:10): “For
what I have pardoned, if I have pardoned anything, for your
sakes have I done it in the person of Christ.” erefore superi-
ors can dispense with the precepts of the decalogue.

Objection3.Further, among theprecepts of thedecalogue
is one forbidding murder. But it seems that a dispensation is
given by men in this precept: for instance, when according to
the prescription of human law, such as evil-doers or enemies
are lawfully slain. erefore the precepts of the decalogue are
dispensable.

Objection 4. Further, the observance of the Sabbath is or-
dained by a precept of the decalogue. But a dispensation was
granted in this precept; for it is written (1 Macc. 2:4): “And
they determined in that day, saying:Whosoever shall come up
to fight against us on the Sabbath-day, we will fight against
him.” erefore the precepts of the decalogue are dispensable.

On the contrary, are the words of Is. 24:5, where some
are reproved for that “they have changed the ordinance, they
have broken the everlasting covenant”; which, seemingly, ap-
ply principally to the precepts of the decalogue. erefore the
precepts of the decalogue cannot be changed by dispensation.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 96, a. 6; q. 97, a. 4),
precepts admit of dispensation, when there occurs a particu-
lar case in which, if the letter of the law be observed, the in-
tention of the lawgiver is frustrated. Now the intention of ev-
ery lawgiver is directed first and chiefly to the common good;

secondly, to the order of justice and virtue, whereby the com-
mon good is preserved and attained. If therefore there by any
precepts which contain the very preservation of the common
good, or the very order of justice and virtue, such precepts con-
tain the intention of the lawgiver, and therefore are indispens-
able. For instance, if in some community a law were enacted,
such as this—that no man should work for the destruction
of the commonwealth, or betray the state to its enemies, or
that no man should do anything unjust or evil, such precepts
would not admit of dispensation. But if other precepts were
enacted, subordinate to the above, and determining certain
special modes of procedure, these latter precepts would admit
of dispensation, in so far as the omission of these precepts in
certain cases would not be prejudicial to the former precepts
which contain the intention of the lawgiver. For instance if,
for the safeguarding of the commonwealth, it were enacted in
some city that from each ward some men should keep watch
as sentries in case of siege, some might be dispensed from this
on account of some greater utility.

Now the precepts of the decalogue contain the very inten-
tion of the lawgiver, who is God. For the precepts of the first
table, which direct us to God, contain the very order to the
common and final good, which is God; while the precepts of
the second table contain the order of justice to be observed
among men, that nothing undue be done to anyone, and that
each one be given his due; for it is in this sense that we are to
take the precepts of the decalogue. Consequently the precepts
of the decalogue admit of no dispensation whatever.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is not speaking of
the natural lawwhich contains the very order of justice: for it is
a never-failing principle that “justice should be preserved.” But
he is speaking in reference to certain fixed modes of observing
justice, which fail to apply in certain cases.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Apostle says (2 Tim. 2:13),
“God continueth faithful, He cannot deny Himself.” But He
would denyHimself if He were to do away with the very order
of His own justice, since He is justice itself. Wherefore God
cannot dispense a man so that it be lawful for him not to di-
rect himself to God, or not to be subject toHis justice, even in
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those matters in which men are directed to one another.
Reply toObjection 3.e slaying of aman is forbidden in

the decalogue, in so far as it bears the character of something
undue: for in this sense the precept contains the very essence of
justice. Human law cannotmake it lawful for a man to be slain
unduly. But it is not undue for evil-doers or foes of the com-
mon weal to be slain: hence this is not contrary to the precept
of the decalogue; and such a killing is no murder as forbidden
by that precept, as Augustine observes (De Lib. Arb. i, 4). In
like manner when a man’s property is taken from him, if it be
due that he should lose it, this is not the or robbery as forbid-
den by the decalogue.

Consequently when the children of Israel, by God’s com-
mand, took away the spoils of theEgyptians, thiswas not the;
since itwas due to themby the sentenceofGod.Likewisewhen
Abraham consented to slay his son, he did not consent tomur-
der, because his son was due to be slain by the command of
God, Who is Lord of life and death: for He it is Who inflicts
the punishment of death on all men, both godly and ungodly,
on account of the sin of our first parent, and if a man be the

executor of that sentence by Divine authority, he will be no
murderer anymore thanGodwould be. AgainOsee, by taking
unto himself a wife of fornications, or an adulterous woman,
was not guilty either of adultery or of fornication: because he
took unto himself one whowas his by command ofGod,Who
is the Author of the institution of marriage.

Accordingly, therefore, the precepts of the decalogue, as to
the essence of justice which they contain, are unchangeable:
but as to any determination by application to individual ac-
tions—for instance, that this or that be murder, the or adul-
tery, or not—in this point they admit of change; sometimes
by Divine authority alone, namely, in such matters as are ex-
clusively of Divine institution, as marriage and the like; some-
times also by human authority, namely in such matters as are
subject to human jurisdiction: for in this respect men stand in
the place of God: and yet not in all respects.

Reply to Objection 4. is determination was an inter-
pretation rather than a dispensation. For a man is not taken to
break the Sabbath, if he does something necessary for human
welfare; as Our Lord proves (Mat. 12:3, seqq.).

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 9Whether the mode of virtue falls under the precept of the law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the mode of virtue falls
under the precept of the law. For the mode of virtue is that
deeds of justice should be done justly, that deeds of fortitude
should be done bravely, and in like manner as to the other
virtues. But it is commanded (Dt. 26:20) that “thou shalt fol-
low justly aer thatwhich is just.”erefore themode of virtue
falls under the precept.

Objection 2. Further, that which belongs to the intention
of the lawgiver comes chiefly under the precept. But the inten-
tion of the lawgiver is directed chiefly to make men virtuous,
as stated in Ethic. ii: and it belongs to a virtuousman to act vir-
tuously. erefore the mode of virtue falls under the precept.

Objection 3. Further, the mode of virtue seems to consist
properly in working willingly and with pleasure. But this falls
under a precept of the Divine law, for it is written (Ps. 99:2):
“Serve ye the Lord with gladness”; and (2Cor. 9:7): “Not with
sadness or necessity: for God loveth a cheerful giver”; where-
upon the gloss says: “Whatever ye do, do gladly; and then you
will do it well; whereas if you do it sorrowfully, it is done in
thee, not by thee.”erefore themode of virtue falls under the
precept of the law.

On the contrary, No man can act as a virtuous man acts
unless he has the habit of virtue, as the Philosopher explains
(Ethic. ii, 4; v, 8). Now whoever transgresses a precept of the
law, deserves to be punished.Hence it would follow that aman
who has not the habit of virtue, would deserve to be punished,
whatever he does. But this is contrary to the intention of the
law,which aims at leadingman to virtue, by habituating him to
good works. erefore the mode of virtue does not fall under
the precept.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, a. 3, ad 2), a precept
of law has compulsory power. Hence that on which the com-
pulsion of the law is brought to bear, falls directly under the
precept of the law. Now the law compels through fear of pun-
ishment, as stated in Ethic. x, 9, because that properly falls un-
der the precept of the law, for which the penalty of the law is
inflicted. But Divine law and human law are differently situ-
ated as to the appointment of penalties; since the penalty of
the law is inflicted only for those things which come under the
judgment of the lawgiver; for the law punishes in accordance
with the verdict given. Now man, the framer of human law, is
competent to judge only of outward acts; because “man seeth
those things that appear,” according to 1 Kings 16:7: while
God alone, the framer of theDivine law, is competent to judge
of the inward movements of wills, according to Ps. 7:10: “e
searcher of hearts and reins is God.”

Accordingly, therefore,wemust say that themodeof virtue
is in some sort regarded both by human and by Divine law; in
some respect it is regarded by the Divine, but not by the hu-
man law; and in another way, it is regarded neither by the hu-
man nor by the Divine law. Now the mode of virtue consists
in three things, as the Philosopher states in Ethic. ii. e first
is that man should act “knowingly”: and this is subject to the
judgment of bothDivine and human law; because what a man
does in ignorance, he does accidentally. Hence according to
both human and Divine law, certain things are judged in re-
spect of ignorance to be punishable or pardonable.

e secondpoint is that aman should act “deliberately,” i.e.
“from choice, choosing that particular action for its own sake”;
wherein a twofold internal movement is implied, of volition
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and of intention, about which we have spoken above (Qq. 8,
12): and concerning these two, Divine law alone, and not hu-
man law, is competent to judge. For human law does not pun-
ish the man who wishes to slay, and slays not: whereas the Di-
vine law does, according to Mat. 5:22: “Whosoever is angry
with his brother, shall be in danger of the judgment.”

e third point is that he should “act from a firm and
immovable principle”: which firmness belongs properly to a
habit, and implies that the action proceeds from a rooted
habit. In this respect, the mode of virtue does not fall under
the precept either of Divine or of human law, since neither by
man nor by God is he punished as breaking the law, who gives
due honor to his parents and yet has not the habit of filial piety.

Reply to Objection 1. e mode of doing acts of justice,
which falls under the precept, is that they be done in accor-
dance with right; but not that they be done from the habit of
justice.

Reply to Objection 2. e intention of the lawgiver is
twofold.His aim, in the first place, is to leadmen to something

by the precepts of the law: and this is virtue. Secondly, his in-
tention is brought to bear on the matter itself of the precept:
and this is something leading or disposing to virtue, viz. an act
of virtue. For the end of the precept and the matter of the pre-
cept are not the same: just as neither in other things is the end
the same as that which conduces to the end.

Reply toObjection3.atworks of virtue shouldbedone
without sadness, falls under the precept of the Divine law; for
whoever works with sadness works unwillingly. But to work
with pleasure, i.e. joyfully or cheerfully, in one respect falls un-
der the precept, viz. in so far as pleasure ensues from the love of
God and one’s neighbor (which love falls under the precept),
and love causes pleasure: and in another respect does not fall
under the precept, in so far as pleasure ensues from a habit; for
“pleasure taken in a work proves the existence of a habit,” as
stated in Ethic. ii, 3. For an act may give pleasure either on ac-
count of its end, or through its proceeding from a becoming
habit.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 10Whether the mode of charity falls under the precept of the Divine law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the mode of charity falls
under the precept of the Divine law. For it is written (Mat.
19:17): “If thouwilt enter into life, keep the commandments”:
whence it seems to follow that the observance of the com-
mandments suffices for entrance into life. But good works do
not suffice for entrance into life, except they be done from
charity: for it is written (1 Cor. 13:3): “If I should distribute
all my goods to feed the poor, and if I should deliver my body
to be burned, and have not charity, it profiteth me nothing.”
erefore the mode of charity is included in the command-
ment.

Objection 2. Further, the mode of charity consists prop-
erly speaking in doing all things for God. But this falls under
the precept; for the Apostle says (1 Cor. 10:31): “Do all to the
glory of God.” erefore the mode of charity falls under the
precept.

Objection 3. Further, if the mode of charity does not fall
under the precept, it follows that one can fulfil the precepts of
the law without having charity. Now what can be done with-
out charity can be done without grace, which is always united
to charity.erefore one can fulfil the precepts of the lawwith-
out grace. But this is the error of Pelagius, as Augustine de-
clares (De Haeres. lxxxviii). erefore the mode of charity is
included in the commandment.

On the contrary, Whoever breaks a commandment sins
mortally. If therefore the mode of charity falls under the pre-
cept, it follows that whoever acts otherwise than from charity
sinsmortally. But whoever has not charity, acts otherwise than
from charity. erefore it follows that whoever has not char-
ity, sins mortally in whatever he does, however good this may
be in itself: which is absurd.

I answer that, Opinions have been contrary on this ques-
tion. For some have said absolutely that the mode of charity
comes under the precept; and yet that it is possible for one
not having charity to fulfil this precept: because he can dispose
himself to receive charity fromGod.Nor (say they) does it fol-
low that a man not having charity sins mortally whenever he
does something good of its kind: because it is an affirmative
precept that binds one to act from charity, and is binding not
for all time, but only for such time as one is in a state of charity.
On the other hand, some have said that the mode of charity is
altogether outside the precept.

Both these opinions are true up to a certain point. Because
the act of charity can be considered in twoways. First, as an act
by itself: and thus it falls under the precept of the law which
specially prescribes it, viz. “ou shalt love the Lord thy God,”
and “ou shalt love thy neighbor.” In this sense, the first opin-
ion is true. Because it is not impossible to observe this precept
which regards the act of charity; sinceman can dispose himself
to possess charity, and when he possesses it, he can use it. Sec-
ondly, the act of charity can be considered as being the mode
of the acts of the other virtues, i.e. inasmuch as the acts of the
other virtues are ordained to charity, which is “the end of the
commandment,” as stated in 1 Tim. i, 5: for it has been said
above (q. 12, a. 4) that the intentionof the end is a formalmode
of the act ordained to that end. In this sense the second opin-
ion is true in saying that themodeof charity does not fall under
the precept, that is to say that this commandment, “Honor thy
father,” does not mean that a man must honor his father from
charity, butmerely that hemust honor him.Wherefore he that
honors his father, yet has not charity, does not break this pre-
cept: although he does break the precept concerning the act of

1009



charity, for which reason he deserves to be punished.
Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord did not say, “If thou wilt

enter into life, keep one commandment”; but “keep” all “the
commandments”: among which is included the command-
ment concerning the love of God and our neighbor.

Reply toObjection 2. e precept of charity contains the
injunction that God should be loved from our whole heart,
which means that all things would be referred to God. Con-
sequently man cannot fulfil the precept of charity, unless he
also refer all things to God. Wherefore he that honors his fa-
ther and mother, is bound to honor them from charity, not in
virtue of the precept, “Honor thy father and mother,” but in

virtue of the precept, “ou shalt love the Lord thy God with
thy whole heart.” And since these are two affirmative precepts,
not binding for all times, they can be binding, each one at a dif-
ferent time: so that itmay happen that aman fulfils the precept
of honoring his father and mother, without at the same time
breaking the precept concerning the omission of the mode of
charity.

Reply toObjection3.Man cannot fulfil all the precepts of
the law, unless he fulfil the precept of charity, which is impossi-
blewithout charity.Consequently it is not possible, as Pelagius
maintained, for man to fulfil the law without grace.

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 11Whether it is right to distinguish other moral precepts of the law besides the decalogue?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is wrong to distinguish
othermoral precepts of the lawbesides the decalogue. Because,
as Our Lord declared (Mat. 22:40), “on these two command-
ments” of charity “dependeth thewhole law and the prophets.”
But these two commandments are explained by the ten com-
mandments of the decalogue. erefore there is no need for
other moral precepts.

Objection 2. Further, themoral precepts are distinct from
the judicial and ceremonial precepts, as stated above (q. 99,
Aa. 3,4). But the determinations of the general moral precepts
belong to the judicial and ceremonial precepts: and the gen-
eral moral precepts are contained in the decalogue, or are even
presupposed to the decalogue, as stated above (a. 3).erefore
it was unsuitable to lay down other moral precepts besides the
decalogue.

Objection3.Further, themoral precepts are about the acts
of all the virtues, as stated above (a. 2). erefore, as the Law
contains, besides the decalogue, moral precepts pertaining to
religion, liberality, mercy, and chastity; so there should have
been added some precepts pertaining to the other virtues, for
instance, fortitude, sobriety, and so forth. And yet such is not
the case. It is therefore unbecoming to distinguish othermoral
precepts in the Law besides those of the decalogue.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 18:8): “e law of the
Lord is unspotted, converting souls.” But man is preserved
from the stain of sin, and his soul is converted toGod by other
moral precepts besides those of the decalogue.erefore it was
right for the Law to include other moral precepts.

I answer that, As is evident from what has been stated
(q. 99, Aa. 3,4), the judicial and ceremonial precepts derive
their force from their institution alone: since before they were
instituted, it seemed of no consequence whether things were
done in this or that way. But themoral precepts derive their ef-
ficacy from the very dictate of natural reason, even if they were
never included in the Law.Nowof these there are three grades:
for some aremost certain, and so evident as toneednopromul-
gation; such as the commandments of the love of God and our
neighbor, and others like these, as stated above (a. 3), which

are, as it were, the ends of the commandments; wherefore no
man can have an erroneous judgment about them. Some pre-
cepts are more detailed, the reason of which even an unedu-
cated man can easily grasp; and yet they need to be promul-
gated, because human judgment, in a few instances, happens
to be led astray concerning them: these are the precepts of the
decalogue. Again, there are some precepts the reason of which
is not so evident to everyone, but only thewise; these aremoral
precepts added to the decalogue, and given to the people by
God through Moses and Aaron.

But since the things that are evident are the principles
wherebywe know those that are not evident, these othermoral
precepts added to the decalogue are reducible to the precepts
of the decalogue, as so many corollaries. us the first com-
mandment of the decalogue forbids the worship of strange
gods: and to this are added other precepts forbidding things
relating to worship of idols: thus it is written (Dt. 18:10,11):
“Neither let there be found among you anyone that shall ex-
piate his son or daughter, making them to pass through the
fire:…neither let there by any wizard nor charmer, nor any-
one that consulteth pythonic spirits, or fortune-tellers, or that
seeketh the truth from the dead.” e second commandment
forbids perjury. To this is added the prohibition of blasphemy
(Lev. 24:15, seqq) and the prohibition of false doctrine (Dt.
13). To the third commandment are added all the ceremo-
nial precepts. To the fourth commandment prescribing the
honor due to parents, is added the precept about honoring
the aged, according to Lev. 19:32: “Rise up before the hoary
head, and honor the person of the aged man”; and likewise all
the precepts prescribing the reverence to be observed towards
our betters, or kindliness towards our equals or inferiors. To
the fih commandment, which forbids murder, is added the
prohibition of hatred and of any kind of violence inflicted on
our neighbor, according to Lev. 19:16: “ou shalt not stand
against the blood of thy neighbor”: likewise the prohibition
against hating one’s brother (Lev. 19:17): “ou shalt not hate
thy brother in thy heart.” To the sixth commandment which
forbids adultery, is added the prohibition about whoredom,
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according to Dt. 23:17: “ere shall be no whore among the
daughters of Israel, nor whoremonger among the sons of Is-
rael”; and the prohibition against unnatural sins, according to
Lev. 28:22,23: “ou shalt not lie with mankind…thou shalt
not copulate with any beast.” To the seventh commandment
which prohibits the, is added the precept forbidding usury,
according to Dt. 23:19: “ou shalt not lend to thy brother
money to usury”; and the prohibition against fraud, accord-
ing to Dt. 25:13: “ou shalt not have divers weights in thy
bag”; and universally all prohibitions relating to peculations
and larceny.To the eighth commandment, forbidding false tes-
timony, is added the prohibition against false judgment, ac-
cording to Ex. 23:2: “Neither shalt thou yield in judgment, to
the opinion of the most part, to stray from the truth”; and the
prohibition against lying (Ex. 23:7): “ou shalt fly lying,” and
the prohibition against detraction, according to Lev. 19:16:
“ou shalt not be a detractor, nor awhisperer among the peo-
ple.” To the other two commandments no further precepts are
added, because thereby are forbidden all kinds of evil desires.

Reply to Objection 1. e precepts of the decalogue are
ordained to the love of God and our neighbor as pertaining
evidently to our duty towards them; but the other precepts are

so ordained as pertaining thereto less evidently.
Reply to Objection 2. It is in virtue of their institution

that the ceremonial and judicial precepts “are determinations
of the precepts of the decalogue,” not by reason of a natural
instinct, as in the case of the superadded moral precepts.

Reply to Objection 3. e precepts of a law are ordained
for the common good, as stated above (q. 90, a. 2). And since
those virtues which direct our conduct towards others per-
tain directly to the common good, as also does the virtue of
chastity, in so far as the generative act conduces to the com-
mon good of the species; hence precepts bearing directly on
these virtues are given, both in the decalogue and in addition
thereto.As to the act of fortitude there are the order to be given
by the commanders in the war, which is undertaken for the
common good: as is clear from Dt. 20:3, where the priest is
commanded (to speak thus): “Be not afraid, do not give back.”
In like manner the prohibition of acts of gluttony is le to
paternal admonition, since it is contrary to the good of the
household; hence it is said (Dt. 21:20) in the person of par-
ents: “He slighteth hearing our admonitions, he giveth himself
to revelling, and to debauchery and banquetings.”

Ia IIae q. 100 a. 12Whether the moral precepts of the Old Law justified man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the moral precepts of the
Old Law justified man. Because the Apostle says (Rom. 2:13):
“For not the hearers of the Law are justified before God, but
the doers of the Law shall be justified.” But the doers of the
Law are those who fulfil the precepts of the Law.erefore the
fulfilling of the precepts of the Lawwas a cause of justification.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Lev. 18:5): “Keep My
laws and My judgments, which if a man do, he shall live in
them.” But the spiritual life of man is through justice. ere-
fore the fulfilling of the precepts of the Law was a cause of jus-
tification.

Objection 3. Further, the Divine law is more efficacious
than human law. But human law justifies man; since there is
a kind of justice consisting in fulfilling the precepts of law.
erefore the precepts of the Law justified man.

Onthe contrary,eApostle says (2Cor. 3:6): “e letter
killeth”: which, according to Augustine (De Spir. et Lit. xiv),
refers even to themoral precepts.erefore themoral precepts
did not cause justice.

I answer that, Just as “healthy” is said properly and first of
thatwhich is possessed of health, and secondarily of thatwhich
is a sign or a safeguard of health; so justificationmeans first and
properly the causing of justice; while secondarily and improp-
erly, as it were, it may denote a sign of justice or a disposition
thereto. If justice be taken in the last twoways, it is evident that
it was conferred by the precepts of the Law; in so far, to wit, as
they disposedmen to the justifying grace ofChrist, which they
also signified, because as Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii,

24), “even the life of that people foretold and foreshadowed
Christ.”

But if we speak of justification properly so called, then we
must notice that it can be considered as in the habit or as in
the act: so that accordingly justification may be taken in two
ways. First, according as man is made just, by becoming pos-
sessed of the habit of justice: secondly, according as he does
works of justice, so that in this sense justification is nothing
else than the execution of justice. Now justice, like the other
virtues, may denote either the acquired or the infused virtue,
as is clear from what has been stated (q. 63, a. 4). e acquired
virtue is caused by works; but the infused virtue is caused by
God Himself through His grace. e latter is true justice, of
which we are speaking now, and in this respect of which aman
is said to be just before God, according to Rom. 4:2: “If Abra-
ham were justified by works, he hath whereof to glory, but not
before God.” Hence this justice could not be caused by moral
precepts, which are about human actions: wherefore themoral
precepts could not justify man by causing justice.

If, on the other hand, by justification we understand the
execution of justice, thus all the precepts of the Law justi-
fiedman, but in various ways. Because the ceremonial precepts
taken as a whole contained something just in itself, in so far as
they aimed at offering worship toGod; whereas taken individ-
ually they contained that which is just, not in itself, but by be-
ing a determination of the Divine law. Hence it is said of these
precepts that they did not justify man save through the devo-
tion and obedience of those who complied with them. On the
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other hand themoral and judicial precepts, either in general or
also in particular, contained that which is just in itself: but the
moral precepts contained that which is just in itself according
to that “general justice” which is “every virtue” according to
Ethic. v, 1: whereas the judicial precepts belonged to “special
justice,” which is about contracts connected with the human
mode of life, between one man and another.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle takes justification for

the execution of justice.
Reply toObjection 2. e man who fulfilled the precepts

of the Law is said to live in them, because he did not incur the
penalty of death, which the Law inflicted on its transgressors:
in this sense the Apostle quotes this passage (Gal. 3:12).

Reply to Objection 3. e precepts of human law justify
man by acquired justice: it is not about this that we are inquir-
ing now, but only about that justice which is before God.
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F P   S P, Q 101
Of the Ceremonial Precepts in emselves

(In Four Articles)

Wemust nowconsider the ceremonial precepts: andfirstwemust consider them in themselves; secondly, their cause; thirdly,
their duration. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) e nature of the ceremonial precepts;
(2) Whether they are figurative?
(3) Whether there should have been many of them?
(4) Of their various kinds.

Ia IIae q. 101 a. 1Whether the nature of the ceremonial precepts consists in their pertaining to the worship of
God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the nature of the ceremo-
nial precepts does not consist in their pertaining to the wor-
ship of God. Because, in the Old Law, the Jews were given cer-
tain precepts about abstinence from food (Lev. 11); and about
refraining from certain kinds of clothes, e.g. (Lev. 19:19):
“ou shalt not wear a garment that is woven of two sorts”;
and again (Num. 15:38): “Tomake to themselves fringes in the
corners of their garments.” But these are not moral precepts;
since they do not remain in the New Law. Nor are they judi-
cial precepts; since they do not pertain to the pronouncing of
judgment between man and man. erefore they are ceremo-
nial precepts. Yet they seem innoway topertain to theworship
of God. erefore the nature of the ceremonial precepts does
not consist in their pertaining to Divine worship.

Objection 2. Further, some state that the ceremonial pre-
cepts are those which pertain to solemnities; as though they
were so called from the “cerei” [candles] which are lit up on
those occasions. But many other things besides solemnities
pertain to the worship of God.erefore it does not seem that
the ceremonial precepts are so called from their pertaining to
the Divine worship.

Objection 3. Further, some say that the ceremonial pre-
cepts are patterns, i.e. rules, of salvation: because the Greek
χαῖρε is the same as the Latin “salve.” But all the precepts of the
Law are rules of salvation, and not only those that pertain to
the worship of God. erefore not only those precepts which
pertain to Divine worship are called ceremonial.

Objection 4. Further, Rabbi Moses says (Doct. Perplex.
iii) that the ceremonial precepts are those for which there is
no evident reason. But there is evident reason for many things
pertaining to the worship of God; such as the observance of
the Sabbath, the feasts of the Passover and of the Tabernacles,
andmany other things, the reason for which is set down in the
Law. erefore the ceremonial precepts are not those which
pertain to the worship of God.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 18:19,20): “Be thou to
the people in those things that pertain toGod…and…shew the
people the ceremonies and the manner of worshipping.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 99, a. 4), the ceremo-
nial precepts are determinations of themoral preceptswhereby
man is directed to God, just as the judicial precepts are de-
terminations of the moral precepts whereby he is directed to
his neighbor. Now man is directed to God by the worship due
toHim.Wherefore those precepts are properly called ceremo-
nial, which pertain to theDivine worship.e reason for their
being so called was given above (q. 99, a. 3), when we estab-
lished the distinction between the ceremonial and the other
precepts.

Reply to Objection 1. e Divine worship includes not
only sacrifices and the like, which seem to be directed to God
immediately, but also those things whereby His worshippers
are duly prepared to worship Him: thus too in other matters,
whatever is preparatory to the end comes under the science
whose object is the end.Accordingly those precepts of the Law
which regard the clothing and food of God’s worshippers, and
other suchmatters, pertain to a certain preparation of themin-
isters,with the viewof fitting them for theDivineworship: just
as those who administer to a king make use of certain special
observances. Consequently such are contained under the cer-
emonial precepts.

Reply to Objection 2. e alleged explanation of the
name does not seem very probable: especially as the Law does
not containmany instances of the lighting of candles in solem-
nities; since, even the lamps of the Candlestick were furnished
with “oil of olives,” as stated in Lev. 24:2. Nevertheless we may
say that all things pertaining to the Divine worship were more
carefully observed on solemn festivals: so that all ceremonial
preceptsmay be included under the observance of solemnities.

Reply toObjection3.Neither does this explanationof the
name appear to be verymuch to the point, since the word “cer-
emony” is not Greek but Latin. We may say, however, that,
since man’s salvation is from God, those precepts above all
seem to be rules of salvation, which direct man to God: and
accordingly thosewhich refer toDivineworship are called cer-
emonial precepts.

Reply to Objection 4. is explanation of the ceremonial
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precepts has a certain amount of probability: not that they are
called ceremonial precisely because there is no evident reason
for them; this is a kind of consequence. For, since the precepts
referring to theDivine worshipmust needs be figurative, as we

shall state further on (a. 2), the consequence is that the reason
for them is not so very evident.

Ia IIae q. 101 a. 2Whether the ceremonial precepts are figurative?

Objection 1. It would seem that the ceremonial precepts
are not figurative. For it is the duty of every teacher to express
himself in such a way as to be easily understood, as Augustine
states (De Doctr. Christ. iv, 4,10) and this seems very neces-
sary in the framing of a law: because precepts of law are pro-
posed to the populace; for which reason a law should be man-
ifest, as Isidore declares (Etym. v, 21). If therefore the precepts
of the Law were given as figures of something, it seems unbe-
coming that Moses should have delivered these precepts with-
out explaining what they signified.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is done for the worship of
God, should be entirely free from unfittingness. But the per-
formance of actions in representation of others, seems to savor
of the theatre or of the drama: because formerly the actions
performed in theatres were done to represent the actions of
others.erefore it seems that such things should not be done
for the worship of God. But the ceremonial precepts are or-
dained to theDivine worship, as stated above (a. 1).erefore
they should not be figurative.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Enchiridion iii, iv)
that “God is worshipped chiefly by faith, hope, and charity.”
But the precepts of faith, hope, and charity are not figurative.
erefore the ceremonial precepts should not be figurative.

Objection 4. Further, Our Lord said ( Jn. 4:24): “God is
a spirit, and they that adore Him, must adore Him in spirit
and in truth.” But a figure is not the very truth: in fact one is
condivided with the other. erefore the ceremonial precepts,
which refer to the Divine worship, should not be figurative.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Col. 2:16,17): “Let no
man…judge you in meat or in drink, or in respect of a festi-
val day, or of the new moon, or of the sabbaths, which are a
shadow of things to come.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1; q. 99, Aa. 3,4), the
ceremonial precepts are those which refer to the worship of
God. Now the Divine worship is twofold: internal, and exter-
nal. For since man is composed of soul and body, each of these
should be applied to the worship of God; the soul by an in-
terior worship; the body by an outward worship: hence it is
written (Ps. 83:3): “My heart andmy flesh have rejoiced in the
living God.” And as the body is ordained to God through the
soul, so the outward worship is ordained to the internal wor-
ship. Now interior worship consists in the soul being united
to God by the intellect and affections. Wherefore according
to the various ways in which the intellect and affections of the
manwhoworships God are rightly united toGod, his external

actions are applied in various ways to the Divine worship.
For in the state of future bliss, the human intellectwill gaze

on the Divine Truth in Itself. Wherefore the external worship
will not consist in anything figurative, but solely in the praise
of God, proceeding from the inward knowledge and affection,
according to Is. 51:3: “Joy and gladness shall be found therein,
thanksgiving and the voice of praise.”

But in the present state of life, we are unable to gaze on
the Divine Truth in Itself, and we need the ray of Divine light
to shine upon us under the form of certain sensible figures, as
Dionysius states (Coel. Hier. i); in various ways, however, ac-
cording to the various states of human knowledge. For under
the Old Law, neither was the Divine Truth manifest in Itself,
nor was the way leading to that manifestation as yet opened
out, as the Apostle declares (Heb. 9:8). Hence the external
worship of theOld Lawneeded to be figurative not only of the
future truth to bemanifested in our heavenly country, but also
of Christ, Who is the way leading to that heavenly manifesta-
tion. But under the New Law this way is already revealed: and
therefore it needs no longer to be foreshadowed as something
future, but to be brought to our minds as something past or
present: and the truth of the glory to come, which is not yet re-
vealed, alone needs to be foreshadowed.is is what theApos-
tle says (Heb. 11:1): “e Law has [Vulg.: ‘having’] a shadow
of the good things to come, not the very image of the things”:
for a shadow is less than an image; so that the image belongs to
the New Law, but the shadow to the Old.

Reply to Objection 1. e things of God are not to be
revealed to man except in proportion to his capacity: else he
would be in danger of downfall, were he to despise what he
cannot grasp. Hence it was more beneficial that the Divine
mysteries should be revealed to uncultured people under a veil
of figures, that thus they might know them at least implicitly
by using those figures to the honor of God.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as human reason fails to grasp
poetical expressions on account of their being lacking in truth,
so does it fail to grasp Divine things perfectly, on account of
the sublimity of the truth they contain: and therefore in both
cases there is need of signs by means of sensible figures.

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine is speaking there of in-
ternal worship; to which, however, external worship should be
ordained, as stated above.

e same answer applies to the FourthObjection: because
men were taught by Him to practice more perfectly the spiri-
tual worship of God.
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Ia IIae q. 101 a. 3Whether there should have been man ceremonial precepts?

Objection 1. It would seem that there should not have
been many ceremonial precepts. For those things which con-
duce to an end should be proportionate to that end. But the
ceremonial precepts, as stated above (Aa. 1,2), are ordained to
the worship of God, and to the foreshadowing of Christ. Now
“there is but one God, of Whom are all things…and one Lord
Jesus Christ, by Whom are all things” (1 Cor. 8:6). erefore
there should not have been many ceremonial precepts.

Objection 2. Further, the great number of the ceremo-
nial preceptswas an occasion of transgression, according to the
words of Peter (Acts 15:10): “Why tempt you God, to put a
yoke upon the necks of the disciples, which neither our fathers
nor we have been able to bear?” Now the transgression of the
Divine precepts is an obstacle to man’s salvation. Since, there-
fore, every law should conduce to man’s salvation, as Isidore
says (Etym. v, 3), it seems that the ceremonial precepts should
not have been given in great number.

Objection 3. Further, the ceremonial precepts referred to
the outward and bodily worship of God, as stated above (a. 2).
But the Law should have lessened this bodily worship: since it
directedmen toChrist,Who taught them to worshipGod “in
spirit and in truth,” as stated in Jn. 4:23.erefore there should
not have been many ceremonial precepts.

On the contrary, (Osee 8:12): “I shall write to them
[Vulg.: ‘him’] My manifold laws”; and (Job 11:6): “at He
might show thee the secrets of His wisdom, and that His Law
is manifold.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 96, a. 1), every law is
given to a people. Now a people contains two kinds of men:
some, prone to evil, who have to be coerced by the precepts of
the law, as stated above (q. 95, a. 1); some, inclined to good,
either from nature or from custom, or rather from grace; and
the like have to be taught and improved by means of the pre-
cepts of the law. Accordingly, with regard to both kinds of the
law.Accordingly, with regard to both kinds ofmen itwas expe-
dient that the Old Law should contain many ceremonial pre-
cepts. For in that people there were many prone to idolatry;
wherefore it was necessary to recall them by means of ceremo-
nial precepts from the worship of idols to the worship of God.
And since men served idols in many ways, it was necessary on

the other hand to devise many means of repressing every sin-
gle one: and again, to laymany obligations on such likemen, in
order that being burdened, as it were, by their duties to theDi-
vine worship, they might have no time for the service of idols.
As to those who were inclined to good, it was again necessary
that there should be many ceremonial precepts; both because
thus their mind turned to God in many ways, and more con-
tinually; and because the mystery of Christ, which was fore-
shadowed by these ceremonial precepts, brought many boons
to the world, and afforded men many considerations, which
needed to be signified by various ceremonies.

Reply to Objection 1. When that which conduces to an
end is sufficient to conduce thereto, then one such thing suf-
fices for one end: thus one remedy, if it be efficacious, suf-
fices sometimes to restore men to health, and then the rem-
edy needs not to be repeated. But when that which conduces
to an end is weak and imperfect, it needs to be multiplied:
thus many remedies are given to a sick man, when one is not
enough to heal him. Now the ceremonies of the Old Law
were weak and imperfect, both for representing the mystery
of Christ, on account of its surpassing excellence; and for sub-
jugating men’s minds to God. Hence the Apostle says (Heb.
7:18,19): “ere is a setting aside of the former commandment
because of the weakness and unprofitableness thereof, for the
law brought nothing to perfection.” Consequently these cere-
monies needed to be in great number.

Reply toObjection 2. A wise lawgiver should suffer lesser
transgressions, that the greatermay be avoided. And therefore,
in order to avoid the sin of idolatry, and the pridewhichwould
arise in the hearts of the Jews, were they to fulfil all the pre-
cepts of the Law, the fact that they would in consequence find
manyoccasions of disobedience didnot preventGod fromgiv-
ing them many ceremonial precepts.

Reply to Objection 3. e Old Law lessened bodily wor-
ship inmanyways.us it forbade sacrifices to be offered in ev-
ery place and by any person.Many such like things did it enact
for the lessening of bodily worship; as RabbiMoses, the Egyp-
tian testifies (Doct. Perplex. iii). Nevertheless it behooved not
to attenuate the bodily worship of God so much as to allow
men to fall away into the worship of idols.

Ia IIae q. 101 a. 4Whether the ceremonies of the Old Law are suitably divided into sacrifices, sacred things,
sacraments, and observances?

Objection 1. It would seem that the ceremonies of the
Old Law are unsuitably divided into “sacrifices, sacred things,
sacraments, and observances.” For the ceremonies of the Old
Law foreshadowed Christ. But this was done only by the sac-
rifices, which foreshadowed the sacrifice in which Christ “de-
liveredHimself an oblation and a sacrifice to God” (Eph. 5:2).
erefore none but the sacrifices were ceremonies.

Objection 2. Further, the Old Law was ordained to the
New. But in the New Law the sacrifice is the Sacrament of the
Altar.erefore in theOld Law there should be no distinction
between “sacrifices” and “sacraments.”

Objection 3. Further, a “sacred thing” is something ded-
icated to God: in which sense the tabernacle and its vessels
were said to be consecrated. But all the ceremonial precepts
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were ordained to the worship of God, as stated above (a. 1).
erefore all ceremonies were sacred things. erefore “sacred
things” should not be taken as a part of the ceremonies.

Objection 4. Further, “observances” are so called from
having to be observed. But all the precepts of the Lawhad to be
observed: for it is written (Dt. 8:11): “Observe [Douay: ‘Take
heed’] and beware lest at any time thou forget the Lord thy
God, and neglectHis commandments and judgments and cer-
emonies.” erefore the “observances” should not be consid-
ered as a part of the ceremonies.

Objection 5. Further, the solemn festivals are reckoned as
part of the ceremonial: since they were a shadow of things to
come (Col. 2:16,17): and the same may be said of the obla-
tions and gis, as appears from the words of the Apostle (Heb.
9:9): and yet these do not seem to be inclined in any of those
mentioned above. erefore the above division of ceremonies
is unsuitable.

On the contrary, In the Old Law each of the above is
called a ceremony. For the sacrifices are called ceremonies
(Num. 15:24): “ey shall offer a calf…and the sacrifices and
libations thereof, as the ceremonies require.” Of the sacrament
of Order it is written (Lev. 7:35): “is is the anointing of
Aaron and his sons in the ceremonies.” Of sacred things also
it is written (Ex. 38:21): “ese are the instruments of the
tabernacle of the testimony…in the ceremonies of the Levites.”
And again of the observances it is written (3 Kings 9:6): “If
you…shall turn away from following Me, and will not observe
[Douay: ‘keep’] My…ceremonies which I have set before you.”

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2), the ceremonial
precepts are ordained to theDivine worship. Now in this wor-
ship we may consider the worship itself, the worshippers, and
the instruments of worship. e worship consists specially in
“sacrifices,” which are offered up in honor of God. e instru-
ments of worship refer to the “sacred things,” such as the taber-
nacle, the vessels and so forth. With regard to the worshippers
two points may be considered. e first point is their prepara-
tion for Divine worship, which is effected by a sort of conse-
cration either of the people or of the ministers; and to this the
“sacraments” refer. e second point is their particular mode
of life, whereby they are distinguished from those who do not

worship God: and to this pertain the “observances,” for in-
stance, in matters of food, clothing, and so forth.

Reply to Objection 1. It was necessary for the sacrifices
to be offered both in some certain place and by some certain
men: and all this pertained to the worship of God. Wherefore
just as their sacrifices signified Christ the victim, so too their
sacraments and sacred things of the New Law; while their ob-
servances foreshadowed the mode of life of the people under
the New Law: all of which things pertain to Christ.

Reply to Objection 2. e sacrifice of the New Law,
viz. the Eucharist, contains Christ Himself, the Author of
our Sanctification: for He sanctified “the people by His own
blood” (Heb. 13:12). Hence this Sacrifice is also a sacrament.
But the sacrifices of the Old Law did not contain Christ, but
foreshadowed Him; hence they are not called sacraments. In
order to signify this there were certain sacraments apart from
the sacrifices of theOld Law, which sacraments were figures of
the sanctification to come. Nevertheless to certain consecra-
tions certain sacrifices were united.

Reply to Objection 3. e sacrifices and sacraments were
of course sacred things. But certain thingswere sacred, through
being dedicated to the Divine worship, and yet were not sacri-
fices or sacraments: wherefore they retained the common des-
ignation of sacred things.

Reply to Objection 4. ose things which pertained to
the mode of life of the people who worshipped God, retained
the common designation of observances, in so far as they fell
short of the above. For they were not called sacred things, be-
cause they had no immediate connection with the worship of
God, such as the tabernacle and its vessels had. But by a sort of
consequence they were matters of ceremony, in so far as they
affected the fitness of the people who worshipped God.

Reply to Objection 5. Just as the sacrifices were offered
in a fixed place, so were they offered at fixed times: for which
reason the solemn festivals seem to be reckoned among the sa-
cred things. e oblations and gis are counted together with
the sacrifices; hence the Apostle says (Heb. 5:1): “Every high-
priest taken from among men, is ordained for men in things
that appertain toGod, that hemay offer up gis and sacrifices.”
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Of the Causes of the Ceremonial Precepts

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the causes of the ceremonial precepts: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there was any cause for the ceremonial precepts?
(2) Whether the cause of the ceremonial precepts was literal or figurative?
(3) e causes of the sacrifices;
(4) e causes of the sacrifices;
(5) e causes of the sacred things;
(6) e causes of the observances.

Ia IIae q. 102 a. 1Whether there was any cause for the ceremonial precepts?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no cause for
the ceremonial precepts. Because on Eph. 2:15, “Making void
the law of the commandments,” the gloss says, (i.e.) “making
void the Old Law as to the carnal observances, by substituting
decrees, i.e. evangelical precepts, which are based on reason.”
But if the observances of the Old Law were based on reason,
it would have been useless to void them by the reasonable de-
crees of the New Law. erefore there was no reason for the
ceremonial observances of the Old Law.

Objection 2. Further, the Old Law succeeded the law of
nature. But in the law of nature there was a precept for which
there was no reason save thatman’s obediencemight be tested;
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 6,13), concerning the pro-
hibition about the tree of life. erefore in the Old Law there
should have been some precepts for the purpose of testing
man’s obedience, having no reason in themselves.

Objection 3. Further, man’s works are called moral ac-
cording as they proceed from reason. If therefore there is any
reason for the ceremonial precepts, they would not differ from
the moral precepts. It seems therefore that there was no cause
for the ceremonial precepts: for the reason of a precept is taken
from some cause.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 18:9): “e command-
ment of the Lord is lightsome, enlightening the eyes.” But the
ceremonial precepts are commandments of God. erefore
they are lightsome: and yet they would not be so, if they had
no reasonable cause. erefore the ceremonial precepts have a
reasonable cause.

I answer that, Since, according to the Philosopher
(Metaph. i, 2), it is the functionof a “wiseman todo everything
in order,” those things which proceed from theDivinewisdom
must needs be well ordered, as the Apostle states (Rom. 13:1).
Now there are two conditions required for things to be well
ordered. First, that they be ordained to their due end, which
is the principle of the whole order in matters of action: since

those things that happen by chance outside the intention of
the end, or which are not done seriously but for fun, are said
to be inordinate. Secondly, that which is done in view of the
end should be proportionate to the end. From this it follows
that the reason for whatever conduces to the end is taken from
the end: thus the reason for the disposition of a saw is taken
from cutting, which is its end, as stated in Phys. ii, 9. Now it
is evident that the ceremonial precepts, like all the other pre-
cepts of the Law, were institutions of Divine wisdom: hence
it is written (Dt. 4:6): “is is your wisdom and understand-
ing in the sight of nations.” Consequently we must needs say
that the ceremonial precepts were ordained to a certain end,
wherefrom their reasonable causes can be gathered.

Reply to Objection 1. It may be said there was no reason
for the observances of the Old Law, in the sense that there
was no reason in the very nature of the thing done: for in-
stance that a garment should not be made of wool and linen.
But there could be a reason for them in relation to some-
thing else: namely, in so far as something was signified or ex-
cluded thereby. On the other hand, the decrees of the New
Law, which refer chiefly to faith and the love of God, are rea-
sonable from the very nature of the act.

Reply toObjection 2.ereason for the prohibition con-
cerning the tree of knowledge of good and evil was not that
this tree was naturally evil: and yet this prohibition was rea-
sonable in its relation to something else, in as much as it signi-
fied something.And so also the ceremonial precepts of theOld
Lawwere reasonable on account of their relation to something
else.

Reply toObjection 3.emoral precepts in their very na-
ture have reasonable causes: as for instance, “ou shalt not
kill, ou shalt not steal.” But the ceremonial precepts have a
reasonable cause in their relation to something else, as stated
above.
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Ia IIae q. 102 a. 2Whether the ceremonial precepts have a literal cause or merely a figurative cause?

Objection 1. It would seem that the ceremonial precepts
have not a literal, but merely a figurative cause. For among the
ceremonial precepts, the chief was circumcision and the sacri-
fice of the paschal lamb. But neither of these had any but a fig-
urative cause: because each was given as a sign. For it is written
(Gn. 17:11): “You shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin,
that it may be a sign of the covenant between Me and you”:
and of the celebration of the Passover it is written (Ex. 13:9):
“It shall be as a sign in thy hand, and as a memorial before thy
eyes.”erefore muchmore did the other ceremonial precepts
have none but a figurative reason.

Objection 2. Further, an effect is proportionate to its
cause. But all the ceremonial precepts are figurative, as stated
above (q. 101, a. 2). erefore they have no other than a figu-
rative cause.

Objection 3. Further, if it be a matter of indifference
whether a certain thing, considered in itself, be done in a par-
ticular way or not, it seems that it has not a literal cause. Now
there are certain points in the ceremonial precepts, which ap-
pear to be a matter of indifference, as to whether they be done
in one way or in another: for instance, the number of animals
to be offered, and other such particular circumstances. ere-
fore there is no literal cause for the precepts of the Old Law.

On the contrary, Just as the ceremonial precepts foreshad-
owed Christ, so did the stories of the Old Testament: for it
is written (1 Cor. 10:11) that “all (these things) happened to
them in figure.” Now in the stories of the Old Testament, be-
sides the mystical or figurative, there is the literal sense. ere-
fore the ceremonial precepts had also literal, besides their fig-
urative causes.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the reason for what-
ever conduces to an endmust be taken from that end.Now the
end of the ceremonial precepts was twofold: for they were or-
dained to the Divine worship, for that particular time, and to
the foreshadowing of Christ; just as the words of the prophets
regarded the time being in such a way as to be utterances fig-
urative of the time to come, as Jerome says on Osee 1:3. Ac-

cordingly the reasons for the ceremonial precepts of the Old
Law can be taken in two ways. First, in respect of the Divine
worshipwhichwas to be observed for that particular time: and
these reasons are literal: whether they refer to the shunning
of idolatry; or recall certain Divine benefits; or remind men
of the Divine excellence; or point out the disposition of mind
which was then required in those who worshipped God. Sec-
ondly, their reasons can be gathered from the point of view of
their being ordained to foreshadow Christ: and thus their rea-
sons are figurative and mystical: whether they be taken from
ChristHimself and theChurch, which pertains to the allegor-
ical sense; or to the morals of the Christian people, which per-
tains to the moral sense; or to the state of future glory, in as
much as we are brought thereto by Christ, which refers to the
anagogical sense.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the use of metaphorical ex-
pressions in Scripture belongs to the literal sense, because the
words are employed in order to convey that particular mean-
ing; so also themeaning of those legal ceremonies which com-
memorated certain Divine benefits, on account of which they
were instituted, and of others similar which belonged to that
time, does not go beyond the order of literal causes. Conse-
quently when we assert that the cause of the celebration of the
Passover was its signification of the delivery from Egypt, or
that circumcision was a sign of God’s covenant with Abraham,
we assign the literal cause.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument would avail if the
ceremonial precepts had been givenmerely as figures of things
to come, and not for the purpose of worshipping God then
and there.

Reply toObjection 3.Aswe have stated when speaking of
human laws (q. 96, Aa. 1 ,6), there is a reason for them in the
abstract, but not in regard to particular conditions, which de-
pend on the judgment of those who frame them; so also many
particular determinations in the ceremonies of the Old Law
have no literal cause, but only a figurative cause; whereas in the
abstract they have a literal cause.

Ia IIae q. 102 a. 3Whether a suitable cause can be assigned for the ceremonies which pertained to sacrifices?

Objection 1. It would seem that no suitable cause can be
assigned for the ceremonies pertaining to sacrifices. For those
things which were offered in sacrifice, are those which are nec-
essary for sustaining human life: such as certain animals and
certain loaves. But God needs no such sustenance; according
to Ps. 49:13: “Shall I eat the flesh of bullocks? Or shall I drink
the blood of goats?” erefore such sacrifices were unfittingly
offered to God.

Objection2.Further, only three kinds of quadrupedswere
offered in sacrifice to God, viz. oxen, sheep and goats; of birds,
generally the turtledove and the dove; but specially, in the

cleansing of a leper, an offering was made of sparrows. Now
many other animals are more noble than these. Since there-
fore whatever is best should be offered to God, it seems that
not only of these three should sacrifices have been offered to
Him.

Objection 3. Further, just as man has received from God
the dominion over birds and beasts, so also has he received do-
minion over fishes. Consequently it was unfitting for fishes to
be excluded from the divine sacrifices.

Objection 4. Further, turtledoves and doves indifferently
are commanded to be offered up. Since then the young of the
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dove are commanded to be offered, so also should the young
of the turtledove.

Objection5.Further,God is theAuthor of life, not only of
men, but also of animals, as is clear from Gn. 1:20, seqq. Now
death is opposed to life. erefore it was fitting that living an-
imals rather than slain animals should be offered to God, es-
pecially as the Apostle admonishes us (Rom. 12:1), to present
our bodies “a living sacrifice, holy, pleasing unto God.”

Objection 6. Further, if none but slain animals were of-
fered in sacrifice toGod, it seems that itmatterednot how they
were slain.erefore itwas unfitting that themanner of immo-
lation should be determined, especially as regards birds (Lev.
1:15, seqq.).

Objection 7. Further, every defect in an animal is a step
towards corruption and death. If therefore slain animals were
offered toGod, it was unreasonable to forbid the offering of an
imperfect animal, e.g. a lame, or a blind, or otherwise defective
animal.

Objection 8. Further, those who offer victims to God
should partake thereof, according to the words of the Apostle
(1 Cor. 10:18): “Are not they that eat of the sacrifices partak-
ers of the altar?” It was therefore unbecoming for the offerers
to be denied certain parts of the victims, namely, the blood,
the fat, the breastbone and the right shoulder.

Objection 9. Further, just as holocausts were offered up
in honor of God, so also were the peace-offerings and sin-
offerings. But no female animals was offered up to God
as a holocaust, although holocausts were offered of both
quadrupeds and birds. erefore it was inconsistent that fe-
male animals should be offered up in peace-offerings and sin-
offerings, and that nevertheless birds should not be offered up
in peace-offerings.

Objection 10. Further, all the peace-offerings seem to be
of one kind. erefore it was unfitting to make a distinction
among them, so that it was forbidden to eat the flesh of cer-
tain peace-offerings on the following day, while it was allowed
to eat the flesh of other peace-offerings, as laid down in Lev.
7:15, seqq.

Objection 11. Further, all sins agree in turning us from
God. erefore, in order to reconcile us to God, one kind of
sacrifice should have been offered up for all sins.

Objection 12. Further, all animals that were offered up in
sacrifice, were offered up in one way, viz. slain. erefore it
does not seem to be suitable that products of the soil should
be offered up in various ways; for sometimes an offering was
made of ears of corn, sometimes of flour, sometimes of bread,
this being baked sometimes in an oven, sometimes in a pan,
sometimes on a gridiron.

Objection 13. Further, whatever things are serviceable to
us should be recognized as coming from God. It was therefore
unbecoming that besides animals, nothing but bread,wine, oil,
incense, and salt should be offered to God.

Objection 14. Further, bodily sacrifices denote the inward
sacrifice of the heart, whereby man offers his soul to God.

But in the inward sacrifice, the sweetness, which is denoted
by honey, surpasses the pungency which salt represents; for it
is written (Ecclus. 24:27): “My spirit is sweet above honey.”
erefore it was unbecoming that the use of honey, and of
leavenwhichmakes bread savory, should be forbidden in a sac-
rifice; while the use was prescribed, of salt which is pungent,
and of incense which has a bitter taste. Consequently it seems
that things pertaining to the ceremonies of the sacrifices have
no reasonable cause.

On the contrary, It is written (Lev. 1:13): “e priest
shall offer it all and burn it all upon the altar, for a holocaust,
and most sweet savor to the Lord.” Now according to Wis.
7:28, “God loveth none but him that dwelleth with wisdom”:
whence it seems to follow thatwhatever is acceptable toGod is
wisely done. erefore these ceremonies of the sacrifices were
wisely done, as having reasonable causes.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), the ceremonies of
theOld Law had a twofold cause, viz. a literal cause, according
as they were intended for Divine worship; and a figurative or
mystical cause, according as they were intended to foreshadow
Christ: and on either hand the ceremonies pertaining to the
sacrifices can be assigned to a fitting cause.

For, according as the ceremonies of the sacrifices were in-
tended for the divine worship, the causes of the sacrifices can
be taken in twoways. First, in so far as the sacrifice represented
the directing of the mind to God, to which the offerer of the
sacrifice was stimulated. Now in order to direct his mind to
God aright, man must recognize that whatever he has is from
God as from its first principle, and direct it to God as its last
end. is was denoted in the offerings and sacrifices, by the
fact that man offered some of his own belongings in honor
of God, as though in recognition of his having received them
fromGod, according to the saying ofDavid (1 Paral. xxix, 14):
“All things areine: andwehave giveneewhatwe received
of y hand.” Wherefore in offering up sacrifices man made
protestation thatGod is the first principle of the creation of all
things, and their last end, to which all thingsmust be directed.
And since, for the human mind to be directed to God aright,
it must recognize no first author of things other thanGod, nor
place its end in anyother; for this reason itwas forbidden in the
Law to offer sacrifice to any other but God, according to Ex.
22:20: “He that sacrificeth to gods, shall be put to death, save
only to the Lord.”Wherefore another reasonable causemay be
assigned to the ceremonies of the sacrifices, from the fact that
thereby men were withdrawn from offering sacrifices to idols.
Hence too it is that the precepts about the sacrifices were not
given to the Jewish people until aer they had fallen into idol-
atry, byworshipping themolten calf: as though those sacrifices
were instituted, that the people, being ready to offer sacrifices,
might offer those sacrifices to God rather than to idols. us
it is written ( Jer. 7:22): “I spake not to your fathers and I com-
manded them not, in the day that I brought them out of the
land of Egypt, concerning the matter of burnt-offerings and
sacrifices.”
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Now of all the gis which God vouchsafed to mankind
aer they had fallen away by sin, the chief is that He gave
His Son; wherefore it is written ( Jn. 3:16): “God so loved the
world, as to give His only-begotten Son; that whosoever be-
lieveth in Him, may not perish, but may have life everlast-
ing.” Consequently the chief sacrifice is that whereby Christ
Himself “deliveredHimself…toGod for an odor of sweetness”
(Eph. 5:2). And for this reason all the other sacrifices of the
Old Lawwere offered up in order to foreshadow this one indi-
vidual and paramount sacrifice—the imperfect forecasting the
perfect. Hence the Apostle says (Heb. 10:11) that the priest
of the Old Law “oen” offered “the same sacrifices, which can
never take away sins: but” Christ offered “one sacrifice for sins,
for ever.” And since the reason of the figure is taken from that
which the figure represents, therefore the reasons of the figu-
rative sacrifices of the Old Law should be taken from the true
sacrifice of Christ.

Reply to Objection 1. God did not wish these sacrifices
to be offered to Him on account of the things themselves that
were offered, as though He stood in need of them: wherefore
it is written (Is. 1:11): “I desire not holocausts of rams, and fat
of fatlings, and blood of calves and lambs and buckgoats.” But,
as stated above, He wished them to be offered to Him, in or-
der to prevent idolatry; in order to signify the right ordering
of man’s mind to God; and in order to represent the mystery
of the Redemption of man by Christ.

Reply toObjection 2. In all the respects mentioned above
(ad 1), there was a suitable reason for these animals, rather
than others, being offered in sacrifice to God. First, in order
to prevent idolatry. Because idolaters offered all other animals
to their gods, or made use of them in their sorceries: while
the Egyptians (among whom the people had been dwelling)
considered it abominable to slay these animals, wherefore they
used not to offer them in sacrifice to their gods. Hence it is
written (Ex. 8:26): “We shall sacrifice the abominations of the
Egyptians to the Lord our God.” For they worshipped the
sheep; they reverenced the ram (because demons appeared un-
der the form thereof ); while they employed oxen for agricul-
ture, which was reckoned by them as something sacred.

Secondly, this was suitable for the aforesaid right order-
ing of man’s mind to God: and in two ways. First, because
it is chiefly by means of these animals that human life is sus-
tained: and moreover they are most clean, and partake of a
most clean food: whereas other animals are either wild, and
not deputed to ordinary use among men: or, if they be tame,
they have unclean food, as pigs and geese: and nothing but
what is clean should be offered to God. ese birds especially
were offered in sacrifice because there were plenty of them in
the land of promise. Secondly, because the sacrificing of these
animals represented purity of heart. Because as the gloss says
on Lev. 1, “We offer a calf, when we overcome the pride of
the flesh; a lamb, when we restrain our unreasonable motions;
a goat, when we conquer wantonness; a turtledove, when we

keep chaste; unleavened bread, when we feast on the unleav-
ened bread of sincerity.”And it is evident that the dove denotes
charity and simplicity of heart.

irdly, it was fitting that these animals should be offered,
that they might foreshadow Christ. Because, as the gloss ob-
serves, “Christ is offered in the calf, to denote the strength of
the cross; in the lamb, to signify His innocence; in the ram,
to foreshadow His headship; and in the goat, to signify the
likeness of ‘sinful flesh’*. e turtledove and dove denoted
the union of the two natures”; or else the turtledove signified
chastity; while the dove was a figure of charity. “e wheat-
flour foreshadowed the sprinkling of believers with the water
of Baptism.”

Reply toObjection 3. Fish through living inwater are fur-
ther removed from man than other animals, which, like man,
live in the air. Again, fish die as soon as they are taken out of
water; hence they could not be offered in the temple like other
animals.

Reply to Objection 4. Among turtledoves the older ones
are better than the young; while with doves the case is the re-
verse.Wherefore, as RabbiMoses observes (Doct. Perplex. iii),
turtledoves and young doves are commanded to be offered, be-
cause nothing should be offered to God but what is best.

Reply to Objection 5. e animals which were offered in
sacrifice were slain, because it is by being killed that they be-
come useful to man, forasmuch as God gave them to man for
food.Wherefore also theywere burnt with fire: because it is by
being cooked that they are made fit for human consumption.
Moreover the slaying of the animals signified the destruction
of sins: and also that man deserved death on account of his
sins; as though those animals were slain in man’s stead, in or-
der to betoken the expiation of sins. Again the slaying of these
animals signified the slaying of Christ.

Reply toObjection6.eLawfixed the specialmanner of
slaying the sacrificial animals in order to exclude other ways of
killing, whereby idolaters sacrificed animals to idols. Or again,
as Rabbi Moses says (Doct. Perplex. iii), “the Law chose that
manner of slaying which was least painful to the slain animal.”
is excluded cruelty on the part of the offerers, and anyman-
gling of the animals slain.

Reply to Objection 7. It is because unclean animals are
wont to be held in contempt amongmen, that it was forbidden
to offer them in sacrifice to God: and for this reason too they
were forbidden (Dt. 23:18) to offer “the hire of a strumpet or
the price of a dog in the house of…God.” For the same reason
they did not offer animals before the seventh day, because such
were abortive as it were, the flesh being not yet firmon account
of its exceeding soness.

Reply toObjection 8.ere were three kinds of sacrifices.
ere was one in which the victim was entirely consumed by
fire: this was called “a holocaust, i.e. all burnt.” For this kind
of sacrifice was offered to God specially to show reverence to
Hismajesty, and love ofHis goodness: and typified the state of

* An allusion to Col. 2:11 (Textus Receptus).
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perfection as regards the fulfilment of the counsels.Wherefore
the whole was burnt up: so that as the whole animal by being
dissolved into vapor soared alo, so it might denote that the
whole man, and whatever belongs to him, are subject to the
authority of God, and should be offered to Him.

Another sacrifice was the “sin-offering,” which was offered
to God on account of man’s need for the forgiveness of sin:
and this typifies the state of penitents in satisfying for sins.
It was divided into two parts: for one part was burnt; while
the other was granted to the use of the priests to signify that
remission of sins is granted by God through the ministry of
His priests. When, however, this sacrifice was offered for the
sins of the whole people, or specially for the sin of the priest,
the whole victim was burnt up. For it was not fitting that the
priests should have the use of that which was offered for their
own sins, to signify that nothing sinful should remain in them.
Moreover, this would not be satisfaction for sin: for if the of-
fering were granted to the use of those for whose sins it was
offered, it would seem to be the same as if it had not been of-
fered.

e third kind of sacrifice was called the “peace-offering,”
which was offered to God, either in thanksgiving, or for the
welfare and prosperity of the offerers, in acknowledgment of
benefits already received or yet to be received: and this typifies
the state of those who are proficient in the observance of the
commandments.ese sacrificeswere divided into three parts:
for one part was burnt in honor of God; another part was al-
lotted to the use of the priests; and the third part to the use
of the offerers; in order to signify that man’s salvation is from
God, by the direction of God’s ministers, and through the co-
operation of those who are saved.

But it was the universal rule that the blood and fat were
not allotted to the use either of the priests or of the offerers:
the blood being poured out at the foot of the altar, in honor of
God, while the fat was burnt upon the altar (Lev. 9:9,10). e
reason for this was, first, in order to prevent idolatry: because
idolaters used to drink the blood and eat the fat of the victims,
according toDt. 32:38: “Ofwhose victims they eat the fat, and
drank the wine of their drink-offerings.” Secondly, in order to
form them to a right way of living. For theywere forbidden the
use of the blood that theymight abhor the shedding of human
blood; wherefore it is written (Gn. 9:4,5): “Flesh with blood
you shall not eat: for I will require the blood of your lives”: and
they were forbidden to eat the fat, in order to withdraw them
from lasciviousness; hence it is written (Ezech. 34:3): “You
have killed that which was fat.” irdly, on account of the rev-
erence due toGod: because blood ismost necessary for life, for
which reason “life” is said to be “in the blood” (Lev. 17:11,14):
while fat is a sign of abundant nourishment. Wherefore, in or-
der to show that to God we owe both life and a sufficiency of
all good things, the bloodwas poured out, and the fat burnt up
in His honor. Fourthly, in order to foreshadow the shedding
of Christ’s blood, and the abundance of His charity, whereby
He offered Himself to God for us.

In the peace-offerings, the breast-bone and the right shoul-
der were allotted to the use of the priest, in order to prevent
a certain kind of divination which is known as “spatulaman-
tia,” so called because it was customary in divining to use the
shoulder-blade [spatula], and the breast-bone of the animals
offered in sacrifice; wherefore these things were taken away
from the offerers. is is also denoted the priest’s need of wis-
dom in the heart, to instruct the people—this was signified by
the breast-bone, which covers the heart; and his need of forti-
tude, in order to bear with human frailty—and this was signi-
fied by the right shoulder.

Reply toObjection 9.Because the holocaust was themost
perfect kind of sacrifice, therefore none but a male was of-
fered for a holocaust: because the female is an imperfect an-
imal. e offering of turtledoves and doves was on account
of the poverty of the offerers, who were unable to offer big-
ger animals. And since peace-victims were offered freely, and
no one was bound to offer them against his will, hence these
birdswere offerednot among the peace-victims, but among the
holocausts and victims for sin, whichman was obliged to offer
at times.Moreover these birds, on account of their loy flight,
while befitting the perfection of the holocausts: and were suit-
able for sin-offerings because their song is doleful.

Reply to Objection 10. e holocaust was the chief of
all the sacrifices: because all were burnt in honor of God, and
nothing of it was eaten. e second place in holiness, belongs
to the sacrifice for sins, which was eaten in the court only, and
on the very day of the sacrifice (Lev. 7:6,15). e third place
must be given to the peace-offerings of thanksgiving, which
were eaten on the same day, but anywhere in Jerusalem. Fourth
in order were the “ex-voto” peace-offerings, the flesh of which
could be eaten even on the morrow. e reason for this or-
der is that man is bound to God, chiefly on account of His
majesty; secondly, on account of the sins he has committed;
thirdly, because of the benefits he has already received from
Him; fourthly, by reason of the benefits he hopes to receive
from Him.

Reply to Objection 11. Sins are more grievous by reason
of the state of the sinner, as stated above (q. 73, a. 10): where-
fore different victims are commanded to be offered for the sin
of a priest, or of a prince, or of some other private individual.
“But,” as Rabbi Moses says (Doct. Perplex. iii), “we must take
note that the more grievous the sin, the lower the species of
animals offered for it.Wherefore the goat, which is a very base
animal, was offered for idolatry; while a calf was offered for a
priest’s ignorance, and a ram for the negligence of a prince.”

Reply toObjection 12. In thematter of sacrifices the Law
had in view the poverty of the offerers; so that thosewho could
not have a four-footed animal at their disposal, might at least
offer a bird; and that he who could not have a bird might at
least offer bread; and that if amanhadnot even breadhemight
offer flour or ears of corn.

e figurative cause is that the bread signifies Christ Who
is the “livingbread” ( Jn. 6:41,51).Hewas indeed an ear of corn,
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as it were, during the state of the law of nature, in the faith of
the patriarchs; He was like flour in the doctrine of the Law of
the prophets; andHewas like perfect bread aerHe had taken
human nature; baked in the fire, i.e. formed by theHolyGhost
in the oven of the virginal womb; baked again in a pan by the
toils which He suffered in the world; and consumed by fire on
the cross as on a gridiron.

Reply to Objection 13. e products of the soil are use-
ful to man, either as food, and of these bread was offered; or
as drink, and of these wine was offered; or as seasoning, and of
these oil and salt were offered; or as healing, and of these they
offered incense, which both smells sweetly and binds easily to-
gether.

Now the bread foreshadowed the flesh of Christ; and the
wine, His blood, whereby we were redeemed; oil betokens the
grace of Christ; salt, His knowledge; incense, His prayer.

Reply toObjection 14. Honey was not offered in the sac-

rifices to God, both because it was wont to be offered in the
sacrifices to idols; and in order to denote the absence of all car-
nal sweetness and pleasure from those who intend to sacrifice
toGod. Leavenwas not offered, to denote the exclusion of cor-
ruption. Perhaps too, it was wont to be offered in the sacrifices
to idols.

Salt, however, was offered, because it wards off the corrup-
tion of putrefaction: for sacrifices offered to God should be
incorrupt. Moreover, salt signifies the discretion of wisdom,
or again, mortification of the flesh.

Incense was offered to denote devotion of the heart, which
is necessary in the offerer; and again, to signify the odor of a
good name: for incense is composed of matter, both rich and
fragrant. And since the sacrifice “of jealousy” did not proceed
from devotion, but rather from suspicion, therefore incense
was not offered therein (Num. 5:15).

Ia IIae q. 102 a. 4Whether sufficient reason can be assigned for the ceremonies pertaining to holy things?

Objection 1. It would seem that no sufficient reason can
be assigned for the ceremonies of the Old Law that pertain
to holy things. For Paul said (Acts 17:24): “God Who made
the world and all things therein; He being Lord of heaven and
earth, dwelleth not in templesmade by hands.” It was therefore
unfitting that in theOld Law a tabernacle or temple should be
set up for the worship of God.

Objection 2. Further, the state of the Old Law was not
changed except byChrist. But the tabernacle denoted the state
of the Old Law. erefore it should not have been changed by
the building of a temple.

Objection 3. Further, the Divine Law, more than any
other indeed, should lead man to the worship of God. But an
increase of divineworship requiresmultiplication of altars and
temples; as is evident in regard to the New Law. erefore it
seems that also under theOld Law there should have been not
only one tabernacle or temple, but many.

Objection 4. Further, the tabernacle or temple was or-
dained to the worship of God. But in God we should worship
above all His unity and simplicity. erefore it seems unbe-
coming for the tabernacle or temple to be divided by means of
veils.

Objection 5. Further, the power of the First Mover, i.e.
God, appears first of all in the east, for it is in that quarter that
the first movement begins. But the tabernacle was set up for
the worship of God. erefore it should have been built so as
to point to the east rather than the west.

Objection 6. Further, the Lord commanded (Ex. 20:4)
that they should “not make…a graven thing, nor the likeness
of anything.” It was therefore unfitting for graven images of
the cherubim to be set up in the tabernacle or temple. In like
manner, the ark, the propitiatory, the candlestick, the table,
the two altars, seem to have been placed there without reason-

able cause.
Objection 7. Further, the Lord commanded (Ex. 20:24):

“You shall make an altar of earth unto Me”: and again (Ex.
20:26): “ou shalt not go up by steps unto My altar.” It
was therefore unfitting that subsequently they should be com-
manded to make an altar of wood laid over with gold or brass;
and of such a height that it was impossible to go up to it ex-
cept by steps. For it is written (Ex. 27:1,2): “ou shalt make
also an altar of setimwood, which shall be five cubits long, and
as many broad…and three cubits high…and thou shalt cover it
with brass”: and (Ex. 30:1,3): “ou shalt make…an altar to
burn incense, of setim wood…and thou shalt overlay it with
the purest gold.”

Objection 8. Further, in God’s works nothing should be
superfluous; for not even in theworks of nature is anything su-
perfluous to be found. But one cover suffices for one tabernacle
or house.erefore it was unbecoming to furnish the taberna-
cle with many coverings, viz. curtains, curtains of goats’ hair,
rams’ skins dyed red, and violet-colored skins (Ex. 26).

Objection 9. Further, exterior consecration signifies inte-
rior holiness, the subject of which is the soul. It was therefore
unsuitable for the tabernacle and its vessels to be consecrated,
since they were inanimate things.

Objection 10. Further, it is written (Ps. 33:2): “I will bless
the Lord at all times, His praise shall always be in my mouth.”
But the solemn festivals were instituted for the praise of God.
erefore it was not fitting that certain days should be fixed
for keeping solemn festivals; so that it seems that there was no
suitable cause for the ceremonies relating to holy things.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 8:4) that those
who “offer gis according to the law…serve unto the example
and shadow of heavenly things. As it was answered to Moses,
when he was to finish the tabernacle: See, says He, that thou
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make all things according to the patternwhichwas shown thee
on the mount.” But that is most reasonable, which presents a
likeness to heavenly things. erefore the ceremonies relating
to holy things had a reasonable cause.

I answer that, e chief purpose of the whole external
worship is that manmay give worship toGod. Nowman’s ten-
dency is to reverence less those things which are common, and
indistinct from other things; whereas he admires and reveres
those things which are distinct from others in some point of
excellence.Hence too it is customary amongmen for kings and
princes, who ought to be reverenced by their subjects, to be
clothed in more precious garments, and to possess vaster and
more beautiful abodes. And for this reason it behooved special
times, a special abode, special vessels, and special ministers to
be appointed for the divine worship, so that thereby the soul
of man might be brought to greater reverence for God.

In like manner the state of the Old Law, as observed above
(a. 2; q. 100 , a. 12; q. 101, a. 2), was instituted that it might
foreshadow the mystery of Christ. Now that which foreshad-
ows something should be determinate, so that it may present
some likeness thereto. Consequently, certain special points
had to be observed in matters pertaining to the worship of
God.

Reply to Objection 1. e divine worship regards two
things: namely, God Who is worshipped; and men, who wor-
ship Him. Accordingly God, Who is worshipped, is confined
to no bodily place: wherefore there was no need, on His part,
for a tabernacle or temple to be set up. But men, who worship
Him, are corporeal beings: and for their sake there was need
for a special tabernacle or temple to be set up for the worship
of God, for two reasons. First, that through coming together
with the thought that the place was set aside for theworship of
God, theymight approach thither with greater reverence. Sec-
ondly, that certain things relating to the excellence of Christ’s
Divine or humannaturemight be signified by the arrangement
of various details in such temple or tabernacle.

To this Solomon refers (3 Kings 8:27) when he says: “If
heaven and the heavens of heavens cannot contain ee, how
much less this house which I have built” for ee? And fur-
ther on (3Kings 8:29,20) he adds: “aty eyesmay be open
upon this house…of which ou hast said: My name shall be
there;…that ou mayest hearken to the supplication of y
servant and of y people Israel.” From this it is evident that
the house of the sanctuary was set up, not in order to contain
God, as abiding therein locally, but that God might be made
known there by means of things done and said there; and that
thosewhoprayed theremight, through reverence for the place,
pray more devoutly, so as to be heard more readily.

Reply to Objection 2. Before the coming of Christ, the
state of the Old Law was not changed as regards the fulfil-
ment of the Law, which was effected in Christ alone: but it
was changed as regards the condition of the people that were
under the Law. Because, at first, the people were in the desert,
having no fixed abode: aerwards they were engaged in vari-

ous wars with the neighboring nations; and lastly, at the time
ofDavid andSolomon, the state of that peoplewas one of great
peace. And then for the first time the temple was built in the
place which Abraham, instructed by God, had chosen for the
purpose of sacrifice. For it is written (Gn. 22:2) that the Lord
commanded Abraham to “offer” his son “for a holocaust upon
one of the mountains which I will show thee”: and it is related
further on (Gn. 22:14) that “he calleth the name of that place,
e Lord seeth,” as though, according to the Divine prevision,
that placewere chosen for theworshipofGod.Hence it iswrit-
ten (Dt. 12:5,6): “You shall come to the place which the Lord
your God shall choose…and you shall offer…your holocausts
and victims.”

Now it was not meet for that place to be pointed out by
the building of the temple before the aforesaid time; for three
reasons assigned byRabbiMoses. First, lest theGentilesmight
seize hold of that place. Secondly, lest the Gentiles might de-
stroy it.e third reason is lest each tribemightwish that place
to fall to their lot, and strifes and quarrels be the result. Hence
the temple was not built until they had a king who would be
able to quell such quarrels. Until that time a portable taber-
nacle was employed for divine worship, no place being as yet
fixed for the worship of God. is is the literal reason for the
distinction between the tabernacle and the temple.

e figurative reason may be assigned to the fact that they
signify a twofold state. For the tabernacle, which was change-
able, signifies the state of the present changeable life: whereas
the temple, which was fixed and stable, signifies the state of fu-
ture life which is altogether unchangeable. For this reason it is
said that in the building of the temple no sound was heard of
hammer or saw, to signify that all movements of disturbance
will be far removed from the future state. Or else the taberna-
cle signifies the state of the Old Law; while the temple built
by Solomon betokens the state of the New Law. Hence the
Jews alone worked at the building of the tabernacle; whereas
the temple was built with the cooperation of the Gentiles, viz.
the Tyrians and Sidonians.

Reply toObjection 3.ereason for the unity of the tem-
ple or tabernacle may be either literal or figurative. e lit-
eral reason was the exclusion of idolatry. For the Gentiles put
up various times to various gods: and so, to strengthen in the
minds of men their belief in the unity of the Godhead, God
wished sacrifices to be offered to Him in one place only. An-
other reason was in order to show that bodily worship is not
acceptable of itself: and so they restrained from offering sac-
rifices anywhere and everywhere. But the worship of the New
Law, in the sacrifice whereof spiritual grace is contained, is of
itself acceptable to God; and consequently the multiplication
of altars and temples is permitted in the New Law.

As to those matters that regarded the spiritual worship of
God, consisting in the teaching of the Law and the Prophets,
there were, even under the Old Law, various places, called syn-
agogues, appointed for the people to gather together for the
praise of God; just as now there are places called churches in
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which theChristian people gather together for the divinewor-
ship.us our church takes the place of both temple and syna-
gogue: since the very sacrifice of theChurch is spiritual;where-
fore with us the place of sacrifice is not distinct from the place
of teaching. e figurative reason may be that hereby is signi-
fied the unity of the Church, whether militant or triumphant.

Reply to Objection 4. Just as the unity of the temple or
tabernacle betokened the unity of God, or the unity of the
Church, so also the division of the tabernacle or temple signi-
fied the distinction of those things that are subject toGod, and
from which we arise to the worship of God. Now the taber-
nacle was divided into two parts: one was called the “Holy of
Holies,” and was placed to the west; the other was called the
“Holy Place”*, which was situated to the east. Moreover there
was a court facing the tabernacle. Accordingly there are two
reasons for this distinction. One is in respect of the tabernacle
being ordained to the worship of God. Because the different
parts of the world are thus betokened by the division of the
tabernacle. For that part which was called the Holy of Holies
signified thehigherworld,which is that of spiritual substances:
while that part which is called theHoly Place signified the cor-
poreal world. Hence the Holy Place was separated from the
Holy of Holies by a veil, which was of four different colors
(denoting the four elements), viz. of linen, signifying earth,
because linen, i.e. flax, grows out of the earth; purple, signify-
ing water, because the purple tint wasmade from certain shells
found in the sea; violet, signifying air, because it has the color
of the air; and scarlet twice dyed, signifying fire: and this be-
causematter composedof the four elements is a veil betweenus
and incorporeal substances. Hence the high-priest alone, and
that once a year, entered into the inner tabernacle, i.e. theHoly
of Holies: whereby we are taught that man’s final perfection
consists in his entering into that (higher) world: whereas into
the outward tabernacle, i.e. the Holy Place, the priests entered
every day: whereas the peoplewere only admitted to the court;
because the people were able to perceived material things, the
inner nature of which only wise men by dint of study are able
to discover.

But regard to the figurative reason, the outward taberna-
cle, which was called the Holy Place, betokened the state of
the Old Law, as the Apostle says (Heb. 9:6, seqq.): because
into that tabernacle “the priests always entered accomplishing
the offices of sacrifices.” But the inner tabernacle, which was
called the Holy of Holies, signified either the glory of heaven
or the spiritual state of theNewLaw to come.To the latter state
Christ brought us; and this was signified by the high-priest en-
tering alone, once a year, into the Holy of Holies. e veil be-
tokened the concealing of the spiritual sacrifices under the sac-
rifices of old. is veil was adorned with four colors: viz. that
of linen, to designate purity of the flesh; purple, to denote the
sufferings which the saints underwent for God; scarlet twice
dyed, signifying the twofold love of God and our neighbor;
and violet, in token of heavenly contemplation. With regard

to the state of theOldLaw the people and the priestswere situ-
ated differently from one another. For the people saw themere
corporeal sacrifices which were offered in the court: whereas
the priests were intent on the inner meaning of the sacrifices,
because their faith in themysteries ofChrist wasmore explicit.
Hence they entered into the outer tabernacle.is outer taber-
nacle was divided from the court by a veil; because some mat-
ters relating to the mystery of Christ were hidden from the
people,while theywere known to thepriests: though theywere
not fully revealed to them, as they were subsequently in the
New Testament (cf. Eph. 3:5).

Reply to Objection 5. Worship towards the west was in-
troduced in the Law to the exclusion of idolatry: because all
the Gentiles, in reverence to the sun, worshipped towards the
east; hence it is written (Ezech. 8:16) that certain men “had
their backs towards the temple of the Lord, and their faces to
the east, and they adored towards the rising of the sun.” Ac-
cordingly, in order to prevent this, the tabernacle had theHoly
of Holies to westward, that they might adore toward the west.
Afigurative reasonmay also be found in the fact that thewhole
state of the first tabernacle was ordained to foreshadow the
death of Christ, which is signified by the west, according to Ps.
67:5: “Who ascendeth unto the west; the Lord is His name.”

Reply to Objection 6. Both literal and figurative reasons
may be assigned for the things contained in the tabernacle.
e literal reason is in connection with the divine worship.
And because, as already observed (ad 4), the inner tabernacle,
called the Holy of Holies, signified the higher world of spiri-
tual substances, hence that tabernacle contained three things,
viz. “the ark of the testament in which was a golden pot that
hadmanna, and the rod of Aaron that had blossomed, and the
tables” (Heb. 9:4) on which were written the ten command-
ments of the Law.Now the ark stood between two “cherubim”
that looked one towards the other: and over the arkwas a table,
called the “propitiatory,” raised above the wings of the cheru-
bim, as though it were held up by them; and appearing, to the
imagination, to be the very seat of God. For this reason it was
called the “propitiatory,” as though the people received propi-
tiation thence at the prayers of the high-priest. And so it was
held up, so to speak, by the cherubim, in obedience, as it were,
to God: while the ark of the testament was like the foot-stool
to Him that sat on the propitiatory. ese three things denote
three things in that higher world: namely, God Who is above
all, and incomprehensible to any creature.Henceno likeness of
Himwas set up; to denoteHis invisibility. But therewas some-
thing to represent his seat; since, to wit, the creature, which
is beneath God, as the seat under the sitter, is comprehensi-
ble. Again in that higher world there are spiritual substances
called angels.ese are signified by the two cherubim, looking
one towards the other, to show that they are at peace with one
another, according to Job 25:2: “Who maketh peace in…high
places.” For this reason, too, there was more than one cherub,
to betoken the multitude of heavenly spirits, and to prevent

* Or ‘Sanctuary’. e Douay version uses both expressions.
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their receiving worship from those who had been commanded
to worship but one God. Moreover there are, enclosed as it
were in that spiritualworld, the intelligible types ofwhatsoever
takes place in this world, just as in every cause are enclosed the
types of its effects, and in the crasman the types of the works
of his cra. is was betokened by the ark, which represented,
by means of the three things it contained, the three things of
greatest import in human affairs. ese are wisdom, signified
by the tables of the testament; the power of governing, beto-
kened by the rod of Aaron; and life, betokened by the manna
which was the means of sustenance. Or else these three things
signified the threeDivine attributes, viz. wisdom, in the tables;
power, in the rod; goodness, in the manna—both by reason
of its sweetness, and because it was through the goodness of
God that it was granted to man, wherefore it was preserved
as a memorial of the Divine mercy. Again, these three things
were represented in Isaias’ vision. For he “saw the Lord sitting
upon a throne high and elevated”; and the seraphim standing
by; and that the house was filled with the glory of the Lord;
wherefrom the seraphim cried out: “All the earth is full of His
glory” (Is. 6:1,3). And so the images of the seraphim were set
up, not to be worshipped, for this was forbidden by the first
commandment; but as a sign of their function, as stated above.

e outer tabernacle, which denotes this present world,
also contained three things, viz. the “altar of incense,” which
was directly opposite the ark; the “table of proposition,” with
the twelve loaves of proposition on it, which stood on the
northern side; and the “candlestick,”whichwas placed towards
the south. ese three things seem to correspond to the three
which were enclosed in the ark; and they represented the same
things as the latter, but more clearly: because, in order that
wise men, denoted by the priests entering the temple, might
grasp the meaning of these types, it was necessary to express
them more manifestly than they are in the Divine or angelic
mind. Accordingly the candlestick betokened, as a sensible
sign thereof, the wisdom which was expressed on the tables
(of the Law) in intelligible words.e altar of incense signified
the office of the priest, whose duty it was to bring the people
to God: and this was signified also by the rod: because on that
altar the sweet-smelling incense was burnt, signifying the ho-
liness of the people acceptable to God: for it is written (Apoc.
8:3) that the smoke of the sweet-smelling spices signifies the
“justifications of the saints” (cf. Apoc. 19:8). Moreover it was
fitting that the dignity of the priesthood should be denoted, in
the ark, by the rod, and, in the outer tabernacle, by the altar of
incense: because the priest is the mediator between God and
the people, governing the people byDivine power, denoted by
the rod; and offering to God the fruit of His government, i.e.
the holiness of the people, on the altar of incense, so to speak.
e table signified the sustenance of life, just as themanna did:
but the former, a more general and a coarser kind of nourish-
ment; the latter, a sweeter and more delicate. Again, the can-
dlestick was fittingly placed on the southern side, while the ta-
blewas placed to the north: because the south is the right-hand

side of theworld, while the north is the le-hand side, as stated
in De Coelo et Mundo ii; and wisdom, like other spiritual
goods, belongs to the right hand, while temporal nourishment
belongs on the le, according to Prov. 3:16: “In her le hand
(are) riches and glory.” And the priestly power is midway be-
tween temporal goods and spiritual wisdom; because thereby
both spiritual wisdom and temporal goods are dispensed.

Another literal signification may be assigned. For the ark
contained the tables of the Law, in order to prevent forget-
fulness of the Law, wherefore it is written (Ex. 24:12): “I will
give thee two tables of stone, and the Law, and the command-
ments which I have written: that thou mayest teach them” to
the children of Israel. e rod of Aaron was placed there to re-
strain the people from insubordination to the priesthood of
Aaron; wherefore it is written (Num. 17:10): “Carry back the
rod of Aaron into the tabernacle of the testimony, that it may
be kept there for a token of the rebellious children of Israel.”
e manna was kept in the ark to remind them of the ben-
efit conferred by God on the children of Israel in the desert;
wherefore it is written (Ex. 16:32): “Fill a gomor of it, and
let it be kept unto generations to come hereaer, that they
may know the bread wherewith I fed you in the wilderness.”
e candlestick was set up to enhance the beauty of the tem-
ple, for the magnificence of a house depends on its being well
lighted. Now the candlestick had seven branches, as Josephus
observes (Antiquit. iii, 7,8), to signify the sevenplanets,where-
with the whole world is illuminated. Hence the candlestick
was placed towards the south; because for us the course of the
planets is from that quarter.e altar of incense was instituted
that there might always be in the tabernacle a sweet-smelling
smoke; both through respect for the tabernacle, and as a rem-
edy for the stenches arising from the shedding of blood and the
slaying of animals. For men despise evil-smelling things as be-
ing vile, whereas sweet-smelling things are much appreciated.
e table was place there to signify that the priests who served
the temple should take their food in the temple: wherefore, as
stated in Mat. 12:4, it was lawful for none but the priests to
eat the twelve loaves which were put on the table in memory
of the twelve tribes. And the table was not placed in the mid-
dle directly in front of the propitiatory, in order to exclude an
idolatrous rite: for the Gentiles, on the feasts of the moon, set
up a table in front of the idol of themoon, wherefore it is writ-
ten ( Jer. 7:18): “e women knead the dough, to make cakes
to the queen of heaven.”

In the court outside the tabernacle was the altar of holo-
causts, on which sacrifices of those things which the people
possessed were offered to God: and consequently the people
who offered these sacrifices to God by the hands of the priest
could be present in the court. But the priests alone, whose
function it was to offer the people to God, could approach the
inner altar, whereon the very devotion and holiness of the peo-
ple was offered to God. And this altar was put up outside the
tabernacle and in the court, to the exclusion of idolatrous wor-
ship: for the Gentiles placed altars inside the temples to offer
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up sacrifices thereon to idols.
efigurative reason for all these thingsmay be taken from

the relation of the tabernacle toChrist, whowas foreshadowed
therein. Now it must be observed that to show the imperfec-
tion of the figures of the Law, various figures were instituted in
the temple to betokenChrist. ForHewas foreshadowed by the
“propitiatory,” since He is “a propitiation for our sins” (1 Jn.
2:2).is propitiatory was fittingly carried by cherubim, since
ofHim it iswritten (Heb. 1:6): “Let all the angels ofGod adore
Him.”He is also signified by the ark: because just as the arkwas
made of setim-wood, so was Christ’s body composed of most
pure members. More over it was gilded: for Christ was full of
wisdom and charity, which are betokened by gold. And in the
ark was a golden pot, i.e. His holy soul, having manna, i.e. “all
the fulness of the Godhead” (Col. 2:9). Also there was a rod
in the ark, i.e. His priestly power: for “He was made a…priest
for ever” (Heb. 6:20). And therein were the tables of the Tes-
tament, to denote that Christ Himself is a lawgiver. Again,
Christ was signified by the candlestick, for He said Himself
( Jn. 8:12): “I am theLight of theworld”;while the seven lamps
denoted the seven gis of the Holy Ghost. He is also beto-
kened in the table, because He is our spiritual food, according
to Jn. 6:41,51: “I am the living bread”: and the twelve loaves
signified the twelve apostles, or their teaching. Or again, the
candlestick and table may signify the Church’s teaching, and
faith, which also enlightens and refreshes. Again, Christ is sig-
nified by the two altars of holocausts and incense. Because all
works of virtue must be offered to us to God through Him;
both those whereby we afflict the body, which are offered, as it
were, on the altar of holocausts; and those which, with greater
perfection of mind, are offered to God in Christ, by the spir-
itual desires of the perfect, on the altar of incense, as it were,
according to Heb. 13:15: “By Him therefore let us offer the
sacrifice of praise always to God.”

Reply toObjection7.eLord commanded an altar to be
made for the offering of sacrifices and gis, in honor of God,
and for the upkeep of the ministers who served the taberna-
cle. Now concerning the construction of the altar the Lord is-
sued a twofold precept. One was at the beginning of the Law
(Ex. 20:24, seqq.) when the Lord commanded them to make
“an altar of earth,” or at least “not of hewn stones”; and again,
not to make the altar high, so as to make it necessary to “go
up” to it “by steps.” is was in detestation of idolatrous wor-
ship: for theGentiles made their altars ornate and high, think-
ing that there was something holy and divine in such things.
For this reason, too, the Lord commanded (Dt. 16:21): “ou
shalt plant no grove, nor any tree near the altar of the Lord
thy God”: since idolaters were wont to offer sacrifices beneath
trees, on account of the pleasantness and shade afforded by
them.ere was also a figurative reason for these precepts. Be-
cause we must confess that in Christ, Who is our altar, there is
the true nature of flesh, as regards His humanity—and this is
tomake an altar of earth; and again, in regard toHisGodhead,
wemust confessHis equality with the Father—and this is “not

to go up” to the altar by steps. Moreover we should not couple
the doctrine of Christ to that of the Gentiles, which provokes
men to lewdness.

But when once the tabernacle had been constructed to the
honor of God, there was no longer reason to fear these occa-
sions of idolatry. Wherefore the Lord commanded the altar of
holocausts to bemade of brass, and to be conspicuous to all the
people; and the altar of incense, which was visible to none but
the priests. Nor was brass so precious as to give the people an
occasion for idolatry.

Since, however, the reason for the precept, “ou shalt not
go up by steps untoMy altar” (Ex. 20:26) is stated to have been
“lest thy nakedness be discovered,” it should be observed that
this too was instituted with the purpose of preventing idola-
try, for in the feasts of Priapus the Gentiles uncovered their
nakedness before the people. But later on the priests were pre-
scribed the use of loin-cloths for the sake of decency: so that
without any danger the altar could be placed so high that the
priests when offering sacrifices would go up by steps of wood,
not fixed but movable.

Reply to Objection 8. e body of the tabernacle con-
sisted of boards placed on end, and covered on the inside with
curtains of four different colors, viz. twisted linen, violet, pur-
ple, and scarlet twice dyed. ese curtains, however, covered
the sides only of the tabernacle; and the roof of the tabernacle
was covered with violet-colored skins; and over this there was
another covering of rams’ skins dyed red; and over this there
was a third curtainmade of goats’ hair, which covered not only
the roof of the tabernacle, but also reached to the ground and
covered the boards of the tabernacle on the outside.e literal
reason of these coverings taken altogether was the adornment
and protection of the tabernacle, that it might be an object of
respect. Taken singly, according to some, the curtains denoted
the starry heaven, which is adorned with various stars; the cur-
tain (of goats’ skin) signified the waters which are above the
firmament; the skins dyed red denoted the empyrean heaven,
where the angels are; the violet skins, the heaven of the Blessed
Trinity.

e figurative meaning of these things is that the boards
of which the tabernacle was constructed signify the faithful of
Christ, who compose theChurch.e boards were covered on
the inner sideby curtains of four colors: because the faithful are
inwardly adornedwith the four virtues: for “the twisted linen,”
as the gloss observes, “signifies the flesh refulgent with purity;
violet signifies theminddesirous of heavenly things; purple de-
notes the flesh subject to passions; the twice dyed scarlet beto-
kens the mind in the midst of the passions enlightened by the
love of God and our neighbor.” e coverings of the building
designate prelates and doctors, who ought to be conspicuous
for their heavenlymanner of life, signified by the violet colored
skins: and who should also be ready to suffer martyrdom, de-
noted by the skins dyed red; and austere of life and patient in
adversity, betokened by the curtains of goats’ hair, which were
exposed to wind and rain, as the gloss observes.
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Reply to Objection 9. e literal reason for the sancti-
fication of the tabernacle and vessels was that they might be
treated with greater reverence, being deputed, as it were, to the
divine worship by this consecration. e figurative reason is
that this sanctification signified the sanctification of the living
tabernacle, i.e. the faithful of whom the Church of Christ is
composed.

Reply to Objection 10. Under the Old Law there were
seven temporal solemnities, and one continual solemnity, as
may be gathered fromNum. 28,29.erewas a continual feast,
since the lamb was sacrificed every day, morning and evening:
and this continual feast of an abiding sacrifice signified the per-
petuity ofDivine bliss.Of the temporal feasts the first was that
which was repeated every week. is was the solemnity of the
“Sabbath,” celebrated inmemory of thework of the creation of
the universe. Another solemnity, viz. the “NewMoon,” was re-
peated everymonth, andwas observed inmemory of the work
of the Divine government. For the things of this lower world
owe their variety chiefly to themovement of themoon;where-
fore this feast was kept at the new moon: and not at the full
moon, to avoid the worship of idolaters who used to offer sac-
rifices to themoon at that particular time.And these twobless-
ings are bestowed in common on the whole human race; and
hence they were repeated more frequently.

e other five feasts were celebrated once a year: and they
commemorated the benefits which had been conferred espe-
cially on that people. For there was the feast of the “Passover”
in the first month to commemorate the blessing of being de-
livered out of Egypt. e feast of “Pentecost” was celebrated
fiy days later, to recall the blessing of the giving of the Law.
e other three feasts were kept in the seventh month, nearly
the whole of which was solemnized by them, just as the sev-
enth day. For on the first of the seventh month was the feast
of “Trumpets,” inmemory of the delivery of Isaac, whenAbra-
ham found the ramcaught by its horns,which they represented
by the hornswhich they blew.e feast ofTrumpetswas a kind
of invitationwhereby they prepared themselves to keep the fol-

lowing feast which was kept on the tenth day. is was the
feast of “Expiation,” in memory of the blessing whereby, at the
prayer of Moses, God forgave the people’s sin of worshipping
the calf. Aer this was the feast of “Scenopegia” or of “Tents,”
which was kept for seven days, to commemorate the blessing
of being protected and led by God through the desert, where
they lived in tents.Henceduring this feast theyhad to take “the
fruits of the fairest tree,” i.e. the citron, “and the trees of dense
foliage”*, i.e. the myrtle, which is fragrant, “and the branches
of palm-trees, and willows of the brook,” which retain their
greenness a long time; and these are to be found in the Land
of promise; to signify thatGod had brought them through the
arid land of the wilderness to a land of delights. On the eighth
day another feast was observed, of “Assembly and Congrega-
tion,” onwhich the people collected the expenses necessary for
the divine worship: and it signified the uniting of the people
and the peace granted to them in the Land of promise.

efigurative reason for these feasts was that the continual
sacrifice of the lamb foreshadowed the perpetuity of Christ,
Who is the “Lamb of God,” according to Heb. 13:8: “Jesus
Christ yesterday and today, and the same for ever.” e Sab-
bath signified the spiritual rest bestowed by Christ, as stated
in Heb. 4. e Neomenia, which is the beginning of the new
moon, signified the enlightening of the primitive Church by
Christ’s preaching and miracles. e feast of Pentecost signi-
fied the Descent of the Holy Ghost on the apostles. e feast
ofTrumpets signified thepreachingof the apostles.e feast of
Expiation signified the cleansing of the Christian people from
sins: and the feast of Tabernacles signified their pilgrimage in
this world, wherein they walk by advancing in virtue.e feast
of Assembly or Congregation foreshadowed the assembly of
the faithful in the kingdom of heaven: wherefore this feast is
described as “most holy” (Lev. 23:36). ese three feasts fol-
lowed immediately on one another, because those who expi-
ate their vices should advance in virtue, until they come to see
God, as stated in Ps. 83:8.

Ia IIae q. 102 a. 5Whether there can be any suitable cause for the sacraments of the Old Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be no suitable
cause for the sacraments of the Old Law. Because those things
that are done for the purpose of divine worship should not
be like the observances of idolaters: since it is written (Dt.
12:31): “ou shalt not do in like manner to the Lord thy
God: for they have done to their gods all the abominations
which the Lord abhorreth.” Now worshippers of idols used to
knive themselves to the shedding of blood: for it is related (3
Kings 18:28) that they “cut themselves aer theirmannerwith
knives and lancets, till they were all covered with blood.” For
this reason the Lord commanded (Dt. 14:1): “You shall not
cut yourselves nor make any baldness for the dead.” erefore

it was unfitting for circumcision to be prescribed by the Law
(Lev. 12:3).

Objection 2. Further, those things which are done for the
worship of God should be marked with decorum and gravity;
according to Ps. 34:18: “I will praise ee in a grave [Douay:
‘strong’] people.” But it seems to savor of levity for a man to
eat with haste. erefore it was unfittingly commanded (Ex.
12:11) that they should eat the Paschal lamb “in haste.” Other
things too relative to the eating of the lamb were prescribed,
which seem altogether unreasonable.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments of theOld Lawwere
figures of the sacraments of the New Law. Now the Paschal

* Douay and A. V. and R. V. read: ‘Boughs of thick trees’.
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lamb signified the sacrament of the Eucharist, according to
1 Cor. 5:7: “Christ our Pasch is sacrificed.” erefore there
should also have been some sacraments of theOld Law to fore-
shadow the other sacraments of the New Law, such as Confir-
mation, Extreme Unction, and Matrimony, and so forth.

Objection 4. Further, purification can scarcely be done ex-
cept by removing something impure. But as far as God is con-
cerned, no bodily thing is reputed impure, because all bodies
are God’s creatures; and “every creature of God is good, and
nothing to be rejected that is received with thanksgiving” (1
Tim. 4:4). It was therefore unfitting for them to be purified
aer contact with a corpse, or any similar corporeal infection.

Objection 5. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 34:4): “What
can be made clean by the unclean?” But the ashes of the red
heifer† which was burnt, were unclean, since they made a man
unclean: for it is stated (Num. 19:7, seqq.) that the priest who
immolated her was rendered unclean “until the evening”; like-
wise he that burnt her; and he that gathered up her ashes.
erefore it was unfittingly prescribed there that the unclean
should be purified by being sprinkled with those cinders.

Objection 6. Further, sins are not something corporeal
that can be carried from one place to another: nor can man
be cleansed from sin by means of something unclean. It was
therefore unfitting for the purpose of expiating the sins of the
people that the priest should confess the sins of the children
of Israel on one of the buck-goats, that it might carry them
away into the wilderness: while they were rendered unclean by
the other, which they used for the purpose of purification, by
burning it together with the calf outside the camp; so that they
had towash their clothes and their bodieswithwater (Lev. 16).

Objection 7. Further, what is already cleansed should not
be cleansed again. It was therefore unfitting to apply a second
purification to a man cleansed from leprosy, or to a house; as
laid down in Lev. 14.

Objection 8. Further, spiritual uncleanness cannot be
cleansed by material water or by shaving the hair. erefore
it seems unreasonable that the Lord ordered (Ex. 30:18, seqq.)
themaking of a brazen laverwith its foot, that the priestsmight
wash their hands and feet before entering the temple; and that
He commanded (Num. 8:7) the Levites to be sprinkled with
the water of purification, and to shave all the hairs of their
flesh.

Objection 9. Further, that which is greater cannot be
cleansed by thatwhich is less.erefore it was unfitting that, in
the Law, the higher and lower priests, as stated in Lev. 8*, and
the Levites, according to Num. 8, should be consecrated with
any bodily anointing, bodily sacrifices, and bodily oblations.

Objection 10. Further, as stated in 1 Kings 16:7, “Man
seeth those things that appear, but the Lord beholdeth the
heart.” But those things that appear outwardly in man are the
dispositions of his body and his clothes.erefore it was unfit-
ting for certain special garments to be appointed to the higher
and lower priests, as related in Ex. 28†. It seems, moreover, un-

reasonable that anyone should be debarred from the priest-
hood on account of defects in the body, as stated in Lev. 21:17,
seqq.: “Whosoever of thy seed throughout their families, hath
a blemish, he shall not offer bread to his God…if he be blind, if
he be lame,” etc. It seems, therefore, that the sacraments of the
Old Law were unreasonable.

On the contrary, It is written (Lev. 20:8): “I am the Lord
that sanctify you.” But nothing unreasonable is done by God,
for it is written (Ps. 103:24): “ouhastmade all things inwis-
dom.” erefore there was nothing without a reasonable cause
in the sacraments of the Old Law, which were ordained to the
sanctification of man.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 101, a. 4), the sacraments
are, properly speaking, things applied to the worshippers of
God for their consecration so as, in some way, to depute them
to the worship of God. Now the worship of God belonged in
a general way to the whole people; but in a special way, it be-
longed to the priests and Levites, who were the ministers of
divine worship. Consequently, in these sacraments of the Old
Law, certain things concerned the whole people in general;
while others belonged to the ministers.

In regard to both, three thingswere necessary.efirst was
to be established in the state of worshipping God: and this in-
stitution was brought about—for all in general, by circumci-
sion, without which no one was admitted to any of the legal
observances—and for the priests, by their consecration. e
second thing required was the use of those things that pertain
to divine worship. And thus, as to the people, there was the
partaking of the paschal banquet, to which no uncircumcised
man was admitted, as is clear from Ex. 12:43, seqq.: and, as to
the priests, the offering of the victims, and the eating of the
loaves of proposition and of other things that were allotted to
the use of the priests.e third thing requiredwas the removal
of all impediments to divine worship, viz. of uncleannesses.
And then, as to the people, certain purifications were insti-
tuted for the removal of certain external uncleannesses; and
also expiations from sins; while, as to the priests and Levites,
the washing of hands and feet and the shaving of the hair were
instituted.

And all these things had reasonable causes, both literal, in
so far as theywere ordained to theworship ofGod for the time
being, and figurative, in so far as they were ordained to fore-
shadow Christ: as we shall see by taking them one by one.

Reply to Objection 1. e chief literal reason for circum-
cision was in order that man might profess his belief in one
God. And becauseAbrahamwas the first to sever himself from
the infidels, by going out from his house and kindred, for this
reason he was the first to receive circumcision. is reason is
set forth by the Apostle (Rom. 4:9, seqq.) thus: “He received
the sign of circumcision, a seal of the justice of the faith which
he had, being uncircumcised”; because, to wit, we are told that
“unto Abraham faith was reputed to justice,” for the reason
that “against hope he believed in hope,” i.e. against the hope

† Cf. Heb. 9:13. * Cf. Ex. 29. † Cf. Lev. 8:7, seqq.
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that is of nature he believed in the hope that is of grace, “that
hemight bemade the father of many nations,” when he was an
old man, and his wife an old and barren woman. And in order
that this declaration, and imitation of Abraham’s faith, might
be fixed firmly in the hearts of the Jews, they received in their
flesh such a sign as they couldnot forget,wherefore it iswritten
(Gn. 17:13): “My covenant shall be in your flesh for a perpet-
ual covenant.” is was done on the eighth day, because until
then a child is very tender, and so might be seriously injured;
and is considered as something not yet consolidated: where-
fore neither are animals offered before the eighth day. And it
was not delayed aer that time, lest somemight refuse the sign
of circumcision on account of the pain: and also lest the par-
ents, whose love for their children increases as they become
used to their presence and as they grow older, should with-
draw their children from circumcision. A second reason may
have been the weakening of concupiscence in that member. A
thirdmotivemay have been to revile the worship of Venus and
Priapus, which gave honor to that part of the body. e Lord’s
prohibition extended only to the cutting of oneself in honor
of idols: and such was not the circumcision of which we have
been speaking.

efigurative reason for circumcisionwas that it foreshad-
owed the removal of corruption, which was to be brought
about byChrist, andwill be perfectly fulfilled in the eighth age,
which is the age of those who rise from the dead. And since all
corruption of guilt and punishment comes to us through our
carnal origin, from the sin of our first parent, therefore circum-
cision was applied to the generative member. Hence the Apos-
tle says (Col. 2:11): “You are circumcised” in Christ “with cir-
cumcision not made by hand in despoiling of the body of the
flesh, but in the circumcision of ” Our Lord Jesus “Christ.”

Reply to Objection 2. e literal reason of the paschal
banquet was to commemorate the blessing of being led by
God out of Egypt. Hence by celebrating this banquet they de-
clared that they belonged to that people whichGod had taken
to Himself out of Egypt. For when they were delivered from
Egypt, they were commanded to sprinkle the lamb’s blood on
the transoms of their house doors, as though declaring that
they were averse to the rites of the Egyptians who worshipped
the ram. Wherefore they were delivered by the sprinkling or
rubbing of the blood of the lamb on the door-posts, from the
danger of extermination which threatened the Egyptians.

Now two things are to be observed in their departure from
Egypt: namely, their haste in going, for the Egyptians pressed
them to go forth speedily, as related in Ex. 12:33; and there
was danger that anyone who did not hasten to go with the
crowd might be slain by the Egyptians. eir haste was shown
in two ways. First by what they ate. For they were commanded
to eat unleavened bread, as a sign “that it could not be leav-
ened, the Egyptians pressing them to depart”; and to eat roast
meat, for this took less time to prepare; and that they should
not break a bone thereof, because in their haste there was no
time to break bones. Secondly, as to the manner of eating. For

it iswritten: “You shall gird your reins, and you shall have shoes
on your feet, holding staves in your hands, and you shall eat in
haste”: which clearly designatesmen at the point of starting on
a journey. To this also is to be referred the command: “In one
house shall it be eaten, neither shall you carry forth of the flesh
thereof out of the house”: because, to wit, on account of their
haste, they could not send any gis of it.

e stress they suffered while in Egypt was denoted by the
wild lettuces.efigurative reason is evident, because the sacri-
fice of the paschal lamb signified the sacrifice of Christ accord-
ing to 1 Cor. 5:7: “Christ our pasch is sacrificed.” e blood
of the lamb, which ensured deliverance from the destroyer, by
being sprinkled on the transoms, signified faith inChrist’s Pas-
sion, in the hearts and on the lips of the faithful, bywhich same
Passion we are delivered from sin and death, according to 1
Pet. 1:18: “You were…redeemed…with the precious blood…of
a lamb unspotted.” e partaking of its flesh signified the eat-
ing ofChrist’s body in the Sacrament; and thefleshwas roasted
at the fire to signify Christ’s Passion or charity. And it was
eatenwith unleavened bread to signify the blameless life of the
faithful who partake of Christ’s body, according to 1 Cor. 5:8:
“Let us feast . . . with the unleavened bread of sincerity and
truth.” e wild lettuces were added to denote repentance for
sins, which is required of those who receive the body ofChrist.
eir loins were girt in sign of chastity: and the shoes of their
feet are the examples of our dead ancestors. e staves they
were to hold in their hands denoted pastoral authority: and
it was commanded that the paschal lamb should be eaten in
one house, i.e. in a catholic church, and not in the conventicles
of heretics.

Reply toObjection 3. Some of the sacraments of theNew
Law had corresponding figurative sacraments in the Old Law.
For Baptism, which is the sacrament of Faith, corresponds to
circumcision. Hence it is written (Col. 2:11,12): “You are cir-
cumcised…in the circumcision of ” Our Lord Jesus “Christ:
buried with Him in Baptism.” In the New Law the sacrament
of the Eucharist corresponds to the banquet of the paschal
lamb. e sacrament of Penance in the New Law corresponds
to all the purifications of the Old Law. e sacrament of Or-
ders corresponds to the consecration of the pontiff and of the
priests. To the sacrament of Confirmation, which is the sacra-
ment of the fulness of grace, there would be no corresponding
sacrament of the Old Law, because the time of fulness had not
yet come, since “the Law brought no man [Vulg.: ‘nothing’]
to perfection” (Heb. 7:19). e same applies to the sacrament
of Extreme Unction, which is an immediate preparation for
entrance into glory, to which the way was not yet opened out
in the Old Law, since the price had not yet been paid. Matri-
mony did indeed exist under the Old Law, as a function of na-
ture, but not as the sacrament of the union of Christ with the
Church, for that union was not as yet brought about. Hence
under the Old Law it was allowable to give a bill of divorce,
which is contrary to the nature of the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 4. As already stated, the purifications
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of theOld Lawwere ordained for the removal of impediments
to the divine worship: whichworship is twofold; viz. spiritual,
consisting in devotion of themind to God; and corporal, con-
sisting in sacrifices, oblations, and so forth. Now men are hin-
dered in the spiritual worship by sins, whereby men were said
to be polluted, for instance, by idolatry, murder, adultery, or
incest. From such pollutions men were purified by certain sac-
rifices, offered either for the whole community in general, or
also for the sins of individuals; not that those carnal sacrifices
had of themselves the power of expiating sin; but that they sig-
nified that expiation of sins whichwas to be effected byChrist,
and of which those of old became partakers by protesting their
faith in the Redeemer, while taking part in the figurative sac-
rifices.

e impediments to external worship consisted in certain
bodily uncleannesses; which were considered in the first place
as existing inman, and consequently in other animals also, and
in man’s clothes, dwelling-place, and vessels. In man himself
uncleanness was considered as arising partly from himself and
partly from contact with unclean things. Anything proceed-
ing from man was reputed unclean that was already subject to
corruption, or exposed thereto: and consequently since death
is a kind of corruption, the human corpse was considered un-
clean. In like manner, since leprosy arises from corruption of
the humors, which break out externally and infect other per-
sons, thereforewere lepers also considered unclean; and, again,
women suffering from a flow of blood, whether from weak-
ness, or from nature (either at the monthly course or at the
time of conception); and, for the same reason, men were re-
puted unclean if they suffered from aflowof seed, whether due
to weakness, to nocturnal pollution, or to sexual intercourse.
Because every humor issuing from man in the aforesaid ways
involves some unclean infection. Again, man contracted un-
cleanness by touching any unclean thing whatever.

Now there was both a literal and a figurative reason for
these uncleannesses. e literal reason was taken from the rev-
erence due to those things that belong to the divine worship:
both because men are not wont, when unclean, to touch pre-
cious things: and in order that by rarely approaching sacred
things theymight have greater respect for them. For sinceman
could seldom avoid all the aforesaid uncleannesses, the result
was that men could seldom approach to touch things belong-
ing to the worship of God, so that when they did approach,
they did so with greater reverence and humility. Moreover, in
some of these the literal reason was that men should not be
kept away from worshipping God through fear of coming in
contact with lepers and others similarly afflicted with loath-
some and contagious diseases. In others, again, the reason was
to avoid idolatrous worship: because in their sacrificial rites
the Gentiles sometimes employed human blood and seed. All
these bodily uncleannesses were purified either by the mere
sprinkling of water, or, in the case of those which were more
grievous, by some sacrifice of expiation for the sin which was
the occasion of the uncleanness in question.

e figurative reason for these uncleannesses was that they
were figures of various sins. For the uncleanness of any corpse
signifies the uncleanness of sin, which is the death of the
soul. e uncleanness of leprosy betokened the uncleanness
of heretical doctrine: both because heretical doctrine is con-
tagious just as leprosy is, and because no doctrine is so false as
not to have some truth mingled with error, just as on the sur-
face of a leprous body one may distinguish the healthy parts
from those that are infected. e uncleanness of a woman suf-
fering from a flow of blood denotes the uncleanness of idola-
try, on account of the blood which is offered up. e unclean-
ness of the man who has suffered seminal loss signifies the un-
cleanness of empty words, for “the seed is the word of God.”
e uncleanness of sexual intercourse and of the woman in
child-birth signifies the uncleanness of original sin. e un-
cleanness of the woman in her periods signifies the unclean-
ness of a mind that is sensualized by pleasure. Speaking gener-
ally, the uncleanness contracted by touching an unclean thing
denotes the uncleanness arising from consent in another’s sin,
according to 2 Cor. 6:17: “Go out from among them, and be
ye separate…and touch not the unclean thing.”

Moreover, this uncleanness arising from the touch was
contracted even by inanimate objects; for whatever was
touched in any way by an unclean man, became itself unclean.
Wherein the Law attenuated the superstition of the Gentiles,
who held that uncleanness was contracted not only by touch,
but also by speech or looks, as Rabbi Moses states (Doct. Per-
plex. iii) of a woman in her periods. e mystical sense of this
was that “to God the wicked and his wickedness are hateful
alike” (Wis. 14:9).

ere was also an uncleanness of inanimate things con-
sidered in themselves, such as the uncleanness of leprosy in a
house or in clothes. For just as leprosy occurs in men through
a corrupt humor causing putrefaction and corruption in the
flesh; so, too, through some corruption and excess of humidity
or dryness, there arises sometimes a kind of corruption in the
stoneswithwhich ahouse is built, or in clothes.Hence theLaw
called this corruption by the name of leprosy, whereby a house
or a garment was deemed to be unclean: both because all cor-
ruption savored of uncleanness, as stated above, and because
the Gentiles worshipped their household gods as a preserva-
tive against this corruption. Hence the Law prescribed such
houses, where this kind of corruptionwas of a lasting nature, to
be destroyed; and such garments to be burnt, in order to avoid
all occasion of idolatry. ere was also an uncleanness of ves-
sels, of which it is written (Num. 19:15): “e vessel that hath
no cover, and binding over it, shall be unclean.” e cause of
this uncleanness was that anything unclean might easily drop
into such vessels, so as to render them unclean. Moreover, this
command aimed at the prevention of idolatry. For idolaters
believed that if mice, lizards, or the like, which they used to
sacrifice to the idols, fell into the vessels or into thewater, these
became more pleasing to the gods. Even now some women
let down uncovered vessels in honor of the nocturnal deities
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which they call “Janae.”
e figurative reason of these uncleannesses is that the lep-

rosy of a house signified the uncleanness of the assembly of
heretics; the leprosy of a linen garment signified an evil life aris-
ing from bitterness of mind; the leprosy of a woolen garment
denoted the wickedness of flatterers; leprosy in the warp sig-
nified the vices of the soul; leprosy on the woof denoted sins
of the flesh, for as the warp is in the woof, so is the soul in the
body.e vessel that has neither cover nor binding, betokens a
man who lacks the veil of taciturnity, and who is unrestrained
by any severity of discipline.

Reply to Objection 5. As stated above (ad 4), there was
a twofold uncleanness in the Law; one by way of corruption
in the mind or in the body; and this was the graver unclean-
ness; the other was by mere contact with an unclean thing,
and this was less grave, and was more easily expiated. Because
the former uncleanness was expiated by sacrifices for sins, since
all corruption is due to sin, and signifies sin: whereas the lat-
ter uncleanness was expiated by the mere sprinkling of a cer-
tain water, of which water we read in Num. 19. For there God
commanded them to take a red cow inmemory of the sin they
had committed in worshipping a calf. And a cow ismentioned
rather than a calf, because itwas thus that theLordwaswont to
designate the synagogue, according to Osee 4:16: “Israel hath
gone astray like a wanton heifer”: and this was, perhaps, be-
cause they worshipped heifers aer the custom of Egypt, ac-
cording to Osee 10:5: ”(ey) have worshipped the kine of
Bethaven.”And in detestation of the sin of idolatry it was sacri-
ficed outside the camp; in fact, whenever sacrifice was offered
up in expiation of the multitude of sins, it was all burnt out-
side the camp. Moreover, in order to show that this sacrifice
cleansed the people from all their sins, “the priest” dipped “his
finger in her blood,” and sprinkled “it over against the door
of the tabernacle seven times”; for the number seven signified
universality. Further, the very sprinkling of blood pertained to
the detestation of idolatry, in which the blood that was offered
up was not poured out, but was collected together, and men
gathered round it to eat in honor of the idols. Likewise it was
burnt by fire, either because God appeared to Moses in a fire,
and the Lawwas given from themidst of fire; or to denote that
idolatry, together with all that was connected therewith, was
to be extirpated altogether; just as the cowwas burnt “with her
skin and her flesh, her blood and dung being delivered to the
flames.” To this burning were added “cedar-wood, and hyssop,
and scarlet twice dyed,” to signify that just as cedar-wood is
not liable to putrefaction, and scarlet twice dyed does not eas-
ily lose its color, and hyssop retains its odor aer it has been
dried; so alsowas this sacrifice for thepreservationof thewhole
people, and for their good behavior and devotion. Hence it is
said of the ashes of the cow: “at theymay be reserved for the
multitude of the children of Israel.” Or, according to Josephus
(Antiq. iii, 8,9,10), the four elements are indicated here: for
“cedar-wood” was added to the fire, to signify the earth, on ac-
count of its earthiness; “hyssop,” to signify the air, on account

of its smell; “scarlet twice dyed,” to signify water, for the same
reason as purple, on account of the dyes which are taken out of
the water: thus denoting the fact that this sacrifice was offered
to the Creator of the four elements. And since this sacrifice
was offered for the sin of idolatry, both “he that burned her,”
and “he that gathered up the ashes,” and “he that sprinkled the
water” in which the ashes were placed, were deemed unclean
in detestation of that sin, in order to show that whatever was
in any way connected with idolatry should be cast aside as be-
ing unclean. From this uncleanness they were purified by the
mere washing of their clothes; nor did they need to be sprin-
kled with the water on account of this kind of uncleanness, be-
cause otherwise the process would have been unending, since
he that sprinkled the water became unclean, so that if he were
to sprinkle himself he would remain unclean; and if another
were to sprinkle him, that one would have become unclean,
and in like manner, whoever might sprinkle him, and so on in-
definitely.

e figurative reason of this sacrifice was that the red cow
signified Christ in respect his assumed weakness, denoted by
the female sex; while the color of the cowdesignated the blood
of His Passion. And the “red cow was of full age,” because all
Christ’s works are perfect, “in which there” was “no blemish”;
“and which” had “not carried the yoke,” because Christ was in-
nocent, nor didHe carry the yoke of sin. It was commanded to
be taken toMoses, because they blamedHim for transgressing
the law of Moses by breaking the Sabbath. And it was com-
manded to be delivered “to Eleazar the priest,” because Christ
was delivered into the hands of the priests to be slain. It was
immolated “without the camp,” because Christ “suffered out-
side the gate” (Heb. 13:12). And the priest dipped “his finger
in her blood,” because the mystery of Christ’s Passion should
be considered and imitated.

It was sprinkled “over against…the tabernacle,” which de-
notes the synagogue, to signify either the condemnation of
the unbelieving Jews, or the purification of believers; and
this “seven times,” in token either of the seven gis of the
Holy Ghost, or of the seven days wherein all time is com-
prised. Again, all things that pertain to the Incarnation of
Christ should be burnt with fire, i.e. they should be under-
stood spiritually; for the “skin” and “flesh” signified Christ’s
outward works; the “blood” denoted the subtle inward force
which quickened His external deeds; the “dung” betokened
His weariness, His thirst, and all such like things pertaining
to His weakness. ree things were added, viz. “cedar-wood,”
which denotes the height of hope or contemplation; “hyssop,”
in token of humility or faith; “scarlet twice dyed,” which de-
notes twofold charity; for it is by these three that we should
cling to Christ suffering. e ashes of this burning were gath-
ered by “a man that is clean,” because the relics of the Passion
came into the possession of the Gentiles, who were not guilty
ofChrist’s death.e asheswere put intowater for the purpose
of expiation, because Baptism receives from Christ’s Passion
the power ofwashing away sins.epriestwho immolated and
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burned the cow, and he who burned, and he who gathered to-
gether the ashes, were unclean, as also he that sprinkled thewa-
ter: either because the Jews became unclean through putting
Christ to death, whereby our sins are expiated; and this, until
the evening, i.e. until the end of the world, when the remnants
of Israel will be converted; or else because they who handle sa-
cred things with a view to the cleansing of others contract cer-
tain uncleannesses, asGregory says (Pastor. ii, 5); and this until
the evening, i.e. until the end of this life.

Reply toObjection 6. As stated above (ad 5), an unclean-
ness which was caused by corruption either of mind or of
body was expiated by sin-offerings. Now special sacrifices were
wont to be offered for the sins of individuals: but since some
were neglectful about expiating such sins and uncleannesses;
or, through ignorance, failed to offer this expiation; it was laid
down that once a year, on the tenth day of the seventh month,
a sacrifice of expiation should be offered for the whole people.
And because, as theApostle says (Heb. 7:28), “the Lawmaketh
men priests, who have infirmity,” it behooved the priest first of
all to offer a calf for his own sins, in memory of Aaron’s sin
in fashioning the molten calf; and besides, to offer a ram for
a holocaust, which signified that the priestly sovereignty de-
noted by the ram, who is the head of the flock, was to be or-
dained to the glory of God. en he offered two he-goats for
the people: one of whichwas offered in expiation of the sins of
the multitude. For the he-goat is an evil-smelling animal; and
from its skin clothes are made having a pungent odor; to sig-
nify the stench, uncleanness and the sting of sin. Aer this he-
goat had been immolated, its blood was taken, together with
the blood of the calf, into the Holy of Holies, and the entire
sanctuary was sprinkled with it; to signify that the taberna-
cle was cleansed from the uncleanness of the children of Israel.
But the corpses of the he-goat and calf which had been offered
up for sin had to be burnt, to denote the destruction of sins.
ey were not, however, burnt on the altar: since none but
holocausts were burnt thereon; but it was prescribed that they
should be burnt without the camp, in detestation of sin: for
this was done whenever sacrifice was offered for a grievous sin,
or for the multitude of sins. e other goat was let loose into
thewilderness: not indeed to offer it to the demons, whom the
Gentiles worshipped in desert places, because it was unlawful
to offer aught to them; but in order to point out the effect of
the sacrifice which had been offered up. Hence the priest put
his hand on its head, while confessing the sins of the children
of Israel: as though that goat were to carry them away into the
wilderness, where it would be devoured bywild beasts, because
it bore the punishment of the people’s sins. And it was said to
bear the sins of the people, either because the forgiveness of the
people’s sins was signified by its being let loose, or because on
its head written lists of sins were fastened.

e figurative reason of these things was that Christ was
foreshadowed both by the calf, on account of His power; and
by the ram, because He is the Head of the faithful; and by the
he-goat, on account of “the likeness of sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3).

Moreover, Christ was sacrificed for the sins of both priests and
people: since both those of high and those of low degree are
cleansed from sin by His Passion. e blood of the calf and
of the goat was brought into the Holies by the priest, because
the entrance to the kingdom of heaven was opened to us by
the blood of Christ’s Passion. eir bodies were burnt with-
out the camp, because “Christ suffered without the gate,” as
the Apostle declares (Heb. 13:12). e scape-goat may denote
either Christ’s GodheadWhich went away into solitude when
the Man Christ suffered, not by going to another place, but by
restrainingHis power: or itmay signify thebase concupiscence
which we ought to cast away from ourselves, while we offer up
to Our Lord acts of virtue.

With regard to the uncleanness contracted by those who
burnt these sacrifices, the reason is the same as that which we
assigned (ad 5) to the sacrifice of the red heifer.

Reply to Objection 7. e legal rite did not cleanse the
leper of his deformity, but declared him to be cleansed. is is
shown by the words of Lev. 14:3, seqq., where it was said that
the priest, “whenhe shall find that the leprosy is cleansed,” shall
command “him that is to be purified”: consequently, the leper
was already healed: but he was said to be purified in so far as
the verdict of the priest restored him to the society ofmen and
to the worship of God. It happened sometimes, however, that
bodily leprosy was miraculously cured by the legal rite, when
the priest erred in his judgment.

Now this purification of a leper was twofold: for, in the
first place, he was declared to be clean; and, secondly, he was
restored, as clean, to the society of men and to the worship
of God, to wit, aer seven days. At the first purification the
leper who sought to be cleansed offered for himself “two liv-
ing sparrows…cedar-wood, and scarlet, and hyssop,” in such
wise that a sparrow and the hyssop should be tied to the cedar-
wood with a scarlet thread, so that the cedar-wood was like
the handle of an aspersory: while the hyssop and sparrowwere
that part of the aspersory which was dipped into the blood of
the other sparrow which was “immolated…over living waters.”
ese things he offered as an antidote to the four defects of
leprosy: for cedar-wood, which is not subject to putrefaction,
was offered against the putrefaction; hyssop, which is a sweet-
smelling herb, was offered up against the stench; a living spar-
row was offered up against numbness; and scarlet, which has
a vivid color, was offered up against the repulsive color of lep-
rosy.e living sparrowwas let loose to fly away into the plain,
because the leper was restored to his former liberty.

On the eighth day he was admitted to divine worship, and
was restored to the society ofmen; but only aer having shaved
all the hair of his body, andwashed his clothes, because leprosy
rots the hair, infects the clothes, and gives them an evil smell.
Aerwards a sacrifice was offered for his sin, since leprosy was
frequently a result of sin: and some of the blood of the sacrifice
was put on the tip of the ear of theman thatwas to be cleansed,
“and on the thumb of his right hand, and the great toe of his
right foot”; because it is in these parts that leprosy is first di-
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agnosed and felt. In this rite, moreover, three liquids were em-
ployed: viz. blood, against the corruption of the blood; oil, to
denote the healing of the disease; and living waters, to wash
away the filth.

e figurative reason was that the Divine and human na-
tures in Christ were denoted by the two sparrows, one of
which, in likeness of His human nature, was offered up in an
earthen vessel over livingwaters, because thewaters of Baptism
are sanctified by Christ’s Passion. e other sparrow, in token
ofHis impassibleGodhead, remained living, because theGod-
head cannot die: hence it flewaway, for theGodhead couldnot
be encompassed by the Passion. Now this living sparrow, to-
gether with the cedar-wood and scarlet or cochineal, and hys-
sop, i.e. faith, hope and charity, as stated above (ad 5), was put
into the water for the purpose of sprinkling, because we are
baptized in the faith of theGod-Man.By thewaters ofBaptism
or of his tears man washes his clothes, i.e. his works, and all his
hair, i.e. his thoughts. e tip of the right ear of the man to be
cleansed is moistened with some the blood and oil, in order to
strengthen his hearing against harmful words; and the thumb
and toe of his right hand and foot aremoistened that his deeds
may be holy. Other matters pertaining to this purification, or
to that also of any other uncleannesses, call for no special re-
mark, beyond what applies to other sacrifices, whether for sins
or for trespasses.

Reply obj. 8 and 9: Just as the people were initiated by cir-
cumcision to the divineworship, sowere theministers by some
special purification or consecration: wherefore they are com-
manded to be separated from other men, as being specially de-
puted, rather than others, to the ministry of the divine wor-
ship. And all that was done touching them in their consecra-
tion or institution, was with a view to show that they were in
possession of a prerogative of purity, power and dignity.Hence
three things were done in the institution of ministers: for first,
they were purified; secondly, they were adorned* and conse-
crated; thirdly, they were employed in theministry. All in gen-
eral used to be purified bywashing inwater, and by certain sac-
rifices; but the Levites in particular shaved all the hair of their
bodies, as stated in Lev. 8 (cf. Num. 8).

With regard to the high-priests and priests the consecra-
tion was performed as follows. First, when they had been
washed, they were clothed with certain special garments in
designation of their dignity. In particular, the high-priest was
anointed on the head with the oil of unction: to denote that
the power of consecration was poured forth by him on to oth-
ers, just as oil flows from the head on to the lower parts of the
body; according to Ps. 132:2: “Like the precious ointment on
the head that ran down upon the beard, the beard of Aaron.”
But the Levites received no other consecration besides being
offered to the Lord by the children of Israel through the hands
of the high-priest, who prayed for them.e lesser priests were
consecrated on the hands only, which were to be employed in
the sacrifices. e tip of their right ear and the thumb of their

right hand, and the great toe of their right foot were tinged
with the blood of the sacrificial animal, to denote that they
should be obedient to God’s law in offering the sacrifices (this
is denoted by touching their right ear); and that they should be
careful and ready in performing the sacrifices (this is signified
by themoistening of the right foot andhand).ey themselves
and their garments were sprinkled with the blood of the ani-
mal that had been sacrificed, in memory of the blood of the
lamb by which they had been delivered in Egypt. At their con-
secration the following sacrifices were offered: a calf, for sin,
in memory of Aaron’s sin in fashioning the molten calf; a ram,
for a holocaust, in memory of the sacrifice of Abraham, whose
obedience it behooved the high-priest to imitate; again, a ram
of consecration, which was a peace-offering, in memory of the
delivery form Egypt through the blood of the lamb; and a bas-
ket of bread, in memory of the manna vouchsafed to the peo-
ple.

In reference to their being destined to the ministry, the
fat of the ram, one roll of bread, and the right shoulder were
placed on their hands, to show that they received the power of
offering these things to the Lord: while the Levites were ini-
tiated to the ministry by being brought into the tabernacle of
the covenant, as being destined to the ministry touching the
vessels of the sanctuary.

efigurative reasonof these thingswas that thosewho are
to be consecrated to the spiritual ministry of Christ, should be
first of all purified by the waters of Baptism, and by the waters
of tears, in their faith in Christ’s Passion, which is a sacrifice
both of expiation and of purification. ey have also to shave
all the hair of their body, i.e. all evil thoughts. ey should,
moreover, be decked with virtues, and be consecrated with
the oil of the Holy Ghost, and with the sprinkling of Christ’s
blood. And thus they should be intent on the fulfilment of
their spiritual ministry.

Reply to Objection 10. As already stated (a. 4), the pur-
pose of theLawwas to inducemen to have reverence for the di-
vineworship: and this in twoways; first, by excluding from the
worship ofGodwhatevermight be an object of contempt; sec-
ondly, by introducing into the divine worship all that seemed
to savor of reverence. And, indeed, if this was observed in re-
gard to the tabernacle and its vessels, and in the animals to be
sacrificed, much more was it to be observed in the very min-
isters. Wherefore, in order to obviate contempt for the min-
isters, it was prescribed that they should have no bodily stain
or defect: since men so deformed are wont to be despised by
others. For the same reason it was also commanded that the
choice of those who were to be destined to the service of God
was not to be made in a broadcast manner from any family,
but according to their descent from one particular stock, thus
giving them distinction and nobility.

In order that they might be revered, special ornate vest-
ments were appointed for their use, and a special form of con-
secration.is indeed is the general reason of ornate garments.

* ‘Ornabantur.’ Some editions have ‘ordinabantur’—‘were ordained’: the for-
mer reading is a reference to Lev. 8:7-9.
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But the high-priest in particular had eight vestments. First, he
had a linen tunic. Secondly, he had a purple tunic; round the
bottom of which were placed “little bells” and “pomegranates
of violet, and purple, and scarlet twice dyed.” irdly, he had
the ephod, which covered his shoulders and his breast down
to the girdle; and it was made of gold, and violet and purple,
and scarlet twice dyed and twisted linen: and on his shoulders
he bore two onyx stones, on which were graven the names of
the children of Israel. Fourthly, he had the rational, made of
the samematerial; it was square in shape, and was worn on the
breast, and was fastened to the ephod. On this rational there
were twelve precious stones set in four rows, on which also
were graven the names of the children of Israel, in token that
the priest bore the burden of the whole people, since he bore
their names on his shoulders; and that it was his duty ever to
think of their welfare, since he wore them on his breast, bear-
ing them in his heart, so to speak. And the Lord commanded
the “Doctrine and Truth” to be put in the rational: for certain
matters regarding moral and dogmatic truth were written on
it. e Jews indeed pretend that on the rational was placed
a stone which changed color according to the various things
which were about to happen to the children of Israel: and this
they call the “Truth and Doctrine.” Fihly, he wore a belt or
girdle made of the four colors mentioned above. Sixthly, there
was the tiara or mitre which was made of linen. Seventhly,
there was the golden plate which hung over his forehead; on it
was inscribed the Lord’s name. Eighthly, there were “the linen
breeches to cover the flesh of their nakedness,” when theywent
up to the sanctuary or altar. Of these eight vestments the lesser
priests had four, viz. the linen tunic and breeches, the belt and
the tiara.

According to some, the literal reason for these vestments
was that they denoted the disposition of the terrestrial globe;
as though the high-priest confessed himself to be the minis-
ter of the Creator of the world, wherefore it is written (Wis.
18:24): “In the robe” of Aaron “was the whole world” de-
scribed. For the linen breeches signified the earth out of which
the flax grows.e surrounding belt signified the ocean which
surrounds the earth. e violet tunic denoted the air by its
color: its little bells betoken the thunder; the pomegranates,
the lightning. e ephod, by its many colors, signified the
starry heaven; the two onyx stones denoted the two hemi-
spheres, or the sun and moon. e twelve precious stones on
the breast are the twelve signs of the zodiac: and they are said
to have been placed on the rational because in heaven, are
the types [rationes] of earthly things, according to Job 38:33:
“Dost thou know the order of heaven, and canst thou set down
the reason [rationem] thereof on the earth?” e turban or

tiara signified the empyrean: the golden plate was a token of
God, the governor of the universe.

e figurative reason is evident. Because bodily stains or
defects wherefrom the priests had to be immune, signify the
various vices and sins from which they should be free. us it
is forbidden that he should be blind, i.e. he ought not to be ig-
norant: he must not be lame, i.e. vacillating and uncertain of
purpose: that he must have “a little, or a great, or a crooked
nose,” i.e. that he should not, from lack of discretion, exceed in
one direction or in another, or even exercise some base occupa-
tion: for the nose signifies discretion, because it discerns odors.
It is forbidden that he should have “a broken foot” or “hand,”
i.e. he should not lose the power of doing good works or of ad-
vancing in virtue.He is rejected, too, if he have a swelling either
in front or behind [Vulg.: ‘if he be crook-backed’]: by which is
signified too much love of earthly things: if he be blear-eyed,
i.e. if his mind is darkened by carnal affections: for running
of the eyes is caused by a flow of matter. He is also rejected if
he had “a pearl in his eye,” i.e. if he presumes in his own esti-
mation that he is clothed in the white robe of righteousness.
Again, he is rejected “if he have a continued scab,” i.e. lustful-
ness of the flesh: also, if he have “a dry scurf,” which covers the
body without giving pain, and is a blemish on the comeliness
of the members; which denotes avarice. Lastly, he is rejected
“if he have a rupture” or hernia; through baseness rending his
heart, though it appear not in his deeds.

e vestments denote the virtues of God’s ministers. Now
there are four things that are necessary to allHisministers, viz.
chastity denoted by the breeches; a pure life, signified by the
linen tunic; the moderation of discretion, betokened by the
girdle; and rectitude of purpose, denoted by themitre covering
the head. But the high-priests needed four other things in ad-
dition to these. First, a continual recollection of God in their
thoughts; and this was signified by the golden plate worn over
the forehead, with the name of God engraved thereon. Sec-
ondly, they had to bear with the shortcomings of the people:
this was denoted by the ephodwhich they bore on their shoul-
ders. irdly, they had to carry the people in their mind and
heart by the solicitude of charity, in token of which they wore
the rational. Fourthly, they had to lead a godly life by perform-
ing works of perfection; and this was signified by the violet tu-
nic. Hence little golden bells were fixed to the bottom of the
violet tunic, which bells signified the teaching of divine things
united in the high-priest to his godly mode of life. In addition
to these were the pomegranates, signifying unity of faith and
concord in good morals: because his doctrine should hold to-
gether in such a way that it should not rend asunder the unity
of faith and peace.
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Ia IIae q. 102 a. 6Whether there was any reasonable cause for the ceremonial observances?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no reasonable
cause for the ceremonial observances. Because, as the Apostle
says (1 Tim. 4:4), “every creature of God is good, and noth-
ing to be rejected that is received with thanksgiving.” It was
therefore unfitting that they should be forbidden to eat certain
foods, as being unclean according to Lev. 11*.

Objection 2. Further, just as animals are given to man for
food, so also are herbs: wherefore it is written (Gn. 9:3): “As
the green herbs have I delivered all” flesh “to you.” But the Law
did not distinguish any herbs from the rest as being unclean,
although some are most harmful, for instance, those that are
poisonous. erefore it seems that neither should any animals
have been prohibited as being unclean.

Objection 3. Further, if the matter from which a thing is
generated be unclean, it seems that likewise the thing gener-
ated therefrom is unclean. But flesh is generated from blood.
Since therefore all fleshwas not prohibited as unclean, it seems
that in like manner neither should blood have been forbidden
as unclean; nor the fat which is engendered from blood.

Objection 4. Further, Our Lord said (Mat. 10:28; cf. Lk.
12:4), that those should not be feared “that kill the body,” since
aer death they “have nomore that they can do”: whichwould
not be true if aer death harm might come to man through
anything done with his body. Much less therefore does it mat-
ter to an animal already dead how its flesh be cooked. Conse-
quently there seems to be no reason in what is said, Ex. 23:19:
“ou shalt not boil a kid in the milk of its dam.”

Objection 5. Further, all that is first brought forth of man
andbeast, as beingmost perfect, is commanded tobe offered to
the Lord (Ex. 13).erefore it is an unfitting command that is
set forth in Lev. 19:23: “when you shall be come into the land,
and shall have planted in it fruit trees, you shall take away the
uncircumcision† of them,” i.e. the first crops, and they “shall be
unclean to you, neither shall you eat of them.”

Objection 6. Further, clothing is something extraneous to
man’s body. erefore certain kinds of garments should not
have been forbidden to the Jews: for instance (Lev. 19:19):
“ou shalt not wear a garment that is woven of two sorts”:
and (Dt. 22:5): “A woman shall not be clothed with man’s ap-
parel, neither shall aman usewoman’s apparel”: and further on
(Dt. 22:11): “ou shalt not wear a garment that is woven of
woolen and linen together.”

Objection 7. Further, to be mindful of God’s command-
ments concerns not the body but the heart. erefore it is un-
suitably prescribed (Dt. 6:8, seqq.) that they should “bind” the
commandments of God “as a sign” on their hands; and that
they should “write them in the entry”; and (Num.15:38, seqq.)
that they should “make to themselves fringes in the corners of
their garments, putting in them ribands of blue…they may re-
member…the commandments of the Lord.”

Objection 8. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 9:9) that

God does not “take care for oxen,” and, therefore, neither of
other irrational animals. erefore without reason is it com-
manded (Dt. 22:6): “If thou find, as thou walkest by the way,
a bird’s nest in a tree…thou shalt not take the dam with her
young”; and (Dt. 25:4): “ou shalt not muzzle the ox that
treadeth out thy corn”; and (Lev. 19:19): “ou shalt notmake
thy cattle to gender with beasts of any other kind.”

Objection 9. Further, no distinction was made between
clean and unclean plants. Much less therefore should any dis-
tinctionhave beenmade about the cultivationof plants.ere-
fore it was unfittingly prescribed (Lev. 19:19): “ou shalt
not sow thy field with different seeds”; and (Dt. 22:9, seqq.):
“ou shalt sow thy vineyard with divers seeds”; and: “ou
shalt not plough with an ox and an ass together.”

Objection10.Further, it is apparent that inanimate things
aremost of all subject to thepower ofman.erefore itwas un-
fitting to debar man from taking silver and gold of which idols
were made, or anything they found in the houses of idols, as
expressed in the commandment of the Law (Dt. 7:25, seqq.).
It also seems an absurd commandment set forth in Dt. 23:13,
that they should “dig round about and…cover with earth that
which they were eased of.”

Objection 11. Further, piety is required especially in
priests. But it seems to be an act of piety to assist at the burial
of one’s friends: wherefore Tobias is commended for so doing
(Tob. 1:20, seqq.). In likemanner it is sometimes an act of piety
to marry a loose woman, because she is thereby delivered from
sin and infamy.erefore it seems inconsistent for these things
to be forbidden to priests (Lev. 21).

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 18:14): “But thou art
otherwise instructed by the Lord thyGod”: fromwhichwords
we may gather that these observances were instituted by God
to be a special prerogative of that people. erefore they are
not without reason or cause.

I answer that, e Jewish people, as stated above (a. 5),
were specially chosen for theworship ofGod, and among them
the priests themselves were specially set apart for that purpose.
And just as other things that are applied to the divine wor-
ship, need to be marked in some particular way so that they
be worthy of the worship of God; so too in that people’s, and
especially the priests’, mode of life, there needed to be certain
special things befitting the divine worship, whether spiritual
or corporal. Now the worship prescribed by the Law foreshad-
owed themystery ofChrist: so thatwhatever they didwas a fig-
ure of things pertaining to Christ, according to 1 Cor. 10:11:
“All these things happened to them in figures.” Consequently
the reasons for these observances may be taken in two ways,
first according to their fittingness to the worship of God; sec-
ondly, according as they foreshadow something touching the
Christian mode of life.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 5, ad 4,5), the
* Cf. Dt. 14. † ‘Praeputia,’ which Douay version renders ‘first fruits’.
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Law distinguished a twofold pollution or uncleanness; one,
that of sin, whereby the soul was defiled; and another consist-
ing in some kind of corruption, whereby the body was in some
way infected. Speaking then of the first-mentioned unclean-
ness, no kind of food is unclean, or can defile a man, by rea-
son of its nature; wherefore we read (Mat. 15:11): “Not that
which goeth into the mouth defileth a man; but what cometh
out of the mouth, this defileth a man”: which words are ex-
plained (Mat. 15:17) as referring to sins. Yet certain foods can
defile the soul accidentally; in so far as man partakes of them
against obedience or a vow, or from excessive concupiscence;
or through their being an incentive to lust, for which reason
some refrain from wine and flesh-meat.

If, however, we speak of bodily uncleanness, consisting in
some kind of corruption, the flesh of certain animals is un-
clean, either because like the pig they feed on unclean things;
or because their life is among unclean surroundings: thus cer-
tain animals, like moles and mice and such like, live under-
ground, whence they contract a certain unpleasant smell; or
because their flesh, through being toomoist or too dry, engen-
ders corrupt humors in the human body. Hence they were for-
bidden to eat the flesh of flat-footed animals, i.e. animals hav-
ing an uncloven hoof, on account of their earthiness; and in
likemanner theywere forbidden to eat the flesh of animals that
have many cles in their feet, because such are very fierce and
their flesh is very dry, such as the flesh of lions and the like. For
the same reason theywere forbidden to eat certainbirds of prey
the flesh of which is very dry, and certain water-fowl on ac-
count of their exceeding humidity. In like manner certain fish
lacking fins and scales were prohibited on account of their ex-
cessive moisture; such as eels and the like.ey were, however,
allowed to eat ruminants and animals with a divided hoof, be-
cause in such animals the humors are well absorbed, and their
nature well balanced: for neither are they too moist, as is indi-
cated by the hoof; nor are they too earthly, which is shown by
their having not a flat but a cloven hoof. Of fishes they were al-
lowed to partake of the drier kinds, of which the fins and scales
are an indication, because thereby the moist nature of the fish
is tempered.Of birds they were allowed to eat the tamer kinds,
such as hens, partridges, and the like. Another reason was de-
testation of idolatry: because the Gentiles, and especially the
Egyptians, among whom they had grown up, offered up these
forbidden animals to their idols, or employed them for thepur-
pose of sorcery: whereas they did not eat those animals which
the Jews were allowed to eat, but worshipped them as gods, or
abstained, for some other motive, from eating them, as stated
above (a. 3, ad2).e third reasonwas toprevent excessive care
about food: wherefore they were allowed to eat those animals
which could be procured easily and promptly.

With regard to blood and fat, they were forbidden to
partake of those of any animals whatever without exception.
Blood was forbidden, both in order to avoid cruelty, that they
might abhor the shedding of human blood, as stated above
(a. 3, ad 8); and in order to shun idolatrous rite whereby it was

customary for men to collect the blood and to gather together
around it for a banquet in honor of the idols, to whom they
held the blood to be most acceptable. Hence the Lord com-
manded the blood to be poured out and to be covered with
earth (Lev. 17:13). For the same reason they were forbidden
to eat animals that had been suffocated or strangled: because
the blood of these animals would not be separated from the
body: or because this form of death is very painful to the vic-
tim; and the Lord wished to withdraw them from cruelty even
in regard to irrational animals, so as to be less inclined to be
cruel to other men, through being used to be kind to beasts.
ey were forbidden to eat the fat: both because idolaters ate
it in honor of their gods; and because it used to be burnt in
honor of God; and, again, because blood and fat are not nutri-
tious, which is the cause assigned by Rabbi Moses (Doct. Per-
plex. iii).e reasonwhy theywere forbidden to eat the sinews
is given in Gn. 32:32, where it is stated that “the children of
Israel…eat not the sinew…because he touched the sinewof ” Ja-
cob’s “thing and it shrank.”

e figurative reason for these things is that all these an-
imals signified certain sins, in token of which those animals
were prohibited. Hence Augustine says (Contra Faustum iv,
7): “If the swine and lamb be called in question, both are clean
by nature, because all God’s creatures are good: yet the lamb is
clean, and the pig is unclean in a certain signification. us if
you speak of a foolish, and of a wise man, each of these expres-
sions is clean considered in the nature of the sound, letters and
syllables ofwhich it is composed: but in signification, theone is
clean, the other unclean.” e animal that chews the cud and
has a divided hoof, is clean in signification. Because division
of the hoof is a figure of the two Testaments: or of the Father
and Son: or of the two natures in Christ: of the distinction of
good and evil. While chewing the cud signifies meditation on
the Scriptures and a sound understanding thereof; and who-
ever lacks either of these is spiritually unclean. In like manner
those fish that have scales and fins are clean in signification.
Because fins signify the heavenly or contemplative life; while
scales signify a life of trials, each of which is required for spir-
itual cleanness. Of birds certain kinds were forbidden. In the
eagle which flies at a great height, pride is forbidden: in the
griffon which is hostile to horses and men, cruelty of power-
ful men is prohibited. e osprey, which feeds on very small
birds, signifies those who oppress the poor. e kite, which
is full of cunning, denotes those who are fraudulent in their
dealings.e vulture, which follows an army, expecting to feed
on the carcases of the slain, signifies those who like others to
die or to fight among themselves that they may gain thereby.
Birds of the raven kind signify those who are blackened by
their lusts; or those who lack kindly feelings, for the raven did
not return when once it had been let loose from the ark. e
ostrich which, though a bird, cannot fly, and is always on the
ground, signifies those who fight God’s cause, and at the same
time are taken up with worldly business. e owl, which sees
clearly at night, but cannot see in the daytime, denotes those
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who are clever in temporal affairs, but dull in spiritual matters.
e gull, which flies both in the air and swims in thewater, sig-
nifies those who are partial both to Circumcision and to Bap-
tism: or else it denotes those who would fly by contemplation,
yet dwell in the waters of sensual delights. e hawk, which
helps men to seize the prey, is a figure of those who assist the
strong to prey on the poor. e screech-owl, which seeks its
food by night but hides by day, signifies the lustful man who
seeks to lie hidden in his deeds of darkness. e cormorant, so
constituted that it can stay a long time under water, denotes
the glutton who plunges into the waters of pleasure.e ibis is
anAfrican bird with a long beak, and feeds on snakes; and per-
haps it is the same as the stork: it signifies the enviousman,who
refreshes himself with the ills of others, as with snakes. e
swan is bright in color, and by the aid of its long neck extracts
its food fromdeep places on land orwater: itmay denote those
who seek earthly profit though an external brightness of virtue.
e bittern is a bird of the East: it has a long beak, and its jaws
are furnished with follicules, wherein it stores its food at first,
aer a time proceeding to digest it: it is a figure of the miser,
who is excessively careful in hoarding up the necessaries of life.
e coot* has this peculiarity apart fromother birds, that it has
a webbed foot for swimming, and a cloven foot for walking:
for it swims like a duck in the water, and walks like a partridge
on land: it drinks only when it bites, since it dips all its food
in water: it is a figure of a man who will not take advice, and
does nothing but what is soaked in the water of his own will.
e heron†, commonly called a falcon, signifies those whose
“feet are swi to shed blood” (Ps. 13:3). e plover‡, which is
a garrulous bird, signifies the gossip.ehoopoe, which builds
its nest on dung, feeds on foetid ordure, and whose song is
like a groan, denotes worldly grief which works death in those
who are unclean.e bat, which flies near the ground, signifies
thosewho being giedwithworldly knowledge, seek none but
earthly things. Of fowls and quadrupeds those alone were per-
mitted which have the hind-legs longer than the forelegs, so
that they can leap: whereas those were forbidden which cling
rather to the earth: because those who abuse the doctrine of
the four Evangelists, so that they are not lied up thereby, are
reputed unclean. By the prohibition of blood, fat and nerves,
we are to understand the forbidding of cruelty, lust, and brav-
ery in committing sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Men were wont to eat plants and
other products of the soil even before the deluge: but the eat-
ing of flesh seems to have been introduced aer the deluge; for
it is written (Gn. 9:3): “Even as the green herbs have I deliv-
ered…all” flesh “to you.” e reason for this was that the eat-
ing of the products of the soil savors rather of a simple life;
whereas the eating of flesh savors of delicate and over-careful
living. For the soil gives birth to the herb of its own accord; and
such like products of the earth may be had in great quantities
with very little effort: whereas no small trouble is necessary ei-

ther to rear or to catch an animal. Consequently God being
wishful to bring His people back to a more simple way of liv-
ing, forbade them to eat many kinds of animals, but not those
things that are produced by the soil. Another reason may be
that animals were offered to idols, while the products of the
soil were not.

e Reply to the ird Objection is clear from what has
been said (ad 1).

Reply to Objection 4. Although the kid that is slain has
no perception of themanner in which its flesh is cooked, yet it
would seem to savor of heartlessness if the dam’s milk, which
was intended for thenourishment of her offspring,were served
up on the same dish. It might also be said that the Gentiles in
celebrating the feasts of their idols prepared the flesh of kids
in this manner, for the purpose of sacrifice or banquet: hence
(Ex. 23) aer the solemnities to be celebrated under the Law
had been foretold, it is added: “ou shalt not boil a kid in the
milk of its dam.” e figurative reason for this prohibition is
this: the kid, signifying Christ, on account of “the likeness of
sinful flesh” (Rom. 8:3), was not to be seethed, i.e. slain, by the
Jews, “in the milk of its dam,” i.e. during His infancy. Or else
it signifies that the kid, i.e. the sinner, should not be boiled in
the milk of its dam, i.e. should not be cajoled by flattery.

Reply toObjection 5. e Gentiles offered their gods the
first-fruits, which they held to bring them good luck: or they
burnt them for the purpose of secrecy. Consequently (the Is-
raelites) were commanded to look upon the fruits of the first
three years as unclean: for in that country nearly all the trees
bear fruit in three years’ time; those trees, to wit, that are culti-
vated either from seed, or from a gra, or from a cutting: but it
seldom happens that the fruit-stones or seeds encased in a pod
are sown: since it would take a longer time for these to bear
fruit: and the Law consideredwhat happenedmost frequently.
e fruits, however, of the fourth year, as being the firstlings of
clean fruits, were offered to God: and from the fih year on-
ward they were eaten.

e figurative reason was that this foreshadowed the fact
that aer the three states of the Law (the first lasting from
Abraham to David, the second, until they were carried away
to Babylon, the third until the time of Christ), the Fruit of the
Law, i.e. Christ, was to be offered to God. Or again, that we
must mistrust our first efforts, on account of their imperfec-
tion.

Reply to Objection 6. It is said of a man in Ecclus. 19:27,
that “the attire of the body…” shows “what he is.” Hence the
Lord wished His people to be distinguished from other na-
tions, not only by the sign of the circumcision, which was in
the flesh, but also by a certain difference of attire. Wherefore
they were forbidden to wear garments woven of woolen and
linen together, and for a woman to be clothed with man’s ap-
parel, or vice versa, for two reasons. First, to avoid idolatrous
worship. Because the Gentiles, in their religious rites, used

* Douay: ‘porphyrion.’ St. omas’ description tallies with the coot or
moorhen: though of course he is mistaken about the feet differing from one
another. † Vulg.: ‘herodionem’. ‡ Here, again, theDouay translators tran-
scribed from the Vulgate: ‘charadrion’; ‘charadrius’ is the generic name for all
plovers. 1037



garments of this sort, made of various materials. Moreover in
the worship of Mars, women put on men’s armor; while, con-
versely, in the worship of Venus men donned women’s attire.
e second reasonwas to preserve them from lust: because the
employment of various materials in the making of garments
signified inordinate union of sexes, while the use of male at-
tire by a woman, or vice versa, has an incentive to evil desires,
and offers an occasion of lust. e figurative reason is that the
prohibition of wearing a garment woven of woolen and linen
signified that it was forbidden to unite the simplicity of in-
nocence, denoted by wool, with the duplicity of malice, be-
tokened by linen. It also signifies that woman is forbidden to
presume to teach, or perform other duties of men: or that man
should not adopt the effeminate manners of a woman.

Reply to Objection 7. As Jerome says on Mat. 23:6, “the
Lord commanded them to make violet-colored fringes in the
four corners of their garments, so that the Israelites might be
distinguished from other nations.” Hence, in this way, they
professed to be Jews: and consequently the very sight of this
sign reminded them of their law.

When we read: “ou shalt bind them on thy hand, and
they shall be ever before thy eyes [Vulg.: ‘they shall be and shall
move between thy eyes’], the Pharisees gave a false interpre-
tation to these words, and wrote the decalogue of Moses on
a parchment, and tied it on their foreheads like a wreath, so
that it moved in front of their eyes”: whereas the intention of
the Lord in giving this commandment was that they should be
bound in their hands, i.e. in their works; and that they should
be before their eyes, i.e. in their thoughts. e violet-colored
fillets which were inserted in their cloaks signify the godly in-
tention which should accompany our every deed. It may, how-
ever, be said that, because they were a carnal-minded and stiff-
necked people, it was necessary for them to be stirred by these
sensible things to the observance of the Law.

Reply toObjection 8.Affection inman is twofold: it may
be an affection of reason, or itmay be an affection of passion. If
a man’s affection be one of reason, it matters not how man be-
haves to animals, becauseGod has subjected all things toman’s
power, according toPs. 8:8: “ouhast subjected all things un-
der his feet”: and it is in this sense that the Apostle says that
“God has no care for oxen”; because God does not ask of man
what he does with oxen or other animals.

But if man’s affection be one of passion, then it is moved
also in regard to other animals: for since the passion of pity is
caused by the afflictions of others; and since it happens that
even irrational animals are sensible to pain, it is possible for
the affection of pity to arise in a man with regard to the suf-
ferings of animals. Now it is evident that if a man practice a
pitiful affection for animals, he is all themore disposed to take
pity on his fellow-men: wherefore it is written (Prov. 11:10):
“e just regardeth the lives of his beasts: but the bowels of the
wicked are cruel.”Consequently theLord, in order to inculcate

pity to the Jewish people, who were prone to cruelty, wished
them to practice pity even with regard to dumb animals, and
forbade them to do certain things savoring of cruelty to ani-
mals. Hence He prohibited them to “boil a kid in the milk of
its dam”; and to “muzzle the ox that treadeth out the corn”;
and to slay “the dam with her young.” It may, nevertheless, be
also said that these prohibitions were made in hatred of idol-
atry. For the Egyptians held it to be wicked to allow the ox
to eat of the grain while threshing the corn. Moreover certain
sorcerers werewont to ensnare themother birdwith her young
during incubation, and to employ them for the purpose of se-
curing fruitfulness and good luck in bringing up children: also
because it was held to be a good omen to find the mother sit-
ting on her young.

As to the mingling of animals of divers species, the literal
reason may have been threefold. e first was to show detes-
tation for the idolatry of the Egyptians, who employed vari-
ous mixtures in worshipping the planets, which produce var-
ious effects, and on various kinds of things according to their
various conjunctions.e second reasonwas in condemnation
of unnatural sins. e third reason was the entire removal of
all occasions of concupiscence. Because animals of different
species do not easily breed, unless this be brought about by
man; andmovements of lust are aroused by seeing such things.
Wherefore in the Jewish traditions we find it prescribed as
stated byRabbiMoses thatmen shall turn away their eyes from
such sights.

e figurative reason for these things is that the necessi-
ties of life should not be withdrawn from the ox that treadeth
the corn, i.e. from the preacher bearing the sheaves of doctrine,
as the Apostle states (1 Cor. 9:4, seqq.). Again, we should not
take the damwith her young: because in certain thingswe have
to keep the spiritual senses, i.e. the offspring, and set aside the
observance of the letter, i.e. the mother, for instance, in all the
ceremonies of the Law. It is also forbidden that beast of bur-
den, i.e. any of the common people, should be allowed to en-
gender, i.e. to have any connection, with animals of another
kind, i.e. with Gentiles or Jews.

Reply to Objection 9. All these minglings were forbid-
den in agriculture; literally, in detestation of idolatry. For the
Egyptians in worshipping the stars employed various combi-
nations of seeds, animals and garments, in order to represent
the various connections of the stars. Or else all theseminglings
were forbidden in detestation of the unnatural vice.

ey have, however, a figurative reason. For the prohibi-
tion: “ou shalt not sow thy field with different seeds,” is to
be understood, in the spiritual sense, of the prohibition to sow
strange doctrine in the Church, which is a spiritual vineyard.
Likewise “the field,” i.e. the Church, must not be sown “with
different seeds,” i.e. withCatholic and heretical doctrines.Nei-
ther is it allowed to plough “with an ox and an ass together”;
thus a fool should not accompany a wiseman in preaching, for

* e Reply to the Tenth Objection is lacking in the codices. e solution
given here is found in some editions, and was supplied by Nicolai.
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one would hinder the other.
Reply to Objection 10.* Silver and gold were reasonably

forbidden (Dt. 7) not as though they were not subject to the
power ofman, but because, like the idols themselves, allmateri-
als out of which idols were made, were anathematized as hate-
ful in God’s sight. is is clear from the same chapter, where
we read further on (Dt. 7:26): “Neither shalt thou bring any-
thing of the idol into thy house, lest thou become an anath-
ema like it.” Another reason was lest, by taking silver and gold,
they should be led by avarice into idolatry to which the Jews
were inclined. e other precept (Dt. 23) about covering up
excretions, was just and becoming, both for the sake of bod-
ily cleanliness; and in order to keep the air wholesome; and
by reason of the respect due to the tabernacle of the covenant
which stood in the midst of the camp, wherein the Lord was
said to dwell; as is clearly set forth in the same passage, where
aer expressing the command, the reason thereof is at once
added, to wit: “For the Lord thy God walketh in the midst of
thy camp, to deliver thee, and to give up thy enemies to thee,
and let thy camp be holy [i.e. clean], and let no uncleanness
appear therein.” e figurative reason for this precept, accord-
ing to Gregory (Moral. xxxi), is that sins which are the fetid
excretions of the mind should be covered over by repentance,
that we may become acceptable to God, according to Ps. 31:1:
“Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins
are covered.” Or else according to a gloss, that we should rec-
ognize the unhappy condition of human nature, and humbly
cover and purify the stains of a puffed-up and proud spirit in
the deep furrow of self-examination.

Reply to Objection 11. Sorcerers and idolatrous priests
made use, in their rites, of the bones and flesh of dead men.

Wherefore, in order to extirpate the customs of idolatrous
worship, the Lord commanded that the priests of inferior de-
gree, who at fixed times served in the temple, should not “incur
an uncleanness at the death” of anyone except of those who
were closely related to them, viz. their father or mother, and
others thus near of kin to them. But the high-priest had always
to be ready for the service of the sanctuary; wherefore he was
absolutely forbidden to approach the dead, however nearly re-
lated to him. ey were also forbidden to marry a “harlot” or
“one that has been put away,” or any other than a virgin: both
on account of the reverence due to the priesthood, the honor
of which would seem to be tarnished by such a marriage: and
for the sake of the children who would be disgraced by the
mother’s shame: which wasmost of all to be avoided when the
priestly dignity was passed on from father to son. Again, they
were commanded to shave neither head nor beard, and not to
make incisions in their flesh, in order to exclude the rites of
idolatry. For the priests of the Gentiles shaved both head and
beard, wherefore it is written (Bar 6:30): “Priests sit in their
temples having their garments rent, and their heads and beards
shaven.” Moreover, in worshipping their idols “they cut them-
selves with knives and lancets” (3Kings 18:28). For this reason
the priests of the Old Law were commanded to do the con-
trary.

e spiritual reason for these things is that priests should
be entirely free from deadworks, i.e. sins. And they should not
shave their heads, i.e. set wisdom aside; nor should they shave
their beards, i.e. set aside the perfection of wisdom; nor rend
their garments or cut their flesh, i.e. they should not incur the
sin of schism.
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F P   S P, Q 103
Of the Duration of the Ceremonial Precepts

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the duration of the ceremonial precepts: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the ceremonial precepts were in existence before the Law?
(2) Whether at the time of the Law the ceremonies of the Old Law had any power of justification?
(3) Whether they ceased at the coming of Christ?
(4) Whether it is a mortal sin to observe them aer the coming of Christ?

Ia IIae q. 103 a. 1Whether the ceremonies of the Law were in existence before the Law?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the ceremonies of theLaw
were in existence before the Law. For sacrifices and holocausts
were ceremonies of the Old Law, as stated above (q. 101, a. 4).
But sacrifices and holocausts preceded the Law: for it is writ-
ten (Gn. 4:3,4) that “Cain offered, of the fruits of the earth,
gis to the Lord,” and that “Abel offered of the firstlings of
his flock, and of their fat.” Noe also “offered holocausts” to
the Lord (Gn. 18:20), and Abraham did in like manner (Gn.
22:13).erefore the ceremonies of theOld Lawpreceded the
Law.

Objection 2. Further, the erecting and consecrating of the
altar were part of the ceremonies relating to holy things. But
these preceded the Law. For we read (Gn. 13:18) that “Abra-
ham…built…an altar to the Lord”; and (Gn. 28:18) that “Ja-
cob…took the stone…and set it up for a title, pouring oil upon
the top of it.”erefore the legal ceremonies preceded theLaw.

Objection 3. Further, the first of the legal sacraments
seems to have been circumcision. But circumcision preceded
the Law, as appears from Gn. 17. In like manner the priest-
hood preceded the Law; for it is written (Gn. 14:18) that
“Melchisedech…was the priest of the most high God.” ere-
fore the sacramental ceremonies preceded the Law.

Objection 4. Further, the distinction of clean from un-
clean animals belongs to the ceremonies of observances, as
stated above (q. 100, 2, a. 6, ad1). But this distinctionpreceded
the Law; for it is written (Gn. 7:2,3): “Of all clean beasts take
seven and seven…but of the beasts that are unclean, two and
two.” erefore the legal ceremonies preceded the Law.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:1): “ese are the pre-
cepts and ceremonies…which the Lord your God commanded
that I should teach you.” But they would not have needed to
be taught about these things, if the aforesaid ceremonies had
been already in existence. erefore the legal ceremonies did
not precede the Law.

I answer that, As is clear from what has been said (q. 101,
a. 2; q. 102 , a. 2), the legal ceremonies were ordained for a
double purpose; the worship of God, and the foreshadowing
of Christ. Now whoever worships God must needs worship
Him by means of certain fixed things pertaining to external
worship. But the fixing of the divine worship belongs to the

ceremonies; just as the determining of our relations with our
neighbor is a matter determined by the judicial precepts, as
stated above (q. 99, a. 4). Consequently, as amongmen in gen-
eral therewere certain judicial precepts, not indeed established
by Divine authority, but ordained by human reason; so also
there were some ceremonies fixed, not by the authority of any
law, but according to the will and devotion of those that wor-
ship God. Since, however, even before the Law some of the
leading men were gied with the spirit of prophecy, it is to be
believed that a heavenly instinct, like a private law, prompted
them toworshipGod in a certain definiteway,whichwould be
both in keepingwith the interior worship, and a suitable token
of Christ’s mysteries, which were foreshadowed also by other
things that they did, according to 1 Cor. 10:11: “All…things
happened to them in figure.” erefore there were some cer-
emonies before the Law, but they were not legal ceremonies,
because they were not as yet established by legislation.

Reply to Objection 1. e patriarchs offered up these
oblations, sacrifices and holocausts previously to the Law, out
of a certain devotion of their own will, according as it seemed
proper to them to offer up in honor ofGod those thingswhich
they had received fromHim, and thus to testify that they wor-
shipped God Who is the beginning and end of all.

Reply toObjection 2.ey also established certain sacred
things, because they thought that the honor due to God de-
manded that certain places should be set apart from others for
the purpose of divine worship.

Reply toObjection 3. e sacrament of circumcision was
established by command ofGod before the Law.Hence it can-
not be called a sacrament of the Law as though it were an in-
stitution of the Law, but only as an observance included in the
Law. Hence Our Lord said ( Jn. 7:20) that circumcision was
“not of Moses, but of his fathers.” Again, among those who
worshipped God, the priesthood was in existence before the
Law by human appointment, for the Law allotted the priestly
dignity to the firstborn.

Reply to Objection 4. e distinction of clean from un-
clean animals was in vogue before the Law, not with regard
to eating them, since it is written (Gn. 9:3): “Everything that
moveth and liveth shall bemeat for you”: but only as to the of-
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fering of sacrifices because they used only certain animals for
that purpose. If, however, they did make any distinction in re-
gard to eating; it was not that it was considered illegal to eat
such animals, since this was not forbidden by any law, but from

dislike or custom: thus even now we see that certain foods are
looked uponwith disgust in some countries, while people par-
take of them in others.

Ia IIae q. 103 a. 2Whether, at the time of the Law, the ceremonies of theOldLawhad any power of justification?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the ceremonies of theOld
Law had the power of justification at the time of the Law. Be-
cause expiation from sin and consecration pertains to justifi-
cation. But it is written (Ex. 39:21) that the priests and their
apparel were consecrated by the sprinkling of blood and the
anointing of oil; and (Lev. 16:16) that, by sprinkling the blood
of the calf, the priest expiated “the sanctuary from the unclean-
ness of the children of Israel, and from their transgressions
and…their sins.”erefore the ceremonies of theOld Law had
the power of justification.

Objection 2. Further, that by whichman pleases God per-
tains to justification, according to Ps. 10:8: “e Lord is just
and hath loved justice.” But some pleasedGodbymeans of cer-
emonies, according to Lev. 10:19: “How could I…please the
Lord in the ceremonies, having a sorrowful heart?” erefore
the ceremonies of the Old Law had the power of justification.

Objection 3. Further, things relating to the divine wor-
ship regard the soul rather than the body, according to Ps.
18:8: “e Law of the Lord is unspotted, converting souls.”
But the leper was cleansed by means of the ceremonies of the
Old Law, as stated in Lev. 14. Much more therefore could the
ceremonies of the Old Law cleanse the soul by justifying it.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Gal. 2)*: “If there had
been a law given which could justify [Vulg.: ‘give life’], Christ
died in vain,” i.e. without cause. But this is inadmissible.ere-
fore the ceremonies of the Old Law did not confer justice.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 102, a. 5, ad 4), a twofold
uncleanness was distinguished in the Old Law. One was spir-
itual and is the uncleanness of sin. e other was corporal,
which rendered a man unfit for divine worship; thus a leper,
or anyone that touched carrion, was said to be unclean: and
thus uncleanness was nothing but a kind of irregularity. From
this uncleanness, then, the ceremonies of the Old Law had the
power to cleanse: because they were ordered by the Law to be
employed as remedies for the removal of the aforesaid unclean-
nesses which were contracted in consequence of the prescrip-
tion of the Law. Hence the Apostle says (Heb. 9:13) that “the
blood of goats and of oxen, and the ashes of a heifer, being
sprinkled, sanctify such as are defiled, to the cleansing of the
flesh.” And just as this uncleanness which was washed away by
such like ceremonies, affected the flesh rather than the soul,
so also the ceremonies themselves are called by the Apostle
shortly before (Heb. 9:10) justices of the flesh: “justices of the
flesh,” says he, “being laid on themuntil the timeof correction.”

On the other hand, they had no power of cleansing from

uncleanness of the soul, i.e. from the uncleanness of sin. e
reasonof thiswas that at no time could there be expiation from
sin, except through Christ, “Who taketh away the sins [Vulg.:
‘sin’] of theworld” ( Jn. 1:29).And since themystery ofChrist’s
Incarnation and Passion had not yet really taken place, those
ceremonies of the Old Law could not really contain in them-
selves a power flowing from Christ already incarnate and cru-
cified, such as the sacraments of theNew Law contain. Conse-
quently they could not cleanse from sin: thus the Apostle says
(Heb. 10:4) that “it is impossible that with the blood of oxen
and goats sin shouldbe taken away”; and for this reasonhe calls
them (Gal. 4:9) “weak and needy elements”: weak indeed, be-
cause they cannot take away sin; but this weakness results from
their being needy, i.e. from the fact that they do not contain
grace within themselves.

However, it was possible at the time of the Law, for the
minds of the faithful, to be united by faith to Christ incarnate
and crucified; so that they were justified by faith in Christ:
of which faith the observance of these ceremonies was a sort
of profession, inasmuch as they foreshadowed Christ. Hence
in the Old Law certain sacrifices were offered up for sins, not
as though the sacrifices themselves washed sins away, but be-
cause they were professions of faith which cleansed from sin.
In fact, the Law itself implies this in the terms employed: for
it is written (Lev. 4:26; 5:16) that in offering the sacrifice for
sin “the priest shall pray for him…and it shall be forgiven him,”
as though the sin were forgiven, not in virtue of the sacrifices,
but through the faith and devotion of those who offered them.
It must be observed, however, that the very fact that the cere-
monies of the Old Law washed away uncleanness of the body,
was a figure of that expiation from sins which was effected by
Christ.

It is therefore evident that under the state of the Old Law
the ceremonies had no power of justification.

Reply to Objection 1. at sanctification of priests and
their sons, and of their apparel or of anything else belonging to
them, by sprinkling them with blood, had no other effect but
to appoint them to the divine worship, and to remove impedi-
ments from them, “to the cleansing of the flesh,” as the Apostle
states (Heb. 9:13) in token of that sanctification whereby “Je-
sus” sanctified “the people by His own blood” (Heb. 13:12).
Moreover, the expiationmust be understood as referring to the
removal of these bodily uncleannesses, not to the forgiveness
of sin. Hence even the sanctuary which could not be the sub-
ject of sin is stated to be expiated.

* e first words of the quotation are from 3:21: St. omas probably quot-
ing frommemory, substituted them for 2:21, which runs thus: ‘If justice be by
the Law, then Christ died in vain.’.
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Reply to Objection 2. e priests pleased God in the cer-
emonies by their obedience and devotion, and by their faith in
the reality foreshadowed; not by reason of the things consid-
ered in themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. ose ceremonies which were pre-
scribed in the cleansing of a leper, were not ordained for the
purpose of taking away the defilement of leprosy. is is clear
from the fact that these ceremonies were not applied to a man
until he was already healed: hence it is written (Lev. 14:3,4)
that the priest, “going out of the camp, when he shall find that
the leprosy is cleansed, shall command him that is to be puri-

fied to offer,” etc.; whence it is evident that the priest was ap-
pointed the judge of leprosy, not before, but aer cleansing.
But these ceremonies were employed for the purpose of tak-
ing away the uncleanness of irregularity. ey do say, however,
that if a priest were to err in his judgment, the leper would be
cleansed miraculously by the power of God, but not in virtue
of the sacrifice. us also it was by miracle that the thigh of
the adulterous woman rotted, when she had drunk the water
“on which” the priest had “heaped curses,” as stated in Num.
5:19-27.

Ia IIae q. 103 a. 3Whether the ceremonies of the Old Law ceased at the coming of Christ?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the ceremonies of theOld
Lawdidnot cease at the coming ofChrist. For it iswritten (Bar
4:1): “is is the book of the commandments of God, and the
law that is for ever.” But the legal ceremonies were part of the
Law. erefore the legal ceremonies were to last for ever.

Objection 2.Further, the offeringmade by a leper aer be-
ing cleansed was a ceremony of the Law. But the Gospel com-
mands the leper, who has been cleansed, to make this offering
(Mat. 8:4). erefore the ceremonies of the Old Law did not
cease at Christ’s coming.

Objection 3. Further, as long as the cause remains, the ef-
fect remains. But the ceremonies of the Old Law had certain
reasonable causes, inasmuch as they were ordained to the wor-
ship of God, besides the fact that they were intended to be
figures of Christ. erefore the ceremonies of the Old Law
should not have ceased.

Objection 4. Further, circumcisionwas instituted as a sign
of Abraham’s faith: the observance of the sabbath, to recall the
blessing of creation: and other solemnities, inmemory of other
Divine favors, as state above (q. 102, a. 4, ad 10; a. 5, ad 1).
But Abraham’s faith is ever to be imitated even by us: and the
blessing of creation and other Divine favors should never be
forgotten. erefore at least circumcision and the other legal
solemnities should not have ceased.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Col. 2:16,17): “Let no
man…judge you in meat or in drink, or in respect of a festi-
val day, or of the new moon, or of the sabbaths, which are a
shadow of things to come”: and (Heb. 8:13): “In saying a new
(testament), he hath made the former old: and that which de-
cayeth and groweth old, is near its end.”

I answer that,All the ceremonial precepts of the Old Law
were ordained to the worship of God as stated above (q. 101,
Aa. 1,2). Now external worship should be in proportion to
the internal worship, which consists in faith, hope and char-
ity. Consequently exterior worship had to be subject to vari-
ations according to the variations in the internal worship, in
which a threefold state may be distinguished. One state was
in respect of faith and hope, both in heavenly goods, and in
the means of obtaining them—in both of these considered as

things to come. Such was the state of faith and hope in the
Old Law. Another state of interior worship is that in which we
have faith and hope in heavenly goods as things to come; but
in the means of obtaining heavenly goods, as in things present
or past. Such is the state of theNewLaw.e third state is that
in which both are possessed as present; wherein nothing is be-
lieved in as lacking, nothing hoped for as being yet to come.
Such is the state of the Blessed.

In this state of the Blessed, then, nothing in regard to wor-
shipofGodwill befigurative; therewill benaught but “thanks-
giving and voice of praise” (Is. 51:3). Hence it is written con-
cerning the city of the Blessed (Apoc. 21:22): “I saw no tem-
ple therein: for the Lord God Almighty is the temple thereof,
and the Lamb.” Proportionately, therefore, the ceremonies of
the first-mentioned state which foreshadowed the second and
third states, had need to cease at the advent of the second state;
and other ceremonies had to be introduced which would be
in keeping with the state of divine worship for that particu-
lar time, wherein heavenly goods are a thing of the future, but
the Divine favors whereby we obtain the heavenly boons are a
thing of the present.

Reply toObjection 1.eOld Law is said to be “for ever”
simply and absolutely, as regards its moral precepts; but as re-
gards the ceremonial precepts it lasts for even in respect of the
reality which those ceremonies foreshadowed.

Reply to Objection 2. e mystery of the redemption
of the human race was fulfilled in Christ’s Passion: hence
Our Lord said then: “It is consummated” ( Jn. 19:30). Conse-
quently the prescriptions of the Law must have ceased then al-
together through their reality being fulfilled. As a sign of this,
we read that at the Passion of Christ “the veil of the temple
was rent” (Mat. 27:51). Hence, before Christ’s Passion, while
Christ was preaching and working miracles, the Law and the
Gospel were concurrent, since the mystery of Christ had al-
ready begun, but was not as yet consummated. And for this
reasonOur Lord, beforeHis Passion, commanded the leper to
observe the legal ceremonies.

Reply to Objection 3. e literal reasons already given
(q. 102) for the ceremonies refer to the divine worship, which
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was founded on faith in that which was to come.Hence, at the
advent of Him Who was to come, both that worship ceased,
and all the reasons referring thereto.

Reply to Objection 4. e faith of Abraham was com-
mended in that he believed in God’s promise concerning his
seed to come, in which all nations were to blessed. Wherefore,
as long as this seed was yet to come, it was necessary to make
profession of Abraham’s faith by means of circumcision. But
now that it is consummated, the same thing needs to be de-
clared by means of another sign, viz. Baptism, which, in this
respect, took the place of circumcision, according to the say-
ing of the Apostle (Col. 2:11, 12): “You are circumcised with
circumcision not made by hand, in despoiling of the body of
the flesh, but in the circumcision of Christ, buried with Him
in Baptism.”

As to the sabbath, which was a sign recalling the first cre-

ation, its place is taken by the “Lord’s Day,” which recalls the
beginning of the new creature in theResurrection ofChrist. In
like manner other solemnities of the Old Law are supplanted
by new solemnities: because the blessings vouchsafed to that
people, foreshadowed the favors granted us by Christ. Hence
the feast of the Passover gave place to the feast of Christ’s Pas-
sion and Resurrection: the feast of Pentecost when the Old
Law was given, to the feast of Pentecost on which was given
the Law of the living spirit: the feast of the New Moon, to
LadyDay,when appeared the first rays of the sun, i.e.Christ, by
the fulness of grace: the feast of Trumpets, to the feasts of the
Apostles: the feast of Expiation, to the feasts of Martyrs and
Confessors: the feast of Tabernacles, to the feast of theChurch
Dedication: the feast of the Assembly and Collection, to feast
of the Angels, or else to the feast of All Hallows.

Ia IIae q. 103 a. 4Whether sinceChrist’s Passion the legal ceremonies canbeobservedwithout committingmor-
tal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that since Christ’s Passion the
legal ceremonies can be observed without committing mortal
sin. For wemust not believe that the apostles committedmor-
tal sin aer receiving theHolyGhost: since byHis fulness they
were “endued with power from on high” (Lk. 24:49). But the
apostles observed the legal ceremonies aer the coming of the
Holy Ghost: for it is stated (Acts 16:3) that Paul circumcised
Timothy: and (Acts 21:26) that Paul, at the advice of James,
“took the men, and…being purified with them, entered into
the temple, giving notice of the accomplishment of the days of
purification, until an oblation should be offered for every one
of them.”erefore the legal ceremonies can be observed since
the Passion of Christ without mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, one of the legal ceremonies con-
sisted in shunning the fellowship of Gentiles. But the first
Pastor of the Church complied with this observance; for it
is stated (Gal. 2:12) that, “when” certain men “had come”
to Antioch, Peter “withdrew and separated himself ” from the
Gentiles.erefore the legal ceremonies can be observed since
Christ’s Passion without committing mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, the commands of the apostles did
not lead men into sin. But it was commanded by apostolic de-
cree that theGentiles should observe certain ceremonies of the
Law: for it is written (Acts 15:28,29): “It hath seemed good to
the Holy Ghost and to us, to lay no further burden upon you
than these necessary things: that you abstain from things sacri-
ficed to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled, and
from fornication.” erefore the legal ceremonies can be ob-
served since Christ’s Passion without committing mortal sin.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Gal. 5:2): “If you be
circumcised,Christ shall profit younothing.” But nothing save
mortal sin hinders us from receiving Christ’s fruit. erefore
since Christ’s Passion it is a mortal sin to be circumcised, or to
observe the other legal ceremonies.

I answer that, All ceremonies are professions of faith, in
which the interior worship of God consists. Now man can
make profession of his inward faith, by deeds as well as by
words: and in either profession, if he make a false declaration,
he sins mortally. Now, though our faith in Christ is the same
as that of the fathers of old; yet, since they came before Christ,
whereas we come aer Him, the same faith is expressed in dif-
ferent words, by us and by them. For by them was it said: “Be-
hold a virgin shall conceive and bear a son,” where the verbs
are in the future tense: whereas we express the same by means
of verbs in the past tense, and say that she “conceived and
bore.” In like manner the ceremonies of the Old Law beto-
kened Christ as having yet to be born and to suffer: whereas
our sacraments signify Him as already born and having suf-
fered. Consequently, just as it would be a mortal sin now for
anyone, inmaking a profession of faith, to say thatChrist is yet
to be born, which the fathers of old said devoutly and truth-
fully; so too it would be amortal sin now to observe those cer-
emonieswhich the fathers of old fulfilledwith devotion andfi-
delity. Such is the teaching Augustine (Contra Faust. xix, 16),
who says: “It is no longer promised thatHe shall be born, shall
suffer and rise again, truths of which their sacraments were a
kind of image: but it is declared that He is already born, has
suffered and risen again; of which our sacraments, in which
Christians share, are the actual representation.”

Reply to Objection 1. On this point there seems to have
been a difference of opinion between Jerome and Augustine.
For Jerome (Super Galat. ii, 11, seqq.) distinguished two pe-
riods of time. One was the time previous to Christ’s Passion,
during which the legal ceremonies were neither dead, since
theywere obligatory, and did expiate in their own fashion; nor
deadly, because it was not sinful to observe them. But immedi-
ately aerChrist’s Passion they began to be not only dead, so as
no longer to be either effectual or binding; but also deadly, so
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thatwhoever observed themwas guilty ofmortal sin.Hencehe
maintained that aer the Passion the apostles never observed
the legal ceremonies in real earnest; but only by a kind of pi-
ous pretense, lest, to wit, they should scandalize the Jews and
hinder their conversion. is pretense, however, is to be un-
derstood, not as though they did not in reality perform those
actions, but in the sense that they performed themwithout the
mind to observe the ceremonies of the Law: thus a man might
cut away his foreskin for health’s sake, not with the intention
of observing legal circumcision.

But since it seems unbecoming that the apostles, in order
to avoid scandal, should have hidden things pertaining to the
truth of life and doctrine, and that they should have made use
of pretense, in things pertaining to the salvation of the faith-
ful; therefore Augustine (Epist. lxxxii) more fittingly distin-
guished three periods of time. One was the time that preceded
the Passion of Christ, during which the legal ceremonies were
neither deadly nor dead: another period was aer the publi-
cation of the Gospel, during which the legal ceremonies are
both dead and deadly. e third is a middle period, viz. from
the Passion of Christ until the publication of the Gospel, dur-
ing which the legal ceremonies were dead indeed, because they
had neither effect nor binding force; but were not deadly, be-
cause it was lawful for the Jewish converts to Christianity to
observe them, provided they did not put their trust in them
so as to hold them to be necessary unto salvation, as though
faith inChrist could not justify without the legal observances.
On the other hand, there was no reason why those who were
converted from heathendom to Christianity should observe
them. Hence Paul circumcised Timothy, who was born of a
Jewishmother; butwas unwilling to circumciseTitus,whowas
of heathen nationality.

e reason why the Holy Ghost did not wish the con-
verted Jews to be debarred at once from observing the legal
ceremonies, while converted heathens were forbidden to ob-
serve the rites of heathendom, was in order to show that there
is a difference between these rites. For heathenish ceremonial
was rejected as absolutely unlawful, and as prohibited by God
for all time; whereas the legal ceremonial ceased as being ful-
filled through Christ’s Passion, being instituted by God as a
figure of Christ.

Reply to Objection 2. According to Jerome, Peter with-
drew himself from the Gentiles by pretense, in order to avoid
giving scandal to the Jews, of whomhewas theApostle.Hence
he did not sin at all in acting thus. On the other hand, Paul
in like manner made a pretense of blaming him, in order to
avoid scandalizing theGentiles,whoseApostle hewas. ButAu-

gustine disapproves of this solution: because in the canonical
Scripture (viz. Gal. 2:11), wherein we must not hold anything
to be false, Paul says that Peter “was to be blamed.” Conse-
quently it is true that Peter was at fault: and Paul blamed him
in very truth and not with pretense. Peter, however, did not
sin, by observing the legal ceremonial for the time being; be-
cause this was lawful for him who was a converted Jew. But he
did sin by excessive minuteness in the observance of the legal
rites lest he should scandalize the Jews, the result being that he
gave scandal to the Gentiles.

Reply to Objection 3. Some have held that this prohibi-
tion of the apostles is not to be taken literally, but spiritually:
namely, that the prohibition of blood signifies the prohibition
ofmurder; the prohibition of things strangled, that of violence
and rapine; the prohibition of things offered to idols, that of
idolatry; while fornication is forbidden as being evil in itself:
which opinion they gathered from certain glosses, which ex-
pound these prohibitions in a mystical sense. Since, however,
murder and rapine were held to be unlawful even by the Gen-
tiles, there would have been no need to give this special com-
mandment to those who were converted to Christ from hea-
thendom. Hence others maintain that those foods were for-
bidden literally, not to prevent the observance of legal cere-
monies, but in order to prevent gluttony. us Jerome says
on Ezech. 44:31 (“e priest shall not eat of anything that is
dead”): “He condemns those priests who from gluttony did
not keep these precepts.”

But since certain foods are more delicate than these and
more conducive to gluttony, there seems no reason why these
should have been forbidden more than the others.

Wemust therefore follow the third opinion, and hold that
these foods were forbidden literally, not with the purpose of
enforcing compliance with the legal ceremonies, but in order
to further theunionofGentiles and Jews living side by side. Be-
cause blood and things strangled were loathsome to the Jews
by ancient custom; while the Jews might have suspected the
Gentiles of relapse into idolatry if the latter had partaken of
things offered to idols. Hence these things were prohibited for
the time being, duringwhich theGentiles and Jewswere to be-
come united together. But as time went on, with the lapse of
the cause, the effect lapsed also, when the truth of the Gospel
teachingwas divulged,whereinOurLord taught that “not that
which entereth into the mouth defileth a man” (Mat. 15:11);
and that “nothing is to be rejected that is receivedwith thanks-
giving” (1 Tim. 4:4). With regard to fornication a special pro-
hibition was made, because the Gentiles did not hold it to be
sinful.
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F P   S P, Q 104
Of the Judicial Precepts
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the judicial precepts: and first of all we shall consider them in general; in the second place we shall
consider their reasons. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What is meant by the judicial precepts?
(2) Whether they are figurative?
(3) eir duration;
(4) eir division.

Ia IIae q. 104 a. 1Whether the judicial precepts were those which directed man in relation to his neighbor?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judicial precepts were
not those which directed man in his relations to his neigh-
bor. For judicial precepts take their name from “judgment.”
But there are many things that direct man as to his neighbor,
which are not subordinate to judgment. erefore the judicial
precepts were not those which directedman in his relations to
his neighbor.

Objection 2. Further, the judicial precepts are distinct
from themoral precepts, as stated above (q. 99, a. 4). But there
are many moral precepts which direct man as to his neighbor:
as is evidently the case with the seven precepts of the second
table. erefore the judicial precepts are not so called from di-
recting man as to his neighbor.

Objection 3. Further, as the ceremonial precepts relate to
God, so do the judicial precepts relate to one’s neighbor, as
stated above (q. 99, a. 4; q. 101, a. 1). But among the ceremo-
nial precepts there are some which concern man himself, such
as observances inmatter of food and apparel, of whichwe have
already spoken (q. 102, a. 6, ad 1,6).erefore the judicial pre-
cepts are not so called from directing man as to his neighbor.

Onthe contrary, It is reckoned (Ezech. 18:8) among other
works of a good and just man, that “he hath executed true
judgment between man and man.” But judicial precepts are
so called from “judgment.” erefore it seems that the judicial
precepts were those which directed the relations betweenman
and man.

I answer that, As is evident from what we have stated
above (q. 95, a. 2 ; q. 99, a. 4), in every law, someprecepts derive
their binding force from the dictate of reason itself, because
natural reason dictates that something ought to be done or
to be avoided. ese are called “moral” precepts: since human
morals are based on reason. At the same time there are other
precepts which derive their binding force, not from the very
dictate of reason (because, considered in themselves, they do
not imply an obligation of something due or undue); but from
some institution,Divine or human: and such are certain deter-
minations of the moral precepts. When therefore the moral
precepts are fixed by Divine institution in matters relating to
man’s subordination to God, they are called “ceremonial” pre-

cepts: butwhen they refer toman’s relations to othermen, they
are called “judicial” precepts. Hence there are two conditions
attached to the judicial precepts: viz. first, that they refer to
man’s relations to other men; secondly, that they derive their
binding force not from reason alone, but in virtue of their in-
stitution.

Reply toObjection 1. Judgments emanate through the of-
ficial pronouncement of certain men who are at the head of
affairs, and in whom the judicial power is vested. Now it be-
longs to thosewho are at the headof affairs to regulate not only
litigious matters, but also voluntary contracts which are con-
cluded between man and man, and whatever matters concern
the community at large and the government thereof. Conse-
quently the judicial precepts are not only those which concern
actions at law; but also all those that are directed to the order-
ing of oneman in relation to another, which ordering is subject
to the direction of the sovereign as supreme judge.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument holds in respect of
those precepts which direct man in his relations to his neigh-
bor, and derive their binding force from the mere dictate of
reason.

Reply to Objection 3. Even in those precepts which di-
rect us toGod, some aremoral precepts,which the reason itself
dictates when it is quickened by faith; such as that God is to
be loved and worshipped. ere are also ceremonial precepts,
whichhavenobinding force except in virtue of theirDivine in-
stitution. Now God is concerned not only with the sacrifices
that are offered to Him, but also with whatever relates to the
fitness of those who offer sacrifices to Him and worship Him.
Because men are ordained to God as to their end; wherefore
it concerns God and, consequently, is a matter of ceremonial
precept, thatman should show somefitness for the divinewor-
ship. On the other hand, man is not ordained to his neighbor
as to his end, so as to need to be disposed in himself with re-
gard to his neighbor, for such is the relationship of a slave to
his master, since a slave “is his master’s in all that he is,” as the
Philosopher says (Polit. i, 2). Hence there are no judicial pre-
cepts ordainingman inhimself; all suchprecepts aremoral: be-
cause the reason, which is the principal inmoralmatters, holds
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the same position, in man, with regard to things that concern
him, as a prince or judge holds in the state. Nevertheless we
must take note that, since the relations of man to his neighbor
are more subject to reason than the relations of man to God,

there are more precepts whereby man is directed in his rela-
tions to his neighbor, than whereby he is directed to God. For
the same reason there had to be more ceremonial than judicial
precepts in the Law.

Ia IIae q. 104 a. 2Whether the judicial precepts were figurative?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judicial precepts were
not figurative. Because it seems proper to the ceremonial pre-
cepts to be instituted as figures of something else. erefore, if
the judicial precepts are figurative, there will be no difference
between the judicial and ceremonial precepts.

Objection 2. Further, just as certain judicial precepts were
given to the Jewish people, so also were some given to other
heathen peoples. But the judicial precepts given to other peo-
ples were not figurative, but statedwhat had to be done.ere-
fore it seems that neither were the judicial precepts of the Old
Law figures of anything.

Objection 3. Further, those things which relate to the di-
vine worship had to be taught under certain figures, because
the things ofGod are above our reason, as stated above (q. 101,
a. 2, ad 2). But things concerning our neighbor are not above
our reason. erefore the judicial precepts which direct us in
relation to our neighbor should not have been figurative.

On the contrary, e judicial precepts are expounded
both in the allegorical and in the moral sense (Ex. 21).

I answer that, A precept may be figurative in two ways.
First, primarily and in itself: because, to wit, it is instituted
principally that it may be the figure of something. In this way
the ceremonial precepts are figurative; since they were insti-
tuted for the very purpose that they might foreshadow some-
thing relating to theworship ofGod and themystery ofChrist.
But some precepts are figurative, not primarily and in them-

selves, but consequently. In this way the judicial precepts of
theOld Law are figurative. For theywere not instituted for the
purpose of being figurative, but in order that they might reg-
ulate the state of that people according to justice and equity.
Nevertheless they did foreshadow something consequently:
since, to wit, the entire state of that people, who were directed
by these precepts, was figurative, according to 1 Cor. 10:11:
“All…things happened to them in figure.”

Reply toObjection1.eceremonial precepts are not fig-
urative in the same way as the judicial precepts, as explained
above.

Reply to Objection 2. e Jewish people were chosen by
God that Christ might be born of them. Consequently the en-
tire state of that people had to be prophetic and figurative, as
Augustine states (Contra Faust. xxii, 24). For this reason even
the judicial precepts that were given to this people were more
figurative that those which were given to other nations. us,
too, the wars and deeds of this people are expounded in the
mystical sense: but not the wars and deeds of the Assyrians or
Romans, although the latter are more famous in the eyes of
men.

Reply toObjection 3. In this people the direction of man
in regard to his neighbor, considered in itself, was subject to
reason. But in so far as it was referred to the worship of God,
it was above reason: and in this respect it was figurative.

Ia IIae q. 104 a. 3Whether the judicial precepts of the Old Law bind for ever?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judicial precepts of
the Old Law bind for ever. Because the judicial precepts re-
late to the virtue of justice: since a judgment is an execution of
the virtue of justice. Now “justice is perpetual and immortal”
(Wis. 1:15). erefore the judicial precepts bind for ever.

Objection 2. Further, Divine institutions are more endur-
ing than human institutions. But the judicial precepts of hu-
man laws bind for ever. erefore much more do the judicial
precepts of the Divine Law.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (Heb. 7:18) that
“there is a setting aside of the former commandment, because
of theweakness and unprofitableness thereof.”Now this is true
of the ceremonial precept, which “could [Vulg.: ‘can’] not, as
to the conscience, make him perfect that serveth only inmeats
and in drinks, and divers washings and justices of the flesh,”
as the Apostle declares (Heb. 9:9,10). On the other hand, the
judicial precepts were useful and efficacious in respect of the

purpose for which they were instituted, viz. to establish justice
and equity among men. erefore the judicial precepts of the
Old Law are not set aside, but still retain their efficacy.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 7:12) that “the
priesthood being translated it is necessary that a translation
also be made of the Law.” But the priesthood was transferred
fromAaron toChrist.erefore the entire Lawwas also trans-
ferred. erefore the judicial precepts are no longer in force.

I answer that, e judicial precepts did not bind for ever,
but were annulled by the coming ofChrist: yet not in the same
way as the ceremonial precepts. For the ceremonial precepts
were annulled so far as to be not only “dead,” but also deadly to
those who observe them since the coming of Christ, especially
since the promulgation of the Gospel. On the other hand, the
judicial precepts are dead indeed, because theyhavenobinding
force: but they are not deadly. For if a sovereign were to order
these judicial precepts tobeobserved inhis kingdom,hewould
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not sin: unless perchance they were observed, or ordered to be
observed, as though they derived their binding force through
being institutions of the Old Law: for it would be a deadly sin
to intend to observe them thus.

e reason for this difference may be gathered from what
has been said above (a. 2). For it has been stated that the cer-
emonial precepts are figurative primarily and in themselves, as
being instituted chiefly for the purpose of foreshadowing the
mysteries of Christ to come. On the other hand, the judicial
precepts were not instituted that they might be figures, but
that they might shape the state of that people who were di-
rected to Christ. Consequently, when the state of that people
changed with the coming of Christ, the judicial precepts lost
their binding force: for the Lawwas a pedagogue, leadingmen
to Christ, as stated in Gal. 3:24. Since, however, these judicial
precepts are instituted, not for thepurpose of beingfigures, but
for the performance of certain deeds, the observance thereof is
not prejudicial to the truth of faith. But the intention of ob-
serving them, as though one were bound by the Law, is prej-
udicial to the truth of faith: because it would follow that the
former state of the people still lasts, and thatChrist has not yet

come.
Reply to Objection 1. e obligation of observing justice

is indeed perpetual. But the determination of those things that
are just, according to human orDivine institution, must needs
be different, according to the different states of mankind.

Reply toObjection 2.e judicial precepts established by
men retain their binding force for ever, so long as the state of
government remains the same. But if the state or nation pass to
another form of government, the laws must needs be changed.
For democracy, which is government by the people, demands
different laws from those of oligarchy, which is government by
the rich, as the Philosopher shows (Polit. iv, 1). Consequently
when the state of that people changed, the judicial precepts
had to be changed also.

Reply toObjection 3.ose judicial precepts directed the
people to justice and equity, in keeping with the demands of
that state. But aer the coming of Christ, there had to be a
change in the state of that people, so that in Christ there was
no distinction between Gentile and Jew, as there had been be-
fore. For this reason the judicial precepts needed to be changed
also.

Ia IIae q. 104 a. 4Whether it is possible to assign a distinct division of the judicial precepts?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is impossible to assign
a distinct division of the judicial precepts. Because the judi-
cial precepts direct men in their relations to one another. But
those things which need to be directed, as pertaining to the re-
lationship between man and man, and which are made use of
by men, are not subject to division, since they are infinite in
number. erefore it is not possible to assign a distinct divi-
sion of the judicial precepts.

Objection2.Further, the judicial precepts are decisions on
moral matters. But moral precepts do not seem to be capable
of division, except in so far as they are reducible to the precepts
of the decalogue. erefore there is no distinct division of the
judicial precepts.

Objection 3. Further, because there is a distinct division
of the ceremonial precepts, the Law alludes to this division, by
describing some as “sacrifices,” others as “observances.” But the
Law contains no allusion to a division of the judicial precepts.
erefore it seems that they have no distinct division.

On the contrary, Wherever there is order there must
needs be division. But the notion of order is chiefly applica-
ble to the judicial precepts, since thereby that people was or-
dained. erefore it is most necessary that they should have a
distinct division.

I answer that, Since law is the art, as it were, of directing
or ordering the life of man, as in every art there is a distinct
division in the rules of art, so, in every law, there must be a
distinct division of precepts: else the law would be rendered
useless by confusion. We must therefore say that the judicial
precepts of the Old Law, whereby men were directed in their

relations to one another, are subject to division according to
the divers ways in which man is directed.

Now in every people a fourfold order is to be found: one,
of the people’s sovereign to his subjects; a second of the sub-
jects among themselves; a third, of the citizens to foreigners;
a fourth, of members of the same household, such as the or-
der of the father to his son; of the wife to her husband; of the
master to his servant: and according to these four orders we
may distinguish different kinds of judicial precepts in the Old
Law. For certain precepts are laid down concerning the insti-
tution of the sovereign and relating to his office, and about the
respect due to him: this is one part of the judicial precepts.
Again, certain precepts are given in respect of a man to his fel-
low citizens: for instance, about buying and selling, judgments
and penalties: this is the second part of the judicial precepts.
Again, certain precepts are enjoined with regard to foreigners:
for instance, aboutwarswaged against their foes, and about the
way to receive travelers and strangers: this is the third part of
the judicial precepts. Lastly, certain precepts are given relating
to home life: for instance, about servants, wives and children:
this is the fourth part of the judicial precepts.

Reply to Objection 1. ings pertaining to the ordering
of relations between one man and another are indeed infinite
in number: yet they are reducible to certain distinct heads, ac-
cording to the different relations in which one man stands to
another, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. e precepts of the decalogue held
the first place in the moral order, as stated above (q. 100, a. 3):
and consequently it is fitting that other moral precepts should
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be distinguished in relation to them. But the judicial and cer-
emonial precepts have a different binding force, derived, not
from natural reason, but from their institution alone. Hence
there is a distinct reason for distinguishing them.

Reply to Objection 3. e Law alludes to the division of
the judicial precepts in the very things themselves which are
prescribed by the judicial precepts of the Law.
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Of the Reason for the Judicial Precepts

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the reason for the judicial precepts: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Concerning the reason for the judicial precepts relating to the rulers;
(2) Concerning the fellowship of one man with another;
(3) Concerning matters relating to foreigners;
(4) Concerning things relating to domestic matters.

Ia IIae q. 105 a. 1Whether the Old Law enjoined fitting precepts concerning rulers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Old Law made un-
fitting precepts concerning rulers. Because, as the Philosopher
says (Polit. iii, 4), “the ordering of the people depends mostly
on the chief ruler.” But the Law contains no precept relating
to the institution of the chief ruler; and yet we find therein
prescriptions concerning the inferior rulers: firstly (Ex. 18:21):
“Provide out of all the people wise [Vulg.: ‘able’] men,” etc.;
again (Num. 11:16): “Gather unto Me seventy men of the
ancients of Israel”; and again (Dt. 1:13): “Let Me have from
among you wise and understanding men,” etc. erefore the
Law provided insufficiently in regard to the rulers of the peo-
ple.

Objection 2. Further, “e best gives of the best,” as Plato
states (Tim. ii). Now the best ordering of a state or of any na-
tion is to be ruled by a king: because this kind of government
approaches nearest in resemblance to the Divine government,
whereby God rules the world from the beginning. erefore
theLaw shouldhave set a king over the people, and they should
not have been allowed a choice in the matter, as indeed they
were allowed (Dt. 17:14,15): “When thou…shalt say: I will set
a king over me…thou shalt set him,” etc.

Objection 3. Further, according to Mat. 12:25: “Every
kingdom divided against itself shall be made desolate”: a say-
ing which was verified in the Jewish people, whose destruc-
tion was brought about by the division of the kingdom. But
the Law should aim chiefly at things pertaining to the general
well-being of the people. erefore it should have forbidden
the kingdom to be divided under two kings: nor should this
have been introduced even by Divine authority; as we read of
its being introduced by the authority of the prophet Ahias the
Silonite (3 Kings 11:29, seqq.).

Objection 4. Further, just as priests are instituted for the
benefit of the people in things concerning God, as stated in
Heb. 5:1; so are rulers set up for the benefit of the people in
human affairs. But certain things were allotted as a means of
livelihood for the priests and Levites of the Law: such as the
tithes and first-fruits, and many like things. erefore in like
manner certain things should have been determined for the
livelihood of the rulers of the people: the more that they were
forbidden to accept presents, as is clearly stated in Ex. 23:8:

“You shall not [Vulg.: ‘Neither shalt thou’] take bribes, which
even blind the wise, and pervert the words of the just.”

Objection 5.Further, as a kingdom is the best formof gov-
ernment, so is tyranny the most corrupt. But when the Lord
appointed the king, He established a tyrannical law; for it is
written (1 Kings 8:11): “is will be the right of the king, that
shall reign over you:He will take your sons,” etc.erefore the
Lawmade unfitting provision with regard to the institution of
rulers.

On the contrary, e people of Israel is commended for
the beauty of its order (Num. 24:5): “How beautiful are thy
tabernacles, O Jacob, and thy tents.” But the beautiful order-
ing of a people depends on the right establishment of its rulers.
erefore the Lawmade right provision for the peoplewith re-
gard to its rulers.

I answer that, Two points are to be observed concerning
the right ordering of rulers in a state or nation. One is that all
should take some share in the government: for this form of
constitution ensures peace among the people, commends it-
self to all, and is most enduring, as stated in Polit. ii, 6. e
other point is to be observed in respect of the kinds of gov-
ernment, or the different ways in which the constitutions are
established. For whereas these differ in kind, as the Philoso-
pher states (Polit. iii, 5), nevertheless the first place is held by
the “kingdom,” where the power of government is vested in
one; and “aristocracy,” which signifies government by the best,
where the power of government is vested in a few.Accordingly,
the best form of government is in a state or kingdom, where
one is given the power to preside over all; while under him are
others having governing powers: and yet a government of this
kind is shared by all, both because all are eligible to govern, and
because the rules are chosen by all. For this is the best form of
polity, being partly kingdom, since there is one at the head of
all; partly aristocracy, in so far as a number of persons are set
in authority; partly democracy, i.e. government by the people,
in so far as the rulers can be chosen from the people, and the
people have the right to choose their rulers.

Such was the form of government established by the Di-
vine Law. ForMoses and his successors governed the people in
such away that eachof themwas ruler over all; so that therewas

1049



a kind of kingdom. Moreover, seventy-two men were chosen,
who were elders in virtue: for it is written (Dt. 1:15): “I took
out of your tribes wise and honorable, and appointed them
rulers”: so that there was an element of aristocracy. But it was
a democratical government in so far as the rulers were chosen
from all the people; for it is written (Ex. 18:21): “Provide out
of all the people wise [Vulg.: ‘able’] men,” etc.; and, again, in so
far as they were chosen by the people; wherefore it is written
(Dt. 1:13): “Let me have from among you wise [Vulg.: ‘able’]
men,” etc. Consequently it is evident that the ordering of the
rulers was well provided for by the Law.

Reply to Objection 1. is people was governed under
the special care of God: wherefore it is written (Dt. 7:6): “e
Lord thy God hath chosen thee to be His peculiar people”:
and this is why the Lord reserved to Himself the institution
of the chief ruler. For this too did Moses pray (Num. 27:16):
“May the Lord the God of the spirits of all the flesh provide a
man, that may be over this multitude.” us by God’s orders
Josue was set at the head in place of Moses; and we read about
each of the judges who succeeded Josue that God “raised…up
a saviour” for the people, and that “the spirit of the Lord was”
in them (Judges 3:9,10,15). Hence the Lord did not leave the
choice of a king to the people; but reserved this to Himself, as
appears from Dt. 17:15: “ou shalt set him whom the Lord
thy God shall choose.”

Reply toObjection 2. A kingdom is the best form of gov-
ernment of the people, so long as it is not corrupt. But since the
power granted to a king is so great, it easily degenerates into
tyranny, unless he to whom this power is given be a very vir-
tuous man: for it is only the virtuous man that conducts him-
self well in themidst of prosperity, as the Philosopher observes
(Ethic. iv, 3). Now perfect virtue is to be found in few: and es-
pecially were the Jews inclined to cruelty and avarice, which
vices above all turnmen into tyrants.Hence from the very first
the Lord did not set up the kingly authority with full power,
but gave them judges and governors to rule them. But aer-
wards when the people asked Him to do so, being indignant
with them, so to speak,He granted thema king, as is clear from
His words to Samuel (1 Kings 8:7): “ey have not rejected
thee, but Me, that I should not reign over them.”

Nevertheless, as regards the appointment of a king, He
did establish the manner of election from the very beginning
(Dt. 17:14, seqq.): and then He determined two points: first,
that in choosing a king they should wait for the Lord’s de-
cision; and that they should not make a man of another na-
tion king, because such kings are wont to take little interest in
the people they are set over, and consequently to have no care
for their welfare: secondly, He prescribed how the king aer
his appointment should behave, in regard to himself; namely,

that he should not accumulate chariots and horses, nor wives,
nor immense wealth: because through craving for such things
princes become tyrants and forsake justice. He also appointed
themanner in which they were to conduct themselves towards
God: namely, that they should continually read and ponder
on God’s Law, and should ever fear and obey God. Moreover,
He decided how they should behave towards their subjects:
namely, that they should not proudly despise them, or ill-treat
them, and that they should not depart from the paths of jus-
tice.

Reply to Objection 3. e division of the kingdom, and
a number of kings, was rather a punishment inflicted on that
people for theirmanydissensions, specially against the just rule
of David, than a benefit conferred on them for their profit.
Hence it is written (Osee 13:11): “I will give thee a king inMy
wrath”; and (Osee 8:4): “ey have reigned, but not by Me:
they have been princes, and I knew not.”

Reply to Objection 4. e priestly office was bequeathed
by succession from father to son: and this, in order that it
might be held in greater respect, if not any man from the peo-
ple could become a priest: since honor was given to them out
of reverence for the divine worship. Hence it was necessary to
put aside certain things for them both as to tithes and as to
first-fruits, and, again, as to oblations and sacrifices, that they
might be afforded a means of livelihood. On the other hand,
the rulers, as stated above, were chosen from the whole peo-
ple; wherefore they had their own possessions, from which to
derive a living: and so much the more, since the Lord forbade
even a king to have superabundant wealth to make too much
show of magnificence: both because he could scarcely avoid
the excesses of pride and tyranny, arising from such things, and
because, if the rulers were not very rich, and if their office in-
volved much work and anxiety, it would not tempt the ambi-
tion of the common people; and would not become an occa-
sion of sedition.

Reply toObjection 5.at right was not given to the king
by Divine institution: rather was it foretold that kings would
usurp that right, by framing unjust laws, and by degenerating
into tyrantswhopreyed on their subjects.is is clear from the
context that follows: “And you shall be his slaves [Douay: ‘ser-
vants’]”: which is significative of tyranny, since a tyrant rules
is subjects as though they were his slaves. Hence Samuel spoke
thesewords to deter them fromasking for a king; since the nar-
rative continues: “But the people would not hear the voice of
Samuel.” It may happen, however, that even a good king, with-
out being a tyrant, may take away the sons, and make them
tribunes and centurions; and may take many things from his
subjects in order to secure the common weal.
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Ia IIae q. 105 a. 2Whether the judicial preceptswere suitably framedas to the relationsof onemanwith another?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judicial precepts were
not suitably framed as regards the relations of one man with
another. Becausemen cannot live together in peace, if oneman
takes what belongs to another. But this seems to have been
approved by the Law: since it is written (Dt. 23:24): “Going
into thy neighbor’s vineyard, thou mayest eat as many grapes
as thou pleasest.”erefore theOld Law did notmake suitable
provisions for man’s peace.

Objection 2. Further, one of the chief causes of the down-
fall of states has been the holding of property by women, as
the Philosopher says (Polit. ii, 6). But this was introduced by
the Old Law; for it is written (Num. 27:8): “When a man di-
eth without a son, his inheritance shall pass to his daughter.”
erefore the Law made unsuitable provision for the welfare
of the people.

Objection 3. Further, it is most conducive to the preserva-
tion of human society that men may provide themselves with
necessaries by buying and selling, as stated in Polit. i. But the
Old Law took away the force of sales; since it prescribes that
in the 50th year of the jubilee all that is sold shall return to the
vendor (Lev. 25:28).erefore in this matter the Law gave the
people an unfitting command.

Objection 4. Further, man’s needs require that men
should be ready to lend: which readiness ceases if the creditors
do not return the pledges: hence it is written (Ecclus. 29:10):
“Many have refused to lend, not out of wickedness, but they
were afraid to be defrauded without cause.” And yet this was
encouraged by the Law. First, because it prescribed (Dt. 15:2):
“He to whom any thing is owing from his friend or neighbor
or brother, cannot demand it again, because it is the year of
remission of the Lord”; and (Ex. 22:15) it is stated that if a
borrowed animal should die while the owner is present, the
borrower is not bound to make restitution. Secondly, because
the security acquired through the pledge is lost: for it is writ-
ten (Dt. 24:10): “When thou shalt demand of thy neighbor
any thing that he oweth thee, thou shalt not go into his house
to take away a pledge”; and again (Dt. 24:12,13): “e pledge
shall not lodge with thee that night, but thou shalt restore it to
him presently.” erefore the Law made insufficient provision
in the matter of loans.

Objection 5. Further, considerable risk attaches to goods
deposited with a fraudulent depositary: wherefore great cau-
tion should be observed in such matters: hence it is stated in
2 Mac. 3:15 that “the priests…called upon Him from heaven,
Whomade the law concerning things given to be kept, thatHe
would preserve them safe, for them that had deposited them.”
But the precepts of the Old Law observed little caution in re-
gard todeposits: since it is prescribed (Ex. 22:10,11) thatwhen
goods deposited are lost, the owner is to stand by the oath of
the depositary. erefore the Law made unsuitable provision
in this matter.

Objection6.Further, just as aworkmanoffers hiswork for

hire, so domen let houses and so forth. But there is no need for
the tenant to pay his rent as soon as he takes a house.erefore
it seems an unnecessarily hard prescription (Lev. 19:13) that
“the wages of him that hath been hired by thee shall not abide
with thee until morning.”

Objection 7. Further, since there is oen pressing need for
a judge, it should be easy to gain access to one. It was therefore
unfitting that the Law (Dt. 17:8,9) should command them to
go to a fixed place to ask for judgment on doubtful matters.

Objection 8. Further, it is possible that not only two, but
three or more, should agree to tell a lie. erefore it is unrea-
sonably stated (Dt. 19:15) that “in the mouth of two or three
witnesses every word shall stand.”

Objection 9. Further, punishment should be fixed accord-
ing to the gravity of the fault: for which reason also it is writ-
ten (Dt. 25:2): “According to the measure of the sin, shall the
measure also of the stripes be.” Yet the Law fixed unequal pun-
ishments for certain faults: for it is written (Ex. 22:1) that the
thief “shall restore five oxen for one ox, and four sheep for
one sheep.” Moreover, certain slight offenses are severely pun-
ished: thus (Num. 15:32, seqq.) a man is stoned for gathering
sticks on the sabbath day: and (Dt. 21:18, seqq.) the unruly
son is commanded to be stoned on account of certain small
transgressions, viz. because “he gave himself to revelling…and
banquetings.”erefore theLawprescribedpunishments in an
unreasonable manner.

Objection 10. Further, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xxi, 11), “Tully writes that the laws recognize eight forms of
punishment, indemnity, prison, stripes, retaliation, public dis-
grace, exile, death, slavery.”Now some of these were prescribed
by the Law. “Indemnity,” as when a thief was condemned to
make restitution fivefold or fourfold. “Prison,” as when (Num.
15:34) a certain man is ordered to be imprisoned. “Stripes”;
thus (Dt. 25:2), “if they see that the offender be worthy of
stripes; they shall lay him down, and shall cause him to be
beaten before them.” “Public disgrace” was brought on to him
who refused to take to himself thewife of his deceased brother,
for she took “off his shoe from his foot, and” did “spit in his
face” (Dt. 25:9). It prescribed the “death” penalty, as is clear
from (Lev. 20:9): “He that curseth his father, or mother, dying
let him die.”e Law also recognized the “lex talionis,” by pre-
scribing (Ex. 21:24): “Eye for eye, tooth for tooth.” erefore
it seems unreasonable that the Law should not have inflicted
the two other punishments, viz. “exile” and “slavery.”

Objection 11. Further, no punishment is due except for
a fault. But dumb animals cannot commit a fault. erefore
the Law is unreasonable in punishing them (Ex. 21:29): “If
the ox…shall kill a man or a woman,” it “shall be stoned”: and
(Lev. 20:16): “e woman that shall lie under any beast, shall
be killed together with the same.” erefore it seems that mat-
ters pertaining to the relations of one man with another were
unsuitably regulated by the Law.
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Objection 12. Further, the Lord commanded (Ex. 21:12)
amurderer to be punishedwith death. But the death of a dumb
animal is reckoned of much less account than the slaying of
a man. Hence murder cannot be sufficiently punished by the
slaying of a dumb animal.erefore it is unfittingly prescribed
(Dt. 21:1,4) that “when there shall be found…the corpse of a
man slain, and it is not knownwho is guilty of themurder…the
ancients” of the nearest city “shall take a heifer of the herd, that
hathnotdrawn in the yoke, nor ploughed the ground, and they
shall bring her into a rough and stony valley, that never was
ploughed, nor sown; and there they shall strike off the head of
the heifer.”

On the contrary, It is recalled as a special blessing (Ps.
147:20) that “He hath not done in like manner to every na-
tion; andHis judgmentsHe hath notmademanifest to them.”

I answer that,AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei ii, 21), quot-
ing Tully, “a nation is a body of men united together by con-
sent to the law and by community of welfare.” Consequently
it is of the essence of a nation that the mutual relations of the
citizens be ordered by just laws. Now the relations of one man
with another are twofold: some are effected under the guid-
ance of those in authority: others are effected by thewill of pri-
vate individuals. And since whatever is subject to the power of
an individual can be disposed of according to his will, hence
it is that the decision of matters between one man and an-
other, and the punishment of evildoers, depend on the direc-
tion of those in authority, to whom men are subject. On the
other hand, the power of private persons is exercised over the
things they possess: and consequently their dealings with one
another, as regards such things, depend on their own will, for
instance in buying, selling, giving, and so forth. Now the Law
provided sufficiently in respect of each of these relations be-
tween one man and another. For it established judges, as is
clearly indicated inDt. 16:18: “ou shalt appoint judges and
magistrates in all its [Vulg.: ‘thy’] gates…that they may judge
the people with just judgment.” It is also directed the man-
ner of pronouncing just judgments, according to Dt. 1:16,17:
“Judge that which is just, whether he be one of your own coun-
try or a stranger: there shall be no difference of persons.” It also
removed an occasion of pronouncing unjust judgment, by for-
bidding judges to accept bribes (Ex. 23:8; Dt. 16:19). It pre-
scribed the number of witnesses, viz. two or three: and it ap-
pointed certain punishments to certain crimes, aswe shall state
farther on (ad 10).

But with regard to possessions, it is a very good thing, says
the Philosopher (Polit. ii, 2) that the things possessed should
be distinct, and the use thereof should be partly common, and
partly granted to others by the will of the possessors. ese
three points were provided for by the Law. Because, in the first
place, the possessions themselves were divided among individ-
uals: for it is written (Num. 33:53,54): “I have given you” the
land “for a possession: and you shall divide it among you by
lot.” And since many states have been ruined through want
of regulations in the matter of possessions, as the Philoso-

pher observes (Polit. ii, 6); therefore the Law provided a three-
fold remedy against the regularity of possessions. e first was
that they should be divided equally, wherefore it is written
(Num. 33:54): “To the more you shall give a larger part, and
to the fewer, a lesser.” A second remedy was that possessions
could not be alienated for ever, but aer a certain lapse of time
should return to their former owner, so as to avoid confusion
of possessions (cf. ad 3). e third remedy aimed at the re-
moval of this confusion, and provided that the dead should be
succeeded by their next of kin: in the first place, the son; sec-
ondly, the daughter; thirdly, the brother; fourthly, the father’s
brother; fihly, any other next of kin. Furthermore, in order
to preserve the distinction of property, the Law enacted that
heiresses should marry within their own tribe, as recorded in
Num. 36:6.

Secondly, the Law commanded that, in some respects, the
use of things should belong to all in common. Firstly, as regards
the care of them; for it was prescribed (Dt. 22:1-4): “ou
shalt not pass by, if thou seest thy brother’s ox or his sheep
go astray; but thou shalt bring them back to thy brother,” and
in like manner as to other things. Secondly, as regards fruits.
For all alike were allowed on entering a friend’s vineyard to eat
of the fruit, but not to take any away. And, specially, with re-
spect to the poor, it was prescribed that the forgotten sheaves,
and the bunches of grapes and fruit, should be le behind for
them (Lev. 19:9; Dt. 24:19). Moreover, whatever grew in the
seventh year was common property, as stated in Ex. 23:11 and
Lev. 25:4.

irdly, the law recognized the transference of goods by
the owner. ere was a purely gratuitous transfer: thus it is
written (Dt. 14:28,29): “e third day thou shalt separate an-
other tithe…and the Levite…and the stranger, and the father-
less, and the widow…shall come and shall eat and be filled.”
And there was a transfer for a consideration, for instance, by
selling and buying, by letting out and hiring, by loan and also
by deposit, concerning all of which we find that the Law made
ample provision. Consequently it is clear that the Old Law
provided sufficiently concerning the mutual relations of one
man with another.

Reply to Objection 1. As the Apostle says (Rom. 13:8),
“he that loveth his neighbor hath fulfilled the Law”: because,
to wit, all the precepts of the Law, chiefly those concerning our
neighbor, seem to aim at the end that men should love one an-
other. Now it is an effect of love thatmen give their own goods
toothers: because, as stated in1 Jn. 3:17: “He that…shall seehis
brother in need, and shall shut up his bowels from him: how
doth the charity of God abide in him?” Hence the purpose of
the Law was to accustom men to give of their own to others
readily: thus the Apostle (1 Tim. 6:18) commands the rich “to
give easily and to communicate to others.”Nowamandoes not
give easily to others if he will not suffer another man to take
some little thing from him without any great injury to him.
And so the Law laid down that it should be lawful for a man,
on entering his neighbor’s vineyard, to eat of the fruit there:
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but not to carry any away, lest this should lead to the inflic-
tion of a grievous harm, and cause a disturbance of the peace:
for among well-behaved people, the taking of a little does not
disturb the peace; in fact, it rather strengthens friendship and
accustoms men to give things to one another.

Reply to Objection 2. e Law did not prescribe that
women should succeed to their father’s estate except in default
of male issue: failing which it was necessary that succession
should be granted to the female line in order to comfort the
father, whowould have been sad to think that his estate would
pass to strangers. Nevertheless the Law observed due caution
in the matter, by providing that those women who succeeded
to their father’s estate, should marry within their own tribe,
in order to avoid confusion of tribal possessions, as stated in
Num. 36:7,8.

Reply toObjection3.As thePhilosopher says (Polit. ii, 4),
the regulation of possessions conduces much to the preserva-
tion of a state or nation. Consequently, as he himself observes,
it was forbidden by the law in some of the heathen states, “that
anyone should sell his possessions, except to avoid a manifest
loss.” For if possessions were to be sold indiscriminately, they
might happen to come into the hands of a few: so that itmight
become necessary for a state or country to become void of in-
habitants. Hence the Old Law, in order to remove this danger,
ordered things in such a way that while provision was made
for men’s needs, by allowing the sale of possessions to avail for
a certain period, at the same time the said dangerwas removed,
by prescribing the return of those possessions aer that period
had elapsed. e reason for this law was to prevent confusion
of possessions, and to ensure the continuance of a definite dis-
tinction among the tribes.

But as the town houses were not allotted to distinct es-
tates, therefore the Law allowed them to be sold in perpetuity,
like movable goods. Because the number of houses in a town
was not fixed, whereas there was a fixed limit to the amount
of estates, which could not be exceeded, while the number
of houses in a town could be increased. On the other hand,
houses situated not in a town, but “in a village that hath no
walls,” could not be sold in perpetuity: because such houses are
built merely with a view to the cultivation and care of posses-
sions; wherefore the Law rightly made the same prescription
in regard to both (Lev. 25).

Reply to Objection 4. As stated above (ad 1), the pur-
pose of the Law was to accustom men to its precepts, so as
to be ready to come to one another’s assistance: because this
is a very great incentive to friendship. e Law granted these
facilities for helping others in the matter not only of gratu-
itous and absolute donations, but also of mutual transfers: be-
cause the latter kind of succor is more frequent and benefits
the greater number: and it granted facilities for this purpose in
manyways. First of all by prescribing thatmen should be ready
to lend, and that they should not be less inclined to do so as
the year of remission drew nigh, as stated in Dt. 15:7, seqq.
Secondly, by forbidding them to burden a man to whom they

might grant a loan, either by exacting usury, or by accepting
necessities of life in security; and by prescribing that when this
had been done they should be restored at once. For it is writ-
ten (Dt. 23:19): “ou shalt not lend to thy brother money
to usury”: and (Dt. 24:6): “ou shalt not take the nether nor
the upper millstone to pledge; for he hath pledged his life to
thee”: and (Ex. 22:26): “If thou take of thy neighbor a garment
in pledge, thou shalt give it him again before sunset.” irdly,
by forbidding them to be importunate in exacting payment.
Hence it is written (Ex. 22:25): “If thou lend money to any of
my people that is poor that dwelleth with thee, thou shalt not
be hard upon them as an extortioner.” For this reason, too, it
is enacted (Dt. 24:10,11): “When thou shalt demand of thy
neighbor anything that he oweth thee, thou shalt not go into
his house to take away a pledge, but thou shalt stand without,
and he shall bring out to thee what he hath”: both because a
man’s house is his surest refuge, wherefore it is offensive to a
man to be set upon in his own house; and because the Law
does not allow the creditor to take away whatever he likes in
security, but rather permits the debtor to give what he needs
least. Fourthly, the Law prescribed that debts should cease to-
gether aer the lapse of seven years. For it was probable that
those who could conveniently pay their debts, would do so be-
fore the seventh year, and would not defraud the lender with-
out cause. But if they were altogether insolvent, there was the
same reason for remitting the debt from love for them, as there
was for renewing the loan on account of their need.

As regards animals granted in loan, the Law enacted that
if, through the neglect of the person to whom they were lent,
they perished or deteriorated in his absence, he was bound to
make restitution. But if they perished or deteriorated while he
was present and taking proper care of them, he was not bound
to make restitution, especially if they were hired for a consid-
eration: because they might have died or deteriorated in the
same way if they had remained in possession of the lender,
so that if the animal had been saved through being lent, the
lender would have gained something by the loan which would
no longer have been gratuitous. And especially was this to be
observedwhen animalswere hired for a consideration: because
then the owner received a certain price for the use of the ani-
mals; wherefore he had no right to any profit, by receiving in-
demnity for the animal, unless the personwho had charge of it
were negligent. In the case, however, of animals not hired for a
consideration, equity demanded that he should receive some-
thing by way of restitution at least to the value of the hire of
the animal that had perished or deteriorated.

Reply to Objection 5. e difference between a loan and
a deposit is that a loan is in respect of goods transferred for
the use of the person to whom they are transferred, whereas
a deposit is for the benefit of the depositor. Hence in certain
cases there was a stricter obligation of returning a loan than
of restoring goods held in deposit. Because the latter might be
lost in two ways. First, unavoidably: i.e. either through a natu-
ral cause, for instance if an animal held in depositwere to die or
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depreciate in value; or through an extrinsic cause, for instance,
if it were taken by an enemy, or devoured by a beast (in which
case, however, a man was bound to restore to the owner what
was le of the animal thus slain): whereas in the other cases
mentioned above, he was not bound to make restitution; but
only to take an oath in order to clear himself of suspicion. Sec-
ondly, the goods depositedmight be lost through an avoidable
cause, for instance by the: and then the depositarywas bound
to restitutionon account of his neglect. But, as stated above (ad
4), he who held an animal on loan, was bound to restitution,
even if he were absent when it depreciated or died: because he
was held responsible for less negligence than a depositary, who
was only held responsible in case of the.

Reply toObjection 6. Workmen who offer their labor for
hire, are poormenwho toil for their daily bread: and therefore
the Law commanded wisely that they should be paid at once,
lest they should lack food. But they who offer other commodi-
ties for hire, are wont to be rich: nor are they in such need of
their price in order to gain a livelihood: and consequently the
comparison does not hold.

Reply to Objection 7. e purpose for which judges are
appointed amongmen, is that theymaydecide doubtful points
in matters of justice. Now a matter may be doubtful in two
ways. First, among simple-minded people: and in order to re-
move doubts of this kind, it was prescribed (Dt. 16:18) that
“judges andmagistrates” should be appointed in each tribe, “to
judge the people with just judgment.” Secondly, a matter may
be doubtful even among experts: and therefore, in order to re-
move doubts of this kind, the Law prescribed that all should
foregather in some chief place chosen by God, where there
would be both the high-priest, who would decide doubtful
matters relating to the ceremonies of divine worship; and the
chief judge of the people, who would decide matters relating
to the judgments ofmen: just as even now cases are taken from
a lower to a higher court either by appeal or by consultation.
Hence it is written (Dt. 17:8,9): “If thou perceive that there be
among you a hard and doubtfulmatter in judgment…and thou
see that the words of the judges within thy gates do vary; arise
and go up to the place, which the Lord thy God shall choose;
and thou shalt come to the priests of the Levitical race, and
to the judge that shall be at that time.” But such like doubtful
matters did not oen occur for judgment: wherefore the peo-
ple were not burdened on this account.

Reply toObjection 8. In the business affairs of men, there
is no such thing as demonstrative and infallible proof, and we
must be content with a certain conjectural probability, such as
that which an orator employs to persuade. Consequently, al-
though it is quite possible for two or three witnesses to agree
to a falsehood, yet it is neither easy nor probable that they suc-
ceed in so doing: wherefore their testimony is taken as being
true, especially if they do not waver in giving it, or are not oth-
erwise suspect. Moreover, in order that witnesses might not
easily depart from the truth, the Law commanded that they

should be most carefully examined, and that those who were
found untruthful should be severely punished, as stated in Dt.
19:16, seqq.

ere was, however, a reason for fixing on this particu-
lar number, in token of the unerring truth of the Divine Per-
sons,Who are sometimesmentioned as two, because theHoly
Ghost is the bond of the other two Persons; and sometimes
as three: as Augustine observes on Jn. 8:17: “In your law it is
written that the testimony of two men is true.”

Reply to Objection 9. A severe punishment is inflicted
not only on account of the gravity of a fault, but also for other
reasons. First, on account of the greatness of the sin, because
a greater sin, other things being equal, deserves a greater pun-
ishment. Secondly, on account of a habitual sin, since men are
not easily cured of habitual sin except by severe punishments.
irdly, on account of a great desire for or a great pleasure in
the sin: for men are not easily deterred from such sins unless
they be severely punished. Fourthly, on account of the facil-
ity of committing a sin and of concealing it: for such like sins,
when discovered, should be more severely punished in order
to deter others from committing them.

Again, with regard to the greatness of a sin, four degrees
may be observed, even in respect of one single deed.e first is
when a sin is committed unwillingly; because then, if the sin be
altogether involuntary, man is altogether excused from pun-
ishment; for it is written (Dt. 22:25, seqq.) that a damsel who
suffers violence in a field is not guilty of death, because “she
cried, and therewas noman to help her.” But if aman sinned in
any way voluntarily, and yet through weakness, as for instance
when a man sins from passion, the sin is diminished: and the
punishment, according to true judgment, should be dimin-
ished also; unless perchance the common weal requires that
the sin be severely punished in order to deter others from com-
mitting such sins, as stated above.e second degree is when a
man sins through ignorance: and then he was held to be guilty
to a certain extent, on account of his negligence in acquiring
knowledge: yet he was not punished by the judges but expi-
ated his sin by sacrifices. Hence it is written (Lev. 4:2): “e
soul that sinneth through ignorance,” etc. is is, however, to
be taken as applying to ignorance of fact; and not to ignorance
of theDivine precept,which allwere bound toknow.e third
degree was when a man sinned from pride, i.e. through delib-
erate choice or malice: and then he was punished according to
the greatness of the sin*. e fourth degree was when a man
sinned from stubbornness or obstinacy: and then he was to be
utterly cut off as a rebel and a destroyer of the commandment
of the Law†.

Accordingly we must say that, in appointing the punish-
ment for the, the Law considered what would be likely to
happen most frequently (Ex. 22:1-9): wherefore, as regards
the of other things which can easily be safeguarded from a
thief, the thief restored only twice their value. But sheep can-
not be easily safeguarded froma thief, because they graze in the

* Cf. Dt. 25:2. † Cf. Num. 15:30,31.
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fields: wherefore it happened more frequently that sheep were
stolen in the fields. Consequently the Law inflicted a heavier
penalty, by ordering four sheep to be restored for the the of
one. As to cattle, they were yet more difficult to safeguard, be-
cause they are kept in the fields, and do not graze in flocks as
sheep do; wherefore a yet more heavy penalty was inflicted in
their regard, so that five oxen were to be restored for one ox.
And this I say, unless perchance the animal itself were discov-
ered in the thief ’s possession: because in that case he had to re-
store only twice the number, as in the case of other thes: for
therewas reason to presume that he intended to restore the an-
imal, since he kept it alive. Again, we might say, according to a
gloss, that “a cow is useful in five ways: it may be used for sacri-
fice, for ploughing, for food, formilk, and its hide is employed
for various purposes”: and therefore for one cow five had to
be restored. But the sheep was useful in four ways: “for sacri-
fice, for meat, for milk, and for its wool.” e unruly son was
slain, not because he ate and drank: but on account of his stub-
bornness and rebellion, which was always punished by death,
as stated above. As to the man who gathered sticks on the sab-
bath, hewas stoned as a breaker of theLaw,which commanded
the sabbath to be observed, to testify the belief in the newness
of the world, as stated above (q. 100, a. 5): wherefore he was
slain as an unbeliever.

Reply to Objection 10. e Old Law inflicted the death
penalty for the more grievous crimes, viz. for those which are
committed against God, and for murder, for stealing a man,
irreverence towards one’s parents, adultery and incest. In the
case of thief of other things it inflicted punishment by indem-
nification: while in the case of blows and mutilation it autho-
rized punishment by retaliation; and likewise for the sin of
bearing false witness. In other faults of less degree it prescribed
the punishment of stripes or of public disgrace.

e punishment of slavery was prescribed by the Law in
two cases. First, in the case of a slave whowas unwilling to avail
himself of the privilege granted by the Law, whereby he was
free to depart in the seventh year of remission: wherefore he
was punished by remaining a slave for ever. Secondly, in the
case of a thief, who had not wherewith to make restitution, as
stated in Ex. 22:3.

e punishment of absolute exile was not prescribed by
the Law: because God was worshipped by that people alone,
whereas all other nations were given to idolatry: wherefore if
any man were exiled from that people absolutely, he would be
in danger of falling into idolatry. For this reason it is related
(1 Kings 26:19) that David said to Saul: “ey are cursed in
the sight of the Lord, who have case me out this day, that I
should not dwell in the inheritance of the Lord, saying: Go,

serve strange gods.” ere was, however, a restricted sort of ex-
ile: for it is written in Dt. 19:4‡ that “he that striketh [Vulg.:
‘killeth’] his neighbor ignorantly, and is proved to have had no
hatred against him, shall flee to one of the cities” of refuge and
“abide there until the death of the high-priest.” For then it be-
came lawful for him to return home, because when the whole
people thus suffered a loss they forgot their private quarrels, so
that the next of kin of the slain were not so eager to kill the
slayer.

Reply toObjection 11.Dumb animals were ordered to be
slain, not on account of any fault of theirs; but as a punishment
to their owners, who had not safeguarded their beasts from
these offenses. Hence the owner was more severely punished
if his ox had butted anyone “yesterday or the day before” (in
which case steps might have been taken to butting suddenly).
Or again, the animalwas slain in detestation of the sin; and lest
men should be horrified at the sight thereof.

Reply to Objection 12. e literal reason for this com-
mandment, as Rabbi Moses declares (Doct. Perplex. iii), was
because the slayer was frequently from the nearest city: where-
fore the slaying of the calf was a means of investigating the
hidden murder. is was brought about in three ways. In the
first place the elders of the city swore that they had taken ev-
ery measure for safeguarding the roads. Secondly, the owner
of the heifer was indemnified for the slaying of his beast, and if
the murder was previously discovered, the beast was not slain.
irdly, the place, where the heifer was slain, remained uncul-
tivated.Wherefore, in order to avoid this twofold loss, themen
of the city would readily make known the murderer, if they
knew who he was: and it would seldom happen but that some
word or signwould escape about thematter. Or again, this was
done in order to frighten people, in detestation of murder. Be-
cause the slaying of a heifer, which is a useful animal and full of
strength, especially before it has been put under the yoke, sig-
nified that whoever committed murder, however useful and
strong he might be, was to forfeit his life; and that, by a cruel
death, which was implied by the striking off of its head; and
that the murderer, as vile and abject, was to be cut off from the
fellowship of men, which was betokened by the fact that the
heifer aer being slain was le to rot in a rough and unculti-
vated place.

Mystically, the heifer taken from the herd signifies the flesh
of Christ; which had not drawn a yoke, since it had done no
sin; nor did it plough the ground, i.e. it never knew the stain of
revolt.e fact of the heifer being killed in an uncultivated val-
ley signified the despised death of Christ, whereby all sins are
washed away, and the devil is shown to be the arch-murderer.

‡ Cf. Num. 35:25.
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Ia IIae q. 105 a. 3Whether the judicial precepts regarding foreigners were framed in a suitable manner?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judicial precepts re-
garding foreigners were not suitably framed. For Peter said
(Acts 10:34,35): “In very deed I perceive that God is not a re-
specter of persons, but in every nation, he that feareth Him
and worketh justice is acceptable to Him.” But those who are
acceptable to God should not be excluded from the Church
of God. erefore it is unsuitably commanded (Dt. 23:3) that
“the Ammonite and the Moabite, even aer the tenth gener-
ation, shall not enter into the church of the Lord for ever”:
whereas, on the other hand, it is prescribed (Dt. 23:7) to be
observedwith regard to certain other nations: “ou shalt not
abhor theEdomite, because he is thy brother; nor theEgyptian
because thou wast a stranger in his land.”

Objection 2. Further, we do not deserve to be punished
for those things which are not in our power. But it is not in
man’s power to be an eunuch, or born of a prostitute. ere-
fore it is unsuitably commanded (Dt. 23:1,2) that “an eunuch
and one born of a prostitute shalt not enter into the church of
the Lord.”

Objection 3. Further, the Old Law mercifully forbade
strangers to be molested: for it is written (Ex. 22:21): “ou
shalt not molest a stranger, nor afflict him; for yourselves
also were strangers in the land of Egypt”: and (Ex. 23:9):
“ou shalt not molest a stranger, for you know the hearts of
strangers, for you also were strangers in the land of Egypt.” But
it is an affliction to be burdenedwith usury.erefore the Law
unsuitably permitted them (Dt. 23:19,20) to lend money to
the stranger for usury.

Objection 4. Further, men are much more akin to us than
trees. Butwe should show greater care and love for these things
that are nearest to us, according to Ecclus. 13:19: “Every beast
loveth its like: so also every man him that is nearest to him-
self.” erefore the Lord unsuitably commanded (Dt. 20:13-
19) that all the inhabitants of a captured hostile city were to
be slain, but that the fruit-trees should not be cut down.

Objection 5. Further, every one should prefer the com-
mon good of virtue to the good of the individual. But the com-
mon good is sought in a war which men fight against their en-
emies.erefore it is unsuitably commanded (Dt. 20:5-7) that
certain men should be sent home, for instance a man that had
built a new house, or who had planted a vineyard, or who had
married a wife.

Objection 6. Further, no man should profit by his own
fault. But it is aman’s fault if he be timid or faint-hearted: since
this is contrary to the virtue of fortitude. erefore the timid
and faint-hearted are unfittingly excused from the toil of battle
(Dt. 20:8).

On the contrary, Divine Wisdom declares (Prov. 8:8):
“All my words are just, there is nothing wicked nor perverse
in them.”

I answer that,Man’s relations with foreigners are twofold:
peaceful, and hostile: and in directing both kinds of relation

the Law contained suitable precepts. For the Jews were offered
three opportunities of peaceful relations with foreigners. First,
when foreigners passed through their land as travelers. Sec-
ondly, when they came to dwell in their land as newcomers.
And in both these respects the Law made kind provision in its
precepts: for it is written (Ex. 22:21): “ou shalt not molest
a stranger [advenam]”; and again (Ex. 22:9): “ou shalt not
molest a stranger [peregrino].” irdly, when any foreigners
wished to be admitted entirely to their fellowship and mode
of worship.With regard to these a certain order was observed.
For theywere not at once admitted to citizenship: just as it was
lawwith some nations that no onewas deemed a citizen except
aer two or three generations, as the Philosopher says (Polit.
iii, 1). e reason for this was that if foreigners were allowed
to meddle with the affairs of a nation as soon as they settled
down in its midst, many dangers might occur, since the for-
eigners not yet having the common good firmly at heart might
attempt something hurtful to the people.Hence itwas that the
Lawprescribed in respect of certain nations that had close rela-
tionswith the Jews (viz., theEgyptians amongwhomtheywere
born and educated, and the Idumeans, the children of Esau, Ja-
cob’s brother), that they should be admitted to the fellowship
of the people aer the third generation; whereas others (with
whom their relations had been hostile, such as the Ammonites
andMoabites) were never to be admitted to citizenship; while
the Amalekites, who were yet more hostile to them, and had
no fellowship of kindred with them, were to be held as foes in
perpetuity: for it is written (Ex. 17:16): “e war of the Lord
shall be against Amalec from generation to generation.”

In like manner with regard to hostile relations with for-
eigners, the Law contained suitable precepts. For, in the first
place, it commanded that war should be declared for a just
cause: thus it is commanded (Dt. 20:10) that when they ad-
vanced to besiege a city, they should at first make an offer of
peace. Secondly, it enjoined that when once they had entered
on awar they should undauntedly persevere in it, putting their
trust in God. And in order that they might be the more heed-
ful of this command, it ordered that on the approach of battle
the priest should hearten them by promising them God’s aid.
irdly, it prescribed the removal of whatever might prove an
obstacle to the fight, and that certain men, who might be in
the way, should be sent home. Fourthly, it enjoined that they
should use moderation in pursuing the advantage of victory,
by sparingwomenand children, andbynot cutting down fruit-
trees of that country.

Reply to Objection 1. e Law excluded the men of no
nation from the worship of God and from things pertaining
to the welfare of the soul: for it is written (Ex. 12:48): “If any
stranger be willing to dwell among you, and to keep the Phase
of the Lord; all his males shall first be circumcised, and then
shall he celebrate it according to the manner, and he shall be
as that which is born in the land.” But in temporal matters
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concerning the public life of the people, admission was not
granted to everyone at once, for the reason given above: but
to some, i.e. the Egyptians and Idumeans, in the third genera-
tion; while others were excluded in perpetuity, in detestation
of their past offense, i.e. the peoples of Moab, Ammon, and
Amalec. For just as one man is punished for a sin committed
by him, in order that others seeing thismay be deterred and re-
frain from sinning; so too may one nation or city be punished
for a crime, that others may refrain from similar crimes.

Nevertheless it was possible by dispensation for a man to
be admitted to citizenship on account of some act of virtue:
thus it is related ( Judith 14:6) that Achior, the captain of the
children of Ammon, “was joined to the people of Israel, with
all the succession of his kindred.” e same applies to Ruth
the Moabite who was “a virtuous woman” (Ruth 3:11): al-
though it may be said that this prohibition regarded men and
not women, who are not competent to be citizens absolutely
speaking.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Philosopher says (Polit. iii,
3), a man is said to be a citizen in two ways: first, simply; sec-
ondly, in a restricted sense. A man is a citizen simply if he has
all the rights of citizenship, for instance, the right of debating
or voting in the popular assembly.On the other hand, anyman
may be called citizen, only in a restricted sense, if he dwells
within the state, even common people or children or old men,
who are not fit to enjoy power in matters pertaining to the
commonweal. For this reason bastards, by reason of their base
origin, were excluded from the “ecclesia,” i.e. from the popular
assembly, down to the tenth generation. e same applies to
eunuchs, who were not competent to receive the honor due to
a father, especially among the Jews, where the divine worship
was continued through carnal generation: for even among the
heathens, thosewho hadmany childrenweremarkedwith spe-
cial honor, as the Philosopher remarks (Polit. ii, 6). Neverthe-
less, in matters pertaining to the grace of God, eunuchs were
not discriminated from others, as neither were strangers, as al-
ready stated: for it is written (Isa. 56:3): “Let not the son of
the stranger that adhereth to the Lord speak, saying:e Lord
will divide and separate me from His people. And let not the
eunuch say: Behold I am a dry tree.”

Reply toObjection 3. It was not the intention of the Law
to sanction the acceptance of usury from strangers, but only to
tolerate it on account of the proneness of the Jews to avarice;
and in order to promote an amicable feeling towards those out
of whom they made a profit.

Reply to Objection 4. A distinction was observed with
regard to hostile cities. For some of them were far distant,
and were not among those which had been promised to them.
When they had taken these cities, they killed all the men who
had fought againstGod’s people; whereas thewomen and chil-
drenwere spared. But in the neighboring citieswhichhadbeen
promised to them, all were ordered to be slain, on account of
their former crimes, to punish whichGod sent the Israelites as
executor of Divine justice: for it is written (Dt. 9:5) “because
they have done wickedly, they are destroyed at thy coming in.”
e fruit-trees were commanded to be le untouched, for the
use of the people themselves, to whom the city with its terri-
tory was destined to be subjected.

Reply to Objection 5. e builder of a new house, the
planter of a vineyard, the newly married husband, were ex-
cluded from fighting, for two reasons. First, because man is
wont to give all his affection to those thingswhich he has lately
acquired, or is on the point of having, and consequently he
is apt to dread the loss of these above other things. Where-
fore it was likely enough that on account of this affection they
would fear death all the more, and be so much the less brave
in battle. Secondly, because, as the Philosopher says (Phys. ii,
5), “it is a misfortune for a man if he is prevented from obtain-
ing something good when it is within his grasp.” And so lest
the surviving relations should be themore grieved at the death
of these men who had not entered into the possession of the
good things prepared for them; and also lest the people should
be horror-stricken at the sight of their misfortune: these men
were taken away from the danger of death by being removed
from the battle.

Reply to Objection 6. e timid were sent back home,
not that they might be the gainers thereby; but lest the peo-
ple might be the losers by their presence, since their timidity
and flight might cause others to be afraid and run away.

Ia IIae q. 105 a. 4Whether the Old Law set forth suitable precepts about the members of the household?

Objection 1. It would seem that theOld Law set forth un-
suitable precepts about the members of the household. For a
slave “is in every respect his master’s property,” as the Philoso-
pher states (Polit. i, 2). But that which is a man’s property
should be his always. erefore it was unfitting for the Law
to command (Ex. 21:2) that slaves should “go out free” in the
seventh year.

Objection2.Further, a slave is hismaster’s property, just as
an animal, e.g. an ass or an ox. But it is commanded (Dt. 22:1-
3) with regard to animals, that they should be brought back to

the owner if they be found going astray. erefore it was un-
suitably commanded (Dt. 23:15): “ou shalt not deliver to
his master the servant that is fled to thee.”

Objection 3. Further, the Divine Law should encourage
mercy more even than the human law. But according to hu-
man laws those who ill-treat their servants and maidservants
are severely punished: and the worse treatment of all seems to
be that which results in death. erefore it is unfittingly com-
manded (Ex. 21:20,21) that “he that striketh his bondman or
bondwoman with a rod, and they die under his hands…if the
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party remain alive a day…he shall not be subject to the punish-
ment, because it is his money.”

Objection 4. Further, the dominion of a master over his
slave differs from that of the father over his son (Polit. i, 3). But
the dominion ofmaster over slave gives the former the right to
sell his servant or maidservant. erefore it was unfitting for
the Law to allow a man to sell his daughter to be a servant or
handmaid (Ex. 21:7).

Objection 5. Further, a father has power over his son. But
he who has power over the sinner has the right to punish him
for his offenses. erefore it is unfittingly commanded (Dt.
21:18, seqq.) that a father should bring his son to the ancients
of the city for punishment.

Objection 6. Further, the Lord forbade them (Dt. 7:3,
seqq.) to make marriages with strange nations; and com-
manded the dissolution of such as had been contracted (1 Es-
dras 10).erefore itwas unfitting to allow them tomarry cap-
tive women from strange nations (Dt. 21:10, seqq.).

Objection 7. Further, the Lord forbade them to marry
within certain degrees of consanguinity and affinity, accord-
ing to Lev. 18. erefore it was unsuitably commanded (Dt.
25:5) that if any man died without issue, his brother should
marry his wife.

Objection8.Further, as there is the greatest familiarity be-
tweenman andwife, so should there be the staunchest fidelity.
But this is impossible if the marriage bond can be sundered.
erefore it was unfitting for the Lord to allow (Dt. 24:1-4)
a man to put his wife away, by writing a bill of divorce; and
besides, that he could not take her again to wife.

Objection 9. Further, just as a wife can be faithless to her
husband, so can a slave be to his master, and a son to his father.
But the Law did not command any sacrifice to be offered in
order to investigate the injury done by a servant to his master,
or by a son to his father. erefore it seems to have been su-
perfluous for the Law to prescribe the “sacrifice of jealousy” in
order to investigate a wife’s adultery (Num. 5:12, seqq.). Con-
sequently it seems that the Law put forth unsuitable judicial
precepts about the members of the household.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 18:10): “e judgments
of the Lord are true, justified in themselves.”

I answer that, e mutual relations of the members of a
household regard everyday actions directed to the necessities
of life, as the Philosopher states (Polit. i, 1). Now the preserva-
tion of man’s life may be considered from two points of view.
First, from the point of view of the individual, i.e. in so far
as man preserves his individuality: and for the purpose of the
preservation of life, considered from this standpoint, man has
at his service external goods, by means of which he provides
himself with food and clothing and other such necessaries of
life: in the handling ofwhich he has need of servants. Secondly
man’s life is preserved from the point of view of the species, by
means of generation, for which purposeman needs a wife, that
she may bear him children. Accordingly the mutual relations
of the members of a household admit of a threefold combina-

tion: viz. those of master and servant, those of husband and
wife, and those of father and son: and in respect of all these
relationships the Old Law contained fitting precepts. us,
with regard to servants, it commanded them to be treatedwith
moderation—both as to their work, lest, to wit, they should
be burdened with excessive labor, wherefore the Lord com-
manded (Dt. 5:14) that on the Sabbath day “thy manservant
and thy maidservant” should “rest even as thyself ”—and also
as to the infliction of punishment, for it ordered those who
maimed their servants, to set them free (Ex. 21:26,27). Similar
provision was made in favor of a maidservant when married
to anyone (Ex. 21:7, seqq.). Moreover, with regard to those
servants in particular who were taken from among the peo-
ple, the Law prescribed that they should go out free in the sev-
enth year taking whatever they brought with them, even their
clothes (Ex. 21:2, seqq.): and furthermore it was commanded
(Dt. 15:13) that they should be given provision for the jour-
ney.

With regard to wives the Law made certain prescriptions
as to those whowere to be taken inmarriage: for instance, that
they should marry a wife from their own tribe (Num. 36:6):
and this lest confusion should ensue in the property of various
tribes. Also that a man should marry the wife of his deceased
brotherwhen the latter diedwithout issue, as prescribed in Dt.
25:5,6: and this in order that hewho could not have successors
according to carnal origin,might at least have themby akindof
adoption, and that thus the deceasedmight not be entirely for-
gotten. It also forbade them to marry certain women; to wit,
women of strange nations, through fear of their losing their
faith; and those of their near kindred, on account of the natu-
ral respect due to them. Furthermore it prescribed inwhat way
wiveswere to be treated aermarriage.Towit, that they should
not be slandered without grave reason: wherefore it ordered
punishment to be inflicted on theman who falsely accused his
wife of a crime (Dt. 22:13, seqq.). Also that a man’s hatred
of his wife should not be detrimental to his son (Dt. 21:15,
seqq.). Again, that a man should not ill-use his wife through
hatred of her, but rather that he should write a bill of divorce
and send her away (Dt. 24:1). Furthermore, in order to foster
conjugal love from the very outset, it was prescribed that no
public duties should be laid on a recently marriedman, so that
he might be free to rejoice with his wife.

With regard to children, the Law commanded parents to
educate them by instructing them in the faith: hence it is writ-
ten (Ex. 12:26, seqq.): “When your children shall say to you:
What is themeaning of this service? You shall say to them: It is
the victim of the passage of the Lord.”Moreover, they are com-
manded to teach them the rules of right conduct: wherefore it
iswritten (Dt. 21:20) that the parents had to say: “He slighteth
hearing our admonitions, he giveth himself to revelling and to
debauchery.”

Reply to Objection 1. As the children of Israel had been
delivered by the Lord from slavery, and for this reason were
bound to the service ofGod,He did notwish them to be slaves

1058



in perpetuity. Hence it is written (Lev. 25:39, seqq.): “If thy
brother, constrained by poverty, sell himself to thee, thou shalt
not oppress him with the service of bondservants: but he shall
be as a hireling and a sojourner…for they are My servants, and
I brought them out of the land of Egypt: let them not be sold
as bondmen”: and consequently, since theywere slaves, not ab-
solutely but in a restricted sense, aer a lapse of time they were
set free.

Reply toObjection 2.is commandment is to be under-
stood as referring to a servant whomhismaster seeks to kill, or
to help him in committing some sin.

Reply to Objection 3. With regard to the ill-treatment
of servants, the Law seems to have taken into consideration
whether it was certain or not: since if it were certain, the Law
fixed a penalty: for maiming, the penalty was forfeiture of the
servant, whowas ordered to be given his liberty: while for slay-
ing, the punishment was that of a murderer, when the slave
died under the blowof hismaster. If, however, the hurtwas not
certain, but only probable, the Lawdid not impose any penalty
as regards a man’s own servant: for instance if the servant did
not die at once aer being struck, but aer some days: for it
would be uncertain whether he died as a result of the blows
he received. For when a man struck a free man, yet so that he
did not die at once, but “walked abroad again upon his staff,”
he that struck himwas quit ofmurder, even though aerwards
he died. Nevertheless he was bound to pay the doctor’s fees in-
curred by the victim of his assault. But this was not the case if a
man killed his own servant: because whatever the servant had,
even his very person, was the property of his master. Hence
the reason for his not being subject to a pecuniary penalty is
set down as being “because it is his money.”

Reply toObjection4.As stated above (ad1), no Jew could
own a Jew as a slave absolutely: but only in a restricted sense,
as a hireling for a fixed time. And in this way the Law permit-
ted that through stress of poverty a man might sell his son or
daughter.is is shownby the verywords of the Law,wherewe
read: “If anyman sell his daughter to be a servant, she shall not
go out as bondwomen are wont to go out.” Moreover, in this
way a manmight sell not only his son, but even himself, rather
as a hireling than as a slave, according to Lev. 25:39,40: “If thy
brother, constrained by poverty, sell himself to thee, thou shalt
not oppress him with the service of bondservants: but he shall
be as a hireling and a sojourner.”

Reply to Objection 5. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. x,
9), the paternal authority has the power only of admonition;
but not that of coercion, whereby rebellious and headstrong

persons can be compelled. Hence in this case the Lord com-
manded the stubborn son to be punished by the rulers of the
city.

Reply to Objection 6. e Lord forbade them to marry
strangewomenon account of the danger of seduction, lest they
should be led astray into idolatry. And specially did this pro-
hibition apply with respect to those nations who dwelt near
them, because it was more probable that they would adopt
their religious practices. When, however, the woman was will-
ing to renounce idolatry, and become an adherent of the Law,
it was lawful to take her inmarriage: as was the case with Ruth
whom Booz married. Wherefore she said to her mother-in-
law (Ruth 1:16): “y people shall bemy people, and thyGod
my God.” Accordingly it was not permitted to marry a captive
womanunless she first shaved her hair, and pared her nails, and
put off the raiment wherein she was taken, and mourned for
her father and mother, in token that she renounced idolatry
for ever.

Reply to Objection 7. As Chrysostom says (Hom. xlviii
super Matth.), “because death was an unmitigated evil for the
Jews, who did everything with a view to the present life, it
was ordained that children should be born to the dead man
through his brother: thus affording a certain mitigation to his
death. It was not, however, ordained that any other than his
brother or one next of kin should marry the wife of the de-
ceased, because” the offspring of this union “would not be
looked upon as that of the deceased: and moreover, a stranger
would not be under the obligation to support the household
of the deceased, as his brotherwould be bound to do frommo-
tives of justice on account of his relationship.” Hence it is evi-
dent that in marrying the wife of his dead brother, he took his
dead brother’s place.

Reply to Objection 8. e Law permitted a wife to be di-
vorced, not as though it were just absolutely speaking, but on
account of the Jews’ hardness of heart, as Our Lord declared
(Mat. 19:8). Of this, however, wemust speakmore fully in the
treatise on Matrimony ( Suppl., q. 67).

Reply to Objection 9. Wives break their conjugal faith
by adultery, both easily, for motives of pleasure, and hiddenly,
since “the eye of the adulterer observethdarkness” ( Job24:15).
But this does not apply to a son in respect of his father, or to
a servant in respect of his master: because the latter infidelity
is not the result of the lust of pleasure, but rather of malice:
nor can it remain hidden like the infidelity of an adulterous
woman.
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F P   S P, Q 106
Of the Law of the Gospel, Called the New Law, Considered in Itself

(In Four Articles)

In proper sequence we have to consider now the Law of the Gospel which is called the New Law: and in the first place we
must consider it in itself; secondly, in comparison with the Old Law; thirdly, we shall treat of those things that are contained
in the New Law. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What kind of law is it? i.e. Is it a written law or is it instilled in the heart?
(2) Of its efficacy, i.e. does it justify?
(3) Of its beginning: should it have been given at the beginning of the world?
(4) Of its end: i.e. whether it will last until the end, or will another law take its place?

Ia IIae q. 106 a. 1Whether the New Law is a written law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the New Law is a written
law. For the New Law is just the same as the Gospel. But the
Gospel is set forth inwriting, according to Jn. 20:31: “But these
are written that you may believe.” erefore the New Law is a
written law.

Objection 2. Further, the law that is instilled in the heart
is the natural law, according to Rom. 2:14,15: ”(e Gentiles)
do by nature those things that are of the law…who have [Vulg.:
‘show’] thework of the lawwritten in their hearts.” If therefore
the law of the Gospel were instilled in our hearts, it would not
be distinct from the law of nature.

Objection 3. Further, the law of the Gospel is proper to
those who are in the state of the New Testament. But the law
that is instilled in the heart is common to those who are in the
New Testament and to those who are in the Old Testament:
for it is written (Wis. 7:27) that DivineWisdom “through na-
tions conveyeth herself into holy souls, she maketh the friends
of God and prophets.” erefore the New Law is not instilled
in our hearts.

On the contrary, e New Law is the law of the New
Testament. But the law of the New Testament is instilled in
our hearts. For the Apostle, quoting the authority of Jeremiah
31:31,33: “Behold the days shall come, saith the Lord; and I
will perfect unto the house of Israel, and unto the house of Ju-
dah, a new testament,” says, explaining what this statement is
(Heb. 8:8,10): “For this is the testament which I will make to
the house of Israel…by giving [Vulg.: ‘I will give’]My laws into
their mind, and in their heart will I write them.” erefore the
New Law is instilled in our hearts.

I answer that, “Each thing appears to be that which pre-
ponderates in it,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. ix, 8). Now
that which is preponderant in the law of the New Testament,
and whereon all its efficacy is based, is the grace of the Holy
Ghost, which is given through faith in Christ. Consequently
the New Law is chiefly the grace itself of the Holy Ghost,
which is given to thosewhobelieve inChrist.is ismanifestly
stated by the Apostle who says (Rom. 3:27): “Where is…thy
boasting? It is excluded. By what law? Of works? No, but by

the law of faith”: for he calls the grace itself of faith “a law.”
And still more clearly it is written (Rom. 8:2): “e law of the
spirit of life, in Christ Jesus, hath delivered me from the law of
sin and of death.” Hence Augustine says (De Spir. et Lit. xxiv)
that “as the law of deedswaswritten on tables of stone, so is the
law of faith inscribed on the hearts of the faithful”: and else-
where, in the same book (xxi): “What else are the Divine laws
written by God Himself on our hearts, but the very presence
of His Holy Spirit?”

Nevertheless theNewLawcontains certain things that dis-
pose us to receive the grace of the Holy Ghost, and pertain-
ing to the use of that grace: such things are of secondary im-
portance, so to speak, in the New Law; and the faithful need
to be instructed concerning them, both by word and writing,
both as to what they should believe and as to what they should
do. Consequently we must say that the New Law is in the first
place a law that is inscribed on our hearts, but that secondarily
it is a written law.

Reply to Objection 1. e Gospel writings contain only
such things as pertain to the grace of the Holy Ghost, either
by disposing us thereto, or by directing us to the use thereof.
us with regard to the intellect, the Gospel contains certain
matters pertaining to themanifestationofChrist’sGodheador
humanity, which dispose us by means of faith through which
we receive the grace of theHoly Ghost: and with regard to the
affections, it contains matters touching the contempt of the
world, whereby man is rendered fit to receive the grace of the
HolyGhost: for “theworld,” i.e. worldlymen, “cannot receive”
theHolyGhost ( Jn. 14:17).As to theuse of spiritual grace, this
consists in works of virtue to which the writings of the New
Testament exhort men in divers ways.

Reply toObjection 2.ere are twoways inwhich a thing
may be instilled into man. First, through being part of his na-
ture, and thus the natural law is instilled into man. Secondly, a
thing is instilled into man by being, as it were, added on to his
nature by a gi of grace. In this way the New Law is instilled
into man, not only by indicating to him what he should do,
but also by helping him to accomplish it.
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Reply to Objection 3. No man ever had the grace of the
Holy Ghost except through faith in Christ either explicit or
implicit: and by faith in Christ man belongs to the New Tes-

tament. Consequently whoever had the law of grace instilled
into them belonged to the New Testament.

Ia IIae q. 106 a. 2Whether the New Law justifies?

Objection 1. It would seem that the New Law does not
justify. For no man is justified unless he obeys God’s law, ac-
cording to Heb. 5:9: “He,” i.e. Christ, “became to all that obey
Him the cause of eternal salvation.” But the Gospel does not
always causemen tobelieve in it: for it iswritten (Rom. 10:16):
“All do not obey theGospel.”erefore theNewLaw does not
justify.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle proves in his epistle to
the Romans that the Old Law did not justify, because trans-
gression increased at its advent: for it is stated (Rom. 4:15):
“e Law worketh wrath: for where there is no law, neither is
there transgression.” Butmuchmore did theNewLaw increase
transgression: since he who sins aer the giving of the New
Lawdeserves greater punishment, according toHeb. 10:28,29:
“A man making void the Law of Moses dieth without any
mercy under two or three witnesses. How much more, do you
think, he deservethworse punishments, who hath trodden un-
derfoot the Son of God,” etc.?erefore theNew Law, like the
Old Law, does not justify.

Objection 3. Further, justification is an effect proper to
God, according to Rom. 8:33: “God that justifieth.” But the
Old Law was from God just as the New Law. erefore the
New Law does not justify any more than the Old Law.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Rom. 1:16): “I am not
ashamed of the Gospel: for it is in the power of God unto sal-
vation to everyone that believeth.” But there is no salvation but
to those who are justified.erefore the Law of theGospel jus-
tifies.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), there is a twofold el-
ement in the Law of the Gospel. ere is the chief element,
viz. the grace of the Holy Ghost bestowed inwardly. And as
to this, the New Law justifies. Hence Augustine says (De Spir.
et Lit. xvii): “ere,” i.e. in the Old Testament, “the Law was
set forth in an outward fashion, that the ungodly might be
afraid”; “here,” i.e. in the New Testament, “it is given in an in-

ward manner, that they may be justified.” e other element
of the Evangelical Law is secondary: namely, the teachings of
faith, and those commandments which direct human affec-
tions and human actions. And as to this, the New Law does
not justify. Hence the Apostle says (2 Cor. 3:6) “e letter kil-
leth, but the spirit quickeneth”: and Augustine explains this
(De Spir. et Lit. xiv, xvii) by saying that the letter denotes any
writing external to man, even that of the moral precepts such
as are contained in the Gospel. Wherefore the letter, even of
the Gospel would kill, unless there were the inward presence
of the healing grace of faith.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument holds true of the
New Law, not as to its principal, but as to its secondary ele-
ment: i.e. as to the dogmas and precepts outwardly put before
man either in words or in writing.

Reply toObjection 2.Although the grace of theNewTes-
tament helps man to avoid sin, yet it does not so confirm man
in good that he cannot sin: for this belongs to the state of glory.
Hence if a man sin aer receiving the grace of the New Testa-
ment, he deserves greater punishment, as being ungrateful for
greater benefits, and as not using the help given to him. And
this is why the New Law is not said to “work wrath”: because
as far as it is concerned it givesman sufficient help to avoid sin.

Reply to Objection 3. e same God gave both the New
and the Old Law, but in different ways. For He gave the Old
Law written on tables of stone: whereas He gave the New Law
written “in the fleshly tables of the heart,” as the Apostle ex-
presses it (2 Cor. 3:3). Wherefore, as Augustine says (De Spir.
et Lit. xviii), “the Apostle calls this letter which is written out-
side man, a ministration of death and a ministration of con-
demnation: whereas he calls the other letter, i.e. the Law of the
New Testament, the ministration of the spirit and the minis-
trationof justice: because through the giof theSpiritwework
justice, and are delivered from the condemnation due to trans-
gression.”

Ia IIae q. 106 a. 3Whether the New Law should have been given from the beginning of the world?

Objection 1. It would seem that theNewLaw should have
been given from the beginning of the world. “For there is no
respect of personswithGod” (Rom. 2:11). But “all”men “have
sinned and do need the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). erefore
the Law of the Gospel should have been given from the begin-
ning of the world, in order that it might bring succor to all.

Objection 2. Further, as men dwell in various places, so do
they live in various times. But God, “Who will have all men to
be saved” (1Tim. 2:4), commanded theGospel to be preached

in all places, asmay be seen in the last chapters ofMatthew and
Mark. erefore the Law of the Gospel should have been at
hand for all times, so as to be given from the beginning of the
world.

Objection 3. Further, man needs to save his soul, which is
for all eternity, more than to save his body, which is a tempo-
ral matter. But God provided man from the beginning of the
world with things that are necessary for the health of his body,
by subjecting to his power whatever was created for the sake of

1061



man (Gn. 1:26-29).erefore theNewLaw also, which is very
necessary for the health of the soul, should have been given to
man from the beginning of the world.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:46): “at
was not first which is spiritual, but that which is natural.” But
theNewLaw is highly spiritual.erefore it was not fitting for
it to be given from the beginning of the world.

I answer that, ree reasons may be assigned why it was
not fitting for the New Law to be given from the beginning
of the world. e first is because the New Law, as stated above
(a. 1), consists chiefly in the grace of the Holy Ghost: which it
behoved not to be given abundantly until sin, which is an ob-
stacle to grace, had been cast out of man through the accom-
plishment of his redemption by Christ: wherefore it is written
( Jn. 7:39): “As yet the Spirit was not given, because Jesus was
not yet glorified.” is reason the Apostle states clearly (Rom.
8:2, seqq.) where, aer speaking of “the Law of the Spirit of
life,” he adds: “God sending His own Son, in the likeness of
sinful flesh, of sin* hath condemned sin in the flesh, that the
justification of the Law might be fulfilled in us.”

A second reason may be taken from the perfection of the
New Law. Because a thing is not brought to perfection at once
from the outset, but through an orderly succession of time;
thus one is at first a boy, and then a man. And this reason is
stated by the Apostle (Gal. 3:24,25): “e Law was our peda-
gogue in Christ that we might be justified by faith. But aer
the faith is come, we are no longer under a pedagogue.”

e third reason is found in the fact that the New Law is
the law of grace: wherefore it behoved man first of all to be
le to himself under the state of the Old Law, so that through
falling into sin, he might realize his weakness, and acknowl-
edge his need of grace. is reason is set down by the Apostle
(Rom. 5:20): “eLaw entered in, that sinmight abound: and
when sin abounded grace did more abound.”

Reply to Objection 1. Mankind on account of the sin of
our first parents deserved to be deprived of the aid of grace:
and so “from whom it is withheld it is justly withheld, and to
whom it is given, it ismercifully given,” asAugustine states (De
Perfect. Justit. iv)†. Consequently it does not follow that there
is respect of persons with God, from the fact that He did not
offer the Law of grace to all from the beginning of the world,
which Lawwas to be published in due course of time, as stated
above.

Reply toObjection 2.e state of mankind does not vary
according to diversity of place, but according to succession of
time. Hence the New Law avails for all places, but not for all
times: although at all times there have been some persons be-
longing to the New Testament, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 3. ings pertaining to the health of
the body are of service to man as regards his nature, which sin
doesnotdestroy:whereas things pertaining to thehealthof the
soul are ordained to grace, which is forfeit through sin. Con-
sequently the comparison will not hold.

Ia IIae q. 106 a. 4Whether the New Law will last till the end of the world?

Objection 1. It would seem that theNewLawwill not last
until the end of the world. Because, as the Apostle says (1 Cor.
13:10), “when that which is perfect is come, that which is in
part shall be done away.” But theNewLaw is “in part,” since the
Apostle says (1Cor. 13:9): “We know in part andwe prophesy
in part.” erefore the New Law is to be done away, and will
be succeeded by a more perfect state.

Objection 2. Further, Our Lord (Jn. 16:13) promisedHis
disciples the knowledge of all truth when the Holy Ghost, the
Comforter, should come. But the Church knows not yet all
truth in the state of the New Testament. erefore we must
look forward to another state,wherein all truthwill be revealed
by the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3.Further, just as the Father is distinct from the
Son and the Son from the Father, so is theHolyGhost distinct
from the Father and the Son. But there was a state correspond-
ing with the Person of the Father, viz. the state of theOld Law,
wherein men were intent on begetting children: and likewise
there is a state corresponding to the Person of the Son: viz. the
state of the New Law, wherein the clergy who are intent on
wisdom (which is appropriated to the Son) hold a prominent
place.erefore therewill be a third state corresponding to the

Holy Ghost, wherein spiritual men will hold the first place.
Objection 4. Further, Our Lord said (Mat. 24:14): “is

Gospel of the kingdom shall be preached in the whole
world…and then shall the consummation come.” But the
Gospel of Christ is already preached throughout the whole
world: and yet the consummation has not yet come.erefore
theGospel of Christ is not theGospel of the kingdom, but an-
other Gospel, that of the Holy Ghost, is to come yet, like unto
another Law.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 24:34): “I say to
you that this generation shall not pass till all (these) things
be done”: which passage Chrysostom (Hom. lxxvii) explains
as referring to “the generation of those that believe in Christ.”
erefore the state of thosewho believe inChrist will last until
the consummation of the world.

I answer that, e state of the world may change in two
ways. In one way, according to a change of law: and thus no
other state will succeed this state of the New Law. Because the
state of the New Law succeeded the state of the Old Law, as a
more perfect law a less perfect one.Nowno state of the present
life can be more perfect that the state of the New Law: since
nothing can approach nearer to the last end than that which

* St. omas, quoting perhaps from memory, omits the “et” (and), aer “sin-
ful flesh.”e text quoted should read thus: “in the likeness of sinful flesh, and
a sin offering (περὶ ἁμαρτίας), hath,” etc. † Cf. Ep. ccvii; De Pecc. Mer. et
Rem. ii, 19.
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is the immediate cause of our being brought to the last end.
But the New Law does this: wherefore the Apostle says (Heb.
10:19-22): “Having therefore, brethren, a confidence in the
entering into the Holies by the blood of Christ, a new…way
which He hath dedicated for us…let us draw near.” erefore
no state of the present life can bemore perfect than that of the
New Law, since the nearer a thing is to the last end the more
perfect it is.

In anotherway the state ofmankindmay change according
as man stands in relation to one and the same law more or less
perfectly. And thus the state of the Old Law underwent fre-
quent changes, since at times the laws were very well kept, and
at other timeswere altogether unheeded.us, too, the state of
theNewLaw is subject to changewith regard to various places,
times, and persons, according as the grace of the Holy Ghost
dwells in man more or less perfectly. Nevertheless we are not
to look forward to a statewhereinman is to possess the grace of
the Holy Ghost more perfectly than he has possessed it hith-
erto, especially the apostles who “received the firstfruits of the
Spirit, i.e. sooner and more abundantly than others,” as a gloss
expounds on Rom. 8:23.

Reply to Objection 1. As Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v),
there is a threefold state of mankind; the first was under the
Old Law; the second is that of the New Law; the third will
take place not in this life, but in heaven. But as the first state
is figurative and imperfect in comparison with the state of the
Gospel; so is the present state figurative and imperfect in com-
parison with the heavenly state, with the advent of which the
present statewill be done away as expressed in that very passage
(1Cor. 13:12): “We see now through a glass in a darkmanner;
but then face to face.”

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Contra Faust.
xix, 31), Montanus and Priscilla pretended that Our Lord’s
promise to give the Holy Ghost was fulfilled, not in the apos-
tles, but in themselves. In like manner the Manicheans main-
tained that it was fulfilled in Manes whom they held to be the
Paraclete. Hence none of the above received the Acts of the
Apostles, where it is clearly shown that the aforesaid promise
was fulfilled in the apostles: just as Our Lord promised them a
second time (Acts 1:5): “You shall be baptized with the Holy

Ghost, not many days hence”: which we read as having been
fulfilled in Acts 2. However, these foolish notions are refuted
by the statement ( Jn. 7:39) that “as yet the Spirit was not given,
because Jesus was not yet glorified”; fromwhichwe gather that
the Holy Ghost was given as soon as Christ was glorified in
His Resurrection and Ascension. Moreover, this puts out of
court the senseless idea that the Holy Ghost is to be expected
to come at some other time.

Now the Holy Ghost taught the apostles all truth in re-
spect of matters necessary for salvation; those things, to wit,
that we are bound to believe and to do. But He did not teach
them about all future events: for this did not regard them ac-
cording to Acts 1:7: “It is not for you to know the times or
moments which the Father hath put in His own power.”

Reply to Objection 3. e Old Law corresponded not
only to the Father, but also to the Son: becauseChristwas fore-
shadowed in theOld Law.HenceOur Lord said ( Jn. 5:46): “If
you did believe Moses, you would perhaps believe me also; for
he wrote ofMe.” In likemanner theNewLaw corresponds not
only toChrist, but also to theHolyGhost; according to Rom.
8:2: “e Law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus,” etc. Hence
we are not to look forward to another law corresponding to
the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 4. Since Christ said at the very out-
set of the preaching of the Gospel: “e kingdom of heaven is
at hand” (Mat. 4:17), it is most absurd to say that the Gospel
of Christ is not the Gospel of the kingdom. But the preaching
of the Gospel of Christ may be understood in two ways. First,
as denoting the spreading abroad of the knowledge of Christ:
and thus the Gospel was preached throughout the world even
at the time of the apostles, as Chrysostom states (Hom. lxxv
in Matth.). And in this sense the words that follow—“and
then shall the consummation come,” refer to the destruction
of Jerusalem, of which He was speaking literally. Secondly,
the preaching of the Gospel may be understood as extending
throughout the world and producing its full effect, so that, to
wit, the Church would be founded in every nation. And in
these sense, asAugustinewrites toHesychius (Epist. cxcix), the
Gospel is not preached to the whole world yet, but, when it is,
the consummation of the world will come.
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F P   S P, Q 107
Of the New Law As Compared with the Old

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the New Law as compared with the Old: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the New Law is distinct from the Old Law?
(2) Whether the New Law fulfils the Old?
(3) Whether the New Law is contained in the Old?
(4) Which is the more burdensome, the New or the Old Law?

Ia IIae q. 107 a. 1Whether the New Law is distinct from the Old Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the New Law is not dis-
tinct fromtheOld.Because both these lawswere given to those
who believe in God: since “without faith it is impossible to
please God,” according to Heb. 11:6. But the faith of olden
times and of nowadays is the same, as the gloss says on Mat.
21:9. erefore the law is the same also.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Contra Adamant.
Manich. discip. xvii) that “there is little difference between
the Law and Gospel”*—“fear and love.” But the New and Old
Laws cannot be differentiated in respect of these two things:
since even the Old Law comprised precepts of charity: “ou
shalt love thy neighbor” (Lev. 19:18), and: “ou shalt love
the Lord thy God” (Dt. 6:5). In like manner neither can they
differ according to the other difference which Augustine as-
signs (Contra Faust. iv, 2), viz. that “the Old Testament con-
tained temporal promises, whereas the New Testament con-
tains spiritual and eternal promises”: since even theNewTesta-
ment contains temporal promises, according toMk. 10:30:He
shall receive “a hundred times as much…in this time, houses
and brethren,” etc.: while in the Old Testament they hoped in
promises spiritual and eternal, according to Heb. 11:16: “But
now they desire a better, that is to say, a heavenly country,”
which is said of the patriarchs.erefore it seems that theNew
Law is not distinct from the Old.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle seems to distinguish
both laws by calling the Old Law “a law of works,” and the
New Law “a law of faith” (Rom. 3:27). But the Old Law was
also a law of faith, according to Heb. 11:39: “All were [Vulg.:
‘All these being’] approved by the testimony of faith,” which
he says of the fathers of the Old Testament. In like manner the
NewLaw is a law of works: since it is written (Mat. 5:44): “Do
good to them that hate you”; and (Lk. 22:19): “Do this for a
commemoration of Me.” erefore the New Law is not dis-
tinct from the Old.

On the contrary, the Apostle says (Heb. 7:12): “e
priesthood being translated it is necessary that a translation
also be made of the Law.” But the priesthood of the New Tes-
tament is distinct from that of the Old, as the Apostle shows
in the same place. erefore the Law is also distinct.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 90, a. 2; q. 91, a. 4),
every law ordains human conduct to some end. Now things
ordained to an end may be divided in two ways, considered
from the point of view of the end. First, through being or-
dained to different ends: and this difference will be specific,
especially if such ends are proximate. Secondly, by reason of
being closely or remotely connected with the end. us it is
clear that movements differ in species through being directed
to different terms: while according as one part of a movement
is nearer to the term than another part, the difference of per-
fect and imperfect movement is assessed.

Accordingly then two lawsmay be distinguished from one
another in two ways. First, through being altogether diverse,
from the fact that they are ordained to diverse ends: thus a
state-law ordained to democratic government, would differ
specifically from a law ordained to government by the aris-
tocracy. Secondly, two laws may be distinguished from one
another, through one of them being more closely connected
with the end, and the other more remotely: thus in one and
the same state there is one law enjoined on men of mature age,
who can forthwith accomplish thatwhich pertains to the com-
mon good; and another law regulating the education of chil-
dren who need to be taught how they are to achieve manly
deeds later on.

We must therefore say that, according to the first way, the
New Law is not distinct from the Old Law: because they both
have the same end, namely, man’s subjection toGod; and there
is but one God of the New and of the Old Testament, accord-
ing to Rom. 3:30: “It is one God that justifieth circumcision
by faith, and uncircumcision through faith.” According to the
second way, the New Law is distinct from the Old Law: be-
cause theOld Law is like a pedagogue of children, as theApos-
tle says (Gal. 3:24), whereas the New Law is the law of perfec-
tion, since it is the law of charity, of which the Apostle says
(Col. 3:14) that it is “the bond of perfection.”

Reply to Objection 1. e unity of faith under both Tes-
taments witnesses to the unity of end: for it has been stated
above (q. 62, a. 2) that the object of the theological virtues,
among which is faith, is the last end. Yet faith had a different

* e ‘little difference’ refers to the Latin words ‘timor’ and ‘amor’.
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state in the Old and in the New Law: since what they believed
as future, we believe as fact.

Reply to Objection 2. All the differences assigned be-
tween the Old and New Laws are gathered from their relative
perfection and imperfection. For the precepts of every law pre-
scribe acts of virtue.Now the imperfect, who as yet are not pos-
sessed of a virtuous habit, are directed in one way to perform
virtuous acts, while those who are perfected by the possession
of virtuous habits are directed in another way. For those who
as yet are not endowed with virtuous habits, are directed to
the performance of virtuous acts by reason of some outward
cause: for instance, by the threat of punishment, or the promise
of some extrinsic rewards, such as honor, riches, or the like.
Hence the Old Law, which was given to men who were im-
perfect, that is, who had not yet received spiritual grace, was
called the “law of fear,” inasmuch as it induced men to observe
its commandments by threatening them with penalties; and
is spoken of as containing temporal promises. On the other
hand, those who are possessed of virtue, are inclined to do vir-
tuous deeds through love of virtue, not on account of some
extrinsic punishment or reward. Hence the New Law which
derives its pre-eminence from the spiritual grace instilled into
our hearts, is called the “Law of love”: and it is described as
containing spiritual and eternal promises, which are objects of
the virtues, chiefly of charity. Accordingly such persons are in-
clined of themselves to those objects, not as to something for-
eign but as to something of their own. For this reason, too, the
Old Law is described as “restraining the hand, not the will”*;
since when a man refrains from some sins through fear of be-

ing punished, his will does not shrink simply from sin, as does
the will of a man who refrains from sin through love of righ-
teousness: and hence the New Law, which is the Law of love,
is said to restrain the will.

Nevertheless there were some in the state of the Old Tes-
tament who, having charity and the grace of the Holy Ghost,
looked chiefly to spiritual and eternal promises: and in this re-
spect they belonged to the New Law. In like manner in the
New Testament there are some carnal men who have not yet
attained to the perfection of the New Law; and these it was
necessary, even under the New Testament, to lead to virtuous
action by the fear of punishment and by temporal promises.

But although the Old Law contained precepts of charity,
nevertheless it did not confer theHolyGhost byWhom“char-
ity…is spread abroad in our hearts” (Rom. 5:5).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 106, Aa. 1,2),
the New Law is called the law of faith, in so far as its pre-
eminence is derived from that very grace which is given in-
wardly to believers, and for this reason is called the grace
of faith. Nevertheless it consists secondarily in certain deeds,
moral and sacramental: but the New Law does not consist
chiefly in these latter things, as did the Old Law. As to those
under the Old Testament who through faith were acceptable
to God, in this respect they belonged to the New Testament:
for theywere not justified except through faith inChrist,Who
is the Author of the New Testament. Hence of Moses the
Apostle says (Heb. 11:26) that he esteemed “the reproach of
Christ greater riches than the treasure of the Egyptians.”

Ia IIae q. 107 a. 2Whether the New Law fulfils the Old?

Objection 1. It would seem that the New Law does not
fulfil theOld. Because to fulfil and to void are contrary. But the
NewLawvoids or excludes theobservances of theOldLaw: for
theApostle says (Gal. 5:2): “If you be circumcised, Christ shall
profit you nothing.”erefore theNewLaw is not a fulfilment
of the Old.

Objection 2. Further, one contrary is not the fulfilment
of another. But Our Lord propounded in the New Law pre-
cepts that were contrary to precepts of the Old Law. For we
read (Mat. 5:27-32): You have heard that it was said to themof
old:…“Whosoever shall put away hiswife, let him give her a bill
of divorce. But I say to you that whosoever shall put away his
wife…maketh her to commit adultery.” Furthermore, the same
evidently applies to the prohibition against swearing, against
retaliation, and against hating one’s enemies. In like manner
Our Lord seems to have done away with the precepts of the
Old Law relating to the different kinds of foods (Mat. 15:11):
“Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth the man: but
what cometh out of themouth, this defileth aman.”erefore
the New Law is not a fulfilment of the Old.

Objection 3. Further, whoever acts against a law does not

fulfil the law. But Christ in certain cases acted against the Law.
For He touched the leper (Mat. 8:3), which was contrary to
the Law. LikewiseHe seems to have frequently broken the sab-
bath; since the Jews used to say of Him (Jn. 9:16): “is man
is not of God, who keepeth not the sabbath.”erefore Christ
did not fulfil the Law: and so the New Law given by Christ is
not a fulfilment of the Old.

Objection 4. Further, the Old Law contained precepts,
moral, ceremonial, and judicial, as stated above (q. 99, a. 4).
But Our Lord (Mat. 5) fulfilled the Law in some respects,
but without mentioning the judicial and ceremonial precepts.
erefore it seems that the New Law is not a complete fulfil-
ment of the Old.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 5:17): “I am not
come to destroy, but to fulfil”: and went on to say (Mat. 5:18):
“One jot or one tittle shall not pass of the Law till all be ful-
filled.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), the New Law is com-
pared to the Old as the perfect to the imperfect. Now every-
thing perfect fulfils that which is lacking in the imperfect. And
accordingly the New Law fulfils the Old by supplying that

* Peter Lombard, Sent. iii, D, 40.
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which was lacking in the Old Law.
Now two things of every law is tomakemen righteous and

virtuous, as was stated above (q. 92, a. 1): and consequently
the end of the Old Law was the justification of men. e Law,
however, could not accomplish this: but foreshadowed it by
certain ceremonial actions, and promised it in words. And in
this respect, the New Law fulfils the Old by justifying men
through the power ofChrist’s Passion.is is what theApostle
says (Rom. 8:3,4): “What the Law could not do…God sending
His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh…hath condemned
sin in the flesh, that the justification of the Law might be ful-
filled in us.” And in this respect, the New Law gives what the
Old Law promised, according to 2 Cor. 1:20: “Whatever are
the promises of God, in Him,” i.e. in Christ, “they are ‘Yea’.”*
Again, in this respect, it also fulfils what the Old Law fore-
shadowed. Hence it is written (Col. 2:17) concerning the cer-
emonial precepts that they were “a shadow of things to come,
but the body is of Christ”; in other words, the reality is found
in Christ. Wherefore the New Law is called the law of reality;
whereas the Old Law is called the law of shadow or of figure.

Now Christ fulfilled the precepts of the Old Law both in
His works and in His doctrine. In His works, because He was
willing to be circumcised and to fulfil the other legal obser-
vances, which were binding for the time being; according to
Gal. 4:4: “Made under the Law.” In His doctrine He fulfilled
the precepts of the Law in three ways. First, by explaining the
true sense of the Law. is is clear in the case of murder and
adultery, the prohibition of which the Scribes and Pharisees
thought to refer only to the exterior act: wherefore Our Lord
fulfilled the Law by showing that the prohibition extended
also to the interior acts of sins. Secondly, Our Lord fulfilled
the precepts of the Law by prescribing the safest way of com-
plying with the statutes of theOld Law.us theOld Law for-
bade perjury: and this is more safely avoided, by abstaining al-
together from swearing, save in cases of urgency. irdly, Our
Lord fulfilled the precepts of the Law, by adding some coun-
sels of perfection: this is clearly seen inMat. 19:21, where Our
Lord said to themanwho affirmed that he had kept all the pre-
cepts of the Old Law: “One thing is wanting to thee: If thou
wilt be perfect, go, sell whatsoever thou hast,” etc.†.

Reply to Objection 1. e New Law does not void obser-
vance of the Old Law except in the point of ceremonial pre-
cepts, as stated above (q. 103, Aa. 3,4). Now the latter were
figurative of something to come.Wherefore from the very fact
that the ceremonial precepts were fulfilled when those things
were accomplished which they foreshadowed, it follows that
they are no longer to be observed: for it they were to be ob-
served, this would mean that something is still to be accom-
plished and is not yet fulfilled. us the promise of a future
gi holds no longer when it has been fulfilled by the presenta-
tion of the gi. In this way the legal ceremonies are abolished
by being fulfilled.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Contra Faust.

xix, 26), those precepts of Our Lord are not contrary to the
precepts of the Old Law. For what Our Lord commanded
about a man not putting away his wife, is not contrary to what
the Law prescribed. “For the Law did not say: ‘Let him that
wills, put his wife away’: the contrary of which would be not
to put her away. On the contrary, the Law was unwilling that
a man should put away his wife, since it prescribed a delay, so
that excessive eagerness for divorce might cease through be-
ing weakened during the writing of the bill. Hence Our Lord,
in order to impress the fact that a wife ought not easily to be
put away, allowed no exception save in the case of fornication.”
e same applies to the prohibition about swearing, as stated
above. e same is also clear with respect to the prohibition
of retaliation. For the Law fixed a limit to revenge, by forbid-
ding men to seek vengeance unreasonably: whereas Our Lord
deprived them of vengeance more completely by command-
ing them to abstain from it altogether. With regard to the ha-
tred of one’s enemies, He dispelled the false interpretation of
the Pharisees, by admonishing us to hate, not the person, but
his sin. As to discriminating between various foods, whichwas
a ceremonial matter, Our Lord did not forbid this to be ob-
served: butHe showed that no foods are naturally unclean, but
only in token of something else, as stated above (q. 102, a. 6,
ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. It was forbidden by the Law to
touch a leper; because by doing so, man incurred a certain
uncleanness of irregularity, as also by touching the dead, as
stated above (q. 102, a. 5, ad 4). But Our Lord, Who healed
the leper, could not contract an uncleanness. By those things
whichHe did on the sabbath, He did not break the sabbath in
reality, as the Master Himself shows in the Gospel: both be-
cause He worked miracles by His Divine power, which is ever
active among things; and because He worked miracles by His
Divine power, which is ever active among things; and because
Hisworkswere concernedwith the salvation ofman,while the
Pharisees were concerned for the well-being of animals even
on the sabbath; and again because on account of urgency He
excused His disciples for gathering the ears of corn on the sab-
bath. But He did seem to break the sabbath according to the
superstitious interpretation of the Pharisees, who thought that
man ought to abstain from doing even works of kindness on
the sabbath; which was contrary to the intention of the Law.

Reply toObjection 4.ereasonwhy the ceremonial pre-
cepts of the Law are not mentioned in Mat. 5 is because, as
stated above (ad 1), their observance was abolished by their
fulfilment. But of the judicial precepts He mentioned that of
retaliation: so that what He said about it should refer to all
the others. With regard to this precept, He taught that the in-
tention of the Lawwas that retaliation should be sought out of
love of justice, and not as a punishment out of revengeful spite,
which He forbade, admonishing man to be ready to suffer yet
greater insults; and this remains still in the New Law.

* e Douay version reads thus: “All the promises of God are in Him, ‘It is’.”. † St. omas combines Mat. 19:21 with Mk. 10:21.
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Ia IIae q. 107 a. 3Whether the New Law is contained in the Old?

Objection 1. It would seem that the New Law is not con-
tained in the Old. Because the New Law consists chiefly in
faith: wherefore it is called the “law of faith” (Rom. 3:27). But
many points of faith are set forth in the New Law, which are
not contained in the Old. erefore the New Law is not con-
tained in the Old.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss says on Mat. 5:19, “He that
shall break one of these least commandments,” that the lesser
commandments are those of the Law, and the greater com-
mandments, those contained in the Gospel. Now the greater
cannot be contained in the lesser. erefore the New Law is
not contained in the Old.

Objection 3. Further, who holds the container holds the
contents. If, therefore, the New Law is contained in the Old,
it follows that whoever had the Old Law had the New: so that
it was superfluous to givemen aNew Lawwhen once they had
the Old. erefore the New Law is not contained in the Old.

On the contrary,As expressed in Ezech. 1:16, there was “a
wheel in the midst of a wheel,” i.e. “the New Testament within
the Old,” according to Gregory’s exposition.

I answer that, One thing may be contained in another in
two ways. First, actually; as a located thing is in a place. Sec-
ondly, virtually; as an effect in its cause, or as the complement
in that which is incomplete; thus a genus contains its species,
and a seed contains the whole tree, virtually. It is in this way
that theNewLaw is contained in theOld: for it has been stated
(a. 1) that the New Law is compared to the Old as perfect
to imperfect. HenceChrysostom, expoundingMk. 4:28, “e
earth of itself bringeth forth fruit, first the blade, then the ear,

aerwards the full corn in the ear,” expresses himself as follows:
“He brought forth first the blade, i.e. the Law of Nature; then
the ear, i.e. the Law of Moses; lastly, the full corn, i.e. the Law
of the Gospel.” Hence then the New Law is in the Old as the
corn in the ear.

Reply toObjection 1.Whatsoever is set down in theNew
Testament explicitly andopenly as a point of faith, is contained
in the Old Testament as a matter of belief, but implicitly, un-
der a figure. And accordingly, even as to those things whichwe
are bound to believe, the New Law is contained in the Old.

Reply to Objection 2. e precepts of the New Law are
said to be greater than those of the Old Law, in the point of
their being set forth explicitly. But as to the substance itself of
the precepts of the New Testament, they are all contained in
the Old. Hence Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix, 23,28) that
“nearly all Our Lord’s admonitions or precepts, where He ex-
pressedHimself by saying: ‘But I say unto you,’ are to be found
also in those ancient books. Yet, since they thought that mur-
derwas only the slaying of the humanbody,OurLord declared
to them that every wicked impulse to hurt our brother is to be
looked on as a kind of murder.” And it is in the point of decla-
rations of this kind that the precepts of theNewLaware said to
be greater than those of the Old. Nothing, however, prevents
the greater from being contained in the lesser virtually; just as
a tree is contained in the seed.

Reply to Objection 3. What is set forth implicitly needs
to be declared explicitly. Hence aer the publishing of theOld
Law, a New Law also had to be given.

Ia IIae q. 107 a. 4Whether the New Law is more burdensome than the Old?

Objection 1. It would seem that theNewLaw ismore bur-
densome than theOld. ForChrysostom(Opus Imp. inMatth.,
Hom. x*) say: “e commandments given toMoses are easy to
obey:ou shalt not kill;ou shalt not commit adultery: but
the commandments of Christ are difficult to accomplish, for
instance: ou shalt not give way to anger, or to lust.” ere-
fore the New Law is more burdensome than the Old.

Objection 2. Further, it is easier to make use of earthly
prosperity than to suffer tribulations. But in the Old Testa-
ment observance of the Law was followed by temporal pros-
perity, as may be gathered from Dt. 28:1-14; whereas many
kinds of trouble ensue to those who observe the New Law, as
stated in 2 Cor. 6:4-10: “Let us exhibit ourselves as the min-
isters of God, in much patience, in tribulation, in necessities,
in distresses,” etc.erefore theNew Law is more burdensome
than the Old.

Objection 3. e more one has to do, the more difficult
it is. But the New Law is something added to the Old. For the

Old Law forbade perjury, while the New Law proscribed even
swearing: the Old Law forbade a man to cast off his wife with-
out a bill of divorce, while the New Law forbade divorce al-
together; as is clearly stated in Mat. 5:31, seqq., according to
Augustine’s expounding. erefore the New Law is more bur-
densome than the Old.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 11:28): “Come to
Me, all you that labor and are burdened”: which words are ex-
pounded by Hilary thus: “He calls to Himself all those that
labor under the difficulty of observing the Law, and are bur-
dened with the sins of this world.” And further on He says of
the yoke of the Gospel: “For My yoke is sweet and My burden
light.”erefore theNewLaw is a lighter burden than theOld.

I answer that, A twofold difficult may attach to works of
virtue with which the precepts of the Law are concerned. One
is on the part of the outwardworks, which of themselves are, in
a way, difficult and burdensome. And in this respect the Old
Law is amuchheavier burden than theNew: since theOldLaw

* e work of an unknown author.
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by its numerous ceremonies prescribed many more outward
acts than the New Law, which, in the teaching of Christ and
the apostles, added very few precepts to those of the natural
law; although aerwards some were added, through being in-
stituted by the holy Fathers. Even in these Augustine says that
moderation should be observed, lest good conduct should be-
come a burden to the faithful. For he says in reply to the queries
of Januarius (Ep. lv) that, “whereas God in His mercy wished
religion to be a free service rendered by the public solemniza-
tion of a small number of most manifest sacraments, certain
persons make it a slave’s burden; so much so that the state of
the Jews who were subject to the sacraments of the Law, and
not to the presumptuous devices of man, was more tolerable.”

e other difficulty attaches to works of virtue as to in-
terior acts: for instance, that a virtuous deed be done with
promptitude andpleasure. It is this difficulty that virtue solves:
because to act thus is difficult for a man without virtue: but
through virtue it becomes easy for him. In this respect the pre-
cepts of the New Law are more burdensome than those of the
Old; because the New Law prohibits certain interior move-
ments of the soul, which were not expressly forbidden in the
Old Law in all cases, although they were forbidden in some,
without, however, any punishment being attached to the pro-

hibition. Now this is very difficult to a man without virtue:
thus even the Philosopher states (Ethic. v, 9) that it is easy to
do what a righteous man does; but that to do it in the same
way, viz. with pleasure and promptitude, is difficult to a man
who is not righteous. Accordingly we read also (1 Jn. 5:3) that
“His commandments are not heavy”: which words Augustine
expounds by saying that “they are not heavy to the man that
loveth; whereas they are a burden to him that loveth not.”

Reply to Objection 1. e passage quoted speaks ex-
pressly of the difficulty of the New Law as to the deliberate
curbing of interior movements.

Reply to Objection 2. e tribulations suffered by those
who observe the New Law are not imposed by the Law itself.
Moreover they are easily borne, on account of the love inwhich
the same Law consists: since, as Augustine says (De Verb.
Dom., Serm. lxx), “lovemakes light and nothing of things that
seem arduous and beyond our power.”

Reply toObjection 3.eobject of these additions to the
precepts of the Old Law was to render it easier to do what
it prescribed, as Augustine states*. Accordingly this does not
prove that the New Law is more burdensome, but rather that
it is a lighter burden.

* De Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 17,21; xix, 23,26.
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F P   S P, Q 108
Of ose ings at Are Contained in the New Law

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider those things that are contained in the New Law: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the New Law ought to prescribe or to forbid any outward works?
(2) Whether the New Law makes sufficient provision in prescribing and forbidding external acts?
(3) Whether in the matter of internal acts it directs man sufficiently?
(4) Whether it fittingly adds counsels to precepts?

Ia IIae q. 108 a. 1Whether the New Law ought to prescribe or prohibit any external acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the New Law should not
prescribe or prohibit any external acts. For the New Law is the
Gospel of the kingdom, according toMat. 24:14: “isGospel
of the kingdom shall be preached in the whole world.” But the
kingdom of God consists not in exterior, but only in interior
acts, according to Lk. 17:21: “e kingdom of God is within
you”; and Rom. 14:17: “e kingdom of God is not meat and
drink; but justice and peace and joy in theHolyGhost.”ere-
fore the New Law should not prescribe or forbid any external
acts.

Objection 2. Further, the New Law is “the law of the
Spirit” (Rom. 8:2). But “where the Spirit of the Lord is, there
is liberty” (2 Cor. 3:17). Now there is no liberty when man is
bound to do or avoid certain external acts. erefore the New
Law does not prescribe or forbid any external acts.

Objection 3. Further, all external acts are understood as
referable to the hand, just as interior acts belong to the mind.
But this is assigned as the difference between the New and
Old Laws that the “Old Law restrains the hand, whereas the
New Law curbs the will”*. erefore the New Law should not
contain prohibitions and commands about exterior deeds, but
only about interior acts.

On the contrary, rough the New Law, men are made
“children of light”: wherefore it is written ( Jn. 12:36): “Believe
in the light that youmay be the children of light.”Now it is be-
coming that children of the light should do deeds of light and
cast aside deeds of darkness, according to Eph. 5:8: “You were
heretofore darkness, but now light in the Lord. Walk…as chil-
dren of the light.”erefore theNewLawhad to forbid certain
external acts and prescribe others.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 106, Aa. 1,2), the New
Law consists chiefly in the grace of the Holy Ghost, which is
shown forth by faith that worketh through love. Now men
become receivers of this grace through God’s Son made man,
Whose humanity grace filled first, and thence flowed forth to
us. Hence it is written ( Jn. 1:14): “e Word was made flesh,”
and aerwards: “full of grace and truth”; and further on: “Of
His fulness we all have received, and grace for grace.” Hence it
is added that “grace and truth came by Jesus Christ.” Conse-

quently it was becoming that the grace flows from the incar-
nate Word should be given to us by means of certain external
sensible objects; and that from this inward grace, whereby the
flesh is subjected to the Spirit, certain external works should
ensue.

Accordingly external acts may have a twofold connection
with grace. In the first place, as leading in some way to grace.
Such are the sacramental acts which are instituted in the New
Law, e.g. Baptism, the Eucharist, and the like.

In the second place there are those external acts which en-
sue from the promptings of grace: and herein wemust observe
a difference. For there are some which are necessarily in keep-
ing with, or in opposition to inward grace consisting in faith
that worketh through love. Such external works are prescribed
or forbidden in the New Law; thus confession of faith is pre-
scribed, and denial of faith is forbidden; for it is written (Mat.
10:32,33) ”(Every one) that shall confess Me before men, I
will also confess him before My Father…But he that shall deny
Me before men, I will also deny him before My Father.” On
the other hand, there are works which are not necessarily op-
posed to, or in keeping with faith that worketh through love.
Such works are not prescribed or forbidden in the New Law,
by virtue of its primitive institution; but have been le by the
Lawgiver, i.e. Christ, to the discretion of each individual. And
so to each one it is free to decide what he should do or avoid;
and to each superior, to direct his subjects in such matters as
regards what they must do or avoid. Wherefore also in this re-
spect the Gospel is called the “law of liberty”†: since the Old
Law decided many points and le few to man to decide as he
chose.

Reply to Objection 1. e kingdom of God consists
chiefly in internal acts: but as a consequence all things that are
essential to internal acts belong also to the kingdom of God.
us if the kingdom of God is internal righteousness, peace,
and spiritual joy, all external acts that are incompatible with
righteousness, peace, and spiritual joy, are in opposition to the
kingdomofGod; and consequently shouldbe forbidden in the
Gospel of the kingdom. On the other hand, those things that
are indifferent as regards the aforesaid, for instance, to eat of

* Peter Lombard, Sent. iii, D, 40. † Cf. Reply obj. 2.
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this or that food, are not part of the kingdom of God; where-
fore the Apostle says before the words quoted: “e kingdom
of God is not meat and drink.”

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher
(Metaph. i, 2), what is “free is cause of itself.”erefore he acts
freely, who acts of his own accord. Now man does of his own
accord that which he does from a habit that is suitable to his
nature: since a habit inclines one as a second nature. If, how-
ever, a habit be in opposition to nature, man would not act
according to his nature, but according to some corruption af-
fecting that nature. Since then the grace of the Holy Ghost is
like an interior habit bestowed on us and inclining us to act
aright, it makes us do freely those things that are becoming to
grace, and shun what is opposed to it.

Accordingly theNewLaw is called the lawof liberty in two
respects. First, because it does not bind us to do or avoid cer-
tain things, except such as are of themselves necessary or op-
posed to salvation, and come under the prescription or pro-
hibition of the law. Secondly, because it also makes us comply
freely with these precepts and prohibitions, inasmuch as we do
so through the promptings of grace. It is for these two reasons
that the New Law is called “the law of perfect liberty” ( James
1:25).

Reply to Objection 3. e New Law, by restraining the
mind from inordinate movements, must needs also restrain
the hand from inordinate acts, which ensue from inward
movements.

Ia IIae q. 108 a. 2Whether the New Law made sufficient ordinations about external acts?

Objection 1. It would seem that theNewLawmade insuf-
ficient ordinations about external acts. Because faith that wor-
keth through charity seems chiefly to belong to the New Law,
according to Gal. 5:6: “In Christ Jesus neither circumcision
availeth anything, nor uncircumcision: but faith that worketh
through charity.” But the New Law declared explicitly certain
points of faith which were not set forth explicitly in the Old
Law; for instance, belief in theTrinity.erefore it should also
have added certain outwardmoral deeds, whichwere not fixed
in the Old Law.

Objection 2. Further, in theOld Law not only were sacra-
ments instituted, but also certain sacred things, as stated above
(q. 101, a. 4; q. 102, a. 4). But in theNewLaw, although certain
sacraments are instituted by Our Lord; for instance, pertain-
ing either to the sanctification of a temple or of the vessels, or
to the celebration of some particular feast. erefore the New
Law made insufficient ordinations about external matters.

Objection 3. Further, in the Old Law, just as there were
certain observances pertaining toGod’s ministers, so also were
there certain observances pertaining to the people: as was
stated above when we were treating of the ceremonial of the
Old Law (q. 101, a. 4; q. 102, a. 6). Now in the New Law cer-
tain observances seem to have been prescribed to theministers
of God; as may be gathered from Mat. 10:9: “Do not possess
gold, nor silver, nor money in your purses,” nor other things
which are mentioned here and Lk. 9,10. erefore certain ob-
servances pertaining to the faithful should also have been in-
stituted in the New Law.

Objection 4. Further, in the Old Law, besides moral and
ceremonial precepts, there were certain judicial precepts. But
in the New Law there are no judicial precepts. erefore the
New Law made insufficient ordinations about external works.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 7:24): “Every
one…that heareth these My words, and doth them, shall be
likened to a wise man that built his house upon a rock.” But
a wise builder leaves out nothing that is necessary to the build-

ing. erefore Christ’s words contain all things necessary for
man’s salvation.

I answer that, as stated above (a. 1), the New Law had to
make such prescriptions or prohibitions alone as are essential
for the reception or right use of grace. And since we cannot of
ourselves obtain grace, but throughChrist alone, henceChrist
ofHimself instituted the sacraments wherebywe obtain grace:
viz. Baptism, Eucharist, Orders of the ministers of the New
Law, by the institution of the apostles and seventy-two dis-
ciples, Penance, and indissoluble Matrimony. He promised
Confirmation through the sending of the Holy Ghost: and
we read that by His institution the apostles healed the sick by
anointing them with oil (Mk. 6:13). ese are the sacraments
of the New Law.

e right use of grace is by means of works of charity.
ese, in so far as they are essential to virtue, pertain to
the moral precepts, which also formed part of the Old Law.
Hence, in this respect, the New Law had nothing to add as
regards external action. e determination of these works in
their relation to the divine worship, belongs to the ceremo-
nial precepts of the Law; and, in relation to our neighbor, to
the judicial precepts, as stated above (q. 99, a. 4). And there-
fore, since these determinations are not in themselves neces-
sarily connected with inward grace wherein the Law consists,
they do not come under a precept of the New Law, but are le
to the decision of man; some relating to inferiors—as when a
precept is given to an individual; others, relating to superiors,
temporal or spiritual, referring, namely, to the common good.

Accordingly the New Law had no other external works
to determine, by prescribing or forbidding, except the sacra-
ments, and those moral precepts which have a necessary con-
nection with virtue, for instance, that one must not kill, or
steal, and so forth.

Reply to Objection 1. Matters of faith are above human
reason, and so we cannot attain to them except through grace.
Consequently, when grace came to be bestowed more abun-
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dantly, the result was an increase in the number of explicit
points of faith. On the other hand, it is through human reason
that we are directed to works of virtue, for it is the rule of hu-
man action, as stated above (q. 19, a. 3; q. 63, a. 2). Wherefore
in such matters as these there was no need for any precepts to
be given besides themoral precepts of the Law, which proceed
from the dictate of reason.

Reply to Objection 2. In the sacraments of the New Law
grace is bestowed, which cannot be received except through
Christ: consequently they had to be instituted by Him. But in
the sacred things no grace is given: for instance, in the conse-
cration of a temple, an altar or the like, or, again, in the celebra-
tion of feasts. Wherefore Our Lord le the institution of such
things to the discretion of the faithful, since they have not of
themselves any necessary connection with inward grace.

Reply to Objection 3. Our Lord gave the apostles those
precepts not as ceremonial observances, but as moral statutes:
and they can be understood in two ways. First, following Au-
gustine (DeConsensu Evang. 30), as being not commands but
permissions. For He permitted them to set forth to preach
without scrip or stick, and so on, since they were empowered
to accept their livelihood from those to whom they preached:
wherefore He goes on to say: “For the laborer is worthy of his
hire.”Nor is it a sin, but awork of supererogation for a preacher
to take means of livelihood with him, without accepting sup-
plies from those to whom he preaches; as Paul did (1 Cor. 9:4,
seqq.).

Secondly, according to the explanation of other holy men,

they may be considered as temporal commands laid upon the
apostles for the time during which they were sent to preach
in Judea before Christ’s Passion. For the disciples, being yet as
little children under Christ’s care, needed to receive some spe-
cial commands from Christ, such as all subjects receive from
their superiors: and especially so, since they were to be accus-
tomed little by little to renounce the care of temporalities, so
as to become fitted for the preaching of the Gospel through-
out the whole world. Nor must we wonder if He established
certain fixed modes of life, as long as the state of the Old Law
endured and the people had not as yet achieved the perfect lib-
erty of the Spirit. ese statutes He abolished shortly before
HisPassion, as though thedisciples hadby theirmeansbecome
sufficiently practiced. Hence He said (Lk. 22:35,36) “When I
sent you without purse and scrip and shoes, did you want any-
thing? But they said: Nothing. en said He unto them: But
now, he that hath a purse, let him take it, and likewise a scrip.”
Because the time of perfect liberty was already at hand, when
they would be le entirely to their own judgment in matters
not necessarily connected with virtue.

Reply to Objection 4. Judicial precepts also, are not es-
sential to virtue in respect of any particular determination, but
only in regard to the common notion of justice. Consequently
Our Lord le the judicial precepts to the discretion of those
whowere to have spiritual or temporal charge of others. But as
regards the judicial precepts of the Old Law, some of them He
explained, because they were misunderstood by the Pharisees,
as we shall state later on (a. 3, ad 2).

Ia IIae q. 108 a. 3Whether the New Law directed man sufficiently as regards interior actions?

Objection 1. It would seem that the New Law directed
man insufficiently as regards interior actions. For there are ten
commandments of the decalogue directing man to God and
his neighbor. ButOur Lord partly fulfilled only three of them:
as regards, namely, the prohibition of murder, of adultery, and
of perjury. erefore it seems that, by omitting to fulfil the
other precepts, He directed man insufficiently.

Objection 2. Further, as regards the judicial precepts, Our
Lord ordained nothing in the Gospel, except in the matter of
divorcing of wife, of punishment by retaliation, and of perse-
cuting one’s enemies. But there are many other judicial pre-
cepts of the Old Law, as stated above (q. 104, a. 4; q. 105).
erefore, in this respect, He directed human life insuffi-
ciently.

Objection 3. Further, in the Old Law, besides moral and
judicial, there were ceremonial precepts about which Our
Lordmade no ordination.erefore it seems thatHe ordained
insufficiently.

Objection 4. Further, in order that the mind be inwardly
well disposed, man should do no good deed for any tempo-
ral whatever. But there are many other temporal goods besides
the favor ofman: and there aremany other goodworks besides

fasting, alms-deeds, andprayer.ereforeOurLordunbecom-
ingly taught that only in respect of these three works, and of
no other earthly goods ought we to shun the glory of human
favor.

Objection 5. Further, solicitude for the necessary means
of livelihood is by nature instilled into man, and this solici-
tude even other animals share with man: wherefore it is writ-
ten (Prov. 6:6,8): “Go to the ant, O sluggard, and consider her
ways…she provideth her meat for herself in the summer, and
gathereth her food in the harvest.” But every command issued
against the inclination of nature is an unjust command, foras-
much as it is contrary to the law of nature. erefore it seems
that Our Lord unbecomingly forbade solicitude about food
and raiment.

Objection 6. Further, no act of virtue should be the sub-
ject of a prohibition. Now judgment is an act of justice, ac-
cording to Ps. 18:15: “Until justice be turned into judgment.”
erefore it seems thatOur Lord unbecomingly forbade judg-
ment: and consequently that the New Law directed man in-
sufficiently in the matter of interior acts.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 1):We should takenote that,whenHe said: “ ‘He that
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heareth these My words,’ He indicates clearly that this sermon
of the Lord is replete with all the precepts whereby a Chris-
tian’s life is formed.”

I answer that, As is evident from Augustine’s words just
quoted, the sermon, contains thewhole process of forming the
life of a Christian. erein man’s interior movements are or-
dered. Because aer declaring that his end is Beatitude; and af-
ter commending the authority of the apostles, through whom
the teaching of the Gospel was to be promulgated, He orders
man’s interior movements, first in regard to man himself, sec-
ondly in regard to his neighbor.

is he does in regard to man himself, in two ways, corre-
sponding to man’s two interior movements in respect of any
prospective action, viz. volition of what has to be done, and
intention of the end. Wherefore, in the first place, He directs
man’s will in respect of the various precepts of the Law: by
prescribing that man should refrain not merely from those
external works that are evil in themselves, but also from in-
ternal acts, and from the occasions of evil deeds. In the sec-
ond place He directs man’s intention, by teaching that in our
goodworks, we should seek neither human praise, nor worldly
riches, which is to lay up treasures on earth.

Aerwards He directs man’s interior movement in respect
of his neighbor, by forbidding us, on the one hand, to judge
him rashly, unjustly, or presumptuously; and, on the other, to
entrust him too readily with sacred things if he be unworthy.

Lastly, He teaches us how to fulfil the teaching of the
Gospel; viz. by imploring the help of God; by striving to enter
by the narrow door of perfect virtue; and by being wary lest we
be led astray by evil influences. Moreover, He declares that we
must observe His commandments, and that it is not enough
to make profession of faith, or to work miracles, or merely to
hear His words.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord explained the manner of
fulfilling those precepts which the Scribes and Pharisees did
not rightly understand: and this affected chiefly those precepts
of the decalogue. For they thought that the prohibition of
adultery andmurder covered the external act only, and not the
internal desire. And they held this opinion about murder and
adultery rather than about the and false witness, because the
movement of anger tending to murder, and the movement of
desire tending to adultery, seem to be in us from nature some-
what, but not the desire of stealing or bearing false witness.
ey held a false opinion about perjury, for they thought that
perjury indeed was a sin; but that oaths were of themselves to
be desired and to be taken frequently, since they seem to pro-
ceed from reverence to God. Hence Our Lord shows that an
oath is not desirable as a good thing; and that it is better to
speakwithout oaths, unless necessity forces us to have recourse
to them.

Reply to Objection 2. e Scribes and Pharisees erred
about the judicial precepts in twoways. First, because they con-
sidered certain matters contained in the Law of Moses by way
of permission, to be right in themselves: namely, divorce of a

wife, and the taking of usury from strangers. Wherefore Our
Lord forbade a man to divorce his wife (Mat. 5:32); and to re-
ceive usury (Lk. 6:35), whenHe said: “Lend, hoping for noth-
ing thereby.”

In another way they erred by thinking that certain things
which the Old Law commanded to be done for justice’s sake,
should be done out of desire for revenge, or out of lust for
temporal goods, or out of hatred of one’s enemies; and this in
respect of three precepts. For they thought that desire for re-
venge was lawful, on account of the precept concerning pun-
ishment by retaliation: whereas this precept was given that jus-
tice might be safeguarded, not that man might seek revenge.
Wherefore, in order to do away with this, Our Lord teaches
that man should be prepared in his mind to suffer yet more if
necessary.ey thought thatmovements of covetousness were
lawful on account of those judicial precepts which prescribed
restitution of what had been purloined, together with some-
thing added thereto, as stated above (q. 105, a. 2, ad9);whereas
the Law commanded this to be done in order to safeguard
justice, not to encourage covetousness. Wherefore Our Lord
teaches that we should not demand our goods frommotives of
cupidity, and that we should be ready to give yet more if nec-
essary. ey thought that the movement of hatred was lawful,
on account of the commandments of the Law about the slay-
ing of one’s enemies: whereas the Law ordered this for the ful-
filment of justice, as stated above (q. 105, a. 3, ad 4), not to sat-
isfy hatred. Wherefore Our Lord teaches us that we ought to
love our enemies, and to be ready to do good to them if neces-
sary. For these precepts are to be taken as binding “themind to
be prepared to fulfil them,” as Augustine says (De Serm. Dom.
in Monte i, 19).

Reply to Objection 3. e moral precepts necessarily re-
tained their force under the New Law, because they are of
themselves essential to virtue:whereas the judicial precepts did
not necessarily continue to bind in exactly the sameway as had
been fixed by the Law: this was le to man to decide in one
way or another. Hence Our Lord directed us becomingly with
regard to these two kinds of precepts. On the other hand, the
observance of the ceremonial precepts was totally abolished by
the advent of the reality; wherefore in regard to these precepts
He commanded nothing on this occasion when He was giv-
ing the general points ofHis doctrine. Elsewhere, however,He
makes it clear that the entire bodily worship which was fixed
by the Law, was to be changed into spiritual worship: as is evi-
dent from Jn. 4:21,23, whereHe says: “ehour comethwhen
you shall neither on this mountain, nor in Jerusalem adore the
Father…but…the true adorers shall adore the Father in spirit
and in truth.”

Reply to Objection 4. All worldly goods may be reduced
to three—honors, riches, and pleasures; according to 1 Jn.
2:16: “All that is in theworld is the concupiscence of the flesh,”
which refers to pleasures of the flesh, “and the concupiscence
of the eyes,”which refers to riches, “and the pride of life,” which
refers to ambition for renown and honor. Now the Law did
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not promise an abundance of carnal pleasures; on the contrary,
it forbade them. But it did promise exalted honors and abun-
dant riches; for it is written in reference to the former (Dt.
28:1): “If thou wilt hear the voice of the Lord thy God…He
will make thee higher than all the nations”; and in reference
to the latter, we read a little further on (Dt. 28:11): “He will
make thee abound with all goods.” But the Jews so distorted
the true meaning of these promises, as to think that we ought
to serve God, with these things as the end in view. Wherefore
Our Lord set this aside by teaching, first of all, that works of
virtue should not be done for human glory. And He mentions
three works, to which all others may be reduced: since what-
ever a man does in order to curb his desires, comes under the
head of fasting; and whatever a man does for the love of his
neighbor, comes under the head of alms-deeds; and whatever
a man does for the worship of God, comes under the head of
prayer. And He mentions these three specifically, as they hold
the principal place, and are most oen used by men in order
to gain glory. In the second place He taught us that we must
not place our end in riches, whenHe said: “Lay not up to your-
selves treasures on earth” (Mat. 6:19).

Reply to Objection 5. Our Lord forbade, not necessary,
but inordinate solicitude. Now there is a fourfold solicitude to
be avoided in temporal matters. First, we must not place our
end in them, nor serve God for the sake of the necessities of
food and raiment. Wherefore He says: “Lay not up for your-
selves,” etc. Secondly, we must not be so anxious about tem-
poral things, as to despair of God’s help: wherefore Our Lord
says (Mat. 6:32): “Your Father knoweth that you have need of
all these things.” irdly, we must not add presumption to our
solicitude; in other words, wemust not be confident of getting
the necessaries of life by our own efforts without God’s help:
such solicitude Our Lord sets aside by saying that a man can-
not add anything tohis stature (Mat. 6:27).Wemust not antic-
ipate the time for anxiety; namely, by being solicitous now, for
the needs, not of the present, but of a future time: wherefore
He says (Mat. 6:34): “Be not…solicitous for tomorrow.”

Reply to Objection 6. Our Lord did not forbid the judg-
ment of justice, without which holy things could not be with-
drawn from the unworthy. But he forbade inordinate judg-
ment, as stated above.

Ia IIae q. 108 a. 4Whether certain definite counsels are fittingly proposed in the New Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that certain definite coun-
sels are not fittingly proposed in the New Law. For coun-
sels are given about that which is expedient for an end, as we
stated above, when treating of counsel (q. 14 , a. 2). But the
same things are not expedient for all. erefore certain defi-
nite counsels should not be proposed to all.

Objection 2. Further, counsels regard a greater good. But
there are nodefinite degrees to the greater good.erefore def-
inite counsels should not be given.

Objection3.Further, counsels pertain to the life of perfec-
tion.But obedience pertains to the life of perfection.erefore
it was unfitting that no counsel of obedience should be con-
tained in the Gospel.

Objection 4. Further, many matters pertaining to the life
of perfection are found among the commandments, as, for in-
stance, “Love your enemies” (Mat. 5:44), and those precepts
which Our Lord gave His apostles (Mat. 10). erefore the
counsels are unfittingly given in the New Law: both because
they are not all mentioned; and because they are not distin-
guished from the commandments.

On the contrary,e counsels of a wise friend are of great
use, according to Prov. (27:9): “Ointment and perfumes re-
joice the heart: and the good counsels of a friend rejoice the
soul.” But Christ is our wisest and greatest friend. erefore
His counsels are supremely useful and becoming.

I answer that, e difference between a counsel and a
commandment is that a commandment implies obligation,
whereas a counsel is le to the option of the one to whom it
is given. Consequently in the New Law, which is the law of

liberty, counsels are added to the commandments, and not in
the Old Law, which is the law of bondage. We must therefore
understand the commandments of the New Law to have been
given about matters that are necessary to gain the end of eter-
nal bliss, to which end the New Law brings us forthwith: but
that the counsels are about matters that render the gaining of
this end more assured and expeditious.

Now man is placed between the things of this world, and
spiritual goods wherein eternal happiness consists: so that the
more he cleaves to the one, the more he withdraws from the
other, and conversely. Wherefore he that cleaves wholly to the
things of this world, so as to make them his end, and to look
upon them as the reason and rule of all he does, falls away al-
together from spiritual goods. Hence this disorder is removed
by the commandments. Nevertheless, for man to gain the end
aforesaid, he does not need to renounce the things of theworld
altogether: since he can, while using the things of this world,
attain to eternal happiness, provided he does not place his end
in them: but he will attain more speedily thereto by giving
up the goods of this world entirely: wherefore the evangelical
counsels are given for this purpose.

Now the goods of this world which come into use in hu-
man life, consist in three things: viz. in externalwealth pertain-
ing to the “concupiscence of the eyes”; carnal pleasures per-
taining to the “concupiscence of the flesh”; and honors, which
pertain to the “pride of life,” according to 1 Jn. 2:16: and it is
in renouncing these altogether, as far as possible, that the evan-
gelical counsels consist. Moreover, every form of the religious
life that professes the state of perfection is basedon these three:
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since riches are renounced by poverty; carnal pleasures by per-
petual chastity; and the pride of life by the bondage of obedi-
ence.

Now if amanobserve these absolutely, this is in accordance
with the counsels as they stand. But if a man observe any one
of them in a particular case, this is taking that counsel in a re-
stricted sense, namely, as applying to that particular case. For
instance, when anyone gives an alms to a poor man, not be-
ing bound so to do, he follows the counsels in that particular
case. In like manner, when a man for some fixed time refrains
from carnal pleasures that he may give himself to prayer, he
follows the counsel for that particular time. And again, when
a man follows not his will as to some deed which he might
do lawfully, he follows the counsel in that particular case: for
instance, if he do good to his enemies when he is not bound
to, or if he forgive an injury of which he might justly seek to
be avenged. In this way, too, all particular counsels may be re-
duced to these three general and perfect counsels.

Reply to Objection 1. e aforesaid counsels, considered
in themselves, are expedient to all; but owing to some peo-
ple being ill-disposed, it happens that some of them are in-
expedient, because their disposition is not inclined to such
things. Hence Our Lord, in proposing the evangelical coun-
sels, always makes mention of man’s fitness for observing the
counsels. For in giving the counsel of perpetual poverty (Mat.
19:21), He begins with the words: “If thou wilt be perfect,”
and then He adds: “Go, sell all [Vulg.: ‘what’] thou hast.” In
like manner when He gave the counsel of perpetual chastity,

saying (Mat. 19:12): “ere are eunuchswho havemade them-
selves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven,” He adds straight-
way: “He that can take, let him take it.” And again, theApostle
(1 Cor. 7:35), aer giving the counsel of virginity, says: “And
this I speak for your profit; not to cast a snare upon you.”

Reply toObjection 2.egreater goods are not definitely
fixed in the individual; but those which are simply and abso-
lutely the greater good in general are fixed: and to these all the
above particular goods may be reduced, as stated above.

Reply toObjection3.Even the counsel of obedience is un-
derstood to have been given by Our Lord in the words: “And
[let him] followMe.” Forwe followHimnot only by imitating
Hisworks, but also by obeyingHis commandments, according
to Jn. 10:27: “My sheep hear My voice…and they follow Me.”

Reply to Objection 4. ose things which Our Lord pre-
scribed about the true love of our enemies, and other similar
sayings (Mat. 5; Lk. 6), may be referred to the preparation of
the mind, and then they are necessary for salvation; for in-
stance, that man be prepared to do good to his enemies, and
other similar actions, when there is need. Hence these things
are placed among the precepts. But that anyone should actu-
ally and promptly behave thus towards an enemy when there
is no special need, is to be referred to the particular counsels, as
stated above. As to those matters which are set down in Mat.
10 and Lk. 9 and 10, they were either disciplinary commands
for that particular time, or concessions, as stated above (a. 2,
ad 3). Hence they are not set down among the counsels.
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F P   S P, Q 109
Of the Necessity of Grace

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the exterior principle of human acts, i.e. God, in so far as, through grace, we are helped by Him to
do right: and, first, we must consider the grace of God; secondly, its cause; thirdly, its effects.

e first point of consideration will be threefold: for we shall consider (1) e necessity of grace; (2) grace itself, as to its
essence; (3) its division.

Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether without grace man can know anything?
(2) Whether without God’s grace man can do or wish any good?
(3) Whether without grace man can love God above all things?
(4) Whether without grace man can keep the commandments of the Law?
(5) Whether without grace he can merit eternal life?
(6) Whether without grace man can prepare himself for grace?
(7) Whether without grace he can rise from sin?
(8) Whether without grace man can avoid sin?
(9) Whether man having received grace can do good and avoid sin without any further Divine help?

(10) Whether he can of himself persevere in good?

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 1Whether without grace man can know any truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that without grace man can
know no truth. For, on 1Cor. 12:3: “Noman can say, the Lord
Jesus, but by the Holy Ghost,” a gloss says: “Every truth, by
whomsoever spoken is from the Holy Ghost.” Now the Holy
Ghost dwells in us by grace. erefore we cannot know truth
without grace.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Solil. i, 6) that “the
most certain sciences are like things lit up by the sun so as to
be seen. Now God Himself is He Whom sheds the light. And
reason is in the mind as sight is in the eye. And the eyes of the
mind are the senses of the soul.” Now the bodily senses, how-
ever pure, cannot see any visible object, without the sun’s light.
erefore the human mind, however perfect, cannot, by rea-
soning, know any truthwithoutDivine light: and this pertains
to the aid of grace.

Objection 3. Further, the human mind can only under-
stand truth by thinking, as is clear from Augustine (De Trin.
xiv, 7). But the Apostle says (2 Cor. 3:5): “Not that we are suf-
ficient to think anything of ourselves, as of ourselves; but our
sufficiency is from God.” erefore man cannot, of himself,
know truth without the help of grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Retract. i, 4): “I do not
approve having said in the prayer, O God, Who dost wish
the sinless alone to know the truth; for it may be answered
that many who are not sinless know many truths.” Now man
is cleansed from sin by grace, according to Ps. 50:12: “Create
a clean heart in me, O God, and renew a right spirit within
my bowels.”erefore without graceman of himself can know
truth.

I answer that, To know truth is a use or act of intellectual

light, since, according to the Apostle (Eph. 5:13): “All that
is made manifest is light.” Now every use implies movement,
taking movement broadly, so as to call thinking and willing
movements, as is clear from the Philosopher (De Anima iii,
4). Now in corporeal things we see that for movement there
is required not merely the form which is the principle of the
movement or action, but there is also required the motion of
the first mover. Now the first mover in the order of corporeal
things is the heavenly body. Hence no matter how perfectly
fire has heat, it would not bring about alteration, except by the
motion of the heavenly body. But it is clear that as all corporeal
movements are reduced to the motion of the heavenly body as
to the first corporeal mover, so all movements, both corporeal
and spiritual, are reduced to the simple First Mover, Who is
God.Andhence nomatter howperfect a corporeal or spiritual
nature is supposed to be, it cannot proceed to its act unless it
be moved by God; but this motion is according to the plan of
His providence, and not by necessity of nature, as the motion
of the heavenly body. Now not only is everymotion fromGod
as from the FirstMover, but all formal perfection is fromHim
as from the First Act. And thus the act of the intellect or of
any created being whatsoever depends uponGod in two ways:
first, inasmuch as it is from Him that it has the form whereby
it acts; secondly, inasmuch as it is moved by Him to act.

Now every form bestowed on created things by God has
power for a determined act, which it can bring about in pro-
portion to its own proper endowment; and beyond which it is
powerless, except by a superadded form, as water can only heat
when heated by the fire. And thus the human understanding
has a form, viz. intelligible light, which of itself is sufficient for
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knowing certain intelligible things, viz. those we can come to
know through the senses. Higher intelligible things of the hu-
man intellect cannot know, unless it be perfected by a stronger
light, viz. the light of faith or prophecy which is called the
“light of grace,” inasmuch as it is added to nature.

Hence we must say that for the knowledge of any truth
whatsoever man needs Divine help, that the intellect may be
moved by God to its act. But he does not need a new light
added to his natural light, in order to know the truth in all
things, but only in some that surpass his natural knowledge.
And yet at timesGodmiraculously instructs somebyHis grace
in things that can be known by natural reason, even as He
sometimes brings about miraculously what nature can do.

Reply to Objection 1. Every truth by whomsoever spo-
ken is from the Holy Ghost as bestowing the natural light,
and moving us to understand and speak the truth, but not as

dwelling in us by sanctifying grace, or as bestowing any habit-
ual gi superadded to nature. For this only takes place with
regard to certain truths that are known and spoken, and espe-
cially in regard to such as pertain to faith, of which theApostle
speaks.

Reply toObjection 2.ematerial sun sheds its light out-
side us; but the intelligible Sun,Who is God, shines within us.
Hence the natural light bestowed upon the soul is God’s en-
lightenment, whereby we are enlightened to see what pertains
to natural knowledge; and for this there is required no further
knowledge, but only for such things as surpass natural knowl-
edge.

Reply to Objection 3. We always need God’s help for ev-
ery thought, inasmuch as He moves the understanding to act;
for actually to understand anything is to think, as is clear from
Augustine (De Trin. xiv, 7).

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 2Whether man can wish or do any good without grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that man can wish and do
good without grace. For that is in man’s power, whereof he
is master. Now man is master of his acts, and especially of his
willing, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1; q. 13, a. 6). Hence man, of
himself, can wish and do good without the help of grace.

Objection2.Further,manhasmore power overwhat is ac-
cording to his nature than overwhat is beyondhis nature.Now
sin is against his nature, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
ii, 30); whereas deeds of virtue are according to his nature, as
stated above (q. 71, a. 1). erefore since man can sin of him-
self he can wish and do good.

Objection 3. Further, the understanding’s good is truth,
as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 2). Now the intellect can of
itself know truth, even as every other thing can work its own
operation of itself. erefore, much more can man, of himself,
do and wish good.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 9:16): “It is not
of him that willeth,” namely, to will, “nor of him that runneth,”
namely to run, “but of God that showeth mercy.” And Augus-
tine says (DeCorrept. et Gratia ii) that “without gracemen do
nothing good when they either think or wish or love or act.”

I answer that, Man’s nature may be looked at in two ways:
first, in its integrity, as it was in our first parent before sin;
secondly, as it is corrupted in us aer the sin of our first par-
ent. Now in both states human nature needs the help of God
as First Mover, to do or wish any good whatsoever, as stated
above (a. 1). But in the state of integrity, as regards the suffi-
ciency of the operative power, man by his natural endowments
could wish and do the good proportionate to his nature, such
as the good of acquired virtue; but not surpassing good, as the
good of infused virtue. But in the state of corrupt nature, man
falls short ofwhat he coulddobyhis nature, so that he is unable
to fulfil it by his own natural powers. Yet because human na-
ture is not altogether corrupted by sin, so as to be shorn of ev-

ery natural good, even in the state of corruptednature it can, by
virtue of its natural endowments, work some particular good,
as to build dwellings, plant vineyards, and the like; yet it can-
not do all the good natural to it, so as to fall short in nothing;
just as a sick man can of himself make some movements, yet
he cannot be perfectly moved with the movements of one in
health, unless by the help of medicine he be cured.

And thus in the state of perfect nature man needs a gratu-
itous strength superadded to natural strength for one reason,
viz. in order to do andwish supernatural good; but for two rea-
sons, in the state of corrupt nature, viz. in order to be healed,
and furthermore in order to carry out works of supernatural
virtue, which are meritorious. Beyond this, in both states man
needs the Divine help, that he may be moved to act well.

Reply toObjection 1. Man is master of his acts and of his
willing or not willing, because of his deliberate reason, which
can be bent to one side or another. And although he is master
of his deliberating or not deliberating, yet this can only be by a
previous deliberation; and since it cannot go on to infinity, we
must come at length to this, that man’s free-will is moved by
an extrinsic principle, which is above the human mind, to wit
by God, as the Philosopher proves in the chapter “On Good
Fortune” (Ethic. Eudem. vii). Hence the mind of man still un-
weakened is not somuchmaster of its act that it does not need
to be moved by God; and much more the free-will of man
weakened by sin, whereby it is hindered from good by the cor-
ruption of the nature.

Reply to Objection 2. To sin is nothing else than to fail
in the good which belongs to any being according to its na-
ture. Now as every created thing has its being from another,
and, considered in itself, is nothing, so does it need to be pre-
served by another in the goodwhich pertains to its nature. For
it can of itself fail in good, even as of itself it can fall into non-
existence, unless it is upheld by God.
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Reply toObjection 3.Man cannot even know truth with-
out Divine help, as stated above (a. 1). And yet human nature

is more corrupt by sin in regard to the desire for good, than in
regard to the knowledge of truth.

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 3Whether by his own natural powers and without grace man can love God above all things?

Objection 1. It would seem that without grace man can-
not love God above all things by his own natural powers. For
to love God above all things is the proper and principal act
of charity. Now man cannot of himself possess charity, since
the “charity of God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy
Ghost Who is given to us,” as is said Rom. 5:5. erefore man
by his natural powers alone cannot love God above all things.

Objection 2. Further, no nature can rise above itself. But
to love God above all things is to tend above oneself. ere-
fore without the help of grace no created nature can love God
above itself.

Objection 3. Further, to God, Who is the Highest Good,
is due the best love, which is that He be loved above all things.
Now without grace man is not capable of giving God the best
love, which is His due; otherwise it would be useless to add
grace. Hence man, without grace and with his natural powers
alone, cannot love God above all things.

On the contrary, As some maintain, man was first made
with only natural endowments; and in this state it is manifest
that he loved God to some extent. But he did not love God
equally with himself, or less than himself, otherwise he would
have sinned. erefore he loved God above himself. erefore
man, by his natural powers alone, can love God more than
himself and above all things.

I answer that, As was said above ( Ia, q. 60, a. 5), where
the various opinions concerning the natural love of the angels
were set forth,man in a state of perfect nature, could byhis nat-
ural power, do the goodnatural to himwithout the addition of
any gratuitous gi, though not without the help of God mov-
ing him. Now to love God above all things is natural to man
and to every nature, not only rational but irrational, and even
to inanimate nature according to themanner of lovewhich can
belong to each creature. And the reason of this is that it is natu-
ral to all to seek and love things according as they are naturally
fit (to be sought and loved) since “all things act according as
they are naturally fit” as stated in Phys. ii, 8. Now it is manifest
that the good of the part is for the good of thewhole; hence ev-

erything, by its natural appetite and love, loves its own proper
good on account of the common good of the whole universe,
which is God.HenceDionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “God
leads everything to love of Himself.” Hence in the state of per-
fect nature man referred the love of himself and of all other
things to the love of God as to its end; and thus he loved God
more than himself and above all things. But in the state of cor-
rupt natureman falls short of this in the appetite of his rational
will, which, unless it is cured byGod’s grace, follows its private
good, on account of the corruption of nature. And hence we
must say that in the state of perfect nature man did not need
the gi of grace added to his natural endowments, in order to
love God above all things naturally, although he needed God’s
help to move him to it; but in the state of corrupt nature man
needs, even for this, the help of grace to heal his nature.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity loves God above all things
in a higher way than nature does. For nature loves God above
all things inasmuch as He is the beginning and the end of nat-
ural good; whereas charity loves Him, as He is the object of
beatitude, and inasmuch asman has a spiritual fellowship with
God. Moreover charity adds to natural love of God a certain
quickness and joy, in the same way that every habit of virtue
adds to the good act which is done merely by the natural rea-
son of a man who has not the habit of virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. When it is said that nature cannot
rise above itself, we must not understand this as if it could not
be drawn to any object above itself, for it is clear that our in-
tellect by its natural knowledge can know things above itself,
as is shown in our natural knowledge of God. But we are to
understand that nature cannot rise to an act exceeding the pro-
portion of its strength.Now to loveGod above all things is not
such an act; for it is natural to every creature, as was said above.

Reply to Objection 3. Love is said to be best, both with
respect to degree of love, and with regard to the motive of lov-
ing, and the mode of love. And thus the highest degree of love
is that whereby charity loves God as the giver of beatitude, as
was said above.

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 4Whether man without grace and by his own natural powers can fulfil the commandments of
the Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that man without grace, and
byhis ownnatural powers, can fulfil the commandments of the
Law. For the Apostle says (Rom. 2:14) that “the Gentiles who
have not the law, do by nature those things that are of the Law.”
Now what a man does naturally he can do of himself without
grace. Hence a man can fulfil the commandments of the Law

without grace.
Objection 2. Further, Jerome says (Expos. Cathol. Fide*)

that “they are anathema who say God has laid impossibilities
uponman.”Nowwhat aman cannot fulfil by himself is impos-
sible to him.erefore aman can fulfil all the commandments
of himself.

* Symboli Explanatio ad Damasum, among the supposititious works of St.
Jerome: now ascribed to Pelagius.
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Objection 3. Further, of all the commandments of the
Law, the greatest is this, “ou shalt love the Lord thy God
with thy whole heart” (Mat. 27:37). Now man with his natu-
ral endowments can fulfil this command by loving God above
all things, as stated above (a. 3).ereforeman can fulfil all the
commandments of the Law without grace.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (DeHaeres. lxxxviii) that
it is part of the Pelagian heresy that “they believe that without
grace man can fulfil all the Divine commandments.”

I answer that, ere are two ways of fulfilling the com-
mandments of the Law. e first regards the substance of the
works, as when a man does works of justice, fortitude, and of
other virtues. And in this way man in the state of perfect na-
ture could fulfil all the commandments of the Law; otherwise
he would have been unable to sin in that state, since to sin
is nothing else than to transgress the Divine commandments.
But in the state of corrupted nature man cannot fulfil all the
Divine commandments without healing grace. Secondly, the
commandments of the law can be fulfilled, not merely as re-
gards the substance of the act, but also as regards the mode of
acting, i.e. their being done out of charity. And in this way,
neither in the state of perfect nature, nor in the state of cor-

rupt nature canman fulfil the commandments of the lawwith-
out grace. Hence, Augustine (De Corrupt. et Grat. ii) hav-
ing stated that “without grace men can do no good whatever,”
adds: “Not only do they know by its light what to do, but by
its help they do lovingly what they know.” Beyond this, in both
states they need the help of God’s motion in order to fulfil the
commandments, as stated above (Aa. 2,3).

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Spir. et Lit.
xxvii), “do not be disturbed at his saying that they do by nature
those things that are of the Law; for the Spirit of grace works
this, in order to restore in us the image of God, aer which we
were naturally made.”

Reply to Objection 2. What we can do with the Divine
assistance is not altogether impossible to us; according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 3): “What we can do through our
friends, we can do, in some sense, by ourselves.”Hence Jerome†
concedes that “our will is in such a way free that we must con-
fess we still require God’s help.”

Reply to Objection 3. Man cannot, with his purely natu-
ral endowments, fulfil the precept of the love of God, as stated
above (a. 3).

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 5Whether man can merit everlasting life without grace?

Objection 1. It would seem thatman canmerit everlasting
life without grace. For Our Lord says (Mat. 19:17): “If thou
wilt enter into life, keep the commandments”; from which it
would seem that to enter into everlasting life rests with man’s
will. Butwhat restswith ourwill, we candoof ourselves.Hence
it seems that man can merit everlasting life of himself.

Objection 2. Further, eternal life is the wage of reward be-
stowed by God on men, according to Mat. 5:12: “Your reward
is very great in heaven.” Butwage or reward ismeted byGod to
everyone according tohisworks, according toPs. 61:12: “ou
wilt render to everyman according to his works.”Hence, since
man is master of his works, it seems that it is within his power
to reach everlasting life.

Objection 3. Further, everlasting life is the last end of hu-
man life. Now every natural thing by its natural endowments
can attain its end. Much more, therefore, may man attain to
life everlasting by his natural endowments, without grace.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 6:23): “e
grace of God is life everlasting.” And as a gloss says, this is said
“that wemay understand that God, ofHis ownmercy, leads us
to everlasting life.”

I answer that, Acts conducing to an end must be propor-
tioned to the end. But no act exceeds the proportion of its ac-
tive principle; and hence we see in natural things, that nothing
can by its operation bring about an effect which exceeds its ac-
tive force, but only such as is proportionate to its power. Now

everlasting life is an end exceeding the proportion of human
nature, as is clear from what we have said above (q. 5, a. 5).
Hence man, by his natural endowments, cannot produce mer-
itorious works proportionate to everlasting life; and for this a
higher force is needed, viz. the force of grace. And thus with-
out graceman cannotmerit everlasting life; yet he can perform
works conducing to a good which is natural to man, as “to toil
in the fields, to drink, to eat, or to have friends,” and the like,
as Augustine says in his third Reply to the Pelagians*.

Reply to Objection 1. Man, by his will, does works mer-
itorious of everlasting life; but as Augustine says, in the same
book, for this it is necessary that the will ofman should be pre-
pared with grace by God.

Reply toObjection 2. As the gloss upon Rom. 6:23, “e
grace of God is life everlasting,” says, “It is certain that ever-
lasting life is meter to good works; but the works to which it
is meted, belong to God’s grace.” And it has been said (a. 4),
that to fulfil the commandments of the Law, in their due way,
whereby their fulfilment may be meritorious, requires grace.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection has to do with the
natural end of man. Now human nature, since it is nobler, can
be raised by the help of grace to a higher end, which lower
natures can nowise reach; even as a man who can recover his
health by the help of medicines is better disposed to health
than one who can nowise recover it, as the Philosopher ob-
serves (De Coelo ii, 12).

† Symboli Explanatio adDamasum, among the supposititious works of St. Jerome: now ascribed to Pelagius. * Hypognosticon iii, among the spurious works
of St. Augustine.
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Ia IIae q. 109 a. 6Whether aman, byhimself andwithout the external aid of grace, canprepare himself for grace?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatman, by himself andwith-
out the external help of grace, can prepare himself for grace.
For nothing impossible is laid upon man, as stated above (a. 4,
ad 1). But it is written (Zech. 1:3): “Turn ye to Me…and I will
turn to you.”Now to prepare for grace is nothingmore than to
turn toGod.erefore it seems thatman of himself, andwith-
out the external help of grace, can prepare himself for grace.

Objection 2. Further, man prepares himself for grace by
doing what is in him to do, since if man does what is in him to
do, God will not deny him grace, for it is written (Mat. 7:11)
that God gives His good Spirit “to them that ask Him.” But
what is in our power is in us to do. erefore it seems to be in
our power to prepare ourselves for grace.

Objection 3. Further, if a man needs grace in order to pre-
pare for grace, with equal reason will he need grace to prepare
himself for the first grace; and thus to infinity, which is impos-
sible.Hence it seems thatwemust not gobeyondwhatwas said
first, viz. that man, of himself and without grace, can prepare
himself for grace.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Prov. 16:1) that “it is
the part of man to prepare the soul.” Now an action is said to
be part of a man, when he can do it by himself. Hence it seems
that man by himself can prepare himself for grace.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 6:44): “No man can
come to Me except the Father, Who hath sent Me, draw him.”
But if man could prepare himself, he would not need to be
drawn by another. Hence man cannot prepare himself with-
out the help of grace.

I answer that,epreparation of the human will for good
is twofold: the first, whereby it is prepared to operate rightly
and to enjoy God; and this preparation of the will cannot take
place without the habitual gi of grace, which is the principle
of meritorious works, as stated above (a. 5). ere is a second
way in which the human will may be taken to be prepared for
the gi of habitual grace itself. Now in order that man prepare
himself to receive this gi, it is not necessary to presuppose
any further habitual gi in the soul, otherwisewe should go on
to infinity. But we must presuppose a gratuitous gi of God,
Who moves the soul inwardly or inspires the good wish. For
in these two ways do we need the Divine assistance, as stated
above (Aa. 2,3).Now thatwe need the help ofGod tomove us,
is manifest. For since every agent acts for an end, every cause

must direct is effect to its end, and hence since the order of
ends is according to the order of agents or movers, man must
be directed to the last end by the motion of the first mover,
and to the proximate end by the motion of any of the subordi-
nate movers; as the spirit of the soldier is bent towards seeking
the victory by the motion of the leader of the army—and to-
wards following the standard of a regiment by the motion of
the standard-bearer. And thus since God is the First Mover,
simply, it is by His motion that everything seeks to be likened
to God in its own way. Hence Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv)
that “God turns all to Himself.” But He directs righteous men
to Himself as to a special end, which they seek, and to which
they wish to cling, according to Ps. 72:28, “it is good for Me
to adhere to my God.” And that they are “turned” to God can
only spring fromGod’s having “turned” them. Now to prepare
oneself for grace is, as itwere, to be turned toGod; just as,who-
ever has his eyes turned away from the light of the sun, prepares
himself to receive the sun’s light, by turning his eyes towards
the sun. Hence it is clear that man cannot prepare himself to
receive the light of grace except by the gratuitous help of God
moving him inwardly.

Reply to Objection 1. Man’s turning to God is by free-
will; and thus man is bidden to turn himself to God. But free-
will can only be turned to God, when God turns it, according
to Jer. 31:18: “Convert me and I shall be converted, for ou
art the Lord, my God”; and Lam. 5:21: “Convert us, O Lord,
to ee, and we shall be converted.”

Reply to Objection 2. Man can do nothing unless moved
byGod, according to Jn. 15:5: “WithoutMe, you can do noth-
ing.” Hence when a man is said to do what is in him to do, this
is said to be in his power according as he is moved by God.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection regards habitual
grace, forwhich somepreparation is required, since every form
requires a disposition in that which is to be its subject. But in
order thatman should bemoved byGod, no furthermotion is
presupposed since God is the First Mover. Hence we need not
go to infinity.

Reply to Objection 4. It is the part of man to prepare his
soul, since he does this by his free-will. And yet he does not do
this without the help of Godmoving him, and drawing him to
Himself, as was said above.

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 7Whether man can rise from sin without the help of grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that man can rise from sin
without the help of grace. For what is presupposed to grace,
takes place without grace. But to rise to sin is presupposed
to the enlightenment of grace; since it is written (Eph. 5:14):
“Arise from the dead and Christ shall enlighten thee.” ere-
fore man can rise from sin without grace.

Objection 2. Further, sin is opposed to virtue as illness to
health, as stated above (q. 71, a. 1, ad 3). Now,man, by force of
his nature, can rise from illness to health, without the external
help of medicine, since there still remains in him the principle
of life, from which the natural operation proceeds. Hence it
seems that, with equal reason,manmay be restored by himself,
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and return from the state of sin to the state of justice without
the help of external grace.

Objection 3. Further, every natural thing can return by it-
self to the act befitting its nature, as hot water returns by itself
to its natural coldness, and a stone cast upwards returns by it-
self to its natural movement. Now a sin is an act against na-
ture, as is clear from Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 30). Hence
it seems that man by himself can return from sin to the state of
justice.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Gal. 2:21; Cf. Gal.
3:21): “For if there had been a law given which could give
life—then Christ died in vain,” i.e. to no purpose. Hence with
equal reason, if man has a nature, whereby he can he justified,
“Christ died in vain,” i.e. to no purpose. But this cannot fit-
tingly be said. erefore by himself he cannot be justified, i.e.
he cannot return from a state of sin to a state of justice.

I answer that, Man by himself can no wise rise from sin
without the help of grace. For since sin is transient as to the
act and abiding in its guilt, as stated above (q. 87, a. 6), to rise
from sin is not the same as to cease the act of sin; but to rise
from sin means that man has restored to him what he lost by
sinning. Nowman incurs a triple loss by sinning, as was clearly
shown above (q. 85, a. 1; q. 86, a. 1; q. 87, a. 1), viz. stain, cor-
ruption of natural good, and debt of punishment. He incurs
a stain, inasmuch as he forfeits the lustre of grace through the
deformity of sin.Natural good is corrupted, inasmuch asman’s
nature is disordered by man’s will not being subject to God’s;
and this order being overthrown, the consequence is that the
whole nature of sinful man remains disordered. Lastly, there is
the debt of punishment, inasmuch as by sinning man deserves
everlasting damnation.

Now it is manifest that none of these three can be restored

except by God. For since the lustre of grace springs from the
shedding of Divine light, this lustre cannot be brought back,
except God sheds His light anew: hence a habitual gi is nec-
essary, and this is the light of grace. Likewise, the order of na-
ture can only be restored, i.e. man’s will can only be subject to
God when God draws man’s will to Himself, as stated above
(a. 6). So, too, the guilt of eternal punishment can be remitted
by God alone, against Whom the offense was committed and
Who is man’s Judge. And thus in order that man rise from sin
there is required the help of grace, both as regards a habitual
gi, and as regards the internal motion of God.

Reply to Objection 1. To man is bidden that which per-
tains to the act of free-will, as this act is required in order that
man should rise from sin. Hence when it is said, “Arise, and
Christ shall enlighten thee,” we are not to think that the com-
plete rising from sin precedes the enlightenment of grace; but
that when man by his free-will, moved by God, strives to rise
from sin, he receives the light of justifying grace.

Reply to Objection 2. e natural reason is not the suffi-
cient principle of the health that is in man by justifying grace.
is principle is grace which is taken away by sin. Hence man
cannot be restoredbyhimself; but he requires the light of grace
to be poured upon him anew, as if the soul were infused into a
dead body for its resurrection.

Reply to Objection 3. When nature is perfect, it can be
restored by itself to its befitting and proportionate condition;
but without exterior help it cannot be restored to what sur-
passes its measure. And thus human nature undone by reason
of the act of sin, remains no longer perfect, but corrupted, as
stated above (q. 85); nor can it be restored, by itself, to its con-
natural good, much less to the supernatural good of justice.

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 8Whether man without grace can avoid sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that without grace man can
avoid sin. Because “no one sins in what he cannot avoid,” as
Augustine says (De Duab. Anim. x, xi; De Libero Arbit. iii,
18). Hence if a man in mortal sin cannot avoid sin, it would
seem that in sinning he does not sin, which is impossible.

Objection 2.Further,men are corrected that theymay not
sin. If therefore a man in mortal sin cannot avoid sin, correc-
tion would seem to be given to no purpose; which is absurd.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 15:18): “Before
man is life and death, good and evil; that which he shall choose
shall be given him.” But by sinning no one ceases to be a man.
Hence it is still in his power to choose good or evil; and thus
man can avoid sin without grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Perfect Just. xxi):
“Whoever denies that we ought to say the prayer ‘Lead us not
into temptation’ (and they deny it who maintain that the help
of God’s grace is not necessary to man for salvation, but that
the gi of the law is enough for the humanwill) oughtwithout

doubt to be removed beyond all hearing, and to be anathema-
tized by the tongues of all.”

I answer that, We may speak of man in two ways: first, in
the state of perfect nature; secondly, in the state of corrupted
nature. Now in the state of perfect nature, man, without habit-
ual grace, could avoid sinning eithermortally or venially; since
to sin is nothing else than to stray from what is according to
our nature—and in the state of perfect natureman could avoid
this. Nevertheless he could not have done it without God’s
help to uphold him in good, since if this had been withdrawn,
even his nature would have fallen back into nothingness.

But in the state of corrupt nature man needs grace to heal
his nature in order that he may entirely abstain from sin. And
in the present life this healing iswrought in themind—the car-
nal appetite being not yet restored. Hence the Apostle (Rom.
7:25) says in the person of one who is restored: “I myself, with
the mind, serve the law of God, but with the flesh, the law
of sin.” And in this state man can abstain from all mortal sin,
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which takes its stand in his reason, as stated above (q. 74, a. 5);
but man cannot abstain from all venial sin on account of the
corruption of his lower appetite of sensuality. For man can, in-
deed, repress each of its movements (and hence they are sinful
and voluntary), but not all, because whilst he is resisting one,
another may arise, and also because the reason is always alert
to avoid these movements, as was said above (q. 74, a. 3, ad 2).

So, too, before man’s reason, wherein is mortal sin, is re-
stored by justifying grace, he can avoid each mortal sin, and
for a time, since it is not necessary that he should be always ac-
tually sinning. But it cannot be that he remains for a long time
without mortal sin. Hence Gregory says (Super Ezech. Hom.
xi) that ” a sin not at once taken away by repentance, by its
weight drags us down to other sins”: and this because, as the
lower appetite ought to be subject to the reason, so should the
reason be subject to God, and should place in Him the end
of its will. Now it is by the end that all human acts ought to
be regulated, even as it is by the judgment of the reason that
themovements of the lower appetite should be regulated. And
thus, even as inordinate movements of the sensitive appetite
cannot help occurring since the lower appetite is not subject
to reason, so likewise, since man’s reason is not entirely subject
to God, the consequence is that many disorders occur in the
reason. For when man’s heart is not so fixed on God as to be
unwilling to be parted from Him for the sake of finding any
good or avoiding any evil, many things happen for the achiev-
ing or avoiding ofwhich aman strays fromGod andbreaksHis
commandments, and thus sinsmortally: especially since, when
surprised, a man acts according to his preconceived end and

his pre-existing habits, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii); al-
though with premeditation of his reason a man may do some-
thing outside the order of his preconceived end and the incli-
nation of his habit. But because a man cannot always have this
premeditation, it cannot help occurring that he acts in accor-
dance with his will turned aside fromGod, unless, by grace, he
is quickly brought back to the due order.

Reply toObjection 1.Man can avoid each but every act of
sin, except by grace, as stated above. Nevertheless, since it is by
his own shortcoming that he does not prepare himself to have
grace, the fact that he cannot avoid sin without grace does not
excuse him from sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Correction is useful “in order that
out of the sorrow of correction may spring the wish to be re-
generate; if indeed he who is corrected is a son of promise,
in such sort that whilst the noise of correction is outwardly
resounding and punishing, God by hidden inspirations is in-
wardly causing to will,” as Augustine says (De Corr. et Gratia
vi). Correction is therefore necessary, from the fact that man’s
will is required in order to abstain from sin; yet it is not suf-
ficient without God’s help. Hence it is written (Eccles. 7:14):
“Consider the works of God that no man can correct whom
He hath despised.”

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (Hypognosticon
iii*), this saying is to be understood of man in the state of per-
fect nature, when as yet he was not a slave of sin. Hence he was
able to sin and not to sin. Now, too, whatever a man wills, is
given to him; but his willing good, he has by God’s assistance.

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 9Whether onewhohas alreadyobtained grace, can, of himself andwithout further help of grace,
do good and avoid sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that whoever has already ob-
tained grace, can by himself and without further help of grace,
do good and avoid sin. For a thing is useless or imperfect, if it
does not fulfil what it was given for. Now grace is given to us
that we may do good and keep from sin. Hence if with grace
man cannot do this, it seems that grace is either useless or im-
perfect.

Objection 2. Further, by grace the Holy Spirit dwells in
us, according to 1 Cor. 3:16: “Know you not that you are the
temple of God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you?”
Now since the Spirit of God is omnipotent, He is sufficient to
ensure our doing good and to keep us from sin. Hence a man
who has obtained grace can do the above two things without
any further assistance of grace.

Objection 3. Further, if a man who has obtained grace
needs further aid of grace in order to live righteously and to
keep free from sin, with equal reason, will he need yet an-
other grace, even though he has obtained this first help of
grace. erefore we must go on to infinity; which is impossi-
ble. Hence whoever is in grace needs no further help of grace

in order to do righteously and to keep free from sin.
On the contrary, Augustine says (De Natura et Gratia

xxvi) that “as the eye of the body though most healthy can-
not see unless it is helped by the brightness of light, so, neither
can a man, even if he is most righteous, live righteously unless
he be helped by the eternal light of justice.” But justification is
by grace, according toRom. 3:24: “Being justified freely byHis
grace.” Hence even a man who already possesses grace needs a
further assistance of grace in order to live righteously.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5), in order to live righ-
teously a man needs a twofold help of God—first, a habitual
giwhereby corrupted humannature is healed, and aer being
healed is lied up so as towork deedsmeritoriously of everlast-
ing life, which exceed the capability of nature. Secondly, man
needs the help of grace in order to be moved by God to act.

Now with regard to the first kind of help, man does not
need a further help of grace, e.g. a further infused habit. Yet
he needs the help of grace in another way, i.e. in order to be
moved by God to act righteously, and this for two reasons:
first, for the general reason that no created thing can put forth

* Among the spurious works of St. Augustine.
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any act, unless by virtue of the Divine motion. Secondly, for
this special reason—the condition of the state of human na-
ture. For although healed by grace as to the mind, yet it re-
mains corrupted and poisoned in the flesh, whereby it serves
“the law of sin,” Rom. 7:25. In the intellect, too, there seems
the darkness of ignorance, whereby, as is written (Rom. 8:26):
“We know not what we should pray for as we ought”; since on
account of the various turns of circumstances, and because we
do not know ourselves perfectly, we cannot fully know what
is for our good, according to Wis. 9:14: “For the thoughts of
mortal men are fearful and our counsels uncertain.” Hence we
must be guided and guarded by God, Who knows and can do
all things. For which reason also it is becoming in those who
have been born again as sons of God, to say: “Lead us not into
temptation,” and “yWill be done on earth as it is in heaven,”
and whatever else is contained in the Lord’s Prayer pertaining
to this.

Reply to Objection 1. e gi of habitual grace is not
therefore given to us that we may no longer need the Divine
help; for every creature needs to be preserved in the good re-
ceived from Him. Hence if aer having received grace man
still needs the Divine help, it cannot be concluded that grace
is given to no purpose, or that it is imperfect, since man will
need theDivine help even in the state of glory,when grace shall
be fully perfected. But here grace is to some extent imperfect,
inasmuch as it does not completely heal man, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. e operation of the Holy Ghost,
which moves and protects, is not circumscribed by the effect
of habitual grace which it causes in us; but beyond this effect
He, together with the Father and the Son, moves and protects
us.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument merely proves that
man needs no further habitual grace.

Ia IIae q. 109 a. 10Whether man possessed of grace needs the help of grace in order to persevere?

Objection 1. It would seem that man possessed of grace
needs no help to persevere. For perseverance is something less
than virtue, even as continence is, as is clear from the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. vii, 7,9). Now since man is justified by grace, he
needs no further help of grace in order to have the virtues.
Much less, therefore, does he need the help of grace to have
perseverance.

Objection 2. Further, all the virtues are infused at once.
But perseverance is put down as a virtue. Hence it seems that,
together with grace, perseverance is given to the other infused
virtues.

Objection 3. Further, as the Apostle says (Rom. 5:20)
more was restored to man by Christ’s gi, than he had lost by
Adam’s sin. ButAdam receivedwhat enabled him to persevere;
and thus man does not need grace in order to persevere.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Persev. ii): “Why is
perseverance besought of God, if it is not bestowed by God?
For is it not a mocking request to seek what we know He does
not give, andwhat is in our powerwithoutHis giving it?”Now
perseverance is besought by even those who are hallowed by
grace; and this is seen, when we say “Hallowed be y name,”
which Augustine confirms by the words of Cyprian (De Cor-
rep. et Grat. xii). Hence man, even when possessed of grace,
needs perseverance to be given to him by God.

I answer that, Perseverance is taken in three ways. First, to
signify a habit of the mind whereby a man stands steadfastly,
lest hebemovedby the assault of sadness fromwhat is virtuous.
And thus perseverance is to sadness as continence is to concu-
piscence and pleasure, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7).

Secondly, perseverance may be called a habit, whereby a man
has the purpose of persevering in good unto the end. And in
both these ways perseverance is infused together with grace,
even as continence and the other virtues are. irdly, perse-
verance is called the abiding in good to the end of life. And in
order to have this perseveranceman does not, indeed, need an-
other habitual grace, but he needs the Divine assistance guid-
ing and guarding him against the attacks of the passions, as ap-
pears from the preceding article. And hence aer anyone has
been justified by grace, he still needs to beseech God for the
aforesaid gi of perseverance, that he may be kept from evil
till the end of his life. For to many grace is given to whom per-
severance in grace is not given.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection regards the first
mode of perseverance, as the second objection regards the sec-
ond.

Hence the solution of the second objection is clear.
Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Natura et

Gratia xliii)*: “in the original state man received a gi whereby
he could persevere, but to persevere was not given him. But
now, by the grace of Christ, many receive both the gi of grace
whereby they may persevere, and the further gi of persever-
ing,” and thus Christ’s gi is greater than Adam’s fault. Never-
theless it was easier for man to persevere, with the gi of grace
in the state of innocence in which the flesh was not rebellious
against the spirit, than it is now. For the restoration byChrist’s
grace, although it is already begun in themind, is not yet com-
pleted in the flesh, as it will be in heaven, where man will not
merely be able to persevere but will be unable to sin.

* Cf. De Correp. et Grat. xii.
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F P   S P, Q 110
Of the Grace of God As Regards Its Essence

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the grace of God as regards its essence; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether grace implies something in the soul?
(2) Whether grace is a quality?
(3) Whether grace differs from infused virtue?
(4) Of the subject of grace.

Ia IIae q. 110 a. 1Whether grace implies anything in the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace does not imply any-
thing in the soul. Forman is said to have the grace of God even
as the grace of man. Hence it is written (Gn. 39:21) that the
Lord gave to Joseph “grace [Douay: ‘favor’] in the sight of the
chief keeper of the prison.” Now when we say that a man has
the favor of another, nothing is implied in him who has the
favor of the other, but an acceptance is implied in him whose
favor he has. Hence when we say that a man has the grace of
God, nothing is implied in his soul; but we merely signify the
Divine acceptance.

Objection 2. Further, as the soul quickens the body so
does God quicken the soul; hence it is written (Dt. 30:20):
“He is thy life.” Now the soul quickens the body immediately.
erefore nothing can come as a medium between God and
the soul. Hence grace implies nothing created in the soul.

Objection 3. Further, on Rom. 1:7, “Grace to you and
peace,” the gloss says: “Grace, i.e. the remission of sins.” Now
the remission of sin implies nothing in the soul, but only in
God, Who does not impute the sin, according to Ps. 31:2:
“Blessed is the man to whom the Lord hath not imputed sin.”
Hence neither does grace imply anything in the soul.

On the contrary, Light implies something in what is en-
lightened. But grace is a light of the soul; hence Augustine says
(De Natura et Gratia xxii): “e light of truth rightly deserts
the prevaricator of the law, and those who have been thus de-
serted become blind.” erefore grace implies something in
the soul.

I answer that, According to the common manner of
speech, grace is usually taken in three ways. First, for anyone’s
love, as we are accustomed to say that the soldier is in the good
graces of the king, i.e. the king looks on him with favor. Sec-
ondly, it is taken for any gi freely bestowed, as we are accus-
tomed to say: I do you this act of grace. irdly, it is taken for
the recompense of a gi given “gratis,” inasmuch as we are said
to be “grateful” for benefits.Of these three the second depends
on the first, since one bestows something on another “gratis”
from the lovewherewithhe receives him intohis good “graces.”
And from the second proceeds the third, since from benefits
bestowed “gratis” arises “gratitude.”

Now as regards the last two, it is clear that grace implies

something in himwho receives grace: first, the gi given gratis;
secondly, the acknowledgment of the gi. But as regards the
first, a differencemust be noted between the grace of God and
the grace of man; for since the creature’s good springs from
the Divine will, some good in the creature flows from God’s
love,wherebyHewishes the goodof the creature.On the other
hand, the will of man is moved by the good pre-existing in
things; and henceman’s love does notwholly cause the good of
the thing, but pre-supposes it either in part or wholly. ere-
fore it is clear that every love of God is followed at some time
by a good caused in the creature, but not co-eternal with the
eternal love. And according to this difference of good the love
of God to the creature is looked at differently. For one is com-
mon, whereby He loves “all things that are” (Wis. 11:25), and
thereby gives things their natural being. But the second is a
special love, whereby He draws the rational creature above the
condition of its nature to a participation of the Divine good;
and according to this love He is said to love anyone simply,
since it is by this love that God simply wishes the eternal good,
which is Himself, for the creature.

Accordingly when a man is said to have the grace of God,
there is signified something bestowed on man by God. Never-
theless the grace ofGod sometimes signifiesGod’s eternal love,
as we say the grace of predestination, inasmuch as God gratu-
itously and not frommerits predestines or elects some; for it is
written (Eph. 1:5): “He hath predestinated us into the adop-
tion of children…unto the praise of the glory of His grace.”

Reply toObjection 1.Evenwhen aman is said to be in an-
other’s good graces, it is understood that there is something in
him pleasing to the other; even as anyone is said to have God’s
grace—with this difference, that what is pleasing to a man in
another is presupposed to his love, but whatever is pleasing to
God in a man is caused by the Divine love, as was said above.

Reply to Objection 2. God is the life of the soul aer the
manner of an efficient cause; but the soul is the life of the body
aer the manner of a formal cause. Now there is no medium
between form and matter, since the form, of itself, “informs”
thematter or subject; whereas the agent “informs” the subject,
not by its substance, but by the form, which it causes in the
matter.

1083



Reply to Objection 3. Augustine says (Retract. i, 25):
“When I said that gracewas for the remissionof sins, andpeace
for our reconciliation with God, you must not take it to mean
that peace and reconciliation do not pertain to general peace,
but that the special name of grace signifies the remission of

sins.” Not only grace, therefore, but many other of God’s gis
pertain to grace. And hence the remission of sins does not take
place without some effect divinely caused in us, as will appear
later (q. 113, a. 2).

Ia IIae q. 110 a. 2Whether grace is a quality of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is not a quality of
the soul. For no quality acts on its subject, since the action of
a quality is not without the action of its subject, and thus the
subject would necessarily act upon itself. But grace acts upon
the soul, by justifying it. erefore grace is not a quality.

Objection 2. Furthermore, substance is nobler than qual-
ity. But grace is nobler than the nature of the soul, since we can
domany things by grace, towhich nature is not equal, as stated
above (q. 109, Aa. 1,2,3). erefore grace is not a quality.

Objection 3. Furthermore, no quality remains aer it has
ceased to be in its subject. But grace remains; since it is not cor-
rupted, for thus it would be reduced to nothing, since it was
created from nothing; hence it is called a “new creature”(Gal.
6:15).

On the contrary, on Ps. 103:15: “at he may make the
face cheerful with oil”; the gloss says: “Grace is a certain beauty
of soul, which wins the Divine love.” But beauty of soul is a
quality, even as beauty of body. erefore grace is a quality.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), there is understood to
be an effect of God’s gratuitous will in whoever is said to have
God’s grace. Now it was stated (q. 109, a. 1) that man is aided
by God’s gratuitous will in two ways: first, inasmuch as man’s
soul is moved by God to know or will or do something, and
in this way the gratuitous effect in man is not a quality, but
a movement of the soul; for “motion is the act of the mover
in the moved.” Secondly, man is helped by God’s gratuitous
will, inasmuch as a habitual gi is infused byGod into the soul;
and for this reason, that it is not fitting that God should pro-
vide less for thoseHe loves, that theymay acquire supernatural
good, than for creatures, whomHe loves that theymay acquire
natural good. Now He so provides for natural creatures, that
notmerely doesHemove them to their natural acts, butHebe-
stowsupon themcertain forms andpowers,which are theprin-
ciples of acts, in order that they may of themselves be inclined
to thesemovements, and thus themovementswhereby they are
moved by God become natural and easy to creatures, accord-

ing to Wis. 8:1: “she…ordereth all things sweetly.” Much more
therefore does He infuse into such as He moves towards the
acquisition of supernatural good, certain forms or supernatu-
ral qualities, whereby they may be moved by Him sweetly and
promptly to acquire eternal good; and thus the gi of grace is
a quality.

Reply to Objection 1. Grace, as a quality, is said to act
upon the soul, not aer the manner of an efficient cause, but
aer the manner of a formal cause, as whiteness makes a thing
white, and justice, just.

Reply toObjection 2. Every substance is either the nature
of the thing whereof it is the substance or is a part of the na-
ture, even asmatter and formare called substance.Andbecause
grace is above human nature, it cannot be a substance or a sub-
stantial form, but is an accidental form of the soul. Now what
is substantially in God, becomes accidental in the soul partici-
pating theDivine goodness, as is clear in the case of knowledge.
And thus because the soul participates in the Divine goodness
imperfectly, the participation of theDivine goodness, which is
grace, has its being in the soul in a less perfectway than the soul
subsists in itself. Nevertheless, inasmuch as it is the expression
or participation of the Divine goodness, it is nobler than the
nature of the soul, though not in its mode of being.

Reply to Objection 3. As Boethius* says, the “being of an
accident is to inhere.” Hence no accident is called being as if it
had being, but because by it something is; hence it is said to be-
long to a being rather to be a being (Metaph. vii, text. 2). And
because tobecomeand tobe corruptedbelong towhat is, prop-
erly speaking, no accident comes intobeingor is corrupted, but
is said to come into being and to be corrupted inasmuch as its
subject begins or ceases to be in act with this accident. And
thus grace is said to be created inasmuch as men are created
with reference to it, i.e. are given a new being out of nothing,
i.e. not from merits, according to Eph. 2:10, “created in Jesus
Christ in good works.”

Ia IIae q. 110 a. 3Whether grace is the same as virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is the same as virtue.
ForAugustine says (De Spir. et Lit. xiv) that “operating grace is
faith that worketh by charity.” But faith that worketh by char-
ity is a virtue. erefore grace is a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, what fits the definition, fits the de-

fined. But the definitions of virtue given by saints and philoso-
phers fit grace, since “it makes its subject good, and his work
good,” and “it is a good quality of the mind, whereby we live
righteously,” etc. erefore grace is virtue.

Objection 3. Further, grace is a quality. Now it is clearly

* Pseudo-Bede, Sent. Phil. ex Artist.
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not in the “fourth” species of quality; viz. “form” which is the
“abiding figure of things,” since it does not belong to bodies.
Nor is it in the “third,” since it is not a “passion nor a passion-
like quality,” which is in the sensitive part of the soul, as is
proved in Physic. viii; and grace is principally in themind.Nor
is it in the “second” species, which is “natural power” or “im-
potence”; since grace is above nature and does not regard good
and evil, as does natural power. erefore it must be in the
“first” species which is “habit” or “disposition.” Now habits of
the mind are virtues; since even knowledge itself is a virtue af-
ter a manner, as stated above (q. 57, Aa. 1,2). erefore grace
is the same as virtue.

On the contrary, If grace is a virtue, it would seem before
all to be one of the three theological virtues. But grace is nei-
ther faith nor hope, for these can be without sanctifying grace.
Nor is it charity, since “grace foreruns charity,” as Augustine
says in his book on the Predestination of the Saints (De Dono
Persev. xvi). erefore grace is not virtue.

I answer that, Some held that grace and virtuewere identi-
cal in essence, and differed only logically—in the sense that we
speak of grace inasmuch as it makes man pleasing to God, or
is given gratuitously—and of virtue inasmuch as it empowers
us to act rightly. And the Master seems to have thought this
(Sent. ii, D 27).

But if anyone rightly considers the nature of virtue, this
cannot hold, since, as the Philosopher says (Physic. vii, text.
17), “virtue is disposition of what is perfect—and I call per-
fect what is disposed according to its nature.” Now from this
it is clear that the virtue of a thing has reference to some pre-
existing nature, from the fact that everything is disposed with
reference to what befits its nature. But it is manifest that the
virtues acquired byhuman acts ofwhichwe spoke above (q. 55,

seqq.) are dispositions, whereby a man is fittingly disposed
with reference to the nature whereby he is a man; whereas in-
fused virtues dispose man in a higher manner and towards a
higher end, and consequently in relation to some higher na-
ture, i.e. in relation to a participation of theDivineNature, ac-
cording to 2 Pet. 1:4: “He hath given us most great and most
precious promises; that by these youmay bemade partakers of
theDivineNature.” And it is in respect of receiving this nature
that we are said to be born again sons of God.

And thus, even as the natural light of reason is something
besides the acquired virtues, which are ordained to this nat-
ural light, so also the light of grace which is a participation
of the Divine Nature is something besides the infused virtues
which are derived from and are ordained to this light, hence
theApostle says (Eph. 5:8): “For youwere heretofore darkness,
but now light in the Lord. Walk then as children of the light.”
For as the acquired virtues enable aman towalk, in accordance
with the natural light of reason, so do the infused virtues en-
able a man to walk as befits the light of grace.

Reply toObjection 1.Augustine calls “faith that worketh
by charity” grace, since the act of faith of him that worketh by
charity is the first act by which sanctifying grace is manifested.

Reply to Objection 2. Good is placed in the definition of
virtue with reference to its fitness with some pre-existing na-
ture essential or participated. Now good is not attributed to
grace in this manner, but as to the root of goodness in man, as
stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.Grace is reduced to the first species
of quality; and yet it is not the same as virtue, but is a cer-
tain disposition which is presupposed to the infused virtues,
as their principle and root.

Ia IIae q. 110 a. 4Whether grace is in the essence of the soul as in a subject, or in one of the powers?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is not in the essence
of the soul, as in a subject, but in one of the powers. ForAugus-
tine says (Hypognosticon iii*) that grace is related to the will
or to the free will “as a rider to his horse.” Now the will or the
freewill is a power, as stated above ( Ia, q. 83, a. 2).Hence grace
is in a power of the soul, as in a subject.

Objection 2. Further, “Man’s merit springs from grace” as
Augustine says (De Gratia et Lib. Arbit. vi). Now merit con-
sists in acts, which proceed from a power. Hence it seems that
grace is a perfection of a power of the soul.

Objection 3. Further, if the essence of the soul is the
proper subject of grace, the soul, inasmuch as it has an essence,
must be capable of grace. But this is false; since it would fol-
low that every soul would be capable of grace. erefore the
essence of the soul is not the proper subject of grace.

Objection 4. Further, the essence of the soul is prior to its
powers. Nowwhat is priormay be understoodwithout what is

posterior.Hence it follows that gracemay be taken to be in the
soul, although we suppose no part or power of the soul—viz.
neither the will, nor the intellect, nor anything else; which is
impossible.

On the contrary, By grace we are born again sons of God.
But generation terminates at the essence prior to the powers.
erefore grace is in the soul’s essence prior to being in the
powers.

I answer that,isquestiondepends on thepreceding. For
if grace is the same as virtue, it must necessarily be in the pow-
ers of the soul as in a subject; since the soul’s powers are the
proper subject of virtue, as stated above (q. 56, a. 1). But if grace
differs from virtue, it cannot be said that a power of the soul is
the subject of grace, since every perfection of the soul’s powers
has the nature of virtue, as stated above (q. 55, a. 1; q. 56, a. 1).
Hence it remains that grace, as it is prior to virtue, has a sub-
ject prior to the powers of the soul, so that it is in the essence

* Among the spurious works of St. Augustine.
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of the soul. For as man in his intellective powers participates
in the Divine knowledge through the virtue of faith, and in
his power of will participates in the Divine love through the
virtue of charity, so also in the nature of the soul does he par-
ticipate in the Divine Nature, aer the manner of a likeness,
through a certain regeneration or re-creation.

Reply to Objection 1. As from the essence of the soul
flows its powers, which are the principles of deeds, so likewise
the virtues, whereby the powers aremoved to act, flow into the
powers of the soul from grace. And thus grace is compared to
the will as the mover to the moved, which is the same compar-
ison as that of a horseman to the horse—but not as an accident
to a subject.

And thereby is made clear the Reply to the Second Objec-
tion. For grace is the principle of meritorious works through
the medium of virtues, as the essence of the soul is the princi-
pal of vital deeds through the medium of the powers.

Reply to Objection 3. e soul is the subject of grace, as
being in the species of intellectual or rational nature. But the
soul is not classed in a species by any of its powers, since the
powers are natural properties of the soul following upon the
species. Hence the soul differs specifically in its essence from
other souls, viz. of dumb animals, and of plants. Consequently
it does not follow that, if the essence of the human soul is the
subject of grace, every soul may be the subject of grace; since
it belongs to the essence of the soul, inasmuch as it is of such a
species.

Reply toObjection4. Since the powers of the soul are nat-
ural properties following upon the species, the soul cannot be
without them. Yet, granted that it was without them, the soul
would still be called intellectual or rational in its species, not
that it would actually have these powers, but on account of the
essence of such a species, from which these powers naturally
flow.
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F P   S P, Q 111
Of the Division of Grace
(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the division of grace; under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether grace is fittingly divided into gratuitous grace and sanctifying grace?
(2) Of the division into operating and cooperating grace;
(3) Of the division of it into prevenient and subsequent grace;
(4) Of the division of gratuitous grace;
(5) Of the comparison between sanctifying and gratuitous grace.

Ia IIae q. 111 a. 1Whether grace is fittingly divided into sanctifying grace and gratuitous grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is not fittingly di-
vided into sanctifying grace and gratuitous grace. For grace
is a gi of God, as is clear from what has been already stated
(q. 110, a. 1). But man is not therefore pleasing to God be-
cause something is given him by God, but rather on the con-
trary; since something is freely given by God, because man is
pleasing to Him. Hence there is no sanctifying grace.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is not given on account
of preceding merits is given gratis. Now even natural good is
given to man without preceding merit, since nature is presup-
posed to merit. erefore nature itself is given gratuitously by
God. But nature is condivided with grace.erefore to be gra-
tuitously given is not fittingly set down as a difference of grace,
since it is found outside the genus of grace.

Objection 3. Further, members of a division are mutually
opposed. But even sanctifying grace, whereby we are justified,
is given to us gratuitously, according to Rom. 3:24: “Being
justified freely [gratis] by His grace.” Hence sanctifying grace
ought not to be divided against gratuitous grace.

On the contrary,eApostle attributes both to grace, viz.
to sanctify and to be gratuitously given. For with regard to the
first he says (Eph. 1:6): “Hehath graced us inHis beloved son.”
And with regard to the second (Rom. 2:6): “And if by grace, it
is not now by works, otherwise grace is no more grace.” ere-
fore grace can be distinguished by its having one only or both.

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Rom. 13:1), “those
things that are of God are well ordered [Vulg.: ‘those that are,
are ordainedbyGod].”Nowtheorder of things consists in this,
that things are led to God by other things, as Dionysius says
(Coel.Hier. iv). And hence since grace is ordained to leadmen
to God, this takes place in a certain order, so that some are led
to God by others.

And thus there is a twofold grace: one whereby man him-
self is united to God, and this is called “sanctifying grace”; the
other is thatwhereby oneman cooperateswith another in lead-

ing him to God, and this gi is called “gratuitous grace,” since
it is bestowed on a man beyond the capability of nature, and
beyond the merit of the person. But whereas it is bestowed on
a man, not to justify him, but rather that he may cooperate in
the justification of another, it is not called sanctifying grace.
And it is of this that the Apostle says (1 Cor. 12:7): “And the
manifestation of the Spirit is given to every man unto utility,”
i.e. of others.

Reply to Objection 1. Grace is said to make pleasing, not
efficiently but formally, i.e. because thereby a man is justified,
and is made worthy to be called pleasing to God, according to
Col. 1:21: “He hath made us worthy to be made partakers of
the lot of the saints in light.”

Reply toObjection2.Grace, inasmuch as it is gratuitously
given, excludes the notion of debt. Now debt may be taken in
two ways: first, as arising from merit; and this regards the per-
sonwhose it is todomeritoriousworks, according toRom.4:4:
“Now to him that worketh, the reward is not reckoned accord-
ing to grace, but according to debt.” e second debt regards
the condition of nature. us we say it is due to a man to have
reason, and whatever else belongs to human nature. Yet in nei-
ther way is debt taken tomean thatGod is under an obligation
to His creature, but rather that the creature ought to be sub-
ject to God, that the Divine ordination may be fulfilled in it,
which is that a certain nature shouldhave certain conditions or
properties, and that by doing certain works it should attain to
something further. And hence natural endowments are not a
debt in the first sense but in the second. Hence they especially
merit the name of grace.

Reply to Objection 3. Sanctifying grace adds to the no-
tion of gratuitous grace something pertaining to the nature of
grace, since it makes man pleasing to God. And hence gratu-
itous grace which does not do this keeps the common name,
as happens in many other cases; and thus the two parts of the
division are opposed as sanctifying and non-sanctifying grace.
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Ia IIae q. 111 a. 2Whether grace is fittingly divided into operating and cooperating grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is not fittingly di-
vided into operating and cooperating grace. For grace is an ac-
cident, as stated above (q. 110, a. 2). Now no accident can act
upon its subject. erefore no grace can be called operating.

Objection 2. Further, if grace operates anything in us it
assuredly brings about justification. But not only grace works
this. For Augustine says, on Jn. 14:12, “the works that I do he
also shall do,” says (Serm. clxix): “He Who created thee with-
out thyself, will not justify thee without thyself.” erefore no
grace ought to be called simply operating.

Objection 3. Further, to cooperate seems to pertain to the
inferior agent, and not to the principal agent. But grace works
in us more than free-will, according to Rom. 9:16: “It is not
of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that
shewethmercy.”erefore no grace ought to be called cooper-
ating.

Objection 4. Further, division ought to rest on opposi-
tion. But to operate and to cooperate are not opposed; for one
and the same thing can both operate and cooperate. erefore
grace is not fittingly divided into operating and cooperating.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Gratia et Lib. Arbit.
xvii): “God by cooperating with us, perfects what He began
by operating in us, since He who perfects by cooperation with
such as arewilling, beings by operating that theymaywill.” But
the operations of God whereby He moves us to good pertain
to grace.erefore grace is fittingly divided into operating and
cooperating.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 110, a. 2) grace may be
taken in two ways; first, as a Divine help, whereby God moves
us to will and to act; secondly, as a habitual gi divinely be-
stowed on us.

Now in both these ways grace is fittingly divided into op-
erating and cooperating. For the operation of an effect is not
attributed to the thing moved but to the mover. Hence in that
effect in which our mind is moved and does not move, but in
which God is the sole mover, the operation is attributed to
God, and it is with reference to this that we speak of “oper-
ating grace.” But in that effect in which our mind both moves
and is moved, the operation is not only attributed to God, but
also to the soul; and it is with reference to this that we speak
of “cooperating grace.” Now there is a double act in us. First,

there is the interior act of the will, and with regard to this act
the will is a thingmoved, andGod is themover; and especially
when the will, which hitherto willed evil, begins to will good.
And hence, inasmuch as God moves the human mind to this
act, we speak of operating grace. But there is another, exterior
act; and since it is commanded by the will, as was shown above
(q. 17, a. 9) the operation of this act is attributed to the will.
And because God assists us in this act, both by strengthening
ourwill interiorly so as to attain to the act, and by granting out-
wardly the capability of operating, it is with respect to this that
we speak of cooperating grace.Hence aer the aforesaidwords
Augustine subjoins: “He operates that we may will; and when
we will, He cooperates that we may perfect.” And thus if grace
is taken for God’s gratuitous motion whereby He moves us to
meritorious good, it is fittingly divided into operating and co-
operating grace.

But if grace is taken for the habitual gi, then again there is
a double effect of grace, even as of every other form; the first of
which is “being,” and the second, “operation”; thus thework of
heat is tomake its subject hot, and to give heat outwardly. And
thus habitual grace, inasmuch as it heals and justifies the soul,
ormakes it pleasing toGod, is called operating grace; but inas-
much as it is the principle of meritorious works, which spring
from the free-will, it is called cooperating grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Inasmuch as grace is a certain ac-
cidental quality, it does not act upon the soul efficiently, but
formally, as whiteness makes a surface white.

Reply to Objection 2. God does not justify us without
ourselves, because whilst we are being justified we consent to
God’s justification [justitiae] by a movement of our free-will.
Nevertheless this movement is not the cause of grace, but the
effect; hence the whole operation pertains to grace.

Reply toObjection 3.One thing is said to cooperate with
another not merely when it is a secondary agent under a prin-
cipal agent, but when it helps to the end intended. Now man
is helped by God to will the good, through the means of oper-
ating grace. And hence, the end being already intended, grace
cooperates with us.

Reply to Objection 4. Operating and cooperating grace
are the same grace; but are distinguished by their different ef-
fects, as is plain from what has been said.

Ia IIae q. 111 a. 3Whether grace is fittingly divided into prevenient and subsequent grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is not fittingly di-
vided into prevenient and subsequent. For grace is an effect
of the Divine love. But God’s love is never subsequent, but al-
ways prevenient, according to 1 Jn. 4:10: “Not as though we
had loved God, but because He hath first loved us.” erefore
grace ought not to be divided into prevenient and subsequent.

Objection 2. Further, there is but one sanctifying grace in

man, since it is sufficient, according to 2 Cor. 12:9: “My grace
is sufficient for thee.” But the same thing cannot be before and
aer. erefore grace is not fittingly divided into prevenient
and subsequent.

Objection 3. Further, grace is known by its effects. Now
there are an infinite number of effects—one preceding an-
other.Hence itwith regard to these, gracemust be divided into
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prevenient and subsequent, it would seem that there are infi-
nite species of grace. Now no art takes note of the infinite in
number. Hence grace is not fittingly divided into prevenient
and subsequent.

On the contrary,God’s grace is the outcome ofHismercy.
Now both are said in Ps. 58:11: “His mercy shall prevent me,”
and again, Ps. 22:6: “y mercy will follow me.” erefore
grace is fittingly divided into prevenient and subsequent.

I answer that, As grace is divided into operating and co-
operating, with regard to its diverse effects, so also is it divided
into prevenient and subsequent, howsoever we consider grace.
Now there are five effects of grace in us: of these, the first is, to
heal the soul; the second, todesire good; the third, to carry into
effect the good proposed; the fourth, to persevere in good; the
fih, to reach glory. And hence grace, inasmuch as it causes the
first effect in us, is called prevenientwith respect to the second,
and inasmuch as it causes the second, it is called subsequent
with respect to the first effect. And as one effect is posterior to
this effect, and prior to that, so may grace be called prevenient
and subsequent on account of the same effect viewed relatively
to divers others. And this is what Augustine says (De Natura

et Gratia xxxi): “It is prevenient, inasmuch as it heals, and sub-
sequent, inasmuch as, being healed, we are strengthened; it is
prevenient, inasmuch as we are called, and subsequent, inas-
much as we are glorified.”

Reply toObjection 1.God’s love signifies something eter-
nal; and hence can never be called anything but prevenient.
But grace signifies a temporal effect, which can precede and
follow another; and thus grace may be both prevenient and
subsequent.

Reply to Objection 2. e division into prevenient and
subsequent grace does not divide grace in its essence, but only
in its effects, as was already said of operating and cooperating
grace. For subsequent grace, inasmuch as it pertains to glory,
is not numerically distinct from prevenient grace whereby we
are at present justified. For even as the charity of the earth is
not voided in heaven, so must the same be said of the light of
grace, since the notion of neither implies imperfection.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the effects of grace may
be infinite in number, even as human acts are infinite, never-
theless all reduced to some of a determinate species, andmore-
over all coincide in this—that one precedes another.

Ia IIae q. 111 a. 4Whether gratuitous grace is rightly divided by the Apostle?

Objection 1. It would seem that gratuitous grace is not
rightly divided by the Apostle. For every gi vouchsafed to us
by God, may be called a gratuitous grace. Now there are an in-
finite number of gis freely bestowed on us by God as regards
both the good of the soul and the good of the body—and yet
they do not make us pleasing to God. Hence gratuitous graces
cannot be contained under any certain division.

Objection 2. Further, gratuitous grace is distinguished
from sanctifying grace. But faith pertains to sanctifying grace,
since we are justified by it, according to Rom. 5:1: “Being
justified therefore by faith.” Hence it is not right to place
faith amongst the gratuitous graces, especially since the other
virtues are not so placed, as hope and charity.

Objection 3. Further, the operation of healing, and speak-
ing divers tongues are miracles. Again, the interpretation of
speeches pertains either towisdomor to knowledge, according
toDan. 1:17: “And to these childrenGod gave knowledge and
understanding in every book andwisdom.”Hence it is not cor-
rect to divide the grace of healing and kinds of tongues against
the working of miracles; and the interpretation of speeches
against the word of wisdom and knowledge.

Objection 4. Further, as wisdom and knowledge are gis
of the Holy Ghost, so also are understanding, counsel, piety,
fortitude, and fear, as stated above (q. 68, a. 4).erefore these
also ought to be placed amongst the gratuitous gis.

On the contrary,eApostle says (1 Cor. 12:8,9,10): “To
one indeed by the Spirit is given the word of wisdom; and to
another the word of knowledge, according to the same Spirit;
to another, the working of miracles; to another, prophecy; to

another, the discerning of spirits; to another divers kinds of
tongues; to another interpretation of speeches.”

I answer that, As was said above (a. 1), gratuitous grace is
ordained to this, viz. that a man may help another to be led to
God. Now no man can help in this by moving interiorly (for
this belongs to God alone), but only exteriorly by teaching or
persuading. Hence gratuitous grace embraces whatever a man
needs in order to instruct another in Divine things which are
above reason. Now for this three things are required: first, a
man must possess the fullness of knowledge of Divine things,
so as to be capable of teaching others. Secondly, hemust be able
to confirm or prove what he says, otherwise his words would
have no weight. irdly, he must be capable of fittingly pre-
senting to his hearers what he knows.

Now as regards the first, three things are necessary, as may
be seen in human teaching. For whoever would teach another
in any science must first be certain of the principles of the sci-
ence, and with regard to this there is “faith,” which is certi-
tude of invisible things, the principles of Catholic doctrine.
Secondly, it behooves the teacher to know the principal con-
clusions of the science, and hence we have the word of “wis-
dom,” which is the knowledge of Divine things. irdly, he
ought to abound with examples and a knowledge of effects,
whereby at times he needs tomanifest causes; and thuswe have
the word of “knowledge,” which is the knowledge of human
things, since “the invisible things of Him…are clearly seen, be-
ing understood by the things that are made” (Rom. 1:20).

Now the confirmation of such things as are within reason
rests upon arguments; but the confirmation of what is above
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reason rests on what is proper to the Divine power, and this in
two ways: first, when the teacher of sacred doctrine does what
God alone can do, in miraculous deeds, whether with respect
to bodily health—and thus there is the “grace of healing,” or
merely for the purpose of manifesting the Divine power; for
instance, that the sun should stand still or darken, or that the
sea should be divided—and thus there is the “working of mir-
acles.” Secondly, when he can manifest what God alone can
know, and these are either future contingents—and thus there
is “prophecy,” or also the secrets of hearts—and thus there is
the “discerning of spirits.”

But the capability of speaking can regard either the idiom
in which a person can be understood, and thus there is “kinds
of tongues”; or it can regard the sense of what is said, and thus
there is the “interpretation of speeches.”

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 1), not all
the benefits divinely conferred upon us are called gratuitous
graces, but only those that surpass the power of nature—e.g.
that a fisherman should be replete with the word of wisdom
and of knowledge and the like; and such as these are here set
down as gratuitous graces.

Reply toObjection 2. Faith is enumerated here under the
gratuitous graces, not as a virtue justifying man in himself, but
as implying a super-eminent certitude of faith, whereby a man
is fitted for instructing others concerning such things as belong
to the faith. With regard to hope and charity, they belong to

the appetitive power, according as man is ordained thereby to
God.

Reply to Objection 3. e grace of healing is distin-
guished from the general working of miracles because it has
a special reason for inducing one to the faith, since a man is
all the more ready to believe when he has received the gi of
bodily health through the virtue of faith. So, too, to speakwith
divers tongues and to interpret speeches have special efficacy
in bestowing faith. Hence they are set down as special gratu-
itous graces.

Reply to Objection 4. Wisdom and knowledge are not
numbered among the gratuitous graces in the sameway as they
are reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost, i.e. inasmuch
as man’s mind is rendered easily movable by the Holy Ghost
to the things of wisdom and knowledge; for thus they are gis
of the Holy Ghost, as stated above (q. 68, Aa. 1,4). But they
are numbered amongst the gratuitous graces, inasmuch as they
imply such a fullness of knowledge andwisdomthat amanmay
notmerely think aright ofDivine things, butmay instruct oth-
ers and overpower adversaries. Hence it is significant that it is
the “word” of wisdom and the “word” of knowledge that are
placed in the gratuitous graces, since, as Augustine says (De
Trin. xiv, 1), “It is one thing merely to know what a man must
believe in order to reach everlasting life, and another thing to
know how this may benefit the godly and may be defended
against the ungodly.”

Ia IIae q. 111 a. 5Whether gratuitous grace is nobler than sanctifying grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that gratuitous grace is nobler
than sanctifying grace. For “the people’s good is better than
the individual good,” as the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 2). Now
sanctifying grace is ordained to the good of one man alone,
whereas gratuitous grace is ordained to the common good of
the whole Church, as stated above (Aa. 1,4). Hence gratuitous
grace is nobler than sanctifying grace.

Objection 2. Further, it is a greater power that is able to
act upon another, than that which is confined to itself, even as
greater is the brightness of the body that can illuminate other
bodies, than of that which can only shine but cannot illumi-
nate; and hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) “that justice
is themost excellent of the virtues,” since by it amanbears him-
self rightly towards others. But by sanctifying grace a man is
perfected only in himself; whereas by gratuitous grace a man
works for the perfection of others. Hence gratuitous grace is
nobler than sanctifying grace.

Objection 3. Further, what is proper to the best is nobler
than what is common to all; thus to reason, which is proper
to man is nobler than to feel, which is common to all ani-
mals. Now sanctifying grace is common to all members of the
Church, but gratuitous grace is the proper gi of the more ex-
altedmembers of theChurch.Hence gratuitous grace is nobler
than sanctifying grace.

On the contrary, e Apostle (1 Cor. 12:31), having enu-
merated the gratuitous graces adds: “And I shewunto you yet a
more excellent way”; and as the sequel proves he is speaking of
charity, which pertains to sanctifying grace.Hence sanctifying
grace is more noble than gratuitous grace.

I answer that,e higher the good to which a virtue is or-
dained, the more excellent is the virtue. Now the end is always
greater than the means. But sanctifying grace ordains a man
immediately to a union with his last end, whereas gratuitous
grace ordains a man to what is preparatory to the end; i.e. by
prophecy and miracles and so forth, men are induced to unite
themselves to their last end. And hence sanctifying grace is no-
bler than gratuitous grace.

Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher says (Metaph.
xii, text. 52), a multitude, as an army, has a double good; the
first is in the multitude itself, viz. the order of the army; the
second is separate from the multitude, viz. the good of the
leader—and this is better good, since the other is ordained to
it. Now gratuitous grace is ordained to the common good of
the Church, which is ecclesiastical order, whereas sanctifying
grace is ordained to the separate common good, which is God.
Hence sanctifying grace is the nobler.

Reply to Objection 2. If gratuitous grace could cause a
man to have sanctifying grace, it would follow that the gratu-
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itous grace was the nobler; even as the brightness of the sun
that enlightens is more excellent than that of an object that
is lit up. But by gratuitous grace a man cannot cause another
to have union with God, which he himself has by sanctifying
grace; but he causes certain dispositions towards it.Hence gra-
tuitous grace needs not to be themore excellent, even as in fire,

the heat, which manifests its species whereby it produces heat
in other things, is not more noble than its substantial form.

Reply to Objection 3. Feeling is ordained to reason, as to
an end; and thus, to reason is nobler. But here it is the contrary;
for what is proper is ordained to what is common as to an end.
Hence there is no comparison.
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F P   S P, Q 112
Of the Cause of Grace
(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the cause of grace; and under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God alone is the efficient cause of grace?
(2) Whether any disposition towards grace is needed on the part of the recipient, by an act of free-will?
(3) Whether such a disposition can make grace follow of necessity?
(4) Whether grace is equal in all?
(5) Whether anyone may know that he has grace?

Ia IIae q. 112 a. 1Whether God alone is the cause of grace?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatGod alone is not the cause
of grace. For it is written ( Jn. 1:17): “Grace and truth came by
Jesus Christ.” Now, by the name of Jesus Christ is understood
notmerely theDivineNature assuming, but the created nature
assumed. erefore a creature may be the cause of grace.

Objection 2. Further, there is this difference between the
sacraments of the New Law and those of the Old, that the
sacraments of the New Law cause grace, whereas the sacra-
ments of the Old Law merely signify it. Now the sacraments
of the New Law are certain visible elements. erefore God is
not the only cause of grace.

Objection 3. Further, according toDionysius (Coel. Hier.
iii, iv, vii, viii), “Angels cleanse, enlighten, and perfect both
lesser angels and men.” Now the rational creature is cleansed,
enlightened, and perfected by grace. erefore God is not the
only cause of grace.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 83:12): “e Lord will
give grace and glory.”

I answer that, Nothing can act beyond its species, since
the cause must always be more powerful than its effect. Now
the gi of grace surpasses every capability of created nature,
since it is nothing short of a partaking of the Divine Nature,
which exceeds every other nature. And thus it is impossible
that any creature should cause grace. For it is as necessary that

God alone should deify, bestowing a partaking of the Divine
Nature by a participated likeness, as it is impossible that any-
thing save fire should enkindle.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s humanity is an “organ of
HisGodhead,” asDamascene says (DeFideOrth. iii, 19).Now
an instrument does not bring forth the action of the prin-
cipal agent by its own power, but in virtue of the principal
agent. Hence Christ’s humanity does not cause grace by its
own power, but by virtue of the Divine Nature joined to it,
whereby the actions of Christ’s humanity are saving actions.

Reply to Objection 2. As in the person of Christ the hu-
manity causes our salvation by grace, the Divine power being
the principal agent, so likewise in the sacraments of the New
Law, which are derived from Christ, grace is instrumentally
caused by the sacraments, and principally by the power of the
Holy Ghost working in the sacraments, according to Jn. 3:5:
“Unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost he
cannot enter into the kingdom of God.”

Reply to Objection 3. Angels cleanse, enlighten, and per-
fect angels or men, by instruction, and not by justifying them
through grace. Hence Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii) that
“this cleansing and enlightenment and perfecting is nothing
else than the assumption of Divine knowledge.”

Ia IIae q. 112 a. 2Whether any preparation and disposition for grace is required on man’s part?

Objection 1. It would seem that no preparation or dispo-
sition for grace is required on man’s part, since, as the Apostle
says (Rom. 4:4), “To him that worketh, the reward is not reck-
oned according to grace, but according to debt.” Now a man’s
preparation by free-will can only be through some operation.
Hence it would do away with the notion of grace.

Objection 2. Further, whoever is going on sinning, is not
preparing himself to have grace. But to some who are going
on sinning grace is given, as is clear in the case of Paul, who
received grace whilst he was “breathing our threatenings and
slaughter against the disciples of the Lord” (Act 9:1). Hence
no preparation for grace is required on man’s part.

Objection 3. Further, an agent of infinite power needs no
disposition in matter, since it does not even require matter, as
appears in creation, towhich grace is compared,which is called
“a new creature” (Gal. 6:15). But only God, Who has infinite
power, causes grace, as stated above (a. 1 ). Hence no prepara-
tion is required on man’s part to obtain grace.

On the contrary, It is written (Amos 4:12): “Be prepared
to meet thy God, O Israel,” and (1 Kings 7:3): “Prepare your
hearts unto the Lord.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 111, a. 2), grace is taken
in two ways: first, as a habitual gi of God. Secondly, as a help
from God, Who moves the soul to good. Now taking grace in
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the first sense, a certain preparation of grace is required for it,
since a form can only be in disposed matter. But if we speak
of grace as it signifies a help from God to move us to good, no
preparation is required on man’s part, that, as it were, antic-
ipates the Divine help, but rather, every preparation in man
must be by the help of God moving the soul to good. And
thus even the good movement of the free-will, whereby any-
one is prepared for receiving the gi of grace is an act of the
free-will moved by God. And thus man is said to prepare him-
self, according to Prov. 16:1: “It is the part of man to prepare
the soul”; yet it is principally from God, Who moves the free-
will. Hence it is said that man’s will is prepared by God, and
that man’s steps are guided by God.

Reply to Objection 1. A certain preparation of man for
grace is simultaneous with the infusion of grace; and this oper-
ation is meritorious, not indeed of grace, which is already pos-
sessed—but of glory which is not yet possessed. But there is
another imperfect preparation, which sometimes precedes the
gi of sanctifying grace, and yet it is from God’s motion. But
it does not suffice for merit, since man is not yet justified by
grace, and merit can only arise from grace, as will be seen fur-
ther on (q. 114, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. Since a man cannot prepare him-
self for grace unless God prevent and move him to good, it is
of no account whether anyone arrive at perfect preparation in-
stantaneously, or step by step. For it is written (Ecclus. 11:23):
“It is easy in the eyes of God on a sudden to make the poor
man rich.” Now it sometimes happens that God moves a man
to good, but not perfect good, and this preparation precedes
grace. ButHe sometimesmoves him suddenly and perfectly to
good, and man receives grace suddenly, according to Jn. 6:45:
“Every one that hath heard of the Father, and hath learned,
cometh to Me.” And thus it happened to Paul, since, suddenly
when he was in the midst of sin, his heart was perfectly moved
by God to hear, to learn, to come; and hence he received grace
suddenly.

Reply toObjection3.Anagent of infinite power needs no
matter or disposition ofmatter, brought about by the action of
something else; and yet, looking to the condition of the thing
caused, it must cause, in the thing caused, both the matter and
the due disposition for the form. So likewise, when God in-
fuses grace into a soul, no preparation is required which He
Himself does not bring about.

Ia IIae q. 112 a. 3Whether grace is necessarily given to whoever prepares himself for it, or to whoever does what
he can?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is necessarily given
towhoever prepares himself for grace, or towhoever doeswhat
he can, because, on Rom. 5:1, “Being justified…by faith, let us
have peace,” etc. the gloss says: “God welcomes whoever flies
to Him, otherwise there would be injustice with Him.” But it
is impossible for injustice to be with God. erefore it is im-
possible for God not to welcomewhoever flies toHim.Hence
he receives grace of necessity.

Objection 2. Further, Anselm says (De Casu Diaboli. iii)
that the reason whyGod does not bestow grace on the devil, is
that he did not wish, nor was he prepared, to receive it. But if
the cause be removed, the effect must needs be removed also.
erefore, if anyone is willing to receive grace it is bestowed on
them of necessity.

Objection 3. Further, good is diffusive of itself, as appears
from Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv). Now the good of grace is bet-
ter than the good of nature. Hence, since natural forms neces-
sarily come to disposed matter, much more does it seem that
grace is necessarily bestowed on whoever prepares himself for
grace.

On the contrary, Man is compared to God as clay to the
potter, according to Jer. 18:6: “As clay is in the hand of the
potter, so are you in My hand.” But however much the clay is
prepared, it does not necessarily receive its shape from the pot-
ter. Hence, howevermuch aman prepares himself, he does not
necessarily receive grace from God.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), man’s preparation for
grace is fromGod, asMover, and from the free-will, as moved.

Hence the preparation may be looked at in two ways: first, as
it is from free-will, and thus there is no necessity that it should
obtain grace, since the gi of grace exceeds every preparation
of human power. But it may be considered, secondly, as it is
from God the Mover, and thus it has a necessity—not indeed
of coercion, but of infallibility—as regards what it is ordained
to by God, since God’s intention cannot fail, according to the
saying of Augustine in his book on the Predestination of the
Saints (De Dono Persev. xiv) that “by God’s good gis who-
ever is liberated, is most certainly liberated.” Hence if God
intends, while moving, that the one whose heart He moves
should attain to grace, he will infallibly attain to it, according
to Jn. 6:45: “Every one that hath heard of the Father, and hath
learned, cometh to Me.”

Reply to Objection 1. is gloss is speaking of such as
fly to God by a meritorious act of their free-will, already “in-
formed” with grace; for if they did not receive grace, it would
be against the justice which He Himself established. Or if it
refers to the movement of free-will before grace, it is speaking
in the sense that man’s flight to God is by a Divine motion,
which ought not, in justice, to fail.

Reply toObjection 2.efirst cause of the defect of grace
is on our part; but the first cause of the bestowal of grace is on
God’s according to Osee 13:9: “Destruction is thy own, O Is-
rael; thy help is only in Me.”

Reply to Objection 3. Even in natural things, the form
does not necessarily ensue the disposition of thematter, except
by the power of the agent that causes the disposition.
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Ia IIae q. 112 a. 4Whether grace is greater in one than in another?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is not greater in one
than in another. For grace is caused in us by the Divine love, as
stated above (q. 110, a. 1). Now it is written (Wis. 6:8): “He
made the little and the great and He hath equally care of all.”
erefore all obtain grace from Him equally.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is the greatest possible,
cannot be more or less. But grace is the greatest possible, since
it joins us with our last end.erefore there is no greater or less
in it. Hence it is not greater in one than in another.

Objection 3.Further, grace is the soul’s life, as stated above
(q. 110, a. 1, ad 2). But there is no greater or less in life. Hence,
neither is there in grace.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 4:7): “But to every
one of us is given grace according to the measure of the giving
of Christ.” Now what is given in measure, is not given to all
equally. Hence all have not an equal grace.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 52, Aa. 1,2; q. 56,
Aa. 1,2), habits can have a double magnitude: one, as regards
the end or object, as when a virtue is said to be more noble
throughbeingordained to a greater good; theother on thepart
of the subject, which more or less participates in the habit in-
hering to it.

Now as regards the first magnitude, sanctifying grace can-
not be greater or less, since, of its nature, grace joinsman to the
Highest Good, which is God. But as regards the subject, grace
can receive more or less, inasmuch as one may be more per-
fectly enlightened by grace than another. And a certain reason
for this is on the part of him who prepares himself for grace;
since he who is better prepared for grace, receives more grace.
Yet it is not here that we must seek the first cause of this diver-

sity, since man prepares himself, only inasmuch as his free-will
is prepared by God. Hence the first cause of this diversity is
to be sought on the part of the God, Who dispenses His gis
of grace variously, in order that the beauty and perfection of
the Church may result from these various degree; even as He
instituted the various conditions of things, that the universe
might be perfect. Hence aer the Apostle had said (Eph. 4:7):
“To every one of us is given grace according to the measure of
the giving of Christ,” having enumerated the various graces, he
adds (Eph. 4:12): “For the perfecting of the saints…for the ed-
ifying of the body of Christ.”

Reply to Objection 1. e Divine care may be looked at
in two ways: first, as regards the Divine act, which is simple
and uniform; and thus His care looks equally to all, since by
one simple actHe administers great things and little. But, “sec-
ondly,” it may be considered in those things which come to be
considered by the Divine care; and thus, inequality is found,
inasmuch as God by His care provides greater gis to some,
and lesser gis for others.

Reply to Objection 2. is objection is based on the first
kind of magnitude of grace; since grace cannot be greater by
ordaining to a greater good, but inasmuch as it more or less
ordains to a greater or less participation of the same good.
For there may be diversity of intensity and remissness, both in
grace and in final glory as regards the subjects’ participation.

Reply to Objection 3. Natural life pertains to man’s sub-
stance, and hence cannot be more or less; but man partakes
of the life of grace accidentally, and hence man may possess it
more or less.

Ia IIae q. 112 a. 5Whether man can know that he has grace?

Objection 1. It would seem thatman can know that he has
grace. For grace by its physical reality is in the soul. Now the
soul has most certain knowledge of those things that are in it
by their physical reality, as appears from Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. xii, 31). Hence grace may be known most certainly by one
who has grace.

Objection 2. Further, as knowledge is a gi of God, so is
grace. But whoever receives knowledge from God, knows that
he has knowledge, according to Wis. 7:17: e Lord “hath
given me the true knowledge of the things that are.” Hence,
with equal reason, whoever receives grace from God, knows
that he has grace.

Objection 3. Further, light is more knowable than dark-
ness, since, according to the Apostle (Eph. 5:13), “all that is
made manifest is light,” Now sin, which is spiritual darkness,
may be knownwith certainty by one that is in sin.Muchmore,
therefore, may grace, which is spiritual light, be known.

Objection 4. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 2:12):

“Now we have received not the Spirit of this world, but the
Spirit that is of God; that we may know the things that are
given us from God.” Now grace is God’s first gi. Hence, the
man who receives grace by the Holy Spirit, by the same Holy
Spirit knows the grace given to him.

Objection 5. Further, it was said by the Lord to Abraham
(Gn. 22:12): “Now I know that thou fearest God,” i.e. “I have
made thee know.” Now He is speaking there of chaste fear,
which is not apart from grace. Hence a man may know that
he has grace.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Eccles. 9:1): “Manknoweth
not whether he be worthy of love or hatred.” Now sanctifying
grace maketh a man worthy of God’s love. erefore no one
can know whether he has sanctifying grace.

I answer that, ere are three ways of knowing a thing:
first, by revelation, and thus anyone may know that he has
grace, for God by a special privilege reveals this at times to
some, in order that the joy of safety may begin in them even
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in this life, and that they may carry on toilsome works with
greater trust and greater energy, and may bear the evils of this
present life, aswhen itwas said toPaul (2Cor. 12:9): “Mygrace
is sufficient for thee.”

Secondly, a man may, of himself, know something, and
with certainty; and in this way no one can know that he has
grace. For certitude about a thing canonly behadwhenwemay
judge of it by its proper principle. us it is by undemonstra-
ble universal principles that certitude is obtained concerning
demonstrative conclusions. Now no one can know he has the
knowledge of a conclusion if he does not know its principle.
But the principle of grace and its object is God, Who by rea-
son of His very excellence is unknown to us, according to Job
36:26: “Behold God is great, exceeding our knowledge.” And
hence His presence in us and His absence cannot be known
with certainty, according to Job9:11: “IfHe come tome, I shall
not see Him; if He depart I shall not understand.” And hence
man cannot judge with certainty that he has grace, according
to 1 Cor. 4:3,4: “But neither do I judge my own self…but He
that judgeth me is the Lord.”

irdly, things are known conjecturally by signs; and thus
anyone may know he has grace, when he is conscious of de-
lighting inGod, andof despisingworldly things, and inasmuch
as aman is not conscious of anymortal sin. And thus it is writ-
ten (Apoc. 2:17): “To him that overcometh I will give the hid-
den manna…which no man knoweth, but he that receiveth it,”
because whoever receives it knows, by experiencing a certain
sweetness, which he who does not receive it, does not experi-
ence. Yet this knowledge is imperfect; hence the Apostle says
(1Cor. 4:4): “I am not conscious tomyself of anything, yet am
I not hereby justified,” since, according to Ps. 18:13: “Who can
understand sins? Frommy secret ones cleanseme,OLord, and

from those of others spare y servant.”
Reply to Objection 1. ose things which are in the

soul by their physical reality, are known through experimen-
tal knowledge; in so far as through acts man has experience of
their inward principles: thus when we wish, we perceive that
we have a will; and when we exercise the functions of life, we
observe that there is life in us.

Reply to Objection 2. It is an essential condition of
knowledge that a man should have certitude of the objects of
knowledge; and again, it is an essential condition of faith that
aman should be certain of the things of faith, and this, because
certitude belongs to the perfection of the intellect, wherein
these gis exist. Hence, whoever has knowledge or faith is cer-
tain that he has them.But it is otherwisewith grace and charity
and such like, which perfect the appetitive faculty.

Reply toObjection 3. Sin has for its principal object com-
mutable good, which is known to us. But the object or end of
grace is unknown to us on account of the greatness of its light,
according to 1 Tim. 6:16: “Who…inhabiteth light inaccessi-
ble.”

Reply to Objection 4. e Apostle is here speaking of the
gis of glory, which have been given to us in hope, and these
we knowmost certainly by faith, althoughwe do not know for
certain thatwehave grace to enable us tomerit them.Or itmay
be said that he is speaking of the privileged knowledge, which
comes of revelation. Hence he adds (1 Cor. 2:10): “But to us
God hath revealed them by His Spirit.”

Reply toObjection 5.What was said to Abrahammay re-
fer to experimental knowledge which springs from deeds of
whichwe are cognizant. For in the deed thatAbrahamhad just
wrought, he could know experimentally that he had the fear of
God. Or it may refer to a revelation.
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Of the Effects of Grace
(In Ten Articles)

We have now to consider the effect of grace; (1) the justification of the ungodly, which is the effect of operating grace; and
(2) merit, which is the effect of cooperating grace. Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) What is the justification of the ungodly?
(2) Whether grace is required for it?
(3) Whether any movement of the free-will is required?
(4) Whether a movement of faith is required?
(5) Whether a movement of the free-will against sin is required?
(6) Whether the remission of sins is to be reckoned with the foregoing?
(7) Whether the justification of the ungodly is a work of time or is sudden?
(8) Of the natural order of the things concurring to justification;
(9) Whether the justification of the ungodly is God’s greatest work?

(10) Whether the justification of the ungodly is miraculous?

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 1Whether the justification of the ungodly is the remission of sins?

Objection1. It would seem that the justification of the un-
godly is not the remissionof sins. For sin is opposednot only to
justice, but to all the other virtues, as stated above (q. 71, a. 1).
Now justification signifies a certainmovement towards justice.
erefore not even remission of sin is justification, sincemove-
ment is from one contrary to the other.

Objection 2. Further, everything ought to be named from
what is predominant in it, according to De Anima ii, text. 49.
Now the remission of sins is brought about chiefly by faith, ac-
cording to Acts 15:9: “Purifying their hearts by faith”; and by
charity, according to Prov. 10:12: “Charity covereth all sins.”
erefore the remission of sins ought to be named aer faith
or charity rather than justice.

Objection 3. Further, the remission of sins seems to be the
same as being called, for whoever is called is afar off, andwe are
afar off fromGodby sin. But one is called before being justified
according to Rom. 8:30: “And whom He called, them He also
justified.” erefore justification is not the remission of sins.

On the contrary,OnRom. 8:30, “WhomHe called, them
He also justified,” the gloss says i.e. “by the remission of sins.”
erefore the remission of sins is justification.

I answer that, Justification taken passively implies a move-
ment towards heat. But since justice, by its nature, implies a
certain rectitude of order, it may be taken in two ways: first,
inasmuch as it implies a right order in man’s act, and thus jus-
tice is placed amongst the virtues—either as particular justice,
which directs a man’s acts by regulating them in relation to his
fellowman—or as legal justice, which directs a man’s acts by
regulating them in their relation to the common good of soci-
ety, as appears from Ethic. v, 1.

Secondly, justice is so-called inasmuch as it implies a cer-
tain rectitude of order in the interior dispositionof aman, in so
far as what is highest inman is subject toGod, and the inferior

powers of the soul are subject to the superior, i.e. to the reason;
and this disposition the Philosopher calls “justice metaphori-
cally speaking” (Ethic. v, 11). Now this justice may be in man
in two ways: first, by simple generation, which is from priva-
tion to form; and thus justification may belong even to such
as are not in sin, when they receive this justice from God, as
Adam is said to have received original justice. Secondly, this
justice may be brought about inman by amovement from one
contrary to the other, and thus justification implies a trans-
mutation from the state of injustice to the aforesaid state of
justice. And it is thus we are now speaking of the justification
of the ungodly, according to the Apostle (Rom. 4:5): “But to
him that worketh not, yet believeth in Him that justifieth the
ungodly,” etc. And because movement is named aer its term
“whereto” rather than from its term “whence,” the transmuta-
tion whereby anyone is changed by the remission of sins from
the state of ungodliness to the state of justice, borrows its name
from its term “whereto,” and is called “justification of the un-
godly.”

Reply to Objection 1. Every sin, inasmuch as it implies
the disorder of a mind not subject to God, may be called in-
justice, as being contrary to the aforesaid justice, according to
1 Jn. 3:4: “Whosoever committeth sin, committeth also iniq-
uity; and sin is iniquity.” And thus the removal of any sin is
called the justification of the ungodly.

Reply to Objection 2. Faith and charity imply a special
directing of the human mind to God by the intellect and will;
whereas justice implies a general rectitude of order. Hence this
transmutation is named aer justice rather than aer charity
or faith.

Reply to Objection 3. Being called refers to God’s help
moving and exciting our mind to give up sin, and this motion
of God is not the remission of sins, but its cause.
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Ia IIae q. 113 a. 2Whether the infusion of grace is required for the remission of guilt, i.e. for the justification of
the ungodly?

Objection 1. It would seem that for the remission of guilt,
which is the justification of the ungodly, no infusion of grace is
required. For anyone may be moved from one contrary with-
out being led to the other, if the contraries are not immediate.
Now the state of guilt and the state of grace are not immediate
contraries; for there is themiddle state of innocence wherein a
manhas neither grace nor guilt.Hence amanmaybepardoned
his guilt without his being brought to a state of grace.

Objection 2. Further, the remission of guilt consists in the
Divine imputation, according to Ps. 31:2: “Blessed is the man
to whom the Lord hath not imputed sin.” Now the infusion
of grace puts something into our soul, as stated above (q. 110,
a. 1).Hence the infusion of grace is not required for the remis-
sion of guilt.

Objection 3. Further, no one can be subject to two con-
traries at once. Now some sins are contraries, as wastefulness
and miserliness. Hence whoever is subject to the sin of waste-
fulness is not simultaneously subject to the sin of miserliness,
yet itmayhappen that hehas been subject to it hitherto.Hence
by sinningwith the vice of wastefulness he is freed from the sin
of miserliness. And thus a sin is remitted without grace.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 3:24): “Justified
freely by His grace.”

I answer that, by sinning a man offends God as stated
above (q. 71, a. 5 ). Now an offense is remitted to anyone, only
when the soul of the offender is at peace with the offended.
Hence sin is remitted to us, when God is at peace with us,
and this peace consists in the love whereby God loves us. Now
God’s love, considered on the part of the Divine act, is eternal
and unchangeable; whereas, as regards the effect it imprints on
us, it is sometimes interrupted, inasmuch as we sometimes fall
short of it and once more require it. Now the effect of the Di-

vine love in us, which is taken away by sin, is grace, whereby a
man is made worthy of eternal life, from which sin shuts him
out.Hence we could not conceive the remission of guilt, with-
out the infusion of grace.

Reply to Objection 1. More is required for an offender
to pardon an offense, than for one who has committed no of-
fense, not to be hated. For it may happen amongst men that
one man neither hates nor loves another. But if the other of-
fends him, then the forgiveness of the offense can only spring
from a special goodwill. Now God’s goodwill is said to be re-
stored to man by the gi of grace; and hence although a man
before sinningmaybewithout grace andwithout guilt, yet that
he is without guilt aer sinning can only be because he has
grace.

Reply to Objection 2. As God’s love consists not merely
in the act of the Divine will but also implies a certain effect
of grace, as stated above (q. 110, a. 1), so likewise, when God
does not impute sin to a man, there is implied a certain effect
in him to whom the sin is not imputed; for it proceeds from
the Divine love, that sin is not imputed to a man by God.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Nup. et
Concup. i, 26), if to leave off sinning was the same as to have
no sin, it would be enough if Scripture warned us thus: “ ‘My
son, hast thou sinned? do sonomore?’Now this is not enough,
but it is added: ‘But for thy former sins also pray that theymay
be forgiven thee.’ ” For the act of sin passes, but the guilt re-
mains, as stated above (q. 87, a. 6). Hence when anyone passes
from the sin of one vice to the sin of a contrary vice, he ceases
to have the act of the former sin, but he does not cease to have
the guilt, hence he may have the guilt of both sins at once. For
sins are not contrary to each other on the part of their turning
from God, wherein sin has its guilt.

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 3Whether for the justification of the ungodly is required a movement of the free-will?

Objection 1. It would seem that no movement of the
free-will is required for the justification of the ungodly. For
we see that by the sacrament of Baptism, infants and some-
times adults are justified without a movement of their free-
will: hence Augustine says (Confess. iv) that when one of his
friends was taken with a fever, “he lay for a long time senseless
and in a deadly sweat, and when he was despaired of, he was
baptized without his knowing, and was regenerated”; which is
effected by sanctifying grace. Now God does not confine His
power to the sacraments. Hence He can justify a man without
the sacraments, and without any movement of the free-will.

Objection 2. Further, a man has not the use of reason
when asleep, and without it there can be no movement of
the free-will. But Solomon received from God the gi of wis-
dom when asleep, as related in 3 Kings 3 and 2 Paral 1. Hence

with equal reason the gi of sanctifying grace is sometimes be-
stowed byGod onmanwithout themovement of his free-will.

Objection 3. Further, grace is preserved by the same cause
as brings it into being, for Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 12)
that “so ought man to turn to God as he is ever made just by
Him.” Now grace is preserved in man without a movement of
his free-will. Hence it can be infused in the beginning without
a movement of the free-will.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 6:45): “Every one that
hath heard of the Father, and hath learned, cometh to Me.”
Now to learn cannot be without a movement of the free-will,
since the learner assents to the teacher. Hence, no one comes
to the Father by justifying grace without a movement of the
free-will.

I answer that, e justification of the ungodly is brought
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about by God moving man to justice. For He it is “that justi-
fieth the ungodly” according to Rom. 4:5. Now God moves
everything in its own manner, just as we see that in natural
things, what is heavy and what is light are moved differently,
on account of their diverse natures. Hence He moves man to
justice according to the condition of his human nature. But it
is man’s proper nature to have free-will. Hence in himwho has
the use of reason, God’s motion to justice does not take place
without amovement of the free-will; butHe so infuses the gi
of justifying grace that at the same timeHemoves the free-will
to accept the gi of grace, in such as are capable of beingmoved
thus.

Reply toObjection1. Infants are not capable of themove-
ment of their free-will; hence it is by themere infusion of their
souls that God moves them to justice. Now this cannot be
brought about without a sacrament; because as original sin,
from which they are justified, does not come to them from
their own will, but by carnal generation, so also is grace given
them by Christ through spiritual regeneration. And the same
reason holds good with madmen and idiots that have never
had the use of their free-will. But in the case of one who has
had the use of his free-will and aerwards has lost it either
through sickness or sleep, he does not obtain justifying grace
by the exterior rite of Baptism, or of any other sacrament, un-
less he intended to make use of this sacrament, and this can
only be by the use of his free-will. And it was in this way that
he of whom Augustine speaks was regenerated, because both
previously and aerwards he assented to the Baptism.

Reply to Objection 2. Solomon neither merited nor re-

ceived wisdom whilst asleep; but it was declared to him in his
sleep that on account of his previous desire wisdom would be
infused into him by God. Hence it is said in his person (Wis.
7:7): “I wished, and understanding was given unto me.”

Or itmay be said that his sleepwas not natural, butwas the
sleep of prophecy, according toNum. 12:6: “If there be among
you a prophet of the Lord, I will appear to him in a vision, or I
will speak to him in a dream.” In such cases the use of free-will
remains.

And yet it must be observed that the comparison between
the gi of wisdom and the gi of justifying grace does not
hold. For the gi of justifying grace especially ordains a man
to good, which is the object of the will; and hence a man is
moved to it by amovement of the will which is a movement of
free-will. But wisdomperfects the intellect which precedes the
will; hence without any complete movement of the free-will,
the intellect can be enlightened with the gi of wisdom, even
as we see that things are revealed to men in sleep, according to
Job33:15,16: “Whendeep sleep falleth uponmen and they are
sleeping in their beds, then He openeth the ears of men, and
teaching, instructeth them in what they are to learn.”

Reply to Objection 3. In the infusion of justifying grace
there is a certain transmutation of the human soul, and hence
a propermovement of the human soul is required in order that
the soul may be moved in its own manner. But the conserva-
tion of grace is without transmutation: no movement on the
part of the soul is required but only a continuation of the Di-
vine influx.

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 4Whether a movement of faith is required for the justification of the ungodly?

Objection 1. It would seem that no movement of faith is
required for the justification of the ungodly. For as a man is
justified by faith, so also by other things, viz. by fear, of which
it is written (Ecclus. 1:27): “e fear of the Lord driveth out
sin, for he that is without fear cannot be justified”; and again
by charity, according to Lk. 7:47: “Many sins are forgiven her
because she hath loved much”; and again by humility, accord-
ing to James 4:6: “God resisteth the proud and giveth grace to
the humble”; and again by mercy, according to Prov. 15:27:
“By mercy and faith sins are purged away.” Hence the move-
ment of faith is no more required for the justification of the
ungodly, than the movements of the aforesaid virtues.

Objection 2. Further, the act of faith is required for justifi-
cation only inasmuch as aman knowsGod by faith. But aman
may know God in other ways, viz. by natural knowledge, and
by the gi of wisdom. Hence no act of faith is required for the
justification of the ungodly.

Objection 3. Further, there are several articles of faith.
erefore if the act of faith is required for the justification of
the ungodly, it would seem that aman ought to think on every
article of faith when he is first justified. But this seems incon-

venient, since such thought would require a long delay of time.
Hence it seems that an act of faith is not required for the jus-
tification of the ungodly.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 5:1): “Being justified
therefore by faith, let us have peace with God.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3) a movement of free-
will is required for the justification of the ungodly, inasmuch
as man’s mind is moved by God. Now God moves man’s soul
by turning it to Himself according to Ps. 84:7 (Septuagint):
“ou wilt turn us, O God, and bring us to life.” Hence for
the justification of the ungodly a movement of the mind is re-
quired, by which it is turned to God. Now the first turning to
God is by faith, according to Heb. 11:6: “He that cometh to
God must believe that He is.” Hence a movement of faith is
required for the justification of the ungodly.

Reply to Objection 1. e movement of faith is not per-
fect unless it is quickened by charity; hence in the justification
of the ungodly, a movement of charity is infused together with
the movement of faith. Now free-will is moved to God by be-
ing subject to Him; hence an act of filial fear and an act of hu-
mility also concur. For it may happen that one and the same
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act of free-will springs from different virtues, when one com-
mands and another is commanded, inasmuch as the act may
be ordained to various ends. But the act of mercy counteracts
sin either by way of satisfying for it, and thus it follows justi-
fication; or by way of preparation, inasmuch as the merciful
obtain mercy; and thus it can either precede justification, or
concur with the other virtues towards justification, inasmuch
as mercy is included in the love of our neighbor.

Reply to Objection 2. By natural knowledge a man is not
turned to God, according as He is the object of beatitude and

the cause of justification. Hence such knowledge does not suf-
fice for justification. But the gi of wisdom presupposes the
knowledge of faith, as stated above (q. 68, a. 4, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 3. As the Apostle says (Rom. 4:5),
“to him that…believeth in Him that justifieth the ungodly his
faith is reputed to justice, according to the purpose of the grace
of God.” Hence it is clear that in the justification of the un-
godly an act of faith is required in order that amanmay believe
that God justifies man through the mystery of Christ.

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 5Whether for the justification of the ungodly there is required a movement of the free-will to-
wards sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that nomovement of the free-
will towards sin is required for the justification of the ungodly.
For charity alone suffices to take away sin, according to Prov.
10:12: “Charity covereth all sins.” Now the object of charity
is not sin. erefore for this justification of the ungodly no
movement of the free-will towards sin is required.

Objection 2. Further, whoever is tending onward, ought
not to look back, according to Phil. 3:13,14: “Forgetting the
things that are behind, and stretching forth myself to those
that are before, I press towards themark, to the prize of the su-
pernal vocation.” But whoever is stretching forth to righteous-
ness has his sins behind him. Hence he ought to forget them,
and not stretch forth to them by a movement of his free-will.

Objection 3. Further, in the justification of the ungodly
one sin is not remitted without another, for “it is irreverent to
expect half a pardon fromGod”*. Hence, in the justification of
the ungodly, if man’s free-will must move against sin, he ought
to think of all his sins. But this is unseemly, both because a
great space of time would be required for such thought, and
because a man could not obtain the forgiveness of such sins as
he had forgotten.Hence for the justification of the ungodly no
movement of the free-will is required.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 31:5): “I will confess
againstmyselfmy injustice to theLord; andouhast forgiven
the wickedness of my sin.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the justification of
the ungodly is a certain movement whereby the human mind
is moved by God from the state of sin to the state of justice.
Hence it is necessary for the human mind to regard both ex-
tremes by an act of free-will, as a body in local movement is
related to both terms of the movement. Now it is clear that

in local movement the moving body leaves the term “whence”
and nears the term “whereto.” Hence the human mind whilst
it is being justified, must, by a movement of its free-will with-
draw from sin and draw near to justice.

Now to withdraw from sin and to draw near to justice, in
an act of free-will,means detestation anddesire. ForAugustine
says on the words “the hireling fleeth,” etc. ( Jn. 10:12): “Our
emotions are the movements of our soul; joy is the soul’s out-
pouring; fear is the soul’s flight; your soul goes forward when
you seek; your soul flees, when you are afraid.” Hence in the
justification of the ungodly there must be two acts of the free-
will—one,whereby it tends toGod’s justice; the otherwhereby
it hates sin.

Reply toObjection 1. It belongs to the same virtue to seek
one contrary and to avoid the other; and hence, as it belongs
to charity to love God, so likewise, to detest sin whereby the
soul is separated from God.

Reply toObjection 2.Aman ought not to return to those
things that are behind, by loving them; but, for that matter, he
ought to forget them, lest he be drawn to them. Yet he ought
to recall them to mind, in order to detest them; for this is to
fly from them.

Reply toObjection3.Previous to justification amanmust
detest each sin he remembers to have committed, and from
this remembrance the soul goes on tohave a generalmovement
of detestation with regard to all sins committed, in which are
included such sins as have been forgotten. For a man is then in
such a frame of mind that he would be sorry even for those he
does not remember, if they were present to his memory; and
this movement cooperates in his justification.

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 6Whether the remission of sins ought to be reckoned amongst the things required for justifica-
tion?

Objection 1. It would seem that the remission of sins
ought not to be reckoned amongst the things required for jus-
tification. For the substance of a thing is not reckoned together
with those that are required for a thing; thus aman is not reck-

oned together with his body and soul. But the justification
of the ungodly is itself the remission of sins, as stated above
(a. 1).erefore the remission of sins ought not to be reckoned
among the things required for the justification of the ungodly.

* Cap., Sunt. plures: Dist. iii, De Poenit.
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Objection 2. Further, infusion of grace and remission of
sins are the same; as illumination and expulsion of darkness
are the same. But a thing ought not to be reckoned together
with itself; for unity is opposed to multitude. erefore the
remission of sins ought not to be reckoned with the infusion
of grace.

Objection 3. Further, the remission of sin follows as effect
from cause, from the free-will’s movement towards God and
sin; since it is by faith and contrition that sin is forgiven. But
an effect ought not to be reckoned with its cause; since things
thus enumerated together, and, as it were, condivided, are by
nature simultaneous. Hence the remission of sins ought not to
be reckoned with the things required for the justification of
the ungodly.

On the contrary, In reckoning what is required for a thing
we ought not to pass over the end, which is the chief part of
everything. Now the remission of sins is the end of the justi-
fication of the ungodly; for it is written (Is. 27:9): “is is all
the fruit, that the sin thereof should be taken away.”Hence the
remission of sins ought to be reckoned amongst the things re-
quired for justification.

I answer that, ere are four things which are accounted
to be necessary for the justification of the ungodly, viz. the in-
fusion of grace, the movement of the free-will towards God
by faith, the movement of the free-will towards sin, and the
remission of sins. e reason for this is that, as stated above
(a. 1), the justification of the ungodly is a movement whereby
the soul ismoved byGod from a state of sin to a state of justice.
Now in themovementwhereby one thing ismovedby another,
three things are required: first, the motion of the mover; sec-

ondly, the movement of the moved; thirdly, the consumma-
tion of the movement, or the attainment of the end. On the
part of the Divine motion, there is the infusion of grace; on
the part of the free-will which is moved, there are two move-
ments—ofdeparture fromthe term“whence,” andof approach
to the term “whereto”; but the consummation of the move-
ment or the attainment of the end of the movement is implied
in the remission of sins; for in this is the justification of the
ungodly completed.

Reply to Objection 1. e justification of the ungodly is
called the remission of sins, even as every movement has its
species from its term. Nevertheless, many other things are re-
quired in order to reach the term, as stated above (a. 5).

Reply toObjection2.einfusion of grace and the remis-
sion of sin may be considered in two ways: first, with respect
to the substance of the act, and thus they are the same; for by
the same act God bestows grace and remits sin. Secondly, they
may be considered on the part of the objects; and thus they
differ by the difference between guilt, which is taken away, and
grace, which is infused; just as in natural things generation and
corruption differ, although the generation of one thing is the
corruption of another.

Reply to Objection 3. is enumeration is not the divi-
sion of a genus into its species, in which the things enumer-
ated must be simultaneous; but it is division of the things re-
quired for the completion of anything; and in this enumera-
tion we may have what precedes and what follows, since some
of the principles and parts of a composite thing may precede
and some follow.

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 7Whether the justification of the ungodly takes place in an instant or successively?

Objection1. It would seem that the justification of the un-
godly does not take place in an instant, but successively, since,
as already stated (a. 3), for the justification of the ungodly,
there is required a movement of free-will. Now the act of the
free-will is choice, which requires the deliberation of counsel,
as stated above (q. 13, a. 1).Hence, since deliberation implies a
certain reasoning process, and this implies succession, the jus-
tification of the ungodly would seem to be successive.

Objection 2. Further, the free-will’s movement is not
without actual consideration. But it is impossible to under-
stand many things actually and at once, as stated above ( Ia,
q. 85, a. 4). Hence, since for the justification of the ungodly
there is required a movement of the free-will towards several
things, viz. towards God and towards sin, it would seem im-
possible for the justification of the ungodly to be in an instant.

Objection 3. Further, a form that may be greater or less,
e.g. blackness or whiteness, is received successively by its sub-
ject. Now grace may be greater or less, as stated above (q. 112,
a. 4). Hence it is not received suddenly by its subject. ere-
fore, seeing that the infusion of grace is required for the justi-

fication of the ungodly, it would seem that the justification of
the ungodly cannot be in an instant.

Objection 4. Further, the free-will’s movement, which co-
operates in justification, is meritorious; and hence it must pro-
ceed from grace, without which there is no merit, as we shall
state further on (q. 114, a. 2). Now a thing receives its form be-
fore operating by this form. Hence grace is first infused, and
then the free-will is moved towards God and to detest sin.
Hence justification is not all at once.

Objection5.Further, if grace is infused into the soul, there
must be an instant when it first dwells in the soul; so, too, if sin
is forgiven there must be a last instant that man is in sin. But
it cannot be the same instant, otherwise opposites would be in
the same simultaneously. Hence they must be two successive
instants; between which there must be time, as the Philoso-
pher says (Phys. vi, 1). erefore the justification of the un-
godly takes place not all at once, but successively.

On the contrary,e justification of the ungodly is caused
by the justifying grace of the Holy Spirit. Now the Holy Spirit
comes to men’s minds suddenly, according to Acts 2:2: “And
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suddenly there came a sound from heaven as of a mighty wind
coming,” upon which the gloss says that “the grace of theHoly
Ghost knows no tardy efforts.” Hence the justification of the
ungodly is not successive, but instantaneous.

I answer that, e entire justification of the ungodly con-
sists as to its origin in the infusion of grace. For it is by grace
that free-will is moved and sin is remitted. Now the infusion
of grace takes place in an instant and without succession. And
the reason of this is that if a form be not suddenly impressed
upon its subject, it is either because that subject is notdisposed,
or because the agent needs time to dispose the subject. Hence
we see that immediately the matter is disposed by a preced-
ing alteration, the substantial form accrues to the matter; thus
because the atmosphere of itself is disposed to receive light,
it is suddenly illuminated by a body actually luminous. Now
it was stated (q. 112, a. 2) that God, in order to infuse grace
into the soul, needs no disposition, save what He Himself has
made. And sometimes this sufficient disposition for the recep-
tion of graceHemakes suddenly, sometimes gradually and suc-
cessively, as stated above (q. 112, a. 2, ad 2). For the reason
why a natural agent cannot suddenly dispose matter is that in
the matter there is a resistant which has some disproportion
with the power of the agent; andhencewe see that the stronger
the agent, the more speedily is the matter disposed. erefore,
since the Divine power is infinite, it can suddenly dispose any
matter whatsoever to its form; andmuchmoreman’s free-will,
whosemovement is bynature instantaneous.erefore the jus-
tification of the ungodly by God takes place in an instant.

Reply to Objection 1. e movement of the free-will,
which concurs in the justification of the ungodly, is a consent
to detest sin, and to draw near to God; and this consent takes
place suddenly. Sometimes, indeed, it happens that delibera-
tion precedes, yet this is not of the substance of justification,
but a way of justification; as local movement is a way of illumi-
nation, and alteration to generation.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above ( Ia, q. 85, a. 5),
there is nothing to prevent two things being understood at
once, in so far as they are somehow one; thus we understand
the subject andpredicate together, inasmuch as they are united
in the order of one affirmation. And in the same manner can
the free-will be moved to two things at once in so far as one is
ordained to the other. Now the free-will’s movement towards
sin is ordained to the free-will’s movement towards God, since
a man detests sin, as contrary to God, to Whom he wishes to
cling. Hence in the justification of the ungodly the free-will
simultaneously detests sin and turns to God, even as a body
approaches one point and withdraws from another simultane-

ously.
Reply to Objection 3. e reason why a form is not re-

ceived instantaneously in the matter is not the fact that it can
inhere more or less; for thus the light would not be suddenly
received in the air, which can be illumined more or less. But
the reason is to be sought on the part of the disposition of the
matter or subject, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 4. e same instant the form is ac-
quired, the thing begins to operate with the form; as fire, the
instant it is generated moves upwards, and if its movement
was instantaneous, it would be terminated in the same in-
stant.Now towill and not towill—themovements of the free-
will—are not successive, but instantaneous. Hence the justifi-
cation of the ungodly must not be successive.

Reply to Objection 5. e succession of opposites in the
same subjectmust be looked at differently in the things that are
subject to time and in those that are above time. For in those
that are in time, there is no last instant in which the previous
form inheres in the subject; but there is the last time, and the
first instant that the subsequent form inheres in the matter or
subject; and this for the reason, that in time we are not to con-
sider one instant, since neither do instants succeed each other
immediately in time, nor points in a line, as is proved in Physic.
vi, 1. But time is terminated by an instant. Hence in the whole
of the previous time wherein anything is moving towards its
form, it is under the opposite form; but in the last instant of
this time, which is the first instant of the subsequent time, it
has the form which is the term of the movement.

But in those that are above time, it is otherwise. For if there
be any succession of affections or intellectual conceptions in
them (as in the angels), such succession is not measured by
continuous time, but by discrete time, even as the things mea-
sured are not continuous, as stated above ( Ia, q. 53, Aa. 2,3).
In these, therefore, there is a last instant in which the preced-
ing is, and a first instant in which the subsequent is. Nor must
there be time in between, since there is no continuity of time,
which this would necessitate.

Now the humanmind, which is justified, is, in itself, above
time, but is subject to time accidentally, inasmuch as it un-
derstands with continuity and time, with respect to the phan-
tasms in which it considers the intelligible species, as stated
above ( Ia, q. 85, Aa. 1,2).Wemust, therefore, decide from this
about its change as regards the condition of temporal move-
ments, i.e. we must say that there is no last instant that sin in-
heres, but a last time; whereas there is a first instant that grace
inheres; and in all the time previous sin inhered.
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Ia IIae q. 113 a. 8Whether the infusion of grace is naturally the first of the things required for the justification
of the ungodly?

Objection 1. It would seem that the infusion of grace is
not what is naturally required first for the justification of the
ungodly. For we withdraw from evil before drawing near to
good, according to Ps. 33:15: “Turn away from evil, and do
good.” Now the remission of sins regards the turning away
from evil, and the infusion of grace regards the turning to
good. Hence the remission of sin is naturally before the infu-
sion of grace.

Objection 2. Further, the disposition naturally precedes
the form to which it disposes. Now the free-will’s movement is
a disposition for the reception of grace. erefore it naturally
precedes the infusion of grace.

Objection 3. Further, sin hinders the soul from tending
freely to God. Now a hindrance to movement must be re-
moved before the movement takes place. Hence the remission
of sin and the free-will’s movement towards sin are naturally
before the infusion of grace.

On the contrary, e cause is naturally prior to its ef-
fect. Now the infusion of grace is the cause of whatever is
required for the justification of the ungodly, as stated above
(a. 7). erefore it is naturally prior to it.

I answer that, e aforesaid four things required for the
justification of the ungodly are simultaneous in time, since the
justification of the ungodly is not successive, as stated above
(a. 7); but in the order of nature, one is prior to another; and in
their natural order the first is the infusion of grace; the second,
the free-will’smovement towardsGod; the third, the free-will’s
movement towards sin; the fourth, the remission of sin.

e reason for this is that in every movement the motion
of the mover is naturally first; the disposition of the matter,
or the movement of the moved, is second; the end or term of
the movement in which the motion of the mover rests, is last.
Now the motion of God the Mover is the infusion of grace, as
stated above (a. 6); themovement or disposition of themoved
is the free-will’s double movement; and the term or end of the
movement is the remission of sin, as stated above (a. 6). Hence
in their natural order the first in the justification of the un-
godly is the infusionof grace; the second is the free-will’smove-
ment towards God; the third is the free-will’s movement to-
wards sin, for he who is being justified detests sin because it is

against God, and thus the free-will’s movement towards God
naturally precedes the free-will’s movement towards sin, since
it is its cause and reason; the fourth and last is the remission
of sin, to which this transmutation is ordained as to an end, as
stated above (Aa. 1,6).

Reply toObjection 1.ewithdrawal from one term and
approach to anothermay be looked at in twoways: first, on the
part of the thing moved, and thus the withdrawal from a term
naturally precedes the approach to a term, since in the subject
of movement the opposite which is put away is prior to the
opposite which the subject moved attains to by its movement.
But on the part of the agent it is the other way about, since
the agent, by the form pre-existing in it, acts for the removal of
the opposite form; as the sun by its light acts for the removal
of darkness, and hence on the part of the sun, illumination is
prior to the removal of darkness; but on the part of the atmo-
sphere to be illuminated, to be freed from darkness is, in the
order of nature, prior to being illuminated, although both are
simultaneous in time. And since the infusion of grace and the
remission of sin regard God Who justifies, hence in the order
of nature the infusion of grace is prior to the freeing from sin.
But if we look at what is on the part of the man justified, it
is the other way about, since in the order of nature the being
freed from sin is prior to the obtaining of justifying grace.Or it
may be said that the term “whence” of justification is sin; and
the term “whereto” is justice; and that grace is the cause of the
forgiveness of sin and of obtaining of justice.

Reply to Objection 2. e disposition of the subject pre-
cedes the reception of the form, in the order of nature; yet it
follows the actionof the agent,whereby the subject is disposed.
And hence the free-will’s movement precedes the reception of
grace in the order of nature, and follows the infusion of grace.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Phys. ii,
9), in movements of the soul the movement toward the spec-
ulative principle or the practical end is the very first, but in
exterior movements the removal of the impediment precedes
the attainment of the end. And as the free-will’s movement is a
movement of the soul, in the order of nature it moves towards
God as to its end, before removing the impediment of sin.

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 9Whether the justification of the ungodly is God’s greatest work?

Objection1. It would seem that the justification of the un-
godly is not God’s greatest work. For it is by the justification
of the ungodly that we attain the grace of a wayfarer. Now by
glorificationwe receive heavenly grace, which is greater.Hence
the glorification of angels and men is a greater work than the
justification of the ungodly.

Objection2.Further, the justification of the ungodly is or-

dained to the particular good of one man. But the good of the
universe is greater than the good of one man, as is plain from
Ethic. i, 2. Hence the creation of heaven and earth is a greater
work than the justification of the ungodly.

Objection 3. Further, to make something from nothing,
where there is nought to cooperate with the agent, is greater
than tomake something with the cooperation of the recipient.
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Now in the work of creation something is made from noth-
ing, and hence nothing can cooperate with the agent; but in
the justification of the ungodly God makes something from
something, i.e. a just man from a sinner, and there is a cooper-
ation on man’s part, since there is a movement of the free-will,
as stated above (a. 3). Hence the justification of the ungodly is
not God’s greatest work.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 144:9): “His tender
mercies are over all His works,” and in a collect* we say: “O
God, Who dost show forth ine all-mightiness most by par-
doning and having mercy,” and Augustine, expounding the
words, “greater than these shall he do” ( Jn. 14:12) says that “for
a just man to be made from a sinner, is greater than to create
heaven and earth.”

I answer that, A work may be called great in two ways:
first, on the part of the mode of action, and thus the work of
creation is the greatest work, wherein something is made from
nothing; secondly, a work may be called great on account of
what is made, and thus the justification of the ungodly, which
terminates at the eternal good of a share in the Godhead, is
greater than the creation of heaven and earth, which termi-
nates at the good of mutable nature. Hence, Augustine, aer
saying that “for a just man to be made from a sinner is greater
than to create heaven and earth,” adds, “for heaven and earth

shall pass away, but the justification of the ungodly shall en-
dure.”

Again, we must bear in mind that a thing is called great
in two ways: first, in an absolute quantity, and thus the gi
of glory is greater than the gi of grace that sanctifies the un-
godly; and in this respect the glorification of the just is greater
than the justification of the ungodly. Secondly, a thing may be
said to be great in proportionate quantity, and thus the gi of
grace that justifies the ungodly is greater than the gi of glory
that beatifies the just, for the gi of grace exceeds the worthi-
ness of the ungodly, who areworthy of punishment,more than
the gi of glory exceeds the worthiness of the just, who by the
fact of their justification are worthy of glory. Hence Augustine
says: “Let him that can, judge whether it is greater to create the
angels just, than to justify the ungodly. Certainly, if they both
betoken equal power, one betokens greater mercy.”

And thus the reply to the first is clear.
Reply to Objection 2. e good of the universe is greater

than the particular goodof one, ifwe consider both in the same
genus. But the good of grace in one is greater than the good of
nature in the whole universe.

Reply to Objection 3. is objection rests on the manner
of acting, in which way creation is God’s greatest work.

Ia IIae q. 113 a. 10Whether the justification of the ungodly is a miraculous work?

Objection1. It would seem that the justification of the un-
godly is a miraculous work. For miraculous works are greater
than non-miraculous. Now the justification of the ungodly is
greater than the other miraculous works, as is clear from the
quotation fromAugustine (a. 9).Hence the justification of the
ungodly is a miraculous work.

Objection 2. Further, themovement of the will in the soul
is like the natural inclination in natural things. But when God
works in natural things against their inclination of their na-
ture, it is amiraculouswork, aswhenHe gave sight to the blind
or raised the dead. Now the will of the ungodly is bent on evil.
Hence, since God in justifying a man moves him to good, it
would seem that the justification of the ungodly is miraculous.

Objection 3. Further, as wisdom is a gi of God, so also is
justice. Now it is miraculous that anyone should suddenly ob-
tain wisdom from God without study. erefore it is miracu-
lous that the ungodly should be justified by God.

On the contrary, Miraculous works are beyond natural
power. Now the justification of the ungodly is not beyond nat-
ural power; for Augustine says (De Praed. Sanct. v) that “to be
capable of having faith and to be capable of having charity be-
longs to man’s nature; but to have faith and charity belongs
to the grace of the faithful.” erefore the justification of the
ungodly is not miraculous.

I answer that, In miraculous works it is usual to find three
things: the first is on the part of the active power, because they

can only be performed by Divine power; and they are sim-
ply wondrous, since their cause is hidden, as stated above ( Ia,
q. 105, a. 7).And thus both the justification of the ungodly and
the creation of the world, and, generally speaking, every work
that can be done by God alone, is miraculous.

Secondly, in certain miraculous works it is found that the
form introduced is beyond the natural power of suchmatter, as
in the resurrection of the dead, life is above the natural power
of such a body. And thus the justification of the ungodly is not
miraculous, because the soul is naturally capable of grace; since
from its having beenmade to the likeness of God, it is fit to re-
ceive God by grace, as Augustine says, in the above quotation.

irdly, in miraculous works something is found besides
the usual and customary order of causing an effect, as when a
sick man suddenly and beyond the wonted course of healing
by nature or art, receives perfect health; and thus the justifi-
cation of the ungodly is sometimes miraculous and sometimes
not. For the common andwonted course of justification is that
God moves the soul interiorly and that man is converted to
God, first by an imperfect conversion, that it may aerwards
become perfect; because “charity begun merits increase, and
when increasedmerits perfection,” as Augustine says (In Epist.
Joan. Tract. v). Yet God sometimes moves the soul so vehe-
mently that it reaches the perfection of justice at once, as took
place in the conversion of Paul, which was accompanied at
the same time by a miraculous external prostration. Hence the

* Tenth Sunday aer Pentecost.
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conversion of Paul is commemorated in the Church as mirac-
ulous.

Reply to Objection 1. Certain miraculous works, al-
though they are less than the justification of the ungodly, as
regards the good caused, are beyond the wonted order of such
effects, and thus have more of the nature of a miracle.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not a miraculous work, when-
ever a natural thing is moved contrary to its inclination, oth-
erwise it would be miraculous for water to be heated, or for
a stone to be thrown upwards; but only whenever this takes

place beyond the order of the proper cause, which naturally
does this. Now no other cause save God can justify the un-
godly, even as nothing save fire can heat water. Hence the jus-
tification of the ungodly by God is not miraculous in this re-
spect.

Reply to Objection 3. A man naturally acquires wisdom
and knowledge from God by his own talent and study. Hence
it is miraculous when a man is made wise or learned outside
this order. But a man does not naturally acquire justifying
grace by his own action, but byGod’s.Hence there is no parity.
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Of Merit

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider merit, which is the effect of cooperating grace; and under this head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a man can merit anything from God?
(2) Whether without grace anyone can merit eternal life?
(3) Whether anyone with grace may merit eternal life condignly?
(4) Whether it is chiefly through the instrumentality of charity that grace is the principle of merit?
(5) Whether a man may merit the first grace for himself ?
(6) Whether he may merit it for someone else?
(7) Whether anyone can merit restoration aer sin?
(8) Whether he can merit for himself an increase of grace or charity?
(9) Whether he can merit final perseverance?

(10) Whether temporal goods fall under merit?

Ia IIae q. 114 a. 1Whether a man may merit anything from God?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man can merit noth-
ing from God. For no one, it would seem, merits by giving
another his due. But by all the good we do, we cannot make
sufficient return to God, since yet more is His due, as also
the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 14). Hence it is written (Lk.
17:10): “When you have done all these things that are com-
manded you, say: We are unprofitable servants; we have done
thatwhichweought todo.”erefore aman canmerit nothing
from God.

Objection 2. Further, it would seem that a man merits
nothing from God, by what profits himself only, and profits
God nothing. Now by acting well, a man profits himself or an-
other man, but not God, for it is written ( Job 35:7): “If thou
do justly, what shalt thou give Him, or what shall He receive
of thy hand.” Hence a man can merit nothing from God.

Objection 3. Further, whoever merits anything from an-
other makes him his debtor; for a man’s wage is a debt due to
him. Now God is no one’s debtor; hence it is written (Rom.
11:35): “Who hath first given to Him, and recompense shall
bemade to him?”Hence no one canmerit anything fromGod.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 31:16): “ere is a re-
ward for thy work.” Now a rewardmeans something bestowed
by reason of merit. Hence it would seem that a manmaymerit
from God.

I answer that,Merit and reward refer to the same, for a re-
wardmeans something given anyone in return forwork or toil,
as a price for it.Hence, as it is an act of justice to give a just price
for anything received from another, so also is it an act of justice
tomake a return forwork or toil.Now justice is a kind of equal-
ity, as is clear from the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 3), and hence jus-
tice is simply between those that are simply equal; but where
there is no absolute equality between them, neither is there ab-
solute justice, but there may be a certain manner of justice, as
when we speak of a father’s or a master’s right (Ethic. v, 6), as

the Philosopher says. And hence where there is justice simply,
there is the character of merit and reward simply. But where
there is no simple right, but only relative, there is no character
of merit simply, but only relatively, in so far as the character of
justice is found there, since the child merits something from
his father and the slave from his lord.

Now it is clear that between God and man there is the
greatest inequality: for they are infinitely apart, and all man’s
good is from God. Hence there can be no justice of absolute
equality between man and God, but only of a certain propor-
tion, inasmuch as both operate aer their own manner. Now
themanner andmeasure of human virtue is in man fromGod.
Hence man’s merit with God only exists on the presupposi-
tion of the Divine ordination, so that man obtains from God,
as a reward of his operation, what God gave him the power
of operation for, even as natural things by their proper move-
ments and operations obtain that towhich theywere ordained
by God; differently, indeed, since the rational creature moves
itself to act by its free-will, hence its action has the character of
merit, which is not so in other creatures.

Reply to Objection 1. Man merits, inasmuch as he does
what he ought, by his free-will; otherwise the act of justice
whereby anyone discharges a debt would not be meritorious.

Reply to Objection 2. God seeks from our goods not
profit, but glory, i.e. the manifestation of His goodness; even
as He seeks it also in His own works. Now nothing accrues
to Him, but only to ourselves, by our worship of Him. Hence
wemerit fromGod, not that by our works anything accrues to
Him, but inasmuch as we work for His glory.

Reply to Objection 3. Since our action has the character
of merit, only on the presupposition of the Divine ordination,
it does not follow that God is made our debtor simply, butHis
own, inasmuch as it is right thatHis will should be carried out.
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Ia IIae q. 114 a. 2Whether anyone without grace can merit eternal life?

Objection 1. It would seem that without grace anyone can
merit eternal life. Formanmerits fromGodwhat he is divinely
ordained to, as stated above (a. 1).Nowmanbyhis nature is or-
dained to beatitude as his end; hence, too, he naturally wishes
to be blessed.Hencemanbyhis natural endowments andwith-
out grace can merit beatitude which is eternal life.

Objection 2. Further, the less a work is due, themoremer-
itorious it is. Now, less due is that work which is done by one
who has received fewer benefits. Hence, since he who has only
natural endowments has received fewer gis from God, than
hewhohas gratuitous gis as well as nature, it would seem that
his works are more meritorious with God. And thus if he who
has grace canmerit eternal life to some extent,muchmoremay
he who has no grace.

Objection 3.Further, God’smercy and liberality infinitely
surpass human mercy and liberality. Now a man may merit
from another, even though he has not hitherto had his grace.
Muchmore, therefore, would it seem that amanwithout grace
may merit eternal life.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 6:23): “e
grace of God, life everlasting.”

I answer that,Manwithout grace may be looked at in two
states, as was said above (q. 109, a. 2): the first, a state of perfect
nature, inwhichAdamwas before his sin; the second, a state of
corrupt nature, in which we are before being restored by grace.
erefore, if we speak ofman in the first state, there is only one
reason whyman cannotmerit eternal life without grace, by his
purely natural endowments, viz. because man’s merit depends
on theDivine pre-ordination.Nowno act of anythingwhatso-
ever is divinely ordained to anything exceeding the proportion
of the powers which are the principles of its act; for it is a law
ofDivine providence that nothing shall act beyond its powers.
Now everlasting life is a good exceeding the proportion of cre-
ated nature; since it exceeds its knowledge and desire, accord-

ing to 1 Cor. 2:9: “Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither
hath it entered into the heart of man.” And hence it is that no
created nature is a sufficient principle of an act meritorious of
eternal life, unless there is added a supernatural gi, which we
call grace. But if we speak of man as existing in sin, a second
reason is added to this, viz. the impediment of sin. For since
sin is an offense against God, excluding us from eternal life, as
is clear fromwhat has been said above (q. 71, a. 6; q. 113, a. 2),
no one existing in a state of mortal sin can merit eternal life
unless first he be reconciled to God, through his sin being for-
given, which is brought about by grace. For the sinner deserves
not life, but death, according to Rom. 6:23: “e wages of sin
is death.”

Reply to Objection 1. God ordained human nature to at-
tain the end of eternal life, not by its own strength, but by the
help of grace; and in this way its act can bemeritorious of eter-
nal life.

Reply to Objection 2. Without grace a man cannot have
a work equal to a work proceeding from grace, since the more
perfect the principle, the more perfect the action. But the ob-
jection would hold good, if we supposed the operations equal
in both cases.

Reply to Objection 3. With regard to the first reason ad-
duced, the case is different in God and in man. For a man
receives all his power of well-doing from God, and not from
man.Hence a man canmerit nothing fromGod except byHis
gi, which the Apostle expresses aptly saying (Rom. 11:35):
“Who hath first given to Him, and recompense shall be made
to him?” Butmanmaymerit fromman, before he has received
anything from him, by what he has received from God.

But as regards the second proof taken from the impedi-
ment of sin, the case is similar with man and God, since one
man cannot merit from another whom he has offended, un-
less he makes satisfaction to him and is reconciled.

Ia IIae q. 114 a. 3Whether a man in grace can merit eternal life condignly?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man in grace cannot
merit eternal life condignly, for the Apostle says (Rom. 8:18):
“e sufferings of this time are not worthy [condignae] to be
compared with the glory to come, that shall be revealed in us.”
But of all meritorious works, the sufferings of the saints would
seem the most meritorious. erefore no works of men are
meritorious of eternal life condignly.

Objection 2. Further, on Rom. 6:23, “e grace of God,
life everlasting,” a gloss says: “He might have truly said: ‘e
wages of justice, life everlasting’; but He preferred to say ‘e
grace ofGod, life everlasting,’ thatwemayknowthatGod leads
us to life everlasting of His own mercy and not by our merits.”
Now when anyone merits something condignly he receives it
not from mercy, but from merit. Hence it would seem that a

man with grace cannot merit life everlasting condignly.
Objection 3. Further, merit that equals the reward, would

seem to be condign. Now no act of the present life can equal
everlasting life, which surpasses our knowledge and our desire,
and moreover, surpasses the charity or love of the wayfarer,
even as it exceeds nature. erefore with grace a man cannot
merit eternal life condignly.

On the contrary, What is granted in accordance with a
fair judgment, would seem a condign reward. But life everlast-
ing is granted byGod, in accordance with the judgment of jus-
tice, according to 2 Tim. 4:8: “As to the rest, there is laid up
for me a crown of justice, which the Lord, the just judge, will
render tome in that day.”ereforemanmerits everlasting life
condignly.
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I answer that, Man’s meritorious work may be considered
in two ways: first, as it proceeds from free-will; secondly, as it
proceeds from the grace of the Holy Ghost. If it is considered
as regards the substance of thework, and inasmuch as it springs
from the free-will, there can be no condignity because of the
very great inequality. But there is congruity, on account of an
equality of proportion: for it would seem congruous that, if a
man does what he can, God should reward him according to
the excellence of his power.

If, however, we speak of a meritorious work, inasmuch as
it proceeds from the grace of the Holy Ghost moving us to
life everlasting, it is meritorious of life everlasting condignly.
For thus the value of its merit depends upon the power of the
HolyGhostmoving us to life everlasting according to Jn. 4:14:
“Shall become in him a fount of water springing up into life ev-
erlasting.” And the worth of the work depends on the dignity

of grace, whereby a man, being made a partaker of the Divine
Nature, is adopted as a son of God, to whom the inheritance
is due by right of adoption, according to Rom. 8:17: “If sons,
heirs also.”

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle is speaking of the sub-
stance of these sufferings.

Reply to Objection 2. is saying is to be understood of
the first cause of our reaching everlasting life, viz. God’s mercy.
But our merit is a subsequent cause.

Reply toObjection 3.e grace of theHoly Ghost which
we have at present, although unequal to glory in act, is equal to
it virtually as the seed of a tree, wherein the whole tree is virtu-
ally. So likewise by grace of theHolyGhost dwells inman; and
He is a sufficient cause of life everlasting; hence, 2 Cor. 1:22,
He is called the “pledge” of our inheritance.

Ia IIae q. 114 a. 4Whether grace is the principle of merit through charity rather than the other virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace is not the princi-
ple of merit through charity rather than the other virtues. For
wages are due to work, according to Mat. 20:8: “Call the la-
borers and pay them their hire.”Now every virtue is a principle
of some operation, since virtue is an operative habit, as stated
above (q. 55, a. 2). Hence every virtue is equally a principle of
merit.

Objection 2.Further, theApostle says (1Cor. 3:8): “Every
man shall receive his own reward according to his labor.” Now
charity lessens rather than increases the labor, because as Au-
gustine says (De Verbis Dom., Serm. lxx), “love makes all hard
and repulsive tasks easy and next to nothing.” Hence charity is
no greater principle of merit than any other virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the greatest principle of merit
would seem to be the onewhose acts aremostmeritorious. But
the acts of faith and patience or fortitudewould seem to be the
mostmeritorious, as appears in themartyrs, who strove for the
faith patiently and bravely even till death. Hence other virtues
are a greater principle of merit than charity.

On the contrary, Our Lord said ( Jn. 14:21): “He that
lovethMe, shall be loved ofMy Father; and I will love him and
will manifest Myself to him.” Now everlasting life consists in
themanifest knowledge of God, according to Jn. 17:3: “is is
eternal life: that theymay knowee, the only true” and living
“God.” Hence the merit of eternal life rests chiefly with char-
ity.

I answer that,Aswemay gather fromwhat has been stated
above (a. 1), human acts have the nature of merit from two
causes: first and chiefly from the Divine ordination, inasmuch
as acts are said to merit that good to which man is divinely or-
dained. Secondly, on the part of free-will, inasmuch as man,
more than other creatures, has the power of voluntary acts by

acting by himself. And in both these ways does merit chiefly
rest with charity. For we must bear in mind that everlasting
life consists in the enjoyment of God. Now the human mind’s
movement to the fruition of the Divine good is the proper act
of charity, whereby all the acts of the other virtues are ordained
to this end, since all the other virtues are commanded by char-
ity. Hence the merit of life everlasting pertains first to charity,
and secondly, to the other virtues, inasmuch as their acts are
commanded by charity. So, likewise, is it manifest that what
we do out of love we do most willingly. Hence, even inasmuch
as merit depends on voluntariness, merit is chiefly attributed
to charity.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity, inasmuch as it has the last
end for object, moves the other virtues to act. For the habit to
which the end pertains always commands the habits to which
the means pertain, as was said above (q. 9, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 2. A work can be toilsome and diffi-
cult in twoways: first, from the greatness of thework, and thus
the greatness of the work pertains to the increase of merit; and
thus charity does not lessen the toil—rather, it makes us un-
dertake the greatest toils, “for it does great things, if it exists,”
as Gregory says (Hom. in Evang. xxx). Secondly, from the de-
fect of the operator; for what is not done with a ready will is
hard and difficult to all of us, and this toil lessens merit and is
removed by charity.

Reply to Objection 3. e act of faith is not meritorious
unless “faith…worketh by charity” (Gal. 5:6). So, too, the acts
of patience and fortitude are notmeritorious unless amandoes
them out of charity, according to 1 Cor. 13:3: “If I should de-
liver my body to be burned, and have not charity, it profiteth
me nothing.”
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Ia IIae q. 114 a. 5Whether a man may merit for himself the first grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that amanmaymerit for him-
self the first grace, because, as Augustine says (Ep. clxxxvi),
“faith merits justification.” Now a man is justified by the first
grace. erefore a man may merit the first grace.

Objection 2. Further, God gives grace only to the worthy.
Now, no one is said to be worthy of some good, unless he has
merited it condignly. erefore we may merit the first grace
condignly.

Objection3.Further,withmenwemaymerit a gi already
received. us if a man receives a horse from his master, he
merits it by a good use of it in his master’s service. Now God
ismuchmore bountiful thanman.Muchmore, therefore, may
a man, by subsequent works, merit the first grace already re-
ceived from God.

On the contrary, e nature of grace is repugnant to re-
ward of works, according to Rom. 4:4: “Now to him that wor-
keth, the reward is not reckoned according to grace but accord-
ing to debt.” Now a man merits what is reckoned to him ac-
cording to debt, as the reward of his works. Hence a man may
not merit the first grace.

I answer that, e gi of grace may be considered in two
ways: first in the nature of a gratuitous gi, and thus it is mani-
fest that allmerit is repugnant to grace, since as theApostle says
(Rom. 11:6), “if by grace, it is not now by works.” Secondly, it
may be considered as regards the nature of the thing given, and
thus, also, it cannot come under the merit of him who has not
grace, both because it exceeds the proportion of nature, and
because previous to grace a man in the state of sin has an ob-

stacle to hismeriting grace, viz. sin. Butwhen anyonehas grace,
the grace already possessed cannot come under merit, since re-
ward is the term of the work, but grace is the principle of all
our good works, as stated above (q. 109). But of anyone mer-
its a further gratuitous gi by virtue of the preceding grace, it
would not be the first grace. Hence it is manifest that no one
can merit for himself the first grace.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (Retract. i, 23),
he was deceived on this point for a time, believing the begin-
ning of faith to be fromus, and its consummation tobe granted
us byGod; and this he here retracts. And seemingly it is in this
sense that he speaks of faith as meriting justification. But if we
suppose, as indeed it is a truth of faith, that the beginning of
faith is in us from God, the first act must flow from grace; and
thus it cannot be meritorious of the first grace. erefore man
is justified by faith, not as though man, by believing, were to
merit justification, but that, he believes, whilst he is being jus-
tified; inasmuch as a movement of faith is required for the jus-
tification of the ungodly, as stated above (q. 113, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 2. God gives grace to none but to the
worthy, not that they were previously worthy, but that by His
graceHemakes themworthy,Who alone “canmake him clean
that is conceived of unclean seed” ( Job 14:4).

Reply to Objection 3. Man’s every good work proceeds
from the first grace as from its principle; but not from any gi
ofman.Consequently, there is no comparison between gis of
grace and gis of men.

Ia IIae q. 114 a. 6Whether a man can merit the first grace for another?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man can merit the first
grace for another. Because on Mat. 9:2: “Jesus seeing their
faith,” etc. a gloss says: “Howmuch is our personal faith worth
with God, Who set such a price on another’s faith, as to heal
themanboth inwardly andoutwardly!”Now inwardhealing is
brought about by grace. Hence a man can merit the first grace
for another.

Objection 2. Further, the prayers of the just are not
void, but efficacious, according to James 5:16: “e continued
prayer of a just man availeth much.” Now he had previously
said: “Pray one for another, that you may be saved.” Hence,
since man’s salvation can only be brought about by grace, it
seems that one man may merit for another his first grace.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Lk. 16:9): “Make unto
you friends of the mammon of iniquity, that when you shall
fail they may receive you into everlasting dwellings.” Now it
is through grace alone that anyone is received into everlasting
dwellings, for by it alone does anyone merit everlasting life as
stated above (a. 2; q. 109, a. 5). Hence one man may by merit
obtain for another his first grace.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 15:1): “If Moses and
Samuel shall stand beforeMe,My soul is not towards this peo-
ple” —yet they had great merit with God. Hence it seems that
no one can merit the first grace for another.

I answer that, As shown above (Aa. 1,3,4), our works are
meritorious from two causes: first, by virtue of theDivinemo-
tion; and thus wemerit condignly; secondly, according as they
proceed from free-will in so far as we do them willingly, and
thus they have congruous merit, since it is congruous that
when a man makes good use of his power God should by His
super-excellent power work still higher things. And therefore
it is clear that no one can merit condignly for another his
first grace, save Christ alone; since each one of us is moved by
God to reach life everlasting through the gi of grace; hence
condignmerit does not reach beyond thismotion. ButChrist’s
soul ismoved byGod through grace, not only so as to reach the
glory of life everlasting, but so as to lead others to it, inasmuch
as He is the Head of the Church, and the Author of human
salvation, according to Heb. 2:10: “Who hath brought many
children into glory [to perfect] the Author of their salvation.”
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But onemaymerit the first grace for another congruously;
because a man in grace fulfils God’s will, and it is congruous
and in harmony with friendship that God should fulfil man’s
desire for the salvation of another, although sometimes there
may be an impediment on the part of him whose salvation the
just man desires. And it is in this sense that the passage from
Jeremias speaks.

Reply to Objection 1. A man’s faith avails for another’s
salvation by congruous and not by condign merit.

Reply to Objection 2. e impetration of prayer rests on
mercy, whereas condign merit rests on justice; hence a man

may impetrate many things from the Divine mercy in prayer,
which he does not merit in justice, according to Dan. 9:18:
“For it is not for our justifications that we present our prayers
before y face, but for the multitude of y tender mercies.”

Reply to Objection 3. e poor who receive alms are said
to receive others into everlasting dwellings, either by impetrat-
ing their forgiveness in prayer, or by meriting congruously by
other goodworks, ormaterially speaking, inasmuch as by these
good works of mercy, exercised towards the poor, we merit to
be received into everlasting dwellings.

Ia IIae q. 114 a. 7Whether a man may merit restoration aer a fall?

Objection 1. It would seem that anyone may merit for
himself restoration aer a fall. For what a man may justly ask
of God, he may justly merit. Now nothing may more justly be
besought of God than to be restored aer a fall, as Augustine
says*, according to Ps. 70:9: “When my strength shall fail, do
not ou forsake me.” Hence a man may merit to be restored
aer a fall.

Objection 2. Further, a man’s works benefit himself more
than another. Now a man may, to some extent, merit for an-
other his restoration aer a fall, even as his first grace. Much
more, therefore, may he merit for himself restoration aer a
fall.

Objection 3. Further, when aman is once in grace hemer-
its life everlasting by the good works he does, as was shown
above (a. 2; q. 109, a. 5). Now no one can attain life everlast-
ing unless he is restored by grace. Hence it would seem that he
merits for himself restoration.

On the contrary, It is written (Ezech. 18:24): “If the just
man turn himself away from his justice and do iniquity…all his
justices which he hath done shall not be remembered.” ere-
fore his previous merits will nowise help him to rise again.
Hence no one can merit for himself restoration aer a fall.

I answer that,No one canmerit for himself restoration af-
ter a future fall, either condignly or congruously. He cannot
merit for himself condignly, since the reason of this merit de-
pends on the motion of Divine grace, and this motion is in-
terrupted by the subsequent sin; hence all benefits which he
aerwards obtains from God, whereby he is restored, do not

fall under merit—the motion of the preceding grace not ex-
tending to them. Again, congruous merit, whereby one merits
the first grace for another, is prevented from having its effect
on account of the impediment of sin in the one for whom it
is merited. Much more, therefore, is the efficacy of such merit
impeded by the obstacle which is in him who merits, and in
him for whom it is merited; for both these are in the same per-
son. And therefore aman can nowisemerit for himself restora-
tion aer a fall.

Reply to Objection 1. e desire whereby we seek for
restoration aer a fall is called just, and likewise the prayer
whereby this restoration is besought is called just, because it
tends to justice; and not that it depends on justice by way of
merit, but only on mercy.

Reply toObjection 2.Anyonemay congruously merit for
another his first grace, because there is no impediment (at least,
on the part of him who merits), such as is found when anyone
recedes from justice aer the merit of grace.

Reply to Objection 3. Some have said that no one “abso-
lutely” merits life everlasting except by the act of final grace,
but only “conditionally,” i.e. if he perseveres. But it is unrea-
sonable to say this, for sometimes the act of the last grace is
notmore, but less meritorious than preceding acts, on account
of the prostration of illness. Hence it must be said that every
act of charity merits eternal life absolutely; but by subsequent
sin, there arises an impediment to the preceding merit, so that
it does not obtain its effect; just as natural causes fail of their
effects on account of a supervening impediment.

Ia IIae q. 114 a. 8Whether a man may merit the increase of grace or charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that aman cannotmerit an in-
crease of grace or charity. For when anyone receives the reward
he merited no other reward is due to him; thus it was said of
some (Mat. 6:2): “ey have received their reward.” Hence, if
anyone were to merit the increase of charity or grace, it would
follow that, when his grace has been increased, he could not
expect any further reward, which is unfitting.

Objection 2. Further, nothing acts beyond its species. But
the principle of merit is grace or charity, as was shown above
(Aa. 2, 4). erefore no one can merit greater grace or charity
than he has.

Objection 3. Further, what falls under merit a man merits
by every act flowing from grace or charity, as by every such act
a manmerits life everlasting. If, therefore, the increase of grace

* Cf. Ennar. i super Ps. lxx..
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or charity falls under merit, it would seem that by every act
quickened by charity a man would merit an increase of char-
ity. Butwhat amanmerits, he infallibly receives fromGod, un-
less hindered by subsequent sin; for it is written (2Tim. 1:12):
“I know Whom I have believed, and I am certain that He is
able to keep that which I have committed unto Him.” Hence
it would follow that grace or charity is increased by everymeri-
torious act; and thiswould seem impossible since at timesmer-
itorious acts are not very fervent, and would not suffice for the
increase of charity. erefore the increase of charity does not
come under merit.

On the contrary, Augustine says (super Ep. Joan.; cf. Ep.
clxxxvi) that “charitymerits increase, and being increasedmer-
its to be perfected.” Hence the increase of grace or charity falls
under merit.

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 6,7), whatever themo-
tion of grace reaches to, falls under condign merit. Now the
motion of a mover extends not merely to the last term of the
movement, but to the whole progress of the movement. But
the term of the movement of grace is eternal life; and progress
in this movement is by the increase of charity or grace accord-

ing to Prov. 4:18: “But the path of the just as a shining light,
goeth forward and increaseth even to perfect day,” which is the
day of glory. And thus the increase of grace falls under condign
merit.

Reply to Objection 1. Reward is the term of merit. But
there is a double term of movement, viz. the last, and the in-
termediate, which is both beginning and term; and this term
is the reward of increase. Now the reward of human favor is as
the last end to those who place their end in it; hence such as
these receive no other reward.

Reply to Objection 2. e increase of grace is not above
the virtuality of the pre-existing grace, although it is above its
quantity, even as a tree is not above the virtuality of the seed,
although above its quantity.

Reply toObjection3.By everymeritorious act amanmer-
its the increase of grace, equally with the consummation of
grace which is eternal life. But just as eternal life is not given at
once, but in its own time, so neither is grace increased at once,
but in its own time, viz. when aman is sufficiently disposed for
the increase of grace.

Ia IIae q. 114 a. 9Whether a man may merit perseverance?

Objection 1. It would seem that anyone may merit per-
severance. For what a man obtains by asking, can come under
themerit of anyone that is in grace. Nowmen obtain persever-
ance by asking it ofGod; otherwise it would be useless to ask it
of God in the petitions of the Lord’s Prayer, as Augustine says
(DeDono Persev. ii).erefore perseverance may come under
the merit of whoever has grace.

Objection 2. Further, it is more not to be able to sin than
not to sin. But not to be able to sin comes under merit, for we
merit eternal life, of which impeccability is an essential part.
Much more, therefore, may we merit not to sin, i.e. to perse-
vere.

Objection 3. Further, increase of grace is greater than per-
severance in the grace we already possess. But amanmaymerit
an increase of grace, as was stated above (a. 8). Much more,
therefore, may he merit perseverance in the grace he has al-
ready.

On the contrary, What we merit, we obtain from God,
unless it is hindered by sin.Nowmanyhavemeritoriousworks,
who do not obtain perseverance; nor can it be urged that this
takes place because of the impediment of sin, since sin itself is
opposed to perseverance; and thus if anyonewere tomerit per-
severance, God would not permit him to fall into sin. Hence
perseverance does not come under merit.

I answer that, Since man’s free-will is naturally flexible to-
wards good and evil, there are twoways of obtaining fromGod
perseverance in good: first, inasmuch as free-will is determined

to goodby consummate grace,whichwill be in glory; secondly,
on the part of the Divine motion, which inclines man to good
unto the end. Now as explained above (Aa. 6,7,8), that which
is related as a term to the free-will’s movement directed toGod
the mover, falls under human merit; and not what is related to
the aforesaid movement as principle. Hence it is clear that the
perseverance of glory which is the term of the aforesaid move-
ment falls under merit; but perseverance of the wayfarer does
not fall under merit, since it depends solely on the Divine mo-
tion, which is the principle of all merit. Now God freely be-
stows the good of perseverance, on whomsoever He bestows
it.

Reply to Objection 1. We impetrate in prayer things that
we do notmerit, since God hears sinners who beseech the par-
don of their sins, which they do notmerit, as appears fromAu-
gustine* on Jn. 11:31, “Now we know that God doth not hear
sinners,” otherwise it would have been useless for the publican
to say: “O God, be merciful to me a sinner,” Lk. 18:13. So too
may we impetrate of God in prayer the grace of perseverance
either for ourselves or for others, although it does not fall un-
der merit.

Reply toObjection2.eperseverancewhich is inheaven
is compared as term to the free-will’s movement; not so, the
perseverance of the wayfarer, for the reason given in the body
of the article.

In the same way may we answer the third objection which
concerns the increase of grace, as was explained above.

* Tract. xliv in Joan.
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Ia IIae q. 114 a. 10Whether temporal goods fall under merit?

Objection1. It would seem that temporal goods fall under
merit. For what is promised to some as a reward of justice, falls
under merit. Now, temporal goods were promised in the Old
Law as the reward of justice, as appears from Dt. 28. Hence it
seems that temporal goods fall under merit.

Objection 2. Further, that would seem to fall undermerit,
which God bestows on anyone for a service done. But God
sometimes bestows temporal goods on men for services done
for Him. For it is written (Ex. 1:21): “And because the mid-
wives feared God, He built them houses”; on which a gloss of
Gregory (Moral. xviii, 4) says that “life everlasting might have
been awarded them as the fruit of their goodwill, but on ac-
countof their sinof falsehood they received an earthly reward.”
And it is written (Ezech. 29:18): “e King of Babylon hath
made his army to undergo hard service againstTyre…and there
hath been no reward given him,” and further on: “And it shall
be wages for his army…I have given him the land of Egypt be-
cause he hath labored for me.” erefore temporal goods fall
under merit.

Objection 3. Further, as good is to merit so is evil to de-
merit. But on account of the demerit of sin some are pun-
ished byGodwith temporal punishments, as appears from the
Sodomites, Gn. 19. Hence temporal goods fall under merit.

Objection 4. On the contrary, What falls under merit
does not come upon all alike. But temporal goods regard the
good and thewicked alike; according to Eccles. 9:2: “All things
equally happen to the just and the wicked, to the good and to
the evil, to the clean and to the unclean, to him that offereth
victims and to him that despiseth sacrifices.”erefore tempo-
ral goods do not fall under merit.

I answer that, What falls under merit is the reward or
wage, which is a kind of good. Nowman’s good is twofold: the
first, simply; the second, relatively. Now man’s good simply is
his last end (according to Ps. 72:27: “But it is good for men
to adhere tomyGod”) and consequently what is ordained and
leads to this end; and these fall simply undermerit. But the rel-
ative, not the simple, good of man is what is good to him now,
or what is a good to him relatively; and this does not fall under
merit simply, but relatively.

Hence we must say that if temporal goods are considered
as they are useful for virtuous works, whereby we are led to
heaven, they fall directly and simply under merit, even as in-

crease of grace, and everything whereby a man is helped to at-
tain beatitude aer thefirst grace. ForGodgivesmen, both just
and wicked, enough temporal goods to enable them to attain
to everlasting life; and thus these temporal goods are simply
good. Hence it is written (Ps. 33:10): “For there is no want to
them that fearHim,” and again, Ps. 36:25: “I have not seen the
just forsaken,” etc.

But if these temporal goods are considered in themselves,
they are not man’s good simply, but relatively, and thus they
do not fall under merit simply, but relatively, inasmuch as men
are moved by God to do temporal works, in which with God’s
help they reach their purpose. And thus as life everlasting is
simply the reward of the works of justice in relation to the Di-
vinemotion, as stated above (Aa. 3,6), so have temporal goods,
considered in themselves, the nature of reward, with respect
to the Divine motion, whereby men’s wills are moved to un-
dertake these works, even though, sometimes, men have not a
right intention in them.

Reply toObjection1.AsAugustine says (Contra Faust. iv,
2), “in these temporal promises were figures of spiritual things
to come. For the carnal people were adhering to the promises
of the present life; and not merely their speech but even their
life was prophetic.”

Reply toObjection 2.ese rewards are said to have been
divinely brought about in relation to the Divine motion, and
not in relation to the malice of their wills, especially as regards
the King of Babylon, since he did not besiege Tyre as if wish-
ing to serve God, but rather in order to usurp dominion. So,
too, although themidwives had a good will with regard to sav-
ing the children, yet their will was not right, inasmuch as they
framed falsehoods.

Reply to Objection 3. Temporal evils are imposed as a
punishment on the wicked, inasmuch as they are not thereby
helped to reach life everlasting. But to the just who are aided
by these evils they are not punishments butmedicines as stated
above (q. 87, a. 8).

Reply to Objection 4. All things happen equally to the
good and the wicked, as regards the substance of temporal
good or evil; but not as regards the end, since the good and
not the wicked are led to beatitude by them.

And now enough has been said regarding morals in gen-
eral.
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S P   S P
S P   S P, Q 1

Of Faith
(In Ten Articles)

Having to treat now of the theological virtues, we shall begin with Faith, secondly we shall speak of Hope, and thirdly, of
Charity.

e treatise on Faith will be fourfold: (1) Of faith itself; (2) Of the corresponding gis, knowledge and understanding; (3)
Of the opposite vices; (4) Of the precepts pertaining to this virtue.

About faith itself we shall consider: (1) its object; (2) its act; (3) the habit of faith.
Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the object of faith is the First Truth?
(2) Whether the object of faith is something complex or incomplex, i.e. whether it is a thing or a proposition?
(3) Whether anything false can come under faith?
(4) Whether the object of faith can be anything seen?
(5) Whether it can be anything known?
(6) Whether the things to be believed should be divided into a certain number of articles?
(7) Whether the same articles are of faith for all times?
(8) Of the number of articles;
(9) Of the manner of embodying the articles in a symbol;

(10) Who has the right to propose a symbol of faith?

IIa IIae q. 1 a. 1Whether the object of faith is the First Truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that the object of faith is not
the First Truth. For it seems that the object of faith is that
which is proposed to us to be believed. Now not only things
pertaining to the Godhead, i.e. the First Truth, are proposed
to us to be believed, but also things concerningChrist’s human
nature, and the sacraments of the Church, and the condition
of creatures. erefore the object of faith is not only the First
Truth.

Objection 2.Further, faith and unbelief have the same ob-
ject since they are opposed to one another. Now unbelief can
be about all things contained in Holy Writ, for whichever one
of them a man denies, he is considered an unbeliever. ere-
fore faith also is about all things contained in Holy Writ. But
there aremany things therein, concerningman and other crea-
tures. erefore the object of faith is not only the First Truth,
but also created truth.

Objection 3. Further, faith is condivided with charity, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 62, a. 3). Now by charity we love not
only God, who is the sovereign Good, but also our neighbor.
erefore the object of Faith is not only the First Truth.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. vii) that
“faith is about the simple and everlasting truth.” Now this is
the First Truth.erefore the object of faith is the First Truth.

I answer that,eobject of every cognitive habit includes
two things: first, that which is known materially, and is the
material object, so to speak, and, secondly, that whereby it is
known, which is the formal aspect of the object. us in the
science of geometry, the conclusions are what is known ma-

terially, while the formal aspect of the science is the mean of
demonstration, through which the conclusions are known.

Accordingly if we consider, in faith, the formal aspect of
the object, it is nothing else than the First Truth. For the faith
of which we are speaking, does not assent to anything, except
because it is revealed by God. Hence the mean on which faith
is based is the Divine Truth. If, however, we consider mate-
rially the things to which faith assents, they include not only
God, but also many other things, which, nevertheless, do not
come under the assent of faith, except as bearing some relation
to God, in as much as, to wit, through certain effects of the
Divine operation, man is helped on his journey towards the
enjoyment of God. Consequently from this point of view also
the object of faith is, in a way, the First Truth, in as much as
nothing comes under faith except in relation to God, even as
the object of the medical art is health, for it considers nothing
save in relation to health.

Reply to Objection 1. ings concerning Christ’s human
nature, and the sacraments of the Church, or any creatures
whatever, comeunder faith, in so far as by themwe are directed
toGod, and in as much as we assent to them on account of the
Divine Truth.

e same answer applies to the Second Objection, as re-
gards all things contained in Holy Writ.

Reply to Objection 3. Charity also loves our neighbor on
account of God, so that its object, properly speaking, is God,
as we shall show further on (q. 25 , a. 1).
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IIa IIae q. 1 a. 2Whether the object of faith is something complex, by way of a proposition?

Objection 1. It would seem that the object of faith is not
something complex by way of a proposition. For the object of
faith is the First Truth, as stated above (a. 1). Now the First
Truth is something simple. erefore the object of faith is not
something complex.

Objection 2. Further, the exposition of faith is contained
in the symbol.Now the symbol does not contain propositions,
but things: for it is not stated therein thatGod is almighty, but:
“I believe in God…almighty.” erefore the object of faith is
not a proposition but a thing.

Objection 3. Further, faith is succeeded by vision, accord-
ing to 1Cor. 13:12: “We see now through a glass in a darkman-
ner; but then face to face. Now I know in part; but then I shall
know even as I am known.” But the object of the heavenly vi-
sion is something simple, for it is theDivineEssence.erefore
the faith of the wayfarer is also.

On the contrary, Faith is a mean between science and
opinion. Now the mean is in the same genus as the extremes.
Since, then, science and opinion are about propositions, it
seems that faith is likewise about propositions; so that its ob-
ject is something complex.

I answer that, e thing known is in the knower accord-
ing to the mode of the knower. Now the mode proper to the
human intellect is to know the truth by synthesis and analy-
sis, as stated in the Ia, q. 85, a. 5. Hence things that are sim-
ple in themselves, are known by the intellect with a certain
amount of complexity, just as on the other hand, the Divine

intellect knows, without any complexity, things that are com-
plex in themselves.

Accordingly the object of faith may be considered in two
ways. First, as regards the thing itself which is believed, and
thus the object of faith is something simple, namely the thing
itself about which we have faith. Secondly, on the part of the
believer, and in this respect the object of faith is something
complex by way of a proposition.

Hence in the past both opinions have been heldwith a cer-
tain amount of truth.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument considers the object
of faith on the part of the thing believed.

Reply to Objection 2. e symbol mentions the things
about which faith is, in so far as the act of the believer is ter-
minated in them, as is evident from the manner of speaking
about them. Now the act of the believer does not terminate in
a proposition, but in a thing. For as in science we do not form
propositions, except in order to have knowledge about things
through their means, so is it in faith.

Reply to Objection 3. e object of the heavenly vision
will be the First Truth seen in itself, according to 1 Jn. 3:2: “We
know that when He shall appear, we shall be like to Him: be-
cause we shall see Him as He is”: hence that vision will not be
by way of a proposition but by way of a simple understanding.
On the other hand, by faith, we do not apprehend the First
Truth as it is in itself. Hence the comparison fails.

IIa IIae q. 1 a. 3Whether anything false can come under faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that something false can come
under faith. For faith is condivided with hope and charity.
Now something false can come under hope, since many hope
to have eternal life, who will not obtain it. e same may be
said of charity, for many are loved as being good, who, nev-
ertheless, are not good. erefore something false can be the
object of faith.

Objection 2. Further, Abraham believed that Christ
would be born, according to Jn. 8:56: “Abraham your father
rejoiced that hemight seeMy day: he saw it, andwas glad.” But
aer the time of Abraham, God might not have taken flesh,
for it was merely because He willed that He did, so that what
Abraham believed about Christ would have been false. ere-
fore the object of faith can be something false.

Objection 3. Further, the ancients believed in the future
birth of Christ, and many continued so to believe, until they
heard the preaching of theGospel.Now,whenonceChristwas
born, even before He began to preach, it was false that Christ
was yet to be born. erefore something false can come under
faith.

Objection 4. Further, it is a matter of faith, that one

should believe that the true Body of Christ is contained in
the Sacrament of the altar. But it might happen that the bread
was not rightly consecrated, and that there was not Christ’s
true Body there, but only bread.erefore something false can
come under faith.

On the contrary,No virtue that perfects the intellect is re-
lated to the false, considered as the evil of the intellect, as the
Philosopher declares (Ethic. vi, 2). Now faith is a virtue that
perfects the intellect, aswe shall show further on (q. 4,Aa. 2,5).
erefore nothing false can come under it.

I answer that, Nothing comes under any power, habit or
act, except by means of the formal aspect of the object: thus
color cannot be seen except by means of light, and a conclu-
sion cannot be known save through the mean of demonstra-
tion.Now it has been stated (a. 1) that the formal aspect of the
object of faith is the First Truth; so that nothing can come un-
der faith, save in so far as it stands under the First Truth, under
which nothing false can stand, as neither can non-being stand
under being, nor evil under goodness. It follows therefore that
nothing false can come under faith.

Reply to Objection 1. Since the true is the good of the
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intellect, but not of the appetitive power, it follows that all
virtues which perfect the intellect, exclude the false altogether,
because it belongs to the nature of a virtue to bear relation to
the good alone.On the other hand those virtues which perfect
the appetitive faculty, do not entirely exclude the false, for it is
possible to act in accordance with justice or temperance, while
having a false opinion about what one is doing. erefore, as
faith perfects the intellect, whereas hope and charity perfect
the appetitive part, the comparison between them fails.

Nevertheless neither can anything false come under hope,
for a man hopes to obtain eternal life, not by his own power
(since this would be an act of presumption), but with the help
of grace; and if he perseveres therein he will obtain eternal life
surely and infallibly.

In like manner it belongs to charity to love God, wherever
He may be; so that it matters not to charity, whether God be
in the individual whom we love for God’s sake.

Reply to Objection 2. at “God would not take flesh,”

considered in itself was possible even aerAbraham’s time, but
in so far as it stands inGod’s foreknowledge, it has a certain ne-
cessity of infallibility, as explained in the Ia, q. 14, Aa. 13,15:
and it is thus that it comes under faith. Hence in so far as it
comes under faith, it cannot be false.

Reply to Objection 3. Aer Christ’s birth, to believe in
Him,was to believe inChrist’s birth at some time or other.e
fixing of the time, wherein some were deceived was not due to
their faith, but to a human conjecture. For it is possible for a
believer to have a false opinion through a human conjecture,
but it is quite impossible for a false opinion to be the outcome
of faith.

Reply to Objection 4. e faith of the believer is not di-
rected to such and such accidents of bread, but to the fact that
the true body of Christ is under the appearances of sensible
bread, when it is rightly consecrated. Hence if it be not rightly
consecrated, it does not follow that anything false comes under
faith.

IIa IIae q. 1 a. 4Whether the object of faith can be something seen?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the object of faith is some-
thing seen. ForOurLord said toomas ( Jn. 20:29): “Because
thou hast seen Me, omas, thou hast believed.” erefore vi-
sion and faith regard the same object.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle, while speaking of the
knowledge of faith, says (1 Cor. 13:12): “We see now through
a glass in a dark manner.” erefore what is believed is seen.

Objection 3. Further, faith is a spiritual light. Now some-
thing is seen under every light.erefore faith is of things seen.

Objection 4. Further, “Every sense is a kind of sight,” as
Augustine states (De Verb. Domini, Serm. xxxiii). But faith is
of things heard, according to Rom. 10:17: “Faith…cometh by
hearing.” erefore faith is of things seen.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 11:1) that “faith
is the evidence of things that appear not.”

I answer that, Faith implies assent of the intellect to that
which is believed. Now the intellect assents to a thing in two
ways. First, through being moved to assent by its very object,
which is known either by itself (as in the case of first princi-
ples, which are held by the habit of understanding), or through
something else already known (as in the case of conclusions
which are held by the habit of science). Secondly the intellect
assents to something, not through being sufficiently moved to
this assent by its proper object, but through an act of choice,
whereby it turns voluntarily to one side rather than to the
other: and if this be accompanied by doubt or fear of the op-
posite side, there will be opinion, while, if there be certainty

and no fear of the other side, there will be faith.
Now those things are said to be seen which, of themselves,

move the intellect or the senses to knowledge of them.Where-
fore it is evident that neither faith nor opinion can be of things
seen either by the senses or by the intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. omas “saw one thing, and be-
lieved another”*: he saw the Man, and believing Him to be
God, he made profession of his faith, saying: “My Lord and
my God.”

Reply to Objection 2. ose things which come under
faith can be considered in two ways. First, in particular; and
thus they cannot be seen and believed at the same time, as
shown above. Secondly, in general, that is, under the com-
mon aspect of credibility; and in this way they are seen by the
believer. For he would not believe unless, on the evidence of
signs, or of something similar, he saw that they ought to be be-
lieved.

Reply toObjection 3.e light of faithmakes us see what
we believe. For just as, by the habits of the other virtues, man
sees what is becoming to him in respect of that habit, so, by the
habit of faith, the human mind is directed to assent to such
things as are becoming to a right faith, and not to assent to
others.

Reply toObjection 4.Hearing is of words signifyingwhat
is of faith, but not of the things themselves that are believed;
hence it does not follow that these things are seen.

* St. Gregory: Hom. xxvi in Evang.
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IIa IIae q. 1 a. 5Whether those things that are of faith can be an object of science*?

Objection 1. It would seem that those things that are of
faith can be an object of science. For where science is lacking
there is ignorance, since ignorance is the opposite of science.
Nowwe are not in ignorance of those thingswehave to believe,
since ignorance of such things savors of unbelief, according to
1 Tim. 1:13: “I did it ignorantly in unbelief.” erefore things
that are of faith can be an object of science.

Objection 2. Further, science is acquired by reasons. Now
sacred writers employ reasons to inculcate things that are of
faith. erefore such things can be an object of science.

Objection 3. Further, things which are demonstrated are
an object of science, since a “demonstration is a syllogism
that produces science.” Now certainmatters of faith have been
demonstrated by the philosophers, such as the Existence and
Unity of God, and so forth. erefore things that are of faith
can be an object of science.

Objection 4.Further, opinion is further from science than
faith is, since faith is said to stand between opinion and sci-
ence.Nowopinion and science can, in away, be about the same
object, as stated in Poster. i. erefore faith and science can be
about the same object also.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Hom. xxvi in Evang.) that
“when a thing is manifest, it is the object, not of faith, but of
perception.” erefore things that are of faith are not the ob-
ject of perception, whereas what is an object of science is the
object of perception. erefore there can be no faith about
things which are an object of science.

I answer that, All science is derived from self-evident and
therefore “seen” principles; wherefore all objects of science
must needs be, in a fashion, seen.

Now as stated above (a. 4), it is impossible that one and
the same thing should be believed and seen by the same per-
son. Hence it is equally impossible for one and the same thing
to be an object of science and of belief for the same person. It
may happen, however, that a thing which is an object of vision
or science for one, is believed by another: since we hope to see
some day what we now believe about the Trinity, according to
1 Cor. 13:12: “We see now through a glass in a dark manner;
but then face to face”: which vision the angels possess already;
so that what we believe, they see. In like manner it may hap-
pen that what is an object of vision or scientific knowledge for
oneman, even in the state of a wayfarer, is, for anotherman, an
object of faith, because he does not know it by demonstration.

Nevertheless that which is proposed to be believed equally
by all, is equally unknown by all as an object of science: such
are the things which are of faith simply. Consequently faith

and science are not about the same things.
Reply to Objection 1. Unbelievers are in ignorance of

things that are of faith, for neither do they see or know them in
themselves, nor do they know them to be credible. e faith-
ful, on the other hand, know them, not as by demonstration,
but by the light of faith whichmakes them see that they ought
to believe them, as stated above (a. 4, ad 2,3).

Reply toObjection 2.e reasons employed by holy men
to prove things that are of faith, are not demonstrations; they
are either persuasive arguments showing that what is proposed
to our faith is not impossible, or else they are proofs drawn
from the principles of faith, i.e. from the authority of Holy
Writ, as Dionysius declares (Div. Nom. ii). Whatever is based
on these principles is as well proved in the eyes of the faith-
ful, as a conclusion drawn from self-evident principles is in the
eyes of all. Hence again, theology is a science, as we stated at
the outset of this work ( Ia, q. 1, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. ings which can be proved by
demonstration are reckoned among the articles of faith, not
because they are believed simply by all, but because they are a
necessary presupposition tomatters of faith, so that those who
do not known them by demonstration must know them first
of all by faith.

Reply to Objection 4. As the Philosopher says (Poster. i),
“science and opinion about the same object can certainly be
in different men,” as we have stated above about science and
faith; yet it is possible for one and the same man to have sci-
ence and faith about the same thing relatively, i.e. in relation
to the object, but not in the same respect. For it is possible for
the same person, about one and the same object, to know one
thing and to think another: and, in likemanner, onemay know
by demonstration the unity of the Godhead, and, by faith, the
Trinity. On the other hand, in one and the same man, about
the same object, and in the same respect, science is incompat-
ible with either opinion or faith, yet for different reasons. Be-
cause science is incompatible with opinion about the same ob-
ject simply, for the reason that science demands that its object
should be deemed impossible to be otherwise, whereas it is es-
sential to opinion, that its object should be deemed possible to
be otherwise. Yet that which is the object of faith, on account
of the certainty of faith, is also deemed impossible to be oth-
erwise; and the reason why science and faith cannot be about
the same object and in the same respect is because the object
of science is something seen whereas the object of faith is the
unseen, as stated above.

* Science is certain knowledge of a demonstrated conclusion through its demonstration.
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IIa IIae q. 1 a. 6Whether those things that are of faith should be divided into certain articles?

Objection 1. It would seem that those things that are of
faith should not be divided into certain articles. For all things
contained in Holy Writ are matters of faith. But these, by rea-
son of their multitude, cannot be reduced to a certain number.
erefore it seems superfluous to distinguish certain articles of
faith.

Objection 2. Further, material differences can be multi-
plied indefinitely, and therefore art should take no notice of
them. Now the formal aspect of the object of faith is one and
indivisible, as stated above (a. 1), viz. the First Truth, so that
matters of faith cannot be distinguished in respect of their for-
mal object. erefore no notice should be taken of a material
division of matters of faith into articles.

Objection 3. Further, it has been said by some* that “an ar-
ticle is an indivisible truth concerning God, exacting [arctans]
our belief.” Now belief is a voluntary act, since, as Augustine
says (Tract. xxvi in Joan.), “no man believes against his will.”
erefore it seems that matters of faith should not be divided
into articles.

On the contrary, Isidore says: “An article is a glimpse of
Divine truth, tending thereto.” Now we can only get a glimpse
of Divine truth by way of analysis, since things which in God
are one, aremanifold inour intellect.ereforematters of faith
should be divided into articles.

I answer that, theword “article” is apparently derived from
the Greek; for the Greek ἄρθρον† which the Latin renders “ar-
ticulus,” signifies a fitting together of distinct parts: wherefore
the small parts of the body which fit together are called the
articulations of the limbs. Likewise, in the Greek grammar, ar-
ticles are parts of speech which are affixed to words to show
their gender, number or case. Again in rhetoric, articles are
parts that fit together in a sentence, for Tully says (Rhet. iv)
that an article is composed of words each pronounced singly
and separately, thus: “Your passion, your voice, your look, have
struck terror into your foes.”

Hence matters of Christian faith are said to contain dis-
tinct articles, in so far as they are divided into parts, and fit
together. Now the object of faith is something unseen in con-
nection with God, as stated above (a. 4). Consequently any
matter that, for a special reason, is unseen, is a special article;
whereas when several matters are known or not known, under
the same aspect, we are not to distinguish various articles.us
one encounters one difficulty in seeing that God suffered, and

another in seeing that He rose again from the dead, wherefore
the article of the Resurrection is distinct from the article of the
Passion. But thatHe suffered, died andwas buried, present the
same difficulty, so that if one be accepted, it is not difficult to
accept the others; wherefore all these belong to one article.

Reply to Objection 1. Some things are proposed to our
belief are in themselves of faith, while others are of faith, not
in themselves but only in relation to others: even as in sciences
certain propositions are put forward on their own account,
while others are put forward in order tomanifest others. Now,
since the chief object of faith consists in those things which
we hope to see, according toHeb. 11:2: “Faith is the substance
of things to be hoped for,” it follows that those things are in
themselves of faith, which order us directly to eternal life. Such
are the Trinity of Persons in Almighty God‡, the mystery of
Christ’s Incarnation, and the like: and these are distinct arti-
cles of faith.On the other hand certain things inHolyWrit are
proposed to our belief, not chiefly on their own account, but
for the manifestation of those mentioned above: for instance,
that Abraham had two sons, that a dead man rose again at the
touch of Eliseus’ bones, and the like, which are related inHoly
Writ for the purpose of manifesting the Divine mystery or the
Incarnation of Christ: and such things should not form dis-
tinct articles.

Reply to Objection 2. e formal aspect of the object of
faith can be taken in two ways: first, on the part of the thing
believed, and thus there is one formal aspect of all matters of
faith, viz. the First Truth: and from this point of view there is
no distinction of articles. Secondly, the formal aspect of mat-
ters of faith, can be considered from our point of view; and
thus the formal aspect of amatter of faith is that it is something
unseen; and from this point of view there are various distinct
articles of faith, as we saw above.

Reply toObjection 3.is definition of an article is taken
from an etymology of the word as derived from the Latin,
rather than in accordance with its real meaning, as derived
from theGreek: hence it does not carrymuchweight. Yet even
then it could be said that although faith is exacted of no man
by a necessity of coercion, since belief is a voluntary act, yet it
is exacted of him by a necessity of end, since “he that cometh
toGodmust believe thatHe is,” and “without faith it is impos-
sible to please God,” as the Apostle declares (Heb. 11:6).

* Cf. William of Auxerre, Summa Aurea. † Cf. William of Auxerre, Summa Aurea. ‡ e Leonine Edition reads: e ree Persons, the omnipotence
of God, etc.
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IIa IIae q. 1 a. 7Whether the articles of faith have increased in course of time?

Objection 1. It would seem that the articles of faith have
not increased in course of time. Because, as the Apostle says
(Heb. 11:1), “faith is the substance of things to be hoped for.”
Now the same things are to behoped for at all times.erefore,
at all times, the same things are to be believed.

Objection 2. Further, development has taken place, in sci-
ences devised by man, on account of the lack of knowledge
in those who discovered them, as the Philosopher observes
(Metaph. ii). Now the doctrine of faith was not devised by
man, but was delivered to us by God, as stated in Eph. 2:8: “It
is the gi of God.” Since then there can be no lack of knowl-
edge in God, it seems that knowledge of matters of faith was
perfect from the beginning and did not increase as time went
on.

Objection 3. Further, the operation of grace proceeds in
orderly fashion no less than the operation of nature. Now na-
ture alwaysmakes a beginning with perfect things, as Boethius
states (De Consol. iii). erefore it seems that the operation
of grace also began with perfect things, so that those whowere
the first to deliver the faith, knew it most perfectly.

Objection 4. Further, just as the faith of Christ was deliv-
ered to us through the apostles, so too, in the Old Testament,
the knowledge of faith was delivered by the early fathers to
those who came later, according to Dt. 32:7: “Ask thy father,
and he will declare to thee.” Now the apostles were most fully
instructed about the mysteries, for “they received them more
fully than others, even as they received them earlier,” as a gloss
says on Rom. 8:23: “Ourselves also who have the first fruits
of the Spirit.” erefore it seems that knowledge of matters of
faith has not increased as time went on.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xvi in Ezech.) that
“the knowledge of the holy fathers increased as time went
on…and thenearer theywere toOur Savior’s coming, themore
fully did they received the mysteries of salvation.”

I answer that, e articles of faith stand in the same re-
lation to the doctrine of faith, as self-evident principles to
a teaching based on natural reason. Among these principles
there is a certain order, so that some are contained implicitly in
others; thus all principles are reduced, as to their first principle,
to this one: “e same thing cannot be affirmed and denied at
the same time,” as the Philosopher states (Metaph. iv, text. 9).
In like manner all the articles are contained implicitly in cer-
tain primary matters of faith, such as God’s existence, and His
providence over the salvation of man, according to Heb. 11:
“He that cometh to God, must believe that He is, and is a re-
warder to them that seek Him.” For the existence of God in-
cludes all that we believe to exist in God eternally, and in these
our happiness consists; while belief inHis providence includes
all those things which God dispenses in time, for man’s salva-
tion, and which are the way to that happiness: and in this way,
again, some of those articles which follow from these are con-

tained in others: thus faith in the Redemption of mankind in-
cludes belief in the Incarnation of Christ, His Passion and so
forth.

Accordingly we must conclude that, as regards the sub-
stance of the articles of faith, they have not received any in-
crease as time went on: since whatever those who lived later
have believed, was contained, albeit implicitly, in the faith of
those Fathers who preceded them. But there was an increase
in the number of articles believed explicitly, since to those who
lived in later times somewere known explicitly whichwere not
known explicitly by those who lived before them. Hence the
Lord said to Moses (Ex. 6:2,3): “I am the God of Abraham,
the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob*…and My name Adonai
I did not show them”: David also said (Ps. 118:100): “I have
had understanding above ancients”: and theApostle says (Eph.
3:5) that the mystery of Christ, “in other generations was not
known, as it is now revealed toHis holy apostles andprophets.”

Reply to Objection 1. Among men the same things were
always to be hoped for fromChrist. But as they did not acquire
this hope save through Christ, the further they were removed
from Christ in point of time, the further they were from ob-
taining what they hoped for. Hence the Apostle says (Heb.
11:13): “All these died according to faith, not having received
the promises, but beholding them afar off.” Now the further
off a thing is the less distinctly is it seen; wherefore those who
were nigh to Christ’s advent had a more distinct knowledge of
the good things to be hoped for.

Reply to Objection 2. Progress in knowledge occurs in
two ways. First, on the part of the teacher, be he one or many,
who makes progress in knowledge as time goes on: and this is
the kindof progress that takes place in sciences devisedbyman.
Secondly, on the part of the learner; thus the master, who has
perfect knowledge of the art, does not deliver it all at once to
his disciple from the very outset, for he would not be able to
take it all in, but he condescends to the disciple’s capacity and
instructs him little by little. It is in this way that men made
progress in the knowledge of faith as time went on. Hence the
Apostle (Gal. 3:24) compares the state of the Old Testament
to childhood.

Reply to Objection 3. Two causes are requisite before ac-
tual generation can take place, an agent, namely, andmatter. In
the order of the active cause, themore perfect is naturally first;
and in this way nature makes a beginning with perfect things,
since the imperfect is not brought to perfection, except by
something perfect already in existence. On the other hand, in
the order of the material cause, the imperfect comes first, and
in this way nature proceeds from the imperfect to the perfect.
Now in themanifestation of faith, God is the active cause, hav-
ing perfect knowledge from all eternity; while man is likened
tomatter in receiving the influxofGod’s action.Hence, among
men, the knowledge of faith had to proceed from imperfec-

* Vulg.: ‘I am the Lord that appeared to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob’.
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tion to perfection; and, although somemenhave been aer the
manner of active causes, through being doctors of faith, nev-
ertheless the manifestation of the Spirit is given to such men
for the common good, according to 1 Cor. 12:7; so that the
knowledge of faith was imparted to the Fathers who were in-
structors in the faith, so far as was necessary at the time for the
instruction of the people, either openly or in figures.

Reply to Objection 4. e ultimate consummation of

grace was effected by Christ, wherefore the time of His com-
ing is called the “time of fulness*” (Gal. 4:4). Hence those who
were nearest to Christ, wherefore before, like John the Baptist,
or aer, like the apostles, had a fuller knowledge of themyster-
ies of faith; for even with regard to man’s state we find that the
perfection of manhood comes in youth, and that a man’s state
is all the more perfect, whether before or aer, the nearer it is
to the time of his youth.

IIa IIae q. 1 a. 8Whether the articles of faith are suitably formulated?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the articles of faith are un-
suitably formulated. For those things, which can be known by
demonstration, do not belong to faith as to an object of be-
lief for all, as stated above (a. 5 ). Now it can be known by
demonstration that there is one God; hence the Philosopher
proves this (Metaph. xii, text. 52) and many other philoso-
phers demonstrated the same truth. erefore that “there is
one God” should not be set down as an article of faith.

Objection 2. Further, just as it is necessary to faith that we
should believe God to be almighty, so is it too that we should
believe Him to be “all-knowing” and “provident for all,” about
both of which points some have erred. erefore, among the
articles of faith, mention should have been made of God’s wis-
dom and providence, even as of His omnipotence.

Objection 3. Further, to know the Father is the same
things as to know the Son, according to Jn. 14:9: “He that
seeth Me, seeth the Father also.” erefore there ought to be
but one article about the Father and Son, and, for the same
reason, about the Holy Ghost.

Objection 4. Further, the Person of the Father is no less
than the Person of the Son, and of theHoly Ghost. Now there
are several articles about the Person of the Holy Ghost, and
likewise about the Person of the Son. erefore there should
be several articles about the Person of the Father.

Objection 5. Further, just as certain things are said by ap-
propriation, of the Person of the Father and of the Person of
the Holy Ghost, so too is something appropriated to the Per-
son of the Son, in respect of His Godhead. Now, among the
articles of faith, a place is given to a work appropriated to the
Father, viz. the creation, and likewise, a work appropriated to
the Holy Ghost, viz. that “He spoke by the prophets.” ere-
fore the articles of faith should contain some work appropri-
ated to the Son in respect of His Godhead.

Objection 6. Further, the sacrament of the Eucharist
presents a special difficulty over and above the other articles.
erefore it should have been mentioned in a special article:
and consequently it seems that there is not a sufficient number
of articles.

On the contrary stands the authority of the Church who
formulates the articles thus.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 4,6), to faith those
things in themselves belong, the sight of which we shall en-

joy in eternal life, and by which we are brought to eternal life.
Now two things are proposed to us to be seen in eternal life:
viz. the secret of the Godhead, to see which is to possess hap-
piness; and themystery of Christ’s Incarnation, “byWhomwe
have access” to the glory of the sons ofGod, according to Rom.
5:2.Hence it iswritten ( Jn. 17:3): “is is eternal life: that they
may knowee, the…trueGod, and JesusChristWhomou
hast sent.” Wherefore the first distinction in matters of faith is
that some concern the majesty of the Godhead, while others
pertain to the mystery of Christ’s human nature, which is the
“mystery of godliness” (1 Tim. 3:16).

Now with regard to the majesty of the Godhead, three
things are proposed to our belief: first, the unity of the God-
head, to which the first article refers; secondly, the trinity of
the Persons, to which three articles refer, corresponding to the
three Persons; and thirdly, the works proper to the Godhead,
the first of which refers to the order of nature, in relation to
which the article about the creation is proposed to us; the sec-
ond refers to the order of grace, in relation towhich all matters
concerning the sanctification of man are included in one arti-
cle; while the third refers to the order of glory, and in relation
to this another article is proposed to us concerning the resur-
rection of the dead and life everlasting. us there are seven
articles referring to the Godhead.

In likemanner, with regard toChrist’s humannature, there
are seven articles, the first of which refers to Christ’s incarna-
tion or conception; the second, toHis virginal birth; the third,
to His Passion, death and burial; the fourth, to His descent
into hell; the fih, to His resurrection; the sixth, to His ascen-
sion; the seventh, to His coming for the judgment, so that in
all there are fourteen articles.

Some, however, distinguish twelve articles, six pertaining
to the Godhead, and six to the humanity. For they include in
one article the three about the three Persons; because we have
one knowledge of the three Persons: while they divide the arti-
cle referring to the work of glorification into two, viz. the res-
urrection of the body, and the glory of the soul. Likewise they
unite the conception and nativity into one article.

Reply toObjection 1.By faith we holdmany truths about
God, which the philosophers were unable to discover by natu-
ral reason, for instance His providence and omnipotence, and
thatHe alone is to be worshiped, all of which are contained in

* Vulg.: ‘fulness of time’.
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the one article of the unity of God.
Reply toObjection 2.e very name of the Godhead im-

plies a kind of watching over things, as stated in the Ia, q. 13,
a. 8. Now in beings having an intellect, power does not work
save by the will and knowledge. Hence God’s omnipotence in-
cludes, in a way, universal knowledge and providence. For He
wouldnot be able to do allHewills in things here below, unless
He knew them, and exercised His providence over them.

Reply to Objection 3. We have but one knowledge of the
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as to the unity of the Essence,
to which the first article refers: but, as to the distinction of the
Persons, which is by the relations of origin, knowledge of the
Father does indeed, in away, include knowledge of the Son, for
He would not be Father, had He not a Son; the bond whereof
being theHolyGhost. From this point of view, there was a suf-
ficient motive for those who referred one article to the three
Persons. Since, however, with regard to each Person, certain
points have to be observed, about which some happen to fall
into error, looking at it in this way, we may distinguish three
articles about the three Persons. For Arius believed in the om-
nipotence and eternity of the Father, but did not believe the
Son to be co-equal and consubstantial with the Father; hence
the need for an article about the Person of the Son in order to
settle this point. In like manner it was necessary to appoint a
third article about thePersonof theHolyGhost, againstMace-

donius. In the same way Christ’s conception and birth, just
as the resurrection and life everlasting, can from one point of
view be united together in one article, in so far as they are or-
dained to one end; while, from another point of view, they can
be distinct articles, in as much as each one separately presents
a special difficulty.

Reply to Objection 4. It belongs to the Son and Holy
Ghost to be sent to sanctify the creature; and about this several
things have to be believed. Hence it is that there are more arti-
cles about the Persons of the Son and Holy Ghost than about
the Person of the Father,Who is never sent, as we stated in the
Ia, q. 43, a. 4.

Reply to Objection 5. e sanctification of a creature by
grace, and its consummation by glory, is also effected by the
gi of charity, which is appropriated to the Holy Ghost, and
by the gi ofwisdom,which is appropriated to the Son: so that
each work belongs by appropriation, but under different as-
pects, both to the Son and to the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 6. Two things may be considered in
the sacrament of the Eucharist. One is the fact that it is a sacra-
ment, and in this respect it is like the other effects of sanc-
tifying grace. e other is that Christ’s body is miraculously
contained therein and thus it is included under God’s om-
nipotence, like all other miracles which are ascribed to God’s
almighty power.

IIa IIae q. 1 a. 9Whether it is suitable for the articles of faith to be embodied in a symbol?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is unsuitable for the ar-
ticles of faith to be embodied in a symbol. Because Holy Writ
is the rule of faith, to which no addition or subtraction can
lawfully be made, since it is written (Dt. 4:2): “You shall not
add to theword that I speak to you, neither shall you take away
from it.” erefore it was unlawful to make a symbol as a rule
of faith, aer the Holy Writ had once been published.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Apostle (Eph. 4:5)
there is but “one faith.”Now the symbol is a profession of faith.
erefore it is not fitting that there should be more than one
symbol.

Objection3.Further, the confessionof faith,which is con-
tained in the symbol, concerns all the faithful. Now the faith-
ful are not all competent to believe inGod, but only thosewho
have living faith.erefore it is unfitting for the symbol of faith
to be expressed in the words: “I believe in one God.”

Objection 4. Further, the descent into hell is one of the ar-
ticles of faith, as stated above (a. 8). But the descent into hell
is not mentioned in the symbol of the Fathers. erefore the
latter is expressed inadequately.

Objection 5. Further, Augustine (Tract. xxix in Joan.) ex-
pounding the passage, “You believe inGod, believe also inMe”
( Jn. 14:1) says: “We believe Peter or Paul, but we speak only of
believing ‘in’ God.” Since then the Catholic Church is merely
a created being, it seems unfitting to say: “In the One, Holy,

Catholic and Apostolic Church.”
Objection 6. Further, a symbol is drawn up that it may be

a rule of faith. Now a rule of faith ought to be proposed to all,
and that publicly. erefore every symbol, besides the symbol
of the Fathers, should be sung at Mass. erefore it seems un-
fitting to publish the articles of faith in a symbol.

On the contrary, e universal Church cannot err, since
she is governed by the Holy Ghost, Who is the Spirit of truth:
for such was Our Lord’s promise to His disciples ( Jn. 16:13):
“When He, the Spirit of truth, is come, He will teach you all
truth.” Now the symbol is published by the authority of the
universal Church. erefore it contains nothing defective.

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Heb. 11:6), “he that
cometh to God, must believe that He is.” Now a man cannot
believe, unless the truth be proposed to him that he may be-
lieve it. Hence the need for the truth of faith to be collected
together, so that it might the more easily be proposed to all,
lest anyone might stray from the truth through ignorance of
the faith. It is from its being a collection of maxims of faith
that the symbol* takes its name.

Reply to Objection 1. e truth of faith is contained
in Holy Writ, diffusely, under various modes of expression,
and sometimes obscurely, so that, in order to gather the truth
of faith from Holy Writ, one needs long study and practice,
which are unattainable by all those who require to know the

* e Greek συμβάειν.
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truth of faith, many of whom have no time for study, being
busy with other affairs. And so it was necessary to gather to-
gether a clear summary from the sayings of Holy Writ, to be
proposed to the belief of all. is indeed was no addition to
Holy Writ, but something taken from it.

Reply toObjection 2.e same doctrine of faith is taught
in all the symbols. Nevertheless, the people need more care-
ful instruction about the truth of faith, when errors arise, lest
the faith of simple-minded persons be corrupted by heretics.
It was this that gave rise to the necessity of formulating several
symbols, which nowise differ from one another, save that on
account of the obstinacy of heretics, one containsmore explic-
itly what another contains implicitly.

Reply toObjection 3.e confession of faith is drawn up
in a symbol in the person, as it were, of the whole Church,
which is united together by faith.Now the faith of theChurch
is living faith; since such is the faith to be found in all those
who are of the Church not only outwardly but also by merit.
Hence the confession of faith is expressed in a symbol, in a
manner that is in keepingwith living faith, so that even if some
of the faithful lack living faith, they should endeavor to acquire
it.

Reply toObjection4.Noerror about the descent into hell
had arisen amongheretics, so that therewasnoneed tobemore
explicit on that point. For this reason it is not repeated in the
symbol of the Fathers, but is supposed as already settled in the
symbol of theApostles. For a subsequent symbol does not can-
cel a preceding one; rather does it expound it, as stated above
(ad 2).

Reply to Objection 5. If we say: “ ‘In’ the holy Catholic
Church,” this must be taken as verified in so far as our faith
is directed to the Holy Ghost, Who sanctifies the Church; so
that the sense is: “I believe in the Holy Ghost sanctifying the
Church.” But it is better and more in keeping with the com-
mon use, to omit the ‘in,’ and say simply, “the holy Catholic
Church,” as Pope Leo† observes.

Reply toObjection6.Since the symbol of theFathers is an
explanation of the symbol of the Apostles, and was drawn up
aer the faithwas already spread abroad, andwhen theChurch
was already at peace, it is sung publicly in the Mass. On the
other hand the symbol of the Apostles, which was drawn up
at the time of persecution, before the faith was made public, is
said secretly at Prime and Compline, as though it were against
the darkness of past and future errors.

IIa IIae q. 1 a. 10Whether it belongs to the Sovereign Pontiff to draw up a symbol of faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong to the
Sovereign Pontiff to draw up a symbol of faith. For a new edi-
tion of the symbol becomes necessary in order to explain the
articles of faith, as stated above (a. 9). Now, in the Old Tes-
tament, the articles of faith were more and more explained as
time went on, by reason of the truth of faith becoming clearer
through greater nearness toChrist, as stated above (a. 7). Since
then this reason ceased with the advent of the New Law, there
is no need for the articles of faith to bemore andmore explicit.
erefore it does not seem to belong to the authority of the
Sovereign Pontiff to draw up a new edition of the symbol.

Objection 2. Further, no man has the power to do what
is forbidden under pain of anathema by the universal Church.
Now it was forbidden under pain of anathema by the universal
Church, tomake a new edition of the symbol. For it is stated in
the acts of the first* council of Ephesus (P. ii, Act. 6) that “aer
the symbol of the Nicene council had been read through, the
holy synod decreed that it was unlawful to utter, write or draw
up any other creed, than that whichwas defined by the Fathers
assembled at Nicaea together with the Holy Ghost,” and this
under pain of anathema. e same was repeated in the acts of
the council of Chalcedon (P. ii, Act. 5).erefore it seems that
the SovereignPontiffhas no authority to publish a newedition
of the symbol.

Objection 3. Further, Athanasius was not the Sovereign
Pontiff, but patriarch of Alexandria, and yet he published a

symbol which is sung in the Church. erefore it does not
seem to belong to the SovereignPontiff anymore than to other
bishops, to publish a new edition of the symbol.

On the contrary, e symbol was drawn us by a general
council. Now such a council cannot be convoked otherwise
than by the authority of the Sovereign Pontiff, as stated in
the Decretals†. erefore it belongs to the authority of the
Sovereign Pontiff to draw up a symbol.

I answer that, As stated above (obj. 1), a new edition of
the symbol becomes necessary in order to set aside the errors
that may arise. Consequently to publish a new edition of the
symbol belongs to that authority which is empowered to de-
cide matters of faith finally, so that they may be held by all
with unshaken faith. Now this belongs to the authority of the
Sovereign Pontiff, “to whom the more important and more
difficult questions that arise in the Church are referred,” as
stated in the Decretals‡. Hence our Lord said to Peter whom
he made Sovereign Pontiff (Lk. 22:32): “I have prayed for
thee,” Peter, “that thy faith fail not, and thou, being once con-
verted, confirm thy brethren.” e reason of this is that there
should be but one faith of the whole Church, according to 1
Cor. 1:10: “at you all speak the same thing, and that there
be no schisms among you”: and this could not be secured un-
less any question of faith thatmay arise be decided by himwho
presides over thewholeChurch, so that thewholeChurchmay
hold firmly to his decision.Consequently it belongs to the sole

† Rufinus, Comm. in Sym. Apost. * St. omas wrote ‘first’ (expunged by
Nicolai) to distinguish it from the other council, A.D. 451, known as the “La-
trocinium” and condemned by the Pope. † Dist. xvii, Can. 4,5. ‡ Dist.
xvii, Can. 5.
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authority of the Sovereign Pontiff to publish a new edition of
the symbol, as do all other matters which concern the whole
Church, such as to convoke a general council and so forth.

Reply to Objection 1. e truth of faith is sufficiently ex-
plicit in the teaching of Christ and the apostles. But since, ac-
cording to 2 Pet. 3:16, some men are so evil-minded as to per-
vert the apostolic teaching and other doctrines and Scriptures
to their own destruction, it was necessary as time went on to
express the faithmore explicitly against the errors which arose.

Reply to Objection 2. is prohibition and sentence of
the council was intended for private individuals, who have no
business to decidematters of faith: for this decision of the gen-
eral council did not take away from a subsequent council the
power of drawing up a new edition of the symbol, containing

not indeed a new faith, but the same faith with greater explic-
itness. For every council has taken into account that a subse-
quent council would expoundmattersmore fully than the pre-
ceding council, if this became necessary through some heresy
arising. Consequently this belongs to the Sovereign Pontiff, by
whose authority the council is convoked, and its decision con-
firmed.

Reply to Objection 3. Athanasius drew up a declaration
of faith, not under the form of a symbol, but rather by way of
an exposition of doctrine, as appears from his way of speaking.
But since it contained briefly the whole truth of faith, it was
accepted by the authority of the Sovereign Pontiff, so as to be
considered as a rule of faith.
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S P   S P, Q 2
Of the Act of Faith
(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the act of faith, and (1) the internal act; (2) the external act.
Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) What is “to believe,” which is the internal act of faith?
(2) In how many ways is it expressed?
(3) Whether it is necessary for salvation to believe in anything above natural reason?
(4) Whether it is necessary to believe those things that are attainable by natural reason?
(5) Whether it is necessary for salvation to believe certain things explicitly?
(6) Whether all are equally bound to explicit faith?
(7) Whether explicit faith in Christ is always necessary for salvation?
(8) Whether it is necessary for salvation to believe in the Trinity explicitly?
(9) Whether the act of faith is meritorious?

(10) Whether human reason diminishes the merit of faith?

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 1Whether to believe is to think with assent?

Objection 1. It would seem that to believe is not to think
with assent. Because the Latin word “cogitatio” [thought] im-
plies a research, for “cogitare” [to think] seems to be equivalent
to “coagitare,” i.e. “to discuss together.” Now Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. iv) that faith is “an assent without research.”
erefore thinking has no place in the act of faith.

Objection 2. Further, faith resides in the reason, as we
shall show further on (q. 4, a. 2). Now to think is an act of
the cogitative power, which belongs to the sensitive faculty, as
stated in the Ia, q. 78, a. 4. erefore thought has nothing to
do with faith.

Objection 3. Further, to believe is an act of the intellect,
since its object is truth. But assent seems to be an act not of the
intellect, but of the will, even as consent is, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 15, a. 1, ad 3). erefore to believe is not to think with
assent.

On the contrary,is is how “to believe” is defined byAu-
gustine (De Praedest. Sanct. ii).

I answer that, “To think” can be taken in three ways. First,
in a general way for any kind of actual consideration of the
intellect, as Augustine observes (De Trin. xiv, 7): “By under-
standing Imean now the facultywherebywe understandwhen
thinking.” Secondly, “to think” is more strictly taken for that
consideration of the intellect, which is accompanied by some
kind of inquiry, and which precedes the intellect’s arrival at
the stage of perfection that comes with the certitude of sight.
In this sense Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 16) that “the Son of
God is not called the ought, but the Word of God. When
our thought realizes what we know and takes form therefrom,
it becomes our word. Hence the Word of God must be un-
derstood without any thinking on the part of God, for there
is nothing there that can take form, or be unformed.” In this

way thought is, properly speaking, the movement of the mind
while yet deliberating, and not yet perfected by the clear sight
of truth. Since, however, such a movement of the mind may
be one of deliberation either about universal notions, which
belongs to the intellectual faculty, or about particular matters,
which belongs to the sensitive part, hence it is that “to think”
is taken secondly for an act of the deliberating intellect, and
thirdly for an act of the cogitative power.

Accordingly, if “to think” be understood broadly accord-
ing to the first sense, then “to think with assent,” does not ex-
press completely what is meant by “to believe”: since, in this
way, a man thinks with assent even when he considers what he
knows by science*, or understands. If, on the other hand, “to
think” be understood in the second way, then this expresses
completely the nature of the act of believing. For among the
acts belonging to the intellect, some have a firm assent without
any such kind of thinking, as when a man considers the things
that he knows by science, or understands, for this considera-
tion is already formed. But some acts of the intellect have un-
formed thought devoid of a firm assent, whether they incline
to neither side, as in one who “doubts”; or incline to one side
rather than the other, but on account of some slight motive, as
in onewho “suspects”; or incline to one side yetwith fear of the
other, as in one who “opines.” But this act “to believe,” cleaves
firmly to one side, in which respect belief has something in
common with science and understanding; yet its knowledge
does not attain the perfection of clear sight, wherein it agrees
with doubt, suspicion and opinion. Hence it is proper to the
believer to think with assent: so that the act of believing is dis-
tinguished from all the other acts of the intellect, which are
about the true or the false.

Reply toObjection 1. Faith has not that research of natu-
* Science is certain knowledge of a demonstrated conclusion through its
demonstration.
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ral reason which demonstrates what is believed, but a research
into those things whereby a man is induced to believe, for in-
stance that such things have been uttered by God and con-
firmed by miracles.

Reply toObjection 2. “To think” is not taken here for the
act of the cogitative power, but for an act of the intellect, as

explained above.
Reply toObjection3.e intellect of the believer is deter-

mined to one object, not by the reason, but by the will, where-
fore assent is takenhere for an act of the intellect as determined
to one object by the will.

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 2Whether the act of faith is suitably distinguished as believing God, believing in a God and
believing in God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of faith is unsuit-
ably distinguished as believing God, believing in a God, and
believing in God. For one habit has but one act. Now faith is
one habit since it is one virtue. erefore it is unreasonable to
say that there are three acts of faith.

Objection 2. Further, that which is common to all acts of
faith should not be reckoned as a particular kind of act of faith.
Now “to believeGod” is common to all acts of faith, since faith
is founded on the First Truth.erefore it seems unreasonable
to distinguish it from certain other acts of faith.

Objection 3. Further, that which can be said of unbeliev-
ers, cannot be called an act of faith. Now unbelievers can be
said to believe in a God. erefore it should not be reckoned
an act of faith.

Objection 4. Further, movement towards the end belongs
to the will, whose object is the good and the end. Now to be-
lieve is an act, not of the will, but of the intellect. erefore
“to believe in God,” which implies movement towards an end,
should not be reckoned as a species of that act.

On the contrary is the authority of Augustine who makes
this distinction (De Verb. Dom., Serm. lxi—Tract. xxix in
Joan.).

I answer that, e act of any power or habit depends on
the relation of that power or habit to its object.Now the object
of faith can be considered in three ways. For, since “to believe”
is an act of the intellect, in so far as the will moves it to assent,
as stated above (a. 1, ad 3), the object of faith can be considered
either on the part of the intellect, or on the part of the will that
moves the intellect.

If it be considered on the part of the intellect, then two

things can be observed in the object of faith, as stated above
(q. 1, a. 1). One of these is the material object of faith, and
in this way an act of faith is “to believe in a God”; because, as
stated above (q. 1, a. 1) nothing is proposed to our belief, ex-
cept in as much as it is referred toGod.e other is the formal
aspect of the object, for it is the medium on account of which
we assent to such and such a point of faith; and thus an act of
faith is “to believe God,” since, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1) the
formal object of faith is the First Truth, to Which man gives
his adhesion, so as to assent to Its sake to whatever he believes.

irdly, if the object of faith be considered in so far as the
intellect is moved by the will, an act of faith is “to believe in
God.” For the First Truth is referred to the will, through hav-
ing the aspect of an end.

Reply toObjection 1.ese three do not denote different
acts of faith, but one and the same act having different relations
to the object of faith.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. Unbelievers cannot be said “to be-

lieve in a God” as we understand it in relation to the act of
faith. For they do not believe that God exists under the con-
ditions that faith determines; hence they do not truly imply
believe in a God, since, as the Philosopher observes (Metaph.
ix, text. 22) “to know simple things defectively is not to know
them at all.”

Reply to Objection 4. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 9, a. 1)
the will moves the intellect and the other powers of the soul
to the end: and in this respect an act of faith is “to believe in
God.”

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 3Whether it is necessary for salvation to believe anything above the natural reason?

Objection 1. It would seem unnecessary for salvation to
believe anything above the natural reason. For the salvation
and perfection of a thing seem to be sufficiently insured by its
natural endowments. Now matters of faith, surpass man’s nat-
ural reason, since they are things unseen as stated above (q. 1,
a. 4). erefore to believe seems unnecessary for salvation.

Objection 2. Further, it is dangerous for man to assent to
matters, wherein he cannot judge whether that which is pro-
posed to him be true or false, according to Job 12:11: “Doth
not the ear discern words?” Now a man cannot form a judg-

ment of this kind in matters of faith, since he cannot trace
them back to first principles, by which all our judgments are
guided. erefore it is dangerous to believe in such matters.
erefore to believe is not necessary for salvation.

Objection 3. Further, man’s salvation rests on God, ac-
cording to Ps. 36:39: “But the salvation of the just is from the
Lord.” Now “the invisible things” of God “are clearly seen, be-
ing understood by the things that are made;His eternal power
also and Divinity,” according to Rom. 1:20: and those things
which are clearly seen by the understanding are not an object
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of belief. erefore it is not necessary for man’s salvation, that
he should believe certain things.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 11:6): “Without faith
it is impossible to please God.”

I answer that, Wherever one nature is subordinate to an-
other, we find that two things concur towards the perfection
of the lower nature, one of which is in respect of that nature’s
proper movement, while the other is in respect of the move-
ment of the higher nature.us water by its propermovement
moves towards the centre (of the earth), while according to the
movement of the moon, it moves round the centre by ebb and
flow. In like manner the planets have their proper movements
from west to east, while in accordance with the movement of
the first heaven, they have amovement from east to west. Now
the created rational nature alone is immediately subordinate to
God, since other creatures do not attain to the universal, but
only to something particular, while they partake of the Divine
goodness either in “being” only, as inanimate things, or also
in “living,” and in “knowing singulars,” as plants and animals;
whereas the rational nature, in as much as it apprehends the
universal notion of good and being, is immediately related to
the universal principle of being.

Consequently the perfection of the rational creature con-
sists not only in what belongs to it in respect of its nature, but
also in that which it acquires through a supernatural partici-
pation of Divine goodness. Hence it was said above ( Ia IIae,
q. 3, a. 8) thatman’s ultimate happiness consists in a supernatu-
ral vision of God: to which visionman cannot attain unless he

be taught by God, according to Jn. 6:45: “Every one that hath
heard of the Father andhath learned cometh toMe.”Nowman
acquires a share of this learning, not indeed all at once, but by
little and little, according to the mode of his nature: and every
one who learns thus must needs believe, in order that he may
acquire science in a perfect degree; thus also the Philosopher
remarks (De Soph. Elench. i, 2) that “it behooves a learner to
believe.”

Hence in order that a man arrive at the perfect vision of
heavenly happiness, he must first of all believe God, as a disci-
ple believes the master who is teaching him.

Reply to Objection 1. Since man’s nature is dependent
on a higher nature, natural knowledge does not suffice for its
perfection, and some supernatural knowledge is necessary, as
stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as man assents to first prin-
ciples, by the natural light of his intellect, so does a virtuous
man, by the habit of virtue, judge aright of things concerning
that virtue; and in this way, by the light of faith which God
bestows on him, a man assents to matters of faith and not to
those which are against faith. Consequently “there is no” dan-
ger or “condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus,” and
whom He has enlightened by faith.

Reply toObjection 3. Inmany respects faith perceives the
invisible things of God in a higher way than natural reason
does in proceeding toGod fromHis creatures.Hence it iswrit-
ten (Ecclus. 3:25): “Many things are shown to thee above the
understandings of man.”

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 4Whether it is necessary to believe those things which can be proved by natural reason?

Objection 1. It would seem unnecessary to believe those
things which can be proved by natural reason. For nothing is
superfluous in God’s works, much less even than in the works
of nature. Now it is superfluous to employ other means, where
one already suffices. erefore it would be superfluous to re-
ceive by faith, things that can be known by natural reason.

Objection 2. Further, those things must be believed,
which are the object of faith. Now science and faith are not
about the same object, as stated above (q. 1, Aa. 4,5). Since
therefore all things that can be known by natural reason are
an object of science, it seems that there is no need to believe
what can be proved by natural reason.

Objection 3. Further, all things knowable scientifically*

would seem to come under one head: so that if some of them
are proposed toman as objects of faith, in likemanner the oth-
ers should also be believed. But this is not true. erefore it is
not necessary to believe those things which can be proved by
natural reason.

On the contrary, It is necessary to believe that God is one
and incorporeal: which things philosophers prove by natural
reason.

I answer that, It is necessary forman to accept by faith not
only things which are above reason, but also those which can
be known by reason: and this for three motives. First, in or-
der that man may arrive more quickly at the knowledge of Di-
vine truth. Because the science to whose province it belongs
to prove the existence of God, is the last of all to offer itself
to human research, since it presupposes many other sciences:
so that it would not by until late in life that man would arrive
at the knowledge of God. e second reason is, in order that
the knowledge of God may be more general. For many are un-
able to make progress in the study of science, either through
dullness of mind, or through having a number of occupations,
and temporal needs, or even through laziness in learning, all of
whom would be altogether deprived of

the knowledge of God, unless Divine things were brought
to their knowledge under the guise of faith.e third reason is
for the sake of certitude. For human reason is very deficient in
things concerning God. A sign of this is that philosophers in
their researches, by natural investigation, into human affairs,
have fallen into many errors, and have disagreed among them-
selves. And consequently, in order thatmenmight have knowl-

* Science is certain knowledge of a demonstrated conclusion through its
demonstration.
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edge ofGod, free of doubt anduncertainty, itwas necessary for
Divine matters to be delivered to them by way of faith, being
told to them, as it were, by God Himself Who cannot lie.

Reply toObjection 1.e researches of natural reason do
not sufficemankind for the knowledge ofDivinematters, even
of those that can be proved by reason: and so it is not superflu-
ous if these others be believed.

Reply to Objection 2. Science and faith cannot be in the

same subject and about the same object: but what is an ob-
ject of science for one, can be an object of faith for another,
as stated above (q. 1, a. 5).

Reply to Objection 3. Although all things that can be
known by science are of one common scientific aspect, they
do not all alike lead man to beatitude: hence they are not all
equally proposed to our belief.

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 5Whether man is bound to believe anything explicitly?

Objection 1. It would seem that man is not bound to be-
lieve anything explicitly. For noman is bound to dowhat is not
in his power. Now it is not in man’s power to believe a thing
explicitly, for it is written (Rom. 10:14,15): “How shall they
believe Him, of whom they have not heard? And how shall
they hear without a preacher? And how shall they preach un-
less they be sent?” erefore man is not bound to believe any-
thing explicitly.

Objection 2. Further, just as we are directed to God by
faith, so are we by charity. Now man is not bound to keep
the precepts of charity, and it is enough if he be ready to fulfil
them: as is evidenced by the precept of Our Lord (Mat. 5:39):
“If one strike thee on one [Vulg.: ‘thy right’] cheek, turn to him
also the other”; and by others of the same kind, according to
Augustine’s exposition (De Serm. Dom. inMonte xix).ere-
fore neither is man bound to believe anything explicitly, and it
is enough if he be ready to believe whatever God proposes to
be believed.

Objection 3. Further, the good of faith consists in obedi-
ence, according to Rom. 1:5: “For obedience to the faith in all
nations.” Now the virtue of obedience does not require man
to keep certain fixed precepts, but it is enough that his mind
be ready to obey, according to Ps. 118:60: “I am ready and am
not troubled; that Imay keepy commandments.”erefore
it seems enough for faith, too, that man should be ready to be-
lieve whatever God may propose, without his believing any-
thing explicitly.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 11:6): “He that
cometh to God, must believe that He is, and is a rewarder to
them that seek Him.”

I answer that, e precepts of the Law, which man is
bound to fulfil, concern acts of virtue which are the means of
attaining salvation. Now an act of virtue, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 60, a. 5) depends on the relation of the habit to its ob-
ject. Again two things may be considered in the object of any
virtue; namely, that which is the proper and direct object of
that virtue, and that which is accidental and consequent to the
object properly so called.us it belongs properly and directly
to the object of fortitude, to face the dangers of death, and to
charge at the foe with danger to oneself, for the sake of the
common good: yet that, in a just war, aman be armed, or strike
another with his sword, and so forth, is reduced to the object
of fortitude, but indirectly.

Accordingly, just as a virtuous act is required for the ful-
filment of a precept, so is it necessary that the virtuous act
should terminate in its proper and direct object: but, on the
other hand, the fulfilment of the precept does not require that
a virtuous act should terminate in those things which have an
accidental or secondary relation to the proper and direct ob-
ject of that virtue, except in certain places and at certain times.
We must, therefore, say that the direct object of faith is that
whereby man is made one of the Blessed, as stated above (q. 1,
a. 8): while the indirect and secondary object comprises all
things delivered by God to us in Holy Writ, for instance that
Abraham had two sons, that David was the son of Jesse, and so
forth.

erefore, as regards the primary points or articles of faith,
man is bound to believe them, just as he is bound to have faith;
but as to other points of faith, man is not bound to believe
them explicitly, but only implicitly, or to be ready to believe
them, in so far as he is prepared to believe whatever is con-
tained in the Divine Scriptures. en alone is he bound to be-
lieve such things explicitly, when it is clear to him that they are
contained in the doctrine of faith.

Reply toObjection 1. If we understand those things alone
to be in a man’s power, which we can do without the help of
grace, then we are bound to do many things which we cannot
do without the aid of healing grace, such as to love God and
our neighbor, and likewise to believe the articles of faith. But
with the help of grace we can do this, for this help “to whom-
soever it is given from above it is mercifully given; and from
whom it is withheld it is justly withheld, as a punishment of
a previous, or at least of original, sin,” as Augustine states (De
Corr. et Grat. v, vi*).

Reply to Objection 2. Man is bound to love definitely
those lovable thingswhich are properly anddirectly the objects
of charity, namely, God and our neighbor.e objection refers
to those precepts of charity which belong, as a consequence, to
the objects of charity.

Reply to Objection 3. e virtue of obedience is seated,
properly speaking, in the will; hence promptness of the will
subject to authority, suffices for the act of obedience, because
it is the proper and direct object of obedience. But this or that
precept is accidental or consequent to that proper and direct
object.

* Cf. Ep. cxc; De Praed. Sanct. viii.
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IIa IIae q. 2 a. 6Whether all are equally bound to have explicit faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that all are equally bound to
have explicit faith. For all are bound to those things which are
necessary for salvation, as is evidenced by the precepts of char-
ity. Now it is necessary for salvation that certain things should
be believed explicitly. erefore all are equally bound to have
explicit faith.

Objection 2. Further, no one should be put to test in mat-
ters that he is not bound to believe. But simple reasons are
sometimes tested in reference to the slightest articles of faith.
erefore all are bound to believe everything explicitly.

Objection 3. Further, if the simple are bound to have, not
explicit but only implicit faith, their faith must needs be im-
plied in the faith of the learned. But this seems unsafe, since
it is possible for the learned to err. erefore it seems that the
simple should also have explicit faith; so that all are, therefore,
equally bound to have explicit faith.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 1:14): “e oxen were
ploughing, and the asses feeding beside them,” because, asGre-
gory expounds this passage (Moral. ii, 17), the simple, who are
signified by the asses, ought, in matters of faith, to stay by the
learned, who are denoted by the oxen.

I answer that, e unfolding of matters of faith is the re-
sult of Divine revelation: for matters of faith surpass natu-
ral reason. Now Divine revelation reaches those of lower de-
gree through those who are over them, in a certain order; to
men, for instance, through the angels, and to the lower an-
gels through the higher, as Dionysius explains (Coel. Hier. iv,
vii). In likemanner therefore the unfolding of faithmust needs
reach men of lower degree through those of higher degree.

Consequently, just as the higher angels, who enlighten those
who are below them, have a fuller knowledge of Divine things
than the lower angels, as Dionysius states (Coel. Hier. xii), so
too, men of higher degree, whose business it is to teach oth-
ers, are under obligation to have fuller knowledge of matters
of faith, and to believe them more explicitly.

Reply toObjection1.eunfoldingof the articles of faith
is not equally necessary for the salvation of all, since those of
higher degree, whose duty it is to teach others, are bound to
believe explicitly more things than others are.

Reply to Objection 2. Simple persons should not be put
to the test about subtle questions of faith, unless they be sus-
pected of having been corrupted by heretics, who are wont to
corrupt the faith of simple people in such questions. If, how-
ever, it is found that they are free from obstinacy in their het-
erodox sentiments, and that it is due to their simplicity, it is no
fault of theirs.

Reply toObjection 3.e simple have no faith implied in
that of the learned, except in so far as the latter adhere to the
Divine teaching. Hence the Apostle says (1 Cor. 4:16): “Be ye
followers of me, as I also am of Christ.” Hence it is not human
knowledge, but the Divine truth that is the rule of faith: and
if any of the learned stray from this rule, he does not harm the
faith of the simple ones, who think that the learned believe
aright; unless the simple hold obstinately to their individual
errors, against the faith of the universal Church, which cannot
err, since Our Lord said (Lk. 22:32): “I have prayed for thee,”
Peter, “that thy faith fail not.”

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 7Whether it is necessary for the salvation of all, that they should believe explicitly in themystery
of Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not necessary for the
salvation of all that they should believe explicitly in the mys-
tery of Christ. For man is not bound to believe explicitly what
the angels are ignorant about: since the unfolding of faith is
the result of Divine revelation, which reaches man by means
of the angels, as stated above (a. 6; Ia, q. 111, a. 1). Now even
the angels were in ignorance of themystery of the Incarnation:
hence, according to the commentary ofDionysius (Coel.Hier.
vii), it is they who ask (Ps. 23:8): “Who is this king of glory?”
and (Is. 63:1): “Who is this that cometh from Edom?” ere-
fore men were not bound to believe explicitly in the mystery
of Christ’s Incarnation.

Objection 2. Further, it is evident that John the Baptist
was one of the teachers, and most nigh to Christ, Who said of
him (Mat. 11:11) that “there hath not risen among them that
are born of women, a greater than” he. Now John the Baptist
does not appear to have known the mystery of Christ explic-
itly, since he asked Christ (Mat. 11:3): “Art ou He that art

to come, or look we for another?” erefore even the teachers
were not bound to explicit faith in Christ.

Objection 3. Further, many gentiles obtained salvation
through the ministry of the angels, as Dionysius states (Coel.
Hier. ix). Now it would seem that the gentiles had neither ex-
plicit nor implicit faith in Christ, since they received no reve-
lation. erefore it seems that it was not necessary for the sal-
vation of all to believe explicitly in the mystery of Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Corr. et Gratia vii;
Ep. cxc): “Our faith is sound if we believe that no man, old
or young is delivered from the contagion of death and the
bonds of sin, except by the one Mediator of God and men, Je-
sus Christ.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 5; q. 1, a. 8), the object of
faith includes, properly and directly, that thing through which
man obtains beatitude. Now the mystery of Christ’s Incarna-
tion andPassion is theway bywhichmen obtain beatitude; for
it is written (Acts 4:12): “ere is no other name under heaven
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given to men, whereby we must be saved.” erefore belief of
some kind in themystery ofChrist’s Incarnationwas necessary
at all times and for all persons, but this belief differed accord-
ing to differences of times and persons. e reason of this is
that before the state of sin, man believed, explicitly in Christ’s
Incarnation, in so far as it was intended for the consumma-
tion of glory, but not as it was intended to deliver man from
sin by the Passion and Resurrection, since man had no fore-
knowledge of his future sin. He does, however, seem to have
had foreknowledge of the Incarnation of Christ, from the fact
that he said (Gn. 2:24): “Wherefore a man shall leave father
and mother, and shall cleave to his wife,” of which the Apostle
says (Eph. 5:32) that “this is a great sacrament…in Christ and
theChurch,” and it is incredible that the firstmanwas ignorant
about this sacrament.

But aer sin, man believed explicitly in Christ, not only
as to the Incarnation, but also as to the Passion and Resurrec-
tion, whereby the human race is delivered from sin and death:
for theywouldnot, else, have foreshadowedChrist’s Passionby
certain sacrifices both before and aer the Law, themeaning of
which sacrifices was known by the learned explicitly, while the
simple folk, under the veil of those sacrifices, believed them to
be ordained by God in reference to Christ’s coming, and thus
their knowledge was covered with a veil, so to speak. And, as
stated above (q. 1, a. 7), the nearer they were to Christ, the
more distinct was their knowledge of Christ’s mysteries.

Aer grace had been revealed, both learned and simple
folk are bound to explicit faith in the mysteries of Christ,
chiefly as regards those which are observed throughout the
Church, and publicly proclaimed, such as the articles which
refer to the Incarnation, of which we have spoken above (q. 1,
a. 8). As to other minute points in reference to the articles of
the Incarnation, men have been bound to believe them more
or less explicitly according to each one’s state and office.

Reply to Objection 1. e mystery of the Kingdom of
Godwas not entirely hidden from the angels, as Augustine ob-
serves (Gen. ad lit. v, 19), yet certain aspects thereof were bet-
ter known to them when Christ revealed them to them.

Reply to Objection 2. It was not through ignorance that
John the Baptist inquired of Christ’s advent in the flesh, since
he had clearly professed his belief therein, saying: “I saw, and I
gave testimony, that this is the Son of God” ( Jn. 1:34). Hence
he did not say: “Art ou He that hast come?” but “Art ou

He that art to come?” thus saying about the future, not about
the past. Likewise it is not to be believed that he was ignorant
of Christ’s future Passion, for he had already said ( Jn. 1:39):
“Behold the Lamb of God, behold Him who taketh away the
sins [Vulg.: ‘sin’] of the world,” thus foretelling His future im-
molation; and since other prophets had foretold it, as may be
seen especially in Isaias 53. We may therefore say with Gre-
gory (Hom. xxvi in Evang.) that he asked this question, being
in ignorance as to whether Christ would descend into hell in
His own Person. But he did not ignore the fact that the power
of Christ’s Passion would be extended to those who were de-
tained in Limbo, according to Zech. 9:11: “ou also, by the
blood of y testament hast sent forth y prisoners out of
the pit, wherein there is no water”; nor was he bound to be-
lieve explicitly, before its fulfilment, thatChristwas to descend
thither Himself.

Itmay also be replied that, asAmbrose observes in his com-
mentary on Lk. 7:19, he made this inquiry, not from doubt
or ignorance but from devotion: or again, with Chrysostom
(Hom. xxxvi in Matth.), that he inquired, not as though igno-
rant himself, but because he wished his disciples to be satisfied
on that point, throughChrist: hence the latter framedHis an-
swer so as to instruct the disciples, by pointing to the signs of
His works.

Reply to Objection 3. Many of the gentiles received rev-
elations of Christ, as is clear from their predictions. us we
read ( Job 19:25): “I know that my Redeemer liveth.” e
Sibyl too foretold certain things about Christ, as Augustine
states (Contra Faust. xiii, 15). Moreover, we read in the his-
tory of the Romans, that at the time of Constantine Augus-
tus and his mother Irene a tomb was discovered, wherein lay
a man on whose breast was a golden plate with the inscrip-
tion: “Christ shall be born of a virgin, and inHim, I believe. O
sun, during the lifetime of Irene and Constantine, thou shalt
see me again”*. If, however, some were saved without receiving
any revelation, they were not saved without faith in a Medi-
ator, for, though they did not believe in Him explicitly, they
did, nevertheless, have implicit faith through believing in Di-
vine providence, since they believed that God would deliver
mankind in whatever way was pleasing to Him, and according
to the revelation of the Spirit to those who knew the truth, as
stated in Job 35:11: “Who teacheth usmore than the beasts of
the earth.”

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 8Whether it is necessary for salvation to believe explicitly in the Trinity?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not necessary for
salvation to believe explicitly in the Trinity. For the Apostle
says (Heb. 11:6): “He that cometh to God must believe that
He is, and is a rewarder to them that seek Him.” Now one can
believe this without believing in the Trinity. erefore it was
not necessary to believe explicitly in the Trinity.

Objection 2. Further our Lord said ( Jn. 17:5,6): “Father,

I have manifested y name to men,” which words Augus-
tine expounds (Tract. cvi) as follows: “Not the name by which
ouart calledGod, but thenamewherebyouart calledMy
Father,” and further on he adds: “In that He made this world,
God is known to all nations; in thatHe is not to beworshipped
together with false gods, ‘God is known in Judea’; but, in that
He is the Father of this Christ, through Whom He takes away

* Cf. Baron, Annal., A.D. 780.
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the sin of the world, He now makes known to men this name
of His, which hitherto they knew not.” erefore before the
coming of Christ it was not known that Paternity and Filia-
tion were in the Godhead: and so the Trinity was not believed
explicitly.

Objection 3. Further, that which we are bound to believe
explicitly of God is the object of heavenly happiness. Now the
object of heavenly happiness is the sovereign good, which can
be understood to be in God, without any distinction of Per-
sons. erefore it was not necessary to believe explicitly in the
Trinity.

On the contrary, In the Old Testament the Trinity of Per-
sons is expressed in many ways; thus at the very outset of Gen-
esis it is written in manifestation of the Trinity: “Let us make
man to Our image and likeness” (Gn. 1:26). erefore from
the very beginning it was necessary for salvation to believe in
the Trinity.

I answer that, It is impossible to believe explicitly in the
mystery of Christ, without faith in the Trinity, since the mys-
tery of Christ includes that the Son of God took flesh; that
He renewed the world through the grace of the Holy Ghost;
and again, that He was conceived by the Holy Ghost. Where-

fore just as, before Christ, the mystery of Christ was believed
explicitly by the learned, but implicitly and under a veil, so to
speak, by the simple, so toowas it with themystery of theTrin-
ity. And consequently, when once grace had been revealed, all
were bound to explicit faith in the mystery of the Trinity: and
all who are born again in Christ, have this bestowed on them
by the invocation of theTrinity, according toMat. 28:19: “Go-
ing therefore teach ye all nations, baptizing them in the name
of the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.”

Reply to Objection 1. Explicit faith in those two things
was necessary at all times and for all people: but it was not suf-
ficient at all times and for all people.

Reply to Objection 2. Before Christ’s coming, faith in
the Trinity lay hidden in the faith of the learned, but through
Christ and the apostles it was shown to the world.

Reply toObjection 3.God’s sovereign goodness as we un-
derstand it now through its effects, can be understoodwithout
the Trinity of Persons: but as understood in itself, and as seen
by the Blessed, it cannot be understood without the Trinity of
Persons.Moreover themission of theDivine Persons brings us
to heavenly happiness.

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 9Whether to believe is meritorious?

Objection 1. It would seem that to believe in not merito-
rious. For the principle of all merit is charity, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 4). Now faith, like nature, is a preamble to
charity. erefore, just as an act of nature is not meritorious,
since we do not merit by our natural gis, so neither is an act
of faith.

Objection 2. Further, belief is a mean between opinion
and scientific knowledge or the consideration of things sci-
entifically known†. Now the considerations of science are not
meritorious, nor on the other hand is opinion.erefore belief
is not meritorious.

Objection 3. Further, he who assents to a point of faith,
either has a sufficient motive for believing, or he has not. If he
has a sufficient motive for his belief, this does not seem to im-
ply anymerit on his part, since he is no longer free to believe or
not to believe: whereas if he has not a sufficient motive for be-
lieving, this is a mark of levity, according to Ecclus. 19:4: “He
that is hasty to give credit, is light of heart,” so that, seemingly,
he gains no merit thereby. erefore to believe is by no means
meritorious.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 11:33) that the saints
“by faith…obtained promises,” which would not be the case if
they did notmerit by believing.erefore to believe is merito-
rious.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 114, Aa. 3,4),
our actions are meritorious in so far as they proceed from the
free-will movedwith grace byGod.erefore every human act

proceeding from the free-will, if it be referred to God, can be
meritorious. Now the act of believing is an act of the intel-
lect assenting to the Divine truth at the command of the will
moved by the grace of God, so that it is subject to the free-will
in relation to God; and consequently the act of faith can be
meritorious.

Reply to Objection 1. Nature is compared to charity
which is the principle ofmerit, asmatter to form:whereas faith
is compared to charity as the disposition which precedes the
ultimate form. Now it is evident that the subject or the matter
cannot act save by virtue of the form, nor can a preceding dis-
position, before the advent of the form: but aer the advent of
the form, both the subject and the preceding disposition act
by virtue of the form, which is the chief principle of action,
even as the heat of fire acts by virtue of the substantial form of
fire. Accordingly neither nature nor faith can, without charity,
produce a meritorious act; but, when accompanied by charity,
the act of faith is made meritorious thereby, even as an act of
nature, and a natural act of the free-will.

Reply to Objection 2. Two things may be considered in
science: namely the scientist’s assent to a scientific fact and his
consideration of that fact.Now the assent of science is not sub-
ject to free-will, because the scientist is obliged to assent by
force of the demonstration, wherefore scientific assent is not
meritorious. But the actual consideration ofwhat amanknows
scientifically is subject to his free-will, for it is in his power
to consider or not to consider. Hence scientific consideration

† Science is a certain knowledge of a demonstrated conclusion through its
demonstration.
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may be meritorious if it be referred to the end of charity, i.e. to
the honor of God or the good of our neighbor. On the other
hand, in the case of faith, both these things are subject to the
free-will so that in both respects the act of faith can be meri-
torious: whereas in the case of opinion, there is no firm assent,
since it is weak and infirm, as the Philosopher observes (Poster.
i, 33), so that it does not seem to proceed from a perfect act of
the will: and for this reason, as regards the assent, it does not

appear to be very meritorious, though it can be as regards the
actual consideration.

Reply to Objection 3. e believer has sufficient motive
for believing, for he ismoved by the authority ofDivine teach-
ing confirmed by miracles, and, what is more, by the inward
instinct of the Divine invitation: hence he does not believe
lightly. He has not, however, sufficient reason for scientific
knowledge, hence he does not lose the merit.

IIa IIae q. 2 a. 10Whether reasons in support of what we believe lessen the merit of faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that reasons in support of
what we believe lessen the merit of faith. For Gregory says
(Hom. xxvi in Evang.) that “there is nomerit in believing what
is shown by reason.” If, therefore, human reason provides suffi-
cient proof, the merit of faith is altogether taken away. ere-
fore it seems that any kind of human reasoning in support of
matters of faith, diminishes the merit of believing.

Objection 2. Further, whatever lessens the measure of
virtue, lessens the amount of merit, since “happiness is the re-
ward of virtue,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. i, 9). Now hu-
man reasoning seems to diminish the measure of the virtue of
faith, since it is essential to faith to be about the unseen, as
stated above (q. 1, Aa. 4,5). Now themore a thing is supported
by reasons the less is it unseen. erefore human reasons in
support of matters of faith diminish the merit of faith.

Objection 3. Further, contrary things have contrary
causes. Now an inducement in opposition to faith increases
the merit of faith whether it consist in persecution inflicted
by one who endeavors to force a man to renounce his faith, or
in an argument persuading him to do so. erefore reasons in
support of faith diminish the merit of faith.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Pet. 3:15): “Being ready
always to satisfy every one that asketh you a reason of that
faith* and hope which is in you.” Now the Apostle would not
give this advice, if it would imply a diminution in the merit of
faith. erefore reason does not diminish the merit of faith.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 9), the act of faith can
be meritorious, in so far as it is subject to the will, not only
as to the use, but also as to the assent. Now human reason in
support of what we believe, may stand in a twofold relation to
the will of the believer. First, as preceding the act of the will;
as, for instance, when a man either has not the will, or not a
prompt will, to believe, unless he bemoved by human reasons:
and in this way human reason diminishes the merit of faith.
In this sense it has been said above ( Ia IIae, q. 24, a. 3, ad 1;
q. 77, a. 6, ad 2) that, in moral virtues, a passion which pre-
cedes choice makes the virtuous act less praiseworthy. For just
as a man ought to perform acts of moral virtue, on account of
the judgment of his reason, and not on account of a passion,
so ought he to believe matters of faith, not on account of hu-
man reason, but on account of theDivine authority. Secondly,

human reasons may be consequent to the will of the believer.
For when a man’s will is ready to believe, he loves the truth
he believes, he thinks out and takes to heart whatever reasons
he can find in support thereof; and in this way human reason
does not exclude themerit of faith but is a sign of greatermerit.
us again, inmoral virtues a consequent passion is the sign of
a more prompt will, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 24, a. 3, ad 1).
We have an indication of this in thewords of the Samaritans to
the woman, who is a type of human reason: “We now believe,
not for thy saying” ( Jn. 4:42).

Reply toObjection 1. Gregory is referring to the case of a
manwho has nowill to believe what is of faith, unless he be in-
duced by reasons. But when a man has the will to believe what
is of faith on the authority ofGod alone, although hemay have
reasons in demonstration of some of them, e.g. of the existence
of God, the merit of his faith is not, for that reason, lost or di-
minished.

Reply toObjection 2.e reasons which are brought for-
ward in support of the authority of faith, are not demonstra-
tions which can bring intellectual vision to the human intel-
lect,wherefore theydonot cease tobeunseen.But they remove
obstacles to faith, by showing that what faith proposes is not
impossible; wherefore such reasons do not diminish the merit
or the measure of faith. On the other hand, though demon-
strative reasons in support of the preambles of faith*, but not
of the articles of faith, diminish themeasure of faith, since they
make the thing believed to be seen, yet they do not diminish
the measure of charity, which makes the will ready to believe
them, even if they were unseen; and so the measure of merit is
not diminished.

Reply to Objection 3. Whatever is in opposition to faith,
whether it consist in a man’s thoughts, or in outward persecu-
tion, increases themerit of faith, in so far as thewill is shown to
be more prompt and firm in believing. Hence the martyrs had
more merit of faith, through not renouncing faith on account
of persecution; and even the wise have greater merit of faith,
through not renouncing their faith on account of the reasons
brought forward by philosophers or heretics in opposition to
faith. On the other hand things that are favorable to faith, do
not always diminish the promptness of the will to believe, and
therefore they do not always diminish the merit of faith.

* Vulg.: ‘Of that hope which is in you.’ St.omas’ reading is apparently taken fromBede. * eLeonine Edition reads: ‘in support ofmatters of faith which
are however, preambles to the articles of faith, diminish,’ etc.
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S P   S P, Q 3
Of the Outward Act of Faith

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the outward act, viz. the confession of faith: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether confession is an act of faith?
(2) Whether confession of faith is necessary for salvation?

IIa IIae q. 3 a. 1Whether confession is an act of faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession is not an act
of faith. For the same act does not belong to different virtues.
Nowconfessionbelongs to penance ofwhich it is a part.ere-
fore it is not an act of faith.

Objection 2. Further, man is sometimes deterred by fear
or some kind of confusion, from confessing his faith: where-
fore the Apostle (Eph. 6:19) asks for prayers that it may be
granted him “with confidence, to make known the mystery of
the gospel.”Now it belongs to fortitude, whichmoderates dar-
ing and fear, not to be deterred from doing good on account
of confusion or fear. erefore it seems that confession is not
an act of faith, but rather of fortitude or constancy.

Objection 3. Further, just as the ardor of faith makes
one confess one’s faith outwardly, so does it make one do
other external good works, for it is written (Gal. 5:6) that
“faith…worketh by charity.” But other external works are not
reckoned acts of faith.erefore neither is confession an act of
faith.

On the contrary, A gloss explains the words of 2 ess.
1:11, “and the work of faith in power” as referring to “confes-
sion which is a work proper to faith.”

I answer that, Outward actions belong properly to the
virtue towhose end they are specifically referred: thus fasting is
referred specifically to the end of abstinence, which is to tame
the flesh, and consequently it is an act of abstinence.

Now confession of those things that are of faith is referred

specifically as to its end, to that which concerns faith, accord-
ing to 2Cor. 4:13: “Having the same spirit of faith…webelieve,
and therefore we speak also.” For the outward utterance is in-
tended to signify the inward thought. Wherefore, just as the
inward thought of matters of faith is properly an act of faith,
so too is the outward confession of them.

Reply to Objection 1. A threefold confession is com-
mended by the Scriptures. One is the confession of matters
of faith, and this is a proper act of faith, since it is referred to
the end of faith as stated above. Another is the confession of
thanksgiving or praise, and this is an act of “latria,” for its pur-
pose is to give outward honor to God, which is the end of “la-
tria.” e third is the confession of sins, which is ordained to
the blotting out of sins, which is the end of penance, to which
virtue it therefore belongs.

Reply to Objection 2. at which removes an obstacle is
not a direct, but an indirect, cause, as the Philosopher proves
(Phys. viii, 4). Hence fortitude which removes an obstacle to
the confession of faith, viz. fear or shame, is not the proper and
direct cause of confession, but an indirect cause so to speak.

Reply to Objection 3. Inward faith, with the aid of char-
ity, causes all outward acts of virtue, by means of the other
virtues, commanding, but not eliciting them; whereas it pro-
duces the act of confession as its proper act, without the help
of any other virtue.

IIa IIae q. 3 a. 2Whether confession of faith is necessary for salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession of faith is not
necessary for salvation. For, seemingly, a thing is sufficient for
salvation, if it is ameans of attaining the end of virtue.Now the
proper end of faith is the union of the human mind with Di-
vine truth, and this can be realized without any outward con-
fession. erefore confession of faith is not necessary for sal-
vation.

Objection 2. Further, by outward confession of faith, a
man reveals his faith to another man. But this is unnecessary
save for those who have to instruct others in the faith. ere-
fore it seems that the simple folk are not bound to confess the
faith.

Objection 3. Further, whatever may tend to scandalize

and disturb others, is not necessary for salvation, for the Apos-
tle says (1 Cor. 10:32): “Be without offense to the Jews and
to the gentiles and to the Church of God.” Now confession
of faith sometimes causes a disturbance among unbelievers.
erefore it is not necessary for salvation.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 10:10): “With
the heart we believe unto justice; but with the mouth, confes-
sion is made unto salvation.”

I answer that,ings that are necessary for salvation come
under the precepts of the Divine law. Now since confession of
faith is something affirmative, it can only fall under an affirma-
tive precept. Hence its necessity for salvation depends on how
it falls under an affirmative precept of the Divine law. Now af-
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firmative precepts as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 71, a. 5, ad 3; Ia
IIae, q. 88, a. 1, ad 2) do not bind for always, although they are
always binding; but they bind as to place and time according to
other due circumstances, in respect of which human acts have
to be regulated in order to be acts of virtue.

us then it is not necessary for salvation to confess one’s
faith at all times and in all places, but in certain places and at
certain times, when, namely, by omitting to do so, we would
deprive God of due honor, or our neighbor of a service that
we ought to render him: for instance, if a man, on being asked
about his faith, were to remain silent, so as to make people be-
lieve either that he is without faith, or that the faith is false, or
so as to turn others away from the faith; for in such cases as
these, confession of faith is necessary for salvation.

Reply to Objection 1. e end of faith, even as of the
other virtues, must be referred to the end of charity, which is
the love of God and our neighbor. Consequently when God’s
honor and our neighbor’s good demand, man should not be
contentedwith being united by faith toGod’s truth, but ought

to confess his faith outwardly.
Reply to Objection 2. In cases of necessity where faith is

in danger, every one is bound to proclaim his faith to others,
either to give good example and encouragement to the rest of
the faithful, or to check the attacks of unbelievers: but at other
times it is not the duty of all the faithful to instruct others in
the faith.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is nothing commendable in
making a public confession of one’s faith, if it causes a distur-
bance among unbelievers, without any profit either to the faith
or to the faithful. Hence Our Lord said (Mat. 7:6): “Give not
that which is holy to dogs, neither cast ye your pearls before
swine…lest turning upon you, they tear you.” Yet, if there is
hope of profit to the faith, or if there be urgency, a man should
disregard the disturbance of unbelievers, and confess his faith
in public.Hence it is written (Mat. 15:12) that when the disci-
ples had said to Our Lord that “the Pharisee, when they heard
this word, were scandalized,” He answered: “Let them alone,
they are blind, and leaders of the blind.”
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S P   S P, Q 4
Of the Virtue Itself of Faith

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the virtue itself of faith, and, in the first place, faith itself; secondly, those who have faith; thirdly,
the cause of faith; fourthly, its effects.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) What is faith?
(2) In what power of the soul does it reside?
(3) Whether its form is charity?
(4) Whether living [formata] faith and lifeless [informis] faith are one identically?
(5) Whether faith is a virtue?
(6) Whether it is one virtue?
(7) Of its relation to the other virtues;
(8) Of its certitude as compared with the certitude of the intellectual virtues.

IIa IIae q. 4 a. 1Whether this is a fitting definition of faith: “Faith is the substance of things to be hoped for,
the evidence of things that appear not?”

Objection 1. It would seem that the Apostle gives an un-
fitting definition of faith (Heb. 11:1) when he says: “Faith is
the substance of things to be hoped for, the evidence of things
that appear not.” For no quality is a substance: whereas faith
is a quality, since it is a theological virtue, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 62, a. 3). erefore it is not a substance.

Objection 2. Further, different virtues have different ob-
jects.Now things to be hoped for are the object of hope.ere-
fore they should not be included in a definition of faith, as
though they were its object.

Objection 3. Further, faith is perfected by charity rather
than by hope, since charity is the form of faith, as we shall
state further on (a. 3). erefore the definition of faith should
have included the thing to be loved rather than the thing to be
hoped for.

Objection 4. Further, the same thing should not be placed
in different genera. Now “substance” and “evidence” are differ-
ent genera, and neither is subalternate to the other. erefore
it is unfitting to state that faith is both “substance” and “evi-
dence.”

Objection 5. Further, evidence manifests the truth of the
matter for which it is adduced. Now a thing is said to be ap-
parent when its truth is already manifest. erefore it seems
to imply a contradiction to speak of “evidence of things that
appear not”: and so faith is unfittingly defined.

On the contrary, e authority of the Apostle suffices.
I answer that, ough some say that the above words of

the Apostle are not a definition of faith, yet if we consider the
matter aright, this definition overlooks none of the points in
reference towhich faith can be defined, albeit thewords them-
selves are not arranged in the form of a definition, just as the
philosophers touch on the principles of the syllogism, without
employing the syllogistic form.

In order to make this clear, we must observe that since
habits are known by their acts, and acts by their objects, faith,
being a habit, should be defined by its proper act in relation to
its proper object. Now the act of faith is to believe, as stated
above (q. 2, Aa. 2,3), which is an act of the intellect determi-
nate to one object of the will’s command.Hence an act of faith
is related both to the object of the will, i.e. to the good and
the end, and to the object of the intellect, i.e. to the true. And
since faith, through being a theological virtues, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 62, a. 2), has one same thing for object and end,
its object and end must, of necessity, be in proportion to one
another. Now it has been already stated (q. 1, Aa. 1,4) that the
object of faith is the First Truth, as unseen, and whatever we
hold on account thereof: so that it must needs be under the
aspect of something unseen that the First Truth is the end of
the act of faith, which aspect is that of a thing hoped for, ac-
cording to the Apostle (Rom. 8:25): “We hope for that which
we see not”: because to see the truth is to possess it. Now one
hopes not for what one has already, but for what one has not,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 67, a. 4). Accordingly the relation
of the act of faith to its end which is the object of the will, is
indicated by the words: “Faith is the substance of things to be
hoped for.” For we are wont to call by the name of substance,
the first beginning of a thing, especially when the whole sub-
sequent thing is virtually contained in the first beginning; for
instance, we might say that the first self-evident principles are
the substance of science, because, to wit, these principles are
in us the first beginnings of science, the whole of which is it-
self contained in them virtually. In this way then faith is said
to be the “substance of things to be hoped for,” for the rea-
son that in us the first beginning of things to be hoped for is
brought about by the assent of faith, which contains virtually
all things to be hoped for. Because we hope to be made happy
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through seeing the unveiled truth to which our faith cleaves,
as was made evident when we were speaking of happiness ( Ia
IIae, q. 3, a. 8; Ia IIae, q. 4, a. 3).

e relationship of the act of faith to the object of the in-
tellect, considered as the object of faith, is indicated by the
words, “evidence of things that appear not,” where “evidence”
is taken for the result of evidence. For evidence induces the in-
tellect to adhere to a truth, wherefore the firm adhesion of the
intellect to the non-apparent truth of faith is called “evidence”
here. Hence another reading has “conviction,” because to wit,
the intellect of the believer is convinced by Divine authority,
so as to assent to what it sees not. Accordingly if anyonewould
reduce the foregoing words to the form of a definition, hemay
say that “faith is a habit of the mind, whereby eternal life is be-
gun in us,making the intellect assent towhat is non-apparent.”

In this way faith is distinguished from all other things per-
taining to the intellect. For when we describe it as “evidence,”
we distinguish it from opinion, suspicion, and doubt, which
do not make the intellect adhere to anything firmly; when we
go on to say, “of things that appear not,” we distinguish it from
science and understanding, the object of which is something
apparent; and when we say that it is “the substance of things
to be hoped for,” we distinguish the virtue of faith from faith
commonly so called, which has no reference to the beatitude
we hope for.

Whatever other definitions are given of faith, are explana-
tions of this one given by theApostle. ForwhenAugustine says
(Tract. xl in Joan.: QQ. Evang. ii, qu. 39) that “faith is a virtue
wherebywe believe what we do not see,” andwhenDamascene
says (De Fide Orth. iv, 11) that “faith is an assent without re-
search,” and when others say that “faith is that certainty of the

mind about absent things which surpasses opinion but falls
short of science,” these all amount to the same as the Apostle’s
words: “Evidence of things that appear not”; andwhenDiony-
sius says (Div. Nom. vii) that “faith is the solid foundation of
the believer, establishing him in the truth, and showing forth
the truth in him,” comes to the same as “substance of things to
be hoped for.”

Reply toObjection 1. “Substance” here does not stand for
the supreme genus condivided with the other genera, but for
that likeness to substance which is found in each genus, inas-
much as the first thing in a genus contains the others virtually
and is said to be the substance thereof.

Reply to Objection 2. Since faith pertains to the intel-
lect as commanded by the will, it must needs be directed, as to
its end, to the objects of those virtues which perfect the will,
among which is hope, as we shall prove further on (q. 18, a. 1).
For this reason the definition of faith includes the object of
hope.

Reply to Objection 3. Love may be of the seen and of the
unseen, of the present and of the absent. Consequently a thing
to be loved is not so adapted to faith, as a thing to be hoped
for, since hope is always of the absent and the unseen.

Reply to Objection 4. “Substance” and “evidence” as in-
cluded in the definition of faith, do not denote various genera
of faith, nor different acts, but different relationships of one
act to different objects, as is clear from what has been said.

Reply to Objection 5. Evidence taken from the proper
principles of a thing,make it apparent, whereas evidence taken
fromDivine authority does notmake a thing apparent in itself,
and such is the evidence referred to in the definition of faith.

IIa IIae q. 4 a. 2Whether faith resides in the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith does not reside in
the intellect. For Augustine says (De Praedest. Sanct. v) that
“faith resides in the believer’s will.” Now the will is a power
distinct from the intellect. erefore faith does not reside in
the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, the assent of faith to believe any-
thing, proceeds from the will obeying God.erefore it seems
that faith owes all its praise to obedience. Now obedience is in
the will. erefore faith is in the will, and not in the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect is either speculative or
practical.Now faith is not in the speculative intellect, since this
is not concerned with things to be sought or avoided, as stated
in De Anima iii, 9, so that it is not a principle of operation,
whereas “faith…worketh by charity” (Gal. 5:6). Likewise, nei-
ther is it in the practical intellect, the object of which is some
true, contingent thing, that can be made or done. For the ob-
ject of faith is theEternalTruth, aswas shown above (q. 1, a. 1).
erefore faith does not reside in the intellect.

On the contrary, Faith is succeeded by the heavenly vi-

sion, according to 1 Cor. 13:12: “We see now through a glass
in a dark manner; but then face to face.” Now vision is in the
intellect. erefore faith is likewise.

I answer that, Since faith is a virtue, its act must needs be
perfect. Now, for the perfection of an act proceeding from two
active principles, each of these principles must be perfect: for
it is not possible for a thing to be sawn well, unless the sawyer
possess the art, and the saw be well fitted for sawing. Now, in
a power of the soul, which is related to opposite objects, a dis-
position to act well is a habit, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 49,
a. 4, ad 1,2,3). Wherefore an act that proceeds from two such
powers must be perfected by a habit residing in each of them.
Again, it has been stated above (q. 2, Aa. 1,2) that to believe is
an act of the intellect inasmuch as the will moves it to assent.
And this act proceeds from the will and the intellect, both of
which have a natural aptitude to be perfected in this way. Con-
sequently, if the act of faith is to be perfect, there needs to be a
habit in the will as well as in the intellect: even as there needs
to be the habit of prudence in the reason, besides the habit of
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temperance in the concupiscible faculty, in order that the act
of that faculty be perfect. Now, to believe is immediately an
act of the intellect, because the object of that act is “the true,”
which pertains properly to the intellect. Consequently faith,
which is the proper principle of that act, must needs reside in
the intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine takes faith for the act of
faith, which is described as depending on the believer’s will, in
so far as his intellect assents tomatters of faith at the command
of the will.

Reply to Objection 2. Not only does the will need to be

ready to obey but also the intellect needs to bewell disposed to
follow the command of the will, even as the concupiscible fac-
ulty needs to be well disposed in order to follow the command
of reason; hence there needs to be a habit of virtue not only in
the commanding will but also in the assenting intellect.

Reply to Objection 3. Faith resides in the speculative in-
tellect, as evidenced by its object. But since this object, which
is the First Truth, is the end of all our desires and actions, as
Augustine proves (De Trin. i, 8), it follows that faith worketh
by charity just as “the speculative intellect becomes practical
by extension” (De Anima iii, 10).

IIa IIae q. 4 a. 3Whether charity is the form of faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not the form of
faith. For each thing derives its species from its form. When
therefore two things are opposite members of a division, one
cannot be the form of the other. Now faith and charity are
stated to be oppositemembers of a division, as different species
of virtue (1 Cor. 13:13). erefore charity is not the form of
faith.

Objection 2. Further, a form and the thing of which it is
the form are in one subject, since together they form one sim-
ply. Now faith is in the intellect, while charity is in the will.
erefore charity is not the form of faith.

Objection 3. Further, the form of a thing is a principle
thereof. Now obedience, rather than charity, seems to be the
principle of believing, on the part of the will, according to
Rom. 1:5: “For obedience to the faith in all nations.” ere-
fore obedience rather than charity, is the form of faith.

On the contrary,Each thingworks through its form.Now
faithworks through charity.erefore the love of charity is the
form of faith.

I answer that, As appears from what has been said above
( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 6), voluntary acts take
their species from their endwhich is thewill’s object.Now that
which gives a thing its species, is aer the manner of a form in

natural things. Wherefore the form of any voluntary act is, in
a manner, the end to which that act is directed, both because
it takes its species therefrom, and because the mode of an ac-
tion should correspond proportionately to the end. Now it is
evident from what has been said (a. 1), that the act of faith is
directed to the object of the will, i.e. the good, as to its end:
and this good which is the end of faith, viz. the Divine Good,
is the proper object of charity. erefore charity is called the
formof faith in so far as the act of faith is perfected and formed
by charity.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity is called the form of faith
because it quickens the act of faith. Now nothing hinders one
act from being quickened by different habits, so as to be re-
duced to various species in a certain order, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 18, Aa. 6,7; Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 2) whenwewere treating of
human acts in general.

Reply toObjection 2.is objection is true of an intrinsic
form. But it is not thus that charity is the form of faith, but in
the sense that it quickens the act of faith, as explained above.

Reply toObjection 3. Even obedience, and hope likewise,
and whatever other virtue might precede the act of faith, is
quickened by charity, as we shall show further on (q. 23, a. 8),
and consequently charity is spoken of as the form of faith.

IIa IIae q. 4 a. 4Whether lifeless faith can become living, or living faith, lifeless?

Objection 1. It would seem that lifeless faith does not be-
come living, or living faith lifeless. For, according to 1 Cor.
13:10, “when that which is perfect is come, that which is in
part shall be done away.”Now lifeless faith is imperfect in com-
parison with living faith. erefore when living faith comes,
lifeless faith is done away, so that they are not one identical
habit.

Objection 2. Further, a dead thing does not become a liv-
ing thing. Now lifeless faith is dead, according to James 2:20:
“Faith without works is dead.” erefore lifeless faith cannot
become living.

Objection 3. Further, God’s grace, by its advent, has no

less effect in a believer than in an unbeliever. Now by coming
to an unbeliever it causes the habit of faith. erefore when it
comes to a believer, who hitherto had the habit of lifeless faith,
it causes another habit of faith in him.

Objection 4. Further, as Boethius says (In Categ. Arist. i),
“accidents cannot be altered.” Now faith is an accident. ere-
fore the same faith cannot be at one time living, and at another,
lifeless.

On the contrary, A gloss on the words, “Faith without
works is dead” ( James2:20) adds, “bywhich it lives oncemore.”
erefore faith which was lifeless and without form hitherto,
becomes formed and living.

* William of Auxerre, Sum. Aur. III, iii, 15.
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I answer that, ere have been various opinions on this
question. For some* have said that living and lifeless faith are
distinct habits, but thatwhen living faith comes, lifeless faith is
done away, and that, in like manner, when a man sins mortally
aer having living faith, a new habit of lifeless faith is infused
into him by God. But it seems unfitting that grace should de-
prive man of a gi of God by coming to him, and that a gi of
God should be infused into man, on account of a mortal sin.

Consequently others† have said that living and lifeless faith
are indeed distinct habits, but that, all the same, when living
faith comes the habit of lifeless faith is not taken away, and
that it remains together with the habit of living faith in the
same subject. Yet again it seems unreasonable that the habit of
lifeless faith should remain inactive in a person having living
faith.

We must therefore hold differently that living and lifeless
faith are one and the same habit. e reason is that a habit
is differentiated by that which directly pertains to that habit.
Now since faith is a perfection of the intellect, that pertains
directly to faith, which pertains to the intellect. Again, what
pertains to the will, does not pertain directly to faith, so as to
be able to differentiate the habit of faith. But the distinction of
living from lifeless faith is in respect of something pertaining
to the will, i.e. charity, and not in respect of something per-
taining to the intellect. erefore living and lifeless faith are
not distinct habits.

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of the Apostle refers to
those imperfect things from which imperfection is insepara-
ble, for then,when the perfect comes the imperfectmust needs
be done away.uswith the advent of clear vision, faith is done

away, because it is essentially “of the things that appear not.”
When, however, imperfection is not inseparable from the im-
perfect thing, the same identical thing which was imperfect
becomes perfect. us childhood is not essential to man and
consequently the same identical subject who was a child, be-
comes a man. Now lifelessness is not essential to faith, but is
accidental thereto as stated above.erefore lifeless faith itself
becomes living.

Reply to Objection 2. at which makes an animal live is
inseparable from an animal, because it is its substantial form,
viz. the soul: consequently a dead thing cannot become a living
thing, and a living and a dead thing differ specifically. On the
other hand that which gives faith its form, or makes it live, is
not essential to faith. Hence there is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 3. Grace causes faith not only when
faith begins anew to be in a man, but also as long as faith lasts.
For it has been said above ( Ia, q. 104, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 109, a. 9)
that God is always working man’s justification, even as the sun
is always lighting up the air. Hence grace is not less effective
when it comes to a believer than when it comes to an unbe-
liever: since it causes faith in both, in the former by confirming
and perfecting it, in the latter by creating it anew.

We might also reply that it is accidental, namely on ac-
count of the disposition of the subject, that grace does not
cause faith in onewhohas it already: just as, on the other hand,
a secondmortal sin does not take away grace fromonewhohas
already lost it through a previous mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 4. When living faith becomes lifeless,
faith is not changed, but its subject, the soul, which at one time
has faith without charity, and at another time, with charity.

IIa IIae q. 4 a. 5Whether faith is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith is not a virtue. For
virtue is directed to the good, since “it is virtue that makes its
subject good,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii, 6). But faith
is directed to the true. erefore faith is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, infused virtue is more perfect than
acquired virtue. Now faith, on account of its imperfection,
is not placed among the acquired intellectual virtues, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. vi, 3). Much less, therefore, can it be
considered an infused virtue.

Objection 3. Further, living and lifeless faith are the same
species, as stated above (a. 4). Now lifeless faith is not a virtue,
since it is not connected with the other virtues. erefore nei-
ther is living faith a virtue.

Objection 4. Further, the gratuitous graces and the fruits
are distinct from the virtues. But faith is numbered among the
gratuitous graces (1 Cor. 12:9) and likewise among the fruits
(Gal. 5:23). erefore faith is not a virtue.

On the contrary,Man is justified by the virtues, since “jus-
tice is all virtue,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. v, 1). Now
man is justified by faith according to Rom. 5:1: “Being justi-

fied therefore by faith let us have peace,” etc. erefore faith is
a virtue.

I answer that, As shown above, it is by human virtue that
human acts are rendered good; hence, any habit that is always
the principle of a good act, may be called a human virtue. Such
a habit is living faith. For since to believe is an act of the in-
tellect assenting to the truth at the command of the will, two
things are required that this act may be perfect: one of which
is that the intellect should infallibly tend to its object, which
is the true; while the other is that the will should be infalli-
bly directed to the last end, on account of which it assents to
the true: and both of these are to be found in the act of living
faith. For it belongs to the very essence of faith that the intel-
lect should ever tend to the true, since nothing false can be the
object of faith, as proved above (q. 1, a. 3): while the effect of
charity, which is the form of faith, is that the soul ever has its
will directed to a good end. erefore living faith is a virtue.

On the other hand, lifeless faith is not a virtue, because,
though the act of lifeless faith is duly perfect on the part of the
intellect, it has not its due perfection as regards the will: just as

† Alexander of Hales, Sum. eol. iii, 64.
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if temperance be in the concupiscible, without prudence being
in the rational part, temperance is not a virtue, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1), because the act of temperance requires both
an act of reason, and an act of the concupiscible faculty, even
as the act of faith requires an act of the will, and an act of the
intellect.

Reply to Objection 1. e truth is itself the good of the
intellect, since it is its perfection: and consequently faith has a
relation to some good in so far as it directs the intellect to the
true. Furthermore, it has a relation to the good considered as
the object of the will, inasmuch as it is formed by charity.

Reply toObjection 2.e faith of which the Philosopher
speaks is based on human reasoning in a conclusion which
does not follow, of necessity, from its premisses; and which
is subject to be false: hence such like faith is not a virtue. On
the other hand, the faith of which we are speaking is based on
the Divine Truth, which is infallible, and consequently its ob-
ject cannot be anything false; so that faith of this kind can be
a virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Living and lifeless faith do not dif-
fer specifically, as though they belonged to different species.

But they differ as perfect and imperfect within the same
species. Hence lifeless faith, being imperfect, does not satisfy
the conditions of a perfect virtue, for “virtue is a kind of per-
fection” (Phys. vii, text. 18).

Reply to Objection 4. Some say that faith which is num-
bered among the gratuitous graces is lifeless faith. But this
is said without reason, since the gratuitous graces, which are
mentioned in that passage, are not common to all themembers
of the Church: wherefore the Apostle says: “ere are diversi-
ties of graces,” and again, “To one is given” this grace and “to
another” that. Now lifeless faith is common to all members of
the Church, because its lifelessness is not part of its substance,
if we consider it as a gratuitous gi. We must, therefore, say
that in that passage, faith denotes a certain excellency of faith,
for instance, “constancy in faith,” according to a gloss, or the
“word of faith.”

Faith is numbered among the fruits, in so far as it gives
a certain pleasure in its act by reason of its certainty, where-
fore the gloss on the fih chapter to the Galatians, where the
fruits are enumerated, explains faith as being “certainty about
the unseen.”

IIa IIae q. 4 a. 6Whether faith is one virtue?

Objection1. Itwould seem that faith is not one. For just as
faith is a gi ofGod according to Eph. 2:8, so also wisdom and
knowledge are numbered among God’s gis according to Is.
11:2. Now wisdom and knowledge differ in this, that wisdom
is about eternal things, and knowledge about temporal things,
as Augustine states (De Trin. xii, 14,15). Since, then, faith is
about eternal things, and also about some temporal things, it
seems that faith is not one virtue, but divided into several parts.

Objection2.Further, confession is an act of faith, as stated
above (q. 3, a. 1). Now confession of faith is not one and the
same for all: since what we confess as past, the fathers of old
confessed as yet to come, as appears from Is. 7:14: “Behold a
virgin shall conceive.” erefore faith is not one.

Objection 3. Further, faith is common to all believers in
Christ. But one accident cannot be in many subjects. ere-
fore all cannot have one faith.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Eph. 4:5): “One Lord,
one faith.”

I answer that, If we take faith as a habit, we can consider
it in two ways. First on the part of the object, and thus there is
one faith. Because the formal object of faith is the First Truth,
by adhering to which we believe whatever is contained in the
faith. Secondly, on the part of the subject, and thus faith is dif-
ferentiated according as it is in various subjects. Now it is ev-

ident that faith, just as any other habit, takes its species from
the formal aspect of its object, but is individualized by its sub-
ject. Hence if we take faith for the habit whereby we believe, it
is one specifically, but differs numerically according to its var-
ious subjects.

If, on the other hand, we take faith for that which is be-
lieved, then, again, there is one faith, since what is believed by
all is one same thing: for though the things believed, which all
agree in believing, be diverse from one another, yet they are all
reduced to one.

Reply to Objection 1. Temporal matters which are pro-
posed to be believed, do not belong to the object of faith, ex-
cept in relation to something eternal, viz. the First Truth, as
stated above (q. 1, a. 1).Hence there is one faith of things both
temporal and eternal. It is different with wisdom and knowl-
edge, which consider temporal and eternalmatters under their
respective aspects.

Reply to Objection 2. is difference of past and future
arises, not from any difference in the thing believed, but from
the different relationships of believers to the one thing be-
lieved, as also we have mentioned above ( Ia IIae, q. 103, a. 4;
Ia IIae, q. 107, a. 1, ad 1).

Reply toObjection 3.is objection considers numerical
diversity of faith.
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IIa IIae q. 4 a. 7Whether faith is the first of the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith is not the first of the
virtues. For a gloss on Lk. 12:4, “I say to you My friends,” says
that fortitude is the foundation of faith. Now the foundation
precedes that which is founded thereon. erefore faith is not
the first of the virtues.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Ps. 36, “Be not emulous,”
says that hope “leads on to faith.” Now hope is a virtue, as we
shall state further on (q. 17, a. 1).erefore faith is not the first
of the virtues.

Objection 3. Further, it was stated above (a. 2) that the
intellect of the believer is moved, out of obedience to God,
to assent to matters of faith. Now obedience also is a virtue.
erefore faith is not the first virtue.

Objection 4. Further, not lifeless but living faith is the
foundation, as a gloss remarks on 1 Cor. 3:11*. Now faith is
formed by charity, as stated above (a. 3). erefore it is ow-
ing to charity that faith is the foundation: so that charity is the
foundation yet more than faith is (for the foundation is the
first part of a building) and consequently it seems to precede
faith.

Objection 5. Further, the order of habits is taken from the
order of acts.Now, in the act of faith, the act of thewillwhich is
perfected by charity, precedes the act of the intellect, which is
perfected by faith, as the causewhich precedes its effect.ere-
fore charity precedes faith.erefore faith is not the first of the
virtues.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 11:1) that “faith
is the substance of things to be hoped for.” Now the substance
of a thing is that which comes first. erefore faith is first
among the virtues.

I answer that,One thing can precede another in twoways:
first, by its very nature; secondly, by accident. Faith, by its very
nature, precedes all other virtues. For since the end is the prin-
ciple in matters of action, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 13, a. 3;
Ia IIae, q. 34, a. 4, ad 1), the theological virtues, the object of
which is the last end, must needs precede all the others. Again,
the last end must of necessity be present to the intellect before
it is present to the will, since the will has no inclination for
anything except in so far as it is apprehended by the intellect.
Hence, as the last end is present in the will by hope and char-
ity, and in the intellect, by faith, the first of all the virtuesmust,
of necessity, be faith, because natural knowledge cannot reach
God as the object of heavenly bliss, which is the aspect under
which hope and charity tend towards Him.

On the other hand, some virtues canprecede faith acciden-
tally. For an accidental cause precedes its effect accidentally.
Now that which removes an obstacle is a kind of accidental
cause, according to the Philosopher (Phys. viii, 4): and in this
sense certain virtues may be said to precede faith accidentally,
in so far as they remove obstacles to belief. us fortitude re-
moves the inordinate fear that hinders faith; humility removes
pride, whereby a man refuses to submit himself to the truth of
faith. e same may be said of some other virtues, although
there are no real virtues, unless faith be presupposed, as Au-
gustine states (Contra Julian. iv, 3).

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. Hope cannot lead to faith abso-

lutely. For one cannot hope to obtain eternal happiness, un-
less one believes this possible, since hope does not tend to the
impossible, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 1). It is, however,
possible for one to be led by hope to persevere in faith, or to
hold firmly to faith; and it is in this sense that hope is said to
lead to faith.

Reply to Objection 3. Obedience is twofold: for some-
times it denotes the inclination of the will to fulfil God’s com-
mandments. In this way it is not a special virtue, but is a gen-
eral condition of every virtue; since all acts of virtue come un-
der the precepts of the Divine law, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 100, a. 2); and thus it is requisite for faith. In another way,
obedience denotes an inclination to fulfil the commandments
considered as a duty. In this way it is a special virtue, and a
part of justice: for a man does his duty by his superior when
he obeys him: and thus obedience follows faith, whereby man
knows that God is his superior, Whom he must obey.

Reply toObjection 4.To be a foundation a thing requires
not only to come first, but also to be connected with the other
parts of the building: since the buildingwould not be founded
on it unless the other parts adhered to it. Now the connecting
bond of the spiritual edifice is charity, according to Col. 3:14:
“Above all…things have charity which is the bond of perfec-
tion.” Consequently faith without charity cannot be the foun-
dation: and yet it does not follow that charity precedes faith.

Reply to Objection 5. Some act of the will is required be-
fore faith, but not an act of the will quickened by charity. is
latter act presupposes faith, because the will cannot tend to
God with perfect love, unless the intellect possesses right faith
about Him.

* Augustine, De Fide et Oper. xvi.
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IIa IIae q. 4 a. 8Whether faith is more certain than science and the other intellectual virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith is not more certain
than science and the other intellectual virtues. For doubt is op-
posed to certitude, wherefore a thing would seem to be the
more certain, through being less doubtful, just as a thing is
the whiter, the less it has of an admixture of black. Now un-
derstanding, science and also wisdom are free of any doubt
about their objects; whereas the believer may sometimes suf-
fer a movement of doubt, and doubt about matters of faith.
erefore faith is nomore certain than the intellectual virtues.

Objection 2. Further, sight is more certain than hear-
ing. But “faith is through hearing” according to Rom. 10:17;
whereas understanding, science and wisdom imply some kind
of intellectual sight. erefore science and understanding are
more certain than faith.

Further, in matters concerning the intellect, the more per-
fect is the more certain. Now understanding is more perfect
than faith, since faith is the way to understanding, according
to another version* of Is. 7:9: “If you will not believe, you shall
not understand [Vulg.: ‘continue’]”: and Augustine says (De
Trin. xiv, 1) that “faith is strengthened by science.”erefore it
seems that science or understanding is more certain than faith.

On the contrary,eApostle says (1ess. 2:15): “When
you had received of us the word of the hearing,” i.e. by
faith…“you received it not as the word of men, but, as it is in-
deed, the word ofGod.”Nownothing is more certain than the
word of God.erefore science is not more certain than faith;
nor is anything else.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 57, a. 4, ad 2)
two of the intellectual virtues are about contingent matter,
viz. prudence and art; to which faith is preferable in point
of certitude, by reason of its matter, since it is about eter-
nal things, which never change, whereas the other three in-
tellectual virtues, viz. wisdom, science† and understanding, are
about necessary things, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 57, a. 5, ad
3). But it must be observed that wisdom, science and under-
standingmay be taken in twoways: first, as intellectual virtues,
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 2,3); secondly, for the
gis of theHolyGhost. If we consider them in the first way, we
must note that certitude can be looked at in twoways. First, on

the part of its cause, and thus a thing which has a more certain
cause, is itself more certain. In this way faith is more certain
than those three virtues, because it is founded on the Divine
truth, whereas the aforesaid three virtues are based on human
reason. Secondly, certitude may be considered on the part of
the subject, and thus the more a man’s intellect lays hold of a
thing, themore certain it is. In this way, faith is less certain, be-
cause matters of faith are above the human intellect, whereas
the objects of the aforesaid three virtues are not. Since, how-
ever, a thing is judged simply with regard to its cause, but rela-
tively, with respect to a disposition on the part of the subject,
it follows that faith is more certain simply, while the others
are more certain relatively, i.e. for us. Likewise if these three
be taken as gis received in this present life, they are related to
faith as to their principlewhich they presuppose: so that again,
in this way, faith is more certain.

Reply toObjection 1. is doubt is not on the side of the
cause of faith, but on our side, in so far as we do not fully grasp
matters of faith with our intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. Other things being equal sight is
more certain than hearing; but if (the authority of ) the person
from whom we hear greatly surpasses that of the seer’s sight,
hearing is more certain than sight: thus a man of little science
is more certain about what he hears on the authority of an ex-
pert in science, than about what is apparent to him according
to his own reason: andmuchmore is aman certain about what
he hears fromGod,Who cannot be deceived, than about what
he sees with his own reason, which can be mistaken.

Reply to Objection 3. e gis of understanding and
knowledge aremore perfect than the knowledge of faith in the
point of their greater clearness, but not in regard to more cer-
tain adhesion: because the whole certitude of the gis of un-
derstanding and knowledge, arises from the certitude of faith,
even as the certitude of the knowledge of conclusions arises
from the certitude of premisses. But in so far as science, wis-
dom and understanding are intellectual virtues, they are based
upon the natural light of reason, which falls short of the certi-
tude of God’s word, on which faith is founded.

* e Septuagint. † In English the corresponding ‘gi’ is called knowledge.
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S P   S P, Q 5
Of ose Who Have Faith

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider those who have faith: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there was faith in the angels, or in man, in their original state?
(2) Whether the demons have faith?
(3) Whether those heretics who err in one article, have faith in others?
(4) Whether among those who have faith, one has it more than another?

IIa IIae q. 5 a. 1Whether there was faith in the angels, or in man, in their original state?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no faith, either
in the angels, or in man, in their original state. For Hugh St.
Victor says in his Sentences (De Sacram. i, 10) that “man can-
not seeGodor things that are inGod, becausehe closes his eyes
to contemplation.” Now the angels, in their original state, be-
fore they were either confirmed in grace, or had fallen from it,
had their eyes opened to contemplation, since “they saw things
in the Word,” according to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8). Like-
wise the first man, while in the state of innocence, seemingly
had his eyes open to contemplation; for Hugh St. Victor says
(De Sacram. i, 6) that “in his original state man knew his Cre-
ator, not by the mere outward perception of hearing, but by
inward inspiration, not as now believers seek an absent God
by faith, but by seeingHim clearly present to their contempla-
tion.” erefore there was no faith in the angels and man in
their original state.

Objection 2. Further, the knowledge of faith is dark and
obscure, according to 1 Cor. 13:13: “We see now through a
glass in a dark manner.” Now in their original state there was
not obscurity either in the angels or inman, because it is a pun-
ishment of sin. erefore there could be no faith in the angels
or in man, in their original state.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 10:17) that
“faith…cometh by hearing.” Now this could not apply to an-
gels and man in their original state; for then they could not
hear anything from another. erefore, in that state, there was
no faith either in man or in the angels.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 11:6): “He that
cometh to God, must believe.” Now the original state of an-
gels and man was one of approach to God. erefore they had
need of faith.

I answer that, Some say that there was no faith in the an-
gels before they were confirmed in grace or fell from it, and in
man before he sinned, by reason of the manifest contempla-
tion that they had of Divine things. Since, however, “faith is
the evidence of things that appear not,” according to theApos-
tle (Heb. 11:2), and since “by faithwe believewhatwe see not,”
according to Augustine (Tract. xl in Joan.; QQ. Evang. ii, qu.
39), thatmanifestation alone excludes faith, which renders ap-

parent or seen the principal object of faith. Now the principal
object of faith is the First Truth, the sight of which gives the
happiness of heaven and takes the place of faith.Consequently,
as the angels before their confirmation in grace, and man be-
fore sin, did not possess the happiness whereby God is seen in
His Essence, it is evident that the knowledge they possessed
was not such as to exclude faith.

It follows then, that the absence of faith in themcould only
be explained by their being altogether ignorant of the object of
faith. And if man and the angels were created in a purely natu-
ral state, as some* hold, perhaps one might hold that there was
no faith in the angels before their confirmation in grace, or in
man before sin, because the knowledge of faith surpasses not
only aman’s but even an angel’s natural knowledge aboutGod.

Since, however, we stated in the Ia, q. 62, a. 3; Ia, q. 95,
a. 1 thatman and the angels were created with the gi of grace,
we must needs say that there was in them a certain beginning
of hoped-for happiness, by reason of grace received but not
yet consummated, which happiness was begun in their will by
hope and charity, and in the intellect by faith, as stated above
(q. 4, a. 7). Consequently we must hold that the angels had
faith before they were confirmed, and man, before he sinned.
Nevertheless we must observe that in the object of faith, there
is something formal, as it were, namely the First Truth surpass-
ing all the natural knowledge of a creature, and somethingma-
terial, namely, the thing to which we assent while adhering to
the First Truth. With regard to the former, before obtaining
the happiness to come, faith is common to all whohave knowl-
edge of God, by adhering to the First Truth: whereas with re-
gard to the things which are proposed as thematerial object of
faith, some are believed by one, and known manifestly by an-
other, even in the present state, as we have shown above (q. 1,
a. 5; q. 2, a. 4, ad 2). In this respect, too, it may be said that the
angels before being confirmed, and man, before sin, possessed
manifest knowledge about certain points in the Divine mys-
teries, which now we cannot know except by believing them.

Reply toObjection 1.Although the words of Hugh of St.
Victor are those of amaster, and have the force of an authority,
yet it may be said that the contemplation which removes the

* St. Bonaventure, Sent. ii, D, 29.
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need of faith is heavenly contemplation, whereby the super-
natural truth is seen in its essence. Now the angels did not pos-
sess this contemplation before they were confirmed, nor did
man before he sinned: yet their contemplation was of a higher
order than ours, for by its means they approached nearer to
God, and had manifest knowledge of more of the Divine ef-
fects and mysteries than we can have knowledge of. Hence
faith was not in them so that they sought an absent God as we
seek Him: since by the light of wisdom He was more present
to them than He is to us, although He was not so present to
them as He is to the Blessed by the light of glory.

Reply to Objection 2. ere was no darkness of sin or
punishment in the original state of man and the angels, but
there was a certain natural obscurity in the human and angelic
intellect, in so far as every creature is darkness in comparison
with the immensity of the Divine light: and this obscurity suf-
fices for faith.

Reply to Objection 3. In the original state there was no
hearing anything from man speaking outwardly, but there was
from God inspiring inwardly: thus the prophets heard, as ex-
pressed by the Ps. 84:9: “I will hear what the Lord God will
speak in me.”

IIa IIae q. 5 a. 2Whether in the demons there is faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that the demons have no faith.
For Augustine says (De Praedest. Sanct. v) that “faith depends
on the believer’s will”: and this is a good will, since by it man
wishes to believe in God. Since then no deliberate will of the
demons is good, as stated above ( Ia, q. 64, a. 2, ad 5), it seems
that in the demons there is no faith.

Objection 2. Further, faith is a gi of Divine grace, ac-
cording to Eph. 2:8: “By grace you are saved through faith…for
it is the gi of God.” Now, according to a gloss on Osee 3:1,
“ey look to strange gods, and love the husks of the grapes,”
the demons lost their gis of grace by sinning. erefore faith
did not remain in the demons aer they sinned.

Objection 3. Further, unbelief would seem to be graver
than other sins, as Augustine observes (Tract. lxxxix in Joan.)
on Jn. 15:22, “If I had not come and spoken to them, they
would not have sin: but now they have no excuse for their sin.”
Now the sin of unbelief is in some men. Consequently, if the
demons have faith, some men would be guilty of a sin graver
than that of the demons, which seems unreasonable.erefore
in the demons there is no faith.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 2:19): “e dev-
ils…believe and tremble.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 1, a. 4; q. 2, a. 1), the be-
liever’s intellect assents to that which he believes, not because
he sees it either in itself, or by resolving it to first self-evident
principles, but because his will commands his intellect to as-
sent. Now, that the will moves the intellect to assent, may be
due to two causes. First, through the will being directed to the
good, and in this way, to believe is a praiseworthy action. Sec-

ondly, because the intellect is convinced that it ought to be-
lieve what is said, though that conviction is not based on ob-
jective evidence. us if a prophet, while preaching the word
of God, were to foretell something, and were to give a sign, by
raising a dead person to life, the intellect of a witness would be
convinced so as to recognize clearly that God, Who lieth not,
was speaking, although the thing itself foretold would not be
evident in itself, and consequently the essence of faith would
not be removed.

Accordingly we must say that faith is commended in the
first sense in the faithful of Christ: and in this way faith is
not in the demons, but only in the second way, for they see
many evident signs, whereby they recognize that the teaching
of theChurch is fromGod, although theydonot see the things
themselves that the Church teaches, for instance that there are
three Persons in God, and so forth.

Reply to Objection 1. e demons are, in a way, com-
pelled to believe, by the evidence of signs, and so their will de-
serves no praise for their belief.

Reply to Objection 2. Faith, which is a gi of grace, in-
clines man to believe, by giving him a certain affection for the
good, even when that faith is lifeless. Consequently the faith
which the demons have, is not a gi of grace. Rather are they
compelled to believe through their natural intellectual acu-
men.

Reply to Objection 3. e very fact that the signs of faith
are so evident, that the demons are compelled to believe, is dis-
pleasing to them, so that their malice is by no means dimin-
ished by their believe.

IIa IIae q. 5 a. 3Whether amanwho disbelieves one article of faith, can have lifeless faith in the other articles?

Objection 1. It would seem that a heretic who disbelieves
one article of faith, can have lifeless faith in the other articles.
For the natural intellect of a heretic is not more able than that
of a catholic. Now a catholic’s intellect needs the aid of the gi
of faith in order to believe any article whatever of faith.ere-
fore it seems that heretics cannot believe any articles of faith
without the gi of lifeless faith.

Objection 2. Further, just as faith contains many articles,
so does one science, viz. geometry, contain many conclusions.
Now a man may possess the science of geometry as to some
geometrical conclusions, and yet be ignorant of other conclu-
sions. erefore a man can believe some articles of faith with-
out believing the others.

Objection 3. Further, just as man obeys God in believing

1140



the articles of faith, so does he also in keeping the command-
ments of the Law.Now aman can obey some commandments,
and disobey others.erefore he can believe some articles, and
disbelieve others.

On the contrary, Just as mortal sin is contrary to charity,
so is disbelief in one article of faith contrary to faith.Nowchar-
ity does not remain in a man aer one mortal sin. erefore
neither does faith, aer a man disbelieves one article.

I answer that, Neither living nor lifeless faith remains in a
heretic who disbelieves one article of faith.

e reason of this is that the species of every habit depends
on the formal aspect of the object, without which the species
of the habit cannot remain. Now the formal object of faith is
the First Truth, as manifested in Holy Writ and the teaching
of the Church, which proceeds from the First Truth. Conse-
quently whoever does not adhere, as to an infallible and Di-
vine rule, to the teaching of the Church, which proceeds from
the First Truth manifested in Holy Writ, has not the habit of
faith, but holds that which is of faith otherwise than by faith.
Even so, it is evident that amanwhosemindholds a conclusion
without knowing how it is proved, has not scientific knowl-
edge, but merely an opinion about it. Now it is manifest that
he who adheres to the teaching of the Church, as to an infalli-
ble rule, assents to whatever the Church teaches; otherwise, if,
of the things taught by the Church, he holds what he chooses
to hold, and rejects what he chooses to reject, he no longer ad-
heres to the teaching of the Church as to an infallible rule, but
to his own will. Hence it is evident that a heretic who obsti-

nately disbelieves one article of faith, is not prepared to follow
the teaching of the Church in all things; but if he is not obsti-
nate, he is no longer in heresy but only in error. erefore it is
clear that such a heretic with regard to one article has no faith
in the other articles, but only a kind of opinion in accordance
with his own will.

Reply to Objection 1. A heretic does not hold the other
articles of faith, about which he does not err, in the same way
as one of the faithful does, namely by adhering simply to the
Divine Truth, because in order to do so, a man needs the help
of the habit of faith; but he holds the things that are of faith,
by his own will and judgment.

Reply toObjection2.evarious conclusions of a science
have their respective means of demonstration, one of which
may be known without another, so that we may know some
conclusions of a science without knowing the others. On the
other hand faith adheres to all the articles of faith by reason of
one mean, viz. on account of the First Truth proposed to us in
Scriptures, according to the teaching of the Church who has
the right understanding of them. Hence whoever abandons
this mean is altogether lacking in faith.

Reply to Objection 3. e various precepts of the Law
may be referred either to their respective proximate motives,
and thus one can be kept without another; or to their pri-
mary motive, which is perfect obedience to God, in which a
man fails whenever he breaks one commandment, according
to James 2:10: “Whosoever shall…offend in one point is be-
come guilty of all.”

IIa IIae q. 5 a. 4Whether faith can be greater in one man than in another?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith cannot be greater in
one man than in another. For the quantity of a habit is taken
from its object. Now whoever has faith believes everything
that is of faith, since by failing in one point, a man loses his
faith altogether, as stated above (a. 3). erefore it seems that
faith cannot be greater in one than in another.

Objection 2. Further, those things which consist in some-
thing supreme cannot be “more” or “less.” Now faith consists
in something supreme, because it requires thatman should ad-
here to the First Truth above all things.erefore faith cannot
be “more” or “less.”

Objection 3.Further, faith is to knowledge by grace, as the
understanding of principles is to natural knowledge, since the
articles of faith are the first principles of knowledge by grace, as
was shown above (q. 1, a. 7). Now the understanding of prin-
ciples is possessed in equal degree by all men. erefore faith
is possessed in equal degree by all the faithful.

On the contrary, Wherever we find great and little, there
we find more or less. Now in the matter of faith we find great
and little, for Our Lord said to Peter (Mat. 14:31): “O thou of
little faith, why didst thou doubt?” And to the woman he said
(Mat. 15: 28): “O woman, great is thy faith!” erefore faith

can be greater in one than in another.
I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 52, Aa. 1,2; Ia

IIae, q. 112, a. 4), the quantity of a habit may be considered
from two points of view: first, on the part of the object; sec-
ondly, on the part of its participation by the subject.

Now the object of faith may be considered in two ways:
first, in respect of its formal aspect; secondly, in respect of the
material object which is proposed to be believed. Now the for-
mal object of faith is one and simple, namely the First Truth,
as stated above (q. 1, a. 1). Hence in this respect there is no di-
versity of faith among believers, but it is specifically one in all,
as stated above (q. 4, a. 6). But the things which are proposed
as the matter of our belief are many and can be received more
or less explicitly; and in this respect one man can believe ex-
plicitly more things than another, so that faith can be greater
in one man on account of its being more explicit.

If, on the other hand, we consider faith from the point of
view of its participation by the subject, this happens in two
ways, since the act of faith proceeds both from the intellect and
from the will, as stated above (q. 2, Aa. 1,2; q. 4, a. 2). Con-
sequently a man’s faith may be described as being greater, in
one way, on the part of his intellect, on account of its greater

1141



certitude and firmness, and, in another way, on the part of his
will, on account of his greater promptitude, devotion, or con-
fidence.

Reply toObjection1.Amanwhoobstinately disbelieves a
thing that is of faith, has not the habit of faith, and yet he who
does not explicitly believe all, while he is prepared to believe
all, has that habit. In this respect, one man has greater faith
than another, on the part of the object, in so far as he believes
more things, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. It is essential to faith that one
should give the first place to the First Truth. But among those

who do this, some submit to it with greater certitude and de-
votion than others; and in this way faith is greater in one than
in another.

Reply toObjection 3.eunderstanding of principles re-
sults from man’s very nature, which is equally shared by all:
whereas faith results from the gi of grace, which is not equally
in all, as explained above ( Ia IIae, q. 112, a. 4).Hence the com-
parison fails.

Nevertheless the truth of principles is more known to one
than to another, according to the greater capacity of intellect.
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S P   S P, Q 6
Of the Cause of Faith
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the cause of faith, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether faith is infused into man by God?
(2) Whether lifeless faith is a gi of God?

IIa IIae q. 6 a. 1Whether faith is infused into man by God?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith is not infused into
man by God. For Augustine says (De Trin. xiv) that “science
begets faith in us, and nourishes, defends and strengthens it.”
Now those things which science begets in us seem to be ac-
quired rather than infused. erefore faith does not seem to
be in us by Divine infusion.

Objection 2. Further, that to which man attains by hear-
ing and seeing, seems to be acquired by him. Now man attains
to belief, both by seeingmiracles, and by hearing the teachings
of faith: for it is written ( Jn. 4:53): “e father…knew that it
was at the same hour, that Jesus said to him, y son liveth;
and himself believed, and his whole house”; and (Rom. 10:17)
it is said that “faith is through hearing.” erefore man attains
to faith by acquiring it.

Objection 3. Further, that which depends on a man’s will
can be acquired by him. But “faith depends on the believer’s
will,” according to Augustine (De Praedest. Sanct. v). ere-
fore faith can be acquired by man.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 2:8,9): “By grace you
are saved through faith, and that not of yourselves…that no
man may glory…for it is the gi of God.”

I answer that,Two things are requisite for faith. First, that
the things which are of faith should be proposed to man: this
is necessary in order that man believe anything explicitly. e
second thing requisite for faith is the assent of the believer to
the things which are proposed to him. Accordingly, as regards
the first of these, faithmust needs be fromGod. Because those
things which are of faith surpass human reason, hence they
do not come to man’s knowledge, unless God reveal them. To
some, indeed, they are revealed by God immediately, as those
things whichwere revealed to the apostles and prophets, while
to some they are proposed by God in sending preachers of the

faith, according toRom. 10:15: “How shall they preach, unless
they be sent?”

As regards the second, viz.man’s assent to the thingswhich
are of faith, we may observe a twofold cause, one of external
inducement, such as seeing a miracle, or being persuaded by
someone to embrace the faith: neither of which is a sufficient
cause, since of those who see the samemiracle, or who hear the
same sermon, some believe, and some do not. Hence we must
assert another internal cause, which moves man inwardly to
assent to matters of faith.

e Pelagians held that this cause was nothing else than
man’s free-will: and consequently they said that the beginning
of faith is fromourselves, inasmuch as, towit, it is in our power
to be ready to assent to things which are of faith, but that the
consummation of faith is from God, Who proposes to us the
things we have to believe. But this is false, for, sinceman, by as-
senting tomatters of faith, is raised above his nature, this must
needs accrue to him from some supernatural principle moving
him inwardly; and this is God. erefore faith, as regards the
assent which is the chief act of faith, is from God moving man
inwardly by grace.

Reply toObjection 1. Science begets and nourishes faith,
byway of external persuasion afforded by science; but the chief
and proper cause of faith is that whichmoves man inwardly to
assent.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument again refers to the
cause that proposes outwardly the things that are of faith, or
persuades man to believe by words or deeds.

Reply to Objection 3. To believe does indeed depend on
the will of the believer: but man’s will needs to be prepared by
Godwith grace, in order that hemay be raised to things which
are above his nature, as stated above (q. 2 , a. 3).

IIa IIae q. 6 a. 2Whether lifeless faith is a gi of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that lifeless faith is not a gi
of God. For it is written (Dt. 32:4) that “the works of God are
perfect.” Now lifeless faith is something imperfect. erefore
it is not the work of God.

Objection 2. Further, just as an act is said to be deformed
through lacking its due form, so too is faith called lifeless [in-
formis] when it lacks the formdue to it.Now the deformed act

of sin is not from God, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 79, a. 2, ad
2). erefore neither is lifeless faith from God.

Objection 3. Further, whomsoever God heals, He heals
wholly: for it is written ( Jn. 7:23): “If a man receive circum-
cision on the sabbath-day, that the law of Moses may not be
broken; are you angry at Me because I have healed the whole
man on the sabbath-day?”Now faith heals man from unbelief.
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erefore whoever receives fromGod the gi of faith, is at the
same time healed from all his sins. But this is not done except
by living faith.erefore living faith alone is a gi ofGod: and
consequently lifeless faith is not from God.

Onthe contrary,Agloss on 1Cor. 13:2 says that “the faith
which lacks charity is a gi of God.” Now this is lifeless faith.
erefore lifeless faith is a gi of God.

I answer that, Lifelessness is a privation. Now it must
be noted that privation is sometimes essential to the species,
whereas sometimes it is not, but supervenes in a thing already
possessed of its proper species: thus privation of the due equi-
librium of the humors is essential to the species of sickness,
while darkness is not essential to a diaphanous body, but su-
pervenes in it. Since, therefore, when we assign the cause of a
thing, we intend to assign the cause of that thing as existing in
its proper species, it follows that what is not the cause of priva-
tion, cannot be assigned as the cause of the thing to which that
privation belongs as being essential to its species. For we can-
not assign as the cause of a sickness, somethingwhich is not the
cause of a disturbance in the humors: though we can assign as
cause of a diaphanous body, something which is not the cause
of the darkness, which is not essential to the diaphanous body.

Now the lifelessness of faith is not essential to the species of
faith, since faith is said to be lifeless through lack of an extrin-
sic form, as stated above (q. 4, a. 4). Consequently the cause of
lifeless faith is that which is the cause of faith strictly so called:
and this isGod, as stated above (a. 1). It follows, therefore, that
lifeless faith is a gi of God.

Reply to Objection 1. Lifeless faith, though it is not sim-

ply perfect with the perfection of a virtue, is, nevertheless, per-
fect with a perfection that suffices for the essential notion of
faith.

Reply to Objection 2. e deformity of an act is essential
to the act’s species, considered as a moral act, as stated above
( Ia, q. 48, a. 1, ad 2; Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 5): for an act is said to
be deformed through being deprived of an intrinsic form, viz.
the due commensuration of the act’s circumstances. Hence we
cannot say that God is the cause of a deformed act, for He is
not the cause of its deformity, though He is the cause of the
act as such.

We may also reply that deformity denotes not only pri-
vation of a due form, but also a contrary disposition, where-
fore deformity is compared to the act, as falsehood is to faith.
Hence, just as the deformed act is not fromGod, so neither is a
false faith; and as lifeless faith is fromGod, so too, acts that are
good generically, though not quickened by charity, as is fre-
quently the case in sinners, are from God.

Reply to Objection 3. He who receives faith from God
without charity, is healed from unbelief, not entirely (because
the sin of his previous unbelief is not removed) but in part,
namely, in the point of ceasing fromcommitting such and such
a sin. us it happens frequently that a man desists from one
act of sin, throughGod causing him thus to desist, without de-
sisting from another act of sin, through the instigation of his
own malice. And in this way sometimes it is granted by God
to a man to believe, and yet he is not granted the gi of char-
ity: even so the gi of prophecy, or the like, is given to some
without charity.
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S P   S P, Q 7
Of the Effects of Faith
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the effects of faith: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fear is an effect of faith?
(2) Whether the heart is purified by faith?

IIa IIae q. 7 a. 1Whether fear is an effect of faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear is not an effect of
faith. For an effect does not precede its cause. Now fear pre-
cedes faith: for it iswritten (Ecclus. 2:8): “Ye that fear theLord,
believe in Him.” erefore fear is not an effect of faith.

Objection 2. Further, the same thing is not the cause of
contraries. Now fear and hope are contraries, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 2): and faith begets hope, as a gloss observes on
Mat. 1:2. erefore fear is not an effect of faith.

Objection 3. Further, one contrary does not cause an-
other. Now the object of faith is a good, which is the First
Truth, while the object of fear is an evil, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 42, a. 1). Again, acts take their species from the object,
according to what was stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 2).ere-
fore faith is not a cause of fear.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 2:19): “e dev-
ils…believe and tremble.”

I answer that, Fear is a movement of the appetitive power,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 41, a. 1).Now the principle of all ap-
petitive movements is the good or evil apprehended: and con-
sequently the principle of fear and of every appetitive move-
ment must be an apprehension. Again, through faith there
arises in us an apprehension of certain penal evils, which are
inflicted in accordance with the Divine judgment. In this way,
then, faith is a cause of the fear whereby one dreads to be pun-
ished by God; and this is servile fear.

It is also the cause of filial fear, whereby one dreads to be
separated from God, or whereby one shrinks from equalling
oneself toHim, and holdsHim in reverence, inasmuch as faith

makes us appreciate God as an unfathomable and supreme
good, separation from which is the greatest evil, and to which
it is wicked to wish to be equalled. Of the first fear, viz. servile
fear, lifeless faith is the cause, while living faith is the cause of
the second, viz. filial fear, because it makes man adhere to God
and to be subject to Him by charity.

Reply toObjection 1. Fear of God cannot altogether pre-
cede faith, because if we knew nothing at all about Him, with
regard to rewards and punishments, concerning which faith
teaches us, we should nowise fear Him. If, however, faith be
presupposed in reference to certain articles of faith, for exam-
ple the Divine excellence, then reverential fear follows, the re-
sult of which is that man submits his intellect to God, so as
to believe in all the Divine promises. Hence the text quoted
continues: “And your reward shall not be made void.”

Reply to Objection 2. e same thing in respect of con-
traries can be the cause of contraries, but not under the same
aspect. Now faith begets hope, in so far as it enables us to ap-
preciate the prize which God awards to the just, while it is the
cause of fear, in so far as itmakes us appreciate the punishments
which He intends to inflict on sinners.

Reply to Objection 3. e primary and formal object of
faith is the good which is the First Truth; but the material ob-
ject of faith includes also certain evils; for instance, that it is an
evil either not to submit toGod, or to be separated fromHim,
and that sinners will suffer penal evils from God: in this way
faith can be the cause of fear.

IIa IIae q. 7 a. 2Whether faith has the effect of purifying the heart?

Objection 1. It would seem that faith does not purify the
heart. For purity of the heart pertains chiefly to the affections,
whereas faith is in the intellect. erefore faith has not the ef-
fect of purifying the heart.

Objection 2. Further, that which purifies the heart is in-
compatible with impurity. But faith is compatible with the im-
purity of sin, as may be seen in those who have lifeless faith.
erefore faith does not purify the heart.

Objection 3. Further, if faith were to purify the human
heart in any way, it would chiefly purify the intellect of man.
Now it does not purify the intellect from obscurity, since it is

a veiled knowledge. erefore faith nowise purifies the heart.
On the contrary, Peter said (Acts 15:9): “Purifying their

hearts by faith.”
I answer that,A thing is impure through beingmixedwith

baser things: for silver is not called impure, when mixed with
gold, which betters it, but when mixed with lead or tin. Now
it is evident that the rational creature is more excellent than all
transient and corporeal creatures; so that it becomes impure
through subjecting itself to transient things by loving them.
From this impurity the rational creature is purified by means
of a contrary movement, namely, by tending to that which
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is above it, viz. God. e first beginning of this movement is
faith: since “he that cometh to God must believe that He is,”
according toHeb. 11:6.Hence thefirst beginningof theheart’s
purifying is faith; and if this be perfected through being quick-
ened by charity, the heart will be perfectly purified thereby.

Reply to Objection 1. ings that are in the intellect are
the principles of those which are in the appetite, in so far as the
apprehended good moves the appetite.

Reply to Objection 2. Even lifeless faith excludes a cer-

tain impurity which is contrary to it, viz. that of error, and
which consists in the human intellect, adhering inordinately to
things below itself, through wishing to measure Divine things
by the rule of sensible objects. But when it is quickened by
charity, then it is incompatible with any kind of impurity, be-
cause “charity covereth all sins” (Prov. 10:12).

Reply toObjection 3.eobscurity of faith does not per-
tain to the impurity of sin, but rather to the natural defect of
the human intellect, according to the present state of life.
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Of the Gi of Understanding

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the gis of understand and knowledge, which respond to the virtue of faith. With regard to the gi
of understanding there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether understanding is a gi of the Holy Ghost?
(2) Whether it can be together with faith in the same person?
(3) Whether the understanding which is a gi of the Holy Ghost, is only speculative, or practical also?
(4) Whether all who are in a state of grace have the gi of understanding?
(5) Whether this gi is to be found in those who are without grace?
(6) Of the relationship of the gi of understanding to the other gis;
(7) Which of the beatitudes corresponds to this gi?
(8) Which of the fruits?

IIa IIae q. 8 a. 1Whether understanding is a gi of the Holy Ghost?

Objection1. Itwould seem that understanding is not a gi
of the Holy Ghost. For the gis of grace are distinct from the
gis of nature, since they are given in addition to the latter.
Nowunderstanding is a natural habit of the soul, whereby self-
evident principles are known, as stated inEthic. vi, 6.erefore
it should not be reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, the Divine gis are shared by crea-
tures according to their capacity andmode, asDionysius states
(Div. Nom. iv). Now the mode of human nature is to know
the truth, not simply (which is a sign of understanding), but
discursively (which is a sign of reason), as Dionysius explains
(Div. Nom. vii). erefore the Divine knowledge which is be-
stowed on man, should be called a gi of reason rather than a
gi of understanding.

Objection 3. Further, in the powers of the soul the under-
standing is condividedwith thewill (DeAnima iii, 9,10).Now
no gi of the Holy Ghost is called aer the will. erefore no
gi of theHoly Ghost should receive the name of understand-
ing.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 11:2): “e Spirit of the
Lord shall rest upon him, the Spirit of wisdom of understand-
ing.”

I answer that, Understanding implies an intimate knowl-
edge, for “intelligere” [to understand] is the same as “intus
legere” [to read inwardly]. is is clear to anyone who con-
siders the difference between intellect and sense, because sen-
sitive knowledge is concerned with external sensible quali-
ties, whereas intellective knowledge penetrates into the very
essence of a thing, because the object of the intellect is “what a
thing is,” as stated in De Anima iii, 6.

Now there aremanykinds of things that are hiddenwithin,
to find which human knowledge has to penetrate within so
to speak. us, under the accidents lies hidden the nature of
the substantial reality, under words lies hidden their meaning;
under likenesses and figures the truth they denote lies hidden
(because the intelligible world is enclosed within as compared

with the sensible world, which is perceived externally), and ef-
fects lie hidden in their causes, and vice versa. Hence we may
speak of understanding with regard to all these things.

Since, however, human knowledge begins with the outside
of things as it were, it is evident that the stronger the light of
the understanding, the further can it penetrate into the heart
of things. Now the natural light of our understanding is of
finite power; wherefore it can reach to a certain fixed point.
Consequently man needs a supernatural light in order to pen-
etrate further still so as to know what it cannot know by its
natural light: and this supernatural light which is bestowed on
man is called the gi of understanding.

Reply to Objection 1. e natural light instilled within
us, manifests only certain general principles, which are known
naturally. But sinceman is ordained to supernatural happiness,
as stated above (q. 2, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 3 , a. 8), man needs to reach
to certainhigher truths, forwhichhe requires the giof under-
standing.

Reply to Objection 2. e discourse of reason always be-
gins from an understanding and ends at an understanding; be-
cause we reason by proceeding from certain understood prin-
ciples, and the discourse of reason is perfected when we come
to understand what hitherto we ignored. Hence the act of rea-
soning proceeds from something previously understood. Now
a gi of grace does not proceed from the light of nature, but is
added thereto as perfecting it. Wherefore this addition is not
called “reason” but “understanding,” since the additional light
is in comparison with what we know supernaturally, what the
natural light is in regard to those things whichwe known from
the first.

Reply toObjection 3. “Will” denotes simply a movement
of the appetitewithout indicating any excellence;whereas “un-
derstanding” denotes a certain excellence of a knowledge that
penetrates into the heart of things.Hence the supernatural gi
is called aer the understanding rather than aer the will.
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IIa IIae q. 8 a. 2Whether the gi of understanding is compatible with faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of understanding
is incompatible with faith. For Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii,
qu. 15) that “the thing which is understood is bounded by
the comprehension of him who understands it.” But the thing
which is believed is not comprehended, according to the word
of theApostle to the Philippians 3:12: “Not as though I had al-
ready comprehended [Douay: ‘attained’], or were already per-
fect.” erefore it seems that faith and understanding are in-
compatible in the same subject.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is understood is seen by
the understanding. But faith is of things that appear not, as
stated above (q. 1, a. 4; q. 4, a. 1). erefore faith is incompat-
ible with understanding in the same subject.

Objection 3. Further, understanding is more certain than
science.But science and faith are incompatible in the same sub-
ject, as stated above (q. 1, Aa. 4,5). Much less, therefore, can
understanding and faith be in the same subject.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. i, 15) that “un-
derstanding enlightens the mind concerning the things it has
heard.” Now one who has faith can be enlightened in his mind
concerningwhat he has heard; thus it is written (Lk. 24:27,32)
thatOur Lord opened the scriptures toHis disciples, that they
might understand them. erefore understanding is compati-
ble with faith.

I answer that,Weneed tomake a twofolddistinctionhere:
one on the side of faith, the other on the part of understanding.

On the side of faith the distinction to be made is that cer-

tain things, of themselves, come directly under faith, such as
the mystery to three Persons in one God, and the incarna-
tion of God the Son; whereas other things come under faith,
through being subordinate, in one way or another, to those
justmentioned, for instance, all that is contained in theDivine
Scriptures.

On the part of understanding the distinction to be ob-
served is that there are twoways inwhichwemay be said to un-
derstand. In oneway,we understand a thing perfectly, whenwe
arrive at knowing the essence of the thing we understand, and
the very truth considered in itself of the proposition under-
stood. In this way, so long as the state of faith lasts, we cannot
understand those things which are the direct object of faith:
although certain other things that are subordinate to faith can
be understood even in this way.

In another way we understand a thing imperfectly, when
the essence of a thingor the truthof a proposition is not known
as to its quiddity ormode of being, and yetwe know thatwhat-
ever be the outward appearances, they do not contradict the
truth, in so far as we understand that we ought not to depart
from matters of faith, for the sake of things that appear exter-
nally. In this way, even during the state of faith, nothing hin-
ders us from understanding even those things which are the
direct object of faith.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections: for the first
three argue in reference to perfect understanding, while the
last refers to the understanding ofmatters subordinate to faith.

IIa IIae q. 8 a. 3Whether the gi of understanding is merely speculative or also practical?

Objection 1. It would seem that understanding, consid-
ered as a gi of theHoly Ghost, is not practical, but only spec-
ulative. For, according to Gregory (Moral. i, 32), “understand-
ing penetrates certain more exalted things.” But the practical
intellect is occupied, notwith exalted, butwith inferior things,
viz. singulars, about which actions are concerned. erefore
understanding, considered as a gi, is not practical.

Objection 2. Further, the gi of understanding is some-
thing more excellent than the intellectual virtue of under-
standing. But the intellectual virtue of understanding is con-
cerned with none but necessary things, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 6). Much more, therefore, is the gi
of understanding concerned with none but necessary matters.
Now the practical intellect is not about necessary things, but
about things whichmay be otherwise than they are, andwhich
may result from man’s activity. erefore the gi of under-
standing is not practical.

Objection 3. Further, the gi of understanding enlightens
themind inmatterswhich surpass natural reason.Nowhuman
activities, with which the practical intellect is concerned, do
not surpass natural reason, which is the directing principle in

matters of action, as was made clear above ( Ia IIae, q. 58, a. 2;
Ia IIae, q. 71, a. 6). erefore the gi of understanding is not
practical.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 110:10): “A good un-
derstanding to all that do it.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), the giof understand-
ing is not only about those things which come under faith
first and principally, but also about all things subordinate to
faith. Now good actions have a certain relationship to faith:
since “faithworketh through charity,” according to theApostle
(Gal. 5:6).Hence the gi of understanding extends also to cer-
tain actions, not as though these were its principal object, but
in so far as the rule of our actions is the eternal law, to which
the higher reason, which is perfected by the gi of understand-
ing, adheres by contemplating and consulting it, as Augustine
states (De Trin. xii, 7).

Reply to Objection 1. e things with which human ac-
tions are concerned are not surpassingly exalted considered in
themselves, but, as referred to the rule of the eternal law, and
to the end of Divine happiness, they are exalted so that they
can be the matter of understanding.
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Reply to Objection 2. e excellence of the gi of under-
standing consists precisely in its considering eternal or neces-
sary matters, not only as they are rules of human actions, be-
cause a cognitive virtue is the more excellent, according to the
greater extent of its object.

Reply toObjection3.erule of human actions is the hu-

man reason and the eternal law, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 71,
a. 6). Now the eternal law surpasses human reason: so that the
knowledge of human actions, as ruled by the eternal law, sur-
passes the natural reason, and requires the supernatural light
of a gi of the Holy Ghost.

IIa IIae q. 8 a. 4Whether the gi of understanding is in all who are in a state of grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of understand-
ing is not in all who are in a state of grace. For Gregory says
(Moral. ii, 49) that “the gi of understanding is given as a rem-
edy against dulness of mind.” Now many who are in a state of
grace suffer from dulness of mind. erefore the gi of under-
standing is not in all who are in a state of grace.

Objection 2. Further, of all the things that are connected
with knowledge, faith alone seems to be necessary for salva-
tion, since by faith Christ dwells in our hearts, according to
Eph. 3:17. Now the gi of understanding is not in everyone
that has faith; indeed, those who have faith ought to pray
that they may understand, as Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 27).
erefore the gi of understanding is not necessary for salva-
tion: and, consequently, is not in all who are in a state of grace.

Objection 3. Further, those things which are common to
all who are in a state of grace, are never withdrawn from them.
Now the grace of understanding and of the other gis some-
times withdraws itself profitably, for, at times, “when themind
is puffed up with understanding sublime things, it becomes
sluggish and dull in base and vile things,” as Gregory observes
(Moral. ii, 49).erefore the gi of understanding is not in all
who are in a state of grace.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 81:5): “ey have not
known or understood, they walk on in darkness.” But no one
who is in a state of grace walks in darkness, according to Jn.
8:12: “He that followeth Me, walketh not in darkness.” ere-
fore no one who is in a state of grace is without the gi of un-
derstanding.

I answer that, In all who are in a state of grace, there must
needs be rectitude of the will, since grace prepares man’s will
for good, according to Augustine (Contra Julian. Pelag. iv, 3).
Now the will cannot be rightly directed to good, unless there
be already some knowledge of the truth, since the object of the
will is good understood, as stated in De Anima iii, 7. Again,
just as the Holy Ghost directs man’s will by the gi of charity,
so as to move it directly to some supernatural good; so also, by
the gi of understanding, He enlightens the human mind, so
that it knows some supernatural truth, to which the right will
needs to tend.

erefore, just as the gi of charity is in all of those who
have sanctifying grace, so also is the gi of understanding.

Reply to Objection 1. Some who have sanctifying grace
may suffer dulness of mind with regard to things that are not
necessary for salvation; butwith regard to those that are neces-
sary for salvation, they are sufficiently instructed by the Holy
Ghost, according to 1 Jn. 2:27: “His unction teacheth you of
all things.”

Reply toObjection2.Althoughnot all whohave faith un-
derstand fully the things that are proposed to be believed, yet
they understand that they ought to believe them, and that they
ought nowise to deviate from them.

Reply toObjection 3.With regard to things necessary for
salvation, the gi of understanding never withdraws fromholy
persons: but, in order that theymay have no incentive to pride,
it does withdraw sometimes with regard to other things, so
that their mind is unable to penetrate all things clearly.

IIa IIae q. 8 a. 5Whether the gi of understanding is found also in those who have not sanctifying grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of understand-
ing is found also in those who have not sanctifying grace. For
Augustine, in expounding the words of Ps. 118:20: “My soul
hath coveted to long fory justifications,” says: “Understand-
ing flies ahead, and man’s will is weak and slow to follow.” But
in all who have sanctifying grace, thewill is prompt on account
of charity. erefore the gi of understanding can be in those
who have not sanctifying grace.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Dan. 10:1) that “there
is need of understanding in a” prophetic “vision,” so that, seem-
ingly, there is no prophecy without the gi of understanding.
But there can be prophecy without sanctifying grace, as evi-

denced by Mat. 7:22, where those who say: “We have prophe-
sied inyname*,” are answeredwith thewords: “I never knew
you.” erefore the gi of understanding can be without sanc-
tifying grace.

Objection 3. Further, the gi of understanding responds
to the virtue of faith, according to Is. 7:9, following another
reading†: “If you will not believe you shall not understand.”
Now faith can be without sanctifying grace. erefore the gi
of understanding can be without it.

Onthecontrary,OurLord said ( Jn. 6:45): “Every one that
hath heard of the Father, and hath learned, cometh to Me.”
Now it is by the intellect, as Gregory observes (Moral. i, 32),

* Vulg.: ‘Have we not prophesied in y name?. † e Septuagint.
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that we learn or understand what we hear. erefore whoever
has the gi of understanding, cometh to Christ, which is im-
possible without sanctifying grace.erefore the gi of under-
standing cannot be without sanctifying grace.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, Aa. 1,2)
the gis of the Holy Ghost perfect the soul, according as it is
amenable to themotion of theHoly Ghost. Accordingly then,
the intellectual light of grace is called the gi of understand-
ing, in so far as man’s understanding is easily moved by the
Holy Ghost, the consideration of which movement depends
on a true apprehension of the end. Wherefore unless the hu-
man intellect be moved by the Holy Ghost so far as to have
a right estimate of the end, it has not yet obtained the gi of
understanding, however much the Holy Ghost may have en-
lightened it in regard to other truths that are preambles to the
faith.

Now to have a right estimate about the last end one must
not be in error about the end, and must adhere to it firmly as

to the greatest good: and no one can do this without sanctify-
ing grace; even as in moral matters a man has a right estimate
about the end through a habit of virtue. erefore no one has
the gi of understanding without sanctifying grace.

Reply toObjection1.ByunderstandingAugustinemeans
any kind of intellectual light, that, however, does not fulfil all
the conditions of a gi, unless the mind of man be so far per-
fected as to have a right estimate about the end.

Reply toObjection 2. e understanding that is requisite
for prophecy, is a kind of enlightenment of the mind with re-
gard to the things revealed to the prophet: but it is not an en-
lightenment of the mind with regard to a right estimate about
the last end, which belongs to the gi of understanding.

Reply toObjection 3. Faith implies merely assent to what
is proposed but understanding implies a certain perception of
the truth, which perception, except in one who has sanctify-
ing grace, cannot regard the end, as stated above. Hence the
comparison fails between understanding and faith.

IIa IIae q. 8 a. 6Whether the gi of understanding is distinct from the other gis?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of understanding
is not distinct from the other gis. For there is no distinction
between things whose opposites are not distinct. Now “wis-
dom is contrary to folly, understanding is contrary to dulness,
counsel is contrary to rashness, knowledge is contrary to ig-
norance,” as Gregory states (Moral. ii, 49). But there would
seem to be no difference between folly, dulness, ignorance and
rashness.erefore neither does understanding differ from the
other gis.

Objection 2. Further, the intellectual virtue of under-
standing differs from the other intellectual virtues in that it
is proper to it to be about self-evident principles. But the gi
of understanding is not about any self-evident principles, since
the natural habit of first principles suffices in respect of those
matters which are naturally self-evident: while faith is suffi-
cient in respect of such things as are supernatural, since the
articles of faith are like first principles in supernatural knowl-
edge, as stated above (q. 1, a. 7). erefore the gi of under-
standing does not differ from the other intellectual gis.

Objection 3. Further, all intellectual knowledge is either
speculative or practical. Now the gi of understanding is re-
lated to both, as stated above (a. 3). erefore it is not distinct
from the other intellectual gis, but comprises them all.

On the contrary,When several things are enumerated to-
gether they must be, in some way, distinct from one another,
because distinction is the origin of number. Now the gi of
understanding is enumerated together with the other gis, as
appears from Is. 11:2. erefore the gi of understanding is
distinct from the other gis.

I answer that, e difference between the gi of under-
standing and three of the others, viz. piety, fortitude, and fear,
is evident, since the gi of understanding belongs to the cog-

nitive power, while the three belong to the appetitive power.
But the difference between this gi of understanding and

the remaining three, viz. wisdom, knowledge, and counsel,
which also belong to the cognitive power, is not so evident.
To some*, it seems that the gi of understanding differs from
the gis of knowledge and counsel, in that these two belong to
practical knowledge, while the gi of understanding belongs
to speculative knowledge; and that it differs from the gi of
wisdom, which also belongs to speculative knowledge, in that
wisdom is concernedwith judgment,while understanding ren-
ders themind apt to grasp the things that are proposed, and to
penetrate into their very heart. And in this sense we have as-
signed the number of the gis, above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 4).

But if we consider the matter carefully, the gi of under-
standing is concerned not only with speculative, but also with
practicalmatters, as stated above (a. 3), and likewise, the gi of
knowledge regards both matters, as we shall show further on
(q. 9, a. 3), and consequently, we must take their distinction
in some other way. For all these four gis are ordained to su-
pernatural knowledge, which, in us, takes its foundation from
faith. Now “faith is through hearing” (Rom. 10:17). Hence
some things must be proposed to be believed by man, not as
seen, but as heard, to which he assents by faith. But faith, first
and principally, is about the First Truth, secondarily, about
certain considerations concerning creatures, and furthermore
extends to the direction of human actions, in so far as it works
through charity, as appears from what has been said above
(q. 4, a. 2, ad 3).

Accordingly on the part of the things proposed to faith
for belief, two things are requisite on our part: first that they
be penetrated or grasped by the intellect, and this belongs to
the gi of understanding. Secondly, it is necessary that man

* William of Auxerre, Sum. Aur. III, iii, 8.
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should judge these things aright, that he should esteem that
he ought to adhere to these things, and towithdraw from their
opposites: and this judgment, with regard toDivine things be-
long to the gi of wisdom, but with regard to created things,
belongs to the gi of knowledge, and as to its application to
individual actions, belongs to the gi of counsel.

Reply to Objection 1. e foregoing difference between
those four gis is clearly in agreement with the distinction of
those things whichGregory assigns as their opposites. For dul-
ness is contrary to sharpness, since an intellect is said, by com-
parison, to be sharp, when it is able to penetrate into the heart
of the things that are proposed to it. Hence it is dulness of
mind that renders the mind unable to pierce into the heart of
a thing. A man is said to be a fool if he judges wrongly about
the common end of life, wherefore folly is properly opposed
to wisdom, which makes us judge aright about the universal

cause. Ignorance implies a defect in the mind, even about any
particular things whatever, so that it is contrary to knowledge,
which gives man a right judgment about particular causes,
viz. about creatures. Rashness is clearly opposed to counsel,
whereby man does not proceed to action before deliberating
with his reason.

Reply to Objection 2. e gi of understanding is about
the first principles of that knowledge which is conferred by
grace; but otherwise than faith, because it belongs to faith to
assent to them, while it belongs to the gi of understanding to
pierce with the mind the things that are said.

Reply toObjection 3.e gi of understanding is related
to both kinds of knowledge, viz. speculative and practical, not
as to the judgment, but as to apprehension, by grasping what
is said.

IIa IIae q. 8 a. 7Whether the sixth beatitude, “Blessed are the clean of heart,” etc., responds to the gi of un-
derstanding?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sixth beatitude,
“Blessed are the clean of heart, for they shall see God,” does
not respond to the gi of understanding. Because cleanness of
heart seems to belong chiefly to the appetite. But the gi of
understanding belongs, not to the appetite, but rather to the
intellectual power. erefore the aforesaid beatitude does not
respond to the gi of understanding.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Acts 15:9): “Purifying
their hearts by faith.” Now cleanness of heart is acquired by
the heart being purified. erefore the aforesaid beatitude is
related to the virtue of faith rather than to the gi of under-
standing.

Objection 3. Further, the gis of the Holy Ghost perfect
man in the present state of life. But the sight of God does not
belong to the present life, since it is that which gives happiness
to the Blessed, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 3, a. 8).erefore the
sixth beatitude which comprises the sight of God, does not re-
spond to the gi of understanding.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 4): “e sixth work of the Holy Ghost which is un-
derstanding, is applicable to the cleanof heart,whose eye being
purified, they can see what eye hath not seen.”

I answer that, Two things are contained in the sixth beat-
itude, as also in the others, one by way of merit, viz. cleanness
of heart; the other by way of reward, viz. the sight of God, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 69, Aa. 2 ,4), and each of these, in some

way, responds to the gi of understanding.
For cleanness is twofold. One is a preamble and a dispo-

sition to seeing God, and consists in the heart being cleansed
of inordinate affections: and this cleanness of heart is effected
by the virtues and gis belonging to the appetitive power. e
other cleanness of heart is a kind of complement to the sight of
God; such is the cleanness of the mind that is purged of phan-
tasms and errors, so as to receive the truths which are proposed
to it aboutGod, no longer by way of corporeal phantasms, nor
infected with heretical misrepresentations: and this cleanness
is the result of the gi of understanding.

Again, the sight ofGod is twofold.One is perfect, whereby
God’s Essence is seen: the other is imperfect, whereby, though
we seenotwhatGod is, yetwe seewhatHe is not; andwhereby,
the more perfectly do we know God in this life, the more we
understand that He surpasses all that the mind comprehends.
Each of these visions of God belongs to the gi of understand-
ing; the first, to the gi of understanding in its state of perfec-
tion, as possessed in heaven; the second, to the gi of under-
standing in its state of inchoation, as possessed by wayfarers.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections: for the first
two arguments refer to the first kind of cleanness; while the
third refers to the perfect vision of God. Moreover the gis
both perfect us in this life by way of inchoation, and will be
fulfilled, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 69, a. 2).

IIa IIae q. 8 a. 8Whether faith, among the fruits, responds to the gi of understanding?

Objection 1. It would seem that, among the fruits, faith
does not respond to the gi of understanding. For understand-
ing is the fruit of faith, since it is written (Is. 7:9) according to

another reading*: “If you will not believe you shall not under-
stand,” where our version has: “If youwill not believe, you shall
not continue.” erefore fruit is not the fruit of understand-

* e Septuagint.
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ing.
Objection 2. Further, that which precedes is not the fruit

of what follows. But faith seems to precede understanding,
since it is the foundation of the entire spiritual edifice, as stated
above (q. 4, Aa. 1,7). erefore faith is not the fruit of under-
standing.

Objection 3. Further, more gis pertain to the intellect
than to the appetite. Now, among the fruits, only one pertains
to the intellect; namely, faith, while all the others pertain to
the appetite. erefore faith, seemingly, does not pertain to
understanding more than to wisdom, knowledge or counsel.

On the contrary, e end of a thing is its fruit. Now the
gi of understanding seems to be ordained chiefly to the certi-
tude of faith, which certitude is reckoned a fruit. For a gloss on
Gal. 5:22 says that the “faith which is a fruit, is certitude about
the unseen.” erefore faith, among the fruits, responds to the
gi of understanding.

I answer that, e fruits of the Spirit, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 70, a. 1), when we were discussing them, are so called
because they are something ultimate and delightful, produced
in us by the power of the Holy Ghost. Now the ultimate and
delightful has the nature of an end, which is the proper ob-
ject of the will: and consequently that which is ultimate and
delightful with regard to the will, must be, aer a fashion, the
fruit of all the other things that pertain to the other powers.

Accordingly, therefore, to this kind of gi of virtue that
perfects a power, we may distinguish a double fruit: one, be-
longing to the same power; the other, the last of all as it were,

belonging to the will. In this way we must conclude that the
fruit which properly responds to the gi of understanding is
faith, i.e. the certitude of faith; while the fruit that responds to
it last of all is joy, which belongs to the will.

Reply to Objection 1. Understanding is the fruit of faith,
taken as a virtue. But we are not taking faith in this sense here,
but for a kind of certitude of faith, to whichman attains by the
gi of understanding.

Reply toObjection2.Faith cannot altogether precedeun-
derstanding, for it would be impossible to assent by believing
what is proposed to be believed, without understanding it in
some way. However, the perfection of understanding follows
the virtue of faith: which perfection of understanding is itself
followed by a kind of certainty of faith.

Reply to Objection 3. e fruit of practical knowledge
cannot consist in that very knowledge, since knowledge of that
kind is known not for its own sake, but for the sake of some-
thing else. On the other hand, speculative knowledge has its
fruit in its very self, which fruit is the certitude about the thing
known.Hence the gi of counsel, which belongs only to prac-
tical knowledge, has no corresponding fruit of its own: while
the gis of wisdom, understanding and knowledge, which can
belongs also to speculative knowledge, have but one corre-
sponding fruit,which is certainly denotedby thenameof faith.
e reasonwhy there are several fruits pertaining to the appet-
itive faculty, is because, as already stated, the character of end,
which the word fruit implies, pertains to the appetitive rather
than to the intellective part.
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S P   S P, Q 9
Of the Gi of Knowledge
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the gi of knowledge, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether knowledge is a gi?
(2) Whether it is about Divine things?
(3) Whether it is speculative or practical?
(4) Which beatitude responds to it?

IIa IIae q. 9 a. 1Whether knowledge is a gi?

Objection 1. It would seem that knowledge is not a gi.
For the gis of theHoly Ghost surpass the natural faculty. But
knowledge implies an effect of natural reason: for the Philoso-
pher says (Poster. i, 2) that a “demonstration is a syllogism
which produces knowledge.”erefore knowledge is not a gi
of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, the gis of theHolyGhost are com-
mon to all holy persons, as stated above (q. 8, a. 4; Ia IIae,
q. 68, a. 5). NowAugustine says (DeTrin. xiv, 1) that “many of
the faithful lack knowledge though they have faith.”erefore
knowledge is not a gi.

Objection 3. Further, the gis are more perfect than the
virtues, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 8). erefore one gi
suffices for the perfection of one virtue. Now the gi of under-
standing responds to the virtue of faith, as stated above (q. 8,
a. 2).erefore the gi of knowledge does not respond to that
virtue, nor does it appear to which other virtue it can respond.
Since, then, the gis are perfections of virtues, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 68, Aa. 1,2), it seems that knowledge is not a gi.

On the contrary,Knowledge is reckoned among the seven
gis (Is. 11:2).

I answer that, Grace is more perfect than nature, and,
therefore, does not fail in those thingswhereinman can be per-
fected by nature. Now, when a man, by his natural reason, as-
sents by his intellect to some truth, he is perfected in two ways
in respect of that truth: first, because he grasps it; secondly, be-
cause he forms a sure judgment on it.

Accordingly, two things are requisite in order that the hu-
man intellectmay perfectly assent to the truth of the faith: one
of these is that he should have a sound grasp of the things that
are proposed to be believed, and this pertains to the gi of un-
derstanding, as stated above (q. 8, a. 6): while the other is that
he should have a sure and right judgment on them, so as to dis-

cern what is to be believed, from what is not to be believed,
and for this the gi of knowledge is required.

Reply to Objection 1. Certitude of knowledge varies in
various natures, according to the various conditions of eachna-
ture. Because man forms a sure judgment about a truth by the
discursive process of his reason: and so human knowledge is
acquired by means of demonstrative reasoning. On the other
hand, in God, there is a sure judgment of truth, without any
discursive process, by simple intuition, as was stated in the Ia,
q. 14, a. 7; wherefore God’s knowledge is not discursive, or ar-
gumentative, but absolute and simple, to which that knowl-
edge is likened which is a gi of the Holy Ghost, since it is a
participated likeness thereof.

Reply to Objection 2. A twofold knowledge may be had
about matters of belief. One is the knowledge of what one
ought to believe by discerning things to be believed from
things not to be believe: in this way knowledge is a gi and
is common to all holy persons.e other is a knowledge about
matters of belief, whereby one knows not only what one ought
to believe, but also how to make the faith known, how to in-
duce others to believe, and confute those who deny the faith.
is knowledge is numbered among the gratuitous graces,
which are not given to all, but to some. Hence Augustine, af-
ter the words quoted, adds: “It is one thing for amanmerely to
know what he ought to believe, and another to know how to
dispense what he believes to the godly, and to defend it against
the ungodly.”

Reply to Objection 3. e gis are more perfect than the
moral and intellectual virtues; but they are not more perfect
than the theological virtues; rather are all the gis ordained to
the perfection of the theological virtues, as to their end.Hence
it is not unreasonable if several gis are ordained to one theo-
logical virtue.
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IIa IIae q. 9 a. 2Whether the gi of knowledge is about Divine things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of knowledge is
about Divine things. For Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 1) that
“knowledge begets, nourishes and strengthens faith.” Now
faith is about Divine things, because its object is the First
Truth, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1). erefore the gi of knowl-
edge also is about Divine things.

Objection 2. Further, the gi of knowledge is more excel-
lent than acquired knowledge. But there is an acquired knowl-
edge about Divine things, for instance, the science of meta-
physics. Much more therefore is the gi of knowledge about
Divine things.

Objection 3. Further, according to Rom. 1:20, “the invis-
ible things of God…are clearly seen, being understood by the
things that are made.” If therefore there is knowledge about
created things, it seems that there is also knowledge of Divine
things.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 1): “e
knowledge of Divine things may be properly called wisdom,
and the knowledge of human affairs may properly receive the
name of knowledge.”

I answer that, A sure judgment about a thing formed
chiefly from its cause, and so the order of judgments should be
according to the order of causes. For just as the first cause is the
cause of the second, so ought the judgment about the second
cause to be formed through the first cause: nor is it possible to
judge of the first cause through any other cause; wherefore the
judgment which is formed through the first cause, is the first
and most perfect judgment.

Now in those things where we find something most per-
fect, the common name of the genus is appropriated for those
things which fall short of the most perfect, and some special
name is adapted to the most perfect thing, as is the case in
Logic. For in the genus of convertible terms, that which signi-
fies “what a thing is,” is given the special name of “definition,”
but the convertible terms which fall short of this, retain the
common name, and are called “proper” terms.

Accordingly, since the word knowledge implies certitude
of judgment as stated above (a. 1), if this certitude of the judg-
ment is derived from the highest cause, the knowledge has a

special name,which is wisdom: for awiseman in any branch of
knowledge is one who knows the highest cause of that kind of
knowledge, and is able to judge of allmatters by that cause: and
a wise man “absolutely,” is one who knows the cause which is
absolutely highest, namely God. Hence the knowledge of Di-
vine things is called “wisdom,” while the knowledge of human
things is called “knowledge,” this being the common name de-
noting certitude of judgment, and appropriated to the judg-
ment which is formed through second causes. Accordingly, if
we take knowledge in this way, it is a distinct gi from the gi
of wisdom, so that the gi of knowledge is only about human
or created things.

Reply to Objection 1. Although matters of faith are Di-
vine and eternal, yet faith itself is something temporal in the
mind of the believer. Hence to know what one ought to be-
lieve, belongs to the gi of knowledge, but to know in them-
selves the very things we believe, by a kind of unionwith them,
belongs to the giofwisdom.erefore the giofwisdomcor-
responds more to charity which unites man’s mind to God.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument takes knowledge in
the generic acceptation of the term: it is not thus that knowl-
edge is a special gi, but according as it is restricted to judg-
ments formed through created things.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 1, a. 1), ev-
ery cognitive habit regards formally the mean through which
things are known, and materially, the things that are known
through the mean. And since that which is formal, is of most
account, it follows that those sciences which draw conclusions
about physical matter from mathematical principles, are reck-
oned rather among the mathematical sciences, though, as to
theirmatter theyhavemore in commonwithphysical sciences:
and for this reason it is stated in Phys. ii, 2 that they are more
akin to physics. Accordingly, since man knows God through
His creatures, this seems to pertain to “knowledge,” to which
it belongs formally, rather than to “wisdom,” to which it be-
longs materially: and, conversely, when we judge of creatures
according to Divine things, this pertains to “wisdom” rather
than to “knowledge.”

IIa IIae q. 9 a. 3Whether the gi of knowledge is practical knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that the knowledge, which
is numbered among the gis, is practical knowledge. For Au-
gustine says (De Trin. xii, 14) that “knowledge is concerned
with the actions in which we make use of external things.” But
the knowledge which is concerned about actions is practical.
erefore the gi of knowledge is practical.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. i, 32):
“Knowledge is nought if it hath not its use for piety…and piety
is very useless if it lacks the discernment of knowledge.”Now it

follows from this authority that knowledge directs piety. But
this cannot apply to a speculative science. erefore the gi of
knowledge is not speculative but practical.

Objection 3. Further, the gis of the Holy Ghost are only
in the righteous, as stated above (q. 9, a. 5). But speculative
knowledge can be also in the unrighteous, according to James
4:17: “To him…who knoweth to do good, and doth it not, to
him it is a sin.” erefore the gi of knowledge is not specula-
tive but practical.
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On the contrary,Gregory says (Moral. i, 32): “Knowledge
on her own day prepares a feast, because she overcomes the fast
of ignorance in the mind.” Now ignorance is not entirely re-
moved, save by both kinds of knowledge, viz. speculative and
practical. erefore the gi of knowledge is both speculative
and practical.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 9, a. 8), the gi of knowl-
edge, like the giof understanding, is ordained to the certitude
of faith. Now faith consists primarily and principally in specu-
lation, in as much as it is founded on the First Truth. But since
the First Truth is also the last end for the sake of which our
works are done, hence it is that faith extends to works, accord-
ing to Gal. 5:6: “Faith…worketh by charity.”

e consequence is that the gi of knowledge also, pri-
marily and principally indeed, regards speculation, in so far as
man knows what he ought to hold by faith; yet, secondarily,
it extends to works, since we are directed in our actions by the
knowledge ofmatters of faith, and of conclusions drawn there-

from.
Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of the gi of

knowledge, in so far as it extends to works; for action is as-
cribed to knowledge, yet not action solely, nor primarily: and
in this way it directs piety.

Hence the Reply to the Second Objection is clear.
Reply to Objection 3. As we have already stated (q. 8,

a. 5) about the gi of understanding, not everyone who un-
derstands, has the gi of understanding, but only he that un-
derstands through a habit of grace: and so we must take note,
with regard to the gi of knowledge, that they alone have the
gi of knowledge, who judge aright aboutmatters of faith and
action, through the grace bestowed on them, so as never to
wander from the straight path of justice.is is the knowledge
of holy things, according to Wis. 10:10: “She conducted the
just…through the right ways…and gave him the knowledge of
holy things.”

IIa IIae q. 9 a. 4Whether the third beatitude, “Blessed are they that mourn,” etc. corresponds to the gi of
knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that the third beatitude,
“Blessed are they that mourn,” does not correspond to the gi
of knowledge. For, even as evil is the cause of sorrow and grief,
so is good the cause of joy.Nowknowledge brings good to light
rather than evil, since the latter is known through evil: for “the
straight line rules both itself and the crooked line” (De Anima
i, 5).erefore the aforesaid beatitude does not suitably corre-
spond to the gi of knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, consideration of truth is an act of
knowledge. Now there is no sorrow in the consideration of
truth; rather is there joy, since it is written (Wis. 8:16): “Her
conversation hath no bitterness, nor her company any tedious-
ness, but joy and gladness.” erefore the aforesaid beatitude
does not suitably correspond with the gi of knowledge.

Objection 3. Further, the gi of knowledge consists in
speculation, before operation. Now, in so far as it consists in
speculation, sorrow does not correspond to it, since “the spec-
ulative intellect is not concerned about things to be sought or
avoided” (De Anima iii, 9). erefore the aforesaid beatitude
is not suitably reckoned to correspond with the gi of knowl-
edge.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte iv): “Knowledge befits the mourner, who has discov-
ered that he has been mastered by the evil which he coveted as
though it were good.”

I answer that, Right judgment about creatures belongs
properly to knowledge. Now it is through creatures that man’s
aversion from God is occasioned, according to Wis. 14:11:
“Creatures…are turned to an abomination…and a snare to the
feet of the unwise,” of those, namely, who do not judge aright
about creatures, since they deem the perfect good to consist

in them. Hence they sin by placing their last end in them, and
lose the true good. It is by forming a right judgment of crea-
tures that man becomes aware of the loss (of which they may
be the occasion), which judgment he exercises through the gi
of knowledge.

Hence the beatitude of sorrow is said to correspond to the
gi of knowledge.

Reply to Objection 1. Created goods do not cause spir-
itual joy, except in so far as they are referred to the Divine
good, which is the proper cause of spiritual joy. Hence spiri-
tual peace and the resulting joy correspond directly to the gi
of wisdom: but to the gi of knowledge there corresponds, in
the first place, sorrow for past errors, and, in consequence, con-
solation, since, by his right judgment, man directs creatures to
theDivine good. For this reason sorrow is set forth in this beat-
itude, as themerit, and the resulting consolation, as the reward;
which is begun in this life, and is perfected in the life to come.

Reply to Objection 2. Man rejoices in the very consider-
ation of truth; yet he may sometimes grieve for the thing, the
truth of which he considers: it is thus that sorrow is ascribed
to knowledge.

Reply to Objection 3. No beatitude corresponds to
knowledge, in so far as it consists in speculation, becauseman’s
beatitude consists, not in considering creatures, but in con-
templating God. But man’s beatitude does consist somewhat
in the right use of creatures, and in well-ordered love of them:
and this I say with regard to the beatitude of a wayfarer. Hence
beatitude relating to contemplation is not ascribed to knowl-
edge, but to understanding and wisdom, which are about Di-
vine things.

1155



S P   S P, Q 10
Of Unbelief in General
(In Twelve Articles)

In due sequence we must consider the contrary vices: first, unbelief, which is contrary to faith; secondly, blasphemy, which
is opposed to confession of faith; thirdly, ignorance and dulness of mind, which are contrary to knowledge and understanding.

As to the first, we must consider (1) unbelief in general; (2) heresy; (3) apostasy from the faith.
Under the first head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether unbelief is a sin?
(2) What is its subject?
(3) Whether it is the greatest of sins?
(4) Whether every action of unbelievers is a sin?
(5) Of the species of unbelief;
(6) Of their comparison, one with another;
(7) Whether we ought to dispute about faith with unbelievers?
(8) Whether they ought to be compelled to the faith?
(9) Whether we ought to have communications with them?

(10) Whether unbelievers can have authority over Christians?
(11) Whether the rites of unbelievers should be tolerated?
(12) Whether the children of unbelievers are to be baptized against their parents’ will?

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 1Whether unbelief is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that unbelief is not a sin. For
every sin is contrary to nature, as Damascene proves (De Fide
Orth. ii, 4). Now unbelief seems not to be contrary to nature;
for Augustine says (De Praedest. Sanct. v) that “to be capable
to having faith, just as to be capable of having charity, is natural
to all men; whereas to have faith, even as to have charity, be-
longs to the grace of the faithful.” erefore not to have faith,
which is to be an unbeliever, is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, no one sins that which he cannot
avoid, since every sin is voluntary. Now it is not in a man’s
power to avoid unbelief, for he cannot avoid it unless he have
faith, because the Apostle says (Rom. 10:14): “How shall they
believe inHim, ofWhom they have not heard? And how shall
they hear without a preacher?” erefore unbelief does not
seem to be a sin.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 84, a. 4),
there are seven capital sins, to which all sins are reduced. But
unbelief does not seem to be comprised under any of them.
erefore unbelief is not a sin.

On the contrary, Vice is opposed to virtue. Now faith is
a virtue, and unbelief is opposed to it. erefore unbelief is a
sin.

I answer that,Unbelief may be taken in two ways: first, by
way of pure negation, so that a man be called an unbeliever,
merely because he has not the faith. Secondly, unbelief may be
taken by way of opposition to the faith; in which sense a man
refuses to hear the faith, or despises it, according to Is. 53:1:
“Who hath believed our report?” It is this that completes the

notion of unbelief, and it is in this sense that unbelief is a sin.
If, however, we take it by way of pure negation, as we find

it in those who have heard nothing about the faith, it bears the
character, not of sin, but of punishment, because such like ig-
norance ofDivine things is a result of the sin of our first parent.
If such like unbelievers are damned, it is on account of other
sins, which cannot be taken away without faith, but not on ac-
count of their sin of unbelief.HenceOurLord said ( Jn. 15:22)
“If I had not come, and spoken to them, they would not have
sin”; which Augustine expounds (Tract. lxxxix in Joan.) as “re-
ferring to the sin whereby they believed not in Christ.”

Reply to Objection 1. To have the faith is not part of hu-
man nature, but it is part of human nature that man’s mind
should not thwart his inner instinct, and the outward preach-
ing of the truth. Hence, in this way, unbelief is contrary to na-
ture.

Reply toObjection 2.is argument takes unbelief as de-
noting a pure negation.

Reply toObjection 3.Unbelief, in so far as it is a sin, arises
from pride, through which man is unwilling to subject his in-
tellect to the rules of faith, and to the sound interpretation of
the Fathers. Hence Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 45) that “pre-
sumptuous innovations arise from vainglory.”

It might also be replied that just as the theological virtues
are not reduced to the cardinal virtues, but precede them, so
too, the vices opposed to the theological virtues are not re-
duced to the capital vices.
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IIa IIae q. 10 a. 2Whether unbelief is in the intellect as its subject?

Objection 1. It would seem that unbelief is not in the in-
tellect as its subject. For every sin is in the will, according to
Augustine (De Duabus Anim. x, xi). Now unbelief is a sin, as
stated above (a. 1). erefore unbelief resides in the will and
not in the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, unbelief is sinful through contempt
of the preaching of the faith. But contempt pertains to thewill.
erefore unbelief is in the will.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss* on 2 Cor. 11:14 “Sa-
tan…transformeth himself into an angel of light,” says that if
“a wicked angel pretend to be a good angel, and be taken for
a good angel, it is not a dangerous or an unhealthy error, if he
does or says what is becoming to a good angel.” is seems to
be because of the rectitude of the will of the man who adheres
to the angel, since his intention is to adhere to a good angel.
erefore the sin of unbelief seems to consist entirely in a per-
verse will: and, consequently, it does not reside in the intellect.

On the contrary, ings which are contrary to one an-
other are in the same subject. Now faith, to which unbelief is
opposed, resides in the intellect. erefore unbelief also is in
the intellect.

I answer that,As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 74,Aa. 1,2), sin is
said to be in the power which is the principle of the sinful act.
Now a sinful act may have two principles: one is its first and

universal principle, which commands all acts of sin; and this
is the will, because every sin is voluntary. e other principle
of the sinful act is the proper and proximate principle which
elicits the sinful act: thus the concupiscible is the principle of
gluttony and lust, wherefore these sins are said to be in the con-
cupiscible. Now dissent, which is the act proper to unbelief, is
an act of the intellect, moved, however, by the will, just as as-
sent is.

erefore unbelief, like faith, is in the intellect as its prox-
imate subject. But it is in the will as its first moving principle,
in which way every sin is said to be in the will.

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is clear.
Reply toObjection2.ewill’s contempt causes the intel-

lect’s dissent, which completes the notion of unbelief. Hence
the cause of unbelief is in the will, while unbelief itself is in the
intellect.

Reply to Objection 3. He that believes a wicked angel to
be a good one, does not dissent from a matter of faith, because
“his bodily senses are deceived, while his mind does not de-
part from a true and right judgment” as the gloss observes†.
But, according to the same authority, to adhere to Satan when
he begins to invite one to his abode, i.e. wickedness and error,
is not without sin.

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 3Whether unbelief is the greatest of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that unbelief is not the great-
est of sins. For Augustine says (De Bapt. contra Donat. iv, 20):
“I should hesitate to decide whether a very wicked Catholic
ought to be preferred to a heretic, in whose life one finds noth-
ing reprehensible beyond the fact that he is a heretic.” But a
heretic is an unbeliever. erefore we ought not to say abso-
lutely that unbelief is the greatest of sins.

Objection 2. Further, that which diminishes or excuses
a sin is not, seemingly, the greatest of sins. Now unbelief ex-
cuses or diminishes sin: for the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:12,13):
“I…before was a blasphemer, and a persecutor and contume-
lious; but I obtained…mercy…because I did it ignorantly in un-
belief.” erefore unbelief is not the greatest of sins.

Objection 3. Further, the greater sin deserves the greater
punishment, according to Dt. 25:2: “According to the mea-
sure of the sin shall the measure also of the stripes be.” Now
a greater punishment is due to believers than to unbelievers,
according to Heb. 10:29: “How much more, do you think, he
deserveth worse punishments, who hath trodden under foot
the Son ofGod, and hath esteemed the blood of the testament
unclean, bywhich hewas sanctified?”erefore unbelief is not
the greatest of sins.

On the contrary, Augustine, commenting on Jn. 15:22,

“If I had not come, and spoken to them, they would not have
sin,” says (Tract. lxxxix in Joan.): “Under the general name,He
refers to a singularly great sin. For this,” viz. infidelity, “is the
sin towhich all othersmay be traced.”erefore unbelief is the
greatest of sins.

I answer that, Every sin consists formally in aversion from
God, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 71, a. 6; Ia IIae, q. 73, a. 3).
Hence the more a sin severs man from God, the graver it is.
Now man is more than ever separated from God by unbelief,
because he has not even true knowledge of God: and by false
knowledge of God, man does not approach Him, but is sev-
ered from Him.

Nor is it possible for one who has a false opinion of God,
to know Him in any way at all, because the object of his opin-
ion is not God. erefore it is clear that the sin of unbelief is
greater than any sin that occurs in the perversion of morals.
is does not apply to the sins that are opposed to the theo-
logical virtues, as we shall stated further on (q. 20, a. 3; q. 34,
a. 2, ad 2; q. 39, a. 2, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing hinders a sin that is more
grave in its genus from being less grave in respect of some cir-
cumstances. Hence Augustine hesitated to decide between a
bad Catholic, and a heretic not sinning otherwise, because al-

* Augustine, Enchiridion lx. † Augustine, Enchiridion lx.
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though the heretic’s sin is more grave generically, it can be less-
ened by a circumstance, and conversely the sin of the Catholic
can, by some circumstance, be aggravated.

Reply to Objection 2. Unbelief includes both ignorance,
as an accessory thereto, and resistance to matters of faith, and
in the latter respect it is a most grave sin. In respect, however,
of this ignorance, it has a certain reason for excuse, especially
when a man sins not from malice, as was the case with the
Apostle.

Reply toObjection 3.Anunbeliever ismore severely pun-
ished for his sin of unbelief than another sinner is for any sin
whatever, if we consider the kind of sin. But in the case of an-
other sin, e.g. adultery, committed by a believer, and by an
unbeliever, the believer, other things being equal, sins more
gravely than the unbeliever, both on account of his knowledge
of the truth through faith, and on account of the sacraments
of faith with which he has been satiated, and which he insults
by committing sin.

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 4Whether every act of an unbeliever is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that each act of an unbeliever
is a sin. Because a gloss on Rom. 14:23, “All that is not of faith
is sin,” says: “ewhole life of unbelievers is a sin.”Now the life
of unbelievers consists of their actions. erefore every action
of an unbeliever is a sin.

Objection 2. Further, faith directs the intention. Now
there can be no good save what comes from a right intention.
erefore, among unbelievers, no action can be good.

Objection 3. Further, when that which precedes is cor-
rupted, that which follows is corrupted also. Now an act of
faith precedes the acts of all the virtues. erefore, since there
is no act of faith in unbelievers, they can do no goodwork, but
sin in every action of theirs.

On the contrary, It is said of Cornelius, while yet an un-
believer (Acts 10:4,31), that his alms were acceptable to God.
erefore not every action of an unbeliever is a sin, but some
of his actions are good.

I answer that,As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 85, Aa. 2,4)mor-
tal sin takes away sanctifying grace, but does not wholly cor-
rupt the good of nature. Since therefore, unbelief is a mortal
sin, unbelievers are without grace indeed, yet some good of na-
ture remains in them.Consequently it is evident that unbeliev-
ers cannot do those goodworkswhich proceed fromgrace, viz.
meritorious works; yet they can, to a certain extent, do those
good works for which the good of nature suffices.

Hence it does not follow that they sin in everything they
do; but whenever they do anything out of their unbelief, then
they sin. For even as one who has the faith, can commit an ac-
tual sin, venial or even mortal, which he does not refer to the
end of faith, so too, an unbeliever can do a good deed in amat-
ter which he does not refer to the end of his unbelief.

Reply toObjection 1.ewords quotedmust be taken to
mean either that the life of unbelievers cannot be sinless, since
without faith no sin is taken away, or that whatever they do
out of unbelief, is a sin. Hence the same authority adds: “Be-
cause every one that lives or acts according to his unbelief, sins
grievously.”

Reply to Objection 2. Faith directs the intention with re-
gard to the supernatural last end: but even the light of natural
reason can direct the intention in respect of a connatural good.

Reply to Objection 3. Unbelief does not so wholly de-
stroy natural reason in unbelievers, but that some knowledge
of the truth remains in them,whereby they are able to do deeds
that are generically good. With regard, however, to Cornelius,
it is to be observed that he was not an unbeliever, else his
works would not have been acceptable to God, whom none
can please without faith. Now he had implicit faith, as the
truth of the Gospel was not yet made manifest: hence Peter
was sent to him to give him fuller instruction in the faith.

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 5Whether there are several species of unbelief ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not several
species of unbelief. For, since faith and unbelief are contrary to
one another, they must be about the same thing. Now the for-
mal object of faith is the FirstTruth,whence it derives its unity,
although its matter contains many points of belief. erefore
the object of unbelief also is the First Truth; while the things
which an unbeliever disbelieves are the matter of his unbelief.
Now the specific difference depends not on material but on
formal principles.erefore there are not several species of un-
belief, according to the various points which the unbeliever
disbelieves.

Objection 2. Further, it is possible to stray from the truth
of faith in an infinite number of ways. If therefore the vari-

ous species of unbelief correspond to the number of various
errors, it would seem to follow that there is an infinite number
of species of unbelief, and consequently, that we ought not to
make these species the object of our consideration.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing does not belong to
different species. Now a man may be an unbeliever through
erring about different points of truth. erefore diversity of
errors does not make a diversity of species of unbelief: and so
there are not several species of unbelief.

On the contrary, Several species of vice are opposed to
each virtue, because “good happens in one way, but evil in
many ways,” according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) and the
Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6). Now faith is a virtue. erefore sev-
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eral species of vice are opposed to it.
I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, a. 4; Ia IIae,

q. 64, a. 1), every virtue consists in following some rule of hu-
man knowledge or operation. Now conformity to a rule hap-
pens one way in one matter, whereas a breach of the rule hap-
pens in many ways, so that many vices are opposed to one
virtue.ediversity of the vices that are opposed to each virtue
may be considered in two ways, first, with regard to their dif-
ferent relations to the virtue: and in this way there are determi-
nate species of vices contrary to a virtue: thus to amoral virtue
one vice is opposed by exceeding the virtue, and another, by
falling short of the virtue. Secondly, the diversity of vices op-
posed to one virtue may be considered in respect of the cor-
ruption of the various conditions required for that virtue. In
this way an infinite number of vices are opposed to one virtue,
e.g. temperance or fortitude, according to the infinite number
of ways in which the various circumstances of a virtue may be
corrupted, so that the rectitude of virtue is forsaken. For this
reason the Pythagoreans held evil to be infinite.

Accordingly we must say that if unbelief be considered in
comparison to faith, there are several species of unbelief, de-
terminate in number. For, since the sin of unbelief consists in
resisting the faith, thismayhappen in twoways: either the faith
is resisted before it has been accepted, and such is the unbelief
of pagans or heathens; or the Christian faith is resisted aer
it has been accepted, and this either in the figure, and such is
the unbelief of the Jews, or in the very manifestation of truth,
and such is the unbelief of heretics. Hence wemay, in a general
way, reckon these three as species of unbelief.

If, however, the species of unbelief be distinguished ac-
cording to the various errors that occur in matters of faith,
there are not determinate species of unbelief: for errors can

be multiplied indefinitely, as Augustine observes (De Haere-
sibus).

Reply to Objection 1. e formal aspect of a sin can be
considered in two ways. First, according to the intention of
the sinner, in which case the thing to which the sinner turns is
the formal object of his sin, and determines the various species
of that sin. Secondly, it may be considered as an evil, and in
this case the good which is forsaken is the formal object of
the sin; which however does not derive its species from this
point of view, in fact it is a privation. We must therefore re-
ply that the object of unbelief is the First Truth considered as
that which unbelief forsakes, but its formal aspect, considered
as that to which unbelief turns, is the false opinion that it fol-
lows: and it is from this point of view that unbelief derives its
various species. Hence, even as charity is one, because it ad-
heres to the Sovereign Good, while there are various species of
vice opposed to charity, which turn away from the Sovereign
Good by turning to various temporal goods, and also in re-
spect of various inordinate relations to God, so too, faith is
one virtue through adhering to the one First Truth, yet there
are many species of unbelief, because unbelievers follow many
false opinions.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers the var-
ious species of unbelief according to various points in which
errors occur.

Reply toObjection 3. Since faith is one because it believes
in many things in relation to one, so may unbelief, although it
errs in many things, be one in so far as all those things are re-
lated to one. Yet nothing hinders one man from erring in vari-
ous species of unbelief, even as one man may be subject to var-
ious vices, and to various bodily diseases.

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 6Whether the unbelief of pagans or heathens is graver than other kinds?

Objection 1. It would seem that the unbelief of heathens
or pagans is graver than other kinds. For just as bodily disease
is graver according as it endangers the health of a more impor-
tant member of the body, so does sin appear to be graver, ac-
cording as it is opposed to that which holds a more important
place in virtue. Now that which is most important in faith, is
belief in the unity of God, fromwhich the heathens deviate by
believing in many gods. erefore their unbelief is the gravest
of all.

Objection 2. Further, among heresies, themore detestable
are thosewhich contradict the truth of faith inmorenumerous
andmore important points: thus, the heresy of Arius, who sev-
ered the Godhead, was more detestable than that of Nestorius
who severed the humanity of Christ from the Person of God
the Son. Now the heathens deny the faith in more numerous
and more important points than Jews and heretics; since they
do not accept the faith at all. erefore their unbelief is the
gravest.

Objection 3. Further, every good diminishes evil. Now
there is some good in the Jews, since they believe in the Old
Testament as being from God, and there is some good in
heretics, since they venerate the New Testament. erefore
they sin less grievously than heathens, who receive neither Tes-
tament.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Pet. 2:21): “It had been
better for them not to have known the way of justice, than af-
ter they have known it, to turn back.” Now the heathens have
not known the way of justice, whereas heretics and Jews have
abandoned it aer knowing it in some way. erefore theirs is
the graver sin.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5), two things may be
considered in unbelief. One of these is its relation to faith: and
from this point of view, he who resists the faith aer accept-
ing it, sins more grievously against faith, than he who resists it
without having accepted it, even as he who fails to fulfil what
he has promised, sins more grievously than if he had never
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promised it. In this way the unbelief of heretics, who confess
their belief in the Gospel, and resist that faith by corrupting
it, is a more grievous sin than that of the Jews, who have never
accepted the Gospel faith. Since, however, they accepted the
figure of that faith in theOld Law, which they corrupt by their
false interpretations, their unbelief is a more grievous sin than
that of the heathens, because the latter have not accepted the
Gospel faith in any way at all.

e second thing to be considered in unbelief is the cor-
ruption of matters of faith. In this respect, since heathens
err on more points than Jews, and these in more points than

heretics, the unbelief of heathens ismore grievous than the un-
belief of the Jews, and that of the Jews than that of the heretics,
except in such cases as that of the Manichees, who, in matters
of faith, err even more than heathens do.

Of these two gravities the first surpasses the second from
the point of view of guilt; since, as stated above (a. 1) unbe-
lief has the character of guilt, from its resisting faith rather
than from themere absence of faith, for the latter as was stated
(a. 1) seems rather to bear the character of punishment.Hence,
speaking absolutely, the unbelief of heretics is the worst.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 7Whether one ought to dispute with unbelievers in public?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not to dispute
with unbelievers in public. For the Apostle says (2 Tim. 2:14):
“Contend not in words, for it is to no profit, but to the sub-
verting of the hearers.” But it is impossible to dispute with un-
believers publicly without contending inwords.erefore one
ought not to dispute publicly with unbelievers.

Objection 2. Further, the law ofMartianus Augustus con-
firmed by the canons* expresses itself thus: “It is an insult to
the judgment of the most religious synod, if anyone ventures
to debate or dispute in public about matters which have once
been judged and disposed of.” Now all matters of faith have
been decided by the holy councils. erefore it is an insult to
the councils, and consequently a grave sin to presume to dis-
pute in public about matters of faith.

Objection 3. Further, disputations are conducted by
means of arguments. But an argument is a reason in settle-
ment of a dubious matter: whereas things that are of faith, be-
ing most certain, ought not to be a matter of doubt. erefore
one ought not to dispute in public about matters of faith.

On the contrary, It is written (Acts 9:22,29) that “Saul in-
creasedmuchmore in strength, and confounded the Jews,” and
that “he spoke…to the gentiles and disputed with the Greeks.”

I answer that, In disputing about the faith, two things
must be observed: one on the part of the disputant; the other
on the part of his hearers. On the part of the disputant, we
must consider his intention. For if hewere to dispute as though
he had doubts about the faith, and did not hold the truth of
faith for certain, and as though he intended to probe it with
arguments, without doubt he would sin, as being doubtful of
the faith and an unbeliever. On the other hand, it is praisewor-
thy to dispute about the faith in order to confute errors, or for
practice.

On the part of the hearers wemust consider whether those
who hear the disputation are instructed and firm in the faith,
or simple and wavering. As to those who are well instructed
and firm in the faith, there can be no danger in disputing about

the faith in their presence. But as to simple-minded people, we
mustmake a distinction; because either they are provoked and
molested by unbelievers, for instance, Jews or heretics, or pa-
gans who strive to corrupt the faith in them, or else they are
not subject to provocation in this matter, as in those countries
where there are not unbelievers. In the first case it is necessary
to dispute in public about the faith, provided there be those
whoare equal and adapted to the taskof confuting errors; since
in this way simple people are strengthened in the faith, and
unbelievers are deprived of the opportunity to deceive, while
if those who ought to withstand the perverters of the truth of
faith were silent, this would tend to strengthen error. Hence
Gregory says (Pastor. ii, 4): “Even as a thoughtless speech gives
rise to error, so does an indiscreet silence leave those in error
who might have been instructed.” On the other hand, in the
second case it is dangerous to dispute in public about the faith,
in the presence of simple people, whose faith for this very rea-
son is more firm, that they have never heard anything differing
from what they believe. Hence it is not expedient for them to
hear what unbelievers have to say against the faith.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle does not entirely for-
bid disputations, but such as are inordinate, and consist of con-
tentious words rather than of sound speeches.

Reply to Objection 2. at law forbade those public dis-
putations about the faith, which arise from doubting the faith,
but not those which are for the safeguarding thereof.

Reply toObjection3.Oneought todispute aboutmatters
of faith, not as though one doubted about them, but in order
to make the truth known, and to confute errors. For, in order
to confirm the faith, it is necessary sometimes to dispute with
unbelievers, sometimes by defending the faith, according to 1
Pet. 3:15: “Being ready always to satisfy everyone that asketh
you a reason of that hope and faith which is in you*.” Some-
times again, it is necessary, in order to convince those who are
in error, according toTitus 1:9: “at hemay be able to exhort
in sound doctrine and to convince the gainsayers.”

* De Sum. Trin. Cod. lib. i, leg. Nemo. * Vulg.: ‘Of that hope which is in you’ St. omas’ reading is apparently taken from Bede.
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IIa IIae q. 10 a. 8Whether unbelievers ought to be compelled to the faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that unbelievers ought by no
means to be compelled to the faith. For it is written (Mat.
13:28) that the servants of the householder, in whose field
cockle had been sown, asked him: “Wilt thou that we go and
gather it up?” and that he answered: “No, lest perhaps gath-
ering up the cockle, you root up the wheat also together with
it”: on which passage Chrysostom says (Hom. xlvi in Matth.):
“Our Lord says this so as to forbid the slaying of men. For it
is not right to slay heretics, because if you do you will neces-
sarily slay many innocent persons.” erefore it seems that for
the same reason unbelievers ought not to be compelled to the
faith.

Objection 2. Further, we read in the Decretals (Dist. xlv
can., De Judaeis): “e holy synod prescribes, with regard to
the Jews, that for the future, none are to be compelled to be-
lieve.”erefore, in likemanner, neither should unbelievers be
compelled to the faith.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Tract. xxvi in Joan.)
that “it is possible for a man to do other things against his will,
but he cannot believe unless he is willing.” erefore it seems
that unbelievers ought not to be compelled to the faith.

Objection 4. It is said in God’s person (Ezech. 18:32†): “I
desire not the death of the sinner [Vulg.: ‘of him that dieth’].”
Nowwe ought to conform ourwill to theDivine will, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 19, Aa. 9,10). erefore we should not even
wish unbelievers to be put to death.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 14:23): “Go out into
the highways and hedges; and compel them to come in.” Now
men enter into the house of God, i.e. into Holy Church, by
faith. erefore some ought to be compelled to the faith.

I answer that,Amongunbelievers there are somewhohave
never received the faith, such as the heathens and the Jews: and
these are by no means to be compelled to the faith, in order
that they may believe, because to believe depends on the will:
nevertheless they should be compelled by the faithful, if it be
possible to do so, so that they do not hinder the faith, by their
blasphemies, or by their evil persuasions, or even by their open
persecutions. It is for this reason that Christ’s faithful oen
wage war with unbelievers, not indeed for the purpose of forc-
ing them to believe, because even if theywere to conquer them,
and take themprisoners, they should still leave them free to be-
lieve, if they will, but in order to prevent them from hindering
the faith of Christ.

On the other hand, there are unbelievers who at some time

have accepted the faith, and professed it, such as heretics and
all apostates: such should be submitted even to bodily compul-
sion, that they may fulfil what they have promised, and hold
what they, at one time, received.

Reply to Objection 1. Some have understood the author-
ity quoted to forbid, not the excommunication but the slaying
of heretics, as appears from the words of Chrysostom. Augus-
tine too, says (Ep. adVincent. xciii) of himself: “It was oncemy
opinion that none should be compelled to union with Christ,
that we should deal in words, and fight with arguments. How-
ever this opinionofmine is undone, not bywords of contradic-
tion, but by convincing examples. Because fear of the law was
so profitable, that many say: anks be to the Lord Who has
broken our chains asunder.” Accordingly the meaning of Our
Lord’s words, “Suffer both to grow until the harvest,” must be
gathered from those which precede, “lest perhaps gathering up
the cockle, you root the wheat also together with it.” For, Au-
gustine says (Contra Ep. Parmen. iii, 2) “these words show that
when this is not to be feared, that is to say, when a man’s crime
is so publicly known, and so hateful to all, that he has no de-
fenders, or none such as might cause a schism, the severity of
discipline should not slacken.”

Reply to Objection 2. ose Jews who have in no way re-
ceived the faith, ought not by no means to be compelled to
the faith: if, however, they have received it, they ought to be
compelled to keep it, as is stated in the same chapter.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as taking a vow is a matter of
will, and keeping a vow, amatter of obligation, so acceptance of
the faith is amatter of thewill, whereas keeping the faith,when
once one has received it, is a matter of obligation. Wherefore
heretics should be compelled to keep the faith. us Augus-
tine says to the Count Boniface (Ep. clxxxv): “What do these
peoplemean by crying out continually: ‘Wemay believe or not
believe just as we choose. Whom did Christ compel?’ ey
should remember that Christ at first compelled Paul and af-
terwards taught Him.”

Reply to Objection 4. As Augustine says in the same let-
ter, “none of us wishes any heretic to perish. But the house of
David did not deserve to have peace, unless his son Absalom
had been killed in the war which he had raised against his fa-
ther.us if theCatholic Church gathers together some of the
perdition of others, she heals the sorrow of her maternal heart
by the delivery of so many nations.”

† Ezech. 33:11.
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IIa IIae q. 10 a. 9Whether it is lawful to communicate with unbelievers?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is lawful to communi-
cate with unbelievers. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. 10:27): “If
any of them that believe not, invite you, and you be willing
to go, eat of anything that is set before you.” And Chrysostom
says (Hom. xxv super Epist. adHeb.): “If youwish to go to dine
with pagans, we permit it without any reservation.” Now to sit
at table with anyone is to communicate with him. erefore it
is lawful to communicate with unbelievers.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 5:12):
“What have I to do to judge them that are without?” Now un-
believers arewithout.When, therefore, theChurch forbids the
faithful to communicatewith certain people, it seems that they
ought not to be forbidden to communicate with unbelievers.

Objection 3. Further, a master cannot employ his servant,
unless he communicate with him, at least by word, since the
master moves his servant by command. Now Christians can
have unbelievers, either Jews, or pagans, or Saracens, for ser-
vants. erefore they can lawfully communicate with them.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 7:2,3): “ou shalt
make no league with them, nor show mercy to them; neither
shalt thou make marriages with them”: and a gloss on Lev.
15:19, “e woman who at the return of the month,” etc. says:
“It is so necessary to shun idolatry, that we should not come in
touch with idolaters or their disciples, nor have any dealings
with them.”

I answer that,Communication with a particular person is
forbidden to the faithful, in two ways: first, as a punishment
of the person with whom they are forbidden to communicate;
secondly, for the safety of those who are forbidden to com-
municate with others. Both motives can be gathered from the
Apostle’s words (1Cor. 5:6). For aer he had pronounced sen-
tence of excommunication, he adds as his reason: “Know you
not that a little leaven corrupts the whole lump?” and aer-
wards he adds the reason on the part of the punishment in-
flicted by the sentence of the Church when he says (1 Cor.
5:12): “Do not you judge them that are within?”

Accordingly, in the first way the Church does not forbid
the faithful to communicate with unbelievers, who have not in
anyway received theChristian faith, viz. with pagans and Jews,
because she has not the right to exercise spiritual judgment
over them, but only temporal judgment, in the case when,
while dwelling among Christians they are guilty of some mis-
demeanor, and are condemned by the faithful to some tem-

poral punishment. On the other hand, in this way, i.e. as a
punishment, the Church forbids the faithful to communicate
with those unbelievers who have forsaken the faith they once
received, either by corrupting the faith, as heretics, or by en-
tirely renouncing the faith, as apostates, because the Church
pronounces sentence of excommunication on both.

With regard to the second way, it seems that one ought to
distinguish according to the various conditions of persons, cir-
cumstances and time. For some are firm in the faith; and so it
is to be hoped that their communicating with unbelievers will
lead to the conversion of the latter rather than to the aversion
of the faithful from the faith. ese are not to be forbidden
to communicate with unbelievers who have not received the
faith, such as pagans or Jews, especially if there be some ur-
gent necessity for so doing. But in the case of simple people
and those who are weak in the faith, whose perversion is to be
feared as a probable result, they should be forbidden to com-
municate with unbelievers, and especially to be on very famil-
iar terms with them, or to communicate with them without
necessity.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.eChurch does not exercise judg-

ment against unbelievers in the point of inflicting spiritual
punishment on them: but she does exercise judgment over
some of them in the matter of temporal punishment. It is un-
der this head that sometimes the Church, for certain special
sins, withdraws the faithful from communication with certain
unbelievers.

Reply toObjection 3.ere ismore probability that a ser-
vant who is ruled by his master’s commands, will be converted
to the faith of his master who is a believer, than if the case
were the reverse: and so the faithful are not forbidden to have
unbelieving servants. If, however, the master were in danger,
through communicating with such a servant, he should send
him away, according to Our Lord’s command (Mat. 18:8):
“If…thy foot scandalize thee, cut it off, and cast it from thee.”

With regard to the argument in the contrary* sense the re-
ply is that the Lord gave this command in reference to those
nations into whose territory the Jews were about to enter. For
the latter were inclined to idolatry, so that it was to be feared
lest, through frequent dealingswith those nations, they should
be estranged from the faith: hence the text goes on (Dt. 7:4):
“For she will turn away thy son from following Me.”

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 10Whether unbelievers may have authority or dominion over the faithful?

Objection 1. It would seem that unbelievers may have au-
thority or dominion over the faithful. For the Apostle says (1
Tim. 6:1): “Whosoever are servants under the yoke, let them
count their masters worthy of all honor”: and it is clear that

he is speaking of unbelievers, since he adds (1 Tim. 6:2): “But
they that have believing masters, let them not despise them.”
Moreover it is written (1 Pet. 2:18): “Servants be subject to
your masters with all fear, not only to the good and gentle, but

* e Leonine Edition gives this solution before the Reply obj. 2.
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also to the froward.” Now this command would not be con-
tained in the apostolic teaching unless unbelievers could have
authority over the faithful.erefore it seems that unbelievers
can have authority over the faithful.

Objection 2. Further, all the members of a prince’s house-
hold are his subjects. Now some of the faithful were members
of unbelieving princes’ households, for we read in the Epistle
to the Philippians (4:22): “All the saints salute you, especially
they that are ofCaesar’s household,” referring toNero,whowas
an unbeliever. erefore unbelievers can have authority over
the faithful.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher (Polit.
i, 2) a slave is his master’s instrument inmatters concerning ev-
eryday life, even as a crasman’s laborer is his instrument in
matters concerning the working of his art. Now, in such mat-
ters, a believer can be subject to an unbeliever, for hemaywork
on an unbeliever’s farm. erefore unbelievers may have au-
thority over the faithful even as to dominion.

On the contrary, ose who are in authority can pro-
nounce judgment on those over whom they are placed. But
unbelievers cannot pronounce judgment on the faithful, for
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 6:1): “Dare any of you, having a mat-
ter against another, go to be judged before the unjust,” i.e. un-
believers, “and not before the saints?” erefore it seems that
unbelievers cannot have authority over the faithful.

I answer that,at this questionmay be considered in two
ways. First, we may speak of dominion or authority of unbe-
lievers over the faithful as of a thing to be established for the
first time.is ought by nomeans to be allowed, since it would
provoke scandal and endanger the faith, for subjects are easily
influenced by their superiors to comply with their commands,
unless the subjects are of great virtue: moreover unbelievers
hold the faith in contempt, if they see the faithful fall away.
Hence the Apostle forbade the faithful to go to law before
an unbelieving judge. And so the Church altogether forbids
unbelievers to acquire dominion over believers, or to have au-
thority over them in any capacity whatever.

Secondly, we may speak of dominion or authority, as al-
ready in force: and here we must observe that dominion and
authority are institutions of human law, while the distinction
between faithful and unbelievers arises from the Divine law.
Now theDivine lawwhich is the lawof grace, does not do away
with human lawwhich is the law of natural reason.Wherefore
the distinction between faithful and unbelievers, considered
in itself, does not do away with dominion and authority of un-
believers over the faithful.

Nevertheless this right of dominion or authority can be
justly done away with by the sentence or ordination of the

Church who has the authority of God: since unbelievers in
virtue of their unbelief deserve to forfeit their power over the
faithful who are converted into children of God.

is the Church does sometimes, and sometimes not. For
among those unbelievers who are subject, even in temporal
matters, to the Church and her members, the Church made
the law that if the slave of a Jew became a Christian, he should
forthwith receive his freedom, without paying any price, if he
should be a “vernaculus,” i.e. born in slavery; and likewise if,
when yet an unbeliever, he had been bought for his service: if,
however, he had been bought for sale, then he should be of-
fered for sale within threemonths. Nor does theChurch harm
them in this, because since those Jews themselves are subject to
the Church, she can dispose of their possessions, even as sec-
ular princes have enacted many laws to be observed by their
subjects, in favor of liberty. On the other hand, the Church
has not applied the above law to those unbelievers who are not
subject to her or her members, in temporal matters, although
she has the right to do so: and this, in order to avoid scandal,
for as Our Lord showed (Mat. 17:25,26) that He could be ex-
cused from paying the tribute, because “the children are free,”
yet He ordered the tribute to be paid in order to avoid giving
scandal.us Paul too, aer saying that servants should honor
their masters, adds, “lest the name of the Lord and His doc-
trine be blasphemed.”

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. e authority of Caesar preceded

the distinction of faithful from unbelievers. Hence it was not
cancelled by the conversion of some to the faith. Moreover it
was a good thing that there should be a few of the faithful in
the emperor’s household, that theymight defend the rest of the
faithful. us the Blessed Sebastian encouraged those whom
he saw faltering under torture, and, the while, remained hid-
den under the military cloak in the palace of Diocletian.

Reply to Objection 3. Slaves are subject to their masters
for their whole lifetime, and are subject to their overseers in
everything: whereas the crasman’s laborer is subject to him
for certain special works. Hence it would be more dangerous
for unbelievers to have dominion or authority over the faith-
ful, than that they should be allowed to employ them in some
cra. Wherefore the Church permits Christians to work on
the land of Jews, because this does not entail their living to-
gether with them. us Solomon besought the King of Tyre
to sendmaster workmen to hew the trees, as related in 3Kings
5:6. Yet, if there be reason to fear that the faithful will be per-
verted by such communications and dealings, they should be
absolutely forbidden.
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IIa IIae q. 10 a. 11Whether the rites of unbelievers ought to be tolerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that rites of unbelievers ought
not to be tolerated. For it is evident that unbelievers sin in
observing their rites: and not to prevent a sin, when one can,
seems to imply consent therein, as a gloss observes on Rom.
1:32: “Not only they that do them, but they also that consent
to them that do them.” erefore it is a sin to tolerate their
rites.

Objection 2. Further, the rites of the Jews are compared to
idolatry, because a gloss on Gal. 5:1, “Be not held again under
the yoke of bondage,” says: “e bondage of that law was not
lighter than that of idolatry.” But it would not be allowable for
anyone to observe the rites of idolatry, in factChristian princes
at first caused the temples of idols to be closed, and aerwards,
to be destroyed, as Augustine relates (De Civ. Dei xviii, 54).
erefore it follows that even the rites of Jews ought not to be
tolerated.

Objection 3. Further, unbelief is the greatest of sins, as
stated above (a. 3 ). Now other sins such as adultery, the and
the like, are not tolerated, but are punishable by law.erefore
neither ought the rites of unbelievers to be tolerated.

On the contrary, Gregory* says, speaking of the Jews:
“ey should be allowed to observe all their feasts, just as hith-
erto they and their fathers have for ages observed them.”

I answer that,Human government is derived from theDi-
vine government, and should imitate it. Now although God is

all-powerful and supremely good, nevertheless He allows cer-
tain evils to take place in the universe, which He might pre-
vent, lest, without them, greater goods might be forfeited, or
greater evils ensue. Accordingly in human government also,
those who are in authority, rightly tolerate certain evils, lest
certain goods be lost, or certain greater evils be incurred: thus
Augustine says (DeOrdine ii, 4): “If you do away with harlots,
the world will be convulsed with lust.” Hence, though unbe-
lievers sin in their rites, they may be tolerated, either on ac-
count of some good that ensues therefrom, or because of some
evil avoided. us from the fact that the Jews observe their
rites, which, of old, foreshadowed the truth of the faith which
we hold, there follows this good—that our very enemies bear
witness to our faith, and that our faith is represented in afigure,
so to speak. For this reason they are tolerated in the observance
of their rites.

On the other hand, the rites of other unbelievers, which
are neither truthful nor profitable are by no means to be toler-
ated, except perchance in order to avoid an evil, e.g. the scandal
or disturbance that might ensue, or some hindrance to the sal-
vation of those who if they were unmolested might gradually
be converted to the faith. For this reason theChurch, at times,
has tolerated the rites even of heretics and pagans, when unbe-
lievers were very numerous.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 10 a. 12Whether the children of Jews and other unbelievers ought to be baptized against their parents’
will?

Objection 1. It would seem that the children of Jews and
of other unbelievers ought to be baptized against their par-
ents’ will. For the bond of marriage is stronger than the right
of parental authority over children, since the right of parental
authority can be made to cease, when a son is set at liberty;
whereas the marriage bond cannot be severed by man, accord-
ing toMat. 19:6: “What…Godhath joined together let noman
put asunder.” And yet the marriage bond is broken on account
of unbelief: for the Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:15): “If the unbe-
liever depart, let him depart. For a brother or sister is not un-
der servitude in such cases”: and a canon* says that “if the un-
believing partner is unwilling to abide with the other, without
insult to their Creator, then the other partner is not bound to
cohabitation.” Much more, therefore, does unbelief abrogate
the right of unbelieving parents’ authority over their children:
and consequently their children may be baptized against their
parents’ will.

Objection 2. Further, one is more bound to succor a man
who is in danger of everlasting death, than one who is in dan-
ger of temporal death. Now it would be a sin, if one saw a
man in danger of temporal death and failed to go to his aid.

Since, then, the children of Jews and other unbelievers are in
danger of everlasting death, should they be le to their par-
ents who would imbue them with their unbelief, it seems that
they ought to be taken away from them and baptized, and in-
structed in the faith.

Objection 3. Further, the children of a bondsman are
themselves bondsmen, and under the power of his master.
Now the Jews are bondsmen of kings and princes: therefore
their children are also. Consequently kings and princes have
the power to dowhat theywill with Jewish children.erefore
no injustice is committed if they baptize them against their
parents’ wishes.

Objection 4. Further, every man belongs more to God,
from Whom he has his soul, than to his carnal father, from
whom he has his body. erefore it is not unjust if Jewish chil-
dren be taken away from their parents, and consecrated toGod
in Baptism.

Objection 5. Further, Baptism avails for salvation more
than preaching does, since Baptism removes forthwith the
stain of sin and the debt of punishment, and opens the gate of
heaven. Now if danger ensue through not preaching, it is im-

* Regist. xi, Ep. 15: cf. Decret., dist. xlv, can., Qui sincera. * Can. Uxor
legitima, and Idololatria, qu. i.
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puted to him who omitted to preach, according to the words
of Ezech. 33:6 about themanwho “sees the sword coming and
sounds not the trumpet.” Much more therefore, if Jewish chil-
dren are lost through not being baptized are they accounted
guilty of sin, who could have baptized them and did not.

On the contrary, Injustice should be done to no man.
Now it would be an injustice to Jews if their children were to
be baptized against their will, since they would lose the rights
of parental authority over their children as soon as these were
Christians. erefore these should not be baptized against
their parents’ will.

I answer that,ecustomof theChurch has very great au-
thority and ought to be jealously observed in all things, since
the very doctrine of catholic doctors derives its authority from
the Church. Hence we ought to abide by the authority of the
Church rather than by that of an Augustine or a Jerome or
of any doctor whatever. Now it was never the custom of the
Church to baptize the children of the Jews against the will
of their parents, although at times past there have been many
very powerful catholic princes like Constantine and eodo-
sius, withwhommost holy bishops have been onmost friendly
terms, as Sylvester withConstantine, andAmbrosewitheo-
dosius,whowould certainly not have failed to obtain this favor
from them if it had been at all reasonable. It seems therefore
hazardous to repeat this assertion, that the children of Jews
should be baptized against their parents’ wishes, in contradic-
tion to the Church’s custom observed hitherto.

ere are two reasons for this custom. One is on account
of the danger to the faith. For children baptized before coming
to the use of reason, aerwards when they come to perfect age,
might easily be persuaded by their parents to renounce what
they had unknowingly embraced; and this would be detrimen-
tal to the faith.

e other reason is that it is against natural justice. For a
child is bynature part of its father: thus, at first, it is not distinct
from its parents as to its body, so long as it is enfolded within
its mother’s womb; and later on aer birth, and before it has
the use of its free-will, it is enfolded in the care of its parents,
which is like a spiritual womb, for so long as man has not the
use of reason, he differs not from an irrational animal; so that
even as an ox or a horse belongs to someone who, according
to the civil law, can use them when he likes, as his own instru-
ment, so, according to the natural law, a son, before coming to
the use of reason, is under his father’s care. Hence it would be
contrary to natural justice, if a child, before coming to the use

of reason, were to be taken away from its parents’ custody, or
anything done to it against its parents’ wish. As soon, however,
as it begins to have the use of its free-will, it begins to belong
to itself, and is able to look aer itself, in matters concerning
the Divine or the natural law, and then it should be induced,
not by compulsion but by persuasion, to embrace the faith: it
can then consent to the faith, and be baptized, even against
its parents’ wish; but not before it comes to the use of reason.
Hence it is said of the children of the fathers of old that they
were saved in the faith of their parents; whereby we are given
to understand that it is the parents’ duty to look aer the sal-
vation of their children, especially before they come to the use
of reason.

Reply to Objection 1. In the marriage bond, both hus-
band and wife have the use of the free-will, and each can as-
sent to the faith without the other’s consent. But this does not
apply to a child before it comes to the use of reason: yet the
comparison holds good aer the child has come to the use of
reason, if it is willing to be converted.

Reply to Objection 2. No one should be snatched from
natural death against the order of civil law: for instance, if a
manwere condemned by the judge to temporal death, nobody
ought to rescue him by violence: hence no one ought to break
the order of the natural law, whereby a child is in the custody
of its father, in order to rescue it from the danger of everlasting
death.

Reply to Objection 3. Jews are bondsmen of princes by
civil bondage, which does not exclude the order of natural or
Divine law.

Reply to Objection 4. Man is directed to God by his rea-
son, whereby he can know Him. Hence a child before coming
to the use of reason, in the natural order of things, is directed
to God by its parents’ reason, under whose care it lies by na-
ture: and it is for them to dispose of the child in all matters
relating to God.

Reply toObjection5.eperil that ensues from the omis-
sion of preaching, threatens only those who are entrusted with
the duty of preaching. Hence it had already been said (Ezech.
3:17): “I have made thee a watchman to the children [Vulg.:
‘house’] of Israel.” On the other hand, to provide the sacra-
ments of salvation for the children of unbelievers is the duty
of their parents. Hence it is they whom the danger threatens,
if through being deprived of the sacraments their children fail
to obtain salvation.
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Of Heresy

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider heresy: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether heresy is a kind of unbelief ?
(2) Of the matter about which it is;
(3) Whether heretics should be tolerated?
(4) Whether converts should be received?

IIa IIae q. 11 a. 1Whether heresy is a species of unbelief ?

Objection 1. It would seem that heresy is not a species of
unbelief. For unbelief is in the understanding, as stated above
(q. 10, a. 2). Now heresy would seem not to pertain to the un-
derstanding, but rather to the appetitive power; for Jerome says
on Gal. 5:19:* “e works of the flesh are manifest: Heresy is
derived from a Greek word meaning choice, whereby a man
makes choice of that school which he deems best.” But choice
is an act of the appetitive power, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 13,
a. 1). erefore heresy is not a species of unbelief.

Objection 2. Further, vice takes its species chiefly from its
end; hence thePhilosopher says (Ethic. v, 2) that “hewho com-
mits adultery that he may steal, is a thief rather than an adul-
terer.”Now the endof heresy is temporal profit, especially lord-
ship and glory, which belong to the vice of pride or covetous-
ness: for Augustine says (DeUtil. Credendi i) that “a heretic is
one who either devises or follows false and new opinions, for
the sake of some temporal profit, especially that he may lord
and be honored above others.” erefore heresy is a species of
pride rather than of unbelief.

Objection 3. Further, since unbelief is in the understand-
ing, it would seem not to pertain to the flesh. Now heresy be-
longs to theworks of the flesh, for theApostle says (Gal. 5:19):
“eworks of the flesh aremanifest, which are fornication, un-
cleanness,” and among the others, he adds, “dissensions, sects,”
which are the same as heresies.erefore heresy is not a species
of unbelief.

On the contrary, Falsehood is contrary to truth. Now a
heretic is one who devises or follows false or new opinions.
erefore heresy is opposed to the truth, on which faith is
founded; and consequently it is a species of unbelief.

I answer that, e word heresy as stated in the first objec-
tion denotes a choosing. Now choice as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 13, a. 3) is about things directed to the end, the end being
presupposed. Now, inmatters of faith, the will assents to some
truth, as to its proper good, as was shown above (q. 4, a. 3):
wherefore thatwhich is the chief truth, has the character of last
end, while those which are secondary truths, have the charac-
ter of being directed to the end.

Now, whoever believes, assents to someone’s words; so
that, in every form of unbelief, the person to whose words as-
sent is given seems to hold the chief place and to be the end as

it were; while the things by holding which one assents to that
person hold a secondary place. Consequently he that holds the
Christian faith aright, assents, by his will, to Christ, in those
things which truly belong to His doctrine.

Accordingly there are two ways in which a man may devi-
ate from the rectitude of the Christian faith. First, because he
is unwilling to assent toChrist: and such aman has an evil will,
so to say, in respect of the very end. is belongs to the species
of unbelief in pagans and Jews. Secondly, because, though he
intends to assent to Christ, yet he fails in his choice of those
things wherein he assents to Christ, because he chooses not
whatChrist really taught, but the suggestions of his ownmind.

erefore heresy is a species of unbelief, belonging to those
who profess the Christian faith, but corrupt its dogmas.

Reply toObjection1.Choice regards unbelief in the same
way as the will regards faith, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Vices take their species from their
proximate end, while, from their remote end, they take their
genus and cause. us in the case of adultery committed for
the sake of the, there is the species of adultery taken from its
proper end and object; but the ultimate end shows that the act
of adultery is both the result of the the, and is included under
it, as an effect under its cause, or a species under its genus, as
appears from what we have said about acts in general ( Ia IIae,
q. 18, a. 7). Wherefore, as to the case in point also, the proxi-
mate end of heresy is adherence to one’s own false opinion, and
from this it derives its species, while its remote end reveals its
cause, viz. that it arises from pride or covetousness.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as heresy is so called from its
being a choosing†, so does sect derive its name from its being a
cutting off [secando], as Isidore states (Etym. viii, 3). Where-
fore heresy and sect are the same thing, and each belongs to
the works of the flesh, not indeed by reason of the act itself of
unbelief in respect of its proximate object, but by reason of its
cause, which is either the desire of an undue end in which way
it arises from pride or covetousness, as stated in the second ob-
jection, or some illusion of the imagination (which gives rise
to error, as the Philosopher states in Metaph. iv; Ed. Did. iii,
5), for this faculty has a certain connection with the flesh, in
as much as its act is independent on a bodily organ.

* Cf. Decretals xxiv, qu. iii, cap. 27. † From the Greek αἱρεῖν [hairein], to cut off.
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IIa IIae q. 11 a. 2Whether heresy is properly about matters of faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that heresy is not properly
about matters of faith. For just as there are heresies and sects
among Christians, so were there among the Jews, and Phar-
isees, as Isidore observes (Etym. viii, 3,4,5). Now their dissen-
sions were not about matters of faith. erefore heresy is not
about matters of faith, as though they were its proper matter.

Objection 2. Further, the matter of faith is the thing be-
lieved. Now heresy is not only about things, but also about
works, and about interpretations ofHolyWrit. For Jerome says
on Gal. 5:20 that “whoever expounds the Scriptures in any
sense but that of the Holy Ghost by Whom they were writ-
ten, may be called a heretic, though he may not have le the
Church”: and elsewhere he says that “heresies spring up from
words spoken amiss.”* erefore heresy is not properly about
the matter of faith.

Objection 3. Further, we find the holy doctors differing
even aboutmatters pertaining to the faith, for example Augus-
tine and Jerome, on the question about the cessation of the le-
gal observances: and yet this was without any heresy on their
part.erefore heresy is not properly about thematter of faith.

On the contrary, Augustine says against the Manichees†:
“In Christ’s Church, those are heretics, who hold mischievous
and erroneous opinions, and when rebuked that they may
think soundly and rightly, offer a stubborn resistance, and,
refusing to mend their pernicious and deadly doctrines, per-
sist in defending them.” Now pernicious and deadly doctrines
are none but those which are contrary to the dogmas of faith,
whereby “the just man liveth” (Rom. 1:17). erefore heresy
is about matters of faith, as about its proper matter.

I answer that, We are speaking of heresy now as denoting
a corruption of the Christian faith. Now it does not imply a
corruption of the Christian faith, if a man has a false opinion
inmatters that are not of faith, for instance, in questions of ge-
ometry and so forth, which cannot belong to the faith by any
means; but onlywhen apersonhas a false opinion about things
belonging to the faith.

Now a thing may be of the faith in two ways, as stated
above ( Ia, q. 32, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 6, ad 1; Ia IIae, q. 2, a. 5),
in one way, directly and principally, e.g. the articles of faith;
in another way, indirectly and secondarily, e.g. those matters,
the denial of which leads to the corruption of some article of
faith; and there may be heresy in either way, even as there can
be faith.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the heresies of the Jews and

Pharisees were about opinions relating to Judaism or Phar-
isaism, so also heresies among Christians are about matter
touching the Christian faith.

Reply toObjection2.Aman is said to expoundHolyWrit
in another sense than that required by the Holy Ghost, when
he so distorts the meaning of Holy Writ, that it is contrary to
what the Holy Ghost has revealed. Hence it is written (Ezech.
13:6) about the false prophets: “eyhavepersisted to confirm
what they have said,” viz. by false interpretations of Scripture.
Moreover aman professes his faith by the words that he utters,
since confession is an act of faith, as stated above (q. 3, a. 1 ).
Wherefore inordinate words about matters of faith may lead
to corruption of the faith; and hence it is that Pope Leo says
in a letter to Proterius, Bishop of Alexandria: “e enemies of
Christ’s cross lie in wait for our every deed and word, so that,
if we but give them the slightest pretext, they may accuse us
mendaciously of agreeing with Nestorius.”

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (Ep. xliii) andwe
find it stated in the Decretals (xxiv, qu. 3, can. Dixit Aposto-
lus): “By nomeans shouldwe accuse of heresy thosewho, how-
ever false and perverse their opinionmay be, defend it without
obstinate fervor, and seek the truth with careful anxiety, ready
to mend their opinion, when they have found the truth,” be-
cause, to wit, they do not make a choice in contradiction to
the doctrine of the Church. Accordingly, certain doctors seem
to have differed either in matters the holding of which in this
or that way is of no consequence, so far as faith is concerned,
or even in matters of faith, which were not as yet defined by
theChurch; although if anyone were obstinately to deny them
aer they had been defined by the authority of the universal
Church, he would be deemed a heretic. is authority resides
chiefly in the Sovereign Pontiff. For we read‡: “Whenever a
question of faith is in dispute, I think, that all our brethren and
fellowbishops ought to refer thematter to none other thanPe-
ter, as being the source of their name and honor, against whose
authority neither Jerome nor Augustine nor any of the holy
doctors defended their opinion.” Hence Jerome says (Exposit.
Symbol*): “is, most blessed Pope, is the faith that we have
been taught in the Catholic Church. If anything therein has
been incorrectly or carelessly expressed, we beg that it may be
set aright by you who hold the faith and see of Peter. If how-
ever this, our profession, be approved by the judgment of your
apostleship, whoevermay blameme, will prove that he himself
is ignorant, or malicious, or even not a catholic but a heretic.”

* St. omas quotes this saying elsewhere, in Sent. iv, D, 13, and IIIa, q. 16, a. 8, but it is not to be found in St. Jerome’s works. † Cf. De Civ. Dei xviii, 51.
‡ Decret. xxiv, qu. 1, can. Quoties. * Among the supposititious works of St. Jerome.
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IIa IIae q. 11 a. 3Whether heretics ought to be tolerated?

Objection 1. It seems that heretics ought to be tolerated.
For theApostle says (2Tim. 2:24,25): “e servant of theLord
must not wrangle…with modesty admonishing them that re-
sist the truth, if peradventure God may give them repentance
to know the truth, and they may recover themselves from the
snares of the devil.” Now if heretics are not tolerated but put
to death, they lose the opportunity of repentance. erefore it
seems contrary to the Apostle’s command.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is necessary in theChurch
should be tolerated. Now heresies are necessary in the
Church, since the Apostle says (1 Cor. 11:19): “ere must
be…heresies, that they…who are reproved, may be manifest
among you.” erefore it seems that heretics should be toler-
ated.

Objection 3. Further, theMaster commanded his servants
(Mat. 13:30) to suffer the cockle “to grow until the harvest,”
i.e. the end of the world, as a gloss explains it. Now holy men
explain that the cockle denotes heretics. erefore heretics
should be tolerated.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Titus 3:10,11): “A
man that is a heretic, aer the first and second admonition,
avoid: knowing that he, that is such an one, is subverted.”

I answer that, With regard to heretics two points must be
observed: one, on their own side; the other, on the side of the
Church. On their own side there is the sin, whereby they de-
serve not only to be separated from the Church by excommu-
nication, but also to be severed from the world by death. For
it is a much graver matter to corrupt the faith which quickens
the soul, than to forge money, which supports temporal life.
Wherefore if forgers of money and other evil-doers are forth-
with condemned to death by the secular authority, muchmore
reason is there for heretics, as soon as they are convicted of
heresy, to be not only excommunicated but even put to death.

On the part of the Church, however, there is mercy which
looks to the conversion of the wanderer, wherefore she con-

demns not at once, but “aer the first and second admoni-
tion,” as the Apostle directs: aer that, if he is yet stubborn,
the Church no longer hoping for his conversion, looks to the
salvation of others, by excommunicating him and separating
him from the Church, and furthermore delivers him to the
secular tribunal to be exterminated thereby from the world by
death. For Jerome commenting on Gal. 5:9, “A little leaven,”
says: “Cut off the decayed flesh, expel the mangy sheep from
the fold, lest thewhole house, thewhole paste, thewhole body,
the whole flock, burn, perish, rot, die. Arius was but one spark
in Alexandria, but as that spark was not at once put out, the
whole earth was laid waste by its flame.”

Reply to Objection 1. is very modesty demands that
the heretic should be admonished a first and second time: and
if he be unwilling to retract, he must be reckoned as already
“subverted,” as we may gather from the words of the Apostle
quoted above.

Reply toObjection2.eprofit that ensues fromheresy is
beside the intention of heretics, for it consists in the constancy
of the faithful being put to the test, and “makes us shake offour
sluggishness, and search the Scriptures more carefully,” as Au-
gustine states (De Gen. cont. Manich. i, 1). What they really
intend is the corruption of the faith, which is to inflict very
great harm indeed. Consequently we should consider what
they directly intend, and expel them, rather than what is be-
side their intention, and so, tolerate them.

Reply to Objection 3. According to Decret. (xxiv, qu.
iii, can. Notandum), “to be excommunicated is not to be up-
rooted.” Aman is excommunicated, as theApostle says (1Cor.
5:5) that his “spirit may be saved in the day ofOur Lord.” Yet if
heretics be altogether uprooted by death, this is not contrary
to Our Lord’s command, which is to be understood as refer-
ring to the case when the cockle cannot be plucked upwithout
plucking up thewheat, as we explained above (q. 10, a. 8, ad 1),
when treating of unbelievers in general.

IIa IIae q. 11 a. 4Whether the Church should receive those who return from heresy?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Church ought in all
cases to receive those who return from heresy. For it is written
( Jer. 3:1) in thepersonof theLord: “ouhast prostituted thy-
self to many lovers; nevertheless return to Me saith the Lord.”
Now the sentence of the Church is God’s sentence, according
to Dt. 1:17: “You shall hear the little as well as the great: nei-
ther shall you respect any man’s person, because it is the judg-
ment ofGod.”erefore even those who are guilty of the pros-
titution of unbelief which is spiritual prostitution, should be
received all the same.

Objection 2. Further, Our Lord commanded Peter (Mat.
18:22) to forgive his offending brother “not” only “till seven
times, but till seventy times seven times,” which Jerome ex-

pounds as meaning that “a man should be forgiven, as oen
as he has sinned.” erefore he ought to be received by the
Church as oen as he has sinned by falling back into heresy.

Objection 3. Further, heresy is a kind of unbelief. Now
other unbelievers whowish to be converted are received by the
Church. erefore heretics also should be received.

On the contrary, e Decretal Ad abolendam (De
Haereticis, cap. ix) says that “those who are found to have re-
lapsed into the error which they had already abjured, must be
le to the secular tribunal.” erefore they should not be re-
ceived by the Church.

I answer that, In obedience to Our Lord’s institution, the
Church extends her charity to all, not only to friends, but also
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to foes who persecute her, according to Mat. 5:44: “Love your
enemies; do good to themthathate you.”Now it is part of char-
ity that we should both wish and work our neighbor’s good.
Again, good is twofold: one is spiritual, namely the health
of the soul, which good is chiefly the object of charity, since
it is this chiefly that we should wish for one another. Con-
sequently, from this point of view, heretics who return aer
falling no matter how oen, are admitted by the Church to
Penance whereby the way of salvation is opened to them.

e other good is that which charity considers secondar-
ily, viz. temporal good, such as life of the body, worldly pos-
sessions, good repute, ecclesiastical or secular dignity, for we
are not bound by charity to wish others this good, except in
relation to the eternal salvation of them and of others. Hence
if the presence of one of these goods in one individual might
be an obstacle to eternal salvation in many, we are not bound
out of charity towish such a good to that person, rather should
we desire him to be without it, both because eternal salvation
takes precedence of temporal good, and because the good of
the many is to be preferred to the good of one. Now if heretics
were always received on their return, in order to save their lives
and other temporal goods, this might be prejudicial to the sal-
vation of others, both because they would infect others if they
relapsed again, and because, if they escaped without punish-
ment, others would feel more assured in lapsing into heresy.
For it is written (Eccles. 8:11): “For because sentence is not
speedily pronounced against the evil, the childrenofmen com-
mit evils without any fear.”

For this reason the Church not only admits to Penance

those who return from heresy for the first time, but also safe-
guards their lives, and sometimes by dispensation, restores
them to the ecclesiastical dignities which they may have had
before, should their conversion appear to be sincere: we read
of this as having frequently been done for the good of peace.
But when they fall again, aer having been received, this seems
to prove them to be inconstant in faith, wherefore when they
return again, they are admitted to Penance, but are not deliv-
ered from the pain of death.

Reply toObjection 1. InGod’s tribunal, those who return
are always received, because God is a searcher of hearts, and
knows those who return in sincerity. But the Church cannot
imitate God in this, for she presumes that those who relapse
aer being once received, are not sincere in their return; hence
she does not debar them from theway of salvation, but neither
does she protect them from the sentence of death.

Reply to Objection 2. Our Lord was speaking to Peter of
sins committed against oneself, for one should always forgive
such offenses and spare our brother when he repents. ese
words are not to be applied to sins committed against one’s
neighbor or against God, for it is not le to our discretion
to forgive such offenses, as Jerome says on Mat. 18:15, “If thy
brother shall offend against thee.” Yet even in this matter the
law prescribes limits according as God’s honor or our neigh-
bor’s good demands.

Reply toObjection 3. When other unbelievers, who have
never received the faith are converted, they do not as yet show
signs of inconstancy in faith, as relapsed heretics do; hence the
comparison fails.
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Of Apostasy

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider apostasy: about which there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether apostasy pertains to unbelief ?
(2) Whether, on account of apostasy from the faith, subjects are absolved from allegiance to an apostate prince?

IIa IIae q. 12 a. 1Whether apostasy pertains to unbelief ?

Objection 1. It would seem that apostasy does not pertain
to unbelief. For that which is the origin of all sins, does not,
seemingly, pertain to unbelief, since many sins there are with-
out unbelief. Now apostasy seems to be the origin of every sin,
for it is written (Ecclus. 10:14): “e beginning of the pride of
man is apostasy [Douay: ‘to fall off ’] from God,” and further
on, (Ecclus. 10:15): “Pride is the beginning of all sin.” ere-
fore apostasy does not pertain to unbelief.

Objection 2. Further, unbelief is an act of the understand-
ing: whereas apostasy seems rather to consist in some outward
deed or utterance, or even in some inward act of the will, for
it is written (Prov. 6:12-14): “A man that is an apostate, an
unprofitable man walketh with a perverse mouth. He winketh
with the eyes, presseth with the foot, speaketh with the finger.
With awickedheart he deviseth evil, and at all times he soweth
discord.”Moreover if anyonewere tohavehimself circumcised,
or to worship at the tomb of Mahomet, he would be deemed
an apostate. erefore apostasy does not pertain to unbelief.

Objection 3. Further, heresy, since it pertains to unbelief,
is a determinate species of unbelief. If then, apostasy pertained
to unbelief, it would follow that it is a determinate species of
unbelief, which does not seem to agreewithwhat has been said
(q. 10, a. 5). erefore apostasy does not pertain to unbelief.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 6:67): “Many of his dis-
ciples went back,” i.e. apostatized, of whomOur Lord had said
previously ( Jn. 6:65): “ere are some of you that believe not.”
erefore apostasy pertains to unbelief.

I answer that, Apostasy denotes a backsliding from God.
is may happen in various ways according to the different
kinds of union between man and God. For, in the first place,
man is united to God by faith; secondly, by having his will
duly submissive in obeying His commandments; thirdly, by
certain special things pertaining to supererogation such as the
religious life, the clerical state, or Holy Orders. Now if that
which follows be removed, that which precedes, remains, but
the converse does not hold. Accordingly a manmay apostatize
from God, by withdrawing from the religious life to which he
was bound by profession, or from the Holy Order which he
had received: and this is called “apostasy from religious life” or
“Orders.” A man may also apostatize from God, by rebelling
in his mind against the Divine commandments: and though
manmay apostatize in both the aboveways, hemay still remain
united to God by faith.

But if he give up the faith, then he seems to turn away from
God altogether: and consequently, apostasy simply and abso-
lutely is that whereby a man withdraws from the faith, and
is called “apostasy of perfidy.” In this way apostasy, simply so
called, pertains to unbelief.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection refers to the second
kind of apostasy, which denotes an act of the will in rebellion
against God’s commandments, an act that is to be found in ev-
ery mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 2. It belongs to faith not only that the
heart should believe, but also that external words and deeds
should bear witness to the inward faith, for confession is an
act of faith. In this way too, certain external words or deeds
pertain to unbelief, in so far as they are signs of unbelief, even
as a sign of health is said itself to be healthy. Now although
the authority quoted may be understood as referring to every
kind of apostate, yet it applies most truly to an apostate from
the faith. For since faith is the first foundation of things to be
hoped for, and since, without faith it is “impossible to please
God”; when once faith is removed, man retains nothing that
may be useful for the obtaining of eternal salvation, for which
reason it is written (Prov. 6:12): “A man that is an apostate,
an unprofitable man”: because faith is the life of the soul, ac-
cording to Rom. 1:17: “e just man liveth by faith.” ere-
fore, just as when the life of the body is taken away, man’s ev-
ery member and part loses its due disposition, so when the life
of justice, which is by faith, is done away, disorder appears in
all his members. First, in his mouth, whereby chiefly his mind
stands revealed; secondly, in his eyes; thirdly, in the instrument
of movement; fourthly, in his will, which tends to evil. e re-
sult is that “he sows discord,” endeavoring to sever others from
the faith even as he severed himself.

Reply toObjection 3. e species of a quality or form are
not diversified by the fact of its being the term “wherefrom”
or “whereto” of movement: on the contrary, it is the move-
ment that takes its species from the terms. Now apostasy re-
gards unbelief as the term “whereto” of themovement of with-
drawal fromthe faith;wherefore apostasy doesnot imply a spe-
cial kind of unbelief, but an aggravating circumstance thereof,
according to 2 Pet. 2:21: “It had been better for them not to
know the truth [Vulg.: ‘the way of justice’], than aer they had
known it, to turn back.”
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IIa IIae q. 12 a. 2Whether a prince forfeits his dominionover his subjects, on account of apostasy from the faith,
so that they no longer owe him allegiance?

Objection 1. It would seem that a prince does not so for-
feit his dominion over his subjects, on account of apostasy
from the faith, that they no longer owe him allegiance. For
Ambrose* says that the Emperor Julian, though an apostate,
nevertheless had under him Christian soldiers, who when he
said to them, “Fall into line for the defense of the republic,”
were bound to obey. erefore subjects are not absolved from
their allegiance to their prince on account of his apostasy.

Objection 2. Further, an apostate from the faith is an un-
believer. Now we find that certain holy men served unbeliev-
ing masters; thus Joseph served Pharaoh, Daniel served Nabu-
chodonosor, and Mardochai served Assuerus. erefore apos-
tasy from the faith does not release subjects from allegiance to
their sovereign.

Objection 3. Further, just as by apostasy from the faith,
a man turns away from God, so does every sin. Consequently
if, on account of apostasy from the faith, princes were to lose
their right to command those of their subjects who are believ-
ers, they would equally lose it on account of other sins: which
is evidently not the case. erefore we ought not to refuse al-
legiance to a sovereign on account of his apostatizing from the
faith.

On the contrary, Gregory VII says (Council, Roman V):
“Holding to the institutions of our holy predecessors, we, by
our apostolic authority, absolve from their oath those who
through loyalty or through the sacred bond of an oath owe al-
legiance to excommunicated persons: and we absolutely for-
bid them to continue their allegiance to such persons, until
these shall have made amends.” Now apostates from the faith,
like heretics, are excommunicated, according to the Decretal†.
erefore princes should not be obeyed when they have apos-
tatized from the faith.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 10, a. 10), unbelief, in

itself, is not inconsistent with dominion, since dominion is a
device of the law of nations which is a human law: whereas
the distinction between believers and unbelievers is of Divine
right, which does not annul human right. Nevertheless a man
who sins by unbelief may be sentenced to the loss of his right
of dominion, as also, sometimes, on account of other sins.

Now it is not within the competency of the Church to
punish unbelief in those who have never received the faith, ac-
cording to the saying of theApostle (1Cor. 5:12): “What have
I to do to judge them that arewithout?” She can, however, pass
sentence of punishment on the unbelief of those who have re-
ceived the faith: and it is fitting that they should be punished
by being deprived of the allegiance of their subjects: for this
same allegiancemight conduce to great corruptionof the faith,
since, as was stated above (a. 1, obj. 2), “a man that is an apos-
tate…with a wicked heart deviseth evil, and…soweth discord,”
in order to sever others from the faith. Consequently, as soon
as sentence of excommunication is passed on amanon account
of apostasy from the faith, his subjects are “ipso facto” absolved
from his authority and from the oath of allegiance whereby
they were bound to him.

Reply to Objection 1. At that time the Church was but
recently instituted, and had not, as yet, the power of curbing
earthly princes; and so she allowed the faithful to obey Julian
the apostate, in matters that were not contrary to the faith, in
order to avoid incurring a yet greater danger.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated in the article, it is not
a question of those unbelievers who have never received the
faith.

Reply toObjection 3.Apostasy from the faith severs man
from God altogether, as stated above (a. 1), which is not the
case in any other sin.

* St. Augustine, Super Ps. 124:3. † Extra, De Haereticis, cap. Ad abolendam.
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Of the Sin of Blasphemy, in General

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the sin of blasphemy, which is opposed to the confession of faith; and (1) blasphemy in general, (2)
that blasphemy which is called the sin against the Holy Ghost.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether blasphemy is opposed to the confession of faith?
(2) Whether blasphemy is always a mortal sin?
(3) Whether blasphemy is the most grievous sin?
(4) Whether blasphemy is in the damned?

IIa IIae q. 13 a. 1Whether blasphemy is opposed to the confession of faith?

Objection1. It would seem that blasphemy is not opposed
to the confession of faith. Because to blaspheme is to utter an
affront or insult against the Creator. Now this pertains to ill-
will against God rather than to unbelief. erefore blasphemy
is not opposed to the confession of faith.

Objection 2. Further, on Eph. 4:31, “Let blasphemy…be
put away from you,” a gloss says, “that which is committed
against God or the saints.” But confession of faith, seemingly,
is not about other things than those pertaining toGod,Who is
the object of faith.erefore blasphemy is not always opposed
to the confession of faith.

Objection 3. Further, according to some, there are three
kinds of blasphemy. e first of these is when something un-
fitting is affirmed of God; the second is when something fit-
ting is denied of Him; and the third, when something proper
to God is ascribed to a creature, so that, seemingly, blasphemy
is not only about God, but also about His creatures. Now the
object of faith is God. erefore blasphemy is not opposed to
confession of faith.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:12,13):
“I…before was a blasphemer and a persecutor,” and aerwards,
“I did it ignorantly in”my “unbelief.” Hence it seems that blas-
phemy pertains to unbelief.

I answer that, e word blasphemy seems to denote the
disparagement of some surpassing goodness, especially that of
God. Now God, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i), is the very
essence of true goodness. Hence whatever befits God, pertains
to His goodness, and whatever does not befit Him, is far re-
moved from the perfection of goodness which is His Essence.
Consequently whoever either denies anything befitting God,
or affirms anything unbefitting Him, disparages the Divine
goodness.

Now this may happen in two ways. In the first way it may
happenmerely in respect of the opinion in the intellect; in the
second way this opinion is united to a certain detestation in
the affections, even as, on the other hand, faith in God is per-
fected by love of Him. Accordingly this disparagement of the
Divine goodness is either in the intellect alone, or in the affec-
tions also. If it is in thought only, it is blasphemy of the heart,
whereas if it betrays itself outwardly in speech it is blasphemy
is opposed to confession of faith.

Reply to Objection 1. He that speaks against God, with
the intention of revilingHim, disparages theDivine goodness,
not only in respect of the falsehood in his intellect, but also
by reason of the wickedness of his will, whereby he detests and
strives to hinder the honor due toGod, and this is perfect blas-
phemy.

Reply toObjection2.Even asGod is praised inHis saints,
in so far as praise is given to the works which God does in His
saints, so does blasphemy against the saints, redound, as a con-
sequence, against God.

Reply to Objection 3. Properly speaking, the sin of blas-
phemy is not in this way divided into three species: since to
affirm unfitting things, or to deny fitting things of God, differ
merely as affirmation and negation. For this diversity does not
cause distinct species of habits, since the falsehood of affirma-
tions and negations is made known by the same knowledge,
and it is the same ignorance which errs in either way, since
negatives are proved by affirmatives, according to Poster. i, 25.
Again to ascribe to creatures things that are proper to God,
seems to amount to the same as affirming something unfitting
of Him, since whatever is proper to God is God Himself: and
to ascribe to a creature, that which is proper toGod, is to assert
that God is the same as a creature.

1172



IIa IIae q. 13 a. 2Whether blasphemy is always a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that blasphemy is not always a
mortal sin. Because a gloss on the words, “Now lay you also all
away,” etc. (Col. 3:8) says: “Aer prohibiting greater crimes he
forbids lesser sins”: and yet among the latter he includes blas-
phemy. erefore blasphemy is comprised among the lesser,
i.e. venial, sins.

Objection 2. Further, every mortal sin is opposed to one
of the precepts of the decalogue. But, seemingly, blasphemy
is not contrary to any of them. erefore blasphemy is not a
mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, sins committed without delibera-
tion, are not mortal: hence first movements are not mortal
sins, because they precede the deliberation of the reason, aswas
shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 74, Aa. 3,10). Now blasphemy some-
times occurs without deliberation of the reason.erefore it is
not always a mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Lev. 24:16): “He that blas-
phemeth the name of the Lord, dying let him die.” Now the
death punishment is not inflicted except for a mortal sin.
erefore blasphemy is a mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 72, a. 5), a mor-
tal sin is one whereby a man is severed from the first principle
of spiritual life, which principle is the charity of God. ere-
fore whatever things are contrary to charity, are mortal sins in
respect of their genus. Now blasphemy, as to its genus, is op-
posed to Divine charity, because, as stated above (a. 1), it dis-

parages the Divine goodness, which is the object of charity.
Consequently blasphemy is amortal sin, by reason of its genus.

Reply to Objection 1. is gloss is not to be understood
as meaning that all the sins which follow, are mortal, but that
whereas all thosementioned previously aremore grievous sins,
some of those mentioned aerwards are less grievous; and yet
among the latter some more grievous sins are included.

Reply to Objection 2. Since, as stated above (a. 1), blas-
phemy is contrary to the confession of faith, its prohibition
is comprised under the prohibition of unbelief, expressed by
the words: “I am the Lord thy God,” etc. (Ex. 20:1). Or else,
it is forbidden by the words: “ou shalt not take the name
of…God in vain” (Ex. 20:7). Because hewho asserts something
false about God, takes His name in vain even more than he
who uses the name of God in confirmation of a falsehood.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are two ways in which blas-
phemy may occur unawares and without deliberation. In the
first way, by a man failing to advert to the blasphemous nature
of his words, and this may happen through his being moved
suddenly by passion so as to break out into words suggested
by his imagination, without heeding to the meaning of those
words: this is a venial sin, and is not a blasphemy properly so
called. In the second way, by adverting to the meaning of his
words, and to their blasphemousnature: inwhich case he is not
excused frommortal sin, even as neither is he who, in a sudden
movement of anger, kills one who is sitting beside him.

IIa IIae q. 13 a. 3Whether the sin of blasphemy is the greatest sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin of blasphemy is
not the greatest sin. For, according to Augustine (Enchiridion
xii), a thing is said to be evil because it does harm. Now the sin
of murder, since it destroys a man’s life, does more harm than
the sin of blasphemy, which can do no harm toGod.erefore
the sin of murder is more grievous than that of blasphemy.

Objection 2. Further, a perjurer calls uponGod towitness
to a falsehood, and thus seems to assert that God is false. But
not every blasphemer goes so far as to say that God is false.
erefore perjury is a more grievous sin than blasphemy.

Objection 3. Further, on Ps. 74:6, “Li not up your horn
on high,” a gloss says: “To excuse oneself for sin is the greatest
sin of all.” erefore blasphemy is not the greatest sin.

On the contrary, On Is. 18:2, “To a terrible people,” etc. a
gloss says: “In comparison with blasphemy, every sin is slight.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), blasphemy is opposed
to the confession of faith, so that it contains the gravity of
unbelief: while the sin is aggravated if the will’s detestation is
added thereto, and yet more, if it breaks out into words, even
as love and confession add to the praise of faith.

erefore, since, as stated above (q. 10, a. 3), unbelief is the
greatest of sins in respect of its genus, it follows that blasphemy

also is a very great sin, through belonging to the same genus as
unbelief and being an aggravated form of that sin.

Reply to Objection 1. If we compare murder and blas-
phemy as regards the objects of those sins, it is clear that blas-
phemy, which is a sin committed directly against God, is more
grave than murder, which is a sin against one’s neighbor. On
the other hand, if we compare them in respect of the harm
wrought by them, murder is the graver sin, for murder does
more harm to one’s neighbor, than blasphemy does to God.
Since, however, the gravity of a sin depends on the intention of
the evil will, rather than on the effect of the deed, as was shown
above ( Ia IIae, q. 73, a. 8), it follows that, as the blasphemer in-
tends to do harm to God’s honor, absolutely speaking, he sins
more grievously that the murderer. Nevertheless murder takes
precedence, as to punishment, among sins committed against
our neighbor.

Reply to Objection 2. A gloss on the words,
“Let…blasphemy be put away from you” (Eph. 4:31) says:
“Blasphemy is worse than perjury.” e reason is that the per-
jurer does not say or think something false about God, as the
blasphemer does: but he calls God to witness to a falsehood,
not that he deems God a false witness, but in the hope, as it
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were, that God will not testify to the matter by some evident
sign.

Reply toObjection3.To excuse oneself for sin is a circum-

stance that aggravates every sin, even blasphemy itself: and it is
called the most grievous sin, for as much as it makes every sin
more grievous.

IIa IIae q. 13 a. 4Whether the damned blaspheme?

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned do not blas-
pheme. Because some wicked men are deterred from blas-
pheming now, on account of the fear of future punishment.
But the damned are undergoing these punishments, so that
they abhor them yet more. erefore, much more are they re-
strained from blaspheming.

Objection 2. Further, since blasphemy is a most grievous
sin, it is most demeritorious. Now in the life to come there is
no state of meriting or demeriting. erefore there will be no
place for blasphemy.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Eccles. 11:3) that “the
tree…inwhat place soever it shall fall, there shall it be”: whence
it clearly follows that, aer this life, man acquires neithermerit
nor sin,whichhe did not already possess in this life.Nowmany
will be damned who were not blasphemous in this life. Nei-
ther, therefore, will they blaspheme in the life to come.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 16:9): “e men
were scorched with great heat, and they blasphemed the name
of God, Who hath power over these plagues,” and a gloss on
these words says that “those who are in hell, though aware that
they are deservedly punished, will nevertheless complain that
God is so powerful as to torture them thus.” Now this would
be blasphemy in their present state: and consequently it will
also be in their future state.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,3), detestation of
the Divine goodness is a necessary condition of blasphemy.

Now those who are in hell retain their wicked will which is
turned away from God’s justice, since they love the things for
which they are punished,wouldwish to use them if they could,
and hate the punishments inflicted on them for those same
sins. ey regret indeed the sins which they have committed,
not because they hate them, but because they are punished for
them. Accordingly this detestation of the Divine justice is, in
them, the interior blasphemy of the heart: and it is credible
that aer the resurrection they will blaspheme God with the
tongue, even as the saints will praise Him with their voices.

Reply toObjection 1. In the present life men are deterred
fromblasphemy through fear of punishmentwhich they think
they can escape: whereas, in hell, the damned have no hope
of escape, so that, in despair, they are borne towards whatever
their wicked will suggests to them.

Reply to Objection 2. Merit and demerit belong to the
state of a wayfarer, wherefore good is meritorious in them,
while evil is demeritorious. In the blessed, on the other hand,
good is not meritorious, but is part of their blissful reward,
and, in like manner, in the damned, evil is not demeritorious,
but is part of the punishment of damnation.

Reply to Objection 3. Whoever dies in mortal sin, bears
with him a will that detests the Divine justice with regard to
a certain thing, and in this respect there can be blasphemy in
him.
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Of Blasphemy Against the Holy Ghost

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider in particular blasphemy against the Holy Ghost: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether blasphemy or the sin against the Holy Ghost is the same as the sin committed through certain
malice?

(2) Of the species of this sin;
(3) Whether it can be forgiven?
(4) Whether it is possible to begin by sinning against the Holy Ghost before committing other sins?

IIa IIae q. 14 a. 1Whether the sin against theHolyGhost is the same as the sin committed through certainmal-
ice?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin against the Holy
Ghost is not the same as the sin committed through certain
malice. Because the sin against the Holy Ghost is the sin of
blasphemy, according to Mat. 12:32. But not every sin com-
mitted through certain malice is a sin of blasphemy: since
many other kinds of sin may be committed through certain
malice. erefore the sin against the Holy Ghost is not the
same as the sin committed through certain malice.

Objection 2. Further, the sin committed through certain
malice is condivided with sin committed through ignorance,
and sin committed through weakness: whereas the sin against
the Holy Ghost is condivided with the sin against the Son of
Man (Mat. 12:32). erefore the sin against the Holy Ghost
is not the same as the sin committed through certain malice,
since things whose opposites differ, are themselves different.

Objection 3. Further, the sin against the Holy Ghost is it-
self a generic sin, having its own determinate species: whereas
sin committed through certain malice is not a special kind of
sin, but a condition or general circumstance of sin, which can
affect any kind of sin at all. erefore the sin against the Holy
Ghost is not the same as the sin committed through certain
malice.

On the contrary,e Master says (Sent. ii, D, 43) that “to
sin against the Holy Ghost is to take pleasure in the malice of
sin for its own sake.” Now this is to sin through certain mal-
ice. erefore it seems that the sin committed through certain
malice is the same as the sin against the Holy Ghost.

I answer that, ree meanings have been given to the sin
against theHolyGhost. For the earlier doctors, viz.Athanasius
(Super Matth. xii, 32), Hilary (Can. xii in Matth.), Ambrose
(Super Luc. xii, 10), Jerome (Super Matth. xii), and Chrysos-
tom (Hom. xli in Matth.), say that the sin against the Holy
Ghost is literally to utter a blasphemy against the Holy Spirit,
whether by Holy Spirit we understand the essential name ap-
plicable to the whole Trinity, each Person of which is a Spirit
and is holy, or the personal name of one of the Persons of the
Trinity, in which sense blasphemy against the Holy Ghost is
distinct from the blasphemy against the Son of Man (Mat.

12:32), for Christ did certain things in respect of His human
nature, by eating, drinking, and such like actions, whileHe did
others in respect of His Godhead, by casting out devils, rais-
ing the dead, and the like: which things He did both by the
power of His own Godhead and by the operation of the Holy
Ghost, of Whom He was full, according to his human nature.
Now the Jews began by speaking blasphemy against the Son of
Man, when they said (Mat. 11:19) that He was “a glutton…a
wine drinker,” and a “friend of publicans”: but aerwards they
blasphemed against theHolyGhost, when they ascribed to the
prince of devils those works which Christ did by the power
of His own Divine Nature and by the operation of the Holy
Ghost.

Augustine, however (DeVerb. Dom., Serm. lxxi), says that
blasphemy or the sin against the Holy Ghost, is final impeni-
tencewhen, namely, amanperseveres inmortal sin until death,
and that it is not confined to utterance by word of mouth, but
extends to words in thought and deed, not to one word only,
but to many. Now this word, in this sense, is said to be uttered
against theHoly Ghost, because it is contrary to the remission
of sins, which is the work of the Holy Ghost, Who is the char-
ity both of the Father and of the Son. Nor did Our Lord say
this to the Jews, as though they had sinned against the Holy
Ghost, since they were not yet guilty of final impenitence, but
He warned them, lest by similar utterances they should come
to sin against theHolyGhost: and it is in this sense that we are
to understand Mark 3:29,30, where aer Our Lord had said:
“But he that shall blaspheme against the Holy Ghost,” etc. the
Evangelist adds, “because they said:Hehath an unclean spirit.”

But others understand it differently, and say that the sin of
blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, is a sin committed against
that good which is appropriated to the Holy Ghost: because
goodness is appropriated to theHolyGhost, just a power is ap-
propriated to the Father, and wisdom to the Son. Hence they
say that when a man sins through weakness, it is a sin “against
the Father”; that when he sins through ignorance, it is a sin
“against the Son”; and that when he sins through certain mal-
ice, i.e. through the very choosing of evil, as explained above (
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Ia IIae, q. 78, Aa. 1 ,3), it is a sin “against the Holy Ghost.”
Now this may happen in two ways. First by reason of the

very inclination of a vicious habit which we call malice, and, in
this way, to sin through malice is not the same as to sin against
the Holy Ghost. In another way it happens that by reason of
contempt, that which might have prevented the choosing of
evil, is rejected or removed; thus hope is removed by despair,
and fear by presumption, and so on, as we shall explain further
on (Qq. 20,21).Now all these thingswhich prevent the choos-
ing of sin are effects of the Holy Ghost in us; so that, in this
sense, to sin through malice is to sin against the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the confession of faith con-
sists in a protestation not only of words but also of deeds, so
blasphemy against the Holy Ghost can be uttered in word,
thought and deed.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the third interpreta-

tion, blasphemy against the Holy Ghost is condivided with
blasphemy against the Son ofMan, forasmuch asHe is also the
Son of God, i.e. the “power of God and the wisdom of God”
(1 Cor. 1:24).Wherefore, in this sense, the sin against the Son
ofManwill be that which is committed through ignorance, or
through weakness.

Reply to Objection 3. Sin committed through certain
malice, in so far as it results from the inclination of a habit,
is not a special sin, but a general condition of sin: whereas, in
so far as it results from a special contempt of an effect of the
Holy Ghost in us, it has the character of a special sin. Accord-
ing to this interpretation the sin against the Holy Ghost is a
special kind of sin, as also according to the first interpretation:
whereas according to the second, it is not a species of sin, be-
cause final impenitence may be a circumstance of any kind of
sin.

IIa IIae q. 14 a. 2Whether it is fitting to distinguish six kinds of sin against the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting to distinguish six
kinds of sin against the Holy Ghost, viz. despair, presump-
tion, impenitence, obstinacy, resisting the known truth, envy
of our brother’s spiritual good, which are assigned by theMas-
ter (Sent. ii, D, 43). For to denyGod’s justice ormercy belongs
to unbelief. Now, by despair, a man rejects God’s mercy, and
by presumption, His justice. erefore each of these is a kind
of unbelief rather than of the sin against the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, impenitence, seemingly, regards
past sins, while obstinacy regards future sins. Now past and fu-
ture time do not diversify the species of virtues or vices, since it
is the same faith whereby we believe that Christ was born, and
those of old believed that He would be born. erefore obsti-
nacy and impenitence should not be reckoned as two species
of sin against the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, “grace and truth came by Jesus
Christ” ( Jn. 1:17). erefore it seem that resistance of the
known truth, and envy of a brother’s spiritual good, belong to
blasphemy against the Son rather than against theHolyGhost.

Objection 4. Further, Bernard says (De Dispens. et Prae-
cept. xi) that “to refuse to obey is to resist the Holy Ghost.”
Moreover a gloss on Lev. 10:16, says that “a feigned repen-
tance is a blasphemy against theHolyGhost.” Again, schism is,
seemingly, directly opposed to the Holy Ghost by Whom the
Church is united together. erefore it seems that the species
of sins against the Holy Ghost are insufficiently enumerated.

On the contrary, Augustine* (De Fide ad Petrum iii) says
that “those who despair of pardon for their sins, or who with-
out merits presume on God’s mercy, sin against the Holy
Ghost,” and (Enchiridion lxxxiii) that “he who dies in a state
of obstinacy is guilty of the sin against the Holy Ghost,” and
(De Verb. Dom., Serm. lxxi) that “impenitence is a sin against
the Holy Ghost,” and (De Serm. Dom. in Monte xxii), that
“to resist fraternal goodness with the brands of envy is to sin

against the Holy Ghost,” and in his book De unico Baptismo
(De Bap. contra Donat. vi, 35) he says that “a man who spurns
the truth, is either envious of his brethren to whom the truth
is revealed, or ungrateful to God, by Whose inspiration the
Church is taught,” and therefore, seemingly, sins against the
Holy Ghost.

I answer that, e above species are fittingly assigned to
the sin against the Holy Ghost taken in the third sense, be-
cause they are distinguished in respect of the removal of con-
tempt of those things whereby a man can be prevented from
sinning through choice. ese things are either on the part of
God’s judgment, or on the part of His gis, or on the part of
sin. For, by consideration of theDivine judgment, wherein jus-
tice is accompanied withmercy, man is hindered from sinning
through choice, both by hope, arising from the consideration
of the mercy that pardons sins and rewards good deeds, which
hope is removedby “despair”; andby fear, arising from the con-
sideration of the Divine justice that punishes sins, which fear
is removed by “presumption,” when, namely, a man presumes
that he can obtain glory withoutmerits, or pardonwithout re-
pentance.

God’s gis whereby we are withdrawn from sin, are two:
one is the acknowledgment of the truth, against which there
is the “resistance of the known truth,” when, namely, a man
resists the truth which he has acknowledged, in order to sin
more freely: while the other is the assistance of inward grace,
against which there is “envy of a brother’s spiritual good,”
when, namely, a man is envious not only of his brother’s per-
son, but also of the increase of Divine grace in the world.

On the part of sin, there are two things which may with-
draw man therefrom: one is the inordinateness and shameful-
ness of the act, the consideration of which is wont to arouse
man to repentance for the sin he has committed, and against
this there is “impenitence,” not as denoting permanence in sin

* Fulgentius.
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until death, inwhich sense itwas taken above (for thus itwould
not be a special sin, but a circumstance of sin), but as denot-
ing the purpose of not repenting. e other thing is the small-
ness or brevity of the good which is sought in sin, according
to Rom. 6:21: “What fruit had you therefore then in those
things, of which you are now ashamed?” e consideration of
this is wont to prevent man’s will from being hardened in sin,
and this is removed by “obstinacy,” whereby man hardens his
purpose by clinging to sin. Of these two it is written ( Jer. 8:6):
“ere is none that dothpenance for his sin, saying:Whathave
I done?” as regards the first; and, “ey are all turned to their
own course, as a horse rushing to the battle,” as regards the sec-
ond.

Reply to Objection 1. e sins of despair and presump-

tion consist, not in disbelieving inGod’s justice andmercy, but
in contemning them.

Reply to Objection 2. Obstinacy and impenitence differ
not only in respect of past and future time, but also in respect
of certain formal aspects by reason of the diverse consideration
of those things which may be considered in sin, as explained
above.

Reply to Objection 3. Grace and truth were the work of
Christ through the gis of the Holy Ghost which He gave to
men.

Reply to Objection 4. To refuse to obey belongs to obsti-
nacy, while a feigned repentance belongs to impenitence, and
schism to the envy of a brother’s spiritual good, whereby the
members of the Church are united together.

IIa IIae q. 14 a. 3Whether the sin against the Holy Ghost can be forgiven?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin against the Holy
Ghost can be forgiven. For Augustine says (De Verb. Dom.,
Serm. lxxi): “We should despair of no man, so long as Our
Lord’s patience brings him back to repentance.” But if any sin
cannot be forgiven, it would be possible to despair of some sin-
ners.erefore the sin against theHolyGhost can be forgiven.

Objection 2. Further, no sin is forgiven, except through
the soul being healed by God. But “no disease is incurable to
an all-powerful physician,” as a gloss says on Ps. 102:3, “Who
healeth all thy diseases.” erefore the sin against the Holy
Ghost can be forgiven.

Objection 3. Further, the free-will is indifferent to either
good or evil. Now, so long as man is a wayfarer, he can fall
away from any virtue, since even an angel fell from heaven,
wherefore it is written ( Job 4:18,19): “InHis angels He found
wickedness: howmuchmore shall they that dwell in houses of
clay?”erefore, in likemanner, aman can return from any sin
to the state of justice.erefore the sin against theHolyGhost
can be forgiven.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 12:32): “He that shall
speak against theHolyGhost, it shall not be forgiven him, nei-
ther in this world, nor in the world to come”: and Augustine
says (De Serm.Dom. inMonte i, 22) that “so great is the down-
fall of this sin that it cannot submit to the humiliation of ask-
ing for pardon.”

I answer that, According to the various interpretations of
the sin against theHolyGhost, there are various ways inwhich
it may be said that it cannot be forgiven. For if by the sin
against the Holy Ghost we understand final impenitence, it is
said to be unpardonable, since in no way is it pardoned: be-
cause the mortal sin wherein a man perseveres until death will
not be forgiven in the life to come, since it was not remitted
by repentance in this life.

According to the other two interpretations, it is said to
be unpardonable, not as though it is nowise forgiven, but be-
cause, considered in itself, it deserves not to be pardoned: and

this in two ways. First, as regards the punishment, since he
that sins through ignorance or weakness, deserves less pun-
ishment, whereas he that sins through certain malice, can of-
fer no excuse in alleviation of his punishment. Likewise those
who blasphemed against the Son of Man before His God-
head was revealed, could have some excuse, on account of
the weakness of the flesh which they perceived in Him, and
hence, they deserved less punishment;whereas thosewhoblas-
phemed against His very Godhead, by ascribing to the devil
the works of the Holy Ghost, had no excuse in diminution
of their punishment. Wherefore, according to Chrysostom’s
commentary (Hom. xlii in Matth.), the Jews are said not to
be forgiven this sin, neither in this world nor in the world to
come, because they were punished for it, both in the present
life, through the Romans, and in the life to come, in the pains
of hell.us alsoAthanasius adduces the example of their fore-
fatherswho, first of all, wrangledwithMoses on account of the
shortage of water and bread; and this the Lord bore with pa-
tience, because theywere tobe excusedon account of theweak-
ness of the flesh: but aerwards they sinned more grievously
when, by ascribing to an idol the favors bestowed by God
Who had brought them out of Egypt, they blasphemed, so to
speak, against the Holy Ghost, saying (Ex. 32:4): “ese are
thy gods, O Israel, that have brought thee out of the land of
Egypt.” erefore the Lord both inflicted temporal punish-
ment on them, since “there were slain on that day about three
and twenty thousand men” (Ex. 32:28), and threatened them
with punishment in the life to come, saying, (Ex. 32:34): “I, in
the day of revenge, will visit this sin . . . of theirs.”

Secondly, thismay be understood to refer to the guilt: thus
a disease is said to be incurable in respect of the nature of the
disease, which removes whatever might be a means of cure, as
when it takes away the power of nature, or causes loathing for
food and medicine, although God is able to cure such a dis-
ease. So too, the sin against the Holy Ghost is said to be un-
pardonable, by reason of its nature, in so far as it removes those
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things which are ameans towards the pardon of sins.is does
not, however, close theway of forgiveness and healing to an all-
powerful andmerciful God,Who, sometimes, by a miracle, so
to speak, restores spiritual health to such men.

Reply toObjection1.Weshould despair of noman in this
life, considering God’s omnipotence andmercy. But if we con-
sider the circumstances of sin, some are called (Eph. 2:2) “chil-
dren of despair”*.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers the ques-
tion on the part of God’s omnipotence, not on that of the cir-
cumstances of sin.

Reply toObjection 3. In this life the free-will does indeed
ever remain subject to change: yet sometimes it rejects that
whereby, so far as it is concerned, it can be turned to good.
Hence considered in itself this sin is unpardonable, although
God can pardon it.

IIa IIae q. 14 a. 4Whether a man can sin first of all against the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man cannot sin first of
all against theHolyGhost,without having previously commit-
ted other sins. For the natural order requires that one should
be moved to perfection from imperfection. is is evident as
regards good things, according to Prov. 4:18: “e path of the
just, as a shining light, goeth forwards and increases even to
perfect day.” Now, in evil things, the perfect is the greatest evil,
as the Philosopher states (Metaph. v, text. 21). Since then the
sin against the Holy Ghost is the most grievous sin, it seems
that man comes to commit this sin through committing lesser
sins.

Objection 2. Further, to sin against the Holy Ghost is to
sin through certain malice, or through choice. Now man can-
not do this until he has sinned many times; for the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. v, 6,9) that “although a man is able to do un-
just deeds, yet he cannot all at once do them as an unjust man
does,” viz. from choice. erefore it seems that the sin against
the Holy Ghost cannot be committed except aer other sins.

Objection 3. Further, repentance and impenitence are
about the sameobject. But there is no repentance, except about
past sins. erefore the same applies to impenitence which is
a species of the sin against the Holy Ghost. erefore the sin
against the Holy Ghost presupposes other sins.

On the contrary, “It is easy in the eyes of God on a sud-
den to make a poor man rich” (Ecclus. 11:23). erefore, con-
versely, it is possible for a man, according to the malice of the
devil who tempts him, to be led to commit the most grievous
of sins which is that against the Holy Ghost.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), in one way, to sin
against the Holy Ghost is to sin through certain malice. Now
onemay sin through certainmalice in twoways, as stated in the
same place: first, through the inclination of a habit; but this is
not, properly speaking, to sin against theHolyGhost, nor does
a man come to commit this sin all at once, in as much as sinful
acts must precede so as to cause the habit that induces to sin.
Secondly, one may sin through certain malice, by contemptu-
ously rejecting the things whereby a man is withdrawn from
sin. is is, properly speaking, to sin against the Holy Ghost,
as stated above (a. 1); and this also, for the most part, presup-

poses other sins, for it is written (Prov. 18:3) that “the wicked
man, when he is come into the depth of sins, contemneth.”

Nevertheless it is possible for a man, in his first sinful act,
to sin against theHolyGhost by contempt, both on account of
his free-will, andon account of themanyprevious dispositions,
or again, through being vehemently moved to evil, while but
feebly attached to good. Hence never or scarcely ever does it
happen that the perfect sin all at once against theHoly Ghost:
wherefore Origen says (Peri Archon. i, 3): “I do not think that
anyonewho stands on the highest step of perfection, can fail or
fall suddenly; this can only happen by degrees and bit by bit.”

e same applies, if the sin against the Holy Ghost be
taken literally for blasphemy against theHoly Ghost. For such
blasphemy as Our Lord speaks of, always proceeds from con-
temptuous malice.

If, however, with Augustine (De Verb. Dom., Serm. lxxi)
we understand the sin against the Holy Ghost to denote final
impenitence, it does not regard the question in point, because
this sin against theHolyGhost requires persistence in sin until
the end of life.

Reply toObjection 1.Movement both in good and in evil
is made, for the most part, from imperfect to perfect, accord-
ing asman progresses in good or evil: and yet in both cases, one
man can begin from a greater (good or evil) than another man
does. Consequently, that fromwhich aman begins can be per-
fect in good or evil according to its genus, although it may be
imperfect as regards the series of good or evil actions whereby
a man progresses in good or evil.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers the sin
which is committed through certain malice, when it proceeds
from the inclination of a habit.

Reply to Objection 3. If by impenitence we understand
with Augustine (De Verb. Dom., Serm. lxxi) persistence in sin
until the end, it is clear that it presupposes sin, just as repen-
tance does. If, however, we take it for habitual impenitence, in
which sense it is a sin against theHoly Ghost, it is evident that
it can precede sin: for it is possible for a man who has never
sinned to have the purpose either of repenting or of not re-
penting, if he should happen to sin.

* ‘Filios diffidentiae,’ which the Douay version renders ‘children of unbelief.’.
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S P   S P, Q 15
Of the Vices Opposed to Knowledge and Understanding

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to knowledge and understanding. Since, however, we have treated of ignorance
which is opposed to knowledge, whenwewere discussing the causes of sins ( Ia IIae, q. 76), wemust now inquire about blindness
of mind and dulness of sense, which are opposed to the gi of understanding; and under this head there are three points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether blindness of mind is a sin?
(2) Whether dulness of sense is a sin distinct from blindness of mind?
(3) Whether these vices arise from sins of the flesh?

IIa IIae q. 15 a. 1Whether blindness of mind is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that blindness of mind is not
a sin. Because, seemingly, that which excuses from sin is not
itself a sin. Now blindness of mind excuses from sin; for it is
written ( Jn. 9:41): “If youwere blind, you shouldnot have sin.”
erefore blindness of mind is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, punishment differs from guilt. But
blindness of mind is a punishment as appears from Is. 6:10,
“Blind the heart of this people,” for, since it is an evil, it could
not be from God, were it not a punishment. erefore blind-
ness of mind is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, every sin is voluntary, according to
Augustine (De Vera Relig. xiv). Now blindness of mind is not
voluntary, since, as Augustine says (Confess. x), “all love to
know the resplendent truth,” and as we read in Eccles. 11:7,
“the light is sweet and it is delightful for the eyes to see the
sun.” erefore blindness of mind is not a sin.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) reckons
blindness of mind among the vices arising from lust.

I answer that, Just as bodily blindness is the privation of
the principle of bodily sight, so blindness of mind is the priva-
tion of the principle of mental or intellectual sight. Now this
has a threefold principle. One is the light of natural reason,
which light, since it pertains to the species of the rational soul,
is never forfeit from the soul, and yet, at times, it is prevented
from exercising its proper act, through being hindered by the
lower powers which the human intellect needs in order to un-
derstand, for instance in the case of imbeciles and madmen, as
stated in the Ia, q. 84, Aa. 7,8.

Another principle of intellectual sight is a certain habit-
ual light superadded to the natural light of reason, which light
is sometimes forfeit from the soul. is privation is blindness,
and is a punishment, in so far as the privation of the light of
grace is a punishment. Hence it is written concerning some
(Wis. 2:21): “eir own malice blinded them.”

A third principle of intellectual sight is an intelligible prin-
ciple, throughwhich amanunderstands other things; towhich
principle a manmay attend or not attend.at he does not at-
tend thereto happens in two ways. Sometimes it is due to the
fact that a man’s will is deliberately turned away from the con-
sideration of that principle, according to Ps. 35:4, “He would
not understand, that he might do well”: whereas sometimes it
is due to themind beingmore busy about things which it loves
more, so as to be hindered thereby from considering this prin-
ciple, according to Ps. 57:9, “Fire,” i.e. of concupiscence, “hath
fallen on them and they shall not see the sun.” In either of these
ways blindness of mind is a sin.

Reply toObjection 1.eblindness that excuses from sin
is that which arises from the natural defect of one who cannot
see.

Reply toObjection2.is argument considers the second
kind of blindness which is a punishment.

Reply toObjection 3.To understand the truth is, in itself,
beloved by all; and yet, accidentally it may be hateful to some-
one, in so far as a man is hindered thereby from having what
he loves yet more.

IIa IIae q. 15 a. 2Whether dulness of sense is a sin distinct from blindness of mind?

Objection 1. It seems that dulness of sense is not a dis-
tinct sin from blindness of mind. Because one thing has one
contrary. Now dulness is opposed to the gi of understand-
ing, according toGregory (Moral. ii, 49); and so is blindness of
mind, since understanding denotes a principle of sight. ere-
fore dulness of sense is the same as blindness of mind.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) in speak-

ing of dulness describes it as “dullness of sense in respect of un-
derstanding.” Now dulness of sense in respect of understand-
ing seems to be the same as a defect in understanding, which
pertains to blindness ofmind.erefore dulness of sense is the
same as blindness of mind.

Objection 3. Further, if they differ at all, it seems to be
chiefly in the fact that blindness of mind is voluntary, as stated
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above (a. 1),while dulness of sense is a natural defect. But a nat-
ural defect is not a sin: so that, accordingly, dulness of sense
would not be a sin, which is contrary to what Gregory says
(Moral. xxxi, 45), where he reckons it among the sins arising
from gluttony.

On the contrary, Different causes produce different ef-
fects. NowGregory says (Moral. xxxi, 45) that dulness of sense
arises from gluttony, and that blindness of mind arises from
lust. Now these others are different vices. erefore those are
different vices also.

I answer that,Dull is opposed to sharp: and a thing is said
to be sharp because it can pierce; so that a thing is called dull
throughbeing obtuse andunable to pierce.Nowabodily sense,
by a kind ofmetaphor, is said to pierce themedium, in so far as
it perceives its object from a distance or is able by penetration
as it were to perceive the smallest details or the inmost parts
of a thing. Hence in corporeal things the senses are said to be
acute when they can perceive a sensible object from afar, by
sight, hearing, or scent, while on the other hand they are said
to be dull, through being unable to perceive, except sensible
objects that are near at hand, or of great power.

Now, by way of similitude to bodily sense, we speak of
sense in connectionwith the intellect; and this latter sense is in
respect of certain primals and extremes, as stated in Ethic. vi,
even as the senses are cognizant of sensible objects as of certain
principles of knowledge. Now this sense which is connected

with understanding, does not perceive its object through a
medium of corporeal distance, but through certain other me-
dia, as, for instance, when it perceives a thing’s essence through
a property thereof, and the cause through its effect. Conse-
quently aman is said to have an acute sense in connectionwith
his understanding, if, as soon as he apprehends a property or
effect of a thing, he understands the nature or the thing itself,
and if he can succeed in perceiving its slightest details: whereas
a man is said to have a dull sense in connection with his un-
derstanding, if he cannot arrive at knowing the truth about a
thing, withoutmany explanations; inwhich case,moreover, he
is unable to obtain a perfect perception of everything pertain-
ing to the nature of that thing.

Accordingly dulness of sense in connection with under-
standing denotes a certain weakness of the mind as to the
consideration of spiritual goods; while blindness of mind im-
plies the complete privation of the knowledge of such things.
Both are opposed to the gi of understanding, whereby a man
knows spiritual goods by apprehending them, and has a subtle
penetration of their inmost nature. is dulness has the char-
acter of sin, just as blindness of mind has, that is, in so far as it
is voluntary, as evidenced in one who, owing to his affection
for carnal things, dislikes or neglects the careful consideration
of spiritual things.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 15 a. 3Whether blindness of mind and dulness of sense arise from sins of the flesh?

Objection 1. It would seem that blindness of mind and
dulness of sense do not arise from sins of the flesh. For Augus-
tine (Retract. i, 4) retracts what he had said in his Soliloquies
i, 1, “God Who didst wish none but the clean to know the
truth,” and says that one might reply that “many, even those
who are unclean, know many truths.” Now men become un-
clean chiefly by sins of the flesh. erefore blindness of mind
and dulness of sense are not caused by sins of the flesh.

Objection 2. Further, blindness of mind and dulness of
sense are defects in connection with the intellective part of the
soul: whereas carnal sins pertain to the corruption of the flesh.
But the flesh does not act on the soul, but rather the reverse.
erefore the sins of the flesh do not cause blindness of mind
and dulness of sense.

Objection 3. Further, all things are more passive to what
is near them than to what is remote. Now spiritual vices are
nearer the mind than carnal vices are. erefore blindness of
mind and dulness of sense are caused by spiritual rather than
by carnal vices.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 45) that dul-
ness of sense arises from gluttony and blindness of mind from
lust.

I answer that, e perfect intellectual operation in man
consists in an abstraction from sensible phantasms, wherefore

the more a man’s intellect is freed from those phantasms, the
more thoroughly will it be able to consider things intelligible,
and to set in order all things sensible. us Anaxagoras stated
that the intellect requires to be “detached” in order to com-
mand, and that the agent must have power over matter, in or-
der to be able to move it. Now it is evident that pleasure fixes
a man’s attention on that which he takes pleasure in: where-
fore the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 4,5) that we all do best that
which we take pleasure in doing, while as to other things, we
do them either not at all, or in a faint-hearted fashion.

Now carnal vices, namely gluttony and lust, are concerned
with pleasures of touch in matters of food and sex; and these
are the most impetuous of all pleasures of the body. For this
reason these vices cause man’s attention to be very firmly fixed
on corporeal things, so that in consequence man’s operation
in regard to intelligible things is weakened, more, however, by
lust than by gluttony, forasmuch as sexual pleasures are more
vehement than those of the table. Wherefore lust gives rise to
blindness of mind, which excludes almost entirely the knowl-
edge of spiritual things, while dulness of sense arises from glut-
tony, which makes a man weak in regard to the same intelligi-
ble things. On the other hand, the contrary virtues, viz. absti-
nence and chastity, disposeman verymuch to the perfection of
intellectual operation. Hence it is written (Dan. 1:17) that “to
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these children” on account of their abstinence and continency,
“God gave knowledge and understanding in every book, and
wisdom.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although some who are the slaves
of carnal vices are at times capable of subtle considerations
about intelligible things, on account of the perfection of their
natural genius, or of some habit superadded thereto, never-
theless, on account of the pleasures of the body, it must needs
happen that their attention is frequently withdrawn from this

subtle contemplation: wherefore the unclean can know some
truths, but their uncleanness is a clog on their knowledge.

Reply toObjection2.eflesh acts on the intellective fac-
ulties, not by altering them, but by impeding their operation in
the aforesaid manner.

Reply to Objection 3. It is owing to the fact that the car-
nal vices are further removed from themind, that they distract
the mind’s attention to more remote things, so that they hin-
der the mind’s contemplation all the more.

1181
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Of the Precepts of Faith, Knowledge and Understanding

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the precepts pertaining to the aforesaid, and under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) e precepts concerning faith;
(2) e precepts concerning the gis of knowledge and understanding.

IIa IIae q. 16 a. 1Whether in the Old Law there should have been given precepts of faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that, in the Old Law, there
should have been given precepts of faith. Because a precept is
about something due and necessary. Now it is most necessary
forman that he should believe, according toHeb. 11:6, “With-
out faith it is impossible to please God.” erefore there was
very great need for precepts of faith to be given.

Objection 2. Further, the New Testament is contained in
the Old, as the reality in the figure, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 107, a. 3). Now the New Testament contains explicit pre-
cepts of faith, for instance Jn. 14:1: “You believe in God; be-
lieve also inMe.”erefore it seems that some precepts of faith
ought to have been given in the Old Law also.

Objection 3.Further, to prescribe the act of a virtue comes
to the same as to forbid the opposite vices. Now the Old Law
containedmany precepts forbidding unbelief: thus (Ex. 20:3):
“ou shalt not have strange gods before Me,” and (Dt. 13:1-
3) they were forbidden to hear the words of the prophet or
dreamer who might wish to turn them away from their faith
in God. erefore precepts of faith should have been given in
the Old Law also.

Objection4.Further, confession is an act of faith, as stated
above (q. 3, a. 1). Now the Old Law contained precepts about
the confession and the promulgation of faith: for they were
commanded (Ex. 12:27) that, when their children should ask
them, they should tell them the meaning of the paschal ob-
servance, and (Dt. 13:9) they were commanded to slay any-
one who disseminated doctrine contrary to faith. erefore
the Old Law should have contained precepts of faith.

Objection 5. Further, all the books of the Old Testament
are contained in the Old Law; wherefore Our Lord said ( Jn.
15:25) that it was written in the Law: “ey have hated Me
without cause,” although this is foundwritten in Ps. 34 and 68.
Now it is written (Ecclus. 2:8): “Ye that fear the Lord, believe
Him.” erefore the Old Law should have contained precepts
of faith.

On the contrary, e Apostle (Rom. 3:27) calls the Old
Law the “law of works” which he contrasts with the “law of
faith.”erefore theOldLawoughtnot tohave containedpre-
cepts of faith.

I answer that, A master does not impose laws on others
than his subjects; wherefore the precepts of a law presuppose
that everyone who receives the law is subject to the giver of the

law. Now the primary subjection of man to God is by faith,
according to Heb. 11:6: “He that cometh to God, must be-
lieve that He is.” Hence faith is presupposed to the precepts
of the Law: for which reason (Ex. 20:2) that which is of faith,
is set down before the legal precepts, in the words, “I am the
Lord thy God, Who brought thee out of the land of Egypt,”
and, likewise (Dt. 6:4), the words, “Hear, O Israel, the Lord
thy [Vulg.: ‘our’]God is one,” precede the recording of the pre-
cepts.

Since, however, faith contains many things subordinate to
the faith whereby we believe that God is, which is the first and
chief of all articles of faith, as stated above (q. 1, Aa. 1,7), it fol-
lows that, if we presuppose faith in God, whereby man’s mind
is subjected toHim, it is possible for precepts to be given about
other articles of faith. us Augustine expounding the words:
“is is My commandment” ( Jn. 15:12) says (Tract. lxxxiii in
Joan.) that we have receivedmany precepts of faith. In theOld
Law, however, the secret things of faith were not to be set
before the people, wherefore, presupposing their faith in one
God, no other precepts of faith were given in the Old Law.

Reply toObjection 1. Faith is necessary as being the prin-
ciple of spiritual life, wherefore it is presupposed before the re-
ceiving of the Law.

Reply to Objection 2. Even then Our Lord both presup-
posed something of faith, namely belief in one God, when
He said: “You believe in God,” and commanded something,
namely, belief in the Incarnation whereby one Person is God
and man. is explanation of faith belongs to the faith of the
New Testament, wherefore He added: “Believe also in Me.”

Reply to Objection 3. e prohibitive precepts regard
sins, which corrupt virtue. Now virtue is corrupted by any par-
ticular defect, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 4, ad 3; Ia IIae,
q. 19, a. 6, ad 1, a. 7, ad 3). erefore faith in one God being
presupposed, prohibitive precepts had to be given in the Old
Law, so that men might be warned off those particular defects
whereby their faith might be corrupted.

Reply to Objection 4. Confession of faith and the teach-
ing thereof also presuppose man’s submission to God by faith:
so that theOldLaw could contain precepts relating to the con-
fession and teaching of faith, rather than to faith itself.

Reply to Objection 5. In this passage again that faith is
presupposed whereby we believe that God is; hence it begins,
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“Ye that fear theLord,”which is not possiblewithout faith.e
wordswhich follow—“believeHim”—must be referred to cer-

tain special articles of faith, chiefly to those things which God
promises to them that obey Him, wherefore the passage con-
cludes—“and your reward shall not be made void.”

IIa IIae q. 16 a. 2Whether the precepts referring to knowledge and understandingwere fittingly set down in the
Old Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts referring to
knowledge andunderstandingwere unfittingly set down in the
Old Law. For knowledge and understanding pertain to cog-
nition. Now cognition precedes and directs action. erefore
the precepts referring to knowledge and understanding should
precede theprecepts of theLaw referring to action. Since, then,
the first precepts of theLaware those of the decalogue, it seems
that precepts of knowledge and understanding should have
been given a place among the precepts of the decalogue.

Objection 2. Further, learning precedes teaching, for a
man must learn from another before he teaches another. Now
theOld Law contains precepts about teaching—both affirma-
tive precepts as, for example, (Dt. 4:9), “ou shalt teach them
to thy sons”—and prohibitive precepts, as, for instance, (Dt.
4:2), “You shall not add to the word that I speak to you, nei-
ther shall you take away from it.” erefore it seems that man
ought to have been given also some precepts directing him to
learn.

Objection 3.Further, knowledge and understanding seem
morenecessary to a priest than to a king,wherefore it iswritten
(Malachi 2:7): “e lips of thepriest shall keepknowledge, and
they shall seek the law at his mouth,” and (Osee 4:6): “Because
thou hast rejected knowledge, I will reject thee, that thou shalt
not do the office of priesthood to Me.” Now the king is com-
manded to learn knowledge of the Law (Dt. 17:18,19). Much
more therefore should the Lawhave commanded the priests to
learn the Law.

Objection 4. Further, it is not possible while asleep to
meditate on things pertaining to knowledge and understand-
ing:moreover it is hindered by extraneous occupations.ere-
fore it is unfittingly commanded (Dt. 6:7): “ou shalt medi-
tate upon them sitting in thy house, and walking on thy jour-
ney, sleeping and rising.” erefore the precepts relating to
knowledge and understanding are unfittingly set down in the
Law.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 4:6): “at, hearing all
these precepts, they may say, Behold a wise and understanding
people.”

I answer that, ree things may be considered in relation
to knowledge and understanding: first, the reception thereof;
secondly, the use; and thirdly, their preservation. Now the re-
ception of knowledge or understanding, is by means of teach-
ing and learning, and both are prescribed in the Law. For it is
written (Dt. 6:6): “ese words which I command thee…shall
be in thy heart.” is refers to learning, since it is the duty of a
disciple to apply his mind to what is said, while the words that
follow—“and thou shalt tell them to thy children”—refer to

teaching.
euse of knowledge and understanding is themeditation

on those things which one knows or understands. In reference
to this, the text goes on: “thou shalt meditate upon them sit-
ting in thy house,” etc.

eir preservation is effected by the memory, and, as re-
gards this, the text continues—“and thou shalt bind them as a
sign on thy hand, and they shall be and shallmove between thy
eyes. And thou shalt write them in the entry, and on the doors
of thy house.” us the continual remembrance of God’s com-
mandments is signified, since it is impossible for us to forget
those things which are continually attracting the notice of our
senses, whether by touch, as those things we hold in our hands,
or by sight, as those things which are ever before our eyes, or to
which we are continually returning, for instance, to the house
door. Moreover it is clearly stated (Dt. 4:9): “Forget not the
words that thy eyes have seen and let them not go out of thy
heart all the days of thy life.”

We read of these things also being commanded more no-
tably in theNewTestament, both in the teaching of theGospel
and in that of the apostles.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Dt. 4:6, “this is your
wisdom and understanding in the sight of the nations.” By this
we are given tounderstand that thewisdomandunderstanding
of those who believe inGod consist in the precepts of the Law.
Wherefore the precepts of the Lawhad to be given first, and af-
terwardsmenhad to be led to know and understand them, and
so itwasnotfitting that the aforesaidprecepts shouldbeplaced
among the precepts of the decaloguewhich take the first place.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are also in the Law pre-
cepts relating to learning, as stated above. Nevertheless teach-
ing was commanded more expressly than learning, because it
concerned the learned, who were not under any other author-
ity, but were immediately under the law, and to them the pre-
cepts of the Law were given. On the other hand learning con-
cerned the people of lower degree, and these the precepts of
the Law have to reach through the learned.

Reply to Objection 3. Knowledge of the Law is so closely
bound up with the priestly office that being charged with the
office implies being charged to know the Law: hence there was
no need for special precepts to be given about the training of
the priests. On the other hand, the doctrine of God’s law is not
so bound up with the kingly office, because a king is placed
over his people in temporalmatters: hence it is especially com-
manded that the king should be instructed by the priests about
things pertaining to the law of God.

Reply to Objection 4. at precept of the Law does not
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mean that man should meditate on God’s law of sleeping, but
during sleep, i.e. that he should meditate on the law of God
when he is preparing to sleep, because this leads to his having
better phantasms while asleep, in so far as ourmovements pass
from the state of vigil to the state of sleep, as the Philosopher

explains (Ethic. i, 13). In like manner we are commanded to
meditate on the Law in every action of ours, not that we are
bound to be always actually thinking about the Law, but that
we should regulate all our actions according to it.
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S P   S P, Q 17
Of Hope, Considered in Itself

(In Eight Articles)

Aer treating of faith, we must consider hope and (1) hope itself; (2) the gi of fear; (3) the contrary vices; (4) the corre-
sponding precepts. e first of these points gives rise to a twofold consideration: (1) hope, considered in itself; (2) its subject.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether hope is a virtue?
(2) Whether its object is eternal happiness?
(3) Whether, by the virtue of hope, one man may hope for another’s happiness?
(4) Whether a man may lawfully hope in man?
(5) Whether hope is a theological virtue?
(6) Of its distinction from the other theological virtues?
(7) Of its relation to faith;
(8) Of its relation to charity.

IIa IIae q. 17 a. 1Whether hope is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope is not a virtue. For
“no man makes ill use of a virtue,” as Augustine states (De Lib.
Arb. ii, 18). But one may make ill use of hope, since the pas-
sion of hope, like the other passions, is subject to a mean and
extremes. erefore hope is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, no virtue results from merits, since
“God works virtue in us without us,” as Augustine states (De
Grat. et Lib. Arb. xvii). But hope is caused by grace and mer-
its, according to the Master (Sent. iii, D, 26). erefore hope
is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, “virtue is the disposition of a per-
fect thing” (Phys. vii, text. 17,18). But hope is the disposition
of an imperfect thing, of one, namely, that lacks what it hopes
to have. erefore hope is not a virtue.

Onthe contrary,Gregory says (Moral. i, 33) that the three
daughters of Job signify these three virtues, faith, hope and
charity. erefore hope is a virtue.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6)
“the virtue of a thing is that which makes its subject good, and
itswork good likewise.”Consequentlywhereverwefinda good
human act, it must correspond to some human virtue. Now in
all thingsmeasured and ruled, the good is thatwhich attains its
proper rule: thus we say that a coat is good if it neither exceeds
nor falls short of its proper measurement. But, as we stated
above (q. 8, a. 3, ad 3) human acts have a twofold measure;
one is proximate and homogeneous, viz. the reason, while the
other is remote and excelling, viz. God: wherefore every hu-
man act is good, which attains reason or God Himself. Now
the act of hope, whereof we speak now, attains God. For, as we

have already stated ( Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 1), when we were treating
of the passion of hope, the object of hope is a future good, dif-
ficult but possible to obtain. Now a thing is possible to us in
two ways: first, by ourselves; secondly, by means of others, as
stated inEthic. iii.Wherefore, in so far aswe hope for anything
as being possible to us by means of the Divine assistance, our
hope attains God Himself, on Whose help it leans. It is there-
fore evident that hope is a virtue, since it causes a human act to
be good and to attain its due rule.

Reply to Objection 1. In the passions, the mean of virtue
depends on right reason being attained, wherein also consists
the essenceof virtue.Wherefore inhope too, the goodof virtue
dependson aman’s attaining, byhoping, thedue rule, viz.God.
Consequently man cannot make ill use of hope which attains
God, as neither can he make ill use of moral virtue which at-
tains the reason, because to attain thus is to make good use of
virtue. Nevertheless, the hope of which we speak now, is not
a passion but a habit of the mind, as we shall show further on
(a. 5; q. 18, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 2. Hope is said to arise from merits,
as regards the thing hoped for, in so far as we hope to obtain
happiness bymeans of grace andmerits; or as regards the act of
living hope. e habit itself of hope, whereby we hope to ob-
tain happiness, does not flow from our merits, but from grace
alone.

Reply to Objection 3. He who hopes is indeed imperfect
in relation to that which he hopes to obtain, but has not as yet;
yet he is perfect, in so far as he already attains his proper rule,
viz. God, on Whose help he leans.
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IIa IIae q. 17 a. 2Whether eternal happiness is the proper object of hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that eternal happiness is not
the proper object of hope. For a man does not hope for that
which surpasses every movement of the soul, since hope itself
is amovement of the soul. Now eternal happiness surpasses ev-
ery movement of the human soul, for the Apostle says (1 Cor.
2:9) that it hath not “entered into the heart ofman.”erefore
happiness is not the proper object of hope.

Objection2.Further, prayer is an expression of hope, for it
is written (Ps. 36:5): “Commit thy way to the Lord, and trust
in Him, and He will do it.” Now it is lawful for man to pray
God not only for eternal happiness, but also for the goods,
both temporal and spiritual, of the present life, and, as evi-
denced by the Lord’s Prayer, to be delivered from evils which
will no longer be in eternal happiness. erefore eternal hap-
piness is not the proper object of hope.

Objection 3. Further, the object of hope is something dif-
ficult. Now many things besides eternal happiness are difficult
toman.erefore eternal happiness is not the proper object of
hope.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 6:19) that we
have hope “which entereth in,” i.e. maketh us to enter…“within
the veil,” i.e. into the happiness of heaven, according to the in-
terpretation of a gloss on these words. erefore the object of
hope is eternal happiness.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the hope of which
we speak now, attains God by leaning on His help in order to
obtain the hoped for good.Now an effectmust be proportion-
ate to its cause. Wherefore the good which we ought to hope
for from God properly and chiefly is the infinite good, which

is proportionate to the power of our divine helper, since it be-
longs to an infinite power to lead anyone to an infinite good.
Such a good is eternal life, which consists in the enjoyment of
God Himself. For we should hope from Him for nothing less
than Himself, since His goodness, whereby He imparts good
things to His creature, is no less than His Essence. erefore
the proper and principal object of hope is eternal happiness.

Reply to Objection 1. Eternal happiness does not enter
into the heart of man perfectly, i.e. so that it be possible for
a wayfarer to know its nature and quality; yet, under the gen-
eral notion of the perfect good, it is possible for it to be appre-
hended by a man, and it is in this way that the movement of
hope towards it arises.Hence theApostle says pointedly (Heb.
6:19) that hope “enters in, even within the veil,” because that
which we hope for is as yet veiled, so to speak.

Reply to Objection 2. We ought not to pray God for any
other goods, except in reference to eternal happiness. Hence
hope regards eternal happiness chiefly, and other things, for
which we pray God, it regards secondarily and as referred to
eternal happiness: just as faith regards God principally, and,
secondarily, those things which are referred to God, as stated
above (q. 1, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 3. To him that longs for something
great, all lesser things seem small; wherefore to him that hopes
for eternal happiness, nothing else appears arduous, as com-
paredwith that hope; although, as comparedwith the capabil-
ity of themanwho hopes, other things besidesmay be arduous
to him, so that he may have hope for such things in reference
to its principal object.

IIa IIae q. 17 a. 3Whether one man may hope for another’s eternal happiness?

Objection 1. It would seem that one may hope for an-
other’s eternal happiness. For the Apostle says (Phil. 1:6): “Be-
ing confident of this very thing, that He Who hath begun a
good work in you, will perfect it unto the day of Jesus Christ.”
Now the perfection of that day will be eternal happiness.
erefore one man may hope for another’s eternal happiness.

Objection 2. Further, whatever we ask of God, we hope
to obtain from Him. But we ask God to bring others to eter-
nal happiness, according to James 5:16: “Pray for one another
that you may be saved.” erefore we can hope for another’s
eternal happiness.

Objection 3.Further, hope and despair are about the same
object. Now it is possible to despair of another’s eternal happi-
ness, else Augustine would have no reason for saying (DeVerb.
Dom., Serm. lxxi) thatwe should not despair of anyone so long
as he lives. erefore one can also hope for another’s eternal
salvation.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchiridion viii) that
“hope is only of such things as belong to him who is supposed

to hope for them.”
I answer that, We can hope for something in two ways:

first, absolutely, and thus the object of hope is always some-
thing arduous and pertaining to the person who hopes. Sec-
ondly, we can hope for something, through something else be-
ing presupposed, and in this way its object can be something
pertaining to someone else. In order to explain this we must
observe that love and hope differ in this, that love denotes
union between lover and beloved, while hope denotes amove-
ment or a stretching forth of the appetite towards an arduous
good. Now union is of things that are distinct, wherefore love
can directly regard the other whom a man unites to himself by
love, looking upon him as his other self: whereas movement is
always towards its own termwhich is proportionate to the sub-
ject moved. erefore hope regards directly one’s own good,
and not that which pertains to another. Yet if we presuppose
the union of love with another, a man can hope for and de-
sire something for another man, as for himself; and, accord-
ingly, he can hope for another eternal’s life, inasmuch as he is
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united to himby love, and just as it is the same virtue of charity
whereby a man loves God, himself, and his neighbor, so too it
is the same virtue of hope, whereby a man hopes for himself

and for another.
is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 17 a. 4Whether a man can lawfully hope in man?

Objection 1. It wold seem that one may lawfully hope in
man. For the object of hope is eternal happiness. Now we are
helped to obtain eternal happiness by the patronage of the
saints, for Gregory says (Dial. i, 8) that “predestination is fur-
thered by the saints’ prayers.” erefore one may hope in man.

Objection 2. Further, if a man may not hope in another
man, it ought not to be reckoned a sin in a man, that one
should not be able to hope in him. Yet this is reckoned a vice in
some, as appears from Jer. 9:4: “Let every man take heed of his
neighbor, and let him not trust in any brother of his.” ere-
fore it is lawful to trust in a man.

Objection 3. Further, prayer is the expression of hope, as
stated above (a. 2, obj. 2). But it is lawful to pray to a man for
something. erefore it is lawful to trust in him.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 17:5): “Cursed be the
man that trusteth in man.”

I answer that, Hope, as stated above (a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 40,
a. 7), regards two things, viz. the good which it intends to ob-
tain, and the help by which that good is obtained. Now the
good which a man hopes to obtain, has the aspect of a final

cause, while the help by which one hopes to obtain that good,
has the character of an efficient cause. Now in each of these
kinds of cause we find a principal and a secondary cause. For
the principal end is the last end, while the secondary end is
that which is referred to an end. In like manner the principal
efficient cause is the first agent, while the secondary efficient
cause is the secondary and instrumental agent. Now hope re-
gards eternal happiness as its last end, and theDivine assistance
as the first cause leading to happiness.

Accordingly, just as it is not lawful to hope for any good
save happiness, as one’s last end, but only as something re-
ferred to final happiness, so too, it is unlawful to hope in any
man, or any creature, as though it were the first cause of move-
ment towards happiness. It is, however, lawful to hope in aman
or a creature as being the secondary and instrumental agent
through whom one is helped to obtain any goods that are or-
dained to happiness. It is in this way that we turn to the saints,
and that we askmen also for certain things; and for this reason
some are blamed in that they cannot be trusted to give help.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 17 a. 5Whether hope is a theological virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope is not a theological
virtue. For a theological virtue is one that has God for its ob-
ject. Now hope has for its object not only God but also other
goods which we hope to obtain from God. erefore hope is
not a theological virtue.

Objection2.Further, a theological virtue is not ameanbe-
tween two vices, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 64, a. 4). But hope
is a mean between presumption and despair.erefore hope is
not a theological virtue.

Objection 3. Further, expectation belongs to longanimity
which is a species of fortitude. Since, then, hope is a kind of ex-
pectation, it seems that hope is not a theological, but a moral
virtue.

Objection 4. Further, the object of hope is something ar-
duous. But it belongs tomagnanimity, which is a moral virtue,
to tend to the arduous. erefore hope is a moral, and not a
theological virtue.

On the contrary, Hope is enumerated (1 Cor. 13) to-
gether with faith and charity, which are theological virtues.

I answer that, Since specific differences, by their very na-
ture, divide a genus, in order to decide under what division we
must place hope, wemust observe whence it derives its charac-
ter of virtue.

Now it has been stated above (a. 1) that hope has the char-

acter of virtue from the fact that it attains the supreme rule
of human actions: and this it attains both as its first efficient
cause, in as much as it leans on its assistance, and as its last fi-
nal cause, in as much as it expects happiness in the enjoyment
thereof. Hence it is evident that God is the principal object
of hope, considered as a virtue. Since, then, the very idea of a
theological virtue is one that has God for its object, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 62, a. 1), it is evident that hope is a theological
virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Whatever else hope expects to ob-
tain, it hopes for it in reference toGod as the last end, or as the
first efficient cause, as stated above (a. 4).

Reply to Objection 2. In things measured and ruled the
mean consists in the measure or rule being attained; if we go
beyond the rule, there is excess, if we fall short of the rule, there
is deficiency. But in the rule or measure itself there is no such
thing as a mean or extremes. Now a moral virtue is concerned
with things ruled by reason, and these things are its proper ob-
ject; wherefore it is proper to it to follow the mean as regards
its proper object. On the other hand, a theological virtue is
concerned with the First Rule not ruled by another rule, and
that Rule is its proper object. Wherefore it is not proper for a
theological virtue, with regard to its proper object, to follow
themean, although this may happen to it accidentally with re-
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gard to something that is referred to its principal object. us
faith can have no mean or extremes in the point of trusting to
the First Truth, in which it is impossible to trust too much;
whereas on the part of the things believed, it may have a mean
and extremes; for instance one truth is a mean between two
falsehoods. So too, hope has no mean or extremes, as regards
its principal object, since it is impossible to trust too much in
the Divine assistance; yet it may have a mean and extremes, as
regards those things aman trusts to obtain, in so far as he either
presumes above his capability, or despairs of things ofwhichhe
is capable.

Reply to Objection 3. e expectation which is men-
tioned in the definition of hope does not imply delay, as does
the expectation which belongs to longanimity. It implies a ref-
erence to the Divine assistance, whether that which we hope
for be delayed or not.

Reply to Objection 4. Magnanimity tends to something
arduous in the hope of obtaining something that is within
one’s power, wherefore its proper object is the doing of great
things.On the other handhope, as a theological virtue, regards
something arduous, to be obtained by another’s help, as stated
above (a. 1).

IIa IIae q. 17 a. 6Whether hope is distinct from the other theological virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope is not distinct from
the other theological virtues. For habits are distinguished by
their objects, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2). Now the
object of hope is the same as of the other theological virtues.
erefore hope is not distinct from the other theological
virtues.

Objection 2. Further, in the symbol of faith, whereby we
make profession of faith, we say: “I expect the resurrection of
thedead and the life of theworld to come.”Nowexpectationof
future happiness belongs to hope, as stated above (a. 5).ere-
fore hope is not distinct from faith.

Objection 3. Further, by hope man tends to God. But
this belongs properly to charity. erefore hope is not distinct
from charity.

On the contrary, ere cannot be number without dis-
tinction. Now hope is numbered with the other theological
virtues: for Gregory says (Moral. i, 16) that the three virtues
are faith, hope, and charity.erefore hope is distinct from the
theological virtues.

I answer that,Avirtue is said tobe theological fromhaving
God for the object to which it adheres. Now one may adhere
to a thing in twoways: first, for its own sake; secondly, because
something else is attained thereby. Accordingly charity makes
us adhere to God for His own sake, uniting our minds to God

by the emotion of love.
On the other hand, hope and faith make man adhere to

God as to a principle wherefrom certain things accrue to us.
Nowwe derive fromGod both knowledge of truth and the at-
tainment of perfect goodness. Accordingly faith makes us ad-
here to God, as the source whence we derive the knowledge
of truth, since we believe that what God tells us is true: while
hope makes us adhere to God, as the source whence we derive
perfect goodness, i.e. in so far as, by hope, we trust to the Di-
vine assistance for obtaining happiness.

Reply to Objection 1. God is the object of these virtues
under different aspects, as stated above: and a different aspect
of the object suffices for the distinction of habits, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. Expectation is mentioned in the
symbol of faith, not as though it were the proper act of faith,
but because the act of hope presupposes the act of faith, as we
shall state further on (a. 7). Hence an act of faith is expressed
in the act of hope.

Reply toObjection 3.Hopemakes us tend toGod, as to a
good to be obtained finally, and as to a helper strong to assist:
whereas charity, properly speaking, makes us tend to God, by
uniting our affections toHim, so thatwe live, not for ourselves,
but for God.

IIa IIae q. 17 a. 7Whether hope precedes faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope precedes faith. Be-
cause a gloss onPs. 36:3, “Trust in theLord, anddo good,” says:
“Hope is the entrance to faith and the beginning of salvation.”
But salvation is by faith whereby we are justified. erefore
hope precedes faith.

Objection 2. Further, that which is included in a defini-
tion should precede the thing defined andbemore known.But
hope is included in the definition of faith (Heb. 11:1): “Faith
is the substance of things to be hoped for.”erefore hope pre-
cedes faith.

Objection 3. Further, hope precedes a meritorious act, for
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 9:10): “He that plougheth should

plough in hope…to receive fruit.” But the act of faith is mer-
itorious. erefore hope precedes faith.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 1:2): “Abraham begot
Isaac,” i.e. “Faith begot hope,” according to a gloss.

I answer that, Absolutely speaking, faith precedes hope.
For the object of hope is a future good, arduous but possible
to obtain. In order, therefore, that we may hope, it is necessary
for the object of hope to be proposed to us as possible. Now
the object of hope is, in one way, eternal happiness, and in an-
other way, the Divine assistance, as explained above (a. 2; a. 6,
ad 3): and both of these are proposed to us by faith, whereby
we come to know that we are able to obtain eternal life, and

1188



that for this purpose the Divine assistance is ready for us, ac-
cording to Heb. 11:6: “He that cometh to God, must believe
thatHe is, and is a rewarder to them that seekHim.”erefore
it is evident that faith precedes hope.

Reply to Objection 1. As the same gloss observes further
on, “hope” is called “the entrance” to faith, i.e. of the thing be-
lieved, because by hope we enter in to see what we believe. Or
we may reply that it is called the “entrance to faith,” because

thereby man begins to be established and perfected in faith.
Reply to Objection 2. e thing to be hoped for is in-

cluded in the definition of faith, because the proper object of
faith, is something not apparent in itself. Hence it was neces-
sary to express it in a circumlocution by something resulting
from faith.

Reply to Objection 3. Hope does not precede every mer-
itorious act; but it suffices for it to accompany or follow it.

IIa IIae q. 17 a. 8Whether charity precedes hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity precedes hope.
For Ambrose says on Lk. 27:6, “If you had faith like to a grain
of mustard seed,” etc.: “Charity flows from faith, and hope
from charity.” But faith precedes charity. erefore charity
precedes hope.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv,
9) that “good emotions and affections proceed from love and
holy charity.” Now to hope, considered as an act of hope, is a
good emotion of the soul. erefore it flows from charity.

Objection3.Further, theMaster says (Sent. iii, D, 26) that
hope proceeds from merits, which precede not only the thing
hoped for, but also hope itself, which, in the order of nature, is
preceded by charity. erefore charity precedes hope.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:5): “e end
of the commandment is charity from a pure heart, and a good
conscience,” i.e. “from hope,” according to a gloss. erefore
hope precedes charity.

I answer that,Order is twofold. One is the order of gener-
ation and ofmatter, in respect of which the imperfect precedes
the perfect: the other is the order of perfection and form, in re-
spect of which the perfect naturally precedes the imperfect. In
respect of the first order hope precedes charity: and this is clear
from the fact that hope and all movements of the appetite flow
from love, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 27, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 28, a. 6,
ad 2; Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 7) in the treatise on the passions.

Now there is a perfect, and an imperfect love. Perfect love
is that whereby a man is loved in himself, as when someone

wishes a person some good for his own sake; thus a man loves
his friend. Imperfect love is that whereby a man love some-
thing, not for its own sake, but thathemayobtain that good for
himself; thus aman loves what he desires.e first love ofGod
pertains to charity, which adheres to God for His own sake;
while hope pertains to the second love, since he that hopes, in-
tends to obtain possession of something for himself.

Hence in the order of generation, hope precedes charity.
For just as a man is led to love God, through fear of being
punished by Him for his sins, as Augustine states (In primam
canon. Joan. Tract. ix), so too, hope leads to charity, in as
much as a man through hoping to be rewarded by God, is en-
couraged to love God and obey His commandments. On the
other hand, in the order of perfection charity naturally pre-
cedes hope,wherefore,with the advent of charity, hope ismade
more perfect, because we hope chiefly in our friends. It is in
this sense that Ambrose states (obj. 1) that charity flows from
hope: so that this suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply to Objection 2. Hope and every movement of the
appetite proceed from some kind of love, whereby the ex-
pected good is loved. But not every kind of hope proceeds
from charity, but only the movement of living hope, viz. that
wherebymanhopes to obtain good fromGod, as froma friend.

Reply to Objection 3. e Master is speaking of living
hope, which is naturally preceded by charity and the merits
caused by charity.
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Of the Subject of Hope
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the subject of hope, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the virtue of hope is in the will as its subject?
(2) Whether it is in the blessed?
(3) Whether it is in the damned?
(4) Whether there is certainty in the hope of the wayfarer?

IIa IIae q. 18 a. 1Whether hope is in the will as its subject?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope is not in the will as
its subject. For the object of hope is an arduous good, as stated
above (q. 17, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 1). Now the arduous is the
object, not of the will, but of the irascible. erefore hope is
not in the will but in the irascible.

Objection 2. Further, where one suffices it is superfluous
to add another. Now charity suffices for the perfecting of the
will, which is themost perfect of the virtues.erefore hope is
not in the will.

Objection 3. Further, the one same power cannot exercise
two acts at the same time; thus the intellect cannot understand
many things simultaneously. Now the act of hope can be at the
same time as an act of charity. Since, then, the act of charity ev-
idently belongs to the will, it follows that the act of hope does
not belong to that power: so that, therefore, hope is not in the
will.

On the contrary,e soul is not apprehensive ofGod save
as regards the mind in which is memory, intellect and will, as
Augustine declares (DeTrin. xiv, 3,6). Now hope is a theologi-
cal virtue havingGod for its object. Since therefore it is neither
in the memory, nor in the intellect, which belong to the cog-
nitive faculty, it follows that it is in the will as its subject.

I answer that, As shown above ( Ia, q. 87, a. 2), habits are
known by their acts. Now the act of hope is amovement of the
appetitive faculty, since its object is a good. And, since there

is a twofold appetite in man, namely, the sensitive which is
divided into irascible and concupiscible, and the intellective
appetite, called the will, as stated in the Ia, q. 82, a. 5, those
movements which occur in the lower appetite, are with pas-
sion, while those in the higher appetite are without passion,
as shown above ( Ia, q. 87, a. 2, ad 1; Ia IIae, q. 22, a. 3, ad 3).
Now the act of the virtue of hope cannot belong to the sen-
sitive appetite, since the good which is the principal object of
this virtue, is not a sensible but a Divine good. erefore hope
resides in the higher appetite called the will, and not in the
lower appetite, of which the irascible is a part.

Reply to Objection 1. e object of the irascible is an ar-
duous sensible: whereas the object of the virtue of hope is an
arduous intelligible, or rather superintelligible.

Reply toObjection2.Charity perfects thewill sufficiently
with regard to one act, which is the act of loving: but another
virtue is required in order to perfect it with regard to its other
act, which is that of hoping.

Reply to Objection 3. e movement of hope and the
movement of charity are mutually related, as was shown above
(q. 17, a. 8). Hence there is no reason why both movements
should not belong at the same time to the same power: even
as the intellect can understandmany things at the same time if
they be related to one another, as stated in the Ia, q. 85, a. 4.

IIa IIae q. 18 a. 2Whether in the blessed there is hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the blessed there is
hope. For Christ was a perfect comprehensor from the first
moment of His conception. Now He had hope, since, accord-
ing to a gloss, the words of Ps. 30:2, “In ee, O Lord, have I
hoped,” are said in His person. erefore in the blessed there
can be hope.

Objection 2. Further, even as the obtaining of happiness
is an arduous good, so is its continuation. Now, before they
obtain happiness, men hope to obtain it. erefore, aer they
have obtained it, they can hope to continue in its possession.

Objection 3. Further, by the virtue of hope, a man can
hope for happiness, not only for himself, but also for others,

as stated above (q. 17, a. 3). But the blessed who are in heaven
hope for the happiness of others, else they would not pray for
them. erefore there can be hope in them.

Objection 4. Further, the happiness of the saints implies
not only glory of the soul but also glory of the body. Now the
souls of the saints in heaven, look yet for the glory of their bod-
ies (Apoc. 6:10; Augustine, Gen. ad lit. xii, 35). erefore in
the blessed there can be hope.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 8:24): “What a
man seeth, why doth he hope for?” Now the blessed enjoy the
sight of God. erefore hope has no place in them.

I answer that, If what gives a thing its species be removed,
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the species is destroyed, and that thing cannot remain the
same; just as when a natural body loses its form, it does not
remain the same specifically. Now hope takes its species from
its principal object, even as the other virtues do, as was shown
above (q. 17,Aa. 5,6; Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2): and its principal object
is eternal happiness as beingpossible to obtain by the assistance
of God, as stated above (q. 17, a. 2).

Since then the arduous possible good cannot be an object
of hope except in so far as it is something future, it follows that
whenhappiness is no longer future, but present, it is incompat-
ible with the virtue of hope. Consequently hope, like faith, is
voided in heaven, and neither of them can be in the blessed.

Reply toObjection 1.AlthoughChrist was a comprehen-
sor and therefore blessed as to the enjoyment of God, never-
theless He was, at the same time, a wayfarer, as regards the pas-
sibility of nature, to which He was still subject. Hence it was
possible forHim to hope for the glory of impassibility and im-
mortality, yet not so as to the virtue of hope, the principal ob-
ject of which is not the glory of the body but the enjoyment of
God.

Reply toObjection 2.ehappiness of the saints is called
eternal life, because through enjoying God they become par-

takers, as it were, of God’s eternity which surpasses all time: so
that the continuation of happiness does not differ in respect
of present, past and future. Hence the blessed do not hope for
the continuation of their happiness (for as regards this there is
no future), but are in actual possession thereof.

Reply to Objection 3. So long as the virtue of hope lasts,
it is by the same hope that one hopes for one’s own happiness,
and for that of others. But when hope is voided in the blessed,
whereby they hoped for their ownhappiness, they hope for the
happiness of others indeed, yet not by the virtue of hope, but
rather by the love of charity. Even so, he that has Divine char-
ity, by that same charity loves his neighbor, without having the
virtue of charity, but by some other love.

Reply to Objection 4. Since hope is a theological virtue
having God for its object, its principal object is the glory of
the soul, which consists in the enjoyment of God, and not the
glory of the body. Moreover, although the glory of the body is
something arduous in comparison with human nature, yet it
is not so for one who has the glory of the soul; both because
the glory of the body is a very small thing as compared with
the glory of the soul, and because one who has the glory of the
soul has already the sufficient cause of the glory of the body.

IIa IIae q. 18 a. 3Whether hope is in the damned?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is hope in the
damned. For the devil is damned and prince of the damned,
according to Mat. 25:41: “Depart…you cursed, into everlast-
ing fire, which was prepared for the devil and his angels.” But
the devil has hope, according to Job 40:28, “Behold his hope
shall fail him.” erefore it seems that the damned have hope.

Objection 2. Further, just as faith is either living or dead,
so is hope. But lifeless faith can be in the devils and the
damned, according to James 2:19: “e devils…believe and
tremble.” erefore it seems that lifeless hope also can be in
the damned.

Objection 3. Further, aer death there accrues to man no
merit or demerit that he had not before, according to Eccles.
11:3, “If the tree fall to the south, or to the north, in what
place soever it shall fall, there shall it be.” Now many who are
damned, in this life hoped and never despaired.erefore they
will hope in the future life also.

On the contrary, Hope causes joy, according to Rom.
12:12, “Rejoicing in hope.” Now the damned have no joy, but
sorrow and grief, according to Is. 65:14, “My servants shall
praise for joyfulness of heart, and you shall cry for sorrow of
heart, and shall howl for grief of spirit.” erefore no hope is
in the damned.

I answer that, Just as it is a condition of happiness that
the will should find rest therein, so is it a condition of punish-
ment, that what is inflicted in punishment, should go against
the will. Now that which is not known can neither be restful
nor repugnant to the will: wherefore Augustine says (Gen. ad

lit. xi, 17) that the angels could not be perfectly happy in their
first state before their confirmation, or unhappy before their
fall, since they hadno foreknowledge ofwhatwould happen to
them. For perfect and true happiness requires that one should
be certain of being happy for ever, else the will would not rest.

In like manner, since the everlastingness of damnation is
a necessary condition of the punishment of the damned, it
would not be truly penal unless it went against the will; and
this would be impossible if they were ignorant of the everlast-
ingness of their damnation. Hence it belongs to the unhappy
state of the damned, that they should know that they cannot
by any means escape from damnation and obtain happiness.
Wherefore it is written ( Job 15:22): “He believeth not that he
may return fromdarkness to light.” It is, therefore, evident that
they cannot apprehend happiness as a possible good, as neither
can the blessed apprehend it as a future good. Consequently
there is no hope either in the blessed or in the damned.On the
other hand, hope can be in wayfarers, whether of this life or in
purgatory, because in either case they apprehend happiness as
a future possible thing.

Reply toObjection 1. As Gregory says (Moral. xxxiii, 20)
this is said of the devil as regards hismembers, whose hopewill
fail utterly: or, if it be understood of the devil himself, it may
refer to the hope whereby he expects to vanquish the saints, in
which sense we read just before ( Job 40:18): “He trusteth that
the Jordan may run into his mouth”: this is not, however, the
hope of which we are speaking.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Enchiridion
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viii), “faith is about things, bad or good, past, present, or fu-
ture, one’s own or another’s; whereas hope is only about good
things, future and concerning oneself.” Hence it is possible for
lifeless faith to be in the damned, but not hope, since the Di-
vine goods are not for them future possible things, but far re-

moved from them.
Reply to Objection 3. Lack of hope in the damned does

not change their demerit, as neither does the voiding of hope
in the blessed increase their merit: but both these things are
due to the change in their respective states.

IIa IIae q. 18 a. 4Whether there is certainty in the hope of a wayfarer?

Objection1. Itwould seem that there is no certainty in the
hope of a wayfarer. For hope resides in the will. But certainty
pertains not to the will but to the intellect. erefore there is
no certainty in hope.

Objection 2. Further, hope is based on grace and merits,
as stated above (q. 17, a. 1). Now it is impossible in this life to
know for certain that we are in a state of grace, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 112, a. 5).erefore there is no certainty in the hope
of a wayfarer.

Objection 3. Further, there can be no certainty about that
which may fail. Now many a hopeful wayfarer fails to obtain
happiness. erefore wayfarer’s hope has no certainty.

On the contrary, “Hope is the certain expectation of fu-
ture happiness,” as the Master states (Sent. iii, D, 26): and this
may be gathered from 2 Tim. 1:12, “I know Whom I have be-
lieved, and I am certain that He is able to keep that which I
have committed to Him.”

I answer that, Certainty is found in a thing in two ways,
essentially and by participation. It is found essentially in the
cognitive power; by participation in whatever is moved infal-

libly to its end by the cognitive power. In this way we say that
nature works with certainty, since it is moved by the Divine
intellect which moves everything with certainty to its end. In
this way too, the moral virtues are said to work with greater
certainty than art, in as much as, like a second nature, they are
moved to their acts by the reason: and thus too, hope tends
to its end with certainty, as though sharing in the certainty of
faith which is in the cognitive faculty.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. Hope does not trust chiefly in

grace already received, but on God’s omnipotence and mercy,
whereby even he that has not grace, can obtain it, so as to come
to eternal life. Now whoever has faith is certain of God’s om-
nipotence and mercy.

Reply to Objection 3. at some who have hope fail to
obtain happiness, is due to a fault of the free will in placing
the obstacle of sin, but not to any deficiency in God’s power
or mercy, in which hope places its trust. Hence this does not
prejudice the certainty of hope.

1192



S P   S P, Q 19
Of the Gi of Fear

(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider the gi of fear, about which there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God is to be feared?
(2) Of the division of fear into filial, initial, servile and worldly;
(3) Whether worldly fear is always evil?
(4) Whether servile fear is good?
(5) Whether it is substantially the same as filial fear?
(6) Whether servile fear departs when charity comes?
(7) Whether fear is the beginning of wisdom?
(8) Whether initial fear is substantially the same as filial fear?
(9) Whether fear is a gi of the Holy Ghost?

(10) Whether it grows when charity grows?
(11) Whether it remains in heaven?
(12) Which of the beatitudes and fruits correspond to it?

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 1Whether God can be feared?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatGodcannot be feared. For
the object of fear is a future evil, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 41,
Aa. 2,3). But God is free of all evil, since He is goodness itself.
erefore God cannot be feared.

Objection 2. Further, fear is opposed to hope. Now we
hope in God. erefore we cannot fear Him at the same time.

Objection 3. Further, as the Philosopher states (Rhet. ii,
5), “we fear those things whence evil comes to us.” But evil
comes to us, not from God, but from ourselves, according to
Osee 13:9: “Destruction is thy own, O Israel: thy help is…in
Me.” erefore God is not to be feared.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 10:7): “Who shall not
fear ee, O King of nations?” and (Malachi 1:6): “If I be a
master, where is My fear?”

I answer that, Just as hope has two objects, one of which
is the future good itself, that one expects to obtain, while the
other is someone’s help, through whom one expects to obtain
what one hopes for, so, too, fear may have two objects, one
of which is the very evil which a man shrinks from, while the
other is that from which the evil may come. Accordingly, in
the first way God, Who is goodness itself, cannot be an object
of fear; but He can be an object of fear in the second way, in
so far as there may come to us some evil either from Him or in
relation to Him.

From Him there comes the evil of punishment, but this is
evil not absolutely but relatively, and, absolutely speaking, is a

good. Because, since a thing is said to be good through being
ordered to an end, while evil implies lack of this order, that
which excludes the order to the last end is altogether evil, and
such is the evil of fault. On the other hand the evil of punish-
ment is indeed an evil, in so far as it is the privation of some
particular good, yet absolutely speaking, it is a good, in so far
as it is ordained to the last end.

In relation to God the evil of fault can come to us, if we be
separated fromHim: and in this way God can and ought to be
feared.

Reply toObjection 1.is objection considers the object
of fear as being the evil which a man shuns.

Reply to Objection 2. In God, we may consider both His
justice, in respect ofwhichHepunishes thosewho sin, andHis
mercy, in respect of which He sets us free: in us the consider-
ation of His justice gives rise to fear, but the consideration of
His mercy gives rise to hope, so that, accordingly, God is the
object of both hope and fear, but under different aspects.

Reply toObjection 3. e evil of fault is not from God as
its author but from us, in for far as we forsake God: while the
evil of punishment is from God as its author, in so far as it has
character of a good, since it is something just, through being
inflicted on us justly; although originally this is due to the de-
merit of sin: thus it is written (Wis. 1:13,16): “God made not
death…but the wicked with works and words have called it to
them.”
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IIa IIae q. 19 a. 2Whether fear is fittingly divided into filial, initial, servile and worldly fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear is unfittingly divided
into filial, initial, servile and worldly fear. For Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. ii, 15) that there are six kinds of fear, viz. “lazi-
ness, shamefacedness,” etc. of which we have treated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 41, a. 4), and which are not mentioned in the division
in question. erefore this division of fear seems unfitting.

Objection 2. Further, each of these fears is either good
or evil. But there is a fear, viz. natural fear, which is neither
morally good, since it is in the demons, according to James
2:19, “e devils…believe and tremble,” nor evil, since it is in
Christ, according to Mk. 14:33, Jesus “began to fear and be
heavy.” erefore the aforesaid division of fear is insufficient.

Objection 3. Further, the relation of son to father differs
from that of wife to husband, and this again from that of ser-
vant to master. Now filial fear, which is that of the son in com-
parison with his father, is distinct from servile fear, which is
that of the servant in comparison with his master. erefore
chaste fear, which seems to be that of the wife in compari-
sonwith her husband, ought to be distinguished from all these
other fears.

Objection 4. Further, even as servile fear fears punish-
ment, so do initial and worldly fear. erefore no distinction
should be made between them.

Objection5.Further, even as concupiscence is about some
good, so is fear about some evil. Now “concupiscence of the
eyes,” which is the desire for things of this world, is distinct
from “concupiscence of the flesh,” which is the desire for one’s
own pleasure. erefore “worldly fear,” whereby one fears to
lose external goods, is distinct from “human fear,” whereby one
fears harm to one’s own person.

On the contrary stands the authority of the Master (Sent.
iii, D, 34).

I answer that, We are speaking of fear now, in so far as it
makes us turn, so to speak, to God or away from Him. For,
since the object of fear is an evil, sometimes, on account of the
evils he fears, man withdraws from God, and this is called hu-
man fear; while sometimes, on account of the evils he fears, he
turns to God and adheres to Him. is latter evil is twofold,
viz. evil of punishment, and evil of fault.

Accordingly if a man turn to God and adhere to Him,
through fear of punishment, it will be servile fear; but if it be
on account of fear of committing a fault, it will be filial fear,
for it becomes a child to fear offending its father. If, however,

it be on account of both, it will be initial fear, which is between
both these fears. As to whether it is possible to fear the evil of
fault, the question has been treated above ( Ia IIae, q. 42, a. 3)
when we were considering the passion of fear.

Reply toObjection 1.Damascene divides fear as a passion
of the soul: whereas this division of fear is taken from its rela-
tion to God, as explained above.

Reply toObjection 2.Moral good consists chiefly in turn-
ing to God, while moral evil consists chiefly in turning away
from Him: wherefore all the fears mentioned above imply ei-
thermoral evil ormoral good.Nownatural fear is presupposed
tomoral good and evil, and so it is not numbered among these
kinds of fear.

Reply to Objection 3. e relation of servant to master is
based on the power which the master exercises over the ser-
vant; whereas, on the contrary, the relation of a son to his fa-
ther or of a wife to her husband is based on the son’s affection
towards his father towhomhe submits himself, or on thewife’s
affection towards her husband to whom she binds herself in
the union of love. Hence filial and chaste fear amount to the
same, because by the love of charity God becomes our Father,
according to Rom. 8:15, “You have received the spirit of adop-
tion of sons, whereby we cry: Abba [Father]”; and by this same
charity He is called our spouse, according to 2 Cor. 11:2, “I
have espoused you to one husband, that I may present you as a
chaste virgin toChrist”: whereas servile fear has no connection
with these, since it does not include charity in its definition.

Reply to Objection 4. ese three fears regard punish-
ment but in different ways. For worldly or human fear regards
a punishment which turns man away from God, and which
God’s enemies sometimes inflict or threaten: whereas servile
and initial fear regard a punishment whereby men are drawn
to God, and which is inflicted or threatened by God. Servile
fear regards this punishment chiefly, while initial fear regards
it secondarily.

Reply to Objection 5. It amounts to the same whether
man turns away from God through fear of losing his worldly
goods, or through fear of forfeiting the well-being of his body,
since external goods belong to the body. Hence both these
fears are reckoned as one here, although they fear different
evils, even as they correspond to the desire of different goods.
is diversity causes a specific diversity of sins, all of which
alike however lead man away from God.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 3Whether worldly fear is always evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that worldly fear is not always
evil. Because regard for men seems to be a kind of human fear.
Now some are blamed for having no regard for man, for in-
stance, the unjust judge of whom we read (Lk. 18:2) that he
“feared not God, nor regarded man.” erefore it seems that

worldly fear is not always evil.
Objection 2. Further, worldly fear seems to have reference

to the punishments inflicted by the secular power. Now such
like punishments incite us to good actions, according to Rom.
13:3, “Wilt thou not be afraid of the power? Do that which
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is good, and thou shalt have praise from the same.” erefore
worldly fear is not always evil.

Objection 3. Further, it seems that what is in us natu-
rally, is not evil, since our natural gis are from God. Now it
is natural to man to fear detriment to his body, and loss of his
worldly goods,whereby thepresent life is supported.erefore
it seems that worldly fear is not always evil.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 10:28): “Fear ye
not them that kill the body,” thus forbidding worldly fear.
Now nothing but what is evil is forbidden by God. erefore
worldly fear is evil.

I answer that, As shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae,
q. 18, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2) moral acts and habits take their
name and species from their objects. Now the proper object
of the appetite’s movement is the final good: so that, in con-
sequence, every appetitive movement is both specified and
named from its proper end. For if anyone were to describe
covetousness as love of work because men work on account
of covetousness, this description would be incorrect, since the
covetous man seeks work not as end but as a means: the end
that he seeks is wealth, wherefore covetousness is rightly de-
scribed as the desire or the love of wealth, and this is evil. Ac-
cordingly worldly love is, properly speaking, the love whereby
a man trusts in the world as his end, so that worldly love is al-
ways evil. Now fear is born of love, since man fears the loss of

what he loves, as Augustine states (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 33). Now
worldly fear is that which arises from worldly love as from an
evil root, for which reason worldly fear is always evil.

Reply to Objection 1. One may have regard for men in
two ways. First in so far as there is in them something divine,
for instance, the good of grace or of virtue, or at least of the
natural image of God: and in this way those are blamed who
haveno regard forman. Secondly, onemayhave regard formen
as being in opposition to God, and thus it is praiseworthy to
have no regard formen, according as we read of Elias or Eliseus
(Ecclus. 48:13): “In his days he feared not the prince.”

Reply to Objection 2. When the secular power inflicts
punishment in order to withdraw men from sin, it is acting as
God’s minister, according to Rom. 13:4, “For he is God’s min-
ister, an avenger to execute wrath upon him that doth evil.” To
fear the secular power in this way is part, not of worldly fear,
but of servile or initial fear.

Reply toObjection 3. It is natural for man to shrink from
detriment to his own body and loss of worldly goods, but to
forsake justice on that account is contrary to natural reason.
Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 1) that there are certain
things, viz. sinful deeds, which no fear should drive us to do,
since to do such things is worse than to suffer any punishment
whatever.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 4Whether servile fear is good?

Objection 1. It would seem that servile fear is not good.
For if the use of a thing is evil, the thing itself is evil. Now the
use of servile fear is evil, for according to a gloss on Rom. 8:15,
“if amando anything through fear, although the deed be good,
it is not well done.” erefore servile fear is not good.

Objection 2. Further, no good grows from a sinful root.
Now servile fear grows from a sinful root, because when com-
menting on Job 3:11, “Why did I not die in the womb?” Gre-
gory says (Moral. iv, 25): “When amandreads the punishment
which confronts him for his sin and no longer loves the friend-
ship of God which he has lost, his fear is born of pride, not of
humility.” erefore servile fear is evil.

Objection 3. Further, just as mercenary love is opposed
to the love of charity, so is servile fear, apparently, opposed to
chaste fear. But mercenary love is always evil. erefore servile
fear is also.

On the contrary, Nothing evil is from the Holy Ghost.
But servile fear is from the Holy Ghost, since a gloss on Rom.
8:15, “You have not received the spirit of bondage,” etc. says:
“It is the one same spirit that bestows two fears, viz. servile and
chaste fear.” erefore servile fear is not evil.

I answer that, It is owing to its servility that servile fear
may be evil. For servitude is opposed to freedom. Since, then,
“what is free is cause of itself ” (Metaph. i, 2), a slave is one who
does not act as cause of his own action, but as though moved

from without. Now whoever does a thing through love, does
it of himself so to speak, because it is by his own inclination
that he is moved to act: so that it is contrary to the very notion
of servility that one should act from love.Consequently servile
fear as such is contrary to charity: so that if servilitywere essen-
tial to fear, servile fear would be evil simply, even as adultery
is evil simply, because that which makes it contrary to charity
belongs to its very species.

is servility, however, does not belong to the species of
servile fear, even as neither does lifelessness to the species of
lifeless faith. For the species of a moral habit or act is taken
from the object. Now the object of servile fear is punishment,
and it is by accident that, either the good to which the punish-
ment is contrary, is loved as the last end, and that consequently
the punishment is feared as the greatest evil, which is the case
with onewho is devoid of charity, or that the punishment is di-
rected toGod as its end, and that, consequently, it is not feared
as the greatest evil, which is the case with one who has charity.
For the species of a habit is not destroyed through its object or
end being directed to a further end. Consequently servile fear
is substantially good, but is servility is evil.

Reply to Objection 1. is saying of Augustine is to be
applied to a man who does something through servile fear as
such, so that he loves not justice, and fears nothingbut thepun-
ishment.
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Reply toObjection 2. Servile fear as to its substance is not
born of pride, but its servility is, inasmuch asman is unwilling,
by love, to subject his affections to the yoke of justice.

Reply to Objection 3. Mercenary love is that whereby

God is loved for the sake of worldly goods, and this is, of it-
self, contrary to charity, so that mercenary love is always evil.
But servile fear, as to its substance, implies merely fear of pun-
ishment, whether or not this be feared as the principal evil.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 5Whether servile fear is substantially the same as filial fear?

Objection1. Itwould seem that servile fear is substantially
the same as filial fear. For filial fear is to servile fear the same
apparently as living faith is to lifeless faith, since the one is ac-
companied by mortal sin and the other not. Now living faith
and lifeless faith are substantially the same. erefore servile
and filial fear are substantially the same.

Objection 2. Further, habits are diversified by their ob-
jects. Now the same thing is the object of servile and of filial
fear, since they both fear God. erefore servile and filial fear
are substantially the same.

Objection 3. Further, just as man hopes to enjoy God and
to obtain favors from Him, so does he fear to be separated
from God and to be punished by Him. Now it is the same
hope whereby we hope to enjoy God, and to receive other fa-
vors from Him, as stated above (q. 17, a. 2, ad 2). erefore
filial fear, whereby we fear separation from God, is the same as
servile fear whereby we fear His punishments.

On the contrary, Augustine (In prim. canon. Joan. Tract.
ix) says that there are two fears, one servile, another filial or
chaste fear.

I answer that, e proper object of fear is evil. And since
acts and habits are diversified by their objects, as shown above
( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2 ), it follows of necessity that different kinds
of fear correspond to different kinds of evil.

Now the evil of punishment, from which servile fear

shrinks, differs specifically from evil of fault, which filial fear
shuns, as shown above (a. 2). Hence it is evident that servile
and filial fear are not the same substantially but differ specifi-
cally.

Reply to Objection 1. Living and lifeless faith differ, not
as regards the object, since each of them believes God and be-
lieves in a God, but in respect of something extrinsic, viz. the
presence or absence of charity, and so they do not differ sub-
stantially. On the other hand, servile and filial fear differ as to
their objects: and hence the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 2. Servile fear and filial fear do not re-
gard God in the same light. For servile fear looks upon God
as the cause of the infliction of punishment, whereas filial fear
looks upon Him, not as the active cause of guilt, but rather as
the term wherefrom it shrinks to be separated by guilt. Con-
sequently the identity of object, viz. God, does not prove a
specific identity of fear, since also natural movements differ
specifically according to their different relationships to some
one term, for movement from whiteness is not specifically the
same as movement towards whiteness.

Reply to Objection 3. Hope looks upon God as the prin-
ciple not only of the enjoyment of God, but also of any other
favor whatever. is cannot be said of fear; and so there is no
comparison.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 6Whether servile fear remains with charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that servile fear does not re-
main with charity. For Augustine says (In prim. canon. Joan.
Tract. ix) that “when charity takes up its abode, it drives away
fear which had prepared a place for it.”

Objection 2. Further, “e charity of God is poured forth
in our hearts, by the Holy Ghost, Who is given to us” (Rom.
5:5). Now “where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty”
(2 Cor. 3:17). Since then freedom excludes servitude, it seems
that servile fear is driven away when charity comes.

Objection 3. Further, servile fear is caused by self-love, in
so far as punishment diminishes one’s own good. Now love of
God drives away self-love, for it makes us despise ourselves:
thus Augustine testifies (De Civ. Dei xiv, 28) that “the love
of God unto the contempt of self builds up the city of God.”
erefore it seems that servile fear is driven out when charity
comes.

On the contrary, Servile fear is a gi of theHolyGhost, as
stated above (a. 4).Now the gis of theHolyGhost are not for-

feited through the advent of charity, whereby the Holy Ghost
dwells in us.erefore servile fear is not driven out when char-
ity comes.

I answer that, Servile fear proceeds from self-love, because
it is fear of punishment which is detrimental to one’s own
good. Hence the fear of punishment is consistent with char-
ity, in the sameway as self-love is: because it comes to the same
that a man love his own good and that he fear to be deprived
of it.

Now self-love may stand in a threefold relationship to
charity. In one way it is contrary to charity, when a man places
his end in the love of his own good. In another way it is in-
cluded in charity, when aman loves himself for the sake ofGod
and in God. In a third way, it is indeed distinct from charity,
but is not contrary thereto, as when a man loves himself from
the point of view of his own good, yet not so as to place his end
in this his own good: even as onemay have another special love
for one’s neighbor, besides the love of charitywhich is founded
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on God, when we love him by reason of usefulness, consan-
guinity, or some other human consideration, which, however,
is referable to charity.

Accordingly fear of punishment is, in one way, included in
charity, because separation from God is a punishment, which
charity shuns exceedingly; so that this belongs to chaste fear. In
another way, it is contrary to charity, when aman shrinks from
the punishment that is opposed to his natural good, as being
the principal evil in opposition to the good which he loves as
an end; and in this way fear of punishment is not consistent
with charity. In another way fear of punishment is indeed sub-
stantially distinct from chaste fear, when, to wit, a man fears a

penal evil, not because it separates him fromGod, but because
it is hurtful to his own good, and yet he does not place his end
in this good, so that neither does he dread this evil as being
the principal evil. Such fear of punishment is consistent with
charity; but it is not called servile, except when punishment is
dreaded as a principal evil, as explained above (Aa. 2,4).Hence
fear considered as servile, does not remainwith charity, but the
substance of servile fear can remain with charity, even as self-
love can remain with charity.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of fear con-
sidered as servile: and such is the sense of the two other objec-
tions.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 7Whether fear is the beginning of wisdom?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear is not the beginning
of wisdom. For the beginning of a thing is a part thereof. But
fear is not a part of wisdom, since fear is seated in the appeti-
tive faculty, while wisdom is in the intellect.erefore it seems
that fear is not the beginning of wisdom.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is the beginning of itself.
“Now fear of theLord, that iswisdom,” according to Job 28:28.
erefore it seems that fear ofGod is not the beginning of wis-
dom.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is prior to the beginning.
But something is prior to fear, since faith precedes fear. ere-
fore it seems that fear is not the beginning of wisdom.

On the contrary, It is written in the Ps. 110:10: “e fear
of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom.”

I answer that,A thing may be called the beginning of wis-
dom in twoways: in oneway because it is the beginning of wis-
dom itself as to its essence; in another way, as to its effect.us
the beginning of an art as to its essence consists in the princi-
ples from which that art proceeds, while the beginning of an
art as to its effect is that wherefrom it begins to operate: for
instance wemight say that the beginning of the art of building
is the foundation because that is where the builder begins his
work.

Now, since wisdom is the knowledge of Divine things, as
we shall state further on (q. 45, a. 1), it is considered by us
in one way, and in another way by philosophers. For, seeing
that our life is ordained to the enjoyment of God, and is di-
rected thereto according to a participation of the Divine Na-
ture, conferred on us through grace, wisdom, as we look at it,
is considered not only as being cognizant of God, as it is with
the philosophers, but also as directing human conduct; since

this is directed not only by the human law, but also by the Di-
vine law, as Augustine shows (De Trin. xii, 14). Accordingly
the beginning of wisdom as to its essence consists in the first
principles of wisdom, i.e. the articles of faith, and in this sense
faith is said to be the beginning of wisdom. But as regards the
effect, the beginning of wisdom is the point where wisdom be-
gins to work, and in this way fear is the beginning of wisdom,
yet servile fear in one way, and filial fear, in another. For servile
fear is like a principle disposing a man to wisdom from with-
out, in so far as he refrains from sin through fear of punish-
ment, and is thus fashioned for the effect of wisdom, accord-
ing to Ecclus. 1:27, “e fear of the Lord driveth out sin.” On
the other hand, chaste or filial fear is the beginning of wisdom,
as being the first effect of wisdom. For since the regulation of
human conduct by theDivine law belongs to wisdom, in order
tomake a beginning,manmust first of all fearGod and submit
himself to Him: for the result will be that in all things he will
be ruled by God.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument proves that fear is
not the beginning of wisdom as to the essence of wisdom.

Reply to Objection 2. e fear of God is compared to a
man’s whole life that is ruled by God’s wisdom, as the root to
the tree: hence it is written (Ecclus. 1:25): “e root of wis-
dom is to fear the Lord, for [Vulg.: ‘and’] the branches thereof
are longlived.” Consequently, as the root is said to be virtually
the tree, so the fear of God is said to be wisdom.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, faith is the begin-
ning of wisdom in one way, and fear, in another. Hence it is
written (Ecclus. 25:16): “e fear of God is the beginning of
love: and the beginning of faith is to be fast joined to it.”

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 8Whether initial fear differs substantially from filial fear?

Objection1. Itwould seem that initial fear differs substan-
tially fromfilial fear. For filial fear is caused by love.Now initial
fear is the beginning of love, according to Ecclus. 25:16, “e
fear of God is the beginning of love.” erefore initial fear is

distinct from filial fear.
Objection 2. Further, initial fear dreads punishment,

which is the object of servile fear, so that initial and servile fear
would seem to be the same. But servile fear is distinct from fil-
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ial fear. erefore initial fear also is substantially distinct from
initial fear.

Objection3.Further, ameandiffers in the same ratio from
both the extremes.Now initial fear is themean between servile
and filial fear. erefore it differs from both filial and servile
fear.

On the contrary, Perfect and imperfect do not diversify
the substance of a thing. Now initial and filial fear differ in re-
spect of perfection and imperfection of charity, as Augustine
states (In prim. canon. Joan. Tract. ix). erefore initial fear
does not differ substantially from filial fear.

I answer that, Initial fear is so called because it is a begin-
ning [initium]. Since, however, both servile and filial fear are,
in some way, the beginning of wisdom, each may be called in
some way, initial.

It is not in this sense, however, that we are to understand
initial fear in so far as it is distinct from servile and filial fear,
but in the sense according to which it belongs to the state of
beginners, in whom there is a beginning of filial fear resulting
from a beginning of charity, although they do not possess the
perfection of filial fear, because they have not yet attained to
the perfection of charity. Consequently initial fear stands in
the same relation to filial fear as imperfect to perfect charity.

Now perfect and imperfect charity differ, not as to essence but
as to state. erefore we must conclude that initial fear, as we
understand it here, does not differ essentially from filial fear.

Reply to Objection 1. e fear which is a beginning of
love is servile fear, which is the herald of charity, just as the
bristle introduces the thread, as Augustine states (Tract. ix in
Ep. i Joan.). Or else, if it be referred to initial fear, this is said
to be the beginning of love, not absolutely, but relatively to the
state of perfect charity.

Reply to Objection 2. Initial fear does not dread punish-
ment as its proper object, but as having something of servile
fear connected with it: for this servile fear, as to its substance,
remains indeed, with charity, its servility being cast aside;
whereas its act remains with imperfect charity in theman who
ismoved to perform good actions not only through love of jus-
tice, but also through fear of punishment, though this same act
ceases in the man who has perfect charity, which “casteth out
fear,” according to 1 Jn. 4:18.

Reply toObjection3. Initial fear is ameanbetween servile
andfilial fear, not as between two things of the same genus, but
as the imperfect is a mean between a perfect being and a non-
being, as stated in Metaph. ii, for it is the same substantially as
the perfect being, while it differs altogether from non-being.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 9Whether fear is a gi of the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear is not a gi of the
Holy Ghost. For no gi of the Holy Ghost is opposed to a
virtue, which is also from theHolyGhost; else theHolyGhost
would be in opposition to Himself. Now fear is opposed to
hope, which is a virtue. erefore fear is not a gi of the Holy
Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, it is proper to a theological virtue to
haveGod for its object. But fear hasGod for its object, in so far
as God is feared. erefore fear is not a gi, but a theological
virtue.

Objection 3. Further, fear arises from love. But love is
reckoned a theological virtue. erefore fear also is a theolog-
ical virtue, being connected with the same matter, as it were.

Objection 4. Further, Gregory says (Moral. ii, 49) that
“fear is bestowed as a remedy against pride.” But the virtue of
humility is opposed to pride. erefore again, fear is a kind of
virtue.

Objection 5. Further, the gis are more perfect than the
virtues, since they are bestowed in support of the virtues as
Gregory says (Moral. ii, 49). Now hope is more perfect than
fear, since hope regards good, while fear regards evil. Since,
then, hope is a virtue, it should not be said that fear is a gi.

On the contrary,e fear of the Lord is numbered among
the seven gis of the Holy Ghost (Is. 11:3).

I answer that,Fear is of several kinds, as stated above (a. 2).
Now it is not “human fear,” according to Augustine (De Gra-
tia et Lib. Arb. xviii), “that is a gi of God”—for it was by this

fear that Peter denied Christ—but that fear of which it was
said (Mat. 10:28): “Fear Him that can destroy both soul and
body into hell.”

Again servile fear is not to be reckoned among the seven
gis of the Holy Ghost, though it is from Him, because ac-
cording to Augustine (De Nat. et Grat. lvii) it is compatible
with the will to sin: whereas the gis of the Holy Ghost are
incompatible with the will to sin, as they are inseparable from
charity, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 5).

It follows, therefore, that the fear of God, which is num-
bered among the seven gis of theHolyGhost, is filial or chaste
fear. For itwas stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68,Aa. 1,3) that the gis
of theHoly Ghost are certain habitual perfections of the soul’s
powers, whereby these are rendered amenable to the motion
of the Holy Ghost, just as, by the moral virtues, the appetitive
powers are rendered amenable to the motion of reason. Now
for a thing to be amenable to the motion of a certain mover,
the first condition required is that it be a non-resistant subject
of that mover, because resistance of the movable subject to the
mover hinders the movement. is is what filial or chaste fear
does, since thereby we revere God and avoid separating our-
selves from Him. Hence, according to Augustine (De Serm.
Dom. in Monte i, 4) filial fear holds the first place, as it were,
among the gis of theHolyGhost, in the ascending order, and
the last place, in the descending order.

Reply to Objection 1. Filial fear is not opposed to the
virtue of hope: since thereby we fear, not that we may fail of
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what we hope to obtain by God’s help, but lest we withdraw
ourselves from this help. Wherefore filial fear and hope cling
together, and perfect one another.

Reply to Objection 2. e proper and principal object of
fear is the evil shunned, and in this way, as stated above (a. 1),
God cannot be an object of fear. Yet He is, in this way, the
object of hope and the other theological virtues, since, by the
virtue of hope, we trust in God’s help, not only to obtain any
other goods, but, chiefly, to obtain God Himself, as the prin-
cipal good.e same evidently applies to the other theological
virtues.

Reply toObjection 3. From the fact that love is the origin
of fear, it does not follow that the fear of God is not a distinct
habit from charity which is the love of God, since love is the
origin of all the emotions, and yet we are perfected by differ-
ent habits in respect of different emotions. Yet love ismore of a
virtue than fear is, because love regards good, towhich virtue is

principally directed by reason of its own nature, as was shown
above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, Aa. 3,4); for which reason hope is also
reckoned as a virtue; whereas fear principally regards evil, the
avoidance of which it denotes, wherefore it is something less
than a theological virtue.

Reply to Objection 4. According to Ecclus. 10:14, “the
beginning of the pride of man is to fall off from God,” that is
to refuse submission to God, and this is opposed to filial fear,
which reveres God. us fear cuts off the source of pride for
which reason it is bestowed as a remedy against pride. Yet it
does not follow that it is the same as the virtue of humility,
but that it is its origin. For the gis of the Holy Ghost are the
origin of the intellectual andmoral virtues, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 68, a. 4), while the theological virtues are the origin of
the gis, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 69, a. 4, ad 3).

is suffices for the Reply to the Fih Objection.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 10Whether fear decreases when charity increases?

Objection 1. It seems that fear decreases when charity in-
creases. For Augustine says (In prim. canon. Joan. Tract. ix):
“e more charity increases, the more fear decreases.”

Objection 2. Further, fear decreases when hope increases.
But charity increases when hope increases, as stated above
(q. 17, a. 8). erefore fear decreases when charity increases.

Objection 3. Further, love implies union, whereas fear im-
plies separation. Now separation decreases when union in-
creases. erefore fear decreases when the love of charity in-
creases.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 36) that
“the fear of God not only begins but also perfects wisdom,
whereby we love God above all things, and our neighbor as
ourselves.”

I answer that, Fear is twofold, as stated above (Aa. 2,4);
one is filial fear, whereby a son fears to offend his father or to
be separated from him; the other is servile fear, whereby one
fears punishment.

Now filial fear must needs increase when charity increases,
even as an effect increases with the increase of its cause. For the
more one loves aman, themore one fears to offend him and to
be separated from him.

On the other hand servile fear, as regards its servility, is en-

tirely cast outwhen charity comes, although the fear of punish-
ment remains as to its substance, as stated above (a. 6).is fear
decreases as charity increases, chiefly as regards its act, since the
more a man loves God, the less he fears punishment; first, be-
cause he thinks less of his own good, to which punishment is
opposed; secondly, because, the faster he clings, the more con-
fident he is of the reward, and, consequently the less fearful of
punishment.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine speaks there of the fear
of punishment.

Reply to Objection 2. It is fear of punishment that de-
creases when hope increases; but with the increase of the latter
filial fear increases, because the more certainly a man expects
to obtain a good by another’s help, the more he fears to offend
him or to be separated from him.

Reply to Objection 3. Filial fear does not imply separa-
tion from God, but submission to Him, and shuns separation
from that submission. Yet, in a way, it implies separation, in
the point of not presuming to equal oneself to Him, and of
submitting to Him, which separation is to be observed even
in charity, in so far as a man loves God more than himself and
more than aught else. Hence the increase of the love of charity
implies not a decrease but an increase in the reverence of fear.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 11Whether fear remains in heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that fear does not remain in
heaven. For it is written (Prov. 1:33): “He…shall enjoy abun-
dance, without fear of evils,” which is to be understood as refer-
ring to those who already enjoy wisdom in everlasting happi-
ness. Now every fear is about some evil, since evil is the object
of fear, as stated above (Aa. 2,5; Ia IIae, q. 42, a. 1). erefore
there will be no fear in heaven.

Objection 2. Further, in heavenmenwill be conformed to
God, according to 1 Jn. 3:2, “When He shall appear, we shall
be like to Him.” But God fears nothing. erefore, in heaven,
men will have no fear.

Objection 3. Further, hope is more perfect than fear, since
hope regards good, and fear, evil. Now hope will not be in
heaven. erefore neither will there be fear in heaven.
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On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 18:10): “e fear of the
Lord is holy, enduring for ever and ever.”

I answer that, Servile fear, or fear of punishment, will by
nomeans be inheaven, since such a fear is excludedby the secu-
rity which is essential to everlasting happiness, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 5, a. 4).

But regard to filial fear, as it increases with the increase of
charity, so is it perfected when charity is made perfect; hence,
in heaven, it will not have quite the same act as it has now.

Inorder tomake this clear,wemust observe that the proper
object of fear is a possible evil, just as the proper object of hope
is a possible good: and since themovement of fear is like one of
avoidance, fear implies avoidance of a possible arduous evil, for
little evils inspire no fear. Now as a thing’s good consists in its
staying in its ownorder, so a thing’s evil consists in forsaking its
order. Again, the order of a rational creature is that it should be
underGod and above other creatures.Hence, just as it is an evil
for a rational creature to submit, by love, to a lower creature,
so too is it an evil for it, if it submit not to God, by presump-
tuously revolt against Him or contemn Him. Now this evil is
possible to a rational creature considered as to its nature on ac-
count of the natural flexibility of the free-will; whereas in the
blessed, it becomes impossible, by reason of the perfection of
glory.erefore the avoidance of this evil that consists in non-
subjection to God, and is possible to nature, but impossible
in the state of bliss, will be in heaven; while in this life there
is avoidance of this evil as of something altogether possible.
Hence Gregory, expounding the words of Job (26:11), “e
pillars of heaven tremble, and dread at His beck,” says (Moral.
xvii, 29): “eheavenlypowers that gaze onHimwithout ceas-
ing, tremble while contemplating: but their awe, lest it should
be of a penal nature, is one not of fear but of wonder,” because,
to wit, they wonder at God’s supereminence and incompre-

hensibility. Augustine also (De Civ. Dei xiv, 9) in this sense,
admits fear in heaven, although he leaves the question doubt-
ful. “If,” he says, “this chaste fear that endureth for ever and ever
is to be in the future life, it will not be a fear that is afraid of an
evil which might possibly occur, but a fear that holds fast to a
good which we cannot lose. For when we love the good which
we have acquired, with an unchangeable love, without doubt,
if it is allowable to say so, our fear is sure of avoiding evil. Be-
cause chaste fear denotes a will that cannot consent to sin, and
whereby we avoid sin without trembling lest, in our weakness,
we fall, and possess ourselves in the tranquillity born of char-
ity. Else, if no kind of fear is possible there, perhaps fear is said
to endure for ever and ever, because that which fear will lead
us to, will be everlasting.”

Reply to Objection 1. e passage quoted excludes from
the blessed, the fear that denotes solicitude, and anxiety about
evil, but not the fear which is accompanied by security.

Reply to Objection 2. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ix)
“the same things are both like and unlikeGod.ey are like by
reason of a variable imitation of the Inimitable”—that is, be-
cause, so far as they can, they imitate God Who cannot be im-
itated perfectly—“they are unlike because they are the effects
of a Cause of Whom they fall short infinitely and immeasur-
ably.” Hence, if there be no fear in God (since there is none
above Him to whom He may be subject) it does not follow
that there is none in the blessed, whose happiness consists in
perfect subjection to God.

Reply to Objection 3. Hope implies a certain defect,
namely the futurity of happiness, which ceaseswhenhappiness
is present: whereas fear implies a natural defect in a creature,
in so far as it is infinitely distant fromGod, and this defect will
remain even in heaven. Hence fear will not be cast out alto-
gether.

IIa IIae q. 19 a. 12Whether poverty of spirit is the beatitude corresponding to the gi of fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that poverty of spirit is not the
beatitude corresponding to the gi of fear. For fear is the be-
ginning of the spiritual life, as explained above (a. 7): whereas
poverty belongs to the perfection of the spiritual life, accord-
ing to Mat. 19:21, “If thou wilt be perfect, go sell what thou
hast, and give to the poor.”erefore poverty of spirit does not
correspond to the gi of fear.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ps. 118:120): “Pierce
oumy flesh withy fear,” whence it seems to follow that it
belongs to fear to restrain the flesh. But the curbing of the flesh
seems to belong rather to the beatitude of mourning. ere-
fore the beatitude of mourning corresponds to the gi of fear,
rather than the beatitude of poverty.

Objection 3. Further, the gi of fear corresponds to the
virtue of hope, as stated above (a. 9, ad 1). Now the last beat-
itude which is, “Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be
called the children of God,” seems above all to correspond to

hope, because according to Rom. 5:2, “we…glory in the hope
of the glory of the sons of God.” erefore that beatitude cor-
responds to the gi of fear, rather than poverty of spirit.

Objection 4. Further, it was stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 70,
a. 2) that the fruits correspond to the beatitudes. Now none
of the fruits correspond to the gi of fear. Neither, therefore,
does any of the beatitudes.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 4): “e fear of the Lord is befitting the humble of
whom it is said: Blessed are the poor in spirit.”

I answer that, Poverty of spirit properly corresponds to
fear. Because, since it belongs to filial fear to show reverence
and submission toGod, whatever results from this submission
belongs to the gi of fear. Now from the very fact that a man
submits to God, it follows that he ceases to seek greatness ei-
ther in himself or in another but seeks it only in God. For that
would be inconsistent with perfect subjection to God, where-
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fore it is written (Ps. 19:8): “Some trust in chariots and some
in horses; but we will call upon the name of…our God.” It fol-
lows that if aman fearGodperfectly, he does not, by pride, seek
greatness either in himself or in external goods, viz. honors and
riches. In either case, this proceeds from poverty of spirit, in
so far as the latter denotes either the voiding of a puffed up
and proud spirit, according to Augustine’s interpretation (De
Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 4), or the renunciation of worldly
goods which is done in spirit, i.e. by one’s own will, through
the instigation of the Holy Spirit, according to the expound-
ing of Ambrose on Lk. 6:20 and Jerome on Mat. 5:3.

Reply to Objection 1. Since a beatitude is an act of per-
fect virtue, all the beatitudes belong to the perfection of spir-
itual life. And this perfection seems to require that whoever
would strive to obtain a perfect share of spiritual goods, needs
to begin by despising earthly goods, wherefore fear holds the
first place among the gis. Perfection, however, does not con-
sist in the renunciation itself of temporal goods; since this is
the way to perfection: whereas filial fear, to which the beati-
tude of poverty corresponds, is consistent with the perfection
of wisdom, as stated above (Aa. 7,10).

Reply to Objection 2. e undue exaltation of man ei-

ther in himself or in another is more directly opposed to that
submission to God which is the result of filial fear, than is ex-
ternal pleasure. Yet this is, in consequence, opposed to fear,
since whoever fears God and is subject to Him, takes no de-
light in things other than God. Nevertheless, pleasure is not
concerned, as exaltation is, with the arduous character of a
thing which fear regards: and so the beatitude of poverty cor-
responds to fear directly, and the beatitude of mourning, con-
sequently.

Reply to Objection 3. Hope denotes a movement by way
of a relation of tendency to a term, whereas fear implies move-
ment by way of a relation of withdrawal from a term: where-
fore the last beatitude which is the term of spiritual perfec-
tion, fittingly corresponds to hope, by way of ultimate object;
while the first beatitude, which implies withdrawal from ex-
ternal things which hinder submission to God, fittingly corre-
sponds to fear.

Reply to Objection 4. As regards the fruits, it seems that
those things correspond to the gi of fear, which pertain to the
moderate use of temporal things or to abstinence therefrom;
such are modesty, continency and chastity.
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Of Despair

(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the contrary vices; (1) despair; (2) presumption.Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether despair is a sin?
(2) Whether it can be without unbelief ?
(3) Whether it is the greatest of sins?
(4) Whether it arises from sloth?

IIa IIae q. 20 a. 1Whether despair is a sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that despair is not a sin. For ev-
ery sin includes conversion to a mutable good, together with
aversion from the immutable good, as Augustine states (De
Lib. Arb. ii, 19). But despair includes no conversion to a mu-
table good. erefore it is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, that which grows from a good root,
seems to be no sin, because “a good tree cannot bring forth evil
fruit” (Mat. 7:18). Now despair seems to grow from a good
root, viz. fear of God, or from horror at the greatness of one’s
own sins. erefore despair is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, if despair were a sin, it would be a
sin also for the damned to despair. But this is not imputed to
them as their fault but as part of their damnation. erefore
neither is it imputed to wayfarers as their fault, so that it is not
a sin.

On the contrary, at which leads men to sin, seems not
only to be a sin itself, but a source of sins. Now such is despair,
for theApostle says of certainmen (Eph. 4:19): “Who, despair-
ing, have given themselves up to lasciviousness, unto the work-
ing of all uncleanness and [Vulg.: ‘unto’] covetousness.”ere-
fore despair is not only a sin but also the origin of other sins.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 2)
affirmation and negation in the intellect correspond to search
and avoidance in the appetite; while truth and falsehood in the
intellect correspond to good and evil in the appetite. Conse-
quently every appetitive movement which is conformed to a
true intellect, is good in itself, while every appetitive move-
ment which is conformed to a false intellect is evil in itself
and sinful. Now the true opinion of the intellect about God
is that from Him comes salvation to mankind, and pardon to
sinners, according to Ezech. 18:23, “I desire not the death of
the sinner, but that he should be converted, and live”*: while
it is a false opinion that He refuses pardon to the repentant
sinner, or that He does not turn sinners to Himself by sancti-
fying grace. erefore, just as the movement of hope, which is
in conformity with the true opinion, is praiseworthy and vir-
tuous, so the contrary movement of despair, which is in con-

formitywith the false opinion aboutGod, is vicious and sinful.
Reply toObjection 1. In everymortal sin there is, in some

way, aversion from the immutable good, and conversion to
a mutable good, but not always in the same way. Because,
since the theological virtues haveGod for their object, the sins
which are contrary to them, such as hatred ofGod, despair and
unbelief, consist principally in aversion from the immutable
good; but, consequently, they imply conversion to a mutable
good, in so far as the soul that is a deserter fromGod,must nec-
essarily turn to other things. Other sins, however, consist prin-
cipally in conversion to a mutable good, and, consequently, in
aversion from the immutable good: because the fornicator in-
tends, not to depart from God, but to enjoy carnal pleasure,
the result of which is that he departs from God.

Reply to Objection 2. A thing may grow from a virtuous
root in two ways: first, directly and on the part of the virtue
itself; even as an act proceeds from a habit: and in this way no
sin can grow from a virtuous root, for in this sense Augustine
declared (De Lib. Arb. ii, 18,19) that “no man makes evil use
of virtue.” Secondly, a thing proceeds from a virtue indirectly,
or is occasioned by a virtue, and in this way nothing hinders a
sin proceeding from a virtue: thus sometimesmen pride them-
selves of their virtues, according toAugustine (Ep. ccxi): “Pride
lies in wait for good works that they may die.” In this way fear
ofGod or horror of one’s own sinsmay lead to despair, in so far
as man makes evil use of those good things, by allowing them
to be an occasion of despair.

Reply to Objection 3. e damned are outside the pale
of hope on account of the impossibility of returning to happi-
ness: hence it is not imputed to them that they hope not, but
it is a part of their damnation. Even so, it would be no sin for a
wayfarer to despair of obtaining that which he had no natural
capacity for obtaining, or which was not due to be obtained
by him; for instance, if a physician were to despair of healing
some sick man, or if anyone were to despair of ever becoming
rich.

* Vulg.: ‘Is it My will that a sinner should die…and not that he should be converted and live?’ Cf. Ezech. 33:11.
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IIa IIae q. 20 a. 2Whether there can be despair without unbelief ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be no despair
without unbelief. For the certainty of hope is derived from
faith; and so long as the cause remains the effect is not done
away. erefore a man cannot lose the certainty of hope, by
despairing, unless his faith be removed.

Objection 2. Further, to prefer one’s own guilt to God’s
mercy and goodness, is to deny the infinity of God’s goodness
and mercy, and so savors of unbelief. But whoever despairs,
prefers his own guilt to the Divine mercy and goodness, ac-
cording to Gn. 4:13: “My iniquity is greater than that I may
deserve pardon.” erefore whoever despairs, is an unbeliever.

Objection 3. Further, whoever falls into a condemned
heresy, is an unbeliever. But he that despairs seems to fall into
a condemned heresy, viz. that of the Novatians, who say that
there is no pardon for sins aer Baptism. erefore it seems
that whoever despairs, is an unbeliever.

On the contrary, If we remove that which follows, that
which precedes remains. But hope follows faith, as stated
above (q. 17, a. 7). erefore when hope is removed, faith can
remain; so that, not everyone who despairs, is an unbeliever.

I answer that, Unbelief pertains to the intellect, but de-
spair, to the appetite: and the intellect is about universals,
while the appetite is moved in connection with particulars,
since the appetitivemovement is from the soul towards things,
which, in themselves, are particular. Now it may happen that
a man, while having a right opinion in the universal, is not
rightly disposed as to his appetitive movement, his estimate
being corrupted in a particular matter, because, in order to
pass from the universal opinion to the appetite for a particular
thing, it is necessary to have a particular estimate (De Anima
iii, 2), just as it is impossible to infer a particular conclusion

from an universal proposition, except through the holding of
a particular proposition. Hence it is that a man, while having
right faith, in the universal, fails in an appetitive movement,
in regard to some particular, his particular estimate being cor-
rupted by a habit or a passion, just as the fornicator, by choos-
ing fornication as a good for himself at this particularmoment,
has a corrupt estimate in a particular matter, although he re-
tains the true universal estimate according to faith, viz. that
fornication is amortal sin. In the sameway, amanwhile retain-
ing in the universal, the true estimate of faith, viz. that there is
in the Church the power of forgiving sins, may suffer a move-
ment of despair, towit, that for him, being in such a state, there
is no hope of pardon, his estimate being corrupted in a partic-
ular matter. In this way there can be despair, just as there can
be other mortal sins, without belief.

Reply to Objection 1. e effect is done away, not only
when the first cause is removed, but also when the secondary
cause is removed. Hence the movement of hope can be done
away, not only by the removal of the universal estimate of faith,
which is, so to say, the first cause of the certainty of hope, but
also by the removal of the particular estimate, which is the sec-
ondary cause, as it were.

Reply to Objection 2. If anyone were to judge, in univer-
sal, thatGod’smercy is not infinite, he would be an unbeliever.
But he who despairs judges not thus, but that, for him in that
state, on account of some particular disposition, there is no
hope of the Divine mercy.

e same answer applies to the ird Objection, since the
Novatians denied, in universal, that there is remission of sins
in the Church.

IIa IIae q. 20 a. 3Whether despair is the greatest of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that despair is not the great-
est of sins. For there can be despair without unbelief, as stated
above (a. 2). But unbelief is the greatest of sins because it over-
throws the foundation of the spiritual edifice. erefore de-
spair is not the greatest of sins.

Objection 2. Further, a greater evil is opposed to a greater
good, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. viii, 10). But charity is
greater than hope, according to 1Cor. 13:13.erefore hatred
of God is a greater sin than despair.

Objection 3. Further, in the sin of despair there is nothing
but inordinate aversion from God: whereas in other sins there
is not only inordinate aversion from God, but also an inordi-
nate conversion. erefore the sin of despair is not more but
less grave than other sins.

On the contrary, An incurable sin seems to be most
grievous, according to Jer. 30:12: “y bruise is incurable, thy

wound is very grievous.” Now the sin of despair is incurable,
according to Jer. 15:18: “My wound is desperate so as to refuse
to be healed.”* erefore despair is a most grievous sin.

I answer that, ose sins which are contrary to the theo-
logical virtues are in themselvesmore grievous than others: be-
cause, since the theological virtues have God for their object,
the sins which are opposed to them imply aversion from God
directly and principally. Now every mortal sin takes its princi-
pal malice and gravity from the fact of its turning away from
God, for if it were possible to turn to a mutable good, even in-
ordinately, without turning away from God, it would not be
a mortal sin. Consequently a sin which, first and of its very
nature, includes aversion from God, is most grievous among
mortal sins.

Now unbelief, despair and hatred of God are opposed to
the theological virtues: and among them, if we compare hatred

* Vulg.: ‘Why is my wound,’ etc.
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of God and unbelief to despair, we shall find that, in them-
selves, that is, in respect of their proper species, they are more
grievous. For unbelief is due to aman not believing God’s own
truth; while the hatred of God arises fromman’s will being op-
posed to God’s goodness itself; whereas despair consists in a
man ceasing to hope for a share of God’s goodness. Hence it
is clear that unbelief and hatred of God are against God as
He is in Himself, while despair is against Him, according as
His good is partaken of by us. Wherefore strictly speaking it
is more grievous sin to disbelieve God’s truth, or to hate God,
than not to hope to receive glory from Him.

If, however, despair be compared to the other two sins

from our point of view, then despair is more dangerous, since
hope withdraws us from evils and induces us to seek for good
things, so that when hope is given up, men rush headlong into
sin, and are drawn away from good works. Wherefore a gloss
onProv. 24:10, “If thou lose hope beingweary in the day of dis-
tress, thy strength shall be diminished,” says: “Nothing is more
hateful than despair, for theman that has it loses his constancy
both in the every day toils of this life, and, what is worse, in the
battle of faith.” And Isidore says (De Sum. Bono ii, 14): “To
commit a crime is to kill the soul, but to despair is to fall into
hell.”

IIa IIae q. 20 a. 4Whether despair arises from sloth?

Objection 1. It would seem that despair does not arise
from sloth. Because different causes do not give rise to one
same effect. Now despair of the future life arises from lust, ac-
cording to Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45). erefore it does not
arise from sloth.

Objection 2. Further, just as despair is contrary to hope,
so is sloth contrary to spiritual joy. But spiritual joy arises from
hope, according to Rom. 12:12, “rejoicing in hope.” erefore
sloth arises from despair, and not vice versa.

Objection 3. Further, contrary effects have contrary
causes. Now hope, the contrary of which is despair, seems to
proceed from the consideration of Divine favors, especially
the Incarnation, for Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 10): “Noth-
ing was so necessary to raise our hope, than that we should be
shown howmuchGod loves us.Nowwhat greater proof could
wehave of this than thatGod’s Son shoulddeign touniteHim-
self to our nature?”erefore despair arises rather from the ne-
glect of the above consideration than from sloth.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) reckons de-
spair among the effects of sloth.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 17, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 40,
a. 1), the object of hope is a good, difficult but possible to
obtain by oneself or by another. Consequently the hope of
obtaining happiness may be lacking in a person in two ways:
first, through his not deeming it an arduous good; secondly,
through his deeming it impossible to obtain either by himself,
or by another. Now, the fact that spiritual goods taste good to
us no more, or seem to be goods of no great account, is chiefly
due to our affections being infected with the love of bodily
pleasures, among which, sexual pleasures hold the first place:
for the love of those pleasures leads man to have a distaste for

spiritual things, and not to hope for them as arduous goods. In
this way despair is caused by lust.

On the other hand, the fact that a man deems an arduous
good impossible to obtain, either by himself or by another,
is due to his being over downcast, because when this state of
mind dominates his affections, it seems to him that he will
never be able to rise to any good. And since sloth is a sadness
that casts down the spirit, in this way despair is born of sloth.

Now this is the proper object of hope—that the thing is
possible, because the good and the arduous regard other pas-
sions also.Hence despair is born of sloth in amore special way:
though it may arise from lust, for the reason given above.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher

(Rhet. i, 11), just as hope gives rise to joy, so, when a man is
joyful he has greater hope: and, accordingly, thosewho are sor-
rowful fall the more easily into despair, according to 2 Cor.
2:7: “Lest…such an one be swallowed up by overmuch sorrow.”
Yet, since the object of hope is good, to which the appetite
tends naturally, and which it shuns, not naturally but only on
account of some supervening obstacle, it follows that, more di-
rectly, hope gives birth to joy, while on the contrary despair is
born of sorrow.

Reply to Objection 3. is very neglect to consider the
Divine favors arises from sloth. For when a man is influenced
by a certain passion he considers chiefly the things which per-
tain to that passion: so that a man who is full of sorrow does
not easily think of great and joyful things, but only of sad
things, unless by a great effort he turn his thoughts away from
sadness.
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Of Presumption

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider presumption, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What is the object in which presumption trusts?
(2) Whether presumption is a sin?
(3) To what is it opposed?
(4) From what vice does it arise?

IIa IIae q. 21 a. 1Whether presumption trusts in God or in our own power?

Objection 1. It would seem that presumption, which is a
sin against the Holy Ghost, trusts, not in God, but in our own
power. For the lesser the power, themore grievously does he sin
who trusts in it too much. But man’s power is less than God’s.
erefore it is amore grievous sin to presume onhumanpower
than to presume on the power of God.Now the sin against the
Holy Ghost is most grievous. erefore presumption, which
is reckoned a species of sin against the Holy Ghost, trusts to
human rather than to Divine power.

Objection 2. Further, other sins arise from the sin against
the Holy Ghost, for this sin is called malice which is a source
from which sins arise. Now other sins seem to arise from the
presumption whereby man presumes on himself rather than
from the presumption whereby he presumes on God, since
self-love is the origin of sin, according to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei xiv, 28). erefore it seems that presumption which is a
sin against the Holy Ghost, relies chiefly on human power.

Objection 3. Further, sin arises from the inordinate con-
version to a mutable good. Now presumption is a sin. ere-
fore it arises from turning to human power, which is a mutable
good, rather than from turning to the power of God, which is
an immutable good.

On the contrary, Just as, through despair, a man despises
the Divine mercy, on which hope relies, so, through presump-
tion, he despises the Divine justice, which punishes the sinner.
Now justice is in God even as mercy is. erefore, just as de-
spair consists in aversion from God, so presumption consists
in inordinate conversion to Him.

I answer that, Presumption seems to imply immoderate
hope.Now the object of hope is an arduous possible good: and
a thing is possible to aman in twoways: first by his ownpower;
secondly, by the power of God alone. With regard to either
hope there may be presumption owing to lack of moderation.
As to the hope whereby a man relies on his own power, there

is presumption if he tends to a good as though it were possible
to him, whereas it surpasses his powers, according to Judith
6:15: “ou humblest them that presume of themselves.” is
presumption is contrary to the virtue of magnanimity which
holds to the mean in this kind of hope.

But as to the hope whereby a man relies on the power of
God, theremay be presumption through immoderation, in the
fact that a man tends to some good as though it were possi-
ble by the power and mercy of God, whereas it is not possible,
for instance, if a man hope to obtain pardon without repent-
ing, or glorywithoutmerits.is presumption is, properly, the
sin against theHoly Ghost, because, to wit, by presuming thus
a man removes or despises the assistance of the Holy Spirit,
whereby he is withdrawn from sin.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 20, a. 3; Ia IIae,
q. 73, a. 3) a sinwhich is againstGod is, in its genus, graver than
other sins. Hence presumption whereby a man relies on God
inordinately, is a more grievous sin than the presumption of
trusting in one’s own power, since to rely on the Divine power
for obtaining what is unbecoming to God, is to depreciate the
Divine power, and it is evident that it is a graver sin to detract
from the Divine power than to exaggerate one’s own.

Reply to Objection 2. e presumption whereby a man
presumes inordinately on God, includes self-love, whereby he
loves his own good inordinately. For when we desire a thing
very much, we think we can easily procure it through others,
even though we cannot.

Reply to Objection 3. Presumption on God’s mercy im-
plies both conversion to a mutable good, in so far as it arises
from an inordinate desire of one’s own good, and aversion
from the immutable good, in as much as it ascribes to the Di-
vine power that which is unbecoming to it, for thus man turns
away from God’s power.
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IIa IIae q. 21 a. 2Whether presumption is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that presumption is not a sin.
For no sin is a reason why man should be heard by God. Yet,
through presumption some are heard by God, for it is written
( Judith 9:17): “Hearme a poorwretchmaking supplication to
ee, andpresuming ofymercy.”erefore presumptionon
God’s mercy is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, presumption denotes excessive
hope. But there cannot be excess of that hope which is in God,
sinceHis power andmercy are infinite.erefore it seems that
presumption is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, that which is a sin does not excuse
from sin: for the Master says (Sent. ii, D, 22) that “Adam
sinned less, because he sinned in the hope of pardon,” which
seems to indicate presumption. erefore presumption is not
a sin.

On the contrary, It is reckoned a species of sin against the
Holy Ghost.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 20, a. 1) with regard to
despair, every appetitivemovement that is conformed to a false
intellect, is evil in itself and sinful. Now presumption is an ap-
petitivemovement, since it denotes an inordinate hope.More-
over it is conformed to a false intellect, just as despair is: for
just as it is false that God does not pardon the repentant, or
that He does not turn sinners to repentance, so is it false that
He grants forgiveness to those who persevere in their sins, and
that He gives glory to those who cease from good works: and

it is to this estimate that themovement of presumption is con-
formed.

Consequently presumption is a sin, but less grave than de-
spair, since, on account of His infinite goodness, it is more
proper to God to have mercy and to spare, than to punish: for
the former becomes God in Himself, the latter becomes Him
by reason of our sins.

Reply to Objection 1. Presumption sometimes stands for
hope, because even the right hopewhichwehave inGod seems
to be presumption, if it bemeasured according toman’s estate:
yet it is not, if we look at the immensity of the goodness of
God.

Reply to Objection 2. Presumption does not denote ex-
cessive hope, as though man hoped too much in God; but
through man hoping to obtain from God something unbe-
coming toHim;which is the same as to hope too little inHim,
since it implies a depreciation of His power; as stated above
(a. 1, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. To sin with the intention of perse-
vering in sin and through the hope of being pardoned, is pre-
sumptuous, and this does not diminish, but increases sin. To
sin, however, with the hope of obtaining pardon some time,
and with the intention of refraining from sin and of repent-
ing of it, is not presumptuous, but diminishes sin, because this
seems to indicate a will less hardened in sin.

IIa IIae q. 21 a. 3Whether presumption is more opposed to fear than to hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that presumption is more op-
posed to fear than to hope. Because inordinate fear is opposed
to right fear. Now presumption seems to pertain to inordi-
nate fear, for it is written (Wis. 17:10): “A troubled conscience
always presumes [Douay: ‘forecasteth’] grievous things,” and
(Wis. 17:11) that “fear is a help to presumption*.” erefore
presumption is opposed to fear rather than to hope.

Objection 2. Further, contraries are most distant from
one another. Now presumption is more distant from fear than
from hope, because presumption implies movement to some-
thing, just as hope does, whereas fear denotes movement from
a thing. erefore presumption is contrary to fear rather than
to hope.

Objection 3. Further, presumption excludes fear alto-
gether, whereas it does not exclude hope altogether, but only
the rectitude of hope. Since therefore contraries destroy one
another, it seems that presumption is contrary to fear rather
than to hope.

On the contrary, When two vices are opposed to one an-
other they are contrary to the same virtue, as timidity and au-
dacity are opposed to fortitude. Now the sin of presumption

is contrary to the sin of despair, which is directly opposed to
hope.erefore it seems that presumption also ismore directly
opposed to hope.

I answer that, As Augustine states (Contra Julian. iv, 3),
“every virtue not only has a contrary vice manifestly distinct
from it, as temerity is opposed to prudence, but also a sort of
kindred vice, alike, not in truth but only in its deceitful appear-
ance, as cunning is opposed to prudence.” is agrees with the
Philosopher who says (Ethic. ii, 8) that a virtue seems to have
more in common with one of the contrary vices than with the
other, as temperance with insensibility, and fortitude with au-
dacity.

Accordingly presumption appears to be manifestly op-
posed to fear, especially servile fear, which looks at the punish-
ment arising from God’s justice, the remission of which pre-
sumption hopes for; yet by a kind of false likeness it is more
opposed to hope, since it denotes an inordinate hope in God.
And since things are more directly opposed when they belong
to the same genus, than when they belong to different genera,
it follows that presumption is more directly opposed to hope
than to fear. For they both regard and rely on the same object,

* Vulg.: ‘Fear is nothing else but a yielding up of the succours from thought.’.
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hope inordinately, presumption inordinately.
Reply to Objection 1. Just as hope is misused in speaking

of evils, and properly applied in speaking of good, so is pre-
sumption: it is in this way that inordinate fear is called pre-
sumption.

Reply toObjection 2. Contraries are things that are most
distant from one another within the same genus. Now pre-
sumption and hope denote a movement of the same genus,
which can be either ordinate or inordinate. Hence presump-
tion is more directly opposed to hope than to fear, since it is

opposed to hope in respect of its specific difference, as an inor-
dinate thing to an ordinate one, whereas it is opposed to fear,
in respect of its generic difference, which is the movement of
hope.

Reply to Objection 3. Presumption is opposed to fear by
a generic contrariety, and to the virtue of hope by a specific
contrariety. Hence presumption excludes fear altogether even
generically, whereas it does not exclude hope except by reason
of its difference, by excluding its ordinateness.

IIa IIae q. 21 a. 4Whether presumption arises from vainglory?

Objection 1. It would seem that presumption does not
arise from vainglory. For presumption seems to rely most of
all on the Divine mercy. Now mercy [misericordia] regards
unhappiness [miseriam] which is contrary to glory. erefore
presumption does not arise from vainglory.

Objection 2. Further, presumption is opposed to despair.
Now despair arises from sorrow, as stated above (q. 20, a. 4, ad
2). Since therefore opposites have opposite causes, presump-
tionwould seem to arise frompleasure, and consequently from
sins of the flesh, which give the most absorbing pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, the vice of presumption consists in
tending to some impossible good, as though it were possible.
Now it is owing to ignorance that one deems an impossible
thing to be possible. erefore presumption arises from igno-
rance rather than from vainglory.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 45) that “pre-
sumption of novelties is a daughter of vainglory.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), presumption is
twofold; one whereby aman relies on his own power, when he
attempts something beyondhis power, as though itwere possi-
ble tohim. Such likepresumption clearly arises fromvainglory;
for it is owing to a great desire for glory, that a man attempts
things beyond his power, and especially novelties which call
for greater admiration. Hence Gregory states explicitly that
presumption of novelties is a daughter of vainglory.

e other presumption is an inordinate trust in the Di-
vine mercy or power, consisting in the hope of obtaining glory
without merits, or pardon without repentance. Such like pre-
sumption seems to arise directly from pride, as though man
thought so much of himself as to esteem that God would
not punish him or exclude him from glory, however much he
might be a sinner.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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S P   S P, Q 22
Of the Precepts Relating to Hope and Fear

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the precepts relating to hope and fear: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) e precepts relating to hope;
(2) e precepts relating to fear.

IIa IIae q. 22 a. 1Whether there should be a precept of hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that no precept should be
given relating to the virtue of hope. For when an effect is suffi-
ciently procured by one cause, there is no need to induce it by
another. Now man is sufficiently induced by his natural incli-
nation tohope for good.erefore there is noneedof a precept
of the Law to induce him to do this.

Objection2.Further, since precepts are given about acts of
virtue, the chief precepts are about the acts of the chief virtues.
Nowthe chief of all the virtues are the three theological virtues,
viz. hope, faith and charity.Consequently, as the chief precepts
of the Law are those of the decalogue, to which all others may
be reduced, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 100, a. 3), it seems that
if any precept of hope were given, it should be found among
the precepts of the decalogue. But it is not to be found there.
erefore it seems that the Law should contain no precept of
hope.

Objection 3. Further, to prescribe an act of virtue is equiv-
alent to a prohibition of the act of the opposite vice. Now no
precept is to be found forbidding despair which is contrary to
hope. erefore it seems that the Law should contain no pre-
cept of hope.

On the contrary, Augustine says on Jn. 15:12, “is is
My commandment, that you love one another” (Tract. lxxxiii
in Joan.): “How many things are commanded us about faith!
How many relating to hope!” erefore it is fitting that some
precepts should be given about hope.

I answer that, Among the precepts contained in Holy
Writ, some belong to the substance of the Law, others are
preambles to the Law. e preambles to the Law are those
withoutwhich no law is possible: such are the precepts relating
to the act of faith and the act of hope, because the act of faith
inclines man’s mind so that he believes the Author of the Law
to beOne toWhomhe owes submission, while, by the hope of
a reward, he is induced to observe the precepts. e precepts
that belong to the substance of the Law are those which re-
late to right conduct and are imposed on man already subject
and ready to obey: wherefore when the Law was given these
precepts were set forth from the very outset under form of a
command.

Yet the precepts of hope and faith were not to be given un-
der the form of a command, since, unless man already believed
and hoped, it would be useless to give him the Law: but, just

as the precept of faith had to be given under the form of an an-
nouncement or reminder, as stated above (q. 16, a. 1), so too,
the precept of hope, in the first promulgation of the Law, had
to be given under the form of a promise. For he who promises
rewards to them that obey him, by that very fact, urges them to
hope: hence all the promises contained in the Law are incite-
ments to hope.

Since, however, when once the Law has been given, it is for
awiseman to inducemennot only to observe the precepts, but
also, and much more, to safeguard the foundation of the Law,
therefore, aer the first promulgation of the Law, Holy Writ
holds out to man many inducements to hope, even by way of
warning or command, and not merely by way of promise, as in
the Law; for instance, in the Ps. 61:9: “Hope [Douay: ‘Trust’]
in Him all ye congregation of the people,” and in many other
passages of the Scriptures.

Reply to Objection 1. Nature inclines us to hope for the
good which is proportionate to human nature; but for man to
hope for a supernatural good he had to be induced by the au-
thority of the Divine law, partly by promises, partly by admo-
nitions and commands. Nevertheless there was need for pre-
cepts of the Divine law to be given even for those things to
which natural reason inclines us, such as the acts of the moral
virtues, for sake of insuring a greater stability, especially since
the natural reason of man was clouded by the lusts of sin.

Reply toObjection 2.eprecepts of the law of the deca-
logue belong to the first promulgation of the Law: hence there
was no need for a precept of hope among the precepts of the
decalogue, and it was enough to inducemen to hope by the in-
clusion of certain promises, as in the case of the first and fourth
commandments.

Reply toObjection 3. In those observances to whichman
is bound as under a duty, it is enough that he receive an af-
firmative precept as to what he has to do, wherein is implied
the prohibition of what hemust avoid doing: thus he is given a
precept concerning the honor due to parents, but not a prohi-
bition against dishonoring them, except by the law inflicting
punishment on those who dishonor their parents. And since
in order to be saved it is man’s duty to hope in God, he had to
be induced to do so by one of the above ways, affirmatively, so
to speak, wherein is implied the prohibition of the opposite.
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IIa IIae q. 22 a. 2Whether there should have been given a precept of fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that, in the Law, there should
not have been given a precept of fear. For the fear of God is
about things which are a preamble to the Law, since it is the
“beginning of wisdom.” Now things which are a preamble to
the Law do not come under a precept of the Law.erefore no
precept of fear should be given in the Law.

Objection 2. Further, given the cause, the effect is also
given. Now love is the cause of fear, since “every fear proceeds
from some kind of love,” as Augustine states (Qq. lxxxiii, qu.
33). erefore given the precept of love, it would have been
superfluous to command fear.

Objection 3. Further, presumption, in a way, is opposed
to fear. But the Law contains no prohibition against presump-
tion.erefore it seems that neither should any precept of fear
have been given.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 10:12): “And now, Is-
rael, what doth the Lord thyGod require of thee, but that thou
fear the Lord thy God?” But He requires of us that which He
commands us to do. erefore it is a matter of precept that
man should fear God.

I answer that, Fear is twofold, servile and filial. Now just
as man is induced, by the hope of rewards, to observe precepts
of law, so too is he induced thereto by the fear of punishment,
which fear is servile.

And just as according to what has been said (a. 1), in the
promulgation of theLaw therewas noneed for a precept of the
act of hope, and men were to be induced thereto by promises,
so neither was there need for a precept, under form of com-
mand, of fear which regards punishment, and men were to be
induced thereto by the threat of punishment: and this was re-

alized both in the precepts of the decalogue, and aerwards, in
due sequence, in the secondary precepts of the Law.

Yet, just as wise men and the prophets who, consequently,
strove to strengthen man in the observance of the Law, deliv-
ered their teaching about hope under the form of admonition
or command, so too did they in the matter of fear.

On the other hand filial fear which shows reverence to
God, is a sort of genus in respect of the love of God, and a kind
of principle of all observances connected with reverence for
God. Hence precepts of filial fear are given in the Law, even as
precepts of love, because each is a preamble to the external acts
prescribed by the Law and to which the precepts of the deca-
logue refer.Hence in the passage quoted in the argument, “On
the contrary,” man is required “to have fear, to walk in God’s
ways,” by worshipping Him, and “to love Him.”

Reply to Objection 1. Filial fear is a preamble to the Law,
not as though it were extrinsic thereto, but as being the be-
ginning of the Law, just as love is. Hence precepts are given of
both, since they are like general principles of the whole Law.

Reply toObjection 2.From love proceeds filial fear as also
other goodworks that are done from charity. Hence, just as af-
ter the precept of charity, precepts are given of the other acts
of virtue, so at the same time precepts are given of fear and
of the love of charity, just as, in demonstrative sciences, it is
not enough to lay down the first principles, unless the conclu-
sions also are given which follow from them proximately or
remotely.

Reply to Objection 3. Inducement to fear suffices to ex-
clude presumption, even as inducement to hope suffices to ex-
clude despair, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3).
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Of Charity, Considered in Itself

(In Eight Articles)

In proper sequence, we must consider charity; and (1) charity itself; (2) the corresponding gi of wisdom. e first consid-
eration will be fivefold: (1) Charity itself; (2)e object of charity; (3) Its acts; (4)e opposite vices; (5)e precepts relating
thereto.

e first of these considerations will be twofold: (1) Charity, considered as regards itself; (2) Charity, considered in its
relation to its subject. Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether charity is friendship?
(2) Whether it is something created in the soul?
(3) Whether it is a virtue?
(4) Whether it is a special virtue?
(5) Whether it is one virtue?
(6) Whether it is the greatest of the virtues?
(7) Whether any true virtue is possible without it?
(8) Whether it is the form of the virtues?

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 1Whether charity is friendship?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not friendship.
For nothing is so appropriate to friendship as to dwell with
one’s friend, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 5). Now
charity is ofman towardsGod and the angels, “whose dwelling
[Douay: ‘conversation’] is not with men” (Dan. 2:11). ere-
fore charity is not friendship.

Objection 2. Further, there is no friendship without re-
turn of love (Ethic. viii, 2). But charity extends even to one’s
enemies, according to Mat. 5:44: “Love your enemies.” ere-
fore charity is not friendship.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 3) there are three kinds of friendship, directed re-
spectively towards the delightful, the useful, or the virtuous.
Now charity is not the friendship for the useful or delightful;
for Jerome says in his letter to Paulinus which is to be found
at the beginning of the Bible: “True friendship cemented by
Christ, is where men are drawn together, not by household in-
terests, not by mere bodily presence, not by cray and cajoling
flattery, but by the fear of God, and the study of the Divine
Scriptures.” No more is it friendship for the virtuous, since by
charity we love even sinners, whereas friendship based on the
virtuous is only for virtuous men (Ethic. viii). erefore char-
ity is not friendship.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 15:15): “I will not now
call you servants…but My friends.” Now this was said to them
by reason of nothing else than charity. erefore charity is
friendship.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii,
2,3) not every love has the character of friendship, but that
love which is together with benevolence, when, to wit, we love
someone so as towish good to him. If, however, we donotwish
good to what we love, but wish its good for ourselves, (thus we

are said to love wine, or a horse, or the like), it is love not of
friendship, but of a kind of concupiscence. For it would be ab-
surd to speak of having friendship for wine or for a horse.

Yet neither does well-wishing suffice for friendship, for a
certain mutual love is requisite, since friendship is between
friend and friend: and this well-wishing is founded on some
kind of communication.

Accordingly, since there is a communication betweenman
and God, inasmuch as He communicates His happiness to us,
some kind of friendship must needs be based on this same
communication, of which it is written (1 Cor. 1:9): “God is
faithful: by Whom you are called unto the fellowship of His
Son.” e love which is based on this communication, is char-
ity: wherefore it is evident that charity is the friendship ofman
for God.

Reply to Objection 1. Man’s life is twofold. ere is his
outward life in respect of his sensitive and corporeal nature:
and with regard to this life there is no communication or fel-
lowship between us and God or the angels. e other is man’s
spiritual life in respect of his mind, and with regard to this life
there is fellowship between us and both God and the angels,
imperfectly indeed in this present state of life, wherefore it is
written (Phil. 3:20): “Our conversation is in heaven.” But this
“conversation” will be perfected in heaven, when “His servants
shall serve Him, and they shall see His face” (Apoc. 22:3,4).
erefore charity is imperfect here, but will be perfected in
heaven.

Reply to Objection 2. Friendship extends to a person in
two ways: first in respect of himself, and in this way friend-
ship never extends but to one’s friends: secondly, it extends to
someone in respect of another, as, when a man has friendship
for a certain person, for his sake he loves all belonging to him,
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be they children, servants, or connected with him in any way.
Indeed so much do we love our friends, that for their sake we
love all who belong to them, even if they hurt or hate us; so
that, in this way, the friendship of charity extends even to our
enemies, whom we love out of charity in relation to God, to
Whom the friendship of charity is chiefly directed.

Reply to Objection 3. e friendship that is based on the
virtuous is directed to none but a virtuous man as the princi-
pal person, but for his sake we love those who belong to him,
even though they be not virtuous: in this way charity, which
above all is friendship based on the virtuous, extends to sin-
ners, whom, out of charity, we love for God’s sake.

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 2Whether charity is something created in the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not something
created in the soul. For Augustine says (De Trin. viii, 7): “He
that loveth his neighbor, consequently, loveth love itself.”Now
God is love. erefore it follows that he loves God in the first
place. Again he says (De Trin. xv, 17): “It was said: God is
Charity, even as it was said: God is a Spirit.” erefore char-
ity is not something created in the soul, but is God Himself.

Objection 2. Further, God is the life of the soul spiritually
just as the soul is the life of the body, according to Dt. 30:20:
“He is thy life.” Now the soul by itself quickens the body.
erefore God quickens the soul by Himself. But He quick-
ens it by charity, according to 1 Jn. 3:14: “We know that we
have passed from death to life, because we love the brethren.”
erefore God is charity itself.

Objection3.Further, no created thing is of infinite power;
on the contrary every creature is vanity. But charity is not van-
ity, indeed it is opposed to vanity; and it is of infinite power,
since it brings the human soul to the infinite good. erefore
charity is not something created in the soul.

On the charity, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. iii, 10):
“By charity I mean the movement of the soul towards the en-
joyment of God for His own sake.” But a movement of the
soul is something created in the soul.erefore charity is some-
thing created in the soul.

I answer that,eMaster looks thoroughly into this ques-
tion in q. 17

of the First Book, and concludes that charity is not some-
thing created in the soul, but is the Holy Ghost Himself
dwelling in themind. Nor does hemean to say that this move-
ment of love whereby we love God is the Holy Ghost Him-
self, but that this movement is from the Holy Ghost without
any intermediary habit, whereas other virtuous acts are from
the Holy Ghost by means of the habits of other virtues, for in-
stance the habit of faith or hope or of some other virtue: and
this he said on account of the excellence of charity.

But if we consider the matter aright, this would be, on the
contrary, detrimental to charity. For when the Holy Ghost
moves the humanmind themovement of charity does not pro-
ceed from this motion in such a way that the human mind be
merely moved, without being the principle of this movement,
as when a body is moved by some extrinsic motive power. For
this is contrary to the nature of a voluntary act, whose princi-
ple needs to be in itself, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 6, a. 1): so
that it would follow that to love is not a voluntary act, which

involves a contradiction, since love, of its very nature, implies
an act of the will.

Likewise, neither can it be said that theHolyGhostmoves
the will in such a way to the act of loving, as though the will
were an instrument, for an instrument, though it be a principle
of action, nevertheless has not the power to act or not to act,
for then again the act would cease to be voluntary and meri-
torious, whereas it has been stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 4)
that the love of charity is the root of merit: and, given that the
will is moved by the Holy Ghost to the act of love, it is neces-
sary that the will also should be the efficient cause of that act.

Now no act is perfectly produced by an active power, un-
less it be connatural to that power of reason of some form
which is the principle of that action. Wherefore God, Who
moves all things to their due ends, bestowed on each thing the
formwhereby it is inclined to the end appointed to it byHim;
and in thiswayHe “ordereth all things sweetly” (Wis. 8:1). But
it is evident that the act of charity surpasses the nature of the
power of the will, so that, therefore, unless some form be su-
peradded to the natural power, inclining it to the act of love,
this same act would be less perfect than the natural acts and
the acts of the other powers; nor would it be easy and pleasur-
able to perform. And this is evidently untrue, since no virtue
has such a strong inclination to its act as charity has, nor does
any virtue perform its act with so great pleasure.erefore it is
most necessary that, for us to perform the act of charity, there
should be in us some habitual form superadded to the natural
power, inclining that power to the act of charity, and causing
it to act with ease and pleasure.

Reply to Objection 1. e Divine Essence Itself is char-
ity, even as It is wisdom and goodness. Wherefore just as we
are said to be good with the goodness which is God, and wise
with the wisdom which is God (since the goodness whereby
we are formally good is a participation of Divine goodness,
and the wisdomwhereby we are formally wise, is a share of Di-
vinewisdom), so too, the charity whereby formally we love our
neighbor is a participation of Divine charity. For this manner
of speaking is common among the Platonists, with whose doc-
trines Augustine was imbued; and the lack of adverting to this
has been to some an occasion of error.

Reply to Objection 2. God is effectively the life both of
the soul by charity, and of the body by the soul: but formally
charity is the life of the soul, even as the soul is the life of the
body. Consequently wemay conclude from this that just as the
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soul is immediately united to the body, so is charity to the soul.
Reply to Objection 3. Charity works formally. Now the

efficacy of a form depends on the power of the agent, who in-
stills the form, wherefore it is evident that charity is not vanity.

But because it produces an infinite effect, since, by justifying
the soul, it unites it to God, this proves the infinity of the Di-
vine power, which is the author of charity.

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 3Whether charity is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not a virtue.
For charity is a kind of friendship. Now philosophers do not
reckon friendship a virtue, as may be gathered from Ethic. viii,
1; nor is it numbered among the virtues whether moral or in-
tellectual. Neither, therefore, is charity a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, “virtue is the ultimate limit of
power” (De Coelo et Mundo i, 11). But charity is not some-
thing ultimate, this applies rather to joy and peace. erefore
it seems that charity is not a virtue, and that this should be said
rather of joy and peace.

Objection 3. Further, every virtue is an accidental habit.
But charity is not an accidental habit, since it is a more excel-
lent thing than the soul itself: whereas no accident is more ex-
cellent than its subject. erefore charity is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl. xi):
“Charity is a virtue which, when our affections are perfectly
ordered, unites us to God, for by it we love Him.”

I answer that, Human acts are good according as they are
regulated by their due rule and measure. Wherefore human
virtue which is the principle of all man’s good acts consists in
following the rule of human acts, which is twofold, as stated
above (q. 17, a. 1), viz. human reason and God.

Consequently just as moral virtue is defined as being “in
accord with right reason,” as stated in Ethic. ii, 6, so too, the
nature of virtue consists in attaining God, as also stated above
with regard to faith, (q. 4, a. 5) and hope (q. 17, a. 1). Where-
fore, it follows that charity is a virtue, for, since charity attains
God, it unites us to God, as evidenced by the authority of Au-
gustine quoted above.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher (Ethic. viii) does
not deny that friendship is a virtue, but affirms that it is “either
a virtue or with a virtue.” For we might say that it is a moral
virtue about works done in respect of another person, but un-

der a different aspect from justice. For justice is about works
done in respect of another person, under the aspect of the legal
due, whereas friendship considers the aspect of a friendly and
moral duty, or rather that of a gratuitous favor, as the Philoso-
pher explains (Ethic. viii, 13). Nevertheless it may be admitted
that it is not a virtue distinct of itself from the other virtues.
For its praiseworthiness and virtuousness are derived merely
from its object, in so far, to wit, as it is based on the moral
goodness of the virtues. is is evident from the fact that not
every friendship is praiseworthy and virtuous, as in the case of
friendship based on pleasure or utility. Wherefore friendship
for the virtuous is something consequent to virtue rather than
a virtue.Moreover there is no comparison with charity since it
is not founded principally on the virtue of a man, but on the
goodness of God.

Reply toObjection 2. It belongs to the same virtue to love
a man and to rejoice about him, since joy results from love, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 25, a. 2) in the treatise on the passions:
wherefore love is reckoned a virtue, rather than joy, which is an
effect of love. Andwhen virtue is described as being something
ultimate, we mean that it is last, not in the order of effect, but
in the order of excess, just as one hundred pounds exceed sixty.

Reply to Objection 3. Every accident is inferior to sub-
stance if we consider its being, since substance has being in it-
self, while an accident has its being in another: but considered
as to its species, an accident which results from the principles
of its subject is inferior to its subject, even as an effect is inferior
to its cause; whereas an accident that results from a participa-
tion of some higher nature is superior to its subject, in so far
as it is a likeness of that higher nature, even as light is superior
to the diaphanous body. In this way charity is superior to the
soul, in as much as it is a participation of the Holy Ghost.

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 4Whether charity is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not a special
virtue. For Jerome says: “Let me briefly define all virtue as
the charity whereby we love God”*: and Augustine says (De
Moribus Eccl. xv)† that “virtue is the order of love.” Now no
special virtue is included in the definition of virtue in general.
erefore charity is not a special virtue.

Objection 2. Further, that which extends to all works of
virtue, cannot be a special virtue. But charity extends to all
works of virtue, according to 1 Cor. 13:4: “Charity is patient,

is kind,” etc.; indeed it extends to all human actions, accord-
ing to 1 Cor. 16:14: “Let all your things be done in charity.”
erefore charity is not a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the precepts of the Law refer to acts
of virtue. Now Augustine says (De Perfect. Human. Justit.
v) that, “ou shalt love” is “a general commandment,” and
“ou shalt not covet,” “a general prohibition.”erefore char-
ity is a general virtue.

On the contrary,Nothing general is enumerated together

* e reference should be to Augustine, Ep. clxvii. † De Civ. Dei xv, 22.
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with what is special. But charity is enumerated together with
special virtues, viz. hope and faith, according to 1 Cor. 13:13:
“And now there remain faith, hope, charity, these three.”
erefore charity is a special virtue.

I answer that,Acts andhabits are specifiedby their objects,
as shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2). Now the
proper object of love is the good, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 27,
a. 1), so thatwherever there is a special aspect of good, there is a
special kind of love. But the Divine good, inasmuch as it is the
object of happiness, has a special aspect of good, wherefore the
love of charity, which is the love of that good, is a special kind
of love. erefore charity is a special virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity is included in the defini-
tion of every virtue, not as being essentially every virtue, but
because every virtue depends on it in away, aswe shall state fur-

ther on (Aa. 7,8). In this way prudence is included in the def-
inition of the moral virtues, as explained in Ethic. ii, vi, from
the fact that they depend on prudence.

Reply toObjection2.evirtueor artwhich is concerned
about the last end, commands the virtues or artswhich are con-
cerned about other endswhich are secondary, thus themilitary
art commands the art of horse-riding (Ethic. i). Accordingly
since charity has for its object the last end of human life, viz.
everlasting happiness, it follows that it extends to the acts of a
man’s whole life, by commanding them, not by eliciting imme-
diately all acts of virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. e precept of love is said to be
a general command, because all other precepts are reduced
thereto as to their end, according to 1 Tim. 1:5: “e end of
the commandment is charity.”

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 5Whether charity is one virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not one virtue.
Forhabits are distinct according to their objects.Now there are
two objects of charity—God and our neighbor—which are in-
finitely distant from one another. erefore charity is not one
virtue.

Objection 2. Further, different aspects of the object diver-
sify a habit, even though that object be one in reality, as shown
above (q. 17, a. 6; Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2, ad 1). Now there are many
aspects under which God is an object of love, because we are
debtors to His love by reason of each one of His favors. ere-
fore charity is not one virtue.

Objection 3. Further, charity comprises friendship for
our neighbor. But the Philosopher reckons several species of
friendship (Ethic. viii, 3,11,12). erefore charity is not one
virtue, but is divided into a number of various species.

On the contrary, Just as God is the object of faith, so isHe
the object of charity. Now faith is one virtue by reason of the
unity of the Divine truth, according to Eph. 4:5: “One faith.”
erefore charity also is one virtue by reason of the unity of
the Divine goodness.

I answer that, Charity, as stated above (a. 1) is a kind
of friendship of man for God. Now the different species of
friendship are differentiated, first of all, in respect of a diver-
sity of end, and in this way there are three species of friend-
ship, namely friendship for the useful, for the delightful, and
for the virtuous; secondly, in respect of the different kinds of

communion on which friendships are based; thus there is one
species of friendship between kinsmen, and another between
fellow citizens or fellow travellers, the former being based on
natural communion, the latter on civil communion or on the
comradeship of the road, as the Philosopher explains (Ethic.
viii, 12).

Now charity cannot be differentiated in either of these
ways: for its end is one, namely, the goodness of God; and the
fellowship of everlasting happiness, on which this friendship
is based, is also one. Hence it follows that charity is simply one
virtue, and not divided into several species.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument would hold, if God
and our neighbor were equally objects of charity. But this is
not true: for God is the principal object of charity, while our
neighbor is loved out of charity for God’s sake.

Reply toObjection 2.God is loved by charity forHis own
sake: wherefore charity regards principally but one aspect of
lovableness, namely God’s goodness, which is His substance,
according toPs. 105:1: “Give glory to theLord forHe is good.”
Other reasons that inspire uswith love forHim, orwhichmake
it our duty to loveHim, are secondary and result from the first.

Reply to Objection 3. Human friendship of which the
Philosopher treats has various ends and various forms of fel-
lowship.is does not apply to charity, as stated above: where-
fore the comparison fails.

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 6Whether charity is the most excellent of the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not themost ex-
cellent of the virtues. Because the higher power has the higher
virtue even as it has a higher operation. Now the intellect is
higher than the will, since it directs the will. erefore, faith,
which is in the intellect, is more excellent than charity which
is in the will.

Objection 2. Further, the thing by which another works
seems the less excellent of the two, even as a servant, by whom
his master works, is beneath his master. Now “faith…worketh
by charity,” according to Gal. 5:6. erefore faith is more ex-
cellent than charity.

Objection 3. Further, that which is by way of addition to
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another seems to be the more perfect of the two. Now hope
seems to be something additional to charity: for the object of
charity is good, whereas the object of hope is an arduous good.
erefore hope is more excellent than charity.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 13:13): “e greater
of these is charity.”

I answer that, Since good, in human acts, depends on their
being regulated by the due rule, it must needs be that human
virtue, which is a principle of good acts, consists in attaining
the rule of human acts. Now the rule of human acts is twofold,
as stated above (a. 3), namely, human reason andGod: yetGod
is thefirst rule,whereby, evenhuman reasonmust be regulated.
Consequently the theological virtues, which consist in attain-
ing this first rule, since their object is God, are more excellent
than the moral, or the intellectual virtues, which consist in at-
taining human reason: and it follows that among the theologi-
cal virtues themselves, the first place belongs to that which at-
tains God most.

Now that which is of itself always ranks before that which
is by another. But faith and hope attainGod indeed in so far as
we derive fromHim the knowledge of truth or the acquisition
of good, whereas charity attains God Himself that it may rest
in Him, but not that something may accrue to us from Him.
Hence charity is more excellent than faith or hope, and, con-
sequently, than all the other virtues, just as prudence, which
by itself attains reason, is more excellent than the other moral
virtues, which attain reason in so far as it appoints themean in
human operations or passions.

Reply to Objection 1. e operation of the intellect is
completed by the thing understood being in the intellectual
subject, so that the excellence of the intellectual operation is
assessed according to themeasure of the intellect.On the other
hand, the operation of the will and of every appetitive power
is completed in the tendency of the appetite towards a thing as
its term, wherefore the excellence of the appetitive operation is
gauged according to the thing which is the object of the opera-
tion.Now those thingswhich are beneath the soul aremore ex-
cellent in the soul than they are in themselves, because a thing
is contained according to the mode of the container (De Cau-
sis xii). On the other hand, things that are above the soul, are
more excellent in themselves than they are in the soul. Con-
sequently it is better to know than to love the things that are
beneath us; for which reason the Philosopher gave the prefer-
ence to the intellectual virtues over themoral virtues (Ethic. x,
7,8): whereas the love of the things that are above us, especially
of God, ranks before the knowledge of such things. erefore
charity is more excellent than faith.

Reply toObjection 2.Faithworks by love, not instrumen-
tally, as amaster by his servant, but as by its proper form: hence
the argument does not prove.

Reply toObjection 3.esame good is the object of char-
ity and of hope: but charity implies union with that good,
whereas hope implies distance therefrom. Hence charity does
not regard that good as being arduous, as hope does, sincewhat
is already united has not the character of arduous: and this
shows that charity is more perfect than hope.

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 7Whether any true virtue is possible without charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be true virtue
without charity. For it is proper to virtue to produce a good
act. Now those who have not charity, do some good actions, as
when they clothe the naked, or feed the hungry and so forth.
erefore true virtue is possible without charity.

Objection 2.Further, charity is not possible without faith,
since it comes of “an unfeigned faith,” as the Apostle says (1
Tim. 1:5). Now, in unbelievers, there can be true chastity, if
they curb their concupiscences, and true justice, if they judge
rightly. erefore true virtue is possible without charity.

Objection 3. Further, science and art are virtues, accord-
ing to Ethic. vi. But they are to be found in sinners who lack
charity. erefore true virtue can be without charity.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:3): “If I
should distribute all my goods to the poor, and if I should
deliver my body to be burned, and have not charity, it prof-
iteth me nothing.” And yet true virtue is very profitable, ac-
cording toWis. 8:7: “She teacheth temperance, and prudence,
and justice, and fortitude, which are such things as men can
have nothing more profitable in life.” erefore no true virtue
is possible without charity.

I answer that, Virtue is ordered to the good, as stated

above ( Ia IIae, q. 55 , a. 4). Now the good is chiefly an end, for
things directed to the end arenot said tobe good except in rela-
tion to the end. Accordingly, just as the end is twofold, the last
end, and the proximate end, so also, is good twofold, one, the
ultimate and universal good, the other proximate and particu-
lar. e ultimate and principal good of man is the enjoyment
of God, according to Ps. 72:28: “It is good for me to adhere to
God,” and to this good man is ordered by charity. Man’s sec-
ondary and, as it were, particular good may be twofold: one
is truly good, because, considered in itself, it can be directed
to the principal good, which is the last end; while the other
is good apparently and not truly, because it leads us away from
the final good. Accordingly it is evident that simply true virtue
is that which is directed to man’s principal good; thus also the
Philosopher says (Phys. vii, text. 17) that “virtue is the dispo-
sition of a perfect thing to that which is best”: and in this way
no true virtue is possible without charity.

If, however, we take virtue as being ordered to some par-
ticular end, then we speak of virtue being where there is no
charity, in so far as it is directed to some particular good. But
if this particular good is not a true, but an apparent good, it
is not a true virtue that is ordered to such a good, but a coun-
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terfeit virtue. Even so, as Augustine says (Contra Julian. iv, 3),
“the prudence of the miser, whereby he devises various roads
to gain, is no true virtue; nor the miser’s justice, whereby he
scorns the property of another through fear of severe punish-
ment; nor the miser’s temperance, whereby he curbs his desire
for expensive pleasures; nor the miser’s fortitude, whereby as
Horace, says, ‘he braves the sea, he crosses mountains, he goes
through fire, in order to avoid poverty’ ” (Epis. lib, 1; Ep. i, 45).
If, on the other hand, this particular good be a true good, for
instance the welfare of the state, or the like, it will indeed be
a true virtue, imperfect, however, unless it be referred to the
final and perfect good. Accordingly no strictly true virtue is
possible without charity.

Reply to Objection 1. e act of one lacking charity may
be of two kinds; one is in accordance with his lack of charity,
as when he does something that is referred to that whereby he
lacks charity. Such an act is always evil: thus Augustine says
(Contra Julian. iv, 3) that the actions which an unbeliever per-
forms as an unbeliever, are always sinful, even when he clothes
the naked, or does any like thing, and directs it to his unbelief
as end.

ere is, however, another act of one lacking charity, not in
accordance with his lack of charity, but in accordance with his
possession of some other gi of God, whether faith, or hope,
or even his natural good, which is not completely taken away
by sin, as stated above (q. 10, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 85, a. 2). In this
way it is possible for an act, without charity, to be generically
good, but not perfectly good, because it lacks its due order to
the last end.

Reply to Objection 2. Since the end is in practical mat-
ters, what the principle is in speculative matters, just as there
can be no strictly true science, if a right estimate of the first in-
demonstrable principle be lacking, so, there can be no strictly
true justice, or chastity, without that due ordering to the end,
which is effected by charity, however rightly a man may be af-
fected about other matters.

Reply toObjection 3. Science and art of their very nature
imply a relation to some particular good, and not to the ulti-
mate good of human life, as do the moral virtues, which make
man good simply, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 56 , a. 3). Hence
the comparison fails.

IIa IIae q. 23 a. 8Whether charity is the form of the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not the true
form of the virtues. Because the form of a thing is either ex-
emplar or essential. Now charity is not the exemplar form of
the other virtues, since it would follow that the other virtues
are of the same species as charity: nor is it the essential form
of the other virtues, since then it would not be distinct from
them. erefore it is in no way the form of the virtues.

Objection 2. Further, charity is compared to the other
virtues as their root and foundation, according to Eph. 3:17:
“Rooted and founded in charity.” Now a root or foundation
is not the form, but rather the matter of a thing, since it is the
first part in the making. erefore charity is not the form of
the virtues.

Objection 3. Further, formal, final, and efficient causes
do not coincide with one another (Phys. ii, 7). Now charity
is called the end and the mother of the virtues. erefore it
should not be called their form.

On the contrary,Ambrose* says that charity is the form of
the virtues.

I answer that, In morals the form of an act is taken chiefly
from the end. e reason of this is that the principal of moral
acts is the will, whose object and form, so to speak, are the end.
Nowthe formof an act always follows froma formof the agent.

Consequently, in morals, that which gives an act its order to
the end, must needs give the act its form. Now it is evident,
in accordance with what has been said (a. 7), that it is char-
ity which directs the acts of all other virtues to the last end,
and which, consequently, also gives the form to all other acts
of virtue: and it is precisely in this sense that charity is called
the form of the virtues, for these are called virtues in relation
to “informed” acts.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity is called the form of the
other virtues not as being their exemplar or their essential
form, but rather by way of efficient cause, in so far as it sets
the form on all, in the aforesaid manner.

Reply to Objection 2. Charity is compared to the foun-
dation or root in so far as all other virtues draw their suste-
nance and nourishment therefrom, and not in the sense that
the foundation and root have the character of a material cause.

Reply toObjection3.Charity is said tobe the endof other
virtues, because it directs all other virtues to its own end. And
since a mother is one who conceives within herself and by an-
other, charity is called themother of the other virtues, because,
by commanding them, it conceives the acts of the other virtues,
by the desire of the last end.

* Lombard, Sent. iii, D, 23.
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S P   S P, Q 24
Of the Subject of Charity
(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider charity in relation to its subject, under which head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether charity is in the will as its subject?
(2) Whether charity is caused in man by preceding acts or by a Divine infusion?
(3) Whether it is infused according to the capacity of our natural gis?
(4) Whether it increases in the person who has it?
(5) Whether it increases by addition?
(6) Whether it increases by every act?
(7) Whether it increases indefinitely?
(8) Whether the charity of a wayfarer can be perfect?
(9) Of the various degrees of charity;

(10) Whether charity can diminish?
(11) Whether charity can be lost aer it has been possessed?
(12) Whether it is lost through one mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 1Whether the will is the subject of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the will is not the sub-
ject of charity. For charity is a kind of love. Now, according to
the Philosopher (Topic. ii, 3) love is in the concupiscible part.
erefore charity is also in the concupiscible and not in the
will.

Objection2.Further, charity is the foremost of the virtues,
as stated above (q. 23, a. 6). But the reason is the subject of
virtue. erefore it seems that charity is in the reason and not
in the will.

Objection 3. Further, charity extends to all human acts,
according to 1Cor. 16:14: “Let all your things be done in char-
ity.”Now the principle of human acts is the free-will.erefore
it seems that charity is chiefly in the free-will as its subject and
not in the will.

On the contrary, e object of charity is the good, which
is also the object of the will. erefore charity is in the will as
its subject.

I answer that, Since, as stated in the Ia, q. 80, a. 2, the
appetite is twofold, namely the sensitive, and the intellective
which is called the will, the object of each is the good, but
in different ways: for the object of the sensitive appetite is a
good apprehended by sense, whereas the object of the intellec-
tive appetite or will is good under the universal aspect of good,
according as it can be apprehended by the intellect. Now the
object of charity is not a sensible good, but the Divine good
which is known by the intellect alone.erefore the subject of

charity is not the sensitive, but the intellective appetite, i.e. the
will.

Reply to Objection 1. e concupiscible is a part of the
sensitive, not of the intellective appetite, as proved in the Ia,
q. 81, a. 2: wherefore the love which is in the concupiscible, is
the love of sensible good: nor can the concupiscible reach to
the Divine good which is an intelligible good; the will alone
can. Consequently the concupiscible cannot be the subject of
charity.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher (De
Anima iii, 9), the will also is in the reason: wherefore charity
is not excluded from the reason through being in the will. Yet
charity is regulated, not by the reason, as humanvirtues are, but
byGod’s wisdom, and transcends the rule of human reason, ac-
cording to Eph. 3:19: “e charity of Christ, which surpasseth
all knowledge.” Hence it is not in the reason, either as its sub-
ject, like prudence is, or as its rule, like justice and temperance
are, but only by a certain kinship of the will to the reason.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated in the Ia, q. 83, a. 4, the
free-will is not a distinct power from thewill. Yet charity is not
in thewill considered as free-will, the act of which is to choose.
For choice is of things directed to the end, whereas the will is
of the end itself (Ethic. iii, 2). Hence charity, whose object is
the last end, should be described as residing in the will rather
than in the free-will.
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IIa IIae q. 24 a. 2Whether charity is caused in us by infusion?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is not caused in
us by infusion. For that which is common to all creatures, is in
man naturally. Now, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv),
the “Divine good”, which is the object of charity, “is for all an
object of dilection and love.” erefore charity is in us natu-
rally, and not by infusion.

Objection 2. Further, the more lovable a thing is the eas-
ier it is to love it. Now God is supremely lovable, since He is
supremely good. erefore it is easier to love Him than other
things. But we need no infused habit in order to love other
things. Neither, therefore, do we need one in order to love
God.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:5): “e
end of the commandment is charity from a pure heart, and
a good conscience, and an unfeigned faith.” Now these three
have reference to human acts. erefore charity is caused in us
from preceding acts, and not from infusion.

On the contrary,e Apostle says (Rom. 5:5): “e char-
ity of God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost,
Who is given to us.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 23, a. 1), charity is a
friendship of man for God, founded upon the fellowship of
everlasting happiness. Now this fellowship is in respect, not of
natural, but of gratuitous gis, for, according to Rom. 6:23,
“the grace of God is life everlasting”: wherefore charity itself
surpasses our natural facilities. Now that which surpasses the
faculty of nature, cannot be natural or acquired by the natural

powers, since a natural effect does not transcend its cause.
erefore charity can be in us neither naturally, nor

through acquisition by the natural powers, but by the infu-
sion of the Holy Ghost, Who is the love of the Father and the
Son, and the participation ofWhom in us is created charity, as
stated above (q. 23, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius is speaking of the love
of God, which is founded on the fellowship of natural goods,
wherefore it is in all naturally. On the other hand, charity is
founded on a supernatural fellowship, so the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as God is supremely know-
able in Himself yet not to us, on account of a defect in our
knowledge which depends on sensible things, so too, God is
supremely lovable inHimself, in as much asHe is the object of
happiness. But He is not supremely lovable to us in this way,
on account of the inclination of our appetite towards visible
goods. Hence it is evident that for us to love God above all
things in this way, it is necessary that charity be infused into
our hearts.

Reply to Objection 3. When it is said that in us charity
proceeds from “a pure heart, and a good conscience, and anun-
feigned faith,” this must be referred to the act of charity which
is aroused by these things. Or again, this is said because the
aforesaid acts dispose man to receive the infusion of charity.
e same remark applies to the saying of Augustine (Tract. ix
in prim. canon. Joan.): “Fear leads to charity,” and of a gloss on
Mat. 1:2: “Faith begets hope, and hope charity.”

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 3Whether charity is infused according to the capacity of our natural gis?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity is infused ac-
cording to the capacity of our natural gis. For it is written
(Mat. 25:15) that “He gave to every one according to his own
virtue [Douay: ‘proper ability’].” Now, in man, none but nat-
ural virtue precedes charity, since there is no virtue without
charity, as stated above (q. 23, a. 7). erefore God infuses
charity intoman according to themeasure of his natural virtue.

Objection 2.Further, among things ordained towards one
another, the second is proportionate to the first: thus we find
in natural things that the form is proportionate to the mat-
ter, and in gratuitous gis, that glory is proportionate to grace.
Now, since charity is a perfection of nature, it is compared to
the capacity of nature as second to first.erefore it seems that
charity is infused according to the capacity of nature.

Objection3.Further,men and angels partake of happiness
according to the samemeasure, since happiness is alike in both,
according toMat. 22:30 andLk. 20:36.Now charity and other
gratuitous gis are bestowed on the angels, according to their
natural capacity, as the Master teaches (Sent. ii, D, 3). ere-
fore the same apparently applies to man.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 3:8): “e Spirit brea-

theth whereHewill,” and (1Cor. 12:11): “All these things one
and the same Spirit worketh, dividing to every one according
asHewill.”erefore charity is given, not according to ournat-
ural capacity, but according as the Spirit wills to distributeHis
gis.

I answer that, e quantity of a thing depends on the
proper cause of that thing, since the more universal cause pro-
duces a greater effect. Now, since charity surpasses the propor-
tion of human nature, as stated above (a. 2) it depends, not
on any natural virtue, but on the sole grace of the Holy Ghost
Who infuses charity. Wherefore the quantity of charity de-
pends neither on the condition of nature nor on the capacity
of natural virtue, but only on the will of the Holy Ghost Who
“divides” His gis “according as He will.” Hence the Apostle
says (Eph. 4:7): “To every one of us is given grace according to
the measure of the giving of Christ.”

Reply to Objection 1. e virtue in accordance with
which God gives His gis to each one, is a disposition or pre-
vious preparation or effort of the one who receives grace. But
the Holy Ghost forestalls even this disposition or effort, by
moving man’s mind either more or less, according as He will.
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Wherefore the Apostle says (Col. 1:12): “Who hath made us
worthy to be partakers of the lot of the saints in light.”

Reply toObjection 2. e form does not surpass the pro-
portion of the matter. In like manner grace and glory are re-
ferred to the same genus, for grace is nothing else than a begin-
ning of glory in us. But charity and nature do not belong to the
same genus, so that the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 3.e angel’s is an intellectual nature,
and it is consistent with his condition that he should be borne
wholly whithersoever he is borne, as stated in the Ia, q. 61,

a. 6. Hence there was a greater effort in the higher angels, both
for good in those who persevered, and for evil in those who
fell, and consequently those of the higher angelswho remained
steadfast became better than the others, and those who fell be-
cameworse. Butman’s is a rational nature, withwhich it is con-
sistent to be sometimes in potentiality and sometimes in act:
so that it is not necessarily borne wholly whithersoever it is
borne, and where there are greater natural gis there may be
less effort, and vice versa. us the comparison fails.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 4Whether charity can increase?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity cannot increase.
For nothing increases save what has quantity. Now quantity
is twofold, namely dimensive and virtual.e former does not
befit charity which is a spiritual perfection, while virtual quan-
tity regards the objects in respect of which charity does not in-
crease, since the slightest charity loves all that is to be loved out
of charity. erefore charity does not increase.

Objection 2.Further, thatwhich consists in something ex-
treme receives no increase. But charity consists in something
extreme, being the greatest of the virtues, and the supreme love
of the greatest good. erefore charity cannot increase.

Objection 3. Further, increase is a kind of movement.
erefore wherever there is increase there is movement, and if
there be increase of essence there ismovement of essence.Now
there is no movement of essence save either by corruption or
generation. erefore charity cannot increase essentially, un-
less it happen to be generated anew or corrupted, which is un-
reasonable.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Tract. lxxiv in Joan.)*
that “charity merits increase that by increase it may merit per-
fection.”

I answer that, e charity of a wayfarer can increase. For
we are called wayfarers by reason of our being on the way to
God, Who is the last end of our happiness. In this way we ad-
vance as we get nigh toGod,Who is approached, “not by steps
of the body but by the affections of the soul”†: and this ap-
proach is the result of charity, since it unites man’s mind to
God. Consequently it is essential to the charity of a wayfarer

that it can increase, for if it could not, all further advance along
the way would cease. Hence the Apostle calls charity the way,
when he says (1 Cor. 12:31): “I show unto you yet a more ex-
cellent way.”

Reply toObjection 1.Charity is not subject to dimensive,
but only to virtual quantity: and the latter depends not only on
the number of objects, namelywhether they be in greater num-
ber or of greater excellence, but also on the intensity of the act,
namely whether a thing is loved more, or less; it is in this way
that the virtual quantity of charity increases.

Reply toObjection 2.Charity consists in an extremewith
regard to its object, in so far as its object is the SupremeGood,
and from this it follows that charity is themost excellent of the
virtues. Yet not every charity consists in an extreme, as regards
the intensity of the act.

Reply to Objection 3. Some have said that charity does
not increase in its essence, but only as to its radication in its
subject, or according to its fervor.

But these people did not know what they were talking
about. For since charity is an accident, its being is to be in
something. So that an essential increase of charitymeans noth-
ing else but that it is yet more in its subject, which implies a
greater radication in its subject. Furthermore, charity is essen-
tially a virtue ordained to act, so that an essential increase of
charity implies ability to produce an act of more fervent love.
Hence charity increases essentially, not by beginning anew, or
ceasing to be in its subject, as the objection imagines, but by
beginning to be more and more in its subject.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 5Whether charity increases by addition?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity increases by ad-
dition. For just as increase may be in respect of bodily quan-
tity, so may it be according to virtual quantity. Now increase
in bodily quantity results from addition; for the Philosopher
says (De Gener. i, 5) that “increase is addition to pre-existing
magnitude.” erefore the increase of charity which is accord-
ing to virtual quantity is by addition.

Objection 2. Further, charity is a kind of spiritual light in

the soul, according to 1 Jn. 2:10: “He that loveth his brother
abideth in the light.”Now light increases in the air by addition;
thus the light in a house increases when another candle is lit.
erefore charity also increases in the soul by addition.

Objection3.Further, the increase of charity isGod’swork,
even as the causing of it, according to 2 Cor. 9:10: “He will in-
crease the growth of the fruits of your justice.”NowwhenGod
first infuses charity, He puts something in the soul that was

* Cf. Ep. clxxxv.. † St. Augustine, Tract. in Joan. xxxii.
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not there before. erefore also, when He increases charity,
He puts something there which was not there before. ere-
fore charity increases by addition.

On the contrary, Charity is a simple form. Now nothing
greater results from the addition of one simple thing to an-
other, as proved in Phys. iii, text. 59, and Metaph. ii, 4. ere-
fore charity does not increase by addition.

I answer that, Every addition is of something to some-
thing else: so that in every additionwemust at least presuppose
that the things added together are distinct before the addition.
Consequently if charity be added to charity, the added char-
ity must be presupposed as distinct from charity to which it is
added, not necessarily by a distinction of reality, but at least by
a distinction of thought. For God is able to increase a bodily
quantity by adding amagnitudewhichdidnot exist before, but
was created at that very moment; which magnitude, though
not pre-existent in reality, is nevertheless capable of being dis-
tinguished from the quantity to which it is added. Wherefore
if charity be added to charity we must presuppose the distinc-
tion, at least logical, of the one charity from the other.

Now distinction among forms is twofold: specific and nu-
meric. Specific distinction of habits follows diversity of ob-
jects, while numeric distinction follows distinction of subjects.
Consequently a habit may receive increase through extending
to objects to which it did not extend before: thus the science
of geometry increases in one who acquires knowledge of geo-
metricalmatterswhich he ignored hitherto. But this cannot be
said of charity, for even the slightest charity extends to all that
we have to love by charity.Hence the additionwhich causes an
increase of charity cannot be understood, as though the added
charity were presupposed to be distinct specifically from that
to which it is added.

It follows therefore that if charity be added to charity,
we must presuppose a numerical distinction between them,
which follows a distinction of subjects: thuswhiteness receives
an increase when one white thing is added to another, al-
though such an increase does not make a thing whiter. is,
however, does not apply to the case in point, since the subject
of charity is none other than the rational mind, so that such
like an increase of charity could only take place by one rational
mind being added to another; which is impossible. Moreover,
even if it were possible, the result would be a greater lover, but
not a more loving one. It follows, therefore, that charity can
by nomeans increase by addition of charity to charity, as some
have held to be the case.

Accordingly charity increases only by its subject partaking
of charitymore andmore subject thereto. For this is the proper
mode of increase in a form that is intensified, since the being of
such a form consists wholly in its adhering to its subject. Con-
sequently, since the magnitude of a thing follows on its being,
to say that a form is greater is the same as to say that it is more
in its subject, and not that another form is added to it: for this
would be the case if the form, of itself, had any quantity, and
not in comparison with its subject.erefore charity increases
by being intensified in its subject, and this is for charity to in-
crease in its essence; and not by charity being added to charity.

Reply to Objection 1. Bodily quantity has something as
quantity, and something else, in so far as it is an accidental
form. As quantity, it is distinguishable in respect of position
or number, and in this way we have the increase of magnitude
by addition, as may be seen in animals. But in so far as it is an
accidental form, it is distinguishable only in respect of its sub-
ject, and in this way it has its proper increase, like other acci-
dental forms, by way of intensity in its subject, for instance in
things subject to rarefaction, as is proved in Phys. iv, 9. In like
manner science, as a habit, has its quantity from its objects, and
accordingly it increases by addition, when a man knows more
things; and again, as an accidental form, it has a certain quan-
tity through being in its subject, and in this way it increase in
a man who knows the same scientific truths with greater cer-
tainty now than before. In the same way charity has a twofold
quantity; but with regard to that which it has from its object,
it does not increase, as stated above: hence it follows that it in-
creases solely by being intensified.

Reply to Objection 2. e addition of light to light can
be understood through the light being intensified in the air on
account of there being several luminaries giving light: but this
distinction does not apply to the case in point, since there is
but one luminary shedding forth the light of charity.

Reply to Objection 3. e infusion of charity denotes a
change to the state of “having” charity from the state of “not
having it,” so that something must needs come which was not
there before. On the other hand, the increase of charity de-
notes a change to “more having” from “less having,” so that
there is need, not for anything to be there that was not there
before, but for something to bemore there that previously was
less there. is is what God does when He increases charity,
that is He makes it to have a greater hold on the soul, and the
likeness of the Holy Ghost to be more perfectly participated
by the soul.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 6Whether charity increases through every act of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity increases through
every act of charity. For that which can do what is more, can
do what is less. But every act of charity can merit everlasting
life; and this is more than a simple addition of charity, since it
includes the perfection of charity. Much more, therefore, does

every act of charity increase charity.
Objection 2. Further, just as the habits of acquired virtue

are engendered by acts, so too an increase of charity is caused
by an act of charity. Now each virtuous act conduces to the en-
gendering of virtue. erefore also each virtuous act of charity

* St. Bernard, Serm. ii in Festo Purif.
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conduces to the increase of charity.
Objection 3. Further, Gregory* says that “to stand still in

the way to God is to go back.” Now no man goes back when
he is moved by an act of charity. erefore whoever is moved
by an act of charity goes forward in the way to God. erefore
charity increases through every act of charity.

On the contrary, e effect does not surpass the power of
its cause. But an act of charity is sometimes done with tepidity
or slackness.erefore it does not conduce to amore excellent
charity, rather does it dispose one to a lower degree.

I answer that,espiritual increase of charity is somewhat
like the increase of a body. Now bodily increase in animals and
plants is not a continuous movement, so that, to wit, if a thing
increase so much in so much time, it need to increase propor-
tionally in each part of that time, as happens in local move-
ment; but for a certain space of time nature works by dispos-
ing for the increase, without causing any actual increase, and
aerwards brings into effect that to which it had disposed, by
giving the animal or plant an actual increase. In like manner
charity does not actually increase through every act of charity,

but each act of charity disposes to an increase of charity, in so
far as one act of charity makes manmore ready to act again ac-
cording to charity, and this readiness increasing, man breaks
out into an act of more fervent love, and strives to advance in
charity, and then his charity increases actually.

Reply toObjection 1. Every act of charity merits everlast-
ing life, which, however, is not to be bestowed then and there,
but at its proper time. In like manner every act of charity mer-
its an increase of charity; yet this increase does not take place
at once, but when we strive for that increase.

Reply toObjection 2.Evenwhen an acquired virtue is be-
ing engendered, each act does not complete the formation of
the virtue, but conduces towards that effect by disposing to it,
while the last act, which is the most perfect, and acts in virtue
of all those that preceded it, reduces the virtue into act, just as
when many drops hollow out a stone.

Reply to Objection 3. Man advances in the way to God,
not merely by actual increase of charity, but also by being dis-
posed to that increase.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 7Whether charity increases indefinitely?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity does not increase
indefinitely. For every movement is towards some end and
term, as stated in Metaph. ii, text. 8,9. But the increase of
charity is a movement. erefore it tends to an end and term.
erefore charity does not increase indefinitely.

Objection 2. Further, no form surpasses the capacity of its
subject. But the capacity of the rational creature who is the
subject of charity is finite. erefore charity cannot increase
indefinitely.

Objection 3. Further, every finite thing can, by continual
increase, attain to the quantity of another finite thing however
much greater, unless the amount of its increase be ever less and
less. us the Philosopher states (Phys. iii, 6) that if we divide
a line into an indefinite number of parts, and take these parts
away and add them indefinitely to another line, we shall never
arrive at any definite quantity resulting from those two lines,
viz. the one fromwhichwe subtracted and the one towhichwe
added what was subtracted. But this does not occur in the case
in point: because there is no need for the second increase of
charity to be less than the first, since rather is it probable that
it would be equal or greater. As, therefore, the charity of the
blessed is something finite, if the charity of thewayfarer can in-
crease indefinitely, it would follow that the charity of the way
can equal the charity of heaven; which is absurd.erefore the
wayfarer’s charity cannot increase indefinitely.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Phil. 3:12): “Not as
though I had already attained, or were already perfect; but
I follow aer, if I may, by any means apprehend,” on which
words a gloss says: “Even if he hasmade great progress, let none
of the faithful say: ‘Enough.’ For whosoever says this, leaves

the road before coming to his destination.” erefore the way-
farer’s charity can ever increase more and more.

I answer that, A term to the increase of a form may be
fixed in three ways: first by reason of the form itself having a
fixed measure, and when this has been reached it is no longer
possible to go any further in that form, but if any further ad-
vance is made, another form is attained. And example of this is
paleness, the bounds of which may, by continual alteration, be
passed, either so that whiteness ensues, or so that blackness re-
sults. Secondly, on the part of the agent, whose power does not
extend to a further increase of the form in its subject. irdly,
on the part of the subject, which is not capable of ulterior per-
fection.

Now, in none of these ways, is a limit imposed to the in-
crease of man’s charity, while he is in the state of the wayfarer.
For charity itself considered as such has no limit to its increase,
since it is a participation of the infinite charity which is the
HolyGhost. In likemanner the cause of the increase of charity,
viz. God, is possessed of infinite power. Furthermore, on the
part of its subject, no limit to this increase can be determined,
because whenever charity increases, there is a corresponding
increased ability to receive a further increase. It is therefore ev-
ident that it is not possible to fix any limits to the increase of
charity in this life.

Reply to Objection 1. e increase of charity is directed
to an end, which is not in this, but in a future life.

Reply toObjection2.ecapacity of the rational creature
is increased by charity, because the heart is enlarged thereby,
according to 2 Cor. 6:11: “Our heart is enlarged”; so that it
still remains capable of receiving a further increase.
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Reply toObjection 3. is argument holds good in those
things which have the same kind of quantity, but not in those
which have different kinds: thus however much a line may in-
crease it does not reach the quantity of a superficies. Now the

quantity of a wayfarer’s charity which follows the knowledge
of faith is not of the same kind as the quantity of the charity
of the blessed, which follows open vision.Hence the argument
does not prove.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 8Whether charity can be perfect in this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity cannot be perfect
in this life. For this would have been the case with the apostles
before all others. Yet it was not so, since the Apostle says (Phil.
3:12): “Not as though I had already attained, or were already
perfect.” erefore charity cannot be perfect in this life.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 36)
that “whatever kindles charity quenches cupidity, but where
charity is perfect, cupidity is done away altogether.” But this
cannot be in this world, wherein it is impossible to live with-
out sin, according to 1 Jn. 1:8: “If we say that we have no sin,
we deceive ourselves.” Now all sin arises from some inordinate
cupidity. erefore charity cannot be perfect in this life.

Objection 3. Further, what is already perfect cannot be
perfected anymore. But in this life charity can always increase,
as stated above (a. 7). erefore charity cannot be perfect in
this life.

On the contrary, Augustine says (In prim. canon. Joan.
Tract. v) “Charity is perfected by being strengthened; and
when it has been brought to perfection, it exclaims, ‘I desire
to be dissolved and to be with Christ.’ ” Now this is possible in
this life, as in the case of Paul. erefore charity can be perfect
in this life.

I answer that, e perfection of charity may be under-
stood in two ways: first with regard to the object loved, sec-
ondly with regard to the person who loves. With regard to the
object loved, charity is perfect, if the object be loved as much
as it is lovable. Now God is as lovable as He is good, and His
goodness is infinite, wherefore He is infinitely lovable. But no

creature can love Him infinitely since all created power is fi-
nite. Consequently no creature’s charity can be perfect in this
way; the charity of God alone can, whereby He loves Himself.

On the part of the person who loves, charity is perfect,
when he loves as much as he can. is happens in three ways.
First, so that a man’s whole heart is always actually borne to-
wards God: this is the perfection of the charity of heaven, and
is not possible in this life, wherein, by reason of the weakness
of human life, it is impossible to think always actually of God,
and to be moved by love towards Him. Secondly, so that man
makes an earnest endeavor to give his time to God and Divine
things, while scorning other things except in so far as the needs
of the present life demand.is is the perfection of charity that
is possible to a wayfarer; but is not common to all who have
charity. irdly, so that a man gives his whole heart to God
habitually, viz. by neither thinking nor desiring anything con-
trary to the love of God; and this perfection is common to all
who have charity.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle denies that he has the
perfection of heaven, wherefore a gloss on the same passage
says that “he was a perfect wayfarer, but had not yet achieved
the perfection to which the way leads.”

Reply to Objection 2. is is said on account of venial
sins, which are contrary, not to the habit, but to the act of char-
ity: hence they are incompatible, notwith the perfectionof the
way, but with that of heaven.

Reply toObjection3.eperfectionof theway is not per-
fection simply, wherefore it can always increase.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 9Whether charity is rightly distinguished into three degrees, beginning, progress, and perfec-
tion?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting to distinguish three
degrees of charity, beginning, progress, and perfection. For
there are many degrees between the beginning of charity and
its ultimate perfection.erefore it is not right to put only one.

Objection 2. Further, charity begins to progress as soon as
it begins to be.erefore we ought not to distinguish between
charity as progressing and as beginning.

Objection 3. Further, in this world, however perfect a
man’s charity may be, it can increase, as stated above (a. 7).
Now for charity to increase is to progress. erefore perfect
charity ought not to be distinguished from progressing char-
ity: and so the aforesaid degrees are unsuitably assigned to
charity.

On the contrary, Augustine says (In prim. canon. Joan.

Tract. v) “As soon as charity is born it takes food,” which refers
to beginners, “aer taking food, it waxes strong,” which refers
to those who are progressing, “and when it has become strong
it is perfected,” which refers to the perfect. erefore there are
three degrees of charity.

I answer that,e spiritual increase of charitymay be con-
sidered in respect of a certain likeness to the growth of the hu-
man body. For although this latter growthmay be divided into
many parts, yet it has certain fixed divisions according to those
particular actions or pursuits to which man is brought by this
same growth. us we speak of a man being an infant until he
has the use of reason, aer which we distinguish another state
of manwherein he begins to speak and to use his reason, while
there is again a third state, that of puberty when he begins to

1221



acquire the power of generation, and so on until he arrives at
perfection.

In like manner the divers degrees of charity are distin-
guished according to the different pursuits to which man is
brought by the increase of charity. For at first it is incumbent
on man to occupy himself chiefly with avoiding sin and resist-
ing his concupiscences, whichmovehim in opposition to char-
ity: this concerns beginners, in whom charity has to be fed or
fostered lest it be destroyed: in the second place man’s chief
pursuit is to aim at progress in good, and this is the pursuit of
the proficient, whose chief aim is to strengthen their charity
by adding to it: while man’s third pursuit is to aim chiefly at
union with and enjoyment of God: this belongs to the perfect
who “desire to be dissolved and to be with Christ.”

In likemannerwe observe in localmotion that at first there
is withdrawal from one term, then approach to the other term,
and thirdly, rest in this term.

Reply toObjection1.All these distinct degreeswhich can

be discerned in the increase of charity, are comprised in the
aforesaid three, even as every division of continuous things is
included in these three—the beginning, the middle, and the
end, as the Philosopher states (De Coelo i, 1).

Reply to Objection 2. Although those who are beginners
in charity may progress, yet the chief care that besets them
is to resist the sins which disturb them by their onslaught.
Aerwards, however, when they come to feel this onslaught
less, they begin to tend to perfection with greater security; yet
with one hand doing the work, and with the other holding
the sword as related in 2 Esdr 4:17 about those who built up
Jerusalem.

Reply to Objection 3. Even the perfect make progress in
charity: yet this is not their chief care, but their aim is prin-
cipally directed towards union with God. And though both
the beginner and the proficient seek this, yet their solicitude is
chiefly about other things, with the beginner, about avoiding
sin, with the proficient, about progressing in virtue.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 10Whether charity can decrease?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity can decrease. For
contraries by their nature affect the same subject.Now increase
and decrease are contraries. Since then charity increases, as
stated above (a. 4), it seems that it can also decrease.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine, speaking to God, says
(Confess. x) “He loves ee less, who loves aught besides
ee”: and (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 36) he says that “what kindles char-
ity quenches cupidity.” For this it seems to follow that, on the
contrary, what arouses cupidity quenches charity. But cupid-
ity, whereby a man loves something besides God, can increase
in man. erefore charity can decrease.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii,
12) “God makes the just man, by justifying him, but in such a
way, that if theman turns away fromGod, he no longer retains
the effect of the Divine operation.” From this we may gather
thatwhenGod preserves charity inman,Heworks in the same
way as when He first infuses charity into him. Now at the first
infusion of charity God infuses less charity into him that pre-
pares himself less.erefore also in preserving charity, He pre-
serves less charity in him that prepares himself less. erefore
charity can decrease.

On the contrary, In Scripture, charity is compared to fire,
according to Cant 8:6: “e lamps thereof,” i.e. of charity, “are
fire and flames.” Now fire ever mounts upward so long as it
lasts. erefore as long as charity endures, it can ascend, but
cannot descend, i.e. decrease.

I answer that, e quantity which charity has in compari-
sonwith its proper object, cannot decrease, even as neither can
it increase, as stated above (a. 4, ad 2).

Since, however, it increases in that quantity which it has
in comparison with its subject, here is the place to consider
whether it can decrease in this way. Now, if it decrease, this

must needs be either through an act, or by the mere cessation
from act. It is true that virtues acquired through acts decrease
and sometimes cease altogether through cessation from act,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 53, a. 3). Wherefore the Philoso-
pher says, in reference to friendship (Ethic. viii, 5) “that want
of intercourse,” i.e. the neglect to call upon or speak with one’s
friends, “has destroyedmany a friendship.”Now this is because
the safe-keeping of a thing depends on its cause, and the cause
of human virtue is a human act, so thatwhen human acts cease,
the virtue acquired thereby decreases and at last ceases alto-
gether. Yet this does not occur to charity, because it is not the
result of human acts, but is caused by God alone, as stated
above (a. 2). Hence it follows that even when its act ceases, it
does not for this reasondecrease, or cease altogether, unless the
cessation involves a sin.

e consequence is that a decrease of charity cannot be
caused except either by God or by some sinful act. Now no
defect is caused in us by God, except by way of punishment, in
so far as He withdraws His grace in punishment of sin. Hence
He does not diminish charity except by way of punishment:
and this punishment is due on account of sin.

It follows, therefore, that if charity decrease, the cause of
this decrease must be sin either effectively or by way of merit.
But mortal sin does not diminish charity, in either of these
ways, but destroys it entirely, both effectively, because every
mortal sin is contrary to charity, as we shall state further on
(a. 12), and by way of merit, since when, by sinning mortally,
a man acts against charity, he deserves that God should with-
draw charity from him.

In like manner, neither can venial sin diminish charity ei-
ther effectively or by way of merit. Not effectively, because
it does not touch charity, since charity is about the last end,
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whereas venial sin is a disorder about things directed to the
end: and a man’s love for the end is none the less through his
committing an inordinate act as regards the things directed to
the end. us sick people sometimes, though they love health
much, are irregular in keeping to their diet: and thus again, in
speculative sciences, the false opinions that are derived from
the principles, do not diminish the certitude of the principles.
So too, venial sin does not merit diminution of charity; for
when aman offends in a smallmatter he does not deserve to be
mulcted in a great matter. For God does not turn away from
man, more than man turns away from Him: wherefore he that
is out of order in respect of things directed to the end, does not
deserve to be mulcted in charity whereby he is ordered to the
last end.

e consequence is that charity can by nomeans be dimin-
ished, if we speak of direct causality, yet whatever disposes to
its corruptionmay be said to conduce indirectly to its diminu-
tion, and such are venial sins, or even the cessation from the
practice of works of charity.

Reply to Objection 1. Contraries affect the same subject
when that subject stands in equal relation to both. But charity
does not stand in equal relation to increase and decrease. For
it can have a cause of increase, but not of decrease, as stated

above. Hence the argument does not prove.
Reply to Objection 2. Cupidity is twofold, one whereby

man places his end in creatures, and this kills charity alto-
gether, since it is its poison, as Augustine states (Confess. x).
ismakes us loveGod less (i.e. less thanweought to loveHim
by charity), not indeed by diminishing charity but by destroy-
ing it altogether. It is thus that wemust understand the saying:
“He loves ee less, who loves aught beside ee,” for he adds
these words, “which he loveth not for ee.” is does not ap-
ply to venial sin, but only to mortal sin: since that which we
love in venial sin, is loved for God’s sake habitually though not
actually. ere is another cupidity, that of venial sin, which is
always diminished by charity: and yet this cupidity cannot di-
minish charity, for the reason given above.

Reply toObjection 3. A movement of the free-will is req-
uisite in the infusion of charity, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 113,
a. 3). Wherefore that which diminishes the intensity of the
free-will conduces dispositively to a diminution in the charity
to be infused.On the other hand, nomovement of the free-will
is required for the safe-keeping of charity, else it would not re-
main inn us while we sleep. Hence charity does not decrease
on account of an obstacle on the part of the intensity of the
free-will’s movement.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 11Whether we can lose charity when once we have it?

Objection 1. It would seem that we cannot lose charity
when oncewe have it. For if we lose it, this can only be through
sin. Now he who has charity cannot sin, for it is written (1 Jn.
3:9): “Whosoever is born ofGod, committeth not sin; forHis
seed abideth in him, and he cannot sin, because he is born of
God.” But none save the children of God have charity, for it is
this which distinguishes “the children of God from the chil-
dren of perdition,” as Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 17). ere-
fore he that has charity cannot lose it.

Objection 2.Further, Augustine says (DeTrin. viii, 7) that
“if love be not true, it should not be called love.” Now, as he
says again in a letter to Count Julian, “charity which can fail
was never true.”* erefore it was no charity at all. erefore,
when once we have charity, we cannot lose it.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says in a homily for Pente-
cost (In Evang. xxx) that “God’s love works great things where
it is; if it ceases to work it is not charity.” Now no man loses
charity by doing great things. erefore if charity be there, it
cannot be lost.

Objection 4. Further, the free-will is not inclined to sin
unless by some motive for sinning. Now charity excludes all
motives for sinning, both self-love and cupidity, and all such
things. erefore charity cannot be lost.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 2:4): “I have some-
what against thee, because thou hast le thy first charity.”

I answer that, e Holy Ghost dwells in us by charity, as

shown above (a. 2; Qq. 23,24). We can, accordingly, consider
charity in three ways: first on the part of theHolyGhost,Who
moves the soul to love God, and in this respect charity is in-
compatible with sin through the power of the Holy Ghost,
Who does unfailingly whatever He wills to do. Hence it is im-
possible for these two things to be true at the same time—that
the Holy Ghost should will to move a certain man to an act
of charity, and that this man, by sinning, should lose charity.
For the gi of perseverance is reckoned among the blessings
of God whereby “whoever is delivered, is most certainly deliv-
ered,” as Augustine says in his book on the Predestination of
the saints (De Dono Persev. xiv).

Secondly, charity may be considered as such, and thus it
is incapable of anything that is against its nature. Wherefore
charity cannot sin at all, even as neither can heat cool, nor un-
righteousness do good, as Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte ii, 24).

irdly, charity can be considered on the part of its sub-
ject, which is changeable on account of the free-will.Moreover
charitymay be compared with this subject, both from the gen-
eral point of viewof form in comparisonwithmatter, and from
the specific point of view of habit as compared with power.
Now it is natural for a form to be in its subject in such a way
that it can be lost, when it does not entirely fill the potentiality
of matter: this is evident in the forms of things generated and
corrupted, because thematter of such things receives one form

* e quotation is from De Salutaribus Documentis ad quemdam comitem,
vii., among the works of Paul of Friuli, more commonly known as Paul the
Deacon, a monk of Monte Cassino.
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in such a way, that it retains the potentiality to another form,
as though its potentiality were not completely satisfied with
the one form.Hence the one formmay be lost by the other be-
ing received. On the other hand the form of a celestial body
which entirely fills the potentiality of its matter, so that the
latter does not retain the potentiality to another form, is in
its subject inseparably. Accordingly the charity of the blessed,
because it entirely fills the potentiality of the rational mind,
since every actual movement of that mind is directed to God,
is possessed by its subject inseparably: whereas the charity of
the wayfarer does not so fill the potentiality of its subject, be-
cause the latter is not always actually directed to God: so that
when it is not actually directed to God, something may occur
whereby charity is lost.

It is proper to a habit to incline a power to act, and this be-
longs to a habit, in so far as it makes whatever is suitable to it,
to seem good, and whatever is unsuitable, to seem evil. For as
the taste judges of savors according to its disposition, even so
does the humanmind judge of things to be done, according to
its habitual disposition.Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii,
5) that “such as a man is, so does the end appear to him.” Ac-
cordingly charity is inseparable from its possessor, where that
which pertains to charity cannot appear otherwise than good,
and that is in heaven, where God is seen inHis Essence, which

is the very essence of goodness.erefore the charity of heaven
cannot be lost, whereas the charity of the way can, because in
this state God is not seen in His Essence, which is the essence
of goodness.

Reply toObjection1.epassage quoted speaks from the
point of view of the power of the Holy Ghost, by Whose safe-
guarding, those whomHewills to move are rendered immune
from sin, as much as He wills.

Reply toObjection2.echaritywhich can fail by reason
of itself is no true charity; for this would be the case, were its
love given only for a time, and aerwards were to cease, which
would be inconsistent with true love. If, however, charity be
lost through the changeableness of the subject, and against the
purpose of charity included in its act, this is not contrary to
true charity.

Reply to Objection 3. e love of God ever works great
things in its purpose, which is essential to charity; but it does
not always work great things in its act, on account of the con-
dition of its subject.

Reply toObjection4.Charity by reason of its act excludes
every motive for sinning. But it happens sometimes that char-
ity is not acting actually, and then it is possible for a motive to
intervene for sinning, and if we consent to this motive, we lose
charity.

IIa IIae q. 24 a. 12Whether charity is lost through one mortal sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that charity is not lost through
onemortal sin. ForOrigen says (Peri Archon i): “When aman
who has mounted to the stage of perfection, is satiated, I do
not think that he will become empty or fall away suddenly;
but he must needs do so gradually and by little and little.” But
man falls away by losing charity. erefore charity is not lost
through only one mortal sin.

Objection2.Further, PopeLeo in a sermonon thePassion
(60) addresses Peter thus: “Our Lord saw in thee not a con-
quered faith, not an averted love, but constancy shaken. Tears
abounded where love never failed, and the words uttered in
trepidation were washed away by the fount of charity.” From
this Bernard* drew his assertion that “charity in Peter was not
quenched, but cooled.” But Peter sinned mortally in denying
Christ. erefore charity is not lost through one mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, charity is stronger than an acquired
virtue. Now a habit of acquired virtue is not destroyed by one
contrary sinful act. Much less, therefore, is charity destroyed
by one contrary mortal sin.

Objection 4. Further, charity denotes love of God and our
neighbor. Now, seemingly, one may commit a mortal sin, and
yet retain the love of God and one’s neighbor; because an in-
ordinate affection for things directed to the end, does not re-
move the love for the end, as stated above (a. 10 ). erefore
charity towards God can endure, though there be a mortal sin

through an inordinate affection for some temporal good.
Objection 5. Further, the object of a theological virtue is

the last end. Now the other theological virtues, namely faith
and hope, are not done away by one mortal sin, in fact they re-
main though lifeless. erefore charity can remain without a
form, even when a mortal sin has been committed.

On the contrary, By mortal sin man becomes deserving
of eternal death, according to Rom. 6:23: “e wages of sin
is death.” On the other hand whoever has charity is deserving
of eternal life, for it is written ( Jn. 14:21): “He that lovethMe,
shall be lovedbyMyFather: and Iwill loveHim, andwillmani-
festMyself to him,” inwhichmanifestation everlasting life con-
sists, according to Jn. 17:3: “is is eternal life; that they may
know ee the…true God, and Jesus Christ Whom ou hast
sent.” Now no man can be worthy, at the same time, of eternal
life and of eternal death.erefore it is impossible for aman to
have charity with a mortal sin. erefore charity is destroyed
by one mortal sin.

I answer that, at one contrary is removed by the other
contrary supervening. Now every mortal sin is contrary to
charity by its very nature, which consists in man’s loving God
above all things, and subjecting himself to Him entirely, by re-
ferring all that is his to God. It is therefore essential to charity
thatman should so loveGod as towish to submit toHim in all
things, and always to follow the rule of His commandments;

* William of St. ierry, De Nat. et Dig. Amoris. vi.
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sincewhatever is contrary toHis commandments ismanifestly
contrary to charity, and therefore by its very nature is capable
of destroying charity.

If indeed charity were an acquired habit dependent on the
power of its subject, it would not necessarily be removed by
one mortal sin, for act is directly contrary, not to habit but to
act. Now the endurance of a habit in its subject does not re-
quire the endurance of its act, so that when a contrary act su-
pervenes the acquired habit is not at once done away. But char-
ity, being an infused habit, depends on the action ofGodWho
infuses it,Who stands in relation to the infusion and safekeep-
ing of charity, as the sun does to the diffusion of light in the air,
as stated above (a. 10, obj. 3). Consequently, just as the light
would cease at once in the air, were an obstacle placed to its
being lit up by the sun, even so charity ceases at once to be in
the soul through the placing of an obstacle to the outpouring
of charity by God into the soul.

Now it is evident that through every mortal sin which is
contrary to God’s commandments, an obstacle is placed to
the outpouring of charity, since from the very fact that a man
chooses to prefer sin to God’s friendship, which requires that
we should obey His will, it follows that the habit of charity
is lost at once through one mortal sin. Hence Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. viii, 12) that “man is enlightened by God’s pres-
ence, but he is darkened at once by God’s absence, because dis-
tance from Him is effected not by change of place but by aver-
sion of the will.”

Reply toObjection1.is sayingofOrigenmaybeunder-
stood, in one way, that a man who is in the state of perfection,
does not suddenly go so far as to commit a mortal sin, but is
disposed thereto by some previous negligence, for which rea-

son venial sins are said tobedispositions tomortal sin, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 88, a. 3). Nevertheless he falls, and loses char-
ity through the one mortal sin if he commits it.

Since, however, he adds: “If some slight slip should occur,
and he recover himself quickly he does not appear to fall alto-
gether,” we may reply in another way, that when he speaks of a
man being emptied and falling away altogether, he means one
who falls so as to sin through malice; and this does not occur
in a perfect man all at once.

Reply to Objection 2. Charity may be lost in two ways;
first, directly, by actual contempt, and, in this way, Peter did
not lose charity. Secondly, indirectly, when a sin is committed
against charity, through some passion of desire or fear; it was
by sinning against charity in this way, that Peter lost charity;
yet he soon recovered it.

eReply to theirdObjection is evident fromwhat has
been said.

Reply to Objection 4. Not every inordinate affection for
things directed to the end, i.e., for created goods, constitutes a
mortal sin, but only such as is directly contrary to the Divine
will; and then the inordinate affection is contrary to charity,
as stated.

Reply to Objection 5. Charity denotes union with God,
whereas faith and hope do not. Now every mortal sin consists
in aversion from God, as stated above (Gen. ad lit. viii, 12).
Consequently every moral sin is contrary to charity, but not
to faith and hope, but only certain determinate sins, which de-
stroy the habit of faith or of hope, even as charity is destroyed
by every moral sin. Hence it is evident that charity cannot re-
main lifeless, since it is itself the ultimate form regarding God
under the aspect of last end as stated above (q. 23, a. 8).
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S P   S P, Q 25
Of the Object of Charity
(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider the object of charity; which consideration will be twofold: (1) e things we ought to love out of
charity: (2) e order in which they ought to be loved. Under the first head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether we should love God alone, out of charity, or should we love our neighbor also?
(2) Whether charity should be loved out of charity?
(3) Whether irrational creatures ought to be loved out of charity?
(4) Whether one may love oneself out of charity?
(5) Whether one’s own body?
(6) Whether sinners should be loved out of charity?
(7) Whether sinners love themselves?
(8) Whether we should love our enemies out of charity?
(9) Whether we are bound to show them tokens of friendship?

(10) Whether we ought to love the angels out of charity?
(11) Whether we ought to love the demons?
(12) How to enumerate the things we are bound to love out of charity.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 1Whether the love of charity stops at God, or extends to our neighbor?

Objection1. It would seem that the love of charity stops at
God and does not extend to our neighbor. For as we owe God
love, so do we owe Him fear, according Dt. 10:12: “And now
Israel, what doth the Lord thy God require of thee, but that
thou fear…and love Him?” Now the fear with which we fear
man, and which is called human fear, is distinct from the fear
with which we fear God, and which is either servile or filial, as
is evident fromwhat has been stated above (q. 10, a. 2).ere-
fore also the love with which we love God, is distinct from the
love with which we love our neighbor.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 8)
that “to be loved is to be honored.”Now the honor due toGod,
which is known as “latria,” is distinct from the honor due to a
creature, andknownas “dulia.”erefore again the lovewhere-
with we loveGod, is distinct from that with which we love our
neighbor.

Objection 3. Further, hope begets charity, as a gloss states
on Mat. 1:2. Now hope is so due to God that it is reprehensi-
ble to hope inman, according to Jer. 17:5: “Cursed be theman
that trusteth in man.” erefore charity is so due to God, as
not to extend to our neighbor.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Jn. 4:21): “is com-
mandment we have from God, that he, who loveth God, love
also his brother.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 17, a. 6; q. 19, a. 3; Ia IIae,
q. 54, a. 3) habits are not differentiated except their acts be of
different species. For every act of the one species belongs to the
same habit. Now since the species of an act is derived from its
object, considered under its formal aspect, it follows of neces-
sity that it is specifically the same act that tends to an aspect of
the object, and that tends to the object under that aspect: thus

it is specifically the same visual act whereby we see the light,
and whereby we see the color under the aspect of light.

Now the aspect under which our neighbor is to be loved,
is God, since what we ought to love in our neighbor is that he
may be in God. Hence it is clear that it is specifically the same
act whereby we love God, and whereby we love our neighbor.
Consequently the habit of charity extends not only to the love
of God, but also to the love of our neighbor.

Reply to Objection 1. We may fear our neighbor, even as
we may love him, in two ways: first, on account of something
that is proper to him, as when a man fears a tyrant on account
of his cruelty, or loves him by reason of his own desire to get
something fromhim. Such like human fear is distinct from the
fear of God, and the same applies to love. Secondly, we fear a
man, or love him on account of what he has of God; as when
we fear the secular power by reason of its exercising the min-
istry of God for the punishment of evildoers, and love it for its
justice: such like fear of man is not distinct from fear of God,
as neither is such like love.

Reply to Objection 2. Love regards good in general,
whereas honor regards the honored person’s own good, for it
is given to a person in recognition of his own virtue. Hence
love is not differentiated specifically on account of the various
degrees of goodness in various persons, so long as it is referred
to one good common to all, whereas honor is distinguished
according to the good belonging to individuals. Consequently
we love all our neighbors with the same love of charity, in so
far as they are referred to one good common to them all, which
is God; whereas we give various honors to various people, ac-
cording to each one’s own virtue, and likewise to God we give
the singular honor of latria on account of His singular virtue.
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Reply to Objection 3. It is wrong to hope in man as
though he were the principal author of salvation, but not, to
hope in man as helping us ministerially under God. In like
manner it would be wrong if a man loved his neighbor as

though he were his last end, but not, if he loved him for God’s
sake; and this is what charity does.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 2Whether we should love charity out of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity need not be loved
out of charity. For the things to be loved out of charity are con-
tained in the two precepts of charity (Mat. 22:37-39): and nei-
ther of them includes charity, since charity is neither God nor
our neighbor.erefore charity need not be loved out of char-
ity.

Objection 2. Further, charity is founded on the fellowship
of happiness, as stated above (q. 23, a. 1). But charity cannot
participate in happiness. erefore charity need not be loved
out of charity.

Objection 3. Further, charity is a kind of friendship, as
stated above (q. 23, a. 1). But no man can have friendship for
charity or for an accident, since such things cannot return love
for love, which is essential to friendship, as stated in Ethic. viii.
erefore charity need not be loved out of charity.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. viii, 8): “He
that loves his neighbor, must, in consequence, love love itself.”
But we love our neighbor out of charity. erefore it follows
that charity also is loved out of charity.

I answer that, Charity is love. Now love, by reason of the
nature of the powerwhose act it is, is capable of reflecting on it-
self; for since the object of the will is the universal good, what-
ever has the aspect of good, can be the object of an act of the
will: and since to will is itself a good, man can will himself to
will. Even so the intellect, whose object is the true, understands

that it understands, because this again is something true. Love,
however, even by reason of its own species, is capable of reflect-
ing on itself, because it is a spontaneousmovement of the lover
towards the beloved, wherefore from themoment aman loves,
he loves himself to love.

Yet charity is not love simply, but has the nature of friend-
ship, as stated above (q. 23, a. 1). Now by friendship a thing is
loved in twoways: first, as the friend for whomwe have friend-
ship, and to whomwe wish good things: secondly, as the good
which we wish to a friend. It is in the latter and not in the for-
mer way that charity is loved out of charity, because charity
is the good which we desire for all those whom we love out of
charity.e same applies to happiness, and to the other virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. God and our neighbor are those
withwhomwe are friends, but love of them includes the loving
of charity, since we love both God and our neighbor, in so far
as we love ourselves and our neighbor to love God, and this is
to love charity.

Reply to Objection 2. Charity is itself the fellowship of
the spiritual life, whereby we arrive at happiness: hence it is
loved as the good which we desire for all whom we love out of
charity.

Reply toObjection 3.is argument considers friendship
as referred to those with whom we are friends.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 3Whether irrational creatures also ought to be loved out of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that irrational creatures also
ought to be loved out of charity. For it is chiefly by charity that
we are conformed to God. Now God loves irrational creatures
out of charity, for He loves “all things that are” (Wis. 11:25),
and whatever He loves, He loves by Himself Who is charity.
erefore we also should love irrational creatures out of char-
ity.

Objection 2. Further, charity is referred to God princi-
pally, and extends to other things as referable to God. Now
just as the rational creature is referable to God, in as much
as it bears the resemblance of image, so too, are the irrational
creatures, in as much as they bear the resemblance of a trace*.
erefore charity extends also to irrational creatures.

Objection 3. Further, just as the object of charity is God.
so is the object of faith. Now faith extends to irrational crea-
tures, since we believe that heaven and earth were created by
God, that thefishes andbirdswerebrought forthoutof thewa-

ters, and animals that walk, and plants, out of the earth.ere-
fore charity extends also to irrational creatures.

On the contrary, e love of charity extends to none but
God and our neighbor. But the word neighbor cannot be ex-
tended to irrational creatures, since they have no fellowship
with man in the rational life. erefore charity does not ex-
tend to irrational creatures.

I answer that, According to what has been stated above
(q. 13, a. 1) charity is a kind of friendship. Now the love of
friendship is twofold: first, there is the love for the friend to
whom our friendship is given, secondly, the love for those
good things which we desire for our friend. With regard to
the first, no irrational creature can be loved out of charity; and
for three reasons. Two of these reasons refer in a general way
to friendship, which cannot have an irrational creature for its
object: first because friendship is towards one to whom we
wish good things, while, properly speaking, we cannot wish

* Cf. Ia, q. 45, a. 7.
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good things to an irrational creature, because it is not compe-
tent, properly speaking, to possess good, this being proper to
the rational creature which, through its free-will, is the mas-
ter of its disposal of the good it possesses. Hence the Philoso-
pher says (Phys. ii, 6) that we do not speak of good or evil be-
falling such like things, except metaphorically. Secondly, be-
cause all friendship is based on some fellowship in life; since
“nothing is so proper to friendship as to live together,” as the
Philosopher proves (Ethic. viii, 5). Now irrational creatures
can have no fellowship in human life which is regulated by
reason. Hence friendship with irrational creatures is impossi-
ble, exceptmetaphorically speaking.e third reason is proper
to charity, for charity is based on the fellowship of everlast-
ing happiness, to which the irrational creature cannot attain.
erefore we cannot have the friendship of charity towards an

irrational creature.
Nevertheless we can love irrational creatures out of char-

ity, if we regard them as the good things that we desire for oth-
ers, in so far, to wit, as we wish for their preservation, to God’s
honor andman’s use; thus too doesGod love themout of char-
ity.

Wherefore the Reply to the First Objection is evident.
Reply to Objection 2. e likeness by way of trace does

not confer the capacity for everlasting life, whereas the likeness
of image does: and so the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. Faith can extend to all that is in
any way true, whereas the friendship of charity extends only
to such things as have a natural capacity for everlasting life;
wherefore the comparison fails.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 4Whether a man ought to love himself out of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man is bound to love
himself out of charity. For Gregory says in a homily (In Evang.
xvii) that there “can be no charity between less than two.”
erefore no man has charity towards himself.

Objection 2. Further, friendship, by its very nature, im-
plies mutual love and equality (Ethic. viii, 2,7), which cannot
be of one man towards himself. But charity is a kind of friend-
ship, as stated above (q. 23, a. 1). erefore a man cannot have
charity towards himself.

Objection 3. Further, anything relating to charity cannot
be blameworthy, since charity “dealeth not perversely” (1 Cor.
23:4). Now a man deserves to be blamed for loving himself,
since it is written (2 Tim. 3:1,2): “In the last days shall come
dangerous times, men shall be lovers of themselves.” erefore
a man cannot love himself out of charity.

On the contrary, It is written (Lev. 19:18): “ou shalt
love thy friend as thyself.”Nowwe love our friends out of char-
ity. erefore we should love ourselves too out of charity.

I answer that,Since charity is a kindof friendship, as stated
above (q. 23, a. 1), we may consider charity from two stand-
points: first, under the general notion of friendship, and in this
waywemust hold that, properly speaking, aman is not a friend
to himself, but something more than a friend, since friendship
implies union, for Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “love is a

unitive force,”whereas aman is onewith himself which ismore
than being united to another. Hence, just as unity is the prin-
ciple of union, so the love with which a man loves himself is
the form and root of friendship. For if we have friendship with
others it is because we do unto them as we do unto ourselves,
hence we read in Ethic. ix, 4,8, that “the origin of friendly re-
lations with others lies in our relations to ourselves.” us too
with regard to principles we have something greater than sci-
ence, namely understanding.

Secondly, we may speak of charity in respect of its specific
nature, namely as denoting man’s friendship with God in the
first place, and, consequently, with the things of God, among
which things is man himself who has charity. Hence, among
these other things which he loves out of charity because they
pertain to God, he loves also himself out of charity.

Reply toObjection 1.Gregory speaks there of charity un-
der the general notion of friendship: and the Second Objec-
tion is to be taken in the same sense.

Reply toObjection3.osewho love themselves are to be
blamed, in so far as they love themselves as regards their sensi-
tive nature, which they humor. is is not to love oneself truly
according to one’s rational nature, so as to desire for oneself the
good things which pertain to the perfection of reason: and in
this way chiefly it is through charity that a man loves himself.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 5Whether a man ought to love his body out of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man ought not to love
his body out of charity. For we do not love one with whom
we are unwilling to associate. But those who have charity shun
the society of the body, according to Rom. 7:24: “Who shall
deliver me from the body of this death?” and Phil. 1:23: “Hav-
ing a desire to be dissolved and to be with Christ.” erefore
our bodies are not to be loved out of charity.

Objection 2. Further, the friendship of charity is based on

fellowship in the enjoyment of God. But the body can have no
share in that enjoyment. erefore the body is not to be loved
out of charity.

Objection 3. Further, since charity is a kind of friendship
it is towards those who are capable of loving in return. But our
body cannot love us out of charity. erefore it should not be
loved out of charity.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i,
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23,26) that there are four things that we should love out of
charity, and among them he reckons our own body.

I answer that, Our bodies can be considered in two ways:
first, in respect of their nature, secondly, in respect of the cor-
ruption of sin and its punishment.

Now the nature of our body was created, not by an evil
principle, as the Manicheans pretend, but by God. Hence
we can use it for God’s service, according to Rom. 6:13:
“Present…your members as instruments of justice unto God.”
Consequently, out of the love of charity with which we love
God, we ought to love our bodies also, but we ought not to
love the evil effects of sin and the corruption of punishment;
we ought rather, by the desire of charity, to long for the re-
moval of such things.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle did not shrink from
the society of his body, as regards the nature of the body, in
fact in this respect he was loth to be deprived thereof, accord-

ing to 2 Cor. 5:4: “We would not be unclothed, but clothed
over.” He did, however, wish to escape from the taint of con-
cupiscence, which remains in the body, and from the corrup-
tion of the body which weighs down the soul, so as to hinder
it from seeing God. Hence he says expressly: “From the body
of this death.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although our bodies are unable
to enjoy God by knowing and loving Him, yet by the works
whichwe do through the body, we are able to attain to the per-
fect knowledge of God.Hence from the enjoyment in the soul
there overflows a certain happiness into the body, viz., “the
flush of health and incorruption,” as Augustine states (Ep. ad
Dioscor. cxviii).Hence, since the body has, in a fashion, a share
of happiness, it can be loved with the love of charity.

Reply to Objection 3. Mutual love is found in the friend-
ship which is for another, but not in that which a man has for
himself, either in respect of his soul, or in respect of his body.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 6Whether we ought to love sinners out of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to love sin-
ners out of charity. For it iswritten (Ps. 118:113): “I have hated
the unjust.” But David had perfect charity. erefore sinners
should be hated rather than loved, out of charity.

Objection 2. Further, “love is proved by deeds” asGregory
says in a homily for Pentecost (In Evang. xxx). But good men
do no works of the unjust: on the contrary, they do such as
would appear to be works of hate, according to Ps. 100:8: “In
the morning I put to death all the wicked of the land”: and
God commanded (Ex. 22:18): “Wizards thou shalt not suffer
to live.” erefore sinners should not be loved out of charity.

Objection 3. Further, it is part of friendship that one
should desire and wish good things for one’s friends. Now the
saints, out of charity, desire evil things for the wicked, accord-
ing to Ps. 9:18: “May the wicked be turned into hell*.” ere-
fore sinners should not be loved out of charity.

Objection 4. Further, it is proper to friends to rejoice in,
and will the same things. Now charity does not make us will
what sinners will, nor to rejoice in what gives them joy, but
rather the contrary. erefore sinners should not be loved out
of charity.

Objection5.Further, it is proper to friends to associate to-
gether, according to Ethic. viii. But we ought not to associate
with sinners, according to 2Cor. 6:17: “Go ye out from among
them.” erefore we should not love sinners out of charity.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 30)
that “when it is said: ‘ou shalt love thy neighbor,’ it is evi-
dent that we ought to look upon every man as our neighbor.”
Now sinners do not cease to be men, for sin does not destroy
nature. erefore we ought to love sinners out of charity.

I answer that,Two thingsmay be considered in the sinner:
his nature and his guilt. According to his nature, which he has

from God, he has a capacity for happiness, on the fellowship
of which charity is based, as stated above (a. 3; q. 23, Aa. 1,5),
wherefore we ought to love sinners, out of charity, in respect
of their nature.

On the other hand their guilt is opposed to God, and is
an obstacle to happiness. Wherefore, in respect of their guilt
whereby they are opposed to God, all sinners are to be hated,
even one’s father ormother or kindred, according toLk. 12:26.
For it is our duty to hate, in the sinner, his being a sinner, and
to love in him, his being a man capable of bliss; and this is to
love him truly, out of charity, for God’s sake.

Reply to Objection 1. e prophet hated the unjust, as
such, and the object of his hate was their injustice, which was
their evil. Such hatred is perfect, of which he himself says (Ps.
138:22): “I have hated them with a perfect hatred.” Now ha-
tred of a person’s evil is equivalent to love of his good. Hence
also this perfect hatred belongs to charity.

Reply toObjection2.As the Philosopher observes (Ethic.
ix, 3), whenour friends fall into sin,we ought not to deny them
the amenities of friendship, so long as there is hope of their
mending their ways, and we ought to help them more readily
to regain virtue than to recover money, had they lost it, for as
much as virtue is more akin than money to friendship. When,
however, they fall into very great wickedness, and become in-
curable, we ought no longer to show them friendliness. It is
for this reason that both Divine and human laws command
such like sinners to be put to death, because there is greater
likelihood of their harming others than of their mending their
ways. Nevertheless the judge puts this into effect, not out of
hatred for the sinners, but out of the love of charity, by reason
ofwhichhe prefers the public good to the life of the individual.
Moreover the death inflicted by the judge profits the sinner, if

* Douay and A. V.: ‘e wicked shall be,’ etc. See Reply to this Objection.
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he be converted, unto the expiation of his crime; and, if he be
not converted, it profits so as to put an end to the sin, because
the sinner is thus deprived of the power to sin any more.

Reply to Objection 3. Such like imprecations which we
come across in Holy Writ, may be understood in three ways:
first, by way of prediction, not by way of wish, so that the sense
is: “May the wicked be,” that is, “e wicked shall be, turned
into hell.” Secondly, by way of wish, yet so that the desire of
the wisher is not referred to the man’s punishment, but to the
justice of the punisher, according to Ps. 57:11: “e just shall
rejoice when he shall see the revenge,” since, according to Wis.
1:13, not even God “hath pleasure in the destruction of the
wicked [Vulg.: ‘living’]” when He punishes them, but He re-
joices in His justice, according to Ps. 10:8: “e Lord is just
and hath loved justice.” irdly, so that this desire is referred
to the removal of the sin, and not to the punishment itself, to
the effect, namely, that the sin be destroyed, but that the man

may live.
Reply to Objection 4. We love sinners out of charity, not

so as to will what they will, or to rejoice in what gives them
joy, but so as to make them will what we will, and rejoice in
what rejoices us. Hence it is written ( Jer. 15:19): “ey shall
be turned to thee, and thou shalt not to be turned to them.”

Reply to Objection 5. e weak should avoid associating
with sinners, on account of the danger in which they stand of
being perverted by them. But it is commendable for the per-
fect, of whose perversion there is no fear, to associate with
sinners that they may convert them. For thus did Our Lord
eat and drink with sinners as related by Mat. 9:11-13. Yet all
should avoid the society of sinners, as regards fellowship in sin;
in this sense it is written (2 Cor. 6:17): “Go out from among
them…and touch not the unclean thing,” i.e. by consenting to
sin.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 7Whether sinners love themselves?

Objection 1. It would seem that sinners love themselves.
For that which is the principle of sin, is most of all in the sin-
ner. Now love of self is the principle of sin, since Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 28) that it “builds up the city of Baby-
lon.” erefore sinners most of all love themselves.

Objection 2. Further, sin does not destroy nature. Now it
is in keeping with nature that every man should love himself:
wherefore even irrational creatures naturally desire their own
good, for instance, thepreservationof their being, and so forth.
erefore sinners love themselves.

Objection 3. Further, good is beloved by all, as Dionysius
states (Div. Nom. iv). Now many sinners reckon themselves to
be good. erefore many sinners love themselves.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 10:6): “He that loveth
iniquity, hateth his own soul.”

I answer that, Love of self is common to all, in one way; in
another way it is proper to the good; in a third way, it is proper
to thewicked. For it is common to all for each one to lovewhat
he thinks himself to be.Now aman is said to be a thing, in two
ways: first, in respect of his substance and nature, and, this way
all think themselves to be what they are, that is, composed of a
soul and body. In this way too, all men, both good andwicked,
love themselves, in so far as they love their own preservation.

Secondly, a man is said to be something in respect of some
predominance, as the sovereign of a state is spoken of as being
the state, and so, what the sovereign does, the state is said to
do. In this way, all do not think themselves to be what they are.
For the reasoningmind is the predominant part of man, while
the sensitive and corporeal nature takes the second place, the
former of which the Apostle calls the “inward man,” and the
latter, the “outward man” (2 Cor. 4:16). Now the good look
upon their rational nature or the inwardman as being the chief
thing in them, wherefore in this way they think themselves to

be what they are. On the other hand, the wicked reckon their
sensitive and corporeal nature, or the outwardman, tohold the
first place. Wherefore, since they know not themselves aright,
they do not love themselves aright, but love what they think
themselves to be. But the good know themselves truly, and
therefore truly love themselves.

e Philosopher proves this from five things that are
proper to friendship. For in the first place, every friend wishes
his friend to be and to live; secondly, he desires good things for
him; thirdly, he does good things to him; fourthly, he takes
pleasure in his company; fihly, he is of one mind with him,
rejoicing and sorrowing in almost the same things. In this way
the good love themselves, as to the inward man, because they
wish the preservation thereof in its integrity, they desire good
things for him, namely spiritual goods, indeed they do their
best to obtain them, and they take pleasure in entering into
their own hearts, because they find there good thoughts in
the present, the memory of past good, and the hope of future
good, all of which are sources of pleasure. Likewise they expe-
rience no clashing of wills, since their whole soul tends to one
thing.

On the other hand, the wicked have no wish to be pre-
served in the integrity of the inward man, nor do they desire
spiritual goods for him, nor do they work for that end, nor do
they take pleasure in their own company by entering into their
ownhearts, becausewhatever they find there, present, past and
future, is evil and horrible; nor do they agree with themselves,
on account of the gnawings of conscience, according to Ps.
49:21: “I will reprove thee and set before thy face.”

In the same manner it may be shown that the wicked love
themselves, as regards the corruption of the outward man,
whereas the good do not love themselves thus.

Reply to Objection 1. e love of self which is the prin-
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ciple of sin is that which is proper to the wicked, and reaches
“to the contempt of God,” as stated in the passage quoted, be-
cause the wicked so desire external goods as to despise spiritual
goods.

Reply to Objection 2. Although natural love is not alto-
gether forfeited by wicked men, yet it is perverted in them, as

explained above.
Reply toObjection 3.ewicked have some share of self-

love, in so far as they think themselves good. Yet such love of
self is not true but apparent: and even this is not possible in
those who are very wicked.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 8Whether charity requires that we should love our enemies?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity does not require
us to love our enemies. For Augustine says (Enchiridion lxxiii)
that “this great good,” namely, the love of our enemies, is “not
so universal in its application, as the object of our petition
when we say: Forgive us our trespasses.” Now no one is for-
given sin without he have charity, because, according to Prov.
10:12, “charity covereth all sins.” erefore charity does not
require that we should love our enemies.

Objection 2. Further, charity does not do away with na-
ture. Now everything, even an irrational being, naturally hates
its contrary, as a lamb hates a wolf, and water fire. erefore
charity does not make us love our enemies.

Objection3.Further, charity “dothnothing perversely” (1
Cor. 13:4). Now it seems perverse to love one’s enemies, as it
would be to hate one’s friends: hence Joab upbraidedDavid by
saying (2 Kings 19:6): “ou lovest them that hate thee, and
thou hatest them that love thee.” erefore charity does not
make us love our enemies.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 4:44): “Love your
enemies.”

I answer that, Love of one’s enemies may be understood
in three ways. First, as though we were to love our enemies as
such: this is perverse, and contrary to charity, since it implies
love of that which is evil in another.

Secondly love of one’s enemies may mean that we love
them as to their nature, but in general: and in this sense charity
requires that we should love our enemies, namely, that in lov-

ingGod and our neighbor, we should not exclude our enemies
from the love given to our neighbor in general.

irdly, love of one’s enemies may be considered as spe-
cially directed to them, namely, that we should have a special
movement of love towards our enemies. Charity does not re-
quire this absolutely, because it does not require thatwe should
have a special movement of love to every individual man, since
this would be impossible. Nevertheless charity does require
this, in respect of our being prepared in mind, namely, that we
should be ready to love our enemies individually, if the neces-
sity were to occur.atman should actually do so, and love his
enemy for God’s sake, without it being necessary for him to do
so, belongs to the perfection of charity. For sinceman loves his
neighbor, out of charity, forGod’s sake, themore he lovesGod,
themore does he put enmities aside and show love towards his
neighbor: thus if we loved a certain man very much, we would
love his children though they were unfriendly towards us.is
is the sense in which Augustine speaks in the passage quoted
in the First Objection, the Reply to which is therefore evident.

Reply to Objection 2. Everything naturally hates its con-
trary as such. Now our enemies are contrary to us, as enemies,
wherefore this itself should be hateful to us, for their enmity
should displease us. ey are not, however, contrary to us, as
men and capable of happiness: and it is as such that we are
bound to love them.

Reply to Objection 3. It is wrong to love one’s enemies as
such: charity does not do this, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 9Whether it is necessary for salvation that we should show our enemies the signs and effects of
love?

Objection 1. It would seem that charity demands of aman
to show his enemy the signs or effects of love. For it is written
(1 Jn. 3:18): “Let us not love inwordnor in tongue, but in deed
and in truth.” Now a man loves in deed by showing the one he
loves signs and effects of love.erefore charity requires that a
man show his enemies such signs and effects of love.

Objection 2. Further, Our Lord said in the same breath
(Mat. 5:44): “Love your enemies,” and, “Do good to them that
hate you.” Now charity demands that we love our enemies.
erefore it demands also that we should “do good to them.”

Objection 3. Further, not only God but also our neigh-
bor is the object of charity. Now Gregory says in a homily for

Pentecost (In Evang. xxx), that “love of God cannot be idle for
wherever it is it does great things, and if it ceases to work, it is
no longer love.”Hence charity towards ourneighbor cannot be
without producing works. But charity requires us to love our
neighbor without exception, though he be an enemy. ere-
fore charity requires us to show the signs and effects of love
towards our enemies.

On the contrary,A gloss on Mat. 5:44, “Do good to them
that hate you,” says: “To do good to one’s enemies is the height
of perfection”*. Now charity does not require us to do that
which belongs to its perfection. erefore charity does not re-
quire us to show the signs and effects of love to our enemies.

* Augustine, Enchiridion lxxiii.
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I answer that, e effects and signs of charity are the re-
sult of inward love, and are in proportion with it. Now it is
absolutely necessary, for the fulfilment of the precept, that we
should inwardly love our enemies in general, but not individ-
ually, except as regards the mind being prepared to do so, as
explained above (a. 8).

We must accordingly apply this to the showing of the ef-
fects and signs of love. For some of the signs and favors of love
are shown to our neighbors in general, as when we pray for all
the faithful, or for a whole people, or when anyone bestows a
favor on a whole community: and the fulfilment of the pre-
cept requires that we should show such like favors or signs of
love towards our enemies. For if we did not so, it would be a
proof of vengeful spite, and contrary to what is written (Lev.
19:18): “Seek not revenge, nor be mindful of the injury of thy

citizens.” But there are other favors or signs of love, which one
shows to certain persons in particular: and it is not necessary
for salvation that we show our enemies such like favors and
signs of love, except as regards being ready in our minds, for
instance to come to their assistance in a case of urgency, ac-
cording to Prov. 25:21: “If thy enemy be hungry, give him to
eat; if he thirst, give him…drink.” Outside cases of urgency, to
show such like favors to an enemy belongs to the perfection of
charity, whereby we not only beware, as in duty bound, of be-
ing overcome by evil, but also wish to overcome evil by good†,
which belongs to perfection: for then we not only beware of
being drawn into hatred on account of the hurt done to us,
but purpose to induce our enemy to love us on account of our
kindliness.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 10Whether we ought to love the angels out of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that we are not bound to love
the angels out of charity. For, as Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. i), charity is a twofold love: the love of God and of our
neighbor. Now love of the angels is not contained in the love
of God, since they are created substances; nor is it, seemingly,
contained in the love of our neighbor, since they do not belong
with us to a common species. erefore we are not bound to
love them out of charity.

Objection 2. Further, dumb animals have more in com-
mon with us than the angels have, since they belong to the
same proximate genus as we do. But we have not charity to-
wards dumb animals, as stated above (a. 3). Neither, therefore,
have we towards the angels.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is so proper to friends as
companionship with one another (Ethic. viii, 5). But the an-
gels are not our companions; we cannot even see them. ere-
fore we are unable to give them the friendship of charity.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. i, 30):
“If the name of neighbor is given either to thosewhomwe pity,
or to thosewhopity us, it is evident that the precept binding us
to love our neighbor includes also the holy angels from whom
we receive many merciful favors.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 23, a. 1), the friendship
of charity is founded upon the fellowship of everlasting hap-
piness, in which men share in common with the angels. For it
is written (Mat. 22:30) that “in the resurrection…men shall be
as the angels of God in heaven.” It is therefore evident that the
friendship of charity extends also to the angels.

Reply to Objection 1. Our neighbor is not only one who
is united to us in a common species, but also one who is united
to us by sharing in the blessings pertaining to everlasting life,
and it is on the latter fellowship that the friendship of charity
is founded.

Reply to Objection 2. Dumb animals are united to us
in the proximate genus, by reason of their sensitive nature;
whereas we are partakers of everlasting happiness, by reason
not of our sensitive nature but of our rational mind wherein
we associate with the angels.

Reply to Objection 3. e companionship of the angels
does not consist in outward fellowship, which we have in re-
spect of our sensitive nature; it consists in a fellowship of the
mind, imperfect indeed in this life, but perfect in heaven, as
stated above (q. 23, a. 1, ad 1).

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 11Whether we are bound to love the demons out of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought to love the
demons out of charity. For the angels are our neighbors by
reason of their fellowship with us in a rational mind. But the
demons also share in our fellowship thus, since natural gis,
such as life and understanding, remain in them unimpaired, as
Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv). erefore we ought to love
the demons out of charity.

Objection 2. Further, the demons differ from the blessed
angels in thematter of sin, even as sinners from just men. Now

the justman loves the sinner out of charity.erefore he ought
to love the demons also out of charity.

Objection 3. Further, we ought, out of charity, to love, as
being ourneighbors, those fromwhomwe receive favors, as ap-
pears from the passage of Augustine quoted above (a. 9). Now
the demons are useful to us in many things, for “by tempting
us they work crowns for us,” as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xi,
17). erefore we ought to love the demons out of charity.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 28:18): “Your league

† Rom. 12:21.
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with death shall be abolished, and your covenant with hell
shall not stand.” Now the perfection of a peace and covenant
is through charity. erefore we ought not to have charity for
the demons who live in hell and compass death.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6), in the sinner, we are
bound, out of charity, to love his nature, but to hate his sin.
But the nameof demon is given to designate a nature deformed
by sin, wherefore demons should not be loved out of charity.
Without however laying stress on the word, the question as
to whether the spirits called demons ought to be loved out of
charity, must be answered in accordance with the statement
made above (Aa. 2,3), that a thing may be loved out of charity
in two ways. First, a thing may be loved as the person who is
the object of friendship, and thus we cannot have the friend-
ship of charity towards the demons. For it is an essential part
of friendship that one should be a well-wisher towards one’s
friend; and it is impossible for us, out of charity, to desire the
good of everlasting life, to which charity is referred, for those
spirits whom God has condemned eternally, since this would
be in opposition to our charity towards God whereby we ap-
prove of His justice.

Secondly, we love a thing as being that which we desire to
be enduring as another’s good. In this way we love irrational
creatures out of charity, in as much as we wish them to en-
dure, to give glory toGod and be useful toman, as stated above
(a. 3): and in this way toowe can love the nature of the demons
even out of charity, in as much as we desire those spirits to en-
dure, as to their natural gis, unto God’s glory.

Reply toObjection1.epossession of everlasting happi-
ness is not impossible for the angelic mind as it is for the mind
of a demon; consequently the friendship of charity which is
based on the fellowship of everlasting life, rather than on the
fellowship of nature, is possible towards the angels, but not to-
wards the demons.

Reply to Objection 2. In this life, men who are in sin re-
tain the possibility of obtaining everlasting happiness: not so
those who are lost in hell, who, in this respect, are in the same
case as the demons.

Reply to Objection 3. at the demons are useful to us is
due not to their intention but to the ordering of Divine prov-
idence; hence this leads us to be friends, not with them, but
with God, Who turns their perverse intention to our profit.

IIa IIae q. 25 a. 12Whether four things are rightly reckoned as to be loved out of charity, viz. God, our neighbor,
our body and ourselves?

Objection 1. It would seem that these four things are not
rightly reckoned as to be loved out of charity, to wit: God,
our neighbor, our body, and ourselves. For, as Augustine states
(Tract. super Joan. lxxxiii), “he that loveth notGod, loveth not
himself.” Hence love of oneself is included in the love of God.
erefore love of oneself is not distinct from the love of God.

Objection 2. Further, a part ought not to be condivided
with the whole. But our body is part of ourselves. erefore it
ought not to be condivided with ourselves as a distinct object
of love.

Objection 3. Further, just as a man has a body, so has
his neighbor. Since then the love with which a man loves his
neighbor, is distinct from the lovewithwhich aman loves him-
self, so the love with which a man loves his neighbor’s body,
ought to be distinct from the love with which he loves his own
body.erefore these four things are not rightly distinguished
as objects to be loved out of charity.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. i, 23):
“ere are four things to be loved; one which is above us,”
namelyGod, “another, which is ourselves, a thirdwhich is nigh
to us,” namely our neighbor, “and a fourthwhich is beneath us,”
namely our own body.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 23, Aa. 1,5), the friend-
ship of charity is based on the fellowship of happiness. Now,
in this fellowship, one thing is considered as the principle from
which happiness flows, namelyGod; a second is that which di-
rectly partakes of happiness, namelymenandangels; a third is a

thing to which happiness comes by a kind of overflow, namely
the human body.

Now the source from which happiness flows is lovable by
reason of its being the cause of happiness: that which is a par-
taker of happiness, can be an object of love for two reasons,
either through being identified with ourselves, or through be-
ing associated with us in partaking of happiness, and in this
respect, there are two things to be loved out of charity, in as
much as man loves both himself and his neighbor.

Reply to Objection 1. e different relations between a
lover and the various things lovedmake a different kind of lov-
ableness. Accordingly, since the relation between the human
lover and God is different from his relation to himself, these
two are reckoned as distinct objects of love, for the love of the
one is the cause of the love of the other, so that the former love
being removed the latter is taken away.

Reply toObjection2.esubject of charity is the rational
mind that can be capable of obtaining happiness, to which the
body does not reach directly, but only by a kind of overflow.
Hence, by his reasonable mind which holds the first place in
him,man, out of charity, loves himself in one way, and his own
body in another.

Reply to Objection 3. Man loves his neighbor, both as to
his soul and as to his body, by reason of a certain fellowship
in happiness. Wherefore, on the part of his neighbor, there is
only one reason for loving him; and our neighbor’s body is not
reckoned as a special object of love.
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S P   S P, Q 26
Of the Order of Charity
(Inirteen Articles)

We must now consider the order of charity, under which head there are thirteen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is an order in charity?
(2) Whether man ought to love God more than his neighbor?
(3) Whether more than himself ?
(4) Whether he ought to love himself more than his neighbor?
(5) Whether man ought to love his neighbor more than his own body?
(6) Whether he ought to love one neighbor more than another?
(7) Whether he ought to love more, a neighbor who is better, or one who is more closely united to him?
(8) Whether he ought to lovemore, one who is akin to him by blood, or one who is united to him by other ties?
(9) Whether, out of charity, a man ought to love his son more than his father ?

(10) Whether he ought to love his mother more than his father?
(11) Whether he ought to love his wife more than his father or mother?
(12) Whether we ought to love those who are kind to us more than those whom we are kind to?
(13) Whether the order of charity endures in heaven?

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 1Whether there is order in charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no order in char-
ity. For charity is a virtue. But no order is assigned to the other
virtues. Neither, therefore, should any order be assigned to
charity.

Objection 2. Further, just as the object of faith is the First
Truth, so is the object of charity the Sovereign Good. Now no
order is appointed for faith, but all things are believed equally.
Neither, therefore, ought there to be any order in charity.

Objection 3. Further, charity is in the will: whereas order-
ing belongs, not to the will, but to the reason. erefore no
order should be ascribed to charity.

On the contrary, It is written (Cant 2:4): “He broughtme
into the cellar of wine, he set in order charity in me.”

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Metaph. v, text.
16), the terms “before” and “aer” are used in reference to
some principle. Now order implies that certain things are, in
some way, before or aer. Hence wherever there is a princi-
ple, there must needs be also order of some kind. But it has
been said above (q. 23, a. 1; q. 25, a. 12) that the love of charity
tends to God as to the principle of happiness, on the fellow-
ship of which the friendship of charity is based. Consequently
there must needs be some order in things loved out of charity,
which order is in reference to the first principle of that love,

which is God.
Reply to Objection 1. Charity tends towards the last end

considered as last end: and this does not apply to any other
virtue, as stated above (q. 23, a. 6 ).Now the endhas the charac-
ter of principle inmatters of appetite and action, as was shown
above (q. 23, a. 7, ad 2; Ia IIae, a. 1, ad 1). Wherefore char-
ity, above all, implies relation to the First Principle, and con-
sequently, in charity above all, we find an order in reference to
the First Principle.

Reply to Objection 2. Faith pertains to the cognitive
power, whose operation depends on the thing known being
in the knower. On the other hand, charity is in an appetitive
power, whose operation consists in the soul tending to things
themselves.Noworder is to be found in things themselves, and
flows from them into our knowledge. Hence order is more ap-
propriate to charity than to faith.

And yet there is a certain order in faith, in so far as it is
chiefly about God, and secondarily about things referred to
God.

Reply to Objection 3. Order belongs to reason as the fac-
ulty that orders, and to the appetitive power as to the faculty
which is ordered. It is in this way that order is stated to be in
charity.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 2Whether God ought to be loved more than our neighbor?

Objection 1. It would seem that God ought not to be
loved more than our neighbor. For it is written (1 Jn. 4:20):
“He that loveth not his brother whom he seeth, how can he
love God, Whom he seeth not?” Whence it seems to follow
that the more a thing is visible the more lovable it is, since lov-

ing begins with seeing, according to Ethic. ix, 5,12. Now God
is less visible than our neighbor. erefore He is less lovable,
out of charity, than our neighbor.

Objection2.Further, likeness causes love, according toEc-
clus. 13:19: “Every beast loveth its like.” Now man bears more
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likeness to his neighbor than to God. erefore man loves his
neighbor, out of charity, more than he loves God.

Objection 3. Further, what charity loves in a neighbor,
is God, according to Augustine (De Doctr. Christ. i, 22,27).
Now God is not greater in Himself than He is in our neigh-
bor. erefore He is not more to be loved in Himself than in
our neighbor. erefore we ought not to love God more than
our neighbor.

On the contrary, A thing ought to be loved more, if oth-
ers ought to be hated on its account.Nowwe ought to hate our
neighbor forGod’s sake, if, to wit, he leads us astray fromGod,
according to Lk. 14:26: “If any man come to Me and hate not
his father, and mother, and wife, end children, and brethren,
and sisters…he cannot be My disciple.” erefore we ought to
love God, out of charity, more than our neighbor.

I answer that, Each kind of friendship regards chiefly the
subject in which we chiefly find the good on the fellowship
of which that friendship is based: thus civil friendship regards
chiefly the ruler of the state, on whom the entire common
good of the state depends; hence to him before all, the citi-
zens owe fidelity and obedience.Now the friendship of charity
is based on the fellowship of happiness, which consists essen-
tially in God, as the First Principle, whence it flows to all who
are capable of happiness.

erefore God ought to be loved chiefly and before all out
of charity: for He is loved as the cause of happiness, whereas
our neighbor is loved as receiving together with us a share of
happiness from Him.

Reply to Objection 1. A thing is a cause of love in two
ways: first, as being the reason for loving. In this way good is
the cause of love, since each thing is loved according to itsmea-
sure of goodness. Secondly, a thing causes love, as being a way
to acquire love. It is in this way that seeing is the cause of lov-
ing, not as though a thing were lovable according as it is visi-
ble, but because by seeing a thing we are led to love it. Hence it
does not follow that what is more visible is more lovable, but
that as an object of lovewemeet with it before others: and that
is the sense of the Apostle’s argument. For, since our neighbor
is more visible to us, he is the first lovable object wemeet with,
because “the soul learns, from those things it knows, to love
what it knows not,” as Gregory says in a homily (In Evang. xi).
Hence it can be argued that, if anyman loves not his neighbor,
neither does he loveGod, not because his neighbor ismore lov-
able, but because he is the first thing to demand our love: and
God is more lovable by reason of His greater goodness.

Reply to Objection 2. e likeness we have to God pre-
cedes and causes the likeness we have to our neighbor: because
from the very fact that we share along with our neighbor in
something received from God, we become like to our neigh-
bor. Hence by reason of this likeness we ought to love God
more than we love our neighbor.

Reply to Objection 3. Considered in His substance, God
is equally in all, in whomsoever He may be, for He is not less-
ened by being in anything. And yet our neighbor does not pos-
sess God’s goodness equally with God, for God has it essen-
tially, and our neighbor by participation.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 3Whether out of charity, man is bound to love God more than himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that man is not bound, out of
charity, to love God more than himself. For the Philosopher
says (Ethic. ix, 8) that “a man’s friendly relations with others
arise from his friendly relations with himself.” Now the cause
is stronger than its effect. erefore man’s friendship towards
himself is greater than his friendship for anyone else.erefore
he ought to love himself more than God.

Objection2.Further, one loves a thing in so far as it is one’s
own good. Now the reason for loving a thing is more loved
than the thing itself which is loved for that reason, even as the
principles which are the reason for knowing a thing are more
known.ereforeman loves himselfmore than any other good
loved by him.erefore he does not love Godmore than him-
self.

Objection 3. Further, aman lovesGod asmuch as he loves
to enjoy God. But a man loves himself as much as he loves to
enjoy God; since this is the highest good a man can wish for
himself. erefore man is not bound, out of charity, to love
God more than himself.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. i, 22):
“If thou oughtest to love thyself, not for thy own sake, but for
the sake ofHim inWhom is the rightest end of thy love, let no

other man take offense if him also thou lovest for God’s sake.”
Now “the cause of a thing being such is yetmore so.”erefore
man ought to love God more than himself.

I answer that, e good we receive from God is twofold,
the good of nature, and the good of grace. Now the fellow-
ship of natural goods bestowed on us by God is the founda-
tion of natural love, in virtue of which not only man, so long
as his nature remains unimpaired, loves God above all things
and more than himself, but also every single creature, each in
its own way, i.e. either by an intellectual, or by a rational, or
by an animal, or at least by a natural love, as stones do, for in-
stance, andother things bereof knowledge, because eachpart
naturally loves the common good of the whole more than its
own particular good. is is evidenced by its operation, since
the principal inclination of each part is towards common ac-
tion conducive to the good of the whole. It may also be seen
in civic virtues whereby sometimes the citizens suffer damage
even to their ownproperty andpersons for the sake of the com-
mon good. Wherefore much more is this realized with regard
to the friendship of charity which is based on the fellowship of
the gis of grace.

erefore man ought, out of charity, to love God, Who is
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the common good of all, more than himself: since happiness
is in God as in the universal and fountain principle of all who
are able to have a share of that happiness.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking of
friendly relations towards another person in whom the good,
which is the object of friendship, resides in some restricted
way; and not of friendly relations with another in whom the
aforesaid good resides in totality.

Reply toObjection 2.epart does indeed love the good

of the whole, as becomes a part, not however so as to refer the
good of the whole to itself, but rather itself to the good of the
whole.

Reply to Objection 3. at a man wishes to enjoy God
pertains to that love of God which is love of concupiscence.
Now we love God with the love of friendship more than with
the love of concupiscence, because the Divine good is greater
in itself, than our share of good in enjoying Him. Hence, out
of charity, man simply loves God more than himself.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 4Whether our of charity, man ought to love himself more than his neighbor?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man ought not, out
of charity, to love himself more than his neighbor. For the
principal object of charity is God, as stated above (a. 2; q. 25,
Aa. 1,12).Now sometimes our neighbor ismore closely united
to God than we are ourselves. erefore we ought to love such
a one more than ourselves.

Objection 2. Further, themore we love a person, themore
we avoid injuring him. Now a man, out of charity, submits to
injury for his neighbor’s sake, according to Prov. 12:26: “He
that neglecteth a loss for the sake of a friend, is just.”erefore
a man ought, out of charity, to love his neighbor more than
himself.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Cor. 13:5) “charity
seeketh not its own.” Now the thing we love most is the one
whose good we seek most. erefore a man does not, out of
charity, love himself more than his neighbor.

On the contrary, It is written (Lev. 19:18, Mat. 22:39):
“ou shalt love thy neighbor (Lev. 19:18: ‘friend’) as thyself.”
Whence it seems to follow that man’s love for himself is the
model of his love for another. But the model exceeds the copy.
erefore, out of charity, a man ought to love himself more
than his neighbor.

I answer that,ere are two things inman, his spiritual na-
ture and his corporeal nature. And aman is said to love himself
by reason of his loving himself with regard to his spiritual na-
ture, as stated above (q. 25, a. 7): so that accordingly, a man
ought, out of charity, to love himself more than he loves any
other person.

is is evident from the very reason for loving: since, as
stated above (q. 25, Aa. 1,12), God is loved as the principle
of good, on which the love of charity is founded; while man,

out of charity, loves himself by reason of his being a partaker
of the aforesaid good, and loves his neighbor by reason of his
fellowship in that good.Now fellowship is a reason for love ac-
cording to a certain union in relation to God. Wherefore just
as unity surpasses union, the fact that man himself has a share
of theDivine good, is amore potent reason for loving than that
another should be a partner with him in that share. erefore
man, out of charity, ought to love himselfmore than his neigh-
bor: in sign whereof, a man ought not to give way to any evil
of sin, which counteracts his share of happiness, not even that
he may free his neighbor from sin.

Reply toObjection1.elove of charity takes its quantity
not only from its object which is God, but also from the lover,
who is the man that has charity, even as the quantity of any ac-
tion depends in someway on the subject.Wherefore, though a
better neighbor is nearer to God, yet because he is not as near
to the man who has charity, as this man is to himself, it does
not follow that a man is bound to love his neighbormore than
himself.

Reply to Objection 2. A man ought to bear bodily injury
for his friend’s sake, and precisely in so doing he loves himself
more as regards his spiritual mind, because it pertains to the
perfection of virtue, which is a good of the mind. In spiritual
matters, however, man ought not to suffer injury by sinning,
in order to free his neighbor from sin, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says in his Rule (Ep.
ccxi), the saying, “ ‘charity seeks not her own,’ means that it
prefers the common to the private good.” Now the common
good is always more lovable to the individual than his private
good, even as the good of thewhole ismore lovable to the part,
than the latter’s own partial good, as stated above (a. 3).

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 5Whether a man ought to love his neighbor more than his own body?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man is not bound to
love his neighbor more than his own body. For his neighbor
includes his neighbor’s body. If therefore a man ought to love
his neighbor more than his own body, it follows that he ought
to love his neighbor’s body more than his own.

Objection 2. Further, a man ought to love his own soul
more than his neighbor’s, as stated above (a. 4). Now a man’s

own body is nearer to his soul than his neighbor. erefore we
ought to love our body more than our neighbor.

Objection 3. Further, a man imperils that which he loves
less for the sake of what he loves more. Now every man is not
bound to imperil his own body for his neighbor’s safety: this
belongs to the perfect, according to Jn. 15:13: “Greater love
than this no man hath, that a man lay down his life for his
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friends.” erefore a man is not bound, out of charity, to love
his neighbor more than his own body.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 27)
that “we ought to love our neighbormore than our own body.”

I answer that, Out of charity we ought to love more that
which has more fully the reason for being loved out of charity,
as stated above (a. 2; q. 25, a. 12). Now fellowship in the full
participation of happiness which is the reason for loving one’s
neighbor, is a greater reason for loving, than the participation
of happiness by way of overflow, which is the reason for loving
one’s own body. erefore, as regards the welfare of the soul
we ought to love our neighbor more than our own body.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ix, 8) a thing seems to be that which is predominant
in it: so that when we say that we ought to love our neighbor

more than our own body, this refers to his soul, which is his
predominant part.

Reply toObjection 2.Our body is nearer to our soul than
our neighbor, as regards the constitution of our own nature:
but as regards the participation of happiness, our neighbor’s
soul is more closely associated with our own soul, than even
our own body is.

Reply to Objection 3. Every man is immediately con-
cerned with the care of his own body, but not with his neigh-
bor’s welfare, except perhaps in cases of urgency: wherefore
charity does not necessarily require a man to imperil his own
body for his neighbor’s welfare, except in a case where he is
under obligation to do so and if a man of his own accord of-
fer himself for that purpose, this belongs to the perfection of
charity.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 6Whether we ought to love one neighbor more than another?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to love one
neighbor more than another. For Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. i, 28): “One ought to love all men equally. Since, how-
ever, one cannot do good to all, we ought to consider those
chieflywho by reason of place, time or any other circumstance,
by a kind of chance, are more closely united to us.” erefore
one neighbor ought not to be loved more than another.

Objection 2. Further, where there is one and the same rea-
son for loving several, there should be no inequality of love.
Now there is one and the same reason for loving all one’s neigh-
bors, which reason is God, as Augustine states (De Doctr.
Christ. i, 27). erefore we ought to love all our neighbors
equally.

Objection 3. Further, to love a man is to wish him good
things, as the Philosopher states (Rhet. ii, 4). Now to all our
neighbors we wish an equal good, viz. everlasting life. ere-
fore we ought to love all our neighbors equally.

On the contrary, One’s obligation to love a person is pro-
portionate to the gravity of the sin one commits in acting
against that love. Now it is a more grievous sin to act against
the love of certain neighbors, than against the love of others.
Hence the commandment (Lev. 10:9), “He that curseth his fa-
ther or mother, dying let him die,” which does not apply to
those who cursed others than the above. erefore we ought
to love some neighbors more than others.

I answer that,ere have been two opinions on this ques-
tion: for somehave said thatwe ought, out of charity, to love all
our neighbors equally, as regards our affection, but not as re-
gards the outward effect. ey held that the order of love is to
be understood as applying to outward favors, which we ought
to confer on those who are connected with us in preference to
those who are unconnected, and not to the inward affection,
which ought to be given equally to all including our enemies.

But this is unreasonable. For the affection of charity, which
is the inclination of grace, is not less orderly than the natural
appetite, which is the inclination of nature, for both inclina-
tions flow from Divine wisdom. Now we observe in the phys-

ical order that the natural inclination in each thing is propor-
tionate to the act or movement that is becoming to the nature
of that thing: thus in earth the inclination of gravity is greater
than in water, because it is becoming to earth to be beneath
water. Consequently the inclination also of grace which is the
effect of charity, must needs be proportionate to those actions
which have to be performed outwardly, so that, to wit, the af-
fection of our charity be more intense towards those to whom
we ought to behave with greater kindness.

We must, therefore, say that, even as regards the affection
we ought to love one neighbor more than another. e reason
is that, since the principle of love is God, and the person who
loves, it must needs be that the affection of love increases in
proportion to the nearness to one or the other of those princi-
ples. For as we stated above (a. 1), wherever we find a principle,
order depends on relation to that principle.

Reply to Objection 1. Love can be unequal in two ways:
first on the part of the good we wish our friend. In this respect
we love all men equally out of charity: because we wish them
all one same generic good, namely everlasting happiness. Sec-
ondly love is said to be greater through its action being more
intense: and in this way we ought not to love all equally.

Or wemay reply that we have unequal love for certain per-
sons in twoways: first, through our loving some and not loving
others. As regards beneficence we are bound to observe this
inequality, because we cannot do good to all: but as regards
benevolence, love ought not to be thus unequal. e other in-
equality arises fromour loving somemore thanothers: andAu-
gustine does not mean to exclude the latter inequality, but the
former, as is evident from what he says of beneficence.

Reply to Objection 2. Our neighbors are not all equally
related to God; some are nearer to Him, by reason of their
greater goodness, and those we ought, out of charity, to love
more than those who are not so near to Him.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the quan-
tity of love on the part of the good which we wish our friends.
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IIa IIae q. 26 a. 7Whether we ought to love those who are better more those who are more closely united us?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought to love those
who are better more than those who are more closely united
to us. For that which is in no way hateful seems more lovable
than that which is hateful for some reason: just as a thing is all
the whiter for having less black mixed with it. Now those who
are connected with us are hateful for some reason, according
to Lk. 14:26: “If any man come to Me, and hate not his fa-
ther,” etc. On the other hand good men are not hateful for any
reason. erefore it seems that we ought to love those who are
better more than those who are more closely connected with
us.

Objection 2. Further, by charity above all, man is likened
to God. But God loves more the better man. erefore man
also, out of charity, ought to love the better man more than
one who is more closely united to him.

Objection 3. Further, in every friendship that ought to be
loved most which has most to do with the foundation of that
friendship: for, by natural friendship we love most those who
are connected with us by nature, our parents for instance, or
our children. Now the friendship of charity is founded upon
the fellowship of happiness, which has more to do with better
men than with those who aremore closely united to us.ere-
fore, out of charity, we ought to love better men more than
those who are more closely connected with us.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Tim. 5:8): “If any man
have not care of his own and especially of those of his house,
he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an infidel.” Now
the inward affection of charity ought to correspond to the out-
ward effect. erefore charity regards those who are nearer to
us before those who are better.

I answer that, Every act should be proportionate both to
its object and to the agent. But from its object it takes its
species, while, from the power of the agent it takes the mode
of its intensity: thusmovement has its species from the term to
which it tends, while the intensity of its speed arises from the
disposition of the thing moved and the power of the mover.
Accordingly love takes its species from its object, but its inten-
sity is due to the lover.

Now the object of charity’s love is God, and man is the
lover.erefore the specific diversity of the love which is in ac-
cordance with charity, as regards the love of our neighbor, de-
pends on his relation toGod, so that, out of charity, we should
wish a greater good to one who is nearer to God; for though
the goodwhich charity wishes to all, viz. everlasting happiness,
is one in itself, yet it has various degrees according to various
shares of happiness, and it belongs to charity towishGod’s jus-
tice to be maintained, in accordance with which better men
have a fuller share of happiness. And this regards the species
of love; for there are different species of love according to the

different goods that we wish for those whom we love.
On the other hand, the intensity of love is measured with

regard to the man who loves, and accordingly man loves those
who are more closely united to him, with more intense affec-
tion as to the good hewishes for them, than he loves thosewho
are better as to the greater good he wishes for them.

Again a further differencemust be observed here: for some
neighbors are connected with us by their natural origin, a con-
nectionwhich cannot be severed, since that originmakes them
to be what they are. But the goodness of virtue, wherein some
are close to God, can come and go, increase and decrease, as
was shown above (q. 24, Aa. 4,10,11). Hence it is possible for
one, out of charity, towish thismanwho ismore closely united
to one, to be better than another, and so reach a higher degree
of happiness.

Moreover there is yet another reason for which, out of
charity, we love more those who are more nearly connected
with us, since we love them in more ways. For, towards those
who are not connected with us we have no other friendship
than charity, whereas for those who are connected with us, we
have certain other friendships, according to the way in which
they are connected. Now since the good on which every other
friendship of the virtuous is based, is directed, as to its end,
to the good on which charity is based, it follows that char-
ity commands each act of another friendship, even as the art
which is about the end commands the art which is about the
means. Consequently this very act of loving someone because
he is akin or connected with us, or because he is a fellow-
countryman or for any like reason that is referable to the end of
charity, can be commanded by charity, so that, out of charity
both eliciting and commanding, we love in more ways those
who are more nearly connected with us.

Reply to Objection 1. We are commanded to hate, in our
kindred, not their kinship, but only the fact of their being an
obstacle between us and God. In this respect they are not akin
but hostile to us, according toMicah 7:6: “Amen’s enemies are
they of his own household.”

Reply toObjection 2.Charity conformsman toGod pro-
portionately, bymakingman comport himself towards what is
his, as God does towards what is His. For we may, out of char-
ity, will certain things as becoming to us which God does not
will, because it becomes Him not to will them, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 19, a. 10), when we were treating of the goodness
of the will.

Reply to Objection 3. Charity elicits the act of love not
only as regards the object, but also as regards the lover, as stated
above. e result is that the man who is more nearly united to
us is more loved.
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IIa IIae q. 26 a. 8Whether we ought to love more those who are connected with us by ties of blood?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatweoughtnot to lovemore
those who are more closely united to us by ties of blood. For
it is written (Prov. 18:24): “A man amiable in society, shall be
more friendly than a brother.” Again, Valerius Maximus says
(Fact. et Dict. Memor. iv 7): “e ties of friendship are most
strong and in no way yield to the ties of blood.” Moreover it
is quite certain and undeniable, that as to the latter, the lot of
birth is fortuitous, whereas we contract the former by an un-
trammelled will, and a solid pledge. erefore we ought not
to love more than others those who are united to us by ties of
blood.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Officiis i, 7): “I
love not less you whom I have begotten in the Gospel, than
if I had begotten you in wedlock, for nature is no more eager
to love than grace.” Surely we ought to love those whomwe ex-
pect to be with us for evermore than those whowill be with us
only in this world. erefore we should not love our kindred
more than those who are otherwise connected with us.

Objection 3. Further, “Love is proved by deeds,” as Gre-
gory states (Hom. in Evang. xxx). Now we are bound to do
acts of love to others than our kindred: thus in the army aman
must obey his officer rather than his father. erefore we are
not bound to love our kindred most of all.

On the contrary, e commandments of the decalogue
contain a special precept about the honor due to our parents
(Ex. 20:12). erefore we ought to love more specially those
who are united to us by ties of blood.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 7), we ought out of char-
ity to love those who are more closely united to us more, both
because our love for them is more intense, and because there
are more reasons for loving them. Now intensity of love arises
from the union of lover and beloved: and therefore we should
measure the love of different persons according to the different
kinds of union, so that a man is more loved in matters touch-
ing that particular union in respect of which he is loved. And,
again, in comparing love to love we should compare one union
with another. Accordingly we must say that friendship among
blood relations is based upon their connection by natural ori-

gin, the friendship of fellow-citizens on their civic fellowship,
and the friendship of those who are fighting side by side on
the comradeship of battle.Wherefore in matters pertaining to
nature we should love our kindred most, in matters concern-
ing relations between citizens, we should prefer our fellow-
citizens, and on the battlefield our fellow-soldiers. Hence the
Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 2) that “it is our duty to render to
each class of people such respect as is natural and appropriate.
is is in fact the principle upon which we seem to act, for we
invite our relations to awedding…Itwould seem to be a special
duty to afford our parents the means of living…and to honor
them.”

e same applies to other kinds of friendship.
If however we compare unionwith union, it is evident that

the union arising from natural origin is prior to, and more
stable than, all others, because it is something affecting the
very substance, whereas other unions supervene andmay cease
altogether. erefore the friendship of kindred is more sta-
ble, while other friendships may be stronger in respect of that
which is proper to each of them.

Reply toObjection1. In asmuch as the friendship of com-
rades originates through their own choice, love of this kind
takes precedence of the love of kindred inmatterswherewe are
free to do as we choose, for instance in matters of action. Yet
the friendship of kindred is more stable, since it is more natu-
ral, and preponderates over others inmatters touching nature:
consequently we are more beholden to them in the providing
of necessaries.

Reply toObjection2.Ambrose is speaking of lovewith re-
gard to favors respecting the fellowship of grace, namely,moral
instruction. For in this matter, a man ought to provide for his
spiritual childrenwhomhe has begotten spiritually, more than
for the sons of his body, whom he is bound to support in bod-
ily sustenance.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact that in the battle a man
obeys his officer rather than his father proves, that he loves his
father less, not simply relatively, i.e. as regards the love which
is based on fellowship in battle.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 9Whether a man ought, out of charity, to love his children more than his father?

Objection 1. It seems that a man ought, out of charity, to
love his children more than his father. For we ought to love
those more to whom we are more bound to do good. Now we
are more bound to do good to our children than to our par-
ents, since the Apostle says (2 Cor. 12:14): “Neither ought the
children to lay up for the parents, but the parents for the chil-
dren.” erefore a man ought to love his children more than
his parents.

Objection 2. Further, grace perfects nature. But parents

naturally love their children more than these love them, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. viii, 12). erefore a man ought to
love his children more than his parents.

Objection 3. Further, man’s affections are conformed to
God by charity. But God loves His children more than they
love Him. erefore we also ought to love our children more
than our parents.

On the contrary, Ambrose* says: “We ought to love God
first, then our parents, then our children, and lastly those of

* Origen, Hom. ii in Cant.
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our household.”
I answer that,As stated above (a. 4, ad 1; a. 7), the degrees

of lovemaybemeasured fromtwo standpoints. First, from that
of the object. In this respect the better a thing is, and the more
like to God, the more is it to be loved: and in this way a man
ought to love his fathermore than his children, because, towit,
he loves his father as his principle, inwhich respect he is amore
exalted good and more like God.

Secondly, the degrees of love may be measured from the
standpoint of the lover, and in this respect a man loves more
that which is more closely connected with him, in which way
a man’s children are more lovable to him than his father, as
the Philosopher states (Ethic. viii). First, because parents love
their children as being part of themselves, whereas the father is
not part of his son, so that the love of a father for his children,
is more like a man’s love for himself. Secondly, because par-
ents know better that so and so is their child than vice versa.
irdly, because children are nearer to their parents, as being
part of them, than their parents are to them to whom they
stand in the relation of a principle. Fourthly, because parents
have loved longer, for the father begins to love his child at once,

whereas the child begins to love his father aer a lapse of time;
and the longer love lasts, the stronger it is, according to Ecclus.
9:14: “Forsake not an old friend, for the new will not be like
to him.”

Reply to Objection 1. e debt due to a principle is sub-
mission of respect and honor, whereas that due to the effect is
one of influence and care. Hence the duty of children to their
parents consists chiefly in honor: while that of parents to their
children is especially one of care.

Reply to Objection 2. It is natural for a man as father
to love his children more, if we consider them as closely con-
nected with him: but if we consider which is the more exalted
good, the son naturally loves his father more.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. i, 32), God loves us for our good and for His honor.
Wherefore since our father is related to us as principle, even as
God is, it belongs properly to the father to receive honor from
his children, and to the children tobeprovidedby their parents
with what is good for them. Nevertheless in cases of necessity
the child is bound out of the favors received to provide for his
parents before all.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 10Whether a man ought to love his mother more than his father?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man ought to love his
mother more than his father. For, as the Philosopher says (De
Gener. Animal. i, 20), “the female produces the body in gen-
eration.” Now man receives his soul, not from his father, but
from God by creation, as stated in the Ia, q. 90, a. 2; q. 118.
erefore a man receives more from his mother than from his
father: and consequently he ought to love her more than him.

Objection 2. Further, where greater love is given, greater
love is due. Now amother loves her child more than the father
does: for the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 7) that “mothers have
greater love for their children. For the mother labors more in
child-bearing, and she knows more surely than the father who
are her children.”

Objection 3. Further, love should be more fond towards
those who have labored for us more, according to Rom. 16:6:
“Salute Mary, who hath labored much among you.” Now the
mother labors more than the father in giving birth and educa-
tion to her child; wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 7:29): “For-
get not the groanings of thy mother.” erefore a man ought
to love his mother more than his father.

On the contrary, Jerome says on Ezech. 44:25 that “man
ought to love God the Father of all, and then his own father,”
and mentions the mother aerwards.

I answer that, In making such comparisons as this, we

must take the answer in the strict sense, so that the present
question iswhether the father as father, ought to be lovedmore
than the mother as mother. e reason is that virtue and vice
may make such a difference in such like matters, that friend-
ship may be diminished or destroyed, as the Philosopher re-
marks (Ethic. viii, 7). Hence Ambrose* says: “Good servants
should be preferred to wicked children.”

Strictly speaking, however, the father should be loved
more than themother. For father andmother are loved as prin-
ciples of our natural origin. Now the father is principle in a
more excellent way than the mother, because he is the active
principle, while the mother is a passive and material principle.
Consequently, strictly speaking, the father is to be lovedmore.

Reply toObjection1. In the begetting ofman, themother
supplies the formlessmatter of the body; and the latter receives
its form through the formative power that is in the semen of
the father. And though this power cannot create the rational
soul, yet it disposes thematter of the body to receive that form.

Reply to Objection 2. is applies to another kind of
love. For the friendship between lover and lover differs specif-
ically from the friendship between child and parent: while the
friendship we are speaking of here, is that which a man owes
his father and mother through being begotten of them.

e Reply to the ird Objection is evident.

* Origen, Hom. ii in Cant.
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IIa IIae q. 26 a. 11Whether a man ought to love his wife more than his father and mother?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man ought to love his
wife more than his father and mother. For no man leaves a
thing for another unless he love the lattermore. Now it is writ-
ten (Gn. 2:24) that “a man shell leave father and mother” on
account of his wife. erefore a man ought to love his wife
more than his father and mother.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Eph. 5:33) that a
husband should “love his wife as himself.” Now a man ought
to love himself more than his parents. erefore he ought to
love his wife also more than his parents.

Objection 2. Further, love should be greater where there
are more reasons for loving. Now there are more reasons for
love in the friendship of a man towards his wife. For the
Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 12) that “in this friendship there
are the motives of utility, pleasure, and also of virtue, if hus-
band and wife are virtuous.”erefore a man’s love for his wife
ought to be greater than his love for his parents.

On the contrary, According to Eph. 5:28, “men ought to
love their wives as their own bodies.” Now a man ought to
love his body less than his neighbor, as stated above (a. 5): and
among his neighbors he should love his parents most. ere-
fore he ought to love his parents more than his wife.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 9), the degrees of love
may be taken from the good (which is loved), or from the
union between those who love. On the part of the goodwhich
is the object loved, aman should love his parentsmore than his

wife, because he loves them as his principles and considered as
a more exalted good.

But on the part of the union, the wife ought to be loved
more, because she is united with her husband, as one flesh, ac-
cording to Mat. 19:6: “erefore now they are not two, but
one flesh.” Consequently a man loves his wife more intensely,
but his parents with greater reverence.

Reply toObjection 1.Aman does not in all respects leave
his father and mother for the sake of his wife: for in certain
cases a man ought to succor his parents rather than his wife.
He does however leave all his kinsfolk, and cleaves to his wife
as regards the union of carnal connection and co-habitation.

Reply to Objection 2. e words of the Apostle do not
mean that a man ought to love his wife equally with himself,
but that a man’s love for himself is the reason for his love of his
wife, since she is one with him.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are also several reasons for a
man’s love for his father; and these, in a certain respect, namely,
as regards good, are more weighty than those for which a man
loves his wife; although the latter outweigh the former as re-
gards the closeness of the union.

As to the argument in the contrary sense, it must be ob-
served that in the words quoted, the particle “as” denotes not
equality of love but the motive of love. For the principal rea-
son why a man loves his wife is her being united to him in the
flesh.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 12Whether a man ought to love more his benefactor than one he has benefited?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man ought to love his
benefactormore than one he has benefited. ForAugustine says
(De Catech. Rud. iv): “Nothing will incite another more to
love you than that you love him first: for he must have a hard
heart indeed, who not only refuses to love, but declines to re-
turn love already given.”Now aman’s benefactor forestalls him
in the kindly deeds of charity. erefore we ought to love our
benefactors above all.

Objection 2. Further, the more grievously we sin by ceas-
ing to love a man or by working against him, the more ought
we to love him. Now it is a more grievous sin to cease loving
a benefactor or to work against him, than to cease loving one
to whom one has hitherto done kindly actions. erefore we
ought to love our benefactorsmore than those towhomwe are
kind.

Objection 3. Further, of all things lovable, God is to be
loved most, and then one’s father, as Jerome says*. Now these
are our greatest benefactors. erefore a benefactor should be
loved above all others.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 7), that
“benefactors seem to love recipients of their benefactions,

rather than vice versa.”
I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 9,11), a thing is loved

more in two ways: first because it has the character of a more
excellent good, secondly by reason of a closer connection. In
the first way we ought to love our benefactor most, because,
since he is a principle of good to the man he has benefited, he
has the character of amore excellent good, as stated abovewith
regard to one’s father (a. 9).

In the second way, however, we love those more who
have received benefactions from us, as the Philosopher proves
(Ethic. ix, 7) by four arguments. First because the recipient of
benefactions is the handiwork of the benefactor, so that we are
wont to say of a man: “He was made by so and so.” Now it is
natural to aman to love his ownwork (thus it is to be observed
that poets love their ownpoems): and the reason is thatwe love
“to be” and “to live,” and these are made manifest in our “ac-
tion.” Secondly, because we all naturally love that in which we
see our own good. Now it is true that the benefactor has some
good of his in the recipient of his benefaction, and the recip-
ient some good in the benefactor; but the benefactor sees his
virtuous good in the recipient, while the recipient sees his use-

* Comment. in Ezechiel xliv, 25.

1241



ful good in the benefactor. Now it gives more pleasure to see
one’s virtuous good than one’s useful good, both because it is
more enduring for usefulness quickly flits by, and the pleasure
of calling a thing to mind is not like the pleasure of having it
present and because it ismore pleasant to recall virtuous goods
than the profit we have derived from others. irdly, because
is it the lover’s part to act, since he wills and works the good of
the beloved, while the beloved takes a passive part in receiving
good, so that to love surpasses being loved, for which reason
the greater love is on the part of the benefactor. Fourthly be-
cause it is more difficult to give than to receive favors: and we
aremost fond of things which have cost usmost trouble, while
we almost despise what comes easy to us.

Reply to Objection 1. It is some thing in the benefactor
that incites the recipient to love him: whereas the benefac-

tor loves the recipient, not through being incited by him, but
through being moved thereto of his own accord: and what we
do of our own accord surpasses what we do through another.

Reply to Objection 2. e love of the beneficiary for the
benefactor is more of a duty, wherefore the contrary is the
greater sin. On the other hand, the love of the benefactor for
the beneficiary is more spontaneous, wherefore it is quicker to
act.

Reply to Objection 3. God also loves us more than we
loveHim, and parents love their childrenmore than these love
them. Yet it does not follow that we love all who have received
good from us, more than any of our benefactors. For we pre-
fer such benefactors as God and our parents, from whom we
have received the greatest favors, to those on whom we have
bestowed lesser benefits.

IIa IIae q. 26 a. 13Whether the order of charity endures in heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that the order of charity does
not endure in heaven. For Augustine says (De Vera Relig.
xlviii): “Perfect charity consists in loving greater goods more,
and lesser goods less.” Now charity will be perfect in heaven.
erefore a man will love those who are better more than ei-
ther himself or those who are connected with him.

Objection 2. Further, we lovemore him to whomwewish
a greater good. Now each one in heaven wishes a greater good
for those who have more good, else his will would not be con-
formed in all things to God’s will: and there to be better is
to have more good. erefore in heaven each one loves more
those who are better, and consequently he loves others more
than himself, and one who is not connected with him, more
than one who is.

Objection 3. Further, in heaven love will be entirely for
God’s sake, for then will be fulfilled the words of 1 Cor. 15:28:
“at God may be all in all.” erefore he who is nearer God
will be loved more, so that a man will love a better man more
than himself, and one who is not connected with him, more
than one who is.

On the contrary, Nature is not done away, but perfected,
by glory. Now the order of charity given above (Aa. 2,3,4) is
derived from nature: since all things naturally love themselves
more than others. erefore this order of charity will endure
in heaven.

I answer that, e order of charity must needs remain in
heaven, as regards the love of God above all things. For this
will be realized simply when man shall enjoy God perfectly.
But, as regards the order between man himself and other men,
a distinction would seem to be necessary, because, as we stated
above (Aa. 7,9), the degrees of love may be distinguished ei-
ther in respect of the good which a man desires for another, or
according to the intensity of love itself. In the first way a man
will love better men more than himself, and those who are less
good, less than himself: because, by reason of the perfect con-

formity of the human to the Divine will, each of the blessed
will desire everyone to have what is due to him according to
Divine justice. Nor will that be a time for advancing by means
ofmerit to a yet greater reward, as happens nowwhile it is pos-
sible for a man to desire both the virtue and the reward of a
better man, whereas then the will of each one will rest within
the limits determined by God. But in the second way a man
will love himself more than even his better neighbors, because
the intensity of the act of love arises on the part of the person
who loves, as stated above (Aa. 7,9).Moreover it is for this that
the gi of charity is bestowedbyGodon eachone, namely, that
he may first of all direct his mind to God, and this pertains to
a man’s love for himself, and that, in the second place, he may
wish other things to be directed to God, and even work for
that end according to his capacity.

As to the order to be observed amongour neighbors, aman
will simply love those who are better, according to the love
of charity. Because the entire life of the blessed consists in di-
recting their minds to God, wherefore the entire ordering of
their love will be ruled with respect to God, so that each one
will love more and reckon to be nearer to himself those who
are nearer to God. For then one man will no longer succor
another, as he needs to in the present life, wherein each man
has to succor those who are closely connected with him rather
than those who are not, no matter what be the nature of their
distress: hence it is that in this life, a man, by the inclination of
charity, loves more those who are more closely united to him,
for he is under a greater obligation to bestow on them the ef-
fect of charity. It will however be possible in heaven for a man
to love in several ways one who is connected with him, since
the causes of virtuous love will not be banished from themind
of the blessed. Yet all these reasons are incomparably surpassed
by that which is taken from nighness to God.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument should be granted as
to those who are connected together; but as regards man him-
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self, he ought to love himself so much the more than others,
as his charity is more perfect, since perfect entire reason of his
love, for God is man’s charity directs man to God perfectly,
and this belongs to love of oneself, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers the order
of charity in respect of the degree of good one wills the person
one loves.

Reply to Objection 3. God will be to each one the entire
reason of his love, for God is man’s entire good. For if wemake
the impossible supposition that God were not man’s good, He
would not be man’s reason for loving. Hence it is that in the
order of love man should love himself more than all else aer
God.
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S P   S P, Q 27
Of the Principle Act of Charity, Which Is to Love

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the act of charity, and (1) the principal act of charity, which is to love, (2) the other acts or effects
which follow from that act.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Which is the more proper to charity, to love or to be loved?
(2) Whether to love considered as an act of charity is the same as goodwill?
(3) Whether God should be loved for His own sake?
(4) Whether God can be loved immediately in this life?
(5) Whether God can be loved wholly?
(6) Whether the love of God is according to measure?
(7) Which is the better, to love one’s friend, or one’s enemy? (8) Which is the better, to love God, or one’s

neighbor?

IIa IIae q. 27 a. 1Whether to be loved is more proper to charity than to love?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is more proper to char-
ity to be loved than to love. For the better charity is to be found
in those who are themselves better. But those who are better
should be more loved. erefore to be loved is more proper to
charity.

Objection 2. Further, that which is to be found in more
subjects seems to bemore in keeping with nature, and, for that
reason, better. Now, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 8),
“many would rather be loved than love, and lovers of flattery
always abound.” erefore it is better to be loved than to love,
and consequently it is more in keeping with charity.

Objection 3. Further, “the cause of anything being such is
yetmore so.” Nowmen love because they are loved, for Augus-
tine says (De Catech. Rud. iv) that “nothing incites another
more to love you than that you love him first.” erefore char-
ity consists in being loved rather than in loving.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 8) that
friendship consists in loving rather than in being loved. Now
charity is a kind of friendship. erefore it consists in loving
rather than in being loved.

I answer that, To love belongs to charity as charity. For,
since charity is a virtue, by its very essence it has an inclination
to its proper act. Now to be loved is not the act of the char-
ity of the person loved; for this act is to love: and to be loved
is competent to him as coming under the common notion of
good, in so far as another tends towards his good by an act of
charity. Hence it is clear that to love is more proper to char-
ity than to be loved: for that which befits a thing by reason of
itself and its essence is more competent to it than that which
is befitting to it by reason of something else. is can be ex-

emplified in two ways. First, in the fact that friends are more
commended for loving than for being loved, indeed, if they be
loved and yet love not, they are blamed. Secondly, because a
mother, whose love is the greatest, seeks rather to love than
to be loved: for “some women,” as the Philosopher observes
(Ethic. viii, 8) “entrust their children to a nurse; they do love
them indeed, yet seek not to be loved in return, if they happen
not to be loved.”

Reply toObjection 1.Abetterman, through being better,
is more lovable; but through havingmore perfect charity, loves
more. He loves more, however, in proportion to the person he
loves. For a bettermandoes not love thatwhich is beneath him
less than it ought to be loved: whereas he who is less good fails
to love one who is better, as much as he ought to be loved.

Reply toObjection 2.As the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii,
8), “men wish to be loved in as much as they wish to be hon-
ored.” For just as honor is bestowed on a man in order to bear
witness to the good which is in him, so by being loved a man
is shown to have some good, since good alone is lovable. Ac-
cordinglymen seek to be loved and to be honored, for the sake
of something else, viz. to make known the good which is in
the person loved. On the other hand, those who have charity
seek to love for the sake of loving, as though this were itself
the good of charity, even as the act of any virtue is that virtue’s
good. Hence it is more proper to charity to wish to love than
to wish to be loved.

Reply to Objection 3. Some love on account of being
loved, not so that to be loved is the end of their loving, but
because it is a kind of way leading a man to love.
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IIa IIae q. 27 a. 2Whether to love considered as an act of charity is the same as goodwill?

Objection 1. It would seem that to love, considered as an
act of charity, is nothing else than goodwill. For the Philoso-
pher says (Rhet. ii, 4) that “to love is to wish a person well”;
and this is goodwill.erefore the act of charity is nothing but
goodwill.

Objection 2. Further, the act belongs to the same subject
as the habit. Now the habit of charity is in the power of the
will, as stated above (q. 24, a. 1). erefore the act of charity
is also an act of the will. But it tends to good only, and this
is goodwill. erefore the act of charity is nothing else than
goodwill.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher reckons five things
pertaining to friendship (Ethic. ix, 4), the first of which is that
a man should wish his friend well; the second, that he should
wish him to be and to live; the third, that he should take plea-
sure in his company; the fourth, that he should make choice
of the same things; the fih, that he should grieve and rejoice
with him. Now the first two pertain to goodwill. erefore
goodwill is the first act of charity.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 5) that
“goodwill is neither friendship nor love, but the beginning of
friendship.” Now charity is friendship, as stated above (q. 23,
a. 1). erefore goodwill is not the same as to love considered
as an act of charity.

I answer that, Goodwill properly speaking is that act of
the will whereby we wish well to another. Now this act of the
will differs from actual love, considered not only as being in
the sensitive appetite but also as being in the intellective ap-
petite or will. For the love which is in the sensitive appetite is
a passion. Now every passion seeks its object with a certain ea-
gerness. And the passion of love is not aroused suddenly, but
is born of an earnest consideration of the object loved; where-

fore the Philosopher, showing the difference between good-
will and the love which is a passion, says (Ethic. ix, 5) that
goodwill does not imply impetuosity or desire, that is to say,
has not an eager inclination, because it is by the sole judgment
of his reason that one man wishes another well. Again such
like love arises from previous acquaintance, whereas goodwill
sometimes arises suddenly, as happens to us if we look on at
a boxing-match, and we wish one of the boxers to win. But
the love, which is in the intellective appetite, also differs from
goodwill, because it denotes a certain union of affections be-
tween the lover and the beloved, in as much as the lover deems
the beloved as somewhat united to him, or belonging to him,
and so tends towards him. On the other hand, goodwill is a
simple act of the will, whereby we wish a person well, even
without presupposing the aforesaid union of the affections
with him. Accordingly, to love, considered as an act of char-
ity, includes goodwill, but such dilection or love adds union
of affections, wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 5) that
“goodwill is a beginning of friendship.”

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher, by thus defining
“to love,” does not describe it fully, butmentions only that part
of its definition in which the act of love is chiefly manifested.

Reply to Objection 2. To love is indeed an act of the
will tending to the good, but it adds a certain union with the
beloved, which union is not denoted by goodwill.

Reply to Objection 3. ese things mentioned by the
Philosopher belong to friendship because they arise from a
man’s love for himself, as he says in the same passage, in so far
as aman does all these things in respect of his friend, even as he
does them to himself: and this belongs to the aforesaid union
of the affections.

IIa IIae q. 27 a. 3Whether out of charity God ought to be loved for Himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that God is loved out of char-
ity, not forHimself but for the sake of something else. ForGre-
gory says in a homily (In Evang. xi): “e soul learns from the
things it knows, to love those it knows not,” where by things
unknown he means the intelligible and the Divine, and by
things known he indicates the objects of the senses. erefore
God is to be loved for the sake of something else.

Objection 2. Further, love follows knowledge. But God is
known through something else, according to Rom. 1:20: “e
invisible things of God are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made.” erefore He is also loved on ac-
count of something else and not for Himself.

Objection 3. Further, “hope begets charity” as a gloss says
onMat. 1:1, and “fear leads to charity,” according toAugustine
in his commentary on the First Canonical Epistle of John (In
prim. canon. Joan. Tract. ix). Now hope looks forward to ob-

tain something from God, while fear shuns something which
can be inflicted by God. erefore it seems that God is to be
loved on account of some good we hope for, or some evil to be
feared. erefore He is not to be loved for Himself.

On the contrary, According to Augustine (De Doctr.
Christ. i), to enjoy is to cleave to something for its own sake.
Now “God is to be enjoyed” as he says in the same book.ere-
fore God is to be loved for Himself.

I answer that, e preposition “for” denotes a relation of
causality. Now there are four kinds of cause, viz., final, for-
mal, efficient, and material, to which a material disposition
also is to be reduced, though it is not a cause simply but rel-
atively. According to these four different causes one thing is
said to be loved for another. In respect of the final cause, we
love medicine, for instance, for health; in respect of the for-
mal cause, we love a man for his virtue, because, to wit, by his
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virtue he is formally good and therefore lovable; in respect of
the efficient cause, we love certain men because, for instance,
they are the sons of such and such a father; and in respect of
the disposition which is reducible to the genus of a material
cause, we speak of loving something for that which disposed
us to love it, e.g. we love a man for the favors received from
him, although aer we have begun to love our friend, we no
longer love him for his favors, but for his virtue. Accordingly,
as regards the first three ways, we love God, not for anything
else, but for Himself. For He is not directed to anything else
as to an end, but is Himself the last end of all things; nor does
He require to receive any form in order to be good, for His
very substance is His goodness, which is itself the exemplar of
all other good things; nor again does goodness accrue to Him
fromaught else, but fromHimto all other things. In the fourth
way, however, He can be loved for something else, because we
are disposed by certain things to advance in His love, for in-
stance, by favors bestowed by Him, by the rewards we hope to

receive from Him, or even by the punishments which we are
minded to avoid through Him.

Reply to Objection 1. From the things it knows the soul
learns to love what it knows not, not as though the things
it knows were the reason for its loving things it knows not,
through being the formal, final, or efficient cause of this love,
but because this knowledge disposes man to love the un-
known.

Reply to Objection 2. Knowledge of God is indeed ac-
quired through other things, but aer He is known, He is no
longer known through them, but through Himself, accord-
ing to Jn. 4:42: “We now believe, not for thy saying: for we
ourselves have heard Him, and know that this is indeed the
Saviour of the world.”

Reply to Objection 3. Hope and fear lead to charity by
way of a certain disposition, as was shown above (q. 17, a. 8;
q. 19, Aa. 4,7,10).

IIa IIae q. 27 a. 4Whether God can be loved immediately in this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannot be loved im-
mediately in this life. For the “unknown cannot be loved” as
Augustine says (De Trin. x, 1). Now we do not know God im-
mediately in this life, since “we see now through a glass, in a
dark manner” (1 Cor. 13:12). Neither, therefore, do we love
Him immediately.

Objection 2. Further, he who cannot do what is less, can-
not do what is more. Now it is more to love God than to know
Him, since “he who is joined” to God by love, is “one spirit
with Him” (1 Cor. 6:17). But man cannot know God imme-
diately. erefore much less can he love Him immediately.

Objection 3. Further, man is severed from God by sin, ac-
cording to Is. 59:2: “Your iniquities have divided between you
and your God.” Now sin is in the will rather than in the intel-
lect. erefore man is less able to love God immediately than
to know Him immediately.

On the contrary, Knowledge of God, through being me-
diate, is said to be “enigmatic,” and “falls away” in heaven, as
stated in 1 Cor. 13:12. But charity “does not fall away” as
stated in the same passage (1 Cor. 13:12). erefore the char-
ity of the way adheres to God immediately.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia, q. 82, a. 3; q. 84, a. 7),
the act of a cognitive power is completed by the thing known
being in the knower, whereas the act of an appetitive power
consists in the appetite being inclined towards the thing in
itself. Hence it follows that the movement of the appetitive
power is towards things in respect of their own condition,
whereas the act of a cognitive power follows the mode of the
knower.

Now in itself the very order of things is such, that God
is knowable and lovable for Himself, since He is essentially
truth and goodness itself, whereby other things are known and

loved: but with regard to us, since our knowledge is derived
through the senses, those things are knowable first which are
nearer to our senses, and the last term of knowledge is that
which is most remote from our senses.

Accordingly, we must assert that to love which is an act of
the appetitive power, even in this state of life, tends to God
first, and flows on from Him to other things, and in this sense
charity lovesGod immediately, and other things throughGod.
On the other hand, with regard to knowledge, it is the reverse,
since we know God through other things, either as a cause
through its effects, or by way of pre-eminence or negation as
Dionysius states (Div. Nom. i; cf.

Ia, q. 12, a. 12).
Reply to Objection 1. Although the unknown cannot be

loved, it does not follow that the order of knowledge is the
same as the order of love, since love is the term of knowledge,
and consequently, love can begin at once where knowledge
ends, namely in the thing itself which is known through an-
other thing.

Reply to Objection 2. Since to love God is something
greater than to know Him, especially in this state of life, it fol-
lows that love ofGod presupposes knowledge ofGod.And be-
cause this knowledge does not rest in creatures, but, through
them, tends to something else, love begins there, and thence
goes on to other things by a circular movement so to speak;
for knowledge begins from creatures, tends to God, and love
begins with God as the last end, and passes on to creatures.

Reply to Objection 3. Aversion from God, which is
brought about by sin, is removed by charity, but not by knowl-
edge alone: hence charity, by loving God, unites the soul im-
mediately to Him with a chain of spiritual union.
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IIa IIae q. 27 a. 5Whether God can be loved wholly?*

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannot be loved
wholly. For love follows knowledge. Now God cannot be
wholly known by us, since this would imply comprehension
of Him. erefore He cannot be wholly loved by us.

Objection 2. Further, love is a kind of union, as Dionysius
shows (Div. Nom. iv). But the heart of man cannot be wholly
united to God, because “God is greater than our heart” (1 Jn.
3:20). erefore God cannot be loved wholly.

Objection 3. Further, God loves Himself wholly. If there-
fore He be loved wholly by another, this one will love Him as
much as God loves Himself. But this is unreasonable. ere-
fore God cannot be wholly loved by a creature.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:5): “ou shalt love
the Lord thy God with thy whole heart.”

I answer that, Since love may be considered as something
between lover and beloved, when we ask whether God can be
wholly loved, the question may be understood in three ways,
first so that the qualification “wholly” be referred to the thing

loved, and thus God is to be loved wholly, since man should
love all that pertains to God.

Secondly, it may be understood as though “wholly” qual-
ified the lover: and thus again God ought to be loved wholly,
since man ought to love God with all his might, and to refer
all he has to the love of God, according toDt. 6:5: “ou shalt
love the Lord thy God with thy whole heart.”

irdly, it may be understood by way of comparison of the
lover to the thing loved, so that themode of the lover equal the
mode of the thing loved.is is impossible: for, since a thing is
lovable in proportion to its goodness, God is infinitely lovable,
since His goodness is infinite. Now no creature can love God
infinitely, because all power of creatures, whether it be natural
or infused, is finite.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections, because the
first three objections consider the question in this third sense,
while the last takes it in the second sense.

IIa IIae q. 27 a. 6Whether in loving God we ought to observe any mode?

Objection 1. It would seem thatwe ought to observe some
mode in loving God. For the notion of good consists in mode,
species and order, as Augustine states (De Nat. Boni iii, iv).
Now the love of God is the best thing in man, according to
Col. 3:14: “Above all…things, have charity.” erefore there
ought to be a mode of the love of God.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Morib. Eccl.
viii): “Prithee, tell me which is the mode of love. For I fear lest
I burn with the desire and love of my Lord, more or less than I
ought.” But it would be useless to seek the mode of the Divine
love, unless there were one. erefore there is a mode of the
love of God.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iv, 3),
“the measure which nature appoints to a thing, is its mode.”
Now the measure of the human will, as also of external action,
is the reason. erefore just as it is necessary for the reason to
appoint a mode to the exterior effect of charity, according to
Rom. 12:1: “Your reasonable service,” so also the interior love
of God requires a mode.

On the contrary, Bernard says (De Dilig. Deum 1) that
“God is the cause of our loving God; the measure is to love
Him without measure.”

I answer that, As appears from the words of Augustine
quoted above (obj. 3) mode signifies a determination of mea-
sure; which determination is to be found both in the measure
and in the thing measured, but not in the same way. For it is
found in the measure essentially, because a measure is of itself
the determining and modifying rule of other things; whereas
in the things measured, it is found relatively, that is in so far as

they attain to the measure. Hence there can be nothing un-
modified in the measure whereas the thing measured is un-
modified if it fails to attain to the measure, whether by defi-
ciency or by excess.

Now in all matters of appetite and action the measure is
the end, because the proper reason for all that we desire or do
should be taken from the end, as the Philosopher proves (Phys.
ii, 9). erefore the end has a mode by itself, while the means
take their mode from being proportionate to the end. Hence,
according to the Philosopher (Polit. i, 3), “in every art, the de-
sire for the end is endless and unlimited,” whereas there is a
limit to the means: thus the physician does not put limits to
health, but makes it as perfect as he possibly can; but he puts
a limit to medicine, for he does not give as much medicine as
he can, but according as health demands so that if he give too
much or too little, the medicine would be immoderate.

Again, the end of all human actions and affections is the
love of God, whereby principally we attain to our last end, as
stated above (q. 23, a. 6), wherefore the mode in the love of
God, must not be taken as in a thing measured where we find
too much or too little, but as in the measure itself, where there
cannot be excess, and where the more the rule is attained the
better it is, so that the more we love God the better our love is.

Reply toObjection 1.atwhich is so by its essence takes
precedence of that which is so through another, wherefore the
goodness of the measure which has the mode essentially, takes
precedence of the goodness of the thing measured, which has
its mode through something else; and so too, charity, which
has a mode as a measure has, stands before the other virtues,

* Cf. q. 184, a. 2.
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which have a mode through being measured .
Reply toObjection 2.AsAugustine adds in the same pas-

sage, “the measure of our love for God is to love Him with our
whole heart,” that is to love Him as much as He can be loved,
and this belongs to the mode which is proper to the measure.

Reply to Objection 3. An affection, whose object is sub-
ject to reason’s judgment, should be measured by reason. But
the object of the Divine love which is God surpasses the judg-

ment of reason, wherefore it is not measured by reason but
transcends it. Nor is there parity between the interior act and
external acts of charity. For the interior act of charity has the
character of an end, since man’s ultimate good consists in his
soul cleaving toGod, according to Ps. 72:28: “It is good forme
to adhere tomyGod”; whereas the exterior acts are asmeans to
the end, and so have to be measured both according to charity
and according to reason.

IIa IIae q. 27 a. 7Whether it is more meritorious to love an enemy than to love a friend?

Objection 1. It would seem more meritorious to love an
enemy than to love a friend. For it is written (Mat. 5:46): “If
you love them that love you, what reward shall you have?”
erefore it is not deserving of reward to love one’s friend:
whereas, as the same passage proves, to love one’s enemy is de-
serving of a reward. erefore it is more meritorious to love
one’s enemy than to love one’s friend.

Objection 2. Further, an act is the more meritorious
through proceeding from a greater charity. But it belongs to
the perfect children of God to love their enemies, whereas
those alsowhohave imperfect charity love their friends.ere-
fore it is more meritorious to love one’s enemy than to love
one’s friend.

Objection 3. Further, where there is more effort for good,
there seems to bemoremerit, since “everyman shall receive his
own reward according to his own labor” (1 Cor. 3:8). Now a
man has tomake a greater effort to love his enemy than to love
his friend, because it is more difficult. erefore it seems more
meritorious to love one’s enemy than to love one’s friend.

On the contrary,ebetter an action is, themoremerito-
rious it is. Now it is better to love one’s friend, since it is better
to love a betterman, and the friendwho loves you is better than
the enemy who hates you. erefore it is more meritorious to
love one’s friend than to love one’s enemy.

I answer that, God is the reason for our loving our neigh-
bor out of charity, as stated above (q. 25, a. 1). When there-
fore it is asked which is better or more meritorious, to love
one’s friend or one’s enemy, these two loves may be compared
in two ways, first, on the part of our neighbor whom we love,
secondly, on the part of the reason for which we love him.

In the first way, love of one’s friend surpasses love of one’s
enemy, because a friend is both better and more closely united
to us, so that he is a more suitable matter of love and conse-

quently the act of love that passes over this matter, is better,
and therefore its opposite is worse, for it is worse to hate a
friend than an enemy.

In the second way, however, it is better to love one’s en-
emy than one’s friend, and this for two reasons. First, because
it is possible to love one’s friend for another reason than God,
whereas God is the only reason for loving one’s enemy. Sec-
ondly, because if we suppose that both are loved for God, our
love for God is proved to be all the stronger through carry-
ing a man’s affections to things which are furthest from him,
namely, to the love of his enemies, even as the power of a fur-
nace is proved to be the stronger, according as it throws its heat
to more distant objects. Hence our love for God is proved to
be somuch the stronger, as themore difficult are the things we
accomplish for its sake, just as the power of fire is so much the
stronger, as it is able to set fire to a less inflammable matter.

Yet just as the same fire acts with greater force on what is
near than on what is distant, so too, charity loves with greater
fervor those who are united to us than those who are far re-
moved; and in this respect the love of friends, considered in
itself, is more ardent and better than the love of one’s enemy.

Reply to Objection 1. e words of Our Lord must be
taken in their strict sense: because the love of one’s friends is
not meritorious in God’s sight when we love them merely be-
cause they are our friends: and this would seem to be the case
when we love our friends in such a way that we love not our
enemies. On the other hand the love of our friends is merito-
rious, if we love them for God’s sake, and not merely because
they are our friends.

e Reply to the other Objections is evident from what
has been said in the article, because the two arguments that
follow consider the reason for loving, while the last considers
the question on the part of those who are loved.

IIa IIae q. 27 a. 8Whether it is more meritorious to love one’s neighbor than to love God?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is more meritorious to
love one’s neighbor than to love God. For the more meritori-
ous thing would seem to be what the Apostle preferred. Now
the Apostle preferred the love of our neighbor to the love of
God, according to Rom. 9:3: “I wished myself to be an anath-
ema from Christ for my brethren.” erefore it is more meri-

torious to love one’s neighbor than to love God.
Objection 2. Further, in a certain sense it seems to be less

meritorious to love one’s friend, as stated above (a. 7). Now
God is our chief friend, since “He hath first loved us” (1 Jn.
4:10). erefore it seems less meritorious to love God.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is more difficult seems to
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be more virtuous and meritorious since “virtue is about that
which is difficult and good” (Ethic. ii, 3). Now it is easier to
love God than to love one’s neighbor, both because all things
love God naturally, and because there is nothing unlovable in
God, and this cannot be said of one’s neighbor. erefore it is
more meritorious to love one’s neighbor than to love God.

On the contrary,at on account of which a thing is such,
is yet more so. Now the love of one’s neighbor is not meritori-
ous, except by reason of his being loved for God’s sake. ere-
fore the love of God is more meritorious than the love of our
neighbor.

I answer that, is comparison may be taken in two ways.
First, by considering both loves separately: and then, without
doubt, the love of God is the more meritorious, because a re-
ward is due to it for its own sake, since the ultimate reward is
the enjoyment of God, toWhom themovement of theDivine
love tends: hence a reward is promised to him that loves God
(Jn. 14:21): “He that loveth Me, shall be loved of My Father,
and I will…manifest Myself to him.” Secondly, the compari-
son may be understood to be between the love of God alone
on the one side, and the love of one’s neighbor for God’s sake,
on the other. In this way love of our neighbor includes love of
God, while love of God does not include love of our neighbor.
Hence the comparison will be between perfect love of God,

extending also to our neighbor, and inadequate and imperfect
love of God, for “this commandment we have from God, that
he, who loveth God, love also his brother” (1 Jn. 4:21).

Reply to Objection 1. According to one gloss, the Apos-
tle did not desire this, viz. to be severed from Christ for his
brethren, when he was in a state of grace, but had formerly de-
sired it when he was in a state of unbelief, so that we should
not imitate him in this respect.

Wemay also reply, withChrysostom (DeCompunct. i, 8)*
that this does not prove the Apostle to have loved his neigh-
bormore thanGod, but that he lovedGodmore than himself.
For he wished to be deprived for a time of the Divine fruition
which pertains to love of one self, in order that God might be
honored in his neighbor, which pertains to the love of God.

Reply toObjection 2.Aman’s love for his friends is some-
times less meritorious in so far as he loves them for their sake,
so as to fall short of the true reason for the friendship of char-
ity, which is God. Hence that God be loved for His own sake
does not diminish the merit, but is the entire reason for merit.

Reply toObjection 3.e “good” has, more than the “dif-
ficult,” to do with the reason of merit and virtue. erefore it
does not follow that whatever is more difficult is more meri-
torious, but only what is more difficult, and at the same time
better.

* Hom. xvi in Ep. ad Rom.
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S P   S P, Q 28
Of Joy

(In Four Articles)

WE must now consider the effects which result from the principal act of charity which is love, and (1) the interior effects,
(2) the exterior effects. As to the first, three things have to be considered: (1) Joy, (2) Peace, (3) Mercy.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether joy is an effect of charity?
(2) Whether this kind of joy is compatible with sorrow?
(3) Whether this joy can be full?
(4) Whether it is a virtue?

IIa IIae q. 28 a. 1Whether joy is effected in us by charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that joy is not effected in us by
charity. For the absence of what we love causes sorrow rather
than joy. But God, Whom we love by charity, is absent from
us, so long as we are in this state of life, since “while we are in
the body, we are absent from the Lord” (2Cor. 5:6).erefore
charity causes sorrow in us rather than joy.

Objection 2. Further, it is chiefly through charity that we
merit happiness. Now mourning, which pertains to sorrow, is
reckoned among those things whereby wemerit happiness, ac-
cording to Mat. 5:5: “Blessed are they that mourn, for they
shall be comforted.” erefore sorrow, rather than joy, is an
effect of charity.

Objection 3. Further, charity is a virtue distinct from
hope, as shownabove (q. 17, a. 6).Now joy is the effect of hope,
according to Rom. 12:12: “Rejoicing in hope.” erefore it is
not the effect of charity.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 5:5): “e charity of
God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost, Who
is given to us.” But joy is caused in us by the Holy Ghost ac-
cording to Rom. 14:17: “e kingdom ofGod is notmeat and
drink, but justice andpeace, and joy in theHolyGhost.”ere-
fore charity is a cause of joy.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 25, Aa. 1,2,3),
when we were treating of the passions, joy and sorrow proceed
from love, but in contraryways. For joy is caused by love, either
through the presence of the thing loved, or because the proper
good of the thing loved exists and endures in it; and the latter
is the case chiefly in the love of benevolence, whereby aman re-
joices in the well-being of his friend, though he be absent. On
the other hand sorrow arises from love, either through the ab-

sence of the thing loved, or because the loved object to which
we wish well, is deprived of its good or afflicted with some
evil. Now charity is love of God, Whose good is unchange-
able, since He is His goodness, and from the very fact that
He is loved, He is in those who love Him by His most excel-
lent effect, according to 1 Jn. 4:16: “He that abideth in char-
ity, abideth in God, and God in him.” erefore spiritual joy,
which is about God, is caused by charity.

Reply to Objection 1. So long as we are in the body, we
are said to be “absent from the Lord,” in comparison with
that presence whereby He is present to some by the vision of
“sight”; wherefore theApostle goes on to say (2Cor. 5:6): “For
we walk by faith and not by sight.” Nevertheless, even in this
life, He is present to those who love Him, by the indwelling of
His grace.

Reply to Objection 2. e mourning that merits hap-
piness, is about those things that are contrary to happiness.
Wherefore it amounts to the same that charity causes this
mourning, and this spiritual joy about God, since to rejoice in
a certain good amounts to the same as to grieve for things that
are contrary to it.

Reply to Objection 3. ere can be spiritual joy about
God in two ways. First, when we rejoice in the Divine good
considered in itself; secondly, when we rejoice in the Divine
good as participated by us. e former joy is the better, and
proceeds from charity chiefly: while the latter joy proceeds
from hope also, whereby we look forward to enjoy the Divine
good, although this enjoyment itself, whether perfect or im-
perfect, is obtained according to the measure of one’s charity.

IIa IIae q. 28 a. 2Whether the spiritual joy, which results from charity, is compatible with an admixture of sor-
row?

Objection 1. It would seem that the spiritual joy that re-
sults from charity is compatible with an admixture of sorrow.
For it belongs to charity to rejoice in our neighbor’s good, ac-
cording to 1 Cor. 13:4,6: “Charity…rejoiceth not in iniquity,

but rejoicethwith the truth.” But this joy is compatiblewith an
admixture of sorrow, according to Rom. 12:15: “Rejoice with
them that rejoice, weep with them that weep.” erefore the
spiritual joy of charity is compatible with an admixture of sor-
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row.
Objection 2. Further, according to Gregory (Hom. in

Evang. xxxiv), “penance consists in deploring past sins, and in
not committing again those we have deplored.” But there is no
true penance without charity. erefore the joy of charity has
an admixture of sorrow.

Objection3.Further, it is through charity thatmandesires
to be with Christ according to Phil. 1:23: “Having a desire to
be dissolved and to be with Christ.” Now this desire gives rise,
inman, to a certain sadness, according toPs. 119:5: “Woe isme
that my sojourning is prolonged!” erefore the joy of charity
admits of a seasoning of sorrow.

On the contrary, e joy of charity is joy about the Di-
vine wisdom. Now such like joy has no admixture of sorrow,
according toWis. 8:16: “Her conversation hath no bitterness.”
erefore the joy of charity is incompatible with an admixture
of sorrow.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 3), a twofold joy in
God arises from charity. One, the more excellent, is proper to
charity; and with this joy we rejoice in the Divine good con-
sidered in itself. is joy of charity is incompatible with an ad-
mixture of sorrow, even as the good which is its object is in-
compatible with any admixture of evil: hence the Apostle says

(Phil. 4:4): “Rejoice in the Lord always.”
e other is the joy of charity whereby we rejoice in the

Divine good as participated by us. is participation can be
hindered by anything contrary to it, wherefore, in this respect,
the joy of charity is compatible with an admixture of sorrow,
in so far as a man grieves for that which hinders the participa-
tion of theDivine good, either in us or in our neighbor, whom
we love as ourselves.

Reply to Objection 1. Our neighbor does not weep save
on account of some evil. Now every evil implies lack of par-
ticipation in the sovereign good: hence charity makes us weep
with our neighbor in so far as he is hindered fromparticipating
in the Divine good.

Reply to Objection 2. Our sins divide between us and
God, according to Is. 59:2; wherefore this is the reason why
we grieve for our past sins, or for those of others, in so far as
they hinder us from participating in the Divine good.

Reply toObjection3.Although in this unhappy abodewe
participate, aer a fashion, in the Divine good, by knowledge
and love, yet the unhappiness of this life is an obstacle to a per-
fect participation in the Divine good: hence this very sorrow,
whereby aman grieves for the delay of glory, is connected with
the hindrance to a participation of the Divine good.

IIa IIae q. 28 a. 3Whether the spiritual joy which proceeds from charity, can be filled?

Objection 1. It would seem that the spiritual joy which
proceeds from charity cannot be filled. For themorewe rejoice
in God, the more is our joy in Him filled. But we can never re-
joice in Him as much as it is meet that we should rejoice in
God, since His goodness which is infinite, surpasses the crea-
ture’s joy which is finite. erefore joy in God can never be
filled.

Objection 2. Further, that which is filled cannot be in-
creased. But the joy, even of the blessed, can be increased, since
one’s joy is greater than another’s.erefore joy inGod cannot
be filled in a creature.

Objection 3. Further, comprehension seems to be noth-
ing else than the fulness of knowledge. Now, just as the cog-
nitive power of a creature is finite, so is its appetitive power.
Since thereforeGod cannot be comprehended by any creature,
it seems that no creature’s joy in God can be filled.

On the contrary, Our Lord said to His disciples ( Jn.
15:11): “atMy joymaybe in you, and your joymaybefilled.”

I answer that, Fulness of joy can be understood in two
ways; first, on the part of the thing rejoiced in, so that one re-
joice in it as much as it is meet that one should rejoice in it,
and thus God’s joy alone in Himself is filled, because it is infi-
nite; and this is condignly due to the infinite goodness ofGod:
but the joy of any creature must needs be finite. Secondly, ful-
ness of joy may be understood on the part of the one who re-
joices. Now joy is compared to desire, as rest to movement, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 25, Aa. 1,2), when we were treating of

the passions: and rest is full when there is no more movement.
Hence joy is full, when there remains nothing to be desired.
But as long as we are in this world, the movement of desire
does not cease in us, because it still remains possible for us to
approach nearer to God by grace, as was shown above (q. 24,
Aa. 4,7). When once, however, perfect happiness has been at-
tained, nothing will remain to be desired, because then there
will be full enjoyment of God, wherein man will obtain what-
ever he had desired, even with regard to other goods, accord-
ing to Ps. 102:5: “Who satisfieth thy desire with good things.”
Hence desire will be at rest, not only our desire for God, but
all our desires: so that the joy of the blessed is full to perfec-
tion—indeed over-full, since they will obtain more than they
were capable of desiring: for “neither hath it entered into the
heart of man, what things God hath prepared for them that
love Him” (1 Cor. 2:9). is is what is meant by the words of
Lk. 6:38: “Good measure and pressed down, and shaken to-
gether, and running over shall they give into your bosom.” Yet,
since no creature is capable of the joy condignly due to God,
it follows that this perfectly full joy is not taken intoman, but,
on the contrary, man enters into it, according to Mat. 25:21:
“Enter into the joy of thy Lord.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument takes the fulness of
joy in reference to the thing in which we rejoice.

Reply toObjection2.Wheneachone attains tohappiness
he will reach the term appointed to him by Divine predestina-
tion, and nothing further will remain to which he may tend,
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although by reaching that term, some will approach nearer to
God than others. Hence each one’s joy will be full with regard
to himself, because his desire will be fully set at rest; yet one’s
joy will be greater than another’s, on account of a fuller partic-
ipation of the Divine happiness.

Reply toObjection 3.Comprehension denotes fulness of

knowledge in respect of the thing known, so that it is known
as much as it can be. ere is however a fulness of knowledge
in respect of the knower, just as we have said of joy. Where-
fore the Apostle says (Col. 1:9): “at you may be filled with
the knowledge of His will, in all wisdom and spiritual under-
standing.”

IIa IIae q. 28 a. 4Whether joy is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that joy is a virtue. For vice is
contrary to virtue. Now sorrow is set down as a vice, as in the
case of sloth and envy. erefore joy also should be accounted
a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, as love and hope are passions, the
object of which is “good,” so also is joy. Now love and hope are
reckoned to be virtues. erefore joy also should be reckoned
a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the precepts of the Law are about
acts of virtue. But we are commanded to rejoice in the Lord,
according to Phil. 4:4: “Rejoice in the Lord always.” erefore
joy is a virtue.

On the contrary, It is not numbered among the theolog-
ical virtues, nor among the moral, nor among the intellectual
virtues, as is evident from what has been said above ( Ia IIae,
Qq. 57,60,62).

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, Aa. 2,4),
virtue is an operative habit, wherefore by its very nature it has
an inclination to a certain act. Now it may happen that from
the same habit there proceed several ordinate and homoge-
neous acts, each of which follows from another. And since the
subsequent acts do not proceed from the virtuous habit except
through the preceding act, hence it is that the virtue is defined
and named in reference to that preceding act, although those
other acts also proceed from the virtue. Now it is evident from

what we have said about the passions ( Ia IIae, q. 25, Aa. 2,4)
that love is the first affection of the appetitive power, and that
desire and joy follow from it. Hence the same virtuous habit
inclines us to love and desire the beloved good, and to rejoice
in it. But in as much as love is the first of these acts, that virtue
takes its name, not from joy, nor from desire, but from love,
and is called charity. Hence joy is not a virtue distinct from
charity, but an act, or effect, of charity: for which reason it is
numbered among the Fruits (Gal. 5:22).

Reply toObjection 1.e sorrowwhich is a vice is caused
by inordinate self-love, and this is not a special vice, but a gen-
eral source of the vices, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 77, a. 4); so
that it was necessary to account certain particular sorrows as
special vices, because they do not arise from a special, but from
a general vice. On the other hand love of God is accounted a
special virtue, namely charity, to which joy must be referred,
as its proper act, as stated above (here and a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. Hope proceeds from love even as
joy does, but hope adds, on the part of the object, a special
character, viz. “difficult,” and “possible to obtain”; for which
reason it is accounted a special virtue. On the other hand joy
does not add to love any special aspect, that might cause a spe-
cial virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. e Law prescribes joy, as being an
act of charity, albeit not its first act.
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Of Peace

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider Peace, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether peace is the same as concord?
(2) Whether all things desire peace?
(3) Whether peace is an effect of charity?
(4) Whether peace is a virtue?

IIa IIae q. 29 a. 1Whether peace is the same as concord?

Objection 1. It would seem that peace is the same as con-
cord. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 13): “Peace among
men is well ordered concord.” Now we are speaking here of no
other peace than that of men. erefore peace is the same as
concord.

Objection 2. Further, concord is union of wills. Now the
nature of peace consists in such like union, for Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. xi) that peace unites all, and makes them of one
mind. erefore peace is the same as concord.

Objection 3. Further, things whose opposites are identical
are themselves identical.Now the one same thing is opposed to
concord and peace, viz. dissension; hence it is written (1 Cor.
16:33): “God is not theGodof dissensionbut of peace.”ere-
fore peace is the same as concord.

On the contrary, ere can be concord in evil between
wicked men. But “there is no peace to the wicked” (Is. 48:22).
erefore peace is not the same as concord.

I answer that,Peace includes concord and adds something
thereto.Hence wherever peace is, there is concord, but there is
not peace,wherever there is concord, ifwe give peace its proper
meaning.

For concord, properly speaking, is between one man and
another, in so far as the wills of various hearts agree together in
consenting to the same thing. Now the heart of one man may
happen to tend to diverse things, and this in twoways. First, in
respect of the diverse appetitive powers: thus the sensitive ap-
petite tends sometimes to that which is opposed to the ratio-
nal appetite, according to Gal. 5:17: “e flesh lusteth against
the spirit.” Secondly, in so far as one and the same appetitive
power tends to diverse objects of appetite, which it cannot ob-

tain all at the same time: so that there must needs be a clash-
ing of the movements of the appetite. Now the union of such
movements is essential to peace, because man’s heart is not at
peace, so long as he has not what he wants, or if, having what
he wants, there still remains something for him to want, and
which he cannot have at the same time. On the other hand
this union is not essential to concord: wherefore concord de-
notes union of appetites among various persons, while peace
denotes, in addition to this union, the union of the appetites
even in one man.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking there of that
peace which is between oneman and another, and he says that
this peace is concord, not indeed any kind of concord, but that
which is well ordered, through oneman agreeing with another
in respect of something befitting to both of them . For if one
man concordwith another, not of his own accord, but through
being forced, as it were, by the fear of some evil that besets him,
such concord is not really peace, because the order of each con-
cordant is not observed, but is disturbedby some fear-inspiring
cause. For this reason he premises that “peace is tranquillity of
order,” which tranquillity consists in all the appetitive move-
ments in one man being set at rest together.

Reply to Objection 2. If one man consent to the same
thing together with another man, his consent is nevertheless
not perfectly united to himself, unless at the same time all his
appetitive movements be in agreement.

Reply toObjection 3.A twofold dissension is opposed to
peace, namely dissension between a man and himself, and dis-
sension between one man and another. e latter alone is op-
posed to concord.

IIa IIae q. 29 a. 2Whether all things desire peace?

Objection1. Itwould seem that not all things desire peace.
For, according toDionysius (Div. Nom. xi), peace “unites con-
sent.” But there cannot be unity of consent in things which
are devoid of knowledge. erefore such things cannot desire
peace.

Objection 2. Further, the appetite does not tend to oppo-
site things at the same time. Now many desire war and dissen-

sion. erefore all men do not desire peace.
Objection 3. Further, good alone is an object of appetite.

But a certain peace is, seemingly, evil, elseOur Lordwould not
have said (Mat. 10:34): “I came not to send peace.” erefore
all things do not desire peace.

Objection 4. Further, that which all desire is, seemingly,
the sovereign good which is the last end. But this is not true of
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peace, since it is attainable even by a wayfarer; else Our Lord
would vainly command (Mk. 9:49): “Have peace among you.”
erefore all things do not desire peace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 12,14)
that “all things desire peace”: and Dionysius says the same
(Div. Nom. xi).

I answer that, From the very fact that a man desires a cer-
tain thing it follows that he desires to obtain what he desires,
and, in consequence, to removewhatevermay be an obstacle to
his obtaining it. Now a man may be hindered from obtaining
the good he desires, by a contrary desire either of his own or
of some other, and both are removed by peace, as stated above.
Hence it follows of necessity thatwhoever desires anything de-
sires peace, in so far as he who desires anything, desires to at-
tain, with tranquillity and without hindrance, to that which
he desires: and this is what is meant by peace which Augustine
defines (De Civ. Dei xix, 13) “the tranquillity of order.”

Reply to Objection 1. Peace denotes union not only of
the intellective or rational appetite, or of the animal appetite,
in both of which consent may be found, but also of the natu-
ral appetite. Hence Dionysius says that “peace is the cause of
consent and of connaturalness,” where “consent” denotes the
union of appetites proceeding from knowledge, and “connat-
uralness,” the union of natural appetites.

Reply to Objection 2. Even those who seek war and dis-
sension, desire nothing but peace, which they deem themselves
not to have. For as we stated above, there is no peace when
a man concords with another man counter to what he would

prefer. Consequently men seek by means of war to break this
concord, because it is a defective peace, in order that they may
obtain peace, where nothing is contrary to their will. Hence all
wars are waged that men may find a more perfect peace than
that which they had heretofore.

Reply to Objection 3. Peace gives calm and unity to the
appetite. Now just as the appetite may tend to what is good
simply, or to what is good apparently, so too, peace may be ei-
ther true or apparent.ere can be no true peace except where
the appetite is directed to what is truly good, since every evil,
though it may appear good in a way, so as to calm the appetite
in some respect, has, nevertheless many defects, which cause
the appetite to remain restless and disturbed.Hence true peace
is only in good men and about good things. e peace of the
wicked is not a true peace but a semblance thereof, wherefore
it is written (Wis. 14:22): “Whereas they lived in a great war
of ignorance, they call so many and so great evils peace.”

Reply toObjection 4. Since true peace is only about good
things, as the true good is possessed in two ways, perfectly and
imperfectly, so there is a twofold true peace. One is perfect
peace. It consists in the perfect enjoyment of the sovereign
good, and unites all one’s desires by giving them rest in one ob-
ject. is is the last end of the rational creature, according to
Ps. 147:3: “Who hath placed peace in thy borders.” e other
is imperfect peace, whichmay be had in this world, for though
the chief movement of the soul finds rest in God, yet there are
certain things within and without which disturb the peace.

IIa IIae q. 29 a. 3Whether peace is the proper effect of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that peace is not the proper
effect of charity. For one cannot have charity without sanc-
tifying grace. But some have peace who have not sanctifying
grace, thus heathens sometimes have peace. erefore peace is
not the effect of charity.

Objection 2. Further, if a certain thing is caused by char-
ity, its contrary is not compatible with charity. But dissension,
which is contrary to peace, is compatible with charity, for we
find that even holy doctors, such as Jerome andAugustine, dis-
sented in some of their opinions. We also read that Paul and
Barnabas dissented from one another (Acts 15). erefore it
seems that peace is not the effect of charity.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing is not the proper ef-
fect of different things. Now peace is the effect of justice, ac-
cording to Is. 32:17: “And the work of justice shall be peace.”
erefore it is not the effect of charity.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 118:165): “Much peace
have they that love y Law.”

I answer that, Peace implies a twofold union, as stated
above (a. 1). e first is the result of one’s own appetites being
directed to one object; while the other results from one’s own
appetite being unitedwith the appetite of another: and each of

these unions is effected by charity—the first, in so far as man
loves God with his whole heart, by referring all things toHim,
so that all his desires tend to one object—the second, in so far
as we love our neighbor as ourselves, the result being that we
wish to fulfil our neighbor’s will as though it were ours: hence
it is reckoned a sign of friendship if people “make choice of the
same things” (Ethic. ix, 4), and Tully says (De Amicitia) that
friends “like and dislike the same things” (Sallust, Catilin.)

Reply to Objection 1. Without sin no one falls from a
state of sanctifying grace, for it turns man away from his due
end by making him place his end in something undue: so that
his appetite does not cleave chiefly to the truefinal good, but to
some apparent good. Hence, without sanctifying grace, peace
is not real but merely apparent.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix,
6) friends neednot agree in opinion, but only upon such goods
as conduce to life, and especially upon such as are important;
because dissension in small matters is scarcely accounted dis-
sension. Hence nothing hinders those who have charity from
holding different opinions.Nor is this an obstacle to peace, be-
cause opinions concern the intellect, which precedes the ap-
petite that is united by peace. In like manner if there be con-
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cord as to goods of importance, dissensionwith regard to some
that are of little account is not contrary to charity: for such a
dissension proceeds from a difference of opinion, because one
man thinks that the particular good, which is the object of dis-
sension, belongs to the good aboutwhich they agree, while the
other thinks that it does not. Accordingly such like dissension
about very slight matters and about opinions is inconsistent
with a state of perfect peace, wherein the truth will be known

fully, and every desire fulfilled; but it is not inconsistent with
the imperfect peace of the wayfarer.

Reply to Objection 3. Peace is the “work of justice” indi-
rectly, in so far as justice removes the obstacles to peace: but
it is the work of charity directly, since charity, according to its
very nature, causes peace. For love is “a unitive force” asDiony-
sius says (Div.Nom. iv): and peace is the union of the appetite’s
inclinations.

IIa IIae q. 29 a. 4Whether peace is a virtue?

Objection1. Itwould seem that peace is a virtue. For noth-
ing is amatter of precept, unless it be an act of virtue. But there
are precepts about keeping peace, for example: “Have peace
among you” (Mk. 9:49). erefore peace is a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, we do not merit except by acts of
virtue. Now it is meritorious to keep peace, according to Mat.
5:9: “Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called the
children of God.” erefore peace is a virtue.

Objection 3.Further, vices are opposed to virtues. But dis-
sensions, which are contrary to peace, are numbered among
the vices (Gal. 5:20). erefore peace is a virtue.

On the contrary, Virtue is not the last end, but the way
thereto. But peace is the last end, in a sense, as Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei xix, 11). erefore peace is not a virtue.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 28, a. 4), when a num-
ber of acts all proceeding uniformly from an agent, follow one
from the other, they all arise from the same virtue, nor do they
each have a virtue from which they proceed, as may be seen
in corporeal things. For, though fire by heating, both liquefies

and rarefies, there are not two powers in fire, one of liquefac-
tion, the other of rarefaction: andfire produces all such actions
by its own power of calefaction.

Since then charity causes peace precisely because it is love
of God and of our neighbor, as shown above (a. 3), there is
no other virtue except charity whose proper act is peace, as we
have also said in reference to joy (q. 28, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 1. We are commanded to keep peace
because it is an act of charity; and for this reason too it is ameri-
torious act.Hence it is placed among the beatitudes, which are
acts of perfect virtue, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 69, Aa. 1,3). It
is also numbered among the fruits, in so far as it is a final good,
having spiritual sweetness.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. Several vices are opposed to one

virtue in respect of its various acts: so that not only is hatred
opposed to charity, in respect of its act which is love, but also
sloth and envy, in respect of joy, and dissension in respect of
peace.
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Of Mercy*

(In Four Articles)

We must now go on to consider Mercy, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether evil is the cause of mercy on the part of the person pitied?
(2) To whom does it belong to pity?
(3) Whether mercy is a virtue?
(4) Whether it is the greatest of virtues?

IIa IIae q. 30 a. 1Whether evil is properly the motive of mercy?

Objection 1. It would seem that, properly speaking, evil
is not the motive of mercy. For, as shown above (q. 19, a. 1;
Ia IIae, q. 79, a. 1, ad 4; Ia, q. 48 , a. 6), fault is an evil rather
than punishment.Now fault provokes indignation rather than
mercy. erefore evil does not excite mercy.

Objection 2. Further, cruelty and harshness seem to excel
other evils. Now the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 8) that “harsh-
ness does not call for pity but drives it away.” erefore evil, as
such, is not the motive of mercy.

Objection 3. Further, signs of evils are not true evils. But
signs of evils excite one to mercy, as the Philosopher states
(Rhet. ii, 8). erefore evil, properly speaking, is not an incen-
tive to mercy.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 2)
that mercy is a kind of sorrow. Now evil is the motive of sor-
row. erefore it is the motive of mercy.

I answer that,AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei ix, 5),mercy
is heartfelt sympathy for another’s distress, impelling us to suc-
cor him if we can. For mercy takes its name “misericordia”
from denoting a man’s compassionate heart [miserum cor] for
another’s unhappiness. Now unhappiness is opposed to hap-
piness: and it is essential to beatitude or happiness that one
should obtain what one wishes; for, according to Augustine
(De Trin. xiii, 5), “happy is he who has whatever he desires,
and desires nothing amiss.” Hence, on the other hand, it be-
longs to unhappiness that a man should suffer what he wishes
not.

Now a man wishes a thing in three ways: first, by his natu-
ral appetite; thus all men naturally wish to be and to live: sec-
ondly, a man wishes a thing from deliberate choice: thirdly,
a man wishes a thing, not in itself, but in its cause, thus, if a
man wishes to eat what is bad for him, we say that, in a way, he
wishes to be ill.

Accordingly the motive of “mercy,” being something per-
taining to “misery,” is, in the first way, anything contrary to the
will’s natural appetite, namely corruptive or distressing evils,
the contrary of which man desires naturally, wherefore the
Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 8) that “pity is sorrow for a visi-
ble evil, whether corruptive or distressing.” Secondly, such like

evils are yet more provocative of pity if they are contrary to
deliberate choice, wherefore the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 8)
that evil excites our pity “when it is the result of an accident,
as when something turns out ill, whereas we hoped well of it.”
irdly, they cause yet greater pity, if they are entirely contrary
to the will, as when evil befalls a manwho has always striven to
do well: wherefore the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 8) that “we
pity most the distress of one who suffers undeservedly.”

Reply to Objection 1. It is essential to fault that it be vol-
untary; and in this respect it deserves punishment rather than
mercy. Since, however, fault may be, in a way, a punishment,
through having something connected with it that is against
the sinner’s will, it may, in this respect, call for mercy. It is in
this sense that we pity and commiserate sinners.usGregory
says in a homily (Hom. in Evang. xxxiv) that “true godliness
is not disdainful but compassionate,” and again it is written
(Mat. 9:36) that Jesus “seeing the multitudes, had compassion
on them: because theywere distressed, and lying like sheep that
have no shepherd.”

Reply toObjection 2. Since pity is sympathy for another’s
distress, it is directed, properly speaking, towards another, and
not to oneself, except figuratively, like justice, according as a
man is considered to have various parts (Ethic. v, 11). us it
iswritten (Ecclus. 30:24): “Have pity on thy own soul, pleasing
God”†.

Accordingly just as, properly speaking, amandoes not pity
himself, but suffers in himself, as when we suffer cruel treat-
ment in ourselves, so too, in the case of thosewho are so closely
united to us, as to be part of ourselves, such as our children or
our parents, we do not pity their distress, but suffer as for our
own sores; in which sense the Philosopher says that “harshness
drives pity away.”

Reply to Objection 3. Just as pleasure results from hope
and memory of good things, so does sorrow arise from the
prospect or the recollection of evil things; though not so
keenly as when they are present to the senses. Hence the signs
of evil move us to pity, in so far as they represent as present,
the evil that excites our pity.

* e one Latin word “misericordia” signifies either pity or mercy. e distinction between these two is that pity may stand either for the act or for the virtue,
whereas mercy stands only for the virtue. † Cf. q. 106, a. 3, ad 1.
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IIa IIae q. 30 a. 2Whether the reason for taking pity is a defect in the person who pities?

Objection 1. It would seem that the reason for taking pity
is not a defect in the person who takes pity. For it is proper to
God to be merciful, wherefore it is written (Ps. 144:9): “His
tendermercies are over allHis works.” But there is no defect in
God. erefore a defect cannot be the reason for taking pity.

Objection 2. Further, if a defect is the reason for taking
pity, those inwhom there ismost defect, must needs takemost
pity. But this is false: for the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 8) that
“those who are in a desperate state are pitiless.” erefore it
seems that the reason for taking pity is not a defect in the per-
son who pities.

Objection 3. Further, to be treated with contempt is to
be defective. But the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 8) that “those
who are disposed to contumely are pitiless.” erefore the rea-
son for taking pity, is not a defect in the person who pities.

On the contrary, Pity is a kind of sorrow. But a defect is
the reason of sorrow, wherefore those who are in bad health
giveway to sorrowmore easily, as we shall say further on (q. 35,
a. 1, ad 2). erefore the reason why one takes pity is a defect
in oneself.

I answer that, Since pity is grief for another’s distress, as
stated above (a. 1), from the very fact that a person takes pity
on anyone, it follows that another’s distress grieves him. And
since sorrow or grief is about one’s own ills, one grieves or sor-
rows for another’s distress, in so far as one looks upon another’s
distress as one’s own.

Now this happens in two ways: first, through union of the
affections, which is the effect of love. For, since he who loves
another looks upon his friend as another self, he counts his
friend’s hurt as his own, so that he grieves for his friend’s hurt
as though hewere hurt himself.Hence the Philosopher (Ethic.
ix, 4) reckons “grieving with one’s friend” as being one of the
signs of friendship, and the Apostle says (Rom. 12:15): “Re-
joice with them that rejoice, weep with them that weep.”

Secondly, it happens through real union, for instancewhen
another’s evil comes near to us, so as to pass to us from him.
Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 8) that men pity such
as are akin to them, and the like, because it makes them real-
ize that the same may happen to themselves. is also explains
why the old and the wise who consider that theymay fall upon
evil times, as also feeble and timorous persons, are more in-
clined to pity: whereas those who deem themselves happy, and
so far powerful as to think themselves in no danger of suffering
any hurt, are not so inclined to pity.

Accordingly a defect is always the reason for taking pity,
either because one looks upon another’s defect as one’s own,
through being united to him by love, or on account of the pos-
sibility of suffering in the same way.

Reply to Objection 1. God takes pity on us through love
alone, in as much as He loves us as belonging to Him.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who are already in infinite
distress, do not fear to suffermore, wherefore they are without
pity. In like manner this applies to those also who are in great
fear, for they are so intent on their own passion, that they pay
no attention to the suffering of others.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who are disposed to con-
tumely, whether through having been contemned, or because
they wish to contemn others, are incited to anger and daring,
which are manly passions and arouse the human spirit to at-
tempt difficult things. Hence they make a man think that he
is going to suffer something in the future, so that while they
are disposed in that way they are pitiless, according to Prov.
27:4: “Anger hath no mercy, nor fury when it breaketh forth.”
For the same reason the proud are without pity, because they
despise others, and think them wicked, so that they account
them as suffering deservedly whatever they suffer. Hence Gre-
gory says (Hom. in Evang. xxxiv) that “false godliness,” i.e. of
the proud, “is not compassionate but disdainful.”

IIa IIae q. 30 a. 3Whether mercy is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that mercy is not a virtue.
For the chief part of virtue is choice as the Philosopher states
(Ethic. ii, 5).Nowchoice is “the desire ofwhat has been already
counselled” (Ethic. iii, 2). erefore whatever hinders counsel
cannot be called a virtue. Butmercyhinders counsel, according
to the saying of Sallust (Catilin.): “All those that take coun-
sel about matters of doubt, should be free from…anger…and
mercy, because the mind does not easily see aright, when these
things stand in the way.” erefore mercy is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, nothing contrary to virtue is praise-
worthy. But nemesis is contrary to mercy, as the Philosopher
states (Rhet. ii, 9), and yet it is a praiseworthy passion (Rhet.
ii, 9). erefore mercy is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, joy and peace are not special virtues,

because they result from charity, as stated above (q. 28, a. 4;
q. 29, a. 4). Now mercy, also, results from charity; for it is out
of charity thatweweepwith them thatweep, aswe rejoicewith
them that rejoice. erefore mercy is not a special virtue.

Objection 4. Further, since mercy belongs to the appeti-
tive power, it is not an intellectual virtue, and, since it has not
God for its object, neither is it a theological virtue.Moreover it
is not amoral virtue, because neither is it about operations, for
this belongs to justice; nor is it about passions, since it is not
reduced to one of the twelvemeansmentioned by the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. ii, 7). erefore mercy is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 5): “Ci-
cero in praising Caesar expresses himself much better and in
a fashion at once more humane and more in accordance with
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religious feeling, when he says: ‘Of all thy virtues none is more
marvelous ormore graceful than thymercy.’ ”ereforemercy
is a virtue.

I answer that, Mercy signifies grief for another’s distress.
Now this grief may denote, in one way, a movement of the
sensitive appetite, in which case mercy is not a virtue but a
passion; whereas, in another way, it may denote a movement
of the intellective appetite, in as much as one person’s evil is
displeasing to another. is movement may be ruled in accor-
dancewith reason, and in accordancewith thismovement reg-
ulated by reason, the movement of the lower appetite may be
regulated. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 5) that “this
movement of the mind” (viz. mercy) “obeys the reason, when
mercy is vouchsafed in such a way that justice is safeguarded,
whether we give to the needy or forgive the repentant.” And
since it is essential to human virtue that the movements of the
soul should be regulated by reason, as was shown above ( Ia
IIae, q. 59, Aa. 4,5), it follows that mercy is a virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. e words of Sallust are to be un-
derstood as applying to the mercy which is a passion unregu-
lated by reason: for thus it impedes the counselling of reason,
by making it wander from justice.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher is speaking there

of pity and nemesis, considered, both of them, as passions.
ey are contrary to one another on the part of their respective
estimation of another’s evils, for which pity grieves, in so far as
it esteems someone to suffer undeservedly, whereas nemesis re-
joices, in so far as it esteems someone to suffer deservedly, and
grieves, if things go well with the undeserving: “both of these
are praiseworthy and come from the same disposition of char-
acter” (Rhet. ii, 9). Properly speaking, however, it is envywhich
is opposed to pity, as we shall state further on (q. 36, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 3. Joy and peace add nothing to the
aspect of good which is the object of charity, wherefore they
do not require any other virtue besides charity. But mercy re-
gards a certain special aspect, namely the misery of the person
pitied.

Reply to Objection 4. Mercy, considered as a virtue, is a
moral virtue having relation to the passions, and it is reduced
to the mean called nemesis, because “they both proceed from
the same character” (Rhet. ii, 9). Now the Philosopher pro-
poses thesemeans not as virtues, but as passions, because, even
as passions, they are praiseworthy. Yet nothing prevents them
from proceeding from some elective habit, in which case they
assume the character of a virtue.

IIa IIae q. 30 a. 4Whether mercy is the greatest of the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that mercy is the greatest of
the virtues. For the worship of God seems a most virtuous act.
But mercy is preferred before the worship of God, according
to Osee 6:6 and Mat. 12:7: “I have desired mercy and not sac-
rifice.” erefore mercy is the greatest virtue.

Objection 2. Further, on the words of 1 Tim. 4:8: “God-
liness is profitable to all things,” a gloss says: “e sum total of
a Christian’s rule of life consists in mercy and godliness.” Now
the Christian rule of life embraces every virtue. erefore the
sum total of all virtues is contained in mercy.

Objection 3. Further, “Virtue is that which makes its sub-
ject good,” according to the Philosopher. erefore the more
a virtue makes a man like God, the better is that virtue: since
man is the better for being more like God. Now this is chiefly
the result of mercy, since of God is it said (Ps. 144:9) that “His
tender mercies are over all His works,” and (Lk. 6:36) Our
Lord said: “Be ye…merciful, as your Father also is merciful.”
erefore mercy is the greatest of virtues.

On the contrary, e Apostle aer saying (Col. 3:12):
“Put ye on…as the elect of God…the bowels of mercy,” etc.,
adds (Col. 3:14): “Above all things have charity.” erefore
mercy is not the greatest of virtues.

I answer that, A virtue may take precedence of others in
two ways: first, in itself; secondly, in comparison with its sub-
ject. In itself, mercy takes precedence of other virtues, for it
belongs to mercy to be bountiful to others, and, what is more,

to succor others in their wants, which pertains chiefly to one
who stands above. Hence mercy is accounted as being proper
to God: and thereinHis omnipotence is declared to be chiefly
manifested*.

On the other hand, with regard to its subject, mercy is not
the greatest virtue, unless that subject be greater than all others,
surpassed by none and excelling all: since for him that has any-
one above him it is better to be united to that which is above
than to supply the defect of that which is beneath.*. Hence,
as regards man, who has God above him, charity which unites
him toGod, is greater thanmercy, whereby he supplies the de-
fects of his neighbor. But of all the virtues which relate to our
neighbor, mercy is the greatest, even as its act surpasses all oth-
ers, since it belongs to one who is higher and better to supply
the defect of another, in so far as the latter is deficient.

Reply to Objection 1. We worship God by external sacri-
fices and gis, not for His own profit, but for that of ourselves
and our neighbor. For He needs not our sacrifices, but wishes
them to be offered toHim, in order to arouse our devotion and
to profit our neighbor. Hence mercy, whereby we supply oth-
ers’ defects is a sacrifice more acceptable to Him, as conducing
more directly to our neighbor’s well-being, according to Heb.
13:16: “Do not forget to do good and to impart, for by such
sacrifices God’s favor is obtained.”

Reply to Objection 2. e sum total of the Christian re-
ligion consists in mercy, as regards external works: but the in-

* Collect, Tenth Sunday aer Pentecost. * “e quality of mercy is not
strained./‘Tis mightiest in the mightiest: it becomes/e throned monarch
better than his crown.” Merchant of Venice, Act IV, Scene i.
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ward love of charity, whereby we are united to God prepon-
derates over both love and mercy for our neighbor.

Reply toObjection 3.Charity likens us toGod by uniting

us to Him in the bond of love: wherefore it surpasses mercy,
which likens us to God as regards similarity of works.
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Of Beneficence

(In Four Articles)

Wemust nowconsider the outward acts or effects of charity, (1)Beneficence, (2)Almsdeeds, which are a part of beneficence,
(3) Fraternal correction, which is a kind of alms.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether beneficence is an act of charity ?
(2) Whether we ought to be beneficent to all?
(3) Whether we ought to be more beneficent to those who are more closely united to us?
(4) Whether beneficence is a special virtue?

IIa IIae q. 31 a. 1Whether beneficence is an act of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that beneficence is not an act
of charity. For charity is chiefly directed to God. Now we can-
not benefitGod, according to Job 35:7: “What shalt thou give
Him? or what shall He receive of thy hand?” erefore benef-
icence is not an act of charity.

Objection 2. Further, beneficence consists chiefly in mak-
ing gis. But this belongs to liberality. erefore beneficence
is an act of liberality and not of charity.

Objection 3. Further, what a man gives, he gives either as
being due, or as not due. But a benefit conferred as being due
belongs to justice while a benefit conferred as not due, is gra-
tuitous, and in this respect is an act of mercy. erefore every
benefit conferred is either an act of justice, or an act of mercy.
erefore it is not an act of charity.

On the contrary, Charity is a kind of friendship, as stated
above (q. 23 , a. 1). Now the Philosopher reckons among the
acts of friendship (Ethic. ix, 1) “doing good,” i.e. being benef-
icent, “to one’s friends.” erefore it is an act of charity to do
good to others.

I answer that, Beneficence simply means doing good to
someone.is goodmay be considered in twoways, first under
the general aspect of good, and this belongs to beneficence in
general, and is an act of friendship, and, consequently, of char-
ity: because the act of love includes goodwill whereby a man
wishes his friend well, as stated above (q. 23, a. 1; q. 27 , a. 2).
Now the will carries into effect if possible, the things it wills,
so that, consequently, the result of an act of love is that a man
is beneficent to his friend. erefore beneficence in its general
acceptation is an act of friendship or charity.

But if the good which one man does another, be con-
sidered under some special aspect of good, then beneficence
will assume a special character and will belong to some special
virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Dionysius (Div.
Nom. iv), “love moves those, whom it unites, to a mutual re-
lationship: it turns the inferior to the superior to be perfected
thereby; it moves the superior to watch over the inferior:” and
in this respect beneficence is an effect of love. Hence it is not
for us to benefit God, but to honor Him by obeying Him,
while it is for Him, out of His love, to bestow good things on
us.

Reply to Objection 2. Two things must be observed in
the bestowal of gis. One is the thing given outwardly, while
the other is the inward passion that a man has in the delight
of riches. It belongs to liberality to moderate this inward pas-
sion so as to avoid excessive desire and love for riches; for this
makes a man more ready to part with his wealth. Hence, if a
man makes some great gi, while yet desiring to keep it for
himself, his is not a liberal giving. On the other hand, as re-
gards the outward gi, the act of beneficence belongs in gen-
eral to friendship or charity. Hence it does not detract from a
man’s friendship, if, through love, he give his friend something
he would like to I keep for himself; rather does this prove the
perfection of his friendship.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as friendship or charity sees,
in the benefit bestowed, the general aspect of good, so does
justice see therein the aspect of debt, while pity considers the
relieving of distress or defect.

IIa IIae q. 31 a. 2Whether we ought to do good to all?

Objection 1. It would seem that we are not bound to do
good to all. For Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 28) that
we “are unable to do good to everyone.” Now virtue does not
incline one to the impossible. erefore it is not necessary to
do good to all.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 12:5) “Give to

the good, and receive not a sinner.” But many men are sinners.
erefore we need not do good to all.

Objection 3. Further, “Charity dealeth not perversely” (1
Cor. 13:4). Now to do good to some is to deal perversely: for
instance if one were to do good to an enemy of the common
weal, or if one were to do good to an excommunicated person,
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since, by doing so, he would be holding communionwith him.
erefore, since beneficence is an act of charity, we ought not
to do good to all.

Onthe contrary,eApostle says (Gal. 6:10): “Whilst we
have time, let us work good to all men.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 1), beneficence is an
effect of love in so far as love moves the superior to watch over
the inferior. Now degrees amongmen are not unchangeable as
among angels, becausemen are subject tomany failings, so that
he who is superior in one respect, is or may be inferior in an-
other.erefore, since the love of charity extends to all, benefi-
cence also should extend to all, but according as time and place
require: because all acts of virtuemust bemodifiedwith a view
to their due circumstances.

Reply toObjection 1.Absolutely speaking it is impossible
to do good to every single one: yet it is true of each individual
that one may be bound to do good to him in some particular

case. Hence charity binds us, though not actually doing good
to someone, to be prepared inmind to do good to anyone if we
have time to spare. ere is however a good that we can do to
all, if not to each individual, at least to all in general, as when
we pray for all, for unbelievers as well as for the faithful.

Reply toObjection 2. In a sinner there are two things, his
guilt and his nature. Accordingly we are bound to succor the
sinner as to themaintenance of his nature, but not so as to abet
his sin, for this would be to do evil rather than good.

Reply to Objection 3. e excommunicated and the en-
emies of the common weal are deprived of all beneficence, in
so far as this prevents them from doing evil deeds. Yet if their
nature be in urgent need of succor lest it fail, we are bound to
help them: for instance, if they be in danger of death through
hunger or thirst, or suffer some like distress, unless this be ac-
cording to the order of justice.

IIa IIae q. 31 a. 3Whether we ought to do good to those rather who are more closely united to us?

Objection 1. It would seem that we are nor bound to do
good to those ratherwho aremore closely united to us. For it is
written (Lk. 14:12): “When thoumakest a dinner or a supper,
call not thy friends, nor thy brethren, nor thy kinsmen.” Now
these are the most closely united to us. erefore we are not
bound to do good to those rather who are more closely united
to us, but preferably to strangers and to those who are in want:
hence the text goes on: “But, when thoumakest a feast, call the
poor, the maimed,” etc.

Objection 2. Further, to help another in the battle is an
act of very great goodness. But a soldier on the battlefield is
bound to help a fellow-soldier who is a stranger rather than a
kinsman who is a foe. erefore in doing acts of kindness we
are not bound to give the preference to those who are most
closely united to us.

Objection 3. Further, we should pay what is due before
conferring gratuitous favors. But it is a man’s duty to be good
to thosewho have been good to him.ereforewe ought to do
good to our benefactors rather than to those who are closely
united to us.

Objection 4. Further, a man ought to love his parents
more than his children, as stated above (q. 26, a. 9). Yet a man
ought to be more beneficent to his children, since “neither
ought the children to lay up for the parents,” according to 2
Cor. 12:14.erefore we are not bound to bemore beneficent
to those who are more closely united to us.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. i, 28):
“Since one cannot do good to all, we ought to consider those
chieflywho by reason of place, time or any other circumstance,
by a kind of chance are more closely united to us.”

I answer that, Grace and virtue imitate the order of na-
ture, which is established by Divine wisdom. Now the order
of nature is such that every natural agent pours forth its ac-

tivity first and most of all on the things which are nearest to
it: thus fire heats most what is next to it. In like manner God
pours forth the gis of His goodness first and most plentifully
on the substances which are nearest to Him, as Dionysius de-
clares (Coel. Hier. vii). But the bestowal of benefits is an act of
charity towards others. erefore we ought to be most benefi-
cent towards those who are most closely connected with us.

Nowoneman’s connectionwith anothermay bemeasured
in reference to the various matters in which men are engaged
together; (thus the intercourse of kinsmen is in natural mat-
ters, that of fellow-citizens is in civic matters, that of the faith-
ful is in spiritual matters, and so forth): and various benefits
should be conferred in various ways according to these vari-
ous connections, because we ought in preference to bestow on
each one such benefits as pertain to thematter inwhich, speak-
ing simply, he is most closely connected with us. And yet this
may vary according to the various requirements of time, place,
or matter in hand: because in certain cases one ought, for in-
stance, to succor a stranger, in extreme necessity, rather than
one’s own father, if he is not in such urgent need.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord did not absolutely for-
bid us to invite our friends and kinsmen to eat with us, but
to invite them so that they may invite us in return, since that
would be an act not of charity but of cupidity. e case may
occur, however, that one ought rather to invite strangers, on
account of their greater want. For it must be understood that,
other things being equal, one ought to succor those ratherwho
aremost closely connectedwith us. And if of two, one bemore
closely connected, and the other in greater want, it is not pos-
sible to decide, by any general rule, which of them we ought
to help rather than the other, since there are various degrees
of want as well as of connection: and the matter requires the
judgment of a prudent man.
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Reply toObjection 2.ecommon good ofmany ismore
Godlike than the good of an individual. Wherefore it is a vir-
tuous action for aman to endanger even his own life, either for
the spiritual or for the temporal common good of his country.
Since thereforemen engage together inwarlike acts in order to
safeguard the common weal, the soldier who with this in view
succors his comrade, succors him not as a private individual,
but with a view to thewelfare of his country as a whole: where-
fore it is not a matter for wonder if a stranger be preferred to
one who is a blood relation.

Reply to Objection 3. A thing may be due in two ways.
ere is one which should be reckoned, not among the goods
of the debtor, but rather as belonging to the person towhom it
is due: for instance, a man may have another’s goods, whether
in money or in kind, either because he has stolen them, or be-
cause he has received them on loan or in deposit or in some
other way. In this case aman ought to pay what he owes, rather
than benefit his connections out of it, unless perchance the
case be so urgent that it would be lawful for him to take an-
other’s property in order to relieve the one who is in need. Yet,
again, this would not apply if the creditor were in equal dis-
tress: in which case, however, the claims on either side would
have to be weighed with regard to such other conditions as a

prudent man would take into consideration, because, on ac-
count of the different particular cases, as the Philosopher states
(Ethic. ix, 2), it is impossible to lay down a general rule.

e other kind of due is one which is reckoned among the
goods of the debtor and not of the creditor; for instance, a
thing may be due, not because justice requires it, but on ac-
count of a certain moral equity, as in the case of benefits re-
ceived gratis.Nownobenefactor confers a benefit equal to that
which a man receives from his parents: wherefore in paying
back benefits received, we should give the first place to our par-
ents before all others, unless, on the other side, there be such
weightier motives, as need or some other circumstance, for in-
stance the common good of theChurch or state. In other cases
we must take to account the connection and the benefit re-
ceived; and here again no general rule can laid down.

Reply to Objection 4. Parents are like superiors, and so a
parent’s love tends to conferring benefits, while the children’s
love tends to honor their parents. Nevertheless in a case of ex-
treme urgency it would be lawful to abandon one’s children
rather than one’s parents, to abandon whom it is by no means
lawful, on account of the obligationwe lie under towards them
for thebenefitswehave received fromthem, as thePhilosopher
states (Ethic. iii, 14).

IIa IIae q. 31 a. 4Whether beneficence is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that beneficence is a special
virtue. For precepts are directed to virtue, since lawgivers pur-
pose to make men virtuous (Ethic. i 9,13; ii, 1). Now benefi-
cence and love are prescribed as distinct from one another, for
it is written (Mat. 4:44): “Love your enemies, do good to them
that hate you.” erefore beneficence is a virtue distinct from
charity.

Objection 2. Further, vices are opposed to virtues. Now
there are opposed to beneficence certain vices whereby a hurt
is inflicted on our neighbor, for instance, rapine, the and so
forth. erefore beneficence is a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, charity is not divided into several
species: whereas there would seem to be several kinds of benef-
icence, according to the various kinds of benefits. erefore
beneficence is a distinct virtue from charity.

On the contrary, e internal and the external act do not
require different virtues. Now beneficence and goodwill dif-
fer only as external and internal act, since beneficence is the
execution of goodwill. erefore as goodwill is not a distinct

virtue from charity, so neither is beneficence.
I answer that, Virtues differ according to the different as-

pects of their objects. Now the formal aspect of the object of
charity and of beneficence is the same, since both virtues re-
gard the common aspect of good, as explained above (a. 1).
Wherefore beneficence is not a distinct virtue from charity,
but denotes an act of charity.

Reply toObjection 1.Precepts are given, not about habits
but about acts of virtue: wherefore distinction of precept de-
notes distinction, not of habits, but of acts.

Reply to Objection 2. Even as all benefits conferred on
our neighbor, if we consider them under the common aspect
of good, are to be traced to love, so all hurts considered under
the common aspect of evil, are to be traced to hatred. But if
we consider these same things under certain special aspects of
good or of evil, they are to be traced to certain special virtues
or vices, and in this way also there are various kinds of benefits.

Hence the Reply to the ird Objection is evident.
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Of Almsdeeds

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider almsdeeds, under which head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether almsgiving is an act of charity?
(2) Of the different kinds of alms;
(3) Which alms are of greater account, spiritual or corporal?
(4) Whether corporal alms have a spiritual effect?
(5) Whether the giving of alms is a matter of precept?
(6) Whether corporal alms should be given out of the things we need?
(7) Whether corporal alms should be given out of ill-gotten goods?
(8) Who can give alms?
(9) To whom should we give alms?

(10) How should alms be given ?

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 1Whether almsgiving is an act of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that almsgiving is not an act
of charity. For without charity one cannot do acts of char-
ity. Now it is possible to give alms without having charity, ac-
cording to 1 Cor. 13:3: “If I should distribute all my goods to
feed the poor…and have not charity, it profiteth me nothing.”
erefore almsgiving is not an act of charity.

Objection 2. Further, almsdeeds are reckoned among
works of satisfaction, according to Dan. 4:24: “Redeem thou
thy sins with alms.” Now satisfaction is an act of justice.ere-
fore almsgiving is an act of justice and not of charity.

Objection 3. Further, the offering of sacrifices to God is
an act of religion. But almsgiving is offering a sacrifice to God,
according toHeb. 13:16: “Donot forget to do good and to im-
part, for by such sacrifices God’s favor is obtained.” erefore
almsgiving is not an act of charity, but of religion.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, l)
that to give for a good purpose is an act of liberality. Now this
is especially true of almsgiving. erefore almsgiving is not an
act of charity.

On the contrary, It is written 2 Jn. 3:17: “He that hath the
substance of this world, and shall see his brother in need, and
shall put up his bowels fromhim, how doth the charity ofGod
abide in him?”

I answer that,External acts belong to that virtue which re-
gards the motive for doing those acts. Now the motive for giv-
ing alms is to relieve one who is in need.Wherefore some have
defined alms as being “a deed whereby something is given to
the needy, out of compassion and for God’s sake,” which mo-
tive belongs tomercy, as stated above (q. 30, Aa. 1,2). Hence it
is clear that almsgiving is, properly speaking, an act of mercy.
is appears in its very name, for in Greek ἐλεημοσύνη it is de-

rived from havingmercy ἐλεεῖν even as the Latin “miseratio” is.
And since mercy is an effect of charity, as shown above (q. 30,
a. 2, a. 3, obj. 3 ), it follows that almsgiving is an act of charity
through the medium of mercy.

Reply toObjection1.Anact of virtuemaybe taken in two
ways: first materially, thus an act of justice is to do what is just;
and such an act of virtue can bewithout the virtue, sincemany,
without having the habit of justice, do what is just, led by the
natural light of reason, or through fear, or in the hope of gain.
Secondly, we speak of a thing being an act of justice formally,
and thus an act of justice is to do what is just, in the same way
as a just man, i.e. with readiness and delight, and such an act of
virtue cannot be without the virtue.

Accordingly almsgiving can be materially without charity,
but to give alms formally, i.e. for God’s sake, with delight and
readiness, and altogether as one ought, is not possible without
charity.

Reply toObjection2.Nothing hinders the proper elicited
act of one virtue being commanded by another virtue as com-
manding it anddirecting it to this other virtue’s end. It is in this
way that almsgiving is reckoned amongworks of satisfaction in
so far as pity for the one in distress is directed to the satisfac-
tion for his sin; and in so far as it is directed to placate God,
it has the character of a sacrifice, and thus it is commanded by
religion.

Wherefore the Reply to the ird Objection is evident.
Reply toObjection 4.Almsgiving belongs to liberality, in

so far as liberality removes an obstacle to that act, whichmight
arise from excessive love of riches, the result of which is that
one clings to them more than one ought.
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IIa IIae q. 32 a. 2Whether the different kinds of almsdeeds are suitably enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the different kinds of
almsdeeds are unsuitably enumerated. For we reckon seven
corporal almsdeeds, namely, to feed the hungry, to give drink
to the thirsty, to clothe the naked, to harbor the harborless,
to visit the sick, to ransom the captive, to bury the dead; all of
which are expressed in the following verse: “Tovisit, to quench,
to feed, to ransom, clothe, harbor or bury.”

Again we reckon seven spiritual alms, namely, to instruct
the ignorant, to counsel the doubtful, to comfort the sorrow-
ful, to reprove the sinner, to forgive injuries, to bear with those
who trouble and annoyus, and topray for all, which are all con-
tained in the following verse: “To counsel, reprove, console, to
pardon, forbear, and to pray,” yet so that counsel includes both
advice and instruction.

And it seems that these various almsdeeds are unsuitably
enumerated. For the purpose of almsdeeds is to succor our
neighbor. But a deadman profits nothing by being buried, else
Our Lord would not have spoken truly when He said (Mat.
10:28): “Be not afraid of them who kill the body, and aer
that have no more that they can do.”* is explains why Our
Lord, in enumerating the works of mercy, made no mention
of the burial of the dead (Mat. 25:35,36). erefore it seems
that these almsdeeds are unsuitably enumerated.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 1), the purpose
of giving alms is to relieve our neighbor’s need. Now there are
many needs of human life other than those mentioned above,
for instance, a blind man needs a leader, a lame man needs
someone to lean on, a poor man needs riches. erefore these
almsdeeds are unsuitably enumerated.

Objection 3. Further, almsgiving is a work of mercy. But
the reproof of the wrong-doer savors, apparently, of severity
rather than of mercy. erefore it ought not to be reckoned
among the spiritual almsdeeds.

Objection 4. Further, almsgiving is intended for the sup-
ply of a defect. But no man is without the defect of ignorance
in somematter or other.erefore, apparently, each one ought
to instruct anyone who is ignorant of what he knows himself.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Nom. in Evang. ix): “Let
him that hath understanding beware lest he withhold his
knowledge; let him that hath abundance of wealth, watch lest
he slacken his merciful bounty; let him who is a servant to art
be most solicitous to share his skill and profit with his neigh-
bor; let him who has an opportunity of speaking with the
wealthy, fear lest he be condemned for retaining his talent, if
when he has the chance he plead not with him the cause of the
poor.” erefore the aforesaid almsdeeds are suitably enumer-
ated in respect of those things whereof men have abundance
or insufficiency.

I answer that, e aforesaid distinction of almsdeeds is
suitably taken from the various needs of our neighbor: some of
which affect the soul, and are relieved by spiritual almsdeeds,

while others affect the body, and are relieved by corporal alms-
deeds. For corporal need occurs either during this life or aer-
wards. If it occurs during this life, it is either a common need
in respect of things needed by all, or it is a special need occur-
ring through some accident supervening. In the first case, the
need is either internal or external. Internal need is twofold: one
which is relieved by solid food, viz. hunger, in respect of which
we have “to feed the hungry”; while the other is relieved by liq-
uid food, viz. thirst, and in respect of thiswehave “to givedrink
to the thirsty.” e common need with regard to external help
is twofold; one in respect of clothing, and as to this we have “to
clothe the naked”: while the other is in respect of a dwelling
place, and as to this we have “to harbor the harborless.” Again
if the need be special, it is either the result of an internal cause,
like sickness, and then we have “to visit the sick,” or it results
from an external cause, and then we have “to ransom the cap-
tive.” Aer this life we give “burial to the dead.”

In like manner spiritual needs are relieved by spiritual acts
in two ways, first by asking for help from God, and in this
respect we have “prayer,” whereby one man prays for others;
secondly, by giving human assistance, and this in three ways.
First, in order to relieve a deficiency on the part of the intel-
lect, and if this deficiency be in the speculative intellect, the
remedy is applied by “instructing,” and if in the practical in-
tellect, the remedy is applied by “counselling.” Secondly, there
may be a deficiency on the part of the appetitive power, espe-
cially by way of sorrow, which is remedied by “comforting.”
irdly, the deficiency may be due to an inordinate act; and
this may be the subject of a threefold consideration. First, in
respect of the sinner, inasmuch as the sin proceeds from his in-
ordinate will, and thus the remedy takes the form of “reproof.”
Secondly, in respect of the person sinned against; and if the
sin be committed against ourselves, we apply the remedy by
“pardoning the injury,” while, if it be committed against God
or our neighbor, it is not in our power to pardon, as Jerome
observes (Super Matth. xviii, 15). irdly, in respect of the re-
sult of the inordinate act, on account of which the sinner is
an annoyance to those who live with him, even beside his in-
tention; in which case the remedy is applied by “bearing with
him,” especially with regard to those who sin out of weakness,
according to Rom. 15:1: “We that are stronger, ought to bear
the infirmities of the weak,” and not only as regards their be-
ing infirm and consequently troublesome on account of their
unruly actions, but also by bearing any other burdens of theirs
with them, according to Gal. 6:2: “Bear ye one another’s bur-
dens.”

Reply toObjection 1.Burial does not profit a deadman as
though his body could be capable of perception aer death. In
this sense Our Lord said that those who kill the body “have no
more that they can do”; and for this reason He did not men-
tion the burial of the dead with the other works of mercy, but

* e quotation is from Lk. 12:4..
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those only which are more clearly necessary. Nevertheless it
does concern the deceased what is done with his body: both
that he may live in the memory of man whose respect he for-
feits if he remain without burial, and as regards a man’s fond-
ness for his ownbodywhile hewas yet living, a fondness which
kindly persons should imitate aer his death. It is thus that
somearepraised for burying thedead, asTobias, and thosewho
buried Our Lord; as Augustine says (De Cura pro Mort. iii).

Reply to Objection 2. All other needs are reduced to
these, for blindness and lameness are kinds of sickness, so that
to lead the blind, and to support the lame, come to the same as
visiting the sick. In like manner to assist a man against any dis-
tress that is due to an extrinsic cause comes to the same as the
ransom of captives. And the wealth with which we relieve the

poor is sought merely for the purpose of relieving the afore-
said needs: hence there was no reason for special mention of
this particular need.

Reply to Objection 3. e reproof of the sinner, as to the
exercise of the act of reproving, seems to imply the severity of
justice, but, as to the intention of the reprover, who wishes to
free a man from the evil of sin, it is an act of mercy and lov-
ingkindness, according to Prov. 27:6: “Better are the wounds
of a friend, than the deceitful kisses of an enemy.”

Reply toObjection4.Nescience is not always a defect, but
only when it is about what one ought to know, and it is a part
of almsgiving to supply this defect by instruction. In doing this
however we should observe the due circumstances of persons,
place and time, even as in other virtuous acts.

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 3Whether corporal alms are of more account than spiritual alms?

Objection 1. It would seem that corporal alms are ofmore
account than spiritual alms. For it is more praiseworthy to give
an alms to one who is in greater want, since an almsdeed is to
be praised because it relieves onewho is in need.Now the body
which is relieved by corporal alms, is by nature more needy
than the spirit which is relieved by spiritual alms. erefore
corporal alms are of more account.

Objection 2. Further, an alms is less praiseworthy and
meritorious if the kindness is compensated, wherefore Our
Lord says (Lk. 14:12): “When thou makest a dinner or a sup-
per, call not thy neighbors who are rich, lest perhaps they also
invite thee again. Now there is always compensation in spiri-
tual almsdeeds, since hewho prays for another, profits thereby,
according to Ps. 34:13: “My prayer shall be turned intomy bo-
som: and he who teaches another, makes progress in knowl-
edge, which cannot be said of corporal almsdeeds. erefore
corporal almsdeeds are of more account than spiritual alms-
deeds.

Objection 3. Further, an alms is to be commended if the
needy one is comforted by it: wherefore it is written ( Job
31:20): “If his sides have not blessed me,” and the Apostle says
to Philemon (verse 7): “e bowels of the saints have been re-
freshed by thee, brother.” Now a corporal alms is sometimes
more welcome to a needy man than a spiritual alms. ere-
fore bodily almsdeeds are of more account than spiritual alms-
deeds.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 20) on the words, “Give to him that asketh of thee”
(Mat. 5:42): “You should give so as to injure neither your-
self nor another, and when you refuse what another asks you
must not lose sight of the claims of justice, and send him away
empty; at times indeed youwill give what is better thanwhat is
asked for, if you reprove him that asks unjustly.” Now reproof
is a spiritual alms. erefore spiritual almsdeeds are preferable
to corporal almsdeeds.

I answer that,ere are twoways of comparing these alms-
deeds. First, simply; and in this respect, spiritual almsdeeds
hold the first place, for three reasons. First, because the offer-
ing is more excellent, since it is a spiritual gi, which surpasses
a corporal gi, according to Prov. 4:2: “I will give you a good
gi, forsake not My Law.” Secondly, on account of the object
succored, because the spirit is more excellent than the body,
wherefore, even as a man in looking aer himself, ought to
look to his soul more than to his body, so ought he in looking
aer his neighbor, whom he ought to love as himself. irdly,
as regards the acts themselves by which our neighbor is suc-
cored, because spiritual acts are more excellent than corporal
acts, which are, in a fashion, servile.

Secondly, we may compare them with regard to some par-
ticular case, when some corporal alms excels some spiritual
alms: for instance, a man in hunger is to be fed rather than in-
structed, and as the Philosopher observes (Topic. iii, 2), for a
needy man “money is better than philosophy,” although the
latter is better simply.

Reply to Objection 1. It is better to give to one who is
in greater want, other things being equal, but if he who is less
needy is better, and is in want of better things, it is better to
give to him: and it is thus in the case in point.

Reply to Objection 2. Compensation does not detract
from merit and praise if it be not intended, even as human
glory, if not intended, does not detract from virtue. us Sal-
lust says of Cato (Catilin.), that “the less he sought fame, the
more he became famous”: and thus it is with spiritual alms-
deeds.

Nevertheless the intention of gaining spiritual goods does
not detract from merit, as the intention of gaining corporal
goods.

Reply to Objection 3. e merit of an almsgiver depends
on that in which the will of the recipient rests reasonably, and
not on that in which it rests when it is inordinate.

1265



IIa IIae q. 32 a. 4Whether corporal almsdeeds have a spiritual effect?

Objection 1. It would seem that corporal almsdeeds have
not a spiritual effect. For no effect exceeds its cause. But spir-
itual goods exceed corporal goods. erefore corporal alms-
deeds have no spiritual effect.

Objection 2. Further, the sin of simony consists in giving
the corporal for the spiritual, and it is to be utterly avoided.
erefore one ought not to give alms in order to receive a spir-
itual effect.

Objection 3. Further, to multiply the cause is to multiply
the effect. If therefore corporal almsdeeds cause a spiritual ef-
fect, the greater the alms, the greater the spiritual profit, which
is contrary to what we read (Lk. 21:3) of the widow who cast
two brassmites into the treasury, and inOurLord’s ownwords
“cast in more than…all.” erefore bodily almsdeeds have no
spiritual effect.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 17:18): “e alms
of a man…shall preserve the grace of a man as the apple of the
eye.”

I answer that, Corporal almsdeeds may be considered in
threeways. First, with regard to their substance, and in thisway
they havemerely a corporal effect, inasmuch as they supply our
neighbor’s corporal needs. Secondly, they may be considered

with regard to their cause, in so far as a man gives a corporal
alms out of love for God and his neighbor, and in this respect
they bring forth a spiritual fruit, according to Ecclus. 29:13,
14: “Lose thy money for thy brother . . . place thy treasure in
the commandments of the Most High, and it shall bring thee
more profit than gold.”

irdly, with regard to the effect, and in this way again,
they have a spiritual fruit, inasmuch as our neighbor, who is
succored by a corporal alms, is moved to pray for his benefac-
tor; wherefore the above text goes on (Ecclus. 29:15): “Shut up
alms in the heart of the poor, and it shall obtain help for thee
from all evil.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers corporal
almsdeeds as to their substance.

Reply to Objection 2. He who gives an alms does rot in-
tend tobuy a spiritual thingwith a corporal thing, for heknows
that spiritual things infinitely surpass corporal things, but he
intends to merit a spiritual fruit through the love of charity.

Reply to Objection 3. e widow who gave less in quan-
tity, gave more in proportion; and thus we gather that the fer-
vor of her charity, whence corporal almsdeeds derive their spir-
itual efficacy, was greater.

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 5Whether almsgiving is a matter of precept?

Objection 1. It would seem that almsgiving is not a mat-
ter of precept. For the counsels are distinct from the precepts.
Now almsgiving is amatter of counsel, according toDan. 4:24:
“Let my counsel be acceptable to the King; [Vulg.: ‘to thee,
and’] redeem thou thy sins with alms.” erefore almsgiving
is not a matter of precept.

Objection 2. Further, it is lawful for everyone to use and
to keep what is his own. Yet by keeping it he will not give alms.
erefore it is lawful not to give alms: and consequently alms-
giving is not a matter of precept.

Objection3.Further,whatever is amatter of precept binds
the transgressor at some time or other under pain of mortal
sin, because positive precepts are binding for some fixed time.
erefore, if almsgiving were a matter of precept, it would be
possible to point to some fixed time when a man would com-
mit a mortal sin unless he gave an alms. But it does not appear
how this can be so, because it can always be deemed probable
that the person in need can be relieved in some other way, and
that what we would spend in almsgiving might be needful to
ourselves either now or in some future time.erefore it seems
that almsgiving is not a matter of precept.

Objection 4. Further, every commandment is reducible to
the precepts of the Decalogue. But these precepts contain no
reference to almsgiving. erefore almsgiving is not a matter
of precept.

On the contrary, No man is punished eternally for omit-
ting to do what is not a matter of precept. But some are pun-
ished eternally for omitting to give alms, as is clear from Mat.
25:41-43. erefore almsgiving is a matter of precept.

I answer that, As love of our neighbor is a matter of pre-
cept,whatever is a necessary condition to the love of our neigh-
bor is amatter of precept also.Now the love of our neighbor re-
quires that not only should we be our neighbor’s well-wishers,
but also his well-doers, according to 1 Jn. 3:18: “Let us not love
inword, nor in tongue, but in deed, and in truth.”And in order
to be a person’s well-wisher and well-doer, we ought to succor
his needs: this is done by almsgiving. erefore almsgiving is a
matter of precept.

Since, however, precepts are about acts of virtue, it follows
that all almsgiving must be a matter of precept, in so far as it is
necessary to virtue, namely, in so far as it is demanded by right
reason. Now right reason demands that we should take into
consideration something on the part of the giver, and some-
thing on the part of the recipient. On the part of the giver, it
must be noted that he should give of his surplus, according to
Lk. 11:41: “atwhich remaineth, give alms.”is surplus is to
be taken in reference not only to himself, so as to denote what
is unnecessary to the individual, but also in reference to those
of whom he has charge (in which case we have the expression
“necessary to the person”* taking the word “person” as expres-

* e official necessities of a person in position.
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sive of dignity). Because each one must first of all look aer
himself and then aer those over whom he has charge, and af-
terwards with what remains relieve the needs of others. us
nature first, by its nutritive power, takeswhat it requires for the
upkeep of one’s ownbody, and aerwards yields the residue for
the formation of another by the power of generation.

On the part of the recipient it is requisite that he should be
in need, else there would be no reason for giving him alms: yet
since it is not possible for one individual to relieve the needs
of all, we are not bound to relieve all who are in need, but only
those who could not be succored if we not did succor them.
For in such cases the words of Ambrose apply, “Feed him that
dies of hunger: if thou hast not fed him, thou hast slain him”†.
Accordinglywe are bound to give alms of our surplus, as also to
give alms to one whose need is extreme: otherwise almsgiving,
like any other greater good, is a matter of counsel.

Reply toObjection 1.Daniel spoke to a king whowas not
subject toGod’s Law, wherefore such things as were prescribed
by the Law which he did not profess, had to be counselled to
him. Or he may have been speaking in reference to a case in
which almsgiving was not a matter of precept.

Reply to Objection 2. e temporal goods which God
grants us, are ours as to the ownership, but as to the use of
them, they belong not to us alone but also to such others as
we are able to succor out of what we have over and above our
needs. Hence Basil says‡: “If you acknowledge them,” viz. your
temporal goods, “as coming from God, is He unjust because
He apportions them unequally? Why are you rich while an-

other is poor, unless it be that you may have the merit of a
good stewardship, and he the reward of patience? It is the hun-
gry man’s bread that you withhold, the naked man’s cloak that
you have stored away, the shoe of the barefoot that you have
le to rot, the money of the needy that you have buried un-
derground: and so you injure as many as youmight help.” Am-
brose expresses himself in the same way.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is a time when we sin mor-
tally if we omit to give alms; on the part of the recipient when
we see that his need is evident and urgent, and that he is not
likely to be succored otherwise—on the part of the giver, when
he has superfluous goods, which he does not need for the time
being, as far as he can judgewith probability.Nor need he con-
sider every case that may possibly occur in the future, for this
would be to think about themorrow, whichOur Lord forbade
us to do (Mat. 6:34), but he should judge what is superfluous
and what necessary, according as things probably and gener-
ally occur.

Reply to Objection 4. All succor given to our neighbor
is reduced to the precept about honoring our parents. For
thus does the Apostle interpret it (1 Tim. 4:8) where he says:
“Dutifulness§ [Douay: ‘Godliness’] is profitable to all things,
having promise of the life that now is, and of that which is
to come,” and he says this because the precept about honor-
ing our parents contains the promise, “that thou mayest be
longlived upon the land” (Ex. 20:12): and dutifulness com-
prises all kinds of almsgiving.

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 6Whether one ought to give alms out of what one needs?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not to give
alms out of what one needs. For the order of charity should be
observed not only as regards the effect of our benefactions but
also as regards our interior affections. Now it is a sin to con-
travene the order of charity, because this order is a matter of
precept. Since, then, the order of charity requires that a man
should love himself more than his neighbor, it seems that he
would sin if he deprived himself of what he needed, in order
to succor his neighbor.

Objection 2. Further, whoever gives away what he needs
himself, squanders his own substance, and that is to be a prodi-
gal, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 1). But no sinful
deed should be done. erefore we should not give alms out
of what we need.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Tim. 5:8): “If
any man have not care of his own, and especially of those of
his house, he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an in-
fidel.” Now if a man gives of what he needs for himself or for
his charge, he seems to detract from the care he should have
for himself or his charge.erefore it seems that whoever gives
alms from what he needs, sins gravely.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 19:21): “If thou
wilt be perfect, go, sell what thou hast, and give to the poor.”
Nowhe that gives all he has to the poor, gives not only what he
needs not, but also what he needs. erefore a man may give
alms out of what he needs.

I answer that, A thing is necessary in two ways: first, be-
cause without it something is impossible, and it is altogether
wrong to give alms out of what is necessary to us in this sense;
for instance, if a man found himself in the presence of a case
of urgency, and had merely sufficient to support himself and
his children, or others under his charge, he would be throwing
away his life and that of others if he were to give away in alms,
what was then necessary to him. Yet I say this without preju-
dice to such a case as might happen, supposing that by depriv-
ing himself of necessaries a man might help a great personage,
and a support of theChurchor State, since itwould be a praise-
worthy act to endanger one’s life and the lives of those who are
under our charge for the delivery of such a person, since the
common good is to be preferred to one’s own.

Secondly, a thing is said to be necessary, if a man cannot
without it live in keeping with his social station, as regards ei-

† Cf. Canon Pasce, dist. lxxxvi, whence the words, as quoted, are taken.
‡ Hom. super Luc. xii, 18. § “Pietas,” whence our English word “Piety.”
Cf. also inf. q. 101, a. 2.
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ther himself or those of whom he has charge. e “necessary”
considered thus is not an invariable quantity, for one might
add much more to a man’s property, and yet not go beyond
what he needs in this way, or one might take much from him,
and he would still have sufficient for the decencies of life in
keeping with his own position. Accordingly it is good to give
alms of this kind of “necessary”; and it is a matter not of pre-
cept but of counsel. Yet it would be inordinate to deprive one-
self of one’s own, in order to give to others to such an extent
that the residue would be insufficient for one to live in keeping
with one’s station and the ordinary occurrences of life: for no
man ought to live unbecomingly.ere are, however, three ex-
ceptions to the above rule. e first is when a man changes his

state of life, for instance, by entering religion, for then he gives
away all his possessions for Christ’s sake, and does the deed of
perfection by transferring himself to another state. Secondly,
when that which he deprives himself of, though it be required
for the decencies of life, can nevertheless easily be recovered, so
that he does not suffer extreme inconvenience. irdly, when
he is in presence of extreme indigence in an individual, or great
need on the part of the common weal. For in such cases it
would seem praiseworthy to forego the requirements of one’s
station, in order to provide for a greater need.

e objections may be easily solved from what has been
said.

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 7Whether one may give alms out of ill-gotten goods?

Objection 1. It would seem that one may give alms out
of ill-gotten goods. For it is written (Lk. 16:9): “Make unto
you friends of themammon of iniquity.” Nowmammon signi-
fies riches. erefore it is lawful to make unto oneself spiritual
friends by giving alms out of ill-gotten riches.

Objection 2. Further, all filthy lucre seems to be ill-gotten.
But the profits from whoredom are filthy lucre; wherefore it
was forbidden (Dt. 23:18) to offer therefrom sacrifices or obla-
tions to God: “ou shalt not offer the hire of a strumpet…in
the house of…thy God.” In like manner gains from games of
chance are ill-gotten, for, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1),
“we take such like gains from our friends to whom we ought
rather to give.” And most of all are the profits from simony ill-
gotten, since thereby theHolyGhost is wronged.Nevertheless
out of such gains it is lawful to give alms. erefore one may
give alms out of ill-gotten goods.

Objection3.Further, greater evils should be avoidedmore
than lesser evils. Now it is less sinful to keep back another’s
property than to commit murder, of which a man is guilty if
he fails to succor one who is in extreme need, as appears from
the words of Ambrose who says (Cf. Canon Pasce dist. lxxxvi,
whence thewords, as quoted, are taken): “Feedhim that dies of
hunger, if thou hast not fed him, thou hast slain him”. ere-
fore, in certain cases, it is lawful to give almsof ill-gotten goods.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeVerb. Dom. xxxv, 2):
“Give alms from your just labors. For you will not bribe Christ
your judge, not tohear youwith the poorwhomyou rob…Give
not alms from interest and usury: I speak to the faithful to
whom we dispense the Body of Christ.”

I answer that, A thing may be ill-gotten in three ways. In
the first place a thing is ill-gotten if it be due to the person from
whom it is gotten, and may not be kept by the person who has
obtained possession of it; as in the case of rapine, the and
usury, and of such things a man may not give alms since he
is bound to restore them.

Secondly, a thing is ill-gotten, when he that has it may not
keep it, and yet he may not return it to the person from whom

he received it, because he received it unjustly, while the latter
gave it unjustly. is happens in simony, wherein both giver
and receiver contravene the justice of the Divine Law, so that
restitution is to be made not to the giver, but by giving alms.
e same applies to all similar cases of illegal giving and receiv-
ing.

irdly, a thing is ill-gotten, not because the takingwas un-
lawful, but because it is the outcome of something unlawful, as
in the case of a woman’s profits from whoredom. is is filthy
lucre properly so called, because the practice of whoredom is
filthy and against the Law of God, yet the woman does not act
unjustly or unlawfully in taking the money. Consequently it is
lawful to keep and to give in alms what is thus acquired by an
unlawful action.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Verb. Dom.
2), “Somehavemisunderstood this saying ofOurLord, so as to
take another’s property and give thereof to the poor, thinking
that they are fulfilling the commandment by so doing.is in-
terpretationmust be amended.Yet all riches are called riches of
iniquity, as stated in De Quaest. Ev. ii, 34, because “riches are
not unjust save for those who are themselves unjust, and put
all their trust in them. Or, according to Ambrose in his com-
mentary on Lk. 16:9, “Make unto yourselves friends,” etc., “He
calls mammon unjust, because it draws our affections by the
various allurements of wealth.” Or, because “among the many
ancestors whose property you inherit, there is one who took
the property of others unjustly, although you know nothing
about it,” as Basil says in a homily (Hom. super Luc. A, 5). Or,
all riches are styled riches “of iniquity,” i.e., of “inequality,” be-
cause they are not distributed equally among all, one being in
need, and another in affluence.

Reply to Objection 2. We have already explained how
alms may be given out of the profits of whoredom. Yet sacri-
fices and oblations were not made therefrom at the altar, both
on account of the scandal, and through reverence for sacred
things. It is also lawful to give alms out of the profits of simony,
because they are not due to him who paid, indeed he deserves
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to lose them. But as to the profits from games of chance, there
would seem to be something unlawful as being contrary to the
Divine Law, when a man wins from one who cannot alienate
his property, such as minors, lunatics and so forth, or when a
man, with the desire ofmakingmoney out of anotherman, en-
tices him to play, andwins fromhimby cheating. In these cases
he is bound to restitution, and consequently cannot give away
his gains in alms. en again there would seem to be some-
thing unlawful as being against the positive civil law, which al-
together forbids any such profits. Since, however, a civil law
does not bind all, but only those who are subject to that law,
andmoreover may be abrogated through desuetude, it follows
that all such as are bound by these laws are bound to make
restitution of such gains, unless perchance the contrary cus-

tom prevail, or unless a man win from one who enticed him
to play, in which case he is not bound to restitution, because
the loser does not deserve to be paid back: and yet he cannot
lawfully keepwhat he has won, so long as that positive law is in
force, wherefore in this case he ought to give it away in alms.

Reply to Objection 3. All things are common property
in a case of extreme necessity. Hence one who is in such dire
straits may take another’s goods in order to succor himself, if
he can find no one who is willing to give him something. For
the same reason a man may retain what belongs to another,
and give alms thereof; or even take something if there be no
other way of succoring the one who is in need. If however this
be possible without danger, he must ask the owner’s consent,
and then succor the poor man who is in extreme necessity.

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 8Whether one who is under another’s power can give alms?

Objection 1. It would seem that one who is under an-
other’s power can give alms. For religious are under the power
of their prelates to whom they have vowed obedience. Now if
it were unlawful for them to give alms, they would lose by en-
tering the state of religion, for as Ambrose* says on 1 Tim. 4:8:
“ ‘Dutifulness [Douay: ‘godliness’] is profitable to all things’:
e sum total of the Christian religion consists in doing one’s
duty by all,” and themost creditable way of doing this is to give
alms.erefore thosewho are in another’s power can give alms.

Objection 2. Further, a wife is under her husband’s power
(Gn. 3:16). But a wife can give alms since she is her husband’s
partner; hence it is related of the Blessed Lucy that she gave
almswithout the knowledge of her betrothed† erefore a per-
son is not prevented fromgiving alms, bybeingunder another’s
power.

Objection 3. Further, the subjection of children to their
parents is founded on nature, wherefore theApostle says (Eph.
6:1): “Children, obey your parents in the Lord.” But, appar-
ently, childrenmay give alms out of their parents’ property. For
it is their own, since they are the heirs; wherefore, since they
can employ it for some bodily use, it seems that much more
can they use it in giving alms so as to profit their souls. ere-
fore those who are under another’s power can give alms.

Objection 4. Further, servants are under their master’s
power, according to Titus 2:9: “Exhort servants to be obedi-
ent to their masters.” Now they may lawfully do anything that
will profit their masters: and this would be especially the case
if they gave alms for them. erefore those who are under an-
other’s power can give alms.

On the contrary, Alms should not be given out of an-
other’s property; and each one should give alms out of the just
profit of his own labor as Augustine says (DeVerb. Dom. xxxv,
2). Now if those who are subject to anyone were to give alms,
this would be out of another’s property. erefore those who

are under another’s power cannot give alms.
I answer that,Anyonewho is under another’s powermust,

as such, be ruled in accordance with the power of his superior:
for the natural order demands that the inferior should be ruled
according to its superior. erefore in those matters in which
the inferior is subject to his superior, his ministrationsmust be
subject to the superior’s permission.

Accordingly he that is under another’s powermust not give
alms of anything in respect of which he is subject to that other,
except in so far as he has been commissioned by his superior.
But if he has something in respect of which he is not under the
power of his superior, he is no longer subject to another in its
regard, being independent in respect of that particular thing,
and he can give alms therefrom.

Reply toObjection 1. If amonk be dispensed through be-
ing commissioned by his superior, he can give alms from the
property of his monaster, in accordance with the terms of his
commission; but if he has no such dispensation, since he has
nothing of his own, he cannot give alms without his abbot’s
permission either express or presumed for some probable rea-
son: except in a case of extreme necessity, when it would be
lawful for him to commit a the in order to give an alms. Nor
does it follow that he isworse off thanbefore, because, as stated
inDe Eccles. Dogm. lxxi, “it is a good thing to give one’s prop-
erty to the poor little by little, but it is better still to give all at
once in order to follow Christ, and being freed from care, to
be needy with Christ.”

Reply toObjection 2. A wife, who has other property be-
sides her dowrywhich is for the support of the burdens ofmar-
riage, whether that property be gained by her own industry or
by any other lawful means, can give alms, out of that property,
without asking her husband’s permission: yet such alms should
bemoderate, lest through giving toomuch she impoverish her
husband. Otherwise she ought not to give alms without the

* e quotation is from the works of Ambrosiaster. Cf. Index to ecclesiastical
authorities quoted by St. omas. † “Sponsus” e matrimonial institu-
tions of the Romans were so entirely different from ours that “sponsus” is no
longer accurately rendered either “husband” or “betrothed.”.
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express or presumed consent of her husband, except in cases of
necessity as stated, in the case of a monk, in the preceding Re-
ply. For though thewife be her husband’s equal in themarriage
act, yet in matters of housekeeping, the head of the woman is
the man, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. 11:3). As regards Blessed
Lucy, she had a betrothed, not a husband, wherefore she could
give alms with her mother’s consent.

Reply to Objection 3. What belongs to the children be-
longs also to the father: wherefore the child cannot give alms,
except in such small quantity that one may presume the father
to be willing: unless, perchance, the father authorize his child
to dispose of any particular property. e same applies to ser-
vants. Hence the Reply to the Fourth Objection is clear.

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 9Whether one ought to give alms to those rather who are more closely united to us?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not to give
alms to those rather who are more closely united to us. For it
is written (Ecclus. 12:4,6): “Give to the merciful and uphold
not the sinner…Do good to the humble and give not to the un-
godly.” Now it happens sometimes that those who are closely
united to us are sinful and ungodly.erefore we ought not to
give alms to them in preference to others.

Objection2.Further, alms should be given thatwemay re-
ceive an eternal reward in return, according toMat. 6:18: “And
thy Father Who seeth in secret, will repay thee.” Now the eter-
nal reward is gained chiefly by the alms which are given to the
saints, according to Lk. 16:9: “Make unto you friends of the
mammon of iniquity, that when you shall fail, they may re-
ceive you into everlasting dwellings, which passage Augustine
expounds (De Verb. Dom. xxxv, 1): “Who shall have everlast-
ing dwellings unless the saints of God? And who are they that
shall be received by them into their dwellings, if not those who
succor them in their needs? erefore alms should be given
to the more holy persons rather than to those who are more
closely united to us.

Objection 3. Further, man is more closely united to him-
self. But a man cannot give himself an alms.erefore it seems
that we are not bound to give alms to those who are most
closely united to us.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Tim. 5:8): “If any
man have not care of his own, and especially of those of his
house, he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an infidel.”

I answer that,As Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 28),
“it falls to us by lot, as it were, to have to look to the welfare
of those who are more closely united to us.” Nevertheless in

this matter we must employ discretion, according to the vari-
ous degrees of connection, holiness and utility. For we ought
to give alms to onewho ismuchholier and in greaterwant, and
to one who is more useful to the common weal, rather than to
one who is more closely united to us, especially if the latter be
not very closely united, and has no special claim on our care
then and there, and who is not in very urgent need.

Reply to Objection 1. We ought not to help a sinner as
such, that is by encouraging him to sin, but as man, that is by
supporting his nature.

Reply to Objection 2. Almsdeeds deserve on two counts
to receive an eternal reward. First because they are rooted in
charity, and in this respect an almsdeed is meritorious in so far
as it observes the order of charity, which requires that, other
things being equal, we should, in preference, help those who
are more closely connected with us. Wherefore Ambrose says
(De Officiis i, 30): “It is with commendable liberality that you
forget not your kindred, if you know them to be in need, for
it is better that you should yourself help your own family, who
would be ashamed to beg help from others.” Secondly, alms-
deeds deserve to be rewarded eternally, through the merit of
the recipient, who prays for the giver, and it is in this sense that
Augustine is speaking.

Reply to Objection 3. Since almsdeeds are works of
mercy, just as a man does not, properly speaking, pity him-
self, but only by a kind of comparison, as stated above (q. 30,
Aa. 1,2), so too, properly speaking, no man gives himself an
alms, unless he act in another’s person; thus when a man is ap-
pointed to distribute alms, he can take something for himself,
if he be inwant, on the same ground aswhenhe gives to others.

IIa IIae q. 32 a. 10Whether alms should be given in abundance?

Objection 1. It would seem that alms should not be given
in abundance. For we ought to give alms to those chiefly who
are most closely connected with us. But we ought not to give
to them in such a way that they are likely to become richer
thereby, as Ambrose says (De Officiis i, 30). erefore neither
should we give abundantly to others.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Officiis i, 30):
“We should not lavish our wealth on others all at once, we
should dole it out by degrees.” But to give abundantly is to give
lavishly. erefore alms should not be given in abundance.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (2Cor. 8:13): “Not
that others should be eased,” i.e. should live on you without
working themselves, “and you burthened,” i.e. impoverished.
But this would be the result if alms were given in abundance.
erefore we ought not to give alms abundantly.

On the contrary, It is written (Tob. 4:93): “If thou have
much, give abundantly.”

I answer that, Alms may be considered abundant in rela-
tion either to the giver, or to the recipient: in relation to the
giver, when that which a man gives is great as compared with
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his means. To give thus is praiseworthy, wherefore Our Lord
(Lk. 21:3,4) commended the widow because “of her want, she
cast in all the living that she had.” Nevertheless those condi-
tions must be observed which were laid down when we spoke
of giving alms out of one’s necessary goods (a. 9).

On the part of the recipient, an alms may be abundant in
two ways; first, by relieving his need sufficiently, and in this
sense it is praiseworthy to give alms: secondly, by relieving his
need more than sufficiently; this is not praiseworthy, and it
would be better to give to several that are in need, wherefore
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:3): “If I should distribute…to feed
the poor,” on which words a gloss comments: “us we are
warned to be careful in giving alms, and to give, not to one
only, but to many, that we may profit many.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers abun-
dance of alms as exceeding the needs of the recipient.

Reply toObjection2.epassage quoted considers abun-
dance of alms on the part of the giver; but the sense is thatGod
does not wish a man to lavish all his wealth at once, except
when he changes his state of life, wherefore he goes on to say:
“Except we imitate Eliseus who slew his oxen and fed the poor

with what he had, so that no household cares might keep him
back” (3 Kings 19:21).

Reply to Objection 3. In the passage quoted the words,
“not that others should be eased or refreshed,” refer to that
abundance of alms which surpasses the need of the recipient,
towhomone should give almsnot that hemayhave an easy life,
but that hemay have relief. Nevertheless wemust bring discre-
tion to bear on the matter, on account of the various condi-
tions of men, some of whom are more daintily nurtured, and
need finer food and clothing. Hence Ambrose says (De Of-
ficiis i, 30): “When you give an alms to aman, you should take
into consideration his age and his weakness; and sometimes
the shame which proclaims his good birth; and again that per-
haps he has fallen from riches to indigence through no fault of
his own.”

With regard to the words that follow, “and you burdened,”
they refer to abundance on the part of the giver. Yet, as a gloss
says on the same passage, “he says this, not because it would be
better to give in abundance, but because he fears for the weak,
and he admonishes them so to give that they lack not for them-
selves.”
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S P   S P, Q 33
Of Fraternal Correction
(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider Fraternal Correction, under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fraternal correction is an act of charity?
(2) Whether it is a matter of precept?
(3) Whether this precept binds all, or only superiors?
(4) Whether this precept binds the subject to correct his superior?
(5) Whether a sinner may correct anyone?
(6) Whether one ought to correct a person who becomes worse through being corrected?
(7) Whether secret correction should precede denouncement?
(8) Whether witnesses should be called before denouncement?

IIa IIae q. 33 a. 1Whether fraternal correction is an act of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that fraternal correction is not
an act of charity. For a gloss on Mat. 18:15, “If thy brother
shall offend against thee,” says that “a man should reprove his
brother out of zeal for justice.” But justice is a distinct virtue
from charity. erefore fraternal correction is an act, not of
charity, but of justice.

Objection 2. Further, fraternal correction is given by se-
cret admonition. Now admonition is a kind of counsel, which
is an act of prudence, for a prudent man is one who is of good
counsel (Ethic. vi, 5). erefore fraternal correction is an act,
not of charity, but of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, contrary acts do not belong to the
same virtue.Now it is an act of charity to bearwith a sinner, ac-
cording toGal. 6:2: “Bear ye one another’s burdens, and so you
shall fulfil the law ofChrist,” which is the law of charity.ere-
fore it seems that the correction of a sinning brother, which is
contrary to bearing with him, is not an act of charity.

On the contrary, To correct the wrongdoer is a spiritual
almsdeed. But almsdeeds are works of charity, as stated above
(q. 32, a. 1). erefore fraternal correction is an act of charity.

I answer that,ecorrection of thewrongdoer is a remedy
which should be employed against a man’s sin. Now a man’s
sinmay be considered in twoways, first as being harmful to the
sinner, secondly as conducing to the harmof others, by hurting
or scandalizing them, or by being detrimental to the common
good, the justice of which is disturbed by that man’s sin.

Consequently the correction of a wrongdoer is twofold,
one which applies a remedy to the sin considered as an evil
of the sinner himself. is is fraternal correction properly so
called, which is directed to the amendment of the sinner. Now
todo awaywith anyone’s evil is the same as to procure his good:
and to procure a person’s good is an act of charity, whereby
wewish and do our friendwell. Consequently fraternal correc-
tion also is an act of charity, because thereby we drive out our

brother’s evil, viz. sin, the removal of which pertains to charity
rather than the removal of an external loss, or of a bodily injury,
in so much as the contrary good of virtue is more akin to char-
ity than the good of the body or of external things. erefore
fraternal correction is an act of charity rather than the heal-
ing of a bodily infirmity, or the relieving of an external bodily
need. ere is another correction which applies a remedy to
the sin of the wrongdoer, considered as hurtful to others, and
especially to the common good. is correction is an act of
justice, whose concern it is to safeguard the rectitude of justice
between one man and another.

Reply toObjection 1.is gloss speaks of the second cor-
rection which is an act of justice. Or if it speaks of the first
correction, then it takes justice as denoting a general virtue, as
we shall state further on (q. 58 , a. 5), in which sense again all
“sin is iniquity” (1 Jn. 3:4), through being contrary to justice.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 12), prudence regulates whatever is directed to the
end, about which things counsel and choice are concerned.
Nevertheless when, guided by prudence, we perform some ac-
tion aright which is directed to the end of some virtue, such
as temperance or fortitude, that action belongs chiefly to the
virtue to whose end it is directed. Since, then, the admonition
which is given in fraternal correction is directed to the removal
of a brother’s sin, which removal pertains to charity, it is evi-
dent that this admonition is chiefly an act of charity, which
virtue commands it, so to speak, but secondarily an act of pru-
dence, which executes and directs the action.

Reply toObjection 3. Fraternal correction is not opposed
to forbearance with the weak, on the contrary it results from
it. For aman bears with a sinner, in so far as he is not disturbed
against him, and retains his goodwill towards him: the result
being that he strives to make him do better.
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IIa IIae q. 33 a. 2Whether fraternal correction is a matter of precept?

Objection 1. It would seem that fraternal correction is not
a matter of precept. For nothing impossible is a matter of pre-
cept, according to the saying of Jerome*: “Accursed be he who
says that God has commanded any. thing impossible.” Now it
is written (Eccles. 7:14): “Consider the works of God, that no
man can correct whom He hath despised.” erefore fraternal
correction is not a matter of precept.

Objection 2. Further, all the precepts of the Divine Law
are reduced to theprecepts of theDecalogue. But fraternal cor-
rection does not come under any precept of the Decalogue.
erefore it is not a matter of precept.

Objection 3. Further, the omission of a Divine precept is
a mortal sin, which has no place in a holy man. Yet holy and
spiritual men are found to omit fraternal correction: since Au-
gustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 9): “Not only those of low degree,
but also those of high position, refrain from reproving oth-
ers, moved by a guilty cupidity, not by the claims of charity.”
erefore fraternal correction is not a matter of precept.

Objection 4. Further, whatever is a matter of precept is
something due. If, therefore, fraternal correction is a matter of
precept, it is due to our brethren that we correct them when
they sin. Now when a man owes anyone a material due, such
as the payment of a sum of money, he must not be content
that his creditor come to him, but he should seek him out,
that hemay pay him his due.Hence we should have to go seek-
ing for those who need correction, in order that wemight cor-
rect them; which appears to be inconvenient, both on account
of the great number of sinners, for whose correction one man
could not suffice, and because religiouswould have to leave the
cloister in order to reprovemen, whichwould be unbecoming.
erefore fraternal correction is not a matter of precept.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Verb. Dom. xvi, 4):
“You become worse than the sinner if you fail to correct him.”
But this would not be so unless, by this neglect, one omitted to
observe some precept. erefore fraternal correction is a mat-
ter of precept.

I answer that, Fraternal correction is a matter of precept.
We must observe, however, that while the negative precepts
of the Law forbid sinful acts, the positive precepts inculcate
acts of virtue. Now sinful acts are evil in themselves, and can-
not become good, no matter how, or when, or where, they are
done, because of their very nature they are connected with an
evil end, as stated in Ethic. ii, 6: wherefore negative precepts
bind always and for all times. On the other hand, acts of virtue
must not be done anyhow, but by observing the due circum-
stances, which are requisite in order that an act be virtuous;
namely, that it be done where, when, and how it ought to be
done. And since the disposition of whatever is directed to the
end depends on the formal aspect of the end, the chief of these
circumstances of a virtuous act is this aspect of the end, which
in this case is the good of virtue. If therefore such a circum-

stance be omitted froma virtuous act, as entirely takes away the
good of virtue, such an act is contrary to a precept. If, however,
the circumstance omitted from a virtuous act be such as not to
destroy the virtue altogether, though it does not perfectly at-
tain the good of virtue, it is not against a precept. Hence the
Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 9) says that if we depart but little from
the mean, it is not contrary to the virtue, whereas if we depart
much from the mean virtue is destroyed in its act. Now frater-
nal correction is directed to a brother’s amendment: so that it
is a matter of precept, in so far as it is necessary for that end,
but not so as we have to correct our erring brother at all places
and times.

Reply toObjection1. In all good deedsman’s action is not
efficacious without the Divine assistance: and yet man must
do what is in his power. Hence Augustine says (De Correp.
et Gratia xv): “Since we ignore who is predestined and who is
not, charity should so guide our feelings, that we wish all to be
saved.” Consequently we ought to do our brethren the kind-
ness of correcting them, with the hope of God’s help.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 32, a. 5, ad 4),
all the precepts about rendering service to our neighbor are re-
duced to the precept about the honor due to parents.

Reply to Objection 3. Fraternal correction may be omit-
ted in three ways.

First, meritoriously, when out of charity one omits to cor-
rect someone. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 9): “If a man
refrains from chiding and reproving wrongdoers, because he
awaits a suitable time for so doing, or because he fears lest, if
he does so, theymay becomeworse, or hinder, oppress, or turn
away from the faith, others who are weak and need to be in-
structed in a life of goodness and virtue, this does not seem to
result from covetousness, but to be counselled by charity.”

Secondly, fraternal correction may be omitted in such a
way that one commits a mortal sin, namely, “when” (as he says
in the same passage) “one fears what people may think, or lest
onemay suffer grievous pain or death; provided, however, that
themind is so dominated by such things, that it gives them the
preference to fraternal charity.”is would seem to be the case
when a man reckons that he might probably withdraw some
wrongdoer from sin, and yet omits to do so, through fear or
covetousness.

irdly, such an omission is a venial sin, when through fear
or covetousness, a man is loth to correct his brother’s faults,
and yet not to such a degree, that if he saw clearly that he
could withdraw him from sin, he would still forbear from so
doing, through fear or covetousness, because in his own mind
he prefers fraternal charity to these things. It is in this way that
holy men sometimes omit to correct wrongdoers.

Reply to Objection 4. We are bound to pay that which
is due to some fixed and certain person, whether it be a ma-
terial or a spiritual good, without waiting for him to come to

* Pelagius, Expos. Symb. ad Damas.
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us, but by taking proper steps to find him. Wherefore just as
he that owes money to a creditor should seek him, when the
time comes, so as to pay him what he owes, so he that has spir-
itual charge of some person is bound to seek him out, in or-
der to reprove him for a sin. On the other hand, we are not
bound to seek someone on whom to bestow such favors as are
due, not to any certain person, but to all our neighbors in gen-
eral, whether those favors be material or spiritual goods, but
it suffices that we bestow them when the opportunity occurs;
because, as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 28), we must

look upon this as a matter of chance. For this reason he says
(De Verb. Dom. xvi, 1) that “Our Lord warns us not to be list-
less in regard of one another’s sins: not indeed by being on the
lookout for something to denounce, but by correctingwhatwe
see”: else we should become spies on the lives of others, which
is against the saying of Prov. 24:19: “Lie not in wait, nor seek
aer wickedness in the house of the just, nor spoil his rest.” It
is evident from this that there is no need for religious to leave
their cloister in order to rebuke evil-doers.

IIa IIae q. 33 a. 3Whether fraternal correction belongs only to prelates?

Objection 1. It would seem that fraternal correction be-
longs to prelates alone. For Jerome* says: “Let priests endeavor
to fulfil this saying of the Gospel: ‘If thy brother sin against
thee,’ ” etc. Now prelates having charge of others were usually
designated under the name of priests. erefore it seems that
fraternal correction belongs to prelates alone.

Objection 2. Further, fraternal correction is a spiritual
alms. Now corporal almsgiving belongs to those who are
placed above others in temporalmatters, i.e. to the rich.ere-
fore fraternal correction belongs to thosewho are placed above
others in spiritual matters, i.e. to prelates.

Objection 3. Further, when one man reproves another he
moves him by his rebuke to something better. Now in the
physical order the inferior is moved by the superior. erefore
in the order of virtue also, which follows the order of nature,
it belongs to prelates alone to correct inferiors.

On the contrary, It is written (Dist. xxiv, qu. 3, Can. Tam
Sacerdotes): “Both priests and all the rest of the faithful should
be most solicitous for those who perish, so that their reproof
may either correct their sinful ways. or, if they be incorrigible,
cut them off from the Church.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), correction is twofold.
One is an act of charity, which seeks in a special way the recov-
ery of an erring brother bymeans of a simplewarning: such like
correction belongs to anyone who has charity, be he subject or
prelate.

But there is another correction which is an act of justice

purposing the common good, which is procured not only by
warning one’s brother, but also, sometimes, by punishing him,
that others may, through fear, desist from sin. Such a correc-
tion belongs only to prelates, whose business it is not only to
admonish, but also to correct by means of punishments.

Reply to Objection 1. Even as regards that fraternal cor-
rection which is common to all, prelates have a grave respon-
sibility, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 9): “for just as a man
ought to bestow temporal favors on those especially of whom
he has temporal care, so too ought he to confer spiritual favors,
such as correction, teaching and the like, on those who are en-
trusted to his spiritual care.” erefore Jerome does not mean
that the precept of fraternal correction concerns priests only,
but that it concerns them chiefly.

Reply toObjection2. Just as hewhohas themeanswhere-
with to give corporal assistance is rich in this respect, so he
whose reason is gied with a sane judgment, so as to be able to
correct another’s wrong-doing, is, in this respect, to be looked
on as a superior.

Reply to Objection 3. Even in the physical order certain
things act mutually on one another, through being in some re-
spect higher than one another, in so far as each is somewhat in
act, and somewhat in potentiality with regard to another. In
like manner one man can correct another in so far as he has a
sane judgment in a matter wherein the other sins, though he is
not his superior simply.

IIa IIae q. 33 a. 4Whether a mann is bound to correct his prelate?

Objection 1. It would seem that no man is bound to cor-
rect his prelate. For it is written (Ex. 19:12): “e beast that
shall touch the mount shall be stoned,”* and (2 Kings 6:7) it
is related that the Lord struck Oza for touching the ark. Now
the mount and the ark signify our prelates. erefore prelates
should not be corrected by their subjects.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Gal. 2:11, “I withstood
him to the face,” adds: “as an equal.” erefore, since a subject
is not equal to his prelate, he ought not to correct him.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxiii, 8) that
“one ought not to presume to reprove the conduct of holy
men, unless one thinks better of oneself.” But one ought not
to think better of oneself than of one’s prelate. erefore one
ought not to correct one’s prelate.

On the contrary,Augustine says in his Rule: “Showmercy
not only to yourselves, but also to himwho, being in the higher
position among you, is therefore in greater danger.” But fra-
ternal correction is a work of mercy. erefore even prelates

* Origen, Hom. vii in Joan. * Vulg.: ‘Everyone that shall touch the mount,
dying he shall die.’.
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ought to be corrected.
I answer that, A subject is not competent to administer

to his prelate the correction which is an act of justice through
the coercive nature of punishment: but the fraternal correc-
tion which is an act of charity is within the competency of ev-
eryone in respect of any person towards whom he is bound by
charity, provided there be something in that person which re-
quires correction.

Now an act which proceeds from a habit or power extends
to whatever is contained under the object of that power or
habit: thus vision extends to all things comprised in the ob-
ject of sight. Since, however, a virtuous act needs to be moder-
ated by due circumstances, it follows that when a subject cor-
rects his prelate, he ought to do so in a becoming manner, not
with impudence and harshness, but with gentleness and re-
spect. Hence the Apostle says (1 Tim. 5:1): “An ancient man
rebuke not, but entreat him as a father.” Wherefore Dionysius
finds fault with the monk Demophilus (Ep. viii), for rebuking
a priest with insolence, by striking and turning him out of the
church.

Reply toObjection1. Itwould seem that a subject touches
his prelate inordinately when he upbraids him with insolence,
as also when he speaks ill of him: and this is signified by God’s
condemnation of those who touched the mount and the ark.

Reply to Objection 2. To withstand anyone in public ex-
ceeds the mode of fraternal correction, and so Paul would not
have withstood Peter then, unless he were in some way his
equal as regards the defense of the faith. But one who is not an
equal can reprove privately and respectfully. Hence the Apos-
tle in writing to the Colossians (4:17) tells them to admonish
their prelate: “Say to Archippus: Fulfil thy ministry†.” It must
be observed, however, that if the faith were endangered, a sub-
ject ought to rebuke his prelate even publicly.Hence Paul, who
was Peter’s subject, rebuked him in public, on account of the
imminent danger of scandal concerning faith, and, as the gloss
ofAugustine says onGal. 2:11, “Peter gave an example to supe-
riors, that if at any time they should happen to stray from the
straight path, they should not disdain to be reproved by their
subjects.”

Reply to Objection 3. To presume oneself to be simply
better than one’s prelate, would seem to savor of presumptuous
pride; but there is no presumption in thinking oneself better
in some respect, because, in this life, no man is without some
fault. We must also remember that when a man reproves his
prelate charitably, it does not follow that he thinks himself any
better, but merely that he offers his help to one who, “being in
the higher position among you, is therefore in greater danger,”
as Augustine observes in his Rule quoted above.

IIa IIae q. 33 a. 5Whether a sinner ought to reprove a wrongdoer?

Objection 1. It would seem that a sinner ought to reprove
a wrongdoer. For noman is excused from obeying a precept by
having committed a sin. But fraternal correction is a matter of
precept, as stated above (a. 2). erefore it seems that a man
ought not to forbear from such like correction for the reason
that he has committed a sin.

Objection 2. Further, spiritual almsdeeds are of more ac-
count than corporal almsdeeds. Now one who is in sin ought
not to abstain from administering corporal alms. Much less
therefore ought he, on account of a previous sin, to refrain
from correcting wrongdoers.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Jn. 1:8): “If we say
that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves.” erefore if, on ac-
count of a sin, a man is hindered from reproving his brother,
there will be none to reprove the wrongdoer. But the latter
proposition is unreasonable: therefore the former is also.

On the contrary, Isidore says (De Summo Bono iii, 32):
“He that is subject to vice should not correct the vices of oth-
ers.” Again it is written (Rom. 2:1): “Wherein thou judgest an-
other, thou condemnest thyself. For thou dost the same things
which thou judgest.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3, ad 2), to correct a
wrongdoer belongs to a man, in so far as his reason is gied
with right judgment. Now sin, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 85,
Aa. 1,2), does not destroy the good of nature so as to deprive

the sinner’s reason of all right judgment, and in this respect he
may be competent to find faultwith others for committing sin.
Nevertheless a previous sin proves somewhat of a hindrance to
this correction, for three reasons. First because this previous
sin renders a man unworthy to rebuke another; and especially
is he unworthy to correct another for a lesser sin, if he him-
self has committed a greater. Hence Jerome says on the words,
“Why seest thou themote?” etc. (Mat. 7:3): “He is speaking of
those who, while they are themselves guilty of mortal sin, have
no patience with the lesser sins of their brethren.”

Secondly, such like correction becomes unseemly, on ac-
count of the scandal which ensues therefrom, if the corrector’s
sin be well known, because it would seem that he corrects, not
out of charity, but more for the sake of ostentation. Hence the
words of Mat. 7:4, “How sayest thou to thy brother?” etc. are
expounded by Chrysostom* thus: “at is—‘With what ob-
ject?’ Out of charity, think you, that you may save your neigh-
bor?” No, “because you would look aer your own salvation
first.What youwant is, not to save others, but to hide your evil
deeds with good teaching, and to seek to be praised bymen for
your knowledge.”

irdly, on account of the rebuker’s pride; when, for in-
stance, a man thinks lightly of his own sins, and, in his own
heart, sets himself above his neighbor, judging the latter’s sins
with harsh severity, as though he himself were justman.Hence

† Vulg.: ‘Take heed to theministry which thou hast received in the Lord, that
thou fulfil it.’ Cf. 2 Tim. 4:5. * Hom. xvii in the Opus Imperfectum falsely
ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 19): “To reprove
the faults of others is the duty of good and kindly men: when
a wicked man rebukes anyone, his rebuke is the latter’s acquit-
tal.” And so, as Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii,
19): “Whenwehave tofind faultwith anyone,we should think
whether we were never guilty of his sin; and then we must re-
member that we are men, and might have been guilty of it; or
that we once had it on our conscience, but have it no longer:
and then we should bethink ourselves that we are all weak, in

order that our reproof may be the outcome, not of hatred, but
of pity. But if we find that we are guilty of the same sin, we
must not rebuke him, but groan with him, and invite him to
repent with us.” It follows from this that, if a sinner reprove a
wrongdoer with humility, he does not sin, nor does he bring a
further condemnation on himself, although thereby he proves
himself deserving of condemnation, either in his brother’s or
in his own conscience, on account of his previous sin.

Hence the Replies to the Objections are clear.

IIa IIae q. 33 a. 6Whether one ought to forbear from correcting someone, through fear lest he become worse?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not to forbear
from correcting someone through fear lest he become worse.
For sin is weakness of the soul, according to Ps. 6:3: “Have
mercy on me, O Lord, for I am weak.” Now he that has charge
of a sick person,must not cease to take care of him, even if he be
fractious or contemptuous, because then the danger is greater,
as in the case of madmen. Much more, therefore should one
correct a sinner, no matter how badly he takes it.

Objection 2. Further, according to Jerome vital truths are
not to be foregone on account of scandal. Now God’s com-
mandments are vital truths. Since, therefore, fraternal correc-
tion is a matter of precept, as stated above (a. 2), it seems that
it should not be foregone for fear of scandalizing the person to
be corrected.

Objection3.Further, according to theApostle (Rom. 3:8)
we should not do evil that good may come of it. erefore, in
like manner, good should not be omitted lest evil befall. Now
fraternal correction is a good thing.erefore it should not be
omitted for fear lest the person corrected become worse.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 9:8): “Rebuke not a
scorner lest he hate thee,”where a gloss remarks: “Youmust not
fear lest the scorner insult you when you rebuke him: rather
should you bear in mind that by making him hate you, you
maymake himworse.”erefore one ought to forego fraternal
correction, when we fear lest we may make a man worse.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3) the correction of the
wrongdoer is twofold. One, which belongs to prelates, and is
directed to the common good, has coercive force. Such cor-
rection should not be omitted lest the person corrected be
disturbed, both because if he is unwilling to amend his ways
of his own accord, he should be made to cease sinning by be-

ing punished, and because, if he be incorrigible, the common
good is safeguarded in this way, since the order of justice is ob-
served, and others are deterred by one being made an example
of. Hence a judge does not desist from pronouncing sentence
of condemnation against a sinner, for fear of disturbing him or
his friends.

e other fraternal correction is directed to the amend-
ment of the wrongdoer, whom it does not coerce, but merely
admonishes. Consequently when it is deemed probable that
the sinner will not take the warning, and will become worse,
such fraternal correction should be foregone, because the
means should be regulated according to the requirements of
the end.

Reply to Objection 1. e doctor uses force towards a
madman, who is unwilling to submit to his treatment; and
this may be compared with the correction administered by
prelates, which has coercive power, but not with simple fra-
ternal correction.

Reply to Objection 2. Fraternal correction is a matter of
precept, in so far as it is an act of virtue, and it will be a virtu-
ous act in so far as it is proportionate to the end. Consequently
whenever it is a hindrance to the end, for instance when aman
becomes worse through it, it is longer a vital truth, nor is it a
matter precept.

Reply to Objection 3. Whatever is directed to end, be-
comes good through being directed to the end. Hence when-
ever fraternal correction hinders the end, namely the amend-
ment of our brother, it is no longer good, so that when such
a correction is omitted, good is not omitted lest evil should
befall.

IIa IIae q. 33 a. 7Whether thepreceptof fraternal correctiondemands that aprivate admonition shouldprecede
denunciation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precept of fraternal
correction does not demand that a private admonition should
precede denunciation. For, in works of charity, we should
above all follow the example of God, according to Eph. 5:1,2:
“Be ye followers of God, as most dear children, and walk in
love.” Now God sometimes punishes a man for a sin, without

previously warning him in secret.erefore it seems that there
is no need for a private admonition to precede denunciation.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (De Men-
dacio xv), we learn from the deeds of holy men how we ought
to understand the commandments of Holy Writ. Now among
the deeds of holy men we find that a hidden sin is publicly de-

1276



nounced, without any previous admonition in private. us
we read (Gn. 37:2) that “Joseph accused his brethren to his
father of a most wicked crime”: and (Acts 5:4,9) that Peter
publicly denouncedAnanias and Saphira who had secretly “by
fraud kept back the price of the land,” without beforehand ad-
monishing them in private: nor do we read that Our Lord ad-
monished Judas in secret before denouncing him. erefore
the precept does not require that secret admonition should
precede public denunciation.

Objection 3. Further, it is a graver matter to accuse than
to denounce. Now one may go to the length of accusing a per-
son publicly, without previously admonishing him in secret:
for it is decided in the Decretal (Cap. Qualiter, xiv, De Accu-
sationibus) that “nothing else need precede accusation except
inscription.”* erefore it seems that the precept does not re-
quire that a secret admonition should precede public denun-
ciation.

Objection 4. Further, it does not seem probable that the
customs observed by religious in general are contrary to the
precepts ofChrist.Now it is customary among religious orders
to proclaim this or that one for a fault, without any previous
secret admonition. erefore it seems that this admonition is
not required by the precept.

Objection 5. Further, religious are bound to obey their
prelates. Now a prelate sometimes commands either all in gen-
eral, or someone in particular, to tell him if they know of any-
thing that requires correction. erefore it would seem that
they are bound to tell them this, even before any secret admo-
nition. erefore the precept does not require secret admoni-
tion before public denunciation.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Verb. Dom. xvi, 4)
on the words, “Rebuke him between thee and him alone”
(Mat. 18:15): “Aiming at his amendment, while avoiding his
disgrace: since perhaps from shame he might begin to defend
his sin; and himwhom you thought tomake a better man, you
make worse.” Now we are bound by the precept of charity to
beware lest our brother become worse. erefore the order of
fraternal correction comes under the precept.

I answer that, With regard to the public denunciation of
sins it is necessary to make a distinction: because sins may be
either public or secret. In the case of public sins, a remedy is re-
quired not only for the sinner, that he may become better, but
also for others, who know of his sin, lest they be scandalized.
Wherefore such like sins should be denounced in public, ac-
cording to the saying of theApostle (1Tim. 5:20): “em that
sin reprove before all, that the rest alsomay have fear,” which is
to be understood as referring to public sins, as Augustine states
(De Verb. Dom. xvi, 7).

On the other hand, in the case of secret sins, the words of
Our Lord seem to apply (Mat. 18:15): “If thy brother shall of-
fend against thee,” etc. For if he offend thee publicly in the
presence of others, he no longer sins against thee alone, but

also against others whom he ‘disturbs. Since, however, a man’s
neighbor may take offense even at his secret sins, it seems that
we must make yet a further distinction. For certain secret sins
are hurtful to our neighbor either in his body or in his soul,
as, for instance, when a man plots secretly to betray his coun-
try to its enemies, or when a heretic secretly turns other men
away from the faith. And since he that sins thus in secret, sins
not only against you in particular, but also against others, it
is necessary to take steps to denounce him at once, in order
to prevent him doing such harm, unless by chance you were
firmly persuaded that this evil result would be prevented by
admonishing him secretly. On the other hand there are other
sins which injure none but the sinner, and the person sinned
against, either because he alone is hurt by the sinner, or at least
because he alone knows about his sin, and then our one pur-
pose should be to succor our sinning brother: and just as the
physician of the body restores the sick man to health, if pos-
sible, without cutting off a limb, but, if this be unavoidable,
cuts off a limbwhich is least indispensable, in order to preserve
the life of the whole body, so too he who desires his brother’s
amendment should, if possible, so amend him as regards his
conscience, that he keep his good name.

For a good name is useful, first of all to the sinner him-
self, not only in temporal matters wherein a man suffers many
losses, if he lose his good name, but also in spiritual mat-
ters, because many are restrained from sinning, through fear
of dishonor, so that when a man finds his honor lost, he puts
no curb on his sinning. Hence Jerome says on Mat. 18:15:
“If he sin against thee, thou shouldst rebuke him in private,
lest he persist in his sin if he should once become shameless
or unabashed.” Secondly, we ought to safeguard our sinning
brother’s good name, both because the dishonor of one leads
to the dishonor of others, according to the saying of Augus-
tine (Ep. ad pleb. Hipponens. lxxviii): “When a few of those
who bear a name for holiness are reported falsely or proved in
truth to have done anything wrong, people will seek by busily
repeating it to make it believed of all”: and also because when
one man’s sin is made public others are incited to sin likewise.

Since, however, one’s conscience should be preferred to
a good name, Our Lord wished that we should publicly de-
nounce our brother and so deliver his conscience from sin,
even though he should forfeit his good name. erefore it is
evident that the precept requires a secret admonition to pre-
cede public denunciation.

Reply to Objection 1. Whatever is hidden, is known to
God, wherefore hidden sins are to the judgment of God, just
what public sins are to the judgment ofman.NeverthelessGod
does rebuke sinners sometimes by secretly admonishing them,
so to speak, with an inward inspiration, either while they wake
or while they sleep, according to Job 33:15-17: “By a dream
in a vision by night, when deep sleep falleth upon men…then
He openeth the ears of men, and teaching instructeth them in

* e accuser was bound by Roman Law to endorse (se inscribere) the writ
of accusation. e effect of this endorsement or inscription was that the ac-
cuser bound himself, if he failed to prove the accusation, to suffer the same
punishment as the accused would have to suffer if proved guilty.
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what they are to learn, that He may withdraw a man from the
things he is doing.”

Reply to Objection 2. Our Lord as God knew the sin of
Judas as though it were public, whereforeHe could have made
it known at once. YetHedid not, butwarned Judas of his sin in
words that were obscure. e sin of Ananias and Saphira was
denounced by Peter acting as God’s executor, by Whose reve-
lation he knew of their sin. With regard to Joseph it is proba-
ble that he warned his brethren, though Scripture does not say
so. Or we may say that the sin was public with regard to his
brethren, wherefore it is stated in the plural that he accused
“his brethren.”

Reply to Objection 3. When there is danger to a great
number of people, those words of Our Lord do not apply, be-
cause then thy brother does not sin against thee alone.

Reply to Objection 4. Proclamations made in the chap-
ter of religious are about little faults which do not affect a
man’s good name, wherefore they are reminders of forgotten
faults rather than accusations or denunciations. If, however,
they should be of such a nature as to injure our brother’s good

name, it would be contrary toOurLord’s precept, to denounce
a brother’s fault in this manner.

Reply to Objection 5. A prelate is not to be obeyed con-
trary to a Divine precept, according to Acts 5:29: “We ought
to obey God rather then men.” erefore when a prelate com-
mands anyone to tell him anything that he knows to need cor-
rection, the command rightly understood supports the safe-
guarding of the order of fraternal correction,whether the com-
mand be addressed to all in general, or to some particular in-
dividual. If, on the other hand, a prelate were to issue a com-
mand in express opposition to this order instituted by Our
Lord, bothwould sin, the one commanding, and the one obey-
ing him, as disobeying Our Lord’s command. Consequently
he ought not to be obeyed, because a prelate is not the judge
of secret things, but God alone is, wherefore he has no power
to command anything in respect of hidden matters, except in
so far as they are made known through certain signs, as by ill-
repute or suspicion; in which cases a prelate can command just
as a judge, whether secular or ecclesiastical, can bind aman un-
der oath to tell the truth.

IIa IIae q. 33 a. 8Whether before the public denunciation witnesses ought to be brought forward?

Objection 1. It would seem that before the public denun-
ciation witnesses ought not to be brought forward. For secret
sins ought not to be made known to others, because by so do-
ing “a man would betray his brother’s sins instead of correct-
ing them,” as Augustine says (De Verb. Dom. xvi, 7). Now by
bringing forward witnesses one makes known a brother’s sin
to others. erefore in the case of secret sins one ought not to
bring witnesses forward before the public denunciation.

Objection 2. Further, man should love his neighbor as
himself. Now no man brings in witnesses to prove his own
secret sin. Neither therefore ought one to bring forward wit-
nesses to prove the secret sin of our brother.

Objection 3. Further, witnesses are brought forward to
prove something. But witnesses afford no proof in secret mat-
ters. erefore it is useless to bring witnesses forward in such
cases.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says in his Rule that “be-
fore bringing it to the notice of witnesses…it should be put be-
fore the superior.” Now to bring a matter before a superior or
a prelate is to tell the Church. erefore witnesses should not
be brought forward before the public denunciation.

On the contrary,Our Lord said (Mat. 18:16): “Take with
thee one or two more, that in the mouth of two,” etc.

I answer that, e right way to go from one extreme to
another is to pass through the middle space. Now Our Lord
wished the beginning of fraternal correction to be hidden,
when one brother corrects another between this one and him-
self alone, while He wished the end to be public, when such
a one would be denounced to the Church. Consequently it is
befitting that a citation of witnesses should be placed between

the two extremes, so that at first the brother’s sin be indicated
to a few, who will be of use without being a hindrance, and
thus his sin be amended without dishonoring him before the
public.

Reply toObjection 1. Some have understood the order of
fraternal correction to demand that we should first of all re-
buke our brother secretly, and that if he listens, it is well; but if
he listen not, and his sin be altogether hidden, they say that
we should go no further in the matter, whereas if it has al-
ready begun to reach the ears of several by various signs, we
ought to prosecute the matter, according to Our Lord’s com-
mand. But this is contrary to what Augustine says in his Rule
that “we are bound to reveal” a brother’s sin, if it “will cause a
worse corruption in the heart.” Wherefore we must say other-
wise that when the secret admonition has been given once or
several times, as long as there is probable hope of his amend-
ment, we must continue to admonish him in private, but as
soon aswe are able to judgewith any probability that the secret
admonition is of no avail, we must take further steps, however
secret the sin may be, and call witnesses, unless perhaps it were
thought probable that this would not conduce to our brother’s
amendment, and that hewouldbecomeworse: because on that
account one ought to abstain altogether from correcting him,
as stated above (a. 6).

Reply to Objection 2. A man needs no witnesses that he
may amend his own sin: yet theymay be necessary that wemay
amend a brother’s sin. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. ere may be three reasons for cit-
ing witnesses. First, to show that the deed in question is a sin,
as Jerome says: secondly, to prove that the deedwas done, if re-
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peated, as Augustine says (in his Rule): thirdly, “to prove that
the man who rebuked his brother, has done what he could,” as
Chrysostom says (Hom. in Matth. lx).

Reply to Objection 4. Augustine means that the matter

ought to bemade known to the prelate before it is stated to the
witnesses, in so far as the prelate is a private individual who is
able to be of more use than others, but not that it is to be told
him as to the Church, i.e. as holding the position of judge.
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S P   S P, Q 34
Of Hatred

(In Six Articles)

We must how consider the vices opposed to charity: (1) hatred, which is opposed to love; (2) sloth and envy, which are
opposed to the joy of charity; (3) discord and schism, which are contrary to peace; (4) offense and scandal, which are contrary
to beneficence and fraternal correction.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is possible to hate God?
(2) Whether hatred of God is the greatest of sins?
(3) Whether hatred of one’s neighbor is always a sin?
(4) Whether it is the greatest of all sins against our neighbor?
(5) Whether it is a capital sin?
(6) From what capital sin does it arise?

IIa IIae q. 34 a. 1Whether it is possible for anyone to hate God?

Objection1. Itwould seem that noman canhateGod. For
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the first good and beauti-
ful is an object of love and dilection to all.” But God is good-
ness and beauty itself. erefore He is hated by none.

Objection2.Further, in theApocryphal books of 3Esdras
4:36,39 it is written that “all things call upon truth…and (all
men) do well like of her works.” Now God is the very truth ac-
cording to Jn. 14:6. erefore all love God, and none can hate
Him.

Objection 3. Further, hatred is a kind of aversion. But ac-
cording to Dionysius (Div. Nom. i) God draws all things to
Himself. erefore none can hate Him.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 73:23): “e pride of
them that hate ee ascendeth continually,” and (Jn. 15:24):
“But now they have both seen and hated both Me and My Fa-
ther.”

I answer that,As shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 29, a. 1), hatred
is a movement of the appetitive power, which power is not set
in motion save by something apprehended. Now God can be
apprehended by man in two ways; first, in Himself, as when
He is seen in His Essence; secondly, in His effects, when, to
wit, “the invisible things” of God…“are clearly seen, being un-
derstood by the things that are made” (Rom. 1:20). Now God

in His Essence is goodness itself, which no man can hate—for
it is natural to good to be loved. Hence it is impossible for one
who sees God in His Essence, to hate Him.

Moreover someofHis effects are such that they cannowise
be contrary to the human will, since “to be, to live, to under-
stand,” which are effects of God, are desirable and lovable to
all. Wherefore again God cannot be an object of hatred if we
considerHim as theAuthor of such like effects. Some ofGod’s
effects, however, are contrary to an inordinate will, such as the
infliction of punishment, and the prohibition of sin by theDi-
vine Law. Such like effects are repugnant to a will debased by
sin, and as regards the consideration of them, God may be an
object of hatred to some, in so far as they look upon Him as
forbidding sin, and inflicting punishment.

Reply toObjection 1. is argument is true of those who
see God’s Essence, which is the very essence of goodness.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument is true in so far as
God is apprehended as the cause of such effects as are natu-
rally beloved of all, among which are the works of Truth who
reveals herself to men.

Reply toObjection 3.God draws all things toHimself, in
so far as He is the source of being, since all things, in as much
as they are, tend to be like God, Who is Being itself.

IIa IIae q. 34 a. 2Whether hatred of God is the greatest of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that hatred of God is not the
greatest of sins. For the most grievous sin is the sin against
theHoly Ghost, since it cannot be forgiven, according toMat.
12:32. Now hatred of God is not reckoned among the various
kinds of sin against the Holy Ghost, as may be seen from what
has been said above (q. 14, a. 2).erefore hatred ofGod is not
the most grievous sin.

Objection 2. Further, sin consists in withdrawing oneself
from God. Now an unbeliever who has not even knowledge

of God seems to be further away from Him than a believer,
who though he hate God, nevertheless knows Him. erefore
it seems that the sin of unbelief is graver than the sin of hatred
against God.

Objection 3. Further, God is an object of hatred, only by
reason of those of His effects that are contrary to the will: the
chief of which is punishment. But hatred of punishment is not
themost grievous sin.erefore hatred of God is not themost
grievous sin.
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On the contrary, e best is opposite to the worst, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 10). But hatred of God
is contrary to the love of God, wherein man’s best consists.
erefore hatred of God is man’s worst sin.

I answer that,edefect in sin consists in its aversion from
God, as stated above (q. 10, a. 3): and this aversion would not
have the character of guilt, were it not voluntary. Hence the
nature of guilt consists in a voluntary aversion from God.

Now this voluntary aversion from God is directly implied
in the hatred of God, but in other sins, by participation and
indirectly. For just as the will cleaves directly to what it loves,
so does it directly shun what it hates. Hence when aman hates
God, his will is directly averted from God, whereas in other
sins, fornication for instance, a man turns away fromGod, not
directly, but indirectly, in so far, namely, as he desires an in-
ordinate pleasure, to which aversion from God is connected.
Now that which is so by itself, always takes precedence of that
which is so by another. Wherefore hatred of God is more
grievous than other sins.

Reply toObjection 1. According to Gregory (Moral. xxv,
11), “it is one thing not to do good things, end another to hate
the giver of good things, even as it is one thing to sin indeliber-
ately, and another to sin deliberately.”is implies that to hate
God, the giver of all good things, is to sin deliberately, and this

is a sin against the Holy Ghost. Hence it is evident that hatred
of God is chiefly a sin against the Holy Ghost, in so far as the
sin against the Holy Ghost denotes a special kind of sin: and
yet it is not reckoned among the kinds of sin against the Holy
Ghost, because it is universally found in every kind of that sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Even unbelief is not sinful unless
it be voluntary: wherefore the more voluntary it is, the more
it is sinful. Now it becomes voluntary by the fact that a man
hates the truth that is proposed to him.Wherefore it is evident
that unbelief derives its sinfulness from hatred of God,Whose
truth is the object of faith; and hence just as a cause is greater
than its effect, so hatred of God is a greater sin than unbelief.

Reply to Objection 3. Not everyone who hates his pun-
ishment, hates God the author of punishments. Formany hate
the punishments inflicted on them, and yet they bear thempa-
tiently out of reverence for the Divine justice. Wherefore Au-
gustine says (Confess. x) that God commands us to bear with
penal evils, not to love them. On the other hand, to break out
into hatred of God when He inflicts those punishments, is to
hate God’s very justice, and that is a most grievous sin. Hence
Gregory says (Moral. xxv, 11): “Even as sometimes it is more
grievous to love sin than to do it, so is it more wicked to hate
justice than, not to have done it.”

IIa IIae q. 34 a. 3Whether hatred of one’s neighbor is always a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that hatred of one’s neighbor
is not always a sin. For no sin is commanded or counselled by
God, according to Prov. 8:8: “All My words are just, there is
nothing wicked nor perverse in them.” Now, it is written (Lk.
14:26): “If any man come to Me, and hate not his father and
mother…he cannot be My disciple.” erefore hatred of one’s
neighbor is not always a sin.

Objection 2. Further, nothing wherein we imitate God
can be a sin. But it is in imitation of God that we hate certain
people: for it is written (Rom. 1:30): “Detractors, hateful to
God.” erefore it is possible to hate certain people without
committing a sin.

Objection 3. Further, nothing that is natural is a sin, for
sin is a “wandering away from what is according to nature,” ac-
cording to Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 4,30; iv, 20). Now it
is natural to a thing to hate whatever is contrary to it, and to
aim at its undoing.erefore it seems that it is not a sin to hate
one’s I enemy.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Jn. 2:9): “He that…hateth
his brother, is in darkness.” Now spiritual darkness is sin.
erefore there cannot be hatred of one’s neighbor without
sin.

I answer that, Hatred is opposed to love, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 29, a. 2); so that hatred of a thing is evil according as

the love of that thing is good. Now love is due to our neighbor
in respect of what he holds from God, i.e. in respect of nature
and grace, but not in respect ofwhat hehas of himself and from
the devil, i.e. in respect of sin and lack of justice.

Consequently it is lawful to hate the sin in one’s brother,
and whatever pertains to the defect of Divine justice, but we
cannot hate our brother’s nature and grace without sin. Now
it is part of our love for our brother that we hate the fault and
the lack of good inhim, since desire for another’s good is equiv-
alent to hatred of his evil. Consequently the hatred of one’s
brother, if we consider it simply, is always sinful.

Reply toObjection 1. By the commandment of God (Ex.
20:12) we must honor our parents—as united to us in nature
and kinship. But we must hate them in so far as they prove an
obstacle to our attaining the perfection of Divine justice.

Reply toObjection2.Godhates the sinwhich is in the de-
tractor, not his nature: so that we can hate detractors without
committing a sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Men are not opposed to us in re-
spect of the goods which they have received fromGod: where-
fore, in this respect, we should love them.But they are opposed
to us, in so far as they show hostility towards us, and this is sin-
ful in them. In this respect we should hate them, for we should
hate in them the fact that they are hostile to us.
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IIa IIae q. 34 a. 4Whether hatred of our neighbor is the most grievous sin against our neighbor?

Objection 1. It would seem that hatred of our neighbor
is the most grievous sin against our neighbor. For it is writ-
ten (1 Jn. 3:15): “Whosoever hateth his brother is amurderer.”
Now murder is the most grievous of sins against our neighbor.
erefore hatred is also.

Objection 2. Further, worst is opposed to best. Now the
best thing we give our neighbor is love, since all other things
are referable to love. erefore hatred is the worst.

Onthe contrary,A thing is said to be evil, because it hurts,
as Augustine observes (Enchiridion xii). Now there are sins by
which amanhurts his neighbormore than by hatred, e.g. the,
murder and adultery.erefore hatred is not themost grievous
sin.

Moreover, Chrysostom* commenting on Mat. 5:19, “He
that shall break one of these least commandments,” says: “e
commandments of Moses, ou shalt not kill, ou shalt not
commit adultery, count for little in their reward, but they
count for much if they be disobeyed. On the other hand the
commandments of Christ such as, ou shalt not be angry,

ou shalt not desire, are reckoned great in their reward, but
little in the transgression.” Now hatred is an internal move-
ment like anger and desire. erefore hatred of one’s brother
is a less grievous sin than murder.

I answer that, Sins committed against our neighbor are
evil on two counts; first by reason of the disorder in the person
who sins, secondly by reasonof the hurt inflicted on the person
sinned against. On the first count, hatred is a more grievous
sin than external actions that hurt our neighbor, because ha-
tred is a disorder of man’s will, which is the chief part of man,
and wherein is the root of sin, so that if a man’s outward ac-
tions were to be inordinate, without any disorder in his will,
they would not be sinful, for instance, if he were to kill a man,
through ignorance or out of zeal for justice: and if there be any-
thing sinful in a man’s outward sins against his neighbor, it is
all to be traced to his inward hatred.

On the other hand, as regards the hurt inflicted on his
neighbor, a man’s outward sins are worse than his inward ha-
tred. is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 34 a. 5Whether hatred is a capital sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that hatred is a capital sin. For
hatred is directly opposed to charity. Now charity is the fore-
most among the virtues, and the mother of all others. ere-
fore hatred is the chief of the capital sins, and the origin of all
others.

Objection 2. Further, sins arise in us on account of the in-
clinations of our passions, according to Rom. 7:5: “e pas-
sions of sins…did work in our members to bring forth fruit
unto death.” Now all other passions of the soul seem to arise
from love and hatred, as was shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 25,
Aa. 1,2). erefore hatred should be reckoned one of the cap-
ital sins.

Objection 3. Further, vice is a moral evil. Now hatred re-
gards evilmore than any other passion does.erefore it seems
that hatred should be reckoned a capital sin.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi) does not reckon
hatred among the seven capital sins.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 84, Aa. 3,4), a
capital vice is one fromwhich other vices arisemost frequently.
Now vice is contrary to man’s nature, in as much as he is a ra-
tional animal: andwhen a thing acts contrary to its nature, that
which is natural to it is corrupted little by little. Consequently
it must first of all fail in that which is less in accordance with
its nature, and last of all in that which is most in accordance
with its nature, since what is first in construction is last in de-
struction. Now that which, first and foremost, is most natural

to man, is the love of what is good, and especially love of the
Divine good, and of his neighbor’s good. Wherefore hatred,
which is opposed to this love, is not the first but the last thing
in the downfall of virtue resulting from vice: and therefore it
is not a capital vice.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated in Phys. vii, text. 18, “the
virtue of a thing consists in its being well disposed in accor-
dance with its nature.” Hence what is first and foremost in the
virtues must be first and foremost in the natural order. Hence
charity is reckoned the foremost of the virtues, and for the
same reason hatred cannot be first among the vices, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 2. Hatred of the evil that is contrary
to one’s natural good, is the first of the soul’s passions, even as
love of one’s natural good is. But hatred of one’s connatural
good cannot be first, but is something last, because such like
hatred is a proof of an already corrupted nature, even as love
of an extraneous good.

Reply to Objection 3. Evil is twofold. One is a true evil,
for the reason that it is incompatible with one’s natural good,
and the hatred of such an evil may have priority over the other
passions.ere is, however, another which is not a true, but an
apparent evil, which, namely, is a true and connatural good,
and yet is reckoned evil on account of the corruption of na-
ture: and the hatred of such an evil must needs come last. is
hatred is vicious, but the former is not.

* Hom. x in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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IIa IIae q. 34 a. 6Whether hatred arises from envy?

Objection 1. It seems that hatred does not arise from envy.
For envy is sorrow for another’s good. Now hatred does not
arise from sorrow, for, on the contrary, we grieve for the pres-
ence of the evil we hate. erefore hatred does not arise from
envy.

Objection 2. Further, hatred is opposed to love. Now love
of our neighbor is referred to our love of God, as stated above
(q. 25, a. 1; q. 26, a. 2). erefore hatred of our neighbor is
referred to our hatred of God. But hatred of God does not
arise from envy, for we do not envy those who are very far re-
moved from us, but rather those who seem to be near us, as the
Philosopher states (Rhet. ii). erefore hatred does not arise
from envy.

Objection 3. Further, to one effect there is one cause.
Now hatred is caused by anger, for Augustine says in his Rule
that “anger grows into hatred.”erefore hatred does not arise
from envy.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 45) that “out
of envy cometh hatred.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 5), hatred of his neighbor
is a man’s last step in the path of sin, because it is opposed to
the love which he naturally has for his neighbor. Now if a man
declines from that which is natural, it is because he intends to
avoid that which is naturally an object to be shunned. Now ev-
ery animal naturally avoids sorrow, just as it desires pleasure, as
the Philosopher states (Ethic. vii, x). Accordingly just as love
arises from pleasure, so does hatred arise from sorrow. For just
as we are moved to love whatever gives us pleasure, in as much
as for that very reason it assumes the aspect of good; so we are
moved to hate whatever displeases us, in so far as for this very
reason it assumes the aspect of evil. Wherefore, since envy is
sorrow for our neighbor’s good, it follows that our neighbor’s
good becomes hateful to us, so that “out of envy cometh ha-
tred.”

Reply toObjection 1. Since the appetitive power, like the
apprehensive power, reflects on its own acts, it follows that
there is a kind of circular movement in the actions of the ap-
petitive power. And so according to the first forward course of
the appetitive movement, love gives rise to desire, whence fol-
lows pleasure when one has obtained what one desired. And
since the very fact of taking pleasure in the good one loves is
a kind of good, it follows that pleasure causes love. And in the
same way sorrow causes hatred.

Reply to Objection 2. Love and hatred are essentially dif-
ferent, for the object of love is good, which flows from God to
creatures, wherefore love is due toGod in the first place, and to
our neighbor aerwards. On the other hand, hatred is of evil,
which has no place in God Himself, but only in His effects,
for which reason it has been stated above (a. 1), that God is
not an object of hatred, except in so far as He is considered in
relation to His effects, and consequently hatred is directed to
our neighbor before being directed to God. erefore, since
envy of our neighbor is the mother of hatred of our neighbor,
it becomes, in consequence, the cause of hatred towards God.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing prevents a thing arising
from various causes in various respects, and accordingly hatred
may arise both from anger and from envy. However it arises
more directly from envy, which looks upon the very good of
our neighbor as displeasing and therefore hateful, whereas ha-
tred arises from anger by way of increase. For at first, through
anger, we desire our neighbor’s evil according to a certainmea-
sure, that is in so far as that evil has the aspect of vengeance: but
aerwards, through the continuance of anger, man goes so far
as absolutely to desire his neighbor’s evil, which desire is part
of hatred.Wherefore it is evident that hatred is caused by envy
formally as regards the aspect of the object, but dispositively
by anger.
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Of Sloth

(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the vices opposed to the joy of charity.is joy is either about theDivine good, and then its contrary
is sloth, or about our neighbor’s good, and then its contrary is envy. Wherefore we must consider (1) Sloth and (2) Envy.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether sloth is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a special vice?
(3) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(4) Whether it is a capital sin?

IIa IIae q. 35 a. 1Whether sloth is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that sloth is not a sin. For we
are neither praised nor blamed for our passions, according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 5). Now sloth is a passion, since it
is a kind of sorrow, according to Damascene (De Fide Orth.
ii, 14), and as we stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 35, a. 8 ). erefore
sloth is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, no bodily failing that occurs at fixed
times is a sin. But sloth is like this, for Cassian says (De Instit.
Monast. x,*): “e monk is troubled with sloth chiefly about
the sixth hour: it is like an intermittent fever, and inflicts the
soul of the one it lays lowwith burning fires at regular andfixed
intervals.” erefore sloth is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, that which proceeds from a good
root is, seemingly, no sin. Now sloth proceeds from a good
root, for Cassian says (De Instit. Monast. x) that “sloth arises
from the fact that we sigh at being deprived of spiritual fruit,
and think that other monasteries and those which are a long
way off aremuch better than the one we dwell in”: all of which
seems to point to humility. erefore sloth is not a sin.

Objection 4. Further, all sin is to be avoided, according
to Ecclus. 21:2: “Flee from sins as from the face of a serpent.”
Now Cassian says (De Instit. Monast. x): “Experience shows
that the onslaught of sloth is not to be evaded by flight but to
be conquered by resistance.” erefore sloth is not a sin.

On the contrary, Whatever is forbidden in Holy Writ is a
sin. Now such is sloth [acedia]: for it is written (Ecclus. 6:26):
“Bow down thy shoulder, and bear her,” namely spiritual wis-
dom, “and be not grieved [acedieris] with her bands.” ere-
fore sloth is a sin.

I answer that, Sloth, according to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. ii, 14) is an oppressive sorrow, which, to wit, so weighs
uponman’smind, that hewants todonothing; thus acid things
are also cold. Hence sloth implies a certain weariness of work,
as appears from a gloss on Ps. 106:18, “eir soul abhorred all
manner ofmeat,” and from the definition of somewho say that
sloth is a “sluggishness of the mind which neglects to begin
good.”

Now this sorrow is always evil, sometimes in itself, some-
times in its effect. For sorrow is evil in itself when it is about
that which is apparently evil but good in reality, even as, on
the other hand, pleasure is evil if it is about that which seems
to be good but is, in truth, evil. Since, then, spiritual good is a
good in very truth, sorrow about spiritual good is evil in itself.
And yet that sorrow also which is about a real evil, is evil in its
effect, if it so oppresses man as to draw him away entirely from
good deeds.Hence theApostle (2Cor. 2:7) did notwish those
who repented to be “swallowed up with overmuch sorrow.”

Accordingly, since sloth, as we understand it here, denotes
sorrow for spiritual good, it is evil on two counts, both in itself
and in point of its effect. Consequently it is a sin, for by sin we
mean an evil movement of the appetite, as appears from what
has been said above (q. 10, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 74, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 1. Passions are not sinful in them-
selves; but they are blameworthy in so far as they are applied to
something evil, just as they deserve praise in so far as they are
applied to something good. Wherefore sorrow, in itself, calls
neither for praise nor for blame: whereas moderate sorrow for
evil calls for praise, while sorrow for good, and again immod-
erate sorrow for evil, call for blame. It is in this sense that sloth
is said to be a sin.

Reply to Objection 2. e passions of the sensitive ap-
petite may either be venial sins in themselves, or incline the
soul to mortal sin. And since the sensitive appetite has a bod-
ily organ, it follows that on account of some bodily trans-
mutation a man becomes apt to commit some particular sin.
Hence it may happen that certain sinsmay becomemore insis-
tent, through certain bodily transmutations occurring at cer-
tain fixed times. Now all bodily effects, of themselves, dispose
one to sorrow; and thus it is that those who fast are harassed
by sloth towards mid-day, when they begin to feel the want of
food, and to be parched by the sun’s heat.

Reply toObjection 3. It is a sign of humility if a man does
not think too much of himself, through observing his own
faults; but if a man contemns the good things he has received

* De Institutione Caeobiorum.
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from God, this, far from being a proof of humility, shows him
tobe ungrateful: and from such like contempt results sloth, be-
cause we sorrow for things that we reckon evil and worthless.
Accordingly we ought to thinkmuch of the goods of others, in
such away as not to disparage thosewehave received ourselves,
because if we did they would give us sorrow.

Reply to Objection 4. Sin is ever to be shunned, but the
assaults of sin should be overcome, sometimes by flight, some-

times by resistance; by flight when a continued thought in-
creases the incentive to sin, as in lust; for which reason it is
written (1 Cor. 6:18): “Fly fornication”; by resistance, when
perseverance in the thought diminishes the incentive to sin,
which incentive arises from some trivial consideration. is
is the case with sloth, because the more we think about spiri-
tual goods, themore pleasing they become tous, and forthwith
sloth dies away.

IIa IIae q. 35 a. 2Whether sloth is a special vice?

Objection 1. It would seem that sloth is not a special vice.
For thatwhich is common to all vices does not constitute a spe-
cial kind of vice. But every vice makes a man sorrowful about
the opposite spiritual good: for the lustful man is sorrowful
about the good of continence, and the glutton about the good
of abstinence. Since then sloth is sorrow for spiritual good, as
stated above (a. 1), it seems that sloth is not a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, sloth, through being a kind of sor-
row, is opposed to joy. Now joy is not accounted one special
virtue. erefore sloth should not be reckoned a special vice.

Objection 3. Further, since spiritual good is a general kind
of object, which virtue seeks, and vice shuns, it does not con-
stitute a special virtue or vice, unless it be determined by some
addition. Now nothing, seemingly, except toil, can determine
it to sloth, if this be a special vice; because the reasonwhy aman
shuns spiritual goods, is that they are toilsome, wherefore sloth
is a kind of weariness: while dislike of toil, and love of bodily
repose seem to be due to the same cause, viz. idleness. Hence
sloth would be nothing but laziness, which seems untrue, for
idleness is opposed to carefulness, whereas sloth is opposed to
joy. erefore sloth is not a special vice.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) distinguishes
sloth from the other vices. erefore it is a special vice.

I answer that, Since sloth is sorrow for spiritual good, if we
take spiritual good in a general way, sloth will not be a special
vice, because, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 71, a. 1), every vice
shuns the spiritual good of its opposite virtue. Again it cannot
be said that sloth is a special vice, in so far as it shuns spiri-
tual good, as toilsome, or troublesome to the body, or as a hin-
drance to the body’s pleasure, for this again would not sever
sloth from carnal vices, whereby a man seeks bodily comfort
and pleasure.

Wherefore we must say that a certain order exists among
spiritual goods, since all the spiritual goods that are in the acts
of each virtue are directed to one spiritual good, which is the
Divine good, about which there is a special virtue, viz. charity.
Hence it is proper to each virtue to rejoice in its own spiritual
good, which consists in its own act, while it belongs specially
to charity to have that spiritual joy whereby one rejoices in the
Divine good. In like manner the sorrow whereby one is dis-
pleased at the spiritual good which is in each act of virtue, be-
longs, not to any special vice, but to every vice, but sorrow in
theDivine good aboutwhich charity rejoices, belongs to a spe-
cial vice, which is called sloth. is suffices for the Replies to
the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 35 a. 3Whether sloth is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that sloth is not a mortal sin.
For everymortal sin is contrary to a precept of theDivine Law.
But sloth seems contrary to no precept, as one may see by go-
ing through the precepts of the Decalogue. erefore sloth is
not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, in the same genus, a sin of deed is
no less grievous than a sin of thought. Now it is not a mortal
sin to refrain in deed from some spiritual good which leads to
God, else it would be a mortal sin not to observe the counsels.
erefore it is not a mortal sin to refrain in thought from such
like spiritual works. erefore sloth is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, nomortal sin is to be found in a per-
fectman. But sloth is to be found in a perfectman: for Cassian
says (De Instit. Caenob. x, l) that “sloth is well known to the
solitary, and is a most vexatious and persistent foe to the her-
mit.” erefore sloth is not always a mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Cor. 7:20): “e sorrow
of the world worketh death.” But such is sloth; for it is not sor-
row “according to God,” which is contrasted with sorrow of
the world. erefore it is a mortal sin.

I answer that,As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 88,Aa. 1,2),mor-
tal sin is so called because it destroys the spiritual life which
is the effect of charity, whereby God dwells in us. Wherefore
any sin which by its very nature is contrary to charity is a mor-
tal sin by reason of its genus. And such is sloth, because the
proper effect of charity is joy in God, as stated above (q. 28,
a. 1), while sloth is sorrow about spiritual good in as much as
it is a Divine good. erefore sloth is a mortal sin in respect of
its genus. But it must be observed with regard to all sins that
are mortal in respect of their genus, that they are not mortal,
save when they attain to their perfection. Because the consum-
mation of sin is in the consent of reason: for we are speaking
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now of human sins consisting in human acts, the principle of
which is the reason. Wherefore if the sin be a mere beginning
of sin in the sensuality alone, without attaining to the consent
of reason, it is a venial sin on account of the imperfection of
the act. us in the genus of adultery, the concupiscence that
goes no further than the sensuality is a venial sin, whereas if
it reach to the consent of reason, it is a mortal sin. So too, the
movement of sloth is sometimes in the sensuality alone, by rea-
son of the opposition of the flesh to the spirit, and then it is a
venial sin; whereas sometimes it reaches to the reason, which
consents in the dislike, horror and detestation of the Divine
good, on account of the flesh utterly prevailing over the spirit.
In this case it is evident that sloth is a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Sloth is opposed to the precept

about hallowing the Sabbath day. For this precept, in so far as
it is a moral precept, implicitly commands the mind to rest in
God: and sorrow of the mind about the Divine good is con-
trary thereto.

Reply toObjection 2. Sloth is not an aversion of themind
from any spiritual good, but from the Divine good, to which
the mind is obliged to adhere. Wherefore if a man is sorry be-
cause someone forces him to do acts of virtue that he is not
bound to do, this is not a sin of sloth; but when he is sorry to
have to do something for God’s sake.

Reply to Objection 3. Imperfect movements of sloth are
to be found in holy men, but they do not reach to the consent
of reason.

IIa IIae q. 35 a. 4Whether sloth should be accounted a capital vice?

Objection 1. It would seem that sloth ought not to be ac-
counted a capital vice. For a capital vice is one thatmoves aman
to sinful acts, as stated above (q. 34, a. 5). Now sloth does not
move one to action, but on the contrary withdraws one from
it. erefore it should not be accounted a capital sin.

Objection 2. Further, a capital sin is one to which daugh-
ters are assigned. Now Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) assigns six
daughters to sloth, viz. “malice, spite, faint-heartedness, de-
spair, sluggishness in regard to the commandments, wander-
ing of themind aer unlawful things.” Now these do not seem
in reality to arise from sloth. For “spite” is, seemingly the same
as hatred, which arises from envy, as stated above (q. 34, a. 6);
“malice” is a genus which contains all vices, and, in like man-
ner, a “wandering” of the mind aer unlawful things is to be
found in every vice; “sluggishness” about the commandments
seems to be the same as sloth, while “faint-heartedness” and
“despair” may arise from any sin. erefore sloth is not rightly
accounted a capital sin.

Objection 3. Further, Isidore distinguishes the vice of
sloth from the vice of sorrow, saying (De Summo Bono ii, 37)
that in so far as a man shirks his duty because it is distasteful
and burdensome, it is sorrow, and in so far as he is inclined
to undue repose, it is sloth: and of sorrow he says that it gives
rise to “spite, faint-heartedness, bitterness, despair,” whereas he
states that from sloth seven things arise, viz. “idleness, drowsi-
ness, uneasiness of the mind, restlessness of the body, instabil-
ity, loquacity, curiosity.” erefore it seems that either Gre-
gory or Isidore has wrongly assigned sloth as a capital sin to-
gether with its daughters.

On the contrary, e same Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45)
states that sloth is a capital sin, and has the daughters afore-
said.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 84, Aa. 3,4), a
capital vice is onewhich easily gives rise to others as being their
final cause. Now just as we do many things on account of plea-
sure, both in order to obtain it, and through being moved to

do something under the impulse of pleasure, so again we do
many things on account of sorrow, either that we may avoid
it, or through being exasperated into doing something under
pressure thereof. Wherefore, since sloth is a kind of sorrow, as
stated above (a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 85, a. 8), it is fittingly reckoned a
capital sin.

Reply toObjection1.Slothbyweighingon themind, hin-
ders us from doing things that cause sorrow: nevertheless it in-
duces the mind to do certain things, either because they are in
harmony with sorrow, such as weeping, or because they are a
means of avoiding sorrow.

Reply toObjection2.Gregory fittingly assigns the daugh-
ters of sloth. For since, according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
viii, 5,6) “no man can be a long time in company with what is
painful and unpleasant,” it follows that something arises from
sorrow in two ways: first, that man shuns whatever causes sor-
row; secondly, that he passes to other things that give himplea-
sure: thus those who find no joy in spiritual pleasures, have re-
course to pleasures of the body, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. x, 6). Now in the avoidance of sorrow the order ob-
served is that man at first flies from unpleasant objects, and
secondly he even struggles against such things as cause sor-
row.Now spiritual goods which are the object of the sorrow of
sloth, are both end and means. Avoidance of the end is the re-
sult of “despair,” while avoidance of those goods which are the
means to the end, in matters of difficulty which come under
the counsels, is the effect of “faint-heartedness,” and inmatters
of common righteousness, is the effect of “sluggishness about
the commandments.” e struggle against spiritual goods that
cause sorrow is sometimes with men who lead others to spiri-
tual goods, and this is called “spite”; and sometimes it extends
to the spiritual goods themselves, when a man goes so far as to
detest them, and this is properly called “malice.” In so far as a
man has recourse to eternal objects of pleasure, the daughter of
sloth is called “wandering aer unlawful things.” From this it is
clear how to reply to the objections against each of the daugh-
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ters: for “malice” does not denote here that which is generic to
all vices, but must be understood as explained. Nor is “spite”
taken as synonymous with hatred, but for a kind of indigna-
tion, as stated above: and the same applies to the others.

Reply to Objection 3. is distinction between sorrow
and sloth is also given by Cassian (De Instit. Caenob. x, 1).
But Gregory more fittingly (Moral. xxxi, 45) calls sloth a kind
of sorrow, because, as stated above (a. 2), sorrow is not a dis-
tinct vice, in so far as a man shirks a distasteful and burden-
somework, or sorrows on account of any other causewhatever,
but only in so far as he is sorry on account of the Divine good,
which sorrow belongs essentially to sloth; since sloth seeks un-
due rest in so far as it spurns the Divine good. Moreover the
things which Isidore reckons to arise from sloth and sorrow,
are reduced to those mentioned by Gregory: for “bitterness”
which Isidore states to be the result of sorrow, is an effect of

“spite.” “Idleness” and “drowsiness” are reduced to “sluggish-
ness about the precepts”: for some are idle and omit them al-
together, while others are drowsy and fulfil them with negli-
gence. All the other five which he reckons as effects of sloth,
belong to the “wandering of the mind aer unlawful things.”
is tendency to wander, if it reside in the mind itself that is
desirous of rushing aer various things without rhyme or rea-
son, is called “uneasiness of the mind,” but if it pertains to the
imaginative power, it is called “curiosity”; if it affect the speech
it is called “loquacity”; and in so far as it affects a body that
changes place, it is called “restlessness of the body,” when, to
wit, a man shows the unsteadiness of his mind, by the inordi-
nate movements of members of his body; while if it causes the
body to move from one place to another, it is called “instabil-
ity”; or “instability” may denote changeableness of purpose.
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Of Envy

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider envy, and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What is envy?
(2) Whether it is a sin?
(3) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(4) Whether it is a capital sin, and which are its daughters?

IIa IIae q. 36 a. 1Whether envy is a kind of sorrow?

Objection 1. It would seem that envy is not a kind of sor-
row. For the object of envy is a good, for Gregory says (Moral.
v, 46) of the envious man that “self-inflicted pain wounds the
pining spirit, which is racked by the prosperity of another.”
erefore envy is not a kind of sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, likeness is a cause, not of sorrow
but rather of pleasure. But likeness is a cause of envy: for the
Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 10): “Men are envious of such as are
like them in genus, in knowledge, in stature, in habit, or in rep-
utation.” erefore envy is not a kind of sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, sorrow is caused by a defect, where-
fore those who are in great defect are inclined to sorrow, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 47, a. 3) when we were treating of the
passions. Now those who lack little, and who love honors, and
who are consideredwise, are envious, according to thePhiloso-
pher (Rhet. ii, 10). erefore envy is not a kind of sorrow.

Objection 4. Further, sorrow is opposed to pleasure. Now
opposite effects have not one and the same cause. erefore,
since the recollectionof goods once possessed is a cause of plea-
sure, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 32, a. 3) it will not be a cause
of sorrow. But it is a cause of envy; for the Philosopher says
(Rhet. ii, 10) that “we envy those who have or have had things
that befitted ourselves, or which we possessed at some time.”
erefore sloth is not a kind of sorrow.

On the contrary, Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 14) calls
envy a species of sorrow, and says that “envy is sorrow for an-
other’s good.”

I answer that, e object of a man’s sorrow is his own
evil. Now itmay happen that another’s good is apprehended as
one’s own evil, and in this way sorrow can be about another’s
good. But this happens in two ways: first, when a man is sorry
about another’s good, in so far as it threatens to be an occasion
of harm to himself, as when aman grieves for his enemy’s pros-
perity, for fear lest hemay do him some harm: such like sorrow
is not envy, but rather an effect of fear, as the Philosopher states
(Rhet. ii, 9).

Secondly, another’s good may be reckoned as being one’s
own evil, in so far as it conduces to the lessening of one’s own
good name or excellence. It is in this way that envy grieves for
another’s good: and consequently men are envious of those
goods in which a good name consists, and about which men
like to be honored and esteemed, as the Philosopher remarks

(Rhet. ii, 10).
Reply to Objection 1. Nothing hinders what is good for

one from being reckoned as evil for another: and in this way it
is possible for sorrow to be about good, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Since envy is about another’s good
name in so far as it diminishes the good name a man desires
to have, it follows that a man is envious of those only whom
he wishes to rival or surpass in reputation. But this does not
apply to people who are far removed from one another: for no
man, unless he be out of hismind, endeavors to rival or surpass
in reputation those who are far above him. us a commoner
does not envy the king, nor does the king envy a commoner
whom he is far above. Wherefore a man envies not those who
are far removed from him, whether in place, time, or station,
but those who are near him, and whom he strives to rival or
surpass. For it is against our will that these should be in better
repute than we are, and that gives rise to sorrow. On the other
hand, likeness causes pleasure in so far as it is in agreementwith
the will.

Reply to Objection 3. A man does not strive for mastery
in matters where he is very deficient; so that he does not envy
one who surpasses him in such matters, unless he surpass him
by little, for then it seems to him that this is not beyond him,
and so hemakes an effort; wherefore, if his effort fails through
the other’s reputation surpassing his, he grieves. Hence it is
that those who love to be honored are more envious; and in
like manner the faint-hearted are envious, because all things
are great to them, and whatever good may befall another, they
reckon that they themselves have been bested in something
great. Hence it is written ( Job 5:2): “Envy slayeth the little
one,” and Gregory says (Moral. v, 46) that “we can envy those
only whom we think better in some respect than ourselves.”

Reply toObjection 4.Recollection of past goods in so far
as we have had them, causes pleasure; in so far as we have lost
them, causes sorrow; and in so far as others have them, causes
envy, because that, above all, seems to belittle our reputation.
Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii) that the old envy the
young, and those who have spent much in order to get some-
thing, envy those who have got it by spending little, because
they grieve that they have lost their goods, and that others have
acquired goods.
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IIa IIae q. 36 a. 2Whether envy is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that envy is not a sin. For
Jerome says to Laeta about the education of her daughter (Ep.
cvii): “Let her have companions, so that shemay learn together
with them, envy them, and be nettled when they are praised.”
But no one should be advised to commit a sin. erefore envy
is not a sin

Objection 1. Further, “Envy is sorrow for another’s good,”
asDamascene says (DeFideOrth. ii, 14). But this is sometimes
praiseworthy: for it is written (Prov. 29:2): “When the wicked
shall bear rule, the people shall mourn.” erefore envy is not
always a sin.

Objection 3. Further, envy denotes a kind of zeal. But
there is a good zeal, according to Ps. 68:10: “e zeal of y
house hath eaten me up.” erefore envy is not always a sin.

Objection 4. Further, punishment is condivided with
fault. But envy is a kind of punishment: for Gregory says
(Moral. v, 46): “When the foul sore of envy corrupts the van-
quished heart, the very exterior itself shows how forcibly the
mind is urged by madness. For paleness seizes the complex-
ion, the eyes areweighed down, the spirit is inflamed,while the
limbs are chilled, there is frenzy in the heart, there is gnashing
with the teeth.” erefore envy is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. 5:26): “Let us not be
made desirous of vainglory, provoking one another, envying
one another.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), envy is sorrow for an-
other’s good. Now this sorrow may come about in four ways.
First, when aman grieves for another’s good, through fear that
it may cause harm either to himself, or to some other goods.
is sorrow is not envy, as stated above (a. 1), and may be void
of sin.HenceGregory says (Moral. xxii, 11): “It very oenhap-
pens that without charity being lost, both the destruction of
an enemy rejoices us, and again his glory, without any sin of
envy, saddens us, since, when he falls, we believe that some are
deservedly set up, and when he prospers, we dread lest many
suffer unjustly.”

Secondly, we may grieve over another’s good, not because
he has it, but because the good which he has, we have not: and

this, properly speaking, is zeal, as the Philosopher says (Rhet.
ii, 9). And if this zeal be about virtuous goods, it is praisewor-
thy, according to 1 Cor. 14:1: “Be zealous for spiritual gis”:
while, if it be about temporal goods, it may be either sinful or
sinless.irdly, onemay grieve over another’s good, because he
who happens to have that good is unworthy of it. Such sorrow
as this cannot be occasioned by virtuous goods, which make a
man righteous, but, as the Philosopher states, is about riches,
and those things which can accrue to the worthy and the un-
worthy; and he calls this sorrow νέμεσις*, saying that it belongs
to good morals. But he says this because he considered tem-
poral goods in themselves, in so far as they may seem great to
thosewho look not to eternal goods: whereas, according to the
teaching of faith, temporal goods that accrue to those who are
unworthy, are so disposed according to God’s just ordinance,
either for the correction of those men, or for their condem-
nation, and such goods are as nothing in comparison with the
goods to come, which are prepared for good men. Wherefore
sorrow of this kind is forbidden inHolyWrit, according to Ps.
36:1: “Be not emulous of evil doers, nor envy them that work
iniquity,” and elsewhere (Ps. 72:2,3): “My steps had well nigh
slipped, for I was envious of the wicked, when I saw the pros-
perity of sinners†.” Fourthly, we grieve over a man’s good, in
so far as his good surpasses ours; this is envy properly speak-
ing, and is always sinful, as also the Philosopher states (Rhet.
ii, 10), because to do so is to grieve over what should make us
rejoice, viz. over our neighbor’s good.

Reply to Objection 1. Envy there denotes the zeal with
which we ought to strive to progress with those who are better
than we are.

Reply toObjection 2.is argument considers sorrow for
another’s good in the first sense given above.

Reply to Objection 3. Envy differs from zeal, as stated
above. Hence a certain zeal may be good, whereas envy is al-
ways evil.

Reply to Objection 4. Nothing hinders a sin from being
penal accidentally, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 87, a. 2) when
we were treating of sins.

IIa IIae q. 36 a. 3Whether envy is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that envy is not a mortal sin.
For since envy is a kind of sorrow, it is a passion of the sensitive
appetite. Now there is nomortal sin in the sensuality, but only
in the reason, as Augustine declares (De Trin. xii, 12)*. ere-
fore envy is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, there cannot be mortal sin in in-
fants. But envy can be in them, for Augustine says (Confess.
i): “I myself have seen and known even a baby envious, it could

not speak, yet it turned pale and looked bitterly on its foster-
brother.” erefore envy is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, every mortal sin is contrary to some
virtue. But envy is contrary, not to a virtue but to νέμεσις,
which is a passion, according to the Philosopher (Rhet. ii, 9).
erefore envy is not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 5:2): “Envy slayeth the
little one.” Now nothing slays spiritually, except mortal sin.

* e nearest equivalent is “indignation.” e use of the word “nemesis” to
signify “revenge” does not represent the original Greek. † Douay: ‘because
I had a zeal on occasion of thewicked, seeing the prosperity of sinners’. * Cf.
Ia IIae, q. 74, a. 4.
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erefore envy is a mortal sin.
I answer that, Envy is a mortal sin, in respect of its genus.

For the genus of a sin is taken from its object; and envy accord-
ing to the aspect of its object is contrary to charity, whence
the soul derives its spiritual life, according to 1 Jn. 3:14: “We
know that we have passed from death to life, because we love
the brethren.” Now the object both of charity and of envy is
our neighbor’s good, but by contrary movements, since char-
ity rejoices in our neighbor’s good,while envy grieves over it, as
stated above (a. 1). erefore it is evident that envy is a mortal
sin in respect of its genus.

Nevertheless, as stated above (q. 35, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 72, a. 5,
ad 1), in every kind of mortal sin we find certain imperfect
movements in the sensuality, which are venial sins: such are
the first movement of concupiscence, in the genus of adultery,
and the first movement of anger, in the genus of murder, and
so in the genus of envy we find sometimes even in perfect men
certain first movements, which are venial sins.

Reply toObjection 1.emovement of envy in so far as it
is a passion of the sensuality, is an imperfect thing in the genus

of human acts, the principle ofwhich is the reason, so that envy
of that kind is not amortal sin.e same applies to the envy of
little children who have not the use of reason: wherefore the
Reply to the Second Objection is manifest.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the Philosopher
(Rhet. ii, 9), envy is contrary both to νέμεσις and to pity, but
for different reasons. For it is directly contrary to pity, their
principal objects being contrary to one another, since the en-
viousman grieves over his neighbor’s good, whereas the pitiful
man grieves over his neighbor’s evil, so that the envious have
no pity, as he states in the same passage, nor is the pitiful man
envious. On the other hand, envy is contrary to νέμεσις on the
part of the man whose good grieves the envious man, for νέ-
μεσις is sorrow for the good of the undeserving according to
Ps. 72:3: “I was envious of the wicked, when I saw the prosper-
ity of sinners”†, whereas the envious grieves over the good of
those who are deserving of it. Hence it is clear that the former
contrariety is more direct than the latter. Now pity is a virtue,
and an effect proper to charity: so that envy is contrary to pity
and charity.

IIa IIae q. 36 a. 4Whether envy is a capital vice?

Objection 1. It would seem that envy is not a capital vice.
For the capital vices are distinct from their daughters. Now
envy is the daughter of vainglory; for the Philosopher says
(Rhet. ii, 10) that “those who love honor and glory are more
envious.” erefore envy is not a capital vice.

Objection2.Further, the capital vices seem to be less grave
than the other vices which arise from them. For Gregory says
(Moral. xxxi, 45): “e leading vices seem to worm their way
into the deceived mind under some kind of pretext, but those
which follow them provoke the soul to all kinds of outrage,
and confuse the mind with their wild outcry.” Now envy is
seemingly a most grave sin, for Gregory says (Moral. v, 46):
“ough in every evil thing that is done, the venom of our old
enemy is infused into the heart of man, yet in this wickedness
the serpent stirs his whole bowels and discharges the bane of
spite fitted to enter deep into the mind.” erefore envy is not
a capital sin.

Objection 3. Further, it seems that its daughters are un-
fittingly assigned by Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45), who says that
from envy arise “hatred, tale-bearing, detraction, joy at our
neighbor’s misfortunes, and grief for his prosperity.” For joy at
our neighbor’s misfortunes and grief for his prosperity seem to
be the same as envy, as appears from what has been said above
(a. 3). erefore these should not be assigned as daughters of
envy.

On the contrary stands the authority of Gregory (Moral.
xxxi, 45) who states that envy is a capital sin and assigns the
aforesaid daughters thereto.

I answer that, Just as sloth is grief for a Divine spiritual

good, so envy is grief for our neighbor’s good. Now it has been
stated above (q. 35, a. 4) that sloth is a capital vice for the rea-
son that it incites man to do certain things, with the purpose
either of avoiding sorrow or of satisfying its demands. Where-
fore envy is accounted a capital vice for the same reason.

Reply to Objection 1. As Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 45),
“the capital vices are so closely akin to one another that one
springs from the other. For the first offspring of pride is vain-
glory, which by corrupting the mind it occupies begets envy,
since while it craves for the power of an empty name, it repines
for fear lest another should acquire that power.” Consequently
the notion of a capital vice does not exclude its originating
from another vice, but it demands that it should have some
principal reason for being itself the origin of several kinds of
sin. However it is perhaps because envy manifestly arises from
vainglory, that it is not reckoned a capital sin, either by Isidore
(De Summo Bono) or by Cassian (De Instit. Caenob. v, 1).

Reply toObjection 2. It does not follow from the passage
quoted that envy is the greatest of sins, but that when the devil
tempts us to envy, he is enticing us to that which has its chief
place in his heart, for as quoted further on in the same passage,
“by the envy of the devil, death came into the world” (Wis.
2:24).

ere is, however, a kind of envy which is accounted
among the most grievous sins, viz. envy of another’s spiritual
good, which envy is a sorrow for the increase of God’s grace,
and not merely for our neighbor’s good. Hence it is accounted
a sin against theHolyGhost, because thereby amanenvies, as it
were, the Holy Ghost Himself, Who is glorified in His works.

† Douay: ‘because I had a zeal on occasion of thewicked, seeing the prosperity
of sinners’.
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Reply to Objection 3. e number of envy’s daughters
may be understood for the reason that in the struggle aroused
by envy there is something by way of beginning, something by
way ofmiddle, and something byway of term.ebeginning is
that aman strives to lower another’s reputation, and this either
secretly, and then we have “tale-bearing,” or openly, and then
we have “detraction.”emiddle consists in the fact that when
a man aims at defaming another, he is either able to do so, and
then we have “joy at another’s misfortune,” or he is unable, and
then we have “grief at another’s prosperity.” e term is hatred

itself, because just as good which delights causes love, so does
sorrow cause hatred, as stated above (q. 34, a. 6). Grief at an-
other’s prosperity is in one way the very same as envy, when,
to Wit, a man grieves over another’s prosperity, in so far as it
gives the latter a good name, but in another way it is a daughter
of envy, in so far as the envious man sees his neighbor prosper
notwithstanding his efforts to prevent it. On the other hand,
“joy at another’s misfortune” is not directly the same as envy,
but is a result thereof, because grief over our neighbor’s good
which is envy, gives rise to joy in his evil.
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Of Discord, Which Is Contrary to Peace

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the sins contrary to peace, and first we shall consider discord which is in the heart, secondly con-
tention, which is on the lips, thirdly, those things which consist in deeds, viz. schism, quarrelling, war, and sedition. Under the
first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether discord is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a daughter of vainglory?

IIa IIae q. 37 a. 1Whether discord is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that discord is not a sin. For
to disaccord with man is to sever oneself from another’s will.
But this does not seem to be a sin, because God’s will alone,
and not our neighbor’s, is the rule of our own will. erefore
discord is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, whoever induces another to sin, sins
also himself. But it appears not to be a sin to incite others to
discord, for it iswritten (Acts 23:6) thatPaul, knowing that the
one part were Sadducees, and the other Pharisees, cried out in
the council: “Men brethren, I am a Pharisee, the son of Phar-
isees, concerning the hope and resurrection of the dead I am
called in question. And when he had so said, there arose a dis-
sension between the Pharisees and the Sadducees.” erefore
discord is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, sin, especially mortal sin, is not to
be found in a holyman. But discord is to be found even among
holy men, for it is written (Acts 15:39): “ere arose a dissen-
sion” between Paul and Barnabas, “so that they departed one
from another.” erefore discord is not a sin. and least of all a
mortal sin.

On the contrary, “Dissensions,” that is, discords, are reck-
oned among the works of the flesh (Gal. 5:20), of which it is
said aerwards (Gal. 5:21) that “they who do such things shall
not obtain the kingdom of God.” Now nothing, save mortal
sin, excludesman from the kingdomofGod.erefore discord
is a mortal sin.

I answer that, Discord is opposed to concord. Now, as
stated above (q. 29, Aa. 1,3) concord results from charity, in
as much as charity directs many hearts together to one thing,
which is chiefly the Divine good, secondarily, the good of our
neighbor. Wherefore discord is a sin, in so far as it is opposed
to this concord.

But it must be observed that this concord is destroyed
by discord in two ways: first, directly; secondly, accidentally.
Now, human acts and movements are said to be direct when
they are according to one’s intention. Wherefore a man di-
rectly disaccords with his neighbor, when he knowingly and
intentionally dissents from theDivine good and his neighbor’s
good, to which he ought to consent. is is a mortal sin in re-
spect of its genus, because it is contrary to charity, although
the first movements of such discord are venial sins by reason
of their being imperfect acts.

e accidental in human acts is that which occurs beside
the intention.Hence when several intend a good pertaining to
God’s honor, or our neighbor’s profit, while one deems a cer-
tain thing good, and another thinks contrariwise, the discord
is in this case accidentally contrary to the Divine good or that
of our neighbor. Such like discord is neither sinful nor against
charity, unless it be accompanied by an error about things nec-
essary to salvation, or by undue obstinacy, since it has also been
stated above (q. 29, Aa. 1,3, ad 2) that the concord which is an
effect of charity, is union of wills not of opinions. It follows
from this that discord is sometimes the sin of one party only,
for instance, when onewills a goodwhich the other knowingly
resists; while sometimes it implies sin in both parties, as when
each dissents from the other’s good, and loves his own.

Reply to Objection 1. One man’s will considered in itself
is not the rule of another man’s will; but in so far as our neigh-
bor’s will adheres to God’s will, it becomes in consequence, a
rule regulated according to its propermeasure.Wherefore it is
a sin to disaccordwith such awill, because by that very fact one
disaccords with the Divine rule.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as a man’s will that adheres to
God is a right rule, to disaccord with which is a sin, so too a
man’s will that is opposed to God is a perverse rule, to disac-
cord with which is good. Hence to cause a discord, whereby
a good concord resulting from charity is destroyed, is a grave
sin: wherefore it is written (Prov. 6:16): “Six things there are,
which the Lord hateth, and the seventh His soul detesteth,”
which seventh is stated (Prov. 6:19) to be “him that soweth
discord among brethren.” On the other hand, to arouse a dis-
cord whereby an evil concord (i.e. concord in an evil will) is
destroyed, is praiseworthy. In this way Paul was to be com-
mended for sowing discord among those who concorded to-
gether in evil, because Our Lord also said of Himself (Mat.
10:34): “I came not to send peace, but the sword.”

Reply to Objection 3. e discord between Paul and
Barnabaswas accidental and not direct: because each intended
some good, yet the one thought one thing good, while the
other thought something else, which was owing to human de-
ficiency: for that controversy was not about things necessary
to salvation. Moreover all this was ordained by Divine provi-
dence, on account of the good which would ensue.
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IIa IIae q. 37 a. 2Whether discord is a daughter of vainglory?

Objection 1. It would seem that discord is not a daughter
of vainglory. For anger is a vice distinct from vainglory. Now
discord is apparently the daughter of anger, according to Prov.
15:18: “Apassionateman stirreth up strifes.”erefore it is not
a daughter of vainglory.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine expounding the words of
Jn. 7:39, “As yet the Spirit was not given,” says (Tract. xxxii)
“Malice severs, charity unites.” Now discord is merely a sepa-
ration of wills. erefore discord arises from malice, i.e. envy,
rather than from vainglory.

Objection 3. Further, whatever gives rise to many evils,
would seem to be a capital vice. Now such is discord, because
Jerome in commenting on Mat. 12:25, “Every kingdom di-
vided against itself shall be made desolate,” says: “Just as con-
cord makes small things thrive, so discord brings the greatest
things to ruin.” erefore discord should itself be reckoned a
capital vice, rather than a daughter of vainglory.

On the contrary stands the authority of Gregory (Moral.
xxxi, 45).

I answer that,Discord denotes a certain disunion of wills,
in so far, to wit, as oneman’s will holds fast to one thing, while
the otherman’swill holds fast to something else.Now if aman’s
will holds fast to its own ground, this is due to the act that he
prefers what is his own to that which belongs to others, and if
he do this inordinately, it is due to pride and vainglory. ere-
fore discord, whereby aman holds to his ownway of thinking,

and departs from that of others, is reckoned to be a daughter
of vainglory.

Reply to Objection 1. Strife is not the same as discord,
for strife consists in external deeds, wherefore it is becoming
that it should arise from anger, which incites the mind to hurt
one’s neighbor; whereas discord consists in a divergence in the
movements of wills, which arises from pride or vainglory, for
the reason given above.

Reply to Objection 2. In discord we may consider that
which is the term “wherefrom,” i.e. another’s will from which
we recede, and in this respect it arises from envy; and again we
may consider that which is the term “whither,” i.e. something
of our own to which we cling, and in this respect it is caused
by vainglory. And since in everymoment the term “whither” is
more important than the term “wherefrom” (because the end
is of more account than the beginning), discord is accounted a
daughter of vainglory rather than of envy, though it may arise
from both for different reasons, as stated.

Reply to Objection 3. e reason why concord makes
small things thrive, while discord brings the greatest to ruin, is
because “themore united a force is, the stronger it is, while the
more disunited it is the weaker it becomes” (De Causis xvii).
Hence it is evident that this is part of the proper effect of dis-
cord which is a disunion of wills, and in no way indicates that
other vices arise from discord, as though it were a capital vice.
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Of Contention

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider contention, in respect of which there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether contention is a mortal sin?
(2) Whether it is a daughter of vainglory?

IIa IIae q. 38 a. 1Whether contention is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that contention is not a mor-
tal sin. For there is nomortal sin in spiritual men: and yet con-
tention is to be found in them, according to Lk. 22:24: “And
there was also a strife amongst” the disciples of Jesus, “which
of them should…be the greatest.” erefore contention is not
a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, no well disposed man should be
pleased that his neighbor commit a mortal sin. But the Apos-
tle says (Phil. 1:17): “Some out of contention preach Christ,”
and aerwards he says (Phil. 1:18): “In this also I rejoice, yea,
and will rejoice.” erefore contention is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, it happens that people contend ei-
ther in the courts or in disputations, without any spiteful pur-
pose, and with a good intention, as, for example, those who
contend by disputing with heretics. Hence a gloss on 1 Kings
14:1, “It came to pass one day,” etc. says: “Catholics donot raise
contentions with heretics, unless they are first challenged to
dispute.” erefore contention is not a mortal sin.

Objection 4. Further, Job seems to have contended with
God, according to Job 39:32: “Shall he that contendeth with
God be so easily silenced?” And yet Job was not guilty of mor-
tal sin, since the Lord said of him (Job 42:7): “You have not
spoken the thing that is right before me, as my servant Job
hath.” erefore contention is not always a mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is against the precept of the Apostle
who says (2 Tim. 2:14): “Contend not in words.” Moreover
(Gal. 5:20) contention is included among the works of the
flesh, and as stated there (Gal. 5:21) “they who do such things
shall not obtain the kingdomofGod.”Nowwhatever excludes
a man from the kingdom of God and is against a precept, is a
mortal sin. erefore contention is a mortal sin.

I answer that, To contend is to tend against some one.
Wherefore just as discorddenotes a contrariety ofwills, so con-
tention signifies contrariety of speech. For this reason when a
man contrasts various contrary things in a speech, this is called
“contentio,” which Tully calls one of the rhetorical colors (De
Rhet. ad Heren. iv), where he says that “it consists in develop-
ing a speech from contrary things,” for instance: “Adulation
has a pleasant beginning, and a most bitter end.”

Now contrariety of speech may be looked at in two ways:
first with regard to the intention of the contentious party, sec-

ondly, with regard to the manner of contending. As to the in-
tention, we must consider whether he contends against the
truth, and then he is to be blamed, or against falsehood, and
then he should be praised. As to the manner, we must con-
sider whether his manner of contending is in keeping with
the persons and the matter in dispute, for then it would be
praiseworthy, hence Tully says (De Rhet. ad Heren. iii) that
“contention is a sharp speech suitable for proof and refuta-
tion”—or whether it exceeds the demands of the persons and
matter in dispute, in which case it is blameworthy.

Accordingly if we take contention as denoting a disclaimer
of the truth and an inordinate manner, it is a mortal sin. us
Ambrose* defines contention: “Contention is a disclaimer of
the truth with clamorous confidence.” If, however, contention
denote a disavowal of what is false, with the proper measure of
acrimony, it is praiseworthy: whereas, if it denote a disavowal
of falsehood, together with an inordinate manner, it can be a
venial sin, unless the contention be conducted so inordinately,
as to give scandal to others. Hence the Apostle aer saying
(2 Tim. 2:14): “Contend not in words,” adds, “for it is to no
profit, but to the subverting of the hearers.”

Reply to Objection 1. e disciples of Christ contended
together, not with the intention of disclaiming the truth, since
each one stood up for what he thought was true. Yet there was
inordinateness in their contention, because they contended
about amatterwhich they ought not to have contended about,
viz. the primacy of honor; for they were not spiritual men as
yet, as a gloss says on the same passage; and for this reasonOur
Lord checked them.

Reply toObjection 2.ose who preachedChrist “out of
contention,”were to beblamed, because, although theydidnot
gainsay the truth of faith, but preached it, yet they did gainsay
the truth, by the fact that they thought they would “raise af-
fliction” to the Apostle who was preaching the truth of faith.
Hence the Apostle rejoiced not in their contention, but in the
fruit that would result therefrom, namely that Christ would
bemade known—since evil is sometimes the occasion of good
results.

Reply to Objection 3. Contention is complete and is a
mortal sin when, in contending before a judge, a man gainsays
the truth of justice, or in a disputation, intends to impugn the

* Cf. Gloss. Ord. in Rom. i, 29.
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true doctrine. In this sense Catholics do not contend against
heretics, but the reverse. But when, whether in court or in a
disputation, it is incomplete, i.e. in respect of the acrimony of
speech, it is not always a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 4. Contention here denotes an or-

dinary dispute. For Job had said (13:3): “I will speak to the
Almighty, and I desire to reason with God”: yet he intended
not to impugn the truth, but to defend it, and in seeking the
truth thus, he had no wish to be inordinate in mind or in
speech.

IIa IIae q. 38 a. 2Whether contention is a daughter of vainglory?

Objection1. Itwould seem that contention is not a daugh-
ter of vainglory. For contention is akin to zeal, wherefore it
is written (1 Cor. 3:3): “Whereas there is among you zeal
[Douay: ‘envying’] and contention, are you not carnal, and
walk according to men?” Now zeal pertains to envy. erefore
contention arises rather from envy.

Objection 2. Further, contention is accompanied by rais-
ing of the voice. But the voice is raised on account of anger, as
Gregory declares (Moral. xxxi, 14). erefore contention too
arises from anger.

Objection 3. Further, among other things knowledge
seems to be the matter of pride and vainglory, according to 1
Cor. 8:1: “Knowledge puffeth up.” Now contention is oen
due to lack of knowledge, andby knowledgewedonot impugn
the truth, we know it. erefore contention is not a daughter
of vainglory.

On the contrary stands the authority of Gregory (Moral.
xxxi, 14).

I answer that, As stated above (q. 37, a. 2), discord is a
daughter of vainglory, because each of the disaccording par-
ties clings to his own opinion, rather than acquiesce with the
other. Now it is proper to pride and vainglory to seek one’s
own glory. And just as people are discordant when they hold

to their own opinion in their hearts, so are they contentious
when each defends his own opinion by words. Consequently
contention is reckoned a daughter of vainglory for the same
reason as discord.

Reply to Objection 1. Contention, like discord, is akin
to envy in so far as a man severs himself from the one with
whom he is discordant, or with whom he contends, but in so
far as a contentious man holds to something, it is akin to pride
and vainglory, because, to wit, he clings to his own opinion, as
stated above (q. 37, a. 2, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 2. e contention of which we are
speaking puts on a loud voice, for the purpose of impugning
the truth, so that it is not the chief part of contention. Hence
it does not follow that contention arises from the same source
as the raising of the voice.

Reply toObjection 3. Pride and vainglory are occasioned
chiefly by goods even those that are contrary to them, for in-
stance, when a man is proud of his humility: for when a thing
arises in this way, it does so not directly but accidentally, in
which way nothing hinders one contrary from arising out of
another. Hence there is no reason why the “per se” and direct
effects of pride or vainglory, should not result from the con-
traries of those things which are the occasion of pride.
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Of Schism

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the vices contrary to peace, which belong to deeds: such are schism, strife, sedition, and war. In the
first place, then, about schism, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether schism is a special sin?
(2) Whether it is graver than unbelief ?
(3) Of the power exercised by schismatics;
(4) Of the punishment inflicted on them.

IIa IIae q. 39 a. 1Whether schism is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that schism is not a special sin.
For “schism,” as Pope Pelagius I says (Epist. ad Victor. et Pan-
crat.), “denotes a division.” But every sin causes a division, ac-
cording to Is. 59:: “Your sins have divided between you and
your God.” erefore schism is not a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, a man is apparently a schismatic if
he disobeys the Church. But every sin makes a man disobey
the commandments of the Church, because sin, according to
Ambrose (DeParad. viii) “is disobedience against the heavenly
commandments.” erefore every sin is a schism.

Objection 3. Further, heresy also divides a man from the
unity of faith. If, therefore, theword schismdenotes a division,
it would seem not to differ, as a special sin, from the sin of un-
belief.

On the contrary, Augustine (Contra Faust. xx, 3; Contra
Crescon. ii, 4) distinguishes between schism and heresy, for
he says that a “schismatic is one who holds the same faith, and
practises the same worship, as others, and takes pleasure in the
mere disunion of the community, whereas a heretic is one who
holds another faith from that of the Catholic Church.” ere-
fore schism is not a generic sin.

I answer that, As Isidore says (Etym. viii, 3), schism takes
its name “from being a scission of minds,” and scission is op-
posed to unity. Wherefore the sin of schism is one that is di-
rectly and essentially opposed to unity. For in the moral, as
in the physical order, the species is not constituted by that
which is accidental. Now, in the moral order, the essential is
thatwhich is intended, and thatwhich results beside the inten-
tion, is, as it were, accidental. Hence the sin of schism is, prop-
erly speaking, a special sin, for the reason that the schismatic
intends to sever himself from that unity which is the effect of
charity: because charity unites not only one person to another
with the bond of spiritual love, but also the whole Church in
unity of spirit.

Accordingly schismatics properly so called are those who,
wilfully and intentionally separate themselves from the unity
of the Church; for this is the chief unity, and the particular
unity of several individuals among themselves is subordinate

to the unity of the Church, even as the mutual adaptation of
each member of a natural body is subordinate to the unity of
the whole body. Now the unity of the Church consists in two
things; namely, in the mutual connection or communion of
the members of the Church, and again in the subordination
of all the members of the Church to the one head, accord-
ing to Col. 2:18,19: “Puffed up by the sense of his flesh, and
not holding the Head, from which the whole body, by joints
and bands, being supplied with nourishment and compacted,
groweth unto the increase of God.” Now this Head is Christ
Himself, Whose viceregent in the Church is the Sovereign
Pontiff.Wherefore schismatics are those who refuse to submit
to the Sovereign Pontiff, and to hold communion with those
members of the Church who acknowledge his supremacy.

Reply toObjection1.edivision betweenman andGod
that results from sin is not intended by the sinner: it happens
beside his intention as a result of his turning inordinately to a
mutable good, and so it is not schism properly so called.

Reply to Objection 2. e essence of schism consists in
rebelliously disobeying the commandments: and I say “rebel-
liously,” since a schismatic both obstinately scorns the com-
mandments of the Church, and refuses to submit to her judg-
ment. But every sinner does not do this, wherefore not every
sin is a schism.

Reply to Objection 3. Heresy and schism are distin-
guished in respect of those things to which each is opposed
essentially and directly. For heresy is essentially opposed to
faith, while schism is essentially opposed to the unity of ec-
clesiastical charity. Wherefore just as faith and charity are dif-
ferent virtues, although whoever lacks faith lacks charity, so
too schism and heresy are different vices, although whoever is
a heretic is also a schismatic, but not conversely. is is what
Jerome says in his commentary on theEpistle to theGalatians*:
“I consider the difference between schism andheresy to be that
heresy holds false doctrine while schism severs a man from the
Church.” Nevertheless, just as the loss of charity is the road to
the loss of faith, according to 1Tim. 1:6: “Fromwhich things,”
i.e. charity and the like, “some going astray, are turned aside

* In Ep. ad Tit. iii, 10.
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into vainbabbling,” so too, schism is the road toheresy.Where-
fore Jerome adds (In Ep. ad Tit. iii, 10) that “at the outset it
is possible, in a certain respect, to find a difference between
schism and heresy: yet there is no schism that does not devise

some heresy for itself, that it may appear to have had a reason
for separating from the Church.”

IIa IIae q. 39 a. 2Whether schism is a graver sin than unbelief ?

Objection 1. It would seem that schism is a graver sin than
unbelief. For the graver sin meets with a graver punishment,
according to Dt. 25:2: “According to the measure of the sin
shall the measure also of the stripes be.” Now we find the sin
of schism punishedmore severely than even the sin of unbelief
or idolatry: for we read (Ex. 32:28) that somewere slain by the
swords of their fellow men on account of idolatry: whereas of
the sin of schism we read (Num. 16:30): “If the Lord do a new
thing, and the earth opening her mouth swallow them down,
and all things that belong to them, and they go down alive into
hell, you shall know that they have blasphemed theLordGod.”
Moreover the ten tribes whowere guilty of schism in revolting
from the rule of David were most severely punished (4 Kings
17). erefore the sin of schism is graver than the sin of unbe-
lief.

Objection 2. Further, “e good of the multitude is
greater and more godlike than the good of the individual,” as
the Philosopher states (Ethic. i, 2). Now schism is opposed
to the good of the multitude, namely, ecclesiastical unity,
whereas unbelief is contrary to the particular good of one
man, namely the faith of an individual.erefore it seems that
schism is a graver sin than unbelief.

Objection 3. Further, a greater good is opposed to a
greater evil, according to thePhilosopher (Ethic. viii, 10).Now
schism is opposed to charity, which is a greater virtue than
faith to which unbelief is opposed, as shown above (q. 10, a. 2;
q. 23, a. 6). erefore schism is a graver sin than unbelief.

On the contrary, at which results from an addition to
something else surpasses that thing either in good or in evil.
Now heresy results from something being added to schism,
for it adds corrupt doctrine, as Jerome declares in the passage
quoted above (a. 1, ad 3).erefore schism is a less grievous sin
than unbelief.

I answer that, e gravity of a sin can be considered in
two ways: first, according to the species of that sin, secondly,
according to its circumstances. And since particular circum-
stances are infinite in number, so too they can be varied in an
infinite number of ways: wherefore if one were to ask in gen-
eral which of two sins is the graver, the question must be un-
derstood to refer to the gravity derived from the sin’s genus.
Now the genus or species of a sin is taken from its object, as
shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 72, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 73, a. 3).Wherefore
the sin which is opposed to the greater good is, in respect of
its genus, more grievous, for instance a sin committed against
God is graver than a sin committed against one’s neighbor.

Now it is evident that unbelief is a sin committed against
God Himself, according as He is Himself the First Truth, on
which faith is founded; whereas schism is opposed to ecclesi-
astical unity, which is a participated good, and a lesser good
thanGodHimself.Wherefore it is manifest that the sin of un-
belief is generically more grievous than the sin of schism, al-
though it may happen that a particular schismatic sins more
grievously than a particular unbeliever, either because his con-
tempt is greater, or because his sin is a source of greater danger,
or for some similar reason.

Reply toObjection 1. It had already been declared to that
people by the law which they had received that there was one
God, and that no other God was to be worshipped by them;
and the same had been confirmed among them by many kinds
of signs.Consequently therewas noneed for thosewho sinned
against this faith by falling into idolatry, to be punished in an
unwonted manner: it was enough that they should be pun-
ished in the usual way. On the other hand, it was not so well
known among them that Moses was always to be their ruler,
and so it behooved those who rebelled against his authority to
be punished in a miraculous and unwonted manner.

We may also reply by saying that the sin of schism was
sometimesmore severely punished in that people, because they
were inclined to seditions and schisms. For it is written (1 Es-
dra 4:15): “is city since days gone by has rebelled against its
kings: and seditions andwarswere raised therein†.”Nowsome-
times a more severe punishment is inflicted for an habitual sin
(as stated above, Ia IIae, q. 105, a. 2, ad 9), because punish-
ments are medicines intended to keep man away from sin: so
that where there is greater proneness to sin, a more severe pun-
ishment ought to be inflicted. As regards the ten tribes, they
were punished not only for the sin of schism, but also for that
of idolatry as stated in the passage quoted.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the good of the multitude is
greater than the good of a unit in that multitude, so is it less
than the extrinsic good to which that multitude is directed,
even as the good of a rank in the army is less than the good of
the commander-in-chief. In like manner the good of ecclesias-
tical unity, to which schism is opposed, is less than the good of
Divine truth, to which unbelief is opposed.

Reply to Objection 3. Charity has two objects; one is its
principal object and is the Divine goodness, the other is its
secondary object and is our neighbor’s good. Now schism and
other sins against our neighbor, are opposed to charity in re-
spect of its secondary good, which is less than the object of

† Vulg.: ‘is city is a rebellious city, and hurtful to the kings and provinces,
and…wars were raised therein of old’.
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faith, for this isGodHimself; and so these sins are less grievous
than unbelief. On the other hand, hatred of God, which is op-
posed to charity in respect of its principal object, is not less
grievous than unbelief. Nevertheless of all sins committed by

man against his neighbor, the sin of schism would seem to be
the greatest, because it is opposed to the spiritual good of the
multitude.

IIa IIae q. 39 a. 3Whether schismatics have any power?

Objection 1. It would seem that schismatics have some
power. For Augustine says (Contra Donat. i, 1): “Just as those
who come back to the Church aer being baptized, are not
baptized again, so those who return aer being ordained, are
not ordained again.” Now Order is a kind of power. erefore
schismatics have some power since they retain their Orders.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Unico Bapt.*):
“One who is separated can confer a sacrament even as he can
have it.” But the power of conferring a sacrament is a very
great power.erefore schismatics who are separated from the
Church, have a spiritual power.

Objection 3.Further, PopeUrban II† says: “We command
that persons consecrated by bishops whowere themselves con-
secrated according to the Catholic rite, but have separated
themselves by schism from the Roman Church, should be re-
ceived mercifully and that their Orders should be acknowl-
edged, when they return to the unity of the Church, provided
they be of commendable life and knowledge.” But this would
not be so, unless spiritual power were retained by schismatics.
erefore schismatics have spiritual power.

On the contrary, Cyprian says in a letter (Ep. lii, quoted
vii, qu. 1, can. Novatianus): “He who observes neither unity
of spirit nor the concord of peace, and severs himself from the
bonds of the Church, and from the fellowship of her priests,
cannot have episcopal power or honor.”

I answer that, Spiritual power is twofold, the one sacra-
mental, the other a power of jurisdiction. e sacramental
power is one that is conferred by some kind of consecration.

Now all the consecrations of the Church are immovable so
long as the consecrated thing remains: as appears even in inan-
imate things, since an altar, once consecrated, is not conse-
crated again unless it has been broken up. Consequently such
a power as this remains, as to its essence, in the man who has
received it by consecration, as long as he lives, even if he fall
into schism or heresy: and this is proved from the fact that if
he comeback to theChurch, he is not consecrated anew. Since,
however, the lower power ought not to exercise its act, except
in so far as it is moved by the higher power, as may be seen also
in the physical order, it follows that such persons lose the use
of their power, so that it is not lawful for them to use it. Yet if
they use it, this power has its effect in sacramental acts, because
thereinman acts only as God’s instrument, so that sacramental
effects are not precluded on account of any fault whatever in
the person who confers the sacrament.

On the other hand, the power of jurisdiction is that which
is conferred by a mere human appointment. Such a power as
this does not adhere to the recipient immovably: so that it does
not remain in heretics and schismatics; and consequently they
neither absolve nor excommunicate, nor grant indulgence, nor
do anything of the kind, and if they do, it is invalid.

Accordingly when it is said that such like persons have no
spiritual power, it is to be understood as referring either to the
second power, or if it be referred to the first power, not as re-
ferring to the essence of the power, but to its lawful use.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 39 a. 4Whether it is right that schismatics should be punished with excommunication?

Objection1. Itwould seem that schismatics are not rightly
punished with excommunication. For excommunication de-
prives a man chiefly of a share in the sacraments. But Augus-
tine says (Contra Donat. vi, 5) that “Baptism can be received
from a schismatic.” erefore it seems that excommunication
is not a fitting punishment for schismatics.

Objection 2. Further, it is the duty of Christ’s faithful to
lead back those who have gone astray, wherefore it is written
against certain persons (Ezech. 34:4): “at which was driven
away you have not brought again, neither have you sought that
whichwas lost.”Now schismatics aremore easily brought back
by such asmayhold communionwith them.erefore it seems
that they ought not to be excommunicated.

Objection3.Further, a double punishment is not inflicted

for one and the same sin, according to Nahum 1:9: “God will
not judge the same twice”*. Now some receive a temporal pun-
ishment for the sin of schism, according toq. 23, a. 5,where it is
stated: “Both divine and earthly laws have laid down that those
who are severed from the unity of the Church, and disturb her
peace, must be punished by the secular power.” erefore they
ought not to be punished with excommunication.

On the contrary, It is written (Num. 16:26): “Depart
from the tents of these wicked men,” those, to wit, who had
caused the schism, “and touch nothing of theirs, lest you be
involved in their sins.”

I answer that,According toWis. 11:11, “By what things a
man sinneth, by the same also he should be punished” [Vulg.:
‘he is tormented’]. Now a schismatic, as shown above (a. 1),

* De Bap. contra Donat. vi, 5. † Council of Piacenza, cap. x; cf. Can. Or-
dinationes, ix, qu. 1. * Septuagint version.
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commits a twofold sin: first by separating himself from com-
munion with the members of the Church, and in this respect
the fitting punishment for schismatics is that they be excom-
municated. Secondly, they refuse submission to the head of the
Church, wherefore, since they are unwilling to be controlled
by the Church’s spiritual power, it is just that they should be
compelled by the secular power.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not lawful to receive Baptism
from a schismatic, save in a case of necessity, since it is better
for a man to quit this life, marked with the sign of Christ, no
matter from whom he may receive it, whether from a Jew or a
pagan, than deprived of that mark, which is bestowed in Bap-
tism.

Reply to Objection 2. Excommunication does not for-

bid the intercourse whereby a person by salutary admonitions
leads back to the unity of the Church those who are separated
from her. Indeed this very separation brings them back some-
what, because through confusion at their separation, they are
sometimes led to do penance

Reply to Objection 3. e punishments of the present
life are medicinal, and therefore when one punishment does
not suffice to compel a man, another is added: just as physi-
cians employ several body medicines when one has no effect.
In like manner the Church, when excommunication does not
sufficiently restrain certain men, employs the compulsion of
the secular arm. If, however, one punishment suffices, another
should not be employed.
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Of War

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider war, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether some kind of war is lawful?
(2) Whether it is lawful for clerics to fight?
(3) Whether it is lawful for belligerents to lay ambushes?
(4) Whether it is lawful to fight on holy days?

IIa IIae q. 40 a. 1Whether it is always sinful to wage war?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is always sinful to wage
war. Because punishment is not inflicted except for sin. Now
those who wage war are threatened by Our Lord with punish-
ment, according to Mat. 26:52: “All that take the sword shall
perish with the sword.” erefore all wars are unlawful.

Objection2.Further, whatever is contrary to aDivine pre-
cept is a sin. But war is contrary to a Divine precept, for it is
written (Mat. 5:39): “But I say to you not to resist evil”; and
(Rom. 12:19): “Not revenging yourselves, my dearly beloved,
but give place unto wrath.” erefore war is always sinful.

Objection 3. Further, nothing, except sin, is contrary to
an act of virtue. But war is contrary to peace. erefore war is
always a sin.

Objection 4. Further, the exercise of a lawful thing is itself
lawful, as is evident in scientific exercises. But warlike exercises
which take place in tournaments are forbidden by theChurch,
since those who are slain in these trials are deprived of ecclesi-
astical burial. erefore it seems that war is a sin in itself.

On the contrary, Augustine says in a sermon on the son
of the centurion*: “If the Christian Religion forbade war alto-
gether, those who sought salutary advice in the Gospel would
rather have been counselled to cast aside their arms, and to give
up soldiering altogether. On the contrary, they were told: ‘Do
violence tonoman…andbe contentwith your pay’†. If he com-
manded them to be content with their pay, he did not forbid
soldiering.”

I answer that, In order for a war to be just, three things are
necessary. First, the authority of the sovereign by whose com-
mand the war is to be waged. For it is not the business of a pri-
vate individual to declare war, because he can seek for redress
of his rights from the tribunal of his superior. Moreover it is
not the business of a private individual to summon together
the people, which has to be done in wartime. And as the care
of the common weal is committed to those who are in author-
ity, it is their business to watch over the common weal of the
city, kingdomor province subject to them.And just as it is law-
ful for them to have recourse to the sword in defending that
commonweal against internal disturbances, when they punish
evil-doers, according to the words of the Apostle (Rom. 13:4):

“He beareth not the sword in vain: for he is God’s minister,
an avenger to execute wrath upon him that doth evil”; so too,
it is their business to have recourse to the sword of war in de-
fending the commonweal against external enemies.Hence it is
said to thosewho are in authority (Ps. 81:4): “Rescue the poor:
and deliver the needy out of the hand of the sinner”; and for
this reason Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 75): “e natu-
ral order conducive to peace among mortals demands that the
power to declare and counsel war should be in the hands of
those who hold the supreme authority.”

Secondly, a just cause is required, namely that those who
are attacked, should be attacked because they deserve it on ac-
count of some fault.WhereforeAugustine says (QQ. inHept.,
qu. x, super Jos.): “A justwar is wont to be described as one that
avenges wrongs, when a nation or state has to be punished, for
refusing to make amends for the wrongs inflicted by its sub-
jects, or to restore what it has seized unjustly.”

irdly, it is necessary that the belligerents should have
a rightful intention, so that they intend the advancement of
good, or the avoidance of evil.HenceAugustine says (DeVerb.
Dom.‡): “True religion looks upon as peaceful those wars that
are waged not for motives of aggrandizement, or cruelty, but
with the object of securing peace, of punishing evil-doers, and
of upliing the good.” For it may happen that the war is de-
clared by the legitimate authority, and for a just cause, and yet
be rendered unlawful through a wicked intention. Hence Au-
gustine says (ContraFaust. xxii, 74): “epassion for inflicting
harm, the cruel thirst for vengeance, an unpacific and relentless
spirit, the fever of revolt, the lust of power, and such like things,
all these are rightly condemned in war.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (Contra Faust.
xxii, 70): “To take the sword is to arm oneself in order to take
the life of anyone, without the command or permission of su-
perior or lawful authority.” On the other hand, to have re-
course to the sword (as a private person) by the authority of
the sovereign or judge, or (as a public person) through zeal
for justice, and by the authority, so to speak, of God, is not
to “take the sword,” but to use it as commissioned by another,
wherefore it does not deserve punishment. And yet even those

* Ep. adMarcel. cxxxviii. † Lk. 3:14. ‡ ewords quoted are to be found
not in St. Augustine’s works, but Can. Apud. Caus. xxiii, qu. 1.
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who make sinful use of the sword are not always slain with the
sword, yet they always perish with their own sword, because,
unless they repent, they are punished eternally for their sinful
use of the sword.

Reply toObjection2.Such like precepts, asAugustine ob-
serves (DeSerm.Dom. inMonte i, 19), should always be borne
in readiness of mind, so that we be ready to obey them, and, if
necessary, to refrain from resistance or self-defense. Neverthe-
less it is necessary sometimes for a man to act otherwise for
the common good, or for the good of those with whom he
is fighting. Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad Marcellin. cxxxviii):
“ose whom we have to punish with a kindly severity, it is
necessary to handle in many ways against their will. For when
we are stripping a man of the lawlessness of sin, it is good for
him to be vanquished, since nothing is more hopeless than the
happiness of sinners, whence arises a guilty impunity, and an

evil will, like an internal enemy.”
Reply to Objection 3. ose who wage war justly aim at

peace, and so they are not opposed to peace, except to the evil
peace, which Our Lord “came not to send upon earth” (Mat.
10:34). Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad Bonif. clxxxix): “We do
not seek peace in order to be at war, but we go to war that we
may have peace. Be peaceful, therefore, in warring, so that you
may vanquish those whom you war against, and bring them to
the prosperity of peace.”

Reply to Objection 4. Manly exercises in warlike feats of
arms are not all forbidden, but those which are inordinate and
perilous, and end in slaying or plundering. In olden times war-
like exercises presented no such danger, and hence they were
called “exercises of arms” or “bloodless wars,” as Jerome states
in an epistle*.

IIa IIae q. 40 a. 2Whether it is lawful for clerics and bishops to fight?

Objection 1. It would seem lawful for clerics and bishops
to fight. For, as stated above (a. 1), wars are lawful and just in
so far as they protect the poor and the entire common weal
from suffering at the hands of the foe. Now this seems to be
above all the duty of prelates, for Gregory says (Hom. in Ev.
xiv): “ewolf comes upon the sheep, when any unjust and ra-
paciousman oppresses those who are faithful and humble. But
he who was thought to be the shepherd, and was not, leaveth
the sheep, end flieth, for he fears lest the wolf hurt him, and
dares not stand up against his injustice.” erefore it is lawful
for prelates and clerics to fight.

Objection 2. Further, Pope Leo IVwrites (xxiii, qu. 8, can.
Igitur): “As untoward tidings had frequently come from the
Saracen side, some said that the Saracens would come to the
port of Rome secretly and covertly; for which reason we com-
manded our people to gather together, and ordered them to
go down to the seashore.” erefore it is lawful for bishops to
fight.

Objection 3. Further, apparently, it comes to the same
whether a man does a thing himself, or consents to its being
done by another, according to Rom. 1:32: “ey who do such
things, are worthy of death, and not only they that do them,
but they also that consent to them that do them.” Now those,
above all, seem to consent to a thing, who induce others to do
it. But it is lawful for bishops and clerics to induce others to
fight: for it is written (xxiii, qu. 8, can. Hortatu) that Charles
went to war with the Lombards at the instance and entreaty
of Adrian, bishop of Rome. erefore they also are allowed to
fight.

Objection 4. Further, whatever is right and meritorious
in itself, is lawful for prelates and clerics. Now it is sometimes
right and meritorious to make war, for it is written (xxiii, qu.
8, can. Omni timore) that if “a man die for the true faith, or

to save his country, or in defense of Christians, God will give
him a heavenly reward.” erefore it is lawful for bishops and
clerics to fight.

On the contrary, It was said to Peter as representing bish-
ops and clerics (Mat. 16:52): “Put up again thy sword into
the scabbard [Vulg.: ‘its place’]†.” erefore it is not lawful for
them to fight.

I answer that, Several things are requisite for the good of
a human society: and a number of things are done better and
quicker by a number of persons thanby one, as thePhilosopher
observes (Polit. i, 1), while certain occupations are so inconsis-
tentwith one another, that they cannot be fittingly exercised at
the same time; wherefore those who are deputed to important
duties are forbidden to occupy themselves with things of small
importance. us according to human laws, soldiers who are
deputed to warlike pursuits are forbidden to engage in com-
merce‡.

Nowwarlike pursuits are altogether incompatible with the
duties of a bishop and a cleric, for two reasons.e first reason
is a general one, because, to wit, warlike pursuits are full of un-
rest, so that they hinder themind verymuch from the contem-
plation ofDivine things, the praise of God, and prayers for the
people, which belong to the duties of a cleric.Wherefore just as
commercial enterprises are forbidden to clerics, because they
unsettle the mind too much, so too are warlike pursuits, ac-
cording to 2 Tim. 2:4: “Noman being a soldier to God, entan-
gleth himselfwith secular business.”e second reason is a spe-
cial one, because, to wit, all the clerical Orders are directed to
theministry of the altar, on which the Passion of Christ is rep-
resented sacramentally, according to 1Cor. 11:26: “As oen as
you shall eat this bread, and drink the chalice, you shall show
the death of the Lord, until He come.” Wherefore it is unbe-
coming for them to slay or shed blood, and it is more fitting

* Reference incorrect: cf. Veget., DeReMilit. i. † “Scabbard” is the reading
in Jn. 18:11. ‡ Cod. xii, 35, De Re Milit.
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that they should be ready to shed their own blood for Christ,
so as to imitate in deedwhat they portray in theirministry. For
this reason it has beendecreed that thosewho shedblood, even
without sin, become irregular. Now no man who has a certain
duty to perform, can lawfully do that which renders him unfit
for that duty. Wherefore it is altogether unlawful for clerics to
fight, because war is directed to the shedding of blood.

Reply to Objection 1. Prelates ought to withstand not
only the wolf who brings spiritual death upon the flock, but
also the pillager and the oppressorwhowork bodily harm; not,
however, by having recourse themselves to material arms, but
by means of spiritual weapons, according to the saying of the
Apostle (2 Cor. 10:4): “e weapons of our warfare are not
carnal, but mighty through God.” Such are salutary warnings,
devout prayers, and, for those who are obstinate, the sentence
of excommunication.

Reply to Objection 2. Prelates and clerics may, by the au-
thority of their superiors, take part in wars, not indeed by tak-
ing up arms themselves, but by affording spiritual help to those
whofight justly, by exhorting and absolving them, andby other

like spiritual helps.us in theOldTestament ( Joshua 6:4) the
priests were commanded to sound the sacred trumpets in the
battle. It was for this purpose that bishops or clerics were first
allowed to go to the front: and it is an abuse of this permission,
if any of them take up arms themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 23, a. 4, ad 2)
every power, art or virtue that regards the end, has to dispose
that which is directed to the end. Now, among the faithful,
carnal wars should be considered as having for their end the
Divine spiritual good to which clerics are deputed. Wherefore
it is the duty of clerics to dispose and counsel other men to en-
gage in just wars. For they are forbidden to take up arms, not
as though it were a sin, but because such an occupation is un-
becoming their personality.

Reply to Objection 4. Although it is meritorious to wage
a just war, nevertheless it is rendered unlawful for clerics, by
reason of their being deputed to works more meritorious still.
us the marriage act may be meritorious; and yet it becomes
reprehensible in those who have vowed virginity, because they
are bound to a yet greater good.

IIa IIae q. 40 a. 3Whether it is lawful to lay ambushes in war?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is unlawful to lay am-
bushes in war. For it is written (Dt. 16:20): “ou shalt follow
justly aer that which is just.” But ambushes, since they are a
kind of deception, seem to pertain to injustice. erefore it is
unlawful to lay ambushes even in a just war.

Objection 2. Further, ambushes and deception seem to be
opposed to faithfulness even as lies are. But since we are bound
to keep faith with all men, it is wrong to lie to anyone, as Au-
gustine states (ContraMend. xv).erefore, as one is bound to
keep faith with one’s enemy, as Augustine states (Ep. ad Bonif.
clxxxix), it seems that it is unlawful to lay ambushes for one’s
enemies.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 7:12): “What-
soever you would that men should do to you, do you also
to them”: and we ought to observe this in all our dealings
with our neighbor.Nowour enemy is our neighbor.erefore,
since no man wishes ambushes or deceptions to be prepared
for himself, it seems that no one ought to carry on war by lay-
ing ambushes.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. in Hept. qu. x su-
per Jos): “Provided the war be just, it is no concern of justice
whether it be carried onopenly or by ambushes”: andheproves
this by the authority of the Lord, Who commanded Joshua to
lay ambushes for the city of Hai ( Joshua 8:2).

I answer that,e object of laying ambushes is in order to

deceive the enemy. Now a man may be deceived by another’s
word or deed in twoways. First, through being told something
false, or through the breaking of a promise, and this is always
unlawful. No one ought to deceive the enemy in this way, for
there are certain “rights of war and covenants, which ought to
be observed even among enemies,” as Ambrose states (De Of-
ficiis i).

Secondly, a manmay be deceived by what we say or do, be-
cause we do not declare our purpose or meaning to him. Now
we are not always bound to do this, since even in the Sacred
Doctrine many things have to be concealed, especially from
unbelievers, lest they deride it, according to Mat. 7:6: “Give
not that which is holy, to dogs.” Wherefore much more ought
the plan of campaign to be hidden from the enemy. For this
reason among other things that a soldier has to learn is the art
of concealing his purpose lest it come to the enemy’s knowl-
edge, as stated in the Book on Strategy* by Frontinus. Such
like concealment is what is meant by an ambush which may
be lawfully employed in a just war.

Nor can these ambushes be properly called deceptions, nor
are they contrary to justice or to a well-ordered will. For a man
would have an inordinate will if he were unwilling that others
should hide anything from him

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

* Stratagematum i, 1.
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IIa IIae q. 40 a. 4Whether it is lawful to fight on holy days?

Objection 1. It would seemunlawful to fight on holy days.
For holy days are instituted that we may give our time to the
things of God. Hence they are included in the keeping of the
Sabbath prescribedEx. 20:8: for “sabbath” is interpreted “rest.”
But wars are full of unrest. erefore by no means is it lawful
to fight on holy days.

Objection 2. Further, certain persons are reproached (Is.
58:3) because on fast-days they exacted what was owing to
them, were guilty of strife, and of smiting with the fist. Much
more, therefore, is it unlawful to fight on holy days.

Objection 3. Further, no ill deed should be done to avoid
temporal harm. But fighting on a holy day seems in itself to be
an ill deed. erefore no one should fight on a holy day even
through the need of avoiding temporal harm.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Mac. 2:41): e
Jews rightly determined…saying: “Whosoever shall come up
against us to fight on the Sabbath-day, we will fight against
him.”

I answer that,eobservance of holy days is no hindrance
to those things which are ordained to man’s safety, even that
of his body. HenceOur Lord argued with the Jews, saying ( Jn.
7:23): “Are you angry at Me because I have healed the whole
man on the Sabbath-day?” Hence physicians may lawfully at-
tend to their patients on holy days. Now there is much more
reason for safeguarding the common weal (whereby many are
saved from being slain, and innumerable evils both tempo-
ral and spiritual prevented), than the bodily safety of an in-
dividual. erefore, for the purpose of safeguarding the com-
mon weal of the faithful, it is lawful to carry on a war on holy
days, provided there be need for doing so: because it would
be to tempt God, if notwithstanding such a need, one were to
choose to refrain from fighting.

However, as soon as the need ceases, it is no longer law-
ful to fight on a holy day, for the reasons given: wherefore this
suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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Of Strife*

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider strife, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether strife is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a daughter of anger?

IIa IIae q. 41 a. 1Whether strife is always a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that strife is not always a sin.
For strife seems a kind of contention: hence Isidore says (Etym.
x) that the word “rixosus [quarrelsome] is derived from the
snarling [rictu] of a dog, because the quarrelsome man is ever
ready to contradict; he delights in brawling, and provokes con-
tention.” Now contention is not always a sin. Neither, there-
fore, is strife.

Objection 2. Further, it is related (Gn. 26:21) that the ser-
vants of Isaac “digged” another well, “and for that they quar-
relled likewise.” Now it is not credible that the household of
Isaac quarrelled publicly, without being reproved by him, sup-
posing it were a sin. erefore strife is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, strife seems to be a war between in-
dividuals. But war is not always sinful. erefore strife is not
always a sin.

Onthe contrary,Strifes† are reckoned among theworks of
the flesh (Gal. 5:20), and “they who do such things shall not
obtain the kingdomofGod.”erefore strifes are not only sin-
ful, but they are even mortal sins.

I answer that, While contention implies a contradic-
tion of words, strife denotes a certain contradiction of deeds.
Wherefore a gloss on Gal. 5:20 says that “strifes are when per-
sons strike one another through anger.” Hence strife is a kind
of private war, because it takes place between private persons,
being declared not by public authority, but rather by an inor-
dinatewill.erefore strife is always sinful. In fact it is amortal
sin in the man who attacks another unjustly, for it is not with-
out mortal sin that one inflicts harm on another even if the
deed be done by the hands. But in himwho defends himself, it
may bewithout sin, or itmay sometimes involve a venial sin, or
sometimes amortal sin; and this depends on his intention and
on his manner of defending himself. For if his sole intention

be to withstand the injury done to him, and he defend himself
with due moderation, it is no sin, and one cannot say prop-
erly that there is strife on his part. But if, on the other hand,
his self-defense be inspired by vengeance and hatred, it is al-
ways a sin. It is a venial sin, if a slight movement of hatred or
vengeance obtrude itself, or if he does not much exceed mod-
eration in defending himself: but it is a mortal sin if he makes
for his assailant with the fixed intention of killing him, or in-
flicting grievous harm on him.

Reply to Objection 1. Strife is not just the same as con-
tention: and there are three things in the passage quoted from
Isidore, which express the inordinate nature of strife. First, the
quarrelsome man is always ready to fight, and this is conveyed
by the words, “ever ready to contradict,” that is to say, whether
the other man says or does well or ill. Secondly, he delights in
quarrelling itself, and so the passage proceeds, “and delights in
brawling.” irdly, “he” provokes others to quarrel, wherefore
it goes on, “and provokes contention.”

Reply toObjection 1. e sense of the text is not that the
servants of Isaac quarrelled, but that the inhabitants of that
country quarrelledwith them:wherefore these sinned, andnot
the servants of Isaac, who bore the calumny‡.

Reply to Objection 3. In order for a war to be just it must
be declared by authority of the governing power, as stated
above (q. 40, a. 1); whereas strife proceeds from a private feel-
ing of anger or hatred. For if the servants of a sovereign or
judge, in virtue of their public authority, attack certain men
and these defend themselves, it is not the former who are said
to be guilty of strife, but those who resist the public author-
ity. Hence it is not the assailants in this case who are guilty of
strife and commit sin, but those who defend themselves inor-
dinately.

IIa IIae q. 41 a. 2Whether strife is a daughter of anger?

Objection 1. It would seem that strife is not a daughter
of anger. For it is written ( James 4:1): “Whence are wars and
contentions? Are they not…from your concupiscences, which
war in your members?” But anger is not in the concupiscible
faculty. erefore strife is a daughter, not of anger, but of con-

cupiscence.
Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 28:25): “He that

boasteth and puffeth up himself, stirreth up quarrels.” Now
strife is apparently the same as quarrel. erefore it seems that
strife is a daughter of pride or vainglory which makes a man

* Strife here denotes fighting between individuals. † e Douay version
has ‘quarrels’. ‡ Cf. Gn. 26:20.
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boast and puff himself up.
Objection 3. Further, it is written (Prov. 18:6): “e lips

of a fool intermeddle with strife.”Now folly differs from anger,
for it is opposed, not tomeekness, but to wisdom or prudence.
erefore strife is not a daughter of anger.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Prov. 10:12): “Hatred
stirreth up strifes.” But hatred arises from envy, according to
Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 17).erefore strife is not a daughter of
anger, but of envy.

Objection 5. Further, it is written (Prov. 17:19): “He that
studieth discords, soweth [Vulg.: ‘loveth’] quarrels.” But dis-
cord is a daughter of vainglory, as stated above (q. 37, a. 2).
erefore strife is also.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 17) that
“anger gives rise to strife”; and it is written (Prov. 15:18;
29:22): “A passionate man stirreth up strifes.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), strife denotes an an-
tagonism extending to deeds, when one man designs to harm
another. Now there are two ways in which one man may in-
tend to harm another. In one way it is as though he intended
absolutely the other’s hurt, which in this case is the outcome
of hatred, for the intention of hatred is directed to the hurt
of one’s enemy either openly or secretly. In another way a man
intends to hurt another who knows and withstands his inten-
tion. is is what we mean by strife, and belongs properly to
anger which is the desire of vengeance: for the angry man is
not content to hurt secretly the object of his anger, he even
wishes him to feel the hurt and know that what he suffers is in
revenge for what he has done, as may be seen from what has
been said above about the passion of anger ( Ia IIae, q. 46, a. 6,

ad 2). erefore, properly speaking, strife arises from anger.
Reply to Objection 1. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 25,

Aa. 1,2), all the irascible passions arise from those of the con-
cupiscible faculty, so that whatever is the immediate outcome
of anger, arises also from concupiscence as from its first root.

Reply to Objection 2. Boasting and puffing up of self
which are the result of anger or vainglory, are not the direct but
the occasional cause of quarrels or strife, because, when a man
resents another being preferred to him, his anger is aroused,
and then his anger results in quarrel and strife.

Reply to Objection 3. Anger, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 48, a. 3) hinders the judgment of the reason, so that it bears
a likeness to folly. Hence they have a common effect, since it is
due to a defect in the reason that aman designs to hurt another
inordinately.

Reply to Objection 4. Although strife sometimes arises
from hatred, it is not the proper effect thereof, because when
one man hates another it is beside his intention to hurt him in
a quarrelsome and open manner, since sometimes he seeks to
hurt him secretly. When, however, he sees himself prevailing,
he endeavors to harm him with strife and quarrel. But to hurt
a man in a quarrel is the proper effect of anger, for the reason
given above.

Reply to Objection 5. Strifes give rise to hatred and dis-
cord in the hearts of those who are guilty of strife, and so he
that “studies,” i.e., intends to sow discord among others, causes
them to quarrel among themselves. Even so any sin may com-
mand the act of another sin, by directing it to its own end.is
does not, however, prove that strife is the daughter of vainglory
properly and directly.
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Of Sedition

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider sedition, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a special sin?
(2) Whether it is a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 42 a. 1Whether sedition is a special sin distinct from other sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that sedition is not a special
sin distinct from other sins. For, according to Isidore (Etym.
x), “a seditious man is one who sows dissent among minds,
and begets discord.” Now, by provoking the commission of a
sin, a man sins by no other kind of sin than that which he pro-
voked. erefore it seems that sedition is not a special sin dis-
tinct from discord.

Objection 2. Further, sedition denotes a kind of divi-
sion. Now schism takes its name from scission, as stated above
(q. 39, a. 1).erefore, seemingly, the sin of sedition is not dis-
tinct from that of schism.

Objection3.Further, every special sin that is distinct from
other sins, is either a capital vice, or arises from some capi-
tal vice. Now sedition is reckoned neither among the capital
vices, nor among those vices which arise from them, as appears
fromMoral. xxxi, 45, where both kinds of vice are enumerated.
erefore sedition is not a special sin, distinct from other sins.

Onthe contrary, Seditions arementioned as distinct from
other sins (2 Cor. 12:20).

I answer that, Sedition is a special sin, having something
in common with war and strife, and differing somewhat from
them. It has something in common with them, in so far as it
implies a certain antagonism, and it differs from them in two
points. First, because war and strife denote actual aggression
on either side,whereas seditionmaybe said todenote either ac-
tual aggression, or the preparation for such aggression. Hence
a gloss on 2Cor. 12:20 says that “seditions are tumults tending

to fight,” when, to wit, a number of people make preparations
with the intention of fighting. Secondly, they differ in that war
is, properly speaking, carried on against external foes, being as
it were between one people and another, whereas strife is be-
tween one individual and another, or between few people on
one side and few on the other side, while sedition, in its proper
sense, is between mutually dissentient parts of one people, as
when one part of the state rises in tumult against another part.
Wherefore, since sedition is opposed to a special kind of good,
namely the unity and peace of a people, it is a special kind of
sin.

Reply to Objection 1. A seditious man is one who incites
others to sedition, and since seditiondenotes a kind of discord,
it follows that a seditious man is one who creates discord, not
of any kind, but between the parts of a multitude. And the sin
of sedition is not only in him who sows discord, but also in
those who dissent from one another inordinately.

Reply toObjection 2. Sedition differs from schism in two
respects. First, because schism is opposed to the spiritual unity
of the multitude, viz. ecclesiastical unity, whereas sedition is
contrary to the temporal or secular unity of the multitude, for
instance of a city or kingdom. Secondly, schismdoes not imply
any preparation for a material fight as sedition does, but only
for a spiritual dissent.

Reply to Objection 3. Sedition, like schism, is contained
under discord, since each is a kind of discord, not between in-
dividuals, but between the parts of a multitude.

IIa IIae q. 42 a. 2Whether sedition is always a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that sedition is not always a
mortal sin. For sedition denotes “a tumult tending to fight,”
according to the gloss quoted above (a. 1). But fighting is not
always a mortal sin, indeed it is sometimes just and lawful, as
stated above (q. 40, a. 1). Much more, therefore, can sedition
be without a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, sedition is a kind of discord, as
stated above (a. 1, ad 3). Now discord can be without mortal
sin, and sometimes without any sin at all. erefore sedition
can be also.

Objection 3. Further, it is praiseworthy to deliver a mul-
titude from a tyrannical rule. Yet this cannot easily be done

without some dissension in the multitude, if one part of the
multitude seeks to retain the tyrant, while the rest strive to de-
throne him. erefore there can be sedition without mortal
sin.

On the contrary, e Apostle forbids seditions together
with other things that are mortal sins (2 Cor. 12:20).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 2), sedition is con-
trary to the unity of the multitude, viz. the people of a city or
kingdom. Now Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ii, 21) that “wise
men understand the word people to designate not any crowd
of persons, but the assembly of those who are united together
in fellowship recognized by law and for the common good.”
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Wherefore it is evident that the unity to which sedition is op-
posed is the unity of law and common good: whence it follows
manifestly that sedition is opposed to justice and the common
good. erefore by reason of its genus it is a mortal sin, and its
gravity will be all the greater according as the common good
which it assails surpasses the private good which is assailed by
strife.

Accordingly the sin of sedition is first and chiefly in its au-
thors, who sinmost grievously; and secondly it is in those who
are led by them to disturb the common good. ose, however,
who defend the common good, and withstand the seditious
party, are not themselves seditious, even as neither is a man
to be called quarrelsome because he defends himself, as stated
above (q. 41, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. It is lawful to fight, provided it be
for the commongood, as stated above (q. 40, a. 1). But sedition
runs counter to the common good of the multitude, so that it
is always a mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 2.Discord from what is not evidently
good, may be without sin, but discord from what is evidently
good, cannot be without sin: and sedition is discord of this
kind, for it is contrary to the unity of the multitude, which is
a manifest good.

Reply toObjection3.Atyrannical government is not just,
because it is directed, not to the common good, but to the pri-
vate good of the ruler, as the Philosopher states (Polit. iii, 5;
Ethic. viii, 10). Consequently there is no sedition in disturb-
ing a government of this kind, unless indeed the tyrant’s rule be
disturbed so inordinately, that his subjects suffer greater harm
from the consequent disturbance than from the tyrant’s gov-
ernment. Indeed it is the tyrant rather that is guilty of sedition,
since he encourages discord and sedition among his subjects,
that he may lord over them more securely; for this is tyranny,
being conducive to the private good of the ruler, and to the
injury of the multitude.
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S P   S P, Q 43
Of Scandal

(In Eight Articles)

It remains for us to consider the viceswhich are opposed tobeneficence, amongwhich somecomeunder theheadof injustice,
those, to wit, whereby one harms one’s neighbor unjustly. But scandal seems to be specially opposed to charity. Accordingly we
must here consider scandal, under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) What is scandal?
(2) Whether scandal is a sin?
(3) Whether it is a special sin?
(4) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(5) Whether the perfect can be scandalized?
(6) Whether they can give scandal?
(7) Whether spiritual goods are to be foregone on account of scandal?
(8) Whether temporal things are to be foregone on account of scandal?

IIa IIae q. 43 a. 1Whether scandal is fittingly defined as being something less rightly said or done that occasions
spiritual downfall?

Objection 1. It would seem that scandal is unfittingly de-
fined as “something less rightly said or done that occasions
spiritual downfall.” For scandal is a sin as we shall state fur-
ther on (a. 2). Now, according to Augustine (Contra Faust.
xxii, 27), a sin is a “word, deed, or desire contrary to the law
of God.” erefore the definition given above is insufficient,
since it omits “thought” or “desire.”

Objection 2. Further, since among virtuous or right acts
one ismore virtuous ormore right than another, that one alone
which has perfect rectitude would not seem to be a “less” right
one. If, therefore, scandal is something “less” rightly said or
done, it follows that every virtuous act except the best of all,
is a scandal.

Objection 3. Further, an occasion is an accidental cause.
But nothing accidental should enter a definition, because it
does not specify the thing defined. erefore it is unfitting, in
defining scandal, to say that it is an “occasion.”

Objection 4. Further, whatever a man does may be the
occasion of another’s spiritual downfall, because accidental
causes are indeterminate. Consequently, if scandal is some-
thing that occasions another’s spiritual downfall, any deed or
word can be a scandal: and this seems unreasonable.

Objection 5. Further, a man occasions his neighbor’s spir-
itual downfall when he offends or weakens him. Now scandal
is condivided with offense and weakness, for the Apostle says
(Rom. 14:21): “It is good not to eat flesh, and not to drink
wine, nor anythingwhereby thy brother is offended or scandal-
ized, or weakened.” erefore the aforesaid definition of scan-
dal is unfitting.

On the contrary, Jerome in expounding Mat. 15:12,
“Dost thou know that the Pharisees, when they heard this
word,” etc. says: “When we read ‘Whosoever shall scandalize,’
the sense is ‘Whosoever shall, by deed or word, occasion an-

other’s spiritual downfall.’ ”
I answer that, As Jerome observes the Greek σκάνδαλον

may be rendered offense, downfall, or a stumbling against
something. Forwhen a body, whilemoving along a path,meets
with an obstacle, it may happen to stumble against it, and be
disposed to fall down: such an obstacle is a σκάνδαλον.

In like manner, while going along the spiritual way, a man
may be disposed to a spiritual downfall by another’s word or
deed, in so far, to wit, as one man by his injunction, induce-
ment or example, moves another to sin; and this is scandal
properly so called.

Now nothing by its very nature disposes a man to spiri-
tual downfall, except that which has some lack of rectitude,
since what is perfectly right, secures man against a fall, instead
of conducing to his downfall. Scandal is, therefore, fittingly de-
fined as “something less rightly done or said, that occasions an-
other’s spiritual downfall.”

Reply to Objection 1. e thought or desire of evil lies
hidden in the heart, wherefore it does not suggest itself to an-
other man as an obstacle conducing to his spiritual downfall:
hence it cannot come under the head of scandal.

Reply to Objection 2. A thing is said to be less right, not
because something else surpasses it in rectitude, but because it
has some lack of rectitude, either through being evil in itself,
such as sin, or through having an appearance of evil. us, for
instance, if a man were to “sit at meat in the idol’s temple” (1
Cor. 8:10), though this is not sinful in itself, provided it be
done with no evil intention, yet, since it has a certain appear-
ance of evil, and a semblance of worshipping the idol, it might
occasion another man’s spiritual downfall. Hence the Apostle
says (1 ess. 5:22): “From all appearance of evil refrain your-
selves.” Scandal is therefore fittingly described as something
done “less rightly,” so as to comprise both whatever is sinful
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in itself, and all that has an appearance of evil.
Reply to Objection 3. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 75,

Aa. 2,3; Ia IIae, q. 80, a. 1), nothing can be a sufficient cause
of a man’s spiritual downfall, which is sin, save his own will.
Wherefore another man’s words or deeds can only be an im-
perfect cause, conducing somewhat to that downfall. For this
reason scandal is said to afford not a cause, but an occasion,
which is an imperfect, and not always an accidental cause. Nor
is there any reason why certain definitions should not make
mention of things that are accidental, since what is accidental
to one, may be proper to something else: thus the accidental
cause is mentioned in the definition of chance (Phys. ii, 5).

Reply to Objection 4. Another’s words or deed may be
the cause of another’s sin in two ways, directly and acciden-
tally. Directly, when a man either intends, by his evil word or
deed, to lead another man into sin, or, if he does not so in-
tend, when his deed is of such a nature as to lead another into
sin: for instance, when a man publicly commits a sin or does
something that has an appearance of sin. In this case he that
does such an act does, properly speaking, afford an occasion of
another’s spiritual downfall, wherefore his act is called “active
scandal.” Oneman’s word or deed is the accidental cause of an-

other’s sin, when he neither intends to lead him into sin, nor
does what is of a nature to lead him into sin, and yet this other
one, through being ill-disposed, is led into sin, for instance,
into envy of another’s good, and then he who does this righ-
teous act, does not, so far as he is concerned, afford an occasion
of the other’s downfall, but it is this other one who takes the
occasion according to Rom. 7:8: “Sin taking occasion by the
commandment wrought in me all manner of concupiscence.”
Wherefore this is “passive,” without “active scandal,” since he
that acts rightly does not, for his own part, afford the occasion
of the other’s downfall. Sometimes therefore it happens that
there is active scandal in the one together with passive scandal
in the other, as when one commits a sin being induced thereto
by another; sometimes there is active without passive scandal,
for instance when one, by word or deed, provokes another to
sin, and the latter does not consent; and sometimes there is
passive without active scandal, as we have already said.

Reply to Objection 5. “Weakness” denotes proneness to
scandal; while “offense” signifies resentment against the per-
son who commits a sin, which resentment may be sometimes
without spiritual downfall; and “scandal” is the stumbling that
results in downfall.

IIa IIae q. 43 a. 2Whether scandal is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that scandal is not a sin. For
sins do not occur from necessity, since all sin is voluntary, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 74, Aa. 1,2). Now it is written (Mat.
18:7): “Itmust needs be that scandals come.”erefore scandal
is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, no sin arises from a sense of dutiful-
ness, because “a good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit” (Mat.
7:18). But scandal may come from a sense of dutifulness, for
Our Lord said to Peter (Mat. 16:23): “ou art a scandal unto
Me,” in reference to which words Jerome says that “the Apos-
tle’s error was due to his sense of dutifulness, and such is never
inspired by the devil.” erefore scandal is not always a sin.

Objection 3. Further, scandal denotes a stumbling. But he
that stumbles does not always fall. erefore scandal, which is
a spiritual fall, can be without sin.

On the contrary, Scandal is “something less rightly said
or done.” Now anything that lacks rectitude is a sin. erefore
scandal is always with sin.

I answer that, As already said (a. 1, ad 4), scandal is of
two kinds, passive scandal in the person scandalized, and ac-
tive scandal in the person who gives scandal, and so occasions
a spiritual downfall. Accordingly passive scandal is always a sin
in the person scandalized; for he is not scandalized except in
so far as he succumbs to a spiritual downfall, and that is a sin.

Yet there can be passive scandal, without sin on the part
of the person whose action has occasioned the scandal, as for
instance, when a person is scandalized at another’s good deed.
In like manner active scandal is always a sin in the person who
gives scandal, since either what he does is a sin, or if it only

have the appearance of sin, it should always be le undone out
of that love for our neighbor which binds each one to be solic-
itous for his neighbor’s spiritual welfare; so that if he persist in
doing it he acts against charity.

Yet there can be active scandal without sin on the part of
the person scandalized, as stated above (a. 1, ad 4).

Reply toObjection 1.esewords, “It must needs be that
scandals come,” are to be understood to convey, not the abso-
lute, but the conditional necessity of scandal; in which sense it
is necessary that whatever God foresees or foretells must hap-
pen, provided it be taken conjointly with such foreknowledge,
as explained in the Ia, q. 14, a. 13, ad 3; Ia, q. 23, a. 6, ad 2.

Or we may say that the necessity of scandals occurring
is a necessity of end, because they are useful in order that
“they…who are reproved may be made manifest” (1 Cor.
11:19).

Or scandalsmust needs occur, seeing the condition ofman
who fails to shield himself from sin. us a physician on see-
ing a man partaking of unsuitable food might say that such a
man must needs injure his health, which is to be understood
on the condition that he does not change his diet. In like man-
ner it must needs be that scandals come, so long as men fail to
change their evil mode of living.

Reply toObjection 2. In that passage scandal denotes any
kind of hindrance: for Peter wished to hinder Our Lord’s Pas-
sion out of a sense of dutifulness towards Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. No man stumbles spiritually, with-
out being kept back somewhat from advancing in God’s way,
and that is at least a venial sin.
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IIa IIae q. 43 a. 3Whether scandal is a special sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that scandal is not a special sin.
For scandal is “something said or done less rightly.” But this ap-
plies to every kind of sin. erefore every sin is a scandal, and
consequently, scandal is not a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, every special kind of sin, or every
special kind of injustice, may be found separately from other
kinds, as stated in Ethic. v, 3,5. But scandal is not to be found
separately from other sins. erefore it is not a special kind of
sin.

Objection 3. Further, every special sin is constituted by
something which specifies the moral act. But the notion of
scandal consists in its being something done in the presence of
others: and the fact of a sin being committed openly, though
it is an aggravating circumstance, does not seem to constitute
the species of a sin. erefore scandal is not a special sin.

On the contrary,A special virtue has a special sin opposed
to it. But scandal is opposed to a special virtue, viz. charity. For
it is written (Rom. 14:15): “If, because of thymeat, thy brother
be grieved, thou walkest not now according to charity.”ere-
fore scandal is a special sin.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), scandal is twofold, ac-
tive andpassive. Passive scandal cannot be a special sin, because
through another’s word or deed a man may fall into any kind
of sin: and the fact that a man takes occasion to sin from an-
other’s word or deed, does not constitute a special kind of sin,
because it does not imply a special deformity in opposition to
a special virtue.

On the other hand, active scandal may be understood in

two ways, directly and accidently. e scandal is accidental
when it is beside the agent’s intention, as when aman does not
intend, by his inordinate deed or word, to occasion another’s
spiritual downfall, but merely to satisfy his own will. In such a
case even active scandal is not a special sin, because a species is
not constituted by that which is accidental.

Active scandal is direct when a man intends, by his inor-
dinate word or deed, to draw another into sin, and then it be-
comes a special kind of sin on account of the intention of a
special kind of end, because moral actions take their species
from their end, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 18,
Aa. 4,6). Hence, just as the and murder are special kinds of
sin, on account of their denoting the intention of doing a spe-
cial injury to one’s neighbor: so too, scandal is a special kind of
sin, because thereby a man intends a special harm to his neigh-
bor, and it is directly opposed to fraternal correction, whereby
a man intends the removal of a special kind of harm.

Reply to Objection 1. Any sin may be the matter of ac-
tive scandal, but it may derive the formal aspect of a special sin
from the end intended, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Active scandal can be found sepa-
rate from other sins, as when a man scandalizes his neighbor
by a deed which is not a sin in itself, but has an appearance of
evil.

Reply toObjection 3. Scandal does not derive the species
of a special sin from the circumstance in question, but from the
intention of the end, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 43 a. 4Whether scandal is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that scandal is a mortal sin.
For every sin that is contrary to charity is amortal sin, as stated
above (q. 24, a. 12; q. 35 , a. 3). But scandal is contrary to char-
ity, as stated above (Aa. 2,3). erefore scandal is a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, no sin, save mortal sin, deserves the
punishment of eternal damnation. But scandal deserves the
punishment of eternal damnation, according to Mat. 18:6:
“He that shall scandalize one of these little ones, that believe in
Me, it were better for him that a mill-stone should be hanged
about his neck, and that he should be drowned in the depth of
the sea.” For, as Jerome says on this passage, “it is much better
to receive a brief punishment for a fault, than to await everlast-
ing torments.” erefore scandal is a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, every sin committed against God is
a mortal sin, because mortal sin alone turns man away from
God. Now scandal is a sin against God, for the Apostle says
(1 Cor. 8:12): “When you wound the weak conscience of the
brethren*, you sin against Christ.” erefore scandal is always
a mortal sin.

On the contrary, It may be a venial sin to lead a person
into venial sin: and yet this would be to give scandal. ere-
fore scandal may be a venial sin.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), scandal denotes a
stumblingwhereby a person is disposed to a spiritual downfall.
Consequently passive scandal may sometimes be a venial sin,
when it consists in a stumbling andnothingmore; for instance,
when a person is disturbed by a movement of venial sin occa-
sioned by another’s inordinate word or deed: while sometimes
it is a mortal sin, when the stumbling results in a downfall, for
instance, when a person goes so far as to commit a mortal sin
through another’s inordinate word or deed.

Active scandal, if it be accidental, may sometimes be a ve-
nial sin; for instance, when, through a slight indiscretion, a
person either commits a venial sin, or does something that is
not a sin in itself, but has some appearance of evil. On the
other hand, it is sometimes a mortal sin, either because a per-
son commits amortal sin, or because he has such contempt for
his neighbor’s spiritual welfare that he declines, for the sake

* Vulg.: ‘When you sin thus against the brethren and wound their weak
conscience’.
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of procuring it, to forego doing what he wishes to do. But in
the case of active direct scandal, as when a person intends to
lead another into sin, if he intends to lead him into mortal sin,
his own sin will be mortal; and in like manner if he intends by

committing a mortal sin himself, to lead another into venial
sin; whereas if he intends, by committing a venial sin, to lead
another into venial sin, there will be a venial sin of scandal.

And this suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 43 a. 5Whether passive scandal may happen even to the perfect?

Objection 1. It would seem that passive scandal may hap-
pen even to the perfect. For Christ was supremely perfect: and
yet He said to Peter (Mat. 16:23): “ou art a scandal to Me.”
Much more therefore can other perfect men suffer scandal.

Objection 2. Further, scandal denotes an obstacle which
is put in a person’s spiritual way. Now even perfect men can be
hindered in their progress along the spiritual way, according
to 1 ess. 2:18: “We would have come to you, I Paul indeed,
once and again; but Satan hath hindered us.” erefore even
perfect men can suffer scandal.

Objection 3. Further, even perfect men are liable to venial
sins, according to 1 Jn. 1:8: “If we say that we have no sin, we
deceive ourselves.” Now passive scandal is not always a mortal
sin, but is sometimes venial, as stated above (a. 4). erefore
passive scandal may be found in perfect men.

On the contrary, Jerome, in commenting on Mat. 18:6,
“He that shall scandalize one of these little ones,” says: “Ob-
serve that it is the little one that is scandalized, for the elders
do not take scandal.”

I answer that, Passive scandal implies that the mind of the
personwho takes scandal is unsettled in its adherence to good.
Now no man can be unsettled, who adheres firmly to some-
thing immovable. e elders, i.e. the perfect, adhere to God
alone, Whose goodness is unchangeable, for though they ad-
here to their superiors, they do so only in so far as these adhere

to Christ, according to 1 Cor. 4:16: “Be ye followers of me, as
I also amofChrist.”Wherefore, howevermuch othersmay ap-
pear to them to conduct themselves ill in word or deed, they
themselves do not stray from their righteousness, according to
Ps. 124:1: “ey that trust in the Lord shall be asMount Sion:
he shall not be moved for ever that dwelleth in Jerusalem.”
erefore scandal is not found in those who adhere to God
perfectly by love, according to Ps. 118:165: “Much peace have
they that lovey law, and to them there is no stumbling-block
[scandalum].”

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 2, ad 2), in this
passage, scandal is used in a broad sense, to denote any kind
of hindrance. HenceOur Lord said to Peter: “ou art a scan-
dal to Me,” because he was endeavoring to weaken Our Lord’s
purpose of undergoing His Passion.

Reply toObjection 2.Perfectmenmay be hindered in the
performance of external actions. But they are not hindered by
thewords or deeds of others, from tending toGod in the inter-
nal acts of thewill, according toRom. 8:38,39: “Neither death,
nor life…shall be able to separate us from the love of God.”

Reply toObjection 3. Perfect men sometimes fall into ve-
nial sins through the weakness of the flesh; but they are not
scandalized (taking scandal in its true sense), by the words or
deeds of others, although there can be an approach to scandal
in them, according to Ps. 72:2: “My feet were almost moved.”

IIa IIae q. 43 a. 6Whether active scandal can be found in the perfect?

Objection 1. It would seem that active scandal can be
found in the perfect. For passion is the effect of action. Now
some are scandalizedpassively by thewords or deeds of the per-
fect, according toMat. 15:12: “Dost thou know that the Phar-
isees, when they heard this word, were scandalized?”erefore
active scandal can be found in the perfect.

Objection 2. Further, Peter, aer receiving the Holy
Ghost, was in the state of the perfect. Yet aerwards he scan-
dalized the gentiles: for it is written (Gal. 2:14): “When I saw
that they walked not uprightly unto the truth of the Gospel,
I said to Cephas,” i.e. Peter, “before them all: If thou being a
Jew, livest aer the manner of the gentiles, and not as the Jews
do, how dost thou compel the gentiles to live as do the Jews?”
erefore active scandal can be in the perfect.

Objection 3. Further, active scandal is sometimes a venial
sin. But venial sins may be in perfect men. erefore active
scandal may be in perfect men.

On the contrary, Active scandal is more opposed to per-

fection, than passive scandal. But passive scandal cannot be in
the perfect.Much less, therefore, can active scandal be in them.

I answer that, Active scandal, properly so called, occurs
when a man says or does a thing which in itself is of a nature
to occasion another’s spiritual downfall, and that is only when
what he says or does is inordinate. Now it belongs to the per-
fect to direct all their actions according to the rule of reason, as
stated in 1Cor. 14:40: “Let all things be done decently and ac-
cording to order”; and they are careful to do this in those mat-
ters chiefly wherein not only would they do wrong, but would
also be to others an occasion of wrongdoing. And if indeed
they fail in this moderation in such words or deeds as come to
the knowledge of others, this has its origin in humanweakness
wherein they fall short of perfection. Yet they do not fall short
so far as to stray far from the order of reason, but only a little
and in some slight matter: and this is not so grave that anyone
can reasonably take therefrom an occasion for committing sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Passive scandal is always due to
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some active scandal; yet this active scandal is not always in an-
other, but in the very person who is scandalized, because, to
wit, he scandalizes himself.

Reply to Objection 2. In the opinion of Augustine (Ep.
xxviii, xl, lxxxii) and of Paul also, Peter sinned and was to be
blamed, in withdrawing from the gentiles in order to avoid
the scandal of the Jews, because he did this somewhat impru-
dently, so that the gentiles who had been converted to the faith
were scandalized. Nevertheless Peter’s action was not so grave

a sin as to give others sufficient ground for scandal.Hence they
were guilty of passive scandal,while therewas no active scandal
in Peter.

Reply toObjection3.evenial sins of the perfect consist
chiefly in suddenmovements, which being hidden cannot give
scandal. If, however, they commit any venial sins even in their
external words or deeds, these are so slight as to be insufficient
in themselves to give scandal.

IIa IIae q. 43 a. 7Whether spiritual goods should be foregone on account of scandal?

Objection 1. It would seem that spiritual goods ought to
be foregone on account of scandal. For Augustine (Contra Ep.
Parmen. iii, 2) teaches that “punishment for sin should cease,
when the peril of schism is feared.” But punishment of sins is a
spiritual good, since it is an act of justice. erefore a spiritual
good is to be foregone on account of scandal.

Objection 2. Further, the Sacred Doctrine is a most spir-
itual thing. Yet one ought to desist therefrom on account of
scandal, according to Mat. 7:6: “Give not that which is holy
to dogs, neither cast ye your pearls before swine lest…turning
upon you, they tear you.” erefore a spiritual good should be
foregone on account of scandal.

Objection 3.Further, since fraternal correction is an act of
charity, it is a spiritual good. Yet sometimes it is omitted out of
charity, in order to avoid giving scandal to others, as Augustine
observes (De Civ. Dei i, 9). erefore a spiritual good should
be foregone on account of scandal.

Objection 4. Further, Jerome* says that in order to avoid
scandal we should forego whatever it is possible to omit with-
out prejudice to the threefold truth, i.e. “the truth of life, of
justice and of doctrine.” Now the observance of the counsels,
and the bestowal of alms may oen be omitted without prej-
udice to the aforesaid threefold truth, else whoever omitted
themwould always be guilty of sin, and yet such things are the
greatest of spiritual works.erefore spiritual works should be
omitted on account of scandal.

Objection 5. Further, the avoidance of any sin is a spir-
itual good, since any sin brings spiritual harm to the sinner.
Now it seems that one ought sometimes to commit a venial
sin in order to avoid scandalizing one’s neighbor, for instance,
when by sinning venially, one would prevent someone else
from committing amortal sin: because one is bound to hinder
the damnation of one’s neighbor as much as one can without
prejudice to one’s own salvation, which is not precluded by a
venial sin. erefore one ought to forego a spiritual good in
order to avoid scandal.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. Super Ezech. vii):
“If people are scandalized at the truth, it is better to allow the
birth of scandal, than to abandon the truth.” Now spiritual
goods belong, above all others, to the truth.erefore spiritual

goods are not to be foregone on account of scandal.
I answer that, Whereas scandal is twofold, active and pas-

sive, the present question does not apply to active scandal, for
since active scandal is “something said or done less rightly,”
nothingought tobedone that implies active scandal.eques-
tion does, however, apply to passive scandal, and accordingly
we have to see what ought to be foregone in order to avoid
scandal. Now a distinction must be made in spiritual goods.
For some of them are necessary for salvation, and cannot be
foregone without mortal sin: and it is evident that no man
ought to commit amortal sin, in order toprevent another from
sinning, because according to the order of charity, aman ought
to love his own spiritual welfare more than another’s. ere-
fore one ought not to forego that which is necessary for salva-
tion, in order to avoid giving scandal.

Again a distinction seemsnecessary among spiritual things
which are not necessary for salvation: because the scandal
which arises from such things sometimes proceeds from mal-
ice, for instance when a man wishes to hinder those spiri-
tual goods by stirring up scandal. is is the “scandal of the
Pharisees,” who were scandalized at Our Lord’s teaching: and
Our Lord teaches (Mat. 15:14) that we ought to treat such
like scandal with contempt. Sometimes scandal proceeds from
weakness or ignorance, and such is the “scandal of little ones.”
In order to avoid this kind of scandal, spiritual goods ought
to be either concealed, or sometimes even deferred (if this can
be done without incurring immediate danger), until the mat-
ter being explained the scandal cease. If, however, the scandal
continue aer the matter has been explained, it would seem
to be due to malice, and then it would no longer be right to
forego that spiritual good in order to avoid such like scandal.

Reply toObjection 1. In the infliction of punishment it is
not the punishment itself that is the end in view, but itsmedici-
nal properties in checking sin; wherefore punishment partakes
of the nature of justice, in so far as it checks sin. But if it is
evident that the infliction of punishment will result in more
numerous andmore grievous sins being committed, the inflic-
tion of punishment will no longer be a part of justice. It is in
this sense that Augustine is speaking, when, to wit, the excom-
munication of a few threatens to bring about the danger of a

* Hugh de S. Cher., In Matth. xviii; in Luc. xvii, 2.

1312



schism, for in that case it would be contrary to the truth of jus-
tice to pronounce excommunication.

Reply to Objection 2. With regard to a man’s doctrine
two points must be considered, namely, the truth which is
taught, and the act of teaching. e first of these is necessary
for salvation, towit, that hewhose duty it is to teach should no’
teach what is contrary to the truth, and that he should teach
the truth according to the requirements of times and persons:
wherefore on no account ought he to suppress the truth and
teach error in order to avoid any scandal that might ensue. But
the act itself of teaching is one of the spiritual almsdeeds, as
stated above (q. 32, a. 2), and so the same is to be said of it as of
the other works of mercy, of which we shall speak further on
(ad 4).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 33, a. 1), frater-
nal correction aims at the correction of a brother, wherefore it
is to be reckoned among spiritual goods in so far as this end can
be obtained, which is not the case if the brother be scandalized
through being corrected. And so, if the correction be omitted
in order to avoid scandal, no spiritual good is foregone.

Reply to Objection 4. e truth of life, of doctrine, and
of justice comprises not only whatever is necessary for salva-
tion, but also whatever is a means of obtaining salvation more
perfectly, according to 1 Cor. 12:31: “Be zealous for the bet-
ter gis.” Wherefore neither the counsels nor even the works

of mercy are to be altogether omitted in order to avoid scan-
dal; but sometimes they should be concealed or deferred, on
account of the scandal of the little ones, as stated above. Some-
times, however, the observance of the counsels and the fulfil-
ment of the works of mercy are necessary for salvation. is
may be seen in the case of those who have vowed to keep the
counsels, and of those whose duty it is to relieve the wants of
others, either in temporal matters (as by feeding the hungry),
or in spiritualmatters (as by instructing the ignorant), whether
such duties arise from their being enjoined as in the case of
prelates, or from the need on the part of the person in want;
and then the same applies to these things as to others that are
necessary for salvation.

Reply to Objection 5. Some have said that one ought to
commit a venial sin in order to avoid scandal. But this implies
a contradiction, since if it ought to be done, it is no longer evil
or sinful, for a sin cannot be a matter of choice. It may happen
however that, on account of some circumstance, something is
not a venial sin, though it would be were it not for that cir-
cumstance: thus an idle word is a venial sin, when it is uttered
uselessly; yet if it be uttered for a reasonable cause, it is neither
idle nor sinful. And though venial sin does not deprive a man
of grace which is his means of salvation, yet, in so far as it dis-
poses him to mortal sin, it tends to the loss of salvation.

IIa IIae q. 43 a. 8Whether temporal goods should be foregone on account of scandal?

Objection 1. It would seem that temporal goods should
be foregone on account of scandal. For we ought to love our
neighbor’s spiritualwelfarewhich is hindered by scandal,more
than any temporal goods whatever. But we forego what we
love less for the sake of what we love more. erefore we
should forego temporal goods in order to avoid scandalizing
our neighbor.

Objection 2. Further, according to Jerome’s rule*, what-
ever can be foregone without prejudice to the threefold truth,
should be omitted in order to avoid scandal. Now tempo-
ral goods can be foregone without prejudice to the threefold
truth. erefore they should be foregone in order to avoid
scandal.

Objection 3. Further, no temporal good is more necessary
than food. But we ought to forego taking food on account of
scandal, according to Rom. 14:15: “Destroy not him with thy
meat for whom Christ died.” Much more therefore should all
other temporal goods be foregone on account of scandal.

Objection 4. Further, themost fitting way of safeguarding
and recovering temporal goods is the court of justice. But it
is unlawful to have recourse to justice, especially if scandal en-
sues: for it is written (Mat. 5:40): “If a man will contend with
thee in judgment, and take away thy coat, let go thy cloak also
unto him”; and (1 Cor. 6:7): “Already indeed there is plainly
a fault among you, that you have lawsuits one with another.

Why do you not rather take wrong? why do you not rather
suffer yourselves to be defrauded?” erefore it seems that we
ought to forego temporal goods on account of scandal.

Objection 5. Further, we ought, seemingly, to forego least
of all those temporal goods which are connectedwith spiritual
goods: and yet we ought to forego themon account of scandal.
For the Apostle while sowing spiritual things did not accept
a temporal stipend lest he “should give any hindrance to the
Gospel of Christ” as we read 1 Cor. 9:12. For a like reason the
Church does not demand tithes in certain countries, in order
to avoid scandal. Much more, therefore, ought we to forego
other temporal goods in order to avoid scandal.

On the contrary, Blessed omas of Canterbury de-
manded the restitution of Church property, notwithstanding
that the king took scandal from his doing so.

I answer that, A distinction must be made in temporal
goods: for either they are ours, or they are consigned to us
to take care of them for someone else; thus the goods of the
Church are consigned to prelates, and the goods of the com-
munity are entrusted to all such persons as have authority over
the common weal. In this latter case the care of such things
(as of things held in deposit) devolves of necessity on those
persons to whom they are entrusted, wherefore, even as other
things that are necessary for salvation, they are not to be fore-
gone on account of scandal. On the other hand, as regards

* Cf. a. 7, obj. 4.
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those temporalities of which we have the dominion, some-
times, on account of scandal, we are bound to forego them,
and sometimes we are not so bound, whether we forego them
by giving them up, if we have them in our possession, or by
omitting to claim them, if they are in the possession of oth-
ers. For if the scandal arise therefrom through the ignorance
or weakness of others (in which case, as stated above, a. 7, it is
scandal of the little ones) we must either forego such tempo-
ralities altogether, or the scandalmust be abated by some other
means, namely, by somekindof admonition.HenceAugustine
says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 20): “ou shouldst give so
as to injure neither thyself nor another, as much as thou canst
lend, and if thou refusest what is asked, thou must yet be just
to him, indeed thou wilt give him something better than he
asks, if thou reprove him that asks unjustly.” Sometimes, how-
ever, scandal arises from malice. is is scandal of the Phar-
isees: and we ought not to forego temporal goods for the sake
of those who stir up scandals of this kind, for this would both
be harmful to the common good, since it would give wicked
men an opportunity of plunder, and would be injurious to the
plunderers themselves, whowould remain in sin as long as they
were in possession of another’s property. Hence Gregory says
(Moral. xxxi, 13): “Sometimes we ought to suffer those who
rob us of our temporalities, while sometimes we should resist
them, as far as equity allows, in the hope not only that we may
safeguard our property, but also lest thosewho takewhat is not
theirs may lose themselves.”

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. If it were permissible for wicked

men to rob other people of their property, this would tend to
the detriment of the truth of life and justice. erefore we are
not always bound to forego our temporal goods in order to
avoid scandal.

Reply to Objection 3. e Apostle had no intention of
counselling total abstinence from food on account of scandal,
because our welfare requires that we should take food: but he
intended to counsel abstinence from a particular kind of food,
in order to avoid scandal, according to 1 Cor. 8:13: “I will
never eat flesh, lest I should scandalize my brother.”

Reply toObjection 4.According to Augustine (De Serm.
Dom. in Monte i, 19) this precept of Our Lord is to be un-
derstood of the preparedness of the mind, namely, that man
should be prepared, if it be expedient, to suffer being harmed
or defrauded, rather than go to law. But sometimes it is not ex-
pedient, as stated above (ad 2). e same applies to the saying
of the Apostle.

Reply to Objection 5. e scandal which the Apostle
avoided, arose from an error of the gentiles who were not used
to this payment. Hence it behooved him to forego it for the
time being, so that they might be taught first of all that such a
paymentwas a duty. For a like reason theChurch refrains from
demanding tithes in those countries where it is not customary
to pay them.
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S P   S P, Q 44
Of the Precepts of Charity
(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the Precepts of Charity, under which there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether precepts should be given about charity?
(2) Whether there should be one or two?
(3) Whether two suffice?
(4) Whether it is fittingly prescribed that we should love God, “with thy whole heart”?
(5) Whether it is fittingly added: “With thy whole mind,” etc.?
(6) Whether it is possible to fulfil this precept in this life?
(7) Of the precept: “ou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself ”;
(8) Whether the order of charity is included in the precept?

IIa IIae q. 44 a. 1Whether any precept should be given about charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that no precept should be
given about charity. For charity imposes themode on all acts of
virtue, since it is the form of the virtues as stated above (q. 23,
a. 8), while the precepts are about the virtues themselves. Now,
according to the common saying, the mode is not included in
the precept.erefore no precepts should be given about char-
ity.

Objection 2. Further, charity, which “is poured forth in
our hearts by theHolyGhost” (Rom. 5:5), makes us free, since
“where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty” (2 Cor. 3:17).
Now the obligation that arises fromaprecept is opposed to lib-
erty, since it imposes a necessity. erefore no precept should
be given about charity.

Objection3.Further, charity is the foremost among all the
virtues, to which the precepts are directed, as shown above ( Ia
IIae, q. 90, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 100, a. 9). If, therefore, any precepts
were given about charity, they should have a place among the
chief precepts which are those of the decalogue. But they have
no place there. erefore no precepts should be given about
charity.

On the contrary,Whatever God requires of us is included
in a precept. Now God requires that man should love Him,
according to Dt. 10:12. erefore it behooved precepts to be
given about the love of charity, which is the love of God.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 16, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 99,
a. 1), a precept implies the notion of something due. Hence
a thing is a matter of precept, in so far as it is something due.
Now a thing is due in two ways, for its own sake, and for the
sake of something else. In every affair, it is the end that is due
for its own sake, because it has the character of a good for its
own sake: while that which is directed to the end is due for
the sake of something else: thus for a physician, it is due for its
own sake, that he should heal, while it is due for the sake of
something else that he should give a medicine in order to heal.
Now the end of the spiritual life is that man be united to God,
and this union is effected by charity, while all things pertain-
ing to the spiritual life are ordained to this union, as to their

end.Hence theApostle says (1Tim. 1:5): “eendof the com-
mandment is charity from a pure heart, and a good conscience,
and an unfeigned faith.” For all the virtues, about whose acts
the precepts are given, are directed either to the freeing of the
heart from the whirl of the passions—such are the virtues that
regulate the passions—or at least to the possession of a good
conscience—such are the virtues that regulate operations—or
to the having of a right faith—such are those which pertain
to the worship of God: and these three things are required of
man that he may love God. For an impure heart is withdrawn
from loving God, on account of the passion that inclines it to
earthly things; an evil conscience gives man a horror for God’s
justice, through fear of His punishments; and an untrue faith
drawsman’s affections to an untrue representation ofGod, and
separates him from the truth of God. Now in every genus that
which is for its own sake takes precedence of that which is for
the sake of another, wherefore the greatest precept is that of
charity, as stated in Mat. 22:39.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 100,
a. 10) whenwewere treating of the commandments, themode
of love does not come under those precepts which are about
the other acts of virtue: for instance, this precept, “Honor thy
father and thy mother,” does not prescribe that this should be
done out of charity. e act of love does, however, fall under
special precepts.

Reply to Objection 2. e obligation of a precept is not
opposed to liberty, except in one whose mind is averted from
that which is prescribed, as may be seen in those who keep the
precepts through fear alone. But the precept of love cannot be
fulfilled save of one’s own will, wherefore it is not opposed to
charity.

Reply to Objection 3. All the precepts of the decalogue
are directed to the love ofGod and of our neighbor: and there-
fore the precepts of charity had not to be enumerated among
the precepts of the decalogue, since they are included in all of
them.
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IIa IIae q. 44 a. 2Whether there should have been given two precepts of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that there should not have
been given two precepts of charity. For the precepts of the Law
are directed to virtue, as stated above (a. 1, obj. 3).Now charity
is one virtue, as shown above (q. 33, a. 5). erefore only one
precept of charity should have been given.

Objection2.Further, asAugustine says (DeDoctr.Christ.
i, 22,27), charity loves none but God in our neighbor. Now
we are sufficiently directed to love God by the precept, “ou
shalt love the Lord thy God.” erefore there was no need to
add the precept about loving our neighbor.

Objection 3. Further, different sins are opposed to differ-
ent precepts. But it is not a sin to put aside the love of our
neighbor, provided we put not aside the love of God; indeed,
it is written (Lk. 15:26): “If anyman come toMe, and hate not
his father, and mother…he cannot be My disciple.” erefore
the precept of the love of God is not distinct from the precept
of the love of our neighbor.

Objection 4. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 13:8): “He
that loveth his neighbor hath fulfilled the Law.” But a law is
not fulfilled unless all its precepts be observed. erefore all
the precepts are included in the love of our neighbor: and con-
sequently the one precept of the love of our neighbor suffices.
erefore there should not be two precepts of charity.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Jn. 4:21): “is com-
mandment we have from God, that he who loveth God, love
also his brother.”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 91, a. 3; Ia IIae,
q. 94, a. 2) when we were treating of the commandments, the
precepts are to the Law what propositions are to speculative
sciences, for in these latter, the conclusions are virtually con-

tained in the first principles. Hence whoever knows the prin-
ciples as to their entire virtual extent has no need to have the
conclusions put separately before him. Since, however, some
who know the principles are unable to consider all that is vir-
tually contained therein, it is necessary, for their sake, that sci-
entific conclusions should be traced to their principles.Now in
practicalmatters wherein the precepts of the Lawdirect us, the
end has the character of principle, as stated above (q. 23, a. 7,
ad 2; q. 26, a. 1, ad 1): and the love of God is the end to which
the love of our neighbor is directed. erefore it behooved us
to receive precepts not only of the love of God but also of the
love of our neighbor, on account of those who are less intelli-
gent, who do not easily understand that one of these precepts
is included in the other.

Reply to Objection 1. Although charity is one virtue, yet
it has two acts, one of which is directed to the other as to its
end. Now precepts are given about acts of virtue, and so there
had to be several precepts of charity.

Reply to Objection 2. God is loved in our neighbor, as
the end is loved in that which is directed to the end; and yet
there was need for an explicit precept about both, for the rea-
son given above.

Reply to Objection 3. e means derive their goodness
from their relation to the end, and accordingly aversion from
themeans derives its malice from the same source and fromno
other

Reply toObjection 4. Love of our neighbor includes love
ofGod, as the end is included in themeans, and vice versa: and
yet it behooved each precept to be given explicitly, for the rea-
son given above.

IIa IIae q. 44 a. 3Whether two precepts of charity suffice?

Objection 1. It would seem that two precepts of char-
ity do not suffice. For precepts are given about acts of virtue.
Now acts are distinguished by their objects. Since, then,man is
bound to love four things out of charity, namely, God, himself,
his neighbor and his own body, as shown above (q. 25, a. 12;
q. 26), it seems that there ought to be four precepts of charity,
so that two are not sufficient.

Objection 2. Further, love is not the only act of charity,
but also joy, peace and beneficence. But precepts should be
given about the acts of the virtues. erefore two precepts of
charity do not suffice.

Objection 3. Further, virtue consists not only in doing
good but also in avoiding evil. Now we are led by the positive
precepts to do good, and by the negative precepts to avoid evil.
erefore there ought to have been not only positive, but also
negative precepts about charity; and so two precepts of charity
are not sufficient.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 22:40): “On

these two commandments dependeth the whole Law and the
prophets.”

I answer that,Charity, as stated above (q. 23, a. 1), is a kind
of friendship. Now friendship is between one person and an-
other, wherefore Gregory says (Hom. in Ev. xvii): “Charity is
not possible between less than two”: and it has been explained
howonemay love oneself out of charity (q. 25, a. 4).Now since
good is the object of dilection and love, and since good is either
an endor ameans, it is fitting that there should be twoprecepts
of charity, one whereby we are induced to loveGod as our end,
and another whereby we are led to love our neighbor for God’s
sake, as for the sake of our end

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. i, 23), “though four things are to be loved out of char-
ity, there was no need of a precept as regards the second and
fourth,” i.e. love of oneself and of one’s own body. “For how-
ever much a man may stray from the truth, the love of himself
and of his own body always remains in him.”And yet themode
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of this love had to be prescribed toman, namely, that he should
love himself and his own body in an ordinate manner, and this
is done by his loving God and his neighbor.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 28, a. 4; q. 29,
a. 3), the other acts of charity result from the act of love as
effects from their cause. Hence the precepts of love virtually
include the precepts about the other acts. And yet we find
that, for the sake of the laggards, special precepts were given
about each act—about joy (Phil. 4:4): “Rejoice in the Lord
always”—about peace (Heb. 12:14): “Follow peace with all
men”—about beneficence (Gal. 6:10): “Whilst we have time,
let us work good to all men”—and Holy Writ contains pre-
cepts about each of the parts of beneficence, as may be seen by

anyone who considers the matter carefully.
Reply to Objection 3. To do good is more than to

avoid evil, and therefore the positive precepts virtually include
the negative precepts. Nevertheless we find explicit precepts
against the vices contrary to charity: for, against hatred it is
written (Lev. 12:17): “ou shalt not hate thy brother in thy
heart”; against sloth (Ecclus. 6:26): “Be not grieved with her
bands”; against envy (Gal. 5:26): “Let us not be made desirous
of vainglory, provoking one another, envying one another”;
against discord (1 Cor. 1:10): “at you all speak the same
thing, and that there be no schisms among you”; and against
scandal (Rom. 14:13): “at you put not a stumbling-block
or a scandal in your brother’s way.”

IIa IIae q. 44 a. 4Whether it is fittingly commanded that man should love God with his whole heart?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is unfittingly com-
manded that man should love God with his whole heart. For
the mode of a virtuous act is not a matter of precept, as shown
above (a. 1, ad 1; Ia IIae, q. 100, a. 9). Now the words “with thy
whole heart” signify the mode of the love of God. erefore it
is unfittingly commanded that man should love God with his
whole heart.

Objection 2. Further, “A thing is whole and perfect when
it lacks nothing” (Phys. iii, 6). If therefore it is a matter of pre-
cept that God be loved with the whole heart, whoever does
something not pertaining to the love of God, acts counter to
the precept, and consequently sins mortally. Now a venial sin
does not pertain to the love of God. erefore a venial sin is a
mortal sin, which is absurd.

Objection 3. Further, to love God with one’s whole heart
belongs to perfection, since according to the Philosopher
(Phys. iii, text. 64), “to be whole is to be perfect.” But that
which belongs to perfection is not a matter of precept, but a
matter of counsel. erefore we ought not to be commanded
to love God with our whole heart.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:5): “ou shalt love
the Lord thy God with thy whole heart.”

I answer that, Since precepts are given about acts of virtue,
an act is a matter of precept according as it is an act of virtue.
Now it is requisite for an act of virtue that not only should it

fall on its own matter, but also that it should be endued with
its due circumstances, whereby it is adapted to thatmatter. But
God is to be loved as the last end, to which all things are to be
referred.erefore some kind of totality was to be indicated in
connection with the precept of the love of God.

Reply toObjection 1. e commandment that prescribes
an act of virtue does not prescribe the mode which that virtue
derives from another and higher virtue, but it does prescribe
the mode which belongs to its own proper virtue, and this
mode is signified in the words “with thy whole heart.”

Reply toObjection 2.To loveGodwith one’s whole heart
has a twofold signification. First, actually, so that aman’swhole
heart be always actually directed to God: this is the perfection
of heaven. Secondly, in the sense that a man’s whole heart be
habitually directed to God, so that it consent to nothing con-
trary to the love of God, and this is the perfection of the way.
Venial sin is not contrary to this latter perfection, because it
does not destroy the habit of charity, since it does not tend to
a contrary object, but merely hinders the use of charity.

Reply toObjection 3.at perfection of charity to which
the counsels are directed, is between the two perfections men-
tioned in the preceding reply: and it consists in man renounc-
ing, as much as possible, temporal things, even such as are law-
ful, because they occupy themind and hinder the actualmove-
ment of the heart towards God.

IIa IIae q. 44 a. 5Whether to the words, “ou shalt love the Lord thy God with thy whole heart,” it was fitting
to add “and with thy whole soul, and with thy whole strength”?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unfitting to the
words, “ou shalt love the Lord thy God, with thy whole
heart,” to add, “and with thy whole soul, and with thy whole
strength” (Dt. 6:5). For heart does not mean here a part of the
body, since to love God is not a bodily action: and therefore
heart is to be taken here in a spiritual sense. Now the heart un-
derstood spiritually is either the soul itself or part of the soul.
erefore it is superfluous to mention both heart and soul.

Objection 2. Further, a man’s strength whether spiritual
or corporal depends on the heart. erefore aer the words,
“ou shalt love the Lord thy God with thy whole heart,” it
was unnecessary to add, “with all thy strength.”

Objection3.Further, inMat. 22:37we read: “With all thy
mind,” which words do not occur here.erefore it seems that
this precept is unfittingly worded in Dt. 6.

On the contrary stands the authority of Scripture.
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I answer that, is precept is differently worded in vari-
ous places: for, as we said in the first objection, in Dt. 6 three
points are mentioned: “with thy whole heart,” and “with thy
whole soul,” and “with thy whole strength.” InMat. 22 we find
two of these mentioned, viz. “with thy whole heart” and “with
thy whole soul,” while “with thy whole strength” is omitted,
but “with thy whole mind” is added. Yet in Mark 12 we find
all four, viz. “with thy whole heart,” and “with thy whole soul,”
and “with thy whole mind,” and “with thy whole force” which
is the same as “strength.” Moreover, these four are indicated in
Luke 10, where in place of “strength” or “force” we read “with
all thy might.”*

Accordingly these four have to be explained, since the fact
that one of them is omitted here or there is due to one implying
another. We must therefore observe that love is an act of the
will which is here denoted by the “heart,” because just as the
bodily heart is the principle of all the movements of the body,
so too thewill, especially as regards the intentionof the last end
which is the object of charity, is the principle of all the move-
ments of the soul. Now there are three principles of action that
are moved by the will, namely, the intellect which is signified

by “the mind,” the lower appetitive power, signified by “the
soul”; and the exterior executive power signified by “strength,”
“force” or “might.” Accordingly we are commanded to direct
our whole intention to God, and this is signified by the words
“with thy whole heart”; to submit our intellect to God, and
this is expressed in the words “with thy whole mind”; to reg-
ulate our appetite according to God, in the words “with thy
whole soul”; and to obey God in our external actions, and this
is to love God with our whole “strength,” “force” or “might.”

Chrysostom†, on the other hand, takes “heart” and “soul”
in the contrary sense; and Augustine (De Doctr. Christ. i, 22)
refers “heart” to the thought, “soul” to the manner of life, and
“mind” to the intellect. Again some explain “with thy whole
heart” as denoting the intellect, “with thy whole soul” as signi-
fying thewill, “with thymind” as pointing to thememory.And
again, according to Gregory of Nyssa (De Hom. Opif. viii),
“heart” signifies the vegetative soul, “soul” the sensitive, and
“mind” the intellective soul, because our nourishment, sensa-
tion, and understanding ought all to be referred by us to God.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 44 a. 6Whether it is possible in this life to fulfil this precept of the love of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that in this life it is possible to
fulfil this precept of the love of God. For according to Jerome‡
“accursed is he who says that Cod has commanded anything
impossible.” ButGod gave this commandment, as is clear from
Dt. 6:5.erefore it is possible to fulfil this precept in this life.

Objection 2. Further, whoever does not fulfil a precept
sinsmortally, since according toAmbrose (DeParad. viii) sin is
nothing else than “a transgression of the Divine Law, and dis-
obedience of the heavenly commandments.” If therefore this
precept cannot be fulfilled by wayfarers, it follows that in this
life no man can be without mortal sin, and this is against the
saying of the Apostle (1 Cor. 1:8): ”(Who also) will confirm
youunto the endwithout crime,” and (1Tim. 3:10): “Let them
minister, having no crime.”

Objection 3. Further, precepts are given in order to direct
man in the way of salvation, according to Ps. 18:9: “e com-
mandment of the Lord is lightsome, enlightening the eyes.”
Now it is useless to direct anyone to what is impossible.ere-
fore it is not impossible to fulfill this precept in this life.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Perfect. Justit. viii):
“In the fulness of heavenly charity this preceptwill be fulfilled:
ou shalt love theLord thyGod,” etc. For as long as any carnal
concupiscence remains, that can be restrained by continence,
man cannot love God with all his heart.

I answer that, A precept can be fulfilled in two ways; per-
fectly, and imperfectly. A precept is fulfilled perfectly, when
the end intended by the author of the precept is reached; yet
it is fulfilled, imperfectly however, when although the end in-

tended by its author is not reached, nevertheless the order to
that end is not departed from. us if the commander of an
army order his soldiers to fight, his command will be perfectly
obeyed by those who fight and conquer the foe, which is the
commander’s intention; yet it is fulfilled, albeit imperfectly, by
those who fight without gaining the victory, provided they do
nothing contrary to military discipline. Now God intends by
this precept that man should be entirely united to Him, and
this will be realized in heaven, whenGodwill be “all in all,” ac-
cording to 1 Cor. 15:28. Hence this precept will be observed
fully and perfectly in heaven; yet it is fulfilled, though imper-
fectly, on the way. Nevertheless on the way one man will fulfil
itmore perfectly than another, and somuch themore, as he ap-
proaches by some kind of likeness to the perfection of heaven.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument proves that the pre-
cept can be fulfilled aer a fashion on the way, but not per-
fectly.

Reply toObjection 2. Even as the soldier who fights legit-
imately without conquering is not blamed nor deserves to be
punished for this, so too he that does not fulfil this precept on
theway, but does nothing against the love ofGod, does not sin
mortally.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Perfect.
Justit. viii), “why should not this perfection be prescribed to
man, although no man attains it in this life? For one cannot
run straight unless one knowswhither to run. And howwould
one know this if no precept pointed it out.”

* St.omas is explaining the Latin text which reads “ex tota fortitudine tua” (Dt.), “ex tota virtue tua” (Mk.), and “ex omnibus tuis” (Lk.), although theGreek
in all three cases has ἐξ ὅλης τῆς ἰσχύος, which theDouay renders “with thy whole strength.”. † equotation is from an anonymous author’s unfinished work
(Opus imperf. Hom. xlii, in Matth.) which is included in Chrysostom’s works. ‡ Pelagius, Exposit. Cath. Fid.
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IIa IIae q. 44 a. 7Whether the precept of love of our neighbor is fittingly expressed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precept of the love
of our neighbor is unfittingly expressed. For the love of char-
ity extends to all men, even to our enemies, as may be seen in
Mat. 5:44. But the word “neighbor” denotes a kind of “nigh-
ness” which does not seem to exist towards all men. erefore
it seems that this precept is unfittingly expressed.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ix, 8) “the origin of our friendly relations with others
lies in our relation to ourselves,” whence it seems to follow that
love of self is the origin of one’s love for one’s neighbor. Now
the principle is greater than that which results from it. ere-
fore man ought not to love his neighbor as himself.

Objection 3. Further, man loves himself, but not his
neighbor, naturally. erefore it is unfitting that he should be
commanded to love his neighbor as himself.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 22:39): “e second”
commandment “is like to this:ou shalt love thy neighbor as
thyself.”

I answer that, is precept is fittingly expressed, for it in-
dicates both the reason for loving and the mode of love. e
reason for loving is indicated in the word “neighbor,” because
the reasonwhyweought to love others out of charity is because

they are nigh to us, both as to the natural image of God, and
as to the capacity for glory. Nor does it matter whether we say
“neighbor,” or “brother” according to 1 Jn. 4:21, or “friend,” ac-
cording to Lev. 19:18, because all these words express the same
affinity.

emode of love is indicated in thewords “as thyself.”is
does not mean that a man must love his neighbor equally as
himself, but in like manner as himself, and this in three ways.
First, as regards the end, namely, that he should love his neigh-
bor for God’s sake, even as he loves himself for God’s sake,
so that his love for his neighbor is a “holy” love. Secondly, as
regards the rule of love, namely, that a man should not give
way to his neighbor in evil, but only in good things, even as
he ought to gratify his will in good things alone, so that his
love for his neighbor may be a “righteous” love. irdly, as re-
gards the reason for loving, namely, that a man should love his
neighbor, not for his own profit, or pleasure, but in the sense
of wishing his neighbor well, even as he wishes himself well, so
that his love for his neighbor may be a “true” love: since when
aman loves his neighbor for his own profit or pleasure, he does
not love his neighbor truly, but loves himself.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 44 a. 8Whether the order of charity is included in the precept?

Objection 1. It would seem that the order of charity is
not included in theprecept. Forwhoever transgresses a precept
does a wrong. But if man loves some one as much as he ought,
and loves any other man more, he wrongs no man. erefore
he does not transgress the precept.erefore the order of char-
ity is not included in the precept.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is a matter of precept is
sufficiently delivered to us in Holy Writ. Now the order of
charity which was given above (q. 26) is nowhere indicated in
Holy Writ. erefore it is not included in the precept.

Objection 3. Further, order implies some kind of distinc-
tion. But the love of our neighbor is prescribed without any
distinction, in thewords, “ou shalt love thy neighbor as thy-
self.” erefore the order of charity is not included in the pre-
cept.

On the contrary,Whatever Godworks in us byHis grace,
He teaches us first of all byHis Law, according to Jer. 31:33: “I
will giveMy Law in their heart*.” NowGod causes in us the or-
der of charity, according to Cant 2:4: “He set in order charity
inme.”erefore the order of charity comes under the precept
of the Law.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 4, ad 1), themodewhich
is essential to an act of virtue comes under the precept which
prescribes that virtuous act. Now the order of charity is essen-
tial to the virtue, since it is based on the proportion of love to
the thing beloved, as shown above (q. 25, a. 12; q. 26, Aa. 1,2).

It is therefore evident that the order of charity must come un-
der the precept.

Reply toObjection 1.A man gratifies more the person he
loves more, so that if he loved less one whom he ought to love
more, he would wish to gratify more one whom he ought to
gratify less, and so hewould do an injustice to the one he ought
to love more.

Reply to Objection 2. e order of those four things we
have to love out of charity is expressed inHolyWrit. For when
we are commanded to loveGodwith our “whole heart,” we are
given to understand that we must love Him above all things.
When we are commanded to love our neighbor “as ourselves,”
the love of self is set before love of our neighbor. In likemanner
where we are commanded (1 Jn. 3:16) “to lay down our souls,”
i.e. the life of our bodies, “for the brethren,” we are given to un-
derstand that a man ought to love his neighbor more than his
own body; and again when we are commanded (Gal. 6:10) to
“work good…especially to those who are of the household of
the faith,” and when a man is blamed (1 Tim. 5:8) if he “have
not care of his own, and especially of those of his house,” it
means that we ought to love most those of our neighbors who
are more virtuous or more closely united to us.

Reply to Objection 3. It follows from the very words,
“ou shalt love thy neighbor” that those who are nearer to
us are to be loved more.

* Vulg.: ‘in their bowels, and I will write it in their heart’.
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S P   S P, Q 45
Of the Gi of Wisdom
(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the gi of wisdom which corresponds to charity; and firstly, wisdom itself, secondly, the opposite
vice. Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether wisdom should be reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost?
(2) What is its subject?
(3) Whether wisdom is only speculative or also practical?
(4) Whether the wisdom that is a gi is compatible with mortal sin?
(5) Whether it is in all those who have sanctifying grace?
(6) Which beatitude corresponds to it?

IIa IIae q. 45 a. 1Whether wisdom should be reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that wisdom ought not to be
reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost. For the gis are
more perfect than the virtues, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68,
a. 8). Now virtue is directed to the good alone, wherefore Au-
gustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii, 19) that “no man makes bad use
of the virtues.” Much more therefore are the gis of the Holy
Ghost directed to the good alone. But wisdom is directed to
evil also, for it is written ( James 3:15) that a certain wisdom
is “earthly, sensual, devilish.” erefore wisdom should not be
reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (De Trin.
xii, 14) “wisdom is the knowledge of Divine things.” Now
that knowledge of Divine things which man can acquire by
his natural endowments, belongs to the wisdom which is an
intellectual virtue, while the supernatural knowledge of Di-
vine things belongs to faith which is a theological virtue, as ex-
plained above (q. 4, a. 5; Ia IIae, q. 62, a. 3). erefore wisdom
should be called a virtue rather than a gi.

Objection 3. Further, it is written ( Job 28:28): “Behold
the fear of the Lord, that is wisdom, and to depart from evil,
that is understanding.” And in this passage according to the
rendering of the Septuagint which Augustine follows (De
Trin. xii, 14; xiv, 1) we read: “Behold piety, that is wisdom.”
Nowboth fear and piety are gis of theHolyGhost.erefore
wisdom should not be reckoned among the gis of the Holy
Ghost, as though it were distinct from the others.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 11:2): “e Spirit of the
Lord shall rest upon Him; the spirit of wisdom and of under-
standing.”

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Metaph. i:
2), it belongs to wisdom to consider the highest cause. By
means of that cause we are able to form a most certain judg-
ment about other causes, and according thereto all things
should be set in order. Now the highest cause may be under-
stood in two ways, either simply or in some particular genus.
Accordingly he that knows the highest cause in any particu-
lar genus, and by its means is able to judge and set in order all

the things that belong to that genus, is said to be wise in that
genus, for instance in medicine or architecture, according to 1
Cor. 3:10: “As a wise architect, I have laid a foundation.” On
theother hand, hewhoknows the cause that is simply thehigh-
est, which is God, is said to be wise simply, because he is able
to judge and set in order all things according to Divine rules.

Nowman obtains this judgment through theHoly Ghost,
according to 1 Cor. 2:15: “e spiritual man judgeth all
things,” because as stated in the same chapter (1 Cor. 2:10),
“the Spirit searcheth all things, yea the deep things of God.”
Wherefore it is evident thatwisdom is a gi of theHolyGhost.

Reply to Objection 1. A thing is said to be good in two
senses: first in the sense that it is truly good and simply per-
fect, secondly, by a kind of likeness, being perfect in wicked-
ness; thus we speak of a good or a perfect thief, as the Philoso-
pher observes (Metaph. v, text. 21). And just as with regard
to those things which are truly good, we find a highest cause,
namely the sovereign good which is the last end, by knowing
which, man is said to be truly wise, so too in evil things some-
thing is to be found to which all others are to be referred as to
a last end, by knowing which, man is said to be wise unto evil
doing, according to Jer. 4:22: “ey are wise to do evils, but to
do good they have no knowledge.” Now whoever turns away
from his due end, must needs fix on some undue end, since
every agent acts for an end. Wherefore, if he fixes his end in
external earthly things, his “wisdom” is called “earthly,” if in
the goods of the body, it is called “sensual wisdom,” if in some
excellence, it is called “devilish wisdom” because it imitates the
devil’s pride, ofwhich it iswritten ( Job41:25): “He is king over
all the children of pride.”

Reply toObjection 2.ewisdomwhich is called a gi of
theHolyGhost, differs from thatwhich is an acquired intellec-
tual virtue, for the latter is attained by human effort, whereas
the latter is “descending fromabove” ( James3:15). In likeman-
ner it differs from faith, since faith assents to the Divine truth
in itself, whereas it belongs to the gi of wisdom to judge ac-
cording to the Divine truth. Hence the gi of wisdom presup-
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poses faith, because “aman judges well what he knows” (Ethic.
i, 3).

Reply to Objection 3. Just as piety which pertains to the
worship ofGod is amanifestation of faith, in so far as wemake
profession of faith by worshipping God, so too, piety mani-

fests wisdom. For this reason piety is stated to be wisdom, and
so is fear, for the same reason, because if a man fear and wor-
shipGod, this shows that hehas a right judgment aboutDivine
things.

IIa IIae q. 45 a. 2Whether wisdom is in the intellect as its subject?

Objection 1. It would seem that wisdom is not in the in-
tellect as its subject. ForAugustine says (Ep. cxx) that “wisdom
is the charity of God.” Now charity is in the will as its subject,
and not in the intellect, as stated above (q. 24, a. 1). erefore
wisdom is not in the intellect as its subject.

Objection2.Further, it iswritten (Ecclus. 6:23): “ewis-
dom of doctrine is according to her name,” for wisdom [sapi-
entia] may be described as “sweet-tasting science [sapida scien-
tia],” and this would seem to regard the appetite, to which it
belongs to taste spiritual pleasure or sweetness. erefore wis-
dom is in the appetite rather than in the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, the intellective power is sufficiently
perfected by the gi of understanding.Now it is superfluous to
require two things where one suffices for the purpose. ere-
fore wisdom is not in the intellect.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. ii, 49) that “wis-
dom is contrary to folly.” But folly is in the intellect. erefore
wisdom is also.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), wisdomdenotes a cer-
tain rectitude of judgment according to the Eternal Law. Now
rectitude of judgment is twofold: first, on account of perfect
use of reason, secondly, on account of a certain connatural-
ity with the matter about which one has to judge. us, about
matters of chastity, aman aer inquiring with his reason forms
a right judgment, if he has learnt the science of morals, while
he who has the habit of chastity judges of such matters by a
kind of connaturality.

Accordingly it belongs to the wisdom that is an intellec-

tual virtue to pronounce right judgment about Divine things
aer reason has made its inquiry, but it belongs to wisdom as a
gi of the Holy Ghost to judge aright about them on account
of connaturality with them: thus Dionysius says (Div. Nom.
ii) that “Hierotheus is perfect inDivine things, for he not only
learns, but is patient of, Divine things.”

Now this sympathy or connaturality for Divine things is
the result of charity, which unites us to God, according to 1
Cor. 6:17: “He who is joined to the Lord, is one spirit.” Con-
sequentlywisdomwhich is a gi, has its cause in thewill, which
cause is charity, but it has its essence in the intellect, whose act
is to judge aright, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 14, a. 1).

Reply toObjection 1.Augustine is speaking of wisdom as
to its cause, whence also wisdom [sapientia] takes its name, in
so far as it denotes a certain sweetness [saporem]. Hence the
Reply to the Second Objection is evident, that is if this be the
truemeaning of the text quoted. For, apparently this is not the
case, because such an exposition of the text would only fit the
Latinword for wisdom,whereas it does not apply to theGreek
and perhaps not in other languages. Hence it would seem that
in the text quoted wisdom stands for the renown of doctrine,
for which it is praised by all.

Reply toObjection3.eintellect exercises a twofold act,
perception and judgment. e gi of understanding regards
the former; the gi of wisdom regards the latter according to
the Divine ideas, the gi of knowledge, according to human
ideas.

IIa IIae q. 45 a. 3Whether wisdom is merely speculative, or practical also?

Objection 1. It would seem that wisdom is not practical
butmerely speculative. For the gi ofwisdom ismore excellent
than thewisdomwhich is an intellectual virtue. Butwisdom, as
an intellectual virtue, is merely speculative. Much more there-
fore is wisdom, as a gi, speculative and not practical.

Objection 2. Further, the practical intellect is about mat-
ters of operation which are contingent. But wisdom is about
Divine things which are eternal and necessary. erefore wis-
dom cannot be practical.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37) that “in
contemplation we seek the Beginning which is God, but in ac-
tion we labor under a mighty bundle of wants.” Now wisdom
regards the vision ofDivine things, in which there is no toiling

under a load, since according to Wis. 8:16, “her conversation
hath no bitterness, nor her company any tediousness.” ere-
fore wisdom is merely contemplative, and not practical or ac-
tive.

On the contrary, It is written (Col. 4:5): “Walk with wis-
dom towards them that are without.” Now this pertains to ac-
tion.ereforewisdom isnotmerely speculative, but alsoprac-
tical.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Trin. xii, 14), the
higher part of the reason is the province of wisdom, while the
lower part is the domain of knowledge. Now the higher rea-
son according to the same authority (De Trin. xii, 7) “is intent
on the consideration and consultation of the heavenly,” i.e. Di-

* Cf. Ia, q. 79, a. 9; Ia IIae, q. 74, a. 7.
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vine, “types”*; it considers them, in so far as it contemplates
Divine things in themselves, and it consults them, in so far as
it judges of human acts by Divine things, and directs human
acts according to Divine rules.

Accordingly wisdom as a gi, is notmerely speculative but
also practical.

Reply to Objection 1. e higher a virtue is, the greater
the number of things to which it extends, as stated in De Cau-
sis, prop. x, xvii. Wherefore from the very fact that wisdom as
a gi is more excellent than wisdom as an intellectual virtue,
since it attains to God more intimately by a kind of union of
the soul with Him, it is able to direct us not only in contem-

plation but also in action.
Reply to Objection 2. Divine things are indeed necessary

and eternal in themselves, yet they are the rules of the contin-
gent things which are the subject-matter of human actions.

Reply to Objection 3. A thing is considered in itself be-
fore being compared with something else. Wherefore to wis-
dom belongs first of all contemplation which is the vision of
the Beginning, and aerwards the direction of human acts ac-
cording to theDivine rules. Nor from the direction of wisdom
does there result any bitterness or toil in human acts; on the
contrary the result of wisdom is to make the bitter sweet, and
labor a rest.

IIa IIae q. 45 a. 4Whether wisdom can be without grace, and with mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that wisdom can be with-
out grace and with mortal sin. For saints glory chiefly in such
things as are incompatible withmortal sin, according to 2Cor.
1:12: “Our glory is this, the testimony of our conscience.”Now
one ought not to glory in one’s wisdom, according to Jer. 9:23:
“Let not the wiseman glory in his wisdom.”erefore wisdom
can be without grace and with mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, wisdom denotes knowledge of Di-
vine things, as stated above (a. 1). Now one in mortal sin may
have knowledge of the Divine truth, according to Rom. 1:18:
”(osemen that) detain the truth ofGod in injustice.”ere-
fore wisdom is compatible with mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 18)
while speaking of charity: “Nothing surpasses this gi of God,
it is this alone that divides the children of the eternal kingdom
from the children of eternal perdition.” But wisdom is distinct
from charity. erefore it does not divide the children of the
kingdom from the children of perdition. erefore it is com-
patible with mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 1:4): “Wisdom will
not enter into a malicious soul, nor dwell in a body subject to
sins.”

I answer that, e wisdom which is a gi of the Holy
Ghost, as stated above (a. 1), enables us to judge aright of Di-
vine things, or of other things according toDivine rules, by rea-
son of a certain connaturalness or union with Divine things,
which is the effect of charity, as stated above (a. 2; q. 23, a. 5).
Hence thewisdomofwhichwe are speaking presupposes char-
ity. Now charity is incompatible with mortal sin, as shown
above (q. 24, a. 12). erefore it follows that the wisdom of
which we are speaking cannot be together with mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words are to be understood
as referring to worldly wisdom, or to wisdom in Divine things
acquired through human reasons. In such wisdom the saints
do not glory, according to Prov. 30:2: “e wisdom of men is
not with Me”: But they do glory in Divine wisdom according
to 1 Cor. 1:30: ”(Who) of God is made unto us wisdom.”

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers, not the
wisdom of which we speak but that which is acquired by the
study and research of reason, and is compatible with mortal
sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Although wisdom is distinct from
charity, it presupposes it, and for that very reason divides the
children of perdition from the children of the kingdom.

IIa IIae q. 45 a. 5Whether wisdom is in all who have grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that wisdom is not in all who
have grace. For it ismore to havewisdom than to hear wisdom.
Now it is only for the perfect to hear wisdom, according to 1
Cor. 2:6: “We speak wisdom among the perfect.” Since then
not all who have grace are perfect, it seems that much less all
who have grace have wisdom.

Objection 2. Further, “e wise man sets things in order,”
as thePhilosopher states (Metaph. i, 2): and it iswritten ( James
3:17) that the wise man “judges without dissimulation*”. Now
it is not for all that have grace, to judge, or put others in order,
but only for those in authority. erefore wisdom is not in all
that have grace.

Objection 3. Further, “Wisdom is a remedy against folly,”
as Gregory says (Moral. ii, 49). Now many that have grace are
naturally foolish, for instance madmen who are baptized or
those who without being guilty of mortal sin have become in-
sane. erefore wisdom is not in all that have grace.

On the contrary, Whoever is without mortal sin, is
beloved of God; since he has charity, whereby he loves God,
andGod loves them that loveHim (Prov. 8:17).Now it is writ-
ten (Wis. 7:28) that “God loveth none but him that dwelleth
with wisdom.”erefore wisdom is in all those who have char-
ity and are without mortal sin.

I answer that, e wisdom of which we are speaking, as

* Vulg.: ‘e wisdom that is from above…is…without judging, without
dissimulation’.
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stated above (a. 4), denotes a certain rectitude of judgment in
the contemplation and consultationofDivine things, and as to
both of these men obtain various degrees of wisdom through
union with Divine things. For the measure of right judgment
attained by some, whether in the contemplation of Divine
things or in directing human affairs according to Divine rules,
is no more than suffices for their salvation. is measure is
wanting to none who is without mortal sin through having
sanctifying grace, since if nature does not fail in necessaries,
much less does grace fail: wherefore it is written (1 Jn. 2:27):
”(His) unction teacheth you of all things.”

Some, however, receive a higher degree of the gi of wis-
dom, both as to the contemplation of Divine things (by both
knowing more exalted mysteries and being able to impart this
knowledge to others) and as to the direction of human affairs
according to Divine rules (by being able to direct not only
themselves but also others according to those rules). is de-

gree of wisdom is not common to all that have sanctifying
grace, but belongs rather to the gratuitous graces, which the
HolyGhost dispenses asHewill, according to 1Cor. 12:8: “To
one indeed by the Spirit is given the word of wisdom,” etc.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle speaks there of wis-
dom, as extending to the hidden mysteries of Divine things,
as indeed he says himself (2 Cor. 1:7): “We speak the wisdom
of God in a mystery, a wisdom which is hidden.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although it belongs to those alone
who are in authority to direct and judge other men, yet ev-
ery man is competent to direct and judge his own actions, as
Dionysius declares (Ep. ad Demophil.).

Reply to Objection 3. Baptized idiots, like little children,
have the habit of wisdom, which is a gi of the Holy Ghost,
but they have not the act, on account of the bodily impedi-
ment which hinders the use of reason in them.

IIa IIae q. 45 a. 6Whether the seventh beatitude corresponds to the gi of wisdom?

Objection 1. It seems that the seventh beatitude does not
correspond to the gi of wisdom. For the seventh beatitude is:
“Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called the chil-
dren of God.” Now both these things belong to charity: since
of peace it iswritten (Ps. 118:165): “Muchpeacehave they that
love y law,” and, as the Apostle says (Rom. 5:5), “the char-
ity of God is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost
Who is given to us,” andWho is “the Spirit of adoption of sons,
whereby we cry: Abba [Father]” (Rom. 8:15). erefore the
seventh beatitude ought to be ascribed to charity rather than
to wisdom.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is declared by its proximate
effect rather than by its remote effect. Now the proximate ef-
fect of wisdom seems to be charity, according to Wis. 7:27:
“rough nations she conveyeth herself into holy souls; she
maketh the friends of God and prophets”: whereas peace and
the adoption of sons seem to be remote effects, since they re-
sult from charity, as stated above (q. 29, a. 3). erefore the
beatitude corresponding to wisdom should be determined in
respect of the love of charity rather than in respect of peace.

Objection 3. Further, it is written ( James 3:17): “ewis-
dom, that is from above, first indeed is chaste, then peace-
able, modest, easy to be persuaded, consenting to the good,
full ofmercy and good fruits, judgingwithout dissimulation†.”
erefore the beatitude corresponding to wisdom should not
refer to peace rather than to the other effects of heavenly wis-
dom.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 4) that “wisdom is becoming to peacemakers, in
whom there is no movement of rebellion, but only obedience
to reason.”

I answer that,eseventh beatitude is fittingly ascribed to

the gi of wisdom, both as to the merit and as to the reward.
e merit is denoted in the words, “Blessed are the peacemak-
ers.”Now a peacemaker is onewhomakes peace, either in him-
self, or in others: and in both cases this is the result of setting in
due order those things inwhich peace is established, for “peace
is the tranquillity of order,” according to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei xix, 13).Now it belongs towisdomto set things in order, as
the Philosopher declares (Metaph. i, 2), wherefore peaceable-
ness is fittingly ascribed to wisdom. e reward is expressed
in the words, “they shall be called the children of God.” Now
men are called the children of God in so far as they participate
in the likeness of the only-begotten and natural Son of God,
according to Rom. 8:29, “Whom He foreknew…to be made
conformable to the image ofHis Son,”Who isWisdomBegot-
ten. Hence by participating in the gi of wisdom, man attains
to the sonship of God.

Reply to Objection 1. It belongs to charity to be at peace,
but it belongs to wisdom tomake peace by setting things in or-
der. Likewise the Holy Ghost is called the “Spirit of adoption”
in so far aswe receive fromHim the likeness of the natural Son,
Who is the Begotten Wisdom.

Reply to Objection 2. ese words refer to the Uncre-
ated Wisdom, which in the first place unites itself to us by
the gi of charity, and consequently reveals to us the mysteries
the knowledge ofwhich is infusedwisdom.Hence, the infused
wisdomwhich is a gi, is not the cause but the effect of charity.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (a. 3) it belongs to
wisdom, as a gi, not only to contemplate Divine things, but
also to regulate human acts. Now the first thing, to be effected
in this direction of human acts is the removal of evils opposed
to wisdom: wherefore fear is said to be “the beginning of wis-
dom,” because it makes us shun evil, while the last thing is like

† Vulg.: ‘without judging, without dissimulation’.
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an end, whereby all things are reduced to their right order; and
it is this that constitutes peace. Hence James said with reason
that “the wisdom that is from above” (and this is the gi of the
Holy Ghost) “first indeed is chaste,” because it avoids the cor-
ruption of sin, and “then peaceable,” wherein lies the ultimate
effect of wisdom, for which reason peace is numbered among
the beatitudes. As to the things that follow, they declare in be-
coming order the means whereby wisdom leads to peace. For
when a man, by chastity, avoids the corruption of sin, the first
thing he has to do is, as far as he can, to be moderate in all
things, and in this respect wisdom is said to be modest. Sec-
ondly, in thosematters in which he is not sufficient by himself,

he should be guided by the advice of others, and as to this we
are told further that wisdom is “easy to be persuaded.” ese
two are conditions required that man may be at peace with
himself. But in order that man may be at peace with others it
is furthermore required, first that he should not be opposed to
their good; this is what is meant by “consenting to the good.”
Secondly, that he should bring to his neighbor’s deficiencies,
sympathy in his heart, and succor in his actions, and this is de-
noted by the words “full of mercy and good fruits.”irdly, he
should strive in all charity to correct the sins of others, and this
is indicated by thewords “judgingwithout dissimulation*,” lest
he should purpose to sate his hatred under cover of correction.

* Vulg.: ‘e wisdom that is from above…is…without judging, without dissimulation’.
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Of Folly Which Is Opposed to Wisdom

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider folly which is opposed to wisdom; and under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether folly is contrary to wisdom?
(2) Whether folly is a sin?
(3) To which capital sin is it reducible?

IIa IIae q. 46 a. 1Whether folly is contrary to wisdom?

Objection 1. It would seem that folly is not contrary to
wisdom. For seemingly unwisdom is directly opposed to wis-
dom. But folly does not seem to be the same as unwisdom,
for the latter is apparently about Divine things alone, whereas
folly is about both Divine and human things. erefore folly
is not contrary to wisdom.

Objection 2. Further, one contrary is not the way to ar-
rive at the other. But folly is the way to arrive at wisdom, for
it is written (1 Cor. 3:18): “If any man among you seem to be
wise in this world, let him become a fool, that hemay be wise.”
erefore folly is not opposed to wisdom.

Objection 3. Further, one contrary is not the cause of the
other. But wisdom is the cause of folly; for it is written ( Jer.
10:14): “Every man is become a fool for knowledge,” and wis-
dom is a kind of knowledge.Moreover, it is written (Is. 47:10):
“y wisdom and thy knowledge, this hath deceived thee.”
Now it belongs to folly to be deceived. erefore folly is not
contrary to wisdom.

Objection 4. Further, Isidore says (Etym. x, under the let-
ter S) that “a fool is one whom shame does not incite to sor-
row, andwho is unconcernedwhen he is injured.” But this per-
tains to spiritual wisdom, according toGregory (Moral. x, 49).
erefore folly is not opposed to wisdom.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Moral. ii, 26) that “the gi
of wisdom is given as a remedy against folly.”

I answer that, Stultitia [Folly] seems to take its name from
“stupor”; wherefore Isidore says (Etym. x, under the letter of
S): “A fool is one who through dullness [stuporem] remains
unmoved.” And folly differs from fatuity, according to the
same authority (Etym. x), in that folly implies apathy in the
heart and dullness in the senses, while fatuity denotes entire
privation of the spiritual sense. erefore folly is fittingly op-
posed to wisdom.

For “sapiens” [wise] as Isidore says (Etym. x) “is so named
from sapor [savor], because just as the taste is quick to distin-
guish between savors of meats, so is a wise man in discerning
things and causes.” Wherefore it is manifest that “folly” is op-
posed to “wisdom” as its contrary, while “fatuity” is opposed
to it as a pure negation: since the fatuousman lacks the sense of
judgment, while the fool has the sense, though dulled, whereas
the wise man has the sense acute and penetrating.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Isidore (Etym. x),
“unwisdom is contrary to wisdom because it lacks the savor of
discretion and sense”; so that unwisdom is seemingly the same
as folly. Yet a man would appear to be a fool chiefly through
some deficiency in the verdict of that judgment, which is ac-
cording to the highest cause, for if a man fails in judgment
about some trivialmatter, he is not for that reason called a fool.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as there is an evil wisdom, as
stated above (q. 45, a. 1, ad 1), called “worldly wisdom,” be-
cause it takes for the highest cause and last end some worldly
good, so too there is a good folly opposed to this evil wisdom,
wherebyman despises worldly things: and it is of this folly that
the Apostle speaks.

Reply to Objection 3. It is the wisdom of the world that
deceives andmakes us foolish inGod’s sight, as is evident from
the Apostle’s words (1 Cor. 3:19).

Reply toObjection 4.To be unconcerned when one is in-
jured is sometimes due to the fact that one has no taste for
worldly things, but only for heavenly things. Hence this be-
longs not to worldly but to Divine wisdom, as Gregory de-
clares (Moral. x, 49). Sometimes however it is the result of a
man’s being simply stupid about everything, as may be seen in
idiots, who do not discern what is injurious to them, and this
belongs to folly simply.

IIa IIae q. 46 a. 2Whether folly is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that folly is not a sin. For no
sin arises in us fromnature. But some are fools naturally.ere-
fore folly is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, “Every sin is voluntary,” according
to Augustine (De Vera Relig. xiv). But folly is not voluntary.

erefore it is not a sin.
Objection 3. Further, every sin is contrary to aDivine pre-

cept. But folly is not contrary to any precept.erefore folly is
not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 1:32): “e prosper-
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ity of fools shall destroy them.” But no man is destroyed save
for sin. erefore folly is a sin.

I answer that,Folly, as stated above (a. 1), denotes dullness
of sense in judging, and chiefly as regards the highest cause,
which is the last end and the sovereign good. Now a man may
in this respect contract dullness in judgment in twoways. First,
from a natural indisposition, as in the case of idiots, and such
like folly is no sin. Secondly, by plunging his sense into earthly
things, whereby his sense is rendered incapable of perceiving
Divine things, according to 1Cor. 2:14, “e sensualman per-
ceiveth not these things that are of the Spirit of God,” even as
sweet things have no savor for a man whose taste is infected
with an evil humor: and such like folly is a sin.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.ough nomanwishes to be a fool,

yet he wishes those things of which folly is a consequence, viz.
to withdraw his sense from spiritual things and to plunge it
into earthly things. e same thing happens in regard to other
sins; for the lustful man desires pleasure, without which there
is no sin, although he does not desire sin simply, for he would
wish to enjoy the pleasure without sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Folly is opposed to the precepts
about the contemplation of truth, of which we have spoken
above (q. 16) when we were treating of knowledge and under-
standing.

IIa IIae q. 46 a. 3Whether folly is a daughter of lust?

Objection 1. It would seem that folly is not a daughter of
lust. For Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) enumerates the daughters
of lust, among which however he makes no mention of folly.
erefore folly does not proceed from lust.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 3:19): “e
wisdomof thisworld is foolishnesswithGod.”Now, according
to Gregory (Moral. x, 29) “the wisdom of this world consists
in covering the heart with cray devices;” and this savors of
duplicity. erefore folly is a daughter of duplicity rather than
of lust.

Objection 3. Further, anger especially is the cause of fury
andmadness in some persons; and this pertains to folly.ere-
fore folly arises from anger rather than from lust.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 7:22): “Immediately
he followethher,” i.e. the harlot…“not knowing that he is drawn
like a fool to bonds.”

I answer that,As already stated (a. 2), folly, in so far as it is
a sin, is caused by the spiritual sense being dulled, so as to be in-
capable of judging spiritual things.Nowman’s sense is plunged
into earthly things chiefly by lust, which is about the greatest

of pleasures; and these absorb the mind more than any others.
erefore the folly which is a sin, arises chiefly from lust.

Reply to Objection 1. It is part of folly that a man should
have a distaste forGod andHis gis.HenceGregorymentions
two daughters of lust, pertaining to folly, namely, “hatred of
God” and “despair of the life to come”; thus he divides folly
into two parts as it were.

Reply to Objection 2. ese words of the Apostle are to
be understood, not causally but essentially, because, to wit,
worldly wisdom itself is folly with God. Hence it does not fol-
low that whatever belongs to worldly wisdom, is a cause of this
folly.

Reply to Objection 3. Anger by reason of its keenness,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 48 , Aa. 2,3,4), produces a great
change in the nature of the body, wherefore it conduces very
much to the folly which results from a bodily impediment.On
the other hand the folly which is caused by a spiritual impedi-
ment, viz. by themind being plunged into earthly things, arises
chiefly from lust, as stated above.
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Of Prudence, Considered in Itself

(In Sixteen Articles)

Aer treating of the theological virtues, we must in due sequence consider the cardinal virtues. In the first place we shall
consider prudence in itself; secondly, its parts; thirdly, the corresponding gi; fourthly, the contrary vices; fihly, the precepts
concerning prudence.

Under the first head there are sixteen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether prudence is in the will or in the reason?
(2) If in the reason, whether it is only in the practical, or also in the speculative reason?
(3) Whether it takes cognizance of singulars?
(4) Whether it is virtue?
(5) Whether it is a special virtue?
(6) Whether it appoints the end to the moral virtues?
(7) Whether it fixes the mean in the moral virtues?
(8) Whether its proper act is command?
(9) Whether solicitude or watchfulness belongs to prudence?

(10) Whether prudence extends to the governing of many?
(11) Whether the prudence which regards private good is the same in species as that which regards the common

good?
(12) Whether prudence is in subjects, or only in their rulers?
(13) Whether prudence is in the wicked?
(14) Whether prudence is in all good men?
(15) Whether prudence is in us naturally?
(16) Whether prudence is lost by forgetfulness ?

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 1Whether prudence is in the cognitive or in the appetitive faculty?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is not in the
cognitive but in the appetitive faculty. For Augustine says (De
Morib. Eccl. xv): “Prudence is love choosing wisely between
the things that help and those that hinder.” Now love is not in
the cognitive, but in the appetitive faculty.erefore prudence
is in the appetitive faculty.

Objection 2. Further, as appears from the foregoing defi-
nition it belongs to prudence “to choose wisely.” But choice is
an act of the appetitive faculty, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 13,
a. 1). erefore prudence is not in the cognitive but in the ap-
petitive faculty.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5)
that “in art it is better to err voluntarily than involuntarily,
whereas in the case of prudence, as of the virtues, it is worse.”
Now the moral virtues, of which he is treating there, are in the
appetitive faculty, whereas art is in the reason. erefore pru-
dence is in the appetitive rather than in the rational faculty.

On the contrary, Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 61):
“Prudence is the knowledge ofwhat to seek andwhat to avoid.”

I answer that, As Isidore says (Etym. x): “A prudent man
is one who sees as it were from afar, for his sight is keen, and
he foresees the event of uncertainties.” Now sight belongs not
to the appetitive but to the cognitive faculty. Wherefore it
is manifest that prudence belongs directly to the cognitive,

and not to the sensitive faculty, because by the latter we know
nothing but what is within reach and offers itself to the senses:
while to obtain knowledge of the future from knowledge of
the present or past, which pertains to prudence, belongs prop-
erly to the reason, because this is done by a process of compar-
ison. It follows therefore that prudence, properly speaking, is
in the reason.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above ( Ia, q. 82, a. 4) the
will moves all the faculties to their acts. Now the first act of
the appetitive faculty is love, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 25,
Aa. 1,2). Accordingly prudence is said to be love, not indeed
essentially, but in so far as love moves to the act of prudence.
WhereforeAugustine goes on to say that “prudence is love dis-
cerning aright that which helps from that which hinders us in
tending to God.” Now love is said to discern because it moves
the reason to discern.

Reply to Objection 2. e prudent man considers things
afar off, in so far as they tend to be a help or a hindrance to that
which has to be done at the present time. Hence it is clear that
those thingswhich prudence considers stand in relation to this
other, as in relation to the end.Nowof those things that are di-
rected to the end there is counsel in the reason, and choice in
the appetite, of which two, counsel belongs more properly to
prudence, since the Philosopher states (Ethic. vi, 5,7,9) that a
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prudent man “takes good counsel.” But as choice presupposes
counsel, since it is “the desire for what has been already coun-
selled” (Ethic. iii, 2), it follows that choice can also be ascribed
to prudence indirectly, in so far, to wit, as prudence directs the
choice by means of counsel.

Reply toObjection 3.eworth of prudence consists not
in thought merely, but in its application to action, which is
the end of the practical reason. Wherefore if any defect occur

in this, it is most contrary to prudence, since, the end being
of most import in everything, it follows that a defect which
touches the end is the worst of all. Hence the Philosopher goes
on to say (Ethic. vi, 5) that prudence is “something more than
a merely rational habit,” such as art is, since, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 57 , a. 4) it includes application to action, which ap-
plication is an act of the will.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 2Whether prudence belongs to the practical reason alone or also to the speculative reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence belongs not
only to the practical, but also to the speculative reason. For it is
written (Prov. 10:23): “Wisdom is prudence to a man.” Now
wisdom consists chiefly in contemplation.erefore prudence
does also.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 24):
“Prudence is concerned with the quest of truth, and fills us
with the desire of fuller knowledge.” Now this belongs to the
speculative reason.erefore prudence resides also in the spec-
ulative reason.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher assigns art and pru-
dence to the same part of the soul (Ethic. vi, 1). Now art may
be not only practical but also speculative, as in the case of the
liberal arts.erefore prudence also is both practical and spec-
ulative.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that
prudence is right reason applied to action. Now this belongs
to none but the practical reason. erefore prudence is in the
practical reason only.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 5)
“a prudent man is one who is capable of taking good counsel.”
Now counsel is about things that we have to do in relation to
some end: and the reason that deals with things to be done for
an end is the practical reason.Hence it is evident that prudence
resides only in the practical reason.

Reply toObjection1.As stated above (q. 45,Aa. 1,3),wis-
dom considers the absolutely highest cause: so that the con-
sideration of the highest cause in any particular genus belongs
to wisdom in that genus. Now in the genus of human acts the
highest cause is the common end of all human life, and it is this

end that prudence intends. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi,
5) that just as hewho reasonswell for the realizationof a partic-
ular end, such as victory, is said to be prudent, not absolutely,
but in a particular genus, namely warfare, so he that reasons
well with regard to right conduct as a whole, is said to be pru-
dent absolutely. Wherefore it is clear that prudence is wisdom
about human affairs: but not wisdom absolutely, because it is
not about the absolutely highest cause, for it is about human
good, and this is not the best thing of all. And so it is stated sig-
nificantly that “prudence is wisdom for man,” but not wisdom
absolutely.

Reply to Objection 2. Ambrose, and Tully also (De In-
vent. ii, 53) take the word prudence in a broad sense for any
human knowledge, whether speculative or practical. And yet
it may also be replied that the act itself of the speculative rea-
son, in so far as it is voluntary, is amatter of choice and counsel
as to its exercise; and consequently comes under the direction
of prudence. On the other hand, as regards its specification in
relation to its object which is the “necessary true,” it comes un-
der neither counsel nor prudence.

Reply to Objection 3. Every application of right reason
in the work of production belongs to art: but to prudence be-
longs only the application of right reason in matters of coun-
sel, which are those wherein there is no fixed way of obtaining
the end, as stated in Ethic. iii, 3. Since then, the speculative
reason makes things such as syllogisms, propositions and the
like, wherein the process follows certain and fixed rules, con-
sequently in respect of such things it is possible to have the es-
sentials of art, but not of prudence; and sowe find such a thing
as a speculative art, but not a speculative prudence.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 3Whether prudence takes cognizance of singulars?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence does not take
cognizance of singulars. For prudence is in the reason, as stated
above (Aa. 1,2). But “reason deals with universals,” according
to Phys. i, 5. erefore prudence does not take cognizance ex-
cept of universals.

Objection 2. Further, singulars are infinite in number. But
the reason cannot comprehend an infinite number of things.
erefore prudence which is right reason, is not about singu-
lars.

Objection 3. Further, particulars are known by the senses.
But prudence is not in a sense, formany personswhohave keen
outward senses are devoid of prudence. erefore prudence
does not take cognizance of singulars.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 7) that
“prudence does not deal with universals only, but needs to take
cognizance of singulars also.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 3), to prudence be-
longs not only the consideration of the reason, but also the ap-
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plication to action,which is the endof the practical reason.But
noman can conveniently apply one thing to another, unless he
knows both the thing to be applied, and the thing to which it
has to be applied. Now actions are in singular matters: and so
it is necessary for the prudent man to know both the universal
principles of reason, and the singulars about which actions are
concerned.

Reply to Objection 1. Reason first and chiefly is con-
cernedwith universals, and yet it is able to apply universal rules
to particular cases: hence the conclusions of syllogisms are not
only universal, but also particular, because the intellect by a
kind of reflection extends to matter, as stated in De Anima iii.

Reply to Objection 2. It is because the infinite number

of singulars cannot be comprehended by human reason, that
“our counsels are uncertain” (Wis. 9:14). Nevertheless experi-
ence reduces the infinity of singulars to a certain finite number
which occur as a general rule, and the knowledge of these suf-
fices for human prudence.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi,
8), prudence does not reside in the external senses whereby we
know sensible objects, but in the interior sense, which is per-
fected by memory and experience so as to judge promptly of
particular cases. is does not mean however that prudence is
in the interior sense as in its principle subject, for it is chiefly in
the reason, yet by a kind of application it extends to this sense.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 4Whether prudence is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is not a virtue.
For Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 13) that “prudence is the
science of what to desire and what to avoid.” Now science is
condivided with virtue, as appears in the Predicaments (vi).
erefore prudence is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, there is no virtue of a virtue: but
“there is a virtue of art,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. vi, 5):
wherefore art is not a virtue. Now there is prudence in art, for
it is written (2 Paralip. ii, 14) concerningHiram, that he knew
“to grave all sort of graving, and to devise ingeniously [pru-
denter] all that there may be need of in the work.” erefore
prudence is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, no virtue can be immoderate. But
prudence is immoderate, else it would be useless to say (Prov.
23:4): “Set bounds to thyprudence.”erefore prudence is not
a virtue.

On the contrary, Gregory states (Moral. ii, 49) that pru-
dence, temperance, fortitude and justice are four virtues.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, a. 3; Ia IIae,
q. 56, a. 1) when we were treating of virtues in general, “virtue
is that whichmakes its possessor good, and his work good like-
wise.” Now good may be understood in a twofold sense: first,
materially, for the thing that is good, secondly, formally, un-
der the aspect of good. Good, under the aspect of good, is the
object of the appetitive power. Hence if any habits rectify the
consideration of reason, without regarding the rectitude of the
appetite, they have less of the nature of a virtue since they di-
rect man to goodmaterially, that is to say, to the thing which is

good, but without considering it under the aspect of good.On
the other hand those virtues which regard the rectitude of the
appetite, have more of the nature of virtue, because they con-
sider the good not only materially, but also formally, in other
words, they consider that which is good under the aspect of
good.

Now it belongs to prudence, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3;
a. 3) to apply right reason to action, and this is not done with-
out a right appetite. Hence prudence has the nature of virtue
not only as the other intellectual virtues have it, but also as the
moral virtues have it, among which virtues it is enumerated.

Reply toObjection 1.Augustine there takes science in the
broad sense for any kind of right reason.

Reply toObjection 2. e Philosopher says that there is a
virtue of art, because art does not require rectitude of the ap-
petite; wherefore in order that amanmaymake right use of his
art, he needs to have a virtue which will rectify his appetite.
Prudence however has nothing to do with the matter of art,
because art is both directed to a particular end, and has fixed
means of obtaining that end.And yet, by a kind of comparison,
a manmay be said to act prudently inmatters of art.Moreover
in certain arts, on account of the uncertainty of the means for
obtaining the end, there is need for counsel, as for instance in
the arts of medicine and navigation, as stated in Ethic. iii, 3.

Reply toObjection3.is sayingof thewisemandoesnot
mean that prudence itself should bemoderate, but thatmoder-
ationmust be imposed on other things according to prudence.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 5Whether prudence is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is not a special
virtue. For no special virtue is included in the definition of
virtue in general, since virtue is defined (Ethic. ii, 6) “an elec-
tive habit that follows a mean appointed by reason in relation
to ourselves, even as a wise man decides.” Now right reason is
reason in accordance with prudence, as stated in Ethic. vi, 13.

erefore prudence is not a special virtue.
Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 13)

that “the effect of moral virtue is right action as regards the
end, and that of prudence, right action as regards the means.”
Now in every virtue certain things have to be done as means
to the end. erefore prudence is in every virtue, and conse-
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quently is not a special virtue.
Objection 3. Further, a special virtue has a special object.

But prudence has not a special object, for it is right reason “ap-
plied to action” (Ethic. vi, 5); and all works of virtue are ac-
tions. erefore prudence is not a special virtue.

On the contrary, It is distinct from and numbered among
the other virtues, for it is written (Wis. 8:7): “She teacheth
temperance and prudence, justice and fortitude.”

I answer that, Since acts and habits take their species from
their objects, as shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 18,
a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2 ), any habit that has a corresponding
special object, distinct fromother objects,must needs be a spe-
cial habit, and if it be a good habit, it must be a special virtue.
Now an object is called special, not merely according to the
consideration of its matter, but rather according to its formal
aspect, as explained above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2, ad 1). Because
one and the same thing is the subject matter of the acts of
different habits, and also of different powers, according to its
different formal aspects. Now a yet greater difference of ob-
ject is requisite for a difference of powers than for a difference
of habits, since several habits are found in the same power, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 1). Consequently any difference
in the aspect of an object, that requires a difference of powers,
will “a fortiori” require a difference of habits.

Accordingly we must say that since prudence is in the rea-
son, as stated above (a. 2), it is differentiated from the other in-
tellectual virtues by amaterial difference of objects. “Wisdom,”
“knowledge” and “understanding” are about necessary things,
whereas “art” and “prudence” are about contingent things, art

being concerned with “things made,” that is, with things pro-
duced in external matter, such as a house, a knife and so forth;
and prudence, being concerned with “things done,” that is,
with things that have their being in the doer himself, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 57, a. 4). On the other hand prudence is dif-
ferentiated from the moral virtues according to a formal as-
pect distinctive of powers, i.e. the intellective power, wherein
is prudence, and the appetitive power, wherein is moral virtue.
Hence it is evident that prudence is a special virtue, distinct
from all other virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. is is not a definition of virtue in
general, but of moral virtue, the definition of which fittingly
includes an intellectual virtue, viz., prudence, which has the
samematter in commonwithmoral virtue; because, just as the
subject of moral virtue is something that partakes of reason, so
moral virtue has the aspect of virtue, in so far as it partakes of
intellectual virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument proves that pru-
dence helps all the virtues, and works in all of them; but this
does not suffice to prove that it is not a special virtue; for noth-
ing prevents a certain genus from containing a species which is
operative in every other species of that same genus, even as the
sun has an influence over all bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. ings done are indeed the matter
of prudence, in so far as they are the object of reason, that is,
considered as true: but they are thematter of themoral virtues,
in so far as they are the object of the appetitive power, that is,
considered as good.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 6Whether prudence appoints the end to moral virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence appoints the
end to moral virtues. Since prudence is in the reason, while
moral virtue is in the appetite, it seems that prudence stands in
relation to moral virtue, as reason to the appetite. Now reason
appoints the end to the appetitive power. erefore prudence
appoints the end to the moral virtues.

Objection 2. Further, man surpasses irrational beings by
his reason, but he has other things in common with them. Ac-
cordingly the other parts of man are in relation to his reason,
what man is in relation to irrational creatures. Now man is the
end of irrational creatures, according to Polit. i, 3. erefore
all the other parts of man are directed to reason as to their
end. But prudence is “right reason applied to action,” as stated
above (a. 2). erefore all actions are directed to prudence as
their end. erefore prudence appoints the end to all moral
virtues.

Objection3.Further, it belongs to the virtue, art, or power
that is concerned about the end, to command the virtues or
arts that are concerned about the means. Now prudence dis-
poses of the other moral virtues, and commands them. ere-
fore it appoints their end to them.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 12) that
“moral virtue ensures the rectitude of the intention of the end,
while prudence ensures the rectitude of the means.” erefore
it does not belong to prudence to appoint the end to moral
virtues, but only to regulate the means.

I answer that, e end of moral virtues is human good.
Now the good of the human soul is to be in accord with rea-
son, as Dionysius declares (Div. Nom. iv).Wherefore the ends
of moral virtue must of necessity pre-exist in the reason.

Now, just as, in the speculative reason, there are certain
things naturally known, about which is “understanding,” and
certain things of which we obtain knowledge through them,
viz. conclusions, about which is “science,” so in the practical
reason, certain things pre-exist, as naturally known principles,
and such are the ends of the moral virtues, since the end is in
practical matters what principles are in speculative matters, as
stated above (q. 23, a. 7, ad 2;

Ia IIae, q. 13, a. 3); while certain things are in the prac-
tical reason by way of conclusions, and such are the means
whichwe gather from the ends themselves. About these is pru-
dence, which applies universal principles to the particular con-
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clusions of practical matters. Consequently it does not belong
to prudence to appoint the end to moral virtues, but only to
regulate the means.

Reply toObjection 1.Natural reason known by the name
of “synderesis” appoints the end to moral virtues, as stated
above ( Ia, q. 79, a. 12): but prudence does not do this for the
reason given above.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.

Reply toObjection3.eend concerns themoral virtues,
not as though they appointed the end, but because they tend
to the end which is appointed by natural reason. In this they
are helped by prudence, which prepares the way for them, by
disposing the means. Hence it follows that prudence is more
excellent than the moral virtues, and moves them: yet “syn-
deresis” moves prudence, just as the understanding of princi-
ples moves science.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 7Whether it belongs to prudence to find the mean in moral virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong to pru-
dence to find the mean in moral virtues. For the achievement
of themean is the end ofmoral virtues. But prudence does not
appoint the end tomoral virtues, as shown above (a. 6).ere-
fore it does not find the mean in them.

Objection 2.Further, that which of itself has being, would
seem to have no cause, but its very being is its cause, since a
thing is said to have being by reason of its cause. Now “to fol-
low the mean” belongs to moral virtue by reason of itself, as
part of its definition, as shown above (a. 5, obj. 1). erefore
prudence does not cause the mean in moral virtues.

Objection 3. Further, prudence works aer themanner of
reason. Butmoral virtue tends to themean aer themanner of
nature, because, as Tully states (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53), “virtue
is a habit like a second nature in accordwith reason.”erefore
prudence does not appoint the mean to moral virtues.

On the contrary, In the foregoing definition of moral
virtue (a. 5, obj. 1) it is stated that it “follows amean appointed
by reason…even as a wise man decides.”

I answer that,eproper end of eachmoral virtue consists
precisely in conformity with right reason. For temperance in-
tends thatman should not stray from reason for the sake of his

concupiscences; fortitude, that he should not stray from the
right judgment of reason through fear or daring.Moreover this
end is appointed toman according to natural reason, since nat-
ural reason dictates to each one that he should act according to
reason.

But it belongs to the ruling of prudence to decide in what
manner and by what means man shall obtain the mean of rea-
son in his deeds. For though the attainment of the mean is the
end of a moral virtue, yet this mean is found by the right dis-
position of these things that are directed to the end.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. Just as a natural agent makes form

to be in matter, yet does not make that which is essential to
the form to belong to it, so too, prudence appoints the mean
in passions and operations, and yet does not make the search-
ing of the mean to belong to virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Moral virtue aer the manner of
nature intends to attain the mean. Since, however, the mean
as such is not found in all matters aer the same manner, it
follows that the inclination of nature which ever works in the
same manner, does not suffice for this purpose, and so the rul-
ing of prudence is required.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 8Whether command is the chief act of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that command is not the chief
act of prudence. For command regards the good to be en-
sued. Now Augustine (De Trin. xiv, 9) states that it is an act
of prudence “to avoid ambushes.” erefore command is not
the chief act of prudence.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5)
that “the prudent man takes good counsel.” Now “to take
counsel” and “to command” seem to be different acts, as ap-
pears fromwhat has been said above ( Ia IIae, q. 57, a. 6).ere-
fore command is not the chief act of prudence.

Objection3.Further, it seems to belong to thewill to com-
mand and to rule, since the will has the end for its object, and
moves the other powers of the soul. Now prudence is not in
the will, but in the reason.erefore command is not an act of
prudence.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 10) that
“prudence commands.”

I answer that, Prudence is “right reason applied to action,”
as stated above (a. 2). Hence that which is the chief act of rea-
son in regard to actionmust needs be the chief act of prudence.
Now there are three such acts. e first is “to take counsel,”
which belongs to discovery, for counsel is an act of inquiry, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 14, a. 1).e second act is “to judge of
what one has discovered,” and this is an act of the speculative
reason. But the practical reason, which is directed to action,
goes further, and its third act is “to command,” which act con-
sists in applying to action the things counselled and judged.
And since this act approaches nearer to the end of the prac-
tical reason, it follows that it is the chief act of the practical
reason, and consequently of prudence.

In confirmation of this we find that the perfection of art
consists in judging andnot in commanding:wherefore hewho
sins voluntarily against his cra is reputed a better crasman
than he who does so involuntarily, because the former seems
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to do so from right judgment, and the latter from a defective
judgment. On the other hand it is the reverse in prudence, as
stated in Ethic. vi, 5, for it is more imprudent to sin voluntar-
ily, since this is to be lacking in the chief act of prudence, viz.
command, than to sin involuntarily.

Reply to Objection 1. e act of command extends both
to the ensuing of good and to the avoidance of evil. Neverthe-
less Augustine ascribes “the avoidance of ambushes” to pru-
dence, not as its chief act, but as an act of prudence that does

not continue in heaven.
Reply to Objection 2. Good counsel is required in or-

der that the good things discovered may be applied to action:
wherefore command belongs to prudence which takes good
counsel.

Reply toObjection 3. Simply tomove belongs to the will:
but command denotes motion together with a kind of order-
ing, wherefore it is an act of the reason, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 17, a. 1).

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 9Whether solicitude belongs to prudence?

Objection1. Itwould seemthat solicitudedoesnot belong
to prudence. For solicitude implies disquiet, wherefore Isidore
says (Etym. x) that “a solicitous man is a restless man.” Now
motion belongs chiefly to the appetitive power: wherefore so-
licitude does also. But prudence is not in the appetitive power,
but in the reason, as stated above (a. 1). erefore solicitude
does not belong to prudence.

Objection2.Further, the certainty of truth seemsopposed
to solicitude, wherefore it is related (1Kings 9:20) that Samuel
said to Saul: “As for the asses which were lost three days ago,
be not solicitous, because they are found.” Now the certainty
of truth belongs to prudence, since it is an intellectual virtue.
erefore solicitude is in opposition to prudence rather than
belonging to it.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3)
the “magnanimous man is slow and leisurely.” Now slowness is
contrary to solicitude. Since then prudence is not opposed to
magnanimity, for “good is not opposed to good,” as stated in
the Predicaments (viii) it would seem that solicitude does not
belong to prudence.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Pet. 4:7): “Be pru-
dent…and watch in prayers.” But watchfulness is the same as
solicitude. erefore solicitude belongs to prudence.

I answer that,According to Isidore (Etym. x), aman is said
to be solicitous through being shrewd [solers] and alert [citus],
in so far as a man through a certain shrewdness of mind is on
the alert to do whatever has to be done. Now this belongs to

prudence, whose chief act is a command about what has been
already counselled and judged in matters of action. Hence the
Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 9) that “one should be quick in car-
rying out the counsel taken, but slow in taking counsel.”Hence
it is that solicitude belongs properly to prudence, and for this
reason Augustine says (De Morib. Eccl. xxiv) that “prudence
keeps most careful watch and ward, lest by degrees we be de-
ceived unawares by evil counsel.”

Reply to Objection 1. Movement belongs to the appet-
itive power as to the principle of movement, in accordance
however, with the direction and command of reason, wherein
solicitude consists.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 3), “equal certainty should not be sought in all things,
but in each matter according to its proper mode.” And since
thematter of prudence is the contingent singulars aboutwhich
are human actions, the certainty of prudence cannot be so
great as to be devoid of all solicitude.

Reply toObjection 3.emagnanimousman is said to be
“slow and leisurely” not because he is solicitous about nothing,
but because he is not over-solicitous about many things, and
is trustful in matters where he ought to have trust, and is not
over-solicitous about them: for over-much fear anddistrust are
the cause of over-solicitude, since fear makes us take counsel,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 44, a. 2) when we were treating of
the passion of fear.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 10Whether solicitude belongs to prudence?

Objection1. It would seem that prudence does not extend
to the governing of many, but only to the government of one-
self. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that virtue directed
to the common good is justice. But prudence differs from jus-
tice. erefore prudence is not directed to the common good.

Objection 2. Further, he seems to be prudent, who seeks
and does good for himself. Now those who seek the common
good oen neglect their own. erefore they are not prudent.

Objection 3. Further, prudence is specifically distinct
from temperance and fortitude. But temperance and fortitude
seem to be related only to a man’s own good. erefore the

same applies to prudence.
On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 24:45): “Who,

thinkest thou, is a faithful and prudent [Douay: ‘wise’] servant
whom his lord hath appointed over his family?”

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 8)
some have held that prudence does not extend to the common
good, but only to the good of the individual, and this because
they thought thatman is not bound to seek other than his own
good. But this opinion is opposed to charity, which “seeketh
not her own” (1Cor. 13:5): wherefore theApostle says of him-
self (1 Cor. 10:33): “Not seeking that which is profitable to

1333



myself, but to many, that they may be saved.” Moreover it is
contrary to right reason, which judges the common good to
be better than the good of the individual.

Accordingly, since it belongs to prudence rightly to coun-
sel, judge, and command concerning the means of obtaining a
due end, it is evident that prudence regards not only the pri-
vate good of the individual, but also the common good of the
multitude.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking there
of moral virtue. Now just as every moral virtue that is directed
to the common good is called “legal” justice, so the prudence
that is directed to the common good is called “political” pru-
dence, for the latter stands in the same relation to legal justice,
as prudence simply so called to moral virtue.

Reply toObjection 2.He that seeks the good of themany,
seeks in consequence his own good, for two reasons. First, be-

cause the individual good is impossible without the common
goodof the family, state, or kingdom.HenceValeriusMaximus
says* of the ancient Romans that “they would rather be poor in
a rich empire than rich in a poor empire.” Secondly, because,
since man is a part of the home and state, he must needs con-
sider what is good for him by being prudent about the good of
the many. For the good disposition of parts depends on their
relation to the whole; thus Augustine says (Confess. iii, 8) that
“any part which does not harmonize with its whole, is offen-
sive.”

Reply toObjection 3. Even temperance and fortitude can
be directed to the common good, hence there are precepts of
law concerning them as stated in Ethic. v, 1: more so, however,
prudence and justice, since these belong to the rational faculty
which directly regards the universal, just as the sensitive part
regards singulars.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 11Whether prudence about one’s own good is specifically the same as that which extends to the
common good?

Objection 1. It seems that prudence about one’s own good
is the same specifically as that which extends to the common
good. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 8) that “political pru-
dence, and prudence are the same habit, yet their essence is not
the same.”

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Polit. iii, 2)
that “virtue is the same in a good man and in a good ruler.”
Now political prudence is chiefly in the ruler, in whom it is
architectonic, as it were. Since then prudence is a virtue of a
good man, it seems that prudence and political prudence are
the same habit.

Objection 3. Further, a habit is not diversified in species
or essence by things which are subordinate to one another.
But the particular good, which belongs to prudence simply so
called, is subordinate to the common good, which belongs to
political prudence.erefore prudence and political prudence
differ neither specifically nor essentially.

On the contrary, “Political prudence,” which is directed
to the common good of the state, “domestic economy” which
is of such things as relate to the common good of the house-
hold or family, and “monastic economy” which is concerned
with things affecting the good of one person, are all distinct
sciences. erefore in like manner there are different kinds of
prudence, corresponding to the above differences of matter.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5; q. 54, a. 2, ad 1),
the species of habits differ according to the difference of ob-
ject considered in its formal aspect. Now the formal aspect of
all things directed to the end, is taken from the end itself, as
shown above ( Ia IIae, Prolog.; Ia IIae, q. 102, a. 1), wherefore
the species of habits differ by their relation to different ends.

Again the individual good, the good of the family, and the
good of the city and kingdom are different ends. Wherefore
there must needs be different species of prudence correspond-
ing to these different ends, so that one is “prudence” simply so
called, which is directed to one’s own good; another, “domes-
tic prudence” which is directed to the common good of the
home; and a third, “political prudence,” which is directed to
the common good of the state or kingdom.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher means, not that
political prudence is substantially the same habit as any kind
of prudence, but that it is the same as the prudence which is
directed to the common good. is is called “prudence” in re-
spect of the common notion of prudence, i.e. as being right
reason applied to action, while it is called “political,” as being
directed to the common good.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Philosopher declares (Polit.
iii, 2), “it belongs to a good man to be able to rule well and to
obey well,” wherefore the virtue of a good man includes also
that of a good ruler. Yet the virtue of the ruler and of the sub-
ject differs specifically, even as the virtue of a man and of a
woman, as stated by the same authority (Polit. iii, 2).

Reply toObjection 3.Even different ends, one of which is
subordinate to the other, diversify the species of a habit, thus
for instance, habits directed to riding, soldiering, and civic life,
differ specifically although their ends are subordinate to one
another. In like manner, though the good of the individual is
subordinate to the goodof themany, that does not prevent this
difference frommaking the habits differ specifically; but it fol-
lows that the habitwhich is directed to the last end is above the
other habits and commands them.

* Fact. et Dict. Memor. iv, 6.
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IIa IIae q. 47 a. 12Whether prudence is in subjects, or only in their rulers?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is not in sub-
jects but only in their rulers. For the Philosopher says (Polit.
iii, 2) that “prudence alone is the virtue proper to a ruler, while
other virtues are common to subjects and rulers, and the pru-
dence of the subject is not a virtue but a true opinion.”

Objection 2. Further, it is stated in Polit. i, 5 that “a slave
is not competent to take counsel.” But prudence makes a man
take good counsel (Ethic. vi, 5). erefore prudence is not be-
fitting slaves or subjects.

Objection 3. Further, prudence exercises command, as
stated above (a. 8). But command is not in the competency
of slaves or subjects but only of rulers. erefore prudence is
not in subjects but only in rulers.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 8) that
there are two kinds of political prudence, one of which is “leg-
islative” and belongs to rulers, while the other “retains the
common name political,” and is about “individual actions.”
Now it belongs also to subjects to perform these individual ac-
tions. erefore prudence is not only in rulers but also in sub-
jects.

I answer that, Prudence is in the reason. Now ruling and
governing belong properly to the reason; and therefore it is

proper to a man to reason and be prudent in so far as he has a
share in ruling and governing. But it is evident that the subject
as subject, and the slave as slave, are not competent to rule and
govern, but rather to be ruled and governed. erefore pru-
dence is not the virtue of a slave as slave, nor of a subject as
subject.

Since, however, every man, for as much as he is rational,
has a share in ruling according to the judgment of reason, he
is proportionately competent to have prudence. Wherefore it
is manifest that prudence is in the ruler “aer the manner of a
mastercra” (Ethic. vi, 8), but in the subjects, “aer the man-
ner of a handicra.”

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of the Philosopher is to
be understood strictly, namely, that prudence is not the virtue
of a subject as such.

Reply to Objection 2. A slave is not capable of taking
counsel, in so far as he is a slave (for thus he is the instrument of
his master), but he does take counsel in so far as he is a rational
animal.

Reply toObjection 3. By prudence a man commands not
only others, but also himself, in so far as the reason is said to
command the lower powers.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 13Whether prudence can be in sinners?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be prudence in
sinners. For our Lord said (Lk. 16:8): “e children of this
world are more prudent [Douay: ‘wiser’] in their generation
than the children of light.” Now the children of this world are
sinners. erefore there be prudence in sinners.

Objection 2. Further, faith is a more excellent virtue than
prudence. But there can be faith in sinners.erefore there can
be prudence also.

Objection3.Further, according toEthic. vi, 7, “we say that
to be of good counsel is the work of prudent man especially.”
Now many sinners can take good counsel. erefore sinners
can have prudence.

On the contrary, e Philosopher declares (Ethic. vi, 12)
that “it is impossible for a man be prudent unless he be good.”
Now no inner is a good man. erefore no sinner is prudent.

I answer that, Prudence is threefold. ere is a false pru-
dence, which takes its name from its likeness to true prudence.
For since a prudent man is one who disposes well of the things
that have to be done for a good end, whoever disposes well of
such things as are fitting for an evil end, has false prudence,
in far as that which he takes for an end, is good, not in truth
but in appearance. us man is called “a good robber,” and in
this way may speak of “a prudent robber,” by way of similarity,
because he devises fitting ways of committing robbery. is is
the prudence of which the Apostle says (Rom. 8:6): “e pru-
dence [Douay: ‘wisdom’] of the flesh is death,” because, to wit,

it places its ultimate end in the pleasures of the flesh.
e second prudence is indeed true prudence, because it

devises fitting ways of obtaining a good end; and yet it is im-
perfect, from a twofold source. First, because the good which
it takes for an end, is not the common end of all human life,
but of some particular affair; thus when a man devises fitting
ways of conducting business or of sailing a ship, he is called a
prudent businessman, or a prudent sailor; secondly, because he
fails in the chief act of prudence, as when a man takes counsel
aright, and forms a good judgment, even about things concern-
ing life as a whole, but fails to make an effective command.

e third prudence is both true and perfect, for it takes
counsel, judges and commands aright in respect of the good
end of man’s whole life: and this alone is prudence simply so-
called, and cannot be in sinners, whereas the first prudence is
in sinners alone, while imperfect prudence is common to good
and wicked men, especially that which is imperfect through
being directed to a particular end, since thatwhich is imperfect
on account of a failing in the chief act, is only in the wicked.

Reply toObjection 1. is saying of our Lord is to be un-
derstoodof the first prudence,wherefore it is not said that they
are prudent absolutely, but that they are prudent in “their gen-
eration.”

Reply to Objection 2. e nature of faith consists not in
conformity with the appetite for certain right actions, but in
knowledge alone. On the other hand prudence implies a re-
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lation to a right appetite. First because its principles are the
ends in matters of action; and of such ends one forms a right
estimate through the habits of moral virtue, which rectify the
appetite: wherefore without the moral virtues there is no pru-
dence, as shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 58, a. 5); secondly because
prudence commands right actions, which does not happen un-
less the appetite be right. Wherefore though faith on account
of its object is more excellent than prudence, yet prudence, by
its very nature, is more opposed to sin, which arises from a dis-
order of the appetite.

Reply to Objection 3. Sinners can take good counsel for
an evil end, or for some particular good, but they do not per-
fectly take good counsel for the end of their whole life, since
they do not carry that counsel into effect.Hence they lack pru-
dence which is directed to the good only; and yet in them, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 12) there is “cleverness,”*
i.e. natural diligence which may be directed to both good and
evil; or “cunning,”† which is directed only to evil, and which
we have stated above, to be “false prudence” or “prudence of
the flesh.”

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 14Whether prudence is in all who have grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is not in all who
have grace. Prudence requires diligence, that one may foresee
aright what has to be done. But many who have grace have not
this diligence.erefore not all who have grace have prudence.

Objection 2. Further, a prudent man is one who takes
good counsel, as stated above (a. 8, obj. 2; a. 13, obj. 3). Yet
many have grace who do not take good counsel, and need to
be guided by the counsel of others. erefore not all who have
grace, have prudence

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Topic. iii,
2) that “young people are not obviously prudent.” Yet many
young people have grace. erefore prudence is not to be
found in all who have grace.

On the contrary, No man has grace unless he be virtuous.
Now no man can be virtuous without prudence, for Gregory
says (Moral. ii, 46) that “the other virtues cannot be virtues
at all unless they effect prudently what they desire to accom-
plish.” erefore all who have grace have prudence.

I answer that, e virtues must needs be connected to-
gether, so that whoever has one has all, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 65, a. 1). Nowwhoever has grace has charity, so that hemust
needs have all the other virtues, and hence, since prudence is a
virtue, as shown above (a. 4), he must, of necessity, have pru-
dence also.

Reply to Objection 1. Diligence is twofold: one is merely

sufficient with regard to things necessary for salvation; and
such diligence is given to all who have grace, whom “His unc-
tion teacheth of all things” (1 Jn. 2:27). ere is also another
diligence which is more than sufficient, whereby a man is able
to make provision both for himself and for others, not only in
matters necessary for salvation, but also in all things relating
to human life; and such diligence as this is not in all who have
grace.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who require to be guided by
the counsel of others, are able, if they have grace, to take coun-
sel for themselves in this point at least, that they require the
counsel of others and can discern good from evil counsel.

Reply toObjection 3.Acquired prudence is caused by the
exercise of acts, wherefore “its acquisition demands experience
and time” (Ethic. ii, 1), hence it cannot be in the young, nei-
ther inhabit nor in act.On theotherhandgratuitous prudence
is caused by divine infusion. Wherefore, in children who have
been baptized but have not come to the use of reason, there is
prudence as to habit but not as to act, even as in idiots; whereas
in those who have come to the use of reason, it is also as to
act, with regard to things necessary for salvation.is by prac-
tice merits increase, until it becomes perfect, even as the other
virtues. Hence the Apostle says (Heb. 5:14) that “strong meat
is for the perfect, for them who by custom have their senses
exercised to the discerning of good and evil.”

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 15Whether prudence is in us by nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence is in us by na-
ture. e Philosopher says that things connected with pru-
dence “seem to be natural,” namely “synesis, gnome”* and the
like, but not those which are connected with speculative wis-
dom. Now things belonging to the same genus have the same
kind of origin. erefore prudence also is in us from nature.

Objection 2. Further, the changes of age are according
to nature. Now prudence results from age, according to Job
12:12: “In the ancient is wisdom, and in length of days pru-
dence.” erefore prudence is natural.

Objection 3. Further, prudence is more consistent with

human nature than with that of dumb animals. Now there are
instances of a certain natural prudence in dumb animals, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (De Hist. Anim. viii, 1). erefore
prudence is natural.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1) that
“intellectual virtue is both originated and fostered by teach-
ing; it therefore demands experience and time.”Nowprudence
is an intellectual virtue, as stated above (a. 4). erefore pru-
dence is in us, not by nature, but by teaching and experience.

I answer that, As shown above (a. 3), prudence includes
knowledge both of universals, and of the singular matters of

* δεινότικη. † πανουργία. * σύνεσις and γνώμη, Cf. Ia IIae, q. 57, a. 6.
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action to which prudence applies the universal principles. Ac-
cordingly, as regards the knowledge of universals, the same is
to be said of prudence as of speculative science, because the
primary universal principles of either are known naturally, as
shown above (a. 6): except that the common principles of pru-
dence are more connatural to man; for as the Philosopher re-
marks (Ethic. x, 7) “the life which is according to the specu-
lative reason is better than that which is according to man”:
whereas the secondary universal principles, whether of the
speculative or of the practical reason, are not inherited from
nature, but are acquired by discovery through experience, or
through teaching.

On the other hand, as regards the knowledge of particulars
which are thematter of action, wemustmake a further distinc-
tion, because thismatter of action is either an end or themeans
to an end. Now the right ends of human life are fixed; where-
fore there can be a natural inclination in respect of these ends;
thus it has been stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 51, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 63,
a. 1) that some, from a natural inclination, have certain virtues
whereby they are inclined to right ends; and consequently they
also have naturally a right judgment about such like ends.

But themeans to the end, in human concerns, far from be-
ing fixed, are of manifold variety according to the variety of

persons and affairs. Wherefore since the inclination of nature
is ever to something fixed, the knowledge of those means can-
not be in man naturally, although, by reason of his natural dis-
position, one man has a greater aptitude than another in dis-
cerning them, just as it happens with regard to the conclusions
of speculative sciences. Since then prudence is not about the
ends, but about the means, as stated above (a. 6; Ia IIae, q. 57,
a. 5), it follows that prudence is not from nature.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking there
of things relating to prudence, in so far as they are directed to
ends. Wherefore he had said before (Ethic. vi, 5,11) that “they
are the principles of the οὗ ἕνεκα”*, namely, the end; and so he
does notmention εὐβουλία among them, because it takes coun-
sel about the means.

Reply to Objection 2. Prudence is rather in the old, not
only because their natural disposition calms the movement of
the sensitive passions, but also because of their long experience.

Reply to Objection 3. Even in dumb animals there are
fixed ways of obtaining an end, wherefore we observe that all
the animals of a same species act in like manner. But this is
impossible in man, on account of his reason, which takes cog-
nizance of universals, and consequently extends to an infinity
of singulars.

IIa IIae q. 47 a. 16Whether prudence can be lost through forgetfulness?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence can be lost
through forgetfulness. For since science is about necessary
things, it is more certain than prudence which is about con-
tingent matters of action. But science is lost by forgetfulness.
Much more therefore is prudence.

Objection 2. Further, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3)
“the same things, but by a contrary process, engender and cor-
rupt virtue.” Now the engendering of prudence requires expe-
riencewhich ismade up “ofmanymemories,” as he states at the
beginning of his Metaphysics (i, 1). erefore since forgetful-
ness is contrary to memory, it seems that prudence can be lost
through forgetfulness.

Objection 3. Further, there is no prudence without
knowledge of universals. But knowledge of universals can be
lost through forgetfulness. erefore prudence can also.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that
“forgetfulness is possible to art but not to prudence.”

I answer that, Forgetfulness regards knowledge only,
wherefore one can forget art and science, so as to lose them
altogether, because they belong to the reason. But prudence
consists not in knowledge alone, but also in an act of the ap-
petite, because as stated above (a. 8), its principal act is one of

command,whereby aman applies the knowledge he has, to the
purpose of appetition and operation. Hence prudence is not
taken away directly by forgetfulness, but rather is corrupted by
the passions. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 5) that “plea-
sure and sorrow pervert the estimate of prudence”: wherefore
it is written (Dan. 13:56): “Beauty hath deceived thee, and lust
hath subverted thy heart,” and (Ex. 23:8): “Neither shalt thou
take bribes which blind even the prudent [Douay: ‘wise’].”

Nevertheless forgetfulness may hinder prudence, in so far
as the latter’s command depends on knowledge which may be
forgotten.

Reply toObjection 1. Science is in the reason only: hence
the comparison fails, as stated above†.

Reply to Objection 2. e experience required by pru-
dence results not from memory alone, but also from the prac-
tice of commanding aright.

Reply to Objection 3. Prudence consists chiefly, not in
the knowledge of universals, but in applying them to action,
as stated above (a. 3). Wherefore forgetting the knowledge of
universals does not destroy the principal part of prudence, but
hinders it somewhat, as stated above.

* Literally, ‘for the sake of which’ (are the means). † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 53, a. 1.
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S P   S P, Q 48
Of the Parts of Prudence

(In One Article)

We must now consider the parts of prudence, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Which are the parts of prudence?
(2) Of its integral parts;
(3) Of its subjective parts;
(4) Of its potential parts.

IIa IIae q. 48 a. 1Whether three parts of prudence are fittingly assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the parts of prudence
are assigned unfittingly. Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53) assigns
three parts of prudence, namely, “memory,” “understanding”
and “foresight.” Macrobius (In Somn. Scip. i) following the
opinion of Plotinus ascribes to prudence six parts, namely,
“reasoning,” “understanding,” “circumspection,” “foresight,”
“docility” and “caution.” Aristotle says (Ethic. vi, 9,10,11)
that “good counsel,” “synesis” and “gnome” belong to pru-
dence.Again under the head of prudence hementions “conjec-
ture,” “shrewdness,” “sense” and “understanding.” And another
Greek philosopher* says that ten things are connected with
prudence, namely, “good counsel,” “shrewdness,” “foresight,”
“regnative†,” “military,” “political” and “domestic prudence,”
“dialectics,” “rhetoric” and “physics.” erefore it seems that
one or the other enumeration is either excessive or deficient.

Objection 2. Further, prudence is specifically distinct
from science. But politics, economics, logic, rhetoric, physics
are sciences. erefore they are not parts of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, the parts do not exceed the whole.
Now the intellectivememory or intelligence, reason, sense and
docility, belong not only to prudence but also to all the cogni-
tive habits. erefore they should not be set down as parts of
prudence.

Objection 4. Further, just as counselling, judging and
commanding are acts of the practical reason, so also is using,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 16, a. 1 ). erefore, just as “eubu-
lia” which refers to counsel, is connected with prudence, and
“synesis” and “gnome” which refer to judgment, so also ought
something to have been assigned corresponding to use.

Objection 5. Further, solicitude pertains to prudence, as
stated above (q. 47, a. 9).erefore solicitude also should have
been mentioned among the parts of prudence.

I answer that, Parts are of three kinds, namely, “integral,”
as wall, roof, and foundations are parts of a house; “subjec-
tive,” as ox and lion are parts of animal; and “potential,” as the
nutritive and sensitive powers are parts of the soul. Accord-
ingly, parts can be assigned to a virtue in three ways. First,
in likeness to integral parts, so that the things which need
to concur for the perfect act of a virtue, are called the parts

of that virtue. In this way, out of all the things mentioned
above, eight may be taken as parts of prudence, namely, the
six assigned by Macrobius; with the addition of a seventh, viz.
“memory” mentioned by Tully; and εὐστοχία or “shrewdness”
mentioned by Aristotle. For the “sense” of prudence is also
called “understanding”:wherefore thePhilosopher says (Ethic.
vi, 11): “Of such things one needs to have the sense, and this
is understanding.” Of these eight, five belong to prudence as a
cognitive virtue, namely, “memory,” “reasoning,” “understand-
ing,” “docility” and “shrewdness”: while the three others be-
long thereto, as commanding and applying knowledge to ac-
tion, namely, “foresight,” “circumspection” and “caution.” e
reason of their difference is seen from the fact that three things
may be observed in reference to knowledge. In the first place,
knowledge itself, which, if it be of the past, is called “memory,”
if of the present, whether contingent or necessary, is called
“understanding” or “intelligence.” Secondly, the acquiring of
knowledge, which is caused either by teaching, to which per-
tains “docility,” or by “discovery,” and to this belongs to εὐ-
στοχία, i.e. “a happy conjecture,” of which “shrewdness” is a
part, which is a “quick conjecture of themiddle term,” as stated
in Poster. i, 9. irdly, the use of knowledge, in as much as
we proceed from things known to knowledge or judgment of
other things, and this belongs to “reasoning.” And the reason,
in order to command aright, requires to have three conditions.
First, to order that which is befitting the end, and this belongs
to “foresight”; secondly, to attend to the circumstances of the
matter in hand, and this belongs to “circumspection”; thirdly,
to avoid obstacles, and this belongs to “caution.”

e subjective parts of a virtue are its various species. In
this way the parts of prudence, if we take them properly, are
the prudence whereby a man rules himself, and the prudence
whereby a man governs a multitude, which differ specifically
as stated above (q. 47, a. 11). Again, the prudence whereby a
multitude is governed, is divided into various species accord-
ing to the various kinds of multitude. ere is the multitude
which is united together for some particular purpose; thus an
army is gathered together to fight, and the prudence that gov-
erns this is called “military.” ere is also the multitude that

* Andronicus; Cf. q. 80, obj. 4. † Regnativa.
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is united together for the whole of life; such is the multitude
of a home or family, and this is ruled by “domestic prudence”:
and such again is the multitude of a city or kingdom, the rul-
ing principle of which is “regnative prudence” in the ruler, and
“political prudence,” simply so called, in the subjects.

If, however, prudence be taken in awide sense, as including
also speculative knowledge, as stated above (q. 47, a. 2, ad 2)
then its parts include “dialectics,” “rhetoric” and “physics,” ac-
cording to threemethods of prudence in the sciences.e first
of these is the attaining of science by demonstration, which
belongs to “physics” (if physics be understood to comprise all
demonstrative sciences). e second method is to arrive at an
opinion through probable premises, and this belongs to “di-
alectics.” e third method is to employ conjectures in order
to induce a certain suspicion, or to persuade somewhat, and
this belongs to “rhetoric.” It may be said, however, that these
three belong also to prudence properly so called, since it argues
sometimes fromnecessary premises, sometimes fromprobabil-
ities, and sometimes from conjectures.

e potential parts of a virtue are the virtues connected
with it, which are directed to certain secondary acts or mat-
ters, not having, as it were, the whole power of the principal
virtue. In this way the parts of prudence are “good counsel,”

which concerns counsel, “synesis,” which concerns judgment
in matters of ordinary occurrence, and “gnome,” which con-
cerns judgment in matters of exception to the law: while “pru-
dence” is about the chief act, viz. that of commanding.

Reply toObjection 1.evarious enumerations differ, ei-
ther because different kinds of parts are assigned, or because
that which is mentioned in one enumeration includes several
mentioned in another enumeration. us Tully includes “cau-
tion” and “circumspection” under “foresight,” and “reasoning,”
“docility” and “shrewdness” under “understanding.”

Reply to Objection 2. Here domestic and civic prudence
are not to be taken as sciences, but as kinds of prudence. As to
the other three, the reply may be gathered from what has been
said.

Reply to Objection 3. All these things are reckoned parts
of prudence, not by taking themaltogether, but in so far as they
are connected with things pertaining to prudence.

Reply to Objection 4. Right command and right use al-
ways go together, because the reason’s command is followed
by obedience on the part of the lower powers, which pertain
to use.

Reply to Objection 5. Solicitude is included under fore-
sight.
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S P   S P, Q 49
Of Each Quasi-Integral Part of Prudence

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider each quasi-integral part of prudence, and under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Memory;
(2) Understanding or Intelligence;
(3) Docility;
(4) Shrewdness;
(5) Reason;
(6) Foresight;
(7) Circumspection;
(8) Caution.

IIa IIae q. 49 a. 1Whether memory is a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that memory is not a part of
prudence. Formemory, as the Philosopher proves (DeMemor.
et Remin. i), is in the sensitive part of the soul: whereas pru-
dence is in the rational part (Ethic. vi, 5).ereforememory is
not a part of prudence.

Objection 2. Further, prudence is acquired and perfected
by experience, whereasmemory is in us fromnature.erefore
memory is not a part of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, memory regards the past, whereas
prudence regards future matters of action, about which coun-
sel is concerned, as stated in Ethic. vi, 2,7. erefore memory
is not a part of prudence.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53) places
memory among the parts of prudence.

I answer that, Prudence regards contingent matters of ac-
tion, as stated above (q. 47, a. 5). Now in such like matters a
man can be directed, not by those things that are simply and
necessarily true, but by those which occur in the majority of
cases: because principles must be proportionate to their con-
clusions, and “like must be concluded from like” (Ethic. vi*).
Butwe need experience to discoverwhat is true in themajority
of cases: wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 1) that “in-
tellectual virtue is engendered and fostered by experience and
time.”Now experience is the result ofmanymemories as stated
in Metaph. i, 1, and therefore prudence requires the memory
of many things. Hencememory is fittingly accounted a part of
prudence.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 47, Aa. 3,6),
prudence applies universal knowledge to particulars which are
objects of sense: hence many things belonging to the sensi-
tive faculties are requisite for prudence, and memory is one of
them.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as aptitude for prudence is

in our nature, while its perfection comes through practice or
grace, so too, as Tully says in his Rhetoric†, memory not only
arises from nature, but is also aided by art and diligence.

ere are four things whereby a man perfects his mem-
ory. First, when a man wishes to remember a thing, he should
take some suitable yet somewhat unwonted illustration of it,
since the unwonted strikes usmore, and somakes a greater and
stronger impression on the mind; the mind; and this explains
why we remember better what we saw when we were children.
Now the reason for the necessity of finding these illustrations
or images, is that simple and spiritual impressions easily slip
from themind, unless they be tied as it were to some corporeal
image, because human knowledge has a greater hold on sen-
sible objects. For this reason memory is assigned to the sensi-
tive part of the soul. Secondly, whatever amanwishes to retain
in his memory he must carefully consider and set in order, so
that he may pass easily from one memory to another. Hence
the Philosopher says (De Memor. et Remin. ii): “Sometimes
a place brings memories back to us: the reason being that we
pass quickly from the one to the other.” irdly, we must be
anxious and earnest about the things we wish to remember,
because the more a thing is impressed on the mind, the less it
is liable to slip out of it. Wherefore Tully says in his Rhetoric‡
that “anxiety preserves the figures of images entire.” Fourthly,
we should oen reflect on the things we wish to remember.
Hence the Philosopher says (De Memoria i) that “reflection
preserves memories,” because as he remarks (De Memoria ii)
“custom is a second nature”: wherefore when we reflect on a
thing frequently, we quickly call it to mind, through passing
from one thing to another by a kind of natural order.

Reply to Objection 3. It behooves us to argue, as it were,
about the future from the past; wherefore memory of the past
is necessary in order to take good counsel for the future.

* Anal. Post. i. 32. † Ad Herenn. de Arte Rhet. iii, 16,24. ‡ Ad Herenn. de Arte Rhet. iii.
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IIa IIae q. 49 a. 2Whether understanding* is a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that understanding is not a
part of prudence. When two things are members of a divi-
sion, one is not part of the other. But intellectual virtue is di-
vided into understanding and prudence, according to Ethic. vi,
3. erefore understanding should not be reckoned a part of
prudence.

Objection 2. Further, understanding is numbered among
the gis of the Holy Ghost, and corresponds to faith, as stated
above (q. 8, Aa. 1,8). But prudence is a virtue other than faith,
as is clear fromwhat has been said above (q. 4, a. 8; Ia IIae, q. 62,
a. 2). erefore understanding does not pertain to prudence.

Objection 3. Further, prudence is about singular mat-
ters of action (Ethic. vi, 7): whereas understanding takes cog-
nizance of universal and immaterial objects (De Anima iii, 4).
erefore understanding is not a part of prudence.

On the contrary, Tully† accounts “intelligence” a part of
prudence, and Macrobius‡ mentions “understanding,” which
comes to the same.

I answer that, Understanding denotes here, not the intel-
lectual power, but the right estimate about some final prin-
ciple, which is taken as self-evident: thus we are said to un-
derstand the first principles of demonstrations. Now every de-
duction of reason proceeds from certain statements which are
taken as primary: wherefore every process of reasoning must
needs proceed from some understanding.erefore since pru-
dence is right reason applied to action, the whole process of
prudence must needs have its source in understanding. Hence
it is that understanding is reckoned a part of prudence.

Reply to Objection 1. e reasoning of prudence termi-

nates, as in a conclusion, in the particular matter of action, to
which, as stated above (q. 47, Aa. 3,6), it applies the knowl-
edge of some universal principle. Now a singular conclusion
is argued from a universal and a singular proposition. Where-
fore the reasoning of prudence must proceed from a twofold
understanding. e one is cognizant of universals, and this
belongs to the understanding which is an intellectual virtue,
whereby we know naturally not only speculative principles,
but also practical universal principles, such as “One should do
evil to no man,” as shown above (q. 47, a. 6). e other un-
derstanding, as stated in Ethic. vi, 11, is cognizant of an ex-
treme, i.e. of some primary singular and contingent practical
matter, viz. the minor premiss, which must needs be singular
in the syllogism of prudence, as stated above (q. 47, Aa. 3,6).
Now this primary singular is some singular end, as stated in
the same place. Wherefore the understanding which is a part
of prudence is a right estimate of some particular end.

Reply toObjection2.eunderstandingwhich is a gi of
theHoly Ghost, is a quick insight into divine things, as shown
above (q. 8, Aa. 1,2). It is in another sense that it is accounted
a part of prudence, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. e right estimate about a partic-
ular end is called both “understanding,” in so far as its object
is a principle, and “sense,” in so far as its object is a particular.
is is what the Philosophermeanswhenhe says (Ethic. v, 11):
“Of such things we need to have the sense, and this is under-
standing.” But this is to be understood as referring, not to the
particular sense whereby we know proper sensibles, but to the
interior sense, whereby we judge of a particular.

IIa IIae q. 49 a. 3Whether docility should be accounted a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that docility should not be
accounted a part of prudence. For that which is a necessary
condition of every intellectual virtue, should not be appropri-
ated to one of them. But docility is requisite for every intel-
lectual virtue. erefore it should not be accounted a part of
prudence.

Objection 2. Further, that which pertains to a human
virtue is in our power, since it is for things that are in our power
that we are praised or blamed.Now it is not in our power to be
docile, for this is befitting to some through their natural dis-
position. erefore it is not a part of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, docility is in the disciple: whereas
prudence, since it makes precepts, seems rather to belong to
teachers, who are also called “preceptors.”erefore docility is
not a part of prudence.

On the contrary, Macrobius§ following the opinion of
Plotinus places docility among the parts of prudence.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2, ad 1; q. 47, a. 3)

prudence is concerned with particular matters of action, and
since such matters are of infinite variety, no one man can con-
sider them all sufficiently; nor can this be done quickly, for
it requires length of time. Hence in matters of prudence man
stands in very great need of being taught by others, especially
by old folkwhohave acquired a sane understanding of the ends
in practical matters. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic.
vi, 11): “It is right to pay no less attention to the undemon-
strated assertions and opinions of such persons as are experi-
enced, older than we are, and prudent, than to their demon-
strations, for their experience gives theman insight into princi-
ples.” us it is written (Prov. 3:5): “Lean not on thy own pru-
dence,” and (Ecclus. 6:35): “Stand in the multitude of the an-
cients” (i.e. the old men), “that are wise, and join thyself from
thy heart to their wisdom.” Now it is a mark of docility to be
ready to be taught: and consequently docility is fittingly reck-
oned a part of prudence

Reply to Objection 1. Although docility is useful for ev-
* Otherwise intuition; Aristotle’s word is νοῦς. † De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53.
‡ In Somn. Scip. i, 8. § In Somn. Scip. i, 8.
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ery intellectual virtue, yet it belongs to prudence chiefly, for
the reason given above.

Reply to Objection 2. Man has a natural aptitude for
docility even as for other things connected with prudence. Yet
his own efforts count for much towards the attainment of per-
fect docility: and he must carefully, frequently and reverently
apply hismind to the teachings of the learned, neither neglect-
ing them through laziness, nor despising them through pride.

Reply to Objection 3. By prudence man makes precepts
not only for others, but also for himself, as stated above (q. 47,
a. 12, ad 3). Hence as stated (Ethic. vi, 11), even in subjects,
there is place for prudence; to which docility pertains. And
yet even the learned should be docile in some respects, since
no man is altogether self-sufficient in matters of prudence, as
stated above.

IIa IIae q. 49 a. 4Whether shrewdness is part of prudence?

Objection1. Itwould seem that shrewdness is not a part of
prudence. For shrewdness consists in easily finding themiddle
term for demonstrations, as stated in Poster. i, 34.Now the rea-
soning of prudence is not a demonstration since it deals with
contingencies. erefore shrewdness does not pertain to pru-
dence.

Objection 2. Further, good counsel pertains to prudence
according to Ethic. vi, 5,7,9. Now there is no place in good
counsel for shrewdness* which is a kind of εὐστοχία, i.e. “a
happy conjecture”: for the latter is “unreasoning and rapid,”
whereas counsel needs to be slow, as stated in Ethic. vi, 9.
erefore shrewdness should not be accounted a part of pru-
dence.

Objection 3. Further, shrewdness as stated above (q. 48) is
a “happy conjecture.” Now it belongs to rhetoricians to make
use of conjectures. erefore shrewdness belongs to rhetoric
rather than to prudence.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. x): “A solicitous man
is one who is shrewd and alert [solers citus].” But solicitude
belongs to prudence, as stated above (q. 47, a. 9). erefore
shrewdness does also.

I answer that, Prudence consists in a right estimate about
matters of action. Now a right estimate or opinion is acquired
in two ways, both in practical and in speculative matters, first
by discovering it oneself, secondly by learning it from others.
Now just as docility consists in a man being well disposed to
acquire a right opinion from another man, so shrewdness is an
apt disposition to acquire a right estimate byoneself, yet so that

shrewdness be taken for εὐστοχία, of which it is a part. For εὐ-
στοχία is a happy conjecture about any matter, while shrewd-
ness is “an easy and rapid conjecture in finding the middle
term” (Poster. i, 34). Nevertheless the philosopher† who calls
shrewdness a part of prudence, takes it for εὐστοχία, in general,
hence he says: “Shrewdness is a habit whereby congruities are
discovered rapidly.”

Reply to Objection 1. Shrewdness is concerned with the
discovery of the middle term not only in demonstrative, but
also in practical syllogisms, as, for instance, when two men are
seen to be friends they are reckoned to be enemies of a third
one, as the Philosopher says (Poster. i, 34). In this way shrewd-
ness belongs to prudence.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher adduces the true
reason (Ethic. vi, 9) to prove that εὐβουλία, i.e. good counsel, is
not εὐστοχία, which is commended for grasping quickly what
should be done.Now amanmay take good counsel, though he
be long and slow in so doing, and yet this does not discount the
utility of a happy conjecture in taking good counsel: indeed it
is sometimes a necessity, when, for instance, something has to
be done without warning. It is for this reason that shrewdness
is fittingly reckoned a part of prudence.

Reply to Objection 3. Rhetoric also reasons about practi-
cal matters, wherefore nothing hinders the same thing belong-
ing both to rhetoric and prudence. Nevertheless, conjecture is
taken here not only in the sense in which it is employed by
rhetoricians, but also as applicable to all matters whatsoever
wherein man is said to conjecture the truth.

IIa IIae q. 49 a. 5Whether reason should be reckoned a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that reason should not be
reckoned a part of prudence. For the subject of an accident is
not a part thereof. But prudence is in the reason as its subject
(Ethic. vi, 5). erefore reason should not be reckoned a part
of prudence.

Objection 2. Further, that which is common to many,
should not be reckoned a part of any one of them; or if it be
so reckoned, it should be reckoned a part of that one to which
it chiefly belongs. Now reason is necessary in all the intellec-
tual virtues, and chiefly in wisdom and science, which employ

a demonstrative reason. erefore reason should not be reck-
oned a part of prudence

Objection 3. Further, reason as a power does not differ es-
sentially from the intelligence, as stated above ( Ia, q. 79, a. 8).
If therefore intelligence be reckoned a part of prudence, it is
superfluous to add reason.

On the contrary, Macrobius*, following the opinion of
Plotinus, numbers reason among the parts of prudence.

I answer that,ework of prudence is to take good coun-
sel, as stated in Ethic. vi, 7. Now counsel is a research proceed-

* Ethic. vi, 9; Poster. i, 34. † Andronicus; Cf. q. 48, obj. 1. * In Somn.
Scip. i.
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ing fromcertain things to others. But this is theworkof reason.
Wherefore it is requisite for prudence that man should be an
apt reasoner. And since the things required for the perfection
of prudence are called requisite or quasi-integral parts of pru-
dence, it follows that reason should be numbered among these
parts.

Reply toObjection1.Reasondenotes here, not the power
of reason, but its good use.

Reply toObjection 2.ecertitude of reason comes from
the intellect. Yet the need of reason is from a defect in the in-
tellect, since those things in which the intellective power is in
full vigor, have no need for reason, for they comprehend the
truth by their simple insight, as do God and the angels. On
the other hand particular matters of action, wherein prudence
guides, are very far from the condition of things intelligible,

and somuch the farther, as they are less certain and fixed.us
matters of art, though they are singular, are nevertheless more
fixed and certain, wherefore in many of them there is no room
for counsel on account of their certitude, as stated in Ethic.
iii, 3. Hence, although in certain other intellectual virtues rea-
son is more certain than in prudence, yet prudence above all
requires that man be an apt reasoner, so that he may rightly
apply universals to particulars, which latter are various and un-
certain.

Reply to Objection 3. Although intelligence and reason
are not different powers, yet they are named aer different
acts. For intelligence takes its name from being an intimate
penetration of the truth†, while reason is so called from being
inquisitive and discursive. Hence each is accounted a part of
reason as explained above (a. 2; q. 47, a. 2 ,3).

IIa IIae q. 49 a. 6Whether foresight‡ should be accounted a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that foresight should not be
accounted apart of prudence. Fornothing is part of itself.Now
foresight seems to be the same as prudence, because according
to Isidore (Etym. x), “a prudent man is one who sees from afar
[porro videns]”: and this is also the derivation of “providentia
[foresight],” according to Boethius (De Consol. v). erefore
foresight is not a part of prudence.

Objection 2. Further, prudence is only practical, whereas
foresight may be also speculative, because “seeing,” whence we
have the word “to foresee,” has more to do with speculation
than operation. erefore foresight is not a part of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, the chief act of prudence is to com-
mand, while its secondary act is to judge and to take counsel.
But none of these seems to be properly implied by foresight.
erefore foresight is not part of prudence.

On the contrary stands the authority of Tully and Macro-
bius, who number foresight among the parts of prudence, as
stated above (q. 48).

I answer that, As stated above (q. 47, a. 1, ad 2, Aa. 6,13),
prudence is properly about themeans to an end, and its proper
work is to set them in due order to the end. And although cer-
tain things are necessary for an end, which are subject to di-
vine providence, yet nothing is subject to human providence
except the contingentmatters of actions which can be done by
man for an end. Now the past has become a kind of necessity,
since what has been done cannot be undone. In like manner,

the present as such, has a kind of necessity, since it is necessary
that Socrates sit, so long as he sits.

Consequently, future contingents, in so far as they can be
directed by man to the end of human life, are the matter of
prudence: and each of these things is implied in the word fore-
sight, for it implies the notion of something distant, to which
that which occurs in the present has to be directed. erefore
foresight is part of prudence.

Reply to Objection 1. Whenever many things are requi-
site for a unity, one of them must needs be the principal to
which all the others are subordinate.Hence in everywhole one
part must be formal and predominant, whence the whole has
unity. Accordingly foresight is the principal of all the parts of
prudence, since whatever else is required for prudence, is nec-
essary precisely that some particular thing may be rightly di-
rected to its end. Hence it is that the very name of prudence is
taken from foresight [providentia] as from its principal part.

Reply to Objection 2. Speculation is about universal and
necessary things, which, in themselves, are not distant, since
they are everywhere and always, though they are distant from
us, in so far as we fail to know them. Hence foresight does not
apply properly to speculative, but only to practical matters.

Reply to Objection 3. Right order to an end which is in-
cluded in the notion of foresight, contains rectitude of coun-
sel, judgment and command, without which no right order to
the end is possible.

IIa IIae q. 49 a. 7Whether circumspection can be a part of prudence?

Objection1. Itwould seem that circumspection cannot be
a part of prudence. For circumspection seems to signify look-
ing at one’s surroundings. But these are of infinite number,
and cannot be considered by the reason wherein is prudence.
erefore circumspection should not be reckoned a part of

prudence.
Objection 2. Further, circumstances seem to be the con-

cern of moral virtues rather than of prudence. But circum-
spection seems to denote nothing but attention to circum-
stances. erefore circumspection apparently belongs to the

† Cf. IIa IIae, q. 8, a. 1. ‡ “Providentia,” which may be translated either
“providence” or “foresight.”.
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moral virtues rather than to prudence.
Objection 3. Further, whoever can see things afar off can

much more see things that are near. Now foresight enables a
man to look on distant things. erefore there is no need to
account circumspection a part of prudence in addition to fore-
sight.

On the contrary stands the authority of Macrobius,
quoted above (q. 48).

I answer that,As stated above (a. 6), it belongs toprudence
chiefly to direct something aright to an end; and this is not
done aright unless both the end be good, and the means good
and suitable.

Since, however, prudence, as stated above (q. 47, a. 3) is
about singular matters of action, which contain many combi-
nations of circumstances, it happens that a thing is good in it-
self and suitable to the end, and nevertheless becomes evil or
unsuitable to the end, by reason of some combination of cir-
cumstances.us to show signs of love to someone seems, con-
sidered in itself, to be a fitting way to arouse love in his heart,

yet if pride or suspicion of flattery arise in his heart, it will no
longer be a means suitable to the end. Hence the need of cir-
cumspection in prudence, viz. of comparing the means with
the circumstances.

Reply toObjection 1.ough the number of possible cir-
cumstances be infinite, the number of actual circumstances is
not; and the judgment of reason in matters of action is influ-
enced by things which are few in number

Reply to Objection 2. Circumstances are the concern of
prudence, because prudence has to fix them; on the other hand
they are the concern of moral virtues, in so far as moral virtues
are perfected by the fixing of circumstances.

Reply toObjection3. Just as it belongs to foresight to look
on thatwhich is by its nature suitable to an end, so it belongs to
circumspection to consider whether it be suitable to the end in
view of the circumstances. Now each of these presents a diffi-
culty of its own, and therefore each is reckoned a distinct part
of prudence.

IIa IIae q. 49 a. 8Whether caution should be reckoned a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that caution should not be
reckoned a part of prudence. For when no evil is possible, no
caution is required. Now no man makes evil use of virtue, as
Augustine declares (De Lib. Arb. ii, 19). erefore caution
does not belong to prudence which directs the virtues.

Objection 2. Further, to foresee good and to avoid evil be-
long to the same faculty, just as the same art gives health and
cures ill-health. Now it belongs to foresight to foresee good,
and consequently, also to avoid evil. erefore caution should
not be accounted a part of prudence, distinct from foresight.

Objection 3. Further, no prudent man strives for the im-
possible. But no man can take precautions against all possible
evils. erefore caution does not belong to prudence.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 5:15): “See how
you walk cautiously [Douay: ‘circumspectly’].”

I answer that, e things with which prudence is con-
cerned, are contingentmatters of action, wherein, even as false
is found with true, so is evil mingled with good, on account
of the great variety of these matters of action, wherein good
is oen hindered by evil, and evil has the appearance of good.

Wherefore prudence needs caution, so that we may have such
a grasp of good as to avoid evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Caution is required in moral acts,
that we may be on our guard, not against acts of virtue, but
against the hindrance of acts of virtue.

Reply toObjection 2. It is the same in idea, to ensue good
and to avoid the opposite evil, but the avoidance of outward
hindrances is different in idea. Hence caution differs from
foresight, although they both belong to the one virtue of pru-
dence.

Reply toObjection3.Of the evilswhichmanhas to avoid,
some are of frequent occurrence; the like can be grasped by
reason, and against them caution is directed, either that they
may be avoided altogether, or that theymay do less harm.Oth-
ers there are that occur rarely and by chance, and these, since
they are infinite in number, cannot be grasped by reason, nor
is man able to take precautions against them, although by ex-
ercising prudence he is able to prepare against all the surprises
of chance, so as to suffer less harm thereby.
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Of the Subjective Parts of Prudence

(In Four Articles)

Wemust, in due sequence, consider the subjective parts of prudence. And sincewe have already spoken of the prudencewith
which a man rules himself (q. 47, seqq.), it remains for us to discuss the species of prudence whereby a multitude is governed.
Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a species of prudence is regnative?
(2) Whether political and (3) domestic economy are species of prudence?
(4) Whether military prudence is?

IIa IIae q. 50 a. 1Whether a species of prudence is regnative?

Objection 1. It would seem that regnative should not be
reckoned a species of prudence. For regnative prudence is di-
rected to the preservation of justice, since according to Ethic.
v, 6 the prince is the guardian of justice. erefore regnative
prudence belongs to justice rather than to prudence.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher (Polit.
iii, 5) a kingdom [regnum] is one of six species of government.
But no species of prudence is ascribed to the other five forms
of government, which are “aristocracy,” “polity,” also called
“timocracy”*, “tyranny,” “oligarchy” and “democracy.” ere-
fore neither should a regnative species be ascribed to a king-
dom.

Objection 3. Further, lawgiving belongs not only to kings,
but also to certain others placed in authority, and even to the
people, according to Isidore (Etym. v). Now the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 8) reckons a part of prudence to be “legislative.”
erefore it is not becoming to substitute regnative prudence
in its place.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Polit. iii, 11) that
“prudence is a virtue which is proper to the prince.” erefore
a special kind of prudence is regnative.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 47, Aa. 8,10), it belongs
to prudence to govern and command, so that wherever in hu-
man acts we find a special kind of governance and command,
theremust be a special kind of prudence.Now it is evident that
there is a special andperfect kind of governance in onewhohas
to govern not only himself but also the perfect community of
a city or kingdom; because a government is the more perfect
according as it is more universal, extends to more matters, and

attains a higher end. Hence prudence in its special and most
perfect sense, belongs to a king who is charged with the gov-
ernment of a city or kingdom: for which reason a species of
prudence is reckoned to be regnative.

Reply to Objection 1. All matters connected with moral
virtue belong to prudence as their guide, wherefore “right rea-
son in accord with prudence” is included in the definition of
moral virtue, as stated above (q. 47, a. 5, ad 1; Ia IIae, q. 58,
a. 2, ad 4). For this reason also the execution of justice in so
far as it is directed to the common good, which is part of the
kingly office, needs the guidance of prudence. Hence these
two virtues—prudence and justice—belong most properly to
a king, according to Jer. 23:5: “A king shall reign and shall
be wise, and shall execute justice and judgment in the earth.”
Since, however, direction belongs rather to the king, and exe-
cution to his subjects, regnative prudence is reckoned a species
of prudence which is directive, rather than to justice which is
executive.

Reply to Objection 2. A kingdom is the best of all gov-
ernments, as stated in Ethic. viii, 10: wherefore the species of
prudence should be denominated rather from a kingdom, yet
so as to comprehend under regnative all other rightful forms
of government, but not perverse forms which are opposed to
virtue, and which, accordingly, do not pertain to prudence.

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher names regnative
prudence aer the principal act of a kingwhich is tomake laws,
and although this applies to the other forms of government,
this is only in so far as they have a share of kingly government.

IIa IIae q. 50 a. 2Whether political prudence is fittingly accounted a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that political prudence is not
fittingly accounted a part of prudence. For regnative is a part
of political prudence, as stated above (a. 1). But a part should
not be reckoned a species with the whole. erefore political
prudence should not be reckoned a part of prudence.

Objection 2. Further, the species of habits are distin-

guished by their various objects. Now what the ruler has to
command is the same aswhat the subject has to execute.ere-
fore political prudence as regards the subjects, should not be
reckoned a species of prudence distinct from regnative pru-
dence.

Objection 3. Further, each subject is an individual person.
* Cf. Ethic. viii, 10.
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Now each individual person can direct himself sufficiently by
prudence commonly so called. erefore there is no need of a
special kind of prudence called political.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vi, 8) that
“of the prudence which is concerned with the state one kind is
a master-prudence and is called legislative; another kind bears
the common name political, and deals with individuals.”

I answer that, A slave is moved by his master, and a sub-
ject by his ruler, by command, but otherwise than as irrational
and inanimate beings are set in motion by their movers. For
irrational and inanimate beings are moved only by others and
do not put themselves in motion, since they have no free-will
whereby to be masters of their own actions, wherefore the rec-
titude of their government is not in their power but in the
power of their movers. On the other hand, men who are slaves
or subjects in any sense, are moved by the commands of oth-
ers in such a way that they move themselves by their free-will;
wherefore some kind of rectitude of government is required in
them, so that they may direct themselves in obeying their su-

periors; and to this belongs that species of prudence which is
called political.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above, regnative is the
most perfect species of prudence, wherefore the prudence of
subjects, which falls short of regnative prudence, retains the
common name of political prudence, even as in logic a con-
vertible term which does not denote the essence of a thing re-
tains the name of “proper.”

Reply to Objection 2. A different aspect of the object di-
versifies the species of a habit, as stated above (q. 47, a. 5).Now
the same actions are considered by the king, but under a more
general aspect, as by his subjects who obey: since many obey
one king in various departments. Hence regnative prudence is
compared to this political prudence of which we are speaking,
as mastercra to handicra.

Reply to Objection 3. Man directs himself by prudence
commonly so called, in relation to his own good, but by politi-
cal prudence, of which we speak, he directs himself in relation
to the common good.

IIa IIae q. 50 a. 3Whether a part of prudence should be reckoned to be domestic?

Objection 1. It would seem that domestic should not be
reckoned a part of prudence. For, according to thePhilosopher
(Ethic. vi, 5) “prudence is directed to a good life in general”:
whereas domestic prudence is directed to a particular end, viz.
wealth, according to Ethic. i, 1.erefore a species of prudence
is not domestic.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (q. 47, a. 13) pru-
dence is only in good people. But domestic prudence may be
also in wicked people, sincemany sinners are provident in gov-
erning their household. erefore domestic prudence should
not be reckoned a species of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, just as in a kingdom there is a ruler
and subject, so also is there in a household. If therefore domes-
tic like political is a species of prudence, there should be a pa-
ternal corresponding to regnative prudence. Now there is no
such prudence. erefore neither should domestic prudence
be accounted a species of prudence.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher states (Ethic. vi, 8) that
there are various kinds of prudence in the government of a
multitude, “one of which is domestic, another legislative, and
another political.”

I answer that, Different aspects of an object, in respect of
universality and particularity, or of totality and partiality, di-
versify arts and virtues; and in respect of such diversity one act

of virtue is principal as compared with another. Now it is ev-
ident that a household is a mean between the individual and
the city or kingdom, since just as the individual is part of the
household, so is the household part of the city or kingdom.
And therefore, just as prudence commonly so called which
governs the individual, is distinct from political prudence, so
must domestic prudence be distinct from both.

Reply to Objection 1. Riches are compared to domestic
prudence, not as its last end, but as its instrument, as stated in
Polit. i, 3.On the other hand, the endof political prudence is “a
good life in general” as regards the conduct of the household.
In Ethic. i, 1 the Philosopher speaks of riches as the end of po-
litical prudence, by way of example and in accordance with the
opinion of many.

Reply to Objection 2. Some sinners may be provident in
certain matters of detail concerning the disposition of their
household, but not in regard to “a good life in general” as re-
gards the conduct of the household, for which above all a vir-
tuous life is required.

Reply to Objection 3. e father has in his household an
authority like that of a king, as stated in Ethic. viii, 10, but he
has not the full power of a king, wherefore paternal govern-
ment is not reckoned a distinct species of prudence, like reg-
native prudence.

IIa IIae q. 50 a. 4Whether military prudence should be reckoned a part of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem thatmilitary prudence should
not be reckoned a part of prudence. For prudence is distinct
from art, according to Ethic. vi, 3. Now military prudence
seems to be the art of warfare, according to the Philosopher

(Ethic. iii, 8). erefore military prudence should not be ac-
counted a species of prudence.

Objection 2.Further, just asmilitary business is contained
under political affairs, so too are many other matters, such as
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those of tradesmen, crasmen, and so forth. But there are no
species of prudence corresponding to other affairs in the state.
Neither therefore should any be assigned to military business.

Objection 3. Further, the soldiers’ bravery counts for a
great deal in warfare. erefore military prudence pertains to
fortitude rather than to prudence.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 24:6): “War is man-
aged by due ordering, and there shall be safety where there are
many counsels.” Now it belongs to prudence to take counsel.
erefore there is great need in warfare for that species of pru-
dence which is called “military.”

I answer that, Whatever things are done according to art
or reason, should bemade to conform to thosewhich are in ac-
cordance with nature, and are established by the Divine Rea-
son. Now nature has a twofold tendency: first, to govern each
thing in itself, secondly, to withstand outward assailants and
corruptives: and for this reason she has provided animals not
only with the concupiscible faculty, whereby they are moved

to thatwhich is conducive to theirwell-being, but alsowith the
irascible power, whereby the animal withstands an assailant.
erefore in those things also which are in accordance with
reason, there should be not only “political” prudence, which
disposes in a suitablemanner such things as belong to the com-
mon good, but also a “military” prudence, whereby hostile at-
tacks are repelled.

Reply toObjection 1.Military prudencemay be an art, in
so far as it has certain rules for the right use of certain external
things, such as arms and horses, but in so far as it is directed to
the common good, it belongs rather to prudence.

Reply to Objection 2. Other matters in the state are di-
rected to the profit of individuals, whereas the business of sol-
diering is directed to the service belongs to fortitude, but the
direction, protection of the entire common good.

Reply to Objection 3. e execution of military service
belongs to fortitude, but the direction, especially in so far as it
concerns the commander-in-chief, belongs to prudence.
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Of the Virtues Which Are Connected with Prudence

(In Four Articles)

In due sequence, we must consider the virtues that are connected with prudence, and which are its quasi-potential parts.
Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether εὐβουλία, is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue, distinct from prudence?
(3) Whether σύνεσις is a special virtue?
(4) Whether γνώμη is a special virtue?

*

IIa IIae q. 51 a. 1Whether εὐβουλία (deliberating well) is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that εὐβουλία (deliberating
well) is not a virtue. For, according to Augustine (De Lib. Arb.
ii, 18,19) “no man makes evil use of virtue.” Now some make
evil use of εὐβουλία (deliberating well) or good counsel, either
through devising cray counsels in order to achieve evil ends,
or through committing sin inorder that theymay achieve good
ends, as those who rob that they may give alms. erefore εὐ-
βουλία (deliberating well) is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, virtue is a perfection, according to
Phys. vii. But εὐβουλία (deliberating well) is concerned with
counsel, which implies doubt and research, and these are
marks of imperfection. erefore εὐβουλία (deliberating well)
is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, virtues are connected with one an-
other, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 65). Now εὐβουλία (deliber-
ating well) is not connected with the other virtues, since many
sinners take good-counsel, and many godly men are slow in
taking counsel. erefore εὐβουλία (deliberating well) is not a
virtue.

On the contrary,According to the Philosopher (Ethic. vi,
9) εὐβουλία (deliberatingwell) “is a right counselling.”Now the
perfectionof virtue consists in right reason.erefore εὐβουλία
(deliberating well) is a virtue.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 47, a. 4) the nature of
a human virtue consists in making a human act good. Now
among the acts ofman, it is proper to him to take counsel, since
this denotes a research of the reason about the actions he has
to performandwhereof human life consists, for the speculative
life is above man, as stated in Ethic. x. But εὐβουλία (deliberat-
ingwell) signifies goodness of counsel, for it is derived fromthe
εῦ, good, and βουλή, counsel, being “a good counsel” or rather
“a disposition to take good counsel.” Hence it is evident that

εὐβουλία (deliberating well) is a human virtue.
Reply to Objection 1. ere is no good counsel either in

deliberating for an evil end, or in discovering evil means for
attaining a good end, even as in speculative matters, there is
no good reasoning either in coming to a false conclusion, or
in coming to a true conclusion from false premisses through
employing an unsuitable middle term. Hence both the afore-
said processes are contrary to εὐβουλία (deliberating well), as
the Philosopher declares (Ethic. vi, 9).

Reply toObjection 2.Although virtue is essentially a per-
fection, it does not follow that whatever is the matter of a
virtue implies perfection. For man needs to be perfected by
virtues in all his parts, and this not only as regards the acts of
reason, of which counsel is one, but also as regards the passions
of the sensitive appetite, which are still more imperfect.

It may also be replied that human virtue is a perfection ac-
cording to the mode of man, who is unable by simple insight
to comprehendwith certainty the truth of things, especially in
matters of action which are contingent.

Reply toObjection 3. In no sinner as such is εὐβουλία (de-
liberating well) to be found: since all sin is contrary to taking
good counsel. For good counsel requires not only the discov-
ery or devising of fit means for the end, but also other circum-
stances. Such are suitable time, so that one be neither too slow
nor too quick in taking counsel, and the mode of taking coun-
sel, so that one be firm in the counsel taken, and other like due
circumstances, which sinners fail to observewhen they sin.On
the other hand, every virtuousman takes good counsel in those
things which are directed to the end of virtue, although per-
haps he does not take good counsel in other particularmatters,
for instance in matters of trade, or warfare, or the like.

* ese three Greek words may be rendered as the faculties of deliberating well εὐβουλία, of judging well according to common law σύνεσις, and of judging well
according to general law γνώμη, respectively.
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IIa IIae q. 51 a. 2Whether εὐβουλία (deliberating well) is a special virtue, distinct from prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that εὐβουλία (deliberating
well) is not a distinct virtue from prudence. For, according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 5), the “prudent man is, seemingly,
one who takes good counsel.” Now this belongs to εὐβουλία
(deliberating well) as stated above. erefore εὐβουλία (delib-
erating well) is not distinct from prudence.

Objection 2. Further, human acts to which human virtues
are directed, are specified chiefly by their end, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 18, Aa. 4,6). Now εὐβουλία (de-
liberating well) and prudence are directed to the same end, as
stated in Ethic. vi, 9, not indeed to some particular end, but to
the common end of all life. erefore εὐβουλία (deliberating
well) is not a distinct virtue from prudence.

Objection 3. Further, in speculative sciences, research and
decision belong to the same science. erefore in like manner
these belong to the same virtue in practical matters. Now re-
search belongs to εὐβουλία (deliberating well), while decision
belongs to prudence. ere εὐβουλία (deliberating well) is not
a distinct virtue from prudence.

On the contrary, Prudence is preceptive, according to
Ethic. vi, 10. But this does not apply to εὐβουλία (deliberating
well).erefore εὐβουλία (deliberatingwell) is a distinct virtue
from prudence.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), virtue is properly
directed to an act which it renders good; and consequently
virtues must differ according to different acts, especially when
there is a different kind of goodness in the acts. For, if various
acts contained the same kind of goodness, they would belong
to the same virtue: thus the goodness of love, desire and joy
depends on the same, wherefore all these belong to the same
virtue of charity.

Now acts of the reason that are ordained to action are di-
verse, nor have they the same kind of goodness: since it is ow-
ing to different causes that a man acquires good counsel, good
judgment, or good command, inasmuch as these are some-
times separated fromone another. Consequently εὐβουλία (de-
liberating well) which makes man take good counsel must
needs be a distinct virtue from prudence, which makes man
command well. And since counsel is directed to command as
to that which is principal, so εὐβουλία (deliberating well) is di-
rected to prudence as to a principal virtue, without which it
would be no virtue at all, even as neither are the moral virtues
without prudence, nor the other virtues without charity.

Reply toObjection 1. It belongs to prudence to take good
counsel by commanding it, to εὐβουλία (deliberating well) by
eliciting it.

Reply toObjection 2.Different acts are directed in differ-
ent degrees to the one endwhich is “a good life in general”*: for
counsel comes first, judgment follows, and command comes
last. e last named has an immediate relation to the last end:
whereas the other two acts are related thereto remotely.Never-
theless these have certain proximate ends of their own, the end
of counsel being the discovery of what has to be done, and the
end of judgment, certainty. Hence this proves not that εὐβου-
λία (deliberating well) is not a distinct virtue from prudence,
but that it is subordinate thereto, as a secondary to a principal
virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Even in speculative matters the ra-
tional science of dialectics, which is directed to research and
discovery, is distinct from demonstrative science, which de-
cides the truth.

IIa IIae q. 51 a. 3Whether σύνεσις (judging well according to common law) is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that σύνεσις is not a virtue.
Virtues are not in us by nature, according to Ethic. ii, 1. But
σύνεσις (judging well according to common law) is natural to
some, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. vi, 11). erefore σύνε-
σις (judging well according to common law) is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, as stated in the same book (10), σύ-
νεσις (judging well according to common law) is nothing but
“a faculty of judging.” But judgment without command can be
even in the wicked. Since then virtue is only in the good, it
seems that σύνεσις (judging well according to common law) is
not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, there is never a defective command,
unless there be a defective judgment, at least in a particu-
lar matter of action; for it is in this that every wicked man
errs. If therefore σύνεσις (judging well according to common
law) be reckoned a virtue directed to good judgment, it seems

that there is no need for any other virtue directed to good
command: and consequently prudence would be superfluous,
which is not reasonable. erefore σύνεσις (judging well ac-
cording to common law) is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Judgment is more perfect than coun-
sel. But εὐβουλία, or good counsel, is a virtue. Much more,
therefore, is σύνεσις (judging well according to common law)
a virtue, as being good judgment.

I answer that, σύνεσις (judging well according to common
law) signifies a right judgment, not indeed about speculative
matters, but about particular practical matters, about which
also is prudence. Hence in Greek some, in respect of σύνεσις
(judging well according to common law) are said to be συνε-
τοὶ, i.e. “persons of sense,” or εὐσύνετοι, i.e. “men of good sense,”
just as on the other hand, those who lack this virtue are called
ἀσύνετοι, i.e. “senseless.”

* Ethic. vi, 5.
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Now, different acts which cannot be ascribed to the same
cause, must correspond to different virtues. And it is evident
that goodness of counsel and goodness of judgment are not
reducible to the same cause, for many can take good counsel,
without having good sense so as to judge well. Even so, in spec-
ulative matters some are good at research, through their rea-
son being quick at arguing from one thing to another (which
seems to be due to a disposition of their power of imagination,
which has a facility in forming phantasms), and yet such per-
sons sometimes lack good judgment (and this is due to a defect
in the intellect arising chiefly from a defective disposition of
the common sense which fails to judge aright). Hence there is
need, besides εὐβουλία (deliberating well), for another virtue,
which judges well, and this is called σύνεσις (judging well ac-
cording to common law).

Reply toObjection 1.Right judgment consists in the cog-
nitive power apprehending a thing just as it is in reality, and
this is due to the right disposition of the apprehensive power.
us if a mirror be well disposed the forms of bodies are re-
flected in it just as they are, whereas if it be ill disposed, the
images therein appear distorted and misshapen. Now that the
cognitive power be well disposed to receive things just as they

are in reality, is radically due tonature, but, as to its consumma-
tion, is due to practice or to a gi of grace, and this in twoways.
First directly, on the part of the cognitive power itself, for in-
stance, because it is imbued, not with distorted, but with true
and correct ideas: this belongs to σύνεσις (judgingwell accord-
ing to common law) which in this respect is a special virtue.
Secondly indirectly, through the good disposition of the ap-
petitive power, the result being that one judges well of the ob-
jects of appetite: and thus a good judgment of virtue results
from the habits ofmoral virtue; but this judgment is about the
ends,whereas σύνεσις (judgingwell according to common law)
is rather about the means.

Reply to Objection 2. In wicked men there may be right
judgment of a universal principle, but their judgment is al-
ways corrupt in the particular matter of action, as stated above
(q. 47, a. 13).

Reply to Objection 3. Sometimes aer judging aright we
delay to execute or execute negligently or inordinately. Hence
aer the virtue which judges aright there is a further need of a
final and principal virtue, which commands aright, and this is
prudence.

IIa IIae q. 51 a. 4Whether γνώμη (judging well according to general law) is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that γνώμη (judging well ac-
cording to general law) is not a special virtue distinct from σύ-
νεσις (judging well according to common law). For a man is
said, in respect of σύνεσις (judging well according to common
law), to have good judgment. Now no man can be said to have
good judgment, unless he judge aright in all things. erefore
σύνεσις (judging well according to common law) extends to all
matters of judgment, and consequently there is no other virtue
of good judgment called γνώμη (judgingwell according to gen-
eral law).

Objection 2. Further, judgment is midway between coun-
sel and precept. Now there is only one virtue of good counsel,
viz. εὐβουλία (deliberating well) and only one virtue of good
command, viz. prudence. erefore there is only one virtue of
good judgment, viz. σύνεσις (judging well according to com-
mon law).

Objection 3. Further, rare occurrences wherein there is
need to depart from the common law, seem for the most
part to happen by chance, and with such things reason is not
concerned, as stated in Phys. ii, 5. Now all the intellectual
virtues depend on right reason. erefore there is no intellec-
tual virtue about such matters.

On the contrary, e Philosopher concludes (Ethic. vi,
11) that γνώμη (judgingwell according to general law) is a spe-
cial virtue.

I answer that cognitive habits differ according to higher
and lower principles: thus in speculative matters wisdom con-
siders higher principles than science does, and consequently

is distinguished from it; and so must it be also in practical
matters. Now it is evident that what is beside the order of a
lower principle or cause, is sometimes reducible to the order of
a higher principle; thusmonstrous births of animals are beside
the order of the active seminal force, and yet they come under
the order of a higher principle, namely, of a heavenly body, or
higher still, of Divine Providence. Hence by considering the
active seminal force one could not pronounce a sure judgment
on such monstrosities, and yet this is possible if we consider
Divine Providence.

Now it happens sometimes that something has to be done
which is not covered by the common rules of actions, for in-
stance in the case of the enemy of one’s country, when it would
bewrong to give himback his deposit, or in other similar cases.
Hence it is necessary to judge of such matters according to
higher principles than the common laws, according to which
σύνεσις (judging according to common law) judges: and cor-
responding to such higher principles it is necessary to have a
higher virtue of judgment, which is called γνώμη (judging ac-
cording to general law), and which denotes a certain discrimi-
nation in judgment.

Reply to Objection 1. Σύνεσις (judging well according to
common law) judges rightly about all actions that are covered
by the common rules: but certain things have to be judged be-
side these common rules, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Judgment about a thing should be
formed from the proper principles thereof, whereas research is
made by employing also common principles. Wherefore also
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in speculative matters, dialectics which aims at research pro-
ceeds from common principles; while demonstration which
tends to judgment, proceeds fromproper principles.Hence εὐ-
βουλία (deliberating well) to which the research of counsel be-
longs is one for all, but not so σύνεσις (judging well according
to common law) whose act is judicial. Command considers in
all matters the one aspect of good, wherefore prudence also is

only one.
Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to Divine Providence

alone to consider all things that may happen beside the com-
mon course. On the other hand, among men, he who is most
discerning can judge a greater number of such things byhis rea-
son: this belongs to γνώμη (judging well according to general
law), which denotes a certain discrimination in judgment.
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S P   S P, Q 52
Of the Gi of Counsel
(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the gi of counsel which corresponds to prudence. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether counsel should be reckoned among the seven gis of the Holy Ghost?
(2) Whether the gi of counsel corresponds to prudence?
(3) Whether the gi of counsel remains in heaven?
(4) Whether the fih beatitude, “Blessed are the merciful,” etc. corresponds to the gi of counsel?

IIa IIae q. 52 a. 1Whether counsel should be reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that counsel should not be
reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost. e gis of the
Holy Ghost are given as a help to the virtues, according to
Gregory (Moral. ii, 49). Now for the purpose of taking coun-
sel, man is sufficiently perfected by the virtue of prudence, or
evenof εὐβουλία (deliberatingwell), as is evident fromwhathas
been said (q. 47, a. 1, ad 2; q. 51, Aa. 1,2). erefore counsel
should not be reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, the difference between the seven
gis of the Holy Ghost and the gratuitous graces seems to be
that the latter are not given to all, but are divided among vari-
ous people, whereas the gis of the Holy Ghost are given to
all who have the Holy Ghost. But counsel seems to be one
of those things which are given by the Holy Ghost specially
to certain persons, according to 1 Macc. 2:65: “Behold…your
brother Simon is a man of counsel.” erefore counsel should
be numbered among the gratuitous graces rather than among
the seven gis of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Rom. 8:14): “Whoso-
ever are led by the Spirit ofGod, they are the sons ofGod.” But
counselling is not consistent with being led by another. Since
then the gis of theHolyGhost aremost befitting the children
of God, who “have received the spirit of adoption of sons,” it
would seem that counsel should not be numbered among the
gis of the Holy Ghost.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 11:2): ”(e Spirit of the
Lord) shall rest upon him…the spirit of counsel, and of forti-
tude.”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 1), the
gis of theHolyGhost are dispositionswhereby the soul is ren-
dered amenable to the motion of the Holy Ghost. Now God
moves everything according to the mode of the thing moved:

thus He moves the corporeal creature through time and place,
and the spiritual creature through time, but not through place,
as Augustine declares (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20,22). Again, it is
proper to the rational creature to be moved through the re-
search of reason to perform any particular action, and this re-
search is called counsel. Hence theHoly Ghost is said tomove
the rational creature by way of counsel, wherefore counsel is
reckoned among the gis of the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 1. Prudence or εὐβουλία (deliberating
well), whether acquired or infused, directsman in the research
of counsel according to principles that the reason can grasp;
hence prudence or εὐβουλία (deliberating well) makes man
take good counsel either for himself or for another. Since, how-
ever, human reason is unable to grasp the singular and contin-
gent things which may occur, the result is that “the thoughts
of mortal men are fearful, and our counsels uncertain” (Wis.
9:14). Hence in the research of counsel, man requires to be di-
rected by God who comprehends all things: and this is done
through the gi of counsel, wherebyman is directed as though
counseled by God, just as, in human affairs, those who are un-
able to take counsel for themselves, seek counsel from those
who are wiser.

Reply to Objection 2. at a man be of such good coun-
sel as to counsel others, may be due to a gratuitous grace; but
that a man be counselled by God as to what he ought to do in
matters necessary for salvation is common to all holy persons.

Reply to Objection 3. e children of God are moved by
theHoly Ghost according to their mode, without prejudice to
their free-will which is the “faculty of will and reason”*. Ac-
cordingly the gi of counsel is befitting the children of God in
so far as the reason is instructed by theHolyGhost aboutwhat
we have to do.

* Sent. iii, D, 24.
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IIa IIae q. 52 a. 2Whether the gi of counsel corresponds to the virtue of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of counsel does
not fittingly correspond to the virtue of prudence. For “the
highest point of that which is underneath touches that which
is above,” as Dionysius observes (Div. Nom. vii), even as a man
comes into contact with the angel in respect of his intellect.
Now cardinal virtues are inferior to the gis, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 8). Since, then, counsel is the first and lowest
act of prudence, while command is its highest act, and judg-
ment comes between, it seems that the gi corresponding to
prudence is not counsel, but rather a gi of judgment or com-
mand.

Objection 2. Further, one gi suffices to help one virtue,
since the higher a thing is the more one it is, as proved in
De Causis. Now prudence is helped by the gi of knowledge,
which is not only speculative but also practical, as shown above
(q. 9, a. 3). erefore the gi of counsel does not correspond
to the virtue of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs properly to prudence to
direct, as stated above (q. 47, a. 8). But it belongs to the gi of
counsel that man should be directed by God, as stated above
(a. 1).erefore the gi of counsel does not correspond to the
virtue of prudence.

On the contrary, e gi of counsel is about what has to
be done for the sake of the end. Now prudence is about the
same matter. erefore they correspond to one another.

I answer that, A lower principle of movement is helped
chiefly, and is perfected through beingmoved by a higher prin-

ciple of movement, as a body through being moved by a spirit.
Now it is evident that the rectitude of human reason is com-
pared to the Divine Reason, as a lower motive principle to a
higher: for the Eternal Reason is the supreme rule of all hu-
man rectitude. Consequently prudence, which denotes recti-
tude of reason, is chiefly perfected and helped through being
ruled and moved by the Holy Ghost, and this belongs to the
giof counsel, as stated above (a. 1).erefore the giof coun-
sel corresponds to prudence, as helping and perfecting it.

Reply toObjection1.To judge and commandbelongs not
to the thing moved, but to the mover. Wherefore, since in the
gis of the Holy Ghost, the position of the human mind is of
onemoved rather than of amover, as stated above (a. 1; Ia IIae,
q. 68, a. 1), it follows that it would be unfitting to call the gi
corresponding to prudence by the name of command or judg-
ment rather than of counsel whereby it is possible to signify
that the counselled mind is moved by another counselling it.

Reply to Objection 2. e gi of knowledge does not di-
rectly correspond to prudence, since it deals with speculative
matters: yet by a kind of extension it helps it. On the other
hand the gi of counsel corresponds to prudence directly, be-
cause it is concerned about the same things.

Reply to Objection 3. e mover that is moved, moves
through being moved. Hence the human mind, from the very
fact that it is directed by the Holy Ghost, is enabled to direct
itself and others.

IIa IIae q. 52 a. 3Whether the gi of counsel remains in heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of counsel does
not remain in heaven. For counsel is aboutwhat has to be done
for the sake of an end. But in heaven nothing will have to be
done for the sake of an end, since there man possesses the last
end. erefore the gi of counsel is not in heaven.

Objection 2. Further, counsel implies doubt, for it is ab-
surd to take counsel inmatters that are evident, as the Philoso-
pher observes (Ethic. iii, 3).Nowall doubtwill cease in heaven.
erefore there is no counsel in heaven.

Objection 3. Further, the saints in heaven are most con-
formed toGod, according to 1 Jn. 3:2, “WhenHe shall appear,
we shall be like to Him.” But counsel is not becoming to God,
according to Rom. 11:34, “Who hath been His counsellor?”
erefore neither to the saints in heaven is the gi of counsel
becoming.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xvii, 12): “When
either the guilt or the righteousness of each nation is brought
into the debate of the heavenly Court, the guardian of that na-
tion is said to have won in the conflict, or not to have won.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 1),
the gis of the Holy Ghost are connected with the motion of

the rational creature byGod.Nowwemust observe two points
concerning the motion of the human mind by God. First, that
the disposition of that which is moved, differs while it is being
moved from its dispositionwhen it is in the termofmovement.
Indeed if the mover is the principle of the movement alone,
when the movement ceases, the action of the mover ceases as
regards the thing moved, since it has already reached the term
ofmovement, even as a house, aer it is built, ceases being built
by the builder.On the other hand, when themover is cause not
only of themovement, but also of the form towhich themove-
ment tends, then the action of the mover does not cease even
aer the form has been attained: thus the sun lightens the air
even aer it is lightened. In this way, then, God causes in us
virtue and knowledge, not only when we first acquire them,
but also as long as we persevere in them: and it is thus thatGod
causes in the blessed a knowledge of what is to be done, not as
though they were ignorant, but by continuing that knowledge
in them.

Nevertheless there are things which the blessed, whether
angels or men, do not know: such things are not essential to
blessedness, but concern the government of things according
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toDivineProvidence.As regards these,wemustmake a further
observation, namely, that God moves the mind of the blessed
in one way, and the mind of the wayfarer, in another. For God
moves the mind of the wayfarer in matters of action, by sooth-
ing the pre-existing anxiety of doubt; whereas there is simple
nescience in the mind of the blessed as regards the things they
do not know. From this nescience the angel’s mind is cleansed,
according to Dionysius (Coel. Hier. vii), nor does there pre-
cede in them any research of doubt, for they simply turn to
God; and this is to take counsel of God, for as Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. v, 19) “the angels take counsel ofGod about things
beneath them”: wherefore the instruction which they receive
from God in such matters is called “counsel.”

Accordingly the gi of counsel is in the blessed, in so far
as God preserves in them the knowledge that they have, and

enlightens them in their nescience of what has to be done.
Reply to Objection 1. Even in the blessed there are acts

directed to an end, or resulting, as it were, from their attain-
ment of the end, such as the acts of praisingGod, or of helping
on others to the end which they themselves have attained, for
example the ministrations of the angels, and the prayers of the
saints. In this respect the gi of counsel finds a place in them.

Reply to Objection 2. Doubt belongs to counsel accord-
ing to the present state of life, but not to that counsel which
takes place in heaven. Even so neither have the theological
virtues quite the same acts in heaven as on the way thither.

Reply toObjection 3. Counsel is in God, not as receiving
but as giving it: and the saints in heaven are conformed toGod,
as receivers to the source whence they receive.

IIa IIae q. 52 a. 4Whether the fih beatitude, which is that of mercy, corresponds to the gi of counsel?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fih beatitude, which
is that ofmercy, does not correspond to the gi of counsel. For
all the beatitudes are acts of virtue, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 69, a. 1). Nowwe are directed by counsel in all acts of virtue.
erefore the fih beatitude does not correspond more than
any other to counsel.

Objection 2. Further, precepts are given about matters
necessary for salvation, while counsel is given about matters
which are not necessary for salvation. Now mercy is neces-
sary for salvation, according to James 2:13, “Judgmentwithout
mercy to him that hath not done mercy.” On the other hand
poverty is not necessary for salvation, but belongs to the life of
perfection, according to Mat. 19:21. erefore the beatitude
of poverty corresponds to the gi of counsel, rather than to
the beatitude of mercy.

Objection 3. Further, the fruits result from the beatitudes,
for they denote a certain spiritual delight resulting from per-
fect acts of virtue. Now none of the fruits correspond to the
gi of counsel, as appears fromGal. 5:22, 23.erefore neither
does the beatitude of mercy correspond to the gi of counsel.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. iv):
“Counsel is befitting the merciful, because the one remedy is

to be delivered from evils so great, to pardon, and to give.”
I answer that, Counsel is properly about things useful for

an end.Hence such things as are ofmost use for an end, should
above all correspond to the gi of counsel. Now such is mercy,
according to 1Tim. 4:8, “Godliness* is profitable to all things.”
erefore the beatitude of mercy specially corresponds to the
gi of counsel, not as eliciting but as directing mercy.

Reply to Objection 1. Although counsel directs in all the
acts of virtue, it does so in a special way in works of mercy, for
the reason given above.

Reply to Objection 2. Counsel considered as a gi of the
HolyGhost guides us in allmatters that are directed to the end
of eternal life whether they be necessary for salvation or not,
and yet not every work of mercy is necessary for salvation.

Reply to Objection 3. Fruit denotes something ultimate.
Now the ultimate in practical matters consists not in knowl-
edge but in an action which is the end. Hence nothing per-
taining to practical knowledge is numbered among the fruits,
but only such things as pertain to action, in which practical
knowledge is the guide. Among these we find “goodness” and
“benignity” which correspond to mercy.

* ‘Pietas,’ which our English word ‘pity,’ which is the same as mercy; see note on IIa IIae, q. 30, a. 1.
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Of Imprudence
(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to prudence. For Augustine says (Contra Julian. iv, 3): “ere are vices opposed
to every virtue, not only vices that are in manifest opposition to virtue, as temerity is opposed to prudence, but also vices which
have a kind of kinship and not a true but a spurious likeness to virtue; thus in opposition to prudence we have crainess.”

Accordingly we must consider first of all those vices which are in evident opposition to prudence, those namely which are
due to a defect either of prudence or of those things which are requisite for prudence, and secondly those vices which have a
false resemblance to prudence, those namely which are due to abuse of the things required for prudence. And since solicitude
pertains to prudence, the first of these considerations will be twofold: (1) Of imprudence; (2) Of negligence which is opposed
to solicitude.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Concerning imprudence, whether it is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a special sin?
(3) Of precipitation or temerity;
(4) Of thoughtlessness;
(5) Of inconstancy;
(6) Concerning the origin of these vices.

IIa IIae q. 53 a. 1Whether imprudence is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that imprudence is not a sin.
For every sin is voluntary, according to Augustine*; whereas
imprudence is not voluntary, since no man wishes to be im-
prudent. erefore imprudence is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, none but original sin comes to man
with his birth. But imprudence comes to man with his birth,
wherefore the young are imprudent; and yet it is not original
sin which is opposed to original justice.erefore imprudence
is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, every sin is taken away by repen-
tance. But imprudence is not taken away by repentance.ere-
fore imprudence is not a sin.

On the contrary, e spiritual treasure of grace is not
taken away save by sin. But it is taken away by imprudence,
according to Prov. 21:20, “ere is a treasure to be desired,
and oil in the dwelling of the just, and the imprudent [Douay:
‘foolish’] man shall spend it.” erefore imprudence is a sin.

I answer that, Imprudencemay be taken in twoways, first,
as a privation, secondly, as a contrary. Properly speaking it is
not taken as a negation, so as merely to signify the absence of
prudence, for this can be without any sin. Taken as a privation,
imprudence denotes lack of that prudence which a man can
and ought to have, and in this sense imprudence is a sin by rea-
son of a man’s negligence in striving to have prudence.

Imprudence is taken as a contrary, in so far as the move-
ment or act of reason is in opposition to prudence: for in-
stance, whereas the right reason of prudence acts by taking

counsel, the imprudentmandespises counsel, and the same ap-
plies to the other conditions which require consideration in
the act of prudence. In this way imprudence is a sin in respect
of prudence considered under its proper aspect, since it is not
possible for a man to act against prudence, except by infring-
ing the rules on which the right reason of prudence depends.
Wherefore, if this should happen through aversion from the
Divine Law, it will be a mortal sin, as when a man acts precipi-
tately through contempt and rejection of theDivine teaching:
whereas if he act beside the Law and without contempt, and
without detriment to things necessary for salvation, it will be
a venial sin.

Reply to Objection 1. No man desires the deformity of
imprudence, but the rash man wills the act of imprudence,
because he wishes to act precipitately. Hence the Philosopher
says (Ethic. vi, 5) that “he who sins willingly against prudence
is less to be commended.”

Reply to Objection 2. is argument takes imprudence
in the negative sense. It must be observed however that lack
of prudence or of any other virtue is included in the lack of
original justice which perfected the entire soul. Accordingly
all such lack of virtue may be ascribed to original sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Repentance restores infused pru-
dence, and thus the lack of this prudence ceases; but acquired
prudence is not restored as to the habit, although the contrary
act is taken away, wherein properly speaking the sin of impru-
dence consists.

* De Vera Relig. xiv.
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IIa IIae q. 53 a. 2Whether imprudence is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that imprudence is not a spe-
cial sin. For whoever sins, acts against right reason, i.e. against
prudence. But imprudence consists in acting against prudence,
as stated above (a. 1).erefore imprudence is not a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, prudence is more akin to moral ac-
tion than knowledge is. But ignorance which is opposed to
knowledge, is reckoned one of the general causes of sin. Much
more therefore should imprudence be reckoned among those
causes.

Objection 3. Further, sin consists in the corruption of the
circumstances of virtue, wherefore Dionysius says (Div. Nom.
iv) that “evil results from each single defect.”Nowmany things
are requisite for prudence; for instance, reason, intelligence
docility, and so on, as stated above (Qq. 48,49). erefore
there are many species of imprudence, so that it is not a spe-
cial sin.

On the contrary, Imprudence is opposed to prudence, as
stated above (a. 1). Nowprudence is a special virtue.erefore
imprudence too is one special vice.

I answer that, A vice or sin may be styled general in two
ways; first, absolutely, because, to wit, it is general in respect
of all sins; secondly, because it is general in respect of certain
vices, which are its species. In the first way, a vicemay be said to
be general on two counts: first, essentially, because it is pred-
icated of all sins: and in this way imprudence is not a general
sin, as neither is prudence a general virtue: since it is concerned
with special acts, namely the very acts of reason: secondly, by
participation; and in this way imprudence is a general sin: for,
just as all the virtues have a share of prudence, in so far as it
directs them, so have all vices and sins a share of imprudence,
because no sin can occur, without some defect in an act of the
directing reason, which defect belongs to imprudence.

If, on the other hand, a sin be called general, not simply but
in some particular genus, that is, as containing several species
of sin, then imprudence is a general sin. For it contains various
species in threeways. First, by opposition to the various subjec-
tive parts of prudence, for just as we distinguish the prudence
that guides the individual, from other kinds that govern com-
munities, as stated above (q. 48; q. 50, a. 7 ), so also we distin-
guish various kinds of imprudence. Secondly, in respect of the
quasi-potential parts of prudence, which are virtues connected

with it, and correspond to the several acts of reason. us, by
defect of “counsel” to which εὐβουλία (deliberating well) cor-
responds, “precipitation” or “temerity” is a species of impru-
dence; by defect of “judgment,” to which σύνεσις (judging well
according to common law) and γνώμη (judging well according
to general law) refer, there is “thoughtlessness”; while “incon-
stancy” and “negligence” correspond to the “command”which
is the proper act of prudence. irdly, this may be taken by
opposition to those things which are requisite for prudence,
which are the quasi-integral parts of prudence. Since however
all these things are intended for the direction of the aforesaid
three acts of reason, it follows that all the opposite defects are
reducible to the four parts mentioned above. us incautious-
ness and incircumspection are included in “thoughtlessness”;
lack of docility, memory, or reason is referable to “precipita-
tion”; improvidence, lack of intelligence and of shrewdness,
belong to “negligence” and “inconstancy.”

Reply toObjection 1.is argument considers generality
by participation.

Reply to Objection 2. Since knowledge is further re-
moved from morality than prudence is, according to their re-
spective proper natures, it follows that ignorance has the na-
ture of mortal sin, not of itself, but on account either of a pre-
ceding negligence, or of the consequent result, and for this rea-
son it is reckoned one of the general causes of sin.On the other
hand imprudence, by its very nature, denotes amoral vice; and
for this reason it can be called a special sin.

Reply to Objection 3. When various circumstances are
corrupted for the same motive, the species of sin is not multi-
plied: thus it is the same species of sin to take what is not one’s
own, where one ought not, and when one ought not. If, how-
ever, there be various motives, there are various species: for in-
stance, if one man were to take another’s property from where
he ought not, so as to wrong a sacred place, this would consti-
tute the species called sacrilege, while if another were to take
another’s propertywhen he ought not,merely through the lust
of possession, this would be a case of simple avarice. Hence the
lack of those things which are requisite for prudence, does not
constitute a diversity of species, except in so far as they are di-
rected to different acts of reason, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 53 a. 3Whether precipitation is a sin included in imprudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that precipitation is not a sin
included in imprudence. Imprudence is opposed to the virtue
of prudence; whereas precipitation is opposed to the gi of
counsel, according toGregory,who says (Moral. ii, 49) that the
gi of “counsel is given as a remedy to precipitation.”erefore
precipitation is not a sin contained under imprudence.

Objection 2. Further, precipitation seemingly pertains to

rashness. Now rashness implies presumption, which pertains
to pride. erefore precipitation is not a vice contained under
imprudence.

Objection 3. Further, precipitation seems to denote inor-
dinate haste.Now sin happens in counselling not only through
being over hasty but also through being over slow, so that the
opportunity for action passes by, and through corruption of
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other circumstances, as stated in Ethic. vi, 9. erefore there
is no reason for reckoning precipitation as a sin contained un-
der imprudence, rather than slowness, or something else of the
kind pertaining to inordinate counsel.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Prov. 4:19): “eway of the
wicked is darksome, they know not where they fall.” Now the
darksome ways of ungodliness belong to imprudence. ere-
fore imprudence leads a man to fall or to be precipitate.

I answer that, Precipitation is ascribed metaphorically to
acts of the soul, byway of similitude to bodilymovement.Now
a thing is said to be precipitated as regards bodily movement,
when it is brought down from above by the impulse either of
its own movement or of another’s, and not in orderly fashion
by degrees. Now the summit of the soul is the reason, and the
base is reached in the action performed by the body; while the
steps that intervene by which one ought to descend in orderly
fashion are “memory” of the past, “intelligence” of the present,
“shrewdness” in considering the future outcome, “reasoning”
which compares one thing with another, “docility” in accept-
ing the opinions of others. He that takes counsel descends by
these steps in due order, whereas if a man is rushed into action
by the impulse of his will or of a passion, without taking these

steps, it will be a case of precipitation. Since then inordinate
counsel pertains to imprudence, it is evident that the vice of
precipitation is contained under imprudence.

Reply toObjection 1.Rectitude of counsel belongs to the
gi of counsel and to the virtue of prudence; albeit in different
ways, as stated above (q. 52, a. 2), and consequently precipita-
tion is opposed to both.

Reply to Objection 2. ings are said to be done rashly
when they are not directed by reason: and this may happen in
two ways; first through the impulse of the will or of a passion,
secondly through contempt of the directing rule; and this is
what is meant by rashness properly speaking, wherefore it ap-
pears to proceed from that root of pride, which refuses to sub-
mit to another’s ruling. But precipitation refers to both, so that
rashness is contained under precipitation, although precipita-
tion refers rather to the first.

Reply to Objection 3. Many things have to be consid-
ered in the research of reason; hence the Philosopher declares
(Ethic. vi, 9) that “one should be slow in taking counsel.”
Hence precipitation is more directly opposed to rectitude of
counsel than over slowness is, for the latter bears a certain like-
ness to right counsel.

IIa IIae q. 53 a. 4Whether thoughtlessness is a special sin included in prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that thoughtlessness is not a
special sin included in imprudence. For the Divine law does
not incite us to any sin, according to Ps. 18:8, “e law of
the Lord is unspotted”; and yet it incites us to be thought-
less, according to Mat. 10:19, “Take no thought how or what
to speak.” erefore thoughtlessness is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, whoever takes counsel must needs
give thought tomany things. Now precipitation is due to a de-
fect of counsel and therefore to a defect of thought. erefore
precipitation is contained under thoughtlessness: and conse-
quently thoughtlessness is not a special sin.

Objection3.Further, prudence consists in acts of the prac-
tical reason, viz. “counsel,” “judgment” about what has been
counselled, and “command”*. Now thought precedes all these
acts, since it belongs also to the speculative intellect. ere-
fore thoughtlessness is not a special sin contained under im-
prudence.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 4:25): “Let thy eyes
look straight on, and let thine eye-lids go before thy steps.”
Now this pertains to prudence, while the contrary pertains to
thoughtlessness.erefore thoughtlessness is a special sin con-
tained under imprudence.

I answer that, ought signifies the act of the intellect in
considering the truth about. something. Now just as research
belongs to the reason, so judgment belongs to the intellect.
Wherefore in speculative matters a demonstrative science is
said to exercise judgment, in so far as it judges the truth of

the results of research by tracing those results back to the first
indemonstrable principles. Hence thought pertains chiefly to
judgment; and consequently the lack of right judgment be-
longs to the vice of thoughtlessness, in so far, towit, as one fails
to judge rightly through contempt or neglect of those things
onwhich a right judgment depends. It is therefore evident that
thoughtlessness is a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord did not forbid us to take
thought, when we have the opportunity, about what we ought
to do or say, but, in thewords quoted,He encouragesHis disci-
ples, so that when they had no opportunity of taking thought,
either through lack of knowledge or through a sudden call,
they should trust in the guidance of God alone, because “as
we know not what to do, we can only turn our eyes to God,”
according to 2 Paral 20:12: else if man, instead of doing what
he can, were to be content with awaiting God’s assistance, he
would seem to tempt God.

Reply to Objection 2. All thought about those things of
which counsel takes cognizance, is directed to the formation of
a right judgment, wherefore this thought is perfected in judg-
ment. Consequently thoughtlessness is above all opposed to
the rectitude of judgment.

Reply toObjection 3. oughtlessness is to be taken here
in relation to a determinate matter, namely, that of human ac-
tion, wherein more things have to be thought about for the
purpose of right judgment, than in speculative matters, be-
cause actions are about singulars.

* Cf. q. 47, a. 8.
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IIa IIae q. 53 a. 5Whether inconstancy is a vice contained under prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that inconstancy is not a vice
contained under imprudence. For inconstancy consists seem-
ingly in a lack of perseverance in matters of difficulty. But per-
severance in difficult matters belongs to fortitude. erefore
inconstancy is opposed to fortitude rather than to prudence.

Objection 2. Further, it is written ( James 3:16): “Where
jealousy [Douay: ‘envy’] and contention are, there are incon-
stancy and every evil work.” But jealousy pertains to envy.
erefore inconstancy pertains not to imprudence but to envy.

Objection 3. Further, a man would seem to be inconstant
who fails to persevere in what he has proposed to do. Now this
is a mark of “incontinency” in pleasurable matters, and of “ef-
feminacy” or “squeamishness” in unpleasant matters, accord-
ing to Ethic. vii, 1. erefore inconstancy does not pertain to
imprudence.

On the contrary, It belongs to prudence to prefer the
greater good to the lesser.erefore to forsake the greater good
belongs to imprudence. Now this is inconstancy.erefore in-
constancy belongs to imprudence.

I answer that, Inconstancy denoteswithdrawal from adef-
inite good purpose. Now the origin of this withdrawal is in
the appetite, for a man does not withdraw from a previous
good purpose, except on account of something being inordi-
nately pleasing to him: nor is this withdrawal completed ex-
cept through a defect of reason, which is deceived in rejecting
what before it had rightly accepted. And since it can resist the
impulse of the passions, if it fail to do this, it is due to its own
weakness in not standing to the goodpurpose it has conceived;

hence inconstancy, as to its completion, is due to a defect in the
reason.Now just as all rectitude of the practical reason belongs
in somedegree toprudence, so all lackof that rectitudebelongs
to imprudence. Consequently inconstancy, as to its comple-
tion, belongs to imprudence. And just as precipitation is due
to a defect in the act of counsel, and thoughtlessness to a defect
in the act of judgment, so inconstancy arises from a defect in
the act of command. For a man is stated to be inconstant be-
cause his reason fails in commandingwhat has been counselled
and judged.

Reply to Objection 1. e good of prudence is shared by
all themoral virtues, and accordingly perseverance in good be-
longs to all moral virtues, chiefly, however, to fortitude, which
suffers a greater impulse to the contrary.

Reply to Objection 2. Envy and anger, which are the
source of contention, cause inconstancy on the part of the
appetite, to which power the origin of inconstancy is due, as
stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.Continency and perseverance seem
to be not in the appetitive power, but in the reason. For the
continent man suffers evil concupiscences, and the persever-
ing man suffers grievous sorrows (which points to a defect in
the appetitive power); but reason stands firm, in the conti-
nent man, against concupiscence, and in the persevering man,
against sorrow. Hence continency and perseverance seem to
be species of constancy which pertains to reason; and to this
power inconstancy pertains also.

IIa IIae q. 53 a. 6Whether the aforesaid vices arise from lust?

Objection 1. It would seem that the aforesaid vices do
not arise from lust. For inconstancy arises from envy, as stated
above (a. 5, ad 2). But envy is a distinct vice from lust.

Objection 2. Further, it is written ( James 1:8): “A double-
minded man is inconstant in all his ways.” Now duplicity does
not seem to pertain to lust, but rather to deceitfulness, which
is a daughter of covetousness, according to Gregory (Moral.
xxxi, 45). erefore the aforesaid vices do not arise from lust.

Objection 3. Further, the aforesaid vices are connected
with some defect of reason. Now spiritual vices are more akin
to the reason than carnal vices. erefore the aforesaid vices
arise from spiritual vices rather than from carnal vices.

On the contrary, Gregory declares (Moral. xxxi, 45) that
the aforesaid vices arise from lust.

I answer that,As thePhilosopher states (Ethic. vi, 5) “plea-
sure above all corrupts the estimate of prudence,” and chiefly
sexual pleasure which absorbs the mind, and draws it to sensi-
ble delight. Now the perfection of prudence and of every in-

tellectual virtue consists in abstraction from sensible objects.
Wherefore, since the aforesaid vices involve a defect of pru-
dence and of the practical reason, as stated above (Aa. 2,5), it
follows that they arise chiefly from lust.

Reply to Objection 1. Envy and anger cause inconstancy
by drawing away the reason to something else; whereas lust
causes inconstancy by destroying the judgment of reason en-
tirely. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6) that “the man
who is incontinent through anger listens to reason, yet not per-
fectly, whereas he who is incontinent through lust does not lis-
ten to it at all.”

Reply to Objection 2. Duplicity also is something result-
ing from lust, just as inconstancy is, if by duplicity we un-
derstand fluctuation of the mind from one thing to another.
Hence Terence says (Eunuch. act 1, sc. 1) that “love leads to
war, and likewise to peace and truce.”

Reply to Objection 3. Carnal vices destroy the judgment
of reason so much the more as they lead us away from reason.
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Of Negligence

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider negligence, under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether negligence is a special sin?
(2) To which virtue is it opposed?
(3) Whether negligence is a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 54 a. 1Whether negligence is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that negligence is not a spe-
cial sin. For negligence is opposed to diligence. But diligence
is required in every virtue.erefore negligence is not a special
sin.

Objection 2. Further, that which is common to every sin
is not a special sin. Now negligence is common to every sin,
because he who sins neglects that which withdraws him from
sin, and he who perseveres in sin neglects to be contrite for his
sin. erefore negligence is not a special sin.

Objection 3. Further, every special sin had a determinate
matter. But negligence seems to have no determinate matter:
since it is neither about evil or indifferent things (for noman is
accused of negligence if he omit them), nor about good things,
for if these be donenegligently, they are no longer good.ere-
fore it seems that negligence is not a special vice.

On the contrary, Sins committed through negligence, are
distinguished from those which are committed through con-
tempt.

I answer that, Negligence denotes lack of due solicitude.
Now every lack of a due act is sinful: wherefore it is evident
that negligence is a sin, and that it must needs have the charac-
ter of a special sin according as solicitude is the act of a special
virtue. For certain sins are special through being about a spe-
cial matter, as lust is about sexual matters, while some vices are

special on account of their having a special kind of act which
extends to all kinds of matter, and such are all vices affecting
an act of reason, since every act of reason extends to any kind
ofmoral matter. Since then solicitude is a special act of reason,
as stated above (q. 47, a. 9), it follows that negligence, which
denotes lack of solicitude, is a special sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Diligence seems to be the same as
solicitude, because the more we love [diligimus] a thing the
more solicitous are we about it. Hence diligence, no less than
solicitude, is required for every virtue, in so far as due acts of
reason are requisite for every virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. In every sin there must needs be a
defect affecting an act of reason, for instance a defect in coun-
sel or the like. Hence just as precipitation is a special sin on ac-
count of a special act of reasonwhich is omitted, namely coun-
sel, although it may be found in any kind of sin; so negligence
is a special sin on account of the lack of a special act of reason,
namely solicitude, although it is found more or less in all sins.

Reply to Objection 3. Properly speaking the matter of
negligence is a good that one ought to do, not that it is a good
when it is done negligently, but because on account of negli-
gence it incurs a lack of goodness, whether a due act be entirely
omitted through lack of solicitude, or some due circumstance
be omitted.

IIa IIae q. 54 a. 2Whether negligence is opposed to prudence?

Objection1. It would seem that negligence is not opposed
to prudence. For negligence seems to be the same as idleness or
laziness, which belongs to sloth, according toGregory (Moral.
xxxi, 45). Now sloth is not opposed to prudence, but to char-
ity, as stated above (q. 35, a. 3). erefore negligence is not
opposed to prudence.

Objection 2. Further, every sin of omission seems to be
due to negligence. But sins of omission are not opposed to pru-
dence, but to the executivemoral virtues.erefore negligence
is not opposed to prudence.

Objection 3. Further, imprudence relates to some act of
reason. But negligence does not imply a defect of counsel, for
that is “precipitation,” nor a defect of judgment, since that is
“thoughtlessness,” nor a defect of command, because that is

“inconstancy.” erefore negligence does not pertain to im-
prudence.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Eccles. 7:19): “He that
feareth God, neglecteth nothing.” But every sin is excluded by
the opposite virtue. erefore negligence is opposed to fear
rather than to prudence.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 20:7): “A babbler
and a fool [imprudens] will regard no time.” Now this is due
to negligence. erefore negligence is opposed to prudence.

I answer that,Negligence is directly opposed to solicitude.
Now solicitude pertains to the reason, and rectitude of solic-
itude to prudence. Hence, on the other hand, negligence per-
tains to imprudence.is appears from its very name, because,
as Isidore observes (Etym. x) “a negligent man is one who fails
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to choose [nec eligens]”: and the right choice of the means
belongs to prudence. erefore negligence pertains to impru-
dence.

Reply to Objection 1. Negligence is a defect in the inter-
nal act, towhich choice also belongs:whereas idleness and lazi-
ness denote slowness of execution, yet so that idleness denotes
slowness in setting about the execution, while laziness denotes
remissness in the execution itself. Hence it is becoming that
laziness should arise from sloth, which is “an oppressive sor-
row,” i.e. hindering, the mind from action*.

Reply to Objection 2. Omission regards the external act,
for it consists in failing to perform an act which is due. Hence
it is opposed to justice, and is an effect of negligence, even as
the execution of a just deed is the effect of right reason.

Reply to Objection 3. Negligence regards the act of com-
mand, which solicitude also regards. Yet the negligent man
fails in regard to this act otherwise than the inconstant man:
for the inconstantman fails in commanding, being hindered as
it were, by something, whereas the negligentman fails through
lack of a prompt will.

Reply toObjection 4.e fear ofGod helps us to avoid all
sins, because according to Prov. 15:27, “by the fear of the Lord
everyone declineth from evil.” Hence fear makes us avoid neg-
ligence, yet not as though negligence were directly opposed to
fear, but because fear incites man to acts of reason. Wherefore
also it has been stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 44, a. 2) when we were
treating of the passions, that “fear makes us take counsel.”

IIa IIae q. 54 a. 3Whether negligence can be a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that negligence cannot be a
mortal sin. For a gloss of Gregory† on Job 9:28, “I feared all
my works,” etc. says that “too little love of God aggravates the
former,” viz. negligence. But wherever there is mortal sin, the
love ofGod is done awaywith altogether.erefore negligence
is not a mortal sin.

Objection2.Further, a gloss onEcclus. 7:34, “For thy neg-
ligences purify thyself with a few,” says: “ough the offering
be small it cleanses the negligences of many sins.” Now this
would not be, if negligence were a mortal sin. erefore negli-
gence is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, under the law certain sacrifices were
prescribed for mortal sins, as appears from the book of Leviti-
cus. Yet no sacrifice was prescribed for negligence. erefore
negligence is not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 19:16): “He that ne-
glecteth his own life [Vulg.: ‘way’] shall die.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2, ad 3), negligence arises
out of a certain remissness of the will, the result being a lack of
solicitude on the part of the reason in commanding what it
should command, or as it should command. Accordingly neg-
ligencemay happen to be amortal sin in twoways. First on the
part of that which is omitted through negligence. If this be ei-
ther an act or a circumstance necessary for salvation, it will be
amortal sin. Secondly on the part of the cause: for if thewill be

so remiss about Divine things, as to fall away altogether from
the charity of God, such negligence is a mortal sin, and this is
the case chiefly when negligence is due to contempt.

But if negligence consists in the omission of an act or cir-
cumstance that is not necessary for salvation, it is not a mortal
but a venial sin, provided the negligence arise, not from con-
tempt, but from some lack of fervor, to which venial sin is an
occasional obstacle.

Reply toObjection 1.Manmay be said to loveGod less in
two ways. First through lack of the fervor of charity, and this
causes the negligence that is a venial sin: secondly through lack
of charity itself, inwhich sensewe say that aman lovesGod less
when he loves Him with a merely natural love; and this causes
the negligence that is a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the same authority
(gloss), a small offering made with a humble mind and out
of pure love, cleanses man not only from venial but also from
mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 3. When negligence consists in the
omission of that which is necessary for salvation, it is drawn to
the other more manifest genus of sin. Because those sins that
consist of inward actions, are more hidden, wherefore no spe-
cial sacrifices were prescribed for them in the Law, since the
offering of sacrifices was a kind of public confession of sin,
whereas hidden sins should not be confessed in public.

* Cf. q. 35, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 35, a. 8. † Moral. ix. 34.
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S P   S P, Q 55
Of Vices Opposed to Prudence by Way of Resemblance

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider those vices opposed to prudence, which have a resemblance thereto. Under this head there are eight
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether prudence of the flesh is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(3) Whether crainess is a special sin?
(4) Of guile;
(5) Of fraud;
(6) Of solicitude about temporal things;
(7) Of solicitude about the future;
(8) Of the origin of these vices.

IIa IIae q. 55 a. 1Whether prudence of the flesh is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence of the flesh is
not a sin. For prudence is more excellent than the other moral
virtues, since it governs them all. But no justice or temperance
is sinful. Neither therefore is any prudence a sin.

Objection 2. Further, it is not a sin to act prudently for an
end which it is lawful to love. But it is lawful to love the flesh,
“for no man ever hated his own flesh” (Eph. 5:29). erefore
prudence of the flesh is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, just as man is tempted by the flesh,
so too is he tempted by the world and the devil. But no pru-
dence of the world, or of the devil is accounted a sin.erefore
neither should any prudence of the flesh be accounted among
sins.

On the contrary, No man is an enemy to God save for
wickedness according to Wis. 14:9, “To God the wicked and
his wickedness are hateful alike.”Now it is written (Rom. 8:7):
“e prudence [Vulg.: ‘wisdom’] of the flesh is an enemy to
God.” erefore prudence of the flesh is a sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 47, a. 13), prudence re-
gards things which are directed to the end of life as a whole.
Hence prudence of the flesh signifies properly the prudence of
a man who looks upon carnal goods as the last end of his life.
Now it is evident that this is a sin, because it involves a disor-
der in man with respect to his last end, which does not consist
in the goods of the body, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 2, a. 5).
erefore prudence of the flesh is a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Justice and temperance include in
their very nature that which ranks them among the virtues,
viz. equality and the curbing of concupiscence; hence they are
never taken in a bad sense. On the other hand prudence is so
called from foreseeing [providendo], as stated above (q. 47,

a. 1; q. 49, a. 6), which can extend to evil things also. ere-
fore, although prudence is taken simply in a good sense, yet, if
something be added, it may be taken in a bad sense: and it is
thus that prudence of the flesh is said to be a sin.

Reply to Objection 2. e flesh is on account of the soul,
as matter is on account of the form, and the instrument on ac-
count of the principal agent. Hence the flesh is loved lawfully,
if it be directed to the good of the soul as its end. If, however,
a man place his last end in a good of the flesh, his love will be
inordinate and unlawful, and it is thus that the prudence of the
flesh is directed to the love of the flesh.

Reply to Objection 3. e devil tempts us, not through
the good of the appetible object, but by way of suggestion.
Wherefore, since prudence implies direction to some ap-
petible end, we do not speak of “prudence of the devil,” as of
a prudence directed to some evil end, which is the aspect un-
der which the world and the flesh tempt us, in so far as worldly
or carnal goods are proposed to our appetite. Hence we speak
of “carnal” and again of “worldly” prudence, according to Lk.
16:8, “e children of this world are more prudent [Douay:
‘wiser’] in their generation,” etc.eApostle includes all in the
“prudence of the flesh,” because we covet the external things of
the world on account of the flesh.

We may also reply that since prudence is in a certain sense
called “wisdom,” as stated above (q. 47, a. 2, ad 1), we may
distinguish a threefold prudence corresponding to the three
kinds of temptation. Hence it is written ( James 3:15) that
there is a wisdom which is “earthly, sensual and devilish,” as
explained above (q. 45, a. 1, ad 1), when we were treating of
wisdom.
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IIa IIae q. 55 a. 2Whether prudence of the flesh is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence of the flesh is
a mortal sin. For it is a mortal sin to rebel against the Divine
law, since this implies contempt of God. Now “the prudence
[Douay: ‘wisdom’] of the flesh…is not subject to the law of
God” (Rom. 8:7). erefore prudence of the flesh is a mortal
sin.

Objection 2.Further, every sin against theHolyGhost is a
mortal sin. Now prudence of the flesh seems to be a sin against
the Holy Ghost, for “it cannot be subject to the law of God”
(Rom. 8:7), and so it seems to be an unpardonable sin, which is
proper to the sin against the Holy Ghost. erefore prudence
of the flesh is a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, the greatest evil is opposed to the
greatest good, as stated in Ethic. viii, 10. Now prudence of
the flesh is opposed to that prudence which is the chief of the
moral virtues. erefore prudence of the flesh is chief among
mortal sins, so that it is itself a mortal sin.

On the contrary, at which diminishes a sin has not of
itself the nature of a mortal sin. Now the thoughtful quest of
things pertaining to the care of the flesh, which seems to per-
tain to carnal prudence, diminishes sin*. erefore prudence
of the flesh has not of itself the nature of a mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 47, a. 2, ad 1; a. 13), a
man is said to be prudent in two ways. First, simply, i.e. in re-
lation to the end of life as a whole. Secondly, relatively, i.e. in
relation to some particular end; thus a man is said to be pru-
dent in business or something else of the kind. Accordingly if
prudence of the flesh be taken as corresponding to prudence in
its absolute signification, so that aman place the last end of his

whole life in the care of the flesh, it is a mortal sin, because he
turns away fromGod by so doing, since he cannot have several
last ends, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 5).

If, on the other hand, prudence of the flesh be taken as
corresponding to particular prudence, it is a venial sin. For it
happens sometimes that a man has an inordinate affection for
some pleasure of the flesh, without turning away from God by
a mortal sin; in which case he does not place the end of his
whole life in carnal pleasure. To apply oneself to obtain this
pleasure is a venial sin and pertains to prudence of the flesh.
But if a man actually refers the care of the flesh to a good end,
as when one is careful about one’s food in order to sustain one’s
body, this is no longer prudence of the flesh, because then one
uses the care of the flesh as a means to an end.

Reply toObjection 1. e Apostle is speaking of that car-
nal prudence whereby aman places the end of his whole life in
the goods of the flesh, and this is a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Prudence of the flesh does not im-
ply a sin against the Holy Ghost. For when it is stated that “it
cannot be subject to the law of God,” this does not mean that
hewhohas prudenceof theflesh, cannotbe converted and sub-
mit to the law of God, but that carnal prudence itself cannot
be subject to God’s law, even as neither can injustice be just,
nor heat cold, although that which is hot may become cold.

Reply to Objection 3. Every sin is opposed to prudence,
just as prudence is shared by every virtue. But it does not fol-
low that every sin opposed to prudence is most grave, but only
when it is opposed to prudence in some very grave matter.

IIa IIae q. 55 a. 3Whether crainess is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that crainess is not a spe-
cial sin. For the words of Holy Writ do not induce anyone to
sin; and yet they induce us to be cray, according to Prov. 1:4,
“To give crainess [Douay: ‘subtlety’] to little ones.”erefore
crainess is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 13:16): “e
cray [Douay: ‘prudent’] man doth all things with counsel.”
erefore, he does so either for a good or for an evil end. If for
a good end, there is no sin seemingly, and if for an evil end, it
would seem to pertain to carnal or worldly prudence. ere-
fore crainess is not a special sin distinct from prudence of the
flesh.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory expounding the words of
Job 12, “e simplicity of the just man is laughed to scorn,”
says (Moral. x, 29): “e wisdom of this world is to hide one’s
thoughts by artifice, to conceal one’smeaning bywords, to rep-
resent error as truth, to make out the truth to be false,” and
further on he adds: “is prudence is acquired by the young,

it is learnt at a price by children.” Now the above things seem
to belong to crainess.erefore crainess is not distinct from
carnal or worldly prudence, and consequently it seems not to
be a special sin.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (2 Cor. 4:2): “We re-
nounce the hidden things of dishonesty, not walking in crai-
ness, nor adulterating the word ofGod.”erefore crainess is
a sin.

I answer that, Prudence is “right reason applied to action,”
just as science is “right reason applied to knowledge.” In spec-
ulative matters one may sin against rectitude of knowledge in
two ways: in one way when the reason is led to a false conclu-
sion that appears to be true; in another way when the reason
proceeds from false premises, that appear to be true, either to
a true or to a false conclusion. Even so a sin may be against
prudence, through having some resemblance thereto, in two
ways. First, when the purpose of the reason is directed to an
endwhich is good not in truth but in appearance, and this per-

* Cf. Prov. 6:30.
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tains to prudence of the flesh; secondly, when, in order to ob-
tain a certain end, whether good or evil, a man usesmeans that
are not true but fictitious and counterfeit, and this belongs to
the sin of crainess. is is consequently a sin opposed to pru-
dence, and distinct from prudence of the flesh.

Reply toObjection 1. As Augustine observes (Contra Ju-
lian. iv, 3) just as prudence is sometimes improperly taken in a
bad sense, so is crainess sometimes taken in a good sense, and
this on account of their mutual resemblance. Properly speak-

ing, however, crainess is taken in a bad sense, as the Philoso-
pher states in Ethic. vi, 12.

Reply toObjection2.Crainess can take counsel both for
a good end and for an evil end: nor should a good end be pur-
sued by means that are false and counterfeit but by such as are
true. Hence crainess is a sin if it be directed to a good end.

Reply toObjection3.Under “worldly prudence”Gregory
included everything that can pertain to false prudence, so that
it comprises crainess also.

IIa IIae q. 55 a. 4Whether guile is a sin pertaining to crainess?

Objection 1. It would seem that guile is not a sin pertain-
ing to crainess. For sin, especially mortal, has no place in per-
fect men. Yet a certain guile is to be found in them, according
to 2Cor. 12:16, “Being cray I caught you by guile.”erefore
guile is not always a sin.

Objection 2. Further, guile seems to pertain chiefly to the
tongue, according to Ps. 5:11, “ey dealt deceitfully with
their tongues.” Now crainess like prudence is in the very act
of reason. erefore guile does not pertain to crainess.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Prov. 12:20): “Guile
[Douay: ‘Deceit’] is in theheart of themthat think evil things.”
But the thought of evil things does not always pertain to crai-
ness. erefore guile does not seem to belong to crainess.

On the contrary, Crainess aims at lying in wait, accord-
ing to Eph. 4:14, “By cunning crainess by which they lie in
wait to deceive”: and guile aims at this also. erefore guile
pertains to crainess.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3), it belongs to crainess
to adopt ways that are not true but counterfeit and apparently
true, in order to attain some end either good or evil. Now the
adopting of such ways may be subjected to a twofold consid-
eration; first, as regards the process of thinking them out, and
this belongs properly to crainess, even as thinking out right
ways to a due end belongs to prudence. Secondly the adopting

of such like ways may be considered with regard to their actual
execution, and in this way it belongs to guile. Hence guile de-
notes a certain execution of crainess, and accordingly belongs
thereto.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as crainess is taken properly
in a bad sense, and improperly in a good sense, so too is guile
which is the execution of crainess.

Reply toObjection 2.eexecution of crainess with the
purpose of deceiving, is effected first and foremost by words,
which hold the chief place among those signs whereby a man
signifies something to another man, as Augustine states (De
Doctr. Christ. ii, 3), hence guile is ascribed chiefly to speech.
Yet guile may happen also in deeds, according to Ps. 104:25,
“And to deal deceitfully with his servants.” Guile is also in the
heart, according to Ecclus. 19:23, “His interior is full of de-
ceit,” but this is to devise deceits, according to Ps. 37:13: “ey
studied deceits all the day long.”

Reply to Objection 3. Whoever purposes to do some evil
deed, must needs devise certain ways of attaining his purpose,
and for the most part he devises deceitful ways, whereby the
more easily to obtain his end. Nevertheless it happens some-
times that evil is done openly and by violence without crai-
ness and guile; but as this is more difficult, it is of less frequent
occurrence.

IIa IIae q. 55 a. 5Whether fraud pertains to crainess?

Objection 1. It would seem that fraud does not pertain to
crainess. For a man does not deserve praise if he allows him-
self to be deceived, which is the object of crainess; and yet a
man deserves praise for allowing himself to be defrauded, ac-
cording to 1Cor. 6:1, “Whydo younot rather suffer yourselves
to be defrauded?” erefore fraud does not belong to crai-
ness.

Objection 2. Further, fraud seems to consist in unlawfully
taking or receiving external things, for it is written (Acts 5:1)
that “a certain man named Ananias with Saphira his wife, sold
a piece of land, and by fraud kept back part of the price of the
land.” Now it pertains to injustice or illiberality to take posses-
sion of or retain external things unjustly. erefore fraud does
not belong to crainess which is opposed to prudence.

Objection 3. Further, no man employs crainess against
himself. But the frauds of some are against themselves, for it
is written (Prov. 1:18) concerning some “that they practice
frauds [Douay: ‘deceits’] against their own souls.” erefore
fraud does not belong to crainess.

On the contrary,eobject of fraud is to deceive, accord-
ing to Job13:9, “Shall he bedeceived as aman,with your fraud-
ulent [Douay: ‘deceitful’] dealings?”Nowcrainess is directed
to the same object. erefore fraud pertains to crainess.

I answer that, Just as “guile” consists in the execution of
crainess, so also does “fraud.” But they seem to differ in the
fact that “guile” belongs in general to the execution of crai-
ness, whether this be effected by words, or by deeds, whereas
“fraud” belongsmore properly to the execution of crainess by
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deeds.
Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle does not counsel the

faithful to be deceived in their knowledge, but to bear pa-
tiently the effect of being deceived, and to endure wrongs in-
flicted on them by fraud.

Reply to Objection 2. e execution of crainess may be
carried out by another vice, just as the execution of prudence

by the virtues: and accordingly nothing hinders fraud from
pertaining to covetousness or illiberality.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who commit frauds, do not
design anything against themselves or their own souls; it is
through God’s just judgment that what they plot against oth-
ers, recoils on themselves, according to Ps. 7:16, “He is fallen
into the hole he made.”

IIa IIae q. 55 a. 6Whether it is lawful to be solicitous about temporal matters?

Objection 1. It would seem lawful to be solicitous about
temporal matters. Because a superior should be solicitous for
his subjects, according to Rom. 12:8, “He that ruleth, with so-
licitude.”Now according to theDivine ordering,man is placed
over temporal things, according to Ps. 8:8, “ou hast sub-
jected all things under his feet,” etc. erefore man should be
solicitous about temporal things.

Objection 2. Further, everyone is solicitous about the end
for which he works. Now it is lawful for a man to work for the
temporal things whereby he sustains life, wherefore the Apos-
tle says (2 ess. 3:10): “If any man will not work, neither let
him eat.” erefore it is lawful to be solicitous about temporal
things.

Objection 3. Further, solicitude about works of mercy is
praiseworthy, according to 2 Tim. 1:17, “When he was come
to Rome, he carefully sought me.” Now solicitude about tem-
poral things is sometimes connected with works of mercy; for
instance, when a man is solicitous to watch over the interests
of orphans and poor persons. erefore solicitude about tem-
poral things is not unlawful.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 6:31): “Be not so-
licitous…saying, What shall we eat, or what shall we drink, or
wherewith shall we be clothed?” And yet such things are very
necessary.

I answer that, Solicitude denotes an earnest endeavor
to obtain something. Now it is evident that the endeavor
is more earnest when there is fear of failure, so that there
is less solicitude when success is assured. Accordingly solici-
tude about temporal things may be unlawful in three ways.
First on the part of the object of solicitude; that is, if we
seek temporal things as an end. Hence Augustine says (De
Operibus Monach. xxvi): “When Our Lord said: ‘Be not so-
licitous,’ etc.…He intended to forbid them either tomake such

things their end, or for the sake of these things to do what-
ever they were commanded to do in preaching the Gospel.”
Secondly, solicitude about temporal things may be unlaw-
ful, through too much earnestness in endeavoring to obtain
temporal things, the result being that a man is drawn away
from spiritual things which ought to be the chief object of his
search, wherefore it is written (Mat. 13:22) that “the care of
this world…chokes up the word.” irdly, through over much
fear, when, to wit, a man fears to lack necessary things if he
do what he ought to do. Now our Lord gives three motives
for laying aside this fear. First, on account of the yet greater
favors bestowed by God on man, independently of his solici-
tude, viz. his body and soul (Mat. 6:26); secondly, on account
of the care with which God watches over animals and plants
without the assistance of man, according to the requirements
of their nature; thirdly, because ofDivine providence, through
ignorance of which the gentiles are solicitous in seeking tem-
poral goods before all others. ConsequentlyHe concludes that
we should be solicitous most of all about spiritual goods, hop-
ing that temporal goods also may be granted us according to
our needs, if we do what we ought to do.

Reply to Objection 1. Temporal goods are subjected to
man that he may use them according to his needs, not that he
may place his end in them and be over solicitous about them.

Reply to Objection 2. e solicitude of a man who gains
his bread by bodily labor is not superfluous but proportion-
ate; hence Jerome says on Mat. 6:31, “Be not solicitous,” that
“labor is necessary, but solicitude must be banished,” namely
superfluous solicitude which unsettles the mind.

Reply to Objection 3. In the works of mercy solicitude
about temporal things is directed to charity as its end, where-
fore it is not unlawful, unless it be superfluous.

IIa IIae q. 55 a. 7Whether we should be solicitous about the future?

Objection 1. It would seem that we should be solicitous
about the future. For it is written (Prov. 6:6-8): “Go to the ant,
O sluggard, and consider her ways and learn wisdom; which,
although she hath no guide, nor master…provideth her meat
for herself in the summer, and gathereth her food in the har-
vest.” Now this is to be solicitous about the future. erefore
solicitude about the future is praiseworthy.

Objection 2. Further, solicitude pertains to prudence. But
prudence is chiefly about the future, since its principal part is
“foresight of future things,” as stated above (q. 49, a. 6, ad 1).
erefore it is virtuous to be solicitous about the future.

Objection 3. Further, whoever puts something by that he
may keep it for themorrow, is solicitous about the future.Now
we read ( Jn. 12:6) that Christ had a bag for keeping things in,
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which Judas carried, and (Acts 4:34-37) that the Apostles kept
the price of the land, which had been laid at their feet. ere-
fore it is lawful to be solicitous about the future.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Mat. 6:34): “Be
not…solicitous for tomorrow”; where “tomorrow” stands for
the future, as Jerome says in his commentary on this passage.

I answer that,Nowork can be virtuous, unless it be vested
with its due circumstances, and among these is the due time,
according to Eccles. 8:6, “ere is a time and opportunity for
every business”; which applies not only to external deeds but
also to internal solicitude. For every time has its own fitting
proper solicitude; thus solicitude about the crops belongs to
the summer time, and solicitude about the vintage to the time
of autumn. Accordingly if amanwere solicitous about the vin-
tage during the summer, he would be needlessly forestalling
the solicitude belonging to a future time.HenceOur Lord for-
bids such like excessive solicitude, saying: “Be…not solicitous
for tomorrow,” whereforeHe adds, “for themorrowwill be so-
licitous for itself,” that is to say, the morrow will have its own
solicitude, which will be burden enough for the soul. is is

what He means by adding: “Sufficient for the day is the evil
thereof,” namely, the burden of solicitude.

Reply to Objection 1. e ant is solicitous at a befitting
time, and it is this that is proposed for our example.

Reply toObjection 2.Due foresight of the future belongs
to prudence. But it would be an inordinate foresight or solic-
itude about the future, if a man were to seek temporal things,
to which the terms “past” and “future” apply, as ends, or if he
were to seek them in excess of the needs of the present life, or
if he were to forestall the time for solicitude.

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (De Serm.Dom.
inMonte ii, 17), “whenwe see a servant ofGod taking thought
lest he lack these needful things, we must not judge him to be
solicitous for the morrow, since even Our Lord deigned for
our example to have a purse, and we read in the Acts of the
Apostles that they procured the necessary means of livelihood
in view of the future on account of a threatened famine.Hence
Our Lord does not condemn those who according to human
custom, provide themselves with such things, but those who
oppose themselves to God for the sake of these things.”

IIa IIae q. 55 a. 8Whether these vices arise from covetousness?

Objection 1. It would seem that these vices do not arise
from covetousness. As stated above (q. 43, a. 6) lust is the chief
cause of lack of rectitude in the reason. Now these vices are
opposed to right reason, i.e. to prudence. erefore they arise
chiefly from lust; especially since the Philosopher says (Ethic.
vii, 6) that “Venus is full of guile andher girdle ismany colored”
and that “he who is incontinent in desire acts with cunning.”

Objection 2. Further, these vices bear a certain resem-
blance to prudence, as stated above (q. 47, a. 13). Now, since
prudence is in the reason, the more spiritual vices seem to be
more akin thereto, such as pride and vainglory. erefore the
aforesaid vices seem to arise from pride rather than from cov-
etousness.

Objection 3. Further, men make use of stratagems not
only in laying hold of other people’s goods, but also in plot-
ting murders, the former of which pertains to covetousness,
and the latter to anger. Now the use of stratagems pertains to
crainess, guile, and fraud. erefore the aforesaid vices arise
not only from covetousness, but also from anger.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) states that
fraud is a daughter of covetousness.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3; q. 47, a. 13), carnal
prudence and crainess, as well as guile and fraud, bear a cer-
tain resemblance to prudence in some kind of use of the rea-
son. Now among all the moral virtues it is justice wherein the
use of right reason appears chiefly, for justice is in the ratio-
nal appetite. Hence the undue use of reason appears chiefly in

the vices opposed to justice, the chief of which is covetousness.
erefore the aforesaid vices arise chiefly from covetousness.

Reply to Objection 1. On account of the vehemence of
pleasure and of concupiscence, lust entirely suppresses the rea-
son from exercising its act: whereas in the aforesaid vices there
is some use of reason, albeit inordinate. Hence these vices do
not arise directly from lust. When the Philosopher says that
“Venus is full of guile,” he is referring to a certain resemblance,
in so far as she carries man away suddenly, just as he is moved
in deceitful actions, yet not by means of crainess but rather
by the vehemence of concupiscence and pleasure; wherefore
he adds that “Venus doth cozen the wits of the wisest man”*.

Reply toObjection 2. To do anything by stratagem seems
tobedue topusillanimity: because amagnanimousmanwishes
to act openly, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3). Where-
fore, as pride resembles or apes magnanimity, it follows that
the aforesaid vices which make use of fraud and guile, do not
arise directly from pride, but rather from covetousness, which
seeks its own profit and sets little by excellence.

Reply toObjection3.Anger’smovement is sudden, hence
it acts with precipitation, and without counsel, contrary to
the use of the aforesaid vices, though these use counsel inor-
dinately. at men use stratagems in plotting murders, arises
not from anger but rather from hatred, because the angry man
desires to harm manifestly, as the Philosopher states (Rhet. ii,
2,3)†.

* Cf. Iliad xiv, 214-217. † Cf. Ethic. vii, 6.
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Of the Precepts Relating to Prudence

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the precepts relating to prudence, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) e precepts of prudence;
(2) e precepts relating to the opposite vices.

IIa IIae q. 56 a. 1Whether the precepts of the decalogue should have included a precept of prudence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts of the deca-
logue should have included a precept of prudence. For the
chief precepts should include a precept of the chief virtue.
Now the chief precepts are those of the decalogue. Since then
prudence is the chief of themoral virtues, it seems that the pre-
cepts of the decalogue should have included a precept of pru-
dence.

Objection 2. Further, the teaching of the Gospel contains
theLawespeciallywith regard to theprecepts of thedecalogue.
Now the teaching of the Gospel contains a precept of pru-
dence (Mat. 10:16): “Be ye…prudent [Douay: ‘wise’] as ser-
pents.”erefore the precepts of the decalogue should have in-
cluded a precept of prudence.

Objection 3. Further, the other lessons of the Old Testa-
ment are directed to the precepts of the decalogue: wherefore
it is written (Malach. 4:4): “Remember the law of Moses My
servant, which I commanded him in Horeb.” Now the other
lessons of theOldTestament include precepts of prudence; for
instance (Prov. 3:5): “Lean not upon thy own prudence”; and
further on (Prov. 4:25): “Let thine eyelids go before thy steps.”
erefore theLawalso shouldhave contained a precept of pru-
dence, especially among the precepts of the decalogue.

e contrary however appears to anyone who goes
through the precepts of the decalogue.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 100, a. 3; a. 5,
ad 1) when we were treating of precepts, the commandments
of the decalogue being given to the whole people, are a mat-

ter of common knowledge to all, as coming under the purview
of natural reason. Now foremost among the things dictated
by natural reason are the ends of human life, which are to
the practical order what naturally known principles are to the
speculative order, as shown above (q. 47, a. 6). Now prudence
is not about the end, but about the means, as stated above
(q. 47, a. 6). Hence it was not fitting that the precepts of the
decalogue should include a precept relating directly to pru-
dence. And yet all the precepts of the decalogue are related to
prudence, in so far as it directs all virtuous acts.

Reply to Objection 1. Although prudence is simply fore-
most among all the moral virtues, yet justice, more than any
other virtue, regards its object under the aspect of something
due, which is a necessary condition for a precept, as stated
above (q. 44, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 99,Aa. 1,5).Hence it behooved the
chief precepts of the Law, which are those of the decalogue, to
refer to justice rather than to prudence.

Reply to Objection 2. e teaching of the Gospel is the
doctrine of perfection. erefore it needed to instruct man
perfectly in all matters relating to right conduct, whether ends
or means: wherefore it behooved the Gospel teaching to con-
tain precepts also of prudence.

Reply toObjection3. Just as the rest of the teaching of the
Old Testament is directed to the precepts of the decalogue as
its end, so it behoovedman to be instructed by the subsequent
lessons of the Old Testament about the act of prudence which
is directed to the means.

IIa IIae q. 56 a. 2Whether the prohibitive precepts relating to the vices opposed to prudence are fittingly pro-
pounded in the Old Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the prohibitive precepts
relating to the vices opposed to prudence are unfittingly pro-
pounded in the Old Law. For such vices as imprudence and
its parts which are directly opposed to prudence are not less
opposed thereto, than those which bear a certain resemblance
to prudence, such as crainess and vices connected with it.
Now the latter vices are forbidden in the Law: for it is written
(Lev. 19:13): “ou shalt not calumniate thy neighbor,” and
(Dt. 25:13): “ou shalt not have divers weights in thy bag, a
greater and a less.” erefore there should have also been pro-
hibitive precepts about the vices directly opposed to prudence.

Objection 2. Further, there is room for fraud in other
things than in buying and selling. erefore the Law unfit-
tingly forbade fraud solely in buying and selling.

Objection3.Further, there is the same reason for prescrib-
ing an act of virtue as for prohibiting the act of a contrary vice.
But acts of prudence are not prescribed in the Law. erefore
neither should any contrary vices have been forbidden in the
Law.

e contrary, however, appears from the precepts of the
Law which are quoted in the first objection.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), justice, above all, re-
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gards the aspect of something due, which is a necessary condi-
tion for a precept, because justice tends to render that which is
due to another, as we shall state further on (q. 58, a. 2). Now
crainess, as to its execution, is committed chiefly in matters
of justice, as stated above (q. 55, a. 8): and so it was fitting that
the Law should contain precepts forbidding the execution of
crainess, in so far as this pertains to injustice, as when a man
uses guile and fraud in calumniating another or in stealing his
goods.

Reply to Objection 1. ose vices that are manifestly op-
posed to prudence, do not pertain to injustice in the same way
as the execution of crainess, and so they are not forbidden in

the Law, as fraud and guile are, which latter pertain to injustice
Reply to Objection 2. All guile and fraud committed in

matters of injustice, can be understood to be forbidden in the
prohibition of calumny (Lev. 19:13). Yet fraud and guile are
wont to be practiced chiefly in buying and selling, according to
Ecclus. 26:28, “A huckster shall not be justified from the sins
of the lips”: and it is for this reason that the Law contained a
special precept forbidding fraudulent buying and selling.

Reply toObjection 3. All the precepts of the Law that re-
late to acts of justice pertain to the execution of prudence, even
as the precepts prohibitive of stealing, calumny and fraudulent
selling pertain to the execution of crainess.
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Of Right

(In Four Articles)

Aer considering prudence we must in due sequence consider justice, the consideration of which will be fourfold:

(1) Of justice;
(2) Of its parts;
(3) Of the corresponding gi;
(4) Of the precepts relating to justice.

Four points will have to be considered about justice: (1) Right; (2) Justice itself; (3) Injustice; (4) Judgment.
Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether right is the object of justice?
(2) Whether right is fittingly divided into natural and positive right?
(3) Whether the right of nations is the same as natural right?
(4) Whether right of dominion and paternal right are distinct species?

IIa IIae q. 57 a. 1Whether right is the object of justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that right is not the object of
justice. For the jurist Celsus says* that “right is the art of good-
ness and equality.” Now art is not the object of justice, but is
by itself an intellectual virtue.erefore right is not the object
of justice.

Objection 2. Further, “Law,” according to Isidore (Etym.
v, 3), “is a kind of right.” Now law is the object not of justice
but of prudence, wherefore the Philosopher† reckons “legisla-
tive” as one of the parts of prudence.erefore right is not the
object of justice.

Objection 3. Further, justice, before all, subjects man to
God: for Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl. xv) that “justice is
love serving God alone, and consequently governing aright all
things subject toman.”Now right [jus] does not pertain toDi-
vine things, but only to human affairs, for Isidore says (Etym. v,
2) that “ ‘fas’ is theDivine law, and ‘jus,’ the human law.”ere-
fore right is not the object of justice.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v, 2) that “ ‘jus’
[right] is so called because it is just.” Now the “just” is the ob-
ject of justice, for the Philosopher declares (Ethic. v, 1) that
“all are agreed in giving the name of justice to the habit which
makes men capable of doing just actions.”

I answer that, It is proper to justice, as compared with the
other virtues, to direct man in his relations with others: be-
cause it denotes a kind of equality, as its very name implies;
indeed we are wont to say that things are adjusted when they
are made equal, for equality is in reference of one thing to
someother.On the other hand the other virtues perfectman in
those matters only which befit him in relation to himself. Ac-
cordingly that which is right in the works of the other virtues,
and to which the intention of the virtue tends as to its proper

object, depends on its relation to the agent only, whereas the
right in a work of justice, besides its relation to the agent, is
set up by its relation to others. Because a man’s work is said to
be just when it is related to some other by way of some kind of
equality, for instance the payment of the wage due for a service
rendered. And so a thing is said to be just, as having the recti-
tude of justice, when it is the term of an act of justice, without
taking into account the way in which it is done by the agent:
whereas in the other virtues nothing is declared to be right un-
less it is done in a certain way by the agent. For this reason jus-
tice has its own special proper object over and above the other
virtues, and this object is called the just, which is the same as
“right.” Hence it is evident that right is the object of justice.

Reply toObjection 1. It is usual for words to be distorted
from their original signification so as to mean something else:
thus the word “medicine” was first employed to signify a rem-
edy used for curing a sick person, and then it was drawn to sig-
nify the art bywhich this is done. In likemanner theword “jus”
[right] was first of all used to denote the just thing itself, but
aerwards it was transferred to designate the art whereby it is
known what is just, and further to denote the place where jus-
tice is administered, thus aman is said to appear “in jure”‡, and
yet further, we say even that a man, who has the office of exer-
cising justice, administers the jus even if his sentence be unjust.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as there pre-exists in the mind
of the crasman an expression of the things to be made exter-
nally by his cra, which expression is called the rule of his cra,
so too there pre-exists in the mind an expression of the par-
ticular just work which the reason determines, and which is a
kind of rule of prudence. If this rule be expressed in writing
it is called a “law,” which according to Isidore (Etym. v, 1) is

* Digest. i, 1; De Just. et Jure 1. † Ethic. vi, 8. ‡ In English we speak of
a court of law, a barrister at law, etc.
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“a written decree”: and so law is not the same as right, but an
expression of right.

Reply to Objection 3. Since justice implies equality, and
since we cannot offer God an equal return, it follows that we
cannot make Him a perfectly just repayment. For this reason

theDivine law is not properly called “jus” but “fas,” because, to
wit, God is satisfied if we accomplish what we can. Neverthe-
less justice tends tomakeman repayGod asmuch as he can, by
subjecting his mind to Him entirely.

IIa IIae q. 57 a. 2Whether right is fittingly divided into natural right and positive right?

Objection 1. It would seem that right is not fittingly di-
vided into natural right and positive right. For that which is
natural is unchangeable, and is the same for all. Now nothing
of the kind is to be found in human affairs, since all the rules
of human right fail in certain cases, nor do they obtain force
everywhere. erefore there is no such thing as natural right.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is called “positive” when it
proceeds from the human will. But a thing is not just, sim-
ply because it proceeds from the human will, else a man’s will
could not be unjust. Since then the “just” and the “right” are
the same, it seems that there is no positive right.

Objection 3. Further, Divine right is not natural right,
since it transcends human nature. In like manner, neither is it
positive right, since it is based not on human, but on Divine
authority. erefore right is unfittingly divided into natural
and positive.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 7) that
“political justice is partly natural and partly legal,” i.e. estab-
lished by law.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) the “right” or the
“just” is a work that is adjusted to another person according
to some kind of equality. Now a thing can be adjusted to a
man in two ways: first by its very nature, as when a man gives
so much that he may receive equal value in return, and this
is called “natural right.” In another way a thing is adjusted or
commensurated to another person, by agreement, or by com-
mon consent, when, to wit, a man deems himself satisfied, if
he receive so much. is can be done in two ways: first by pri-
vate agreement, as that which is confirmed by an agreement
between private individuals; secondly, by public agreement,
as when the whole community agrees that something should
be deemed as though it were adjusted and commensurated to
another person, or when this is decreed by the prince who is

placed over the people, and acts in its stead, and this is called
“positive right.”

Reply toObjection 1. at which is natural to one whose
nature is unchangeable, must needs be such always and every-
where. But man’s nature is changeable, wherefore that which
is natural to man may sometimes fail. us the restitution of a
deposit to the depositor is in accordance with natural equality,
and if human nature were always right, this would always have
to be observed; but since it happens sometimes that man’s will
is unrighteous there are cases in which a deposit should not
be restored, lest a man of unrighteous will make evil use of the
thing deposited: as when a madman or an enemy of the com-
mon weal demands the return of his weapons.

Reply to Objection 2. e human will can, by common
agreement, make a thing to be just provided it be not, of itself,
contrary to natural justice, and it is in such matters that pos-
itive right has its place. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. v,
7) that “in the case of the legal just, it does not matter in the
first instancewhether it takes one formor another, it onlymat-
ters when once it is laid down.” If, however, a thing is, of itself,
contrary to natural right, the human will cannot make it just,
for instance by decreeing that it is lawful to steal or to com-
mit adultery. Hence it is written (Is. 10:1): “Woe to them that
make wicked laws.”

Reply to Objection 3. e Divine right is that which is
promulgated byGod. Such things are partly those that are nat-
urally just, yet their justice is hidden to man, and partly are
made just by God’s decree. Hence also Divine right may be di-
vided in respect of these two things, even as human right is.
For the Divine law commands certain things because they are
good, and forbids others, because they are evil, while others are
good because they are prescribed, and others evil because they
are forbidden.

IIa IIae q. 57 a. 3Whether the right of nations is the same as the natural right?

Objection 1. It would seem that the right of nations is the
same as the natural right. For all men do not agree save in that
which is natural to them. Now all men agree in the right of
nations; since the jurist* “the right of nations is that which is
in use among all nations.” erefore the right of nations is the
natural right.

Objection 2. Further, slavery among men is natural, for
some are naturally slaves according to the Philosopher (Polit.

i, 2). Now “slavery belongs to the right of nations,” as Isidore
states (Etym. v, 4). erefore the right of nations is a natural
right.

Objection 3.Further, right as stated above (a. 2) is divided
into natural and positive.Now the right of nations is not a pos-
itive right, since all nations never agreed to decree anything by
common agreement.erefore the right of nations is a natural
right.

* Ulpian: Digest. i, 1; De Just. et Jure i.
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On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v, 4) that “right is ei-
ther natural, or civil, or right of nations,” and consequently the
right of nations is distinct from natural right.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), the natural right or
just is thatwhich by its very nature is adjusted to or commensu-
rate with another person. Now this may happen in two ways;
first, according as it is considered absolutely: thus a male by
its very nature is commensurate with the female to beget off-
spring by her, and a parent is commensurate with the offspring
to nourish it. Secondly a thing is naturally commensurate with
another person, not according as it is considered absolutely,
but according to something resultant from it, for instance the
possession of property. For if a particular piece of land be con-
sidered absolutely, it contains no reason why it should belong
to one man more than to another, but if it be considered in re-
spect of its adaptability to cultivation, and the unmolested use
of the land, it has a certain commensuration to be the prop-
erty of one and not of another man, as the Philosopher shows
(Polit. ii, 2).

Now it belongs not only to man but also to other animals
to apprehend a thing absolutely: wherefore the right which we
call natural, is common to us and other animals according to

the first kind of commensuration. But the right of nations falls
short of natural right in this sense, as the jurist* says because
“the latter is common to all animals, while the former is com-
mon to men only.” On the other hand to consider a thing by
comparing it with what results from it, is proper to reason,
wherefore this same is natural toman in respect of natural rea-
son which dictates it. Hence the jurist Gaius says (Digest. i, 1;
De Just. et Jure i, 9): “whatever natural reason decrees among
all men, is observed by all equally, and is called the right of na-
tions.” is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply toObjection 2.Considered absolutely, the fact that
this particular man should be a slave rather than another man,
is based, not on natural reason, but on some resultant utility,
in that it is useful to thisman to be ruled by awiserman, and to
the latter to be helped by the former, as the Philosopher states
(Polit. i, 2). Wherefore slavery which belongs to the right of
nations is natural in the second way, but not in the first.

Reply to Objection 3. Since natural reason dictates mat-
ters which are according to the right of nations, as implying a
proximate equality, it follows that they need no special insti-
tution, for they are instituted by natural reason itself, as stated
by the authority quoted above

IIa IIae q. 57 a. 4Whether paternal right and right of dominion should be distinguished as special species?

Objection 1. It would seem that “paternal right” and
“right of dominion” should not be distinguished as special
species. For it belongs to justice to render to each one what
is his, as Ambrose states (De Offic. i, 24). Now right is the ob-
ject of justice, as stated above (a. 1).erefore right belongs to
each one equally; andwe ought not to distinguish the rights of
fathers and masters as distinct species.

Objection 2. Further, the law is an expression of what is
just, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2). Now a law looks to the com-
mon good of a city or kingdom, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 90,
a. 2), but not to the private good of an individual or even of
one household. erefore there is no need for a special right
of dominion or paternal right, since the master and the father
pertain to a household, as stated in Polit. i, 2.

Objection 3. Further, there are many other differences of
degrees among men, for instance some are soldiers, some are
priests, some are princes. erefore some special kind of right
should be allotted to them.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. v, 6) distin-
guishes right of dominion, paternal right and so on as species
distinct from civil right.

I answer that, Right or just depends on commensuration
with another person. Now “another” has a twofold significa-
tion. First, itmay denote something that is other simply, as that
which is altogether distinct; as, for example, two men neither
of whom is subject to the other, and both of whom are subjects
of the ruler of the state; and between these according to the

Philosopher (Ethic. v, 6) there is the “just” simply. Secondly a
thing is said to be other from something else, not simply, but as
belonging in some way to that something else: and in this way,
as regards human affairs, a son belongs to his father, since he
is part of him somewhat, as stated in Ethic. viii, 12, and a slave
belongs to his master, because he is his instrument, as stated
in Polit. i, 2†. Hence a father is not compared to his son as to
another simply, and so between them there is not the just sim-
ply, but a kind of just, called “paternal.” In like manner neither
is there the just simply, between master and servant, but that
which is called “dominative.” A wife, though she is something
belonging to the husband, since she stands related to him as
to her own body, as the Apostle declares (Eph. 5:28), is nev-
ertheless more distinct from her husband, than a son from his
father, or a slave from hismaster: for she is received into a kind
of social life, that of matrimony, wherefore according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. v, 6) there is more scope for justice be-
tween husband and wife than between father and son, or mas-
ter and slave, because, as husband and wife have an immediate
relation to the community of the household, as stated in Polit.
i, 2,5, it follows that between them there is “domestic justice”
rather than “civic.”

Reply to Objection 1. It belongs to justice to render to
each one his right, the distinction between individuals being
presupposed: for if a man gives himself his due, this is not
strictly called “just.” And since what belongs to the son is his
father’s, and what belongs to the slave is his master’s, it follows

* Digest. i, 1; De Just. et Jure i. † Cf. Ethic. viii, 11.
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that properly speaking there is not justice of father to son, or
of master to slave.

Reply toObjection 2.A son, as such, belongs to his father,
and a slave, as such, belongs to his master; yet each, considered
as a man, is something having separate existence and distinct
from others. Hence in so far as each of them is a man, there is
justice towards them in a way: and for this reason too there are
certain laws regulating the relations of father to his son, and of
a master to his slave; but in so far as each is something belong-
ing to another, the perfect idea of “right” or “just” is wanting
to them.

Reply to Objection 3. All other differences between one
person and another in a state, have an immediate relation to
the community of the state and to its ruler, wherefore there
is just towards them in the perfect sense of justice. is “just”
however is distinguished according to various offices, hence
when we speak of “military,” or “magisterial,” or “priestly”
right, it is not as though such rights fell short of the simply
right, as when we speak of “paternal” right, or right of “do-
minion,” but for the reason that something proper is due to
each class of person in respect of his particular office.
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Of Justice

(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider justice. Under this head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) What is justice?
(2) Whether justice is always towards another?
(3) Whether it is a virtue?
(4) Whether it is in the will as its subject?
(5) Whether it is a general virtue?
(6) Whether, as a general virtue, it is essentially the same as every virtue?
(7) Whether there is a particular justice?
(8) Whether particular justice has a matter of its own?
(9) Whether it is about passions, or about operations only?

(10) Whether the mean of justice is the real mean?
(11) Whether the act of justice is to render to everyone his own?
(12) Whether justice is the chief of the moral virtues?

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 1Whether justice is fittingly defined as being the perpetual and constant will to render to each
one his right?

Objection 1. It would seem that lawyers have unfittingly
defined justice as being “the perpetual and constantwill to ren-
der to each one his right”*. For, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. v, 1), justice is a habit which makes a man “capable of
doingwhat is just, and of being just in action and in intention.”
Now “will” denotes a power, or also an act. erefore justice is
unfittingly defined as being a will.

Objection 2. Further, rectitude of the will is not the will;
else if the will were its own rectitude, it would follow that no
will is unrighteous. Yet, according to Anselm (De Veritate xii),
justice is rectitude. erefore justice is not the will.

Objection 3. Further, no will is perpetual save God’s. If
therefore justice is a perpetual will, in God alone will there be
justice.

Objection 4. Further, whatever is perpetual is constant,
since it is unchangeable.erefore it is needless in defining jus-
tice, to say that it is both “perpetual” and “constant.”

Objection 5. Further, it belongs to the sovereign to give
each one his right.erefore, if justice gives each one his right,
it follows that it is in none but the sovereign: which is absurd.

Objection 6. Further, Augustine says (De Moribus Eccl.
xv) that “justice is love serving God alone.” erefore it does
not render to each one his right.

I answer that, e aforesaid definition of justice is fitting
if understood aright. For since every virtue is a habit that is
the principle of a good act, a virtue must needs be defined
by means of the good act bearing on the matter proper to
that virtue. Now the proper matter of justice consists of those
things that belong to our intercourse with other men, as shall
be shown further on (a. 2). Hence the act of justice in relation

to its propermatter and object is indicated in thewords, “Ren-
dering to each one his right,” since, as Isidore says (Etym. x), “a
man is said to be just because he respects the rights [jus] of oth-
ers.”

Now in order that an act bearing upon any matter what-
ever be virtuous, it requires to be voluntary, stable, and firm,
because the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 4) that in order for an
act to be virtuous it needs first of all to be done “knowingly,”
secondly to be done “by choice,” and “for a due end,” thirdly
to be done “immovably.” Now the first of these is included in
the second, since “what is done through ignorance is involun-
tary” (Ethic. iii, 1). Hence the definition of justice mentions
first the “will,” in order to show that the act of justice must be
voluntary; and mention is made aerwards of its “constancy”
and “perpetuity” in order to indicate the firmness of the act.

Accordingly, this is a complete definition of justice; save
that the act is mentioned instead of the habit, which takes its
species from that act, because habit implies relation to act.And
if anyonewould reduce it to the proper formof a definition, he
might say that “justice is a habit whereby aman renders to each
one his due by a constant and perpetual will”: and this is about
the same definition as that given by the Philosopher (Ethic. v,
5) who says that “justice is a habit whereby a man is said to be
capable of doing just actions in accordance with his choice.”

Reply to Objection 1. Will here denotes the act, not the
power: and it is customary among writers to define habits by
their acts: thus Augustine says (Tract. in Joan. xl) that “faith is
to believe what one sees not.”

Reply to Objection 2. Justice is the same as rectitude, not
essentially but causally; for it is a habit which rectifies the deed

* Digest. i, 1; De Just. et Jure 10.
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and the will.
Reply toObjection 3. e will may be called perpetual in

two ways. First on the part of the will’s act which endures for
ever, and thus God’s will alone is perpetual. Secondly on the
part of the subject, because, to wit, a man wills to do a certain
thing always. and this is a necessary condition of justice. For
it does not satisfy the conditions of justice that one wish to
observe justice in some particular matter for the time being,
because one could scarcely find amanwilling to act unjustly in
every case; and it is requisite that one should have the will to
observe justice at all times and in all cases.

Reply to Objection 4. Since “perpetual” does not imply

perpetuity of the act of the will, it is not superfluous to add
“constant”: for while the “perpetual will” denotes the purpose
of observing justice always, “constant” signifies a firmpersever-
ance in this purpose.

Reply to Objection 5. A judge renders to each one what
belongs to him, by way of command and direction, because a
judge is the “personification of justice,” and “the sovereign is its
guardian” (Ethic. v, 4). On the other hand, the subjects render
to each one what belongs to him, by way of execution.

Reply to Objection 6. Just as love of God includes love of
our neighbor, as stated above (q. 25, a. 1), so too the service of
God includes rendering to each one his due.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 2Whether justice is always towards one another?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice is not always to-
wards another. For the Apostle says (Rom. 3:22) that “the jus-
tice ofGod is by faith of JesusChrist.”Now faith does not con-
cern the dealings of one man with another. Neither therefore
does justice.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (De
Moribus Eccl. xv), “it belongs to justice that man should di-
rect to the service of God his authority over the things that are
subject to him.” Now the sensitive appetite is subject to man,
according to Gn. 4:7, where it is written: “e lust thereof,”
viz. of sin, “shall be under thee, and thou shalt have dominion
over it.” erefore it belongs to justice to have dominion over
one’s own appetite: so that justice is towards oneself.

Objection 3. Further, the justice of God is eternal. But
nothing else is co-eternal with God. erefore justice is not
essentially towards another.

Objection 4. Further, man’s dealings with himself need to
be rectified no less than his dealings with another. Now man’s
dealings are rectified by justice, according to Prov. 11:5, “e
justice of the upright shall make his way prosperous.” ere-
fore justice is about our dealings not only with others, but also
with ourselves.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Officiis i, 7) that “the ob-
ject of justice is to keep men together in society and mutual
intercourse.” Now this implies relationship of one man to an-
other. erefore justice is concerned only about our dealings
with others.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 57, a. 1) since justice by
its name implies equality, it denotes essentially relation to an-
other, for a thing is equal, not to itself, but to another. And
forasmuch as it belongs to justice to rectify human acts, as
stated above (q. 57, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 113, a. 1) this otherness
which justice demands must needs be between beings capable

of action. Now actions belong to supposits* and wholes and,
properly speaking, not to parts and forms or powers, for we do
not say properly that the hand strikes, but amanwith his hand,
nor that heatmakes a thing hot, but fire by heat, although such
expressions may be employed metaphorically. Hence, justice
properly speaking demands a distinctionof supposits, and con-
sequently is only in one man towards another. Nevertheless in
one and the samemanwemay speakmetaphorically of his var-
ious principles of action such as the reason, the irascible, and
the concupiscible, as though they were somany agents: so that
metaphorically in one and the sameman there is said to be jus-
tice in so far as the reason commands the irascible and concu-
piscible, and these obey reason; and in general in so far as to
each part of man is ascribed what is becoming to it. Hence the
Philosopher (Ethic. v, 11) calls this “metaphorical justice.”

Reply toObjection 1.e justice which faith works in us,
is that whereby the ungodly is justified it consists in the due
coordination of the parts of the soul, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 113, a. 1) where we were treating of the justification of the
ungodly. Now this belongs tometaphorical justice, whichmay
be found even in a man who lives all by himself.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. God’s justice is from eternity in re-

spect of the eternal will and purpose (and it is chiefly in this
that justice consists); although it is not eternal as regards its
effect, since nothing is co-eternal with God.

Reply toObjection 4.Man’s dealings with himself are suf-
ficiently rectified by the rectification of the passions by the
other moral virtues. But his dealings with others need a spe-
cial rectification, not only in relation to the agent, but also in
relation to the person towhom they are directed.Hence about
such dealings there is a special virtue, and this is justice.

* Cf. Ia, q. 29, a. 2.
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IIa IIae q. 58 a. 3Whether justice is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice is not a virtue. For
it is written (Lk. 17:10): “When you shall have done all these
things that are commanded you, say: We are unprofitable ser-
vants; we have done that which we ought to do.” Now it is not
unprofitable to do a virtuous deed: for Ambrose says (De Of-
ficiis ii, 6): “We look to a profit that is estimated not by pecu-
niary gain but by the acquisition of godliness.”erefore to do
what one ought to do, is not a virtuous deed. And yet it is an
act of justice. erefore justice is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, that which is done of necessity, is
not meritorious. But to render to a man what belongs to him,
as justice requires, is of necessity. erefore it is not meritori-
ous. Yet it is by virtuous actions that we gain merit. erefore
justice is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, every moral virtue is about matters
of action. Now those things which are wrought externally are
not things concerning behavior but concerning handicra, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Metaph. ix)*. erefore since it
belongs to justice to produce externally a deed that is just in
itself, it seems that justice is not a moral virtue.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Moral. ii, 49) that “the en-
tire structure of good works is built on four virtues,” viz. tem-
perance, prudence, fortitude and justice

I answer that,A human virtue is one “which renders a hu-
man act and man himself good”†, and this can be applied to
justice. For aman’s act is made good through attaining the rule
of reason, which is the rule whereby human acts are regulated.

Hence, since justice regulates human operations, it is evident
that it renders man’s operations good, and, as Tully declares
(DeOfficiis i, 7), goodmen are so called chiefly from their jus-
tice, wherefore, as he says again (De Officiis i, 7) “the luster of
virtue appears above all in justice.”

Reply to Objection 1. When a man does what he ought,
he brings no gain to the person to whom he does what he
ought, but only abstains fromdoing him aharm.Hedoes how-
ever profit himself, in so far as he does what he ought, sponta-
neously and readily, and this is to act virtuously. Hence it is
written (Wis. 8:7) that Divine wisdom “teacheth temperance,
and prudence, and justice, and fortitude,which are such things
asmen (i.e. virtuousmen) can have nothingmore profitable in
life.”

Reply to Objection 2. Necessity is twofold. One arises
from “constraint,” and this removesmerit, since it runs counter
to the will. e other arises from the obligation of a “com-
mand,” or from the necessity of obtaining an end, when, to
wit, a man is unable to achieve the end of virtue without do-
ing some particular thing.e latter necessity does not remove
merit, when a man does voluntarily that which is necessary in
this way. It does however exclude the credit of supererogation,
according to 1 Cor. 9:16, “If I preach the Gospel, it is no glory
to me, for a necessity lieth upon me.”

Reply to Objection 3. Justice is concerned about external
things, not bymaking them,which pertains to art, but by using
them in our dealings with other men.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 4Whether justice is in the will as its subject?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice is not in the will
as its subject. For justice is sometimes called truth. But truth is
not in the will, but in the intellect. erefore justice is not in
the will as its subject.

Objection 2. Further, justice is about our dealings with
others.Now it belongs to the reason to direct one thing in rela-
tion to another.erefore justice is not in the will as its subject
but in the reason.

Objection 3. Further, justice is not an intellectual virtue,
since it is not directed to knowledge; wherefore it follows that
it is a moral virtue. Now the subject of moral virtue is the fac-
ulty which is “rational by participation,” viz. the irascible and
the concupiscible, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. i, 13).
erefore justice is not in the will as its subject, but in the iras-
cible and concupiscible.

On the contrary, Anselm says (De Verit. xii) that “justice
is rectitude of the will observed for its own sake.”

I answer that, e subject of a virtue is the power whose
act that virtue aims at rectifying. Now justice does not aim
at directing an act of the cognitive power, for we are not said

to be just through knowing something aright. Hence the sub-
ject of justice is not the intellect or reason which is a cognitive
power. But since we are said to be just through doing some-
thing aright, and because the proximate principle of action is
the appetitive power, justice must needs be in some appetitive
power as its subject.

Now the appetite is twofold; namely, the will which is in
the reason and the sensitive appetitewhich follows on sensitive
apprehension, and is divided into the irascible and the concu-
piscible, as stated in the Ia, q. 81, a. 2. Again the act of ren-
dering his due to each man cannot proceed from the sensitive
appetite, because sensitive apprehension does not go so far as
to be able to consider the relation of one thing to another; but
this is proper to the reason. erefore justice cannot be in the
irascible or concupiscible as its subject, but only in the will:
hence the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 1) defines justice by an act of
the will, as may be seen above (a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. Since the will is the rational ap-
petite, when the rectitude of the reason which is called truth
is imprinted on the will on account of its nighness to the rea-

* Didot ed., viii, 8. † Ethic. ii, 6.
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son, this imprint retains the name of truth; and hence it is that
justice sometimes goes by the name of truth.

Reply toObjection 2. e will is borne towards its object
consequently on the apprehension of reason: wherefore, since
the reason directs one thing in relation to another, the will can
will one thing in relation to another, and this belongs to jus-

tice.
Reply to Objection 3. Not only the irascible and concu-

piscible parts are “rational by participation,” but the entire “ap-
petitive” faculty, as stated in Ethic. i, 13, because all appetite is
subject to reason. Now the will is contained in the appetitive
faculty, wherefore it can be the subject of moral virtue.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 5Whether justice is a general virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice is not a general
virtue. For justice is specified with the other virtues, accord-
ing to Wis. 8:7, “She teacheth temperance and prudence, and
justice, and fortitude.” Now the “general” is not specified or
reckoned together with the species contained under the same
“general.” erefore justice is not a general virtue.

Objection 2. Further, as justice is accounted a cardinal
virtue, so are temperance and fortitude. Now neither temper-
ance nor fortitude is reckoned to be a general virtue.erefore
neither should justice in any way be reckoned a general virtue.

Objection 3. Further, justice is always towards others, as
stated above (a. 2 ). But a sin committed against one’s neigh-
bor cannot be a general sin, because it is condivided with sin
committed against oneself. erefore neither is justice a gen-
eral virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that
“justice is every virtue.”

I answer that, Justice, as stated above (a. 2) directs man
in his relations with other men. Now this may happen in two
ways: first as regards his relation with individuals, secondly as
regards his relations with others in general, in so far as a man
who serves a community, serves all those who are included in
that community. Accordingly justice in its proper acceptation
can be directed to another in both these senses. Now it is ev-
ident that all who are included in a community, stand in re-
lation to that community as parts to a whole; while a part, as
such, belongs to a whole, so that whatever is the good of a part
can be directed to the good of the whole. It follows therefore

that the good of any virtue, whether such virtue direct man in
relation to himself, or in relation to certain other individual
persons, is referable to the common good, to which justice di-
rects: so that all acts of virtue can pertain to justice, in so far as
it directs man to the common good. It is in this sense that jus-
tice is called a general virtue. And since it belongs to the law to
direct to the commongood, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 90, a. 2),
it follows that the justice which is in this way styled general, is
called “legal justice,” because thereby man is in harmony with
the law which directs the acts of all the virtues to the common
good.

Reply to Objection 1. Justice is specified or enumerated
with the other virtues, not as a general but as a special virtue,
as we shall state further on (Aa. 7,12).

Reply toObjection2.Temperance and fortitude are in the
sensitive appetite, viz. in the concupiscible and irascible. Now
these powers are appetitive of certain particular goods, even as
the senses are cognitive of particulars. On the other hand jus-
tice is in the intellective appetite as its subject, which can have
the universal good as its object, knowledge whereof belongs to
the intellect. Hence justice can be a general virtue rather than
temperance or fortitude.

Reply toObjection3.ings referable to oneself are refer-
able to another, especially in regard to the common good.
Wherefore legal justice, in so far as it directs to the common
good, may be called a general virtue: and in like manner injus-
tice may be called a general sin; hence it is written (1 Jn. 3:4)
that all “sin is iniquity.”

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 6Whether justice, as a general virtue, is essentially the same as all virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice, as a general virtue,
is essentially the same as all virtue. For the Philosopher says
(Ethic. v, 1) that “virtue and legal justice are the same as all
virtue, but differ in their mode of being.” Now things that
differ merely in their mode of being or logically do not dif-
fer essentially. erefore justice is essentially the same as every
virtue.

Objection 2. Further, every virtue that is not essentially
the same as all virtue is a part of virtue. Now the aforesaid jus-
tice, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. v. 1) “is not a part
but the whole of virtue.” erefore the aforesaid justice is es-
sentially the same as all virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the essence of a virtue does not

change through that virtue directing its act to some higher end
even as the habit of temperance remains essentially the same
even though its act be directed to a Divine good. Now it be-
longs to legal justice that the acts of all the virtues are directed
to a higher end, namely the common good of the multitude,
which transcends the good of one single individual. erefore
it seems that legal justice is essentially all virtue.

Objection 4. Further, every good of a part can be directed
to the good of the whole, so that if it be not thus directed it
would seemwithout use or purpose. But thatwhich is in accor-
dance with virtue cannot be so. erefore it seems that there
can be no act of any virtue, that does not belong to general jus-
tice, which directs to the common good; and so it seems that
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general justice is essentially the same as all virtue.
On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that

“many are able to be virtuous in matters affecting themselves,
but are unable to be virtuous inmatters relating to others,” and
(Polit. iii, 2) that “the virtue of the good man is not strictly
the same as the virtue of the good citizen.” Now the virtue of
a good citizen is general justice, whereby a man Is directed to
the common good. erefore general justice is not the same
as virtue in general, and it is possible to have one without the
other.

I answer that, A thing is said to be “general” in two ways.
First, by “predication”: thus “animal” is general in relation to
man and horse and the like: and in this sense that which is gen-
eral must needs be essentially the same as the things in relation
to which it is general, for the reason that the genus belongs to
the essence of the species, and forms part of its definition. Sec-
ondly a thing is said to be general “virtually”; thus a universal
cause is general in relation to all its effects, the sun, for instance,
in relation to all bodies that are illumined, or transmuted by its
power; and in this sense there is no need for that which is “gen-
eral” to be essentially the same as those things in relation to
which it is general, since cause and effect are not essentially the
same. Now it is in the latter sense that, according to what has
been said (a. 5), legal justice is said to be a general virtue, in as
much, towit, as it directs the acts of the other virtues to its own
end, and this is to move all the other virtues by its command;
for just as charity may be called a general virtue in so far as it

directs the acts of all the virtues to the Divine good, so too is
legal justice, in so far as it directs the acts of all the virtues to the
common good. Accordingly, just as charity which regards the
Divine good as its proper object, is a special virtue in respect of
its essence, so too legal justice is a special virtue in respect of its
essence, in so far as it regards the common good as its proper
object. And thus it is in the sovereign principally and by way
of a mastercra, while it is secondarily and administratively in
his subjects.

However the name of legal justice can be given to every
virtue, in so far as every virtue is directed to the common good
by the aforesaid legal justice, which though special essentially
is nevertheless virtually general. Speaking in this way, legal jus-
tice is essentially the same as all virtue, but differs therefrom
logically: and it is in this sense that the Philosopher speaks.

Wherefore the Replies to the First and SecondObjections
are manifest.

Reply toObjection 3.is argument again takes legal jus-
tice for the virtue commanded by legal justice.

Reply to Objection 4. Every virtue strictly speaking di-
rects its act to that virtue’s proper end: that it should happen to
be directed to a further end either always or sometimes, does
not belong to that virtue considered strictly, for it needs some
higher virtue to direct it to that end. Consequently there must
be one supreme virtue essentially distinct from every other
virtue, which directs all the virtues to the common good; and
this virtue is legal justice.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 7Whether there is a particular besides a general justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not a particular
besides a general justice. For there is nothing superfluous in the
virtues, as neither is there in nature.Nowgeneral justice directs
man sufficiently in all his relations with other men. erefore
there is no need for a particular justice.

Objection 2. Further, the species of a virtue does not vary
according to “one” and “many.” But legal justice directs one
man to another in matters relating to the multitude, as shown
above (Aa. 5,6). erefore there is not another species of jus-
tice directing one man to another in matters relating to the in-
dividual.

Objection 3. Further, between the individual and the gen-
eral public stands the household community. Consequently, if
in addition to general justice there is a particular justice corre-
sponding to the individual, for the same reason there should
be a domestic justice directing man to the common good of
a household: and yet this is not the case. erefore neither
should there be a particular besides a legal justice.

On the contrary,Chrysostom in his commentary onMat.
5:6, “Blessed are they that hunger and thirst aer justice,” says
(Hom. xv inMatth.): “By justiceHe signifies either the general
virtue, or the particular virtue which is opposed to covetous-
ness.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6), legal justice is not
essentially the same as every virtue, and besides legal justice
which directs man immediately to the common good, there is
a need for other virtues to direct him immediately in matters
relating to particular goods: and these virtues may be relative
to himself or to another individual person. Accordingly, just as
in addition to legal justice there is a need for particular virtues
to direct man in relation to himself, such as temperance and
fortitude, so too besides legal justice there is need for particu-
lar justice to direct man in his relations to other individuals.

Reply to Objection 1. Legal justice does indeed direct
man sufficiently in his relations towards others. As regards the
common good it does so immediately, but as to the good of
the individual, it does so mediately. Wherefore there is need
for particular justice to direct a man immediately to the good
of another individual.

Reply toObjection2.ecommongoodof the realm and
the particular good of the individual differ not only in respect
of the “many” and the “few,” but also under a formal aspect.
For the aspect of the “common” good differs from the aspect
of the “individual” good, even as the aspect of “whole” differs
from that of “part.” Wherefore the Philosopher says (Polit. i,
1) that “they are wrong who maintain that the State and the

1376



home and the like differ only as many and few and not specif-
ically.”

Reply to Objection 3. e household community, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Polit. i, 2), differs in respect of a
threefold fellowship; namely “of husband and wife, father and

son,master and slave,” in eachofwhichoneperson is, as itwere,
part of the other.Wherefore between such persons there is not
justice simply, but a species of justice, viz. “domestic” justice, as
stated in Ethic. v, 6.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 8Whether particular justice has a special matter?

Objection 1. It would seem that particular justice has no
specialmatter. Because a gloss onGn. 2:14, “e fourth river is
Euphrates,” says: “Euphrates signifies ‘fruitful’; nor is it stated
through what country it flows, because justice pertains to all
the parts of the soul.” Now this would not be the case, if jus-
tice had a specialmatter, since every specialmatter belongs to a
special power. erefore particular justice has no special mat-
ter.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 61)
that “the soul has four virtues whereby, in this life, it lives
spiritually, viz. temperance, prudence, fortitude and justice;”
and he says that “the fourth is justice, which pervades all the
virtues.” erefore particular justice, which is one of the four
cardinal virtues, has no special matter.

Objection 3. Further, justice directs man sufficiently in
matters relating to others. Now a man can be directed to oth-
ers in all matters relating to this life. erefore the matter of
justice is general and not special.

On the contrary, e Philosopher reckons (Ethic. v, 2)
particular justice to be specially about those things which be-
long to social life.

I answer that, Whatever can be rectified by reason is the
matter of moral virtue, for this is defined in reference to right
reason, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6). Now the
reason can rectify not only the internal passions of the soul, but
also external actions, and also those external things of which
man can make use. And yet it is in respect of external actions
and external things by means of which men can communicate
with one another, that the relation of one man to another is to

be considered; whereas it is in respect of internal passions that
we consider man’s rectitude in himself. Consequently, since
justice is directed to others, it is not about the entire matter of
moral virtue, but only about external actions and things, un-
der a certain special aspect of the object, in so far as one man
is related to another through them.

Reply to Objection 1. It is true that justice belongs essen-
tially to one part of the soul, where it resides as in its subject;
and this is the will which moves by its command all the other
parts of the soul; and accordingly justice belongs to all theparts
of the soul, not directly but by a kind of diffusion.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 61,
Aa. 3,4), the cardinal virtues may be taken in two ways: first
as special virtues, each having a determinate matter; secondly,
as certain general modes of virtue. In this latter sense Augus-
tine speaks in the passage quoted: for he says that “prudence
is knowledge of what we should seek and avoid, temperance is
the curb on the lust for fleeting pleasures, fortitude is strength
ofmind in bearingwith passing trials, justice is the love ofGod
and our neighbor which pervades the other virtues, that is to
say, is the common principle of the entire order between one
man and another.”

Reply toObjection 3.Aman’s internal passions which are
a part of moral matter, are not in themselves directed to an-
other man, which belongs to the specific nature of justice; yet
their effects, i.e. external actions, are capable of being directed
to anotherman.Consequently it does not follow that themat-
ter of justice is general.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 9Whether justice is about the passions?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice is about the pas-
sions. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3) that “moral virtue
is about pleasure and pain.” Now pleasure or delight, and pain
are passions, as stated above* whenwewere treating of the pas-
sions. erefore justice, being a moral virtue, is about the pas-
sions.

Objection 2. Further, justice is the means of rectifying a
man’s operations in relation to another man. Now such like
operations cannot be rectified unless the passions be rectified,
because it is owing to disorder of the passions that there is dis-
order in the aforesaid operations: thus sexual lust leads to adul-
tery, and overmuch love ofmoney leads to the.erefore jus-

tice must needs be about the passions.
Objection 3. Further, even as particular justice is towards

another person so is legal justice. Now legal justice is about
the passions, else it would not extend to all the virtues, some
of which are evidently about the passions. erefore justice is
about the passions.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 1) that
justice is about operations.

I answer that, e true answer to this question may be
gathered from a twofold source. First from the subject of jus-
tice, i.e. from the will, whose movements or acts are not pas-
sions, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 22, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 59, a. 4),

* Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 31, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 35, a. 1.
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for it is only the sensitive appetite whosemovements are called
passions.Hence justice is not about the passions, as are temper-
ance and fortitude, which are in the irascible and concupisci-
ble parts. Secondly, on he part of the matter, because justice
is about man’s relations with another, and we are not directed
immediately to another by the internal passions.erefore jus-
tice is not about the passions.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every moral virtue is about
pleasure and pain as its proper matter, since fortitude is about
fear and daring: but every moral virtue is directed to pleasure
and pain, as to ends to be acquired, for, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. vii, 11), “pleasure and pain are the principal end in re-
spect of which we say that this is an evil, and that a good”: and
in this way too they belong to justice, since “a man is not just
unless he rejoice in just actions” (Ethic. i, 8).

Reply to Objection 2. External operations are as it were
between external things, which are their matter, and internal
passions, which are their origin. Now it happens sometimes
that there is a defect in one of these, without there being a de-
fect in the other. us a man may steal another’s property, not
through the desire to have the thing, but through the will to
hurt the man; or vice versa, a man may covet another’s prop-
erty without wishing to steal it. Accordingly the directing of
operations in so far as they tend towards external things, be-

longs to justice, but in so far as they arise from the passions,
it belongs to the other moral virtues which are about the pas-
sions. Hence justice hinders the of another’s property, in so
far as stealing is contrary to the, equality that should be main-
tained in external things, while liberality hinders it as resulting
from an immoderate desire for wealth. Since, however, exter-
nal operations take their species, not from the internal passions
but from external things as being their objects, it follows that,
external operations are essentially the matter of justice rather
than of the other moral virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. e common good is the end of
each individual member of a community, just as the good of
the whole is the end of each part. On the other hand the good
of one individual is not the end of another individual: where-
fore legal justice which is directed to the common good, is
more capable of extending to the internal passions whereby
man is disposed in some way or other in himself, than partic-
ular justice which is directed to the good of another individ-
ual: although legal justice extends chiefly to other virtues in
the point of their external operations, in so far, to wit, as “the
law commands us to perform the actions of a courageous per-
son…the actions of a temperate person…and the actions of a
gentle person” (Ethic. v, 5).

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 10Whether the mean of justice is the real mean?

Objection 1. It would seem that the mean of justice is not
the real mean. For the generic nature remains entire in each
species.Nowmoral virtue is defined (Ethic. ii, 6) to be “an elec-
tive habit which observes themean fixed, in our regard, by rea-
son.” erefore justice observes the rational and not the real
mean.

Objection 2. Further, in things that are good simply, there
is neither excess nor defect, and consequently neither is there a
mean; as is clearly the case with the virtues, according to Ethic.
ii, 6. Now justice is about things that are good simply, as stated
in Ethic. v. erefore justice does not observe the real mean.

Objection 3. Further, the reason why the other virtues are
said to observe the rational and not the realmean, is because in
their case the mean varies according to different persons, since
what is too much for one is too little for another (Ethic. ii, 6).
Now this is also the case in justice: for one who strikes a prince
does not receive the same punishment as one who strikes a pri-
vate individual. erefore justice also observes, not the real,
but the rational mean.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6; v, 4)
that the mean of justice is to be taken according to “arithmeti-
cal” proportion, so that it is the real mean.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 9; Ia IIae, q. 59, a. 4), the
other moral virtues are chiefly concerned with the passions,
the regulation of which is gauged entirely by a comparison
with the very man who is the subject of those passions, in so

far as his anger and desire are vested with their various due cir-
cumstances. Hence the mean in such like virtues is measured
not by the proportion of one thing to another, but merely by
comparison with the virtuous man himself, so that with them
the mean is only that which is fixed by reason in our regard.

On the other hand, the matter of justice is external op-
eration, in so far as an operation or the thing used in that
operation is duly proportionate to another person, wherefore
the mean of justice consists in a certain proportion of equal-
ity between the external thing and the external person. Now
equality is the real mean between greater and less, as stated in
Metaph. x*: wherefore justice observes the real mean.

Reply to Objection 1. is real mean is also the ratio-
nal mean, wherefore justice satisfies the conditions of a moral
virtue.

Reply toObjection2.Wemay speak of a thing being good
simply in two ways. First a thing may be good in every way:
thus the virtues are good; and there is neither mean nor ex-
tremes in things that are good simply in this sense. Secondly a
thing is said to be good simply through being good absolutely
i.e. in its nature, although it may become evil through being
abused. Such are riches and honors; and in the like it is possi-
ble to find excess, deficiency andmean, as regardsmenwho can
use them well or ill: and it is in this sense that justice is about
things that are good simply.

Reply to Objection 3. e injury inflicted bears a differ-
* Didot ed., ix, 5; Cf. Ethic. v, 4.
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ent proportion to a prince from that which it bears to a pri-
vate person: wherefore each injury requires to be equalized by
vengeance in a different way: and this implies a real and not

merely a rational diversity.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 11Whether the act of justice is to render to each one his own?

Objection 1. It would seem that the act of justice is not to
render to each one his own. For Augustine (De Trin. xiv, 9) as-
cribes to justice the act of succoring the needy. Now in succor-
ing the needy we give them what is not theirs but ours. ere-
fore the act of justice does not consist in rendering to each one
his own.

Objection 2. Further, Tully says (De Offic. i, 7) that
“beneficence which we may call kindness or liberality, belongs
to justice.” Now it pertains to liberality to give to another of
one’s own, not of what is his. erefore the act of justice does
not consist in rendering to each one his own.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to justice not only to dis-
tribute things duly, but also to repress injurious actions, such as
murder, adultery and so forth. But the rendering to each one of
what is his seems to belong solely to the distribution of things.
erefore the act of justice is not sufficiently described by say-
ing that it consists in rendering to each one his own.

On the contrary,Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 24): “It is jus-
tice that renders to each one what is his, and claims not an-
other’s property; it disregards its own profit in order to pre-
serve the common equity.”

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 8,10), thematter of jus-
tice is an external operation in so far as either it or the thing we

use by it is made proportionate to some other person to whom
we are related by justice. Now each man’s own is that which is
due to him according to equality of proportion. erefore the
proper act of justice is nothing else than to render to each one
his own.

Reply to Objection 1. Since justice is a cardinal virtue,
other secondary virtues, such as mercy, liberality and the like
are connected with it, as we shall state further on (q. 80, a. 1).
Wherefore to succor the needy, which belongs to mercy or
pity, and to be liberally beneficent, which pertains to liberality,
are by a kind of reduction ascribed to justice as to their princi-
pal virtue.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher states (Ethic.

v, 4), in matters of justice, the name of “profit” is extended to
whatever is excessive, and whatever is deficient is called “loss.”
e reason for this is that justice is first of all and more com-
monly exercised in voluntary interchanges of things, such as
buying and selling, wherein those expressions are properly em-
ployed; and yet they are transferred to all other matters of jus-
tice. e same applies to the rendering to each one of what is
his own.

IIa IIae q. 58 a. 12Whether justice stands foremost among all moral virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice does not stand
foremost among all the moral virtues. Because it belongs to
justice to render to each one what is his, whereas it belongs to
liberality to give of one’s own, and this ismore virtuous.ere-
fore liberality is a greater virtue than justice.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is adorned by a less excel-
lent thing than itself. Nowmagnanimity is the ornament both
of justice and of all the virtues, according to Ethic. iv, 3.ere-
fore magnanimity is more excellent than justice.

Objection 3. Further, virtue is about that which is “diffi-
cult” and “good,” as stated in Ethic. ii, 3. But fortitude is about
more difficult things than justice is, since it is about dangers
of death, according to Ethic. iii, 6. erefore fortitude is more
excellent than justice.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. i, 7): “Justice is the
most resplendent of the virtues, and gives its name to a good
man.”

I answer that, If we speak of legal justice, it is evident that
it stands foremost among all the moral virtues, for as much as
the common good transcends the individual good of one per-
son. In this sense the Philosopher declares (Ethic. v, 1) that

“the most excellent of the virtues would seem to be justice,
and more glorious than either the evening or the morning
star.” But, even if we speak of particular justice, it excels the
other moral virtues for two reasons. e first reason may be
taken from the subject, because justice is in the more excellent
part of the soul, viz. the rational appetite or will, whereas the
othermoral virtues are in the sensitive appetite, whereunto ap-
pertain the passions which are the matter of the other moral
virtues. e second reason is taken from the object, because
the other virtues are commendable in respect of the sole good
of the virtuous person himself, whereas justice is praiseworthy
in respect of the virtuous person being well disposed towards
another, so that justice is somewhat the good of another per-
son, as stated in Ethic. v, 1. Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet.
i, 9): “e greatest virtues must needs be those which are most
profitable to other persons, because virtue is a faculty of do-
ing good to others. For this reason the greatest honors are ac-
corded the brave and the just, since bravery is useful to others
in warfare, and justice is useful to others both in warfare and
in time of peace.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although the liberal man gives of
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his own, yet he does so in so far as he takes into considera-
tion the good of his own virtue, while the just man gives to
another what is his, through consideration of the common
good.Moreover justice is observed towards all, whereas liberal-
ity cannot extend to all. Again liberality which gives of aman’s
own is based on justice, whereby one renders to eachmanwhat
is his.

Reply toObjection2.Whenmagnanimity is added to jus-
tice it increases the latter’s goodness; and yet without justice it
would not even be a virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Although fortitude is about the
most difficult things, it is not about the best, for it is only useful
in warfare, whereas justice is useful both in war and in peace,
as stated above.
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Of Injustice

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider injustice, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether injustice is a special vice?
(2) Whether it is proper to the unjust man to do unjust deeds?
(3) Whether one can suffer injustice willingly?
(4) Whether injustice is a mortal sin according to its genus?

IIa IIae q. 59 a. 1Whether injustice is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that injustice is not a special
vice. For it is written (1 Jn. 3:4): “All sin is iniquity*.” Now in-
iquity would seem to be the same as injustice, because justice
is a kind of equality, so that injustice is apparently the same as
inequality or iniquity. erefore injustice is not a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, no special sin is contrary to all the
virtues. But injustice is contrary to all the virtues: for as regards
adultery it is opposed to chastity, as regards murder it is op-
posed tomeekness, and in likemanner as regards the other sins.
erefore injustice is not a special sin.

Objection 3. Further, injustice is opposed to justice which
is in the will. But every sin is in the will, as Augustine declares
(De Duabus Anim. x). erefore injustice is not a special sin.

On the contrary, Injustice is contrary to justice. But jus-
tice is a special virtue. erefore injustice is a special vice.

I answer that, Injustice is twofold. First there is illegal in-
justice which is opposed to legal justice: and this is essentially
a special vice, in so far as it regards a special object, namely the
common good which it contemns; and yet it is a general vice,
as regards the intention, since contempt of the common good
may lead to all kinds of sin. us too all vices, as being repug-

nant to the common good, have the character of injustice, as
though they arose from injustice, in accordwithwhat has been
said above about justice (q. 58, Aa. 5,6). Secondly we speak of
injustice in reference to an inequality between one person and
another, when one man wishes to have more goods, riches for
example, or honors, and less evils, such as toil and losses, and
thus injustice has a special matter and is a particular vice op-
posed to particular justice.

Reply to Objection 1. Even as legal justice is referred to
human common good, so Divine justice is referred to the Di-
vine good, to which all sin is repugnant, and in this sense all
sin is said to be iniquity.

Reply to Objection 2. Even particular justice is indirectly
opposed to all the virtues; in so far, to wit, as even external acts
pertain both to justice and to the othermoral virtues, although
in different ways as stated above (q. 58, a. 9, ad 2).

Reply toObjection 3.ewill, like the reason, extends to
all moral matters, i.e. passions and those external operations
that relate to another person. On the other hand justice per-
fects the will solely in the point of its extending to operations
that relate to another: and the same applies to injustice.

IIa IIae q. 59 a. 2Whether a man is called unjust through doing an unjust thing?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man is called unjust
through doing an unjust thing. For habits are specified by their
objects, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2). Now the proper
object of justice is the just, and the proper object of injustice
is the unjust. erefore a man should be called just through
doing a just thing, and unjust through doing an unjust thing.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher declares (Ethic. v,
9) that they hold a false opinion who maintain that it is in a
man’s power to do suddenly an unjust thing, and that a just
man is no less capable of doing what is unjust than an unjust
man. But this opinion would not be false unless it were proper
to the unjust man to do what is unjust. erefore a man is to
be deemed unjust from the fact that he does an unjust thing.

Objection 3. Further, every virtue bears the same relation

to its proper act, and the same applies to the contrary vices. But
whoever does what is intemperate, is said to be intemperate.
erefore whoever does an unjust thing, is said to be unjust.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 6) that “a
man may do an unjust thing without being unjust.”

I answer that, Even as the object of justice is something
equal in external things, so too the object of injustice is some-
thing unequal, through more or less being assigned to some
person than is due to him. To this object the habit of injustice
is compared bymeans of its proper act which is called an injus-
tice. Accordingly it may happen in two ways that a man who
does an unjust thing, is not unjust: first, on account of a lack of
correspondence between the operation and its proper object.
For the operation takes its species andname from its direct and

* Vulg.: ‘Whosoever committeth sin, committeth also iniquity; and sin is
iniquity’.
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not from its indirect object: and in things directed to an end
the direct is that which is intended, and the indirect is what is
beside the intention. Hence if a man do that which is unjust,
without intending to do an unjust thing, for instance if he do
it through ignorance, being unaware that it is unjust, properly
speaking he does an unjust thing, not directly, but only indi-
rectly, and, as it were, doing materially that which is unjust:
hence such an operation is not called an injustice. Secondly,
this may happen on account of a lack of proportion between
the operation and the habit. For an injustice may sometimes
arise from a passion, for instance, anger or desire, and some-
times from choice, for instance when the injustice itself is the
direct object of one’s complacency. In the latter case properly
speaking it arises from a habit, because whenever a man has a
habit, whatever befits that habit is, of itself, pleasant to him.
Accordingly, to do what is unjust intentionally and by choice
is proper to the unjust man, in which sense the unjust man is
one who has the habit of injustice: but a man may do what is
unjust, unintentionally or throughpassion,without having the

habit of injustice.
Reply to Objection 1. A habit is specified by its object in

its direct and formal acceptation, not in its material and indi-
rect acceptation.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not easy for any man to do an
unjust thing from choice, as though itwere pleasing for its own
sake andnot for the sakeof something else: this is proper toone
who has the habit, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. v, 9).

Reply to Objection 3. e object of temperance is not
something established externally, as is the object of justice: the
object of temperance, i.e. the temperate thing, depends entirely
on proportion to the man himself. Consequently what is acci-
dental and unintentional cannot be said to be temperate either
materially or formally. In like manner neither can it be called
intemperate: and in this respect there is dissimilarity between
justice and the other moral virtues; but as regards the propor-
tion between operation and habit, there is similarity in all re-
spects.

IIa IIae q. 59 a. 3Whether we can suffer injustice willingly?

Objection 1. It would seem that one can suffer injustice
willingly. For injustice is inequality, as stated above (a. 2).Now
aman by injuring himself, departs from equality, even as by in-
juring another. erefore a man can do an injustice to himself,
even as to another. But whoever does himself an injustice, does
so involuntarily. erefore a man can voluntarily suffer injus-
tice especially if it be inflicted by himself.

Objection 2. Further, no man is punished by the civil
law, except for having committed some injustice. Now suicides
were formerly punished according to the law of the state by
being deprived of an honorable burial, as the Philosopher de-
clares (Ethic. v, 11). erefore a man can do himself an injus-
tice, and consequently it may happen that a man suffers injus-
tice voluntarily.

Objection 3. Further, noman does an injustice save to one
who suffers that injustice. But it may happen that a man does
an injustice to one who wishes it, for instance if he sell him a
thing for more than it is worth. erefore a man may happen
to suffer an injustice voluntarily.

On the contrary, To suffer an injustice and to do an injus-
tice are contraries. Now no man does an injustice against his
will. erefore on the other hand no man suffers an injustice
except against his will.

I answer that, Action by its very nature proceeds from an
agent, whereas passion as such is from another: wherefore the
same thing in the same respect cannot be both agent and pa-
tient, as stated in Phys. iii, 1; viii, 5. Now the proper principle
of action in man is the will, wherefore man does properly and
essentially what he does voluntarily, and on the other hand a
man suffers properly what he suffers against his will, since in
so far as he is willing, he is a principle in himself, and so, con-

sidered thus, he is active rather than passive. Accordingly we
must conclude that properly and strictly speaking no man can
do an injustice except voluntarily, nor suffer an injustice save
involuntarily; but that accidentally and materially so to speak,
it is possible for that which is unjust in itself either to be done
involuntarily (as when a man does anything unintentionally),
or to be suffered voluntarily (as when a man voluntarily gives
to another more than he owes him).

Reply toObjection 1.When oneman gives voluntarily to
another that which he does not owe him, he causes neither in-
justice nor inequality. For a man’s ownership depends on his
will, so there is no disproportion if he forfeit something of his
own free-will, either by his own or by another’s action.

Reply to Objection 2. An individual person may be con-
sidered in two ways. First, with regard to himself; and thus, if
he inflict an injury on himself, it may come under the head of
some other kind of sin, intemperance for instance or impru-
dence, but not injustice; because injustice no less than justice,
is always referred to another person. Secondly, this or thatman
may be considered as belonging to the State as part thereof, or
as belonging toGod, asHis creature and image; and thus aman
who kills himself, does an injury not indeed to himself, but to
the State and toGod.Wherefore he is punished in accordance
with both Divine and human law, even as the Apostle declares
in respect of the fornicator (1 Cor. 3:17): “If any man violate
the temple of God, him shall God destroy.”

Reply to Objection 3. Suffering is the effect of external
action. Now in the point of doing and suffering injustice, the
material element is that which is done externally, considered
in itself, as stated above (a. 2), and the formal and essential el-
ement is on the part of the will of agent and patient, as stated
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above (a. 2). Accordingly we must reply that injustice suffered
by one man and injustice done by another man always accom-
pany one another, in the material sense. But if we speak in the
formal sense a man can do an injustice with the intention of
doing an injustice, and yet the other man does not suffer an

injustice, because he suffers voluntarily; and on the other hand
aman can suffer an injustice if he suffer an injustice against his
will, while the man who does the injury unknowingly, does an
injustice, not formally but only materially.

IIa IIae q. 59 a. 4Whether whoever does an injustice sins mortally?

Objection 1. It would seem that not everyone who does
an injustice sins mortally. For venial sin is opposed to mortal
sin. Now it is sometimes a venial sin to do an injury: for the
Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 8) in reference to those who act un-
justly: “Whatever theydonotmerely in ignorancebut through
ignorance is a venial matter.”erefore not everyone that does
an injustice sins mortally.

Objection 2. Further, he who does an injustice in a small
matter, departs but slightly from the mean. Now this seems to
be insignificant and should be accounted among the least of
evils, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. ii, 9). erefore not
everyone that does an injustice sins mortally.

Objection 3. Further, charity is the “mother of all the
virtues”*, and it is through being contrary thereto that a sin is
called mortal. But not all the sins contrary to the other virtues
are mortal. erefore neither is it always a mortal sin to do an
injustice.

On the contrary, Whatever is contrary to the law of God
is amortal sin.Nowwhoever does an injustice does that which
is contrary to the law of God, since it amounts either to the,
or to adultery, or tomurder, or to something of the kind, aswill
be shown further on (q. 64, seqq.). erefore whoever does an
injustice sins mortally.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 12, a. 5), when

we were treating of the distinction of sins, a mortal sin is one
that is contrary to charity which gives life to the soul. Now ev-
ery injury inflicted on another person is of itself contrary to
charity, which moves us to will the good of another. And so
since injustice always consists in an injury inflicted on another
person, it is evident that to do an injustice is a mortal sin ac-
cording to its genus.

Reply toObjection 1. is saying of the Philosopher is to
be understood as referring to ignorance of fact, which he calls
“ignorance of particular circumstances”†, and which deserves
pardon, and not to ignorance of the law which does not ex-
cuse: and he who does an injustice through ignorance, does no
injustice except accidentally, as stated above (a. 2)

Reply to Objection 2. He who does an injustice in small
matters falls short of the perfection on an unjust deed, in so far
as what he does may be deemed not altogether contrary to the
will of the person who suffers therefrom: for instance, if a man
take an apple or some such thing from another man, in which
case it is probable that the latter is not hurt or displeased.

Reply to Objection 3. e sins which are contrary to the
other virtues are not always hurtful to another person, but im-
ply a disorder affecting humanpassions; hence there is no com-
parison.

* Peter Lombard, Sent. iii, D. 23. † Ethic. iii, 1.

1383



S P   S P, Q 60
Of Judgment

(In Six Articles)

In due sequence we must consider judgment, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether judgment is an act of justice?
(2) Whether it is lawful to judge?
(3) Whether judgment should be based on suspicions?
(4) Whether doubts should be interpreted favorably?
(5) Whether judgment should always be given according to the written law?
(6) Whether judgment is perverted by being usurped?

IIa IIae q. 60 a. 1Whether judgment is an act of justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that judgment is not an act of
justice.e Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 3) that “everyone judges
well ofwhatheknows,” so that judgmentwould seemtobelong
to the cognitive faculty. Now the cognitive faculty is perfected
by prudence. erefore judgment belongs to prudence rather
than to justice, which is in the will, as stated above (q. 58, a. 4).

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 2:15): “e
spiritual man judgeth all things.” Now man is made spiritual
chiefly by the virtue of charity, which “is poured forth in our
hearts by the Holy Ghost Who is given to us” (Rom. 5:5).
erefore judgment belongs to charity rather than to justice.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to every virtue to judge
aright of its proper matter, because “the virtuous man is the
rule and measure in everything,” according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iii, 4). erefore judgment does not belong to justice
any more than to the other moral virtues.

Objection 4. Further, judgment would seem to belong
only to judges. But the act of justice is to be found in every
just man. Since then judges are not the only just men, it seems
that judgment is not the proper act of justice.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 93:15): “Until justice be
turned into judgment.”

I answer that, Judgment properly denotes the act of a
judge as such. Now a judge [judex] is so called because he as-
serts the right [jus dicens] and right is the object of justice, as
stated above (q. 57, a. 1). Consequently the original meaning
of the word “judgment” is a statement or decision of the just
or right. Now to decide rightly about virtuous deeds proceeds,
properly speaking, from the virtuous habit; thus a chaste per-
son decides rightly about matters relating to chastity. ere-
fore judgment, which denotes a right decision about what is
just, belongs properly to justice. For this reason the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. v, 4) that “men have recourse to a judge as to
one who is the personification of justice.”

Reply toObjection1.eword “judgment,” from its orig-
inalmeaning of a right decision aboutwhat is just, has been ex-
tended to signify a right decision in anymatter whether specu-

lative or practical.Nowa right judgment in anymatter requires
two things. e first is the virtue itself that pronounces judg-
ment: and in this way, judgment is an act of reason, because it
belongs to the reason to pronounce or define. e other is the
disposition of the one who judges, on which depends his apt-
ness for judging aright. In this way, in matters of justice, judg-
ment proceeds from justice, even as in matters of fortitude,
it proceeds from fortitude. Accordingly judgment is an act of
justice in so far as justice inclines one to judge aright, and of
prudence in so far as prudence pronounces judgment: where-
fore σύνεσις (judging well according to common law) which
belongs to prudence is said to “judge rightly,” as stated above
(q. 51, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 2. e spiritual man, by reason of the
habit of charity, has an inclination to judge aright of all things
according to the Divine rules; and it is in conformity with
these that he pronounces judgment through the gi of wis-
dom: even as the just man pronounces judgment through the
virtue of prudence conformably with the ruling of the law.

Reply to Objection 3. e other virtues regulate man in
himself, whereas justice regulatesman in his dealings with oth-
ers, as shown above (q. 58, a. 2). Now man is master in things
concerning himself, but not inmatters relating to others. Con-
sequently where the other virtues are in question, there is no
need for judgment other than that of a virtuous man, taking
judgment in its broader sense, as explained above (ad 1). But
in matters of justice, there is further need for the judgment of
a superior, who is “able to reprove both, and to put his hand
between both”*. Hence judgment belongs more specifically to
justice than to any other virtue.

Reply to Objection 4. Justice is in the sovereign as a
master-virtue*, commanding and prescribing what is just;
while it is in the subjects as an executive and administrative
virtue. Hence judgment, which denotes a decision of what is
just, belongs to justice, considered as existing chiefly in one
who has authority.

* Job 9:33. * Cf. q. 58, a. 6.

1384



IIa IIae q. 60 a. 2Whether it is lawful to judge?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful to judge. For noth-
ing is punished except what is unlawful. Now those who judge
are threatened with punishment, which those who judge not
will escape, according to Mat. 7:1, “Judge not, and ye shall not
be judged.” erefore it is unlawful to judge.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Rom. 14:4): “Who art
thou that judgest another man’s servant. To his own lord he
standeth or falleth.” Now God is the Lord of all. erefore to
no man is it lawful to judge.

Objection 3. Further, no man is sinless, according to 1 Jn.
1:8, “Ifwe say thatwehaveno sin,wedeceive ourselves.”Now it
is unlawful for a sinner to judge, according toRom. 2:1, “ou
art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou art, that judgest; for
wherein thou judgest another, thou condemnest thyself, for
thou dost the same things which thou judgest.” erefore to
no man is it lawful to judge.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 16:18): “ou shalt ap-
point judges and magistrates in all thy gates…that they may
judge the people with just judgment.”

I answer that, Judgment is lawful in so far as it is an act of
justice. Now it follows from what has been stated above (a. 1,
ad 1,3) that three conditions are requisite for a judgment to
be an act of justice: first, that it proceed from the inclination
of justice; secondly, that it come from one who is in author-
ity; thirdly, that it be pronounced according to the right rul-
ing of prudence. If any one of these be lacking, the judgment
will be faulty andunlawful. First, when it is contrary to the rec-
titude of justice, and then it is called “perverted” or “unjust”:
secondly, when a man judges about matters wherein he has no
authority, and this is called judgment “by usurpation”: thirdly,
when the reason lacks certainty, as when a man, without any
solid motive, forms a judgment on some doubtful or hidden

matter, and then it is called judgment by “suspicion” or “rash”
judgment.

Reply to Objection 1. In these words our Lord forbids
rash judgment which is about the inward intention, or other
uncertain things, as Augustine states (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte ii, 18). Or else He forbids judgment about Divine
things, which we ought not to judge, but simply believe, since
they are above us, as Hilary declares in his commentary on
Mat. 5. Or again according to Chrysostom†, He forbids the
judgment which proceeds not from benevolence but from bit-
terness of heart.

Reply to Objection 2. A judge is appointed as God’s ser-
vant; wherefore it is written (Dt. 1:16): “Judge that which is
just,” and further on (Dt. 1:17), “because it is the judgment of
God.”

Reply toObjection 3. ose who stand guilty of grievous
sins should not judge those who are guilty of the same or lesser
sins, as Chrysostom‡ says on the words of Mat. 7:1, “Judge
not.” Above all does this hold when such sins are public, be-
cause there would be an occasion of scandal arising in the
hearts of others. If however they are not public but hidden,
and there be an urgent necessity for the judge to pronounce
judgment, because it is his duty, he can reprove or judge with
humility and fear. Hence Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte ii, 19): “If we find that we are guilty of the same sin
as another man, we should groan together with him, and in-
vite him to strive against it together with us.” And yet it is not
through acting thus that a man condemns himself so as to de-
serve to be condemned once again, but when, in condemning
another, he shows himself to be equally deserving of condem-
nation on account of another or a like sin.

IIa IIae q. 60 a. 3Whether it is unlawful to form a judgment from suspicions?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not unlawful to form
a judgment from suspicions. For suspicion is seemingly an un-
certain opinion about an evil, wherefore thePhilosopher states
(Ethic. vi, 3) that suspicion is about both the true and the
false. Now it is impossible to have any but an uncertain opin-
ion about contingent singulars. Since then human judgment
is about human acts, which are about singular and contingent
matters, it seems that no judgment would be lawful, if it were
not lawful to judge from suspicions.

Objection 2. Further, a man does his neighbor an injury
by judging him unlawfully. But an evil suspicion consists in
nothingmore than aman’s opinion, and consequently does not
seem to pertain to the injury of another man. erefore judg-
ment based on suspicion is not unlawful.

Objection 3. Further, if it is unlawful, it must needs be re-

ducible to an injustice, since judgment is an act of justice, as
stated above (a. 1). Now an injustice is always a mortal sin ac-
cording to its genus, as stated above (q. 59, a. 4). erefore a
judgment based on suspicion would always be a mortal sin, if
itwere unlawful. But this is false, because “we cannot avoid sus-
picions,” according to a gloss of Augustine (Tract. xc in Joan.)
on 1 Cor. 4:5, “Judge not before the time.” erefore a judg-
ment based on suspicion would seem not to be unlawful.

On the contrary, Chrysostom* in comment on the words
ofMat. 7:1, “Judge not,” etc., says: “By this commandment our
Lord does not forbid Christians to reprove others from kindly
motives, but that Christian should despise Christian by boast-
ing his own righteousness, by hating and condemning others
for the most part on mere suspicion.”

I answer that,AsTully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii), suspicion
† Hom. xvii inMatth. in theOpus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John of
theCross. ‡ Hom. xxiv. * Hom. xvii inMatth. in theOpus Imperfectum
falsely ascribed to St. John of the Cross.
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denotes evil thinking based on slight indications, and this is
due to three causes. First, from aman being evil in himself, and
from this very fact, as though conscious of his ownwickedness,
he is prone to think evil of others, according to Eccles. 10:3,
“e fool when he walketh in the way, whereas he himself is a
fool, esteemeth all men fools.” Secondly, this is due to a man
being ill-disposed towards another: for when a man hates or
despises another, or is angrywith or envious of him, he is led by
slight indications to think evil of him, because everyone easily
believes what he desires.irdly, this is due to long experience:
wherefore the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 13) that “old people
are very suspicious, for they have oen experienced the faults
of others.” e first two causes of suspicion evidently connote
perversity of the affections, while the third diminishes the na-
ture of suspicion, in as much as experience leads to certainty
which is contrary to thenature of suspicion.Consequently sus-
piciondenotes a certain amount of vice, and the further it goes,
the more vicious it is.

Now there are three degrees of suspicion.efirst degree is
when aman begins to doubt of another’s goodness from slight
indications. is is a venial and a light sin; for “it belongs to
human temptationwithout which noman can go through this
life,” according to a gloss on 1 Cor. 4:5, “Judge not before the
time.” e second degree is when a man, from slight indica-

tions, esteems another man’s wickedness as certain. is is a
mortal sin, if it be about a gravematter, since it cannot bewith-
out contempt of one’s neighbor. Hence the same gloss goes on
to say: “If then we cannot avoid suspicions, because we are hu-
man, we must nevertheless restrain our judgment, and refrain
from forming a definite and fixed opinion.” e third degree
is when a judge goes so far as to condemn a man on suspicion:
this pertains directly to injustice, and consequently is a mortal
sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Some kind of certainty is found in
human acts, not indeed the certainty of a demonstration, but
such as is befitting the matter in point, for instance when a
thing is proved by suitable witnesses.

Reply to Objection 2. From the very fact that a man
thinks evil of another without sufficient cause, he despises him
unduly, and therefore does him an injury.

Reply toObjection 3. Since justice and injustice are about
external operations, as stated above (q. 58, Aa. 8,10,11; q. 59,
a. 1, ad 3), the judgment of suspicion pertains directly to in-
justice when it is betrayed by external action, and then it is a
mortal sin, as stated above. e internal judgment pertains to
justice, in so far as it is related to the external judgment, even as
the internal to the external act, for instance as desire is related
to fornication, or anger to murder.

IIa IIae q. 60 a. 4Whether doubts should be interpreted for the best?

Objection 1. It would seem that doubts should not be
interpreted for the best. Because we should judge from what
happens for the most part. But it happens for the most part
that evil is done, since “the number of fools is infinite” (Ec-
cles. 1:15), “for the imagination and thought of man’s heart
are prone to evil from his youth” (Gn. 8:21).erefore doubts
should be interpreted for the worst rather than for the best.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
i, 27) that “he leads a godly and just life who is sound in his
estimate of things, and turns neither to this side nor to that.”
Now he who interprets a doubtful point for the best, turns to
one side. erefore this should not be done.

Objection 3. Further, man should love his neighbor as
himself. Now with regard to himself, a man should interpret
doubtfulmatters for theworst, according to Job 9:28, “I feared
all my works.” erefore it seems that doubtful matters affect-
ing one’s neighbor should be interpreted for the worst.

On the contrary, A gloss on Rom. 14:3, “He that eateth
not, let him not judge him that eateth,” says: “Doubts should
be interpreted in the best sense.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3, ad 2), things from the
very fact that a man thinks ill of another without sufficient
cause, he injures and despises him. Now no man ought to de-
spise or in any way injure another man without urgent cause:
and, consequently, unless we have evident indications of a per-
son’s wickedness, we ought to deem him good, by interpreting

for the best whatever is doubtful about him.
Reply to Objection 1. He who interprets doubtful mat-

ters for the best, may happen to be deceived more oen than
not; yet it is better to err frequently through thinking well of a
wicked man, than to err less frequently through having an evil
opinion of a good man, because in the latter case an injury is
inflicted, but not in the former.

Reply toObjection2. It is one thing to judge of things and
another to judge of men. For when we judge of things, there is
no question of the good or evil of the thing about which we
are judging, since it will take no harm no matter what kind of
judgment we form about it; but there is question of the good
of the person who judges, if he judge truly, and of his evil if he
judge falsely because “the true is the good of the intellect, and
the false is its evil,” as stated in Ethic. vi, 2, wherefore every-
one should strive to make his judgment accord with things as
they are. On the other hand when we judge of men, the good
and evil in our judgment is considered chiefly on the part of
the person about whom judgment is being formed; for he is
deemed worthy of honor from the very fact that he is judged
to be good, and deserving of contempt if he is judged to be
evil. For this reason we ought, in this kind of judgment, to
aim at judging a man good, unless there is evident proof of the
contrary. And though we may judge falsely, our judgment in
thinking well of another pertains to our good feeling and not
to the evil of the intellect, even as neither does it pertain to the
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intellect’s perfection to know the truth of contingent singulars
in themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. One may interpret something for
the worst or for the best in two ways. First, by a kind of suppo-
sition; and thus, when we have to apply a remedy to some evil,
whether our own or another’s, in order for the remedy to be
applied with greater certainty of a cure, it is expedient to take

the worst for granted, since if a remedy be efficacious against a
worse evil, much more is it efficacious against a lesser evil. Sec-
ondlywemay interpret something for the best or for theworst,
by deciding or determining, and in this case when judging of
things we should try to interpret each thing according as it is,
and when judging of persons, to interpret things for the best
as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 60 a. 5Whether we should always judge according to the written law?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not always to
judge according to the written law. For we ought always to
avoid judging unjustly. But written laws sometimes contain in-
justice, according to Is. 10:1, “Woe to them that make wicked
laws, andwhen theywrite, write injustice.”erefore we ought
not always to judge according to the written law.

Objection 2. Further, judgment has to be formed about
individual happenings. But no written law can cover each and
every individual happening, as thePhilosopherdeclares (Ethic.
v, 10).erefore it seems thatwe are not always bound to judge
according to the written law.

Objection 3.Further, a law iswritten in order that the law-
giver’s intention may be made clear. But it happens sometimes
that even if the lawgiver himself were present he would judge
otherwise. erefore we ought not always to judge according
to the written law.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xxxi):
“In these earthly laws, though men judge about them when
they are making them, when once they are established and
passed, the judges may judge no longer of them, but accord-
ing to them.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), judgment is noth-
ing else but a decision or determination of what is just. Now
a thing becomes just in two ways: first by the very nature of
the case, and this is called “natural right,” secondly by some
agreement between men, and this is called “positive right,” as
stated above (q. 57, a. 2). Now laws are written for the purpose
of manifesting both these rights, but in different ways. For the
written law does indeed contain natural right, but it does not
establish it, for the latter derives its force, not from the law but

from nature: whereas the written law both contains positive
right, and establishes it by giving it force of authority.

Hence it is necessary to judge according to the written law,
else judgment would fall short either of the natural or of the
positive right.

Reply toObjection 1. Just as the written law does not give
force to the natural right, so neither can it diminish or annul its
force, because neither can man’s will change nature. Hence if
thewritten law contains anything contrary to thenatural right,
it is unjust and has no binding force. For positive right has no
place except where “it matters not,” according to the natural
right, “whether a thing be done in one way or in another”; as
stated above (q. 57, a. 2, ad 2). Wherefore such documents are
to be called, not laws, but rather corruptions of law, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 95, a. 2): and consequently judgment should
not be delivered according to them.

Reply toObjection 2.Even as unjust laws by their very na-
ture are, either always or for themost part, contrary to the nat-
ural right, so too laws that are rightly established, fail in some
cases, when if they were observed they would be contrary to
the natural right.Wherefore in such cases judgment should be
delivered, not according to the letter of the law, but according
to equitywhich the lawgiver has in view.Hence the jurist says*:
“By no reason of law, or favor of equity, is it allowable for us to
interpret harshly, and render burdensome, those useful mea-
sures which have been enacted for the welfare of man.” In such
cases even the lawgiver himself would decide otherwise; and if
he had foreseen the case, he might have provided for it by law.

is suffices for the Reply to the ird Objection.

IIa IIae q. 60 a. 6Whether judgment is rendered perverse by being usurped?

Objection 1. It would seem that judgment is not rendered
perverse by being usurped. For justice is rectitude inmatters of
action. Now truth is not impaired, no matter who tells it, but
it may suffer from the person who ought to accept it. ere-
fore again justice loses nothing, no matter who declares what
is just, and this is what is meant by judgment.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to judgment to punish
sins. Now it is related to the praise of some that they punished
sinswithout having authority over thosewhomthey punished;

such as Moses in slaying the Egyptian (Ex. 2:12), and Phinees
the son of Eleazar in slaying Zambri the son of Salu (Num.
25:7-14), and “itwas reputed tohimunto justice” (Ps. 105:31).
erefore usurpation of judgment pertains not to injustice.

Objection 3. Further, spiritual power is distinct from tem-
poral.Nowprelates having spiritual power sometimes interfere
in matters concerning the secular power. erefore usurped
judgment is not unlawful.

Objection 4. Further, even as the judge requires authority

* Digest. i, 3; De leg. senatusque consult. 25.
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in order to judge aright, so also does he need justice and knowl-
edge, as shown above (a. 1, ad 1,3; a. 2). But a judgment is not
described as unjust, if he who judges lacks the habit of justice
or the knowledge of the law. Neither therefore is it always un-
just to judge by usurpation, i.e. without authority.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Rom. 14:4): “Who art thou
that judgest another man’s servant?”

I answer that, Since judgment should be pronounced ac-
cording to the written law, as stated above (a. 5), he that pro-
nounces judgment, interprets, in a way, the letter of the law,
by applying it to some particular case. Now since it belongs
to the same authority to interpret and to make a law, just as
a law cannot be made save by public authority, so neither can
a judgment be pronounced except by public authority, which
extends over those who are subject to the community. Where-
fore even as it would be unjust for oneman to force another to
observe a law thatwas not approved by public authority, so too
it is unjust, if a man compels another to submit to a judgment
that is pronounced by other than the public authority.

Reply to Objection 1. When the truth is declared there
is no obligation to accept it, and each one is free to receive it
or not, as he wishes. On the other hand judgment implies an
obligation, wherefore it is unjust for anyone to be judged by
one who has no public authority.

Reply toObjection2.Moses seems tohave slain theEgyp-
tian by authority received as it were, by divine inspiration; this
seems to follow from Acts 7:24, 25, where it is said that “strik-
ing the Egyptian…he thought that his brethren understood

that God by his hand would save Israel [Vulg.: ‘them’].” Or it
may be replied thatMoses slew theEgyptian in order to defend
themanwhowas unjustly attacked, without himself exceeding
the limits of a blameless defence.WhereforeAmbrose says (De
Offic. i, 36) that “whoever does not ward off a blow from a fel-
low man when he can, is as much in fault as the striker”; and
he quotes the example of Moses. Again we may reply with Au-
gustine (QQ. Exod. qu. 2)† that just as “the soil gives proof of
its fertility by producing useless herbs before the useful seeds
have grown, so this deed of Moses was sinful although it gave
a sign of great fertility,” in so far, to wit, as it was a sign of the
power whereby he was to deliver his people.

With regard to Phinees the reply is that he did this out of
zeal for God by Divine inspiration; or because though not as
yet high-priest, he was nevertheless the high-priest’s son, and
this judgment was his concern as of the other judges, to whom
this was commanded‡.

Reply to Objection 3. e secular power is subject to the
spiritual, even as the body is subject to the soul. Consequently
the judgment is not usurped if the spiritual authority interferes
in those temporal matters that are subject to the spiritual au-
thority or which have been committed to the spiritual by the
temporal authority.

Reply to Objection 4. e habits of knowledge and jus-
tice are perfections of the individual, and consequently their
absence does not make a judgment to be usurped, as in the ab-
sence of public authority which gives a judgment its coercive
force.

† Cf. Contra Faust. xxii, 70. ‡ Ex. 22:20; Lev. 20; Dt. 13,17.
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S P   S P, Q 61
Of the Parts of Justice
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the parts of justice; (1) the subjective parts, which are the species of justice, i.e. distributive and
commutative justice; (2) the quasi-integral parts; (3) the quasi-potential parts, i.e. the virtues connected with justice. e first
consideration will be twofold: (1) e parts of justice; (2) their opposite vices. And since restitution would seem to be an act
of commutative justice, we must consider (1) the distinction between commutative and distributive justice; (2) restitution.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are two species of justice, viz. distributive and commutative?
(2) Whether in either case the mean is take in the same way?
(3) Whether their matter is uniform or manifold?
(4) Whether in any of these species the just is the same as counter-passion?

IIa IIae q. 61 a. 1Whether two species of justice are suitably assigned, viz. commutative and distributive?

Objection 1. It would seem that the two species of jus-
tice are unsuitably assigned, viz. distributive and commutative.
atwhich is hurtful to themany cannot be a species of justice,
since justice is directed to the common good.Now it is hurtful
to the common good of the many, if the goods of the commu-
nity are distributed among many, both because the goods of
the community would be exhausted, and because the morals
of men would be corrupted. For Tully says (De Offic. ii, 15):
“Hewho receives becomesworse, and themore ready to expect
that he will receive again.” erefore distribution does not be-
long to any species of justice.

Objection 2. Further, the act of justice is to render to each
one what is his own, as stated above (q. 58, a. 2). But when
things are distributed, aman does not receivewhatwas his, but
becomes possessed of something which belonged to the com-
munity. erefore this does not pertain to justice.

Objection 3. Further, justice is not only in the sovereign,
but also in the subject, as stated above (q. 58, a. 6). But it be-
longs exclusively to the sovereign to distribute. erefore dis-
tribution does not always belong to justice.

Objection 4. Further, “Distributive justice regards com-
mon goods” (Ethic. v, 4). Now matters regarding the commu-
nity pertain to legal justice. erefore distributive justice is a
part, not of particular, but of legal justice.

Objection 5. Further, unity or multitude do not change
the species of a virtue. Now commutative justice consists in
rendering something to one person, while distributive justice
consists in giving something to many. erefore they are not
different species of justice.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher assigns two parts to jus-
tice and says (Ethic. v, 2) that “one directs distributions, the
other, commutations.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 58, Aa. 7,8), particular
justice is directed to the private individual, who is compared
to the community as a part to the whole. Now a twofold order
may be considered in relation to a part. In the first place there is
the order of one part to another, to which corresponds the or-

der of one private individual to another. is order is directed
by commutative justice, which is concerned about the mutual
dealings between two persons. In the second place there is the
order of thewhole towards the parts, towhich corresponds the
order of that which belongs to the community in relation to
each single person. is order is directed by distributive jus-
tice, which distributes common goods proportionately.Hence
there are two species of justice, distributive and commutative.

Reply toObjection1. Just as a private individual is praised
for moderation in his bounty, and blamed for excess therein,
so too ought moderation to be observed in the distribution of
common goods, wherein distributive justice directs.

Reply to Objection 2. Even as part and whole are some-
what the same, so too that which pertains to the whole, per-
tains somewhat to the part also: so that when the goods of
the community are distributed among a number of individuals
each one receives that which, in a way, is his own.

Reply to Objection 3. e act of distributing the goods
of the community, belongs to none but those who exercise au-
thority over those goods; and yet distributive justice is also in
the subjects to whom those goods are distributed in so far as
they are contented by a just distribution. Moreover distribu-
tion of common goods is sometimes made not to the state but
to the members of a family, and such distribution can be made
by authority of a private individual.

Reply to Objection 4. Movement takes its species from
the term “whereunto.” Hence it belongs to legal justice to di-
rect to the common good thosematters which concern private
individuals: whereas on the contrary it belongs to particular
justice to direct the common good to particular individuals by
way of distribution.

Reply to Objection 5. Distributive and commutative jus-
tice differ not only in respect of unity and multitude, but also
in respect of different kinds of due: because common property
is due to an individual in one way, and his personal property
in another way.
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IIa IIae q. 61 a. 2Whether themean is to be observed in the same way in distributive as in commutative justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that the mean in distributive
justice is to be observed in the sameway as in commutative jus-
tice. For each of these is a kind of particular justice, as stated
above (a. 1). Now the mean is taken in the same way in all the
parts of temperance or fortitude. erefore the mean should
also be observed in the sameway in both distributive and com-
mutative justice.

Objection 2. Further, the form of a moral virtue consists
in observing themeanwhich is determined in accordancewith
reason. Since, then, one virtue has one form, it seems that the
mean for both should be the same.

Objection 3. Further, in order to observe the mean in dis-
tributive justice we have to consider the various deserts of per-
sons. Now a person’s deserts are considered also in commu-
tative justice, for instance, in punishments; thus a man who
strikes a prince is punishedmore than onewho strikes a private
individual. erefore the mean is observed in the same way in
both kinds of justice.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 3,4) that
the mean in distributive justice is observed according to “ge-
ometrical proportion,” whereas in commutative justice it fol-
lows “arithmetical proportion.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), in distributive justice
something is given to a private individual, in so far as what be-
longs to the whole is due to the part, and in a quantity that is
proportionate to the importance of the position of that part
in respect of the whole. Consequently in distributive justice a
person receives all the more of the common goods, according
as he holds amore prominent position in the community.is
prominence in an aristocratic community is gauged according
to virtue, in an oligarchy according to wealth, in a democracy
according to liberty, and in various ways according to various
forms of community. Hence in distributive justice the mean is
observed, not according to equality between thing and thing,
but according to proportion between things and persons: in
such a way that even as one person surpasses another, so that
which is given to one person surpasses that which is allotted
to another. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 3,4) that

the mean in the latter case follows “geometrical proportion,”
wherein equality depends not on quantity but on proportion.
For example we say that 6 is to 4 as 3 is to 2, because in either
case the proportion equals 1-1/2; since the greater number is
the sum of the lesser plus its half: whereas the equality of ex-
cess is not one of quantity, because 6 exceeds 4 by 2, while 3
exceeds 2 by 1.

On the other hand in commutations something is paid to
an individual on account of something of his that has been re-
ceived, as may be seen chiefly in selling and buying, where the
notion of commutation is found primarily. Hence it is neces-
sary to equalize thingwith thing, so that the one person should
pay back to the other just somuch as he has become richer out
of that which belonged to the other. e result of this will be
equality according to the “arithmetical mean” which is gauged
according to equal excess in quantity. us 5 is the mean be-
tween 6 and 4, since it exceeds the latter and is exceeded by the
former, by 1. Accordingly if, at the start, both persons have 5,
and one of them receives 1 out of the other’s belongings, the
one that is the receiver, will have 6, and the other will be le
with 4: and so there will be justice if both be brought back to
themean, 1 being taken from him that has 6, and given to him
that has 4, for then both will have 5 which is the mean.

Reply to Objection 1. In the other moral virtues the ra-
tional, not the real mean, is to be followed: but justice follows
the real mean; wherefore the mean, in justice, depends on the
diversity of things.

Reply to Objection 2. Equality is the general form of jus-
tice, wherein distributive and commutative justice agree: but
in one we find equality of geometrical proportion, whereas in
the other we find equality of arithmetical proportion.

Reply to Objection 3. In actions and passions a person’s
station affects the quantity of a thing: for it is a greater injury
to strike a prince than a private person. Hence in distributive
justice a person’s station is considered in itself, whereas in com-
mutative justice it is considered in so far as it causes a diversity
of things.

IIa IIae q. 61 a. 3Whether there is a different matter for both kinds of justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not a different
matter for both kinds of justice. Diversity of matter causes di-
versity of virtue, as in the case of fortitude and temperance.
erefore, if distributive and commutative justice have differ-
ent matters, it would seem that they are not comprised under
the same virtue, viz. justice.

Objection 2. Further, the distribution that has to do with
distributive justice is one of “wealth or of honors, or of what-
ever can be distributed among the members of the commu-
nity” (Ethic. v, 2), which very things are the subject matter

of commutations between one person and another, and this
belongs to commutative justice. erefore the matters of dis-
tributive and commutative justice are not distinct.

Objection 3. Further, if the matter of distributive justice
differs from that of commutative justice, for the reason that
they differ specifically, where there is no specific difference,
there ought to be no diversity of matter. Now the Philosopher
(Ethic. v, 2) reckons commutative justice as one species, and
yet this hasmany kinds ofmatter.erefore thematter of these
species of justice is, seemingly, not of many kinds.
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On the contrary, It is stated in Ethic. v, 2 that “one kind
of justice directs distributions, and another commutations.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 51, Aa. 8,10), justice
is about certain external operations, namely distribution and
commutation. ese consist in the use of certain externals,
whether things, persons or even works: of things, as when one
man takes from or restores to another that which is his; of
persons, as when a man does an injury to the very person of
another, for instance by striking or insulting him, or even by
showing respect for him; and of works, as when a man justly
exacts a work of another, or does a work for him. Accordingly,
ifwe take for thematter of each kindof justice the things them-
selves of which the operations are the use, the matter of dis-
tributive and commutative justice is the same, since things can
be distributed out of the common property to individuals, and
be the subject of commutation between one person and an-
other; and again there is a certain distribution and payment of
laborious works.

If, however, we take for the matter of both kinds of jus-
tice the principal actions themselves, whereby we make use
of persons, things, and works, there is then a difference of
matter between them. For distributive justice directs distri-
butions, while commutative justice directs commutations that
can take place between two persons. of these some are involun-
tary, some voluntary. ey are involuntary when anyone uses
another man’s chattel, person, or work against his will, and
this may be done secretly by fraud, or openly by violence. In
either case the offence may be committed against the other
man’s chattel or person, or against a person connected with
him. If the offence is against his chattel and this be taken se-
cretly, it is called “the,” if openly, it is called “robbery.” If it
be against another man’s person, it may affect either the very
substance of his person, or his dignity. If it be against the sub-
stance of his person, a man is injured secretly if he is treach-
erously slain, struck or poisoned, and openly, if he is publicly

slain, imprisoned, struck or maimed. If it be against his per-
sonal dignity, a man is injured secretly by false witness, detrac-
tions and so forth, whereby he is deprived of his good name,
and openly, by being accused in a court of law, or by public in-
sult. If it be against a personal connection, a man is injured in
the person of his wife, secretly (for the most part) by adultery,
in the person of his slave, if the latter be induced to leave his
master: which things can also be done openly. e same ap-
plies to other personal connections, and whatever injury may
be committed against the principal,may be committed against
them also. Adultery, however, and inducing a slave to leave his
master are properly injuries against the person; yet the latter,
since a slave is hismaster’s chattel, is referred to the.Voluntary
commutations are when aman voluntarily transfers his chattel
to another person. And if he transfer it simply so that the re-
cipient incurs no debt, as in the case of gis, it is an act, not of
justice but of liberality. A voluntary transfer belongs to justice
in so far as it includes the notion of debt, and this may occur
in many ways. First when one man simply transfers his thing
to another in exchange for another thing, as happens in selling
and buying. Secondly when a man transfers his thing to an-
other, that the latter may have the use of it with the obligation
of returning it to its owner. If he grant the use of a thing gratu-
itously, it is called “usufruct” in things that bear fruit; and sim-
ply “borrowing” on “loan” in things that bear no fruit, such as
money, pottery, etc.; but if not even the use is granted gratis, it
is called “letting” or “hiring.”irdly, a man transfers his thing
with the intention of recovering it, not for the purpose of its
use, but that itmay be kept safe, as in a “deposit,” or under some
obligation, as when a man pledges his property, or when one
man stands security for another. In all these actions, whether
voluntary or involuntary, themean is taken in the sameway ac-
cording to the equality of repayment. Hence all these actions
belong to the one same species of justice, namely commutative
justice. And this suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 61 a. 4Whether the just is absolutely the same as retaliation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the just is absolutely the
same as retaliation. For the judgment of God is absolutely just.
Now the judgment of God is such that a man has to suffer in
proportion with his deeds, according toMat. 7:2: “With what
measure you judge, you shall be judged: andwithwhatmeasure
youmete, it shall bemeasured to you again.”erefore the just
is absolutely the same as retaliation.

Objection 2.Further, in either kind of justice something is
given to someone according to a kind of equality. In distribu-
tive justice this equality regards personal dignity, whichwould
seem to depend chiefly onwhat a person has done for the good
of the community; while in commutative justice it regards the
thing in which a person has suffered loss. Now in respect of
either equality there is retaliation in respect of the deed com-
mitted. erefore it would seem that the just is absolutely the

same as retaliation.
Objection 3. Further, the chief argument against retali-

ation is based on the difference between the voluntary and
the involuntary; for he who does an injury involuntarily is less
severely punished.Now voluntary and involuntary taken in re-
lation to ourselves, do not diversify the mean of justice since
this is the real mean and does not depend on us. erefore it
would seem that the just is absolutely the same as retaliation.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher proves (Ethic. v, 5) that
the just is not always the same as retaliation.

I answer that, Retaliation [contrapassum] denotes equal
passion repaid for previous action; and the expression applies
most properly to injurious passions and actions, whereby a
man harms the person of his neighbor; for instance if a man
strike, that he be struck back. is kind of just is laid down in
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the Law (Ex. 21:23,24): “He shall render life for life, eye for
eye,” etc. And since also to take away what belongs to another
is todo anunjust thing, it follows that secondly retaliation con-
sists in this also, that whosoever causes loss to another, should
suffer loss in his belongings. is just loss is also found in the
Law (Ex. 22:1): “If any man steal an ox or a sheep, and kill
or sell it, he shall restore five oxen for one ox and four sheep
for one sheep.” irdly retaliation is transferred to voluntary
commutations, where action and passion are on both sides, al-
though voluntariness detracts from the nature of passion, as
stated above (q. 59, a. 3).

In all these cases, however, repayment must be made on
a basis of equality according to the requirements of commuta-
tive justice, namely that themeed of passion be equal to the ac-
tion.Now therewouldnot always be equality if passionwere in
the same species as the action.Because, in thefirst place,when a
person injures the person of one who is greater, the action sur-
passes any passion of the same species that he might undergo,
wherefore he that strikes a prince, is not only struck back,
but is much more severely punished. In like manner when a
man despoils another of his property against the latter’s will,
the action surpasses the passion if he be merely deprived of
that thing, because themanwho caused another’s loss, himself
would lose nothing, and so he is punished by making restitu-
tion several times over, because not only did he injure a private
individual, but also the common weal, the security of whose
protection he has infringed. Nor again would there be equal-
ity of passion in voluntary commutations, were one always to

exchange one’s chattel for anotherman’s, because itmight hap-
pen that the other man’s chattel is much greater than our own:
so that it becomes necessary to equalize passion and action in
commutations according to a certain proportionate commen-
suration, for which purposemoney was invented.Hence retal-
iation is in accordance with commutative justice: but there is
no place for it in distributive justice, because in distributive jus-
tice we do not consider the equality between thing and thing
or between passion and action (whence the expression ‘con-
trapassum’), but according to proportion between things and
persons, as stated above (a. 2).

Reply to Objection 1. is form of the Divine judgment
is in accordancewith the conditions of commutative justice, in
so far as rewards are apportioned to merits, and punishments
to sins.

Reply to Objection 2. When a man who has served the
community is paid for his services, this is to be referred to com-
mutative, not distributive, justice. Because distributive justice
considers the equality, not between the thing received and the
thing done, but between the thing received by one person and
the thing received by another according to the respective con-
ditions of those persons.

Reply toObjection 3.When the injurious action is volun-
tary, the injury is aggravated and consequently is considered as
a greater thing. Hence it requires a greater punishment in re-
payment, by reason of a difference, not on part, but on the part
of the thing.
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S P   S P, Q 62
Of Restitution

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider restitution, under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) of what is it an act?
(2) Whether it is always of necessity for salvation to restore what one has taken away?
(3) Whether it is necessary to restore more than has been taken away?
(4) Whether it is necessary to restore what one has not taken away?
(5) Whether it is necessary to make restitution to the person from whom something has been taken?
(6) Whether the person who has taken something away is bound to restore it?
(7) Whether any other person is bound to restitution?
(8) Whether one is bound to restore at once?

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 1Whether restitution is an act of commutative justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that restitution is not an act
of commutative justice. For justice regards the notion of what
is due. Now one may restore, even as one may give, that which
is not due. erefore restitution is not the act of any part of
justice.

Objection2.Further, thatwhichhas passed away and is no
more cannot be restored. Now justice and injustice are about
certain actions and passions, which are unenduring and tran-
sitory. erefore restitution would not seem to be the act of a
part of justice.

Objection 3. Further, restitution is repayment of some-
thing taken away. Now something may be taken away from
a man not only in commutation, but also in distribution, as
when, in distributing, one gives aman less than his due.ere-
fore restitution is not more an act of commutative than of dis-
tributive justice.

On the contrary, Restitution is opposed to taking away.
Now it is an act of commutative injustice to take away what
belongs to another. erefore to restore it is an act of that jus-
tice which directs commutations.

I answer that, To restore is seemingly the same as to rein-
state a person in the possession or dominion of his thing, so
that in restitution we consider the equality of justice attend-
ing the payment of one thing for another, and this belongs to
commutative justice. Hence restitution is an act of commuta-
tive justice, occasioned by one person having what belongs to
another, either with his consent, for instance on loan or de-
posit, or against his will, as in robbery or the.

Reply to Objection 1. at which is not due to another
is not his properly speaking, although it may have been his at
some time: wherefore it is a mere gi rather than a restitution,
when anyone renders to another what is not due to him. It is
however somewhat like a restitution, since the thing itself is
materially the same; yet it is not the same in respect of the for-
mal aspect of justice, which considers that thing as belonging
to this particular man: and so it is not restitution properly so
called.

Reply to Objection 2. In so far as the word restitution
denotes something done over again, it implies identity of ob-
ject. Hence it would seem originally to have applied chiefly to
external things, which can pass from one person to another,
since they remain the same both substantially and in respect of
the right of dominion. But, even as the term “commutation”
has passed from such like things to those actions and passions
which confer reverence or injury, harm or profit on another
person, so too the term “restitution” is applied, to thingswhich
though they be transitory in reality, yet remain in their effect;
whether this touch his body, as when the body is hurt by being
struck, or his reputation, as when a man remains defamed or
dishonored by injurious words.

Reply to Objection 3. Compensation is made by the dis-
tributor to the man to whom less was given than his due, by
comparison of thing with thing, when the latter receives so
much the more according as he received less than his due: and
consequently it pertains to commutative justice.

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 2Whether restitution of what has been taken away is necessary for salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not necessary to re-
store what has been taken away. For that which is impossible
is not necessary for salvation. But sometimes it is impossible
to restore what has been taken, as when a man has taken limb
or life. erefore it does not seem necessary for salvation to

restore what one has taken from another.
Objection 2. Further, the commission of a sin is not nec-

essary for salvation, for then a man would be in a dilemma.
But sometimes it is impossible, without sin, to restorewhat has
been taken, as when one has taken away another’s good name
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by telling the truth. erefore it is not necessary for salvation
to restore what one has taken from another.

Objection 3. Further, what is done cannot be undone.
Now sometimes a man loses his personal honor by being un-
justly insulted. erefore that which has been taken from him
cannot be restored to him: so that it is not necessary for salva-
tion to restore what one has taken.

Objection 4. Further, to prevent a person from obtaining
a good thing is seemingly the same as to take it away from him,
since “to lack little is almost the same as to lack nothing at all,”
as the Philosopher says (Phys. ii, 5). Now when anyone pre-
vents aman fromobtaining a benefice or the like, seemingly he
is not bound to restore the benefice, since this would be some-
times impossible. erefore it is not necessary for salvation to
restore what one has taken.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. ad Maced. cxliii):
“Unless a man restore what he has purloined, his sin is not for-
given.”

I answer that, Restitution as stated above (a. 1) is an act
of commutative justice, and this demands a certain equality.
Wherefore restitution denotes the return of the thing unjustly
taken; since it is by giving it back that equality is reestablished.
If, however, it be taken away justly, there will be equality, and
so there will be no need for restitution, for justice consists in
equality. Since therefore the safeguarding of justice is neces-
sary for salvation, it follows that it is necessary for salvation to
restore what has been taken unjustly.

Reply to Objection 1. When it is impossible to repay the
equivalent, it suffices to repay what one can, as in the case of
honor due to God and our parents, as the Philosopher states
(Ethic. viii, 14). Wherefore when that which has been taken
cannot be restored in equivalent, compensation should be
made as far as possible: for instance if onemanhas deprived an-
other of a limb, he must make compensation either in money
or in honor, the condition of either party being duly consid-
ered according to the judgment of a good man.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are three ways in which one
may take away another’s good name. First, by saying what is

true, and this justly, as when a man reveals another’s sin, while
observing the right order of so doing, and then he is not bound
to restitution. Secondly, by saying what is untrue and unjustly,
and then he is bound to restore that man’s good name, by con-
fessing that he told an untruth. irdly, by saying what is true,
but unjustly, as when a man reveals another’s sin contrarily to
the right order of so doing, and then he is bound to restore his
good name as far as he can, and yet without telling an untruth;
for instance by saying that he spoke ill, or that he defamed him
unjustly; or if he be unable to restore his good name, he must
compensate himotherwise, the same as in other cases, as stated
above (ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. e action of the man who has de-
famed another cannot be undone, but it is possible, by showing
him deference, to undo its effect, viz. the lowering of the other
man’s personal dignity in the opinion of other men.

Reply to Objection 4. ere are several ways of prevent-
ing a man from obtaining a benefice. First, justly: for instance,
if having in view the honor of God or the good of the Church,
one procures its being conferred on a more worthy subject,
and then there is no obligation whatever to make restitution
or compensation. Secondly, unjustly, if the intention is to in-
jure the person whom one hinders, through hatred, revenge or
the like. In this case, if before the benefice has been definitely
assigned to anyone, one prevents its being conferred on a wor-
thy subject by counseling that it be not conferred on him, one
is bound to make some compensation, aer taking account of
the circumstances of persons and things according to the judg-
ment of a prudent person: but one is not bound in equivalent,
because that man had not obtained the benefice and might
have been prevented in many ways from obtaining it. If, on
the other hand, the benefice had already been assigned to a
certain person, and someone, for some undue cause procures
its revocation, it is the same as though he had deprived a man
of what he already possessed, and consequently he would be
bound to compensation in equivalent, in proportion, however,
to his means.

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 3Whether it suffices to restore the exact amount taken?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not sufficient to re-
store the exact amount taken. For it is written (Ex. 22:1): “If a
man shall steal an ox or a sheep and kill or sell it, he shall re-
store five oxen for one ox, and four sheep for one sheep.” Now
everyone is bound to keep the commandments of the Divine
law. erefore a thief is bound to restore four- or fivefold.

Objection 2. Further, “What things soever were written,
were written for our learning” (Rom. 15:4). Now Zachaeus
said (Lk. 19:8) to our Lord: “If I have wronged any man of
any thing, I restore him fourfold.”erefore aman is bound to
restore several times over the amount he has taken unjustly.

Objection 3. Further, no one can be unjustly deprived of

what he is not bound to give. Now a judge justly deprives a
thief of more than the amount of his the, under the head of
damages.erefore aman is bound to pay it, and consequently
it is not sufficient to restore the exact amount.

Onthe contrary,Restitution re-establishes equalitywhere
an unjust taking has caused inequality. Now equality is re-
stored by repaying the exact amount taken. erefore there is
no obligation to restore more than the exact amount taken.

I answer that, When a man takes another’s thing unjustly,
two things must be considered. One is the inequality on the
part of the thing, which inequality is sometimes void of in-
justice, as is the case in loans. e other is the sin of injustice,
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which is consistent with equality on the part of the thing, as
when a person intends to use violence but fails.

As regards the first, the remedy is applied by making resti-
tution, since thereby equality is re-established; and for this it is
enough that a man restore just so much as he has belonging to
another. But as regards the sin, the remedy is applied by pun-
ishment, the infliction of which belongs to the judge: and so,
until a man is condemned by the judge, he is not bound to re-
store more than he took, but when once he is condemned, he
is bound to pay the penalty.

Hence it is clear how to answer the First Objection: be-
cause this law fixes the punishment to be inflicted by the judge.

Nor is this commandment to be kept now, because since the
coming of Christ no man is bound to keep the judicial pre-
cepts, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 104, a. 3). Nevertheless the
same might be determined by human law, and then the same
answer would apply.

Reply to Objection 2. Zachaeus said this being willing to
do more than he was bound to do; hence he had said already:
“Behold…the half of my goods I give to the poor.”

Reply to Objection 3. By condemning the man justly, the
judge can exact more by way of damages; and yet this was not
due before the sentence.

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 4Whether a man is bound to restore what he has not taken?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man is bound to restore
what he has not taken. For he that has inflicted a loss on aman
is bound to remove that loss. Now it happens sometimes that
the loss sustained is greater than the thing taken: for instance,
if you dig up aman’s seeds, you inflict on the sower a loss equal
to the coming harvest, and thus you would seem to be bound
to make restitution accordingly. erefore a man is bound to
restore what he has not taken.

Objection 2. Further, he who retains his creditor’s money
beyond the stated time, would seem to occasion his loss of all
his possible profits from thatmoney, and yet he does not really
take them. erefore it seems that a man is bound to restore
what he did not take.

Objection 3. Further, human justice is derived from Di-
vine justice. Now a man is bound to restore to God more than
he has received from Him, according to Mat. 25:26, “ou
knewest that I reap where I sow not, and gather where I have
not strewed.” erefore it is just that one should restore to a
man also, something that one has not taken.

On the contrary,Restitution belongs to justice, because it
re-establishes equality. But if one were to restore what one did
not take, there would not be equality. erefore it is not just
to make such a restitution.

I answer that, Whoever brings a loss upon another per-
son, seemingly, takes from him the amount of the loss, since,
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 4) loss is so called from
a man having “less”* than his due. erefore a man is bound
to make restitution according to the loss he has brought upon

another.
Now a man suffers a loss in two ways. First, by being de-

prived of what he actually has; and a loss of this kind is always
to be made good by repayment in equivalent: for instance if a
man damnifies another by destroying his house he is bound to
pay him the value of the house. Secondly, a man may damnify
another by preventing him from obtaining what he was on the
way to obtain. A loss of this kind need not be made good in
equivalent; because to have a thing virtually is less than to have
it actually, and to be on the way to obtain a thing is to have
it merely virtually or potentially, and so were he to be indem-
nified by receiving the thing actually, he would be paid, not
the exact value taken from him, but more, and this is not nec-
essary for salvation, as stated above. However he is bound to
make some compensation, according to the condition of per-
sons and things.

From this we see how to answer the First and Second Ob-
jections: because the sower of the seed in the field, has the har-
vest, not actually but only virtually. In like manner he that has
money has the profit not yet actually but only virtually: and
both may be hindered in many ways.

Reply to Objection 3. God requires nothing from us but
what He Himself has sown in us. Hence this saying is to be
understood as expressing either the shameful thought of the
lazy servant, who deemed that he had received nothing from
the other, or the fact that God expects from us the fruit of His
gis, which fruit is from Him and from us, although the gis
themselves are from God without us.

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 5Whether restitution must always be made to the person from whom a thing has been taken?

Objection 1. It would seem that restitution need not al-
ways bemade to the person fromwhoma thing has been taken.
For it is not lawful to injure anyone. Now it would sometimes
be injurious to the man himself, or to others, were one to re-
store to him what has been taken from him; if, for instance,

one were to return a madman his sword. erefore restitution
need not always bemade to the person fromwhom a thing has
been taken.

Objection 2. Further, if a man has given a thing unlaw-
fully, he does not deserve to recover it. Now sometimes a man

* e derivation is more apparent in English than in Latin, where ‘damnum’
stands for ‘loss,’ and ‘minus’ for ‘less.’ Aristotle merely says that to have more
than your own is called ‘gain,’ and to have less than you started with is called
‘loss.’.
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gives unlawfully that which another accepts unlawfully, as in
the case of the giver and receiver who are guilty of simony.
erefore it is not always necessary to make restitution to the
person from whom one has taken something.

Objection 3. Further, no man is bound to do what is im-
possible. Now it is sometimes impossible to make restitution
to the person from whom a thing has been taken, either be-
cause he is dead, or because he is too far away, or because he is
unknown to us.erefore restitution need not always bemade
to the person from whom a thing has been taken.

Objection 4. Further, we owe more compensation to one
from whom we have received a greater favor. Now we have
received greater favors from others (our parents for instance)
than from a lender or depositor. erefore sometimes we
ought to succor some other person rather than make restitu-
tion to one from whom we have taken something.

Objection 5. Further, it is useless to restore a thing which
reverts to the restorer by being restored. Now if a prelate has
unjustly taken something from the Church and makes resti-
tution to the Church, it reverts into his hands, since he is the
guardian of the Church’s property. erefore he ought not to
restore to the Church from whom he has taken: and so resti-
tution should not always be made to the person from whom
something has been taken away

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 13:7): “Render…to
all men their dues; tribute to whom tribute is due, custom to
whom custom.”

I answer that, Restitution re-establishes the equality of
commutative justice, which equality consists in the equalizing
of thing to thing, as stated above (a. 2; q. 58, a. 10). Now this
equalizing of things is impossible, unless he that has less than
his due receive what is lacking to him: and for this to be done,
restitutionmust bemade to the person fromwhom a thing has
been taken.

Reply to Objection 1. When the thing to be restored ap-
pears to be grievously injurious to the person to whom it is to
be restored, or to some other, it should not be restored to him
there and then, because restitution is directed to the good of
the person to whom it is made, since all possessions come un-
der the head of the useful. Yet he who retains another’s prop-
erty must not appropriate it, but must either reserve it, that he
may restore it at a fitting time, or hand it over to another to
keep it more securely.

Reply to Objection 2. A person may give a thing unlaw-

fully in two ways. First through the giving itself being illicit
and against the law, as is the case when a man gives a thing si-
moniacally. Such a man deserves to lose what he gave, where-
fore restitution should not be made to him: and, since the re-
ceiver acted against the law in receiving, hemust not retain the
price, but must use it for some pious object. Secondly a man
gives unlawfully, through giving for an unlawful purpose, al-
beit the giving itself is not unlawful, as when a woman receives
payment for fornication: wherefore shemay keep what she has
received. If, however, she has extorted overmuch by fraud or
deceit, she would be bound to restitution.

Reply to Objection 3. If the person to whom restitution
is due is unknown altogether, restitution must be made as far
as possible, for instance by giving an alms for his spiritual wel-
fare (whether he be dead or living): but notwithout previously
making a careful inquiry about his person. If the person to
whom restitution is due be dead, restitution should be made
to his heir, who is looked upon as one with him. If he be very
far away, what is due to him should be sent to him, especially if
it be of great value and can easily be sent: else it should be de-
posited in a safe place to be kept for him, and the owner should
be advised of the fact.

Reply to Objection 4. A man is bound, out of his own
property, to succor his parents, or those from whom he has re-
ceived greater benefits; but heoughtnot to compensate a bene-
factor out of what belongs to others; and he would be doing
this if he were to compensate one with what is due to another.
Exception must be made in cases of extreme need, for then he
could and should even take what belongs to another in order
to succor a parent.

Reply to Objection 5. ere are three ways in which a
prelate can rob the Church of her property. First by laying
hands on Church property which is committed, not to him
but to another; for instance, if a bishop appropriates the prop-
erty of the chapter. In such a case it is clear that he is bound to
restitution, by handing it over to those who are its lawful own-
ers. Secondly by transferring to another person (for instance a
relative or a friend)Church property committed to himself: in
which case he must make restitution to the Church, and have
it under his own care, so as to hand it over to his successor.
irdly, a prelate may lay hands on Church property, merely
in intention, when, to wit, he begins to have a mind to hold it
as his own and not in the name of the Church: in which case
he must make restitution by renouncing his intention.

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 6Whether he that has taken a thing is always bound to restitution?

Objection 1. It would seem that he who has taken a thing
is not always bound to restore it. Restitution re-establishes the
equality of justice, by taking away from him that has more and
giving to him that has less. Now it happens sometimes that he
who has taken that which belongs to another, no longer has
it, through its having passed into another’s hands. erefore it

should be restored, not by the person that took it, but by the
one that has it.

Objection 2. Further, no man is bound to reveal his own
crime. But by making restitution a man would sometimes re-
veal his crime, as in the case of the.ereforehe that has taken
a thing is not always bound to restitution.
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Objection 3. Further, the same thing should not be re-
stored several times. Now sometimes several persons take a
thing at the same time, and one of them restores it in its en-
tirety. erefore he that takes a thing is not always bound to
restitution.

On the contrary, He that has sinned is bound to satisfac-
tion.Now restitution belongs to satisfaction.erefore he that
has taken a thing is bound to restore it.

I answer that, With regard to a man who has taken an-
other’s property, two points must be considered: the thing
taken, and the taking. By reason of the thing taken, he is bound
to restore it as long as he has it in his possession, since the
thing that he has in addition to what is his, should be taken
away from him, and given to himwho lacks it according to the
form of commutative justice. On the other hand, the taking
of the thing that is another’s property, may be threefold. For
sometimes it is injurious, i.e. against the will of the owner, as
in the and robbery: in which case the thief is bound to resti-
tution not only by reason of the thing, but also by reason of the
injurious action, even though the thing is no longer in his pos-
session. For just as a man who strikes another, though he gain
nothing thereby, is bound to compensate the injured person,
so too he that is guilty of the or robbery, is bound to make
compensation for the loss incurred, although he be no better
off; and in addition hemust be punished for the injustice com-
mitted. Secondly, a man takes another’s property for his own
profit but without committing an injury, i.e. with the consent
of the owner, as in the case of a loan: and then, the taker is
bound to restitution, not only by reason of the thing, but also
by reason of the taking, even if he has lost the thing: for he is
bound to compensate the person who has done him a favor,

and he would not be doing so if the latter were to lose thereby.
irdly, a man takes another’s property without injury to the
latter or profit to himself, as in the case of a deposit; wherefore
he that takes a thing thus, incurs no obligation on account of
the taking, in fact by taking he grants a favor; but he is bound
to restitution on account of the thing taken. Consequently if
this thing be taken from him without any fault on his part, he
is not bound to restitution, although he would be, if he were
to lose the thing through a grievous fault on his part.

Reply to Objection 1. e chief end of restitution is, not
that hewhohasmore thanhis duemay cease to have it, but that
he who has less than his due may be compensated. Wherefore
there is no place for restitution in those things which oneman
may receive from another without loss to the latter, as when
a person takes a light from another’s candle. Consequently al-
though he that has taken something from another, may have
ceased to have what he took, through having transferred it to
another, yet since that other is deprived of what is his, both are
bound to restitution, he that took the thing, on account of the
injurious taking, and he that has it, on account of the thing.

Reply to Objection 2. Although a man is not bound to
reveal his crime to other men, yet is he bound to reveal it to
God in confession; and sohemaymake restitution of another’s
property through the priest to whom he confesses.

Reply to Objection 3. Since restitution is chiefly directed
to the compensation for the loss incurred by the person from
whom a thing has been taken unjustly, it stands to reason that
when he has received sufficient compensation from one, the
others are not bound to any further restitution in his regard:
rather ought they to refund the person who has made restitu-
tion, who, nevertheless, may excuse them from so doing.

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 7Whether restitution is binding on those who have not taken?

Objection 1. It would seem that restitution is not binding
on those who have not taken. For restitution is a punishment
of the taker.Nownone should be punished except the onewho
sinned. erefore none are bound to restitution save the one
who has taken.

Objection 2.Further, justice does not bind one to increase
another’s property. Now if restitution were binding not only
on themanwho takes a thing but also on all thosewho cooper-
ate with him in any way whatever, the person from whom the
thing was taken would be the gainer, both because he would
receive restitution many times over, and because sometimes
a person cooperates towards a thing being taken away from
someone, without its being taken away in effect. erefore the
others are not bound to restitution.

Objection 3. Further, no man is bound to expose himself
to danger, in order to safeguard another’s property.Now some-
times amanwould expose himself to the danger of death, were
he to betray a thief, or withstand him. erefore one is not
bound to restitution, through not betraying or withstanding

a thief.
On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 1:32): “ey who

do such things are worthy of death, and not only they that do
them, but also they that consent to them that do them.”ere-
fore in like manner they that consent are bound to restitution.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6), a person is bound
to restitution not only on account of someone else’s property
which he has taken, but also on account of the injurious tak-
ing. Hence whoever is cause of an unjust taking is bound to
restitution. is happens in two ways, directly and indirectly.
Directly, when aman induces another to take, and this in three
ways. First, on the part of the taking, by moving a man to take,
either by express command, counsel, or consent, or by prais-
ing a man for his courage in thieving. Secondly, on the part of
the taker, by giving him shelter or any other kind of assistance.
irdly, on the part of the thing taken, by taking part in the
the or robbery, as a fellow evil-doer. Indirectly, when a man
does not prevent another from evil-doing (provided he be able
and bound to prevent him), either by omitting the command
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or counsel which would hinder him from thieving or robbing,
or by omitting todowhatwouldhavehinderedhim, or by shel-
tering him aer the deed. All these are expressed as follows:

“By command, by counsel, by consent, by flattery, by re-
ceiving, by participation, by silence, by not preventing, by not
denouncing.”

It must be observed, however, that in five of these cases
the cooperator is always bound to restitution. First, in the case
of command: because he that commands is the chief mover,
wherefore he is bound to restitution principally. Secondly, in
the case of consent; namely of one without whose consent the
robbery cannot take place. irdly, in the case of receiving;
when, towit, aman is a receiver of thieves, and gives themassis-
tance. Fourthly, in the case of participation; when a man takes
part in the the and in the booty. Fihly, he who does not pre-
vent the the, whereas he is bound to do so; for instance, per-
sons in authority who are bound to safeguard justice on earth,
are bound to restitution, if by their neglect thieves prosper, be-
cause their salary is given to them in payment of their preserv-
ing justice here below.

In the other cases mentioned above, a man is not always
bound to restitution: because counsel and flattery are not al-
ways the efficacious cause of robbery. Hence the counsellor or
flatterer is bound to restitution, only when it may be judged

with probability that the unjust taking resulted from such
causes.

Reply toObjection 1.Not only is he bound to restitution
who commits the sin, but also he who is in any way cause of
the sin, whether by counselling, or by commanding, or in any
other way whatever.

Reply to Objection 2. He is bound chiefly to restitution,
who is the principal in the deed; first of all, the “commander”;
secondly, the “executor,” and in due sequence, the others: yet
so that, if one of them make restitution, another is not bound
tomake restitution to the same person. Yet thosewho are prin-
cipals in the deed, and who took possession of the thing, are
bound to compensate those who have already made restitu-
tion. When a man commands an unjust taking that does not
follow, no restitution has to be made, since its end is chiefly to
restore the property of the person who has been unjustly in-
jured.

Reply toObjection 3. He that fails to denounce a thief or
does not withstand or reprehend him is not always bound to
restitution, but only when he is obliged, in virtue of his office,
to do so: as in the case of earthly princes who do not incur any
great danger thereby; for they are invested with public author-
ity, in order that they may maintain justice.

IIa IIae q. 62 a. 8Whether a man is bound to immediate restitution, or may he put it off ?

Objection 1. It would seem that aman is not bound to im-
mediate restitution, and can lawfully delay to restore. For affir-
mative precepts do not bind for always. Now the necessity of
making restitution is binding through an affirmative precept.
erefore a man is not bound to immediate restitution.

Objection 2. Further, no man is bound to do what is im-
possible. But it is sometimes impossible to make restitution at
once. erefore no man is bound to immediate restitution.

Objection 3. Further, restitution is an act of virtue, viz. of
justice. Now time is one of the circumstances requisite for vir-
tuous acts. Since then the other circumstances are not deter-
minate for acts of virtue, but are determinable according to the
dictate of prudence, it seems that neither in restitution is there
any fixed time, so that a man be bound to restore at once.

On the contrary, All matters of restitution seem to come
under one head. Now a man who hires the services of a wage-
earner, must not delay compensation, as appears from Lev.
19:13, “e wages of him that hath been hired by thee shall
not abide with thee until the morning.” erefore neither is it
lawful, in other cases of restitution, to delay, and restitution
should be made at once.

I answer that, Even as it is a sin against justice to take an-
other’s property, so also is it to withhold it, since, to withhold
the property of another against the owner’s will, is to deprive

him of the use of what belongs to him, and to do him an in-
jury. Now it is clear that it is wrong to remain in sin even for
a short time; and one is bound to renounce one’s sin at once,
according to Ecclus. 21:2, “Flee from sin as from the face of
a serpent.” Consequently one is bound to immediate restitu-
tion, if possible, or to ask for a respite from the person who is
empowered to grant the use of the thing.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the precept about the
making of restitution is affirmative in form, it implies a neg-
ative precept forbidding us to withhold another’s property.

Reply to Objection 2. When one is unable to restore at
once, this very inability excuses one from immediate restitu-
tion: even as a person is altogether excused from making resti-
tution if he is altogether unable to make it. He is, however,
bound either himself or through another to ask the person to
whom he owes compensation to grant him a remission or a
respite.

Reply to Objection 3. Whenever the omission of a cir-
cumstance is contrary to virtue that circumstance must be
looked upon as determinate, and we are bound to observe it:
and since delay of restitution involves a sin of unjust detention
which is opposed to just detention, it stands to reason that the
time is determinate in the point of restitution being immedi-
ate.
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S P   S P, Q 63
Of Respect of Persons
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to the aforesaid parts of justice. First we shall consider respect of persons which is
opposed to distributive justice; secondly we shall consider the vices opposed to commutative justice.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether respect of persons is a sin?
(2) Whether it takes place in the dispensation of spiritualities?
(3) Whether it takes place in showing honor?
(4) Whether it takes place in judicial sentences?

IIa IIae q. 63 a. 1Whether respect of persons is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that respect of persons is not
a sin. For the word “person” includes a reference to personal
dignity*. Now it belongs to distributive justice to consider per-
sonal dignity. erefore respect of persons is not a sin.

Objection 2.Further, in human affairs persons are ofmore
importance than things, since things are for the benefit of per-
sons and not conversely. But respect of things is not a sin.
Much less, therefore, is respect of persons.

Objection 3. Further, no injustice or sin can be in God.
Yet God seems to respect persons, since of two men circum-
stanced alike He sometimes upraises one by grace, and leaves
the other in sin, according to Mat. 24:40: “Two shall be in a
bed [Vulg.: ‘field’†, one shall be taken, and one shall be le.”
erefore respect of persons is not a sin.

On the contrary, Nothing but sin is forbidden in the Di-
vine law. Now respect of persons is forbidden, Dt. 1:17: “Nei-
ther shall you respect any man’s person.” erefore respect of
persons is a sin.

I answer that, Respect of persons is opposed to distribu-
tive justice. For the equality of distributive justice consists in al-
lotting various things to various persons in proportion to their
personal dignity. Accordingly, if one considers that personal
property by reason of which the thing allotted to a particular
person is due to him, this is respect not of the person but of the
cause. Hence a gloss on Eph. 6:9, “ere is no respect of per-
sons with God [Vulg.: ‘Him’],” says that “a just judge regards
causes, not persons.” For instance if you promote a man to a
professorship on account of his having sufficient knowledge,
you consider the due cause, not the person; but if, in confer-
ring something on someone, you consider in him not the fact
that what you give him is proportionate or due to him, but the
fact that he is this particular man (e.g. Peter or Martin), then
there is respect of the person, since you give him something
not for some cause that renders him worthy of it, but simply
because he is this person. And any circumstance that does not
amount to a reasonwhy thisman beworthy of this gi, is to be

referred to his person: for instance if a man promote someone
to a prelacy or a professorship, because he is rich or because
he is a relative of his, it is respect of persons. It may happen,
however, that a circumstance of person makes a man worthy
as regards one thing, but not as regards another: thus consan-
guinity makes a man worthy to be appointed heir to an estate,
but not to be chosen for a position of ecclesiastical authority:
wherefore consideration of the same circumstance of person
will amount to respect of persons in one matter and not in
another. It follows, accordingly, that respect of persons is op-
posed to distributive justice in that it fails to observe due pro-
portion. Now nothing but sin is opposed to virtue: and there-
fore respect of persons is a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. In distributive justice we consider
those circumstances of a person which result in dignity or
right, whereas in respect of persons we consider circumstances
that do not so result.

Reply to Objection 2. Persons are rendered proportion-
ate to andworthy of thingswhich are distributed among them,
by reason of certain things pertaining to circumstances of per-
son, wherefore such conditions ought to be considered as the
proper cause. But when we consider the persons themselves,
that which is not a cause is considered as though it were; and
so it is clear that although persons are more worthy, absolutely
speaking, yet they are not more worthy in this regard.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is a twofold giving. one be-
longs to justice, andoccurswhenwe give amanhis due: in such
like givings respect of persons takes place.e other giving be-
longs to liberality, when one gives gratis that which is not a
man’s due: such is the bestowal of the gis of grace, whereby
sinners are chosen by God. In such a giving there is no place
for respect of persons, because anyone may, without injustice,
give of his own as much as he will, and to whom he will, ac-
cording to Mat. 20:14,15, “Is it not lawful for me to do what I
will?…Take what is thine, and go thy way.”

* Cf. Ia, q. 29, a. 3, ad 2. † ‘Bed’ is the reading of Luk. 17:34.
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IIa IIae q. 63 a. 2Whether respect of persons takes place in the dispensation of spiritual goods?

Objection 1. It would seem that respect of persons does
not take place in the dispensation of spiritual goods. For it
would seem to savor of respect of persons if a man confers ec-
clesiastical dignity or benefice on account of consanguinity,
since consanguinity is not a cause whereby a man is rendered
worthy of an ecclesiastical benefice. Yet this apparently is not a
sin, for ecclesiastical prelates are wont to do so. erefore the
sin of respect of persons does not take place in the conferring
of spiritual goods.

Objection 2. Further, to give preference to a rich man
rather than to a poor man seems to pertain to respect of per-
sons, according to James 2:2,3. Nevertheless dispensations to
marry within forbidden degrees are more readily granted to
the rich and powerful than to others. erefore the sin of re-
spect of persons seems not to take place in the dispensation of
spiritual goods.

Objection 3. Further, according to jurists* it suffices to
choose a good man, and it is not requisite that one choose the
better man. But it would seem to savor of respect of persons
to choose one who is less good for a higher position.erefore
respect of persons is not a sin in spiritual matters.

Objection 4. Further, according to the law of the Church
(Cap. Cum dilectus.) the person to be chosen should be “a
member of the flock.” Now this would seem to imply respect
of persons, since sometimes more competent persons would
be found elsewhere.erefore respect of persons is not a sin in
spiritual matters.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 2:1): “Have not the
faith of our Lord Jesus Christ…with respect of persons.” On
thesewords a gloss ofAugustine says: “Who is there thatwould
tolerate the promotion of a rich man to a position of honor in
the Church, to the exclusion of a poor man more learned and
holier?”†

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), respect of persons is
a sin, in so far as it is contrary to justice. Now the graver the
matter in which justice is transgressed, the more grievous the
sin: so that, spiritual things being of greater import than tem-
poral, respect of persons is a more grievous sin in dispensing
spiritualities than in dispensing temporalities. And since it is
respect of persons when something is allotted to a person out
of proportion to his deserts, it must be observed that a person’s
worthiness may be considered in two ways. First, simply and
absolutely: and in this way the man who abounds the more in
the spiritual gis of grace is themoreworthy. Secondly, in rela-
tion to the common good; for it happens at times that the less
holy and less learned man may conduce more to the common
good, on account of worldly authority or activity, or some-

thing of the kind. And since the dispensation of spiritualities
is directed chiefly to the common good, according to 1 Cor.
12:7, “e manifestation of the Spirit is given to every man
unto profit,” it follows that in the dispensation of spirituali-
ties the simply less good are sometimes preferred to the better,
without respect of persons, just asGod sometimes bestows gra-
tuitous graces on the less worthy.

Reply to Objection 1. We must make a distinction with
regard to a prelate’s kinsfolk: for sometimes they are less wor-
thy, both absolutely speaking, and in relation to the common
good: and then if they are preferred to the more worthy, there
is a sin of respect of persons in the dispensation of spiritual
goods, whereof the ecclesiastical superior is not the owner,
with power to give them away as he will, but the dispenser, ac-
cording to 1Cor. 4:1, “Let aman so account of us as of themin-
isters of Christ, and the dispensers of the mysteries of God.”
Sometimes however the prelate’s kinsfolk are as worthy as oth-
ers, and then without respect of persons he can lawfully give
preference to his kindred since there is at least this advantage,
that he can trust themore in their being of onemindwith him
in conducting the business of the Church. Yet he would have
to forego so doing for fear of scandal, if anyone might take an
example from him and give the goods of the Church to their
kindred without regard to their deserts.

Reply toObjection 2.Dispensations for contractingmar-
riage came into use for the purpose of strengthening treaties of
peace: and this is more necessary for the common good in re-
lation to persons of standing, so that there is no respect of per-
sons in granting dispensations more readily to such persons.

Reply to Objection 3. In order that an election be not re-
butted in a court of law, it suffices to elect a good man, nor is
it necessary to elect the better man, because otherwise every
election might have a flaw. But as regards the conscience of an
elector, it is necessary to elect one who is better, either abso-
lutely speaking, or in relation to the common good. For if it
is possible to have one who is more competent for a post, and
yet another be preferred, it is necessary to have some cause for
this. If this cause have anything to do with thematter in point,
he who is elected will, in this respect, be more competent; and
if that which is taken for cause have nothing to do with the
matter, it will clearly be respect of persons.

Reply toObjection 4. e man who is taken from among
the members of a particular Church, is generally speaking
more useful as regards the common good, since he loves more
the Church wherein he was brought up. For this reason it was
commanded (Dt. 17:15): “oumayest notmake aman of an-
other nation king, who is not thy brother.”

* Cap. Cum dilectus. † Augustine, Ep. ad Hieron. clxvii.
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IIa IIae q. 63 a. 3Whether respect of persons takes place in showing honor and respect?

Objection 1. It would seem that respect of persons does
not take place in showing honor and respect. For honor is ap-
parently nothing else than “reverence shown to a person in
recognition of his virtue,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. i, 5).
Now prelates and princes should be honored although they be
wicked, even as our parents, of whom it is written (Ex. 20:12):
“Honor thy father and thy mother.” Again masters, though
they bewicked, should be honored by their servants, according
to 1 Tim. 6:1: “Whoever are servants under the yoke, let them
count their masters worthy of all honor.” erefore it seems
that it is not a sin to respect persons in showing honor.

Objection 2. Further, it is commanded (Lev. 19:32): “Rise
up before the hoary head, and, honor the person of the aged
man.” But this seems to savor of respect of persons, since some-
times oldmen are not virtuous; according toDan. 13:5: “Iniq-
uity came out from the ancients of the people*.” erefore it is
not a sin to respect persons in showing honor.

Objection 3. Further, on the words of James 2:1, “Have
not the faith…with respect of persons,” a gloss of Augustine†
says: “If the saying of James, ‘If there shall come into your as-
sembly amanhaving a golden ring,’ etc., refer to our dailymeet-
ings,who sins not here, if however he sin at all?”Yet it is respect
of persons to honor the rich for their riches, forGregory says in
a homily (xxviii in Evang.): “Our pride is blunted, since inmen
we honor, not the nature wherein they are made to God’s im-
age, butwealth,” so that, wealth not being a due cause of honor,
this will savor of respect of persons. erefore it is not a sin to
respect persons in showing honor.

On the contrary, A gloss on James 2:1, says: “Whoever

honors the rich for their riches, sins,” and in like manner, if a
man be honored for other causes that do not render him wor-
thy of honor. Now this savors of respect of persons. erefore
it is a sin to respect persons in showing honor.

I answer that, To honor a person is to recognize him as
having virtue, wherefore virtue alone is the due cause of a per-
son being honored. Now it is to be observed that a personmay
be honored not only for his own virtue, but also for another’s:
thus princes and prelates, although they be wicked, are hon-
ored as standing in God’s place, and as representing the com-
munity over which they are placed, according to Prov. 26:8,
“As he that casteth a stone into the heap of Mercury, so is he
that giveth honor to a fool.” For, since the gentiles ascribed the
keeping of accounts to Mercury, “the heap of Mercury” signi-
fies the casting up of an account, when a merchant sometimes
substitutes a pebble‡ for one hundred marks. So too, is a fool
honored if he stand inGod’s place or represent thewhole com-
munity: and in the same way parents and masters should be
honored, on account of their having a share of the dignity of
God Who is the Father and Lord of all. e aged should be
honored, because old age is a signof virtue, though this sign fail
at times:wherefore, according toWis. 4:8,9, “venerable old age
is not that of long time, nor counted by the number of years;
but the understanding of a man is gray hairs, and a spotless life
is old age.” e rich ought to be honored by reason of their
occupying a higher position in the community: but if they be
honored merely for their wealth, it will be the sin of respect of
persons.

Hence the Replies to the Objections are clear.

IIa IIae q. 63 a. 4Whether the sin of respect of persons takes place in judicial sentences?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin of respect of per-
sons does not take place in judicial sentences. For respect of
persons is opposed to distributive justice, as stated above (a. 1):
whereas judicial sentences seem to pertain chiefly to commu-
tative justice. erefore respect of persons does not take place
in judicial sentences.

Objection 2. Further, penalties are inflicted according to a
sentence.Now it is not a sin to respect persons in pronouncing
penalties, since a heavier punishment is inflicted on one who
injures the person of a prince than on one who injures the per-
son of others. erefore respect of persons does not take place
in judicial sentences.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 4:10): “In judg-
ing be merciful to the fatherless.” But this seems to imply re-
spect of the person of the needy. erefore in judicial sen-
tences respect of persons is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 18:5): “It is not good

to accept the person in judgment§.”
I answer that, As stated above (q. 60, a. 1), judgment is an

act of justice, in as much as the judge restores to the equality
of justice, those things which may cause an opposite inequal-
ity. Now respect of persons involves a certain inequality, in so
far as something is allotted to a person out of that proportion
to him in which the equality of justice consists. Wherefore it
is evident that judgment is rendered corrupt by respect of per-
sons.

Reply to Objection 1. A judgment may be looked at in
two ways. First, in view of the thing judged, and in this way
judgment is common to commutative and distributive justice:
because it may be decided by judgment how some common
good is to be distributed among many, and how one person is
to restore to another what he has taken from him. Secondly, it
may be considered in view of the formof judgment, in asmuch
as, even in commutative justice, the judge takes from one and

* Vulg.: ‘Iniquity came out of Babylon from the ancient judges, that seemed
to govern the people.’. † Ep. ad Hieron. clxvii. ‡ ‘Lapillus’ or ‘calculus’
whence the English word ‘calculate’. § Vulg.: ‘It is not good to accept the
person of the wicked, to decline from the truth of judgment.’.
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gives to another, and this belongs to distributive justice. In this
way respect of persons may take place in any judgment.

Reply to Objection 2. When a person is more severely
punished on account of a crime committed against a greater
person, there is no respect of persons, because the very differ-
ence of persons causes, in that case, a diversity of things, as

stated above (q. 58, a. 10, ad 3; q. 61, a. 2, ad 3).
Reply to Objection 3. In pronouncing judgment one

ought to succor the needy as far as possible, yet without preju-
dice to justice: else the sayingofEx. 23:3would apply: “Neither
shalt thou favor a poor man in judgment.”
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S P   S P, Q 64
Of Murder

(In Eight Articles)

In due sequence we must consider the vices opposed to commutative justice. We must consider (1) those sins that are com-
mitted in relation to involuntary commutations; (2) those that are committed with regard to voluntary commutations. Sins
are committed in relation to involuntary commutations by doing an injury to one’s neighbor against his will: and this can be
done in two ways, namely by deed or by word. By deed when one’s neighbor is injured either in his own person, or in a person
connected with him, or in his possessions.

We must therefore consider these points in due order, and in the first place we shall consider murder whereby a man inflicts
the greatest injury on his neighbor. Under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a sin to kill dumb animals or even plants?(2) Whether it is lawful to kill a sinner?
(3) Whether this is lawful to a private individual, or to a public person only?
(4) Whether this is lawful to a cleric?
(5) Whether it is lawful to kill oneself ?
(6) Whether it is lawful to kill a just man?
(7) Whether it is lawful to kill a man in self-defense?
(8) Whether accidental homicide is a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 64 a. 1Whether it is unlawful to kill any living thing?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful to kill any living
thing. For the Apostle says (Rom. 13:2): “ey that resist the
ordinance of God purchase to themselves damnation*.” Now
Divine providence has ordained that all living things should
be preserved, according to Ps. 146:8,9, “Who maketh grass
to grow on the mountains…Who giveth to beasts their food.”
erefore it seems unlawful to take the life of any living thing.

Objection 2. Further, murder is a sin because it deprives
a man of life. Now life is common to all animals and plants.
Hence for the same reason it is apparently a sin to slay dumb
animals and plants.

Objection 3. Further, in the Divine law a special punish-
ment is not appointed save for a sin.Nowa special punishment
had to be inflicted, according to the Divine law, on one who
killed anotherman’s ox or sheep (Ex. 22:1).erefore the slay-
ing of dumb animals is a sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 20):
“When we hear it said, ‘ou shalt not kill,’ we do not take
it as referring to trees, for they have no sense, nor to irrational
animals, because they have no fellowship with us.Hence it fol-
lows that the words, ‘ou shalt not kill’ refer to the killing of
a man.”

I answer that, ere is no sin in using a thing for the pur-
pose for which it is. Now the order of things is such that the
imperfect are for the perfect, even as in the process of genera-
tion nature proceeds from imperfection to perfection. Hence
it is that just as in the generation of a man there is first a liv-
ing thing, then an animal, and lastly a man, so too things, like

the plants, whichmerely have life, are all alike for animals, and
all animals are for man. Wherefore it is not unlawful if man
use plants for the good of animals, and animals for the good of
man, as the Philosopher states (Polit. i, 3).

Now the most necessary use would seem to consist in the
fact that animals use plants, andmenuse animals, for food, and
this cannot be done unless these be deprived of life: wherefore
it is lawful both to take life from plants for the use of animals,
and from animals for the use of men. In fact this is in keep-
ing with the commandment of God Himself: for it is written
(Gn. 1:29,30): “Behold I have given you every herb…and all
trees…to be yourmeat, and to all beasts of the earth”: and again
(Gn. 9:3): “Everything thatmoveth and liveth shall bemeat to
you.”

Reply toObjection 1.According to theDivine ordinance
the life of animals and plants is preserved not for themselves
but for man. Hence, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 20), “by
a most just ordinance of the Creator, both their life and their
death are subject to our use.”

Reply to Objection 2. Dumb animals and plants are de-
void of the life of reason whereby to set themselves in motion;
they are moved, as it were by another, by a kind of natural im-
pulse, a sign of which is that they are naturally enslaved and
accommodated to the uses of others.

Reply to Objection 3. He that kills another’s ox, sins, not
throughkilling the ox, but through injuring anotherman inhis
property. Wherefore this is not a species of the sin of murder
but of the sin of the or robbery.

* Vulg.: ‘He that resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that resist, purchase themselves damnation.’.
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IIa IIae q. 64 a. 2Whether it is lawful to kill sinners?

Objection 1. It would seemunlawful to kill menwho have
sinned. For our Lord in the parable (Mat. 13) forbade the up-
rooting of the cockle which denotes wicked men according to
a gloss. Now whatever is forbidden by God is a sin. erefore
it is a sin to kill a sinner.

Objection 2. Further, human justice is conformed to Di-
vine justice. Now according to Divine justice sinners are kept
back for repentance, according to Ezech. 33:11, “I desire not
the death of the wicked, but that the wicked turn from his way
and live.” erefore it seems altogether unjust to kill sinners.

Objection 3. Further, it is not lawful, for any good end
whatever, to do that which is evil in itself, according to Augus-
tine (Contra Mendac. vii) and the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6).
Now to kill a man is evil in itself, since we are bound to have
charity towards all men, and “we wish our friends to live and
to exist,” according to Ethic. ix, 4. erefore it is nowise lawful
to kill a man who has sinned.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 22:18): “Wizards thou
shalt not suffer to live”; and (Ps. 100:8): “In the morning I put
to death all the wicked of the land.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), it is lawful to kill
dumb animals, in so far as they are naturally directed to man’s
use, as the imperfect is directed to the perfect. Now every part
is directed to the whole, as imperfect to perfect, wherefore ev-
ery part is naturally for the sakeof thewhole. For this reasonwe
observe that if the health of the whole body demands the ex-
cision of a member, through its being decayed or infectious to
the other members, it will be both praiseworthy and advanta-
geous to have it cut away. Now every individual person is com-
pared to the whole community, as part to whole. erefore if
a man be dangerous and infectious to the community, on ac-
count of some sin, it is praiseworthy and advantageous that he
be killed in order to safeguard the common good, since “a little
leaven corrupteth the whole lump” (1 Cor. 5:6).

Reply toObjection 1.OurLord commanded them to for-
bear from uprooting the cockle in order to spare the wheat, i.e.
the good. is occurs when the wicked cannot be slain with-
out the good being killedwith them, either because thewicked
lie hidden among the good, or because they havemany follow-
ers, so that they cannot be killed without danger to the good,
as Augustine says (Contra Parmen. iii, 2).Wherefore our Lord
teaches that we should rather allow thewicked to live, and that
vengeance is to be delayed until the last judgment, rather than
that the good be put to death togetherwith thewicked.When,
however, the good incur no danger, but rather are protected
and saved by the slaying of the wicked, then the latter may be
lawfully put to death.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the order of His wis-
dom, God sometimes slays sinners forthwith in order to de-
liver the good, whereas sometimes He allows them time to re-
pent, according as He knows what is expedient for His elect.
is also does human justice imitate according to its powers;
for it puts to death those who are dangerous to others, while it
allows time for repentance to thosewho sinwithout grievously
harming others.

Reply to Objection 3. By sinning man departs from the
order of reason, and consequently falls away from the dignity
of his manhood, in so far as he is naturally free, and exists for
himself, and he falls into the slavish state of the beasts, by being
disposed of according as he is useful to others.is is expressed
in Ps. 48:21: “Man,whenhewas in honor, did not understand;
he hath been compared to senseless beasts, and made like to
them,” and Prov. 11:29: “e fool shall serve the wise.” Hence,
although it be evil in itself to kill a man so long as he preserve
his dignity, yet it may be good to kill a man who has sinned,
even as it is to kill a beast. For a bad man is worse than a beast,
and is more harmful, as the Philosopher states (Polit. i, 1 and
Ethic. vii, 6).

IIa IIae q. 64 a. 3Whether it is lawful for a private individual to kill a man who has sinned?

Objection 1. It would seem lawful for a private individual
to kill a man who has sinned. For nothing unlawful is com-
manded in the Divine law. Yet, on account of the sin of the
molten calf, Moses commanded (Ex. 32:27): “Let every man
kill his brother, and friend, and neighbor.” erefore it is law-
ful for private individuals to kill a sinner.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 2, ad 3), man,
on account of sin, is compared to the beasts. Now it is law-
ful for any private individual to kill a wild beast, especially if it
be harmful. erefore for the same reason, it is lawful for any
private individual to kill a man who has sinned.

Objection 3. Further, a man, though a private individual,
deserves praise for doing what is useful for the common good.

Now the slaying of evildoers is useful for the common good,
as stated above (a. 2). erefore it is deserving of praise if even
private individuals kill evil-doers.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i)*: “A man
who, without exercising public authority, kills an evil-doer,
shall be judged guilty of murder, and all the more, since he has
dared to usurp a power which God has not given him.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), it is lawful to kill an
evildoer in so far as it is directed to the welfare of the whole
community, so that it belongs to him alone who has charge of
the community’s welfare. us it belongs to a physician to cut
off a decayed limb, when he has been entrusted with the care
of the health of the whole body. Now the care of the common

* Can. Quicumque percutit, caus. xxiii, qu. 8.
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good is entrusted to persons of rank having public authority:
wherefore they alone, and not private individuals, can lawfully
put evildoers to death.

Reply to Objection 1. e person by whose authority a
thing is done really does the thing asDionysius declares (Coel.
Hier. iii). Hence according to Augustine (De Civ. Dei i, 21),
“He slays notwho owes his service to onewho commands him,
even as a sword is merely the instrument to him that wields
it.” Wherefore those who, at the Lord’s command, slew their
neighbors and friends,would seemnot tohave done this them-
selves, but rather He by whose authority they acted thus: just
as a soldier slays the foe by the authority of his sovereign, and
the executioner slays the robber by the authority of the judge.

Reply to Objection 2. A beast is by nature distinct from

man, wherefore in the case of a wild beast there is no need for
an authority to kill it; whereas, in the case of domestic animals,
such authority is required, not for their sake, but on account
of the owner’s loss. On the other hand a man who has sinned
is not by nature distinct from good men; hence a public au-
thority is requisite in order to condemn him to death for the
common good.

Reply to Objection 3. It is lawful for any private individ-
ual to do anything for the common good, provided it harm
nobody: but if it be harmful to some other, it cannot be done,
except by virtue of the judgment of the person to whom it per-
tains todecidewhat is to be taken fromtheparts for thewelfare
of the whole.

IIa IIae q. 64 a. 4Whether it is lawful for clerics to kill evil-doers?

Objection 1. It would seem lawful for clerics to kill evil-
doers. For clerics especially should fulfil the precept of the
Apostle (1 Cor. 4:16): “Be ye followers of me as I also am of
Christ,” whereby we are called upon to imitate God and His
saints. Now the very God whom we worship puts evildoers
to death, according to Ps. 135:10, “Who smote Egypt with
their firstborn.” Again Moses made the Levites slay twenty-
three thousand men on account of the worship of the calf
(Ex. 32), the priest Phinees slew the Israelite who went in to
the woman of Madian (Num. 25), Samuel killed Agag king of
Amalec (1 Kings 15), Elias slew the priests of Baal (3 Kings
18),Mathathias killed themanwhowent up to the altar to sac-
rifice (1Mac. 2); and, in theNewTestament, Peter killed Ana-
nias and Saphira (Acts 5). erefore it seems that even clerics
may kill evil-doers.

Objection 2. Further, spiritual power is greater than the
secular and is more united to God. Now the secular power as
“God’s minister” lawfully puts evil-doers to death, according
toRom. 13:4.Muchmore thereforemay clerics, who areGod’s
ministers and have spiritual power, put evil-doers to death.

Objection 3. Further, whosoever lawfully accepts an of-
fice, may lawfully exercise the functions of that office. Now it
belongs to the princely office to slay evildoers, as stated above
(a. 3). erefore those clerics who are earthly princes may law-
fully slay malefactors.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Tim. 3:2,3): “It be-
hooveth…a bishop to be without crime*…not given to wine,
no striker.”

I answer that, It is unlawful for clerics to kill, for two rea-
sons. First, because they are chosen for the ministry of the al-

tar, whereon is represented the Passion of Christ slain “Who,
whenHewas struck did not strike [Vulg.: ‘WhenHe suffered,
He threatened not’]” (1 Pet. 2:23). erefore it becomes not
clerics to strike or kill: for ministers should imitate their mas-
ter, according to Ecclus. 10:2, “As the judge of the people
is himself, so also are his ministers.” e other reason is be-
cause clerics are entrusted with the ministry of the New Law,
wherein no punishment of death or of bodily maiming is ap-
pointed:wherefore they should abstain from such things in or-
der that they may be fitting ministers of the New Testament.

Reply to Objection 1. God works in all things without
exception whatever is right, yet in each one according to its
mode. Wherefore everyone should imitate God in that which
is specially becoming to him. Hence, though God slays evil-
doers even corporally, it does not follow that all should imi-
tate Him in this. As regards Peter, he did not put Ananias and
Saphira to death by his own authority or with his own hand,
but published their death sentence pronounced by God. e
Priests or Levites of the Old Testament were the ministers of
the Old Law, which appointed corporal penalties, so that it
was fitting for them to slay with their own hands.

Reply toObjection 2.eministry of clerics is concerned
with better things than corporal slayings, namely with things
pertaining to spiritual welfare, and so it is not fitting for them
to meddle with minor matters.

Reply toObjection 3.Ecclesiastical prelates accept the of-
fice of earthly princes, not that theymay inflict capital punish-
ment themselves, but that this may be carried into effect by
others in virtue of their authority.

* Vulg.: ‘blameless.’ ‘Without crime’ is the reading in Tit. 1:7.
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IIa IIae q. 64 a. 5Whether it is lawful to kill oneself ?

Objection 1. It would seem lawful for a man to kill him-
self. For murder is a sin in so far as it is contrary to justice. But
no man can do an injustice to himself, as is proved in Ethic. v,
11. erefore no man sins by killing himself.

Objection 2. Further, it is lawful, for one who exercises
public authority, to kill evil-doers. Now he who exercises pub-
lic authority is sometimes an evil-doer. erefore he may law-
fully kill himself.

Objection 3. Further, it is lawful for a man to suffer spon-
taneously a lesser danger that he may avoid a greater: thus it is
lawful for a man to cut off a decayed limb even from himself,
that he may save his whole body. Now sometimes a man, by
killing himself, avoids a greater evil, for example an unhappy
life, or the shame of sin. erefore a man may kill himself.

Objection 4. Further, Samson killed himself, as related in
Judges 16, and yet he is numbered among the saints (Heb. 11).
erefore it is lawful for a man to kill himself.

Objection5.Further, it is related (2Mac. 14:42) that a cer-
tain Razias killed himself, “choosing to die nobly rather than
to fall into the hands of the wicked, and to suffer abuses unbe-
coming his noble birth.” Now nothing that is done nobly and
bravely is unlawful. erefore suicide is not unlawful.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 20):
“Hence it follows that the words ‘ou shalt not kill’ refer to
the killing of a man—not another man; therefore, not even
thyself. For hewho kills himself, kills nothing else than aman.”

I answer that, It is altogether unlawful to kill oneself, for
three reasons. First, because everything naturally loves itself,
the result being that everything naturally keeps itself in being,
and resists corruptions so far as it can. Wherefore suicide is
contrary to the inclination of nature, and to charity whereby
every man should love himself. Hence suicide is always a mor-
tal sin, as being contrary to the natural law and to charity.
Secondly, because every part, as such, belongs to the whole.
Now every man is part of the community, and so, as such,
he belongs to the community. Hence by killing himself he in-
jures the community, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. v, 11).
irdly, because life is God’s gi to man, and is subject to His
power, Who kills and makes to live. Hence whoever takes his
own life, sins against God, even as he who kills another’s slave,
sins against that slave’s master, and as he who usurps to himself
judgment of a matter not entrusted to him. For it belongs to
God alone to pronounce sentence of death and life, according
to Dt. 32:39, “I will kill and I will make to live.”

Reply to Objection 1. Murder is a sin, not only because
it is contrary to justice, but also because it is opposed to char-
ity which a man should have towards himself: in this respect
suicide is a sin in relation to oneself. In relation to the commu-
nity and to God, it is sinful, by reason also of its opposition to
justice.

Reply toObjection 2.Onewho exercises public authority
may lawfully put to death an evil-doer, since he can pass judg-

ment on him. But no man is judge of himself. Wherefore it is
not lawful for one who exercises public authority to put him-
self to death for any sin whatever: although he may lawfully
commit himself to the judgment of others.

Reply to Objection 3. Man is made master of himself
through his free-will: wherefore he can lawfully dispose of
himself as to those matters which pertain to this life which is
ruled by man’s free-will. But the passage from this life to an-
other and happier one is subject not to man’s free-will but to
the power of God. Hence it is not lawful for man to take his
own life that he may pass to a happier life, nor that he may es-
cape any unhappiness whatsoever of the present life, because
the ultimate and most fearsome evil of this life is death, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. iii, 6).erefore to bring death upon
oneself in order to escape the other afflictions of this life, is to
adopt a greater evil in order to avoid a lesser. In like manner
it is unlawful to take one’s own life on account of one’s having
committed a sin, both because by so doing one does oneself a
very great injury, by depriving oneself of the time needful for
repentance, and because it is not lawful to slay an evildoer ex-
cept by the sentence of the public authority. Again it is unlaw-
ful for a woman to kill herself lest she be violated, because she
ought not to commit on herself the very great sin of suicide, to
avoid the lesser sir; of another. For she commits no sin in being
violated by force, provided she does not consent, since “with-
out consent of the mind there is no stain on the body,” as the
Blessed Lucy declared. Now it is evident that fornication and
adultery are less grievous sins than taking a man’s, especially
one’s own, life: since the latter is most grievous, because one
injures oneself, to whom one owes the greatest love. Moreover
it ismost dangerous sinceno time is lewherein to expiate it by
repentance. Again it is not lawful for anyone to take his own
life for fear he should consent to sin, because “evil must not
be done that good may come” (Rom. 3:8) or that evil may be
avoided especially if the evil be of small account and an uncer-
tain event, for it is uncertain whether one will at some future
time consent to a sin, since God is able to deliver man from sin
under any temptation whatever.

Reply to Objection 4. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i,
21), “not even Samson is to be excused that he crushed himself
together with his enemies under the ruins of the house, except
the Holy Ghost, Who had wrought many wonders through
him, had secretly commanded him to do this.” He assigns the
same reason in the case of certain holywomen, who at the time
of persecution took their own lives, and who are commemo-
rated by the Church.

Reply to Objection 5. It belongs to fortitude that a man
does not shrink from being slain by another, for the sake of the
good of virtue, and that he may avoid sin. But that a man take
his own life in order to avoid penal evils has indeed an appear-
ance of fortitude (for which reason some, among whom was
Razias, have killed themselves thinking to act from fortitude),

1406



yet it is not true fortitude, but rather a weakness of soul un-
able to bear penal evils, as the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 7) and

Augustine (De Civ. Dei 22,23) declare.

IIa IIae q. 64 a. 6Whether it is lawful to kill the innocent?

Objection 1. It would seem that in some cases it is law-
ful to kill the innocent. e fear of God is never manifested
by sin, since on the contrary “the fear of the Lord driveth out
sin” (Ecclus. 1:27). Now Abraham was commended in that he
feared the Lord, since he was willing to slay his innocent son.
erefore one may, without sin, kill an innocent person.

Objection 2. Further, among those sins that are commit-
ted against one’s neighbor, the more grievous seem to be those
whereby a more grievous injury is inflicted on the person
sinned against. Now to be killed is a greater injury to a sin-
ful than to an innocent person, because the latter, by death,
passes forthwith from the unhappiness of this life to the glory
of heaven. Since then it is lawful in certain cases to kill a sinful
man, much more is it lawful to slay an innocent or a righteous
person.

Objection 3. Further, what is done in keeping with the or-
der of justice is not a sin. But sometimes a man is forced, ac-
cording to the order of justice, to slay an innocent person: for
instance, when a judge, who is bound to judge according to the
evidence, condemns to death a man whom he knows to be in-
nocent but who is convicted by false witnesses; and again the
executioner, who in obedience to the judge puts to death the
man who has been unjustly sentenced.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 23:7): “e innocent
and just person thou shalt not put to death.”

I answer that, An individual man may be considered in
two ways: first, in himself; secondly, in relation to something
else. If we consider a man in himself, it is unlawful to kill any
man, since in every man though he be sinful, we ought to love
the nature which God has made, and which is destroyed by
slaying him.Nevertheless, as stated above (a. 2) the slaying of a
sinner becomes lawful in relation to the common good, which
is corrupted by sin. On the other hand the life of righteous
men preserves and forwards the common good, since they are

the chief part of the community. erefore it is in no way law-
ful to slay the innocent.

Reply to Objection 1. God is Lord of death and life, for
by His decree both the sinful and the righteous die. Hence he
who at God’s command kills an innocent man does not sin, as
neither does God Whose behest he executes: indeed his obe-
dience to God’s commands is a proof that he fears Him.

Reply to Objection 2. In weighing the gravity of a sin we
must consider the essential rather than the accidental. Where-
fore he who kills a just man, sins more grievously than he who
slays a sinfulman: first, because he injures onewhomhe should
lovemore, and so acts more in opposition to charity: secondly,
because he inflicts an injury on a man who is less deserving of
one, and so acts more in opposition to justice: thirdly, because
he deprives the community of a greater good: fourthly, because
he despises God more, according to Lk. 10:16, “He that de-
spiseth you despiseth Me.” On the other hand it is accidental
to the slaying that the just man whose life is taken be received
by God into glory.

Reply to Objection 3. If the judge knows that man who
has been convicted by false witnesses, is innocent he must, like
Daniel, examine the witnesses with great care, so as to find a
motive for acquitting the innocent: but if he cannot do this he
should remit him for judgment by a higher tribunal. If even
this is impossible, he does not sin if he pronounce sentence in
accordance with the evidence, for it is not he that puts the in-
nocentman to death, but they who stated him to be guilty. He
that carries out the sentence of the judge who has condemned
an innocent man, if the sentence contains an inexcusable er-
ror, he should not obey, else there would be an excuse for the
executions of the martyrs: if however it contain no manifest
injustice, he does not has no right to discuss the judgment of
his superior; nor is it he who slays the innocent man, but the
judge whose minister he is.

IIa IIae q. 64 a. 7Whether it is lawful to kill a man in self-defense?

Objection1. Itwould seemthatnobodymay lawfully kill a
man in self-defense. ForAugustine says toPublicola (Ep. xlvii):
“I do not agree with the opinion that one may kill a man lest
one be killed by him; unless one be a soldier, exercise a public
office, so that one does it not for oneself but for others, having
the power to do so, provided it be in keeping with one’s per-
son.” Now he who kills a man in self-defense, kills him lest he
be killed by him. erefore this would seem to be unlawful.

Objection 2. Further, he says (De Lib. Arb. i, 5): “How
are they free from sin in sight of Divine providence, who are

guilty of taking a man’s life for the sake of these contemptible
things?” Now among contemptible things he reckons “those
which men may forfeit unwillingly,” as appears from the con-
text (De Lib. Arb. i, 5): and the chief of these is the life of the
body.erefore it is unlawful for anyman to take another’s life
for the sake of the life of his own body.

Objection 3. Further, Pope Nicolas* says in the Decretals:
“Concerning the clerics about whom you have consulted Us,
those, namely, who have killed a pagan in self-defense, as to
whether, aer making amends by repenting, they may return

* Nicolas I, Dist. 1, can. De his clericis.
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to their former state, or rise to a higher degree; know that in
no case is it lawful for them to kill any man under any circum-
stances whatever.” Now clerics and laymen are alike bound to
observe the moral precepts. erefore neither is it lawful for
laymen to kill anyone in self-defense.

Objection 4. Further, murder is a more grievous sin than
fornication or adultery. Now nobody may lawfully commit
simple fornication or adultery or any other mortal sin in or-
der to save his own life; since the spiritual life is to be preferred
to the life of the body.erefore nomanmay lawfully take an-
other’s life in self-defense in order to save his own life.

Objection 5. Further, if the tree be evil, so is the fruit, ac-
cording to Mat. 7:17. Now self-defense itself seems to be un-
lawful, according to Rom. 12:19: “Not defending [Douay: ‘re-
venging’] yourselves, my dearly beloved.” erefore its result,
which is the slaying of a man, is also unlawful.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 22:2): “If a thief
be found breaking into a house or undermining it, and be
wounded so as to die; he that slew him shall not be guilty of
blood.” Now it is much more lawful to defend one’s life than
one’s house. erefore neither is a man guilty of murder if he
kill another in defense of his own life.

I answer that, Nothing hinders one act from having two
effects, only one of which is intended, while the other is be-
side the intention. Now moral acts take their species accord-
ing to what is intended, and not according to what is beside
the intention, since this is accidental as explained above (q. 43,
a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 12, a. 1). Accordingly the act of self-defensemay
have two effects, one is the saving of one’s life, the other is the
slaying of the aggressor. erefore this act, since one’s inten-
tion is to save one’s own life, is not unlawful, seeing that it is
natural to everything to keep itself in “being,” as far as pos-
sible. And yet, though proceeding from a good intention, an
act may be rendered unlawful, if it be out of proportion to the
end.Wherefore if aman, in self-defense, usesmore than neces-
sary violence, it will be unlawful: whereas if he repel force with
moderationhis defensewill be lawful, because according to the
jurists†, “it is lawful to repel force by force, provided one does
not exceed the limits of a blameless defense.”Nor is it necessary
for salvation that a man omit the act of moderate self-defense
in order to avoid killing the other man, since one is bound to
take more care of one’s own life than of another’s. But as it is
unlawful to take a man’s life, except for the public authority
acting for the common good, as stated above (a. 3), it is not
lawful for a man to intend killing a man in self-defense, except
for such as have public authority, who while intending to kill a
man in self-defense, refer this to the public good, as in the case
of a soldier fighting against the foe, and in the minister of the
judge struggling with robbers, although even these sin if they
be moved by private animosity.

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted from Augustine
refer to the case when one man intends to kill another to save

himself from death. e passage quoted in the Second Objec-
tion is to be understood in the same sense.Hencehe says point-
edly, “for the sake of these things,” whereby he indicates the
intention.is suffices for the Reply to the SecondObjection.

Reply to Objection 3. Irregularity results from the act
though sinless of taking a man’s life, as appears in the case of
a judge who justly condemns a man to death. For this reason a
cleric, though he kill a man in self-defense, is irregular, albeit
he intends not to kill him, but to defend himself.

Reply toObjection 4.eact of fornication or adultery is
not necessarily directed to the preservation of one’s own life, as
is the act whence sometimes results the taking of a man’s life.

Reply to Objection 5. e defense forbidden in this pas-
sage is that which comes from revengeful spite. Hence a gloss
says: “Not defending yourselves—that is, not striking your en-
emy back.”

Whether one is guilty of murder through killing someone
by chance?

Objection 1. It would seem that one is guilty of murder
through killing someone by chance. For we read (Gn. 4:23,24)
that Lamech slew a man in mistake for a wild beast‡, and that
he was accounted guilty of murder. erefore one incurs the
guilt of murder through killing a man by chance.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ex. 21:22): “If…one
strike a woman with child, and she miscarry indeed…if her
death ensue thereupon, he shall render life for life.” Yet this
mayhappenwithout any intentionof causingher death.ere-
fore one is guilty of murder through killing someone by
chance.

Objection 3. Further, the Decretals* contain several
canons prescribing penalties for unintentional homicide. Now
penalty is not due save for guilt. erefore he who kills a man
by chance, incurs the guilt of murder.

On the contrary, Augustine says to Publicola (Ep. xlvii):
“Whenwe do a thing for a good and lawful purpose, if thereby
we unintentionally cause harm to anyone, it should by no
means be imputed tous.”Now it sometimes happens by chance
that a person is killed as a result of something done for a good
purpose. erefore the person who did it is not accounted
guilty.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Phys. ii, 6)
“chance is a cause that acts beside one’s intention.” Hence
chance happenings, strictly speaking, are neither intended nor
voluntary. And since every sin is voluntary, according to Au-
gustine (DeVera Relig. xiv) it follows that chance happenings,
as such, are not sins.

Nevertheless it happens that what is not actually and di-
rectly voluntary and intended, is voluntary and intended acci-
dentally, according as that which removes an obstacle is called
an accidental cause.Wherefore hewho does not remove some-
thing whence homicide results whereas he ought to remove it,
is in a sense guilty of voluntary homicide. is happens in two

† Cap. Significasti, De Homicid. volunt. vel casual. ‡ e text of the Bible
does not say so, but this was the Jewish traditional commentary on Gn. 4:23.
* Dist. 1.
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ways: first when a man causes another’s death through occu-
pying himself with unlawful things which he ought to avoid:
secondly, when he does not take sufficient care.Hence, accord-
ing to jurists, if a man pursue a lawful occupation and take due
care, the result being that a person loses his life, he is not guilty
of that person’s death: whereas if he be occupied with some-
thing unlawful, or even with something lawful, but without
due care, he does not escape being guilty of murder, if his ac-
tion results in someone’s death.

Reply toObjection 1. Lamech did not take sufficient care

to avoid taking a man’s life: and so he was not excused from
being guilty of homicide.

Reply toObjection 2.He that strikes a woman with child
does something unlawful: wherefore if there results the death
either of the woman or of the animated fetus, he will not be
excused from homicide, especially seeing that death is the nat-
ural result of such a blow.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the canons a penalty,
is inflicted on those who cause death unintentionally, through
doing something unlawful, or failing to take sufficient care.
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Of Other Injuries Committed On the Person

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider other sinful injuries committed on the person. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) e mutilation of members;
(2) Blows;
(3) Imprisonment;
(4) Whether the sins that consist in inflicting such like injuries are aggravated through being perpetrated on

persons connected with others?

IIa IIae q. 65 a. 1Whether in some cases it may be lawful to maim anyone?

Objection 1. It would seem that in no case can it be lawful
to maim anyone. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv, 20)
that “sin consists in departing from what is according to na-
ture, towards that which is contrary to nature.”Now according
to nature it is appointed by God that a man’s body should be
entire in itsmembers, and it is contrary to nature that it should
be deprived of a member. erefore it seems that it is always a
sin to maim a person.

Objection 2. Further, as the whole soul is to the whole
body, so are the parts of the soul to the parts of the body (De
Anima ii, 1). But it is unlawful to deprive a man of his soul by
killing him, except by public authority. erefore neither is it
lawful to maim anyone, except perhaps by public authority.

Objection 3. Further, the welfare of the soul is to be pre-
ferred to the welfare of the body. Now it is not lawful for a
man to maim himself for the sake of the soul’s welfare: since
the council ofNicea* punished thosewho castrated themselves
that theymight preserve chastity.erefore it is not lawful for
any other reason to maim a person.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 21:24): “Eye for eye,
tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot.”

I answer that, Since a member is part of the whole human
body, it is for the sake of the whole, as the imperfect for the
perfect. Hence a member of the human body is to be disposed
of according as it is expedient for the body. Now a member
of the human body is of itself useful to the good of the whole
body, yet, accidentally it may happen to be hurtful, as when a
decayed member is a source of corruption to the whole body.
Accordingly so long as amember is healthy and retains its natu-
ral disposition, it cannot be cut offwithout injury to thewhole
body. But as the whole of man is directed as to his end to the
whole of the community of which he is a part, as stated above
(q. 61, a. 1; q. 64, Aa. 2,5), it may happen that although the
removal of a member may be detrimental to the whole body,
it may nevertheless be directed to the good of the community,
in so far as it is applied to a person as a punishment for the pur-
pose of restraining sin. Hence just as by public authority a per-
son is lawfully deprived of life altogether on account of certain

more heinous sins, so is he deprived of a member on account
of certain lesser sins. But this is not lawful for a private individ-
ual, evenwith the consent of the owner of themember, because
this would involve an injury to the community, to whom the
man and all his parts belong. If, however, the member be de-
cayed and therefore a source of corruption to the whole body,
then it is lawful with the consent of the owner of the mem-
ber, to cut away themember for the welfare of the whole body,
since each one is entrusted with the care of his own welfare.
e same applies if it be done with the consent of the person
whose business it is to care for the welfare of the person who
has a decayed member: otherwise it is altogether unlawful to
maim anyone.

Reply toObjection1.Nothingprevents thatwhich is con-
trary to a particular nature from being in harmony with uni-
versal nature: thus death and corruption, in the physical order,
are contrary to the particular nature of the thing corrupted, al-
though they are in keeping with universal nature. In like man-
ner to maim anyone, though contrary to the particular nature
of the body of the person maimed, is nevertheless in keeping
with natural reason in relation to the common good.

Reply to Objection 2. e life of the entire man is not di-
rected to something belonging to man; on the contrary what-
ever belongs to man is directed to his life. Hence in no case
does it pertain to a person to take anyone’s life, except to the
public authority to whom is entrusted the procuring of the
common good. But the removal of a member can be directed
to the good of one man, and consequently in certain cases can
pertain to him.

Reply to Objection 3. A member should not be removed
for the sake of the bodily health of the whole, unless otherwise
nothing can be done to further the good of the whole. Now
it is always possible to further one’s spiritual welfare otherwise
than by cutting off a member, because sin is always subject to
the will: and consequently in no case is it allowable to maim
oneself, even to avoid any sin whatever. Hence Chrysostom,
in his exposition on Mat. 19:12 (Hom. lxii in Matth.), “ere
are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs for the king-

* P. I, sect. 4, can. i.
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dom of heaven,” says: “Not by maiming themselves, but by de-
stroying evil thoughts, for a man is accursed who maims him-
self, since they aremurderers who do such things.” And further
on he says: “Nor is lust tamed thereby, on the contrary it be-

comesmore importunate, for the seed springs in us from other
sources, and chiefly from an incontinent purpose and a careless
mind: and temptation is curbed not so much by cutting off a
member as by curbing one’s thoughts.”

IIa IIae q. 65 a. 2Whether it is lawful for parents to strike their children, or masters their slaves?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for parents to strike
their children, or masters their slaves. For the Apostle says
(Eph. 6:4): “You, fathers, provoke not your children to anger”;
and further on (Eph. 9:6): “And you, masters, do the same
thing to your slaves [Vulg.: ‘to them’] forbearing threatenings.”
Now some are provoked to anger by blows, and become more
troublesome when threatened. erefore neither should par-
ents strike their children, nor masters their slaves.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 9)
that “a father’s words are admonitory and not coercive.” Now
blows are a kind of coercion. erefore it is unlawful for par-
ents to strike their children.

Objection 3. Further, everyone is allowed to impart cor-
rection, for this belongs to the spiritual almsdeeds, as stated
above (q. 32, a. 2). If, therefore, it is lawful for parents to strike
their children for the sake of correction, for the same reason it
will be lawful for any person to strike anyone, which is clearly
false. erefore the same conclusion follows.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 13:24): “He that
spareth the rod hateth his son,” and further on (Prov. 23:13):
“Withhold not correction from a child, for if thou strike him
with the rod, he shall not die. ou shalt beat him with the
rod, and deliver his soul from hell.” Again it is written (Ecclus.
33:28): “Torture and fetters are for a malicious slave.”

I answer that, Harm is done a body by striking it, yet not
so as when it is maimed: since maiming destroys the body’s in-
tegrity, while a blow merely affects the sense with pain, where-
fore it causes much less harm than cutting off a member. Now
it is unlawful to do a person a harm, except by way of punish-
ment in the cause of justice. Again, no man justly punishes an-
other, except one who is subject to his jurisdiction. erefore

it is not lawful for aman to strike another, unless he have some
power over the onewhomhe strikes.And since the child is sub-
ject to the power of the parent, and the slave to the power of
his master, a parent can lawfully strike his child, and a master
his slave that instruction may be enforced by correction.

Reply to Objection 1. Since anger is a desire for
vengeance, it is aroused chiefly when a man deems himself un-
justly injured, as the Philosopher states (Rhet. ii). Hence when
parents are forbidden to provoke their children to anger, they
are not prohibited from striking their children for the pur-
pose of correction, but from inflicting blows on them without
moderation. e command that masters should forbear from
threatening their slaves may be understood in two ways. First
that they should be slow to threaten, and this pertains to the
moderation of correction; secondly, that they should not al-
ways carry out their threats, that is that they should sometimes
by a merciful forgiveness temper the judgment whereby they
threatened punishment.

Reply to Objection 2. e greater power should exercise
the greater coercion. Now just as a city is a perfect community,
so the governor of a city has perfect coercive power: where-
fore he can inflict irreparable punishments such as death and
mutilation. On the other hand the father and the master who
preside over the family household, which is an imperfect com-
munity, have imperfect coercive power, which is exercised by
inflicting lesser punishments, for instance by blows, which do
not inflict irreparable harm.

Reply toObjection3. It is lawful for anyone to impart cor-
rection to a willing subject. But to impart it to an unwilling
subject belongs to those only who have charge over him. To
this pertains chastisement by blows.

IIa IIae q. 65 a. 3Whether it is lawful to imprison a man?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful to imprison a man.
An act which deals with undue matter is evil in its genus, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 2). Now man, having a free-will,
is undue matter for imprisonment which is inconsistent with
free-will. erefore it is unlawful to imprison a man.

Objection 2. Further, human justice should be ruled by
Divine justice. Now according to Ecclus. 15:14, “God leman
in the hand of his own counsel.” erefore it seems that a man
ought not to be coerced by chains or prisons.

Objection 3. Further, no man should be forcibly pre-
vented except from doing an evil deed; and any man can law-
fully prevent another fromdoing this. If, therefore, it were law-

ful to imprison aman, in order to restrain him from evil deeds,
it would be lawful for anyone to put a man in prison; and this
is clearly false. erefore the same conclusion follows.

On the contrary, We read in Lev. 24 that a man was im-
prisoned for the sin of blasphemy.

I answer that, In the goods three thingsmay be considered
in due order. First, the substantial integrity of the body, and
this is injured by death or maiming. Secondly, pleasure or rest
of the senses, and to this striking or anything causing a sense of
pain is opposed.irdly, themovement or use of themembers,
and this is hindered by binding or imprisoning or any kind of
detention.
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erefore it is unlawful to imprison or in any way detain a
man, unless it be done according to the order of justice, either
in punishment, or as ameasure of precaution against some evil.

Reply to Objection 1. A man who abuses the power en-
trusted to him deserves to lose it, and therefore when a man
by sinning abuses the free use of his members, he becomes a
fitting matter for imprisonment.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the order of His wis-
dom God sometimes restrains a sinner from accomplishing a
sin, according to Job 5:12: “Who bringeth to nought the de-
signs of the malignant, so that their hand cannot accomplish

what they had begun, while sometimes He allows them to do
what they will.” In like manner, according to human justice,
men are imprisoned, not for every sin but for certain ones.

Reply to Objection 3. It is lawful for anyone to restrain a
man for a time fromdoing someunlawful deed there and then:
as when a man prevents another from throwing himself over a
precipice, or from striking another. But to him alone who has
the right of disposing in general of the actions and of the life of
another does it belong primarily to imprison or fetter, because
by so doing he hinders him from doing not only evil but also
good deeds.

IIa IIae q. 65 a. 4Whether the sin is aggravated by the fact that the aforesaid injuries are perpetrated on those
who are connected with others?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin is not aggravated
by the fact that the aforesaid injuries are perpetrated on those
who are connected with others. Such like injuries take their
sinful character from inflicting an injury on another against
his will. Now the evil inflicted on a man’s own person is more
against his will than that which is inflicted on a person con-
nectedwithhim.erefore an injury inflicted on aperson con-
nected with another is less grievous.

Objection 2. Further, Holy Writ reproves those especially
whodo injuries to orphans andwidows: hence it iswritten (Ec-
clus. 35:17): “He will not despise the prayers of the fatherless,
nor the widowwhen she poureth out her complaint.”Now the
widow and the orphan are not connected with other persons.
erefore the sin is not aggravated through an injury being in-
flicted on one who is connected with others.

Objection 3. Further, the person who is connected has a
will of his own just as the principal person has, so that some-
thing may be voluntary for him and yet against the will of the
principal person, as in the case of adultery which pleases the
woman but not the husband. Now these injuries are sinful in
so far as they consist in an involuntary commutation. ere-
fore such like injuries are of a less sinful nature.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 28:32) as though indi-
cating an aggravating circumstance: “y sons and thy daugh-
ters shall be given to another people, thy eyes looking on*.”

I answer that,Other things being equal, an injury is amore
grievous sin according as it affects more persons; and hence
it is that it is a more grievous sin to strike or injure a person
in authority than a private individual, because it conduces to

the injury of the whole community, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 73, a. 9). Nowwhen an injury is inflicted on one who is con-
nected in any way with another, that injury affects two per-
sons, so that, other things being equal, the sin is aggravated by
this very fact. It may happen, however, that in view of certain
circumstances, a sin committed against one who is not con-
nected with any other person, is more grievous, on account of
either the dignity of the person, or the greatness of the injury.

Reply toObjection1.An injury inflicted on a person con-
nectedwith others is less harmful to the personswithwhomhe
is connected, than if it were perpetrated immediately on them,
and from this point of view it is a less grievous sin. But all that
belongs to the injury of the personwithwhomhe is connected,
is added to the sin ofwhich aman is guilty through injuring the
other one in himself.

Reply to Objection 2. Injuries done to widows and or-
phans are more insisted upon both through being more op-
posed tomercy, and because the same injury done to such per-
sons is more grievous to them since they have no one to turn
to for relief.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact that the wife voluntarily
consents to the adultery, lessens the sin and injury, so far as
the woman is concerned, for it would be more grievous, if the
adulterer oppressed her by violence. But this does not remove
the injury as affecting her husband, since “the wife hath not
power of her own body; but the husband” (1 Cor. 7:4). e
same applies to similar cases. of adultery, however, as it is op-
posed not only to justice but also to chastity, we shall speak in
the treatise on Temperance (q. 154, a. 8).

* Vulg.: ‘May thy sons and thy daughters be given,’ etc.
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Of e and Robbery
(In Nine Articles)

We must now consider the sins opposed to justice, whereby a man injures his neighbor in his belongings; namely the and
robbery.

Under this head there are nine points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is natural to man to possess external things?
(2) Whether it is lawful for a man to possess something as his own?
(3) Whether the is the secret taking of another’s property?
(4) Whether robbery is a species of sin distinct from the?
(5) Whether every the is a sin?
(6) Whether the is a mortal sin?
(7) Whether it is lawful to thieve in a case of necessity?
(8) Whether every robbery is a mortal sin?
(9) Whether robbery is a more grievous sin than the?

IIa IIae q. 66 a. 1Whether it is natural for man to possess external things?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not natural for man
to possess external things. For no man should ascribe to him-
self thatwhich isGod’s.Now the dominion over all creatures is
proper to God, according to Ps. 23:1, “e earth is the Lord’s,”
etc. erefore it is not natural for man to possess external
things.

Objection 2. Further, Basil in expounding the words of
the rich man (Lk. 12:18), “I will gather all things that are
grown to me, and my goods,” says*: “Tell me: which are thine?
where did you take them from and bring them into being?”
Now whatever man possesses naturally, he can fittingly call his
own.ereforeman does not naturally possess external things.

Objection 3. Further, according to Ambrose (De Trin. i†)
“dominion denotes power.” But man has no power over exter-
nal things, since he can work no change in their nature.ere-
fore the possession of external things is not natural to man.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 8:8): “ou hast sub-
jected all things under his feet.”

I answer that, External things can be considered in two
ways. First, as regards their nature, and this is not subject to
the power of man, but only to the power of God Whose mere
will all things obey. Secondly, as regards their use, and in this

way,man has a natural dominion over external things, because,
by his reason andwill, he is able to use them for his own profit,
as they were made on his account: for the imperfect is always
for the sake of the perfect, as stated above (q. 64, a. 1). It is
by this argument that the Philosopher proves (Polit. i, 3) that
the possession of external things is natural to man. Moreover,
this natural dominion of man over other creatures, which is
competent to man in respect of his reason wherein God’s im-
age resides, is shown forth in man’s creation (Gn. 1:26) by the
words: “Let us make man to our image and likeness: and let
him have dominion over the fishes of the sea,” etc.

Reply to Objection 1. God has sovereign dominion over
all things: and He, according to His providence, directed cer-
tain things to the sustenance of man’s body. For this reason
man has a natural dominion over things, as regards the power
to make use of them.

Reply toObjection 2.e richman is reproved for deem-
ing external things to belong to him principally, as though he
had not received them from another, namely from God.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the do-
minion over external things as regards their nature. Such a do-
minion belongs to God alone, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 66 a. 2Whether it is lawful for a man to possess a thing as his own?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for a man to possess
a thing as his own. For whatever is contrary to the natural law
is unlawful. Now according to the natural law all things are
common property: and the possession of property is contrary
to this community of goods. erefore it is unlawful for any
man to appropriate any external thing to himself.

Objection 2. Further, Basil in expounding the words of
the rich man quoted above (a. 1, obj. 2), says: “e rich who
deem as their own property the common goods they have
seized upon, are like to those who by going beforehand to the
play prevent others from coming, and appropriate to them-
selves what is intended for common use.” Now it would be un-

* Hom. in Luc. xii, 18. † De Fide, ad Gratianum, i, 1. * Serm. lxiv, de
temp.
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lawful toprevent others fromobtainingpossessionof common
goods. erefore it is unlawful to appropriate to oneself what
belongs to the community.

Objection 3. Further, Ambrose says*, and his words are
quoted in the Decretals†: “Let noman call his own that which
is common property”: and by “common” he means external
things, as is clear from the context. erefore it seems unlaw-
ful for a man to appropriate an external thing to himself.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Haeres., haer. 40):
“e ‘Apostolici’ are those who with extreme arrogance have
given themselves that name, because they do not admit into
their communion personswho aremarried or possess anything
of their own, such as both monks and clerics who in consider-
able number are to be found in the Catholic Church.” Now
the reason why these people are heretics was because severing
themselves from the Church, they think that those who enjoy
the use of the above things, which they themselves lack, have
no hope of salvation.erefore it is erroneous tomaintain that
it is unlawful for a man to possess property.

I answer that,Two things are competent toman in respect
of exterior things. One is the power to procure and dispense
them, and in this regard it is lawful forman topossess property.
Moreover this is necessary tohuman life for three reasons. First
because every man is more careful to procure what is for him-
self alone than that which is common to many or to all: since
each onewould shirk the labor and leave to another thatwhich
concerns the community, as happens where there is a great
number of servants. Secondly, because human affairs are con-
ducted inmore orderly fashion if eachman is chargedwith tak-
ing care of some particular thing himself, whereas there would
be confusion if everyone had to look aer any one thing inde-
terminately. irdly, because a more peaceful state is ensured

to man if each one is contented with his own. Hence it is to be
observed that quarrels arise more frequently where there is no
division of the things possessed.

e second thing that is competent to man with regard to
external things is their use. In this respect man ought to pos-
sess external things, not as his own, but as common, so that, to
wit, he is ready to communicate them to others in their need.
Hence the Apostle says (1 Tim. 6:17,18): “Charge the rich of
this world…to give easily, to communicate to others,” etc.

Reply toObjection 1.Community of goods is ascribed to
the natural law, not that the natural law dictates that all things
should be possessed in common and that nothing should be
possessed as one’s own: but because the division of possessions
is not according to the natural law, but rather arose from hu-
man agreement which belongs to positive law, as stated above
(q. 57,Aa. 2,3).Hence the ownership of possessions is not con-
trary to the natural law, but an addition thereto devised by hu-
man reason.

Reply to Objection 2. A man would not act unlawfully if
by going beforehand to the play he prepared the way for oth-
ers: but he acts unlawfully if by so doinghehinders others from
going. In like manner a rich man does not act unlawfully if he
anticipates someone in taking possession of something which
at first was common property, and gives others a share: but he
sins if he excludes others indiscriminately fromusing it.Hence
Basil says (Hom. in Luc. xii, 18): “Why are you rich while an-
other is poor, unless it be that youmay have themerit of a good
stewardship, and he the reward of patience?”

Reply to Objection 3. When Ambrose says: “Let no man
call his own that which is common,” he is speaking of owner-
ship as regards use, wherefore he adds: “He who spends too
much is a robber.”

IIa IIae q. 66 a. 3Whether the essence of the consists in taking another’s thing secretly?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not essential to the
to take another’s thing secretly. For that which diminishes a
sin, does not, apparently, belong to the essence of a sin. Now
to sin secretly tends to diminish a sin, just as, on the contrary, it
is written as indicating an aggravating circumstance of the sin
of some (Is. 3:9): “ey have proclaimed abroad their sin as
Sodom, and they have not hid it.” erefore it is not essential
to the that it should consist in taking another’s thing secretly.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says‡: and his words are
embodied in the Decretals§: “It is no less a crime to take from
him that has, than to refuse to succor the needy when you can
and are well off.” erefore just as the consists in taking an-
other’s thing, so does it consist in keeping it back.

Objection 3. Further, a man may take by stealth from an-
other, even that which is his own, for instance a thing that he
has deposited with another, or that has been taken away from
him unjustly.erefore it is not essential to the that it should

consist in taking another’s thing secretly.
On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. x): “ ‘Fur’ [thief ] is

derived from ‘furvus’ and so from ‘fuscus’ [dark], because he
takes advantage of the night.”

I answer that, ree things combine together to consti-
tute the.efirst belongs to the as being contrary to justice,
which gives to each one that which is his, so that it belongs to
the to take possession of what is another’s. e second thing
belongs to the as distinct from those sins which are commit-
ted against the person, such asmurder and adultery, and in this
respect it belongs to the to be about a thing possessed: for if
a man takes what is another’s not as a possession but as a part
(for instance, if he amputates a limb), or as a person connected
with him (for instance, if he carry off his daughter or his wife),
it is not strictly speaking a case of the. e third difference
is that which completes the nature of the, and consists in a
thing being taken secretly: and in this respect it belongs prop-

† Dist. xlvii., Can. Sicut hi. ‡ Serm. lxiv, de temp., a. 2, obj. 3, Can. Sicut
hi. § Dist. xlvii.
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erly to the that it consists in “taking another’s thing secretly.”
Reply toObjection 1. Secrecy is sometimes a cause of sin,

as when aman employs secrecy in order to commit a sin, for in-
stance in fraud and guile. In this way it does not diminish sin,
but constitutes a species of sin: and thus it is in the. In an-
other way secrecy is merely a circumstance of sin, and thus it
diminishes sin, both because it is a sign of shame, and because
it removes scandal.

Reply to Objection 2. To keep back what is due to an-
other, inflicts the samekind of injury as taking a thing unjustly:
wherefore an unjust detention is included in an unjust taking.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing prevents that which be-
longs to one person simply, frombelonging to another in some
respect: thus a deposit belongs simply to the depositor, but
with regard to its custody it is the depositary’s, and the thing
stolen is the thief ’s, not simply, but as regards its custody.

IIa IIae q. 66 a. 4Whether the and robbery are sins of different species?

Objection 1. It would seem that the and robbery are
not sins of different species. For the and robbery differ as
“secret” and “manifest”: because the is taking something se-
cretly, while robbery is to take something violently and openly.
Now in the other kinds of sins, the secret and the manifest do
not differ specifically. erefore the and robbery are not dif-
ferent species of sin.

Objection 2. Further, moral actions take their species
from the end, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; q. 18, a. 6).
Now the and robbery are directed to the same end, viz. the
possession of another’s property. erefore they do not differ
specifically.

Objection 3. Further, just as a thing is taken by force for
the sake of possession, so is a woman taken by force for plea-
sure: wherefore Isidore says (Etym. x) that “he who commits a
rape is called a corrupter, and the victim of the rape is said to
be corrupted.” Now it is a case of rape whether the woman be
carried off publicly or secretly. erefore the thing appropri-
ated is said to be taken by force, whether it be done secretly or
publicly. erefore the and robbery do not differ.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. v, 2) distin-
guishes the from robbery, and states that the is done in se-
cret, but that robbery is done openly.

I answer that, e and robbery are vices contrary to jus-

tice, in as much as one man does another an injustice. Now
“no man suffers an injustice willingly,” as stated in Ethic. v,
9. Wherefore the and robbery derive their sinful nature,
through the taking being involuntary on the part of the per-
son from whom something is taken. Now the involuntary is
twofold, namely, through violence and through ignorance, as
stated in Ethic. iii, 1. erefore the sinful aspect of robbery
differs from that of the: and consequently they differ specif-
ically.

Reply to Objection 1. In the other kinds of sin the sin-
ful nature is not derived from something involuntary, as in the
sins opposed to justice: and so where there is a different kind
of involuntary, there is a different species of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. e remote end of robbery and
the is the same. But this is not enough for identity of species,
because there is a difference of proximate ends, since the rob-
ber wishes to take a thing by his own power, but the thief, by
cunning.

Reply toObjection 3. e robbery of a woman cannot be
secret on the part of the woman who is taken: wherefore even
if it be secret as regards the others fromwhom she is taken, the
nature of robbery remains on the part of the woman to whom
violence is done.

IIa IIae q. 66 a. 5Whether the is always a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the is not always a sin.
For no sin is commanded by God, since it is written (Ec-
clus. 15:21): “He hath commanded no man to do wickedly.”
Yet we find that God commanded the, for it is written (Ex.
12:35,36): “And the children of Israel did as the Lord had
commandedMoses [Vulg.: ‘asMoses had commanded’]. . . and
they stripped theEgyptians.”erefore the is not always a sin.

Objection 2. Further, if a man finds a thing that is not his
and takes it, he seems to commit a the, for he takes another’s
property. Yet this seems lawful according to natural equity, as
the jurists hold.* erefore it seems that the is not always a
sin.

Objection 3. Further, he that takes what is his own does
not seem to sin, because he does not act against justice, since

he does not destroy its equality. Yet aman commits a the even
if he secretly take his own property that is detained by or in the
safe-keeping of another. erefore it seems that the is not al-
ways a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 20:15): “ou shalt not
steal.”

I answer that, If anyone considerwhat ismeant by the, he
will find that it is sinful on two counts. First, because of its op-
position to justice, which gives to each one what is his, so that
for this reason the is contrary to justice, through being a tak-
ing of what belongs to another. Secondly, because of the guile
or fraud committed by the thief, by laying hands on another’s
property secretly and cunningly. Wherefore it is evident that
every the is a sin.

* See loc. cit. in Reply.
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Reply to Objection 1. It is no the for a man to take an-
other’s property either secretly or openly by order of a judge
who has commanded him to do so, because it becomes his due
by the very fact that it is adjudicated to him by the sentence of
the court. Hence still less was it a the for the Israelites to take
away the spoils of the Egyptians at the command of the Lord,
Who ordered this to be done on account of the ill-treatment
accorded to them by the Egyptians without any cause: where-
fore it is written significantly (Wis. 10:19): “e just took the
spoils of the wicked.”

Reply toObjection 2.With regard to treasure-trove a dis-
tinction must be made. For some there are that were never in
anyone’s possession, for instance precious stones and jewels,
found on the seashore, and such the finder is allowed to keep†.
e same applies to treasure hidden underground long since
and belonging to no man, except that according to civil law
the finder is bound to give half to the owner of the land, if the
treasure trove be in the land of another person‡. Hence in the
parable of theGospel (Mat. 13:44) it is said of the finder of the
treasure hidden in a field that he bought the field, as though
he purposed thus to acquire the right of possessing the whole
treasure. On the other Land the treasure-trove may be nearly
in someone’s possession: and then if anyone take it with the in-
tention, not of keeping it but of returning it to the owner who
does not look upon such things as unappropriated, he is not
guilty of the. In like manner if the thing found appears to be
unappropriated, and if the finder believes it to be so, although
he keep it, he does not commit a the§. In any other case the sin
of the is committed¶: wherefore Augustine says in a homily
(Serm. clxxviii; De Verb. Apost.): “If thou hast found a thing
and not returned it, thou hast stolen it” (Dig. xiv, 5, can. Si
quid invenisti).

Reply to Objection 3. He who by stealth takes his own
propertywhich is depositedwith anotherman burdens the de-
positary, who is bound either to restitution, or to prove him-
self innocent. Hence he is clearly guilty of sin, and is bound to
ease the depositary of his burden. On the other hand he who,
by stealth, takes his own property, if this be unjustly detained
by another, he sins indeed; yet not because he burdens the re-
tainer, and so he is not bound to restitution or compensation:
but he sins against general justice by disregarding the order of
justice and usurping judgment concerning his own property.
Hence he must make satisfaction to God and endeavor to al-
lay whatever scandal he may have given his neighbor by acting
this way.

Whether the is a mortal sin?
Objection 1. It would seem that the is not a mortal sin.

For it is written (Prov. 6:30): “e fault is not so great when a
man hath stolen.” But every mortal sin is a great fault. ere-
fore the is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, mortal sin deserves to be punished
with death. But in the Law the is punished not by death but
by indemnity, according to Ex. 22:1, “If any man steal an ox or

a sheep…he shall restore have oxen for one ox, and four sheep
for one sheep.” erefore the is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, the can be committed in small
even as in great things. But it seems unreasonable for a man
to be punished with eternal death for the the of a small thing
such as a needle or a quill. erefore the is not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, No man is condemned by the Divine
judgment save for a mortal sin. Yet a man is condemned for
the, according toZech. 5:3, “is is the curse that goeth forth
over the face of the earth; for every thief shall be judged as is
there written.” erefore the is a mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 59, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 72,
a. 5), a mortal sin is one that is contrary to charity as the spiri-
tual life of the soul.Now charity consists principally in the love
of God, and secondarily in the love of our neighbor, which is
shown in our wishing and doing him well. But the is a means
of doing harm to our neighbor in his belongings; and if men
were to rob one another habitually, human society would be
undone. erefore the, as being opposed to charity, is a mor-
tal sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e statement that the is not a
great fault is in view of two cases. First, when a person is led to
thieve through necessity. is necessity diminishes or entirely
removes sin, as we shall show further on (a. 7). Hence the text
continues: “For he stealeth to fill his hungry soul.” Secondly,
the is stated not to be a great fault in comparison with the
guilt of adultery, which is punishedwith death.Hence the text
goes on to say of the thief that “if he be taken, he shall restore
sevenfold…but he that is an adulterer…shall destroy his own
soul.”

Reply to Objection 2. e punishments of this life are
medicinal rather than retributive. For retribution is reserved
to the Divine judgment which is pronounced against sinners
“according to truth” (Rom. 2:2). Wherefore, according to the
judgment of the present life the death punishment is inflicted,
not for everymortal sin, but only for such as inflict an irrepara-
ble harm, or again for such as contain some horrible deformity.
Hence according to the present judgment the pain of death
is not inflicted for the which does not inflict an irreparable
harm, exceptwhen it is aggravatedby somegrave circumstance,
as in the case of sacrilege which is the the of a sacred thing, of
peculation, which is the of common property, as Augustine
states (Tract. 1, Super Joan.), and of kidnaping which is steal-
ing a man, for which the pain of death is inflicted (Ex. 21:16).

Reply to Objection 3. Reason accounts as nothing that
which is little: so that a man does not consider himself injured
in very littlematters: and the personwho takes such things can
presume that this is not against the will of the owner. And if a
person take such like very little things, he may be proportion-
ately excused frommortal sin. Yet if his intention is to rob and
injure his neighbor, there may be a mortal sin even in these
very little things, even as there may be through consent in a
mere thought.

† Dig. I, viii, De divis. rerum: Inst. II, i, De rerum divis. ‡ Inst. II, i, 39: Cod. X, xv, De esauris. § Inst. II, i, 47. ¶ Dig. XLI, i, De acquirend, rerum
dominio, 9: Inst. II, i, 48.
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IIa IIae q. 66 a. 6Whether it is lawful to steal through stress of need?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful to steal through
stress of need. For penance is not imposed except on one who
has sinned. Now it is stated (Extra, De furtis, Cap. Si quis):
“If anyone, through stress of hunger or nakedness, steal food,
clothing or beast, he shall do penance for three weeks.” ere-
fore it is not lawful to steal through stress of need.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 6)
that “there are some actions whose very name implies wicked-
ness,” and among these he reckons the. Now that which is
wicked in itself may not be done for a good end. erefore a
man cannot lawfully steal in order to remedy a need.

Objection 3. Further, a man should love his neighbor as
himself. Now, according to Augustine (Contra Mendac. vii),
it is unlawful to steal in order to succor one’s neighbor by giv-
ing him an alms. erefore neither is it lawful to steal in order
to remedy one’s own needs.

On the contrary, In cases of need all things are common
property, so that there would seem to be no sin in taking an-
other’s property, for need has made it common.

I answer that, ings which are of human right cannot
derogate from natural right or Divine right. Now according
to the natural order established byDivine Providence, inferior
things are ordained for the purpose of succoring man’s needs
by their means. Wherefore the division and appropriation of
things which are based on human law, do not preclude the
fact that man’s needs have to be remedied by means of these
very things.Hencewhatever certain people have in superabun-

dance is due, by natural law, to the purpose of succoring the
poor. For this reasonAmbrose* says, and his words are embod-
ied in the Decretals (Dist. xlvii, can. Sicut ii): “It is the hungry
man’s bread that you withhold, the nakedman’s cloak that you
store away, the money that you bury in the earth is the price of
the poor man’s ransom and freedom.”

Since, however, there are many who are in need, while it is
impossible for all to be succored by means of the same thing,
each one is entrusted with the stewardship of his own things,
so that out of them hemay come to the aid of those who are in
need. Nevertheless, if the need be so manifest and urgent, that
it is evident that the present need must be remedied by what-
ever means be at hand (for instance when a person is in some
imminent danger, and there is no other possible remedy), then
it is lawful for a man to succor his own need by means of an-
other’s property, by taking it either openly or secretly: nor is
this properly speaking the or robbery.

Reply toObjection 1. is decretal considers cases where
there is no urgent need.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not the, properly speaking,
to take secretly and use another’s property in a case of extreme
need: because that which he takes for the support of his life
becomes his own property by reason of that need.

Reply to Objection 3. In a case of a like need a man may
also take secretly another’s property in order to succor his
neighbor in need.

IIa IIae q. 66 a. 7Whether robbery may be committed without sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that robbery may be commit-
tedwithout sin. For spoils are taken by violence, and this seems
to belong to the essence of robbery, according towhat has been
said (a. 4). Now it is lawful to take spoils from the enemy; for
Ambrose says (De Patriarch. 4*): “When the conqueror has
taken possession of the spoils,military discipline demands that
all should be reserved for the sovereign,” in order, to wit, that
he may distribute them. erefore in certain cases robbery is
lawful.

Objection 2. Further, it is lawful to take from a man what
is not his. Now the things which unbelievers have are not
theirs, for Augustine says (Ep. ad Vincent. Donat. xciii.): “You
falsely call things your own, for you do not possess them justly,
and according to the laws of earthly kings you are commanded
to forfeit them.” erefore it seems that one may lawfully rob
unbelievers.

Objection 3. Further, earthly princes violently extort
many things from their subjects: and this seems to savor of rob-
bery. Now it would seem a grievous matter to say that they sin
in acting thus, for in that case nearly every prince would be

damned. erefore in some cases robbery is lawful.
On the contrary, Whatever is taken lawfully may be of-

fered to God in sacrifice and oblation. Now this cannot be
done with the proceeds of robbery, according to Is. 61:8, “I am
the Lord that love judgment, and hate robbery in a holocaust.”
erefore it is not lawful to take anything by robbery.

I answer that,Robbery implies a certain violence and coer-
cion employed in taking unjustly from aman that which is his.
Now in human society no man can exercise coercion except
through public authority: and, consequently, if a private indi-
vidual not having public authority takes another’s property by
violence, he acts unlawfully and commits a robbery, as burglars
do. As regards princes, the public power is entrusted to them
that they may be the guardians of justice: hence it is unlawful
for them to use violence or coercion, save within the bounds
of justice—either by fighting against the enemy, or against the
citizens, by punishing evil-doers: and whatever is taken by vi-
olence of this kind is not the spoils of robbery, since it is not
contrary to justice. On the other hand to take other people’s
property violently and against justice, in the exercise of public

* Loc. cit., a. 2, obj. 3. * De Abraham i, 3.
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authority, is to act unlawfully and to be guilty of robbery; and
whoever does so is bound to restitution.

Reply to Objection 1. A distinction must be made in the
matter of spoils. For if they who take spoils from the enemy,
are waging a just war, such things as they seize in the war be-
come their own property. is is no robbery, so that they are
not bound to restitution. Nevertheless even they who are en-
gaged in a just war may sin in taking spoils through cupidity
arising from an evil intention, if, to wit, they fight chiefly not
for justice but for spoil. For Augustine says (De Verb. Dom.
xix; Serm. lxxxii) that “it is a sin to fight for booty.” If, how-
ever, those who take the spoil, are waging an unjust war, they
are guilty of robbery, and are bound to restitution.

Reply toObjection 2.Unbelievers possess their goods un-
justly in so far as they are ordered by the laws of earthly princes

to forfeit those goods. Hence these may be taken violently
from them, not by private but by public authority.

Reply toObjection3. It is no robbery if princes exact from
their subjects that which is due to them for the safe-guarding
of the common good, even if they use violence in so doing: but
if they extort something unduly bymeans of violence, it is rob-
bery even as burglary is. Hence Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei iv,
4): “If justice be disregarded, what is a king but a mighty rob-
ber? since what is a robber but a little king?” And it is written
(Ezech. 22:27): “Her princes in themidst of her, are likewolves
ravening the prey.” Wherefore they are bound to restitution,
just as robbers are, and by somuch do they sinmore grievously
than robbers, as their actions are fraughtwith greater andmore
universal danger to public justice whose wardens they are.

IIa IIae q. 66 a. 8Whether the is a more grievous sin than robbery?

Objection 1. It would seem that the is a more grievous
sin than robbery. For the adds fraud and guile to the taking
of another’s property: and these things are not found in rob-
bery. Now fraud and guile are sinful in themselves, as stated
above (q. 55, Aa. 4,5). erefore the is a more grievous sin
than robbery.

Objection 2. Further, shame is fear about a wicked deed,
as stated in Ethic. iv, 9. Now men are more ashamed of the
than of robbery. erefore the is more wicked than robbery.

Objection 3. Further, the more persons a sin injures the
more grievous it would seem to be. Now the great and the
lowly may be injured by the: whereas only the weak can be
injured by robbery, since it is possible to use violence towards
them.erefore the sin of the seems to bemore grievous than
the sin of robbery.

On the contrary, According to the laws robbery is more
severely punished than the.

I answer that,Robbery and the are sinful, as stated above
(Aa. 4,6), on account of the involuntariness on the part of the

person from whom something is taken: yet so that in the the
involuntariness is due to ignorance, whereas in robbery it is
due to violence. Now a thing is more involuntary through vi-
olence than through ignorance, because violence is more di-
rectly opposed to the will than ignorance. erefore robbery
is a more grievous sin than the. ere is also another reason,
since robbery not only inflicts a loss on a person in his things,
but also conduces to the ignominy and injury of his person,
and this is of graver import than fraud or guile which belong
to the. Hence the Reply to the First Objection is evident.

Reply toObjection 2. Men who adhere to sensible things
thinkmore of external strengthwhich is evidenced in robbery,
than of internal virtue which is forfeit through sin: wherefore
they are less ashamed of robbery than of the.

Reply to Objection 3. Although more persons may be in-
jured by the than by robbery, yet more grievous injuries may
be inflictedby robbery thanby the: forwhich reason also rob-
bery is more odious.
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S P   S P, Q 67
Of the Injustice of a Judge, in Judging

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider those vices opposed to commutative justice, that consist in words injurious to our neighbors. We
shall consider (1) those which are connected with judicial proceedings, and (2) injurious words uttered extra-judicially.

Under the first head five points occur for our consideration: (1) e injustice of a judge in judging; (2) e injustice of
the prosecutor in accusing; (3) e injustice of the defendant in defending himself; (4) e injustice of the witnesses in giving
evidence; (5) e injustice of the advocate in defending.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a man can justly judge one who is not his subject?
(2) Whether it is lawful for a judge, on account of the evidence, to deliver judgment in opposition to the truth

which is known to him?
(3) Whether a judge can justly sentence a man who is not accused?
(4) Whether he can justly remit the punishment?

IIa IIae q. 67 a. 1Whether a man can justly judge one who is not subject to his jurisdiction?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man can justly judge
one who is not subject to his jurisdiction. For it is stated (Dan.
13) that Daniel sentenced the ancients who were convicted of
bearing false witness. But these ancients were not subject to
Daniel; indeed theywere judges of thepeople.erefore aman
may lawfully judge one that is not subject to his jurisdiction.

Objection 2. Further, Christ was no man’s subject, indeed
He was “King of kings and Lord of lords” (Apoc. 19:16). Yet
He submitted to the judgment of a man. erefore it seems
that a man may lawfully judge one that is not subject to his
jurisdiction.

Objection 3. Further, according to the law* a man is tried
in this or that court according to his kind of offense. Now
sometimes the defendant is not the subject of the man whose
business it is to judge in that particular place, for instancewhen
the defendant belongs to another diocese or is exempt. ere-
fore it seems that a man may judge one that is not his subject.

On the contrary, Gregory† in commenting on Dt. 23:25,
“If thou go into thy friend’s corn,” etc. says: “ou mayest not
put the sickle of judgment to the corn that is entrusted to an-
other.”

I answer that,A judge’s sentence is like a particular law re-
garding some particular fact. Wherefore just as a general law
should have coercive power, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. x,
9), so too the sentence of a judge should have coercive power,
whereby either party is compelled to comply with the judge’s
sentence; else the judgment would be of no effect. Now co-

ercive power is not exercised in human affairs, save by those
who hold public authority: and those who have this authority
are accounted the superiors of those over whom they preside
whether by ordinary or by delegated authority. Hence it is ev-
ident that no man can judge others than his subjects and this
in virtue either of delegated or of ordinary authority.

Reply toObjection1. In judging those ancientsDaniel ex-
ercised an authority delegated to him by Divine instinct. is
is indicated where it is said (Dan. 13:45) that “the Lord raised
up the…spirit of a young boy.”

Reply toObjection 2. In human affairs a manmay submit
of his own accord to the judgment of others although these be
not his superiors, an example of which is when parties agree
to a settlement by arbitrators. Wherefore it is necessary that
the arbitrator should be upheld by a penalty, since the arbitra-
tors through not exercising authority in the case, have not of
themselves full power of coercion. Accordingly in this way did
Christ of his own accord submit to human judgment: and thus
too did Pope Leo‡ submit to the judgment of the emperor§.

Reply to Objection 3. e bishop of the defendant’s dio-
cese becomes the latter’s superior as regards the fault com-
mitted, even though he be exempt: unless perchance the de-
fendant offend in a matter exempt from the bishop’s author-
ity, for instance in administering the property of an exempt
monastery. But if an exempt person commits a the, or a mur-
der or the like, he may be justly condemned by the ordinary.

* Cap. Licet ratione, de Foro Comp. † Regist. xi, epist. 64. ‡ Leo IV. § Can. Nos si incompetenter, caus. ii, qu. 7.
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IIa IIae q. 67 a. 2Whether it is lawful for a judge to pronounce judgment against the truth that he knows, on
account of evidence to the contrary?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for a judge to pro-
nounce judgment against the truth that he knows, on account
of evidence to the contrary. For it is written (Dt. 17:9): “ou
shalt come to the priests of the Levitical race, and to the judge
that shall be at that time; and thou shalt ask of them, and they
shall show thee the truth of the judgment.” Now sometimes
certain things are alleged against the truth, as when something
is proved by means of false witnesses. erefore it is unlawful
for a judge topronounce judgment according towhat is alleged
and proved in opposition to the truth which he knows.

Objection 2. Further, in pronouncing judgment a man
should conform to the Divine judgment, since “it is the judg-
ment of God” (Dt. 1:17). Now “the judgment of God is ac-
cording to the truth” (Rom. 2:2), and it was foretold of Christ
(Is. 11:3,4): “He shall not judge according to the sight of the
eyes, nor reprove according to the hearing of the ears. But He
shall judge the poor with justice, and shall reprove with equity
for the meek of the earth.” erefore the judge ought not to
pronounce judgment according to the evidence before him if
it be contrary to what he knows himself.

Objection 3. Further, the reason why evidence is required
in a court of law, is that the judge may have a faithful record
of the truth of the matter, wherefore in matters of common
knowledge there is no need of judicial procedure, according to
1 Tim. 5:24, “Some men’s sins are manifest, going before to
judgment.” Consequently, if the judge by his personal knowl-
edge is aware of the truth, he should pay no heed to the evi-
dence, but should pronounce sentence according to the truth
which he knows.

Objection 4. Further, the word “conscience” denotes ap-
plication of knowledge to amatter of action as stated in the Ia,
q. 79, a. 13. Now it is a sin to act contrary to one’s knowledge.
erefore a judge sins if he pronounces sentence according to
the evidence but against his conscience of the truth.

On the contrary, Augustine* says in his commentary on
the Psalter: “A good judge does nothing according to his pri-
vate opinion but pronounces sentence according to the law
and the right.” Now this is to pronounce judgment according
towhat is alleged and proved in court.erefore a judge ought
to pronounce judgment in accordance with these things, and
not according to his private opinion.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1; q. 60, Aa. 2,6) it is
the duty of a judge to pronounce judgment in as much as he
exercises public authority, wherefore his judgment should be
based on information acquired by him, not from his knowl-
edge as a private individual, but from what he knows as a pub-
lic person. Now the latter knowledge comes to him both in
general and in particular—in general through the public laws,
whether Divine or human, and he should admit no evidence
that conflicts therewith—in some particular matter, through
documents and witnesses, and other legal means of informa-
tion, which in pronouncing his sentence, he ought to follow
rather than the information he has acquired as a private indi-
vidual. And yet this same informationmay be of use to him, so
that he canmore rigorously si the evidence brought forward,
and discover its weak points. If, however, he is unable to reject
that evidence juridically, he must, as stated above, follow it in
pronouncing sentence.

Reply to Objection 1. e reason why, in the passage
quoted, it is stated that the judges should first of all be asked
their reasons, is to make it clear that the judges ought to judge
the truth in accordance with the evidence.

Reply to Objection 2. To judge belongs to God in virtue
of His own power: wherefore His judgment is based on the
truth which He Himself knows, and not on knowledge im-
parted by others: the same is to be said of Christ, Who is true
God and trueman:whereas other judges donot judge in virtue
of their own power, so that there is no comparison.

Reply toObjection 3.eApostle refers to the casewhere
something is well known not to the judge alone, but both to
him and to others, so that the guilty party can by no means
denyhis guilt (as in the case of notorious criminals), and is con-
victed at once from the evidence of the fact. If, on the other
hand, it be well known to the judge, but not to others, or to
others, but not to the judge, then it is necessary for the judge
to si the evidence.

Reply toObjection4. Inmatters touchinghis ownperson,
a man must form his conscience from his own knowledge, but
in matters concerning the public authority, he must form his
conscience in accordancewith the knowledge attainable in the
public judicial procedure.

IIa IIae q. 67 a. 3Whether a judge may condemn a man who is not accused?

Objection 1. It would seem that a judgemay pass sentence
on amanwho is not accused. For human justice is derived from
Divine justice. Now God judges the sinner even though there
be no accuser.erefore it seems that a manmay pass sentence
of condemnation on a man even though there be no accuser.

Objection 2. Further, an accuser is required in judicial
procedure in order that he may relate the crime to the judge.
Now sometimes the crimemay come to the judge’s knowledge
otherwise than by accusation; for instance, by denunciation,
or by evil report, or through the judge himself being an eye-

* Ambrose, Super Ps. 118, serm. 20.
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witness. erefore a judge may condemn a man without there
being an accuser.

Objection 3. Further, the deeds of holy persons are related
in Holy Writ, as models of human conduct. Now Daniel was
at the same time the accuser and the judge of the wicked an-
cients (Dan. 13). erefore it is not contrary to justice for a
man to condemn anyone as judge while being at the same time
his accuser.

On the contrary, Ambrose in his commentary on 1 Cor.
5:2, expounding the Apostle’s sentence on the fornicator, says
that “a judge should not condemn without an accuser, since
our Lord did not banish Judas, who was a thief, yet was not
accused.”

I answer that, A judge is an interpreter of justice. Where-
fore, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 4), “men have recourse
to a judge as to one who is the personification of justice.” Now,
as stated above (q. 58, a. 2 ), justice is not between a man
and himself but between one man and another. Hence a judge
must needs judge between two parties, which is the case when
one is the prosecutor, and the other the defendant. erefore
in criminal cases the judge cannot sentence a man unless the
latter has an accuser, according to Acts 25:16: “It is not the
custom of the Romans to condemn any man, before that he
who is accused have his accusers present, and have liberty to
make his answer, to clear himself of the crimes” of which he is
accused.

Reply toObjection 1.God, in judging man, takes the sin-
ner’s conscience as his accuser, according to Rom. 2:15, “eir
thoughts between themselves accusing, or also defending one
another”; or again, He takes the evidence of the fact as re-
gards the deed itself, according to Gn. 4:10, “e voice of thy
brother’s blood crieth to Me from the earth.”

Reply toObjection 2.Public disgrace takes the place of an
accuser. Hence a gloss on Gn. 4:10, “e voice of thy brother’s
blood,” etc. says: “ere is no need of an accuser when the
crime committed is notorious.” In a case of denunciation, as
stated above (q. 33, a. 7), the amendment, not the punishment,
of the sinner is intended: wherefore when a man is denounced
for a sin, nothing is done against him, but for him, so that no
accuser is required. e punishment that is inflicted is on ac-
count of his rebellion against the Church, and since this rebel-
lion is manifest, it stands instead of an accuser. e fact that
the judge himself was an eye-witness, does not authorize him
to proceed to pass sentence, except according to the order of
judicial procedure.

Reply to Objection 3. God, in judging man, proceeds
from His own knowledge of the truth, whereas man does not,
as stated above (a. 2). Hence a man cannot be accuser, witness
and judge at the same time, as God is. Daniel was at once ac-
cuser and judge, because he was the executor of the sentence
of God, by whose instinct he was moved, as stated above (a. 1,
ad 1).

IIa IIae q. 67 a. 4Whether the judge can lawfully remit the punishment?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judge can lawfully
remit the punishment. For it is written ( James 2:13): “Judg-
mentwithoutmercy” shall be done “to him that hath not done
mercy.” Now no man is punished for not doing what he can-
not do lawfully. erefore any judge can lawfully do mercy by
remitting the punishment.

Objection2.Further, human judgment should imitate the
Divine judgment.NowGod remits the punishment to sinners,
because He desires not the death of the sinner, according to
Ezech. 18:23. erefore a human judge also may lawfully re-
mit the punishment to one who repents.

Objection 3. Further, it is lawful for anyone to do what
is profitable to some one and harmful to none. Now the re-
mission of his punishment profits the guilty man and harms
nobody. erefore the judge can lawfully loose a guilty man
from his punishment.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Dt. 13:8,9) concerning any-
onewhowould persuade aman to serve strange gods: “Neither
let thy eye spare him to pity and conceal him, but thou shalt
presently put him to death”: and of the murderer it is written
(Dt. 19:12,13): “He shall die. ou shalt not pity him.”

I answer that, As may be gathered from what has been
said (Aa. 2,3), with regard to the question in point, two things
may be observed in connection with a judge. One is that he

has to judge between accuser and defendant, while the other
is that he pronounces the judicial sentence, in virtue of his
power, not as a private individual but as a public person. Ac-
cordingly on two counts a judge is hindered from loosing a
guilty person from his punishment. First on the part of the ac-
cuser, whose right it sometimes is that the guilty party should
be punished—for instance on account of some injury commit-
ted against the accuser—because it is not in the power of a
judge to remit such punishment, since every judge is bound
to give each man his right. Secondly, he finds a hindrance on
the part of the commonwealth, whose power he exercises, and
to whose good it belongs that evil-doers should be punished.

Nevertheless in this respect there is a difference be-
tween judges of lower degree and the supreme judge, i.e. the
sovereign, to whom the entire public authority is entrusted.
For the inferior judge has no power to exempt a guilty man
from punishment against the laws imposed on him by his su-
perior. Wherefore Augustine in commenting on John 19:11,
“ou shouldst not have any power against Me,” says (Tract.
cxvi in Joan.): “e power which God gave Pilate was such
that he was under the power of Caesar, so that he was by no
means free to acquit the person accused.” On the other hand
the sovereign who has full authority in the commonwealth,
can lawfully remit the punishment to a guilty person, provided
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the injured party consent to the remission, and that this do not
seem detrimental to the public good.

Reply toObjection1.ere is a place for the judge’smercy
in matters that are le to the judge’s discretion, because in like
matters a good man is slow to punish as the Philosopher states
(Ethic. v, 10). But inmatters that are determined in accordance
withDivine or human laws, it is not le to him to showmercy.

Reply toObjection2.Godhas supreme power of judging,
and it concerns Him whatever is done sinfully against anyone.
erefore He is free to remit the punishment, especially since
punishment is due to sin chieflybecause it is done againstHim.

He does not, however, remit the punishment, except in so far
as it becomes His goodness, which is the source of all laws.

Reply to Objection 3. If the judge were to remit punish-
ment inordinately, he would inflict an injury on the commu-
nity, for whose good it behooves ill-deeds to be punished, in
order that.menmay avoid sin.Hence the text, aer appointing
the punishment of the seducer, adds (Dt. 13:11): “at all Is-
rael hearing may fear, and may do no more anything like this.”
Hewould also inflict harm on the injured person; who is com-
pensated by having his honor restored in the punishment of
the man who has injured him.
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S P   S P, Q 68
Of Matters Concerning Unjust Accusation

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider matters pertaining to unjust accusation. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a man is bound to accuse?
(2) Whether the accusation should be made in writing?
(3) How is an accusation vitiated?
(4) How should those be punished who have accused a man wrongfully?

IIa IIae q. 68 a. 1Whether a man is bound to accuse?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man is not bound to ac-
cuse. For no man is excused on account of sin from fulfilling a
Divine precept, since hewould thus profit by his sin. Yet on ac-
count of sin some are disqualified from accusing, such as those
who are excommunicate or of evil fame, or who are accused of
grievous crimes and are not yet proved to be innocent*. ere-
fore a man is not bound by a Divine precept to accuse.

Objection 2. Further, every duty depends on charity
which is “the end of the precept”†: wherefore it is written
(Rom. 13:8): “Owenoman anything, but to love one another.”
Now that which belongs to charity is a duty that man owes to
all both of high andof lowdegree, both superiors and inferiors.
Since therefore subjects should not accuse their superiors, nor
persons of lower degree, those of a higher degree, as shown in
several chapters (Decret. II, qu. vii), it seems that it is noman’s
duty to accuse.

Objection 3. Further, no man is bound to act against the
fidelity which he owes his friend; because he ought not to do
to another what he would not have others do to him. Now to
accuse anyone is sometimes contrary to the fidelity that one
owes a friend; for it is written (Prov. 11:13): “He that walketh
deceitfully, revealeth secrets; but he that is faithful, concealeth
the thing committed to him by his friend.” erefore a man is
not bound to accuse.

On the contrary, It is written (Lev. 5:1): “If any one sin,
and hear the voice of one swearing, and is a witness either be-
cause he himself hath seen, or is privy to it: if he do not utter
it, he shall bear his iniquity.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 33, Aa. 6,7; q. 67, a. 3, ad
2), the difference between denunciation and accusation is that
in denunciation we aim at a brother’s amendment, whereas in
accusation we intend the punishment of his crime. Now the
punishments of this life are sought, not for their own sake,
because this is not the final time of retribution, but in their

character of medicine, conducing either to the amendment of
the sinner, or to the good of the commonwealth whose calm is
ensured by the punishment of evil-doers. e former of these
is intended in denunciation, as stated, whereas the second re-
gards properly accusation. Hence in the case of a crime that
conduces to the injury of the commonwealth, a man is bound
to accusation, provided he can offer sufficient proof, since it is
the accuser’s duty to prove: as, for example, when anyone’s sin
conduces to the bodily or spiritual corruption of the commu-
nity. If, however, the sin be not such as to affect the commu-
nity, or if he cannot offer sufficient proof, a man is not bound
to attempt to accuse, since noman is bound to dowhat he can-
not duly accomplish.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing prevents a man being de-
barred by sin from doing what men are under an obligation to
do: for instance from meriting eternal life, and from receiving
the sacraments of the Church. Nor does a man profit by this:
indeed it is amost grievous fault to fail to dowhat one is bound
to do, since virtuous acts are perfections of man.

Reply to Objection 2. Subjects are debarred from accus-
ing their superiors, “if it is not the affection of charity but
their ownwickedness that leads them to defame and disparage
the conduct of their superiors”‡ —or again if the subject who
wishes to accuse his superior is himself guilty of crime§. Oth-
erwise, provided they be in other respects qualified to accuse,
it is lawful for subjects to accuse their superiors out of charity.

Reply to Objection 3. It is contrary to fidelity to make
known secrets to the injury of a person; but not if they be re-
vealed for the good of the community, which should always
be preferred to a private good. Hence it is unlawful to receive
any secret in detriment to the common good: and yet a thing
is scarcely a secret when there are sufficient witnesses to prove
it.

* 1Tim. 1:5. † Can.Definimus, caus. iv, qu. 1; caus. vi, qu. 1. ‡ Append.Grat. ad can. Sunt nonnulli, caus. ii, qu. 7. § Decret. II, qu. vii, can. Praesumunt.
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IIa IIae q. 68 a. 2Whether it is necessary for the accusation to be made in writing?

Objection1. Itwould seemunnecessary for the accusation
to be made in writing. For writing was devised as an aid to the
human memory of the past. But an accusation is made in the
present.erefore the accusationneeds not to bemade inwrit-
ing.

Objection 2. Further, it is laid down (Decret. II, qu. viii,
can. Per scripta) that “no man may accuse or be accused in his
absence.” Now writing seems to be useful in the fact that it is
a means of notifying something to one who is absent, as Au-
gustine declares (De Trin. x, 1). erefore the accusation need
not be inwriting: and all themore that the canon declares that
“no accusation in writing should be accepted.”

Objection 3. Further, a man’s crime is made known by de-
nunciation, even as by accusation. Now writing is unnecessary
in denunciation. erefore it is seemingly unnecessary in ac-
cusation.

On the contrary, It is laid down (Decret. II, qu. viii, can.
Accusatorum) that “the role of accuser must never be sanc-
tioned without the accusation be in writing.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 67, a. 3), when the pro-
cess in a criminal case goes by way of accusation, the accuser
is in the position of a party, so that the judge stands between
the accuser and the accused for the purpose of the trial of jus-
tice, wherein it behooves one to proceed on certainties, as far
as possible. Since however verbal utterances are apt to escape
one’s memory, the judge would be unable to know for cer-
tain what had been said and with what qualifications, when

he comes to pronounce sentence, unless it were drawn up in
writing. Hence it has with reason been established that the ac-
cusation, aswell as other parts of the judicial procedure, should
be put into writing.

Reply to Objection 1. Words are so many and so various
that it is difficult to remember each one. A proof of this is the
fact that if a number of people who have heard the samewords
be asked what was said, they will not agree in repeating them,
even aer a short time. And since a slight difference of words
changes the sense, even though the judge’s sentence may have
to be pronounced soon aerwards, the certainty of judgment
requires that the accusation be drawn up in writing.

Reply to Objection 2. Writing is needed not only on ac-
count of the absence of the person who has something to no-
tify, or of the person to whom something is notified, but also
on account of the delay of time as stated above (ad 1). Hence
when the canon says, “Let no accusation be accepted in writ-
ing” it refers to the sending of an accusation by one who is ab-
sent: but it does not exclude the necessity of writing when the
accuser is present.

Reply toObjection 3. e denouncer does not bind him-
self to give proofs: wherefore he is not punished if he is unable
to prove. For this reason writing is unnecessary in a denunci-
ation: and it suffices that the denunciation be made verbally
to the Church, who will proceed, in virtue of her office, to the
correction of the brother.

IIa IIae q. 68 a. 3Whether an accusation is rendered unjust by calumny, collusion or evasion?

Objection 1. It would seem that an accusation is not ren-
deredunjust by calumny, collusionor evasion. For according to
Decret. II, qu. iii*, “calumny consists in falsely charging a per-
son with a crime.” Now sometimes one man falsely accuses an-
other of a crime through ignorance of fact which excuses him.
erefore it seems that an accusation is not always rendered
unjust through being slanderous.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated by the same authority
that “collusion consists in hiding the truth about a crime.” But
seemingly this is not unlawful, because one is not bound todis-
close every crime, as stated above (a. 1; q. 33, a. 7).erefore it
seems that an accusation is not rendered unjust by collusion.

Objection 3. Further, it is stated by the same authority
that “evasion consists in withdrawing altogether from an accu-
sation.” But this can be done without injustice: for it is stated
there also: “If a man repent of having made a wicked accusa-
tion and inscription† in a matter which he cannot prove, and
come to an understanding with the innocent party whom he
has accused, let them acquit one another.” erefore evasion

does not render an accusation unjust.
On the contrary, It is stated by the same authority: “e

rashness of accusers shows itself in three ways. For they are
guilty either of calumny, or of collusion, or of evasion.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), accusation is ordered
for the common good which it aims at procuring by means of
knowledge of the crime. Now no man ought to injure a per-
son unjustly, in order to promote the common good. Where-
fore a man may sin in two ways when making an accusation:
first through acting unjustly against the accused, by charging
him falsely with the commission of a crime, i.e. by calumniat-
ing him; secondly, on the part of the commonwealth, whose
good is intended chiefly in an accusation, when anyone with
wicked intent hinders a sin being punished. is again hap-
pens in two ways: first by having recourse to fraud in making
the accusation.is belongs to collusion [prevaricatio] for “he
that is guilty of collusion is like one who rides astraddle [var-
icator], because he helps the other party, and betrays his own
side”*. Secondly by withdrawing altogether from the accusa-

* Append. Grat. ad can. Si quem poenituerit. † e accuser was bound by
Roman Law to endorse (se inscribere) the writ of accusation.e effect of this
endorsement or inscription was that the accuser bound himself, if he failed to
prove the accusation, to suffer the same punishment as the accusedwould have
to suffer if proved guilty. * Append. Grat. ad can. Si quem poenituerit.
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tion. is is evasion [tergiversatio] for by desisting from what
he had begun he seems to turn his back [tergum vertere].

Reply to Objection 1. A man ought not to proceed to ac-
cuse except of what he is quite certain about, wherein igno-
rance of fact has no place. Yet he who falsely charges another
with a crime is not a calumniator unless he gives utterance to
false accusations out of malice. For it happens sometimes that
aman through levity of mind proceeds to accuse someone, be-
cause he believes too readily what he hears, and this pertains
to rashness; while, on the other hand sometimes a man is led
to make an accusation on account of an error for which he is
not to blame. All these things must be weighed according to
the judge’s prudence, lest he should declare aman to have been
guilty of calumny, who through levity of mind or an error for
which he is not to be blamed has uttered a false accusation.

Reply to Objection 2. Not everyone who hides the truth

about a crime is guilty of collusion, but only he who deceit-
fully hides the matter about which he makes the accusation,
by collusion with the defendant, dissembling his proofs, and
admitting false excuses.

Reply toObjection 3. Evasion consists in withdrawing al-
together from the accusation, by renouncing the intention of
accusing, not anyhow, but inordinately. ere are two ways,
however, in which a man may rightly desist from accusing
without committing a sin —in one way, in the very process
of accusation, if it come to his knowledge that the matter of
his accusation is false, and then by mutual consent the accuser
and the defendant acquit one another—in another way, if the
accusation be quashed by the sovereign to whom belongs the
care of the common good, which it is intended to procure by
the accusation.

IIa IIae q. 68 a. 4Whether an accuser who fails to prove his indictment is bound to the punishment of retalia-
tion?

Objection 1. It would seem that the accuser who fails to
prove his indictment is not bound to the punishment of re-
taliation. For sometimes a man is led by a just error tomake an
accusation, inwhich case the judge acquit the accuser, as stated
in Decret. II, qu. iii.† erefore the accuser who fails to prove
his indictment is not bound to the punishment of retaliation.

Objection 2. Further, if the punishment of retaliation
ought to be inflicted on onewho has accused unjustly, this will
be on account of the injury he has done to someone—but not
on account of any injury done to the person of the accused, for
in that case the sovereign could not remit this punishment, nor
on account of an injury to the commonwealth, because then
the accused could not acquit him. erefore the punishment
of retaliation is not due to one who has failed to prove his ac-
cusation.

Objection 3. Further, the one same sin does not deserve
a twofold punishment, according to Nahum 1:9‡: “God shall
not judge the same thing a second time.” But he who fails to
prove his accusation, incurs the punishment due to defama-
tion§, which punishment even the Pope seemingly cannot re-
mit, according to a statement of PopeGelasius¶: “Althoughwe
are able to save souls by Penance, we are unable to remove the
defamation.” erefore he is not bound to suffer the punish-
ment of retaliation.

On the contrary, Pope Hadrian I says (Cap. lii): “He that
fails to prove his accusation, must himself suffer the punish-
ment which his accusation inferred.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), in a case, where the
procedure is by way of accusation, the accuser holds the posi-
tion of a party aiming at the punishment of the accused. Now
the duty of the judge is to establish the equality of justice be-
tween them: and the equality of justice requires that a man

should himself suffer whatever harm he has intended to be in-
flicted on another, according to Ex. 21:24, “Eye for eye, tooth
for tooth.” Consequently it is just that he who by accusing a
man has put him in danger of being punished severely, should
himself suffer a like punishment.

Reply toObjection 1.As the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 5)
justice does not always require counterpassion, because it mat-
ters considerably whether a man injures another voluntarily
or not. Voluntary injury deserves punishment, involuntary de-
serves forgiveness. Hence when the judge becomes aware that
aman hasmade a false accusation, notwith amind to do harm,
but involuntarily through ignorance or a just error, he does not
impose the punishment of retaliation.

Reply to Objection 2. He who accuses wrongfully sins
both against the person of the accused and against the com-
monwealth; wherefore he is punished on both counts. is is
the meaning of what is written (Dt. 19:18-20): “And when af-
ter most diligent inquisition, they shall find that the false wit-
ness hath told a lie against his brother: then shall render to him
as he meant to do to his brother,” and this refers to the injury
done to theperson: and aerwards, referring to the injurydone
to the commonwealth, the text continues: “And thou shalt
take away the evil out of the midst of thee, that others hear-
ing may fear, and may not dare to do such things.” Specially,
however, does he injure the person of the accused, if he accuse
him falsely. Wherefore the accused, if innocent, may condone
the injury done to himself, particularly if the accusation were
made not calumniously but out of levity of mind. But if the
accuser desist from accusing an innocent man, through col-
lusion with the latter’s adversary, he inflicts an injury on the
commonwealth: and this cannot be condoned by the accused,
although it can be remitted by the sovereign, who has charge

† Append. Grat., ad can. Si quem poenituerit. ‡ Septuagint version.
§ Can. Infames, caus. vi, qu. 1. ¶ Callist. I, Epist. ad omn. Gall. episc.
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of the commonwealth.
Reply to Objection 3. e accuser deserves the punish-

ment of retaliation in compensation for the harm he attempts
to inflict on his neighbor: but the punishment of disgrace is
due to him for his wickedness in accusing another man calum-
niously. Sometimes the sovereign remits the punishment, and
not the disgrace, and sometimes he removes the disgrace also:

wherefore the Pope also can remove this disgrace. When Pope
Gelasius says: “We cannot remove the disgrace,” he may mean
either the disgrace attaching to the deed [infamia facti], or that
sometimes it is not expedient to remove it, or again he may be
referring to the disgrace inflicted by the civil judge, as Gratian
states (Callist. I, Epist. ad omn. Gall. episc.).
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Of Sins Committed Against Justice On the Part of the Defendant

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider those sins which are committed against justice on the part of the defendant. Under this head there
are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a mortal sin to deny the truth which would lead to one’s condemnation?
(2) Whether it is lawful to defend oneself with calumnies?
(3) Whether it is lawful to escape condemnation by appealing?
(4) Whether it is lawful for one who has been condemned to defend himself by violence if he be able to do so?

IIa IIae q. 69 a. 1Whether one can, without a mortal sin, deny the truth which would lead to one’s condemna-
tion?

Objection 1. It would seem one can, without a mortal sin,
deny the truth which would lead to one’s condemnation. For
Chrysostom says (Hom. xxxi super Ep. ad Heb.): “I do not say
that you should lay bare your guilt publicly, nor accuse yourself
before others.” Now if the accused were to confess the truth
in court, he would lay bare his guilt and be his own accuser.
erefore he is not bound to tell the truth: and so he does not
sin mortally if he tell a lie in court.

Objection 2. Further, just as it is an officious lie when one
tells a lie in order to rescue another man from death, so is it an
officious lie when one tells a lie in order to free oneself from
death, since one is more bound towards oneself than towards
another. Now an officious lie is considered not a mortal but a
venial sin.erefore if the accused denies the truth in court, in
order to escape death, he does not sin mortally.

Objection 3. Further, every mortal sin is contrary to char-
ity, as stated above (q. 24, a. 12). But that the accused lie by
denying himself to be guilty of the crime laid to his charge
is not contrary to charity, neither as regards the love we owe
God, nor as to the love due to our neighbor. erefore such a
lie is not a mortal sin.

Onthe contrary,Whatever is opposed to the glory ofGod
is a mortal sin, because we are bound by precept to “do all to
the glory ofGod” (1Cor. 10:31).Now it is to the glory ofGod
that the accused confess that which is alleged against him, as
appears from the words of Josue to Achan, “My son, give glory
to the Lord God of Israel, and confess and tell me what thou
hast done, hide it not” ( Joshua 7:19). erefore it is a mortal
sin to lie in order to cover one’s guilt.

I answer that, Whoever acts against the due order of jus-
tice, sins mortally, as stated above (q. 59, a. 4). Now it belongs
to the order of justice that a man should obey his superior
in those matters to which the rights of his authority extend.
Again, the judge, as stated above (q. 67 , a. 1), is the superior in

relation to the person whom he judges. erefore the accused
is in duty bound to tell the judge the truth which the latter ex-
acts from him according to the form of law. Hence if he refuse
to tell the truth which he is under obligation to tell, or if he
mendaciously deny it, he sins mortally. If, on the other hand,
the judge asks of him that which he cannot ask in accordance
with the order of justice, the accused is not bound to satisfy
him, andhemay lawfully escape by appealing or otherwise: but
it is not lawful for him to lie.

Reply to Objection 1. When a man is examined by the
judge according to the order of justice, he does not lay bare
his own guilt, but his guilt is unmasked by another, since the
obligation of answering is imposed on him by one whom he is
bound to obey.

Reply to Objection 2. To lie, with injury to another per-
son, in order to rescue a man from death is not a purely of-
ficious lie, for it has an admixture of the pernicious lie: and
when aman lies in court in order to exculpate himself, he does
an injury to one whom he is bound to obey, since he refuses
him his due, namely an avowal of the truth.

Reply to Objection 3. He who lies in court by denying
his guilt, acts both against the love of God to whom judg-
ment belongs, and against the love of his neighbor, and this
not only as regards the judge, to whom he refuses his due, but
also as regards his accuser, who is punished if he fail to prove
his accusation.Hence it is written (Ps. 140:4): “Incline notmy
heart to evil words, to make excuses in sins”: on which words a
gloss says: “Shamelessmen arewont by lying to deny their guilt
when they have been found out.” And Gregory in expounding
Job 31:33, “If as a man I have hid my sin,” says (Moral. xxii,
15): “It is a common vice of mankind to sin in secret, by lying
to hide the sin that has been committed, and when convicted
to aggravate the sin by defending oneself.”
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IIa IIae q. 69 a. 2Whether it is lawful for the accused to defend himself with calumnies?

Objection 1. It would seem lawful for the accused to de-
fend himself with calumnies. Because, according to civil law
(Cod. II, iv, De transact. 18), when a man is on trial for his
life it is lawful for him to bribe his adversary. Now this is done
chiefly by defending oneself with calumnies. erefore the ac-
cused who is on trial for his life does not sin if he defend him-
self with calumnies.

Objection 2. Further, an accuser who is guilty of collusion
with the accused, is punishable by law (Decret. II, qu. iii, can. Si
quem poenit.). Yet no punishment is imposed on the accused
for collusion with the accuser. erefore it would seem lawful
for the accused to defend himself with calumnies.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Prov. 14:16): “A wise
man feareth and declineth from evil, the fool leapeth over and
is confident.” Now what is done wisely is no sin. erefore no
matter how a man declines from evil, he does not sin.

On the contrary, In criminal cases an oath has to be taken
against calumnious allegations (Extra, De juramento calum-
niae, cap. Inhaerentes): and this would not be the case if it
were lawful to defend oneself with calumnies. erefore it is
not lawful for the accused to defend himself with calumnies.

I answer that, It is one thing towithhold the truth, and an-
other to utter a falsehood. e former is lawful sometimes, for
a man is not bound to divulge all truth, but only such as the
judge can and must require of him according to the order of
justice; as, for instance, when the accused is already disgraced
through the commission of some crime, or certain indications
of his guilt have already been discovered, or again when his
guilt is already more or less proven. On the other hand it is
never lawful to make a false declaration.

As regards what he may do lawfully, a man can employ ei-
ther lawful means, and such as are adapted to the end in view,
which belongs to prudence; or he can use unlawful means, un-
suitable to the proposed end, and this belongs to crainess,
which is exercised by fraud and guile, as shown above (q. 55,

Aa. 3, seqq.). His conduct in the former case is praiseworthy,
in the latter sinful. Accordingly it is lawful for the accused to
defend himself by withholding the truth that he is not bound
to avow, by suitable means, for instance by not answering such
questions as he is not bound to answer. is is not to defend
himself with calumnies, but to escape prudently. But it is un-
lawful for him, either to utter a falsehood, or to withhold a
truth that he is bound to avow, or to employ guile or fraud, be-
cause fraud and guile have the force of a lie, and so to use them
would be to defend oneself with calumnies.

Reply toObjection 1. Human laws leave many things un-
punished, which according to theDivine judgment are sins, as,
for example, simple fornication; because human law does not
exact perfect virtue from man, for such virtue belongs to few
and cannot be found in so great a number of people as human
law has to direct. at a man is sometimes unwilling to com-
mit a sin in order to escape from the death of the body, the
danger of which threatens the accused who is on trial for his
life, is an act of perfect virtue, since “death is the most fearful
of all temporal things” (Ethic. iii, 6).Wherefore if the accused,
who is on trial for his life, bribes his adversary, he sins indeed
by inducing him to do what is unlawful, yet the civil law does
not punish this sin, and in this sense it is said to be lawful.

Reply to Objection 2. If the accuser is guilty of collusion
with the accused and the latter is guilty, he incurs punish-
ment, and so it is evident that he sins. Wherefore, since it is
a sin to induce a man to sin, or to take part in a sin in any
way—for the Apostle says (Rom. 1:32), that “they…are wor-
thy of death…that consent” to thosewho sin—it is evident that
the accused also sins if he is guilty of collusion with his adver-
sary. Nevertheless according to human laws no punishment is
inflicted on him, for the reason given above.

Reply to Objection 3. e wise man hides himself not by
slandering others but by exercising prudence.

IIa IIae q. 69 a. 3Whether it is lawful for the accused to escape judgment by appealing?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for the accused to
escape judgment by appealing. e Apostle says (Rom. 13:1):
“Let every soul be subject to the higher powers.” Now the ac-
cused by appealing refuses to be subject to a higher power, viz.
the judge. erefore he commits a sin.

Objection 2. Further, ordinary authority is more binding
than thatwhichwe choose for ourselves.Now according to the
Decretals (II, qu. vi, cap. A judicibus) it is unlawful to appeal
from the judges chosen by common consent. Much less there-
fore is it lawful to appeal from ordinary judges.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is lawful once is always
lawful. But it is not lawful to appeal aer the tenth day*, nor

a third time on the same point†. erefore it would seem that
an appeal is unlawful in itself.

On the contrary, Paul appealed to Caesar (Acts 25).
I answer that, ere are two motives for which a man ap-

peals. First through confidence in the justice of his cause, see-
ing that he is unjustly oppressed by the judge, and then it is
lawful for him to appeal, because this is a prudentmeans of es-
cape. Hence it is laid down (Decret. II, qu. vi, can. Omnis op-
pressus): “All those who are oppressed are free, if they so wish,
to appeal to the judgment of the priests, and nomanmay stand
in their way.” Secondly, a man appeals in order to cause a de-
lay, lest a just sentence be pronounced against him. is is to

* Can. Anteriorum, caus. ii, qu. 6. † Can. Si autem, caus. ii, qu. 6.
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defend oneself calumniously, and is unlawful as stated above
(a. 2). For he inflicts an injury both on the judge,whomhehin-
ders in the exercise of his office, and on his adversary, whose
justice he disturbs as far as he is able. Hence it is laid down
(II, qu. vi, can. Omnino puniendus): “Without doubt a man
should be punished if his appeal be declared unjust.”

Reply to Objection 1. A man should submit to the lower
authority in so far as the latter observes the order of the higher
authority. If the lower authority departs from the order of the
higher, we ought not to submit to it, for instance “if the pro-
consul order one thing and the emperor another,” according to
a gloss on Rom. 13:2. Nowwhen a judge oppresses anyone un-
justly, in this respect he departs from the order of the higher
authority, whereby he is obliged to judge justly.Hence it is law-
ful for amanwho is oppressed unjustly, to have recourse to the
authority of the higher power, by appealing either before or
aer sentence has been pronounced. And since it is to be pre-
sumed that there is no rectitudewhere true faith is lacking, it is
unlawful for a Catholic to appeal to an unbelieving judge, ac-
cording to Decretals II, qu. vi, can. Catholicus: “e Catholic
who appeals to the decision of a judge of another faith shall be
excommunicated, whether his case be just or unjust.” Hence
the Apostle also rebuked those who went to law before unbe-
lievers (1 Cor. 6:6).

Reply toObjection 2. It is due to a man’s own fault or ne-
glect that, of his own accord, he submits to the judgment of

one in whose justice he has no confidence. Moreover it would
seem to point to levity of mind for a man not to abide by what
he has once approved of. Hence it is with reason that the law
refuses us the faculty of appealing from the decision of judges
of our own choice, who have no power save by virtue of the
consent of the litigants. On the other hand the authority of
an ordinary judge depends, not on the consent of those who
are subject to his judgment, but on the authority of the king
or prince who appointed him. Hence, as a remedy against his
unjust oppression, the law allows one to have recourse to ap-
peal, so that even if the judge be at the same time ordinary and
chosen by the litigants, it is lawful to appeal from his decision,
since seemingly his ordinary authority occasioned his being
chosen as arbitrator. Nor is it to be imputed as a fault to the
man who consented to his being arbitrator, without adverting
to the fact that he was appointed ordinary judge by the prince.

Reply to Objection 3. e equity of the law so guards the
interests of the one party that the other is not oppressed. us
it allows ten days for appeal to be made, this being considered
sufficient time for deliberating on the expediency of an appeal.
If on the other hand there were no fixed time limit for appeal-
ing, the certainty of judgment would ever be in suspense, so
that the other party would suffer an injury. e reason why it
is not allowed to appeal a third time on the same point, is that
it is not probable that the judges would fail to judge justly so
many times.

IIa IIae q. 69 a. 4Whether a man who is condemned to death may lawfully defend himself if he can?

Objection 1. It would seem that amanwho is condemned
to death may lawfully defend himself if he can. For it is always
lawful todo that towhichnature inclines us, as being of natural
right, so to speak.Now, to resist corruption is an inclination of
nature not only in men and animals but also in things devoid
of sense. erefore if he can do so, the accused, aer condem-
nation, may lawfully resist being put to death.

Objection 2. Further, just as a man, by resistance, escapes
the death to which he has been condemned, so does he by
flight. Now it is lawful seemingly to escape death by flight, ac-
cording to Ecclus. 9:18, “Keep thee far from theman that hath
power to kill [and not to quicken]”*.erefore it is also lawful
for the accused to resist.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Prov. 24:11): “Deliver
them that are led to death: and those that are drawn to death
forbear not to deliver.” Now a man is under greater obligation
to himself than to another. erefore it is lawful for a con-
demned man to defend himself from being put to death.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 13:2): “He that
resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they
that resist, purchase to themselves damnation.” Now a con-
demned man, by defending himself, resists the power in the
point of its being ordained byGod “for the punishment of evil-

doers, and for the praise of the good”†.erefore he sins in de-
fending himself.

I answer that, A man may be condemned to death in two
ways. First justly, and then it is not lawful for the condemned
to defend himself, because it is lawful for the judge to combat
his resistance by force, so that on his part the fight is unjust,
and consequently without any doubt he sins.

Secondly a man is condemned unjustly: and such a sen-
tence is like the violence of robbers, according to Ezech. 22:21,
“Her princes in the midst of her are like wolves ravening the
prey to shed blood.” Wherefore even as it is lawful to resist
robbers, so is it lawful, in a like case, to resist wicked princes;
except perhaps in order to avoid scandal, whence some grave
disturbance might be feared to arise.

Reply to Objection 1. Reason was given to man that he
might ensue those things to which his nature inclines, not in
all cases, but in accordancewith the order of reason.Hence not
all self-defense is lawful, but only such as is accomplished with
due moderation.

Reply to Objection 2. When a man is condemned to
death, he has not to kill himself, but to suffer death: where-
fore he is not bound to do anything from which death would
result, such as to stay in the place whence he would be led to

* e words in the brackets are not in the Vulgate. † 1 Pet. 2:14.
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execution. But he may not resist those who lead him to death,
in order that he may not suffer what is just for him to suffer.
Even so, if a man were condemned to die of hunger, he does
not sin if he partakes of food brought to him secretly, because
to refrain from taking it would be to kill himself.

Reply to Objection 3. is saying of the wise man does
not direct that one should deliver a man from death in oppo-
sition to the order of justice: wherefore neither should a man
deliver himself from death by resisting against justice.

1430



S P   S P, Q 70
Of Injustice with Regard to the Person of the Witness

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider injustice with regard to the person of the witness. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a man is bound to give evidence?
(2) Whether the evidence of two or three witnesses suffices?
(3) Whether a man’s evidence may be rejected without any fault on his part?
(4) Whether it is a mortal sin to bear false witness?

IIa IIae q. 70 a. 1Whether a man is bound to give evidence?

Objection1. Itwould seem that aman is not bound to give
evidence. Augustine say (QQ.Gn. 1:26)*, that whenAbraham
said of his wife (Gn. 20:2), “She is my sister,” he wished the
truth to be concealed and not a lie be told. Now, by hiding the
truth a man abstains from giving evidence. erefore a man is
not bound to give evidence.

Objection 2. Further, no man is bound to act deceitfully.
Now it is written (Prov. 11:13): “He that walketh deceitfully
revealeth secrets, but he that is faithful concealeth the thing
committed to him by his friend.” erefore a man is not al-
ways bound to give evidence, especially onmatters committed
to him as a secret by a friend.

Objection3.Further, clerics and priests,more than others,
are bound to those things that are necessary for salvation. Yet
clerics and priests are forbidden to give evidence when a man
is on trial for his life. erefore it is not necessary for salvation
to give evidence.

On the contrary, Augustine† says: “Both he who conceals
the truth and hewho tells a lie are guilty, the former because he
is unwilling to do good, the latter because he desires to hurt.”

I answer that,Wemustmake a distinction in thematter of
giving evidence: because sometimes a certainman’s evidence is
necessary, and sometimes not. If the necessary evidence is that
of a man subject to a superior whom, in matters pertaining to
justice, he is bound to obey, without doubt he is bound to give
evidence on those points which are required of him in accor-
dance with the order of justice, for instance onmanifest things
or when ill-report has preceded. If however he is required to
give evidence on other points, for instance secret matters, and
those of which no ill-report has preceded, he is not bound to
give evidence. On the other hand, if his evidence be required
by authority of a superior whom he is bound to obey, we must
make a distinction: because if his evidence is required in order
to deliver a man from an unjust death or any other penalty, or
from false defamation, or some loss, in such cases he is bound
to give evidence. Even if his evidence is not demanded, he is
bound to do what he can to declare the truth to someone who
may profit thereby. For it is written (Ps. 81:4): “Rescue the
poor, and deliver the needy from the hand of the sinner”; and

(Prov. 24:11): “Deliver them that are led to death”; and (Rom.
1:32): “ey are worthy of death, not only they that do them,
but they also that consent to them that do them,” on which
words a gloss says: “To be silent when one can disprove is to
consent.” In matters pertaining to a man’s condemnation, one
is not bound to give evidence, except when one is constrained
by a superior in accordance with the order of justice; since if
the truth of such a matter be concealed, no particular injury is
inflicted on anyone. Or, if some danger threatens the accuser,
it matters not since he risked the danger of his own accord:
whereas it is different with the accused, who incurs the danger
against his will.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of conceal-
ment of the truth in a case when aman is not compelled by his
superior’s authority to declare the truth, and when such con-
cealment is not specially injurious to any person.

Reply toObjection 2.Aman should by nomeans give evi-
dence onmatters secretly committed to him in confession, be-
cause he knows such things, not as man but as God’s minister:
and the sacrament is more binding than any human precept.
But as regards matters committed to man in some other way
under secrecy, wemustmake a distinction. Sometimes they are
of such anature that one is bound tomake themknownas soon
as they come to our knowledge, for instance if they conduce
to the spiritual or corporal corruption of the community, or
to some grave personal injury, in short any like matter that a
man is bound to make known either by giving evidence or by
denouncing it. Against such a duty a man cannot be obliged
to act on the plea that the matter is committed to him under
secrecy, for he would break the faith he owes to another. On
the other hand sometimes they are such as one is not bound to
make known, so that one may be under obligation not to do
so on account of their being committed to one under secrecy.
In such a case one is by nomeans bound tomake them known,
even if the superior should command; because to keep faith is
of natural right, and a man cannot be commanded to do what
is contrary to natural right.

Reply to Objection 3. It is unbecoming for ministers of
the altar to slay a man or to cooperate in his slaying, as stated

* Cf. Contra Faust. xxii, 33,34. † Can. Quisquis, caus. xi, qu. 3, cap. Fal-
sidicus; cf. Isidore, Sentent. iii, 55.
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above (q. 64, a. 4); hence according to the order of justice they
cannot be compelled to give evidence when a man is on trial

for his life.

IIa IIae q. 70 a. 2Whether the evidence of two or three persons suffices?

Objection 1. It would seem that the evidence of two or
three persons is not sufficient. For judgment requires certitude.
Now certitude of the truth is not obtained by the assertions
of two or three witnesses, for we read that Naboth was un-
justly condemned on the evidence of two witnesses (3 Kings
21). erefore the evidence of two or three witnesses does not
suffice.

Objection 2. Further, in order for evidence to be credible
it must agree. But frequently the evidence of two or three dis-
agrees in some point. erefore it is of no use for proving the
truth in court.

Objection 3. Further, it is laid down (Decret. II, qu. iv,
can. Praesul.): “A bishop shall not be condemned save on the
evidence of seventy-two witnesses; nor a cardinal priest of the
RomanChurch, unless there be sixty-fourwitnesses.Nor a car-
dinal deacon of the Roman Church, unless there be twenty-
seven witnesses; nor a subdeacon, an acolyte, an exorcist, a
reader or a doorkeeper without seven witnesses.” Now the sin
of one who is of higher dignity is more grievous, and conse-
quently should be treated more severely. erefore neither is
the evidence of two or three witnesses sufficient for the con-
demnation of other persons.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Dt. 17:6): “By themouth of
two or three witnesses shall he die that is to be slain,” and fur-
ther on (Dt. 19:15): “In the mouth of two or three witnesses
every word shall stand.”

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 3),
“we must not expect to find certitude equally in every mat-
ter.” For in human acts, on which judgments are passed and
evidence required, it is impossible to have demonstrative cer-
titude, because they a about things contingent and variable.
Hence the certitude of probability suffices, such as may reach
the truth in the greater number, cases, although it fail in the
minority. No it is probable that the assertion of sever witnesses
contains the truth rather than the assertion of one: and since
the accused is the only one who denies, while several witness
affirm the same as the prosecutor, it is reasonably established
both by Divine and by human law, that the assertion of several
witnesses should be upheld.Now allmultitude is comprised of
three elements, the beginning, themiddle and the end.Where-
fore, according to the Philosopher (DeCoelo i, 1), “we reckon
‘all’ and ‘whole’ to consist of three parts.” Nowwe have a triple
voucher when two agree with the prosecutor: hence two wit-
nesses are required; or for the sake of greater certitude three,
which is the perfect number. Wherefore it is written (Eccles.
4:12): “A threefold cord is not easily broken”: and Augustine,
commenting on Jn. 8:17, “e testimony of two men is true,”
says (Tract. xxxvi) that “there is here amystery bywhichwe are

given to understand that Trinity wherein is perpetual stability
of truth.”

Reply to Objection 1. No matter how great a number of
witnesses may be determined, the evidence might sometimes
be unjust, since is written (Ex. 23:2): “ou shalt not follow
the multitude to do evil.” And yet the fact that in so many it is
not possible to have certitude without fear of error, is no rea-
son why we should reject the certitude which can probably be
had through two or three witnesses, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. If the witnesses disagree certain
principal circumstances which change the substance of the
fact, for instance in time, place, or persons, which are chiefly
in question, their evidence is of no weight, because if they dis-
agree in such things, each onewould seem to be giving distinct
evidence and to be speaking of different facts. For instance, one
say that a certain thing happened at such and such a time or
place, while another says it happened at another time or place,
they seem not to be speaking of the same event. e evidence
is not weakened if one witness says that he does not remem-
ber, while the other attests to a determinate time or place And
if on such points as these the witness for prosecution and de-
fense disagree altogether, and if they be equal in number on
either side, and of equal standing, the accused should have the
benefit of the doubt, because the judge ought to be more in-
clined to acquit than to condemn, except perhaps in favorable
suits, such as a pleading for liberty and the like. If, however,
the witnesses for the same side disagree, the judge ought to use
his own discretion in discerning which side to favor, by con-
sidering either the number of witnesses, or their standing, or
the favorableness of the suit, or the nature of the business and
of the evidence

Much more ought the evidence of one witness to be re-
jected if he contradict himself when questioned about what
he has seen and about what he knows; not, however, if he con-
tradict himself when questioned aboutmatters of opinion and
report, since he may be moved to answer differently according
to the different things he has seen and heard.

On the other hand if there be discrepancy of evidence in
circumstances not touching the substance of the fact, for in-
stance, whether the weather were cloudy or fine, whether the
house were painted or not, or such like matters, such discrep-
ancy does not weaken the evidence, because men are not wont
to takemuchnotice of such things,wherefore they easily forget
them. Indeed, a discrepancy of this kind renders the evidence
more credible, as Chrysostom states (Hom. i in Matth.), be-
cause if the witnesses agreed in every point, even in the min-
utest of details, they would seem to have conspired together to
say the same thing: but thismust be le to the prudent discern-
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ment of the judge.
Reply to Objection 3. is passage refers specially to the

bishops, priests, deacons and clerics of the Roman Church, on
account of its dignity: and this for three reasons. First because
in that Church those men ought to be promoted whose sanc-
tity makes their evidence of more weight than that of many
witnesses. Secondly, because those who have to judge other
men, oen have many opponents on account of their justice,

wherefore those who give evidence against them should not
be believed indiscriminately, unless they be very numerous.
irdly, because the condemnation of any one of them would
detract in public opinion from the dignity and authority of
that Church, a result which would be more fraught with dan-
ger than if one were to tolerate a sinner in that same Church,
unless he were very notorious and manifest, so that a grave
scandal would arise if he were tolerated.

IIa IIae q. 70 a. 3Whether a man’s evidence can be rejected without any fault of his?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man’s evidence ought
not to be rejected except on account of some fault. For it a
penalty on some that their evidence is inadmissible, as in the
case of those who are branded with infamy. Now a penalty
must not be inflicted save for a fault. erefore it would seem
that noman’s evidence ought to be rejected save on account of
a fault.

Objection 2. Further, “Good is to be presumed of every
one, unless the contrary appear”*. Now it pertains to a man’s
goodness that he should give true evidence. Since therefore
there can be no proof of the contrary, unless there be some
fault of his, it would seem that no man’s evidence should be
rejected save for some fault.

Objection 3. Further, no man is rendered unfit for things
necessary for salvation except by some sin. But it is necessary
for salvation to give true evidence, as stated above (a. 1).ere-
fore no man should be excluded from giving evidence save for
some fault.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Regist. xiii, 44): “As to the
bishopwho is said to have been accused by his servants, you are
to know that they shouldbynomeanshave beenheard”:which
words are embodied in the Decretals II, qu. 1, can. Imprimis.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), the authority of evi-
dence is not infallible but probable; and consequently the ev-
idence for one side is weakened by whatever strengthens the
probability of the other. Now the reliability of a person’s evi-
dence isweakened, sometimes indeed on account of some fault

of his, as in the case of unbelievers and persons of evil repute,
as well as those who are guilty of a public crime and who are
not allowed even to accuse; sometimes, without any fault on
his part, and this owing either to a defect in the reason, as in
the case of children, imbeciles and women, or to personal feel-
ing, as in the case of enemies, or persons united by family or
household ties, or again owing to some external condition, as
in the case of poor people, slaves, and those who are under au-
thority, concerning whom it is to be presumed that theymight
easily be induced to give evidence against the truth.

us it is manifest that a person’s evidencemay be rejected
either with or without some fault of his.

Reply to Objection 1. If a person is disqualified from giv-
ing evidence this is done as a precaution against false evidence
rather than as a punishment. Hence the argument does not
prove.

Reply toObjection2.Good is to be presumedof everyone
unless the contrary appear, provided this does not threaten in-
jury to another: because, in that case, one ought to be careful
not to believe everyone readily, according to 1 Jn. 4:1: “Believe
not every spirit.”

Reply toObjection3.Togive evidence is necessary for sal-
vation, provided the witness be competent, and the order of
justice observed.Hence nothing hinders certain persons being
excused from giving evidence, if they be considered unfit ac-
cording to law.

IIa IIae q. 70 a. 4Whether it is always a mortal sin to give false evidence?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not always a mortal
sin to give false evidence. For a personmay happen to give false
evidence, through ignorance of fact. Now such ignorance ex-
cuses from mortal sin. erefore the giving of false evidence is
not always a mortal sin.

Objection2.Further, a lie that benefits someone andhurts
no man is officious, and this is not a mortal sin. Now some-
times a lie of this kind occurs in false evidence, as when a per-
son gives false evidence in order to save a man from death, or
from an unjust sentence which threatens him through other
false witnesses or a perverse judge. erefore in such cases it is

not a mortal sin to give false evidence.
Objection 3. Further, a witness is required to take an oath

in order that he may fear to commit a mortal sin of perjury.
But this would not be necessary, if it were already a mortal sin
to give false evidence. erefore the giving of false evidence is
not always mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 19:5): “A false wit-
ness shall not be unpunished.”

I answer that, False evidence has a threefold deformity.
e first is owing to perjury, since witnesses are admitted only
on oath and on this count it is always a mortal sin. Secondly,

* Cap. Dudum, de Praesumpt.
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owing to the violationof justice, andon this account it is amor-
tal sin generically, even as any kind of injustice.Hence the pro-
hibition of false evidence by the precept of the decalogue is ex-
pressed in this formwhen it is said (Ex. 20:16), “ou shalt not
bear false witness against thy neighbor.” For one does nothing
against a man by preventing him from doing someone an in-
jury, but only by taking away his justice. irdly, owing to the
falsehood itself, by reason of which every lie is a sin: on this
account, the giving of false evidence is not always a mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 1. In giving evidence aman ought not
to affirm as certain, as though he knew it, that about which
he is not certain and he should confess his doubt in doubt-
ful terms, and that which he is certain about, in terms of cer-
tainty. Owing however to the frailty of the human memory,
a man sometimes thinks he is certain about something that is

not true; and then if aer thinking over the matter with due
care he deems himself certain about that false thing, he does
not sin mortally if he asserts it, because the evidence which he
gives is not directly an intentionally, but accidentally contrary
to what he intends.

Reply to Objection 2. An unjust judgment is not a judg-
ment, wherefore the false evidence given in an unjust judg-
ment, in order to prevent injustice is not a mortal sin by virtue
of the judgment, but only by reason of the oath violated.

Reply to Objection 3. Men abhor chiefly those sin that
are against God, as being most grievous and among them is
perjury: whereas they do not abhor so much sins against their
neighbor. Consequently, for the greater certitude of evidence,
the witness is required to take a oath.
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Of Injustice in Judgment On the Part of Counsel

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the injustice which takes place in judgment on the part of counsel, and under this head there are
four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether an advocate is bound to defend the suits of the poor?
(2) Whether certain persons should be prohibited from exercising the office of advocate?
(3) Whether an advocate sins by defending an unjust cause?
(4) Whether he sins if he accept a fee for defending a suit?

IIa IIae q. 71 a. 1Whether an advocate is bound to defend the suits of the poor?

Objection 1. It would seem that an advocate is bound to
defend the suits of the poor. For it is written (Ex. 23:5): “If
thou see the ass of him that hateth thee lie underneath his bur-
den, thou shalt not pass by, but shall li him up with him.”
Now no less a danger threatens the poor man whose suit is be-
ing unjustly prejudiced, than if his ass were to lie underneath
its burden. erefore an advocate is bound to defend the suits
of the poor.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says in a homily (ix in
Evang.): “Lethim thathathunderstandingbeware lest hewith-
hold his knowledge; let him that hath abundance of wealth
watch lest he slacken his merciful bounty; let himwho is a ser-
vant to art share his skill with his neighbor; let him who has
an opportunity of speakingwith thewealthy plead the cause of
the poor: for the slightest gi youhave receivedwill be reputed
a talent.” Now every man is bound, not to hide but faithfully
to dispense the talent committed to him; as evidenced by the
punishment inflicted on the servant who hid his talent (Mat.
25:30). erefore an advocate is bound to plead for the poor.

Objection3.Further, the precept about performingworks
of mercy, being affirmative, is binding according to time and
place, and this is chiefly in cases of need. Now it seems to be a
case of need when the suit of a poor man is being prejudiced.
erefore it seems that in such a case an advocate is bound to
defend the poor man’s suit.

On the contrary,He that lacks food is no less in need than
he that lacks an advocate. Yet he that is able to give food is not
always bound to feed the needy. erefore neither is an advo-
cate always bound to defend the suits of the poor.

I answer that, Since defense of the poorman’s suit belongs
to the works of mercy, the answer to this inquiry is the same as
the one given above with regard to the other works of mercy
(q. 32, Aa. 5,9). Now no man is sufficient to bestow a work of
mercy on all those who need it. Wherefore, as Augustine says
(De Doctr. Christ. i, 28), “since one cannot do good to all, we
ought to consider those chiefly who by reason of place, time,
or any other circumstance, by a kind of chance aremore closely
united to us.” He says “by reason of place,” because one is not
bound to search throughout the world for the needy that one

may succor them; and it suffices to do works of mercy to those
one meets with. Hence it is written (Ex. 23:4): “If thou meet
thy enemy’s ass going astray, bring it back to him.” He says also
“by reasonof time,” because one is not bound toprovide for the
future needs of others, and it suffices to succor present needs.
Hence it is written (1 Jn. 3:17): “He that…shall see his brother
in need, and shall put up his bowels from him, how doth the
charity of God abide in him?” Lastly he says, “or any other cir-
cumstance,” because one ought to show kindness to those es-
pecially who are by any tie whatever united to us, according to
1Tim. 5:8, “If anyman have not care of his own, and especially
of those of his house, he hath denied the faith and isworse than
an infidel.”

It may happen however that these circumstances concur,
and then we have to consider whether this particular man
stands in such a need that it is not easy to see how he can be
succored otherwise, and then one is bound to bestow thework
of mercy on him. If, however, it is easy to see how he can be
otherwise succored, either by himself, or by some other person
still more closely united to him, or in a better position to help
him, one is not bound so strictly to help the one in need that
it would be a sin not to do so: although it would be praisewor-
thy to do so where one is not bound to. erefore an advocate
is not always bound to defend the suits of the poor, but only
when the aforesaid circumstances concur, else he would have
to put aside all other business, and occupy himself entirely in
defending the suits of poor people.e same applies to a physi-
cian with regard to attendance on the sick.

Reply toObjection 1. So long as the ass lies under the bur-
den, there is no means of help in this case, unless those who
are passing along come to the man’s aid, and therefore they are
bound to help. But they would not be so bound if help were
possible from another quarter.

Reply to Objection 2. A man is bound to make good use
of the talent bestowed on him, according to the opportuni-
ties afforded by time, place, and other circumstances, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 3. Not every need is such that it is
one’s duty to remedy it, but only such as we have stated above.
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IIa IIae q. 71 a. 2Whether it is fitting that the law should debar certain persons from the office of advocate?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting for the law to debar
certain persons from the office of advocate. For noman should
be debarred from doing works of mercy. Now it belongs to the
works of mercy to defend a man’s suit, as stated above (a. 1).
erefore no man should be debarred from this office.

Objection 2. Further, contrary causes have not, seemingly,
the same effect. Now to be busy with Divine things and to be
busy about sin are contrary to one another. erefore it is un-
fitting that some should be debarred from the office of advo-
cate, on account of religion, as monks and clerics, while oth-
ers are debarred on account of sin, as persons of ill-repute and
heretics.

Objection 3. Further, a man should love his neighbor as
himself. Now it is a duty of love for an advocate to plead a per-
son’s cause.erefore it is unfitting that certain persons should
be debarred from pleading the cause of others, while they are
allowed to advocate their own cause.

On the contrary, According to Decretals III, qu. vii, can.
Infames, many persons are debarred from the office of advo-
cate.

I answer that, In two ways a person is debarred from per-
forming a certain act: first because it is impossible to him, sec-
ondly because it is unbecoming to him: but, whereas the man
to whom a certain act is impossible, is absolutely debarred
from performing it, he to whom an act is unbecoming is not
debarred altogether, since necessity may do away with its un-
becomingness. Accordingly some are debarred from the of-
fice of advocate because it is impossible to them through lack
of sense—either interior, as in the case of madmen and mi-
nors—or exterior, as in the case of the deaf and dumb. For
an advocate needs to have both interior skill so that he may
be able to prove the justice of the cause he defends, and also
speech and hearing, that he may speak and hear what is said
to him. Consequently those who are defective in these points,
are altogether debarred from being advocates either in their

own or in another’s cause.e becomingness of exercising this
office is removed in two ways. First, through a man being en-
gaged in higher things.Wherefore it is unfitting thatmonks or
priests should be advocates in any cause whatever, or that cler-
ics should plead in a secular court, because such persons are
engaged in Divine things. Secondly, on account of some per-
sonal defect, either of body (for instance a blind man whose
attendance in a court of justice would be unbecoming) or of
soul, for it ill becomes onewhohas disdained tobe just himself,
to plead for the justice of another. Wherefore it is unbecom-
ing that persons of ill repute, unbelievers, and those who have
been convicted of grievous crimes should be advocates. Nev-
ertheless this unbecomingness is outweighed by necessity: and
for this reason such persons can plead either their own cause or
that of persons closely connected with them.Moreover, clerics
can be advocates in the cause of their own church, and monks
in the cause of their own monastery, if the abbot direct them
to do so.

Reply to Objection 1. Certain persons are sometimes de-
barred by unbecomingness, and others by inability from per-
forming works of mercy: for not all the works of mercy are be-
coming to all persons: thus it ill becomes a fool to give counsel,
or the ignorant to teach.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as virtue is destroyed by “too
much” and “too little,” so does a person become incompetent
by “more” and “less.” For this reason some, like religious and
clerics, are debarred from pleading in causes, because they are
above such anoffice; andothers because they are less than com-
petent to exercise it, such as persons of ill-repute and unbeliev-
ers.

Reply toObjection 3.enecessity of pleading the causes
of others is not so pressing as the necessity of pleading one’s
own cause, because others are able to help themselves other-
wise: hence the comparison fails.

IIa IIae q. 71 a. 3Whether an advocate sins by defending an unjust cause?

Objection 1. It would seem that an advocate does not sin
by defending an unjust cause. For just as a physician proves his
skill by healing a desperate disease, so does an advocate prove
his skill, if he can defend an unjust cause. Now a physician is
praised if he heals a desperate malady. erefore an advocate
also commits no sin, but ought to be praised, if he defends an
unjust cause.

Objection 2. Further, it is always lawful to desist from
committing a sin. Yet an advocate is punished if he throws up
his brief (Decret. II, qu. iii, can. Si quempoenit.).erefore an
advocate does not sin by defending an unjust cause, when once
he has undertaken its defense.

Objection 3. Further, it would seem to be a greater sin for

an advocate to use unjust means in defense of a just cause (e.g.
by producing false witnesses, or alleging false laws), than to de-
fend an unjust cause, since the former is a sin against the form,
the latter against thematter of justice. Yet it is seemingly lawful
for an advocate to make use of such underhand means, even as
it is lawful for a soldier to lay ambushes in a battle. erefore
it would seem that an advocate does not sin by defending an
unjust cause.

On the contrary, It is said (2 Paralip. 19:2): “ou helpest
the ungodly…and therefore thou didst deserve…the wrath of
the Lord.” Now an advocate by defending an unjust cause,
helps the ungodly. erefore he sins and deserves the wrath
of the Lord.
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I answer that, It is unlawful to cooperate in an evil deed,
by counseling, helping, or in any way consenting, because to
counsel or assist an action is, in a way, to do it, and the Apos-
tle says (Rom. 1:32) that “they…are worthy of death, not only
they that do” a sin, “but they also that consent to them that
do” it. Hence it was stated above (q. 62, a. 7), that all such are
bound to restitution. Now it is evident that an advocate pro-
vides both assistance and counsel to the party for whom he
pleads. Wherefore, if knowingly he defends an unjust cause,
without doubt he sins grievously, and is bound to restitution
of the loss unjustly incurred by the other party by reason of
the assistance he has provided. If, however, he defends an un-
just cause unknowingly, thinking it just, he is to be excused
according to the measure in which ignorance is excusable.

Reply to Objection 1. e physician injures no man by
undertaking to heal a desperate malady, whereas the advocate
who accepts service in an unjust cause, unjustly injures the
party against whom he pleads unjustly. Hence the comparison

fails. For though he may seem to deserve praise for showing
skill in his art, nevertheless he sins by reason of injustice in his
will, since he abuses his art for an evil end.

Reply to Objection 2. If an advocate believes from the
outset that the cause is just, and discovers aerwards while the
case is proceeding that it is unjust, he ought not to throw up
his brief in such away as to help the other side, or so as to reveal
the secrets of his client to the other party. But he can andmust
give up the case, or induce his client to give way, or make some
compromise without prejudice to the opposing party.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 40, a. 3), it is
lawful for a soldier, or a general to lay ambushes in a just war,
by prudently concealing what he has a mind to do, but not
by means of fraudulent falsehoods, since we should keep faith
even with a foe, as Tully says (De offic. iii, 29). Hence it is law-
ful for an advocate, in defending his case, prudently to conceal
whatever might hinder its happy issue, but it is unlawful for
him to employ any kind of falsehood.

IIa IIae q. 71 a. 4Whether it is lawful for an advocate to take a fee for pleading?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for an advocate
to take a fee for pleading. Works of mercy should not be
done with a view to human remuneration, according to Lk.
14:12, “When thou makest a dinner or a supper, call not thy
friends…nor thy neighbors who are rich: lest perhaps they also
invite thee again, and a recompense be made to thee.” Now it
is awork ofmercy to plead another’s cause, as stated above (a. 1
). erefore it is not lawful for an advocate to take payment in
money for pleading.

Objection 2. Further, spiritual things are not to be
bartered with temporal things. But pleading a person’s cause
seems to be a spiritual good since it consists in using one’s
knowledge of law. erefore it is not lawful for an advocate
to take a fee for pleading.

Objection 3. Further, just as the person of the advocate
concurs towards the pronouncement of the verdict, so do the
persons of the judge and of the witness. Now, according toAu-
gustine (Ep. cliii adMacedon.), “the judge should not sell a just
sentence, nor the witness true evidence.”erefore neither can
an advocate sell a just pleading.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. cliii ad Macedon.)
that “an advocate may lawfully sell his pleading, and a lawyer
his advice.”

I answer that,Amanmay justly receive payment for grant-
ing what he is not bound to grant. Now it is evident that an
advocate is not always bound to consent to plead, or to give
advice in other people’s causes. Wherefore, if he sell his plead-
ing or advice, he does not act against justice. e same applies
to the physician who attends on a sick person to heal him, and
to all like persons; provided, however, they take amoderate fee,
with due consideration for persons, for thematter in hand, for
the labor entailed, and for the custom of the country. If, how-

ever, they wickedly extort an immoderate fee, they sin against
justice. Hence Augustine says (Ep. cliii ad Macedon.) that “it
is customary to demand from them restitution of what they
have extorted by a wicked excess, but not what has been given
to them in accordance with a commendable custom.”

Reply to Objection 1. Man is not bound to do gratu-
itously whatever he can do frommotives ofmercy: else noman
could lawfully sell anything, since anythingmay be given from
motives of mercy. But when a man does give a thing out of
mercy, he should seek, not a human, but a Divine reward. In
like manner an advocate, when he mercifully pleads the cause
of a poor man, should have in view not a human but a Divine
meed; and yet he is not always bound to give his services gra-
tuitously.

Reply to Objection 2. ough knowledge of law is some-
thing spiritual, the use of that knowledge is accomplished by
the work of the body: hence it is lawful to take money in pay-
ment of that use, else no crasman would be allowed to make
profit by his art.

Reply to Objection 3. e judge and witnesses are com-
mon to either party, since the judge is bound to pronounce a
just verdict, and the witness to give true evidence. Now justice
and truth do not incline to one side rather than to the other:
and consequently judges receive out of the public funds a fixed
pay for their labor; and witnesses receive their expenses (not
as payment for giving evidence, but as a fee for their labor) ei-
ther from both parties or from the party by whom they are ad-
duced, because no man “serveth as a soldier at any time at his
own charge*” (1 Cor. 9:7). On the other hand an advocate de-
fends one party only, and so he may lawfully accept fee from
the party he assists.

* Vulg.: ‘Who serveth as a soldier,’.
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Of Reviling

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider injuries inflicted by words uttered extrajudicially. We shall consider (1) reviling, (2) backbiting, (3)
tale bearing, (4) derision, (5) cursing.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What is reviling?
(2) Whether every reviling is a mortal sin?
(3) Whether one ought to check revilers?
(4) Of the origin of reviling.

IIa IIae q. 72 a. 1Whether reviling consists in words?

Objection 1. It would seem that reviling does not consist
inwords. Reviling implies some injury inflicted onone’s neigh-
bor, since it is a kind of injustice. But words seem to inflict no
injury on one’s neighbor, either in his person, or in his belong-
ings. erefore reviling does not consist in words.

Objection 2. Further, reviling seems to imply dishonor.
But a man can be dishonored or slighted by deeds more than
bywords.erefore it seems that reviling consists, not inwords
but in deeds.

Objection 3. Further, a dishonor inflicted by words is
called a railing or a taunt. But reviling seems to differ from rail-
ing or taunt. erefore reviling does not consist in words.

On the contrary,Nothing, save words, is perceived by the
hearing. Now reviling is perceived by the hearing according to
Jer. 20:10, “I heard reviling [Douay: ‘contumelies’] on every
side.” erefore reviling consists in words.

I answer that, Reviling denotes the dishonoring of a per-
son, and this happens in two ways: for since honor results
from excellence, one person dishonors another, first, by de-
priving him of the excellence for which he is honored. is is
done by sins of deed, whereof we have spoken above (q. 64,
seqq.). Secondly, when a man publishes something against an-
other’s honor, thus bringing it to the knowledge of the lat-
ter and of other men. is reviling properly so called, and is
done I some kind of signs. Now, according to Augustine (De
Doctr. Christ. ii, 3), “compared with words all other signs are
very few, for words have obtained the chief place among men
for the purpose of expressing whatever the mind conceives.”
Hence reviling, properly speaking consists in words: where-
fore, Isidore says (Etym. x) that a reviler [contumeliosus] “is
hasty and bursts out [tumet] in injurious words.” Since, how-
ever, things are also signified by deeds, which on this account
have the same significance as words, it follows that reviling
in a wider sense extends also to deeds. Wherefore a gloss on
Rom. 1:30, “contumelious, proud,” says: “e contumelious
are those who by word or deed revile and shame others.”

Reply to Objection 1. Our words, if we consider them in
their essence, i.e. as audible sound injure no man, except per-
haps by jarring of the ear, as when a person speaks too loud.
But, considered as signs conveying something to the knowl-
edge of others, they may do many kinds of harm. Such is the
harm done to a man to the detriment of his honor, or of the
respect due to him from others. Hence the reviling is greater
if one man reproach another in the presence of many: and yet
there may still be reviling if he reproach him by himself. in so
far as the speaker acts unjustly against the respect due to the
hearer.

Reply to Objection 2. One man slights another by deeds
in so far as such deeds cause or signify that which is against
that other man’s honor. In the former case it is not a matter of
reviling but of some other kind of injustice, of which we have
spoken above (Qq. 64,65,66): where as in the latter case there
is reviling, in so far as deeds have the significant force of words.

Reply toObjection 3.Railing and taunts consist inwords,
even as reviling, because by all of them a man’s faults are ex-
posed to the detriment of his honor. Such faults are of three
kinds. First, there is the fault of guilt, which is exposed by “re-
viling” words. Secondly, there is the fault of both guilt and
punishment, which is exposed by “taunts” [convicium], be-
cause “vice” is commonly spoken of in connection with not
only the soul but also the body. Hence if one man says spite-
fully to another that he is blind, he taunts but does not re-
vile him: whereas if one man calls another a thief, he not only
taunts but also reviles him. irdly, a man reproaches another
for his inferiority or indigence, so as to lessen the honor due
to him for any kind of excellence.is is done by “upbraiding”
words, and properly speaking, occurs when one spitefully re-
minds a man that one has succored him when he was in need.
Hence it is written (Ecclus. 20:15): “He will give a few things
and upbraid much.” Nevertheless these terms are sometimes
employed one for the other.
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IIa IIae q. 72 a. 2Whether reviling or railing is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that reviling or railing is not a
mortal sin. For no mortal sin is an act of virtue. Now railing is
the act of a virtue, viz. of wittiness εὐτραπελία* to which it per-
tains to rail well, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 8).
erefore railing or reviling is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, mortal sin is not to be found in per-
fect men; and yet these sometimes give utterance to railing or
reviling. us the Apostle says (Gal. 3:1): “O senseless Gala-
tians!,” and our Lord said (Lk. 24:25): “O foolish and slow of
heart to believe!” erefore railing or reviling is not a mortal
sin.

Objection 3. Further, although that which is a venial sin
by reason of its genusmay becomemortal, thatwhich ismortal
by reason of its genus cannot become venial, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 88, Aa. 4,6). Hence if by reason of its genus it were
a mortal sin to give utterance to railing or reviling, it would
follow that it is always a mortal sin. But this is apparently un-
true, as may be seen in the case of one who utters a reviling
word indeliberately or through slight anger.erefore reviling
or railing is not a mortal sin, by reason of its genus.

On the contrary, Nothing but mortal sin deserves the
eternal punishmentof hell.Nowrailing or revilingdeserves the
punishment of hell, according toMat. 5:22, “Whosoever shall
say to his brother…ou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire.”
erefore railing or reviling is a mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), words are injurious
to other persons, not as sounds, but as signs, and this significa-
tion depends on the speaker’s inward intention. Hence, in sins
of word, it seems that we ought to consider with what inten-
tion the words are uttered. Since then railing or reviling essen-
tially denotes a dishonoring, if the intention of the utterer is
to dishonor the other man, this is properly and essentially to
give utterance to railing or reviling: and this is a mortal sin no
less than the or robbery, since a man loves his honor no less
than his possessions. If, on the other hand, a man says to an-
other a railing or reviling word, yet with the intention, not of
dishonoring him, but rather perhaps of correcting him or with

some like purpose, he utters a railing or reviling not formally
and essentially, but accidentally and materially, in so far to wit
as he says that which might be a railing or reviling. Hence this
may be sometimes a venial sin, and sometimes without any sin
at all. Nevertheless there is need of discretion in such matters,
and one should use such words with moderation, because the
railing might be so grave that being uttered inconsiderately it
might dishonor the person against whom it is uttered. In such
a case a man might commit a mortal sin, even though he did
not intend to dishonor the other man: just as were a man in-
cautiously to injure grievously another by striking him in fun,
he would not be without blame.

Reply toObjection1. It belongs towittiness to utter some
slight mockery, not with intent to dishonor or pain the per-
son who is the object of the mockery, but rather with intent to
please and amuse: and this may be without sin, if the due cir-
cumstances be observed. on the other hand if a man does not
shrink from inflicting pain on the object of his witty mockery,
so long as he makes others laugh, this is sinful, as stated in the
passage quoted.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as it is lawful to strike a per-
son, or damnify him in his belongings for the purpose of cor-
rection, so too, for the purpose of correction, may one say
a mocking word to a person whom one has to correct. It is
thus that our Lord called the disciples “foolish,” and the Apos-
tle called the Galatians “senseless.” Yet, as Augustine says (De
Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 19), “seldom and only when it is very
necessary should we have recourse to invectives, and then so as
to urge God’s service, not our own.”

Reply to Objection 3. Since the sin of railing or reviling
depends on the intention of the utterer, it may happen to be
a venial sin, if it be a slight railing that does not inflict much
dishonor on a man, and be uttered through lightness of heart
or some slight anger, without the fixed purpose of dishonoring
him, for instance when one intends by such a word to give but
little pain.

IIa IIae q. 72 a. 3Whether one ought to suffer oneself to be reviled?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not to suffer
oneself to be reviled. For he that suffers himself to be reviled,
encourages the reviler. But one ought not to do this.erefore
one ought not to suffer oneself to be reviled, but rather reply
to the reviler.

Objection 2. Further, one ought to love oneself more than
another. Now one ought not to suffer another to be reviled,
wherefore it is written (Prov. 26:10): “He that putteth a fool
to silence appeaseth anger.” erefore neither should one suf-
fer oneself to be reviled.

Objection3.Further, aman is not allowed to revengehim-
self, for it is said: “Vengeance belongeth to Me, I will repay”†.
Now by submitting to be reviled a man revenges himself, ac-
cording to Chrysostom (Hom. xxii, in Ep. ad Rom.): “If thou
wilt be revenged, be silent; thou hast dealt him a fatal blow.”
erefore one ought not by silence to submit to revilingwords,
but rather answer back.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 37:13): “ey that
sought evils to me spoke vain things,” and aerwards (Ps.
37:14) he says: “But I as a deaf man, heard not; and as a dumb

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 60, a. 5. † Heb. 10:30.
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man not opening his mouth.”
I answer that, Just as we need patience in things done

against us, so do we need it in those said against us. Now the
precepts of patience in those things done against us refer to the
preparedness of themind, according to Augustine’s (De Serm.
Dom. inMonte i, 19) exposition on our Lord’s precept, “If one
strike thee on thy right cheek, turn to him also the other”*:
that is to say, a man ought to be prepared to do so if neces-
sary. But he is not always bound to do this actually: since not
even did our Lord do so, for whenHe received a blow,He said:
“Why strikest thou Me?” ( Jn. 18:23). Consequently the same
applies to the reviling words that are said against us. For we
are bound to hold our minds prepared to submit to be reviled,
if it should be expedient. Nevertheless it sometimes behooves
us to withstand against being reviled, and this chiefly for two
reasons. First, for the good of the reviler; namely, that his dar-
ing may be checked, and that he may not repeat the attempt,
according to Prov. 26:5, “Answer a fool according to his folly,
lest he imagine himself to be wise.” Secondly, for the good of
many who would be prevented from progressing in virtue on
account of our being reviled. Hence Gregory says (Hom. ix,

Super Ezech.): “ose who are so placed that their life should
be an example to others, ought, if possible, to silence their de-
tractors, lest their preaching be not heard by those who could
have heard it, and they continue their evil conduct through
contempt of a good life.”

Reply to Objection 1. e daring of the railing reviler
should be checked with moderation, i.e. as a duty of charity,
and not through lust for one’s own honor. Hence it is writ-
ten (Prov. 26:4): “Answer not a fool according to his folly, lest
thou be like him.”

Reply to Objection 2. When one man prevents another
from being reviled there is not the danger of lust for one’s own
honor as there is when a man defends himself from being re-
viled: indeed rather would it seem to proceed from a sense of
charity.

Reply toObjection3. Itwouldbe an act of revenge tokeep
silencewith the intention of provoking the reviler to anger, but
it would be praiseworthy to be silent, in order to give place to
anger. Hence it is written (Ecclus. 8:4): “Strive not with a man
that is full of tongue, and heap not wood upon his fire.”

IIa IIae q. 72 a. 4Whether reviling arises from anger?

Objection 1. It would seem that reviling does not arise
from anger. For it is written (Prov. 11:2): “Where pride is,
there shall also be reviling [Douay: ‘reproach’].” But anger is a
vice distinct from pride.erefore reviling does not arise from
anger.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 20:3): “All fools
are meddling with revilings [Douay: ‘reproaches’].” Now folly
is a vice opposed to wisdom, as stated above (q. 46, a. 1);
whereas anger is opposed tomeekness.erefore reviling does
not arise from anger.

Objection3.Further, no sin is diminished by its cause. But
the sin of reviling is diminished if one gives vent to it through
anger: for it is a more grievous sin to revile out of hatred than
out of anger. erefore reviling does not arise from anger.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 45) that
“anger gives rise to revilings.”

I answer that,While one sinmay arise fromvarious causes,
it is nevertheless said to have its source chiefly in that one from
which it is wont to arisemost frequently, through being closely
connectedwith its end.Now reviling is closely connectedwith

anger’s end, which is revenge: since the easiest way for the an-
gry man to take revenge on another is to revile him. erefore
reviling arises chiefly from anger.

Reply to Objection 1. Reviling is not directed to the end
of pride which is excellency. Hence reviling does not arise di-
rectly from pride. Nevertheless pride disposes a man to revile,
in so far as thosewho think themselves to excel, aremore prone
to despise others and inflict injuries on them, because they are
more easily angered, through deeming it an affront to them-
selves whenever anything is done against their will.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vii, 6) “anger listens imperfectly to reason”: wherefore
an angry man suffers a defect of reason, and in this he is like
the foolishman.Hence reviling arises from folly on account of
the latter’s kinship with anger.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the Philosopher
(Rhet. ii, 4) “an angry man seeks an open offense, but he who
hates does not worry about this.” Hence reviling which de-
notes a manifest injury belongs to anger rather than to hatred.

* e words as quoted by St. omas are a blending of Mat. 5:39 and Lk. 6:29.
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S P   S P, Q 73
Of Backbiting*

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider backbiting, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What is backbiting?
(2) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(3) Of its comparison with other sins;
(4) Whether it is a sin to listen to backbiting?

IIa IIae q. 73 a. 1Whether backbiting is suitably defined as the blackening of another’s character by secret
words?

Objection 1. It would seem that backbiting is not as de-
fined by some†, “the blackening of another’s good name by
words uttered in secret.” For “secretly” and “openly” are cir-
cumstances that do not constitute the species of a sin, because
it is accidental to a sin that it be knownbymany or by few.Now
thatwhich does not constitute the species of a sin, does not be-
long to its essence, and should not be included in its definition.
erefore it does not belong to the essence of backbiting that
it should be done by secret words.

Objection 2. Further, the notion of a good name implies
something known to the public. If, therefore, a person’s good
name is blackened by backbiting, this cannot be done by secret
words, but by words uttered openly.

Objection 3.Further, to detract is to subtract, or to dimin-
ish something already existing. But sometimes a man’s good
name is blackened, even without subtracting from the truth:
for instance, when one reveals the crimes which a man has in
truth committed. erefore not every blackening of a good
name is backbiting.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 10:11): “If a serpent
bite in silence, he is nothing better that backbiteth.”

I answer that, Just as one man injures another by deed in
two ways—openly, as by robbery or by doing him any kind of
violence—and secretly, as by the, or by a cray blow, so again
one man injures another by words in two ways—in one way,
openly, and this is done by reviling him, as stated above (q. 72,
a. 1)—and in another way secretly, and this is done by back-
biting. Now from the fact that one man openly utters words
against anotherman, he would appear to think little of him, so
that for this reason he dishonors him, so that reviling is detri-
mental to the honor of the person reviled. On the other hand,
he that speaks against another secretly, seems to respect rather
than slight him, so that he injures directly, not his honor but

his good name, in so far as by uttering such words secretly, he,
for his own part, causes his hearers to have a bad opinion of
the person against whom he speaks. For the backbiter appar-
ently intends and aims at being believed. It is therefore evident
that backbiting differs from reviling in two points: first, in the
way inwhich thewords are uttered, the reviler speaking openly
against someone, and the backbiter secretly; secondly, as to the
end in view, i.e. as regards the injury inflicted, the reviler injur-
ing a man’s honor, the backbiter injuring his good name.

Reply to Objection 1. In involuntary commutations, to
which are reduced all injuries inflicted on our neighbor,
whether byword or by deed, the kind of sin is differentiated by
the circumstances “secretly” and “openly,” because involuntari-
ness itself is diversified by violence and by ignorance, as stated
above (q. 65, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 6, Aa. 5,8).

Reply to Objection 2. e words of a backbiter are said
to be secret, not altogether, but in relation to the person of
whom they are said, because they are uttered in his absence and
without his knowledge. On the other hand, the reviler speaks
against a man to his face. Wherefore if a man speaks ill of an-
other in the presence of several, it is a case of backbiting if he be
absent, but of reviling if he alone be present: although if a man
speak ill of an absent person to one man alone, he destroys his
good name not altogether but partly.

Reply to Objection 3. A man is said to backbite [detre-
here] another, not because he detracts from the truth, but be-
cause he lessens his good name. is is done sometimes di-
rectly, sometimes indirectly. Directly, in four ways: first, by
saying that which is false about him; secondly, by stating his
sin to be greater than it is; thirdly, by revealing something un-
known about him; fourthly, by ascribing his good deeds to a
bad intention. Indirectly, this is done either by gainsaying his
good, or by maliciously concealing it, or by diminishing it.

* Or detraction. † Albert the Great, Sum. eol. II, cxvii.
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IIa IIae q. 73 a. 2Whether backbiting is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that backbiting is not a mor-
tal sin. For no act of virtue is a mortal sin. Now, to reveal an
unknown sin, which pertains to backbiting, as stated above
(a. 1, ad 3), is an act of the virtue of charity, whereby aman de-
nounces his brother’s sin in order that hemay amend: or else it
is an act of justice, whereby a man accuses his brother. ere-
fore backbiting is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Prov. 24:21, “Have noth-
ing to do with detractors,” says: “e whole human race is
in peril from this vice.” But no mortal sin is to be found in
the whole of mankind, since many refrain from mortal sin:
whereas they are venial sins that are found in all. erefore
backbiting is a venial sin.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine in a homily On the Fire
of Purgatory* reckons it a slight sin “to speak ill without hesita-
tionor forethought.”But this pertains tobackbiting.erefore
backbiting is a venial sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 1:30): “Backbiters,
hateful toGod,”which epithet, according to a gloss, is inserted,
“lest it be deemed a slight sin because it consists in words.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 72, a. 2), sins of word
should be judged chiefly from the intention of the speaker.
Now backbiting by its very nature aims at blackening a man’s
good name. Wherefore, properly speaking, to backbite is to
speak ill of an absent person in order to blackenhis goodname.
Now it is a very grave matter to blacken a man’s good name,
because of all temporal things a man’s good name seems the
most precious, since for lack of it he is hindered from doing
many things well. For this reason it is written (Ecclus. 41:15):
“Take care of a good name, for this shall continue with thee,
more than a thousand treasures precious and great.” erefore
backbiting, properly speaking, is a mortal sin. Nevertheless it

happens sometimes that a man utters words, whereby some-
one’s good name is tarnished, and yet he does not intend this,
but something else.is is not backbiting strictly and formally
speaking, but only materially and accidentally as it were. And
if such defamatory words be uttered for the sake of some nec-
essary good, and with attention to the due circumstances, it is
not a sin and cannot be called backbiting. But if they be uttered
out of lightness of heart or for some unnecessary motive, it is
not amortal sin, unless perchance the spokenword be of such a
grave nature, as to cause a notable injury to aman’s good name,
especially inmatters pertaining to hismoral character, because
from the very nature of the words this would be a mortal sin.
And one is bound to restore aman his good name, no less than
any other thing one has taken from him, in the manner stated
above (q. 62, a. 2) when we were treating of restitution.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above, it is not backbit-
ing to reveal a man’s hidden sin in order that he may mend,
whether one denounce it, or accuse him for the good of public
justice.

Reply toObjection 2.is gloss does not assert that back-
biting is to be found throughout the whole of mankind, but
“almost,” both because “the number of fools is infinite,”† and
few are they that walk in the way of salvation,‡ and because
there are few or none at all who do not at times speak from
lightness of heart, so as to injure someone’s good name at least
slightly, for it is written ( James 3:2): “If any man offend not in
word, the same is a perfect man.”

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine is referring to the case
when a man utters a slight evil about someone, not intending
to injure him, but through lightness of heart or a slip of the
tongue.

IIa IIae q. 73 a. 3Whether backbiting is the gravest of all sins committed against one’s neighbor?

Objection 1. It would seem that backbiting is the gravest
of all sins committed against one’s neighbor. Because a gloss
on Ps. 108:4, “Instead of making me a return of love they de-
tracted me,” a gloss says: “ose who detract Christ in His
members and slay the souls of future believers are more guilty
than those who killed the flesh that was soon to rise again.”
From this it seems to follow that backbiting is by so much
a graver sin than murder, as it is a graver matter to kill the
soul than to kill the body. Now murder is the gravest of the
other sins that are committed against one’s neighbor. ere-
fore backbiting is absolutely the gravest of all.

Objection 2. Further, backbiting is apparently a graver sin
than reviling, because a man can withstand reviling, but not
a secret backbiting. Now backbiting is seemingly a graver sin
than adultery, because adultery unites twopersons in oneflesh,

whereas reviling severs utterly those who were united. ere-
fore backbiting is more grievous than adultery: and yet of all
other sins a man commits against his neighbor, adultery is
most grave.

Objection 3. Further, reviling arises from anger, while
backbiting arises from envy, according to Gregory (Moral.
xxxi, 45). But envy is a graver sin than anger. erefore back-
biting is a graver sin than reviling; and so the same conclusion
follows as before.

Objection 4. Further, the gravity of a sin is measured by
the gravity of the defect that it causes. Nowbackbiting causes a
most grievous defect, viz. blindness of mind. For Gregory says
(Regist. xi, Ep. 2): “What else do backbiters but blow on the
dust and stir up the dirt into their eyes, so that the more they
breathe of detraction, the less they see of the truth?”erefore

* Serm. civ in the appendix to St. Augustine’s work. † Eccles. 1:15. ‡ Cf.
Mat. 7:14.
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backbiting is the most grievous sin committed against one’s
neighbor.

On the contrary, It is more grievous to sin by deed than by
word. But backbiting is a sin of word, while adultery, murder,
and the are sins of deed. erefore backbiting is not graver
than the other sins committed against one’s neighbor.

I answer that, e essential gravity of sins committed
against one’s neighbor must be weighed by the injury they in-
flict on him, since it is thence that they derive their sinful na-
ture. Now the greater the good taken away, the greater the in-
jury. And while man’s good is threefold, namely the good of
his soul, the good of his body, and the good of external things;
the good of the soul, which is the greatest of all, cannot be
taken from him by another save as an occasional cause, for in-
stance by an evil persuasion, which does not induce necessity.
On the other hand the two latter goods, viz. of the body and
of external things, can be taken away by violence. Since, how-
ever, the goods of the body excel the goods of external things,
those sins which injure a man’s body are more grievous than
those which injure his external things. Consequently, among
other sins committed against one’s neighbor, murder is the
most grievous, since it deprives man of the life which he al-
ready possesses: aer this comes adultery, which is contrary
to the right order of human generation, whereby man enters
upon life. In the last place come external goods, amongwhich a
man’s good name takes precedence of wealth because it ismore
akin to spiritual goods, wherefore it is written (Prov. 22:1): “A
good name is better than great riches.” erefore backbiting
according to its genus is a more grievous sin than the, but
is less grievous than murder or adultery. Nevertheless the or-
der may differ by reason of aggravating or extenuating circum-
stances.

e accidental gravity of a sin is to be considered in rela-
tion to the sinner, who sins more grievously, if he sins deliber-
ately than if he sins through weakness or carelessness. In this
respect sins of word have a certain levity, in so far as they are
apt to occur through a slip of the tongue, and without much
forethought.

Reply to Objection 1. ose who detract Christ by hin-
dering the faith of His members, disparage His Godhead,
which is the foundationof our faith.Wherefore this is not sim-
ple backbiting but blasphemy.

Reply toObjection 2.Reviling is amore grievous sin than
backbiting, in as much as it implies greater contempt of one’s
neighbor: even as robbery is a graver sin than the, as stated
above (q. 66, a. 9). Yet reviling is not a more grievous sin than
adultery. For the gravity of adultery is measured, not from its
being a union of bodies, but from being a disorder in human
generation. Moreover the reviler is not the sufficient cause of
unfriendliness in anotherman, but is only the occasional cause
of division among those who were united, in so far, to wit, as
by declaring the evils of another, he for his own part severs
that man from the friendship of other men, though they are
not forced by his words to do so. Accordingly a backbiter is
a murderer “occasionally,” since by his words he gives another
man an occasion for hating or despising his neighbor. For this
reason it is stated in the Epistle of Clement*, that “backbiters
are murderers,” i.e. occasionally; because “he that hateth his
brother is a murderer” (1 Jn. 3:15).

Reply to Objection 3. Anger seeks openly to be avenged,
as the Philosopher states (Rhet. ii, 2): wherefore backbiting
which takes place in secret, is not the daughter of anger, as re-
viling is, but rather of envy,which strives by anymeans to lessen
one’s neighbor’s glory. Nor does it follow from this that back-
biting ismore grievous than reviling: since a lesser vice can give
rise to a greater sin, just as anger gives birth tomurder and blas-
phemy. For the origin of a sin depends on its inclination to an
end, i.e. on the thing towhich the sin turns, whereas the gravity
of a sin depends on what it turns away from.

Reply to Objection 4. Since “a man rejoiceth in the sen-
tence of his mouth” (Prov. 15:23), it follows that a backbiter
more and more loves and believes what he says, and conse-
quentlymore andmore hates his neighbor, and thus his knowl-
edge of the truth becomes less and less. is effect however
may also result from other sins pertaining to hate of one’s
neighbor.

IIa IIae q. 73 a. 4Whether it is a grave sin for the listener to suffer the backbiter?

Objection 1. It would seem that the listener who suffers
a backbiter does not sin grievously. For a man is not under
greater obligations to others than to himself. But it is praise-
worthy for a man to suffer his own backbiters: for Gregory
says (Hom. ix, super Ezech): “Just as we ought not to incite
the tongue of backbiters, lest they perish, so ought we to suffer
them with equanimity when they have been incited by their
own wickedness, in order that our merit may be the greater.”
erefore a man does not sin if he does not withstand those
who backbite others.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 4:30): “In no

wise speak against the truth.”Now sometimes a person tells the
truthwhile backbiting, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3).erefore it
seems that one is not always bound to withstand a backbiter.

Objection 3. Further, no man should hinder what is prof-
itable to others. Now backbiting is oen profitable to those
who are backbitten: for Pope Pius* says†: “Not unfrequently
backbiting is directed against good persons, with the result
that those who have been unduly exalted through the flattery
of their kindred, or the favor of others, are humbled by back-
biting.” erefore one ought not to withstand backbiters.

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. ad Nepot. lii): “Take

* Ad Jacob. Ep. i. * St. Pius I. † Append. Grat. ad can. Oves, caus. vi, qu.
1.
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care not to have an itching tongue, nor tingling ears, that is,
neither detract others nor listen to backbiters.”

I answer that,According to theApostle (Rom. 1:32), they
“are worthy of death…not only they that” commit sins, “but
they also that consent to them that do them.” Now this hap-
pens in twoways. First, directly, when, towit, oneman induces
another to sin, or when the sin is pleasing to him: secondly, in-
directly, that is, if he does notwithstandhimwhenhemight do
so, and this happens sometimes, not because the sin is pleasing
to him, but on account of some human fear.

Accordingly we must say that if a man list ens to backbit-
ing without resisting it, he seems to consent to the backbiter,
so that he becomes a participator in his sin. And if he induces
him to backbite, or at least if the detraction be pleasing to him
on account of his hatred of the person detracted, he sins no less
than the detractor, and sometimes more. Wherefore Bernard
says (DeConsid. ii, 13): “It is difficult to say which is themore
to be condemned the backbiter or he that listens to backbit-
ing.” If however the sin is not pleasing to him, and he fails
to withstand the backbiter, through fear negligence, or even
shame, he sins indeed, but much less than the backbiter, and,
as a rule venially. Sometimes too this may be a mortal sin, ei-
ther because it is his official duty to cor. rect the backbiter, or
by reasonof some consequentdanger; or on accountof the rad-
ical reason for which human fear may sometimes be a mortal
sin, as stated above (q. 19, a. 3).

Reply to Objection 1. No man hears himself backbit-

ten, because when a man is spoken evil of in his hearing, it is
not backbiting, properly speaking, but reviling, as stated above
(a. 1, ad 2). Yet it is possible for the detractions uttered against
a person to come to his knowledge through others telling him,
and then it is le to his discretion whether he will suffer their
detriment to his good name, unless this endanger the good of
others, as stated above (q. 72, a. 3).Wherefore his patiencemay
deserve commendation for as much as he suffers patiently be-
ing detracted himself. But it is not le to his discretion to per-
mit an injury to be done to another’s good name, hence he is
accounted guilty if he fails to resist when he can, for the same
reason whereby aman is bound to raise anotherman’s ass lying
“underneath his burden,” as commanded in Dt. 21:4‡.

Reply toObjection 2.One ought not always to withstand
a backbiter by endeavoring to convince himof falsehood, espe-
cially if one knows that he is speaking the truth: rather ought
one to reprove him with words, for that he sins in backbit-
ing his brother, or at least by our pained demeanor show him
that we are displeased with his backbiting, because according
to Prov. 25:23, “the north wind driveth away rain, as doth a
sad countenance a backbiting tongue.”

Reply to Objection 3. e profit one derives from being
backbitten is due, not to the intention of the backbiter, but to
the ordinance of God Who produces good out of every evil.
Hence we should none the less withstand backbiters, just as
those who rob or oppress others, even though the oppressed
and the robbed may gain merit by patience.

‡ Ex. 23:5.
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Of Tale-Bearing*

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider tale-bearing: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether tale-bearing is a sin distinct from backbiting?
(2) Which of the two is the more grievous?

IIa IIae q. 74 a. 1Whether tale-bearing is a sin distinct from backbiting?

Objection 1. It would seem that tale-bearing is not a dis-
tinct sin from backbiting. Isidore says (Etym. x): “e susurro
[tale-bearer] takes his name from the sound of his speech, for
he speaks disparagingly not to the face but into the ear.” But to
speak of another disparagingly belongs to backbiting. ere-
fore tale-bearing is not a distinct sin from backbiting.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Lev. 19:16): “ou
shalt not be an informer [Douay: ‘a detractor’] nor a tale-
bearer [Douay: ‘whisperer’] among the people.” But an in-
former is apparently the same as a backbiter.erefore neither
does tale-bearing differ from backbiting.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 28:15): “e
tale-bearer [Douay: ‘whisperer’] and the double-tongued is ac-
cursed.” But a double-tongued man is apparently the same as
a backbiter, because a backbiter speaks with a double tongue,
with one in your absence, with another in your presence.
erefore a tale-bearer is the same as a backbiter.

On the contrary, A gloss on Rom. 1:29,30, “Tale-
bearers, backbiters [Douay: ‘whisperers, detractors’]” says:
“Tale-bearers sow discord among friends; backbiters deny or
disparage others’ good points.”

I answer that, e tale-bearer and the backbiter agree in
matter, and also in form or mode of speaking, since they both
speak evil secretly of their neighbor: and for this reason these
terms are sometimes used one for the other. Hence a gloss on
Ecclus. 5:16, “Be not called a tale-bearer [Douay: ‘whisperer’]”
says: “i.e. a backbiter.” ey differ however in end, because the
backbiter intends to blacken his neighbor’s good name, where-

fore he brings forward those evils especially about his neigh-
bor which are likely to defame him, or at least to depreciate his
good name: whereas a tale-bearer intends to sever friendship,
as appears from the gloss quoted above and from the saying of
Prov. 26:20, “Where the tale-bearer is taken away, contentions
shall cease.” Hence it is that a tale-bearer speaks such ill about
his neighbors as may stir his hearer’s mind against them, ac-
cording to Ecclus. 28:11, “A sinfulmanwill trouble his friends,
and bring in debate in the midst of them that are at peace.”

Reply toObjection 1.A tale-bearer is called a backbiter in
so far as he speaks ill of another; yet he differs from a backbiter
since he intends not to speak ill as such, but to say anything
that may stir one man against another, though it be good sim-
ply, and yet has a semblance of evil through being unpleasant
to the hearer.

Reply to Objection 2. An informer differs from a tale-
bearer and a backbiter, for an informer is one who charges oth-
ers publicly with crimes, either by accusing or by railing them,
which does not apply to a backbiter or tale-bearer.

Reply to Objection 3. A double-tongued person is prop-
erly speaking a tale-bearer. For since friendship is between two,
the tale-bearer strives to sever friendship on both sides. Hence
he employs a double tongue towards two persons, by speaking
ill of one to the other: wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 28:15):
“e tale-bearer [Douay: ‘whisperer’] and the double-tongued
is accursed,” and then it is added, “for he hath troubled many
that were peace.”

IIa IIae q. 74 a. 2Whether backbiting is a graver sin than tale-bearing?

Objection 1. It would seem that backbiting is a graver sin
than tale-bearing. For sins of word consist in speaking evil.
Nowabackbiter speaks of his neighbor things that are evil sim-
ply, for such things lead to the loss or depreciation of his good
name: whereas a tale-bearer is only intent on saying what is ap-
parently evil, because to wit they are unpleasant to the hearer.
erefore backbiting is a graver sin than tale-bearing.

Objection 2. Further, he that deprives. a man of his good
name, deprives him not merely of one friend, but of many,
because everyone is minded to scorn the friendship of a per-

son with a bad name. Hence it is reproached against a certain
individual† (2 Paralip 19:2): “ou art joined in friendship
with them that hate the Lord.” But tale-bearing deprives one
of only one friend. erefore backbiting is a graver sin than
tale-bearing.

Objection 3. Further, it is written ( James 4:11): “He that
backbiteth [Douay:,‘detracteth’] his brother…detracteth the
law,” and consequently God the giver of the law. Wherefore
the sin of backbiting seems to be a sin against God, which is
most grievous, as stated above (q. 20, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 73, a. 3).

* ‘Susurratio,’ i.e. whispering. † King Josaphat.
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Onthe other hand the sin of tale-bearing is against one’s neigh-
bor. erefore the sin of backbiting is graver than the sin of
tale-bearing.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 5:17): “An evilmark
of disgrace is upon the double-tongued; but to the tale-bearer
[Douay: ‘whisperer’] hatred, and enmity, and reproach.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 73, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 73,
a. 8), sins against one’s neighbor are themore grievous, accord-
ing as they inflict a greater injury on him: and an injury is so
much the greater, according to the greatness of the goodwhich
it takes away. Now of all one’s external goods a friend takes
the first place, since “no man can live without friends,” as the
Philosopher declares (Ethic. viii, 1). Hence it is written (Ec-
clus. 6:15): “Nothing can be compared to a faithful friend.”
Again, a man’s good name whereof backbiting deprives him,
is most necessary to him that he may be fitted for friendship.
erefore tale-bearing is a greater sin than backbiting or even
reviling, because a friend is better than honor, and to be loved
is better than to be honored, according to the Philosopher

(Ethic. viii).
Reply to Objection 1. e species and gravity of a sin de-

pend on the end rather than on thematerial object, wherefore,
by reason of its end, tale-bearing is worse than backbiting, al-
though sometimes the backbiter says worse things.

Reply to Objection 2. A good name is a disposition for
friendship, and a bad name is a disposition for enmity. But a
disposition falls short of the thing forwhich it disposes.Hence
to do anything that leads to a disposition for enmity is a less
grievous sin than to do what conduces directly to enmity.

Reply to Objection 3. He that backbites his brother,
seems to detract the law, in so far as he despises the precept of
love for one’s neighbor:while he that strives to sever friendship
seems to act more directly against this precept. Hence the lat-
ter sin is more specially against God, because “God is charity”
(1 Jn. 4:16), and for this reason it is written (Prov. 6:16): “Six
things there are, which the Lord hateth, and the seventh His
soul detesteth,” and the seventh is “he (Prov. 6:19) that soweth
discord among brethren.”
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Of Derision*

(In Two Articles)

We must now speak of derision, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether derision is a special sin distinct from the other sins whereby one’s neighbor is injured by words?
(2) Whether derision is a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 75 a. 1Whether derision is a special sin distinct from those already mentioned?

Objection1. Itwould seemthat derision is not a special sin
distinct from those mentioned above. For laughing to scorn is
apparently the same as derision. But laughing to scorn pertains
to reviling. erefore derision would seem not to differ from
reviling.

Objection 2. Further, no man is derided except for some-
thing reprehensible which puts him to shame. Now such are
sins; and if they be imputed to a person publicly, it is a case of
reviling, if privately, it amounts to backbiting or tale-bearing.
erefore derision is not distinct from the foregoing vices.

Objection 3. Further, sins of this kind are distinguished
by the injury they inflict on one’s neighbor. Now the injury
inflicted on a man by derision affects either his honor, or his
good name, or is detrimental to his friendship. erefore deri-
sion is not a sin distinct from the foregoing.

On the contrary, Derision is done in jest, wherefore it is
described as “making fun.” Now all the foregoing are done se-
riously and not in jest. erefore derision differs from all of
them.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 72, a. 2), sins of word
should be weighed chiefly by the intention of the speaker,
wherefore these sins are differentiated according to the vari-
ous intentions of those who speak against another. Now just
as the railer intends to injure the honor of the person he rails,
the backbiter to depreciate a good name, and the tale-bearer to
destroy friendship, so too the derider intends to shame the per-
son he derides. And since this end is distinct from the others,
it follows that the sin of derision is distinct from the foregoing

sins.
Reply to Objection 1. Laughing to scorn and derision

agree as to the end but differ inmode, because derision is done
with the “mouth,” i.e. by words and laughter, while laughing to
scorn is done by wrinkling the nose, as a gloss says on Ps. 2:4,
“He that dwelleth in heaven shall laugh at them”: and such a
distinctiondoes not differentiate the species. Yet they bothdif-
fer from reviling, as being shamed differs from being dishon-
ored: for to be ashamed is “to fear dishonor,” as Damascene
states (De Fide Orth. ii, 15).

Reply to Objection 2. For doing a virtuous deed a man
deserves both respect and a good name in the eyes of others,
and in his own eyes the glory of a good conscience, according
to 2 Cor. 1:12, “Our glory is this, the testimony of our con-
science.” Hence, on the other hand, for doing a reprehensible,
i.e. a vicious action, a man forfeits his honor and good name
in the eyes of others—and for this purpose the reviler and the
backbiter speak of another person—while in his own eyes, he
loses the glory of his conscience through being confused and
ashamed at reprehensible deeds being imputed to him—and
for this purpose the derider speaks ill of him. It is accordingly
evident that derision agrees with the foregoing vices as to the
matter but differs as to the end.

Reply to Objection 3. A secure and calm conscience is a
great good, according to Prov. 15:15, “A secure mind is like
a continual feast.” Wherefore he that disturbs another’s con-
science by confounding him inflicts a special injury on him:
hence derision is a special kind of sin.

IIa IIae q. 75 a. 2Whether derision can be a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that derision cannot be amor-
tal sin. Every mortal sin is contrary to charity. But derision
does not seem contrary to charity, for sometimes it takes place
in jest among friends, wherefore it is known as “making fun.”
erefore derision cannot be a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, the greatest derision would appear
to be thatwhich is done as an injury toGod. But derision is not
always a mortal sin when it tends to the injury of God: else it
would be a mortal sin to relapse into a venial sin of which one
has repented. For Isidore says (De Sum. Bon. ii, 16) that “he

who continues to do what he has repented of, is a derider and
not a penitent.” It would likewise follow that all hypocrisy is
a mortal sin, because, according to Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 15)
“the ostrich signifies the hypocrite, who derides the horse, i.e.
the just man, and his rider, i.e. God.” erefore derision is not
a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, reviling and backbiting seem to be
graver sins than derision, because it is more to do a thing seri-
ously than in jest. But not all backbiting or reviling is a mortal
sin. Much less therefore is derision a mortal sin.

* Or mockery.
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On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 3:34): “He derideth
[Vulg.: ‘shall scorn’] the scorners.” But God’s derision is eter-
nal punishment formortal sin, as appears from thewords of Ps.
2:4, “He that dwelleth in heaven shall laugh at them.” ere-
fore derision is a mortal sin.

I answer that,e object of derision is always some evil or
defect. Nowwhen an evil is great, it is taken, not in jest, but se-
riously: consequently if it is taken in jest or turned to ridicule
(whence the terms ‘derision’ and ‘jesting’), this is because it is
considered to be slight. Now an evil may be considered to be
slight in two ways: first, in itself, secondly, in relation to the
person. When anyone makes game or fun of another’s evil or
defect, because it is a slight evil in itself, this is a venial sin by
reason of its genus. on the other hand this defect may be con-
sidered as a slight evil in relation to the person, just as we are
wont to think little of the defects of children and imbeciles:
and then to make game or fun of a person, is to scorn him al-
together, and to think him so despicable that his misfortune
troubles us not one whit, but is held as an object of derision.
In this way derision is a mortal sin, and more grievous than
reviling, which is also done openly: because the reviler would
seem to take another’s evil seriously; whereas the derider does
so in fun, and so would seem themore to despise and dishonor
the other man. Wherefore, in this sense, derision is a grievous
sin, and all the more grievous according as a greater respect is
due to the person derided.

Consequently it is an exceedingly grievous sin to deride
God and the things of God, according to Is. 37:23, “Whom
hast thou reproached, and whom hast thou blasphemed, and

against whom hast thou exalted thy voice?” and he replies:
“Against the Holy One of Israel.” In the second place comes
derision of one’s parents, wherefore it is written (Prov. 30:17):
“e eye that mocketh at his father, and that despiseth the la-
bor of his mother in bearing him, let the ravens of the brooks
pick it out, and the young eagles eat it.” Further, the derision
of good persons is grievous, because honor is the reward of
virtue, and against this it is written ( Job 12:4): “e simplic-
ity of the just man is laughed to scorn.” Such like derision does
very much harm: because it turns men away from good deeds,
according to Gregory (Moral. xx, 14), “Who when they per-
ceive any good points appearing in the acts of others, directly
pluck them up with the hand of a mischievous reviling.”

Reply toObjection 1. Jesting implies nothing contrary to
charity in relation to the person with whom one jests, but it
may imply something against charity in relation to the person
who is the object of the jest, on account of contempt, as stated
above.

Reply toObjection2.Neither he that relapses into a sin of
which he has repented, nor a hypocrite, derides God explicitly,
but implicitly, in so far as either’s behavior is like a derider’s.
Nor is it true that to commit a venial sin is to relapse or dis-
simulate altogether, but only dispositively and imperfectly.

Reply to Objection 3. Derision considered in itself is less
grievous than backbiting or reviling, because it does not im-
ply contempt, but jest. Sometimes however it includes greater
contempt than reviling does, as stated above, and then it is a
grave sin.
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Of Cursing

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider cursing. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether one may lawfully curse another?
(2) Whether one may lawfully curse an irrational creature?
(3) Whether cursing is a mortal sin?
(4) Of its comparison with other sins.

IIa IIae q. 76 a. 1Whether it is lawful to curse anyone?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful to curse anyone. For
it is unlawful to disregard the command of the Apostle in
whom Christ spoke, according to 2 Cor. 13:3. Now he com-
manded (Rom. 12:14), “Bless and curse not.” erefore it is
not lawful to curse anyone.

Objection 2. Further, all are bound to bless God, accord-
ing to Dan. 3:82, “O ye sons of men, bless the Lord.” Now the
same mouth cannot both bless God and curse man, as proved
in the third chapter of James. erefore no man may lawfully
curse another man.

Objection 3. Further, he that curses another would seem
to wish him some evil either of fault or of punishment, since a
curse appears to be a kind of imprecation. But it is not lawful
to wish ill to anyone, indeed we are bound to pray that all may
be delivered from evil. erefore it is unlawful for any man to
curse.

Objection 4. Further, the devil exceeds all inmalice on ac-
count of his obstinacy. But it is not lawful to curse the devil,
as neither is it lawful to curse oneself; for it is written (Ecclus.
21:30): “While the ungodly curseth the devil, he curseth his
own soul.” Much less therefore is it lawful to curse a man.

Objection 5. Further, a gloss on Num. 23:8, “How shall
I curse whom God hath not cursed?” says: “ere cannot be
a just cause for cursing a sinner if one be ignorant of his senti-
ments.”Nowoneman cannot know anotherman’s sentiments,
nor whether he is cursed by God. erefore no man may law-
fully curse another.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 27:26): “Cursed be he
that abideth not in the words of this law.” Moreover Eliseus
cursed the little boys who mocked him (4 Kings 2:24).

I answer that,To curse [maledicere] is the same as to speak
ill [malum dicere]. Now “speaking” has a threefold relation to
the thing spoken. First, by way of assertion, as when a thing is
expressed in the indicative mood: in this way “maledicere” sig-
nifies simply to tell someone of another’s evil, and this pertains
to backbiting, wherefore tellers of evil [maledici] are some-
times called backbiters. Secondly, speaking is related to the
thing spoken, by way of cause, and this belongs to God first
and foremost, sinceHemade all things byHisword, according
to Ps. 32:9, “He spoke and they were made”; while secondar-

ily it belongs to man, who, by his word, commands others and
thus moves them to do something: it is for this purpose that
we employ verbs in the imperative mood. irdly, “speaking”
is related to the thing spoken by expressing the sentiments of
one who desires that which is expressed in words; and for this
purpose we employ the verb in the optative mood.

Accordingly we may omit the first kind of evil speaking
which is by way of simple assertion of evil, and consider the
other two kinds. And here we must observe that to do some-
thing and to will it are consequent on one another in the mat-
ter of goodness andwickedness, as shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 20,
a. 3). Hence in these two ways of evil speaking, by way of com-
mand and by way of desire, there is the same aspect of law-
fulness and unlawfulness, for if a man commands or desires
another’s evil, as evil, being intent on the evil itself, then evil
speaking will be unlawful in both ways, and this is what is
meant by cursing. On the other hand if a man commands or
desires another’s evil under the aspect of good, it is lawful; and
itmay be called cursing, not strictly speaking, but accidentally,
because the chief intention of the speaker is directed not to evil
but to good.

Now evil may be spoken, by commanding or desiring it,
under the aspect of a twofold good. Sometimes under the as-
pect of just, and thus a judge lawfully curses a man whom he
condemns to a just penalty: thus too theChurch curses by pro-
nouncing anathema. In the sameway theprophets in the Scrip-
tures sometimes call downevils on sinners, as though conform-
ing their will to Divine justice, although such like imprecation
may be taken by way of foretelling. Sometimes evil is spoken
under the aspect of useful, aswhenonewishes a sinner to suffer
sickness or hindrance of some kind, either that hemay himself
reform, or at least that he may cease from harming others.

Reply toObjection 1.eApostle forbids cursing strictly
so called with an evil intent: and the same answer applies to
the Second Objection.

Reply toObjection 3.Towish anotherman evil under the
aspect of good, is not opposed to the sentiment whereby one
wishes him good simply, in fact rather is it in conformity there-
with.

Reply to Objection 4. In the devil both nature and guilt
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must be considered.His nature indeed is good and is fromGod
nor is it lawful to curse it. On the other hand his guilt is de-
serving of being cursed, according to Job 3:8, “Let them curse
it who curse the day.” Yet when a sinner curses the devil on ac-
count of his guilt, for the same reason he judges himself wor-
thy of being cursed; and in this sense he is said to curse his own
soul.

Reply to Objection 5. Although the sinner’s sentiments
cannot be perceived in themselves, they can be perceived
through some manifest sin, which has to be punished. Like-
wise although it is not possible to know whom God curses in
respect of final reprobation, it is possible to know who is ac-
cursed of God in respect of being guilty of present sin.

IIa IIae q. 76 a. 2Whether it is lawful to curse an irrational creature?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is unlawful to curse an
irrational creature. Cursing would seem to be lawful chiefly in
its relation to punishment. Now irrational creatures are not
competent subjects either of guilt or of punishment.erefore
it is unlawful to curse them.

Objection 2. Further, in an irrational creature there is
nothing but the nature which God made. But it is unlawful
to curse this even in the devil, as stated above (a. 1). erefore
it is nowise lawful to curse an irrational creature.

Objection 3. Further, irrational creatures are either stable,
as bodies, or transient, as the seasons. Now, according to Gre-
gory (Moral. iv, 2), “it is useless to curse what does not exist,
and wicked to curse what exists.” erefore it is nowise lawful
to curse an irrational creature.

On the contrary, our Lord cursed the fig tree, as related in
Mat. 21:19; and Job cursed his day, according to Job 3:1.

I answer that, Benediction and malediction, properly
speaking, regard things to which good or evil may happen, viz.
rational creatures: while good and evil are said to happen to ir-
rational creatures in relation to the rational creature for whose
sake they are. Now they are related to the rational creature in

several ways. First by way of ministration, in so far as irrational
creatures minister to the needs of man. In this sense the Lord
said to man (Gn. 3:17): “Cursed is the earth in thy work,” so
that its barrenness would be a punishment to man. us also
David cursed themountains ofGelboe, according toGregory’s
expounding (Moral. iv, 3). Again the irrational creature is re-
lated to the rational creature by way of signification: and thus
our Lord cursed the fig tree in signification of Judea. irdly,
the irrational creature is related to rational creatures as some-
thing containing them, namely by way of time or place: and
thus Job cursed the day of his birth, on account of the original
sin which he contracted in birth, and on account of the con-
sequent penalties. In this sense also we may understand David
to have cursed the mountains of Gelboe, as we read in 2 Kings
1:21, namely on account of the people slaughtered there.

But to curse irrational beings, considered as creatures of
God, is a sin of blasphemy; while to curse them considered in
themselves is idle and vain and consequently unlawful.

From this the Replies to the objections may easily be gath-
ered.

IIa IIae q. 76 a. 3Whether cursing is a mortal sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that cursing is not amortal sin.
For Augustine in a homily On the Fire of Purgatory* reckons
cursing among slight sins. But such sins are venial. erefore
cursing is not a mortal but a venial Sin.

Objection 2. Further, that which proceeds from a slight
movement of the mind does not seem to be generically a mor-
tal sin. But cursing sometimes arises from a slight movement.
erefore cursing is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, evil deeds are worse than evil words.
But evil deeds are not always mortal sins. Much less therefore
is cursing a mortal sin.

On the contrary, Nothing save mortal sin excludes one
from the kingdomofGod. But cursing excludes from the king-
dom of God, according to 1 Cor. 6:10, “Nor cursers [Douay:
‘railers’], nor extortioners shall possess the kingdom of God.”
erefore cursing is a mortal sin.

I answer that, e evil words of which we are speaking
now are those whereby evil is uttered against someone by way

of command or desire. Now to wish evil to another man, or
to conduce to that evil by commanding it, is, of its very na-
ture, contrary to charity whereby we love our neighbor by de-
siring his good.Consequently it is amortal sin, according to its
genus, and so much the graver, as the person whom we curse
has a greater claim on our love and respect. Hence it is written
(Lev. 20:9): “He that curseth his father, or mother, dying let
him die.”

It may happen however that the word uttered in cursing is
a venial sin either through the slightness of the evil invoked on
another in cursing him, or on account of the sentiments of the
person who utters the curse; because he may say such words
through some slight movement, or in jest, or without deliber-
ation, and sins of word should be weighed chiefly with regard
to the speaker’s intention, as stated above (q. 72, a. 2).

From this theReplies to theObjectionsmay be easily gath-
ered.

* Serm. civ in the appendix of St. Augustine’s works.
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IIa IIae q. 76 a. 4Whether cursing is a graver sin than backbiting?

Objection1. It would seem that cursing is a graver sin than
backbiting. Cursing would seem to be a kind of blasphemy, as
implied in the canonical epistle of Jude (verse 9)where it is said
that “when Michael the archangel, disputing with the devil,
contended about the body ofMoses, he durst not bring against
him the judgment of blasphemy [Douay: ‘railing speech’],”
where blasphemy stands for cursing, according to a gloss. Now
blasphemy is a graver sin than backbiting. erefore cursing is
a graver sin than backbiting.

Objection 2. Further, murder is more grievous than back-
biting, as stated above (q. 73, a. 3). But cursing is on a par
with the sin of murder; for Chrysostom says (Hom. xix, su-
per Matth.): “When thou sayest: ‘Curse him down with his
house, away with everything,’ you are no better than a mur-
derer.” erefore cursing is graver than backbiting.

Objection 3. Further, to cause a thing is more than to sig-
nify it. But the curser causes evil by commanding it, whereas
the backbiter merely signifies an evil already existing. ere-
fore the curser sins more grievously than the backbiter.

On the contrary, It is impossible to do well in backbiting,
whereas cursingmay be either a goodor an evil deed, as appears
from what has been said (a. 1). erefore backbiting is graver
than cursing.

I answer that,As stated in the Ia, q. 48, a. 5, evil is twofold,
evil of fault, and evil of punishment; and of the two, evil of
fault is the worse ( Ia, q. 48, a. 6). Hence to speak evil of fault
is worse than to speak evil of punishment, provided the mode
of speaking be the same. Accordingly it belongs to the reviler,
the tale-bearer, the backbiter and the derider to speak evil of
fault, whereas it belongs to the evil-speaker, as we understand

it here, to speak evil of punishment, and not evil of fault except
under the aspect of punishment. But the mode of speaking is
not the same, for in the case of the four vicesmentioned above,
evil of fault is spoken by way of assertion, whereas in the case
of cursing evil of punishment is spoken, either by causing it in
the form of a command, or by wishing it. Now the utterance
itself of a person’s fault is a sin, in asmuch as it inflicts an injury
on one’s neighbor, and it is more grievous to inflict an injury,
than to wish to inflict it, other things being equal.

Hence backbiting considered in its generic aspect is a
graver sin than the cursingwhich expresses amere desire; while
the cursing which is expressed byway of command, since it has
the aspect of a cause, will bemore or less grievous than backbit-
ing, according as it inflicts an injurymore or less grave than the
blackening of aman’s good name.Moreover thismust be taken
as applying to these vices considered in their essential aspects:
for other accidental points might be taken into consideration,
which would aggravate or extenuate the aforesaid vices.

Reply to Objection 1. To curse a creature, as such, re-
flects onGod, and thus accidentally it has the character of blas-
phemy; not so if one curse a creature on account of its fault:
and the same applies to backbiting.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (a. 3), cursing, in
one way, includes the desire for evil, where if the curser desire
the evil of another’s violent death, he does not differ, in desire,
from a murderer, but he differs from him in so far as the exter-
nal act adds something to the act of the will.

Reply toObjection 3.is argument considers cursing by
way of command.
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Of Cheating, Which Is Committed in Buying and Selling

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider those sins which relate to voluntary commutations. First, we shall consider cheating, which is com-
mitted in buying and selling: secondly, we shall consider usury, which occurs in loans. In connection with the other voluntary
commutations no special kind of sin is to be found distinct from rapine and the.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Of unjust sales as regards the price; namely, whether it is lawful to sell a thing for more than its worth?
(2) Of unjust sales on the part of the thing sold;
(3) Whether the seller is bound to reveal a fault in the thing sold?
(4) Whether it is lawful in trading to sell a thing at a higher price than was paid for it?

IIa IIae q. 77 a. 1Whether it is lawful to sell a thing for more than its worth?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is lawful to sell a thing
for more than its worth. In the commutations of human life,
civil laws determine that which is just. Now according to these
laws it is just for buyer and seller to deceive one another (Cod.
IV, xliv, De Rescind. Vend. 8,15): and this occurs by the seller
selling a thing for more than its worth, and the buyer buying a
thing for less than itsworth.erefore it is lawful to sell a thing
for more than its worth

Objection 2. Further, that which is common to all would
seem to be natural and not sinful. Now Augustine relates that
the saying of a certain jester was accepted by all, “You wish to
buy for a song and to sell at a premium,” which agrees with
the saying of Prov. 20:14, “It is naught, it is naught, saith every
buyer: andwhenhe is gone away, then hewill boast.”erefore
it is lawful to sell a thing for more than its worth.

Objection 3. Further, it does not seem unlawful if that
which honesty demands be done by mutual agreement. Now,
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 13), in the friendship
which is based on utility, the amount of the recompense for a
favor received should depend on the utility accruing to the re-
ceiver: and this utility sometimes is worthmore than the thing
given, for instance if the receiver be in great need of that thing,
whether for the purpose of avoiding a danger, or of deriving
some particular benefit. erefore, in contracts of buying and
selling, it is lawful to give a thing in return for more than its
worth.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 7:12): “All
things…whatsoever you would that men should do to you,
do you also to them.” But no man wishes to buy a thing for
more than its worth. erefore no man should sell a thing to
another man for more than its worth.

I answer that, It is altogether sinful to have recourse to de-
ceit in order to sell a thing for more than its just price, because
this is to deceive one’s neighbor so as to injure him. Hence
Tully says (DeOffic. iii, 15): “Contracts should be entirely free
fromdouble-dealing: the sellermust not impose upon the bid-
der, nor the buyer upon one that bids against him.”

But, apart from fraud, we may speak of buying and selling
in two ways. First, as considered in themselves, and from this
point of view, buying and selling seem to be established for the
common advantage of both parties, one of whom requires that
which belongs to the other, and vice versa, as the Philosopher
states (Polit. i, 3). Now whatever is established for the com-
mon advantage, should not be more of a burden to one party
than to another, and consequently all contracts between them
should observe equality of thing and thing. Again, the quality
of a thing that comes into human use is measured by the price
given for it, for which purpose money was invented, as stated
in Ethic. v, 5. erefore if either the price exceed the quantity
of the thing’s worth, or, conversely, the thing exceed the price,
there is no longer the equality of justice: and consequently, to
sell a thing for more than its worth, or to buy it for less than its
worth, is in itself unjust and unlawful.

Secondlywemay speakof buying and selling, considered as
accidentally tending to the advantage of one party, and to the
disadvantage of the other: for instance, when a man has great
need of a certain thing, while an other man will suffer if he be
without it. In such a case the just price will depend not only
on the thing sold, but on the loss which the sale brings on the
seller. And thus it will be lawful to sell a thing for more than
it is worth in itself, though the price paid be not more than it
is worth to the owner. Yet if the one man derive a great advan-
tage by becoming possessed of the other man’s property, and
the seller be not at a loss through being without that thing, the
latter ought not to raise the price, because the advantage accru-
ing to the buyer, is not due to the seller, but to a circumstance
affecting the buyer. Now no man should sell what is not his,
though he may charge for the loss he suffers.

On the other hand if a man find that he derives great ad-
vantage from something he has bought, he may, of his own ac-
cord, pay the seller somethingover and above: and this pertains
to his honesty.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 96, a. 2)
human law is given to the people among whom there aremany
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lacking virtue, and it is not given to the virtuous alone. Hence
human law was unable to forbid all that is contrary to virtue;
and it suffices for it to prohibit whatever is destructive of hu-
man intercourse, while it treats other matters as though they
were lawful, not by approving of them, but by not punishing
them. Accordingly, if without employing deceit the seller dis-
poses of his goods for more than their worth, or the buyer ob-
tain them for less than their worth, the law looks upon this as
licit, and provides no punishment for so doing, unless the ex-
cess be too great, because then even human law demands resti-
tution to be made, for instance if a man be deceived in regard
to more than half the amount of the just price of a thing*.

On the other hand the Divine law leaves nothing unpun-
ished that is contrary to virtue. Hence, according to the Di-
vine law, it is reckoned unlawful if the equality of justice be
not observed in buying and selling: and he who has received
more than he ought must make compensation to him that has
suffered loss, if the loss be considerable. I add this condition,
because the just price of things is not fixed with mathematical

precision, but depends on a kind of estimate, so that a slight ad-
dition or subtraction would not seem to destroy the equality
of justice.

Reply toObjection2.AsAugustine says “this jester, either
by looking into himself or by his experience of others, thought
that all men are inclined to wish to buy for a song and sell at a
premium. But since in reality this is wicked, it is in everyman’s
power to acquire that justice whereby he may resist and over-
come this inclination.”And then he gives the example of aman
who gave the just price for a book to a man who through ig-
norance asked a low price for it. Hence it is evident that this
common desire is not from nature but from vice, wherefore it
is common to many who walk along the broad road of sin.

Reply toObjection 3. In commutative justice we consider
chiefly real equality. On the other hand, in friendship based
on utility we consider equality of usefulness, so that the rec-
ompense should depend on the usefulness accruing, whereas
in buying it should be equal to the thing bought.

IIa IIae q. 77 a. 2Whether a sale is rendered unlawful through a fault in the thing sold?

Objection 1. It would seem that a sale is not rendered un-
just and unlawful through a fault in the thing sold. For less ac-
count should be takenof the other parts of a thing thanofwhat
belongs to its substance. Yet the sale of a thing does not seem
to be rendered unlawful through a fault in its substance: for
instance, if a man sell instead of the real metal, silver or gold
produced by some chemical process, which is adapted to all
the human uses for which silver and gold are necessary, for in-
stance in the making of vessels and the like. Much less there-
fore will it be an unlawful sale if the thing be defective in other
ways.

Objection 2. Further, any fault in the thing, affecting the
quantity, would seem chiefly to be opposed to justice which
consists in equality. Now quantity is known by being mea-
sured: and the measures of things that come into human use
are not fixed, but in some places are greater, in others less, as
the Philosopher states (Ethic. v, 7). erefore just as it is im-
possible to avoid defects on the part of the thing sold, it seems
that a sale is not rendered unlawful through the thing sold be-
ing defective.

Objection 3. Further, the thing sold is rendered defective
by lacking a fitting quality. But in order to know the quality
of a thing, much knowledge is required that is lacking in most
buyers. erefore a sale is not rendered unlawful by a fault (in
the thing sold).

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. iii, 11): “It is
manifestly a rule of justice that a good man should not depart
from the truth, nor inflict an unjust injury on anyone, nor have
any connection with fraud.”

I answer that,Athreefold faultmaybe foundpertaining to
the thingwhich is sold.One, in respect of the thing’s substance:

and if the seller be aware of a fault in the thing he is selling, he
is guilty of a fraudulent sale, so that the sale is rendered unlaw-
ful. Hence we find it written against certain people (Is. 1:22),
“y silver is turned into dross, thy wine is mingled with wa-
ter”: because that which is mixed is defective in its substance.

Another defect is in respect of quantity which is known by
being measured: wherefore if anyone knowingly make use of a
faulty measure in selling, he is guilty of fraud, and the sale is il-
licit. Hence it is written (Dt. 25:13,14): “ou shalt not have
diversweights in thybag, a greater and a less: neither shall there
be in thy house a greater bushel and a less,” and further on (Dt.
25:16): “For the Lord…abhorreth him that doth these things,
and He hateth all injustice.”

A third defect is on the part of the quality, for instance, if
a man sell an unhealthy animal as being a healthy one: and if
anyone do this knowingly he is guilty of a fraudulent sale, and
the sale, in consequence, is illicit.

In all these cases not only is the man guilty of a fraudulent
sale, but he is also bound to restitution. But if any of the fore-
going defects be in the thing sold, and he knows nothing about
this, the seller does not sin, because hedoes thatwhich is unjust
materially, nor is his deed unjust, as shown above (q. 59, a. 2).
Nevertheless he is bound to compensate the buyer, when the
defect comes to his knowledge. Moreover what has been said
of the seller applies equally to the buyer. For sometimes it hap-
pens that the seller thinks his goods to be specifically of lower
value, as when a man sells gold instead of copper, and then if
the buyer be aware of this, he buys it unjustly and is bound to
restitution: and the same applies to a defect in quantity as to a
defect in quality.

Reply to Objection 1. Gold and silver are costly not only
* Cod. IV, xliv, De Rescind. Vend. 2,8.
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on account of the usefulness of the vessels and other like things
made from them, but also on account of the excellence and pu-
rity of their substance. Hence if the gold or silver produced by
alchemists has not the true specific nature of gold and silver,
the sale thereof is fraudulent and unjust, especially as real gold
and silver can produce certain results by their natural action,
which the counterfeit gold and silver of alchemists cannot pro-
duce. us the true metal has the property of making peo-
ple joyful, and is helpful medicinally against certain maladies.
Moreover real gold can be employedmore frequently, and lasts
longer in its condition of purity than counterfeit gold. If how-
ever real gold were to be produced by alchemy, it would not be
unlawful to sell it for the genuine article, for nothing prevents
art from employing certain natural causes for the production
of natural and true effects, as Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 8)
of things produced by the art of the demons.

Reply to Objection 2. e measures of salable commodi-

ties must needs be different in different places, on account of
the difference of supply: because where there is greater abun-
dance, the measures are wont to be larger. However in each
place those who govern the state must determine the just mea-
sures of things salable, with due consideration for the condi-
tions of place and time.Hence it is not lawful to disregard such
measures as are established by public authority or custom.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xi,
16) the price of things salable does not depend on their degree
of nature, since at times a horse fetches a higher price than a
slave; but it depends on their usefulness toman.Hence it is not
necessary for the seller or buyer to be cognizant of the hidden
qualities of the thing sold, but only of such as render the thing
adapted toman’s use, for instance, that the horse be strong, run
well and so forth. Such qualities the seller and buyer can easily
discover.

IIa IIae q. 77 a. 3Whether the seller is bound to state the defects of the thing sold?

Objection 1. It would seem that the seller is not bound to
state the defects of the thing sold. Since the seller does not bind
the buyer to buy, he would seem to leave it to him to judge of
the goods offered for sale. Now judgment about a thing and
knowledge of that thing belong to the same person. erefore
it does not seem imputable to the seller if the buyer be deceived
in his judgment, and be hurried into buying a thing without
carefully inquiring into its condition.

Objection 2. Further, it seems foolish for anyone to do
what prevents him carrying out his work. But if a man states
the defects of the goods he has for sale, he prevents their sale:
wherefore Tully (De Offic. iii, 13) pictures a man as saying:
“Could anything be more absurd than for a public crier, in-
structed by the owner, to cry: ‘I offer this unhealthy horse for
sale?’ ” erefore the seller is not bound to state the defects of
the thing sold.

Objection 3. Further, man needs more to know the road
of virtue than to know the faults of things offered for sale.Now
one is not bound to offer advice to all or to tell them the truth
about matters pertaining to virtue, though one should not tell
anyonewhat is false.Much less therefore is a seller bound to tell
the faults of what he offers for sale, as though he were counsel-
ing the buyer.

Objection 4. Further, if one were bound to tell the faults
of what one offers for sale, this would only be in order to lower
the price.Now sometimes the pricewould be lowered for some
other reason,without any defect in the thing sold: for instance,
if the seller carry wheat to a place where wheat fetches a high
price, knowing that many will come aer him carrying wheat;
because if the buyers knew this they would give a lower price.
But apparently the seller need not give the buyer this informa-
tion. erefore, in like manner, neither need he tell him the
faults of the goods he is selling.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. iii, 10): “In all
contracts the defects of the salable commoditymust be stated;
and unless the seller make them known, although the buyer
has already acquired a right to them, the contract is voided on
account of the fraudulent action.”

I answer that, It is always unlawful to give anyone an oc-
casion of danger or loss, although a man need not always give
another the help or counsel which would be for his advantage
in any way; but only in certain fixed cases, for instance when
someone is subject to him, or when he is the only one who can
assist him. Now the seller who offers goods for sale, gives the
buyer an occasion of loss or danger, by the very fact that he
offers him defective goods, if such defect may occasion loss or
danger to the buyer—loss, if, by reasonof this defect, the goods
are of less value, and he takes nothing off the price on that ac-
count—danger, if this defect either hinder the use of the goods
or render it hurtful, for instance, if a man sells a lame for a fleet
horse, a totteringhouse for a safe one, rottenor poisonous food
for wholesome. Wherefore if such like defects be hidden, and
the seller does not make them known, the sale will be illicit
and fraudulent, and the seller will be bound to compensation
for the loss incurred.

On the other hand, if the defect be manifest, for instance
if a horse have but one eye, or if the goods though useless to
the buyer, be useful to someone else, provided the seller take
as much as he ought from the price, he is not bound to state
the defect of the goods, since perhaps on account of that de-
fect the buyer might want him to allow a greater rebate than
he need. Wherefore the seller may look to his own indemnity,
by withholding the defect of the goods.

Reply to Objection 1. Judgment cannot be pronounced
save on what is manifest: for “a man judges of what he knows”
(Ethic. i, 3).Hence if the defects of the goods offered for sale be
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hidden, judgment of them is not sufficiently lewith the buyer
unless such defects be made known to him. e case would be
different if the defects were manifest.

Reply toObjection 2. ere is no need to publish before-
hand by the public crier the defects of the goods one is offering
for sale, because if he were to begin by announcing its defects,
the bidders would be frightened to buy, through ignorance of
other qualities that might render the thing good and service-
able. Such defect ought to be stated to each individual that of-
fers to buy: and then he will be able to compare the various
points one with the other, the good with the bad: for nothing
prevents that which is defective in one respect being useful in
many others.

Reply to Objection 3. Although a man is not bound

strictly speaking to tell everyone the truth about matters per-
taining to virtue, yet he is so bound in a case when, unless he
tells the truth, his conduct would endanger another man in
detriment to virtue: and so it is in this case.

Reply toObjection 4.edefect in a thingmakes it of less
value now than it seems to be: but in the case cited, the goods
are expected to be of less value at a future time, on account
of the arrival of other merchants, which was not foreseen by
the buyers. Wherefore the seller, since he sells his goods at the
price actually offered him, does not seem to act contrary to jus-
tice through not statingwhat is going to happen. If however he
were to do so, or if he loweredhis price, itwould be exceedingly
virtuous on his part: although he does not seem to be bound
to do this as a debt of justice.

IIa IIae q. 77 a. 4Whether, in trading, it is lawful to sell a thing at a higher price than what was paid for it?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not lawful, in trad-
ing, to sell a thing for a higher price than we paid for it. For
Chrysostom* says on Mat. 21:12: “He that buys a thing in or-
der that he may sell it, entire and unchanged, at a profit, is the
trader who is cast out of God’s temple.” Cassiodorus speaks in
the same sense inhis commentary onPs. 70:15, “Because I have
not known learning, or trading” according to another version†:
“What is trade,” says he, “but buying at a cheap price with the
purpose of retailing at a higher price?” andhe adds: “Suchwere
the tradesmen whom Our Lord cast out of the temple.” Now
noman is cast out of the temple except for a sin.erefore such
like trading is sinful.

Objection 2. Further, it is contrary to justice to sell goods
at a higher price than their worth, or to buy them for less than
their value, as shown above (a. 1). Now if you sell a thing for a
higher price than you paid for it, you must either have bought
it for less than its value, or sell it for more than its value.ere-
fore this cannot be done without sin.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome says (Ep. ad Nepot. lii):
“Shun, as you would the plague, a cleric who from being poor
has becomewealthy, or who, from being a nobody has become
a celebrity.” Now trading would net seem to be forbidden to
clerics except on account of its sinfulness. erefore it is a sin
in trading, to buy at a low price and to sell at a higher price.

On the contrary, Augustine commenting on Ps. 70:15,
“Because I havenot known learning,”‡ says: “egreedy trades-
man blasphemes over his losses; he lies and perjures himself
over the price of his wares. But these are vices of the man, not
of the cra, which can be exercisedwithout these vices.”ere-
fore trading is not in itself unlawful.

I answer that, A tradesman is one whose business consists
in the exchange of things. According to the Philosopher (Polit.
i, 3), exchange of things is twofold; one, natural as it were, and
necessary, whereby one commodity is exchanged for another,
or money taken in exchange for a commodity, in order to sat-

isfy the needs of life. Such like trading, properly speaking, does
not belong to tradesmen, but rather to housekeepers or civil
servants who have to provide the household or the state with
the necessaries of life.e other kind of exchange is either that
of money for money, or of any commodity for money, not on
account of the necessities of life, but for profit, and this kind
of exchange, properly speaking, regards tradesmen, according
to the Philosopher (Polit. i, 3). e former kind of exchange is
commendable because it supplies a natural need: but the lat-
ter is justly deserving of blame, because, considered in itself, it
satisfies the greed for gain, which knows no limit and tends to
infinity. Hence trading, considered in itself, has a certain de-
basement attaching thereto, in so far as, by its very nature, it
does not imply a virtuous or necessary end. Nevertheless gain
which is the end of trading, though not implying, by its na-
ture, anything virtuous or necessary, does not, in itself, con-
note anything sinful or contrary to virtue: wherefore nothing
prevents gain from being directed to some necessary or even
virtuous end, and thus trading becomes lawful. us, for in-
stance, a man may intend the moderate gain which he seeks to
acquire by trading for the upkeep of his household, or for the
assistance of the needy: or again, a man may take to trade for
some public advantage, for instance, lest his country lack the
necessaries of life, and seek gain, not as an end, but as payment
for his labor.

Reply toObjection 1. e saying of Chrysostom refers to
the trading which seeks gain as a last end. is is especially the
case where a man sells something at a higher price without its
undergoing any change. For if he sells at a higher price some-
thing that has changed for the better, he would seem to receive
the reward of his labor. Nevertheless the gain itself may be law-
fully intended, not as a last end, but for the sake of some other
end which is necessary or virtuous, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Not everyone that sells at a higher
price than he bought is a tradesman, but only he who buys that

* Hom. xxxviii in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John
Chrysostom. † e Septuagint. ‡ Cf. obj. 1.

1455



he may sell at a profit. If, on the contrary, he buys not for sale
but for possession, and aerwards, for some reason wishes to
sell, it is not a trade transaction even if he sell at a profit. For he
may lawfully do this, either because he has bettered the thing,
or because the value of the thing has changed with the change
of place or time, or on account of the danger he incurs in trans-
ferring the thing from one place to another, or again in having
it carried by another. In this sense neither buying nor selling is
unjust.

Reply to Objection 3. Clerics should abstain not only
from things that are evil in themselves, but even from those

that have an appearance of evil. is happens in trading, both
because it is directed to worldly gain, which clerics should de-
spise, and because trading is open to so many vices, since “a
merchant is hardly free from sins of the lips”* (Ecclus. 26:28).
ere is also another reason, because trading engages themind
too much with worldly cares, and consequently withdraws it
from spiritual cares; wherefore the Apostle says (2 Tim. 2:4):
“No man being a soldier to God entangleth himself with sec-
ular businesses.” Nevertheless it is lawful for clerics to engage
in the first mentioned kind of exchange, which is directed to
supply the necessaries of life, either by buying or by selling.

* ‘A merchant is hardly free from negligence, and a huckster shall not be justified from the sins of the lips’.
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Of the Sin of Usury
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the sin of usury, which is committed in loans: and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a sin to take money as a price for money lent, which is to receive usury?
(2) Whether it is lawful to lend money for any other kind of consideration, by way of payment for the loan?
(3) Whether a man is bound to restore just gains derived from money taken in usury?
(4) Whether it is lawful to borrow money under a condition of usury?

IIa IIae q. 78 a. 1Whether it is a sin to take usury for money lent?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not a sin to take usury
for money lent. For no man sins through following the exam-
ple of Christ. But Our Lord said of Himself (Lk. 19:23): “At
My coming I might have exacted it,” i.e. the money lent, “with
usury.”erefore it is not a sin to take usury for lendingmoney.

Objection 2. Further, according to Ps. 18:8, “e law of
the Lord is unspotted,” because, to wit, it forbids sin. Now
usury of a kind is allowed in the Divine law, according to Dt.
23:19,20: “ou shalt not fenerate to thy brother money, nor
corn, nor any other thing, but to the stranger”: nay more, it is
even promised as a reward for the observance of the Law, ac-
cording to Dt. 28:12: “ou shalt fenerate* to many nations,
and shalt not borrow of any one.” erefore it is not a sin to
take usury.

Objection 3. Further, in human affairs justice is deter-
mined by civil laws. Now civil law allows usury to be taken.
erefore it seems to be lawful.

Objection 4. Further, the counsels are not binding under
sin. But, among other counsels we find (Lk. 6:35): “Lend, hop-
ing for nothing thereby.” erefore it is not a sin to take usury.

Objection 5. Further, it does not seem to be in itself sinful
to accept a price for doing what one is not bound to do. But
one who has money is not bound in every case to lend it to his
neighbor. erefore it is lawful for him sometimes to accept a
price for lending it.

Objection 6. Further, silver made into coins does not dif-
fer specifically from silver made into a vessel. But it is lawful to
accept a price for the loan of a silver vessel. erefore it is also
lawful to accept a price for the loan of a silver coin. erefore
usury is not in itself a sin.

Objection 7. Further, anyone may lawfully accept a thing
which its owner freely gives him.Nowhewho accepts the loan,
freely gives the usury. erefore he who lends may lawfully
take the usury.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 22:25): “If thou lend
money to any of thy people that is poor, that dwelleth with
thee, thou shalt not be hard upon them as an extortioner, nor
oppress them with usuries.”

I answer that, To take usury for money lent is unjust in
itself, because this is to sell what does not exist, and this evi-
dently leads to inequality which is contrary to justice. In order
to make this evident, we must observe that there are certain
things the use of which consists in their consumption: thus we
consumewinewhenwe use it for drink andwe consumewheat
when we use it for food. Wherefore in such like things the use
of the thing must not be reckoned apart from the thing itself,
andwhoever is granted theuse of the thing, is granted the thing
itself and for this reason, to lend things of this kin is to transfer
the ownership. Accordingly if a man wanted to sell wine sep-
arately from the use of the wine, he would be selling the same
thing twice, or he would be selling what does not exist, where-
fore he would evidently commit a sin of injustice. In like man-
ner he commits an injustice who lends wine or wheat, and asks
for double payment, viz. one, the return of the thing in equal
measure, the other, the price of the use, which is called usury.

On the other hand, there are things the use of which does
not consist in their consumption: thus touse ahouse is todwell
in it, not to destroy it. Wherefore in such things both may be
granted: for instance, one man may hand over to another the
ownership of his house while reserving to himself the use of
it for a time, or vice versa, he may grant the use of the house,
while retaining the ownership. For this reason a man may law-
fully make a charge for the use of his house, and, besides this,
revendicate the house from the person towhomhehas granted
its use, as happens in renting and letting a house.

Now money, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 5;
Polit. i, 3) was invented chiefly for the purpose of exchange:
and consequently the proper and principal use of money is
its consumption or alienation whereby it is sunk in exchange.
Hence it is by its very nature unlawful to take payment for the
use of money lent, which payment is known as usury: and just
as a man is bound to restore other ill-gotten goods, so is he
bound to restore the money which he has taken in usury.

Reply toObjection 1. In this passage usury must be taken
figuratively for the increase of spiritual goods which God ex-
acts from us, for He wishes us ever to advance in the goods

* ‘Faeneraberis’—‘ou shalt lend upon usury.’eDouay version has simply
‘lend.’ e objection lays stress on the word ‘faeneraberis’: hence the necessity
of rendering it by ‘fenerate.’.
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which we receive from Him: and this is for our own profit not
for His.

Reply to Objection 2. e Jews were forbidden to take
usury from their brethren, i.e. from other Jews. By this we are
given tounderstand that to takeusury fromanyman is evil sim-
ply, because we ought to treat every man as our neighbor and
brother, especially in the state of the Gospel, whereto all are
called.Hence it is saidwithout any distinction in Ps. 14:5: “He
that hath not put out his money to usury,” and (Ezech. 18:8):
“Who hath not taken usury*.” ey were permitted, however,
to take usury from foreigners, not as though it were lawful, but
in order to avoid a greater evil, lest, to wit, through avarice to
which theywere prone according to Is. 56:11, they should take
usury from the Jews who were worshippers of God.

Where we find it promised to them as a reward, “ou
shalt fenerate to many nations,” etc., fenerating is to be taken
in a broad sense for lending, as in Ecclus. 29:10,wherewe read:
“Many have refused to fenerate, not out of wickedness,” i.e.
they would not lend. Accordingly the Jews are promised in re-
ward an abundance of wealth, so that they would be able to
lend to others.

Reply to Objection 3. Human laws leave certain things
unpunished, on account of the condition of those who are im-
perfect, and who would be deprived of many advantages, if
all sins were strictly forbidden and punishments appointed for
them. Wherefore human law has permitted usury, not that it
looks upon usury as harmonizing with justice, but lest the ad-
vantage of many should be hindered. Hence it is that in civil
law† it is stated that “those things according to natural reason
and civil law which are consumed by being used, do not admit
of usufruct,” and that “the senate didnot (nor could it) appoint
a usufruct to such things, but established a quasi-usufruct,”
namely by permitting usury.Moreover the Philosopher, led by

natural reason, says (Polit. i, 3) that “to make money by usury
is exceedingly unnatural.”

Reply toObjection 4.Aman is not always bound to lend,
and for this reason it is placed among the counsels. Yet it is a
matter of preceptnot to seekprofitby lending: although itmay
be called a matter of counsel in comparison with the maxims
of the Pharisees, who deemed some kinds of usury to be lawful,
just as love of one’s enemies is amatter of counsel.Or again,He
speaks here not of the hope of usurious gain, but of the hope
which is put in man. For we ought not to lend or do any good
deed through hope in man, but only through hope in God.

Reply to Objection 5. He that is not bound to lend, may
accept repayment for what he has done, but he must not ex-
act more. Now he is repaid according to equality of justice if
he is repaid as much as he lent. Wherefore if he exacts more
for the usufruct of a thing which has no other use but the con-
sumption of its substance, he exacts a price of something non-
existent: and so his exaction is unjust.

Reply toObjection 6.eprincipal use of a silver vessel is
not its consumption, and so one may lawfully sell its use while
retaining one’s ownership of it. On the other hand the princi-
pal use of silvermoney is sinking it in exchange, so that it is not
lawful to sell its use and at the same time expect the restitution
of the amount lent. It must be observed, however, that the sec-
ondary use of silver vessels may be an exchange, and such use
may not be lawfully sold. In like manner there may be some
secondary use of silver money; for instance, a man might lend
coins for show, or to be used as security.

Reply toObjection 7.Hewho gives usury does not give it
voluntarily simply, but under a certain necessity, in so far as he
needs to borrow money which the owner is unwilling to lend
without usury.

IIa IIae q. 78 a. 2Whether it is lawful to ask for any other kind of consideration for money lent?

Objection 1. It would seem that one may ask for some
other kind of consideration for money lent. For everyone may
lawfully seek to indemnify himself.Now sometimes aman suf-
fers loss through lendingmoney.erefore hemay lawfully ask
for or even exact something else besides the money lent.

Objection 2. Further, as stated in Ethic. v, 5, one is in duty
bound by a point of honor, to repay anyone who has done us a
favor. Now to lend money to one who is in straits is to do him
a favor forwhich he should be grateful.erefore the recipient
of a loan, is bound by a natural debt to repay something. Now
it does not seem unlawful to bind oneself to an obligation of
the natural law. erefore it is not unlawful, in lending money
to anyone, to demand some sort of compensation as condition
of the loan.

Objection 3. Further, just as there is real remuneration, so
is there verbal remuneration, and remuneration by service, as

a gloss says on Is. 33:15, “Blessed is he that shaketh his hands
from all bribes*.” Now it is lawful to accept service or praise
from one to whom one has lent money. erefore in like man-
ner it is lawful to accept any other kind of remuneration.

Objection 4. Further, seemingly the relation of gi to gi
is the same as of loan to loan. But it is lawful to accept money
for money given. erefore it is lawful to accept repayment by
loan in return for a loan granted.

Objection 5. Further, the lender, by transferring his own-
ership of a sum of money removes the money further from
himself than he who entrusts it to a merchant or crasman.
Now it is lawful to receive interest for money entrusted to a
merchant or crasman.erefore it is also lawful to receive in-
terest for money lent.

Objection 6. Further, a man may accept a pledge for
money lent, the use ofwhich pledge hemight sell for a price: as

* Vulg.: ‘If a man…hath not lent upon money, nor taken any increase…he is
just.’. † Inst. II, iv, de Usufructu. * Vulg.: ‘Which of you shall dwell with
everlasting burnings?…He that shaketh his hands from all bribes.’.
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whenamanmortgages his landor thehousewhereinhedwells.
erefore it is lawful to receive interest for money lent.

Objection 7. Further, it sometimes happens that a man
raises the price of his goods under guise of loan, or buys an-
other’s goods at a lowfigure; or raises his price throughdelay in
being paid, and lowers his price that hemay be paid the sooner.
Now in all these cases there seems to be payment for a loan of
money: nor does it appear to be manifestly illicit. erefore it
seems to be lawful to expect or exact some consideration for
money lent.

On the contrary, Among other conditions requisite in a
just man it is stated (Ezech. 18:17) that he “hath not taken
usury and increase.”

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 1),
a thing is reckoned as money “if its value can be measured by
money.” Consequently, just as it is a sin against justice, to take
money, by tacit or express agreement, in return for lending
money or anything else that is consumed by being used, so also
is it a like sin, by tacit or express agreement to receive anything
whose price can bemeasured bymoney. Yet there would be no
sin in receiving something of the kind, not as exacting it, nor
yet as though it were due on account of some agreement tacit
or expressed, but as a gratuity: since, even before lending the
money, one could accept a gratuity, nor is one in a worse con-
dition through lending.

On the other hand it is lawful to exact compensation for
a loan, in respect of such things as are not appreciated by a
measure of money, for instance, benevolence, and love for the
lender, and so forth.

Reply to Objection 1. A lender may without sin enter an
agreement with the borrower for compensation for the loss he
incurs of something he ought to have, for this is not to sell the
use of money but to avoid a loss. It may also happen that the
borrower avoids a greater loss than the lender incurs,wherefore
the borrower may repay the lender with what he has gained.
But the lender cannot enter an agreement for compensation,
through the fact that he makes no profit out of his money: be-
cause he must not sell that which he has not yet and may be
prevented in many ways from having.

Reply toObjection2.Repayment for a favormay bemade
in twoways. In oneway, as a debt of justice; and to such a debt a
man may be bound by a fixed contract; and its amount is mea-
sured according to the favor received.Wherefore the borrower
ofmoney or any such thing the use ofwhich is its consumption
is not bound to repay more than he received in loan: and con-
sequently it is against justice if he be obliged to pay backmore.
In another way a man’s obligation to repayment for favor re-
ceived is based on a debt of friendship, and the nature of this
debt depends more on the feeling with which the favor was
conferred than on the greatness of the favor itself. is debt
does not carry with it a civil obligation, involving a kind of ne-
cessity that would exclude the spontaneous nature of such a
repayment.

Reply to Objection 3. If a man were, in return for money

lent, as though there had been an agreement tacit or expressed,
to expect or exact repayment in the shape of some remunera-
tion of service or words, it would be the same as if he expected
or exacted some real remuneration, because both can be priced
at a money value, as may be seen in the case of those who offer
for hire the labor which they exercise by work or by tongue.
If on the other hand the remuneration by service or words be
given not as an obligation, but as a favor, which is not to be
appreciated at a money value, it is lawful to take, exact, and
expect it.

Reply toObjection 4. Money cannot be sold for a greater
sum than the amount lent, which has to be paid back: nor
should the loan be made with a demand or expectation of
aught else but of a feeling of benevolence which cannot be
priced at a pecuniary value, and which can be the basis of
a spontaneous loan. Now the obligation to lend in return
at some future time is repugnant to such a feeling, because
again an obligation of this kind has its pecuniary value.Conse-
quently it is lawful for the lender to borrow something else at
the same time, but it is unlawful for him to bind the borrower
to grant him a loan at some future time.

Reply to Objection 5. He who lends money transfers the
ownership of the money to the borrower. Hence the borrower
holds themoney at his own risk and is bound to pay it all back:
wherefore the lender must not exact more. On the other hand
he that entrusts his money to a merchant or crasman so as to
form a kind of society, does not transfer the ownership of his
money to them, for it remains his, so that at his risk the mer-
chant speculates with it, or the crasman uses it for his cra,
and consequently he may lawfully demand as something be-
longing to him, part of the profits derived from his money.

Reply toObjection 6. If aman in return formoney lent to
him pledges something that can be valued at a price, the lender
must allow for the use of that thing towards the repayment of
the loan. Else if he wishes the gratuitous use of that thing in
addition to repayment, it is the same as if he took money for
lending, and that is usury, unless perhaps it were such a thing
as friends are wont to lend to one another gratis, as in the case
of the loan of a book.

Reply to Objection 7. If a man wish to sell his goods at a
higher price than that which is just, so that hemay wait for the
buyer to pay, it is manifestly a case of usury: because this wait-
ing for the payment of the price has the character of a loan, so
that whatever he demands beyond the just price in consider-
ation of this delay, is like a price for a loan, which pertains to
usury. In like manner if a buyer wishes to buy goods at a lower
price thanwhat is just, for the reason that he pays for the goods
before they can be delivered, it is a sin of usury; because again
this anticipated payment of money has the character of a loan,
the price of which is the rebate on the just price of the goods
sold. On the other hand if a man wishes to allow a rebate on
the just price in order that he may have his money sooner, he
is not guilty of the sin of usury.
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IIa IIae q. 78 a. 3Whether aman is bound to restorewhatever profits he hasmadeout ofmoney gottenbyusury?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man is bound to restore
whatever profits he has made out of money gotten by usury.
For the Apostle says (Rom. 11:16): “If the root be holy, so
are the branches.” erefore likewise if the root be rotten so
are the branches. But the root was infected with usury. ere-
fore whatever profit is made therefrom is infected with usury.
erefore he is bound to restore it.

Objection 2. Further, it is laid down (Extra, De Usuris, in
the Decretal: ‘Cum tu sicut asseris’): “Property accruing from
usury must be sold, and the price repaid to the persons from
whom the usury was extorted.” erefore, likewise, whatever
else is acquired from usurious money must be restored.

Objection 3. Further, that which aman buys with the pro-
ceeds of usury is due to him by reason of the money he paid
for it. erefore he has no more right to the thing purchased
than to the money he paid. But he was bound to restore the
money gained through usury.erefore he is also bound to re-
store what he acquired with it.

On the contrary, A man may lawfully hold what he has
lawfully acquired. Now that which is acquired by the proceeds
of usury is sometimes lawfully acquired. erefore it may be
lawfully retained.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), there are certain
things whose use is their consumption, and which do not ad-
mit of usufruct, according to law (ibid., ad 3). Wherefore if
such like things be extorted by means of usury, for instance
money, wheat, wine and so forth, the lender is not bound to
restore more than he received (since what is acquired by such
things is the fruit not of the thing but of human industry), un-

less indeed the other party by losing some of his own goods
be injured through the lender retaining them: for then he is
bound to make good the loss.

On the other hand, there are certain things whose use is
not their consumption: such things admit of usufruct, for in-
stance house or land property and so forth.Wherefore if aman
has by usury extorted from another his house or land, he is
bound to restore not only the house or land but also the fruits
accruing to him therefrom, since they are the fruits of things
owned by another man and consequently are due to him.

Reply toObjection 1.e root has not only the character
of matter, as moneymade by usury has; but has also somewhat
the character of an active cause, in so far as it administers nour-
ishment. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. Further, Property acquired from
usury does not belong to the person who paid usury, but to
the person who bought it. Yet he that paid usury has a certain
claim on that property just as he has on the other goods of the
usurer. Hence it is not prescribed that such property should
be assigned to the persons who paid usury, since the property
is perhaps worth more than what they paid in usury, but it
is commanded that the property be sold, and the price be re-
stored, of course according to the amount taken in usury.

Reply to Objection 3. e proceeds of money taken in
usury are due to the person who acquired them not by reason
of the usurious money as instrumental cause, but on account
of his own industry as principal cause. Wherefore he has more
right to the goods acquired with usurious money than to the
usurious money itself.

IIa IIae q. 78 a. 4Whether it is lawful to borrow money under a condition of usury?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not lawful to borrow
money under a condition of usury. For the Apostle says (Rom.
1:32) that they “are worthy of death…not only they that do”
these sins, “but they also that consent to them that do them.”
Now he that borrows money under a condition of usury con-
sents in the sin of the usurer, and gives him an occasion of sin.
erefore he sins also.

Objection 2. Further, for no temporal advantage ought
one to give another an occasion of committing a sin: for this
pertains to active scandal, which is always sinful, as stated
above (q. 43, a. 2). Now he that seeks to borrow from a usurer
gives him an occasion of sin. erefore he is not to be excused
on account of any temporal advantage.

Objection 3.Further, it seems no less necessary sometimes
to deposit one’smoneywith a usurer than to borrow fromhim.
Now it seems altogether unlawful to deposit one’smoneywith
a usurer, even as it would be unlawful to deposit one’s sword
with a madman, a maiden with a libertine, or food with a glut-
ton. Neither therefore is it lawful to borrow from a usurer.

On the contrary, He that suffers injury does not sin, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 11), wherefore justice is
not a mean between two vices, as stated in the same book (ch.
5).Now ausurer sins by doing an injury to the personwhobor-
rows from him under a condition of usury. erefore he that
accepts a loan under a condition of usury does not sin.

I answer that, It is by no means lawful to induce a man to
sin, yet it is lawful to make use of another’s sin for a good end,
since evenGoduses all sin for some good, sinceHedraws some
good from every evil as stated in the Enchiridion (xi). Hence
when Publicola askedwhether it were lawful tomake use of an
oath taken by a man swearing by false gods (which is a man-
ifest sin, for he gives Divine honor to them) Augustine (Ep.
xlvii) answered that he who uses, not for a bad but for a good
purpose, the oath of a man that swears by false gods, is a party,
not to his sin of swearing by demons, but to his good compact
whereby he kept his word. If however he were to induce him
to swear by false gods, he would sin.

Accordingly we must also answer to the question in point
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that it is by no means lawful to induce a man to lend under a
condition of usury: yet it is lawful to borrow for usury from a
man who is ready to do so and is a usurer by profession; pro-
vided the borrower have a good end in view, such as the relief
of his own or another’s need. us too it is lawful for a man
whohas fallen among thieves to point out his property to them
(which they sin in taking) in order to save his life, aer the ex-
ample of the ten men who said to Ismahel ( Jer. 41:8): “Kill us
not: for we have stores in the field.”

Reply toObjection 1.Hewho borrows for usury does not
consent to the usurer’s sin but makes use of it. Nor is it the
usurer’s acceptance of usury that pleases him, but his lending,
which is good.

Reply toObjection 2.Hewho borrows for usury gives the
usurer an occasion, not for taking usury, but for lending; it is
the usurer who finds an occasion of sin in the malice of his

heart. Hence there is passive scandal on his part, while there
is no active scandal on the part of the person who seeks to bor-
row. Nor is this passive scandal a reason why the other person
should desist from borrowing if he is in need, since this pas-
sive scandal arises not from weakness or ignorance but from
malice.

Reply to Objection 3. If one were to entrust one’s money
to a usurer lacking othermeans of practising usury; or with the
intention of making a greater profit from his money by reason
of the usury, one would be giving a sinner matter for sin, so
that one would be a participator in his guilt. If, on the other
hand, the usurer to whom one entrusts one’s money has other
means of practising usury, there is no sin in entrusting it to him
that it may be in safer keeping, since this is to use a sinner for
a good purpose.
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S P   S P, Q 79
Of the Quasi-Integral Parts of Justice

(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the quasi-integral parts of justice, which are “to do good,” and “to decline from evil,” and the opposite
vices. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether these two are parts of justice?
(2) Whether transgression is a special sin?
(3) Whether omission is a special sin?
(4) Of the comparison between omission and transgression.

IIa IIae q. 79 a. 1Whether to decline from evil and to do good are parts of justice?

Objection1. Itwould seem that to decline fromevil and to
do good are not parts of justice. For it belongs to every virtue
to perform a good deed and to avoid an evil one. But parts do
not exceed the whole.erefore to decline from evil and to do
good should not be reckoned parts of justice, which is a special
kind of virtue.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Ps. 33:15, “Turn away
from evil and do good,” says: “e former,” i.e. to turn away
from evil, “avoids sin, the latter,” i.e. to do good, “deserves the
life and the palm.” But any part of a virtue deserves the life and
the palm.erefore to decline from evil is not a part of justice.

Objection 3. Further, things that are so related that one
implies the other, are not mutually distinct as parts of a whole.
Nowdeclining fromevil is implied in doing good: since noone
does evil and good at the same time. erefore declining from
evil and doing good are not parts of justice.

On the contrary, Augustine (De Correp. et Grat. i) de-
clares that “declining from evil and doing good” belong to the
justice of the law.

I answer that, If we speak of good and evil in general, it be-
longs to every virtue to do good and to avoid evil: and in this
sense they cannot be reckoned parts of justice, except justice
be taken in the sense of “all virtue”*. And yet even if justice be
taken in this sense it regards a certain special aspect of good;
namely, the good as due in respect of Divine or human law.

On the other hand justice considered as a special virtue re-
gards good as due to one’s neighbor. And in this sense it be-
longs to special justice to do good considered as due to one’s
neighbor, and to avoid the opposite evil, that, namely, which
is hurtful to one’s neighbor; while it belongs to general justice
to do good in relation to the community or in relation toGod,
and to avoid the opposite evil.

Now these two are said to be quasi-integral parts of general

or of special justice, because each is required for the perfect act
of justice. For it belongs to justice to establish equality in our
relations with others, as shown above (q. 58, a. 2): and it per-
tains to the same cause to establish and to preserve that which
it has established. Now a person establishes the equality of jus-
tice by doing good, i.e. by rendering to another his due: and he
preserves the already established equality of justice by declin-
ing from evil, that is by inflicting no injury on his neighbor.

Reply to Objection 1. Good and evil are here considered
under a special aspect, by which they are appropriated to jus-
tice.e reasonwhy these two are reckoned parts of justice un-
der a special aspect of good and evil, while they are not reck-
oned parts of any other moral virtue, is that the other moral
virtues are concerned with the passions wherein to do good is
to observe themean,which is the same as to avoid the extremes
as evils: so that doing good and avoiding evil come to the same,
with regard to the other virtues. On the other hand justice is
concerned with operations and external things, wherein to es-
tablish equality is one thing, and not to disturb the equality
established is another.

Reply to Objection 2. To decline from evil, considered as
a part of justice, does not denote a pure negation, viz.“not to
do evil”; for this does not deserve the palm, but only avoids
the punishment. But it implies a movement of the will in re-
pudiating evil, as the very term “decline” shows. is is meri-
torious; especially when a person resists against an instigation
to do evil.

Reply toObjection 3.Doing good is the completive act of
justice, and the principal part, so to speak, thereof. Declining
from evil is a more imperfect act, and a secondary part of that
virtue. Hence it is a. material part, so to speak, thereof, and a
necessary condition of the formal and completive part.

* Cf. q. 58, a. 5.
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IIa IIae q. 79 a. 2Whether transgression is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that transgression is not a spe-
cial sin. For no species is included in the definition of its genus.
Now transgression is included in the definition of sin; because
Ambrose says (De Parad. viii) that sin is “a transgression of the
Divine law.” erefore transgression is not a species of sin.

Objection 2. Further, no species is more comprehensive
than its genus. But transgression is more comprehensive than
sin, because sin is a “word, deed or desire against the law of
God,” according to Augustine (Contra Faust. xxii, 27), while
transgression is also against nature, or custom.erefore trans-
gression is not a species of sin.

Objection 3. Further, no species contains all the parts into
which its genus is divided. Now the sin of transgression ex-
tends to all the capital vices, as well as to sins of thought, word
and deed. erefore transgression is not a special sin.

On the contrary, It is opposed to a special virtue, namely
justice.

I answer that,e term transgression is derived from bod-
ily movement and applied to moral actions. Now a person is
said to transgress in bodily movement, when he steps [gradi-
tur] beyond [trans] a fixed boundary—and it is a negative pre-
cept that fixes the boundary that man must not exceed in his
moral actions. Wherefore to transgress, properly speaking, is
to act against a negative precept.

Now materially considered this may be common to all the

species of sin, becauseman transgresses aDivine precept by any
species ofmortal sin. But if we consider it formally, namely un-
der its special aspect of an act against a negative precept, it is a
special sin in two ways. First, in so far as it is opposed to those
kinds of sin that are opposed to the other virtues: for just as it
belongs properly to legal justice to consider a precept as bind-
ing, so it belongs properly to a transgression to consider a pre-
cept as an object of contempt. Secondly, in so far as it is distinct
from omission which is opposed to an affirmative precept.

Reply to Objection 1. Even as legal justice is “all virtue”
(q. 58, a. 5) as regards its subject and matter, so legal injustice
is materially “all sin.” It is in this way that Ambrose defined sin,
considering it from the point of view of legal injustice.

Reply to Objection 2. e natural inclination concerns
the precepts of the natural law. Again, a laudable custom has
the force of a precept; since as Augustine says in an epistle On
the Fast of the Sabbath (Ep. xxxvi), “a custom of God’s people
should be looked upon as law.” Hence both sin and transgres-
sion may be against a laudable custom and against a natural
inclination.

Reply toObjection 3.All these species of sin may include
transgression, if we consider them not under their proper as-
pects, but under a special aspect, as stated above. e sin of
omission, however, is altogether distinct from the sin of trans-
gression.

IIa IIae q. 79 a. 3Whether omission is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that omission is not a special
sin. For every sin is either original or actual. Now omission is
not original sin, for it is not contracted through origin nor is it
actual sin, for it may be altogether without act, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 71, a. 5) when we were treating of sins in general.
erefore omission is not a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, every sin is voluntary. Now omis-
sion sometimes is not voluntary but necessary, as when a
woman is violated aer taking a vow of virginity, or when one
lose that which one is under an obligation to restore, or when
a priest is bound to say Mass, and is prevented from doing so.
erefore omission is not always a sin.

Objection3.Further, it is possible to fix the timewhen any
special sin begins. But this is not possible in the case of omis-
sion, since one is not altered by not doing a thing, no matter
when the omission occurs, and yet the omission is not always
sinful. erefore omission is not a special sin.

Objection 4. Further, every special sin is opposed to a spe-
cial virtue. But it is not possible to assign any special virtue
to which omission is opposed, both because the good of any
virtue can be omitted, and because justice to which it would
seem more particularly opposed, always requires an act, even
in declining from evil, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2), while omis-

sion may be altogether without act. erefore omission is not
a special sin.

Onthe contrary, It is written ( James 4:17): “Tohim…who
knoweth to do good and doth it not, to him it is sin.”

I answer that, omission signifies the non-fulfilment of a
good, not indeed of any good, but of a good that is due. Now
good under the aspect of due belongs properly to justice; to le-
gal justice, if the thingduedepends onDivineorhuman law; to
special justice, if thedue is something in relation toone’s neigh-
bor. Wherefore, in the same way as justice is a special virtue, as
stated above (q. 58, Aa. 6,7), omission is a special sin distinct
from the sins which are opposed to the other virtues; and just
as doing good, which is the opposite of omitting it, is a special
part of justice, distinct from avoiding evil, to which transgres-
sion is opposed, so too is omission distinct from transgression.

Reply toObjection 2. Omission is not original but actual
sin, not as though it had some act essential to it, but for as
much as the negation of an act is reduced to the genus of act,
and in this sense non-action is a kind of action, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 71, a. 6, ad 1).

Reply toObjection2.Omission, as stated above, is only of
such good as is due and to which one is bound. Now no man
is bound to the impossible: wherefore no man sins by omis-
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sion, if he does not do what he cannot. Accordingly she who
is violated aer vowing virginity, is guilty of an omission, not
through not having virginity, but through not repenting of her
past sin, or through not doingwhat she can to fulfil her vow by
observing continence. Again a priest is not bound to sayMass,
except he have a suitable opportunity, and if this be lacking,
there is no omission. And in like manner, a person is bound
to restitution, supposing he has the wherewithal; if he has not
and cannot have it, he is not guilty of an omission, provided
he does what he can. e same applies to other similar cases.

Reply toObjection 3. Just as the sin of transgression is op-
posed to negative precepts which regard the avoidance of evil,
so the sin of omission is opposed to affirmative precepts, which
regard the doing of good. Now affirmative precepts bind not
for always, but for a fixed time, and at that time the sin of omis-
sion begins. But it may happen that then one is unable to do
what one ought, and if this inability is without any fault on
his part, he does not omit his duty, as stated above (ad 2; Ia
IIae, q. 71, a. 5). On the other hand if this inability is due to
some previous fault of his (for instance, if a man gets drunk

at night, and cannot get up for matins, as he ought to), some
say that the sin of omission begins when he engages in an ac-
tion that is illicit and incompatible with the act to which he
is bound. But this does not seem to be true, for supposing one
were to rouse him by violence and that he went to matins, he
would not omit to go, so that, evidently, the previous drunken-
ness was not an omission, but the cause of an omission. Con-
sequently, we must say that the omission begins to be imputed
to him as a sin, when the time comes for the action; and yet
this is on account of a preceding cause by reason of which the
subsequent omission becomes voluntary.

Reply toObjection4.Omission is directly opposed to jus-
tice, as stated above; because it is a non-fulfilment of a good of
virtue, but only under the aspect of due, which pertains to jus-
tice.Nowmore is required for an act tobe virtuous andmerito-
rious than for it to be sinful and demeritorious, because “good
results from an entire cause, whereas evil arises from each sin-
gle defect”*. Wherefore the merit of justice requires an act,
whereas an omission does not.

IIa IIae q. 79 a. 4Whether a sin of omission is more grievous than a sin of transgression?

Objection 1. It would seem that a sin of omission is more
grievous than a sin of transgression. For “delictum” would
seem to signify the same as “derelictum”†, and therefore is
seemingly the same as an omission. But “delictum” denotes a
more grievous offence than transgression, because it deserves
more expiation as appears from Lev. 5. erefore the sin of
omission is more grievous than the sin of transgression.

Objection 2. Further, the greater evil is opposed to the
greater good, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. viii, 10). Now
to do good is a more excellent part of justice, than to decline
from evil, to which transgression is opposed, as stated above
(a. 1, ad 3). erefore omission is a graver sin than transgres-
sion.

Objection 3. Further, sins of transgression may be either
venial or mortal. But sins of omission seem to be always mor-
tal, since they are opposed to an affirmative precept.erefore
omission would seem to be a graver sin than transgression.

Objection 4.Further, the pain of loss which consists in be-
ing deprived of seeing God and is inflicted for the sin of omis-
sion, is a greater punishment than thepainof sense,which is in-
flicted for the sin of transgression, asChrysostom states (Hom.
xxiii superMatth.).Nowpunishment is proportionate to fault.
erefore the sin of omission is graver than the sin of transgres-
sion.

On the contrary, It is easier to refrain from evil deeds than
to accomplish good deeds.erefore it is a graver sin not to re-
frain from an evil deed, i.e. “to transgress,” than not to accom-
plish a good deed, which is “to omit.”

I answer that, e gravity of a sin depends on its remote-

ness from virtue. Now contrariety is the greatest remoteness,
according toMetaph. x‡.Wherefore a thing is further removed
from its contrary than from its simple negation; thus black
is further removed from white than not-white is, since every
black is not-white, but not conversely. Now it is evident that
transgression is contrary to an act of virtue, while omission de-
notes the negation thereof: for instance it is a sin of omission,
if one fail to give one’s parents due reverence, while it is a sin of
transgression to revile themor injure them in anyway.Hence it
is evident that, simply and absolutely speaking, transgression is
a graver sin than omission, although a particular omissionmay
be graver than a particular transgression.

Reply to Objection 1. “Delictum” in its widest sense de-
notes any kind of omission; but sometimes it is taken strictly
for the omission of something concerning God, or for a man’s
intentional and as it were contemptuous dereliction of duty:
and then it has a certain gravity, for which reason it demands
a greater expiation.

Reply to Objection 2. e opposite of “doing good” is
both “not doing good,” which is an omission, and “doing evil,”
which is a transgression: but the first is opposed by contradic-
tion, the second by contrariety, which implies greater remote-
ness: wherefore transgression is the more grievous sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as omission is opposed to af-
firmative precepts, so is transgression opposed to negative pre-
cepts: wherefore both, strictly speaking, have the character of
mortal sin.Transgression andomission, however,may be taken
broadly for any infringement of an affirmative or negative pre-
cept, disposing to the opposite of such precept: and so taking

* Dionysius, DeDiv. Nom. iv. † Augustine, QQ. in Levit., qu. xx. ‡ Di-
dot. ed. ix, 4.
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both in a broad sense they may be venial sins.
Reply to Objection 4. To the sin of transgression there

correspond both the pain of loss on account of the aversion
from God, and the pain of sense, on account of the inordi-
nate conversion to a mutable good. In like manner omission

deserves not only the pain of loss, but also the pain of sense, ac-
cording toMat. 7:19, “Every tree that bringeth not forth good
fruit shall be cut down, and shall be cast into the fire”; and this
on account of the root from which it grows, although it does
not necessarily imply conversion to any mutable good.
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Of the Potential Parts of Justice

(In One Article)

We must now consider the potential parts of justice, namely the virtues annexed thereto; under which head there are two
points of consideration:

(1) What virtues are annexed to justice?
(2) e individual virtues annexed to justice.

IIa IIae q. 80 a. 1Whether the virtues annexed to justice are suitably enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the virtues annexed to
justice are unsuitably enumerated Tully* reckons six, viz. “re-
ligion, piety, gratitude, revenge, observance, truth.” Now re-
venge is seemingly a species of commutative justice whereby
revenge is taken for injuries inflicted, as stated above (q. 61,
a. 4). erefore it should not be reckoned among the virtues
annexed to justice.

Objection 2. Further, Macrobius (Super Somn. Scip. i, 8)
reckons seven, viz. “innocence, friendship, concord, piety, re-
ligion, affection, humanity,” several of which are omitted by
Tully. erefore the virtues annexed to justice would seem to
be insufficiently enumerated.

Objection 3. Further, others reckon five parts of justice,
viz. “obedience” in respect of one’s superiors, “discipline” with
regard to inferiors, “equity” as regards equals, “fidelity” and
“truthfulness” towards all; and of these “truthfulness” alone
is mentioned by Tully. erefore he would seem to have enu-
merated insufficiently the virtues annexed to justice.

Objection 4. Further, the peripatetic Andronicus† reck-
ons nine parts annexed to justice viz. “liberality, kindliness,
revenge, commonsense,‡ piety, gratitude, holiness, just ex-
change” and “just lawgiving”; and of all these it is evident that
Tullymentions none but “revenge.”erefore hewould appear
to have made an incomplete enumeration.

Objection 5. Further, Aristotle (Ethic. v, 10) mentions
ἐπιείκεια as being annexed to justice: and yet seemingly it is not
included in any of the foregoing enumerations. erefore the
virtues annexed to justice are insufficiently enumerated.

I answer that, Two points must be observed about the
virtues annexed to a principal virtue. e first is that these
virtues have something in common with the principal virtue;
and the second is that in some respect they fall short of the per-
fectionof that virtue.Accordingly since justice is of oneman to
another as stated above (q. 58, a. 2), all the virtues that are di-
rected to another personmay by reason of this common aspect
be annexed to justice. Now the essential character of justice
consists in rendering to another his due according to equal-
ity, as stated above (q. 58, a. 11).Wherefore in two ways may a
virtue directed to another person fall short of the perfection of
justice: first, by falling short of the aspect of equality; secondly,

by falling short of the aspect of due. For certain virtues there
are which render another his due, but are unable to render the
equal due. In the first place, whatever man renders to God is
due, yet it cannot be equal, as though man rendered to God as
much as he owes Him, according to Ps. 115:12, “What shall I
render to the Lord for all the things that He hath rendered to
me?” In this respect “religion” is annexed to justice since, ac-
cording to Tully (De invent. ii, 53), it consists in offering ser-
vice and ceremonial rites or worship to “some superior nature
that men call divine.” Secondly, it is not possible to make to
one’s parents an equal return of what one owes to them, as the
Philosopher declares (Ethic. viii, 14); and thus “piety” is an-
nexed to justice, for thereby, as Tully says (De invent. ii, 53),
a man “renders service and constant deference to his kindred
and the well-wishers of his country.” irdly, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 3),man is unable to offer an equalmeed
for virtue, and thus “observance” is annexed to justice, consist-
ing according to Tully (De invent. ii, 53) in the “deference and
honor rendered to those who excel in worth.”

A falling short of the just duemay be considered in respect
of a twofold due, moral or legal: wherefore the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 13) assigns a corresponding twofold just. e legal
due is that which one is bound to render by reason of a legal
obligation; and this due is chiefly the concern of justice, which
is the principal virtue.On the other hand, themoral due is that
towhich one is bound in respect of the rectitude of virtue: and
since a due implies necessity, this kind of due has two degrees.
For one due is so necessary that without it moral rectitude
cannot be ensured: and this has more of the character of due.
Moreover this duemaybe considered from the point of viewof
the debtor, and in this way it pertains to this kind of due that
a man represent himself to others just as he is, both in word
and deed. Wherefore to justice is annexed “truth,” whereby, as
Tully says (De invent. ii, 53), present, past and future things
are toldwithout perversion. Itmay also be considered from the
point of viewof the person towhom it is due, by comparing the
reward he receiveswithwhat he has done—sometimes in good
things; and then annexed to justice we have “gratitude” which
“consists in recollecting the friendship and kindliness shown
by others, and in desiring to pay themback,” as Tully states (De

* De Invent. ii, 53. † De Affectibus. ‡ εὐγνωμοσύνη.
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invent. ii, 53)—and sometimes in evil things, and then to jus-
tice is annexed “revenge,” whereby, as Tully states (De invent.
ii, 53), “we resist force, injury or anything obscure* by taking
vengeance or by self-defense.”

ere is another due that is necessary in the sense that it
conduces to greater rectitude, although without it rectitude
may be ensured. is due is the concern of “liberality,” “affa-
bility” or “friendship,” or the like, all of which Tully omits in
the aforesaid enumeration because there is little of the nature
of anything due in them.

Reply to Objection 1. e revenge taken by authority of
a public power, in accordance with a judge’s sentence, belongs
to commutative justice:whereas the revengewhich aman takes
on his own initiative, though not against the law, or which a
man seeks to obtain from a judge, belongs to the virtue an-
nexed to justice.

Reply to Objection 2. Macrobius appears to have con-
sidered the two integral parts of justice, namely, “declining
from evil,” to which “innocence” belongs, and “doing good,”
to which the six others belong. Of these, two would seem to
regard relations between equals, namely, “friendship” in the
external conduct and “concord” internally; two regard our re-
lations toward superiors, namely, “piety” to parents, and “reli-
gion” toGod;while two regard our relations towards inferiors,
namely, “condescension,” in so far as their good pleases us, and
“humanity,” whereby we help them in their needs. For Isidore
says (Etym. x) that a man is said to be “humane, through hav-
ing a feeling of love and pity towards men: this gives its name
to humanity whereby we uphold one another.” In this sense
“friendship” is understood as directing our external conduct
towards others, from which point of view the Philosopher
treats of it in Ethic. iv, 6. “Friendship” may also be taken as
regarding properly the affections, and as the Philosopher de-
scribes it in Ethic. viii and ix. In this sense three things per-
tain to friendship, namely, “benevolence” which is here called
“affection”; “concord,” and “beneficence” which is here called
“humanity.” ese three, however, are omitted by Tully, be-
cause, as stated above, they have little of the nature of a due.

Reply to Objection 3. “Obedience” is included in obser-
vance, which Tully mentions, because both reverential honor

and obedience are due to persons who excel. “Faithfulness
whereby a man’s acts agree with his words”†, is contained
in “truthfulness” as to the observance of one’s promises: yet
“truthfulness” covers a wider ground, as we shall state further
on (q. 109, Aa. 1,3). “Discipline” is not due as a necessary duty,
because one is under no obligation to an inferior as such, al-
though a superior may be under an obligation to watch over
his inferiors, according toMat. 24:45, “A faithful and wise ser-
vant, whom his lord hath appointed over his family”: and for
this reason it is omitted by Tully. It may, however, be included
in humanitymentioned byMacrobius; and equity under ἐπιεί-
κεια or under “friendship.”

Reply to Objection 4. is enumeration contains some
belonging to true justice. To particular justice belongs “justice
of exchange,” which he describes as “the habit of observing
equality in commutations.” To legal justice, as regards things
to be observed by all, he ascribes “legislative justice,” which he
describes as “the science of political commutations relating to
the community.” As regards things which have to be done in
particular cases beside the general laws, hementions “common
sense” or “good judgment‡,” which is our guide in such like
matters, as stated above (q. 51, a. 4) in the treatise onprudence:
wherefore he says that it is a “voluntary justification,” because
by his own free will man observes what is just according to his
judgment and not according to the written law. ese two are
ascribed to prudence as their director, and to justice as their
executor. Εὐσέβεια [piety] means “good worship” and conse-
quently is the same as religion, wherefore he says that it is the
science of “the service of God” (he speaks aer the manner of
Socrates who said that ‘all the virtues are sciences’)§: and “ho-
liness” comes to the same, as we shall state further on (q. 81,
a. 8). Εὐχαριστία (gratitude) means “good thanksgiving,” and
is mentioned by Macrobius: wherefore Isidore says (Etym. x)
that “a kind man is one who is ready of his own accord to do
good, and is of gentle speech”: and Andronicus too says that
“kindliness is a habit of voluntary beneficence.” “Liberality”
would seem to pertain to “humanity.”

Reply toObjection 5.Ἐπιείκεια is annexed, not to particu-
lar but to legal justice, and apparently is the same as that which
goes by the name of εὐγνωμοσύνη [common sense].

* St. omas read ‘obscurum,’ and explains it as meaning ‘derogatory,’ infra q. 108, a. 2. Cicero, however, wrote ‘obfuturum,’ i.e. ‘hurtful.’. † Cicero, De
Repub. iv, De Offic. i, 7. ‡ St. omas indicates the Greek derivation: εὐγνωμοσύνη quasi ‘bona γνώμη.’. § Aristotle, Ethic. vi, 13.
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Of Religion

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider each of the foregoing virtues, in so far as our present scope demands. We shall consider (1) religion,
(2) piety, (3) observance, (4) gratitude, (5) revenge, (6) truth, (7) friendship, (8) liberality, (9) ἐπιείκεια. Of the other virtues
that have beenmentioned we have spoken partly in the treatise on charity, viz. of concord and the like, and partly in this treatise
on justice, for instance, of right commutations and of innocence. Of legislative justice we spoke in the treatise on prudence.

Religion offers a threefold consideration: (1) Religion considered in itself; (2) its acts; (3) the opposite vices.
Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether religion regards only our relation to God?
(2) Whether religion is a virtue?
(3) Whether religion is one virtue?
(4) Whether religion is a special virtue?
(5) Whether religion is a theological virtue?
(6) Whether religion should be preferred to the other moral virtues?
(7) Whether religion has any external actions?
(8) Whether religion is the same as holiness?

IIa IIae q. 81 a. 1Whether religion directs man to God alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion does not direct
man to God alone. It is written ( James 1:27): “Religion clean
and undefiled before God and the Father is this, to visit the
fatherless and widows in their tribulation, and to keep oneself
unspotted from this world.” Now “to visit the fatherless and
widows” indicates an order between oneself and one’s neigh-
bor, and “to keep oneself unspotted from this world” belongs
to the order of a man within himself. erefore religion does
not imply order to God alone.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x, 1)
that “since in speakingLatin not only unlettered but evenmost
cultured persons ere wont to speak of religion as being exhib-
ited, to our human kindred and relations as also to those who
are linked with us by any kind of tie, that term does not escape
ambiguity when it is a question of Divine worship, so that we
be able to say without hesitation that religion is nothing else
but the worship of God.”erefore religion signifies a relation
not only to God but also to our kindred.

Objection 3. Further, seemingly “latria” pertains to reli-
gion. Now “latria signifies servitude,” as Augustine states (De
Civ. Dei x, 1). And we are bound to serve not only God, but
also our neighbor, according to Gal. 5:13, “By charity of the
spirit serve one another.”erefore religion includes a relation
to one’s neighbor also.

Objection 4. Further, worship belongs to religion. Now
man is said to worship not onlyGod, but also his neighbor, ac-
cording to the saying of Cato*, “Worship thy parents.” ere-
fore religion directs us also to our neighbor, and not only to
God.

Objection5.Further, all thosewho are in the state of grace

are subject to God. Yet not all who are in a state of grace are
called religious, but only those who bind themselves by certain
vows andobservances, and toobedience to certainmen.ere-
fore religion seemingly does not denote a relationof subjection
of man to God.

On the contrary, Tully says (Rhet. ii, 53) that “religion
consists in offering service and ceremonial rites to a superior
nature that men call divine.”

I answer that, as Isidore says (Etym. x), “according to Ci-
cero, a man is said to be religious from ‘religio,’ because he
oen ponders over, and, as it were, reads again [relegit], the
things which pertain to the worship of God,” so that religion
would seem to take its name from reading over those things
which belong to Divine worship because we ought frequently
to ponder over such things in our hearts, according to Prov.
3:6, “In all thy ways think on Him.” According to Augustine
(De Civ. Dei x, 3) it may also take its name from the fact that
“we ought to seek God again, whom we had lost by our ne-
glect”†. Or again, religion may be derived from “religare” [to
bind together], wherefore Augustine says (De Vera Relig. 55):
“May religion bind us to the one Almighty God.” However,
whether religion take its name from frequent reading, or from
a repeated choice of what has been lost through negligence, or
frombeing a bond, it denotes properly a relation toGod. For it
isHe toWhomwe ought to be bound as to our unfailing prin-
ciple; to Whom also our choice should be resolutely directed
as to our last end; and Whom we lose when we neglect Him
by sin, and should recover by believing in Him and confessing
our faith.

Reply to Objection 1. Religion has two kinds of acts.
* Dionysius Cato, Breves Sententiae. † St. Augustine plays on the words
‘reeligere,’ i.e. to choose over again, and ‘negligere,’ to neglect or despise.
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Some are its proper and immediate acts, which it elicits, and
by which man is directed to God alone, for instance, sacrifice,
adoration and the like. But it has other acts, which it produces
through the medium of the virtues which it commands, di-
recting them to the honor of God, because the virtue which
is concerned with the end, commands the virtues which are
concerned with the means. Accordingly “to visit the fatherless
and widows in their tribulation” is an act of religion as com-
manding, and an act ofmercy as eliciting; and “to keep oneself
unspotted from this world” is an act of religion as command-
ing, but of temperance or of some similar virtue as eliciting.

Reply to Objection 2. Religion is referred to those things
one exhibits to one’s human kindred, if we take the term reli-
gion in a broad sense, but not if we take it in its proper sense.
Hence, shortly before the passage quoted, Augustine says: “In
a stricter sense religion seems to denote, not any kind of wor-
ship, but the worship of God.”

Reply to Objection 3. Since servant implies relation to a
lord, wherever there is a special kind of lordship there must
needs be a special kind of service. Now it is evident that lord-
ship belongs to God in a special and singular way, because He
made all things, and has supreme dominion over all. Conse-

quently a special kind of service is due toHim,which is known
as “latria” in Greek; and therefore it belongs to religion.

Reply toObjection 4.Weare said toworship those whom
we honor, and to cultivate*: a man’s memory or presence: we
even speak of cultivating things that are beneath us, thus a
farmer [agricola] is one who cultivates the land, and an inhab-
itant [incola] is one who cultivates the place where he dwells.
Since, however, special honor is due to God as the first princi-
ple of all things, to Him also is due a special kind of worship,
which in Greek is Εὐσέβεια or Θεοσέβεια, as Augustine states
(De Civ. Dei x, 1).

Reply toObjection 5.Although the name “religious”may
be given to all in general whoworshipGod, yet in a special way
religious are those who consecrate their whole life to the Di-
vine worship, by withdrawing from human affairs. us also
the term “contemplative” is applied, not to those who contem-
plate, but to those who give up their whole lives to contempla-
tion. Such men subject themselves to man, not for man’s sake
but for God’s sake, according to the word of the Apostle (Gal.
4:14), “You…received me as an angel of God, even as Christ
Jesus.”

IIa IIae q. 81 a. 2Whether religion is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion is not a virtue.
Seemingly it belongs to religion to pay reverence to God. But
reverence is an act of fear which is a gi, as stated above (q. 19,
a. 9). erefore religion is not a virtue but a gi

Objection 2. Further, every virtue is a free exercise of the
will, wherefore it is described as an “elective” or voluntary
“habit”†. Now, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3) “latria” belongs to
religion, and “latria” denotes a kind of servitude. erefore re-
ligion is not a virtue.

Objection 3.Further, according to Ethic. ii, 1, aptitude for
virtue is in us by nature, wherefore things pertaining to virtue
belong to the dictate of natural reason. Now, it belongs to reli-
gion “to offer ceremonial worship to the Godhead”‡, and cer-
emonial matters, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 99, a. 3, ad 2; Ia
IIae, q. 101), do not belong to the dictate of natural reason.
erefore religion is not a virtue.

On the contrary, It is enumerated with the other virtues,
as appears from what has been said above (q. 80).

I answer that, As stated above (q. 58, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 55,
Aa. 3,4) “a virtue is that which makes its possessor good, and
his act good likewise,” wherefore we must needs say that ev-
ery good act belongs to a virtue. Now it is evident that to ren-
der anyone his due has the aspect of good, since by render-

ing a person his due, one becomes suitably proportioned to
him, through being ordered to him in a becoming manner.
But order comes under the aspect of good, just as mode and
species, according to Augustine (De Nat. Boni iii). Since then
it belongs to religion to pay due honor to someone, namely, to
God, it is evident that religion is a virtue.

Reply toObjection 1.To pay reverence toGod is an act of
the gi of fear. Now it belongs to religion to do certain things
through reverence for God.Hence it follows, not that religion
is the same as the gi of fear, but that it is referred thereto as to
somethingmore excellent; for the gis aremore excellent than
the moral virtues, as stated above (q. 9, a. 1, ad 3; Ia IIae, q. 68,
a. 8).

Reply to Objection 2. Even a slave can voluntarily do his
duty by his master, and so “he makes a virtue of necessity”§, by
doing his duty voluntarily. In like manner, to render due ser-
vice to God may be an act of virtue, in so far as man does so
voluntarily.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to the dictate of natural
reason that man should do something through reverence for
God. But that he should do this or that determinate thing does
not belong to the dictate of natural reason, but is established
by Divine or human law.

* In the Latin the same word ‘colere’ stands for ‘worship’ and ‘cultivate’. † Ethic. ii, 6. ‡ Cf. a. 1. § Jerome, Ep. liv, ad Furiam.
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IIa IIae q. 81 a. 3Whether religion is one virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion is not one virtue.
Religion directs us to God, as stated above (a. 1). Now in God
there are three Persons; and also many attributes, which differ
at least logically from one another. Now a logical difference
in the object suffices for a difference of virtue, as stated above
(q. 50, a. 2, ad 2). erefore religion is not one virtue.

Objection 2. Further, of one virtue there is seemingly one
act, since habits are distinguished by their acts. Now there are
many acts of religion, for instance to worship, to serve, to vow,
to pray, to sacrifice and many such like. erefore religion is
not one virtue.

Objection 3. Further, adoration belongs to religion. Now
adoration is paid to images under one aspect, and under an-
other aspect to God Himself. Since, then, a difference of as-
pect distinguishes virtues, it would seem that religion is not
one virtue.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 4:5): “One God
[Vulg.: ‘Lord’], one faith.” Now true religion professes faith in
one God. erefore religion is one virtue.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2, ad 1),
habits are differentiated according to a different aspect of the
object. Now it belongs to religion to show reverence to one
God under one aspect, namely, as the first principle of the cre-
ation and government of things. Wherefore He Himself says
(Malach. 1:6): “If…I be a father, where isMyhonor?” For it be-

longs to a father to beget and to govern.erefore it is evident
that religion is one virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. e three Divine Persons are the
one principle of the creation and government of things, where-
fore they are served by one religion.edifferent aspects of the
attributes concur under the aspect of first principle, because
Godproduces all things, and governs themby thewisdom,will
and power of His goodness. Wherefore religion is one virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. By the one same act man both
serves and worships God, for worship regards the excellence
of God, to Whom reverence is due: while service regards the
subjection of man who, by his condition, is under an obliga-
tion of showing reverence to God. To these two belong all acts
ascribed to religion, because, by them all, man bears witness
to the Divine excellence and to his own subjection to God, ei-
ther by offering something to God, or by assuming something
Divine.

Reply to Objection 3. e worship of religion is paid to
images, not as considered in themselves, nor as things, but as
images leading us to God incarnate. Now movement to an im-
age as image does not stop at the image, but goes on to the
thing it represents. Hence neither “latria” nor the virtue of re-
ligion is differentiated by the fact that religious worship is paid
to the images of Christ.

IIa IIae q. 81 a. 4Whether religion is a special virtue, distinct from the others?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion is not a special
virtue distinct from the others. Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x,
6): “Any action whereby we are united to God in holy fellow-
ship, is a true sacrifice.” But sacrifice belongs to religion.ere-
fore every virtuous deed belongs to religion; and consequently
religion is not a special virtue.

Objection2.Further, theApostle says (1Cor. 10:31): “Do
all to the glory of God.” Now it belongs to religion to do any-
thing in reverence of God, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2; a. 2).
erefore religion is not a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the charity whereby we love God is
not distinct from the charity whereby we love our neighbor.
But according to Ethic. viii, 8 “to be honored is almost to be
loved.” erefore the religion whereby we honor God is not
a special virtue distinct from observance, or “dulia,” or piety
whereby we honor our neighbor. erefore religion is not a
special virtue.

On the contrary, It is reckoned a part of justice, distinct
from the other parts.

I answer that, Since virtue is directed to the good, wher-
ever there is a special aspect of good, there must be a special
virtue. Now the good to which religion is directed, is to give
due honor to God. Again, honor is due to someone under

the aspect of excellence: and to God a singular excellence is
competent, sinceHe infinitely surpasses all things and exceeds
them in every way. Wherefore to Him is special honor due:
even as in human affairs we see that different honor is due to
different personal excellences, one kind of honor to a father,
another to the king, and so on. Hence it is evident that reli-
gion is a special virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Every virtuous deed is said to be a
sacrifice, in so far as it is done out of reverence of God. Hence
this does not prove that religion is a general virtue, but that it
commands all other virtues, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1).

Reply toObjection 2. Every deed, in so far as it is done in
God’s honor, belongs to religion, not as eliciting but as com-
manding: those belong to religion as elicitingwhich pertain to
the reverence of God by reason of their specific character.

Reply to Objection 3. e object of love is the good, but
the object of honor and reverence is something excellent. Now
God’s goodness is communicated to the creature, but the excel-
lence of His goodness is not. Hence the charity whereby God
is loved is not distinct from the charity whereby our neighbor
is loved; whereas the religion whereby God is honored, is dis-
tinct from the virtues whereby we honor our neighbor.
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IIa IIae q. 81 a. 5Whether religion is a theological virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion is a theological
virtue.Augustine says (Enchiridion iii) that “God isworshiped
by faith, hope and charity,” which are theological virtues. Now
it belongs to religion topayworship toGod.erefore religion
is a theological virtue.

Objection 2. Further, a theological virtue is one that has
God for its object. Now religion has God for its object, since
it directs us to God alone, as stated above (a. 1). erefore re-
ligion is a theological virtue.

Objection 3. Further, every virtue is either theological, or
intellectual, or moral, as is clear from what has been said ( Ia
IIae, Qq. 57,58,62). Now it is evident that religion is not an
intellectual virtue, because its perfection does not depend on
the consideration of truth: nor is it a moral virtue, which con-
sists properly in observing the mean between too much and
too little. for one cannot worshipGod toomuch, according to
Ecclus. 43:33, “Blessing the Lord, exalt Him as much as you
can; for He is above all praise.” erefore it remains that it is a
theological virtue.

On the contrary, It is reckoned a part of justice which is a
moral virtue.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 4) religion pays duewor-
ship toGod.Hence two things are to be considered in religion:
first thatwhich it offers toGod, viz. worship, and this is byway
ofmatter and object in religion; secondly, that to which some-
thing is offered, viz. God, to Whom worship is paid. And yet
the acts whereby God is worshiped do not reach out to God
himself, as when we believe God we reach out to Him by be-
lieving; forwhich reason itwas stated (q. 1,Aa. 1,2,4) thatGod
is the object of faith, not only because we believe in aGod, but

because we believe God.
Now due worship is paid to God, in so far as certain acts

whereby God is worshiped, such as the offering of sacrifices
and so forth, are done out of reverence for God. Hence it is
evident that God is related to religion not as matter or object,
but as end: and consequently religion is not a theological virtue
whose object is the last end, but a moral virtue which is prop-
erly about things referred to the end.

Reply to Objection 1. e power or virtue whose action
deals with an end, moves by its command the power or virtue
whose action deals withmatters directed to that end. Now the
theological virtues, faith, hope and charity have an act in ref-
erence to God as their proper object: wherefore, by their com-
mand, they cause the act of religion, which performs certain
deeds directed toGod: and so Augustine says that God is wor-
shiped by faith, hope and charity.

Reply toObjection 2.Religion directs man toGod not as
its object but as its end.

Reply toObjection3.Religion is neither a theological nor
an intellectual, but a moral virtue, since it is a part of justice,
and observes a mean, not in the passions, but in actions di-
rected to God, by establishing a kind of equality in them. And
when I say “equality,” I do not mean absolute equality, because
it is not possible to payGodasmuch asweoweHim, but equal-
ity in consideration of man’s ability and God’s acceptance.

And it is possible tohave toomuch inmatters pertaining to
the Divine worship, not as regards the circumstance of quan-
tity, but as regards other circumstances, as when Divine wor-
ship is paid to whom it is not due, or when it is not due, or
unduly in respect of some other circumstance.

IIa IIae q. 81 a. 6Whether religion should be preferred to the other moral virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion should not be
preferred to the other moral virtues.e perfection of a moral
virtue consists in its observing the mean, as stated in Ethic. ii,
6. But religion fails to observe themean of justice, since it does
not render an absolute equal to God. erefore religion is not
more excellent than the other moral virtues.

Objection 2. Further, what is offered by one man to an-
other is the more praiseworthy, according as the person it is
offered to is in greater need: wherefore it is written (Is. 57:7):
“Deal thy bread to the hungry.” But God needs nothing that
we can offer Him, according to Ps. 15:2, “I have said: ou
art my God, for ou hast no need of my goods.” erefore
religion would seem less praiseworthy than the other virtues
whereby man’s needs are relieved.

Objection 3. Further, the greater. the obligation to do a
thing, the less praise does it deserve, according to 1 Cor. 9:16,
“If I preach the Gospel, it is no glory to me: a necessity lieth
uponme.” Now themore a thing is due, the greater the obliga-

tion of paying it. Since, then, what is paid to God by man is in
the highest degree due to Him, it would seem that religion is
less praiseworthy than the other human virtues.

On the contrary, e precepts pertaining to religion are
given precedence (Ex. 20) as being of greatest importance.
Now the order of precepts is proportionate to the order of
virtues, since the precepts of the Law prescribe acts of virtue.
erefore religion is the chief of the moral virtues.

I answer that, Whatever is directed to an end takes its
goodness from being ordered to that end; so that the nearer
it is to the end the better it is. Now moral virtues, as stated
above (a. 5; q. 4, a. 7), are about matters that are ordered to
God as their end. And religion approaches nearer toGod than
the other moral virtues, in so far as its actions are directly and
immediately ordered to the honor of God. Hence religion ex-
cels among the moral virtues.

Reply toObjection1.Virtue is praised because of thewill,
not because of the ability: and therefore if a man fall short of
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equality which is the mean of justice, through lack of ability,
his virtue deserves no less praise, provided there be no failing
on the part of his will.

Reply to Objection 2. In offering a thing to a man on
account of its usefulness to him, the more needy the man
the more praiseworthy the offering, because it is more useful:
whereas we offer a thing to God not on account of its useful-

ness to Him, but for the sake of His glory, and on account of
its usefulness to us.

Reply to Objection 3. Where there is an obligation to do
a thing it loses the luster of supererogation, but not the merit
of virtue, provided it be done voluntarily. Hence the argument
proves nothing.

IIa IIae q. 81 a. 7Whether religion has an external act?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion has not an exter-
nal act. It is written ( Jn. 4:24): “God is a spirit, and they that
adore Him, must adore Him in spirit and in truth.” Now ex-
ternal acts pertain, not to the spirit but to the body. erefore
religion, to which adoration belongs, has acts that are not ex-
ternal but internal.

Objection2.Further, the end of religion is to payGod rev-
erence and honor. Now it would savor of irreverence towards
a superior, if one were to offer him that which properly be-
longs to his inferior. Since then whatever man offers by bodily
actions, seems to be directed properly to the relief of human
needs, or to the reverence of inferior creatures, it would seem
unbecoming to employ them in showing reverence to God.

Objection 3.Further, Augustine (DeCiv.Dei vi, 10) com-
mends Seneca for finding fault with those who offered to idols
those things that are wont to be offered to men, because, to
wit, thatwhichbefitsmortals is unbecoming to immortals. But
such things are much less becoming to the true God, Who is
“exalted above all gods”*. erefore it would seem wrong to
worship God with bodily actions. erefore religion has no
bodily actions.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 83:3): “My heart and
my flesh have rejoiced in the living God.” Now just as internal
actions belong to the heart, so do external actions belong to the
members of the flesh. erefore it seems that God ought to be
worshiped not only by internal but also by external actions.

I answer that, We pay God honor and reverence, not for
His sake (because He is of Himself full of glory to which no
creature can add anything), but for our own sake, because by

the very fact that we revere and honor God, our mind is sub-
jected to Him; wherein its perfection consists, since a thing
is perfected by being subjected to its superior, for instance the
body is perfected by being quickened by the soul, and the air by
being enlightened by the sun. Now the human mind, in order
to be united to God, needs to be guided by the sensible world,
since “invisible things…are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made,” as the Apostle says (Rom. 1:20).
Wherefore in the Divine worship it is necessary to make use
of corporeal things, that man’s mind may be aroused thereby,
as by signs, to the spiritual acts by means of which he is united
toGod.erefore the internal acts of religion take precedence
of the others and belong to religion essentially, while its exter-
nal acts are secondary, and subordinate to the internal acts.

Reply toObjection 1.Our Lord is speaking of that which
is most important and directly intended in the worship of
God.

Reply toObjection 2.ese external things are offered to
God, not as though He stood in need of them, according to
Ps. 49:13, “Shall I eat the flesh of bullocks? or shall I drink the
bloodof goats?” but as signs of the internal and spiritualworks,
which are of themselves acceptable to God. Hence Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei x, 5): “e visible sacrifice is the sacrament
or sacred sign of the invisible sacrifice.”

Reply to Objection 3. Idolaters are ridiculed for offering
to idols things pertaining to men, not as signs arousing them
to certain spiritual things, but as though they were of them-
selves acceptable to the idols; and still more because they were
foolish and wicked.

IIa IIae q. 81 a. 8Whether religion is the same as sanctity?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion is not the same
as sanctity. Religion is a special virtue, as stated above (a. 4):
whereas sanctity is a general virtue, because it makes us faith-
ful, and fulfil our just obligations to God, according to An-
dronicus*. erefore sanctity is not the same as religion.

Objection 2. Further, sanctity seems to denote a kind of
purity. For Dionysius says (Div. Nom. xii) that “sanctity is free
from all uncleanness, and is perfect and altogether unspotted
purity.” Now purity would seem above all to pertain to tem-
perance which repels bodily uncleanness. Since then religion

belongs to justice, it would seem that sanctity is not the same
as religion.

Objection 3. Further, things that are oppositemembers of
a division are not identified with one another. But in an enu-
meration given above (q. 80, ad 4) of the parts of justice, sanc-
tity is reckoned as distinct from religion. erefore sanctity is
not the same as religion.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 1:74,75): “at…we
may serve Him…in holiness and justice.” Now, “to serve God”
belongs to religion, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3; a. 3, ad 2).ere-

* Ps. 94:3. * De Affectibus.
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fore religion is the same as sanctity.
I answer that, e word “sanctity” seems to have two sig-

nifications. In one way it denotes purity; and this significa-
tion fits in with the Greek, for ἅγιος means “unsoiled.” In an-
other way it denotes firmness, wherefore in olden times the
term “sancta” was applied to such things as were upheld by law
and were not to be violated. Hence a thing is said to be sacred
[sancitum]when it is ratified by law. Again, in Latin, this word
“sanctus” may be connected with purity, if it be resolved into
“sanguine tinctus, since, in olden times, those who wished to
be purified were sprinkled with the victim’s blood,” according
to Isidore (Etym. x). In either case the signification requires
sanctity to be ascribed to those things that are applied to the
Divineworship; so that not onlymen, but also the temple, ves-
sels and such like things are said to be sanctified through being
applied to the worship of God. For purity is necessary in or-
der that the mind be applied to God, since the human mind is
soiled by contact with inferior things, even as all things depre-
ciate by admixture with baser things, for instance, silver by be-
ingmixedwith lead.Now in order for themind to be united to
the Supreme Being it must be withdrawn from inferior things:
and hence it is that without purity themind cannot be applied
to God. Wherefore it is written (Heb. 12:14): “Follow peace
with all men, and holiness, without which no man shall see
God.” Again, firmness is required for the mind to be applied
to God, for it is applied to Him as its last end and first begin-

ning, and such things must needs be most immovable. Hence
theApostle said (Rom. 8:38,39): “I am sure that neither death,
nor life…shall separate me† from the love of God.”

Accordingly, it is by sanctity that the human mind applies
itself and its acts to God: so that it differs from religion not
essentially but only logically. For it takes the name of religion
according as it givesGod due service inmatters pertaining spe-
cially to the Divine worship, such as sacrifices, oblations, and
so forth; while it is called sanctity, according as man refers to
God not only these but also the works of the other virtues,
or according as man by means of certain good works disposes
himself to the worship of God

Reply toObjection1.Sanctity is a special virtue according
to its essence; and in this respect it is in a way identified with
religion. But it has a certain generality, in so far as by its com-
mand it directs the acts of all the virtues to the Divine good,
even as legal justice is said to be a general virtue, in so far as it
directs the acts of all the virtues to the common good.

Reply to Objection 2. Temperance practices purity, yet
not so as tohave the character of sanctity unless it be referred to
God. Hence of virginity itself Augustine says (De Virgin. viii)
that “it is honored not for what it is, but for being consecrated
to God.”

Reply toObjection 3. Sanctity differs from religion as ex-
plained above, not really but logically.

† Vulg.: ‘shall be able to separate us’.
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S P   S P, Q 82
Of Devotion

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the acts of religion. First, we shall consider the interior acts, which, as stated above, are its principal
acts; secondly, we shall consider its exterior acts, which are secondary. e interior acts of religion are seemingly devotion and
prayer. Accordingly we shall treat first of devotion, and aerwards of prayer.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether devotion is a special act?
(2) Whether it is an act of religion?
(3) Of the cause of devotion?
(4) Of its effect?

IIa IIae q. 82 a. 1Whether devotion is a special act?

Objection 1. It would seem that devotion is not a special
act. at which qualifies other acts is seemingly not a special
act. Now devotion seems to qualify other acts, for it is writ-
ten (2 Paralip 29:31): “All the multitude offered victims, and
praises, and holocausts with a devout mind.” erefore devo-
tion is not a special act.

Objection 2. Further, no special kind of act is common to
various genera of acts. But devotion is common to various gen-
era of acts, namely, corporal and spiritual acts: for a person is
said tomeditate devoutly and to genuflect devoutly.erefore
devotion is not a special act.

Objection 3. Further, every special act belongs either to
an appetitive or to a cognitive virtue or power. But devotion
belongs to neither, as may be seen by going through the vari-
ous species of acts of either faculty, as enumerated above ( Ia,
Qq. 78, seqq.; Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 4). erefore devotion is not a
special act.

On the contrary, Merits are acquired by acts as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 21, Aa. 34). But devotion has a special reason
for merit. erefore devotion is a special act.

I answer that, Devotion is derived from “devote”*; where-
fore those persons are said to be “devout” who, in away, devote
themselves to God, so as to subject themselves wholly to Him.
Hence in olden times among the heathens a devotee was one
who vowed tohis idols to suffer death for the safety of his army,

as Livy relates of the two Decii (Decad. I, viii, 9; x, 28). Hence
devotion is apparently nothing else but the will to give oneself
readily to things concerning the service of God. Wherefore it
is written (Ex. 35:20,21) that “the multitude of the children
of Israel…offered first-fruits to the Lord with amost ready and
devoutmind.”Now it is evident that thewill to do readilywhat
concerns the service of God is a special kind of act. erefore
devotion is a special act of the will.

Reply to Objection 1. e mover prescribes the mode of
the movement of the thing moved. Now the will moves the
other powers of the soul to their acts, and the will, in so far as
it regards the end, moves both itself and whatever is directed
to the end, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 9, a. 3).Wherefore, since
devotion is an act of the will whereby a man offers himself for
the service ofGodWho is the last end, it follows that devotion
prescribes themode to human acts, whether they be acts of the
will itself about things directed to the end, or acts of the other
powers that are moved by the will.

Reply to Objection 2. Devotion is to be found in various
genera of acts, not as a species of those genera, but as the mo-
tion of the mover is found virtually in the movements of the
things moved.

Reply toObjection 3.Devotion is an act of the appetitive
part of the soul, and is a movement of the will, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 82 a. 2Whether devotion is an act of religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that devotion is not an act
of religion. Devotion, as stated above (a. 1), consists in giving
oneself up to God. But this is done chiefly by charity, since ac-
cording toDionysius (Div.Nom. iv) “theDivine love produces
ecstasy, for it takes the lover away from himself and gives him
to the beloved.” erefore devotion is an act of charity rather
than of religion.

Objection 2. Further, charity precedes religion; and devo-
tion seems toprecede charity; since, in the Scriptures, charity is
represented by fire, while devotion is signified by fatnesswhich
is the material of fire†. erefore devotion is not an act of reli-
gion.

Objection 3. Further, by religion man is directed to God
alone, as stated above (q. 81, a. 1). But devotion is directed also

* eLatin ‘devovere’ means ‘to vow’. † Cant. 8:6; Ps. 52:6. * Serm. viii,
De Pass. Dom.
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to men; for we speak of people being devout to certain holy
men, and subjects are said to be devoted to their masters; thus
Pope Leo says* that the Jews “out of devotion to the Roman
laws,” said: “We have no king but Caesar.” erefore devotion
is not an act of religion.

On the contrary, Devotion is derived from “devovere,” as
stated (a. 1). But a vow is an act of religion.erefore devotion
is also an act of religion.

I answer that, It belongs to the same virtue, to will to do
something, and to have the will ready to do it, because both
acts have the same object. For this reason the Philosopher says
(Ethic. v, 1): “It is justice whereby men both will end do just
actions.” Now it is evident that to do what pertains to the wor-
ship or service of God, belongs properly to religion, as stated
above (q. 81). Wherefore it belongs to that virtue to have the
will ready to do such things, and this is to be devout. Hence it
is evident that devotion is an act of religion.

Reply to Objection 1. It belongs immediately to charity

that man should give himself to God, adhering to Him by a
union of the spirit; but it belongs immediately to religion, and,
through themediumof religion, to charity which is the princi-
ple of religion, thatman should give himself toGod for certain
works of Divine worship.

Reply to Objection 2. Bodily fatness is produced by the
natural heat in the process of digestion, and at the same time
the natural heat thrives, as it were, on this fatness. In like man-
ner charity both causes devotion (inasmuch as love makes one
ready to serve one’s friend) and feeds on devotion. Even so
all friendship is safeguarded and increased by the practice and
consideration of friendly deeds.

Reply to Objection 3. Devotion to God’s holy ones, dead
or living, does not terminate in them, but passes on to God,
in so far as we honor God in His servants. But the devotion
of subjects to their temporal masters is of another kind, just as
service of a temporal master differs from the service of God.

IIa IIae q. 82 a. 3Whether contemplation or meditation is the cause of devotion?

Objection 1. It would seem that contemplation or med-
itation is not the cause of devotion. No cause hinders its ef-
fect. But subtle considerations about abstractmatters are oen
a hindrance to devotion. erefore contemplation or medita-
tion is not the cause of devotion.

Objection 2. Further, if contemplation were the proper
and essential cause of devotion, the higher objects of contem-
plation would arouse greater devotion. But the contrary is the
case: since frequently we are urged to greater devotion by con-
sidering Christ’s Passion and other mysteries of His humanity
than by considering the greatness of His Godhead. erefore
contemplation is not the proper cause of devotion.

Objection 3. Further, if contemplation were the proper
cause of devotion, it would follow that those who are most apt
for contemplation, are alsomost apt for devotion. Yet the con-
trary is to be noticed, for devotion is frequently found in men
of simplicity andmembers of the female sex, who are defective
in contemplation. erefore contemplation is not the proper
cause of devotion.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 38:4): “In my medita-
tion a fire shall flame out.” But spiritual fire causes devotion.
erefore meditation is the cause of devotion.

I answer that, e extrinsic and chief cause of devotion is
God, of Whom Ambrose, commenting on Lk. 9:55, says that
“God calls whom He deigns to call, and whom He wills He
makes religious: the profane Samaritans, had He so willed, He
would have made devout.” But the intrinsic cause on our part
must needs be meditation or contemplation. For it was stated
above (a. 1) that devotion is an act of the will to the effect that
man surrenders himself readily to the service of God. Now ev-
ery act of the will proceeds from some consideration, since the

object of the will is a good understood. Wherefore Augustine
says (De Trin. ix, 12; xv, 23) that “the will arises from the in-
telligence.” Consequently meditation must needs be the cause
of devotion, in so far as through meditation man conceives
the thought of surrendering himself to God’s service. Indeed
a twofold consideration leads him thereto. e one is the con-
sideration of God’s goodness and loving kindness, according
to Ps. 72:28, “It is good forme to adhere tomyGod, to putmy
hope in the Lord God”: and this consideration wakens love†
which is the proximate cause of devotion. e other consider-
ation is that of man’s own shortcomings, on account of which
heneeds to leanonGod, according toPs. 120:1,2, “I have lied
up my eyes to the mountains, from whence help shall come to
me: my help is from the Lord, Who made heaven and earth”;
and this consideration shuts out presumption whereby man
is hindered from submitting to God, because he leans on His
strength.

Reply toObjection 1.e consideration of such things as
are of a nature to awaken our love‡ of God, causes devotion;
whereas the consideration of foreign matters that distract the
mind from such things is a hindrance to devotion.

Reply to Objection 2. Matters concerning the Godhead
are, in themselves, the strongest incentive to love [‘dilectio,’ the
interior act of charity; cf. q. 27] and consequently to devotion,
because God is supremely lovable. Yet such is the weakness
of the human mind that it needs a guiding hand, not only to
the knowledge, but also to the love of Divine things by means
of certain sensible objects known to us. Chief among these is
the humanity of Christ, according to the words of the Pref-
ace*, “that through knowing God visibly, we may be caught up
to the love of things invisible.” Wherefore matters relating to

† ‘Dilectio,’ the interior act of charity; cf. q. 27. ‡ ‘Dilectio,’ the interior act
of charity; cf. q. 27. * Preface for Christmastide.
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Christ’s humanity are the chief incentive to devotion, leading
us thither as a guiding hand, although devotion itself has for
its object matters concerning the Godhead.

Reply to Objection 3. Science and anything else con-
ducive to greatness, is toman an occasion of self-confidence, so
that he does not wholly surrender himself to God. e result

is that such like things sometimes occasion a hindrance to de-
votion; while in simple souls andwomen devotion abounds by
repressing pride. If, however, a man perfectly submits to God
his science or any other perfection, by this very fact his devo-
tion is increased.

IIa IIae q. 82 a. 4Whether joy is an effect of devotion?

Objection 1. It would seem that joy is not an effect of de-
votion. As stated above (a. 3, ad 2), Christ’s Passion is the chief
incentive to devotion. But the consideration thereof causes an
affliction of the soul, according to Lam. 3:19, “Remember my
poverty…the wormwood and the gall,” which refers to the Pas-
sion, and aerwards (Lam. 3:20) it is said: “I will be mindful
and remember, and my soul shall languish within me.” ere-
fore delight or joy is not the effect of devotion.

Objection 2. Further, devotion consists chiefly in an inte-
rior sacrifice of the spirit. But it is written (Ps. 50:19): “A sac-
rifice to God is an afflicted spirit.” erefore affliction is the
effect of devotion rather than gladness or joy.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory of Nyssa says (De Homine
xii)† that “just as laughter proceeds from joy, so tears and
groans are signs of sorrow.” But devotion makes some people
shed tears. erefore gladness or joy is not the effect of devo-
tion.

Onthe contrary,We say in theCollect‡: “atwewho are
punished by fasting may be comforted by a holy devotion.”

I answer that, e direct and principal effect of devotion
is the spiritual joy of the mind, though sorrow is its secondary
and indirect effect. For it has been stated (a. 3) that devotion is
causedby a twofold consideration: chieflyby the consideration
of God’s goodness, because this consideration belongs to the
term, as it were, of the movement of the will in surrendering
itself to God, and the direct result of this consideration is joy,
according toPs. 76:4, “I rememberedGod, andwas delighted”;
but accidentally this consideration causes a certain sorrow in
those who do not yet enjoy God fully, according to Ps. 41:3,

“My soul hath thirsted aer the strong living God,” and aer-
wards it is said (Ps. 41:4): “My tears have been my bread,” etc.
Secondarily devotion is caused as stated (a. 3), by the consid-
eration of one’s own failings; for this consideration regards the
term from which man withdraws by the movement of his de-
vout will, in that he trusts not in himself, but subjects himself
to God. is consideration has an opposite tendency to the
first: for it is of a nature to cause sorrow directly (when one
thinks over one’s own failings), and joy accidentally, namely,
throughhope of theDivine assistance. It is accordingly evident
that the first and direct effect of devotion is joy, while the sec-
ondary and accidental effect is that “sorrowwhich is according
to God”§.

Reply toObjection 1. In the consideration ofChrist’s Pas-
sion there is something that causes sorrow, namely, the human
defect, the removal of which made it necessary for Christ to
suffer¶; and there is something that causes joy, namely, God’s
loving-kindness to us in giving us such a deliverance.

Reply to Objection 2. e spirit which on the one hand
is afflicted on account of the defects of the present life, on the
other hand is rejoiced, by the consideration ofGod’s goodness,
and by the hope of the Divine help.

Reply to Objection 3. Tears are caused not only through
sorrow, but also through a certain tenderness of the affections,
especially when one considers something that gives joy mixed
with pain. us men are wont to shed tears through a senti-
ment of piety, when they recover their children or dear friends,
whom they thought to have lost. In this way tears arise from
devotion.

† Orat. funebr. de Placilla Imp. ‡ ursday aer fourth Sunday of Lent. § 2 Cor. 7:10. ¶ Lk. 24:25.
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S P   S P, Q 83
Of Prayer

(In Seventeen Articles)

We must now consider prayer, under which head there are seventeen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether prayer is an act of the appetitive or of the cognitive power?
(2) Whether it is fitting to pray to God?
(3) Whether prayer is an act of religion?
(4) Whether we ought to pray to God alone?
(5) Whether we ought to ask for something definite when we pray?
(6) Whether we ought to ask for temporal things when we pray?
(7) Whether we ought to pray for others?
(8) Whether we ought to pray for our enemies?
(9) Of the seven petitions of the Lord’s Prayer;

(10) Whether prayer is proper to the rational creature?
(11) Whether the saints in heaven pray for us?
(12) Whether prayer should be vocal?
(13) Whether attention is requisite in prayer?
(14) Whether prayer should last a long time?
(15) Whether prayer is meritorious?*
(16) Whether sinners impetrate anything from God by praying?†
(17) of the different kinds of prayer.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 1Whether prayer is an act of the appetitive power?

Objection 1. It would seem that prayer is an act of the
appetitive power. It belongs to prayer to be heard. Now it is
the desire that is heard by God, according to Ps. 9:38, “e
Lord hath heard the desire of the poor.”erefore prayer is de-
sire. But desire is an act of the appetitive power: and therefore
prayer is also.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iii): “It
is useful to begin everything with prayer, because thereby we
surrender ourselves to God and unite ourselves to Him.” Now
unionwithGod is effected by lovewhich belongs to the appet-
itive power. erefore prayer belongs to the appetitive power.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher states (De Anima
iii, 6) that there are two operations of the intellective part. Of
these the first is “the understanding of indivisibles,” by which
operation we apprehend what a thing is: while the second is
“synthesis” and “analysis,” whereby we apprehend that a thing
is or is not. To these a thirdmay be added, namely, “reasoning,”
whereby we proceed from the known to the unknown. Now
prayer is not reducible to any of these operations. erefore
it is an operation, not of the intellective, but of the appetitive
power.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. x) that “to pray is to
speak.” Now speech belongs to the intellect. erefore prayer
is an act, not of the appetitive, but of the intellective power.

I answer that, According to Cassiodorus‡ “prayer [oratio]

is spoken reason [oris ratio].” Now the speculative and practi-
cal reason differ in this, that the speculativemerely apprehends
its object, whereas the practical reason not only apprehends
but causes. Now one thing is the cause of another in two ways:
first perfectly, when it necessitates its effect, and this happens
when the effect is wholly subject to the power of the cause;
secondly imperfectly, by merely disposing to the effect, for the
reason that the effect is not wholly subject to the power of the
cause. Accordingly in this way the reason is cause of certain
things in twoways: first, by imposing necessity; and in thisway
it belongs to reason, to command not only the lower powers
and the members of the body, but also human subjects, which
indeed is done by commanding; secondly, by leading up to the
effect, and, in a way, disposing to it, and in this sense the rea-
son asks for something to be done by things not subject to it,
whether they be its equals or its superiors. Now both of these,
namely, to command and to ask or beseech, imply a certain or-
dering, seeing that man proposes something to be effected by
something else, wherefore they pertain to the reason to which
it belongs to set in order. For this reason the Philosopher says
(Ethic. i, 13) that the “reason exhorts us to do what is best.”

Now in the present instance we are speaking of prayer* as
signifying a beseeching or petition, inwhich senseAugustine†:
says (De Verb. Dom.) that “prayer is a petition,” and Dama-
scene states (De Fide Orth. iii, 24) that “to pray is to ask be-

* Art. 16. † Art. 15. ‡ Comment. in Ps. 38:13. * is last paragraph
refers to the Latin word ‘oratio’ [prayer] which originally signified a speech,
being derived in the first instance from ‘os,’ ‘oris’ (the mouth). † Rabanus,
De Univ. vi, 14.
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coming things of God.” Accordingly it is evident that prayer,
as we speak of it now, is an act of reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e Lord is said to hear the desire
of the poor, either because desire is the cause of their petition,
since a petition is like the interpreter of a desire, or in order to
show how speedily they are heard, since no sooner do the poor
desire something than God hears them before they put up a
prayer, according to the saying of Is. 65:24, “And it shall come
to pass, that before they call, I will hear.”

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above ( Ia, q. 82, a. 4; Ia
IIae, q. 9, a. 1, ad 3), thewillmoves the reason to its end:where-
fore nothing hinders the act of reason, under the motion of
the will, from tending to an end such as charity which is union
with God. Now prayer tends to God through being moved by
the will of charity, as it were, and this in twoways. First, on the

part of the object of our petition, because when we pray we
ought principally to ask to be united to God, according to Ps.
26:4, “One thing I have asked of the Lord, this will I seek aer,
that Imay dwell in the house of theLord all the days ofmy life.”
Secondly, on the part of the petitioner, who ought to approach
the person whom he petitions, either locally, as when he pe-
titions a man, or mentally, as when he petitions God. Hence
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iii) that “when we call upon God
in our prayers, we unveil ourmind inHis presence”: and in the
same senseDamascene says (De FideOrth. iii, 24) that “prayer
is the raising up of the mind to God.”

Reply toObjection 3.ese three acts belong to the spec-
ulative reason, but to the practical reason it belongs in addition
to cause something byway of commandor of petition, as stated
above.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 2Whether it is becoming to pray?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is unbecoming to pray.
Prayer seems to be necessary in order that we may make our
needs known to the person to whom we pray. But according
to Mat. 6:32, “Your Father knoweth that you have need of all
these things.” erefore it is not becoming to pray to God.

Objection 2. Further, by prayer we bend the mind of the
person to whom we pray, so that he may do what is asked of
him.ButGod’smind is unchangeable and inflexible, according
to 1 Kings 15:29, “But the Triumpher in Israel will not spare,
andwill not bemoved to repentance.”erefore it is not fitting
that we should pray to God.

Objection 3. Further, it is more liberal to give to one that
asks not, than to one who asks because, according to Seneca
(De Benefic. ii, 1), “nothing is bought more dearly than what
is bought with prayers.” But God is supremely liberal. ere-
fore it would seem unbecoming to pray to God.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 18:1): “We ought al-
ways to pray, and not to faint.”

I answer that, Among the ancients there was a threefold
error concerning prayer. Some held that human affairs are not
ruled by Divine providence; whence it would follow that it is
useless to pray and to worship God at all: of these it is writ-
ten (Malach. 3:14): “You have said: He laboreth in vain that
serveth God.” Another opinion held that all things, even in
human affairs, happen of necessity, whether by reason of the
unchangeableness of Divine providence, or through the com-
pelling influence of the stars, or on account of the connection
of causes: and this opinion also excluded the utility of prayer.
ere was a third opinion of those who held that human af-
fairs are indeed ruled by Divine providence, and that they do
not happen of necessity; yet they deemed the disposition of
Divine providence to be changeable, and that it is changed by
prayers and other things pertaining to the worship of God. All
these opinions were disproved in the

Ia, q. 19, Aa. 7,8; Ia, q. 22, Aa. 2,4; Ia, q. 115, a. 6; Ia, q. 116.
Wherefore it behooves us so to account for the utility of prayer

as neither to impose necessity on human affairs subject to Di-
vine providence, nor to imply changeableness on the part of
the Divine disposition.

In order to throw light on this question we must consider
that Divine providence disposes not only what effects shall
take place, but also from what causes and in what order these
effects shall proceed. Now among other causes human acts are
the causes of certain effects.Wherefore it must be that men do
certain actions. not that thereby they may change the Divine
disposition, but that by those actions they may achieve certain
effects according to the order of the Divine disposition: and
the same is to be said of natural causes. And so is it with re-
gard to prayer. For we pray not that we may change the Divine
disposition, but that we may impetrate that which God has
disposed to be fulfilled by our prayers in other words “that by
asking, men may deserve to receive what Almighty God from
eternity has disposed to give,” as Gregory says (Dial. i, 8)

Reply toObjection 1. We need to pray to God, not in or-
der to make known to Him our needs or desires but that we
ourselves may be reminded of the necessity of having recourse
to God’s help in these matters.

Reply toObjection2.As stated above, ourmotive in pray-
ing is, not Divine disposition, we may change the Divine dis-
position, but that, by our prayers, wemay obtainwhatGod has
appointed.

Reply toObjection3.Godbestowsmany things on us out
ofHis liberality, evenwithout our asking for them: but thatHe
wishes to bestow certain things on us at our asking, is for the
sake of our good, namely, that we may acquire confidence in
having recourse toGod, and thatwemay recognize inHim the
Author of our goods. Hence Chrysostom says*: “ink what
happiness is granted thee, what honor bestowed on thee, when
thou conversest with God in prayer, when thou talkest with
Christ, when thou askest what thou wilt, whatever thou de-
sirest.”

* Implicitly [Hom. ii, de Orat.: Hom. xxx in Genes. ]; Cf. Caten. Aur. on Lk. 18.
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IIa IIae q. 83 a. 3Whether prayer is an act of religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that prayer is not an act of re-
ligion. Since religion is a part of justice, it resides in the will
as in its subject. But prayer belongs to the intellective part, as
stated above (a. 1). erefore prayer seems to be an act, not
of religion, but of the gi of understanding whereby the mind
ascends to God.

Objection 2. Further, the act of “latria” falls under a ne-
cessity of precept. But prayer does not seem to come under a
necessity of precept, but to come from themere will, since it is
nothing else than a petition for what we will. erefore prayer
seemingly is not an act of religion.

Objection 3. Further, it seems to belong to religion that
one “offers worship end ceremonial rites to the Godhead”†.
But prayer seems not to offer anything to God, but to. ask to
obtain something from Him. erefore prayer is not an act of
religion.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 140:2): “Let my prayer
be directed as incense in y sight”: and a gloss on the passage
says that “it was to signify this that under the old Law incense
was said to be offered for a sweet smell to the Lord.” Now this
belongs to religion. erefore prayer is an act of religion.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 81, Aa. 2,4), it belongs
properly to religion to showhonor toGod, wherefore all those
things throughwhich reverence is shown toGod, belong to re-
ligion. Now man shows reverence to God by means of prayer,

in so far as he subjects himself to Him, and by praying con-
fesses that he needs Him as the Author of his goods. Hence it
is evident that prayer is properly an act of religion.

Reply toObjection 1.e will moves the other powers of
the soul to its end, as stated above (q. 82, a. 1, ad 1), and there-
fore religion, which is in the will, directs the acts of the other
powers to the reverence of God. Now among the other pow-
ers of the soul the intellect is the highest, and the nearest to
thewill; and consequently aer devotionwhich belongs to the
will, prayerwhich belongs to the intellective part is the chief of
the acts of religion, since by it religion directs man’s intellect
to God.

Reply to Objection 2. It is a matter of precept not only
that we should ask for what we desire, but also that we should
desire aright. But to desire comes under a precept of charity,
whereas to ask comes under a precept of religion, which pre-
cept is expressed in Mat. 7:7, where it is said: “Ask and ye shall
receive”‡.

Reply toObjection3.Byprayingman surrenders hismind
to God, since he subjects it to Him with reverence and, so to
speak, presents it toHim, as appears from the words ofDiony-
sius quoted above (a. 1, obj. 2). Wherefore just as the human
mind excels exterior things, whether bodilymembers, or those
external things that are employed for God’s service, so too,
prayer surpasses other acts of religion.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 4Whether we ought to pray to God alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought to pray to God
alone. Prayer is an act of religion, as stated above (a. 3). But
God alone is to be worshiped by religion.erefore we should
pray to God alone.

Objection 2. Further, it is useless to pray to one who is ig-
norant of the prayer. But it belongs toGod alone to knowone’s
prayer, both because frequently prayer is uttered by an interior
act which God alone knows, rather than by words, according
to the saying of theApostle (1Cor. 14:15), “Iwill praywith the
spirit, I will pray also with the understanding”: and again be-
cause, as Augustine says (De Cura pro mortuis xiii) the “dead,
even the saints, know not what the living, even their own chil-
dren, are doing.” erefore we ought to pray to God alone.

Objection 3. Further, if we pray to any of the saints, this
is only because they are united to God. Now some yet living
in this world, or even some who are in Purgatory, are closely
united toGod by grace, and yetwe do not pray to them.ere-
fore neither should we pray to the saints who are in Paradise.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 5:1), “Call…if there be
any that will answer thee, and turn to some of the saints.”

I answer that, Prayer is offered to a person in two ways:
first, as to be fulfilled by him, secondly, as to be obtained

through him. In the first way we offer prayer to God alone,
since all our prayers ought to be directed to the acquisition of
grace and glory, whichGod alone gives, according to Ps. 83:12,
“e Lord will give grace and glory.” But in the second way we
pray to the saints, whether angels or men, not that God may
through them know our petitions, but that our prayers may
be effective through their prayers and merits. Hence it is writ-
ten (Apoc. 8:4) that “the smoke of the incense,” namely “the
prayers of the saints ascended up beforeGod.”is is also clear
from the very style employed by the Church in praying: since
we beseech the Blessed Trinity “to havemercy on us,” while we
ask any of the saints “to pray for us.”

Reply toObjection 1. To Him alone do we offer religious
worship when praying, from Whom we seek to obtain what
we pray for, because by so doing we confess that He is the Au-
thor of our goods: but not to those whom we call upon as our
advocates in God’s presence.

Reply to Objection 2. e dead, if we consider their nat-
ural condition, do not know what takes place in this world,
especially the interior movements of the heart. Nevertheless,
according toGregory (Moral. xii, 21), whatever it is fitting the
blessed should know aboutwhat happens to us, even as regards

† Cicero, Rhet. ii, 53. ‡ Vulg.: ‘Ask and it shall be given you.’.
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the interior movements of the heart, is made known to them
in the Word: and it is most becoming to their exalted position
that they should know the petitions wemake to them by word
or thought; and consequently the petitions which we raise to
them are known to them through Divine manifestation.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who are in this world or in
Purgatory, do not yet enjoy the vision of the Word, so as to be
able to know what we think or say. Wherefore we do not seek
their assistance by praying to them, but ask it of the living by
speaking to them.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 5Whether we ought to ask for something definite when we pray?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to ask for
anything definite when we pray to God. According to Dama-
scene (DeFideOrth. iii, 24), “to pray is to ask becoming things
of God”; wherefore it is useless to pray for what is inexpedient,
according to James 4:3, “You ask, and receive not: because you
ask amiss.” Now according to Rom. 8:26, “we know not what
we should pray for as we ought.”erefore we ought not to ask
for anything definite when we pray.

Objection 2. Further, those who ask another person for
something definite strive to incline his will to do what they
wish themselves. But we ought not to endeavor to make God
will what we will; on the contrary, we ought to strive to will
what He wills, according to a gloss on Ps. 32:1, “Rejoice in the
Lord, O ye just.” erefore we ought not to ask God for any-
thing definite when we pray.

Objection 3.Further, evil things are not to be sought from
God; and as to good things, God Himself invites us to take
them. Now it is useless to ask a person to give you what he in-
vites you to take. erefore we ought not to ask God for any-
thing definite in our prayers.

On the contrary, our Lord (Mat. 6 and Lk. 11) taughtHis
disciples to ask definitely for those things which are contained
in the petitions of the Lord’s Prayer.

I answer that, According to Valerius Maximus*, “Socrates
deemed that we should ask the immortal gods for nothing else
but that they should grant us good things, because they at any
rate knowwhat is good for each one whereas when we pray we

frequently ask for what it had been better for us not to obtain.”
is opinion is true to a certain extent, as to those thingswhich
may have an evil result, andwhichmanmay use ill or well, such
as “riches, by which,” as stated by the same authority (Fact. et
Dict. Memor. vii, 2), “many have come to an evil end; hon-
ors, which have ruined many; power, of which we frequently
witness the unhappy results; splendid marriages, which some-
times bring about the total wreck of a family.” Nevertheless
there are certain goods which man cannot ill use, because they
cannot have an evil result. Such are those which are the object
of beatitude and whereby wemerit it: and these the saints seek
absolutely when they pray, as in Ps. 79:4, “Show us y face,
and we shall be saved,” and again in Ps. 118:35, “Lead me into
the path of y commandments.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although man cannot by himself
know what he ought to pray for, “the Spirit,” as stated in the
same passage, “helpeth our infirmity,” since by inspiring us
with holy desires, Hemakes us ask for what is right.Hence our
Lord said ( Jn. 4:24) that true adorers “must adore…in spirit
and in truth.”

Reply to Objection 2. When in our prayers we ask for
things concerning our salvation, we conform ourwill toGod’s,
of Whom it is written (1 Tim. 2:4) that “He will have all men
to be saved.”

Reply to Objection 3. God so invites us to take good
things, that we may approach to them not by the steps of the
body, but by pious desires and devout prayers.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 6Whether man ought to ask God for temporal things when he prays?

Objection1. Itwould seemthatmanoughtnot to askGod
for temporal things when he prays.We seek what we ask for in
prayer. But we should not seek for temporal things, for it is
written (Mat. 6:33): “Seek ye…first the kingdom of God, and
His justice: and all these things shall be addedunto you,” that is
to say, temporal things, which, says He, we are not to seek, but
they will be added to what we seek. erefore temporal things
are not to be asked of God in prayer.

Objection 2. Further, no one asks save for that which he
is solicitous about. Now we ought not to have solicitude for
temporal things, according to the saying of Mat. 6:25, “Be not
solicitous for your life, what you shall eat.”erefore we ought
not to ask for temporal things when we pray.

Objection 3. Further, by prayer ourmind should be raised

up to God. But by asking for temporal things, it descends to
things beneath it, against the saying of the Apostle (2 Cor.
4:18), “While we look not at the things which are seen, but at
the thingswhich are not seen. For the thingswhich are seen are
temporal, but the thingswhich are not seen are eternal.”ere-
fore man ought not to ask God for temporal things when he
prays.

Objection 4. Further, man ought not to ask of God other
than good and useful things. But sometimes temporal things,
when we have them, are harmful, not only in a spiritual sense,
but also in a material sense. erefore we should not ask God
for them in our prayers.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 30:8): “Give me only
the necessaries of life.”

* Fact. et Dict. Memor. vii, 2.
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I answer that, As Augustine says (ad Probam, de orando
Deum,Ep. cxxx, 12): “It is lawful to pray forwhat it is lawful to
desire.” Now it is lawful to desire temporal things, not indeed
principally, by placing our end therein, but as helps whereby
we are assisted in tending towards beatitude, in so far, to wit,
as they are themeans of supporting the life of the body, and are
of service to us as instruments in performing acts of virtue, as
also the Philosopher states (Ethic. i, 8). Augustine too says the
same to Proba (ad Probam, de orando Deum, Ep. cxxx, 6,7)
when he states that “it is not unbecoming for anyone to de-
sire enough for a livelihood, and no more; for this sufficiency
is desired, not for its own sake, but for the welfare of the body,
or that we should desire to be clothed in a way befitting one’s
station, so as not to be out of keeping with those amongwhom
wehave to live. Accordinglywe ought to pray thatwemay keep
these things if we have them, and if we have them not, that we
may gain possession of them.”

Reply to Objection 1. We should seek temporal things
not in the first but in the second place. Hence Augustine says

(De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 16): “When He says that this”
(i.e. the kingdomofGod) “is to be sought first,He implies that
theother” (i.e. temporal goods) “is tobe sought aerwards, not
in time but in importance, this as being our good, the other as
our need.”

Reply to Objection 2. Not all solicitude about temporal
things is forbidden, but that which is superfluous and inordi-
nate, as stated above (q. 55, a. 6).

Reply toObjection3.Whenourmind is intent on tempo-
ral things in order that itmay rest in them, it remains immersed
therein; but when it is intent on them in relation to the acqui-
sition of beatitude, it is not lowered by them, but raises them
to a higher level.

Reply to Objection 4. From the very fact that we ask for
temporal things not as the principal object of our petition, but
as subordinate to something else, we ask God for them in the
sense that they may be granted to us in so far as they are expe-
dient for salvation.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 7Whether we ought to pray for others?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to pray for
others. In praying we ought to conform to the pattern given by
our Lord. Now in the Lord’s Prayer we make petitions for our-
selves, not for others; thus we say: “Give us this day our daily
bread,” etc. erefore we should not pray for others.

Objection 2. Further, prayer is offered that it may be
heard. Now one of the conditions required for prayer that it
may be heard is that one pray for oneself, wherefore Augustine
in commenting on Jn. 16:23, “If you ask the Father anything
in My name He will give it you,” says (Tract. cii): “Everyone
is heard when he prays for himself, not when he prays for all;
wherefore He does not say simply ‘He will give it,’ but ‘He will
give it you. ’ ” erefore it would seem that we ought not to
pray for others, but only for ourselves.

Objection 3. Further, we are forbidden to pray for others,
if they are wicked, according to Jer. 7:16, “erefore do not
then pray for this people…and do not withstand Me, for I will
not hear thee.”On the other handwe are not bound to pray for
the good, since they are heard when they pray for themselves.
erefore it would seem that we ought not to pray for others.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 5:16): “Pray one for
another, that you may be saved.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6), when we pray we
ought to ask for what we ought to desire. Now we ought to
desire good things not only for ourselves, but also for others:
for this is essential to the love which we owe to our neighbor,
as stated above (q. 25, Aa. 1,12; q. 27, a. 2; q. 31, a. 1). ere-
fore charity requires us to pray for others. Hence Chrysostom
says (Hom. xiv inMatth.)*: “Necessity binds us to pray for our-
selves, fraternal charity urges us to pray for others: and the

prayer that fraternal charity proffers is sweeter to God than
that which is the outcome of necessity.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Cyprian says (De orat. Dom.),
“We say ‘Our Father’ and not ‘My Father,’ ‘Give us’ and not
‘Give me,’ because the Master of unity did not wish us to pray
privately, that is for ourselves alone, forHe wished each one to
pray for all, even as He Himself bore all in one.”

Reply to Objection 2. It is a condition of prayer that one
pray for oneself: not as though it were necessary in order that
prayer be meritorious, but as being necessary in order that
prayer may not fail in its effect of impetration. For it some-
times happens that we pray for another with piety and perse-
verance, and ask for things relating to his salvation, and yet it
is not granted on account of some obstacle on the part of the
personwe are praying for, according to Jer. 15:1, “IfMoses and
Samuel shall stand beforeMe,My soul is not towards this peo-
ple.” And yet the prayer will bemeritorious for the personwho
prays thus out of charity, according to Ps. 34:13, “My prayer
shall be turned into my bosom, i.e. though it profit them not,
I am not deprived of my reward,” as the gloss expounds it.

Reply to Objection 3. We ought to pray even for sinners,
that theymay be converted, and for the just that theymay per-
severe and advance in holiness. Yet those who pray are heard
not for all sinners but for some: since they are heard for the
predestined, but not for those who are foreknown to death;
even as the correction whereby we correct the brethren, has an
effect in the predestined but not in the reprobate, according to
Eccles. 7:14, “No man can correct whom God hath despised.”
Hence it is written (1 Jn. 5:16): “He that knoweth his brother
to sin a sin which is not to death, let him ask, and life shall

* Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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be given to him, who sinneth not to death.” Now just as the
benefit of correction must not be refused to any man so long
as he lives here below, because we cannot distinguish the pre-
destined from the reprobate, as Augustine says (De Correp. et
Grat. xv), so too no man should be denied the help of prayer.

We ought also to pray for the just for three reasons: First,
because the prayers of a multitude are more easily heard,
wherefore a gloss on Rom. 15:30, “Help me in your prayers,”
says: “e Apostle rightly tells the lesser brethren to pray for

him, for many lesser ones, if they be united together in one
mind, become great, and it is impossible for the prayers of a
multitude not to obtain” that which is possible to be obtained
by prayer. Secondly, that many may thank God for the graces
conferred on the just, which graces conduce to the profit of
many, according to the Apostle (2 Cor. 1:11). irdly, that
themore perfectmay not wax proud, seeing that they find that
they need the prayers of the less perfect.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 8Whether we ought to pray for our enemies?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to pray
for our enemies. According to Rom. 15:4, “what things soever
were written, were written for our learning.” Now Holy Writ
contains many imprecations against enemies; thus it is written
(Ps. 6:11): “Let all my enemies be ashamed and be…troubled,
let them be ashamed and be troubled very speedily†.” ere-
fore we too should pray against rather than for our enemies.

Objection 2. Further, to be revenged on one’s enemies
is harmful to them. But holy men seek vengeance of their
enemies according to Apoc. 6:10, “How long…dost ou
not…revenge our blood on them that dwell on earth?”Where-
fore they rejoice in being revenged on their enemies, accord-
ing to Ps. 57:11, “e just shall rejoice when he shall see the
revenge.” erefore we should not pray for our enemies, but
against them.

Objection 3. Further, man’s deed should not be contrary
to his prayer. Now sometimes men lawfully attack their ene-
mies, else allwarswouldbeunlawful,which is opposed towhat
we have said above (q. 40, a. 1). erefore we should not pray
for our enemies.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 5:44): “Pray for them
that persecute and calumniate you.”

I answer that, To pray for another is an act of charity, as
stated above (a. 7). Wherefore we are bound to pray for our
enemies in the same manner as we are bound to love them.
Now it was explained above in the treatise on charity (q. 25,
Aa. 8,9), how we are bound to love our enemies, namely, that
we must love in them their nature, not their sin. and that to
love our enemies in general is amatter of precept, while to love
them in the individual is not a matter of precept, except in the
preparedness of the mind, so that a man must be prepared to
love his enemy even in the individual and to help him in a case
of necessity, or if his enemy should beg his forgiveness. But to

love one’s enemies absolutely in the individual, and to assist
them, is an act of perfection.

In like manner it is a matter of obligation that we should
not exclude our enemies from the general prayers which we
offer up for others: but it is a matter of perfection, and not of
obligation, to pray for them individually, except in certain spe-
cial cases.

Reply to Objection 1. e imprecations contained in
HolyWrit may be understood in four ways. First, according to
the customof the prophets “to foretell the future under the veil
of an imprecation,” as Augustine states*. Secondly, in the sense
that certain temporal evils are sometimes inflicted by God on
the wicked for their correction. irdly, because they are un-
derstood to be pronounced, not against the men themselves,
but against the kingdom of sin, with the purpose, to wit, of
destroying sin by the correction of men. Fourthly, by way of
conformity of our will to the Divine justice with regard to the
damnation of those who are obstinate in sin.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine states in the same
book (DeSerm.Dom. inMonte i, 22), “themartyrs’ vengeance
is the overthrow of the kingdom of sin, because they suffered
so much while it reigned”: or as he says again (QQ. Vet. et
Nov. Test. lxviii), “their prayer for vengeance is expressed not
in words but in their minds, even as the blood of Abel cried
from the earth.”ey rejoice in vengeance not for its own sake,
but for the sake of Divine justice.

Reply to Objection 3. It is lawful to attack one’s enemies,
that they may be restrained from sin: and this is for their own
good and for the good of others. Consequently it is even law-
ful in praying to ask that temporal evils be inflicted on our en-
emies in order that theymaymend their ways.us prayer and
deed will not be contrary to one another.

† Vulg.: ‘Let them be turned back and be ashamed.’. * De Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 21.
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IIa IIae q. 83 a. 9Whether the seven petitions of the Lord’s Prayer are fittingly assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the seven petitions of the
Lord’s Prayer are not fittingly assigned. It is useless to ask for
that to be hallowed which is always holy. But the name of God
is always holy, according to Lk. 1:49, “Holy is His name.”
Again, His kingdom is everlasting, according to Ps. 144:13,
“y kingdom is a kingdom of all ages.” Again, God’s will is
always fulfilled, according to Isa 46:10, “All My will shall be
done.” erefore it is useless to ask for “the name of God to be
hallowed,” for “His kingdom to come,” and for “His will to be
done.”

Objection 2. Further, onemust withdraw from evil before
attaining good. erefore it seems unfitting for the petitions
relating to the attainment of good to be set forth before those
relating to the removal of evil.

Objection 3. Further, one asks for a thing that it may be
given to one. Now the chief gi of God is theHolyGhost, and
those gis that we receive through Him. erefore the peti-
tions seem to be unfittingly assigned, since they do not corre-
spond to the gis of the Holy Ghost.

Objection 4. Further, according to Luke, only five peti-
tions are mentioned in the Lord’s Prayer, as appears from the
eleventh chapter. erefore it was superfluous for Matthew to
mention seven.

Objection 5. Further, it seems useless to seek to win the
benevolence of one who forestalls us by his benevolence. Now
God forestalls us by His benevolence, since “He first hath
loved us” ( 1 Jn. 4:19). erefore it is useless to preface the pe-
titions with the words our “Father Who art in heaven,” which
seem to indicate a desire to win God’s benevolence.

On the contrary, e authority of Christ, who composed
this prayer, suffices.

I answer that, e Lord’s Prayer is most perfect, because,
as Augustine says (ad Probam Ep. cxxx, 12), “if we pray rightly
and fittingly, we can say nothing else but what is contained in
this prayer of our Lord.” For since prayer interprets our desires,
as it were, before God, then alone is it right to ask for some-
thing in our prayers when it is right that we should desire it.
Now in the Lord’s Prayer not only do we ask for all that we
may rightly desire, but also in the order wherein we ought to
desire them, so that this prayer not only teaches us to ask, but
also directs all our affections. us it is evident that the first
thing to be the object of our desire is the end, and aerwards
whatever is directed to the end. Now our end is God towards
Whom our affections tend in two ways: first, by our willing
the glory of God, secondly, by willing to enjoy His glory. e
first belongs to the lovewherebywe loveGod inHimself, while
the second belongs to the love whereby we love ourselves in
God.Wherefore the first petition is expressed thus: “Hallowed
be y name,” and the second thus: “y kingdom come,” by
which we ask to come to the glory of His kingdom.

To this same end a thing directs us in twoways: in oneway,
by its very nature, in another way, accidentally. Of its very na-

ture the good which is useful for an end directs us to that end.
Now a thing is useful in two ways to that end which is beat-
itude: in one way, directly and principally, according to the
merit whereby wemerit beatitude by obeying God, and in this
respect we ask: “ywill be done on earth as it is in heaven”; in
another way instrumentally, and as it were helping us to merit,
and in this respect we say: “Give us this day our daily bread,”
whetherwe understand this of the sacramental Bread, the daily
use of which is profitable to man, and in which all the other
sacraments are contained, or of the bread of the body, so that it
denotes all sufficiency of food, as Augustine says (ad Probam,
Ep. cxxx, 11), since the Eucharist is the chief sacrament, and
bread is the chief food: thus in theGospel ofMatthewwe read,
“supersubstantial,” i.e. “principal,” as Jerome expounds it.

We are directed to beatitude accidentally by the removal
of obstacles. Now there are three obstacles to our attainment
of beatitude. First, there is sin, which directly excludes a man
from the kingdom, according to 1Cor. 6:9,10, “Neither forni-
cators, nor idolaters, etc., shall possess the kingdom of God”;
and to this refer the words, “Forgive us our trespasses.” Sec-
ondly, there is temptation which hinders us from keeping
God’s will, and to this we refer when we say: “And lead us not
into temptation,” whereby we do not ask not to be tempted,
but not to be conquered by temptation, which is to be led into
temptation. irdly, there is the present penal state which is a
kind of obstacle to a sufficiency of life, and to this we refer in
the words, “Deliver us from evil.”

Reply toObjection 1.AsAugustine says (De Serm.Dom.
in Monte ii, 5), when we say, “Hallowed be y name, we do
not mean that God’s name is not holy, but we ask that men
may treat it as a holy thing,” and this pertains to the diffusion
ofGod’s glory amongmen.Whenwe say, “ykingdomcome,
we do not imply that God is not reigning now,” but “we ex-
cite in ourselves the desire for that kingdom, that it may come
to us, and that we may reign therein,” as Augustine says (ad
Probam, Ep. cxxx, 11). e words, “y will be done rightly
signify, ‘May y commandments be obeyed’ on earth as in
heaven, i.e. by men as well as by angels” (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte ii, 6). Hence these three petitions will be perfectly ful-
filled in the life to come;while the other four, according toAu-
gustine (Enchiridion cxv), belong to the needs of the present
life

Reply toObjection 2. Since prayer is the interpreter of de-
sire, the order of the petitions corresponds with the order, not
of execution, but of desire or intention,where the endprecedes
the things that are directed to the end, and attainment of good
precedes removal of evil.

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte ii, 11) adapts the seven petitions to the gis and beati-
tudes.He says: “If it is fearGodwhereby blessed are the poor in
spirit, let us ask that God’s name be hallowed amongmenwith
a chaste fear. If it is piety whereby blessed are the meek, let us
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ask thatHis kingdommay come, so that we becomemeek and
no longer resist Him. If it is knowledge whereby blessed are
they that mourn, let us pray that His will be done, for thus we
shall mourn nomore. If it is fortitude whereby blessed ere they
that hunger, let us pray that our daily bread be given to us. If it
is counsel whereby blessed are the merciful, let us forgive the
trespasses of others that our ownmay be forgiven. If it is under-
standing whereby blessed are the pure in heart, let us pray lest
we have a double heart by seeking aer worldly things which
ere the occasion of our temptations. If it is wisdom whereby
blessed are the peacemakers for they shall be called the chil-
dren of God, let us pray to be delivered from evil: for if we be
delivered we shall by that very fact become the free children of
God.”

Reply toObjection 4.According toAugustine (Enchirid-
ion cxvi), “Luke included not seven but five petitions in the

Lord’s Prayer, for by omitting it, he shows that the third peti-
tion is a kind of repetition of the two that precede, and thus
helps us to understand it”; because, to wit, the will of God
tends chiefly to this—that we come to the knowledge of His
holiness and to reign together with Him. Again the last peti-
tionmentioned byMatthew, “Deliver us from evil,” is omitted
by Luke, so that each one may know himself to be delivered
from evil if he be not led into temptation.

Reply toObjection5.Prayer is offeredup toGod, not that
wemay bendHim, but that wemay excite in ourselves the con-
fidence to ask: which confidence is excited in us chiefly by the
consideration of His charity in our regard, whereby he wills
our good—wherefore we say: “Our Father”; and of His excel-
lence, wherebyHe is able to fulfil it—wherefore we say: “Who
art in heaven.”

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 10Whether prayer is proper to the rational creature?

Objection1. Itwould seem that prayer is not proper to the
rational creature. Asking and receiving apparently belong to
the same subject. But receiving is becoming also to uncreated
Persons, viz. the Son and Holy Ghost. erefore it is compe-
tent to themtopray: for theSon said ( Jn. 14:16): “Iwill askMy
[Vulg.: ‘the’] Father,” and the Apostle says of the Holy Ghost
(Rom. 8:26): “e Spirit…asketh for us.”

Objection 2. Angels are above rational creatures, since
they are intellectual substances.Nowprayer is becoming to the
angels, wherefore we read in the Ps. 96:7: “Adore Him, all you
His angels.”erefore prayer is not proper to the rational crea-
ture.

Objection 3. Further, the same subject is fitted to pray as
is fitted to call upon God, since this consists chiefly in prayer.
But dumb animals are fitted to call upon God, according to
Ps. 146:9, “Who giveth to beasts their food and to the young
ravens that call upon Him.” erefore prayer is not proper to
the rational creatures.

On the contrary, Prayer is an act of reason, as stated above
(a. 1). But the rational creature is so called from his reason.
erefore prayer is proper to the rational creature.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1) prayer is an act of rea-
son, and consists in beseeching a superior; just as command is
an act of reason, whereby an inferior is directed to something.

Accordingly prayer is properly competent to one to whom it
is competent to have reason, and a superior whom he may be-
seech. Now nothing is above the Divine Persons; and dumb
animals are devoid of reason. erefore prayer is unbecoming
both theDivine Persons and dumb animals, and it is proper to
the rational creature.

Reply to Objection 1. Receiving belongs to the Divine
Persons in respect of their nature, whereas prayer belongs to
one who receives through grace. e Son is said to ask or pray
in respect of His assumed, i.e. His human, nature and not in
respect ofHis Godhead: and theHolyGhost is said to ask, be-
cause He makes us ask.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated in the Ia, q. 79, a. 8, in-
tellect and reason are not distinct powers in us: but they differ
as the perfect from the imperfect. Hence intellectual creatures
which are the angels are distinct from rational creatures, and
sometimes are included under them. In this sense prayer is said
to be proper to the rational creature.

Reply to Objection 3. e young ravens are said to call
uponGod, on account of the natural desire whereby all things,
each in its ownway, desire to attain theDivine goodness.us
too dumb animals are said to obeyGod, on account of the nat-
ural instinct whereby they are moved by God.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 11Whether the saints in heaven pray for us?

Objection 1. It would seem that the saints in heaven do
not pray for us. A man’s action is more meritorious for him-
self than for others. But the saints in heaven do not merit for
themselves, neither do they pray for themselves, since they are
already established in the term.Neither therefore do they pray
for us.

Objection 2. Further, the saints conform their will toGod

perfectly, so that theywill onlywhatGodwills.NowwhatGod
wills is always fulfilled. erefore it would be useless for the
saints to pray for us.

Objection3.Further, just as the saints in heaven are above,
so are those inPurgatory, for they canno longer sin.Now those
in Purgatory do not pray for us, on the contrary we pray for
them. erefore neither do the saints in heaven pray for us.
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Objection 4. Further, if the saints in heaven pray for us,
the prayers of the higher saints would bemore efficacious; and
sowe ought not to implore the help of the lower saints’ prayers
but only of those of the higher saints.

Objection 5. Further, the soul of Peter is not Peter. If
therefore the souls of the saints pray for us, so long as they are
separated from their bodies, we ought not to call upon Saint
Peter, but on his soul, to pray for us: yet the Church does the
contrary.e saints therefore do not pray for us, at least before
the resurrection.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (2Macc. 15:14): “is is…he
that prayeth much for the people, and for all the holy city,
Jeremias the prophet of God.”

I answer that, As Jerome says (Cont. Vigilant. 6), the er-
ror ofVigilantius consisted in saying that “whilewe live,we can
pray one for another; but that aer we are dead, none of our
prayers for others can be heard, seeing that not even the mar-
tyrs’ prayers are granted when they pray for their blood to be
avenged.” But this is absolutely false, because, since prayers of-
fered for others proceed fromcharity, as stated above (Aa. 7,8),
the greater the charity of the saints in heaven, the more they
pray for wayfarers, since the latter can be helped by prayers:
and themore closely they are united toGod, themore are their
prayers efficacious: for the Divine order is such that lower be-
ings receive an overflow of the excellence of the higher, even as
the air receives the brightness of the sun. Wherefore it is said
of Christ (Heb. 7:25): “Going to God by His own power…to
make intercession for us”*. Hence Jerome says (Cont. Vigilant.
6): “If the apostles and martyrs while yet in the body and hav-
ing to be solicitous for themselves, can pray for others, how
much more now that they have the crown of victory and tri-

umph.”
Reply to Objection 1. e saints in heaven, since they are

blessed, have no lack of bliss, save that of the body’s glory, and
for this they pray. But they pray for us who lack the ultimate
perfection of bliss: and their prayers are efficacious in impe-
trating through their previous merits and through God’s ac-
ceptance.

Reply toObjection 2.esaints impetratewhat everGod
wishes to take place through their prayers: and they pray for
that which they deemwill be granted through their prayers ac-
cording to God’s will.

Reply toObjection 3.osewho are in Purgatory though
they are above us on account of their impeccability, yet they are
below us as to the pains which they suffer: and in this respect
they are not in a condition to pray, but rather in a condition
that requires us to pray for them.

Reply to Objection 4. It is God’s will that inferior beings
should be helped by all those that are above them, wherefore
we ought to pray not only to the higher but also to the lower
saints; else we should have to implore themercy of God alone.
Nevertheless it happens sometime that prayers addressed to a
saint of lower degree are more efficacious, either because he
is implored with greater devotion, or because God wishes to
make known his sanctity.

Reply to Objection 5. It is because the saints while living
merited to pray for us, that we invoke them under the names
by which they were known in this life, and by which they are
better known to us: and also in order to indicate our belief in
the resurrection, according to the saying of Ex. 3:6, “I am the
God of Abraham,” etc.

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 12Whether prayer should be vocal?

Objection1. Itwould seem that prayer ought not to be vo-
cal. As stated above (a. 4), prayer is addressed chiefly to God.
NowGod knows the language of the heart.erefore it is use-
less to employ vocal prayer.

Objection 2. Further, prayer should li man’s mind to
God, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2). But words, like other sensi-
ble objects, prevent man from ascending to God by contem-
plation. erefore we should not use words in our prayers.

Objection 3. Further, prayer should be offered to God in
secret, according to Mat. 6:6, “But thou, when thou shalt pray,
enter into thy chamber, and having shut the door, pray to thy
Father in secret.” But prayer loses its secrecy by being expressed
vocally. erefore prayer should not be vocal.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 141:2): “I cried to the
Lord with my voice, with my voice I made supplication to the
Lord.”

I answer that, Prayer is twofold, common and individ-
ual. Common prayer is that which is offered to God by the

ministers of the Church representing the body of the faith-
ful: wherefore such like prayer should come to the knowledge
of the whole people for whom it is offered: and this would
not be possible unless it were vocal prayer. erefore it is rea-
sonably ordained that the ministers of the Church should say
these prayers even in a loud voice, so that theymay come to the
knowledge of all.

On the other hand individual prayer is that which is of-
fered by any single person, whether he pray for himself or for
others; and it is not essential to such a prayer as this that it
be vocal. And yet the voice is employed in such like prayers
for three reasons. First, in order to excite interior devotion,
whereby the mind of the person praying is raised to God, be-
cause bymeans of external signs, whether of words or of deeds,
the human mind is moved as regards apprehension, and con-
sequently also as regards the affections. Hence Augustine says
(ad Probam. Ep. cxxx, 9) that “by means of words and other
signs we arouse ourselves more effectively to an increase of

* Vulg.: ‘He is able to save for ever them that come to God by Him, always
living to make intercession for us.’.
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holy desires.” Hence then alone should we use words and such
like signs when they help to excite the mind internally. But if
they distract or in any way impede themindwe should abstain
from them; and this happens chiefly to those whose mind is
sufficiently prepared for devotion without having recourse to
those signs. Wherefore the Psalmist (Ps. 26:8) said: “My heart
hath said toee: ‘My face hath soughtee,’ ” and we read of
Anna (1 Kings 1:13) that “she spoke in her heart.” Secondly,
the voice is used in praying as though to pay a debt, so thatman
may serveGodwith all that he has fromGod, that is to say, not
only with his mind, but also with his body: and this applies to
prayer considered especially as satisfactory. Hence it is written
(Osee 14:3): “Take away all iniquity, and receive the good: and
we will render the calves of our lips.” irdly, we have recourse
to vocal prayer, through a certain overflow from the soul into
the body, through excess of feeling, according to Ps. 15:9, “My
heart hath been glad, and my tongue hath rejoiced.”

Reply toObjection 1.Vocal prayer is employed, not in or-
der to tell God something He does not know, but in order to
li up the mind of the person praying or of other persons to
God.

Reply to Objection 2. Words about other matters dis-
tract themind and hinder the devotion of those who pray: but
words signifying some object of devotion li up the mind, es-
pecially one that is less devout.

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says*, “Our Lord
forbids one to pray in presence of others in order that onemay
be seen by others.Hence when you pray, do nothing strange to
draw men’s attention, either by shouting so as to be heard by
others, or by openly striking the heart, or extending the hands,
so as to be seen bymany. And yet, “according toAugustine (De
Serm.Dom. inMonte ii, 3), “it is not wrong to be seen bymen,
but to do this or that in order to be seen by men.”

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 13Whether attention is a necessary condition of prayer?

Objection 1. It would seem that attention is a necessary
conditionof prayer. It iswritten ( Jn. 4:24): “God is a spirit, and
they that adore Him must adore Him in spirit and in truth.”
But prayer is not in spirit unless it be attentive. erefore at-
tention is a necessary condition of prayer.

Objection 2. Further, prayer is “the ascent of the mind to
God”†. But the mind does not ascend to God if the prayer
is inattentive. erefore attention is a necessary condition of
prayer.

Objection 3. Further, it is a necessary condition of prayer
that it should be altogether sinless. Now if a man allows his
mind towanderwhile praying he is not free of sin, for he seems
to make light of God; even as if he were to speak to another
man without attending to what he was saying. Hence Basil
says* that the “Divine assistance is to be implored, not lightly,
nor with amindwandering hither and thither: because he that
prays thus not onlywill not obtainwhat he asks, nay ratherwill
he provokeGod to anger.”erefore it would seem a necessary
condition of prayer that it should be attentive.

On the contrary, Even holy men sometimes suffer from a
wandering of themindwhen they pray, according to Ps. 39:13,
“My heart hath forsaken me.”

I answer that,is question applies chiefly to vocal prayer.
Accordingly we must observe that a thing is necessary in two
ways. First, a thing is necessary because thereby the end is bet-
ter obtained: and thus attention is absolutely necessary for
prayer. Secondly, a thing is said to be necessary when with-
out it something cannot obtain its effect. Now the effect of
prayer is threefold. e first is an effect which is common to
all acts quickened by charity, and this is merit. In order to re-
alize this effect, it is not necessary that prayer should be at-
tentive throughout; because the force of the original intention

with which one sets about praying renders the whole prayer
meritorious, as is the case with othermeritorious acts.e sec-
ond effect of prayer is proper thereto, and consists in impe-
tration: and again the original intention, to which God looks
chiefly, suffices to obtain this effect. But if the original inten-
tion is lacking, prayer lacks both merit and impetration: be-
cause, asGregory† says, “Godhears not the prayer of thosewho
pay no attention to their prayer.” e third effect of prayer is
that which it produces at once; this is the spiritual refreshment
of the mind, and for this effect attention is a necessary con-
dition: wherefore it is written (1 Cor. 14:14): “If I pray in a
tongue…my understanding is without fruit.”

It must be observed, however, that there are three kinds of
attention that can be brought to vocal prayer: one which at-
tends to the words, lest we say them wrong, another which at-
tends to the sense of the words, and a third, which attends to
the end of prayer, namely, God, and to the thing we are pray-
ing for. at last kind of attention is most necessary, and even
idiots are capable of it. Moreover this attention, whereby the
mind is fixed on God, is sometimes so strong that the mind
forgets all other things, as Hugh of St. Victor states‡.

Reply to Objection 1. To pray in spirit and in truth is to
set about praying through the instigation of the Spirit, even
though aerwards the mind wander through weakness.

Reply to Objection 2. e human mind is unable to re-
main alo for long on account of the weakness of nature, be-
cause human weakness weighs down the soul to the level of
inferior things: and hence it is that when, while praying, the
mind ascends to God by contemplation, of a sudden it wan-
ders off through weakness.

Reply to Objection 3. Purposely to allow one’s mind to
wander in prayer is sinful and hinders the prayer from hav-

* Hom. xiii in theOpus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. JohnChrysostom.
† Damascene, De Fide Orth. iii, 24. * De Constit. Monach. i. † Hugh
St. Victor, Expos. in Reg. S. Aug. iii. ‡ De Modo Orandi ii.
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ing fruit. It is against this that Augustine says in his Rule (Ep.
ccxi): “When you pray God with psalms and hymns, let your
mind attend to that which your lips pronounce.” But to wan-
der inmindunintentionally does not deprive prayer of its fruit.
Hence Basil says (De Constit. Monach. i): “If you are so truly

weakened by sin that you are unable to pray attentively, strive
as much as you can to curb yourself, and God will pardon you,
seeing that you are unable to stand inHis presence in a becom-
ing manner, not through negligence but through frailty.”

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 14Whether prayer should last a long time?

Objection 1. It would seem that prayer should not be con-
tinual. It is written (Mat. 6:7): “When you are praying, speak
not much.” Now one who prays a long time needs to speak
much, especially if his be vocal prayer.erefore prayer should
not last a long time.

Objection 2. Further, prayer expresses the desire. Now a
desire is all the holier according as it is centered on one thing,
according to Ps. 26:4, “One thing I have asked of the Lord, this
will I seek aer.” erefore the shorter prayer is, the more is it
acceptable to God.

Objection 3. Further, it seems to be wrong to transgress
the limits fixed by God, especially in matters concerning Di-
vine worship, according to Ex. 19:21: “Charge the people, lest
they should have a mind to pass the limits to see the Lord, and
a very great multitude of them should perish.” But God has
fixed for us the limits of prayer by instituting the Lord’s Prayer
(Mat. 6).erefore it is not right to prolong our prayer beyond
its limits.

Objection 4. On the contrary, It would seem that we
ought to pray continually. For our Lord said (Lk. 18:1): “We
ought always to pray, and not to faint”: and it is written (1
ess. 5:17): “Pray without ceasing.”

I answer that, We may speak about prayer in two ways:
first, by considering it in itself; secondly, by considering it in
its cause. e not cause of prayer is the desire of charity, from
which prayer ought to arise: and this desire ought to be in us
continually, either actually or virtually, for the virtue of this
desire remains in whatever we do out of charity; and we ought
to “do all things to the glory ofGod” (1Cor. 10:31). From this
point of view prayer ought to be continual: wherefore Augus-
tine says (ad Probam, Ep. cxxx, 9): “Faith, hope and charity are
by themselves a prayer of continual longing.” But prayer, con-
sidered in itself, cannot be continual, because we have to be
busy about other works, and, as Augustine says (ad Probam.
Ep. cxxx, 9), “we pray to God with our lips at certain inter-
vals and seasons, in order to admonish ourselves by means of
such like signs, to take note of the amount of our progress in
that desire, and to arouse ourselves more eagerly to an increase
thereof.”Now the quantity of a thing should be commensurate
with its end, for instance the quantity of the dose should be
commensurate with health. And so it is becoming that prayer

should last long enough to arouse the fervor of the interior de-
sire: andwhen it exceeds thismeasure, so that it cannot be con-
tinued any longer without causing weariness, it should be dis-
continued. Wherefore Augustine says (ad Probam. Ep. cxxx):
“It is said that the brethren in Egypt make frequent but very
short prayers, rapid ejaculations, as it were, lest that vigilant
and erect attention which is so necessary in prayer slacken and
languish, through the strain being prolonged. By so doing they
make it sufficiently clear not only that this attention must not
be forced if we are unable to keep it up, but also that if we are
able to continue, it should not be broken off too soon.” And
just as we must judge of this in private prayers by considering
the attention of the person praying, so too, in public prayers
we must judge of it by considering the devotion of the people.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (ad Probam. Ep.
cxxx), “to praywithmanywords is not the same as to pray long;
to speak long is one thing, to be devout long is another. For it
is written that our Lord passed the whole night in prayer, and
that He ‘prayed the longer’ in order to set us an example.” Fur-
ther onhe says: “Whenpraying say little, yet praymuch so long
as your attention is fervent. For to say much in prayer is to dis-
cuss your need in too many words: whereas to pray much is
to knock at the door of Him we pray, by the continuous and
devout clamor of the heart. Indeed this business is frequently
done with groans rather than with words, with tears rather
than with speech.”

Reply to Objection 2. Length of prayer consists, not in
praying for many things, but in the affections persisting in the
desire of one thing.

Reply toObjection3.OurLord instituted this prayer, not
thatwemight use no otherwordswhenwepray, but that in our
prayers wemight have none but these things in view, nomatter
how we express them or think of them.

Reply to Objection 4. One may pray continually, either
through having a continual desire, as stated above; or through
praying at certain fixed times, though interruptedly; or by rea-
son of the effect, whether in the personwhoprays—because he
remains more devout even aer praying, or in some other per-
son—aswhen by his kindness aman incites another to pray for
him, even aer he himself has ceased praying.
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IIa IIae q. 83 a. 15Whether prayer is meritorious?

Objection 1. It would seem that prayer is not meritori-
ous. All merit proceeds from grace. But prayer precedes grace,
since even grace is obtained by means of prayer according to
Lk. 11:13, ”(How much more) will your Father from heaven
give the good Spirit to them that ask Him!” erefore prayer
is not a meritorious act.

Objection2.Further, if prayermerits anything, thiswould
seem to be chiefly that which is besought in prayer. Yet it does
not always merit this, because even the saints’ prayers are fre-
quently not heard; thus Paul was not heard when he besought
the sting of the flesh to be removed fromhim.erefore prayer
is not a meritorious act.

Objection 3. Further, prayer is based chiefly on faith, ac-
cording to James 1:6, “But let him ask in faith, nothing waver-
ing.”Now faith is not sufficient formerit, as instanced in those
who have lifeless faith. erefore prayer is not a meritorious
act.

On the contrary, A gloss on the words of Ps. 34:13, “My
prayer shall be turned intomy bosom,” explains them asmean-
ing, “if my prayer does not profit them, yet shall not I be de-
prived of my reward.” Now reward is not due save to merit.
erefore prayer is meritorious.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 13) prayer, besides caus-
ing spiritual consolation at the time of praying, has a twofold
efficacy in respect of a future effect, namely, efficacy in merit-
ing and efficacy in impetrating. Now prayer, like any other vir-
tuous act, is efficacious in meriting, because it proceeds from
charity as its root, the proper object of which is the eternal
good that we merit to enjoy. Yet prayer proceeds from charity
through the medium of religion, of which prayer is an act, as
stated above (a. 3), and with the concurrence of other virtues
requisite for the goodness of prayer, viz. humility and faith.
For the offering of prayer itself to God belongs to religion,
while the desire for the thing. that we pray to be accomplished
belongs to charity. Faith is necessary in reference to God to
Whom we pray; that is, we need to believe that we can obtain
from Him what we seek. Humility is necessary on the part of
the person praying, because he recognizes his neediness. De-
votion too is necessary: but this belongs to religion, for it is its
first act and a necessary condition of all its secondary acts, as
stated above (q. 82, Aa. 1,2).

As to its efficacy in impetrating, prayer derives this from
the grace of God to Whom we pray, and Who instigates us to
pray. Wherefore Augustine says (De Verb. Dom., Serm. cv, 1):
“He would not urge us to ask, unless He were willing to give”;
and Chrysostom* says: “He never refuses to grant our prayers,
since in His loving-kindness He urged us not to faint in pray-
ing.”

Reply toObjection 1. Neither prayer nor any other virtu-
ous act is meritorious without sanctifying grace. And yet even

that prayer which impetrates sanctifying grace proceeds from
some grace, as from a gratuitous gi, since the very act of pray-
ing is “a gi of God,” as Augustine states (De Persever. xxiii).

Reply to Objection 2. Sometimes the merit of prayer re-
gards chiefly something distinct from the object of one’s pe-
tition. For the chief object of merit is beatitude, whereas the
direct object of the petition of prayer extends sometimes to
certain other things, as stated above (Aa. 6,7). Accordingly
if this other thing that we ask for ourselves be not useful for
our beatitude, we do not merit it; and sometimes by asking
for and desiring such things we lose merit for instance if we
ask of God the accomplishment of some sin, which would
be an impious prayer. And sometimes it is not necessary for
salvation, nor yet manifestly contrary thereto; and then al-
though he who prays may merit eternal life by praying, yet he
does not merit to obtain what he asks for. Hence Augustine
says (Liber. Sentent. Prosperi sent. ccxii): “He who faithfully
prays God for the necessaries of this life, is both mercifully
heard, and mercifully not heard. For the physician knows bet-
ter than the sick man what is good for the disease.” For this
reason, too, Paul was not heard when he prayed for the re-
moval of the sting in his flesh, because this was not expedient.
If, however, we pray for something that is useful for our beat-
itude, through being conducive to salvation, we merit it not
only by praying, but also by doing other good deeds: therefore
without any doubt we receive what we ask for, yet when we
ought to receive it: “since certain things are not denied us, but
are deferred that they may be granted at a suitable time,” ac-
cording to Augustine (Tract. cii in Joan.): and again this may
be hindered if we persevere not in asking for it. Wherefore
Basil says (De Constit. Monast. i): “e reason why some-
times thou hast asked and not received, is because thou hast
asked amiss, either inconsistently, or lightly, or because thou
hast asked for what was not good for thee, or because thou
hast ceased asking.” Since, however, a man cannot condignly
merit eternal life for another, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 114,
a. 6), it follows that sometimes one cannot condignly merit
for another things that pertain to eternal life. For this reason
we are not always heard when we pray for others, as stated
above (a. 7, ad 2,3). Hence it is that four conditions are laid
down; namely, to ask—“for ourselves—things necessary for
salvation—piously—perseveringly”; when all these four con-
cur, we always obtain what we ask for.

Reply toObjection 3.Prayer depends chiefly on faith, not
for its efficacy in meriting, because thus it depends chiefly on
charity, but for its efficacy in impetrating, because it is through
faith that man comes to know of God’s omnipotence and
mercy, which are the source whence prayer impetrates what it
asks for.

* Cf. Catena Aurea of St. omas on Lk. 18. e words as quoted are not to be found in the words of Chrysostom.

1488



IIa IIae q. 83 a. 16Whether sinners impetrate anything from God by their prayers?

Objection1. Itwould seem that sinners impetrate nothing
from God by their prayers. It is written ( Jn. 9:31): “We know
that God doth not hear sinners”; and this agrees with the say-
ing of Prov. 28:9, “He that turneth away his ears from hearing
the law, his prayer shall be an abomination.” Now an abom-
inable prayer impetrates nothing from God. erefore sinners
impetrate nothing from God.

Objection 2. Further, the just impetrate from God what
they merit, as stated above (a. 15, ad 2). But sinners cannot
merit anything since they lack grace and charity which is the
“power of godliness,” according to a gloss on 2 Tim. 3:5, “Hav-
ing an appearance indeed of godliness, but denying the power
thereof.” and so their prayer is impious, and yet piety it re-
quired in order that prayer may be impetrative, as stated above
(a. 15, ad 2). erefore sinners impetrate nothing by their
prayers.

Objection 3. Further, Chrysostom† says: “e Father is
unwilling to hear the prayer which the Son has not inspired.”
Now in the prayer inspired by Christ we say: “Forgive us our
trespasses as we forgive them that trespass against us”: and sin-
ners do not fulfil this. erefore either they lie in saying this,
and so are unworthy to be heard, or, if they do not say it, they
are not heard, because they do not observe the form of prayer
instituted by Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Tract. xliv, super Joan.):
“If God were not to hear sinners, the publican would have
vainly said: Lord, be merciful to me a sinner”; and Chrysos-
tom‡ says: “Everyone that asketh shall receive, that is to say
whether he be righteous or sinful.”

I answer that, In the sinner, two things are to be consid-
ered: his nature which God loves, and the sin which He hates.
Accordingly when a sinner prays for something as sinner, i.e.
in accordance with a sinful desire, God hears him not through
mercy but sometimes through vengeance when He allows the

sinner to fall yet deeper into sin. For “God refuses in mercy
what He grants in anger,” as Augustine declares (Tract. lxxiii
in Joan.). On the other hand God hears the sinner’s prayer if
it proceed from a good natural desire, not out of justice, be-
cause the sinner does not merit to be heard, but out of pure
mercy*, provided however he fulfil the four conditions given
above, namely, that he beseech for himself things necessary for
salvation, piously and perseveringly.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine states (Tract. xliv su-
per Joan.), these words were spoken by the blind man before
being anointed, i.e. perfectly enlightened, and consequently
lack authority. And yet there is truth in the saying if it refers
to a sinner as such, in which sense also the sinner’s prayer is
said to be an abomination.

Reply to Objection 2. ere can be no godliness in the
sinner’s prayer as though his prayer were quickened by a habit
of virtue: and yet his prayer may be godly in so far as he asks
for something pertaining to godliness. Even so a man who has
not the habit of justice is able to will something just, as stated
above (q. 59, a. 2). And though his prayer is notmeritorious, it
can be impetrative, because merit depends on justice, whereas
impetration rests on grace.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (a. 7, ad 1) the
Lord’s Prayer is pronounced in the common person of the
whole Church: and so if anyone say the Lord’s Prayer while
unwilling to forgive his neighbor’s trespasses, he lies not, al-
though his words do not apply to him personally: for they are
true as referred to the person of the Church, from which he
is excluded by merit, and consequently he is deprived of the
fruit of his prayer. Sometimes, however, a sinner is prepared
to forgive those who have trespassed against him, wherefore
his prayers are heard, according to Ecclus. 28:2, “Forgive thy
neighbor if he hath hurt thee, and then shall thy sins be for-
given to thee when thou prayest.”

IIa IIae q. 83 a. 17Whether the parts of prayer are fittingly described as supplications, prayers, intercessions, and
thanksgivings?

Objection 1. It would seem that the parts of prayer are un-
fittingly described as supplications, prayers, intercessions, and
thanksgivings. Supplication would seem to be a kind of adju-
ration. Yet, according toOrigen (SuperMatth. Tract. xxxv), “a
manwhowishes to live according to the gospel neednot adjure
another, for if it be unlawful to swear, it is also unlawful to ad-
jure.” erefore supplication is unfittingly reckoned a part of
prayer.

Objection 2. Further, according to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. iii, 24), “to pray is to ask becoming things of God.”
erefore it is unfitting to distinguish “prayers” from “inter-
cessions.”

Objection 3. Further, thanksgivings regard the past, while
the others regard the future. But the past precedes the future.
erefore thanksgivings are unfittingly placed aer the others.

On the contrary, suffices the authority of the Apostle (1
Tim. 2:1).

I answer that, ree conditions are requisite for prayer.
First, that the person who prays should approach God Whom
he prays: this is signified in the word “prayer,” because prayer is
“the raising up of one’s mind to God.” e second is that there
should be a petition, and this is signified in the word “inter-
cession.” In this case sometimes one asks for something defi-
nite, and then some say it is “intercession” properly so called,

† Hom. xiv in theOpus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. JohnChrysostom.
‡ Hom. xviii of the same Opus Imperfectum. * Cf. a. 15, ad 1.
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or we may ask for some thing indefinitely, for instance to be
helped byGod, or wemay simply indicate a fact, as in Jn. 11:3,
“Behold, he whom ou lovest is sick,” and then they call it
“insinuation.” e third condition is the reason for impetrat-
ing what we ask for: and this either on the part of God, or on
the part of the person who asks. e reason of impetration on
the part of God is His sanctity, on account of which we ask
to be heard, according to Dan. 9:17,18, “For y own sake,
incline, O God, y ear”; and to this pertains “supplication”
[obsecratio] which means a pleading through sacred things, as
when we say, “rough y nativity, deliver us, O Lord.” e
reason for impetration on the part of the person who asks is
“thanksgiving”; since “through giving thanks for benefits re-
ceived we merit to receive yet greater benefits,” as we say in the
collect†. Hence a gloss on 1 Tim. 2:1 says that “in the Mass,
the consecration is preceded by supplication,” in which certain
sacred things are called tomind; that “prayers are in the conse-
cration itself,” inwhich especially themind should be raised up
toGod; and that “intercessions are in the petitions that follow,
and thanksgivings at the end.”

We may notice these four things in several of the Church’s
collects. us in the collect of Trinity Sunday the words,
“Almighty eternal God” belong to the offering up of prayer to
God; the words, “Who hast given toy servants,” etc. belong

to thanksgiving; thewords, “grant,webeseechee,” belong to
intercession; and the words at the end, “rough Our Lord,”
etc. belong to supplication.

In the “Conferences of the Fathers” (ix, cap. 11, seqq.) we
read: “Supplication is bewailing one’s sins; prayer is vowing
something to God; intercession is praying for others; thanks-
giving is offered by the mind to God in ineffable ecstasy.” e
first explanation, however, is the better.

Reply to Objection 1. “Supplication” is an adjuration not
for the purpose of compelling, for this is forbidden, but in or-
der to implore mercy.

Reply to Objection 2. “Prayer” in the general sense in-
cludes all the things mentioned here; but when distinguished
from the others it denotes properly the ascent to God.

Reply to Objection 3. Among things that are diverse the
past precedes the future; but the one and same thing is fu-
ture before it is past. Hence thanksgiving for other benefits
precedes intercession: but one and the same benefit is first
sought, and finally, when it has been received, we give thanks
for it. Intercession is preceded by prayer whereby we approach
Him ofWhomwe ask: and prayer is preceded by supplication,
whereby through the consideration of God’s goodness we dare
approach Him.

† Ember Friday in September and Postcommunion of the common of a Confessor Bishop.
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S P   S P, Q 84
Of Adoration

(Inree Articles)

In due sequence we must consider the external acts of latria, and in the first place, adoration whereby one uses one’s body
to reverence God; secondly, those acts whereby some external thing is offered to God; thirdly, those acts whereby something
belonging to God is assumed.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether adoration is an act of latria?
(2) Whether adoration denotes an internal or an external act?
(3) Whether adoration requires a definite place?

IIa IIae q. 84 a. 1Whether adoration is an act of latria or religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that adoration is not an act of
latria or religion. e worship of religion is due to God alone.
But adoration is not due to God alone: since we read (Gn.
18:2) thatAbrahamadored the angels; and (3Kings 1:23) that
theprophetNathan,whenhewas come in tokingDavid, “wor-
shiped him bowing down to the ground.” erefore adoration
is not an act of religion.

Objection 2. Further, the worship of religion is due to
God as the object of beatitude, according to Augustine (De
Civ. Dei x, 3): whereas adoration is due to Him by reason of
His majesty, since a gloss on Ps. 28:2, “Adore ye the Lord in
His holy court,” says: “Wepass from these courts into the court
where we adoreHismajesty.”erefore adoration is not an act
of latria.

Objection 3. Further, the worship of one same religion is
due to the three Persons. Butwedonot adore the three Persons
with one adoration, for we genuflect at each separate invoca-
tion of em*. erefore adoration is nol an act of latria.

On the contrary, are the words quoted Mat. 4:10: “e
Lord thyGod shalt thou adore andHimonly shalt thou serve.”

I answer that, Adoration is directed to the reverence of
the person adored. Now it is evident from what we have said
(q. 81, Aa. 2,4) that it is proper to religion to show reverence
to God. Hence the adoration whereby we adore God is an act
of religion.

Reply toObjection1.Reverence is due toGodon account
of His excellence, which is communicated to certain creatures
not in equal measure, but according to a measure of propor-
tion; and so the reverence which we pay to God, and which
belongs to latria, differs from the reverence which we pay to
certain excellent creatures; this belongs to dulia, and we shall
speak of it further on (q. 103). And since external actions are
signs of internal reverence, certain external tokens significative
of reverence are offered to creatures of excellence, and among
these tokens the chief is adoration: yet there is one thingwhich

is offered to God alone, and that is sacrifice. Hence Augus-
tine says (De Civ. Dei x, 4): “Many tokens of Divine worship
are employed in doing honor to men, either through excessive
humility, or through pernicious flattery; yet so that those to
whom these honors are given are recognized as being men to
whomweowe esteem and reverence and even adoration if they
be far above us. But who ever thought it his duty to sacrifice to
any other than one whom he either knew or deemed or pre-
tended to be a God?” Accordingly it was with the reverence
due to an excellent creature that Nathan adored David; while
itwas the reverence due toGodwithwhichMardochai refused
to adore Aman fearing “lest he should transfer the honor of his
God to a man” (Esther 13:14).

Again with the reverence due to an excellent creature
Abraham adored the angels, as did also Josue ( Jos. 5:15):
thoughwemay understand them tohave adored,with the ado-
ration of latria, God Who appeared and spoke to them in the
guise of an angel. It was with the reverence due to God that
John was forbidden to adore the angel (Apoc. 22:9), both to
indicate the dignity which he had acquired through Christ,
whereby man is made equal to an angel: wherefore the same
text goes on: “I am thy fellow-servant and of thy brethren”;
as also to exclude any occasion of idolatry, wherefore the text
continues: “Adore God.”

Reply toObjection 2.EveryDivine excellency is included
in His majesty: to which it pertains that we should be made
happy in Him as in the sovereign good.

Reply to Objection 3. Since there is one excellence of the
three Divine Persons, one honor and reverence is due to them
and consequently one adoration. It is to represent this that
where it is related (Gn. 18:2) that threemen appeared toAbra-
ham, we are told that he addressed one, saying: “Lord, if I have
found favor in thy sight,” etc.e triple genuflection represents
the Trinity of Persons, not a difference of adoration.

* At the adoration of the Cross, on Good Friday.
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IIa IIae q. 84 a. 2Whether adoration denotes an action of the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that adoration does not de-
note an act of the body. It is written ( Jn. 4:23): “e true ador-
ers shall adore the Father in spirit and in truth.” Now what is
done in spirit has nothing to dowith an act of the body.ere-
fore adoration does not denote an act of the body.

Objection 2. Further, the word adoration is taken from
“oratio” [prayer]. But prayer consists chiefly in an interior act,
according to 1 Cor. 14:15, “I will pray with the spirit, I will
pray also with the understanding.” erefore adoration de-
notes chiefly a spiritual act.

Objection 3. Further, acts of the body pertain to sensible
knowledge: whereas we approach God not by bodily but by
spiritual sense. erefore adoration does not denote an act of
the body.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ex. 20:5, “ou shalt not
adore them, nor serve them,” says: “ou shalt neitherworship
them in mind, nor adore them outwardly.”

I answer that, As Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv, 12),
since we are composed of a twofold nature, intellectual and
sensible, we offer God a twofold adoration; namely, a spiritual
adoration, consisting in the internal devotion of themind; and

a bodily adoration, which consists in an exterior humbling of
the body. And since in all acts of latria that which is without
is referred to that which is within as being of greater import,
it follows that exterior adoration is offered on account of inte-
rior adoration, in other words we exhibit signs of humility in
our bodies in order to incite our affections to submit to God,
since it is connatural to us to proceed from the sensible to the
intelligible.

Reply to Objection 1. Even bodily adoration is done in
spirit, in so far as it proceeds from and is directed to spiritual
devotion.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as prayer is primarily in the
mind, and secondarily expressed in words, as stated above
(q. 83, a. 12), so too adoration consists chiefly in an interior
reverence of God, but secondarily in certain bodily signs of
humility; thus when we genuflect we signify our weakness in
comparison with God, and when we prostrate ourselves we
profess that we are nothing of ourselves.

Reply toObjection 3.ough we cannot reach God with
the senses, our mind is urged by sensible signs to approach
God.

IIa IIae q. 84 a. 3Whether adoration requires a definite place?

Objection 1. It would seem that adoration does not re-
quire a definite place. It is written ( Jn. 4:21): “e hour
cometh, when you shall neither on this mountain, nor in
Jerusalem, adore the Father”; and the same reason seems to ap-
ply to other places. erefore a definite place is not necessary
for adoration.

Objection 2. Further, exterior adoration is directed to in-
terior adoration. But interior adoration is shown to God as
existing everywhere. erefore exterior adoration does not re-
quire a definite place.

Objection 3. Further, the same God is adored in the New
as in the Old Testament. Now in the Old Testament they
adored towards the west, because the door of the Tabernacle
looked to the east (Ex. 26:18 seqq.). erefore for the same
reason we ought now to adore towards the west, if any definite
place be requisite for adoration.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 56:7): “My house shall
be called the house of prayer,”whichwords are also quoted ( Jn.
2:16).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), the chief part of
adoration is the internal devotion of the mind, while the sec-
ondary part is something external pertaining to bodily signs.
Now the mind internally apprehends God as not comprised
in a place; while bodily signs must of necessity be in some def-
inite place and position. Hence a definite place is required for
adoration, not chiefly, as though it were essential thereto, but

by reason of a certain fittingness, like other bodily signs.
Reply to Objection 1. By these words our Lord foretold

the cessation of adoration, both according to the rite of the
Jews who adored in Jerusalem, and according to the rite of
the Samaritanswho adored onMountGarizim. For both these
rites ceasedwith the advent of the spiritual truth of theGospel,
according towhich “a sacrifice is offered toGod in every place,”
as stated in Malach. 1:11.

Reply to Objection 2. A definite place is chosen for ado-
ration, not on account of God Who is adored, as though He
were enclosed in a place, but on account of the adorers; and
this for three reasons. First, because the place is consecrated,
so that those who pray there conceive a greater devotion and
are more likely to be heard, as may be seen in the prayer of
Solomon (3 Kings 8). Secondly, on account of the sacredmys-
teries and other signs of holiness contained therein. irdly,
on account of the concourse of many adorers, by reason of
which their prayer ismore likely to be heard, according toMat.
18:20, “Where there are two or three gathered together in My
name, there am I in the midst of them.”

Reply toObjection3.ere is a certainfittingness in ador-
ing towards the east. First, because the Divine majesty is indi-
cated in the movement of the heavens which is from the east.
Secondly, because Paradise was situated in the east according
to the Septuagint version of Gn. 2:8, and so we signify our de-
sire to return to Paradise. irdly, on account of Christ Who

* Jn. 8:12; 9:5.
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is “the light of the world”*, and is called “the Orient” (Zech.
6:12). Who mounteth above the heaven of heavens to the east
(Ps. 67:34), and is expected to come from the east, according

to Mat. 24:27, “As lightning cometh out of the east, and ap-
peareth even into the west; so shall also the coming of the Son
of Man be.”
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Of Sacrifice

(In Four Articles)

In due sequence we must consider those acts whereby external things are offered to God. ese give rise to a twofold con-
sideration: (1) Of things given to God by the faithful; (2) Of vows, whereby something is promised to Him.

Under the first head we shall consider sacrifices, oblations, first-fruits, and tithes. About sacrifices there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether offering a sacrifice to God is of the law of nature?
(2) Whether sacrifice should be offered to God alone?
(3) Whether the offering of a sacrifice is a special act of virtue?
(4) Whether all are bound to offer sacrifice?

IIa IIae q. 85 a. 1Whether offering a sacrifice to God is of the law of nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that offering a sacrifice toGod
is not of the natural law. ings that are of the natural law are
common among allmen. Yet this is not the case with sacrifices:
for we read of some, e.g. Melchisedech (Gn. 14:18), offering
bread and wine in sacrifice, and of certain animals being of-
fered by some, and others by others. erefore the offering of
sacrifices is not of the natural law.

Objection 2. Further, things that are of the natural law
were observed by all just men. Yet we do not read that Isaac
offered sacrifice; nor that Adam did so, of whom nevertheless
it is written (Wis. 10:2) that wisdom “brought him out of his
sin.”erefore the offering of sacrifice is not of the natural law.

Objection 3.Further, Augustine says (DeCiv.Dei x, 5,19)
that sacrifices are offered in signification of something. Now
words which are chief among signs, as he again says (DeDoctr.
Christ. ii, 3), “signify, not by nature but by convention,” ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Peri Herm. i, 2). erefore sacri-
fices are not of the natural law.

On the contrary, At all times and among all nations there
has always been the offering of sacrifices. Now that which is
observed by all is seemingly natural. erefore the offering of
sacrifices is of the natural law.

I answer that,Natural reason tellsman that he is subject to
a higher being, on account of the defects which he perceives in
himself, and in which he needs help and direction from some-
one above him: and whatever this superior being may be, it is
known to all under the name of God. Now just as in natural
things the lower are naturally subject to the higher, so too it
is a dictate of natural reason in accordance with man’s natu-
ral inclination that he should tender submission and honor,
according to his mode, to that which is above man. Now the
mode befitting to man is that he should employ sensible signs

in order to signify anything, because he derives his knowledge
from sensibles. Hence it is a dictate of natural reason that man
should use certain sensibles, by offering them to God in sign
of the subjection and honor due to Him, like those who make
certain offerings to their lord in recognition of his authority.
Now this is what we mean by a sacrifice, and consequently the
offering of sacrifice is of the natural law.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 95, a. 2),
certain things belong generically to the natural law, while their
determination belongs to the positive law; thus the natural law
requires that evildoers should be punished; but that this or
that punishment should be inflicted on them is amatter deter-
mined by God or by man. In like manner the offering of sac-
rifice belongs generically to the natural law, and consequently
all are agreed on this point, but the determination of sacrifices
is established byGod or byman, and this is the reason for their
difference.

Reply toObjection 2. Adam, Isaac and other just men of-
fered sacrifice to God in a manner befitting the times in which
they lived, according to Gregory, who says (Moral. iv, 3) that
in olden times original sin was remitted through the offering
of sacrifices. Nor does Scripture mention all the sacrifices of
the just, but only those that have something special connected
with them. Perhaps the reason why we read of no sacrifice be-
ing offered byAdammay be that, as the origin of sin is ascribed
to him, the origin of sanctification ought not to be represented
as typified in him. Isaac was a type of Christ, being himself of-
fered in sacrifice; and so there was no need that he should be
represented as offering a sacrifice.

Reply to Objection 3. It is natural to man to express his
ideas by signs, but the determination of those signs depends
on man’s pleasure.
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IIa IIae q. 85 a. 2Whether sacrifice should be offered to God alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that sacrifice should not be of-
fered to the most high God alone. Since sacrifice ought to be
offered to God, it would seem that it ought to be offered to
all such as are partakers of the Godhead. Now holy men are
made “partakers of the Divine nature,” according to 2 Pet. 1:4;
wherefore of them is it written (Ps. 81:6): “I have said, You are
gods”: and angels too are called “sons ofGod,” according to Job
1:6. us sacrifice should be offered to all these.

Objection2.Further, the greater a person is the greater the
honor due to him fromman. Now the angels and saints are far
greater than any earthly princes: and yet the subjects of the lat-
ter pay them much greater honor, by prostrating before them,
and offering them gis, than is implied by offering an animal
or any other thing in sacrifice. Much more therefore may one
offer sacrifice to the angels and saints.

Objection 3. Further, temples and altars are raised for the
offering of sacrifices. Yet temples and altars are raised to angels
and saints. erefore sacrifices also may be offered to them.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 22:20): “He that sacri-
ficeth to gods shall be put to death, save only to the Lord.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), a sacrifice is offered
in order that something may be represented. Now the sacri-
fice that is offered outwardly represents the inward spiritual
sacrifice, whereby the soul offers itself to God according to Ps.
50:19, “A sacrifice to God is an afflicted spirit,” since, as stated
above (q. 81, a. 7; q. 84, a. 2), the outward acts of religion are
directed to the inward acts. Again the soul offers itself in sacri-
fice to God as its beginning by creation, and its end by beatifi-
cation: and according to the true faithGod alone is the creator

of our souls, as stated in the Ia, q. 90, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 118, a. 2,
while inHim alone the beatitude of our soul consists, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 8; Ia IIae, q. 2, a. 8; Ia IIae, q. 3, Aa. 1,7,8).
Wherefore just as to God alone ought we to offer spiritual
sacrifice, so too ought we to offer outward sacrifices to Him
alone: even so “in our prayers and praises we proffer signifi-
cant words to Him to Whom in our hearts we offer the things
which we designate thereby,” as Augustine states (De Civ. Dei
x, 19). Moreover we find that in every country the people are
wont to show the sovereign ruler some special sign of honor,
and that if this be shown to anyone else, it is a crime of high-
treason. erefore, in the Divine law, the death punishment
is assigned to those who offer Divine honor to another than
God.

Reply to Objection 1. e name of the Godhead is com-
municated to certain ones, not equally with God, but by par-
ticipation; hence neither is equal honor due to them.

Reply to Objection 2. e offering of a sacrifice is mea-
sured not by the value of the animal killed, but by its signi-
fication, for it is done in honor of the sovereign Ruler of the
whole universe. Wherefore, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x,
19), “the demons rejoice, not in the stench of corpses, but in
receiving divine honors.”

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei viii,
19), “we do not raise temples and priesthoods to the martyrs,
because not they but their God is our God. Wherefore the
priest says not: I offer sacrifice to thee, Peter or Paul. But we
give thanks to God for their triumphs, and urge ourselves to
imitate them.”

IIa IIae q. 85 a. 3Whether the offering of sacrifice is a special act of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that the offering of sacrifice is
not a special act of virtue. Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x, 6):
“A true sacrifice is any work done that we may cleave to God
in holy fellowship.” But not every good work is a special act of
some definite virtue. erefore the offering of sacrifice is not a
special act of a definite virtue.

Objection 2. Further, the mortification of the body
by fasting belongs to abstinence, by continence belongs to
chastity, by martyrdom belongs to fortitude. Now all these
things seem to be comprised in the offering of sacrifice, accord-
ing toRom. 12:1, “Present your bodies a living sacrifice.”Again
the Apostle says (Heb. 13:16): “Do not forget to do good and
to impart, for by such sacrifices God’s favor is obtained.” Now
it belongs to charity, mercy and liberality to do good and to
impart.erefore the offering of sacrifice is not a special act of
a definite virtue.

Objection 3. Further, a sacrifice is apparently anything of-
fered to God. Now many things are offered to God, such as
devotion, prayer, tithes, first-fruits, oblations, and holocausts.

erefore sacrifice does not appear to be a special act of a def-
inite virtue.

On the contrary, e law contains special precepts about
sacrifices, as appears from the beginning of Leviticus.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, Aa. 6,7),
where an act of one virtue is directed to the end of another
virtue it partakes somewhat of its species; thus when a man
thieves in order to commit fornication, his the assumes, in
a sense, the deformity of fornication, so that even though it
were not a sin otherwise, it would be a sin from the very fact
that it was directed to fornication. Accordingly, sacrifice is a
special act deserving of praise in that it is done out of reverence
for God; and for this reason it belongs to a definite virtue, viz.
religion. But it happens that the acts of the other virtues are
directed to the reverence of God, as when a man gives alms of
his own things for God’s sake, or when a man subjects his own
body to some affliction out of reverence for God; and in this
way the acts also of other virtues may be called sacrifices. On
the other hand there are acts that are not deserving of praise
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save through being done out of reverence for God: such acts
are properly called sacrifices, and belong to the virtue of reli-
gion.

Reply to Objection 1. e very fact that we wish to cling
to God in a spiritual fellowship pertains to reverence for God:
and consequently the act of any virtue assumes the character
of a sacrifice through being done in order that we may cling to
God in holy fellowship.

Reply to Objection 2. Man’s good is threefold. ere is
first his soul’s good which is offered to God in a certain in-
ward sacrifice by devotion, prayer and other like interior acts:
and this is the principal sacrifice.e second is his body’s good,
which is, so to speak, offered to God in martyrdom, and absti-
nence or continency. e third is the good which consists of
external things: and of these we offer a sacrifice to God, di-
rectly when we offer our possession to God immediately, and
indirectly when we share them with our neighbor for God’s

sake.
Reply to Objection 3. A “sacrifice,” properly speaking, re-

quires that something be done to the thing which is offered to
God, for instance animals were slain and burnt, the bread is
broken, eaten, blessed. e very word signifies this, since “sac-
rifice” is so called because a man does something sacred [facit
sacrum].On the other hand an “oblation” is properly the offer-
ing of something to God even if nothing be done thereto, thus
we speak of offering money or bread at the altar, and yet noth-
ing is done to them. Hence every sacrifice is an oblation, but
not conversely. “First-fruits” are oblations, because they were
offered to God, according to Dt. 26, but they are not a sacri-
fice, because nothing sacred was done to them. “Tithes,” how-
ever, are neither a sacrifice nor an oblation, properly speaking,
because they are not offered immediately to God, but to the
ministers of Divine worship.

IIa IIae q. 85 a. 4Whether all are bound to offer sacrifices?

Objection 1. It would seem that all are not bound to of-
fer sacrifices. e Apostle says (Rom. 3:19): “What things so-
ever the Law speaketh, it speaketh to them that are in the Law.”
Now the law of sacrifices was not given to all, but only to the
Hebrew people. erefore all are not bound to offer sacrifices.

Objection 2. Further, sacrifices are offered to God in or-
der to signify something. But not everyone is capable of un-
derstanding these significations. erefore not all are bound
to offer sacrifices.

Objection 3.Further, priests* are so called because they of-
fer sacrifice toGod. But all are not priests.erefore not all are
bound to offer sacrifices.

On the contrary, e offering of sacrifices of is of the nat-
ural law, as stated above (a. 1). Now all are bound to do that
which is of the natural law. erefore all are bound to offer
sacrifice to God.

I answer that, Sacrifice is twofold, as stated above (a. 2).
e first and principal is the inward sacrifice, which all are
bound to offer, since all are obliged to offer to God a de-
vout mind. e other is the outward sacrifice, and this again is
twofold.ere is a sacrifice which is deserving of praise merely
through being offered to God in protestation of our subjec-
tion to God: and the obligation of offering this sacrifice was

not the same for those under the New or the Old Law, as for
those who were not under the Law. For those who are under
the Law are bound to offer certain definite sacrifices according
to the precepts of the Law, whereas those who were not un-
der the Law were bound to perform certain outward actions
in God’s honor, as became those among whom they dwelt, but
not definitely to this or that action. e other outward sacri-
fice is when the outward actions of the other virtues are per-
formed out of reverence for God; some of which are a matter
of precept; and to these all are bound, while others are works
of supererogation, and to these all are not bound.

Reply to Objection 1. All were not bound to offer those
particular sacrificeswhichwereprescribed in theLaw:but they
were bound to some sacrifices inward or outward, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 2. ough all do not know explicitly
the power of the sacrifices, they know it implicitly, even as they
have implicit faith, as stated above (q. 2, AA 6,7).

Reply to Objection 3. e priests offer those sacrifices
which are specially directed to the Divine worship, not only
for themselves but also for others. But there are other sacri-
fices, which anyone can offer to God for himself as explained
above (Aa. 2,3).

* ‘Sacerdotes’: ose who give or administer sacred things (sacra dantes): cf. 1 Cor. 4:1.
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Of Oblations and First-Fruits

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider oblations and first-fruits. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any oblations are necessary as a matter of precept?
(2) To whom are oblations due?
(3) of what things they should be made?
(4) In particular, as to first-fruits, whether men are bound to offer them?

IIa IIae q. 86 a. 1Whether men are under a necessity of precept to make oblations?

Objection 1. It would seem that men are not bound by
precept to make oblations. Men are not bound, at the time of
theGospel, to observe the ceremonial precepts of theOldLaw,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 103, Aa. 3 ,4). Now the offering
of oblations is one of the ceremonial precepts of the Old Law,
since it is written (Ex. 23:14): “ree times every year you shall
celebrate feasts with Me,” and further on (Ex. 23:15): “ou
shalt not appear empty beforeMe.”ereforemen are not now
under a necessity of precept to make oblations.

Objection 2. Further, before they are made, oblations de-
pend on man’s will, as appears from our Lord’s saying (Mat.
5:23), “If…thou offer thy gi at the altar,” as though this were
le to the choice of the offerer: and when once oblations have
beenmade, there is noway of offering them again.erefore in
noway is aman under a necessity of precept tomake oblations.

Objection 3. Further, if anyone is bound to give a certain
thing to the Church, and fails to give it, he can be compelled
to do so by being deprived of the Church’s sacraments. But it
would seem unlawful to refuse the sacraments of the Church
to those who refuse to make oblations according to a decree
of the sixth council*, quoted I, qu. i, can. Nullus: “Let none
who dispense Holy Communion exact anything of the recipi-
ent, and if they exact anything let them be deposed.”erefore
it is not necessary that men should make oblations.

On the contrary,Gregory says†: “Let every Christian take
care that he offer something toGod at the celebrationofMass.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 85, a. 3, ad 3), the term
“oblation” is common to all things offered for the Divine wor-
ship, so that if a thing be offered to be destroyed in worship of
God, as though it were being made into something holy, it is
both an oblation and a sacrifice. Wherefore it is written (Ex.
29:18): “ou shalt offer the whole ram for a burnt-offering
upon the altar; it is an oblation to the Lord, amost sweet savor
of the victim of the Lord”; and (Lev. 2:1): “When anyone shall
offer an oblation of sacrifice to the Lord, his offering shall be

of fine flour.” If, on the other hand, it be offered with a view to
its remaining entire and being deputed to the worship of God
or to the use of His ministers, it will be an oblation and not
a sacrifice. Accordingly it is essential to oblations of this kind
that they be offered voluntarily, according to Ex. 25:2, of “ev-
ery man that offereth of his own accord you shall take them.”
Nevertheless it may happen in four ways that one is bound to
make oblations. First, on account of a previous agreement: as
when aperson is granted a portionofChurch land, that hemay
make certain oblations at fixed times, although this has the
character of rent. Secondly, by reason of a previous assignment
or promise; as when a man offers a gi among the living, or by
will bequeaths to the Church something whether movable or
immovable to be delivered at some future time.irdly, on ac-
count of the need of the Church, for instance if her ministers
were without means of support. Fourthly, on account of cus-
tom; for the faithful are bound at certain solemn feasts tomake
certain customary oblations. In the last two cases, however, the
oblation remains voluntary, as regards, to wit, the quantity or
kind of the thing offered.

Reply to Objection 1. Under the New Law men are not
bound to make oblations on account of legal solemnities, as
stated in Exodus, but on account of certain other reasons, as
stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Some are bound to make obla-
tions, both before making them, as in the first, third, and.
fourth cases, and aer they have made them by assignment or
promise: for they are bound to offer in reality that which has
been already offered to the Church by way of assignment.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who do not make the obla-
tions they are bound to make may be punished by being de-
prived of the sacraments, not by the priest himself towhomthe
oblations should bemade, lest he seem to exact, something for
bestowing the sacraments, but by someone superior to him.

* Can. Trullan, xxiii. † Gregory VII; Concil. Roman. v, can. xii.
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IIa IIae q. 86 a. 2Whether oblations are due to priests alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that oblations are not due
to priests alone. For chief among oblations would seem to be
those that are deputed to the sacrifices of victims. Now what-
ever is given to the poor is called a “victim in Scripture accord-
ing toHeb. 13:16, “Donot forget todo good and to impart, for
by such victims [Douay: ‘sacrifices’] God’s favor is obtained.
Much more therefore are oblations due to the poor.

Objection2.Further, inmany parishesmonks have a share
in the oblations. Now “the case of clerics is distinct from the
case of monks,” as Jerome states*. erefore oblations art not
due to priests alone.

Objection 3. Further, lay people with the consent of the
Church buy oblations such as loaves and so forth, and they do
so for no other reason than that they may make use thereof
themselves. erefore oblations may have reference to the
laity.

On the contrary, A canon of Pope Damasus† quoted X,
qu. i‡, says: “None but the priests whomday by daywe see serv-
ing the Lord may eat and drink of the oblations which are of-
fered within the precincts of the Holy Church: because in the
Old Testament the Lord forbade the children of Israel to eat
the sacred loaves, with the exception of Aaron and his sons”
(Lev. 24:8,9).

I answer that,epriest is appointedmediator and stands,
so to speak, “between” the people and God, as we read of
Moses (Dt. 5:5), wherefore it belongs to him to set forth the
Divine teachings and sacraments before the people; and be-
sides to offer to the Lord things appertaining to the people,
their prayers, for instance, their sacrifices and oblations. us
the Apostle says (Heb. 5:1): “Every high priest taken from
among men is ordained for men in the things that apper-
tain to God, that he may offer up gis and sacrifices for sins.”

Hence the oblations which the people offer to God concern
the priests, not only as regards their turning them to their own
use, but also as regards the faithful dispensation thereof, by
spending them partly on things appertaining to the Divine
worship, partly on things touching their own livelihood (since
they that serve the altar partake with the altar, according to 1
Cor. 9:13), and partly for the good of the poor, who, as far
as possible, should be supported from the possessions of the
Church: for our Lord had a purse for the use of the poor, as
Jerome observes on Mat. 17:26, “at we may not scandalize
them.”

Reply toObjection 1.Whatever is given to the poor is not
a sacrifice properly speaking; yet it is called a sacrifice in so far
as it is given to them forGod’s sake. In likemanner, and for the
same reason, it can be called an oblation, though not properly
speaking, since it is not given immediately to God. Oblations
properly so called fall to the use of the poor, not by the dispen-
sation of the offerers, but by the dispensation of the priests.

Reply to Objection 2. Monks or other religious may re-
ceive oblations under three counts. First, as poor, either by the
dispensation of the priests, or by ordination of the Church;
secondly, through being ministers of the altar, and then they
can accept oblations that are freely offered; thirdly, if the
parishes belong to them, and they can accept oblations, hav-
ing a right to them as rectors of the Church.

Reply to Objection 3. Oblations when once they are
consecrated, such as sacred vessels and vestments, cannot be
granted to the use of the laity: and this is the meaning of the
words of Pope Damasus. But those which are unconsecrated
may be allowed to the use of layfolk by permission of the
priests, whether by way of gi or by way of sale.

IIa IIae q. 86 a. 3Whether a man may make oblations of whatever he lawfully possesses?

Objection1. Itwould seem that amanmaynotmake obla-
tions of whatever he lawfully possesses. According to human
law§ “the whore’s is a shameful trade in what she does but not
in what she takes,” and consequently what she takes she pos-
sesses lawfully. Yet it is not lawful for her to make an oblation
with her gains, according to Dt. 23:18, “ou shalt not offer
the hire of a strumpet…in the house of the Lord thy God.”
erefore it is not lawful to make an oblation of whatever one
possesses lawfully.

Objection 2. Further, in the same passage it is forbidden
to offer “the price of a dog” in the house of God. But it is ev-
ident that a man possesses lawfully the price of a dog he has
lawfully sold. erefore it is not lawful to make an oblation of
whatever we possess lawfully.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Malachi 1:8): “If you

offer the lame and the sick, is it not evil?” Yet an animal though
lameor sick is a lawful possession.erefore itwould seem that
not of every lawful possession may one make an oblation.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 3:9): “Honor the
Lord with thy substance.” Now whatever a man possesses law-
fully belongs to his substance. erefore he may make obla-
tions of whatever he possesses lawfully.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Verb. Dom. Serm.
cxiii), “shouldst thou plunder oneweaker than thyself and give
some of the spoil to the judge, if he should pronounce in thy
favor, such is the force of justice that even thou wouldst not be
pleased with him: and if this should not please thee, neither
does it please thy God.” Hence it is written (Ecclus. 34:21):
“e offering of him that sacrificeth of a thing wrongfully got-
ten is stained.” erefore it is evident that an oblation must

* Ep. xiv, ad Heliod. † Damasus I. ‡ Can. Hanc consuetudinem.
§ Dig. xii, v, de Condict. ob. turp. vel iniust. caus. 4.
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not be made of things unjustly acquired or possessed. In the
Old Law, however, wherein the figure was predominant, cer-
tain things were reckoned unclean on account of their signi-
fication, and it was forbidden to offer them. But in the New
Law all God’s creatures are looked upon as clean, as stated in
Titus 1:15: and consequently anything that is lawfully pos-
sessed, considered in itself, may be offered in oblation. But it
may happen accidentally that one may not make an oblation
of what one possesses lawfully; for instance if it be detrimen-
tal to another person, as in the case of a son who offers to God
themeans of supporting his father (which ourLord condemns,
Mat. 15:5), or if it give rise to scandal or contempt, or the like.

Reply toObjection 1. In the Old Law it was forbidden to
make an offering of the hire of a strumpet on account of its
uncleanness, and in the New Law, on account of scandal, lest
the Church seem to favor sin if she accept oblations from the
profits of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Law, a dog was
deemed an unclean animal. Yet other unclean animals were
redeemed and their price could be offered, according to Lev.
27:27, “If it be an unclean animal, he that offereth it shall re-

deem it.” But a dog was neither offered nor redeemed, both
because idolaters used dogs in sacrifices to their idols, and be-
cause they signify robbery, the proceeds of which cannot be
offered in oblation. However, this prohibition ceased under
the New Law.

Reply to Objection 3. e oblation of a blind or lame an-
imal was declared unlawful for three reasons. First, on account
of the purpose for which it was offered, wherefore it is writ-
ten (Malach. 1:8): “If you offer the blind in sacrifice, is it not
evil?” and it behooved sacrifices to be without blemish. Sec-
ondly, on account of contempt, wherefore the same text goes
on (Malach. 1:12): “Youhave profaned”Myname, “in that you
say:e table of theLord is defiled and thatwhich is laid there-
upon is contemptible.” irdly, on account of a previous vow,
whereby a man has bound himself to offer without blemish
whatever he has vowed: hence the same text says further on
(Malach. 1:14): “Cursed is the deceitful man that hath in his
flock a male, and making a vow offereth in sacrifice that which
is feeble to the Lord.” e same reasons avail still in the New
Law, but when they do not apply the unlawfulness ceases.

IIa IIae q. 86 a. 4Whether men are bound to pay first-fruits?

Objection 1. It would seem that men are not bound to
pay first-fruits. Aer giving the law of the first-born the text
continues (Ex. 13:9): “It shall be as a sign in thy hand,” so
that, apparently, it is a ceremonial precept. But ceremonial pre-
cepts are not to be observed in theNewLaw.Neither therefore
ought first-fruits to be paid.

Objection 2. Further, first-fruits were offered to the Lord
for a special favor conferred on that people, wherefore it is
written (Dt. 26:2,3): “ou shalt take the first of all thy
fruits…and thou shalt go to the priest that shall be in those
days, and say to him: I profess this day before the Lord thy
God, that I am come into the land, for which He swore to our
fathers, that He would give it us.” erefore other nations are
not bound to pay first-fruits.

Objection 3. at which one is bound to do should be
something definite. But neither in theNewLawnor in theOld
do we find mention of a definite amount of first-fruits. ere-
fore one is not bound of necessity to pay them.

On the contrary, It is laid down (16, qu. vii, can. Deci-
mas): “We confirm the right of priests to tithes and first-fruits,
and everybody must pay them.”

I answer that, First-fruits are a kind of oblation, because
they are offered to God with a certain profession (Dt. 26);
where the same passage continues: “e priest taking the
basket containing the first-fruits from the hand of him that
bringeth the first-fruits, shall set it before the altar of the Lord
thy God,” and further on (Dt. 26:10) he is commanded to say:
“erefore now I offer the first-fruits of the land, which the
Lord hath given me.” Now the first-fruits were offered for a

special reason, namely, in recognition of the divine favor, as
though man acknowledged that he had received the fruits of
the earth from God, and that he ought to offer something to
God in return, according to1Paral 29:14, “Wehave givenee
what we received of y hand.” And since what we offer God
ought to be something special, hence it is that man was com-
manded to offer God his first-fruits, as being a special part of
the fruits of the earth: and since a priest is “ordained for the
people “in the things that appertain to God” (Heb. 5:1), the
first-fruits offered by the people were granted to the priest’s
use.” Wherefore it is written (Num. 18:8): “e Lord said to
Aaron: Behold I have given thee the charge of My first-fruits.”
Now it is a point of natural law that man should make an of-
fering in God’s honor out of the things he has received from
God, but that the offering should be made to any particular
person, or out of his first-fruits, or in such or such a quantity,
was indeed determined in the Old Law by divine command;
but in theNewLaw it is fixed by the declaration of theChurch,
in virtue of which men are bound to pay first-fruits according
to the custom of their country and the needs of the Church’s
ministers.

Reply to Objection 1. e ceremonial observances were
properly speaking signs of the future, and consequently they
ceased when the foreshadowed truth was actually present. But
the offering of first-fruits was for a sign of a past favor, whence
arises the duty of acknowledgment in accordance with the dic-
tate of natural reason. Hence taken in a general sense this obli-
gation remains.

Reply to Objection 2. First-fruits were offered in the Old
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Law, not only on account of the favor of the promised land
given by God, but also on account of the favor of the fruits of
the earth, which were given by God. Hence it is written (Dt.
26:10): “I offer the first-fruits of the land which the Lord hath
given me,” which second motive is common among all people.
Wemay also reply that just as God granted the land of promise
to the Jews by a special favor, so by a general favorHe bestowed
the lordship of the earth on the whole of mankind, according
to Ps. 113:24, “e earthHe has given to the children ofmen.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Jerome says*: “According to the
tradition of the ancients the custom arose for those who had
most to give the priests a fortieth part, and those who had
least, one sixtieth, in lieu of first-fruits.” Hence it would seem
that first-fruits should vary between these limits according to
the custom of one’s country. And it was reasonable that the
amount of first-fruits should not be fixed by law, since, as
stated above, first-fruits are offered by way of oblation, a con-
dition of which is that it should be voluntary.

* Comment. in Ezech. 45:13,14; cf. Cap. Decimam, de Decim. Primit. et Oblat.
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Of Tithes

(In Four Articles)

Next we must consider tithes, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether men are bound by precept to pay tithes?
(2) Of what things ought tithes to be paid?
(3) To whom ought they to be paid?
(4) Who ought to pay tithes?

IIa IIae q. 87 a. 1Whether men are bound to pay tithes under a necessity of precept?

Objection 1. It would seem that men are not bound by
precept to pay tithes. e commandment to pay tithes is con-
tained in the Old Law (Lev. 27:30), “All tithes of the land,
whether of corn or of the fruits of trees, are the Lord’s,” and
further on (Lev. 27:32): “Of all the tithes of oxen and sheep
and goats, that pass under the shepherd’s rod, every tenth that
cometh shall be sanctified to the Lord.” is cannot be reck-
oned among the moral precepts, because natural reason does
not dictate that one ought to give a tenth part, rather than a
ninth or eleventh. erefore it is either a judicial or a ceremo-
nial precept. Now, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 103, a. 3; Ia IIae,
q. 104, a. 3), during the time of grace men are hound neither
to the ceremonial nor to the judicial precepts of the Old Law.
erefore men are not bound now to pay tithes.

Objection 2. Further, during the time of grace men are
bound only to those things which were commanded by Christ
through the Apostles, according to Mat. 28:20, “Teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded
you”; and Paul says (Acts 20:27): “I have not spared to declare
unto you all the counsel of God.” Now neither in the teaching
of Christ nor in that of the apostles is there anymention of the
paying of tithes: for the saying of our Lord about tithes (Mat.
23:23), “ese things you ought to have done” seems to refer
to the past time of legal observance: thus Hilary says (Super
Matth. can. xxiv): “e tithing of herbs, which was useful in
foreshadowing the future, was not to be omitted.” erefore
during the time of grace men are not bound to pay tithes.

Objection 3. Further, during the time of grace, men are
not more bound to the legal observances than before the Law.
But before theLaw titheswere given, by reasonnot of a precept
but of a vow. For we read (Gn. 28:20,22) that Jacob “made a
vow” saying: “IfGod shall bewithme, and shall keepme in the
way by which I walk…of all the things that ou shalt give to
me, I will offer tithes to ee.” Neither, therefore, during the
time of grace are men bound to pay tithes.

Objection 4. Further, in the Old Law men were bound
to pay three kinds of tithe. For it is written (Num. 18:23,24):
“e sons of Levi…shall…be content with the oblation of
tithes, which I have separated for their uses and necessities.”

Again, therewere other tithes ofwhichwe read (Dt. 14:22,23):
“Every year thou shalt set aside the tithes of all thy fruits, that
the earth bringeth forth year by year; and thou shalt eat before
the Lord thy God in the place which He shall choose.” And
there were yet other tithes, of which it is written (Dt. 14:28):
“e third year thou shalt separate another tithe of all things
that grow to thee at that time, and shalt lay it up within thy
gates. And the Levite that hath no other part nor possession
with thee, and the stranger, and the fatherless, and the widow,
that are within thy gates, shall…eat and be filled.” Now during
the time of grace men are not bound to pay the second and
third tithes. Neither therefore are they bound to pay the first.

Objection 5. Further, a debt that is due without any time
being fixed for its payment, must be paid at once under pain of
sin.Accordingly if during the time of gracemen are bound, un-
der necessity of precept, to pay tithes in those countries where
tithes are not paid, they would all be in a state of mortal sin,
and so would also be the ministers of the Church for dissem-
bling. But this seems unreasonable. erefore during the time
of grace men are not bound under necessity of precept to pay
tithes.

On the contrary,Augustine*, whose words are quoted 16,
qu. i†, says: “It is a duty to pay tithes, and whoever refuses to
pay them takes what belongs to another.”

I answer that, In the Old Law tithes were paid for the sus-
tenance of the ministers of God. Hence it is written (Malach.
3:10): “Bring all the tithes into My [Vulg.: ‘the’] store-house
that theremay bemeat inMy house.”Hence the precept about
the paying of tithes was partly moral and instilled in the nat-
ural reason; and partly judicial, deriving its force from its di-
vine institution. Because natural reason dictates that the peo-
ple should administer the necessaries of life to those whomin-
ister the divine worship for the welfare of the whole people
even as it is the people’s duty to provide a livelihood for their
rulers and soldiers and so forth. Hence the Apostle proves this
from human custom, saying (1 Cor. 9:7): “Who serveth as a
soldier at any time at his own charge? Who planteth a vine-
yard and eateth not of the fruit thereof ?” But the fixing of the
proportion to be offered to the ministers of divine worship

* Append. Serm. cclxxcii. † Can. Decimae.
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does not belong to the natural law, but was determined by di-
vine institution, in accordance with the condition of that peo-
ple to whom the law was being given. For they were divided
into twelve tribes, and the twelh tribe, namely that of Levi,
was engaged exclusively in the divineministry and had no pos-
sessions whence to derive a livelihood: and so it was becom-
ingly ordained that the remaining eleven tribes should give
one-tenth part of their revenues to the Levites* that the latter
might live respectably; and also because some, through negli-
gence, would disregard this precept. Hence, so far as the tenth
part was fixed, the precept was judicial, since all institutions
established among this people for the special purpose of pre-
serving equality among men, in accordance with this people’s
condition, are called “judicial precepts.” Nevertheless by way
of consequence these institutions foreshadowed something in
the future, even as everything else connected with them, ac-
cording to 1 Cor. 12, “All these things happened to them in
figure.” In this respect theyhad something in commonwith the
“ceremonial precepts,” which were instituted chiefly that they
might be signs of the future. Hence the precept about paying
tithes foreshadowed something in the future. For ten is, in a
way, the perfect number (being the first numerical limit, since
the figures do not go beyond ten but begin over again from
one), and therefore he that gave a tenth, which is the sign of
perfection, reserving the nine other parts for himself, acknowl-
edged by a sign that imperfection was his part, and that the
perfectionwhichwas to come throughChrist was to be hoped
for from God. Yet this proves it to be, not a ceremonial but a
judicial precept, as stated above.

ere is this difference between the ceremonial and judi-
cial precepts of the Law, as we stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 104,
a. 3), that it is unlawful to observe the ceremonial precepts at
the time of the New Law, whereas there is no sin in keeping
the judicial precepts during the time of grace although they are
not binding. Indeed they are bound to be observed by some, if
they be ordained by the authority of those who have power to
make laws. us it was a judicial precept of the Old Law that
he who stole a sheep should restore four sheep (Ex. 22:1), and
if any king were to order this to be done his subjects would
be bound to obey. In like manner during the time of the New
Law the authority of the Church has established the payment
of tithe; thus showing a certain kindliness, lest the people of
the New Law should give less to the ministers of the New Tes-
tament than did the people of the Old Law to the ministers of
the Old Testament; for the people of the New Law are under
greater obligations, according to Mat. 5:20, “Unless your jus-
tice abound more than that of the Scribes and Pharisees, you
shall not enter into the kingdomofheaven,” and,moreover, the
ministers of theNewTestament are of greater dignity than the
ministers of the Old Testament, as the Apostle shows (2 Cor.
3:7,8).

Accordingly it is evident thatman’s obligation to pay tithes
arises partly from natural law, partly from the institution of
theChurch;who, nevertheless, in considerationof the require-
ments of time and persons might ordain the payment of some
other proportion.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. e precept about paying tithes, in

so far as it was a moral precept, was given in the Gospel by our
LordwhenHe said (Mat. 10:10)†: “eworkman is worthy of
his hire,” and the Apostle says the same (1 Cor. 9:4 seqq.). But
the fixing of the particular proportion is le to the ordinance
of the Church.

Reply to Objection 3. Before the time of the Old Law
the ministry of the divine worship was not entrusted to any
particular person; although it is stated that the first-born were
priests, and that they received a double portion. For this very
reason no particular portion was directed to be given to the
ministers of the divine worship: but when they met with one,
each man of his own accord gave him what he deemed right.
us Abraham by a kind of prophetic instinct gave tithes to
Melchisedech, the priest of the Most High God, according
to Gn. 14:20, and again Jacob made a vow to give tithes‡, al-
though he appears to have vowed to do so, not by paying them
to ministers, but for the purpose of the divine worship, for in-
stance for the fulfilling of sacrifices, hence he said significantly:
“I will offer tithes to ee.”

Reply toObjection4.esecondkind of tithe, whichwas
reserved for the offering of sacrifices, has no place in the New
Law, since the legal victims had ceased. But the third kind of
tithe which they had to eat with the poor, is increased in the
New Law, for our Lord commanded us to give to the poor
not merely the tenth part, but all our surplus, according to Lk.
11:41: “atwhich remaineth, give alms.”Moreover the tithes
that are given to the ministers of the Church should be dis-
pensed by them for the use of the poor.

Reply toObjection 5. e ministers of the Church ought
to be more solicitous for the increase of spiritual goods in the
people, than for the amassing of temporal goods: and hence
the Apostle was unwilling to make use of the right given him
by the Lord of receiving his livelihood from those to whom
he preached the Gospel, lest he should occasion a hindrance
to the Gospel of Christ§. Nor did they sin who did not con-
tribute to his upkeep, else the Apostle would not have omitted
to reprove them. In like manner the ministers of the Church
rightly refrain fromdemanding theChurch’s tithes, when they
could not demand them without scandal, on account of their
having fallen into desuetude, or for some other reason. Never-
theless thosewhodonot give tithes in placeswhere theChurch
does not demand them are not in a state of damnation, unless
they be obstinate, and unwilling to pay even if tithes were de-
manded of them.

* Num. 18:21. † e words as quoted are from Lk. 10:7: Matthew has ‘meat’ instead of ‘hire’. ‡ Gn. 28:20. § 1 Cor. 9:12.

1502



IIa IIae q. 87 a. 2Whether men are bound to pay tithes of all things?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatmen are not bound to give
tithes of all things. e paying of tithes seems to be an institu-
tion of the Old Law. Now the Old Law contains no precept
about personal tithes, viz. those that are payable on property
acquired by one’s own act, for instance by commerce or soldier-
ing. erefore no man is bound to pay tithes on such things.

Objection 2. Further, it is not right to make oblations
of that which is ill-gotten, as stated above (q. 86, a. 3). Now
oblations, being offered to God immediately, seem to be more
closely connected with the divine worship than tithes which
are offered to the ministers.erefore neither should tithes be
paid on ill-gotten goods.

Objection 3. Further, in the last chapter of Leviticus
(30,32) the precept of paying tithes refers only to “corn, fruits
of trees” and animals “that pass under the shepherd’s rod.” But
man derives a revenue from other smaller things, such as the
herbs that grow in his garden and so forth. erefore neither
on these things is a man bound to pay tithes.

Objection 4. Further, man cannot pay except what is in
his power. Now a man does not always remain in possession
of all his profit from land and stock, since sometimes he loses
them by the or robbery; sometimes they are transferred to
another person by sale; sometimes they are due to some other
person, thus taxes are due to princes, and wages due to work-
men.erefore one ought not to pay tithes on such like things.

On the contrary, It is written (Gn. 28:22): “Of all things
that ou shalt give to me, I will offer tithes to ee.”

I answer that, In judging about a thing we should look to
its principle. Now the principle of the payment of tithes is the
debt whereby carnal things are due to those who sow spiritual
things, according to the saying of theApostle (1Cor. 9:11), “If
we have sownunto you spiritual things, is it a greatmatter if we
reap your carnal things?” [thus implying that on the contrary
“it is no great matter if we reap your carnal things”]*. For this
debt is the principle on which is based the commandment of
the Church about the payment of tithes. Now whatever man
possesses comes under the designation of carnal things.ere-
fore tithes must be paid on whatever one possesses.

Reply to Objection 1. In accordance with the condition
of that people there was a special reason why the Old Law did
not include a precept about personal tithes; because, to wit, all
the other tribes had certain possessions wherewith they were
able to provide a sufficient livelihood for the Levites who had
no possessions, but were not forbidden to make a profit out of
other lawful occupations as the other Jews did. On the other
hand the people of the New Law are spread abroad through-
out the world, and many of them have no possessions, but live
by trade, and thesewould contribute nothing to the support of
God’s ministers if they did not pay tithes on their trade prof-
its. Moreover the ministers of the New Law are more strictly

forbidden to occupy themselves in money-making trades, ac-
cording to 2 Tim. 2:4, “No man being a soldier to God, en-
tangleth himself with secular business.”Wherefore in theNew
Law men are bound to pay personal tithes, according to the
custom of their country and the needs of the ministers: hence
Augustine, whose words are quoted 16, qu. 1, cap. Decimae,
says†: “Tithes must be paid on the profits of soldiering, trade
or cra.”

Reply to Objection 2. ings are ill-gotten in two ways.
First, because the getting itself was unjust: such, for instance,
are things gotten by robbery, the or usury: and these a man is
bound to restore, and not to pay tithes on them. If, however, a
field be bought with the profits of usury, the usurer is bound
to pay tithes on the produce, because the latter is not gotten
usuriously but given byGod.On the other hand certain things
are said to be ill-gotten, because they are gotten of a shameful
cause, for instance of whoredom or stage-playing, and the like.
Such things a man is not bound to restore, and consequently
he is bound to pay tithes on them in the same way as other
personal tithes. Nevertheless the Church must not accept the
tithe so long as those persons remain in sin, lest she appear to
have a share in their sins: but when they have done penance,
tithes may be accepted from them on these things.

Reply to Objection 3. ings directed to an end must be
judged according to their fittingness to the end. Now the pay-
ment of tithes is due not for its own sake, but for the sake
of the ministers, to whose dignity it is unbecoming that they
should demandminute things with careful exactitude, for this
is reckoned sinful according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 2).
Hence the Old Law did not order the payment of tithes on
such like minute things, but le it to the judgment of those
who are willing to pay, because minute things are counted as
nothing.Wherefore the Pharisees who claimed for themselves
the perfect justice of the Law, paid tithes even on theseminute
things: nor are they reproved by our Lord on that account, but
only because they despised greater, i.e. spiritual, precepts; and
rather did He show them to be deserving of praise in this par-
ticular, when He said (Mat. 23:23): “ese things you ought
to have done,” i.e. during the time of the Law, according to
Chrysostom’s* commentary. is also seems to denote fitting-
ness rather than obligation. erefore now too men are not
bound to pay tithes on such minute things, except perhaps by
reason of the custom of one’s country.

Reply to Objection 4. A man is not bound to pay tithes
on what he has lost by the or robbery, before he recovers
his property: unless he has incurred the loss through his own
fault or neglect, because the Church ought not to be the loser
on that account. If he sell wheat that has not been tithed, the
Church can command the tithes due to her, both from the
buyer who has a thing due to the Church, and from the seller,

* e phrase in the brackets is omitted in the Leonine edition. † Append.
Serm. cclxxvii. * Hom. xliv in theOpus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St.
John Chrysostom.
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because so far as he is concerned he has defrauded theChurch:
yet if one pays, the other is not bound. Tithes are due on the
fruits of the earth, in so far as these fruits are the gi of God.
Wherefore tithes do not come under a tax, nor are they sub-

ject to workmen’s wages. Hence it is not right to deduct one’s
taxes and thewages paid toworkmen, before paying tithes: but
tithes must be paid before anything else on one’s entire pro-
duce.

IIa IIae q. 87 a. 3Whether tithes should be paid to the clergy?

Objection 1. It would seem that tithes should not be paid
to the clergy. Tithes were paid to the Levites in the Old Testa-
ment, because they had no portion in the people’s possessions,
according to Num. 18:23,24. But in the New Testament the
clergy have possessions not only ecclesiastical, but sometimes
also patrimonial: moreover they receive first-fruits, and obla-
tions for the living and the dead.erefore it is unnecessary to
pay tithes to them.

Objection 2. Further, it sometimes happens that a man
dwells in one parish, and farms in another; or a shepherd may
take his flock within the bounds of one parish during one part
of the year, and within the bounds of one parish during one
part of the year, and within the bounds of another parish dur-
ing the other part of the year; or he may have his sheepfold in
one parish, and graze the sheep in another. Now in all these
and similar cases it seems impossible to decide to which clergy
the tithes ought to be paid. erefore it would seem that no
fixed tithe ought to be paid to the clergy.

Objection 3. Further, it is the general custom in certain
countries for the soldiers to hold the tithes from the Church
in fee; and certain religious receive tithes.erefore seemingly
tithes are not due only to those of the clergy who have care of
souls.

On the contrary, It is written (Num. 18:21): “I have given
to the sons of Levi all the tithes of Israel for a possession, for
theministrywherewith they serveMe in theTabernacle.”Now
the clergy are the successors of the sons of Levi in theNewTes-
tament. erefore tithes are due to the clergy alone.

I answer that, Two things have to be considered with re-
gard to tithes: namely, the right to receive tithes, and the things
given in the name of tithes. e right to receive tithes is a spir-
itual thing, for it arises from the debt in virtue of which the
ministers of the altar have a right to the expenses of their min-
istry, and temporal things are due to those who sow spiritual

things. is debt concerns none but the clergy who have care
of souls, and so they alone are competent to have this right.

On the other hand the things given in the name of tithes
are material, wherefore they may come to be used by anyone,
and thus it is that they fall into the hands of the laity.

Reply to Objection 1. In the Old Law, as stated above
(a. 1, ad 4), special tithes were earmarked for the assistance of
the poor. But in theNewLaw the tithes are given to the clergy,
not only for their own support, but also that the clergymay use
them in assisting the poor. Hence they are not unnecessary;
indeed Church property, oblations and first-fruits as well as
tithes are all necessary for this same purpose.

Reply to Objection 2. Personal tithes are due to the
church in whose parish aman dwells, while predial tithes seem
more reasonably to belong to the churchwithinwhose bounds
the land is situated. e law, however, prescribes that in this
matter a custom that has obtained for a long time must be
observed†. e shepherd who grazes his flock at different sea-
sons in two parishes, should pay tithe proportionately to both
churches. And since the fruit of the flock is derived from the
pasture, the tithe of the flock is due to the church in whose
lands the flock grazes, rather than to the church onwhose land
the fold is situated.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as the Church can hand over
to a layman the things she receives under the title of tithe, so
too can she allow him to receive tithes that are yet to be paid,
the right of receiving being reserved to the ministers of the
Church. e motive may be either the need of the Church, as
when tithes are due to certain soldiers through being granted
to them in fee by the Church, or it may be the succoring of
the poor; thus certain tithes have been granted by way of alms
to certain lay religious, or to those that have no care of souls.
Some religious, however, are competent to receive tithes, be-
cause they have care of souls.

IIa IIae q. 87 a. 4Whether the clergy also are bound to pay tithes?

Objection 1. It would seem that clerics also are bound to
pay tithes. By common law* the parish church should receive
the tithes on the lands which are in its territory. Now it hap-
pens sometimes that the clergy have certain lands of their own
on the territory of some parish church, or that one church has
ecclesiastical property on the territory of another. erefore it
would seem that the clergy are bound to pay predial tithes.

Objection 2. Further, some religious are clerics; and yet

they are bound to pay tithes to churches on account of the
lands which they cultivate even with their own hands†. ere-
fore it would seem that the clergy are not immune from the
payment of tithes.

Objection 3. Further, in the eighteenth chapter of Num-
bers (26,28), it is prescribed not only that the Levites should
receive tithes from the people, but also that they should them-
selves pay tithes to the high-priest. erefore the clergy are

† Cap. Cum sint, and Cap. Ad apostolicae, de Decimis, etc. * Cap. Cum
homines, de Decimis, etc. † Cap. Ex parte, and Cap. Nuper.
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bound to pay tithes to the Sovereign Pontiff, no less than the
laity are bound to pay tithes to the clergy.

Objection 4. Further, tithes should serve not only for the
support of the clergy, but also for the assistance of the poor.
erefore, if the clergy are exempt from paying tithes, so too
are the poor. Yet the latter is not true. erefore the former is
false.

On the contrary, A decretal of Pope Paschal‡ says: “It is a
new form of exaction when the clergy demand tithes from the
clergy”§.

I answer that, e cause of giving cannot be the cause of
receiving, as neither can the cause of action be the cause of
passion; yet it happens that one and the same person is giver
and receiver, even as agent and patient, on account of differ-
ent causes and from different points of view. Now tithes are
due to the clergy as being ministers of the altar and sowers
of spiritual things among the people. Wherefore those mem-
bers of the clergy as such, i.e. as having ecclesiastical property,
are not bound to pay tithes; whereas from some other cause
through holding property in their own right, either by inherit-
ing it from their kindred, or by purchase, or in anyother similar
manner, they are bound to the payment of tithes.

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is clear, because
the clergy like anyone else are bound to pay tithes on their
own lands to the parish church, even though they be the clergy
of that same church, because to possess a thing as one’s pri-

vate property is not the same as possessing it in common. But
church lands are not tithable, even though they be within the
boundaries of another parish.

Reply to Objection 2. Religious who are clerics, if they
have care of souls, and dispense spiritual things to the people,
are not bound to pay tithes, but they may receive them. An-
other reason applies to other religious, who though clerics do
not dispense spiritual things to the people; for according to the
ordinary law they are bound to pay tithes, but they are some-
what exempt by reason of various concessions granted by the
Apostolic See¶.

Reply toObjection 3. In theOld Lawfirst-fruits were due
to the priests, and tithes to the Levites; and since the Levites
were below the priests, the Lord commanded that the former
should pay the high-priest “the tenth part of the tenth”� in-
stead of first-fruits: wherefore for the same reason the clergy
are bound now to pay tithes to the Sovereign Pontiff, if he
demanded them. For natural reason dictates that he who has
charge of the common estate of a multitude should be pro-
vided with all goods, so that he may be able to carry out what-
ever is necessary for the common welfare.

Reply to Objection 4. Tithes should be employed for the
assistance of the poor, through the dispensation of the clergy.
Hence the poor have no reason for accepting tithes, but they
are bound to pay them.

‡ Paschal II. § Cap. Novum genus, de Decimis, etc. ¶ Cap. Ex multiplici, Ex parte, and Ad audientiam, de Decimis, etc. � Num. 18:26.
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S P   S P, Q 88
Of Vows

(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider vows, whereby something is promised to God. Under this head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) What is a vow?
(2) What is the matter of a vow?
(3) Of the obligation of vows;
(4) Of the use of taking vows;
(5) Of what virtue is it an act?
(6) Whether it is more meritorious to do a thing from a vow, than without a vow?
(7) Of the solemnizing of a vow;
(8) Whether those who are under another’s power can take vows?
(9) Whether children may be bound by vow to enter religion?

(10) Whether a vow is subject to dispensation or commutation?
(11) Whether a dispensation can be granted in a solemn vow of continence?
(12) Whether the authority of a superior is required in a dispensation from a vow?

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 1Whether a vow consists in a mere purpose of the will?

Objection 1. It would seem that a vow consists in noth-
ing but a purpose of the will. According to some*, “a vow is a
conception of a good purpose aer a firm deliberation of the
mind, whereby aman binds himself beforeGod to do or not to
do a certain thing.” But the conception of a good purpose and
so forth,may consist in ameremovement of thewill.erefore
a vow consists in a mere purpose of the will.

Objection 2. Further, the very word vow seems to be de-
rived from “voluntas” [will], for one is said to do a thing “pro-
prio voto” [by one’s own vow] when one does it voluntarily.
Now to “purpose” is an act of the will, while to “promise” is an
act of the reason. erefore a vow consists in a mere act of the
will.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord said (Lk. 9:62): “No man
putting his hand to the plough, and looking back, is fit for the
kingdom of God.” Now from the very fact that a man has a
purpose of doing good, he puts his hand to the plough. Con-
sequently, if he look back by desisting from his good purpose,
he is not fit for the kingdom ofGod.erefore by amere good
purpose a man is bound before God, even without making a
promise; and consequently it would seem that a vow consists
in a mere purpose of the will.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 5:3): “If thou hast
vowed anything to God, defer not to pay it, for an unfaithful
and foolish promise displeaseth Him.” erefore to vow is to
promise, and a vow is a promise.

I answer that,Avowdenotes a binding to do or omit some
particular thing. Now one man binds himself to another by
means of a promise, which is an act of the reason to which fac-
ulty it belongs to direct. For just as a man by commanding or
praying, directs, in a fashion, what others are to do for him, so

by promising he directs what he himself is to do for another.
Now a promise between man and man can only be expressed
in words or any other outward signs; whereas a promise can
be made to God by the mere inward thought, since accord-
ing to 1 Kings 16:7, “Man seeth those things that appear, but
the Lord beholdeth the heart.” Yetwe expresswords outwardly
sometimes, either to arouse ourselves, as was stated above with
regard to prayer (q. 83, a. 12), or to call others to witness, so
that one may refrain from breaking the vow, not only through
fear of God, but also through respect of men. Now a promise
is the outcome from a purpose of doing something: and a pur-
pose presupposes deliberation, since it is the act of a deliber-
ate will. Accordingly three things are essential to a vow: the
first is deliberation. the second is a purpose of the will; and the
third is a promise, wherein is completed the nature of a vow.
Sometimes, however, two other things are added as a sort of
confirmation of the vow, namely, pronouncement by word of
mouth, according to Ps. 65:13, “I will payeemy vowswhich
my lips have uttered”; and the witnessing of others. Hence the
Master says (Sent. iv, D, 38) that a vow is “the witnessing of a
spontaneous promise and ought to bemade toGod and about
things relating toGod”: although the “witnessing”may strictly
refer to the inward protestation.

Reply to Objection 1. e conceiving of a good purpose
is not confirmed by the deliberation of the mind, unless the
deliberation lead to a promise.

Reply to Objection 2. Man’s will moves the reason to
promise something relating to things subject to his will, and
a vow takes its name from the will forasmuch as it proceeds
from the will as first mover.

Reply toObjection 3.He that puts his hand to the plough
* William of Auxerre, Sum. Aur. III, xxviii, qu. 1; Albertus Magnus, Sent. iv,
D, 38.

1506



does something already; while he that merely purposes to do
something does nothing so far. When, however, he promises,
he already sets about doing, although he does not yet fulfil his
promise: even so, he that puts his hand to the plough does not

plough yet, nevertheless he stretches out his hand for the pur-
pose of ploughing.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 2Whether a vow should always be about a better good?

Objection 1. It would seem that a vow need not be al-
ways about a better good. A greater good is one that pertains
to supererogation. But vows are not only about matters of su-
pererogation, but also about matters of salvation: thus in Bap-
tism men vow to renounce the devil and his pomps, and to
keep the faith, as a gloss observes on Ps. 75:12, “Vow ye, and
pay to the Lord your God”; and Jacob vowed (Gn. 28:21) that
the Lord should be hisGod.Now this above all is necessary for
salvation. erefore vows are not only about a better good.

Objection 2. Further, Jephte is included among the saints
(Heb. 11:32). Yet he killed his innocent daughter on account
of his vow (Judges 11). Since, then, the slaying of an innocent
person is not a better good, but is in itself unlawful, it seems
that a vow may be made not only about a better good, but also
about something unlawful.

Objection3.Further, things that tend to be harmful to the
person, or that are quite useless, do not come under the head of
a better good.Yet sometimes vows aremade about immoderate
vigils or fasts which tend to injure the person: and sometimes
vows are about indifferent matters and such as are useful to no
purpose. erefore a vow is not always about a better good.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 23:22): “If thou wilt
not promise thou shalt be without sin.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), a vow is a promise
made toGod.Nowapromise is about something that one does
voluntarily for someone else: since it would be not a promise
but a threat to say that one would do something against some-
one. In likemanner it would be futile to promise anyone some-
thing unacceptable to him. Wherefore, as every sin is against
God, and since no work is acceptable to God unless it be vir-
tuous, it follows that nothing unlawful or indifferent, but only
some act of virtue, should be the matter of a vow. But as a vow
denotes a voluntary promise, while necessity excludes volun-
tariness, whatever is absolutely necessary, whether to be or not
to be, can nowise be the matter of a vow. For it would be fool-
ish to vow that one would die or that one would not fly.

On the other hand, if a thing be necessary. not absolutely
but on the supposition of an end—for instance if salvation be
unattainablewithout it—itmay be thematter of a vow in so far
as it is done voluntarily, but not in so far as there is a necessity
for doing it. But thatwhich is not necessary, neither absolutely,
nor on the supposition of an end, is altogether voluntary, and
therefore is most properly the matter of a vow. And this is said
to be a greater good in comparison with that which is uni-
versally necessary for salvation. erefore, properly speaking,

a vow is said to be about a better good.
Reply to Objection 1. Renouncing the devil’s pomps and

keeping the faith of Christ are the matter of baptismal vows,
in so far as these things are done voluntarily, although they
are necessary for salvation. e same answer applies to Jacob’s
vow: although it may also be explained that Jacob vowed that
he would have the Lord for his God, by giving Him a special
formofworship towhichhewas not bound, for instance by of-
fering tithes and so forth as mentioned further on in the same
passage.

Reply to Objection 2. Certain things are good, whatever
be their result; such are acts of virtue, and these can be, abso-
lutely speaking, the matter of a vow: some are evil, whatever
their result may be; as those things which are sins in them-
selves, and these cannowise be thematter of a vow:while some,
considered in themselves, are good, and as such may be the
matter of a vow, yet they may have an evil result, in which case
the vow must not be kept. It was thus with the vow of Jephte,
who as related in Judges 11:30,31, “made a vow to the Lord,
saying: If ou wilt deliver the children of Ammon into my
hands, whosoever shall first come forth out of the doors of my
house, and shallmeetmewhen I return in peace…the samewill
I offer a holocaust to the Lord.” For this could have an evil re-
sult if, as indeed happened, he were to be met by some ani-
mal which it would be unlawful to sacrifice, such as an ass or
a human being. Hence Jerome says*: “In vowing he was fool-
ish, through lack of discretion, and in keeping his vow he was
wicked.”Yet it is premised ( Judges 11:29) that “theSpirit of the
Lord came upon him,” because his faith and devotion, which
moved him to make that vow, were from the Holy Ghost; and
for this reason he is reckoned among the saints, as also by rea-
sonof the victorywhichheobtained, andbecause it is probable
that he repented of his sinful deed, which nevertheless fore-
shadowed something good.

Reply to Objection 3. e mortification of one’s own
body, for instance by vigils and fasting, is not acceptable to
God except in so far as it is an act of virtue; and this depends
on its being done with due discretion, namely, that concupis-
cence be curbed without overburdening nature. on this condi-
tion such thingsmay be thematter of a vow.Hence theApostle
aer saying (Rom. 12:1), “Present your bodies a living sacrifice,
holy, pleasing to God,” adds, “your reasonable service.” Since,
however, man is easilymistaken in judging ofmatters concern-
ing himself, such vows as these are more fittingly kept or dis-
regarded according to the judgment of a superior, yet so that,

* Implicitly 1 Contra Jovin.: Comment. in Micheam vi, viii: Comment. in
Jerem. vii. e quotation is from Peter Comestor, Hist. Scholast.
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should aman find that without doubt he is seriously burdened
by keeping such a vow, and should he be unable to appeal to

his superior, he ought not to keep it. As to vows about vain
and useless things they should be ridiculed rather than kept.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 3Whether all vows are binding?

Objection 1. It would seem that vows are not all binding.
Formanneeds things that are done by another,more thanGod
does, since He has no need for our goods (Ps. 15:2). Now ac-
cording to the prescription of human laws* a simple promise
made to a man is not binding; and this seems to be prescribed
on account of the changeableness of the humanwill.Much less
binding therefore is a simple promise made to God, which we
call a vow.

Objection2.Further, noone is bound todowhat is impos-
sible. Now sometimes that which a man has vowed becomes
impossible to him, either because it depends on another’s de-
cision, as when, for instance, a man vows to enter a monastery,
the monks of which refuse to receive him: or on account of
some defect arising, for instance when a woman vows virgin-
ity, and aerwards is deflowered; or when a man vows to give
a sum of money, and aerwards loses it. erefore a vow is not
always binding.

Objection 3. Further, if a man is bound to pay something,
hemust do so at once. But aman is not bound to pay his vow at
once, especially if it be taken under a condition to be fulfilled
in the future. erefore a vow is not always binding.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Eccles. 5:3,4): “Whatsoever
thou hast vowed, pay it; and it is much better not to vow, than
aer a vow not to perform the things promised.”

I answer that, For one to be accounted faithful one must
keep one’s promises.Wherefore, according toAugustine† faith
takes its name “from a man’s deed agreeing with his word”‡.
Now man ought to be faithful to God above all, both on ac-
count ofGod’s sovereignty, and on account of the favors he has
received from God. Hence man is obliged before all to fulfill
the vows he has made to God, since this is part of the fidelity
he owes to God. On the other hand, the breaking of a vow is
a kind of infidelity. Wherefore Solomon gives the reason why
vows should be paid to God, because “an unfaithful…promise
displeaseth Him”§.

Reply to Objection 1. Honesty demands that a man
should keep any promise he makes to another man, and this
obligation is based on the natural law. But for a man to be un-

der a civil obligation through a promise he has made, other
conditions are requisite. And although God needs not our
goods, we are under a very great obligation to Him: so that a
vow made to Him is most binding.

Reply to Objection 2. If that which a man has vowed be-
comes impossible to him through any cause whatsoever, he
must do what he can, so that he have at least a will ready to do
what he can. Hence if a man has vowed to enter a monastery,
he must endeavor to the best of his power to be received there.
And if his intention was chiefly to bind himself to enter the
religious life, so that, in consequence, he chose this particular
form of religious life, or this place, as being most agreeable to
him, he is bound, should he be unable to be received there, to
enter the religious life elsewhere. But if his principal intention
is to bind himself to this particular kind of religious life, or to
this particular place, because the one or the other pleases him
in some special way, he is not bound to enter another religious
house, if they are unwilling to receive him into this particular
one. on the other hand, if he be rendered incapable of fulfill-
ing his vow through his own fault, he is bound over and above
to do penance for his past fault: thus if a woman has vowed
virginity and is aerwards violated, she is bound not only to
observe what is in her power, namely, perpetual continency,
but also to repent of what she has lost by sinning.

Reply to Objection 3. e obligation of a vow is caused
by our own will and intention, wherefore it is written (Dt.
23:23): “atwhich is once gone out of thy lips, thou shalt ob-
serve, and shalt do as thou hast promised to the Lord thyGod,
and hast spoken with thy own will and with thy own mouth.”
Wherefore if in taking a vow, it is one’s intention and will to
bind oneself to fulfil it at once, one is bound to fulfil it imme-
diately. But if one intend to fulfil it at a certain time, or under a
certain condition, one is not bound to immediate fulfilment.
And yet one ought not to delay longer than one intended to
bind oneself, for it is written (Dt. 23:21): “When thou hast
made a vow to the Lord thyGod thou shalt not delay to pay it:
because the Lord thy God will require it; and if thou delay, it
shall be imputed to thee for a sin.”

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 4Whether it is expedient to take vows?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not expedient to take
vows. It is not expedient to anyone to deprive himself of the
good that God has given him. Now one of the greatest goods
that God has given man is liberty whereof he seems to be de-
prived by the necessity implicated in a vow.erefore it would
seem inexpedient for man to take vows.

Objection 2. Further, no one should expose himself to
danger. But whoever takes a vow exposes himself to danger,
since that which, before taking a vow, he could omit without
danger, becomes a source of danger to him if he should not ful-
fil it aer taking the vow. Hence Augustine says (Ep. cxxvii, ad
Arment. et Paulin.): “Since thou hast vowed, thou hast bound

* Dig. L. xii, de pollicitat., i. † Ep. xxxii, 2:DeMendac. xx. ‡ ‘Fides…fiunt
dicta’ Cicero gives the same etymology (De Offic. i, 7). § Eccles. 5:3.
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thyself, thou canst not do otherwise. If thou dost not what
thou hast vowed thou wilt not be as thou wouldst have been
hadst thou not vowed. For then thou wouldst have been less
great, not less good: whereas now if thou breakest faith with
God (which God forbid) thou art the more unhappy, as thou
wouldst have been happier, hadst thou kept thy vow.” ere-
fore it is not expedient to take vows.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 4:16): “Be
ye followers of me, as I also am of Christ.” But we do not read
that either Christ or the Apostles took any vows. erefore it
would seem inexpedient to take vows.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Ps. 75:12): “Vow ye and pay
to the Lord your God.”

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 1,2), a vow is a promise
made to God. Now one makes a promise to a man under one
aspect, and to God under another. Because we promise some-
thing to a man for his own profit; since it profits him that we
should be of service to him, and that we should at first assure
him of the future fulfilment of that service: whereas we make
promises toGodnot forHis but for our ownprofit.HenceAu-
gustine says (Ep. cxxvii, ad Arment. et Paulin.): “He is a kind
and not a needy exactor, for he does not grow rich on our pay-
ments, but makes those who payHim grow rich inHim.” And
just as what we give God is useful not to Him but to us, since
“what is given Him is added to the giver,” as Augustine says
(Ep. cxxvii, ad Arment. et Paulin.), so also a promise whereby
we vow something toGod, does not conduce toHis profit, nor
doesHe need to be assured by us, but it conduces to our profit,
in so far as by vowingwe fix ourwills immovably on thatwhich
it is expedient to do. Hence it is expedient to take vows.

Reply toObjection 1. Even as one’s liberty is not lessened
by one being unable to sin, so, too, the necessity resulting from

a will firmly fixed to good does not lessen the liberty, as in-
stanced in God and the blessed. Such is the necessity implied
by a vow, bearing a certain resemblance to the confirmation of
the blessed. Hence, Augustine says (Ep. cxxvii, ad Arment. et
Paulin.) that “happy is the necessity that compels us to do the
better things.”

Reply to Objection 2. When danger arises from the deed
itself, this deed is not expedient, for instance that one cross a
river by a tottering bridge: but if the danger arise throughman’s
failure in the deed, the latter does not cease to be expedient:
thus it is expedient to mount on horseback, though there be
the danger of a fall from the horse: else it would behoove one
to desist from all good things, that may become dangerous ac-
cidentally. Wherefore it is written (Eccles. 11:4): “He that ob-
serveth the wind shall not sow, and he that considereth the
clouds shall never reap.” Now a man incurs danger, not from
the vow itself, but from his fault, when he changes his mind
by breaking his vow. Hence, Augustine says (Ep. cxxvii, ad Ar-
ment. etPaulin.): “Repentnot of thy vow: thou shouldst rather
rejoice that thou canst no longer do what thou mightest law-
fully have done to thy detriment.”

Reply to Objection 3. It was incompetent for Christ, by
His very nature, to take a vow, both because He was God, and
because, as man, His will was firmly fixed on the good, since
He was a “comprehensor.” By a kind of similitude, however,
He is represented as saying (Ps. 21:26): “I will pay my vows in
the sight of them that fear Him,” when He is speaking of His
body, which is the Church.

e apostles are understood to have vowed things pertain-
ing to the state of perfection when “they le all things and fol-
lowed Christ.”

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 5Whether a vow is an act of latria or religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that a vow is not an act of la-
tria or religion. Every act of virtue is matter for a vow. Now it
would seem to pertain to the same virtue to promise a thing
and to do it. erefore a vow pertains to any virtue and not to
religion especially.

Objection 2. Further, according to Tully (De Invent. ii,
53) it belongs to religion to offer God worship and ceremo-
nial rites. But he who takes a vow does not yet offer something
to God, but only promises it. erefore, a vow is not an act of
religion.

Objection 3. Further, religious worship should be offered
to none but God. But a vow is made not only to God, but also
to the saints and to one’s superiors, towhomreligious vowobe-
dience when they make their profession. erefore, a vow is
not an act of religion.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Is. 19:21): ”(eEgyptians)
shall worship Him with sacrifices and offerings and they shall
make vows to the Lord, and perform them.” Now, the worship

ofGod is properly the act of religion or latria.erefore, a vow
is an act of latria or religion.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 81, a. 1, ad 1), every act
of virtue belongs to religion or latria by way of command, in
so far as it is directed to the reverence of God which is the
proper endof latria.Now thedirectionof other actions to their
end belongs to the commanding virtue, not to those which are
commanded. erefore the direction of the acts of any virtue
to the service of God is the proper act of latria.

Now, it is evident from what has been said above (Aa. 1,2)
that a vow is a promise made to God, and that a promise is
nothing else than a directing of the thing promised to the per-
son towhomthe promise ismade.Hence a vow is a directing of
the thing vowed to the worship or service of God. And thus it
is clear that to take a vow is properly an act of latria or religion.

Reply to Objection 1. e matter of a vow is sometimes
the act of another virtue, as, for instance, keeping the fast or ob-
serving continency; while sometimes it is an act of religion, as
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offering a sacrifice or praying. But promising either of them to
Godbelongs to religion, for the reason given above.Hence it is
evident that some vows belong to religion by reason only of the
promisemade toGod,which is the essence of a vow,while oth-
ers belong thereto by reason also of the thing promised, which
is the matter of the vow.

Reply to Objection 2. He who promises something gives
it already in as far as he binds himself to give it: even as a thing
is said to be made when its cause is made, because the effect is
contained virtually in its cause. is is why we thank not only

a giver, but also one who promises to give.
Reply to Objection 3. A vow is made to God alone,

whereas a promise may be made to a man also: and this very
promise of good, which is foremade to aman,may be themat-
ter of a vow, and in so far as it is a virtuous act. is is how
we are to understand vows whereby we vow something to the
saints or to one’s superiors: so that the promise made to the
saints or to one’s superiors is the matter of the vow, in so far as
one vows to God to fulfil what one has promised to the saints
or one’s superiors.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 6Whether it is more praiseworthy andmeritorious to do something in fulfilment of a vow, than
without a vow?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is more praiseworthy
andmeritorious to do a thingwithout a vow than in fulfilment
of a vow. Prosper says (De Vita Contempl. ii): “We should ab-
stain or fast without putting ourselves under the necessity of
fasting, lest that which we are free to do be done without de-
votion and unwillingly.”Nowhewho vows to fast puts himself
under the necessity of fasting. erefore it would be better for
him to fast without taking the vow.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (2 Cor. 9:7): “Ev-
eryone as he hath determined in his heart, not with sadness, or
of necessity: for God loveth a cheerful giver.” Now some fulfil
sorrowfully what they have vowed: and this seems to be due
to the necessity arising from the vow, for necessity is a cause
of sorrow according to Metaph. v*. erefore, it is better to do
something without a vow, than in fulfilment of a vow.

Objection 3. Further, a vow is necessary for the purpose
of fixing the will on that which is vowed, as stated above (a. 4).
But the will cannot be more fixed on a thing than when it ac-
tually does that thing. erefore it is no better to do a thing in
fulfilment of a vow than without a vow.

On the contrary, A gloss on the words of Ps. 75:12, “Vow
ye and pay,” says: “Vows are counseled to the will.” But a coun-
sel is about none but a better good. erefore it is better to do
a deed in fulfilment of a vow than without a vow: since he that
does it without a vow fulfils only one counsel, viz. the counsel
to do it, whereas he that does it with a vow, fulfils two counsels,
viz. the counsel to vow and the counsel to do it.

I answer that, For three reasons it is better andmoremeri-
torious to do one and the same deed with a vow than without.
First, because to vow, as stated above (a. 5) is an act of religion
which is the chief of themoral virtues.Now themore excellent
the virtue the better and more meritorious the deed. Where-
fore the act of an inferior virtue is the better themoremeritori-
ous for being commanded by a superior virtue, whose act it be-
comes through being commanded by it, just as the act of faith
or hope is better if it be commanded by charity. Hence the
works of the other moral virtues (for instance, fasting, which
is an act of abstinence; and being continent, which is an act of
chastity) are better and more meritorious, if they be done in

fulfilment of a vow, since thus they belong to the divine wor-
ship, being like sacrifices to God. Wherefore Augustine says
(De Virg. viii) that “not even is virginity honorable as such,
but onlywhen it is consecrated toGod, and cherished by godly
continence.”

Secondly, because he that vows something anddoes it, sub-
jects himself toGodmore than he that only does it; for he sub-
jects himself to God not only as to the act, but also as to the
power, since in future he cannot do something else. Even so he
gives more who gives the tree with its fruit, than he that gives
the fruit only, asAnselm* observes (De Simil. viii). For this rea-
son, we thank even thosewho promise, as stated above (a. 5, ad
2).

irdly, because a vow fixes the will on the good immov-
ably and to do anything of a will that is fixed on the good be-
longs to the perfection of virtue, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ii, 4), just as to sin with an obstinate mind aggravates
the sin, and is called a sin against the Holy Ghost, as stated
above (q. 14, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 1. e passage quoted should be un-
derstood as referring to necessity of coercion which causes an
act to be involuntary and excludes devotion. Hence he says
pointedly: “Lest that which we are free to do be done with-
out devotion and unwillingly.” On the other hand the neces-
sity resulting from a vow is caused by the immobility of the
will, wherefore it strengthens the will and increases devotion.
Hence the argument does not conclude.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher, ne-
cessity of coercion, in so far as it is opposed to the will, causes
sorrow. But the necessity resulting from a vow, in those who
are well disposed, in so far as it strengthens the will, causes
not sorrow but joy. Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad Arment. et
Paulin. cxxcii): “Repent not of thy vow: thou shouldst rather
rejoice that thou canst no longer do what thou mightest law-
fully have done to thy detriment.” If, however, the very deed,
considered in itself, were to become disagreeable and involun-
tary aer one has taken the vow, the will to fulfil it remaining
withal, it is still more meritorious than if it were done with-
out the vow, since the fulfilment of a vow is an act of religion

* Ed. Did. iv, 5. * Eadmer.
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which is a greater virtue than abstinence, of which fasting is an
act.

Reply to Objection 3. He who does something without
having vowed it has an immovable will as regards the individ-
ual deedwhich he does and at the timewhen he does it; but his

will does not remain altogether fixed for the time to come, as
does the will of one whomakes a vow: for the latter has bound
his will to do something, both before he did that particular
deed, and perchance to do it many times.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 7Whether a vow is solemnized by the reception of holy orders, and by the profession of a certain
rule?

Objection 1. It would seem that a vow is not solemnized
by the reception of holy orders and by the profession of a cer-
tain rule. As stated above (a. 1), a vow is a promise made to
God. Now external actions pertaining to solemnity seem to be
directed, not to God, but to men. erefore they are related
to vows accidentally: and consequently a solemnization of this
kind is not a proper circumstance of a vow.

Objection 2. Further, whatever belongs to the condition
of a thing, would seem to be applicable to all in which that
thing is found. Now many things may be the subject of a vow,
which have no connection either with holy orders, or to any
particular rule: aswhen aman vows a pilgrimage, or something
of the kind.erefore the solemnization that takes place in the
reception of holy orders or in the profession of a certain rule
does not belong to the condition of a vow.

Objection 3. Further, a solemn vow seems to be the same
as a public vow. Now many other vows may be made in public
besides that which is pronounced in receiving holy orders or in
professing a certain rule; which latter, moreover, may be made
in private. erefore not only these vows are solemn.

On the contrary, ese vows alone are an impediment
to the contract of marriage, and annul marriage if it be con-
tracted, which is the effect of a solemn vow, as we shall state
further on in the ird Part of this work†.

I answer that, e manner in which a thing is solemnized
depends on its nature [conditio]: thus when a man takes up
arms he solemnizes the fact in one way, namely, with a certain
display of horses and arms and a concourse of soldiers, while a
marriage is solemnized in another way, namely, the array of the
bridegroom and bride and the gathering of their kindred.Now
a vow is a promisemade toGod: wherefore, the solemnization
of a vow consists in something spiritual pertaining to God; i.e.
in some spiritual blessing or consecrationwhich, in accordance
with the institution of the apostles, is given when amanmakes

profession of observing a certain rule, in the second degree af-
ter the reception of holy orders, asDionysius states (Eccl.Hier.
vi). e reason of this is that solemnization is not wont to be
employed, save when a man gives himself up entirely to some
particular thing. For thenuptial solemnization takes place only
when themarriage is celebrated, andwhen the bride and bride-
groommutually deliver the power over their bodies to one an-
other. In like manner a vow is solemnized when a man devotes
himself to the divine ministry by receiving holy orders, or em-
braces the state of perfection by renouncing the world and his
own will by the profession of a certain rule.

Reply to Objection 1. is kind of solemnization regards
not only men but also God in so far as it is accompanied by a
spiritual consecration or blessing, of which God is the author,
though man is the minister, according to Num. 6:27, “ey
shall invoke My name upon the children of Israel, and I will
bless them.” Hence a solemn vow is more binding with God
than a simple vow, and he who breaks a solemn vow sins more
grievously. When it is said that a simple vow is no less binding
than a solemn vow, this refers to the fact that the transgressor
of either commits a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not customary to solemnize
particular acts, but the embracing of a new state, as we have
said above. Hence when a man vows particular deeds, such as
a pilgrimage, or some special fast, such a vow is not competent
to be solemnized, but only such as the vow whereby a man en-
tirely devotes himself to the divineministry or service: and yet
many particular works are included under this vow as under a
universal.

Reply toObjection3.roughbeing pronounced in pub-
lic vows may have a certain human solemnity, but not a spir-
itual and divine solemnity, as the aforesaid vows have, even
when they are pronounced before a few persons. Hence the
publicity of a vow differs from its solemnization.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 8Whether those who are subject to another’s power are hindered from taking vows?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who are subject to
another’s power are not hindered from taking vows. e lesser
bond is surpassed by the greater. Now the obligation of one
man subject to another is a lesser bond than a vow whereby
one is under an obligation to God. erefore those who are
subject to another’s power are not hindered from taking vows.

Objection 2. Further, children are under their parents’

power. Yet children may make religious profession even with-
out the consent of their parents.erefore one is not hindered
from taking vows, through being subject to another’s power.

Objection 3. Further, to do is more than to promise. But
religiouswho are under the power of their superiors cando cer-
tain things such as to say some psalms, or abstain from certain
things.Muchmore therefore seemingly can they promise such

† Suppl., q. 53, a. 2.
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things to God by means of vows.
Objection 4. Further, whoever does what he cannot do

lawfully sins. But subjects do not sin by taking vows, since
nowhere do we find this forbidden. erefore it would seem
that they can lawfully take vows.

On the contrary, It is commanded (Num. 30:4-6) that “if
a woman vow any thing…being in her father’s house, and yet
but a girl in age,” she is not bound by the vow, unless her fa-
ther consent: and the same is said there (Num. 30:7-9) of the
woman that has a husband. erefore in like manner other
persons that are subject to another’s power cannot bind them-
selves by vow.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), a vow is a promise
made to God. Now no man can firmly bind himself by a
promise to do what is in another’s power, but only to that
which is entirely in his own power. Now whoever is subject to
another, as to the matter wherein he is subject to him, it does
not lie in his power to do as he will, but it depends on the will
of the other. And therefore without the consent of his supe-
rior he cannot bind himself firmly by a vow in those matters
wherein he is subject to another.

Reply toObjection1.Nothing butwhat is virtuous can be
the subject of a promise made to God, as stated above (a. 2).
Now it is contrary to virtue for a man to offer to God that
which belongs to another, as stated above (q. 86, a. 3). Hence
the conditions necessary for a vow are not altogether ensured,
when amanwho is under another’s power vows thatwhich is in
that other’s power, except under the condition that he whose

power it concerns does not gainsay it.
Reply toObjection 2.As soon as aman comes of age, if he

be a freeman he is in his own power in all matters concerning
his person, for instance with regard to binding himself by vow
to enter religion, or with regard to contracting marriage. But
he is not in his own power as regards the arrangements of the
household, so that in these matters he cannot vow anything
that shall be valid without the consent of his father.

A slave, through being in his master’s power, even as re-
gards his personal deeds, cannot bind himself by vow to enter
religion, since this would withdraw him from his master’s ser-
vice.

Reply to Objection 3. A religious is subject to his supe-
rior as to his actions connected with his profession of his rule.
Wherefore even though onemay be able to do something now
and then, when one is not being occupiedwith other things by
one’s superior, yet since there is no timewhen his superior can-
not occupy him with something, no vow of a religious stands
without the consent of his superior, as neither does the vow of
a girl while in (her father’s) house without his consent; nor of
a wife, without the consent of her husband.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the vow of one who is
subject to another’s power does not stand without the consent
of the one towhomhe is subject, he does not sin by vowing; be-
cause his vow is understood to contain the requisite condition,
providing, namely, that his superior approve or do not gainsay
it.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 9Whether children can bind themselves by vow to enter religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that children cannot bind
themselves by vow to enter religion. Since a vow requires de-
liberation of themind, it is fitting that those alone should vow
who have the use of reason. But this is lacking in children just
as in imbeciles and madmen. erefore just as imbeciles and
madmen cannot bind themselves to anything by vow, so nei-
ther, seemingly, can children bind themselves by vow to enter
religion.

Objection 2. Further, that which can be validly done by
one cannot be annulled by another. Now a vow to enter reli-
gion made by a boy or girl before the age of puberty can be re-
vokedby theparents or guardian (20, qu. ii, cap. Puella).ere-
fore it seems that a boy or girl cannot validlymake a vowbefore
the age of fourteen.

Objection 3. Further, according to the rule of Blessed
Benedict* and a statute of Innocent IV, a year’s probation is
granted to thosewho enter religion, so that probationmay pre-
cede the obligation of the vow. erefore it seems unlawful,
before the year of probation, for children to be bound by vow
to enter religion.

On the contrary, at which is not done aright is invalid
without being annulled by anyone. But the vow pronounced

by a maiden, even before attaining the age of puberty, is valid,
unless it be annulled by her parents within a year (20, qu. ii,
cap. Puella). erefore even before attaining to puberty chil-
dren can lawfully and validly be bound by a vow to enter reli-
gion.

I answer that, As may be gathered from what has been
said above (a. 7), vows are of two kinds, simple and solemn.
And since, as stated in the same article, the solemnization of a
vow consists in a spiritual blessing and consecration bestowed
through the ministry of the Church, it follows that it comes
under the Church’s dispensation. Now a simple vow takes its
efficacy from the deliberation of the mind, whereby one in-
tends to put oneself under an obligation. at such an obliga-
tion be of no force may happen in two ways. First, through de-
fect of reason, as in madmen and imbeciles, who cannot bind
themselves by vow so long as they remain in a state of madness
or imbecility. Secondly, through themaker of a vow being sub-
ject to another’s power, as stated above (a. 8). Now these two
circumstances concur in children before the age of puberty, be-
cause in most instances they are lacking in reason, and besides
are naturally under the care of their parents, or guardians in
place of their parents: wherefore in both events their vows are

* Ch. 58.
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without force. It happens, however, through a natural disposi-
tion which is not subject to human laws, that the use of reason
is accelerated in some, albeit few, who on this account are said
to be capable of guile: and yet they are not, for this reason, ex-
empt in any way from the care of their parents; for this care is
subject to human law, which takes into account that which is
of most frequent occurrence.

Accordingly we must say that boys or girls who have not
reached the years of puberty and have not attained the use
of reason can nowise bind themselves to anything by vow. If,
however, they attain the use of reason, before reaching the
years of puberty, they can for their own part, bind themselves
by vow; but their vows can be annulled by their parents, under
whose care they are still subject.

Yet no matter how much they be capable of guile before

the years of puberty, they cannot be bound by a solemn reli-
gious vow, on account of theChurch’s decree† which considers
the majority of cases. But aer the years of puberty have been
reached, they can bind themselves by religious vows, simple or
solemn, without the consent of their parents.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument avails in the case of
children who have not yet reached the use of reason: for their
vows then are invalid, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. e vows of persons subject to an-
other’s power contain an implied condition, namely, that they
be not annulled by the superior. is condition renders them
licit and valid if it be fulfilled, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument avails in the case of
solemn vows which are taken in profession.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 10Whether vows admit of dispensation?

Objection 1. It would seem that vows are not subject to
dispensation. It is less to have a vow commuted than to be
dispensed from keeping it. But a vow cannot be commuted,
according to Lev. 27:9,10, “A beast that may be sacrificed to
the Lord, if anyone shall vow, shall be holy, and cannot be
changed, neither a better for a worse, nor a worse for a better.”
Much less, therefore, do vows admit of dispensation.

Objection 2. Further, no man can grant a dispensation in
matters concerning the natural law and in theDivine precepts,
especially those of the First Table, since these aim directly at
the love of God, which is the last end of the precepts. Now the
fulfilment of a vow is a matter of the natural law, and is com-
manded by the Divine law, as shown above (a. 3), and belongs
to the precepts of the First Table since it is an act of religion.
erefore vows do not admit of dispensation.

Objection 3. Further, the obligation of a vow is based on
the fidelity which a man owes to God, as stated above (a. 3).
But no man can dispense in such a matter as this. Neither,
therefore, can any one grant a dispensation from a vow.

On the contrary, at which proceeds from the common
will of many has apparently greater stability than that which
proceeds from the individual will of some one person. Now
the law which derives its force from the common will admits
of dispensation by aman.erefore it seems that vows also ad-
mit of dispensation by a man.

I answer that, e dispensation from a vow is to be taken
in the same sense as a dispensation given in the observance of
a law because, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 96, a. 6; Ia IIae, q. 97,
a. 4), a law ismadewith an eye to that which is good in thema-
jority of instances. But since, in certain cases this is not good,
there is need for someone to decide that in that particular case
the law is not to be observed. is is properly speaking to dis-
pense in the law: for a dispensation would seem to denote a
commensurate distribution or application of some common

thing to those that are contained under it, in the same way as
a person is said to dispense food to a household.

In like manner a person who takes a vow makes a law for
himself as it were, and binds himself to do something which
in itself and in the majority of cases is a good. But it may hap-
pen that in some particular case this is simply evil, or useless,
or a hindrance to a greater good: and this is essentially con-
trary to that which is the matter of a vow, as is clear from what
has been said above (a. 2). erefore it is necessary, in such a
case, to decide that the vow is not to be observed. And if it be
decided absolutely that a particular vow is not to be observed,
this is called a “dispensation” from that vow; but if some other
obligation be imposed in lieu of that which was to have been
observed, the vow is said to be “commuted.” Hence it is less to
commute a vow than to dispense from a vow: both, however,
are in the power of the Church.

Reply to Objection 1. An animal that could be lawfully
sacrificed was deemed holy from the very moment that it was
the subject of a vow, being, as it were, dedicated to the worship
of God: and for this reason it could not be changed: even so
neither may one now exchange for something better, or worse,
that which one has vowed, if it be already consecrated, e.g. a
chalice or a house. On the other hand, an animal that could
not be sacrificed, through not being the lawful matter of a sac-
rifice, could and had to be bought back, as the law requires.
Even so, vows can be commuted now, if no consecration has
intervened.

Reply to Objection 2. Even as man is bound by natural
law and Divine precept to fulfil his vow, so, too, is he bound
under the same heads to obey the law or commands of his su-
periors. And yet when he is dispensed from keeping a human
law, this does not involve disobedience to that human law, for
this would be contrary to the natural law and the Divine com-
mand; but it amounts to this—that what was law is not law in

† Sext. Decret. cap. Is qui, de Reg. et transeunt. ad Relig.
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this particular case. Even so, when a superior grants a dispen-
sation, that which was contained under a vow is by his author-
ity no longer so contained, in so far as he decides that in this
case such and such a thing is not fitting matter for a vow. Con-
sequently when an ecclesiastical superior dispenses someone
from a vow, he does not dispense him from keeping a precept
of the natural or of the Divine law, but he pronounces a deci-
sion on amatter to which aman had bound himself of his own

accord, and of which he was unable to consider every circum-
stance.

Reply toObjection3.efidelityweowe toGoddoesnot
require thatwe fulfil thatwhich itwould bewrong or useless to
vow, or which would be an obstacle to the greater good where-
unto the dispensation from that vow would conduce. Hence
the dispensation from a vow is not contrary to the fidelity due
to God.

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 11Whether it is possible to be dispensed from a solemn vow of continency?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is possible to be dis-
pensed from a solemn vow of continency. As stated above, one
reason for granting a dispensation from a vow is if it be an ob-
stacle to a greater good. But a vow of continency, even though
it be solemn, may be an obstacle to a greater good, since the
common good is more God-like than the good of an individ-
ual. Now oneman’s continencymay be an obstacle to the good
of the whole community, for instance, in the case where, if cer-
tain persons who have vowed continency were to marry, the
peace of their country might be procured. erefore it seems
that it is possible to be dispensed even from a solemn vow of
continency.

Objection 2. Further, religion is a more excellent virtue
than chastity. Now if a man vows an act of religion, e.g. to of-
fer sacrifice to God he can be dispensed from that vow. Much
more, therefore, can he be dispensed from the vow of conti-
nency which is about an act of chastity.

Objection 3. Further, just as the observance of a vow of
abstinencemay be a source of danger to the person, so toomay
be the observance of a vow of continency. Now one who takes
a vow of abstinence can be dispensed from that vow if it prove
a source of danger to his body. erefore for the same reason
one may be dispensed from a vow of continency.

Objection 4. Further, just as the vow of continency is part
of the religious profession, whereby the vow is solemnized, so
also are the vows of poverty and obedience. But it is possible
to be dispensed from the vows of poverty and obedience, as in
the case of those who are appointed bishops aer making pro-
fession. erefore it seems that it is possible to be dispensed
from a solemn vow of continency.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 26:20): “No price is
worthy of a continent soul.”

Further, (Extra, De Statu Monach.) at the end of the Dec-
retal, Cum adMonasterium it is stated that the “renouncing of
property, like the keeping of chastity, is so bound up with the
monastic rule, that not even the Sovereign Pontiff can disperse
from its observance.”

I answer that,ree things may be considered in a solemn
vow of continency: first, the matter of the vow, namely, con-
tinency; secondly, the perpetuity of the vow, namely, when a
person binds himself by vow to the perpetual observance of

chastity: thirdly, the solemnity of the vow. Accordingly, some*
say that the solemn vow cannot be a matter of dispensation,
on account of the continency itself for which no worthy price
can be found, as is stated by the authority quoted above. e
reason for this is assigned by some to the fact that by conti-
nency man overcomes a foe within himself, or to the fact that
by continencyman is perfectly conformed toChrist in respect
of purity of both body and soul. But this reason does not seem
to be cogent since the goods of the soul, such as contempla-
tion and prayer, far surpass the goods of the body and still
more conform us to God, and yet one may be dispensed from
a vow of prayer or contemplation. erefore, continency itself
absolutely considered seems no reason why the solemn vow
thereof cannot be a matter of dispensation; especially seeing
that the Apostle (1 Cor. 7:34) exhorts us to be continent on
account of contemplation, when he says that the unmarried
woman…“thinketh on the things of God [Vulg.: ‘the Lord’],”
and since the end is of more account than the means.

Consequently others† find the reason for this in the per-
petuity and universality of this vow. For they assert that the
vow of continency cannot be canceled, save by something al-
together contrary thereto, which is never lawful in any vow.
But this is evidently false, because just as the practice of car-
nal intercourse is contrary to continency, so is eating flesh or
drinkingwine contrary to abstinence from such things, and yet
these latter vows may be a matter for dispensation.

For this reasonothers‡ maintain that onemaybedispensed
even from a solemn vow of continency, for the sake of some
common good or common need, as in the case of the exam-
ple given above (obj. 1), of a country being restored to peace
through a certainmarriage to be contracted. Yet since theDec-
retal quoted says explicitly that “not even the SovereignPontiff
can dispense a monk from keeping chastity,” it follows seem-
ingly, that we must maintain that, as stated above (a. 10, ad
1; cf. Lev. 27:9,10,28), whatsoever has once been sanctified to
the Lord cannot be put to any other use. For no ecclesiastical
prelate can make that which is sanctified to lose its consecra-
tion, not even though it be something inanimate, for instance
a consecrated chalice to be not consecrated, so long as it re-
mains entire. Much less, therefore, can a prelate make a man
that is consecrated to God cease to be consecrated, so long

* William of Auxerre, Sum. Aur. III. vii. 1, qu. 5. † AlbertusMagnus, Sent.
iv, D, 38. ‡ Innocent IV, on the above decretal.
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as he lives. Now the solemnity of a vow consists in a kind of
consecration or blessing of the person who takes the vow, as
stated above (a. 7). Hence no prelate of the Church can make
a man, who has pronounced a solemn vow, to be quit of that
to which he was consecrated, e.g. one who is a priest, to be a
priest nomore, although a prelatemay, for some particular rea-
son, inhibit him from exercising his order. In like manner the
Pope cannot make a man who has made his religious profes-
sion cease to be a religious, although certain jurists have igno-
rantly held the contrary.

We must therefore consider whether continency is essen-
tially bound up with the purpose for which the vow is solem-
nized. because if not, the solemnity of the consecration can
remain without the obligation of continency, but not if con-
tinency is essentially bound up with that for which the vow
is solemnized. Now the obligation of observing continency is
connected with Holy orders, not essentially but by the insti-
tution of the Church; wherefore it seems that the Church can
grant a dispensation from the vow of continency solemnized
by the reception ofHolyOrders. on the other hand the obliga-
tion of observing; continency is an essential condition of the
religious state, whereby a man renounces the world and binds
himself wholly to God’s service, for this is incompatible with
matrimony, inwhich state aman is under the obligation of tak-
ing to himself a wife, of begetting children, of looking aer his
household, and of procuring whatever is necessary for these
purposes. Wherefore the Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:33) that “he
that is with a wife, is solicitous for the things of the world, how
he may please his wife; and he is divided.” Hence the “monk”
takes his name from “unity”§ in contrast with this division. For
this reason the Church cannot dispense from a vow solem-
nized by the religious profession; and the reason assigned by
the Decretal is because “chastity is bound up with the monas-
tic rule.”

Reply to Objection 1. Perils occasioned by human affairs

should be obviated by human means, not by turning divine
things to a human use. Now a professed religious is dead to
the world and lives to God, and so he must not be called back
to the human life on the pretext of any human contingency.

Reply to Objection 2. A vow of temporal continency can
be amatter of dispensation, as also a vow of temporal prayer or
of temporal abstinence. But the fact that no dispensation can
be granted from a vowof continency solemnized by profession
is due, not to its being an act of chastity, but because through
the religious profession it is already an act of religion.

Reply to Objection 3. Food is directly ordered to the up-
keep of the person, therefore abstinence from food may be a
direct source of danger to the person: and so on this count a
vow of abstinence is a matter of dispensation. On the other
hand sexual intercourse is directly ordered to the upkeep not
of the personbut of the species, wherefore to abstain from such
intercourse by continency does not endanger the person. And
if indeed accidentally it prove a source of danger to the person,
this dangermay be obviated by some othermeans, for instance
by abstinence, or other corporal remedies.

Reply toObjection 4. A religious who is made a bishop is
nomore absolved fromhis vowofpoverty than fromhis vowof
continency, since he must have nothing of his own and must
hold himself as being the dispenser of the common goods of
the Church. In like manner neither is he dispensed from his
vowof obedience; it is an accident that he is not bound to obey
if he have no superior; just as the abbot of a monastery, who
nevertheless is not dispensed from his vow of obedience.

e passage of Ecclesiasticus, which is put forward in the
contrary sense, should be taken as meaning that neither fruit-
fulness of the of the flesh nor any bodily good is to be com-
pared with continency, which is reckoned one of the goods of
the soul, as Augustine declares (De Sanct. Virg. viii). Where-
fore it is said pointedly “of a continent soul,” not “of a conti-
nent body.”

IIa IIae q. 88 a. 12Whether the authority of a prelate is required for commutation or the dispensation of a vow?

Objection 1. It would seem that the authority of a prelate
is not required for the commutation or dispensation of a vow.
A person may enter religion without the authority of a supe-
rior prelate. Now by entering religion one is absolved from the
vows he made in the world, even from the vow of making a
pilgrimage to the Holy Land*. erefore the commutation or
dispensation of a vow is possible without the authority of a su-
perior prelate.

Objection 2. Further, to dispense anyone from a vow
seems to consist in deciding inwhat circumstances he neednot
keep that vow. But if the prelate is at fault in his decision, the
person who took the vow does not seem to be absolved from
his vow, since no prelate can grant a dispensation contrary to
the divine precept about keeping one’s vows, as stated above

(a. 10, ad 2; a. 11). Likewise, when anyone rightly determines
of his own authority that in his case a vow is not to be kept, he
would seem not to be bound; since a vow need not be kept if
it have an evil result (a. 2, ad 2). erefore the Authority of a
prelate is not required that one may be dispensed from a vow.

Objection 3. Further, if it belongs to a prelate’s power to
grant dispensations from vows, on the same count it is com-
petent to all prelates, but it does not belong to all to dispense
from every vow. erefore it does not belong to the power of
a prelate to dispense from vows.

On the contrary, A vow binds one to do something, even
as a lawdoes.Now the superior’s authority is requisite for a dis-
pensation from a precept of the law, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 96, a. 6; Ia IIae, q. 97, a. 4). erefore it is likewise required

§ e Greek μόνος. * Cap. Scripturae, de Voto et Voti redempt.
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in a dispensation from a vow.
I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 1,2), a vow is a promise

made to God about something acceptable to Him. Now if
you promise something to anyone it depends on his decision
whether he accept what you promise. Again in the Church a
prelate stands in God’s place. erefore a commutation or dis-
pensation of vows requires the authority of a prelate who in
God’s stead declares what is acceptable to God, according to
2 Cor. 2:10: “For…have pardoned…for your sakes…in the per-
son of Christ.” And he says significantly “for your sakes,” since
whenever we ask a prelate for a dispensation we should do so
to honor Christ in Whose person he dispenses, or to promote
the interests of the Church which is His Body.

Reply toObjection 1. All other vows are about some par-
ticular works, whereas by the religious life a man consecrates
his whole life to God’s service. Now the particular is included
in the universal, wherefore a Decretal† says that “a man is not
deemed a vow-breaker if he exchange a temporal service for
the perpetual service of religion.” And yet a man who enters
religion is not bound to fulfil the vows, whether of fasting or
of praying or the like, which he made when in the world, be-
cause by entering religion he dies to his former life, and it is
unsuitable to the religious life that each one should have his
own observances, and because the burden of religion is oner-
ous enough without requiring the addition of other burdens.

Reply to Objection 2. Some have held that prelates can
dispense from vows at their will, for the reason that every vow
supposes as a condition that the superior prelate be willing;
thus it was stated above (a. 8) that the vow of a subject, e.g. of
a slave or a son, supposes this condition, if “the father or mas-
ter consent,” or “does not dissent.” And thus a subject might

break his vow without any remorse of conscience, whenever
his superior tells him to.

But this opinion is based on a false supposition: because a
spiritual prelate being, not a master, but a dispenser, his power
is given “unto edification, not for destruction” (2 Cor. 10:8),
and consequently, just as he cannot command that which is
in itself displeasing to God, namely, sin, so neither can he for-
bid what is in itself pleasing to God, namely, works of virtue.
erefore absolutely speaking man can vow them. But it does
belong to a prelate to decide what is themore virtuous and the
more acceptable to God. Consequently in matters presenting
no difficulty, the prelate’s dispensation would not excuse one
from sin: for instance, if a prelate were to dispense a person
from a vow to enter the religious life, without any apparent
cause to prevent him from fulfilling his vow. But if some cause
were to appear, giving rise, at least, to doubt, he could hold to
the prelate’s decision whether of commutation or of dispensa-
tion. He could not, however, follow his own judgment in the
matter, because he does not stand in the place of God; except
perhaps in the case when the thing he has vowed is clearly un-
lawful, and he is unable to have recourse to the prelate.

Reply to Objection 3. Since the Sovereign Pontiff holds
the place of Christ throughout the whole Church, he exercises
absolute power of dispensing from all vows that admit of dis-
pensation. To other and inferior prelates is the power commit-
ted of dispensing from those vows that are commonly made
and frequently require dispensation, in order that men may
easily have recourse to someone; such are the vows of pilgrim-
age (Cap. de Peregin., de Voto et Voti redempt.), fasting and
the like, and of pilgrimage to the Holy Land, are reserved to
the Sovereign Pontiff*.

† Cap. Scripturae, de Voto et Voti redempt. * Cap. Ex multa.
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S P   S P, Q 89
Of Oaths

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider those external acts of religion, whereby something Divine is taken by man: and this is either a sacra-
ment or theName of God.e place for treating of the taking of a sacrament will be in theird Part of this work: of the taking
of God’s Name we shall treat now. e Name of God is taken by man in three ways. First, by way of oath in order to confirm
one’s own assertion: secondly, by way of adjuration as an inducement to others: thirdly, by way of invocation for the purpose of
prayer or praise. Accordingly we must first treat of oaths: and under this head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) What is an oath?
(2) Whether it is lawful?
(3) What are the accompanying conditions of an oath?
(4) Of what virtue is it an act?
(5) Whether oaths are desirable, and to be employed frequently as something useful and good?
(6) Whether it is lawful to swear by a creature?
(7) Whether an oath is binding?
(8) Which is more binding, an oath or a vow?
(9) Whether an oath is subject to dispensation?

(10) Who may lawfully swear, and when?

IIa IIae q. 89 a. 1Whether to swear is to call God to witness?

Objection 1. It would seem that to swear is not to callGod
to witness. Whoever invokes the authority of Holy Writ calls
God to witness, since it is His word that Holy Writ contains.
erefore, if to swear is to call God to witness, whoever in-
voked the authority ofHolyWrit would swear. But this is false
erefore the antecedent is false also.

Objection 2. Further, one does not pay anything to a per-
son by calling him to witness. But he who swears by God pays
something to Him for it is written (Mat. 5:33): “ou shall
pay [Douay: ‘perform’] thy oaths to the Lord”; and Augustine
says* that to swear [jurare] is “to pay the right [jus reddere] of
truth toGod.”erefore to swear is not to call God to witness.

Objection 3. Further, the duties of a judge differ from the
duties of a witness, as shown above (Qq. 67,70). Now some-
times a man, by swearing, implores the Divine judgment, ac-
cording to Ps. 7:5, “If I have rendered to them that repaid me
evils, let me deservedly fall empty before my enemies.” ere-
fore to swear is not to call God to witness.

On the contrary, Augustine says in a sermon on perjury
(Serm. clxxx): “When a man says: ‘By God,’ what else does he
mean but that God is his witness?”

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Heb. 6:16), oaths are
taken for thepurpose of confirmation.Nowspeculative propo-
sitions receive confirmation fromreason,whichproceeds from
principles known naturally and infallibly true. But particular
contingent facts regarding man cannot be confirmed by a nec-
essary reason, wherefore propositions regarding such things
are wont to be confirmed by witnesses. Now a human wit-
ness does not suffice to confirm such matters for two reasons.

First, on account of man’s lack of truth, for many give way
to lying, according to Ps. 16:10, “eir mouth hath spoken
lies [Vulg.: ‘proudly’].” Secondly, on account of this lack of
knowledge, since he can know neither the future, nor secret
thoughts, nor distant things: and yet men speak about such
things, and our everyday life requires thatwe should have some
certitude about them.Hence the need tohave recourse to aDi-
vine witness, for neither can God lie, nor is anything hidden
from Him. Now to call God to witness is named “jurare” [to
swear] because it is established as though it were a principle of
law [jure] that what aman asserts under the invocation ofGod
asHiswitness shouldbe accepted as true.NowsometimesGod
is called to witness when we assert present or past events, and
this is termed a “declaratory oath”; while sometimes God is
called to witness in confirmation of something future, and this
is termed a “promissory oath.” But oaths are not employed in
order to substantiate necessary matters, and such as come un-
der the investigation of reason; for it would seem absurd in a
scientific discussion to wish to prove one’s point by an oath.

Reply to Objection 1. It is one thing to employ a Divine
witness already given, as when one adduces the authority of
Holy Scripture; and another to implore God to bear witness,
as in an oath.

Reply to Objection 2. A man is said to pay his oaths to
God because he performs what he swears to do, or because,
from the very fact that he calls upon God to witness, he rec-
ognizes Him as possessing universal knowledge and unerring
truth.

Reply to Objection 3. A person is called to give witness,

* Serm. clxxx.
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in order that he may make known the truth about what is al-
leged. Now there are two ways in which God makes known
whether the alleged facts are true or not. In one way He re-
veals the truth simply, either by inward inspiration, or by un-
veiling the facts, namely, by making public what was hitherto
secret: in another way by punishing the lyingwitness, and then
He is at once judge and witness, since by punishing the liar He

makes known his lie. Hence oaths are of two kinds: one is a
simple contestation of God, as when a man says “God is my
witness,” or, “I speak before God,” or, “By God,” which has the
samemeaning, asAugustine states*; the other is by cursing, and
consists in a man binding himself or something of his to pun-
ishment if what is alleged be not true.

IIa IIae q. 89 a. 2Whether it is lawful to swear?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not lawful to swear.
Nothing forbidden in theDivine Law is lawful. Now swearing
is forbidden (Mat. 5:34), “But I say to you not to swear at all”;
and (James 5:12), “Above all things, my brethren, swear not.”
erefore swearing is unlawful.

Objection 2. Further, whatever comes from an evil seems
to be unlawful, because according to Mat. 7:18, “neither can
an evil tree bring forth good fruit.” Now swearing comes from
an evil, for it is written (Mat. 5:37): “But let your speech be:
Yea, yea: No, no. And that which is over and above these is of
evil.” erefore swearing is apparently unlawful.

Objection 3. Further, to seek a sign of Divine Providence
is to tempt God, and this is altogether unlawful, according to
Dt. 6:16, “ou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God.” Now he
that swears seems to seek a sign of Divine Providence, since he
asks God to bear witness, and this must be by some evident
effect. erefore it seems that swearing is altogether unlawful.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:13): “ou shalt fear
the Lord thy God…and shalt swear by His name.”

I answer that, Nothing prevents a thing being good in it-
self, and yet becoming a source of evil to one who makes use
thereof unbecomingly: thus to receive the Eucharist is good,
and yet he that receives it “unworthily, eateth and drinketh
judgment to himself ” (1 Cor. 11:29). Accordingly in answer
to the question in point it must be stated that an oath is in
itself lawful and commendable. is is proved from its origin
and from its end. From its origin, because swearing owes its
introduction to the faith whereby man believes that God pos-
sesses unerring truth and universal knowledge and foresight of
all things: and from its end, since oaths are employed in order
to justify men, and to put an end to controversy (Heb. 6:16).

Yet an oath becomes a source of evil to him that makes evil
use of it, that is who employs it without necessity and due cau-
tion. For if aman calls God as witness, for some trifling reason,
it would seemingly prove him to have but little reverence for
God, since hewould not treat even a goodman in thismanner.

Moreover, he is in danger of committing perjury, because man
easily offends in words, according to James 3:2, “If anyman of-
fend not in word, the same is a perfect man.” Wherefore it is
written (Ecclus. 23:9): “Let not thy mouth be accustomed to
swearing, for in it there are many falls.”

Reply toObjection 1. Jerome, commenting onMat. 5:34,
says: “Observe that our Saviour forbade us to swear, not by
God, but by heaven and earth. For it is known that the Jews
have this most evil custom of swearing by the elements.” Yet
this answer does not suffice, because James adds, “nor by any
other oath.”Wherefore wemust reply that, as Augustine states
(De Mendacio xv), “when the Apostle employs an oath in his
epistles, he shows how we are to understand the saying, ‘I say
to you, not to swear at all’; lest, to wit, swearing lead us to
swear easily and from swearing easily, we contract the habit,
and, from swearing habitually, we fall into perjury. Hence we
find that he swore only when writing, because thought brings
caution and avoids hasty words.”

Reply toObjection 2.According to Augustine (De Serm.
Dom. in Monte i. 17): “If you have to swear, note that the ne-
cessity arises from the infirmity of those whom you convince,
which infirmity is indeed an evil. Accordingly He did not say:
‘at which is over and above is evil,’ but ‘is of evil.’ For you
do no evil; since you make good use of swearing, by persuad-
ing another to a useful purpose: yet it ‘comes of the evil’ of the
person by whose infirmity you are forced to swear.”

Reply to Objection 3. He who swears tempts not God,
because it is not without usefulness and necessity that he im-
plores the Divine assistance. Moreover, he does not expose
himself to danger, if God be unwilling to bear witness there
and then: for He certainly will bear witness at some future
time, when He “will bring to light the hidden things of dark-
ness, and will make manifest the counsels of hearts” (1 Cor.
4:5). And this witness will be lacking to none who swears, nei-
ther for nor against him.

* See argument On the contrary.
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IIa IIae q. 89 a. 3Whether three accompanying conditionsof anoath are suitably assigned, namely, justice, judg-
ment, and truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that justice, judgment and
truth are unsuitably assigned as the conditions accompanying
an oath. ings should not be enumerated as diverse, if one
of them includes the other. Now of these three, one includes
another, since truth is a part of justice, according to Tully (De
Invent. Rhet. ii, 53): and judgment is an act of justice, as stated
above (q. 60, a. 1). erefore the three accompanying condi-
tions of an oath are unsuitably assigned.

Objection 2. Further, many other things are required for
an oath, namely, devotion, and faith whereby we believe that
God knows all things and cannot lie. erefore the accompa-
nying conditions of an oath are insufficiently enumerated.

Objection 3. Further, these three are requisite inman’s ev-
ery deed: since he ought to do nothing contrary to justice and
truth, or without judgment, according to 1 Tim. 5:21, “Do
nothing without prejudice,” i.e. without previous judgment*.
erefore these three should not be associated with an oath
any more than with other human actions.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten ( Jer. 4:2): “ou shalt swear:
As the Lord liveth, in truth, and in judgment, and in justice”:
which words Jerome expounds, saying: “Observe that an oath
must be accompanied by these conditions, truth, judgment
and justice.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), an oath is not good
except for one who makes good use of it. Now two conditions

are required for the good use of an oath. First, that one swear,
not for frivolous, but for urgent reasons, and with discretion;
and this requires judgment or discretion on the part of the per-
sonwho swears. Secondly, as regards the point to be confirmed
by oath, that it be neither false, nor unlawful, and this requires
both truth, so that one employ an oath in order to confirm
what is true, and justice, so that one confirm what is lawful. A
rash oath lacks judgment, a false oath lacks truth, and a wicked
or unlawful oath lacks justice.

Reply toObjection 1. Judgment does not signify here the
execution of justice, but the judgment of discretion, as stated
above. Nor is truth here to be taken for the part of justice, but
for a condition of speech.

Reply toObjection 2.Devotion, faith and like conditions
requisite for the right manner of swearing are implied by judg-
ment: for the other two regard the things sworn to as stated
above. We might also reply that justice regards the reason for
swearing.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is great danger in swearing,
both on account of the greatness of God Who is called upon
to bear witness, and on account of the frailty of the human
tongue, the words of which are confirmed by oath. Hence
these conditions are more requisite for an oath than for other
human actions.

IIa IIae q. 89 a. 4Whether an oath is an act of religion or latria?

Objection 1. It would seem that an oath is not an act of
religion, or latria. Acts of religion are about holy and divine
things. But oaths are employed in connectionwith human dis-
putes, as the Apostle declares (Heb. 6:16). erefore swearing
is not an act of religion or latria.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to religion to give wor-
ship toGod, as Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53). But he who
swears offers nothing to God, but calls God to be his witness.
erefore swearing is not an act of religion or latria.

Objection 3. Further, the end of religion or latria is to
show reverence to God. But the end of an oath is not this, but
rather the confirmation of some assertion. erefore swearing
is not an act of religion.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:13): “ou shalt fear
the Lord thy God, and shalt serve Him only, and thou shalt
swear by His name.” Now he speaks there of the servitude of
religion. erefore swearing is an act of religion.

I answer that, As appears from what has been said above
(a. 1), he that swears calls God to witness in confirmation of
what he says. Now nothing is confirmed save by what is more
certain and more powerful. erefore in the very fact that a

man swears by God, he acknowledges God to be more power-
ful, by reason of His unfailing truth and His universal knowl-
edge; and thus in a way he shows reverence to God. For this
reason the Apostle says (Heb. 6:16) that “men swear by one
greater than themselves,” and Jerome commenting on Mat.
5:34, says that “he who swears either reveres or loves the per-
son bywhomhe swears.”ePhilosopher, too, states (Metaph.
i, 3) that “to swear is to give very great honor.” Now to show
reverence to God belongs to religion or latria. wherefore it is
evident that an oath is an act of religion or latria.

Reply to Objection 1. Two things may be observed in an
oath. e witness adduced, and this is Divine: and the thing
witnessed to, or that which makes it necessary to call the wit-
ness, and this is human. Accordingly an oath belongs to reli-
gion by reason of the former, and not of the latter.

Reply to Objection 2. In the very fact that a man takes
God as witness by way of an oath, he acknowledges Him to be
greater: and this pertains to the reverence andhonorofGod, so
that he offers something toGod, namely, reverence and honor.

Reply to Objection 3. Whatsoever we do, we should do
it in honor of God: wherefore there is no hindrance, if by in-

* Vulg.: ‘Observe these things without prejudice, doing nothing by declining
to either side.’.
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tending to assure a man, we show reverence to God. For we
ought so to perform our actions in God’s honor that they may

conduce to our neighbor’s good, since God also works for His
own glory and for our good.

IIa IIae q. 89 a. 5Whether oaths are desirable and to be used frequently as something useful and good?

Objection 1. It would seem that oaths are desirable and to
be used frequently as something useful and good. Just as a vow
is an act of religion, so is an oath. Now it is commendable and
more meritorious to do a thing by vow, because a vow is an act
of religion, as stated above (q. 88, a. 5). erefore for the same
reason, to do or say a thingwith an oath ismore commendable,
and consequently oaths are desirable as being good essentially.

Objection 2. Further, Jerome, commenting on Mat. 5:34,
says that “he who swears either reveres or loves the person by
whomhe swears.”Now reverence and love ofGod are desirable
as something good essentially. erefore swearing is also.

Objection 3. Further, swearing is directed to the purpose
of confirming or assuring. But it is a good thing for a man to
confirm his assertion. erefore an oath is desirable as a good
thing.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 23:12): “Aman that
sweareth much shall be filled with iniquity”: and Augustine
says (De Mendacio xv) that “the Lord forbade swearing, in or-
der that for your ownpart youmight not be fondof it, and take
pleasure in seeking occasions of swearing, as though it were a
good thing.”

I answer that,Whatever is requiredmerely as a remedy for
an infirmity or a defect, is not reckoned among those things
that are desirable for their own sake, but among those that are
necessary: this is clear in the case ofmedicinewhich is required
as a remedy for sickness. Now an oath is required as a remedy
to a defect, namely, some man’s lack of belief in another man.
Wherefore an oath is not to be reckoned among those things
that are desirable for their own sake, but among those that are

necessary for this life; and such things are used unduly when-
ever they are used outside the bounds of necessity. For this rea-
son Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. inMonte i, 17): “He who
understands that swearing is not to be held as a good thing,”
i.e. desirable for its own sake, “restrains himself as far as he can
from uttering oaths, unless there be urgent need.”

Reply to Objection 1. ere is no parity between a vow
and an oath: because by a vow we direct something to the
honor of God, so that for this very reason a vow is an act of
religion. On the other hand, in an oath reverence for the name
of God is taken in confirmation of a promise. Hence what is
confirmed by oath does not, for this reason, become an act of
religion, since moral acts take their species from the end.

Reply to Objection 2. He who swears does indeed make
use of his reverence or love for the person by whom he swears:
he does not, however, direct his oath to the reverence or love
of that person, but to something else that is necessary for the
present life.

Reply toObjection3.Even as amedicine is useful for heal-
ing, and yet, the stronger it is, the greater harm it does if it be
taken unduly, so too an oath is useful indeed as ameans of con-
firmation, yet the greater the reverence it demands the more
dangerous it is, unless it be employed aright; for, as it is writ-
ten (Ecclus. 23:13), “if he make it void,” i.e. if he deceive his
brother, “his sin shall be upon him: and if he dissemble it,” by
swearing falsely, and with dissimulation, “he offendeth dou-
ble,” [because, to wit, “pretended equity is a twofold iniquity,”
as Augustine* declares]: “and if he swear in vain,” i.e. without
due cause and necessity, “he shall not be justified.”

IIa IIae q. 89 a. 6Whether it is lawful to swear by creatures?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not lawful to swear
by creatures. It is written (Mat. 5:34-36): “I say to you not
to swear at all, neither by heaven…nor by the earth…nor by
Jerusalem…nor by thy head”: and Jerome, expounding these
words, says: “Observe that the Saviour does not forbid swear-
ing by God, but by heaven and earth,” etc.

Objection 2. Further, punishment is not due save for a
fault. Now a punishment is appointed for one who swears by
creatures: for it is written (22, qu. i, can. Clericum): “If a cleric
swears by creatures he must be very severely rebuked: and if he
shall persist in this vicious habit we wish that he be excommu-
nicated.” erefore it is unlawful to swear by creatures.

Objection 3.Further, an oath is an act of religion, as stated
above (a. 4). But religious worship is not due to any creature,
according to Rom. 1:23,25. erefore it is not lawful to swear

by a creature.
On the contrary, Joseph swore “by the health of Pharaoh”

(Gn. 42:16).Moreover it is customary to swear by the Gospel,
by relics, and by the saints.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 3), there are two
kinds of oath. One is uttered a simple contestation or calling
God as witness: and this kind of oath, like faith, is based on
God’s truth. Now faith is essentially and chiefly about God
Who is the very truth, and secondarily about creatures in
whichGod’s truth is reflected, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1). In like
manner an oath is chiefly referred to God Whose testimony is
invoked; and secondarily an appeal by oath is made to certain
creatures considered, not in themselves, but as reflecting the
Divine truth.us we swear by theGospel, i.e. by GodWhose
truth is made known in the Gospel; and by the saints who be-

* Enarr. in Ps. lxiii, 7.
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lieved this truth and kept it.
e other way of swearing is by cursing and in this kind

of oath a creature is adduced that the judgment of Godmay be
wrought therein.us aman iswont to swear byhis head, or by
his son, or by some other thing that he loves, even as the Apos-
tle swore (2Cor. 1:23), saying: “I call God to witness uponmy
soul.”

As to Joseph’s oath by the health of Pharaoh this may be
understood in both ways: either by way of a curse, as though
he pledged Pharao’s health to God; or by way of contestation,
as though he appealed to the truth of God’s justice which the
princes of the earth are appointed to execute.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord forbade us to swear by
creatures so as to give them the reverence due to God. Hence

Jerome adds that “the Jews, through swearing by the angels and
the like, worshipped creatures with a Divine honor.”

In the same sense a cleric is punished, according to the
canons (22, qu. i, can. Clericum, obj. 2), for swearing by a crea-
ture, for this savors of the blasphemy of unbelief. Hence in the
next chapter, it is said: “If any one swears byGod’s hair or head,
or otherwise utter blasphemy against God, and he be in eccle-
siastical orders, let him be degraded.”

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. Religious worship is shown to one

whose testimony is invoked by oath: hence the prohibition
(Ex. 23:13): “By the name of strange gods you shall not swear.”
But religious worship is not given to creatures employed in an
oath in the ways mentioned above.

IIa IIae q. 89 a. 7Whether an oath has a binding force?

Objection 1. It would seem that an oath has no bind-
ing force. An oath is employed in order to confirm the truth
of an assertion. But when a person makes an assertion about
the future his assertion is true, though it may not be verified.
us Paul lied not (2 Cor. 1:15, seqq.) though he went not to
Corinth, as he had said he would (1 Cor. 16:5). erefore it
seems that an oath is not binding.

Objection 2. Further, virtue is not contrary to virtue
(Categ. viii, 22).Nowanoath is an act of virtue, as stated above
(a. 4). But it would sometimes be contrary to virtue, or an ob-
stacle thereto, if one were to fulfil what one has sworn to do:
for instance, if one were to swear to commit a sin, or to de-
sist from some virtuous action.erefore an oath is not always
binding.

Objection 3. Further, sometimes a man is compelled
against his will to promise something under oath. Now, “such
a person is loosed by the Roman Pontiffs from the bond of his
oath” (Extra, De Jurejur., cap. Verum in ea quaest., etc.).ere-
fore an oath is not always binding.

Objection 4. Further, no person can be under two oppo-
site obligations. Yet sometimes the person who swears and the
person towhomhe swears have opposite intentions.erefore
an oath cannot always be binding.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 5:33): “ou shalt
perform thy oaths to the Lord.”

I answer that,Anobligation implies something to be done
or omitted; so that apparently it regards neither the declara-
tory oath (which is about something present or past), nor such
oaths as are about something to be effected by some other
cause (as, for example, if one were to swear that it would rain
tomorrow), but only such as are about things to be done by the
person who swears.

Now just as a declaratory oath, which is about the future
or the present, should contain the truth, so too ought the oath
which is about something to be done by us in the future. Yet

there is a difference: since, in the oath that is about the past
or present, this obligation affects, not the thing that already
has been or is, but the action of the swearer, in the point of his
swearing to what is or was already true; whereas, on the con-
trary, in the oath that is made about something to be done by
us, the obligation falls on the thing guaranteed by oath. For a
man is bound to make true what he has sworn, else his oath
lacks truth.

Now if this thing be such as not to be in his power, his oath
is lacking in judgmentof discretion: unless perchancewhatwas
possible when he swore become impossible to him through
some mishap. as when a man swore to pay a sum of money,
which is subsequently taken from him by force or the. For
then he would seem to be excused from fulfilling his oath, al-
though he is bound to do what he can, as, in fact, we have al-
ready stated with regard to the obligation of a vow (q. 88, a. 3,
ad 2). If, on the other hand, it be something that he can do,
but ought not to, either because it is essentially evil, or because
it is a hindrance to a good, then his oath is lacking in justice:
wherefore an oath must not be kept when it involves a sin or a
hindrance to good. For in either case “its result is evil”*

Accordingly we must conclude that whoever swears to do
something is bound to do what he can for the fulfilment of
truth; provided always that the other two accompanying con-
ditions be present, namely, judgment and justice.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not the same with a simple as-
sertion, and with an oath wherein God is called to witness:
because it suffices for the truth of an assertion, that a person
say what he proposes to do, since it is already true in its cause,
namely, the purpose of the doer. But an oath should not be
employed, save in a matter about which one is firmly certain:
and, consequently, if a man employ an oath, he is bound, as far
as he can, to make true what he has sworn, through reverence
of the Divine witness invoked, unless it leads to an evil result,
as stated.

* Cf. Bede, Homil. xix, in Decoll. S. Joan. Bapt.
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Reply to Objection 2. An oath may lead to an evil result
in two ways. First, because from the very outset it has an evil
result, either through being evil of its very nature (as, if a man
were to swear to commit adultery), or through being a hin-
drance to a greater good, as if a man were to swear not to enter
religion, or not to become a cleric, or that he would not accept
a prelacy, supposing it would be expedient for him to accept,
or in similar cases. For oaths of this kind are unlawful from the
outset: yet with a difference: because if a man swear to com-
mit a sin, he sinned in swearing, and sins in keeping his oath:
whereas if aman swear not to performa greater good,whichhe
is not bound to do withal, he sins indeed in swearing (through
placing an obstacle to the Holy Ghost, Who is the inspirer of
goodpurposes), yet he does not sin in keeping his oath, though
he does much better if he does not keep it.

Secondly, an oath leads to an evil result through some new
and unforeseen emergency. An instance is the oath of Herod,
who swore to the damsel, who danced before him, that he
would give her what she would ask of him. For this oath could
be lawful from the outset, supposing it to have the requisite
conditions, namely, that the damsel asked what it was right to
grant. but the fulfilment of the oath was unlawful. Hence Am-
brose says (De Officiis i, 50): “Sometimes it is wrong to fulfil a
promise, and to keep an oath; as Herod, who granted the slay-
ing of John, rather than refuse what he had promised.”

Reply toObjection 3.ere is a twofold obligation in the
oath which a man takes under compulsion: one, whereby he is
beholden to the person to whom he promises something; and

this obligation is cancelled by the compulsion, because he that
used force deserves that the promise made to him should not
be kept. e other is an obligation whereby a man is beholden
to God, in virtue of which he is bound to fulfil what he has
promised in His name. is obligation is not removed in the
tribunal of conscience, because that man ought rather to suf-
fer temporal loss, than violate his oath. He can, however, seek
in a court of justice to recover what he has paid, or denounce
the matter to his superior even if he has sworn to the contrary,
because such an oath would lead to evil results since it would
be contrary to public justice.eRoman Pontiffs, in absolving
men from oaths of this kind, did not pronounce such oaths to
be unbinding, but relaxed the obligation for some just cause.

Reply to Objection 4. When the intention of the swearer
is not the same as the intention of the person to whom he
swears, if this be due to the swearer’s guile, he must keep his
oath in accordance with the sound understanding of the per-
son to whom the oath ismade.Hence Isidore says (De Summo
Bono ii, 31): “However artful a man may be in wording his
oath, God Who witnesses his conscience accepts his oath as
understood by the person to whom it is made.” And that this
refers to the deceitful oath is clear from what follows: “He is
doubly guilty who both takes God’s name in vain, and tricks
his neighbor by guile.” If, however, the swearer uses no guile,
he is bound in accordance with his own intention. Wherefore
Gregory says (Moral. xxvi, 7): “e human ear takes such like
words in their natural outward sense, but theDivine judgment
interprets them according to our inward intention.”

IIa IIae q. 89 a. 8Whether an oath is more binding than a vow?

Objection 1. It would seem that an oath is more binding
than a vow. A vow is a simple promise: whereas an oath in-
cludes, besides a promise, an appeal to God as witness. ere-
fore an oath is more binding than a vow.

Objection 2. Further, the weaker is wont to be confirmed
by the stronger.Now a vow is sometimes confirmed by an oath.
erefore an oath is stronger than a vow.

Objection 3. Further, the obligation of a vow arises from
the deliberation of the mind, a stated above (q. 88, a. 1); while
the obligation of an oath results from the truth of GodWhose
testimony is invoked. Since therefore God’s truth is something
greater than human deliberation, it seems that the obligation
of an oath is greater than that of a vow.

On the contrary, A vow binds one to God while an oath
sometimes binds one to man. Now one is more bound to God
than to man. erefore a vow is more binding than an oath.

I answer that, e obligation both of vow and of an oath
arises from something Divine; but in different ways. For the

obligation of a vow arises from the fidelity we oweGod, which
binds us to fulfil our promises toHim.On the other hand, the
obligation of an oath arises from the reverence we owe Him
which binds us to make true what we promise in His name.
Now every act of infidelity includes an irreverence, but not
conversely, because the infidelity of a subject to his lord would
seem to be the greatest irreverence. Hence a vow by its very
nature is more binding than an oath.

Reply to Objection 1. A vow is not any kind of promise,
but a promise made to God; and to be unfaithful to God is
most grievous.

Reply to Objection 2. An oath is added to a vow not be-
cause it ismore stable, but because greater stability results from
“two immutable things”*.

Reply to Objection 3. Deliberation of the mind gives a
vow its stability, on the part of the person who takes the vow:
but it has a greater cause of stability on the part of God, to
Whom the vow is offered.

* Heb. 6:18.
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IIa IIae q. 89 a. 9Whether anyone can dispense from an oath?

Objection 1. It would seem that no one can dispense from
anoath. Just as truth is required for a declaratory oath,which is
about the past or the present, so too is it required for a promis-
sory oath, which is about the future. Now no one can dispense
a man from swearing to the truth about present or past things.
erefore neither can anyone dispense a man from making
truth that which he has promised by oath to do in the future.

Objection 2. Further, a promissory oath is used for the
benefit of the person towhomthe promise ismade. But, appar-
ently, he cannot release the other from his oath, since it would
be contrary to the reverence of God.Much less therefore can a
dispensation from this oath be granted by anyone.

Objection 3. Further, any bishop can grant a dispensation
from a vow, except certain vows reserved to the Pope alone, as
stated above (q. 88, a. 12, ad 3). erefore in like manner, if an
oath admits of dispensation, any bishop can dispense from an
oath.Andyet seemingly this is to be against the law†.erefore
it would seem that an oath does not admit of dispensation.

On the contrary, A vow is more binding than an oath, as
stated above (a. 8). But a vowadmits of dispensation and there-
fore an oath does also.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 88, a. 10), the necessity
of a dispensation both from the law and from a vow arises from
the fact that something which is useful and morally good in
itself and considered in general, may be morally evil and hurt-
ful in respect of some particular emergency: and such a case
comes under neither law nor vow. Now anything morally evil
or hurtful is incompatible with the matter of an oath: for if it
be morally evil it is opposed to justice, and if it be hurtful it
is contrary to judgment. erefore an oath likewise admits of
dispensation.

Reply to Objection 1. A dispensation from an oath does
not imply a permission to do anything against the oath: for
this is impossible, since the keeping of an oath comes under
a Divine precept, which does not admit of dispensation: but
it implies that what hitherto came under an oath no longer
comes under it, as not being due matter for an oath, just as
we have said with regard to vows (q. 88, a. 10, ad 2). Now the
matter of a declaratory oath, which is about something past
or present, has already acquired a certain necessity, and has
become unchangeable, wherefore the dispensation will regard
not the matter but the act itself of the oath: so that such a dis-
pensation would be directly contrary to the Divine precept.
On the other hand, the matter of a promissory oath is some-

thing future, which admits of change, so that, to wit, in certain
emergencies, it may be unlawful or hurtful, and consequently
undue matter for an oath. erefore a promissory oath admits
of dispensation, since such dispensation regards the matter of
an oath, and is not contrary to the Divine precept about the
keeping of oaths.

Reply to Objection 2. One man may promise something
under oath to another in two ways. First, when he promises
something for his benefit: for instance, if he promise to serve
him, or to give him money: and from such a promise he can
be released by the person to whom he made it: for he is un-
derstood to have already kept his promise to himwhen he acts
towards himaccording to hiswill. Secondly, onemanpromises
another something pertaining to God’s honor or to the bene-
fit of others: for instance, if a man promise another under oath
that he will enter religion, or perform some act of kindness.
In this case the person to whom the promise is made cannot
release him that made the promise, because it was made prin-
cipally not to him but to God: unless perchance it included
some condition, for instance, “provided he give his consent”
or some such like condition.

Reply to Objection 3. Sometimes that which is made the
matter of a promissory oath is manifestly opposed to justice,
either because it is a sin, as when a man swears to commit a
murder, or because it is an obstacle to a greater good, as when
aman swears not to enter a religion: and such an oath requires
no dispensation. But in the former case a man is bound not to
keep such anoath,while in the latter it is lawful for him to keep
or not to keep the oath, as stated above (a. 7, ad 2). Sometimes
what is promised on oath is doubtfully right or wrong, useful
or harmful, either in itself or under the circumstance. In this
case any bishop can dispense. Sometimes, however, that which
is promised under oath is manifestly lawful and beneficial. An
oath of this kind seemingly admits not of dispensation but of
commutation, when there occurs something better to be done
for the common good, in which case thematter would seem to
belong chiefly to the power of the Pope, who has charge over
thewholeChurch; and even of absolute relaxation, for this too
belongs in general to the Pope in all matters regarding the ad-
ministration of things ecclesiastical. us it is competent to
any man to cancel an oath made by one of his subjects in mat-
ters that come under his authority: for instance, a father may
annul his daughter’s oath, and a husbandhiswife’s (Num. 30:6,
seqq.), as stated above with regard to vows (q. 88, Aa. 8,9).

† Caus. XV, qu. 6, can. Auctoritatem, seqq.: Cap. Si vero, de Jurejurando.
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IIa IIae q. 89 a. 10Whether an oath is voided by a condition of person or time?

Objection 1. It would seem that an oath is not voided by a
condition of person or time. An oath, according to the Apos-
tle (Heb. 6:16), is employed for the purpose of confirmation.
Now it is competent to anyone to confirm his assertion, and at
any time. erefore it would seem that an oath is not voided
by a condition of person or time.

Objection 2. Further, to swear by God is more than to
swear by the Gospels: wherefore Chrysostom* says: “If there is
a reason for swearing, it seems a small thing to swear by God,
but a great thing to swear by the Gospels. To those who think
thus, it must be said: Nonsense! the Scriptures were made for
God’s sake, not God for the sake of the Scriptures.” Now men
of all conditions and at all times are wont to swear by God.
Much more, therefore, is it lawful to swear by the Gospels.

Objection 3. Further, the same effect does not proceed
from contrary causes, since contrary causes produce contrary
effects. Now some are debarred from swearing on account of
some personal defect; children, for instance, before the age of
fourteen, and persons who have already committed perjury.
erefore itwould seemthat a personoughtnot tobedebarred
from swearing either on account of his dignity, as clerics, or on
account of the solemnity of the time.

Objection 4. Further, in this world no living man is equal
in dignity to an angel: for it is written (Mat. 11:11) that “he
that is the lesser in the kingdom of heaven is greater than he,”
namely than John the Baptist, while yet living. Now an angel
is competent to swear, for it is written (Apoc. 10:6) that the
angel “swore by Him that liveth for ever and ever.” erefore
no man ought to be excused from swearing, on account of his
dignity.

On the contrary, It is stated (II, qu. v, can. Si quis pres-
byter): “Let a priest be examined ‘by his sacred consecration,’
instead of being put on his oath”: and (22, qu. v, can. Nullus):
“Let no one in ecclesiastical orders dare to swear on the Holy
Gospels to a layman.”

I answer that, Two things are to be considered in an oath.
One is on the part of God, whose testimony is invoked, and in
this respect we should hold an oath in the greatest reverence.
For this reason children before the age of puberty are debarred
from taking oaths†, and are not called upon to swear, because
they have not yet attained the perfect use of reason, so as to
be able to take a oath with due reverence. Perjurers also are de-
barred from taking an oath, because it is presumed from their
antecedents that they will not treat an oath with the reverence

due to it. For this same reason, in order that oaths might be
treated with due reverence the law says (22, qu. v, can. Hon-
estum): “It is becoming that he who ventures to swear on holy
things shoulddo so fasting,with all propriety and fear ofGod.”

e other thing to be considered is on the part of theman,
whose assertion is confirmed by oath. For a man’s assertion
needs no confirmation save because there is a doubt about
it. Now it derogates from a person’s dignity that one should
doubt about the truth of what he says, wherefore “it becomes
not persons of great dignity to swear.” For this reason the law
says (II, qu. v, can. Si quis presbyter) that “priests should not
swear for trifling reasons.” Nevertheless it is lawful for them to
swear if there be need for it, or if great good may result there-
from. Especially is this the case in spiritual affairs, when more-
over it is becoming that they should take oathondays of solem-
nity, since they ought then to devote themselves to spiritual
matters. Nor should they on such occasions take oaths tempo-
ral matters, except perhaps in cases grave necessity.

Reply to Objection 1. Some are unable to confirm their
own assertions on account of their own defect: and some there
are whose words should be so certain that they need no confir-
mation.

Reply to Objection 2. e greater the thing sworn by, the
holier and the more binding is the oath, considered in itself,
as Augustine states (Ad Public., Ep. xlvii): and accordingly is a
graver matter to swear by God than the Gospels. Yet the con-
trary may be the case on account of the manner of swearing
for instance, an oath by the Gospels might be taken with de-
liberation and solemnity, and an oath by God frivolously and
without deliberation.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing prevents the same thing
from arising out of contrary causes, by way of superabundance
and defect. It is in this way that some are debarred from swear-
ing, through being of so great authority that it is unbecoming
for them to swear; while others are of such little authority that
their oaths have no standing.

Reply to Objection 4. e angel’s oath is adduced not on
account of any defect in the angel, as though one ought not to
credit his mere word, but in order to show that the statement
made issues from God’s infallible disposition. us too God
is sometimes spoken of by Scripture as swearing, in order to
express the immutability of His word, as the Apostle declares
(Heb. 6:17).

* Hom. xliv in the Opus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom. † Caus. XXII, qu. 5, can. Parvuli.
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S P   S P, Q 90
Of the Taking of God’s Name by Way of Adjuration

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the taking of God’s name by way of adjuration: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is lawful to adjure a man?
(2) Whether it is lawful to adjure the demons?
(3) Whether it is lawful to adjure irrational creatures?

IIa IIae q. 90 a. 1Whether it is lawful to adjure a man?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not lawful to adjure
a man. Origen says (Tract. xxxv super Matth.): “I deem that
a man who wishes to live according to the Gospel should not
adjure another man. For if, according to the Gospel mandate
of Christ, it be unlawful to swear, it is evident that neither is it
lawful to adjure: and consequently it is manifest that the high-
priest unlawfully adjured Jesus by the living God.”

Objection 2. Further, whoever adjures a man, compels
him aer a fashion. But it is unlawful to compel a man against
hiswill.erefore seemingly it is also unlawful to adjure aman.

Objection 3. Further, to adjure is to induce a person to
swear. Now it belongs to man’s superior to induce him to
swear, for the superior imposes an oath on his subject. ere-
fore subjects cannot adjure their superiors.

On the contrary, Even when we pray God we implore
Him by certain holy things: and the Apostle too besought the
faithful “by themercy of God” (Rom. 12:1): and this seems to
be a kind of adjuration. erefore it is lawful to adjure.

I answer that,Amanwho utters a promissory oath, swear-
ing by his reverence for the Divine name, which he invokes in
confirmation of his promise, binds himself to do what he has
undertaken, and so orders himself unchangeably to do a cer-
tain thing. Now just as a man can order himself to do a cer-
tain thing, so too can he order others, by beseeching his supe-
riors, or by commanding his inferiors, as stated above (q. 83,
a. 1). Accordingly when either of these orderings is confirmed
by something Divine it is an adjuration. Yet there is this dif-
ference between them, that man is master of his own actions
but not of those of others; wherefore he can put himself under
an obligation by invoking theDivine name, whereas he cannot

put others under such an obligation unless they be his subjects,
whom he can compel on the strength of the oath they have
taken.

erefore, if a man by invoking the name of God, or any
holy thing, intends by this adjuration to put onewho is not his
subject under an obligation to do a certain thing, in the same
way as hewould bind himself by oath, such an adjuration is un-
lawful, because he usurps over another a power which he has
not. But superiors may bind their inferiors by this kind of ad-
juration, if there be need for it.

If, however, hemerely intend, through reverence of theDi-
vine nameor of someholy thing, to obtain something from the
other man without putting him under any obligation, such an
adjuration may be lawfully employed in respect of anyone.

Reply toObjection 1.Origen is speaking of an adjuration
whereby a man intends to put another under an obligation, in
the same way as he would bind himself by oath: for thus did
the high-priest presume to adjure our Lord Jesus Christ*.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers the adju-
ration which imposes an obligation.

Reply to Objection 3. To adjure is not to induce a man
to swear, but to employ terms resembling an oath in order to
provoke another to do a certain thing.

Moreover, we adjure God in one way and man in another;
becausewhenwe adjure amanwe intend to alter his will by ap-
pealing to his reverence for a holy thing: and we cannot have
such an intention in respect of God Whose will is immutable.
If we obtain something from God through His eternal will, it
is due, not to our merits, but to His goodness.

IIa IIae q. 90 a. 2Whether it is lawful to adjure the demons?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful to adjure the
demons. Origen says (Tract. xxxv, super Matth.): “To adjure
the demons is not accordance with the power given by our
Saviour: for this is a Jewish practice.” Now rather than imitate
the rites of the Jews, we should use the power given by Christ.
erefore it is not lawful to adjure the demons.

Objection 2. Further, many make use of necromantic in-

cantations when invoking the demons by something Divine:
and this is an adjuration.erefore, if it be lawful to adjure the
demons, it is lawful to make use of necromantic incantations,
which is evidently false. erefore the antecedent is false also.

Objection 3. Further, whoever adjures a person, by that
very fact associates himself with him. Now it is not lawful to
have fellowship with the demons, according to 1 Cor. 10:20,

* Mat. 26:63.
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“I would not that you should be made partakers with devils.”
erefore it is not lawful to adjure the demons.

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 16:17): “In My name
they shall cast out devils.” Now to induce anyone to do a cer-
tain thing for the sake of God’s name is to adjure. erefore it
is lawful to adjure the demons.

I answer that, As stated in the preceding article, there
are two ways of adjuring: one by way of prayer or induce-
ment through reverence of some holy thing: the other by way
of compulsion. In the first way it is not lawful to adjure the
demons because such a way seems to savor of benevolence or
friendship,which it is unlawful tobear towards thedemons.As
to the second kind of adjuration, which is by compulsion, we
may lawfully use it for some purposes, and not for others. For
during the course of this life the demons are our adversaries:
and their actions are not subject to our disposal but to that of
God and the holy angels, because, as Augustine says (De Trin.
iii, 4), “the rebel spirit is ruled by the just spirit.” Accordingly
we may repulse the demons, as being our enemies, by adjuring
them through the power ofGod’s name, lest they dous harmof
soul or body, in accord with theDivine power given byChrist,
as recorded by Lk. 10:19: “Behold, I have given you power to
tread upon serpents and scorpions, and upon all the power of
the enemy: and nothing shall hurt you.”

It is not, however, lawful to adjure them for the purpose
of learning something from them, or of obtaining something
through them, for this would amount to holding fellowship
with them: except perhaps when certain holy men, by special
instinct or Divine revelation, make use of the demons’ actions
in order to obtain certain results: thus we read of the Blessed
James* that he caused Hermogenes to be brought to him, by
the instrumentality of the demons.

Reply to Objection 1. Origen is speaking of adjuration
made, not authoritatively by way of compulsion, but rather by
way of a friendly appeal.

Reply to Objection 2. Necromancers adjure and invoke
the demons in order to obtain or learn something from them:
and this is unlawful, as stated above. Wherefore Chrysostom,
commenting on our Lord’s words to the unclean spirit (Mk.
1:25), “Speak no more, and go out of the man,” says: “A salu-
tary teaching is given us here, lest we believe the demons, how-
ever much they speak the truth.”

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the adju-
ration whereby the demon’s help is besought in doing or learn-
ing something: for this savors of fellowship with them.On the
other hand, to repulse the demons by adjuring them, is to sever
oneself from their fellowship.

IIa IIae q. 90 a. 3Whether it is lawful to adjure an irrational creature?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful to adjure an irra-
tional creature. An adjuration consists of spoken words. But
it is useless to speak to one that understands not, such as an
irrational creature. erefore it is vain and unlawful to adjure
an irrational creature.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly wherever adjuration is
admissible, swearing is also admissible. But swearing is not
consistent with an irrational creature.erefore it would seem
unlawful to employ adjuration towards one.

Objection 3. Further, there are two ways of adjuring, as
explained above (Aa. 1,2). One is by way of appeal; and this
cannot be employed towards irrational creatures, since they are
not masters of their own actions. e other kind of adjuration
is by way of compulsion: and, seemingly, neither is it lawful to
use this towards them, because we have not the power to com-
mand irrational creatures, but only He of Whom it was said
(Mat. 8:27): “For the winds and the sea obey Him.” erefore
in no way, apparently, is it lawful to adjure irrational creatures.

On the contrary, Simon and Jude are related to have ad-
jured dragons and to have commanded them to withdraw into
the desert.†

I answer that, Irrational creatures are directed to their own

actions by some other agent. Now the action of what is di-
rected and moved is also the action of the director and mover:
thus the movement of the arrow is an operation of the archer.
Wherefore the operation of the irrational creature is ascribed
not only to it, but also and chiefly to God, Who disposes the
movements of all things. It is also ascribed to the devil, who,
by God’s permission, makes use of irrational creatures in order
to inflict harm on man.

Accordingly the adjuration of an irrational creature may
be of two kinds. First, so that the adjuration is referred to the
irrational creature in itself: and in this way it would be vain to
adjure an irrational creature. Secondly, so that it be referred to
the director and mover of the irrational creature, and in this
sense a creature of this kind may be adjured in two ways. First,
by way of appeal made to God, and this relates to those who
work miracles by calling on God: secondly, by way of compul-
sion, which relates to the devil, who uses the irrational creature
for our harm. is is the kind of adjuration used in the exor-
cisms of the Church, whereby the power of the demons is ex-
pelled from an irrational creature. But it is not lawful to adjure
the demons by beseeching them to help us.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

* the Greater; cf. Apocrypha, N.T., Hist. Certam. Apost. vi, 19. † From the apocryphal Historiae Certam. Apost. vi. 19.
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Of Taking the Divine Name for the Purpose of Invoking It by Means of Praise

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the taking of the Divine name for the purpose of invoking it by prayer or praise. Of prayer we have
already spoken (q. 83 ). Wherefore we must speak now of praise. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God should be praised with the lips?
(2) Whether God should be praised with song?

IIa IIae q. 91 a. 1Whether God should be praised with the lips?

Objection 1. It would seem that God should not be
praised with the lips. e Philosopher says (Ethic. 1,12): “e
best of men ere accorded not praise, but something greater.”
But God transcends the very best of all things. erefore God
ought to be given, not praise, but something greater than
praise: wherefore He is said (Ecclus. 43:33) to be “above all
praise.”

Objection 2. Further, divine praise is part of divine wor-
ship, for it is an act of religion. Now God is worshiped
with the mind rather than with the lips: wherefore our Lord
quoted against certain ones the words of Is. 29:13, “is peo-
ple…honors [Vulg.: ‘glorifies’] Me with their lips, but their
heart is far from Me.” erefore the praise of God lies in the
heart rather than on the lips.

Objection 3. Further, men are praised with the lips that
theymaybe encouraged todobetter: since just as beingpraised
makes the wicked proud, so does it incite the good to bet-
ter things. Wherefore it is written (Prov. 27:21): “As silver is
tried in the fining-pot…so a man is tried by the mouth of him
that praiseth.” But God is not incited to better things byman’s
words, both because He is unchangeable, and because He is
supremely good, and it is not possible for Him to grow better.
erefore God should not be praised with the lips.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 62:6): “My mouth shall
praise ee with joyful lips.”

I answer that, We use words, in speaking to God, for one
reason, and in speaking to man, for another reason. For when
speaking tomanweusewords in order to tell himour thoughts
which are unknown to him. Wherefore we praise a man with
our lips, in order that he or others may learn that we have a
good opinion of him: so that in consequence we may incite
him to yet better things; and that we may induce others, who
hear him praised, to think well of him, to reverence him, and
to imitate him.On the other hand we employ words, in speak-
ing to God, not indeed to make known our thoughts to Him
Who is the searcher of hearts, but that we may bring ourselves
and our hearers to reverence Him.

Consequently we need to praise God with our lips, not in-
deed forHis sake, but for our own sake; since by praisingHim
our devotion is aroused towards Him, according to Ps. 49:23:
“e sacrifice of praise shall glorifyMe, and there is the way by
which I will show him the salvation of God.” And forasmuch
asman, by praisingGod, ascends in his affections toGod, by so
much is hewithdrawn from things opposed toGod, according
to Is. 48:9, “For My praise I will bridle thee lest thou shouldst
perish.” e praise of the lips is also profitable to others by in-
citing their affections towardsGod, wherefore it is written (Ps.
33:2): “His praise shall always be inmymouth,” and farther on:
“Let the meek hear and rejoice. Omagnify the Lord withme.”

Reply toObjection 1. We may speak of God in two ways.
First, with regard to His essence; and thus, since He is incom-
prehensible and ineffable, He is above all praise. In this respect
we owe Him reverence and the honor of latria; wherefore Ps.
64:2 is rendered by Jerome in his Psalter*: “Praise to ee is
speechless,OGod,” as regards the first, and as to the second, “A
vow shall be paid to ee.” Secondly, we may speak of God as
to His effects which are ordained for our good. In this respect
we oweHimpraise; wherefore it is written (Is. 63:7): “I will re-
member the tender mercies of the Lord, the praise of the Lord
for all the things that the Lord hath bestowed upon us.” Again,
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. 1): “ou wilt find that all the sa-
cred hymns,” i.e. divine praises “of the sacred writers, are di-
rected respectively to the Blessed Processions of theearchy,”
i.e. of the Godhead, “showing forth and praising the names of
God.”

Reply toObjection 2. It profits one nothing to praisewith
the lips if one praise not with the heart. For the heart speaks
God’s praises when it fervently recalls “the glorious things of
His works”†. Yet the outward praise of the lips avails to arouse
the inward fervor of those who praise, and to incite others to
praise God, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.Wepraise God, not forHis benefit,
but for ours as stated.

* Translated from the Hebrew. † Cf. Ecclus. 17:7,8.
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IIa IIae q. 91 a. 2Whether God should be praised with song?

Objection 1. It would seem that God should not be
praised with song. For the Apostle says (Col. 3:16): “Teaching
and admonishing one another in psalms, hymns and spiritual
canticles.” Now we should employ nothing in the divine wor-
ship, save what is delivered to us on the authority of Scripture.
erefore it would seem that, in praising God, we should em-
ploy, not corporal but spiritual canticles.

Objection 2. Further, Jerome in his commentary on Eph.
5:19, “Singing andmakingmelody in your hearts to the Lord,”
says: “Listen, young men whose duty it is to recite the office in
church:God is to be sungnotwith the voice butwith theheart.
Nor should you, like play-actors, ease your throat and jawswith
medicaments, and make the church resound with theatrical
measures and airs.” erefore God should not be praised with
song.

Objection 3. Further, the praise of God is competent to
little and great, according to Apoc. 14, “Give praise to our
God, all ye His servants; and you that fear Him, little and
great.” But the great, who are in the church, ought not to sing:
for Gregory says (Regist. iv, ep. 44): “I hereby ordain that in
this See the ministers of the sacred altar must not sing” (Cf.
Decret., dist. xcii., cap. In sancta Romana Ecclesia). erefore
singing is unsuitable to the divine praises.

Objection 4. Further, in the Old Law God was praised
with musical instruments and human song, according to Ps.
32:2,3: “Give praise to the Lord on the harp, sing toHimwith
the psaltery, the instrument of ten strings. Sing to Him a new
canticle.” But the Church does notmake use of musical instru-
ments such as harps and psalteries, in the divine praises, for
fear of seeming to imitate the Jews. erefore in like manner
neither should song be used in the divine praises.

Objection 5. Further, the praise of the heart is more im-
portant than the praise of the lips. But the praise of the heart is
hindered by singing, both because the attention of the singers
is distracted from the consideration of what they are singing,
so long as they give all their attention to the chant, and because
others are less able to understand the thing that are sung than if
they were recited without chant. erefore chants should not
be employed in the divine praises.

On the contrary, Blessed Ambrose established singing in
the Church of Milan, a Augustine relates (Confess. ix).

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), the praise of the voice
is necessary in order to arouse man’s devotion towards God.
Wherefore whatever is useful in conducing to this result is be-
comingly adopted in the divine praises. Now it is evident that
the human soul is moved in various ways according to various
melodies of sound, as the Philosopher state (Polit. viii, 5), and
also Boethius (De Musica, prologue). Hence the use of music
in the divine praises is a salutary institution, that the souls of
the faint-heartedmay be themore incited to devotion.Where-

fore Augustine say (Confess. x, 33): “I am inclined to approve
of the usage of singing in the church, that so by the delight of
the ears the faint-hearted may rise to the feeling of devotion”:
and he says of himself (Confess. ix, 6): “I wept in y hymns
and canticles, touched to the quick by the voices of y sweet-
attuned Church.”

Reply to Objection 1. e name of spiritual canticle may
be given not only to those that are sung inwardly in spirit, but
also to those that are sung outwardly with the lips, inasmuch
as such like canticles arouse spiritual devotion.

Reply to Objection 2. Jerome does not absolutely con-
demn singing, but reproves those who sing theatrically in
church not in order to arouse devotion, but in order to show
off, or to provoke pleasure. Hence Augustine says (Confess. x,
33): “When it befalls me to be more moved by the voice than
by the words sung, I confess to have sinned penally, and then
had rather not hear the singer.”

Reply to Objection 3. To arouse men to devotion by
teaching andpreaching is amore excellentway than by singing.
Wherefore deacons and prelates, whom it becomes to incite
men’sminds towardsGodbymeans of preaching and teaching,
ought not to be instant in singing, lest thereby they be with-
drawn from greater things. Hence Gregory says (Regist. iv, ep.
44): “It is amost discreditable custom for those who have been
raised to the diaconate to serve as choristers, for it behooves
them to give their whole time to the duty of preaching and to
taking charge of the alms.”

Reply to Objection 4. As the Philosopher says (Polit. viii,
6), “Teaching should not be accompanied with a flute or any
artificial instrument such as the harp or anything else of this
kind: but only with such things as make good hearers.” For
such like musical instruments move the soul to pleasure rather
than create a good disposition within it. In the Old Testa-
ment instruments of this description were employed, both be-
cause the people were more coarse and carnal—so that they
needed to be aroused by such instruments as also by earthly
promises—and because these material instruments were fig-
ures of something else.

Reply to Objection 5. e soul is distracted from that
which is sung by a chant that is employed for the purpose of
giving pleasure. But if the singer chant for the sake of devotion,
he paysmore attention towhat he says, both because he lingers
more thereon, and because, as Augustine remarks (Confess. x,
33), “each affection of our spirit, according to its variety, has
its own appropriatemeasure in the voice, and singing, by some
hidden correspondence wherewith it is stirred.” e same ap-
plies to the hearers, for even if some of them understand not
what is sung, yet they understand why it is sung, namely, for
God’s glory: and this is enough to arouse their devotion.
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Of Superstition

(In Two Articles)

In due sequence we must consider the vices that are opposed to religion. First we shall consider those which agree with
religion in giving worship to God; secondly, we shall treat of those vices which are manifestly contrary to religion, through
showing contempt of those things that pertain to theworship ofGod.e former comeunder the head of superstition, the latter
under that of irreligion. Accordingly wemust consider in the first place, superstition and its parts, and aerwards irreligion and
its parts.

Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether superstition is a vice opposed to religion?
(2) Whether it has several parts or species?

IIa IIae q. 92 a. 1Whether superstition is a vice contrary to religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that superstition is not a vice
contrary to religion. One contrary is not included in the defi-
nition of the other. But religion is included in the definition of
superstition: for the latter is defined as being “immoderate ob-
servanceof religion,” according to a gloss onCol. 2:23, “Which
things have indeed a show of wisdom in superstition.” ere-
fore superstition is not a vice contrary to religion.

Objection 2. Further, Isidore says (Etym. x): “Cicero*

states that the superstitious were so called because they spent
the day in praying and offering sacrifices that their children
might survive [superstites] them.” But this may be done even
in accordance with true religious worship. erefore supersti-
tion is not a vice opposed to religion.

Objection 3. Further, superstition seems to denote an ex-
cess. But religion admits of no excess, since, as stated above
(q. 81, a. 5, ad 3), there is no possibility of rendering toGod, by
religion, the equal ofwhatwe oweHim.erefore superstition
is not a vice contrary to religion.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Decem Chord.
Serm. ix): “ou strikest the first chord in the worship of one
God, and the beast of superstition hath fallen.” Now the wor-
ship of one God belongs to religion. erefore superstition is
contrary to religion.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 81, a. 5), religion is
a moral virtue. Now every moral virtue observes a mean, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 64, a. 1). erefore a twofold vice is
opposed to a moral virtue. One by way of excess, the other by
way of deficiency. Again, the mean of virtue may be exceeded,
not only with regard to the circumstance called “how much,”
but also with regard to other circumstances: so that, in certain
virtues such as magnanimity and magnificence; vice exceeds

the mean of virtue, not through tending to something greater
than the virtue, but possibly to something less, and yet it goes
beyond themeanof virtue, throughdoing something towhom
it ought not, or when it ought not, and in like manner as re-
gards other circumstances, as the Philosopher shows (Ethic. iv,
1,2,3).

Accordingly superstition is a vice contrary to religion by
excess, not that it offers more to the divine worship than true
religion, but because it offers divine worship either to whom it
ought not, or in a manner it ought not.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as we speak metaphorically of
good among evil things—thus we speak of a good thief—so
too sometimes the names of the virtues are employed by trans-
position in an evil sense. us prudence is sometimes used in-
stead of cunning, according to Lk. 16:8, “e children of this
world are more prudent [Douay: ‘wiser’] in their generation
than the children of light.” It is in this way that superstition is
described as religion.

Reply to Objection 2. e etymology of a word differs
from its meaning. For its etymology depends on what it is
taken from for the purpose of signification: whereas its mean-
ing depends on the thing to which it is applied for the pur-
pose of signifying it. Now these things differ sometimes: for
“lapis” [a stone] takes its name from hurting the foot [laedere
pedem], but this is not its meaning, else iron, since it hurts the
foot, would be a stone. In like manner it does not follow that
“superstition” means that from which the word is derived.

Reply to Objection 3. Religion does not admit of excess,
in respect of absolute quantity, but it does admit of excess in re-
spect of proportionate quantity, in so far, to wit, as something
may be done in divine worship that ought not to be done.

* De Natura Deorum ii, 28.
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IIa IIae q. 92 a. 2Whether there are various species of superstition?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not various
species of superstition. According to the Philosopher (Topic. i,
13), “if one contrary includes many kinds, so does the other.”
Now religion, to which superstition is contrary, does not in-
clude various species; but all its acts belong to the one species.
erefore neither has superstition various species.

Objection 2. Further, opposites relate to one same thing.
But religion, to which superstition is opposed, relates to those
things whereby we are directed to God, as stated above (q. 81,
a. 1). erefore superstition, which is opposed to religion, is
not specified according to divinations of human occurrences,
or by the observances of certain human actions.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss onCol. 2:23, “Which things
have…a show of wisdom in superstition,” adds: “that is to say
in a hypocritical religion.”erefore hypocrisy should be reck-
oned a species of superstition.

On the contrary, Augustine assigns the various species of
superstition (De Doctr. Christ. ii, 20).

I answer that, As stated above, sins against religion con-
sist in going beyond the mean of virtue in respect of certain
circumstances (a. 1). For as we have stated ( Ia IIae, q. 72, a. 9),
not every diversity of corrupt circumstances differentiates the
species of a sin, but only that which is referred to diverse ob-
jects, for diverse ends: since it is in this respect that moral acts
are diversified specifically, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia
IIae, q. 18, Aa. 2,6).

Accordingly the species of superstition are differentiated,
first on the part of the mode, secondly on the part of the ob-
ject. For the divine worship may be given either to whom it
ought to be given, namely, to the true God, but “in an undue
mode,” and this is the first species of superstition; or to whom
it ought not to be given, namely, to any creature whatsoever,
and this is another genus of superstition, divided into many
species in respect of the various ends of divineworship. For the
end of divine worship is in the first place to give reverence to

God, and in this respect the first species of this genus is “idola-
try,” which unduly gives divine honor to a creature.e second
end of religion is that man may be taught by God Whom he
worships; and to this must be referred “divinatory” supersti-
tion, which consults the demons through compactsmadewith
them, whether tacit or explicit. irdly, the end of divine wor-
ship is a certain direction of human acts according to the pre-
cepts of God the object of that worship: and to this must be
referred the superstition of certain “observances.”

Augustine alludes to these three (DeDoctr. Christ. ii, 20),
where he says that “anything invented by man for making and
worshipping idols is superstitious,” and this refers to the first
species. en he goes on to say, “or any agreement or covenant
made with the demons for the purpose of consultation and of
compact by tokens,” which refers to the second species; and
a little further on he adds: “To this kind belong all sorts of
amulets and such like,” and this refers to the third species.

Reply to Objection 1. As Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),
“good results from a cause that is one and entire, whereas evil
arises from each single defect.” Wherefore several vices are op-
posed to one virtue, as stated above (a. 1; q. 10, a. 5). e say-
ing of the Philosopher is true of opposites wherein there is the
same reason of multiplicity.

Reply to Objection 2. Divinations and certain obser-
vances come under the head of superstition, in so far as they
depend on certain actions of the demons: and thus they per-
tain to compacts made with them.

Reply to Objection 3. Hypocritical religion is taken here
for “religion as applied to human observances,” as the gloss
goes on to explain. Wherefore this hypocritical religion is
nothing else than worship given toGod in an unduemode: as,
for instance, if amanwere, in the time of grace, to wish to wor-
ship God according to the rite of the Old Law. It is of religion
taken in this sense that the gloss speaks literally.
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Of Superstition Consisting in Undue Worship of the True God

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the species of superstition. We shall treat (1) Of the superstition which consists in giving undue
worship to the trueGod; (2)Of the superstitionof idolatry; (3) of divinatory superstition; (4) of the superstitionof observances.

Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there can be anything pernicious in the worship of the true God?
(2) Whether there can be anything superfluous therein?

IIa IIae q. 93 a. 1Whether there can be anything pernicious in the worship of the true God?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be anything
pernicious in the worship of the true God. It is written ( Joel
2:32): “Everyone that shall call upon the name of the Lord
shall be saved.” Now whoever worships God calls upon His
name. erefore all worship of God is conducive to salvation,
and consequently none is pernicious.

Objection 2. Further, it is the sameGod that is worshiped
by the just in any age of theworld.Nowbefore the giving of the
Law the just worshipedGod inwhatevermanner they pleased,
without committing mortal sin: wherefore Jacob bound him-
self by his own vow to a special kind of worship, as related in
Genesis 28. erefore now also no worship of God is perni-
cious.

Objection 3. Further, nothing pernicious is tolerated in
the Church. Yet the Church tolerates various rites of divine
worship: wherefore Gregory, replying to Augustine, bishop of
the English (Regist. xi, ep. 64), who stated that there existed in
the churches various customs in the celebrationofMass,wrote:
“I wish you to choose carefully whatever you find likely to be
most pleasing to God, whether in the Roman territory, or in
the land of the Gauls, or in any part of the Church.” erefore
no way of worshiping God is pernicious.

On the contrary,Augustine* in a letter to Jerome (and the
words are quoted in a gloss on Gal. 2:14) says that “aer the
Gospel truth had been preached the legal observances became
deadly,” and yet these observances belonged to the worship of
God. erefore there can be something deadly in the divine
worship.

I answer that, As Augustine states (Cont. Mendac. xiv),
“a most pernicious lie is that which is uttered in matters per-
taining to Christian religion.” Now it is a lie if one signify out-
wardly that which is contrary to the truth. But just as a thing
is signified by word, so it is by deed: and it is in this signifi-
cation by deed that the outward worship of religion consists,
as shown above (q. 81, a. 7). Consequently, if anything false is

signified by outward worship, this worship will be pernicious.
Now this happens in two ways. In the first place, it hap-

pens on the part of the thing signified, through the worship
signifying something discordant therefrom: and in this way,
at the time of the New Law, the mysteries of Christ being al-
ready accomplished, it is pernicious to make use of the cere-
monies of the Old Law whereby the mysteries of Christ were
foreshadowed as things to come: just as it would be pernicious
for anyone to declare thatChrist has yet to suffer. In the second
place, falsehood in outward worship occurs on the part of the
worshiper, and especially in commonworshipwhich is offered
by ministers impersonating the whole Church. For even as he
would be guilty of falsehood who would, in the name of an-
other person, proffer things that are not committed to him, so
too does aman incur the guilt of falsehoodwho, on the part of
the Church, gives worship to God contrary to the manner es-
tablished by the Church or divine authority, and according to
ecclesiastical custom. Hence Ambrose† says: “He is unworthy
who celebrates themystery otherwise thanChrist delivered it.”
For this reason, too, a gloss on Col. 2:23 says that superstition
is “the use of human observances under the name of religion.”

Reply to Objection 1. Since God is truth, to invoke God
is to worship Him in spirit and truth, according to Jn. 4:23.
Hence a worship that contains falsehood, is inconsistent with
a salutary calling upon God.

Reply to Objection 2. Before the time of the Law the just
were instructed by an inward instinct as to the way of wor-
shiping God, and others followed them. But aerwards men
were instructed by outward precepts about this matter, and it
is wicked to disobey them.

Reply toObjection 3.e various customs of the Church
in the divine worship are in no way contrary to the truth:
wherefore wemust observe them, and to disregard them is un-
lawful.

* Jerome (Ep. lxxv, ad Aug.) See Opp. August. Ep. lxxxii. † Comment. in 1 ad1 Cor. 11:27, quoted in the gloss of Peter Lombard.
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IIa IIae q. 93 a. 2Whether there can be any excess in the worship of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be excess
in the worship of God. It is written (Ecclus. 43:32): “Glorify
the Lord as much as ever you can, for He will yet far exceed.”
Now the divineworship is directed to the glorification ofGod.
erefore there can be no excess in it.

Objection 2. Further, outward worship is a profession of
inward worship, “whereby God is worshiped with faith, hope,
and charity,” as Augustine says (Enchiridion iii). Now there
can be no excess in faith, hope, and charity. Neither, therefore,
can there be in the worship of God.

Objection 3. Further, to worship God consists in offering
toHimwhatwehave received fromHim.Butwehave received
all our goods from God. erefore if we do all that we possi-
bly can for God’s honor, there will be no excess in the divine
worship.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. ii, 18)
“that the good and trueChristian rejects also superstitious fan-
cies, from Holy Writ.” But Holy Writ teaches us to worship
God. erefore there can be superstition by reason of excess
even in the worship of God.

I answer that, A thing is said to be in excess in two ways.
First, with regard to absolute quantity, and in this way there
cannot be excess in theworship ofGod, because whateverman
does is less than he owes God. Secondly, a thing is in excess
with regard to quantity of proportion, through not being pro-
portionate to its end. Now the end of divine worship is that
man may give glory to God, and submit to Him in mind and

body. Consequently, whatever a man may do conducing to
God’s glory, and subjecting his mind to God, and his body,
too, by amoderate curbing of the concupiscences, is not exces-
sive in the divine worship, provided it be in accordance with
the commandments of God and of the Church, and in keep-
ing with the customs of those among whom he lives.

On the other hand if that which is done be, in itself, not
conducive to God’s glory, nor raise man’s mind to God, nor
curb inordinate concupiscence, or again if it be not in accor-
dance with the commandments of God and of the Church, or
if it be contrary to the general custom—which, according to
Augustine*, “has the force of law”—all this must be reckoned
excessive and superstitious, because consisting, as it does, of
mere externals, it has no connection with the internal worship
ofGod.HenceAugustine (DeVeraRelig. iii) quotes thewords
of Lk. 17:21, “e kingdom of God is within you,” against the
“superstitious,” those, to wit, who pay more attention to exter-
nals.

Reply to Objection 1. e glorification of God implies
that what is done is done for God’s glory: and this excludes
the excess denoted by superstition.

Reply to Objection 2. Faith, hope and charity subject the
mind toGod, so that there can be nothing excessive in them. It
is different with external acts, which sometimes have no con-
nection with these virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers excess by
way of absolute quantity.

* Ad Casulan. Ep. xxxvi.
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Of Idolatry

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider idolatry: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether idolatry is a species of superstition?
(2) Whether it is a sin?
(3) Whether it is the gravest sin?
(4) Of the cause of this sin.

IIa IIae q. 94 a. 1Whether idolatry is rightly reckoned a species of superstition?

Objection 1. It would seem that idolatry is not rightly
reckoned a species of superstition. Just as heretics are unbe-
lievers, so are idolaters. But heresy is a species of unbelief, as
stated above (q. 11, a. 1). erefore idolatry is also a species of
unbelief and not of superstition.

Objection 2. Further, latria pertains to the virtue of reli-
gion to which superstition is opposed. But latria, apparently,
is univocally applied to idolatry and to that which belongs to
the true religion. For just as we speak univocally of the desire
of false happiness, and of the desire of true happiness, so too,
seemingly, we speak univocally of the worship of false gods,
which is called idolatry, and of the worship of the true God,
which is the latria of true religion. erefore idolatry is not a
species of superstition.

Objection 3. Further, that which is nothing cannot be the
species of any genus. But idolatry, apparently, is nothing: for
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 8:4): “We know that an idol is noth-
ing in the world,” and further on (1 Cor. 10:19): “What then?
Do I say that what is offered in sacrifice to idols is anything?
Or that the idol is anything?” implying an answer in the nega-
tive. Now offering things to idols belongs properly to idolatry.
erefore since idolatry is like tonothing, it cannotbe a species
of superstition.

Objection 4. Further, it belongs to superstition to give di-
vine honor to whom that honor is not due. Now divine honor
is undue to idols, just as it is undue to other creatures, where-
fore certain people are reproached (Rom. 1:25) for that they
“worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator.”
erefore this species of superstition is unfittingly called idol-
atry, and should rather be named “worship of creatures.”

On the contrary, It is related (Acts 17:16) that when Paul
awaited Silas and Timothy at Athens, “his spirit was stirred
within him seeing the whole city given to idolatry,” and fur-
ther on (Acts 17:22) he says: “Ye men of Athens, I perceive
that in all things you are too superstitious.” erefore idolatry
belongs to superstition.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 92, a. 2), it belongs to
superstition to exceed the due mode of divine worship, and
this is done chiefly when divine worship is given to whom it

should not be given. Now it should be given to the most high
uncreatedGodalone, as stated above (q. 81, a. 1)whenwewere
treating of religion.erefore it is superstition to give worship
to any creature whatsoever.

Now just as this divine worship was given to sensible crea-
tures by means of sensible signs, such as sacrifices, games, and
the like, so too was it given to a creature represented by some
sensible form or shape, which is called an “idol.” Yet divine
worshipwas given to idols in various ways. For some, bymeans
of a nefarious art, constructed images which produced certain
effects by the power of the demons: wherefore they deemed
that the images themselves contained something God-like,
and consequently that divine worship was due to them. is
was the opinion of Hermes Trismegistus*, as Augustine states
(De Civ. Dei viii, 23): while others gave divine worship not to
the images, but to the creatures represented thereby.eApos-
tle alludes to both of these (Rom. 1:23,25). For, as regards the
former, he says: “ey changed the glory of the incorruptible
God into the likeness of the image of a corruptible man, and
of birds, and of four-footed beasts, and of creeping things,” and
of the latter he says: “Whoworshipped and served the creature
rather than the Creator.”

ese latter were of three ways of thinking. For some
deemed certain men to have been gods, whom they wor-
shipped in the images of thosemen: for instance, Jupiter,Mer-
cury, and so forth.Others again deemed thewhole world to be
one god, not by reason of its material substance, but by reason
of its soul, which they believed to be God, for they held God
to be nothing else than a soul governing the world by move-
ment and reason: even as a man is said to be wise in respect
not of his body but of his soul. Hence they thought that di-
vine worship ought to be given to the whole world and to all
its parts, heaven, air, water, and to all such things: and to these
they referred the names of their gods, as Varro asserted, and
Augustine relates (De Civ. Dei vii, 5). Lastly, others, namely,
the Platonists, said that there is one supreme god, the cause of
all things. Aer him they placed certain spiritual substances
created by the supreme god. ese they called “gods,” on ac-
count of their having a share of the godhead; but we call them

* De Natura Deorum, ad Asclep.
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“angels.” Aer these they placed the souls of the heavenly bod-
ies, and beneath these the demons which they stated to be cer-
tain animal denizens of the air, and beneath these again they
placed human souls, which they believed to be taken up into
the fellowship of the gods or of the demons by reason of the
merit of their virtue. To all these they gave divine worship, as
Augustine relates (De Civ . . Dei xviii, 14).

e last two opinions were held to belong to “natural the-
ology” which the philosophers gathered from their study of
theworld and taught in the schools: while the other, relating to
the worship of men, was said to belong to “mythical theology”
which was wont to be represented on the stage according to
the fancies of poets. e remaining opinion relating to images
was held to belong to “civil theology,” which was celebrated by
the pontiffs in the temples*.

Now all these come under the head of the superstition of
idolatry. Wherefore Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. ii, 20):
“Anything invented byman formaking andworshipping idols,
or for givingDivine worship to a creature or any part of a crea-
ture, is superstitious.”

Reply to Objection 1. Just as religion is not faith, but a
confession of faith by outward signs, so superstition is a confes-
sion of unbelief by external worship. Such a confession is sig-
nified by the term idolatry, but not by the term heresy, which
only means a false opinion. erefore heresy is a species of un-
belief, but idolatry is a species of superstition.

Reply to Objection 2. e term latria may be taken in

two senses. In one sense it may denote a human act pertain-
ing to the worship of God: and then its signification remains
the same, to whomsoever it be shown, because, in this sense,
the thing to which it is shown is not included in its defini-
tion. Taken thus latria is applied univocally, whether to true
religion or to idolatry, just as the payment of a tax is univo-
cally the same, whether it is paid to the true or to a false king.
In another sense latria denotes the same as religion, and then,
since it is a virtue, it is essential thereto that divine worship be
given towhom it ought to be given; and in this way latria is ap-
plied equivocally to the latria of true religion, and to idolatry:
just as prudence is applied equivocally to the prudence that is
a virtue, and to that which is carnal.

Reply to Objection 3. e saying of the Apostle that “an
idol is nothing in the world” means that those images which
were called idols, were not animated, or possessed of a divine
power, as Hermes maintained, as though they were composed
of spirit and body. In the same sense we must understand the
saying that “what is offered in sacrifice to idols is not anything,”
because by being thus sacrificed the sacrificial flesh acquired
neither sanctification, as the Gentiles thought, nor unclean-
ness, as the Jews held.

Reply to Objection 4. It was owing to the general custom
among theGentiles of worshipping any kind of creature under
the form of images that the term “idolatry” was used to signify
any worship of a creature, even without the use of images.

IIa IIae q. 94 a. 2Whether idolatry is a sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that idolatry is not a sin.Noth-
ing is a sin that the true faith employs in worshipping God.
Now the true faith employs images for the divine worship:
since both in the Tabernacle were there images of the cheru-
bim, as related in Ex. 25, and in the Church are images set up
which the faithful worship. erefore idolatry, whereby idols
are worshipped, is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, reverence should be paid to every
superior. But the angels and the souls of the blessed are our su-
periors. erefore it will be no sin to pay them reverence by
worship, of sacrifices or the like.

Objection 3. Further, the most high God should be
honored with an inward worship, according to Jn. 4:24,
“God…they must adore…in spirit and in truth”: and Augus-
tine says (Enchiridion iii), that “God is worshipped by faith,
hope and charity.” Now a man may happen to worship idols
outwardly, and yet not wander from the true faith inwardly.
erefore it seems that we may worship idols outwardly with-
out prejudice to the divine worship.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 20:5): “ou shalt not
adore them,” i.e. outwardly, “nor serve them,” i.e. inwardly, as
a gloss explains it: and it is a question of graven things and im-

ages. erefore it is a sin to worship idols whether outwardly
or inwardly.

I answer that, ere has been a twofold error in this mat-
ter. For some† have thought that to offer sacrifices and other
things pertaining to latria, not only to God but also to the
others aforesaid, is due and good in itself, since they held that
divine honor should be paid to every superior nature, as be-
ing nearer to God. But this is unreasonable. For though we
ought to revere all superiors, yet the same reverence is not due
to them all: and something special is due to themost highGod
Who excels all in a singular manner: and this is the worship of
latria.

Nor can it be said, as some have maintained, that “these
visible sacrifices are fitting with regard to other gods, and that
to the most high God, as being better than those others, bet-
ter sacrifices, namely, the service of a pure mind, should be
offered”*. e reason is that, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
x, 19), “external sacrifices are signs of internal, just as audi-
ble words are signs of things. Wherefore, just as by prayer and
praise we utter significant words to Him, and offer to Him
in our hearts the things they signify, so too in our sacrifices
we ought to realize that we should offer a visible sacrifice to

* DeCiv. Dei vi, 5. † eSchool of Plato. * Augustine, as quoted below.
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no other than to Him Whose invisible sacrifice we ourselves
should be in our hearts.”

Others held that the outward worship of latria should be
given to idols, not as though it were something good or fitting
in itself, but as being inharmonywith the general custom.us
Augustine (De Civ. Dei vi, 10) quotes Seneca as saying: “We
shall adore,” says he, “in such a way as to remember that our
worship is in accordance with custom rather than with the re-
ality”: and (DeVera Relig. v) Augustine says that “wemust not
seek religion from the philosophers, who accepted the same
things for sacred, as did the people; and gave utterance in the
schools to various and contrary opinions about the nature of
their gods, and the sovereign good.” is error was embraced
also by certain heretics†, who affirmed that it is not wrong for
one who is seized in time of persecution to worship idols out-
wardly so long as he keeps the faith in his heart.

But this is evidently false. For since outward worship is a
sign of the inward worship, just as it is a wicked lie to affirm

the contrary of what one holds inwardly of the true faith so
too is it a wicked falsehood to pay outward worship to any-
thing counter to the sentiments of one’s heart. Wherefore Au-
gustine condemns Seneca (DeCiv.Dei vi, 10) in that “his wor-
ship of idols was somuch themore infamous forasmuch as the
things he did dishonestly were so done by him that the people
believed him to act honestly.”

Reply to Objection 1. Neither in the Tabernacle or Tem-
ple of the Old Law, nor again now in the Church are images
set up that the worship of latria may be paid to them, but for
the purpose of signification, in order that belief in the excel-
lence of angels and saints may be impressed and confirmed in
the mind of man. It is different with the image of Christ, to
which latria is due on account ofHis Divinity, as we shall state
in the IIIa, q. 25, a. 3.

e Replies to the Second and ird Objections are evi-
dent from what has been said above.

IIa IIae q. 94 a. 3Whether idolatry is the gravest of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that idolatry is not the gravest
of sins.eworst is opposed to the best (Ethic. viii, 10). But in-
teriorworship, which consists of faith, hope and charity, is bet-
ter than external worship. erefore unbelief, despair and ha-
tred of God, which are opposed to internal worship, are graver
sins than idolatry, which is opposed to external worship.

Objection 2. Further, the more a sin is against God the
more grievous it is. Now, seemingly, a man acts more directly
against God by blaspheming, or denying the faith, than by
giving God’s worship to another, which pertains to idolatry.
erefore blasphemy and denial of the faith are more grievous
sins than idolatry.

Objection3.Further, it seems that lesser evils are punished
with greater evils. But the sin of idolatry was punished with
the sin against nature, as stated in Rom. 1:26. erefore the
sin against nature is a graver sin than idolatry.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xx,
5): “Neither do we say that you,” viz. the Manichees, “are pa-
gans, or a sect of pagans, but that you bear a certain likeness
to them since you worship many gods: and yet you are much
worse than they are, for they worship things that exist, but
should not be worshiped as gods, whereas you worship things
that exist not at all.”erefore the vice of heretical depravity is
more grievous than idolatry.

Objection 5. Further, a gloss of Jerome on Gal. 4:9, “How
turn you again to the weak and needy elements?” says: “e
observance of the Law, to which they were then addicted, was
a sin almost equal to the worship of idols, to which they had
been given before their conversion.” erefore idolatry is not
the most grievous sin.

On the contrary, A gloss on the saying of Lev. 15:25,
about the uncleanness of a woman suffering from an issue of

blood, says: “Every sin is an uncleanness of the soul, but espe-
cially idolatry.”

I answer that, e gravity of a sin may be considered in
two ways. First, on the part of the sin itself, and thus idola-
try is the most grievous sin. For just as the most heinous crime
in an earthly commonwealth would seem to be for a man to
give royal honor to another than the true king, since, so far
as he is concerned, he disturbs the whole order of the com-
monwealth, so, in sins that are committed against God, which
indeed are the greater sins, the greatest of all seems to be for
a man to give God’s honor to a creature, since, so far as he is
concerned, he sets up another God in the world, and lessens
the divine sovereignty. Secondly, the gravity of a sin may be
considered on the part of the sinner. us the sin of one that
sins knowingly is said to be graver than the sin of one that sins
through ignorance: and in this way nothing hinders heretics,
if they knowingly corrupt the faith which they have received,
from sinning more grievously than idolaters who sin through
ignorance. Furthermore other sins may be more grievous on
account of greater contempt on the part of the sinner.

Reply toObjection1. Idolatry presupposes internal unbe-
lief, and to this it adds undue worship. But in a case of external
idolatry without internal unbelief, there is an additional sin of
falsehood, as stated above (a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. Idolatry includes a grievous blas-
phemy, inasmuch as it deprives God of the singleness of His
dominion and denies the faith by deeds.

Reply to Objection 3. Since it is essential to punishment
that it be against the will, a sin whereby another sin is pun-
ished needs to bemoremanifest, in order that it maymake the
man more hateful to himself and to others; but it need not be
a more grievous sin: and in this way the sin against nature is

† e Helcesaitae.
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less grievous than the sin of idolatry. But since it is more man-
ifest, it is assigned as a fitting punishment of the sin of idola-
try, in order that, as by idolatry man abuses the order of the
divine honor, so by the sin against nature he may suffer confu-
sion from the abuse of his own nature.

Reply to Objection 4. Even as to the genus of the sin, the
Manichean heresy is more grievous than the sin of other idol-
aters, because it is more derogatory to the divine honor, since

they set up two gods in opposition to one another, and hold
many vain and fabulous fancies about God. It is different with
other heretics, who confess their belief in one God and wor-
ship Him alone.

Reply to Objection 5. e observance of the Law during
the time of grace is not quite equal to idolatry as to the genus
of the sin, but almost equal, because both are species of pestif-
erous superstition.

IIa IIae q. 94 a. 4Whether the cause of idolatry was on the part of man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the cause of idolatry was
not on the part of man. In man there is nothing but either na-
ture, virtue, or guilt. But the cause of idolatry could not be on
the part of man’s nature, since rather doesman’s natural reason
dictate that there is one God, and that divine worship should
not be paid to the dead or to inanimate beings. Likewise, nei-
ther could idolatry have its cause in man on the part of virtue,
since “a good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit,” according to
Mat. 7:18: nor again could it be on the part of guilt, because,
according to Wis. 14:27, “the worship of abominable idols is
the cause and the beginning and end of all evil.”erefore idol-
atry has no cause on the part of man.

Objection 2. Further, those things which have a cause in
man are found among men at all times. Now idolatry was not
always, but is stated* to have been originated either by Nim-
rod, who is related to have forced men to worship fire, or
by Ninus, who caused the statue of his father Bel to be wor-
shiped. Among the Greeks, as related by Isidore (Etym. viii,
11), Prometheus was the first to set up statues of men: and the
Jews say that Ismael was the first to make idols of clay. More-
over, idolatry ceased to a great extent in the sixth age.erefore
idolatry had no cause on the part of man.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxi, 6):
“It was not possible to learn, for the first time, except from
their” (i.e. the demons’) “teaching, what each of them desired
or disliked, and by what name to invite or compel him: so as to
give birth to themagic arts and their professors”: and the same
observation seems to apply to idolatry. erefore idolatry had
no cause on the part of man.

On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 14:14): “By the vanity
of men they,” i.e. idols, “came into the world.”

I answer that, Idolatry had a twofold cause. One was a dis-
positive cause; this was on the part of man, and in three ways.
First, on account of his inordinate affections, forasmuch as he
gave other men divine honor, through either loving or rever-
ing them too much. is cause is assigned (Wis. 14:15): “A
father being afflicted with bitter grief, made to himself the im-
age of his son, whowas quickly taken away: and himwho then
had died as a man he began to worship as a god.” e same
passage goes on to say (Wis. 14:21) that “men serving either
their affection, or their kings, gave the incommunicable name

[Vulg.: ‘names’],” i.e. of the Godhead, “to stones and wood.”
Secondly, because man takes a natural pleasure in representa-
tions, as the Philosopher observes (Poet. iv), wherefore as soon
as the uncultured man saw human images skillfully fashioned
by the diligence of the crasman, he gave themdivineworship;
hence it is written (Wis. 13:11-17): “If an artist, a carpenter,
hath cut down a tree, proper for his use, in the wood…and by
the skill of his art fashioneth it, and maketh it like the image
of a man…and then maketh prayer to it, inquiring concerning
his substance, and his children, or hismarriage.”irdly, on ac-
count of their ignorance of the trueGod, inasmuch as through
failing to consider His excellence men gave divine worship to
certain creatures, on account of their beauty or power, where-
fore it is written (Wis. 13:1,2): “All men…neither by attend-
ing to the works have acknowledged who was the workman,
but have imagined either the fire, or the wind, or the swi air,
or the circle of the stars, or the great water, or the sun and the
moon, to be the gods that rule the world.”

e other cause of idolatry was completive, and this was
on the part of the demons, who offered themselves to be wor-
shipped by men, by giving answers in the idols, and doing
things which to men seemed marvelous. Hence it is written
(Ps. 95:5): “All the gods of the Gentiles are devils.”

Reply to Objection 1. e dispositive cause of idolatry
was, on the part of man, a defect of nature, either through ig-
norance in his intellect, or disorder in his affections, as stated
above; and this pertains to guilt. Again, idolatry is stated to
be the cause, beginning and end of all sin, because there is no
kind of sin that idolatry does not produce at some time, either
through leading expressly to that sin by causing it, or through
being an occasion thereof, either as a beginning or as an end,
in so far as certain sins were employed in the worship of idols;
such as homicides, mutilations, and so forth. Nevertheless cer-
tain sins may precede idolatry and dispose man thereto.

Reply to Objection 2. ere was no idolatry in the first
age, owing to the recent remembrance of the creation of the
world, so that man still retained in his mind the knowledge of
oneGod. In the sixth age idolatrywas banishedby the doctrine
and power of Christ, who triumphed over the devil.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the con-
summative cause of idolatry.

* Peter Comestor, Hist. Genes. xxxvii, xl.
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S P   S P, Q 95
Of Superstition in Divinations

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider superstition in divinations, under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether divination is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a species of superstition?
(3) Of the species of divination;
(4) Of divination by means of demons;
(5) Of divination by the stars;
(6) Of divination by dreams;
(7) Of divination by auguries and like observances;
(8) Of divination by lots.

IIa IIae q. 95 a. 1Whether divination is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that divination is not a sin.
Divination is derived from something “divine”: and things
that are divine pertain to holiness rather than to sin.erefore
it seems that divination is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. i, 1):
“Who dares to say that learning is an evil?” and again: “I could
nowise admit that intelligence canbe an evil.” But some arts are
divinatory, as the Philosopher states (De Memor. i): and div-
ination itself would seem to pertain to a certain intelligence of
the truth. erefore it seems that divination is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, there is no natural inclination to
evil; because nature inclines only to its like. Butmen by natural
inclination seek to foreknow future events; and this belongs to
divination. erefore divination is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 18:10,11): “Neither let
there be found among you…any one that consulteth pythonic
spirits, or fortune tellers”: and it is stated in the Decretals (26,
qu. v, can. Qui divinationes): “ose who seek for divinations
shall be liable to a penance of five years’ duration, according to
the fixed grades of penance.”

I answer that, Divination denotes a foretelling of the fu-
ture. e future may be foreknown in two ways: first in its
causes, secondly in itself. Now the causes of the future are
threefold: for some produce their effects, of necessity and al-
ways; and such like future effects can be foreknown and fore-
told with certainty, from considering their causes, even as as-
trologers foretell a coming eclipse. Other causes produce their
effects, not of necessity and always, but for the most part, yet
they rarely fail: and from such like causes their future effects
can be foreknown, not indeed with certainty, but by a kind
of conjecture, even as astrologers by considering the stars can
foreknow and foretell things concerning rains and droughts,
and physicians, concerning health and death. Again, other
causes, considered in themselves, are indifferent; and this is
chiefly the case in the rational powers, which stand in relation

to opposites, according to the Philosopher*. Such like effects,
as also those which ensue from natural causes by chance and in
theminority of instances, cannot be foreknown from a consid-
eration of their causes, because these causes have no determi-
nate inclination to produce these effects. Consequently such
like effects cannot be foreknown unless they be considered in
themselves. Now man cannot consider these effects in them-
selves except when they are present, as when he sees Socrates
running or walking: the consideration of such things in them-
selves before they occur is proper to God, Who alone in His
eternity sees the future as though it were present, as stated in
the Ia, q. 14, a. 13; Ia, q. 57, a. 3; Ia, q. 86, a. 4. Hence it is
written (Is. 41:23): “Show the things that are to come here-
aer, and we shall know that ye are gods.” erefore if any-
one presume to foreknow or foretell such like future things by
anymeans whatever, except by divine revelation, hemanifestly
usurps what belongs to God. It is for this reason that certain
men are called divines: wherefore Isidore says (Etym. viii, 9):
“ey are called divines, as though they were full of God. For
they pretend to be filled with the Godhead, and by a deceitful
fraud they forecast the future to men.”

Accordingly it is not called divination, if a man foretells
things that happen of necessity, or in themajority of instances,
for the like can be foreknown by human reason: nor again if
anyone knows other contingent future things, through divine
revelation: for then he does not divine, i.e. cause something di-
vine, but rather receives something divine. en only is a man
said to divine, when he usurps to himself, in an undue man-
ner, the foretelling of future events: and this is manifestly a
sin.Consequently divination is always a sin; and for this reason
Jerome says in his commentary onMic. 3:9, seqq. that “divina-
tion is always taken in an evil sense.”

Reply toObjection 1.Divination takes its name not from
a rightly ordered share of something divine, but from anundue
usurpation thereof, as stated above.

* Metaph. viii, 2,5,8.
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Reply to Objection 2. ere are certain arts for the fore-
knowledge of future events that occur of necessity or fre-
quently, and these do not pertain to divination. But there are
no true arts or sciences for the knowledge of other future
events, but only vain inventions of the devil’s deceit, as Augus-

tine says (De Civ. Dei xxi, 8).
Reply to Objection 3. Man has a natural inclination to

know the future by humanmeans, but not by the unduemeans
of divination.

IIa IIae q. 95 a. 2Whether divination is a species of superstition?

Objection 1. It would seem that divination is not a species
of superstition. e same thing cannot be a species of diverse
genera. Now divination is apparently a species of curiosity, ac-
cording to Augustine (De Vera Relig. xxxviii)*. erefore it is
not, seemingly, a species of superstition.

Objection 2. Further, just as religion is due worship, so is
superstition undue worship. But divination does not seem to
pertain to undue worship. erefore it does not pertain to su-
perstition.

Objection 3. Further, superstition is opposed to religion.
But in true religion nothing is to be found corresponding as a
contrary to divination. erefore divination is not a species of
superstition.

On the contrary, Origen says in his Peri Archon†: “ere
is an operation of the demons in the administering of fore-
knowledge, comprised, seemingly, under the head of certain
arts exercised by those who have enslaved themselves to the
demons, by means of lots, omens, or the observance of shad-
ows. I doubt not that all these things are done by the opera-
tion of the demons.” Now, according to Augustine (De Doctr.
Christ. ii, 20,23), “whatever results from fellowship between
demons and men is superstitious.” erefore divination is a
species of superstition.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1; Qq. 92,94), supersti-
tion denotes undue divine worship. Now a thing pertains to
the worship of God in two ways: in one way, it is something
offered to God; as a sacrifice, an oblation, or something of the
kind: in another way, it is something divine that is assumed, as
stated above with regard to an oath (q. 89, a. 4, ad 2). Where-
fore superstition includes not only idolatrous sacrifices offered
to demons, but also recourse to the help of the demons for the
purpose of doing or knowing something. But all divination re-

sults from the demons’ operation, either because the demons
are expressly invoked that the future may be made known, or
because the demons thrust themselves into futile searchings of
the future, in order to entangle men’s minds with vain con-
ceits. Of this kind of vanity it is written (Ps. 39:5): “Who hath
not regard to vanities and lying follies.” Now it is vain to seek
knowledge of the future, when one tries to get it from a source
whence it cannot be foreknown. erefore it is manifest that
divination is a species of superstition.

Reply to Objection 1. Divination is a kind of curiosity
with regard to the end in view, which is foreknowledge of the
future; but it is a kind of superstition as regards the mode of
operation.

Reply to Objection 2. is kind of divination pertains to
theworship of the demons, inasmuch as one enters into a com-
pact, tacit or express with the demons.

Reply to Objection 3. In the New Law man’s mind is re-
strained from solicitude about temporal things: wherefore the
New Law contains no institution for the foreknowledge of fu-
ture events in temporal matters. On the other hand in theOld
Law, which contained earthly promises, there were consulta-
tions about the future in connection with religious matters.
Hence where it is written (Is. 8:19): “And when they shall say
to you: Seek of pythons and of diviners, who mutter in their
enchantments,” it is added by way of answer: “Should not the
people seek of theirGod, a vision for the living and the dead?‡”

In the New Testament, however, there were some pos-
sessed of the spirit of prophecy, who foretold many things
about future events.

In the New Testament, however, there were some pos-
sessed of the spirit of prophecy, who foretold many things
about future events.

IIa IIae q. 95 a. 3Whether we ought to distinguish several species of divination?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatwe should not distinguish
several species of divination. Where the formality of sin is the
same, there are not seemingly several species of sin. Now there
is one formality of sin in all divinations, since they consist in
entering into compact with the demons in order to know the
future. erefore there are not several species of divination.

Objection 2. Further, a human act takes it species from its
end, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 6). But

all divination is directed to one end, namely, the foretelling of
the future. erefore all divinations are of one species.

Objection 3. Further, signs do not vary the species of a sin,
for whether one detracts by word writing or gestures, it is the
same species of sin. Now divinations seem to differ merely ac-
cording to the various signs whence the foreknowledge of the
future is derived.erefore there are not several species of div-
ination.

* Cf. De Doctr. Christ. ii, 23,24; De Divin. Daem. 3. † e quotation is
from his sixteenth homily on the Book of Numbers. ‡ Vulg.: ‘seek of their
God, for the living of the dead?’.
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On the contrary, Isidore enumerates various species of
divination (Etym. viii, 9).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), all divinations seek
to acquire foreknowledge of future events, by means of some
counsel and help of a demon, who is either expressly called
upon to give his help, or else thrusts himself in secretly, in
order to foretell certain future things unknown to men, but
known to him in such manners as have been explained in the
Ia, q. 57, a. 3. When demons are expressly invoked, they are
wont to foretell the future inmanyways. Sometimes they offer
themselves to human sight and hearing by mock apparitions
in order to foretell the future: and this species is called “presti-
giation” because man’s eyes are blindfolded [praestringuntur].
Sometimes they make use of dreams, and this is called “divina-
tion by dreams”: sometimes they employ apparitions or utter-
ances of the dead, and this species is called “necromancy,” for
as Isidore observes (Etym. viii) in Greek, νεκρόν “means dead
and μαντεία divination, because aer certain incantations and
the sprinkling of blood, the dead seem to come to life, to di-
vine and to answer questions.” Sometimes they foretell the fu-
ture through living men, as in the case of those who are pos-
sessed: this is divination by “pythons,” of whom Isidore says
that “pythons are so called from Pythius Apollo, who was said
to be the inventor of divination.” Sometimes they foretell the
future by means of shapes or signs which appear in inanimate
beings. If these signs appear in someearthly body such aswood,
iron or polished stone, it is called “geomancy,” if in water “hy-
dromancy,” if in the air “aeromancy,” if in fire “pyromancy,” if
in the entrails of animals sacrificed on the altars of demons,
“aruspicy.”

e divination which is practiced without express invoca-
tion of the demons is of two kinds. e first is when, with a
view to obtain knowledge of the future, we take observations
in the disposition of certain things. If one endeavor to know
the future by observing the position and movements of the
stars, this belongs to “astrologers,” who are also called “geneth-
liacs,” because they take note of the days on which people are
born. If one observe themovements and cries of birds or of any
animals, or the sneezing of men, or the sudden movements of
limbs, this belongs in general to “augury,” which is so called
from the chattering of birds [avium garritu], just as “auspice”
is derived from watching birds [avium inspectione]. ese are
chiefly wont to be observed in birds, the former by the ear, the
latter by the eye. If, however, these observations have for their
object men’s words uttered unintentionally, which someone
twist so as to apply to the future that he wishes to foreknow,
then it is called an “omen”: and as Valerius Maximus* remarks,
“the observing of omens has a touch of religion mingled with

it, for it is believed to be founded not on a chance movement,
but on divine providence. It was thus that when the Romans
were deliberating whether they would change their position, a
centurion happened to exclaim at the time: ‘Standard-bearer,
fix the banner, we had best stand here’: and on hearing these
words they took them as an omen, and abandoned their in-
tention of advancing further.” If, however, the observation re-
gards the dispositions, that occur to the eye, of figures in cer-
tain bodies, there will be another species of divination: for the
divination that is taken from observing the lines of the hand is
called “chiromancy,” i.e. divination of the hand (because χείρ is
the Greek for hand): while the divination which is taken from
signs appearing in the shoulder-blades of an animal is called
“spatulamancy.”

To this second species of divination, which is without ex-
press invocation of the demons, belongs that which is prac-
ticed by observing certain things done seriously by men in the
research of the occult, whether by drawing lots, which is called
“geomancy”; or by observing the shapes resulting frommolten
lead poured intowater; or by observingwhich of several sheets
of paper, with or without writing upon them, a person may
happen to draw; or by holding out several unequal sticks and
noting who takes the greater or the lesser. or by throwing dice,
and observing who throws the highest score; or by observing
what catches the eye when one opens a book, all of which are
named “sortilege.”

Accordingly it is clear that there are three kinds of divina-
tion. e first is when the demons are invoked openly, this
comes under the head of “necromancy”; the second is merely
an observation of the disposition or movement of some other
being, and this belongs to “augury”; while the third consists in
doing something in order to discover the occult; and this be-
longs to “sortilege.” Under each of these many others are con-
tained, as explained above.

Reply toObjection 1. In all the aforesaid there is the same
general, but not the same special, character of sin: for it ismuch
more grievous to invoke the demons than to do things that de-
serve the demons’ interference.

Reply to Objection 2. Knowledge of the future or of the
occult is the ultimate end whence divination takes its general
formality. But the various species are distinguished by their
proper objects or matters, according as the knowledge of the
occult is sought in various things.

Reply toObjection 3.e things observed by diviners are
considered by them, not as signs expressing what they already
know, as happens in detraction, but as principles of knowl-
edge. Now it is evident that diversity of principles diversifies
the species, even in demonstrative sciences.

* De Dict. Fact. Memor. i, 5.

1539



IIa IIae q. 95 a. 4Whether divination practiced by invoking the demons is unlawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that divination practiced by
invoking the demons is not unlawful. Christ did nothing un-
lawful, according to 1 Pet. 2:22, “Who did no sin.” Yet our
Lord asked the demon: “What is thy name?” and the latter
replied: “My name is Legion, for we are many” (Mk. 5:9).
erefore it seems lawful to question the demons about the
occult.

Objection 2. Further, the souls of the saints do not en-
courage those who ask unlawfully. Yet Samuel appeared to
Saul when the latter inquired of the woman that had a divin-
ing spirit, concerning the issue of the coming war (1 Kings
28:8, sqq.). erefore the divination that consists in question-
ing demons is not unlawful.

Objection 3. Further, it seems lawful to seek the truth
from one who knows, if it be useful to know it. But it is
sometimes useful to know what is hidden from us, and can
be known through the demons, as in the discovery of thes.
erefore divination by questioning demons is not unlawful.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 18:10,11): “Neither let
there be found among you…anyone that consulteth soothsay-
ers…nor…that consulteth pythonic spirits.”

I answer that, All divination by invoking demons is un-
lawful for two reasons. e first is gathered from the principle
of divination, which is a compact made expressly with a de-
mon by the very fact of invoking him.is is altogether unlaw-
ful; wherefore it is written against certain persons (Is. 28:15):
“You have said: We have entered into a league with death, and
we have made a covenant with hell.” And still more grievous
would it be if sacrifice were offered or reverence paid to the
demon invoked. e second reason is gathered from the re-
sult. For the demon who intends man’s perdition endeavors,
by his answers, even though he sometimes tells the truth, to

accustom men to believe him, and so to lead him on to some-
thing prejudicial to the salvation of mankind. Hence Athana-
sius, commenting on the words of Lk. 4:35, “He rebuked him,
saying: Hold thy peace,” says: “Although the demon confessed
the truth, Christ put a stop to his speech, lest together with
the truth he should publish his wickedness and accustom us to
care little for such things, howevermuch hemay seem to speak
the truth. For it is wicked, while we have the divine Scriptures,
to seek knowledge from the demons.”

Reply to Objection 1. According to Bede’s commentary
on Lk. 8:30, “Our Lord inquired, not through ignorance, but
in order that the disease, which he tolerated, being made pub-
lic, the power of theHealermight shine forthmore graciously.”
Now it is one thing to question a demon who comes to us of
his own accord (and it is lawful to do so at times for the good
of others, especially when he can be compelled, by the power
of God, to tell the truth) and another to invoke a demon in
order to gain from him knowledge of things hidden from us.

Reply to Objection 2. According to Augustine (Ad Sim-
plic. ii, 3), “there is nothing absurd in believing that the spirit
of the just man, being about to smite the king with the divine
sentence, was permitted to appear to him, not by the sway of
magic art or power, but by some occult dispensation of which
neither the witch nor Saul was aware. Or else the spirit of
Samuelwasnot in reality aroused fromhis rest, but somephan-
tom or mock apparition formed by the machinations of the
devil, and styled by Scripture under the name of Samuel, just
as the images of things are wont to be called by the names of
those things.”

Reply to Objection 3. No temporal utility can compare
with the harm to spiritual health that results from the research
of the unknown by invoking the demon.

IIa IIae q. 95 a. 5Whether divination by the stars is unlawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that divination by the stars is
not unlawful. It is lawful to foretell effects by observing their
causes: thus a physician foretells death from the disposition
of the disease. Now the heavenly bodies are the cause of what
takes place in the world, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom.
iv). erefore divination by the stars is not unlawful.

Objection 2. Further, human science originates from ex-
periments, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. i, 1). Now
it has been discovered through many experiments that the ob-
servation of the stars is a means whereby some future events
may be known beforehand. erefore it would seem not un-
lawful to make use of this kind of divination.

Objection 3. Further, divination is declared to be unlaw-
ful in so far as it is based on a compact made with the demons.
But divination by the stars contains nothing of the kind, but
merely an observation of God’s creatures. erefore it would

seem that this species of divination is not unlawful.
On the contrary, Augustine says (Confess. iv, 3): “ose

astrologers whom they call mathematicians, I consulted with-
out scruple; because they seemed touseno sacrifice, nor topray
to any spirit for their divinationswhich art, however,Christian
and true piety rejects and condemns.”

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2), the operation of
the demon thrusts itself into those divinationswhich are based
on false and vain opinions, in order that man’s mind may be-
come entangled in vanity and falsehood. Now one makes use
of a vain and false opinion if, by observing the stars, one desires
to foreknow the future that cannot be forecast by their means.
Whereforewemust considerwhat things can be foreknownby
observing the stars: and it is evident that those things which
happen of necessity can be foreknown by this mean,: even so
astrologers forecast a future eclipse.
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However, with regard to the foreknowledge of future
events acquired by observing the stars there have been various
opinions. For somehave stated that the stars signify rather than
cause the things foretold by means of their observation. But
this is an unreasonable statement: since every corporeal sign
is either the effect of that for which it stands (thus smoke sig-
nifies fire whereby it is caused), or it proceeds from the same
cause, so that by signifying the cause, in consequence it signifies
the effect (thus a rainbow is sometimes a sign of fair weather,
in so far as its cause is the cause of fair weather). Now it can-
not be said that the dispositions and movements of the heav-
enly bodies are the effect of future events; nor again can they
be ascribed to some common higher cause of a corporeal na-
ture, although they are referable to a common higher cause,
which is divine providence. on the contrary the appointment
of the movements and positions of the heavenly bodies by di-
vine providence is on a different principle from the appoint-
ment of the occurrence of future contingencies, because the
former are appointed on a principle of necessity, so that they
always occur in the same way, whereas the latter are appointed
on a principle of contingency, so that the manner of their oc-
currence is variable. Consequently it is impossible to acquire
foreknowledge of the future from an observation of the stars,
except in so far as effects can be foreknown from their causes.

Now two kinds of effects escape the causality of heavenly
bodies. In the first place all effects that occur accidentally,
whether in human affairs or in the natural order, since, as it is
proved in Metaph. vi*, an accidental being has no cause, least
of all a natural cause, such as is the power of a heavenly body,
because what occurs accidentally, neither is a “being” properly
speaking, nor is “one”—for instance, that an earthquake occur
when a stone falls, or that a treasure be discovered when aman
digs a grave—for these and like occurrences are not one thing,
but are simply several things. Whereas the operation of nature
has always some one thing for its term, just as it proceeds from
some one principle, which is the form of a natural thing.

In the second place, acts of the free-will, which is the fac-
ulty of will and reason, escape the causality of heavenly bodies.
For the intellect or reason is not a body, nor the act of a bod-
ily organ, and consequently neither is the will, since it is in the
reason, as the Philosopher shows (De Anima iii, 4,9). Now no
body canmake an impression on an incorporeal body.Where-
fore it is impossible for heavenly bodies to make a direct im-
pression on the intellect and will: for this would be to deny
the difference between intellect and sense, with which posi-

tionAristotle reproaches (DeAnima iii, 3) thosewhoheld that
“such is the will of man, as is the day which the father of men
and of gods,” i.e. the sun or the heavens, “brings on”†.

Hence the heavenly bodies cannot be the direct cause of
the free-will’s operations. Nevertheless they can be a disposi-
tive cause of an inclination to those operations, in so far as they
make an impression on the human body, and consequently on
the sensitive powers which are acts of bodily organs having an
inclination for human acts. Since, however, the sensitive pow-
ers obey reason, as the Philosopher shows (De Anima iii, 11;
Ethic. i, 13), this does not impose any necessity on the free-
will, and man is able, by his reason, to act counter to the incli-
nation of the heavenly bodies.

Accordingly if anyone take observation of the stars in or-
der to foreknow casual or fortuitous future events, or to know
with certitude future human actions, his conduct is based on
a false and vain opinion; and so the operation of the demon
introduces itself therein, wherefore it will be a superstitious
and unlawful divination. On the other hand if one were to
apply the observation of the stars in order to foreknow those
future things that are caused by heavenly bodies, for instance,
drought or rain and so forth, it will be neither an unlawful nor
a superstitious divination.

Wherefore the Reply to the First Objection is evident.
Reply to Objection 2. at astrologers not unfrequently

forecast the truth by observing the stars may be explained in
two ways. First, because a great number of men follow their
bodily passions, so that their actions are for the most part dis-
posed in accordance with the inclination of the heavenly bod-
ies: while there are few, namely, the wise alone, who moderate
these inclinations by their reason.e result is that astrologers
in many cases foretell the truth, especially in public occur-
rences which depend on the multitude. Secondly, because of
the interference of the demons. Hence Augustine says (Gen.
ad lit. ii, 17): “When astrologers tell the truth, it must be al-
lowed that this is due to an instinct that, unknown toman, lies
hidden in hismind.And since this happens through the action
of unclean and lying spirits who desire to deceive man for they
are permitted to know certain things about temporal affairs.”
Wherefore he concludes: “us a good Christian should be-
ware of astrologers, and of all impious diviners, especially of
those who tell the truth, lest his soul become the dupe of the
demons and by making a compact of partnership with them
enmesh itself in their fellowship.”

is suffices for the Reply to the ird Objection.

IIa IIae q. 95 a. 6Whether divination by dreams is unlawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that divination by dreams is
not unlawful. It is not unlawful to make use of divine instruc-
tion. Now men are instructed by God in dreams, for it is writ-
ten ( Job33:15,16): “By adream in a visionbynight,whendeep
sleep falleth upon men, and they are sleeping in their beds,

then He,” God to wit, “openeth the ears of men, and teach-
ing instructeth them in what they are to learn.” erefore it is
not unlawful to make use of divination by dreams.

Objection 2. Further, those who interpret dreams, prop-
erly speaking, make use of divination by dreams. Now we read

* Ed. Did. v, 3. † Odyssey xviii, 135.
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of holy men interpreting dreams: thus Joseph interpreted the
dreams of Pharaoh’s butler and of his chief baker (Gn. 40),
andDaniel interpreted the dreamof the king ofBabylon (Dan.
2,4). erefore divination by dreams is not unlawful.

Objection 3. Further, it is unreasonable to deny the com-
mon experiences of men. Now it is the experience of all that
dreams are significative of the future. erefore it is useless to
deny the efficacy of dreams for the purpose of divination, and
it is lawful to listen to them.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 18:10): “Neither let
there be found among you any one that…observeth dreams.”

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 2,6), divination is su-
perstitious and unlawful when it is based on a false opinion.
Wherefore wemust consider what is true in thematter of fore-
knowing the future from dreams. Now dreams are sometimes
the cause of future occurrences; for instance, when a person’s
mindbecomes anxious throughwhat it has seen in adreamand
is thereby led todo somethingor avoid something:while some-
times dreams are signs of future happenings, in so far as they
are referable to some common cause of both dreams and future
occurrences, and in this way the future is frequently known
from dreams. We must, then, consider what is the cause of
dreams, and whether it can be the cause of future occurrences,
or be cognizant of them.

Accordingly it is to be observed that the cause of dreams is
sometimes in us and sometimes outside us.e inward cause of
dreams is twofold: one regards the soul, in so far as those things
which have occupied a man’s thoughts and affections while
awake recur to his imagination while asleep. A such like cause
of dreams is not a cause of future occurrences, so that dreams of
this kind are related accidentally to future occurrences, and if
at any time they concur it will be by chance. But sometimes the

inward cause of dreams regards the body: because the inward
disposition of the body leads to the formation of a movement
in the imagination consistentwith that disposition; thus aman
in whom there is abundance of cold humors dreams that he is
in thewater or snow: and for this reason physicians say that we
should take note of dreams in order to discover internal dispo-
sitions.

In likemanner the outward cause of dreams is twofold, cor-
poral and spiritual. It is corporal in so far as the sleeper’s imag-
ination is affected either by the surrounding air, or through an
impression of a heavenly body, so that certain images appear
to the sleeper, in keeping with the disposition of the heavenly
bodies.e spiritual cause is sometimes referable toGod,Who
reveals certain things to men in their dreams by the ministry
of the angels, according Num. 12:6, “If there be among you a
prophet of the Lord, I will appear to him in a vision, or I will
speak to him in a dream.” Sometimes, however, it is due to the
action of the demons that certain images appear to persons in
their sleep, and by this means they, at times, reveal certain fu-
ture things to those who have entered into an unlawful com-
pact with them.

Accordingly we must say that there is no unlawful divina-
tion in making use of dreams for the foreknowledge of the fu-
ture, so long as those dreams are due to divine revelation, or
to some natural cause inward or outward, and so far as the
efficacy of that cause extends. But it will be an unlawful and
superstitious divination if it be caused by a revelation of the
demons, with whom a compact has been made, whether ex-
plicit, through their being invoked for the purpose, or implicit,
through the divination extending beyond its possible limits.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 95 a. 7Whether divination by auguries, omens, and by like observations of external things is unlaw-
ful?

Objection 1. It would seem that divination by auguries,
omens, andby like observations of external things is not unlaw-
ful. If it were unlawful holy men would not make use thereof.
Nowwe read of Joseph that he paid attention to auguries, for it
is related (Gn. 44:5) that Joseph’s steward said: “ecupwhich
you have stolen is that in whichmy lord drinketh and inwhich
he is wont to divine [augurari]”: and he himself aerwards said
to his brethren (Gn. 44:15): “Know you not that there is no
one like me in the science of divining?” erefore it is not un-
lawful to make use of this kind of divination.

Objection 2. Further, birds naturally know certain things
regarding future occurrences of the seasons, according to Jer.
8:7, “e kite in the air hath known her time; the turtle, the
swallow, and the stork have observed the time of their com-
ing.” Now natural knowledge is infallible and comes from
God.erefore it seems not unlawful tomake use of the birds’
knowledge in order to know the future, and this is divination
by augury.

Objection 3. Further, Gedeon is numbered among the
saints (Heb. 11:32). Yet Gedeon made use of an omen, when
he listened to the relation and interpreting of a dream (Judges
7:15): and Eliezer, Abraham’s servant, acted in like manner
(Gn. 24). erefore it seems that this kind of divination is not
unlawful.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 18:10): “Neither let
there be found among you anyone…that observeth omens.”

I answer that, e movements or cries of birds, and what-
ever dispositions one may consider in such things, are mani-
festly not the cause of future events: wherefore the future can-
not be known therefrom as from its cause. It follows therefore
that if anything future can be known from them, it will be be-
cause the causes from which they proceed are also the causes
of future occurrences or are cognizant of them. Now the cause
of dumb animals’ actions is a certain instinct whereby they are
inclined by a natural movement, for they are not masters of
their actions. is instinct may proceed from a twofold cause.
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In the first place it may be due to a bodily cause. For since
dumb animals have naught but a sensitive soul, every power
of which is the act of a bodily organ, their soul is subject to the
disposition of surrounding bodies, and primarily to that of the
heavenly bodies.Hence nothing prevents some of their actions
from being signs of the future, in so far as they are conformed
to the dispositions of the heavenly bodies and of the surround-
ing air, towhich certain future events are due.Yet in thismatter
wemust observe two things: first, that such observations must
not be applied to the foreknowledge of future things other
than those which can be foreknown from the movements of
heavenly bodies, as stated above (Aa. 5,6): secondly, that they
be not applied to other matters than those which in some
way may have reference to these animals (since they acquire
through the heavenly bodies a certain natural knowledge and
instinct about things necessary for their life—such as changes
resulting from rain and wind and so forth).

In the second place, this instinct is produced by a spiri-
tual cause, namely, either by God, as may be seen in the dove
that descended upon Christ, the raven that fed Elias, and the
whale that swallowed and vomited Jonas, or by demons, who
make use of these actions of dumb animals in order to entan-
gle our minds with vain opinions. is seems to be true of all

such like things; except omens, because human words which
are taken for an omen are not subject to the disposition of the
stars, yet are they ordered according to divine providence and
sometimes according to the action of the demons.

Accordingly we must say that all such like divinations are
superstitious and unlawful, if they be extended beyond the
limits set according to the order of nature or of divine prov-
idence.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Augustine*, when
Joseph said that there was no one like him in the science of
divining, he spoke in joke and not seriously, referring perhaps
to the common opinion about him: in this sense also spoke his
steward.

Reply to Objection 2. e passage quoted refers to the
knowledge that birds have about things concerning them; and
in order to know these things it is not unlawful to observe their
cries and movements: thus from the frequent cawing of crows
one might say that it will rain soon.

Reply to Objection 3. Gedeon listened to the recital and
interpretation of a dream, seeing therein an omen, ordered by
divine providence for his instruction. In like manner Eliezer
listened to the damsel’s words, having previously prayed to
God.

IIa IIae q. 95 a. 8Whether divination by drawing lots is unlawful?

Objection1. Itwould seem that divinationbydrawing lots
is not unlawful, because a gloss of Augustine on Ps. 30:16, “My
lots are iny hands,” says: “It is not wrong to cast lots, for it is
ameans of ascertaining the divinewill when aman is in doubt.”

Objection 2. ere is, seemingly, nothing unlawful in the
observances which the Scriptures relate as being practiced by
holy men. Now both in the Old and in the New Testament
we find holy men practicing the casting of lots. For it is re-
lated ( Jos. 7:14, sqq.) that Josue, at the Lord’s command, pro-
nounced sentence by lot on Achan who had stolen of the
anathema. Again Saul, by drawing lots, found that his son
Jonathan had eaten honey (1 Kings 14:58, sqq.): Jonas, when
fleeing from the face of the Lord, was discovered and thrown
into the sea ( Jonah 1:7, sqq.): Zacharias was chosen by lot to
offer incense (Lk. 1:9): and the apostles by drawing lots elected
Matthias to the apostleship (Acts 1:26). erefore it would
seem that divination by lots is not unlawful.

Objection 3. Further, fighting with the fists, or “mono-
machy,” i.e. single combat as it is called, and trial by fire and
water, which are called “popular” trials, seem to come under
the head of sortilege, because something unknown is sought
by their means. Yet these practices seem to be lawful, because
David is related to have engaged in single combat with the
Philistine (1 Kings 17:32, sqq.). erefore it would seem that
divination by lot is not unlawful.

On the contrary, It is written in theDecretals (XXVI, qu.
v, can. Sortes): “We decree that the casting of lots, by which

means you make up your mind in all your undertakings, and
which the Fathers have condemned, is nothing but divina-
tion and witchcra. For which reason we wish them to be
condemned altogether, and henceforth not to be mentioned
among Christians, and we forbid the practice thereof under
pain of anathema.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), sortilege consists,
properly speaking, in doing something, that by observing the
result onemay come to the knowledge of somethingunknown.
If by casting lots one seeks to know what is to be given to
whom, whether it be a possession, an honor, a dignity, a pun-
ishment, or some action or other, it is called “sortilege of al-
lotment”; if one seeks to know what ought to be done, it is
called “sortilege of consultation”; if one seeks to know what
is going to happen, it is called “sortilege of divination.” Now
the actions of man that are required for sortilege and their re-
sults are not subject to the dispositions of the stars.Wherefore
if anyone practicing sortilege is so minded as though the hu-
man acts requisite for sortilege depended for their result on
the dispositions of the stars, his opinion is vain and false, and
consequently is not free from the interference of the demons,
so that a divination of this kind is superstitious and unlawful.

Apart from this cause, however, the result of sortilegious
acts must needs be ascribed to chance, or to some directing
spiritual cause. If we ascribe it to chance, and this can only take
place in “sortilege of allotment,” it does not seem to imply any
vice other than vanity, as in the case of persons who, being un-

* QQ. in Genes., qu. cxlv.
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able to agree upon the division of something or other, are will-
ing to draw lots for its division, thus leaving to chance what
portion each is to receive.

If, on the other hand, the decision by lot be le to a spir-
itual cause, it is sometimes ascribed to demons. us we read
(Ezech. 21:21) that “the king of Babylon stood in the highway,
at the head of two ways, seeking divination, shuffling arrows;
he inquired of the idols, and consulted entrails”: sortilege of
this kind is unlawful, and forbidden by the canons.

Sometimes, however, the decision is le toGod, according
to Prov. 16:33, “Lots are cast into the lap, but they are disposed
of by the Lord”: sortilege of this kind is not wrong in itself, as
Augustine declares*.

Yet this may happen to be sinful in four ways. First, if one
have recourse to lots without any necessity: for this would
seem to amount to temptingGod.HenceAmbrose, comment-
ing on the words of Lk. 1:8, says: “He that is chosen by lot is
not bound by the judgment ofmen.” Secondly, if even in a case
of necessity one were to have recourse to lots without rever-
ence.Hence, on theActs of theApostles, Bede says (SuperAct.
Apost. i): “But if anyone, compelled by necessity, thinks that
he ought, aer the apostles’ example, to consult God by cast-
ing lots, let him take note that the apostles themselves did not
do so, except aer calling together the assembly of the brethren
andpouring forth prayer toGod.”irdly, if theDivine oracles
be misapplied to earthly business. Hence Augustine says (ad
inquisit. Januar. ii; Ep. lv): “ose who tell fortunes from the
Gospel pages, though it is to be hoped that they do so rather
than have recourse to consulting the demons, yet does this cus-
tom also displease me, that anyone should wish to apply the
Divine oracles to worldlymatters and to the vain things of this
life.” Fourthly, if anyone resort to the drawing of lots in ecclesi-
astical elections,which should be carried out by the inspiration
of theHolyGhost.Wherefore, as Bede says (SuperAct. Apost.
i): “Before Pentecost the ordination of Matthias was decided
by lot,” because as yet the fulness of the Holy Ghost was not
yet poured forth into the Church: “whereas the same deacons
were ordained not by lot but by the choice of the disciples.” It
is different with earthly honors, which are directed to the dis-
posal of earthly things: in elections of this kindmen frequently
have recourse to lots, even as in the distribution of earthly pos-

sessions.
If, however, there be urgent necessity it is lawful to seek the

divine judgment by casting lots, provided due reverence be ob-
served. Hence Augustine says (Ep. ad Honor. ccxxviii), “If, at
a time of persecution, the ministers of God do not agree as to
which of them is to remain at his post lest all should flee, and
which of them is to flee, lest all die and theChurchbe forsaken,
should there be no other means of coming to an agreement, so
far as I can see, they must be chosen by lot.” Again he says (De
Doctr. Christ. xxviii): “If thou aboundest in that which it be-
hooves thee to give to himwho hath not, andwhich cannot be
given to two; should two come to you, neither of whom sur-
passes the other either in need or in some claim on thee, thou
couldst not act more justly than in choosing by lot to whom
thou shalt give that which thou canst not give to both.”

is suffices for the Reply to the First and Second Objec-
tions.

Reply to Objection 3. e trial by hot iron or boiling wa-
ter is directed to the investigation of someone’s hidden sin,
by means of something done by a man, and in this it agrees
with the drawing of lots. But in so far as a miraculous result
is expected from God, it surpasses the common generality of
sortilege. Hence this kind of trial is rendered unlawful, both
because it is directed to the judgment of the occult, which is
reserved to the divine judgment, and because such like trials
are not sanctioned by divine authority. Hence we read in a de-
cree of Pope Stephen V*: “e sacred canons do not approve
of extorting a confession from anyone by means of the trial by
hot iron or boiling water, and no one must presume, by a su-
perstitious innovation, to practice what is not sanctioned by
the teaching of the holy fathers. For it is allowable that public
crimes should be judged by our authority, aer the culprit has
made spontaneous confession, or when witnesses have been
approved, with due regard to the fear of God; but hidden and
unknown crimes must be le to Him Who alone knows the
hearts of the children of men.” e same would seem to ap-
ply to the law concerning duels, save that it approaches nearer
to the common kind of sortilege, since no miraculous effect is
expected thereupon, unless the combatants be very unequal in
strength or skill.

* Enarr. ii in Ps. xxx, serm. 2; cf. obj. 1. * II, qu. v., can. Consuluist i.
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S P   S P, Q 96
Of Superstition in Observances

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider superstition in observances, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Of observances for acquiring knowledge, which are prescribed by the magic art;
(2) Of observances for causing alterations in certain bodies;
(3) Of observances practiced in fortune-telling;
(4) Of wearing sacred words at the neck.

IIa IIae q. 96 a. 1Whether it be unlawful to practice the observances of the magic art?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not unlawful to prac-
tice the observances of the magic art. A thing is said to be un-
lawful in two ways. First, by reason of the genus of the deed, as
murder and the: secondly, through being directed to an evil
end, as when a person gives an alms for the sake of vainglory.
Now the observances of the magic art are not evil as to the
genus of the deed, for they consist in certain fasts and prayers
toGod;moreover, they are directed to a good end, namely, the
acquisition of science. erefore it is not unlawful to practice
these observances.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Dan. 1:17) that “to the
children” who abstained, “God gave knowledge, and under-
standing in every book, and wisdom.” Now the observances of
the magic art consist in certain fasts and abstinences. ere-
fore it seems that this art achieves its results throughGod: and
consequently it is not unlawful to practice it.

Objection 3. Further, seemingly, as stated above (a. 1), the
reasonwhy it iswrong to inquire of the demons concerning the
future is because they have no knowledge of it, this knowledge
being proper to God. Yet the demons know scientific truths:
because sciences are about things necessary and invariable, and
such things are subject to human knowledge, and much more
to the knowledge of demons, who are of keener intellect, as
Augustine says*. erefore it seems to be no sin to practice
the magic art, even though it achieve its result through the
demons.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 18:10,11): “Neither
let there be found among you…anyone…that seeketh the truth
from the dead”: which search relies on the demons’ help. Now
through the observances of the magic art, knowledge of the
truth is sought “bymeans of certain signs agreed upon by com-
pactwith the demons”†.erefore it is unlawful to practice the
notary art.

I answer that,emagic art is both unlawful and futile. It
is unlawful, because themeans it employs for acquiring knowl-
edge have not in themselves the power to cause science, con-
sisting as they do in gazing certain shapes, and muttering cer-
tain strange words, and so forth. Wherefore this art does not

make use of these things as causes, but as signs; not however
as signs instituted by God, as are the sacramental signs. It fol-
lows, therefore, that they are empty signs, and consequently a
kind of “agreement or covenant made with the demons for the
purpose of consultation and of compact by tokens”‡. Where-
fore the magic art is to be absolutely repudiated and avoided
by Christian, even as other arts of vain and noxious supersti-
tion, as Augustine declares (De Doctr. Christ. ii, 23). is art
is also useless for the acquisition of science. For since it is not
intended by means of this art to acquire science in a manner
connatural to man, namely, by discovery and instruction, the
consequence is that this effect is expected either from God or
from the demons. Now it is certain that some have received
wisdom and science infused into them by God, as related of
Solomon (3 Kings 3 and 2 Paralip 1).Moreover, our Lord said
to His disciples (Lk. 21:15): “I will give you a mouth and wis-
dom, which all your adversaries shall not be able to resist and
gainsay.” However, this gi is not granted to all, or in connec-
tion with any particular observance, but according to the will
of the Holy Ghost, as stated in 1 Cor. 12:8, “To one indeed by
the Spirit is given the word of wisdom, to another the word of
knowledge, according to the same Spirit,” and aerwards it is
said (1 Cor. 12:11): “All these things one and the same Spirit
worketh, dividing to everyone according as He will.” On the
other hand it does not belong to the demons to enlighten the
intellect, as stated in the Ia, q. 109, a. 3. Now the acquisition
of knowledge and wisdom is effected by the enlightening of
the intellect, wherefore never did anyone acquire knowledge
by means of the demons. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
x, 9): “Porphyry confesses that the intellectual soul is in no
way cleansed by theurgic inventions,” i.e. the operations “of the
demons, so as to be fitted to see its God, and discern what is
true,” such as are all scientific conclusions. e demons may,
however, be able by speaking to men to express in words cer-
tain teachings of the sciences, but this is not what is sought by
means of magic.

Reply toObjection 1. It is a good thing to acquire knowl-
edge, but it is not good to acquire it by undue means, and it is

* Gen. ad lit. ii, 17;DeDivin.Daemon. 3,4. † Augustine,DeDoctr.Christ.
ii, 20; see above q. 92, a. 2. ‡ Augustine, De Doctr. Christ. ii, 20; see above
q. 92, a. 2.
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to this end that the magic art tends.
Reply to Objection 2. e abstinence of these children

was not in accordance with a vain observance of the notary
art, but according to the authority of the divine law, for they
refused to be defiled by the meat of Gentiles. Hence as a re-
ward for their obedience they received knowledge from God,

according to Ps. 118:100, “I have had understanding above the
ancients, because I have sought y commandments.”

Reply to Objection 3. To seek knowledge of the future
from the demons is a sin not only because they are ignorant of
the future, but also on account of the fellowship entered into
with them, which also applies to the case in point.

IIa IIae q. 96 a. 2Whetherobservancesdirected to thealterationofbodies, as for thepurposeof acquiringhealth
or the like, are unlawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that observances directed to
the alteration of bodies, as for the purpose of acquiring health,
or the like, are lawful. It is lawful to make use of the natural
forces of bodies in order to produce their proper effects. Now
in the physical order things have certain occult forces, the rea-
son of which man is unable to assign; for instance that the
magnet attracts iron, andmany like instances, all of which Au-
gustine enumerates (De Civ. Dei xxi, 5,7). erefore it would
seem lawful to employ such like forces for the alteration of
bodies.

Objection 2. Further, artificial bodies are subject to the
heavenly bodies, just as natural bodies are. Now natural bod-
ies acquire certain occult forces resulting from their species
through the influence of the heavenly bodies. erefore arti-
ficial bodies, e.g. images, also acquire from the heavenly bod-
ies a certain occult force for the production of certain effects.
erefore it is not unlawful to make use of them and of such
like things.

Objection3.Further, the demons too are able to alter bod-
ies in many ways, as Augustine states (De Trin. iii, 8,9). But
their power is from God. erefore it is lawful to make use of
their power for the purpose of producing these alterations.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. ii,
20) that “to superstition belong the experiments of magic arts,
amulets and nostrums condemned by themedical faculty, con-
sisting either of incantations or of certain cyphers which they
call characters, or of any kind of thing worn or fastened on.”

I answer that, In things done for the purpose of producing
some bodily effectwemust considerwhether they seem able to
produce that effect naturally: for if so it will not be unlawful
to do so, since it is lawful to employ natural causes in order to
produce their proper effects. But, if they seem unable to pro-
duce those effects naturally, it follows that they are employed
for the purpose of producing those effects, not as causes but
only as signs, so that they come under the head of “compact by
tokens entered into with the demons”*. Wherefore Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xxi, 6): “e demons are allured by means
of creatures, which were made, not by them, but by God.ey
are enticed by various objects differing according to the vari-
ous things in which they delight, not as animals by meat, but
as spirits by signs, such as are to each one’s liking, by means of
various kinds of stones, herbs, trees, animals, songs and rites.”

Reply to Objection 1. ere is nothing superstitious or
unlawful in employing natural things simply for the purpose of

causing certain effects such as they are thought to have the nat-
ural power of producing. But if in addition there be employed
certain characters, words, or any other vain observances which
clearly have no efficacy by nature, it will be superstitious and
unlawful.

Reply toObjection 2.enatural forces of natural bodies
result from their substantial formswhich they acquire through
the influence of heavenly bodies; wherefore through this same
influence they acquire certain active forces. On the other hand
the forms of artificial bodies result from the conception of the
crasman; and since they are nothing else but composition, or-
der and shape, as stated in Phys. i, 5, they cannot have a natu-
ral active force. Consequently, no force accrues to them from
the influence of heavenly bodies, in so far as they are artificial,
but only in respect of their natural matter. Hence it is false,
what Porphyry held, according to Augustine (De Civ. Dei x,
11), that “by herbs, stones, animals, certain particular sounds,
words, shapes and devices, or again by certain movements of
the stars observed in the course of the heavens it is possible for
men to fashion on earth forces capable of carrying into effect
the various dispositions of the stars,” as though the results of
the magic arts were to be ascribed to the power of the heav-
enly bodies. In fact as Augustine adds (De Civ. Dei x, 11), “all
these things are to be ascribed to the demons, who delude the
souls that are subject to them.”

Wherefore those images called astronomical also derive
their efficacy from the actions of the demons: a sign of this
is that it is requisite to inscribe certain characters on them
which do not conduce to any effect naturally, since shape is
not a principle of natural action. Yet astronomical images dif-
fer fromnecromantic images in this, that the latter include cer-
tain explicit invocations and trickery, wherefore they come un-
der the head of explicit agreements made with the demons:
whereas in the other images there are tacit agreements by
means of tokens in certain shapes or characters.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to the domain of the
divine majesty, to Whom the demons are subject, that God
should employ them to whatever purpose He will. But man
has not been entrusted with power over the demons, to em-
ploy them to whatsoever purpose he will; on the contrary, it is
appointed that he shouldwagewar against the demons.Hence
in no way is it lawful for man to make use of the demons’ help
by compacts either tacit or express.

* Augustine, De Doctr. Christ.; see above q. 92, a. 2.
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IIa IIae q. 96 a. 3Whether observances directed to the purpose of fortune-telling are unlawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that observances directed to
the purpose of fortune-telling are not unlawful. Sickness is one
of the misfortunes that occur to man. Now sickness in man is
preceded by certain symptoms, which the physician observes.
erefore it seems not unlawful to observe such like signs.

Objection 2. Further, it is unreasonable to deny that
which nearly everybody experiences. Now nearly everyone ex-
periences that certain times, or places, hearing of certainwords
meetings of men or animals, uncanny or ungainly actions, are
presages of good or evil to come.erefore it seems not unlaw-
ful to observe these things.

Objection 3. Further, human actions and occurrences are
disposed by divine providence in a certain order: and this or-
der seems to require that precedent events should be signs of
subsequent occurrences: wherefore, according to the Apostle
(1 Cor. 10:6), the things that happened to the fathers of old
are signs of those that take place in our time. Now it is not un-
lawful to observe the order that proceeds from divine provi-
dence. erefore it is seemingly not unlawful to observe these
presages.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. ii, 20)
that “a thousand vain observances are comprised under the
head of compacts entered into with the demons: for instance,
the twitching of a limb; a stone, a dog, or a boy coming be-
tween friends walking together; kicking the door-post when
anyone passes in front of one’s house; to go back to bed if you
happen to sneeze while putting on your shoes; to return home
if you trip when going forth; when the rats have gnawed a hole
in your clothes, to fear superstitiously a future evil rather than
to regret the actual damage.”

I answer that, Men attend to all these observances, not
as causes but as signs of future events, good or evil. Nor do
they observe them as signs given by God, since these signs are
brought forward, not ondivine authority, but rather by human

vanity with the cooperation of the malice of the demons, who
strive to entangle men’s minds with such like trifles. Accord-
ingly it is evident that all these observances are superstitious
and unlawful: they are apparently remains of idolatry, which
authorized the observance of auguries, of lucky and unlucky
days which is allied to divination by the stars, in respect of
which one day differentiated from another: except that these
observances are devoid of reason and art, wherefore they are
yet more vain and superstitious.

Reply to Objection 1. e causes of sickness are seated
in us, and they produce certain signs of sickness to come,
which physicians lawfully observe. Wherefore it is not unlaw-
ful to consider a presage of future events as proceeding from
its cause; as when a slave fears a flogging when he sees his mas-
ter’s anger. Possibly the same might be said if one were to fear
for child lest it take harm from the evil eye, of which we have
spoken in the Ia, q. 117, a. 3, ad 2. But this does not apply to
this kind of observances.

Reply to Objection 2. at men have at first experienced
a certain degree of truth in these observances is due to chance.
But aerwards when a man begins to entangle his mind with
observances of this kind, many things occur in connection
with them through the trickery of the demons, “so that men,
through being entangled in these observances, become yet
more curious, and more and more embroiled in the mani-
fold snares of a pernicious error,” as Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. ii, 23).

Reply toObjection 3.Among the Jewish people of whom
Christ was to be born, not only words but also deeds were
prophetic, as Augustine states (Contra Faust. iv, 2; xxii, 24).
Wherefore it is lawful to apply those deeds to our instruc-
tion, as signs given byGod.Not all things, however, that occur
through divine providence are ordered so as to be signs of the
future. Hence the argument does not prove.

IIa IIae q. 96 a. 4Whether it is unlawful to wear divine words at the neck?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not unlawful to wear
divine words at the neck. Divine words are no less efficacious
when written than when uttered. But it is lawful to utter sa-
cred words for the purpose of producing certain effects; (for
instance, in order to heal the sick), such as the “Our Father” or
the “Hail Mary,” or in any way whatever to call on the Lord’s
name, according toMk. 16:17,18, “InMy name they shall cast
out devils, they shall speakwithnew tongues, they shall takeup
serpents.”erefore it seems to be lawful to wear sacred words
at one’s neck, as a remedy for sickness or for any kind of dis-
tress.

Objection 2. Further, sacred words are no less efficacious
on the human body than on the bodies of serpents and other
animals. Now certain incantations are efficacious in checking

serpents, or in healing certain other animals: wherefore it is
written (Ps. 57:5): “eir madness is according to the likeness
of a serpent, like the deaf asp that stoppeth her ears, which
will not hear the voice of the charmers, nor of the wizard that
charmeth wisely.” erefore it is lawful to wear sacred words
as a remedy for men.

Objection 3. Further, God’s word is no less holy than the
relics of the saints; wherefore Augustine says (Lib. L. Hom.
xxvi) that “God’s word is of no less account than the Body of
Christ.” Now it is lawful for one to wear the relics of the saints
at one’s neck, or to carry themabout one in anyway for thepur-
pose of self-protection.erefore it is equally lawful to have re-
course to the words of Holy Writ, whether uttered or written,
for one’s protection.
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Objection 4.On the other hand, Chrysostom says (Hom.
xliii in Matth.)*: “Some wear round their necks a passage in
writing from the Gospel. Yet is not the Gospel read in church
and heard by all every day?How then, if it does aman no good
to have the Gospels in his ears, will he find salvation by wear-
ing them round his neck? Moreover, where is the power of the
Gospel? In the shapes of the letters or in the understanding of
the sense? If in the shapes, youdowell towear themroundyour
neck; if in the understanding, you will then do better to bear
them in your heart than to wear them round your neck.”

I answer that, In every incantation or wearing of written
words, two points seem to demand caution. e first is the
thing said or written, because if it is connected with invoca-
tion of the demons it is clearly superstitious and unlawful. In
like manner it seems that one should beware lest it contain
strange words, for fear that they conceal something unlawful.
Hence Chrysostom says† that “many now aer the example of
the Pharisees who enlarged their fringes, invent and write He-
brew names of angels, and fasten them to their persons. Such
things seem fearsome to those who do not understand them.”
Again, one should take care lest it contain anything false, be-
cause in that case also the effect could not be ascribed to God,
Who does not bear witness to a falsehood.

In the second place, one should beware lest besides the sa-
credwords it contain something vain, for instance certainwrit-
ten characters, except the sign of theCross; or if hope be placed
in themanner ofwriting or fastening, or in any like vanity, hav-
ing no connection with reverence for God, because this would
be pronounced superstitious: otherwise, however, it is lawful.
Hence it is written in the Decretals (XXVI, qu. v, cap. Non

liceat Christianis): “In blending together medicinal herbs, it
is not lawful to make use of observances or incantations, other
than the divine symbol, or theLord’s Prayer, so as to give honor
to none but God the Creator of all.”

Reply toObjection 1. It is indeed lawful to pronounce di-
vine words, or to invoke the divine name, if one do so with a
mind to honor God alone, fromWhom the result is expected:
but it is unlawful if it be done in connection with any vain ob-
servance.

Reply to Objection 2. Even in the case of incantations of
serpents or any animals whatever, if the mind attend exclu-
sively to the sacredwords and to the divine power, itwill not be
unlawful. Such like incantations, however, oen include un-
lawful observances, and rely on the demons for their result,
especially in the case of serpents, because the serpent was the
first instrument employed by the devil in order to deceiveman.
Hence a gloss on the passage quoted says: “Note that Scrip-
ture does not commend everything whence it draws its com-
parisons, as in the case of the unjust judge who scarcely heard
the widow’s request.”

Reply to Objection 3. e same applies to the wearing of
relics, for if they be worn out of confidence in God, and in
the saints whose relics they are, it will not be unlawful. But
if account were taken in this matter of some vain circumstance
(for instance that the casket be three-cornered, or the like, hav-
ing no bearing on the reverence due to God and the saints), it
would be superstitious and unlawful.

Reply to Objection 4. Chrysostom is speaking the case in
whichmore attention is paid thewritten characters than to the
understanding of the words.

* Cf. theOpus Imperfectum inMatthaeum, among St. Chrysostom’s works, and falsely ascribed to him. † Cf. theOpus Imperfectum inMatthaeum, among
St. Chrysostom’s works, falsely ascribed to him.
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Of the Temptation of God

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the vices that are opposed to religion, through lack of religion, and which are manifestly contrary
thereto, so that they come under the head of irreligion. Such are the vices which pertain to contempt or irreverence for God
and holy things. Accordingly we shall consider: (1) Vices pertaining directly to irreverence for God; (2) Vices pertaining to
irreverence for holy things. With regard to the first we shall consider the temptation whereby God is tempted, and perjury,
whereby God’s name is taken with irreverence. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) In what the temptation of God consists;
(2) Whether it is a sin?
(3) To what virtue it is opposed;
(4) Of its comparison with other vices.

IIa IIae q. 97 a. 1Whether the temptation of God consists in certain deeds, wherein the expected result is as-
cribed to the power of God alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that the temptation of God
does not consist in certain deeds wherein the result is expected
from the power of God alone. Just as God is tempted by man
so is man tempted by God, man, and demons. But when man
is tempted the result is not always expected from his power.
erefore neither is God tempted when the result is expected
from His power alone.

Objection 2. Further, all those who work miracles by in-
voking the divine name look for an effect due to God’s power
alone. erefore, if the temptation of God consisted in such
like deeds, all who work miracles would tempt God.

Objection 3. Further, it seems to belong to man’s per-
fection that he should put aside human aids and put his
hope in God alone. Hence Ambrose, commenting on Lk. 9:3,
“Take nothing for your journey,” etc. says: “eGospel precept
points out what is required of him that announces the king-
dom of God, namely, that he should not depend on worldly
assistance, and that, taking assurance from his faith, he should
hold himself to be the more able to provide for himself, the
less he seeks these things.”And theBlessedAgatha said: “I have
never treated my body with bodily medicine, I have my Lord
Jesus Christ, Who restores all things by His mere word.”* But
the temptation of God does not consist in anything pertain-
ing to perfection. erefore the temptation of God does not
consist in such like deeds, wherein the help of God alone is ex-
pected.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 36):
“Christ who gave proof of God’s power by teaching and re-
proving openly, yet not allowing the rage of His enemies to
prevail against Him, nevertheless by fleeing and hiding, in-
structed human weakness, lest it should dare to tempt God
when it has to strive to escape from that which it needs to
avoid.” From this it would seem that the temptation of God
consists in omitting to dowhat one can in order to escape from

danger, and relying on the assistance of God alone.
I answer that,Properly speaking, to tempt is to test theper-

son tempted. Now we put a person to the test by words or by
deeds. By words, that wemay find out whether he knows what
we ask, or whether he can and will grant it: by deeds, when, by
whatwe do,we probe another’s prudence, will or power. Either
of thesemayhappen in twoways. First, openly, aswhenone de-
clares oneself a tempter: thus Samson (Judges 14:12) proposed
a riddle to the Philistines in order to tempt them. In the sec-
ond place it may be done with cunning and by stealth, as the
Pharisees temptedChrist, as we read inMat. 22:15, sqq. Again
this is sometimes done explicitly, as when anyone intends, by
word or deed, to put some person to the test; and sometimes
implicitly, when, to wit, though he does not intend to test a
person, yet that which he does or says can seemingly have no
other purpose than putting him to a test.

Accordingly, man tempts God sometimes by words, some-
times by deeds. Now we speak with God in words when we
pray. Hence a man tempts God explicitly in his prayers when
he asks something of Godwith the intention of probingGod’s
knowledge, power or will. He tempts God explicitly by deeds
when he intends, by whatever he does, to experiment onGod’s
power, good will or wisdom. But He will tempt God implic-
itly, if, though he does not intend to make an experiment on
God, yet he asks for or does something which has no other
use than to prove God’s power, goodness or knowledge. us
when a man wishes his horse to gallop in order to escape from
the enemy, this is not giving the horse a trial: but if hemake the
horse gallop with out any useful purpose, it seems to be noth-
ing else than a trial of the horse’s speed; and the same applies
to all other things. Accordingly when a man in his prayers or
deeds entrusts himself to the divine assistance for some urgent
or useful motive, this is not to tempt God: for it is written (2
Paralip 20:12): “As we know not what to do, we can only turn

* Office of St. Agatha, eighth Responsory (Dominican Breviary).
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our eyes to ee.” But if this be done without any useful or ur-
gentmotive, this is to temptGod implicitly.Wherefore a gloss
onDt. 6:16, “ou shalt not tempt the Lord thyGod,” says: “A
man tempts God, if having the means at hand, without reason
he chooses a dangerous course, trying whether he can be deliv-
ered by God.”

Reply to Objection 1. Man also is sometimes tempted by
means of deeds, to test his ability or knowledge or will to up-
hold or oppose those same deeds.

Reply toObjection 2.When saints workmiracles by their
prayers, they are moved by a motive of necessity or usefulness
to ask for that which is an effect of the divine power.

Reply to Objection 3. e preachers of God’s kingdom
dispense with temporal aids, so as to be freer to give their time
to the word of God: wherefore if they depend on God alone,
it does not follow that they tempt God. But if they were to
neglect human assistance without any useful or urgent mo-
tive, they would be tempting God. Hence Augustine (Contra
Faust. xxii, 36) says that “Paul fled, not through ceasing to be-
lieve inGod, but lest he should temptGod, were he not to flee
when he had the means of flight.” e Blessed Agatha had ex-
perience of God’s kindness towards her, so that either she did
not suffer such sickness as required bodilymedicine, or else she
felt herself suddenly cured by God.

IIa IIae q. 97 a. 2Whether it is a sin to tempt God?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not a sin to tempt
God. For God has not commanded sin. Yet He has com-
manded men to try, which is the same as to tempt, Him: for
it is written (Malach. 3:10): “Bring all the tithes into the store-
house, that there may be meat in My house; and try Me in
this, saith the Lord, if I open not unto you the flood-gates of
heaven.” erefore it seems not to be a sin to tempt God.

Objection 2. Further, a man is tempted not only in order
to test his knowledge and his power, but also to try his good-
ness or his will. Now it is lawful to test the divine goodness or
will, for it is written (Ps. 33:9): “O taste and see that the Lord
is sweet,” and (Rom. 12:2): “at you may prove what is the
good, and the acceptable, and the perfect will of God.” ere-
fore it is not a sin to tempt God.

Objection 3. Further, Scripture never blames a man for
ceasing from sin, but rather for committing a sin. Now Ac-
haz is blamed because when the Lord said: “Ask thee a sign
of the Lord thy God,” he replied: “I will not ask, and I will
not tempt the Lord,” and then it was said to him: “Is it a small
thing for you to be grievous tomen, that you are grievous tomy
God also?” (Is. 7:11-13). And we read of Abraham (Gn. 15:8)
that he said to the Lord: “Whereby may I know that I shall
possess it?” namely, the land which God had promised him.
AgainGedeon askedGod for a sign of the victory promised to
him (Judges 6:36, sqq.). Yet theywere not blamed for so doing.
erefore it is not a sin to tempt God.

On the contrary, It is forbidden in God’s Law, for it is
written (Dt. 6:10): “ou shalt not tempt the Lord thy God.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), to tempt a person is
to put him to a test. Now one never tests that of which one
is certain. Wherefore all temptation proceeds from some ig-
norance or doubt, either in the tempter (as when one tests a
thing in order to know its qualities), or in others (as when one
tests a thing in order to prove it to others), and in this latter
way God is said to tempt us. Now it is a sin to be ignorant of
or to doubt that which pertains to God’s perfection. Where-
fore it is evident that it is a sin to tempt God in order that the
tempter himself may know God’s power.

On the other hand, if one were to test that which pertains
to the divine perfection, not in order to know it oneself, but
to prove it to others: this is not tempting God, provided there
be just motive of urgency, or a pious motive of usefulness, and
other requisite conditions. For thus did the apostles ask the
Lord that signs might be wrought in the name of Jesus Christ,
as related in Acts 4:30, in order, to wit, that Christ’s power
might be made manifest to unbelievers.

Reply toObjection 1.e paying of tithes was prescribed
in the Law, as stated above (q. 87, a. 1). Hence there was a mo-
tive of urgency topay it, through the obligationof theLaw, and
also a motive of usefulness, as stated in the text quoted—“that
there may be meat in God’s house”: wherefore they did not
tempt God by paying tithes. e words that follow, “and try
Me,” are not to be understood causally, as though they had to
pay tithes in order to try if “Godwould open the flood-gates of
heaven,” but consecutively, because, to wit, if they paid tithes,
they would prove by experience the favors which God would
shower upon them.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is a twofold knowledge of
God’s goodness or will. One is speculative and as to this it is
not lawful to doubt or to prove whether God’s will be good,
or whether God is sweet. e other knowledge of God’s will
or goodness is effective or experimental and thereby a man
experiences in himself the taste of God’s sweetness, and com-
placency in God’s will, as Dionysius says of Hierotheos (Div.
Nom. ii) that “he learnt divine thing through experience of
them.” It is in this way that we are told to prove God’s will,
and to taste His sweetness.

Reply toObjection 3.Godwished to give a sign toAchaz,
not for him alone, but for the instruction of the whole people.
Hence he was reproved because, by refusing to ask a sign, he
was an obstacle to the common welfare. Nor would he have
tempted God by asking, both because he would have asked
through God commanding him to do so, and because it was
a matter relating to the common good. Abraham asked for a
sign through the divine instinct, and so he did not sin. Gedeon
seems to have asked a sign through weakness of faith, where-
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fore he is not to be excused from sin, as a gloss observes: just
as Zachary sinned in saying to the angel (Lk. 1:18): “Whereby
shall I know this?” so that he was punished for his unbelief.

It must be observed, however, that there are two ways of
asking God for a sign: first in order to test God’s power or the

truth of His word, and this of its very nature pertains to the
temptation of God. Secondly, in order to be instructed as to
what is God’s pleasure in some particular matter; and this no-
wise comes under the head of temptation of God.

IIa IIae q. 97 a. 3Whether temptation of God is opposed to the virtue of religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that the temptation of God is
not opposed to the virtue of religion.e temptation ofGod is
sinful, because a man doubts God, as stated above (a. 2). Now
doubt about God comes under the head of unbelief, which is
opposed to faith. erefore temptation of God is opposed to
faith rather than to religion.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 18:23): “Be-
fore prayer prepare thy soul, and be not as aman that tempteth
God. Such a man,” that is, who tempts God, says the interlin-
ear gloss, “prays for what God taught him to pray for, yet does
not what God has commanded him to do.” Now this pertains
to imprudence which is opposed to hope. erefore it seems
that temptation of God is a sin opposed to hope.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss on Ps. 77:18, “And they
temptedGod in their hearts,” says that “to temptGod is to pray
to Him deceitfully, with simplicity in our words and wicked-
ness in our hearts.” Now deceit is opposed to the virtue of
truth.erefore temptationofGod is opposed, not to religion,
but to truth.

On the contrary,According to the gloss quoted above “to
tempt God is to pray to Him inordinately.” Now to pray to
God becomingly is an act of religion as stated above (q. 83,
a. 15). erefore to tempt God is a sin opposed to religion.

I answer that,As clearly shown above (q. 81, a. 5), the end
of religion is to pay reverence to God. Wherefore whatever
pertains directly to irreverence for God is opposed to religion.
Now it is evident that to tempt a person pertains to irreverence

for him: since no one presumes to tempt one of whose excel-
lence he is sure. Hence it is manifest that to tempt God is a sin
opposed to religion.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 81, a. 7), it be-
longs to religion to declare one’s faith by certain signs indica-
tive of reverence towards God. Consequently it belongs to ir-
religion that, throughdoubtful faith, amandoes things indica-
tive of irreverence towardsGod. To temptGod is one of these;
wherefore it is a species of irreligion.

Reply toObjection 2.He that prepares not his soul before
prayer by forgiving those against whom he has anything, or
in some other way disposing himself to devotion, does not do
what he can to be heard byGod, wherefore he tempts God im-
plicitly as it were. And though this implicit temptation would
seem to arise from presumption or indiscretion, yet the very
fact that a man behaves presumptuously and without due care
in matters relating to God implies irreverence towards Him.
For it is written (1 Pet. 5:6): “Be you humbled…under the
mighty hand of God,” and (2 Tim. 2:15): “Carefully study to
present thyself approved unto God.” erefore also this kind
of temptation is a species of irreligion.

Reply to Objection 3. A man is said to pray deceitfully,
not in relation to God, Who knows the secrets of the heart,
but in relation to man. Wherefore deceit is accidental to the
temptation of God, and consequently it does not follow that
to tempt God is directly opposed to the truth.

IIa IIae q. 97 a. 4Whether the temptation of God is a graver sin than superstition?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the temptationofGod is a
graver sin than superstition.e greater sin receives the greater
punishment. Now the sin of tempting God was more severely
punished in the Jews than was the sin of idolatry; and yet the
latter is the chief form of superstition: since for the sin of idol-
atry three thousand men of their number were slain, as related
in Ex. 32:28*, whereas for the sin of temptation they all with-
out exception perished in the desert, and entered not into the
land of promise, according to Ps. 94:9, “Your fathers tempted
Me,” and further on, “so I swore in My wrath that they should
not enter into My rest.” erefore to tempt God is a graver sin
than superstition.

Objection 2. Further, the more a sin is opposed to virtue
the graver it would seem to be. Now irreligion, of which the

temptation of God is a species, is more opposed to the virtue
of religion, than superstitionwhich bears some likeness to reli-
gion. erefore to tempt God is a graver sin than superstition.

Objection 3. Further, it seems to be a greater sin to behave
disrespectfully to one’s parents, than to pay others the respect
we owe to our parents. Now God should be honored by us as
the Father of all (Malach. 1:6). erefore. temptation of God
whereby we behave irreverently to God, seems to be a greater
sin than idolatry, whereby we give to a creature the honor we
owe to God.

On the contrary, A gloss on Dt. 17:2, “When there shall
be found among you,” etc. says: “e Law detests error and
idolatry above all: for it is a very great sin to give to a creature
the honor that belongs to the Creator.”

* Septuagint version. e Vulgate has “twenty-three thousand.”.
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I answer that, Among sins opposed to religion, the more
grievous is that which is the more opposed to the reverence
due to God. Now it is less opposed to this reverence that one
should doubt the divine excellence than that one should hold
the contrary for certain. For just as a man is more of an unbe-
liever if he be confirmed in his error, than if he doubt the truth
of faith, so, too, a man acts more against the reverence due to
God, if by his deeds he professes an error contrary to the di-
vine excellence, than if he expresses a doubt. Now the super-
stitious man professes an error, as shown above (q. 94, a. 1, ad
1), whereas he who tempts God by words or deeds expresses a
doubt of the divine excellence, as stated above (a. 2).erefore
the sin of superstition is graver than the sin of tempting God.

Reply to Objection 1. e sin of idolatry was not pun-
ished in the above manner, as though it were a sufficient pun-

ishment; because a more severe punishment was reserved in
the future for that sin, for it is written (Ex. 32:34): “And I, in
the day of revenge, will visit this sin also of theirs.”

Reply to Objection 2. Superstition bears a likeness to re-
ligion, as regards the material act which it pays just as religion
does. But, as regards the end, it is more contrary to religion
than the temptation of God, since it implies greater irrever-
ence for God, as stated.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs essentially to the di-
vine excellence that it is singular and incommunicable. Con-
sequently to give divine reverence to another is the same as to
do a thing opposed to the divine excellence. ere is no com-
parison with the honor due to our parents, which can without
sin be given to others.
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Of Perjury

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider perjury: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether falsehood is necessary for perjury?
(2) Whether perjury is always a sin?
(3) Whether it is always a mortal sin?
(4) Whether it is a sin to enjoin an oath on a perjurer?

IIa IIae q. 98 a. 1Whether it is necessary for perjury that the statement confirmed on oath be false?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not necessary for per-
jury that the statement confirmed on oath be false. As stated
above (q. 89, a. 3), an oath should be accompanied by judg-
ment and justice no less than by truth. Since therefore per-
jury is incurred through lack of truth, it is incurred likewise
through lack of judgment, aswhen one swears indiscreetly, and
through lack of justice, as when one swears to something un-
just.

Objection 2. Further, that which confirms is more
weighty than the thing confirmed thereby: thus in a syllogism
the premises aremore weighty than the conclusion.Now in an
oath a man’s statement is confirmed by calling on the name of
God. erefore perjury seems to consist in swearing by false
gods rather than in a lack of truth in the human statement
which is confirmed on oath.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Verb. Apost. Ja-
cobi; Serm. clxxx): “Men swear falsely both in deceiving others
and when they are deceived themselves”; and he gives three ex-
amples. e first is: “Supposing a man to swear, thinking that
what he swears to is true, whereas it is false”; the second is:
“Take the instance of another who knows the statement to be
false, and swears to it as though it were true”; and the third
is: “Take another, who thinks his statement false, and swears
to its being true, while perhaps it is true,” of whom he says af-
terwards that he is a perjurer. erefore one may be a perjurer
while swearing to the truth. erefore falsehood is not neces-
sary for perjury.

On the contrary, Perjury is defined “a falsehood con-
firmed by oath”*.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 92, a. 2), moral acts
take their species from their end. Now the end of an oath is
the confirmation of a human assertion. To this confirmation
falsehood is opposed: since an assertion is confirmed by being
firmly shown to be true; and this cannot happen to that which
is false. Hence falsehood directly annuls the end of an oath:
and for this reason, that perversity in swearing, which is called

perjury, takes its species chiefly from falsehood. Consequently
falsehood is essential to perjury.

Reply to Objection 1. As Jerome says on Jer. 4:2,
“whichever of these three be lacking, there is perjury,” but in
different order. For first and chiefly perjury consists in a lack
of truth, for the reason stated in the Article. Secondly, there
is perjury when justice is lacking, for in whatever way a man
swears to thatwhich is unlawful, for this very reasonhe is guilty
of falsehood, since he is under an obligation to do the contrary.
irdly, there is perjury when judgment is lacking, since by the
very fact that a man swears indiscreetly, he incurs the danger
of lapsing into falsehood.

Reply to Objection 2. In syllogisms the premises are of
greater weight, since they are in the position of active princi-
ple, as stated in Phys. ii, 3: whereas in moral matters the end is
of greater importance than the active principle. Hence though
it is a perverse oath when a man swears to the truth by false
gods, yet perjury takes its name from that kind of perversity in
an oath, that deprives the oath of its end, by swearing what is
false.

Reply to Objection 3. Moral acts proceed from the will,
whose object is the apprehended good. Wherefore if the false
be apprehended as true, it will be materially false, but formally
true, as related to thewill. If something false be apprehended as
false, it will be false bothmaterially and formally. If that which
is true be apprehended as false, it will be materially true, and
formally false. Hence in each of these cases the conditions re-
quired for perjury are to be found in some way, on account
of some measure of falsehood. Since, however, that which is
formal in anything is of greater importance than that which is
material, he that swears to a falsehood thinking it true is not
so much of a perjurer as he that swears to the truth thinking it
false. ForAugustine says (DeVerb.Apost. Jacobi; Serm. clxxx):
“It depends how the assertion proceeds from themind, for the
tongue is not guilty except the mind be guilty.”

* Hugh of St. Victor, Sum. Sent. iv, 5.
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IIa IIae q. 98 a. 2Whether all perjury is sinful?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all perjury is sinful.
Whoever does not fulfil what he has confirmed on oath is
seemingly a perjurer. Yet sometimes a man swears he will do
something unlawful (adultery, for instance, or murder): and if
he does it, he commits a sin. If therefore he would commit a
sin even if he did it not, it would follow that he is perplexed.

Objection 2. Further, no man sins by doing what is best.
Yet sometimes by committing a perjury one does what is best:
as when a man swears not to enter religion, or not to do some
kind of virtuous deed. erefore not all perjury is sinful.

Objection 3. Further, he that swears to do another’s will
would seem to be guilty of perjury unless he do it. Yet it may
happen sometimes that he sins not, if he do not the man’s will:
for instance, if the latter order him to do something too hard
and unbearable. erefore seemingly not all perjury is sinful.

Objection 4. Further, a promissory oath extends to future,
just as a declaratory oath extends to past and present things.
Now the obligation of an oath may be removed by some fu-
ture occurrence: thus a state may swear to fulfil some obliga-
tion, and aerwards other citizens come on the scene who did
not take the oath; or a canon may swear to keep the statutes of
a certain church, and aerwards new statutes are made.ere-
fore seemingly he that breaks an oath does not sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Verb. Apost. Jacobi;
Serm. cxxx), in speaking of perjury: “See how you should de-
test this horrible beast and exterminate it from all human busi-
ness.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 89, a. 1), to swear is to
call God as witness. Now it is an irreverence to God to call
Him to witness to a falsehood, because by so doing one im-
plies either that God ignores the truth or that He is willing to

bear witness to a falsehood. erefore perjury is manifestly a
sin opposed to religion, to which it belongs to show reverence
to God.

Reply toObjection 1.He that swears to dowhat is unlaw-
ful is thereby guilty of perjury through lack of justice: though,
if he fails to keep his oath, he is not guilty of perjury in this
respect, since that which he swore to do was not a fit matter of
an oath.

Reply to Objection 2. A person who swears not to enter
religion, or not to give an alms, or the like, is guilty of perjury
through lack of judgment. Hence when he does that which is
best it is not an act of perjury, but contrary thereto: for the
contrary of that which he is doing could not be a matter of an
oath.

Reply toObjection 3. When one man swears or promises
to do another’s will, there is to be understood this requisite
condition—that the thing commandedbe lawful andvirtuous,
and not unbearable or immoderate.

Reply to Objection 4. An oath is a personal act, and so
when a man becomes a citizen of a state, he is not bound, as
by oath, to fulfil whatever the state has sworn to do. Yet he is
bound by a kind of fidelity, the nature of which obligation is
that he should take his share of the state’s burdens if he takes a
share of its goods.

e canon who swears to keep the statutes that have force
in some particular “college” is not bound by his oath to keep
any that may be made in the future, unless he intends to bind
himself to keep all, past and future. Nevertheless he is bound
to keep themby virtue of the statutes themselves, since they are
possessed of coercive force, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 96, a. 4).

IIa IIae q. 98 a. 3Whether all perjury is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all perjury is a mortal
sin. It is laid down (Extra, De Jurejur, cap. Verum): “Referring
to the question whether an oath is binding on those who have
taken one in order to safeguard their life and possessions, we
have no other mind than that which our predecessors the Ro-
man Pontiffs are known to have had, and who absolved such
persons from the obligations of their oath. Henceforth, that
discretion may be observed, and in order to avoid occasions of
perjury, let them not be told expressly not to keep their oath:
but if they should not keep it, they are not for this reason to
be punished as for a mortal sin.” erefore not all perjury is a
mortal sin.

obj. 2. Further, as Chrysostom* says, “it is a greater thing to
swear byGod than by theGospels.”Now it is not always amor-
tal sin to swear by God to something false; for instance, if we
were to employ such an oath in fun or by a slip of the tongue

in the course of an ordinary conversation. erefore neither
is it always a mortal sin to break an oath that has been taken
solemnly on the Gospels.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Law a man incurs
infamy through committing perjury (VI, qu. i, cap. Infames).
Now it would seem that infamy is not incurred through any
kind of perjury, as it is prescribed in the case of a declaratory
oath violated by perjury†.erefore, seemingly, not all perjury
is a mortal sin.

On the contrary,Every sin that is contrary to a divine pre-
cept is amortal sin.Nowperjury is contrary to adivineprecept,
for it is written (Lev. 19:12): “ou shalt not swear falsely by
My name.” erefore it is a mortal sin.

I answer that, According to the teaching of the Philoso-
pher (Poster. i, 2), “that which causes a thing to be such is yet
more so.”Nowweknow that an actionwhich is, by reasonof its

* Hom. xliv in the Opus Imperfectum on St. Matthew, falsely ascribed to St.
John Chrysostom. † Cap. Cum dilectus, de Ord. Cognit.
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very nature, a venial sin, or even a good action, is amortal sin if
it be done out of contempt of God.Wherefore any action that
of its nature, implies contempt of God is a mortal sin. Now
perjury, of its very nature implies contempt of God, since, as
stated above (a. 2), the reason why it is sinful is because it is an
act of irreverence towards God. erefore it is manifest that
perjury, of its very nature, is a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 89, a. 7, ad 3),
coercion does not deprive a promissory oath of its binding
force, as regards that which can be done lawfully. Wherefore
he who fails to fulfil an oath which he took under coercion is
guilty of perjury and sins mortally. Nevertheless the Sovereign
Pontiff can, by his authority, absolve a man from an obligation
even of an oath, especially if the latter should have been co-
erced into taking the oath through such fear as may overcome
a high-principled man.

When, however, it is said that these persons are not to be
punished as for a mortal sin, this does not mean that they are
not guilty of mortal sin, but that a lesser punishment is to be
inflicted on them.

Reply to Objection 2. He that swears falsely in fun is
nonetheless irreverent to God, indeed, in a way, he is more

so, and consequently is not excused from mortal sin. He that
swears falsely by a slip of tongue, if he adverts to the fact that he
is swearing, and that he is swearing to something false, is not ex-
cused from mortal sin, as neither is he excused from contempt
of God. If, however, he does not advert to this, he would seem
to have no intention of swearing, and consequently is excused
from the sin of perjury.

It is, however, a more grievous sin to swear solemnly by the
Gospels, than to swear by God in ordinary conversation, both
on account of scandal and on account of the greater delibera-
tion. But if we consider them equally in comparison with one
another, it is more grievous to commit perjury in swearing by
God than in swearing by the Gospels.

Reply to Objection 3. Not every sin makes a man infa-
mous in the eye of the law.Wherefore, if a manwho has sworn
falsely in a declaratory oath be not infamous in the eye of the
law, but only when he has been so declared by sentence in a
court of law, it does not follow that he has not sinned mor-
tally.e reasonwhy the law attaches infamy rather to onewho
breaks a promissory oath taken solemnly is that he still has it
in his power aer he has sworn to substantiate his oath, which
is not the case in a declaratory oath.

IIa IIae q. 98 a. 4Whether he sins who demands an oath of a perjurer?

Objection 1. It would seem that he who demands an oath
of a perjurer commits a sin. Either he knows that he swears
truly, or he knows that he swears falsely. If he knows him to
swear truly, it is useless for him to demand an oath: and if he
believes him to swear falsely, for his own part he leads him into
sin. erefore nowise seemingly should one enjoin an oath on
another person.

Objection 2. Further, to receive an oath from a person is
less than to impose an oath on him. Now it would seem un-
lawful to receive an oath from a person, especially if he swear
falsely, because hewould then seem to consent in his sin.Much
less therefore would it seem lawful to impose an oath on one
who swears falsely.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Lev. 5:1): “If anyone
sin, and hear the voice of one swearing falsely*, and is a witness
either because he himself hath seen, or is privy to it: if he do
not utter it, he shall bear his iniquity.” Hence it would seem
that when a man knows another to be swearing falsely, he is
bound to denounce him. erefore it is not lawful to demand
an oath of such a man.

Objection 4. On the other hand, Just as it is a sin to swear
falsely so is it to swear by false gods. Yet it is lawful to take
advantage of an oath of one who has sworn by false gods, as
Augustine says (ad Public. Ep. xlvii). erefore it is lawful to
demand an oath from one who swears falsely.

I answer that, As regards a person who demands an oath
from another, a distinctionwould seem to be necessary. For ei-
ther he demands the oath on his own account and of his own

accord, or he demands it on account of the exigencies of a duty
imposed on him. If a man demands an oath on his own ac-
count as a private individual, we must make a distinction, as
does Augustine (de Perjuriis. serm. clxxx): “For if he knows
not that the man will swear falsely, and says to him accord-
ingly: ‘Swear tome’ inorder that hemaybe credited, there is no
sin: yet it is a human temptation” (because, to wit, it proceeds
from his weakness in doubting whether themanwill speak the
truth). “is is the evil whereof Our Lord says (Mat. 5:37):
at which is over and above these, is of evil. But if he knows
the man to have done so,” i.e. the contrary of what he swears
to, “and yet forces him to swear, he is a murderer: for the other
destroys himself by his perjury, but it is he who urged the hand
of the slayer.”

If, on the other hand, a man demands an oath as a public
person, in accordance with the requirements of the law, on the
requisition of a third person: he does not seem to be at fault, if
he demands an oath of a person, whether he knows that hewill
swear falsely or truly, because seemingly it is not he that exacts
the oath but the person at whose instance he demands it.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument avails in the case of
one who demands an oath on his own account. Yet he does
not always know that the other will swear truly or falsely, for
at times he has doubts about the fact, and believes hewill swear
truly. In such a case he exacts an oath in order that he may be
more certain.

Reply toObjection 2.AsAugustine says (ad Public. serm.
xlvii), “though we are forbidden to swear, I do not remember

* ‘Falsely’ is not in the Vulgate’.
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ever to have read in the Holy Scriptures that we must not ac-
cept oaths from others.” Hence he that accepts an oath does
not sin, except perchance when of his own accord he forces
another to swear, knowing that he will swear falsely.

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (QQ. Super Lev,
qu. i), Moses in the passage quoted did not state to whom one
man had to denounce another’s perjury: wherefore it must be
understood that the matter had to be denounced “to those
who would do the perjurer good rather than harm.” Again,
neither did he state in what order the denunciation was to be
made: wherefore seemingly the Gospel order should be fol-
lowed, if the sin of perjury should be hidden, especially when
it does not tend to another person’s injury: because if it did,

the Gospel order would not apply to the case, as stated above
(q. 33, a. 7; q. 68, a. 1).

Reply toObjection 4. It is lawful tomake use of an evil for
the sake of good, as God does, but it is not lawful to lead any-
one to do evil. Consequently it is lawful to accept the oath of
one who is ready to swear by false gods, but it is not lawful to
induce him to swear by false gods. Yet it seems to be different
in the case of one who swears falsely by the true God, because
an oath of this kind lacks the good of faith, which amanmakes
use of in the oath of one who swears truly by false gods, as Au-
gustine says (ad Public. Ep. xlvii). Hence when a man swears
falsely by the true God his oath seems to lack any good that
one may use lawfully.
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Of Sacrilege

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the vices which pertain to irreligion, whereby sacred things are treated with irreverence. We shall
consider (1) Sacrilege; (2) Simony.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What is sacrilege?
(2) Whether it is a special sin?
(3) Of the species of sacrilege;
(4) Of the punishment of sacrilege.

IIa IIae q. 99 a. 1Whether sacrilege is the violation of a sacred thing?

Objection 1. It would seem that sacrilege is not the vio-
lation of a sacred thing. It is stated (XVII, qu. iv*): “ey are
guilty of sacrilege who disagree about the sovereign’s decision,
and doubtwhether the person chosen by the sovereign bewor-
thy of honor.”Now this seems to have no connectionwith any-
thing sacred. erefore sacrilege does not denote the violation
of something sacred.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated further on† that if any
man shall allow the Jews to hold public offices, “hemust be ex-
communicated as being guilty of sacrilege.” Yet public offices
have nothing to do with anything sacred. erefore it seems
that sacrilege does not denote the violation of a sacred thing.

Objection 3. Further, God’s power is greater than man’s.
Now sacred things receive their sacred character from God.
erefore they cannot be violated by man: and so a sacrilege
would not seem to be the violation of a sacred thing.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. x) that “a man is said
to be sacrilegious because he selects,” i.e. steals, “sacred things.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 81, a. 5; Ia IIae, q. 101,
a. 4), a thing is called “sacred” through being deputed to the
divine worship. Now just as a thing acquires an aspect of good
through being deputed to a good end, so does a thing assume a
divine character through being deputed to the divine worship,
and thus a certain reverence is due to it, which reverence is re-
ferred to God. erefore whatever pertains to irreverence for
sacred things is an injury toGod, and comes under the head of

sacrilege.
Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher

(Ethic. i, 2) the common good of the nation is a divine thing,
wherefore in olden times the rulers of a commonwealth were
called divines, as being the ministers of divine providence, ac-
cording to Wis. 6:5, “Being ministers of His kingdom, you
have not judged rightly.” Hence by an extension of the term,
whatever savors of irreverence for the sovereign, such as dis-
puting his judgment, and questioning whether one ought to
follow it, is called sacrilege by a kind of likeness.

Reply to Objection 2. Christians are sanctified by faith
and the sacraments of Christ, according to 1 Cor. 6:11, “But
you are washed, but you are sanctified.” Wherefore it is writ-
ten (1 Pet. 2:9): “You are a chosen generation, a kingly priest-
hood, a holy nation, a purchased people.”erefore any injury
inflicted on theChristian people, for instance that unbelievers
should be put in authority over it, is an irreverence for a sacred
thing, and is reasonably called a sacrilege.

Reply to Objection 3. Violation here means any kind of
irreverence or dishonor. Now as “honor is in the person who
honors and not in the one who is honored” (Ethic. i, 5), so
again irreverence is in the person who behaves irreverently
even though he do no harm to the object of his irreverence.
Hence, so far he is concerned, he violates the sacred thing,
though the latter be not violated in itself.

IIa IIae q. 99 a. 2Whether sacrilege is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that sacrilege not a special sin.
It is stated (XVII, qu. iv) “ey are guilty of sacrilege who
through ignorance sin against the sanctity of the law, violate
and defile it by their negligence.” But this is done in every sin,
because sin is “a word, deed or desire contrary to the law of
God,” according to Augustine (Contra Faust. xxi, 27). ere-
fore sacrilege is a general sin.

Objection 2. Further, no special sin is comprised under
different kinds of sin.Now sacrilege comprised under different
kinds of sin, for instance under murder, if one kill a priest un-
der lust, as the violationof a consecrate virgin, or of anywoman
in a sacred place under the, if one steal a sacred thing. ere-
fore sacrilege is not a special sin.

Objection 3. Further, every special sin is to found apart

* Append. Gratian, on can. Si quis suadente. † Append. Gratian, on can.
Constituit.
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from other sins as the Philosopher states, in speaking of spe-
cial justice (Ethic. v, 11). But, seemingly, sacrilege is not to
be found apart from other sins; for it is sometimes united to
the, sometimes to murder, as stated in the preceding objec-
tion. erefore it is not a special sin.

On the contrary,atwhich is opposed to a special virtue
is a special sin. But sacrilege is opposed to a special virtue,
namely religion, to which it belongs to reverence God and di-
vine things. erefore sacrilege is a special sin.

I answer that, Wherever we find a special aspect of defor-
mity, there must needs be a special sin; because the species of a
thing is derived chiefly from its formal aspect, and not from its
matter or subject. Now in sacrilege we find a special aspect of
deformity, namely, the violation of a sacred thing by treating
it irreverently. Hence it is a special sin.

Moreover, it is opposed to religion. For according toDam-
ascene (De FideOrth. iv, 3), “When the purple has beenmade
into a royal robe, we pay it honor and homage, and if anyone
dishonor it he is condemned to death,” as acting against the
king: and in the same way if a man violate a sacred thing, by so

doing his behavior is contrary to the reverence due toGod and
consequently he is guilty of irreligion.

Reply to Objection 1. ose are said to sin against the
sanctity of the divine law who assail God’s law, as heretics and
blasphemers do. ese are guilty of unbelief, through not be-
lieving in God; and of sacrilege, through perverting the words
of the divine law.

Reply toObjection 2.Nothing prevents one specific kind
of sin being found in various generic kinds of sin, inasmuch as
various sins are directed to the end of one sin, just as happens
in the case of virtues commanded by one virtue. In this way,
by whatever kind of sin a man acts counter to reverence due
to sacred things, he commits a sacrilege formally; although his
act contains various kinds of sin materially.

Reply to Objection 3. Sacrilege is sometimes found apart
fromother sins, through its act havingnoother deformity than
the violation of a sacred thing: for instance, if a judge were to
take a person from a sacred place for he might lawfully have
taken him from elsewhere.

IIa IIae q. 99 a. 3Whether the species of sacrilege are distinguished according to the sacred things?

Objection 1. It would seem that the species of sacrilege are
not distinguished according to the sacred things. Material di-
versity does not differentiate species, if the formal aspect re-
mains the same. Now there would seem to be the same formal
aspect of sin in all violations of sacred things, and that the only
difference is one of matter. erefore the species of sacrilege
are not distinguished thereby.

Objection 2. Further, it does not seempossible that things
belonging to the same species should at the same time differ
specifically. Now murder, the, and unlawful intercourse, are
different species of sin. erefore they cannot belong to the
one same species of sacrilege: and consequently it seems that
the species of sacrilege are distinguished in accordance with
the species of other sins, and not according to the various sa-
cred things.

Objection 3. Further, among sacred things sacred persons
are reckoned. If, therefore, one species of sacrilege arises from
the violation of a sacred person, it would follow that every sin
committed by a sacred person is a sacrilege, since every sin vio-
lates the person of the sinner.erefore the species of sacrilege
are not reckoned according to the sacred things.

On the contrary, Acts and habits are distinguished by
their objects. Now the sacred thing is the object of sacrilege,
as stated above (a. 1). erefore the species of sacrilege are dis-
tinguished according to the sacred things.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the sin of sacrilege
consists in the irreverent treatment of a sacred thing. Now
reverence is due to a sacred thing by reason of its holiness:
and consequently the species of sacrilege must needs be dis-
tinguished according to the different aspects of sanctity in the

sacred things which are treated irreverently: for the greater the
holiness ascribed to the sacred thing that is sinned against, the
more grievous the sacrilege.

Now holiness is ascribed, not only to sacred persons,
namely, those who are consecrated to the divine worship, but
also to sacred places and to certain other sacred things. And
the holiness of a place is directed to the holiness of man, who
worships God in a holy place. For it is written (2 Macc. 5:19):
“God did not choose the people for the place’s sake, but the
place for the people’s sake.”Hence sacrilege committed against
a sacred person is a graver sin than that which is committed
against a sacred place. Yet in either species there are various
degrees of sacrilege, according to differences of sacred persons
and places.

In like manner the third species of sacrilege, which is com-
mitted against other sacred things, has various degrees, accord-
ing to the differences of sacred things. Among these the high-
est place belongs to the sacraments whereby man is sanctified:
chief of which is the sacrament of the Eucharist, for it contains
Christ Himself. Wherefore the sacrilege that is committed
against this sacrament is the gravest of all. e second place,
aer the sacraments, belongs to the vessels consecrated for the
administration of the sacraments; also sacred images, and the
relics of the saints, wherein the very persons of the saints, so
to speak, are reverenced and honored. Aer these come things
connected with the apparel of the Church and its ministers;
and those things, whether movable or immovable, that are de-
puted to the upkeep of theministers. Andwhoever sins against
any one of the aforesaid incurs the crime of sacrilege.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is not the same aspect of
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holiness in all the aforesaid: wherefore the diversity of sacred
things is not only a material, but also a formal difference.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing hinders two things from
belonging to one species in one respect, and to different species
in another respect. us Socrates and Plato belong to the one
species, “animal,” but differ in the species “colored thing,” if
one be white and the other black. In like manner it is possible
for two sins to differ specifically as to their material acts, and
to belong to the same species as regards the one formal aspect
of sacrilege: for instance, the violation of a nun by blows or by

copulation.
Reply to Objection 3. Every sin committed by a sacred

person is a sacrilege materially and accidentally as it were.
Hence Jerome* says that “a trifle on a priest’s lips is a sacrilege
or a blasphemy.” But formally and properly speaking a sin com-
mitted by a sacred person is a sacrilege only when it is commit-
ted against his holiness, for instance if a virgin consecrated to
Godbe guilty of fornication: and the same is to be said of other
instances.

IIa IIae q. 99 a. 4Whether the punishment of sacrilege should be pecuniary?

Objection 1. It would seem that the punishment of sacri-
lege should not be pecuniary. A pecuniary punishment is not
wont to be inflicted for a criminal fault. But sacrilege is a crim-
inal fault, wherefore it is punished by capital sentence accord-
ing to civil law†. erefore sacrilege should not be awarded a
pecuniary punishment.

Objection 2. Further, the same sin should not receive a
double punishment, according to Nahum 1:9, “ere shall
not rise a double affliction.” But sacrilege is punished with ex-
communication; major excommunication, for violating a sa-
cred person, and for burning or destroying a church, and mi-
nor excommunication for other sacrileges. erefore sacrilege
should not be awarded a pecuniary punishment.

Objection3.Further, theApostle says (1ess. 2:5): “Nei-
ther have we taken an occasion of covetousness.” But it seems
to involve an occasion of covetousness that a pecuniary pun-
ishment should be exacted for the violation of a sacred thing.
erefore this does not seem to be a fitting punishment of sac-
rilege.

On the contrary, It is written‡: “If anyone contumaciously
or arrogantly take away by force an escaped slave from the con-
fines of a church he shall pay nine hundred soldi”: and again
further on (XVII, qu. iv, can. Quisquis inventus, can. 21):
“Whoever is found guilty of sacrilege shall pay thirty pounds
of tried purest silver.”

I answer that, In the award of punishments two points
must be considered. First equality, in order that the punish-
ment may be just, and that “by what things a man sinneth

by the same…he may be tormented” (Wis. 11:17). In this re-
spect the fitting punishment of one guilty of sacrilege, since
he has done an injury to a sacred thing, is excommunication§

whereby sacred things are withheld from him. e second
point to be considered is utility. For punishments are inflicted
asmedicines, thatmen being deterred therebymay desist from
sin. Now it would seem that the sacrilegious man, who rever-
ences not sacred things, is not sufficiently deterred from sin-
ning by sacred things being withheld from him, since he has
no care for them. Wherefore according to human laws he is
sentenced to capital punishment, and according to the statutes
of the Church, which does not inflict the death of the body, a
pecuniary punishment is inflicted, in order that men may be
deterred from sacrilege, at least by temporal punishments.

Reply to Objection 1. e Church inflicts not the death
of the body, but excommunication in its stead.

Reply to Objection 2. When one punishment is not suf-
ficient to deter a man from sin, a double punishment must be
inflicted. Wherefore it was necessary to inflict some kind of
temporal punishment in addition to the punishment of ex-
communication, in order to coerce those who despise spiritual
things.

Reply to Objection 3. If money were exacted without a
reasonable cause, this would seem to involve an occasion of
covetousness. But when it is exacted for the purpose of man’s
correction, it has a manifest utility, and consequently involves
no occasion of avarice.

* e quotation is from St. Bernard, De Consideration, ii, 13. † Dig. xlviii, 13; Cod. i, 3, de Episc. et Cleric. ‡ XVII, qu. iv, can. Si quis contumax.
§ Append. Gratian. on can. Si quis contumax, quoted above.
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On Simony

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider simony, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) What is simony?
(2) Whether it is lawful to accept money for the sacraments?
(3) Whether it is lawful to accept money for spiritual actions?
(4) Whether it is lawful to sell things connected with spirituals?
(5) Whether real remuneration alone makes a man guilty of simony, or also oral remuneration or remuneration

by service?
(6) Of the punishment of simony.

IIa IIae q. 100 a. 1Whether simony is an intentional will to buy or sell something spiritual or connected with a
spiritual thing?

Objection 1. It would seem that simony is not “an express
will to buy or sell something spiritual or connectedwith a spir-
itual thing.” Simony is heresy, since it is written (I, qu. i*): “e
impious heresy ofMacedonius and of those who with him im-
pugned the Holy Ghost, is more endurable than that of those
who are guilty of simony: since the former in their ravings
maintained that theHoly Spirit of Father and Son is a creature
and the slave of God, whereas the latter make the same Holy
Spirit to be their own slave. For every master sells what he has
just as he wills, whether it be his slave or any other of his pos-
sessions.” But unbelief, like faith, is an act not of the will but
of the intellect, as shown above (q. 10, a. 2). erefore simony
should not be defined as an act of the will.

Objection 2. Further, to sin intentionally is to sin through
malice, and this is to sin against the Holy Ghost. erefore, if
simony is an intentional will to sin, it would seem that it is al-
ways a sin against the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is more spiritual than the
kingdom of heaven. But it is lawful to buy the kingdom of
heaven: for Gregory says in a homily (v, in Ev.): “e kingdom
of heaven is worth as much as you possess.” erefore simony
does not consist in a will to buy something spiritual.

Objection 4. Further, simony takes its name from Simon
themagician, of whomwe read (Acts 8:18,19) that “he offered
the apostles money” that hemight buy a spiritual power, in or-
der, to wit, “that on whomsoever he imposed his hand they
might receive the Holy Ghost.” But we do not read that he
wished to sell anything.erefore simony is not the will to sell
a spiritual thing.

Objection 5. Further, there are many other voluntary
commutations besides buying and selling, such as exchange
and transaction†. erefore it would seem that simony is de-
fined insufficiently.

Objection 6. Further, anything connected with spiritual
things is itself spiritual. erefore it is superfluous to add “or

connected with spiritual things.”
Objection 7. Further, according to some, the Pope can-

not commit simony: yet he can buy or sell something spiritual.
erefore simony is not the will to buy or sell something spir-
itual or connected with a spiritual thing.

On the contrary, Gregory VII says (Regist.‡): “None of
the faithful is ignorant that buying or selling altars, tithes, or
the Holy Ghost is the heresy of simony.”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 2) an act
is evil generically when it bears on undue matter. Now a spiri-
tual thing is undue matter for buying and selling for three rea-
sons. First, because a spiritual thing cannot be appraised at any
earthly price, even as it is said concerningwisdom (Prov. 3:15),
“she is more precious than all riches, and all things that are de-
sired, are not to be comparedwith her”: and for this reason Pe-
ter, in condemning the wickedness of Simon in its very source,
said (Acts 8:20): “Keep thy money to thyself to perish with
thee, because thou hast thought that the gi of God may be
purchased with money.”

Secondly, because a thing cannot be due matter for sale if
the vendor is not the owner thereof, as appears from the au-
thority quoted (obj. 1). Now ecclesiastical superiors are not
owners, but dispensers of spiritual things, according to 1 Cor.
4:1, “Let a man so account of us as of the ministers of Christ,
and the dispensers of the ministers of God.”

irdly, because sale is opposed to the source of spiritual
things, since theyflow fromthe gratuitouswill ofGod.Where-
fore Our Lord said (Mat. 10:8): “Freely have you received,
freely give.”

erefore bybuyingor selling a spiritual thing, aman treats
God and divine things with irreverence, and consequently
commits a sin of irreligion.

Reply toObjection 1. Just as religion consists in a kind of
protestation of faith, without, sometimes, faith being in one’s
heart, so too the vices opposed to religion include a certain

* Can. Eos qui per pecunias. † A kind of legal compromise—Oxford
Dictionary. ‡ Caus. I, qu. i, can. Presbyter, qu. iii, can. Altare.
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protestation of unbelief without, sometimes, unbelief being in
the mind. Accordingly simony is said to be a “heresy,” as re-
gards the outward protestation, since by selling a gi of the
Holy Ghost a man declares, in a way, that he is the owner of
a spiritual gi; and this is heretical. It must, however, be ob-
served that Simon Magus, besides wishing the apostles to sell
him a grace of the Holy Ghost for money, said that the world
wasnot createdbyGod, but by someheavenly power, as Isidore
states (Etym. viii, 5): and so for this reason simoniacs are reck-
oned with other heretics, as appears fromAugustine’s book on
heretics.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (q. 58, a. 4), justice,
with all its parts, and consequently all the opposite vices, is in
the will as its subject. Hence simony is fittingly defined from
its relation to the will.is act is furthermore described as “ex-
press,” in order to signify that it proceeds from choice, which
takes the principal part in virtue and vice. Nor does everyone
sin against the Holy Ghost that sins from choice, but only he
who chooses sin through contempt of those things whereby
man is wont to be withdrawn from sin, as stated above (q. 14,
a. 1).

Reply toObjection 3.ekingdomof heaven is said to be
bought when a man gives what he has for God’s sake. But this
is to employ the term “buying” in a wide sense, and as synony-
mous with merit: nor does it reach to the perfect signification
of buying, both because neither “the sufferings of this time,”
nor any gi or deed of ours, “are worthy to be compared with
the glory to come, that shall be revealed in us” (Rom. 8:18),
and because merit consists chiefly, not in an outward gi, ac-
tion or passion, but in an inward affection.

Reply to Objection 4. Simon the magician wished to buy
a spiritual power in order that aerwards hemight sell it. For it
is written (I, qu. iii*), that “Simon the magician wished to buy

the gi of theHolyGhost, in order that hemightmakemoney
by selling the signs to be wrought by him.” Hence those who
sell spiritual things are likened in intention to Simon the ma-
gician: while those who wish to buy them are likened to him
in act.ose who sell them imitate, in act, Giezi the disciple of
Eliseus, of whom we read (4 Kings 5:20-24) that he received
money from the leper who was healed: wherefore the sellers
of spiritual things may be called not only “simoniacs” but also
“giezites.”

Reply to Objection 5. e terms “buying” and “selling”
cover all kinds of non-gratuitous contracts.Wherefore it is im-
possible for the exchange or agency of prebends or ecclesiasti-
cal benefices to be made by authority of the parties concerned
without danger of committing simony, as laid down by law†.
Nevertheless the superior, in virtue of his office, can cause these
exchanges to be made for useful or necessary reasons.

Reply toObjection 6.Even as the soul lives by itself, while
the body lives through being united to the soul; so, too, certain
things are spiritual by themselves, such as the sacraments and
the like, while others are called spiritual, through adhering to
those others. Hence (I, qu. iii, cap. Siquis objecerit) it is stated
that “spiritual things do not progress without corporal things,
even as the soul has no bodily life without the body.”

Reply toObjection7.ePope can be guilty of the vice of
simony, like any other man, since the higher a man’s position
themore grievous is his sin. For although the possessions of the
Church belong to him as dispenser in chief, they are not his as
master and owner. erefore, were he to accept money from
the income of any church in exchange for a spiritual thing, he
would not escape being guilty of the vice of simony. In like
manner he might commit simony by accepting from a layman
moneys not belonging to the goods of the Church.

IIa IIae q. 100 a. 2Whether it is always unlawful to give money for the sacraments?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not always unlawful
to give money for the sacraments. Baptism is the door of the
sacraments, as we shall state in the IIIa, q. 68, a. 6; IIIa, q. 73,
a. 3. But seemingly it is lawful in certain cases to give money
for Baptism, for instance if a priest were unwilling to baptize a
dying child without being paid. erefore it is not always un-
lawful to buy or sell the sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, the greatest of the sacraments is the
Eucharist, which is consecrated in the Mass. But some priests
receive a prebend or money for singing masses. Much more
therefore is it lawful to buy or sell the other sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, the sacrament of Penance is a neces-
sary sacrament consisting chiefly in the absolution. But some
persons demand money when absolving from excommunica-
tion. erefore it is not always unlawful to buy or sell a sacra-
ment.

Objection 4. Further, custommakes that which otherwise
were sinful to be not sinful; thusAugustine says (Contra Faust.
xxii, 47) that “it was no crime to have several wives, so long as
it was the custom.” Now it is the custom in some places to give
something in the consecration of bishops, blessings of abbots,
ordinations of the clergy, in exchange for the chrism, holy oil,
and so forth. erefore it would seem that it is not unlawful.

Objection 5. Further, it happens sometimes that some-
one maliciously hinders a person from obtaining a bishopric
or some like dignity. But it is lawful for a man to make good
his grievance. erefore it is lawful, seemingly, in such a case
to give money for a bishopric or a like ecclesiastical dignity.

Objection 6. Further, marriage is a sacrament. But some-
times money is given for marriage. erefore it is lawful to sell
a sacrament.

On the contrary, It is written (I, qu. i*): “Whosoever shall

* Can. Salvator. † Cap. Quaesitum, de rerum Permutat.; cap. Super, de
Transact. * Can. Qui per pecunias.
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consecrate anyone for money, let him be cut off from the
priesthood.”

I answer that, e sacraments of the New Law are of all
things most spiritual, inasmuch as they are the cause of spir-
itual grace, on which no price can be set, and which is es-
sentially incompatible with a non-gratuitous giving. Now the
sacraments are dispensed through theministers of theChurch,
whomthepeople are bound to support, according to thewords
of the Apostle (1 Cor. 9:13), “Know you not, that they who
work in the holy place, eat the things that are of the holy place;
and they that serve the altar, partake with the altar?”

Accordingly wemust answer that to receive money for the
spiritual grace of the sacraments, is the sin of simony, which
cannot be excused by any customwhatever, since “customdoes
not prevail over natural or divine law”†. Now by money we
are to understand anything that has a pecuniary value, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. iv, 1). On the other hand, to receive
anything for the support of those who administer the sacra-
ments, in accordance with the statutes of the Church and ap-
proved customs, is not simony, nor is it a sin. For it is received
not as a price of goods, but as a payment for their need. Hence
a gloss of Augustine on 1 Tim. 5:17, “Let the priests that rule
well,” says: “ey should look to thepeople for a supply to their
need, but to the Lord for the reward of their ministry.”

Reply to Objection 1. In a case of necessity anyone may
baptize. And since nowise ought one to sin, if the priest be un-
willing to baptize without being paid, one must act as though
there were no priest available for the baptism. Hence the per-
son who is in charge of the child can, in such a case, lawfully
baptize it, or cause it to be baptized by anyone else. He could,
however, lawfully buy the water from the priest, because it is
merely a bodily element. But if it were an adult in danger of
death thatwished to be baptized, and the priest were unwilling
to baptize him without being paid, he ought, if possible, to be
baptized by someone else. And if he is unable to have recourse
to another, he must by no means pay a price for Baptism, and
should rather die without being baptized, because for him the
baptism of desire would supply the lack of the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. e priest receives money, not as
the price for consecrating theEucharist, or for singing theMass
(for this would be simoniacal), but as payment for his liveli-
hood, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. e money exacted of the person
absolved is not the price of his absolution (for this would be
simoniacal), but a punishment of a past crime for which he
was excommunicated.

Reply to Objection 4. As stated above, “custom does not
prevail over natural or divine law” whereby simony is forbid-
den. Wherefore the custom, if such there be, of demanding
anything as the price of a spiritual thing, with the intention of
buying or selling it, is manifestly simoniacal, especially when
the demand is made of a person unwilling to pay. But if the
demand be made in payment of a stipend recognized by cus-
tom it is not simoniacal, provided there be no intention of buy-
ing or selling, but only of doing what is customary, and espe-
cially if the demandbe acceded to voluntarily. In all these cases,
however, one must beware of anything having an appearance
of simony or avarice, according to the saying of the Apostle (1
ess. 5:22), “From all appearance of evil restrain yourselves.”

Reply to Objection 5. It would be simoniacal to buy off
the opposition of one’s rivals, before acquiring the right to a
bishopric or any dignity or prebend, by election, appointment
or presentation, since this would be to use money as a means
of obtaining a spiritual thing. But it is lawful to use money as
a means of removing unjust opposition, aer one has already
acquired that right.

Reply to Objection 6. Some‡ say that it is lawful to give
money for Matrimony because no grace is conferred thereby.
But this is not altogether true, aswe shall state in theirdPart
of the work§. Wherefore we must reply that Matrimony is not
only a sacrament of the Church, but also an office of nature.
Consequently it is lawful to give money for Matrimony con-
sidered as an office of nature, but unlawful if it be considered
as a sacrament of the Church. Hence, according to the law¶, it
is forbidden to demand anything for the Nuptial Blessing.

IIa IIae q. 100 a. 3Whether it is lawful to give and receive money for spiritual actions?

Objection 1. It seems that it is lawful to give and receive
money for spiritual actions. e use of prophecy is a spiritual
action. But something used to be given of old for the use of
prophecy, as appears from 1 Kings 9:7,8, and 3 Kings 14:3.
erefore it would seem that it is lawful to give and receive
money for a spiritual action.

Objection 2. Further, prayer, preaching, divine praise, are
most spiritual actions. Now money is given to holy persons in
order to obtain the assistance of their prayers, according to Lk.
16:9, “Make unto you friends of the mammon of iniquity.” To
preachers also, who sow spiritual things, temporal things are

due according to the Apostle (1 Cor. 9:14). Moreover, some-
thing is given to those who celebrate the divine praises in the
ecclesiastical office, and make processions: and sometimes an
annual income is assigned to them. erefore it is lawful to re-
ceive something for spiritual actions.

Objection 3. Further, science is no less spiritual than
power.Now it is lawful to receivemoney for the use of science:
thus a lawyer may sell his just advocacy, a physician his advice
for health, and a master the exercise of his teaching. erefore
in like manner it would seem lawful for a prelate to receive
something for the use of his spiritual power, for instance, for

† Cap. Cum tanto, de Consuetud.; cf. Ia IIae, q. 97, a. 3. ‡ Innocent IV on
Cap. Cum in Ecclesia, de Simonia. § Suppl., q. 42, a. 3. ¶ Cap. Cum in
Ecclesia, de Simonia.
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correction, dispensation, and so forth.
Objection 4. Further, religion is the state of spiritual per-

fection. Now in certain monasteries something is demanded
from those who are received there. erefore it is lawful to de-
mand something for spiritual things.

On the contrary, It is stated (I, qu. i*): “It is absolutely for-
bidden to make a charge for what is acquired by the conso-
lation of invisible grace, whether by demanding a price or by
seeking any kind of return whatever.” Now all these spiritual
things are acquired through an invisible grace. erefore it is
not lawful to charge a price or return for them.

I answer that, Just as the sacraments are called spiritual, be-
cause they confer a spiritual grace, so, too, certain other things
are called spiritual, because they flow from spiritual grace and
dispose thereto. And yet these things are obtainable through
the ministry of men, according to 1 Cor. 9:7, “Who serveth as
a soldier at any time athis owncharges?Who feedeth theflock,
and eateth not of the milk of the flock?” Hence it is simonia-
cal to sell or buy that which is spiritual in such like actions;
but to receive or give something for the support of those who
minister spiritual things in accordance with the statutes of the
Church and approved customs is lawful, yet in such wise that
there be no intention of buying or selling, and that no pres-
sure be brought to bear on those who are unwilling to give,
by withholding spiritual things that ought to be administered,
for then there would be an appearance of simony. But aer the
spiritual things have been freely bestowed, then the statutory
and customary offerings and other dues may be exacted from
those who are unwilling but able to pay, if the superior autho-
rize this to be done.

Reply to Objection 1. As Jerome says in his commen-
tary on Mic. 3:9, certain gis were freely offered to the good
prophets, for their livelihood, but not as a price for the exercise
of their gi of prophecy. Wicked prophets, however, abused
this exercise by demanding payment for it.

Reply toObjection 2.ose who give alms to the poor in
order to obtain from them the assistance of their prayers do
not give with the intent of buying their prayers; but by their
gratuitous beneficence inspire the poor with the mind to pray
for them freely and out of charity. Temporal things are due to
the preacher as means for his support, not as a price of the
words he preaches. Hence a gloss on 1 Tim. 5:11, “Let the
priests that rule well,” says: “eir need allows them to receive
the wherewithal to live, charity demands that this should be
given to them: yet the Gospel is not for sale, nor is a livelihood
the object of preaching: for if they sell it for this purpose, they
sell a great thing for a contemptible price.” In likemanner tem-
poral things are given to those who praise God by celebrating
the divine office whether for the living or for the dead, not as
a price but as a means of livelihood; and the same purpose is
fulfilled when alms are received for making processions in fu-

nerals. Yet it is simoniacal to do such things by contract, or
with the intention of buying or selling. Hence it would be an
unlawful ordinance if it were decreed in any church that no
processionwould take place at a funeral unless a certain sumof
money were paid, because such an ordinance would preclude
the free granting of pious offices to any person. e ordinance
would be more in keeping with the law, if it were decreed that
this honor would be accorded to all who gave a certain alms,
because this would not preclude its being granted to others.
Moreover, the former ordinance has the appearance of an ex-
action, whereas the latter bears a likeness to a gratuitous remu-
neration.

Reply toObjection3.Aperson towhoma spiritual power
is entrusted is bound by virtue of his office to exercise the
power entrusted to him in dispensing spiritual things. More-
over, he receives a statutory payment from the funds of the
Church as a means of livelihood. erefore, if he were to ac-
cept anything for the exercise of his spiritual power, this would
imply, not a hiring of his labor (which he is bound to give, as a
duty arising out of the office he has accepted), but a sale of the
very use of a spiritual grace. For this reason it is unlawful for
him to receive anything for any dispensing whatever, or for al-
lowing someone else to take his duty, or for correcting his sub-
jects, or for omitting to correct them. On the other hand it is
lawful for him to receive “procurations,”whenhe visits his sub-
jects, not as a price for correcting them, but as ameans of liveli-
hood. He that is possessed of science, without having taken
upon himself the obligation of using it for the benefit of others
can lawfully receive a price for his learning or advice, since this
is not a sale of truth or science, but a hiring of labor. If, on the
other hand, he be so bound by virtue of his office, this would
amount to a sale of the truth, and consequently he would sin
grievously. For instance, those who in certain churches are ap-
pointed to instruct the clerics of that church and other poor
persons, and are in receipt of an ecclesiastical benefice for so
doing, are not allowed to receive anything in return, either for
teaching, or for celebrating or omitting any feasts.

Reply toObjection4. It is unlawful to exact or receive any-
thing as price for entering amonastery: but, in the case of small
monasteries, that are unable to support so many persons, it is
lawful, while entrance to themonastery is free, to accept some-
thing for the support of thosewho are about tobe received into
the monastery, if its revenues are insufficient. In like manner it
is lawful to be easier in admitting to amonastery a person who
has proved his regard for that monastery by the generosity of
his alms: just as, on the other hand, it is lawful to incite a per-
son’s regard for a monastery by means of temporal benefits, in
order that he may thereby be induced to enter the monastery;
although it is unlawful to agree to give or receive something
for entrance into a monastery (I, qu. ii, cap. Quam pio).

* Can. Quidquid invisibilis.
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IIa IIae q. 100 a. 4Whether it is lawful to receive money for things annexed to spiritual things?

Objection 1. It would seem lawful to receive money for
things annexed to spiritual things. Seemingly all temporal
things are annexed to spiritual things, since temporal things
ought to be sought for the sake of spiritual things. If, there-
fore, it is unlawful to sell what is annexed to spiritual things,
it will be unlawful to sell anything temporal, and this is clearly
false.

Objection 2. Further, nothing would seem to be more an-
nexed to spiritual things than consecrated vessels. Yet it is law-
ful to sell a chalice for the ransom of prisoners, according to
Ambrose (De Offic. ii, 28). erefore it is lawful to sell things
annexed to spiritual things.

Objection 3. Further, things annexed to spiritual things
include right of burial, right of patronage, and, according to
ancientwriters, right of the first-born (because before theLord
the first-born exercised the priestly office), and the right to re-
ceive tithes.NowAbrahambought fromEphron a double cave
for a burying-place (Gn. 23:8, sqq.), and Jacob bought from
Esau the right of the first-born (Gn. 25:31, sqq.). Again the
right of patronage is transferred with the property sold, and
is granted “in fee.” Tithes are granted to certain soldiers, and
can be redeemed. Prelates also at times retain for themselves
the revenues of prebends of which they have the presentation,
although a prebend is something annexed to a spiritual thing.
erefore it is lawful to sell things annexed to spiritual things.

On the contrary, Pope Paschal* says (cf. I, qu. iii, cap. Si
quis objecerit): “Whoever sells one of two such things, that the
one is unproductive without the other, leaves neither unsold.
Wherefore let no person sell a church, or a prebend, or any-
thing ecclesiastical.”

I answer that, A thing may be annexed to spiritual things
in twoways. First, as being dependent on spiritual things.us
to have to spiritual things, because it is not competent save to
those who hold a clerical office. Hence such things can by no
means exist apart from spiritual things. Consequently it is al-
together unlawful to sell such things, because the sale thereof
implies the sale of things spiritual. Other things are annexed
to spiritual things through being directed thereto, for instance
the right of patronage, which is directed to the presentation of
clerics to ecclesiastical benefices; and sacred vessels, which are
directed to the use of the sacraments. Wherefore such things
as these do not presuppose spiritual things, but precede them
in the order of time. Hence in a way they can be sold, but not
as annexed to spiritual things.

Reply to Objection 1. All things temporal are annexed to
spiritual things, as to their end, wherefore it is lawful to sell
temporal things, but their relation to spiritual things cannot

be the matter of a lawful sale.
Reply to Objection 2. Sacred vessels also are annexed to

spiritual things as to their end, wherefore their consecration
cannot be sold. Yet their material can be sold for the needs of
the Church or of the poor provided they first be broken, aer
prayer has been said over them, since when once broken, they
are considered to be no longer sacred vessels but mere metal:
so that if like vessels were to be made out of the same material
they would have to be consecrated again.

Reply toObjection3.Wehave no authority for supposing
that the double cave which Abraham bought for a burial place
was consecrated for that purpose: wherefore Abraham could
lawfully buy that site to be used for burial, in order to turn it
into a sepulchre: even so itwould be lawful now to buy an ordi-
nary field as a site for a cemetery or even a church.Nevertheless
because even among theGentiles burial places are looked upon
as religious, if Ephron intended to accept the price as payment
for a burial place, he sinned in selling, thoughAbrahamdidnot
sin in buying, because he intended merely to buy an ordinary
plot of ground. Even now, it is lawful in a case of necessity to
sell or buy land on which there has previously been a church,
as we have also said with regard to sacred vessels (Reply obj. 2).
Or again, Abraham is to be excused because he thus freed him-
self of a grievance. For although Ephron offered him the burial
place for nothing, Abraham deemed that he could not accept
it gratis without prejudice to himself.

e right of the first-born was due to Jacob by reason of
God’s choice, according to Malach. 1:2,3, “I have loved Jacob,
but have hated Esau.” Wherefore Esau sinned by selling his
birthright, yet Jacob sinned not in buying, because he is un-
derstood to have freed himself of his grievance.

e right of patronage cannot be thematter of a direct sale,
nor can it be granted “in fee,” but is transferred with the prop-
erty sold or granted.

e spiritual right of receiving tithes is not granted to lay-
folk, but merely the temporal commodities which are granted
in the name of tithe, as stated above (q. 87, a. 3).

With regard to the granting of benefices it must, however,
be observed, that it is not unlawful for a bishop, before pre-
senting a person to a benefice, to decide, for some reason, to
retain part of the revenues of the benefice in question, and to
spend it on some pious object. But, on the other hand, if he
were to require part of the revenues of that benefice to be given
to him by the beneficiary, it would be the same as though he
demanded payment from him, and he would not escape the
guilt of simony.

* Paschal II.
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IIa IIae q. 100 a. 5Whether it is lawful to grant spiritual things in return for an equivalent of service, or for an
oral remuneration?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is lawful to grant spir-
itual things in return for an equivalent of service, or an oral
remuneration. Gregory says (Regist. iii, ep. 18): “It is right
that those who serve the interests of the Church should be re-
warded.” Now an equivalent of service denotes serving the in-
terests of the Church. erefore it seems lawful to confer ec-
clesiastical benefices for services received.

Objection 2. Further, to confer an ecclesiastical benefice
for service received seems to indicate a carnal intention, no less
than to do so on account of kinship. Yet the latter seemingly is
not simoniacal since it implies no buying or selling. erefore
neither is the former simoniacal.

Objection 3. Further, that which is done only at another’s
requestwould seem tobe done gratis: so that apparently it does
not involve simony, which consists in buying or selling. Now
oral remuneration denotes the conferring of an ecclesiastical
benefice at some person’s request. erefore this is not simo-
niacal.

Objection 4. Further, hypocrites perform spiritual deeds
in order that they may receive human praise, which seems to
imply oral remuneration: and yet hypocrites are not said to be
guilty of simony. erefore oral remuneration does not entail
simony.

On the contrary, Pope Urban* says: “Whoever grants or
acquires ecclesiastical things, not for the purpose for which
they were instituted but for his own profit, in consideration of
an oral remuneration or of an equivalent in service rendered or
money received, is guilty of simony.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), the term “money”
denotes “anything that can have a pecuniary value.” Now it is
evident that a man’s service is directed to some kind of useful-
ness, which has a pecuniary value, wherefore servants are hired
for amoney wage.erefore to grant a spiritual thing for a ser-
vice rendered or to be rendered is the same as to grant it for
the money, received or promised, at which that service could
be valued. If likewise, to grant a person’s request for the be-
stowal of a temporary favor is directed to some kind of use-
fulness which has a pecuniary value. Wherefore just as a man
contracts the guilt of simony by accepting money or any eter-
nal thing which comes under the head of “real remuneration,”
so too does he contract it, by receiving “oral remuneration” or

an “equivalent in service rendered.”
Reply to Objection 1. If a cleric renders a prelate a law-

ful service, directed to spiritual things (e.g. to the good of the
Church, or benefit of her ministers), he becomes worthy of an
ecclesiastical benefice by reason of the devotion that led him
to render the service, as he would by reason of any other good
deed. Hence this is not a case of remuneration for service ren-
dered, such as Gregory has in mind. But if the service be un-
lawful, or directed to carnal things (e.g. a service rendered to
the prelate for the profit of his kindred, or the increase of his
patrimony, or the like), it will be a case of remuneration for
service rendered, and this will be simony.

Reply to Objection 2. e bestowal of a spiritual thing
gratis on a person by reason of kinship or of any carnal affec-
tion is unlawful and carnal, but not simoniacal: since nothing
is received in return, wherefore it does not imply a contract of
buying and selling, on which simony is based. But to present a
person to an ecclesiastical benefice with the understanding or
intention that he provide for one’s kindred from the revenue
is manifest simony.

Reply to Objection 3. Oral remuneration denotes either
praise that pertains to human favor, which has its price, or a re-
quest wherebyman’s favor is obtained or the contrary avoided.
Hence if one intend this chiefly one commits simony. Now to
grant a request made for an unworthy person implies, seem-
ingly, that this is one’s chief intentionwherefore the deed itself
is simoniacal. But if the request be made for a worthy person,
the deed itself is not simoniacal, because it is based on aworthy
cause, on account of which a spiritual thing is granted to the
person for whom the request is made. Nevertheless there may
be simony in the intention, if one look, not to the worthiness
of the person, but to human favor. If, however, a person asks
for himself, that he may obtain the cure of souls, his very pre-
sumption renders himunworthy, and so his request ismade for
an unworthy person. But, if one be in need, one may lawfully
seek for oneself an ecclesiastical benefice without the cure of
souls.

Reply toObjection4.Ahypocrite does not give a spiritual
thing for the sake of praise, he onlymakes a show of it, and un-
der false pretenses stealthily purloins rather than buys human
praise: so that seemingly the hypocrite is not guilty of simony.

IIa IIae q. 100 a. 6Whether those who are guilty of simony are fittingly punished by being deprived of what they
have acquired by simony?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who are guilty of
simony are not fittingly punished by being deprived of what
they have acquired by simony. Simony is committed by acquir-
ing spiritual things in return for a remuneration. Now certain
spiritual things cannot be lost when once acquired, such as all

characters that are imprinted by a consecration. erefore it is
not a fitting punishment for a person to be deprived of what
he has acquired simoniacally.

Objection 2. Further, it sometimes happens that one who
has obtained the episcopate by simony commands a subject

* Urban II, Ep. xvii ad Lucium.
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of his to receive orders from him: and apparently the subject
should obey, so long as the Church tolerates him. Yet no one
ought to receive from him that has not the power to give.
erefore a bishop does not lose his episcopal power, if he has
acquired it by simony.

Objection 3. Further, no one should be punished for what
was done without his knowledge and consent, since punish-
ment is due for sin which is voluntary, as was shown above
( Ia IIae, q. 74, Aa. 1,2; Ia IIae, q. 77, a. 7). Now it happens
sometimes that a person acquires something spiritual, which
others have procured for himwithout his knowledge and con-
sent. erefore he should not be punished by being deprived
of what has been bestowed on him.

Objection 4. Further, no one should profit by his own sin.
Yet, if a person who has acquired an ecclesiastical benefice by
simony, were to restore what he has received, this would some-
times turn to the profit of those who had a share in his simony;
for instance, when a prelate and his entire chapter have con-
sented to the simony. erefore that which has been acquired
by simony ought not always to be restored.

Objection 5. Further, sometimes a person obtains admis-
sion to amonastery by simony, and there takes the solemn vow
of profession. But no one should be freed from the obligation
of a vow on account of a fault he has committed. erefore he
should not be expelled from the monastic state which he has
acquired by simony.

Objection 6. Further, in this world external punishment is
not inflicted for the internal movements of the heart, whereof
God alone is the judge. Now simony is committed in the mere
intentionorwill,wherefore it is defined in reference to thewill,
as stated above (a. 1, ad 2). erefore a person should not al-
ways be deprived of what he has acquired by simony.

Objection 7. Further, to be promoted to greater dignity is
much less than to retain that which one has already received.
Now sometimes those who are guilty of simony are, by dispen-
sation, promoted to greater dignity.erefore they should not
always be deprived of what they have received.

On the contrary, It is written (I, qu. i, cap. Si quis Episco-
pus): “He that has been ordained shall profit nothing from his
ordination or promotion that he has acquired by the bargain,
but shall forfeit the dignity or cure that he has acquired with
his money.”

I answer that, No one can lawfully retain that which he
has acquired against the owner’s will. For instance, if a steward
were to give some of his lord’s property to a person, against his
lord’s will and orders, the recipient could not lawfully retain
what he received. Now Our Lord, Whose stewards and minis-
ters are the prelates of churches, ordered spiritual things to be
given gratis, according toMat. 10:8, “Freely have you received,
freely give.” Wherefore whosoever acquires spiritual things in
return for a remuneration cannot lawfully retain them. More-
over, thosewho are guilty of simony, by either selling or buying
spiritual things, aswell as thosewho act as go-between, are sen-

tenced to other punishments, namely, infamy and deposition,
if they be clerics, and excommunication if they be laymen, as
stated qu. i, cap. Si quis Episcopus*.

Reply toObjection 1.He that has received a sacredOrder
simoniacally, receives the character of theOrder on account of
the efficacy of the sacrament: but he does not receive the grace
nor the exercise of theOrder, because he has received the char-
acter by stealth as it were, and against the will of the Supreme
Lord. Wherefore he is suspended, by virtue of the law, both
as regards himself, namely, that he should not busy himself
about exercising his Order, and as regards others, namely, that
no one may communicate with him in the exercise of his Or-
der, whether his sin be public or secret.Normay he reclaim the
moneywhich he basely gave, although the other party unjustly
retains it.

Again, a manwho is guilty of simony, through having con-
ferred Orders simoniacally, or through having simoniacally
granted or received a benefice, or through having been a go-
between in a simoniacal transaction, if he has done so publicly,
is suspended by virtue of the law, as regards both himself and
others; but if he has acted in secret he is suspended by virtue of
the law, as regards himself alone, and not as regards others.

Reply to Objection 2. One ought not to receive Orders
from a bishop one knows to have been promoted simoniacally,
either on account of his command or for fear of his excommu-
nication: and such as receive Orders from him do not receive
the exercise of their Orders, even though they are ignorant of
his being guilty of simony; and they need to receive a dispen-
sation. Some, however, maintain that one ought to receiveOr-
ders in obedience to his command unless one can prove him to
be guilty of simony, but that one ought not to exercise the Or-
der without a dispensation. But this is an unreasonable state-
ment, because no one should obey aman to the extent of com-
municating with him in an unlawful action. Now he that is, by
virtue of the law, suspended as regards both himself and others,
confers Orders unlawfully: wherefore no one should commu-
nicate with him, by receiving Orders from him for any cause
whatever. If, however, one be not certain on the point, one
ought not to give credence to another’s sin, and so one ought
with a good conscience to receiveOrders fromhim. And if the
bishop has been guilty of simony otherwise than by a simonia-
cal promotion, and the fact be a secret, one can receive Orders
from him because he is not suspended as regards others, but
only as regards himself, as stated above (ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. To be deprived of what one has re-
ceived is not only the punishment of a sin, but is also some-
times the effect of acquiring unjustly, as when one buys a thing
of a person who cannot sell it. Wherefore if a man, know-
ingly and spontaneously, receives Orders or an ecclesiastical
benefice simoniacally, not only is he deprived of what he has
received, by forfeiting the exercise of his order, and resigning
the benefice and the fruits acquired therefrom, but also in ad-
dition to this he is punished by being marked with infamy.

* Qu. iii, can. Si quis praebendas.
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Moreover, he is bound to restore not only the fruit actually
acquired, but also such as could have been acquired by a care-
ful possessor (which, however, is to be understood of the net
fruits, allowance beingmade for expenses incurred on account
of the fruits), excepting those fruits that have been expended
for the good of the Church.

On the other hand, if a man’s promotion be procured si-
moniacally by others, without his knowledge and consent, he
forfeits the exercise of his Order, and is bound to resign the
benefice obtained togetherwith fruits still extant; but he is not
bound to restore the fruits which he has consumed, since he
possessed them in good faith. Exception must be made in the
case when his promotion has been deceitfully procured by an
enemy of his; or when he expressly opposes the transaction, for
then he is not bound to resign, unless subsequently he agree to
the transaction, by paying what was promised.

Reply to Objection 4. Money, property, or fruits simo-
niacally received, must be restored to the Church that has in-
curred loss by their transfer, notwithstanding the fact that the
prelate or a member of the chapter of that church was at fault,
since others ought not to be the losers by his sin: in suchwise,
however, that, as far as possible, the guilty parties be not the
gainers. But if the prelate and the entire chapter be at fault,
restitutionmust bemade, with the consent of superior author-
ity, either to the poor or to some other church.

Reply to Objection 5. If there are any persons who have
been simoniacally admitted into a monastery, they must quit:
and if the simony was committed with their knowledge since

the holding of the General Council*, they must be expelled
from their monastery without hope of return, and do perpet-
ual penance under a stricter rule, or in some house of the same
order, if a stricter one be not found. If, however, this took place
before the Council, theymust be placed in other houses of the
same order. If this cannot be done, they must be received into
monasteries of the same order, by way of compensation, lest
they wander about the world, but they must not be admitted
to their former rank, and must be assigned a lower place.

On the other hand, if they were received simoniacally,
without their knowledge, whether before or aer the Coun-
cil, then aer quitting they may be received again, their rank
being changed as stated.

Reply toObjection 6. InGod’s sight themerewillmakes a
man guilty of simony; but as regards the external ecclesiastical
punishment he is not punished as a simoniac, by being obliged
to resign, but is bound to repent of his evil intention.

Reply toObjection 7. e Pope alone can grant a dispen-
sation to one who has knowingly received a benefice (simoni-
acally). In other cases the bishop also can dispense, provided
the beneficiary first of all renounce what he has received simo-
niacally, so that he will receive either the lesser dispensation
allowing him to communicate with the laity, or a greater dis-
pensation, allowing him aer doing penance to retain his order
in some other Church; or again a greater dispensation, allow-
ing him to remain in the same Church, but in minor orders;
or a full dispensation allowing him to exercise even the major
orders in the same Church, but not to accept a prelacy.

* Fourth Lateran Council, A.D. 1215, held by Innocent III.
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S P   S P, Q 101
Of Piety

(In Four Articles)

Aer religion we must consider piety, the consideration of which will render the opposite vices manifest. Accordingly four
points of inquiry arise with regard to piety:

(1) To whom does piety extend?
(2) What does piety make one offer a person?
(3) Whether piety is a special virtue?
(4) Whether the duties of piety should be omitted for the sake of religion?

IIa IIae q. 101 a. 1Whether piety extends to particular human individuals?

Objection 1. It seems that piety does not extend to par-
ticular human individuals. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
x) that piety denotes, properly speaking, the worship of God,
which the Greeks designate by the term εὐσέβεια. But the wor-
ship of God does not denote relation toman, but only toGod.
erefore piety does not extend definitely to certain human
individuals.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. i): “Piety, on
her day, provides a banquet, because she fills the inmost re-
cesses of the heart with works of mercy.” Now the works of
mercy are to be done to all, according toAugustine (DeDoctr.
Christ. i).erefore piety does not extend definitely to certain
special persons.

Objection 3. Further, in human affairs there are many
other mutual relations besides those of kindred and citizen-
ship, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. viii, 11,12), and on each
of them is founded a kind of friendship, which would seem
to be the virtue of piety, according to a gloss on 2 Tim. 3:5,
“Having an appearance indeed of piety [Douay: ‘godliness’].”
erefore piety extends not only to one’s kindred and fellow-
citizens.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that “it
is by piety that we do our duty towards our kindred and well-
wishers of our country and render them faithful service.”

I answer that,Man becomes a debtor to other men in var-
ious ways, according to their various excellence and the vari-
ous benefits received from them. on both counts God holds
first place, for He is supremely excellent, and is for us the first
principle of being and government. In the second place, the

principles of our being and government are our parents and
our country, that have given us birth and nourishment. Con-
sequently man is debtor chiefly to his parents and his country,
aer God.Wherefore just as it belongs to religion to give wor-
ship to God, so does it belong to piety, in the second place, to
give worship to one’s parents and one’s country.

eworship due to our parents includes theworship given
to all our kindred, since our kinsfolk are those who descend
from the same parents, according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
viii, 12). e worship given to our country includes homage
to all our fellow-citizens and to all the friends of our country.
erefore piety extends chiefly to these.

Reply to Objection 1. e greater includes the lesser:
wherefore theworship due toGod includes theworship due to
our parents as a particular. Hence it is written (Malach. 1:6):
“If I be a father, where is My honor?” Consequently the term
piety extends also to the divine worship.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
x), “the term piety is oen used in connection with works of
mercy, in the language of the common people; the reason for
which I consider to be the fact that God Himself has declared
that these works aremore pleasing toHim than sacrifices.is
custom has led to the application of the word ‘pious’ to God
Himself.”

Reply toObjection 3.e relations of amanwith his kin-
dred and fellow-citizens are more referable to the principles of
his being thanother relations:wherefore the termpiety ismore
applicable to them.

IIa IIae q. 101 a. 2Whether piety provides support for our parents?

Objection 1. It seems that piety does not provide support
for our parents. For, seemingly, the precept of the decalogue,
“Honor thy father and mother,” belongs to piety. But this pre-
scribes only the giving of honor. erefore it does not belong
to piety to provide support for one’s parents.

Objection 2. Further, a man is bound to lay up for those
whom he is bound to support. Now according to the Apos-

tle (2 Cor. 12:14), “neither ought the children to lay up for
the parents.” erefore piety does not oblige them to support
their parents.

Objection 3. Further, piety extends not only to one’s par-
ents, but also to other kinsmen and to one’s fellow-citizens, as
stated above (a. 1). But one is not bound to support all one’s
kindred and fellow-citizens.erefore neither is one bound to
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support one’s parents.
On the contrary, our Lord (Mat. 15:3-6) reproved the

Pharisees for hindering children from supporting their par-
ents.

I answer that, We owe something to our parents in two
ways: that is to say, both essentially, and accidentally. We owe
them essentially that which is due to a father as such: and since
he is his son’s superior through being the principle of his being,
the latter owes him reverence and service. Accidentally, that
is due to a father, which it befits him to receive in respect of
something accidental to him, for instance, if he be ill, it is fit-
ting that his children should visit him and see to his cure; if he
be poor, it is fitting that they should support him; and so on in
like instance, all of which come under the head of service due.
Hence Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that “piety gives both
duty and homage”: “duty” referring to service, and “homage”
to reverence or honor, because, as Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei
x), “we are said to give homage to thosewhosememory or pres-
ence we honor.”

Reply toObjection 1.According to our Lord’s interpreta-

tion (Mat. 15:3-6) the honor due to our parents includeswhat-
ever support we owe them; and the reason for this is that sup-
port is given to one’s father because it is due to him as to one
greater.

Reply toObjection 2. Since a father stands in the relation
of principle, and his son in the relation of that which is from
a principle, it is essentially fitting for a father to support his
son: and consequently he is bound to support him not only
for a time, but for all his life, and this is to lay by. On the other
hand, for the son to bestow something on his father is acci-
dental, arising from some momentary necessity, wherein he is
bound to support him, but not to lay by as for a long time be-
forehand, because naturally parents are not the successors of
their children, but children of their parents.

Reply to Objection 3. As Tully says (De Invent. Rhet.
ii), “we offer homage and duty to all our kindred and to the
well-wishers of our country”; not, however, equally to all, but
chiefly to our parents, and to others according to our means
and their personal claims.

IIa IIae q. 101 a. 3Whether piety is a special virtue distinct from other virtues?

Objection 1. It seems that piety is not a special virtue dis-
tinct from other virtues. For the giving of service and homage
to anyone proceeds from love. But it belongs to piety. ere-
fore piety is not a distinct virtue from charity.

Objection 2. Further, it is proper to religion to give wor-
ship to God. But piety also gives worship to God, according
to Augustine (De Civ. Dei x). erefore piety is not distinct
from religion.

Objection 3. Further, piety, whereby we give our country
worship and duty, seems to be the same as legal justice, which
looks to the common good. But legal justice is a general virtue,
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 1,2). erefore piety is
not a special virtue.

On the contrary, It is accounted by Tully (De Invent.
Rhet. ii) as a part of justice.

I answer that,A special virtue is one that regards an object
under a special aspect. Since, then, the nature of justice con-
sists in rendering another person his due, wherever there is a
special aspect of something due to a person, there is a special
virtue. Now a thing is indebted in a special way to that which
is its connatural principle of being and government. And piety

regards this principle, inasmuch as it pays duty and homage to
our parents and country, and to those who are related thereto.
erefore piety is a special virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as religion is a protestation of
faith, hope and charity, whereby man is primarily directed to
God, so again piety is a protestation of the charity we bear to-
wards our parents and country.

Reply to Objection 2. God is the principle of our being
and government in a far more excellent manner than one’s fa-
ther or country.Hence religion,which givesworship toGod, is
a distinct virtue from piety, which pays homage to our parents
and country. But things relating to creatures are transferred to
God as the summit of excellence and causality, as Dionysius
says (Div. Nom. i): wherefore, by way of excellence, piety des-
ignates the worship of God, even as God, by way of excellence,
is called “Our Father.”

Reply to Objection 3. Piety extends to our country in so
far as the latter is for us a principle of being: but legal justice
regards the good of our country, considered as the common
good:wherefore legal justice hasmoreof the character of a gen-
eral virtue than piety has.

IIa IIae q. 101 a. 4Whether the duties of piety towards one’s parents should be omitted for the sake of religion?

Objection 1. It seems that the duties of piety towards one’s
parents should be omitted for the sake of religion. For Our
Lord said (Lk. 14:26): “If any man come to Me, and hate not
his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren,
and sisters, yea and his own life also, he cannot beMy disciple.”
Hence it is said in praise of James and John (Mat. 4:22) that

they le “their nets and father, and followed” Christ. Again
it is said in praise of the Levites (Dt. 33:9): “Who hath said
to his father, and to his mother: I do not know you; and to
his brethren: I know you not; and their own children they
have not known. ese have kept y word.” Now a man who
knows not his parents and other kinsmen, or who even hates
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them,must needs omit the duties of piety.erefore the duties
of piety should be omitted for the sake of religion.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Lk. 9:59,60) that in
answer to him who said: “Suffer me first to go and bury my
father,” Our Lord replied: “Let the dead bury their dead: but
go thou, and preach the kingdom of God.” Now the latter per-
tains to religion, while it is a duty of piety to bury one’s father.
erefore a duty of piety should be omitted for the sake of re-
ligion.

Objection 3. Further, God is called “Our Father” by ex-
cellence. Now just as we worship our parents by paying them
the duties of piety so do we worship God by religion. ere-
fore the duties of piety should be omitted for the sake of the
worship of religion.

Objection 4. Further, religious are bound by a vow which
they may not break to fulfil the observances of religion. Now
in accordance with those observances they are hindered from
supporting their parents, both on the score of poverty, since
they have nothing of their own, and on the score of obedience,
since they may not leave the cloister without the permission
of their superior. erefore the duties of piety towards one’s
parents should be omitted for the sake of religion.

On the contrary, Our Lord reproved the Pharisees (Mat.
15:3-6) who taught that for the sake of religion one ought to
refrain from paying one’s parents the honor we owe them.

I answer that, Religion and piety are two virtues. Now
no virtue is opposed to another virtue, since according to the
Philosopher, in his book on the Categories (Cap. De oppos.),
“good is not opposed to good.” erefore it is impossible that
religion and piety mutually hinder one another, so that the act
of one be excluded by the act of the other.Now, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 7, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 3), the act of every virtue
is limited by the circumstances due thereto, and if it overstep
them it will be an act no longer of virtue but of vice. Hence
it belongs to piety to pay duty and homage to one’s parents
according to the due mode. But it is not the due mode that
man should tend toworship his father rather thanGod, but, as
Ambrose says on Lk. 12:52, “the piety of divine religion takes
precedence of the claims of kindred.”

Accordingly, if the worship of one’s parents take one away
from the worship of God it would no longer be an act of piety
to payworship to one’s parents to the prejudice ofGod.Hence
Jerome says (Ep. ad Heliod.): “ough thou trample upon thy
father, though thou spurn thymother, turn not aside, but with
dry eyes hasten to the standard of the cross; it is the highest de-
gree of piety to be cruel in thismatter.”erefore in such a case
the duties of piety towards one’s parents should be omitted for
the sake of the worship religion gives to God. If, however, by
paying the services due to our parents, we are not withdrawn
from the service of God, then will it be an act of piety, and
there will be no need to set piety aside for the sake of religion.

Reply to Objection 1. Gregory expounding this saying of
our Lord says (Hom. xxxvii in Ev.) that “whenwe find our par-
ents to be a hindrance in ourway toGod, wemust ignore them

by hating and fleeing from them.” For if our parents incite us to
sin, and withdraw us from the service of God, we must, as re-
gards this point, abandon and hate them. It is in this sense that
the Levites are said to have not known their kindred, because
they obeyed the Lord’s command, and spared not the idolaters
(Ex. 32). James and John are praised for leaving their parents
and following our Lord, not that their father incited them to
evil, but because they deemed it possible for him to find an-
other means of livelihood, if they followed Christ.

Reply to Objection 2. Our Lord forbade the disciple to
buryhis father because, according toChrysostom(Hom. xxviii
in Matth.), “Our Lord by so doing saved him from many evils,
such as the sorrows and worries and other things that one an-
ticipates under these circumstances. For aer the burial the
will had to be read, the estate had to be divided, and so forth:
but chiefly, because there were others who could see to the fu-
neral.”Or, according toCyril’s commentary on Lk. 9, “this dis-
ciple’s request was, not that he might bury a dead father, but
that he might support a yet living father in the latter’s old age,
until at length he should bury him. is is what Our Lord did
not grant, because there were others, bound by the duties of
kindred, to take care of him.”

Reply to Objection 3. Whatever we give our parents out
of piety is referred by us to God; just as other works of mercy
which we perform with regard to any of our neighbors are of-
fered to God, according to Mat. 25:40: “As long as you did it
to one of…My least…you did it toMe.” Accordingly, if our car-
nal parents stand in need of our assistance, so that they have
no other means of support, provided they incite us to nothing
against God, we must not abandon them for the sake of reli-
gion. But ifwe cannot devote ourselves to their servicewithout
sin, or if they can be supportedwithout our assistance, it is law-
ful to forego their service, so as to give more time to religion.

Reply to Objection 4. We must speak differently of one
who is yet in theworld, andof onewhohasmadehis profession
in religion. For he that is in the world, if he has parents unable
to find support without him, he must not leave them and en-
ter religion, because he would be breaking the commandment
prescribing the honoring of parents. Some say, however, that
even then he might abandon them, and leave them in God’s
care. But this, considered aright,wouldbe to temptGod: since,
while having human means at hand, he would be exposing his
parents to danger, in the hope of God’s assistance. on the other
hand, if the parents can find means of livelihood without him,
it is lawful for him to abandon them and enter religion, be-
cause children are not bound to support their parents except
in cases of necessity, as stated above. He that has already made
his profession in religion is deemed to be already dead to the
world:whereforeheoughtnot, underpretext of supportinghis
parents, to leave the cloisterwherehe is buriedwithChrist, and
busy himself oncemorewithworldly affairs. Nevertheless he is
bound, saving his obedience to his superiors, and his religious
state withal, to make points efforts for his parents’ support.
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S P   S P, Q 102
Of Observance, Considered in Itself, and of Its Parts

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider observance and its parts, the considerations of which will manifest the contrary vices.
Under the head of observance there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether observance is a special virtue, distinct from other virtues?
(2) What does observance offer?
(3) Of its comparison with piety.

IIa IIae q. 102 a. 1Whether observance is a special virtue, distinct from other virtues?

Objection 1. It seems that observance is not a special
virtue, distinct from other virtues. For virtues are distin-
guished by their objects. But the object of observance is not
distinct from the object of piety: for Tully says (De Invent.
Rhet. ii) that “it is by observance that we pay worship and
honor to those who excel in some kind of dignity.” But wor-
ship and honor are paid also by piety to our parents, who excel
in dignity. erefore observance is not a distinct virtue from
piety.

Objection 2. Further, just as honor and worship are due
to those that are in a position of dignity, so also are they due
to those who excel in science and virtue. But there is no spe-
cial virtue whereby we pay honor and worship to those who
excel in science and virtue. erefore observance, whereby we
pay worship and honor to those who excel in dignity, is not a
special virtue distinct from other virtues.

Objection 3. Further, we have many duties towards those
who are in a position of dignity, the fulfilment of which is re-
quired by law, according to Rom. 13:7, “Render…to all men
their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due,” etc. Now the ful-
filment of the requirements of the law belongs to legal justice,
or even to special justice. erefore observance is not by itself
a special virtue distinct from other virtues.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) reckons ob-
servance alongwith the other parts of justice, which are special
virtues.

I answer that, As explained above (q. 101, Aa. 1,3; q. 80),
according to the various excellences of those persons to whom
something is due, theremust needs be a corresponding distinc-
tion of virtues in a descending order. Now just as a carnal fa-
ther partakes of the character of principle in a particular way,
which character is found in God in a universal way, so too a
person who, in some way, exercises providence in one respect,
partakes of the character of father in a particular way, since a
father is the principle of generation, of education, of learning
and ofwhatever pertains to the perfection of human life: while
a person who is in a position of dignity is as a principle of gov-
ernment with regard to certain things: for instance, the gov-

ernor of a state in civil matters, the commander of an army in
matters of warfare, a professor in matters of learning, and so
forth. Hence it is that all such persons are designated as “fa-
thers,” on account of their being charged with like cares: thus
the servants of Naaman said to him (4 Kings 5:13): “Father, if
the prophet had bid thee do some great thing,” etc.

erefore, just as, in a manner, religion, whereby worship
is given to find piety, whereby we worship our so under piety
we find observance, whereby worship and honor are paid to
persons in positions of dignity.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 101, a. 3, ad 2),
religion goes by the name of piety by way of supereminence,
although piety properly so called is distinct from religion; and
in the sameway piety can be called observance by way of excel-
lence, although observance properly speaking is distinct from
piety.

Reply to Objection 2. By the very fact of being in a po-
sition of dignity a man not only excels as regards his position,
but also has a certain power of governing subjects, wherefore it
is fitting that he should be considered as a principle inasmuch
as he is the governor of others.On the other hand, the fact that
a man has perfection of science and virtue does not give him
the character of a principle in relation to others, but merely a
certain excellence in himself. Wherefore a special virtue is ap-
pointed for the payment of worship and honor to persons in
positions of dignity. Yet, forasmuch as science, virtue and all
like things render aman fit for positions of dignity, the respect
which is paid to anyone on account of any excellence whatever
belongs to the same virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to special justice, prop-
erly speaking, to pay the equivalent to those to whom we owe
anything. Now this cannot be done to the virtuous, and to
those who make good use of their position of dignity, as nei-
ther can it be done to God, nor to our parents. Consequently
these matters belong to an annexed virtue, and not to special
justice, which is a principal virtue.

Legal justice extends to the acts of all the virtues, as stated
above (q. 58, a. 6).
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IIa IIae q. 102 a. 2Whether it belongs to observance to pay worship and honor to those who are in positions of
dignity?

Objection1. It seems that it does not belong toobservance
to pay worship and honor to persons in positions of dignity.
For according toAugustine (DeCiv.Dei x), we are said towor-
ship those persons whom we hold in honor, so that worship
and honor would seem to be the same.erefore it is unfitting
to define observance as paying worship and honor to persons
in positions of dignity.

Objection2.Further, it belongs to justice thatwepaywhat
we owe: wherefore this belongs to observance also, since it is
a part of justice. Now we do not owe worship and honor to
all persons in positions of dignity, but only to those who are
placed over us. erefore observance is unfittingly defined as
giving worship and honor to all.

Objection 3. Further, not only do we owe honor to per-
sons of dignity who are placed over us; we owe them also fear
and a certain payment of remuneration, according to Rom.
13:7, “Render…to all men their dues; tribute to whom trib-
ute is due; custom to whom custom; fear to whom fear; honor
to whom honor.” Moreover, we owe them reverence and sub-
jection, according to Heb. 13:17, “Obey your prelates, and be
subject to them.” erefore observance is not fittingly defined
as paying worship and honor.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that “it
is by observance that we pay worship and honor to those who
excel in some kind of dignity.”

I answer that, It belongs to persons in positions of dignity
to govern subjects. Now to govern is to move certain ones to
their due end: thus a sailor governs his ship by steering it to

port. But every mover has a certain excellence and power over
that which is moved. Wherefore, a person in a position of dig-
nity is an object of twofold consideration: first, in so far as he
obtains excellence of position, together with a certain power
over subjects: secondly, as regards the exercise of his govern-
ment. In respect of his excellence there is due to him honor,
which is the recognition of some kind of excellence; and in
respect of the exercise of his government, there is due to him
worship, consisting in rendering him service, by obeying his
commands, and by repaying him, according to one’s faculty,
for the benefits we received from him.

Reply to Objection 1. Worship includes not only honor,
but alsowhatever other suitable actions are connectedwith the
relations between man and man.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 80), debt is
twofold. One is legal debt, to pay which man is compelled by
law; and thus man owes honor and worship to those persons
in positions of dignity who are placed over him. e other is
moral debt, which is due by reason of a certain honesty: it is
in this way that we owe worship and honor to persons in posi-
tions of dignity even though we be not their subjects.

Reply to Objection 3. Honor is due to the excellence of
persons in positions of dignity, on account of their higher
rank: while fear is due to them on account of their power to
use compulsion: and to the exercise of their government there
is due both obedience, whereby subjects aremoved at the com-
mand of their superiors, and tributes, which are a repayment of
their labor.

IIa IIae q. 102 a. 3Whether observance is a greater virtue than piety?

Objection 1. It seems that observance is a greater virtue
than piety. For the prince to whom worship is paid by ob-
servance is compared to a father who is worshiped by piety,
as a universal to a particular governor; because the household
which a father governs is part of the state which is governed by
the prince. Now a universal power is greater, and inferiors are
more subject thereto. erefore observance is a greater virtue
than piety.

Objection 2. Further, persons in positions of dignity take
care of the common good.Nowour kindred pertain to the pri-
vate good, which we ought to set aside for the common good:
wherefore it is praiseworthy to expose oneself to the danger of
death for the sake of the common good.erefore observance,
whereby worship is paid to persons in positions of dignity, is a
greater virtue than piety, which pays worship to one’s kindred.

Objection 3. Further honor and reverence are due to the
virtuous in the first place aer God.Now honor and reverence
are paid to the virtuous by the virtue of observance, as stated
above (a. 1, ad 3).erefore observance takes the first place af-

ter religion.
On the contrary,eprecepts of the Law prescribe acts of

virtue. Now, immediately aer the precepts of religion, which
belong to the first table, follows the precept of honoring our
parents which refers to piety. erefore piety follows immedi-
ately aer religion in the order of excellence.

I answer that, Something may be paid to persons in po-
sitions of dignity in two ways. First, in relation to the com-
mon good, as when one serves them in the administration of
the affairs of the state. is no longer belongs to observance,
but to piety, which pays worship not only to one’s father but
also to one’s fatherland. Secondly, that which is paid to per-
sons in positions of dignity refers specially to their personal
usefulness or renown, and this belongs properly to observance,
as distinct frompiety.erefore in comparing observancewith
piety we must needs take into consideration the different re-
lations in which other persons stand to ourselves, which rela-
tions both virtues regard. Now it is evident that the persons
of our parents and of our kindred are more substantially akin
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to us than persons in positions of dignity, since birth and ed-
ucation, which originate in the father, belong more to one’s
substance than external government, the principle of which is
seated in those who are in positions of dignity. For this rea-
son piety takes precedence of observance, inasmuch as it pays
worship to persons more akin to us, and to whomwe are more
strictly bound.

Reply to Objection 1. e prince is compared to the fa-
ther as a universal to a particular power, as regards external
government, but not as regards the father being a principle of
generation: for in this way the father should be comparedwith
the divine power from which all things derive their being.

Reply to Objection 2. In so far as persons in positions of

dignity are related to the common good, their worship does
not pertain to observance, but to piety, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3. e rendering of honor or worship
should be proportionate to the person to whom it is paid not
only as considered in himself, but also as compared to those
who pay them. Wherefore, though virtuous persons, consid-
ered in themselves, aremore worthy of honor than the persons
of one’s parents, yet children are under a greater obligation, on
account of the benefits they have received from their parents
and their natural kinshipwith them, to payworship andhonor
to their parents than to virtuous persons who are not of their
kindred.
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Of Dulia

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the parts of observance. We shall consider (1) dulia, whereby we pay honor and other things per-
taining thereto to those who are in a higher position; (2) obedience, whereby we obey their commands.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether honor is a spiritual or a corporal thing?
(2) Whether honor is due to those only who are in a higher position?
(3) Whether dulia, which pays honor and worship to those who are above us, is a special virtue, distinct from

latria?
(4) Whether it contains several species?

IIa IIae q. 103 a. 1Whether honor denotes something corporal?

Objection 1. It seems that honor does not denote some-
thing corporal. For honor is showing reverence in acknowl-
edgment of virtue, as may be gathered from the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 5). Now showing reverence is something spiritual,
since to revere is an act of fear, as stated above (q. 81, a. 2, ad
1). erefore honor is something spiritual.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 3), “honor is the reward of virtue.” Now, since virtue
consists chiefly of spiritual things, its reward is not some-
thing corporal, for the reward ismore excellent than themerit.
erefore honor does not consist of corporal things.

Objection 3. Further, honor is distinct from praise, as also
from glory. Now praise and glory consist of external things.
erefore honor consists of things internal and spiritual.

On the contrary, Jerome in his exposition of 1 Tim. 5:3,
“Honor widows that are widows indeed,” and (1 Tim. 5:17),
“let the priests that rule well be esteemed worthy of double
honor” etc. says (Ep. ad Ageruch.): “Honor here stands either
for almsgiving or for remuneration.” Now both of these per-
tain to spiritual things. erefore honor consists of corporal
things.

I answer that, Honor denotes a witnessing to a person’s
excellence. erefore men who wish to be honored seek a
witnessing to their excellence, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 5; viii, 8). Now witness is borne either before God
or before man. Before God, Who is the searcher of hearts, the
witness of one’s conscience suffices. wherefore honor, so far
as God is concerned, may consist of the mere internal move-
ment of the heart, for instance when a man acknowledges ei-
ther God’s excellence or another man’s excellence before God.
But, as regards men, one cannot bear witness, save by means
of signs, either by words, as when one proclaims another’s ex-
cellence by word of mouth, or by deeds, for instance by bow-
ing, saluting, and so forth, or by external things, as by offering

gis, erecting statues, and the like. Accordingly honor consists
of signs, external and corporal.

Reply toObjection 1.Reverence is not the same as honor:
but on the one hand it is the primary motive for showing
honor, in so far as one man honors another out of the rever-
ence he has for him; and on the other hand, it is the end of
honor, in so far as a person is honored in order that he may be
held in reverence by others.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 3), honor is not a sufficient reward of virtue: yet
nothing in human and corporal things can be greater than
honor, since these corporal things themselves are employed as
signs in acknowledgment of excelling virtue. It is, however, due
to the good and the beautiful, that they may be made known,
according to Mat. 5:15, “Neither do men light a candle, and
put it under a bushel, but upon a candlestick, that it may shine
to all that are in the house.” In this sense honor is said to be the
reward of virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Praise is distinguished from honor
in two ways. First, because praise consists only of verbal signs,
whereas honor consists of any external signs, so that praise is
included in honor. Secondly, because by paying honor to a per-
sonwe bear witness to a person’s excelling goodness absolutely,
whereas by praising himwe bear witness to his goodness in ref-
erence to an end: thuswe praise one thatworkswell for an end.
On theotherhand, honor is given even to thebest,which is not
referred to an end, but has already arrived at the end, according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 5).

Glory is the effect of honor and praise, since the result of
our bearing witness to a person’s goodness is that his goodness
becomes clear to the knowledge ofmany.eword “glory” sig-
nifies this, for “glory” is the same as κληρία, wherefore a gloss of
Augustine on Rom. 16:27 observes that glory is “clear knowl-
edge together with praise.”
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IIa IIae q. 103 a. 2Whether honor is properly due to those who are above us?

Objection 1. It seems that honor is not properly due to
those who are above us. For an angel is above any human way-
farer, according to Mat. 11:11, “He that is lesser in the king-
dom of heaven is greater than John the Baptist.” Yet an an-
gel forbade John when the latter wished to honor him (Apoc.
22:10). erefore honor is not due to those who are above us.

Objection 2.Further, honor is due to a person in acknowl-
edgment of his virtue, as stated above (a. 1; q. 63, a. 3). But
sometimes those who are above us are not virtuous. erefore
honor is not due to them, as neither is it due to the demons,
who nevertheless are above us in the order of nature.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 12:10):
“With honor preventing one another,” and we read (1 Pet.
2:17): “Honor allmen.” But this would not be so if honorwere
due to those alone who are above us. erefore honor is not
due properly to those who are above us.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Tob. 1:16) that Tobias
“had ten talents of silver of that which he had been honored
by the king”: andwe read (Esther 6:11) that Assuerus honored
Mardochaeus, and ordered it to be proclaimed in his presence:
“is honor is he worthy of whom the king hath a mind to
honor.” erefore honor is paid to those also who are beneath
us, and it seems, in consequence, that honor is not dueproperly
to those who are above us.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 12) that
“honor is due to the best.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), honor is nothing but
an acknowledgment of a person’s excelling goodness. Now a
person’s excellence may be considered, not only in relation to
those who honor him, in the point of his being more excellent

than they, but also in itself, or in relation to other persons, and
in this way honor is always due to a person, on account of some
excellence or superiority.

For the person honored has no need to be more excellent
than those who honor him; it may suffice for him to be more
excellent than some others, or again he may be more excellent
than those who honor him in some respect and not simply.

Reply toObjection 1.e angel forbade John to pay him,
not any kind of honor, but the honor of adoration and latria,
which is due to God. Or again, he forbade him to pay the
honor of dulia, in order to indicate the dignity of Johnhimself,
for which Christ equaled him to the angels “according to the
hope of glory of the children of God”: wherefore he refused to
be honored by him as though he were superior to him.

Reply to Objection 2. A wicked superior is honored for
the excellence, not of his virtue but of his dignity, as being
God’s minister, and because the honor paid to him is paid
to the whole community over which he presides. As for the
demons, they are wicked beyond recall, and should be looked
upon as enemies, rather than treated with honor.

Reply to Objection 3. In every man is to be found some-
thing thatmakes it possible to deemhim better than ourselves,
according to Phil. 2:3, “In humility, let each esteem others bet-
ter than themselves,” and thus, too,we should all be on the alert
to do honor to one another.

Reply to Objection 4. Private individuals are sometimes
honored by kings, not that they are above them in the order of
dignity but on account of some excellence of their virtue: and
in this way Tobias and Mardochaeus were honored by kings.

IIa IIae q. 103 a. 3Whether dulia is a special virtue distinct from latria?

Objection 1. It seems that dulia is not a special virtue dis-
tinct from latria. For a gloss on Ps. 7:1, “O Lord my God, in
ee have I put my trust,” says: “Lord of all by His power, to
Whomdulia is due;God by creation, toWhomwe owe latria.”
Now the virtue directed to God as Lord is not distinct from
that which is directed to Him as God. erefore dulia is not a
distinct virtue from latria.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 8), “to be loved is like being honored.” Now the
charity with which we love God is the same as that whereby
we love our neighbor. erefore dulia whereby we honor our
neighbor is not a distinct virtue from latria with which we
honor God.

Objection 3. Further, the movement whereby one is
moved towards an image is the same as themovementwhereby
one is moved towards the thing represented by the image.
Now by dulia we honor a man as being made to the image
of God. For it is written of the wicked (Wis. 2:22,23) that

“they esteemed not the honor of holy souls, for God created
man incorruptible, and to the image of His own likeness He
made him.” erefore dulia is not a distinct virtue from latria
whereby God is honored.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei x), that “the
homage due toman, of which theApostle spokewhen he com-
manded servants to obey their masters and which in Greek is
called dulia, is distinct from latria which denotes the homage
that consists in the worship of God.”

I answer that, According to what has been stated above
(q. 101, a. 3), where there are different aspects of that which
is due, there must needs be different virtues to render those
dues. Now servitude is due to God and to man under differ-
ent aspects: even as lordship is competent to God and to man
under different aspects. For God has absolute and paramount
lordship over the creature wholly and singly, which is entirely
subject to His power: whereas man partakes of a certain like-
ness to the divine lordship, forasmuch as he exercises a particu-
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lar power over some man or creature. Wherefore dulia, which
pays due service to a human lord, is a distinct virtue from la-
tria, which pays due service to the lordship of God. It is, more-
over, a species of observance, because by observance we honor
all those who excel in dignity, while dulia properly speaking
is the reverence of servants for their master, dulia being the
Greek for servitude.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as religion is called piety by
way of excellence, inasmuch as God is our Father by way of
excellence, so again latria is called dulia by way of excellence,
inasmuch as God is our Lord by way of excellence. Now the
creature does not partake of the power to create by reason of
which latria is due toGod: and so this gloss drew a distinction,
by ascribing latria to God in respect of creation, which is not
communicated to a creature, but dulia in respect of lordship,
which is communicated to a creature.

Reply to Objection 2. e reason why we love our neigh-
bor is God, since that which we love in our neighbor through
charity is God alone. Wherefore the charity with which we
love God is the same as that with which we love our neighbor.
Yet there are other friendships distinct from charity, in respect

of the other reasons for which a man is loved. In like manner,
since there is one reason for serving God and another for serv-
ingman, and for honoring the one or the other, latria and dulia
are not the same virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Movement towards an image as
such is referred to the thing represented by the image: yet not
every movement towards an image is referred to the image as
such, and consequently sometimes themovement to the image
differs specifically from the movement to the thing. Accord-
ingly we must reply that the honor or subjection of dulia re-
gards some dignity of a man absolutely. For though, in respect
of that dignity, man is made to the image or likeness of God,
yet in showing reverence to a person, one does not always refer
this to God actually.

Or we may reply that the movement towards an image is,
aer a fashion, towards the thing, yet the movement towards
the thing need not be towards its image. Wherefore reverence
paid to a person as the image of God redounds somewhat to
God: and yet this differs from the reverence that is paid toGod
Himself, for this in no way refers to His image.

IIa IIae q. 103 a. 4Whether dulia has various species?

Objection 1. It seems that dulia has various species. For by
dulia we show honor to our neighbor. Now different neigh-
bors are honored under different aspects, for instance king, fa-
ther and master, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. ix, 2). Since
this difference of aspect in the object differentiates the species
of virtue, it seems that dulia is divided into specifically differ-
ent virtues.

Objection 2. Further, the mean differs specifically from
the extremes, as pale differs from white and black. Now hy-
perdulia is apparently a mean between latria and dulia: for it
is shown towards creatures having a special affinity to God,
for instance to the Blessed Virgin as being the mother of God.
erefore it seems that there are different species of dulia, one
being simply dulia, the other hyperdulia.

Objection 3. Further, just as in the rational creature we
find the image of God, for which reason it is honored, so too
in the irrational creature we find the trace of God. Now the as-
pect of likeness denoted by an image differs from the aspect
conveyed by a trace. erefore we must distinguish a corre-
sponding difference of dulia: and all the more since honor is
shown to certain irrational creatures, as, for instance, to the
wood of the Holy Cross.

On the contrary, Dulia is condivided with latria. But la-
tria is not divided into different species. Neither therefore is
dulia.

I answer that,Dulia may be taken in two ways. In one way

it may be taken in a wide sense as denoting reverence paid to
anyone on account of any kind of excellence, and thus it com-
prises piety and observance, and any similar virtue whereby
reverence is shown towards a man. Taken in this sense it will
have parts differing specifically from one another. In another
way it may be taken in a strict sense as denoting the reverence
of a servant for his lord, for dulia signifies servitude, as stated
above (a. 3). Taken in this sense it is not divided into different
species, but is one of the species of observance, mentioned by
Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii), for the reason that a servant reveres
his lord under one aspect, a soldier his commanding officer un-
der another, the disciple his master under another, and so on
in similar cases.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument takes dulia in a wide
sense.

Reply toObjection 2.Hyperdulia is the highest species of
dulia taken in a wide sense, since the greatest reverence is that
which is due to a man by reason of his having an affinity to
God.

Reply to Objection 3. Man owes neither subjection nor
honor to an irrational creature considered in itself, indeed all
such creatures are naturally subject to man. As to the Cross of
Christ, the honor we pay to it is the same as that which we pay
to Christ, just as the king’s robe receives the same honor as the
king himself, according to Damascene (De Fide Orth. iv).
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Of Obedience

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider obedience, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether one man is bound to obey another?
(2) Whether obedience is a special virtue?
(3) Of its comparison with other virtues;
(4) Whether God must be obeyed in all things?
(5) Whether subjects are bound to obey their superiors in all things?
(6) Whether the faithful are bound to obey the secular power?

IIa IIae q. 104 a. 1Whether one man is bound to obey another?

Objection 1. It seems that one man is not bound to obey
another. For nothing should be done contrary to the divine or-
dinance.NowGod has so ordered thatman is ruled by his own
counsel, according to Ecclus. 15:14, “Godmademan from the
beginning, and lehim in the handof his own counsel.”ere-
fore one man is not bound to obey another.

Objection 2. Further, if one man were bound to obey an-
other, he would have to look upon the will of the person com-
manding him, as being his rule of conduct. Now God’s will
alone, which is always right, is a rule of human conduct.ere-
fore man is bound to obey none but God.

Objection 3. Further, the more gratuitous the service the
more is it acceptable. Now what a man does out of duty is not
gratuitous.erefore if amanwere bound in duty to obey oth-
ers in doing good deeds, for this very reason his good deeds
would be rendered less acceptable through being done out of
obedience. erefore one man is not bound to obey another.

On the contrary, It is prescribed (Heb. 13:17): “Obey
your prelates and be subject to them.”

I answer that, Just as the actions of natural things proceed
from natural powers, so do human actions proceed from the
human will. In natural things it behooved the higher to move
the lower to their actions by the excellence of thenatural power
bestowed on them by God: and so in human affairs also the
higher must move the lower by their will in virtue of a divinely
established authority. Now to move by reason and will is to
command. Wherefore just as in virtue of the divinely estab-
lished natural order the lower natural things need to be sub-

ject to the movement of the higher, so too in human affairs,
in virtue of the order of natural and divine law, inferiors are
bound to obey their superiors.

Reply toObjection1.God leman in the handof his own
counsel, not as though it were lawful to him to do whatever
he will, but because, unlike irrational creatures, he is not com-
pelled by natural necessity to dowhat he ought to do, but is le
the free choice proceeding from his own counsel. And just as
he has to proceed on his own counsel in doing other things, so
too has he in the point of obeying his superiors. For Gregory
says (Moral. xxxv), “When we humbly give way to another’s
voice, we overcome ourselves in our own hearts.”

Reply to Objection 2. e will of God is the first rule
whereby all rational wills are regulated: and to this rule one
will approachesmore than another, according to a divinely ap-
pointed order. Hence the will of the one man who issues a
commandmay be as a second rule to the will of this other man
who obeys him.

Reply to Objection 3. A thing may be deemed gratuitous
in two ways. In one way on the part of the deed itself, because,
to wit, one is not bound to do it; in another way, on the part
of the doer, because he does it of his own free will. Now a deed
is rendered virtuous, praiseworthy andmeritorious, chiefly ac-
cording as it proceeds from the will.Wherefore although obe-
dience be a duty, if one obey with a prompt will, one’s merit
is not for that reason diminished, especially before God, Who
sees not only the outward deed, but also the inward will.

IIa IIae q. 104 a. 2Whether obedience is a special virtue?

Objection1. It seems that obedience is not a special virtue.
For disobedience is contrary to obedience. But disobedience is
a general sin, because Ambrose says (De Parad. viii) that “sin is
to disobey the divine law.”erefore obedience is not a special
virtue.

Objection2.Further, every special virtue is either theolog-
ical ormoral. But obedience is not a theological virtue, since it

is not comprised under faith, hope or charity. Nor is it a moral
virtue, since it does not hold the mean between excess and de-
ficiency, for the more obedient one is the more is one praised.
erefore obedience is not a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxv) that
“obedience is the more meritorious and praiseworthy, the less
it holds its own.” But every special virtue is the more to be
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praised themore it holds its own, since virtue requires aman to
exercise his will and choice, as stated in Ethic. ii, 4. erefore
obedience is not a special virtue.

Objection 4. Further, virtues differ in species according to
their objects. Now the object of obedience would seem to be
the command of a superior, of which, apparently, there are as
many kinds as there are degrees of superiority. erefore obe-
dience is a general virtue, comprising many special virtues.

On the contrary, obedience is reckoned by some to be a
part of justice, as stated above (q. 80).

I answer that,A special virtue is assigned to all good deeds
that have a special reason of praise: for it belongs properly
to virtue to render a deed good. Now obedience to a supe-
rior is due in accordance with the divinely established order
of things, as shown above (a. 1), and therefore it is a good,
since good consists in mode, species and order, as Augustine
states (DeNatura Boni iii)*. Again, this act has a special aspect
of praiseworthiness by reason of its object. For while subjects
have many obligations towards their superiors, this one, that
they are bound to obey their commands, stands out as special
among the rest.Wherefore obedience is a special virtue, and its
specific object is a command tacit or express, because the supe-
rior’s will, however it become known, is a tacit precept, and a
man’s obedience seems to be all the more prompt, forasmuch
as by obeying he forestalls the express command as soon as he
understands his superior’s will.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing prevents the one same
material object from admitting two special aspects to which
two special virtues correspond: thus a soldier, by defending his
king’s fortress, fulfils both an act of fortitude, by facing thedan-
ger of death for a good end, and an act of justice, by render-
ing due service to his lord. Accordingly the aspect of precept,
which obedience considers, occurs in acts of all virtues, but not
in all acts of virtue, since not all acts of virtue are a matter of
precept, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 96, a. 3). Moreover, certain
things are sometimes a matter of precept, and pertain to no
other virtue, such things for instance as are not evil except be-
cause they are forbidden. Wherefore, if obedience be taken in
its proper sense, as considering formally and intentionally the
aspect of precept, it will be a special virtue, and disobedience
a special sin: because in this way it is requisite for obedience
that one perform an act of justice or of some other virtue with
the intention of fulfilling a precept; and for disobedience that
one treat thepreceptwith actual contempt.On theotherhand,
if obedience be taken in a wide sense for the performance of
any action that may be a matter of precept, and disobedience
for the omission of that action through any intention what-
ever, then obedience will be a general virtue, and disobedience
a general sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Obedience is not a theological
virtue, for its direct object is not God, but the precept of any
superior, whether expressed or inferred, namely, a simple word

of the superior, indicating his will, and which the obedient
subject obeys promptly, according to Titus 3:1, “Admonish
them to be subject to princes, and to obey at a word,” etc.

It is, however, a moral virtue, since it is a part of justice,
and it observes themean between excess and deficiency. Excess
thereof ismeasured in respect, not of quantity, but of other cir-
cumstances, in so far as amanobeys eitherwhomheought not,
or in matters wherein he ought not to obey, as we have stated
above regarding religion (q. 92, a. 2). We may also reply that
as in justice, excess is in the person who retains another’s prop-
erty, and deficiency in the personwho does not receive his due,
according to thePhilosopher (Ethic. v, 4), so tooobedience ob-
serves themean between excess on the part of himwho fails to
pay due obedience to his superior, since he exceeds in fulfilling
his own will, and deficiency on the part of the superior, who
does not receive obedience. Wherefore in this way obedience
will be amean between two forms of wickedness, as was stated
above concerning justice (q. 58, a. 10).

Reply to Objection 3. Obedience, like every virtue re-
quires the will to be prompt towards its proper object, but not
towards that which is repugnant to it. Now the proper object
of obedience is a precept, and this proceeds fromanother’swill.
Wherefore obedience make a man’s will prompt in fulfilling
the will of another, the maker, namely, of the precept. If that
which is prescribed to him is willed by him for its own sake
apart from its being prescribed, as happens in agreeable mat-
ters, he tends towards it at once by his own will and seems to
comply, not on account of the precept, but on account of his
own will. But if that which is prescribed is nowise willed for
its own sake, but, considered in itself, repugnant to his own
will, as happens in disagreeable matters, then it is quite evi-
dent that it is not fulfilled except on account of the precept.
Hence Gregory says (Moral. xxxv) that “obedience perishes
or diminishes when it holds its own in agreeable matters,” be-
cause, to wit, one’s own will seems to tend principally, not to
the accomplishment of the precept, but to the fulfilment of
one’s own desire; but that “it increases in disagreeable or dif-
ficult matters,” because there one’s own will tends to nothing
beside the precept. Yet this must be understood as regards out-
ward appearances: for, on the other hand, according to the
judgment of God,Who searches the heart, it may happen that
even in agreeable matters obedience, while holding its own, is
nonetheless praiseworthy, provided the will of him that obeys
tend no less devotedly* to the fulfilment of the precept.

Reply to Objection 4. Reverence regards directly the per-
son that excels: wherefore it admits a various species according
to the various aspects of excellence. Obedience, on the other
hand, regards the precept of the person that excels, and there-
fore admits of only one aspect. And since obedience is due to a
person’s precept on account of reverence to him, it follows that
obedience to a man is of one species, though the causes from
which it proceeds differ specifically.

* Cf. Ia, q. 5, a. 5. * Cf. q. 82, a. 2.
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IIa IIae q. 104 a. 3Whether obedience is the greatest of the virtues?

Objection 1. It seems that obedience is the greatest of the
virtues. For it is written (1 Kings 15:22): “Obedience is better
than sacrifices.” Now the offering of sacrifices belongs to reli-
gion, which is the greatest of all moral virtues, as shown above
(q. 81, a. 6). erefore obedience is the greatest of all virtues.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxv) that
“obedience is the only virtue that ingras virtues in the soul
and protects them when ingraed.” Now the cause is greater
than the effect. erefore obedience is greater than all the
virtues.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxv) that
“evil should never be done out of obedience: yet sometimes
for the sake of obedience we should lay aside the good we are
doing.” Now one does not lay aside a thing except for some-
thing better. erefore obedience, for whose sake the good of
other virtues is set aside, is better than other virtues.

Onthe contrary, obedience deserves praise because it pro-
ceeds from charity: for Gregory says (Moral. xxxv) that “obe-
dience should be practiced, not out of servile fear, but from a
sense of charity, not through fear of punishment, but through
love of justice.” erefore charity is a greater virtue than obe-
dience.

I answer that, Just as sin consists in man contemning God
and adhering to mutable things, so the merit of a virtuous
act consists in man contemning created goods and adhering
to God as his end. Now the end is greater than that which
is directed to the end. erefore if a man contemns created
goods in order that he may adhere to God, his virtue derives
greater praise from his adhering to God than from his con-
temning earthly things. And so those, namely the theological,
virtues whereby he adheres toGod inHimself, are greater than
the moral virtues, whereby he holds in contempt some earthly
thing in order to adhere to God.

Among the moral virtues, the greater the thing which a
man contemns that he may adhere to God, the greater the
virtue. Now there are three kinds of human goods that man
may contemn for God’s sake. e lowest of these are external
goods, the goods of the body take the middle place, and the
highest are the goods of the soul; and among these the chief,
in a way, is the will, in so far as, by his will, man makes use
of all other goods. erefore, properly speaking, the virtue of
obedience, whereby we contemn our own will for God’s sake,
is more praiseworthy than the other moral virtues, which con-
temn other goods for the sake of God.

Hence Gregory says (Moral. xxxv) that “obedience is
rightly preferred to sacrifices, because by sacrifices another’s
body is slain whereas by obedience we slay our own will.”
Wherefore even any other acts of virtue are meritorious be-
fore God through being performed out of obedience to God’s
will. For were one to suffer evenmartyrdom, or to give all one’s
goods to the poor, unless one directed these things to the ful-
filment of the divine will, which pertains directly to obedi-
ence, they couldnot bemeritorious: as neitherwould they be if

they were donewithout charity, which cannot exist apart from
obedience. For it is written (1 Jn. 2:4,5): “He who saith that
he knoweth God, and keepeth not His commandments, is a
liar…but he that keepeth His word, in him in very deed the
charity of God is perfected”: and this because friends have the
same likes and dislikes.

Reply to Objection 1. Obedience proceeds from rever-
ence, which pays worship and honor to a superior, and in this
respect it is contained under different virtues, although con-
sidered in itself, as regarding the aspect of precept, it is one
special virtue. Accordingly, in so far as it proceeds from rever-
ence for a superior, it is contained, in a way, under observance;
while in so far as it proceeds from reverence for one’s parents,
it is contained under piety; and in so far as it proceeds from
reverence for God, it comes under religion, and pertains to de-
votion, which is the principal act of religion. Wherefore from
this point of view it is more praiseworthy to obey God than to
offer sacrifice, as well as because, “in a sacrificewe slay another’s
body, whereas by obedience we slay our own will,” as Gre-
gory says (Moral. xxxv). As to the special case in which Samuel
spoke, it would have been better for Saul to obey God than to
offer in sacrifice the fat animals of the Amalekites against the
commandment of God.

Reply to Objection 2. All acts of virtue, in so far as they
comeunder aprecept, belong toobedience.Wherefore accord-
ing as acts of virtue act causally or dispositively towards their
generation and preservation, obedience is said to ingra and
protect all virtues. And yet it does not follow that obedience
takes precedence of all virtues absolutely, for two reasons. First,
because though an act of virtue come under a precept, onemay
nevertheless perform that act of virtuewithout considering the
aspect of precept. Consequently, if there be any virtue, whose
object is naturally prior to the precept, that virtue is said to
be naturally prior to obedience. Such a virtue is faith, whereby
we come to know the sublime nature of divine authority, by
reason of which the power to command is competent to God.
Secondly, because infusion of grace and virtues may precede,
even in point of time, all virtuous acts: and in this way obedi-
ence is not prior to all virtues, neither in point of time nor by
nature.

Reply toObjection 3. ere are two kinds of good. ere
is that to which we are bound of necessity, for instance to love
God, and so forth: and by no means may such a good be set
aside on account of obedience. But there is another good to
which man is not bound of necessity, and this good we ought
sometimes to set aside for the sake of obedience to which we
are boundofnecessity, sinceweoughtnot todo goodby falling
into sin. Yet as Gregory remarks (Moral. xxxv), “he who for-
bids his subjects any single good, must needs allow themmany
others, lest the souls of thosewhoobeyperish utterly from star-
vation, through being deprived of every good.”us the loss of
one good may be compensated by obedience and other goods.

1579



IIa IIae q. 104 a. 4Whether God ought to be obeyed in all things?

Objection 1. It seems that God need not be obeyed in all
things. For it is written (Mat. 9:30,31) that our Lord aer heal-
ing the two blind men commanded them, saying: “See that no
man know this. But they going out spread His fame abroad in
all that country.” Yet they are not blamed for so doing. ere-
fore it seems that we are not bound to obey God in all things.

Objection 2.Further, no one is bound to do anything con-
trary to virtue. Now we find that God commanded certain
things contrary to virtue: thus He commanded Abraham to
slay his innocent son (Gn. 22); and the Jews to steal the prop-
erty of the Egyptians (Ex. 11), which things are contrary to
justice; andOsee to take to himself a womanwhowas an adul-
teress (Osee 3), and this is contrary to chastity. erefore God
is not to be obeyed in all things.

Objection 3. Further, whoever obeys God conforms his
will to the divine will even as to the thing willed. But we are
not bound in all things to conform our will to the divine will
as to the thing willed, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 19, a. 10).
erefore man is not bound to obey God in all things.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 24:7): “All things that
the Lord hath spoken we will do, and we will be obedient.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), he who obeys is
moved by the command of the person he obeys, just as nat-
ural things are moved by their motive causes. Now just a God
is the first mover of all things that are moved naturally, so too
is He the first mover of all wills, as shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 9,
a. 6). erefore just as all natural things are subject to the di-
vine motion by a natural necessity so too all wills, by a kind of
necessity of justice, are bound to obey the divine command.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord in telling the blind men

to conceal the miracle had no intention of binding them with
the force of a divine precept, but, as Gregory says (Moral. xix),
“gave an example to His servants who follow Him that they
might wish to hide their virtue and yet that it should be pro-
claimed against their will, in order that others might profit by
their example.”

Reply to Objection 2. Even as God does nothing con-
trary to nature (since “the nature of a thing is what God does
therein,” according to a gloss on Rom. 11), and yet does cer-
tain things contrary to the wonted course of nature; so toGod
can command nothing contrary to virtue since virtue and rec-
titude of human will consist chiefly in conformity with God’s
will and obedience to His command, although it be contrary
to the wonted mode of virtue. Accordingly, then, the com-
mand given to Abraham to slay his innocent son was not con-
trary to justice, since God is the author of life an death. Nor
again was it contrary to justice that He commanded the Jews
to take things belonging to the Egyptians, because all things
are His, and He gives them to whom He will. Nor was it con-
trary to chastity thatOsee was commanded to take an adulter-
ess, becauseGodHimself is the ordainer of human generation,
and the rightmanner of intercourse with woman is that which
He appoints. Hence it is evident that the persons aforesaid did
not sin, either by obeying God or by willing to obey Him.

Reply to Objection 3. ough man is not always bound
to will what God wills, yet he is always bound to will what
God wills him to will. is comes to man’s knowledge chiefly
through God’s command, wherefore man is bound to obey
God’s commands in all things.

IIa IIae q. 104 a. 5Whether subjects are bound to obey their superiors in all things?

Objection 1. It seems that subjects are bound to obey their
superiors in all things. For the Apostle says (Col. 3:20): “Chil-
dren, obey your parents in all things,” and farther on (Col.
3:22): “Servants, obey in all things your masters according to
the flesh.” erefore in like manner other subjects are bound
to obey their superiors in all things.

Objection 2. Further, superiors stand between God and
their subjects, according to Dt. 5:5, “I was the mediator and
stood between the Lord and you at that time, to show youHis
words.”Now there is no going from extreme to extreme, except
through that which stands between. erefore the commands
of a superior must be esteemed the commands of God, where-
fore the Apostle says (Gal. 4:14): “You…received me as an an-
gel of God, even as Christ Jesus” and (1 ess. 2:13): “When
you had received of us the word of the hearing of God, you re-
ceived it, not as the word of men, but, as it is indeed, the word
of God.” erefore as man is bound to obey God in all things,
so is he bound to obey his superiors.

Objection 3. Further, just as religious inmaking their pro-
fession take vows of chastity and poverty, so do they also vow
obedience. Now a religious is bound to observe chastity and
poverty in all things. erefore he is also bound to obey in all
things.

On the contrary, It is written (Acts 5:29): “We ought to
obey God rather than men.” Now sometimes the things com-
manded by a superior are against God. erefore superiors are
not to be obeyed in all things.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,4), he who obeys is
moved at the bidding of the person who commands him, by
a certain necessity of justice, even as a natural thing is moved
through the power of its mover by a natural necessity. at a
natural thing be not moved by its mover, may happen in two
ways. First, on account of a hindrance arising from the stronger
power of some other mover; thus wood is not burnt by fire if
a stronger force of water intervene. Secondly, through lack of
order in the movable with regard to its mover, since, though
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it is subject to the latter’s action in one respect, yet it is not
subject thereto in every respect. us, a humor is sometimes
subject to the action of heat, as regards being heated, but not
as regards being dried up or consumed. In like manner there
are two reasons, for which a subject may not be bound to obey
his superior in all things. First on account of the command of
a higher power. For as a gloss says onRom. 13:2, “ey that re-
sist [Vulg.: ‘He that resisteth’] the power, resist the ordinance
of God” (cf. St. Augustine, De Verb. Dom. viii). “If a commis-
sioner issue an order, are you to comply, if it is contrary to the
bidding of the proconsul? Again if the proconsul command
one thing, and the emperor another, will you hesitate, to disre-
gard the former and serve the latter? erefore if the emperor
commands one thing and God another, you must disregard
the former and obey God.” Secondly, a subject is not bound
to obey his superior if the latter command him to do some-
thing wherein he is not subject to him. For Seneca says (De
Beneficiis iii): “It iswrong to suppose that slavery falls upon the
whole man: for the better part of him is excepted.” His body
is subjected and assigned to his master but his soul is his own.
Consequently in matters touching the internal movement of
the will man is not bound to obey his fellow-man, but God
alone.

Nevertheless man is bound to obey his fellow-man in
things that have to be done externally by means of the body:
and yet, since by nature all men are equal, he is not bound to
obey another man in matters touching the nature of the body,
for instance in those relating to the support of his body or the
begetting of his children.Wherefore servants are not bound to
obey their masters, nor children their parents, in the question
of contracting marriage or of remaining in the state of virgin-
ity or the like. But in matters concerning the disposal of ac-

tions and human affairs, a subject is bound to obey his superior
within the sphere of his authority; for instance a soldier must
obey his general inmatters relating to war, a servant his master
inmatters touching the execution of the duties of his service, a
son his father in matters relating to the conduct of his life and
the care of the household; and so forth.

Reply to Objection 1. When the Apostle says “in all
things,” he refers to matters within the sphere of a father’s or
master’s authority.

Reply to Objection 2. Man is subject to God simply as
regards all things, both internal and external, wherefore he is
bound to obey Him in all things. On the other hand, inferi-
ors are not subject to their superiors in all things, but only in
certain things and in a particular way, in respect of which the
superior stands between God and his subjects, whereas in re-
spect of other matters the subject is immediately under God,
by Whom he is taught either by the natural or by the written
law.

Reply to Objection 3. Religious profess obedience as to
the regular mode of life, in respect of which they are subject
to their superiors: wherefore they are bound to obey in those
matters onlywhichmay belong to the regularmode of life, and
this obedience suffices for salvation. If they be willing to obey
even in other matters, this will belong to the superabundance
of perfection; provided, however, such things be not contrary
to God or to the rule they profess, for obedience in this case
would be unlawful.

Accordingly we may distinguish a threefold obedience;
one, sufficient for salvation, and consisting in obeying when
one is bound to obey: secondly, perfect obedience, which
obeys in all things lawful: thirdly, indiscreet obedience, which
obeys even in matters unlawful.

IIa IIae q. 104 a. 6Whether Christians are bound to obey the secular powers?

Objection 1. It seems that Christians are not bound to
obey the secular power. For a gloss on Mat. 17:25, “en the
children are free,” says: “If in every kingdom the children of the
king who holds sway over that kingdom are free, then the chil-
dren of that King, underWhose sway are all kingdoms, should
be free in every kingdom.” Now Christians, by their faith in
Christ, are made children of God, according to Jn. 1:12: “He
gave them power to bemade the sons of God, to them that be-
lieve in His name.” erefore they are not bound to obey the
secular power.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Rom. 7:4): “You…are
become dead to the law by the body of Christ,” and the law
mentioned here is the divine law of the Old Testament. Now
human law whereby men are subject to the secular power is of
less account than the divine law of the Old Testament. Much
more, therefore, since they have become members of Christ’s
body, are men freed from the law of subjection, whereby they
were under the power of secular princes.

Objection 3. Further, men are not bound to obey robbers,
who oppress them with violence. Now, Augustine says (De
Civ. Dei iv): “Without justice, what else is a kingdom but a
huge robbery?” Since therefore the authority of secular princes
is frequently exercisedwith injustice, or owes its origin to some
unjust usurpation, it seems that Christians ought not to obey
secular princes.

On the contrary, It is written (Titus 3:1): “Admon-
ish them to be subject to princes and powers,” and (1 Pet.
2:13,14): “Be ye subject…to every human creature for God’s
sake: whether it be to the king as excelling, or to governors as
sent by him.”

I answer that,Faith inChrist is the origin and cause of jus-
tice, according toRom. 3:22, “e justice ofGodby faith of Je-
sus Christ:” wherefore faith in Christ does not void the order
of justice, but strengthens it.”Now the order of justice requires
that subjects obey their superiors, else the stability of human
affairs would cease. Hence faith in Christ does not excuse the
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faithful from the obligation of obeying secular princes.
Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 5), subjection

whereby one man is bound to another regards the body; not
the soul, which retains its liberty. Now, in this state of life we
are freed by the grace of Christ from defects of the soul, but
not from defects of the body, as the Apostle declares by say-
ing of himself (Rom. 7:23) that in his mind he served the law
of God, but in his flesh the law of sin. Wherefore those that
are made children of God by grace are free from the spiritual
bondage of sin, butnot fromthebodily bondage,whereby they
are held bound to earthlymasters, as a gloss observes on 1Tim.
6:1, “Whosoever are servants under the yoke,” etc.

Reply to Objection 2. e Old Law was a figure of the
New Testament, and therefore it had to cease on the advent of
truth. And the comparisonwith human law does not stand be-
cause thereby one man is subject to another. Yet man is bound
by divine law to obey his fellow-man.

Reply to Objection 3. Man is bound to obey secular
princes in so far as this is required by order of justice. Where-
fore if the prince’s authority is not just but usurped, or if he
commands what is unjust, his subjects are not bound to obey
him, except perhaps accidentally, in order to avoid scandal or
danger.

1582



S P   S P, Q 105
Of Disobedience
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider disobedience, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(2) Whether it is the most grievous of sins?

IIa IIae q. 105 a. 1Whether disobedience is a mortal sin?

Objection1. It seems that disobedience is not amortal sin.
For every sin is a disobedience, as appears fromAmbrose’s def-
inition given above (q. 104, a. 2, obj. 1). erefore if disobedi-
ence were a mortal sin, every sin would be mortal.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi) that dis-
obedience is born of vainglory. But vainglory is not a mortal
sin. Neither therefore is disobedience.

Objection 3. Further, a person is said to be disobedient
when he does not fulfil a superior’s command. But superiors
oen issue so many commands that it is seldom, if ever, possi-
ble to fulfil them. erefore if disobedience were a mortal sin,
it would follow thatman cannot avoidmortal sin, which is ab-
surd. Wherefore disobedience is not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, e sin of disobedience to parents is
reckoned (Rom. 1:30; 2 Tim. 3:2) among other mortal sins.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 24, a. 12; Ia IIae, q. 72,
a. 5; Ia IIae, q. 88, a. 1), a mortal sin is one that is contrary to
charity which is the cause of spiritual life. Now by charity we
love God and our neighbor. e charity of God requires that
we obey His commandments, as stated above (q. 24, a. 12).
erefore to be disobedient to the commandments of God is
a mortal sin, because it is contrary to the love of God.

Again, the commandments of God contain the precept of
obedience to superiors. Wherefore also disobedience to the
commands of a superior is a mortal sin, as being contrary to

the love of God, according to Rom. 13:2, “He that resisteth
the power, resisteth the ordinance of God.” It is also contrary
to the love of our neighbor, as it withdraws from the superior
who is our neighbor the obedience that is his due.

Reply to Objection 1. e definition given by Ambrose
refers to mortal sin, which has the character of perfect sin.
Venial sin is not disobedience, because it is not contrary to a
precept, but beside it. Nor again is every mortal sin disobedi-
ence, properly and essentially, but only when one contemns a
precept, since moral acts take their species from the end. And
when a thing is done contrary to a precept, not in contempt of
the precept, but with some other purpose, it is not a sin of dis-
obedience except materially, and belongs formally to another
species of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Vainglory desires display of excel-
lence. And since it seems to point to a certain excellence that
one be not subject to another’s command, it follows that dis-
obedience arises from vainglory. But there is nothing to hin-
der mortal sin from arising out of venial sin, since venial sin is
a disposition to mortal.

Reply to Objection 3. No one is bound to do the impos-
sible: wherefore if a superior makes a heap of precepts and lays
them upon his subjects, so that they are unable to fulfil them,
they are excused from sin. Wherefore superiors should refrain
from making a multitude of precepts.

IIa IIae q. 105 a. 2Whether disobedience is the most grievous of sins?

Objection 1. It seems that disobedience is the most
grievous of sins. For it is written (1 Kings 15:23): “It is like
the sin of witchcra to rebel, and like the crime of idolatry
to refuse to obey.” But idolatry is the most grievous of sins, as
stated above (q. 94, a. 3). erefore disobedience is the most
grievous of sins.

Objection 2. Further, the sin against the Holy Ghost is
one that removes the obstacles of sin, as stated above (q. 14,
a. 2). Now disobedience makes a man contemn a precept
which, more than anything, prevents a man from sinning.
erefore disobedience is a sin against the Holy Ghost, and
consequently is the most grievous of sins.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 5:19) that
“by the disobedience of one man, many were made sinners.”

Now the cause is seemingly greater than its effect. erefore
disobedience seems to be a more grievous sin than the others
that are caused thereby.

On the contrary, Contempt of the commander is a more
grievous sin than contempt of his command. Now some sins
are against the very person of the commander, such as blas-
phemy and murder. erefore disobedience is not the most
grievous of sins.

I answer that, Not every disobedience is equally a sin: for
one disobedience may be greater than another, in two ways.
First, on the part of the superior commanding, since, although
a man should take every care to obey each superior, yet it is a
greater duty to obey a higher than a lower authority, in sign
of which the command of a lower authority is set aside if it be
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contrary to the command of a higher authority. Consequently
the higher the person who commands, the more grievous is it
to disobey him: so that it ismore grievous to disobeyGod than
man. Secondly, on the part of the things commanded. For the
person commanding does not equally desire the fulfilment of
all his commands: since every such person desires above all the
end, and that which is nearest to the end. Wherefore disobe-
dience is the more grievous, according as the unfulfilled com-
mandment is more in the intention of the person command-
ing. As to the commandments of God, it is evident that the
greater the good commanded, themore grievous the disobedi-
ence of that commandment, because since God’s will is essen-
tially directed to the good, the greater the good the more does
God wish it to be fulfilled. Consequently he that disobeys the
commandment of the love of God sins more grievously than
one who disobeys the commandment of the love of our neigh-
bor.On the other hand,man’s will is not always directed to the
greater good: hence, when we are bound by a mere precept of
man, a sin is more grievous, not through setting aside a greater
good, but through setting aside that which is more in the in-
tention of the person commanding.

Accordingly the various degrees of disobediencemust cor-
respond with the various degrees of precepts: because the dis-
obedience in which there is contempt of God’s precept, from
the very nature of disobedience is more grievous than a sin
committed against aman, apart from the latter being a disobe-
dience to God. And I say this because whoever sins against his

neighbor acts also againstGod’s commandment. And if the di-
vine precept be contemned in a yet gravermatter, the sin is still
more grievous. e disobedience that contains contempt of a
man’s precept is less grievous than the sin which contemns the
man who made the precept, because reverence for the person
commanding should give rise to reverence for his command. In
like manner a sin that directly involves contempt of God, such
as blasphemy, or the like, is more grievous (even if wementally
separate the disobedience from the sin) than would be a sin
involving contempt of God’s commandment alone.

Reply to Objection 1. is comparison of Samuel is one,
not of equality but of likeness, because disobedience redounds
to the contempt of God just as idolatry does, though the latter
does so more.

Reply to Objection 2. Not every disobedience is sin
against the Holy Ghost, but only that which obstinacy is
added: for it is not the contempt of any obstacle to sin that
constitutes sin against the Holy Ghost, else the contempt of
any good would be a sin against the Holy Ghost, since any
good may hinder a man from committing sin. e sin against
theHolyGhost consists in the contempt of those goodswhich
lead directly to repentance and the remission of sins.

Reply toObjection3.efirst sin of our first parent, from
which sinwas transmitted to amen,was not disobedience con-
sidered as a special sin, but pride, from which then man pro-
ceeded to disobey. Hence the Apostle in these words seems to
take disobedience in its relation to every sin.
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S P   S P, Q 106
Of ankfulness or Gratitude

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider thankfulness or gratitude, and ingratitude. Concerning thankfulness there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether thankfulness is a special virtue distinct from other virtues?
(2) Who owes more thanks to God, the innocent or the penitent?
(3) Whether man is always bound to give thanks for human favors?
(4) Whether thanksgiving should be deferred?
(5) Whether thanksgiving should be measured according to the favor received or the disposition of the giver?
(6) Whether one ought to pay back more than one has received?

IIa IIae q. 106 a. 1Whether thankfulness is a special virtue, distinct from other virtues?

Objection 1. It seems that thankfulness is not a special
virtue, distinct from other virtue. For we have received the
greatest benefits from God, and from our parents. Now the
honor which we pay to God in return belongs to the virtue
of religion, and the honor with which we repay our parents
belongs to the virtue of piety. erefore thankfulness or grat-
itude is not distinct from the other virtues.

Objection 2. Further, proportionate repayment belongs
to commutative justice, according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
v, 4). Now the purpose of giving thanks is repayment (Ethic.
5,4).erefore thanksgiving, which belongs to gratitude, is an
act of justice. erefore gratitude is not a special virtue, dis-
tinct from other virtues.

Objection 3. Further, acknowledgment of favor received
is requisite for the preservation of friendship, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 13; ix, 1).Now friendship is associated
with all the virtues, since they are the reason for which man is
loved.erefore thankfulness or gratitude, towhich it belongs
to repay favors received, is not a special virtue.

On the contrary,Tully reckons thankfulness a special part
of justice (De Invent. Rhet. ii).

I answer that,As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 60, a. 3), the na-
ture of the debt to be paid must needs vary according to vari-
ous causes giving rise to the debt, yet so that the greater always
includes the lesser. Now the cause of debt is found primarily
and chiefly in God, in that He is the first principle of all our
goods: secondarily it is found in our father, because he is the
proximate principle of our begetting andupbringing: thirdly it
is found in the person that excels in dignity, from whom gen-
eral favors proceed; fourthly it is found in a benefactor, from

whom we have received particular and private favors, on ac-
count of which we are under particular obligation to him.

Accordingly, since what we owe God, or our father, or a
person excelling in dignity, is not the same as what we owe a
benefactor fromwhomwehave received someparticular favor,
it follows that aer religion, whereby we pay God due wor-
ship, and piety, whereby we worship our parents, and obser-
vance, whereby we worship persons excelling in dignity, there
is thankfulness or gratitude, whereby we give thanks to our
benefactors. And it is distinct from the foregoing virtues, just
as each of these is distinct from the one that precedes, as falling
short thereof.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as religion is superexcelling
piety, so is it excelling thankfulness or gratitude: wherefore
giving thanks to Godwas reckoned above (q. 83, a. 17) among
things pertaining to religion.

Reply to Objection 2. Proportionate repayment belongs
to commutative justice,when it answers to the legal due; for in-
stance when it is contracted that somuch be paid for somuch.
But the repayment that belongs to the virtue of thankfulness
or gratitude answers to the moral debt, and is paid sponta-
neously. Hence thanksgiving is less thankful when compelled,
as Seneca observes (De Beneficiis iii).

Reply to Objection 3. Since true friendship is based on
virtue, whatever there is contrary to virtue in a friend is an ob-
stacle to friendship, and whatever in him is virtuous is an in-
centive to friendship. In this way friendship is preserved by re-
payment of favors, although repayment of favors belongs spe-
cially to the virtue of gratitude.

IIa IIae q. 106 a. 2Whether the innocent is more bound to give thanks to God than the penitent?

Objection 1. It seems that the innocent is more bound to
give thanks to God than the penitent. For the greater the gi
one has received fromGod, themore one is bound to giveHim
thanks.Now the gi of innocence is greater than that of justice
restored. erefore it seems that the innocent is more bound

to give thanks to God than the penitent.
Objection 2. Further, a man owes love to his benefactor

just as he owes him gratitude. Now Augustine says (Confess.
ii): “What man, weighing his own infirmity, would dare to as-
cribe his purity and innocence to his own strength; that so he
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should love ee the less, as if he had less needed y mercy,
whereby ou remittest sins to those that turn to ee?” And
farther on he says: “And for this let him love ee as much,
yea and more, since by Whom he sees me to have been recov-
ered from such deep torpor of sin, by Him he sees himself to
have been from the like torpor of sin preserved.”erefore the
innocent is also more bound to give thanks than the penitent.

Objection 3. Further, the more a gratuitous favor is con-
tinuous, the greater the thanksgiving due for it. Now the favor
of divine grace is more continuous in the innocent than in the
penitent. For Augustine says (Confess. iii): “To y grace I as-
cribe it, and toymercy, thatou hast melted awaymy sins
as it were ice. To y grace I ascribe also whatsoever I have not
done of evil; forwhatmight I not have done?…Yea, all I confess
to have been forgiven me, both what evils I committed by my
own wilfulness, and what by y guidance committed not.”
erefore the innocent is more bound to give thanks than the
penitent.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 7:43): “To whommore
is forgiven, he loveth more*.” erefore for the same reason he
is bound to greater thanksgiving.

I answer that,anksgiving [gratiarumactio] in the recip-

ient corresponds to the favor [gratia] of the giver: so that when
there is greater favor on the part of the giver, greater thanks
are due on the part of the recipient. Now a favor is something
bestowed “gratis”: wherefore on the part of the giver the fa-
vor may be greater on two counts. First, owing to the quantity
of the thing given: and in this way the innocent owes greater
thanksgiving, because he receives a greater gi fromGod, also,
absolutely speaking, amore continuous gi, other things being
equal. Secondly, a favor may be said to be greater, because it is
givenmore gratuitously; and in this sense the penitent is more
bound to give thanks than the innocent, because what he re-
ceives from God is more gratuitously given: since, whereas he
was deserving of punishment, he has received grace. Where-
fore, although the gi bestowed on the innocent is, consid-
ered absolutely, greater, yet the gi bestowed on the penitent
is greater in relation to him: even as a small gi bestowed on
a poor man is greater to him than a great gi is to a rich man.
And since actions are about singulars, in matters of action, we
have to take note of what is such here and now, rather than of
what is such absolutely, as the Philosopher observes (Ethic. iii)
in treating of the voluntary and the involuntary.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

IIa IIae q. 106 a. 3Whether a man is bound to give thanks to every benefactor?

Objection 1. It seems that the a man is not bound to give
thanks to every benefactor. For a man may benefit himself just
as he may harm himself, according to Ecclus. 14:5, “He that
is evil to himself, to whom will he be good?” But a man can-
not thank himself, since thanksgiving seems to pass from one
person to another. erefore thanksgiving is not due to every
benefactor.

Objection 2. Further, gratitude is a repayment of an act
of grace. But some favors are granted without grace, and are
rudely, slowly and grudgingly given.erefore gratitude is not
always due to a benefactor.

Objection 3. Further, no thanks are due to onewhoworks
for his own profit. But sometimes people bestow favors for
their own profit. erefore thanks are not due to them.

Objection 4. Further, no thanks are due to a slave, for all
that he is belongs to his master. Yet sometimes a slave does a
good turn to his master. erefore gratitude is not due to ev-
ery benefactor .

Objection 5. Further, no one is bound to do what he can-
not do equitably and advantageously. Now it happens at times
that the benefactor is very well off, and it would be of no ad-
vantage to him to be repaid for a favor he has bestowed. Again
it happens sometimes that the benefactor from being virtuous
has become wicked, so that it would not seem equitable to re-
pay him.Also the recipient of a favormay be a poorman, and is
quite unable to repay. erefore seemingly a man is not always
bound to repayment for favors received.

Objection 6. Further, no one is bound to do for another
what is inexpedient andhurtful tohim.Nowsometimes it hap-
pens that repayment of a favor would be hurtful or useless to
the person repaid. erefore favors are not always to be repaid
by gratitude.

Onthe contrary, It is written (1ess. 5:18): “In all things
give thanks.”

I answer that, Every effect turns naturally to its cause;
wherefore Dionysius says (Div. Nom. i) that “God turns all
things to Himself because He is the cause of all”: for the effect
must needs always be directed to the end of the agent. Now it
is evident that a benefactor, as such, is cause of the beneficiary.
Hence the natural order requires that he who has received a
favor should, by repaying the favor, turn to his benefactor ac-
cording to the mode of each. And, as stated above with regard
to a father (q. 31, a. 3; q. 101, a. 2), a man owes his benefactor,
as such, honor and reverence, since the latter stands to him in
the relation of principle; but accidentally he owes him assis-
tance or support, if he need it.

Reply toObjection 1. In the words of Seneca (1 Benef. v),
“just as a man is liberal who gives not to himself but to others,
and graciouswho forgives not himself but others, andmerciful
who is moved, not by his ownmisfortunes but by another’s, so
too, no man confers a favor on himself, he is but following the
bent of his nature, which moves him to resist what hurts him,
and to seek what is profitable.” Wherefore in things that one
does for oneself, there is no place for gratitude or ingratitude,

* Vulg.: ‘To whom less is forgiven, he loveth less’ Lk. 7:47.
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since a man cannot deny himself a thing except by keeping it.
Nevertheless things which are properly spoken of in relation
to others are spoken of metaphorically in relation to oneself,
as the Philosopher states regarding justice (Ethic. v, 11), in so
far, to wit, as the various parts ofman are considered as though
they were various persons.

Reply to Objection 2. It is the mark of a happy disposi-
tion to see good rather than evil. Wherefore if someone has
conferred a favor, not as he ought to have conferred it, the re-
cipient should not for that reason withhold his thanks. Yet he
owes less thanks, than if the favor had been conferred duly,
since in fact the favor is less, for, as Seneca remarks (De Benef.
ii.) “promptness enhances, delay discounts a favor.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Seneca observes (De Benef. vi),
“itmattersmuchwhether a person does a kindness to us for his
own sake, or for ours, or for both his and ours. He that consid-
ers himself only, and benefits because cannot otherwise benefit
himself, seems to me like a man who seeks fodder for his cat-
tle.” And farther on: “If he has done it for me in commonwith
himself, having both of us in his mind, I am ungrateful and
not merely unjust, unless I rejoice that what was profitable to
him is profitable to me also. It is the height of malevolence to
refuse to recognize a kindness, unless the giver has been the
loser thereby.”

Reply to Objection 4. As Seneca observes (De Benef. iii),
“when a slave does what is wont to be demanded of a slave, it is
part of his service: when he does more than a slave is bound to
do, it is a favor: for as soon as he does anything fromamotive of
friendship, if indeed that be his motive, it is no longer called
service.” Wherefore gratitude is due even to a slave, when he
does more than his duty.

Reply to Objection 5. A poor man is certainly not un-
grateful if he does what he can. For since kindness depends on
the heart rather than on the deed, so too gratitude depends

chiefly the heart. Hence Seneca says (De Benef. ii): “Who re-
ceives a favor gratefully, has already begun to pay it back: and
that we are grateful for favors received should be shown by the
outpourings of the heart, not only in his hearing but every-
where.” From this it is evident that however well off amanmay
be, it is possible to thank him for his kindness by showing him
reverence and honor. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic.
viii, 14): “He that abounds should be repaid with honor, he
that is in want should be repaid with money”: and Seneca
writes (De Benef. vi): “ere are many ways of repaying those
who are well off, whatever we happen to owe them; such as
good advice, frequent fellowship, affable and pleasant conver-
sation without flattery.” erefore there is no need for a man
to desire neediness or distress in his benefactor before repaying
his kindness, because, as Seneca says (DeBenef. vi), “it were in-
human to desire this in one from whom you have received no
favor; how much more so to desire it in one whose kindness
has made you his debtor!”

If, however, the benefactor has lapsed from virtue, never-
theless he should be repaid according to his state, that he may
return to virtue if possible. But if he be so wicked as to be in-
curable, then his heart has changed, and consequently no re-
payment is due for his kindness, as heretofore. And yet, as far
as it possible without sin, the kindness he has shown should be
held in memory, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 3).

Reply to Objection 6. As stated in the preceding reply,
repayment of a favor depends chiefly on the affection of the
heart: wherefore repayment should be made in such a way as
to prove most beneficial. If, however, through the benefactor’s
carelessness it prove detrimental to him, this is not imputed to
the personwho repays him, as Seneca observes (De Benef. vii):
“It is my duty to repay, and not to keep back and safeguard my
repayment.”

IIa IIae q. 106 a. 4Whether a man is bound to repay a favor at once?

Objection 1. It seems that a man is bound to repay a favor
at once. For we are bound to restore at once what we owe, un-
less the term be fixed. Now there is no term prescribed for the
repayment of favors, and yet this repayment is a duty, as stated
above (a. 3).erefore aman is bound to repay a favor at once.

Objection 2. Further, a good action would seem to be
all the more praiseworthy according as it is done with greater
earnestness. Now earnestness seems tomake aman do his duty
without any delay. erefore it is apparently more praisewor-
thy to repay a favor at once.

Objection 3. Further, Seneca says (De Benef. ii) that “it is
proper to a benefactor to act freely and quickly.” Now repay-
ment ought to equal the favor received. erefore it should be
done at once.

On the contrary, Seneca says (De Benef. iv): “He that has-
tens to repay, is animated with a sense, not of gratitude but of

indebtedness.”
I answer that, Just as in conferring a favor two things are to

be considered, namely, the affectionof the heart and the gi, so
also must these things be considered in repaying the favor. As
regards the affection of the heart, repayment should be made
at once, wherefore Seneca says (De Benef. ii): “Do you wish
to repay a favor? Receive it graciously.” As regards the gi, one
ought to wait until such a time as will be convenient to the
benefactor. In fact, if instead of choosing a convenient time,
one wished to repay at once, favor for favor, it would not seem
to be a virtuous, but a constrained repayment. For, as Seneca
observes (De Benef. iv), “he that wishes to repay too soon, is
an unwilling debtor, and an unwilling debtor is ungrateful.”

Reply to Objection 1. A legal debt must be paid at once,
else the equality of justice would not be preserved, if one kept
another’s property without his consent. But a moral debt de-
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pends on the equity of the debtor: and therefore it should
be repaid in due time according as the rectitude of virtue de-
mands.

Reply to Objection 2. Earnestness of the will is not virtu-
ous unless it be regulated by reason; wherefore it is not praise-

worthy to forestall the proper time through earnestness.
Reply toObjection 3. Favors also should be conferred at a

convenient time andone should no longer delaywhen the con-
venient time comes; and the same is to be observed in repaying
favors.

IIa IIae q. 106 a. 5Whether in giving thanks we should look at the benefactor’s disposition or at the deed?

Objection 1. It seems that in repaying favors we should
not look at the benefactor’s disposition but at the deed. For
repayment is due to beneficence, and beneficence consists in
deeds, as the word itself denotes. erefore in repaying favors
we should look at the deed.

Objection 2. Further, thanksgiving, whereby we repay fa-
vors, is a part of justice. But justice considers equality between
giving and taking. erefore also in repaying favors we should
consider the deed rather than the disposition of the benefac-
tor.

Objection 3. Further, no one can consider what he does
not know. Now God alone knows the interior disposition.
erefore it is impossible to repay a favor according to the
benefactor’s disposition.

On the contrary, Seneca says (De Benef. i): “We are some-
times under a greater obligation to one who has given little
with a large heart, and has bestowed a small favor, yet will-
ingly.”

I answer that, e repayment of a favor may belong to
three virtues, namely, justice, gratitude and friendship. It be-
longs to justice when the repayment has the character of a le-
gal debt, as in a loan and the like: and in such cases repayment
must be made according to the quantity received.

On the other hand, repayment of a favor belongs, though
in different ways, to friendship and likewise to the virtue of
gratitude when it has the character of a moral debt. For in

the repayment of friendship we have to consider the cause of
friendship; so that in the friendship that is based on the useful,
repayment should be made according to the usefulness accru-
ing from the favor conferred, and in the friendship based on
virtue repayment should be made with regard for the choice
or disposition of the giver, since this is the chief requisite of
virtue, as stated in Ethic. viii, 13. And likewise, since gratitude
regards the favor inasmuch as it is bestowed gratis, and this re-
gards the disposition of the giver, it follows again that repay-
ment of a favor depends more on the disposition of the giver
than on the effect.

Reply to Objection 1. Every moral act depends on the
will. Hence a kindly action, in so far as it is praiseworthy and is
deserving of gratitude, consists materially in the thing done,
but formally and chiefly in the will. Hence Seneca says (De
Benef. i): “A kindly action consists not in deed or gi, but in
the disposition of the giver or doer.”

Reply toObjection 2.Gratitude is a part of justice, not in-
deed as a species is part of a genus, but by a kind of reduction to
the genus of justice, as stated above (q. 80). Hence it does not
follow that we shall find the same kind of debt in both virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. God alone sees man’s disposition
in itself: but in so far as it is shown by certain signs, man also
can know it. It is thus that a benefactor’s disposition is known
by the way in which he does the kindly action, for instance
through his doing it joyfully and readily.

IIa IIae q. 106 a. 6Whether the repayment of gratitude should surpass the favor received?

Objection 1. It seems that there is no need for the repay-
ment of gratitude to surpass the favor received. For it is not
possible to make even equal repayment to some, for instance,
one’s parents, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. viii, 14). Now
virtue does not attempt the impossible.erefore gratitude for
a favor does not tend to something yet greater.

Objection 2. Further, if one person repays another more
than he has received by his favor, by that very fact he gives him
something his turn, as it were. But the latter owes him repay-
ment for the favor which in his turn the former has conferred
on him. erefore he that first conferred a favor will be bound
to a yet greater repayment, and so on indefinitely. Now virtue
does not strive at the indefinite, since “the indefinite removes
the nature of good” (Metaph. ii, text. 8). erefore repayment
of gratitude should not surpass the favor received.

Objection 3. Further, justice consists in equality. But

“more” is excess of equality. Since therefore excess is sinful in
every virtue, it seems that to repaymore than the favor received
is sinful and opposed to justice.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 5): “We
should repay those who are gracious to us, by being gracious to
them return,” and this is done by repaying more than we have
received. erefore gratitude should incline to do something
greater.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5), gratitude regards the
favor received according the intention of the benefactor; who
seems be deserving of praise, chiefly for having conferred the
favor gratis without being bound to do so.Wherefore the ben-
eficiary is under amoral obligation to bestow something gratis
in return. Now he does not seem to bestow something gratis,
unless he exceeds the quantity of the favor received: because
so long as he repays less or an equivalent, he would seem to do
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nothing gratis, but only to return what he has received. ere-
fore gratitude always inclines, as far as possible, to pay back
something more.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 3, ad 5; a. 5), in
repaying favors we must consider the disposition rather than
the deed. Accordingly, if we consider the effect of beneficence,
which a son receives from his parents namely, to be and to live,
the son cannot make an equal repayment, as the Philosopher
states (Ethic. viii, 14). But if we consider the will of the giver
and of the repayer, then it is possible for the son to pay back
something greater to his father, as Seneca declares (De Benef.
iii). If, however, he were unable to do so, the will to pay back

would be sufficient for gratitude.
Reply to Objection 2. e debt of gratitude flows from

charity, which the more it is paid the more it is due, accord-
ing to Rom. 13:8, “Owe no man anything, but to love one an-
other.” Wherefore it is not unreasonable if the obligation of
gratitude has no limit.

Reply to Objection 3. As in injustice, which is a cardinal
virtue, we consider equality of things, so in gratitude we con-
sider equality of wills. For while on the one hand the benefac-
tor of his own free-will gave something he was not bound to
give, so on the other hand the beneficiary repays something
over and above what he has received.
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Of Ingratitude

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider ingratitude, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether ingratitude is always a sin?
(2) Whether ingratitude is a special sin?
(3) Whether every act of ingratitude is a mortal sin?
(4) Whether favors should be withdrawn from the ungrateful?

IIa IIae q. 107 a. 1Whether ingratitude is always a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that ingratitude is not always a sin.
For Seneca says (De Benef. iii) that “he who does not repay a
favor is ungrateful.” But sometimes it is impossible to repay a
favor without sinning, for instance if one man has helped an-
other to commit a sin. erefore, since it is not a sin to refrain
from sinning, it seems that ingratitude is not always a sin.

Objection 2. Further, every sin is in the power of the per-
sonwho commits it: because, according toAugustine (De Lib.
Arb. iii; Retract. i), “no man sins in what he cannot avoid.”
Now sometimes it is not in the power of the sinner to avoid
ingratitude, for instance when he has not the means of repay-
ing. Again forgetfulness is not in our power, and yet Seneca
declares (De Benef. iii) that “to forget a kindness is the height
of ingratitude.” erefore ingratitude is not always a sin.

Objection 3. Further, there would seem to be no repay-
ment in being unwilling to owe anything, according to the
Apostle (Rom. 13:8), “Owe no man anything.” Yet “an un-
willing debtor is ungrateful,” as Seneca declares (De Benef. iv).
erefore ingratitude is not always a sin.

On the contrary, Ingratitude is reckoned among other
sins (2 Tim. 3:2), where it is written: “Disobedient to parents,
ungrateful, wicked.” etc.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 106, a. 4, ad 1, a. 6) a debt
of gratitude is a moral debt required by virtue. Now a thing is
a sin from the fact of its being contrary to virtue. Wherefore it

is evident that every ingratitude is a sin.
Reply to Objection 1. Gratitude regards a favor received:

and he that helps another to commit a sin does him not a fa-
vor but an injury: and so no thanks are due to him, except
perhaps on account of his good will, supposing him to have
been deceived, and to have thought to help him in doing good,
whereas he helped him to sin. In such a case the repayment due
to him is not that he should be helped to commit a sin, because
this would be repaying not good but evil, and this is contrary
to gratitude.

Reply to Objection 2. No man is excused from ingrati-
tude through inability to repay, for the very reason that the
mere will suffices for the repayment of the debt of gratitude, as
stated above (q. 106, a. 6, ad 1).

Forgetfulness of a favor received amounts to ingratitude,
not indeed the forgetfulness that arises from a natural defect,
that is not subject to the will, but that which arises from negli-
gence. For, as Seneca observes (De Benef. iii), “when forgetful-
ness of favors lays hold of a man, he has apparently given little
thought to their repayment.”

Reply to Objection 3. e debt of gratitude flows from
the debt of love, and from the latter no man should wish to
be free. Hence that anyone should owe this debt unwillingly
seems to arise from lack of love for his benefactor.

IIa IIae q. 107 a. 2Whether ingratitude is a special sin?

Objection 1. It seems that ingratitude is not a special sin.
For whoever sins acts against God his sovereign benefactor.
But this pertains to ingratitude. erefore ingratitude is not
a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, no special sin is contained under
different kinds of sin. But one can be ungrateful by commit-
ting different kinds of sin, for instance by calumny, the, or
something similar committed against a benefactor. erefore
ingratitude is not a special sin.

Objection 3. Further, Seneca writes (De Benef. iii): “It is
ungrateful to take no notice of a kindness, it is ungrateful not
to repay one, but it is the height of ingratitude to forget it.”

Now these do not seem to belong to the same species of sin.
erefore ingratitude is not a special sin.

On the contrary, Ingratitude is opposed to gratitude or
thankfulness, which is a special virtue. erefore it is a special
sin.

I answer that,Every vice is denominated from a deficiency
of virtue, because deficiency is more opposed to virtue: thus
illiberality is more opposed to liberality than prodigality is.
Now a vicemay be opposed to the virtue of gratitude byway of
excess, for instance if one were to show gratitude for things for
which gratitude is not due, or sooner than it is due, as stated
above (q. 106, a. 4). But still more opposed to gratitude is
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the vice denoting deficiency of gratitude, because the virtue of
gratitude, as stated above (q. 106, a. 6), inclines to return some-
thing more. Wherefore ingratitude is properly denominated
from being a deficiency of gratitude. Now every deficiency or
privation takes its species from the opposite habit: for blind-
ness anddeafness differ according to the difference of sight and
hearing. erefore just as gratitude or thankfulness is one spe-
cial virtue, so also is ingratitude one special sin.

It has, however, various degrees corresponding in their or-
der to the things required for gratitude. e first of these is to
recognize the favor received, the second to express one’s appre-
ciation and thanks, and the third to repay the favor at a suitable
place and time according to one’smeans. And sincewhat is last
in the order of generation is first in the order of destruction, it
follows that the first degree of ingratitude is when a man fails
to repay a favor, the second when he declines to notice or indi-
cate that he has received a favor, while the third and supreme

degree is when aman fails to recognize the reception of a favor,
whether by forgetting it or in any other way. Moreover, since
opposite affirmation includes negation, it follows that it be-
longs to the first degree of ingratitude to return evil for good,
to the second to find fault with a favor received, and to the
third to esteem kindness as though it were unkindness.

Reply toObjection1. In every sin there ismaterial ingrati-
tude toGod, inasmuch as aman does something that may per-
tain to ingratitude. But formal ingratitude is when a favor is
actually contemned, and this is a special sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing hinders the formal aspect
of some special sin frombeing foundmaterially in several kinds
of sin, and in this way the aspect of ingratitude is to be found
in many kinds of sin.

Reply toObjection3.ese three are not different species
but different degrees of one special sin.

IIa IIae q. 107 a. 3Whether ingratitude is always a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that ingratitude is always a mortal
sin. For one ought to be grateful to God above all. But one is
not ungrateful to God by committing a venial sin: else every
man would be guilty of ingratitude. erefore no ingratitude
is a venial sin.

Objection 2. Further, a sin is mortal through being con-
trary to charity, as stated above (q. 24, a. 12). But ingratitude
is contrary to charity, since the debt of gratitude proceeds from
that virtue, as stated above (q. 106, a. 1, ad 3; a. 6, ad 2).ere-
fore ingratitude is always a mortal sin.

Objection3.Further, Seneca says (DeBenef. ii): “Between
the giver and the receiver of a favor there is this law, that the
former should forthwith forget having given, and the latter
should never forget having received.” Now, seemingly, the rea-
son why the giver should forget is that he may be unaware of
the sin of the recipient, should the latter prove ungrateful; and
there would be no necessity for that if ingratitude were a slight
sin. erefore ingratitude is always a mortal sin.

Objection 4. On the contrary, No one should be put in
the way of committing a mortal sin. Yet, according to Seneca
(De Benef. ii), “sometimes it is necessary to deceive the person
who receives assistance, in order that he may receive without
knowing from whom he has received.” But this would seem to
put the recipient in the way of ingratitude. erefore ingrati-
tude is not always a mortal sin.

I answer that, As appears from what we have said above
(a. 2), amanmaybeungrateful in twoways: first, bymere omis-
sion, for instance by failing to recognize the favor received, or
to express his appreciation of it or to pay something in return,
and this is not always a mortal sin, because, as stated above
(q. 106, a. 6), the debt of gratitude requires a man to make a
liberal return, which, however, he is not bound to do; where-
fore if he fail to do so, he does not sin mortally. It is never-

theless a venial sin, because it arises either from some kind of
negligence or from some disinclination to virtue in him. And
yet ingratitude of this kind may happen to be a mortal sin, by
reason either of inward contempt, or of the kind of thingwith-
held, this being needful to the benefactor, either simply, or in
some case of necessity.

Secondly, a man may be ungrateful, because he not only
omits to pay the debt of gratitude, but does the contrary. is
again is sometimes mortal and sometimes a venial sin, accord-
ing to the kind of thing that is done.

It must be observed, however, that when ingratitude arises
from a mortal sin, it has the perfect character of ingratitude,
and when it arises from venial sin, it has the imperfect charac-
ter.

Reply to Objection 1. By committing a venial sin one is
not ungrateful to God to the extent of incurring the guilt of
perfect ingratitude: but there is something of ingratitude in a
venial sin, in so far as it removes a virtuous act of obedience to
God.

Reply to Objection 2. When ingratitude is a venial sin it
is not contrary to, but beside charity: since it does not destroy
the habit of charity, but excludes some act thereof.

Reply to Objection 3. Seneca also says (De Benef. vii):
“Whenwe say that aman aer conferring a favor should forget
about it, it is a mistake to suppose that we mean him to shake
off the recollection of a thing so very praiseworthy. When we
say:Hemust not remember it, wemean that hemust not pub-
lish it abroad and boast about it.”

Reply to Objection 4. He that is unaware of a favor con-
ferred on him is not ungrateful, if he fails to repay it, provided
he be prepared to do so if he knew. It is nevertheless commend-
able at times that the object of a favor should remain in igno-
rance of it, both in order to avoid vainglory, as when Blessed
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Nicolas threw gold into a house secretly, wishing to avoid pop-
ularity: and because the kindness is all the greater through the

benefactor wishing not to shame the person on whom he is
conferring the favor.

IIa IIae q. 107 a. 4Whether favors should be withheld from the ungrateful?

Objection 1. It seems that favors should withheld from
the ungrateful. For it is written (Wis. 16:29): “e hope of the
unthankful shall melt away as the winter’s ice.” But this hope
would not melt away unless favors were withheld from him.
erefore favors should be withheld from the ungrateful.

Objection 2. Further, no one should afford another an oc-
casion of committing sin. But the ungrateful in receiving a fa-
vor is given an occasion of ingratitude.erefore favors should
not be bestowed on the ungrateful.

Objection 3. Further, “By what things a man sinneth, by
the same also he is tormented” (Wis. 11:17). Now he that
is ungrateful when he receives a favor sins against the favor.
erefore he should be deprived of the favor.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 6:35) that “the High-
est…is kind to the unthankful, and to the evil.”Nowwe should
prove ourselves His children by imitating Him (Lk. 6:36).
erefore we should not withhold favors from the ungrateful.

I answer that, ere are two points to be considered with
regard to an ungrateful person. e first is what he deserves
to suffer and thus it is certain that he deserves to be deprived

of our favor. e second is, what ought his benefactor to do?
For in the first place he should not easily judge him to be un-
grateful, since, as Seneca remarks (De Benef. iii), “a man is of-
ten grateful although he repays not,” because perhaps he has
not the means or the opportunity of repaying. Secondly, he
should be inclined to turn his ungratefulness into gratitude,
and if he does not achieve this by being kind to him once, he
may by being so a second time. If, however, themore he repeats
his favors, the more ungrateful and evil the other becomes, he
should cease from bestowing his favors upon him.

Reply to Objection 1. e passage quoted speaks of what
the ungrateful man deserves to suffer.

Reply to Objection 2. He that bestows a favor on an un-
grateful person affords him an occasion not of sin but of grati-
tude and love. And if the recipient takes therefrom anoccasion
of ingratitude, this is not to be imputed to the bestower.

Reply toObjection 3.He that bestows a favormust not at
once act the part of a punisher of ingratitude, but rather that
of a kindly physician, by healing the ingratitude with repeated
favors.
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Of Vengeance

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider vengeance, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether vengeance is lawful?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?
(3) Of the manner of taking vengeance;
(4) On whom should vengeance be taken?

IIa IIae q. 108 a. 1Whether vengeance is lawful?

Objection 1. It seems that vengeance is not lawful. For
whoever usurps what is God’s sins. But vengeance belongs to
God, for it is written (Dt. 32:35, Rom. 12:19): “Revenge to
Me, and I will repay.” erefore all vengeance is unlawful.

Objection 2. Further, he that takes vengeance on a man
does not bear with him. But we ought to bear with the wicked,
for a gloss on Cant 2:2, “As the lily among the thorns,” says:
“He is not a good man that cannot bear with a wicked one.”
erefore we should not take vengeance on the wicked.

Objection3.Further, vengeance is taken by inflicting pun-
ishment, which is the cause of servile fear. But the New Law
is not a law of fear, but of love, as Augustine states (Contra
Adamant. xvii). erefore at least in the New Testament all
vengeance is unlawful.

Objection4.Further, aman is said to avenge himself when
he takes revenge for wrongs inflicted on himself. But, seem-
ingly, it is unlawful even for a judge to punish those who have
wrongedhim: forChrysostom* says: “Let us learn aerChrist’s
example to bear our ownwrongs withmagnanimity, yet not to
suffer God’s wrongs, not even by listening to them.” erefore
vengeance seems to be unlawful.

Objection 5. Further, the sin of a multitude is more harm-
ful than the sin of only one: for it is written (Ecclus. 26:5-
7): “Of three things my heart hath been afraid…the accusa-
tion of a city, and the gathering together of the people, and
a false calumny.” But vengeance should not be taken on the
sin of a multitude, for a gloss on Mat. 13:29,30, “Lest per-
haps…you root up the wheat…suffer both to grow,” says that
“a multitude should not be excommunicated, nor should the
sovereign.” Neither therefore is any other vengeance lawful.

On the contrary, We should look to God for nothing
save what is good and lawful. But we are to look to God for
vengeance on His enemies: for it is written (Lk. 18:7): “Will
not God revenge His elect who cry to Him day and night?” as
if to say: “He will indeed.” erefore vengeance is not essen-
tially evil and unlawful.

I answer that, Vengeance consists in the infliction of a pe-
nal evil on one who has sinned. Accordingly, in the matter of

vengeance, wemust consider themind of the avenger. For if his
intention is directed chiefly to the evil of the person on whom
he takes vengeance and rests there, then his vengeance is alto-
gether unlawful: because to take pleasure in another’s evil be-
longs to hatred, which is contrary to the charity whereby we
are bound to love all men. Nor is it an excuse that he intends
the evil of one who has unjustly inflicted evil on him, as nei-
ther is a man excused for hating one that hates him: for a man
may not sin against another just because the latter has already
sinned against him, since this is to be overcome by evil, which
was forbidden by the Apostle, who says (Rom. 12:21): “Be not
overcome by evil, but overcome evil by good.”

If, however, the avenger’s intention be directed chiefly to
some good, to be obtained by means of the punishment of
the person who has sinned (for instance that the sinner may
amend, or at least that he may be restrained and others be not
disturbed, that justicemay be upheld, andGodhonored), then
vengeancemay be lawful, provided other due circumstances be
observed.

Reply to Objection 1. He who takes vengeance on the
wicked in keeping with his rank and position does not usurp
what belongs to God but makes use of the power granted him
byGod. For it is written (Rom. 13:4) of the earthly prince that
“he is God’s minister, an avenger to execute wrath upon him
that doeth evil.” If, however, a man takes vengeance outside
the order of divine appointment, he usurps what is God’s and
therefore sins.

Reply to Objection 2. e good bear with the wicked by
enduring patiently, and in due manner, the wrongs they them-
selves receive from them: but they do not bear with them as to
endure the wrongs they inflict onGod and their neighbor. For
Chrysostom† says: “It is praiseworthy to be patient under our
own wrongs, but to overlook God’s wrongs is most wicked.”

Reply to Objection 3. e law of the Gospel is the law
of love, and therefore those who do good out of love, and who
aloneproperly belong to theGospel, oughtnot to be terrorized
bymeans of punishment, but only thosewho are notmoved by
love to do good, and who, though they belong to the Church

* Cf. Opus Imperfectum, Hom. v in Matth., falsely ascribed to St.
Chrysostom. † Cf. Opus Imperfectum, Hom. v in Matth., falsely ascribed
to St. Chrysostom.
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outwardly, do not belong to it in merit.
Reply to Objection 4. Sometimes a wrong done to a per-

son reflects on God and the Church: and then it is the duty
of that person to avenge the wrong. For example, Elias made
fire descend on those who were come to seize him (4 Kings
1); likewise Eliseus cursed the boys that mocked him (4 Kings
2); and Pope Sylverius excommunicated those who sent him
into exile (XXIII, Q. iv, Cap. Guilisarius). But in so far as the
wrong inflicted on a man affects his person, he should bear it
patiently if this be expedient. For these precepts of patience are
to be understood as referring to preparedness of the mind, as
Augustine states (De Serm. Dom. in Monte i).

Reply to Objection 5. When the whole multitude sins,
vengeance must be taken on them, either in respect of the
whole multitude—thus the Egyptians were drowned in the
Red Sea while they were pursuing the children of Israel (Ex.
14), and the people of Sodom were entirely destroyed (Gn.
19)—or as regards part of the multitude, as may be seen in the

punishment of those who worshipped the calf.
Sometimes, however, if there is hope of many making

amends, the severity of vengeance should be brought to bear
on a few of the principals, whose punishment fills the rest with
fear; thus the Lord (Num 25) commanded the princes of the
people to be hanged for the sin of the multitude.

On the other hand, if it is not the whole but only a part of
the multitude that has sinned, then if the guilty can be sep-
arated from the innocent, vengeance should be wrought on
them: provided, however, that this can be done without scan-
dal to others; else the multitude should be spared and severity
foregone. e same applies to the sovereign, whom the multi-
tude follow. For his sin should be borne with, if it cannot be
punished without scandal to the multitude: unless indeed his
sinwere such, that it would domore harm to themultitude, ei-
ther spiritually or temporally, than would the scandal that was
feared to arise from his punishment.

IIa IIae q. 108 a. 2Whether vengeance is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that vengeance is not a special and
distinct virtue. For just as the good are rewarded for their good
deeds, so are the wicked punished for their evil deeds. Now
the rewarding of the good does not belong to a special virtue,
but is an act of commutative justice.erefore in the sameway
vengeance should not be accounted a special virtue.

Objection 2. Further, there is no need to appoint a special
virtue for an act to which a man is sufficiently disposed by the
other virtues. Now man is sufficiently disposed by the virtues
of fortitude or zeal to avenge evil. erefore vengeance should
not be reckoned a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, there is a special vice opposed to ev-
ery special virtue. But seemingly no special vice is opposed to
vengeance. erefore it is not a special virtue.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) reckons it a
part of justice.

I answer that,As the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii, 1), apti-
tude to virtue is in us bynature, but the complement of virtue is
in us through habituation or some other cause. Hence it is evi-
dent that virtues perfect us so thatwe follow induemanner our
natural inclinations, which belong to the natural right.Where-
fore to every definite natural inclination there corresponds a
special virtue.Now there is a special inclination of nature to re-
move harm, for which reason animals have the irascible power
distinct from the concupiscible. Man resists harm by defend-
ing himself against wrongs, lest they be inflicted on him, or he
avenges those which have already been inflicted on him, with
the intention, not of harming, but of removing the harmdone.
And this belongs to vengeance, forTully says (De Invent. Rhet.

ii) that by “vengeance we resist force, or wrong, and in general
whatever is obscure”* ”(i.e. derogatory), either by self-defense
or by avenging it.” erefore vengeance is a special virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as repayment of a legal debt
belongs to commutative justice, and as repayment of a moral
debt, arising from the bestowal of a particular favor, belongs
to the virtue of gratitude, so too the punishment of sins, so far
as it is the concern of public justice, is an act of commutative
justice; while so far as it is concerned in defending the rights
of the individual by whom awrong is resisted, it belongs to the
virtue of revenge.

Reply toObjection 2. Fortitude disposes to vengeance by
removing an obstacle thereto, namely, fear of an imminent
danger. Zeal, as denoting the fervor of love, signifies the pri-
mary root of vengeance, in so far as a man avenges the wrong
done to God and his neighbor, because charity makes him re-
gard them as his own. Now every act of virtue proceeds from
charity as its root, since, according to Gregory (Hom. xxvii in
Ev.), “there are no green leaves on the bough of good works,
unless charity be the root.”

Reply to Objection 3. Two vices are opposed to
vengeance: one by way of excess, namely, the sin of cruelty
or brutality, which exceeds the measure in punishing: while
the other is a vice by way of deficiency and consists in be-
ing remiss in punishing, wherefore it is written (Prov. 13:24):
“He that spareth the rod hateth his son.” But the virtue of
vengeance consists in observing the due measure of vengeance
with regard to all the circumstances.

* ‘Obscurum’ Cicero wrote ‘obfuturum’ but the sense is the same as St. omas gives in the parenthesis.
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IIa IIae q. 108 a. 3Whether vengeance should be wrought by means of punishments customary among men?

Objection 1. It seems that vengeance should not be
wrought bymeans of punishments customary amongmen. For
to put a man to death is to uproot him. But our Lord forbade
(Mat. 13:29) the uprooting of the cockle, whereby the chil-
dren of the wicked one are signified. erefore sinners should
not be put to death.

Objection 2. Further, all who sin mortally seem to be de-
serving of the same punishment. erefore if some who sin
mortally are punishedwithdeath, it seems that all suchpersons
should be punished with death: and this is evidently false.

Objection 3. Further, to punish a man publicly for his sin
seems to publish his sin: and this would seem to have a harm-
ful effect on themultitude, since the example of sin is taken by
them as an occasion for sin. erefore it seems that the pun-
ishment of death should not be inflicted for a sin.

On the contrary, ese punishments are fixed by the di-
vine law as appears from what we have said above ( Ia IIae,
q. 105, a. 2).

I answer that, Vengeance is lawful and virtuous so far as
it tends to the prevention of evil. Now some who are not in-
fluenced by motive of virtue are prevented from committing
sin, through fear of losing those things which they love more
than those they obtain by sinning, else fear would be no re-
straint to sin. Consequently vengeance for sin should be taken
by depriving a man of what he loves most. Now the things
which man loves most are life, bodily safety, his own free-

dom, and external goods such as riches, his country and his
good name. Wherefore, according to Augustine’s reckoning
(De Civ. Dei xxi), “Tully writes that the laws recognize eight
kinds of punishment”: namely, “death,” whereby man is de-
prived of life; “stripes,” “retaliation,” or the loss of eye for eye,
whereby man forfeits his bodily safety; “slavery,” and “impris-
onment,” whereby he is deprived of freedom; “exile” whereby
he is banished fromhis country; “fines,” whereby he ismulcted
in his riches; “ignominy,” whereby he loses his good name.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord forbids the uprooting of
the cockle, when there is fear lest the wheat be uprooted to-
gether with it. But sometimes the wicked can be uprooted by
death, not only without danger, but even with great profit, to
the good. Wherefore in such a case the punishment of death
may be inflicted on sinners.

Reply to Objection 2. All who sin mortally are deserving
of eternal death, as regards future retribution, which is in ac-
cordance with the truth of the divine judgment. But the pun-
ishments of this life are more of a medicinal character; where-
fore the punishment of death is inflicted on those sins alone
which conduce to the grave undoing of others.

Reply to Objection 3. e very fact that the punishment,
whether of death or of any kind that is fearsome to man, is
made known at the same time as the sin, makesman’s will avers
to sin: because the fear of punishment is greater than the en-
ticement of the example of sin.

IIa IIae q. 108 a. 4Whether vengeance should be taken on those who have sinned involuntarily?

Objection 1. It seems that vengeance should be taken on
those who have sinned involuntarily. For the will of one man
does not follow from the will of another. Yet one man is pun-
ished for another, according to Ex. 20:5, “I am…God…jealous,
visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children, unto the
third and fourth generation.” us for the sin of Cham, his
son Chanaan was curse (Gn. 9:25) and for the sin of Giezi,
his descendants were struck with leprosy (4 Kings 5). Again
the blood of Christ lays the descendants of the Jews under the
ban of punishment, for they said (Mat. 27:25): “His blood be
upon us and upon our children.” Moreover we read ( Josue 7)
that the people of Israel were delivered into the hands of their
enemies for the sin of Achan, and that the same people were
overthrown by the Philistines on account of the sin of the sons
ofHeli (1 Kings 4).erefore a person is to be punished with-
out having deserved it voluntarily.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is voluntary except what is
in a man’s power. But sometimes a man is punished for what is
not in his power; thus a man is removed from the administra-
tion of the Church on account of being infected with leprosy;
and a Church ceases to be an episcopal see on account of the
depravity or evil of the people. erefore vengeance is taken

not only for voluntary sins.
Objection 3. Further, ignorancemakes an act involuntary.

Now vengeance is sometimes taken on the ignorant. us the
children of the people of Sodom, though they were in invinci-
ble ignorance, perished with their parents (Gn. 19). Again, for
the sin of Dathan and Abiron their children were swallowed
up together with them (Num 16). Moreover, dumb animals,
which are devoid of reason, were commanded to be slain on
account of the sin of the Amalekites (1 Kings 15). erefore
vengeance is sometimes taken on those who have deserved it
involuntarily.

Objection 4. Further, compulsion is most opposed to vol-
untariness. But a man does not escape the debt of punishment
through being compelled by fear to commit a sin. erefore
vengeance is sometimes taken on those who have deserved it
involuntarily.

Objection 5. Further Ambrose says on Lk. 5 that “the ship
inwhich Judas was, was in distress”; wherefore “Peter, whowas
calm in the security of his own merits, was in distress about
those of others.” But Peter did not will the sin of Judas. ere-
fore a person is sometimes punished without having voluntar-
ily deserved it.
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On the contrary,Punishment is due to sin. But every sin is
voluntary according toAugustine (De Lib. Arb. iii; Retract. i).
erefore vengeance should be taken only on those who have
deserved it voluntarily.

I answer that,Punishmentmay be considered in twoways.
First, under the aspect of punishment, and in this way punish-
ment is not due save for sin, because by means of punishment
the equality of justice is restored, in so far as he who by sinning
has exceeded in following his own will suffers something that
is contrary to this will.Wherefore, since every sin is voluntary,
not excluding original sin, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 81, a. 1),
it follows that no one is punished in this way, except for some-
thing done voluntarily. Secondly, punishment may be consid-
ered as a medicine, not only healing the past sin, but also pre-
serving from future sin, or conducing to some good, and in
this way a person is sometimes punished without any fault of
his own, yet not without cause.

It must, however, be observed that a medicine never re-
moves a greater good in order to promote a lesser; thus the
medicine of the body never blinds the eye, in order to repair
the heel: yet sometimes it is harmful in lesser things that itmay
behelpful in things of greater consequence.And since spiritual
goods are of the greatest consequence, while temporal goods
are least important, sometimes a person is punished in his tem-
poral goods without any fault of his own. Such are many of
the punishments inflicted by God in this present life for our
humiliation or probation. But no one is punished in spiritual
goods without any fault on his part, neither in this nor in the
future life, because in the latter punishment is not medicinal,
but a result of spiritual condemnation.

Reply to Objection 1. A man is never condemned to a
spiritual punishment for another man’s sin, because spiritual
punishment affects the soul, in respect of which each man is
master of himself. But sometimes aman is condemned to pun-
ishment in temporal matters for the sin of another, and this
for three reasons. First, because one man may be the temporal
goods of another, and so he may be punished in punishment
of the latter: thus children, as to the body, are a belonging of
their father, and slaves are a possession of their master. Sec-
ondly, when one person’s sin is transmitted to another, either
by “imitation,” as children copy the sins of their parents, and
slaves the sins of their masters, so as to sin with greater daring;
or by way of “merit,” as the sinful subjects merit a sinful su-
perior, according to Job 34:30, “Who maketh a man that is a
hypocrite to reign for the sins of the people?” Hence the peo-
ple of Israel were punished for David’s sin in numbering the
people (2 Kings 24).ismay also happen through some kind
of “consent” or “connivance”: thus sometimes even the good
are punished in temporalmatters togetherwith thewicked, for
not having condemned their sins, as Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei i, 9). irdly, in order to mark the unity of human fellow-
ship, whereby one man is bound to be solicitous for another,
lest he sin; and in order to inculcate horror of sin, seeing that

the punishment of one affects all, as though all were one body,
as Augustine says in speaking of the sin of Achan (QQ. sup.
Josue viii).e saying of the Lord, “Visiting the iniquity of the
fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth genera-
tion,” seems to belong to mercy rather than to severity, since
He does not take vengeance forthwith, but waits for some fu-
ture time, in order that the descendants at leastmaymend their
ways; yet should the wickedness of the descendants increase, it
becomes almost necessary to take vengeance on them.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine states (QQ. sup. Jo-
sue viii), human judgment should conform to the divine judg-
ment, when this is manifest, and God condemns men spiritu-
ally for their own sins. But human judgment cannot be con-
formed toGod’s hidden judgments, wherebyHe punishes cer-
tain persons in temporal matters without any fault of theirs,
since man is unable to grasp the reasons of these judgments
so as to know what is expedient for each individual. Where-
fore according to human judgment aman should never be con-
demned without fault of his own to an inflictive punishment,
such as death, mutilation or flogging. But a man may be con-
demned, even according to human judgment, to a punishment
of forfeiture, even without any fault on his part, but not with-
out cause: and this in three ways.

First, through a person becoming, without any fault of his,
disqualified for having or acquiring a certain good: thus for be-
ing infected with leprosy a man is removed from the adminis-
tration of the Church: and for bigamy, or through pronounc-
ing a death sentence a man is hindered from receiving sacred
orders.

Secondly, because the particular good that he forfeits is not
his own but common property: thus that an episcopal see be
attached to a certain church belongs to the good of the whole
city, and not only to the good of the clerics.

irdly, because the good of one person may depend on
the good of another: thus in the crime of high treason a son
loses his inheritance through the sin of his parent.

Reply to Objection 3. By the judgment of God children
are punished in temporal matters together with their parents,
both because they are a possession of their parents, so that their
parents are punished also in their person, and because this is
for their good lest, should they be spared, they might imitate
the sins of their parents, and thus deserve to be punished still
more severely. Vengeance is wrought on dumb animals and any
other irrational creatures, because in this way their owners are
punished; and also in horror of sin.

Reply to Objection 4. An act done through compulsion
of fear is not involuntary simply, but has an admixture of vol-
untariness, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 6, Aa. 5,6).

Reply to Objection 5. e other apostles were distressed
about the sin of Judas, in the sameway as themultitude is pun-
ished for the sin of one, in commendation of unity, as state
above (Reply obj. 1,2).
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Of Truth

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider truth and the vices opposed thereto. Concerning truth there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether truth is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?
(3) Whether it is a part of justice?
(4) Whether it inclines to that which is less?

IIa IIae q. 109 a. 1Whether truth is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that truth is not a virtue. For the
first of virtues is faith, whose object is truth. Since then the
object precedes the habit and the act, it seems that truth is not
a virtue, but something prior to virtue.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 7), it belongs to truth that a man should state things
concerning himself to be neither more nor less than they are.
But this is not always praiseworthy—neither in good things,
since according to Prov. 27:2, “Let another praise thee, andnot
thy own mouth”—nor even in evil things, because it is written
in condemnation of certain people (Is. 3:9): “ey have pro-
claimed abroad their sin as Sodom, and they have not hid it.”
erefore truth is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, every virtue is either theological, or
intellectual, or moral. Now truth is not a theological virtue,
because its object is not God but temporal things. For Tully
says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that by “truth we faithfully repre-
sent things as they are were, or will be.” Likewise it is not one
of the intellectual virtues, but their end.Nor again is it amoral
virtue, since it is not amean between excess and deficiency, for
the more one tells the truth, the better it is. erefore truth is
not a virtue.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher both in the Second and
in the Fourth Book of Ethics places truth among the other
virtues.

I answer that, Truth can be taken in two ways. First, for
that by reason ofwhich a thing is said to be true, and thus truth
is not a virtue, but the object or end of a virtue: because, taken
in this way, truth is not a habit, which is the genus contain-
ing virtue, but a certain equality between the understanding or
sign and the thing understood or signified, or again between a
thing and its rule, as stated in the Ia, q. 16, a. 1;

Ia, q. 21, a. 2. Secondly, truthmay stand for that bywhich a
person says what is true, in which sense one is said to be truth-

ful. is truth or truthfulness must needs be a virtue, because
to saywhat is true is a good act: and virtue is “thatwhichmakes
its possessor good, and renders his action good.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument takes truth in the
first sense.

Reply to Objection 2. To state that which concerns one-
self, in so far as it is a statement of what is true, is good generi-
cally. Yet this does not suffice for it to be an act of virtue, since
it is requisite for that purpose that it should also be clothed
with the due circumstances, and if these be not observed, the
act will be sinful. Accordingly it is sinful to praise oneself with-
out due cause even for that which is true: and it is also sinful
to publish one’s sin, by praising oneself on that account, or in
any way proclaiming it uselessly.

Reply to Objection 3. A person who says what is true,
utters certain signs which are in conformity with things; and
such signs are either words, or external actions, or any exter-
nal thing. Now such kinds of things are the subject-matter of
the moral virtues alone, for the latter are concerned with the
use of the external members, in so far as this use is put into ef-
fect at the command of the will. Wherefore truth is neither a
theological, nor an intellectual, but a moral virtue. And it is
a mean between excess and deficiency in two ways. First, on
the part of the object, secondly, on the part of the act. On the
part of the object, because the true essentially denotes a kind of
equality, and equal is amean betweenmore and less.Hence for
the very reason that a man says what is true about himself, he
observes the mean between one that says more than the truth
about himself, and one that says less than the truth. On the
part of the act, to observe the mean is to tell the truth, when
one ought, and as one ought. Excess consists inmaking known
one’s own affairs out of season, and deficiency in hiding them
when one ought to make them known.
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IIa IIae q. 109 a. 2Whether truth is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that truth is not a special virtue.
For the true and the good are convertible. Now goodness is
not a special virtue, in fact every virtue is goodness, because
“it makes its possessor good.” erefore truth is not a special
virtue.

Objection 2. Further, to make known what belongs to
oneself is an act of truth as we understand it here. But this be-
longs to every virtue, since every virtuous habit ismade known
by its own act. erefore truth is not a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the truth of life is the truth whereby
one lives aright, and of which it is written (Is. 38:3): “I beseech
ee…remember how I have walked before ee in truth, and
with a perfect heart.”Now one lives aright by any virtue, as fol-
lows from the definition of virtue given above ( Ia IIae, q. 55,
a. 4). erefore truth is not a special virtue.

Objection 4. Further, truth seems to be the same as sim-
plicity, since hypocrisy is opposed to both. But simplicity is
not a special virtue, since it rectifies the intention, and that
is required in every virtue. erefore neither is truth a special
virtue.

On the contrary, It is numbered together with other
virtues (Ethic. ii, 7).

I answer that,enature of human virtue consists inmak-
ing a man’s deed good. Consequently whenever we find a spe-
cial aspect of goodness in human acts, it is necessary that man
be disposed thereto by a special virtue. And since according to
Augustine (De Nat. Boni iii) good consists in order, it follows
that a special aspect of good will be found where there is a spe-
cial order. Now there is a special order whereby our externals,
whether words or deeds, are duly ordered in relation to some
thing, as sign to thing signified: and thereto man is perfected
by the virtue of truth. Wherefore it is evident that truth is a
special virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. e true and the good are convert-
ible as to subject, since every true thing is good, and every

good thing is true. But considered logically, they exceed one
another, even as the intellect and will exceed one another. For
the intellect understands thewill andmany things besides, and
the will desires things pertaining to the intellect, and many
others. Wherefore the “true” considered in its proper aspect
as a perfection of the intellect is a particular good, since it is
something appetible: and in like manner the “good” consid-
ered in its proper aspect as the end of the appetite is something
true, since it is something intelligible. erefore since virtue
includes the aspect of goodness, it is possible for truth to be a
special virtue, just as the “true” is a special good; yet it is not
possible for goodness to be a special virtue, since rather, con-
sidered logically, it is the genus of virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. e habits of virtue and vice take
their species fromwhat is directly intended, and not from that
which is accidental and beside the intention. Now that a man
states that which concerns himself, belongs to the virtue of
truth, as something directly intended: although it may belong
to other virtues consequently and beside his principal inten-
tion. For the brave man intends to act bravely: and that he
shows his fortitude by acting bravely is a consequence beside
his principal intention.

Reply to Objection 3. e truth of life is the truth
whereby a thing is true, not whereby a person says what is true.
Life like anything else is said to be true, from the fact that it
attains its rule and measure, namely, the divine law; since rec-
titude of life depends on conformity to that law. is truth or
rectitude is common to every virtue.

Reply to Objection 4. Simplicity is so called from its op-
position to duplicity, whereby, to wit, a man shows one thing
outwardly while having another in his heart: so that simplic-
ity pertains to this virtue. And it rectifies the intention, not
indeed directly (since this belongs to every virtue), but by ex-
cluding duplicity, whereby a man pretends one thing and in-
tends another.

IIa IIae q. 109 a. 3Whether truth is a part of justice?

Objection 1. It seems that truth is not a part of justice. For
it seems proper to justice to give another man his due. But, by
telling the truth, one does not seem to give another man his
due, as is the case in all the foregoing parts of justice.erefore
truth is not a part of justice.

Objection 2. Further, truth pertains to the intellect:
whereas justice is in thewill, as stated above (q. 58, a. 4).ere-
fore truth is not a part of justice.

Objection 3. Further, according to Jerome truth is three-
fold, namely, “truth of life,” “truth of justice,” and “truth of
doctrine.” But none of these is a part of justice. For truth of
life comprises all virtues, as stated above (a. 2, ad 3): truth of
justice is the same as justice, so that it is not one of its parts;

and truth of doctrine belongs rather to the intellectual virtues.
erefore truth is nowise a part of justice.

On the contrary,Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) reckons truth
among the parts of justice.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 80), a virtue is annexed
to justice, as secondary to a principal virtue, through having
something in common with justice, while falling short from
the perfect virtue thereof. Now the virtue of truth has two
things in common with justice. In the first place it is directed
to another, since themanifestation, whichwe have stated to be
an act of truth, is directed to another, inasmuch as one person
manifests to another the things that concern himself. In the
second place, justice sets up a certain equality between things,
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and this the virtue of truth does also, for it equals signs to the
things which concern man himself. Nevertheless it falls short
of the proper aspect of justice, as to the notion of debt: for this
virtue does not regard legal debt, which justice considers, but
rather the moral debt, in so far as, out of equity, one man owes
another a manifestation of the truth. erefore truth is a part
of justice, being annexed thereto as a secondary virtue to its
principal.

Reply to Objection 1. Since man is a social animal, one
man naturally owes another whatever is necessary for the
preservation of human society. Now it would be impossible
for men to live together, unless they believed one another, as
declaring the truth one to another. Hence the virtue of truth
does, in a manner, regard something as being due.

Reply toObjection 2.Truth, as known, belongs to the in-
tellect. But man, by his own will, whereby he uses both habits
and members, utters external signs in order to manifest the
truth, and in this way the manifestation of the truth is an act
of the will.

Reply toObjection 3.e truth of which we are speaking
now differs from the truth of life, as stated in the preceding
a. 2, ad 3.

We speak of the truth of justice in two ways. In one way
we refer to the fact that justice itself is a certain rectitude reg-
ulated according to the rule of the divine law; and in this way
the truth of justice differs from the truth of life, because by the

truth of life a man lives aright in himself, whereas by the truth
of justice aman observes the rectitude of the law in those judg-
ments which refer to another man: and in this sense the truth
of justice has nothing to do with the truth of which we speak
now, as neither has the truth of life. In another way the truth
of justicemay be understood as referring to the fact that, out of
justice, a man manifests the truth, as for instance when a man
confesses the truth, or gives true evidence in a court of justice.
is truth is a particular act of justice, and does not pertain
directly to this truth of which we are now speaking, because,
to wit, in this manifestation of the truth a man’s chief inten-
tion is to give anothermanhis due.Hence thePhilosopher says
(Ethic. iv, 7) in describing this virtue: “We are not speaking of
one who is truthful in his agreements, nor does this apply to
matters in which justice or injustice is questioned.”

e truth of doctrine consists in a certain manifestation
of truths relating to science wherefore neither does this truth
directly pertain to this virtue, but only that truth whereby a
man, both in life and in speech, shows himself to be such as
he is, and the things that concern him, not other, and neither
greater nor less, than they are. Nevertheless since truths of sci-
ence, as knownbyus, are something concerning us, andpertain
to this virtue, in this sense the truth of doctrinemay pertain to
this virtue, as well as any other kind of truth whereby a man
manifests, by word or deed, what he knows.

IIa IIae q. 109 a. 4Whether the virtue of truth inclines rather to that which is less?

Objection 1. It seems that the virtue of truth does not in-
cline to that which is less. For as one incurs falsehood by saying
more, so does one by saying less: thus it is no more false that
four are five, than that four are three. But “every falsehood is
in itself evil, and to be avoided,” as the Philosopher declares
(Ethic. iv, 7). erefore the virtue of truth does not incline to
that which is less rather than to that which is greater.

Objection 2. Further, that a virtue inclines to the one ex-
treme rather than to the other, is owing to the fact that the
virtue’s mean is nearer to the one extreme than to the other:
thus fortitude is nearer to daring than to timidity. But the
mean of truth is not nearer to one extreme than to the other;
because truth, since it is a kind of equality, holds to the exact
mean. erefore truth does not more incline to that which is
less.

Objection 3. Further, to forsake the truth for that which
is less seems to amount to a denial of the truth, since this is to
subtract therefrom; and to forsake the truth for that which is
greater seems to amount to an addition thereto. Now to deny
the truth is more repugnant to truth than to add something
to it, because truth is incompatible with the denial of truth,
whereas it is compatible with addition.erefore it seems that
truth should incline to that which is greater rather than to that
which is less.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 7) that
“by this virtue a man declines rather from the truth towards
that which is less.”

I answer that, ere are two ways of declining from the
truth to that which is less. First, by affirming, as when a man
does not show the whole good that is in him, for instance sci-
ence, holiness and so forth. is is done without prejudice to
truth, since the lesser is contained in the greater: and in this
way this virtue inclines to what is less. For, as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 7), “this seems to bemore prudent because exag-
gerations give annoyance.” For thosewho represent themselves
as being greater than they are, are a source of annoyance to oth-
ers, since they seem to wish to surpass others: whereas those
who make less account of themselves are a source of pleasure,
since they seem to defer to others by their moderation. Hence
the Apostle says (2 Cor. 12:6): “ough I should have a mind
to glory, I shall not be foolish: for I will say the truth. But I
forbear, lest any man should think of me above that which he
seeth in me or anything he heareth from me.”

Secondly, one may incline to what is less by denying, so as
to say that what is in us is not. In this way it does not belong to
this virtue to incline to what is less, because this would imply
falsehood. And yet this would be less repugnant to the truth,
not indeed as regards the proper aspect of truth, but as regards

1599



the aspect of prudence, which should be safeguarded in all the
virtues. For since it is fraught with greater danger and is more
annoying to others, it is more repugnant to prudence to think
or boast that one has what one has not, than to think or say

that one has not what one has.
is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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Of the Vices Opposed to Truth, and First of Lying

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to truth, and (1) lying: (2) dissimulation or hypocrisy: (3) boasting and the op-
posite vice. Concerning lying there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether lying, as containing falsehood, is always opposed to truth?
(2) Of the species of lying;
(3) Whether lying is always a sin?
(4) Whether it is always a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 110 a. 1Whether lying is always opposed to truth?

Objection 1. It seems that lying is not always opposed to
truth. For opposites are incompatiblewith one another. But ly-
ing is compatible with truth, since that speaks the truth, think-
ing it to be false, lies, according toAugustine (Lib.DeMendac.
iii). erefore lying is not opposed to truth.

Objection 2. Further, the virtue of truth applies not only
to words but also to deeds, since according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 7) by this virtue one tells the truth both in one’s
speech and in one’s life. But lying applies only to words, for
Augustine says (ContraMend. xii) that “a lie is a false significa-
tion by words.” Accordingly, it seems that lying is not directly
opposed to the virtue of truth.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Lib. De Mendac.
iii) that the “liar’s sin is the desire to deceive.” But this is not
opposed to truth, but rather to benevolence or justice. ere-
fore lying is not opposed to truth.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Mend. x): “Let
no one doubt that it is a lie to tell a falsehood in order to de-
ceive. Wherefore a false statement uttered with intent to de-
ceive is a manifest lie.” But this is opposed to truth. erefore
lying is opposed to truth.

I answer that, A moral act takes its species from two
things, its object, and its end: for the end is the object of the
will, which is the first mover in moral acts. And the power
moved by the will has its own object, which is the proximate
object of the voluntary act, and stands in relation to the will’s
act towards the end, as material to formal, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 18, Aa. 6,7).

Now it has been said above (q. 109, a. 1, ad 3) that the
virtue of truth—and consequently the opposite vices—regards
a manifestation made by certain signs: and this manifestation
or statement is an act of reason comparing sign with the thing
signified; because every representation consists in comparison,
which is the proper act of the reason.Wherefore though dumb
animals manifest something, yet they do not intend to mani-
fest anything: but they do something by natural instinct, and
a manifestation is the result. But when this manifestation or
statement is a moral act, it must needs be voluntary, and de-
pendent on the intention of the will. Now the proper object

of amanifestation or statement is the true or the false. And the
intention of a bad will may bear on two things: one of which
is that a falsehood may be told; while the other is the proper
effect of a false statement, namely, that someone may be de-
ceived.

Accordingly if these three things concur, namely, false-
hood of what is said, the will to tell a falsehood, and finally
the intention to deceive, then there is falsehood—materially,
since what is said is false, formally, on account of the will to
tell an untruth, and effectively, on account of the will to im-
part a falsehood.

However, the essential notion of a lie is taken from formal
falsehood, from the fact namely, that a person intends to say
what is false; wherefore also the word “mendacium” [lie] is de-
rived from its being in opposition to the “mind.”Consequently
if one says what is false, thinking it to be true, it is false mate-
rially, but not formally, because the falseness is beside the in-
tention of the speaker so that it is not a perfect lie, since what
is beside the speaker’s intention is accidental for which reason
it cannot be a specific difference. If, on the other hand, one
utters’ falsehood formally, through having the will to deceive,
even if what one says be true, yet inasmuch as this is a volun-
tary and moral act, it contains falseness essentially and truth
accidentally, and attains the specific nature of a lie.

at a person intends to cause another to have a false opin-
ion, by deceiving him, does not belong to the species of lying,
but to perfection thereof, even as in the physical order, a thing
acquires its species if it has its form, even though the form’s ef-
fect be lacking; for instance a heavy bodywhich is held up alo
by force, lest it come down in accordance with the exigency of
its form.erefore it is evident that lying is directly an formally
opposed to the virtue of truth.

Reply to Objection 1. We judge of a thing according to
what is in it formally and essentially rather than according to
what is in it materially and accidentally. Hence it is more in
opposition to truth, considered as a moral virtue, to tell the
truth with the intention of telling a falsehood than to tell a
falsehood with the intention of telling the truth.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Doctr.
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Christ. ii), words hold the chief place among other signs. And
sowhen it is said that “a lie is a false signification bywords,” the
term “words” denotes every kind of sign. Wherefore if a per-
son intended to signify something false by means of signs, he

would not be excused from lying.
Reply toObjection 3.edesire to deceive belongs to the

perfection of lying, but not to its species, as neither does any
effect belong to the species of its cause.

IIa IIae q. 110 a. 2Whether lies are sufficiently divided into officious, jocose, and mischievous lies?

Objection 1. It seems that lies are not sufficiently divided
into “officious,” “jocose” and “mischievous” lies. For a division
should be made according to that which pertains to a thing by
reasonof its nature, as thePhilosopher states (Metaph. vii, text.
43; De Part. Animal i, 3). But seemingly the intention of the
effect resulting from a moral act is something beside and acci-
dental to the species of that act, so that an indefinite number
of effects can result fromone act.Now this division ismade ac-
cording to the intention of the effect: for a “jocose” lie is told in
order to make fun, an “officious” lie for some useful purpose,
and a “mischievous” lie in order to injure someone. erefore
lies are unfittingly divided in this way.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (Contra Mendac. xiv)
gives eight kinds of lies. e first is “in religious doctrine”; the
second is “a lie that profits no one and injures someone”; the
third “profits one party so as to injure another”; the fourth is
“told out of mere lust of lying and deceiving”; the fih is “told
out of the desire to please”; the sixth “injures no one, and prof-
its /someone in saving hismoney”; the seventh “injures no one
and profits someone in saving him fromdeath”; the eighth “in-
jures no one, and profits someone in saving him from defile-
ment of the body.” erefore it seems that the first division of
lies is insufficient.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 7) di-
vides lying into “boasting,” which exceeds the truth in speech,
and “irony,” which falls short of the truth by saying something
less: and these two are not contained under any one of the
kinds mentioned above. erefore it seems that the aforesaid
division of lies is inadequate.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ps. 5:7, “ou wilt destroy
all that speak a lie,” says “that there are three kinds of lies; for
some are told for the wellbeing and convenience of someone;
and there is another kind of lie that is told in fun; but the third
kind of lie is told out of malice.” e first of these is called an
officious lie, the second a jocose lie, the third amischievous lie.
erefore lies are divided into these three kinds.

I answer that,Liesmaybedivided in threeways. First,with
respect to their nature as lies: and this is the proper and essen-
tial division of lying. In this way, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 7), lies are of two kinds, namely, the lie which goes
beyond the truth, and this belongs to “boasting,” and the lie
which stops short of the truth, and this belongs to “irony.”is
division is an essential division of lying itself, because lying as
such is opposed to truth, as stated in the precedingArticle: and
truth is a kind of equality, to which more and less are in essen-
tial opposition.

Secondly, lies may be divided with respect to their nature

as sins, andwith regard to those things that aggravate or dimin-
ish the sin of lying, on the part of the end intended. Now the
sin of lying is aggravated, if by lying a person intends to injure
another, and this is called a “mischievous” lie, while the sin of
lying is diminished if it be directed to some good—either of
pleasure and then it is a “jocose” lie, or of usefulness, and then
we have the “officious” lie, whereby it is intended to help an-
other person, or to save him frombeing injured. In this way lies
are divided into the three kinds aforesaid.

irdly, lies are divided in amore general way, with respect
to their relation to some end, whether or not this increase or
diminish their gravity: and in this way the division comprises
eight kinds, as stated in the Second Objection. Here the first
three kinds are contained under “mischievous” lies, which are
either against God, and then we have the lie “in religious doc-
trine,” or againstman, and this either with the sole intention of
injuring him, and then it is the second kind of lie, which “prof-
its no one, and injures someone”; or with the intention of in-
juring one and at the same time profiting another, and this is
the third kind of lie, “which profits one, and injures another.”
Of these the first is themost grievous, because sins againstGod
are always more grievous, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 73, a. 3):
and the second ismore grievous than the third, since the latter’s
gravity is diminished by the intention of profiting another.

Aer these three, which aggravate the sin of lying, we have
a fourth, which has its own measure of gravity without addi-
tionor diminution; and this is the liewhich is told “out ofmere
lust of lying and deceiving.”is proceeds from a habit, where-
fore the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 7) that “the liar, when he
lies from habit, delights in lying.”

e four kinds that follow lessen the gravity of the sin of
lying. For the fih kind is the jocose lie, which is told “with a
desire to please”: and the remaining three are comprised under
the officious lie, wherein something useful to another person
is intended. is usefulness regards either external things, and
then we have the sixth kind of lie, which “profits someone in
saving his money”; or his body, and this is the seventh kind,
which “saves a man from death”; or the morality of his virtue,
and this is the eighth kind, which “saves him from unlawful
defilement of his body.”

Now it is evident that the greater the good intended, the
more is the sin of lying diminished in gravity. Wherefore a
careful consideration of the matter will show that these vari-
ous kinds of lies are enumerated in their order of gravity: since
the useful good is better than the pleasurable good, and life of
the body than money, and virtue than the life of the body.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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IIa IIae q. 110 a. 3Whether every lie is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that not every lie is a sin. For it is
evident that the evangelists did not sin in the writing of the
Gospel. Yet they seem to have told something false: since their
accounts of the words of Christ and of others oen differ from
one another:wherefore seemingly oneof themmusthave given
an untrue account. erefore not every lie is a sin.

Objection 2. Further, no one is rewarded by God for sin.
But the midwives of Egypt were rewarded by God for a lie, for
it is stated that “God built them houses” (Ex. 1:21). erefore
a lie is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, the deeds of holy men are related in
Sacred Writ that they may be a model of human life. But we
read of certain very holy men that they lied. us (Gn. 12 and
20) we are told that Abraham said of his wife that she was his
sister. Jacob also lied when he said that he was Esau, and yet
he received a blessing (Gn. 27:27-29). Again, Judith is com-
mended (Judith 15:10,11) although she lied to Holofernes.
erefore not every lie is a sin.

Objection4.Further, one ought to choose the lesser evil in
order to avoid the greater: even so a physician cuts off a limb,
lest the whole body perish. Yet less harm is done by raising a
false opinion in a person’s mind, than by someone slaying or
being slain. erefore a man may lawfully lie, to save another
from committing murder, or another from being killed.

Objection 5. Further, it is a lie not to fulfill what one has
promised. Yet one is not bound to keep all one’s promises: for
Isidore says (Synonym. ii): “Break your faith when you have
promised ill.” erefore not every lie is a sin.

Objection 6. Further, apparently a lie is a sin because
thereby we deceive our neighbor: wherefore Augustine says
(Lib.DeMend. xxi): “Whoever thinks that there is any kind of
lie that is not a sin deceives himself shamefully, since he deems
himself an honest manwhen he deceives others.” Yet not every
lie is a cause of deception, since no one is deceived by a jocose
lie; seeing that lies of this kind are told, not with the intention
of being believed, but merely for the sake of giving pleasure.
Hence again we find hyperbolical expressions in Holy Writ.
erefore not every lie is a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 7:14): “Be not will-
ing to make any manner of lie.”

I answer that, An action that is naturally evil in respect of
its genus canbynomeans be good and lawful, since in order for
an action to be good it must be right in every respect: because
good results from a complete cause, while evil results from any
single defect, as Dionysius asserts (Div. Nom. iv). Now a lie
is evil in respect of its genus, since it is an action bearing on
undue matter. For as words are naturally signs of intellectual
acts, it is unnatural and undue for anyone to signify by words
something that is not in his mind. Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv, 7) that “lying is in itself evil and to be shunned, while
truthfulness is good and worthy of praise.” erefore every lie
is a sin, as also Augustine declares (Contra Mend. i).

Reply to Objection 1. It is unlawful to hold that any false
assertion is contained either in the Gospel or in any canonical
Scripture, or that the writers thereof have told untruths, be-
cause faithwould be deprived of its certitudewhich is based on
the authority of Holy Writ. at the words of certain people
are variously reported in the Gospel and other sacred writings
does not constitute a lie. Hence Augustine says (De Consens.
Evang. ii): “He that has the wit to understand that in order
to know the truth it is necessary to get at the sense, will con-
clude that hemust not be the least troubled, nomatter bywhat
words that sense is expressed.” Hence it is evident, as he adds
(De Consens. Evang. ii), that “we must not judge that some-
one is lying, if several persons fail to describe in the same way
and in the same words a thing which they remember to have
seen or heard.”

Reply to Objection 2. e midwives were rewarded, not
for their lie, but for their fear of God, and for their good-will,
which latter led them to tell a lie. Hence it is expressly stated
(Ex. 2:21): “And because the midwives feared God, He built
them houses.” But the subsequent lie was not meritorious.

Reply to Objection 3. In Holy Writ, as Augustine ob-
serves (Lib. De Mend. v), the deeds of certain persons are re-
lated as examples of perfect virtue: and we must not believe
that such persons were liars. If, however, any of their state-
ments appear to be untruthful, wemust understand such state-
ments to have been figurative and prophetic. Hence Augus-
tine says (Lib. De Mend. v): “We must believe that whatever
is related of those who, in prophetical times, are mentioned as
being worthy of credit, was done and said by them propheti-
cally.” As to Abraham “when he said that Sara was his sister, he
wished to hide the truth, not to tell a lie, for she is called his
sister since she was the daughter of his father,” Augustine says
(QQ. Super. Gen. xxvi; Contra Mend. x; Contra Faust. xxii).
Wherefore Abraham himself said (Gn. 20:12): “She is truly
my sister, the daughter of my father, and not the daughter of
my mother,” being related to him on his father’s side. Jacob’s
assertion that he was Esau, Isaac’s first-born, was spoken in a
mystical sense, because, to wit, the latter’s birthright was due
to him by right: and he made use of this mode of speech being
moved by the spirit of prophecy, in order to signify a mystery,
namely, that the younger people, i.e. the Gentiles, should sup-
plant the first-born, i.e. the Jews.

Some, however, are commended in the Scriptures, not on
account of perfect virtue, but for a certain virtuous disposition,
seeing that it was owing to some praiseworthy sentiment that
they were moved to do certain undue things. It is thus that Ju-
dith is praised, not for lying to Holofernes, but for her desire
to save the people, to which end she exposed herself to dan-
ger. And yet one might also say that her words contain truth
in some mystical sense.

Reply to Objection 4. A lie is sinful not only because it
injures one’s neighbor, but also on account of its inordinate-
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ness, as stated above in this Article. Now it is not allowed to
make use of anything inordinate in order to ward off injury or
defects from another: as neither is it lawful to steal in order
to give an alms, except perhaps in a case of necessity when all
things are common.erefore it is not lawful to tell a lie in or-
der to deliver another from any danger whatever. Nevertheless
it is lawful to hide the truth prudently, by keeping it back, as
Augustine says (Contra Mend. x).

Reply to Objection 5. A man does not lie, so long as he
has a mind to do what he promises, because he does not speak
contrary to what he has in mind: but if he does not keep his
promise, he seems to act without faith in changing his mind.
He may, however, be excused for two reasons. First, if he has
promised something evidently unlawful, because he sinned in
promise, and did well to change his mind. Secondly, if cir-
cumstances have changed with regard to persons and the busi-
ness in hand. For, as Seneca states (De Benef. iv), for a man
to be bound to keep a promise, it is necessary for everything
to remain unchanged: otherwise neither did he lie in promis-

ing—since he promised what he had in his mind, due circum-
stances being taken for granted—nor was he faithless in not
keeping his promise, because circumstances are no longer the
same. Hence the Apostle, though he did not go to Corinth,
whither he had promised to go (2 Cor. 1), did not lie, because
obstacles had arisen which prevented him.

Reply toObjection6.Anactionmaybe considered in two
ways. First, in itself, secondly,with regard to the agent.Accord-
ingly a jocose lie, from the very genus of the action, is of a na-
ture to deceive; although in the intention of the speaker it is
not told to deceive, nor does it deceive by the way it is told.
Nor is there any similarity in the hyperbolical or any kind of
figurative expressions, with which we meet in Holy Writ: be-
cause, as Augustine says (Lib. De Mend. v), “it is not a lie to
do or say a thing figuratively: because every statement must be
referred to the thing stated: and when a thing is done or said
figuratively, it states what those to whom it is tendered under-
stand it to signify.”

IIa IIae q. 110 a. 4Whether every lie is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that every lie is a mortal sin. For
it is written (Ps. 6:7): “ou wilt destroy all that speak a lie,”
and (Wis. 1:11): “e mouth that belieth killeth the soul.”
Nowmortal sin alone causes destruction and death of the soul.
erefore every lie is a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is against a precept of the
decalogue is a mortal sin. Now lying is against this precept of
the decalogue: “ou shalt not bear false witness.” erefore
every lie is a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
i, 36): “Every liar breaks his faith in lying, since forsooth he
wishes the person to whom he lies to have faith in him, and
yet he does not keep faith with him, when he lies to him: and
whoever breaks his faith is guilty of iniquity.” Now no one is
said to break his faith or “to be guilty of iniquity,” for a venial
sin. erefore no lie is a venial sin.

Objection 4. Further, the eternal reward is not lost save
for a mortal sin. Now, for a lie the eternal reward was lost, be-
ing exchanged for a temporal meed. For Gregory says (Moral.
xviii) that “we learn from the reward of themidwives what the
sin of lying deserves: since the reward which they deserved for
their kindness, and which they might have received in eternal
life, dwindled into a temporal meed on account of the lie of
which they were guilty.” erefore even an officious lie, such
as was that of themidwives, which seemingly is the least of lies,
is a mortal sin.

Objection 5. Further, Augustine says (Lib.DeMend. xvii)
that “it is a precept of perfection, not only not to lie at all, but
not even to wish to lie.” Now it is a mortal sin to act against a
precept. erefore every lie of the perfect is a mortal sin: and
consequently so also is a lie told by anyone else, otherwise the

perfect would be worse off than others.
On the contrary,Augustine says on Ps. 5:7, “ouwilt de-

stroy,” etc.: “ere are two kinds of lie, that are not grievously
sinful yet are not devoid of sin, when we lie either in joking,
or for the sake of our neighbor’s good.” But every mortal sin
is grievous. erefore jocose and officious lies are not mortal
sins.

I answer that, A mortal sin is, properly speaking, one that
is contrary to charitywhereby the soul lives in unionwithGod,
as stated above (q. 24, a. 12; q. 35, a. 3). Now a lie may be con-
trary to charity in threeways: first, in itself; secondly, in respect
of the evil intended; thirdly, accidentally.

A lie may be in itself contrary to charity by reason of its
false signification. For if this be about divine things, it is con-
trary to the charity of God, whose truth one hides or corrupts
by such a lie; so that a lie of this kind is opposed not only to the
virtue of charity, but also to the virtues of faith and religion:
wherefore it is amost grievous and amortal sin. If, however, the
false signification be about something the knowledge of which
affects a man’s good, for instance if it pertain to the perfection
of science or to moral conduct, a lie of this description inflicts
an injury on one’s neighbor, since it causes him to have a false
opinion, wherefore it is contrary to charity, as regards the love
of our neighbor, and consequently is amortal sin.On the other
hand, if the false opinion engendered by the lie be about some
matter the knowledge of which is of no consequence, then the
lie in question does no harm to one’s neighbor; for instance, if
a person be deceived as to some contingent particulars that do
not concern him. Wherefore a lie of this kind, considered in
itself, is not a mortal sin.

As regards the end in view, a lie may be contrary to char-
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ity, through being told with the purpose of injuring God, and
this is always a mortal sin, for it is opposed to religion; or in
order to injure one’s neighbor, in his person, his possessions or
his good name, and this also is a mortal sin, since it is a mor-
tal sin to injure one’s neighbor, and one sins mortally if one
hasmerely the intention of committing amortal sin. But if the
end intended be not contrary to charity, neither will the lie,
considered under this aspect, be a mortal sin, as in the case of
a jocose lie, where some little pleasure is intended, or in an of-
ficious lie, where the good also of one’s neighbor is intended.
Accidentally a lie may be contrary to charity by reason of scan-
dal or any other injury resulting therefrom: and thus again it
will be a mortal sin, for instance if a man were not deterred
through scandal from lying publicly.

Reply to Objection 1. e passages quoted refer to the
mischievous lie, as a gloss explains the words of Ps. 5:7, “ou
wilt destroy all that speak a lie.”

Reply to Objection 2. Since all the precepts of the deca-
logue are directed to the love of God and our neighbor, as
stated above (q. 44, a. 1, ad 3; Ia IIae, q. 100, a. 5, ad 1), a lie
is contrary to a precept of the decalogue, in so far as it is con-
trary to the love ofGod and our neighbor.Hence it is expressly
forbidden to bear false witness against our neighbor.

Reply to Objection 3. Even a venial sin can be called “in-
iquity” in a broad sense, in so far as it is beside the equity of
justice; wherefore it is written (1 Jn. 3:4): “Every sin is iniq-
uity*.” It is in this sense that Augustine is speaking.

Reply toObjection 4.e lie of themidwivesmay be con-
sidered in two ways. First as regards their feeling of kindli-
ness towards the Jews, and their reverence and fear of God,
for which their virtuous disposition is commended. For this

an eternal reward is due. Wherefore Jerome (in his exposition
of Is. 65:21, ‘And they shall build houses’) explains that God
“built them spiritual houses.” Secondly, it may be considered
with regard to the external act of lying. For thereby they could
merit, not indeed eternal reward, but perhaps some temporal
meed, the deserving of which was not inconsistent with the
deformity of their lie, though this was inconsistent with their
meriting an eternal reward. It is in this sense that we must un-
derstand the words of Gregory, and not that they merited by
that lie to lose the eternal reward as though they had already
merited it by their preceding kindliness, as the objection un-
derstands the words to mean.

Reply to Objection 5. Some say that for the perfect every
lie is a mortal sin. But this assertion is unreasonable. For no
circumstance causes a sin to be infinitely more grievous unless
it transfers it to another species. Now a circumstance of per-
son does not transfer a sin to another species, except perhaps
by reason of something annexed to that person, for instance if
it be against his vow: and this cannot apply to an officious or
jocose lie. Wherefore an officious or a jocose lie is not a mor-
tal sin in perfect men, except perhaps accidentally on account
of scandal. We may take in this sense the saying of Augustine
that “it is a precept of perfection not only not to lie at all, but
not even to wish to lie”: although Augustine says this not pos-
itively but dubiously, for he begins by saying: “Unless perhaps
it is a precept,” etc. Nor does it matter that they are placed in a
position to safeguard the truth: because they are bound to safe-
guard the truth by virtue of their office in judging or teaching,
and if they lie in thesematters their lie will be amortal sin: but
it does not follow that they sinmortally when they lie in other
matters.

* Vulg.: ‘And sin is iniquity.’.
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S P   S P, Q 111
Of Dissimulation and Hypocrisy

(In Four Articles)

In due sequence we must consider dissimulation and hypocrisy. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all dissimulation is a sin?
(2) Whether hypocrisy is dissimulation?
(3) Whether it is opposed to truth?
(4) Whether it is a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 111 a. 1Whether all dissimulation is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that not all dissimulation is a sin.
For it is written (Lk. 24:28) that our Lord “pretended [Douay:
‘made as though’] he would go farther”; and Ambrose in his
book on the Patriarchs (De Abraham i) says of Abraham that
he “spoke craily to his servants, when he said” (Gn. 22:5): “I
and the boy will go with speed as far as yonder, and aer we
have worshipped, will return to you.” Now to pretend and to
speak craily savor of dissimulation: and yet it is not to be said
that there was sin in Christ or Abraham. erefore not all dis-
simulation is a sin.

Objection 2.Further, no sin is profitable. But according to
Jerome, in his commentary on Gal. 2:11, “When Peter [Vulg.:
‘Cephas’]was come toAntioch:—eexample of Jehu, king of
Israel, who slew the priest ofBaal, pretending that he desired to
worship idols, should teach us that dissimulation is useful and
sometimes to be employed”; and David “changed his counte-
nance before” Achis, king of Geth (1 Kings 21:13). erefore
not all dissimulation is a sin.

Objection 3. Further, good is contrary to evil.erefore if
it is evil to simulate good, it is good to simulate evil.

Objection 4. Further, it is written in condemnation of cer-
tain people (Is. 3:9): “ey have proclaimed abroad their sin as
Sodom, and they have not hid it.” Now it pertains to dissim-
ulation to hide one’s sin. erefore it is reprehensible some-
times not to simulate. But it is never reprehensible to avoid
sin. erefore dissimulation is not a sin.

On the contrary,Agloss on Is. 16:14, “In three years,” etc.,
says: “Of the two evils it is less to sin openly than to simulate
holiness.” But to sin openly is always a sin. erefore dissimu-
lation is always a sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 109, a. 3; q. 110, a. 1),
it belongs to the virtue of truth to show oneself outwardly by
outward signs to be such as one is. Now outward signs are not
only words, but also deeds. Accordingly just as it is contrary to
truth to signify by words something different from that which
is in one’s mind, so also is it contrary to truth to employ signs
of deeds or things to signify the contrary of what is in oneself,
and this is what is properly denoted by dissimulation. Conse-
quently dissimulation is properly a lie told by the signs of out-
ward deeds. Now it matters not whether one lie in word or in

any other way, as stated above (q. 110, a. 1, obj. 2). Wherefore,
since every lie is a sin, as stated above (q. 110, a. 3), it follows
that also all dissimulation is a sin.

Reply toObjection 1. As Augustine says (De QQ. Evang.
ii), “To pretend is not always a lie: but only when the pretense
has no signification, then it is a lie. When, however, our pre-
tense refers to some signification, there is no lie, but a repre-
sentation of the truth.” And he cites figures of speech as an
example, where a thing is “pretended,” for we do not mean it
to be taken literally but as a figure of something else that we
wish to say. In this way our Lord “pretended He would go far-
ther,” because He acted as if wishing to go farther; in order to
signify something figuratively either because He was far from
their faith, according toGregory (Hom. xxiii in Ev.); or, as Au-
gustine says (De QQ. Evang. ii), because, “as He was about to
go farther away from them by ascending into heaven, He was,
so to speak, held back on earth by their hospitality.”

Abraham also spoke figuratively.Wherefore Ambrose (De
Abraham i) says that Abraham “foretold what he knew not”:
for he intended to return alone aer sacrificing his son: but by
his mouth the Lord expressed what He was about to do. It is
evident therefore that neither dissembled.

Reply to Objection 2. Jerome employs the term “simula-
tion” in a broad sense for any kind of pretense. David’s change
of countenance was a figurative pretense, as a gloss observes in
commenting on the title of Ps. 33, “I will bless the Lord at all
times.” ere is no need to excuse Jehu’s dissimulation from
sin or lie, because he was a wicked man, since he departed not
from the idolatry of Jeroboam (4 Kings 10:29,31). And yet he
is praisedwithal and received an earthly reward fromGod, not
for his dissimulation, but for his zeal in destroying the worship
of Baal.

Reply to Objection 3. Some say that no one may pretend
to be wicked, because no one pretends to be wicked by doing
good deeds, and if he do evil deeds, he is evil. But this argu-
ment proves nothing. Because a man might pretend to be evil,
by doing what is not evil in itself but has some appearance of
evil: and nevertheless this dissimulation is evil, both because it
is a lie, and because it gives scandal; and although he is wicked
on this account, yet his wickedness is not the wickedness he
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simulates. And because dissimulation is evil in itself, its sinful-
ness is not derived from the thing simulated, whether this be
good or evil.

Reply to Objection 4. Just as a man lies when he signifies
byword thatwhich he is not, yet lies notwhenhe refrains from
saying what he is, for this is sometimes lawful; so also does a
man dissemble, when by outward signs of deeds or things he

signifies that which he is not, yet he dissembles not if he omits
to signify what he is.Hence onemay hide one’s sinwithout be-
ing guilty of dissimulation. It is thus that we must understand
the saying of Jerome on the words of Isa. 3:9, that the “second
remedy aer shipwreck is to hide one’s sin,” lest, to wit, others
be scandalized thereby.

IIa IIae q. 111 a. 2Whether hypocrisy is the same as dissimulation?

Objection 1. It seems that hypocrisy is not the same as dis-
simulation. For dissimulation consists in lying by deeds. But
there may be hypocrisy in showing outwardly what one does
inwardly, according to Mat. 6:2, “When thou dost an alms-
deed sound not a trumpet before thee, as the hypocrites do.”
erefore hypocrisy is not the same as dissimulation.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 7):
“Some there are who wear the habit of holiness, yet are un-
able to attain the merit of perfection. We must by no means
deem these to have joined the ranks of the hypocrites, since it
is one thing to sin fromweakness, and another to sin frommal-
ice.”Now thosewhowear the habit of holiness, without attain-
ing the merit of perfection, are dissemblers, since the outward
habit signifies works of perfection. erefore dissimulation is
not the same as hypocrisy.

Objection3.Further, hypocrisy consists in themere inten-
tion. For our Lord says of hypocrites (Mat. 23:5) that “all their
works they do for to be seen ofmen”: andGregory says (Moral.
xxxi, 7) that “they never consider what it is that they do, but
how by their every action they may please men.” But dissimu-
lation consists, not in the mere intention, but in the outward
action:wherefore a gloss on Job36:13, “Dissemblers and cray
men prove the wrath of God,” says that “the dissembler sim-
ulates one thing and does another: he pretends chastity, and
delights in lewdness, he makes a show of poverty and fills his
purse.” erefore hypocrisy is not the same as dissimulation.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. x): “ ‘Hypocrite’
is a Greek word corresponding to the Latin ‘simulator,’ for
whereas he is evil within,” he “shows himself outwardly as be-
ing good; ὑπὸ denoting falsehood, and κρίσις, judgment.”

I answer that, As Isidore says (Etym. x), “the word hyp-
ocrite is derived from the appearance of those who come on to
the stage with a disguised face, by changing the color of their
complexion, so as to imitate the complexion of the person they
simulate, at one time under the guise of a man, at another un-
der the guise of a woman, so as to deceive the people in their
acting.”Hence Augustine says (De Serm.Dom. ii) that “just as

hypocrites by simulating other persons act the parts of those
they are not (since he that acts the part of Agamemnon is not
thatman himself but pretends to be), so too in theChurch and
in every department of human life, whoever wishes to seem
what he is not is a hypocrite: for he pretends to be just without
being so in reality.”

We must conclude, therefore, that hypocrisy is dissimula-
tion, not, however, any form of dissimulation, but only when
one person simulates another, as when a sinner simulates the
person of a just man.

Reply to Objection 1. e outward deed is a natural sign
of the intention. Accordingly when a man does good works
pertaining by their genus to the service of God, and seeks by
their means to please, not God but man, he simulates a right
intention which he has not. Wherefore Gregory says (Moral.)
that “hypocrites make God’s interests subservient to worldly
purposes, since bymaking a show of saintly conduct they seek,
not to turn men to God, but to draw to themselves the ap-
plause of their approval:” and so they make a lying pretense of
having a good intention, which they have not, although they
do not pretend to do a good deed without doing it.

Reply to Objection 2. e habit of holiness, for instance
the religious or the clerical habit, signifies a state whereby one
is bound to perform works of perfection. And so when a man
puts on the habit of holiness, with the intention of entering
the state of perfection, if he fail through weakness, he is not a
dissembler or a hypocrite, because he is not bound to disclose
his sin by laying aside the habit of holiness. If, however, hewere
to put on the habit of holiness in order tomake a show of righ-
teousness, he would be a hypocrite and a dissembler.

Reply to Objection 3. In dissimulation, as in a lie, there
are two things: one by way of sign, the other by way of thing
signified. Accordingly the evil intention in hypocrisy is con-
sidered as a thing signified, which does not tally with the sign:
and the outward words, or deeds, or any sensible objects are
considered in every dissimulation and lie as a sign.
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IIa IIae q. 111 a. 3Whether hypocrisy is contrary to the virtue of truth?

Objection 1. It seems that hypocrisy is not contrary to the
virtue of truth. For in dissimulation or hypocrisy there is a sign
and a thing signified. Nowwith regard to neither of these does
it seem to be opposed to any special virtue: for a hypocrite sim-
ulates any virtue, and by means of any virtuous deeds, such as
fasting, prayer and alms deeds, as stated inMat. 6:1-18.ere-
fore hypocrisy is not specially opposed to the virtue of truth.

Objection 2. Further, all dissimulation seems to proceed
from guile, wherefore it is opposed to simplicity. Now guile is
opposed to prudence as above stated (q. 55, a. 4). erefore,
hypocrisy which is dissimulation is not opposed to truth, but
rather to prudence or simplicity.

Objection 3. Further, the species of moral acts is taken
from their end. Now the end of hypocrisy is the acquisition
of gain or vainglory: wherefore a gloss on Job 27:8, “What is
the hope of the hypocrite, if through covetousness he take by
violence,” says: “A hypocrite or, as the Latin has it, a dissimu-
lator, is a covetous thief: for through desire of being honored
for holiness, though guilty of wickedness, he steals praise for
a life which is not his.”* erefore since covetousness or vain-
glory is not directly opposed to truth, it seems that neither is
hypocrisy or dissimulation.

On the contrary, All dissimulation is a lie, as stated above
(a. 1). Now a lie is directly opposed to truth.erefore dissim-
ulation or hypocrisy is also.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Metaph.
text. 13, 24, x), “contrariety is opposition as regards form,” i.e.
the specific form. Accordingly we must reply that dissimula-
tion or hypocrisy may be opposed to a virtue in two ways, in
one way directly, in another way indirectly. Its direct opposi-
tion or contrariety is to be considered with regard to the very
species of the act, and this species depends on that act’s proper
object. Wherefore since hypocrisy is a kind of dissimulation,
whereby a man simulates a character which is not his, as stated
in the preceding article, it follows that it is directly opposed
to truth whereby a man shows himself in life and speech to be

what he is, as stated in Ethic. iv, 7.
e indirect opposition or contrariety of hypocrisymay be

considered in relation to any accident, for instance a remote
end, or an instrument of action, or anything else of that kind.

Reply toObjection 1.ehypocrite in simulating a virtue
regards it as his end, not in respect of its existence, as thoughhe
wished to have it, but in respect of appearance, since he wishes
to seem to have it. Hence his hypocrisy is not opposed to that
virtue, but to truth, inasmuch as hewishes to deceivemenwith
regard to that virtue. And he performs acts of that virtue, not
as intending them for their own sake, but instrumentally, as
signs of that virtue, wherefore his hypocrisy has not, on that
account, a direct opposition to that virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 55, Aa. 3,4,5),
the vice directly opposed to prudence is cunning, to which it
belongs to discoverways of achieving a purpose, that are appar-
ent andnot real:while it accomplishes that purpose, by guile in
words, and by fraud in deeds: and it stands in relation to pru-
dence, as guile and fraud to simplicity. Now guile and fraud
are directed chiefly to deception, and sometimes secondarily
to injury. Wherefore it belongs directly to simplicity to guard
oneself fromdeception, and in this way the virtue of simplicity
is the same as the virtue of truth as stated above (q. 109, a. 2, ad
4). ere is, however, a mere logical difference between them,
because by truth we mean the concordance between sign and
thing signified, while simplicity indicates that one does not
tend to different things, by intending one thing inwardly, and
pretending another outwardly.

Reply to Objection 3. Gain or glory is the remote end of
the dissembler as also of the liar. Hence it does not take its
species from this end, but from the proximate end, which is to
show oneself other than one is. Wherefore it sometimes hap-
pens to aman to pretend great things of himself, for no further
purpose than the mere lust of hypocrisy, as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 7), and as also we have said above with regard to
lying (q. 110, a. 2).

IIa IIae q. 111 a. 4Whether hypocrisy is always a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that hypocrisy is always amortal sin.
For Jerome says on Is. 16:14: “Of the two evils it is less to sin
openly than to simulate holiness”: and a gloss on Job 1:21†, “As
it hath pleased the Lord,” etc., says that “pretended justice is no
justice, but a twofold sin”: and again a gloss on Lam. 4:6, “e
iniquity…ofmy people is made greater than the sin of Sodom,”
says: “He deplores the sins of the soul that falls into hypocrisy,
which is a greater iniquity than the sin of Sodom.” Now the
sins of Sodom are mortal sin. erefore hypocrisy is always a
mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 8) that

hypocrites sin out of malice. But this is most grievous, for it
pertains to the sin against the Holy Ghost. erefore a hyp-
ocrite always sins mortally.

Objection 3. Further, no one deserves the anger of God
and exclusion from seeing God, save on account of mortal sin.
Now the anger of God is deserved through hypocrisy accord-
ing to Job 36:13, “Dissemblers and craymen prove the wrath
of God”: and the hypocrite is excluded from seeing God, ac-
cording to Job 13:16, “No hypocrite shall come before His
presence.” erefore hypocrisy is always a mortal sin.

On the contrary, Hypocrisy is lying by deed since it is a

* e quotation is from St. Gregory’s Moralia, Bk XVIII. † St. Augustine
on Ps. 63:7.
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kind of dissimulation. But it is not always a mortal sin to lie by
deed. Neither therefore is all hypocrisy a mortal sin.

Further, the intention of a hypocrite is to appear to be
good. But this is not contrary to charity. erefore hypocrisy
is not of itself a mortal sin.

Further, hypocrisy is born of vainglory, as Gregory says
(Moral. xxxi, 17). But vainglory is not always amortal sin.Nei-
ther therefore is hypocrisy.

I answer that, ere are two things in hypocrisy, lack of
holiness, and simulation thereof. Accordingly if by a hypocrite
we mean a person whose intention is directed to both the
above, one, namely, who cares not to be holy but only to appear
so, in which sense Sacred Scripture is wont to use the term, it
is evident that hypocrisy is a mortal sin: for no one is entirely
deprived of holiness save through mortal sin. But if by a hyp-
ocrite we mean one who intends to simulate holiness, which
he lacks throughmortal sin, then, although he is inmortal sin,

whereby he is deprived of holiness, yet, in his case, the dissim-
ulation itself is not always a mortal sin, but sometimes a venial
sin.is will depend on the end in view; for if this be contrary
to the love ofGod or of his neighbor, it will be amortal sin: for
instance if he were to simulate holiness in order to disseminate
false doctrine, or that he may obtain ecclesiastical preferment,
though unworthy, or that he may obtain any temporal good
in which he fixes his end. If, however, the end intended be not
contrary to charity, it will be a venial sin, as for instance when
a man takes pleasure in the pretense itself: of such a man it is
said in Ethic. iv, 7 that “he would seem to be vain rather than
evil”; for the same applies to simulation as to a lie.

It happens also sometimes that a man simulates the per-
fection of holiness which is not necessary for spiritual welfare.
Simulation of this kind is neither a mortal sin always, nor is it
always associated with mortal sin.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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Of Boasting

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider boasting and irony, which are parts of lying according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 7). Under the
first head, namely, boasting, there are two points of inquiry:

(1) To which virtue is it opposed?
(2) Whether it is a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 112 a. 1Whether boasting is opposed to the virtue of truth?

Objection 1. It seems that boasting is not opposed to the
virtue of truth. For lying is opposed to truth. But it is possible
to boast even without lying, as when a man makes a show of
his own excellence. us it is written (Esther 1:3,4) that As-
suerus “made a great feast…that he might show the riches of
the glory” and “of his kingdom, and the greatness and boasting
of his power.” erefore boasting is not opposed to the virtue
of truth.

Objection 2. Further, boasting is reckoned by Gregory
(Moral. xxiii, 4) to be one of the four species of pride, “when,”
to wit, “a man boasts of having what he has not.” Hence it is
written ( Jer. 48:29,30): “We have heard the pride of Moab, he
is exceeding proud: his haughtiness, and his arrogancy, and his
pride, and the loiness of his heart. I know, saith the Lord, his
boasting, and that the strength thereof is not according to it.”
Moreover, Gregory says (Moral. xxxi, 7) that boasting arises
from vainglory. Now pride and vainglory are opposed to the
virtue of humility.erefore boasting is opposed, not to truth,
but to humility.

Objection 3. Further, boasting seems to be occasioned by
riches; wherefore it is written (Wis. 5:8): “What hath pride
profited us? or what advantage hath the boasting of riches
brought us?”Now excess of riches seems to belong to the sin of
covetousness, which is opposed to justice or liberality. ere-
fore boasting is not opposed to truth.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 7; iv, 7),
that boasting is opposed to truth.

I answer that, “Jactantia” [boasting] seems properly to de-
note the upliing of self by words: since if a man wishes to
throw [jactare] a thing far away, he lis it up high. And to up-
li oneself, properly speaking, is to talk of oneself above one-
self*.is happens in twoways. For sometimes aman speaks of
himself, not above what he is in himself, but above that which
he is esteemed by men to be: and this the Apostle declines to
do when he says (2 Cor. 12:6): “I forbear lest any man should
think of me above that which he seeth in me, or anything he

heareth of me.” In another way a man uplis himself in words,
by speaking of himself above that which he is in reality. And
sincewe should judge of things as they are in themselves, rather
than as others deem them to be, it follows that boasting de-
notes more properly the upliing of self above what one is in
oneself, than the upliing of self above what others think of
one: although in either case it may be called boasting. Hence
boasting properly so called is opposed to truth byway of excess.

Reply toObjection 1.is argument takes boasting as ex-
ceeding men’s opinion.

Reply to Objection 2. e sin of boasting may be consid-
ered in two ways. First, with regard to the species of the act,
and thus it is opposed to truth; as stated (in the body of the ar-
ticle and q. 110, a. 2). Secondly, with regard to its cause, from
which more frequently though not always it arises: and thus
it proceeds from pride as its inwardly moving and impelling
cause. For when a man is uplied inwardly by arrogance, it of-
ten results that outwardly he boasts of great things about him-
self; though sometimes a man takes to boasting, not from ar-
rogance, but from some kind of vanity, and delights therein,
because he is a boaster by habit. Hence arrogance, which is an
upliing of self above oneself, is a kind of pride; yet it is not
the same as boasting, but is very oen its cause. For this reason
Gregory reckons boasting among the species of pride. More-
over, the boaster frequently aims at obtaining glory through
his boasting, and so, according to Gregory, it arises from vain-
glory considered as its end.

Reply toObjection 3.Wealth also causes boasting, in two
ways. First, as an occasional cause, inasmuch as a man prides
himself on his riches. Hence (Prov. 8:18) “riches” are signifi-
cantly described as “proud” [Douay: ‘glorious’]. Secondly, as
being the end of boasting, since according to Ethic. iv, 7, some
boast, not only for the sake of glory, but also for the sake of
gain. Such people invent stories about themselves, so as to
make profit thereby; for instance, they pretend to be skilled
in medicine, wisdom, or divination.

* Or ‘tall-talking’ as we should say in English.
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IIa IIae q. 112 a. 2Whether boasting is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that boasting is a mortal sin. For it
is written (Prov. 28:25): “He that boasteth, and puffeth him-
self, stirreth up quarrels.” Now it is a mortal sin to stir up quar-
rels, sinceGod hates those that sow discord, according to Prov.
6:19. erefore boasting is a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is forbidden in God’s law
is amortal sin.Now a gloss on Ecclus. 6:2, “Extol not thyself in
the thoughts of thy soul,” says: “is is a prohibition of boast-
ing and pride.” erefore boasting is a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, boasting is a kind of lie. But it is
neither an officious nor a jocose lie. is is evident from the
end of lying; for according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 7),
“the boaster pretends to something greater than he is, some-
times for no further purpose, sometimes for the sake of glory
or honor, sometimes for the sake of money.” us it is evident
that it is neither an officious nor a jocose lie, and consequently
it must be a mischievous lie. erefore seemingly it is always a
mortal sin.

On the contrary, Boasting arises from vainglory, accord-
ing to Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 17). Now vainglory is not always
a mortal sin, but is sometimes a venial sin which only the very
perfect avoid. For Gregory says (Moral. viii, 30) that “it be-
longs to the very perfect, by outward deeds so to seek the glory
of their author, that they are not inwardly uplied by the praise
awarded them.” erefore boasting is not always a mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 110, a. 4), a mortal sin
is one that is contrary to charity. Accordingly boasting may
be considered in two ways. First, in itself, as a lie, and thus it
is sometimes a mortal, and sometimes a venial sin. It will be
a mortal sin when a man boasts of that which is contrary to
God’s glory—thus it is said in the person of the king of Tyre
(Ezech. 28:2): “y heart is lied up, and thou hast said: I am
God”—or contrary to the love of our neighbor, as when aman
while boasting of himself breaks out into invectives against

others, as told of the Pharisee who said (Lk. 18:11): “I am not
as the rest of men, extortioners, unjust, adulterers, as also is
this publican.” Sometimes it is a venial sin, when, to wit, a man
boasts of things that are against neither God nor his neigh-
bor. Secondly, it may be considered with regard to its cause,
namely, pride, or the desire of gain or of vainglory: and then if
it proceeds frompride or from such vainglory as is amortal sin,
then the boasting will also be a mortal sin: otherwise it will be
a venial sin. Sometimes, however, a man breaks out into boast-
ing through desire of gain, and for this very reason he would
seem to be aiming at the deception and injury of his neighbor:
wherefore boasting of this kind is more likely to be a mortal
sin. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 7) that “a man who
boasts for the sake of gain, is viler than one who boasts for the
sake of glory or honor.” Yet it is not always amortal sin because
the gain may be such as not to injure another man.

Reply to Objection 1. To boast in order to stir quarrels
is a mortal sin. But it happens sometimes that boasts are the
cause of quarrels, not intentionally but accidentally: and con-
sequently boasting will not be a mortal sin on that account.

Reply toObjection 2.is gloss speaks of boasting as aris-
ing from pride that is a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Boasting does not always involve a
mischievous lie, but onlywhere it is contrary to the love ofGod
or ourneighbor, either in itself or in its cause.at amanboast,
through mere pleasure in boasting, is an inane thing to do, as
the Philosopher remarks (Ethic. iv, 7): wherefore it amounts to
a jocose lie. Unless perchance he were to prefer this to the love
of God, so as to contemn God’s commandments for the sake
of boasting: for then it would be against the charity of God, in
Whom alone ought our mind to rest as in its last end.

To boast for the sake of glory or gain seen to involve an of-
ficious lie: provided it be do without injury to others, for then
it would once become a mischievous lie.
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Irony*

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider irony, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether irony is a sin?
(2) Of its comparison with boasting.

IIa IIae q. 113 a. 1Whether irony is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that irony, which consists in belit-
tling oneself, is not a sin. For no sin arises from one’s being
strengthened byGod: and yet this leads one to belittle oneself,
according to Prov. 30:1,2: “e vision which the man spoke,
withwhom isGod, andwho being strengthened byGod, abid-
ing with him, said, I am the most foolish of men.” Also it is
written (Amos 7:14): “Amos answered…I am not a prophet.”
erefore irony, whereby a man belittles himself in words, is
not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says in a letter to Augus-
tine, bishop of the English (Regist. xii): “It is the mark of a
well-disposedmind to acknowledge one’s faultwhenone is not
guilty.” But all sin is inconsistent with a well-disposed mind.
erefore irony is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, it is not a sin to shun pride. But
“some belittle themselves in words, so as to avoid pride,” ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 7).erefore irony is not
a sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Verb. Apost., Serm.
xxix): “If thou liest on account of humility, if thou wert not a
sinner before lying, thou hast become one by lying.”

I answer that, To speak so as to belittle oneself may oc-
cur in two ways. First so as to safeguard truth, as when a man
conceals the greater things in himself, but discovers and asserts
lesser things of himself the presence ofwhich in himself he per-
ceives. To belittle oneself in this way does not belong to irony,
nor is it a sin in respect of its genus, except through corruption
of one of its circumstances. Secondly, a person belittles him-
self by forsaking the truth, for instance by ascribing to himself
somethingmean the existence of which in himself he does not
perceive, or by denying something great of himself, which nev-
ertheless he perceives himself to possess: this pertains to irony,

and is always a sin.
Reply to Objection 1. ere is a twofold wisdom and a

twofold folly. For there is a wisdom according to God, which
has human or worldly folly annexed to it, according to 1 Cor.
3:18, “If any man among you seem to be wise in this world, let
him become a fool that he may be wise.” But there is another
wisdom that is worldly, which as the same text goes on to say,
“is foolishness withGod.” Accordingly, he that is strengthened
byGod acknowledges himself to bemost foolish in the estima-
tion of men, because, to wit, he despises human things, which
human wisdom seeks. Hence the text quoted continues, “and
the wisdom ofmen is not withme,” and farther on, “and I have
known the science of the saints”†.

It may also be replied that “the wisdom of men” is that
which is acquired by human reason, while the “wisdom of the
saints” is that which is received by divine inspiration.

Amos denied that he was a prophet by birth, since, to wit,
he was not of the race of prophets: hence the text goes on, “nor
am I the son of a prophet.”

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs to a well-disposed mind
that a man tend to perfect righteousness, and consequently
deem himself guilty, not only if he fall short of common righ-
teousness, which is truly a sin, but also if he fall short of perfect
righteousness, which sometimes is not a sin. But he does not
call sinful that which he does not acknowledge to be sinful:
which would be a lie of irony.

Reply to Objection 3. A man should not commit one sin
in order to avoid another: and so he ought not to lie in any
way at all in order to avoid pride.HenceAugustine says (Tract.
xliii in Joan.): “Shun not arrogance so as to forsake truth”: and
Gregory says (Moral. xxvi, 3) that “it is a reckless humility that
entangles itself with lies.”

IIa IIae q. 113 a. 2Whether irony is a less grievous sin than boasting?

Objection 1. It seems that irony is not a less grievous sin
than boasting. For each of them is a sin through forsaking
truth, which is a kind of equality. But one does not forsake
truth by exceeding it any more than by diminishing it. ere-
fore irony is not a less grievous sin than boasting.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 7), irony sometimes is boasting. But boasting is not
irony. erefore irony is not a less grievous sin than boasting.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Prov. 26:25): “When
he shall speak low, trust him not: because there are seven mis-

* Irony here must be given the signification of the Greek εἰρωνία, whence it is
derived: dissimulation of one’s own good points. † Vulg.: ‘and I have not
known the science of the saints’.
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chiefs in his heart.” Now it belongs to irony to speak low.
erefore it contains a manifold wickedness.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 7):
“ose who speak with irony and belittle themselves are more
gracious, seemingly, in their manners.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 110, Aa. 2,4), one lie is
more grievous than another, sometimes on account of themat-
terwhich it is about—thus a lie about amatter of religious doc-
trine is most grievous—and sometimes on account of the mo-
tive for sinning; thus a mischievous lie is more grievous than
an officious or jocose lie. Now irony and boasting lie about the
same matter, either by words, or by any other outward signs,
namely, about matters affecting the person: so that in this re-
spect they are equal.

But for the most part boasting proceeds from a viler mo-
tive, namely, the desire of gain or honor: whereas irony arises
from a man’s averseness, albeit inordinate, to be disagreeable
to others by upliing himself: and in this respect the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. iv, 7) that “boasting is a more grievous sin
than irony.”

Sometimes, however, it happens that a man belittles him-
self for some other motive, for instance that he may deceive
cunningly: and then irony is more grievous.

Reply toObjection 1. is argument applies to irony and

boasting, according as a lie is considered to be grievous in itself
or on account of its matter: for it has been said that in this way
they are equal.

Reply toObjection2.Excellence is twofold: one is in tem-
poral, the other in spiritual things. Now it happens at times
that a person, by outwardwords or signs, pretends tobe lacking
in external things, for instance by wearing shabby clothes, or
by doing something of the kind, and that he intends by so do-
ing tomake a show of some spiritual excellence.us our Lord
said of certain men (Mat. 6:16) that “they disfigure their faces
that they may appear unto men to fast.” Wherefore such per-
sons are guilty of both vices, irony and boasting, although in
different respects, and for this reason they sinmore grievously.
Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 7) that it is “the practice
of boasters both tomake overmuch of themselves, and tomake
very little of themselves”: and for the same reason it is related
of Augustine that hewas unwilling to possess clothes that were
either too costly or too shabby, because by both do men seek
glory.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the words of Ecclus.
19:23, “ere is one that humbleth himself wickedly, and his
interior is full of deceit,” and it is in this sense that Solomon
speaks of the man who, through deceitful humility, “speaks
low” wickedly.
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Of the Friendliness Which Is Called Affability

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the friendliness which is called affability, and the opposite vices which are flattery and quarreling.
Concerning friendliness or affability, there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a special virtue?
(2) Whether it is a part of justice?

IIa IIae q. 114 a. 1Whether friendliness is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that friendliness is not a special
virtue. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 3) that “the per-
fect friendship is that which is on account of virtue.” Now any
virtue is the cause of friendship: “since the good is lovable to
all,” as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv). erefore friendliness
is not a special virtue, but a consequence of every virtue.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 6)
of this kind of friend that he “takes everything in a right man-
ner both from those he loves and from those who are not his
friends.” Now it seems to pertain to simulation that a person
should show signs of friendship to those whom he loves not,
and this is incompatible with virtue. erefore this kind of
friendliness is not a virtue.

Objection 3.Further, virtue “observes themean according
as a wise man decides” (Ethic. ii, 6). Now it is written (Eccles.
7:5): “eheart of thewise is where there ismourning, and the
heart of fools where there is mirth”: wherefore “it belongs to a
virtuous man to be most wary of pleasure” (Ethic. ii, 9). Now
this kind of friendship, according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
iv, 6), “is essentially desirous of sharing pleasures, but fears to
give pain.” erefore this kind of friendliness is not a virtue.

On the contrary, e precepts of the law are about acts
of virtue. Now it is written (Ecclus. 4:7): “Make thyself affable
to the congregation of the poor.” erefore affability, which is
what we mean by friendship, is a special virtue.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 109, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 55,
a. 3), since virtue is directed to good, wherever there is a spe-
cial kind of good, there must needs be a special kind of virtue.
Now good consists in order, as stated above (q. 109, a. 2). And
it behoovesman tobemaintained in a becomingorder towards
other men as regards their mutual relations with one another,
in point of both deeds and words, so that they behave towards
one another in a becoming manner. Hence the need of a spe-
cial virtue that maintains the becomingness of this order: and
this virtue is called friendliness.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher speaks of a
twofold friendship in his Ethics. One consists chiefly in the
affection whereby one man loves another and may result from
any virtue. We have stated above, in treating of charity (q. 23,
a. 1, a. 3, ad 1; Qq. 25,26), what things belong to this kind of
friendship. But he mentions another friendliness, which con-

sistsmerely in outwardwords or deeds; this has not the perfect
nature of friendship, but bears a certain likeness thereto, in so
far as aman behaves in a becomingmanner towards those with
whom he is in contact.

Reply to Objection 2. Every man is naturally every man’s
friend by a certain general love; even so it is written (Ecclus.
13:19) that “every beast loveth its like.” is love is signified
by signs of friendship, which we show outwardly by words
or deeds, even to those who are strangers or unknown to us.
Hence there is no dissimulation in this: because we do not
show them signs of perfect friendship, for we do not treat
strangers with the same intimacy as those who are united to
us by special friendship.

Reply to Objection 3. When it is said that “the heart of
the wise is where there is mourning” it is not that hemay bring
sorrow to his neighbor, for the Apostle says (Rom. 14:15):
“If, because of thy meat, thy brother be grieved, thou walk-
est not now according to charity”: but that he may bring con-
solation to the sorrowful, according to Ecclus. 7:38, “Be not
wanting in comforting them that weep, and walk with them
thatmourn.” Again, “the heart of fools is where there ismirth,”
not that theymay gladden others, but that theymay enjoy oth-
ers’ gladness. Accordingly, it belongs to the wise man to share
his pleasures with those among whom he dwells, not lustful
pleasures, which virtue shuns, but honest pleasures, accord-
ing to Ps. 132:1, “Behold how good and how pleasant it is for
brethren to dwell together in unity.”

Nevertheless, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 6), for the
sake of some good that will result, or in order to avoid some
evil, the virtuous man will sometimes not shrink from bring-
ing sorrow to those among whom he lives. Hence the Apostle
says (2 Cor. 7:8): “Although I made you sorrowful by my epis-
tle, I do not repent,” and further on (2 Cor. 7:9), “I am glad;
not because you were made sorrowful, but because you were
made sorrowful unto repentance.” For this reason we should
not show a cheerful face to those who are given to sin, in order
that we may please them, lest we seem to consent to their sin,
and in a way encourage them to sin further. Hence it is writ-
ten (Ecclus. 7:26): “Hast thou daughters? Have a care of their
body, and show not thy countenance gay towards them.”
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IIa IIae q. 114 a. 2Whether this kind of friendship is a part of justice?

Objection 1. It seems that this kind of friendship is not a
part of justice. For justice consists in giving another man his
due. But this virtue does not consist in doing that, but in be-
having agreeably towards those among whom we live. ere-
fore this virtue is not a part of justice.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 6), this virtue is concerned about the joys and sor-
rows of those who dwell in fellowship. Now it belongs to tem-
perance to moderate the greatest pleasures, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 60, a. 5; Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 3).erefore this virtue is a part
of temperance rather than of justice.

Objection 3.Further, to give equal things to thosewho are
unequal is contrary to justice, as stated above (q. 59, Aa. 1,2).
Now, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 6), this virtue
“treats in like manner known and unknown, companions and
strangers.”erefore this virtue rather than being a part of jus-
tice is opposed thereto.

On the contrary,Macrobius (De Somno Scip. i) accounts
friendship a part of justice.

I answer that,is virtue is a part of justice, being annexed
to it as to a principal virtue. Because in common with justice
it is directed to another person, even as justice is: yet it falls
short of the notion of justice, because it lacks the full aspect
of debt, whereby one man is bound to another, either by legal
debt, which the law binds him to pay, or by some debt aris-

ing out of a favor received. For it regards merely a certain debt
of equity, namely, that we behave pleasantly to those among
whom we dwell, unless at times, for some reason, it be neces-
sary to displease them for some good purpose.

Reply to Objection 1. As we have said above (q. 109, a. 3,
ad 1), becauseman is a social animal he owes his fellow-man, in
equity, the manifestation of truth without which human soci-
ety could not last. Now as man could not live in society with-
out truth, so likewise, not without joy, because, as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. viii), no one could abide a day with the sad
nor with the joyless.erefore, a certain natural equity obliges
a man to live agreeably with his fellow-men; unless some rea-
son should oblige him to sadden them for their good.

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs to temperance to curb
pleasures of the senses. But this virtue regards the pleasures of
fellowship, which have their origin in the reason, in so far as
one man behaves becomingly towards another. Such pleasures
need not to be curbed as though they were noisome.

Reply toObjection 3.is saying of the Philosopher does
not mean that one ought to converse and behave in the same
way with acquaintances and strangers, since, as he says (Ethic.
iv, 6), “it is not fitting to please and displease intimate friends
and strangers in the same way.” is likeness consists in this,
that we ought to behave towards all in a fitting manner.
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Of Flattery

(In Two Articles)

Wemust now consider the vices opposed to the aforesaid virtue: (1) Flattery, and (2)Quarreling. Concerning flattery there
are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether flattery is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a mortal sin?

IIa IIae q. 115 a. 1Whether flattery is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that flattery is not a sin. For flattery
consists in words of praise offered to another in order to please
him. But it is not a sin to praise a person, according to Prov.
31:28, “Her children rose up and called her blessed: her hus-
band, and he praised her.” Moreover, there is no evil in wish-
ing to please others, according to 1Cor. 10:33, “I…in all things
please all men.” erefore flattery is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, evil is contrary to good, and blame
to praise. But it is not a sin to blame evil. Neither, then, is it a
sin to praise good, which seems to belong to flattery.erefore
flattery is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, detraction is contrary to flattery.
Wherefore Gregory says (Moral. xxii, 5) that detraction is a
remedy against flattery. “It must be observed,” says he, “that by
the wonderful moderation of our Ruler, we are oen allowed
to be rent by detractions but are uplied by immoderate praise,
so that whom the voice of the flatterer upraises, the tongue of
the detractor may humble.” But detraction is an evil, as stated
above (q. 73, Aa. 2,3). erefore flattery is a good.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ezech. 13:18, “Woe to them
that sew cushions under every elbow,” says, “that is to say, sweet
flattery.” erefore flattery is a sin.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 114, a. 1, ad 3), although
the friendship of which we have been speaking, or affability,
intends chiefly the pleasure of those among whom one lives,
yet it does not fear to displease when it is a question of obtain-
ing a certain good, or of avoiding a certain evil. Accordingly,
if a man were to wish always to speak pleasantly to others, he
would exceed the mode of pleasing, and would therefore sin
by excess. If he do this with themere intention of pleasing he is
said to be “complaisant,” according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
iv, 6): whereas if he do it with the intention of making some
gain out of it, he is called a “flatterer” or “adulator.” As a rule,
however, the term “flattery” is wont to be applied to all who

wish to exceed the mode of virtue in pleasing others by words
or deeds in their ordinary behavior towards their fellows.

Reply to Objection 1. One may praise a person both well
and ill, according as one observes or omits the due circum-
stances. For if while observing other due circumstances one
were to wish to please a person by praising him, in order
thereby to console him, or that he may strive to make progress
in good, this will belong to the aforesaid virtue of friendship.
But it would belong to flattery, if one wished to praise a per-
son for things in which he ought not to be praised; since per-
haps they are evil, according to Ps. 9:24, “e sinner is praised
in the desires of his soul”; or they may be uncertain, accord-
ing to Ecclus. 27:8, “Praise not a man before he speaketh,” and
again (Ecclus. 11:2), “Praise not a man for his beauty”; or be-
cause there may be fear lest human praise should incite him
to vainglory, wherefore it is written, (Ecclus. 11:30), “Praise
not any man before death.” Again, in like manner it is right to
wish to please a man in order to foster charity, so that he may
make spiritual progress therein. But it would be sinful to wish
to please men for the sake of vainglory or gain, or to please
them in something evil, according to Ps. 52:6, “God hath scat-
tered the bones of them that please men,” and according to the
words of theApostle (Gal. 1:10), “If I yet pleasedmen, I should
not be the servant of Christ.”

Reply to Objection 2. Even to blame evil is sinful, if due
circumstances be not observed; and so too is it to praise good.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing hinders two vices being
contrary to one another. Wherefore even as detraction is evil,
so is flattery, which is contrary thereto as regards what is said,
but not directly as regards the end. Because flattery seeks to
please the person flattered, whereas the detractor seeks not the
displeasure of the person defamed, since at times he defames
him in secret, but seeks rather his defamation.
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IIa IIae q. 115 a. 2Whether flattery is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that flattery is a mortal sin. For, ac-
cording to Augustine (Enchiridion xii), “a thing is evil because
it is harmful.” But flattery is most harmful, according to Ps.
9:24, “For the sinner is praised in the desires of his soul, and
the unjust man is blessed.e sinner hath provoked the Lord.”
Wherefore Jerome says (Ep. adCelant): “Nothing so easily cor-
rupts the humanmind as flattery”: and a gloss on Ps. 69:4, “Let
them be presently turned away blushing for shame that say to
me: ‘Tiswell, ‘Tiswell,” says: “e tongueof theflatterer harms
more than the sword of the persecutor.” erefore flattery is a
most grievous sin.

Objection 2.Further, whoever does harmbywords, harms
himself no less than others: wherefore it is written (Ps. 36:15):
“Let their sword enter into their own hearts.”Nowhe that flat-
ters another induces him to sin mortally: hence a gloss on Ps.
140:5, “Let not the oil of the sinner fattenmy head,” says: “e
false praise of the flatterer soens the mind by depriving it of
the rigidity of truth and renders it susceptive of vice.” Much
more, therefore, does the flatterer sin in himself.

Objection 3. Further, it is written in the Decretals (D.
XLVI, Cap. 3): “e cleric who shall be found to spend his
time in flattery and treachery shall be degraded from his of-
fice.” Now such a punishment as this is not inflicted save for
mortal sin. erefore flattery is a mortal sin.

Onthe contrary,Augustine in a sermon onPurgatory (xli,
de Sanctis) reckons among slight sins, “if one desire to flatter
any person of higher standing, whether of one’s own choice, or
out of necessity.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 112, a. 2), a mortal sin
is one that is contrary to charity. Now flattery is sometimes
contrary to charity and sometimes not. It is contrary to char-
ity in three ways. First, by reason of the very matter, as when
one man praises another’s sin: for this is contrary to the love
of God, against Whose justice he speaks, and contrary to the

love of his neighbor, whom he encourages to sin. Wherefore
this is a mortal sin, according to Is. 5:20. “Woe to you that call
evil good.” Secondly, by reason of the intention, as when one
man flatters another, so that by deceiving him he may injure
him in body or in soul; this is also a mortal sin, and of this
it is written (Prov. 27:6): “Better are the wounds of a friend
than the deceitful kisses of an enemy.” irdly, by way of oc-
casion, as when the praise of a flatterer, even without his in-
tending it, becomes to another an occasion of sin. In this case
it is necessary to consider, whether the occasion were given or
taken, and how grievous the consequent downfall, as may be
understood from what has been said above concerning scan-
dal (q. 43, Aa. 3,4). If, however, one man flatters another from
the mere craving to please others, or again in order to avoid
some evil, or to acquire something in a case of necessity, this is
not contrary to charity. Consequently it is not a mortal but a
venial sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e passages quoted speak of the
flatterer who praises another’s sin. Flattery of this kind is said
to harm more than the sword of the persecutor, since it does
harm to goods that are of greater consequence. namely, spir-
itual goods. Yet it does not harm so efficaciously, since the
sword of the persecutor slays effectively, being a sufficient
cause of death; whereas no one by flattering can be a sufficient
cause of another’s sinning, as was shown above (q. 43, a. 1, ad
3; Ia IIae, q. 73, a. 8, ad 3; Ia IIae, q. 80, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 2. is argument applies to one that
flatterswith the intentionof doingharm: for such amanharms
himself more than others, since he harms himself, as the suffi-
cient cause of sinning, whereas he is only the occasional cause
of the harm he does to others.

Reply to Objection 3. e passage quoted refers to the
man who flatters another treacherously, in order to deceive
him.
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Of Quarreling

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider quarreling; concerning which there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is opposed to the virtue of friendship?
(2) Of its comparison with flattery?

IIa IIae q. 116 a. 1Whether quarreling is opposed to the virtue of friendship or affability?

Objection 1. It seems that quarreling is not opposed to the
virtue of friendship or affability. For quarreling seems to per-
tain to discord, just as contention does. But discord is opposed
to charity, as stated above (q. 37, a. 1). erefore quarreling is
also.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 26:21): “An an-
gryman stirreth up strife.” Now anger is opposed tomeekness.
erefore strife or quarreling is also.

Objection 3. Further, it is written ( James 4:1): “From
whence are wars and quarrels [Douay: ‘contentions’] among
you?Are they not hence, from your concupiscences whichwar
in yourmembers?”Now itwould seemcontrary to temperance
to followone’s concupiscences.erefore it seems that quarrel-
ing is opposed not to friendship but to temperance.

On the contrary, e Philosopher opposes quarreling to
friendship (Ethic. iv, 6).

I answer that, Quarreling consists properly in words,
when, namely, one person contradicts another’s words. Now
two things may be observed in this contradiction. For some-
times contradiction arises on account of the person who
speaks, the contradictor refusing to consent with him from
lack of that love which unites minds together, and this seems

to pertain to discord, which is contrary to charity. Whereas
at times contradiction arises by reason of the speaker being
a person to whom someone does not fear to be disagreeable:
whence arises quarreling, which is opposed to the aforesaid
friendship or affability, towhich it belongs to behave agreeably
towards those among whom we dwell. Hence the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 6) that “those who are opposed to everything
with the intent of being disagreeable, and care for nobody, are
said to be peevish and quarrelsome.”

Reply to Objection 1. Contention pertains rather to the
contradiction of discord, while quarreling belongs to the con-
tradiction which has the intention of displeasing.

Reply to Objection 2. e direct opposition of virtues to
vices depends, not on their causes, since one vice may arise
from many causes, but on the species of their acts. And al-
though quarreling arises at times from anger, it may arise from
many other causes, hence it does not follow that it is directly
opposed to meekness.

Reply to Objection 3. James speaks there of concupis-
cence considered as a general evil whence all vices arise. us,
a gloss on Rom. 7:7 says: “e law is good, since by forbidding
concupiscence, it forbids all evil.”

IIa IIae q. 116 a. 2Whether quarreling is a more grievous sin than flattery?

Objection 1. It seems that quarreling is a less grievous sin
than the contrary vice, viz. adulation or flattery. For the more
harm a sin does the more grievous it seems to be. Now flattery
doesmore harm than quarreling, for it is written (Is. 3:12): “O
My people, they that call thee blessed, the same deceive thee,
and destroy the way of thy steps.” erefore flattery is a more
grievous sin than quarreling.

Objection 2.Further, there appears to be a certain amount
of deceit in flattery, since the flatterer says one thing, and
thinks another: whereas the quarrelsome man is without de-
ceit, for he contradicts openly. Now he that sins deceitfully is
a viler man, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 6).ere-
fore flattery is a more grievous sin than quarreling.

Objection 3. Further, shame is fear of what is vile, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 9). But a man is more
ashamed to be a flatterer than a quarreler. erefore quarrel-
ing is a less grievous sin than flattery.

On the contrary, e more a sin is inconsistent with the
spiritual state, the more it appears to be grievous. Now quar-
reling seems to be more inconsistent with the spiritual state:
for it is written (1 Tim. 3:2,3) that it “behooveth a bishop to
be…not quarrelsome”; and (2 Tim. 3:24): “e servant of the
Lord must not wrangle.” erefore quarreling seems to be a
more grievous sin than flattery.

I answer that, We can speak of each of these sins in two
ways. In one way wemay consider the species of either sin, and
thus the more a vice is at variance with the opposite virtue the
more grievous it is. Now the virtue of friendship has a greater
tendency to please than to displease: and so the quarrelsome
man, who exceeds in giving displeasure sins more grievously
than the adulator or flatterer, who exceeds in giving pleasure.
In another way we may consider them as regards certain exter-
nal motives, and thus flattery sometimesmore grievous, for in-
stance when one intends by deception to acquire undue honor
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or gain: while sometimes quarreling is more grievous; for in-
stance, when one intends either to deny the truth, or to hold
up the speaker to contempt.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the flatterer may do harm
by deceiving secretly, so the quarreler may do harm sometimes
by assailing openly. Now, other things being equal, it is more
grievous to harm a person openly, by violence as it were, than
secretly. Wherefore robbery is a more grievous sin than the,
as stated above (q. 66, a. 9).

Reply toObjection 2. In human acts, themore grievous is
not always the more vile. For the comeliness of a man has its
source in his reason: wherefore the sins of the flesh, whereby
the flesh enslaves the reason, are viler, although spiritual sins

are more grievous, since they proceed from greater contempt.
In like manner, sins that are committed through deceit are
viler, in so far as they seem to arise from a certain weakness,
and from a certain falseness of the reason, although sins that
are committed openly proceed sometimes from a greater con-
tempt. Hence flattery, through being accompanied by deceit,
seems to be a viler sin; while quarreling, through proceeding
from greater contempt, is apparently more grievous.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated in the objection, shame
regards the vileness of a sin;wherefore aman is not alwaysmore
ashamed of a more grievous sin, but of a viler sin. Hence it is
that a man is more ashamed of flattery than of quarreling, al-
though quarreling is more grievous.
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Of Liberality

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider liberality and the opposite vices, namely, covetousness and prodigality.
Concerning liberality there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether liberality is a virtue?
(2) What is its matter?
(3) Of its act;
(4) Whether it pertains thereto to give rather than to take?
(5) Whether liberality is a part of justice?
(6) Of its comparison with other virtues.

IIa IIae q. 117 a. 1Whether liberality is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that liberality is not a virtue. For no
virtue is contrary to a natural inclination. Now it is a natural
inclination for one to provide for oneselfmore than for others:
and yet it pertains to the liberal man to do the contrary, since,
according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 1), “it is the mark of a
liberal man not to look to himself, so that he leaves for himself
the lesser things.” erefore liberality is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, man sustains life bymeans of riches,
and wealth contributes to happiness instrumentally, as stated
in Ethic. i, 8. Since, then, every virtue is directed to happiness,
it seems that the liberal man is not virtuous, for the Philoso-
pher says of him (Ethic. iv, 1) that “he is inclined neither to
receive nor to keep money, but to give it away.”

Objection 3. Further, the virtues are connected with one
another. But liberality does not seem to be connected with the
other virtues: since many are virtuous who cannot be liberal,
for they have nothing to give; and many give or spend liber-
ally who are not virtuous otherwise. erefore liberality is not
a virtue.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. i) that “the
Gospel contains many instances in which a just liberality is in-
culcated.” Now in the Gospel nothing is taught that does not
pertain to virtue. erefore liberality is a virtue.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii, 19), “it
belongs to virtue tousewell the things thatwe canuse ill.”Now
wemayuse bothwell and ill, not only the things that arewithin
us, such as the powers and the passions of the soul, but also
those that are without, such as the things of this world that are
granted us for our livelihood. Wherefore since it belongs to
liberality to use these things well, it follows that liberality is a
virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Ambrose (Serm. lxiv
de Temp.) and Basil (Hom. in Luc. xii, 18) excess of riches is
granted by God to some, in order that they may obtain the
merit of a good stewardship. But it suffices for oneman to have
few things. Wherefore the liberal man commendably spends
more on others than on himself. Nevertheless we are bound to

be more provident for ourselves in spiritual goods, in which
each one is able to look aer himself in the first place. And yet
it does not belong to the liberalman even in temporal things to
attend so much to others as to lose sight of himself and those
belonging to him. Wherefore Ambrose says (De Offic. i): “It
is a commendable liberality not to neglect your relatives if you
know them to be in want.”

Reply to Objection 2. It does not belong to a liberal man
so to give away his riches that nothing is le for his own
support, nor the wherewithal to perform those acts of virtue
whereby happiness is acquired. Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv, 1) that “the liberal man does not neglect his own,
wishing thus to be of help to certain people”; and Ambrose
says (De Offic. i) that “Our Lord does not wish a man to pour
out his riches all at once, but to dispense them: unless he do as
Eliseus did, who slew his oxen and fed the poor, that he might
not be bound by any household cares.” For this belongs to the
state of perfection, of which we shall speak farther on (q. 184,
q. 186, a. 3).

It must be observed, however, that the very act of giving
away one’s possessions liberally, in so far as it is an act of virtue,
is directed to happiness.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
1), “those who spend much on intemperance are not liberal
but prodigal”; and likewisewhoever spendswhat he has for the
sake of other sins.HenceAmbrose says (DeOffic. i): “If you as-
sist to rob others of their possessions, your honesty is not to be
commended, nor is your liberality genuine if you give for the
sake of boasting rather than of pity.”Wherefore thosewho lack
other virtues, though they spend much on certain evil works,
are not liberal.

Again, nothing hinders certain people from spending
muchongooduses,withouthaving thehabit of liberality: even
asmen performworks of other virtues, before having the habit
of virtue, though not in the same way as virtuous people, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1). In like manner nothing pre-
vents a virtuous man from being liberal, although he be poor.
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Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1): “Liberality is pro-
portionate to a man’s substance,” i.e. his means, “for it consists,

not in the quantity given, but in the habit of the giver”: and
Ambrose says (De Offic. i) that “it is the heart that makes a
gi rich or poor, and gives things their value.”

IIa IIae q. 117 a. 2Whether liberality is about money?

Objection 1. It seems that liberality is not about money.
For every moral virtue is about operations and passions. Now
it is proper to justice to be about operations, as stated in Ethic.
v, 1.erefore, since liberality is a moral virtue, it seems that it
is about passions and not about money.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to a liberal man to make
use of any kind of wealth. Now natural riches are more real
than artificial riches, according to the Philosopher (Polit. i,
5,6). erefore liberality is not chiefly about money.

Objection 3. Further, different virtues have different mat-
ter, since habits are distinguished by their objects. But external
things are the matter of distributive and commutative justice.
erefore they are not the matter of liberality.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1) that
“liberality seems to be a mean in the matter of money.”

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 1)
it belongs to the liberal man to part with things. Hence lib-
erality is also called open-handedness [largitas], because that
which is open does not withhold things but parts of them.e
term “liberality” seems also to allude to this, since when aman
quits hold of a thing he frees it [liberat], so to speak, from his
keeping and ownership, and shows his mind to be free of at-

tachment thereto. Now those things which are the subject of
a man’s free-handedness towards others are the goods he pos-
sesses, which are denoted by the term “money.” erefore the
proper matter of liberality is money.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 1, ad 3), liber-
ality depends not on the quantity given, but on the heart of
the giver. Now the heart of the giver is disposed according to
the passions of love and desire, and consequently those of plea-
sure and sorrow, towards the things given. Hence the interior
passions are the immediate matter of liberality, while exterior
money is the object of those same passions.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says in his book De
Disciplina Christi (Tract. de divers, i), everything whatsoever
manhas on earth, andwhatsoever he owns, goes by thenameof
“ ‘pecunia’ [money], because in olden times men’s possessions
consisted entirely of ‘pecora’ [flocks].” And the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 1): “We give the name of money to anything
that can be valued in currency.”

Reply toObjection 3. Justice establishes equality in exter-
nal things, but has nothing to do, properly speaking, with the
regulation of internal passions: whereforemoney is in one way
the matter of liberality, and in another way of justice.

IIa IIae q. 117 a. 3Whether using money is the act of liberality?

Objection 1. It seems that using money is not the act of
liberality. For different virtues have different acts. But using
money is becoming to other virtues, such as justice and mag-
nificence. erefore it is not the proper act of liberality.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to a liberal man, not only
to give but also to receive and keep. But receiving and keeping
do not seem to be connected with the use of money.erefore
using money seems to be unsuitably assigned as the proper act
of liberality.

Objection 3. Further, the use of money consists not only
in giving it but also in spending it. But the spending of money
refers to the spender, and consequently is not an act of liber-
ality: for Seneca says (De Benef. v): “A man is not liberal by
giving to himself.” erefore not every use of money belongs
to liberality.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1): “In
whatever matter a man is virtuous, he will make the best use
of that matter: erefore he that has the virtue with regard to
moneywillmake the best use of riches.”Now such is the liberal
man. erefore the good use of money is the act of liberality.

I answer that,e species of an act is taken from its object,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 2).Now the object ormatter of

liberality is money and whatever has a money value, as stated
in the foregoing Article (ad 2). And since every virtue is con-
sistent with its object, it follows that, since liberality is a virtue,
its act is consistent with money. Now money comes under the
head of useful goods, since all external goods are directed to
man’s use. Hence the proper act of liberality is making use of
money or riches.

Reply to Objection 1. It belongs to liberality to make
good use of riches as such, because riches are the propermatter
of liberality. On the other hand it belongs to justice to make
use of riches under another aspect, namely, that of debt, in so
far as an external thing is due to another. And it belongs to
magnificence to make use of riches under a special aspect, in
so far, to wit, as they are employed for the fulfilment of some
great deed. Hence magnificence stands in relation to liberality
as something in addition thereto, as we shall explain farther on
(q. 134).

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs to a virtuous man not
only to make good use of his matter or instrument, but also to
provide opportunities for that good use. us it belongs to a
soldier’s fortitude not only to wield his sword against the foe,
but also to sharpen his sword and keep it in its sheath. us,
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too, it belongs to liberality not only to use money, but also to
keep it in preparation and safety in order tomake fitting use of
it.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated (a. 2, ad 1), the internal
passions whereby man is affected towards money are the prox-
imate matter of liberality. Hence it belongs to liberality before
all that a man should not be prevented from making any due
use ofmoney through an inordinate affection for it.Now there
is a twofold use of money: one consists in applying it to one’s
own use, and would seem to come under the designation of

costs or expenditure; while the other consists in devoting it to
the use of others, and comes under the head of gis. Hence it
belongs to liberality that one be not hindered by an immod-
erate love of money, either from spending it becomingly, or
from making suitable gis. erefore liberality is concerned
with giving and spending, according to thePhilosopher (Ethic.
iv, 1).e saying of Seneca refers to liberality as regards giving:
for a man is not said to be liberal for the reason that he gives
something to himself.

IIa IIae q. 117 a. 4Whether it belongs to a liberal man chiefly to give?

Objection 1. It seems that it does not belong to a liberal
man chiefly to give. For liberality, like all other moral virtues,
is regulated by prudence. Now it seems to belong very much
to prudence that a man should keep his riches. Wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1) that “those who have not earned
money, but have received the money earned by others, spend
it more liberally, because they have not experienced the want
of it.” erefore it seems that giving does not chiefly belong to
the liberal man.

Objection 2. Further, no man is sorry for what he intends
chiefly to do, nor does he cease fromdoing it. But a liberalman
is sometimes sorry for what he has given, nor does he give to
all, as stated in Ethic. iv, 1.erefore it does not belong chiefly
to a liberal man to give.

Objection 3. Further, in order to accomplish what he in-
tends chiefly, a man employs all the ways he can. Now a liberal
man is not a beggar, as the Philosopher observes (Ethic. iv, 1);
and yet by begging he might provide himself with the means
of giving to others. erefore it seems that he does not chiefly
aim at giving.

Objection 4. Further, man is bound to look aer him-
self rather than others. But by spending he looks aer himself,
whereas by giving he looks aer others.erefore it belongs to
a liberal man to spend rather than to give.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1) that
“it belongs to a liberal man to surpass in giving.”

I answer that, It is proper to a liberal man to use money.
Now the use of money consists in parting with it. For the ac-
quisition ofmoney is like generation rather than use: while the
keeping of money, in so far as it is directed to facilitate the use
of money, is like a habit. Now in parting with a thing —for in-
stance, when we throw something—the farther we put it away
the greater the force [virtus] employed. Hence parting with
money by giving it to others proceeds from a greater virtue
than when we spend it on ourselves. But it is proper to a virtue
as such to tend to what is more perfect, since “virtue is a kind
of perfection” (Phys. vii, text. 17,18). erefore a liberal man
is praised chiefly for giving.

Reply to Objection 1. It belongs to prudence to keep
money, lest it be stolen or spent uselessly. But to spend it use-

fully is not less butmore prudent than to keep it usefully: since
more things have to be considered in money’s use, which is
likened to movement, than in its keeping, which is likened
to rest. As to those who, having received money that others
have earned, spend it more liberally, through not having expe-
rienced the want of it, if their inexperience is the sole cause of
their liberal expenditure they have not the virtue of liberality.
Sometimes, however, this inexperiencemerely removes the im-
pediment to liberality, so that itmakes them all themore ready
to act liberally, because, not unfrequently, the fear of want that
results from the experience of want hinders those who have ac-
quiredmoney fromusing it upby actingwith liberality; as does
likewise the love they have for it as being their own effect, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 1).

Reply to Objection 2. As stated in this and the preceding
Article, it belongs to liberality to make fitting use of money,
and consequently to give it in a fitting manner, since this is a
use ofmoney. Again, every virtue is grieved bywhatever is con-
trary to its act, and avoids whatever hinders that act. Now two
things are opposed to suitable giving; namely, not giving what
ought suitably to be given, and giving something unsuitably.
Wherefore the liberal man is grieved at both: but especially at
the former, since it is more opposed to his proper act. For this
reason, too, he does not give to all: since his act would be hin-
dered were he to give to everyone: for he would not have the
means of giving to those to whom it were fitting for him to
give.

Reply to Objection 3. Giving and receiving are related to
one another as action and passion. Now the same thing is not
the principle of both action and passion. Hence, since liberal-
ity is a principle of giving, it does not belong to the liberal man
to be ready to receive, and still less to beg. Hence the verse:

‘In this world he that wishes to be pleasing tomany Should
give oen, take seldom, ask never.’ But he makes provision in
order to give certain things according as liberality requires;
such are the fruits of his ownpossessions, for he is careful about
realizing them that he may make a liberal use thereof.

Reply to Objection 4. To spend on oneself is an inclina-
tion of nature; hence to spendmoney on others belongs prop-
erly to a virtue.
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IIa IIae q. 117 a. 5Whether liberality is a part of justice?

Objection 1. It seems that liberality is not a part of justice.
For justice regards that which is due. Now the more a thing is
due the less liberally is it given.erefore liberality is not a part
of justice, but is incompatible with it.

Objection 2. Further, justice is about operation as stated
above (q. 58, a. 9; Ia IIae, q. 60, Aa. 2,3): whereas liberality is
chiefly about the love and desire of money, which are passions.
erefore liberality seems to belong to temperance rather than
to justice.

Objection3.Further, it belongs chiefly to liberality to give
becomingly, as stated (a. 4). But giving becomingly belongs to
beneficence andmercy, which pertain to charity, as state above
(Qq. 30,31).erefore liberality is a part of charity rather than
of justice.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. i): “Justice has
to do with the fellowship of mankind. For the notion of fel-
lowship is divided into two parts, justice and beneficence, also
called liberality or kind-heartedness.” erefore liberality per-
tains to justice.

I answer that, Liberality is not a species of justice, since
justice pays anotherwhat is his whereas liberality gives another
what is one’s own. ere are, however, two points in which it
agrees with justice: first, that it is directed chiefly to another,

as justice is; secondly, that it is concerned with external things,
and so is justice, albeit under a different aspect, a stated in this
Article and above (a. 2, ad 3). Hence it is that liberality is reck-
oned by some to be a part of justice, being annexed thereto as
to a principal virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Although liberality does no con-
sider the legal due that justice considers, it considers a certain
moral due. is due is based on a certain fittingness and not
on an obligation: so that it answers to the idea of due in the
lowest degree.

Reply to Objection 2. Temperance is about concupis-
cence in pleasures of the body. But the concupiscence and de-
light in money is not referable to the body but rather to the
soul.Hence liberality doesnotproperly pertain to temperance.

Reply to Objection 3. e giving of beneficence and
mercy proceeds from the fact that a man has a certain affec-
tion towards the person to whom he gives: wherefore this giv-
ing belongs to charity or friendship. But the giving of liberal-
ity arises from a person being affected in a certain way towards
money, in that he desires it not nor loves it: so that when it
is fitting he gives it not only to his friends but also to those
whom he knows not. Hence it belong not to charity, but to
justice, which is about external things.

IIa IIae q. 117 a. 6Whether liberality is the greatest of the virtues?

Objection 1. It seems that liberality is the greatest of the
virtues. For every virtue ofman is a likeness to the divine good-
ness. Now man is likened chiefly by liberality to God, “Who
giveth to allmen abundantly, andupbraidethnot” ( James 1:5).
erefore liberality is the greatest of the virtues.

Objection2.Further, according toAugustine (DeTrin. vi,
8), “in things that are great, but not in bulk, to be greatest is to
be best.” Now the nature of goodness seems to pertain mostly
to liberality, since “the good is self-communicative,” according
toDionysius (Div.Nom. iv).HenceAmbrose says (DeOffic. i)
that “justice reclines to severity, liberality to goodness.” ere-
fore liberality is the greatest of virtues.

Objection 3. Further, men are honored and loved on
account of virtue. Now Boethius says (De Consol. ii) that
“bounty above all makes a man famous”: and the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 1) that “among the virtuous the liberal are the
most beloved.” erefore liberality is the greatest of virtues.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Offic. i) that “justice
seems to be more excellent than liberality, although liberality
is more pleasing.” e Philosopher also says (Rhet. i, 9) that
“brave and just men are honored chiefly and, aer them, those
who are liberal.”

I answer that, Every virtue tends towards a good; where-
fore the greater virtue is that which tends towards the greater
good. Now liberality tends towards a good in twoways: in one

way, primarily and of its own nature; in another way, conse-
quently. Primarily and of its very nature it tends to set in order
one’s own affection towards the possession and use of money.
In this way temperance, whichmoderates desires and pleasures
relating to one’s own body, takes precedence of liberality: and
so do fortitude and justice, which, in a manner, are directed
to the common good, one in time of peace, the other in time
of war: while all these are preceded by those virtues which are
directed to the Divine good. For the Divine good surpasses all
manner of human good; and among human goods the pub-
lic good surpasses the good of the individual; and of the last
named the good of the body surpasses those goods that con-
sist of external things. Again, liberality is ordained to a good
consequently, and in this way it is directed to all the aforesaid
goods. For by reason of his not being a lover of money, it fol-
lows that a man readily makes use of it, whether for himself.
Or for the good of others, or for God’s glory. us it derives a
certain excellence frombeing useful inmanyways. Since, how-
ever, we should judge of things according to thatwhich is com-
petent to them primarily and in respect of their nature, rather
than according to that which pertains to them consequently, it
remains to be said that liberality is not the greatest of virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. God’s giving proceeds from His
love for those to whom He gives, not from His affection to-
wards the things He gives, wherefore it seems to pertain to
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charity, the greatest of virtues, rather than to liberality.
Reply to Objection 2. Every virtue shares the nature of

goodness by giving forth its own act: and the acts of cer-
tain other virtues are better than money which liberality gives
forth.

Reply to Objection 3. e friendship whereby a liberal

man is beloved is not that which is based on virtue, as though
he were better than others, but that which is based on utility,
because he is more useful in external goods, which as a rule
men desire above all others. For the same reason he becomes
famous.
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S P   S P, Q 118
Of the Vices Opposed to Liberality, and in the First Place, of Covetousness

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to liberality: and (1) covetousness; (2) prodigality.
Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether covetousness is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a special sin?
(3) To which virtue it is opposed;
(4) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(5) Whether it is the most grievous of sins?
(6) Whether it is a sin of the flesh or a spiritual sin?
(7) Whether it is a capital vice?
(8) Of its daughters.

IIa IIae q. 118 a. 1Whether covetousness is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is not a sin. For
covetousness [avaritia] denotes a certain greed for gold [aeris
aviditas*], because, to wit, it consists in a desire for money, un-
der which all external goodsmay be comprised. Now it is not a
sin to desire external goods: since man desires them naturally,
both because they are naturally subject toman, and because by
their means man’s life is sustained (for which reason they are
spoken of as his substance).erefore covetousness is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, every sin is against either God, or
one’s neighbor, or oneself, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 72, a. 4).
But covetousness is not, properly speaking, a sin against God:
since it is opposed neither to religion nor to the theological
virtues, by which man is directed to God. Nor again is it a sin
against oneself, for this pertains properly to gluttony and lust,
of which the Apostle says (1 Cor. 6:18): “He that committeth
fornication sinneth against his own body.” In like manner nei-
ther is it apparently a sin against one’s neighbor, since a man
harms no one by keeping what is his own. erefore covetous-
ness is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, things that occur naturally are not
sins. Now covetousness comes naturally to old age and ev-
ery kind of defect, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 1).
erefore covetousness is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 13:5): “Let yourman-
ners be without covetousness, contented with such things as
you have.”

I answer that, In whatever things good consists in a due
measure, evil must of necessity ensue through excess or defi-
ciency of that measure. Now in all things that are for an end,
the good consists in a certain measure: since whatever is di-
rected to an end must needs be commensurate with the end,
as, for instance, medicine is commensurate with health, as the
Philosopher observes (Polit. i, 6). External goods come under

the head of things useful for an end, as stated above (q. 117,
a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 2 , a. 1). Hence it must needs be that man’s good
in their respect consists in a certain measure, in other words,
that man seeks, according to a certain measure, to have exter-
nal riches, in so far as they are necessary for him to live in keep-
ingwith his condition of life.Wherefore it will be a sin for him
to exceed thismeasure, by wishing to acquire or keep them im-
moderately.is is what ismeant by covetousness, which is de-
fined as “immoderate love of possessing.” It is therefore evident
that covetousness is a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. It is natural to man to desire exter-
nal things as means to an end: wherefore this desire is devoid
of sin, in so far as it is held in check by the rule taken from
the nature of the end. But covetousness exceeds this rule, and
therefore is a sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Covetousness may signify immod-
eration about external things in two ways. First, so as to re-
gard immediately the acquisition and keeping of such things,
when, to wit, a man acquires or keeps them more than is due.
In this way it is a sin directly against one’s neighbor, since one
man cannot over-abound in external riches, without another
man lacking them, for temporal goods cannot be possessed by
many at the same time. Secondly, it may signify immoderation
in the internal affection which a man has for riches when, for
instance, a man loves them, desires them, or delights in them,
immoderately. In this way by covetousness a man sins against
himself, because it causes disorder in his affections, though not
in his body as do the sins of the flesh.

As a consequence, however, it is a sin against God, just as
all mortal sins, inasmuch as man contemns things eternal for
the sake of temporal things.

Reply toObjection 3. Natural inclinations should be reg-
ulated according to reason, which is the governing power in

* e Latin for covetousness “avaritia” is derived from “aveo” to desire; but
the Greek φιλαργυρία signifies literally “love of money”: and it is to this that
St. omas is alluding (cf. a. 2, obj. 2).
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human nature. Hence though old people seek more greedily
the aid of external things, just as everyone that is in need seeks

to have his need supplied, they are not excused from sin if they
exceed this due measure of reason with regard to riches.

IIa IIae q. 118 a. 2Whether covetousness is a special sin?

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is not a special sin.
For Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. iii): “Covetousness, which in
Greek is called φιλαργυρία, applies not only to silver ormoney,
but also to anything that is desired immoderately.” Now in ev-
ery sin there is immoderate desire of something, because sin
consists in turning away from the immutable good, and adher-
ing tomutable goods, as state above ( Ia IIae, q. 71, a. 6, obj. 3).
erefore covetousness is a general sin.

Objection 2. Further, according to Isidore (Etym. x), “the
covetous [avarus] man” is so called because he is “greedy for
brass [avidus aeris],” i.e. money: wherefore in Greek covetous-
ness is called φιλαργυρία, i.e. “love of silver.” Now silver, which
stands for money, signifies all external goods the value of
which can bemeasured bymoney, as stated above (q. 117, a. 2,
ad 2).erefore covetousness is a desire for any external thing:
and consequently seems to be a general sin.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss on Rom. 7:7, “For I had not
known concupiscence,” says: “e law is good, since by forbid-
ding concupiscence, it forbids all evil.” Now the law seems to
forbid especially the concupiscence of covetousness: hence it
is written (Ex. 20:17): “ou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s
goods.”erefore the concupiscence of covetousness is all evil,
and so covetousness is a general sin.

On the contrary, Covetousness is numbered together
with other special sins (Rom. 1:29), where it is written: “Be-
ing filled with all iniquity, malice, fornication, covetousness”
[Douay: ‘avarice’], etc.

I answer that, Sins take their species from their objects, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 72, a. 1). Now the object of a sin is
the good towards which an inordinate appetite tends. Hence
where there is a special aspect of good inordinately desired,
there is a special kind of sin. Now the useful good differs in as-

pect from the delightful good.And riches, as such, comeunder
the head of useful good, since they are desired under the aspect
of being useful to man. Consequently covetousness is a special
sin, forasmuch as it is an immoderate love of having posses-
sions, which are comprised under the name of money, whence
covetousness [avaritia] is denominated.

Since, however, the verb “to have,” which seems to have
been originally employed in connection with possessions
whereof we are absolute masters, is applied to many other
things (thus aman is said to have health, a wife, clothes, and so
forth, as stated in De Praedicamentis), consequently the term
“covetousness” has been amplified to denote all immoderate
desire for having anything whatever. us Gregory says in a
homily (xvi in Ev.) that “covetousness is a desire not only for
money, but also for knowledge and high places, when promi-
nence is immoderately sought aer.” In this way covetousness
is not a special sin: and in this sense Augustine speaks of cov-
etousness in the passage quoted in the FirstObjection.Where-
fore this suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply to Objection 2. All those external things that are
subject to the uses of human life are comprised under the term
“money,” inasmuch as they have the aspect of useful good.
But there are certain external goods that can be obtained by
money, such as pleasures, honors, and so forth, which are de-
sirable under another aspect. Wherefore the desire for such
things is not properly called covetousness, in so far as it is a
special vice.

Reply to Objection 3. is gloss speaks of the inordinate
concupiscence for anything whatever. For it is easy to under-
stand that if it is forbidden to covet another’s possessions it is
also forbidden to covet those things that can be obtained by
means of those possessions.

IIa IIae q. 118 a. 3Whether covetousness is opposed to liberality?

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is not opposed to
liberality. For Chrysostom, commenting onMat. 5:6, “Blessed
are they that hunger and thirst aer justice,” says, (Hom. xv in
Matth.) that there are two kinds of justice, one general, and
the other special, to which covetousness is opposed: and the
Philosopher says the same (Ethic. v, 2).erefore covetousness
is not opposed to liberality.

Objection 2. Further, the sin of covetousness consists in
a man’s exceeding the measure in the things he possesses. But
this measure is appointed by justice. erefore covetousness is
directly opposed to justice and not to liberality.

Objection 3. Further, liberality is a virtue that observes
themean between two contrary vices, as the Philosopher states

(Ethic. i, 7; iv, 1). But covetousness has no contrary and oppo-
site sin, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 1,2). erefore
covetousness is not opposed to liberality.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 5:9): “A covetous
man shall not be satisfied with money, and he that loveth
riches shall have no fruits from them.” Now not to be satisfied
with money and to love it inordinately are opposed to liberal-
ity, which observes the mean in the desire of riches. erefore
covetousness is opposed to liberality.

I answer that, Covetousness denotes immoderation with
regard to riches in two ways. First, immediately in respect of
the acquisition andkeeping of riches. In thisway amanobtains
money beyond his due, by stealing or retaining another’s prop-
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erty.is is opposed to justice, and in this sense covetousness is
mentioned (Ezech. 22:27): “Her princes in themidst of her are
like wolves ravening the prey to shed blood…and to run aer
gains through covetousness.” Secondly, it denotes immodera-
tion in the interior affections for riches; for instance, when a
man loves or desires riches too much, or takes too much plea-
sure in them, even if he be unwilling to steal. In this way cov-
etousness is opposed to liberality, which moderates these af-
fections, as stated above (q. 117, a. 2, ad 3, a. 3, ad 3, a. 6). In
this sense covetousness is spoken of (2 Cor. 9:5): “at they
would…prepare this blessing before promised, to be ready, so
as a blessing, not as covetousness,”where a gloss observes: “Lest
they should regret what they had given, and give but little.”

Reply to Objection 1. Chrysostom and the Philosopher
are speaking of covetousness in the first sense: covetousness in
the second sense is called illiberality* by the Philosopher.

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs properly to justice to
appoint the measure in the acquisition and keeping of riches
from the point of view of legal due, so that a man should nei-
ther take nor retain another’s property. But liberality appoints
the measure of reason, principally in the interior affections,
and consequently in the exterior taking and keeping ofmoney,
and in the spending of the same, in so far as these proceed from
the interior affection, looking at the matter from the point of
view not of the legal but of the moral debt, which latter de-
pends on the rule of reason.

Reply toObjection 3.Covetousness as opposed to justice
has no opposite vice: since it consists in having more than one
ought according to justice, the contrary of which is to have less
than one ought, and this is not a sin but a punishment. But
covetousness as opposed to liberality has the vice of prodigal-
ity opposed to it.

IIa IIae q. 118 a. 4Whether covetousness is always a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is always a mor-
tal sin. For no one is worthy of death save for a mortal sin.
But men are worthy of death on account of covetousness. For
the Apostle aer saying (Rom. 1:29): “Being filled with all in-
iquity…fornication, covetousness [Douay: ‘avarice’],” etc. adds
(Rom. 1:32): “ey who do such things are worthy of death.”
erefore covetousness is a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, the least degree of covetousness is to
hold to one’s own inordinately. But this seemingly is a mortal
sin: for Basil says (Serm. super. Luc. xii, 18): “It is the hungry
man’s bread that thou keepest back, the nakedman’s cloak that
thou hoardest, the needy man’s money that thou possessest,
hence thou despoilest as many as thou mightest succor.”

Now it is a mortal sin to do an injustice to another, since it
is contrary to the love of our neighbor. Much more therefore
is all covetousness a mortal sin.

Objection3.Further, no one is struckwith spiritual blind-
ness save through a mortal sin, for this deprives a man of the
light of grace. But, according toChrysostom†, “Lust formoney
brings darkness on the soul.” erefore covetousness, which is
lust for money, is a mortal sin.

On the contrary, A gloss on 1 Cor. 3:12, “If any man
build upon this foundation,” says (cf. St. Augustine, De Fide
et Oper. xvi) that “he builds wood, hay, stubble, who thinks in
the things of the world, how he may please the world,” which
pertains to the sin of covetousness. Now he that builds wood,
hay, stubble, sins not mortally but venially, for it is said of him
that “he shall be saved, yet so as by fire.”erefore covetousness
is some times a venial sin.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3) covetousness is
twofold. In one way it is opposed to justice, and thus it is a
mortal sin in respect of its genus. For in this sense covetousness
consists in the unjust taking or retaining of another’s property,
and this belongs to the or robbery, which are mortal sins, as
stated above (q. 66, Aa. 6,8). Yet venial sin may occur in this
kind of covetousness by reason of imperfection of the act, as
stated above (q. 66, a. 6, ad 3), when we were treating of the.

In another way covetousness may be take as opposed to
liberality: in which sense it denotes inordinate love of riches.
Accordingly if the love of riches becomes so great as to be
preferred to charity, in such wise that a man, through love of
riches, fear not to act counter to the love ofGod and his neigh-
bor, covetousness will then be a mortal sin. If, on the other
hand, the inordinate nature of his love stops short of this, so
that although he love riches too much, yet he does not pre-
fer the love of them to the love of God, and is unwilling for
the sake of riches to do anything in opposition to God or his
neighbor, then covetousness is a venial sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Covetousness is numbered to-
gether with mortal sins, by reason of the aspect under which
it is a mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 2. Basil is speaking of a case wherein a
man is bound by a legal debt to give of his goods to the poor,
either through fear of their want or on account of his having
too much.

Reply to Objection 3. Lust for riches, properly speaking,
brings darkness on the soul, when it puts out the light of char-
ity, by preferring the love of riches to the love of God.

* ἀνελευθερία. † Hom. xv in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. Chrysostom.
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IIa IIae q. 118 a. 5Whether covetousness is the greatest of sins?

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is the greatest of
sins. For it is written (Ecclus. 10:9): “Nothing is more wicked
than a covetous man,” and the text continues: “ere is not a
more wicked thing than to love money: for such a one setteth
even his own soul to sale.”Tully also says (DeOffic. i, under the
heading, ‘True magnanimity is based chiefly on two things’):
“Nothing is so narrow or little minded as to love money.” But
this pertains to covetousness. erefore covetousness is the
most grievous of sins.

Objection 2. Further, the more a sin is opposed to charity,
the more grievous it is. Now covetousness is most opposed to
charity: for Augustine says (Qq. 83, qu. 36) that “greed is the
bane of charity.” erefore covetousness is the greatest of sins.

Objection 3. Further, the gravity of a sin is indicated by
its being incurable: wherefore the sin against the Holy Ghost
is said to be most grievous, because it is irremissible. But
covetousness is an incurable sin: hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv, 1) that “old age and helplessness of any kind make
men illiberal.” erefore covetousness is the most grievous of
sins.

Objection 4. Further, the Apostle says (Eph. 5:5) that
covetousness is “a serving of idols.” Now idolatry is reckoned
among the most grievous sins. erefore covetousness is also.

On the contrary, Adultery is a more grievous sin than
the, according to Prov. 6:30. But the pertains to covetous-
ness. erefore covetousness is not the most grievous of sins.

I answer that,Every sin, from the very fact that it is an evil,
consists in the corruption or privation of some good: while, in
so far as it is voluntary, it consists in the desire of some good.
Consequently the order of sinsmay be considered in twoways.
First, on the part of the good that is despised or corrupted by
sin, and then the greater the good the graver the sin. From this
point of view a sin that is against God is most grievous; af-
ter this comes a sin that is committed against a man’s person,
and aer this comes a sin against external things, which are
deputed to man’s use, and this seems to belong to covetous-
ness. Secondly, the degrees of sin may be considered on the
part of the good to which the human appetite is inordinately
subjected; and then the lesser the good, the more deformed is
the sin: for it is more shameful to be subject to a lower than to
a higher good.Now the good of external things is the lowest of
human goods: since it is less than the goodof the body, and this
is less than the good of the soul, which is less than the Divine
good. From this point of view the sin of covetousness, whereby

the human appetite is subjected even to external things, has in
a way a greater deformity. Since, however, corruption or priva-
tion of good is the formal element in sin, while conversion to
a mutable good is the material element, the gravity of the sin
is to be judged from the point of view of the good corrupted,
rather than from that of the good to which the appetite is sub-
jected. Hence we must assert that covetousness is not simply
the most grievous of sins.

Reply to Objection 1. ese authorities speak of cov-
etousness on the part of the good to which the appetite is sub-
jected. Hence (Ecclus. 10:10) it is given as a reason that the
covetous man “setteth his own soul to sale”; because, to wit,
he exposes his soul—that is, his life—to danger for the sake of
money. Hence the text continues: “Because while he liveth he
hath cast away”—that is, despised—“his bowels,” in order to
make money. Tully also adds that it is the mark of a “narrow
mind,” namely, that one be willing to be subject to money.

Reply toObjection 2.Augustine is taking greed generally,
in reference to any temporal good, not in its special accepta-
tion for covetousness: because greed for any temporal good is
the bane of charity, inasmuch as a man turns away from the
Divine good through cleaving to a temporal good.

Reply to Objection 3. e sin against the Holy Ghost
is incurable in one way, covetousness in another. For the sin
against the Holy Ghost is incurable by reason of contempt:
for instance, because a man contemns God’s mercy, or His jus-
tice, or some one of those thingswherebyman’s sins are healed:
wherefore incurability of this kind points to the greater grav-
ity of the sin. on the other hand, covetousness is incurable on
the part of a human defect; a thing which human nature ever
seeks to remedy, since the more deficient one is the more one
seeks relief from external things, and consequently the more
one gives way to covetousness. Hence incurability of this kind
is an indication not of the sin being more grievous, but of its
being somewhat more dangerous.

Reply to Objection 4. Covetousness is compared to idol-
atry on account of a certain likeness that it bears to it: because
the covetous man, like the idolater, subjects himself to an ex-
ternal creature, though not in the same way. For the idolater
subjects himself to an external creature by paying it Divine
honor, whereas the covetous man subjects himself to an exter-
nal creature by desiring it immoderately for use, not for wor-
ship. Hence it does not follow that covetousness is as grievous
a sin as idolatry.

IIa IIae q. 118 a. 6Whether covetousness is a spiritual sin?

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is not a spiritual
sin. For spiritual sins seem to regard spiritual goods. But the
matter of covetousness is bodily goods, namely, external riches.
erefore covetousness is not a spiritual sin.

Objection 2. Further, spiritual sin is condivided with sin
of the flesh. Now covetousness is seemingly a sin of the flesh,
for it results from the corruption of the flesh, as instanced in
old people who, through corruption of carnal nature, fall into
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covetousness. erefore covetousness is not a spiritual sin.
Objection 3. Further, a sin of the flesh is one by which

man’s body is disordered, according to the saying of the Apos-
tle (1 Cor. 6:18), “He that committeth fornication sinneth
against his own body.”Now covetousness disturbsman even in
his body; wherefore Chrysostom (Hom. xxix in Matth.) com-
pares the covetous man to the man who was possessed by the
devil (Mk. 5) and was troubled in body. erefore covetous-
ness seems not to be a spiritual sin.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi) numbers cov-
etousness among spiritual vices.

I answer that, Sins are seated chiefly in the affections: and
all the affections or passions of the soul have their term in
pleasure and sorrow, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii,
5). Now some pleasures are carnal and some spiritual. Car-
nal pleasures are those which are consummated in the carnal
senses—for instance, the pleasures of the table and sexual plea-
sures: while spiritual pleasures are those which are consum-
mated in the mere apprehension of the soul. Accordingly, sins
of the flesh are those which are consummated in carnal plea-
sures, while spiritual sins are consummated in pleasures of the
spirit without pleasure of the flesh. Such is covetousness: for

the covetous man takes pleasure in the consideration of him-
self as a possessor of riches.erefore covetousness is a spiritual
sin.

Reply toObjection 1.Covetousness with regard to a bod-
ily object seeks the pleasure, not of the body but only of the
soul, forasmuch as a man takes pleasure in the fact that he pos-
sesses riches: wherefore it is not a sin of the flesh. Neverthe-
less by reason of its object it is a mean between purely spiritual
sins, which seek spiritual pleasure in respect of spiritual objects
(thus pride is about excellence), and purely carnal sins, which
seek a purely bodily pleasure in respect of a bodily object.

Reply to Objection 2. Movement takes its species from
the term “whereto” and not from the term “wherefrom.”
Hence a vice of the flesh is so called from its tending to a plea-
sure of the flesh, and not from its originating in some defect of
the flesh.

Reply to Objection 3. Chrysostom compares a covetous
man to the man who was possessed by the devil, not that the
former is troubled in the flesh in the sameway as the latter, but
by way of contrast, since while the possessedman, of whomwe
read in Mk. 5, stripped himself, the covetous man loads him-
self with an excess of riches.

IIa IIae q. 118 a. 7Whether covetousness is a capital vice?

Objection 1. It seems that covetousness is not a capital
vice. For covetousness is opposed to liberality as themean, and
to prodigality as extreme. But neither is liberality a principal
virtue, nor prodigality a capital vice. erefore covetousness
also should not be reckoned a capital vice.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 84,
Aa. 3,4), those vices are called capital which have principal
ends, to which the ends of other vices are directed. But this
does not apply to covetousness: since riches have the aspect,
not of an end, but rather of something directed to an end, as
stated in Ethic. i, 5.erefore covetousness is not a capital vice.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xv), that “cov-
etousness arises sometimes from pride, sometimes from fear.
For there are those who, when they think that they lack the
needful for their expenses, allow the mind to give way to cov-
etousness. And there are others who, wishing to be thought
more of, are incited to greed for other people’s property.”
erefore covetousness arises from other vices instead of be-
ing a capital vice in respect of other vices.

Onthe contrary,Gregory (Moral. xxxi) reckons covetous-
ness among the capital vices.

I answer that, As stated in the Second Objection, a capi-
tal vice is one which under the aspect of end gives rise to other
vices: because when an end is very desirable, the result is that
through desire thereof man sets about doing many things ei-
ther good or evil. Now the most desirable end is happiness or
felicity, which is the last end of human life, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 1, Aa. 4,7,8): wherefore the more a thing is furnished

with the conditions of happiness, the more desirable it is. Also
one of the conditions of happiness is that it be self-sufficing,
else it would not set man’s appetite at rest, as the last end does.
Now riches give great promise of self-sufficiency, as Boethius
says (De Consol. iii): the reason of which, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. v, 5), is that we “use money in token of
taking possession of something,” and again it is written (Ec-
cles. 10:19): “All things obey money.” erefore covetousness,
which is desire for money, is a capital vice.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue is perfected in accordance
with reason, but vice is perfected in accordance with the in-
clination of the sensitive appetite. Now reason and sensitive
appetite do not belong chiefly to the same genus, and conse-
quently it does not follow that principal vice is opposed to
principal virtue. Wherefore, although liberality is not a prin-
cipal virtue, since it does not regard the principal good of
the reason, yet covetousness is a principal vice, because it re-
gards money, which occupies a principal place among sensible
goods, for the reason given in the Article.

On the other hand, prodigality is not directed to an end
that is desirable principally, indeed it seems rather to result
from a lack of reason. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
1) that “a prodigal man is a fool rather than a knave.”

Reply to Objection 2. It is true that money is directed to
something else as its end: yet in so far as it is useful for obtain-
ing all sensible things, it contains, in a way, all things virtually.
Hence it has a certain likeness to happiness, as stated in the
Article.
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Reply to Objection 3. Nothing prevents a capital vice
from arising sometimes out of other vices, as stated above

(q. 36, a. 4, ad 1; Ia IIae, q. 84, a. 4), provided that itself be
frequently the source of others.

IIa IIae q. 118 a. 8Whether treachery, fraud, falsehood, perjury, restlessness, violence, and insensibility tomercy
are daughters of covetousness?

Objection 1. It seems that the daughters of covetous-
ness are not as commonly stated, namely, “treachery, fraud,
falsehood, perjury, restlessness, violence, and insensibility to
mercy.” For covetousness is opposed to liberality, as stated
above (a. 3). Now treachery, fraud, and falsehood are opposed
to prudence, perjury to religion, restlessness to hope, or to
charity which rests in the beloved object, violence to justice,
insensibility to mercy. erefore these vices have no connec-
tion with covetousness.

Objection 2. Further, treachery, fraud and falsehood seem
to pertain to the same thing, namely, the deceiving of one’s
neighbor. erefore they should not be reckoned as different
daughters of covetousness.

Objection 3. Further, Isidore (Comment. in Deut.) enu-
merates nine daughters of covetousness; which are “lying,
fraud, the, perjury, greed of filthy lucre, false witnessing, vio-
lence, inhumanity, rapacity.” erefore the former reckoning
of daughters is insufficient.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 1) men-
tions many kinds of vices as belonging to covetousness which
he calls illiberality, for he speaks of those who are “sparing,
tight-fisted, skinflints*, misers†, who do illiberal deeds,” and of
thosewho “batten onwhoredom, usurers, gamblers, despoilers
of the dead, and robbers.”erefore it seems that the aforesaid
enumeration is insufficient.

Objection 5. Further, tyrants use much violence against
their subjects. But the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 1) that
“tyrants who destroy cities and despoil sacred places are not
to be called illiberal,” i.e. covetous. erefore violence should
not be reckoned a daughter of covetousness.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi) assigns to cov-
etousness the daughters mentioned above.

I answer that, e daughters of covetousness are the vices
which arise therefrom, especially in respect of the desire of
an end. Now since covetousness is excessive love of possess-
ing riches, it exceeds in two things. For in the first place it ex-
ceeds in retaining, and in this respect covetousness gives rise
to “insensibility to mercy,” because, to wit, a man’s heart is not
soened by mercy to assist the needy with his riches‡. In the
second place it belongs to covetousness to exceed in receiv-
ing, and in this respect covetousness may be considered in two
ways. First as in the thought [affectu]. In this way it gives rise
to “restlessness,” by hindering man with excessive anxiety and
care, for “a covetous man shall not be satisfied with money”

(Eccles. 5:9). Secondly, it may be considered in the execution
[effectu]. In thisway the covetousman, in acquiring other peo-
ple’s goods, sometimes employs force, which pertains to “vio-
lence,” sometimes deceit, and then if he has recourse to words,
it is “falsehood,” if it bemere words, “perjury” if he confirm his
statementbyoath; if hehas recourse todeeds, and thedeceit af-
fects things, we have “fraud”; if persons, then we have “treach-
ery,” as in the case of Judas, who betrayed Christ through cov-
etousness.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is no need for the daughters
of a capital sin to belong to that same kind of vice: because a
sin of one kind allows of sins even of a different kind being di-
rected to its end; seeing that it is one thing for a sin to have
daughters, and another for it to have species.

Reply to Objection 2. ese three are distinguished as
stated in the Article.

Reply to Objection 3. ese nine are reducible to the
seven aforesaid. For lying and false witnessing are comprised
under falsehood, since false witnessing is a special kind of lie,
just as the is a special kind of fraud, wherefore it is com-
prised under fraud; and greed of filthy lucre belongs to restless-
ness; rapacity is comprised under violence, since it is a species
thereof; and inhumanity is the same as insensibility to mercy.

Reply to Objection 4. e vices mentioned by Aristotle
are species rather thandaughters of illiberality or covetousness.
For a man may be said to be illiberal or covetous through a de-
fect in giving. If he gives but little he is said to be “sparing”; if
nothing, he is “tightfisted”: if he gives with great reluctance, he
is said to be κυμινοπρίστης [skinflint], a cumin-seller, as it were,
because hemakes a great fuss about things of little value. Some-
times aman is said to be illiberal or covetous, through an excess
in receiving, and this in twoways. In one way, throughmaking
money by disgraceful means, whether in performing shameful
and servile works by means of illiberal practices, or by acquir-
ing more through sinful deeds, such as whoredom or the like,
or by making a profit where one ought to have given gratis, as
in the case of usury, or by laboring much to make little profit.
In another way, inmakingmoney by unjustmeans, whether by
using violence on the living, as robbers do, or by despoiling the
dead, or by preying on one’s friends, as gamblers do.

Reply to Objection 5. Just as liberality is about moderate
sums of money, so is illiberality. Wherefore tyrants who take
great things by violence, are said to be, not illiberal, but unjust.

* κυμινοπρίστης. † κίμβικες. ‡ See q. 30, a. 1.
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S P   S P, Q 119
Of Prodigality

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider prodigality, under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether prodigality is opposite to covetousness?
(2) Whether prodigality is a sin?
(3) Whether it is a graver sin that covetousness?

IIa IIae q. 119 a. 1Whether prodigality is opposite to covetousness?

Objection 1. It seems that prodigality is not opposite to
covetousness. For opposites cannot be together in the same
subject. But some are at the same time prodigal and covetous.
erefore prodigality is not opposite to covetousness.

Objection 2. Further, opposites relate to one same thing.
But covetousness, as opposed to liberality, relates to certain
passions whereby man is affected towards money: whereas
prodigality does not seem to relate to any passions of the soul,
since it is not affected towards money, or to anything else of
the kind. erefore prodigality is not opposite to covetous-
ness.

Objection 3. Further, sin takes its species chiefly from its
end, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 62, a. 3). Now prodigality
seems always to be directed to some unlawful end, for the sake
of which the prodigal squanders his goods. Especially is it di-
rected to pleasures, wherefore it is stated (Lk. 15:13) of the
prodigal son that he “wasted his substance living riotously.”
erefore it seems that prodigality is opposed to temperance
and insensibility rather than to covetousness and liberality.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 7; iv,
1) that prodigality is opposed to liberality, and illiberality, to
which we give here the name of covetousness.

I answer that, In morals vices are opposed to one another
and to virtue in respect of excess and deficiency. Now cov-
etousness and prodigality differ variously in respect of excess
and deficiency. us, as regards affection for riches, the cov-
etous man exceeds by loving them more than he ought, while
the prodigal is deficient, by being less careful of them than he
ought: and as regards external action, prodigality implies ex-
cess in giving, but deficiency in retaining and acquiring, while
covetousness, on the contrary, denotes deficiency in giving,
but excess in acquiring and retaining. Hence it is evident that
prodigality is opposed to covetousness.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing prevents opposites from
being in the same subject in different respects. For a thing is
denominated more from what is in it principally. Now just as
in liberality, which observes the mean, the principal thing is
giving, to which receiving and retaining are subordinate, so,
too, covetousness and prodigality regard principally giving.
Wherefore he who exceeds in giving is said to be “prodigal,”
while hewho is deficient in giving is said to be “covetous.”Now
it happens sometimes that aman is deficient in giving, without
exceeding in receiving, as the Philosopher observes (Ethic. iv,
1). And in like manner it happens sometimes that a man ex-
ceeds in giving, and therefore is prodigal, and yet at the same
time exceeds in receiving.is may be due either to some kind
of necessity, since while exceeding in giving he is lacking in
goods of his own, so that he is driven to acquire unduly, and
this pertains to covetousness; or it may be due to inordinate-
ness of the mind, for he gives not for a good purpose, but, as
though despising virtue, cares not whence or how he receives.
Wherefore he is prodigal and covetous in different respects.

Reply to Objection 2. Prodigality regards passions in re-
spect of money, not as exceeding, but as deficient in them.

Reply to Objection 3. e prodigal does not always ex-
ceed in giving for the sake of pleasures which are the matter
of temperance, but sometimes through being so disposed as
not to care about riches, and sometimes on account of some-
thing else. More frequently, however, he inclines to intem-
perance, both because through spending too much on other
things he becomes fearless of spending on objects of pleasure,
to which the concupiscence of the flesh is more prone; and be-
cause through taking no pleasure in virtuous goods, he seeks
for himself pleasures of the body. Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv, 1) “that many a prodigal ends in becoming intem-
perate.”

IIa IIae q. 119 a. 2Whether prodigality is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that prodigality is not a sin. For the
Apostle says (1 Tim. 6:10): “Covetousness [Douay: ‘desire of
money’] is the root of all evils.” But it is not the root of prodi-
gality, since this is opposed to it. erefore prodigality is not a
sin.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 Tim. 6:17,18):
“Charge the rich of this world…to give easily, to communi-
cate to others.” Now this is especially what prodigal persons
do. erefore prodigality is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to prodigality to exceed
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in giving and to be deficient in solicitude about riches. But
this is most becoming to the perfect, who fulfil the words of
Our Lord (Mat. 6:34), “Be not…solicitous for tomorrow,” and
(Mat. 19:21), “Sell all [Vulg.: ‘what’] thou hast, and give to the
poor.” erefore prodigality is not a sin.

On the contrary,e prodigal son is held to blame for his
prodigality.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the opposition be-
tween prodigality and covetousness is one of excess and de-
ficiency; either of which destroys the mean of virtue. Now
a thing is vicious and sinful through corrupting the good of
virtue. Hence it follows that prodigality is a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Some expound this saying of the
Apostle as referring, not to actual covetousness, but to a kind
of habitual covetousness, which is the concupiscence of the
“fomes”*, whence all sins arise. Others say that he is speaking
of a general covetousness with regard to any kind of good: and
in this sense also it is evident that prodigality arises from cov-
etousness; since the prodigal seeks to acquire some temporal
good inordinately, namely, to give pleasure to others, or at least
to satisfy his ownwill in giving. But to one that reviews the pas-
sage correctly, it is evident that the Apostle is speaking literally
of the desire of riches, for he had said previously (1 Tim. 6:9):

“ey that will become rich,” etc. In this sense covetousness is
said to be “the root of all evils,” not that all evils always arise
from covetousness, but because there is no evil that does not
at some time arise from covetousness. Wherefore prodigality
sometimes is born of covetousness, as when a man is prodigal
in going to great expense in order to curry favor with certain
persons from whom he may receive riches.

Reply to Objection 2. e Apostle bids the rich to be
ready to give and communicate their riches, according as they
ought. e prodigal does not do this: since, as the Philoso-
pher remarks (Ethic. iv, 1), “his giving is neither good, nor for a
good end, nor according as it ought to be. For sometimes they
give much to those who ought to be poor, namely, to buffoons
and flatterers, whereas to the good they give nothing.”

Reply to Objection 3. e excess in prodigality consists
chiefly, not in the total amount given, but in the amount over
and above what ought to be given. Hence sometimes the lib-
eral man gives more than the prodigal man, if it be necessary.
Accordingly wemust reply that thosewho give all their posses-
sions with the intention of following Christ, and banish from
their minds all solicitude for temporal things, are not prodigal
but perfectly liberal.

IIa IIae q. 119 a. 3Whether prodigality is a more grievous sin than covetousness?

Objection 1. It seems that prodigality is a more grievous
sin than covetousness. For by covetousness a man injures his
neighbor by not communicating his goods to him, whereas by
prodigality aman injures himself, because the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iv, 1) that “the wasting of riches, which are the means
whereby a man lives, is an undoing of his very being.” Now he
that injures himself sins more grievously, according to Ecclus.
14:5, “He that is evil to himself, to whom will he be good?”
erefore prodigality is amore grievous sin than covetousness.

Objection 2. Further, a disorder that is accompanied by a
laudable circumstance is less sinful. Now the disorder of cov-
etousness is sometimes accompanied by a laudable circum-
stance, as in the case of those who are unwilling to spend their
own, lest they be driven to accept from others: whereas the
disorder of prodigality is accompanied by a circumstance that
calls for blame, inasmuch as we ascribe prodigality to those
who are intemperate, as the Philosopher observes (Ethic. iv, 1).
erefore prodigality is amore grievous sin than covetousness.

Objection 3. Further, prudence is chief among the moral
virtues, as stated above (q. 56, a. 1, ad 1; Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 2, ad 1).
Now prodigality is more opposed to prudence than covetous-
ness is: for it is written (Prov. 21:20): “ere is a treasure to
be desired, and oil in the dwelling of the just; and the foolish
man shall spend it”: and the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 6) that
“it is the mark of a fool to give too much and receive nothing.”
erefore prodigality is amore grievous sin than covetousness.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 6) that

“the prodigal seems to be much better than the illiberal man.”
I answer that, Prodigality considered in itself is a less

grievous sin than covetousness, and this for three reasons. First,
because covetousness differs more from the opposite virtue:
since giving, wherein the prodigal exceeds, belongs to liber-
ality more than receiving or retaining, wherein the covetous
man exceeds. Secondly, because the prodigal man is of use to
the many to whom he gives, while the covetous man is of use
to no one, not even to himself, as stated in Ethic. iv, 6. irdly,
because prodigality is easily cured. For not only is the prodigal
on the way to old age, which is opposed to prodigality, but he
is easily reduced to a state ofwant, sincemuch useless spending
impoverishes him and makes him unable to exceed in giving.
Moreover, prodigality is easily turned into virtue on account
of its likeness thereto. On the other hand, the covetous man is
not easily cured, for the reason given above (q. 118, a. 5, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 1. e difference between the prodi-
gal and the covetous man is not that the former sins against
himself and the latter against another. For the prodigal sins
against himself by spending that which is his, and his means
of support, and against others by spending the wherewithal to
help others. is applies chiefly to the clergy, who are the dis-
pensers of the Church’s goods, that belong to the poor whom
they defraud by their prodigal expenditure. In like manner the
covetous man sins against others, by being deficient in giv-
ing; and he sins against himself, through deficiency in spend-
ing: wherefore it is written (Eccles. 6:2): “A man to whom

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 81, a. 3, ad 2.
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God hath given riches…yet doth not give him the power to eat
thereof.” Nevertheless the prodigal man exceeds in this, that
he injures both himself and others yet so as to profit some;
whereas the covetous man profits neither others nor himself,
since he does not even use his own goods for his own profit.

Reply to Objection 2. In speaking of vices in general, we
judge of them according to their respective natures: thus, with
regard to prodigality we note that it consumes riches to ex-
cess, and with regard to covetousness that it retains them to
excess. at one spend too much for the sake of intemperance
points already to several additional sins, wherefore the prodi-

gal of this kind isworse, as stated inEthic. iv, 1.at an illiberal
or covetousman refrain from takingwhat belongs to others, al-
though this appears in itself to call for praise, yet on account
of the motive for which he does so it calls for blame, since he
is unwilling to accept from others lest he be forced to give to
others.

Reply to Objection 3. All vices are opposed to prudence,
even as all virtues are directed by prudence: wherefore if a vice
be opposed to prudence alone, for this very reason it is deemed
less grievous.
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Of “Epikeia” or Equity
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider “epikeia,” under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether “epikeia” is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a part of justice?

IIa IIae q. 120 a. 1Whether “epikeia”* is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that “epikeia” is not a virtue. For no
virtue does away with another virtue. Yet “epikeia” does away
with another virtue, since it sets aside that which is just ac-
cording to law, and seemingly is opposed to severity.erefore
“epikeia” is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Vera Relig.
xxxi): “With regard to these earthly laws, although men pass
judgment on themwhen theymake them, yet, when once they
aremade and established, the judgemust pronounce judgment
not on them but according to them.” But seemingly “epikeia”
pronounces judgment on the law, when it deems that the law
should not be observed in some particular case. erefore
“epikeia” is a vice rather than a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, apparently it belongs to “epikeia”
to consider the intention of the lawgiver, as the Philosopher
states (Ethic. v, 10). But it belongs to the sovereign alone to
interpret the intention of the lawgiver, wherefore the Emperor
says in the Codex of Laws and Constitutions, under Law i: “It
is fitting and lawful that We alone should interpret between
equity and law.” erefore the act of “epikeia” is unlawful: and
consequently “epikeia” is not a virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. v, 10) states it
to be a virtue.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 96, a. 6), when
wewere treating of laws, since human actions, with which laws
are concerned, are composed of contingent singulars and are
innumerable in their diversity, it was not possible to lay down
rules of law that would apply to every single case. Legislators
in framing laws attend to what commonly happens: although
if the law be applied to certain cases it will frustrate the equal-

ity of justice and be injurious to the common good, which the
law has in view. us the law requires deposits to be restored,
because in themajority of cases this is just. Yet it happens some-
times to be injurious—for instance, if a madman were to put
his sword in deposit, and demand its delivery while in a state
of madness, or if a man were to seek the return of his deposit
in order to fight against his country. In these and like cases it is
bad to follow the law, and it is good to set aside the letter of the
law and to follow the dictates of justice and the common good.
is is the object of “epikeia” which we call equity. erefore
it is evident that “epikeia” is a virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. “Epikeia” does not set aside that
which is just in itself but that which is just as by law estab-
lished. Nor is it opposed to severity, which follows the letter
of the law when it ought to be followed. To follow the letter
of the law when it ought not to be followed is sinful. Hence it
is written in the Codex of Laws and Constitutions under Law
v: “Without doubt he transgresses the law who by adhering to
the letter of the law strives to defeat the intention of the law-
giver.”

Reply to Objection 2. It would be passing judgment on a
law to say that it was not well made; but to say that the letter of
the law is not to be observed in some particular case is passing
judgment not on the law, but on some particular contingency.

Reply to Objection 3. Interpretation is admissible in
doubtful cases where it is not allowed to set aside the letter of
the law without the interpretation of the sovereign. But when
the case is manifest there is need, not of interpretation, but of
execution.

IIa IIae q. 120 a. 2Whether “epikeia” is a part of justice?

Objection 1. It seems that “epikeia” is not a part of justice.
For, as stated above (q. 58, a. 7), justice is twofold, particular
and legal. Now “epikeia” is not a part of particular justice, since
it extends to all virtues, even as legal justice does. In like man-
ner, neither is it a part of legal justice, since its operation is be-
side that which is established by law. erefore it seems that
“epikeia” is not a part of justice.

Objection 2. Further, a more principal virtue is not as-

signed as the part of a less principal virtue: for it is to the car-
dinal virtue, as being principal, that secondary virtues are as-
signed as parts. Now “epikeia” seems to be a more principal
virtue than justice, as implied by its name: for it is derived from
ἐπί, i.e. “above,” and δίκαιον, i.e. “just.” erefore “epikeia” is
not a part of justice.

Objection 3. Further, it seems that “epikeia” is the same
as modesty. For where the Apostle says (Phil. 4:5), “Let your

* ἐπιείκεια. * τὸ ἐπιείκες.
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modesty be known to all men,” the Greek has ἐπιείκεια*. Now,
according to Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii), modesty is a part of
temperance. erefore “epikeia” is not a part of justice.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 10) that
“epikeia is a kind of justice.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 48), a virtue has three
kinds of parts, subjective, integral, and potential. A subjective
part is one of which the whole is predicated essentially, and it
is less than the whole.ismay happen in twoways. For some-
times one thing is predicated of many in one common ratio, as
animal of horse and ox: and sometimes one thing is predicated
of many according to priority and posteriority, as “being” of
substance and accident.

Accordingly, “epikeia” is a part of justice taken in a general
sense, for it is a kind of justice, as the Philosopher states (Ethic.
v, 10).Wherefore it is evident that “epikeia” is a subjective part
of justice; and justice is predicated of it with priority to being
predicated of legal justice, since legal justice is subject to the di-
rection of “epikeia.”Hence “epikeia” is byway of being a higher
rule of human actions.

Reply toObjection 1. Epikeia corresponds properly to le-
gal justice, and in oneway is contained under it, and in another
way exceeds it. For if legal justice denotes that which complies
with the law, whether as regards the letter of the law, or as re-
gards the intention of the lawgiver, which is of more account,
then “epikeia” is the more important part of legal justice. But
if legal justice denote merely that which complies with the law
with regard to the letter, then “epikeia” is a part not of legal jus-
tice but of justice in its general acceptation, and is condivided
with legal justice, as exceeding it.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Philosopher states (Ethic. v,
10), “epikeia is better than a certain,” namely, legal, “justice,”
which observes the letter of the law: yet since it is itself a kind
of justice, it is not better than all justice.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to “epikeia” to moderate
something, namely, the observance of the letter of the law. But
modesty, which is reckoned a part of temperance, moderates
man’s outward life—for instance, in his deportment, dress or
the like. Possibly also the term ἐπιείκεια is applied in Greek by
a similitude to all kinds of moderation.
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Of Piety

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the gi that corresponds to justice; namely, piety. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a gi of the Holy Ghost?
(2) Which of the beatitudes and fruits corresponds to it?

IIa IIae q. 121 a. 1Whether piety is a gi?

Objection 1. It seems that piety is not a gi. For the gis
differ from the virtues, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 1). But
piety is a virtue, as stated above (q. 101, a. 3). erefore piety
is not a gi.

Objection 2. Further, the gis are more excellent than the
virtues, above all the moral virtues, as above ( Ia IIae, q. 68,
a. 8). Now among the parts of justice religion is greater than
piety. erefore if any part of justice is to be accounted a gi,
it seems that religion should be a gi rather than piety.

Objection 3. Further, the gis and their acts remain in
heaven, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 6). But the act of
piety cannot remain in heaven: for Gregory says (Moral. i)
that “piety fills the inmost recesses of the heart with works of
mercy”: and so there will be no piety in heaven since there will
be no unhappiness*. erefore piety is not a gi.

On the contrary, It is reckoned among the gis in the
eleventh chapter of Isaias (verse 2) [Douay: ‘godliness’]†

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 1; Ia IIae,
q. 69, Aa. 1,3), the gis of the Holy Ghost are habitual dis-
positions of the soul, rendering it amenable to the motion of
the Holy Ghost. Now the Holy Ghost moves us to this effect
among others, of having a filial affection towards God, accord-
ing to Rom. 8:15, “You have received the spirit of adoption
of sons, whereby we cry: Abba (Father).” And since it belongs
properly to piety to pay duty and worship to one’s father, it
follows that piety, whereby, at the Holy Ghost’s instigation,
we pay worship and duty to God as our Father, is a gi of the
Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 1. e piety that pays duty and wor-
ship to a father in the flesh is a virtue: but the piety that is a gi
pays this to God as Father.

Reply to Objection 2. To pay worship to God as Creator,
as religion does, is more excellent than to pay worship to one’s
father in the flesh, as the piety that is a virtue does. But to pay
worship toGod as Father is yetmore excellent than to paywor-
ship toGod asCreator andLord.Wherefore religion is greater
than the virtue of piety: while the gi of piety is greater than
religion.

Reply to Objection 3. As by the virtue of piety man pays
duty andworship not only to his father in the flesh, but also to
all his kindred on account of their being related to his father so
by the gi of piety he pays worship and duty not only to God,
but also to all men on account of their relationship to God.
Hence it belongs to piety to honor the saints, and not to con-
tradict the Scriptures whether one understands them or not,
as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. ii). Consequently it also
assists those who are in a state of unhappiness. And although
this act has no place in heaven, especially aer theDay of Judg-
ment, yet piety will exercise its principal act, which is to revere
Godwithfilial affection: for it is then above all that this actwill
be fulfilled, according toWis. 5:5, “Behold how they are num-
bered among the children of God.” e saints will also mutu-
ally honor one another. Now, however, before the Judgment
Day, the saints have pity on those also who are living in this
unhappy state.

IIa IIae q. 121 a. 2Whether the second beatitude, “Blessed are the meek,” corresponds to the gi of piety?

Objection 1. It seems that the second beatitude, “Blessed
are the meek,” does not correspond to the gi of piety. For
piety is the gi corresponding to justice, to which rather be-
longs the fourth beatitude, “Blessed are they that hunger and
thirst aer justice,” or the fih beatitude, “Blessed are the mer-
ciful,” since as stated above (a. 1, obj. 3), the works of mercy
belong to piety. erefore the second beatitude does not per-
tain to the gi of piety.

Objection2.Further, the gi of piety is directed by the gi

of knowledge, which is united to it in the enumeration of the
gis (Is. 11). Now direction and execution extend to the same
matter. Since, then, the third beatitude, “Blessed are they that
mourn,” corresponds to the gi of knowledge, it seems that the
second beatitude corresponds to piety.

Objection 3. Further, the fruits correspond to the beati-
tudes and gis, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 70, a. 2).Nowamong
the fruits, goodness and benignity seem to agree with piety
rather than mildness, which pertains to meekness. erefore

* Cf. q. 30, a. 1. † “Pietas,” whence our English word “pity,” which is the
same as mercy.
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the second beatitude does not correspond to the gi of piety.
On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in

Monte i): “Piety is becoming to the meek.”
I answer that, In adapting the beatitudes to the gis a

twofold congruity may be observed. One is according to the
order inwhich they are given, andAugustine seems to have fol-
lowed this: wherefore he assigns the first beatitude to the low-
est gi, namely, fear, and the second beatitude, “Blessed are the
meek,” to piety, and so on.Another congruitymay be observed
in keepingwith the special nature of each gi and beatitude. In
thisway onemust adapt the beatitudes to the gis according to
their objects and acts: and thus the fourth and fih beatitudes

would correspond to piety, rather than the second. Yet the sec-
ond beatitude has a certain congruity with piety, inasmuch as
meekness removes the obstacles to acts of piety.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. Taking the beatitudes and gis ac-

cording to their proper natures, the same beatitudemust needs
correspond to knowledge and piety: but taking them accord-
ing to their order, different beatitudes correspond to them, al-
though a certain congruity may be observed, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. In the fruits goodness and benig-
nity may be directly ascribed to piety; and mildness indirectly
in so far as it removes obstacles to acts of piety, as stated above.
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Of the Precepts of Justice

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the precepts of justice, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the precepts of the decalogue are precepts of justice?
(2) Of the first precept of the decalogue;
(3) Of the second;
(4) Of the third;
(5) Of the fourth;
(6) Of the other six.

IIa IIae q. 122 a. 1Whether the precepts of the decalogue are precepts of justice?

Objection 1. It seems that the precepts of the decalogue
are not precepts of justice. For the intention of a lawgiver is
“to make the citizens virtuous in respect of every virtue,” as
stated in Ethic. ii, 1. Wherefore, according to Ethic. v, 1, “the
law prescribes about all acts of all virtues.” Now the precepts
of the decalogue are the first. principles of the whole Divine
Law. erefore the precepts of the decalogue do not pertain
to justice alone.

Objection 2. Further, it would seem that to justice belong
especially the judicial precepts, which are condivided with the
moral precepts, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 99, a. 4). But the
precepts of the decalogue are moral precepts, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 100, a. 3). erefore the precepts of the decalogue
are not precepts of justice.

Objection 3. Further, the Law contains chiefly precepts
about acts of justice regarding the common good, for instance
about public officers and the like. But there is no mention of
these in the precepts of the decalogue. erefore it seems that
the precepts of the decalogue donot properly belong to justice.

Objection 4. Further, the precepts of the decalogue are
divided into two tables, corresponding to the love of God
and the love of our neighbor, both of which regard the virtue
of charity. erefore the precepts of the decalogue belong to
charity rather than to justice.

On the contrary, Seemingly justice is the sole virtue
whereby we are directed to another. Now we are directed to
another by all the precepts of the decalogue, as is evident if one
consider each of them. erefore all the precepts of the deca-
logue pertain to justice.

I answer that, e precepts of the decalogue are the first
principles of the Law: and the natural reason assents to them
at once, as to principles that are most evident. Now it is alto-

gether evident that the notion of duty, which is essential to
a precept, appears in justice, which is of one towards another.
Because in thosematters that relate to himself it would seem at
a glance thatman ismaster of himself, and that hemay do as he
likes: whereas in matters that refer to another it appears mani-
festly that a man is under obligation to render to another that
which is his due. Hence the precepts of the decalogue must
needs pertain to justice. Wherefore the first three precepts are
about acts of religion, which is the chief part of justice; the
fourth precept is about acts of piety, which is the second part
of justice; and the six remaining are about justice commonly so
called, which is observed among equals.

Reply to Objection 1. e intention of the law is to make
all men virtuous, but in a certain order, namely, by first of all
giving them precepts about those things where the notion of
duty is most manifest, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. e judicial precepts are determi-
nations of the moral precepts, in so far as these are directed
to one’s neighbor, just as the ceremonial precepts are determi-
nations of the moral precepts in so far as these are directed to
God. Hence neither precepts are contained in the decalogue:
and yet they are determinations of the precepts of the deca-
logue, and therefore pertain to justice.

Reply to Objection 3. ings that concern the common
good must needs be administered in different ways according
to the difference of men. Hence they were to be given a place
not among the precepts of the decalogue, but among the judi-
cial precepts.

Reply to Objection 4. e precepts of the decalogue per-
tain to charity as their end, according to 1 Tim. 1:5, “e end
of the commandment is charity”: but they belong to justice,
inasmuch as they refer immediately to acts of justice.
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IIa IIae q. 122 a. 2Whether the first precept of the decalogue is fittingly expressed?

Objection 1. It seems that the first precept of the deca-
logue is unfittingly expressed. For man is more bound to God
than to his father in the flesh, according to Heb. 12:9, “How
much more shall we [Vulg.: ‘shall we not much more’] obey
the Father of spirits and live?” Now the precept of piety,
whereby man honors his father, is expressed affirmatively in
these words: “Honor thy father and thy mother.” Much more,
therefore, should the first precept of religion, whereby all
honor God, be expressed affirmatively, especially as affirma-
tion is naturally prior to negation.

Objection 2. Further, the first precept of the decalogue
pertains to religion, as stated above (a. 1). Now religion, since
it is one virtue, has one act. Yet in the first precept three acts
are forbidden: since we read first: “ou shalt not have strange
gods before Me”; secondly, “ou shalt not make to thyself
any graven thing”; and thirdly, “ou shalt not adore themnor
serve them.”erefore thefirst precept is unfittingly expressed.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De decem chord.
ix) that “the first precept forbids the sin of superstition.” But
there are many wicked superstitions besides idolatry, as stated
above (q. 92, a. 2). erefore it was insufficient to forbid idol-
atry alone.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, It pertains to law tomakemen good, where-

fore it behooved the precepts of the Law to be set in order ac-
cording to the order of generation, the order, to wit, of man’s
becoming good. Now two things must be observed in the or-
der of generation.e first is that the first part is the first thing
to be established; thus in the generation of an animal the first
thing to be formed is the heart, and in building a home the
first thing to be set up is the foundation: and in the goodness
of the soul the first part is goodness of the will, the result of
which is that a man makes good use of every other goodness.
Now the goodness of the will depends on its object, which is
its end. Wherefore since man was to be directed to virtue by
means of the Law, the first thing necessary was, as it were, to
lay the foundation of religion, wherebyman is duly directed to

God, Who is the last end of man’s will.
e second thing to be observed in the order of genera-

tion is that in the first place contraries and obstacles have to be
removed.us the farmer first purifies the soil, and aerwards
sows his seed, according to Jer. 4:3, “Break up anew your fallow
ground, and sow not upon thorns.” Hence it behooved man,
first of all to be instructed in religion, so as to remove the ob-
stacles to true religion.Now the chief obstacle to religion is for
man to adhere to a false god, according toMat. 6:24, “You can-
not serve God andmammon.”erefore in the first precept of
the Law the worship of false gods is excluded.

Reply to Objection 1. In point of fact there is one affir-
mative precept about religion, namely: “Remember that thou
keep holy the Sabbath Day.” Still the negative precepts had to
be given first, so that by their means the obstacles to religion
might be removed. For though affirmation naturally precedes
negation, yet in the process of generation, negation, whereby
obstacles are removed, comes first, as stated in the Article. Es-
pecially is this true inmatters concerningGod,where negation
is preferable to affirmation, on account of our insufficiency, as
Dionysius observes (Coel. Hier. ii).

Reply to Objection 2. People worshiped strange gods in
two ways. For some served certain creatures as gods without
having recourse to images. Hence Varro says that for a long
time the ancient Romans worshiped gods without using im-
ages: and this worship is first forbidden by the words, “ou
shalt nothave strange gods.”Amongothers theworshipof false
gods was observed by using certain images: and so the very
making of images was fittingly forbidden by the words, “ou
shalt not make to thyself any graven thing,” as also the wor-
ship of those same images, by thewords, “ou shalt not adore
them,” etc.

Reply toObjection 3.All other kinds of superstition pro-
ceed from some compact, tacit or explicit, with the demons;
hence all are understood to be forbidden by the words, “ou
shalt not have strange gods.”

IIa IIae q. 122 a. 3Whether the second precept of the decalogue is fittingly expressed?

Objection 1. It seems that the second precept of the deca-
logue is unfittingly expressed. For this precept, “ou shalt not
take the name of thy God in vain” is thus explained by a gloss
onEx. 20:7: “ou shalt not deem the Son ofGod to be a crea-
ture,” so that it forbids an error against faith. Again, a gloss on
the words of Dt. 5:11, “ou shalt not take the name of…thy
God in vain, ” adds, i.e. “by giving the name of God to wood
or stone,” as though they forbade a false confession of faith,
which, like error, is an act of unbelief. Now unbelief precedes
superstition, as faith precedes religion. erefore this precept
should have preceded the first, whereby superstition is forbid-

den.
Objection 2. Further, the name of God is taken for many

purposes —for instance, those of praise, of working miracles,
and generally speaking in conjunction with all we say or do,
according to Col. 3:17, “All whatsoever you do in word or in
work…do ye in the name of the Lord.” erefore the precept
forbidding the taking of God’s name in vain seems to be more
universal than the precept forbidding superstition, and thus
should have preceded it.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss on Ex. 20:7 expounds the
precept, “ou shalt not take the name of…thy God in vain,”
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namely, by swearing to nothing. Hence this precept would
seem to forbid useless swearing, that is to say, swearing with-
out judgment. But false swearing, which is without truth,
and unjust swearing, which is without justice, are much more
grievous. erefore this precept should rather have forbidden
them.

Objection 4. Further, blasphemy or any word or deed that
is an insult to God is muchmore grievous than perjury.ere-
fore blasphemy and other like sins should rather have been for-
bidden by this precept.

Objection 5. Further, God’s names are many. erefore it
should not have been said indefinitely: “ou shalt not take
the name of…thy God in vain.”

On the contrary, stands the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, In one who is being instructed in virtue it is

necessary to remove obstacles to true religion before establish-
ing him in true religion. Now a thing is opposed to true reli-
gion in two ways. First, by excess, when, to wit, that which be-
longs to religion is given to others than to whom it is due, and
this pertains to superstition. Secondly, by lack, as it were, of
reverence, when, to wit, God is contemned, and this pertains
to the vice of irreligion, as stated above (q. 97, in the pream-
ble, and in the Article that follows). Now superstition hinders
religion by preventing man from acknowledging God so as to
worship Him: and when a man’s mind is engrossed in some
undue worship, he cannot at the same time give due worship
to God, according to Is. 28:20, “e bed is straitened, so that
one must fall out,” i.e. either the true God or a false god must
fall out from man’s heart, “and a short covering cannot cover
both.” On the other hand, irreligion hinders religion by pre-
venting man from honoring God aer he has acknowledged
Him. Now one must first of all acknowledge God with a view
to worship, before honoring Him we have acknowledged.

For this reason the precept forbidding superstition is
placed before the second precept, which forbids perjury that
pertains to irreligion.

Reply toObjection 1.ese expositions are mystical. e
literal explanation is that which is given Dt. 5:11: “ou shalt
not take the name of…thy God in vain,” namely, “by swearing
on that which is not*.”

Reply toObjection 2.is precept does not forbid all tak-
ing of the name ofGod, but properly the taking of God’s name
in confirmation of a man’s word by way of an oath, because
men are wont to take God’s name more frequently in this way.
Nevertheless we may understand that in consequence all inor-
dinate taking of the Divine name is forbidden by this precept:
and it is in this sense thatwe are to take the explanation quoted
in the First Objection.

Reply toObjection 3.To swear to nothingmeans to swear
to that which is not. is pertains to false swearing, which is
chiefly called perjury, as stated above (q. 98, a. 1, ad 3). For
when a man swears to that which is false, his swearing is vain
in itself, since it is not supported by the truth. on the other
hand, when a man swears without judgment, through levity, if
he swear to the truth, there is no vanity on the part of the oath
itself, but only on the part of the swearer.

Reply to Objection 4. Just as when we instruct a man in
some science, we begin by putting before him certain general
maxims, even so the Law, which forms man to virtue by in-
structing him in the precepts of the decalogue, which are the
first of all precepts, gave expression, by prohibition or by com-
mand, to those things which are of most common occurrence
in the course of human life. Hence the precepts of the deca-
logue include the prohibition of perjury, which is of more fre-
quent occurrence than blasphemy, since man does not fall so
oen into the latter sin.

Reply to Objection 5. Reverence is due to the Divine
names on the part of the thing signified, which is one, and not
on the part of the signifying words, which are many. Hence
it is expressed in the singular: “ou shalt not take the name
of…thy God in vain”: since it matters not in which of God’s
names perjury is committed.

IIa IIae q. 122 a. 4Whether the third precept of the decalogue, concerning the hallowing of the Sabbath, is fit-
tingly expressed?

Objection 1. It seems that the third precept of the deca-
logue, concerning the hallowing of the Sabbath, is unfittingly
expressed. For this, understood spiritually, is a general precept:
since Bede in commenting on Lk. 13:14, “e ruler of the syn-
agogue being angry that He had healed on the Sabbath,” says
(Comment. iv): “eLaw forbids, not to healman on the Sab-
bath, but to do servile works,” i.e. “to burden oneself with sin.”
Taken literally it is a ceremonial precept, for it is written (Ex.
31:13): “See that you keep My Sabbath: because it is a sign be-
tween Me and you in your generations.” Now the precepts of
the decalogue are both spiritual and moral. erefore it is un-
fittingly placed among the precepts of the decalogue.

Objection 2. Further, the ceremonial precepts of the Law
contain “sacred things, sacrifices, sacraments and observances,”
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 101, a. 4). Now sacred things com-
prised not only sacred days, but also sacred places and sacred
vessels, and soon.Moreover, thereweremany sacreddays other
than the Sabbath. erefore it was unfitting to omit all other
ceremonial observances and to mention only that of the Sab-
bath.

Objection 3. Further, whoever breaks a precept of the
decalogue, sins. But in the Old Law some who broke the ob-
servances of the Sabbath did not sin—for instance, those who
circumcised their sons on the eighth day, and the priests who

* Vulg.: ‘for he shall not be unpunished that taketh His name upon a vain
thing’.
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worked in the temple on the Sabbath. Also Elias (3 Kings 19),
who journeyed for forty days unto the mount of God, Horeb,
must have traveled on a Sabbath: the priests also who carried
the ark of the Lord for seven days, as related in Josue 7,must be
understood to have carried it on a Sabbath. Again it is written
(Lk. 13:15): “Doth not every one of you on the Sabbath day
loose his ox or his ass…and lead them to water?”erefore it is
unfittingly placed among the precepts of the decalogue.

Objection 4. Further, the precepts of the decalogue have
to be observed also under the New Law. Yet in the New Law
this precept is not observed, neither in thepoint of theSabbath
day, nor as to the Lord’s day, on which men cook their food,
travel, fish, and do many like things. erefore the precept of
the observance of the Sabbath is unfittingly expressed.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Scripture.
I answer that,eobstacles to true religion being removed

by the first and second precepts of the decalogue, as stated
above (Aa. 2,3), it remained for the third precept to be given
whereby man is established in true religion. Now it belongs to
religion to give worship to God: and just as the Divine scrip-
tures teach the interior worship under the guise of certain cor-
poral similitudes, so is external worship given to God under
the guise of sensible signs. And since for the most part man is
induced to pay interiorworship, consisting in prayer anddevo-
tion, by the interior prompting of the Holy Ghost, a precept
of the Law as necessary respecting the exterior worship that
consists in sensible signs. Now the precepts of the decalogue
are, so to speak, first and common principles of the Law, and
consequently the third precept of the decalogue describes the
exterior worship of God as the sign of a universal boon that
concerns all.is universal boonwas the work of theCreation
of the world, from which work God is stated to have rested on
the seventh day: and sign of this we are commanded to keep
holy seventh day—that is, to set it aside as a day to be given to
God. Hence aer the precept about the hallowing of the Sab-
bath the reason for it is given: “For in six days the Lord made
heaven and earth…and rested on the seventh day.”

Reply to Objection 1. e precept about hallowing the
Sabbath, understood literally, is partly oral and partly ceremo-
nial. It is a moral precept in the point of commanding man to
aside a certain time to be given to Divine things. For there is
in man a natural inclination to set aside a certain time for each
necessary thing, such as refreshment of the body, sleep, and so
forth. Hence according to the dictate of reason, man sets aside
a certain time for spiritual refreshment, bywhichman’smind is
refreshed in God. And thus to have a certain time set aside for
occupying oneself with Divine things is the matter of a moral
precept. But, in so far as this precept specializes the time as a
sign representing the Creation of the world, it is a ceremonial
precept. Again, it is a ceremonial precept in its allegorical sig-
nification, as representative of Christ’s rest in the tomb on the
seventh day: also in its moral signification, as representing ces-
sation from all sinful acts, and themind’s rest inGod, inwhich

sense, too, it is a general precept. Again, it is a ceremonial pre-
cept in its analogical signification, as foreshadowing the enjoy-
ment of God in heaven. Hence the precept about hallowing
the Sabbath is placed among the precepts of the decalogue, as
a moral, but not as a ceremonial precept.

Reply to Objection 2. e other ceremonies of the Law
are signs of certainparticularDivineworks: but theobservance
of the Sabbath is representative of a general boon, namely, the
production of all creatures. Hence it was fitting that it should
be placed among the general precepts of the decalogue, rather
than any other ceremonial precept of the Law.

Reply toObjection3.Two things are tobeobserved in the
hallowing of the Sabbath. One of these is the end: and this is
thatman occupy himself withDivine things, and is signified in
the words: “Remember that thou keep holy the Sabbath day.”
For in the Law those things are said to be holy which are ap-
plied to the Divine worship. e other thing is cessation from
work, and is signified in the words (Ex. 20:11), “On the sev-
enth day…thou shalt do nowork.”e kind of workmeant ap-
pears from Lev. 23:3, “You shall do no servile work on that
day*.” Now servile work is so called from servitude: and servi-
tude is threefold. One, whereby man is the servant of sin, ac-
cording to Jn. 8:34, “Whosoever committeth sin is the servant
of sin,” and in this sense all sinful acts are servile.Another servi-
tude is whereby one man serves another. Now one man serves
another not with his mind but with his body, as stated above
(q. 104, Aa. 5,6, ad 1). Wherefore in this respect those works
are called servile whereby one man serves another. e third
is the servitude of God; and in this way the work of worship,
which pertains to the service of God, may be called a servile
work. In this sense servile work is not forbidden on the Sab-
bath day, because that would be contrary to the end of the Sab-
bath observance: since man abstains from other works on the
Sabbath day in order that he may occupy himself with works
connected withGod’s service. For this reason, according to Jn.
7:23, “a man* receives circumcision on the Sabbath day, that
the law of Moses may not be broken”: and for this reason too
we read (Mat. 12:5), that “on the Sabbath days the priests in
the temple break the Sabbath,” i.e. do corporal works on the
Sabbath, “and are without blame.” Accordingly, the priests in
carrying the ark on the Sabbath did not break the precept of
the Sabbath observance. In likemanner it is not contrary to the
observance of the Sabbath to exercise any spiritual act, such as
teaching by word or writing. Wherefore a gloss on Num 28
says that “smiths and like crasmen rest on the Sabbath day,
but the reader or teacher of theDivine law does not cease from
his work. Yet he profanes not the Sabbath, even as the priests
in the temple break the Sabbath, and are without blame.” On
the other hand, those works that are called servile in the first
or second way are contrary to the observance of the Sabbath,
in so far as they hinder man from applying himself to Divine
things. And since man is hindered from applying himself to
Divine things rather by sinful than by lawful albeit corporal

* Vulg.: ‘You shall do no work on that day’. * Vulg.: ‘If a man,’ etc.
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works, it follows that to sin on a feast day is more against this
precept than to do some other but lawful bodily work. Hence
Augustine says (De decem chord. iii): “It would be better if the
Jew did some useful work on his farm than spent his time sedi-
tiously in the theatre: and their womenfolk would do better to
be making linen on the Sabbath than to be dancing lewdly all
day in their feasts of the newmoon.” It is not, however, against
this precept to sin venially on the Sabbath, because venial sin
does not destroy holiness.

Again, corporal works, not pertaining to the spiritual wor-
ship of God, are said to be servile in so far as they belong prop-
erly to servants; while they are not said to be servile, in so far as
they are common to those who serve and those who are free.
Moreover, everyone, be he servant or free, is bound to provide
necessaries both for himself and for his neighbor, chiefly in re-
spect of things pertaining to the well-being of the body, ac-
cording to Prov. 24:11, “Deliver them that are led to death”:
secondarily as regards avoiding damage to one’s property, ac-
cording to Dt. 22:1, “ou shalt not pass by if thou seest thy
brother’s ox or his sheep go astray, but thou shalt bring them
back to thy brother.” Hence a corporal work pertaining to the
preservation of one’s own bodily well-being does not profane
the Sabbath: for it is not against the observance of the Sabbath
to eat anddo such things as preserve the health of the body. For
this reason the Machabees did not profane the Sabbath when
they fought in self-defense on the Sabbath day (1Macc. 2), nor
Elias when he fled from the face of Jezabel on the Sabbath. For

this same reasonourLord (Mat. 12:3) excusedHis disciples for
plucking the ears of corn on account of the need which they
suffered. In like manner a bodily work that is directed to the
bodily well-being of another is not contrary to the observance
of the Sabbath: wherefore it is written ( Jn. 7:23): “Are you an-
gry atMe because I have healed the wholeman on the Sabbath
day?” And again, a bodily work that is done to avoid an im-
minent damage to some external thing does not profane the
Sabbath, wherefore our Lord says (Mat. 12:11): “What man
shall there be among you, that hath one sheep, and if the same
fall into a pit on the Sabbath day, will he not take hold on it
and li it up?”

Reply to Objection 4. In the New Law the observance of
the Lord’s day took the place of the observance of the Sab-
bath, not by virtue of the precept but by the institution of the
Church and the custom of Christian people. For this obser-
vance is not figurative, as was the observance of the Sabbath in
the Old Law. Hence the prohibition to work on the Lord’ day
is not so strict as on the Sabbath: and certainworks are permit-
ted on the Lord’s day which were forbidden on the Sabbath,
such as the cooking of food and so forth.And again in theNew
Law, dispensation is more easily granted than in the Old, in
the matter of certain forbidden works, on account of their ne-
cessity, because the figure pertains to the protestation of truth,
which it is unlawful to omit even in small things; while works,
considered in themselves, are changeable in point of place and
time.

IIa IIae q. 122 a. 5Whether the fourth precept, about honoring one’s parents, is fittingly expressed?

Objection 1. It seems that the fourth precept, about hon-
oring one’s parents, is unfittingly expressed. For this is the pre-
cept pertaining to piety. Now, just as piety is a part of justice,
so are observance, gratitude, and others of which we have spo-
ken (Qq. 101,102, seq.). erefore it seems that there should
not have been given a special precept of piety, as none is given
regarding the others.

Objection 2. Further, piety pays worship not only to one’s
parents, but also to one’s country, and also to other blood kin-
dred, and to the well-wishers of our country, as stated above
(q. 101, Aa. 1,2). erefore it was unfitting for this precept to
mention only the honoring of one’s father and mother.

Objection 3. Further, we owe our parents not merely
honor but also support. erefore the mere honoring of one’s
parents is unfittingly prescribed.

Objection 4. Further, sometimes those who honor their
parents die young, and on the contrary those who honor them
not live a long time. erefore it was unfitting to supplement
this preceptwith the promise, “at thoumayest be long-lived
upon earth.”

On the contrary, stands the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, e precepts of the decalogue are directed

to the love of God and of our neighbor. Now to our parents, of

all our neighbors, we are under the greatest obligation. Hence,
immediately aer the precepts directing us to God, a place is
given to the precept directing us to our parents, who are the
particular principle of our being, just as God is the universal
principle: so that this precept has a certain affinity to the pre-
cepts of the First Table.

Reply toObjection 1. As stated above (q. 101, a. 2), piety
directs us to pay the debt due to our parents, a debt which is
common to all. Hence, since the precepts of the decalogue are
general precepts, they ought to contain some reference to piety
rather than to the other parts of justice,which regard some spe-
cial debt.

Reply to Objection 2. e debt to one’s parents precedes
the debt to one’s kindred and country since it is because we are
born of our parents that our kindred and country belong to us.
Hence, since theprecepts of thedecalogue are thefirst precepts
of the Law, they direct man to his parents rather than to his
country and other kindred. Nevertheless this precept of hon-
oring our parents is understood to command whatever con-
cerns the payment of debt to any person, as secondary matter
included in the principal matter.

Reply to Objection 3. Reverential honor is due to one’s
parents as such, whereas support and so forth are due to them
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accidentally, for instance, because they are in want, in slavery,
or the like, as stated above (q. 101, a. 2 ). And since that which
belongs to a thing by nature precedes that which is acciden-
tal, it follows that among the first precepts of the Law, which
are the precepts of the decalogue, there is a special precept of
honoring our parents: and this honor, as a kind of principle,
is understood to comprise support and whatever else is due to
our parents.

Reply to Objection 4. A long life is promised to those
who honor their parents not only as to the life to come, but
also as to the present life, according to the saying of the Apos-
tle (1 Tim. 4:8): “Piety [Douay: ‘godliness’] is profitable to all
things, having promise of the life that now is and of that which
is to come.” And with reason. Because the man who is grateful

for a favor deserves, with a certain congruity, that the favor
should be continued to him, and he who is ungrateful for a fa-
vor deserves to lose it. Now we owe the favor of bodily life to
our parents aer God: wherefore he that honors his parents
deserves the prolongation of his life, because he is grateful for
that favor: while he that honors not his parents deserves to be
deprived of life because he is ungrateful for the favor. How-
ever, present goods or evils are not the subject of merit or de-
merit except in so far as they are directed to a future reward, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 12). Wherefore sometimes in
accordance with the hidden design of the Divine judgments,
which regard chiefly the future reward, some, who are dutiful
to their parents, are sooner deprived of life, while others, who
are undutiful to their parents, live longer.

IIa IIae q. 122 a. 6Whether the other six precepts of the decalogue are fittingly expressed?

Objection 1. It seems that the other six precepts of the
decalogue are unfittingly expressed. For it is not sufficient for
salvation that one refrain from injuring one’s neighbor; but it
is required that one pay one’s debts, according to Rom. 13:7,
“Render…to all men their dues.” Now the last six precepts
merely forbid one to injure one’s neighbor. erefore these
precepts are unfittingly expressed.

Objection 2. Further, these precepts forbid murder, adul-
tery, stealing and bearing false witness. Butmany other injuries
can be inflicted onone’s neighbor, as appears from thosewhich
have been specified above (Qq. 72, seq.). erefore it seems
that the aforesaid precepts are unfittingly expressed.

Objection 3. Further, concupiscence may be taken in two
ways. First as denoting an act of the will, as in Wis. 6:21, “e
desire [concupiscentia] of wisdom bringeth to the everlasting
kingdom”: secondly, as denoting an act of the sensuality, as
in James 4:1, “From whence are wars and contentions among
you? Are they not…from your concupiscences which war in
your members?” Now the concupiscence of the sensuality is
not forbidden by a precept of the decalogue, otherwise first
movements would be mortal sins, as they would be against a
precept of the decalogue. Nor is the concupiscence of the will
forbidden, since it is included in every sin. erefore it is un-
fitting for the precepts of the decalogue to include some that
forbid concupiscence.

Objection 4. Further, murder is a more grievous sin than
adultery or the. But there is no precept forbidding the desire
ofmurder.erefore neither was it fitting to have precepts for-
bidding the desire of the and of adultery.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, Just as by the parts of justice aman pays that

which is due to certain definite persons, to whom he is bound
for some special reason, so too by justice properly so called he
pays that which is due to all in general. Hence, aer the three
precepts pertaining to religion, whereby man pays what is due
God, and aer the fourth precept pertaining to piety, whereby

he pays what is due to his parents—which duty includes the
paying of all that is due for any special reason—it was neces-
sary in due sequence to give certain precepts pertaining to jus-
tice properly so called, which pays to all indifferently what is
due to them.

Reply to Objection 1. Man is bound towards all persons
in general to inflict injury on no one: hence the negative pre-
cepts, which forbid the doing of those injuries that can be in-
flicted on one’s neighbor, had to be given a place, as general
precepts, among the precepts of the decalogue. On the other
hand, the duties we owe to our neighbor are paid in different
ways to different people: hence it did not behoove to include
affirmative precepts about those duties among the precepts of
the decalogue.

Reply to Objection 2. All other injuries that are inflicted
on our neighbor are reducible to those that are forbidden by
these precepts, as taking precedence of others in point of gen-
erality and importance. For all injuries that are inflicted on
the person of our neighbor are understood to be forbidden
under the head of murder as being the principal of all. ose
that are inflicted on a person connected with one’s neighbor,
especially by way of lust, are understood to be forbidden to-
gether with adultery: those that come under the head of dam-
age done to property are understood to be forbidden together
with the: and those that are comprised under speech, such as
detractions, insults, and so forth, are understood to be forbid-
den together with the bearing of false witness, which is more
directly opposed to justice.

Reply to Objection 3. e precepts forbidding concupis-
cence do not include the prohibition of first movements of
concupiscence, that do not go farther than the bounds of sen-
suality. e direct object of their prohibition is the consent of
the will, which is directed to deed or pleasure.

Reply to Objection 4. Murder in itself is an object not of
concupiscence but of horror, since it has not in itself the as-
pect of good. On the other hand, adultery has the aspect of a
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certain kind of good, i.e. of something pleasurable, and the
has an aspect of good, i.e. of something useful: and good of its

very nature has the aspect of something concupiscible. Hence
the concupiscence of the and adultery had to be forbidden
by special precepts, but not the concupiscence of murder.

1644



S P   S P, Q 123
Of Fortitude

(In Twelve Articles)

Aer considering justice wemust in due sequence consider fortitude.Wemust (1) consider the virtue itself of fortitude; (2)
its parts; (3) the gi corresponding thereto; (4) the precepts that pertain to it.

Concerning fortitude three things have to be considered: (1) Fortitude itself; (2) its principal act, viz. martyrdom; (3) the
vices opposed to fortitude.

Under the first head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fortitude is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?
(3) Whether fortitude is only about fear and daring?
(4) Whether it is only about fear of death?
(5) Whether it is only in warlike matters?
(6) Whether endurance is its chief act?
(7) Whether its action is directed to its own good?
(8) Whether it takes pleasure in its own action?
(9) Whether fortitude deals chiefly with sudden occurrences?

(10) Whether it makes use of anger in its action?
(11) Whether it is a cardinal virtue?
(12) Of its comparison with the other cardinal virtues.

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 1Whether fortitude is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude is not a virtue. For the
Apostle says (2 Cor. 12:9): “Virtue is perfected in infirmity.”
But fortitude is contrary to infirmity. erefore fortitude is
not a virtue.

Objection2.Further, if it is a virtue, it is either theological,
intellectual, or moral. Now fortitude is not contained among
the theological virtues, nor among the intellectual virtues, as
may be gathered from what we have said above ( Ia IIae, q. 57,
a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 62, a. 3). Neither, apparently, is it contained
among the moral virtues, since according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iii, 7,8): “Some seem to be brave through ignorance; or
through experience, as soldiers,” both of which cases seem to
pertain to act rather than tomoral virtue, “and some are called
brave on account of certain passions”; for instance, on account
of fear of threats, or of dishonor, or again on account of sorrow,
anger, or hope. Butmoral virtue does not act from passion but
from choice, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, a. 4). erefore
fortitude is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, human virtue resides chiefly in the
soul, since it is a “good quality of the mind,” as stated above
(Ethic. iii, 7,8). But fortitude, seemingly, resides in the body,
or at least results from the temperament of the body. ere-
fore it seems that fortitude is not a virtue.

On the contrary,Augustine (De Morib. Eccl. xv, xxi, xxii)
numbers fortitude among the virtues.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6)
“virtue is that which makes its possessor good, and renders his
work good.” Hence human virtue, of which we are speaking

now, is that which makes a man good, and tenders his work
good. Now man’s good is to be in accordance with reason, ac-
cording toDionysius (Div. Nom. iv, 22).Wherefore it belongs
to human virtue to make man good, to make his work accord
with reason.is happens in threeways: first, by rectifying rea-
son itself, and this is done by the intellectual virtues; secondly,
by establishing the rectitude of reason in human affairs, and
this belongs to justice; thirdly, by removing the obstacles to
the establishment of this rectitude in human affairs. Now the
human will is hindered in two ways from following the recti-
tude of reason. First, through being drawn by some object of
pleasure to something other than what the rectitude of reason
requires; and this obstacle is removed by the virtue of temper-
ance. Secondly, through the will being disinclined to follow
that which is in accordance with reason, on account of some
difficulty that presents itself. In order to remove this obstacle
fortitude of the mind is requisite, whereby to resist the afore-
said difficulty even as a man, by fortitude of body, overcomes
and removes bodily obstacles.

Hence it is evident that fortitude is a virtue, in so far as it
conforms man to reason.

Reply to Objection 1. e virtue of the soul is perfected,
not in the infirmity of the soul, but in the infirmity of the body,
of which the Apostle was speaking. Now it belongs to forti-
tude of the mind to bear bravely with infirmities of the flesh,
and this belongs to the virtue of patience or fortitude, as also
to acknowledge one’s own infirmity, and this belongs to the
perfection that is called humility.
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Reply to Objection 2. Sometimes a person performs the
exterior act of a virtue without having the virtue, and from
some other cause than virtue. Hence the Philosopher (Ethic.
iii, 8) mentions five ways in which people are said to be brave
by way of resemblance, through performing acts of fortitude
without having the virtue. is may be done in three ways.
First, because they tend to that which is difficult as though it
were not difficult: and this again happens in three ways, for
sometimes this is owing to ignorance, through not perceiv-
ing the greatness of the danger; sometimes it is owing to the
fact that one is hopeful of overcoming dangers—when, for
instance, one has oen experienced escape from danger; and
sometimes this is owing to a certain science and art, as in the
case of soldiers who, through skill and practice in the use of
arms, think little of the dangers of battle, as they reckon them-

selves capable of defending themselves against them; thus Veg-
etius says (De ReMilit. i), “Noman fears to do what he is con-
fident of having learned to do well.” Secondly, a man performs
an act of fortitude without having the virtue, through the im-
pulse of a passion, whether of sorrow that he wishes to cast off,
or again of anger. irdly, through choice, not indeed of a due
end, but of some temporal advantage to be obtained, such as
honor, pleasure, or gain, or of somedisadvantage tobe avoided,
such as blame, pain, or loss.

Reply to Objection 3. e fortitude of the soul which is
reckoned a virtue, as explained in the Reply to the FirstObjec-
tion, is so called from its likeness to fortitude of the body. Nor
is it inconsistent with the notion of virtue, that a man should
have a natural inclination to virtue by reason of his natural
temperament, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 63, a. 1).

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 2Whether fortitude is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude is not a special
virtue. For it is written (Wis. 7:7): “She teacheth temperance,
and prudence, and justice, and fortitude,” where the text has
“virtue” for “fortitude.” Since then the term “virtue” is com-
mon to all virtues, it seems that fortitude is a general virtue.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Offic. i): “Forti-
tude is not lacking in courage, for alone she defends the honor
of the virtues and guards their behests. She it is that wages an
inexorable war on all vice, undeterred by toil, brave in face of
dangers, steeled against pleasures, unyielding to lusts, avoiding
covetousness as a deformity that weakens virtue”; and he says
the same further on in connection with other vices. Now this
cannot apply to any special virtue. erefore fortitude is not a
special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, fortitude would seem to derive its
name from firmness. But it belongs to every virtue to stand
firm, as stated in Ethic. ii. erefore fortitude is a general
virtue.

On the contrary,Gregory (Moral. xxii) numbers it among
the other virtues.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 61, Aa. 3,4), the
term “fortitude” can be taken in two ways. First, as simply de-
noting a certain firmness of mind, and in this sense it is a gen-
eral virtue, or rather a condition of every virtue, since as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. ii), it is requisite for every virtue to
act firmly and immovably. Secondly, fortitudemay be taken to

denote firmness only in bearing andwithstanding those things
wherein it is most difficult to be firm, namely in certain grave
dangers. erefore Tully says (Rhet. ii), that “fortitude is de-
liberate facing of dangers and bearing of toils.” In this sense
fortitude is reckoned a special virtue, because it has a special
matter.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher (De
Coelo i, 116) the word virtue refers to the extreme limit of a
power. Now a natural power is, in one sense, the power of re-
sisting corruptions, and in another sense is a principle of ac-
tion, as stated inMetaph. v, 17.And since this lattermeaning is
the more common, the term “virtue,” as denoting the extreme
limit of such a power, is a common term, for virtue taken in a
general sense is nothing else than a habitwhereby one actswell.
But as denoting the extreme limit of power in the first sense,
which sense is more specific, it is applied to a special virtue,
namely fortitude, to which it belongs to stand firm against all
kinds of assaults.

Reply toObjection 2.Ambrose takes fortitude in a broad
sense, as denoting firmness of mind in face of assaults of all
kinds. Nevertheless even as a special virtue with a determinate
matter, it helps to resist the assaults of all vices. For he that can
stand firm in things that are most difficult to bear, is prepared,
in consequence, to resist those which are less difficult.

Reply toObjection3.isobjection takes fortitude in the
first sense.

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 3Whether fortitude is about fear and dying?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude is not about fear and
daring. ForGregory says (Moral. vii): “e fortitude of the just
man is to overcome the flesh, to withstand self-indulgence, to
quench the lusts of the present life.” erefore fortitude seems
to be about pleasures rather than about fear and daring.

Objection 2. Further, Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii), that

it belongs to fortitude to face dangers and to bear toil. But this
seemingly has nothing to do with the passions of fear and dar-
ing, but rather with a man’s toilsome deeds and external dan-
gers. erefore fortitude is not about fear and daring.

Objection3.Further, not only daring, but also hope, is op-
posed to fear, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 45, a. 1, ad 2) in the
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treatise on passions. erefore fortitude should not be about
daring any more than about hope.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 7; iii, 9)
that fortitude is about fear and daring.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), it belongs to the
virtue of fortitude to remove any obstacle that withdraws the
will from following the reason. Now to be withdrawn from
something difficult belongs to the notion of fear, which de-
notes withdrawal from an evil that entails difficulty, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 42, Aa. 3,5) in the treatise on passions.Hence
fortitude is chiefly about fear of difficult things, which can
withdraw the will from following the reason. And it behooves
one not only firmly to bear the assault of these difficulties by
restraining fear, but alsomoderately to withstand them, when,
to wit, it is necessary to dispel them altogether in order to free
oneself therefrom for the future, which seems to come under
the notion of daring.erefore fortitude is about fear and dar-
ing, as curbing fear and moderating daring.

Reply toObjection 1.Gregory is speaking then of the for-
titude of the just man, as to its common relation to all virtues.

Hence he first of all mentions matters pertaining to temper-
ance, as in thewordsquoted, and then adds thatwhichpertains
properly to fortitude as a special virtue, by saying: “To love the
trials of this life for the sake of an eternal reward.”

Reply toObjection 2.Dangers and toils do not withdraw
thewill from the course of reason, except in so far as they are an
object of fear. Hence fortitude needs to be immediately about
fear and daring, but mediately about dangers and toils, these
being the objects of those passions.

Reply toObjection 3.Hope is opposed to fear on the part
of the object, for hope is of good, fear of evil: whereas dar-
ing is about the same object, and is opposed to fear by way
of approach and withdrawal, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 45,
a. 1). And since fortitude properly regards those temporal evils
that withdraw one from virtue, as appears from Tully’s defini-
tion quoted in the Second Objection, it follows that fortitude
properly is about fear and daring and not about hope, except
in so far as it is connected with daring, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 45, a. 2).

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 4Whether fortitude is only about dangers of death?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude is not only about dan-
gers of death. For Augustine says (De Morib. Eccl. xv) that
“fortitude is love bearing all things readily for the sake of the
object beloved”: and (Music. vi) he says that fortitude is “the
love which dreads no hardship, not even death.”erefore for-
titude is not only about danger of death, but also about other
afflictions.

Objection 2. Further, all the passions of the soul need to
be reduced to a mean by some virtue. Now there is no other
virtue reducing fears to amean.erefore fortitude is not only
about fear of death, but also about other fears.

Objection 3. Further, no virtue is about extremes. But fear
of death is about an extreme, since it is the greatest of fears, as
stated inEthic. iii.erefore the virtue of fortitude is not about
fear of death.

On the contrary, Andronicus says that “fortitude is a
virtue of the irascible faculty that is not easily deterred by the
fear of death.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), it belongs to the
virtue of fortitude to guard the will against being withdrawn
from the good of reason through fear of bodily evil. Now it be-
hooves one to hold firmly the good of reason against every evil
whatsoever, since no bodily good is equivalent to the good of
the reason. Hence fortitude of soul must be that which binds
the will firmly to the good of reason in face of the greatest

evils: because he that stands firm against great things, will in
consequence stand firm against less things, but not conversely.
Moreover it belongs to the notion of virtue that it should re-
gard something extreme: and themost fearful of all bodily evils
is death, since it does away all bodily goods.WhereforeAugus-
tine says (De Morib. Eccl. xxii) that “the soul is shaken by its
fellow body, with fear of toil and pain, lest the body be stricken
and harassed with fear of death lest it be done away and de-
stroyed.” erefore the virtue of fortitude is about the fear of
dangers of death.

Reply to Objection 1. Fortitude behaves well in bearing
allmanner of adversity: yet aman is not reckoned brave simply
through bearing any kind of adversity, but only through bear-
ing well even the greatest evils; while through bearing others
he is said to be brave in a restricted sense.

Reply toObjection 2. Since fear is born of love, any virtue
that moderates the love of certain goods must in consequence
moderate the fear of contrary evils: thus liberality, whichmod-
erates the love of money, as a consequence, moderates the fear
of losing it, and the same is the case with temperance and other
virtues. But to love one’s own life is natural: and hence the ne-
cessity of a special virtue modifying the fear of death.

Reply to Objection 3. In virtues the extreme consists in
exceeding right reason: wherefore to undergo the greatest dan-
gers in accordance with reason is not contrary to virtue.
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IIa IIae q. 123 a. 5Whether fortitude is properly about dangers of death in battle?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude is not properly about
dangers of death in battle. For martyrs above all are com-
mended for their fortitude. But martyrs are not commended
in connection with battle. erefore fortitude is not properly
about dangers of death in battle.

Objection 2.Further, Ambrose says (DeOffic. i) that “for-
titude is applicable both to warlike and to civil matters”: and
Tully (DeOffic. i), under theheading, “at it pertains to forti-
tude to excel in battle rather than in civil life,” says: “Although
not a few think that the business of war is of greater impor-
tance than the affairs of civil life, this opinion must be quali-
fied: and if we wish to judge the matter truly, there are many
things in civil life that are more important and more glori-
ous than those connected with war.” Now greater fortitude is
about greater things. erefore fortitude is not properly con-
cerned with death in battle.

Objection 3. Further, war is directed to the preservation
of a country’s temporal peace: for Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei
xix) that “wars arewaged in order to insure peace.”Now it does
not seem that one ought to expose oneself to the danger of
death for the temporal peace of one’s country, since this same
peace is the occasion of much license in morals. erefore it
seems that the virtue of fortitude is not about the danger of
death in battle.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher says (Ethic. iii) that for-
titude is chiefly about death in battle.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), fortitude strength-
ens a man’s mind against the greatest danger, which is that of
death. Now fortitude is a virtue; and it is essential to virtue
ever to tend to good; wherefore it is in order to pursue some
good that man does not fly from the danger of death. But the
dangers of death arising out of sickness, storms at sea, attacks
from robbers, and the like, do not seem to come on a man
through his pursuing some good. on the other hand, the dan-
gers of death which occur in battle come to man directly on
accountof somegood, because, towit, he is defending the com-

mon good by a just fight. Now a just fight is of two kinds. First,
there is the general combat, for instance, of those who fight in
battle; secondly, there is the private combat, as when a judge
or even private individual does not refrain from giving a just
judgment through fear of the impending sword, or any other
danger though it threaten death.Hence it belongs to fortitude
to strengthen themind against dangers of death, not only such
as arise in a general battle, but also such as occur in singular
combat, which may be called by the general name of battle.
Accordingly itmust be granted that fortitude is properly about
dangers of death occurring in battle.

Moreover, a brave man behaves well in face of danger of
any other kind of death; especially sincemanmay be in danger
of any kind of death on account of virtue: thus may a man not
fail to attend on a sick friend through fear of deadly infection,
or not refuse to undertake a journey with some godly object in
view through fear of shipwreck or robbers.

Reply toObjection 1.Martyrs face the fight that is waged
against their own person, and this for the sake of the sovereign
good which is God; wherefore their fortitude is praised above
all. Nor is it outside the genus of fortitude that regards warlike
actions, for which reason they are said to have been valiant in
battle.*

Reply to Objection 2. Personal and civil business is dif-
ferentiated from the business of war that regards general wars.
However, personal and civil affairs admit of dangers of death
arising out of certain conflicts which are private wars, and so
with regard to these also there may be fortitude properly so
called.

Reply to Objection 3. e peace of the state is good in it-
self, nor does it become evil because certain persons make evil
use of it. For there are many others who make good use of it;
and many evils prevented by it, such as murders and sacrileges,
are much greater than those which are occasioned by it, and
which belong chiefly to the sins of the flesh.

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 6Whether endurance is the chief act of fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that endurance is not the chief act
of fortitude. For virtue “is about the difficult and the good”
(Ethic. ii, 3). Now it is more difficult to attack than to endure.
erefore endurance is not the chief act of fortitude.

Objection 2.Further, to be able to act on another seems to
argue greater power than not to be changed by another. Now
to attack is to act on another, and to endure is to persevere un-
changeably. Since then fortitude denotes perfection of power,
it seems that it belongs to fortitude to attack rather than to
endure.

Objection 3. Further, one contrary is more distant from

the other than its mere negation. Now to endure is merely not
to fear, whereas to attack denotes amovement contrary to that
of fear, since it implies pursuit. Since then fortitude above all
withdraws the mind from fear, it seems that it regards attack
rather than endurance.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 9) that
“certain persons are” said to be brave chiefly because they en-
dure affliction.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), and according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 9), “fortitude is more concerned to al-
lay fear, than to moderate daring.” For it is more difficult to al-

* Office of Martyrs, ex. Heb. xi. 34.

1648



lay fear than to moderate daring, since the danger which is the
object of daring and fear, tends by its very nature to check dar-
ing, but to increase fear. Now to attack belongs to fortitude in
so far as the lattermoderates daring, whereas to endure follows
the repression of fear.erefore the principal act of fortitude is
endurance, that is to stand immovable in the midst of dangers
rather than to attack them.

Reply to Objection 1. Endurance is more difficult than
aggression, for three reasons. First, because endurance seem-
ingly implies that one is being attacked by a stronger person,
whereas aggression denotes that one is attacking as though one
were the stronger party; and it ismoredifficult to contendwith
a stronger than with a weaker. Secondly, because he that en-
dures already feels the presence of danger, whereas the aggres-
sor looksupondanger as something to come; and it ismoredif-

ficult to be unmoved by the present than by the future.irdly,
because endurance implies length of time, whereas aggression
is consistent with sudden movements; and it is more difficult
to remain unmoved for a long time, than to bemoved suddenly
to something arduous. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii,
8) that “some hurry to meet danger, yet fly when the danger is
present; this is not the behavior of a brave man.”

Reply to Objection 2. Endurance denotes indeed a pas-
sion of the body, but an action of the soul cleaving most res-
olutely [fortissime] to good, the result being that it does not
yield to the threatening passion of the body. Now virtue con-
cerns the soul rather than the body.

Reply to Objection 3. He that endures fears not, though
he is confronted with the cause of fear, whereas this cause is
not present to the aggressor.

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 7Whether the brave man acts for the sake of the good of his habit?

Objection 1. It seems that the brave man does not act for
the sake of the good of his habit. For in matters of action the
end, though first in intention, is last in execution. Now the act
of fortitude, in the order of execution, follows the habit of for-
titude. erefore it is impossible for the brave man to act for
the sake of the good of his habit.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. xiii): “We
love virtues for the sake of happiness, and yet some make bold
to counsel us to be virtuous,” namely by saying that we should
desire virtue for its own sake, “without loving happiness. If
they succeed in their endeavor, we shall surely cease to love
virtue itself, since we shall no longer love that for the sake of
which alonewe love virtue.” But fortitude is a virtue.erefore
the act of fortitude is directed not to fortitude but to happi-
ness.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (DeMorib. Eccl. xv)
that “fortitude is love ready to bear all things for God’s sake.”
Now God is not the habit of fortitude, but something better,
since the endmust needs be better than what is directed to the
end. erefore the brave man does not act for the sake of the
good of his habit.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 7) that
“to the brave man fortitude itself is a good”: and such is his
end.

I answer that,An end is twofold: proximate and ultimate.
Now the proximate endof every agent is to introduce a likeness
of that agent’s form into something else: thus the end of fire in
heating is to introduce the likeness of its heat into some passive
matter, and the end of the builder is to introduce into matter
the likeness of his art. Whatever good ensues from this, if it
be intended, may be called the remote end of the agent. Now
just as in things made, external matter is fashioned by art, so
in things done, human deeds are fashioned by prudence. Ac-
cordingly we must conclude that the brave man intends as his
proximate end to reproduce in action a likeness of his habit, for
he intends to act in accordance with his habit: but his remote
end is happiness or God.

is suffices for the Replies to theObjections: for the First
Objection proceeds as though the very essence of a habit were
its end, instead of the likeness of the habit in act, as stated.e
other two objections consider the ultimate end.

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 8Whether the brave man delights in his act?

Objection 1. It seems that the brave man delights in his
act. For “delight is the unhindered action of a connatural
habit” (Ethic. x, 4,6,8). Now the brave deed proceeds from
a habit which acts aer the manner of nature. erefore the
brave man takes pleasure in his act.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose, commenting on Gal.
5:22, “But the fruit of the Spirit is charity, joy, peace,” says
that deeds of virtue are called “fruits because they refreshman’s
mind with a holy and pure delight.” Now the brave man per-
forms acts of virtue. erefore he takes pleasure in his act.

Objection 3. Further, the weaker is overcome by the

stronger. Now the brave man has a stronger love for the good
of virtue than for his ownbody,whichhe exposes to the danger
of death. erefore the delight in the good of virtue banishes
the pain of the body; and consequently the brave man does all
things with pleasure.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 9) that
“the brave man seems to have no delight in his act.”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 31, Aa. 3,4,5)
where we were treating of the passions, pleasure is twofold;
one is bodily, resulting from bodily contact, the other is spiri-
tual, resulting from an apprehension of the soul. It is the latter
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which properly results from deeds of virtue, since in them we
consider the good of reason. Now the principal act of forti-
tude is to endure, not only certain things that are unpleasant
as apprehended by the soul—for instance, the loss of bodily
life, which the virtuous man loves not only as a natural good,
but also as being necessary for acts of virtue, and things con-
nectedwith them—but also to endure things unpleasant in re-
spect of bodily contact, such as wounds and blows. Hence the
braveman, onone side, has something that affords himdelight,
namely as regards spiritual pleasure, in the act itself of virtue
and the end thereof: while, on the other hand, he has cause for
both spiritual sorrow, in the thought of losing his life, and for
bodily pain. Hence we read (2 Macc. 6:30) that Eleazar said:
“I suffer grievous pains in body: but in soul amwell content to
suffer these things because I fear ee.”

Now the sensible pain of the bodymakes one insensible to
the spiritual delight of virtue, without the copious assistance
of God’s grace, which has more strength to raise the soul to
the Divine things in which it delights, than bodily pains have
to afflict it.us the BlessedTiburtius, while walking barefoot
on the burning coal, said that he felt as though hewerewalking
on roses.

Yet the virtue of fortitude prevents the reason from being
entirely overcome by bodily pain. And the delight of virtue
overcomes spiritual sorrow, inasmuch as a man prefers the
good of virtue to the life of the body and to whatever apper-
tains thereto. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3; iii, 9)
that “it is not necessary for a brave man to delight so as to per-
ceive his delight, but it suffices for him not to be sad.”

Reply toObjection1.evehemence of the action or pas-
sion of one power hinders the action of another power: where-
fore the pain in his senses hinders the mind of the brave man
from feeling delight in its proper operation.

Reply to Objection 2. Deeds of virtue are delightful
chiefly on account of their end; yet they can be painful by their
nature, and this is principally the case with fortitude. Hence
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 9) that “to perform deeds with
pleasure does not happen in all virtues, except in so far as one
attains the end.”

Reply toObjection 3. In the braveman spiritual sorrow is
overcome by the delight of virtue. Yet since bodily pain ismore
sensible, and the sensitive apprehension is more in evidence to
man, it follows that spiritual pleasure in the end of virtue fades
away, so to speak, in the presence of great bodily pain.

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 9Whether fortitude deals chiefly with sudden occurrences?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude does not deal chiefly
with sudden occurrences. For it would seem that things occur
suddenly when they are unforeseen. But Tully says (De Invent.
Rhet. ii) that “fortitude is the deliberate facing of danger, and
bearing of toil.” erefore fortitude does not deal chiefly with
sudden happenings.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Offic. i): “e
brave man is not unmindful of what may be likely to hap-
pen; he takes measures beforehand, and looks out as from the
conning-tower of hismind, so as to encounter the future by his
forethought, lest he should say aerwards: is befell me be-
cause I did not think it could possibly happen.” But it is not
possible to be prepared for the future in the case of sudden
occurrences. erefore the operation of fortitude is not con-
cerned with sudden happenings.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8)
that the “brave man is of good hope.” But hope looks forward
to the future, which is inconsistent with sudden occurrences.
erefore the operation of fortitude is not concerned with
sudden happenings.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8) that
“fortitude is chiefly about sudden dangers of death.”

I answer that, Two things must be considered in the op-
eration of fortitude. One is in regard to its choice: and thus
fortitude is not about sudden occurrences: because the brave
man chooses to thinkbeforehandof the dangers thatmay arise,
in order to be able to withstand them, or to bear them more
easily: since according to Gregory (Hom. xxv in Evang.), “the
blow that is foreseen strikes with less force, and we are able
more easily to bear earthly wrongs, if we are forearmed with
the shield of foreknowledge.”e other thing to be considered
in the operation of fortitude regards the display of the virtuous
habit: and in this way fortitude is chiefly about sudden occur-
rences, because according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 8) the
habit of fortitude is displayed chiefly in sudden dangers: since
a habit works by way of nature. Wherefore if a person without
forethought does thatwhich pertains to virtue, whennecessity
urges on account of some sudden danger, this is a very strong
proof that habitual fortitude is firmly seated in his mind.

Yet is it possible for a person even without the habit of
fortitude, to prepare his mind against danger by long fore-
thought: in the sameway as a bravemanprepares himselfwhen
necessary. is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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IIa IIae q. 123 a. 10Whether the brave man makes use of anger in his action?

Objection 1. It seems that the brave man does not use
anger in his action. For no one should employ as an instrument
of his action that which he cannot use at will. Now man can-
not use anger at will, so as to take it up and lay it aside when
he will. For, as the Philosopher says (De Memoria ii), when a
bodily passion is in movement, it does not rest at once just as
one wishes. erefore a brave man should not employ anger
for his action.

Objection 2. Further, if a man is competent to do a thing
by himself, he should not seek the assistance of something
weaker and more imperfect. Now the reason is competent to
achieve by itself deeds of fortitude, wherein anger is impotent:
wherefore Seneca says (De Ira i): “Reason by itself suffices not
only to make us prepared for action but also to accomplish it.
In fact is there greater folly than for reason to seek help from
anger? the steadfast from the unstaid, the trusty from the un-
trustworthy, the healthy from the sick?”erefore a braveman
should not make use of anger.

Objection 3. Further, just as people are more earnest in
doing deeds of fortitude on account of anger, so are they on
account of sorrow or desire; wherefore the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iii, 8) thatwild beasts are incited to face danger through
sorrow or pain, and adulterous persons dare many things for
the sake of desire. Now fortitude employs neither sorrow nor
desire for its action.erefore in likemanner it should not em-
ploy anger.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8) that
“anger helps the brave.”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 24, a. 2), con-
cerning anger and the other passions there was a difference of
opinion between the Peripatetics and the Stoics. For the Sto-
ics excluded anger and all other passions of the soul from the
mindof awise or goodman:whereas thePeripatetics, ofwhom
Aristotle was the chief, ascribed to virtuous men both anger
and the other passions of the soul albeit modified by reason.
And possibly they differed not in reality but in their way of
speaking. For the Peripatetics, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 24,
a. 2), gave the name of passions to all the movements of the
sensitive appetite, however theymay comport themselves.And
since the sensitive appetite is moved by the command of rea-
son, so that itmay cooperate by rendering actionmore prompt,
they held that virtuous persons should employ both anger and
the other passions of the soul, modified according to the dic-
tate of reason. On the other hand, the Stoics gave the name of
passions to certain immoderate emotions of the sensitive ap-
petite, wherefore they called them sicknesses or diseases, and
for this reason severed them altogether from virtue.

Accordingly the braveman employsmoderate anger for his
action, but not immoderate anger.

Reply to Objection 1. Anger that is moderated in accor-
dance with reason is subject to the command of reason: so that
man uses it at his will, which would not be the case were it im-

moderate.
Reply toObjection2.Reason employs anger for its action,

not as seeking its assistance, but because it uses the sensitive ap-
petite as an instrument, just as it uses themembers of the body.
Nor is it unbecoming for the instrument to bemore imperfect
than the principal agent, even as the hammer ismore imperfect
than the smith. Moreover, Seneca was a follower of the Stoics,
and the above words were aimed by him directly at Aristotle.

Reply to Objection 3. Whereas fortitude, as stated above
(a. 6), has two acts, namely endurance and aggression, it em-
ploys anger, not for the act of endurance, because the reason by
itself performs this act, but for the act of aggression, for which
it employs anger rather than the other passions, since it belongs
to anger to strike at the cause of sorrow, so that it directly co-
operates with fortitude in attacking. On the other hand, sor-
row by its very nature gives way to the thing that hurts; though
accidentally it helps in aggression, either as being the cause of
anger, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 47, a. 3), or as making a per-
son expose himself to danger in order to escape from sorrow.
In like manner desire, by its very nature, tends to a pleasur-
able good, to which it is directly contrary to withstand dan-
ger: yet accidentally sometimes it helps one to attack, in so far
as one prefers to risk dangers rather than lack pleasure. Hence
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 5): “Of all the cases in which
fortitude arises from a passion, themost natural is when aman
is brave through anger, making his choice and acting for a pur-
pose,” i.e. for a due end; “this is true fortitude.”

Whether fortitude is a cardinal virtue?
Objection1. It seems that fortitude is not a cardinal virtue.

For, as stated above (a. 10), anger is closely allied with forti-
tude. Now anger is not accounted a principal passion; nor is
daring which belongs to fortitude. erefore neither should
fortitude be reckoned a cardinal virtue.

Objection 2. Further, the object of virtue is good. But the
direct object of fortitude is not good, but evil, for it is en-
durance of evil and toil, as Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii).
erefore fortitude is not a cardinal virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the cardinal virtues are about those
things uponwhichhuman life is chieflyoccupied, just as a door
turns upon a hinge [cardine]. But fortitude is about dangers
of death which are of rare occurrence in human life. erefore
fortitude shouldnot be reckoned a cardinal or principal virtue.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxii), Ambrose in his
commentary on Lk. 6:20, and Augustine (De Moribus Eccl.
xv), number fortitude among the four cardinal or principal
virtues.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 61, Aa. 3,4),
those virtues are said to be cardinal or principal which have
a foremost claim to that which belongs to the virtues in com-
mon. And among other conditions of virtue in general one is
that it is stated to “act steadfastly,” according to Ethic. ii, 4.
Now fortitude above all lays claim to praise for steadfastness.
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Because he that stands firm is somuch themore praised, as he is
more strongly impelled to fall or recede. Now man is impelled
to recede from that which is in accordance with reason, both
by the pleasing good and the displeasing evil. But bodily pain
impels him more strongly than pleasure. For Augustine says
(Qq. 83, qu. 36): “ere is none that does not shun pain more
than he desires pleasure. For we perceive that even the most
untamed beasts are deterred from the greatest pleasures by the
fear of pain.” And among the pains of the mind and dangers
those are mostly feared which lead to death, and it is against
them that the brave man stands firm. erefore fortitude is a
cardinal virtue.

Reply toObjection 1.Daring and anger do not cooperate
with fortitude in its act of endurance, wherein its steadfastness

is chiefly commended: for it is by that act that the brave man
curbs fear, which is a principal passion, as stated above ( Ia IIae,
q. 25, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 2. Virtue is directed to the good of
reason which it behooves to safeguard against the onslaught
of evils. And fortitude is directed to evils of the body, as con-
traries which it withstands, and to the good of reason, as the
end, which it intends to safeguard.

Reply to Objection 3. ough dangers of death are of
rare occurrence, yet the occasions of those dangers occur fre-
quently, since on account of justice which he pursues, and also
on account of other good deeds, man encounters mortal ad-
versaries.

IIa IIae q. 123 a. 11Whether fortitude excels among all other virtues?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude excels among all other
virtues. ForAmbrose says (DeOffic. i): “Fortitude is higher, so
to speak, than the rest.”

Objection 2.Further, virtue is about thatwhich is difficult
and good. But fortitude is about most difficult things. ere-
fore it is the greatest of the virtues.

Objection 3. Further, the person of a man is more excel-
lent than his possessions. But fortitude is about a man’s per-
son, for it is this that a man exposes to the danger of death for
the good of virtue: whereas justice and the other moral virtues
are about other and external things. erefore fortitude is the
chief of the moral virtues.

Objection 4. On the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. i):
“Justice is the most resplendent of the virtues and gives its
name to a good man.”

Objection 5. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 19):
“ose virtues must needs be greatest which are most prof-
itable to others.” Now liberality seems to be more useful than
fortitude. erefore it is a greater virtue.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Trin. vi), “In things
that are great, but not in bulk, to be great is to be good”:where-
fore the better a virtue the greater it is. Now reason’s good is
man’s good, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) prudence,
since it is a perfection of reason, has the good essentially: while
justice effects this good, since it belongs to justice to estab-
lish the order of reason in all human affairs: whereas the other
virtues safeguard this good, inasmuch as they moderate the
passions, lest they leadman away from reason’s good. As to the
order of the latter, fortitude holds the first place, because fear
of dangers of death has the greatest power to make man re-

cede from the good of reason: and aer fortitude comes tem-
perance, since also pleasures of touch excel all others in hin-
dering the good of reason. Now to be a thing essentially ranks
before effecting it, and the latter ranks before safeguarding it
by removing obstacles thereto. Wherefore among the cardi-
nal virtues, prudence ranksfirst, justice second, fortitude third,
temperance fourth, and aer these the other virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. Ambrose places fortitude before
the other virtues, in respect of a certain general utility, inas-
much as it is useful both in warfare, and in matters relating
to civil or home life. Hence he begins by saying (De Offic. i):
“Now we come to treat of fortitude, which being higher so to
speak than the others, is applicable both to warlike and to civil
matters.”

Reply to Objection 2. Virtue essentially regards the good
rather than the difficult.Hence the greatness of a virtue ismea-
sured according to its goodness rather than its difficulty.

Reply to Objection 3. A man does not expose his person
to dangers of death except in order to safeguard justice: where-
fore the praise awarded to fortitude depends somewhat on jus-
tice. Hence Ambrose says (DeOffic. i) that “fortitude without
justice is an occasion of injustice; since the stronger a man is
the more ready is he to oppress the weaker.”

e Fourth argument is granted.
Reply to Objection 5. Liberality is useful in conferring

certain particular favors: whereas a certain general utility at-
taches to fortitude, since it safeguards the whole order of jus-
tice. Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. i, 9) that “just and
brave men are most beloved, because they are most useful in
war and peace.”
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Of Martyrdom

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider martyrdom, under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether martyrdom is an act of virtue?
(2) Of what virtue is it the act?
(3) Concerning the perfection of this act;
(4) e pain of martyrdom;
(5) Its cause.

IIa IIae q. 124 a. 1Whether martyrdom is an act of virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that martyrdom is not an act of
virtue. For all acts of virtue are voluntary. But martyrdom is
sometimes not voluntary, as in the case of the Innocents who
were slain for Christ’s sake, and of whom Hillary says (Super
Matth. i) that “they attained the ripe age of eternity through
the glory ofmartyrdom.”ereforemartyrdom is not an act of
virtue.

Objection 2. Further, nothing unlawful is an act of virtue.
Now it is unlawful to kill oneself, as stated above (q. 64, a. 5),
and yet martyrdom is achieved by so doing: for Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei i) that “during persecution certain holy
women, in order to escape from those who threatened their
chastity, threw themselves into a river, and so ended their lives,
and their martyrdom is honored in the Catholic Church with
most solemn veneration.” erefore martyrdom is not an act
of virtue.

Objection 3. Further, it is praiseworthy to offer oneself to
do an act of virtue. But it is not praiseworthy to court mar-
tyrdom, rather would it seem to be presumptuous and rash.
erefore martyrdom is not an act of virtue.

On the contrary, e reward of beatitude is not due save
to acts of virtue. Now it is due to martyrdom, since it is writ-
ten (Mat. 5:10): “Blessed are they that suffer persecution for
justice’ sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” erefore
martyrdom is an act of virtue.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 123, Aa. 1,3), it belongs
to virtue to safeguardman in the goodof reason.Nowthe good
of reason consists in the truth as its proper object, and in jus-
tice as its proper effect, as shown above (q. 109, Aa. 1,2; q. 123,
a. 12). And martyrdom consists essentially in standing firmly
to truth and justice against the assaults of persecution. Hence
it is evident that martyrdom is an act of virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Some have said that in the case of
the Innocents the use of their free will was miraculously ac-

celerated, so that they suffered martyrdom even voluntarily.
Since, however, Scripture contains no proof of this, it is bet-
ter to say that these babes in being slain obtained by God’s
grace the glory of martyrdom which others acquire by their
ownwill. For the shedding of one’s blood forChrist’s sake takes
the place of Baptism. Wherefore just as in the case of baptized
children the merit of Christ is conducive to the acquisition of
glory through the baptismal grace, so in those who were slain
for Christ’s sake the merit of Christ’s martyrdom is conducive
to the acquisition of the martyr’s palm. Hence Augustine says
in a sermon on the Epiphany (De Diversis lxvi), as though
he were addressing them: “A man that does not believe that
children are benefited by the baptism of Christ will doubt of
your being crowned in suffering for Christ. You were not old
enough to believe in Christ’s future sufferings, but you had a
body wherein you could endure suffering of Christ Who was
to suffer.”

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i)
that “possibly theChurchwas induced by certain credible wit-
nesses of Divine authority thus to honor the memory of those
holy women*.”

Reply to Objection 3. e precepts of the Law are about
acts of virtue.Now it has been stated ( Ia IIae, q. 108, a. 1, ad 4)
that some of the precepts of the Divine Law are to be under-
stood in reference to the preparation of the mind, in the sense
that man ought to be prepared to do such and such a thing,
whenever expedient. In the same way certain things belong to
an act of virtue as regards the preparation of the mind, so that
in such and such a case a man should act according to reason.
And this observation would seem very much to the point in
the case of martyrdom, which consists in the right endurance
of sufferings unjustly inflicted. Nor ought a man to give an-
other an occasion of acting unjustly: yet if anyone act unjustly,
one ought to endure it in moderation.

* Cf. q. 64, a. 1, ad 2.
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IIa IIae q. 124 a. 2Whether martyrdom is an act of fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that martyrdom is not an act of for-
titude. For the Greek μάρτυρ signifies a witness. Now witness
is borne to the faith ofChrist. according toActs 1:8, “You shall
be witnesses unto Me,” etc. and Maximus says in a sermon:
“e mother of martyrs is the Catholic faith which those glo-
rious warriors have sealedwith their blood.”ereforemartyr-
dom is an act of faith rather than of fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, a praiseworthy act belongs chiefly
to the virtue which inclines thereto, is manifested thereby, and
without which the act avails nothing. Now charity is the chief
incentive tomartyrdom:usMaximus says in a sermon: “e
charity of Christ is victorious inHismartyrs.” Again the great-
est proof of charity lies in the act of martyrdom, according to
Jn. 15:13, “Greater love than this no man hath, that a man lay
down his life for his friends.” Moreover without charity mar-
tyrdom avails nothing, according to 1 Cor. 13:3, “If I should
delivermy body to be burned, and have not charity, it profiteth
me nothing.” erefore martyrdom is an act of charity rather
than of fortitude.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says in a sermon on St.
Cyprian: “It is easy to honor a martyr by singing his praises,
but it is a great thing to imitate his faith and patience.” Now
that which calls chiefly for praise in a virtuous act, is the virtue
ofwhich it is the act.ereforemartyrdom is an act of patience
rather than of fortitude.

On the contrary, Cyprian says (Ep. ad Mart. et Conf.
ii): “Blessed martyrs, with what praise shall I extol you?
Most valiant warriors, how shall I find words to proclaim the
strength of your courage?”Now a person is praised on account
of the virtuewhose act heperforms.ereforemartyrdom is an
act of fortitude.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 123, a. 1, seqq.), it be-
longs to fortitude to strengthen man in the good of virtue, es-
pecially against dangers, and chiefly against dangers of death,
andmost of all against those that occur in battle. Now it is evi-
dent that inmartyrdomman is firmly strengthened in the good

of virtue, since he cleaves to faith and justice notwithstanding
the threatening danger of death, the imminence of which is
moreover due to a kind of particular contest with his persecu-
tors.HenceCyprian says in a sermon (Ep. adMart. etConf. ii):
“e crowd of onlookers wondered to see an unearthly battle,
andChrist’s servants fighting erect, undaunted in speech, with
souls unmoved, and strength divine.” Wherefore it is evident
that martyrdom is an act of fortitude; for which reason the
Church reads in the office of Martyrs: ey “became valiant
in battle”*.

Reply to Objection 1. Two things must be considered in
the act of fortitude. one is the good wherein the brave man is
strengthened, and this is the end of fortitude; the other is the
firmness itself, whereby a man does not yield to the contraries
that hinder him from achieving that good, and in this consists
the essence of fortitude.Now just as civic fortitude strengthens
a man’s mind in human justice, for the safeguarding of which
he braves the danger of death, so gratuitous fortitude strength-
ens man’s soul in the good of Divine justice, which is “through
faith in Christ Jesus,” according to Rom. 3:22. us martyr-
dom is related to faith as the end inwhich one is strengthened,
but to fortitude as the eliciting habit.

Reply to Objection 2. Charity inclines one to the act of
martyrdom, as its first and chief motive cause, being the virtue
commanding it, whereas fortitude inclines thereto as being its
propermotive cause, being the virtue that elicits it.Hencemar-
tyrdom is an act of charity as commanding, and of fortitude as
eliciting. For this reason also it manifests both virtues. It is due
to charity that it ismeritorious, like any other act of virtue: and
for this reason it avails not without charity.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 123, a. 6),
the chief act of fortitude is endurance: to this and not to its
secondary act, which is aggression, martyrdom belongs. And
since patience serves fortitude on the part of its chief act, viz.
endurance, hence it is that martyrs are also praised for their
patience.

IIa IIae q. 124 a. 3Whether martyrdom is an act of the greatest perfection?

Objection 1. It seems that martyrdom is not an act of the
greatest perfection. For seemingly that which is a matter of
counsel and not of precept pertains to perfection, because, to
wit, it is not necessary for salvation. But it would seem that
martyrdom is necessary for salvation, since the Apostle says
(Rom. 10:10), “With the heart we believe unto justice, but
with the mouth confession is made unto salvation,” and it is
written (1 Jn. 3:16), that “we ought to lay down our lives for
the brethren.” erefore martyrdom does not pertain to per-
fection.

Objection 2. Further, it seems to point to greater perfec-

tion that a man give his soul to God, which is done by obedi-
ence, than that he give God his body, which is done bymartyr-
dom: wherefore Gregory says (Moral. xxxv) that “obedience is
preferable to all sacrifices.” erefore martyrdom is not an act
of the greatest perfection.

Objection 3. Further, it would seem better to do good to
others than to maintain oneself in good, since the “good of
the nation is better than the good of the individual,” according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 2). Now he that suffers martyr-
dom profits himself alone, whereas he that teaches does good
to many. erefore the act of teaching and guiding subjects is

* Heb. 11:34.
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more perfect than the act of martyrdom.
On the contrary, Augustine (De Sanct. Virgin. xlvi)

prefers martyrdom to virginity which pertains to perfection.
erefore martyrdom seems to belong to perfection in the
highest degree.

I answer that,Wemay speakof an act of virtue in twoways.
First, with regard to the species of that act, as compared to the
virtue proximately eliciting it. In this way martyrdom, which
consists in the due endurance of death, cannot be themost per-
fect of virtuous acts, because endurance of death is not praise-
worthy in itself, but only in so far as it is directed to some good
consisting in an act of virtue, such as faith or the love of God,
so that this act of virtue being the end is better.

A virtuous act may be considered in another way, in com-
parison with its first motive cause, which is the love of charity,
and it is in this respect that an act comes to belong to the per-
fection of life, since, as the Apostle says (Col. 3:14), that “char-
ity…is the bond of perfection.” Now, of all virtuous acts mar-
tyrdom is the greatest proof of the perfection of charity: since
a man’s love for a thing is proved to be so much the greater,
according as that which he despises for its sake is more dear
to him, or that which he chooses to suffer for its sake is more
odious. But it is evident that of all the goods of the present
life man loves life itself most, and on the other hand he hates
death more than anything, especially when it is accompanied
by the pains of bodily torment, “from fear of which even dumb
animals refrain from the greatest pleasures,” as Augustine ob-

serves (Qq. 83, qu. 36). And from this point of view it is clear
thatmartyrdom is themost perfect of human acts in respect of
its genus, as being the sign of the greatest charity, according to
Jn. 15:13: “Greater love than this no man hath, that a man lay
down his life for his friends.”

Reply toObjection 1.ere is no act of perfection, which
is a matter of counsel, but what in certain cases is a matter of
precept, as being necessary for salvation. us Augustine de-
clares (De Adult. Conjug. xiii) that a man is under the obliga-
tion of observing continency, through the absence or sickness
of his wife. Hence it is not contrary to the perfection of mar-
tyrdom if in certain cases it be necessary for salvation, since
there are cases when it is not necessary for salvation to suffer
martyrdom; thus we read of many holy martyrs who through
zeal for the faith or brotherly love gave themselves up to mar-
tyrdom of their own accord. As to these precepts, they are to
be understood as referring to the preparation of the mind.

Reply to Objection 2. Martyrdom embraces the highest
possible degree of obedience, namely obedience unto death;
thus we read of Christ (Phil. 2:8) that He became “obedient
unto death.” Hence it is evident that martyrdom is of itself
more perfect than obedience considered absolutely.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers martyr-
dom according to the proper species of its act, whence it de-
rives no excellence over all other virtuous acts; thus neither is
fortitude more excellent than all virtues.

IIa IIae q. 124 a. 4Whether death is essential to martyrdom?

Objection 1. It seems that death is not essential tomartyr-
dom.For Jerome says in a sermonon theAssumption (Epist. ad
Paul. et Eustoch.): “I should say rightly that theMother ofGod
was both virgin and martyr, although she ended her days in
peace”: and Gregory says (Hom. iii in Evang.): “Although per-
secution has ceased to offer the opportunity, yet the peace we
enjoy is not without its martyrdom, since even if we no longer
yield the life of the body to the sword, yet dowe slay fleshly de-
sires in the soul with the sword of the spirit.” erefore there
can be martyrdom without suffering death.

Objection 2. Further, we read of certain women as com-
mended for despising life for the sake of safeguarding the
integrity of the flesh: wherefore seemingly the integrity of
chastity is preferable to the life of the body. Now sometimes
the integrity of the flesh has been forfeited or has been threat-
ened in confession of the Christian faith, as in the case of
Agnes and Lucy. erefore it seems that the name of martyr
should be accorded to a woman who forfeits the integrity of
the flesh for the sake of Christ’s faith, rather than if she were
to forfeit even the life of the body: wherefore also Lucy said:
“If thou causest me to be violated against my will, my chastity
will gain me a twofold crown.”

Objection 3. Further, martyrdom is an act of fortitude.

But it belongs to fortitude to brave not only death but also
other hardships, as Augustine declares (Music. vi). Now there
are many other hardships besides death, which one may suffer
for Christ’s faith, namely imprisonment, exile, being stripped
of one’s goods, as mentioned in Heb. 10:34, for which reason
we celebrate themartyrdomof Pope SaintMarcellus, notwith-
standing that he died in prison. erefore it is not essential to
martyrdom that one suffer the pain of death.

Objection 4. Further, martyrdom is a meritorious act, as
stated above (a. 2, ad 1; a. 3). Now it cannot be a meritorious
act aer death. erefore it is before death; and consequently
death is not essential to martyrdom.

On the contrary, Maximus says in a sermon on the mar-
tyrs that “in dying for the faith he conquers who would have
been vanquished in living without faith.”

I answer that As stated above (a. 2), a martyr is so called
as being a witness to the Christian faith, which teaches us to
despise things visible for the sake of things invisible, as stated
in Heb. 11. Accordingly it belongs to martyrdom that a man
bear witness to the faith in showing by deed that he despises
all things present, in order to obtain invisible goods to come.
Now so long as a man retains the life of the body he does not
show by deed that he despises all things relating to the body.
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For men are wont to despise both their kindred and all they
possess, and even to suffer bodily pain, rather than lose life.
Hence Satan testified against Job ( Job 2:4): “Skin for skin, and
all that a man hath he will give for his soul” [Douay: ‘life’] i.e.
for the life of his body.erefore the perfect notion ofmartyr-
dom requires that a man suffer death for Christ’s sake.

Reply toObjection1.eauthorities quoted, and the like
that one may meet with, speak of martyrdom by way of simil-
itude.

Reply to Objection 2. When a woman forfeits the in-
tegrity of the flesh, or is condemned to forfeit it under pretext
of theChristian faith, it is not evident tomenwhether she suf-
fers this for love of the Christian faith, or rather through con-
tempt of chastity.Wherefore in the sight ofmen her testimony
is not held to be sufficient, and consequently this is not mar-
tyrdom properly speaking. In the sight of God, however,Who

searcheth the heart, this may be deemedworthy of a reward, as
Lucy said.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 123, Aa. 4,5),
fortitude regards danger of death chiefly, and other dangers
consequently; wherefore a person is not called amartyrmerely
for suffering imprisonment, or exile, or forfeiture of his wealth,
except in so far as these result in death.

Reply to Objection 4. e merit of martyrdom is not af-
ter death, but in the voluntary endurance of death, namely in
the fact that a person willingly suffers being put to death. It
happens sometimes, however, that a man lives for some time
aer being mortally wounded for Christ’s sake, or aer suffer-
ing for the faith of Christ any other kind of hardship inflicted
by persecution and continued until death ensues. e act of
martyrdom is meritorious while a man is in this state, and at
the very time that he is suffering these hardships.

IIa IIae q. 124 a. 5Whether faith alone is the cause of martyrdom?

Objection 1. It seems that faith alone is the cause of mar-
tyrdom. For it is written (1 Pet. 4:15,16): “Let none of you
suffer as a murderer, or a thief, or a railer, or a coveter of other
men’s things. But if as a Christian, let him not be ashamed, but
let him glorify God in this name.” Now a man is said to be a
Christian because he holds the faith of Christ. erefore only
faith in Christ gives the glory of martyrdom to those who suf-
fer.

Objection 2. Further, a martyr is a kind of witness. But
witness is borne to the truth alone. Now one is not called a
martyr for bearing witness to any truth, but only for witness-
ing to the Divine truth, otherwise a man would be a martyr
if he were to die for confessing a truth of geometry or some
other speculative science, which seems ridiculous. erefore
faith alone is the cause of martyrdom.

Objection 3. Further, those virtuous deeds would seem to
be of most account which are directed to the common good,
since “the good of the nation is better than the good of the in-
dividual,” according to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 2). If, then,
some other good were the cause of martyrdom, it would seem
that before all those would be martyrs who die for the defense
of their country. Yet this is not consistent with Church obser-
vance, for we do not celebrate themartyrdomof those who die
in a just war. erefore faith alone is the cause of martyrdom.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 5:10): “Blessed are
they that suffer persecution for justice’ sake,” which pertains
to martyrdom, according to a gloss, as well as Jerome’s com-
mentary on this passage. Now not only faith but also the other
virtues pertain to justice. erefore other virtues can be the
cause of martyrdom.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), martyrs are so called
as being witnesses, because by suffering in body unto death
they bear witness to the truth; not indeed to any truth, but to
the truth which is in accordance with godliness, and wasmade

known to us byChrist: whereforeChrist’s martyrs areHis wit-
nesses.Nowthis truth is the truthof faith.Wherefore the cause
of all martyrdom is the truth of faith.

But the truth of faith includes not only inward belief, but
also outward profession, which is expressed not only bywords,
whereby one confesses the faith, but also by deeds, whereby a
person shows that he has faith, according to James 2:18, “I will
show thee, by works, my faith.” Hence it is written of certain
people (Titus 1:16): “ey profess that they know God but
in their works they deny Him.” us all virtuous deeds, inas-
much as they are referred to God, are professions of the faith
whereby we come to know that God requires these works of
us, and rewards us for them: and in this way they can be the
cause ofmartyrdom. For this reason theChurch celebrates the
martyrdom of Blessed John the Baptist, who suffered death,
not for refusing to deny the faith, but for reproving adultery.

Reply to Objection 1. A Christian is one who is Christ’s.
Now a person is said to be Christ’s, not only through having
faith inChrist, but alsobecausehe is actuated to virtuousdeeds
by the Spirit ofChrist, according toRom. 8:9, “If anymanhave
not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of His”; and again because
in imitation ofChrist he is dead to sins, according to Gal. 5:24,
“ey that are Christ’s have crucified their flesh with the vices
and concupiscences.”Hence to suffer as a Christian is not only
to suffer in confession of the faith, which is done bywords, but
also to suffer for doing any good work, or for avoiding any sin,
for Christ’s sake, because this all comes under the head of wit-
nessing to the faith.

Reply to Objection 2. e truth of other sciences has no
connection with the worship of the Godhead: hence it is not
called truth according to godliness, and consequently the con-
fession thereof cannot be said to be the direct cause of mar-
tyrdom. Yet, since every lie is a sin, as stated above (q. 110,
Aa. 3,4), avoidance of a lie, to whatever truth it may be con-
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trary, may be the cause of martyrdom inasmuch as a lie is a sin
against the Divine Law.

Reply to Objection 3. e good of one’s country is
paramount among human goods: yet the Divine good, which
is the proper cause of martyrdom, is of more account than hu-

man good. Nevertheless, since human good may become Di-
vine, for instance when it is referred toGod, it follows that any
human good in so far as it is referred to God, may be the cause
of martyrdom.
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Of Fear*

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to fortitude: (1) Fear; (2) Fearlessness; (3) Daring.
Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fear is a sin?
(2) Whether it is opposed to fortitude?
(3) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(4) Whether it excuses from sin, or diminishes it?

IIa IIae q. 125 a. 1Whether fear is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that fear is not a sin. For fear is a
passion, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 4; q. 42). Now we are
neither praised nor blamed for passions, as stated in Ethic. ii.
Since then every sin is blameworthy, it seems that fear is not a
sin.

Objection 2. Further, nothing that is commanded in the
Divine Law is a sin: since the “law of the Lord is unspotted”
(Ps. 18:8). Yet fear is commanded inGod’s law, for it is written
(Eph. 6:5): “Servants, be obedient to them that are your lords
according to the flesh, with fear and trembling.”erefore fear
is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, nothing that is naturally in man is
a sin, for sin is contrary to nature according to Damascene
(De Fide Orth. iii). Now fear is natural to man: wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 7) that “a man would be insane or
insensible to pain, if nothing, not even earthquakes nor del-
uges, inspired him with fear.” erefore fear is not a sin. .

On the contrary, our Lord said (Mat. 10:28): “Fear ye not
them that kill the body,” and it is written (Ezech. 2:6): “Fear
not, neither be thou afraid of their words.”

I answer that,Ahuman act is said to be a sin on account of
its being inordinate, because the good of a human act consists
in order, as stated above (q. 109, a. 2; q. 114, a. 1).Now this due
order requires that the appetite be subject to the ruling of rea-
son.And reasondictates that certain things should be shunned
and some sought aer. Among things to be shunned, it dic-

tates that someare tobe shunnedmore thanothers; and among
things to be sought aer, that some are to be sought aermore
than others. Moreover, the more a good is to be sought aer,
the more is the opposite evil to be shunned. e result is that
reason dictates that certain goods are to be sought aer more
than certain evils are to be avoided. Accordingly when the ap-
petite shuns what the reason dictates that we should endure
rather than forfeit others that we should rather seek for, fear is
inordinate and sinful. On the other hand, when the appetite
fears so as to shun what reason requires to be shunned, the ap-
petite is neither inordinate nor sinful.

Reply to Objection 1. Fear in its generic acceptation de-
notes avoidance in general. Hence in this way it does not in-
clude the notion of good or evil: and the same applies to every
other passion. Wherefore the Philosopher says that passions
call for neither praise nor blame, because, to wit, we neither
praise nor blame those who are angry or afraid, but only those
who behave thus in an ordinate or inordinate manner.

Reply to Objection 2. e fear which the Apostle incul-
cates is in accordancewith reason, namely that servants should
fear lest they be lacking in the service they owe their masters.

Reply to Objection 3. Reason dictates that we should
shun the evils that we cannot withstand, and the endurance
of which profits us nothing. Hence there is no sin in fearing
them.

IIa IIae q. 125 a. 2Whether the sin of fear is contrary to fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that the sin of fear is not contrary to
fortitude: because fortitude is about dangers of death, as stated
above (q. 123, Aa. 4,5). But the sin of fear is not always con-
nected with dangers of death, for a gloss on Ps. 127:1, “Blessed
are all they that fear the Lord,” says that “it is human fear
whereby we dread to suffer carnal dangers, or to lose worldly
goods.”Again a gloss onMat. 27:44, “Heprayed the third time,
saying the selfsame word,” says that “evil fear is threefold, fear

of death, fear of pain, and fear of contempt.” erefore the sin
of fear is not contrary to fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, the chief reason why a man is com-
mended for fortitude is that he exposes himself to the dan-
ger of death. Now sometimes a man exposes himself to death
through fear of slavery or shame. us Augustine relates (De
Civ. Dei i) that Cato, in order not to be Caesar’s slave, gave
himself up to death. erefore the sin of fear bears a certain

* St. omas calls this vice indifferently ‘fear’ or ‘timidity.’ e translation re-
quires one to adhere to these terms on account of the connection with the
passion of fear. Otherwise ‘cowardice’ would be a better rendering.
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likeness to fortitude instead of being opposed thereto.
Objection 3. Further, all despair arises from fear. But de-

spair is opposed not to fortitude but to hope, as stated above
(q. 20, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 4). Neither therefore is the sin of
fear opposed to fortitude.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher (Ethic. ii, 7; iii, 7) states
that timidity is opposed to fortitude.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 19, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 43,
a. 1), all fear arises from love; since no one fears save what is
contrary to something he loves. Now love is not confined to
any particular kind of virtue or vice: but ordinate love is in-
cluded in every virtue, since every virtuousman loves the good
proper to his virtue; while inordinate love is included in ev-
ery sin, because inordinate love gives use to inordinate desire.
Hence in like manner inordinate fear is included in every sin;
thus the covetous man fears the loss of money, the intemper-
ate man the loss of pleasure, and so on. But the greatest fear
of all is that which has the danger of death for its object, as
we find proved in Ethic. iii, 6. Wherefore the inordinateness
of this fear is opposed to fortitude which regards dangers of
death. For this reason timidity is said to be antonomastically*

opposed to fortitude.
Reply to Objection 1. e passages quoted refer to inor-

dinate fear in its generic acceptation, which can be opposed to
various virtues.

Reply to Objection 2. Human acts are estimated chiefly
with reference to the end, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia
IIae, q. 18, a. 6): and it belongs to a brave man to expose him-
self to danger of death for the sake of a good. But a man who
exposes himself to danger of death in order to escape from slav-
ery or hardships is overcome by fear, which is contrary to forti-
tude. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 7), that “to die in
order to escape poverty, lust, or something disagreeable is an
act not of fortitude but of cowardice: for to shun hardships is
a mark of effeminacy.”

Reply toObjection 3.As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 45, a. 2),
fear is the beginning of despair even as hope is the beginning
of daring. Wherefore, just as fortitude which employs daring
inmoderation presupposes hope, so on the other hand despair
proceeds from some kind of fear. It does not follow, however,
that any kind of despair results from any kind of fear, but that
only from fear of the same kind. Now the despair that is op-
posed to hope is referred to another kind, namely to Divine
things; whereas the fear that is opposed to fortitude regards
dangers of death. Hence the argument does not prove.

IIa IIae q. 125 a. 3Whether fear is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that fear is not a mortal sin. For, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 1), fear is in the irascible fac-
ulty which is a part of the sensuality. Now there is none but
venial sin in the sensuality, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 74, a. 4).
erefore fear is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, every mortal sin turns the heart
wholly from God. But fear does not this, for a gloss on Judges
7:3, “Whosoever is fearful,” etc., says that “a man is fearful
when he trembles at the very thought of conflict; yet he is
not so wholly terrified at heart, but that he can rally and take
courage.” erefore fear is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, mortal sin is a lapse not only from
perfection but also from a precept. But fear does notmake one
lapse from a precept, but only from perfection; for a gloss on
Dt. 20:8, “Whatman is there that is fearful and fainthearted?”
says: “We learn from this that no man can take up the profes-
sion of contemplation or spiritual warfare, if he still fears to be
despoiled of earthly riches.” erefore fear is not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, For mortal sin alone is the pain of hell
due: and yet this is due to the fearful, according to Apoc. 21:8,
“But the fearful and unbelieving and the abominable,” etc.,
“shall have their portion in the pool burning with fire and
brimstone which is the second death.” erefore fear is a mor-
tal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), fear is a sin through

being inordinate, that is to say, through shunning what ought
not to be shunned according to reason. Now sometimes this
inordinateness of fear is confined to the sensitive appetites,
without the accession of the rational appetite’s consent: and
then it cannot be a mortal, but only a venial sin. But some-
times this inordinateness of fear reaches to the rational ap-
petite which is called the will, which deliberately shuns some-
thing against the dictate of reason: and this inordinateness of
fear is sometimes amortal, sometimes a venial sin. For if aman
through fear of the danger of death or of any other temporal
evil is so disposed as to do what is forbidden, or to omit what
is commanded by theDivine law, such fear is amortal sin: oth-
erwise it is a venial sin.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers fear as
confined to the sensuality.

Reply to Objection 2. is gloss also can be understood
as referring to the fear that is confined within the sensuality.
Or better still we may reply that a man is terrified with his
whole heart when fear banishes his courage beyond remedy.
Now even when fear is a mortal sin, it may happen neverthe-
less that one is not so wilfully terrified that one cannot be per-
suaded to put fear aside: thus sometimes a man sins mortally
by consenting to concupiscence, and is turned aside from ac-
complishing what he purposed doing.

Reply to Objection 3. is gloss speaks of the fear that

* Antonomasia is the figure of speech whereby we substitute the general for
the individual term; e.g.e Philosopher for Aristotle: and so timidity, which
is inordinate fear of any evil, is employed to denote inordinate fear of the dan-
ger of death.
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turns man aside from a good that is necessary, not for the ful-
filment of a precept, but for the perfection of a counsel. Such
like fear is not amortal sin, but is sometimes venial: and some-

times it is not a sin, for instance when one has a reasonable
cause for fear.

IIa IIae q. 125 a. 4Whether fear excuses from sin?

Objection 1. It seems that fear does not excuse from sin.
For fear is a sin, as stated above (a. 1). But sin does not excuse
from sin, rather does it aggravate it. erefore fear does not
excuse from sin.

Objection 2. Further, if any fear excuses from sin, most of
all would this be true of the fear of death, to which, as the say-
ing is, a courageous man is subject. Yet this fear, seemingly, is
no excuse, because, since death comes, of necessity, to all, it
does not seem to be an object of fear. erefore fear does not
excuse from sin.

Objection 3. Further, all fear is of evil, either temporal
or spiritual. Now fear of spiritual evil cannot excuse sin, be-
cause instead of inducing one to sin, it withdraws one from sin:
and fear of temporal evil does not excuse from sin, because ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 6), “one should not fear
poverty, nor sickness, nor anything that is not a result of one’s
own wickedness.” erefore it seems that in no sense does fear
excuse from sin.

On the contrary, It is stated in the Decretals (I, q. 1, Cap.
Constat.): “A man who has been forcibly and unwillingly or-
dained by heretics, has an ostensible excuse.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), fear is sinful in so far
as it runs counter to the order of reason. Now reason judges
certain evils to be shunned rather than others. Wherefore it is
no sin not to shun what is less to be shunned in order to avoid
what reason judges to bemore avoided: thus death of the body
is more to be avoided than the loss of temporal goods.Hence a
manwouldbe excused fromsin if through fear of deathhewere
to promise or give something to a robber, and yet he would be
guilty of sin were he to give to sinners, rather than to the good
to whom he should give in preference. On the other hand, if

through fear a man were to avoid evils which according to rea-
son are less to be avoided, and so incur evils which according to
reason are more to be avoided, he could not be wholly excused
from sin, because such like fear would be inordinate. Now the
evils of the soul aremore to be feared than the evils of the body.
and evils of thebodymore than evils of external things.Where-
fore if one were to incur evils of the soul, namely sins, in order
to avoid evils of the body, such as blows or death, or evils of
external things, such as loss of money; or if one were to endure
evils of the body in order to avoid loss of money, one would
not be wholly excused from sin. Yet one’s sin would be extenu-
ated somewhat, for what is done through fear is less voluntary,
because when fear lays hold of a man he is under a certain ne-
cessity of doing a certain thing. Hence the Philosopher (Ethic.
iii, 1) says that these things that are done through fear are not
simply voluntary, but a mixture of voluntary and involuntary.

Reply to Objection 1. Fear excuses, not in the point of its
sinfulness, but in the point of its involuntariness.

Reply to Objection 2. Although death comes, of neces-
sity, to all, yet the shortening of temporal life is an evil and
consequently an object of fear.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the opinion of Sto-
ics, who held temporal goods not to be man’s goods, it follows
in consequence that temporal evils are notman’s evils, and that
therefore they are nowise to be feared. But according toAugus-
tine (De Lib. Arb. ii) these temporal things are goods of the
least account, and this was also the opinion of the Peripatet-
ics. Hence their contraries are indeed to be feared; but not so
much that one ought for their sake to renounce that which is
good according to virtue.
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Of Fearlessness

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the vice of fearlessness: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a sin to be fearless?
(2) Whether it is opposed to fortitude?

IIa IIae q. 126 a. 1Whether fearlessness is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that fearlessness is not a sin. For that
which is reckoned to the praise of a just man is not a sin. Now
it is written in praise of the just man (Prov. 28:1): “e just,
bold as a lion, shall be without dread.” erefore it is not a sin
to be without fear.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is so fearful as death, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 6). Yet one ought not
to fear even death, according to Mat. 10:28, “Fear ye not them
that kill the body,” etc., nor anything that can be inflicted by
man, according to Is. 51:12, “Who art thou, that thou shouldst
be afraid of a mortal man?” erefore it is not a sin to be fear-
less.

Objection 3. Further, fear is born of love, as stated above
(q. 125, a. 2). Now it belongs to the perfection of virtue to love
nothing earthly, since according to Augustine (De Civ. Dei
xiv), “the love of God to the abasement of self makes us citi-
zens of the heavenly city.”erefore it is seemingly not a sin to
fear nothing earthly.

On the contrary, It is said of the unjust judge (Lk. 18:2)
that “he feared not God nor regarded man.”

I answer that, Since fear is born of love, we must seem-
ingly judge alike of love and fear. Now it is here a question
of that fear whereby one dreads temporal evils, and which re-
sults from the love of temporal goods. And every man has it
instilled in him by nature to love his own life and whatever is
directed thereto; and to do so in due measure, that is, to love
these things not as placing his end therein, but as things to be
used for the sake of his last end. Hence it is contrary to the
natural inclination, and therefore a sin, to fall short of loving
them in due measure. Nevertheless, one never lapses entirely
from this love: since what is natural cannot be wholly lost: for
which reason theApostle says (Eph. 5:29): “Nomanever hated
his own flesh.” Wherefore even those that slay themselves do

so from love of their own flesh, which they desire to free from
present stress. Hence it may happen that aman fears death and
other temporal evils less than he ought, for the reason that he
loves them* less than he ought. But that he fear none of these
things cannot result from an entire lack of love, but only from
the fact that he thinks it impossible for him to be afflicted by
the evils contrary to the goods he loves. is is sometimes the
result of pride of soul presuming on self and despising others,
according to the saying of Job 41:24,25: “He [Vulg.: ‘who’]
was made to fear no one, he beholdeth every high thing”: and
sometimes it happens through a defect in the reason; thus the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 7) that the “Celts, through lack of
intelligence, fear nothing.”† It is therefore evident that fearless-
ness is a vice, whether it result from lack of love, pride of soul,
or dullness of understanding: yet the latter is excused from sin
if it be invincible.

Reply to Objection 1. e just man is praised for being
without fear that withdraws him from good; not that he is al-
together fearless, for it is written (Ecclus. 1:28): “He that is
without fear cannot be justified.”

Reply to Objection 2. Death and whatever else can be in-
flicted by mortal man are not to be feared so that they make
us forsake justice: but they are to be feared as hindering man
in acts of virtue, either as regards himself, or as regards the
progress he may cause in others. Hence it is written (Prov.
14:16): “A wise man feareth and declineth from evil.”

Reply to Objection 3. Temporal goods are to be despised
as hindering us from loving and serving God, and on the same
score they are not to be feared; wherefore it is written (Ecclus.
34:16): “He that feareth the Lord shall tremble at nothing.”
But temporal goods are not to be despised, in so far as they are
helping us instrumentally to attain those things that pertain to
Divine fear and love.

* Viz. the contrary goods. One would expect ‘se’ instead of ‘ea.’ We should then read: For the reason that he loves himself less than he ought. † “A man
would deserve to be called insane and senseless if there were nothing that he feared, not even an earthquake nor a storm at sea, as is said to be the case with the
Celts.”.
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IIa IIae q. 126 a. 2Whether fearlessness is opposed to fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that fearlessness is not opposed to
fortitude. For we judge of habits by their acts. Now no act of
fortitude is hindered by a man being fearless: since if fear be
removed, one is both brave to endure, and daring to attack.
erefore fearlessness is not opposed to fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, fearlessness is a vice, either through
lack of due love, or on account of pride, or by reason of folly.
Now lack of due love is opposed to charity, pride is contrary to
humility, and folly to prudence or wisdom. erefore the vice
of fearlessness is not opposed to fortitude.

Objection 3. Further, vices are opposed to virtue and ex-
tremes to the mean. But one mean has only one extreme on
the one side. Since then fortitude has fear opposed to it on the
one side and daring on the other, it seems that fearlessness is
not opposed thereto.

Onthe contrary,ePhilosopher (Ethic. iii) reckons fear-
lessness to be opposed to fortitude.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 123, a. 3), fortitude is
concerned about fear and daring. Now every moral virtue ob-
serves the rational mean in the matter about which it is con-
cerned. Hence it belongs to fortitude that man should mod-

erate his fear according to reason, namely that he should fear
what he ought, and when he ought, and so forth. Now this
mode of reason may be corrupted either by excess or by de-
ficiency. Wherefore just as timidity is opposed to fortitude by
excess of fear, in so far as a man fears what he ought not, and
as he ought not, so too fearlessness is opposed thereto by de-
ficiency of fear, in so far as a man fears not what he ought to
fear.

Reply to Objection 1. e act of fortitude is to endure
death without fear, and to be aggressive, not anyhow, but ac-
cording to reason: this the fearless man does not do.

Reply to Objection 2. Fearlessness by its specific nature
corrupts the mean of fortitude, wherefore it is opposed to for-
titude directly. But in respect of its causes nothing hinders it
from being opposed to other virtues.

Reply toObjection 3.evice of daring is opposed to for-
titude by excess of daring, and fearlessness by deficiency of fear.
Fortitude imposes the mean on each passion. Hence there is
nothing unreasonable in its having different extremes in dif-
ferent respects.
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Of Daring*

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider daring; and under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether daring is a sin?
(2) Whether it is opposed to fortitude?

IIa IIae q. 127 a. 1Whether daring is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that daring is not a sin. For it is writ-
ten ( Job 39:21) concerning the horse, by which according to
Gregory (Moral. xxxi) the godly preacher is denoted, that “he
goeth forth boldly tomeet armedmen†.” But no vice redounds
to a man’s praise. erefore it is not a sin to be daring.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 9), “one should take counsel in thought, and do
quickly what has been counseled.” But daring helps this quick-
ness in doing. erefore daring is not sinful but praiseworthy.

Objection 3. Further, daring is a passion caused by hope,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 45, a. 2)whenwewere treating of the
passions. But hope is accounted not a sin but a virtue. Neither
therefore should daring be accounted a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 8:18): “Go not on
the way with a bold man, lest he burden thee with his evils.”
Now no man’s fellowship is to be avoided save on account of
sin. erefore daring is a sin.

I answer that, Daring, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 1;
q. 55), is a passion. Now a passion is sometimes moderated ac-
cording to reason, and sometimes it lacks moderation, either
by excess or by deficiency, and on this account the passion is
sinful. Again, the names of the passions are sometimes em-

ployed in the sense of excess, thus we speak of anger meaning
not any but excessive anger, in which case it is sinful, and in
the same way daring as implying excess is accounted a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e daring spoken of there is that
which is moderated by reason, for in that sense it belongs to
the virtue of fortitude.

Reply to Objection 2. It is praiseworthy to act quickly af-
ter taking counsel, which is an act of reason. But to wish to act
quickly before taking counsel is not praiseworthy but sinful;
for this would be to act rashly, which is a vice contrary to pru-
dence, as stated above (q. 58, a. 3). Wherefore daring which
leads one to act quickly is so far praiseworthy as it is directed
by reason.

Reply to Objection 3. Some vices are unnamed, and so
also are some virtues, as the Philosopher remarks (Ethic. ii,
7; iv, 4,5,6). Hence the names of certain passions have to be
applied to certain vices and virtues: and in order to designate
vices we employ especially the names of those passions the ob-
ject of which is an evil, as in the case of hatred, fear, anger and
daring. But hope and love have a good for this object, and so
we use them rather to designate virtues.

IIa IIae q. 127 a. 2Whether daring is opposed to fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that daring is not opposed to forti-
tude. For excess of daring seems to result from presumption of
mind. But presumption pertains to pride which is opposed to
humility. erefore daring is opposed to humility rather than
to fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, daring does not seem to call for
blame, except in so far as it results in harm either to the daring
person who puts himself in danger inordinately, or to others
whom he attacks with daring, or exposes to danger. But this
seemingly pertains to injustice. erefore daring, as designat-
ing a sin, is opposed, not to fortitude but to justice.

Objection 3. Further, fortitude is concerned about fear
and daring, as stated above (q. 123, a. 3). Now since timidity
is opposed to fortitude in respect of an excess of fear, there is
another vice opposed to timidity in respect of a lack of fear. If

then, daring is opposed to fortitude, in the point of excessive
daring, there will likewise be a vice opposed to it in the point
of deficient daring. But there is no such vice.erefore neither
should daring be accounted a vice in opposition to fortitude.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher in both the Second and
ird Books of Ethics accounts daring to be opposed to forti-
tude.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 126, a. 2), it belongs to a
moral virtue to observe the rational mean in the matter about
which it is concerned. Wherefore every vice that denotes lack
of moderation in the matter of a moral virtue is opposed to
that virtue, as immoderate to moderate. Now daring, in so far
as it denotes a vice, implies excess of passion, and this excess
goes by the name of daring. Wherefore it is evident that it is
opposed to the virtue of fortitude which is concerned about

* Excessive daring or foolhardiness. † Vulg.: ‘he pranceth boldly, he goeth
forth to meet armed men’.
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fear and daring, as stated above (q. 122, a. 3).
Reply to Objection 1. Opposition between vice and

virtue does not depend chiefly on the cause of the vice but on
the vice’s very species. Wherefore it is not necessary that dar-
ing be opposed to the same virtue as presumption which is its
cause.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the direct opposition of a
vice does not depend on its cause, so neither does it depend on
its effect.Now the harmdone by daring is its effect.Wherefore
neither does the opposition of daring depend on this.

Reply to Objection 3. e movement of daring consists
in a man taking the offensive against that which is in opposi-
tion to him: and nature inclines him to do this except in so far
as such inclination is hindered by the fear of receiving harm
from that source. Hence the vice which exceeds in daring has
no contrary deficiency, save only timidity. Yet daring does not
always accompany so great a lack of timidity, for as thePhiloso-
pher says (Ethic. iii, 7), “the daring are precipitate and eager
to meet danger, yet fail when the danger is present,” namely
through fear.
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Of the Parts of Fortitude

(In One Article)

We must now consider the parts of fortitude; first we shall consider what are the parts of fortitude; and secondly we shall
treat of each part.

IIa IIae q. 128 a. 1Whether the parts of fortitude are suitably assigned?

Objection1. It seems that the parts of fortitude are unsuit-
ably assigned. For Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) assigns four parts
to fortitude, namely “magnificence,” “confidence,” “patience,”
and “perseverance.”Nowmagnificence seems to pertain to lib-
erality; since both are concerned about money, and “a magnif-
icent man must needs be liberal,” as the Philosopher observes
(Ethic. iv, 2). But liberality is a part of justice, as stated above
(q. 117, a. 5). erefore magnificence should not be reckoned
a part of fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, confidence is apparently the same
as hope. But hope does not seem to pertain to fortitude, but
is rather a virtue by itself. erefore confidence should not be
reckoned a part of fortitude.

Objection3.Further, fortitudemakes amanbehave aright
in face of danger. But magnificence and confidence do not es-
sentially imply any relation to danger. erefore they are not
suitably reckoned as parts of fortitude.

Objection4.Further, according toTully (De Invent. Rhet.
ii) patience denotes endurance of hardships, and he ascribes
the same to fortitude. erefore patience is the same as forti-
tude and not a part thereof.

Objection 5. Further, that which is a requisite to every
virtue should not be reckoned a part of a special virtue. But
perseverance is required in every virtue: for it is written (Mat.
24:13): “He that shall persevere to the end he shall be saved.”
erefore perseverance should not be accounted a part of for-
titude.

Objection 6. Further, Macrobius (De Somn. Scip. i) reck-
ons seven parts of fortitude, namely “magnanimity, confi-
dence, security, magnificence, constancy, forbearance, stabil-
ity.” Andronicus also reckons seven virtues annexed to for-
titude, and these are, “courage, strength of will, magnanim-
ity, manliness, perseverance, magnificence.”erefore it seems
that Tully’s reckoning of the parts of fortitude is incomplete.

Objection 7. Further, Aristotle (Ethic. iii) reckons five
parts of fortitude. e first is “civic” fortitude, which pro-
duces brave deeds through fear of dishonor or punishment;
the second is “military” fortitude, which produces brave deeds
as a result of warlike art or experience; the third is the forti-
tude which produces brave deeds resulting from passion, espe-
cially anger; the fourth is the fortitude which makes a man act
bravely through being accustomed to overcome; the fih is the
fortitude which makes a man act bravely through being unac-
customed to danger.Now these kinds of fortitude are not com-

prised under any of the above enumerations. erefore these
enumerations of the parts of fortitude are unfitting.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 48), a virtue can have
three kinds of parts, subjective, integral, and potential. But for-
titude, taken as a special virtue, cannot have subjective parts,
since it is not divided into several specifically distinct virtues,
for it is about a very special matter.

However, there are quasi-integral and potential parts as-
signed to it: integral parts, with regard to those things the
concurrence of which is requisite for an act of fortitude; and
potential parts, because what fortitude practices in face of
the greatest hardships, namely dangers of death, certain other
virtues practice in the matter of certain minor hardships and
these virtues are annexed to fortitude as secondary virtues to
the principal virtue. As stated above (q. 123, Aa. 3,6), the act
of fortitude is twofold, aggression and endurance. Now two
things are required for the act of aggression. e first regards
preparation of the mind, and consists in one’s having a mind
ready for aggression. In this respect Tully mentions “confi-
dence,” of which he says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that “with this
themind ismuch assured and firmly hopeful in great and hon-
orable undertakings.”e second regards the accomplishment
of the deed, and consists in not failing to accomplish what one
has confidently begun. In this respect Tully mentions “mag-
nificence,” which he describes as being “the discussion and ad-
ministration,” i.e. accomplishment “of great and loy under-
takings, with a certain broad and noble purpose of mind,” so
as to combine execution with greatness of purpose. Accord-
ingly if these two be confined to the proper matter of forti-
tude, namely to dangers of death, they will be quasi-integral
parts thereof, because without them there can be no forti-
tude; whereas if they be referred to other matters involving
less hardship, they will be virtues specifically distinct from for-
titude, but annexed thereto as secondary virtues to principal:
thus “magnificence” is referred by the Philosopher (Ethic. iv)
to great expenses, and “magnanimity,” which seems to be the
same as confidence, to great honors. Again, two things are req-
uisite for the other act of fortitude, viz. endurance. e first is
that the mind be not broken by sorrow, and fall away from its
greatness, by reason of the stress of threatening evil. In this re-
spect hementions “patience,” which he describes as “the volun-
tary and prolonged endurance of arduous and difficult things
for the sake of virtue or profit.” e other is that by the pro-
longed suffering of hardships man be not wearied so as to lose
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courage, according to Heb. 12:3, “at you be not wearied,
fainting in your minds.” In this respect he mentions “persever-
ance,” which accordingly he describes as “the fixed and contin-
ued persistence in a well considered purpose.” If these two be
confined to the proper matter of fortitude, they will be quasi-
integral parts thereof; but if they be referred to any kind of
hardship they will be virtues distinct from fortitude, yet an-
nexed thereto as secondary to principal.

Reply toObjection 1.Magnificence in thematter of liber-
ality adds a certain greatness: this is connectedwith the notion
of difficulty which is the object of the irascible faculty, that is
perfected chieflyby fortitude: and to this virtue, in this respect,
it belongs.

Reply toObjection 2.Hopewhereby one confides inGod
is accounted a theological virtue, as stated above (q. 17, a. 5; Ia
IIae, q. 62, a. 3). But by confidence which here is accounted a
part of fortitude, man hopes in himself, yet under God withal.

Reply toObjection 3.To venture on anything great seems
to involve danger, since to fail in such things is very disas-
trous. Wherefore although magnificence and confidence are
referred to the accomplishment of or venturing on any other
great things, they have a certain connection with fortitude by
reason of the imminent danger.

Reply to Objection 4. Patience endures not only dangers
of death, with which fortitude is concerned, without excessive
sorrow, but also any other hardships or dangers. In this respect
it is accounted a virtue annexed to fortitude: but as referred to
dangers of death, it is an integral part thereof.

Reply to Objection 5. Perseverance as denoting persis-
tence in a good deed unto the end, may be a circumstance of
every virtue, but it is reckoned a part of fortitude in the sense
stated in the body of the Article.

Reply to Objection 6. Macrobius reckons the four afore-
said mentioned by Tully, namely “confidence, magnificence,
forbearance,” which he puts in the place of patience, and “firm-
ness,”whichhe substitutes for perseverance.Andhe adds three,
two of which, namely “magnanimity” and “security,” are com-
prised byTully under the head of confidence. ButMacrobius is
more specific in his enumeration. Because confidence denotes
a man’s hope for great things: and hope for anything presup-
poses an appetite stretching forth to great things by desire, and
this belongs to magnanimity. For it has been stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 40, a. 2) that hope presupposes love and desire of the

thing hoped for.
A still better reply is that confidence pertains to the certi-

tude of hope; while magnanimity refers to the magnitude of
the thing hoped for. Now hope has no firmness unless its con-
trary be removed, for sometimes one, for one’s ownpart,would
hope for something, but hope is avoided on account of the ob-
stacle of fear, since fear is somewhat contrary to hope, as stated
above, ( Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 4, ad 1). Hence Macrobius adds secu-
rity, which banishes fear. He adds a third, namely constancy,
which may be comprised under magnificence. For in perform-
ing deeds of magnificence one needs to have a constant mind.
For this reason Tully says that magnificence consists not only
in accomplishing great things, but also in discussing them gen-
erously in the mind. Constancy may also pertain to persever-
ance, so that onemay be called persevering through not desist-
ing on account of delays, and constant through not desisting
on account of any other obstacles.

ose that are mentioned by Andronicus seem to amount
to the same as the above. For with Tully and Macrobius he
mentions “perseverance” and “magnificence,” and with Mac-
robius, “magnanimity.” “Strength of will” is the same as pa-
tience or forbearance, for he says that “strength ofwill is a habit
that makes one ready to attempt what ought to be attempted,
and to endure what reason says should be endured”—i.e. good
courage seems to be the same as assurance, for he defines it as
“strength of soul in the accomplishment of its purpose.” Man-
liness is apparently the same as confidence, for he says that
“manliness is a habit of self-sufficiency inmatters of virtue.”Be-
sides magnificence he mentions ἀνδραγαθία, i.e. manly good-
ness which we may render “strenuousness.” For magnificence
consists not only in being constant in the accomplishment of
great deeds, which belongs to constancy, but also in bringing
a certain manly prudence and solicitude to that accomplish-
ment, and this belongs to ἀνδραγαθία, strenuousness: where-
fore he says that ἀνδραγαθία is the virtue of a man, whereby he
thinks out profitable works.

Accordingly it is evident that all these parts may be re-
duced to the four principal parts mentioned by Tully.

Reply toObjection 7.efivementioned byAristotle fall
short of the true notion of virtue, for though they concur in
the act of fortitude, they differ as to motive, as stated above
(q. 123, a. 1, ad 2); wherefore they are not reckoned parts but
modes of fortitude.
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Of Magnanimity*

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider each of the parts of fortitude, including, however, the other parts under those mentioned by Tully,
with the exception of confidence, for which we shall substitute magnanimity, of which Aristotle treats. Accordingly we shall
consider (1) Magnanimity; (2) Magnificence; (3) Patience; (4) Perseverance. As regards the first we shall treat (1) of magna-
nimity; (2) of its contrary vices. Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether magnanimity is about honors?
(2) Whether magnanimity is only about great honors?
(3) Whether it is a virtue?
(4) Whether it is a special virtue?
(5) Whether it is a part of fortitude?
(6) Of its relation to confidence;
(7) Of its relation to assurance;
(8) Of its relation to goods of fortune.

IIa IIae q. 129 a. 1Whether magnanimity is about honors?

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity is not about hon-
ors. Formagnanimity is in the irascible faculty, as its very name
shows, since “magnanimity” signifies greatness of mind, and
“mind” denotes the irascible part, as appears from De Anima
iii, 42, where the Philosopher says that “in the sensitive ap-
petite are desire and mind,” i.e. the concupiscible and irascible
parts. But honor is a concupiscible good since it is the reward
of virtue. erefore it seems that magnanimity is not about
honors.

Objection 2.Further, sincemagnanimity is amoral virtue,
it must needs be about either passions or operations. Now it is
not about operations, for then it would be a part of justice:
whence it follows that it is about passions. But honor is not a
passion. erefore magnanimity is not about honors.

Objection 3. Further, the nature ofmagnanimity seems to
regard pursuit rather than avoidance, for a man is said to be
magnanimous because he tends to great things. But the virtu-
ous are praised not for desiring honors, but for shunning them.
erefore magnanimity is not about honors.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3) that
“magnanimity is about honor and dishonor.”

I answer that, Magnanimity by its very name denotes
stretching forth of the mind to great things. Now virtue bears
a relationship to two things, first to the matter about which is
the field of its activity, secondly to its proper act, which con-
sists in the right use of such matter. And since a virtuous habit
is denominated chiefly from its act, a man is said to be mag-
nanimous chiefly because he is minded to do some great act.
Now an act may be called great in two ways: in one way pro-
portionately, in another absolutely. An act may be called great
proportionately, even if it consist in the use of some small or
ordinary thing, if, for instance, one make a very good use of it:

but an act is simply and absolutely great when it consists in the
best use of the greatest thing.

e things which come into man’s use are external things,
and among these honor is the greatest simply, both because it
is the most akin to virtue, since it is an attestation to a person’s
virtue, as stated above (q. 103, Aa. 1,2); and because it is of-
fered to God and to the best; and again because, in order to
obtain honor even as to avoid shame, men set aside all other
things. Now a man is said to be magnanimous in respect of
things that are great absolutely and simply, just as a man is said
to be brave in respect of things that are difficult simply. It fol-
lows therefore that magnanimity is about honors.

Reply to Objection 1. Good and evil absolutely consid-
ered regard the concupiscible faculty, but in so far as the as-
pect of difficult is added, they belong to the irascible. us it
is that magnanimity regards honor, inasmuch, to wit, as honor
has the aspect of something great or difficult.

Reply to Objection 2. Although honor is neither a pas-
sion nor an operation, yet it is the object of a passion, namely
hope, which tends to a difficult good. Wherefore magnanim-
ity is immediately about the passions of hope, and mediately
about honor as the object of hope: even so, we have stated
(q. 123, Aa. 4,5) with regard to fortitude that it is about dan-
gers of death in so far as they are the object of fear and daring.

Reply toObjection 3. ose are worthy of praise who de-
spise riches in such a way as to do nothing unbecoming in or-
der to obtain them, nor have too great a desire for them. If,
however, one were to despise honors so as not to care to do
what is worthy of honor, this would be deserving of blame. Ac-
cordinglymagnanimity is about honors in the sense that aman
strives to do what is deserving of honor, yet not so as to think
much of the honor accorded by man.

* Not in the ordinary restricted sense but as explained by the author.
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IIa IIae q. 129 a. 2Whether magnanimity is essentially about great honors?

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity is not essentially
about great honors. For the proper matter of magnanimity is
honor, as stated above (a. 1). But great and little are acciden-
tal to honor.erefore it is not essential to magnanimity to be
about great honors.

Objection 2. Further, just as magnanimity is about honor,
so is meekness about anger. But it is not essential to meekness
to be about either great or little anger. erefore neither is it
essential to magnanimity to be about great honor.

Objection 3. Further, small honor is less aloof from great
honor than is dishonor. Butmagnanimity is well ordered in re-
lation to dishonor, and consequently in relation to small hon-
ors also. erefore it is not only about great honors.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 7) that
magnanimity is about great honors.

I answer that According to the Philosopher (Phys. vii, 17,
18), virtue is a perfection, and by this we are to understand the
perfection of a power, and that it regards the extreme limit of
that power, as stated in De Coelo i, 116. Now the perfection
of a power is not perceived in every operation of that power,
but in such operations as are great or difficult: for every power,
however imperfect, can extend to ordinary and trifling opera-
tions. Hence it is essential to a virtue to be about the difficult
and the good, as stated in Ethic. ii, 3.

Now the difficult and the good (which amount to the
same) in an act of virtue may be considered from two points
of view. First, from the point of view of reason, in so far as it is
difficult to find and establish the rational means in some par-
ticular matter: and this difficulty is found only in the act of
intellectual virtues, and also of justice. e other difficulty is
on the part of the matter, which may involve a certain oppo-
sition to the moderation of reason, which moderation has to
be applied thereto: and this difficulty regards chiefly the other
moral virtues, which are about the passions, because the pas-
sions resist reason as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv, 4).

Now as regards the passions it is to be observed that the
greatness of this power of resistance to reason arises chiefly in
some cases from the passions themselves, and in others from
the things that are the objects of the passions. e passions
themselves have no great power of resistance, unless they be
violent, because the sensitive appetite, which is the seat of the
passions, is naturally subject to reason. Hence the resisting
virtues that are about these passions regard only that which is
great in such passions: thus fortitude is about very great fear

and daring; temperance about the concupiscence of the great-
est pleasures, and likewise meekness about the greatest anger.
On the other hand, some passions have great power of resis-
tance to reason arising from the external things themselves that
are the objects of those passions: such are the love or desire
of money or of honor. And for these it is necessary to have a
virtue not only regarding that which is greatest in those pas-
sions, but also about that which is ordinary or little: because
things external, though they be little, are very desirable, as be-
ing necessary for human life.Hencewith regard to the desire of
money there are two virtues, one about ordinary or little sums
of money, namely liberality, and another about large sums of
money, namely “magnificence.”

In like manner there are two virtues about honors, one
about ordinary honors.is virtue has no name, but is denom-
inated by its extremes, which are φιλοτιμία, i.e. love of honor,
andἀφιλοτιμία, i.e. without love of honor: for sometimes aman
is commended for loving honor, and sometimes for not caring
about it, in so far, to wit, as both these things may be done in
moderation. But with regard to great honors there is “magna-
nimity.” Wherefore we must conclude that the proper matter
of magnanimity is great honor, and that a magnanimous man
tends to such things as are deserving of honor.

Reply to Objection 1. Great and little are accidental to
honor considered in itself: but they make a great difference in
their relation to reason, the mode of which has to be observed
in the use of honor, for it is much more difficult to observe it
in great than in little honors.

Reply toObjection2. In anger andothermatters only that
which is greatest presents any notable difficulty, and about this
alone is there any need of a virtue. It is differentwith riches and
honors which are things existing outside the soul.

Reply to Objection 3. He that makes good use of great
things is muchmore able tomake good use of little things. Ac-
cordingly themagnanimousman looks upon great honors as a
thing of which he is worthy, or even little honors as something
he deserves, because, to wit, man cannot sufficiently honor
virtue which deserves to be honored by God. Hence he is not
upliedby great honors, because he does not deem themabove
him; rather does he despise them, and much more such as are
ordinary or little. In like manner he is not cast down by dis-
honor, but despises it, since he recognizes that he does not de-
serve it.

IIa IIae q. 129 a. 3Whether magnanimity is a virtue?

Objection1. It seems thatmagnanimity is not a virtue. For
every moral virtue observes the mean. But magnanimity ob-
serves not themean but the greater extreme: because the “mag-
nanimous man deems himself worthy of the greatest things”

(Ethic. iv, 3). erefore magnanimity is not a virtue.
Objection 2. Further, he that has one virtue has them

all, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1). But one may have
a virtue without having magnanimity: since the Philosopher
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says (Ethic. iv, 3) that “whosoever is worthy of little things and
deems himself worthy of them, is temperate, but he is notmag-
nanimous.” erefore magnanimity is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, “Virtue is a good quality of the
mind,” as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, a. 4). But magnanimity
implies certain dispositions of the body: for the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 3) of “a magnanimous man that his gait is slow,
his voice deep, and his utterance calm.” erefore magnanim-
ity is not a virtue.

Objection 4. Further, no virtue is opposed to another
virtue. But magnanimity is opposed to humility, since “the
magnanimous deems himself worthy of great things, and de-
spises others,” according toEthic. iv, 3.ereforemagnanimity
is not a virtue.

Objection 5. Further, the properties of every virtue are
praiseworthy. Butmagnanimity has certain properties that call
for blame. For, in the first place, the magnanimous is unmind-
ful of favors; secondly, he is remiss and slow of action; thirdly,
he employs irony* towardsmany; fourthly, he is unable to asso-
ciate with others; fihly, because he holds to the barren things
rather than to those that are fruitful. erefore magnanimity
is not a virtue.

On the contrary, It is written in praise of certain men (2
Macc. 15:18): “Nicanor hearing of the valor of Judas’ com-
panions, and the greatness of courage [animi magnitudinem]
with which they fought for their country, was afraid to try the
matter by the sword.” Now, only deeds of virtue are worthy of
praise. erefore magnanimity which consists in greatness of
courage is a virtue.

I answer that,eessence of human virtue consists in safe-
guarding the good of reason in human affairs, for this is man’s
proper good. Now among external human things honors take
precedence of all others, as stated above (a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 11,
a. 2, obj. 3).ereforemagnanimity, which observes themode
of reason in great honors, is a virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher again says
(Ethic. iv, 3), “the magnanimous in point of quantity goes
to extremes,” in so far as he tends to what is greatest, “but in
the matter of becomingness, he follows the mean,” because he
tends to the greatest things according to reason, for “he deems
himself worthy in accordance with his worth” (Ethic. iv, 3),
since his aims do not surpass his deserts.

Reply to Objection 2. e mutual connection of the
virtues does not apply to their acts, as though every one were
competent to practice the acts of all the virtues.Wherefore the
act ofmagnanimity is not becoming to every virtuousman, but
only to great men. on the other hand, as regards the principles
of virtue, namely prudence and grace, all virtues are connected
together, since their habits reside together in the soul, either in
act or by way of a proximate disposition thereto.us it is pos-
sible for one to whom the act of magnanimity is not compe-
tent, to have the habit of magnanimity, whereby he is disposed
to practice that act if it were competent to him according to his

state.
Reply toObjection 3.emovements of the body are dif-

ferentiated according to the different apprehensions and emo-
tions of the soul. And so it happens that tomagnanimity there
accrue certain fixed accidents by way of bodily movements.
For quickness of movement results from a man being intent
on many things which he is in a hurry to accomplish, whereas
the magnanimous is intent only on great things; these are few
and require great attention, wherefore they call for slowmove-
ment. Likewise shrill and rapid speaking is chiefly competent
to those who are quick to quarrel about anything, and this be-
comes not the magnanimous who are busy only about great
things. And just as these dispositions of bodily movements are
competent to the magnanimous man according to the mode
of his emotions, so too in those who are naturally disposed to
magnanimity these conditions are found naturally.

Reply to Objection 4. ere is in man something great
which he possesses through the gi of God; and something
defective which accrues to him through the weakness of na-
ture. Accordingly magnanimity makes a man deem himself
worthy of great things in consideration of the gis he holds
from God: thus if his soul is endowed with great virtue, mag-
nanimity makes him tend to perfect works of virtue; and the
same is to be said of the use of any other good, such as science
or external fortune. On the other hand, humility makes a man
think little of himself in consideration of his own deficiency,
and magnanimity makes him despise others in so far as they
fall away from God’s gis: since he does not think so much
of others as to do anything wrong for their sake. Yet humil-
ity makes us honor others and esteem them better than our-
selves, in so far as we see some of God’s gis in them. Hence it
is written of the just man (Ps. 14:4): “In his sight a vile person
is contemned†,” which indicates the contempt of magnanim-
ity, “but he honoreth them that fear the Lord,” which points to
the reverential bearing of humility. It is therefore evident that
magnanimity and humility are not contrary to one another, al-
though they seem to tend in contrary directions, because they
proceed according to different considerations.

Reply to Objection 5. ese properties in so far as they
belong to a magnanimous man call not for blame, but for very
great praise. For in the first place, when it is said that the
magnanimous is not mindful of those from whom he has re-
ceived favors, this points to the fact that he takes no pleasure
in accepting favors from others unless he repay them with yet
greater favor; this belongs to the perfection of gratitude, in the
act of which he wishes to excel, even as in the acts of other
virtues. Again, in the second place, it is said that he is remiss
and slow of action, not that he is lacking in doing what be-
comes him, but because he does not busy himself with all kinds
of works, but only with great works, such as are becoming to
him. He is also said, in the third place, to employ irony, not as
opposed to truth, and so as either to say of himself vile things
that are not true, or deny of himself great things that are true,

* Cf. q. 113. † Douay: ‘e malignant is brought to nothing, but he glori-
fieth,’ etc.
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but because he does not disclose all his greatness, especially to
the large number of those who are beneath him, since, as also
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3), “it belongs to a magnan-
imous man to be great towards persons of dignity and afflu-
ence, and unassuming towards the middle class.” In the fourth
place, it is said that he cannot associate with others: thismeans
that he is not at home with others than his friends: because he

altogether shuns flattery and hypocrisy, which belong to little-
ness of mind. But he associates with all, both great and little,
according as he ought, as stated above (ad 1). It is also said,
fihly, that he prefers to have barren things, not indeed any,
but good, i.e. virtuous; for in all things he prefers the virtuous
to the useful, as being greater: since the useful is sought in or-
der to supply a defect which is inconsistent withmagnanimity.

IIa IIae q. 129 a. 4Whether magnanimity is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity is not a special
virtue. For no special virtue is operative in every virtue. But the
Philosopher states (Ethic. iv, 3) that “whatever is great in each
virtue belongs to the magnanimous.” erefore magnanimity
is not a special virtue.

Objection 2. Further, the acts of different virtues are not
ascribed to any special virtue. But the acts of different virtues
are ascribed to themagnanimousman. For it is stated in Ethic.
iv, 3 that “it belongs to themagnanimousnot to avoid reproof ”
(which is an act of prudence), “nor to act unjustly” (which is
an act of justice), “that he is ready to do favors” (which is an act
of charity), “that he gives his services readily” (which is an act
of liberality), that “he is truthful” (which is an act of truthful-
ness), and that “he is not given to complaining” (which is an
act of patience).ereforemagnanimity is not a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, every virtue is a special ornament of
the soul, according to the saying of Is. 61:10, “He hath clothed
me with the garments of salvation,” and aerwards he adds,
“and as a bride adorned with her jewels.” But magnanimity is
the ornament of all the virtues, as stated in Ethic. iv. erefore
magnanimity is a general virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 7) distin-
guishes it from the other virtues.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 123, a. 2), it belongs to a
special virtue to establish the mode of reason in a determinate
matter. Now magnanimity establishes the mode of reason in a
determinate matter, namely honors, as stated above (Aa. 1,2):
and honor, considered in itself, is a special good, and accord-
ingly magnanimity considered in itself is a special virtue.

Since, however, honor is the reward of every virtue, as
stated above (q. 103, a. 1, ad 2), it follows that by reason of
its matter it regards all the virtues.

Reply toObjection 1.Magnanimity is not about any kind
of honor, but great honor. Now, as honor is due to virtue, so
great honor is due to a great deed of virtue. Hence it is that the
magnanimous is intent on doing great deeds in every virtue, in
so far, to wit, as he tends to what is worthy of great honors.

Reply to Objection 2. Since the magnanimous tends to
great things, it follows that he tends chiefly to things that in-
volve a certain excellence, and shuns those that imply defect.
Now it savors of excellence that a man is beneficent, generous
and grateful.Wherefore he shows himself ready to perform ac-
tions of this kind, but not as acts of the other virtues. on the
other hand, it is a proof of defect, that aman thinks somuch of
certain external goods or evils, that for their sake he abandons
and gives up justice or any virtue whatever. Again, all conceal-
ment of the truth indicates a defect, since it seems to be the
outcome of fear. Also that a man be given to complaining de-
notes a defect, because by so doing themind seems to give way
to external evils. Wherefore these and like things the magnan-
imous man avoids under a special aspect, inasmuch as they are
contrary to his excellence or greatness.

Reply toObjection 3.Every virtue derives from its species
a certain luster or adornment which is proper to each virtue:
but further adornment results from the very greatness of a
virtuous deed, through magnanimity which makes all virtues
greater as stated in Ethic. iv, 3.

IIa IIae q. 129 a. 5Whether magnanimity is a part of fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that magnanimity is not a part of
fortitude. For a thing is not a part of itself. But magnanim-
ity appears to be the same as fortitude. For Seneca says (De
Quat. Virtut.): “If magnanimity, which is also called fortitude,
be in thy soul, thou shalt live in great assurance”: andTully says
(De Offic. i): “If a man is brave we expect him to be magnan-
imous, truth-loving, and far removed from deception.” ere-
fore magnanimity is not a part of fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 3) says
that a magnanimous man is not φιλοκίνδυνος, that is, a lover
of danger. But it belongs to a brave man to expose himself to

danger. erefore magnanimity has nothing in common with
fortitude so as to be called a part thereof.

Objection 3. Further, magnanimity regards the great in
things to be hoped for, whereas fortitude regards the great in
things to be feared or dared. But good is of more import than
evil. erefore magnanimity is a more important virtue than
fortitude. erefore it is not a part thereof.

On the contrary, Macrobius (De Somn. Scip. i) and An-
dronicus reckon magnanimity as a part of fortitude.

I answer that,As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 3), a princi-
pal virtue is one towhich it belongs to establish a generalmode
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of virtue in a principal matter. Now one of the general modes
of virtue is firmness of mind, because “a firm standing is neces-
sary in every virtue,” according to Ethic. ii. And this is chiefly
commended in those virtues that tend to something difficult,
in which it is most difficult to preserve firmness. Wherefore
the more difficult it is to stand firm in some matter of diffi-
culty, the more principal is the virtue which makes the mind
firm in that matter.

Now it is more difficult to stand firm in dangers of death,
wherein fortitude confirms themind, than inhoping for or ob-
taining the greatest goods, wherein the mind is confirmed by
magnanimity, for, as man loves his life above all things, so does
hefly fromdangers of deathmore than anyothers.Accordingly
it is clear thatmagnanimity agreeswith fortitude in confirming
themind about some difficultmatter; but it falls short thereof,
in that it confirms the mind about a matter wherein it is easier
to stand firm. Hence magnanimity is reckoned a part of forti-
tude, because it is annexed thereto as secondary to principal.

Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. v,
1,3), “to lack evil is looked upon as a good,” wherefore not to
be overcome by a grievous evil, such as the danger of death, is
looked upon as though it were the obtaining of a great good,
the former belonging to fortitude, and the latter tomagnanim-
ity: in this sense fortitude andmagnanimitymaybe considered
as identical. Since, however, there is a difference as regards the
difficulty on the part of either of the aforesaid, it follows that
properly speaking magnanimity, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ii, 7), is a distinct virtue from fortitude.

Reply to Objection 2. A man is said to love danger when
he exposes himself to all kinds of dangers, which seems to be
the mark of one who thinks “many” the same as “great.” is
is contrary to the nature of a magnanimous man, for no one
seemingly exposes himself to danger for the sake of a thing
that he does not deem great. But for things that are truly great,
a magnanimous man is most ready to expose himself to dan-
ger, since he does something great in the act of fortitude, even
as in the acts of the other virtues. Hence the Philosopher says
(Ethic. ii, 7) that the magnanimous man is not μικροκίνδυνος,
i.e. endangering himself for small things, but μεγαλοκίνδυνος,
i.e. endangering himself for great things. And Seneca says (De
Quat. Virtut.): “ou wilt be magnanimous if thou neither
seekest dangers like a rashman, nor fearest them like a coward.
For nothingmakes the soul a coward save the consciousness of
a wicked life.”

Reply to Objection 3. Evil as such is to be avoided: and
that one has to withstand it is accidental; in so far, to wit, as
one has to suffer an evil in order to safeguard a good. But good
as such is to be desired, and that one avoids it is only acciden-
tal, in so far, to wit, as it is deemed to surpass the ability of the
one who desires it. Now that which is so essentially is always
of more account than that which is so accidentally. Wherefore
the difficult in evil things is always more opposed to firmness
of mind than the difficult in good things. Hence the virtue of
fortitude takes precedence of the virtue of magnanimity. For
though good is simply ofmore import than evil, evil is ofmore
import in this particular respect.

IIa IIae q. 129 a. 6Whether confidence belongs to magnanimity?

Objection 1. It seems that confidence does not belong to
magnanimity. For a man may have assurance not only in him-
self, but also in another, according to 2 Cor. 3:4,5, “Such con-
fidence we have, through Christ towards God, not that we are
sufficient to think anything of ourselves, as of ourselves.” But
this seems inconsistent with the idea of magnanimity. ere-
fore confidence does not belong to magnanimity.

Objection 2. Further, confidence seems to be opposed to
fear, according to Is. 12:2, “I will deal confidently and will not
fear.” But to be without fear seems more akin to fortitude.
erefore confidence also belongs to fortitude rather than to
magnanimity.

Objection 3. Further, reward is not due except to virtue.
But a reward is due to confidence, according toHeb. 3:6,where
it is said that we are the house of Christ, “if we hold fast the
confidence and glory of hope unto the end.” erefore confi-
dence is a virtue distinct from magnanimity: and this is con-
firmed by the fact that Macrobius enumerates it with magna-
nimity (In Somn. Scip. i).

On the contrary, Tully (De Suv. Rhet. ii) seems to substi-
tute confidence for magnanimity, as stated above in the pre-
ceding Question (ad 6) and in the prologue to this.

I answer that, Confidence takes its name from “fides”
[faith]: and it belongs to faith to believe something and in
somebody. But confidence belongs to hope, according to Job
11:18, “ou shalt have confidence, hope being set before
thee.” Wherefore confidence apparently denotes chiefly that
a man derives hope through believing the word of one who
promises to help him. Since, however, faith signifies also a
strong opinion, and since onemay come to have a strong opin-
ion about something, not only on account of another’s state-
ment, but also on account of something we observe in an-
other, it follows that confidence may denote the hope of hav-
ing something, which hope we conceive through observing
something either in oneself—for instance, through observing
that he is healthy, a man is confident that he will live long.
or in another, for instance, through observing that another is
friendly to him and powerful, a man is confident that he will
receive help from him.

Now it has been stated above (a. 1, ad 2) that magnanim-
ity is chiefly about the hope of something difficult. Where-
fore, since confidence denotes a certain strength of hope aris-
ing from some observation which gives one a strong opinion
that one will obtain a certain good, it follows that confidence
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belongs to magnanimity.
Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,

3), it belongs to the “magnanimous to need nothing,” for need
is a mark of the deficient. But this is to be understood accord-
ing to themode of aman, hence he adds “or scarcely anything.”
For it surpasses man to need nothing at all. For every man
needs, first, the Divine assistance, secondly, even human assis-
tance, since man is naturally a social animal, for he is sufficient
by himself to provide for his own life. Accordingly, in so far
as he needs others, it belongs to a magnanimous man to have
confidence in others, for it is also a point of excellence in aman
that he should have at hand those who are able to be of service
to him. And in so far as his own ability goes, it belongs to a
magnanimous man to be confident in himself.

Reply toObjection 2. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 2;
Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 4), whenwewere treating of the passions, hope
is directly opposed to despair, because the latter is about the
same object, namely good. But as regards contrariety of ob-
jects it is opposed to fear, because the latter’s object is evil.Now

confidence denotes a certain strength of hope, wherefore it is
opposed to fear even as hope is. Since, however, fortitudeprop-
erly strengthens a man in respect of evil, and magnanimity in
respect of the obtaining of good, it follows that confidence be-
longsmore properly tomagnanimity than to fortitude. Yet be-
cause hope causes daring,whichbelongs to fortitude, it follows
in consequence that confidence pertains to fortitude.

Reply to Objection 3. Confidence, as stated above, de-
notes a certain mode of hope: for confidence is hope strength-
ened by a strong opinion. Now the mode applied to an af-
fection may call for commendation of the act, so that it be-
come meritorious, yet it is not this that draws it to a species
of virtue, but its matter. Hence, properly speaking, confidence
cannot denote a virtue, though itmay denote the conditions of
a virtue. For this reason it is reckoned among the parts of forti-
tude, not as an annexed virtue, except as identified with mag-
nanimity by Tully (De Suv. Rhet. ii), but as an integral part, as
stated in the preceding Question.

IIa IIae q. 129 a. 7Whether security belongs to magnanimity?

Objection 1. It seems that security does not belong to
magnanimity. For security, as stated above (q. 128, ad 6), de-
notes freedom from the disturbance of fear. But fortitude does
this most effectively.Wherefore security is seemingly the same
as fortitude. But fortitude does not belong to magnanimity;
rather the reverse is the case. Neither therefore does security
belong to magnanimity.

Objection 2. Further, Isidore says (Etym. x) that a man “is
said to be secure because he is without care.” But this seems to
be contrary to virtue, which has a care for honorable things, ac-
cording to 2 Tim. 2:15, “Carefully study to present thyself ap-
proved untoGod.”erefore security does not belong tomag-
nanimity, which does great things in all the virtues.

Objection 3. Further, virtue is not its own reward. But
security is accounted the reward of virtue, according to Job
11:14,18, “If thou wilt put away from thee the iniquity that
is in thy hand…being buried thou shalt sleep secure.” ere-
fore security does not belong to magnanimity or to any other
virtue, as a part thereof.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. i) under the head-
ing: “Magnanimity consists of two things,” that “it belongs
to magnanimity to give way neither to a troubled mind, nor
to man, nor to fortune.” But a man’s security consists in this.
erefore security belongs to magnanimity.

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5), “fear
makes a man take counsel,” because, to wit he takes care to
avoid what he fears. Now security takes its name from the re-

moval of this care, ofwhich fear is the cause:wherefore security
denotes perfect freedom of the mind from fear, just as confi-
dence denotes strength of hope. Now, as hope directly belongs
to magnanimity, so fear directly regards fortitude. Wherefore
as confidence belongs immediately to magnanimity, so secu-
rity belongs immediately to fortitude.

It must be observed, however, that as hope is the cause of
daring, so is fear the cause of despair, as stated above when we
were treating of the passion ( Ia IIae, q. 45, a. 2). Wherefore as
confidence belongs indirectly to fortitude, in so far as it makes
use of daring, so security belongs indirectly to magnanimity,
in so far as it banishes despair.

Reply to Objection 1. Fortitude is chiefly commended,
not because it banishes fear, which belongs to security, but be-
cause it denotes a firmness of mind in the matter of the pas-
sion. Wherefore security is not the same as fortitude, but is a
condition thereof.

Reply to Objection 2. Not all security is worthy of praise
but only when one puts care aside, as one ought, and in things
when one should not fear: in this way it is a condition of forti-
tude and of magnanimity.

Reply toObjection 3.ere is in the virtues a certain like-
ness to, and participation of, future happiness, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 5, Aa. 3,7). Hence nothing hinders a certain security
from being a condition of a virtue, although perfect security
belongs to virtue’s reward.
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IIa IIae q. 129 a. 8Whether goods of fortune conduce to magnanimity?

Objection 1. It seems that goods of fortune do not con-
duce to magnanimity. For according to Seneca (De Ira i: De
vita beata xvi): “virtue suffices for itself.” Now magnanimity
takes every virtue great, as stated above (a. 4, ad 3). erefore
goods of fortune do not conduce to magnanimity.

Objection 2. Further, no virtuous man despises what is
helpful to him. But the magnanimous man despises whatever
pertains to goods of fortune: for Tully says (De Offic. i) un-
der the heading: “Magnanimity consists of two things,” that “a
great soul is commended for despising external things.” ere-
fore a magnanimous man is not helped by goods of fortune.

Objection 3. Further, Tully adds (De Offic. i) that “it be-
longs to a great soul so to bear what seems troublesome, as no-
wise to depart from his natural estate, or from the dignity of
a wise man.” And Aristotle says (Ethic. iv, 3) that “a magnani-
mous man does not grieve at misfortune.” Now troubles and
misfortunes are opposed to goods of fortune, for every one
grieves at the loss of what is helpful to him. erefore exter-
nal goods of fortune do not conduce to magnanimity.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3) that
“good fortune seems to conduce to magnanimity.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), magnanimity regards
two things: honor as its matter, and the accomplishment of

something great as its end. Now goods of fortune conduce to
both these things. For since honor is conferred on the virtu-
ous, not only by the wise, but also by the multitude who hold
these goods of fortune in the highest esteem, the result is that
they show greater honor to those who possess goods of for-
tune. Likewise goods of fortune are useful organs or instru-
ments of virtuous deeds: since we can easily accomplish things
by means of riches, power and friends. Hence it is evident that
goods of fortune conduce to magnanimity.

Reply toObjection 1. Virtue is said to be sufficient for it-
self, because it can be without even these external goods; yet it
needs them in order to act more expeditiously.

Reply toObjection 2.emagnanimousman despises ex-
ternal goods, inasmuch as he does not think them so great as
to be bound to do anything unbecoming for their sake. Yet he
does not despise them, but that he esteems them useful for the
accomplishment of virtuous deeds.

Reply to Objection 3. If a man does not think much of a
thing, he is neither very joyful at obtaining it, nor very grieved
at losing it. Wherefore, since the magnanimous man does not
think much of external goods, that is goods of fortune, he is
neither much uplied by them if he has them, nor much cast
down by their loss.
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Of Presumption
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to magnanimity; and in the first place, those that are opposed thereto by excess.
ese are three, namely, presumption, ambition, and vainglory. Secondly, we shall consider pusillanimity which is opposed to
it by way of deficiency. Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether presumption is a sin?
(2) Whether it is opposed to magnanimity by excess?

IIa IIae q. 130 a. 1Whether presumption is a sin?

Objection1. It seems that presumption is not a sin. For the
Apostle says: “Forgetting the things that are behind, I stretch
forth [Vulg.: ‘and stretching forth’]myself to those that are be-
fore.” But it seems to savor of presumption that one should
tend to what is above oneself. erefore presumption is not
a sin.

Objection2.Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 7) “we
should not listen to those who would persuade us to relish hu-
man things because we are men, or mortal things because we
are mortal, but we should relish those that make us immor-
tal”: and (Metaph. i) “that man should pursue divine things as
far as possible.”Nowdivine and immortal things are seemingly
far above man. Since then presumption consists essentially in
tending to what is above oneself, it seems that presumption is
something praiseworthy, rather than a sin.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (2 Cor. 3:5): “Not
that we are sufficient to think anything of ourselves, as of our-
selves.” If then presumption, by which one strives at that for
which one is not sufficient, be a sin, it seems that man cannot
lawfully even think of anything good: which is absurd. ere-
fore presumption is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 37:3): “O wicked
presumption, whence camest thou?” and a gloss answers:
“From a creature’s evil will.” Now all that comes of the root
of an evil will is a sin. erefore presumption is a sin.

I answer that, Since whatever is according to nature, is or-
dered by the Divine Reason, which human reason ought to
imitate, whatever is done in accordance with human reason in
opposition to the order established in general throughout nat-
ural things is vicious and sinful. Now it is established through-
out all natural things, that every action is commensurate with
the power of the agent, nor does any natural agent strive to do

what exceeds its ability. Hence it is vicious and sinful, as being
contrary to the natural order, that any one should assume to
do what is above his power: and this is what is meant by pre-
sumption, as its very name shows. Wherefore it is evident that
presumption is a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing hinders that which is
above the active power of a natural thing, and yet not above the
passive power of that same thing: thus the air is possessed of a
passive power by reason of which it can be so changed as to ob-
tain the action and movement of fire, which surpass the active
power of air.us too it would be sinful and presumptuous for
amanwhile in a state of imperfect virtue to attempt the imme-
diate accomplishment of what belongs to perfect virtue. But
it is not presumptuous or sinful for a man to endeavor to ad-
vance towards perfect virtue. In this way the Apostle stretched
himself forth to the things that were before him, namely con-
tinually advancing forward.

Reply toObjection2.Divine and immortal things surpass
man according to the order of nature. Yetman is possessed of a
natural power, namely the intellect, whereby he can be united
to immortal andDivine things. In this respect the Philosopher
says that “man ought to pursue immortal and divine things,”
not that he should do what it becomes God to do, but that he
should be united to Him in intellect and will.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii,
3), “whatwe candoby thehelp of otherswe candobyourselves
in a sense.” Hence since we can think and do good by the help
of God, this is not altogether above our ability. Hence it is not
presumptuous for a man to attempt the accomplishment of a
virtuous deed: but it would be presumptuous if one were to
make the attempt without confidence in God’s assistance.

IIa IIae q. 130 a. 2Whether presumption is opposed to magnanimity by excess?

Objection 1. It seems that presumption is not opposed to
magnanimity by excess. Forpresumption is accounted a species
of the sin against the Holy Ghost, as stated above (q. 14, a. 2;
q. 21, a. 1). But the sin against the Holy Ghost is not opposed
to magnanimity, but to charity. Neither therefore is presump-

tion opposed to magnanimity.
Objection 2. Further, it belongs to magnanimity that one

should deem oneself worthy of great things. But a man is said
to be presumptuous even if he deem himself worthy of small
things, if they surpass his ability.erefore presumption is not
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directly opposed to magnanimity.
Objection 3. Further, the magnanimous man looks upon

external goods as little things. Now according to the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. iv, 3), “on account of external fortune the pre-
sumptuous disdain and wrong others, because they deem ex-
ternal goods as something great.”erefore presumption is op-
posed to magnanimity, not by excess, but only by deficiency.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 7; iv, 3)
that the “vain man,” i.e. a vaporer or a wind-bag, which with
us denotes a presumptuous man, “is opposed to the magnani-
mous man by excess.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 129, a. 3, ad 1), magna-
nimity observes the means, not as regards the quantity of that
to which it tends, but in proportion to our own ability: for it
does not tend to anything greater than is becoming to us.

Now the presumptuous man, as regards that to which he
tends, does not exceed the magnanimous, but sometimes falls
far short of him: but he does exceed in proportion to his own
ability, whereas the magnanimous man does not exceed his. It
is in this way that presumption is opposed to magnanimity by
excess.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not every presumption that is
accounted a sin against theHolyGhost, but that by which one
contemns the Divine justice through inordinate confidence in
the Divine mercy. e latter kind of presumption, by reason
of its matter, inasmuch, to wit, as it implies contempt of some-
thing Divine, is opposed to charity, or rather to the gi of fear,
whereby we revere God. Nevertheless, in so far as this con-
tempt exceeds the proportion to one’s own ability, it can be
opposed to magnanimity.

Reply to Objection 2. Presumption, like magnanimity,

seems to tend to something great. For we are not, as a rule,
wont to call a man presumptuous for going beyond his powers
in something small. If, however, such amanbe called presump-
tuous, this kind of presumption is not opposed to magnanim-
ity, but to that virtue which is about ordinary honor, as stated
above (q. 129, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. No one attempts what is above his
ability, except in so far as he deems his ability greater than it is.
In this one may err in two ways. First only as regards quantity,
as when a man thinks he has greater virtue, or knowledge, or
the like, than he has. Secondly, as regards the kind of thing, as
when he thinks himself great, and worthy of great things, by
reason of something that does not make him so, for instance
by reason of riches or goods of fortune. For, as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 3), “those who have these things without virtue,
neither justly deem themselves worthy of great things, nor are
rightly called magnanimous.”

Again, the thing to which a man sometimes tends in ex-
cess of his ability, is sometimes in very truth something great,
simply as in the case of Peter, whose intent was to suffer for
Christ, which has exceeded his power; while sometimes it is
something great, not simply, but only in the opinion of fools,
such as wearing costly clothes, despising and wronging others.
is savors of an excess of magnanimity, not in any truth, but
in people’s opinion.Hence Seneca says (DeQuat. Virtut.) that
“whenmagnanimity exceeds its measure, it makes aman high-
handed, proud, haughty restless, and bent on excelling in all
things, whether in words or in deeds, without any considera-
tions of virtue.” us it is evident that the presumptuous man
sometimes falls short of the magnanimous in reality, although
in appearance he surpasses him.
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Of Ambition

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider ambition: and under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is a sin?
(2) Whether it is opposed to magnanimity by excess?

IIa IIae q. 131 a. 1Whether ambition is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that ambition is not a sin. For ambi-
tion denotes the desire of honor. Now honor is in itself a good
thing, and the greatest of external goods: wherefore those who
care not for honor are reproved. erefore ambition is not a
sin; rather is it something deserving of praise, in so far as a good
is laudably desired.

Objection 2. Further, anyone may, without sin, desire
what is due to him as a reward. Now honor is the reward of
virtue, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. i, 12; iv, 3; viii, 14).
erefore ambition of honor is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, that which heartens a man to do
good and disheartens him from doing evil, is not a sin. Now
honor heartens men to do good and to avoid evil; thus the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 8) that “with the bravestmen, cow-
ards are held in dishonor, and the brave in honor”: and Tully
says (De Tusc. Quaest. i) that “honor fosters the arts.” ere-
fore ambition is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (1Cor. 13:5) that “charity is
not ambitious, seeketh not her own.” Now nothing is contrary
to charity, except sin. erefore ambition is a sin.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 103, Aa. 1,2), honor de-
notes reverence shown to a person in witness of his excellence.
Now two things have to be considered with regard to man’s
honor. e first is that a man has not from himself the thing
in which he excels, for this is, as it were, something Divine in
him, wherefore on this count honor is due principally, not to
him but to God. e second point that calls for observation
is that the thing in which man excels is given to him by God,
that he may profit others thereby: wherefore a man ought so
far to be pleased that others bear witness to his excellence, as
this enables him to profit others.

Now the desire of honor may be inordinate in three ways.
First, when a man desires recognition of an excellence which

he has not: this is to desire more than his share of honor. Sec-
ondly, when aman desires honor for himself without referring
it to God. irdly, when a man’s appetite rests in honor itself,
without referring it to the profit of others. Since then ambi-
tion denotes inordinate desire of honor, it is evident that it is
always a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e desire for good should be reg-
ulated according to reason, and if it exceed this rule it will
be sinful. In this way it is sinful to desire honor in disaccord
with the order of reason.Now those are reprovedwho care not
for honor in accordance with reason’s dictate that they should
avoid what is contrary to honor.

Reply toObjection2.Honor is not the rewardof virtue, as
regards the virtuous man, in this sense that he should seek for
it as his reward: since the reward he seeks is happiness, which is
the end of virtue. But it is said to be the reward of virtue as re-
gards others, who have nothing greater than honor whereby to
reward the virtuous; which honor derives greatness from the
very fact that it bears witness to virtue. Hence it is evident that
it is not an adequate reward, as stated in Ethic. iv, 3.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as some are heartened to do
good and disheartened from doing evil, by the desire of honor,
if this be desired in due measure; so, if it be desired inordi-
nately, it may become to man an occasion of doing many evil
things, as when a man cares not by what means he obtains
honor. Wherefore Sallust says (Catilin.) that “the good as well
as the wicked covet honors for themselves, but the one,” i.e. the
good, “go about it in the right way,” whereas “the other,” i.e.
the wicked, “through lack of the good arts, make use of deceit
and falsehood.” Yet they who, merely for the sake of honor,
either do good or avoid evil, are not virtuous, according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 8), where he says that they who do
brave things for the sake of honor are not truly brave.

IIa IIae q. 131 a. 2Whether ambition is opposed to magnanimity by excess?

Objection 1. It seems that ambition is not opposed to
magnanimity by excess. For one mean has only one extreme
opposed to it on the one side. Now presumption is opposed to
magnanimity by excess as stated above (q. 130, a. 2).erefore
ambition is not opposed to it by excess.

Objection 2. Further, magnanimity is about honors;

whereas ambition seems to regard positions of dignity: for it is
written (2 Macc. 4:7) that “Jason ambitiously sought the high
priesthood.”erefore ambition is not opposed tomagnanim-
ity.

Objection 3. Further, ambition seems to regard out-
ward show: for it is written (Acts 25:27) that “Agrippa and
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Berenice…with great pomp [ambitione]. . . had entered into
the hall of audience”*, and (2 Para. 16:14) that when Asa died
they “burned spices and…ointments over his body” with very
great pomp [ambitione]. But magnanimity is not about out-
ward show. erefore ambition is not opposed to magnanim-
ity.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. i) that “the more
a man exceeds in magnanimity, the more he desires him-
self alone to dominate others.” But this pertains to ambition.
erefore ambition denotes an excess of magnanimity.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), ambition signifies in-
ordinate love of honor.Nowmagnanimity is about honors and
makes use of them in a becoming manner. Wherefore it is ev-
ident that ambition is opposed to magnanimity as the inordi-
nate to that which is well ordered.

Reply to Objection 1. Magnanimity regards two things.
It regards one as its end, in so far as it is some great deed that
the magnanimous man attempts in proportion to his ability.
In this way presumption is opposed tomagnanimity by excess:

because the presumptuous man attempts great deeds beyond
his ability.eother thing thatmagnanimity regards is itsmat-
ter, viz. honor, of which it makes right use: and in this way am-
bition is opposed to magnanimity by excess. Nor is it impossi-
ble for one mean to be exceeded in various respects.

Reply to Objection 2. Honor is due to those who are in a
position of dignity, on account of a certain excellence of their
estate: and accordingly inordinate desire for positions of dig-
nity pertains to ambition. For if a man were to have an inordi-
nate desire for a position of dignity, not for the sake of honor,
but for the sake of a right use of a dignity exceeding his ability,
he would not be ambitious but presumptuous.

Reply toObjection3.every solemnity of outwardwor-
ship is a kind of honor, wherefore in such cases honor is wont
to be shown. is is signified by the words of James 2:2,3: “If
there shall come into your assembly amanhaving a golden ring,
in fine apparel…and you…shall say to him: Sit thou here well,”
etc.Wherefore ambition does not regard outwardworship, ex-
cept in so far as this is a kind of honor.

* ‘Praetorium.’ e Vulgate has ‘auditorium,’ but the meaning is the same.
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Of Vainglory

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider vainglory: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether desire of glory is a sin?
(2) Whether it is opposed to magnanimity?
(3) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(4) Whether it is a capital vice?
(5) Of its daughters.

IIa IIae q. 132 a. 1Whether the desire of glory is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that the desire of glory is not a sin.
For no one sins in being likened to God: in fact we are com-
manded (Eph. 5:1): “Be ye…followers of God, as most dear
children.” Now by seeking glory man seems to imitate God,
Who seeks glory frommen:wherefore it is written (Is. 43:6,7):
“Bring My sons from afar, and My daughters from the ends of
the earth. And every one that calleth on My name, I have cre-
ated him for My glory.” erefore the desire for glory is not a
sin.

Objection 2. Further, that which incites a mar to do good
is apparently not a sin. Now the desire of glory incites men to
do good. For Tully says (De Tusc. Quaest. i) that “glory in-
flames everyman to strive his utmost”: and inHolyWrit glory
is promised for good works, according to Rom. 2:7: “To them,
indeed, who according to patience in good work…glory and
honor”*. erefore the desire for glory is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that
glory is “consistent good report about a person, together with
praise”: and this comes to the same as what Augustine says
(Contra Maximin. iii), viz. that glory is, “as it were, clear
knowledge with praise.” Now it is no sin to desire praisewor-
thy renown: indeed, it seems itself to call for praise, according
to Ecclus. 41:15, “Take care of a good name,” and Rom. 12:17,
“Providing good things not only in the sight of God, but also
in the sight of all men.”erefore the desire of vainglory is not
a sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v): “He is
better advised who acknowledges that even the love of praise
is sinful.”

I answer that, Glory signifies a certain clarity, wherefore
Augustine says (Tract. lxxxii, c, cxiv in Joan.) that to be “glo-
rified is the same as to be clarified.” Now clarity and comeli-
ness imply a certain display: wherefore the word glory prop-
erly denotes the display of something as regards its seeming
comely in the sight ofmen, whether it be a bodily or a spiritual
good. Since, however, that which is clear simply can be seen by
many, and by those who are far away, it follows that the word

glory properly denotes that somebody’s good is known and ap-
proved by many, according to the saying of Sallust (Catilin.)†:
“I must not boast while I am addressing one man.”

But if we take the word glory in a broader sense, it not only
consists in the knowledge of many, but also in the knowledge
of few, or of one, or of oneself alone, as when one considers
one’s own good as being worthy of praise. Now it is not a sin
to know and approve one’s own good: for it is written (1 Cor.
2:12): “Now we have received not the spirit of this world, but
the Spirit that is of God that we may know the things that are
given us from God.” Likewise it is not a sin to be willing to ap-
prove one’s own goodworks: for it is written (Mat. 5:16): “Let
your light shine before men.” Hence the desire for glory does
not, of itself, denote a sin: but thedesire for empty or vain glory
denotes a sin: for it is sinful to desire anything vain, according
to Ps. 4:3, “Why do you love vanity, and seek aer lying?”

Now glory may be called vain in three ways. First, on the
part of the thing for which one seeks glory: as when a man
seeks glory for that which is unworthy of glory, for instance
when he seeks it for something frail and perishable: secondly,
on the part of him from whom he seeks glory, for instance a
man whose judgment is uncertain: thirdly, on the part of the
man himself who seeks glory, for that he does not refer the de-
sire of his own glory to a due end, such as God’s honor, or the
spiritual welfare of his neighbor.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says on Jn. 13:13,
“You call Me Master and Lord; and you say well” (Tract. lviii
in Joan.): “Self-complacency is fraughtwith danger of onewho
has tobeware of pride. ButHeWho is above all, howevermuch
He may praise Himself, does not upli Himself. For knowl-
edge ofGod is our need, notHis: nor does anymanknowHim
unless he be taught ofHimWhoknows.” It is therefore evident
thatGod seeks glory, not forHis own sake, but for ours. In like
manner a man may rightly seek his own glory for the good of
others, according to Mat. 5:16, “at they may see your good
works, and glorify your Father Who is in heaven.”

Reply to Objection 2. at which we receive from God

* Vulg.: ‘Whowill render to everyman according tohisworks, to them indeed
who…seek glory and honor and incorruption, eternal life.’. † equotation
is from Livy: Hist., Lib. XXII C, 39.
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is not vain but true glory: it is this glory that is promised as
a reward for good works, and of which it is written (2 Cor.
10:17,18): “He that glorieth let him glory in the Lord, for not
he who commendeth himself is approved, but he whom God
commendeth.” It is true that some are heartened to do works
of virtue, through desire for human glory, as also through the
desire for other earthly goods. Yet he is not truly virtuous who
does virtuous deeds for the sake of human glory, as Augustine
proves (De Civ. Dei v).

Reply to Objection 3. It is requisite for man’s perfection
that he should knowhimself; but not that he should be known

by others, wherefore it is not to be desired in itself. It may,
however, be desired as being useful for something, either in
order that God may be glorified by men, or that men may be-
come better by reason of the good they know to be in another
man, or in order thatman, knowing by the testimony of others’
praise the goodwhich is in him,may himself strive to persevere
therein and to become better. In this sense it is praiseworthy
that a man should “take care of his good name,” and that he
should “provide good things in the sight ofGod andmen”: but
not that he should take an empty pleasure in human praise.

IIa IIae q. 132 a. 2Whether vainglory is opposed to magnanimity?

Objection 1. It seems that vainglory is not opposed to
magnanimity. For, as stated above (a. 1), vainglory consists in
glorying in things that are not, which pertains to falsehood; or
in earthly and perishable things, which pertains to covetous-
ness; or in the testimony ofmen, whose judgment is uncertain,
which pertains to imprudence. Now these vices are not con-
trary to magnanimity. erefore vainglory is not opposed to
magnanimity.

Objection 2. Further, vainglory is not, like pusillanimity,
opposed to magnanimity by way of deficiency, for this seems
inconsistent with vainglory. Nor is it opposed to it by way of
excess, for in this way presumption and ambition are opposed
to magnanimity, as stated above (q. 130, a. 2; q. 131, a. 2): and
these differ fromvainglory.erefore vainglory is not opposed
to magnanimity.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss on Phil. 2:3, “Let nothing be
done through contention, neither by vainglory,” says: “Some
among them were given to dissension and restlessness, con-
tending with one another for the sake of vainglory.” But con-
tention* is not opposed to magnanimity. Neither therefore is
vainglory.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Offic. i) under the head-
ing, “Magnanimity consists in two things: We should beware
of the desire for glory, since it enslaves the mind, which a
magnanimous man should ever strive to keep untrammeled.”
erefore it is opposed to magnanimity.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 103, a. 1, ad 3), glory is
an effect of honor and praise: because from the fact that aman
is praised, or shown any kind of reverence, he acquires charity
in the knowledge of others. And since magnanimity is about
honor, as stated above (q. 129, Aa. 1,2), it follows that it also is
about glory: seeing that as amanuses honormoderately, so too

does he use glory in moderation. Wherefore inordinate desire
of glory is directly opposed to magnanimity.

Reply to Objection 1. To think so much of little things
as to glory in them is itself opposed to magnanimity. Where-
fore it is said of the magnanimous man (Ethic. iv) that honor
is of little account to him. In like manner he thinks little of
other things that are sought for honor’s sake, such as power
and wealth. Likewise it is inconsistent with magnanimity to
glory in things that are not; wherefore it is said of the mag-
nanimous man (Ethic. iv) that he cares more for truth than
for opinion. Again it is incompatible with magnanimity for a
man to glory in the testimony of human praise, as though he
deemed this something great; wherefore it is said of the mag-
nanimousman (Ethic. iv), that he cares not to be praised. And
so, when a man looks upon little things as though they were
great, nothing hinders this from being contrary to magnanim-
ity, as well as to other virtues.

Reply to Objection 2. He that is desirous of vainglory
does in truth fall short of beingmagnanimous, because he glo-
ries in what the magnanimous man thinks little of, as stated in
the preceding Reply. But if we consider his estimate, he is op-
posed to the magnanimous man by way of excess, because the
glory which he seeks is something great in his estimation, and
he tends thereto in excess of his deserts.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 127, a. 2, ad 2),
the opposition of vices does not depend on their effects. Nev-
ertheless contention, if done intentionally, is opposed to mag-
nanimity: since no one contends save for what he deems great.
Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3) that themagnan-
imous man is not contentious, because nothing is great in his
estimation.

* Cf. q. 38.
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IIa IIae q. 132 a. 3Whether vainglory is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It seems that vainglory is a mortal sin. For
nothing precludes the eternal reward except amortal sin. Now
vainglory precludes the eternal reward: for it is written (Mat.
6:1): “Take heed, that you do not give justice before men, to
be seen by them: otherwise you shall not have a reward of your
Father Who is in heaven.” erefore vainglory is a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, whoever appropriates to himself
that which is proper to God, sins mortally. Now by desiring
vainglory, a man appropriates to himself that which is proper
to God. For it is written (Is. 42:8): “I will not give My glory to
another,” and (1 Tim. 1:17): “To…the only God be honor and
glory.” erefore vainglory is a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, apparently a sin is mortal if it be
most dangerous and harmful. Now vainglory is a sin of this
kind, because a gloss of Augustine on 1ess. 2:4, “God,Who
proveth our hearts,” says: “Unless a man war against the love
of human glory he does not perceive its baneful power, for
though it be easy for anyone not to desire praise as long as one
does not get it, it is difficult not to take pleasure in it, when it is
given.” Chrysostom also says (Hom. xix in Matth.) that “vain-
glory enters secretly, and robs us insensibly of all our inward
possessions.” erefore vainglory is a mortal sin.

On the contrary,Chrysostom says* that “while other vices
find their abode in the servants of the devil, vainglory finds a
place even in the servants of Christ.” Yet in the latter there is
no mortal sin. erefore vainglory is not a mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 24, a. 12; q. 110, a. 4;
q. 112, a. 2 ), a sin is mortal through being contrary to charity.
Now the sin of vainglory, considered in itself, does not seem
to be contrary to charity as regards the love of one’s neighbor:
yet as regards the love of God it may be contrary to charity in
twoways. In one way, by reason of thematter about which one
glories: for instance when one glories in something false that
is opposed to the reverence we owe God, according to Ezech.
28:2, “yheart is liedup, andouhast said: I amGod,” and
1 Cor. 4:7, “What hast thou that thou hast not received? And
if thou hast received, why dost thou glory, as if thou hadst not
received it?”Or againwhen amanprefers toGod the temporal

good in which he glories: for this is forbidden (Jer. 9:23,24):
“Let not the wise man glory in his wisdom, and let not the
strongman glory in his strength, and let not the richman glory
in his riches. But let him that glorieth glory in this, that he un-
derstandeth and knoweth Me.” Or again when a man prefers
the testimony of man to God’s; thus it is written in reproval
of certain people ( Jn. 12:43): “For they loved the glory ofmen
more than the glory of God.”

In another way vainglory may be contrary to charity, on
the part of the one who glories, in that he refers his intention
to glory as his last end: so that he directs even virtuous deeds
thereto, and, inorder toobtain it, forbears not fromdoing even
thatwhich is againstGod. In this way it is amortal sin.Where-
fore Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v, 14) that “this vice,” namely
the love of human praise, “is so hostile to a godly faith, if the
heart desires glory more than it fears or loves God, that our
Lord said ( Jn. 5:44): How can you believe, who receive glory
one from another, and the glory which is fromGod alone, you
do not seek?”

If, however, the love of human glory, though it be vain, be
not inconsistentwith charity, neither as regards thematter glo-
ried in, nor as to the intention of him that seeks glory, it is not
a mortal but a venial sin.

Reply to Objection 1. No man, by sinning, merits eternal
life: wherefore a virtuous deed loses its power to merit eter-
nal life, if it be done for the sake of vainglory, even though
that vainglory be not a mortal sin. On the other hand when
a man loses the eternal reward simply through vainglory, and
not merely in respect of one act, vainglory is a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Not every man that is desirous of
vainglory, desires the excellence which belongs to God alone.
For the glory due to God alone differs from the glory due to a
virtuous or rich man.

Reply to Objection 3. Vainglory is stated to be a danger-
ous sin, not only on account of its gravity, but also because it
is a disposition to grave sins, in so far as it renders man pre-
sumptuous and too self-confident: and so it gradually disposes
a man to lose his inward goods.

IIa IIae q. 132 a. 4Whether vainglory is a capital vice?

Objection 1. It seems that vainglory is not a capital vice.
For a vice that always arises from another vice is seemingly not
capital. But vainglory always arises from pride.erefore vain-
glory is not a capital vice.

Objection 2. Further, honor would seem to take prece-
dence of glory, for this is its effect. Now ambition which is in-
ordinate desire of honor is not a capital vice. Neither therefore
is the desire of vainglory.

Objection 3. Further, a capital vice has a certain promi-

nence. But vainglory seems to have no prominence, neither as
a sin, because it is not always amortal sin, nor considered as an
appetible good, since human glory is apparently a frail thing,
and is something outside man himself. erefore vainglory is
not a capital vice.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi) numbers vain-
glory among the seven capital vices.

I answer that, e capital vices are enumerated in two
ways. For some reckon pride as one of their number: and these

* Hom. xiii in theOpus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. JohnChrysostom.
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do not place vainglory among the capital vices. Gregory, how-
ever (Moral. xxxi), reckons pride to be the queen of all the
vices, and vainglory, which is the immediate offspring of pride,
he reckons to be a capital vice: and not without reason. For
pride, as we shall state farther on (q. 152, Aa. 1,2), denotes in-
ordinate desire of excellence. But whatever good one may de-
sire, one desires a certain perfection and excellence therefrom:
wherefore the end of every vice is directed to the end of pride,
so that this vice seems to exercise a kind of causality over the
other vices, and ought not to be reckoned among the special
sources of vice, known as the capital vices. Now among the
goods that are the means whereby man acquires honor, glory
seems to be the most conducive to that effect, inasmuch as it
denotes the manifestation of a man’s goodness: since good is
naturally loved and honored by all. Wherefore, just as by the
glory which is in God’s sight man acquires honor in Divine
things, so too by the glory which is in the sight of man he ac-
quires excellence in human things. Hence on account of its
close connection with excellence, which men desire above all,

it follows that it is most desirable. And since many vices arise
from the inordinate desire thereof, it follows that vainglory is
a capital vice.

Reply toObjection 1. It is not impossible for a capital vice
to arise frompride, since as stated above (in the body of theAr-
ticle and Ia IIae, q. 84, a. 2) pride is the queen and mother of
all the vices.

Reply to Objection 2. Praise and honor, as stated above
(a. 2), stand in relation to glory as the causes fromwhich it pro-
ceeds, so that glory is compared to them as their end. For the
reason why a man loves to be honored and praised is that he
thinks thereby to acquire a certain renown in the knowledge
of others.

Reply to Objection 3. Vainglory stands prominent under
the aspect of desirability, for the reason given above, and this
suffices for it to be reckoned a capital vice. Nor is it always nec-
essary for a capital vice to be a mortal sin; for mortal sin can
arise from venial sin, inasmuch as venial sin can dispose man
thereto.

IIa IIae q. 132 a. 5Whether the daughters of vainglory are suitably reckoned to be disobedience, boastfulness,
hypocrisy, contention, obstinacy, discord, and love of novelties?

Objection 1. It seems that the daughters of vainglory
are unsuitably reckoned to be “disobedience, boastfulness,
hypocrisy, contention, obstinacy, discord, and eccentricity*.”
For according to Gregory (Moral. xxiii) boastfulness is num-
bered among the species of pride. Now pride does not arise
fromvainglory, rather is it the otherway about, asGregory says
(Moral. xxxi). erefore boastfulness should not be reckoned
among the daughters of vainglory.

Objection 2. Further, contention and discord seem to be
the outcome chiefly of anger. But anger is a capital vice condi-
vided with vainglory. erefore it seems that they are not the
daughters of vainglory.

Objection 3. Further, Chrysostom says (Hom. xix in
Matth.) that vainglory is always evil, but especially in philan-
thropy, i.e. mercy. And yet this is nothing new, for it is an es-
tablished custom among men. erefore eccentricity should
not be specially reckoned as a daughter of vainglory.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Gregory (Moral.
xxxi), who there assigns the above daughters to vainglory.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 34, a. 5; q. 35, a. 4; Ia IIae,
q. 84, Aa. 3,4), the vices which by their very nature are such as
to be directed to the end of a certain capital vice, are called
its daughters. Now the end of vainglory is the manifestation
of one’s own excellence, as stated above (Aa. 1,4): and to this
end amanmay tend in two ways. In one way directly, either by
words, and this is boasting, or by deeds, and then if they be true
and call for astonishment, it is love of novelties which men are

wont to wonder at most; but if they be false, it is hypocrisy.
In another way a man strives to make known his excellence
by showing that he is not inferior to another, and this in four
ways. First, as regards the intellect, and thus we have “obsti-
nacy,” by which a man is too much attached to his own opin-
ion, being unwilling to believe one that is better. Secondly, as
regards the will, and then we have “discord,” whereby a man
is unwilling to give up his own will, and agree with others.
irdly, as regards “speech,” and then we have “contention,”
whereby a man quarrels noisily with another. Fourthly as re-
gards deeds, and this is “disobedience,” whereby a man refuses
to carry out the command of his superiors.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 112, a. 1, ad
2), boasting is reckoned a kind of pride, as regards its interior
cause, which is arrogance: but outward boasting, according to
Ethic. iv, is directed sometimes to gain, butmore oen to glory
and honor, and thus it is the result of vainglory.

Reply to Objection 2. Anger is not the cause of discord
and contention, except in conjunction with vainglory, in that
a man thinks it a glorious thing for him not to yield to the will
and words of others.

Reply to Objection 3. Vainglory is reproved in connec-
tion with almsdeeds on account of the lack of charity appar-
ent in one who prefers vainglory to the good of his neighbor,
seeing that he does the latter for the sake of the former. But a
man is not reproved for presuming to give alms as though this
were something novel.

* Praesumptio novitatum, literally ‘presumption of novelties’.
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Of Pusillanimity
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider pusillanimity. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether pusillanimity is a sin?
(2) To what virtue is it opposed?

IIa IIae q. 133 a. 1Whether pusillanimity is a sin?

Objection 1. It seems that pusillanimity is not a sin. For
every sin makes a man evil, just as every virtue makes a man
good. But a fainthearted man is not evil, as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. iv, 3). erefore pusillanimity is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3)
that “a fainthearted man is especially one who is worthy of
great goods, yet does not deem himself worthy of them.” Now
no one is worthy of great goods except the virtuous, since as
the Philosopher again says (Ethic. iv, 3), “none but the virtu-
ous are truly worthy of honor.” erefore the fainthearted are
virtuous: and consequently pusillanimity is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, “Pride is the beginning of all sin”
(Ecclus. 10:15). But pusillanimity does not proceed from
pride, since the proudman sets himself above what he is, while
the fainthearted man withdraws from the things he is worthy
of. erefore pusillanimity is not a sin.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3)
that “he who deems himself less worthy than he is, is said to be
fainthearted.” Now sometimes holy men deem themselves less
worthy than they are; for instance, Moses and Jeremias, who
wereworthy of the officeGod chose them for, which they both
humbly declined (Ex. 3:11; Jer. 1:6).erefore pusillanimity is
not a sin.

On the contrary, Nothing in human conduct is to be
avoided save sin. Now pusillanimity is to be avoided: for it is
written (Col. 3:21): “Fathers, provoke not your children to in-
dignation, lest they be discouraged.”erefore pusillanimity is
a sin.

I answer that, Whatever is contrary to a natural inclina-
tion is a sin, because it is contrary to a law of nature. Now ev-
erything has a natural inclination to accomplish an action that
is commensurate with its power: as is evident in all natural
things, whether animate or inanimate. Now just as presump-
tion makes a man exceed what is proportionate to his power,
by striving to do more than he can, so pusillanimity makes a
man fall short of what is proportionate to his power, by re-
fusing to tend to that which is commensurate thereto. Where-
fore as presumption is a sin, so is pusillanimity. Hence it is that
the servant who buried in the earth themoney he had received
fromhismaster, anddidnot tradewith it through fainthearted

fear, was punished by his master (Mat. 25; Lk. 19).
Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher calls those evil

who injure their neighbor: and accordingly the fainthearted is
said not to be evil, because he injures no one, save accidentally,
by omitting to do whatmight be profitable to others. For Gre-
gory says (Pastoral. i) that if “they who demur to do good to
their neighbor in preaching be judged strictly, without doubt
their guilt is proportionate to the good they might have done
had they been less retiring.”

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing hinders a person who has
a virtuous habit from sinning venially and without losing the
habit, or mortally and with loss of the habit of gratuitous
virtue. Hence it is possible for a man, by reason of the virtue
which he has, to be worthy of doing certain great things that
are worthy of great honor, and yet through not trying to make
use of his virtue, he sins sometimes venially, sometimes mor-
tally.

Again it may be replied that the fainthearted is worthy
of great things in proportion to his ability for virtue, ability
which he derives either from a good natural disposition, or
from science, or from external fortune, and if he fails to use
those things for virtue, he becomes guilty of pusillanimity.

Reply to Objection 3. Even pusillanimity may in some
way be the result of pride: when, to wit, aman clings toomuch
to his own opinion, whereby he thinks himself incompetent
for those things for which he is competent. Hence it is writ-
ten (Prov. 26:16): “e sluggard is wiser in his own conceit
than sevenmen that speak sentences.” Fornothinghinders him
from depreciating himself in some things, and having a high
opinion of himself in others. Wherefore Gregory says (Pas-
toral. i) of Moses that “perchance he would have been proud,
had he undertaken the leadership of a numerous people with-
out misgiving: and again he would have been proud, had he
refused to obey the command of his Creator.”

Reply to Objection 4. Moses and Jeremias were worthy
of the office to which they were appointed by God, but their
worthiness was of Divine grace: yet they, considering the in-
sufficiency of their own weakness, demurred; though not ob-
stinately lest they should fall into pride.
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IIa IIae q. 133 a. 2Whether pusillanimity is opposed to magnanimity?

Objection 1. It seems that pusillanimity is not opposed
to magnanimity. For the Philosopher says (Ethic., 3) that “the
fainthearted man knows not himself: for he would desire the
good things, of which he is worthy, if he knew himself.” Now
ignorance of self seems opposed to prudence. erefore pusil-
lanimity is opposed to prudence.

Objection 2. Further our Lord calls the servant wicked
and slothful who through pusillanimity refused to make use
of themoney.Moreover the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3) that
the fainthearted seem to be slothful. Now sloth is opposed to
solicitude, which is an act of prudence, as stated above (q. 47,
a. 9). erefore pusillanimity is not opposed to magnanimity.

Objection 3. Further, pusillanimity seems to proceed
from inordinate fear: hence it is written (Is. 35:4): “Say to the
fainthearted: Take courage and fear not.” It also seems to pro-
ceed from inordinate anger, according to Col. 3:21, “Fathers,
provoke not your children to indignation, lest they be discour-
aged.” Now inordinate fear is opposed to fortitude, and inor-
dinate anger to meekness. erefore pusillanimity is not op-
posed to magnanimity.

Objection 4. Further, the vice that is in opposition to a
particular virtue is the more grievous according as it is more
unlike that virtue. Now pusillanimity is more unlike magna-
nimity than presumption is. erefore if pusillanimity is op-
posed to magnanimity, it follows that it is a more grievous sin
than presumption: yet this is contrary to the saying of Ecclus.
37:3, “O wicked presumption, whence camest thou?” ere-
fore pusillanimity is not opposed to magnanimity.

On the contrary, Pusillanimity and magnanimity differ
as greatness and littleness of soul, as their very names denote.
Now great and little are opposites. erefore pusillanimity is
opposed to magnanimity.

I answer that, Pusillanimity may be considered in three
ways. First, in itself; and thus it is evident that by its very nature
it is opposed to magnanimity, from which it differs as great
and little differ in connection with the same subject. For just
as themagnanimousman tends to great things out of greatness

of soul, so the pusillanimousman shrinks fromgreat things out
of littleness of soul. Secondly, itmay be considered in reference
to its cause, which on the part of the intellect is ignorance of
one’s own qualification, and on the part of the appetite is the
fear of failure in what one falsely deems to exceed one’s ability.
irdly, it may be considered in reference to its effect, which
is to shrink from the great things of which one is worthy. But,
as stated above (q. 132, a. 2, ad 3), opposition between vice
and virtue depends rather on their respective species than on
their cause or effect. Hence pusillanimity is directly opposed
to magnanimity.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers pusilla-
nimity as proceeding froma cause in the intellect. Yet it cannot
be said properly that it is opposed to prudence, even in respect
of its cause: because ignorance of this kind does not proceed
from indiscretion but from laziness in considering one’s own
ability, according to Ethic. iv, 3, or in accomplishing what is
within one’s power.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers pusilla-
nimity from the point of view of its effect.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the point
of view of cause. Nor is the fear that causes pusillanimity al-
ways a fear of the dangers of death: wherefore it does not fol-
low from this standpoint that pusillanimity is opposed to for-
titude.As regards anger, if we consider it under the aspect of its
propermovement, whereby aman is roused to take vengeance,
it does not cause pusillanimity, which disheartens the soul;
on the contrary, it takes it away. If, however, we consider the
causes of anger, which are injuries inflicted whereby the soul
of the man who suffers them is disheartened, it conduces to
pusillanimity.

Reply to Objection 4. According to its proper species
pusillanimity is a graver sin than presumption, since thereby
a man withdraws from good things, which is a very great evil
according to Ethic. iv. Presumption, however, is stated to be
“wicked” on account of pride whence it proceeds.
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Of Magnificence
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider magnificence and the vices opposed to it. With regard to magnificence there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether magnificence is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?
(3) What is its matter?
(4) Whether it is a part of fortitude?

IIa IIae q. 134 a. 1Whether magnificence is a virtue?

Objection1. It seems thatmagnificence is not a virtue. For
whoever has one virtue has all the virtues, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 65, a. 1). But one may have the other virtues without
having magnificence: because the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
2) that “not every liberal man is magnificent.” erefore mag-
nificence is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, moral virtue observes the mean, ac-
cording to Ethic. ii, 6. But magnificence does not seemingly
observe the mean, for it exceeds liberality in greatness. Now
“great” and “little” are opposed to one another as extremes, the
mean of which is “equal,” as stated in Metaph. x. Hence mag-
nificence observes not the mean, but the extreme. erefore it
is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, no virtue is opposed to a natural
inclination, but on the contrary perfects it, as stated above
(q. 108, a. 2; q. 117, a. 1, obj. 1).Now according to the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. iv, 2) the “magnificent man is not lavish towards
himself ”: and this is opposed to the natural inclination one has
to look aer oneself. erefore magnificence is not a virtue.

Objection 4. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 4) “act is right reason about things to bemade.”Now
magnificence is about things to be made, as its very name de-
notes*. erefore it is an act rather than a virtue.

On the contrary, Human virtue is a participation of Di-
vine power. But magnificence [virtutis] belongs to Divine
power, according to Ps. 47:35: “His magnificence and His
power is in the clouds.” erefore magnificence is a virtue.

I answer that, According to De Coelo i, 16, “we speak
of virtue in relation to the extreme limit of a thing’s power,”
not as regards the limit of deficiency, but as regards the limit
of excess, the very nature of which denotes something great.
Wherefore to do something great, whence magnificence takes

its name, belongs properly to the very notion of virtue. Hence
magnificence denotes a virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Not every liberal man is magnifi-
cent as regards his actions, because he lacks the wherewithal
to perform magnificent deeds. Nevertheless every liberal man
has the habit of magnificence, either actually or in respect of a
proximate disposition thereto, as explained above (q. 129, a. 3,
ad 2), as also ( Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1) when we were treating of the
connection of virtues.

Reply toObjection2. It is true thatmagnificence observes
the extreme, if we consider the quantity of the thing done: yet
it observes themean, if we consider the rule of reason, which it
neither falls short of nor exceeds, as we have also said of mag-
nanimity (q. 129, a. 3, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to magnificence to do
something great. But that which regards a man’s person is lit-
tle in comparison with that which regards Divine things, or
even the affairs of the community at large.Wherefore themag-
nificent man does not intend principally to be lavish towards
himself, not that he does not seek his own good, but because
to do so is not something great. Yet if anything regarding him-
self admits of greatness, the magnificent man accomplishes it
magnificently: for instance, things that are done once, such as
a wedding, or the like; or things that are of a lasting nature;
thus it belongs to a magnificent man to provide himself with a
suitable dwelling, as stated in Ethic. iv.

Reply to Objection 4. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. vi,
5) “there must needs be a virtue of act,” i.e. a moral virtue,
whereby the appetite is inclined to make good use of the rule
of act: and this is what magnificence does. Hence it is not an
act but a virtue.

* Magnificence= magna facere—i.e. to make great things.
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IIa IIae q. 134 a. 2Whether magnificence is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that magnificence is not a special
virtue. Formagnificence would seem to consist in doing some-
thing great. But it may belong to any virtue to do something
great, if the virtue be great: as in the case of onewho has a great
virtue of temperance, for he does a great work of temperance.
erefore, magnificence is not a special virtue, but denotes a
perfect degree of any virtue.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly that which tends to a
thing is the same as that which does it. But it belongs to mag-
nanimity to tend to something great, as stated above (q. 129,
Aa. 1,2). erefore it belongs to magnanimity likewise to do
something great.ereforemagnificence is not a special virtue
distinct from magnanimity.

Objection3.Further,magnificence seems to belong to ho-
liness, for it is written (Ex. 15:11): “Magnificent [Douay: ‘glo-
rious’] in holiness,” and (Ps. 95:6): “Holiness andmagnificence
[Douay: ‘Majesty’] inHis sanctuary.”Nowholiness is the same
as religion, as stated above (q. 81, a. 8).ereforemagnificence
is apparently the same as religion. erefore it is not a special
virtue, distinct from the others.

On the contrary, e Philosopher reckons it with other
special virtues (Ethic. ii, 7; iv 2).

I answer that, It belongs to magnificence to do [facere]
something great, as its name implies [magnificence= magna
facere—i.e. to make great things]. Now “facere” may be taken
in two ways, in a strict sense, and in a broad sense. Strictly
“facere” means to work something in external matter, for in-
stance to make a house, or something of the kind; in a broad
sense “facere” is employed to denote any action, whether it
passes into external matter, as to burn or cut, or remain in the
agent, as to understand or will.

Accordingly if magnificence be taken to denote the doing
of something great, the doing [factio] being understood in the
strict sense, it is then a special virtue. For the work done is pro-
duced by act: in the use ofwhich it is possible to consider a spe-
cial aspect of goodness, namely that the work produced [fac-
tum] by the act is something great, namely in quantity, value,
or dignity, and this iswhatmagnificence does. In thiswaymag-

nificence is a special virtue.
If, on the other hand, magnificence take its name from do-

ing something great, the doing [facere] being understood in a
broad sense, it is not a special virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. It belongs to every perfect virtue
to do something great in the genus of that virtue, if “doing”
[facere] be taken in the broad sense, but not if it be taken
strictly, for this is proper to magnificence.

Reply toObjection 2. It belongs tomagnanimity not only
to tend to something great, but also to do great works in all the
virtues, either by making [faciendo], or by any kind of action,
as stated in Ethic. iv, 3: yet so thatmagnanimity, in this respect,
regards the sole aspect of great, while the other virtues which,
if they be perfect, do something great, direct their principal in-
tention, not to something great, but to that which is proper to
each virtue: and the greatness of the thing done is sometimes
consequent upon the greatness of the virtue.

On the other hand, it belongs to magnificence not only to
do something great, “doing” [facere] being taken in the strict
sense, but also to tend with the mind to the doing of great
things. Hence Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that “magnif-
icence is the discussing and administering of great and loy
undertakings, with a certain broad andnoble purpose ofmind,
discussion” referring to the inward intention, and “administra-
tion” to the outward accomplishment.Wherefore just as mag-
nanimity intends something great in every matter, it follows
thatmagnificence does the same in everywork that can be pro-
duced in external matter [factibili].

Reply to Objection 3. e intention of magnificence is
theproductionof a greatwork.Nowworksdonebymenaredi-
rected to an end: and no end of human works is so great as the
honor ofGod:whereforemagnificence does a greatwork espe-
cially in reference to theDivine honor.Wherefore thePhiloso-
pher says (Ethic. iv, 2) that “the most commendable expendi-
ture is that which is directed to Divine sacrifices”: and this is
the chief object of magnificence. For this reason magnificence
is connected with holiness, since its chief effect is directed to
religion or holiness.

IIa IIae q. 134 a. 3Whether the matter of magnificence is great expenditure?

Objection 1. It seems that the matter of magnificence is
not great expenditure. For there are not two virtues about
the same matter. But liberality is about expenditure, as stated
above (q. 117, a. 2). erefore magnificence is not about ex-
penditure.

Objection 2. Further, “every magnificent man is liberal”
(Ethic. iv, 2). But liberality is about gis rather than about ex-
penditure.ereforemagnificence also is not chiefly about ex-
penditure, but about gis.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to magnificence to pro-

duce an externalwork.Butnot even great expenditure is always
the means of producing an external work, for instance when
one spends much in sending presents. erefore expenditure
is not the proper matter of magnificence.

Objection 4. Further, only the rich are capable of great ex-
penditure. But the poor are able to possess all the virtues, since
“the virtues do not necessarily require external fortune, but are
sufficient for themselves,” as Seneca says (De Ira i:De vita beata
xvi). erefore magnificence is not about great expenditure.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 2) that
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“magnificence does not extend, like liberality, to all transac-
tions in money, but only to expensive ones, wherein it exceeds
liberality in scale.”erefore it is only about great expenditure.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), it belongs to magnif-
icence to intend doing some great work. Now for the doing of
a great work, proportionate expenditure is necessary, for great
works cannot be produced without great expenditure. Hence
it belongs to magnificence to spend much in order that some
greatworkmay be accomplished in becomingmanner.Where-
fore the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 2) that “amagnificentman
will produce amoremagnificent work with equal,” i.e. propor-
tionate, “expenditure.” Now expenditure is the outlay of a sum
of money; and a man may be hindered from making that out-
lay if he love money too much. Hence the matter of magnifi-
cence may be said to be both this expenditure itself, which the
magnificent man uses to produce a great work, and also the
very money which he employs in going to great expense, and
as well as the love of money, which love the magnificent man
moderates, lest he be hindered from spending much.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above (q. 129, a. 2), those
virtues that are about external things experience a certain dif-
ficulty arising from the genus itself of the thing about which
the virtue is concerned, and another difficulty besides arising
from the greatness of that same thing. Hence the need for two
virtues, concerned aboutmoney and its use; namely, liberality,
which regards the use of money in general, and magnificence,
which regards that which is great in the use of money.

Reply to Objection 2. e use of money regards the lib-
eral man in one way and the magnificent man in another. For
it regards the liberal man, inasmuch as it proceeds from an or-
dinate affection in respect of money; wherefore all due use of
money (such as gis and expenditure), the obstacles to which
are removed by amoderate love ofmoney, belongs to liberality.
But the use of money regards the magnificent man in relation
to some great work which has to be produced, and this use is
impossible without expenditure or outlay.

Reply to Objection 3. e magnificent man also makes
gis of presents, as stated in Ethic. iv, 2, but not under the as-
pect of gi, but rather under the aspect of expenditure directed
to the production of somework, for instance in order to honor
someone, or in order to do something whichwill reflect honor
on the whole state: as when he brings to effect what the whole
state is striving for.

Reply toObjection 4.e chief act of virtue is the inward
choice, and a virtuemay have this without outward fortune: so
that even apoormanmaybemagnificent. But goods of fortune
are requisite as instruments to the external acts of virtue: and
in this way a poor man cannot accomplish the outward act of
magnificence in things that are great simply. Perhaps, however,
he may be able to do so in things that are great by comparison
to some particular work; which, though little in itself, can nev-
ertheless be done magnificently in proportion to its genus: for
little and great are relative terms, as the Philosopher says (De
Praedic. Cap. Ad aliquid.).

IIa IIae q. 134 a. 4Whether magnificence is a part of fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that magnificence is not a part of
fortitude. For magnificence agrees in matter with liberality, as
stated above (a. 3). But liberality is a part, not of fortitude, but
of justice. erefore magnificence is not a part of fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, fortitude is about fear and darings.
But magnificence seems to have nothing to do with fear, but
only with expenditure, which is a kind of action. erefore
magnificence seems to pertain to justice, which is about ac-
tions, rather than to fortitude.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 2)
that “themagnificentman is like theman of science.” Now sci-
ence has more in common with prudence than with fortitude.
erefore magnificence should not be reckoned a part of for-
titude.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) and Macro-
bius (De Somn. Scip. i) and Andronicus reckon magnificence
to be a part of fortitude.

I answer that, Magnificence, in so far as it is a special
virtue, cannot be reckoned a subjective part of fortitude, since
it does not agree with this virtue in the point of matter: but it
is reckoned a part thereof, as being annexed to it as secondary
to principal virtue.

In order for a virtue to be annexed to a principal virtue, two

things are necessary, as stated above (q. 80). e one is that
the secondary virtue agree with the principal, and the other
is that in some respect it be exceeded thereby. Now magnifi-
cence agrees with fortitude in the point that as fortitude tends
to something arduous and difficult, so also does magnificence:
wherefore seemingly it is seated, like fortitude, in the irasci-
ble. Yet magnificence falls short of fortitude, in that the ardu-
ous thing to which fortitude tends derives its difficulty from a
danger that threatens the person, whereas the arduous thing to
which magnificence tends, derives its difficulty from the dis-
possession of one’s property, which is of much less account
than danger to one’s person. Wherefore magnificence is ac-
counted a part of fortitude.

Reply to Objection 1. Justice regards operations in them-
selves, as viewed under the aspect of something due: but liber-
ality and magnificence regard sumptuary operations as related
to the passions of the soul, albeit in different ways. For liber-
ality regards expenditure in reference to the love and desire of
money, which are passions of the concupiscible faculty, and do
not hinder the liberal man from giving and spending: so that
this virtue is in the concupiscible. On the other hand,magnifi-
cence regards expenditure in reference to hope, by attaining to
the difficulty, not simply, as magnanimity does, but in a deter-
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minate matter, namely expenditure: wherefore magnificence,
like magnanimity, is apparently in the irascible part.

Reply to Objection 2. Although magnificence does not
agreewith fortitude inmatter, it agreeswith it as the condition
of its matter: since it tends to something difficult in thematter
of expenditure, even as fortitude tends to something difficult
in the matter of fear.

Reply to Objection 3. Magnificence directs the use of art

to something great, as stated above and in the preceding Arti-
cle. Now art is in the reason.Wherefore it belongs to the mag-
nificent man to use his reason by observing proportion of ex-
penditure to the work he has in hand. is is especially neces-
sary on account of the greatness of both those things, since if
he did not take careful thought, he would incur the risk of a
great loss.
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Of Meanness*

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to magnificence: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether meanness is a vice?
(2) Of the vice opposed to it.

IIa IIae q. 135 a. 1Whether meanness is a vice?

Objection 1. It seems that meanness is not a vice. For just
as vicemoderates great things, so does itmoderate little things:
wherefore both the liberal and themagnificent do little things.
But magnificence is a virtue. erefore likewise meanness is a
virtue rather than a vice.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 2)
that “careful reckoning is mean.” But careful reckoning is ap-
parently praiseworthy, since man’s good is to be in accordance
with reason, as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. iv, 4). erefore
meanness is not a vice.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 2)
that “a mean man is loth to spend money.” But this belongs
to covetousness or illiberality.erefore meanness is not a dis-
tinct vice from the others.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. ii) accounts
meanness a special vice opposed to magnificence.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae,
q. 18, a. 6), moral acts take their species from their end, where-
fore in many cases they are denominated from that end. Ac-
cordingly a man is said to be mean [parvificus] because he in-
tends to do something little [parvum]. Now according to the
Philosopher (De Praedic. Cap. Ad aliquid.) great and little are
relative terms: and when we say that a mean man intends to
do something little, this must be understood in relation to the
kind of work he does. is may be little or great in two ways:
in one way as regards the work itself to be done, in another
as regards the expense. Accordingly the magnificent man in-
tends principally the greatness of his work, and secondarily he
intends the greatness of the expense, which he does not shirk,
so that he may produce a great work. Wherefore the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. iv, 4) that “the magnificent man with equal
expenditure will produce a more magnificent result.” On the
other hand, the mean man intends principally to spend little,
wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 2) that “he seeks how
he may spend least.” As a result of this he intends to produce a

little work, that is, he does not shrink from producing a little
work, so long as he spends little. Wherefore the Philosopher
says that “the mean man aer going to great expense forfeits
the good” of the magnificent work, “for the trifle” that he is
unwilling to spend. erefore it is evident that the mean man
fails to observe the proportion that reason demands between
expenditure and work. Now the essence of vice is that it con-
sists in failing to do what is in accordance with reason. Hence
it is manifest that meanness is a vice.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtue moderates little things, ac-
cording to the rule of reason: from which rule the mean man
declines, as stated in the Article. For he is called mean, not for
moderating little things, but for declining from the rule of rea-
son in moderating great or little things: hence meanness is a
vice.

Reply toObjection2.As thePhilosopher says (Rhet. ii, 5),
“fear makes us take counsel”: wherefore a mean man is careful
in his reckonings, because he has an inordinate fear of spend-
ing his goods, even in things of the least account. Hence this is
not praiseworthy, but sinful and reprehensible, because then a
man does not regulate his affections according to reason, but,
on the contrary, makes use of his reason in pursuance of his
inordinate affections.

Reply toObjection 3. Just as themagnificentman has this
in common with the liberal man, that he spends his money
readily and with pleasure, so too the mean man in common
with the illiberal or covetous man is loth and slow to spend.
Yet they differ in this, that illiberality regards ordinary ex-
penditure, while meanness regards great expenditure, which is
a more difficult accomplishment: wherefore meanness is less
sinful than illiberality. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
2) that “although meanness and its contrary vice are sinful,
they do not bring shame on a man, since neither do they harm
one’s neighbor, nor are they very disgraceful.”

* “Parvificentia,” or doing mean things, just as “magnificentia” is doing great things.
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IIa IIae q. 135 a. 2Whether there is a vice opposed to meanness?

Objection 1. It seems that there is no vice opposed to
meanness. For great is opposed to little. Now, magnificence is
not a vice, but a virtue. erefore no vice is opposed to mean-
ness.

Objection 2. Further, since meanness is a vice by defi-
ciency, as stated above (a. 1), it seems that if any vice is opposed
tomeanness, itwouldmerely consist in excessive spending. But
thosewho spendmuch,where they ought to spend little, spend
little where they ought to spend much, according to Ethic. iv,
2, and thus they have something of meanness. erefore there
is not a vice opposed to meanness.

Objection 3. Further, moral acts take their species from
their end, as stated above (a. 1). Now those who spend exces-
sively, do so in order to make a show of their wealth, as stated
in Ethic. iv, 2. But this belongs to vainglory, which is opposed
to magnanimity, as stated above (q. 131, a. 2 ). erefore no
vice is opposed to meanness.

On the contrary, stands the authority of the Philosopher
who (Ethic. ii, 8; iv, 2) places magnificence as a mean between
two opposite vices.

I answer that, Great is opposed to little. Also little and
great are relative terms, as stated above (a. 1). Now just as ex-
penditure may be little in comparison with the work, so may
it be great in comparison with the work in that it exceeds the
proportion which reason requires to exist between expendi-
ture and work. Hence it is manifest that the vice of meanness,
whereby a man intends to spend less than his work is worth,

and thus fails to observe due proportion between his expen-
diture and his work, has a vice opposed to it, whereby a man
exceeds this same proportion, by spending more than is pro-
portionate to his work. is vice is called in Greek βαναυσία,
so called from the Greek βαῦνος, because, like the fire in the
furnace, it consumes everything. It is also called ἀπυροκαλία,
i.e. lacking good fire, since like fire it consumes all, but not for
a good purpose. Hence in Latin it may be called “consumptio”
[waste].

Reply to Objection 1. Magnificence is so called from the
great work done, but not from the expenditure being in excess
of the work: for this belongs to the vice which is opposed to
meanness.

Reply to Objection 2. To the one same vice there is op-
posed the virtue which observes themean, and a contrary vice.
Accordingly, then, the vice of waste is opposed to meanness in
that it exceeds in expenditure the value of the work, by spend-
ing much where it behooved to spend little. But it is opposed
to magnificence on the part of the great work, which the mag-
nificent man intends principally, in so far as when it behooves
to spend much, it spends little or nothing.

Reply to Objection 3. Wastefulness is opposed to mean-
ness by the very species of its act, since it exceeds the rule of
reason, whereas meanness falls short of it. Yet nothing hinders
this from being directed to the end of another vice, such as
vainglory or any other.
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Of Patience

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider patience. Under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether patience is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is the greatest of the virtues?
(3) Whether it can be had without grace?
(4) Whether it is a part of fortitude?
(5) Whether it is the same as longanimity?

IIa IIae q. 136 a. 1Whether patience is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that patience is not a virtue. For
the virtues are most perfect in heaven, as Augustine says (De
Trin. xiv). Yet patience is not there, since no evils have to be
borne there, according to Is. 49:10 and Apoc. 7:16, “ey shall
not hunger nor thirst, neither shall the heat nor the sun strike
them.” erefore patience is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, no virtue can be found in the
wicked, since virtue it is “thatmakes its possessor good.”Yet pa-
tience is sometimes found in wicked men; for instance, in the
covetous, who bear many evils patiently that they may amass
money, according to Eccles. 5:16, “All the days of his life he
eateth in darkness, and inmany cares, and inmisery and in sor-
row.” erefore patience is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the fruits differ from the virtues, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 70, a. 1, ad 3). But patience is reckoned
among the fruits (Gal. 5:22).erefore patience is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Patientia i): “e
virtue of the soul that is called patience, is so great a gi of
God, that we even preach the patience of Him who bestows
it upon us.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 123, a. 1), the moral
virtues are directed to the good, inasmuch as they safeguard
the good of reason against the impulse of the passions. Now
among the passions sorrow is strong to hinder the good of rea-
son, according to 2 Cor. 7:10, “e sorrow of the world wor-
keth death,” and Ecclus. 30:25, “Sadness hath killed many, and
there is no profit in it.” Hence the necessity for a virtue to safe-
guard the good of reason against sorrow, lest reason giveway to
sorrow: and this patience does.Wherefore Augustine says (De
Patientia ii): “A man’s patience it is whereby he bears evil with
an equal mind,” i.e. without being disturbed by sorrow, “lest
he abandon with an unequal mind the goods whereby he may

advance to better things.” It is therefore evident that patience
is a virtue.

Reply toObjection 1.emoral virtues do not remain in
heaven as regards the same act that they have on the way, in
relation, namely, to the goods of the present life, which will
not remain in heaven: but they will remain in their relation
to the end, which will be in heaven. us justice will not be
in heaven in relation to buying and selling and other matters
pertaining to the present life, but it will remain in the point
of being subject to God. In like manner the act of patience,
in heaven, will not consist in bearing things, but in enjoying
the goods to which we had aspired by suffering. Hence Augus-
tine says (De Civ. Dei xiv) that “patience itself will not be in
heaven, since there is no need for it except where evils have to
be borne: yet that which we shall obtain by patience will be
eternal.”

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Patientia ii;
v) “properly speaking those are patient who would rather bear
evils without inflicting them, than inflict them without bear-
ing them. As for those who bear evils that theymay inflict evil,
their patience is neither marvelous nor praiseworthy, for it is
no patience at all: wemaymarvel at their hardness of heart, but
we must refuse to call them patient.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 11,
a. 1), the very notion of fruit denotes pleasure. And works
of virtue afford pleasure in themselves, as stated in Ethic. i, 8.
Now the names of the virtues are wont to be applied to their
acts.Wherefore patience as a habit is a virtue. but as to theplea-
sure which its act affords, it is reckoned a fruit, especially in
this, that patience safeguards the mind from being overcome
by sorrow.
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IIa IIae q. 136 a. 2Whether patience is the greatest of the virtues?

Objection 1. It seems that patience is the greatest of the
virtues. For in every genus that which is perfect is the greatest.
Now “patience hath a perfect work” ( James 1:4).erefore pa-
tience is the greatest of the virtues.

Objection 2. Further, all the virtues are directed to the
good of the soul. Now this seems to belong chiefly to patience;
for it is written (Lk. 21:19): “In your patience you shall possess
your souls.” erefore patience is the greatest of the virtues.

Objection 3. Further, seemingly that which is the safe-
guard and cause of other things is greater than they are. But
according to Gregory (Hom. xxxv in Evang.) “patience is the
root and safeguard of all the virtues.” erefore patience is the
greatest of the virtues.

Onthe contrary, It is not reckoned among the four virtues
which Gregory (Moral. xxii) and Augustine (De Morib. Eccl.
xv) call principal.

I answer that, Virtues by their very nature are directed to
good. For it is virtue that “makes its possessor good, and ren-
ders the latter’s work good” (Ethic. ii, 6). Hence it follows that
a virtue’s superiority and preponderance over other virtues is
the greater according as it inclines man to good more effec-
tively and directly. Now those virtues which are effective of
good, incline a man more directly to good than those which
are a check on the things which leadman away from good: and
just as among those that are effective of good, the greater is that
which establishes man in a greater good (thus faith, hope, and
charity /are greater than prudence and justice); so too among

those that are a check on things thatwithdrawman fromgood,
the greater virtue is the onewhich is a check on a greater obsta-
cle to good. But dangers of death, aboutwhich is fortitude, and
pleasures of touch, withwhich temperance is concerned, with-
drawman from goodmore than any kind of hardship, which is
the object of patience.erefore patience is not the greatest of
the virtues, but falls short, not only of the theological virtues,
and of prudence and justice which directly establish man in
good, but also of fortitude and temperance which withdraw
him from greater obstacles to good.

Reply to Objection 1. Patience is said to have a perfect
work in bearing hardships: for these give rise first to sorrow,
which is moderated by patience; secondly, to anger, which is
moderated by meekness; thirdly, to hatred, which charity re-
moves; fourthly, to unjust injury, which justice forbids. Now
that which removes the principle is the most perfect.

Yet it does not follow, if patience be more perfect in this
respect, that it is more perfect simply.

Reply to Objection 2. Possession denotes undisturbed
ownership; wherefore man is said to possess his soul by pa-
tience, in so far as it removes by the root the passions that are
evoked by hardships and disturb the soul.

Reply to Objection 3. Patience is said to be the root and
safeguard of all the virtues, not as though it caused and pre-
served them directly, but merely because it removes their ob-
stacles.

IIa IIae q. 136 a. 3Whether it is possible to have patience without grace?

Objection 1. It seems that it is possible to have patience
without grace. For the more his reason inclines to a thing, the
more is it possible for the rational creature to accomplish it.
Now it is more reasonable to suffer evil for the sake of good
than for the sake of evil. Yet some suffer evil for evil’s sake, by
their own virtue and without the help of grace; for Augustine
says (DePatientia iii) that “men enduremany toils and sorrows
for the sake of the things they love sinfully.”Muchmore, there-
fore, is it possible for man, without the help of grace, to bear
evil for the sake of good, and this is to be truly patient.

Objection 2. Further, some who are not in a state of grace
have more abhorrence for sinful evils than for bodily evils:
hence some heathens are related to have endured many hard-
ships rather than betray their country or commit some other
misdeed.Nowthis is to be truly patient.erefore it seems that
it is possible to have patience without the help of grace.

Objection 3. Further, it is quite evident that some go
through much trouble and pain in order to regain health of
the body. Now the health of the soul is not less desirable than
bodily health. erefore in like manner one may, without the
help of grace, endure many evils for the health of the soul, and

this is to be truly patient.
On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 61:6): “From Him,” i.e.

from God, “is my patience.”
I answer that, As Augustine says (De Patientia iv), “the

strength of desire helps aman to bear toil and pain: and no one
willingly undertakes to bearwhat is painful, save for the sake of
that which gives pleasure.”e reason of this is because sorrow
and pain are of themselves displeasing to the soul, wherefore
it would never choose to suffer them for their own sake, but
only for the sake of an end. Hence it follows that the good for
the sake of which one is willing to endure evils, is more desired
and loved than the good the privation of which causes the sor-
row that we bear patiently. Now the fact that aman prefers the
good of grace to all natural goods, the loss of which may cause
sorrow, is to be referred to charity, which loves God above all
things. Hence it is evident that patience, as a virtue, is caused
by charity, according to 1 Cor. 13:4, “Charity is patient.”

But it is manifest that it is impossible to have charity save
through grace, according to Rom. 5:5, “e charity of God is
poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost Who is given to
us.” erefore it is clearly impossible to have patience without
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the help of grace.
Reply to Objection 1. e inclination of reason would

prevail in human nature in the state of integrity. But in cor-
rupt nature the inclination of concupiscence prevails, because
it is dominant in man. Hence man is more prone to bear evils
for the sake of goods in which the concupiscence delights here
and now, than to endure evils for the sake of goods to come,
which are desired in accordance with reason: and yet it is this
that pertains to true patience.

Reply toObjection 2. e good of a social virtue* is com-

mensurate with human nature; and consequently the human
will can tend thereto without the help of sanctifying grace,
yet not without the help of God’s grace†. On the other hand,
the good of grace is supernatural, wherefore man cannot tend
thereto by a natural virtue. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. Even the endurance of those evils
which a man bears for the sake of his body’s health, proceeds
from the love a man naturally has for his own flesh. Hence
there is no comparison between this endurance and patience
which proceeds from a supernatural love.

IIa IIae q. 136 a. 4Whether patience is a part of fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that patience is not a part of forti-
tude. For a thing is not part of itself. Now patience is appar-
ently the same as fortitude: because, as stated above (q. 123,
a. 6), the proper act of fortitude is to endure; and this belongs
also to patience. For it is stated in theLiber SententiarumPros-
peri‡ that “patience consists in enduring evils inflicted by oth-
ers.” erefore patience is not a part of fortitude.

Objection 2.Further, fortitude is about fear and daring, as
stated above (q. 123, a. 3), and thus it is in the irascible. But pa-
tience seems to be about sorrow, and consequentlywould seem
to be in the concupiscible. erefore patience is not a part of
fortitude but of temperance.

Objection 3. Further, the whole cannot be without its
part. erefore if patience is a part of fortitude, there can be
no fortitudewithout patience. Yet sometimes a bravemandoes
not endure evils patiently, but even attacks the person who in-
flicts the evil. erefore patience is not a part of fortitude.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) reckons it a
part of fortitude.

I answer that, Patience is a quasi-potential part of forti-
tude, because it is annexed thereto as secondary to principal
virtue. For it belongs to patience “to suffer with an equal mind
the evils inflicted by others,” as Gregory says in a homily (xxxv
in Evang.). Now of those evils that are inflicted by others, fore-
most andmost difficult to endure are those that are connected
with the danger of death, and about these evils fortitude is con-
cerned. Hence it is clear that in this matter fortitude has the
principal place, and that it lays claim to that which is princi-
pal in this matter. Wherefore patience is annexed to fortitude
as secondary to principal virtue, for which reason Prosper calls
patience brave (Sent. 811).

Reply to Objection 1. It belongs to fortitude to endure,
not anything indeed, but thatwhich ismost difficult to endure,
namely dangers of death: whereas it may pertain to patience to
endure any kind of evil.

Reply to Objection 2. e act of fortitude consists not
only in holding fast to good against the fear of future dan-

gers, but also in not failing through sorrow or pain occasioned
by things present; and it is in the latter respect that patience
is akin to fortitude. Yet fortitude is chiefly about fear, which
of itself evokes flight which fortitude avoids; while patience is
chiefly about sorrow, for a man is said to be patient, not be-
cause he does not fly, but because he behaves in a praiseworthy
manner by suffering [patiendo] things which hurt him here
and now, in such a way as not to be inordinately saddened by
them. Hence fortitude is properly in the irascible, while pa-
tience is in the concupiscible faculty.

Nor does this hinder patience from being a part of forti-
tude, because the annexing of virtue to virtue does not regard
the subject, but the matter or the form. Nevertheless patience
is not to be reckoned a part of temperance, although both are
in the concupiscible, because temperance is only about those
sorrows that are opposed to pleasures of touch, such as arise
through abstinence from pleasures of food and sex: whereas
patience is chiefly about sorrows inflicted by other persons.
Moreover it belongs to temperance to control these sorrows
besides their contrary pleasures: whereas it belongs to patience
that a man forsake not the good of virtue on account of such
like sorrows, however great they be.

Reply to Objection 3. It may be granted that patience in
a certain respect is an integral part of justice, if we consider
the fact that a man may patiently endure evils pertaining to
dangers of death; and it is from this point of view that the
objection argues. Nor is it inconsistent with patience that a
man should, when necessary, rise up against the man who in-
flicts evils onhim; forChrysostom* says onMat. 4:10, “Begone
Satan,” that “it is praiseworthy to be patient under our own
wrongs, but to endureGod’s wrongs patiently ismost wicked”:
andAugustine says in a letter toMarcellinus (Ep. cxxxviii) that
“the precepts of patience are not opposed to the good of the
commonwealth, since in order to ensure that good we fight
against our enemies.” But in so far as patience regards all kinds
of evils, it is annexed to fortitude as secondary to principal
virtue.

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 5. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 109, a. 2. ‡ e quotation is from St. Gregory, Hom. xxxv in Evang. * Homily v. in the Opus Imperfectum,
falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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IIa IIae q. 136 a. 5Whether patience is the same as longanimity?†

Objection 1. It seems that patience is the same as longa-
nimity. For Augustine says (De Patientia i) that “we speak of
patience in God, not as though any evil made Him suffer, but
because He awaits the wicked, that they may be converted.”
Wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 5:4): “e Most High is a pa-
tient rewarder.” erefore it seems that patience is the same as
longanimity.

Objection 2. Further, the same thing is not contrary
to two things. But impatience is contrary to longanimity,
whereby one awaits a delay: for one is said to be impatient of
delay, as of other evils. erefore it seems that patience is the
same as longanimity.

Objection 3. Further, just as time is a circumstance of
wrongs endured, so is place. But no virtue is distinct from pa-
tience on the score of place. erefore in like manner longa-
nimity which takes count of time, in so far as a person waits
for a long time, is not distinct from patience.

Objection 4. On the contrary, a gloss‡ on Rom. 2:4, “Or
despisest thou the riches of His goodness, and patience, and
longsuffering?” says: “It seems that longanimity differs from
patience, because those who offend fromweakness rather than
of set purpose are said to be borne with longanimity: while
those who take a deliberate delight in their crimes are said to
be borne patiently.”

I answer that, Just as by magnanimity a man has a mind
to tend to great things, so by longanimity a man has a mind to
tend to something a long way off. Wherefore as magnanimity
regards hope, which tends to good, rather than daring, fear, or
sorrow, which have evil as their object, so also does longanim-
ity. Hence longanimity hasmore in commonwithmagnanim-
ity than with patience.

Nevertheless it may have something in common with pa-
tience, for two reasons. First, because patience, like fortitude,
endures certain evils for the sake of good, and if this good is
awaited shortly, endurance is easier: whereas if it be delayed a

long time, it is more difficult. Secondly, because the very delay
of the good we hope for, is of a nature to cause sorrow, accord-
ing to Prov. 13:12, “Hope that is deferred afflicteth the soul.”
Hence there may be patience in bearing this trial, as in en-
during any other sorrows. Accordingly longanimity and con-
stancy are both comprised under patience, in so far as both
the delay of the hoped for good (which regards longanimity)
and the toil which man endures in persistently accomplishing
a goodwork (which regards constancy)may be considered un-
der the one aspect of grievous evil.

For this reason Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) in defining pa-
tience, says that “patience is the voluntary and prolonged en-
durance of arduous and difficult things for the sake of virtue
or profit.” By saying “arduous” he refers to constancy in good;
when he says “difficult” he refers to the grievousness of evil,
which is the proper object of patience; and by adding “contin-
ued” or “long lasting,” he refers to longanimity, in so far as it
has something in common with patience.

is suffices for the Replies to the First and SecondObjec-
tions.

Reply to Objection 3. at which is a long way off as to
place, thoughdistant fromus, is not simply distant from things
in nature, as thatwhich is a longway off in point of time: hence
the comparison fails. Moreover, what is remote as to place of-
fers no difficulty save in the point of time, since what is placed
a long way from us is a long time coming to us.

We grant the fourth argument.Wemust observe, however,
that the reason for the difference assigned by this gloss is that
it is hard to bear with those who sin through weakness, merely
because they persist a long time in evil, wherefore it is said that
they are borne with longanimity: whereas the very fact of sin-
ning through pride seems to be unendurable; for which reason
those who sin through pride are stated to be borne with pa-
tience.

† Longsuffering. It is necessary to preserve the Latin word, on account of the comparison with magnanimity. ‡ Origen, Comment. in Ep. ad Rom. ii.

1693



S P   S P, Q 137
Of Perseverance

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider perseverance and the vices opposed to it. Under the head of perseverance there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether perseverance is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a part of fortitude?
(3) Of its relation to constancy;
(4) Whether it needs the help of grace?

IIa IIae q. 137 a. 1Whether perseverance is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that perseverance is not a virtue.
For, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 7), continency
is greater than perseverance. But continency is not a virtue, as
stated in Ethic. iv, 9. erefore perseverance is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, “by virtue man lives aright,” accord-
ing to Augustine (De Lib. Arb. ii, 19). Now according to the
same authority (De Persever. i), no one can be said to have per-
severance while living, unless he persevere until death. ere-
fore perseverance is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, it is requisite of every virtue that
one should persist unchangeably in the work of that virtue, as
stated in Ethic. ii, 4. But this is what we understand by perse-
verance: for Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that “perseverance
is the fixed and continued persistence in awell-considered pur-
pose.”erefore perseverance is not a special virtue, but a con-
dition of every virtue.

On the contrary, Andronicus* says that “perseverance is a
habit regarding things to which we ought to stand, and those
to which we ought not to stand, as well as those that are indif-
ferent.” Now a habit that directs us to do something well, or to
omit something, is a virtue. erefore perseverance is a virtue.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 3),
“virtue is about the difficult and the good”; and so where there
is a special kind of difficulty or goodness, there is a special
virtue.Now a virtuous deedmay involve goodness or difficulty
on two counts. First, from the act’s very species, which is con-
sidered in respect of the proper object of that act: secondly,
from the length of time, since to persist long in something
difficult involves a special difficulty. Hence to persist long in
something good until it is accomplished belongs to a special
virtue.

Accordingly just as temperance and fortitude are special
virtues, for the reason that the one moderates pleasures of
touch (which is of itself a difficult thing), while the othermod-
erates fear and daring in connection with dangers of death
(which also is something difficult in itself ), so perseverance is a
special virtue, since it consists in enduring delays in the above
or other virtuous deeds, so far as necessity requires.

Reply toObjection 1.ePhilosopher is taking persever-
ance there, as it is found in one who bears those things which
are most difficult to endure long. Now it is difficult to endure,
not good, but evil. And evils that involve danger of death, for
the most part are not endured for a long time, because oen
they soon pass away: wherefore it is not on this account that
perseverance has its chief title to praise. Among other evils
foremost are those which are opposed to pleasures of touch,
because evils of this kind affect the necessaries of life: such
are the lack of food and the like, which at times call for long
endurance. Now it is not difficult to endure these things for
a long time for one who grieves not much at them, nor de-
lightsmuch in the contrary goods; as in the case of the temper-
ate man, in whom these passions are not violent. But they are
most difficult to bear for one who is strongly affected by such
things, through lacking the perfect virtue thatmoderates these
passions. Wherefore if perseverance be taken in this sense it is
not a perfect virtue, but something imperfect in the genus of
virtue. On the other hand, if we take perseverance as denoting
long persistence in any kind of difficult good, it is consistent in
onewhohas even perfect virtue: for even if it is less difficult for
him to persist, yet he persists in themore perfect good.Where-
fore such like perseverance may be a virtue, because virtue de-
rives perfection from the aspect of good rather than from the
aspect of difficulty.

Reply to Objection 2. Sometimes a virtue and its act go
by the same name: thus Augustine says (Tract. in Joan. lxxix):
“Faith is to believe without seeing.” Yet it is possible to have
a habit of virtue without performing the act: thus a poor
man has the habit of magnificence without exercising the act.
Sometimes, however, a person who has the habit, begins to
perform the act, yet does not accomplish it, for instance a
builder begins to build a house, but does not complete it. Ac-
cordingly we must reply that the term “perseverance” is some-
times used to denote the habit whereby one chooses to perse-
vere, sometimes for the act of persevering: and sometimes one
who has the habit of perseverance chooses to persevere and be-
gins to carry out his choice by persisting for a time, yet com-

* Chrysippus: in De Affect.
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pletes not the act, through not persisting to the end. Now the
end is twofold: one is the end of the work, the other is the end
of human life. Properly speaking it belongs to perseverance to
persevere to the end of the virtuous work, for instance that a
soldier persevere to the end of the fight, and the magnificent
man until his work be accomplished.ere are, however, some
virtues whose acts must endure throughout the whole of life,
such as faith, hope, and charity, since they regard the last endof
the entire life ofman.Wherefore as regards thesewhich are the
principal virtues, the act of perseverance is not accomplished

until the end of life. It is in this sense that Augustine speaks of
perseverance as denoting the consummate act of perseverance.

Reply to Objection 3. Unchangeable persistence may be-
long to a virtue in two ways. First, on account of the intended
end that is proper to that virtue; and thus to persist in good for
a long time until the end, belongs to a special virtue called per-
severance, which intends this as its special end. Secondly, by
reason of the relation of the habit to its subject: and thus un-
changeable persistence is consequent upon every virtue, inas-
much as virtue is a “quality difficult to change.”

IIa IIae q. 137 a. 2Whether perseverance is a part of fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that perseverance is not a part of for-
titude. For, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 7), “per-
severance is about pains of touch.” But these belong to tem-
perance. erefore perseverance is a part of temperance rather
than of fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, every part of a moral virtue is about
certain passions which that virtue moderates. Now persever-
ance does not imply moderation of the passions: since the
more violent the passions, themore praiseworthy is it to perse-
vere in accordance with reason. erefore it seems that perse-
verance is a part not of a moral virtue, but rather of prudence
which perfects the reason.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Persev. i) that
no one can lose perseverance; whereas one can lose the other
virtues. erefore perseverance is greater than all the other
virtues. Now a principal virtue is greater than its part. ere-
fore perseverance is not a part of a virtue, but is itself a principal
virtue.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) reckons per-
severance as a part of fortitude.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 123, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 61,
Aa. 3,4), a principal virtue is one to which is principally as-
cribed something that lays claim to the praise of virtue, inas-
much as it practices it in connection with its own matter,
wherein it is most difficult of accomplishment. In accordance
with this it has been stated (q. 123, a. 2) that fortitude is a prin-
cipal virtue, because it observes firmness in matters wherein
it is most difficult to stand firm, namely in dangers of death.

Wherefore it follows of necessity that every virtue which has
a title to praise for the firm endurance of something difficult
must be annexed to fortitude as secondary to principal virtue.
Now the endurance of difficulty arising from delay in accom-
plishing a good work gives perseverance its claim to praise:
nor is this so difficult as to endure dangers of death. erefore
perseverance is annexed to fortitude, as secondary to principal
virtue.

Reply toObjection 1.e annexing of secondary to prin-
cipal virtues depends not only on the matter*, but also on the
mode, because in everything form is ofmore account thanmat-
ter. Wherefore although, as to matter, perseverance seems to
have more in common with temperance than with fortitude,
yet, in mode, it has more in common with fortitude, in the
point of standingfirmagainst the difficulty arising from length
of time.

Reply to Objection 2. e perseverance of which the
Philosopher speaks (Ethic. vii, 4,7) does notmoderate any pas-
sions, but consists merely in a certain firmness of reason and
will. But perseverance, considered as a virtue, moderates cer-
tain passions, namely fear of weariness or failure on account of
the delay. Hence this virtue, like fortitude, is in the irascible.

Reply toObjection 3.Augustine speaks there of persever-
ance, as denoting, not a virtuous habit, but a virtuous act sus-
tained to the end, according to Mat. 24:13, “He that shall per-
severe to the end, he shall be saved.” Hence it is incompatible
with such like perseverance for it to be lost, since it would no
longer endure to the end.

IIa IIae q. 137 a. 3Whether constancy pertains to perseverance?

Objection 1. It seems that constancy does not pertain
to perseverance. For constancy pertains to patience, as stated
above (q. 137, a. 5): and patience differs from perseverance.
erefore constancy does not pertain to perseverance.

Objection 2. Further, “virtue is about the difficult and the
good.” Now it does not seem difficult to be constant in little
works, but only in great deeds, which pertain tomagnificence.
erefore constancy pertains to magnificence rather than to

perseverance.
Objection 3. Further, if constancy pertained to persever-

ance, it would seem nowise to differ from it, since both denote
a kind of unchangeableness. Yet they differ: for Macrobius (In
Somn. Scip. i) condivides constancywith firmness bywhich he
indicates perseverance, as stated above (q. 128 , a. 6).erefore
constancy does not pertain to perseverance.

On the contrary, One is said to be constant because one

* Cf. q. 136, a. 4, ad 2.

1695



stands to a thing. Now it belongs to perseverance to stand to
certain things, as appears from the definition given by An-
dronicus. erefore constancy belongs to perseverance.

I answer that, Perseverance and constancy agree as to end,
since it belongs to both to persist firmly in some good: but they
differ as to those things which make it difficult to persist in
good. Because the virtue of perseverance properly makes man
persist firmly in good, against the difficulty that arises from
the very continuance of the act: whereas constancymakes him
persist firmly in good against difficulties arising fromany other
external hindrances. Hence perseverance takes precedence of
constancy as a part of fortitude, because the difficulty arising
fromcontinuance of action ismore intrinsic to the act of virtue
than that which arises from external obstacles.

Reply toObjection 1. External obstacles to persistence in
good are especially those which cause sorrow. Now patience is

about sorrow, as stated above (q. 136, a. 1). Hence constancy
agrees with perseverance as to end: while it agrees with pa-
tience as to those things which occasion difficulty. Now the
end is ofmost account: wherefore constancy pertains to perse-
verance rather than to patience.

Reply toObjection 2. It ismore difficult to persist in great
deeds: yet in little or ordinary deeds, it is difficult to persist for
any length of time, if not on account of the greatness of the
deed which magnificence considers, yet from its very contin-
uance which perseverance regards. Hence constancy may per-
tain to both.

Reply toObjection3.Constancy pertains to perseverance
in so far as it has something in common with it: but it is not
the same thing in the point of their difference, as stated in the
Article.

IIa IIae q. 137 a. 4Whether perseverance needs the help of grace?*

Objection 1. It seems that perseverance does not need the
help of grace. For perseverance is a virtue, as stated above (a. 1).
Now according to Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii) virtue acts aer
the manner of nature. erefore the sole inclination of virtue
suffices for perseverance.erefore this does not need the help
of grace.

Objection 2. Further, the gi of Christ’s grace is greater
than the harm brought upon us by Adam, as appears from
Rom. 5:15, seqq. Now “before sin man was so framed that
he could persevere by means of what he had received,” as Au-
gustine says (De Correp. et Grat. xi). Much more therefore
can man, aer being repaired by the grace of Christ, persevere
without the help of a further grace.

Objection 3. Further, sinful deeds are sometimes more
difficult than deeds of virtue: hence it is said in the person of
the wicked (Wis. 5:7): “We…have walked through hard ways.”
Now some persevere in sinful deeds without the help of an-
other. erefore man can also persevere in deeds of virtue
without the help of grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Persev. i): “We hold
that perseverance is a gi of God, whereby we persevere unto
the end, in Christ.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 2; a. 2, ad 3), perse-
verance has a twofold signification. First, it denotes the habit
of perseverance, considered as a virtue. In this way it needs the
gi of habitual grace, even as the other infused virtues. Sec-
ondly, it may be taken to denote the act of perseverance en-
during until death: and in this sense it needs not only habit-
ual grace, but also the gratuitous help of God sustaining man
in good until the end of life, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 109,
a. 10), when we were treating of grace. Because, since the free-

will is changeable by its very nature, which changeableness is
not taken away from it by the habitual grace bestowed in the
present life, it is not in the power of the free-will, albeit re-
paired by grace, to abide unchangeably in good, though it is in
its power to choose this: for it is oen in our power to choose
yet not to accomplish.

Reply toObjection 1.evirtue of perseverance, so far as
it is concerned, inclines one to persevere: yet since it is a habit,
and a habit is a thing one uses at will, it does not follow that a
person who has the habit of virtue uses it unchangeably until
death.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Correp. et
Grat. xi), “it was given to the first man, not to persevere, but
to be able to persevere of his free-will: because then no cor-
ruption was in human nature to make perseverance difficult.
Now, however, by the grace of Christ, the predestined receive
not only the possibility of persevering, but perseverance it-
self. Wherefore the first man whom no man threatened, of his
own free-will rebelling against a threatening God, forfeited so
great a happiness and so great a facility of avoiding sin:whereas
these, although the world rage against their constancy, have
persevered in faith.”

Reply to Objection 3. Man is able by himself to fall into
sin, but he cannot by himself arise from sinwithout the help of
grace. Hence by falling into sin, so far as he is concerned man
makes himself to be persevering in sin, unless he be delivered
by God’s grace. On the other hand, by doing good he does not
make himself to be persevering in good, because he is able, by
himself, to sin: wherefore he needs the help of grace for that
end.

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 109, a. 10.
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Of the Vices Opposed to Perseverance

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to perseverance; under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Of effeminacy;
(2) Of pertinacity.

IIa IIae q. 138 a. 1Whether effeminacy* is opposed to perseverance?

Objection 1. It seems that effeminacy is not opposed to
perseverance. For a gloss on 1 Cor. 6:9,10, “Nor adulterers,
nor the effeminate, nor liers withmankind,” expounds the text
thus: “Effeminate—i.e. obscene, given to unnatural vice.” But
this is opposed to chastity. erefore effeminacy is not a vice
opposed to perseverance.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7)
that “delicacy is a kind of effeminacy.” But to be delicate seems
akin to intemperance. erefore effeminacy is not opposed to
perseverance but to temperance.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7)
that “the man who is fond of amusement is effeminate.” Now
immoderate fondness of amusement is opposed to εὐτραπελία,
which is the virtue about pleasures of play, as stated in Ethic.
iv, 8. erefore effeminacy is not opposed to perseverance.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7) that
“the persevering man is opposed to the effeminate.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 137, Aa. 1,2), persever-
ance is deserving of praise because thereby a man does not for-
sake a good on account of long endurance of difficulties and
toils: and it is directly opposed to this, seemingly, for a man to
be ready to forsake a good on account of difficulties which he
cannot endure. is is what we understand by effeminacy, be-
cause a thing is said to be “so” if it readily yields to the touch.
Now a thing is not declared to be so through yielding to a
heavy blow, for walls yield to the battering-ram. Wherefore a
man is not said to be effeminate if he yields to heavy blows.
Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7) that “it is no won-
der, if a person is overcome by strong and overwhelming plea-
sures or sorrows; but he is to be pardoned if he struggles against
them.” Now it is evident that fear of danger is more impelling
than the desire of pleasure: wherefore Tully says (De Offic. i)
under the heading “True magnanimity consists of two things:
It is inconsistent for one who is not cast down by fear, to be

defeated by lust, or who has proved himself unbeaten by toil,
to yield to pleasure.”Moreover, pleasure itself is a strongermo-
tive of attraction than sorrow, for the lack of pleasure is a mo-
tive of withdrawal, since lack of pleasure is a pure privation.
Wherefore, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 7), prop-
erly speaking an effeminate man is one who withdraws from
good on account of sorrow caused by lack of pleasure, yielding
as it were to a weak motion.

Reply to Objection 1. is effeminacy is caused in two
ways. In one way, by custom: for where a man is accustomed
to enjoy pleasures, it is more difficult for him to endure the
lack of them. In another way, by natural disposition, because,
to wit, his mind is less persevering through the frailty of his
temperament.is is howwomen are compared tomen, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7): wherefore those who are pas-
sively sodomitical are said to be effeminate, being womanish
themselves, as it were.

Reply to Objection 2. Toil is opposed to bodily pleasure:
wherefore it is only toilsome things that are a hindrance to
pleasures. Now the delicate are those who cannot endure toils,
nor anything that diminishes pleasure.Hence it is written (Dt.
28:56): “e tender and delicate woman, that could not go
upon the ground, nor set down her foot for…soness [Douay:
‘niceness’].”us delicacy is a kind of effeminacy. But properly
speaking effeminacy regards lack of pleasures, while delicacy
regards the cause that hinders pleasure, for instance toil or the
like.

Reply to Objection 3. In play two things may be consid-
ered. In the first place there is the pleasure, and thus inordi-
nate fondness of play is opposed to εὐτραπελία. Secondly, we
may consider the relaxation or rest which is opposed to toil.
Accordingly just as it belongs to effeminacy to be unable to
endure toilsome things, so too it belongs thereto to desire play
or any other relaxation inordinately.

* Mollities, literally ‘soness’.
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IIa IIae q. 138 a. 2Whether pertinacity is opposed to perseverance?

Objection 1. It seems that pertinacity is not opposed to
perseverance. For Gregory says (Moral. xxxi) that pertinacity
arises from vainglory. But vainglory is not opposed to perse-
verance but to magnanimity, as stated above (q. 132, a. 2).
erefore pertinacity is not opposed to perseverance.

Objection 2. Further, if it is opposed to perseverance, this
is so either by excess or by deficiency. Now it is not opposed by
excess: because the pertinacious also yield to certain pleasure
and sorrow, since according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 9)
“they rejoice when they prevail, and grieve when their opin-
ions are rejected.” And if it be opposed by deficiency, it will be
the same as effeminacy, which is clearly false. erefore perti-
nacity is nowise opposed to perseverance.

Objection 3. Further, just as the persevering man persists
in good against sorrow, so too do the continent and the tem-
perate against pleasures, the brave against fear, and the meek
against anger. But pertinacity is over-persistence in something.
erefore pertinacity is not opposed to perseverance more
than to other virtues.

On the contrary, Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii) that per-
tinacity is to perseverance as superstition is to religion. But su-
perstition is opposed to religion, as stated above (q. 92, a. 1).
erefore pertinacity is opposed to perseverance.

I answer that, As Isidore says (Etym. x) “a person is said
to be pertinacious who holds on impudently, as being utterly
tenacious.” “Pervicacious” has the same meaning, for it signi-

fies that aman “perseveres in his purpose until he is victorious:
for the ancients called ‘vicia’ what we call victory.” ese the
Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 9) calls ἰσχυρογνώμονες, that is “head-
strong,” or ἰδιογνώμονες, that is “self-opinionated,” because they
abide by their opinionsmore than they should; whereas the ef-
feminate man does so less than he ought, and the persevering
man, as he ought. Hence it is clear that perseverance is com-
mended for observing the mean, while pertinacity is reproved
for exceeding the mean, and effeminacy for falling short of it.

Reply to Objection 1. e reason why a man is too per-
sistent in his own opinion, is that he wishes by this means to
make a show of his own excellence: wherefore this is the result
of vainglory as its cause. Now it has been stated above (q. 127,
a. 2, ad 1; q. 133, a. 2), that opposition of vices to virtues de-
pends, not on their cause, but on their species.

Reply to Objection 2. e pertinacious man exceeds by
persisting inordinately in something against many difficulties:
yet he takes a certain pleasure in the end, just as the brave and
theperseveringman. Since, however, this pleasure is sinful, see-
ing that he desires it toomuch, and shuns the contrary pain, he
is like the incontinent or effeminate man.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the other virtues persist
against the onslaught of the passions, they are not commended
for persisting in the same way as perseverance is. As to conti-
nence, its claim topraise seems to lie rather inovercomingplea-
sures. Hence pertinacity is directly opposed to perseverance.
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Of the Gi of Fortitude
(In Two Articles)

We must next consider the gi corresponding to fortitude, and this is the gi of fortitude. Under this head there are two
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fortitude is a gi?
(2) Which among the beatitudes and fruits correspond to it?

IIa IIae q. 139 a. 1Whether fortitude is a gi?

Objection 1. It seems that fortitude is not a gi. For the
virtues differ from the gis: and fortitude is a virtue.erefore
it should not be reckoned a gi.

Objection 2. Further, the acts of the gi remain in heaven,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 6). But the act of fortitudedoes
not remain in heaven: for Gregory says (Moral. i) that “forti-
tude encourages the fainthearted against hardships, whichwill
be altogether absent from heaven.”erefore fortitude is not a
gi.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
ii) that “it is a sign of fortitude to cut oneself adri from all
the deadly pleasures of the passing show.” Now noisome plea-
sures and delights are the concern of temperance rather than
of fortitude. erefore it seems that fortitude is not the gi
corresponding to the virtue of fortitude.

On the contrary, Fortitude is reckoned among the other
gis of the Holy Ghost (Is. 11:2).

I answer that, Fortitude denotes a certain firmness of
mind, as stated above (q. 123, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 3): and this
firmness of mind is required both in doing good and in endur-
ing evil, especially with regard to goods or evils that are diffi-
cult. Now man, according to his proper and connatural mode,
is able to have this firmness in both these respects, so as not
to forsake the good on account of difficulties, whether in ac-
complishing an arduous work, or in enduring grievous evil. In
this sense fortitude denotes a special or general virtue, as stated
above (q. 123, a. 2).

Yet furthermore man’s mind is moved by the Holy Ghost,
in order that he may attain the end of each work begun, and
avoid whatever perils may threaten. is surpasses human na-
ture: for sometimes it is not in a man’s power to attain the end
of his work, or to avoid evils or dangers, since these may hap-
pen to overwhelm him in death. But the Holy Ghost works
this in man, by bringing him to everlasting life, which is the
end of all good deeds, and the release from all perils. A cer-
tain confidence of this is infused into the mind by the Holy
Ghost Who expels any fear of the contrary. It is in this sense
that fortitude is reckoned a gi of the Holy Ghost. For it has
been stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, Aa. 1,2) that the gis regard
the motion of the mind by the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 1. Fortitude, as a virtue, perfects the
mind in the endurance of all perils whatever; but it does not
go so far as to give confidence of overcoming all dangers: this
belongs to the fortitude that is a gi of the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 2. e gis have not the same acts in
heaven as on the way: for they exercise acts in connection with
the enjoyment of the end. Hence the act of fortitude there is
to enjoy full security from toil and evil.

Reply to Objection 3. e gi of fortitude regards the
virtue of fortitudenot only because it consists in enduring dan-
gers, but also inasmuch as it consists in accomplishing any dif-
ficult work. Wherefore the gi of fortitude is directed by the
gi of counsel, which seems to be concerned chiefly with the
greater goods.

IIa IIae q. 139 a. 2Whether the fourth beatitude: “Blessed are they that hunger and thirst aer justice,” corre-
sponds to the gi of fortitude?

Objection 1. It seems that the fourth beatitude, “Blessed
are they that hunger and thirst aer justice,” does not corre-
spond to the gi of fortitude. For the gi of piety and not the
gi of fortitude corresponds to the virtue of justice. Now hun-
gering and thirsting aer justice pertain to the act of justice.
erefore this beatitude corresponds to the gi of piety rather
than to the gi of fortitude.

Objection 2. Further, hunger and thirst aer justice im-
ply a desire for good. Now this belongs properly to charity, to
which the gi of wisdom, and not the gi of fortitude, corre-

sponds, as stated above (q. 45). erefore this beatitude corre-
sponds, not to the gi of fortitude, but to the gi of wisdom.

Objection 3. Further, the fruits are consequent upon the
beatitudes, since delight is essential to beatitude, according to
Ethic. i, 8. Now the fruits, apparently, include none pertaining
to fortitude. erefore neither does any beatitude correspond
to it.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i): “Fortitude becomes the hungry and thirsty: since
those who desire to enjoy true goods, and wish to avoid lov-

1699



ing earthly and material things, must toil.”
I answer that, As stated above (q. 121, a. 2), Augustine

makes the beatitudes correspond to the gis according to the
order in which they are set forth, observing at the same time
a certain fittingness between them. Wherefore he ascribes the
fourth beatitude, concerning the hunger and thirst for justice,
to the fourth gi, namely fortitude.

Yet there is a certain congruity between them, because, as
stated (a. 1 ), fortitude is about difficult things. Now it is very
difficult, not merely to do virtuous deeds, which receive the
common designation of works of justice, but furthermore to
do them with an unsatiable desire, which may be signified by
hunger and thirst for justice.

Reply to Objection 1. As Chrysostom says (Hom. xv in

Matth.), we may understand here not only particular, but also
universal justice, which is related to all virtuous deeds accord-
ing to Ethic. v, 1, wherein whatever is hard is the object of that
fortitude which is a gi.

Reply toObjection 2.Charity is the root of all the virtues
and gis, as stated above (q. 23, a. 8, ad 3; Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 4, ad
3). Hence whatever pertains to fortitude may also be referred
to charity.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are two of the fruits which
correspond sufficiently to the gi of fortitude: namely, pa-
tience, which regards the enduring of evils: and longanim-
ity, which may regard the long delay and accomplishment of
goods.
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Of the Precepts of Fortitude

(In Two Articles)

We must next consider the precepts of fortitude:

(1) e precepts of fortitude itself;
(2) e precepts of its parts.

IIa IIae q. 140 a. 1Whether the precepts of fortitude are suitably given in the Divine Law?

Objection 1. It seems that the precepts of fortitude are not
suitably given in theDivine Law. For theNewLaw ismore per-
fect than the Old Law. Yet the Old Law contains precepts of
fortitude (Dt. 20).erefore precepts of fortitude should have
been given in the New Law also.

Objection 2. Further, affirmative precepts are of greater
import than negative precepts, since the affirmative include
the negative, but not vice versa. erefore it is unsuitable for
the Divine Law to contain none but negative precepts in pro-
hibition of fear.

Objection 3. Further, fortitude is one of the principal
virtues, as stated above (q. 123, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 2).Now the
precepts are directed to the virtues as to their end: wherefore
they should be proportionate to them. erefore the precepts
of fortitude shouldhave beenplaced among the precepts of the
decalogue, which are the chief precepts of the Law.

On the contrary, stands Holy Writ which contains these
precepts.

I answer that, Precepts of law are directed to the end in-
tended by the lawgiver. Wherefore precepts of law must needs
be framed in various ways according to the various ends in-
tended by lawgivers, so that even in human affairs there are
laws of democracies, others of kingdoms, and others again of
tyrannical governments.Now the endof theDivineLaw is that
man may adhere to God: wherefore the Divine Law contains
precepts both of fortitude and of the other virtues, with a view
to directing the mind to God. For this reason it is written (Dt.
20:3,4): “Fear ye them not: because the Lord your God is in
the midst of you, and will fight for you against your enemies.”

As to human laws, they are directed to certain earthly
goods, and among them we find precepts of fortitude accord-

ing to the requirements of those goods.
Reply toObjection 1.eOldTestament contained tem-

poral promises, while the promises of the New Testament are
spiritual and eternal, according to Augustine (Contra Faust.
iv). Hence in the Old Law there was need for the people to
be taught how to fight, even in a bodily contest, in order to
obtain an earthly possession. But in the New Testament men
were to be taught how to come to the possession of eternal
life by fighting spiritually, according toMat. 11:12, “e king-
domof heaven suffereth violence, and the violent bear it away.”
Hence Peter commands (1 Pet. 5:8,9): “Your adversary the
devil, as a roaring lion, goeth about, seeking whom he may de-
vour: whom resist ye, strong in faith,” as also James 4:7: “Resist
the devil, and he will fly from you.” Since, however, men while
tending to spiritual goods may be withdrawn from them by
corporal dangers, precepts of fortitude had to be given even in
the New Law, that they might bravely endure temporal evils,
according toMat. 10:28, “Fear ye not them that kill the body.”

Reply to Objection 2. e law gives general directions in
its precepts. But the things that have to be done in cases of dan-
ger are not, like the things to be avoided, reducible to some
common thing. Hence the precepts of fortitude are negative
rather than affirmative.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 122, a. 1), the
precepts of the decalogue are placed in the Law, as first princi-
ples, which need to be known to all from the outset. Where-
fore the precepts of the decalogue had to be chiefly about those
acts of justice in which the notion of duty is manifest, and not
about acts of fortitude, because it is not so evident that it is a
duty for a person not to fear dangers of death.

IIa IIae q. 140 a. 2Whether the precepts of the parts of fortitude are suitably given in the Divine Law?

Objection 1. It seems that the precept of the parts of
fortitude are unsuitably given in the Divine Law. For just as
patience and perseverance are parts of fortitude, so also are
magnificence, magnanimity, and confidence, as stated above
(q. 128). Now we find precepts of patience in the Divine Law,
as also of perseverance. erefore there should also have been
precepts of magnificence and magnanimity.

Objection 2. Further, patience is a very necessary virtue,

since it is the guardian of the other virtues, as Gregory says
(Hom. in Evang. xxxv).Now the other virtues are commanded
absolutely. erefore patience should not have been com-
manded merely, as Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte
i), as to the preparedness of the mind.

Objection 3. Further, patience and perseverance are parts
of fortitude, as stated above (q. 128; q. 136, a. 4; q. 137, a. 2).
Now the precepts of fortitude are not affirmative but only neg-
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ative, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2). erefore the precepts of pa-
tience and perseverance should have been negative and not af-
firmative.

e contrary, however, follows from theway inwhich they
are given by Holy Writ.

I answer that, e Divine Law instructs man perfectly
about such things as are necessary for right living. Now in or-
der to live aright man needs not only the principal virtues, but
also the secondary and annexed virtues.Wherefore theDivine
Law contains precepts not only about the acts of the principal
virtues, but also about the acts of the secondary and annexed
virtues.

Reply toObjection 1.Magnificence andmagnanimity do
not belong to the genus of fortitude, except by reason of a cer-
tain excellence of greatness which they regard in their respec-
tive matters. Now things pertaining to excellence come under
the counsels of perfection rather than under precepts of obli-
gation. Wherefore, there was need of counsels, rather than of
precepts about magnificence and magnanimity. On the other

hand, the hardships and toils of the present life pertain to pa-
tience and perseverance, not by reason of any greatness observ-
able in them, but on account of the very nature of those virtues.
Hence the need of precepts of patience and perseverance.

Reply toObjection2.As stated above (q. 3, a. 2), although
affirmative precepts are always binding, they are not binding
for always, but according to place and time. Wherefore just as
the affirmative precepts about the other virtues are to be un-
derstood as to the preparedness of the mind, in the sense that
man be prepared to fulfil them when necessary, so too are the
precepts of patience to be understood in the same way.

Reply toObjection 3. Fortitude, as distinct from patience
and perseverance, is about the greatest dangers wherein one
must proceed with caution; nor is it necessary to determine
what is to be done in particular. On the other hand, patience
and perseverance are about minor hardships and toils, where-
fore there is less danger in determining, especially in general,
what is to be done in such cases.
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S P   S P, Q 141
Of Temperance

(In Eight Articles)

In the next place wemust consider temperance: (1) Temperance itself; (2) its parts; (3) its precepts.With regard to temper-
ance we must consider (1) temperance itself; (2) the contrary vices.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether temperance is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?
(3) Whether it is only about desires and pleasures?
(4) Whether it is only about pleasures of touch?
(5) Whether it is about pleasures of taste, as such, or only as a kind of touch?
(6) What is the rule of temperance?
(7) Whether it is a cardinal, or principal, virtue?
(8) Whether it is the greatest of virtues ?

IIa IIae q. 141 a. 1Whether temperance is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that temperance is not a virtue. For
no virtue goes against the inclination of nature, since “there is
in us a natural aptitude for virtue,” as stated in Ethic. ii, 1. Now
temperance withdraws us from pleasures to which nature in-
clines, according to Ethic. ii, 3,8. erefore temperance is not
a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, virtues are connected with one an-
other, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1). But some people
have temperance without having the other virtues: for we find
many who are temperate, and yet covetous or timid.erefore
temperance is not a virtue.

Objection3.Further, to every virtue there is a correspond-
ing gi, as appears from what we have said above ( Ia IIae,
q. 68, a. 4). But seemingly no gi corresponds to temper-
ance, since all the gis have been already ascribed to the other
virtues (Qq. 8,9,19,45,52, 71,139). erefore temperance is
not a virtue.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Music. vi, 15): “Temper-
ance is the name of a virtue.”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, a. 3), it is es-
sential to virtue to incline man to good. Now the good of man
is to be in accordance with reason, as Dionysius states (Div.
Nom. iv). Hence human virtue is that which inclines man to
something in accordance with reason. Now temperance evi-
dently inclines man to this, since its very name implies mod-
eration or temperateness, which reason causes. erefore tem-
perance is a virtue.

Reply toObjection 1.Nature inclines everything towhat-
ever is becoming to it. Wherefore man naturally desires plea-

sures that are becoming to him. Since, however, man as such is
a rational being, it follows that those pleasures are becoming to
manwhich are in accordancewith reason. From such pleasures
temperance does not withdraw him, but from those which are
contrary to reason.Wherefore it is clear that temperance is not
contrary to the inclination of human nature, but is in accord
with it. It is, however, contrary to the inclination of the animal
nature that is not subject to reason.

Reply to Objection 2. e temperance which fulfils the
conditions of perfect virtue is notwithout prudence,while this
is lacking to all who are in sin. Hence those who lack other
virtues, through being subject to the opposite vices, have not
the temperance which is a virtue, though they do acts of tem-
perance from a certain natural disposition, in so far as certain
imperfect virtues are either natural to man, as stated above (
Ia IIae, q. 63, a. 1), or acquired by habituation, which virtues,
through lack of prudence, are not perfected by reason, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 3. Temperance also has a correspond-
ing gi, namely, fear, whereby man is withheld from the plea-
sures of the flesh, according to Ps. 118:120: “Pierce ou my
flesh with y fear.” e gi of fear has for its principal object
God, Whom it avoids offending, and in this respect it corre-
sponds to the virtue of hope, as stated above (q. 19, a. 9, ad 1).
But it may have for its secondary object whatever a man shuns
in order to avoid offendingGod.Nowman stands in the great-
est need of the fear ofGod in order to shun those things which
are most seductive, and these are the matter of temperance:
wherefore the gi of fear corresponds to temperance also.
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IIa IIae q. 141 a. 2Whether temperance is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that temperance is not a spe-
cial virtue. For Augustine says (DeMorib. Eccl. xv) that “it be-
longs to temperance to preserve one’s integrity and freedom
from corruption for God’s sake.” But this is common to every
virtue. erefore temperance is not a special virtue.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 42) that
“what we observe and seek most in temperance is tranquillity
of soul.” But this is common to every virtue.erefore temper-
ance is not a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, Tully says (De Offic. i, 27) that
“we cannot separate the beautiful from the virtuous,” and that
“whatever is just is beautiful.” Now the beautiful is consid-
ered as proper to temperance, according to the same authority
(Tully, De Offic. i, 27). erefore temperance is not a special
virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 7; iii, 10)
reckons it a special virtue.

I answer that, It is customary in human speech to em-
ploy a common term in a restricted sense in order to designate
the principal things to which that common term is applica-
ble: thus theword “city” is used antonomastically* to designate
Rome. Accordingly the word “temperance” has a twofold ac-
ceptation. First, in accordance with its common signification:
and thus temperance is not a special but a general virtue, be-
cause the word “temperance” signifies a certain temperateness
or moderation, which reason appoints to human operations
and passions: and this is common to every moral virtue. Yet
there is a logical difference between temperance and fortitude,
even if we take them both as general virtues: since temperance
withdraws man from things which seduce the appetite from
obeying reason, while fortitude incites him to endure or with-
stand those things on account of which he forsakes the good
of reason.

On the other hand, if we take temperance antonomasti-
cally, as withholding the appetite from those things which are
most seductive to man, it is a special virtue, for thus it has, like
fortitude, a special matter.

Reply to Objection 1. Man’s appetite is corrupted chiefly
by those things which seduce him into forsaking the rule of
reason and Divine law. Wherefore integrity, which Augustine
ascribes to temperance, can, like the latter, be taken in two
ways: first, in a general sense, and secondly in a sense of excel-
lence.

Reply to Objection 2. e things about which temper-
ance is concerned have amost disturbing effect on the soul, for
the reason that they are natural toman, aswe shall state further
on (Aa. 4,5). Hence tranquillity of soul is ascribed to temper-
ance by way of excellence, although it is a common property of
all the virtues.

Reply toObjection3.Although beauty is becoming to ev-
ery virtue, it is ascribed to temperance, byway of excellence, for
two reasons. First, in respect of the generic notion of temper-
ance, which consists in a certain moderate and fitting propor-
tion, and this is what we understand by beauty, as attested by
Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv). Secondly, because the things from
which temperance withholds us, hold the lowest place inman,
and are becoming to him by reason of his animal nature, as we
shall state further on (Aa. 4,5; q. 142, a. 4), wherefore it is nat-
ural that such things should defile him. In consequence beauty
is a foremost attribute of temperance which above all hinders
man from being defiled. In like manner honesty† is a special
attribute of temperance: for Isidore says (Etym. x): “An hon-
est man is one who has no defilement, for honesty means an
honorable state.”is is most applicable to temperance, which
withstands the vices that bring most dishonor on man, as we
shall state further on (q. 142, a. 4).

IIa IIae q. 141 a. 3Whether temperance is only about desires and pleasures?

Objection 1. It would seem that temperance is not only
about desires and pleasures. For Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii,
54) that “temperance is reason’s firm and moderate mastery of
lust and other wanton emotions of themind.”Now all the pas-
sions of the soul are called emotions of the mind. erefore it
seems that temperance is not only about desires and pleasures.

Objection2.Further, “Virtue is about the difficult and the
good”‡. Now it seems more difficult to temper fear, especially
with regard to dangers of death, than to moderate desires and
pleasures, which are despised on account of deadly pains and
dangers, according to Augustine (Qq. 83, qu. 36). erefore it
seems that the virtue of temperance is not chiefly about desires
and pleasures.

Objection 3. Further, according to Ambrose (De Offic.
i, 43) “the grace of moderation belongs to temperance”: and
Tully says (De Offic. ii, 27) that “it is the concern of temper-
ance to calm all disturbances of the mind and to enforce mod-
eration.” Now moderation is needed, not only in desires and
pleasures, but also in external acts andwhatever pertains to the
exterior. erefore temperance is not only about desires and
pleasures.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym.)*: that “it is temper-
ance whereby lust and desire are kept under control.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 123, a. 12; q. 136, a. 1), it
belongs tomoral virtue to safeguard the good of reason against
the passions that rebel against reason. Now the movement of

* Antonomasia is the figure of speech whereby we substitute the general for
the individual term; e.g. e Philosopher for Aristotle. † Honesty must
be taken here in its broad sense as synonymous withmoral goodness, from the
point of view of decorum. ‡ Ethic. ii, 3. * ewords quoted do not occur
in thework referred to; Cf. hisDe SummoBono xxxvii, xlii, andDeDifferent.
ii, 39. 1704



the soul’s passions is twofold, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 23,
a. 2), when we were treating of the passions: the one, whereby
the sensitive appetite pursues sensible and bodily goods, the
other whereby it flies from sensible and bodily evils.

e first of these movements of the sensitive appetite
rebels against reason chiefly by lack of moderation. Because
sensible and bodily goods, considered in their species, are not
in opposition to reason, but are subject to it as instruments
which reason employs in order to attain its proper end: and
that they are opposed to reason is owing to the fact that the
sensitive appetite fails to tend towards them in accordwith the
mode of reason. Hence it belongs properly to moral virtue to
moderate those passions which denote a pursuit of the good.

On the other hand, themovement of the sensitive appetite
in flying from sensible evil is mostly in opposition to reason,
not through being immoderate, but chiefly in respect of its
flight: because, when amanflies from sensible and bodily evils,
which sometimes accompany the good of reason, the result is
that heflies from the goodof reason.Hence it belongs tomoral
virtue tomakemanwhile flying from evil to remain firm in the
good of reason.

Accordingly, just as the virtue of fortitude, which by its
very nature bestowsfirmness, is chiefly concernedwith thepas-
sion, viz. fear, which regards flight from bodily evils, and con-
sequently with daring, which attacks the objects of fear in the
hope of attaining some good, so, too, temperance, which de-
notes a kind of moderation, is chiefly concerned with those

passions that tend towards sensible goods, viz. desire and plea-
sure, and consequently with the sorrows that arise from the ab-
sence of those pleasures. For just as daring presupposes objects
of fear, so too such like sorrow arises from the absence of the
aforesaid pleasures.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 23,
Aa. 1,2; Ia IIae, q. 25, a. 1), when we were treating of the pas-
sions, those passions which pertain to avoidance of evil, pre-
suppose the passions pertaining to the pursuit of good; and the
passions of the irascible presuppose the passions of the con-
cupiscible. Hence, while temperance directly moderates the
passions of the concupiscible which tend towards good, as a
consequence, it moderates all the other passions, inasmuch as
moderation of the passions that precede results in moderation
of the passions that follow: since he that is not immoderate in
desire is moderate in hope, and grieves moderately for the ab-
sence of the things he desires.

Reply to Objection 2. Desire denotes an impulse of the
appetite towards the object of pleasure and this impulse needs
control, which belongs to temperance. on the other hand fear
denotes a withdrawal of the mind from certain evils, against
which man needs firmness of mind, which fortitude bestows.
Hence temperance is properly about desires, and fortitude
about fears.

Reply to Objection 3. External acts proceed from the in-
ternal passions of the soul: wherefore their moderation de-
pends on the moderation of the internal passions.

IIa IIae q. 141 a. 4Whether temperance is only about desires and pleasures of touch?

Objection 1. It would seem that temperance is not only
about desires and pleasures of touch. For Augustine says (De
Morib. Eccl. xix) that “the function of temperance is to control
and quell the desires which draw us to the things which with-
draw us from the laws of God and from the fruit of His good-
ness”; and a little further on he adds that “it is the duty of tem-
perance to spurn all bodily allurements and popular praise.”
Nowwe are withdrawn fromGod’s laws not only by the desire
for pleasures of touch, but also by the desire for pleasures of the
other senses, for these, too, belong to the bodily allurements,
and again by the desire for riches or for worldly glory: where-
fore it is written (1 Tim. 6:10). “Desire† is the root of all evils.”
erefore temperance is not only about desires of pleasures of
touch.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3)
that “one who is worthy of small things and deems himself
worthy of them is temperate, but he is not magnificent.” Now
honors, whether small or great, of which he is speaking there,
are an object of pleasure, not of touch, but in the soul’s appre-
hension. erefore temperance is not only about desires for
pleasures of touch.

Objection 3. Further, things that are of the same genus

would seem to pertain to the matter of a particular virtue un-
der one same aspect. Now all pleasures of sense are apparently
of the same genus.erefore they all equally belong to themat-
ter of temperance.

Objection 4. Further, spiritual pleasures are greater than
the pleasures of the body, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 31, a. 5)
in the treatise on the passions. Now sometimes men forsake
God’s laws and the state of virtue through desire for spiritual
pleasures, for instance, through curiosity in matters of knowl-
edge: wherefore the devil promised man knowledge, saying
(Gn. 3:5): “Ye shall be asGods, knowing good and evil.”ere-
fore temperance is not only about pleasures of touch.

Objection 5.Further, if pleasures of touchwere the proper
matter of temperance, it would follow that temperance is
about all pleasures of touch. But it is not about all, for in-
stance, about those which occur in games. erefore pleasures
of touch are not the proper matter of temperance.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 10) that
“temperance is properly about desires of pleasures of touch.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), temperance is about
desires and pleasures in the same way as fortitude is about fear
and daring. Now fortitude is about fear and daring with re-

† ‘Cupiditas,’ which is theDouay version following theGreek φιλαργυρία ren-
ders ‘desire of money’.
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spect to the greatest evils whereby nature itself is dissolved;
and such are dangers of death. Wherefore in like manner tem-
perance must needs be about desires for the greatest pleasures.
And since pleasure results from a natural operation, it is so
much the greater according as it results from a more natural
operation. Now to animals the most natural operations are
those which preserve the nature of the individual by means
of meat and drink, and the nature of the species by the union
of the sexes. Hence temperance is properly about pleasures of
meat and drink and sexual pleasures. Now these pleasures re-
sult from the sense of touch.Wherefore it follows that temper-
ance is about pleasures of touch.

Reply to Objection 1. In the passage quoted Augustine
apparently takes temperance, not as a special virtue having a
determinate matter, but as concerned with the moderation of
reason, in any matter whatever: and this is a general condition
of every virtue. However, we may also reply that if a man can
control the greatest pleasures, muchmore can he control lesser
ones.Wherefore it belongs chiefly and properly to temperance
to moderate desires and pleasures of touch, and secondarily
other pleasures.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher takes temperance
as denotingmoderation in external things, when, towit, aman
tends to that which is proportionate to him, but not as denot-
ing moderation in the soul’s emotions, which pertains to the
virtue of temperance.

Reply to Objection 3. e pleasures of the other senses

play a different part in man and in other animals. For in other
animals pleasures do not result from the other senses save in re-
lation to sensibles of touch: thus the lion is pleased to see the
stag, or to hear its voice, in relation to his food. On the other
hand man derives pleasure from the other senses, not only for
this reason, but also on account of the becomingness of the
sensible object. Wherefore temperance is about the pleasures
of the other senses, in relation to pleasures of touch, not princi-
pally but consequently: while in so far as the sensible objects of
the other senses are pleasant on account of their becomingness,
aswhen aman is pleased at awell-harmonized sound, this plea-
sure has nothing to do with the preservation of nature. Hence
these passions are not of such importance that temperance can
be referred to them antonomastically.

Reply to Objection 4. Although spiritual pleasures are by
their nature greater than bodily pleasures, they are not so per-
ceptible to the senses, and consequently they donot so strongly
affect the sensitive appetite, against whose impulse the good of
reason is safeguarded by moral virtue. We may also reply that
spiritual pleasures, strictly speaking, are in accordance with
reason, wherefore they need no control, save accidentally, in
so far as one spiritual pleasure is a hindrance to another greater
and more binding.

Reply to Objection 5. Not all pleasures of touch regard
the preservation of nature, and consequently it does not fol-
low that temperance is about all pleasures of touch.

IIa IIae q. 141 a. 5Whether temperance is about the pleasures proper to the taste?

Objection 1. It would seem that temperance is about plea-
sures proper to the taste. For pleasures of the taste result from
food and drink, which are more necessary to man’s life than
sexual pleasures, which regard the touch. But according to
what has been said (a. 4), temperance is about pleasures in
things that are necessary to human life. erefore temperance
is about pleasures proper to the taste rather than about those
proper to the touch.

Objection 2. Further, temperance is about the passions
rather than about things themselves. Now, according to De
Anima ii, 3, “the touch is the sense of food,” as regards the very
substance of the food, whereas “savor” which is the proper ob-
ject of the taste, is “the pleasing quality of the food.” erefore
temperance is about the taste rather than about the touch.

Objection 3.Further, according to Ethic. vii, 4,7: “temper-
ance and intemperance are about the same things, and so are
continence and incontinence, perseverance, and effeminacy,”
to which delicacy pertains. Now delicacy seems to regard the
delight taken in savors which are the object of the taste.ere-
fore temperance is about pleasures proper to the taste.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 10) that
“seemingly temperance and intemperance have little if any-
thing to do with the taste.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), temperance is about
the greatest pleasures, which chiefly regard the preservation of
human life either in the species or in the individual. In these
matters certain things are to be considered as principal and
others as secondary. e principal thing is the use itself of the
necessarymeans, of thewomanwho is necessary for the preser-
vation of the species, or of food and drink which are neces-
sary for the preservation of the individual:while the very use of
these necessary things has a certain essential pleasure annexed
thereto.

In regard to either use we consider as secondary whatever
makes the use more pleasurable, such as beauty and adorn-
ment inwoman, and apleasing savor and likewise odor in food.
Hence temperance is chiefly about the pleasure of touch, that
results essentially from the use of these necessary things, which
use is in all cases attained by the touch. Secondarily, however,
temperance and intemperance are about pleasures of the taste,
smell, or sight, inasmuch as the sensible objects of these senses
conduce to the pleasurable use of the necessary things that
have relation to the touch. But since the taste is more akin to
the touch than the other senses are, it follows that temperance
is more about the taste than about the other senses.

Reply to Objection 1. e use of food and the pleasure
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that essentially results therefrom pertain to the touch. Hence
the Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 3) that “touch is the sense
of food, for food is hot or cold, wet or dry.”To the taste belongs
thediscernment of savors,whichmake the foodpleasant to eat,
in so far as they are signs of its being suitable for nourishment.

Reply toObjection 2.epleasure resulting from savor is

additional, so to speak, whereas the pleasure of touch results
essentially from the use of food and drink.

Reply to Objection 3. Delicacy regards principally the
substance of the food, but secondarily it regards its delicious
savor and the way in which it is served.

IIa IIae q. 141 a. 6Whether the rule of temperance depends on the need of the present life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the rule of temperance
does not depend on the needs of the present life. For higher
things are not regulated according to lower. Now, as temper-
ance is a virtue of the soul, it is above the needs of the body.
erefore the rule of temperance does not depend on the
needs of the body.

Objection 2. Further, whoever exceeds a rule sins. ere-
fore if the needs of the body were the rule of temperance, it
would be a sin against temperance to indulge in any other plea-
sure than those required by nature, which is content with very
little. But this would seem unreasonable.

Objection 3. Further, no one sins in observing a rule.
erefore if the need of the body were the rule of temperance,
there would be no sin in using any pleasure for the needs of the
body, for instance, for the sake of health. But this is apparently
false. erefore the need of the body is not the rule of temper-
ance.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (DeMorib. Eccl. xxi): “In
both Testaments the temperate man finds confirmation of the
rule forbidding him to love the things of this life, or to deem
any of them desirable for its own sake, and commanding him
to avail himself of those things with the moderation of a user
not the attachment of a lover, in so far as they are requisite for
the needs of this life and of his station.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1; q. 109, a. 2; q. 123,
a. 12), the good of moral virtue consists chiefly in the order of
reason: because “man’s good is to be in accord with reason,” as
Dionysius asserts (Div. Nom. iv). Now the principal order of
reason is that by which it directs certain things towards their
end, and the good of reason consists chiefly in this order; since
good has the aspect of end, and the end is the rule of whatever
is directed to the end. Now all the pleasurable objects that are
at man’s disposal, are directed to some necessity of this life as
to their end. Wherefore temperance takes the need of this life,
as the rule of the pleasurable objects of which itmakes use, and
uses them only for as much as the need of this life requires.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above, the need of this
life is regarded as a rule in so far as it is an end. Now it must

be observed that sometimes the end of the worker differs from
the end of the work, thus it is clear that the end of building
is a house, whereas sometimes the end of the builder is profit.
Accordingly the end and rule of temperance itself is happiness;
while the end and rule of the thing itmakes use of is the need of
human life, to which whatever is useful for life is subordinate.

Reply to Objection 2. e need of human life may be
taken in two ways. First, it may be taken in the sense in which
we apply the term “necessary” to that without which a thing
cannot be at all; thus food is necessary to an animal. Secondly,
itmay be taken for somethingwithoutwhich a thing cannot be
becomingly. Now temperance regards not only the former of
these needs, but also the latter.Wherefore thePhilosopher says
(Ethic. iii, 11) that “the temperate man desires pleasant things
for the sake of health, or for the sake of a sound condition of
body.”Other things that are not necessary for this purposemay
be divided into two classes. For some are a hindrance to health
and a sound condition of body; and these temperance makes
not use ofwhatever, for thiswould be a sin against temperance.
But others are not a hindrance to those things, and these tem-
perance uses moderately, according to the demands of place
and time, and in keeping with those among whom one dwells.
Hence the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 11) says that the “temperate
man also desires other pleasant things,” those namely that are
not necessary for health or a sound condition of body, “so long
as they are not prejudicial to these things.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated (ad 2), temperance re-
gards need according to the requirements of life, and this de-
pends not only on the requirements of the body, but also on
the requirements of external things, such as riches and station,
and more still on the requirements of good conduct. Hence
the Philosopher adds (Ethic. iii, 11) that “the temperate man
makes use of pleasant things provided that not only they benot
prejudicial to health and a sound bodily condition, but also
that they be not inconsistent with good,” i.e. good conduct,
nor “beyond his substance,” i.e. his means. AndAugustine says
(De Morib. Eccl. xxi) that the “temperate man considers the
need” not only “of this life” but also “of his station.”
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IIa IIae q. 141 a. 7Whether temperance is a cardinal virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that temperance is not a cardi-
nal virtue. For the goodofmoral virtue depends on reason. But
temperance is about those things that are furthest removed
from reason, namely about pleasures common to us and the
lower animals, as stated in Ethic. iii, 10.erefore temperance,
seemingly, is not a principal virtue.

Objection 2. Further, the greater the impetus the more
difficult is it to control. Now anger, which is controlled by
meekness, seems to be more impetuous than desire, which
is controlled by temperance. For it is written (Prov. 27:4):
“Anger hath no mercy, nor fury when it breaketh forth; and
who can bear the violence [impetum] of one provoked?”
erefore meekness is a principal virtue rather than temper-
ance.

Objection 3. Further, hope as a movement of the soul
takes precedence of desire and concupiscence, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 25, a. 4). But humility controls the presumption
of immoderate hope. erefore, seemingly, humility is a prin-
cipal virtue rather than temperance which controls concupis-
cence.

On the contrary,Gregory reckons temperance among the
principal virtues (Moral. ii, 49).

I answer that, As stated above (q. 123, a. 11; q. 61, a. 3),
a principal or cardinal virtue is so called because it has a fore-
most claim to praise on account of one of those things that are
requisite for the notion of virtue in general. Now moderation,

which is requisite in every virtue, deserves praise principally
in pleasures of touch, with which temperance is concerned,
both because these pleasures aremost natural to us, so that it is
more difficult to abstain from them, and to control the desire
for them, and because their objects are more necessary to the
present life, as stated above (a. 4). For this reason temperance
is reckoned a principal or cardinal virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. e longer the range of its oper-
ation, the greater is the agent’s power [virtus] shown to be:
wherefore the very fact that the reason is able to moderate de-
sires andpleasures that are furthest removed from it, proves the
greatness of reason’s power. is is how temperance comes to
be a principal virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. e impetuousness of anger is
caused by an accident, for instance, a painful hurt; wherefore it
soon passes, although its impetus be great. On the other hand,
the impetuousness of the desire for pleasures of touchproceeds
from a natural cause, wherefore it is more lasting and more
general, and consequently its control regards a more principal
virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. e object of hope is higher than
the object of desire, wherefore hope is accounted the princi-
pal passion in the irascible. But the objects of desires and plea-
sures of touch move the appetite with greater force, since they
are more natural. erefore temperance, which appoints the
mean in such things, is a principal virtue.

IIa IIae q. 141 a. 8Whether temperance is the greatest of the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that temperance is the greatest
of the virtues. For Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 43) that “what
we observe and seek most in temperance is the safeguarding
of what is honorable, and the regard for what is beautiful.”
Now virtue deserves praise for being honorable and beautiful.
erefore temperance is the greatest of the virtues.

Objection 2. Further, the more difficult the deed the
greater the virtue. Now it is more difficult to control de-
sires and pleasures of touch than to regulate external actions,
the former pertaining to temperance and the latter to justice.
erefore temperance is a greater virtue than justice.

Objection 3. Further, seemingly the more general a thing
is, the more necessary and the better it is. Now fortitude is
about dangers of death which occur less frequently than plea-
sures of touch, for these occur every day; so that temperance is
in more general use than fortitude. erefore temperance is a
more excellent virtue than fortitude.

On the contrary,ePhilosopher says (Rhet. i, 9) that the
“greatest virtues are those which are most profitable to others,
for which reason we give the greatest honor to the brave and
the just.”

I answer that,As the Philosopher declares (Ethic. i, 2) “the

good of the many is more of the godlike than the good of the
individual,” wherefore the more a virtue regards the good of
the many, the better it is. Now justice and fortitude regard the
good of themanymore than temperance does, since justice re-
gards the relations between one man and another, while forti-
tude regards dangers of battle which are endured for the com-
monweal: whereas temperancemoderates only the desires and
pleasures which affect man himself. Hence it is evident that
justice and fortitude are more excellent virtues than temper-
ance: while prudence and the theological virtues are more ex-
cellent still.

Reply toObjection 1.Honor and beauty are especially as-
cribed to temperance, not on account of the excellence of the
good proper to temperance, but on account of the disgrace of
the contrary evil from which it withdraws us, by moderating
the pleasures common to us and the lower animals.

Reply to Objection 2. Since virtue is about the difficult
and the good, the excellence of a virtue is consideredmore un-
der the aspect of good, wherein justice excels, than under the
aspect of difficult, wherein temperance excels.

Reply toObjection 3. at which is general because it re-
gards the many conduces more to the excellence of goodness
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than that which is general because it occurs frequently: forti-
tude excels in the former way, temperance in the latter. Hence
fortitude is greater simply, although in some respects temper-

ance may be described as greater not only than fortitude but
also than justice.
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S P   S P, Q 142
Of the Vices Opposed to Temperance

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the vices opposed to temperance. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether insensibility is a sin?
(2) Whether intemperance is a childish sin?
(3) Of the comparison between intemperance and timidity;
(4) Whether intemperance is the most disgraceful of vices?

IIa IIae q. 142 a. 1Whether insensibility is a vice?

Objection 1. It would seem that insensibility is not a vice.
For those are called insensible who are deficient with regard to
pleasures of touch. Now seemingly it is praiseworthy and vir-
tuous to be altogether deficient in such matters: for it is writ-
ten (Dan. 10:2,3): “In those days Daniel mourned the days of
threeweeks, I ate nodesirable bread, andneither fleshnorwine
entered my mouth, neither was I anointed with ointment.”
erefore insensibility is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, “man’s good is to be in accord with
reason,” according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv). Now absti-
nence from all pleasures of touch is most conducive to man’s
progress in the goodof reason: for it iswritten (Dan. 1:17) that
“to the children” who took pulse for their food (Dan. 1:12),
“God gave knowledge, and understanding in every book and
wisdom.” erefore insensibility, which rejects these pleasures
altogether, is not sinful.

Objection 3. Further, that which is a very effective means
of avoiding sin would seem not to be sinful. Now the most ef-
fective remedy in avoiding sin is to shunpleasures, and this per-
tains to insensibility. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 9) that
“if we deny ourselves pleasures we are less liable to sin.” ere-
fore there is nothing vicious in insensibility.

On the contrary, Nothing save vice is opposed to virtue.
Now insensibility is opposed to the virtue of temperance ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 7; iii, 11). erefore in-
sensibility is a vice.

I answer that, Whatever is contrary to the natural order
is vicious. Now nature has introduced pleasure into the oper-
ations that are necessary for man’s life. Wherefore the natural
order requires that man should make use of these pleasures, in
so far as they are necessary for man’s well-being, as regards the
preservation either of the individual or of the species. Accord-
ingly, if anyonewere to reject pleasure to the extent of omitting
things that are necessary for nature’s preservation, he would
sin, as acting counter to the order of nature. And this pertains
to the vice of insensibility.

It must, however, be observed that it is sometimes praise-
worthy, and even necessary for the sake of an end, to abstain
from such pleasures as result from these operations. us, for
the sake of the body’s health, certain persons refrain fromplea-
sures of meat, drink, and sex; as also for the fulfilment of
certain engagements: thus athletes and soldiers have to deny
themselves many pleasures, in order to fulfil their respective
duties. In like manner penitents, in order to recover health of
soul, have recourse to abstinence from pleasures, as a kind of
diet, and those who are desirous of giving themselves up to
contemplation and Divine things need much to refrain from
carnal things. Nor do any of these things pertain to the vice of
insensibility, because they are in accord with right reason.

Reply to Objection 1. Daniel abstained thus from plea-
sures, not through any horror of pleasure as though it were evil
in itself, but for some praiseworthy end, in order, namely, to
adapt himself to the heights of contemplation by abstaining
from pleasures of the body. Hence the text goes on to tell of
the revelation that he received immediately aerwards.

Reply to Objection 2. Since man cannot use his reason
without his sensitive powers. which need a bodily organ. as
stated in the Ia, q. 84, Aa. 7,8, man needs to sustain his body in
order that hemay use his reason. Now the body is sustained by
means of operations that afford pleasure: wherefore the good
of reason cannotbe in aman if he abstain fromall pleasures.Yet
this need for using pleasures of the body will be greater or less,
according as man needs more or less the powers of his body in
accomplishing the act of reason.Wherefore it is commendable
for those who undertake the duty of giving themselves to con-
templation, and of imparting to others a spiritual good, by a
kind of spiritual procreation, as it were, to abstain from many
pleasures, but not for those who are in duty bound to bodily
occupations and carnal procreation.

Reply toObjection 3. In order to avoid sin, pleasure must
be shunned, not altogether, but so that it is not sought more
than necessity requires.
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IIa IIae q. 142 a. 2Whether intemperance is a childish sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that intemperance is not a
childish sin. For Jerome in commenting on Mat. 18:3, “Un-
less you be converted, and become as little children,” says that
“a child persists not in anger, is unmindful of injuries, takes no
pleasure in seeing a beautiful woman,” all of which is contrary
to intemperance. erefore intemperance is not a childish sin.

Objection 2. Further, children have none but natural de-
sires. Now “in respect of natural desires few sin by intemper-
ance,” according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 11). erefore
intemperance is not a childish sin.

Objection 3. Further, children should be fostered and
nourished: whereas concupiscence and pleasure, about which
intemperance is concerned, are always to be thwarted and up-
rooted, according to Col. 3:5, “Mortify…your members upon
the earth, which are…concupiscence”*, etc. erefore intem-
perance is not a childish sin.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 12) that
“we apply the term intemperance† to childish faults.”

I answer that, A thing is said to be childish for two rea-
sons. First, because it is becoming to children, and the Philoso-
pher does not mean that the sin of intemperance is childish in
this sense. Secondly. by way of likeness, and it is in this sense
that sins of intemperance are said to be childish. For the sin
of intemperance is one of unchecked concupiscence, which is
likened to a child in three ways. First, as rewards that which
they both desire, for like a child concupiscence desires some-
thing disgraceful. is is because in human affairs a thing is
beautiful according as it harmonizes with reason. Wherefore
Tully says (De Offic. i, 27) under the heading “Comeliness is
twofold,” that “the beautiful is that which is in keeping with
man’s excellence in so far as his nature differs from other ani-
mals.” Now a child does not attend to the order of reason; and
in like manner “concupiscence does not listen to reason,” ac-
cording to Ethic. vii, 6. Secondly, they are alike as to the result.
For a child, if le to his own will, becomes more self-willed:
hence it is written (Ecclus. 30:8): “A horse not broken be-
cometh stubborn, and a child le to himself will become head-
strong.” So, too, concupiscence, if indulged, gathers strength:
wherefore Augustine says (Confess. viii, 5): “Lust served be-
came a custom, and custom not resisted became necessity.”

irdly, as to the remedy which is applied to both. For a
child is corrected by being restrained; hence it is written (Prov.
23:13,14): “Withholdnot correction froma child…ou shalt
beat him with a rod, and deliver his soul from Hell.” In like
manner by resisting concupiscence we moderate it according
to the demands of virtue.Augustine indicates thiswhenhe says
(Music. vi, 11) that if the mind be lied up to spiritual things,
and remain fixed “thereon, the impulse of custom,” i.e. carnal
concupiscence, “is broken, and being suppressed is gradually
weakened: for it was strongerwhenwe followed it, and though
not wholly destroyed, it is certainly less strong when we curb
it.” Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 12) that “as a child
ought to live according to the direction of his tutor, so ought
the concupiscible to accord with reason.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument takes the term
“childish” as denoting what is observed in children. It is not
in this sense that the sin of intemperance is said to be childish,
but by way of likeness, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. A desire may be said to be natural
in two ways. First, with regard to its genus, and thus temper-
ance and intemperance are about natural desires, since they are
about desires of food and sex, which are directed to the preser-
vation of nature. Secondly, a desire may be called natural with
regard to the species of the thing that nature requires for its
ownpreservation; and in thisway it does not happenoen that
one sins in the matter of natural desires, for nature requires
only that which supplies its need, and there is no sin in desir-
ing this, save only where it is desired in excess as to quantity.
is is the only way in which sin can occur with regard to nat-
ural desires, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 11).

ere are other things in respect of which sins frequently
occur, and these are certain incentives to desire devised by hu-
man curiosity‡, such as the nice [curiosa] preparation of food,
or the adornment of women. And though children do not af-
fect these things much, yet intemperance is called a childish
sin for the reason given above.

Reply to Objection 3. at which regards nature should
be nourished and fostered in children, but that which pertains
to the lack of reason in them should not be fostered, but cor-
rected, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 142 a. 3Whether cowardice* is a greater vice than intemperance?

Objection 1. It would seem that cowardice is a greater vice
than intemperance. For a vice deserves reproach through being
opposed to the good of virtue. Now cowardice is opposed to
fortitude, which is a more excellent virtue than temperance, as
stated above (a. 2; q. 141, a. 8).erefore cowardice is a greater
vice than intemperance.

Objection 2. Further, the greater the difficulty to be sur-
mounted, the less is a man to be reproached for failure, where-
fore the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7) that “it is nowonder, in
fact it is pardonable, if a man is mastered by strong and over-
whelming pleasures or pains.” Now seemingly it is more diffi-
cult to control pleasures than other passions; hence it is stated

* Vulg.: ‘your members which are upon the earth,
fornication…concupiscence’. † Ἀχολασία which Aristotle refers to
κολάζω to punish, so that its original sense would be ‘impunity’ or
‘unrestraint.’. ‡ Cf. q. 167. * Cf. q. 125.
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in Ethic. ii, 3, that “it is more difficult to contend against plea-
sure than against anger, which would seem to be stronger than
fear.” erefore intemperance, which is overcome by pleasure,
is a less grievous sin than cowardice, which is overcome by fear.

Objection 3. Further, it is essential to sin that it be vol-
untary. Now cowardice is more voluntary than intemperance,
since noman desires to be intemperate, whereas some desire to
avoid dangers of death, which pertains to cowardice.erefore
cowardice is a more grievous sin than intemperance.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 12) that
“intemperance seemsmore akin to voluntary action than cow-
ardice.” erefore it is more sinful.

I answer that, one may be compared with another in two
ways. First, with regard to the matter or object; secondly, on
the part of the man who sins: and in both ways intemperance
is a more grievous sin than cowardice.

First, as regards thematter. For cowardice shuns dangers of
death, to avoid which the principal motive is the necessity of
preserving life.On the other hand, intemperance is about plea-
sures, the desire of which is not so necessary for the preserva-
tion of life, because, as stated above (a. 2, ad 2), intemperance
is more about certain annexed pleasures or desires than about
natural desires or pleasures. Now the more necessary the mo-
tive of sin the less grievous the sin. Wherefore intemperance is
a more grievous vice than cowardice, on the part of the object
or motive matter.

In like manner again, on the part of the man who sins, and
this for three reasons. First, because the more sound-minded
a man is, the more grievous his sin, wherefore sins are not im-
puted to those who are demented. Now grave fear and sorrow,
especially in dangers of death, stun the human mind, but not
so pleasure which is themotive of intemperance. Secondly, be-
cause the more voluntary a sin the graver it is. Now intemper-
ance has more of the voluntary in it than cowardice has, and
this for two reasons. e first is because actions done through
fear have their origin in the compulsion of an external agent, so
that they arenot simply voluntary butmixed, as stated inEthic.
iii, 1, whereas actions done for the sake of pleasure are simply
voluntary. e second reason is because the actions of an in-
temperate man are more voluntary individually and less vol-
untary generically. For no one would wish to be intemperate,
yet man is enticed by individual pleasures which make of him
an intemperate man. Hence the most effective remedy against

intemperance is not to dwell on the consideration of singu-
lars. It is the other way about in matters relating to cowardice:
because the particular action that imposes itself on a man is
less voluntary, for instance to cast aside his shield, and the like,
whereas the general purpose is more voluntary, for instance to
save himself by flight.Now thatwhich ismore voluntary in the
particular circumstances in which the act takes place, is simply
more voluntary. Wherefore intemperance, being simply more
voluntary than cowardice, is a greater vice. irdly, because it
is easier to find a remedy for intemperance than for cowardice,
since pleasures of food and sex, which are the matter of intem-
perance, are of everyday occurrence, and it is possible for man
without danger by frequent practice in their regard to become
temperate; whereas dangers of death are of rare occurrence,
and it ismore dangerous forman to encounter them frequently
in order to cease being a coward.

Reply toObjection 1.e excellence of fortitude in com-
parison with temperance may be considered from two stand-
points. First, with regard to the end, which has the aspect of
good: because fortitude is directed to the common goodmore
than temperance is. And from this point of view cowardice has
a certain precedence over intemperance, since by cowardice
some people forsake the defense of the common good. Sec-
ondly, with regard to the difficulty, because it is more difficult
to endure dangers of death than to refrain from any pleasures
whatever: and from this point of view there is no need for cow-
ardice to take precedence of intemperance. For just as it is a
greater strength that does not succumb to a stronger force, so
on the other hand to be overcome by a stronger force is proof
of a lesser vice, and to succumb to a weaker force, is the proof
of a greater vice.

Reply to Objection 2. Love of self-preservation, for the
sake of which one shuns perils of death, is much more con-
natural than any pleasures whatever of food and sex which are
directed to the preservation of life. Hence it is more difficult
to overcome the fear of dangers of death, than the desire of
pleasure inmatters of food and sex: although the latter is more
difficult to resist than anger, sorrow, and fear, occasioned by
certain other evils.

Reply to Objection 3. e voluntary, in cowardice, de-
pends rather on a general than on a particular consideration:
wherefore in such cases we have the voluntary not simply but
in a restricted sense.

IIa IIae q. 142 a. 4Whether intemperance is the most disgraceful of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that intemperance is not the
most disgraceful of sins. As honor is due to virtue so is disgrace
due to sin. Now some sins are more grievous than intemper-
ance: for instance murder, blasphemy, and the like. erefore
intemperance is not the most disgraceful of sins.

Objection 2. Further, those sins which are the more com-
mon are seemingly less disgraceful, since men are less ashamed

of them.Now sins of intemperance aremost common, because
they are about things connected with the common use of hu-
man life, and in which many happen to sin. erefore sins of
intemperance do not seem to be most disgraceful.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6)
temperance and intemperance are about human desires and
pleasures. Now certain desires and pleasures are more shame-
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ful than human desires and pleasures; such are brutal pleasures
and those caused by disease as the Philosopher states (Ethic.
vii, 5). erefore intemperance is not the most disgraceful of
sins.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 10) that
“intemperance is justly more deserving of reproach than other
vices.”

I answer that,Disgrace is seemingly opposed to honor and
glory. Now honor is due to excellence, as stated above (q. 103,
a. 1), and glory denotes clarity (q. 103, a. 1, ad 3). Accordingly
intemperance is most disgraceful for two reasons. First, be-
cause it ismost repugnant tohumanexcellence, since it is about
pleasures common to us and the lower animals, as stated above
(q. 141, Aa. 2,3). Wherefore it is written (Ps. 48:21): “Man,
when he was in honor, did not understand: he hath been com-
pared to senseless beasts, andmade like to them.” Secondly, be-
cause it is most repugnant toman’s clarity or beauty; inasmuch
as the pleasures which are the matter of intemperance dim the
light of reason from which all the clarity and beauty of virtue
arises: wherefore these pleasures are described as being most

slavish.
Reply to Objection 1. As Gregory says*, “the sins of the

flesh,” which are comprised under the head of intemperance,
although less culpable, are more disgraceful.e reason is that
culpability ismeasured by inordinateness in respect of the end,
while disgrace regards shamefulness, which depends chiefly on
the unbecomingness of the sin in respect of the sinner.

Reply to Objection 2. e commonness of a sin dimin-
ishes the shamefulness and disgrace of a sin in the opinion of
men, but not as regards the nature of the vices themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. When we say that intemperance is
most disgraceful, we mean in comparison with human vices,
those, namely, that are connected with human passions which
to a certain extent are in conformity with human nature. But
those vices which exceed the mode of human nature are still
more disgraceful. Nevertheless such vices are apparently re-
ducible to the genus of intemperance, by way of excess: for in-
stance, if amandelight in eatinghumanflesh, or in committing
the unnatural vice.

* Moral. xxxiii. 12.
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S P   S P, Q 143
Of the Parts of Temperance, in General

(In One Article)

We must now consider the parts of temperance: we shall consider these same parts (1) in general; (2) each of them in
particular.

IIa IIae q. 143 a. 1Whether the parts of temperance are rightly assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem that Tully (De Invent. Rhet.
ii, 54) unbecomingly assigns the parts of temperance, when he
asserts them to be “continence, mildness, and modesty.” For
continence is reckoned to be distinct from virtue (Ethic. vii,
1): whereas temperance is comprised under virtue. erefore
continence is not a part of temperance.

Objection 2. Further, mildness seemingly soens hatred
or anger. But temperance is not about these things, but about
pleasures of touch, as stated above (q. 141, a. 4). erefore
mildness is not a part of temperance.

Objection 3. Further, modesty concerns external action,
wherefore the Apostle says (Phil. 4:5): “Let your modesty be
known to all men.” Now external actions are the matter of jus-
tice, as stated above (q. 58, a. 8).erefore modesty is a part of
justice rather than of temperance.

Objection 4. Further, Macrobius (In Somn. Scip. i, 8)
reckons many more parts of temperance: for he says that
“temperance results in modesty, shamefacedness, abstinence,
chastity, honesty, moderation, lowliness, sobriety, purity.” An-
dronicus also says* that “the companions of temperance are
gravity, continence, humility, simplicity, refinement, method,
contentment.”† erefore it seems that Tully insufficiently
reckoned the parts of temperance.

I answer that, As stated above (Qq. 48,128), a cardinal
virtue may have three kinds of parts, namely integral, sub-
jective, and potential. e integral parts of a virtue are the
conditions the concurrence of which are necessary for virtue:
and in this respect there are two integral parts of temperance,
“shamefacedness,” whereby one recoils from the disgrace that
is contrary to temperance, and “honesty,” whereby one loves
the beauty of temperance. For, as stated above (q. 141, a. 2, ad
3), temperance more than any other virtue lays claim to a cer-
tain comeliness, and the vices of intemperance excel others in
disgrace.

e subjective parts of a virtue are its species: and the
species of a virtue have to be differentiated according to the
difference of matter or object. Now temperance is about plea-
sures of touch, which are of two kinds. For some are directed
to nourishment: and in these as regards meat, there is “absti-
nence,” and as regards drink properly there is “sobriety.” Other
pleasures are directed to the power of procreation, and in these
as regards the principal pleasure of the act itself of procreation,

there is “chastity,” and as to the pleasures incidental to the act,
resulting, for instance, from kissing, touching, or fondling, we
have “purity.”

e potential parts of a principal virtue are called sec-
ondary virtues: for while the principal virtue observes the
mode in some principal matter, these observe the mode in
some other matter wherein moderation is not so difficult.
Now it belongs to temperance tomoderate pleasures of touch,
which are most difficult to moderate. Wherefore any virtue
that is effective of moderation in some matter or other, and
restrains the appetite in its impulse towards something, may
be reckoned a part of temperance, as a virtue annexed thereto.

is happens in three ways: first, in the inwardmovements
of the soul; secondly, in the outward movements and actions
of the body; thirdly, in outward things.Nowbesides themove-
ment of concupiscence, which temperance moderates and re-
strains, we find in the soul three movements towards a partic-
ular object. In the first place there is the movement of the will
when stirred by the impulse of passion: and this movement is
restrained by “continence,” the effect ofwhich is that, although
aman suffer immoderate concupiscences, hiswill does not suc-
cumb to them.Another inwardmovement towards something
is the movement of hope, and of the resultant daring, and this
is moderated or restrained by “humility.” e third movement
is that of anger, which tends towards revenge, and this is re-
strained by “meekness” or “mildness.”

With regard to bodily movements and actions, modera-
tion and restraint is the effect of “modesty,” which, according
to Andronicus, has three parts. e first of these enables one
to discern what to do and what not to do, and to observe the
right order, and to persevere in what we do: this he assigns to
“method.” e second is that a man observe decorum in what
he does, and this he ascribes to “refinement.” e third has to
do with the conversation or any other intercourse between a
man and his friends, and this is called “gravity.”

With regard to external things, a twofold moderation has
to be observed. First, we must not desire too many, and to
this Macrobius assigns “lowliness,” and Andronicus “content-
ment”; secondly, we must not be too nice in our require-
ments, and to this Macrobius ascribes “moderation,” Andron-
icus “simplicity.”

Reply to Objection 1. It is true that continence differs

* De Affectibus. † ‘Per-se-sufficientiam’ which could be rendered ‘self-suf-
ficiency,’ but for the fact that this is taken in a bad sense. See q. 169, a. 1.
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from virtue, just as imperfect differs from perfect, as we shall
state further on (q. 165, a. 1); and in this sense it is condivided
with virtue. Yet it has something in common with temperance
both as to matter, since it is about pleasures of touch, and as
to mode, since it is a kind of restraint. Hence it is suitably as-
signed as a part of temperance.

Reply to Objection 2. Mildness or meekness is reckoned
a part of temperance not because of a likeness of matter, but
because they agree as to the mode of restraint and moderation

as stated above.
Reply toObjection 3. In thematter of external action jus-

tice considers what is due to another. Modesty does not con-
sider this, but only a certain moderation. Hence it is reckoned
a part not of justice but of temperance.

Reply to Objection 4. Under modesty Tully includes
whatever pertains to themoderation of bodilymovements and
external things, as well as the moderation of hope which we
reckoned as pertaining to humility.
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Of Shamefacedness
(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the parts of temperance in particular: and in the first place the integral parts, which are shamefaced-
ness and honesty. With regard to shamefacedness there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether shamefacedness is a virtue?
(2) What is its object?
(3) Who are the cause of a man being ashamed?
(4) What kind of people are ashamed?

IIa IIae q. 144 a. 1Whether shamefacedness is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that shamefacedness is a virtue. For
it is proper to a virtue “to observe the mean as fixed by rea-
son”: this is clear from the definition of virtue given in Ethic.
ii, 6.Now shamefacedness observes themean in thisway, as the
Philosopher observes (Ethic. ii, 7). erefore shamefacedness
is a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is praiseworthy is either a
virtue or something connected with virtue. Now shamefaced-
ness is praiseworthy. But it is not part of a virtue. For it is not
a part of prudence, since it is not in the reason but in the ap-
petite; nor is it a part of justice. since shamefacedness implies a
certain passion, whereas justice is not about the passions; nor
again is it a part of fortitude, because it belongs to fortitude to
be persistent and aggressive, while it belongs to shamefaced-
ness to recoil from something; nor lastly is it a part of temper-
ance, since the latter is about desires, whereas shamefacedness
is a kind of fear according as the Philosopher states (Ethic. iv,
9) andDamascene (DeFideOrth. ii, 15).Hence it follows that
shamefacedness is a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the honest and the virtuous are con-
vertible according to Tully (DeOffic. i, 27). Now shamefaced-
ness is a part of honesty: for Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 43)
that “shamefacedness is the companion and familiar of the
restful mind, averse to wantonness, a stranger to any kind of
excess, the friend of sobriety and the support of what is hon-
est, a seeker aer the beautiful.” erefore shamefacedness is a
virtue.

Objection 4. Further, every vice is opposed to a virtue.
Now certain vices are opposed to shamefacedness, namely
shamelessness and inordinate prudery. erefore shamefaced-
ness is a virtue.

Objection 5. Further, “like acts beget like habits,” accord-
ing to Ethic. ii, 1. Now shamefacedness implies a praiseworthy
act; wherefore from many such acts a habit results. But a habit
of praiseworthy deeds is a virtue, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 12). erefore shamefacedness is a virtue.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 7; iv, 9)
that shamefacedness is not a virtue.

I answer that, Virtue is taken in two ways, in a strict sense

and in a broad sense. Taken strictly virtue is a perfection, as
stated in Phys. vii, 17,18. Wherefore anything that is inconsis-
tent with perfection, though it be good, falls short of the no-
tion of virtue. Now shamefacedness is inconsistent with per-
fection, because it is the fear of something base, namely of that
which is disgraceful. HenceDamascene says (De FideOrth. ii,
15) that “shamefacedness is fear of a base action.” Now just as
hope is about a possible and difficult good, so is fear about a
possible and arduous evil, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 1;
Ia IIae, q. 41, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 42, a. 3), when we were treating
of the passions. But one who is perfect as to a virtuous habit,
does not apprehend that which would be disgraceful and base
to do, as being possible and arduous, that is to say difficult for
him to avoid; nor does he actually do anything base, so as to be
in fear of disgrace. erefore shamefacedness, properly speak-
ing, is not a virtue, since it falls short of the perfectionof virtue.

Taken, however, in a broad sense virtue denotes whatever
is good andpraiseworthy inhuman acts or passions; and in this
way /shamefacedness is sometimes called a virtue, since it is a
praiseworthy passion.

Reply to Objection 1. Observing the mean is not suffi-
cient for the notion of virtue, although it is one of the condi-
tions included in virtue’s definition: but it is requisite, in ad-
dition to this, that it be “an elective habit,” that is to say, oper-
ating from choice. Now shamefacedness denotes, not a habit
but a passion, nor does its movement result from choice, but
from an impulse of passion. Hence it falls short of the notion
of virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above, shamefacedness is
fear of baseness and disgrace. Now it has been stated (q. 142,
a. 4) that the vice of intemperance is most base and disgrace-
ful. Wherefore shamefacedness pertains more to temperance
than to any other virtue, by reason of its motive cause, which
is a base action though not according to the species of the pas-
sion, namely fear. Nevertheless in so far as the vices opposed
to other virtues are base and disgraceful, shamefacedness may
also pertain to other virtues.

Reply toObjection 3. Shamefacedness fosters honesty, by
removing that which is contrary thereto, but not so as to attain
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to the perfection of honesty.
Reply to Objection 4. Every defect causes a vice, but not

every good is sufficient for the notion of virtue. Consequently
it does not follow that whatever is directly opposed to vice is a
virtue, although every vice is opposed to a virtue, as regards its
origin. Hence shamelessness, in so far as it results from exces-
sive love of disgraceful things, is opposed to temperance.

Reply to Objection 5. Being frequently ashamed causes
the habit of an acquired virtue whereby one avoids disgraceful
things which are the object of shamefacedness, without con-
tinuing to be ashamed in their regard: although as a conse-
quence of this acquired virtue, amanwould bemore ashamed,
if confronted with the matter of shamefacedness.

IIa IIae q. 144 a. 2Whether shamefacedness is about a disgraceful action?

Objection 1. It would seem that shamefacedness is not
about a disgraceful action. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
9) that “shamefacedness is fear of disgrace.” Now sometimes
those who do nothing wrong suffer ignominy, according to Ps.
67:8, “For thy sake I have borne reproach, shame hath covered
my face.”erefore shamefacedness is not properly about a dis-
graceful action.

Objection 2. Further, nothing apparently is disgraceful
but what is sinful. Yet man is ashamed of things that are
not sins, for instance when he performs a menial occupation.
erefore it seems that shamefacedness is not properly about
a disgraceful action.

Objection 3. Further, virtuous deeds are not disgraceful
butmost beautiful according to Ethic. i, 8. Yet sometimes peo-
ple are ashamed to do virtuous deeds, according to Lk. 9:26,
“He that shall be ashamed of Me and My words, of him the
Son of man shall be ashamed,” etc. erefore shamefacedness
is not about a disgraceful action.

Objection 4. Further, if shamefacedness were properly
about a disgraceful action, it would follow that the more dis-
graceful the action themore ashamedwould one be. Yet some-
times a man is more ashamed of lesser sins, while he glories in
those which are most grievous, according to Ps. 51:3, “Why
dost thou glory in malice?” erefore shamefacedness is not
properly about a disgraceful action.

On the contrary, Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 15) and
Gregory of Nyssa* say that “shamefacedness is fear of doing a
disgraceful deed or of a disgraceful deed done.”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 41, a. 2; Ia
IIae, q. 42, a. 3), when we were treating of the passions, fear
is properly about an arduous evil, one, namely, that is difficult
to avoid. Now disgrace is twofold. ere is the disgrace inher-
ent to vice, which consists in the deformity of a voluntary act:
and this, properly speaking, has not the character of an arduous
evil. For that which depends on the will alone does not appear
to be arduous and above man’s ability: wherefore it is not ap-
prehended as fearful, and for this reason the Philosopher says
(Rhet. ii, 5) that such evils are not a matter of fear.

e other kind of disgrace is penal so to speak, and it con-
sists in the reproach that attaches to a person, just as the clar-
ity of glory consists in a person being honored. And since this
reproach has the character of an arduous evil, just as honor
has the character of an arduous good, shamefacedness, which

is fear of disgrace, regards first and foremost reproach or ig-
nominy. And since reproach is properly due to vice, as honor
is due to virtue, it follows that shamefacedness regards also the
disgrace inherent to vice.Hence the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii,
5) that “a man is less ashamed of those defects which are not
the result of any fault of his own.”

Now shamefacedness regards fault in twoways. In oneway
a man refrains from vicious acts through fear of reproach: in
another way a man while doing a disgraceful deed avoids the
public eye through fear of reproach. In the former case, ac-
cording to Gregory of Nyssa (Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xx),
we speak of a person “blushing,” in the latter we say that he is
“ashamed.” Hence he says that “the man who is ashamed acts
in secret, but he who blushes fears to be disgraced.”

Reply to Objection 1. Shamefacedness properly regards
disgrace as due to sin which is a voluntary defect. Hence the
Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 6) that “a man is more ashamed
of those things of which he is the cause.” Now the virtuous
man despises the disgrace to which he is subject on account
of virtue, because he does not deserve it; as the Philosopher
says of the magnanimous (Ethic. iv, 3). us we find it said of
the apostles (Acts 5:41) that “they (the apostles) went from
the presence of the council, rejoicing that they were accounted
worthy to suffer reproach for the name of Jesus.” It is owing
to imperfection of virtue that a man is sometimes ashamed of
the reproaches which he suffers on account of virtue, since the
more virtuous a man is, the more he despises external things,
whether good or evil. Wherefore it is written (Is. 51:7): “Fear
ye not the reproach of men.”

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (q. 63, a. 3), though
honor is not really due save to virtue alone, yet it regards a cer-
tain excellence: and the same applies to reproach, for though
it is properly due to sin alone, yet, at least in man’s opinion, it
regards any kind of defect.Hence aman is ashamed of poverty,
disrepute, servitude, and the like.

Reply to Objection 3. Shamefacedness does not regard
virtuous deeds as such. Yet it happens accidentally that a man
is ashamed of them either because he looks upon them as vi-
cious according to human opinion, or because he is afraid of
being marked as presumptuous or hypocritical for doing vir-
tuous deeds.

Reply to Objection 4. Sometimes more grievous sins are
less shameful, either because they are less disgraceful, as spiri-

* Nemesius, (De Nat. Hom. xx).
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tual sins in comparison with sins of the flesh, or because they
connote a certain abundance of some temporal good; thus a
man ismore ashamedof cowardice thanof daring, of the than

of robbery, on account of a semblance of power. e same ap-
plies to other sins.

IIa IIae q. 144 a. 3Whether man is more shamefaced of those who are more closely connected with him?

Objection 1. It would seem that man is not more shame-
faced of thosewho aremore closely connectedwith him. For it
is stated in Rhet. ii, 6 that “men are more shamefaced of those
from whom they desire approbation.” Now men desire this es-
pecially from people of the better sort who are sometimes not
connected with them. erefore man is not more shamefaced
of those who are more closely connected with him.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly those are more closely
connected who perform like deeds. Now man is not made
ashamed of his sin by those whom he knows to be guilty of
the same sin, because according to Rhet. ii, 6, “a man does
not forbid his neighbor what he does himself.” erefore he is
notmore shamefaced of those who aremost closely connected
with him.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 6)
that “men take more shame from those who retail their in-
formation to many, such as jokers and fable-tellers.” But those
who are more closely connected with a man do not retail his
vices.erefore one should not take shame chiefly from them.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 6)
that “men are most liable to be made ashamed by those among
whom they have done nothing amiss; by those of whom they
ask something for the first time; by those whose friends they
wish to become.”Now these are less closely connected with us.
erefore man is not made most ashamed by those who are
more closely united to him.

Onthe contrary, It is stated inRhet. ii, 6 that “man ismade
most ashamed by those who are to be continually with him.”

I answer that, Since reproach is opposed to honor, just as
honor denotes attestation to someone’s excellence, especially
the excellence which is according to virtue, so too reproach,
the fear of which is shamefacedness, denotes attestation to a
person’s defect, especially that which results from sin. Hence
themore weighty a person’s attestation is considered to be, the
more does he make another person ashamed. Now a person’s
attestation may be considered as being more weighty, either
because he is certain of the truth or because of its effect. Cer-
titude of the truth attaches to a person’s attestations for two
reasons. First on account of the rectitude of his judgement, as
in the case of wise and virtuous men, by whom man is more
desirous of being honored and by whom he is brought to a
greater sense of shame. Hence children and the lower animals

inspire no onewith shame, by reason of their lack of judgment.
Secondly, on account of his knowledge of the matter attested,
because “everyone judges well of what is known to him”*. In
this way we are more liable to be made ashamed by persons
connected with us, since they are better acquainted with our
deeds: whereas strangers and persons entirely unknown to us,
who are ignorant of what we do, inspire us with no shame at
all.

An attestation receives weight from its effect by reason of
some advantage or harm resulting therefrom; wherefore men
are more desirous of being honored by those who can be of
use to them, and are more liable to be made ashamed by those
who are able to do them some harm.And for this reason again,
in a certain respect, persons connected with us make us more
ashamed, since we are to be continually in their society, as
though this entailed a continual harm to us: whereas the harm
that comes from strangers and passersby ceases almost at once.

Reply to Objection 1. People of the better sort make us
ashamed for the same reason as those who are more closely
connected with us; because just as the attestation of the bet-
ter men carries more weight since they have a more universal
knowledge of things, and in their judgments hold fast to the
truth: so, too, the attestation of those among whom we live is
more cogent since they know more about our concerns in de-
tail.

Reply toObjection 2.We fear not the attestation of those
who are connectedwith us in the likeness of sin, because we do
not think that they look upon our defect as disgraceful.

Reply to Objection 3. Tale-bearers make us ashamed on
account of the harm they do by making many think ill of us.

Reply to Objection 4. Even those among whom we have
done no wrong, make us more ashamed, on account of the
harm that would follow, because, to wit, we should forfeit the
good opinion they had of us: and again because when con-
traries are put in juxtaposition their opposition seems greater,
so that when a man notices something disgraceful in one
whom he esteemed good, he apprehends it as being the more
disgraceful. e reason why we are made more ashamed by
those of whom we ask something for the first time, or whose
friends we wish to be, is that we fear to suffer some injury, by
beingdisappointed inour request, or by failing tobecome their
friends.

* Ethic. i, 3.
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IIa IIae q. 144 a. 4Whether even virtuous men can be ashamed?

Objection 1. It would seem that even virtuous men can
be ashamed. For contraries have contrary effects. Now those
who excel in wickedness are not ashamed, according to Jer.
3:3, “ou hadst a harlot’s forehead, thou wouldst not blush.”
erefore those who are virtuous are more inclined to be
ashamed.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Rhet. ii, 6)
that “men are ashamed not only of vice, but also of the signs
of evil”: and this happens also in the virtuous. erefore virtu-
ous men can be ashamed.

Objection 3. Further, shamefacedness is “fear of dis-
grace”*. Now virtuous people may happen to be ignominious,
for instance if they are slandered, or if they suffer reproach un-
deservedly. erefore a virtuous man can be ashamed.

Objection 4. Further, shamefacedness is a part of temper-
ance, as stated above (q. 143).Now apart is not separated from
its whole. Since then temperance is in a virtuousman, it means
that shamefacedness is also.

On the contrary,e Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 9) that a
“virtuous man is not shamefaced.”

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 1,2) shamefacedness is
fear of some disgrace. Now it may happen in two ways that an
evil is not feared: first, because it is not reckoned an evil; sec-
ondly because one reckons it impossiblewith regard to oneself,
or as not difficult to avoid.

Accordingly shamemay be lacking in a person in twoways.
First, because the things that should make him ashamed are
not deemed by him to be disgraceful; and in this way those

who are steeped in sin are without shame, for instead of dis-
approving of their sins, they boast of them. Secondly, because
they apprehend disgrace as impossible to themselves, or as easy
to avoid. In this way the old and the virtuous are not shame-
faced. Yet they are so disposed, that if there were anything dis-
graceful in them they would be ashamed of it. Wherefore the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 9) that “shame is in the virtuous
hypothetically.”

Reply to Objection 1. Lack of shame occurs in the best
and in the worst men through different causes, as stated in the
Article. In the average men it is found, in so far as they have a
certain love of good, and yet are not altogether free from evil.

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs to the virtuous man to
avoid not only vice, but also whatever has the semblance of
vice, according to 1ess. 5:22, “Fromall appearance of evil re-
frain yourselves.” e Philosopher, too, says (Ethic. iv, 9) that
the virtuousman should avoid “not only what is really evil, but
also those things that are regarded as evil.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (a. 1, ad 1) the vir-
tuous man despises ignominy and reproach, as being things he
does not deserve, wherefore he is not much ashamed of them.
Nevertheless, to a certain extent, shame, like the other pas-
sions, may forestall reason.

Reply to Objection 4. Shamefacedness is a part of tem-
perance, not as though it entered into its essence, but as a dis-
position to it: wherefore Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 43) that
“shamefacedness lays the first foundation of temperance,” by
inspiring man with the horror of whatever is disgraceful.

* Ethic. iv, 9.
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Of Honesty*

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider honesty, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) e relation between the honest and the virtuous;
(2) Its relation with the beautiful†;
(3) Its relation with the useful and the pleasant;
(4) Whether honesty is a part of temperance?

IIa IIae q. 145 a. 1Whether honesty is the same as virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that honesty is not the same as
virtue. For Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53) that “the honest
is what is desired for its own sake.” Now virtue is desired, not
for its own sake, but for the sake of happiness, for the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. i, 9) that “happiness is the reward and the end
of virtue.” erefore honesty is not the same as virtue.

Objection2.Further, according to Isidore (Etym. x) “hon-
esty means an honorable state.” Now honor is due to many
things besides virtue, since “it is praise that is the proper due
of virtue” (Ethic. i, 12). erefore honesty is not the same as
virtue.

Objection 3. Further, the “principal part of virtue is the
interior choice,” as the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 13). But
honesty seems to pertain rather to exterior conduct, according
to 1Cor. 14:40, “Let all things be done decently [honeste] and
according to order” among you. erefore honesty is not the
same as virtue.

Objection4.Further, honesty apparently consists in exter-
nal wealth. According to Ecclus. 11:14, “good things and evil,
life and death [poverty and riches] are from God”‡. But virtue
does not consist in external wealth. erefore honesty is not
the same as virtue.

On the contrary,Tully (DeOffic. i, 5; Rhet. ii, 53) divides
honesty into the four principal virtues, intowhich virtue is also
divided. erefore honesty is the same as virtue.

I answer that,As Isidore says (Etym. x) “honestymeans an
honorable state,” wherefore a thing may be said to be honest
through being worthy of honor. Now honor, as stated above
(q. 144, a. 2, ad 2), is due to excellence: and the excellence of a
man is gauged chiefly according to his virtue, as stated in Phys.
vii, 17.erefore, properly speaking, honesty refers to the same
thing as virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 7), of those things that are desired for their own sake,
some are desired for their own sake alone, and never for the
sake of something else, such as happiness which is the last end;

while some are desired, not only for their own sake, inasmuch
as they have an aspect of goodness in themselves, even if no fur-
ther good accrued to us through them, but also for the sake of
something else, inasmuch as they are conducive to some more
perfect good. It is thus that the virtues are desirable for their
own sake: wherefore Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 52) that
“some things allure us by their own force, and attract us by
their own worth, such as virtue, truth, knowledge.” And this
suffices to give a thing the character of honest.

Reply to Objection 2. Some of the things which are hon-
ored besides virtue aremore excellent than virtue, namelyGod
and happiness, and such like things are not so well known to
us by experience as virtue which we practice day by day. Hence
virtue has a greater claim to the name of honesty. Other things
which are beneath virtue are honored, in so far as they are a
help to the practice of virtue, such as rank, power, and riches§.
For as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3) that these things “are
honored by some people, but in truth it is only the good man
who is worthy of honor.” Now a man is good in respect of
virtue. Wherefore praise is due to virtue in so far as the lat-
ter is desirable for the sake of something else, while honor is
due to virtue for its own sake: and it is thus that virtue has the
character of honesty.

Reply to Objection 3. As we have stated honest denotes
that to which honor is due. Now honor is an attestation to
someone’s excellence, as stated above (q. 103, Aa. 1,2). But one
attests only to what one knows; and the internal choice is not
made known save by external actions.Wherefore external con-
duct has the character of honesty, in so far as it reflects internal
rectitude. For this reason honesty consists radically in the in-
ternal choice, but its expression lies in the external conduct.

Reply toObjection4. It is because the excellence ofwealth
is commonly regarded as making a man deserving of honor,
that sometimes the name of honesty is given to external pros-
perity.

* Honesty must be taken here in its broad sense as synonymous with moral goodness, from the point of view of decorum. † As honesty here denotes moral
goodness, so beauty stands for moral beauty. ‡ e words in brackets are omitted in the Leonine edition. For riches the Vulgate has ‘honestas’. § Ethic. i,
8.
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IIa IIae q. 145 a. 2Whether the honest is the same as the beautiful?

Objection 1. It would seem that the honest is not the same
as the beautiful. For the aspect of honest is derived fromthe ap-
petite, since the honest is “what is desirable for its own sake”*.
But the beautiful regards rather the faculty of vision towhich it
is pleasing. erefore the beautiful is not the same as the hon-
est.

Objection 2. Further, beauty requires a certain clarity,
which is characteristic of glory: whereas the honest regards
honor. Since then honor and glory differ, as stated above
(q. 103, a. 1, ad 3), it seems also that the honest and the beau-
tiful differ.

Objection 3. Further, honesty is the same as virtue, as
stated above (a. 1). But a certain beauty is contrary to virtue,
wherefore it is written (Ezech. 16:15): “Trusting in thy beauty
thou playest the harlot because of thy renown.” erefore the
honest is not the same as the beautiful.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 12:23,24):
“ose that are our uncomely [inhonesta] parts, have more
abundant comeliness [honestatem], but our comely [honesta]
parts have no need.” Now by uncomely parts he means the
baser members, and by comely parts the beautiful members.
erefore the honest and the beautiful are apparently the
same.

I answer that, As may be gathered from the words of
Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv), beauty or comeliness results from
the concurrence of clarity and due proportion. For he states
that God is said to be beautiful, as being “the cause of the har-
mony and clarity of the universe.” Hence the beauty of the
body consists in a man having his bodily limbs well propor-
tioned, together with a certain clarity of color. In like manner

spiritual beauty consists in a man’s conduct or actions being
well proportioned in respect of the spiritual clarity of reason.
Now this is what is meant by honesty, which we have stated
(a. 1) to be the same as virtue; and it is virtue that moderates
according to reason all that is connectedwithman.Wherefore
“honesty is the same as spiritual beauty.”HenceAugustine says
(Qq. 83, qu. 30): “By honesty Imean intelligible beauty, which
we properly designate as spiritual,” and further on he adds that
“many things are beautiful to the eye, which it would be hardly
proper to call honest.”

Reply to Objection 1. e object that moves the appetite
is an apprehended good.Now if a thing is perceived to be beau-
tiful as soon as it is apprehended, it is taken to be something
becoming and good.HenceDionysius says (Div.Nom. iv) that
“the beautiful and the good are beloved by all.” Wherefore the
honest, inasmuch as it implies spiritual beauty, is an object of
desire, and for this reasonTully says (DeOffic. i, 5): “ouper-
ceivest the form and the features, so to speak, of honesty; and
were it to be seen with the eye, would, as Plato declares, arouse
a wondrous love of wisdom.”

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 103, a. 1, ad 3),
glory is the effect of honor: because through being honored or
praised, a person acquires clarity in the eyes of others. Where-
fore, just as the same thing makes a man honorable and glori-
ous, so is the same thing honest and beautiful.

Reply toObjection3.is argument applies to the beauty
of the body: although it might be replied that to be proud of
one’s honesty is to play the harlot because of one’s spiritual
beauty, according to Ezech. 28:17, “y heart was lied up
with thy beauty, thou hast lost thy wisdom in thy beauty.”

IIa IIae q. 145 a. 3Whether the honest differs from the useful and the pleasant?

Objection 1. It would seem that the honest does not differ
from the useful and the pleasant. For the honest is “what is de-
sirable for its own sake”†. Now pleasure is desired for its own
sake, for “it seems ridiculous to ask a man why he wishes to
be pleased,” as the Philosopher remarks (Ethic. x, 2).erefore
the honest does not differ from the pleasant.

Objection 2. Further, riches are comprised under the head
of useful good: for Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 52): “ere
is a thing that attracts the desire not by any force of its own, nor
by its very nature, but on account of its fruitfulness and util-
ity”: and “that is money.” Now riches come under the head of
honesty, for it is written (Ecclus. 11:14): “Poverty and riches
[honestas] are from God,” and (Ecclus. 13:2): “He shall take
a burden upon him that hath fellowship with one more hon-
orable,” i.e. richer, “than himself.” erefore the honest differs
not from the useful.

Objection 3. Further, Tully proves (De Offic. ii, 3) that

nothing can be useful unless it be honest: and Ambrose makes
the same statement (De Offic. ii, 6). erefore the useful dif-
fers not from the honest.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (q. 83, qu. 30): “ehon-
est is that which is desirable for its own sake: the useful implies
reference to something else.”

I answer that,ehonest concurs in the same subject with
the useful and the pleasant, but it differs from them in aspect.
For, as stated above (a. 2), a thing is said to be honest, in so
far as it has a certain beauty through being regulated by rea-
son. Now whatever is regulated in accordance with reason is
naturally becoming to man. Again, it is natural for a thing to
take pleasure in that which is becoming to it. Wherefore an
honest thing is naturally pleasing toman: and the Philosopher
proves this with regard to acts of virtue (Ethic. i, 8). Yet not
all that is pleasing is honest, since a thingmay be becoming ac-
cording to the senses, but not according to reason. A pleasing

* Cicero, De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53. † Cicero, De Invent. Rhet. ii, 53.
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thing of this kind is beside man’s reason which perfects his na-
ture. Even virtue itself, which is essentially honest, is referred
to something else as its end namely happiness. Accordingly the
honest the useful, and the pleasant concur in the one subject.

Nevertheless they differ in aspect. For a thing is said to be
honest as having a certain excellence deserving of honor on ac-
count of its spiritual beauty: while it is said to be pleasing, as
bringing rest todesire, anduseful, as referred to something else.
e pleasant, however, extends to more things than the useful
and the honest: since whatever is useful and honest is pleasing
in some respect, whereas the converse does not hold (Ethic. ii,
3).

Reply to Objection 1. A thing is said to be honest, if it is
desired for its own sake by the rational appetite. which tends to

that which is in accordance with reason: while a thing is said
to be pleasant if it is desired for its own sake by the sensitive
appetite.

Reply to Objection 2. Riches are denominated honesty
according of the opinion of the many who honor wealth: or
because they are intended to be the instruments of virtuous
deeds, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2).

Reply toObjection3.Tully andAmbrosemean to say that
nothing incompatible with honesty can be simply and truly
useful, since it follows that it is contrary to man’s last end,
which is a good in accordance with reason; although it may
perhaps be useful in some respect, with regard to a particular
end. But they donotmean to say that every useful thing as such
may be classed among those that are honest.

IIa IIae q. 145 a. 4Whether honesty should be reckoned a part of temperance?

Objection 1. It would seem that honesty should not be
reckoned a part of temperance. For it is not possible for a thing
to be part and whole in respect of one same thing. Now “tem-
perance is a part of honesty,” according to Tully (De Invent.
Rhet. ii, 53). erefore honesty is not a part of temperance.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated (3 Esdra 3:21) that
“wine…makes all thoughts honest.” But the use of wine, es-
pecially in excess, in which sense the passage quoted should
seemingly be taken, pertains to intemperance rather than to
temperance. erefore honesty is not a part of temperance.

Objection 3. Further, the honest is that which is deserving
of honor. Now “it is the just and the brave who receive most
honor,” according to the Philosopher (Rhet. i, 9). erefore
honesty pertains, not to temperance, but rather to justice and
fortitude: wherefore Eleazar said as related in 2 Macc. 6:28:
“I suffer an honorable [honesta] death, for the most venerable
and most holy laws.”

On the contrary, Macrobius* reckons honesty a part of
temperance, and Ambrose (De Offic. i, 43) ascribes honesty
as pertaining especially to temperance.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), honesty is a kind of
spiritual beauty. Now the disgraceful is opposed to the beau-
tiful: and opposites are most manifest of one another. Where-
fore seemingly honesty belongs especially to temperance, since

the latter repels that which is most disgraceful and unbecom-
ing to man, namely animal lusts. Hence by its very name tem-
perance is most significative of the good of reason to which
it belongs to moderate and temper evil desires. Accordingly
honesty, as being ascribed for a special reason to temperance,
is reckoned as a part thereof, not as a subjective part, nor as an
annexed virtue, but as an integral part or condition attaching
thereto.

Reply to Objection 1. Temperance is accounted a subjec-
tive part of honesty taken in awide sense: it is not thus that the
latter is reckoned a part of temperance.

Reply to Objection 2. When a man is intoxicated, “the
winemakes his thoughts honest” according to his own reckon-
ing because he deems himself great and deserving of honor†.

Reply to Objection 3. Greater honor is due to justice and
fortitude than to temperance, because they excel in the point
of a greater good: yet greater honor is due to temperance, be-
cause the vices which it holds in check are the most deserving
of reproach, as stated above. us honesty is more to be as-
cribed to temperance according to the rule given by the Apos-
tle (1 Cor. 12:23) when he says that “our uncomely parts have
more abundant comeliness,” which, namely, destroys whatever
is uncomely.

* In Somn. Scip. i. † Cf. q. 148, a. 6.
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Of Abstinence

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the subjective parts of temperance: first, those which are about pleasures of food; secondly, those
which are about pleasures of sex. e first consideration will include abstinence, which is about meat and drink, and sobriety,
which is specifically about drink.

With regard to abstinence three points have to be considered: (1) Abstinence itself; (2) its act which is fasting; (3) its
opposite vice which is gluttony. Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether abstinence is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?

IIa IIae q. 146 a. 1Whether abstinence is a virtue?

Objection 1. It seems that abstinence is not a virtue. For
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 4:20): “e kingdom of God is not in
speech but in power [virtute].” Now the kingdom ofGod does
not consist in abstinence, for the Apostle says (Rom. 14:17):
“e kingdom of God is not meat and drink,” where a gloss*
observes that “justice consists neither in abstaining nor in eat-
ing.” erefore abstinence is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Confess. x, 11) ad-
dressing himself to God: “is hast ou taught me, that I
should set myself to take food as physic.” Now it belongs not
to virtue, but to the medical art to regulate medicine. ere-
fore, in like manner, to regulate one’s food, which belongs to
abstinence, is an act not of virtue but of art.

Objection 3. Further, every virtue “observes the mean,” as
stated in Ethic. ii, 6,7. But abstinence seemingly inclines not
to the mean but to deficiency, since it denotes retrenchment.
erefore abstinence is not a virtue.

Objection 4. Further, no virtue excludes another virtue.
But abstinence excludes patience: for Gregory says (Pastor.
iii, 19) that “impatience not unfrequently dislodges the ab-
stainer’s mind from its peaceful seclusion.” Likewise he says
(Pastor. iii, 19) that “sometimes the sin of pride pierces the
thoughts of the abstainer,” so that abstinence excludes humil-
ity. erefore abstinence is not a virtue.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Pet. 1:5,6): “Join with
your faith virtue, and with virtue knowledge, and with knowl-
edge abstinence”; where abstinence is numbered among other
virtues. erefore abstinence is a virtue.

I answer that, Abstinence by its very name denotes re-
trenchment of food. Hence the term abstinence may be taken
in two ways. First, as denoting retrenchment of food abso-
lutely, and in this way it signifies neither a virtue nor a virtu-
ous act, but something indifferent. Secondly, it may be taken
as regulated by reason, and then it signifies either a virtuous
habit or a virtuous act. is is the meaning of Peter’s words
quoted above, where he says that we ought “to join abstinence

with knowledge,” namely that in abstaining from food a man
should act with due regard for those among whomhe lives, for
his own person, and for the requirements of health.

Reply to Objection 1. e use of and abstinence from
food, considered in themselves, do not pertain to the kingdom
of God, since the Apostle says (1 Cor. 8:8): “Meat doth not
commend us to God. For neither, if we eat not†, shall we have
the less, nor if we eat, shall we have the more,” i.e. spiritually.
Nevertheless they both belong to the kingdom of God, in so
far as they are done reasonably through faith and love of God.

Reply toObjection 2.eregulation of food, in the point
of quantity and quality, belongs to the art of medicine as re-
gards the health of the body: but in the point of internal af-
fections with regard to the good of reason, it belongs to absti-
nence.HenceAugustine says (QQ.Evang. ii, qu. 11): “Itmakes
no difference whatever to virtue what or how much food a
man takes, so long as he does it with due regard for the peo-
ple among whom he lives, for his own person, and for the re-
quirements of his health: but it matters how readily and un-
complainingly he does without food when bound by duty or
necessity to abstain.”

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to temperance to bridle
the pleasures which are too alluring to the soul, just as it be-
longs to fortitude to strengthen the soul against fears that deter
it from the good of reason.Wherefore, just as fortitude is com-
mendedon account of a certain excess, fromwhich all the parts
of fortitude take their name, so temperance is commended for
a kind of deficiency, from which all its parts are denominated.
Hence abstinence, since it is a part of temperance, is named
from deficiency, and yet it observes the mean, in so far as it is
in accord with right reason.

Reply to Objection 4. ose vices result from abstinence
in so far as it is not in accord with right reason. For right rea-
sonmakes one abstain as one ought, i.e. with gladness of heart,
and for the due end, i.e. for God’s glory and not one’s own.

* Cf. St. Augustine, QQ. Evang. ii, qu. 11. † Vulg.: ‘Neither if we eat…nor if we eat not’.
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IIa IIae q. 146 a. 2Whether abstinence is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that abstinence is not a special
virtue. For every virtue is praiseworthy by itself. But abstinence
is not praiseworthy by itself; for Gregory says (Pastor. iii, 19)
that “the virtue of abstinence is praised only on account of the
other virtues.” erefore abstinence is not a special virtue.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine* says (De Fide ad Pet.
xlii) that “the saints abstain from meat and drink, not that
any creature of God is evil, but merely in order to chastise
the body.” Now this belongs to chastity, as its very name de-
notes.erefore abstinence is not a special virtue distinct from
chastity.

Objection3.Further, asman should be contentwithmod-
erate meat, so should he be satisfied with moderate clothes,
according to 1 Tim. 6:8, “Having food, and wherewith to
be covered, with these we should be [Vulg.: ‘are’] content.”
Now there is no special virtue in being content with moderate
clothes. Neither, therefore, is there in abstinence which mod-
erates food.

On the contrary, Macrobius† reckons abstinence as a spe-
cial part of temperance.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 136, a. 1; q. 141, a. 3)
moral virtue maintains the good of reason against the on-
slaught of the passions: hence whenever we find a special mo-

tive why a passion departs from the good of reason, there is
need of a special virtue. Now pleasures of the table are of a na-
ture to withdraw man from the good of reason, both because
they are so great, and because food is necessary to man who
needs it for the maintenance of life, which he desires above all
other things. erefore abstinence is a special virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Virtues are of necessity connected
together, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1). Wherefore one
virtue receives help and commendation from another, as jus-
tice from fortitude. Accordingly in this way the virtue of absti-
nence receives commendation on account of the other virtues.

Reply to Objection 2. e body is chastised by means
of abstinence, not only against the allurements of lust, but
also against those of gluttony: since by abstaining a man gains
strength for overcoming the onslaughts of gluttony, which in-
crease in force themore he yields to them.Yet abstinence is not
prevented from being a special virtue through being a help to
chastity, since one virtue helps another.

Reply to Objection 3. e use of clothing was devised by
art, whereas the use of food is from nature. Hence it is more
necessary to have a special virtue for the moderation of food
than for the moderation of clothing.

* Fulgentius. † In Somn. Scip. i, 8.
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Of Fasting

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider fasting: under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether fasting is an act of virtue?
(2) Of what virtue is it the act?
(3) Whether it is a matter of precept?
(4) Whether anyone is excused from fulfilling this precept?
(5) e time of fasting;
(6) Whether it is requisite for fasting to eat but once?
(7) e hour of eating for those who fast;
(8) e meats from which it is necessary to abstain.

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 1Whether fasting is an act of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that fasting is not an act of
virtue. For every act of virtue is acceptable to God. But fasting
is not always acceptable to God, according to Is. 58:3, “Why
have we fasted andou hast not regarded?”erefore fasting
is not an act of virtue.

Objection 2. Further, no act of virtue forsakes the mean
of virtue. Now fasting forsakes the mean of virtue, which in
the virtue of abstinence takes account of the necessity of sup-
plying the needs of nature, whereas by fasting something is
retrenched therefrom: else those who do not fast would not
have the virtue of abstinence. erefore fasting is not an act of
virtue.

Objection 3. Further, that which is competent to all, both
good and evil, is not an act of virtue. Now such is fasting, since
every one is fasting before eating. erefore fasting is not an
act of virtue.

On the contrary, It is reckoned together with other vir-
tuous acts (2 Cor. 6:5,6) where the Apostle says: “In fasting,
in knowledge, in chastity, etc. [Vulg.: ‘in chastity, in knowl-
edge’].”

I answer that,An act is virtuous through being directed by
reason to some virtuous [honestum]* good. Now this is con-
sistent with fasting, because fasting is practiced for a threefold
purpose. First, in order to bridle the lusts of the flesh, where-
fore the Apostle says (2 Cor. 6:5,6): “In fasting, in chastity,”
since fasting is the guardian of chastity. For, according to
Jerome† “Venus is coldwhenCeres andBacchus are not there,”
that is to say, lust is cooled by abstinence in meat and drink.
Secondly, we have recourse to fasting in order that the mind
may arisemore freely to the contemplation of heavenly things:
hence it is related (Dan. 10) of Daniel that he received a reve-
lation fromGod aer fasting for three weeks.irdly, in order
to satisfy for sins: wherefore it is written ( Joel 2:12): “Be con-
verted toMewith all your heart, in fasting and in weeping and

in mourning.” e same is declared by Augustine in a sermon
(Deorat. et Jejun.‡): “Fasting cleanses the soul, raises themind,
subjects one’s flesh to the spirit, renders the heart contrite and
humble, scatters the clouds of concupiscence, quenches the fire
of lust, kindles the true light of chastity.”

Reply to Objection 1. An act that is virtuous generically
may be rendered vicious by its connectionwith certain circum-
stances. Hence the text goes on to say: “Behold in the day of
your fast your own will is founded,” and a little further on (Is.
58:4): “You fast for debates and strife and strike with the fist
wickedly.” ese words are expounded by Gregory (Pastor. iii,
19) as follows: “e will indicates joy and the fist anger. In
vain then is the flesh restrained if the mind allowed to dri
to inordinate movements be wrecked by vice.” And Augustine
says (in the same sermon) that “fasting loves not many words,
deems wealth superfluous, scorns pride, commends humility,
helps man to perceive what is frail and paltry.”

Reply toObjection 2.emean of virtue is measured not
according to quantity but according to right reason, as stated
in Ethic. ii, 6. Now reason judges it expedient, on account of
some special motive, for a man to take less food than would be
becoming to him under ordinary circumstances, for instance
in order to avoid sickness, or in order to perform certain bodily
workswith greater ease: andmuchmoredoes reasondirect this
to the avoidance of spiritual evils and the pursuit of spiritual
goods. Yet reason does not retrench so much from one’s food
as to refuse nature its necessary support: thus Jerome says:§ “It
matters not whether thou art a long or a short time in destroy-
ing thyself, since to afflict the body immoderately, whether by
excessive lack of nourishment, or by eating or sleeping too lit-
tle, is to offer a sacrifice of stolen goods.” In like manner right
reason does not retrench so much from a man’s food as to ren-
der him incapable of fulfilling his duty. Hence Jerome says (in
the same reference) “Rational man forfeits his dignity, if he

* Cf. q. 145, a. 1. † Contra Jov. ii. ‡ Serm. lxxii (ccxxx, de Tempore).
§ e quotation is from the Corpus of Canon Law (Cap. Non mediocriter,
De Consecrationibus, dist. 5). Gratian there ascribes the quotation to St.
Jerome, but it is not to be found in the saint’s works.
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sets fasting before chastity, or night-watchings before the well-
being of his senses.”

Reply to Objection 3. e fasting of nature, in respect of
which aman is said to be fasting until he partakes of food, con-
sists in a pure negation, wherefore it cannot be reckoned a vir-

tuous act. Such is only the fasting of one who abstains in some
measure from food for a reasonable purpose.Hence the former
is called natural fasting [jejunium jejunii]*: while the latter is
called the faster’s fast, because he fasts for a purpose.

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 2Whether fasting is an act of abstinence?

Objection 1. It would seem that fasting is not an act of ab-
stinence. For Jerome† commenting on Mat. 17:20, “is kind
of devil” says: “To fast is to abstain not only from food but also
from all manner of lusts.” Now this belongs to every virtue.
erefore fasting is not exclusively an act of abstinence.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says in a Lenten Homily
(xvi inEvang.) that “theLenten fast is a tithe of thewhole year.”
Now paying tithes is an act of religion, as stated above (q. 87,
a. 1). erefore fasting is an act of religion and not of absti-
nence.

Objection 3. Further, abstinence is a part of temperance,
as stated above (Qq. 143,146, a. 1, ad 3). Now temperance is
condividedwith fortitude, to which it belongs to endure hard-
ships, and this seems very applicable to fasting. erefore fast-
ing is not an act of abstinence.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. vi, 19) that “fasting
is frugality of fare and abstinence from food.”

I answer that,Habit and act have the samematter.Where-
fore every virtuous act about some particular matter belongs
to the virtue that appoints the mean in that matter. Now fast-

ing is concerned with food, wherein the mean is appointed by
abstinence. Wherefore it is evident that fasting is an act of ab-
stinence.

Reply to Objection 1. Properly speaking fasting consists
in abstaining from food, but speaking metaphorically it de-
notes abstinence from anything harmful, and such especially
is sin.

Wemay also reply that evenproperly speaking fasting is ab-
stinence from all manner of lust, since, as stated above (a. 1, ad
1), an act ceases to be virtuous by the conjunction of any vice.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing prevents the act of one
virtue belonging to another virtue, in so far as it is directed to
the endof that virtue, as explained above (q. 32, a. 1, ad 2; q. 85,
a. 3). Accordingly there is no reason why fasting should not be
an act of religion, or of chastity, or of any other virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to fortitude as a special
virtue, to endure, not any kind of hardship, but only those con-
nected with the danger of death. To endure hardships result-
ing fromprivation of pleasure of touch, belongs to temperance
and its parts: and such are the hardships of fasting.

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 3Whether fasting is a matter of precept?

Objection 1. It would seem that fasting is not a matter of
precept. For precepts are not given about works of supereroga-
tion which are a matter of counsel. Now fasting is a work of
supererogation: else it would have to be equally observed at all
places and times. erefore fasting is not a matter of precept.

Objection 2. Further, whoever infringes a precept com-
mits a mortal sin.erefore if fasting were a matter of precept,
all who do not fast would sin mortally, and a widespreading
snare would be laid for men.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Vera Relig. 17)
that “the Wisdom of God having taken human nature, and
called us to a state of freedom, instituted a few most salutary
sacraments whereby the community of the Christian people,
that is, of the freemultitude, should be bound together in sub-
jection to one God.” Now the liberty of the Christian people
seems to be hindered by a great number of observances no less
than by a great number of sacraments. For Augustine says (Ad
inquis. Januar., Ep. lv) that “whereas God inHis mercy wished
our religion to be distinguished by its freedom and the evi-
dence and small number of its solemn sacraments, somepeople
render it oppressive with slavish burdens.” erefore it seems

that the Church should not have made fasting a matter of pre-
cept.

On the contrary, Jerome (Ad Lucin., Ep. lxxi) speaking of
fasting says: “Let each province keep to its own practice, and
look upon the commands of the elders as though they were
laws of the apostles.” erefore fasting is a matter of precept.

I answer that, Just as it belongs to the secular authority to
make legal precepts which apply the natural law to matters of
commonweal in temporal affairs, so it belongs to ecclesiastical
superiors to prescribe by statute those things that concern the
common weal of the faithful in spiritual goods.

Now it has been stated above (a. 1) that fasting is useful
as atoning for and preventing sin, and as raising the mind to
spiritual things. And everyone is bound by the natural dictate
of reason to practice fasting as far as it is necessary for these
purposes. Wherefore fasting in general is a matter of precept
of the natural law, while the fixing of the time and manner of
fasting as becoming and profitable to the Christian people, is
a matter of precept of positive law established by ecclesiastical
authority: the latter is the Church fast, the former is the fast
prescribed by nature.

* Literally the ‘fast of fasting’. † equotation is from theOrdinary Gloss,
where the reference is lacking.
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Reply toObjection 1. Fasting considered in itself denotes
something not eligible but penal: yet it becomes eligible in so
far as it is useful to some end.Wherefore considered absolutely
it is not binding under precept, but it is binding under pre-
cept to each one that stands in need of such a remedy. And
since men, for the most part, need this remedy, both because
“in many things we all offend” ( James 3:2), and because “the
flesh lusteth against the spirit” (Gal. 5:17), it was fitting that
the Church should appoint certain fasts to be kept by all in
common. In doing this the Church does not make a precept
of a matter of supererogation, but particularizes in detail that
which is of general obligation.

Reply to Objection 2. ose commandments which are
given under the form of a general precept, do not bind all per-
sons in the same way, but subject to the requirements of the
end intended by the lawgiver. It will be a mortal sin to disobey
a commandment through contempt of the lawgiver’s author-

ity, or to disobey it in such a way as to frustrate the end in-
tended by him: but it is not a mortal sin if one fails to keep
a commandment, when there is a reasonable motive, and es-
pecially if the lawgiver would not insist on its observance if he
were present.Hence it is that not all, who do not keep the fasts
of the Church, sin mortally.

Reply toObjection3.Augustine is speaking there of those
things “that are neither contained in the authorities of Holy
Scripture, nor found among the ordinances of bishops in coun-
cil, nor sanctioned by the customof the universalChurch.”On
the other hand, the fasts that are of obligation are appointed
by the councils of bishops and are sanctioned by the custom of
the universal Church. Nor are they opposed to the freedom of
the faithful, rather are they of use in hindering the slavery of
sin, which is opposed to spiritual freedom, of which it is writ-
ten (Gal. 5:13): “You, brethren, have been called unto liberty;
only make not liberty an occasion to the flesh.”

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 4Whether all are bound to keep the fasts of the Church?

Objection 1. It would seem that all are bound to keep the
fasts of theChurch. For the commandments of theChurch are
binding even as the commandments of God, according to Lk.
10:16, “He that heareth you heareth Me.” Now all are bound
to keep the commandments of God. erefore in like manner
all are bound to keep the fasts appointed by the Church.

Objection 2. Further, children especially are seemingly
not exempt from fasting, on account of their age: for it is
written ( Joel 2:15): “Sanctify a fast,” and further on (Joel
2:16): “Gather together the little ones, and them that suck the
breasts.”Muchmore therefore are all others bound to keen the
fasts.

Objection 3. Further, spiritual things should be preferred
to temporal, and necessary things to those that are not neces-
sary. Now bodily works are directed to temporal gain; and pil-
grimages, though directed to spiritual things, are not a matter
of necessity. erefore, since fasting is directed to a spiritual
gain, and is made a necessary thing by the commandment of
the Church, it seems that the fasts of the Church ought not to
be omitted on account of a pilgrimage, or bodily works.

Objection 4. Further, it is better to do a thing willingly
than through necessity, as stated in 2 Cor. 9:7. Now the poor
arewont to fast throughnecessity, owing to lack of food.Much
more therefore ought they to fast willingly.

On the contrary, It seems that no righteous man is bound
to fast. For the commandments of the Church are not bind-
ing in opposition to Christ’s teaching. But our Lord said (Lk.
5:34) that “the children of the bridegroom cannot fast whilst
the bridegroom is with them*.” Now He is with all the righ-
teous by dwelling in them in a special manner†, wherefore our
Lord said (Mat. 28:20): “Behold I am with you…even to the
consummation of the world.” erefore the righteous are not

bound by the commandment of the Church to fast.
I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 90, a. 2; Ia IIae,

q. 98, Aa. 2,6), general precepts are framed according to the
requirements of the many. Wherefore in making such pre-
cepts the lawgiver considers what happens generally and for
the most part, and he does not intend the precept to be bind-
ing on a person inwhom for some special reason there is some-
thing incompatible with observance of the precept. Yet discre-
tionmust be brought to bear on the point. For if the reason be
evident, it is lawful for aman to use his own judgment in omit-
ting to fulfil the precept, especially if custom be in his favor, or
if it be difficult for him to have recourse to superior authority.
on the other hand, if the reason be doubtful, one should have
recourse to the superior who has power to grant a dispensation
in such cases. And this must be done in the fasts appointed by
the Church, to which all are bound in general, unless there be
some special obstacle to this observance.

Reply to Objection 1. e commandments of God are
precepts of the natural law, which are, of themselves, necessary
for salvation. But the commandments of theChurch are about
matters which are necessary for salvation, not of themselves,
but only through the ordinance of the Church. Hence there
may be certain obstacles on account of which certain persons
are not bound to keep the fasts in question.

Reply to Objection 2. In children there is a most evident
reason for not fasting, both on account of their natural weak-
ness, owing to which they need to take food frequently, and
not much at a time, and because they need much nourish-
ment owing to the demands of growth, which results from the
residuum of nourishment. Wherefore as long as the stage of
growth lasts, which as a rule lasts until they have completed
the third period of seven years, they are not bound to keep

* Vulg.: ‘Can you make the children of the bridegroom fast, whilst the bride-
groom is with them?’. † Cf. Ia, q. 8, a. 3.
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the Church fasts: and yet it is fitting that even during that
time they should exercise themselves in fasting, more or less,
in accordance with their age. Nevertheless when some great
calamity threatens, even children are commanded to fast, in
sign of more severe penance, according to Jonah 3:7, “Let nei-
ther men nor beasts…taste anything…nor drink water.”

Reply to Objection 3. Apparently a distinction should be
made with regard to pilgrims and working people. For if the
pilgrimage or laborious work can be conveniently deferred or
lessened without detriment to the bodily health and such ex-
ternal conditions as are necessary for the upkeep of bodily or
spiritual life, there is no reason for omitting the fasts of the
Church. But if one be under the necessity of starting on the pil-
grimage at once, and of making long stages, or of doing much
work, either for one’s bodily livelihood, or for someneed of the
spiritual life, and it be impossible at the same time to keep the
fasts of the Church, one is not bound to fast: because in order-
ing fasts the Church would not seem to have intended to pre-
vent other pious and more necessary undertakings. Neverthe-
less, in such cases one ought seemingly, to seek the superior’s
dispensation; except perhaps when the above course is recog-
nized by custom, since when superiors are silent they would
seem to consent.

Reply toObjection 4.ose poor who can provide them-
selves with sufficient for one meal are not excused, on account
of poverty, from keeping the fasts of theChurch. On the other
hand, those would seem to be exempt who beg their food

piecemeal, since they are unable at any one time to have a suf-
ficiency of food.

Reply to Objection 5. is saying of our Lord may be ex-
pounded in threeways. First, according toChrysostom (Hom.
xxx inMatth.), who says that “the disciples, who are called chil-
dren of the bridegroom, were as yet of a weakly disposition,
wherefore they are compared to an old garment.” Hence while
Christ was with them in body they were to be fostered with
kindness rather than drilled with the harshness of fasting. Ac-
cording to this interpretation, it is fitting that dispensations
should be granted to the imperfect and to beginners, rather
than to the elders and the perfect, according to a gloss on Ps.
130:2, “As a child that is weaned is towards his mother.” Sec-
ondly, we may say with Jerome* that our Lord is speaking here
of the fasts of the observances of the Old Law. Wherefore our
Lord means to say that the apostles were not to be held back
by the old observances, since they were to be filled with the
newness of grace. irdly, according to Augustine (De Con-
sensu Evang. ii, 27), who states that fasting is of two kinds. one
pertains to those who are humbled by disquietude, and this is
not befitting perfect men, for they are called “children of the
bridegroom”; hence when we read in Luke: “e children of
the bridegroom cannot fast†,” we read in Mat. 9:15: “e chil-
dren of the bridegroom cannotmourn‡.”e other pertains to
the mind that rejoices in adhering to spiritual things: and this
fasting is befitting the perfect.

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 5Whether the times for the Church fast are fittingly ascribed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the times for the Church
fast are unfittingly appointed. For we read (Mat. 4) thatChrist
began to fast immediately aer being baptized. Nowwe ought
to imitate Christ, according to 1Cor. 4:16, “Be ye followers of
me, as I also am of Christ.” erefore we ought to fast imme-
diately aer the Epiphany whenChrist’s baptism is celebrated.

Objection 2. Further, it is unlawful in the New Law to
observe the ceremonies of the Old Law. Now it belongs to
the solemnities of the Old Law to fast in certain particular
months: for it is written (Zech. 8:19): “e fast of the fourth
month and the fast of the fih, and the fast of the seventh, and
the fast of the tenth shall be to the house of Judah, joy and
gladness and great solemnities.” erefore the fast of certain
months, which are called Ember days, are unfittingly kept in
the Church.

Objection 3. Further, according to Augustine (De Con-
sensu Evang. ii, 27), just as there is a fast “of sorrow,” so is there
a fast “of joy.”Now it ismost becoming that the faithful should
rejoice spiritually in Christ’s Resurrection. erefore during
the five weeks which the Church solemnizes on account of
Christ’s Resurrection, and on Sundays which commemorate
the Resurrection, fasts ought to be appointed.

Onthe contrary, stands the general customof theChurch.
I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 1,3), fasting is directed

to two things, the deletion of sin, and the raising of the mind
to heavenly things. Wherefore fasting ought to be appointed
specially for those times, when it behooves man to be cleansed
from sin, and the minds of the faithful to be raised to God
by devotion: and these things are particularly requisite before
the feast of Easter, when sins are loosed by baptism, which
is solemnly conferred on Easter-eve, on which day our Lord’s
burial is commemorated, because “we are buried together with
Christ by baptism unto death” (Rom. 6:4). Moreover at the
Easter festival the mind of man ought to be devoutly raised to
the glory of eternity, which Christ restored by rising from the
dead, and so the Church ordered a fast to be observed imme-
diately before the Paschal feast; and for the same reason, on
the eve of the chief festivals, because it is then that one ought
to make ready to keep the coming feast devoutly. Again it is
the custom in the Church for Holy orders to be conferred
every quarter of the year (in sign whereof our Lord fed four
thousand men with seven loaves, which signify the New Tes-
tament year as Jerome says*): and then both the ordainer, and
the candidates for ordination, and even the whole people, for

* Bede, Comment. in Luc. v. † Hom. xiii, in Matth. ‡ Vulg.: ‘Can the
children of the bridegroom mourn?’. * Comment. in Marc. viii.
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whose good they are ordained, need to fast in order to make
themselves ready for the ordination. Hence it is related (Lk.
6:12) that before choosing His disciples our Lord “went out
into amountain to pray”: andAmbrose† commenting on these
words says: “What shouldst thoudo,when thoudesirest to un-
dertake some pious work, since Christ prayed before sending
His apostles?”

With regard to the forty day’s fast, according to Gregory
(Hom. xvi in Evang.) there are three reasons for the number.
First, “because the power of the Decalogue is accomplished in
the four books of the Holy Gospels: since forty is the prod-
uct of ten multiplied by four.” Or “because we are composed
of four elements in this mortal body through whose lusts we
transgress the Lord’s commandments which are delivered to us
in theDecalogue.Wherefore it is fittingwe should punish that
same body forty times. or, because, just as under the Law it was
commanded that tithes should be paid of things, so we strive
to payGod a tithe of days, for since a year is composed of three
hundred and sixty-six days, by punishing ourselves for thirty-
six days” (namely, the fasting days during the sixweeks of Lent)
“we pay God a tithe of our year.” According to Augustine (De
Doctr. Christ. ii, 16) a fourth reason may be added. For the
Creator is the “Trinity,” Father, Son, and Holy Ghost: while
the number “three” refers to the invisible creature, since we
are commanded to love God, with our whole heart, with our
whole soul, and with our whole mind: and the number “four”
refers to the visible creature, by reason of heat, cold, wet and
dry. us the number “ten”‡ signifies all things, and if this be
multiplied by four which refers to the body whereby we make
use of things, we have the number forty.

Each fast of the Ember days is composed of three days, on
account of the number of months in each season: or on ac-
count of the number of Holy orders which are conferred at
these times.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ needed not baptism for His

own sake, but in order to commend baptism to us. Wherefore
itwas competent forHim to fast, not before, but aerHis bap-
tism, in order to invite us to fast before our baptism.

Reply toObjection 2. e Church keeps the Ember fasts,
neither at the very same time as the Jews, nor for the same rea-
sons. For they fasted in July, which is the fourth month from
April (which they count as the first), because it was then that
Moses coming down fromMount Sinai broke the tables of the
Law (Ex. 32), and that, according to Jer. 39:2, “the walls of the
city were first broken through.” In the fih month, which we
call August, they fasted because they were commanded not to
go up on to themountain, when the people had rebelled on ac-
count of the spies (Num. 14): also in this month the temple of
Jerusalem was burnt down by Nabuchodonosor ( Jer. 52) and
aerwards by Titus. In the seventh month which we call Oc-
tober, Godolias was slain, and the remnants of the people were
dispersed ( Jer. 51). In the tenth month, which we call January,
the people who were with Ezechiel in captivity heard of the
destruction of the temple (Ezech. 4).

Reply to Objection 3. e “fasting of joy” proceeds from
the instigation of the Holy Ghost Who is the Spirit of lib-
erty, wherefore this fasting should not be a matter of pre-
cept. Accordingly the fasts appointed by the commandment
of the Church are rather “fasts of sorrow” which are incon-
sistent with days of joy. For this reason fasting is not ordered
by the Church during the whole of the Paschal season, nor on
Sundays: and if anyone were to fast at these times in contra-
diction to the custom of Christian people, which as Augus-
tine declares (Ep. xxxvi) “is to be considered as law,” or even
through some erroneous opinion (thus theManichees fast, be-
cause they deem such fasting to be of obligation)—he would
not be free from sin. Nevertheless fasting considered in itself is
commendable at all times; thus Jerome wrote (Ad Lucin., Ep.
lxxi): “Would that we might fast always.”

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 6Whether it is requisite for fasting that one eat but once?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not requisite for fast-
ing that one eat but once. For, as stated above (a. 2), fasting is
an act of the virtue of abstinence, which observes due quantity
of foodnot less than the number ofmeals.Now the quantity of
food is not limited for thosewho fast.ereforeneither should
the number of meals be limited.

Objection 2. Further, Just as man is nourished by meat, so
is he by drink: wherefore drink breaks the fast, and for this rea-
sonwe cannot receive the Eucharist aer drinking.Nowwe are
not forbidden to drink at various hours of the day. erefore
those who fast should not be forbidden to eat several times.

Objection 3.Further, digestives are a kind of food: and yet
many take them on fasting days aer eating.erefore it is not
essential to fasting to take only one meal.

Onthe contrary, stands the common customof theChris-
tian people.

I answer that, Fasting is instituted by the Church in or-
der to bridle concupiscence, yet so as to safeguard nature.Now
only one meal is seemingly sufficient for this purpose, since
thereby man is able to satisfy nature; and yet he withdraws
something from concupiscence by minimizing the number of
meals. erefore it is appointed by the Church, in her moder-
ation, that those who fast should take one meal in the day.

Reply to Objection 1. It was not possible to fix the same
quantity of food for all, on account of the various bodily tem-
peraments, the result being that one person needs more, and
another less food: whereas, for the most part, all are able to
satisfy nature by only one meal.

† Exposit. in Luc. ‡ Ten is the sum of three, three, and four. * Cf. a. 1,
ad 3.
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Reply to Objection 2. Fasting is of two kinds*. One is the
natural fast, which is requisite for receiving the Eucharist.is
is broken by any kind of drink, even of water, aer which it is
not lawful to receive the Eucharist. e fast of the Church is
another kind and is called the “fasting of the faster,” and this is
not broken save by such things as the Church intended to for-
bid in instituting the fast. Now the Church does not intend
to command abstinence from drink, for this is taken more for
bodily refreshment, and digestion of the food consumed, al-

though it nourishes somewhat. It is, however, possible to sin
and lose the merit of fasting, by partaking of too much drink:
as also by eating immoderately at one meal.

Reply toObjection 3. Although digestives nourish some-
what they are not taken chiefly for nourishment, but for diges-
tion. Hence one does not break one’s fast by taking them or
any other medicines, unless one were to take digestives, with a
fraudulent intention, in great quantity and by way of food.

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 7Whether the ninth hour is suitably fixed for the faster’s meal?

Objection 1. It would seem that the ninth hour is not suit-
ably fixed for the faster’s meal. For the state of the New Law
is more perfect than the state of the Old Law. Now in the
Old Testament they fasted until evening, for it is written (Lev.
23:32): “It is a sabbath…you shall afflict your souls,” and then
the text continues: “From evening until evening you shall cel-
ebrate your sabbaths.” Much more therefore under the New
Testament should the fast be ordered until the evening.

Objection 2. Further, the fast ordered by the Church is
binding on all. But all are not able to know exactly the ninth
hour. erefore it seems that the fixing of the ninth hour
should not form part of the commandment to fast.

Objection 3. Further, fasting is an act of the virtue of ab-
stinence, as stated above (a. 2). Now the mean of moral virtue
does not apply in the same way to all, since what is much for
one is little for another, as stated in Ethic. ii, 6. erefore the
ninth hour should not be fixed for those who fast.

On the contrary, e Council of Chalons† says: “During
Lent those are by nomeans to be credited with fasting who eat
before the celebration of the office of Vespers,” which in the
Lenten season is said aer the ninth hour. erefore we ought
to fast until the ninth hour.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,3,5), fasting is di-
rected to the deletion and prevention of sin. Hence it ought
to add something to the common custom, yet so as not to be
a heavy burden to nature. Now the right and common cus-
tom is formen to eat about the sixth hour: both because diges-
tion is seemingly finished (the natural heat being withdrawn
inwardly at night-time on account of the surrounding cold of
the night), and the humor spread about through the limbs (to
which result the heat of the day conduces until the sun has

reached its zenith), and again because it is then chiefly that the
nature of the human body needs assistance against the exter-
nal heat that is in the air, lest the humors be parched within.
Hence, in order that those who fast may feel some pain in sat-
isfaction for their sins, the ninth hour is suitably fixed for their
meal.

Moreover, this hour agrees with the mystery of Christ’s
Passion, which was brought to a close at the ninth hour, when
“bowing His head, He gave up the ghost” ( Jn. 19:30): be-
cause those who fast by punishing their flesh, are conformed
to the Passion of Christ, according toGal. 5:24, “ey that are
Christ’s, have crucified their flesh with the vices and concupis-
cences.”

Reply to Objection 1. e state of the Old Testament is
compared to the night, while the state of the New Testament
is compared to the day, according to Rom. 13:12, “enight is
passed and the day is at hand.”erefore in theOldTestament
they fasted until night, but not in the New Testament.

Reply toObjection 2. Fasting requires a fixed hour based,
not on a strict calculation, but on a rough estimate: for it suf-
fices that it be about the ninth hour, and this is easy for anyone
to ascertain.

Reply to Objection 3. A little more or a little less cannot
domuchharm.Now it is not a long space of time fromthe sixth
hour at which men for the most part are wont to eat, until the
ninth hour, which is fixed for those who fast. Wherefore the
fixing of such a time cannot do much harm to anyone, what-
ever his circumstances may be. If however this were to prove
a heavy burden to a man on account of sickness, age, or some
similar reason, he should be dispensed from fasting, or be al-
lowed to forestall the hour by a little.

IIa IIae q. 147 a. 8Whether it is fitting that those who fast should be bidden to abstain fromfleshmeat, eggs, and
milk foods?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting that those who fast
should be bidden to abstain from flesh meat, eggs, and milk
foods. For it has been stated above (a. 6) that fasting was insti-
tuted as a curb on the concupiscence of the flesh. Now concu-
piscence is kindled by drinkingwinemore than by eating flesh;

according to Prov. 20:1, “Wine is a luxurious thing,” and Eph.
5:18, “Be not drunk with wine, wherein is luxury.” Since then
those who fast are not forbidden to drink wine, it seems that
they should not be forbidden to eat flesh meat.

Objection 2. Further, some fish are as delectable to eat as
† equotation is from theCapitularies (Cap. 39) ofeodulf, bishop ofOr-
leans (760-821) and is said to be found in the Corpus Juris, Cap. Solent, dist.
1, De Consecratione.
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the flesh of certain animals. Now “concupiscence is desire of
the delectable,” as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 30, a. 1). erefore
since fasting which was instituted in order to bridle concupis-
cence does not exclude the eating of fish, neither should it ex-
clude the eating of flesh meat.

Objection 3. Further, on certain fasting days people make
use of eggs and cheese. erefore one can likewise make use of
them during the Lenten fast.

On the contrary, stands the common custom of the faith-
ful.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 6), fasting was instituted
by the Church in order to bridle the concupiscences of the
flesh, which regard pleasures of touch in connectionwith food
and sex.Wherefore the Church forbade those who fast to par-
take of those foods which both afford most pleasure to the
palate, and besides are a very great incentive to lust. Such are
the flesh of animals that take their rest on the earth, and of
those that breathe the air and their products, such asmilk from
those that walk on the earth, and eggs from birds. For, since
such like animals aremore likeman in body, they afford greater
pleasure as food, and greater nourishment to the human body,
so that from their consumption there results a greater surplus
available for seminal matter, which when abundant becomes
a great incentive to lust. Hence the Church has bidden those
who fast to abstain especially from these foods.

Reply to Objection 1. ree things concur in the act of
procreation, namely, heat, spirit*, and humor. Wine and other
things that heat the body conduce especially to heat: flatulent
foods seemingly cooperate in the production of the vital spirit:

but it is chiefly the use of flesh meat which is most productive
of nourishment, that conduces to the production of humor.
Now the alterationoccasionedbyheat, and the increase in vital
spirits are of short duration, whereas the substance of the hu-
mor remains a long time. Hence those who fast are forbidden
the use of flesh meat rather than of wine or vegetables which
are flatulent foods.

Reply to Objection 2. In the institution of fasting, the
Church takes account of themore commonoccurrences.Now,
generally speaking, eating flesh meat affords more pleasure
than eating fish, although this is not always the case.Hence the
Church forbade those who fast to eat flesh meat, rather than
to eat fish.

Reply to Objection 3. Eggs and milk foods are forbid-
den to those who fast, for as much as they originate from an-
imals that provide us with flesh: wherefore the prohibition of
fleshmeat takes precedence of theprohibitionof eggs andmilk
foods. Again the Lenten fast is themost solemn of all, both be-
cause it is kept in imitation of Christ, and because it disposes
us to celebrate devoutly the mysteries of our redemption. For
this reason the eating of flesh meat is forbidden in every fast,
while the Lenten fast lays a general prohibition even on eggs
and milk foods. As to the use of the latter things in other fasts
the custom varies among different people, and each person is
bound to conform to that customwhich is in voguewith those
among whom he is dwelling. Hence Jerome says†: “Let each
province keep to its own practice, and look upon the com-
mands of the elders as though they were the laws of the apos-
tles.”

* Cf. P. I., Q. 118, a. 1, ad 3. † Augustine, De Lib. Arb. iii, 18; cf. De Nat. et Grat. lxvii.
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S P   S P, Q 148
Of Gluttony

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider gluttony. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether gluttony is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(3) Whether it is the greatest of sins?
(4) Its species;
(5) Whether it is a capital sin?
(6) Its daughters.

IIa IIae q. 148 a. 1Whether gluttony is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that gluttony is not a sin. For
our Lord said (Mat. 15:11): “Not that which goeth into the
mouth defileth aman.”Now gluttony regards foodwhich goes
into a man. erefore, since every sin defiles a man, it seems
that gluttony is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, “No man sins in what he cannot
avoid”*. Now gluttony is immoderation in food; andman can-
not avoid this, forGregory says (Moral. xxx, 18): “Since in eat-
ing pleasure and necessity go together, we fail to discern be-
tween the call of necessity and the seduction of pleasure,” and
Augustine says (Confess. x, 31): “Who is it, Lord, that does
not eat a little more than necessary?”erefore gluttony is not
a sin.

Objection 3. Further, in every kind of sin the first move-
ment is a sin. But the first movement in taking food is not a
sin, else hunger and thirst would be sinful. erefore gluttony
is not a sin.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxx, 18) that “un-
less we first tame the enemy dwelling within us, namely our
gluttonous appetite, we have not even stood up to engage in
the spiritual combat.” But man’s inward enemy is sin. ere-
fore gluttony is a sin.

I answer that, Gluttony denotes, not any desire of eating
and drinking, but an inordinate desire. Now desire is said to
be inordinate through leaving the order of reason, wherein the
good of moral virtue consists: and a thing is said to be a sin
through being contrary to virtue. Wherefore it is evident that

gluttony is a sin.
Reply to Objection 1. at which goes into man by way

of food, by reason of its substance and nature, does not defile a
man spiritually. But the Jews, against whom our Lord is speak-
ing, and the Manichees deemed certain foods to make a man
unclean, not on account of their signification, but by reason of
their nature†. It is the inordinate desire of food that defiles a
man spiritually.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above, the vice of glut-
tony does not regard the substance of food, but in the desire
thereof not being regulated by reason. Wherefore if a man ex-
ceed in quantity of food, not from desire of food, but through
deeming it necessary to him, this pertains, not to gluttony, but
to some kind of inexperience. It is a case of gluttony only when
a man knowingly exceeds the measure in eating, from a desire
for the pleasures of the palate.

Reply toObjection3.eappetite is twofold.ere is the
natural appetite, which belongs to the powers of the vegetal
soul. In these powers virtue and vice are impossible, since they
cannot be subject to reason; wherefore the appetitive power is
differentiated from the powers of secretion, digestion, and ex-
cretion, and to it hunger and thirst are to be referred. Besides
this there is another, the sensitive appetite, and it is in the con-
cupiscence of this appetite that the vice of gluttony consists.
Hence the first movement of gluttony denotes inordinateness
in the sensitive appetite, and this is not without sin.

IIa IIae q. 148 a. 2Whether gluttony is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that gluttony is not a mortal
sin. For every mortal sin is contrary to a precept of the Deca-
logue: and this, apparently, does not apply to gluttony. ere-
fore gluttony is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, every mortal sin is contrary to char-
ity, as stated above (q. 132, a. 3). But gluttony is not opposed

to charity, neither as regards the love ofGod, nor as regards the
love of one’s neighbor.erefore gluttony is never amortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says in a sermon on Pur-
gatory‡: “Whenever a man takes more meat and drink than is
necessary, he should know that this is one of the lesser sins.”
But this pertains to gluttony. erefore gluttony is accounted

* Ep. lxxi, ad Lucin. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 102, a. 6, ad 1. ‡ Cf. Append. to St.
Augustine’s works: Serm. civ (xli, de sanctis).
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among the lesser, that is to say venial, sins.
Objection 4. On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxx,

18): “As long as the vice of gluttony has a hold on a man, all
that he has done valiantly is forfeited by him: and as long as the
belly is unrestrained, all virtue comes to naught.” But virtue is
not done away save by mortal sin. erefore gluttony is a mor-
tal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the vice of gluttony
properly consists in inordinate concupiscence. Now the order
of reason in regulating the concupiscence may be considered
from two points of view. First, with regard to things directed
to the end, inasmuch as theymay be incommensurate and con-
sequently improportionate to the end; secondly,with regard to
the end itself, inasmuch as concupiscence turnsman away from
his due end. Accordingly, if the inordinate concupiscence in
gluttony be found to turn man away from the last end, glut-
tonywill be amortal sin.is is the casewhenhe adheres to the
pleasure of gluttony as his end, for the sake of which he con-
temns God, being ready to disobey God’s commandments, in
order to obtain those pleasures. On the other hand, if the inor-
dinate concupiscence in the vice of gluttony be found to affect
only such things as are directed to the end, for instance when
a man has too great a desire for the pleasures of the palate, yet

would not for their sake do anything contrary to God’s law, it
is a venial sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e vice of gluttony becomes a
mortal sin by turning man away from his last end: and accord-
ingly, by a kind of reduction, it is opposed to the precept of
hallowing the sabbath, which commands us to rest in our last
end. Formortal sins are not all directly opposed to the precepts
of the Decalogue, but only those which contain injustice: be-
cause the precepts of theDecalogue pertain specially to justice
and its parts, as stated above (q. 122, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 2. In so far as it turns man away from
his last end, gluttony is opposed to the love of God, who is to
be loved, as our last end, above all things: and only in this re-
spect is gluttony a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 3. is saying of Augustine refers to
gluttony as denoting inordinate concupiscence merely in re-
gard of things directed to the end.

Reply to Objection 4. Gluttony is said to bring virtue to
naught, not so much on its own account, as on account of the
vices which arise from it. For Gregory says (Pastor. iii, 19):
“When the belly is distended by gluttony, the virtues of the
soul are destroyed by lust.”

IIa IIae q. 148 a. 3Whether gluttony is the greatest of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that gluttony is the great-
est of sins. For the grievousness of a sin is measured by the
grievousness of the punishment. Now the sin of gluttony is
most grievously punished, for Chrysostom says*: “Gluttony
turned Adam out of Paradise, gluttony it was that drew down
the deluge at the time of Noah.” According to Ezech. 16:49,
“is was the iniquity of Sodom, thy sister…fulness of bread,”
etc. erefore the sin of gluttony is the greatest of all.

Objection 2. Further, in every genus the cause is the most
powerful. Now gluttony is apparently the cause of other sins,
for a gloss on Ps. 135:10, “Who smote Egypt with their first-
born,” says: “Lust, concupiscence, pride are the first-born of
gluttony.” erefore gluttony is the greatest of sins.

Objection 3. Further, man should love himself in the first
place aer God, as stated above (q. 25, a. 4). Now man, by the
vice of gluttony, inflicts an injury on himself: for it is written
(Ecclus. 37:34): “By surfeitingmany have perished.”erefore
gluttony is the greatest of sins, at least excepting those that are
against God.

On the contrary, e sins of the flesh, among which
gluttony is reckoned, are less culpable according to Gregory
(Moral. xxxiii).

I answer that,egravity of a sinmaybemeasured in three
ways. First and foremost it depends on the matter in which
the sin is committed: and in this way sins committed in con-
nection with Divine things are the greatest. From this point
of view gluttony is not the greatest sin, for it is about matters

connected with the nourishment of the body. Secondly, the
gravity of a sin depends on the person who sins, and from this
point of view the sin of gluttony is diminished rather than ag-
gravated, both on account of the necessity of taking food, and
on account of the difficulty of proper discretion and moder-
ation in such matters. irdly, from the point of view of the
result that follows, and in this way gluttony has a certain grav-
ity, inasmuch as certain sins are occasioned thereby.

Reply to Objection 1. ese punishments are to be re-
ferred to the vices that resulted from gluttony, or to the root
fromwhich gluttony sprang, rather than to gluttony itself. For
the first man was expelled from Paradise on account of pride,
from which he went on to an act of gluttony: while the deluge
and the punishment of the people of Sodomwere inflicted for
sins occasioned by gluttony.

Reply to Objection 2. is objection argues from the
standpoint of the sins that result from gluttony. Nor is a cause
necessarilymore powerful, unless it be a direct cause: and glut-
tony is not the direct cause but the accidental cause, as it were,
and the occasion of other vices.

Reply to Objection 3. e glutton intends, not the harm
to his body, but the pleasure of eating: and if injury results to
his body, this is accidental. Hence this does not directly affect
the gravity of gluttony, the guilt of which is nevertheless ag-
gravated, if a man incur some bodily injury through taking too
much food.

* Hom. xiii in Matth.
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IIa IIae q. 148 a. 4Whether the species of gluttony are fittingly distinguished?

Objection 1. It seems that the species of gluttony are un-
fittingly distinguished by Gregory who says (Moral. xxx, 18):
“e vice of gluttony tempts us in five ways. Sometimes it
forestalls the hour of need; sometimes it seeks costly meats;
sometimes it requires the food to be daintily cooked; some-
times it exceeds the measure of refreshment by taking too
much; sometimeswe sin by the very heat of an immoderate ap-
petite”—which are contained in the following verse: “Hastily,
sumptuously, too much, greedily, daintily.”

For the above are distinguished according to diversity of
circumstance. Now circumstances, being the accidents of an
act, do not differentiate its species. erefore the species of
gluttony are not distinguished according to the aforesaid.

Objection 2. Further, as time is a circumstance, so is place.
If then gluttony admits of one species in respect of time, it
seems that there should likewise be others in respect of place
and other circumstances.

Objection 3. Further, just as temperance observes due cir-
cumstances, so do the other moral virtues. Now the species
of the vices opposed to the other moral virtues are not dis-
tinguished according to various circumstances. Neither, there-
fore, are the species of gluttony distinguished thus.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Gregory quoted
above.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), gluttony denotes in-
ordinate concupiscence in eating. Now two things are to be
considered in eating, namely the food we eat, and the eat-
ing thereof. Accordingly, the inordinate concupiscence may

be considered in two ways. First, with regard to the food con-
sumed: and thus, as regards the substance or species of food a
man seeks “sumptuous”—i.e. costly food; as regards its qual-
ity, he seeks food prepared too nicely—i.e. “daintily”; and as
regards quantity, he exceeds by eating “too much.”

Secondly, the inordinate concupiscence is considered as
to the consumption of food: either because one forestalls the
proper time for eating, which is to eat “hastily,” or one fails to
observe the due manner of eating, by eating “greedily.”

Isidore* comprises the first and second under one heading,
when he says that the glutton exceeds in “what” he eats, or in
“how much,” “how” or “when he eats.”

Reply to Objection 1. e corruption of various circum-
stances causes the various species of gluttony, on account of the
variousmotives, by reason of which the species ofmoral things
are differentiated. For in him that seeks sumptuous food, con-
cupiscence is aroused by the very species of the food; in him
that forestalls the time concupiscence is disordered through
impatience of delay, and so forth.

Reply to Objection 2. Place and other circumstances in-
clude no special motive connected with eating, that can cause
a different species of gluttony.

Reply to Objection 3. In all other vices, whenever differ-
ent circumstances correspond to different motives, the differ-
ence of circumstances argues a specific difference of vice: but
this does not apply to all circumstances, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 72, a. 9).

IIa IIae q. 148 a. 5Whether gluttony is a capital vice?

Objection 1. It would seem that gluttony is not a capital
vice. For capital vices denote thosewhence, under the aspect of
final cause, other vices originate. Now food, which is the mat-
ter of gluttony, has not the aspect of end, since it is sought,
not for its own sake, but for the body’s nourishment. ere-
fore gluttony is not a capital vice.

Objection 2. Further, a capital vice would seem to have a
certain pre-eminence in sinfulness. But this does not apply to
gluttony, which, in respect of its genus, is apparently the least
of sins, seeing that it is most akin to what is in respect of its
genus, is apparently the least gluttony is not a capital vice.

Objection 3. Further, sin results from a man forsaking the
food of virtue on account of something useful to the present
life, or pleasing to the senses. Now as regards goods having the
aspect of utility, there is but one capital vice, namely covetous-
ness. erefore, seemingly, there would be but one capital vice
in respect of pleasures: and this is lust, which is a greater vice
than gluttony, and is about greater pleasures. erefore glut-
tony is not a capital vice.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) reckons glut-
tony among the capital vices.

I answer that,As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 84, a. 3), a capital
vice denotes one from which, considered as final cause, i.e. as
having a most desirable end, other vices originate: wherefore
through desiring that endmen are incited to sin inmany ways.
Now an end is rendered most desirable through having one of
the conditions of happiness which is desirable by its very na-
ture: and pleasure is essential to happiness, according to Ethic.
i, 8; x, 3,7,8. erefore the vice of gluttony, being about plea-
sures of touch which stand foremost among other pleasures, is
fittingly reckoned among the capital vices.

Reply to Objection 1. It is true that food itself is directed
to something as its end: but since that end, namely the sus-
taining of life, is most desirable andwhereas life cannot be sus-
tainedwithout food, it follows that food too ismost desirable:
indeed, nearly all the toil of man’s life is directed thereto, ac-
cording to Eccles. 6:7, “All the labor of man is for his mouth.”
Yet gluttony seems to be about pleasures of food rather than

* De Summo Bon. ii, 42.
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about food itself; wherefore, as Augustine says (De Vera Relig.
liii), “with such food as is good for the worthless body, men
desire to be fed,” wherein namely the pleasure consists, “rather
than to be filled: since thewhole end of that desire is this—not
to thirst and not to hunger.”

Reply toObjection2. In sin the end is ascertainedwith re-
spect to the conversion, while the gravity of sin is determined
with regard to the aversion. Wherefore it does not follow that
the capital sin which has the most desirable end surpasses the

others in gravity.
Reply to Objection 3. at which gives pleasure is desir-

able in itself: and consequently corresponding to its diversity
there are two capital vices, namely gluttony and lust. On the
other hand, that which is useful is desirable, not in itself, but
as directed to something else: wherefore seemingly in all use-
ful things there is one aspect of desirability. Hence there is but
one capital vice, in respect of such things.

IIa IIae q. 148 a. 6Whether six daughters are fittingly assigned to gluttony?

Objection 1. It would seem that six daughters are unfit-
tingly assigned to gluttony, to wit, “unseemly joy, scurrility,
uncleanness, loquaciousness, and dullness of mind as regards
theunderstanding.” Forunseemly joy results fromevery sin, ac-
cording toProv. 2:14, “Who are gladwhen they have done evil,
and rejoice in most wicked things.” Likewise dullness of mind
is associatedwith every sin, according to Prov. 14:22, “ey err
that work evil.” erefore they are unfittingly reckoned to be
daughters of gluttony.

Objection 2. Further, the uncleanness which is particu-
larly the result of gluttony would seem to be connected with
vomiting, according to Is. 28:8, “All tables were full of vomit
and filth.” But this seems to be not a sin but a punishment; or
even a useful thing that is a matter of counsel, according to Ec-
clus. 31:25, “If thou hast been forced to eatmuch, arise, go out,
and vomit; and it shall refresh thee.”erefore it should not be
reckoned among the daughters of gluttony.

Objection 3. Further, Isidore (QQ. in Deut. xvi) reckons
scurrility as a daughter of lust.erefore it should not be reck-
oned among the daughters of gluttony.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) assigns these
daughters to gluttony.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2,3), gluttony con-
sists properly in an immoderate pleasure in eating and drink-
ing. Wherefore those vices are reckoned among the daughters
of gluttony, which are the results of eating and drinking im-
moderately. ese may be accounted for either on the part of
the soul or on the part of the body. on the part of the soul these
results are of four kinds. First, as regards the reason, whose
keenness is dulled by immoderate meat and drink, and in this
respect we reckon as a daughter of gluttony, “dullness of sense
in the understanding,” on account of the fumes of food dis-
turbing the brain. Even so, on the other hand, abstinence con-
duces to the penetrating power ofwisdom, according toEccles.
2:3, “I thought in my heart to withdraw my flesh from wine,
that I might turn my mind in wisdom.” Secondly, as regards
the. appetite, which is disordered in many ways by immodera-
tion in eating and drinking, as though reason were fast asleep
at the helm, and in this respect “unseemly joy” is reckoned, be-

cause all the other inordinate passions are directed to joy or
sorrow, as stated in Ethic. ii, 5. To this wemust refer the saying
of 3 Esdra 3:20, that “wine…gives every one a confident and
joyful mind.” irdly, as regards inordinate words, and thus
we have “loquaciousness,” because as Gregory says (Pastor. iii,
19), “unless gluttons were carried away by immoderate speech,
that rich man who is stated to have feasted sumptuously every
day would not have been so tortured in his tongue.” Fourthly,
as regards inordinate action, and in this way we have “scurril-
ity,” i.e. a kind of levity resulting from lack of reason, which is
unable not only to bridle the speech, but also to restrain out-
ward behavior. Hence a gloss on Eph. 5:4, “Or foolish talking
or scurrility,” says that “fools call this geniality—i.e. jocularity,
because it is wont to raise a laugh.” Both of these, however,may
be referred to the words whichmay happen to be sinful, either
by reason of excess which belongs to “loquaciousness,” or by
reason of unbecomingness, which belongs to “scurrility.”

On the part of the body, mention is made of “unclean-
ness,” which may refer either to the inordinate emission of any
kindof superfluities, or especially to the emission of the semen.
Hence a gloss on Eph. 5:3, “But fornication and all unclean-
ness,” says: “at is, any kindof incontinence that has reference
to lust.”

Reply to Objection 1. Joy in the act or end of sin results
from every sin, especially the sin that proceeds from habit, but
the random riotous joy which is described as “unseemly” arises
chiefly from immoderate partaking of meat or drink. In like
manner, we reply that dullness of sense as regards matters of
choice is common to all sin, whereas dullness of sense in specu-
lative matters arises chiefly from gluttony, for the reason given
above.

Reply toObjection2.Although it does one good to vomit
aer eating toomuch, yet it is sinful to expose oneself to its ne-
cessity by immoderate meat or drink. However, it is no sin to
procure vomiting as a remedy for sickness if the physician pre-
scribes it.

Reply to Objection 3. Scurrility proceeds from the act of
gluttony, andnot from the lustful act, but from the lustfulwill:
wherefore it may be referred to either vice.
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Of Sobriety

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider sobriety and the contrary vice, namely drunkenness. As regards sobriety there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) What is the matter of sobriety?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?
(3) Whether the use of wine is lawful?
(4) To whom especially is sobriety becoming?

IIa IIae q. 149 a. 1Whether drink is the matter of sobriety?

Objection 1. It would seem that drink is not the matter
proper to sobriety. For it is written (Rom. 12:3): “Not to be
morewise than it behooveth to bewise, but to bewise unto so-
briety.” erefore sobriety is also about wisdom, and not only
about drink.

Objection 2. Further, concerning the wisdom of God, it
is written (Wis. 8:7) that “she teacheth sobriety [Douay: ‘tem-
perance’], and prudence, and justice, and fortitude,” where so-
briety stands for temperance. Now temperance is not only
about drink, but also aboutmeat and sexualmatters.erefore
sobriety is not only about drink.

Objection 3. Further, sobriety would seem to take its
name from “measure”*. Now we ought to be guided by the
measure in all things appertaining to us: for it is written (Ti-
tus 2:12): “We should live soberly and justly and godly,” where
a gloss remarks: “Soberly, in ourselves”; and (1 Tim. 2:9):
“Women…in decent apparel, adorning themselves with mod-
esty and sobriety.” Consequently it would seem that sobriety
regards not only the interiorman, but also things appertaining
to external apparel.erefore drink is not thematter proper to
sobriety.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 31:32): “Wine
taken with sobriety is equal life to men; if thou drink it mod-
erately, thou shalt be sober.”

I answer that, When a virtue is denominated from some
condition common to the virtues, thematter specially belong-
ing to it is that in which it is most difficult and most com-
mendable to satisfy that condition of virtue: thus fortitude
is about dangers of death, and temperance about pleasures of
touch. Now sobriety takes its name from “measure,” for a man
is said to be sober because he observes the “bria,” i.e. the mea-
sure. Wherefore sobriety lays a special claim to that matter

wherein /the observance of the measure is most deserving of
praise. Such matter is the drinking of intoxicants, because the
measured use thereof is most profitable, while immoderate ex-
cess therein is most harmful, since it hinders the use of reason
even more than excessive eating. Hence it is written (Ecclus.
31:37,38): “Sober drinking is health to soul and body; wine
drunken with excess raiseth quarrels, and wrath and many
ruins.” For this reason sobriety is especially concerned with
drink, not any kind of drink, but that which by reason of its
volatility is liable to disturb the brain, such as wine and all in-
toxicants. Nevertheless, sobriety may be employed in a general
sense so as to apply to any matter, as stated above (q. 123, a. 2;
q. 141, a. 2) with regard to fortitude and temperance.

Reply toObjection 1. Just as thematerial wine intoxicates
aman as to his body, so too, speaking figuratively, the consider-
ation of wisdom is said to be an inebriating draught, because it
allures themind by its delight, according to Ps. 22:5, “My chal-
ice which inebriateth me, how goodly is it!” Hence sobriety is
applied by a kind of metaphor in speaking of the contempla-
tion of wisdom.

Reply to Objection 2. All the things that belong properly
to temperance are necessary to the present life, and their ex-
cess is harmful. Wherefore it behooves one to apply a measure
in all such things. is is the business of sobriety: and for this
reason sobriety is used to designate temperance. Yet slight ex-
cess is more harmful in drink than in other things, wherefore
sobriety is especially concerned with drink.

Reply toObjection3.Although ameasure is needful in all
things, sobriety is not properly employed in connection with
all things, but only in those wherein there is most need for a
measure.

* ‘Bria,’ a measure, a cup; Cf. Facciolati and Forcellini’s Lexicon.
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IIa IIae q. 149 a. 2Whether sobriety is by itself a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that sobriety is not by itself
a special virtue. For abstinence is concerned with both meat
and drink. Now there is no special virtue about meat. ere-
fore neither is sobriety, which is about drink, a special virtue.

Objection 2. Further, abstinence and gluttony are about
pleasures of touch as sensitive to food. Now meat and drink
combine together to make food, since an animal needs a com-
bination of wet and dry nourishment. erefore sobriety,
which is about drink, is not a. special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, just as in things pertaining to nour-
ishment, drink is distinguished from meat, so are there vari-
ous kinds of meats and of drinks. erefore if sobriety is by
itself a special virtue, seemingly there will be a special virtue
corresponding to each different kind of meat or drink, which
is unreasonable. erefore it would seem that sobriety is not a
special virtue.

On the contrary,Macrobius* reckons sobriety to be a spe-
cial part of temperance.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 146, a. 2), it belongs
to moral virtue to safeguard the good of reason against those
things which may hinder it. Hence wherever we find a special

hindrance to reason, there must needs be a special virtue to re-
move it. Now intoxicating drink is a special kind of hindrance
to the use of reason, inasmuch as it disturbs the brain by its
fumes.Wherefore in order to remove this hindrance to reason
a special virtue, which is sobriety, is requisite.

Reply toObjection 1.Meat and drink are alike capable of
hindering the good of reason, by embroiling the reason with
immoderate pleasure: and in this respect abstinence is about
both meat and drink alike. But intoxicating drink is a special
kind of hindrance, as stated above, wherefore it requires a spe-
cial virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. e virtue of abstinence is about
meat and drink, considered, not as food but as a hindrance to
reason. Hence it does not follow that special kinds of virtue
correspond to different kinds of food.

Reply to Objection 3. In all intoxicating drinks there is
one kind of hindrance to the use of reason: so that the differ-
ence of drinks bears an accidental relation to virtue.Hence this
difference does not call for a difference of virtue. e same ap-
plies to the difference of meats.

IIa IIae q. 149 a. 3Whether the use of wine is altogether unlawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that the use of wine is alto-
gether unlawful. For without wisdom, a man cannot be in the
state of salvation: since it is written (Wis. 7:28): “God loveth
none but him that dwelleth with wisdom,” and further on
(Wis. 9:19): “By wisdom they were healed, whosoever have
pleased ee, O Lord, from the beginning.” Now the use of
wine is a hindrance to wisdom, for it is written (Eccles. 2:3):
“I thought in my heart to withdraw my flesh from wine, that
I might turn my mind to wisdom.” erefore wine-drinking is
altogether unlawful.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 14:21): “It
is good not to eat flesh, and not to drink wine, nor anything
whereby thybrother is offendedor scandalized, ormadeweak.”
Now it is sinful to forsake the good of virtue, as likewise to
scandalize one’s brethren. erefore it is unlawful to make use
of wine.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome says† that “aer the deluge
wine and flesh were sanctioned: but Christ came in the last
of the ages and brought back the end into line with the be-
ginning.” erefore it seems unlawful to use wine under the
Christian law.

On the contrary,eApostle says (1 Tim. 5:23): “Do not
still drink water, but use a little wine for thy stomach’s sake,
and thy frequent infirmities”; and it is written (Ecclus. 31:36):
“Wine drunken with moderation is the joy of the soul and the
heart.”

I answer that,Nomeat or drink, considered in itself, is un-

lawful, according to Mat. 15:11, “Not that which goeth into
the mouth defileth a man.” Wherefore it is not unlawful to
drink wine as such. Yet it may become unlawful accidentally.
is is sometimes owing to a circumstance on the part of the
drinker, either because he is easily the worse for taking wine,
or because he is bound by a vow not to drink wine: sometimes
it results from themode of drinking, because to wit he exceeds
themeasure indrinking: and sometimes it is on accountof oth-
ers who would be scandalized thereby.

Reply to Objection 1. A man may have wisdom in two
ways. First, in a general way, according as it is sufficient for sal-
vation: and in this way it is required, in order to have wisdom,
not that a man abstain altogether from wine, but that he ab-
stain from its immoderate use. Secondly, a man may have wis-
dom in some degree of perfection: and in this way, in order
to receive wisdom perfectly, it is requisite for certain persons
that they abstain altogether from wine, and this depends on
circumstances of certain persons and places.

Reply to Objection 2. e Apostle does not declare sim-
ply that it is good to abstain from wine, but that it is good in
the case where this would give scandal to certain people.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ withdraws us from some
things as being altogether unlawful, and from others as being
obstacles to perfection. It is in the latter way that he withdraws
some from the use of wine, that they may aim at perfection,
even as from riches and the like.

* In Somno Scip. i, 8. † Contra Jovin. i.
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IIa IIae q. 149 a. 4Whether sobriety is more requisite in persons of greater standing?

Objection 1. It would seem that sobriety is more requisite
in persons of greater standing. For old age gives a man a cer-
tain standing; wherefore honor and reverence are due to the
old, according to Lev. 19:32, “Rise up before the hoary head,
and honor the person of the aged man.” Now the Apostle de-
clares that old men especially should be exhorted to sobriety,
according to Titus 2:2, “at the aged man be sober.” ere-
fore sobriety is most requisite in persons of standing.

Objection 2. Further, a bishop has the highest degree in
the Church: and the Apostle commands him to be sober, ac-
cording to 1Tim. 3:2, “It behooveth…abishop to be blameless,
the husband of one wife, sober, prudent,” etc. erefore sobri-
ety is chiefly required in persons of high standing.

Objection 3. Further, sobriety denotes abstinence from
wine. Now wine is forbidden to kings, who hold the highest
place in human affairs: while it is allowed to those who are in
a state of affliction, according to Prov. 31:4, “Give not wine
to kings,” and further on (Prov. 31:6), “Give strong drink to
them that are sad, and wine to them that are grieved in mind.”
erefore sobriety is more requisite in persons of standing.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Tim. 3:11): “e
women in like manner, chaste…sober,” etc., and (Titus 2:6)

“Young men in like manner exhort that they be sober.”
I answer that, Virtue includes relationship to two things,

to the contrary vices which it removes, and to the end towhich
it leads. Accordingly a particular virtue is more requisite in
certain persons for two reasons. First, because they are more
prone to the concupiscences which need to be restrained by
virtue, and to the vices which are removed by virtue. In this re-
spect, sobriety is most requisite in the young and in women,
because concupiscence of pleasure thrives in the young on ac-
count of the heat of youth, while in women there is not suffi-
cient strength ofmind to resist concupiscence. Hence, accord-
ing to Valerius Maximus* among the ancient Romans women
drank no wine. Secondly, sobriety is more requisite in certain
persons, as being more necessary for the operations proper to
them.Now immoderate use of wine is a notable obstacle to the
use of reason: wherefore sobriety is specially prescribed to the
old, in whom reason should be vigorous in instructing others:
to bishops and all ministers of the Church, who should fulfil
their spiritual duties with a devout mind; and to kings, who
should rule their subjects with wisdom.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

* Dict. Fact. Memor. ii, 1.

1738



S P   S P, Q 150
Of Drunkenness
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider drunkenness. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether drunkenness is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(3) Whether it is the most grievous sin?
(4) Whether it excuses from sin?

IIa IIae q. 150 a. 1Whether drunkenness is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that drunkenness is not a sin.
For every sin has a corresponding contrary sin, thus timidity is
opposed to daring, and presumption to pusillanimity. But no
sin is opposed to drunkenness. erefore drunkenness is not a
sin.

Objection 2. Further, every sin is voluntary*. But no man
wishes to be drunk, since no man wishes to be deprived of the
use of reason. erefore drunkenness is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, whoever causes another to sin, sins
himself. erefore, if drunkenness were a sin, it would follow
that it is a sin to ask a man to drink that which makes him
drunk, which would seem very hard.

Objection 4. Further, every sin calls for correction. But
correction is not applied to drunkards: for Gregory† says that
“we must forbear with their ways, lest they become worse if
they be compelled to give up the habit.” erefore drunken-
ness is not a sin.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 13:13): “Not in
rioting and drunkenness.”

I answer that, Drunkenness may be understood in two
ways. First, it may signify the defect itself of a man result-
ing from his drinking much wine, the consequence being
that he loses the use of reason. In this sense drunkenness de-
notes not a sin, but a penal defect resulting from a fault. Sec-
ondly, drunkenness may denote the act by which a man in-
curs this defect. is act may cause drunkenness in two ways.
In one way, through the wine being too strong, without the
drinker being cognizant of this: and in this way too, drunken-
ness may occur without sin, especially if it is not through his
negligence, and thus we believe that Noah was made drunk

as related in Gn. 9. In another way drunkenness may result
from inordinate concupiscence and use of wine: in this way
it is accounted a sin, and is comprised under gluttony as a
species under its genus. For gluttony is divided into “surfeit-
ing [Douay:,‘rioting’] and drunkenness,” which are forbidden
by the Apostle (Rom. 13:13).

Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii,
11), insensibility which is opposed to temperance “is not very
common,” so that like its species which are opposed to the
species of intemperance it has no name. Hence the vice op-
posed todrunkenness is unnamed; and yet if amanwere know-
ingly to abstain from wine to the extent of molesting nature
grievously, he would not be free from sin.

Reply toObjection 2.is objection regards the resulting
defect which is involuntary: whereas immoderate use of wine
is voluntary, and it is in this that the sin consists.

Reply to Objection 3. Even as he that is drunk is excused
if he knows not the strength of the wine, so too is he that in-
vites another to drink excused from sin, if he be unaware that
the drinker is the kind of person to bemade drunkby the drink
offered. But if ignorance be lacking neither is excused from sin.

Reply to Objection 4. Sometimes the correction of a sin-
ner is to be foregone, as stated above (q. 33, a. 6). Hence Au-
gustine says in a letter (Ad Aurel. Episc. Ep. xxii), “Meseems,
such things are cured not by bitterness, severity, harshness, but
by teaching rather than commanding, by advice rather than
threats. Such is the course to be followed with the majority of
sinners: few are they whose sins should be treated with sever-
ity.”

IIa IIae q. 150 a. 2Whether drunkenness is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that drunkenness is not amor-
tal sin. For Augustine says in a sermon on Purgatory* that
“drunkenness if indulged in assiduously, is a mortal sin.” Now
assiduity denotes a circumstance which does not change the
species of a sin; so that it cannot aggravate a sin infinitely, and

make amortal sin of a venial sin, as shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 88,
a. 5). erefore if drunkenness /is not a mortal sin for some
other reason, neither is it for this.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says†: “Whenever a man
takes more meat and drink than is necessary, he should know

* Augustine, De Vera Relig. xiv. † Cf. Canon Denique, dist. 4 where Gra-
tian refers to a letter of St. Gregory to St. Augustine of Canterbury. * Serm.
civ in the Appendix to St. Augustine’s works. † Serm. civ in the Appendix
to St. Augustine’s works.
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that this is one of the lesser sins.” Now the lesser sins are called
venial.erefore drunkenness, which is caused by immoderate
drink, is a venial sin.

Objection 3. Further, no mortal sin should be committed
on the score of medicine. Now some drink too much at the
advice of the physician, that they may be purged by vomiting;
and from this excessive drink drunkenness ensues. erefore
drunkenness is not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, We read in the Canons of the apostles
(Can. xli, xlii): “A bishop, priest or deacon who is given to
drunkenness or gambling, or incites others thereto, must ei-
ther cease or be deposed; a subdeacon, reader or precentorwho
does these things must either give them up or be excommuni-
cated; the same applies to the laity.” Now such punishments
are not inflicted save for mortal sins. erefore drunkenness is
a mortal sin.

I answer that,esin of drunkenness, as stated in the fore-
going Article, consists in the immoderate use and concupis-
cence of wine. Now this may happen to a man in three ways.
First, so that he knows not the drink to be immoderate and in-
toxicating: and then drunkennessmay bewithout sin, as stated
above (a. 1). Secondly, so that he perceives the drink to be im-
moderate, but without knowing it to be intoxicating, and then
drunkenness may involve a venial sin. irdly, it may happen
that a man is well aware that the drink is immoderate and in-
toxicating, and yet hewould rather be drunk than abstain from
drink. Such a man is a drunkard properly speaking, because
morals take their species not from things that occur acciden-
tally and beside the intention, but from that which is directly
intended. In this way drunkenness is amortal sin, because then
a man willingly and knowingly deprives himself of the use of
reason, whereby he performs virtuous deeds and avoids sin,

and thus he sinsmortally by running the risk of falling into sin.
For Ambrose says (De Patriarch.‡): “We learn that we should
shun drunkenness, which prevents us from avoiding grievous
sins. For the things we avoid when sober, we unknowingly
commit through drunkenness.” erefore drunkenness, prop-
erly speaking, is a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Assiduity makes drunkenness a
mortal sin, not on account of the mere repetition of the act,
but because it is impossible for a man to become drunk as-
siduously, without exposing himself to drunkenness know-
ingly and willingly, since he has many times experienced the
strength of wine and his own liability to drunkenness.

Reply to Objection 2. To take more meat or drink than
is necessary belongs to the vice of gluttony, which is not al-
ways a mortal sin: but knowingly to take too much drink to
the point of being drunk, is amortal sin.HenceAugustine says
(Confess. x, 31): “Drunkenness is far fromme:ouwilt have
mercy, that it come not near me. But full feeding sometimes
hath crept upon y servant.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 141, a. 6),
meat and drink should be moderate in accordance with the
demands of the body’s health. Wherefore, just as it happens
sometimes that the meat and drink which are moderate for
a healthy man are immoderate for a sick man, so too it may
happen conversely, that what is excessive for a healthy man is
moderate for one that is ailing. In this way when a man eats or
drinksmuch at the physician’s advice in order to provoke vom-
iting, he is not to be deemed to have taken excessive meat or
drink. ere is, however, no need for intoxicating drink in or-
der to procure vomiting, since this is caused by drinking luke-
warm water: wherefore this is no sufficient cause for excusing
a man from drunkenness.

IIa IIae q. 150 a. 3Whether drunkenness is the gravest of sins?

Objection1. Itwould seem that drunkenness is the gravest
of sins. ForChrysostom says (Hom. lviii inMatth.) that “noth-
ing gains the devil’s favor somuch as drunkenness and lust, the
mother of all the vices.”And it iswritten in theDecretals (Dist.
xxxv, can. Ante omnia): “Drunkenness, more than anything
else, is to be avoided by the clergy, for it foments and fosters
all the vices.”

Objection 2. Further, from the very fact that a thing ex-
cludes the good of reason, it is a sin. Now this is especially the
effect of drunkenness.erefore drunkenness is the greatest of
sins.

Objection 3. Further, the gravity of a sin is shown by the
gravity of its punishment.Now seemingly drunkenness is pun-
ished most severely; for Ambrose says§ that “there would be
no slavery, were there no drunkards.” erefore drunkenness
is the greatest of sins.

On the contrary, According to Gregory (Moral. xxxiii,

12), spiritual vices are greater than carnal vices. Now drunk-
enness is one of the carnal vices.erefore it is not the greatest
of sins.

I answer that, A thing is said to be evil because it removes
a good. Wherefore the greater the good removed by an evil,
the graver the evil. Now it is evident that a Divine good is
greater than a human good. Wherefore the sins that are di-
rectly against God are graver than the sin of drunkenness,
which is directly opposed to the good of human reason.

Reply toObjection 1.Man ismost prone to sins of intem-
perance, because such like concupiscences and pleasures are
connatural to us, and for this reason these sins are said to find
greatest favor with the devil, not for being graver than other
sins, but because they occur more frequently among men.

Reply to Objection 2. e good of reason is hindered in
two ways: in one way by that which is contrary to reason, in
another by that which takes away the use of reason. Now that

‡ De Abraham i. § De Elia et de Jejunio v.
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which is contrary to reason has more the character of an evil,
than that which takes away the use of reason for a time, since
the use of reason, which is taken away by drunkenness, may
be either good or evil, whereas the goods of virtue, which are
taken away by things that are contrary to reason, are always
good.

Reply to Objection 3. Drunkenness was the occasional
cause of slavery, in so far as Cham brought the curse of slavery
on to his descendants, for having laughed at his father when
the latter was made drunk. But slavery was not the direct pun-
ishment of drunkenness.

IIa IIae q. 150 a. 4Whether drunkenness excuses from sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that drunkenness does not ex-
cuse from sin. For the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 5) that “the
drunkard deserves double punishment.” erefore drunken-
ness aggravates a sin instead of excusing from it.

Objection 2. Further, one sin does not excuse another, but
increases it. Nowdrunkenness is a sin.erefore it is not an ex-
cuse for sin.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 3)
that just as man’s reason is tied by drunkenness, so is it by con-
cupiscence. But concupiscence is not an excuse for sin: neither
therefore is drunkenness.

On the contrary, According to Augustine (Contra Faust.
xxii, 43), Lot was to be excused from incest on account of
drunkenness.

I answer that, Two things are to be observed in drunken-
ness, as stated above (a. 1), namely the resulting defect and the
preceding act. on the part of the resulting defect whereby the
use of reason is fettered, drunkenness may be an excuse for sin,
in so far as it causes an act to be involuntary through ignorance.
But on the part of the preceding act, a distinction would seem
necessary; because, if the drunkenness that results from that
act be without sin, the subsequent sin is entirely excused from
fault, as perhaps in the case of Lot. If, however, the preced-
ing act was sinful, the person is not altogether excused from
the subsequent sin, because the latter is rendered voluntary

through the voluntariness of the preceding act, inasmuch as
it was through doing something unlawful that he fell into the
subsequent sin. Nevertheless, the resulting sin is diminished,
even as the character of voluntariness is diminished. Where-
fore Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxii, 44) that “Lot’s guilt is
to be measured, not by the incest, but by his drunkenness.”

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher does not say that
the drunkard deserves more severe punishment, but that he
deserves double punishment for his twofold sin. Or we may
reply that he is speaking in view of the law of a certain Pitta-
cus, who, as stated in Polit. ii, 9, ordered “those guilty of as-
sault while drunk to be more severely punished than if they
had been sober, because they dowrong inmoreways than one.”
In this, as Aristotle observes (Polit. ii, 9), “he seems to have
considered the advantage,” namely of the prevention of wrong,
“rather than the leniency which one should have for drunk-
ards,” seeing that they are not in possession of their faculties.

Reply to Objection 2. Drunkenness may be an excuse for
sin, not in the point of its being itself a sin, but in the point of
the defect that results from it, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.Concupiscence does not altogether
fetter the reason, as drunkenness does, unless perchance it be
so vehement as to make a man insane. Yet the passion of con-
cupiscence diminishes sin, because it is less grievous to sin
through weakness than through malice.
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Of Chastity

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider chastity: (1) e virtue itself of chastity: (2) virginity, which is a part of chastity: (3) lust, which is
the contrary vice. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether chastity is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a general virtue?
(3) Whether it is a virtue distinct from abstinence?
(4) Of its relation to purity.

IIa IIae q. 151 a. 1Whether chastity is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that chastity is not a virtue.
For here we are treating of virtues of the soul. But chastity,
seemingly, belongs to the body: for a person is said to be chaste
because he behaves in a certainway as regards the use of certain
parts of the body. erefore chastity is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, virtue is “a voluntary habit,” as
stated in Ethic. ii, 6. But chastity, apparently, is not voluntary,
since it can be taken away by force from a woman to whom vi-
olence is done. erefore it seems that chastity is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, there is no virtue in unbelievers. Yet
some unbelievers are chaste. erefore chastity is not a virtue.

Objection 4. Further, the fruits are distinct from the
virtues. But chastity is reckoned among the fruits (Gal. 5:23).
erefore chastity is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Decem Chord.*):
“Whereas thou shouldst excel thy wife in virtue, since chastity
is a virtue, thou yieldest to the first onslaught of lust, while
thou wishest thy wife to be victorious.”

I answer that, Chastity takes its name from the fact that
reason “chastises” concupiscence, which, like a child, needs
curbing, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. iii, 12). Now the
essence of human virtue consists in being something moder-
ated by reason, as shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 64, a. 1). erefore
it is evident that chastity is a virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Chastity does indeed reside in the
soul as its subject, though its matter is in the body. For it be-
longs to chastity that amanmakemoderate use of bodilymem-
bers in accordance with the judgment of his reason and the
choice of his will.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i,
18), “so long as her mind holds to its purpose, whereby she has
merited to be holy even in body, not even the violence of an-
other’s lust can deprive her body of its holiness, which is safe-
guarded by her persevering continency.” He also says (De Civ.
Dei i, 18) that “in the mind there is a virtue which is the com-
panion of fortitude, whereby it is resolved to suffer any evil
whatsoever rather than consent to evil.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Contra Julian.
iv, 3), “it is impossible to have any true virtue unless one be
truly just; nor is it possible to be just unless one live by faith.”
Whence he argues that in unbelievers there is neither true
chastity, nor any other virtue, because, to wit, they are not re-
ferred to the due end, and as he adds (Contra Julian. iv, 3)
“virtues are distinguished from vices not by their functions,”
i.e. their acts, “but by their ends.”

Reply to Objection 4. Chastity is a virtue in so far as it
works in accordance with reason, but in so far as it delights in
its act, it is reckoned among the fruits.

IIa IIae q. 151 a. 2Whether chastity is a general virtue?

Objection1. Itwould seem that chastity is a general virtue.
For Augustine says (De Mendacio xx) that “chastity of the
mind is the well-ordered movement of the mind that does not
prefer the lesser to the greater things.” But this belongs to every
virtue. erefore chastity is a general virtue.

Objection 2. Further, “Chastity” takes its name from
“chastisement”†. Now every movement of the appetitive part
should be chastised by reason. Since, then, every moral virtue
curbs some movement of the appetite, it seems that every
moral virtue is chastity.

Objection 3. Further, chastity is opposed to fornication.

But fornication seems to belong to every kind of sin: for it
is written (Ps. 72:27): “ou shalt destroy [Vulg.: ‘hast de-
stroyed’] all them that go awhoring from [Douay: ‘are disloyal
to’] ee.” erefore chastity is a general virtue.

On the contrary, Macrobius* reckons it to be a part of
temperance.

I answer that, e word “chastity” is employed in two
ways. First, properly; and thus it is a special virtue having a
special matter, namely the concupiscences relating to vene-
real pleasures. Secondly, the word “chastity” is employed
metaphorically: for just as a mingling of bodies conduces to

* Serm. ix de Tempore. † Cf. a. 1 . * In Somn. Scip. i, 8.

1742



venereal pleasure which is the proper matter of chastity and of
lust its contrary vice, so too the spiritual union of the mind
with certain things conduces to a pleasure which is the mat-
ter of a spiritual chastity metaphorically speaking, as well as
of a spiritual fornication likewise metaphorically so called. For
if the human mind delight in the spiritual union with that to
which it behooves it to be united, namely God, and refrains
fromdelighting in unionwith other things against the require-
ments of the order established by God, this may be called a
spiritual chastity, according to 2 Cor. 11:2, “I have espoused
you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin
to Christ.” If, on the other hand, the mind be united to any
other thingswhatsoever, against the prescription of theDivine
order, it will be called spiritual fornication, according to Jer.
3:1, “But thou hast prostituted thyself to many lovers.” Tak-
ing chastity in this sense, it is a general virtue, because every
virtue withdraws the human mind from delighting in a union
with unlawful things. Nevertheless, the essence of this chastity
consists principally in charity and theother theological virtues,

whereby the human mind is united to God.
Reply toObjection 1. is argument takes chastity in the

metaphorical sense.
Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (a. 1; q. 142, a. 2),

the concupiscence of that which gives pleasure is especially
likened to a child, because the desire of pleasure is connatu-
ral to us, especially of pleasures of touch which are directed
to the maintenance of nature. Hence it is that if the concu-
piscence of such pleasures be fostered by consenting to it, it
will wax very strong, as in the case of a child le to his own
will.Wherefore the concupiscence of these pleasures stands in
very great need of being chastised: and consequently chastity is
applied antonomastically to such like concupiscences, even as
fortitude is about those matters wherein we stand in the great-
est need of strength of mind.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers spiritual
fornicationmetaphorically so called, which is opposed to spir-
itual chastity, as stated.

IIa IIae q. 151 a. 3Whether chastity is a distinct virtue from abstinence?

Objection 1. It would seem that chastity is not a distinct
virtue from abstinence. Becausewhere thematter is generically
the same, one virtue suffices. Now it would seem that things
pertaining to the same sense are of one genus. erefore, since
pleasures of the palate which are the matter of abstinence, and
venereal pleasures which are the matter of chastity, pertain to
the touch, it seems that chastity is not a distinct virtue from
abstinence.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 12)
likens all vices of intemperance to childish sins, which need
chastising. Now “chastity” takes its name from “chastisement”
of the contrary vices. Since then certain vices are bridled by ab-
stinence, it seems that abstinence is chastity.

Objection 3. Further, the pleasures of the other senses are
the concern of temperance in so far as they refer to pleasures of
touch; which are the matter of temperance. Now pleasures of
the palate, which are the matter of abstinence, are directed to
venereal pleasures, which are thematter of chastity: wherefore
Jerome says†, commenting on Titus 1:7, “Not given to wine,
no striker,” etc.: “e belly and the organs of generation are
neighbors, that the neighborhood of the organs may indicate
their complicity in vice.”erefore abstinence and chastity are
not distinct virtues.

On the contrary, e Apostle (2 Cor. 6:5,6) reckons
“chastity” together with “fastings” which pertain to absti-
nence.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 141, a. 4), temperance is
properly about the concupiscences of the pleasures of touch:
so that where there are different kinds of pleasure, there are
different virtues comprised under temperance. Now pleasures
are proportionate to the actions whose perfections they are, as
stated in Ethic. ix, 4,5: and it is evident that actions connected

with the use of food whereby the nature of the individual is
maintained differ generically from actions connected with the
use of matters venereal, whereby the nature of the species is
preserved. erefore chastity, which is about venereal plea-
sures, is a distinct virtue from abstinence, which is about plea-
sures of the palate.

Reply to Objection 1. Temperance is chiefly about plea-
sures of touch, not as regards the sense’s judgment concerning
the objects of touch. which judgment is of uniform character
concerning all such objects, but as regards the use itself of those
objects, as stated inEthic. iii, 10.Now theuses ofmeats, drinks,
and venereal matters differ in character.Wherefore theremust
needs be different virtues, though they regard the one sense.

Reply to Objection 2. Venereal pleasures are more im-
petuous, and are more oppressive on the reason than the plea-
sures of the palate: and therefore they are in greater need of
chastisement and restraint, since if one consent to them this
increases the force of concupiscence and weakens the strength
of the mind. Hence Augustine says (Soliloq. i, 10): “I consider
that nothing so casts down the manly mind from its heights as
the fondling of women, and those bodily contacts which be-
long to the married state.”

Reply to Objection 3. e pleasures of the other senses
do not pertain to the maintenance of man’s nature, except in
so far as they are directed to pleasures of touch. Wherefore in
thematter of such pleasures there is no other virtue comprised
under temperance. But the pleasures of the palate, though di-
rected somewhat to venereal pleasures, are essentially directed
to the preservation ofman’s life: wherefore by their very nature
they have a special virtue, although this virtue which is called
abstinence directs its act to chastity as its end.

† Ep. cxlvii ad Amand. Cf. Gratian, Dist. xliv.
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IIa IIae q. 151 a. 4Whether purity belongs especially to chastity?

Objection 1. It would seem that purity does not belong
especially to chastity. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 18)
that “purity is a virtue of the soul.” erefore it is not some-
thing belonging to chastity, but is of itself a virtue distinct from
chastity.

Objection 2. Further, “pudicitia” [purity] is derived from
“pudor,” which is equivalent to shame. Now shame, according
to Damascene*, is about a disgraceful act, and this is common
to all sinful acts. erefore purity belongs no more to chastity
than to the other virtues.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 12)
that “every kind of intemperance is most deserving of re-
proach.” Now it would seem to belong to purity to avoid all
that is deserving of reproach. erefore purity belongs to all
the parts of temperance, and not especially to chastity.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Perseverantia xx):
“We must give praise to purity, that he who has ears to hear,
may put to none but a lawful use the organs intended for pro-
creation.” Now the use of these organs is the proper matter of
chastity. erefore purity belongs properly to chastity.

I answer that,As stated above (obj. 2), “pudicitia” [purity]
takes its name from “pudor,” which signifies shame.Hence pu-
rity must needs be properly about the things of which man is
most ashamed. Now men are most ashamed of venereal acts,

as Augustine remarks (De Civ. Dei xiv, 18), so much so that
even the conjugal act,which is adornedby thehonesty† ofmar-
riage, is not devoid of shame: and this because the movement
of the organs of generation is not subject to the command of
reason, as are the movements of the other external members.
Now man is ashamed not only of this sexual union but also
of all the signs thereof, as the Philosopher observes (Rhet. ii,
6).Consequently purity regards venerealmatters properly, and
especially the signs thereof, such as impure looks, kisses, and
touches.And since the latter aremorewont tobe observed, pu-
rity regards rather these external signs, while chastity regards
rather sexual union. erefore purity is directed to chastity,
not as a virtue distinct therefrom, but as expressing a circum-
stance of chastity. Nevertheless the one is sometimes used to
designate the other.

Reply toObjection1.Augustine is here speaking of purity
as designating chastity.

Reply to Objection 2. Although every vice has a certain
disgrace, the vices of intemperance are especially disgraceful,
as stated above (q. 142, a. 4).

Reply to Objection 3. Among the vices of intemperance,
venereal sins are most deserving of reproach, both on account
of the insubordination of the genital organs, and because by
these sins especially, the reason is absorbed.

* De Fide Orth. ii, 15. † Cf. q. 145.
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S P   S P, Q 152
Of Virginity

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider virginity: and under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) In what does virginity consist?
(2) Whether it is lawful?
(3) Whether it is a virtue?
(4) Of its excellence in comparison with marriage;
(5) Of its excellence in comparison with the other virtues.

IIa IIae q. 152 a. 1Whether virginity consists in integrity of the flesh?

Objection 1. It would seem that virginity does not consist
in integrity of the flesh. For Augustine says (De Nup. et Con-
cup.)* that “virginity is the continual meditation on incorrup-
tion in a corruptible flesh.” But meditation does not concern
the flesh. erefore virginity is not situated in the flesh.

Objection 2. Further, virginity denotes a kind of purity.
Now Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 18) that “purity dwells in
the soul.” erefore virginity is not incorruption of the flesh.

Objection3.Further, the integrity of the fleshwould seem
to consist in the seal of virginal purity. Yet sometimes the seal
is brokenwithout loss of virginity. ForAugustine says (DeCiv.
Dei i, 18) that “those organs may be injured through being
wounded by mischance. Physicians, too, sometimes do for the
sake of health thatwhichmakes one shudder to see: and amid-
wife has been known to destroy by touch the proof of virginity
that she sought.” And he adds: “Nobody, I think, would be so
foolish as to deem this maiden to have forfeited even bodily
sanctity, though she lost the integrity of that organ.”erefore
virginity does not consist in incorruption of the flesh.

Objection 4. Further, corruption of the flesh consists
chiefly in resolution of the semen: and this may take place
without copulation, whether one be asleep or awake. Yet seem-
ingly virginity is not lost without copulation: for Augustine
says (De Virgin. xiii) that “virginal integrity and holy conti-
nency that refrains from all sexual intercourse is the portion of
angels.”erefore virginity does not consist in incorruption of
the flesh.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Virgin. viii) that
“virginity is continencewhereby integrity of the flesh is vowed,
consecrated and observed in honor of theCreator of both soul
and flesh.”

I answer that, Virginity takes its name apparently from
“viror” [freshness], and just as a thing is described as fresh and
retaining its freshness, so long as it is not parched by exces-
sive heat, so too, virginity denotes that the person possessed
thereof is unseared by the heat of concupiscencewhich is expe-
rienced in achieving the greatest bodily pleasure which is that
of sexual intercourse. Hence, Ambrose says (De Virgin. i, 5)

that “virginal chastity is integrity free of pollution.”
Now venereal pleasures offer three points for considera-

tion. e first is on the part of the body, viz. the violation of
the seal of virginity.e second is the link between that which
concerns the soul and that which concerns the body, and this
is the resolution of the semen, causing sensible pleasure. e
third is entirely on the part of the soul, namely the purpose
of attaining this pleasure. Of these three the first is accidental
to the moral act, which as such must be considered in refer-
ence to the soul. e second stands in the relation of matter
to the moral act, since the sensible passions are the matters of
moral acts. But the third stands in the position of form and
complement, because the essence of morality is perfected in
thatwhich concerns the reason. Since then virginity consists in
freedom from the aforesaid corruption, it follows that the in-
tegrity of the bodily organ is accidental to virginity; while free-
dom frompleasure in resolution of the semen is related thereto
materially; and the purpose of perpetually abstaining from this
pleasure is the formal and completive element in virginity.

Reply to Objection 1. is definition of Augustine’s ex-
presses directly that which is formal in virginity. For “medita-
tion” denotes reason’s purpose; and the addition “perpetual”
does not imply that a virginmust always retain thismeditation
actually, but that she should bear in mind the purpose of al-
ways persevering therein.ematerial element is expressed in-
directly by the words “on incorruption in a corruptible body.”
is is added to show the difficulty of virginity: for if the flesh
were incorruptible, it would not be difficult to maintain a per-
petual meditation on incorruption.

Reply to Objection 2. It is true that purity, as to its
essence, is in the soul; but as to its matter, it is in the body:
and it is the same with virginity. Wherefore Augustine says
(De Virgin. viii) that “although virginity resides in the flesh,”
and for this reason is a bodily quality, “yet it is a spiritual thing,
which a holy continency fosters and preserves.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, the integrity of a
bodily organ is accidental to virginity, in so far as a person,
through purposely abstaining from venereal pleasure, retains

* e quotation is from De Sancta Virgin. xiii.
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the integrity of a bodily organ. Hence if the organ lose its in-
tegrity by chance in some other way, this is nomore prejudicial
to virginity than being deprived of a hand or foot.

Reply to Objection 4. Pleasure resulting from resolution
of semen may arise in two ways. If this be the result of the
mind’s purpose, it destroys virginity, whether copulation takes
place or not. Augustine, however, mentions copulation, be-
cause such like resolution is the ordinary and natural result

thereof. In another way this may happen beside the purpose of
themind, either during sleep, or through violence andwithout
themind’s consent, although the flesh derives pleasure from it,
or again through weakness of nature, as in the case of those
who are subject to a flow of semen. In such cases virginity is
not forfeit, because such like pollution is not the result of im-
purity which excludes virginity.

IIa IIae q. 152 a. 2Whether virginity is unlawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that virginity is unlawful. For
whatever is contrary to a precept of the natural law is unlaw-
ful. Now just as the words of Gn. 2:16, “Of every tree” that
is in “paradise, thou shalt eat,” indicate a precept of the nat-
ural law, in reference to the preservation of the individual, so
also the words of Gn. 1:28, “Increase and multiply, and fill the
earth,” express a precept of the natural law, in reference to the
preservation of the species. erefore just as it would be a sin
to abstain from all food, as this would be to act counter to the
good of the individual, so too it is a sin to abstain altogether
from the act of procreation, for this is to act against the good
of the species.

Objection 2. Further, whatever declines from the mean
of virtue is apparently sinful. Now virginity declines from the
mean of virtue, since it abstains from all venereal pleasures: for
the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 2), that “he who revels in every
pleasure, and abstains from not even one, is intemperate: but
he who refrains from all is loutish and insensible.” erefore
virginity is something sinful.

Objection 3. Further, punishment is not due save for a
vice. Now in olden times those were punished who led a celi-
bate life, as ValeriusMaximus asserts*. Hence according to Au-
gustine (De Vera Relig. iii) Plato “is said to have sacrificed to
nature, in order that he might atone for his perpetual conti-
nency as though it were a sin.” erefore virginity is a sin.

On the contrary, No sin is a matter of direct counsel. But
virginity is a matter of direct counsel: for it is written (1 Cor.
7:25): “Concerning virgins I have no commandment of the
Lord: but I give counsel.”erefore virginity is not anunlawful
thing.

I answer that, In human acts, those are sinful which are
against right reason. Now right reason requires that things di-
rected to an end should be used in a measure proportionate
to that end. Again, man’s good is threefold as stated in Ethic.
i, 8; one consisting in external things, for instance riches; an-
other, consisting in bodily goods; the third, consisting in the
goods of the soul among which the goods of the contempla-
tive life take precedence of the goods of the active life, as the
Philosopher shows (Ethic. x, 7), and as our Lord declared (Lk.
10:42), “Mary hath chosen the better part.” Of these goods
those that are external are directed to those which belong to
the body, and those which belong to the body are directed to

those which belong to the soul; and furthermore those which
belong to the active life are directed to those which belong to
the life of contemplation. Accordingly, right reason dictates
that one use external goods in a measure proportionate to the
body, and in like manner as regards the rest. Wherefore if a
man refrain frompossessing certain things (which otherwise it
were good for him to possess), for the sake of his body’s good,
or of the contemplation of truth, this is not sinful, but in ac-
cord /with right reason. In like manner if a man abstain from
bodily pleasures, in order more freely to give himself to the
contemplation of truth, this is in accordance with the recti-
tude of reason. Now holy virginity refrains from all venereal
pleasure in order more freely to have leisure for Divine con-
templation: for the Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:34): “e unmar-
ried woman and the virgin thinketh on the things of the Lord:
that she may be holy in both body and in spirit. But she that
is married thinketh on the things of the world, how she may
please her husband.”erefore it follows that virginity instead
of being sinful is worthy of praise.

Reply to Objection 1. A precept implies a duty, as stated
above (q. 122, a. 1). Now there are two kinds of duty. ere
is the duty that has to be fulfilled by one person; and a duty of
this kind cannot be set aside without sin.e other duty has to
be fulfilled by the multitude, and the fulfilment of this kind of
duty is not binding on each one of themultitude. For themul-
titude hasmanyobligationswhich cannot be discharged by the
individual; but are fulfilled by one person doing this, and an-
other doing that. Accordingly the precept of natural lawwhich
binds man to eat must needs be fulfilled by each individual,
otherwise the individual cannot be sustained. On the other
hand, the precept of procreation regards the whole multitude
of men, which needs not only to multiply in body, but also to
advance spiritually. Wherefore sufficient provision is made for
the humanmultitude, if some betake themselves to carnal pro-
creation, while others abstaining from this betake themselves
to the contemplation of Divine things, for the beauty and wel-
fare of the whole human race. us too in an army, some take
sentry duty, others are standard-bearers, and others fight with
the sword: yet all these things are necessary for the multitude,
although they cannot be done by one person.

Reply to Objection 2. e person who, beside the dictate
of right reason, abstains from all pleasures through aversion, as

* Dict. Fact. Mem. ii, 9.
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itwere, for pleasure as such, is insensible as a country lout. But a
virgin does not refrain from every pleasure, but only from that
which is venereal: and abstains therefrom according to right
reason, as stated above. Now the mean of virtue is fixed with
reference, not to quantity but to right reason, as stated inEthic.
ii, 6: wherefore it is said of themagnanimous (Ethic. iv, 3) that
“in point of quantity he goes to the extreme, but in point of
becomingness he follows the mean.”

Reply toObjection 3. Laws are framed according to what
occurs more frequently. Now it seldom happened in olden
times that anyone refrained from all venereal pleasure through
love of the contemplation of truth: as Plato alone is related to
have done. Hence it was not through thinking this a sin, that
he offered sacrifice, but “because he yielded to the false opin-
ion of his fellow countrymen,” as Augustine remarks (De Vera
Relig. iii).

IIa IIae q. 152 a. 3Whether virginity is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that virginity is not a virtue.
For “no virtue is in us bynature,” as thePhilosopher says (Ethic.
ii, 1).Now virginity is in us by nature, since all are virginswhen
born. erefore virginity is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, whoever has one virtue has all
virtues, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 65, a. 1). Yet somehave other
virtues without having virginity: else, since none can go to the
heavenly kingdomwithout virtue, no one could go there with-
out virginity, which would involve the condemnation of mar-
riage. erefore virginity is not a virtue.

Objection3.Further, every virtue is recovered by penance.
But virginity is not recovered by penance: wherefore Jerome
says*: “Other things God can do, but He cannot restore the
virgin aer her downfall.” erefore seemingly virginity is not
a virtue.

Objection 4. Further, no virtue is lost without sin. Yet vir-
ginity is lost without sin, namely by marriage. erefore vir-
ginity is not a virtue.

Objection 5. Further, virginity is condivided with wid-
owhood and conjugal purity. But neither of these is a virtue.
erefore virginity is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Virgin. i, 3): “Love
of virginity moves us to say something about virginity, lest by
passing it over we should seem to cast a slight on what is a
virtue of high degree.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the formal and com-
pletive element in virginity is the purpose of abstaining from
venereal pleasure, which purpose is rendered praiseworthy by
its end, in so far, to wit, as this is done in order to have leisure
for Divine things: while thematerial element in virginity is in-
tegrity of the flesh free of all experience of venereal pleasure.
Now it is manifest that where a good action has a special mat-
ter through having a special excellence, there is a special kind
of virtue: for example, magnificence which is about great ex-
penditure is for this reason a special virtue distinct from lib-
erality, which is about all uses of money in general. Now to
keep oneself free from the experience of venereal pleasure has
an excellence of its own deserving of greater praise than keep-
ing oneself free from inordinate venereal pleasure. Wherefore
virginity is a special virtue being related to chastity as magnif-
icence to liberality.

Reply to Objection 1. Men have from their birth that

which is material in virginity, namely integrity of the flesh
and freedom from venereal experience. But they have not that
which is formal in virginity, namely the purpose of safeguard-
ing this integrity for God’s sake, which purpose gives virginity
its character of virtue. Hence Augustine says (De Virgin. xi):
“Nor do we praise virgins for being virgins, but, because their
virginity is consecrated to God by holy continency.”

Reply to Objection 2. Virtues are connected together by
reason of that which is formal in them, namely charity, or by
reason of prudence, as stated above (q. 129, a. 3, ad 2), but not
by reason of that which is material in them. For nothing hin-
ders a virtuous man from providing the matter of one virtue,
and not the matter of another virtue: thus a poor man has the
matter of temperance, but not that ofmagnificence. It is in this
way that one who has the other virtues lacks the matter of vir-
ginity, namely the aforesaid integrity of the flesh: nevertheless
he can have that which is formal in virginity, his mind being
so prepared that he has the purpose of safeguarding this same
integrity of the flesh, should it be fitting for him to do so: even
as a poor man may be so prepared in mind as to have the pur-
pose of being magnificent in his expenditure, were he in a po-
sition to do so: or again as a prosperous man is so prepared in
mind as to purpose bearingmisfortunewith equanimity:with-
out which preparedness of the mind no man can be virtuous.

Reply toObjection 3.Virtue can be recovered by penance
as regards that which is formal in virtue, but not as to that
which is material therein. For if a magnificent man has squan-
dered all his wealth he does not recover his riches by repenting
of his sin. In like manner a person who has lost virginity by
sin, recovers by repenting, not the matter of virginity but the
purpose of virginity.

As regards the matter of virginity there is that which can
be miraculously restored by God, namely the integrity of the
organ, which we hold to be accidental to virginity: while there
is something else which cannot be restored even by miracle, to
wit, that one who has experienced venereal lust should cease
to have had that experience. For God cannot make that which
is done not to have been done, as stated in the Ia, q. 25 , a. 4.

Reply to Objection 4. Virginity as a virtue denotes the
purpose, confirmed by vow, of observing perpetual integrity.
ForAugustine says (DeVirgin. viii) that “by virginity, integrity
of the flesh is vowed, consecrated and observed in honor of the

* Ep. xxii ad Eustoch.
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Creator of both soul and flesh.” Hence virginity, as a virtue, is
never lost without sin.

Reply to Objection 5. Conjugal chastity is deserving of
praise merely because it abstains from unlawful pleasures:
hence no excellence attaches to it above that of chastity in gen-
eral.Widowhood, however, adds something to chastity in gen-

eral; but it does not attain to that which is perfect in this mat-
ter, namely to entire freedom from venereal pleasure; virginity
alone achieves this. Wherefore virginity alone is accounted a
virtue above chastity, even as magnificence is reckoned above
liberality.

IIa IIae q. 152 a. 4Whether virginity is more excellent than marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that virginity is not more ex-
cellent than marriage. For Augustine says (De Bono Conjug.
xxi): “Continence was equally meritorious in John who re-
mained unmarried and Abraham who begot children.” Now
a greater virtue has greater merit. erefore virginity is not a
greater virtue than conjugal chastity.

Objection 2. Further, the praise accorded a virtuous man
depends onhis virtue. If, then, virginitywere preferable to con-
jugal continence, it would seem to follow that every virgin is to
be praised more than any married woman. But this is untrue.
erefore virginity is not preferable to marriage.

Objection 3. Further, the common good takes precedence
of the private good, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 2).
Nowmarriage is directed to the common good: for Augustine
says (De Bono Conjug. xvi): “What food is to a man’s well-
being, such is sexual intercourse to the welfare of the human
race.” On the other hand, virginity is ordered to the individ-
ual good, namely in order to avoid what the Apostle calls the
“tribulation of the flesh,” to which married people are subject
(1 Cor. 7:28). erefore virginity is not greater than conjugal
continence.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Virgin. xix): “Both
solid reason and the authority of Holy Writ show that neither
ismarriage sinful, nor is it to be equaled to the good of virginal
continence or even to that of widowhood.”

I answer that, According to Jerome (Contra Jovin. i) the
error of Jovinian consisted in holding virginity not to be
preferable tomarriage.is error is refuted above all by the ex-
ample of Christ Who both chose a virgin for His mother, and
remained Himself a virgin, and by the teaching of the Apos-
tle who (1 Cor. 7) counsels virginity as the greater good. It
is also refuted by reason, both because a Divine good takes
precedence of a human good, and because the good of the soul
is preferable to the good of the body, and again because the
good of the contemplative life is better than that of the active
life. Now virginity is directed to the good of the soul in re-
spect of the contemplative life, which consists in thinking “on
the things of God” [Vulg.: ‘the Lord’], whereas marriage is di-
rected to the good of the body, namely the bodily increase of
the human race, and belongs to the active life, since the man
andwomanwho embrace themarried life have to think “on the
things of theworld,” as theApostle says (1Cor. 7:34).Without

doubt therefore virginity is preferable to conjugal continence.
Reply to Objection 1. Merit is measured not only by the

kind of action, but still more by the mind of the agent. Now
Abraham had a mind so disposed, that he was prepared to ob-
serve virginity, if it were in keeping with the times for him to
do so.Wherefore in him conjugal continencewas equallymer-
itorious with the virginal continence of John, as regards the es-
sential reward, but not as regards the accidental reward.Hence
Augustine says (De Bono Conjug. xxi) that both “the celibacy
of John and the marriage of Abraham fought Christ’s battle
in keeping with the difference of the times: but John was con-
tinent even in deed, whereas Abraham was continent only in
habit.”

Reply toObjection2.ough virginity is better than con-
jugal continence, a married person may be better than a virgin
for two reasons. First, on the part of chastity itself; if towit, the
married person is more prepared in mind to observe virginity,
if it should be expedient, than the one who is actually a virgin.
Hence Augustine (De Bono Conjug. xxii) charges the virgin
to say: “I am no better thanAbraham, although the chastity of
celibacy is better than the chastity of marriage.” Further on he
gives the reason for this: “For what I do now, he would have
done better, if it were fitting for him to do it then; and what
they did I would even do now if it behooved me now to do
it.” Secondly, because perhaps the person who is not a virgin
has somemore excellent virtue.WhereforeAugustine says (De
Virgin. xliv): “Whence does a virgin know the things that be-
long to the Lord, however solicitous she be about them, if per-
chance on account of some mental fault she be not yet ripe
for martyrdom, whereas this woman to whom she delighted
in preferring herself is already able to drink the chalice of the
Lord?”

Reply to Objection 3. e common good takes prece-
dence of the private good, if it be of the same genus: but it
may be that the private good is better generically. It is thus
that the virginity that is consecrated to God is preferable to
carnal fruitfulness. Hence Augustine says (De Virgin. ix): “It
must be confessed that the fruitfulness of the flesh, even of
those women who in these times seek naught else from mar-
riage but children in order to make them servants of Christ,
cannot compensate for lost virginity.”
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IIa IIae q. 152 a. 5Whether virginity is the greatest of virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that virginity is the greatest of
virtues. For Cyprian says (De Virgin.*): “We address ourselves
now to the virgins. Sublime is their glory, but no less exalted
is their vocation. ey are a flower of the Church’s sowing, the
pride and ornament of spiritual grace, the most honored por-
tion of Christ’s flock.”

Objection 2. Further, a greater reward is due to the greater
virtue. Now the greatest reward is due to virginity, namely the
hundredfold fruit, according to a gloss on Mat. 13:23. ere-
fore virginity is the greatest of the virtues.

Objection 3. Further, the more a virtue conforms us to
Christ, the greater it is. Now virginity above all conforms us
to Christ; for it is declared in the Apocalypse 14:4 that virgins
“follow the Lamb whithersoever He goeth,” and (Apoc. 14:3)
that they sing “a new canticle,” which “no” other “man” could
say. erefore virginity is the greatest of the virtues.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Virgin. xlvi): “No
one,methinks, would dare prefer virginity tomartyrdom,” and
(De Virgin. xlv): “e authority of the Church informs the
faithful in no uncertain manner, so that they know in what
place the martyrs and the holy virgins who have departed this
life are commemorated in the Sacrament of the Altar.” By
this we are given to understand that martyrdom, and also the
monastic state, are preferable to virginity.

I answer that, A thing may excel all others in two ways.
First, in some particular genus: and thus virginity is most ex-
cellent, namely in the genus of chastity, since it surpasses the
chastity both of widowhood and of marriage. And because
comeliness is ascribed to chastity antonomastically, it follows
that surpassing beauty is ascribed to chastity. Wherefore Am-
brose says (De Virgin. i, 7): “Can anyone esteem any beauty
greater than a virgin’s, since she is beloved of her King, ap-
proved by her Judge, dedicated to her Lord, consecrated to her
God?” Secondly, a thing may be most excellent simply, and in

this way virginity is not the most excellent of the virtues. Be-
cause the end always excels that which is directed to the end;
and the more effectively a thing is directed to the end, the bet-
ter it is. Now the end which renders virginity praiseworthy is
that one may have leisure for Divine things, as stated above
(a. 4). Wherefore the theological virtues as well as the virtue
of religion, the acts of which consist in being occupied about
Divine things, are preferable to virginity. Moreover, martyrs
work more mightily in order to cleave to God—since for this
end they hold their own life in contempt; and those who dwell
in monasteries—since for this end they give up their own will
and all that they may possess—than virgins who renounce
venereal pleasure for that same purpose. erefore virginity is
not simply the greatest of virtues.

Reply toObjection 1.Virgins are “themore honored por-
tion of Christ’s flock,” and “their glory more sublime” in com-
parison with widows and married women.

Reply to Objection 2. e hundredfold fruit is ascribed
to virginity, according to Jerome†, on account of its superior-
ity to widowhood, to which the sixtyfold fruit is ascribed, and
to marriage, to which is ascribed the thirtyfold fruit. But ac-
cording to Augustine (De QQ. Evang. i, 9), “the hundredfold
fruit is given to martyrs, the sixtyfold to virgins, and the thir-
tyfold to married persons.” Wherefore it does not follow that
virginity is simply the greatest of virtues, but only in compari-
son with other degrees of chastity.

Reply toObjection 3. Virgins “follow the Lamb whither-
soeverHe goeth,” because they imitate Christ, by integrity not
only of the mind but also of the flesh, as Augustine says (De
Virgin. xxvii). Wherefore they follow the Lamb in more ways,
but this does not imply that they follow more closely, because
other virtues make us cleave to God more closely by imitation
of themind.e “new hymn” which virgins alone sing, is their
joy at having preserved integrity of the flesh.

* De Habitu Virg. † Ep. cxxiii ad Ageruch.
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Of Lust

(In Five Articles)

We must next consider the vice of lust which is opposed to chastity: (1) Lust in general; (2) its species. Under the first head
there are five points of inquiry:

(1) What is the matter of lust?
(2) Whether all copulation is unlawful?
(3) Whether lust is a mortal sin?
(4) Whether lust is a capital vice?
(5) Concerning its daughters.

IIa IIae q. 153 a. 1Whether the matter of lust is only venereal desires and pleasures?

Objection 1. It would seem that the matter of lust is not
only venereal desires and pleasures. For Augustine says (Con-
fess. ii, 6) that “lust affects to be called surfeit and abundance.”
But surfeit regards meat and drink, while abundance refers to
riches.erefore lust is not properly about venereal desires and
pleasures.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 20:1): “Wine is
a lustful [Douay: ‘luxurious’] thing.” Now wine is connected
with pleasure of meat and drink. erefore these would seem
to be the matter of lust.

Objection 3. Further, lust is defined “as the desire of wan-
ton pleasure”*. But wanton pleasure regards not only venereal
matters but also many others. erefore lust is not only about
venereal desires and pleasures.

On the contrary, To the lustful it is said (De Vera Relig.
iii†): “He that soweth in the flesh, of the flesh shall reap corrup-
tion.” Now the sowing of the flesh refers to venereal pleasures.
erefore these belong to lust.

I answer that, As Isidore says (Etym. x), “a lustful man is

one who is debauched with pleasures.” Now venereal pleasures
above all debauch a man’s mind. erefore lust is especially
concerned with such like pleasures.

Reply to Objection 1. Even as temperance chiefly and
properly applies to pleasures of touch, yet consequently and by
a kind of likeness is referred to other matters, so too, lust ap-
plies chiefly to venereal pleasures, which more than anything
else work the greatest havoc in a man’s mind, yet secondarily it
applies to any othermatters pertaining to excess.Hence a gloss
on Gal. 5:19 says “lust is any kind of surfeit.”

Reply to Objection 2. Wine is said to be a lustful thing,
either in the sense in which surfeit in any matter is ascribed to
lust, or because the use of too much wine affords an incentive
to venereal pleasure.

Reply to Objection 3. Although wanton pleasure applies
to other matters, the name of lust has a special application to
venereal pleasures, to which also wantonness is specially appli-
cable, as Augustine remarks (De Civ. xiv, 15,16).

IIa IIae q. 153 a. 2Whether no venereal act can be without sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that no venereal act can be
without sin. For nothing but sin would seem to hinder virtue.
Now every venereal act is a great hindrance to virtue. For Au-
gustine says (Soliloq. i, 10): “I consider that nothing so casts
down the manly mind from its height as the fondling of a
woman, and those bodily contacts.” erefore, seemingly, no
venereal act is without sin.

Objection 2. Further, any excess that makes one forsake
the good of reason is sinful, because virtue is corrupted by “ex-
cess” and “deficiency” as stated in Ethic. ii, 2. Now in every
venereal act there is excess of pleasure, since it so absorbs the
mind, that “it is incompatible with the act of understanding,”
as the Philosopher observes (Ethic. vii, 11); and as Jerome‡
states, rendered the hearts of the prophets, for the moment,

insensible to the spirit of prophecy. erefore no venereal act
can be without sin.

Objection 3. Further, the cause is more powerful than its
effect.Noworiginal sin is transmitted to children by concupis-
cence, without which no venereal act is possible, as Augustine
declares (DeNup. et Concup. i, 24).erefore no venereal act
can be without sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Bono Conjug. xxv):
“is is a sufficient answer to heretics, if only they will under-
stand that no sin is committed in that which is against nei-
ther nature, nor morals, nor a commandment”: and he refers
to the act of sexual intercourse between the patriarchs of old
and their severalwives.erefore not every venereal act is a sin.

I answer that,A sin, in human acts, is that which is against

* Alexander of Hales, Summ. eol. ii, cxvli. † Written by St. Augustine.
‡ Origen, Hom. vi in Num.; Cf. Jerome, Ep. cxxiii ad Ageruch.
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the order of reason. Now the order of reason consists in its or-
dering everything to its end in a fitting manner. Wherefore it
is no sin if one, by the dictate of reason, makes use of certain
things in a fitting manner and order for the end to which they
are adapted, provided this end be something truly good. Now
just as the preservation of the bodily nature of one individual
is a true good, so, too, is the preservation of the nature of the
human species a very great good. And just as the use of food is
directed to the preservation of life in the individual, so is the
use of venereal acts directed to the preservation of the whole
human race. Hence Augustine says (De Bono Conjug. xvi):
“What food is to a man’s well being, such is sexual intercourse
to the welfare of the whole human race.”Wherefore just as the
use of food can bewithout sin, if it be taken in duemanner and
order, as required for the welfare of the body, so also the use of
venereal acts can be without sin, provided they be performed
in due manner and order, in keeping with the end of human
procreation.

Reply to Objection 1. A thing may be a hindrance to
virtue in two ways. First, as regards the ordinary degree of
virtue, and as to this nothing but sin is an obstacle to virtue.
Secondly, as regards the perfect degree of virtue, and as to this
virtue may be hindered by that which is not a sin, but a lesser
good. In this way sexual intercourse casts down the mind not
from virtue, but from the height, i.e. the perfection of virtue.
HenceAugustine says (DeBonoConjug. viii): “Just as thatwas
goodwhichMarthadidwhenbusy about servingholymen, yet
better still that which Mary did in hearing the word of God:

so, too, we praise the good of Susanna’s conjugal chastity, yet
we prefer the good of the widow Anna, and much more that
of the Virgin Mary.”

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 152, a. 2, ad 2;
Ia IIae, q. 64, a. 2), the mean of virtue depends not on quan-
tity but on conformitywith right reason: and consequently the
exceeding pleasure attaching to a venereal act directed accord-
ing to reason, is not opposed to the mean of virtue. Moreover,
virtue is not concerned with the amount of pleasure experi-
enced by the external sense, as this depends on the disposition
of the body; what matters is how much the interior appetite
is affected by that pleasure. Nor does it follow that the act in
question is contrary to virtue, from the fact that the free act
of reason in considering spiritual things is incompatible with
the aforesaid pleasure. For it is not contrary to virtue, if the act
of reason be sometimes interrupted for something that is done
in accordance with reason, else it would be against virtue for
a person to set himself to sleep. at venereal concupiscence
and pleasure are not subject to the command and moderation
of reason, is due to the punishment of the first sin, inasmuch
as the reason, for rebelling against God, deserved that its body
should rebel against it, as Augustine says (DeCiv.Dei xiii, 13).

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei xiii,
13), “the child, shackled with original sin, is born of fleshly
concupiscence (which is not imputed as sin to the regenerate)
as of a daughter of sin.”Hence it does not follow that the act in
question is a sin, but that it contains something penal resulting
from the first sin.

IIa IIae q. 153 a. 3Whether the lust that is about venereal acts can be a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that lust about venereal acts
cannot be a sin. For the venereal act consists in the emission
of semen which is the surplus from food, according to the
Philosopher (De Gener. Anim. i, 18). But there is no sin at-
taching to the emission of other superfluities. erefore nei-
ther can there be any sin in venereal acts.

Objection 2. Further, everyone can lawfully make what
use he pleases of what is his. But in the venereal act a man uses
onlywhat is his own, except perhaps in adultery or rape.ere-
fore there can be no sin in venereal acts, and consequently lust
is no sin.

Objection 3. Further, every sin has an opposite vice. But,
seemingly, no vice is opposed to lust.erefore lust is not a sin.

On the contrary, e cause is more powerful than its ef-
fect. Now wine is forbidden on account of lust, according to
the saying of theApostle (Eph. 5:18), “Be not drunkwithwine
wherein is lust [Douay: ‘luxury’].” erefore lust is forbidden.

Further, it is numbered among the works of the flesh: Gal.
5:19 [Douay: ‘luxury’].

I answer that,emorenecessary a thing is, themore it be-
hooves one to observe the order of reason in its regard; where-
fore the more sinful it becomes if the order of reason be for-

saken. Now the use of venereal acts, as stated in the foregoing
Article, is most necessary for the common good, namely the
preservation of the human race. Wherefore there is the great-
est necessity for observing the order of reason in thismatter: so
that if anything be done in this connection against the dictate
of reason’s ordering, it will be a sin. Now lust consists essen-
tially in exceeding the order and mode of reason in the matter
of venereal acts. Wherefore without any doubt lust is a sin.

Reply toObjection 1.As the Philosopher says in the same
book (De Gener. Anim. i, 18), “the semen is a surplus that is
needed.” For it is said to be superfluous, because it is the residue
from the action of the nutritive power, yet it is needed for the
work of the generative power. But the other superfluities of
the human body are such as not to be needed, so that it mat-
ters not how they are emitted, provided one observe the de-
cencies of social life. It is different with the emission of semen,
which should be accomplished in a manner befitting the end
for which it is needed.

Reply toObjection 2.As theApostle says (1Cor. 6:20) in
speaking against lust, “You are bought with a great price: glo-
rify and bear God in your body.” Wherefore by inordinately
using the body through lust a man wrongs God Who is the

* Serm. ix (xcvi de Temp.).
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Supreme Lord of our body. Hence Augustine says (De De-
cem. Chord. 10*): “God Who thus governs His servants for
their good, not for His, made this order and commandment,
lest unlawful pleasures should destroy His temple which thou
hast begun to be.”

Reply to Objection 3. e opposite of lust is not found
in many, since men are more inclined to pleasure. Yet the con-
trary vice is comprised under insensibility, and occurs in one
who has such a dislike for sexual intercourse as not to pay the
marriage debt.

IIa IIae q. 153 a. 4Whether lust is a capital vice?

Objection 1. It seems that lust is not a capital vice. For lust
is apparently the same as “uncleanness,” according to a gloss
on Eph. 5:3 (Cf. 2 Cor. 12:21). But uncleanness is a daughter
of gluttony, according to Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45).erefore
lust is not a capital vice.

Objection 2. Further, Isidore says (De Summo Bono ii,
39) that “as pride ofmind leads to the depravity of lust, so does
humility of mind safeguard the chastity of the flesh.” Now it is
seemingly contrary to the nature of a capital vice to arise from
another vice. erefore lust is not a capital vice.

Objection 3. Further, lust is caused by despair, according
to Eph. 4:19, “Who despairing, have given themselves up to
lasciviousness.” But despair is not a capital vice; indeed, it is
accounted a daughter of sloth, as stated above (q. 35, a. 4, ad
2). Much less, therefore, is lust a capital vice.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) places lust
among the capital vices.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 148, a. 5; Ia IIae, q. 84,
Aa. 3,4), a capital vice is one that has a very desirable end, so
that through desire for that end, a man proceeds to commit
many sins, all of which are said to arise from that vice as from a
principal vice.Now the endof lust is venereal pleasure,which is

very great. Wherefore this pleasure is very desirable as regards
the sensitive appetite, both on account of the intensity of the
pleasure, and because such like concupiscence is connatural to
man. erefore it is evident that lust is a capital vice.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 148, a. 6), ac-
cording to some, the uncleanness which is reckoned a daugh-
ter of gluttony is a certain uncleanness of the body, and thus
the objection is not to the point. If, however, it denote the un-
cleanness of lust, we must reply that it is caused by gluttony
materially—in so far as gluttony provides the bodily matter of
lust—and not under the aspect of final cause, in which respect
chiefly the capital vices are said to be the cause of others.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 132, a. 4, ad
1), when we were treating of vainglory, pride is accounted the
common mother of all sins, so that even the capital vices orig-
inate therefrom.

Reply to Objection 3. Certain persons refrain from lust-
ful pleasures chiefly through hope of the glory to come, which
hope is removed by despair, so that the latter is a cause of lust,
as removing an obstacle thereto, not as its direct cause;whereas
this is seemingly necessary for a capital vice.

IIa IIae q. 153 a. 5Whether the daughters of lust are fittingly described?

Objection 1. It would seem that the daughters of lust are
unfittingly reckoned to be “blindness of mind, thoughtless-
ness, inconstancy, rashness, self-love, hatred of God, love of
this world and abhorrence or despair of a future world.” For
mental blindness, thoughtlessness and rashness pertain to im-
prudence, which is to be found in every sin, even as prudence
is in every virtue.erefore they should not be reckoned espe-
cially as daughters of lust.

Objection 2. Further, constancy is reckoned a part of for-
titude, as stated above (q. 128, ad 6; q. 137, a. 3). But lust is
contrary, not to fortitude but to temperance.erefore incon-
stancy is not a daughter of lust.

Objection 3. Further, “Self-love extending to the con-
tempt of God” is the origin of every sin, as Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei xiv, 28). erefore it should not be accounted
a daughter of lust.

Objection 4. Further, Isidore† mentions four, namely,
“obscene,” “scurrilous,” “wanton” and “foolish talking.” ere
the aforesaid enumeration would seem to be superfluous.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Gregory (Moral.
xxxi, 45).

I answer that,When the lower powers are strongly moved
towards their objects, the result is that the higher powers are
hindered and disordered in their acts. Now the effect of the
vice of lust is that the lower appetite, namely the concupisci-
ble, is most vehemently intent on its object, to wit, the object
of pleasure, on account of the vehemence of the pleasure. Con-
sequently the higher powers, namely the reason and the will,
are most grievously disordered by lust.

Now the reason has four acts in matters of action. First
there is simple understanding, which apprehends some end
as good, and this act is hindered by lust, according to Dan.
13:56, “Beauty hath deceived thee, and lust hath perverted thy
heart.” In this respect we have “blindness of mind.” e sec-
ond act is counsel about what is to be done for the sake of
the end: and this is also hindered by the concupiscence of lust.
Hence Terence says (Eunuch., act 1, sc. 1), speaking of lech-
erous love: “is thing admits of neither counsel nor moder-

† QQ. in Deut., qu. xvi.
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ation, thou canst not control it by counseling.” In this respect
there is “rashness,” which denotes absence of counsel, as stated
above (q. 53, a. 3). e third act is judgment about the things
to be done, and this again is hindered by lust. For it is said of
the lustful old men (Dan. 13:9): “ey perverted their own
mind…that theymightnot…remember just judgments.” In this
respect there is “thoughtlessness.”e fourth act is the reason’s
command about the thing to be done, and this also is impeded
by lust, in so far as through being carried away by concupis-
cence, aman is hindered fromdoingwhat his reasonordered to
be done. [To this “inconstancy”must be referred.]* HenceTer-
ence says (Eunuch., act 1, sc. 1) of a man who declared that he
would leave his mistress: “One little false tear will undo those
words.”

On the part of the will there results a twofold inordinate
act. One is the desire for the end, to which we refer “self-love,”
which regards the pleasure which a man desires inordinately,
while on the other hand there is “hatred of God,” by reason of
His forbidding the desired pleasure. e other act is the desire
for the things directed to the end. With regard to this there
is “love of this world,” whose pleasures a man desires to enjoy,
while on the other hand there is “despair of a future world,” be-
cause through being held back by carnal pleasures he cares not
to obtain spiritual pleasures, since they are distasteful to him.

Reply to Objection 1. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vi, 5), intemperance is the chief corruptive of prudence:
wherefore the vices opposed to prudence arise chiefly from
lust, which is the principal species of intemperance.

Reply to Objection 2. e constancy which is a part of
fortitude regards hardships and objects of fear; but constancy
in refraining from pleasures pertains to continence which is a
part of temperance, as stated above (q. 143). Hence the incon-

stancywhich is opposed thereto is to be reckoned adaughter of
lust.Nevertheless even the first named inconstancy arises from
lust, inasmuch as the latter enfeebles a man’s heart and ren-
ders it effeminate, according to Osee 4:11, “Fornication and
wine and drunkenness take away the heart [Douay: ‘under-
standing’].” Vegetius, too, says (De ReMilit. iii) that “the less a
man knows of the pleasures of life, the less he fears death.” Nor
is there any need, as we have repeatedly stated, for the daugh-
ters of a capital vice to agree with it in matter (cf. q. 35, a. 4, ad
2; q. 118, a. 8, ad 1; q. 148, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 3. Self-love in respect of any goods
that a man desires for himself is the common origin of all sins;
but in the special point of desiring carnal pleasures for oneself,
it is reckoned a daughter of lust.

Reply to Objection 4. e sins mentioned by Isidore are
inordinate external acts, pertaining in the main to speech;
wherein there is a fourfold inordinateness. First, on account
of the matter, and to this we refer “obscene words”: for since
“out of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh” (Mat.
12:34), the lustful man, whose heart is full of lewd concupis-
cences, readily breaks out into lewd words. Secondly, on ac-
count of the cause: for, since lust causes thoughtlessness and
rashness, the result is that itmakes aman speakwithoutweigh-
ing or giving a thought to his words. which are described as
“scurrilous.” irdly, on account of the end: for since the lust-
ful man seeks pleasure, he directs his speech thereto, and so
gives utterance to “wantonwords.” Fourthly, on account of the
sentiments expressed by his words, for through causing blind-
ness of mind, lust perverts a man’s sentiments, and so he gives
way “to foolish talking,” for instance, by expressing apreference
for the pleasures he desires to anything else.

* e sentence in brackets is omitted in the Leonine edition.
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Of the Parts of Lust
(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider the parts of lust, under which head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Into what parts is lust divided?
(2) Whether simple fornication is a mortal sin?
(3) Whether it is the greatest of sins?
(4) Whether there is mortal sin in touches, kisses and such like seduction?
(5) Whether nocturnal pollution is a mortal sin?
(6) Of seduction;
(7) Of rape;
(8) Of adultery;
(9) Of incest;

(10) Of sacrilege;
(11) Of the sin against nature;
(12) Of the order of gravity in the aforesaid sins.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 1Whether six species are fittingly assigned to lust?

Objection 1. It would seem that six species are unfittingly
assigned to lust, namely, “simple fornication, adultery, incest,
seduction, rape, and the unnatural vice.” For diversity of mat-
ter does not diversify the species. Now the aforesaid division
is made with regard to diversity of matter, according as the
woman with whom a man has intercourse is married or a vir-
gin, or of some other condition. erefore it seems that the
species of lust are diversified in this way.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly the species of one vice are
not differentiated by things that belong to another vice. Now
adultery does not differ from simple fornication, save in the
point of a man having intercourse with one who is another’s,
so that he commits an injustice. erefore it seems that adul-
tery should not be reckoned a species of lust.

Objection 3. Further, just as a man may happen to have
intercourse with a woman who is bound to another man by
marriage, so may it happen that a man has intercourse with
a woman who is bound to God by vow. erefore sacrilege
should be reckoned a species of lust, even as adultery is.

Objection 4. Further, a married man sins not only if he be
with another woman, but also if he use his own wife inordi-
nately. But the latter sin is comprised under lust. erefore it
should be reckoned among the species thereof.

Objection 5. Further, the Apostle says (2 Cor. 12:21):
“Lest again, when I come, God humble me among you, and
I mournmany of them /that sinned before, and have not done
penance for the uncleanness and fornication and lascivious-
ness that they have committed.” erefore it seems that also
uncleanness and lasciviousness should be reckoned species of
lust, as well as fornication.

Objection 6. Further, the thing divided is not to be reck-

oned among its parts. But lust is reckoned together with the
aforesaid: for it is written (Gal. 5:19): “e works of the flesh
are manifest, which are fornication, uncleanness, immodesty,
lust [Douay: ‘luxury’].” erefore it seems that fornication is
unfittingly reckoned a species of lust.

On the contrary, e aforesaid division is given in the
Decretals 36, qu. i*.

I answer that As stated above (q. 153, a. 3), the sin of lust
consists in seeking venereal pleasure not in accordance with
right reason. is may happen in two ways. First, in respect
of the matter wherein this pleasure is sought; secondly, when,
whereas there is due matter, other due circumstances are not
observed. And since a circumstance, as such, does not specify a
moral act, whose species is derived from its object which is also
its matter, it follows that the species of lust must be assigned
with respect to its matter or object.

Now this same matter may be discordant with right rea-
son in two ways. First, because it is inconsistent with the end
of the venereal act. In this way, as hindering the begetting of
children, there is the “vice against nature,” which attaches to
every venereal act from which generation cannot follow; and,
as hindering the due upbringing and advancement of the child
when born, there is “simple fornication,” which is the union
of an unmarried man with an unmarried woman. Secondly,
the matter wherein the venereal act is consummated may be
discordant with right reason in relation to other persons; and
this in twoways. First, with regard to thewoman,withwhoma
man has connection, by reason of due honor not being paid to
her; and thus there is “incest,” which consists in themisuse of a
woman who is related by consanguinity or affinity. Secondly,
with regard to the person under whose authority the woman

* Append. Grat. ad can. Lex illa.
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is placed: and if she be under the authority of a husband, it is
“adultery,” if under the authority of her father, it is “seduction,”
in the absence of violence, and “rape” if violence be employed.

ese species are differentiated on the part of the woman
rather than of the man, because in the venereal act the woman
is passive and is by way of matter, whereas the man is by way of
agent; and it has been stated above (obj. 1) that the aforesaid
species are assigned with regard to a difference of matter.

Reply to Objection 1. e aforesaid diversity of matter is
connected with a formal difference of object, which difference
results from different modes of opposition to right reason, as
stated above.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 7),
nothing hinders the deformities of different vices concurring
in the one act, and in this way adultery is comprised under lust
and injustice. Nor is this deformity of injustice altogether ac-
cidental to lust: since the lust that obeys concupiscence so far
as to lead to injustice, is thereby shown to be more grievous.

Reply to Objection 3. Since a woman, by vowing conti-
nence, contracts a spiritual marriage with God, the sacrilege
that is committed in the violation of such a woman is a spiri-
tual adultery. In like manner, the other kinds of sacrilege per-
taining to lustful matter are reduced to other species of lust.

Reply to Objection 4. e sin of a husband with his wife
is not connected with undue matter, but with other circum-
stances, which do not constitute the species of a moral act, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 2).

Reply toObjection 5. As a gloss says on this passage, “un-
cleanness” stands for lust against nature, while “lasciviousness”
is a man’s abuse of boys, wherefore it would appear to pertain
to seduction. We may also reply that “lasciviousness” relates
to certain acts circumstantial to the venereal act, for instance
kisses, touches, and so forth.

Reply toObjection 6.According to a gloss on this passage
“lust” there signifies any kind of excess.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 2Whether simple fornication is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that simple fornication is not
a mortal sin. For things that come under the same head would
seem to be on a par with one another. Now fornication comes
under the same head as things that are not mortal sins: for it is
written (Acts 15:29): “at you abstain from things sacrificed
to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled, and from
fornication.” But there is not mortal sin in these observances,
according to 1 Tim. 4:4, “Nothing is rejected that is received
with thanksgiving.” erefore fornication is not a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, no mortal sin is the matter of a Di-
vine precept. But the Lord commanded (Osee 1:2): “Go take
thee a wife of fornications, and have of her children of forni-
cations.” erefore fornication is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, no mortal sin is mentioned in Holy
Writ without disapprobation. Yet simple fornication is men-
tioned without disapprobation by Holy Writ in connection
with the patriarchs. us we read (Gn. 16:4) that Abraham
went in to his handmaid Agar; and further on (Gn. 30:5,9)
that Jacob went in to Bala and Zelpha the handmaids of his
wives; and again (Gn. 38:18) that Judawaswithamarwhom
he thought to be a harlot. erefore simple fornication is not
a mortal sin.

Objection 4. Further, every mortal sin is contrary to char-
ity. But simple fornication is not contrary to charity, neither
as regards the love of God, since it is not a sin directly against.
God, nor as regards the love of our neighbor, since thereby no
one is injured.erefore simple fornication is not amortal sin.

Objection 5. Further, every mortal sin leads to eternal
perdition. But simple fornication has not this result: because a
gloss of Ambrose* on 1Tim. 4:8, “Godliness is profitable to all
things,” says: “e whole of Christian teaching is summed up

inmercy and godliness: if aman conforms to this, even though
he gives way to the inconstancy of the flesh, doubtless he will
be punished, but he will not perish.”erefore simple fornica-
tion is not a mortal sin.

Objection 6. Further, Augustine says (De Bono Conjug.
xvi) that “what food is to the well-being of the body, such is
sexual intercourse to the welfare of the human race.” But inor-
dinate use of food is not always a mortal sin.erefore neither
is all inordinate sexual intercourse; and this would seem to ap-
ply especially to simple fornication, which is the least grievous
of the aforesaid species.

On the contrary, It is written (Tob. 4:13): “Take heed to
keep thyself…from all fornication, and beside thy wife never
endure to know a crime.” Now crime denotes a mortal sin.
erefore fornication and all intercourse with other than one’s
wife is a mortal sin.

Further, nothing but mortal sin debars a man from God’s
kingdom. But fornication debars him, as shown by the words
of the Apostle (Gal. 5:21), who aer mentioning fornication
and certain other vices, adds: “ey who do such things shall
not obtain the kingdomofGod.”erefore simple fornication
is a mortal sin.

Further, it is written in the Decretals (XXII, qu. i, can.
Praedicandum): “ey should know that the same penance is
to be enjoined for perjury as for adultery, fornication, and wil-
ful murder and other criminal offenses.” erefore simple for-
nication is a criminal or mortal sin.

I answer that, Without any doubt we must hold simple
fornication to be a mortal sin, notwithstanding that a gloss*
on Dt. 23:17, says: “is is a prohibition against going with
whores, whose vileness is venial.” For instead of “venial” it

* e quotation is from the Gloss of Peter Lombard, who refers it to St. Am-
brose: whereas it is fromHilary the deacon. * St. Augustine, QQ. inDeut.,
qu. 37.
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should be “venal,” since such is the wanton’s trade. In order to
make this evident, wemust take note that every sin committed
directly against human life is a mortal sin. Now simple forni-
cation implies an inordinateness that tends to injure the life of
the offspring to be bornof this union. Forwefind in all animals
where the upbringing of the offspring needs care of both male
and female, that these come together not indeterminately, but
the male with a certain female, whether one or several; such is
the case with all birds: while, on the other hand, among those
animals, where the female alone suffices for the offspring’s up-
bringing, the union is indeterminate, as in the case of dogs and
like animals. Now it is evident that the upbringing of a human
child requires not only the mother’s care for his nourishment,
but much more the care of his father as guide and guardian,
and under whom he progresses in goods both internal and ex-
ternal. Hence human nature rebels against an indeterminate
union of the sexes and demands that a man should be united
to a determinate woman and should abidewith her a long time
or even for a whole lifetime.Hence it is that in the human race
the male has a natural solicitude for the certainty of offspring,
because on him devolves the upbringing of the child: and this
certainly would cease if the union of sexes were indeterminate.

is union with a certain definite woman is called matri-
mony; which for the above reason is said to belong to the natu-
ral law. Since, however, the union of the sexes is directed to the
common good of the whole human race, and common goods
depend on the law for their determination, as stated above ( Ia
IIae, q. 90, a. 2), it follows that this union of man and woman,
which is called matrimony, is determined by some law. What
this determination is for us will be stated in the ird Part of
this work ( Suppl., q. 50, seqq.), where we shall treat of the
sacrament of matrimony. Wherefore, since fornication is an
indeterminate union of the sexes, as something incompatible
with matrimony, it is opposed to the good of the child’s up-
bringing, and consequently it is a mortal sin.

Nor does it matter if a man having knowledge of a woman
by fornication, make sufficient provision for the upbringing of
the child: because a matter that comes under the determina-
tion of the law is judged according to what happens in general,
and not according to what may happen in a particular case.

Reply to Objection 1. Fornication is reckoned in con-
junction with these things, not as being on a par with them
in sinfulness, but because the matters mentioned there were
equally liable to cause dispute between Jews and Gentiles, and
thus prevent them from agreeing unanimously. For among the
Gentiles, fornication was not deemed unlawful, on account of
the corruption of natural reason: whereas the Jews, taught by
the Divine law, considered it to be unlawful. e other things
mentioned were loathsome to the Jews through custom intro-
duced by the law into their daily life. Hence the Apostles for-
bade these things to the Gentiles, not as though they were un-
lawful in themselves, but because they were loathsome to the

Jews, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 103, a. 4, ad 3).
Reply to Objection 2. Fornication is said to be a sin, be-

cause it is contrary to right reason. Now man’s reason is right,
in so far as it is ruled by the Divine Will, the first and supreme
rule. Wherefore that which a man does by God’s will and in
obedience to His command, is not contrary to right reason,
though it may seem contrary to the general order of reason:
even so, that which is done miraculously by the Divine power
is not contrary to nature, though it be contrary to the usual
course of nature. erefore just as Abraham did not sin in be-
ing willing to slay his innocent son, because he obeyed God,
although considered in itself it was contrary to right human
reason in general, so, too, Osee sinned not in committing for-
nication by God’s command. Nor should such a copulation be
strictly called fornication, though it be so called in reference
to the general course of things. Hence Augustine says (Con-
fess. iii, 8): “When God commands a thing to be done against
the customs or agreement of any people, though it were never
done by them heretofore, it is to be done”; and aerwards he
adds: “For as among the powers of human society, the greater
authority is obeyed in preference to the lesser, so must God in
preference to all.”

Reply toObjection3.Abrahamand Jacobwent in to their
handmaidens with no purpose of fornication, as we shall show
further on when we treat of matrimony ( Suppl., q. 65, a. 5, ad
2). As to Juda there is no need to excuse him, for he also caused
Joseph to be sold.

Reply to Objection 4. Simple fornication is contrary to
the love of our neighbor, because it is opposed to the good of
the child to be born, as we have shown, since it is an act of gen-
eration accomplished in a manner disadvantageous to the fu-
ture child.

Reply to Objection 5. A person, who, while given to
works of piety, yields to the inconstancy of the flesh, is freed
from eternal loss, in so far as these works dispose him to re-
ceive the grace to repent, and because by such works he makes
satisfaction for his past inconstancy; but not so as to be freed
by pious works, if he persist in carnal inconstancy impenitent
until death.

Reply to Objection 6. One copulation may result in the
begetting of a man, wherefore inordinate copulation, which
hinders the good of the future child, is a mortal sin as to the
very genus of the act, and not only as to the inordinateness of
concupiscence. On the other hand, one meal does not hinder
the good of a man’s whole life, wherefore the act of gluttony is
not a mortal sin by reason of its genus. It would, however, be a
mortal sin, if amanwere knowingly to partake of a foodwhich
would alter thewhole condition of his life, as was the case with
Adam.

Nor is it true that fornication is the least of the sins com-
prised under lust, for the marriage act that is done out of sen-
suous pleasure is a lesser sin.
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IIa IIae q. 154 a. 3Whether fornication is the most grievous of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that fornication is the most
grievous of sins. For seemingly a sin is the more grievous ac-
cording as it proceeds from a greater sensuous pleasure. Now
the greatest sensuous pleasure is in fornication, for a gloss on
1 Cor. 7:9 says that the “flame of sensuous pleasure is most
fierce in lust.” erefore it seems that fornication is the gravest
of sins.

Objection 2. Further, a sin is the more grievous that is
committed against a person more closely united to the sinner:
thus he sins more grievously who strikes his father than one
who strikes a stranger. Now according to 1Cor. 6:18, “He that
committeth fornication sinneth against his own body,” which
is most intimately connected with a man. erefore it seems
that fornication is the most grievous of sins.

Objection 3. Further, the greater a good is, the graver
would seem to be the sin committed against it. Now the sin
of fornication is seemingly opposed to the good of the whole
human race, as appears fromwhatwas said in the foregoingAr-
ticle. It is also against Christ, according to 1 Cor. 6:15, “Shall
I…take the members of Christ, and make them the members
of a harlot?”erefore fornication is themost grievous of sins.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Moral. xxxiii, 12) that the
sins of the flesh are less grievous than spiritual sins.

I answer that,e gravity of a sin may bemeasured in two
ways, first with regard to the sin in itself, secondly with regard
to some accident. e gravity of a sin is measured with regard
to the sin itself, by reason of its species, which is determined
according to the good to which that sin is opposed. Now for-
nication is contrary to the goodof the child tobeborn.Where-
fore it is a graver sin, as to its species, than those sins which are
contrary to external goods, such as the and the like; while it
is less grievous than those which are directly against God, and
sins that are injurious to the life of one already born, such as
murder.

Reply toObjection1.esensual pleasure that aggravates
a sin is that which is in the inclination of the will. But the sen-

sual pleasure that is in the sensitive appetite, lessens sin, because
a sin is the less grievous according as it is committed under the
impulse of a greater passion. It is in this way that the greatest
sensual pleasure is in fornication. Hence Augustine says (De
Agone Christiano*) that of all a Christian’s conflicts, the most
difficult combats are those of chastity; wherein the fight is a
daily one, but victory rare: and Isidore declares (De Summo
Bono ii, 39) that “mankind is subjected to the devil by car-
nal lust more than by anything else,” because, to wit, the ve-
hemence of this passion is more difficult to overcome.

Reply toObjection 2. e fornicator is said to sin against
his own body, not merely because the pleasure of fornication
is consummated in the flesh, which is also the case in gluttony,
but also because he acts against the good of his own body by
an undue resolution and defilement thereof, and an undue as-
sociation with another. Nor does it follow from this that for-
nication is the most grievous sin, because in man reason is of
greater value than the body, wherefore if there be a sin more
opposed to reason, it will be more grievous.

Reply toObjection 3.e sin of fornication is contrary to
the good of the human race, in so far as it is prejudicial to the
individual begetting of the one man that may be born. Now
one who is already an actual member of the human species at-
tains to the perfection of the species more than one who is a
man potentially, and from this point of view murder is a more
grievous sin than fornication and every kind of lust, through
being more opposed to the good of the human species. Again,
a Divine good is greater than the good of the human race:
and therefore those sins also that are against God are more
grievous. Moreover, fornication is a sin against God, not di-
rectly as though the fornicator intended to offend God, but
consequently, in the sameway as allmortal sins. And just as the
members of our body areChrist’s members, so too, our spirit is
onewithChrist, according to 1Cor. 6:17, “Hewho is joined to
the Lord is one spirit.” Wherefore also spiritual sins are more
against Christ than fornication is.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 4Whether there can be mortal sin in touches and kisses?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no mortal sin in
touches and kisses. For the Apostle says (Eph. 5:3): “Fornica-
tion and all uncleanness, or covetousness, let it not so much
as be named among you, as becometh saints,” then he adds:
“Or obscenity” (which a gloss refers to “kissing and fondling”),
“or foolish talking” (as “so speeches”), “or scurrility” (which
“fools call geniality—i.e. jocularity”), and aerwards he con-
tinues (Eph. 5:5): “For know ye this and understand that no
fornicator, or unclean, or covetous person (which is the serv-
ing of idols), hath inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and of
God,” thusmaking no furthermention of obscenity, as neither

of foolish talking or scurrility. erefore these are not mortal
sins.

Objection 2. Further, fornication is stated to be a mortal
sin as being prejudicial to the good of the future child’s beget-
ting and upbringing. But these are not affected by kisses and
touches or blandishments. erefore there is no mortal sin in
these.

Objection 3. Further, things that are mortal sins in them-
selves can never be good actions. Yet kisses, touches, and the
like can be done sometimeswithout sin.erefore they are not
mortal sins in themselves.

* Serm. ccxciii; ccl de Temp.; see Appendix to St. Augustine’s works.
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Onthe contrary,A lustful look is less than a touch, a caress
or a kiss. But according to Mat. 5:28, “Whosoever shall look
on a woman to lust aer her hath already committed adultery
with her in his heart.” Much more therefore are lustful kisses
and other like things mortal sins.

Further, Cyprian says (Ad Pompon, de Virgin., Ep. lxii),
“By their very intercourse, their blandishments, their con-
verse, their embraces, those who are associated in a sleep that
knows neither honor nor shame, acknowledge their disgrace
and crime.” erefore by doing these things a man is guilty of
a crime, that is, of mortal sin.

I answer that, A thing is said to be a mortal works. /sin
in two ways. First, by reason of its species, and in this way a
kiss, caress, or touch does not, of its very nature, imply amortal
sin, for it is possible to do such things without lustful pleasure,
either as being the custom of one’s country, or on account of
some obligation or reasonable cause. Secondly, a thing is said
to be a mortal sin by reason of its cause: thus he who gives an
alms, in order to lead someone into heresy, sinsmortally on ac-

count of his corrupt intention. Now it has been stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 74, a. 8), that it is a mortal sin not only to consent
to the act, but also to the delectation of a mortal sin. Where-
fore since fornication is a mortal sin, and much more so the
other kinds of lust, it follows that in such like sins not only
consent to the act but also consent to the pleasure is a mortal
sin. Consequently, when these kisses and caresses are done for
this delectation, it follows that they are mortal sins, and only
in this way are they said to be lustful.erefore in so far as they
are lustful, they are mortal sins.

Reply toObjection 1.eApostlemakes no furthermen-
tion of these three because they are not sinful except as di-
rected to those that he had mentioned before.

Reply toObjection2.Although kisses and touches do not
by their very nature hinder the good of the human offspring,
they proceed from lust, which is the source of this hindrance:
and on this account they are mortally sinful.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument proves that such
things are not mortal sins in their species.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 5Whether nocturnal pollution is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that nocturnal pollution is a
sin. For the same things are the matter of merit and demerit.
Now a man may merit while he sleeps, as was the case with
Solomon, who while asleep obtained the gi of wisdom from
the Lord (3 Kings 3:2, Par. 1). erefore a man may demerit
while asleep; and thus nocturnal pollution would seem to be a
sin.

Objection 2. Further, whoever has the use of reason can
sin. Now a man has the use of reason while asleep, since in
our sleepwe frequently discussmatters, choose this rather than
that, consenting to one thing, or dissenting to another. ere-
fore one may sin while asleep, so that nocturnal pollution is
not prevented by sleep from being a sin, seeing that it is a sin
according to its genus.

Objection 3. Further, it is useless to reprove and instruct
one who cannot act according to or against reason. Now man,
while asleep, is instructed and reproved by God, according to
Job 33:15,16, “By a dream in a vision by night, when deep
sleep is wont to lay hold ofmen*…enHe openeth the ears of
men, and teaching instructeth them in what they are to learn.”
erefore a man, while asleep, can act according to or against
his reason, and this is to do good or sinful actions, and thus it
seems that nocturnal pollution is a sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 15):
“When the same image that comes into the mind of a speaker
presents itself to themind of the sleeper, so that the latter is un-
able todistinguish the imaginary fromthe real unionof bodies,
the flesh is at once moved, with the result that usually follows
such motions; and yet there is as little sin in this as there is in
speaking and therefore thinking about such things while one

is awake.”
I answer that, Nocturnal pollution may be considered in

two ways. First, in itself; and thus it has not the character of
a sin. For every sin depends on the judgment of reason, since
even the first movement of the sensuality has nothing sinful
in it, except in so far as it can be suppressed by reason; where-
fore in the absence of reason’s judgment, there is no sin in it.
Now during sleep reason has not a free judgment. For there is
no one who while sleeping does not regard some of the images
formed by his imagination as though they were real, as stated
above in the Ia, q. 84, a. 8, ad 2. Wherefore what a man does
while he sleeps and is deprived of reason’s judgment, is not im-
puted to him as a sin, as neither are the actions of a maniac or
an imbecile.

Secondly, nocturnal pollutionmay be considered with ref-
erence to its cause.ismay be threefold.One is a bodily cause.
Forwhen there is excess of seminal humor in the body, orwhen
the humor is disintegrated either through overheating of the
body or someother disturbance, the sleeper dreams things that
are connected with the discharge of this excessive or disinte-
grated humor: the same thing happens when nature is cum-
bered with other superfluities, so that phantasms relating to
the discharge of those superfluities are formed in the imagi-
nation. Accordingly if this excess of humor be due to a sin-
ful cause (for instance excessive eating or drinking), nocturnal
pollution has the character of sin from its cause: whereas if the
excess or disintegration of these superfluities be not due to a
sinful cause, nocturnal pollution is not sinful, neither in itself
nor in its cause.

A second cause of nocturnal pollution is on the part of the

* Vulg.: ‘Whendeep sleep fallethuponmen.’ St.omas is apparently quoting
from memory, as the passage is given correctly above, q. 95, a. 6, obj. 1.

1758



soul and the inner man: for instance when it happens to the
sleeper on account of some previous thought. For the thought
which preceded while he was awake, is sometimes purely spec-
ulative, for instancewhen one thinks about the sins of the flesh
for the purpose of discussion; while sometimes it is accompa-
nied by a certain emotion either of concupiscence or of ab-
horrence. Now nocturnal pollution is more apt to arise from
thinking about carnal sins with concupiscence for such plea-
sures, because this leaves its trace and inclination in the soul, so
that the sleeper is more easily led in his imagination to consent
to acts productive of pollution. In this sense the Philosopher
says (Ethic. i, 13) that “in so far as certain movements in some
degree pass” from the waking state to the state of sleep, “the
dreams of good men are better than those of any other peo-
ple”: andAugustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 15) that “even during
sleep, the soul may have conspicuous merit on account of its
good disposition.” us it is evident that nocturnal pollution
may be sinful on the part of its cause. on the other hand, it may
happen that nocturnal pollution ensues aer thoughts about
carnal acts, though they were speculative, or accompanied by
abhorrence, and then it is not sinful, neither in itself nor in its
cause.

e third cause is spiritual and external; for instance when
by the work of a devil the sleeper’s phantasms are disturbed so
as to induce the aforesaid result. Sometimes this is associated
with a previous sin, namely the neglect to guard against the
wiles of the devil. Hence the words of the hymn at even: “Our
enemy repress, that so our bodies no uncleanness know”*.

On the other hand, this may occur without any fault on
man’s part, and through the wickedness of the devil alone.
uswe read in theCollationes Patrum (Coll. xxii, 6) of aman
whowas ever wont to suffer fromnocturnal pollution on festi-
vals, and that the devil brought this about in order to prevent
him from receiving Holy Communion. Hence it is manifest
that nocturnal pollution is never a sin, but is sometimes the
result of a previous sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Solomon did not merit to receive
wisdom fromGodwhile he was asleep.He received it in token
of his previous desire. It is for this reason that his petition is
stated to have been pleasing to God (3 Kings 3:10), as Augus-
tine observes (Gen. ad lit. xii, 15).

Reply toObjection2.euseof reason ismore or less hin-
dered in sleep, according as the inner sensitive powers aremore
or less overcome by sleep, on account of the violence or atten-
uation of the evaporations. Nevertheless it is always hindered
somewhat, so as to be unable to elicit a judgment altogether
free, as stated in the Ia, q. 84, a. 8, ad 2. erefore what it does
then is not imputed to it as a sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Reason’s apprehension is not hin-
dered during sleep to the same extent as its judgment, for this is
accomplished by reason turning to sensible objects, which are
the first principles of human thought. Hence nothing hinders
man’s reason during sleep from apprehending anew something
arising out of the traces le by his previous thoughts and phan-
tasms presented to him, or again throughDivine revelation, or
the interference of a good or bad angel.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 6Whether seduction should be reckoned a species of lust?

Objection 1. It would seem that seduction should not be
reckoned a species of lust. For seduction denotes the unlawful
violation of a virgin, according to the Decretals (XXXVI, qu.
1)*. But this may occur between an unmarriedman and an un-
married woman, which pertains to fornication. erefore se-
duction should not be reckoned a species of lust, distinct from
fornication.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Patriarch.†): “Let
no man be deluded by human laws: all seduction is adultery.”
Nowa species is not contained under another that is differenti-
ated in opposition to it.erefore since adultery is a species of
lust, it seems that seduction should not be reckoned a species
of lust.

Objection 3. Further, to do a person an injury would seem
topertain to injustice rather than to lust.Now the seducer does
an injury to another, namely the violated maiden’s father, who
“can take the injury as personal to himself ”‡, and sue the se-
ducer for damages. erefore seduction should not be reck-
oned a species of lust.

On the contrary, Seduction consists properly in the vene-
real act whereby a virgin is violated. erefore, since lust is

properly about venereal actions, it would seem that seduction
is a species of lust.

I answer that, When the matter of a vice has a special de-
formity, we must reckon it to be a determinate species of that
vice.Now lust is a sin concernedwith venerealmatter, as stated
above (q. 153, a. 1). And a special deformity attaches to the
violation of a virgin who is under her father’s care: both on
the part of the maid, who through being violated without any
previous compact of marriage is both hindered from contract-
ing a lawful marriage and is put on the road to a wanton life
from which she was withheld lest she should lose the seal of
virginity: and on the part of the father, who is her guardian, ac-
cording to Ecclus. 42:11, “Keep a sure watch over a shameless
daughter, lest at any time she make thee become a laughing-
stock to thy enemies.” erefore it is evident that seduction
which denotes the unlawful violation of a virgin, while still un-
der the guardianship of her parents, is a determinate species of
lust.

Reply to Objection 1. Although a virgin is free from the
bond of marriage, she is not free from her father’s power.
Moreover, the seal of virginity is a special obstacle to the in-

* Translation W. K. Blount. * Append. Grat. ad can. Lex illa. † De
Abraham i, 4. ‡ Gratian, ad can. Lex illa.
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tercourse of fornication, in that it should be removed by mar-
riage only.Hence seduction is not simple fornication, since the
latter is intercourse with harlots, women, namely, who are no
longer virgins, as a gloss observes on 2 Cor. 12:, “And have not
done penance for the uncleanness and fornication,” etc.

Reply to Objection 2. Ambrose here takes seduction in
another sense, as applicable in a general way to any sin of lust.
Wherefore seduction, in the words quoted, signifies the inter-
course between a married man and any woman other than his
wife.is is clear fromhis adding: “Nor is it lawful for the hus-
band to do what the wife may not.” In this sense, too, we are to
understand thewords ofNum. 5:13: “If [Vulg.: ‘But’] the adul-
tery is secret, and cannot be provided bywitnesses, because she
was not found in adultery [stupro].”

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing prevents a sin from hav-
ing a greater deformity through being united to another sin.
Now the sin of lust obtains a greater deformity from the sin of
injustice, because the concupiscence would seem to be more

inordinate, seeing that it refrains not from the pleasurable ob-
ject so that it may avoid an injustice. In fact a twofold injustice
attaches to it.One is on the part of the virgin, who, though not
violated by force, is nevertheless seduced, and thus the seducer
is bound to compensation. Hence it is written (Ex. 22:16,17):
“If a man seduce a virgin not yet espoused, and lie with her,
he shall endow her and have her to wife. If the maid’s father
will not give her to him, he shall give money according to the
dowry, which virgins are wont to receive.” e other injury
is done to the maid’s father: wherefore the seducer is bound
by the Law to a penalty in his regard. For it is written (Dt.
22:28,29): “If a man find a damsel that is a virgin, who is not
espoused, and taking her, lie with her, and the matter come
to judgment: he that lay with her shall give to the father of the
maid fiy sicles of silver, and shall have her towife, and because
he hath humbled her, he may not put her away all the days of
his life”: and this, lest he should prove to have married her in
mockery, as Augustine observes.§

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 7Whether rape is a species of lust, distinct from seduction?

Objection 1. It would seem that rape is not a species of
lust, distinct from seduction. For Isidore says (Etym. v, 26) that
“seduction [stuprum], or rape, properly speaking, is unlawful
intercourse, and takes its name from its causing corruption:
wherefore he that is guilty of rape is a seducer.” erefore it
seems that rape should not be reckoned a species of lust dis-
tinct from seduction.

Objection 2. Further, rape, apparently, implies violence.
For it is stated in the Decretals (XXXVI, qu. 1*) that “rape is
committed when a maid is taken away by force from her fa-
ther’s house that aer being violated shemay be taken to wife.”
But the employment of force is accidental to lust, for this es-
sentially regards the pleasure of intercourse.erefore it seems
that rape should not be reckoned a determinate species of lust.

Objection 3. Further, the sin of lust is curbed bymarriage:
for it is written (1 Cor. 7:2): “For fear of fornication, let every
man have his ownwife.”Now rape is an obstacle to subsequent
marriage, for it was enacted in the council of Meaux: “We de-
cree that those who are guilty of rape, or of abducting or se-
ducing women, should not have those women in marriage, al-
though they should have subsequently married them with the
consent of their parents.” erefore rape is not a determinate
species of lust distinct from seduction.

Objection 4. Further, a man may have knowledge of his
newly married wife without committing a sin of lust. Yet he
may commit rape if he take her away by force from her par-
ents’ house, and have carnal knowledge of her. erefore rape
should not be reckoned a determinate species of lust.

On the contrary, Rape is unlawful sexual intercourse, as
Isidore states (Etym. v, 26). But this pertains to the sin of lust.
erefore rape is a species of lust.

I answer that, Rape, in the sense in which we speak of it
now, is a species of lust: and sometimes it coincides with se-
duction; sometimes there is rapewithout seduction, and some-
times seduction without rape.

ey coincide when a man employs force in order unlaw-
fully to violate a virgin.is force is employed sometimes both
towards the virgin and towards her father; and sometimes to-
wards the father and not to the virgin, for instance if she al-
lows herself to be taken away by force from her father’s house.
Again, the force employed in rape differs in another way, be-
cause sometimes a maid is taken away by force from her par-
ents’ house, and is forcibly violated: while sometimes, though
taken away by force, she is not forcibly violated, but of her own
consent, whether by act of fornication or by the act of mar-
riage: for the conditions of rape remain no matter how force
is employed. ere is rape without seduction if a man abduct
a widow or one who is not a virgin. Hence Pope Symmachus
says†, “We abhor abductorswhether ofwidows or of virgins on
account of the heinousness of their crime.”

ere is seduction without rape when a man, without em-
ploying force, violates a virgin unlawfully.

Reply to Objection 1. Since rape frequently coincides
with seduction, the one is sometimes used to signify the other.

Reply to Objection 2. e employment of force would
seem to arise from the greatness of concupiscence, the result
being that a man does not fear to endanger himself by offering
violence.

Reply to Objection 3. e rape of a maiden who is
promised in marriage is to be judged differently from that of
one who is not so promised. For one who is promised in mar-
riage must be restored to her betrothed, who has a right to her

§ QQ. in Dt., qu. xxxiv. * Append. Grat. ad can. Lex illa. † Ep. v ad
Caesarium; Cf. can. Raptores xxxvi, qu. 2.
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in virtue of their betrothal: whereas one that is not promised
to another must first of all be restored to her father’s care, and
then the abductor may lawfully marry her with her parents’
consent. Otherwise the marriage is unlawful, since whosoever
steals a thing he is bound to restore it. Nevertheless rape does
not dissolve a marriage already contracted, although it is an
impediment to its being contracted. As to the decree of the
council in question, it was made in abhorrence of this crime,
and has been abrogated. Wherefore Jerome‡ declares the con-
trary: “ree kinds of lawfulmarriage,” says he, “arementioned
in Holy Writ. e first is that of a chaste maiden given away
lawfully in her maidenhood to a man. e second is when a
man finds a maiden in the city, and by force has carnal knowl-
edge of her. If the father be willing, the man shall endow her

according to the father’s estimate, and shall pay the price of her
purity§.e third is, when themaiden is taken away from such
a man, and is given to another at the father’s will.”

We may also take this decree to refer to those who are
promised to others in marriage, especially if the betrothal be
expressed by words in the present tense.

Reply to Objection 4. e man who is just married has,
in virtue of the betrothal, a certain right in her: wherefore, al-
though he sins by using violence, he is not guilty of the crime
of rape. Hence Pope Gelasius says¶: “is law of bygone rulers
stated that rape was committed when a maiden, with regard
to whose marriage nothing had so far been decided, was taken
away by force.”

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 8Whether adultery is determinate species of lust, distinct from the other species?

Objection 1. It would seem that adultery is not a determi-
nate species of lust, distinct from the other species. For adul-
tery takes its name from a man having intercourse “with a
woman who is not his own [ad alteram],” according to a gloss�
on Ex. 20:14. Now a woman who is not one’s own may be of
various conditions, namely either a virgin, or under her father’s
care, or a harlot, or of any other description.erefore it seems
that adultery is not a species of lust distinct from the others.

Objection 2. Further, Jerome says*: “It matters not for
what reason aman behaves as one demented.Hence Sixtus the
Pythagorean says in his Maxims: He that is insatiable of his
wife is an adulterer,” and in like manner one who is over en-
amored of any woman. Now every kind of lust includes a too
ardent love.erefore adultery is in every kindof lust: and con-
sequently it should not be reckoned a species of lust.

Objection 3. Further, where there is the same kind of de-
formity, there would seem to be the same species of sin. Now,
apparently, there is the same kind of deformity in seduction
and adultery: since in either case a woman is violated who is
under another person’s authority. erefore adultery is not a
determinate species of lust, distinct from the others.

On the contrary, Pope Leo† says that “adultery is sexual
intercourse with another man or woman in contravention of
the marriage compact, whether through the impulse of one’s
own lust, or with the consent of the other party.” Now this im-
plies a special deformity of lust. erefore adultery is a deter-
minate species of lust.

I answer that, Adultery, as its name implies, “is access to
another’s marriage-bed [ad alienum torum]”‡. By so doing a
man is guilty of a twofold offense against chastity and the good
of human procreation. First, by accession to a woman who is
not joined to him in marriage, which is contrary to the good
of the upbringing of his own children. Secondly, by accession
to a woman who is united to another in marriage, and thus he

hinders the good of another’s children.e same applies to the
married woman who is corrupted by adultery. Wherefore it
is written (Ecclus. 23:32,33): “Every woman…that leaveth her
husband…shall be guilty of sin. For first she hath been unfaith-
ful to the law of theMostHigh” (since there it is commanded:
“ou shalt not commit adultery”); “and secondly, she hath
offended against her husband,” bymaking it uncertain that the
children are his: “thirdly, she hath fornicated in adultery, and
hath gotten children of another man,” which is contrary to the
good of her offspring. e first of these, however, is common
to all mortal sins, while the two others belong especially to the
deformity of adultery. Hence it is manifest that adultery is a
determinate species of lust, through having a special deformity
in venereal acts.

Reply to Objection 1. If a married man has intercourse
with another woman, his sin may be denominated either with
regard to him, and thus it is always adultery, since his action
is contrary to the fidelity of marriage, or with regard to the
woman with whom he has intercourse; and thus sometimes it
is adultery, as when a married man has intercourse with an-
other’s wife; and sometimes it has the character of seduction,
or of some other sin, according to various conditions affect-
ing the woman with whom he has intercourse: and it has been
stated above (a. 1) that the species of lust correspond to the
various conditions of women.

Reply toObjection2.Matrimony is specially ordained for
the good of human offspring, as stated above (a. 2). But adul-
tery is specially opposed to matrimony, in the point of break-
ing themarriage faith which is due between husband andwife.
And since the man who is too ardent a lover of his wife acts
counter to the good of marriage if he use her indecently, al-
though he be not unfaithful, he may in a sense be called an
adulterer; and even more so than he that is too ardent a lover
of another woman.

‡ e quotation is from Can. Tria. xxxvi, qu. 2. § Cf. Dt. 22:23-29.
¶ Can. Lex illa, xxvii, qu. 2; xxxvi, qu. 1. � St. Augustine: Serm. li, 13 de
Divers. lxiii. * Contra Jovin. i. † St. Augustine, De BonoConjug. iv; Cf.
Append. Grat. ad can. Ille autem. xxxii, qu. 5. ‡ Cf. Append. Gratian, ad
can. Ille autem. xxxii, qu. 1. 1761



Reply toObjection 3. e wife is under her husband’s au-
thority, as united to him in marriage: whereas the maid is un-
der her father’s authority, as one who is to be married by that
authority. Hence the sin of adultery is contrary to the good

of marriage in one way, and the sin of seduction in another;
wherefore they are reckoned to differ specifically. Of other
matters concerning adultery we shall speak in the ird Part§,
when we treat of matrimony.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 9Whether incest is a determinate species of lust?

Objection1. Itwould seem that incest is not a determinate
species of lust. For incest¶ takes its name frombeing a privation
of chastity. But all kinds of lust are opposed to chastity. ere-
fore it seems that incest is not a species of lust, but is lust itself
in general.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated in the Decretals
(XXXVI, qu. 1�) that “incest is intercourse between aman and
a woman related by consanguinity or affinity.” Now affinity
differs from consanguinity. erefore it is not one but several
species of lust.

Objection 3. Further, that which does not, of itself, imply
a deformity, does not constitute a determinate species of vice.
But intercourse between those who are related by consanguin-
ity or affinity does not, of itself, contain any deformity, else it
would never have been lawful. erefore incest is not a deter-
minate species of lust.

On the contrary, e species of lust are distinguished ac-
cording to the various conditions of womenwithwhom aman
has unlawful intercourse. Now incest implies a special condi-
tion on the part of the woman, because it is unlawful inter-
course with a woman related by consanguinity or affinity as
stated (obj. 2).erefore incest is a determinate species of lust.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,6) wherever we find
something incompatible with the right use of venereal actions,
there must needs be a determinate species of lust. Now sexual
intercourse with women related by consanguinity or affinity is
unbecoming to venereal union on three counts. First, because
man naturally owes a certain respect to his parents and there-
fore to his other blood relations, who are descended in near de-
gree from the same parents: somuch so indeed that among the
ancients, as ValeriusMaximus relates*, it was not deemed right
for a son to bathe with his father, lest they should see one an-
other naked.Now fromwhat has been said (q. 142, a. 4: q. 151,
a. 4), it is evident that in venereal acts there is a certain shame-
fulness inconsistent with respect, wherefore men are ashamed
of them.Wherefore it is unseemly that such persons should be
united in venereal intercourse. is reason seems to be indi-
cated (Lev. 18:7) where we read: “She is thymother, thou shalt
not uncover her nakedness,” and the same is expressed further
on with regard to others.

e second reason is because blood relations must needs
live in close touch with one another. Wherefore if they were
not debarred from venereal union, opportunities of venereal
intercourse would be very frequent and thus men’s minds
would be enervated by lust. Hence in the Old Law† the prohi-
bition was apparently directed specially to those persons who

must needs live together.
e third reason is, because this would hinder a man from

having many friends: since through a man taking a stranger to
wife, all his wife’s relations are united to him by a special kind
of friendship, as though they were of the same blood as him-
self. Wherefore Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xv, 16): “e de-
mands of charity aremost perfectly satisfiedbymenuniting to-
gether in the bonds that the various ties of friendship require,
so that they may live together in a useful and becoming amity;
nor should one man have many relationships in one, but each
should have one.”

Aristotle adds another reason (2Polit. ii): for since it is nat-
ural that aman shouldhave a liking for awomanof his kindred,
if to this be added the love that has its origin in venereal inter-
course, his love would be too ardent and would become a very
great incentive to lust: and this is contrary to chastity. Hence
it is evident that incest is a determinate species of lust.

Reply toObjection 1.Unlawful intercourse between per-
sons related to one another would be most prejudicial to
chastity, both on account of the opportunities it affords, and
because of the excessive ardor of love, as stated in the Article.
Wherefore the unlawful intercourse between such persons is
called “incest” antonomastically.

Reply to Objection 2. Persons are related by affinity
through one who is related by consanguinity: and therefore
since the one depends on the other, consanguinity and affinity
entail the same kind of unbecomingness.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is something essentially un-
becoming and contrary to natural reason in sexual intercourse
between persons related by blood, for instance between par-
ents and children who are directly and immediately related to
one another, since children naturally owe their parents honor.
Hence the Philosopher instances a horse (De Animal. ix, 47)
which covered its ownmother bymistake and threw itself over
a precipice as though horrified at what it had done, because
some animals even have a natural respect for those that have
begotten them. ere is not the same essential unbecoming-
ness attaching to other persons who are related to one another
not directly but through their parents: and, as to this, becom-
ingness or unbecomingness varies according to custom, and
human or Divine law: because, as stated above (a. 2), sexual
intercourse, being directed to the common good, is subject
to law. Wherefore, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xv, 16),
whereas the union of brothers and sisters goes back to olden
times, it became all the more worthy of condemnation when
religion forbade it.

§ Suppl., q. 59, a. 3; Suppl., Qq. 60,62. ¶ ‘Incestus’ is equivalent to ‘in-castus = ‘unchaste’. � Cf. Append. Grat. ad can. Lex illa. * Dict. Fact. Memor.
ii, 1. † Lev. 18.
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IIa IIae q. 154 a. 10Whether sacrilege can be a species of lust?

Objection 1. It would seem that sacrilege cannot be a
species of lust. For the same species is not contained under dif-
ferent genera that are not subalternated to one another. Now
sacrilege is a species of irreligion, as stated above (q. 99, a. 2).
erefore sacrilege cannot be reckoned a species of lust.

Objection 2. Further, the Decretals (XXXVI, qu. 1‡),
do not place sacrilege among other sins which are reckoned
species of lust. erefore it would seem not to be a species of
lust.

Objection 3. Further, something derogatory to a sacred
thing may be done by the other kinds of vice, as well as by lust.
But sacrilege is not reckoned a species of gluttony, or of any
other similar vice. erefore neither should it be reckoned a
species of lust.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xv, 16)
that “if it is wicked, through covetousness, to go beyond one’s
earthly bounds, how much more wicked is it through vene-
real lust to transgress the bounds of morals!” Now to go be-
yond one’s earthly bounds in sacred matters is a sin of sac-
rilege. erefore it is likewise a sin of sacrilege to overthrow
the bounds of morals through venereal desire in sacred mat-
ters. But venereal desire pertains to lust. erefore sacrilege is
a species of lust.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, Aa. 6,7), the
act of a virtue or vice, that is directed to the end of another
virtue or vice, assumes the latter’s species: thus, the commit-
ted for the sake of adultery, passes into the species of adul-
tery. Now it is evident that as Augustine states (De Virgin. 8),
the observance of chastity, by being directed to the worship of
God, becomes an act of religion, as in the case of those who
vow and keep chastity. Wherefore it is manifest that lust also,

by violating something pertaining to the worship of God, be-
longs to the species of sacrilege: and in this way sacrilege may
be accounted a species of lust.

Reply to Objection 1. Lust, by being directed to another
vice as its end, becomes a species of that vice: and so a species
of lust may be also a species of irreligion, as of a higher genus.

Reply to Objection 2. e enumeration referred to, in-
cludes those sins which are species of lust by their very na-
ture: whereas sacrilege is a species of lust in so far as it is di-
rected to another vice as its end, and may coincide with the
various species of lust. For unlawful intercourse between per-
sons mutually united by spiritual relationship, is a sacrilege af-
ter the manner of incest. Intercourse with a virgin consecrated
to God, inasmuch as she is the spouse of Christ, is sacrilege re-
sembling adultery. If the maiden be under her father’s author-
ity, it will be spiritual seduction; and if force be employed it
will be spiritual rape, which kind of rape even the civil lawpun-
ishes more severely than others. us the Emperor Justinian
says*: “If anyman dare, I will not say to rape, but even to tempt
a consecrated virgin with a view to marriage, he shall be liable
to capital punishment.”

Reply to Objection 3. Sacrilege is committed on a conse-
crated thing. Now a consecrated thing is either a consecrated
person, who is desired for sexual intercourse, and thus it is a
kind of lust, or it is desired for possession, and thus it is a kind
of injustice. Sacrilege may also come under the head of anger,
for instance, if through anger an injury be done to a conse-
crated person. Again, onemay commit a sacrilege by partaking
gluttonously of sacred food. Nevertheless, sacrilege is ascribed
more specially to lust which is opposed to chastity for the ob-
servance of which certain persons are specially consecrated.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 11Whether the unnatural vice is a species of lust?

Objection 1. It would seem that the unnatural vice is not
a species of lust. For no mention of the vice against nature is
made in the enumeration given above (a. 1, obj. 1). erefore
it is not a species of lust.

Objection 2. Further, lust is contrary to virtue; and so it is
comprised under vice. But the unnatural vice is comprised not
under vice, but under bestiality, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vii, 5). erefore the unnatural vice is not a species of
lust.

Objection 3. Further, lust regards acts directed to human
generation, as stated above (q. 153, a. 2): Whereas the unnat-
ural vice concerns acts from which generation cannot follow.
erefore the unnatural vice is not a species of lust.

On the contrary, It is reckoned together with the other
species of lust (2 Cor. 12:21) where we read: “And have not
done penance for the uncleanness, and fornication, and las-

civiousness,” where a gloss says: “Lasciviousness, i.e., unnatural
lust.”

I answer that,As stated above (Aa. 6,9) wherever there oc-
curs a special kind of deformity whereby the venereal act is
rendered unbecoming, there is a determinate species of lust.
is may occur in two ways: First, through being contrary
to right reason, and this is common to all lustful vices; sec-
ondly, because, in addition, it is contrary to the natural order
of the venereal act as becoming to the human race: and this is
called “the unnatural vice.” is may happen in several ways.
First, by procuring pollution, without any copulation, for the
sake of venereal pleasure: this pertains to the sin of “unclean-
ness” which some call “effeminacy.” Secondly, by copulation
with a thing of undue species, and this is called “bestiality.”
irdly, by copulation with an undue sex, male with male, or
female with female, as the Apostle states (Rom. 1:27): and this

‡ Append. Grat. ad can. Lex illa. * Cod. i, iii de Episc. et Cler. 5.
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is called the “vice of sodomy.” Fourthly, by not observing the
natural manner of copulation, either as to undue means, or as
to other monstrous and bestial manners of copulation.

Reply to Objection 1. ere we enumerated the species
of lust that are not contrary to human nature: wherefore the
unnatural vice was omitted.

Reply to Objection 2. Bestiality differs from vice, for the

latter is opposed to human virtue by a certain excess in the
samematter as the virtue, and therefore is reducible to the same
genus.

Reply to Objection 3. e lustful man intends not hu-
man generation but venereal pleasures. It is possible to have
this without those acts fromwhich human generation follows:
and it is that which is sought in the unnatural vice.

IIa IIae q. 154 a. 12Whether the unnatural vice is the greatest sin among the species of lust?

Objection 1. It would seem that the unnatural vice is not
the greatest sin among the species of lust. For the more a sin is
contrary to charity the graver it is. Now adultery, seduction
and rape which are injurious to our neighbor are seemingly
more contrary to the love of our neighbor, than unnatural sins,
by which no other person is injured. erefore the unnatural
sin is not the greatest among the species of lust.

Objection 2. Further, sins committed against God would
seem to be the most grievous. Now sacrilege is committed di-
rectly against God, since it is injurious to the Divine worship.
erefore sacrilege is a graver sin than the unnatural vice.

Objection 3. Further, seemingly, a sin is all the more
grievous according as we owe a greater love to the person
against whom that sin is committed. Now the order of charity
requires that a man love more those persons who are united
to him—and such are those whom he defiles by incest—than
persons who are not connected with him, and whom in cer-
tain cases he defiles by the unnatural vice. erefore incest is a
graver sin than the unnatural vice.

Objection 4. Further, if the unnatural vice is most
grievous, the more it is against nature the graver it would seem
to be. Now the sin of uncleanness or effeminacy would seem
to be most contrary to nature, since it would seem especially
in accordwith nature that agent and patient should be distinct
from one another. Hence it would follow that uncleanness is
the gravest of unnatural vices. But this is not true. erefore
unnatural vices are not the most grievous among sins of lust.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De adult. conjug.*) that
“of all these,” namely the sins belonging to lust, “that which is
against nature is the worst.”

I answer that, In every genus, worst of all is the corruption
of the principle on which the rest depend. Now the principles
of reason are those things that are according to nature, because
reason presupposes things as determined by nature, before dis-
posing of other things according as it is fitting.ismay be ob-
served both in speculative and in practical matters.Wherefore
just as in speculative matters the most grievous and shameful
error is that which is about things the knowledge of which is
naturally bestowed on man, so in matters of action it is most
grave and shameful to act against things as determined by na-
ture. erefore, since by the unnatural vices man transgresses
that which has been determined by nature with regard to the

use of venereal actions, it follows that in this matter this sin
is gravest of all. Aer it comes incest, which, as stated above
(a. 9), is contrary to the natural respect which we owe persons
related to us.

With regard to the other species of lust they imply a trans-
gression merely of that which is determined by right reason,
on the presupposition, however, of natural principles. Now it
is more against reason to make use of the venereal act not only
with prejudice to the future offspring, but also so as to injure
another person besides. Wherefore simple fornication, which
is committed without injustice to another person, is the least
grave among the species of lust.en, it is a greater injustice to
have intercourse with a woman who is subject to another’s au-
thority as regards the act of generation, than as regards merely
her guardianship. Wherefore adultery is more grievous than
seduction. And both of these are aggravated by the use of vio-
lence. Hence rape of a virgin is graver than seduction, and rape
of a wife than adultery. And all these are aggravated by coming
under the head of sacrilege, as stated above (a. 10, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the ordering of right reason
proceeds from man, so the order of nature is from God Him-
self: wherefore in sins contrary to nature, whereby the very or-
der of nature is violated, an injury is done to God, the Author
of nature. Hence Augustine says (Confess. iii, 8): “ose foul
offenses that are against nature should be everywhere and at
all times detested and punished, such as were those of the peo-
ple of Sodom, which should all nations commit, they should
all stand guilty of the same crime, by the law of God which
hath not so made men that they should so abuse one another.
For even that very intercourse which should be between God
and us is violated, when that same nature, of which He is the
Author, is polluted by the perversity of lust.”

Reply toObjection 2.Vices against nature are also against
God, as stated above (ad 1), and are so much more grievous
than the depravity of sacrilege, as the order impressed on hu-
man nature is prior to and more firm than any subsequently
established order.

Reply toObjection 3.enature of the species ismore in-
timately united to each individual, than anyother individual is.
Wherefore sins against the specific nature are more grievous.

Reply to Objection 4. Gravity of a sin depends more on
the abuse of a thing than on the omission of the right use.

* e quotation is from Cap. Adulterii xxxii, qu. 7. Cf. Augustine, De Bono
Conjugali, viii.
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Wherefore among sins against nature, the lowest place belongs
to the sin of uncleanness, which consists in the mere omission
of copulation with another. While the most grievous is the sin
of bestiality, because use of the due species is not observed.
Hence a gloss onGn. 37:2, “He accused his brethren of a most
wicked crime,” says that “they copulatedwith cattle.” Aer this

comes the sin of sodomy, because use of the right sex is not ob-
served. Lastly comes the sin of not observing the right manner
of copulation, which is more grievous if the abuse regards the
“vas” than if it affects the manner of copulation in respect of
other circumstances.
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S P   S P, Q 155
Of Continence

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider the potential parts of temperance: (1) continence; (2) clemency; (3) modesty. Under the first head
we must consider continence and incontinence. With regard to continence there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether continence is a virtue?
(2) What is its matter?
(3) What is its subject?
(4) Of its comparison with temperance.

IIa IIae q. 155 a. 1Whether continence is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that continence is not a virtue.
For species and genus are not co-ordinatemembers of the same
division. But continence is co-ordinated with virtue, accord-
ing to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 1,9). erefore continence
is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, no one sins by using a virtue, since,
according to Augustine (De Lib. Arb. ii, 18,19), “a virtue is a
thing that no onemakes ill use of.” Yet onemay sin by contain-
ing oneself: for instance, if one desire to do a good, and contain
oneself from doing it. erefore continence is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, no virtue withdraws man from that
which is lawful, but only from unlawful things: for a gloss on
Gal. 5:23, “Faith, modesty,” etc., says that by continence a man
refrains even from things that are lawful.erefore continence
is not a virtue.

On the contrary, Every praiseworthy habit would seem
to be a virtue. Now such is continence, for Andronicus says*
that “continence is a habit unconquered by pleasure.” ere-
fore continence is a virtue.

I answer that, e word “continence” is taken by various
people in two ways. For some understand continence to de-
note abstention from all venereal pleasure: thus the Apostle
joins continence to chastity (Gal. 5:23). In this sense perfect
continence is virginity in the first place, andwidowhood in the
second.Wherefore the same applies to continence understood
thus, as to virginity which we have stated above (q. 152, a. 3 )
to be a virtue. Others, however, understand continence as sig-
nifying that whereby a man resists evil desires, which in him
are vehement. In this sense the Philosopher takes continence
(Ethic. vii, 7), and thus also it is used in theConferences of the
Fathers (Collat. xii, 10,11). In this way continence has some-
thing of the nature of a virtue, in so far, to wit, as the reason

stands firm in opposition to the passions, lest it be led astray
by them: yet it does not attain to the perfect nature of a moral
virtue, by which even the sensitive appetite is subject to reason
so that vehement passions contrary to reason do not arise in
the sensitive appetite. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
9) that “continence is not a virtue but a mixture,” inasmuch as
it has something of virtue, and somewhat falls short of virtue.

If, however, we take virtue in a broad sense, for any prin-
ciple of commendable actions, we may say that continence is a
virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher includes conti-
nence in the same division with virtue in so far as the former
falls short of virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. Properly speaking, man is that
which is according to reason. Wherefore from the very fact
that a man holds [tenet se] to that which is in accord with rea-
son, he is said to contain himself. Now whatever pertains to
perversionof reason is not according to reason.Hencehe alone
is truly said to be continent who stands to that which is in ac-
cord with right reason, and not to that which is in accord with
perverse reason. Now evil desires are opposed to right reason,
even as good desires are opposed to perverse reason. Where-
fore he is properly and truly continent who holds to right rea-
son, by abstaining from evil desires, and not he who holds to
perverse reason, by abstaining from good desires: indeed, the
latter should rather be said to be obstinate in evil.

Reply to Objection 3. e gloss quoted takes continence
in the first sense, as denoting a perfect virtue, which refrains
not merely from unlawful goods, but also from certain lawful
things that are lesser goods, in order to give its whole attention
to the more perfect goods.

* De Affectibus.
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IIa IIae q. 155 a. 2Whether desires for pleasures of touch are the matter of continence?

Objection 1. It would seem that desires for pleasures of
touch are not the matter of continence. For Ambrose says (De
Offic. i, 46): “General decorum by its consistent form and the
perfection of what is virtuous is restrained* in its every action.”

Objection 2. Further, continence takes its name from a
man standing for the good of right reason, as stated above (a. 1,
ad 2). Now other passions lead men astray from right reason
with greater vehemence than the desire for pleasures of touch:
for instance, the fear of mortal dangers, which stupefies aman,
and anger which makes him behave like a madman, as Seneca
remarks†. erefore continence does not properly regard the
desires for pleasures of touch.

Objection 3. Further, Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 54):
“It is continence that restrains cupidity with the guiding hand
of counsel.”Nowcupidity is generally used to denote the desire
for riches rather than the desire for pleasures of touch, accord-
ing to 1 Tim. 6:10, “Cupidity [Douay: ‘e desire of money’]
(φιλαργυρία), is the root of all evils.” erefore continence is
not properly about the desires for pleasures of touch

Objection 4.Further, there are pleasures of touch not only
in venereal matters but also in eating. But continence is wont
to be applied only to the use of venereal matters.erefore the
desire for pleasures of touch is not its proper matter.

Objection 5. Further, among pleasures of touch some are
not human but bestial, both as regards food—for instance, the
pleasure of eating human flesh; and as regards venereal mat-
ters—for instance the abuse of animals or boys. But continence
is not about such like things, as stated in Ethic. vii, 5.erefore
desires for pleasures of touch are not the propermatter of con-
tinence.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 4) that
“continence and incontinence are about the same things as
temperance and intemperance.” Now temperance and intem-
perance are about the desires for pleasures of touch, as stated
above (q. 141, a. 4). erefore continence and incontinence
are also about that same matter.

I answer that,Continence denotes, by its very name, a cer-
tain curbing, in so far as aman contains himself from following
his passions. Hence continence is properly said in reference to
those passions which urge a man towards the pursuit of some-
thing, wherein it is praiseworthy that reason should withhold
man frompursuing:whereas it is not properly about those pas-
sions, such as fear and the like, which denote some kind of
withdrawal: since in these it is praiseworthy to remain firm in
pursuingwhat reasondictates, as stated above (q. 123,Aa. 3,4).
Now it is to be observed that natural inclinations are the prin-
ciples of all supervening inclinations, as stated above ( Ia, q. 60,

a. 2). Wherefore the more they follow the inclination of na-
ture, the more strongly do the passions urge to the pursuance
of an object. Now nature inclines chiefly to those things that
are necessary to it, whether for themaintenance of the individ-
ual, such as food, or for the maintenance of the species, such
as venereal acts, the pleasures of which pertain to the touch.
erefore continence and incontinence refer properly to de-
sires for pleasures of touch.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as temperance may be used in
a general sense in connection with any matter; but is prop-
erly applied to that matter wherein it is best for man to be
curbed: so, too, continence properly speaking regards that
matter wherein it is best and most difficult to contain oneself,
namely desires for pleasures of touch, and yet in a general sense
and relatively may be applied to any other matter: and in this
sense Ambrose speaks of continence.

Reply to Objection 2. Properly speaking we do not speak
of continence in relation to fear, but rather of firmness ofmind
which fortitude implies. As to anger, it is true that it begets an
impulse to the pursuit of something, but this impulse follows
an apprehension of the soul—in so far as a man apprehends
that someone has injured him—rather than an inclination of
nature.Wherefore a manmay be said to be continent of anger,
relatively but not simply.

Reply to Objection 3. External goods, such as honors,
riches and the like, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 4), seem
to be objects of choice in themselves indeed, but not as being
necessary for the maintenance of nature. Wherefore in refer-
ence to such things we speak of a person as being continent or
incontinent, not simply, but relatively, by adding that they are
continent or incontinent in regard to wealth, or honor and so
forth. Hence Tully either understood continence in a general
sense, as including relative continence, or understood cupidity
in a restricted sense as denoting desire for pleasures of touch.

Reply to Objection 4. Venereal pleasures are more vehe-
ment than pleasures of the palate: wherefore we are wont to
speak of continence and incontinence in reference to venereal
matters rather than in reference to food; although according
to the Philosopher they are applicable to both.

Reply toObjection 5.Continence is a good of the human
reason: wherefore it regards those passions which can be con-
natural to man. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 5) that
“if a man were to lay hold of a child with desire of eating him
or of satisfying an unnatural passion whether he follow up his
desire or not, he is said to be continent‡, not absolutely, but
relatively.”

* “Continentem” according to St. omas’ reading; St. Ambrose wrote “concinentem = harmonious.”. † De Ira i, 1. ‡ See a. 4.
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IIa IIae q. 155 a. 3Whether the subject of continence is the concupiscible power?

Objection 1. It would seem that the subject of continence
is the concupiscible power. For the subject of a virtue should
be proportionate to the virtue’smatter.Now thematter of con-
tinence, as stated (a. 2), is desires for the pleasures of touch,
which pertain to the concupiscible power. erefore conti-
nence is in the concupiscible power.

Objection 2. Further, “Opposites are referred to one same
thing”*. But incontinence is in the concupiscible, whose pas-
sions overcome reason, for Andronicus says† that “inconti-
nence is the evil inclination of the concupiscible, by following
which it chooses wicked pleasures in disobedience to reason.”
erefore continence is likewise in the concupiscible.

Objection 3. Further, the subject of a human virtue is ei-
ther the reason, or the appetitive power, which is divided into
the will, the concupiscible and the irascible. Now continence
is not in the reason, for then it would be an intellectual virtue;
nor is it in the will, since continence is about the passions
which are not in the will; nor again is it in the irascible, be-
cause it is not properly about the passions of the irascible, as
stated above (a. 2, ad 2). erefore it follows that it is in the
concupiscible.

On the contrary, Every virtue residing in a certain power
removes the evil act of that power. But continence does not
remove the evil act of the concupiscible: since “the continent
man has evil desires,” according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii,
9). erefore continence is not in the concupiscible power.

I answer that, Every virtue while residing in a subject,
makes that subject have a different disposition from thatwhich
it has while subjected to the opposite vice. Now the concupis-
cible has the same disposition in one who is continent and in

onewho is incontinent, since in both of them it breaks out into
vehement evil desires.Wherefore it ismanifest that continence
is not in the concupiscible as its subject. Again the reason has
the same disposition in both, since both the continent and the
incontinent have right reason, and each of them, while undis-
turbed by passion, purposes not to follow his unlawful desires.
Now the primary difference between them is to be found in
their choice: since the continent man, though subject to vehe-
ment desires, chooses not to follow them, because of his rea-
son; whereas the incontinent man chooses to follow them, al-
though his reason forbids. Hence continence must needs re-
side in that power of the soul, whose act it is to choose; and
that is the will, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 13, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. Continence has for its matter the
desires for pleasures of touch, not as moderating them (this
belongs to temperance which is in the concupiscible), but its
business with them is to resist them. For this reason it must be
in another power, since resistance is of one thing against an-
other.

Reply toObjection 2.ewill stands between reason and
the concupiscible, and may be moved by either. In the conti-
nent man it is moved by the reason, in the incontinent man it
is moved by the concupiscible. Hence continence may be as-
cribed to the reason as to its first mover, and incontinence to
the concupiscible power: though both belong immediately to
the will as their proper subject.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the passions are not in
the will as their subject, yet it is in the power of the will to re-
sist them: thus it is that the will of the continent man resists
desires.

IIa IIae q. 155 a. 4Whether continence is better than temperance?

Objection 1. It would seem that continence is better than
temperance. For it is written (Ecclus. 26:20): “No price is wor-
thy of a continent soul.”erefore no virtue can be equalled to
continence.

Objection 2. Further, the greater the reward a virtue mer-
its, the greater the virtue. Now continence apparently merits
the greater reward; for it is written (2 Tim. 2:5): “He…is not
crowned, except he strive lawfully,” and the continent man,
since he is subject to vehement evil desires, strives more than
the temperate man, in whom these things are not vehement.
erefore continence is a greater virtue than temperance.

Objection 3. Further, the will is a more excellent power
than the concupiscible. But continence is in the will, whereas
temperance is in the concupiscible, as stated above (a. 3).
erefore continence is a greater virtue than temperance.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 54) and An-
dronicus‡ reckon continence to be annexed to temperance, as

to a principal virtue.
I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), continence has a

twofold signification. In one way it denotes cessation from all
venereal pleasures; and if continence be taken in this sense, it is
greater than temperance considered absolutely, asmay be gath-
ered from what we said above (q. 152, a. 5) concerning the
preeminence of virginity over chastity considered absolutely.
In another way continence may be taken as denoting the resis-
tance of the reason to evil desires when they are vehement in
a man: and in this sense temperance is far greater than conti-
nence, because the good of a virtue derives its praise from that
which is in accord with reason. Now the good of reason flour-
ishes more in the temperate man than in the continent man,
because in the former even the sensitive appetite is obedient to
reason, being tamed by reason so to speak, whereas in the con-
tinent man the sensitive appetite strongly resists reason by its
evil desires. Hence continence is compared to temperance, as

* Categ. viii. † De Affectibus. ‡ De Affectibus.

1768



the imperfect to the perfect.
Reply to Objection 1. e passage quoted may be under-

stood in twoways. First in reference to the sense in which con-
tinence denotes abstinence from all things venereal: and thus
it means that “no price is worthy of a continent soul,” in the
genus of chastity the fruitfulness of the flesh is the purpose of
marriage is equalled to the continence of virginity or of wid-
owhood, as stated above (q. 152, Aa. 4,5). Secondly it may be
understood in reference to the general sense in which conti-
nence denotes any abstinence from things unlawful: and thus
it means that “no price is worthy of a continent soul,” because
its value is not measured with gold or silver, which are appre-
ciable according to weight.

Reply to Objection 2. e strength or weakness of con-
cupiscence may proceed from two causes. For sometimes it is
owing to a bodily cause: because some people by their natu-
ral temperament are more prone to concupiscence than oth-

ers; and again opportunities for pleasure which inflame the
concupiscence are nearer to hand for some people than for
others. Such like weakness of concupiscence diminishes merit,
whereas strength of concupiscence increases it. on the other
hand, weakness or strength of concupiscence arises from a
praiseworthy spiritual cause, for instance the vehemence of
charity, or the strength of reason, as in the case of a temper-
ate man. In this way weakness of concupiscence, by reason of
its cause, increases merit, whereas strength of concupiscence
diminishes it.

Reply to Objection 3. e will is more akin to the rea-
son than the concupiscible power is. Wherefore the good of
reason—on account of which virtue is praised by the very fact
that it reaches not only to the will but also to the concupisci-
ble power, as happens in the temperate man—is shown to be
greater than if it reach only to thewill, as in the case of onewho
is continent.
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S P   S P, Q 156
Of Incontinence
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider incontinence: and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether incontinence pertains to the soul or to the body?
(2) Whether incontinence is a sin?
(3) e comparison between incontinence and intemperance;
(4) Which is the worse, incontinence in anger, or incontinence in desire?

IIa IIae q. 156 a. 1Whether incontinence pertains to the soul or to the body?

Objection1. Itwould seem that incontinence pertains not
to the soul but to the body. For sexual diversity comes not from
the soul but from the body. Now sexual diversity causes di-
versity of incontinence: for the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 5)
that women are not described either as continent or as incon-
tinent. erefore incontinence pertains not to the soul but to
the body.

Objection 2. Further, that which pertains to the soul does
not result from the temperament of the body. But inconti-
nence results from the bodily temperament: for the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. vii, 7) that “it is especially people of a quick
or choleric and atrabilious temper whose incontinence is one
of unbridled desire.” erefore incontinence regards the body.

Objection 3. Further, victory concerns the victor rather
than the vanquished. Now a man is said to be incontinent, be-
cause “the flesh lusteth against the spirit,” and overcomes it.
erefore incontinence pertains to the flesh rather than to the
soul.

On the contrary,Man differs from beast chiefly as regards
the soul. Now they differ in respect of continence and inconti-
nence, for we ascribe neither continence nor incontinence to
the beasts, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. vii, 3). erefore
incontinence is chiefly on the part of the soul.

I answer that, ings are ascribed to their direct causes
rather than to those which merely occasion them. Now that
which is on the part of the body is merely an occasional cause
of incontinence; since it is owing to a bodily disposition that
vehement passions can arise in the sensitive appetite which is
a power of the organic body. Yet these passions, however ve-
hement they be, are not the sufficient cause of incontinence,
but are merely the occasion thereof, since, so long as the use
of reason remains, man is always able to resist his passions. If,
however, the passions gain such strength as to take away the
use of reason altogether—as in the case of those who become
insane through the vehemence of their passions—the essen-
tial conditions of continence or incontinence cease, because
such people do not retain the judgment of reason, which the
continentman follows and the incontinent forsakes. From this
it follows that the direct cause of incontinence is on the part

of the soul, which fails to resist a passion by the reason. is
happens in two ways, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii,
7): first, when the soul yields to the passions, before the rea-
son has given its counsel; and this is called “unbridled inconti-
nence” or “impetuosity”: secondly, when aman does not stand
to what has been counselled, through holding weakly to rea-
son’s judgment; wherefore this kind of incontinence is called
“weakness.” Hence it is manifest that incontinence pertains
chiefly to the soul.

Reply to Objection 1. e human soul is the form of the
body, and has certain powers whichmake use of bodily organs.
eoperations of these organs conduce somewhat to those op-
erations of the soul which are accomplishedwithout bodily in-
struments, namely to the acts of the intellect and of the will, in
so far as the intellect receives from the senses, and the will is
urged by passions of the sensitive appetite. Accordingly, since
woman, as regards the body, has a weak temperament, the re-
sult is that for themost part,whatever sheholds to, sheholds to
it weakly; although in /rare cases the opposite occurs, accord-
ing to Prov. 31:10, “Who shall find a valiant woman?” And
since small and weak things “are accounted as though they
were not”* the Philosopher speaks of women as though they
had not the firm judgment of reason, although the contrary
happens in some women. Hence he states that “we do not de-
scribe women as being continent, because they are vacillating”
through being unstable of reason, and “are easily led” so that
they follow their passions readily.

Reply toObjection 2. It is owing to the impulse of passion
that a man at once follows his passion before his reason coun-
sels him. Now the impulse of passion may arise either from its
quickness, as in bilious persons†, or from its vehemence, as in
themelancholic, who on account of their earthy temperament
are most vehemently aroused. Even so, on the other hand, a
man fails to stand to thatwhich is counselled, because he holds
to it in weakly fashion by reason of the soness of his temper-
ament, as we have stated with regard to woman (ad 1). is is
also the case with phlegmatic temperaments, for the same rea-
son as in women. And these results are due to the fact that the
bodily temperament is an occasional but not a sufficient cause

* Aristotle, Phys. ii, 5. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 46, a. 5.
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of incontinence, as stated above.
Reply to Objection 3. In the incontinent man concu-

piscence of the flesh overcomes the spirit, not necessarily,
but through a certain negligence of the spirit in not resisting
strongly.

IIa IIae q. 156 a. 2Whether incontinence is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that incontinence is not a sin.
For as Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. iii, 18): “No man sins in
what he cannot avoid.” Now no man can by himself avoid in-
continence, according to Wis. 8:21, “I know [Vulg.: ‘knew’]
that I could not…be continent, except God gave it.” erefore
incontinence is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, apparently every sin originates in
the reason. But the judgment of reason is overcome in the in-
continent man. erefore incontinence is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, no one sins in loving God vehe-
mently. Now a man becomes incontinent through the vehe-
mence of divine love: for Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that
“Paul, through incontinence of divine love, exclaimed: I live,
now not I” (Gal. 2:20). erefore incontinence is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is numbered together with other sins
(2 Tim. 3:3) where it is written: “Slanderers, incontinent, un-
merciful,” etc. erefore incontinence is a sin.

I answer that, Incontinence about a matter may be con-
sidered in two ways. First it may be considered properly and
simply: and thus incontinence is about concupiscences of plea-
sures of touch, even as intemperance is, as we have said in
reference to continence (q. 155, a. 2 ). In this way inconti-
nence is a sin for two reasons: first, because the incontinent
man goes astray from that which is in accord with reason; sec-
ondly, because he plunges into shameful pleasures. Hence the
Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 4) that “incontinence is censurable
not only because it is wrong”—that is, by straying from rea-
son—“but also because it is wicked”—that is, by following evil
desires. Secondly, incontinence about a matter is considered,
properly—inasmuch as it is a straying from reason—but not

simply; for instance when aman does not observe themode of
reason in his desire for honor, riches, and so forth, which seem
to be good in themselves. About such things there is inconti-
nence, not simply but relatively, even as we have said above in
reference to continence (q. 155, a. 2, ad 3). In this way incon-
tinence is a sin, not from the fact that one gives way to wicked
desires, but because one fails to observe the mode of reason
even in the desire for things that are of themselves desirable.

irdly, incontinence is said to be about a matter, not
properly, butmetaphorically. for instance about the desires for
things of which one cannot make an evil use, such as the de-
sire for virtue. A man may be said to be incontinent in these
matters metaphorically, because just as the incontinent man is
entirely led by his evil desire, even so is aman entirely led by his
good desire which is in accord with reason. Such like inconti-
nence is no sin, but pertains to the perfection of virtue.

Reply toObjection 1.Man can avoid sin and do good, yet
not without God’s help, according to Jn. 15:5: “Without Me
you can do nothing.”Wherefore the fact thatman needsGod’s
help in order to be continent, does not show incontinence to
beno sin, for, as stated inEthic. iii, 3, “whatwe candobymeans
of a friend we do, in a way, ourselves.”

Reply toObjection2.ejudgmentof reason is overcome
in the incontinent man, not necessarily, for then he would
commit no sin, but through a certain negligence on account
of his not standing firm in resisting the passion by holding to
the judgment formed by his reason.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument takes incontinence
metaphorically and not properly.

IIa IIae q. 156 a. 3Whether the incontinent man sins more gravely than the intemperate?

Objection 1. It would seem that the incontinent man sins
more gravely than the intemperate. For, seemingly, the more a
man acts against his conscience, the more gravely he sins, ac-
cording to Lk. 12:47, “at servant who knew the will of his
lord…and did not…shall be beaten with many stripes.” Now
the incontinent man would seem to act against his conscience
more than the intemperate because, according to Ethic. vii,
3, the incontinent man, though knowing how wicked are the
things he desires, nevertheless acts through passion, whereas
the intemperateman judges what he desires to be good.ere-
fore the incontinentman sinsmore gravely than the intemper-
ate.

Objection 2. Further, apparently, the graver a sin is, the
more incurable it is:wherefore the sins against theHolyGhost,

being most grave, are declared to be unpardonable. Now the
sin of incontinence would appear to be more incurable than
the sin of intemperance. For a person’s sin is cured by admon-
ishment and correction, which seemingly are no good to the
incontinent man, since he knows he is doing wrong, and does
wrong notwithstanding: whereas it seems to the intemperate
man that he is doing well, so that it were good for him to be
admonished. erefore it would appear that the incontinent
man sins more gravely than the intemperate.

Objection 3. Further, themore eagerly man sins, themore
grievous his sin. Now the incontinent sins more eagerly than
the intemperate, since the incontinent man has vehement pas-
sions and desires, which the intemperate man does not always
have. erefore the incontinent man sins more gravely than
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the intemperate.
On the contrary, Impenitence aggravates every sin:

whereforeAugustine says (DeVerb.Dom. serm. xi, 12,13) that
“impenitence is a sin against the Holy Ghost.” Now according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 8) “the intemperate man is not
inclined to be penitent, for he holds on to his choice: but ev-
ery incontinent man is inclined to repentance.” erefore the
intemperate man sins more gravely than the incontinent.

I answer that, According to Augustine* sin is chiefly an
act of the will, because “by the will we sin and live aright”†.
Consequently where there is a greater inclination of the will
to sin, there is a graver sin. Now in the intemperate man, the
will is inclined to sin in virtue of its own choice, which pro-
ceeds from a habit acquired through custom: whereas in the
incontinent man, the will is inclined to sin through a passion.
And since passion soon passes, whereas a habit is “a disposi-
tion difficult to remove,” the result is that the incontinentman
repents at once, as soon as the passion has passed; but not so
the intemperate man; in fact he rejoices in having sinned, be-
cause the sinful act has become connatural to him by reason
of his habit. Wherefore in reference to such persons it is writ-
ten (Prov. 2:14) that “they are glad when they have done evil,
and rejoice in most wicked things.” Hence it follows that “the
intemperate man is much worse than the incontinent,” as also
the Philosopher declares (Ethic. vii, 7).

Reply to Objection 1. Ignorance in the intellect some-
times precedes the inclination of the appetite and causes it, and
then the greater the ignorance, the more does it diminish or
entirely excuse the sin, in so far as it renders it involuntary. On
the other hand, ignorance in the reason sometimes follows the
inclination of the appetite, and then such like ignorance, the
greater it is, the graver the sin, because the inclination of the
appetite is shown thereby to be greater. Now in both the in-
continent and the intemperate man, ignorance arises from the
appetite being inclined to something, either by passion, as in
the incontinent, or by habit, as in the intemperate. Neverthe-
less greater ignorance results thus in the intemperate than in
the incontinent. In one respect as regards duration, since in the
incontinentman this ignorance lasts onlywhile the passion en-
dures, just as an attack of intermittent fever lasts as long as the
humor is disturbed: whereas the ignorance of the intemperate

man endures without ceasing, on account of the endurance of
the habit, wherefore it is likened to phthisis or any chronic dis-
ease, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 8). In another respect
the ignorance of the intemperate man is greater as regards the
thing ignored. For the ignorance of the incontinent man re-
gards someparticular detail of choice (in so far as hedeems that
hemust choose this particular thing now): whereas the intem-
perate man’s ignorance is about the end itself, inasmuch as he
judges this thing good, in order that he may follow his desires
without being curbed. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii,
7,8) that “the incontinent man is better than the intemperate,
becausehe retains the best principle‡,” towit, the right estimate
of the end.

Reply toObjection 2.Mere knowledge does not suffice to
cure the incontinent man, for he needs the inward assistance
of grace which quenches concupiscence, besides the applica-
tion of the external remedy of admonishment and correction,
which induce him to begin to resist his desires, so that concu-
piscence is weakened, as stated above (q. 142, a. 2 ). By these
same means the intemperate man can be cured. But his curing
is more difficult, for two reasons.e first is on the part of rea-
son, which is corrupt as regards the estimate of the last end,
which holds the same position as the principle in demonstra-
tions. Now it is more difficult to bring back to the truth one
who errs as to the principle; and it is the same in practical mat-
ters with one who errs in regard to the end. e other reason
is on the part of the inclination of the appetite: for in the in-
temperateman this proceeds from a habit, which is difficult to
remove, whereas the inclination of the incontinent man pro-
ceeds from a passion, which is more easily suppressed.

Reply to Objection 3. e eagerness of the will, which
increases a sin, is greater in the intemperate man than in the
incontinent, as explained above. But the eagerness of con-
cupiscence in the sensitive appetite is sometimes greater in
the incontinent man, because he does not sin except through
vehement concupiscence, whereas the intemperate man sins
even through slight concupiscence and sometimes forestalls it.
Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7) that we blame more
the intemperateman, “becausehepursues pleasurewithoutde-
siring it or with calm,” i.e. slight desire. “For what would he
have done if he had desired it with passion?”

IIa IIae q. 156 a. 4Whether the incontinent in anger is worse than the incontinent in desire?

Objection 1. It would seem that the incontinent in anger
is worse than the incontinent in desire. For themore difficult it
is to resist the passion, the less grievous, apparently is inconti-
nence: wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7): “It is not
wonderful, indeed it is pardonable if a person is overcome by
strong and overwhelming pleasures or pains.” Now, “as Her-
aclitus says, it is more difficult to resist desire than anger”*.
erefore incontinence of desire is less grievous than incon-

tinence of anger.
Objection 2. Further, one is altogether excused from sin

if the passion be so vehement as to deprive one of the judg-
ment of reason, as in the case of one who becomes demented
through passion. Now he that is incontinent in anger retains
more of the judgment of reason, than one who is incontinent
in desire: since “anger listens to reason somewhat, but desire
does not” as the Philosopher states (Ethic. vii, 6).erefore the

* De Duab. Anim. x, xi. † Retract. i, 9. ‡ Τὸ βέλτιστον, ἡ ἀρχή, ‘the best
thing, i.e. the principle’. * Ethic. ii. 3.
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incontinent in anger is worse than the incontinent in desire.
Objection 3. Further, the more dangerous a sin the more

grievous it is. Now incontinence of anger would seem to be
more dangerous, since it leads a man to a greater sin, namely
murder, for this is a more grievous sin than adultery, to which
incontinence of desire leads. erefore incontinence of anger
is graver than incontinence of desire.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6) that
“incontinence of anger is less disgraceful than incontinence of
desire.”

I answer that, e sin of incontinence may be considered
in two ways. First, on the part of the passion which occasions
the downfall of reason. In this way incontinence of desire is
worse than incontinence of anger, because the movement of
desire is more inordinate than the movement of anger. ere
are four reasons for this, and the Philosopher indicates them,
Ethic. vii, 6: First, because the movement of anger partakes
somewhat of reason, since the angry man tends to avenge the
injury done to him, and reason dictates this in a certain degree.
Yet he does not tend thereto perfectly, because he does not in-
tend the duemode of vengeance. on the other hand, themove-
ment of desire is altogether in accord with sense and nowise in
accord with reason. Secondly, because the movement of anger
resultsmore from the bodily temperament owing to the quick-
ness of the movement of the bile which tends to anger. Hence
one who by bodily temperament is disposed to anger is more
readily angry than one who is disposed to concupiscence is li-

able to be concupiscent: wherefore also it happens more oen
that the children of those who are disposed to anger are them-
selves disposed to anger, than that the children of those who
are disposed to concupiscence are also disposed to concupis-
cence. Now that which results from the natural disposition of
the body is deemedmore deserving of pardon.irdly, because
anger seeks to work openly, whereas concupiscence is fain to
disguise itself and creeps in by stealth. Fourthly, because he
who is subject to concupiscence works with pleasure, whereas
the angry man works as though forced by a certain previous
displeasure.

Secondly, the sin of incontinence may be considered with
regard to the evil into which one falls through forsaking rea-
son; and thus incontinence of anger is, for themost part, more
grievous, because it leads to things that are harmful to one’s
neighbor.

Reply toObjection 1. It is more difficult to resist pleasure
perseveringly than anger, because concupiscence is enduring.
But for the moment it is more difficult to resist anger, on ac-
count of its impetuousness.

Reply toObjection 2.Concupiscence is stated to bewith-
out reason, not as though it destroyed altogether the judgment
of reason, but because nowise does it follow the judgment of
reason: and for this reason it is more disgraceful.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers inconti-
nence with regard to its result.
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Of Clemency and Meekness

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider clemency and meekness, and the contrary vices. Concerning the virtues themselves there are four
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether clemency and meekness are altogether identical?
(2) Whether each of them is a virtue?
(3) Whether each is a part of temperance?
(4) Of their comparison with the other virtues.

IIa IIae q. 157 a. 1Whether clemency and meekness are absolutely the same?

Objection 1. It would seem that clemency and meekness
are absolutely the same. For meekness moderates anger, ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 5). Now anger is “desire
of vengeance”*. Since, then, clemency “is leniency of a superior
in inflicting punishment on an inferior,” as Seneca states (De
Clementia ii, 3), and vengeance is taken by means of punish-
ment, it would seem that clemency andmeekness are the same.

Objection 2. Further, Tully says (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 54)
that “clemency is a virtue whereby the mind is restrained by
kindness when unreasonably provoked to hatred of a per-
son,” so that apparently clemency moderates hatred. Now, ac-
cording to Augustine†, hatred is caused by anger; and this is
the matter of meekness and clemency. erefore seemingly
clemency and meekness are absolutely the same.

Objection 3. Further, the same vice is not opposed to dif-
ferent virtues. But the same vice, namely cruelty, is opposed to
meekness and clemency.erefore it seems that meekness and
clemency are absolutely the same.

On the contrary, According to the aforesaid definition
of Seneca (obj. 1 ) “clemency is leniency of a superior to-
wards an inferior”: whereas meekness is notmerely of superior
to inferior, but of each to everyone. erefore meekness and
clemency are not absolutely the same.

I answer that, As stated in Ethic. ii, 3, a moral virtue is
“about passions and actions.” Now internal passions are prin-
ciples of external actions, and are likewise obstacles thereto.
Wherefore virtues that moderate passions, to a certain extent,
concur towards the same effect as virtues that moderate ac-
tions, although they differ specifically. us it belongs prop-
erly to justice to restrain man from the, whereunto he is in-
clined by immoderate love or desire of money, which is re-
strained by liberality; so that liberality concurs with justice to-
wards the effect, which is abstention from the.is applies to
the case in point; because through the passion of anger aman is

provoked to inflict a too severe punishment, while it belongs
directly to clemency to mitigate punishment, and this might
be prevented by excessive anger.

Consequently meekness, in so far as it restrains the on-
slaught of anger, concurs with clemency towards the same ef-
fect; yet they differ from one another, inasmuch as clemency
moderates external punishment, whilemeekness properlymit-
igates the passion of anger.

Reply to Objection 1. Meekness regards properly the de-
sire itself of vengeance; whereas clemency regards the pun-
ishment itself which is applied externally for the purpose of
vengeance.

Reply toObjection2.Man’s affections incline to themod-
eration of things that are unpleasant to him in themselves.
Now it results from one man loving another that he takes no
pleasure in the latter’s punishment in itself, but only as di-
rected to something else, for instance justice, or the correc-
tion of the person punished. Hence love makes one quick to
mitigate punishment —and this pertains to clemency—while
hatred is an obstacle to such mitigation. For this reason Tully
says that “the mind provoked to hatred” that is to punish too
severely, “is restrained by clemency,” from inflicting too severe
a punishment, so that clemency directly moderates not hatred
but punishment.

Reply toObjection3.evice of anger, which denotes ex-
cess in the passion of anger, is properly opposed to meekness,
which is directly concerned with the passion of anger; while
cruelty denotes excess in punishing. Wherefore Seneca says
(De Clementia ii, 4) that “those are called cruel who have rea-
son for punishing, but lack moderation in punishing.” ose
who delight in a man’s punishment for its own sake may be
called savage or brutal, as though lacking the human feeling
that leads one man to love another.

* Aristotle, Rhet. ii, 2. † Ep. ccxi.
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IIa IIae q. 157 a. 2Whether both clemency and meekness are virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that neither clemency nor
meekness is a virtue. For no virtue is opposed to another virtue.
Yet both of these are apparently opposed to severity, which is
a virtue. erefore neither clemency nor meekness is a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, “Virtue is destroyed by excess and
defect”*. But both clemency and meekness consist in a certain
decrease; for clemency decreases punishment, and meekness
decreases anger. erefore neither clemency nor meekness is
a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, meekness or mildness is included
(Mat. 5:4) among the beatitudes, and (Gal. 5:23) among the
fruits. Now the virtues differ from the beatitudes and fruits.
erefore they are not comprised under virtue.

On the contrary, Seneca says (De Clementia ii, 5): “Ev-
ery good man is conspicuous for his clemency and meekness.”
Now it is virtue properly that belongs to a good man, since
“virtue it is that makes its possessor good, and renders his
works good also” (Ethic. ii, 6). erefore clemency and meek-
ness are virtues.

I answer that, e nature of moral virtue consists in the
subjection of appetite to reason, as the Philosopher declares
(Ethic. i, 13). Now this is verified both in clemency and in
meekness. For clemency, in mitigating punishment, “is guided
by reason,” according to Seneca (De Clementia ii, 5), and
meekness, likewise, moderates anger according to right rea-
son, as stated in Ethic. iv, 5. Wherefore it is manifest that both
clemency and meekness are virtues.

Reply to Objection 1. Meekness is not directly opposed
to severity; for meekness is about anger. On the other hand,
severity regards the external infliction of punishment, so that
accordingly it would seem rather to be opposed to clemency,
which also regards external punishing, as stated above (a. 1).

Yet they are not really opposed to one another, since they are
both according to right reason. For severity is inflexible in the
infliction of punishment when right reason requires it; while
clemencymitigates punishment also according to right reason,
when and where this is requisite. Wherefore they are not op-
posed to one another as they are not about the same thing.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 5), “the habit that observes the mean in anger is un-
named; so that the virtue is denominated from the diminu-
tion of anger, and is designated by the name of meekness.” For
the virtue is more akin to diminution than to excess, because
it is more natural to man to desire vengeance for injuries done
to him, than to be lacking in that desire, since “scarcely any-
one belittles an injury done to himself,” as Sallust observes†.
As to clemency, it mitigates punishment, not in respect of that
which is according to right reason, but as regards that which
is according to common law, which is the object of legal jus-
tice: yet on account of some particular consideration, it mit-
igates the punishment, deciding, as it were, that a man is not
to be punished any further. Hence Seneca says (De Clemen-
tia ii, 1): “Clemency grants this, in the first place, that those
whom she sets free are declared immune from all further pun-
ishment; and remission of punishment due amounts to a par-
don.” Wherefore it is clear that clemency is related to sever-
ity as equity [the Greek ‘epieikeia’‡] to legal justice, whereof
severity is a part, as regards the infliction of punishment in ac-
cordance with the law. Yet clemency differs from equity, as we
shall state further on (a. 3, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. e beatitudes are acts of virtue:
while the fruits are delights in virtuous acts. Wherefore noth-
ing hinders meekness being reckoned both virtue, and beati-
tude and fruit.

IIa IIae q. 157 a. 3Whether the aforesaid virtues are parts of temperance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the aforesaid virtues are
not parts of temperance. For clemency mitigates punishment,
as stated above (a. 2). But the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 10) as-
cribes this to equity, which pertains to justice, as stated above
(q. 120, a. 2). erefore seemingly clemency is not a part of
temperance.

Objection 2. Further, temperance is concerned with con-
cupiscences; whereas meekness and clemency regard, not con-
cupiscences, but anger and vengeance. erefore they should
not be reckoned parts of temperance.

Objection 3. Further, Seneca says (DeClementia ii, 4): “A
manmaybe said to be of unsoundmindwhenhe takes pleasure
in cruelty.” Now this is opposed to clemency and meekness.
Since then an unsound mind is opposed to prudence, it seems
that clemency and meekness are parts of prudence rather than

of temperance.
On the contrary, Seneca says (De Clementia ii, 3) that

“clemency is temperance of the soul in exercising the power
of taking revenge.” Tully also (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 54) reckons
clemency a part of temperance.

I answer that, Parts are assigned to the principal virtues,
in so far as they imitate them in some secondary matter as to
the mode whence the virtue derives its praise and likewise its
name. us the mode and name of justice consist in a certain
“equality,” those of fortitude in a certain “strength of mind,”
those of temperance in a certain “restraint,” inasmuch as it
restrains the most vehement concupiscences of the pleasures
of touch. Now clemency and meekness likewise consist in a
certain restraint, since clemency mitigates punishment, while
meekness represses anger, as stated above (Aa. 1,2). ere-

* Ethic. ii, 2. † Cf. q. 120. ‡ Cf. q. 120.
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fore both clemency and meekness are annexed to temperance
as principal virtue, and accordingly are reckoned to be parts
thereof.

Reply to Objection 1. Two points must be considered in
the mitigation of punishment. one is that punishment should
be mitigated in accordance with the lawgiver’s intention, al-
though not according to the letter of the law; and in this re-
spect it pertains to equity. e other point is a certain mod-
eration of a man’s inward disposition, so that he does not ex-
ercise his power of inflicting punishment. is belongs prop-
erly to clemency, wherefore Seneca says (De Clementia ii, 3)
that “it is temperance of the soul in exercising the power of
taking revenge.” is moderation of soul comes from a certain
sweetness of disposition, whereby aman recoils from anything
that may be painful to another. Wherefore Seneca says (De
Clementia ii, 3) that “clemency is a certain smoothness of the
soul”; for, on the other hand, there would seem to be a certain
roughness of soul in one who fears not to pain others.

Reply to Objection 2. e annexation of secondary to
principal virtues depends on themode of virtue, which is, so to
speak, a kind of form of the virtue, rather than on the matter.
Now meekness and clemency agree with temperance in mode,
as stated above, though they agree not in matter.

Reply to Objection 3. “Unsoundness” is corruption of
“soundness.”Now just as soundness of body is corrupted by the
body lapsing from the condition due to the human species, so
unsoundness of mind is due to the mind lapsing from the dis-
position due to the human species.is occurs both in respect
of the reason, as when a man loses the use of reason, and in
respect of the appetitive power, as when a man loses that hu-
mane feeling whereby “every man is naturally friendly towards
all other men” (Ethic. viii, 1). e unsoundness of mind that
excludes the use of reason is opposed to prudence. But that a
man who takes pleasure in the punishment of others is said to
be of unsound mind, is because he seems on this account to be
devoid of the humane feeling which gives rise to clemency.

IIa IIae q. 157 a. 4Whether clemency and meekness are the greatest virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that clemency and meekness
are the greatest virtues. For virtue is deserving of praise chiefly
because it directs man to happiness that consists in the knowl-
edge of God. Now meekness above all directs man to the
knowledge ofGod: for it iswritten ( James 1:21): “Withmeek-
ness receive the ingraed word,” and (Ecclus. 5:13): “Be meek
to hear the word” of God. Again, Dionysius says (Ep. viii ad
Demophil.) that “Moses was deemedworthy of theDivine ap-
parition on account of his great meekness.” erefore meek-
ness is the greatest of virtues.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly a virtue is all the greater
according as it ismore acceptable toGod andmen.Nowmeek-
ness would appear to be most acceptable to God. For it is
written (Ecclus. 1:34,35): “at which is agreeable” to God
is “faith and meekness”; wherefore Christ expressly invites us
to be meek like unto Himself (Mat. 11:29), where He says:
“Learn of Me, because I am meek and humble of heart”; and
Hilary declares* that “Christ dwells in us by our meekness of
soul.” Again, it is most acceptable to men; wherefore it is writ-
ten (Ecclus. 3:19): “My son, do thy works in meekness, and
thou shalt be beloved above the glory of men”: for which rea-
son it is also declared (Prov. 20:28) that the King’s “throne is
strengthened by clemency.”erefore meekness and clemency
are the greatest of virtues.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i, 2) that “the meek are they who yield to reproaches,
and resist not evil, but overcome evil by good.”Now this seems
to pertain tomercy or piety which would seem to be the great-
est of virtues: because a gloss ofAmbrose† on1Tim. 4:8, “Piety
[Douay: ‘Godliness’] is profitable to all things,” observes that
“piety is the sum total of the Christian religion.” erefore

meekness and clemency are the greatest virtues.
On the contrary, ey are not reckoned as principal

virtues, but are annexed to another, as to a principal, virtue.
I answer that, Nothing prevents certain virtues from be-

ing greatest, not indeed simply, nor in every respect, but in a
particular genus. It is impossible for clemency or meekness to
be absolutely the greatest virtues, since they owe their praise
to the fact that they withdraw a man from evil, by mitigat-
ing anger or punishment. Now it is more perfect to obtain
good than to lack evil.Wherefore those virtues like faith, hope,
charity, and likewise prudence and justice, which direct one to
good simply, are absolutely greater virtues than clemency and
meekness.

Yet nothing prevents clemency and meekness from having
a certain restricted excellence among the virtues which resist
evil inclinations. For anger, which is mitigated bymeekness, is,
on account of its impetuousness, a very great obstacle to man’s
free judgment of truth: wherefore meekness above all makes
a man self-possessed. Hence it is written (Ecclus. 10:31): “My
son, keep thy soul in meekness.” Yet the concupiscences of the
pleasures of touch are more shameful, and harass more inces-
santly, for which reason temperance is more rightly reckoned
as a principal virtue. as stated above (q. 141, a. 7, ad 2). As to
clemency, inasmuch as it mitigates punishment, it would seem
to approach nearest to charity, the greatest of the virtues, since
thereby we do good towards our neighbor, and hinder his evil.

Reply to Objection 1. Meekness disposes man to the
knowledge of God, by removing an obstacle; and this in two
ways. First, because it makes man self-possessed by mitigat-
ing his anger, as stated above; secondly, because it pertains to
meekness that a man does not contradict the words of truth,

* Comment. in Matth. iv, 3. † Hilary the deacon.
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which many do through being disturbed by anger. Wherefore
Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. ii, 7): “To be meek is not to
contradictHolyWrit, whetherwe understand it, if it condemn
our evil ways, or understand it not, as though we might know
better and have a clearer insight of the truth.”

Reply to Objection 2. Meekness and clemency make us
acceptable to God andmen, in so far as they concur with char-
ity, the greatest of the virtues, towards the same effect, namely
the mitigation of our neighbor’s evils.

Reply to Objection 3. Mercy and piety agree indeed with
meekness and clemency by concurring towards the same ef-

fect, namely the mitigation of our neighbor’s evils. Neverthe-
less they differ as to motive. For piety relieves a neighbor’s evil
through reverence for a superior, for instance God or one’s
parents: mercy relieves a neighbor’s evil, because this evil is
displeasing to one, in so far as one looks upon it as affect-
ing oneself, as stated above (q. 30, a. 2): and this results from
friendship whichmakes friends rejoice and grieve for the same
things: meekness does this, by removing anger that urges to
vengeance, and clemency does this through leniency of soul,
in so far as it judges equitable that a person be no further pun-
ished.
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Of Anger

(In Eight Articles)

We must next consider the contrary vices: (1) Anger that is opposed to meekness; (2) Cruelty that is opposed to clemency.
Concerning anger there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is lawful to be angry?
(2) Whether anger is a sin?
(3) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(4) Whether it is the most grievous of sins?
(5) Of its species;
(6) Whether anger is a capital vice?
(7) Of its daughters;
(8) Whether it has a contrary vice?

IIa IIae q. 158 a. 1Whether it is lawful to be angry?

Objection 1. It would seem that it cannot be lawful to be
angry. For Jerome in his exposition onMat. 5:22, “Whosoever
is angry with his brother,” etc. says: “Some codices add ‘with-
out cause.’ However, in the genuine codices the sentence is un-
qualified, and anger is forbidden altogether.”erefore it is no-
wise lawful to be angry.

Objection 2. Further, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom.
iv) “e soul’s evil is to be without reason.” Now anger is al-
ways without reason: for the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 6)
that “anger does not listen perfectly to reason”; and Gregory
says (Moral. v, 45) that “when anger sunders the tranquil sur-
face of the soul, itmangles and rends it by its riot”; andCassian
says (De Inst. Caenob. viii, 6): “From whatever cause it arises,
the angry passion boils over and blinds the eye of the mind.”
erefore it is always evil to be angry.

Objection 3. Further, anger is “desire for vengeance”* ac-
cording to a gloss on Lev. 19:17, “ou shalt not hate thy
brother in thy heart.” Now it would seem unlawful to desire
vengeance, since this should be le to God, according to Dt.
32:35, “Revenge is Mine.” erefore it would seem that to be
angry is always an evil.

Objection 4. Further, all that makes us depart from like-
ness to God is evil. Now anger always makes us depart from
likeness to God, since God judges with tranquillity according
to Wis. 12:18. erefore to be angry is always an evil.

On the contrary, Chrysostom† says: “He that is angry
without cause, shall be in danger; but he that is angry with
cause, shall not be in danger: for without anger, teaching will
be useless, judgments unstable, crimes unchecked.” erefore
to be angry is not always an evil.

I answer that, Properly speaking anger is a passion of the
sensitive appetite, and gives its name to the irascible power, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 46, a. 1) when we were treating of the
passions.Nowwith regard to the passions of the soul, it is to be

observed that evil may be found in them in two ways. First by
reason of the passion’s very species, which is derived from the
passion’s object. us envy, in respect of its species, denotes an
evil, since it is displeasure at another’s good, and such displea-
sure is in itself contrary to reason: wherefore, as the Philoso-
pher remarks (Ethic. ii, 6), “the very mention of envy denotes
something evil.” Now this does not apply to anger, which is
the desire for revenge, since revenge may be desired both well
and ill. Secondly, evil is found in a passion in respect of the
passion’s quantity, that is in respect of its excess or deficiency;
and thus evil may be found in anger, when, to wit, one is angry,
more or less than right reason demands. But if one is angry in
accordancewith right reason, one’s anger is deserving of praise.

Reply toObjection 1. e Stoics designated anger and all
the other passions as emotions opposed to the order of rea-
son; and accordingly they deemed anger and all other passions
to be evil, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 24, a. 2 ) when we were
treating of the passions. It is in this sense that Jerome consid-
ers anger; for he speaks of the anger whereby one is angry with
one’s neighbor, with the intent of doing him a wrong.—But,
according to the Peripatetics, to whose opinion Augustine in-
clines (De Civ. Dei ix, 4), anger and the other passions of the
soul are movements of the sensitive appetite, whether they be
moderated or not, according to reason: and in this sense anger
is not always evil.

Reply to Objection 2. Anger may stand in a twofold rela-
tion to reason. First, antecedently; in thisway itwithdraws rea-
son from its rectitude, and has therefore the character of evil.
Secondly, consequently, inasmuch as themovement of the sen-
sitive appetite is directed against vice and in accordance with
reason, this anger is good, and is called “zealous anger.”Where-
fore Gregory says (Moral. v, 45): “We must beware lest, when
we use anger as an instrument of virtue, it overrule the mind,
and go before it as its mistress, instead of following in reason’s

* Aristotle, Rhet. ii, 2. † Hom. xi in theOpus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed
to St. John Chrysostom.
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train, ever ready, as its handmaid, to obey.” is latter anger,
although it hinder somewhat the judgment of reason in the
execution of the act, does not destroy the rectitude of reason.
Hence Gregory says (Moral. v, 45) that “zealous anger trou-
bles the eye of reason, whereas sinful anger blinds it.” Nor is
it incompatible with virtue that the deliberation of reason be
interrupted in the execution of what reason has deliberated:
since art also would be hindered in its act, if it were to deliber-
ate about what has to be done, while having to act.

Reply to Objection 3. It is unlawful to desire vengeance
considered as evil to the man who is to be punished, but it is
praiseworthy to desire vengeance as a corrective of vice and for

the good of justice; and to this the sensitive appetite can tend,
in so far as it ismoved thereto by the reason: andwhen revenge
is taken in accordance with the order of judgment, it is God’s
work, since he who has power to punish “is God’s minister,” as
stated in Rom. 13:4.

Reply toObjection 4.Wecan and ought to be like toGod
in the desire for good; but we cannot be altogether likened to
Him in the mode of our desire, since in God there is no sen-
sitive appetite, as in us, the movement of which has to obey
reason. Wherefore Gregory says (Moral. v, 45) that “anger is
more firmly erect in withstanding vice, when it bows to the
command of reason.”

IIa IIae q. 158 a. 2Whether anger is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger is not a sin. For we
demerit by sinning. But “we do not demerit by the passions,
even as neither do we incur blame thereby,” as stated in Ethic.
ii, 5.Consequently nopassion is a sin.Nowanger is a passion as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 46, a. 1) in the treatise on the passions.
erefore anger is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, in every sin there is conversion to
some mutable good. But in anger there is conversion not to a
mutable good, but to a person’s evil. erefore anger is not a
sin.

Objection 3. Further, “No man sins in what he cannot
avoid,” as Augustine asserts*. But man cannot avoid anger, for
a gloss on Ps. 4:5, “Be ye angry and sin not,” says: “e move-
ment of anger is not in our power.” Again, the Philosopher as-
serts (Ethic. vii, 6) that “the angry man acts with displeasure.”
Now displeasure is contrary to the will. erefore anger is not
a sin.

Objection 4. Further, sin is contrary to nature, according
toDamascene†. But it is not contrary toman’s nature to be an-
gry, and it is the natural act of a power, namely the irascible;
wherefore Jerome says in a letter‡ that “to be angry is the prop-
erty of man.” erefore it is not a sin to be angry.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Eph. 4:31): “Let all in-
dignation and anger§…be put away from you.”

I answer that,Anger, as stated above (a. 1), is properly the
name of a passion. A passion of the sensitive appetite is good in
so far as it is regulated by reason,whereas it is evil if it set the or-
der of reason aside.Now the order of reason, in regard to anger,
may be considered in relation to two things. First, in relation to
the appetible object to which anger tends, and that is revenge.
Wherefore if one desire revenge to be taken in accordancewith
the order of reason, the desire of anger is praiseworthy, and is
called “zealous anger”¶. On the other hand, if one desire the
taking of vengeance in any way whatever contrary to the order
of reason, for instance if he desire the punishment of one who
has not deserved it, or beyond his deserts, or again contrary to
the order prescribed by law, or not for the due end, namely the

maintaining of justice and the correction of defaults, then the
desire of anger will be sinful, and this is called sinful anger.

Secondly, the order of reason in regard to anger may be
considered in relation to themode of being angry, namely that
themovement of anger shouldnot be immoderately fierce, nei-
ther internally nor externally; and if this condition be disre-
garded, anger will not lack sin, even though just vengeance be
desired.

Reply to Objection 1. Since passion may be either regu-
lated or not regulated by reason, it follows that a passion con-
sidered absolutely does not include the notion of merit or de-
merit, of praise or blame. But as regulated by reason, it may be
something meritorious and deserving of praise; while on the
other hand, as not regulated by reason, it may be demeritori-
ous and blameworthy. Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic.
ii, 5) that “it is he who is angry in a certain way, that is praised
or blamed.”

Reply to Objection 2. e angry man desires the evil of
another, not for its own sake but for the sake of revenge, to-
wards which his appetite turns as to a mutable good.

Reply to Objection 3. Man is master of his actions
through the judgment of his reason, wherefore as to themove-
ments that forestall that judgment, it is not in man’s power to
prevent them as a whole, i.e. so that none of them arise, al-
though his reason is able to check each one, if it arise. Accord-
ingly it is stated that the movement of anger is not in man’s
power, to the extent namely that no such movement arise. Yet
since this movement is somewhat in his power, it is not en-
tirely sinless if it be inordinate. e statement of the Philoso-
pher that “the angry man acts with displeasure,” means that
he is displeased, not with his being angry, but with the injury
which he deems done to himself: and through this displeasure
he is moved to seek vengeance.

Reply toObjection 4.e irascible power in man is natu-
rally subject to his reason,wherefore its act is natural toman, in
so far as it is in accord with reason, and in so far as it is against
reason, it is contrary to man’s nature.

* De Lib. Arb. iii, 18. † De Fide Orth. ii, 4,30. ‡ Ep. xii ad Anton. Monach. § Vulg.: ‘Anger and indignation’. ¶ Cf. Greg., Moral. v, 45.
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IIa IIae q. 158 a. 3Whether all anger is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that all anger is a mortal sin.
For it is written ( Job 5:2): “Anger killeth the foolish man*,”
and he speaks of the spiritual killing, whence mortal sin takes
its name. erefore all anger is a mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, nothing save mortal sin is deserv-
ing of eternal condemnation. Now anger deserves eternal con-
demnation; for our Lord said (Mat. 5:22): “Whosoever is an-
gry with his brother shall be in danger of the judgment”: and
a gloss on this passage says that “the three things mentioned
there, namely judgment, council, and hell-fire, signify in a
pointedmanner different abodes in the state of eternal damna-
tion corresponding to various sins.”erefore anger is amortal
sin.

Objection 3.Further, whatsoever is contrary to charity is a
mortal sin. Now anger is of itself contrary to charity, as Jerome
declares in his commentary on Mat. 5:22, “Whosoever is an-
gry with his brother,” etc. where he says that this is contrary to
the love of your neighbor. erefore anger is a mortal sin.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ps. 4:5, “Be ye angry and sin
not,” says: “Anger is venial if it does not proceed to action.”

I answer that, e movement of anger may be inordinate
and sinful in two ways, as stated above (a. 2). First, on the part
of the appetible object, aswhenonedesires unjust revenge; and
thus anger is a mortal sin in the point of its genus, because it
is contrary to charity and justice. Nevertheless such like anger
may happen to be a venial sin by reason of the imperfection
of the act. is imperfection is considered either in relation to
the subject desirous of vengeance, as when the movement of

anger forestalls the judgment of his reason; or in relation to
the desired object, as when one desires to be avenged in a tri-
fling matter, which should be deemed of no account, so that
even if one proceeded to action, it would not be a mortal sin,
for instance by pulling a child slightly by the hair, or by some
other like action. Secondly, the movement of anger may be in-
ordinate in themode of being angry, for instance, if one be too
fiercely angry inwardly, or if one exceed in the outward signs
of anger. In this way anger is not a mortal sin in the point of
its genus; yet it may happen to be a mortal sin, for instance if
through the fierceness of his anger a man fall away from the
love of God and his neighbor.

Reply toObjection 1. It does not follow from the passage
quoted that all anger is a mortal sin, but that the foolish are
killed spiritually by anger, because, through not checking the
movement of anger by their reason, they fall into mortal sins,
for instance by blaspheming God or by doing injury to their
neighbor.

Reply toObjection 2.Our Lord said this of anger, by way
of addition to the words of the Law: “Whosoever shall kill
shall be in danger of the judgment” (Mat. 5:21). Consequently
our Lord is speaking here of the movement of anger wherein a
man desires the killing or any grave injury of his neighbor: and
should the consent of reason be given to this desire, without
doubt it will be a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 3. In the case where anger is contrary
to charity, it is a mortal sin, but it is not always so, as appears
from what we have said.

IIa IIae q. 158 a. 4Whether anger is the most grievous sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger is themost grievous
sin. For Chrysostom says that “nothing is more repulsive than
the look of an angry man, and nothing uglier than a ruthless†
face, and most of all ‡han a cruel soul.” erefore anger is the
most grievous sin.

Objection 2. Further, the more hurtful a sin is, the worse
it would seem to be; since, according to Augustine (Enchirid-
ion xii), “a thing is said to be evil because it hurts.” Now anger
is most hurtful, because it deprives man of his reason, whereby
he is master of himself; for Chrysostom says (Hom. xlviii in
Joan.) that “anger differs in noway frommadness; it is a demon
while it lasts, indeed more troublesome than one harassed by
a demon.” erefore anger is the most grievous sin.

Objection 3. Further, inward movements are judged ac-
cording to their outward effects. Now the effect of anger is
murder, which is amost grievous sin.erefore anger is a most
grievous sin.

On the contrary,Anger is compared to hatred as themote

to the beam; for Augustine says in his Rule (Ep. ccxi): “Lest
anger grow into hatred and amote become a beam.”erefore
anger is not the most grievous sin.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2), the inordinate-
ness of anger is considered in a twofold respect, namelywith re-
gard to an undue object, and with regard to an unduemode of
being angry. As to the appetible object which it desires, anger
would seem to be the least of sins, for anger desires the evil
of punishment for some person, under the aspect of a good
that is vengeance. Hence on the part of the evil which it de-
sires the sin of anger agrees with those sins which desire the
evil of our neighbor, such as envy and hatred; but while hatred
desires absolutely another’s evil as such, and the envious man
desires another’s evil through desire of his own glory, the an-
gry man desires another’s evil under the aspect of just revenge.
Wherefore it is evident that hatred is more grievous than envy,
and envy than anger: since it is worse to desire evil as an evil,
than as a good; and to desire evil as an external good such as

* Vulg.: ‘Anger indeed killeth the foolish’. † ‘Severo’. e correct text is
‘Si vero.’ e translation would then run thus…‘and nothing uglier.’ And if his
‘face is ugly, how much uglier is his soul!’. ‡ Hom. xlviii in Joan.
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honor or glory, than under the aspect of the rectitude of jus-
tice. On the part of the good, under the aspect of which the
angryman desires an evil, anger concurs with the sin of concu-
piscence that tends to a good. In this respect again, absolutely
speaking. the sin of anger is apparently less grievous than that
of concupiscence, according as the good of justice, which the
angryman desires, is better than the pleasurable or useful good
which is desired by the subject of concupiscence. Wherefore
the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 4) that “the incontinent in de-
sire is more disgraceful than the incontinent in anger.”

On the other hand, as to the inordinateness which regards
the mode of being angry, anger would seem to have a certain
pre-eminence on account of the strength and quickness of its
movement, according to Prov. 27:4, “Anger hath no mercy,
nor fury when it breaketh forth: and who can bear the vio-

lence of one provoked?” Hence Gregory says (Moral. v, 45):
“eheart goadedby the pricks of anger is convulsed, the body
trembles, the tongue entangles itself, the face is inflamed, the
eyes are enraged and fail utterly to recognize those whom we
know: the tongue makes sounds indeed, but there is no sense
in its utterance.”

Reply to Objection 1. Chrysostom is alluding to the re-
pulsiveness of the outward gestures which result from the im-
petuousness of anger.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers the inor-
dinatemovement of anger, that results from its impetuousness,
as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Murder results from hatred and
envy no less than from anger: yet anger is less grievous, inas-
much as it considers the aspect of justice, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 158 a. 5Whether the Philosopher suitably assigns the species of anger?

Objection 1. It would seem that the species of anger are
unsuitably assigned by the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 5) where he
says that some angry persons are “choleric,” some “sullen,” and
some “ill-tempered” or “stern.” According to him, a person is
said to be “sullen” whose anger “is appeased with difficulty and
endures a long time.” But this apparently pertains to the cir-
cumstance of time. erefore it seems that anger can be differ-
entiated specifically in respect also of the other circumstances.

Objection 2. Further, he says (Ethic. iv, 5) that “ill-
tempered” or “stern” persons “are those whose anger is not ap-
peased without revenge, or punishment.” Now this also per-
tains to the unquenchableness of anger. erefore seemingly
the ill-tempered is the same as bitterness.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord mentions three degrees of
anger, when He says (Mat. 5:22): “Whosoever is angry with
his brother, shall be in danger of the judgment: andwhosoever
shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council,
and whosoever shall say” to his brother, “ou fool.” But these
degrees are not referable to the aforesaid species. erefore it
seems that the above division of anger is not fitting.

On the contrary, Gregory of Nyssa* says “there are three
species of irascibility,” namely, “the anger which is called
wrath†,” and “ill-will” which is a disease of the mind, and “ran-
cour.” Now these three seem to coincide with the three afore-
said. For “wrath” he describes as “having beginning and move-
ment,” and the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 5) ascribes this to “cho-
leric” persons: “ill-will” he describes as “an anger that endures
and grows old,” and this the Philosopher ascribes to “sullen-
ness”; while he describes “rancour” as “reckoning the time for
vengeance,” which tallies with the Philosopher’s description of
the “ill-tempered.” e same division is given by Damascene
(De Fide Orth. ii, 16). erefore the aforesaid division as-
signed by the Philosopher is not unfitting.

I answer that,eaforesaid distinctionmay be referred ei-

ther to the passion, or to the sin itself of anger.We have already
stated when treating of the passions ( Ia IIae, q. 46, a. 8) how
it is to be applied to the passion of anger. And it would seem
that this is chiefly what Gregory of Nyssa and Damascene had
in view.Here, however, we have to take the distinction of these
species in its application to the sin of anger, and as set down by
the Philosopher.

For the inordinateness of anger may be considered in re-
lation to two things. First, in relation to the origin of anger,
and this regards “choleric” persons, who are angry too quickly
and for any slight cause. Secondly, in relation to the duration
of anger, for that anger endures too long; and this may happen
in two ways. In one way, because the cause of anger, to wit, the
inflicted injury, remains too long in aman’smemory, the result
being that it gives rise to a lasting displeasure, wherefore he is
“grievous” and “sullen” to himself. In another way, it happens
on the part of vengeance, which a man seeks with a stubborn
desire: this applies to “ill-tempered” or “stern” people, who do
not put aside their anger until they have inflicted punishment.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not time, but a man’s propen-
sity to anger, or his pertinacity in anger, that is the chief point
of consideration in the aforesaid species.

Reply to Objection 2. Both “sullen” and “ill-tempered”
people have a long-lasting anger, but for different reasons. For
a “sullen” person has an abiding anger on account of an abid-
ing displeasure, which he holds locked in his breast; and as he
does not break forth into the outward signs of anger, others
cannot reason him out of it, nor does he of his own accord
lay aside his anger, except his displeasure wear away with time
and thus his anger cease. On the other hand, the anger of “ill-
tempered” persons is long-lasting on account of their intense
desire for revenge, so that it does not wear out with time, and
can be quelled only by revenge.

Reply to Objection 3. e degrees of anger mentioned
* Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. xxi. † ‘Fellea,’ i.e. like gall. But in Ia IIae, q. 46,
a. 8, St.omas quoting the same authority hasΧόλοςwhichwe render ‘wrath’.
* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 46, a. 8, obj. 3.
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by our Lord do not refer to the different species of anger,
but correspond to the course of the human act*. For the first
degree is an inward conception, and in reference to this He
says: “Whosoever is angry with his brother.” e second de-
gree is when the anger is manifested by outward signs, even
before it breaks out into effect; and in reference to this He
says: “Whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca!” which is an
angry exclamation. e third degree is when the sin conceived
inwardly breaks out into effect. Now the effect of anger is an-
other’s hurt under the aspect of revenge; and the least of hurts
is that which is done by amere word; wherefore in reference to
this He says: “Whosoever shall say to his brother ou fool!”

Consequently it is clear that the second adds to the first, and
the third to both the others; so that, if the first is a mortal sin,
in the case referred to by our Lord, as stated above (a. 3, ad
2), muchmore so are the others.Wherefore some kind of con-
demnation is assigned as corresponding to each one of them.
In the first case “judgment” is assigned, and this is the least se-
vere, for asAugustine says†, “where judgment is to bedelivered,
there is an opportunity for defense”: in the second case “coun-
cil” is assigned, “whereby the judges deliberate together on the
punishment to be inflicted”: to the third case is assigned “hell-
fire,” i.e. “decisive condemnation.”

IIa IIae q. 158 a. 6Whether anger should be reckoned among the capital vices?

Objection 1. It would seem that anger should not be reck-
oned among the capital sins. For anger is born of sorrowwhich
is a capital vice known by the name of sloth. erefore anger
should not be reckoned a capital vice.

Objection 2. Further, hatred is a graver sin than anger.
erefore it should be reckoned a capital vice rather than
anger.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss on Prov. 29:22, “An angry
[Douay: ‘passionate’] man provoketh quarrels,” says: “Anger is
thedoor to all vices: if it be closed, peace is ensuredwithin to all
the virtues; if it be opened, the soul is armed for every crime.”
Now no capital vice is the origin of all sins, but only of certain
definite ones. erefore anger should not be reckoned among
the capital vices.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) places anger
among the capital vices.

I answer that,As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 84, a. 3,4), a cap-
ital vice is defined as one from which many vices arise. Now
there are two reasons for which many vices can arise from
anger. e first is on the part of its object which has much of
the aspect of desirability, in so far as revenge is desired under

the aspect of just or honest‡, which is attractive by its excel-
lence, as stated above (a. 4). e second is on the part of its
impetuosity, whereby it precipitates the mind into all kinds of
inordinate action. erefore it is evident that anger is a capital
vice.

Reply to Objection 1. e sorrow whence anger arises is
not, for the most part, the vice of sloth, but the passion of sor-
row, which results from an injury inflicted.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (q. 118, a. 7; q. 148,
a. 5; q. 153, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 84, a. 4), it belongs to the notion of
a capital vice to have a most desirable end, so that many sins
are committed through the desire thereof. Now anger, which
desires evil under the aspect of good, has a more desirable end
than hatred has, since the latter desires evil under the aspect of
evil: wherefore anger is more a capital vice than hatred is.

Reply to Objection 3. Anger is stated to be the door to
the vices accidentally, that is by removing obstacles, to wit by
hindering the judgment of reason, whereby man is withdrawn
from evil. It is, however, directly the cause of certain special
sins, which are called its daughters.

IIa IIae q. 158 a. 7Whether six daughters are fittingly assigned to anger?

Objection 1. It would seem that six daughters are unfit-
tingly assigned to anger, namely “quarreling, swelling of the
mind, contumely, clamor, indignation and blasphemy.” For
blasphemy is reckoned by Isidore* to be a daughter of pride.
erefore it should not be accounted a daughter of anger.

Objection2.Further, hatred is born of anger, asAugustine
says in his rule (Ep. ccxi).erefore it should be placed among
the daughters of anger.

Objection 3. Further, “a swollen mind” would seem to be
the same as pride. Now pride is not the daughter of a vice, but
“the mother of all vices,” as Gregory states (Moral. xxxi, 45).
erefore swelling of themind should not be reckoned among

the daughters of anger.
On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) assigns these

daughters to anger.
I answer that, Anger may be considered in three ways.

First, as consisting in thought, and thus two vices arise from
anger. one is on the part of the person with whom a man is an-
gry, and whom he deems unworthy [indignum] of acting thus
towards him, and this is called “indignation.” e other vice is
on the part of the man himself, in so far as he devises various
means of vengeance, andwith such like thoughts fills hismind,
according to Job 15:2, “Will a wise man…fill his stomach with
burning heat?” And thus we have “swelling of the mind.”

† Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 9. ‡ Honesty must be taken here in its broad
sense as synonymous with moral goodness, from the point of view of deco-
rum; Cf. q. 145, a. 1. * QQ. in Deut., qu. xvi.
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Secondly, anger may be considered, as expressed in words:
and thus a twofold disorder arises from anger. One is when
a man manifests his anger in his manner of speech, as stated
above (a. 5, ad 3) of the man who says to his brother, “Raca”:
and this refers to “clamor,” which denotes disorderly and con-
fused speech.eother disorder is when aman breaks out into
injurious words, and if these be against God, it is “blasphemy,”
if against one’s neighbor, it is “contumely.”

irdly, anger may be considered as proceeding to deeds;
and thus anger gives rise to “quarrels,” by which we are to
understand all manner of injuries inflicted on one’s neighbor
through anger.

Reply to Objection 1. e blasphemy into which a man
breaks out deliberately proceeds from pride, whereby a man
lis himself up against God: since, according to Ecclus. 10:14,
“the beginning of the pride of man is to fall off from God,” i.e.

to fall away from reverence for Him is the first part of pride†;
and this gives rise to blasphemy. But the blasphemy intowhich
aman breaks out through a disturbance of the mind, proceeds
from anger.

Reply to Objection 2. Although hatred sometimes arises
from anger, it has a previous cause, from which it arises more
directly, namely displeasure, even as, on the other hand, love
is born of pleasure. Now through displeasure, a man is moved
sometimes to anger, sometimes to hatred.Wherefore it was fit-
ting to reckon that hatred arises from sloth rather than from
anger.

Reply to Objection 3. Swelling of the mind is not taken
here as identical with pride, but for a certain effort or daring
attempt to take vengeance; and daring is a vice opposed to for-
titude.

IIa IIae q. 158 a. 8Whether there is a vice opposed to anger resulting from lack of anger?

Objection 1. It would seem that there. is not a vice op-
posed to anger, resulting from lack of anger. For no vice makes
us like to God. Now by being entirely without anger, a man
becomes like to God, Who judges “with tranquillity” (Wis.
12:18). erefore seemingly it is not a vice to be altogether
without anger.

Objection 2. Further, it is not a vice to lack what is alto-
gether useless. But themovement of anger is useful for no pur-
pose, as Seneca proves in the book he wrote on anger (De Ira
i, 9, seqq.). erefore it seems that lack of anger is not a vice.

Objection 3. Further, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom.
iv), “man’s evil is to be without reason.” Now the judgment of
reason remains unimpaired, if all movement of anger be done
away. erefore no lack of anger amounts to a vice.

Onthe contrary,Chrysostom‡ says: “Hewho is not angry,
whereas he has cause to be, sins. For unreasonable patience is
the hotbed of many vices, it fosters negligence, and incites not
only the wicked but even the good to do wrong.”

I answer that, Anger may be understood in two ways. In
oneway, as a simplemovement of thewill, whereby one inflicts
punishment, not through passion, but in virtue of a judgment
of the reason: and thuswithoutdoubt lackof anger is a sin.is
is the sense in which anger is taken in the saying of Chrysos-
tom, for he says (Hom. xi inMatth., in theOpus Imperfectum,
falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom): “Anger, when it has
a cause, is not anger but judgment. For anger, properly speak-
ing, denotes amovement of passion”: andwhen aman is angry

with reason, his anger is no longer from passion: wherefore he
is said to judge, not to be angry. In another way anger is taken
for amovement of the sensitive appetite, which is with passion
resulting fromabodily transmutation.ismovement is a nec-
essary sequel, in man, to the movement of his will, since the
lower appetite necessarily follows the movement of the higher
appetite, unless there be an obstacle. Hence the movement of
anger in the sensitive appetite cannot be lacking altogether,
unless themovement of the will be altogether lacking or weak.
Consequently lack of the passion of anger is also a vice, even
as the lack of movement in the will directed to punishment by
the judgment of reason.

Reply to Objection 1. He that is entirely without anger
when he ought to be angry, imitates God as to lack of passion,
but not as to God’s punishing by judgment.

Reply to Objection 2. e passion of anger, like all other
movements of the sensitive appetite, is useful, as being con-
ducive to the more prompt execution* of reason’s dictate: else,
the sensitive appetite in man would be to no purpose, whereas
“nature does nothing without purpose”†.

Reply to Objection 3. When a man acts inordinately, the
judgment of his reason is cause not only of the simple move-
ment of thewill but also of the passion in the sensitive appetite,
as stated above. Wherefore just as the removal of the effect is
a sign that the cause is removed, so the lack of anger is a sign
that the judgment of reason is lacking.

† Cf. q. 162, a. 7, ad 2. ‡ Hom. xi in Matth. in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom. * Cf. Ia IIae, q. 24, a. 3. † Aristotle,
De Coelo i, 4.
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S P   S P, Q 159
Of Cruelty

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider cruelty, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether cruelty is opposed to clemency?
(2) Of its comparison with savagery or brutality.

IIa IIae q. 159 a. 1Whether cruelty is opposed to clemency?

Objection 1. It would seem that cruelty is not opposed to
clemency. For Seneca says (De Clementia ii, 4) that “those are
said to be cruel who exceed in punishing,” which is contrary
to justice. Now clemency is reckoned a part, not of justice but
of temperance. erefore apparently cruelty is not opposed to
clemency.

Objection 2. Further, it is written ( Jer. 6:23): “ey are
cruel, and will have no mercy”; so that cruelty would seem op-
posed to mercy. Now mercy is not the same as clemency, as
stated above (q. 157, a. 4, ad 3). erefore cruelty is not op-
posed to clemency.

Objection 3. Further, clemency is concerned with the in-
fliction of punishment, as stated above (q. 157, a. 1): whereas
cruelty applies to the withdrawal of beneficence, according to
Prov. 11:17, “But he that is cruel casteth off even his own kin-
dred.” erefore cruelty is not opposed to clemency.

On the contrary, Seneca says (De Clementia ii, 4) that
“the opposite of clemency is cruelty, which is nothing else but
hardness of heart in exacting punishment.”

I answer that, Cruelty apparently takes its name from
“cruditas” [rawness]. Now just as things when cooked and pre-
pared are wont to have an agreeable and sweet savor, so when
raw they have a disagreeable and bitter taste. Now it has been

stated above (q. 157, a. 3, ad 1; a. 4, ad 3) that clemency de-
notes a certain smoothness or sweetness of soul, whereby one
is inclined to mitigate punishment. Hence cruelty is directly
opposed to clemency.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as it belongs to equity to mit-
igate punishment according to reason, while the sweetness of
soul which inclines one to this belongs to clemency: so too,
excess in punishing, as regards the external action, belongs to
injustice; but as regards thehardness of heart,whichmakes one
ready to increase punishment, belongs to cruelty.

Reply toObjection 2.Mercy and clemency concur in this,
that both shun and recoil from another’s unhappiness, but in
different ways. For it belongs tomercy* to relieve another’s un-
happiness by a beneficent action, while it belongs to clemency
to mitigate another’s unhappiness by the cessation of punish-
ment. And since cruelty denotes excess in exacting punish-
ment, it is more directly opposed to clemency than to mercy;
yet on account of the mutual likeness of these virtues, cruelty
is sometimes taken for mercilessness.

Reply to Objection 3. Cruelty is there taken for merci-
lessness, which is lack of beneficence. We may also reply that
withdrawal of beneficence is in itself a punishment.

IIa IIae q. 159 a. 2Whether cruelty differs from savagery or brutality?

Objection 1. It would seem that cruelty differs not from
savagery or brutality. For seemingly one vice is opposed in one
way to one virtue. Now both savagery and cruelty are opposed
to clemency byway of excess.erefore it would seem that sav-
agery and cruelty are the same.

Objection 2. Further, Isidore says (Etym. x) that “sever-
ity is as it were savagery with verity, because it holds to justice
without attending to piety”: so that savagery would seem to
exclude that mitigation of punishment in delivering judgment
which is demanded by piety. Now this has been stated to be-
long to cruelty (a. 1, ad 1).erefore cruelty is the same as sav-
agery.

Objection 3. Further, just as there is a vice opposed to a
virtue byway of excess, so is there a vice opposed to it byway of
deficiency, which latter is opposed both to the virtue which is

themean, and to the vice which is in excess. Now the same vice
pertaining to deficiency is opposed to both cruelty and sav-
agery, namely remission or laxity. For Gregory says (Moral. xx,
5): “Let there be love, but not thatwhich enervates, let there be
severity, but without fury, let there be zeal without unseemly
savagery, let there be piety without undue clemency.” ere-
fore savagery is the same as cruelty.

On the contrary, Seneca says (De Clementia ii, 4) that “a
manwho is angry without being hurt, or with onewho has not
offendedhim, is not said to be cruel, but to be brutal or savage.”

I answer that, “Savagery” and “brutality” take their names
from a likeness to wild beasts which are also described as sav-
age. For animals of this kind attack man that they may feed
on his body, and not for some motive of justice the consider-
ation of which belongs to reason alone. Wherefore, properly

* Cf. q. 30, a. 1.
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speaking, brutality or savagery applies to those who in inflict-
ing punishment have not in view a default of the person pun-
ished, butmerely the pleasure they derive from aman’s torture.
Consequently it is evident that it is comprisedunder bestiality:
for such like pleasure is not human but bestial, and resulting
as it does either from evil custom, or from a corrupt nature,
as do other bestial emotions. On the other hand, cruelty not
only regards the default of the person punished, but exceeds
in the mode of punishing: wherefore cruelty differs from sav-
agery or brutality, as humanwickedness differs from bestiality,
as stated in Ethic. vii, 5.

Reply toObjection1.Clemency is a humanvirtue;where-
fore directly opposed to it is cruelty which is a form of human
wickedness. But savagery or brutality is comprised under bes-
tiality, wherefore it is directly opposed not to clemency, but to

a more excellent virtue, which the Philosopher (Ethic. vii, 5)
calls “heroic” or “god-like,” which according to us, would seem
topertain to the gis of theHolyGhost.Consequentlywemay
say that savagery is directly opposed to the gi of piety.

Reply to Objection 2. A severe man is not said to be sim-
ply savage, because this implies a vice; but he is said to be “sav-
age as regards the truth,” on account of some likeness to sav-
agery which is not inclined to mitigate punishment.

Reply to Objection 3. Remission of punishment is not a
vice, except it disregard the order of justice, which requires a
man to be punished on account of his offense, and which cru-
elty exceeds. On the other hand, cruelty disregards this order
altogether. Wherefore remission of punishment is opposed to
cruelty, but not to savagery.
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Of Modesty

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider modesty: and (1) Modesty in general; (2) Each of its species. Under the first head there are two
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether modesty is a part of temperance?
(2) What is the matter of modesty?

IIa IIae q. 160 a. 1Whether modesty is a part of temperance?

Objection 1. It would seem that modesty is not a part of
temperance. For modesty is denominated from mode. Now
mode is requisite in every virtue: since virtue is directed to
good; and “good,” according to Augustine (De Nat. Boni 3),
“consists in mode, species, and order.” erefore modesty is a
general virtue, and consequently shouldnot be reckoned a part
of temperance.

Objection 2. Further, temperance would seem to be de-
serving of praise chiefly on account of its moderation. Now
this gives modesty its name. erefore modesty is the same as
temperance, and not one of its parts.

Objection 3. Further, modesty would seem to regard the
correction of our neighbor, according to 2 Tim. 2:24,25, “e
servant of the Lord must not wrangle, but be mild towards all
men…with modesty admonishing them that resist the truth.”
Now admonishing wrong-doers is an act of justice or of char-
ity, as stated above (q. 33, a. 1). erefore seemingly modesty
is a part of justice rather than of temperance.

On the contrary, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii, 54) reckons
modesty as a part of temperance.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 141, a. 4; q. 157, a. 3),
temperance brings moderation into those things wherein it
is most difficult to be moderate, namely the concupiscences
of pleasures of touch. Now whenever there is a special virtue

about some matter of very great moment, there must needs be
another virtue about matters of lesser import: because the life
of man requires to be regulated by the virtues with regard to
everything: thus it was stated above (q. 134, a. 3, ad 1), that
while magnificence is about great expenditure, there is need in
addition for liberality, which is concerned with ordinary ex-
penditure. Hence there is need for a virtue to moderate other
lesser matters where moderation is not so difficult. is virtue
is called modesty, and is annexed to temperance as its princi-
pal.

Reply to Objection 1. When a name is common to many
it is sometimes appropriated to those of the lowest rank; thus
the common name of angel is appropriated to the lowest or-
der of angels. In the same way, mode which is observed by
all virtues in common, is specially appropriated to the virtue
which prescribes the mode in the slightest things.

Reply toObjection 2. Some things need tempering on ac-
count of their strength, thus we temper strong wine. But mod-
eration is necessary in all things:wherefore temperance ismore
concerned with strong passions, and modesty about weaker
passions.

Reply toObjection 3.Modesty is to be taken there for the
general moderation which is necessary in all virtues.

IIa IIae q. 160 a. 2Whether modesty is only about outward actions?

Objection 1. It would seem that modesty is only about
outward actions. For the inward movements of the passions
cannot be known to other persons. Yet the Apostle enjoins
(Phil. 4:5): “Let your modesty be known to all men.” ere-
fore modesty is only about outward actions.

Objection 2. Further, the virtues that are about the pas-
sions are distinguished from justice which is about operations.
Nowmodesty is seemingly one virtue.erefore, if it be about
outward works, it will not be concerned with inward passions.

Objection 3. Further, no one same virtue is both
about things pertaining to the appetite—which is proper to
the moral virtues—and about things pertaining to knowl-
edge—which is proper to the intellectual virtues—and again
about things pertaining to the irascible and concupiscible fac-

ulties. erefore, if modesty be one virtue, it cannot be about
all these things.

On the contrary, In all these things it is necessary to ob-
serve the “mode” whence modesty takes its name. erefore
modesty is about all of them.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), modesty differs
from temperance, in that temperance moderates those mat-
ters where restraint is most difficult, while modesty moderates
those that present less difficulty. Authorities seem to have had
various opinions about modesty. For wherever they found a
special kind of good or a special difficulty of moderation, they
withdrew it from the province of modesty, which they con-
fined to lesser matters. Now it is clear to all that the restraint
of pleasures of touch presents a special difficulty: wherefore all
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distinguished temperance from modesty.
In addition to this, moreover, Tully (De Invent. Rhet. ii,

54) considered that there was a special kind of good in the
moderation of punishment; wherefore he severed clemency
also from modesty, and held modesty to be about the remain-
ing ordinarymatters that requiremoderation.ese seemingly
are of four kinds. one is the movement of the mind towards
some excellence, and this is moderated by “humility.” e sec-
ond is the desire of things pertaining to knowledge, and this
is moderated by “studiousness” which is opposed to curios-
ity. e third regards bodily movements and actions, which
require to be done becomingly and honestly*, whether we act
seriously or in play. e fourth regards outward show, for in-
stance in dress and the like.

To some of these matters, however, other authorities ap-
pointed certain special virtues: thus Andronicus† mentions
“meekness, simplicity, humility,” and other kindred virtues, of
which we have spoken above (q. 143); while Aristotle (Ethic.

ii, 7) assigned εὐτραπελία to pleasures in games, as stated above
( Ia IIae, q. 60, a. 5). All these are comprised under modesty as
understood byTully; and in this waymodesty regards not only
outward but also inward actions.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle speaks of modesty as
regarding externals. Nevertheless the moderation of the inner
man may be shown by certain outward signs.

Reply to Objection 2. Various virtues assigned by various
authorities are comprised under modesty. Wherefore nothing
prevents modesty from regarding matters which require dif-
ferent virtues. Yet there is not so great a difference between
the various parts of modesty, as there is between justice, which
is about operations, and temperance, which is about passions,
because in actions and passions that present no great difficulty
on the part of the matter, but only on the part of moderation,
there is but one virtue, one namely for each kind of modera-
tion.

Wherefore the Reply to the ird Objection also is clear.

* Cf. q. 145, a. 1. † De Affectibus.
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Of Humility

(In Six Articles)

We must consider next the species of modesty: (1) Humility, and pride which is opposed to it; (2) Studiousness, and its
opposite, Curiosity; (3) Modesty as affecting words or deeds; (4) Modesty as affecting outward attire.

Concerning humility there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether humility is a virtue?
(2) Whether it resides in the appetite, or in the judgment of reason?
(3) Whether by humility one ought to subject oneself to all men?
(4) Whether it is a part of modesty or temperance?
(5) Of its comparison with the other virtues;
(6) Of the degrees of humility.

IIa IIae q. 161 a. 1Whether humility is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that humility is not a virtue.
For virtue conveys the notion of a penal evil, according to Ps.
104:18, “ey humbled his feet in fetters.”erefore humility
is not a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, virtue and vice are mutually op-
posed. Now humility seemingly denotes a vice, for it is writ-
ten (Ecclus. 19:23): “ere is one that humbleth himself
wickedly.” erefore humility is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, no virtue is opposed to another
virtue. But humility is apparently opposed to the virtue of
magnanimity, which aims at great things, whereas humility
shuns them. erefore it would seem that humility is not a
virtue.

Objection 4. Further, virtue is “the disposition of that
which is perfect” (Phys. vii, text. 17). But humility seemingly
belongs to the imperfect: wherefore it becomes not God to be
humble, since He can be subject to none. erefore it seems
that humility is not a virtue.

Objection 5. Further, every moral virtue is about actions
and passions, according to Ethic. ii, 3. But humility is not reck-
oned by the Philosopher among the virtues that are about pas-
sions, nor is it comprised under justice which is about actions.
erefore it would seem not to be a virtue.

On the contrary, Origen commenting on Lk. 1:48, “He
hath regarded the humility of His handmaid,” says (Hom. viii
in Luc.): “One of the virtues, humility, is particularly com-
mended in Holy Writ; for our Saviour said: ‘Learn of Me, be-
cause I am meek, and humble of heart.’ ”

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 2) when
we were treating of the passions, the difficult good has some-
thing attractive to the appetite, namely the aspect of good, and
likewise something repulsive to the appetite, namely the diffi-
culty of obtaining it. In respect of the former there arises the
movement of hope, and in respect of the latter, the movement
of despair. Now it has been stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 61, a. 2)

that for those appetitive movements which are a kind of im-
pulse towards an object, there is need of a moderating and re-
straining moral virtue, while for those which are a kind of re-
coil, there is need, on the part of the appetite, of amoral virtue
to strengthen it and urge it on. Wherefore a twofold virtue
is necessary with regard to the difficult good: one, to temper
and restrain the mind, lest it tend to high things immoder-
ately; and this belongs to the virtue of humility: and another
to strengthen the mind against despair, and urge it on to the
pursuit of great things according to right reason; and this is
magnanimity. erefore it is evident that humility is a virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. As Isidore observes (Etym. x), “a
humble man is so called because he is, as it were, ‘humo accli-
nis’ ”*, i.e. inclined to the lowest place.ismay happen in two
ways. First, through an extrinsic principle, for instance when
one is cast down by another, and thus humility is a punish-
ment. Secondly, through an intrinsic principle: and this may
be done sometimes well, for instance when a man, consider-
ing his own failings, assumes the lowest place according to his
mode: thus Abraham said to the Lord (Gn. 18:27), “I will
speak to my Lord, whereas I am dust and ashes.” In this way
humility is a virtue. Sometimes, however, this may be ill-done,
for instance when man, “not understanding his honor, com-
pares himself to senseless beasts, and becomes like to them”
(Ps. 48:13).

Reply to Objection 2. As stated (ad 1), humility, in so
far as it is a virtue, conveys the notion of a praiseworthy self-
abasement to the lowest place. Now this is sometimes done
merely as tooutward signs andpretense:wherefore this is “false
humility,” of which Augustine says in a letter (Ep. cxlix) that it
is “grievous pride,” since to wit, it would seem to aim at excel-
lence of glory. Sometimes, however, this is done by an inward
movement of the soul, and in this way, properly speaking, hu-
mility is reckoned a virtue, because virtue does not consist ex-
ternals, but chiefly in the inward choice of the mind, as the

* Literally, ‘bent to the ground’.
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Philosopher states (Ethic. ii, 5).
Reply to Objection 3. Humility restrains the appetite

from aiming at great things against right reason: while mag-
nanimity urges the mind to great things in accord with right
reason. Hence it is clear that magnanimity is not opposed to
humility: indeed they concur in this, that each is according to
right reason.

Reply to Objection 4. A thing is said to be perfect in two
ways. First absolutely; such a thing contains no defect, neither
in its nature nor in respect of anything else, and thusGod alone
is perfect. To Him humility is fitting, not as regards His Di-
vine nature, but only as regards His assumed nature. Secondly,
a thing may be said to be perfect in a restricted sense, for in-

stance in respect of its nature or state or time. us a virtuous
man is perfect: although in comparison with God his perfec-
tion is found wanting, according to the word of Is. 40:17, “All
nations are before Him as if they had no being at all.” In this
way humility may be competent to every man.

Reply to Objection 5. e Philosopher intended to treat
of virtues as directed to civic life, wherein the subjection of one
man to another is defined according to the ordinance of the
law, and consequently is a matter of legal justice. But humility,
considered as a special virtue, regards chiefly the subjection of
man toGod, forWhose sake he humbles himself by subjecting
himself to others.

IIa IIae q. 161 a. 2Whether humility has to do with the appetite?

Objection 1. It would seem that humility concerns, not
the appetite but the judgment of reason. Because humility is
opposed to pride. Now pride concerns things pertaining to
knowledge: for Gregory says (Moral. xxxiv, 22) that “pride,
when it extends outwardly to the body, is first of all shown in
the eyes”: wherefore it is written (Ps. 130:1), “Lord, my heart
is not exalted, nor are my eyes loy.” Now eyes are the chief
aids to knowledge. erefore it would seem that humility is
chiefly concerned with knowledge, whereby one thinks little
of oneself.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Virginit. xxxi)
that “almost the whole of Christian teaching is humility.”
Consequently nothing contained in Christian teaching is in-
compatible with humility. Now Christian teaching admon-
ishes us to seek the better things, according to 1 Cor. 12:31,
“Be zealous for the better gis.” erefore it belongs to humil-
ity to restrain not the desire of difficult things but the estimate
thereof.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to the same virtue both
to restrain excessive movement, and to strengthen the soul
against excessive withdrawal: thus fortitude both curbs dar-
ing and fortifies the soul against fear. Now it is magnanimity
that strengthens the soul against the difficulties that occur in
the pursuit of great things. erefore if humility were to curb
the desire of great things, it would follow that humility is not
a distinct virtue from magnanimity, which is evidently false.
erefore humility is concerned, not with the desire but with
the estimate of great things.

Objection 4. Further, Andronicus* assigns humility to
outward show; for he says that humility is “the habit of avoid-
ing excessive expenditure and parade.” erefore it is not con-
cerned with the movement of the appetite.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Poenit.†) that “the
humble man is one who chooses to be an abject in the house
of the Lord, rather than to dwell in the tents of sinners.” But
choice concerns the appetite. erefore humility has to do
with the appetite rather than with the estimative power.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), it belongs properly
to humility, that a man restrain himself from being borne to-
wards that which is above him. For this purpose hemust know
his disproportion to that which surpasses his capacity. Hence
knowledge of one’s own deficiency belongs to humility, as a
rule guiding the appetite. Nevertheless humility is essentially
in the appetite itself; and consequently it must be said that hu-
mility, properly speaking, moderates the movement of the ap-
petite.

Reply to Objection 1. Loy eyes are a sign of pride, inas-
much as it excludes respect and fear: for fearing and respect-
ful persons are especially wont to lower the eyes, as though
not daring to compare themselves with others. But it does not
follow from this that humility is essentially concerned with
knowledge.

Reply to Objection 2. It is contrary to humility to aim
at greater things through confiding in one’s own powers: but
to aim at greater things through confidence in God’s help, is
not contrary to humility; especially since the more one sub-
jects oneself to God, the more is one exalted in God’s sight.
Hence Augustine says (De Virginit. xxxi): “It is one thing to
raise oneself to God, and another to raise oneself up against
God. He that abases himself before Him, him He raiseth up;
he that raises himself up against Him, him He casteth down.”

Reply toObjection3. In fortitude there is the same reason
for restraining daring and for strengthening the soul against
fear: since the reason in both cases is that man should set the
good of reason before dangers of death. But the reason for re-
strainingpresumptuoushopewhichpertains tohumility is not
the same as the reason for strengthening the soul against de-
spair. Because the reason for strengthening the soul against de-
spair is the acquisition of one’s proper good lest man, by de-
spair, render himself unworthy of a good which was compe-
tent to him; while the chief reason for suppressing presumptu-
ous hope is based on divine reverence, which shows that man
ought not to ascribe to himself more than is competent to
him according to the position in which God has placed him.

* De Affectibus. † Serm. cccli.
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Wherefore humility would seem to denote in the first place
man’s subjection to God; and for this reason Augustine (De
Serm. Dom. in Monte i, 4) ascribes humility, which he un-
derstands by poverty of spirit, to the gi of fear whereby man
reveres God. Hence it follows that the relation of fortitude to
daring differs from that of humility to hope. Because fortitude
uses daring more than it suppresses it: so that excess of dar-
ing is more like fortitude than lack of daring is. On the other

hand, humility suppresses hopeor confidence in selfmore than
it uses it; wherefore excessive self-confidence is more opposed
to humility than lack of confidence is.

Reply toObjection 4. Excess in outward expenditure and
parade iswont tobedonewith a viewof boasting,which is sup-
pressed by humility. Accordingly humility has to do, in a sec-
ondary way, with externals, as signs of the inward movement
of the appetite.

IIa IIae q. 161 a. 3Whether one ought, by humility, to subject oneself to all men?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not, by humil-
ity, to subject oneself to all men. For, as stated above (a. 2, ad
3), humility consists chiefly in man’s subjection to God. Now
one ought not to offer to a man that which is due to God, as
is the case with all acts of religious worship. erefore, by hu-
mility, one ought not to subject oneself to man.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Nat. et Gratia
xxxiv): “Humility should take the part of truth, not of false-
hood.” Now some men are of the highest rank, who cannot,
without falsehood, subject themselves to their inferiors.ere-
fore one ought not, by humility, to subject oneself to all men.

Objection 3. Further no one ought to do that which con-
duces to the detriment of another’s spiritual welfare. But if a
man subject himself to another by humility, this is detrimental
to the person towhomhe subjects himself; for the lattermight
wax proud, or despise the other. Hence Augustine says in his
Rule (Ep. ccxi): “Lest through excessive humility the superior
lose his authority.” erefore a man ought not, by humility, to
subject himself to all.

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:3): “In humility, let
each esteem others better than themselves.”

I answer that,Wemay consider two things inman, namely
that which is God’s, and that which is man’s. Whatever per-
tains to defect is man’s: but whatever pertains to man’s welfare
and perfection is God’s, according to the saying of Osee 13:9,
“Destruction is thy own,O Israel; thy help is only inMe.”Now
humility, as stated above (a. 1, ad 5; a. 2, ad 3), properly regards
the reverencewherebyman is subject toGod.Wherefore every
man, in respect of that which is his own, ought to subject him-
self to every neighbor, in respect of that which the latter has of
God’s: but humility does not require a man to subject what he
has of God’s to that which may seem to be God’s in another.
For those who have a share of God’s gis know that they have
them, according to 1Cor. 2:12: “atwemay know the things
that are given us from God.” Wherefore without prejudice to
humility they may set the gis they have received from God
above those that others appear to have received from Him;
thus the Apostle says (Eph. 3:5): ”(e mystery of Christ) was

not known to the sons of men as it is now revealed toHis holy
apostles.” In like manner. humility does not require a man to
subject thatwhichhehas of his own to thatwhichhis neighbor
has of man’s: otherwise each one would have to esteem him-
self a greater sinner than anyone else: whereas the Apostle says
without prejudice to humility (Gal. 2:15): “We by nature are
Jews, and not of theGentiles, sinners.”Nevertheless amanmay
esteemhis neighbor to have some goodwhich he lacks himself,
or himself to have some evil which another has not: by reason
of which, he may subject himself to him with humility.

Reply to Objection 1. We must not only revere God in
Himself, but also that which is His in each one, although not
with the same measure of reverence as we revere God. Where-
forewe should subject ourselveswith humility to all our neigh-
bors forGod’s sake, according to 1 Pet. 2:13, “Be ye subject…to
every human creature for God’s sake”; but to God alone do we
owe the worship of latria.

Reply to Objection 2. If we set what our neighbor has of
God’s above that which we have of our own, we cannot incur
falsehood.Wherefore a gloss* onPhil. 2:3, “Esteemothers bet-
ter than themselves,” says: “Wemust not esteem by pretending
to esteem; but we should in truth think it possible for another
person to have something that is hidden to us and whereby he
is better than we are, although our own good whereby we are
apparently better than he, be not hidden.”

Reply toObjection 3.Humility, like other virtues, resides
chiefly inwardly in the soul. Consequently aman, by an inward
act of the soul, may subject himself to another, without giving
the otherman an occasion of detriment to his spiritual welfare.
is is what Augustine means in his Rule (Ep. ccxi): “With
fear, the superior should prostrate himself at your feet in the
sight ofGod.”On the other hand, duemoderationmust be ob-
served in the outward acts of humility even as of other virtues,
lest they conduce to the detriment of others. If, however, aman
does as he ought, and others take therefrom an occasion of sin,
this is not imputed to the man who acts with humility; since
he does not give scandal, although others take it.

* St. Augustine, QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 71.
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IIa IIae q. 161 a. 4Whether humility is a part of modesty or temperance?

Objection 1. It would seem that humility is not a part of
modesty or temperance. For humility regards chiefly the rever-
encewhereby one is subject toGod, as stated above (a. 3).Now
it belongs to a theological virtue to have God for its object.
erefore humility should be reckoned a theological virtue
rather than a part of temperance or modesty.

Objection 2. Further, temperance is in the concupiscible,
whereas humilitywould seemtobe in the irascible, just as pride
which is opposed to it, andwhose object is something difficult.
erefore apparently humility is not a part of temperance or
modesty.

Objection 3. Further, humility and magnanimity are
about the same object, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3). But magna-
nimity is reckoned a part, not of temperance but of fortitude,
as stated above (q. 129, a. 5). erefore it would seem that hu-
mility is not a part of temperance or modesty.

On the contrary, Origen says (Hom. viii super Luc.): “If
thou wilt hear the name of this virtue, and what it was called
by the philosophers, know that humility whichGod regards is
the same as what they called μετριότης, i.e. measure or moder-
ation.” Now this evidently pertains tomodesty or temperance.
erefore humility is a part of modesty or temperance.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 137, a. 2, ad 1; q. 157,
a. 3, ad 2), in assigning parts to a virtue we consider chiefly
the likeness that results from the mode of the virtue. Now the
mode of temperance, whence it chiefly derives its praise, is the
restraint or suppression of the impetuosity of a passion.Hence
whatever virtues restrain or suppress, and the actions which
moderate the impetuosity of the emotions, are reckoned parts

of temperance. Now just as meekness suppresses the move-
ment of anger, so does humility suppress the movement of
hope, which is themovement of a spirit aiming at great things.
Wherefore, likemeekness, humility is accounted a part of tem-
perance. For this reason the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 3) says that
a man who aims at small things in proportion to his mode is
notmagnanimous but “temperate,” and such amanwemay call
humble. Moreover, for the reason given above (q. 160, a. 2),
among the various parts of temperance, the one under which
humility is comprised is modesty as understood by Tully (De
Invent. Rhet. ii, 54), inasmuch as humility is nothing else than
a moderation of spirit: wherefore it is written (1 Pet. 3:4): “In
the incorruptibility of a quiet and meek spirit.”

Reply to Objection 1. e theological virtues, whose ob-
ject is our last end, which is the first principle in matters of
appetite, are the causes of all the other virtues. Hence the fact
that humility is caused by reverence for God does not prevent
it from being a part of modesty or temperance.

Reply to Objection 2. Parts are assigned to a principal
virtue by reason of a sameness, not of subject or matter, but
of formal mode, as stated above (q. 137, a. 2, ad 1; q. 157, a. 3,
ad 2). Consequently, although humility is in the irascible as its
subject, it is assigned as a part of modesty or temperance by
reason of its mode.

Reply toObjection 3.Although humility andmagnanim-
ity agree as tomatter, they differ as tomode, by reasonofwhich
magnanimity is reckoned a part of fortitude, and humility a
part of temperance.

IIa IIae q. 161 a. 5Whether humility is the greatest of the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that humility is the greatest
of the virtues. For Chrysostom, expounding the story of the
Pharisee and the publican (Lk. 18), says* that “if humility is
such a fleet runner even when hampered by sin that it over-
takes the justice that is the companion of pride, whither will
it not reach if you couple it with justice? It will stand among
the angels by the judgment seat of God.” Hence it is clear that
humility is set above justice. Now justice is either the most ex-
alted of all the virtues, or includes all virtues, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. v, 1). erefore humility is the greatest of
the virtues.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Verb. Dom.,
Serm.†): “Are you thinking of raising the great fabric of spiri-
tuality? Attend first of all to the foundation of humility.” Now
this would seem to imply that humility is the foundation of all
virtue.erefore apparently it is greater than the other virtues.

Objection 3. Further, the greater virtue deserves the
greater reward. Now the greatest reward is due to humility,

since “he that humbleth himself shall be exalted” (Lk. 14:11).
erefore humility is the greatest of virtues.

Objection 4. Further, according to Augustine (De Vera
Relig. 16), “Christ’s whole life on earth was a lesson in moral
conduct through the human nature which He assumed.” Now
He especially proposed His humility for our example, saying
(Mat. 11:29): “Learn ofMe, because I ammeek and humble of
heart.” Moreover, Gregory says (Pastor. iii, 1) that the “lesson
proposed to us in the mystery of our redemption is the humil-
ity of God.” erefore humility would seem to be the greatest
of virtues.

On the contrary, Charity is set above all the virtues, ac-
cording to Col. 3:14, “Above all…things have charity.” ere-
fore humility is not the greatest of virtues.

I answer that,egoodof humanvirtue pertains to the or-
der of reason: which order is considered chiefly in reference to
the end: wherefore the theological virtues are the greatest be-
cause they have the last end for their object. Secondarily, how-

* Eclog. hom. vii de Humil. Animi. † S. 10, C[1].
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ever, it is considered in reference to the ordering of the means
to the end. is ordinance, as to its essence, is in the reason
itself from which it issues, but by participation it is in the ap-
petite ordered by the reason; and this ordinance is the effect of
justice, especially of legal justice. Now humility makes a man a
good subject to ordinance of all kinds and in all matters; while
every other virtue has this effect in some special matter.ere-
fore aer the theological virtues, aer the intellectual virtues
which regard the reason itself, and aer justice, especially legal
justice, humility stands before all others.

Reply to Objection 1. Humility is not set before justice,
but before that justice which is coupled with pride, and is no
longer a virtue; even so, on the other hand, sin is pardoned
through humility: for it is said of the publican (Lk. 18:14)
that through the merit of his humility “he went down into his
house justified.” Hence Chrysostom says*: “Bring me a pair of
two-horse chariots: in the one harness pridewith justice, in the
other sin with humility: and you will see that sin outrunning
justice wins not by its own strength, but by that of humility:
while you will see the other pair beaten, not by the weakness
of justice, but by the weight and size of pride.”

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the orderly assembly of
virtues is, by reason of a certain likeness, compared to a build-
ing, so again that which is the first step in the acquisition of
virtue is likened to the foundation, which is first laid before
the rest of the building. Now the virtues are in truth infused
by God. Wherefore the first step in the acquisition of virtue
may be understood in two ways. First by way of removing ob-
stacles: and thus humility holds the first place, inasmuch as it
expels pride,which “God resisteth,” andmakesman submissive
and ever open to receive the influx of Divine grace. Hence it is
written ( James4:6): “God resisteth theproud, andgiveth grace

to the humble.” In this sense humility is said to be the foun-
dation of the spiritual edifice. Secondly, a thing is first among
virtues directly, because it is the first step towards God. Now
the first step towards God is by faith, according to Heb. 11:6,
“He that cometh toGodmust believe.” In this sense faith is the
foundation in a more excellent way than humility.

Reply toObjection 3.To him that despises earthly things,
heavenly things are promised: thus heavenly treasures are
promised to those who despise earthly riches, according to
Mat. 6:19,20, “Laynot up to yourselves treasures on earth…but
lay up to yourselves treasures in heaven.” Likewise heavenly
consolations are promised to those who despise worldly joys,
according to Mat. 4:5, “Blessed are they that mourn, for they
shall be comforted.” In the same way spiritual upliing is
promised to humility, not that humility alone merits it, but
because it is proper to it to despise earthly upliing.Wherefore
Augustine says (DePoenit.†): “inknot that hewhohumbles
himself remains for ever abased, for it is written: ‘He shall be
exalted.’ And do not imagine that his exaltation in men’s eyes
is effected by bodily upliing.”

Reply to Objection 4. e reason why Christ chiefly pro-
posed humility to us, was because it especially removes the ob-
stacle to man’s spiritual welfare consisting in man’s aiming at
heavenly and spiritual things, in which he is hindered by striv-
ing to become great in earthly things. Hence our Lord, in or-
der to remove an obstacle to our spiritual welfare, showed by
giving an example of humility, that outward exaltation is to
be despised. us humility is, as it were, a disposition to man’s
untrammeled access to spiritual anddivine goods.Accordingly
as perfection is greater than disposition, so charity, and other
virtues wherebyman approachesGod directly, are greater than
humility.

IIa IIae q. 161 a. 6Whether twelve degrees of humility are fittingly distinguished in theRule of the BlessedBene-
dict?

Objection 1. It would seem that the twelve degrees of hu-
mility that are set down in the Rule of the Blessed Benedict‡
are unfittingly distinguished. e first is to be “humble not
only in heart, but also to show it in one’s very person, one’s eyes
fixed on the ground”; the second is “to speak few and sensible
words, andnot to be loudof voice”; the third is “not to be easily
moved, and disposed to laughter”; the fourth is “to maintain
silence until one is asked”; the fih is “to do nothing but to
what one is exhorted by the common rule of the monastery”;
the sixth is “to believe and acknowledge oneself viler than all”;
the seventh is “to think oneself worthless and unprofitable for
all purposes”; the eighth is “to confess one’s sin”; the ninth is
“to embrace patience by obeying under difficult and contrary
circumstances”; the tenth is “to subject oneself to a superior”;
the eleventh is “not to delight in fulfilling one’s own desires”;
the twelh is “to fear God and to be always mindful of every-

thing that God has commanded.” For among these there are
some things pertaining to the other virtues, such as obedience
and patience. Again there are some that seem to involve a false
opinion—and this is inconsistent with any virtue—namely to
declare oneself more despicable than all men, and to confess
andbelieve oneself to be in allwaysworthless andunprofitable.
erefore these are unfittingly placed among thedegrees of hu-
mility.

Objection 2. Further, humility proceeds from within to
externals, as do other virtues. erefore in the aforesaid de-
grees, those which concern outward actions are unfittingly
placed before those which pertain to inward actions.

Objection 3. Further, Anselm (De Simil. ci, seqq.) gives
seven degrees of humility, the first of which is “to acknowl-
edge oneself contemptible”; the second, “to grieve for this”;
the third, “to confess it”; the fourth, “to convince others of

* De incompr. Nat. Dei, Hom. v. † Serm. cccli. ‡ St.omas gives these
degrees in the reverse order to that followed by St. Benedict.
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this, that is to wish them to believe it”; the fih, “to bear pa-
tiently that this be said of us”; the sixth, “to suffer oneself to
be treated with contempt”; the seventh, “to love being thus
treated.” erefore the aforesaid degrees would seem to be too
numerous.

Objection 4. Further, a gloss on Mat. 3:15 says: “Perfect
humility has three degrees. e first is to subject ourselves to
those who are above us, and not to set ourselves above our
equals: this is sufficient. e second is to submit to our equals,
andnot to set ourselves before our inferiors; this is called abun-
dant humility. e third degree is to subject ourselves to infe-
riors, and in this is perfect righteousness.” erefore the afore-
said degrees would seem to be too numerous.

Objection 5. Further, Augustine says (De Virginit. xxxi):
“e measure of humility is apportioned to each one accord-
ing to his rank. It is imperiled by pride, for the greater a man
is the more liable is he to be entrapped.” Now the measure of
a man’s greatness cannot be fixed according to a definite num-
ber of degrees. erefore it would seem that it is not possible
to assign the aforesaid degrees to humility.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2) humility has essen-
tially to dowith the appetite, in so far as aman restrains the im-
petuosity of his soul, fromtending inordinately to great things:
yet its rule is in the cognitive faculty, in that we should not
deem ourselves to be above what we are. Also, the principle
andorigin of both these things is the reverencewebear toGod.
Now the inward disposition of humility leads to certain out-
ward signs in words, deeds, and gestures, which manifest that
which is hidden within, as happens also with the other virtues.
For “a man is known by his look, and a wise man, when thou
meetest him, by his countenance” (Ecclus. 19:26). Wherefore
the aforesaid degrees of humility include something regarding
the root of humility, namely the twelh degree, “that a man
fear God and bear all His commandments in mind.”

Again, they include certain things with regard to the ap-
petite, lest one aim inordinately at one’s own excellence. is
is done in three ways. First, by not following one’s own will,
and this pertains to the eleventh degree; secondly, by regulat-
ing it according to one’s superior judgment, and this applies to
the tenth degree; thirdly, by not being deterred from this on
account of the difficulties and hardships that come in our way,
and this belongs to the ninth degree.

Certain things also are included referring to the estimate
a man forms in acknowledging his own deficiency, and this in
threeways. First by acknowledging and avowinghis own short-
comings; this belongs to the eighth degree: secondly, by deem-
ing oneself incapable of great things, and this pertains to the
seventh degree: thirdly, that in this respect one should put oth-
ers before oneself, and this belongs to the sixth degree.

Again, some things are included that refer to outward
signs. One of these regards deeds, namely that in one’s work
one should not depart from the ordinary way; this applies to
the fih degree. Two others have reference to words, namely
that one should not be in a hurry to speak, which pertains to

the fourth degree, and that one be not immoderate in speech,
which refers to the second.eothers have to dowith outward
gestures, for instance in restraining haughty looks, which re-
gards the first, and in outwardly checking laughter and other
signs of senseless mirth, and this belongs to the third degree.

Reply toObjection 1. It is possible, without falsehood, to
deem and avow oneself the most despicable of men, as regards
the hidden faults which we acknowledge in ourselves, and the
hidden gis of God which others have. Hence Augustine says
(De Virginit. lii): “Bethink you that some persons are in some
hidden way better than you, although outwardly you are bet-
ter than they.” Again, without falsehood one may avow and
believe oneself in all ways unprofitable and useless in respect
of one’s own capability, so as to refer all one’s sufficiency to
God, according to 2 Cor. 3:5, “Not that we are sufficient to
think anything of ourselves as of ourselves: but our sufficiency
is fromGod.”And there is nothing unbecoming in ascribing to
humility those things that pertain to other virtues, since, just
as one vice arises from another, so, by a natural sequence, the
act of one virtue proceeds from the act of another.

Reply to Objection 2. Man arrives at humility in two
ways. First and chiefly by a gi of grace, and in this way the
inner man precedes the outward man. e other way is by hu-
man effort, whereby he first of all restrains the outward man,
and aerwards succeeds in plucking out the inward root. It is
according to this order that the degrees of humility are here
enumerated.

Reply to Objection 3. All the degrees mentioned by
Anselm are reducible to knowledge, avowal, and desire of one’s
own abasement. For the first degree belongs to the knowledge
of one’s own deficiency; but since it would be wrong for one to
love one’s own failings, this is excluded by the second degree.
e third and fourth degrees regard the avowal of one’s own
deficiency; namely that notmerely one simply assert one’s fail-
ing, but that one convince another of it. e other three de-
grees have to do with the appetite, which seeks, not outward
excellence, but outward abasement, or bears it with equanim-
ity, whether it consist of words or deeds. For as Gregory says
(Regist. ii, 10, Ep. 36), “there is nothing great in being humble
towards those who treat us with regard, for even worldly peo-
ple do this: but we should especially be humble towards those
who make us suffer,” and this belongs to the fih and sixth de-
grees: or the appetite may even go so far as lovingly to embrace
external abasement, and this pertains to the seventh degree; so
that all these degrees are comprised under the sixth and sev-
enth mentioned above.

Reply toObjection 4.ese degrees refer, not to the thing
itself, namely the nature of humility, but to the degrees among
men, who are either of higher or lower or of equal degree.

Reply to Objection 5. is argument also considers the
degrees of humility not according to the nature of the thing,
in respect of which the aforesaid degrees are assigned, but ac-
cording to the various conditions of men.
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S P   S P, Q 162
Of Pride

(In Eight Articles)

We must next consider pride, and (1) pride in general; (2) the first man’s sin, which we hold to have been pride. Under the
first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether pride is a sin?
(2) Whether it is a special vice?
(3) Wherein does it reside as in its subject?
(4) Of its species;
(5) Whether it is a mortal sin?
(6) Whether it is the most grievous of all sins?
(7) Of its relation to other sins;
(8) Whether it should be reckoned a capital vice?

IIa IIae q. 162 a. 1Whether pride is a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride is not a sin. For no
sin is the object of God’s promise. For God’s promises refer to
what He will do; and He is not the author of sin. Now pride
is numbered among the Divine promises: for it is written (Is.
60:15): “I will make thee to be an everlasting pride [Douay:
‘glory’], a joy unto generation and generation.”erefore pride
is not a sin.

Objection 2. Further, it is not a sin to wish to be like unto
God: for every creature has a natural desire for this; and espe-
cially does this become the rational creature which is made to
God’s image and likeness. Now it is said in Prosper’s Lib. Sent.
294, that “pride is love of one’s own excellence, whereby one is
likened to God who is supremely excellent.” Hence Augustine
says (Confess. ii, 6): “Pride imitates exaltedness; whereasou
alone art God exalted over all.” erefore pride is not a sin.

Objection 3. Further, a sin is opposed not only to a virtue
but also to a contrary vice, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii,
8). But no vice is found to be opposed to pride.erefore pride
is not a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Tob. 4:14): “Never suffer
pride to reign in thy mind or in thy words.”

I answer that, Pride [superbia] is so called because a man
thereby aims higher [supra] than he is; wherefore Isidore says
(Etym. x): “Aman is said to be proud, because he wishes to ap-
pear above (super)what he really is”; for hewhowishes to over-
step beyond what he is, is proud. Now right reason requires
that every man’s will should tend to that which is proportion-
ate tohim.erefore it is evident that pride denotes something
opposed to right reason, and this shows it to have the character
of sin, because according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv, 4), “the
soul’s evil is to be opposed to reason.” erefore it is evident
that pride is a sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Pride [superbia] may be under-
stood in two ways. First, as overpassing [supergreditur] the
rule of reason, and in this sense we say that it is a sin. Sec-

ondly, it may simply denominate “super-abundance”; in which
sense any super-abundant thing may be called pride: and it is
thus that God promises pride as significant of super-abundant
good. Hence a gloss of Jerome on the same passage (Is. 61:6)
says that “there is a good and an evil pride”; or “a sinful pride
which God resists, and a pride that denotes the glory which
He bestows.”

It may also be replied that pride there signifies abundance
of those things in which men may take pride.

Reply to Objection 2. Reason has the direction of those
things for which man has a natural appetite; so that if the ap-
petite wander from the rule of reason, whether by excess or by
default, it will be sinful, as is the case with the appetite for food
which man desires naturally. Now pride is the appetite for ex-
cellence in excess of right reason. Wherefore Augustine says
(DeCiv. Dei xiv, 13) that pride is the “desire for inordinate ex-
altation”: and hence it is that, as he asserts (DeCiv.Dei xiv, 13;
xix, 12), “pride imitates God inordinately: for it hath equality
of fellowship under Him, and wishes to usurp Hi. dominion
over our fellow-creatures.”

Reply to Objection 3. Pride is directly opposed to the
virtue of humility, which, in a way, is concerned about the
samematter asmagnanimity, as stated above (q. 161, a. 1, ad3).
Hence the vice opposed to pride by default is akin to the vice
of pusillanimity, which is opposed by default to magnanimity.
For just as it belongs tomagnanimity to urge themind to great
things against despair, so it belongs to humility to withdraw
themind fromthe inordinate desire of great things against pre-
sumption. Now pusillanimity, if we take it for a deficiency in
pursuing great things, is properly opposed to magnanimity by
default; but if we take it for the mind’s attachment to things
beneath what is becoming to a man, it is opposed to humility
bydefault; since eachproceeds froma smallness ofmind. In the
same way, on the other hand, pride may be opposed by excess,
both to magnanimity and humility, from different points of
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view: to humility, inasmuch as it scorns subjection, to magna-
nimity, inasmuch as it tends to great things inordinately. Since,
however, pride implies a certain elation, it is more directly op-

posed to humility, even as pusillanimity, which denotes little-
ness of soul in tending towards great things, is more directly
opposed to magnanimity.

IIa IIae q. 162 a. 2Whether pride is a special sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride is not a special sin.
For Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat. xxix) that “you will find
no sin that is not labelled pride”; and Prosper says (De Vita
Contempl. iii, 2) that “without pride no sin is, or was, or ever
will be possible.” erefore pride is a general sin.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Job 33:17, “at He may
withdrawman fromwickedness*,” says that “aman prides him-
self when he transgressesHis commandments by sin.” Now ac-
cording to Ambrose†, “every sin is a transgression of the Di-
vine law, and a disobedience of the heavenly commandments.”
erefore every sin is pride.

Objection 3. Further, every special sin is opposed to a spe-
cial virtue. But pride is opposed to all the virtues, for Gregory
says (Moral. xxxiv, 23): “Pride is by nomeans content with the
destruction of one virtue; it raises itself up against all the pow-
ers of the soul, and like an all-pervading and poisonous disease
corrupts the whole body”; and Isidore says (Etym.‡) that it is
“the downfall of all virtues.”erefore pride is not a special sin.

Objection 4. Further, every special sin has a special mat-
ter. Now pride has a general matter, for Gregory says (Moral.
xxxiv, 23) that “one man is proud of his gold, another of his
eloquence: one is elated by mean and earthly things, another
by sublime and heavenly virtues.” erefore pride is not a spe-
cial but a general sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat. xxix):
“If he look into the question carefully, hewill find that, accord-
ing to God’s law, pride is a very different sin from other vices.”
Now the genus is not different from its species.erefore pride
is not a general but a special sin.

I answer that, e sin of pride may be considered in two
ways. First with regard to its proper species, which it has under
the aspect of its proper object. In this way pride is a special sin,
because it has a special object: for it is inordinate desire of one’s
own excellence, as stated (a. 1, ad 2). Secondly, it may be con-
sidered as having a certain influence towards other sins. In this
way it has somewhat of a generic character, inasmuch as all sins
may arise from pride, in twoways. First directly, through other
sins being directed to the end of pridewhich is one’s own excel-
lence, to which may be directed anything that is inordinately
desired. Secondly, indirectly and accidentally as it were, that is
by removing an obstacle, since pride makes a man despise the
Divine law which hinders him from sinning, according to Jer.

2:20, “ou hast broken My yoke, thou hast burst My bands,
and thou saidst: I will not serve.”

It must, however, be observed that this generic character
of pride admits of the possibility of all vices arising from pride
sometimes, but it does not imply that all vices originate from
pride always. For thoughonemaybreak the commandments of
the Law by any kind of sin, through contempt which pertains
to pride, yet one does not always break the Divine command-
ments through contempt, but sometimes through ignorance.
and sometimes through weakness: and for this reason Augus-
tine says (De Nat. et Grat. xxix) that “many things are done
amiss which are not done through pride.”

Reply toObjection 1. ese words are introduced by Au-
gustine into his book De Nat. et Grat., not as being his own,
but as those of someone with whom he is arguing. Hence he
subsequently disproves the assertion, and shows that not all
sins are committed through pride. We might, however, reply
that these authorities must be understood as referring to the
outward effect of pride, namely the breaking of the command-
ments, which applies to every sin, and not to the inward act of
pride, namely contempt of the commandment. For sin is com-
mitted, not always through contempt, but sometimes through
ignorance, sometimes through weakness, as stated above.

Reply toObjection2.Amanmay sometimes commit a sin
effectively, but not affectively; thus he who, in ignorance, slays
his father, is a parricide effectively, but not affectively, since he
did not intend it. Accordingly hewhobreaksGod’s command-
ment is said to pride himself against God, effectively always,
but not always affectively.

Reply to Objection 3. A sin may destroy a virtue in two
ways. In one way by direct contrariety to a virtue, and thus
pride does not corrupt every virtue, but only humility; even
as every special sin destroys the special virtue opposed to it, by
acting counter thereto. In another way a sin destroys a virtue,
by making ill use of that virtue: and thus pride destroys every
virtue, in so far as it finds an occasion of pride in every virtue,
just as in everything else pertaining to excellence.Hence it does
not follow that it is a general sin.

Reply to Objection 4. Pride regards a special aspect in its
object, which aspect may be found in various matters: for it
is inordinate love of one’s excellence, and excellence may be
found in various things.

* Vulg.: ‘From the things that he is doing, and may deliver him from pride’. † De Parad. viii. ‡ De Summo Bono ii, 38.
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IIa IIae q. 162 a. 3Whether the subject of pride is the irascible faculty?

Objection 1. It would seem that the subject of pride is not
the irascible faculty. For Gregory says (Moral. xxiii, 17): “A
swollen mind is an obstacle to truth, for the swelling shuts out
the light.” Now the knowledge of truth pertains, not to the
irascible but to the rational faculty. erefore pride is not in
the irascible.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxiv, 8) that
“the proud observe other people’s conduct not so as to set
themselves beneath them with humility, but so as to set them-
selves above them with pride”: wherefore it would seem that
pride originates in undue observation. Now observation per-
tains not to the irascible but to the rational faculty.

Objection 3. Further. pride seeks pre-eminence not only
in sensible things, but also in spiritual and intelligible things:
while it consists essentially in the contempt of God, according
to Ecclus. 10:14, “e beginning of the pride of man is to fall
off from God.” Now the irascible, since it is a part of the sen-
sitive appetite, cannot extend to God and things intelligible.
erefore pride cannot be in the irascible.

Objection 4. Further, as stated in Prosper’s Liber Senten-
tiarum, sent. 294, “Pride is love of one’s own excellence.” But
love is not in the irascible, but in the concupiscible. erefore
pride is not in the irascible.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. ii, 49) opposes pride
to the gi of fear. Now fear belongs to the irascible. erefore
pride is in the irascible.

I answer that, e subject of any virtue or vice is to be as-
certained from its proper object: for the object of a habit or
act cannot be other than the object of the power, which is the
subject of both. Now the proper object of pride is something
difficult, for pride is the desire of one’s own excellence, as stated
above (Aa. 1,2). Wherefore pride must needs pertain in some
way to the irascible faculty. Now the irascible may be taken in
two ways. First in a strict sense, and thus it is a part of the sen-
sitive appetite, even as anger, strictly speaking, is a passion of
the sensitive appetite. Secondly, the irascible may be taken in a
broader sense, so as to belong also to the intellective appetite,
to which also anger is sometimes ascribed. It is thus that we at-
tribute anger to God and the angels, not as a passion, but as
denoting the sentence of justice pronouncing judgment. Nev-
ertheless the irascible understood in this broad sense is not dis-
tinct from the concupiscible power, as stated above in the Ia,
q. 59, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 82, a. 5, ad 1 and 2.

Consequently if the difficult thing which is the object of
pride, were merely some sensible object, whereto the sensitive
appetite might tend, pride would have to be in the irascible
which is part of the sensitive appetite. But since the difficult
thing which pride has in view is common both to sensible and

to spiritual things, we must needs say that the subject of pride
is the irascible not only strictly so called, as a part of the sen-
sitive appetite, but also in its wider acceptation, as applicable
to the intellective appetite.Wherefore pride is ascribed also to
the demons.

Reply toObjection1.Knowledgeof truth is twofold.One
is purely speculative, and pride hinders this indirectly by re-
moving its cause. For the proud man subjects not his intellect
toGod, that hemay receive the knowledge of truth fromHim,
according toMat. 11:25, “ou hast hid these things from the
wise and the prudent,” i.e. from the proud, who are wise and
prudent in their own eyes, “and hast revealed them to little
ones,” i.e. to the humble.

Nor does he deign to learn anything from man, whereas
it is written (Ecclus. 6:34): “If thou wilt incline thy ear, thou
shalt receive instruction.” e other knowledge of truth is
affective, and this is directly hindered by pride, because the
proud, through delighting in their own excellence, disdain the
excellence of truth; thus Gregory says (Moral. xxiii, 17) that
“the proud, although certain hidden truths be conveyed to
their understanding, cannot realize their sweetness: and if they
know of them they cannot relish them.” Hence it is written
(Prov. 11:2): “Where humility is there also is wisdom.”

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 161, Aa. 2, 6),
humility observes the rule of right reason whereby a man has
true self-esteem. Now pride does not observe this rule of right
reason, for he esteems himself greater than he is: and this is the
outcome of an inordinate desire for his own excellence, since a
man is ready tobelievewhathedesires verymuch, the result be-
ing that his appetite is borne towards things higher than what
become him. Consequently whatsoever things lead a man to
inordinate self-esteem lead him to pride: and one of those is
the observing of other people’s failings, just as, on the other
hand, in the words of Gregory (Moral. xxiii, 17), “holy men,
by a like observation of other people’s virtues, set others above
themselves.” Accordingly the conclusion is not that pride is in
the rational faculty, but that one of its causes is in the reason.

Reply toObjection3.Pride is in the irascible, not only as a
part of the sensitive appetite, but also as having a more general
signification, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 4. According to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei xiv, 7,9), “love precedes all other emotions of the soul, and
is their cause,” wherefore it may be employed to denote any of
the other emotions. It is in this sense that pride is said to be
“love of one’s own excellence,” inasmuch as love makes a man
presume inordinately on his superiority over others, and this
belongs properly to pride.
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IIa IIae q. 162 a. 4Whether the four species of pride are fittingly assigned by Gregory?

Objection 1. It seems that the four species of pride are
unfittingly assigned by Gregory, who says (Moral. xxiii, 6):
“ere are four marks by which every kind of pride of the ar-
rogant betrays itself; either when they think that their good is
from themselves, or if they believe it to be from above, yet they
think that it is due to their own merits; or when they boast of
having what they have not, or despise others and wish to ap-
pear the exclusive possessors of what they have.” For pride is a
vice distinct from unbelief, just as humility is a distinct virtue
from faith. Now it pertains to unbelief, if a man deem that he
has not received his good from God, or that he has the good
of grace through his own merits. erefore this should not be
reckoned a species of pride.

Objection 2. Further, the same thing should not be reck-
oned a species of different genera. Now boasting is reckoned a
species of lying, as stated above (q. 110, a. 2; q. 112).erefore
it should not be accounted a species of pride.

Objection 3. Further, some other things apparently per-
tain to pride, which are not mentioned here. For Jerome* says
that “nothing is so indicative of pride as to show oneself un-
grateful”: and Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 14) that “it be-
longs to pride to excuse oneself of a sin one has committed.”
Again, presumption whereby one aims at having what is above
one, would seem to have much to do with pride.erefore the
aforesaid division does not sufficiently account for the differ-
ent species of pride.

Objection 4. Further, we find other divisions of pride.
For Anselm† divides the upliing of pride, saying that there is
“pride ofwill, pride of speech, endpride of deed.”Bernard‡ also
reckons twelve degrees of pride, namely “curiosity, frivolity
of mind, senseless mirth, boasting, singularity, arrogance, pre-
sumption, defense of one’s sins, deceitful confession, rebel-
liousness, license, sinful habit.” Now these apparently are not
comprised under the speciesmentioned byGregory.erefore
the latter would seem to be assigned unfittingly.

On the contrary, e authority of Gregory suffices.
I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2,3), pride denotes

immoderate desire of one’s own excellence, a desire, towit, that
is not in accord with right reason. Now it must be observed
that all excellence results from a good possessed. Such a good
may be considered in three ways. First, in itself. For it is evi-
dent that the greater the good that one has, the greater the ex-
cellence that one derives from it. Hence when a man ascribes
to himself a good greater than what he has, it follows that his
appetite tends to his own excellence in a measure exceeding
his competency: and thus we have the third species of pride,
namely “boasting of having what one has not.”

Secondly, it may be considered with regard to its cause, in
so far as to have a thing of oneself is more excellent than to
have it of another. Hence when a man esteems the good he

has received of another as though he had it of himself, the re-
sult is that his appetite is borne towards his own excellence im-
moderately. Now one is cause of one’s own good in two ways,
efficiently and meritoriously: and thus we have the first two
species of pride, namely “when a man thinks he has from him-
self that which he has from God,” or “when he believes that
which he has received from above to be due to his own mer-
its.”

irdly, it may be considered with regard to themanner of
having it, in so far as a man obtains greater excellence through
possessing some good more excellently than other men; the
result again being that his appetite is borne inordinately to-
wards his own excellence: and thus we have the fourth species
of pride, which is “when a man despises others and wishes to
be singularly conspicuous.”

Reply to Objection 1. A true judgment may be destroyed
in two ways. First, universally: and thus in matters of faith, a
true judgment is destroyed by unbelief. Secondly, in some par-
ticular matter of choice, and unbelief does not do this. us
a man who commits fornication, judges that for the time be-
ing it is good for him to commit fornication; yet he is not an
unbeliever, as he would be, were he to say that universally for-
nication is good. It is thus in the question in point: for it per-
tains to unbelief to assert universally that there is a goodwhich
is not from God, or that grace is given to men for their mer-
its, whereas, properly speaking, it belongs to pride and not to
unbelief, through inordinate desire of one’s own excellence, to
boast of one’s goods as though one had them of oneself, or of
one’s own merits.

Reply toObjection 2.Boasting is reckoned a species of ly-
ing, as regards the outward act whereby a man falsely ascribes
to himselfwhat he has not: but as regards the inward arrogance
of the heart it is reckoned by Gregory to be a species of pride.

Reply to Objection 3. e ungrateful man ascribes to
himself what he has from another: wherefore the first two
species of pride pertain to ingratitude. To excuse oneself of a
sin one has committed, belongs to the third species, since by so
doing a man ascribes to himself the good of innocence which
he has not.To aimpresumptuously atwhat is above one,would
seem to belong chiefly to the fourth species, which consists in
wishing to be preferred to others.

Reply to Objection 4. e three mentioned by Anselm
correspond to the progress of any particular sin: for it begins
by being conceived in thought, then is uttered in word, and
thirdly is accomplished in deed.

e twelve degrees mentioned by Bernard are reckoned by
way of opposition to the twelve degrees of humility, of which
we have spoken above (q. 161, a. 6). For the first degree of
humility is to “be humble in heart, and to show it in one’s
very person, one’s eyes fixed on the ground”: and to this is op-

* Reference unknown. † Eadmer, De Similit. xxii, seqq. ‡ De Grad.
Humil. et Superb. x, seqq.
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posed “curiosity,” which consists in looking around in all di-
rections curiously and inordinately. e second degree of hu-
mility is “to speak few and sensible words, and not to be loud
of voice”: to this is opposed “frivolity ofmind,” bywhich aman
is proud of speech. e third degree of humility is “not to be
easily moved and disposed to laughter,” to which is opposed
“senseless mirth.” e fourth degree of humility is “to main-
tain silence until one is asked,” to which is opposed “boasting”.
e fih degree of humility is “to do nothing but to what one
is exhorted by the common rule of the monastery,” to which
is opposed “singularity,” whereby a man wishes to seem more
holy than others. e sixth degree of humility is “to believe
and acknowledge oneself viler than all,” to which is opposed
“arrogance,” whereby a man sets himself above others. e sev-
enth degree of humility is “to think oneself worthless and un-
profitable for all purposes,” to which is opposed “presump-

tion,” whereby a man thinks himself capable of things that are
above him. e eighth degree of humility is “to confess one’s
sins,” to which is opposed “defense of one’s sins.” e ninth
degree is “to embrace patience by obeying under difficult and
contrary circumstances,” to which is opposed “deceitful con-
fession,” whereby a man being unwilling to be punished for
his sins confesses them deceitfully. e tenth degree of humil-
ity is “obedience,” to which is opposed “rebelliousness.” e
eleventh degree of humility is “not to delight in fulfilling one’s
own desires”; to this is opposed “license,” whereby a man de-
lights in doing freely whatever he will. e last degree of hu-
mility is “fear ofGod”: to this is opposed “the habit of sinning,”
which implies contempt of God.

In these twelve degrees not only are the species of pride in-
dicated, but also certain things that precede and follow them,
as we have stated above with regard to humility (q. 161, a. 6).

IIa IIae q. 162 a. 5Whether pride is a mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride is not a mortal sin.
For a gloss on Ps. 7:4, “O Lord my God, if I have done this
thing,” says: “Namely, the universal sin which is pride.” ere-
fore if pride were a mortal sin, so would every sin be.

Objection 2. Further, every mortal sin is contrary to char-
ity. But pride is apparently not contrary to charity, neither as
to the love of God, nor as to the love of one’s neighbor, be-
cause the excellence which, by pride, one desires inordinately,
is not always opposed to God’s honor, or our neighbor’s good.
erefore pride is not a mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, every mortal sin is opposed to
virtue. But pride is not opposed to virtue; on the contrary, it
arises therefrom, for asGregory says (Moral. xxxiv, 23), “some-
times a man is elated by sublime and heavenly virtues.” ere-
fore pride is not a mortal sin.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxxiv, 23) that
“pride is a most evident sign of the reprobate, and contrari-
wise, humility of the elect.” But men do not become reprobate
on account of venial sins. erefore pride is not a venial but a
mortal sin.

I answer that, Pride is opposed to humility. Now humility
properly regards the subjection ofman toGod, as stated above
(q. 161, a. 1, ad 5). Hence pride properly regards lack of this
subjection, in so far as a man raises himself above that which
is appointed to him according to the Divine rule or measure,
against the saying of the Apostle (2 Cor. 10:13), “But we will
not glory beyond our measure; but according to the measure
of the rule which God hath measured to us.” Wherefore it is
written (Ecclus. 10:14): “e beginning of the pride of man is
to fall off fromGod” because, to wit, the root of pride is found

to consist in man not being, in some way, subject to God and
His rule.Now it is evident that not to be subject toGod is of its
very nature a mortal sin, for this consists in turning away from
God: and consequently pride is, of its genus, amortal sin.Nev-
ertheless just as in other sins which are mortal by their genus
(for instance fornication and adultery) there are certain mo-
tions that are venial by reason of their imperfection (through
forestalling the judgment of reason, and beingwithout its con-
sent), so too in the matter of pride it happens that certain mo-
tions of pride are venial sins, when reason does not consent to
them.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above (a. 2) pride is a gen-
eral sin, not by its essence but by a kind of influence, in so far
as all sins may have their origin in pride. Hence it does not fol-
low that all sins are mortal, but only such as arise from perfect
pride, which we have stated to be a mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Pride is always contrary to the love
of God, inasmuch as the proud man does not subject himself
to theDivine rule as he ought. Sometimes it is also contrary to
the love of our neighbor; when, namely, a man sets himself in-
ordinately above his neighbor: and this again is a transgression
of theDivine rule, which has established order amongmen, so
that one ought to be subject to another.

Reply toObjection3.Pride arises fromvirtue, not as from
its direct cause, but as from an accidental cause, in so far as a
man makes a virtue an occasion for pride. And nothing pre-
vents one contrary from being the accidental cause of another,
as stated in Phys. viii, 1. Hence some are even proud of their
humility.
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IIa IIae q. 162 a. 6Whether pride is the most grievous of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride is not the most
grievous of sins. For the more difficult a sin is to avoid, the less
grievous it would seem to be. Now pride is most difficult to
avoid; for Augustine says in his Rule (Ep. ccxi), “Other sins
find their vent in the accomplishment of evil deeds, whereas
pride lies in wait for good deeds to destroy them.” erefore
pride is not the most grievous of sins.

Objection 2. Further, “e greater evil is opposed to the
greater good,” as the Philosopher asserts (Ethic. viii, 10). Now
humility to which pride is opposed is not the greatest of
virtues, as stated above (q. 61, a. 5).erefore the vices that are
opposed to greater virtues, such as unbelief, despair, hatred of
God, murder, and so forth, are more grievous sins than pride.

Objection 3. Further, the greater evil is not punished by
a lesser evil. But pride is sometimes punished by other sins
according to Rom. 1:28, where it is stated that on account
of their pride of heart, men of science were delivered “to a
reprobate sense, to do those things which are not convenient.”
erefore pride is not the most grievous of sins.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ps. 118:51, “e proud did
iniquitously,” says: “e greatest sin in man is pride.”

I answer that, Two things are to be observed in sin, con-
version to a mutable good, and this is the material part of sin;
and aversion from the immutable good, and this gives sin its
formal aspect and complement. Now on the part of the con-
version, there is no reason for pride being the greatest of sins,
because upliing which pride covets inordinately, is not essen-
tially most incompatible with the good of virtue. But on the
part of the aversion, pride has extreme gravity, because in other
sins man turns away from God, either through ignorance or
through weakness, or through desire for any other good what-
ever;whereas pridedenotes aversion fromGod simply through
being unwilling to be subject to God and His rule. Hence
Boethius* says that “while all vices flee from God, pride alone
withstands God”; for which reason it is specially stated ( James
4:6) that “God resisteth the proud.” Wherefore aversion from
God and His commandments, which is a consequence as it
were in other sins, belongs to pride by its very nature, for its
act is the contempt of God. And since that which belongs to a
thing by its nature is always of greater weight than that which
belongs to it through something else, it follows that pride is the
most grievous of sins by its genus, because it exceeds in aversion
which is the formal complement of sin.

Reply to Objection 1. A sin is difficult to avoid in two
ways. First, on account of the violence of its onslaught; thus
anger is violent in its onslaught on account of its impetuosity;
and “stillmore difficult is it to resist concupiscence, on account
of its connaturality,” as stated in Ethic. ii, 3,9. A difficulty of
this kind in avoiding sin diminishes the gravity of the sin; be-

cause a man sins the more grievously, according as he yields to
a less impetuous temptation, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xiv, 12,15).

Secondly, it is difficult to avoid a sin, on account of its be-
ing hidden. In this way it is difficult to avoid pride, since it
takes occasion even from good deeds, as stated (a. 5, ad 3).
Hence Augustine says pointedly that it “lies in wait for good
deeds”; and it is written (Ps. 141:4): “In the way wherein I
walked, the proud† [Vulg.: ‘they’] have hidden a snare for me.”
Hence no very great gravity attaches to themovement of pride
while creeping in secretly, and before it is discovered by the
judgment of reason: but once discovered by reason, it is easily
avoided, both by considering one’s own infirmity, according to
Ecclus. 10:9, “Why is earth and ashes proud?” and by consid-
ering God’s greatness, according to Job 15:13, “Why doth thy
spirit swell against God?” as well as by considering the imper-
fection of the goods on which man prides himself, according
to Is. 40:6, “All flesh is grass, and all the glory thereof as the
flower of the field”; and farther on (Is. 64:6), “all our justices”
are become “like the rag of a menstruous woman.”

Reply to Objection 2. Opposition between a vice and a
virtue is inferred from the object, which is considered on the
part of conversion. In this way pride has no claim to be the
greatest of sins, as neither has humility to be the greatest of
virtues. But it is the greatest on the part of aversion, since it
brings greatness upon other sins. For unbelief, by the very fact
of its arising out of proud contempt, is renderedmore grievous
than if it be the outcome of ignorance or weakness. e same
applies to despair and the like.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as in syllogisms that lead to an
impossible conclusion one is sometimes convinced by being
faced with a more evident absurdity, so too, in order to over-
come their pride, God punishes certain men by allowing them
to fall into sins of the flesh, which though they be less grievous
are more evidently shameful. Hence Isidore says (De Summo
Bono ii, 38) that “pride is the worst of all vices; whether be-
cause it is appropriate to thosewho are of highest and foremost
rank, or because it originates from just and virtuous deeds, so
that its guilt is less perceptible. on the other hand, carnal lust is
apparent to all, because from the outset it is of a shameful na-
ture: and yet, under God’s dispensation, it is less grievous than
pride. For he who is in the clutches of pride and feels it not,
falls into the lusts of the flesh, that being thus humbled hemay
rise from his abasement.”

From this indeed the gravity of pride ismademanifest. For
just as a wise physician, in order to cure a worse disease, allows
the patient to contract one that is less dangerous, so the sin of
pride is shown to be more grievous by the very fact that, as a
remedy, God allows men to fall into other sins.

* Cf. Cassian, de Caenob. Inst. xii, 7. † Cf. Ps. 139:6, ‘e proud have hidden a net for me.’.
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IIa IIae q. 162 a. 7Whether pride is the first sin of all?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride is not the first sin
of all. For the first is maintained in all that follows. Now pride
does not accompany all sins, nor is it the origin of all: for Au-
gustine says (De Nat. et Grat. xx) that many things are done
“amiss which are not done with pride.” erefore pride is not
the first sin of all.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 10:14) that the
“beginning of…pride is to fall off from God.” erefore falling
away from God precedes pride.

Objection 3. Further, the order of sins would seem to be
according to the order of virtues. Now, not humility but faith
is the first of all virtues. erefore pride is not the first sin of
all.

Objection4.Further, it iswritten (2Tim. 3:13): “Evilmen
and seducers shall grow worse and worse”; so that apparently
man’s beginning of wickedness is not the greatest of sins. But
pride is the greatest of sins as stated in the foregoing Article.
erefore pride is not the first sin.

Objection 5. Further, resemblance and pretense come af-
ter the reality. Now the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 7) that
“pride apes fortitude and daring.” erefore the vice of daring
precedes the vice of pride.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 10:15): “Pride is the
beginning of all sin.”

I answer that, e first thing in every genus is that which
is essential. Now it has been stated above (a. 6) that aversion
from God, which is the formal complement of sin, belongs to
pride essentially, and to other sins, consequently. Hence it is
that pride fulfils the conditions of a first thing, and is “the be-
ginning of all sins,” as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 84, a. 2), when
we were treating of the causes of sin on the part of the aversion
which is the chief part of sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Pride is said to be “the beginning

of all sin,” not as though every sin originated from pride, but
because any kind of sin is naturally liable to arise from pride.

Reply toObjection2.To fall off fromGod is said to be the
beginning of pride, not as though it were a distinct sin from
pride, but as being the first part of pride. For it has been said
above (a. 5) that pride regards chiefly subjection toGodwhich
it scorns, and in consequence it scorns to be subject to a crea-
ture for God’s sake.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is no need for the order of
virtues to be the same as that of vices. For vice is corruptive of
virtue. Now that which is first to be generated is the last to be
corrupted.Wherefore as faith is the first of virtues, so unbelief
is the last of sins, to which sometimes man is led by other sins.
Hence a gloss on Ps. 136:7, “Rase it, rase it, even to the founda-
tion thereof,” says that “by heaping vice upon vice a man will
lapse into unbelief,” and the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:19) that
“some rejecting a good conscience have made shipwreck con-
cerning the faith.”

Reply toObjection 4.Pride is said to be themost grievous
of sins because that which gives sin its gravity is essential to
pride. Hence pride is the cause of gravity in other sins. Ac-
cordingly previous to pride there may be certain less grievous
sins that are committed through ignorance or weakness. But
among the grievous sins the first is pride, as the cause whereby
other sins are renderedmore grievous. And as that which is the
first in causing sins is the last in thewithdrawal from sin, a gloss
on Ps. 18:13, “I shall be cleansed from the greatest sin,” says:
“Namely from the sin of pride, which is the last in those who
return toGod, and the first in thosewhowithdraw fromGod.”

Reply to Objection 5. e Philosopher associates pride
with feigned fortitude, not that it consists precisely in this, but
becauseman thinks he ismore likely to be uplied beforemen,
if he seem to be daring or brave.

IIa IIae q. 162 a. 8Whether pride should be reckoned a capital vice?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride should be reckoned
a capital vice, since Isidore* andCassian† number pride among
the capital vices.

Objection 2. Further, pride is apparently the same as vain-
glory, since both covet excellence. Now vainglory is reckoned
a capital vice.erefore pride also should be reckoned a capital
vice.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Virginit. xxxi)
that “pride begets envy, nor is it ever without this companion.”
Nowenvy is reckoned a capital vice, as stated above (q. 36, a. 4).
Much more therefore is pride a capital vice.

On the contrary, Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 45) does not in-
clude pride among the capital vices.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 2,5, ad 1) pride may

be considered in two ways; first in itself, as being a special sin;
secondly, as having a general influence towards all sins. Now
the capital vices are said to be certain special sins from which
many kinds of sin arise. Wherefore some, considering pride in
the light of a special sin, numbered it together with the other
capital vices. ButGregory, taking into consideration its general
influence towards all vices, as explained above (a. 2, obj. 3), did
not place it among the capital vices, but held it to be the “queen
and mother of all the vices.” Hence he says (Moral. xxxi, 45):
“Pride, the queen of vices, when it has vanquished and cap-
tured the heart, forthwith delivers it into the hands of its lieu-
tenants the seven principal vices, that they may despoil it and
produce vices of all kinds.”

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

* Comment. in Deut. xvi. † De Inst. Caenob. v, 1: Collat. v, 2.
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Reply to Objection 2. Pride is not the same as vainglory,
but is the cause thereof: for pride covets excellence inordi-
nately: while vainglory covets the outward show of excellence.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact that envy, which is a cap-

ital vice, arises from pride, does not prove that pride is a capi-
tal vice, but that it is still more principal than the capital vices
themselves.
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Of the First Man’s Sin
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the first man’s sin which was pride: and (1) his sin; (2) its punishment; (3) the temptation whereby
he was led to sin.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether pride was the first man’s first sin?
(2) What the first man coveted by sinning?
(3) Whether his sin was more grievous than all other sins?
(4) Which sinned more grievously, the man or the woman?

IIa IIae q. 163 a. 1Whether pride was the first man’s first sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that pride was not the first
man’s first sin. For the Apostle says (Rom. 5:19) that “by the
disobedience of one man many were made sinners.” Now the
first man’s first sin is the one by which all men were made sin-
ners in the point of original sin. erefore disobedience, and
not pride, was the first man’s first sin.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says, commenting on Lk.
4:3, “And the devil said to Him,” that the devil in tempting
Christ observed the same order as in overcoming the firstman.
Now Christ was first tempted to gluttony, as appears from
Mat. 4:3, where it was said toHim: “If thou be the Son ofGod,
command that these stones bemade bread.”erefore the first
man’s first sin was not pride but gluttony.

Objection 3. Further,man sinned at the devil’s suggestion.
Now thedevil in temptingmanpromisedhimknowledge (Gn.
3:5). erefore inordinateness in man was through the desire
of knowledge, which pertains to curiosity. erefore curiosity,
and not pride, was the first sin.

Objection4.Further, a gloss* on1Tim. 2:14, “ewoman
being seduced was in the transgression,” says: “e Apostle
rightly calls this seduction, for they were persuaded to accept a
falsehood as being true; namely that God had forbidden them
to touch that tree, because He knew that if they touched it,
they would be like gods, as though He who made them men,
begrudged them the godhead…”Now it pertains to unbelief to
believe such a thing. erefore man’s first sin was unbelief and
not pride.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 10:15): “Pride is the
beginning of all sin.” Now man’s first sin is the beginning of all
sin, according to Rom. 5:12, “By oneman sin entered into this
world.” erefore man’s first sin was pride.

I answer that, Many movements may concur towards one
sin, and the character of sin attaches to that one in which inor-
dinateness is first found. And it is evident that inordinateness
is in the inward movement of the soul before being in the out-
ward act of the body; since, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i,
18), the sanctity of the body is not forfeited so long as the sanc-

tity of the soul remains. Also, among the inward movements,
the appetite is moved towards the end before being moved to-
wards that which is desired for the sake of the end; and con-
sequently man’s first sin was where it was possible for his ap-
petite to be directed to an inordinate end. Now man was so
appointed in the state of innocence, that there was no rebel-
lion of the flesh against the spirit. Wherefore it was not pos-
sible for the first inordinateness in the human appetite to re-
sult from his coveting a sensible good, to which the concupis-
cence of the flesh tends against the order of reason. It remains
therefore that the first inordinateness of the human appetite
resulted from his coveting inordinately some spiritual good.
Now he would not have coveted it inordinately, by desiring
it according to his measure as established by the Divine rule.
Hence it follows that man’s first sin consisted in his coveting
some spiritual good above his measure: and this pertains to
pride. erefore it is evident that man’s first sin was pride.

Reply to Objection 1. Man’s disobedience to the Divine
command was not willed by man for his own sake, for this
could not happen unless one presuppose inordinateness in his
will. It remains therefore that he willed it for the sake of some-
thing else. Now the first thing he coveted inordinately was his
own excellence; and consequently his disobedience was the re-
sult of his pride. is agrees with the statement of Augustine,
who says (Ad Oros†) that “man puffed up with pride obeyed
the serpent’s prompting, and scorned God’s commands.”

Reply toObjection 2.Gluttony also had a place in the sin
of ourfirst parents. For it iswritten (Gn. 3:6): “ewoman saw
that the tree was good to eat, and fair to the eyes, and delight-
ful to behold, and she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat.”
Yet the very goodness and beauty of the fruit was not their
first motive for sinning, but the persuasive words of the ser-
pent, who said (Gn. 3:5): “Your eyes shall be opened and you
shall be as Gods”: and it was by coveting this that the woman
fell into pride. Hence the sin of gluttony resulted from the sin
of pride.

Reply to Objection 3. e desire for knowledge resulted

* St. Augustine, Gen. ad lit. xi. † Dial. QQ. lxv, qu. 4.
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in our first parents from their inordinate desire for excellence.
Hence the serpent began by saying: “You shall be asGods,” and
added: “Knowing good and evil.”

Reply to Objection 4. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. xi, 30), “the woman had not believed the serpent’s state-
ment that they were debarred by God from a good and useful

thing,were hermindnot alreadyfilledwith the love of her own
power, and a certain proud self-presumption.” is does not
mean that pride preceded the promptings of the serpent, but
that as soon as the serpent had spoken his words of persuasion,
her mind was puffed up, the result being that she believed the
demon to have spoken truly.

IIa IIae q. 163 a. 2Whether the first man’s pride consisted in his coveting God’s likeness?

Objection 1. It would seem that the first man’s pride did
not consist in his coveting the Divine likeness. For no one sins
by coveting that which is competent to him according to his
nature. Now God’s likeness is competent to man according to
his nature: for it is written (Gn. 1:26): “Let us make man to
our image and likeness.” erefore he did not sin by coveting
God’s likeness.

Objection 2. Further, it would seem that man coveted
God’s likeness in order that he might obtain knowledge of
good and evil: for this was the serpent’s suggestion: “You shall
be as Gods knowing good and evil.” Now the desire of knowl-
edge is natural to man, according to the saying of the Philoso-
pher at the beginning of his Metaphysics i, 1: “All men natu-
rally desire knowledge.” erefore he did not sin by coveting
God’s likeness.

Objection 3. Further, no wise man chooses the impossi-
ble. Now the first man was endowed with wisdom, according
to Ecclus. 17:5, “He filled them with the knowledge of under-
standing.” Since then every sin consists in a deliberate act of the
appetite, namely choice, it would seem that the first man did
not sin by coveting something impossible. But it is impossible
for man to be like God, according to the saying of Ex. 15:11,
“Who is like to ee among the strong, O Lord?” erefore
the first man did not sin by coveting God’s likeness.

On the contrary, Augustine commenting on Ps. 68:5*,
“en did I restore [Douay: ‘pay’] that which I took not away,”
says: “Adam and Eve wished to rob the Godhead and they lost
happiness.”

I answer that, likeness is twofold. One is a likeness of ab-
solute equality†: and such a likeness to God our first parents
did not covet, since such a likeness to God is not conceivable
to the mind, especially of a wise man.

e other is a likeness of imitation, such as is possible for
a creature in reference to God, in so far as the creature partici-
pates somewhat ofGod’s likeness according to itsmeasure. For
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ix): “e same things are like and
unlike toGod; like, according as they imitateHim, as far asHe
can be imitated; unlike, according as an effect falls short of its
cause.” Now every good existing in a creature is a participated
likeness of the first good.

Wherefore from the very fact that man coveted a spiritual
good above his measure, as stated in the foregoing Article, it
follows that he coveted God’s likeness inordinately.

It must, however, be observed that the proper object of the
appetite is a thing not possessed. Now spiritual good, in so far

as the rational creature participates in theDivine likeness, may
be considered in reference to three things. First, as to natural
being: and this likeness was imprinted from the very outset of
their creation, both onman—ofwhom it is written (Gn. 1:26)
that God made man “to His image and likeness”—and on the
angel, of whom it is written (Ezech. 28:12): “ou wast the
seal of resemblance.” Secondly, as to knowledge: and this like-
ness was bestowed on the angel at his creation, wherefore im-
mediately aer the words just quoted, “ou wast the seal of
resemblance,” we read: “Full of wisdom.” But the first man, at
his creation, had not yet received this likeness actually but only
in potentiality. irdly, as to the power of operation: and nei-
ther angel nor man received this likeness actually at the very
outset of his creation, because to each there remained some-
thing to be done whereby to obtain happiness.

Accordingly, while both (namely the devil and the first
man) coveted God’s likeness inordinately, neither of them
sinned by coveting a likeness of nature. But the first man
sinned chiefly by coveting God’s likeness as regards “knowl-
edge of good and evil,” according to the serpent’s instigation,
namely that by his own natural power he might decide what
was good, and what was evil for him to do; or again that he
should of himself foreknow what good and what evil would
befall him. Secondarily he sinned by coveting God’s likeness
as regards his own power of operation, namely that by his own
natural power he might act so as to obtain happiness. Hence
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi, 30) that “the woman’s mind
was filled with love of her own power.” On the other hand,
the devil sinned by coveting God’s likeness, as regards power.
Wherefore Augustine says (DeVera Relig. 13) that “he wished
to enjoy his own power rather than God’s.” Nevertheless both
coveted somewhat to be equal to God, in so far as each wished
to rely on himself in contempt of the order of the Divine rule.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers the like-
ness of nature: and man did not sin by coveting this, as stated.

Reply to Objection 2. It is not a sin to covet God’s like-
ness as to knowledge, absolutely; but to covet this likeness in-
ordinately, that is, above one’s measure, this is a sin.Hence Au-
gustine commenting on Ps. 70:18, “O God, who is like ee?”
says: “He who desires to be of himself, even as God is of no
one, wishes wickedly to be like God. us did the devil, who
was unwilling to be subject to Him, and man who refused to
be, as a servant, bound by His command.”

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the like-
ness of equality.

* Enarr. in Ps. 68. † Cf. Ia, q. 93, a. 1.
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IIa IIae q. 163 a. 3Whether the sin of our first parents was more grievous than other sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin of our first par-
entswasmore grievous than other sins. ForAugustine says (De
Civ. Dei xiv, 15): “Great was the wickedness in sinning, when
it was so easy to avoid sin.” Now it was very easy for our first
parents to avoid sin, because they had nothing within them
urging them to sin. erefore the sin of our first parents was
more grievous than other sins.

Objection 2. Further, punishment is proportionate to
guilt. Now the sin of our first parents was most severely pun-
ished, since by it “death entered into this world,” as theApostle
says (Rom. 5:12). erefore that sin was more grievous than
other sins.

Objection 3. Further, the first in every genus is seemingly
the greatest (Metaph. ii, 4*). Now the sin of our first parents
was the first among sins of men. erefore it was the greatest.

On the contrary, Origen says†: “I think that a man who
stands on the highest step of perfection cannot fail or fall sud-
denly: this can happen only by degrees and little by little.”Now
our first parents were established on the highest and perfect
grade. erefore their first sin was not the greatest of all sins.

I answer that, ere is a twofold gravity to be observed
in sin. one results from the very species of the sin: thus we
say that adultery is a graver sin than simple fornication. e
other gravity of sin results from some circumstance of place,
person, or time.e former gravity is more essential to sin and

is of greater moment: hence a sin is said to be grave in respect
of this gravity rather than of the other. Accordingly we must
say that the first man’s sin was not graver than all other sins
of men, as regards the species of the sin. For though pride, of
its genus, has a certain pre-eminence over other sins, yet the
pride whereby one denies or blasphemes God is greater than
the pride whereby one covets God’s likeness inordinately, such
as the pride of our first parents, as stated (a. 2).

But if we consider the circumstances of the persons who
sinned, that sin was most grave on account of the perfection
of their state. We must accordingly conclude that this sin was
most grievous relatively but not simply.

Reply toObjection1.is argument considers the gravity
of sin as resulting from the person of the sinner.

Reply to Objection 2. e severity of the punishment
awarded to that first sin corresponds to the magnitude of the
sin, not as regards its species but as regards its being thefirst sin:
because it destroyed the innocence of our original state, and by
robbing it of innocence brought disorder upon the whole hu-
man nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Where things are directly subor-
dinate, the first must needs be the greatest. Such is not the or-
der among sins, for one follows fromanother accidentally.And
thus it does not follow that the first sin is the greatest.

IIa IIae q. 163 a. 4Whether Adam’s sin was more grievous than Eve’s?

Objection 1. It would seem that Adam’s sin was more
grievous than Eve’s. For it is written (1 Tim. 2:14): “Adam
was not seduced, but the woman being seduced was in the
transgression”: and so it would seem that the woman sinned
through ignorance, but the man through assured knowledge.
Now the latter is the graver sin, according to Lk. 12:47,48,
“at servant who knew the will of his lord…and did not ac-
cording to his will, shall be beaten with many stripes: but he
that knewnot, and did thingsworthy of stripes, shall be beaten
with few stripes.”ereforeAdam’s sinwasmore grievous than
Eve’s.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (DeDecemChordis
3‡): “If the man is the head, he should live better, and give an
example of good deeds to his wife, that she may imitate him.”
Now he who ought to do better, sins more grievously, if he
commit a sin. erefore Adam sinned more grievously than
Eve.

Objection 3. Further, the sin against the Holy Ghost
would seem to be the most grievous. Now Adam, apparently,
sinned against theHolyGhost, becausewhile sinning he relied
on God’s mercy*, and this pertains to the sin of presumption.
erefore it seems thatAdamsinnedmore grievously thanEve.

On the contrary, Punishment corresponds to guilt. Now
thewomanwasmore grievously punished than theman, as ap-
pears from Gn. 3. erefore she sinned more grievously than
the man.

I answer that, As stated (a. 3), the gravity of a sin depends
on the species rather than on a circumstance of that sin. Ac-
cordingly we must assert that, if we consider the condition at-
taching to these persons, the man’s sin is the more grievous,
because he was more perfect than the woman.

As regards the genus itself of the sin, the sin of each is con-
sidered to be equal, for each sinned by pride.Hence Augustine
says (Gen. ad lit. xi, 35): “Eve in excusing herself betrays dispar-
ity of sex, though parity of pride.”

But as regards the species of pride, the woman sinned
more grievously, for three reasons. First, because she was more
puffed up than the man. For the woman believed in the ser-
pent’s persuasive words, namely that God had forbidden them
to eat of the tree, lest they should become like to Him; so that
in wishing to attain to God’s likeness by eating of the forbid-
den fruit, her pride rose to the height of desiring to obtain
something against God’s will. On the other hand, the man did
not believe this to be true; wherefore he did not wish to at-

* Ed. Diel. i, 1. † Peri Archon i, 3. ‡ Serm. ix; xcvi de Temp. * Cf.
q. 21, a. 2, obj. 3. St. omas is evidently alluding to the words of Peter Lom-
bard quoted there.
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tain to God’s likeness against God’s will: but his pride con-
sisted in wishing to attain thereto by his own power. Secondly,
the woman not only herself sinned, but suggested sin to the
man; wherefore she sinned against both God and her neigh-
bor. irdly, the man’s sin was diminished by the fact that, as
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi, 42), “he consented to the sin
out of a certain friendly good-will, on account of which a man
sometimes will offend God rather than make an enemy of his
friend. at he ought not to have done so is shown by the just
issue of the Divine sentence.”

It is therefore evident that the woman’s sin was more
grievous than the man’s.

Reply to Objection 1. e woman was deceived because

she was first of all puffed up with pride. Wherefore her igno-
rance did not excuse, but aggravated her sin, in so far as it was
the cause of her being puffed up with still greater pride.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument considers the cir-
cumstance of personal condition, on account of which the
man’s sin was more grievous than the woman’s.

Reply to Objection 3. e man’s reliance on God’s mercy
did not reach to contempt of God’s justice, wherein consists
the sin against theHoly Ghost, but as Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. xi†), it was due to the fact that, “having had no experience
ofGod’s severity, he thought the sin to be venial,” i.e. easily for-
given‡.

† De Civ. Dei xiv, 11. ‡ Cf. Ia IIae, q. 89, a. 3, ad 1.
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Of the Punishments of the First Man’s Sin

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the punishments of the first sin; and under this head there are two points of inquiry: (1) Death,
which is the common punishment; (2) the other particular punishments mentioned in Genesis.

IIa IIae q. 164 a. 1Whether death is the punishment of our first parents’ sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that death is not the punish-
ment of our first parents’ sin. For that which is natural to man
cannot be called a punishment of sin, because sin does not per-
fect nature but vitiates it. Now death is natural to man: and
this is evident both from the fact that his body is composed
of contraries, and because “mortal” is included in the defini-
tion of man. erefore death is not a punishment of our first
parents’ sin.

Objection 2. Further, death and other bodily defects are
similarly found in man as well as in other animals, according
to Eccles. 3:19, “e death ofman and of beasts is one, and the
condition of them both equal.” But in dumb animals death is
not a punishment of sin. erefore neither is it so in men.

Objection 3. Further, the sin of our first parents was the
sin of particular individuals: whereas death affects the entire
human nature. erefore it would seem that it is not a punish-
ment of our first parents’ sin.

Objection 4. Further, all are equally descended from our
first parents. erefore if death were the punishment of our
first parents’ sin, it would follow that all men would suffer
death in equal measure. But this is clearly untrue, since some
die sooner, and some more painfully, than others. erefore
death is not the punishment of the first sin.

Objection 5. Further, the evil of punishment is fromGod,
as stated above ( Ia, q. 48, a. 6; Ia, q. 49, a. 2). But death, ap-
parently, is not from God: for it is written (Wis. 1:13): “God
made not death.”erefore death is not the punishment of the
first sin.

Objection 6. Further, seemingly, punishments are not
meritorious, since merit is comprised under good, and pun-
ishment under evil. Now death is sometimesmeritorious, as in
the case of amartyr’s death.erefore it would seem that death
is not a punishment.

Objection 7. Further, punishment would seem to be
painful. But death apparently cannot be painful, since man
does not feel it when he is dead, and he cannot feel it when
he is not dying. erefore death is not a punishment of sin.

Objection 8. Further, if death were a punishment of sin,
it would have followed sin immediately. But this is not true,
for our first parents lived a long time aer their sin (Gn. 5:5).
erefore, seemingly, death is not a punishment of sin.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 5:12): “By one
man sin entered into this world, and by sin death.”

I answer that, If any one, on account of his fault, be de-

prived of a favor bestowed on him the privation of that favor
is a punishment of that fault. Now as we stated in the Ia, q. 95,
a. 1; Ia, q. 97, a. 1, God bestowed this favor on man, in his
primitive state, that as long as his mind was subject to God,
the lower powers of his soul would be subject to his rational
mind, and his body to his soul. But inasmuch as through sin
man’s mind withdrew from subjection to God, the result was
that neither were his lower powers wholly subject to his rea-
son, whence there followed so great a rebellion of the carnal
appetite against the reason: nor was the body wholly subject
to the soul; whence arose death and other bodily defects. For
life and soundness of body depend on the body being subject
to the soul, as the perfectible is subject to its perfection. Con-
sequently, on the other hand, death, sickness, and all defects
of the body are due to the lack of the body’s subjection to the
soul.

It is therefore evident that as the rebellion of the carnal ap-
petite against the spirit is a punishment of our first parents’ sin,
so also are death and all defects of the body.

Reply toObjection1.Athing is said to benatural if it pro-
ceeds from the principles of nature. Now the essential princi-
ples of nature are form and matter. e form of man is his ra-
tional soul, which is, of itself, immortal: wherefore death is not
natural to man on the part of his form. e matter of man is a
body such as is composed of contraries, ofwhich corruptibility
is a necessary consequence, and in this respect death is natural
to man. Now this condition attached to the nature of the hu-
man body results from a natural necessity, since it was neces-
sary for the human body to be the organ of touch, and conse-
quently a mean between objects of touch: and this was impos-
sible, were it not composed of contraries, as the Philosopher
states (De Anima ii, 11). On the other hand, this condition is
not attached to the adaptability ofmatter to form because, if it
were possible, since the form is incorruptible, itsmatter should
rather be incorruptible. In the same way a saw needs to be of
iron, this being suitable to its form and action, so that its hard-
ness may make it fit for cutting. But that it be liable to rust is
a necessary result of such a matter and is not according to the
agent’s choice; for, if the crasman were able, of the iron he
would make a saw that would not rust. Now God Who is the
author of man is all-powerful, wherefore when He first made
man, He conferred on him the favor of being exempt from the
necessity resulting from such a matter: which favor, however,
was withdrawn through the sin of our first parents. Accord-
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ingly death is both natural on account of a condition attaching
to matter, and penal on account of the loss of the Divine favor
preserving man from death*.

Reply to Objection 2. is likeness of man to other ani-
mals regards a condition attaching to matter, namely the body
being composed of contraries. But it does not regard the form,
for man’s soul is immortal, whereas the souls of dumb animals
are mortal.

Reply toObjection3.Ourfirst parentsweremade byGod
not only as particular individuals, but also as principles of the
whole human nature to be transmitted by them to their pos-
terity, together with the Divine favor preserving them from
death. Hence through their sin the entire human nature, be-
ing deprived of that favor in their posterity, incurred death.

Reply to Objection 4. A twofold defect arises from sin.
One is by way of a punishment appointed by a judge: and
such a defect should be equal in those to whom the sin per-
tains equally.eother defect is thatwhich results accidentally
from this punishment; for instance, that one who has been
deprived of his sight for a sin he has committed, should fall
down in the road. Such a defect is not proportionate to the
sin, nor does a human judge take it into account, since he can-
not foresee chance happenings. Accordingly, the punishment
appointed for the first sin and proportionately corresponding
thereto, was the withdrawal of the Divine favor whereby the
rectitude and integrity of human nature was maintained. But
the defects resulting from this withdrawal are death and other
penalties of the present life. Wherefore these punishments
need not be equal in those to whom the first sin equally ap-
pertains. Nevertheless, since God foreknows all future events,
Divine providence has so disposed that these penalties are ap-
portioned in differentways to various people.is is not on ac-
count of any merits or demerits previous to this life, as Origen
held†: for this is contrary to the words of Rom. 9:11, “When
they…had not done any good or evil”; and also contrary to
statementsmade in the Ia, q. 90, a. 4; Ia, q. 118, a. 3, namely that
the soul is not created before the body: but either in punish-
ment of their parents’ sins, inasmuch as the child is something

belonging to the father, wherefore parents are oen punished
in their children; or again it is for a remedy intended for the
spiritual welfare of the person who suffers these penalties, to
wit that he may thus be turned away from his sins, or lest he
take pride in his virtues, and that he may be crowned for his
patience.

Reply to Objection 5. Death may be considered in two
ways. First, as an evil of human nature, and thus it is not of
God, but is a defect befalling man through his fault. Secondly,
as having an aspect of good, namely as being a just punishment,
and thus it is from God. Wherefore Augustine says (Retract. i,
21) that God is not the author of death, except in so far as it is
a punishment.

Reply toObjection 6.AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei xiii,
5), “just as the wicked abuse not only evil but also good things,
so do the righteousmake good use not only of good but also of
evil things. Hence it is that both evil men make evil use of the
law, though the law is good, while goodmen diewell, although
death is an evil.” Wherefore inasmuch as holy men make good
use of death, their death is to them meritorious.

Reply to Objection 7. Death may be considered in two
ways. First, as the privation of life, and thus death cannot be
felt, since it is the privation of sense and life. In this way it in-
volves not pain of sense but pain of loss. Secondly, it may be
considered as denoting the corruptionwhich ends in the afore-
said privation.Nowwemay speak of corruption even as of gen-
eration in twoways: in one way as being the term of alteration,
and thus in the first instant in which life departs, death is said
to be present. In this way also death has no pain of sense. In an-
other way corruption may be taken as including the previous
alteration: thus a person is said to die, when he is in motion
towards death; just as a thing is said to be engendered, while in
motion towards the state of having been engendered: and thus
death may be painful.

Reply to Objection 8. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit.‡), “although our first parents lived thereaer many years,
they began to die on the daywhen they heard the death-decree,
condemning them to decline to old age.”

IIa IIae q. 164 a. 2Whether the particular punishments of our first parents are suitably appointed in Scripture?

Objection 1. It would seem that the particular punish-
ments of our first parents are unsuitably appointed in Scrip-
ture. For that which would have occurred even without sin
should not be described as a punishment for sin. Now seem-
ingly there would have been “pain in child-bearing,” even had
there been no sin: for the disposition of the female sex is such
that offspring cannot be bornwithout pain to the bearer. Like-
wise the “subjection ofwoman toman” results from the perfec-
tion of themale, and the imperfection of the female sex. Again
it belongs to the nature of the earth “to bring forth thorns and
thistles,” and this would have occurred even had there been no

sin.erefore these are unsuitable punishments of the first sin.
Objection2.Further, thatwhichpertains to a person’s dig-

nity does not, seemingly, pertain to his punishment. But the
“multiplying of conceptions” pertains to a woman’s dignity.
erefore it should not be described as the woman’s punish-
ment.

Objection 3. Further, the punishment of our first parents’
sin is transmitted to all, as we have stated with regard to death
(a. 1). But all “women’s conceptions” are not “multiplied,” nor
does “every man eat bread in the sweat of his face.” erefore
these are not suitable punishments of the first sin.

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 85, a. 6. † Peri Archon ii, 9. ‡ De Pecc. Mer. et Rem. i,
16. Cf. Gen. ad lit. ii. 32.
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Objection 4. Further, the place of paradise was made for
man. Now nothing in the order of things should be without
purpose. erefore it would seem that the exclusion of man
from paradise was not a suitable punishment of man.

Objection 5. Further, this place of the earthly paradise is
said to be naturally inaccessible.erefore it was useless to put
other obstacles in the way lest man should return thither, to
wit the cherubim, and the “flaming sword turning every way.”

Objection 6. Further, immediately aer his sin man was
subject to the necessity of dying, so that he could not be re-
stored to immortality by the beneficial tree of life.erefore it
was useless to forbid him to eat of the tree of life, as instanced
by the words of Gn. 3:22: “See, lest perhaps he…take…of the
tree of life…and live for ever.”

Objection 7. Further, to mock the unhappy seems incon-
sistent with mercy and clemency, which are most of all as-
cribed toGod in Scripture, according to Ps. 144:9, “His tender
mercies are over all His works.” erefore God is unbecom-
ingly described as mocking our first parents, already reduced
through sin to unhappy straits, in the words of Gn. 3:22, “Be-
hold Adam is become as one of Us, knowing good and evil.”

Objection 8. Further, clothes are necessary to man, like
food, according to 1 Tim. 6:8, “Having food, and wherewith
to be covered, with these we are content.” erefore just as
food was appointed to our first parents before their sin, so also
should clothing have been ascribed to them. erefore aer
their sin it was unsuitable to say that God made for them gar-
ments of skin.

Objection 9. Further, the punishment inflicted for a sin
should outweigh in evil the gain realized through the sin:
else the punishment would not deter one from sinning. Now
through sin our first parents gained in this, that their eyes
were opened, according toGn. 3:7. But this outweighs in good
all the penal evils which are stated to have resulted from sin.
erefore the punishments resulting from our first parents’ sin
are unsuitably described.

On the contrary, ese punishments were appointed by
God, Who does all things, “in number, weight, and measure*”
(Wis. 11:21).

I answer that, As stated in the foregoing Article, on ac-
count of their sin, our first parents were deprived of theDivine
favor, whereby the integrity of human nature was maintained
in them, and by the withdrawal of this favor human nature in-
curred penal defects. Hence they were punished in two ways.
In the first place by being deprived of that which was befit-
ting the state of integrity, namely the place of the earthly par-
adise: and this is indicated (Gn. 3:23) where it is stated that
“God sent him out of the paradise of pleasure.” And since he
was unable, of himself, to return to that state of original inno-
cence, it was fitting that obstacles should be placed against his
recovering those things that were befitting his original state,
namely food (lest he should take of the tree of life) and place;
for “God placed before…paradise…Cherubim, and a flaming

sword.” Secondly, they were punished by having appointed to
them things befitting a nature bere of the aforesaid favor: and
this as regards both the body and the soul. With regard to the
body, towhich pertains the distinction of sex, one punishment
was appointed to the woman and another to the man. To the
woman punishmentwas appointed in respect of two things on
account of which she is united to the man; and these are the
begetting of children, and community of works pertaining to
family life. As regards the begetting of children, she was pun-
ished in two ways: first in the weariness to which she is subject
while carrying the child aer conception, and this is indicated
in the words (Gn. 3:16), “I will multiply thy sorrows, and thy
conceptions”; secondly, in the pain which she suffers in giv-
ing birth, and this is indicated by the words (Gn. 3:16), “In
sorrow shalt thou bring forth.” As regards family life she was
punished by being subjected to her husband’s authority, and
this is conveyed in the words (Gn. 3:16), “ou shalt be under
thy husband’s power.”

Now, just as it belongs to the woman to be subject to her
husband in matters relating to the family life, so it belongs to
the husband to provide the necessaries of that life. In this re-
spect he was punished in three ways. First, by the barrenness of
the earth, in the words (Gn. 3:17), “Cursed is the earth in thy
work.” Secondly, by the cares of his toil, withoutwhich he does
not win the fruits of the earth; hence the words (Gn. 3:17),
“With labor and toil shalt thou eat thereof all the days of thy
life.” irdly, by the obstacles encountered by the tillers of the
soil, wherefore it is written (Gn. 3:18), “orns and thistles
shall it bring forth to thee.”

Likewise a triple punishment is ascribed to them on the
part of the soul. First, by reason of the confusion they expe-
rienced at the rebellion of the flesh against the spirit; hence
it is written (Gn. 3:7): “e eyes of them both were opened;
and…they perceived themselves to be naked.” Secondly, by the
reproach for their sin, indicated by the words (Gn. 3:22), “Be-
holdAdam is become as one ofUs.”irdly, by the reminder of
their coming death, when it was said to him (Gn. 3:19): “Dust
thou art and into dust thou shalt return.” To this also pertains
that God made them garments of skin, as a sign of their mor-
tality.

Reply to Objection 1. In the state of innocence child-
bearing would have been painless: for Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei xiv, 26): “Just as, in giving birth, the mother would then
be relieved not by groans of pain, but by the instigations of
maturity, so in bearing and conceiving the union of both sexes
would be one not of lustful desire but of deliberate action”*.

e subjection of the woman to her husband is to be un-
derstood as inflicted in punishment of the woman, not as to
his headship (since even before sin themanwas the “head” and
governor “of the woman”), but as to her having now to obey
her husband’s will even against her own.

Ifman had not sinned, the earthwould have brought forth
thorns and thistles to be the food of animals, but not to pun-

* Vulg.: ‘ou hast ordered all things in measure, and number, and weight.’.
* Cf. Ia, q. 98, a. 2.
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ishman, because their growthwould bring no labor or punish-
ment for the tiller of the soil, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. iii,
18).Alcuin†, however, holds that, before sin, the earth brought
forth no thorns and thistles, whatever: but the former opinion
is the better.

Reply toObjection 2.emultiplying of her conceptions
was appointed as a punishment to the woman, not on account
of the begetting of children, for this would have been the same
even before sin, but on account of the numerous sufferings to
which the woman is subject, through carrying her offspring af-
ter conception.Hence it is expressly stated: “Iwillmultiply thy
sorrows, and thy conceptions.”

Reply toObjection 3. ese punishments affect all some-
what. For any woman who conceives must needs suffer sor-
rows and bring forth her child with pain: except the Blessed
Virgin, who “conceivedwithout corruption, and bore without
pain”‡, because her conceiving was not according to the law
of nature, transmitted from our first parents. And if a woman
neither conceives nor bears, she suffers from the defect of bar-
renness, which outweighs the aforesaid punishments. Likewise
whoever tills the soil must needs eat his bread in the sweat of
his brow:while thosewhodonot themselveswork on the land,
are busied with other labors, for “man is born to labor” ( Job
5:7): and thus they eat the bread for which others have labored
in the sweat of their brow.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the place of the earthly
paradise avails not man for his use, it avails him for a lesson;
because he knows himself deprived of that place on account of
sin, and because by the things that have a bodily existence in
that paradise, he is instructed in things pertaining to the heav-
enly paradise, the way to which is prepared for man by Christ.

Reply to Objection 5. Apart from the mysteries of the
spiritual interpretation, this place would seem to be inaccessi-
ble, chiefly on account of the extreme heat in the middle zone
by reason of the nighness of the sun. is is denoted by the
“flaming sword,” which is described as “turning every way,” as
being appropriate to the circular movement that causes this
heat. And since the movements of corporal creatures are set
in order through the ministry of the angels, according to Au-

gustine (De Trin. iii, 4), it was fitting that, besides the sword
turning every way, there should be cherubim “to keep the way
of the tree of life.”HenceAugustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi, 40): “It
is to be believed that even in the visible paradise this was done
by heavenly powers indeed, so that there was a fiery guard set
there by the ministry of angels.”

Reply to Objection 6. Aer sin, if man had ate of the tree
of life, he would not thereby have recovered immortality, but
by means of that beneficial food he might have prolonged his
life. Hence in the words “And live for ever,” “for ever” signifies
“for a long time.” For it was not expedient for man to remain
longer in the unhappiness of this life.

Reply to Objection 7. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. xi, 39), “these words of God are not so much a mockery
of our first parents as a deterrent to others, for whose benefit
these things are written, lest they be proud likewise, because
Adam not only failed to become that which he coveted to be,
but did not keep that to which he was made.”

Reply toObjection 8. Clothing is necessary to man in his
present state of unhappiness for two reasons. First, to supply a
deficiency in respect of external harm caused by, for instance,
extreme heat or cold. Secondly, to hide his ignominy and to
cover the shame of thosemembers wherein the rebellion of the
flesh against the spirit is most manifest. Now these two mo-
tives do not apply to the primitive state. because then man’s
body could not be hurt by any outward thing, as stated in the
Ia, q. 97, a. 2, nor was there in man’s body anything shame-
ful that would bring confusion on him. Hence it is written
(Gn. 2:23): “And they were both naked, to wit Adam and his
wife, and were not ashamed.”e same cannot be said of food,
which is necessary to entertain the natural heat, and to sustain
the body.

Reply to Objection 9. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xi,
31), “We must not imagine that our first parents were cre-
ated with their eyes closed, especially since it is stated that the
woman saw that the tree was fair, and good to eat. Accordingly
the eyes of both were opened so that they saw and thought on
things which had not occurred to their minds before, this was
a mutual concupiscence such as they had not hitherto.”

† Interrog. et Resp. in Gen. lxxix. ‡ St. Bernard, Serm. in Dom. inf. oct. Assum. B. V. M.
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Of Our First Parents’ Temptation

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider our first parents’ temptation, concerning which there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was fitting for man to be tempted by the devil?
(2) Of the manner and order of that temptation.

IIa IIae q. 165 a. 1Whether it was fitting for man to be tempted by the devil?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting for man
to be tempted by the devil. For the same final punishment is
appointed to the angels’ sin and to man’s, according to Mat.
25:41, “Go [Vulg.: ‘Depart fromMe’] you cursed into everlast-
ing fire, which was prepared for the devil and his angels.” Now
the angels’ first sin did not follow a temptation from without.
erefore neither should man’s first sin have resulted from an
outward temptation.

Objection 2. Further, God, Who foreknows the future,
knew that through the demon’s temptation man would fall
into sin, and thus He knew full well that it was not expedient
for man to be tempted. erefore it would seem unfitting for
God to allow him to be tempted.

Objection 3. Further, it seems to savor of punishment that
anyone should have an assailant, just as on the other hand the
cessation of an assault is akin to a reward. Now punishment
should not precede fault.erefore it was unfitting for man to
be tempted before he sinned.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 34:11): “He that
hathnot been tempted [Douay: ‘tried’],whatmanner of things
doth he know?”

I answer that, God’s wisdom “orders all things sweetly”
(Wis. 8:1), inasmuch as His providence appoints to each one
that which is befitting it according to its nature. For as Diony-
sius says (Div. Nom. iv), “it belongs to providence not to de-
stroy, but tomaintain, nature.” Now it is a condition attaching
to human nature that one creature can be helped or impeded
by another. Wherefore it was fitting that God should both al-
lowman in the state of innocence to be tempted by evil angels,

and should cause him to be helped by good angels. And by a
special favor of grace, it was granted him that no creature out-
side himself could harm him against his own will, whereby he
was able even to resist the temptation of the demon.

Reply to Objection 1. Above the human nature there is
another that admits of the possibility of the evil of fault: but
there is not above the angelic nature. Now only one that is al-
ready become evil through sin can tempt by leading another
into evil. Hence it was fitting that by an evil angel man should
be tempted to sin, even as according to the order of nature
he is moved forward to perfection by means of a good angel.
An angel could be perfected in good by something above him,
namely by God, but he could not thus be led into sin, because
according to James 1:13, “God is not a tempter of evils.”

Reply toObjection2. Just asGodknew thatman, through
being tempted, would fall into sin, so too He knew that man
was able, by his free will, to resist the tempter. Now the condi-
tion attaching to man’s nature required that he should be le
to his ownwill, according to Ecclus. 15:14, “God le”man “in
the hand of his own counsel.” Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. xi, 4): “It seems tome thatmanwould have had no prospect
of any special praise, if he were able to lead a good life simply
because there was none to persuade him to lead an evil life;
since both by nature he had the power, and in his power he
had the will, not to consent to the persuader.”

Reply to Objection 3. An assault is penal if it be difficult
to resist it: but, in the state of innocence,manwas able,without
any difficulty, to resist temptation.Consequently the tempter’s
assault was not a punishment to man.

IIa IIae q. 165 a. 2Whether the manner and order of the first temptation was fitting?

Objection 1. It would seem that the manner and order of
the first temptation was not fitting. For just as in the order
of nature the angel was above man, so was the man above the
woman. Now sin came upon man through an angel: therefore
in like manner it should have come upon the woman through
theman; in otherwords thewoman should have been tempted
by the man, and not the other way about.

Objection 2. Further, the temptation of our first parents
was by suggestion.Now the devil is able tomake suggestions to
manwithoutmaking use of an outward sensible creature. Since

then our first parents were endowedwith a spiritual mind, and
adhered less to sensible than to intelligible things, it would
have been more fitting for man to be tempted with a merely
spiritual, instead of an outward, temptation.

Objection 3. Further, one cannot fittingly suggest an evil
except through some apparent good. But many other animals
have a greater appearance of good than the serpent has. ere-
fore man was unfittingly tempted by the devil through a ser-
pent.

Objection 4. Further, the serpent is an irrational animal.
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Now wisdom, speech, and punishment are not befitting an ir-
rational animal. erefore the serpent is unfittingly described
(Gn. 3:1) as “more subtle than any of the beasts of the earth,”
or as “themost prudent of all beasts” according to another ver-
sion*: and likewise is unfittingly stated to have spoken to the
woman, and to have been punished by God.

On the contrary, at which is first in any genus should
be proportionate to all that follow it in that genus. Now in ev-
ery kind of sin we find the same order as in the first tempta-
tion. For, according to Augustine (De Trin. xii, 12), it begins
with the concupiscence of sin in the sensuality, signified by the
serpent; extends to the lower reason, by pleasure, signified by
the woman; and reaches to the higher reason by consent in the
sin, signified by theman.erefore the order of the first temp-
tation was fitting.

I answer that,Man is composed of a twofold nature, intel-
lective and sensitive. Hence the devil, in tempting man, made
use of a twofold incentive to sin: one on the part of the intel-
lect, by promising the Divine likeness through the acquisition
of knowledge which man naturally desires to have; the other
on the part of sense. is he did by having recourse to those
sensible things, which are most akin to man, partly by tempt-
ing the man through the woman who was akin to him in the
same species; partly by tempting the woman through the ser-
pent, who was akin to them in the same genus; partly by sug-
gesting to them to eat of the forbidden fruit, which was akin
to them in the proximate genus.

Reply toObjection 1. In the act of tempting the devil was
by way of principal agent; whereas the woman was employed
as an instrument of temptation in bringing about the downfall
of theman, both because thewomanwasweaker than theman,
and consequently more liable to be deceived, and because, on
account of her union with man, the devil was able to deceive
the man especially through her. Now there is no parity be-
tween principal agent and instrument, because the principal
agent must exceed in power, which is not requisite in the in-
strumental agent.

Reply toObjection2.Asuggestionwhereby the devil sug-
gests something to man spiritually, shows the devil to have
more power against man than outward suggestion has, since
by an inward suggestion, at least, man’s imagination is changed
by the devil†; whereas by an outward suggestion, a change is
wrought merely on an outward creature. Now the devil had a
minimum of power against man before sin, wherefore he was
unable to tempt him by inward suggestion, but only by out-
ward suggestion.

Reply to Objection 3. According to Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. xi, 3), “we are not to suppose that the devil chose the ser-
pent as hismeans of temptation; but as he was possessed of the
lust of deceit, he could only do so by the animal hewas allowed

to use for that purpose.”
Reply to Objection 4. According to Augustine (Gen. ad

lit. xi, 29), “the serpent is described as most prudent or subtle,
on account of the cunning of the devil, who wrought his wiles
in it: thus, we speak of a prudent or cunning tongue, because
it is the instrument of a prudent or cunning man in advising
something prudently or cunningly. Nor indeed (Gen. ad lit.
xi, 28) did the serpent understand the sounds which were con-
veyed through it to thewoman; nor again arewe to believe that
its soul was changed into a rational nature, since not evenmen,
who are rational by nature, knowwhat they say when a demon
speaks in them. Accordingly (Gen. ad lit. xi, 29) the serpent
spoke to man, even as the ass on which Balaam sat spoke to
him, except that the former was the work of a devil, whereas
the latter was the work of an angel. Hence (Gen. ad lit. xi, 36)
the serpent was not asked why it had done this, because it had
not done this in its own nature, but the devil in it, who was al-
ready condemned to everlasting fire on account of his sin: and
the words addressed to the serpent were directed to him who
wrought through the serpent.”

Moreover, as again Augustine says (Super Gen. contra
Manich. ii, 17,18), “his, that is, the devil’s, punishment men-
tioned here is that for which we must be on our guard against
him, not thatwhich is reserved till the last judgment. Forwhen
it was said to him: ‘ou art cursed among all cattle and beasts
of the earth,’ the cattle are set above him, not in power, but in
the preservation of their nature, since the cattle lost no heav-
enly bliss, seeing that they never had it, but they continue to
live in the nature which they received.” It is also said to him:
“ ‘Upon thy breast and belly shalt thou creep,’ ” according to
another version‡ “Here the breast signifies pride, because it is
there that the impulse of the soul dominates, while the belly
denotes carnal desire, because this part of the body is soest to
the touch: and on these he creeps to those whom he wishes to
deceive.” e words, “ ‘Earth shalt thou eat all the days of thy
life’may be understood in twoways. Either ‘ose shall belong
to thee, whom thou shalt deceive by earthly lust,’ namely sin-
ners who are signified under the name of earth, or a third kind
of temptation, namely curiosity, is signified by these words: for
to eat earth is to look into things deep and dark.” e putting
of enmities between him and the woman “means that we can-
not be tempted by the devil, except through that part of the
soul which bears or reflects the likeness of a woman. e seed
of the devil is the temptation to evil, the seed of the woman is
the fruit of good works, whereby the temptation to evil is re-
sisted.Wherefore the serpent lies in wait for the woman’s heel,
that if at any time she fall away towards what is unlawful, plea-
sure may seize hold of her: and she watches his head that she
may shut him out at the very outset of the evil temptation.”

* e Septuagint. † Cf. Ia, q. 91, a. 3. ‡ e Septuagint.
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Of Studiousness
(In Two Articles)

We must next consider studiousness and its opposite, curiosity. Concerning studiousness there are two points of inquiry:

(1) What is the matter of studiousness?
(2) Whether it is a part of temperance?

IIa IIae q. 166 a. 1Whether the proper matter of studiousness is knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that knowledge is not the
proper matter of studiousness. For a person is said to be stu-
dious because he applies study to certain things. Now a man
ought to apply study to everymatter, in order to do arightwhat
has to be done. erefore seemingly knowledge is not the spe-
cial matter of studiousness.

Objection 2.Further, studiousness is opposed to curiosity.
Now curiosity, which is derived from “cura” [care], may also
refer to eleganceof apparel andother such things,which regard
the body;wherefore theApostle says (Rom. 13:14): “Makenot
provision [curam] for the flesh in its concupiscences.”

Objection 3. Further it is written ( Jer. 6:13): “From the
least of them even to the greatest, all study [Douay: ‘are given
to’] covetousness.” Now covetousness is not properly about
knowledge, but rather about the possession ofwealth, as stated
above (q. 118, a. 2). erefore studiousness, which is derived
from “study,” is not properly about knowledge.

On the contrary, It is written (Prov. 27:11): “Study wis-
dom, my son, and make my heart joyful, that thou mayest give
an answer to him that reproacheth.” Now study, which is com-
mended as a virtue, is the same as that to which the Law urges.
erefore studiousness is properly about “knowledge.”

I answer that, Properly speaking, study denotes keen ap-
plication of the mind to something. Now the mind is not ap-
plied to a thing except by knowing that thing. Wherefore the
mind’s application to knowledge precedes its application to

those things towhichman is directedbyhis knowledge.Hence
study regards knowledge in the first place, and as a result it re-
gards any other things the working of which requires to be di-
rected by knowledge. Now the virtues lay claim to that mat-
ter about which they are first and foremost; thus fortitude is
concerned about dangers of death, and temperance about plea-
sures of touch. erefore studiousness is properly ascribed to
knowledge.

Reply to Objection 1. Nothing can be done aright as re-
gards othermatters, except in so far as is previously directed by
the knowing reason. Hence studiousness, to whatever matter
it be applied, has a prior regard for knowledge.

Reply to Objection 2. Man’s mind is drawn, on account
of his affections, towards the things for which he has an affec-
tion, according to Mat. 6:21, “Where thy treasure is, there is
thy heart also.” And since man has special affection for those
things which foster the flesh, it follows thatman’s thoughts are
concerned about things that foster his flesh, so that man seeks
to knowhowhemay best sustain his body. Accordingly curios-
ity is accounted to be about things pertaining to the body by
reason of things pertaining to knowledge.

Reply to Objection 3. Covetousness craves the acquisi-
tion of gain, and for this it is very necessary to be skilled in
earthly things. Accordingly studiousness is ascribed to things
pertaining to covetousness.

IIa IIae q. 166 a. 2Whether studiousness is a part of temperance?

Objection 1. It would seem that studiousness is not a part
of temperance. For aman is said to be studious by reason of his
studiousness. Now all virtuous persons without exception are
called studious according to the Philosopher, who frequently
employs the term “studious” (σπουδαῖος) in this sense (Ethic.
ix, 4,8,9).* erefore studiousness is a general virtue, and not a
part of temperance.

Objection 2. Further, studiousness, as stated (a. 1), per-
tains to knowledge. But knowledge has no connection with
the moral virtues which are in the appetitive part of the soul,
and pertains rather to the intellectual virtues which are in the

cognitive part: wherefore solicitude is an act of prudence as
stated above (q. 47, a. 9). erefore studiousness is not a part
of temperance.

Objection 3. Further, a virtue that is ascribed as part of a
principal virtue resembles the latter as tomode.Now studious-
ness does not resemble temperance as to mode, because tem-
perance takes its name from being a kind of restraint, where-
fore it is more opposed to the vice that is in excess: whereas
studiousness is denominated from being the application of the
mind to something, so that it would seem to be opposed to the
vice that is in default, namely, neglect of study, rather than to

* In the same sense Aristotle says in Ethic. iii, 2, that “every vicious person is
ignorant of what he ought to do.”.
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the vice which is in excess, namely curiosity. wherefore, on ac-
count of its resemblance to the latter, Isidore says (Etym. x)
that “a studious man is one who is curious to study.” erefore
studiousness is not a part of temperance.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Morib. Eccl. 21):
“We are forbidden to be curious: and this is a great gi that
temperance bestows.” Now curiosity is prevented bymoderate
studiousness. erefore studiousness is a part of temperance.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 141, Aa. 3,4,5), it be-
longs to temperance to moderate the movement of the ap-
petite, lest it tend excessively to that which is desired naturally.
Now just as in respect of his corporeal naturemannaturally de-
sires the pleasures of food and sex, so, in respect of his soul, he
naturally desires to know something; thus the Philosopher ob-
serves at the beginning of his Metaphysics i, 1: “All men have
a natural desire for knowledge.”

e moderation of this desire pertains to the virtue of stu-
diousness; wherefore it follows that studiousness is a potential
part of temperance, as a subordinate virtue annexed to a prin-
cipal virtue. Moreover, it is comprised under modesty for the
reason given above (q. 160, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 1. Prudence is the complement of all
the moral virtues, as stated in Ethic. vi, 13. Consequently, in
so far as the knowledge of prudence pertains to all the virtues,
the term “studiousness,” which properly regards knowledge, is
applied to all the virtues.

Reply toObjection 2.eact of a cognitive power is com-
manded by the appetitive power, which moves all the powers,
as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 9, a. 1). Wherefore knowledge re-
gards a twofold good.One is connected with the act of knowl-

edge itself; and this good pertains to the intellectual virtues,
and consists in man having a true estimate about each thing.
e other good pertains to the act of the appetitive power, and
consists in man’s appetite being directed aright in applying the
cognitive power in this or that way to this or that thing. And
this belongs to the virtue of seriousness. Wherefore it is reck-
oned among the moral virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii,
93) inorder tobe virtuouswemust avoid those things towhich
we are most naturally inclined. Hence it is that, since nature
inclines us. chiefly to fear dangers of death, and to seek plea-
sures of the flesh, fortitude is chiefly commended for a certain
steadfast perseverance against such dangers, and temperance
for a certain restraint frompleasures of the flesh. But as regards
knowledge, man has contrary inclinations. For on the part of
the soul, he is inclined to desire knowledge of things; and so
it behooves him to exercise a praiseworthy restraint on this
desire, lest he seek knowledge immoderately: whereas on the
part of his bodily nature, man is inclined to avoid the trouble
of seeking knowledge. Accordingly, as regards the first incli-
nation studiousness is a kind of restraint, and it is in this sense
that it is reckoned a part of temperance. But as to the second
inclination, this virtue derives its praise from a certain keen-
ness of interest in seeking knowledge of things; and from this it
takes its name. e former is more essential to this virtue than
the latter: since the desire to know directly regards knowledge,
towhich studiousness is directed, whereas the trouble of learn-
ing is an obstacle to knowledge, wherefore it is regarded by this
virtue indirectly, as by that which removes an obstacle.
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Of Curiosity

(In Two Articles)

We must next consider curiosity, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the vice of curiosity can regard intellective knowledge?
(2) Whether it is about sensitive knowledge?

IIa IIae q. 167 a. 1Whether curiosity can be about intellective knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that curiosity cannot be about
intellective knowledge. Because, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ii, 6), there can be no mean and extremes in things
which are essentially good. Now intellective knowledge is es-
sentially good: becauseman’s perfectionwould seem to consist
in his intellect being reduced from potentiality to act, and this
is done by the knowledge of truth. For Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv) that “the good of the human soul is to be in accor-
dance with reason,” whose perfection consists in knowing the
truth. erefore the vice of curiosity cannot be about intellec-
tive knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, that which makes man like to God,
and which he receives from God, cannot be an evil. Now all
abundance of knowledge is from God, according to Ecclus.
1:1, “All wisdom is from the Lord God,” and Wis. 7:17, “He
hath given me the true knowledge of things that are, to know
the disposition of the whole world, and the virtues of the el-
ements,” etc. Again, by knowing the truth man is likened to
God, since “all things are naked and open to His eyes” (Heb.
4:13), and “the Lord is a God of all knowledge” (1 Kings 2:3).
erefore however abundant knowledge of truth may be, it
is not evil but good. Now the desire of good is not sinful.
erefore the vice of curiosity cannot be about the intellective
knowledge of truth.

Objection 3. Further, if the vice of curiosity can be about
any kind of intellective knowledge, it would be chiefly about
the philosophical sciences. But, seemingly, there is no sin in
being intent on them: for Jerome says (Super Daniel 1:8):
“ose who refused to partake of the king’s meat and wine,
lest they should be defiled, if they had considered the wisdom
and teaching of the Babylonians to be sinful, would never have
consented to learn that which was unlawful”: and Augustine
says (De Doctr. Christ. ii, 40) that “if the philosophers made
any true statements, we must claim them for our own use, as
from unjust possessors.” erefore curiosity about intellective
knowledge cannot be sinful.

Onthe contrary, Jerome* says: “Is it not evident that aman
who day and night wrestles with the dialectic art, the student
of natural sciencewhose gaze pierces the heavens, walks in van-
ity of understanding and darkness of mind?” Now vanity of
understanding and darkness of mind are sinful. erefore cu-

riosity about intellective sciences may be sinful.
I answer that,As stated above (q. 166, a. 2, ad 2) studious-

ness is directly, not about knowledge itself, but about the de-
sire and study in the pursuit of knowledge.Nowwemust judge
differently of the knowledge itself of truth, and of the desire
and study in the pursuit of the knowledge of truth. For the
knowledge of truth, strictly speaking, is good, but itmaybe evil
accidentally, by reason of some result, either because one takes
pride in knowing the truth, according to 1 Cor. 8:1, “Knowl-
edge puffeth up,” or because one uses the knowledge of truth
in order to sin.

On the other hand, the desire or study in pursuing the
knowledge of truth may be right or wrong. First, when one
tends by his study to the knowledge of truth as having evil ac-
cidentally annexed to it, for instance those who study to know
the truth that they may take pride in their knowledge. Hence
Augustine says (DeMorib. Eccl. 21): “Some there are who for-
saking virtue, and ignorant of what God is, and of the majesty
of that nature which ever remains the same, imagine they are
doing something great, if with surpassing curiosity and keen-
ness they explore thewholemass of this bodywhichwe call the
world. So great a pride is thus begotten, that one would think
they dwelt in the very heavens about which they argue.” In like
manner, those who study to learn something in order to sin are
engaged in a sinful study, according to the saying of Jer. 9:5,
“ey have taught their tongue to speak lies, they have labored
to commit iniquity.”

Secondly, there may be sin by reason of the appetite or
study directed to the learning of truth being itself inordinate;
and this in four ways. First, when a man is withdrawn by a
less profitable study from a study that is an obligation incum-
bent on him; hence Jerome says†: “We see priests forsaking the
gospels and the prophets, reading stage-plays, and singing the
love songs of pastoral idylls.” Secondly, when a man studies to
learn of one, by whom it is unlawful to be taught, as in the case
of those who seek to know the future through the demons.
is is superstitious curiosity, of which Augustine says (De
Vera Relig. 4): “Maybe, the philosophers were debarred from
the faith by their sinful curiosity in seeking knowledge from
the demons.”

irdly, when a man desires to know the truth about crea-

* Comment. in Ep. ad Ephes. iv, 17. † Epist. xxi ad Damas.
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tures, without referring his knowledge to its due end, namely,
the knowledge of God. Hence Augustine says (De Vera Re-
lig. 29) that “in studying creatures, we must not be moved by
empty and perishable curiosity; but we should ever mount to-
wards immortal and abiding things.”

Fourthly, when a man studies to know the truth above the
capacity of his own intelligence, since by so doing men eas-
ily fall into error: wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 3:22): “Seek
not the things that are too high for thee, and search not into
things above thy ability…and in many of His works be not cu-
rious,” and further on (Ecclus. 3:26), “For…the suspicion of
them hath deceived many, and hath detained their minds in
vanity.”

Reply to Objection 1. Man’s good consists in the knowl-
edge of truth; yet man’s sovereign good consists, not in the
knowledge of any truth, but in the perfect knowledge of the
sovereign truth, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. x, 7,8).Hence
there may be sin in the knowledge of certain truths, in so far as
the desire of such knowledge is not directed in due manner to

the knowledge of the sovereign truth, wherein supreme happi-
ness consists.

Reply toObjection2.Although this argument shows that
the knowledge of truth is good in itself, this does not prevent a
man frommisusing the knowledge of truth for an evil purpose,
or from desiring the knowledge of truth inordinately, since
even the desire for good should be regulated in due manner.

Reply to Objection 3. e study of philosophy is in itself
lawful and commendable, on account of the truth which the
philosophers acquired through God revealing it to them, as
stated in Rom. 1:19. Since, however, certain philosophersmis-
use the truth in order to assail the faith, the Apostle says (Col.
2:8): “Beware lest any man cheat you by philosophy and vain
deceit, according to the tradition of men…and not according
to Christ”: and Dionysius says (Ep. vii ad Polycarp.) of certain
philosophers that “they make an unholy use of divine things
against that which is divine, and by divine wisdom strive to
destroy the worship of God.”

IIa IIae q. 167 a. 2Whether the vice of curiosity is about sensitive knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that the vice of curiosity is
not about sensitive knowledge. For just as some things are
known by the sense of sight, so too are some things known by
the senses of touch and taste. Now the vice concerned about
objects of touch and taste is not curiosity but lust or glut-
tony.erefore seemingly neither is the vice of curiosity about
things known by the sight.

Objection 2. Further, curiosity would seem to refer to
watching games;whereforeAugustine says (Confess. vi, 8) that
when “a fall occurred in the fight, a mighty cry of the whole
people struck him strongly, and overcome by curiosity Alyp-
ius opened his eyes.” But it does not seem to be sinful to watch
games, because it gives pleasure on account of the representa-
tion, wherein man takes a natural delight, as the Philosopher
states (Poet. vi).erefore the vice of curiosity is not about the
knowledge of sensible objects.

Objection 3.Further, it would seem to pertain to curiosity
to inquire into our neighbor’s actions, as Bede observes*. Now,
seemingly, it is not a sin to inquire into the actions of others,
because according to Ecclus. 17:12, God “gave to every one of
them commandment concerning his neighbor.” erefore the
vice of curiosity does not regard the knowledge of such like
particular sensible objects.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Vera Relig. 38) that
“concupiscence of the eyes makes men curious.” Now accord-
ing to Bede (Comment. in 1 Jn. 2:16) “concupiscence of the
eyes refers not only to the learning of magic arts, but also to
sight-seeing, and to the discovery and dispraise of our neigh-
bor’s faults,” and all these are particular objects of sense.ere-
fore since concupiscence of the eves is a sin, even as concupis-
cence of the flesh and pride of life, which are members of the

same division (1 Jn. 2:16), it seems that the vice of curiosity is
about the knowledge of sensible things.

I answer that,eknowledge of sensible things is directed
to two things. For in the first place, both in man and in other
animals, it is directed to the upkeep of the body, because by
knowledge of this kind, man and other animals avoid what
is harmful to them, and seek those things that are necessary
for the body’s sustenance. In the second place, it is directed in
a manner special to man, to intellective knowledge, whether
speculative or practical. Accordingly to employ study for the
purpose of knowing sensible things may be sinful in two ways.
First, when the sensitive knowledge is not directed to some-
thing useful, but turns man away from some useful considera-
tion. Hence Augustine says (Confess. x, 35), “I go no more to
see a dog coursing a hare in the circus; but in the open country,
if I happen to be passing, that coursing haply will distract me
from some weighty thought, and draw me aer it…and unless
ou, havingmademe seemyweakness, didst speedily admon-
ish me, I become foolishly dull.” Secondly, when the knowl-
edge of sensible things is directed to something harmful, as
looking on a woman is directed to lust: even so the busy in-
quiry into other people’s actions is directed to detraction. on
the other hand, if one be ordinately intent on the knowledge of
sensible things by reason of the necessity of sustaining nature,
or for the sake of the study of intelligible truth, this studious-
ness about the knowledge of sensible things is virtuous.

Reply to Objection 1. Lust and gluttony are about plea-
sures arising from the use of objects of touch, whereas cu-
riosity is about pleasures arising from the knowledge acquired
through all the senses. According to Augustine (Confess. x,
35) “it is called concupiscence of the eyes” because “the sight

* Comment. in 1 Jn. 2:16.
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is the sense chiefly used for obtaining knowledge, so that all
sensible things are said to be seen,” and as he says further on:
“By this it may more evidently be discerned wherein pleasure
and wherein curiosity is the object of the senses; for pleasure
seeketh objects beautiful, melodious, fragrant, savory, so; but
curiosity, for trial’s sake, seeketh even the contraries of these,
not for the sake of suffering annoyance, but out of the lust of
experiment and knowledge.”

Reply to Objection 2. Sight-seeing becomes sinful, when
it renders a man prone to the vices of lust and cruelty on ac-
count of things he sees represented. Hence Chrysostom says*
that such sights make men adulterers and shameless.

Reply to Objection 3. One may watch other people’s ac-

tions or inquire into them, with a good intent, either for one’s
owngood—that is in order to be encouraged tobetter deeds by
the deeds of our neighbor—or for our neighbor’s good—that
is in order to correct him, if he do anything wrong, accord-
ing to the rule of charity and the duty of one’s position. is
is praiseworthy, according to Heb. 10:24, “Consider one an-
other to provoke unto charity and to good works.” But to ob-
serve our neighbor’s faults with the intention of looking down
upon them, or of detracting them, or evenwith no further pur-
pose than that of disturbing them, is sinful: hence it is written
(Prov. 24:15), “Lie not in wait, nor seek aer wickedness in
the house of the just, nor spoil his rest.”

* Hom. vi in Matth.

1816



S P   S P, Q 168
Of Modesty As Consisting in the Outward Movements of the Body

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider modesty as consisting in the outward movements of the body, and under this head there are four
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there can be virtue and vice in the outward movements of the body that are done seriously?
(2) Whether there can be a virtue about playful actions?
(3) Of the sin consisting in excess of play;
(4) Of the sin consisting in lack of play.

IIa IIae q. 168 a. 1Whether any virtue regards the outward movements of the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that no virtue regards the
outward movements of the body. For every virtue pertains to
the spiritual beauty of the soul, according to Ps. 44:14, “All
the glory of the king’s daughter is within,” and a gloss adds,
“namely, in the conscience.” Now the movements of the body
are not within, but without. erefore there can be no virtue
about them.

Objection 2. Further, “Virtues are not in us by nature,” as
the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii, 1). But outward bodily move-
ments are in man by nature, since it is by nature that some are
quick, and some slow of movement, and the same applies to
other differences of outwardmovements.erefore there is no
virtue about movements of this kind.

Objection3.Further, everymoral virtue is either about ac-
tions directed to another person, as justice, or about passions,
as temperance and fortitude.Nowoutward bodilymovements
are not directed to another person, nor are they passions.
erefore no virtue is connected with them.

Objection 4. Further, study should be applied to all works
of virtue, as stated above (q. 166, a. 1, obj. 1; a. 2, ad 1). Now
it is censurable to apply study to the ordering of one’s outward
movements: for Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 18): “A becoming
gait is one that reflects the carriage of authority, has the tread
of gravity, and the foot-print of tranquillity: yet so that there
be neither study nor affectation, but natural and artless move-
ment.” erefore seemingly there is no virtue about the style
of outward movements.

On the contrary, e beauty of honesty* pertains to
virtue. Now the style of outward movements pertains to the
beauty of honesty. For Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 18): “e
sound of the voice and the gesture of the body are distasteful
tome,whether they be unduly so andnerveless, or coarse and
boorish. Let nature be ourmodel; her reflection is gracefulness
of conduct and beauty of honesty.” erefore there is a virtue
about the style of outward movement.

I answer that, Moral virtue consists in the things pertain-
ing tomanbeing directed by his reason.Now it ismanifest that
the outward movements of man are dirigible by reason, since

the outwardmembers are set inmotion at the commandof rea-
son. Hence it is evident that there is a moral virtue concerned
with the direction of these movements.

Now the direction of these movements may be considered
froma twofold standpoint. First, in respect of fittingness to the
person; secondly, in respect of fittingness to externals, whether
persons, business, or place. Hence Ambrose says (De Offic.
i, 18): “Beauty of conduct consists in becoming behavior to-
wards others, according to their sex and person,” and this re-
gards the first. As to the second, he adds: “is is the best way
to order our behavior, this is the polish becoming to every ac-
tion.”

Hence Andronicus† ascribes two things to these outward
movements: namely “taste” [ornatus] which regards what is
becoming to the person, wherefore he says that it is the knowl-
edge ofwhat is becoming inmovement andbehavior; and “me-
thodicalness” [bona ordinatio] which regards what is becom-
ing to the business in hand, and to one’s surroundings, where-
fore he calls it “the practical knowledge of separation,” i.e. of
the distinction of “acts.”

Reply to Objection 1. Outward movements are signs of
the inward disposition, according to Ecclus. 19:27, “e attire
of the body, and the laughter of the teeth, and the gait of the
man, showwhat he is”; andAmbrose says (DeOffic. i, 18) that
“the habit of mind is seen in the gesture of the body,” and that
“the body’s movement is an index of the soul.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although it is from natural dispo-
sition that a man is inclined to this or that style of outward
movement, nevertheless what is lacking to nature can be sup-
plied by the efforts of reason. Hence Ambrose says (De Offic.
i, 18): “Let nature guide the movement: and if nature fail in
any respect, surely effort will supply the defect.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated (ad 1) outward move-
ments are indications of the inward disposition, and this re-
gards chiefly the passions of the soul. Wherefore Ambrose
says (De Offic. i, 18) that “from these things,” i.e. the out-
ward movements, “the man that lies hidden in our hearts is
esteemed to be either frivolous, or boastful, or impure, or on

* Cf. q. 145, a. 1. † De Affectibus.
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the other hand sedate, steady, pure, and free from blemish.”
It is moreover from our outward movements that other men
form their judgment about us, according to Ecclus. 19:26, “A
man is known by his look, and a wise man, when thou meetest
him, is known by his countenance.”Hencemoderation of out-
ward movements is directed somewhat to other persons, ac-
cording to the saying ofAugustine in his Rule (Ep. ccxi), “In all
your movements, let nothing be done to offend the eye of an-
other, but only that which is becoming to the holiness of your
state.”Wherefore themoderation of outwardmovements may
be reduced to two virtues, which the Philosopher mentions in
Ethic. iv, 6,7. For, in so far as by outwardmovements we are di-
rected to other persons, themoderation of our outwardmove-
ments belongs to “friendliness or affability”*.is regards plea-

sure or pain which may arise from words or deeds in reference
to others with whom aman comes in contact. And, in so far as
outward movements are signs of our inward disposition, their
moderation belongs to the virtue of truthfulness†, whereby a
man, by word and deed, shows himself to be such as he is in-
wardly.

Reply toObjection 4. It is censurable to study the style of
one’s outward movements, by having recourse to pretense in
them, so that they do not agree with one’s inward disposition.
Nevertheless it behooves one to study them, so that if they be
in any way inordinate, this may be corrected. Hence Ambrose
says (De Offic. i, 18): “Let them be without artifice, but not
without correction.”

IIa IIae q. 168 a. 2Whether there can be a virtue about games?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be a virtue
about games. For Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 23): “Our Lord
said: ‘Woe to you who laugh, for you shall weep.’ Wherefore
I consider that all, and not only excessive, games should be
avoided.” Now that which can be done virtuously is not to be
avoided altogether. erefore there cannot be a virtue about
games.

Objection 2. Further, “Virtue is that which God forms
in us, without us,” as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 55, a. 4). Now
Chrysostom says‡: “It is not God, but the devil, that is the au-
thor of fun.Listen towhathappened to thosewhoplayed: ‘e
people sat down to eat and drink, and they rose up to play.’ ”
erefore there can be no virtue about games.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 6)
that “playful actions are not directed to something else.” But it
is a requisite of virtue that the agent in choosing should “direct
his action to something else,” as the Philosopher states (Ethic.
ii, 4). erefore there can be no virtue about games.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Music. ii, 15): “I pray
thee, spare thyself at times: for it becomes a wise man some-
times to relax the high pressure of his attention to work.” Now
this relaxation of themind fromwork consists in playfulwords
or deeds.erefore it becomes awise and virtuousman to have
recourse to such things at times. Moreover the Philosopher§
assigns to games the virtue of εὐτραπελία, which we may call
“pleasantness.”

I answer that, Just as man needs bodily rest for the body’s
refreshment, because he cannot always be at work, since his
power is finite and equal to a certain fixed amount of labor, so
too is it with his soul, whose power is also finite and equal to a
fixed amount of work. Consequently when he goes beyond his
measure in a certain work, he is oppressed and becomes weary,
and all themore sincewhen the soul works, the body is at work
likewise, in so far as the intellective soul employs forces that op-
erate through bodily organs. Now sensible goods are connatu-

ral to man, and therefore, when the soul arises above sensibles,
through being intent on the operations of reason, there results
in consequence a certain weariness of soul, whether the oper-
ations with which it is occupied be those of the practical or of
the speculative reason. Yet this weariness is greater if the soul
be occupiedwith thework of contemplation, since thereby it is
raised higher above sensible things; although perhaps certain
outward works of the practical reason entail a greater bodily
labor. In either case, however, one man is more soul-wearied
than another, according as he is more intensely occupied with
works of reason. Now just as weariness of the body is dispelled
by resting the body, so weariness of the soul must needs be
remedied by resting the soul: and the soul’s rest is pleasure, as
stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 25, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 31, a. 1, ad 2). Con-
sequently, the remedy for weariness of soul must needs consist
in the application of some pleasure, by slackening the tension
of the reason’s study. us in the Conferences of the Fathers
xxiv, 21, it is related of Blessed John the Evangelist, that when
some people were scandalized on finding him playing together
with his disciples, he is said to have told one of them who car-
ried a bow to shoot an arrow. And when the latter had done
this several times, he asked him whether he could do it indefi-
nitely, and theman answered that if he continued doing it, the
bow would break. Whence the Blessed John drew the infer-
ence that in like manner man’s mind would break if its tension
were never relaxed.

Now such like words or deeds wherein nothing further is
sought than the soul’s delight, are called playful or humorous.
Hence it is necessary at times to make use of them, in order to
give rest, as it were, to the soul. is is in agreement with the
statement of the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 8) that “in the inter-
course of this life there is a kind of rest that is associated with
games”: and consequently it is sometimes necessary to make
use of such things.

Nevertheless it would seem that in this matter there are

* Cf. q. 114, a. 1. † Cf. q. 9. ‡ Hom. vi in Matth. § Ethic. ii, 7; iv, 8.
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three points which require especial caution.e first and chief
is that the pleasure in question should not be sought in inde-
cent or injurious deeds or words. Wherefore Tully says (De
Offic. i, 29) that “one kind of joke is discourteous, insolent,
scandalous, obscene.” Another thing to be observed is that one
lose not the balance of one’s mind altogether. Hence Ambrose
says (DeOffic. i, 20): “We should beware lest, whenwe seek re-
laxation ofmind,wedestroy all that harmonywhich is the con-
cord of goodworks”: andTully says (DeOffic. i, 29), that, “just
as we do not allow children to enjoy absolute freedom in their
games, but only that which is consistent with good behavior,
so our very fun should reflect something of an upright mind.”
irdly, we must be careful, as in all other human actions, to
conformourselves to persons, time, and place, and take due ac-
count of other circumstances, so that our fun “befit the hour
and the man,” as Tully says (De Offic. i, 29).

Now these things are directed according to the rule of rea-
son: and a habit that operates according to reason is virtue.
erefore there can be a virtue about games. e Philosopher
gives it the name of wittiness (εὐτραπελία), and aman is said to
be pleasant through having a happy turn* of mind, whereby he
gives his words and deeds a cheerful turn: and inasmuch as this
virtue restrains a man from immoderate fun, it is comprised
under modesty.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above, fun should fit with
business and persons; wherefore Tully says (De Invent. Rhet.
i, 17) that “when the audience is weary, it will be useful for

the speaker to try something novel or amusing, provided that
joking be not incompatible with the gravity of the subject.”
Now the sacred doctrine is concernedwith things of the great-
est moment, according to Prov. 8:6, “Hear, for I will speak of
great things.”WhereforeAmbrose does not altogether exclude
fun from human speech, but from the sacred doctrine; hence
he begins by saying: “Although jokes are at times fitting and
pleasant, nevertheless they are incompatible with the ecclesi-
astical rule; since how can we have recourse to things which
are not to be found in Holy Writ?”

Reply to Objection 2. is saying of Chrysostom refers
to the inordinate use of fun, especially by those who make
the pleasure of games their end; of whom it is written (Wis.
15:12): “eyhave accountedour life a pastime.”Against these
Tully says (DeOffic. i, 29): “We are so begotten by nature that
we appear to bemade not for play and fun, but rather for hard-
ships, and for occupations of greater gravity and moment.”

Reply to Objection 3. Playful actions themselves consid-
ered in their species are not directed to an end: but the pleasure
derived from such actions is directed to the recreation and rest
of the soul, and accordingly if this be done with moderation,
it is lawful to make use of fun. Hence Tully says (De Offic. i,
29): “It is indeed lawful tomake use of play and fun, but in the
same way as we have recourse to sleep and other kinds of rest,
then only when we have done our duty by grave and serious
matters.”

IIa IIae q. 168 a. 3Whether there can be sin in the excess of play?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be sin in the
excess of play. For that which is an excuse for sin is not held to
be sinful. Now play is sometimes an excuse for sin, for many
things would be grave sins if they were done seriously, whereas
if they be done in fun, are either no sin or but slightly sinful.
erefore it seems that there is no sin in excessive play.

Objection 2. Further, all other vices are reducible to the
seven capital vices, as Gregory states (Moral. xxxi, 17). But ex-
cess of play does not seem reducible to any of the capital vices.
erefore it would seem not to be a sin.

Objection 3. Further, comedians especially would seem
to exceed in play, since they direct their whole life to playing.
erefore if excess of play were a sin, all actors would be in a
state of sin; moreover all those who employ them, as well as
those who make them any payment, would sin as accomplices
of their sin. But this would seem untrue; for it is related in the
Lives of the Fathers (ii. 16; viii. 63) that is was revealed to the
Blessed Paphnutius that a certain jester would be with him in
the life to come.

On the contrary, A gloss on Prov. 14:13, “Laughter shall
be mingled with sorrow and mourning taketh hold of the end
of joy,” remarks: “A mourning that will last for ever.” Now

there is inordinate laughter and inordinate joy in excessive
play. erefore there is mortal sin therein, since mortal sin
alone is deserving of everlasting mourning.

I answer that, In all things dirigible according to reason,
the excessive is that which goes beyond, and the deficient is
that which falls short of the rule of reason. Now it has been
stated (a. 2) that playful or jesting words or deeds are dirigi-
ble according to reason.Wherefore excessive play is thatwhich
goes beyond the rule of reason: and this happens in two ways.
First, on account of the very species of the acts employed for
the purpose of fun, and this kind of jesting, according to Tully
(De Offic. i, 29), is stated to be “discourteous, insolent, scan-
dalous, and obscene,” when to wit a man, for the purpose of
jesting, employs indecent words or deeds, or such as are injuri-
ous to his neighbor, these being of themselvesmortal sins. And
thus it is evident that excessive play is a mortal sin.

Secondly, there may be excess in play, through lack of due
circumstances: for instancewhenpeoplemakeuse of fun at un-
due times or places, or out of keeping with the matter in hand,
or persons. is may be sometimes a mortal sin on account of
the strong attachment to play, when aman prefers the pleasure
he derives therefrom to the love of God, so as to be willing to

* Εὐτραπελία is derived from τρέπειν = ‘to turn.’.
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disobey a commandment of God or of the Church rather than
forego, such like amusements. Sometimes, however, it is a ve-
nial sin, for instance where a man is not so attached to amuse-
ment as to bewilling for its sake todo anything indisobedience
to God.

Reply to Objection 1. Certain things are sinful on ac-
count of the intention alone, because they are done in order to
injure someone. Such an intention is excluded by their being
done in fun, the intentionofwhich is toplease, not to injure: in
these cases fun excuses from sin, or diminishes it.Other things,
however, are sins according to their species, such as murder,
fornication, and the like: and fun is no excuse for these; in fact
they make fun scandalous and obscene.

Reply to Objection 2. Excessive play pertains to senseless
mirth, which Gregory (Moral. xxxi, 17) calls a daughter of
gluttony. Wherefore it is written (Ex. 32:6): “e people sat
down to eat and drink, and they rose up to play.”

Reply toObjection 3.As stated (a. 2), play is necessary for
the intercourse of human life. Now whatever is useful to hu-
man intercourse may have a lawful employment ascribed to it.
Wherefore the occupation of play-actors, the object of which

is to cheer the heart of man, is not unlawful in itself; nor are
they in a state of sin provided that their playing be moderated,
namely that they use no unlawful words or deeds in order to
amuse, and that they do not introduce play into undue mat-
ters and seasons. And although in human affairs, they have no
other occupation in reference toothermen, nevertheless in ref-
erence to themselves, and to God, they perform other actions
both serious and virtuous, such as prayer and the moderation
of their own passions and operations, while sometimes they
give alms to the poor. Wherefore those who maintain them in
moderation do not sin but act justly, by rewarding them for
their services. on the other hand, if a man spends too much on
such persons, or maintains those comedians who practice un-
lawful mirth, he sins as encouraging them in their sin. Hence
Augustine says (Tract. c. in Joan.) that “to give one’s property
to comedians is a great sin, not a virtue”; unless by chance some
play-actor were in extreme need, in which case onewould have
to assist him, for Ambrose says (De Offic.*): “Feed him that
dies of hunger; for whenever thou canst save a man by feeding
him, if thou hast not fed him, thou hast slain him.”

IIa IIae q. 168 a. 4Whether there is a sin in lack of mirth?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no sin in lack of
mirth. For no sin is prescribed to a penitent. But Augustine
speaking of a penitent says (De Vera et Falsa Poenit. 15)†: “Let
him refrain fromgames and the sights of theworld, if hewishes
to obtain the grace of a full pardon.” erefore there is no sin
in lack of mirth.

Objection 2. Further, no sin is included in the praise given
to holymen. But some persons are praised for having refrained
frommirth; for it iswritten ( Jer. 15:17): “I sat not in the assem-
bly of jesters,” and (Tobias 3:17): “Never have I joined myself
with them that play; neither have I made myself partaker with
them that walk in lightness.” erefore there can be no sin in
the lack of mirth.

Objection 3. Further, Andronicus counts austerity to be
one of the virtues, and he describes it as a habit whereby aman
neither gives nor receives the pleasures of conversation. Now
this pertains to the lack of mirth. erefore the lack of mirth
is virtuous rather than sinful.

On the contrary, e Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 7; iv, 8) reck-
ons the lack of mirth to be a vice.

I answer that, In human affairs whatever is against reason
is a sin. Now it is against reason for aman to be burdensome to
others, by offeringnopleasure to others, andbyhindering their
enjoyment. Wherefore Seneca‡ says (De Quat. Virt., cap. De
Continentia): “Let your conduct be guided by wisdom so that
no onewill think you rude, or despise you as a cad.”Nowaman
who is withoutmirth, not only is lacking in playful speech, but
is also burdensome to others, since he is deaf to the moderate

mirth of others. Consequently they are vicious, and are said to
be boorish or rude, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. iv, 8).

Since, however, mirth is useful for the sake of the rest and
pleasures it affords; and since, in human life, pleasure and rest
are not in quest for their own sake, but for the sake of opera-
tion, as stated in Ethic. x, 6, it follows that “lack of mirth is less
sinful than excess thereof.” Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic.
ix, 10): “We should make few friends for the sake of pleasure,
since but little sweetness suffices to season life, just as little salt
suffices for our meat.”

Reply toObjection 1.Mirth is forbidden the penitent be-
cause he is called upon tomourn for his sins. Nor does this im-
ply a vice in default, because this very diminishment of mirth
in them is in accordance with reason.

Reply toObjection 2. Jeremias speaks there in accordance
with the times, the state of which required that man should
mourn; wherefore he adds: “I sat alone, because ou hast
filled me with threats.” e words of Tobias 3 refer to exces-
sive mirth; and this is evident from his adding: “Neither have
I made myself partaker with them that walk in lightness.”

Reply to Objection 3. Austerity, as a virtue, does not ex-
clude all pleasures, but only such as are excessive and inordi-
nate; wherefore it would seem to pertain to affability, which
the Philosopher (Ethic. iv, 6) calls “friendliness,” or εὐτραπε-
λία, otherwise wittiness. Nevertheless he names and defines it
thus in respect of its agreement with temperance, to which it
belongs to restrain pleasure.

* Quoted in Canon Pasce, dist. 86. † Spurious. ‡ Martin of Braga, Formula Vitae Honestae: cap. De Continentia.
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Of Modesty in the Outward Apparel

(In Two Articles)

Wemust now considermodesty as connectedwith the outward apparel, and under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there can be virtue and vice in connection with outward apparel?
(2) Whether women sin mortally by excessive adornment?

IIa IIae q. 169 a. 1Whether there can be virtue and vice in connection with outward apparel?

Objection1. Itwould seem that there cannot be virtue and
vice in connection with outward apparel. For outward adorn-
ment does not belong to us by nature, wherefore it varies ac-
cording to different times and places. Hence Augustine says
(De Doctr. Christ. iii, 12) that “among the ancient Romans it
was scandalous for one to wear a cloak with sleeves and reach-
ing to the ankles, whereas now it is scandalous for anyone hail-
ing froma reputable place to bewithout them.”Nowaccording
to the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 1) there is in us a natural aptitude
for the virtues. erefore there is no virtue or vice about such
things.

Objection 2. Further, if there were virtue and vice in con-
nectionwith outward attire, excess in thismatterwould be sin-
ful. Now excess in outward attire is not apparently sinful, since
even the ministers of the altar use most precious vestments in
the sacred ministry. Likewise it would seem not to be sinful to
be lacking in this, for it is said in praise of certain people (Heb.
11:37): “eywandered about in sheepskins and in goatskins.”
erefore it seems that there cannot be virtue and vice in this
matter.

Objection 3. Further, every virtue is either theological, or
moral, or intellectual.Now an intellectual virtue is not conver-
sant with matter of this kind, since it is a perfection regarding
the knowledge of truth. Nor is there a theological virtue con-
nected therewith, since that has God for its object; nor are any
of the moral virtues enumerated by the Philosopher (Ethic. ii,
7), connected with it. erefore it seems that there cannot be
virtue and vice in connection with this kind of attire.

On the contrary, Honesty* pertains to virtue. Now a cer-
tain honesty is observed in the outward apparel; for Ambrose
says (De Offic. i, 19): “e body should be bedecked natu-
rally and without affectation, with simplicity, with negligence
rather than nicety, not with costly and dazzling apparel, but
with ordinary clothes, so that nothing be lacking to honesty
and necessity, yet nothing be added to increase its beauty.”
erefore there can be virtue and vice in the outward attire.

I answer that, It is not in the outward things themselves
which man uses, that there is vice, but on the part of man
who uses them immoderately. is lack of moderation occurs
in two ways. First, in comparison with the customs of those
among whom one lives; wherefore Augustine says (Confess.

iii, 8): “ose offenses which are contrary to the customs of
men, are to be avoided according to the customs generally pre-
vailing, so that a thing agreed upon and confirmed by custom
or law of any city or nation may not be violated at the law-
less pleasure of any, whether citizen or foreigner. For any part,
which harmonizeth not with its whole, is offensive.” Secondly,
the lack of moderation in the use of these things may arise
from the inordinate attachment of the user, the result being
that a man sometimes takes too much pleasure in using them,
either in accordance with the custom of those among whom
he dwells or contrary to such custom. Hence Augustine says
(De Doctr. Christ. iii, 12): “We must avoid excessive pleasure
in the use of things, for it leads not only wickedly to abuse the
customs of those among whom we dwell, but frequently to ex-
ceed their bounds, so that, whereas it lay hidden, while under
the restraint of established morality, it displays its deformity
in a most lawless outbreak.”

In point of excess, this inordinate attachment occurs in
three ways. First when a man seeks glory from excessive atten-
tion to dress; in so far as dress and such like things are a kind
of ornament. Hence Gregory says (Hom. xl in Ev.): “ere are
some who think that attention to finery and costly dress is no
sin. Surely, if this were no fault, the word of God would not
say so expressly that the rich man who was tortured in hell
had been clothed in purple and fine linen. No one, forsooth,
seeks costly apparel” (such, namely, as exceeds his estate) “save
for vainglory.” Secondly, when a man seeks sensuous pleasure
from excessive attention to dress, in so far as dress is directed
to the body’s comfort. irdly, when a man is too solicitous†
in his attention to outward apparel.

AccordinglyAndronicus‡ reckons three virtues in connec-
tion with outward attire; namely “humility,” which excludes
the seeking of glory, wherefore he says that humility is “the
habit of avoiding excessive expenditure and parade”; “con-
tentment”§, which excludes the seeking of sensuous pleasure,
wherefore he says that “contentedness is the habit that makes
a man satisfied with what is suitable, and enables him to deter-
mine what is becoming in hismanner of life” (according to the
saying of the Apostle, 1 Tim. 6:8): “Having food and where-
with to be covered, with these let us be content;”—and “sim-
plicity,” which excludes excessive solicitude about such things,

* Cf. q. 145. † Cf. q. 55, a. 6. ‡ De Affectibus. § Cf. q. 143, obj. 4.
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wherefore he says that “simplicity is a habit that makes a man
contented with what he has.”

In the point of deficiency there may be inordinate at-
tachment in two ways. First, through a man’s neglect to give
the requisite study or trouble to the use of outward apparel.
Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7) that “it is amark
of effeminacy to let one’s cloak trail on the ground to avoid
the trouble of liing it up.” Secondly, by seeking glory from
the very lack of attention to outward attire. Hence Augustine
says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 12) that “not only the glare
and pomp of outward things, but even dirt and the weeds of
mourningmay be a subject of ostentation, all themore danger-
ous as being a decoy under the guise of God’s service”; and the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 7) that “both excess and inordinate
defect are a subject of ostentation.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although outward attire does not
come from nature, it belongs to natural reason to moderate
it; so that we are naturally inclined to be the recipients of the
virtue that moderates outward raiment.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who are placed in a position
of dignity, or again the ministers of the altar, are attired in
more costly apparel than others, not for the sake of their own
glory, but to indicate the excellence of their office or of the
Divine worship: wherefore this is not sinful in them. Hence

Augustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. iii, 12): “Whoever uses out-
ward things in such a way as to exceed the bounds observed by
the good people amongwhomhe dwells, either signifies some-
thing by so doing, or is guilty of sin, inasmuch as he uses these
things for sensual pleasure or ostentation.”

Likewise there may be sin on the part of deficiency: al-
though it is not always a sin to wear coarser clothes than other
people. For, if this be done through ostentation or pride, in
order to set oneself above others, it is a sin of superstition;
whereas, if this be done to tame the flesh, or to humble the
spirit, it belongs to the virtue of temperance. Hence Augus-
tine says (De Doctr. Christ. iii, 12): “Whoever uses transi-
tory things with greater restraint than is customary with those
among whom he dwells, is either temperate or superstitious.”
Especially, however, is the use of coarse raiment befitting to
those who by word and example urge others to repentance,
as did the prophets of whom the Apostle is speaking in the
passage quoted. Wherefore a gloss on Mat. 3:4, says: “He who
preaches penance, wears the garb of penance.”

Reply to Objection 3. is outward apparel is an indica-
tion of man’s estate; wherefore excess, deficiency, and mean
therein, are referable to the virtue of truthfulness, which the
Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 7) assigns to deeds and words, which
are indications of something connected with man’s estate.

IIa IIae q. 169 a. 2Whether the adornment of women is devoid of mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the adornment of women
is not devoid of mortal sin. For whatever is contrary to a pre-
cept of the Divine law is a mortal sin. Now the adornment of
women is contrary to a precept of theDivine law; for it is writ-
ten (1 Pet. 3:3): “Whose,” namely women’s, “adorning, let it
not be the outward plaiting of the hair, or the wearing of gold,
or the putting on of apparel.” Wherefore a gloss of Cyprian
says: “ose who are clothed in silk and purple cannot sin-
cerely put on Christ: those who are bedecked with gold and
pearls and trinkets have forfeited the adornments of mind and
body.” Now this is not done without a mortal sin. erefore
the adornment of women cannot be devoid of mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, Cyprian says (De Habit. Virg.): “I
hold that not only virgins and widows, but also wives and all
womenwithout exception, should be admonished that nowise
should they deface God’s work and fabric, the clay thatHe has
fashioned, with the aid of yellow pigments, black powders or
rouge, or by applying any dye that alters the natural features.”
And aerwards he adds: “ey lay hands on God, when they
strive to reform what He has formed. is is an assault on the
Divine handiwork, a distortion of the truth. ou shalt not
be able to see God, having no longer the eyes that God made,
but those the devil has unmade; with him shalt thou burn on
whose account thou art bedecked.” But this is not due except
to mortal sin. erefore the adornment of women is not de-
void of mortal sin.

Objection 3.Further, just as it is unbecoming for awoman
towearman’s clothes, so is it unbecoming for her to adorn her-
self inordinately. Now the former is a sin, for it is written (Dt.
22:5): “A woman shall not be clothed with man’s apparel, nei-
ther shall a man use woman’s apparel.” erefore it seems that
also the excessive adornment of women is a mortal sin.

Objection 4. On the contrary, If this were true it would
seem that the makers of these means of adornment sin mor-
tally.

I answer that, As regards the adornment of women,
we must bear in mind the general statements made above
(a. 1) concerning outward apparel, and also something special,
namely that a woman’s apparel may incite men to lust, accord-
ing to Prov. 7:10, “Behold a woman meeteth him in harlot’s
attire, prepared to deceive souls.”

Nevertheless a woman may use means to please her hus-
band, lest through despising her he fall into adultery. Hence it
is written (1 Cor. 7:34) that the woman “that is married thin-
keth on the things of the world, how she may please her hus-
band.” Wherefore if a married woman adorn herself in order
to please her husband she can do this without sin.

But those women who have no husband nor wish to have
one, or who are in a state of life inconsistent with marriage,
cannot without sin desire to give lustful pleasure to those men
who see them, because this is to incite them to sin. And if in-
deed they adorn themselves with this intention of provoking
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others to lust, they sin mortally; whereas if they do so from
frivolity, or from vanity for the sake of ostentation, it is not
always mortal, but sometimes venial. And the same applies to
men in this respect. Hence Augustine says (Ep. ccxlv ad Pos-
sid.): “I do not wish you to be hasty in forbidding the wear-
ing of gold or costly attire except in the case of those who be-
ing neither married nor wishful to marry, should think how
they may please God: whereas the others think on the things
of the world, either husbands how theymay please their wives,
or wives how they may please their husbands, except that it is
unbecoming for women thoughmarried to uncover their hair,
since the Apostle commands them to cover the head.” Yet in
this case some might be excused from sin, when they do this
not through vanity but on account of some contrary custom:
although such a custom is not to be commended.

Reply toObjection 1.As a gloss says on this passage, “e
wives of those who were in distress despised their husbands,
and decked themselves that they might please other men”:
and the Apostle forbids this. Cyprian is speaking in the same
sense; yet he does not forbid married women to adorn them-
selves in order to please their husbands, lest the latter be af-
forded an occasion of sin with other women.Hence the Apos-
tle says (1 Tim. 2:9): “Women…in ornate [Douay: ‘decent’]
apparel, adorning themselves with modesty and sobriety, not
with plaited hair, or gold, or pearls, or costly attire”: whence
we are given to understand that women are not forbidden to
adorn themselves soberly and moderately but to do so exces-
sively, shamelessly, and immodestly.

Reply to Objection 2. Cyprian is speaking of women
painting themselves: this is a kind of falsification, which can-
not be devoid of sin. Wherefore Augustine says (Ep. ccxlv ad
Possid.): “To dye oneself with paints in order to have a rosier or
a paler complexion is a lying counterfeit. I doubt whether even
their husbands arewilling to be deceived by it, bywhomalone”
(i.e. the husbands) “are they to be permitted, but not ordered,
to adorn themselves.” However, such painting does not always
involve a mortal sin, but only when it is done for the sake of
sensuous pleasure or in contempt of God, and it is to like cases
that Cyprian refers.

It must, however, be observed that it is one thing to coun-
terfeit a beauty one has not, and another to hide a disfigure-

ment arising from some cause such as sickness or the like. For
this is lawful, since according to the Apostle (1 Cor. 12:23),
“such as we think to be the less honorable members of the
body, about these we put more abundant honor.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated in the foregoing Article,
outward apparel should be consistent with the estate of the
person, according to the general custom. Hence it is in itself
sinful for a woman to wear man’s clothes, or vice versa; espe-
cially since this may be a cause of sensuous pleasure; and it is
expressly forbidden in the Law (Dt. 22) because the Gentiles
used to practice this change of attire for the purpose of idol-
atrous superstition. Nevertheless this may be done sometimes
without sin on account of some necessity, either in order to
hide oneself from enemies, or through lack of other clothes, or
for some similar motive.

Reply to Objection 4. In the case of an art directed to
the production of goods which men cannot use without sin,
it follows that the workmen sin in making such things, as di-
rectly affording others an occasion of sin; for instance, if aman
were to make idols or anything pertaining to idolatrous wor-
ship. But in the case of an art the products of which may be
employed by man either for a good or for an evil use, such as
swords, arrows, and the like, the practice of such an art is not
sinful. ese alone should be called arts; wherefore Chrysos-
tom says*: “e name of art should be applied to those only
which contribute towards and produce necessaries and main-
stays of life.” In the case of an art that produces thingswhich for
themost part somepeople put to an evil use, although such arts
are not unlawful in themselves, nevertheless, according to the
teaching of Plato, they should be extirpated from the State by
the governing authority. Accordingly, since women may law-
fully adorn themselves, whether tomaintain the fitness of their
estate, or even by adding something thereto, in order to please
their husbands, it follows that those who make such means of
adornment do not sin in the practice of their art, except per-
haps by inventing means that are superfluous and fantastic.
Hence Chrysostom says (Super Matth.) that “even the shoe-
makers’ and clothiers’ arts stand in need of restraint, for they
have lent their art to lust, by abusing its needs, and debasing
art by art.”

* Hom. xlix super Matth.

1823



S P   S P, Q 170
Of the Precepts of Temperance

(In Two Articles)

We must next consider the precepts of temperance:

(1) e precepts of temperance itself;
(2) e precepts of its parts.

IIa IIae q. 170 a. 1Whether the precepts of temperance are suitably given in the Divine law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts of temper-
ance are unsuitably given in the Divine law. Because fortitude
is a greater virtue than temperance, as stated above (q. 123,
a. 12; q. 141, a. 8; Ia IIae, q. 66, a. 4 ).Now there is noprecept of
fortitude among the precepts of the decalogue, which are the
most important among the precepts of the Law. erefore it
was unfitting to include among the precepts of the decalogue
the prohibition of adultery, which is contrary to temperance,
as stated above (q. 154, Aa. 1,8).

Objection 2. Further, temperance is not only about vene-
real matters, but also about pleasures of meat and drink. Now
the precepts of the decalogue include no prohibition of a vice
pertaining to pleasures of meat and drink, or to any other
species of lust. Neither, therefore, should they include a pre-
cept prohibiting adultery, which pertains to venereal pleasure.

Objection 3. Further, in the lawgiver’s intention induce-
ment to virtue precedes the prohibition of vice, since vices are
forbidden in order that obstacles to virtue may be removed.
Now the precepts of the decalogue are the most important in
theDivine law.erefore the precepts of the decalogue should
have included an affirmative precept directly prescribing the
virtue of temperance, rather than a negative precept forbid-
ding adultery which is directly opposed thereto.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Scripture in the
decalogue (Ex. 20:14,17).

I answer that, As the Apostle says (1 Tim. 1:5), “the end
of the commandment is charity,” which is enjoined upon us in
the two precepts concerning the love of God and of our neigh-
bor. Wherefore the decalogue contains those precepts which

tend more directly to the love of God and of our neighbor.
Now among the vices opposed to temperance, adultery would
seem most of all opposed to the love of our neighbor, since
thereby a man lays hold of another’s property for his own use,
by abusing his neighbor’s wife. Wherefore the precepts of the
decalogue include a special prohibition of adultery, not only
as committed in deed, but also as desired in thought.

Reply toObjection1.Among the species of vices opposed
to fortitude there is not one that is so directly opposed to the
love of our neighbor as adultery, which is a species of lust that
is opposed to temperance. And yet the vice of daring, which
is opposed to fortitude, is wont to be sometimes the cause of
murder, which is forbidden by one of the precepts of the deca-
logue: for it is written (Ecclus. 8:18): “Go not on the way with
a bold man lest he burden thee with his evils.”

Reply to Objection 2. Gluttony is not directly opposed
to the love of our neighbor, as adultery is. Nor indeed is any
other species of lust, for a father is not so wronged by the se-
duction of the virgin over whom he has no connubial right, as
is the husband by the adultery of his wife, for he, not the wife
herself, has power over her body*.

Reply toObjection3.As stated above (q. 122,Aa. 1,4) the
precepts of the decalogue are universal principles of theDivine
law; hence they need to be common precepts. Now it was not
possible to give any common affirmative precepts of temper-
ance, because the practice of temperance varies according to
different times, as Augustine remarks (De Bono Conjug. xv,
7), and according to different human laws and customs.

IIa IIae q. 170 a. 2Whether the precepts of the virtues annexed to temperance are suitably given in the Divine
law?

Objection 1. It would seem that the precepts of the virtues
annexed to temperance are unsuitably given in the Divine law.
For the precepts of the Decalogue, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3),
are certain universal principles of the whole Divine law. Now
“pride is the beginning of all sin,” according to Ecclus. 10:15.
erefore among the precepts of the Decalogue there should
have been one forbidding pride.

Objection 2. Further, a place before all should have been

given in the decalogue to those precepts by which men are es-
pecially induced to fulfil the Law, because these would seem
to be the most important. Now since humility subjects man
to God, it would seem most of all to dispose man to the fulfil-
ment of theDivine law; wherefore obedience is accounted one
of the degrees of humility, as stated above (q. 161, a. 6); and
the same apparently applies to meekness, the effect of which is
that a man does not contradict the Divine Scriptures, as Au-

* 1 Cor. 7:4.
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gustine observes (De Doctr. Christ. ii, 7). erefore it seems
that the Decalogue should have contained precepts of humil-
ity and meekness.

Objection 3.Further, it was stated in the foregoingArticle
that adultery is forbidden in the decalogue, because it is con-
trary to the love of our neighbor. But inordinateness of out-
ward movements, which is contrary to modesty, is opposed
to neighborly love: wherefore Augustine says in his Rule (Ep.
ccxii): “In all your movements let nothing be done to offend
the eye of any person whatever.” erefore it seems that this
kind of inordinateness should also have been forbidden by a
precept of the Decalogue.

On the contrary, suffices the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, e virtues annexed to temperance may be

considered in two ways: first, in themselves; secondly, in their
effects. Considered in themselves they have no direct connec-
tion with the love of God or of our neighbor; rather do they
regard a certain moderation of things pertaining to man him-
self. But considered in their effects, they may regard the love
of God or of our neighbor: and in this respect the decalogue
contains precepts that relate to the prohibition of the effects of

the vices opposed to the parts of temperance.us the effect of
anger, which is opposed to meekness, is sometimes that a man
goes on to commit murder (and this is forbidden in the Deca-
logue), and sometimes that he refuses due honor to his par-
ents, which may also be the result of pride, which leads many
to transgress the precepts of the first table.

Reply to Objection 1. Pride is the beginning of sin, but it
lies hidden in the heart; and its inordinateness is not perceived
by all in common.Hence there was no place for its prohibition
among the precepts of the Decalogue, which are like first self-
evident principles.

Reply toObjection2.osepreceptswhich are essentially
an inducement to the observance of the Law presuppose the
Law to be already given, wherefore they cannot be first pre-
cepts of the Law so as to have a place in the Decalogue.

Reply to Objection 3. Inordinate outward movement is
not injurious to one’s neighbor, if we consider the species of
the act, as are murder, adultery, and the, which are forbidden
in the decalogue; but only as being signs of an inward inordi-
nateness, as stated above (q. 168, a. 1, ad 1,3).
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S P   S P, Q 171
Of Prophecy

(In Six Articles)

Aer treating individually of all the virtues and vices that pertain tomen of all conditions and estates, wemust now consider
those things which pertain especially to certain men. Now there is a triple difference between men as regards things connected
with the soul’s habits and acts. First, in reference to the various gratuitous graces, according to1Cor. 12:4,7: “ere are diversities
of graces…and to one…by the Spirit is given the word of wisdom, to another the word of knowledge,” etc. Another difference
arises from thediversities of life, namely the active and the contemplative life,which correspond todiverse purposes of operation,
wherefore it is stated (1Cor. 12:4,7) that “there are diversities of operations.” For the purpose of operation inMartha, who “was
busy about much serving,” which pertains to the active life, differed from the purpose of operation in Mary, “who sitting…at
the Lord’s feet, heard His word” (Lk. 10:39,40), which pertains to the contemplative life. A third difference corresponds to
the various duties and states of life, as expressed in Eph. 4:11, “And He gave some apostles; and some prophets; and other some
evangelists; and other some pastors and doctors”: and this pertains to diversity ofministries, of which it is written (1Cor. 12:5):
“ere are diversities of ministries.”

With regard to gratuitous graces, which are the first object to be considered, it must be observed that some of them per-
tain to knowledge, some to speech, and some to operation. Now all things pertaining to knowledge may be comprised under
“prophecy,” since prophetic revelation extends not only to future events relating toman, but also to things relating toGod, both
as to those which are to be believed by all and are matters of “faith,” and as to yet higher mysteries, which concern the perfect
and belong to “wisdom.”Again, prophetic revelation is about things pertaining to spiritual substances, by whomwe are urged to
good or evil; this pertains to the “discernment of spirits.” Moreover it extends to the direction of human acts, and this pertains
to “knowledge,” as we shall explain further on (q. 177). Accordingly we must first of all consider prophecy, and rapture which
is a degree of prophecy.

Prophecy admits of four heads of consideration: (1) its essence; (2) its cause; (3) the mode of prophetic knowledge; (4) the
division of prophecy.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether prophecy pertains to knowledge?
(2) Whether it is a habit?
(3) Whether it is only about future contingencies?
(4) Whether a prophet knows all possible matters of prophecy?
(5) Whether a prophet distinguishes that which he perceives by the gi of God, from that which he perceives

by his own spirit?
(6) Whether anything false can be the matter of prophecy?

IIa IIae q. 171 a. 1Whether prophecy pertains to knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that prophecy does not per-
tain to knowledge. For it is written (Ecclus. 48:14) that aer
death the body of Eliseus prophesied, and further on (Ecclus.
49:18) it is said of Joseph that “his bones were visited, and af-
ter death they prophesied.” Now no knowledge remains in the
body or in the bones aer death. erefore prophecy does not
pertain to knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (1 Cor. 14:3): “He that
prophesieth, speaketh to men unto edification.” Now speech
is not knowledge itself, but its effect. erefore it would seem
that prophecy does not pertain to knowledge.

Objection 3. Further, every cognitive perfection excludes
folly and madness. Yet both of these are consistent with
prophecy; for it is written (Osee 9:7): “Know ye, O Israel, that
the prophet was foolish and mad*.” erefore prophecy is not

a cognitive perfection.
Objection 4. Further, just as revelation regards the intel-

lect, so inspiration regards, apparently, the affections, since it
denotes a kindofmotion.Nowprophecy is described as “inspi-
ration” or “revelation,” according to Cassiodorus†. erefore
it would seem that prophecy does not pertain to the intellect
more than to the affections.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Kings 9:9): “For he that
is now called a prophet, in time past was called a seer.” Now
sight pertains to knowledge. erefore prophecy pertains to
knowledge.

I answer that,Prophecy first and chiefly consists in knowl-
edge, because, to wit, prophets know things that are far
[procul] removed fromman’s knowledge.Wherefore theymay
be said to take their name from φανός, “apparition,” because

* Vulg.: ‘the spiritual man was mad’. † Prolog. super Psalt. i.
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things appear to them from afar. Wherefore, as Isidore states
(Etym. vii, 8), “in the Old Testament, they were called Seers,
because they saw what others saw not, and surveyed things
hidden in mystery.” Hence among heathen nations they were
known as “vates, on account of their power of mind [vi men-
tis],”* (Etym. viii, 7).

Since, however, it is written (1 Cor. 12:7): “e manifes-
tation of the Spirit is given to every man unto profit,” and fur-
ther on (1 Cor. 14:12): “Seek to abound unto the edification
of theChurch,” it follows that prophecy consists secondarily in
speech, in so far as the prophets declare for the instruction of
others, the things they know through being taught of God, ac-
cording to the saying of Is. 21:10, “at which I have heard of
the Lord of hosts, the God of Israel, I have declared unto you.”
Accordingly, as Isidore says (Etym. viii, 7), “prophets” may be
described as “proefatores [foretellers], because they tell from
afar [porro fantur],” that is, speak from a distance, “and fore-
tell the truth about things to come.”

Now those things above human ken which are revealed by
God cannot be confirmed by human reason, which they sur-
pass as regards the operation of the Divine power, according
to Mk. 16:20, “ey…preached everywhere, the Lord work-
ing withal and confirming the word with signs that followed.”
Hence, thirdly, prophecy is concerned with the working of
miracles, as a kind of confirmation of the prophetic utterances.
Wherefore it is written (Dt. 34:10,11): “ere arose no more
a prophet in Israel like unto Moses, whom the Lord knew face
to face, in all the signs and wonders.”

Reply to Objection 1. ese passages speak of prophecy
in reference to the third point just mentioned, which regards
the proof of prophecy.

Reply toObjection 2.eApostle is speaking there of the
prophetic utterances.

Reply to Objection 3. ose prophets who are described
as foolish and mad are not true but false prophets, of whom it
is said ( Jer. 3:16): “Hearken not to the words of the prophets
that prophesy to you, and deceive you; they speak a vision of
their own heart, and not out of the mouth of the Lord,” and
(Ezech. 13:3): “Woe to the foolish prophets, that follow their
own spirit, and see nothing.”

Reply to Objection 4. It is requisite to prophecy that the
intention of the mind be raised to the perception of Divine
things: wherefore it is written (Ezech. 2:1): “Son ofman, stand
upon thy feet, and I will speak to thee.” is raising of the in-
tention is brought about by the motion of the Holy Ghost,
wherefore the text goes on to say: “And the Spirit entered into
me…and He set me upon my feet.” Aer the mind’s intention
has been raised to heavenly things, it perceives the things of
God; hence the text continues: “And I heard Him speaking
to me.” Accordingly inspiration is requisite for prophecy, as
regards the raising of the mind, according to Job 32:8, “e
inspiration of the Almighty giveth understanding”: while rev-
elation is necessary, as regards the very perception of Divine
things, whereby prophecy is completed; by its means the veil
of darkness and ignorance is removed, according to Job 12:22,
“He discovereth great things out of darkness.”

IIa IIae q. 171 a. 2Whether prophecy is a habit?

Objection 1. It would seem that prophecy is a habit. For
according to Ethic. ii, 5, “there are three things in the soul,
power, passion, and habit.” Now prophecy is not a power, for
then it would be in all men, since the powers of the soul are
common to them. Again it is not a passion, since the passions
belong to the appetitive faculty, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 22
, a. 2); whereas prophecy pertains principally to knowledge, as
stated in the foregoing Article. erefore prophecy is a habit.

Objection 2. Further, every perfection of the soul, which
is not always in act, is a habit. Now prophecy is a perfection of
the soul; and it is not always in act, else a prophet could not be
described as asleep. erefore seemingly prophecy is a habit.

Objection 3. Further, prophecy is reckoned among the
gratuitous graces. Now grace is something in the soul, aer the
manner of a habit, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 2).ere-
fore prophecy is a habit.

On the contrary, A habit is something “whereby we act
when we will,” as the Commentator† says (De Anima iii). But
a man cannot make use of prophecy when he will, as appears
in the case of Eliseus (4 Kings 3:15), “who on Josaphat inquir-
ing of him concerning the future, and the spirit of prophecy

failing him, caused a minstrel to be brought to him, that the
spirit of prophecy might come down upon him through the
praise of psalmody, and fill his mind with things to come,” as
Gregory observes (Hom. i super Ezech.). erefore prophecy
is not a habit.

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Eph. 5:13), “all that is
made manifest is light,” because, to wit, just as the manifesta-
tion of the material sight takes place through material light, so
too the manifestation of intellectual sight takes place through
intellectual light. Accordingly manifestation must be propor-
tionate to the light bymeans of which it takes place, even as an
effect is proportionate to its cause. Since then prophecy per-
tains to a knowledge that surpasses natural reason, as stated
above (a. 1), it follows that prophecy requires an intellectual
light surpassing the light of natural reason. Hence the saying
of Micah 7:8: “When I sit in darkness, the Lord is my light.”
Now light may be in a subject in two ways: first, by way of an
abiding form, as material light is in the sun, and in fire; sec-
ondly, by way of a passion, or passing impression, as light is in
the air.Now the prophetic light is not in the prophet’s intellect
by way of an abiding form, else a prophet would always be able

* e Latin ‘vates’ is from the Greek φάτης, and may be rendered ‘soothsayer’.
† Averroes or Ibn Roshd, 1120-1198.
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to prophesy,which is clearly false. ForGregory says (Hom. i su-
per Ezech.): “Sometimes the spirit of prophecy is lacking to the
prophet, nor is it always within the call of his mind, yet so that
in its absence he knows that its presence is due to a gi.”Hence
Eliseus said of the Sunamite woman (4 Kings 4:27): “Her soul
is in anguish, and the Lord hath hid it from me, and hath not
toldme.”e reason for this is that the intellectual light that is
in a subject by way of an abiding and complete form, perfects
the intellect chiefly to the effect of knowing the principle of
the things manifested by that light; thus by the light of the ac-
tive intellect the intellect knows chiefly the first principles of
all things known naturally. Now the principle of things per-
taining to supernatural knowledge, which are manifested by
prophecy, is God Himself, Whom the prophets do not see in
His essence, although He is seen by the blessed in heaven, in
whom this light is by way of an abiding and complete form,
according to Ps. 35:10, “In y light we shall see light.”

It follows therefore that the prophetic light is in the
prophet’s soul by way of a passion or transitory impression.
is is indicated Ex. 33:22: “When my glory shall pass, I will
set thee in a hole of the rock,” etc., and 3 Kings 19:11: “Go
forth and stand upon the mount before the Lord; and behold
the Lord passeth,” etc. Hence it is that even as the air is ever
in need of a fresh enlightening, so too the prophet’s mind is
always in need of a fresh revelation; thus a disciple who has
not yet acquired the principles of an art needs to have every
detail explained to him. Wherefore it is written (Is. 1:4): “In
the morning He wakeneth my ear, so that I may hear Him as
a master.” is is also indicated by the very manner in which
prophecies are uttered: thus it is stated that “the Lord spake to
such and such a prophet,” or that “the word of the Lord,” or
“the hand of the Lord was made upon him.”

But a habit is an abiding form.Wherefore it is evident that,
properly speaking, prophecy is not a habit.

Reply to Objection 1. is division of the Philosopher’s
does not comprise absolutely all that is in the soul, but only

such as can be principles of moral actions, which are done
sometimes from passion, sometimes from habit, sometimes
from mere power, as in the case of those who perform an ac-
tion from the judgment of their reason before having the habit
of that action.

However, prophecymay be reduced to a passion, provided
we understand passion to denote any kind of receiving, in
which sense the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 4) that “to
understand is, in a way, to be passive.” For just as, in natural
knowledge, the possible intellect is passive to the light of the
active intellect, so too in prophetic knowledge the human in-
tellect is passive to the enlightening of the Divine light.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as in corporeal things, when
a passion ceases, there remains a certain aptitude to a repeti-
tion of the passion—thus wood once ignited is more easily ig-
nited again, so too in the prophet’s intellect, aer the actual
enlightenment has ceased, there remains an aptitude to be en-
lightened anew—thus when the mind has once been aroused
to devotion, it is more easily recalled to its former devotion.
HenceAugustine says (De orandoDeum. Ep. cxxx, 9) that our
prayers need to be frequent, “lest devotion be extinguished as
soon as it is kindled.”

Wemight, however, reply that a person is called a prophet,
even while his prophetic enlightenment ceases to be actual, on
account of his being deputed by God, according to Jer. 1:5,
“And I made thee a prophet unto the nations.”

Reply to Objection 3. Every gi of grace raises man to
something above human nature, and this may happen in two
ways. First, as to the substance of the act—for instance, the
working of miracles, and the knowledge of the uncertain and
hidden things of Divine wisdom—and for such acts man is
not granted a habitual gi of grace. Secondly, a thing is above
human nature as to the mode but not the substance of the
act—for instance to love God and to know Him in the mir-
ror of His creatures—and for this a habitual gi of grace is be-
stowed.

IIa IIae q. 171 a. 3Whether prophecy is only about future contingencies?

Objection 1. It would seem that prophecy is only about
future contingencies. For Cassiodorus says* that “prophecy is
a Divine inspiration or revelation, announcing the issue of
things with unchangeable truth.” Now issues pertain to future
contingencies. erefore the prophetic revelation is about fu-
ture contingencies alone.

Objection 2. Further, according to 1 Cor. 12, the grace
of prophecy is differentiated from wisdom and faith, which
are about Divine things; and from the discernment of spirits,
which is about created spirits; and from knowledge, which is
about human things. Now habits and acts are differentiated by
their objects, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2). erefore it
seems that the object of prophecy is not connected with any
of the above. erefore it follows that it is about future con-

tingencies alone.
Objection 3. Further, difference of object causes differ-

ence of species, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 2). ere-
fore, if one prophecy is about future contingencies, and an-
other about other things, it would seem to follow that these
are different species of prophecy.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Hom. i super Ezech.) that
some prophecies are “about the future, for instance (Is. 7:14),
‘Behold a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son’ ”; some are
“about the past, as (Gn. 1:1), ‘In the beginning God created
heaven and earth’ ”; some are “about the present,” as (1 Cor.
14:24,25), “If all prophesy, and there come in one that be-
lieveth not…the secrets of his heart are mademanifest.”ere-
fore prophecy is not about future contingencies alone.

* Prol. super Psalt. i.
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I answer that,Amanifestationmade bymeans of a certain
light can extend to all those things that are subject to that light:
thus the body’s sight extends to all colors, and the soul’s nat-
ural knowledge extends to whatever is subject to the light of
the active intellect. Now prophetic knowledge comes through
a Divine light, whereby it is possible to know all things both
Divine and human, both spiritual and corporeal; and conse-
quently the prophetic revelation extends to them all. us by
the ministry of spirits a prophetic revelation concerning the
perfections of God and the angels was made to Is. 6:1, where
it is written, “I saw the Lord sitting upon a throne high and el-
evated.” Moreover his prophecy contains matters referring to
natural bodies, according to thewords of Is. 40:12, “Whohath
measured thewaters in thehollowofHishand,” etc. It also con-
tains matters relating to human conduct, according to Is. 58:1,
“Deal thy bread to the hungry,” etc.; andbesides this it contains
things pertaining to future events, according to Is. 47:9, “Two
things shall come upon thee suddenly in one day, barrenness
and widowhood.”

Since, however, prophecy is about things remote from
our knowledge, it must be observed that the more remote
things are from our knowledge the more pertinent they are
to prophecy. Of such things there are three degrees. One de-
gree comprises things remote from the knowledge, either sen-
sitive or intellective, of some particular man, but not from the
knowledge of all men; thus a particular man knows by sense
things present to him locally, which another man does not
know by human sense, since they are removed from him. us
Eliseus knew prophetically what his disciple Giezi had done
in his absence (4 Kings 5:26), and in like manner the secret
thoughts of one man are manifested prophetically to another,
according to 1Cor. 14:25; and again in this waywhat oneman
knows by demonstration may be revealed to another prophet-
ically.

e second degree comprises those things which surpass

the knowledge of all men without exception, not that they are
in themselves unknowable, but on account of a defect in hu-
man knowledge; such as the mystery of the Trinity, which was
revealed by the Seraphim saying: “Holy, Holy, Holy,” etc. (Is.
6:3).

e last degree comprises things remote from the knowl-
edge of all men, through being in themselves unknowable;
such are future contingencies, the truth of which is indeter-
minate. And since that which is predicated universally and by
its very nature, takes precedence of that which is predicated
in a limited and relative sense, it follows that revelation of
future events belongs most properly to prophecy, and from
this prophecy apparently takes its name. Hence Gregory says
(Hom. i super Ezech.): “And since a prophet is so called be-
cause he foretells the future, his name loses its significance
when he speaks of the past or present.”

Reply to Objection 1. Prophecy is there defined accord-
ing to its proper signification; and it is in this sense that it is
differentiated from the other gratuitous graces.

Reply to Objection 2. is is evident from what has just
been said.Wemight also reply that all those things that are the
matter of prophecy have the common aspect of being unknow-
able toman except byDivine revelation;whereas those that are
the matter of “wisdom,” “knowledge,” and the “interpretation
of speeches,” can be knownbyman throughnatural reason, but
aremanifested in a higher way through the enlightening of the
Divine light. As to “faith,” although it is about things invisible
to man, it is not concerned with the knowledge of the things
believed, but with a man’s certitude of assent to things known
by others.

Reply to Objection 3. e formal element in prophetic
knowledge is the Divine light, which being one, gives unity of
species to prophecy, although the things prophetically mani-
fested by the Divine light are diverse.

IIa IIae q. 171 a. 4Whether by the Divine revelation a prophet knows all that can be known prophetically?

Objection 1. It would seem that by the Divine revelation
a prophet knows all that can be known prophetically. For it is
written (Amos 3:7): “e LordGod doth nothing without re-
vealingHis secret toHis servants the prophets.”Nowwhatever
is revealed prophetically is something done by God. erefore
there is not one of them but what is revealed to the prophet.

Objection 2. Further, “God’s works are perfect” (Dt.
32:4). Now prophecy is a “Divine revelation,” as stated above
(a. 3). erefore it is perfect; and this would not be so unless
all possible matters of prophecy were revealed prophetically,
since “the perfect is that which lacks nothing” (Phys. iii, 6).
erefore all possible matters of prophecy are revealed to the
prophet.

Objection 3. Further, the Divine light which causes
prophecy is more powerful than the right of natural reason

which is the cause of human science. Now a man who has ac-
quired a scienceknowswhatever pertains to that science; thus a
grammarian knows all matters of grammar.erefore it would
seem that a prophet knows all matters of prophecy.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Hom. i super Ezech.) that
“sometimes the spirit of prophecy indicates the present to the
prophet’smind andnowise the future; and sometimes it points
not to the present but to the future.” erefore the prophet
does not know all matters of prophecy.

I answer that, ings which differ from one another need
not exist simultaneously, save by reason of some one thing in
which they are connected and on which they depend: thus
it has been stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 65, Aa. 1,2) that all the
virtues must needs exist simultaneously on account of pru-
dence and charity. Now all the things that are known through
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some principle are connected in that principle and depend
thereon. Hence he who knows a principle perfectly, as regards
all to which its virtue extends, knows at the same time all that
can be known through that principle; whereas if the common
principle is unknown, or known only in a general way, it does
not follow that one knows all those things at the same time,
but each of them has to be manifested by itself, so that conse-
quently some of them may be known, and some not.

Now the principle of those things that are prophetically
manifested by the Divine light is the first truth, which the
prophets do not see in itself. Wherefore there is no need for
their knowing all possible matters of prophecy; but each one
knows some of them according to the special revelation of this
or that matter.

Reply toObjection 1.eLord reveals to the prophets all
things that are necessary for the instruction of the faithful; yet
not all to every one, but some to one, and some to another.

Reply to Objection 2. Prophecy is by way of being some-
thing imperfect in the genus of Divine revelation: hence it is
written (1Cor. 13:8) that “prophecies shall bemade void,” and
that “we prophesy in part,” i.e. imperfectly. e Divine reve-
lation will be brought to its perfection in heaven; wherefore
the same text continues (1 Cor. 113:10): “When that which
is perfect is come, that which is in part shall be done away.”
Consequently it does not follow that nothing is lacking to
prophetic revelation, but that it lacks none of those things to
which prophecy is directed.

Reply to Objection 3. He who has a science knows the
principles of that science, whence whatever is pertinent to
that science depends; wherefore to have the habit of a sci-
ence perfectly, is to knowwhatever is pertinent to that science.
But God Who is the principle of prophetic knowledge is not
known in Himself through prophecy; wherefore the compari-
son fails.

IIa IIae q. 171 a. 5Whether the prophet always distinguishes what he says by his own spirit from what he says by
the prophetic spirit?

Objection 1. It would seem that the prophet always dis-
tinguishes what he says by his own spirit from what he says by
the prophetic spirit. ForAugustine states (Confess. vi, 13) that
his mother said “she could, through a certain feeling, which
in words she could not express, discern betwixt Divine revela-
tions, and the dreams of her own soul.” Now prophecy is a Di-
vine revelation, as stated above (a. 3).erefore the prophet al-
ways distinguishes what he says by the spirit of prophecy, from
what he says by his own spirit.

Objection 2. Further, God commands nothing impossi-
ble, as Jerome* says. Now the prophets were commanded (Jer.
23:28): “e prophet that hath a dream, let him tell a dream;
and he that hathMyword, let him speakMywordwith truth.”
erefore the prophet can distinguishwhat he has through the
spirit of prophecy from what he sees otherwise.

Objection 3. Further, the certitude resulting from a Di-
vine light is greater than that which results from the light of
natural reason. Now he that has science, by the light of natural
reason knows for certain that he has it. erefore he that has
prophecy by aDivine light is muchmore certain that he has it.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. i super Ezech.): “It
must be observed that sometimes the holy prophets, when
consulted, utter certain things by their own spirit, through
being much accustomed to prophesying, and think they are
speaking by the prophetic spirit.”

I answer that, e prophet’s mind is instructed by God
in two ways: in one way by an express revelation, in another

way by a most mysterious instinct to “which the human mind
is subjected without knowing it,” as Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. ii, 17). Accordingly the prophet has the greatest certitude
about those things which he knows by an express revelation,
and he has it for certain that they are revealed to him by God;
wherefore it is written ( Jer. 26:15): “In truth the Lord sent me
to you, to speak all these words in your hearing.” Else, were he
not certain about this, the faith which relies on the utterances
of the prophet would not be certain. A sign of the prophet’s
certitude may be gathered from the fact that Abraham be-
ing admonished in a prophetic vision, prepared to sacrifice his
only-begotten son, which he nowise would have done had he
not been most certain of the Divine revelation.

On the other hand, his position with regard to the things
he knows by instinct is sometimes such that he is unable to
distinguish fully whether his thoughts are conceived ofDivine
instinct or of his own spirit. And those things which we know
by Divine instinct are not all manifested with prophetic cer-
titude, for this instinct is something imperfect in the genus
of prophecy. It is thus that we are to understand the saying
of Gregory. Lest, however, this should lead to error, “they are
very soon set aright by the Holy Ghost*, and from Him they
hear the truth, so that they reproach themselves for having said
what was untrue,” as Gregory adds (Hom. i super Ezech.).

e arguments set down in the first place consider the rev-
elation that is made by the prophetic spirit; wherefore the an-
swer to all the objections is clear.

* Pelagius. Ep. xvi, among the supposititious works of St. Jerome. * For instance, cf. 2 Kings 7:3 seqq.
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IIa IIae q. 171 a. 6Whether things known or declared prophetically can be false?

Objection 1. It would seem that things known or declared
prophetically can be false. For prophecy is about future con-
tingencies, as stated above (a. 3 ). Now future contingencies
may possibly not happen; else they would happen of necessity.
erefore the matter of prophecy can be false.

Objection 2. Further, Isaias prophesied to Ezechias saying
(Is. 38:1): “Take orderwith thy house, for thou shalt surely die,
and shalt not live,” and yet fieen years were added to his life
(4 Kings 20:6). Again the Lord said ( Jer. 18:7,8): “I will sud-
denly speak against a nation and against a kingdom, to root
out and to pull down and to destroy it. If that nation against
which I have spoken shall repent of their evil, I also will repent
of the evil that I have thought to do them.”is is instanced in
the example of theNinevites, according to Jn. 3:10: “eLord
[Vulg.: ‘God’] hadmercy with regard to the evil whichHe had
said that He would do to them, and He did it not.” erefore
the matter of prophecy can be false.

Objection 3. Further, in a conditional proposition, when-
ever the antecedent is absolutely necessary, the consequent is
absolutely necessary, because the consequent of a conditional
proposition stands in the same relation to the antecedent, as
the conclusion to the premises in a syllogism, and a syllogism
whose premises are necessary always leads to a necessary con-
clusion, as we find proved in I Poster. 6. But if the matter of
a prophecy cannot be false, the following conditional propo-
sition must needs be true: “If a thing has been prophesied, it
will be.” Now the antecedent of this conditional proposition
is absolutely necessary, since it is about the past. erefore the
consequent is also necessary absolutely; yet this is unfitting, for
then prophecy would not be about contingencies.erefore it
is untrue that the matter of prophecy cannot be false.

Onthe contrary,Cassiodorus says† that “prophecy is aDi-
vine inspiration or revelation, announcing the issue of things
with invariable truth.” Now the truth of prophecy would not
be invariable, if its matter could be false. erefore nothing
false can come under prophecy.

I answer that,Asmay be gathered fromwhat has been said
(Aa. 1,3,5), prophecy is a kind of knowledge impressed under
the form of teaching on the prophet’s intellect, byDivine reve-
lation. Now the truth of knowledge is the same in disciple and
teacher since the knowledge of the disciple is a likeness of the
knowledge of the teacher, even as in natural things the form
of the thing generated is a likeness of the form of the genera-
tor. Jerome speaks in this sense when he says‡ that “prophecy is
the seal of theDivine foreknowledge.” Consequently the same
truthmust needs be in prophetic knowledge and utterances, as
in theDivine knowledge, under which nothing false can possi-
bly come, as stated in the Ia, q. 16, a. 8.erefore nothing false

can come under prophecy.
Reply to Objection 1. As stated in the Ia, q. 14, a. 13 the

certitude of the Divine foreknowledge does not exclude the
contingency of future singular events, because that knowledge
regards the future as present and already determinate to one
thing. Wherefore prophecy also, which is an “impressed like-
ness” or “seal of theDivine foreknowledge,” does not by its un-
changeable truth exclude the contingency of future things.

Reply to Objection 2. e Divine foreknowledge regards
future things in two ways. First, as they are in themselves, in
so far, to wit, as it sees them in their presentiality: secondly,
as in their causes, inasmuch as it sees the order of causes in re-
lation to their effects. And though future contingencies, con-
sidered as in themselves, are determinate to one thing, yet, con-
sidered as in their causes, they are not so determined but that
they canhappenotherwise.Again, though this twofold knowl-
edge is always united in the Divine intellect, it is not always
united in the prophetic revelation, because an imprint made
by an active cause is not always on a par with the virtue of
that cause. Hence sometimes the prophetic revelation is an
imprinted likeness of the Divine foreknowledge, in so far as
the latter regards future contingencies in themselves: and such
things happen in the same way as foretold, for example this
saying of Is. 7:14: “Behold a virgin shall conceive.” Sometimes,
however, the prophetic revelation is an imprinted likeness of
the Divine foreknowledge as knowing the order of causes to
effects; and then at times the event is otherwise than foretold.
Yet the prophecy does not cover a falsehood, for the meaning
of the prophecy is that inferior causes, whether they be natural
causes or human acts, are so disposed as to lead to such a result.
In this way we are to understand the saying of Is. 38:1: “ou
shalt die, and not live”; in other words, “e disposition of thy
body has a tendency to death”: and the saying of Jonah 3:4,
“Yet forty days, and Nineveh shall be destroyed,” that is to say,
“Its merits demand that it should be destroyed.” God is said
“to repent,” metaphorically, inasmuch as He bears Himself af-
ter themanner of one who repents, by “changingHis sentence,
although He changes not His counsel”*.

Reply toObjection 3. Since the same truth of prophecy is
the same as the truth ofDivine foreknowledge, as stated above,
the conditional proposition: “If thiswas prophesied, itwill be,”
is true in the same way as the proposition: “If this was fore-
known, it will be”: for in both cases it is impossible for the an-
tecedent not to be. Hence the consequent is necessary, con-
sidered, not as something future in our regard, but as being
present to the Divine foreknowledge, as stated in the Ia, q. 14,
a. 13, ad 2.

† Prol. in Psalt. i. ‡ Comment. in Daniel ii, 10. * Cf. Ia, q. 19, a. 7, ad 2.
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Of the Cause of Prophecy

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the cause of prophecy. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether prophecy is natural?
(2) Whether it is from God by means of the angels?
(3) Whether a natural disposition is requisite for prophecy?
(4) Whether a good life is requisite?
(5) Whether any prophecy is from the demons?
(6) Whether prophets of the demons ever tell what is true?

IIa IIae q. 172 a. 1Whether prophecy can be natural?

Objection 1. It would seem that prophecy can be natu-
ral. For Gregory says (Dial. iv, 26) that “sometimes the mere
strength of the soul is sufficiently cunning to foresee certain
things”: and Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 13) that the
human soul, according as it is withdrawn from the sense of
the body, is able to foresee the future*. Now this pertains to
prophecy. erefore the soul can acquire prophecy naturally.

Objection 2. Further, the human soul’s knowledge ismore
alert while one wakes than while one sleeps. Now some, dur-
ing sleep, naturally foresee the future, as the Philosopher as-
serts (De Somn. et Vigil.†). Much more therefore can a man
naturally foreknow the future.

Objection 3. Further, man, by his nature, is more perfect
than dumb animals. Yet some dumb animals have foreknowl-
edge of future things that concern them. us ants foreknow
the coming rains, which is evident from their gathering grain
into their nest before the rain commences; and in like manner
fish foreknow a coming storm, as may be gathered from their
movements in avoiding places exposed to storm. Much more
therefore can men foreknow the future that concerns them-
selves, and of such things is prophecy. erefore prophecy
comes from nature.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Prov. 29:18): “When
prophecy shall fail, the people shall be scattered abroad”;
wherefore it is evident that prophecy is necessary for the sta-
bility of the human race. Now “nature does not fail in neces-
saries”‡. erefore it seems that prophecy is from nature.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Pet. 1:21): “For prophecy
came not by the will of man at any time, but the holy men of
God spoke, inspired by the Holy Ghost.” erefore prophecy
comesnot fromnature, but through the giof theHolyGhost.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 171, a. 6, ad 2) prophetic
foreknowledge may regard future things in two ways: in one
way, as they are in themselves; in another way, as they are in
their causes. Now, to foreknow future things, as they are in
themselves, is proper to theDivine intellect, toWhose eternity

all things are present, as stated in the Ia, q. 14, a. 13. Where-
fore such like foreknowledge of the future cannot come from
nature, but from Divine revelation alone. On the other hand,
future things can be foreknown in their causes with a natu-
ral knowledge even by man: thus a physician foreknows fu-
ture health or death in certain causes, through previous exper-
imental knowledge of the order of those causes to such effects.
Such like knowledge of the futuremay be understood to be in a
man by nature in twoways. In one way that the soul, from that
which it holds, is able to foreknow the future, and thus Au-
gustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 13): “Some have deemed the hu-
man soul to contain a certain power of divination.”is seems
to be in accord with the opinion of Plato§, who held that our
souls have knowledge of all things by participating in the ideas;
but that this knowledge is obscured in them by union with the
body; yet in some more, in others less, according to a differ-
ence in bodily purity. According to this it might be said that
men, whose souls are not much obscured through union with
the body, are able to foreknow such like future things by their
own knowledge. Against this opinionAugustine says (Gen. ad
lit. xii, 13): “How is it that the soul cannot always have this
power of divination, since it always wishes to have it?”

Since, however, it seems truer, according to the opinion
of Aristotle, that the soul acquires knowledge from sensibles,
as stated in the Ia, q. 84, a. 6, it is better to have recourse to
another explanation, and to hold that men have no such fore-
knowledge of the future, but that they can acquire it by means
of experience, wherein they are helped by their natural dispo-
sition, which depends on the perfection of aman’s imaginative
power, and the clarity of his understanding.

Nevertheless this latter foreknowledge of the future differs
in two ways from the former, which comes through Divine
revelation. First, because the former can be about any events
whatever, and this infallibly;whereas the latter foreknowledge,
which can be had naturally, is about certain effects, to which
human experience may extend. Secondly, because the former

* Cf. Ia, q. 86, a. 4, ad 2. † De Divinat. per Somn. ii, which is annexed to
the work quoted. ‡ Aristotle, de Anima iii, 9. § Phaed. xxvii; Civit. vi.
* q. 171, a. 3, obj. 1.
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prophecy is “according to the unchangeable truth”*, while the
latter is not, and can cover a falsehood. Now the former fore-
knowledge, and not the latter, properly belongs to prophecy,
because, as stated above (q. 171, a. 3), prophetic knowledge is
of things which naturally surpass human knowledge. Conse-
quently we must say that prophecy strictly so called cannot be
from nature, but only from Divine revelation.

Reply to Objection 1. When the soul is withdrawn from
corporeal things, it becomesmore adapted to receive the influ-
ence of spiritual substances†, and also is more inclined to re-
ceive the subtle motions which take place in the human imag-
ination through the impression of natural causes, whereas it
is hindered from receiving them while occupied with sensible
things. Hence Gregory says (Dial. iv, 26) that “the soul, at the
approach of death, foresees certain future things, by reason of
the subtlety of its nature,” inasmuch as it is receptive even of
slight impressions. Or again, it knows future things by a reve-
lation of the angels; but not by its own power, because accord-
ing to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 13), “if this were so, it would
be able to foreknow the future whenever it willed,” which is
clearly false.

Objection2.Knowledge of the future bymeans of dreams,
comes either from the revelation of spiritual substances, or

from a corporeal cause, as stated above (q. 95, a. 6), when we
were treating of divination. Now both these causes are more
applicable to a person while asleep than while awake, because,
while awake, the soul is occupied with external sensibles, so
that it is less receptive of the subtle impressions either of spir-
itual substances, or even of natural causes; although as regards
the perfection of judgment, the reason is more alert in waking
than in sleeping.

Reply to Objection 3. Even dumb animals have no fore-
knowledge of future events, except as these are foreknown in
their causes, whereby their imagination is moved more than
man’s, becauseman’s imagination, especially inwaking, ismore
disposed according to reason than according to the impression
of natural causes. Yet reason effects much more amply in man,
thatwhich the impression of natural causes effects in dumb an-
imals; and Divine grace by inspiring the prophecy assists man
still more.

Reply toObjection 4.eprophetic light extends even to
the direction of human acts; and in this way prophecy is req-
uisite for the government of a people, especially in relation to
Divineworship; since for this nature is not sufficient, and grace
is necessary.

IIa IIae q. 172 a. 2Whether prophetic revelation comes through the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that prophetic revelation does
not come through the angels. For it is written (Wis. 7:27)
that Divine wisdom “conveyeth herself into holy souls,” and
“maketh the friends of God, and the prophets.” Now wisdom
makes the friends of God immediately.erefore it alsomakes
the prophets immediately, and not through themediumof the
angels.

Objection 2. Further, prophecy is reckoned among the
gratuitous graces. But the gratuitous graces are from the Holy
Ghost, according to 1 Cor. 12:4, “ere are diversities of
graces, but the same Spirit.”erefore the prophetic revelation
is not made by means of an angel.

Objection 3. Further, Cassiodorus‡ says that prophecy is a
“Divine revelation”: whereas if it were conveyed by the angels,
it would be called an angelic revelation. erefore prophecy is
not bestowed by means of the angels.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv): “Our
glorious fathers received Divine visions by means of the heav-
enly powers”; and he is speaking there of prophetic visions.
erefore prophetic revelation is conveyed bymeans of the an-
gels.

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Rom. 13:1), “ings
that are of God are well ordered§.” Now the Divine ordering,

according to Dionysius¶, is such that the lowest things are di-
rected by middle things. Now the angels hold a middle posi-
tion betweenGod andmen, in that they have a greater share in
the perfection of the Divine goodness than men have. Where-
fore the Divine enlightenments and revelations are conveyed
from God to men by the angels. Now prophetic knowledge is
bestowed by Divine enlightenment and revelation. erefore
it is evident that it is conveyed by the angels.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity which makes man a friend
ofGod, is a perfectionof thewill, inwhichGodalone can form
an impression; whereas prophecy is a perfection of the intel-
lect, in which an angel also can form an impression, as stated
in the Ia, q. 111, a. 1, wherefore the comparison fails between
the two.

Reply to Objection 2. e gratuitous graces are ascribed
to the Holy Ghost as their first principle: yet He works grace
of this kind in men by means of the angels.

Reply to Objection 3. e work of the instrument is as-
cribed to the principal agent by whose power the instrument
acts. And since a minister is like an instrument, prophetic rev-
elation, which is conveyed by theministry of the angels, is said
to be Divine.

† Cf. Ia, q. 88, a. 4, ad 2. ‡ Prol. in Psalt. i. § Vulg.: ‘ose that are, are ordained of God.’. ¶ Coel. Hier. iv; Eccl. Hier. v.
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IIa IIae q. 172 a. 3Whether a natural disposition is requisite for prophecy?

Objection 1. It would seem that a natural disposition
is requisite for prophecy. For prophecy is received by the
prophet according to the disposition of the recipient, since a
gloss of Jerome on Amos 1:2, “e Lord will roar from Sion,”
says: “Anyone who wishes to make a comparison naturally
turns to those things of which he has experience, and among
which his life is spent. For example, sailors compare their ene-
mies to the winds, and their losses to a shipwreck. In like man-
ner Amos, who was a shepherd, likens the fear of God to that
which is inspired by the lion’s roar.”Now thatwhich is received
by a thing according to the mode of the recipient requires a
natural disposition.erefore prophecy requires a natural dis-
position.

Objection 2. Further, the considerations of prophecy are
more loy than those of acquired science. Now natural indis-
position hinders the considerations of acquired science, since
many are prevented by natural indisposition from succeed-
ing to grasp the speculations of science. Much more there-
fore is a natural disposition requisite for the contemplation of
prophecy.

Objection 3. Further, natural indisposition is a much
greater obstacle than an accidental impediment. Now the con-
siderations of prophecy are hindered by an accidental occur-
rence. For Jerome says in his commentary onMatthew* that “at
the time of the marriage act, the presence of the Holy Ghost
will not be vouchsafed, even though it be a prophet that fulfils
the duty of procreation.” Much more therefore does a natural
indisposition hinder prophecy; and thus it would seem that a
good natural disposition is requisite for prophecy.

On the contrary, Gregory says in a homily for Pentecost
(xxx inEv.): “He,” namely theHolyGhost, “fills the boy harpist
andmakes him a Psalmist;He fills the herdsman pluckingwild
figs, and makes him a prophet.” erefore prophecy requires
no previous disposition, but depends on the will alone of the

Holy Ghost, of Whom it is written (1 Cor. 12:2): “All these
things, one and the same Spirit worketh, dividing to every one
according as He will.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), prophecy in its true
and exact sense comes from Divine inspiration; while that
which comes from a natural cause is not called prophecy ex-
cept in a relative sense.Nowwemust observe that asGodWho
is the universal efficient cause requires neither previous matter
nor previous disposition of matter inHis corporeal effects, for
He is able at the same instant to bring into being matter and
disposition and form, so neither does He require a previous
disposition in His spiritual effects, but is able to produce both
the spiritual effect and at the same time the fitting disposition
as requisite according to the order of nature. More than this,
He is able at the same time, by creation, to produce the subject,
so as to dispose a soul for prophecy and give it the prophetic
grace, at the very instant of its creation.

Reply toObjection 1. It matters not to prophecy by what
comparisons the thing prophesied is expressed; and so the Di-
vine operation makes no change in a prophet in this respect.
Yet if there be anything in him incompatible with prophecy, it
is removed by the Divine power.

Reply to Objection 2. e considerations of science pro-
ceed from a natural cause, and nature cannot work without
a previous disposition in matter. is cannot be said of God
Who is the cause of prophecy.

Reply to Objection 3. A natural indisposition, if not re-
moved, might be an obstacle to prophetic revelation, for in-
stance if a man were altogether deprived of the natural senses.
In the same way a man might be hindered from the act of
prophesying by some very strong passion, whether of anger, or
of concupiscence as in coition, or by any other passion. But
such a natural indisposition as this is removed by the Divine
power, which is the cause of prophecy.

IIa IIae q. 172 a. 4Whether a good life is requisite for prophecy?

Objection 1. It would seem that a good life is requisite
for prophecy. For it is written (Wis. 7:27) that the wisdom of
God “through nations conveyeth herself into holy souls,” and
“maketh the friends of God, and prophets.” Now there can be
no holiness without a good life and sanctifying grace. ere-
fore prophecy cannot be without a good life and sanctifying
grace.

Objection 2. Further, secrets are not revealed save to a
friend, according to Jn. 15:15, “But I have called you friends,
because all things whatsoever I have heard of My Father, I
have made known to you.” Now God reveals His secrets to
the prophets (Amos 3:7). erefore it would seem that the
prophets are the friends of God; which is impossible with-

out charity. erefore seemingly prophecy cannot be without
charity; and charity is impossible without sanctifying grace.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 7:15): “Beware of
false prophets, who come to you in the clothing of sheep, but
inwardly they are ravening wolves.” Now all who are without
grace are likened inwardly to a raveningwolf, and consequently
all such are false prophets. erefore no man is a true prophet
except he be good by grace.

Objection 4. Further, the Philosopher says (De Somn. et
Vigil.*) that “if interpretation of dreams is from God, it is un-
fitting for it to be bestowed on any but the best.” Now it is ev-
ident that the gi of prophecy is from God. erefore the gi
of prophecy is vouchsafed only to the best men.

* e quotation is from Origen, Hom. vi in Num. * Cf. De Divinat. per
Somn. i, which is annexed to the work quoted.
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On the contrary, To those who had said, “Lord, have we
notprophesied inyname?” this reply ismade: “I never knew
you” (Mat. 7:22,23). Now “the Lord knoweth who areHis” (2
Tim. 2:19). erefore prophecy can be in those who are not
God’s by grace.

I answer that, A good life may be considered from two
points of view. First, with regard to its inward root, which is
sanctifying grace. Secondly, with regard to the inward passions
of the soul and the outward actions. Now sanctifying grace is
given chiefly in order that man’s soul may be united to God by
charity.Wherefore Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 18): “Aman is
not transferred from the le side to the right, unless he receive
the Holy Ghost, by Whom he is made a lover of God and of
his neighbor.” Hence whatever can be without charity can be
without sanctifying grace, and consequentlywithout goodness
of life. Now prophecy can be without charity; and this is clear
on two counts. First, on account of their respective acts: for
prophecy pertains to the intellect, whose act precedes the act
of the will, which power is perfected by charity. For this reason
the Apostle (1 Cor. 13) reckons prophecy with other things
pertinent to the intellect, that can be had without charity. Sec-
ondly, on account of their respective ends. For prophecy like
other gratuitous graces is given for the good of the Church,
according to 1 Cor. 12:7, “e manifestation of the Spirit is
given to every man unto profit”; and is not directly intended
to unite man’s affections to God, which is the purpose of char-
ity. erefore prophecy can be without a good life, as regards
the first root of this goodness.

If, however, we consider a good life, with regard to the pas-
sions of the soul, and external actions, from this point of view
an evil life is an obstacle to prophecy. For prophecy requires
the mind to be raised very high in order to contemplate spir-
itual things, and this is hindered by strong passions, and the
inordinate pursuit of external things. Hence we read of the
sons of the prophets (4 Kings 4:38) that they “dwelt together

with [Vulg.: ‘before’]” Eliseus, leading a solitary life, as it were,
lest worldly employment should be a hindrance to the gi of
prophecy.

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes the gi of prophecy is
given to a man both for the good of others, and in order to en-
lighten his own mind; and such are those whom Divine wis-
dom, “conveying itself ” by sanctifying grace to their minds,
“maketh the friends of God, and prophets.” Others, however,
receive the gi of prophecy merely for the good of others.
Hence Jerome commenting on Mat. 7:22, says: “Sometimes
prophesying, the working of miracles, and the casting out of
demons are accorded not to the merit of those who do these
things, but either to the invoking the name of Christ, or to the
condemnation of those who invoke, and for the good of those
who see and hear.”

Reply toObjection 2.Gregory† expounding this passage‡
says: “Since we love the loy things of heaven as soon as we
hear them,we know themas soon aswe love them, for to love is
to know. Accordingly He had made all things known to them,
because having renounced earthly desires they were kindled by
the torches of perfect love.” In this way the Divine secrets are
not always revealed to prophets.

Reply to Objection 3. Not all wicked men are ravening
wolves, but only those whose purpose is to injure others. For
Chrysostom says§ that “Catholic teachers, though they be sin-
ners, are called slaves of the flesh, but never ravening wolves,
because they do not purpose the destruction of Christians.”
And since prophecy is directed to the good of others, it isman-
ifest that such are false prophets, because they are not sent for
this purpose by God.

Reply toObjection 4.God’s gis are not always bestowed
on those who are simply the best, but sometimes are vouch-
safed to those who are best as regards the receiving of this or
that gi. Accordingly God grants the gi of prophecy to those
whom He judges best to give it to.

IIa IIae q. 172 a. 5Whether any prophecy comes from the demons?

Objection 1. It would seem that no prophecy comes from
the demons. For prophecy is “a Divine revelation,” according
to Cassiodorus¶. But that which is done by a demon is not Di-
vine. erefore no prophecy can be from a demon.

Objection 2. Further, some kind of enlightenment is
requisite for prophetic knowledge, as stated above (q. 171,
Aa. 2,3). Now the demons do not enlighten the human in-
tellect, as stated above in the Ia, q. 119, a. 3. erefore no
prophecy can come from the demons.

Objection 3.Further, a sign is worthless if it betokens con-
traries.Nowprophecy is a sign in confirmation of faith;where-
fore a gloss on Rom. 12:6, “Either prophecy to be used accord-
ing to the rule of faith,” says: “Observe that in reckoning the
graces, he begins with prophecy, which is the first proof of the

reasonableness of our faith; since believers, aer receiving the
Spirit, prophesied.” erefore prophecy cannot be bestowed
by the demons.

On the contrary, It is written (3 Kings 18:19): “Gather
unto me all Israel unto mount Carmel, and the prophets of
Baal four hundred and fiy, and the prophets of the grove four
hundred, who eat at Jezebel’s table.” Now these were worship-
pers of demons. erefore it would seem that there is also a
prophecy from the demons.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 171, a. 1), prophecy de-
notes knowledge far removed from human knowledge. Now
it is evident that an intellect of a higher order can know some
things that are far removed from the knowledge of an inferior
intellect. Again, above the human intellect there is not only

† Hom. xxvii in Ev. ‡ Jn. 15:15. § Opus Imperf. in Matth., Hom.
xix, among the works of St. John Chrysostom, and falsely ascribed to him.
¶ Prol. in Psalt. i.

1835



theDivine intellect, but also the intellects of good and bad an-
gels according to the order of nature. Hence the demons, even
by their natural knowledge, know certain things remote from
men’s knowledge, which they can reveal to men: although
those things which God alone knows are remote simply and
most of all.

Accordingly prophecy, properly and simply, is conveyed
by Divine revelations alone; yet the revelation which is made
by the demons may be called prophecy in a restricted sense.
Wherefore those men to whom something is revealed by the
demons are styled in the Scriptures as prophets, not simply, but
with an addition, for instance as “false prophets,” or “prophets
of idols.” Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 19): “When
the evil spirit lays hold of a man for such purposes as these,”
namely visions, “he makes him either devilish, or possessed, or
a false prophet.”

Reply to Objection 1. Cassiodorus is here defining
prophecy in its proper and simple acceptation.

Reply toObjection 2.edemons reveal what they know
to men, not by enlightening the intellect, but by an imaginary
vision, or evenby audible speech; and in thisway this prophecy
differs from true prophecy.

Reply to Objection 3. e prophecy of the demons can
be distinguished from Divine prophecy by certain, and even
outward, signs. Hence Chrysostom says* that “some prophesy
by the spirit of the devil, such as diviners, but they may be dis-
cerned by the fact that the devil sometimes utters what is false,
theHolyGhost never.”Wherefore it is written (Dt. 18:21,22):
“If in silent thought thou answer: How shall I know the word
that the Lord hath spoken? ou shalt have this sign: What-
soever that same prophet foretelleth in the name of the Lord,
and it come not to pass, that thing the Lord hath not spoken.”

IIa IIae q. 172 a. 6Whether the prophets of the demons ever foretell the truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that the prophets of the
demons never foretell the truth. ForAmbrose† says that “Every
truth, by whomsoever spoken, is from the Holy Ghost.” Now
theprophets of the demonsdonot speak from theHolyGhost,
because “there is no concord between Christ and Belial‡” (2
Cor. 6:15). erefore it would seem that they never foretell
the truth.

Objection 2. Further, just as true prophets are inspired by
the Spirit of truth, so the prophets of the demons are inspired
by the spirit of untruth, according to 3 Kings 22:22, “I will go
forth, and be a lying spirit in the mouth of all his prophets.”
Now the prophets inspired by the Holy Ghost never speak
false, as stated above (q. 111, a. 6). erefore the prophets of
the demons never speak truth.

Objection 3. Further, it is said of the devil ( Jn. 8:44) that
“when he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own, for the devil
is a liar, and the father thereof,” i.e. of lying. Now by inspir-
ing his prophets, the devil speaks only of his own, for he is
not appointed God’s minister to declare the truth, since “light
hath no fellowship with darkness§” (2 Cor. 6:14). erefore
the prophets of the demons never foretell the truth.

On the contrary, A gloss on Num. 22:14, says that “Bal-
aam was a diviner, for he sometimes foreknew the future by
help of the demons and the magic art.” Now he foretold many
true things, for instance that which is to be found in Num.
24:17: “A star shall rise out of Jacob, and a scepter shall spring
up from Israel.” erefore even the prophets of the demons
foretell the truth.

I answer that,As the good is in relation to things, so is the
true in relation to knowledge. Now in things it is impossible
to find one that is wholly devoid of good. Wherefore it is also
impossible for any knowledge to bewholly false, without some

mixture of truth.Hence Bede says¶ that “no teaching is so false
that it never mingles truth with falsehood.” Hence the teach-
ing of the demons, with which they instruct their prophets,
contains some truthswhereby it is rendered acceptable. For the
intellect is led astray to falsehood by the semblance of truth,
even as thewill is seduced to evil by the semblance of goodness.
WhereforeChrysostom says�: “edevil is allowed sometimes
to speak true things, in order that his unwonted truthfulness
may gain credit for his lie.”

Reply toObjection 1.eprophets of the demons do not
always speak from the demons’ revelation, but sometimes by
Divine inspiration. is was evidently the case with Balaam,
of whom we read that the Lord spoke to him (Num. 22:12),
though he was a prophet of the demons, because God makes
use even of the wicked for the profit of the good. Hence He
foretells certain truths evenby thedemons’ prophets, both that
the truth may be rendered more credible, since even its foes
bear witness to it, and also in order thatmen, by believing such
men, may be more easily led on to truth. Wherefore also the
Sibyls foretold many true things about Christ.

Yet even when the demons’ prophets are instructed by the
demons, they foretell the truth, sometimes by virtue of their
own nature, the author of which is theHoly Ghost, and some-
times by revelation of the good spirits, as Augustine declares
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 19): so that even then this truth which the
demons proclaim is from the Holy Ghost.

Reply toObjection 2.A true prophet is always inspired by
the Spirit of truth, in Whom there is no falsehood, wherefore
He never says what is not true; whereas a false prophet is not
always instructed by the spirit of untruth, but sometimes even
by the Spirit of truth. Even the very spirit of untruth sometimes
declares true things, sometimes false, as stated above.

* Opus Imperf. in Matth., Hom. xix, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
† Hilary theDeacon (Ambrosiaster) on1Cor. 12:3. ‡ ‘What concordhath
Christ with Belial?’. § Vulg.: ‘What fellowship hath light with darkness?’.
¶ Comment. in Luc. xvii, 12; Cf. Augustine, QQ. Evang. ii, 40. � Opus
Imperf. in Matth., Hom. xix, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom. 1836



Reply toObjection 3.ose things are called the demons’
own,which theyhave of themselves, namely lies and sins;while
they have, not of themselves but of God, those things which
belong to them by nature: and it is by virtue of their own na-
ture that they sometimes foretell the truth, as stated above (ad

1).MoreoverGodmakes use of them tomake known the truth
which is to be accomplished through them, by revealing Di-
vine mysteries to them through the angels, as already stated
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 19; Ia, q. 109, a. 4, ad 1).
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Of the Manner in Which Prophetic Knowledge Is Conveyed

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the manner in which prophetic knowledge is conveyed, and under this head there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether the prophets see God’s very essence?
(2) Whether the prophetic revelation is effected by the infusion of certain species, or by the infusion of Divine

light alone?
(3) Whether prophetic revelation is always accompanied by abstraction from the sense?
(4) Whether prophecy is always accompanied by knowledge of the things prophesied?

IIa IIae q. 173 a. 1Whether the prophets see the very essence of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the prophets see the very
essence of God, for a gloss on Is. 38:1, “Take order with thy
house, for thou shalt die and not live,” says: “Prophets can read
in the book of God’s foreknowledge in which all things are
written.”NowGod’s foreknowledge isHis very essence.ere-
fore prophets see God’s very essence.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 7) that
“in that eternal truth fromwhich all temporal things aremade,
we seewith themind’s eye the type bothof our being andof our
actions.” Now, of all men, prophets have the highest knowl-
edge of Divine things. erefore they, especially, see the Di-
vine essence.

Objection 3. Further, future contingencies are foreknown
by the prophets “with unchangeable truth.” Now future con-
tingencies exist thus in God alone. erefore the prophets see
God Himself.

On the contrary, e vision of the Divine essence is not
made void in heaven; whereas “prophecy ismade void” (1Cor.
13:8). erefore prophecy is not conveyed by a vision of the
Divine essence.

I answer that, Prophecy denotes Divine knowledge as ex-
isting afar off. Wherefore it is said of the prophets (Heb.
11:13) that “they were beholding…afar off.” But those who
are in heaven and in the state of bliss see, not as from afar
off, but rather, as it were, from near at hand, according to
Ps. 139:14, “e upright shall dwell with y countenance.”
Hence it is evident that prophetic knowledge differs from the
perfect knowledge, which we shall have in heaven, so that it
is distinguished therefrom as the imperfect from the perfect,
and when the latter comes the former is made void, as appears
from the words of the Apostle (1 Cor. 13:10).

Some, however, wishing to discriminate between
prophetic knowledge and the knowledge of the blessed, have
maintained that the prophets see the very essence of God
(which they call the “mirror of eternity”)*, not, however, in
the way in which it is the object of the blessed, but as con-
taining the types† of future events. But this is altogether im-

possible. For God is the object of bliss in His very essence,
according to the saying of Augustine (Confess. v, 4): “Happy
whoso knoweth ee, though he know not these,” i.e. crea-
tures. Now it is not possible to see the types of creatures in the
very essence ofGodwithout seeing It, both because theDivine
essence is Itself the type of all things that are made—the ideal
type adding nothing to the Divine essence save only a rela-
tionship to the creature—and because knowledge of a thing
in itself—and such is the knowledge of God as the object of
heavenly bliss—precedes knowledge of that thing in its rela-
tion to something else—and such is the knowledge of God as
containing the types of things. Consequently it is impossible
for prophets to see God as containing the types of creatures,
and yet not as the object of bliss. erefore we must conclude
that the prophetic vision is not the vision of the very essence
of God, and that the prophets do not see in theDivine essence
Itself the things they do see, but that they see them in certain
images, according as they are enlightened by the Divine light.

Wherefore Dionysius (Coel. Hier. iv), in speaking of
prophetic visions, says that “the wise theologian calls that vi-
sion divine which is effected by images of things lacking a bod-
ily form through the seer being rapt in divine things.” And
these images illumined by the Divine light have more of the
nature of a mirror than the Divine essence: since in a mirror
images are formed from other things, and this cannot be said
ofGod. Yet the prophet’smind thus enlightenedmay be called
a mirror, in so far as a likeness of the truth of the Divine fore-
knowledge is formed therein, for which reason it is called the
“mirror of eternity,” as representing God’s foreknowledge, for
God in His eternity sees all things as present before Him, as
stated above (q. 172, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. e prophets are said to read the
book of God’s foreknowledge, inasmuch as the truth is re-
flected from God’s foreknowledge on the prophet’s mind.

Reply toObjection 2.Man is said to see in the First Truth
the type of his existence, in so far as the image of theFirstTruth
shines forth on man’s mind, so that he is able to know himself.

* Cf. De Veritate, xii, 6; Sent. II, D, XI, part 2, art. 2, ad 4. † Cf. Ia, q. 15.
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Reply to Objection 3. From the very fact that future con-
tingencies are inGod according to unalterable truth, it follows

that God can impress a like knowledge on the prophet’s mind
without the prophet seeing God in His essence.

IIa IIae q. 173 a. 2Whether, in prophetic revelation, new species of things are impressed on the prophet’s mind,
or merely a new light?

Objection1. Itwould seem that in prophetic revelationno
new species of things are impressed on the prophet’smind, but
only a new light. For a gloss of Jerome on Amos 1:2 says that
“prophets draw comparisons from things with which they are
conversant.” But if prophetic vision were effected by means of
species newly impressed, the prophet’s previous experience of
things would be inoperative. erefore no new species are im-
pressed on the prophet’s soul, but only the prophetic light.

Objection 2. Further, according toAugustine (Gen. ad lit.
xii, 9), “it is not imaginative but intellective vision that makes
the prophet”; wherefore it is declared (Dan. 10:1) that “there
is need of understanding in a vision.” Now intellective vision,
as stated in the same book (Gen. ad lit. xii, 6) is not effected
by means of images, but by the very truth of things. erefore
it would seem that prophetic revelation is not effected by im-
pressing species on the soul.

Objection 3. Further, by the gi of prophecy the Holy
Ghost endows man with something that surpasses the faculty
of nature. Now man can by his natural faculties form all kinds
of species of things. erefore it would seem that in prophetic
revelation no new species of things are impressed, but merely
an intellectual light.

On the contrary, It is written (Osee 12:10): “I have mul-
tiplied” their “visions, and I have used similitudes, by the min-
istry of the prophets.” Now multiplicity of visions results, not
from a diversity of intellectual light, which is common to ev-
ery prophetic vision, but from a diversity of species, whence
similitudes also result.erefore it seems that in prophetic rev-
elation new species of things are impressed, and not merely an
intellectual light.

I answer that, As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 9),
“prophetic knowledge pertains most of all to the intellect.”
Now two things have to be considered in connection with
the knowledge possessed by the human mind, namely the ac-
ceptance or representation of things, and the judgment of the
things represented. Now things are represented to the human
mind under the form of species: and according to the order of
nature, they must be represented first to the senses, secondly
to the imagination, thirdly to the passive intellect, and these
are changed by the species derived from the phantasms, which
change results from the enlightening action of the active in-
tellect. Now in the imagination there are the forms of sensi-
ble things not only as received from the senses, but also trans-
formed in variousways, either on accountof somebodily trans-
formation (as in the case of people who are asleep or out of
their senses), or through the coordination of the phantasms,
at the command of reason, for the purpose of understanding

something. For just as the various arrangements of the letters
of the alphabet convey various ideas to the understanding, so
the various coordinations of the phantasms produce various
intelligible species of the intellect.

As to the judgment formedby the humanmind, it depends
on the power of the intellectual light.

Now the gi of prophecy confers on the human mind
something which surpasses the natural faculty in both these
respects, namely as to the judgment which depends on the in-
flow of intellectual light, and as to the acceptance or represen-
tation of things, which is effected by means of certain species.
Human teachingmay be likened to prophetic revelation in the
second of these respects, but not in the first. For a man repre-
sents certain things to his disciple by signs of speech, but he
cannot enlighten him inwardly as God does.

But it is the first of these two that holds the chief place
in prophecy, since judgment is the complement of knowledge.
Wherefore if certain things are divinely represented to any
manbymeans of imaginary likenesses, as happened toPharaoh
(Gn. 41:1-7) and toNabuchodonosor (Dan. 4:1-2), or even by
bodily likenesses, as happened to Balthasar (Dan. 5:5), such a
man is not to be considered a prophet, unless his mind be en-
lightened for the purpose of judgment; and such an apparition
is something imperfect in the genus of prophecy. Wherefore
some* have called this “prophetic ecstasy,” and such is divina-
tion by dreams. And yet a man will be a prophet, if his intel-
lect be enlightenedmerely for the purpose of judging of things
seen in imagination by others, as in the case of Joseph who in-
terpreted Pharaoh’s dream. But, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
xii, 9), “especially is he a prophet who excels in both respects,
so,” to wit, “as to see in spirit likenesses significant of things
corporeal, and understand them by the quickness of his intel-
lect.”

Now sensible forms are divinely presented to the prophet’s
mind, sometimes externally by means of the senses—thus
Daniel saw thewriting on thewall (Dan. 5:25)—sometimes by
means of imaginary forms, either of exclusively Divine origin
and not received through the senses (for instance, if images of
colors were imprinted on the imagination of one blind from
birth), or divinely coordinated from those derived from the
senses—thus Jeremiah saw the “boiling caldron…from the face
of the north” ( Jer. 1:13)—or by the direct impression of intel-
ligible species on the mind, as in the case of those who receive
infused scientific knowledge or wisdom, such as Solomon or
the apostles.

But intellectual light is divinely imprinted on the human
mind—sometimes for the purpose of judging of things seen by

* Rabbi Moyses, Doct. Perplex. II, xxxvi.
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others, as in the case of Joseph, quoted above, and of the apos-
tles whose understanding our Lord opened “that they might
understand the scriptures” (Lk. 24:45); and to this pertains the
“interpretation of speeches”—sometimes for the purpose of
judging according to Divine truth, of the things which a man
apprehends in the ordinary course of nature—sometimes for
the purpose of discerning truthfully and efficaciously what is
to be done, according to Is. 63:14, “e Spirit of the Lord was
their leader.”

Hence it is evident that prophetic revelation is conveyed
sometimes by the mere infusion of light, sometimes by im-
printing species anew, or by a new coordination of species.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above, sometimes in
prophetic revelation imaginary species previously derived
from the senses are divinely coordinated so as to accord with
the truth to be revealed, and then previous experience is oper-
ative in the production of the images, but not when they are

impressed on the mind wholly from without.
Reply to Objection 2. Intellectual vision is not effected

by means of bodily and individual images, but by an intelligi-
ble image. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. ix, 11) that “the
soul possesses a certain likeness of the species known to it.”
Sometimes this intelligible image is, in prophetic revelation,
imprinted immediately by God, sometimes it results from pic-
tures in the imagination, by the aid of the prophetic light, since
a deeper truth is gathered from these pictures in the imagina-
tion by means of the enlightenment of the higher light.

Reply toObjection 3. It is true thatman is able by his nat-
ural powers to form all kinds of pictures in the imagination, by
simply considering these pictures, but not so that they be di-
rected to the representation of intelligible truths that surpass
his intellect, since for this purpose he needs the assistance of a
supernatural light.

IIa IIae q. 173 a. 3Whether the prophetic vision is always accompanied by abstraction from the senses?

Objection 1. It would seem that the prophetic vision is
always accompanied by abstraction from the senses. For it is
written (Num. 12:6): “If there be among you a prophet of the
Lord, I will appear to him in a vision, or I will speak to him
in a dream.” Now a gloss says at the beginning of the Psalter,
“a vision that takes place by dreams and apparitions consists of
things which seem to be said or done.” But when things seem
to be said or done, which are neither said nor done, there is
abstraction from the senses. erefore prophecy is always ac-
companied by abstraction from the senses.

Objection 2. Further, when one power is very intent on its
own operation, other powers are drawn away from theirs; thus
men who are very intent on hearing something fail to see what
takes place before them. Now in the prophetic vision the in-
tellect is very much uplied, and intent on its act. erefore it
seems that the prophetic vision is always accompanied by ab-
straction from the senses.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing cannot, at the same
time, tend in opposite directions. Now in the prophetic vision
the mind tends to the acceptance of things from above, and
consequently it cannot at the same time tend to sensible ob-
jects. erefore it would seem necessary for prophetic revela-
tion to be always accompanied by abstraction from the senses.

Objection 4.On the contrary, It is written (1Cor. 14:32):
“e spirits of the prophets are subject to the prophets.” Now
this were impossible if the prophet were not in possession of
his faculties, but abstracted fromhis senses.erefore it would
seem that prophetic vision is not accompanied by abstraction
from the senses.

I answer that, As stated in the foregoing Article, the
prophetic revelation takes place in four ways: namely, by the
infusion of an intelligible light, by the infusion of intelligible
species, by impression or coordination of pictures in the imag-

ination, and by the outward presentation of sensible images.
Now it is evident that there is no abstraction from the senses,
when something is presented to the prophet’s mind by means
of sensible species—whether these be divinely formed for this
special purpose, as the bush shown toMoses (Ex. 3:2), and the
writing shown to Daniel (Dan. 5:)—or whether they be pro-
duced by other causes; yet so that they are ordained by Divine
providence to be prophetically significant of something, as, for
instance, the Church was signified by the ark of Noah.

Again, abstraction from the external senses is not rendered
necessary when the prophet’s mind is enlightened by an intel-
lectual light, or impressed with intelligible species, since in us
the perfect judgment of the intellect is effected by its turning
to sensible objects, which are the first principles of our knowl-
edge, as stated in the Ia, q. 84, a. 6.

When, however, prophetic revelation is conveyed by im-
ages in the imagination, abstraction from the senses is neces-
sary lest the things thus seen in imagination be taken for ob-
jects of external sensation. Yet this abstraction from the senses
is sometimes complete, so that a man perceives nothing with
his senses; and sometimes it is incomplete, so that he per-
ceives something with his senses, yet does not fully discern the
things he perceives outwardly from those he sees in imagina-
tion.HenceAugustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 12): “ose images
of bodies which are formed in the soul are seen just as bodily
things themselves are seen by the body, so that we see with our
eyes one who is present, and at the same time we see with the
soul one who is absent, as though we saw him with our eyes.”

Yet this abstraction from the senses takes place in the
prophets without subverting the order of nature, as is the case
with those who are possessed or out of their senses; but is due
to some well-ordered cause. is cause may be natural—for
instance, sleep—or spiritual—for instance, the intenseness of

* Vulg.: ‘the house-top’ or ‘upper-chamber’.
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the prophets’ contemplation; thuswe read of Peter (Acts 10:9)
that while he was praying in the supper-room* “he fell into an
ecstasy”—or he may be carried away by the Divine power, ac-
cording to the saying of Ezechiel 1:3: “e hand of the Lord
was upon him.”

Reply to Objection 1. e passage quoted refers to
prophets in whom imaginary pictures were formed or coor-
dinated, either while asleep, which is denoted by the word
“dream,” or while awake, which is signified by the word “vi-
sion.”

Reply toObjection 2. When the mind is intent, in its act,
upon distant thingswhich are far removed from the senses, the
intensity of its application leads to abstraction from the senses;
but when it is intent, in its act, upon the coordination of or
judgment concerning objects of sense, there is no need for ab-
straction from the senses.

Reply to Objection 3. e movement of the prophetic
mind results not from its own power, but from a power act-
ing on it from above. Hence there is no abstraction from the
senses when the prophet’s mind is led to judge or coordinate
matters relating to objects of sense, but only when the mind is
raised to the contemplation of certain more loy things.

Reply to Objection 4. e spirit of the prophets is said to
be subject to the prophets as regards the prophetic utterances
to which the Apostle refers in the words quoted; because, to
wit, the prophets in declaring what they have seen speak their
own mind, and are not thrown off their mental balance, like
persons who are possessed, as Priscilla and Montanus main-
tained. But as regards the prophetic revelation itself, it would
be more correct to say that the prophets are subject to the.
spirit of prophecy, i.e. to the prophetic gi.

IIa IIae q. 173 a. 4Whether prophets always know the things which they prophesy?

Objection1. It would seem that the prophets always know
the things which they prophesy. For, as Augustine says (Gen.
ad lit. xii, 9), “those to whom signs were shown in spirit by
means of the likenesses of bodily things, had not the gi of
prophecy, unless the mind was brought into action, so that
those signs were also understood by them.” Now what is un-
derstood cannot be unknown.erefore the prophet is not ig-
norant of what he prophesies.

Objection 2. Further, the light of prophecy surpasses the
light of natural reason. Now one who possesses a science by
his natural light, is not ignorant of his scientific acquirements.
erefore he who utters things by the prophetic light cannot
ignore them.

Objection 3. Further, prophecy is directed for man’s en-
lightenment;wherefore it iswritten (2Pet. 1:19): “Wehave the
more firm prophetical word, whereunto you do well to attend,
as to a light that shineth in a dark place.” Now nothing can
enlighten others unless it be lightsome in itself. erefore it
would seem that the prophet is first enlightened so as to know
what he declares to others.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 11:51): “And this he”
(Caiphas) “spoke, not of himself, but being the High Priest of
that year, he prophesied that Jesus should die for the nation,”
etc. Now Caiphas knew this not. erefore not every prophet
knows what he prophesies.

I answer that, In prophetic revelation the prophet’s mind
is moved by the Holy Ghost, as an instrument that is deficient
in regard to the principal agent. Now the prophet’s mind is
moved not only to apprehend something, but also to speak or
to do something; sometimes indeed to all these three together,

sometimes to two, sometimes to one only, and in each case
theremay be a defect in the prophet’s knowledge. Forwhen the
prophet’s mind is moved to think or apprehend a thing, some-
times he is led merely to apprehend that thing, and sometimes
he is further led to know that it is divinely revealed to him.

Again, sometimes the prophet’s mind is moved to speak
something, so that heunderstandswhat theHolyGhostmeans
by the words he utters; like David who said (2 Kings 23:2):
“eSpirit of theLordhath spokenbyme”;while, on theother
hand, sometimes the personwhosemind ismoved to utter cer-
tain words knows not what theHoly Ghost means by them, as
was the case with Caiphas ( Jn. 11:51).

Again, when the Holy Ghost moves a man’s mind to do
something, sometimes the latter understands the meaning of
it, like Jeremias who hid his loin-cloth in the Euphrates ( Jer.
13:1-11); while sometimes he does not understand it—thus
the soldiers, who divided Christ’s garments, understood not
the meaning of what they did.

Accordingly, when a man knows that he is being moved
by the Holy Ghost to think something, or signify something
by word or deed, this belongs properly to prophecy; whereas
when he is moved, without his knowing it, this is not perfect
prophecy, but a prophetic instinct. Nevertheless itmust be ob-
served that since the prophet’s mind is a defective instrument,
as stated above, even true prophets know not all that the Holy
Ghost means by the things they see, or speak, or even do.

And this suffices for the Replies to the Objections, since
the arguments given at the beginning refer to true prophets
whose minds are perfectly enlightened from above.
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Of the Division of Prophecy

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the division of prophecy, and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) e division of prophecy into its species;
(2) Whether the more excellent prophecy is that which is without imaginative vision?
(3) e various degrees of prophecy;
(4) Whether Moses was the greatest of the prophets?
(5) Whether a comprehensor can be a prophet?
(6) Whether prophecy advanced in perfection as time went on?

IIa IIae q. 174 a. 1Whether prophecy is fittingly divided into the prophecy of divine predestination, of fore-
knowledge, and of denunciation?

Objection1. Itwould seem that prophecy is unfittingly di-
vided according to a gloss on Mat. 1:23, “Behold a virgin shall
be with child,” where it is stated that “one kind of prophecy
proceeds from the Divine predestination, and must in all re-
spects be accomplished so that its fulfillment is independent
of ourwill, for instance the one in question.Another prophecy
proceeds fromGod’s foreknowledge: and into this our will en-
ters. And another prophecy is called denunciation, which is
significative of God’s disapproval.” For that which results from
every prophecy should not be reckoned a part of prophecy.
Now all prophecy is according to the Divine foreknowledge,
since the prophets “read in the book of foreknowledge,” as a
gloss says on Is. 38:1. erefore it would seem that prophecy
according to foreknowledge should not be reckoned a species
of prophecy.

Objection 2. Further, just as something is foretold in de-
nunciation, so is something foretold in promise, and both of
these are subject to alteration. For it is written ( Jer. 18:7,8): “I
will suddenly speak against a nation and against a kingdom,
to root out, and to pull down, and to destroy it. If that nation
against which I have spoken shall repent of their evil, I alsowill
repent”—and this pertains to the prophecy of denunciation,
and aerwards the text continues in reference to the prophecy
of promise ( Jer. 18:9,10): “I will suddenly speak of a nation
and of a kingdom, to build up and plant it. If it shall do evil
in My sight…I will repent of the good that I have spoken to
do unto it.” erefore as there is reckoned to be a prophecy of
denunciation, so should there be a prophecy of promise.

Objection3.Further, Isidore says (Etym. vii, 8): “ere are
seven kinds of prophecy. e first is an ecstasy, which is the
transport of themind: thus Peter saw a vessel descending from
heaven with all manner of beasts therein. e second kind is a
vision, as we read in Isaias, who says (Is. 6:1): ‘I saw the Lord
sitting,’ etc. e third kind is a dream: thus Jacob in a dream,
saw a ladder.e fourth kind is from themidst of a cloud: thus
God spake to Moses. e fih kind is a voice from heaven, as
that which called toAbraham saying (Gn. 22:11): ‘Lay not thy

hand upon the boy.’ e sixth kind is taking up a parable, as in
the example of Balaam (Num. 23:7; 24:15). e seventh kind
is the fullness of theHoly Ghost, as in the case of nearly all the
prophets.” Further, he mentions three kinds of vision; “one by
the eyes of the body, another by the soul’s imagination, a third
by the eyes of the mind.” Now these are not included in the
aforesaid division. erefore it is insufficient.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Jerome to whom
the gloss above quoted is ascribed.

I answer that, e species of moral habits and acts are
distinguished according to their objects. Now the object of
prophecy is something known by God and surpassing the fac-
ulty of man. Wherefore, according to the difference of such
things, prophecy is divided into various species, as assigned
above. Now it has been stated above (q. 71, a. 6, ad 2) that
the future is contained in the Divine knowledge in two ways.
First, as in its cause: and thus we have the prophecy of “denun-
ciation,” which is not always fulfilled. but it foretells the rela-
tion of cause to effect, which is sometimes hindered by some
other occurrence supervening. Secondly, God foreknows cer-
tain things in themselves—either as to be accomplished by
Himself, and of such things is the prophecy of “predestina-
tion,” since, according to Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 30),
“God predestines things which are not in our power”—or as
to be accomplished through man’s free-will, and of such is the
prophecy of “foreknowledge.” is may regard either good or
evil, which does not apply to the prophecy of predestination,
since the latter regards good alone. And since predestination
is comprised under foreknowledge, the gloss in the beginning
of the Psalter assigns only two species to prophecy, namely of
“foreknowledge,” and of “denunciation.”

Reply toObjection 1. Foreknowledge, properly speaking,
denotes precognition of future events in themselves, and in
this sense it is reckoned a species of prophecy. But in so far
as it is used in connection with future events, whether as in
themselves, or as in their causes, it is common to every species
of prophecy.

1842



Reply to Objection 2. e prophecy of promise is in-
cluded in the prophecy of denunciation, because the aspect
of truth is the same in both. But it is denominated in prefer-
ence from denunciation, because God is more inclined to re-
mit punishment than to withdraw promised blessings.

Reply toObjection 3. Isidore divides prophecy according
to the manner of prophesying. Now we may distinguish the
manner of prophesying—either according to man’s cognitive
powers, which are sense, imagination, and intellect, and then
we have the three kinds of vision mentioned both by him and
by Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 6,7)—or according to the dif-
ferent ways in which the prophetic current is received. us as
regards the enlightening of the intellect there is the “fullness of
the Holy Ghost” which he mentions in the seventh place. As

to the imprinting of pictures on the imagination he mentions
three, namely “dreams,” to which he gives the third place; “vi-
sion,”which occurs to the prophetwhile awake and regards any
kind of ordinary object, and this he puts in the second place;
and “ecstasy,” which results from the mind being uplied to
certain loy things, and to this he assigns the first place. As
regards sensible signs he reckons three kinds of prophecy, be-
cause a sensible sign is—either a corporeal thing offered exter-
nally to the sight, such as “a cloud,” which he mentions in the
fourth place—or a “voice” sounding from without and con-
veyed to man’s hearing—this he puts in the fih place—or a
voice proceeding from a man, conveying something under a
similitude, and this pertains to the “parable” to which he as-
signs the sixth place.

IIa IIae q. 174 a. 2Whether the prophecy which is accompanied by intellective and imaginative vision is more
excellent than that which is accompanied by intellective vision alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that the prophecy which has
intellective and imaginative vision is more excellent than that
which is accompanied by intellective vision alone. For Augus-
tine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 9): “He is less a prophet, who sees in
spirit nothing but the signs representative of things, by means
of the images of things corporeal: he is more a prophet, who
is merely endowed with the understanding of these signs; but
most of all is he a prophet, who excels in both ways,” and this
refers to the prophet who has intellective together with imag-
inative vision. erefore this kind of prophecy is more excel-
lent.

Objection 2. Further, the greater a thing’s power is, the
greater the distance to which it extends. Now the prophetic
light pertains chiefly to themind, as stated above (q. 173, a. 2).
erefore apparently the prophecy that extends to the imagi-
nation is greater than that which is confined to the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome (Prol. in Lib. Reg.) distin-
guishes the “prophets” from the “sacredwriters.”Now all those
whom he calls prophets (such as Isaias, Jeremias, and the like)
had intellective togetherwith imaginative vision: butnot those
whom he calls sacred writers, as writing by the inspiration of
the Holy Ghost (such as Job, David, Solomon, and the like).
erefore it would seem more proper to call prophets those
who had intellective together with imaginative vision, than
those who had intellective vision alone.

Objection 4. Further, Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. i) that
“it is impossible for the Divine ray to shine on us, except as
screened round about by the many-colored sacred veils.” Now
the prophetic revelation is conveyed by the infusion of the di-
vine ray. erefore it seems that it cannot be without the veils
of phantasms.

On the contrary, A gloss says at the beginning of the
Psalter that “the most excellent manner of prophecy is when
a man prophesies by the mere inspiration of the Holy Ghost,
apart from any outward assistance of deed, word, vision, or
dream.”

I answer that, e excellence of the means is measured
chiefly by the end. Now the end of prophecy is the manifes-
tation of a truth that surpasses the faculty of man. Wherefore
the more effective this manifestation is, the more excellent the
prophecy. But it is evident that the manifestation of divine
truth by means of the bare contemplation of the truth itself,
is more effective than that which is conveyed under the simil-
itude of corporeal things, for it approaches nearer to the heav-
enly visionwhereby the truth is seen inGod’s essence.Hence it
follows that the prophecy whereby a supernatural truth is seen
by intellectual vision, ismore excellent than that inwhich a su-
pernatural truth is manifested by means of the similitudes of
corporeal things in the vision of the imagination.

Moreover the prophet’s mind is shown thereby to bemore
loy: even as inhuman teaching thehearer,who is able to grasp
the bare intelligible truth the master propounds, is shown to
have a better understanding than onewhoneeds to be taken by
the hand and helped by means of examples taken from objects
of sense.Hence it is said in commendationofDavid’s prophecy
(2Kings 23:3): “e strong one of Israel spoke tome,” and fur-
ther on (2 Kings 23:4): “As the light of themorning, when the
sun riseth, shineth in the morning without clouds.”

Reply to Objection 1. When a particular supernatural
truth has to be revealed by means of corporeal images, he that
has both, namely the intellectual light and the imaginary vi-
sion, is more a prophet than he that has only one, because his
prophecy is more perfect; and it is in this sense that Augustine
speaks as quoted above. Nevertheless the prophecy in which
the bare intelligible truth is revealed is greater than all.

Reply toObjection 2. e same judgment does not apply
to things that are sought for their own sake, as to things sought
for the sake of something else. For in things sought for their
own sake, the agent’s power is the more effective according as
it extends tomore numerous andmore remote objects; even so
a physician is thoughtmore of, if he is able to healmore people,
and those who are further removed from health. on the other
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hand, in things sought only for the sake of something else, that
agent would seem to have greater power, who is able to achieve
his purpose with fewer means and those nearest to hand: thus
more praise is awarded the physician who is able to heal a sick
person by means of fewer and more gentle remedies. Now, in
the prophetic knowledge, imaginary vision is required, not for
its own sake, but on account of the manifestation of the in-
telligible truth. Wherefore prophecy is all the more excellent
according as it needs it less.

Reply to Objection 3. e fact that a particular predicate
is applicable to one thing and less properly to another, does
not prevent this latter from being simply better than the for-
mer: thus the knowledge of the blessed is more excellent than
the knowledge of the wayfarer, although faith is more prop-
erly predicated of the latter knowledge, because faith implies
an imperfection of knowledge. In like manner prophecy im-
plies a certain obscurity, and remoteness from the intelligible
truth; wherefore the name of prophet ismore properly applied
to those who see by imaginary vision. And yet the more excel-
lent prophecy is that which is conveyed by intellectual vision,
provided the same truth be revealed in either case. If, however,
the intellectual light be divinely infused in a person, not that

hemayknow some supernatural things, but that hemaybe able
to judge, with the certitude of divine truth, of things that can
be known by human reason, such intellectual prophecy is be-
neath that which is conveyed by an imaginary vision leading
to a supernatural truth. It was this kind of prophecy that all
those had who are included in the ranks of the prophets, who
moreover were called prophets for the special reason that they
exercised the prophetic calling officially. Hence they spoke as
God’s representatives, saying to the people: “us saith the
Lord”: but not so the authors of the “sacred writings,” several
of whom treated more frequently of things that can be known
byhuman reason, not inGod’s name, but in their own, yetwith
the assistance of the Divine light withal.

Reply to Objection 4. In the present life the enlighten-
ment by the divine ray is not altogether without any veil of
phantasms, because according to his present state of life it
is unnatural to man not to understand without a phantasm.
Sometimes, however, it is sufficient to have phantasms ab-
stracted in the usual way from the senses without any imagi-
nary vision divinely vouchsafed, and thus prophetic vision is
said to be without imaginary vision.

IIa IIae q. 174 a. 3Whether the degrees of prophecy can be distinguished according to the imaginary vision?

Objection 1. It would seem that the degrees of prophecy
cannot be distinguished according to the imaginary vision.
For the degrees of a thing bear relation to something that is
on its own account, not on account of something else. Now,
in prophecy, intellectual vision is sought on its own account,
and imaginary vision on account of something else, as stated
above (a. 2, ad 2). erefore it would seem that the degrees
of prophecy are distinguished not according to imaginary, but
only according to intellectual, vision.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly for one prophet there is
one degree of prophecy. Now one prophet receives revelation
through various imaginary visions. erefore a difference of
imaginary visions does not entail a difference of prophecy.

Objection 3. Further, according to a gloss*, prophecy con-
sists of words, deeds, dreams, and visions. erefore the de-
grees of prophecy should not be distinguished according to
imaginary vision, to which vision and dreams pertain, rather
than according to words and deeds.

On the contrary, e medium differentiates the degrees
of knowledge: thus science based on direct† proofs is more ex-
cellent than science based on indirect‡ premises or than opin-
ion, because it comes through a more excellent medium. Now
imaginary vision is a kind of medium in prophetic knowledge.
erefore the degrees of prophecy should be distinguished ac-
cording to imaginary vision.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 173, a. 2), the prophecy
wherein, by the intelligible light, a supernatural truth is re-

vealed through an imaginary vision, holds the mean between
the prophecy wherein a supernatural truth is revealed with-
out imaginary vision, and thatwherein through the intelligible
light andwithout an imaginary vision,man is directed to know
or do things pertaining to human conduct. Now knowledge is
more proper to prophecy than is action; wherefore the low-
est degree of prophecy is when a man, by an inward instinct,
is moved to perform some outward action. us it is related
of Samson (Judges 15:14) that “the Spirit of the Lord came
strongly upon him, and as the flax* is wont to be consumed at
the approach of fire, so the bands with which he was bound
were broken and loosed.” e second degree of prophecy is
when a man is enlightened by an inward light so as to know
certain things, which, however, do not go beyond the bounds
of natural knowledge: thus it is related of Solomon (3 Kings
4:32,33) that “he spoke…parables…and he treated about trees
from the cedar that is in Libanus unto the hyssop that cometh
out of the wall, and he discoursed of beasts and of fowls, and
of creeping things and of fishes”: and all of this came from di-
vine inspiration, for it was stated previously (3 Kings 4:29):
“God gave to Solomon wisdom and understanding exceeding
much.”

Nevertheless these two degrees are beneath prophecy
properly so called, because they do not attain to supernatural
truth. e prophecy wherein supernatural truth is manifested
through imaginary vision is differentiated first according to
the difference between dreams which occur during sleep, and

* Cassiodorus, super Prolog.Hieron. inPsalt. † “Propter quid”. ‡ “Quia”.
* ‘Lina.’ St. omas apparently read ‘ligna’ (‘wood’).
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vision which occurs while one is awake. e latter belongs to a
higher degree of prophecy, since the prophetic light that draws
the soul away to supernatural things while it is awake and oc-
cupied with sensible things would seem to be stronger than
that which finds a man’s soul asleep and withdrawn from ob-
jects of sense. Secondly the degrees of this prophecy are differ-
entiated according to the expressiveness of the imaginary signs
whereby the intelligible truth is conveyed.And sincewords are
the most expressive signs of intelligible truth, it would seem
to be a higher degree of prophecy when the prophet, whether
awake or asleep, hears words expressive of an intelligible truth,
than when he sees things significative of truth, for instance
“the seven full ears of corn” signified “seven years of plenty”
(Gn. 41:22,26). In such like signs prophecy would seem to be
the more excellent, according as the signs are more expressive,
for instance when Jeremias saw the burning of the city under
the figure of a boiling cauldron (Jer. 1:13). irdly, it is evi-
dently a still higher degree of prophecy when a prophet not
only sees signs of words or deeds, but also, either awake or
asleep, sees someone speaking or showing something to him,
since this proves the prophet’smind to have approachednearer
to the cause of the revelation. Fourthly, the height of a degree
of prophecy may be measured according to the appearance of
the person seen: for it is a higher degree of prophecy, if he who
speaks or shows something to the waking or sleeping prophet
be seen by himunder the formof an angel, than if he be seen by
him under the form of man: and higher still is it, if he be seen

by the prophet whether asleep or awake, under the appearance
of God, according to Is. 6:1, “I saw the Lord sitting.”

But above all these degrees there is a third kind of
prophecy, wherein an intelligible and supernatural truth is
shown without any imaginary vision. However, this goes be-
yond the bounds of prophecy properly so called, as stated
above (a. 2, ad 3); and consequently the degrees of prophecy
are properly distinguished according to imaginary vision.

Reply to Objection 1. We are unable to know how to dis-
tinguish the intellectual light, except by means of imaginary
or sensible signs. Hence the difference in the intellectual light
is gathered from the difference in the things presented to the
imagination.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 171, a. 2),
prophecy is by way, not of an abiding habit, but of a transi-
tory passion; wherefore there is nothing inconsistent if one
and the same prophet, at different times, receive various de-
grees of prophetic revelation.

Reply to Objection 3. e words and deeds mentioned
there do not pertain to the prophetic revelation, but to the an-
nouncement, which is made according to the disposition of
those to whom that which is revealed to the prophet is an-
nounced; and this is done sometimes by words, sometimes
by deeds. Now this announcement, and the working of mira-
cles, are something consequent upon prophecy, as stated above
(q. 171, a. 1).

IIa IIae q. 174 a. 4Whether Moses was the greatest of the prophets?

Objection 1. It would seem that Moses was not the great-
est of the prophets. For a gloss at the beginning of the Psalter
says that “David is called the prophet by way of excellence.”
erefore Moses was not the greatest of all.

Objection2.Further, greatermiracleswerewrought by Jo-
sue, who made the sun and moon to stand still ( Josh. 10:12-
14), and by Isaias, who made the sun to turn back (Is. 38:8),
than by Moses, who divided the Red Sea (Ex. 14:21). In like
manner greater miracles were wrought by Elias, of whom it is
written (Ecclus. 48:4,5): “Who can glory like to thee? Who
raisedst up a dead man from below.” erefore Moses was not
the greatest of the prophets.

Objection 3.Further, it is written (Mat. 11:11) that “there
hath not risen, among them that are born of women, a greater
than John the Baptist.” erefore Moses was not greater than
all the prophets.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 34:10): “ere arose no
more a prophet in Israel like unto Moses.”

I answer that, Although in some respect one or other of
the prophets was greater than Moses, yet Moses was simply
the greatest of all. For, as stated above (a. 3; q. 171, a. 1), in
prophecy we may consider not only the knowledge, whether
by intellectual or by imaginary vision, but also the announce-

ment and the confirmation by miracles. Accordingly Moses
was greater than the other prophets. First, as regards the in-
tellectual vision, since he saw God’s very essence, even as Paul
in his rapture did, according to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii,
27). Hence it is written (Num. 12:8) that he saw God “plainly
and not by riddles.” Secondly, as regards the imaginary vision,
which he had at his call, as it were, for not only did he hear
words, but also saw one speaking to him under the form of
God, and this not only while asleep, but even when he was
awake. Hence it is written (Ex. 33:11) that “the Lord spoke
to Moses face to face, as a man is wont to speak to his friend.”
irdly, as regards the working of miracles which he wrought
on a whole nation of unbelievers. Wherefore it is written (Dt.
34:10,11): “ere arose no more a prophet in Israel like unto
Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face: in all the signs and
wonders, which He sent by him, to do in the land of Egypt to
Pharaoh, and to all his servants, and to his whole land.”

Reply toObjection 1.e prophecy of David approaches
near to the vision of Moses, as regards the intellectual vision,
because both received a revelation of intelligible and super-
natural truth, without any imaginary vision. Yet the vision of
Moses was more excellent as regards the knowledge of the
Godhead; while David more fully knew and expressed the
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mysteries of Christ’s incarnation.
Reply to Objection 2. ese signs of the prophets men-

tioned were greater as to the substance of the thing done; yet
the miracles of Moses were greater as regards the way in which

they were done, since they were wrought on a whole people.
Reply to Objection 3. John belongs to the New Testa-

ment, whose ministers take precedence even of Moses, since
they are spectators of a fuller revelation, as stated in 2 Cor. 3.

IIa IIae q. 174 a. 5Whether there is a degree of prophecy in the blessed?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is a degree of
prophecy in the blessed. For, as stated above (a. 4), Moses saw
the Divine essence, and yet he is called a prophet. erefore in
like manner the blessed can be called prophets.

Objection 2. Further, prophecy is a “divine revelation.”
Now divine revelations are made even to the blessed angels.
erefore even blessed angels can be prophets.

Objection 3. Further, Christ was a comprehensor from
the moment of His conception; and yet He calls Himself a
prophet (Mat. 13:57), when He says: “A prophet is not with-
out honor, save in his own country.” erefore even compre-
hensors and the blessed can be called prophets.

Objection 4. Further, it is written of Samuel (Ecclus.
46:23): “He lied up his voice from the earth in prophecy to
blot out the wickedness of the nation.” erefore other saints
can likewise be called prophets aer they have died.

On the contrary, e prophetic word is compared (2 Pet.
1:19) to a “light that shineth in a dark place.” Now there is
no darkness in the blessed. erefore they cannot be called
prophets.

I answer that, Prophecy denotes vision of some supernat-
ural truth as being far remote from us. is happens in two
ways. First, on the part of the knowledge itself, because, to wit,
the supernatural truth is not known in itself, but in some of
its effects; and this truth will be more remote if it be known
by means of images of corporeal things, than if it be known in
its intelligible effects; and such most of all is the prophetic vi-
sion, which is conveyed by images and likenesses of corporeal
things. Secondly, vision is remote on the part of the seer, be-
cause, towit, he has not yet attained completely to his ultimate
perfection, according to 2Cor. 5:6, “While we are in the body,
we are absent from the Lord.”

Now in neither of these ways are the blessed remote;

wherefore they cannot be called prophets.
Reply to Objection 1. is vision of Moses was inter-

rupted aer the manner of a passion, and was not permanent
like the beatific vision, wherefore he was as yet a seer from afar.
For this reason his vision did not entirely lose the character of
prophecy.

Reply toObjection 2.edivine revelation ismade to the
angels, not as being far distant, but as already wholly united
to God; wherefore their revelation has not the character of
prophecy.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ was at the same time
comprehensor and wayfarer*. Consequently the notion of
prophecy is not applicable toHimas a comprehensor, but only
as a wayfarer.

Reply to Objection 4. Samuel had not yet attained to the
state of blessedness.Wherefore although byGod’s will the soul
itself of Samuel foretold to Saul the issue of the war as revealed
to him by God, this pertains to the nature of prophecy. It is
not the same with the saints who are now in heaven. Nor does
it make any difference that this is stated to have been brought
about by the demons’ art, because although the demons are un-
able to evoke the soul of a saint, or to force it to do any partic-
ular thing, this can be done by the power of God, so that when
the demon is consulted,GodHimself declares the truth byHis
messenger: even asHe gave a true answer by Elias to the King’s
messengers who were sent to consult the god of Accaron (4
Kings 1).

It might also be replied* that it was not the soul of Samuel,
but a demon impersonating him; and that the wise man calls
him Samuel, and describes his prediction as prophetic, in ac-
cordance with the thoughts of Saul and the bystanders who
were of this opinion.

IIa IIae q. 174 a. 6Whether the degrees of prophecy change as time goes on?

Objection 1. It would seem that the degrees of prophecy
change as time goes on. For prophecy is directed to the knowl-
edge of Divine things, as stated above (a. 2). Now according
to Gregory (Hom. in Ezech.), “knowledge of God went on
increasing as time went on.” erefore degrees of prophecy
should be distinguished according to the process of time.

Objection 2. Further, prophetic revelation is conveyed by
God speaking to man; while the prophets declared both in
words and in writing the things revealed to them. Now it is

written (1Kings 3:1) that before the time of Samuel “the word
of theLordwas precious,” i.e. rare; and yet aerwards itwas de-
livered to many. In like manner the books of the prophets do
not appear to have been written before the time of Isaias, to
whom it was said (Is. 8:1): “Take thee a great book and write
in it with a man’s pen,” aer which many prophets wrote their
prophecies. erefore it would seem that in course of time the
degree of prophecy made progress.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord said (Mat. 11:13): “e
* Cf. IIIa, Qq. 9, seqq. * eBook of Ecclesiasticus was not as yet declared
by the Church to be Canonical Scripture; Cf. Ia, q. 89, a. 8, ad 2.
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prophets and the law prophesied until John”; and aerwards
the gi of prophecy was in Christ’s disciples in a much more
excellent manner than in the prophets of old, according to
Eph. 3:5, “In other generations” the mystery of Christ “was
not known to the sons ofmen, as it is now revealed toHis holy
apostles and prophets in the Spirit.” erefore it would seem
that in course of time the degree of prophecy advanced.

On the contrary, As stated above (a. 4), Moses was
the greatest of the prophets, and yet he preceded the other
prophets. erefore prophecy did not advance in degree as
time went on.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), prophecy is directed
to the knowledge of Divine truth, by the contemplation of
which we are not only instructed in faith, but also guided in
our actions, according to Ps. 42:3, “Send forth y light and
y truth: they have conducted me.” Now our faith consists
chiefly in two things: first, in the true knowledge of God, ac-
cording to Heb. 11:6, “He that cometh to God must believe
that He is”; secondly, in the mystery of Christ’s incarnation,
according to Jn. 14:1, “You believe inGod, believe also inMe.”
Accordingly, if we speak of prophecy as directed to the God-
head as its end, it progressed according to three divisions of
time, namely before the law, under the law, and under grace.
For before the law, Abraham and the other patriarchs were
prophetically taught things pertinent to faith in theGodhead.
Hence they are called prophets, according to Ps. 104:15, “Do
no evil to My prophets,” which words are said especially on
behalf of Abraham and Isaac. Under the Law prophetic reve-
lation of things pertinent to faith in the Godhead was made
in a yet more excellent way than hitherto, because then not
only certain special persons or families but the whole people
had to be instructed in these matters. Hence the Lord said to
Moses (Ex. 6:2,3): “I am the Lord that appeared to Abraham,
to Isaac, and to Jacob, by the name of God almighty, and My
name Adonai I did not show to them”; because previously the
patriarchs had been taught to believe in a general way in God,
one and Almighty, while Moses was more fully instructed in
the simplicity of the Divine essence, when it was said to him
(Ex. 3:14): “I am Who am”; and this name is signified by Jews
in the word “Adonai” on account of their veneration for that
unspeakable name. Aerwards in the time of grace the mys-
tery of the Trinity was revealed by the Son of God Himself,
according to Mat. 28:19: “Going…teach ye all nations, baptiz-
ing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost.”

In each state, however, the most excellent revelation was
that which was given first. Now the first revelation, before the
Law, was given to Abraham, for it was at that time that men
began to stray from faith in oneGod by turning aside to idola-
try, whereas hitherto no such revelationwas necessarywhile all
persevered in the worship of one God. A less excellent revela-
tionwasmade to Isaac, being founded on thatwhichwasmade
to Abraham. Wherefore it was said to him (Gn. 26:24): “I am
the God of Abraham thy father,” and in like manner to Jacob

(Gn. 28:13): “I am the God of Abraham thy father, and the
God of Isaac.” Again in the state of the Law the first revelation
which was given to Moses was more excellent, and on this rev-
elation all the other revelations to the prophets were founded.
And so, too, in the time of grace the entire faith of the Church
is founded on the revelation vouchsafed to the apostles, con-
cerning the faith in one God and three Persons, according to
Mat. 16:18, “On this rock,” i.e. of thy confession, “I will build
My Church.”

As to the faith in Christ’s incarnation, it is evident that
the nearer men were to Christ, whether before or aer Him,
the more fully, for the most part, were they instructed on this
point, and aer Him more fully than before, as the Apostle
declares (Eph. 3:5).

As regards the guidance of human acts, the prophetic rev-
elation varied not according to the course of time, but accord-
ing as circumstances required, because as it is written (Prov.
29:18), “When prophecy shall fail, the people shall be scat-
tered abroad.” Wherefore at all times men were divinely in-
structed about what they were to do, according as it was ex-
pedient for the spiritual welfare of the elect.

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of Gregory is to be re-
ferred to the time before Christ’s incarnation, as regards the
knowledge of this mystery.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xviii, 27), “just as in the early days of the Assyrian kingdom
promises were made most explicitly to Abraham, so at the
outset of the western Babylon,” which is Rome, “and under
its sway Christ was to come, in Whom were to be fulfilled
the promises made through the prophetic oracles testifying in
word and writing to that great event to come,” the promises,
namely, which were made to Abraham. “For while prophets
were scarcely ever lacking to the people of Israel from the time
that they began to have kings, it was exclusively for their bene-
fit, not for that of the nations. But when those prophetic writ-
ings were being set up with greater publicity, which at some
future time were to benefit the nations, it was fitting to begin
when this city,” Rome to wit, “was being built, which was to
govern the nations.”

e reason why it behooved that nation to have a number
of prophets especially at the time of the kings, was that then
it was not over-ridden by other nations, but had its own king;
wherefore it behooved the people, as enjoying liberty, to have
prophets to teach them what to do.

Reply to Objection 3. e prophets who foretold the
coming of Christ could not continue further than John, who
with his finger pointed toChrist actually present.Nevertheless
as Jerome says on this passage, “is does not mean that there
were no more prophets aer John. For we read in the Acts of
the apostles that Agabus and the four maidens, daughters of
Philip, prophesied.” John, too, wrote a prophetic book about
the end of the Church; and at all times there have not been
lacking persons having the spirit of prophecy, not indeed for
the declaration of any new doctrine of faith, but for the di-
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rection of human acts. us Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v,
26) that “the emperor eodosius sent to John who dwelt in
the Egyptian desert, and whomhe knew by his ever-increasing

fame to be endowed with the prophetic spirit: and from him
he received a message assuring him of victory.”
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S P   S P, Q 175
Of Rapture

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider rapture. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the soul of man is carried away to things divine?
(2) Whether rapture pertains to the cognitive or to the appetitive power?
(3) Whether Paul when in rapture saw the essence of God?
(4) Whether he was withdrawn from his senses?
(5) Whether, when in that state, his soul was wholly separated from his body?
(6) What did he know, and what did he not know about this matter?

IIa IIae q. 175 a. 1Whether the soul of man is carried away to things divine?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of man is not
carried away to things divine. For some define rapture as “an
upliing by the power of a higher nature, from that which is
according to nature to that which is above nature”*. Now it is
in accordance with man’s nature that he be uplied to things
divine; for Augustine says at the beginning of his Confessions:
“ou madest us, Lord, for yself, and our heart is restless,
till it rest in ee.” erefore man’s soul is not carried away to
things divine.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. viii) that
“God’s justice is seen in this that He treats all things according
to their mode and dignity.” But it is not in accordance with
man’s mode and worth that he be raised above what he is ac-
cording to nature. erefore it would seem that man’s soul is
not carried away to things divine.

Objection 3. Further, rapture denotes violence of some
kind. But God rules us not by violence or force, as Damascene
says†.ereforeman’s soul is not carried away to things divine.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (2 Cor. 12:2): “I know
a man in Christ…rapt even to the third heaven.” On which
words a gloss says: “Rapt, that is to say, uplied contrary to
nature.”

I answer that,Rapture denotes violence of a kind as stated
above (obj. 3); and “the violent is that which has its principle
without, and in which he that suffers violence concurs not at
all” (Ethic. iii, 1). Now everything concurs in that to which it
tends in accordance with its proper inclination, whether vol-
untary or natural. Wherefore he who is carried away by some
external agent, must be carried to something different from
that to which his inclination tends. is difference arises in
two ways: in one way from the end of the inclination—for in-
stance a stone, which is naturally inclined to be borne down-
wards, may be thrown upwards; in another way from theman-
ner of tending—for instance a stone may be thrown down-
wards with greater velocity than consistent with its natural
movement.

Accordingly man’s soul also is said to be carried away, in

a twofold manner, to that which is contrary to its nature: in
oneway, as regards the term of transport—aswhen it is carried
away to punishment, according to Ps. 49:22, “Lest He snatch
you away, and there be none to deliver you”; in another way, as
regards themanner connatural toman, which is that he should
understand the truth through sensible things. Hence when he
is withdrawn from the apprehension of sensibles, he is said to
be carried away, even though he be uplied to things where-
unto he is directed naturally: provided this be not done inten-
tionally, as when a man betakes himself to sleep which is in
accordance with nature, wherefore sleep cannot be called rap-
ture, properly speaking.

is withdrawal, whatever its term may be, may arise from
a threefold cause. First, fromabodily cause, as happens to those
who suffer abstraction from the senses through weakness: sec-
ondly, by the power of the demons, as in those who are pos-
sessed: thirdly, by the power of God. In this last sense we are
now speaking of rapture,whereby aman is upliedby the spirit
of God to things supernatural, andwithdrawn fromhis senses,
according to Ezech. 8:3, “e spirit lied me up between the
earth and theheaven, andbroughtme in the visionofGod into
Jerusalem.”

It must be observed, however, that sometimes a person is
said to be carried away, not only through being withdrawn
from his senses, but also through being withdrawn from the
things to which he was attending, as when a person’s mind
wanders contrary to his purpose. But this is to use the expres-
sion in a less proper signification.

Reply toObjection1. It is natural toman to tend to divine
things through the apprehension of things sensible, according
to Rom. 1:20, “e invisible things of God…are clearly seen,
being understood by the things that are made.” But the mode,
whereby aman is uplied todivine things andwithdrawn from
his senses, is not natural to man.

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs to man’s mode and dig-
nity that he be uplied to divine things, from the very fact that
he is made to God’s image. And since a divine good infinitely

* Reference unknown; Cf. De Veritate xiii, 1. † De Fide Orth. ii, 30.

1849



surpasses the faculty of man in order to attain that good, he
needs the divine assistance which is bestowed on him in every
gi of grace. Hence it is not contrary to nature, but above the
faculty of nature that man’s mind be thus uplied in rapture
by God.

Reply to Objection 3. e saying of Damascene refers to

those things which a man does by himself. But as to those
things which are beyond the scope of the free-will, man needs
to be uplied by a stronger operation, which in a certain re-
spectmay be called force if we consider themode of operation,
but not if we consider its term to which man is directed both
by nature and by his intention.

IIa IIae q. 175 a. 2Whether rapture pertains to the cognitive rather than to the appetitive power?

Objection 1. It would seem that rapture pertains to the
appetitive rather than to the cognitive power. For Dionysius
says (Div.Nom. iv): “eDivine love causes ecstasy.”Now love
pertains to the appetitive power. erefore so does ecstasy or
rapture.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Dial. ii, 3) that “he
who fed the swine debased himself by a dissipated mind and
an unclean life; whereas Peter, when the angel delivered him
and carried him into ecstasy, was not beside himself, but above
himself.” Now the prodigal son sank into the depths by his
appetite. erefore in those also who are carried up into the
heights it is the appetite that is affected.

Objection3.Further, a gloss onPs. 30:1, “Inee,OLord,
have I hoped, let me never be confounded,” says in explaining
the title*: ”Ἔκστασις in Greek signifies in Latin ‘excessus men-
tis,’ an aberration of the mind. is happens in two ways, ei-
ther through dread of earthly things or through the mind be-
ing rapt in heavenly things and forgetful of this lower world.”
Now dread of earthly things pertains to the appetite. ere-
fore rapture of the mind in heavenly things, being placed in
opposition to this dread, also pertains to the appetite.

On the contrary,Agloss on Ps. 115:2, “I said inmy excess:
Every man is a liar,” says: “We speak of ecstasy, not when the
mind wanders through fear, but when it is carried alo on the
wings of revelation.” Now revelation pertains to the intellec-
tive power. erefore ecstasy or rapture does also.

I answer that, We can speak of rapture in two ways. First,
with regard to the termof rapture, and thus, properly speaking,
rapture cannot pertain to the appetitive, but only to the cog-
nitive power. For it was stated (a. 1) that rapture is outside the
inclination of the person who is rapt; whereas the movement
of the appetitive power is an inclination to an appetible good.
Wherefore, properly speaking, in desiring something, a man is
not rapt, but is moved by himself.

Secondly, rapture may be considered with regard to its
cause, and thus it may have a cause on the part of the appet-
itive power. For from the very fact that the appetite is strongly
affected towards something, it may happen, owing to the vio-
lence of his affection, that a man is carried away from every-
thing else. Moreover, it has an effect on the appetitive power,
when for instance a man delights in the things to which he is
rapt. Hence the Apostle said that he was rapt, not only “to the
third heaven”—which pertains to the contemplation of the

intellect—but also into “paradise,” which pertains to the ap-
petite.

Reply toObjection 1.Rapture adds something to ecstasy.
For ecstasymeans simply a going out of oneself by being placed
outside one’s proper order†; while rapture denotes a certain vi-
olence in addition. Accordingly ecstasy may pertain to the ap-
petitive power, as when a man’s appetite tends to something
outside him, and in this sense Dionysius says that “the Divine
love causes ecstasy,” inasmuch as it makes man’s appetite tend
to the object loved. Hence he says aerwards that “even God
Himself, the cause of all things, through the overflow of His
loving goodness, goes outside Himself in His providence for
all beings.” But even if this were said expressly of rapture, it
would merely signify that love is the cause of rapture.

Reply toObjection 2.ere is a twofold appetite in man;
to wit, the intellective appetite which is called the will, and the
sensitive appetite known as the sensuality. Now it is proper to
man that his lower appetite be subject to the higher appetite,
and that the higher move the lower. Hence man may become
outside himself as regards the appetite, in two ways. In one
way, when a man’s intellective appetite tends wholly to divine
things, and takes no account of those things whereto the sensi-
tive appetite inclines him; thus Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv)
that “Paul being in ecstasy through the vehemence of Divine
love” exclaimed: “I live, now not I, but Christ liveth in me.”

In another way, when a man tends wholly to things per-
taining to the lower appetite, and takes no account of his
higher appetite. It is thus that “he who fed the swine debased
himself ”; and this latter kind of going out of oneself, or be-
ing beside oneself, is more akin than the former to the nature
of rapture because the higher appetite is more proper to man.
Hence when through the violence of his lower appetite a man
is withdrawn from the movement of his higher appetite, it is
more a case of being withdrawn from that which is proper to
him. Yet, because there is no violence therein, since the will
is able to resist the passion, it falls short of the true nature of
rapture, unless perchance the passion be so strong that it takes
away entirely the use of reason, as happens to those who are
mad with anger or love.

It must be observed. however, that both these excesses af-
fecting the appetitemay cause an excess in the cognitive power,
either because the mind is carried away to certain intelligible
objects, through being drawn away from objects of sense, or

* Unto the end, a psalm for David, in an ecstasy. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 28, a. 3.
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because it is caught up into some imaginary vision or fanciful
apparition.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as love is a movement of the

appetite with regard to good, so fear is a movement of the
appetite with regard to evil. Wherefore either of them may
equally cause an aberration ofmind; and all themore since fear
arises from love, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7,9).

IIa IIae q. 175 a. 3Whether Paul, when in rapture, saw the essence of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that Paul, when in rapture, did
not see the essence of God. For just as we read of Paul that he
was rapt to the third heaven, so we read of Peter (Acts 10:10)
that “there came upon him an ecstasy of mind.” Now Peter,
in his ecstasy, saw not God’s essence but an imaginary vision.
erefore it would seem that neither did Paul see the essence
of God.

Objection 2. Further, the vision of God is beatific. But
Paul, in his rapture, was not beatified; else hewould never have
returned to the unhappiness of this life, but his body would
have been glorified by the overflow from his soul, as will hap-
pen to the saints aer the resurrection, and this clearly was not
the case.erefore Paul when in rapture saw not the essence of
God.

Objection 3. Further, according to 1 Cor. 13:10-12, faith
and hope are incompatible with the vision of the Divine
essence. But Paul when in this state had faith and hope.ere-
fore he saw not the essence of God.

Objection 4. Further, as Augustine states (Gen. ad lit. xii,
6,7), “pictures of bodies are seen in the imaginary vision.”Now
Paul is stated (2Cor. 12:2,4) to have seen certain pictures in his
rapture, for instance of the “third heaven” and of “paradise.”
erefore he would seem to have been rapt to an imaginary
vision rather than to the vision of the Divine essence.

On the contrary, Augustine (Ep. CXLVII, 13; ad Paulin.,
de videndo Deum) concludes that “possibly God’s very sub-
stance was seen by some while yet in this life: for instance by
Moses, and by Paul who in rapture heard unspeakable words,
which it is not granted unto man to utter.”

I answer that, Some have said that Paul, when in rapture,
saw “not the very essence ofGod, but a certain reflectionofHis
clarity.” But Augustine clearly comes to an opposite decision,
not only in his book (De videndo Deum), but also in Gen. ad
lit. xii, 28 (quoted in a gloss on 2Cor. 12:2). Indeed the words
themselves of the Apostle indicate this. For he says that “he
heard secret words, which it is not granted untoman to utter”:
and such would seem to be words pertaining to the vision of
the blessed, which transcends the state of the wayfarer, accord-
ing to Is. 64:4, “Eye hath not seen, O God, besides ee, what
thingsouhast prepared for them that love [Vulg.: ‘wait for’]
ee”*.erefore it ismore becoming to hold that he sawGod
in His essence.

Reply to Objection 1. Man’s mind is rapt by God to the
contemplation of divine truth in three ways. First, so that he
contemplates it through certain imaginary pictures, and such

was the ecstasy that came upon Peter. Secondly, so that he con-
templates the divine truth through its intelligible effects; such
was the ecstasy of David, who said (Ps. 115:11): “I said in my
excess: Every man is a liar.” irdly, so that he contemplates it
in its essence. Such was the rapture of Paul, as also of Moses†;
and not without reason, since asMoses was the first Teacher of
the Jews, so was Paul the first “Teacher of the gentiles”‡.

Reply to Objection 2. e Divine essence cannot be seen
by a created intellect save through the light of glory, of which
it is written (Ps. 35:10): “In y light we shall see light.” But
this light can be shared in two ways. First by way of an abiding
form, and thus it beatifies the saints in heaven. Secondly, by
way of a transitory passion, as stated above (q. 171 , a. 2) of the
light of prophecy; and in this way that light was in Paul when
hewas in rapture.Hence this visiondidnot beatify him simply,
so as to overflow into his body, but only in a restricted sense.
Consequently this rapture pertains somewhat to prophecy.

Reply to Objection 3. Since, in his rapture, Paul was be-
atified not as to the habit, but only as to the act of the blessed,
it follows that he had not the act of faith at the same time, al-
though he had the habit.

Reply to Objection 4. In one way by the third heaven
we may understand something corporeal, and thus the third
heaven denotes the empyrean§, which is described as the
“third,” in relation to the aerial and starry heavens, or better
still, in relation to the aqueous and crystalline heavens. More-
over Paul is stated to be rapt to the “third heaven,” not as
though his rapture consisted in the vision of something corpo-
real, but because this place is appointed for the contemplation
of the blessed.Hence the gloss on 2Cor. 12 says that the “third
heaven is a spiritual heaven,where the angels and the holy souls
enjoy the contemplation of God: and when Paul says that he
was rapt to this heaven hemeans thatGod showed him the life
wherein He is to be seen forevermore.”

In another way the third heaven may signify a supra-
mundane vision. Such a vision may be called the third heaven
in three ways. First, according to the order of the cognitive
powers. In this way the first heaven would indicate a supra-
mundane bodily vision, conveyed through the senses; thus was
seen the handof onewriting on thewall (Dan. 5:5); the second
heaven would be an imaginary vision such as Isaias saw, and
John in theApocalypse; and the third heavenwould denote an
intellectual vision according to Augustine’s explanation (Gen.
ad lit. xii, 26,28,34). Secondly, the third heaven may be taken
according to the order of things knowable, the first heaven be-

* 1 Cor. 2:9. † Cf. q. 174, a. 4. ‡ Cf. Ia, q. 68, a. 4. § 1 Tim. 2:7; Cf.
Ia, q. 12, a. 11, ad 2.
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ing “the knowledge of heavenly bodies, the second the knowl-
edge of heavenly spirits, the third the knowledge of GodHim-
self.” irdly, the third heaven may denote the contemplation
of God according to the degrees of knowledge wherebyGod is
seen.efirst of these degrees belongs to the angels of the low-
est hierarchy*, the second to the angels of themiddle hierarchy,

the third to the angels of the highest hierarchy, according to
the gloss on 2 Cor. 12.

And since the vision of God cannot be without delight, he
says that he was not only “rapt to the third heaven” by reason
of his contemplation, but also into “Paradise” by reason of the
consequent delight.

IIa IIae q. 175 a. 4Whether Paul, when in rapture, was withdrawn from his senses?

Objection1. Itwould seem that Paul,when in rapture,was
not withdrawn from his senses. For Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. xii, 28): “Why should we not believe that when so great
an apostle, the teacher of the gentiles, was rapt to this most
sublime vision, God was willing to vouchsafe him a glimpse of
that eternal life which is to take the place of the present life?”
Now in that future life aer the resurrection the saints will see
the Divine essence without being withdrawn from the senses
of the body.erefore neither did such awithdrawal take place
in Paul.

Objection 2. Further, Christ was truly a wayfarer, and also
enjoyed an uninterrupted vision of the Divine essence, with-
out, however, being withdrawn from His senses. erefore
there was no need for Paul to be withdrawn from his senses
in order for him to see the essence of God.

Objection3.Further, aer seeingGod inHis essence, Paul
remembered what he had seen in that vision; hence he said (2
Cor. 12:4): “He heard secret words, which it is not granted
to man to utter.” Now the memory belongs to the sensitive
faculty according to the Philosopher (De Mem. et Remin. i).
erefore it seems that Paul, while seeing the essence of God,
was not withdrawn from his senses.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 27): “Un-
less a man in some way depart this life, whether by going al-
together out of his body or by turning away and withdrawing
from his carnal senses, so that he truly knows not as the Apos-
tle said, whether he be in the body or out of the body, he is not
rapt and caught up into that vision.†”

I answer that, e Divine essence cannot be seen by man
through any cognitive power other than the intellect. Now
the human intellect does not turn to intelligible objects ex-
cept bymeans of the phantasms‡ which it takes from the senses
through the intelligible species; and it is in considering these
phantasms that the intellect judges of and coordinates sensi-
ble objects. Hence in any operation that requires abstraction
of the intellect fromphantasms, theremust be also withdrawal

of the intellect from the senses. Now in the state of the way-
farer it is necessary for man’s intellect, if it see God’s essence,
to be withdrawn from phantasms. For God’s essence cannot
be seen by means of a phantasm, nor indeed by any created in-
telligible species§, sinceGod’s essence infinitely transcends not
only all bodies, which are represented by phantasms, but also
all intelligible creatures. Now when man’s intellect is uplied
to the sublime vision of God’s essence, it is necessary that his
mind’s whole attention should be summoned to that purpose
in such a way that he understand naught else by phantasms,
and be absorbed entirely in God. erefore it is impossible for
man while a wayfarer to see God in His essence without being
withdrawn from his senses.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 3, obj. 2), aer
the resurrection, in the blessed who see God in His essence,
therewill be an overflow from the intellect to the lower powers
and even to the body.Hence it is in keeping with the rule itself
of the divine vision that the soul will turn towards phantasms
and sensible objects. But there is no suchoverflow in thosewho
are raptured, as stated (a. 3, obj. 2, ad 2), and consequently the
comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. e intellect of Christ’s soul was
glorified by the habit of the light of glory, whereby He saw the
Divine essence much more fully than an angel or a man. He
was, however, a wayfarer on account of the passibility of His
body, in respect of which He was “made a little lower than the
angels” (Heb. 2:9), by dispensation, and not on account of any
defect on the part of His intellect. Hence there is no compari-
son between Him and other wayfarers.

Reply to Objection 3. Paul, aer seeing God in His
essence, remembered what he had known in that vision, by
means of certain intelligible species that remained in his intel-
lect by way of habit; even as in the absence of the sensible ob-
ject, certain impressions remain in the soul which it recollects
when it turns to the phantasms.And so thiswas the knowledge
that he was unable wholly to think over or express in words.

* Cf. Ia, q. 108, a. 1. † e text of St. Augustine reads: “when he is rapt,” etc. ‡ Cf. Ia, q. 84, a. 7. § Cf. Ia, q. 12, a. 2.
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IIa IIae q. 175 a. 5Whether, while in this state, Paul’s soul was wholly separated from his body?

Objection 1. It would seem that, while in this state, Paul’s
soul was wholly separated from his body. For the Apostle says
(2 Cor. 5:6,7): “While we are in the body we are absent from
the Lord. For we walk by faith, and not by sight”*. Now, while
in that state, Paul was not absent from the Lord, for he saw
Him by a species, as stated above (a. 3). erefore he was not
in the body.

Objection 2. Further, a power of the soul cannot be up-
lied above the soul’s essence wherein it is rooted. Now in this
rapture the intellect, which is a power of the soul, was with-
drawn from its bodily surroundings through being uplied to
divine contemplation.Muchmore thereforewas the essence of
the soul separated from the body.

Objection 3. Further, the forces of the vegetative soul are
more material than those of the sensitive soul. Now in order
for him to be rapt to the vision of God, it was necessary for
him to be withdrawn from the forces of the sensitive soul, as
stated above (a. 4). Much more, therefore, was it necessary for
him to be withdrawn from the forces of the vegetative soul.
Now when these forces cease to operate, the soul is no longer
in any way united to the body. erefore it would seem that in
Paul’s rapture it was necessary for the soul to be wholly sepa-
rated from the body.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. CXLVII, 13, ad
Paulin.; de videndo Deum): “It is not incredible that this sub-
lime revelation” (namely, that they should see God in His
essence) “was vouchsafed certain saints, without their depart-
ing this life so completely as to leave nothing but a corpse for
burial.” erefore it was not necessary for Paul’s soul, when in
rapture, to be wholly separated from his body.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, obj. 1), in the rap-
ture of which we are speaking now, man is uplied by God’s

power, “from that which is according to nature to that which
is above nature.” Wherefore two things have to be considered:
first, what pertains toman according to nature; secondly, what
has to be done by God in man above his nature. Now, since
the soul is united to the body as its natural form, it belongs to
the soul to have a natural disposition to understand by turning
to phantasms; and this is not withdrawn by the divine power
from the soul in rapture, since its state undergoes no change, as
stated above (a. 3, ad 2,3). Yet, this state remaining, actual con-
version to phantasms and sensible objects is withdrawn from
the soul, lest it be hindered from being uplied to that which
transcends all phantasms, as stated above (a. 4). erefore it
was not necessary that his soul in rapture should be so sepa-
rated from the body as to cease to be united thereto as its form;
and yet it was necessary for his intellect to be withdrawn from
phantasms and the perception of sensible objects.

Reply toObjection1. In this rapture Paulwas absent from
the Lord as regards his state, since he was still in the state of a
wayfarer, but not as regards the act by which he saw God by a
species, as stated above (a. 3, ad 2,3).

Reply toObjection 2. A faculty of the soul is not uplied
by the natural power above the mode becoming the essence
of the soul; but it can be uplied by the divine power to some-
thing higher, even as a body by the violence of a stronger power
is lied up above the place befitting it according to its specific
nature.

Reply toObjection 3. e forces of the vegetative soul do
not operate through the soul being intent thereon, as do the
sensitive forces, but by way of nature. Hence in the case of rap-
ture there is no need for withdrawal from them, as from the
sensitive powers, whose operationswould lessen the intentness
of the soul on intellective knowledge.

IIa IIae q. 175 a. 6Did Paul know whether his soul were separated from his body?

Objection 1. It would seem that Paul was not ignorant
whether his soul were separated from his body. For he says (2
Cor. 12:2): “I know a man in Christ rapt even to the third
heaven.” Now man denotes something composed of soul and
body; and rapture differs from death. Seemingly therefore he
knew that his soul was not separated from his body by death,
which is the more probable seeing that this is the common
opinion of the Doctors.

Objection 2. Further, it appears from the same words of
the Apostle that he knew whither he was rapt, since it was “to
the third heaven.” Now this shows that he knew whether he
was in the body or not, for if he knew the third heaven to be
something corporeal, he must have known that his soul was
not separated from his body, since a corporeal thing cannot be
an object of sight save through the body. erefore it would

seem that he was not ignorant whether his soul were separated
from his body.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 28)
that “when in rapture, he saw God with the same vision as the
saints see Him in heaven.” Now from the very fact that the
saints seeGod, they knowwhether their soul is separated from
their body. erefore Paul too knew this.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Cor. 12:3): “Whether in
the body, or out of the body, I know not, God knoweth.”

I answer that, e true answer to this question must be
gathered from the Apostle’s very words, whereby he says he
knew something, namely that he was “rapt even to the third
heaven,” and that something he knew not, namely “whether”
he were “in the body or out of the body.” is may be under-
stood in two ways. First, the words “whether in the body or

* ‘Per speciem,’ i.e. by an intelligible species.
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out of the body” may refer not to the very being of the man
who was rapt (as though he knew not whether his soul were
in his body or not), but to the mode of rapture, so that he ig-
noredwhether his body besides his soul, or, on the other hand,
his soul alone, were rapt to the third heaven. us Ezechiel is
stated (Ezech. 8:3) to have been “brought in the vision of God
into Jerusalem.” is was the explanation of a certain Jew ac-
cording to Jerome (Prolog. super Daniel.), where he says that
“lastly our Apostle” (thus said the Jew) “durst not assert that
he was rapt in his body, but said: ‘Whether in the body or out
of the body, I know not.’ ”

Augustine, however, disapproves of this explanation (Gen.
ad lit. xii, 3 seqq.) for this reason that the Apostle states that
he knew he was rapt even to the third heaven. Wherefore he
knew it to be really the third heaven to which he was rapt, and
not an imaginary likeness of the third heaven: otherwise if he
gave the name of third heaven to an imaginary third heaven,
in the same way he might state that he was rapt in the body,
meaning, by body, an image of his body, such as appears in
one’s dreams. Now if he knew it to be really the third heaven,
it follows that either he knew it to be something spiritual and
incorporeal, and then his body could not be rapt thither; or he
knew it to be something corporeal, and then his soul could not
be rapt thither without his body, unless it were separated from
his body. Consequently wemust explain thematter otherwise,
by saying that the Apostle knew himself to be rapt both in soul
and body, but that he ignored how his soul stood in relation
to his body, to wit, whether it were accompanied by his body
or not.

Here we find a diversity of opinions. For some say that the
Apostle knew his soul to be united to his body as its form, but
ignored whether it were abstracted from its senses, or again
whether it were abstracted from the operations of the vege-
tative soul. But he could not but know that it was abstracted
from the senses, seeing that he knew himself to be rapt; and
as to his being abstracted from the operation of the vegetative
soul, this was not of such importance as to require him to be
so careful in mentioning it. It follows, then, that the Apostle
ignored whether his soul were united to his body as its form,
or separated from it by death. Some, however, granting this
say that the Apostle did not consider the matter while he was
in rapture, because he was wholly intent upon God, but that
aerwards he questioned the point, when taking cognizance

of what he had seen. But this also is contrary to the Apostle’s
words, for he there distinguishes between the past and what
happened subsequently, since he states that at the present time
he knows that he was rapt “fourteen years ago,” and that at the
present time he knows not “whether he was in the body or out
of the body.”

Consequently we must assert that both before and aer
he ignored whether his soul were separated from his body.
Wherefore Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 5), aer discussing the
question at length, concludes: “Perhaps then we must infer
that he ignoredwhether, when hewas rapt to the third heaven,
his soul was in his body (in the same way as the soul is in the
body, when we speak of a living body either of a waking or of
a sleeping man, or of one that is withdrawn from his bodily
senses during ecstasy), orwhether his soulwent out of his body
altogether, so that his body lay dead.”

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes by the figure of synec-
doche a part of man, especially the soul which is the princi-
pal part, denotes a man. or again we might take this to mean
that he whom he states to have been rapt was a man not at the
time of his rapture, but fourteen years aerwards: for he says “I
know a man,” not “I know a rapt man.” Again nothing hinders
death brought about by God being called rapture; and thus
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 3): “If the Apostle doubted the
matter, who of us will dare to be certain about it?” Wherefore
those who have something to say on this subject speak with
more conjecture than certainty.

Reply to Objection 2. e Apostle knew that either the
heaven in question was something incorporeal, or that he saw
something incorporeal in that heaven; yet this could be done
by his intellect, even without his soul being separated from his
body.

Reply to Objection 3. Paul’s vision, while he was in rap-
ture, was like the vision of the blessed in one respect, namely as
to the thing seen; and, unlike, in another respect, namely as to
the mode of seeing, because he saw not so perfectly as do the
saints in heaven. Hence Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 36):
“Although, when the Apostle was rapt from his carnal senses
to the third heaven, he lacked that full and perfect knowledge
of things which is in the angels, in that he knew not whether
he was in the body, or out of the body, this will surely not be
lacking aer reunion with the body in the resurrection of the
dead, when this corruptible will put on incorruption.”
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Of the Grace of Tongues
(In Two Articles)

Wemust now consider those gratuitous graces that pertain to speech, and (1) the grace of tongues; (2) the grace of the word
of wisdom and knowledge. Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether by the grace of tongues a man acquires the knowledge of all languages?
(2) Of the comparison between this gi and the grace of prophecy.

IIa IIae q. 176 a. 1Whether those who received the gi of tongues spoke in every language?

Objection 1. It seems that those who received the gi of
tongues did not speak in every language. For that which is
granted to certain persons by the divine power is the best of its
kind: thus our Lord turned the water into goodwine, as stated
in Jn. 2:10. Now those who had the gi of tongues spoke bet-
ter in their own language; since a gloss on Heb. 1, says that “it
is not surprising that the epistle to the Hebrews is more grace-
ful in style than the other epistles, since it is natural for a man
to have more command over his own than over a strange lan-
guage. For the Apostle wrote the other epistles in a foreign,
namely theGreek, idiom;whereas hewrote this in theHebrew
tongue.” erefore the apostles did not receive the knowledge
of all languages by a gratuitous grace.

Objection 2. Further, nature does not employ many
means where one is sufficient; andmuch less does GodWhose
work is more orderly than nature’s. Now God could make His
disciples to be understood by all, while speaking one tongue:
hence a gloss on Acts 2:6, “Every man heard them speak in his
own tongue,” says that “they spoke in every tongue, or speak-
ing in their own, namely the Hebrew language, were under-
stoodby all, as though they spoke the language proper to each.”
erefore it would seem that they had not the knowledge to
speak in all languages.

Objection 3. Further, all graces flow from Christ to His
body, which is the Church, according to Jn. 1:16, “OfHis full-
ness we all have received.” Now we do not read that Christ
spoke more than one language, nor does each one of the faith-
ful now speak save in one tongue. erefore it would seem
that Christ’s disciples did not receive the grace to the extent
of speaking in all languages.

On the contrary, It is written (Acts 2:4) that “theywere all
filledwith theHolyGhost, and they began to speakwithdivers
tongues, according as the Holy Ghost gave them to speak”; on
which passage a gloss of Gregory* says that “the Holy Ghost
appeared over the disciples under the form of fiery tongues,
and gave them the knowledge of all tongues.”

I answer that, Christ’s first disciples were chosen by Him
in order that theymight disperse throughout the whole world,
and preach His faith everywhere, according to Mat. 28:19,
“Going…teach ye all nations.” Now it was not fitting that they

who were being sent to teach others should need to be taught
by others, either as to how they should speak to other people,
or as to how theywere to understand thosewho spoke to them;
and all the more seeing that those who were being sent were of
one nation, that of Judea, according to Is. 27:6, “When they
shall rush out from Jacob†…they shall fill the face of the world
with seed.”Moreover thosewhowere being sentwere poor and
powerless; nor at the outset could they have easily found some-
one to interpret their words faithfully to others, or to explain
what others said to them, especially as they were sent to un-
believers. Consequently it was necessary, in this respect, that
God should provide them with the gi of tongues; in order
that, as the diversity of tongues was brought upon the nations
when they fell away to idolatry, according to Gn. 11, so when
the nations were to be recalled to the worship of one God a
remedy to this diversitymight be appliedby the giof tongues.

Reply to Objection 1. As it is written (1 Cor. 12:7), “the
manifestation of the Spirit is given to every man unto profit”;
and consequently both Paul and the other apostles were di-
vinely instructed in the languages of all nations sufficiently for
the requirements of the teaching of the faith. But as regards the
grace and elegance of stylewhichhumanart adds to a language,
the Apostle was instructed in his own, but not in a foreign
tongue. Even so they were sufficiently instructed in wisdom
and scientific knowledge, as required for teaching the faith, but
not as to all things known by acquired science, for instance the
conclusions of arithmetic and geometry.

Reply to Objection 2. Although either was possible,
namely that, while speaking in one tongue they should be un-
derstood by all, or that they should speak in all tongues, it
was more fitting that they should speak in all tongues, because
this pertained to the perfection of their knowledge, whereby
they were able not only to speak, but also to understand what
was said by others. Whereas if their one language were intel-
ligible to all, this would either have been due to the knowl-
edge of those who understood their speech, or it would have
amounted to an illusion, since a man’s words would have had a
different sound in another’s ears, from that with which they
were uttered. Hence a gloss says on Acts 2:6 that “it was a
greater miracle that they should speak all kinds of tongues”;

* Hom. xxx in Ev. † Vulg.: ‘When they shall rush in unto Jacob,’ etc.
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and Paul says (1 Cor. 14:18): “I thankmyGod I speak with all
your tongues.”

Reply to Objection 3. Christ in His own person pur-
posed preaching to only one nation, namely the Jews. Conse-
quently, although without any doubt He possessed most per-
fectly the knowledge of all languages, there was no need for

Him to speak in every tongue. And therefore, as Augustine
says (Tract. xxxii in Joan.), “whereas even now theHolyGhost
is received, yet no one speaks in the tongues of all nations, be-
cause the Church herself already speaks the languages of all
nations: since whoever is not in the Church, receives not the
Holy Ghost.”

IIa IIae q. 176 a. 2Whether the gi of tongues is more excellent than the grace of prophecy?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gi of tongues ismore
excellent than the grace of prophecy. For, seemingly, better
things are proper to better persons, according to the Philoso-
pher (Topic. iii, 1). Now the gi of tongues is proper to the
New Testament, hence we sing in the sequence of Pentecost*:
“On this day ou gavest Christ’s apostles an unwonted gi, a
marvel to all time”: whereas prophecy is more pertinent to the
Old Testament, according to Heb. 1:1, “God Who at sundry
times and in divers manners spoke in times past to the fa-
thers by the prophets.” erefore it would seem that the gi
of tongues is more excellent than the gi of prophecy.

Objection2.Further, thatwherebywe are directed toGod
is seemingly more excellent than that whereby we are directed
to men. Now, by the gi of tongues, man is directed to God,
whereas by prophecy he is directed to man; for it is written
(1 Cor. 14:2,3): “He that speaketh in a tongue, speaketh not
unto men, but unto God…but he that prophesieth, speaketh
unto men unto edification.” erefore it would seem that the
gi of tongues is more excellent than the gi of prophecy.

Objection3.Further, the gi of tongues abides like a habit
in the person who has it, and “he can use it when he will”;
wherefore it is written (1Cor. 14:18): “I thankmyGod I speak
with all your tongues.” But it is not sowith the giof prophecy,
as stated above (q. 171, a. 2). erefore the gi of tongues
would seem to be more excellent than the gi of prophecy.

Objection 4. Further, the “interpretation of speeches”
would seem to be contained under prophecy, because the
Scriptures are expounded by the same Spirit from Whom
they originated. Now the interpretation of speeches is placed
aer “divers kinds of tongues” (1 Cor. 12:10). erefore it
seems that the gi of tongues is more excellent than the gi
of prophecy, particularly as regards a part of the latter.

On the contrary,eApostle says (1 Cor. 14:5): “Greater
is he that prophesieth than he that speaketh with tongues.”

I answer that, e gi of prophecy surpasses the gi of
tongues, in three ways. First, because the gi of tongues re-
gards the utterance of certain words, which signify an intelli-
gible truth, and this again is signified by the phantasms which
appear in an imaginary vision; wherefore Augustine compares
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 8) the gi of tongues to an imaginary vision.
On the other hand, it has been stated above (q. 173, a. 2) that
the gi of prophecy consists in the mind itself being enlight-
ened so as to know an intelligible truth. Wherefore, as the

prophetic enlightenment is more excellent than the imaginary
vision, as stated above (q. 174, a. 2), so also is prophecy more
excellent than the gi of tongues considered in itself. Secondly,
because the gi of prophecy regards the knowledge of things,
which ismore excellent than the knowledge ofwords, towhich
the gi of tongues pertains.

irdly, because the gi of prophecy is more profitable.
eApostle proves this in threeways (1Cor. 14); first, because
prophecy is more profitable to the edification of the Church,
for which purpose he that speaketh in tongues profiteth noth-
ing, unless interpretation follow (1 Cor. 14:4,5). Secondly, as
regards the speaker himself, for if he be enabled to speak in
divers tongues without understanding them, which pertains
to the gi of prophecy, his own mind would not be edified
(1 Cor. 14:7-14). irdly, as to unbelievers for whose espe-
cial benefit the gi of tongues seems to have been given; since
perchance they might think those who speak in tongues to be
mad (1 Cor. 14:23), for instance the Jews deemed the apostles
drunk when the latter spoke in various tongues (Acts 2:13):
whereas by prophecies the unbeliever is convinced, because the
secrets of his heart are made manifest (Acts 2:25).

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 174, a. 3, ad 1),
it belongs to the excellence of prophecy that a man is not only
enlightened by an intelligible light, but also that he should per-
ceive an imaginary vision: and so again it belongs to the per-
fection of theHolyGhost’s operation, not only to fill themind
with the prophetic light, and the imagination with the imag-
inary vision, as happened in the Old Testament, but also to
endow the tongue with external erudition, in the utterance
of various signs of speech. All this is done in the New Tes-
tament, according to 1 Cor. 14:26, “Every one of you hath a
psalm, hath a doctrine, hath a tongue, hath a revelation,” i.e. a
prophetic revelation.

Reply to Objection 2. By the gi of prophecy man is di-
rected to God in his mind, which is more excellent than being
directed to Him in his tongue. “He that speaketh in a tongue
“is said to speak “not untomen,” i.e. to men’s understanding or
profit, but unto God’s understanding and praise. On the other
hand, by prophecy a man is directed both to God and to man;
wherefore it is the more perfect gi.

Reply toObjection 3. Prophetic revelation extends to the
knowledge of all things supernatural; wherefore from its very
perfection it results that in this imperfect state of life it cannot

* e sequence: ‘Sancti Spiritus adsit nobis gratia’ ascribed to King Robert of
France, the reputed author of the ‘Veni Sancte Spiritus.’ Cf. Migne, Patr. Lat.
tom. CXLI.
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be had perfectly byway of habit, but only imperfectly byway of
passion. on the other hand, the gi of tongues is confined to a
certain particular knowledge, namely of humanwords; where-
fore it is not inconsistentwith the imperfectionof this life, that
it should be had perfectly and by way of habit.

Reply toObjection 4.e interpretation of speeches is re-
ducible to the gi of prophecy, inasmuch as the mind is en-
lightened so as to understand and explain any obscurities of
speech arising either from a difficulty in the things signified,
or from the words uttered being unknown, or from the figures

of speech employed, according to Dan. 5:16, “I have heard of
thee, that thou canst interpret obscure things, and resolve dif-
ficult things.” Hence the interpretation of speeches is more ex-
cellent than the gi of tongues, as appears from the saying of
the Apostle (1Cor. 14:5), “Greater is he that prophesieth than
he that speaketh with tongues; unless perhaps he interpret.”
Yet the interpretation of speeches is placed aer the gi of
tongues, because the interpretation of speeches extends even
to the interpretation of divers kinds of tongues.
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Of the Gratuitous Grace Consisting in Words

(In Two Articles)

Wemust now consider the gratuitous grace that attaches to words; of which the Apostle says (1Cor. 12:8): “To one…by the
Spirit is given the word of wisdom, and to another the word of knowledge.” Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any gratuitous grace attaches to words?
(2) To whom is the grace becoming?

IIa IIae q. 177 a. 1Whether any gratuitous grace attaches to words?

Objection 1. It would seem that a gratuitous grace does
not attach to words. For grace is given for that which surpasses
the faculty of nature. But natural reason has devised the art of
rhetoric whereby a man is able to speak so as to teach, please,
and persuade, as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. iv, 12).
Now this belongs to the grace of words. erefore it would
seem that the grace of words is not a gratuitous grace.

Objection 2. Further, all grace pertains to the kingdom of
God.But theApostle says (1Cor. 4:20): “ekingdomofGod
is not in speech, but in power.”erefore there is no gratuitous
grace connected with words.

Objection 3. Further, no grace is given through merit,
since “if by grace, it is not now of works” (Rom. 11:6). But
the word is sometimes given to a man on his merits. For Gre-
gory says (Moral. xi, 15) in explanation of Ps. 118:43, “Take
notou the word of truth utterly out of mymouth” that “the
word of truth is that which Almighty God gives to them that
do it, and takes away from them that do it not.” erefore it
would seem that the gi of the word is not a gratuitous grace.

Objection 4. Further, it behooves man to declare in words
things pertaining to the virtue of faith, no less than those per-
taining to the gi of wisdom or of knowledge. erefore if
the word of wisdom and the word of knowledge are reckoned
gratuitous graces, the word of faith should likewise be placed
among the gratuitous graces.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 6:5): “A gracious
tongue in a goodman shall abound [Vulg.: ‘aboundeth’].”Now
man’s goodness is by grace. erefore graciousness in words is
also by grace.

I answer that,egratuitous graces are given for the profit
of others, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 111, Aa. 1,4). Now the
knowledge a man receives from God cannot be turned to an-
other’s profit, except by means of speech. And since the Holy
Ghost does not fail in anything that pertains to the profit of
theChurch,He provides also themembers of theChurchwith
speech; to the effect that a man not only speaks so as to be
understood by different people, which pertains to the gi of
tongues, but also speaks with effect, and this pertains to the
grace “of the word.”

is happens in three ways. First, in order to instruct the
intellect, and this is the casewhen aman speaks so as “to teach.”
Secondly, in order to move the affections, so that a man will-

ingly hearkens to theword ofGod.is is the case when aman
speaks so as “to please” his hearers, not indeed with a view to
his own favor, but in order to draw them to listen to God’s
word. irdly, in order that men may love that which is sig-
nified by the word, and desire to fulfill it, and this is the case
when a man so speaks as “to sway” his hearers. In order to ef-
fect this the Holy Ghost makes use of the human tongue as
of an instrument; but He it is Who perfects the work within.
Hence Gregory says in a homily for Pentecost (Hom. xxx in
Ev.): “Unless the Holy Ghost fill the hearts of the hearers, in
vain does the voice of the teacher resound in the ears of the
body.”

Reply toObjection1.Even as by amiracleGod sometimes
works in a more excellent way those things which nature also
can work, so too the Holy Ghost effects more excellently by
the grace of words that which art can effect in a less efficient
manner.

Reply toObjection 2.eApostle is speaking there of the
word that relies on human eloquence without the power of
the Holy Ghost. Wherefore he says just before (1 Cor. 4:19):
“I…will know, not the speech of them that are puffed up, but
the power”: and of himself he had already said (1 Cor. 2:4):
“My speech andmy preaching was not in the persuasive words
of humanwisdom, but in the showing of the spirit and power.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, the grace of the
word is given to aman for the profit of others.Hence it is with-
drawn sometimes through the fault of the hearer, and some-
times through the fault of the speaker. e good works of ei-
ther of them do not merit this grace directly, but only remove
the obstacles thereto. For sanctifying grace also is withdrawn
on account of a person’s fault, and yet he does not merit it by
his goodworks, which, however, remove the obstacles to grace.

Reply to Objection 4. As stated above, the grace of the
word is directed to the profit of others. Now if a man com-
municates his faith to others this is by the word of knowledge
or of wisdom. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 1) that “to
know how faith may profit the godly and be defended against
the ungodly, is apparently what the Apostle means by knowl-
edge.”Hence it was not necessary for him tomention theword
of faith, but it was sufficient for him to mention the word of
knowledge and of wisdom.
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IIa IIae q. 177 a. 2Whether the grace of the word of wisdom and knowledge is becoming to women?

Objection 1. It would seem that the grace of the word
of wisdom and knowledge is becoming even to women. For
teaching is pertinent to this grace, as stated in the foregoingAr-
ticle. Now it is becoming to a woman to teach; for it is written
(Prov. 4:3,4): “I was an only son in the sight ofmymother, and
she taught me*.” erefore this grace is becoming to women.

Objection 2.Further, the grace of prophecy is greater than
the grace of the word, even as the contemplation of truth is
greater than its utterance. But prophecy is granted to women,
aswe read ofDeborah (Judges 4:4), and ofHolda the prophet-
ess, the wife of Sellum (4 Kings 22:14), and of the four daugh-
ters of Philip (Acts 21:9). Moreover the Apostle says (1 Cor.
11:5): “Everywomanpraying or prophesying,” etc.Muchmore
therefore would it seem that the grace of the word is becoming
to a woman.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Pet. 4:10): “As every
man hath received grace ministering the same one to another.”
Now some women receive the grace of wisdom and knowl-
edge, which they cannotminister to others except by the grace
of the word. erefore the grace of the word is becoming to
women.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 14:34): “Let
women keep silence in the churches,” and (1Tim. 2:12): “I suf-
fer not a woman to teach.” Now this pertains especially to the
grace of the word. erefore the grace of the word is not be-
coming to women.

I answer that, Speech may be employed in two ways: in
one way privately, to one or a few, in familiar conversation,
and in this respect the grace of the word may be becoming

to women; in another way, publicly, addressing oneself to the
whole church, and this is not permitted to women. First and
chiefly, on account of the condition attaching to the female
sex, wherebywoman should be subject toman, as appears from
Gn. 3:16.Now teaching and persuading publicly in the church
belong not to subjects but to the prelates (although men who
are subjects may do these things if they be so commissioned,
because their subjection is not a result of their natural sex, as
it is with women, but of some thing supervening by accident).
Secondly, lest men’s minds be enticed to lust, for it is written
(Ecclus. 9:11): “Her conversation burneth as fire.” irdly, be-
cause as a rule women are not perfected in wisdom, so as to be
fit to be intrusted with public teaching.

Reply to Objection 1. e passage quoted speaks of pri-
vate teaching whereby a father instructs his son.

Reply to Objection 2. e grace of prophecy consists in
God enlightening the mind, on the part of which there is
no difference of sex among men, according to Col. 3:10,11,
“Putting on the new” man, “him who is renewed unto knowl-
edge, according to the image of Him that created him, where
there is neither male nor female†.” Now the grace of the word
pertains to the instruction ofmen amongwhom the difference
of sex is found. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. e recipients of a divinely con-
ferred grace administer it in different ways according to their
various conditions. Hence women, if they have the grace of
wisdom or of knowledge, can administer it by teaching pri-
vately but not publicly.

* Vulg.: ‘I was my father’s son, tender, and as an only son in the sight of my mother. And he taught me.’. † Vulg.: ‘Neither Gentile nor Jew, circumcision nor
uncircumcision, Barbarian nor Scythian, bond nor free.’ Cf. Ia, q. 93, a. 6, ad 2 footnote.
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Of the Grace of Miracles
(In Two Articles)

We must next consider the grace of miracles, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is a gratuitous grace of working miracles?
(2) To whom is it becoming?

IIa IIae q. 178 a. 1Whether there is a gratuitous grace of working miracles?

Objection 1. It would seem that no gratuitous grace is di-
rected to the working of miracles. For every grace puts some-
thing in the one to whom it is given (Cf. Ia IIae, q. 90, a. 1).
Now the working of miracles puts nothing in the soul of
the man who receives it since miracles are wrought at the
touch even of a dead body. us we read (4 Kings 13:21) that
“some…cast the body into the sepulchre of Eliseus. And when
it had touched the bones of Eliseus, the man came to life, and
stood upon his feet.” erefore the working of miracles does
not belong to a gratuitous grace.

Objection 2. Further, the gratuitous graces are from the
Holy Ghost, according to 1 Cor. 12:4, “ere are diversities
of graces, but the same Spirit.” Now the working of miracles is
effected even by the unclean spirit, according to Mat. 24:24,
“ere shall arise false Christs and false prophets, and shall
show great signs and wonders.” erefore it would seem that
the working of miracles does not belong to a gratuitous grace.

Objection 3. Further, miracles are divided into “signs,”
“wonders” or “portents,” and “virtues.”*. erefore it is unrea-
sonable to reckon the “working ofmiracles” a gratuitous grace,
any more than the “working of signs” and “wonders.”

Objection 4. Further, the miraculous restoring to health
is done by the power of God. erefore the grace of healing
should not be distinguished from the working of miracles.

Objection 5. Further, the working ofmiracles results from
faith—either of the worker, according to 1 Cor. 13:2, “If I
should have all faith, so that I could remove mountains,” or of
other persons for whose sake miracles are wrought, according
to Mat. 13:58, “And He wrought not many miracles there, be-
cause of their unbelief.”erefore, if faith be reckoned a gratu-
itous grace, it is superfluous to reckon in addition the working
of signs as another gratuitous grace.

On the contrary, e Apostle (1 Cor. 12:9,10) says that
among other gratuitous graces, “to another” is given “the grace
of healing…to another, the working of miracles.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 177, a. 1), the Holy
Ghost provides sufficiently for the Church in matters prof-
itable unto salvation, to which purpose the gratuitous graces
are directed. Now just as the knowledge which a man receives
from God needs to be brought to the knowledge of others

through the gi of tongues and the grace of the word, so too
the word uttered needs to be confirmed in order that it be ren-
dered credible.is is done by theworking ofmiracles, accord-
ing to Mk. 16:20, “And confirming the word with signs that
followed”: and reasonably so. For it is natural to man to ar-
rive at the intelligible truth through its sensible effects.Where-
fore just as man led by his natural reason is able to arrive at
some knowledge of God through His natural effects, so is he
brought to a certain degree of supernatural knowledge of the
objects of faith by certain supernatural effects which are called
miracles.erefore the working ofmiracles belongs to a gratu-
itous grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as prophecy extends to what-
ever can be known supernaturally, so the working of miracles
extends to all things that can be done supernaturally; the cause
whereof is the divine omnipotence which cannot be commu-
nicated to any creature. Hence it is impossible for the princi-
ple of workingmiracles to be a quality abiding as a habit in the
soul.On the other hand, just as the prophet’smind ismoved by
divine inspiration to know something supernaturally, so too
is it possible for the mind of the miracle worker to be moved
to do something resulting in the miraculous effect which God
causes byHis power. Sometimes this takes place aer prayer, as
when Peter raised to life the dead Tabitha (Acts 9:40): some-
times without any previous prayer being expressed, as when
Peter by upbraiding the lying Ananias and Saphira delivered
them to death (Acts 5:4,9). Hence Gregory says (Dial. ii, 30)
that “the saints work miracles, sometimes by authority, some-
times by prayer.” In either case, however, God is the principal
worker, for He uses instrumentally either man’s inward move-
ment, or his speech, or some outward action, or again the bod-
ily contact of even a dead body. us when Josue had said as
though authoritatively ( Josh. 10:12): “Move not, O sun, to-
ward Gabaon,” it is said aerwards ( Josh. 10:14): “ere was
not before or aer so long a day, the Lord obeying the voice of
a man.”

Reply to Objection 2. Our Lord is speaking there of the
miracles to be wrought at the time of Antichrist, of which the
Apostle says (2 ess. 2:9) that the coming of Antichrist will
be “according to the working of Satan, in all power, and signs,

* Cf. 2ess. 2:9, where theDouay version renders ‘virtus’ by ‘power.’e use
of the word ‘virtue’ in the sense of a miracle is now obsolete, and the generic
term ‘miracle’ is elsewhere used in its stead: Cf. 1 Cor. 12:10,28; Heb. 2:4;
Acts 2:22.

1860



and lying wonders.” To quote the words of Augustine (DeCiv.
Dei xx, 19), “it is a matter of debate whether they are called
signs and lying wonders, because he will deceive the senses of
mortals by imaginary visions, in that hewill seem todowhat he
does not, or because, though they be real wonders, theywill se-
duce into falsehood them that believe.”ey are said to be real,
because the things themselves will be real, just as Pharaoh’sma-
gicians made real frogs and real serpents; but they will not be
real miracles, because they will be done by the power of natu-
ral causes, as stated in the Ia, q. 114, a. 4; whereas the working
of miracles which is ascribed to a gratuitous grace, is done by
God’s power for man’s profit.

Reply to Objection 3. Two things may be considered in
miracles. One is that which is done: this is something surpass-
ing the faculty of nature, and in this respect miracles are called
“virtues.”e other thing is the purpose for whichmiracles are

wrought, namely the manifestation of something supernatu-
ral, and in this respect they are commonly called “signs”: but
on account of some excellence they receive the name of “won-
der” or “prodigy,” as showing something from afar [procul].

Reply to Objection 4. e “grace of healing” is men-
tioned separately, because by itsmeans a benefit, namely bodily
health, is conferred on man in addition to the common bene-
fit bestowed in all miracles, namely the bringing of men to the
knowledge of God.

Reply toObjection 5.e working of miracles is ascribed
to faith for two reasons. First, because it is directed to the con-
firmation of faith, secondly, because it proceeds from God’s
omnipotence on which faith relies. Nevertheless, just as be-
sides the grace of faith, the grace of the word is necessary that
peoplemay be instructed in the faith, so too is the grace ofmir-
acles necessary that people may be confirmed in their faith.

IIa IIae q. 178 a. 2Whether the wicked can work miracles?

Objection 1. It would seem that the wicked cannot work
miracles. For miracles are wrought through prayer, as stated
above (a. 1, ad 1). Now the prayer of a sinner is not granted,
according to Jn. 9:31, “We know that God doth not hear sin-
ners,” and Prov. 28:9, “He that turneth away his ear from hear-
ing the law, his prayer shall be an abomination.” erefore it
would seem that the wicked cannot work miracles.

Objection 2. Further, miracles are ascribed to faith, ac-
cording to Mat. 17:19, “If you have faith as a grain of mus-
tard seed you shall say to this mountain: Remove from hence
hither, and it shall remove.”Now“faithwithoutworks is dead,”
according to James 2:20, so that, seemingly, it is devoid of its
proper operation. erefore it would seem that the wicked,
since they do not good works, cannot work miracles.

Objection 3. Further, miracles are divine attestations, ac-
cording to Heb. 2:4, “God also bearing them witness by signs
and wonders and divers miracles”: wherefore in the Church
the canonization of certain persons is based on the attesta-
tion ofmiracles. NowGod cannot bear witness to a falsehood.
erefore it would seem that wicked men cannot work mira-
cles.

Objection 4. Further, the good are more closely united to
God than the wicked. But the good do not all work miracles.
Much less therefore do the wicked.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:2): “If I
should have all faith, so that I could remove mountains, and
have not charity, I am nothing.” Now whosoever has not char-
ity is wicked, because “this gi alone of the Holy Ghost dis-
tinguishes the children of the kingdom from the children of
perdition,” as Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 18). erefore it
would seem that even the wicked can work miracles.

I answer that, Some miracles are not true but imaginary
deeds, because they delude man by the appearance of that
which is not; while others are true deeds, yet they have not

the character of a true miracle, because they are done by the
power of some natural cause. Both of these can be done by the
demons, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2).

True miracles cannot be wrought save by the power of
God, because God works them for man’s benefit, and this in
two ways: in one way for the confirmation of truth declared,
in another way in proof of a person’s holiness, which God de-
sires to propose as an example of virtue. In the first way mir-
acles can be wrought by any one who preaches the true faith
and calls upon Christ’s name, as even the wicked do some-
times. In this way even the wicked can work miracles. Hence
Jerome commenting on Mat. 7:22, “Have not we prophesied
in y name?” says: “Sometimes prophesying, the working of
miracles, and the casting out of demons are accorded not to
the merit of those who do these things, but to the invoking of
Christ’s name, that men may honor God, by invoking Whom
such great miracles are wrought.”

In the second way miracles are not wrought except by the
saints, since it is in proof of their holiness that miracles are
wrought during their lifetime or aer death, either by them-
selves or by others. For we read (Acts 19:11,12) that “God
wrought by the hand of Paul…miracles” and “even there were
brought fromhis body to the sick, handkerchiefs…and the dis-
eases departed from them.” In this way indeed there is nothing
to prevent a sinner from working miracles by invoking a saint;
but the miracle is ascribed not to him, but to the one in proof
of whose holiness such things are done.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 83, a. 16) when
we were treating of prayer, the prayer of impetration relies
not on merit but on God’s mercy, which extends even to the
wicked, wherefore the prayers even of sinners are sometimes
granted by God. Hence Augustine says (Tract. xliv in Joan.)
that “the blindman spoke thesewords before hewas anointed,”
that is, before he was perfectly enlightened; “since God does

1861



hear sinners.” When it is said that the prayer of one who hears
not the law is an abomination, this must be understood so far
as the sinner’s merit is concerned; yet it is sometimes granted,
either for the spiritual welfare of the one who prays—as the
publicanwas heard (Lk. 18:14)—or for the good of others and
for God’s glory.

Reply to Objection 2. Faith without works is said to be
dead, as regards the believer, who lives not, by faith, with the
life of grace. But nothing hinders a living thing from working
through a dead instrument, as a man through a stick. It is thus
that God works while employing instrumentally the faith of a
sinner.

Reply to Objection 3. Miracles are always true witnesses
to the purpose forwhich they arewrought.Hencewickedmen
who teach a false doctrine never work true miracles in con-

firmation of their teaching, although sometimes they may do
so in praise of Christ’s name which they invoke, and by the
power of the sacraments which they administer. If they teach a
true doctrine, sometimes they work true miracles as confirm-
ing their teaching, but not as an attestation of holiness. Hence
Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 79): “Magicians work mira-
cles in one way, good Christians in another, wicked Christians
in another. Magicians by private compact with the demons,
good Christians by their manifest righteousness, evil Chris-
tians by the outward signs of righteousness.”

Reply toObjection 4.AsAugustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu.
79), “the reason why these are not granted to all holy men is
lest by amost baneful error theweak be deceived into thinking
such deeds to imply greater gis than the deeds of righteous-
ness whereby eternal life is obtained.”
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S P   S P, Q 179
Of the Division of Life Into Active and Contemplative

(In Two Articles)

We must next consider active and contemplative life. is consideration will be fourfold: (1) Of the division of life into
active and contemplative; (2) Of the contemplative life; (3) Of the active life; (4) Of the comparison between the active and
the contemplative life.

Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether life is fittingly divided into active and contemplative?
(2) Whether this is an adequate division?

IIa IIae q. 179 a. 1Whether life is fittingly divided into active and contemplative?

Objection1. It would seem that life is not fittingly divided
into active and contemplative. For the soul is the principle of
life by its essence: since the Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 4)
that “in living things to live is to be.” Now the soul is the prin-
ciple of action and contemplation by its powers. erefore it
would seem that life is not fittingly divided into active and con-
templative.

Objection 2. Further, the division of that which comes af-
terwards is unfittingly applied to that which comes first. Now
active and contemplative, or “speculative” and “practical,” are
differences of the intellect (De Anima iii, 10); while “to live”
comes before “to understand,” since “to live” comes first to
living things through the vegetative soul, as the Philosopher
states (De Anima ii, 4). erefore life is unfittingly divided
into active and contemplative.

Objection 3. Further, the word “life” implies movement,
according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. vi): whereas contempla-
tion consists rather in rest, according to Wis. 8:16: “When I
enter into my house, I shall repose myself with her.” erefore
it would seem that life is unfittingly divided into active and
contemplative.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xiv super Ezech.):
“ere is a twofold life wherein Almighty God instructs us by
His holy word, the active life and the contemplative.”

I answer that, Properly speaking, those things are said to
live whose movement or operation is from within themselves.
Now that which is proper to a thing and to which it is most in-
clined is that which is most becoming to it from itself; where-
fore every living thing gives proof of its life by that operation
which is most proper to it, and to which it is most inclined.

us the life of plants is said to consist in nourishment and
generation; the life of animals in sensation andmovement; and
the life of men in their understanding and acting according
to reason. Wherefore also in men the life of every man would
seem to be that wherein he delights most, and on which he is
most intent; thus especially does he wish “to associate with his
friends” (Ethic. ix, 12).

Accordingly since certain men are especially intent on the
contemplation of truth, while others are especially intent on
external actions, it follows that man’s life is fittingly divided
into active and contemplative.

Reply to Objection 1. Each thing’s proper form that
makes it actually “to be” is properly that thing’s principle of
operation. Hence “to live” is, in living things, “to be,” because
living things through having “being” from their form, act in
such and such a way.

Reply to Objection 2. Life in general is not divided into
active and contemplative, but the life of man, who derives his
species from having an intellect, wherefore the same division
applies to intellect and human life.

Reply toObjection 3. It is true that contemplation enjoys
rest from external movements. Nevertheless to contemplate is
itself a movement of the intellect, in so far as every operation
is described as a movement; in which sense the Philosopher
says (De Anima iii, 7) that sensation and understanding are
movements of a kind, in so far as movement is defined “the act
of a perfect thing.” In this way Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) as-
cribes three movements to the soul in contemplation, namely,
“straight,” “circular,” and “oblique”*.

IIa IIae q. 179 a. 2Whether life is adequately divided into active and contemplative?

Objection 1. It would seem that life is not adequately di-
vided into active and contemplative. For the Philosopher says
(Ethic. i, 5) that there are three most prominent kinds of life,
the life of “pleasure,” the “civil” which would seem to be the
same as the active, and the “contemplative” life. erefore the

division of life into active and contemplative would seem to be
inadequate.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (De Civ. Dei xix,
1,2,3,19) mentions three kinds of life, namely the life of
“leisure” which pertains to the contemplative, the “busy” life

* Cf. q. 180, a. 6.
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which pertains to the active, and a third “composed of both.”
erefore it would seem that life is inadequately divided into
active and contemplative.

Objection 3. Further, man’s life is diversified according
to the divers actions in which men are occupied. Now there
are more than two occupations of human actions. erefore it
would seem that life should be divided into more kinds than
the active and the contemplative.

On the contrary, ese two lives are signified by the two
wives of Jacob; the active by Lia, and the contemplative by
Rachel: and by the two hostesses of our Lord; the contem-
plative life by Mary, and the active life by Martha, as Gregory
declares (Moral. vi, 37*). Now this signification would not be
fitting if there were more than two lives. erefore life is ade-
quately divided into active and contemplative.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 2), this division
applies to the human life as derived from the intellect. Now
the intellect is divided into active and contemplative, since the
end of intellective knowledge is either the knowledge itself of
truth, which pertains to the contemplative intellect, or some
external action, which pertains to the practical or active in-
tellect. erefore life too is adequately divided into active and

contemplative.
Reply toObjection 1.e life of pleasure places its end in

pleasures of the body, which are common to us and dumb an-
imals; wherefore as the Philosopher says (Ethic. Ethic. i, 5), it
is the life “of a beast.” Hence it is not included in this division
of the life of a man into active and contemplative.

Reply to Objection 2. A mean is a combination of ex-
tremes, wherefore it is virtually contained in them, as tepid in
hot and cold, andpale inwhite andblack. In likemanner active
and contemplative comprise that which is composed of both.
Nevertheless as in every mixture one of the simples predomi-
nates, so too in the mean state of life sometimes the contem-
plative, sometimes the active element, abounds.

Reply to Objection 3. All the occupations of human ac-
tions, if directed to the requirements of the present life in ac-
cordwith right reason, belong to the active life which provides
for the necessities of the present life by means of well-ordered
activity. If, on the other hand, they minister to any concupis-
cencewhatever, they belong to the life of pleasure, which is not
comprised under the active life.ose humanoccupations that
are directed to the consideration of truth belong to the con-
templative life.

* Hom. xiv in Ezech.
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S P   S P, Q 180
Of the Contemplative Life
(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the contemplative life, under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the contemplative life pertains to the intellect only, or also to the affections?
(2) Whether the moral virtues pertain to the contemplative life?
(3) Whether the contemplative life consists in one action or in several?
(4) Whether the consideration of any truth whatever pertains to the contemplative life?
(5) Whether the contemplative life of man in this state can arise to the vision of God?
(6) Of the movements of contemplation assigned by Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv);
(7) Of the pleasure of contemplation;
(8) Of the duration of contemplation.

IIa IIae q. 180 a. 1Whether the contemplative life has nothing to do with the affections, and pertains wholly to
the intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the contemplative life has
nothing to dowith the affections andpertainswholly to the in-
tellect. For the Philosopher says (Metaph. ii, text. 3*) that “the
end of contemplation is truth.” Now truth pertains wholly to
the intellect. erefore it would seem that the contemplative
life wholly regards the intellect.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37; Hom.
xix in Ezech.) that “Rachel, which is interpreted ‘vision of the
principle’†, signifies the contemplative life.” Now the vision of
a principle belongs properly to the intellect.erefore the con-
templative life belongs properly to the intellect.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.)
that it belongs to the contemplative life, “to rest from external
action.” Now the affective or appetitive power inclines to ex-
ternal actions.erefore it would seem that the contemplative
life has nothing to do with the appetitive power.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that
“the contemplative life is to cling with our whole mind to the
love ofGod andour neighbor, and to desire nothing beside our
Creator.”Nowdesire and love pertain to the affective or appet-
itive power, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 25, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 26,
a. 2).erefore the contemplative life has also something to do
with the affective or appetitive power.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 179, a. 1) theirs is said
to be the contemplative who are chiefly intent on the contem-
plation of truth. Now intention is an act of the will, as stated
above ( Ia IIae, q. 12, a. 1), because intention is of the endwhich
is the object of the will. Consequently the contemplative life,

as regards the essence of the action, pertains to the intellect,
but as regards the motive cause of the exercise of that action it
belongs to the will, whichmoves all the other powers, even the
intellect, to their actions, as stated above ( Ia, q. 82, a. 4; Ia IIae,
q. 9, a. 1).

Now the appetitive power moves one to observe things ei-
ther with the senses or with the intellect, sometimes for love of
the thing seen because, as it is written (Mat. 6:21), “where thy
treasure is, there is thy heart also,” sometimes for love of the
very knowledge that one acquires by observation. Wherefore
Gregorymakes the contemplative life to consist in the “love of
God,” inasmuch as through loving God we are aflame to gaze
on His beauty. And since everyone delights when he obtains
what he loves, it follows that the contemplative life terminates
in delight, which is seated in the affective power, the result be-
ing that love also becomes more intense.

Reply to Objection 1. From the very fact that truth is the
end of contemplation, it has the aspect of an appetible good,
both lovable and delightful, and in this respect it pertains to
the appetitive power.

Reply to Objection 2. We are urged to the vision of the
first principle, namely God, by the love thereof; wherefore
Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that “the contemplative life
tramples on all cares and longs to see the face of its Creator.”

Reply to Objection 3. e appetitive power moves not
only the bodily members to perform external actions, but also
the intellect to practice the act of contemplation, as stated
above.

* Ed Did. ia, 1. † Or rather, ‘One seeing the principle,’ if derived from r’h and hzn; Cf. Jerome, De Nom. Hebr.
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IIa IIae q. 180 a. 2Whether the moral virtues pertain to the contemplative life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the moral virtues per-
tain to the contemplative life. For Gregory says (Hom. xiv in
Ezech.) that “the contemplative life is to cling to the love of
God and our neighbor with the whole mind.” Now all the
moral virtues, since their acts are prescribed by the precepts of
the Law, are reducible to the love of God and of our neighbor,
for “love…is the fulfilling of the Law” (Rom. 13:10).erefore
it would seem that the moral virtues belong to the contempla-
tive life.

Objection 2. Further, the contemplative life is chiefly di-
rected to the contemplation of God; for Gregory says (Hom.
xiv in Ezech.) that “the mind tramples on all cares and longs
to gaze on the face of its Creator.” Now no one can accom-
plish this without cleanness of heart, which is a result of moral
virtue*. For it is written (Mat. 5:8): “Blessed are the clean of
heart, for they shall seeGod”: and (Heb. 12:14): “Followpeace
with all men, and holiness, without which no man shall see
God.” erefore it would seem that the moral virtues pertain
to the contemplative life.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.)
that “the contemplative life gives beauty to the soul,” where-
fore it is signified by Rachel, of whom it is said (Gn. 29:17)
that she was “of a beautiful countenance.” Now the beauty of
the soul consists in themoral virtues, especially temperance, as
Ambrose says (De Offic. i, 43,45,46). erefore it seems that
the moral virtues pertain to the contemplative life.

On the contrary, e moral virtues are directed to exter-
nal actions. Now Gregory says (Moral. vi†) that it belongs to
the contemplative life “to rest from external action.”erefore
the moral virtues do not pertain to the contemplative life.

I answer that, A thing may belong to the contemplative
life in two ways, essentially or dispositively. e moral virtues
do not belong to the contemplative life essentially, because
the end of the contemplative life is the consideration of truth:
and as the Philosopher states (Ethic. ii, 4), “knowledge,” which
pertains to the consideration of truth, “has little influence on
the moral virtues”: wherefore he declares (Ethic. x, 8) that the
moral virtues pertain to active but not to contemplative hap-
piness.

On the other hand, the moral virtues belong to the con-

templative life dispositively. For the act of contemplation,
wherein the contemplative life essentially consists, is hindered
both by the impetuosity of the passions which withdraw the
soul’s intention from intelligible to sensible things, and by out-
ward disturbances. Now the moral virtues curb the impetuos-
ity of the passions, and quell the disturbance of outward occu-
pations. Hence moral virtues belong dispositively to the con-
templative life.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 1), the contem-
plative life has its motive cause on the part of the affections,
and in this respect the love of God and our neighbor is requi-
site to the contemplative life. Now motive causes do not enter
into the essence of a thing, but dispose and perfect it. Where-
fore it does not follow that themoral virtues belong essentially
to the contemplative life.

Reply to Objection 2. Holiness or cleanness of heart is
caused by the virtues that are concerned with the passions
which hinder the purity of the reason; and peace is caused
by justice which is about operations, according to Is. 32:17,
“ework of justice shall be peace”: since hewho refrains from
wronging others lessens the occasions of quarrels and distur-
bances. Hence the moral virtues dispose one to the contem-
plative life by causing peace and cleanness of heart.

Reply to Objection 3. Beauty, as stated above (q. 145,
a. 2), consists in a certain clarity anddueproportion.Noweach
of these is found radically in the reason; because both the light
thatmakes beauty seen, and the establishing of due proportion
among things belong to reason.Hence since the contemplative
life consists in an act of the reason, there is beauty in it by its
very nature and essence; wherefore it is written (Wis. 8:2) of
the contemplation ofwisdom: “I became a lover of her beauty.”

On the other hand, beauty is in the moral virtues by par-
ticipation, in so far as they participate in the order of reason;
and especially is it in temperance, which restrains the concu-
piscences which especially darken the light of reason. Hence
it is that the virtue of chastity most of all makes man apt for
contemplation, since venereal pleasures most of all weigh the
mind down to sensible objects, as Augustine says (Soliloq. i,
10).

IIa IIae q. 180 a. 3Whether there are various actions pertaining to the contemplative life?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are various ac-
tions pertaining to the contemplative life. For Richard of St.
Victor‡ distinguishes between “contemplation,” “meditation,”
and “cogitation.” Yet all these apparently pertain to contem-
plation. erefore it would seem that there are various actions
pertaining to the contemplative life.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (2 Cor. 3:18): “But

we…beholding [speculantes] the glory of the Lord with open
face, are transformed into the same clarity§.” Now this belongs
to the contemplative life. erefore in addition to the three
aforesaid, vision [speculatio] belongs to the contemplative life.

Objection 3. Further, Bernard says (De Consid. v, 14)
that “the first and greatest contemplation is admiration of the
Majesty.” Now according to Damascene (De FideOrth. ii, 15)

* Cf. q. 8, a. 7. † Hom. xiv in Ezech.; Cf. a. 1, obj. 3. ‡ De Grat. Con-
templ. i, 3,4. § Vulg.: ‘into the same image from glory to glory.’.
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admiration is a kind of fear. erefore it would seem that sev-
eral acts are requisite for the contemplative life.

Objection 4. Further, “Prayer,” “reading,” and “medita-
tion”* are said to belong to the contemplative life. Again,
“hearing” belongs to the contemplative life: since it is stated
that Mary (by whom the contemplative life is signified) “sit-
ting…at the Lord’s feet, heard His word” (Lk. 10:39). ere-
fore it would seem that several acts are requisite for the con-
templative life.

On the contrary, Life signifies here the operation on
which a man is chiefly intent. Wherefore if there are several
operations of the contemplative life, there will be, not one, but
several contemplative lives.

I answer that, We are now speaking of the contemplative
life as applicable to man. Now according to Dionysius (Div.
Nom. vii) between man and angel there is this difference, that
an angel perceives the truth by simple apprehension, whereas
man arrives at the perception of a simple truth by a process
from several premises. Accordingly, then, the contemplative
life has one act wherein it is finally completed, namely the con-
templation of truth, and from this act it derives its unity. Yet it
has many acts whereby it arrives at this final act. Some of these
pertain to the reception of principles, from which it proceeds
to the contemplation of truth; others are concerned with de-
ducing from the principles, the truth, the knowledge of which
is sought; and the last and crowning act is the contemplation
itself of the truth.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Richard of St. Vic-
tor “cogitation” would seem to regard the consideration of the
many things from which a person intends to gather one sim-
ple truth.Hence cogitationmay comprise not only the percep-
tions of the senses in taking cognizance of certain effects, but
also the imaginations. and again the reason’s discussion of the
various signs or of anything that conduces to the truth in view:

although, according to Augustine (De Trin. xiv, 7), cogitation
may signify any actual operation of the intellect. “Meditation”
would seem to be the process of reason from certain principles
that lead to the contemplation of some truth: and “considera-
tion” has the samemeaning, according toBernard (DeConsid.
ii, 2), although, according to the Philosopher (DeAnima ii, 1),
every operation of the intellect may be called “consideration.”
But “contemplation” regards the simple act of gazing on the
truth; wherefore Richard says again (De Grat. Contempl. i, 4)
that “contemplation is the soul’s clear and free dwelling upon
the object of its gaze; meditation is the survey of the mind
while occupied in searching for the truth: and cogitation is the
mind’s glance which is prone to wander.”

Reply to Objection 2. According to a gloss† of Augustine
on this passage, “beholding” [speculatio] denotes “seeing in a
mirror [speculo], not from a watch-tower [specula].” Now to
see a thing in a mirror is to see a cause in its effect wherein its
likeness is reflected. Hence “beholding” would seem to be re-
ducible to meditation.

Reply to Objection 3. Admiration is a kind of fear result-
ing from the apprehension of a thing that surpasses our fac-
ulties: hence it results from the contemplation of the sublime
truth. For it was stated above (a. 1) that contemplation termi-
nates in the affections.

Reply to Objection 4. Man reaches the knowledge of
truth in two ways. First, by means of things received from an-
other. In this way, as regards the things he receives from God,
he needs “prayer,” according to Wis. 7:7, “I called upon” God,
“and the spirit of wisdom came uponme”: while as regards the
things he receives fromman, he needs “hearing,” in so far as he
receives from the spokenword, and “reading,” in so far as he re-
ceives from the tradition of Holy Writ. Secondly, he needs to
apply himself by his personal study, and thus he requires “med-
itation.”

IIa IIae q. 180 a. 4Whether the contemplative life consists in the mere contemplation of God, or also in the con-
sideration of any truth whatever?

Objection 1. It would seem that the contemplative life
consists not only in the contemplation of God, but also in
the consideration of any truth. For it is written (Ps. 138:14):
“Wonderful are y works, and my soul knoweth right well.”
Now the knowledge of God’s works is effected by any contem-
plation of the truth. erefore it would seem that it pertains
to the contemplative life to contemplate not only the divine
truth, but also any other.

Objection 2.Further, Bernard says (DeConsid. v, 14) that
“contemplation consists in admiration first of God’s majesty,
secondly of His judgments, thirdly of His benefits, fourthly of
His promises.” Now of these four the first alone regards the di-
vine truth, and the other three pertain toHis effects.erefore
the contemplative life consists not only in the contemplation

of the divine truth, but also in the consideration of truth re-
garding the divine effects.

Objection 3. Further, Richard of St. Victor‡ distinguishes
six species of contemplation.efirst belongs to “the imagina-
tion alone,” and consists in thinking of corporeal things. e
second is in “the imagination guided by reason,” and consists
in considering the order and disposition of sensible objects.
e third is in “the reason based on the imagination”; when,
to wit, from the consideration of the visible we rise to the in-
visible. e fourth is in “the reason and conducted by the rea-
son,” when the mind is intent on things invisible of which the
imagination has no cognizance.e fih is “above the reason,”
but not contrary to reason, when by divine revelation we be-
come cognizant of things that cannot be comprehended by the

* Hugh of St. Victor, Alleg. inN.T. iii, 4. † Cf.DeTrin. xv, 8. ‡ DeGrat.
Contempl. i, 6.
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human reason. e sixth is “above reason and contrary to rea-
son”; when, to wit, by the divine enlightening we know things
that seem contrary to human reason, such as the doctrine of
the mystery of the Trinity. Now only the last of these would
seem to pertain to the divine truth. erefore the contempla-
tion of truth regards not only the divine truth, but also that
which is considered in creatures.

Objection 4. Further, in the contemplative life the con-
templation of truth is sought as being the perfection of man.
Now any truth is a perfection of the human intellect. ere-
fore the contemplative life consists in the contemplation of
any truth.

Onthe contrary,Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37) that “in con-
templation we seek the principle which is God.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), a thing may belong
to the contemplative life in two ways: principally, and secon-
darily, or dispositively. at which belongs principally to the
contemplative life is the contemplation of the divine truth, be-
cause this contemplation is the end of the whole human life.
Hence Augustine says (De Trin. i, 8) that “the contemplation
of God is promised us as being the goal of all our actions and
the everlasting perfection of our joys.”is contemplationwill
be perfect in the life to come, when we shall see God face to
face, wherefore it will make us perfectly happy: whereas now
the contemplation of the divine truth is competent to us im-
perfectly, namely “through a glass” and “in a dark manner” (1
Cor. 13:12). Hence it bestows on us a certain inchoate beat-
itude, which begins now and will be continued in the life to
come; wherefore the Philosopher (Ethic. x, 7) places man’s ul-
timate happiness in the contemplation of the supreme intelli-
gible good.

Since, however, God’s effects show us the way to the con-
templation of God Himself, according to Rom. 1:20, “e in-
visible things of God…are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made,” it follows that the contemplation
of the divine effects also belongs to the contemplative life,
inasmuch as man is guided thereby to the knowledge of God.

Hence Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xxix) that “in the study
of creatures wemust not exercise an empty and futile curiosity,
but should make them the stepping-stone to things unperish-
able and everlasting.”

Accordingly it is clear from what has been said (Aa. 1,2,3)
that four things pertain, in a certain order, to the contempla-
tive life; first, the moral virtues; secondly, other acts exclusive
of contemplation; thirdly, contemplation of the divine effects;
fourthly, the complement of all which is the contemplation of
the divine truth itself.

Reply to Objection 1. David sought the knowledge of
God’s works, so that he might be led by them to God; where-
fore he says elsewhere (Ps. 142:5,6): “I meditated on all y
works: I meditated upon the works of y hands: I stretched
forth my hands to ee.”

Reply to Objection 2. By considering the divine judg-
ments man is guided to the consideration of the divine justice;
and by considering the divine benefits and promises, man is
led to the knowledge of God’s mercy or goodness, as by effects
already manifested or yet to be vouchsafed.

Reply to Objection 3. ese six denote the steps whereby
we ascend bymeans of creatures to the contemplation of God.
For the first step consists in the mere consideration of sensible
objects; the second step consists in going forward from sensi-
ble to intelligible objects; the third step is to judge of sensible
objects according to intelligible things; the fourth is the abso-
lute consideration of the intelligible objects to which one has
attained bymeans of sensibles; the fih is the contemplation of
those intelligible objects that are unattainable bymeans of sen-
sibles, butwhich the reason is able to grasp; the sixth step is the
consideration of such intelligible things as the reason can nei-
ther discover nor grasp, which pertain to the sublime contem-
plation of divine truth, wherein contemplation is ultimately
perfected.

Reply to Objection 4. e ultimate perfection of the hu-
man intellect is the divine truth: and other truths perfect the
intellect in relation to the divine truth.

IIa IIae q. 180 a. 5Whether in the present state of life the contemplative life can reach to the vision of the Divine
essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the present state of life
the contemplative life can reach to the vision of the Divine
essence. For, as stated in Gn. 32:30, Jacob said: “I have seen
God face to face, and my soul has been saved.” Now the vision
of God’s face is the vision of the Divine essence. erefore it
would seem that in the present life onemay come, bymeans of
contemplation, to see God in His essence.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37) that
“contemplative men withdraw within themselves in order to
explore spiritual things, nor do they ever carry with them the
shadows of things corporeal, or if these follow them they pru-
dently drive them away: but being desirous of seeing the in-
comprehensible light, they suppress all the images of their lim-

ited comprehension, and through longing to reach what is
above them, they overcome that which they are.” Now man is
not hindered from seeing the Divine essence, which is the in-
comprehensible light, save by the necessity of turning to cor-
poreal phantasms. erefore it would seem that the contem-
plation of the present life can extend to the vision of the in-
comprehensible light in its essence.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Dial. ii, 35): “All crea-
tures are small to the soul that sees itsCreator: whereforewhen
themanofGod,” the blessedBenedict, towit, “saw afiery globe
in the tower and angels returning to heaven, without doubt
he could only see such things by the light of God.” Now the
blessed Benedict was still in this life.erefore the contempla-
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tion of the present life can extend to the vision of the essence
of God.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.): “As
long aswe live in thismortal flesh, no one reaches such a height
of contemplation as to fix the eyes of his mind on the ray itself
of incomprehensible light.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 27), “no
one seeing God lives this mortal life wherein the bodily senses
have their play: and unless in some way he depart this life,
whether by going altogether out of his body, or by withdraw-
ing fromhis carnal senses, he is not caught up into that vision.”
is has been carefully discussed above (q. 175,Aa. 4,5), where
we spoke of rapture, and in the Ia, q. 12, a. 2, where we treated
of the vision of God.

Accordingly we must state that one may be in this life in
two ways. First, with regard to act, that is to say by actually
making use of the bodily senses, and thus contemplation in the
present life can nowise attain to the vision of God’s essence.
Secondly, one may be in this life potentially and not with re-
gard to act, that is to say, when the soul is united to the mor-
tal body as its form, yet so as to make use neither of the bod-
ily senses, nor even of the imagination, as happens in rapture;
and in this way the contemplation of the present life can attain
to the vision of the Divine essence. Consequently the highest
degree of contemplation in the present life is that which Paul
had in rapture, whereby he was in a middle state between the
present life and the life to come.

Reply to Objection 1. As Dionysius says (Ep. i ad Caium.
Monach.), “if anyone seeing God, understood what he saw, he
saw not God Himself, but something belonging to God.” And
Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.): “By no means is God seen

now inHis glory; but the soul sees something of lower degree,
and is thereby refreshed so that aerwards it may attain to the
glory of vision.” Accordingly the words of Jacob, “I saw God
face to face” do not imply that he saw God’s essence, but that
he saw some shape*, imaginary of course, wherein God spoke
to him. Or, “since we know a man by his face, by the face of
God he signified his knowledge of Him,” according to a gloss
of Gregory on the same passage.

Reply to Objection 2. In the present state of life human
contemplation is impossible without phantasms, because it is
connatural to man to see the intelligible species in the phan-
tasms, as the Philosopher states (De Anima iii, 7). Yet intellec-
tual knowledge does not consist in the phantasms themselves,
but in our contemplating in them the purity of the intelligible
truth: and this not only in natural knowledge, but also in that
whichwe obtain by revelation. ForDionysius says (Coel.Hier.
i) that “theDivine glory shows us the angelic hierarchies under
certain symbolic figures, and by its power we are brought back
to the single ray of light,” i.e. to the simple knowledge of the in-
telligible truth. It is in this sense that we must understand the
statement of Gregory that “contemplatives do not carry along
with them the shadows of things corporeal,” since their con-
templation is not fixed on them, but on the consideration of
the intelligible truth.

Reply to Objection 3. By these words Gregory does not
imply that the blessed Benedict, in that vision, sawGod inHis
essence, but he wishes to show that because “all creatures are
small to him that sees God,” it follows that all things can easily
be seen through the enlightenment of theDivine light.Where-
fore he adds: “For however little he may see of the Creator’s
light, all created things become petty to him.”

IIa IIae q. 180 a. 6Whether the operation of contemplation is fittingly divided into a threefoldmovement, circu-
lar, straight and oblique?

Objection 1. It would seem that the operation of con-
templation is unfittingly divided into a threefold movement,
“circular,” “straight,” and “oblique” (Div. Nom. iv). For con-
templation pertains exclusively to rest, according toWis. 8:16,
“When I go intomyhouse, I shall reposemyselfwithher.”Now
movement is opposed to rest. erefore the operations of the
contemplative life should not be described as movements.

Objection 2. Further, the action of the contemplative life
pertains to the intellect, whereby man is like the angels. Now
Dionysius describes these movements as being different in the
angels from what they are in the soul. For he says (Div. Nom.
iv) that the “circular” movement in the angel is “according
to his enlightenment by the beautiful and the good.” On the
other hand, he assigns the circularmovement of the soul to sev-
eral things: the first ofwhich is the “withdrawal of the soul into
itself from externals”; the second is “a certain concentration of
its powers, whereby it is rendered free of error and of outward
occupation”; and the third is “union with those things that

are above it.” Again, he describes differently their respective
straight movements. For he says that the straight movement
of the angel is that by which he proceeds to the care of those
things that are beneath him. On the other hand, he describes
the straight movement of the soul as being twofold: first, “its
progress towards things that are near it”; secondly, “its upli-
ing from external things to simple contemplation.” Further, he
assigns a different oblique movement to each. For he assigns
the obliquemovement of the angels to the fact that “while pro-
viding for those who have less they remain unchanged in rela-
tion to God”: whereas he assigns the obliquemovement of the
soul to the fact that “the soul is enlightened in Divine knowl-
edge by reasoning and discoursing.” erefore it would seem
that the operations of contemplation are unfittingly assigned
according to the ways mentioned above.

Objection 3. Further, Richard of St. Victor (De Con-
templ. i, 5) mentions many other different movements in like-
ness to the birds of the air. “For some of these rise at one time

* Cf. Ia, q. 12, a. 11, ad 1.
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to a great height, at another swoop down to earth, and they do
so repeatedly; others fly now to the right, now to the le again
and again; others go forwards or lag behindmany times; others
fly in a circle now more now less extended; and others remain
suspended almost immovably in one place.”erefore itwould
seem that there are only three movements of contemplation.

On the contrary, stands the authority of Dionysius (Div.
Nom. iv).

I answer that,As stated above (q. 119, a. 1, ad 3), the oper-
ation of the intellect, wherein contemplation essentially con-
sists, is called a movement, in so far as movement is the act
of a perfect thing, according to the Philosopher (De Anima
iii, 1). Since, however, it is through sensible objects that we
come to the knowledge of intelligible things, and since sen-
sible operations do not take place without movement, the re-
sult is that even intelligible operations are described as move-
ments, and are differentiated in likeness to variousmovements.
Now of bodily movements, local movements are themost per-
fect and come first, as proved in Phys. viii, 7; wherefore the
foremost among intelligible operations are described by being
likened to them.esemovements are of three kinds; for there
is the “circular” movement, by which a thing moves uniformly
round one point as center, another is the “straight”movement,
by which a thing goes from one point to another; the third is
“oblique,” being composed as it were of both the others. Con-
sequently, in intelligible operations, that which is simply uni-
form is compared to circular movement; the intelligible op-
eration by which one proceeds from one point to another is
compared to the straight movement; while the intelligible op-
erationwhich unites something of uniformitywith progress to
various points is compared to the oblique movement.

Reply toObjection 1. External bodily movements are op-
posed to the quiet of contemplation, which consists in rest
from outward occupations: but the movements of intellectual
operations belong to the quiet of contemplation.

Reply to Objection 2. Man is like the angels in intellect
generically, but the intellective power is much higher in the
angel than inman.Consequently thesemovementsmust be as-
cribed to souls and angels in different ways, according as they
are differently related to uniformity. For the angelic intellect
has uniform knowledge in two respects. First, because it does
not acquire intelligible truth from the variety of composite ob-
jects; secondly, because it understands the truth of intelligible
objects not discursively, but by simple intuition. On the other
hand, the intellect of the soul acquires intelligible truth from
sensible objects, and understands it by a certain discoursing of
the reason.

Wherefore Dionysius assigns the “circular” movement of
the angels to the fact that their intuition ofGod is uniformand
unceasing, having neither beginning nor end: even as a circu-
lar movement having neither beginning nor end is uniformly
around the one same center. But on the part of the soul, ere it
arrive at this uniformity, its twofold lack of uniformity needs
to be removed. First, that which arises from the variety of ex-
ternal things: this is removed by the soul withdrawing from

externals, and so the first thing he mentions regarding the cir-
cular movement of the soul is “the soul’s withdrawal into it-
self from external objects.” Secondly, another lack of unifor-
mity requires to be removed from the soul, and this is owing
to the discoursing of reason. is is done by directing all the
soul’s operations to the simple contemplation of the intelligi-
ble truth, and this is indicated by his saying in the second place
that “the soul’s intellectual powers must be uniformly concen-
trated,” in other words that discoursing must be laid aside and
the soul’s gaze fixed on the contemplation of the one simple
truth. In this operation of the soul there is no error, even as
there is clearly no error in the understanding of first princi-
ples which we know by simple intuition. Aerwards these two
things being done, he mentions thirdly the uniformity which
is like that of the angels, for then all things being laid aside,
the soul continues in the contemplation of God alone.is he
expresses by saying: “en being thusmade uniform unitedly,”
i.e. conformably, “by the union of its powers, it is conducted
to the good and the beautiful.” e “straight” movement of
the angel cannot apply to his proceeding from one thing to
another by considering them, but only to the order of his prov-
idence, namely to the fact that the higher angel enlightens the
lower angels through the angels that are intermediate.He indi-
cates this when he says: “e angel’s movement takes a straight
line when he proceeds to the care of things subject to him,
taking in his course whatever things are direct,” i.e. in keeping
with the dispositions of the direct order. Whereas he ascribes
the “straight” movement in the soul to the soul’s proceeding
from exterior sensibles to the knowledge of intelligible objects.
e “oblique” movement in the angels he describes as being
composed of the straight and circular movements, inasmuch
as their care for those beneath them is in accordance with their
contemplation of God: while the “oblique” movement in the
soul he also declares to be partly straight and partly circular,
in so far as in reasoning it makes use of the light received from
God.

Reply to Objection 3. ese varieties of movement that
are taken from the distinction between above and below, right
and le, forwards and backwards, and from varying circles, are
all comprised under either straight and obliquemovement, be-
cause they all denote discursions of reason. For if the reason
pass from the genus to the species, or from the part to the
whole, it will be, as he explains, from above to below: if from
one opposite to another, it will be from right to le; if from
the cause to the effect, it will be backwards and forwards; if it
be about accidents that surround a thing near at hand or far
remote, the movement will be circular. e discoursing of rea-
son from sensible to intelligible objects, if it be according to
the order of natural reason, belongs to the straight movement;
but if it be according to the Divine enlightenment, it will be-
long to the oblique movement as explained above (ad 2). at
alone which he describes as immobility belongs to the circular
movement.

Wherefore it is evident thatDionysius describes themove-
ment of contemplation with much greater fulness and depth.
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IIa IIae q. 180 a. 7Whether there is delight in contemplation?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no delight in
contemplation. For delight belongs to the appetitive power;
whereas contemplation resides chiefly in the intellect. ere-
fore it would seem that there is no delight in contemplation.

Objection 2. Further, all strife and struggle is a hindrance
to delight. Now there is strife and struggle in contemplation.
For Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that “when the soul
strives to contemplate God, it is in a state of struggle; at one
time it almost overcomes, because by understanding and feel-
ing it tastes something of the incomprehensible light, and at
another time it almost succumbs, because even while tasting,
it fails.” erefore there is no delight in contemplation.

Objection 3. Further, delight is the result of a perfect op-
eration, as stated in Ethic. x, 4.Now the contemplation of way-
farers is imperfect, according to 1 Cor. 13:12, “We see now
through a glass in a darkmanner.”erefore seemingly there is
no delight in the contemplative life.

Objection 4. Further, a lesion of the body is an obstacle
to delight. Now contemplation causes a lesion of the body;
wherefore it is stated (Gn. 32) that aer Jacob had said (Gn.
32:30), “ ‘I have seen God face to face’…he halted on his foot
(Gn. 32:31)…because he touched the sinew of his thigh and it
shrank” (Gn. 32:32). erefore seemingly there is no delight
in contemplation.

On the contrary, It is written of the contemplation of wis-
dom (Wis. 8:16): “Her conversation hath no bitterness, nor
her company any tediousness, but joy and gladness”: and Gre-
gory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that “the contemplative life is
sweetness exceedingly lovable.”

I answer that, ere may be delight in any particular con-
templation in twoways. First by reason of the operation itself*,
because each individual delights in the operation which befits
him according to his own nature or habit. Now contemplation
of the truth befits a man according to his nature as a ratio-
nal animal: the result being that “all men naturally desire to
know,” so that consequently they delight in the knowledge of
truth. And more delightful still does this become to one who
has the habit of wisdom and knowledge, the result of which is
that he contemplates without difficulty. Secondly, contempla-
tion may be delightful on the part of its object, in so far as one
contemplates that which one loves; even as bodily vision gives
pleasure, not only because to see is pleasurable in itself, but be-
cause one sees a person whom one loves. Since, then, the con-
templative life consists chiefly in the contemplation ofGod, of
which charity is the motive, as stated above (Aa. 1,2, ad 1), it
follows that there is delight in the contemplative life, not only
by reason of the contemplation itself, but also by reason of the
Divine love.

In both respects the delight thereof surpasses all humande-
light, both because spiritual delight is greater than carnal plea-
sure, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 31, a. 5), whenwewere treating

of the passions, and because the love wherebyGod is loved out
of charity surpasses all love. Hence it is written (Ps. 33:9): “O
taste and see that the Lord is sweet.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although the contemplative life
consists chiefly in an act of the intellect, it has its beginning
in the appetite, since it is through charity that one is urged to
the contemplation of God. And since the end corresponds to
the beginning, it follows that the term also and the end of the
contemplative life has its being in the appetite, since one de-
lights in seeing the object loved, and the very delight in the
object seen arouses a yet greater love. Wherefore Gregory says
(Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that “whenwe see one whomwe love, we
are so aflame as to love himmore.” And this is the ultimate per-
fection of the contemplative life, namely that the Divine truth
be not only seen but also loved.

Reply to Objection 2. Strife or struggle arising from the
opposition of an external thing, hinders delight in that thing.
For a man delights not in a thing against which he strives: but
in that for which he strives; when he has obtained it, other
things being equal, he delights yet more: wherefore Augustine
says (Confess. viii, 3) that “the more peril there was in the bat-
tle, the greater the joy in the triumph.” But there is no strife or
struggle in contemplation on the part of the truth which we
contemplate, though there is on the part of our defective un-
derstanding and our corruptible body which drags us down to
lower things, according to Wis. 9:15, “e corruptible body
is a load upon the soul, and the earthly habitation presseth
down the mind that museth upon many things.” Hence it is
that when man attains to the contemplation of truth, he loves
it yetmore, while he hates themore his own deficiency and the
weight of his corruptible body, so as to say with the Apostle
(Rom. 7:24): “Unhappy man that I am, who shall deliver me
from the body of this death?” Wherefore Gregory say (Hom.
xiv in Ezech.): “When God is once known by desire and un-
derstanding, He withers all carnal pleasure in us.”

Reply to Objection 3. e contemplation of God in this
life is imperfect in comparison with the contemplation in
heaven; and in like manner the delight of the wayfarer’s con-
templation is imperfect as compared with the delight of con-
templation in heaven, of which it is written (Ps. 35:9): “ou
shalt make them drink of the torrent of y pleasure.” Yet,
though the contemplation of Divine things which is to be had
by wayfarers is imperfect, it is more delightful than all other
contemplation however perfect, on account of the excellence
of that which is contemplated. Hence the Philosopher says
(De Part. Animal. i, 5): “We may happen to have our own lit-
tle theories about those sublimebeings and godlike substances,
and though we grasp them but feebly, nevertheless so elevat-
ing is the knowledge that they give us more delight than any
of those things that are round about us”: and Gregory says in
the same sense (Hom. xiv in Ezech.): “e contemplative life

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 3, a. 5.
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is sweetness exceedingly lovable; for it carries the soul away
above itself, it opens heaven and discovers the spiritual world
to the eyes of the mind.”

Reply to Objection 4. Aer contemplation Jacob halted
with one foot, “becauseweneed to growweak in the love of the

world ere we wax strong in the love of God,” as Gregory says
(Hom. xiv in Ezech.). “us when we have known the sweet-
ness of God, we have one foot sound while the other halts;
since every one who halts on one foot leans only on that foot
which is sound.”

IIa IIae q. 180 a. 8Whether the contemplative life is continuous?

Objection 1. It would seem that the contemplative life
is not continuous. For the contemplative life consists essen-
tially in things pertaining to the intellect. Now all the intel-
lectual perfections of this life will be made void, according
to 1 Cor. 13:8, “Whether prophecies shall be made void, or
tongues shall cease, or knowledge shall be destroyed.” ere-
fore the contemplative life is made void.

Objection 2. Further, a man tastes the sweetness of con-
templation by snatches and for a short time only: wherefore
Augustine says (Confess. x, 40), “ou admittest me to amost
unwonted affection in my inmost soul, to a strange sweet-
ness…yet through my grievous weight I sink down again.”
Again,Gregory commenting on thewords of Job 4:15, “When
a spirit passed before me,” says (Moral. v, 33): “e mind does
not remain long at rest in the sweetness of inward contempla-
tion, for it is recalled to itself and beaten back by the very im-
mensity of the light.” erefore the contemplative life is not
continuous.

Objection 3. Further, that which is not connatural toman
cannot be continuous. Now the contemplative life, according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. x, 7), “is better than the life which is
according toman.”erefore seemingly the contemplative life
is not continuous.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Lk. 10:42): “Mary hath
chosen the best part, which shall not be taken away from her,”
since as Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.), “the contempla-
tive life begins here so that it may be perfected in our heavenly
home.”

I answer that, A thing may be described as continuous in
two ways: first, in regard to its nature; secondly, in regard to

us. It is evident that in regard to itself contemplative life is con-
tinuous for two reasons: first, because it is about incorruptible
and unchangeable things; secondly, because it has no contrary,
for there is nothing contrary to the pleasure of contemplation,
as stated in Topic. i, 13. But even in our regard contemplative
life is continuous—both because it is competent to us in re-
spect of the incorruptible part of the soul, namely the intel-
lect, wherefore it can endure aer this life—and because in the
works of the contemplative life we work not with our bodies,
so that we are the more able to persevere in the works thereof,
as the Philosopher observes (Ethic. x, 7).

Reply to Objection 1. e manner of contemplation is
not the same here as in heaven: yet the contemplative life is
said to remain by reason of charity, wherein it has both its be-
ginning and its end. Gregory speaks in this sense (Hom. xiv in
Ezech.): “e contemplative life begins here, so as to be per-
fected in our heavenly home, because the fire of love which be-
gins to burn here is aflame with a yet greater love when we see
Him Whom we love.”

Reply to Objection 2. No action can last long at its high-
est pitch. Now the highest point of contemplation is to reach
the uniformity of Divine contemplation, according to Diony-
sius*, and as we have stated above (a. 6, ad 2). Hence although
contemplation cannot last long in this respect, it can be of long
duration as regards the other contemplative acts.

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher declares the con-
templative life to be above man, because it befits us “so far as
there is in us something divine” (Ethic. x, 7), namely the intel-
lect, which is incorruptible and impassible in itself, wherefore
its act can endure longer.

* Cf. Coel. Hier. iii.
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Of the Active Life
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the active life, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all the works of the moral virtues pertain to the active life?
(2) Whether prudence pertains to the active life?
(3) Whether teaching pertains to the active life?
(4) Of the duration of the active life.

IIa IIae q. 181 a. 1Whether all the actions of the moral virtues pertain to the active life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the acts of the moral
virtues do not all pertain to the active life. For seemingly the
active life regards only our relations with other persons: hence
Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that “the active life is to give
bread to the hungry,” and aer mentioning many things that
regard our relations with other people he adds finally, “and to
give to each and every one whatever he needs.” Now we are
directed in our relations to others, not by all the acts of moral
virtues, but only by those of justice and its parts, as stated above
(q. 58, Aa. 2,8; Ia IIae, q. 60, Aa. 2,3). erefore the acts of the
moral virtues do not all pertain to the active life.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.)
that Liawhowas blear-eyed but fruitful signifies the active life:
which “being occupied with work, sees less, and yet since it
urges one’s neighbor both by word and example to its imita-
tion it begets a numerous offspring of good deeds.” Now this
would seem to belong to charity, whereby we love our neigh-
bor, rather than to the moral virtues. erefore seemingly the
acts of moral virtue do not pertain to the active life.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (q. 180, a. 2), the
moral virtues dispose one to the contemplative life. Now dis-
position and perfection belong to the same thing. erefore it
would seem that the moral virtues do not pertain to the active
life.

On the contrary, Isidore says (De Summo Bono iii, 15):
“In the active life all vices must first of all be extirpated by the
practice of good works, in order that in the contemplative life
the mind’s eye being purified one may advance to the contem-
plation of the Divine light.” Now all vices are not extirpated
save by acts of themoral virtues.erefore the acts of themoral
virtues pertain to the active life.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 179, a. 1) the active and

the contemplative life differ according to the different occu-
pations of men intent on different ends: one of which occu-
pations is the consideration of the truth; and this is the end
of the contemplative life, while the other is external work to
which the active life is directed.

Now it is evident that the moral virtues are directed
chiefly, not to the contemplation of truth but to operation.
Wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 4) that “for virtue
knowledge is of little or no avail.” Hence it is clear that the
moral virtues belong essentially to the active life; for which
reason the Philosopher (Ethic. x, 8) subordinates the moral
virtues to active happiness.

Reply toObjection 1.echief of themoral virtues is jus-
tice by which one man is directed in his relations towards an-
other, as the Philosopher proves (Ethic. v, 1). Hence the ac-
tive life is described with reference to our relations with other
people, because it consists in these things, not exclusively, but
principally.

Reply to Objection 2. It is possible, by the acts of all the
moral virtues, for one to direct one’s neighbor to good by ex-
ample: and this is what Gregory here ascribes to the active life.

Reply toObjection 3.Even as the virtue that is directed to
the end of another virtue passes, as it were, into the species of
the latter virtue, so again when a man makes use of things per-
taining to the active life, merely as dispositions to contempla-
tion, such things are comprised under the contemplative life.
On the other hand, when we practice the works of the moral
virtues, as being good in themselves, and not as dispositions to
the contemplative life, the moral virtues belong to the active
life.

It may also be replied, however, that the active life is a dis-
position to the contemplative life.

IIa IIae q. 181 a. 2Whether prudence pertains to the active life?

Objection 1. It would seem that prudence does not per-
tain to the active life. For just as the contemplative life belongs
to the cognitive power, so the active life belongs to the appet-
itive power. Now prudence belongs not to the appetitive but
to the cognitive power.erefore prudence does not belong to

the active life.
Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.)

that the “active life being occupiedwithwork, sees less,” where-
fore it is signified by Lia who was blear-eyed. But prudence re-
quires clear eyes, so that one may judge aright of what has to
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be done. erefore it seems that prudence does not pertain to
the active life.

Objection 3. Further, prudence stands between the moral
and the intellectual virtues. Now just as the moral virtues be-
long to the active life, as stated above (a. 1), so do the intel-
lectual virtues pertain to the contemplative life. erefore it
would seem that prudence pertains neither to the active nor
to the contemplative life, but to an intermediate kind of life,
of which Augustine makes mention (De Civ. Dei xix, 2,3,19).

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. x, 8) that
prudence pertains to active happiness, to which the moral
virtues belong.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 3; Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 6),
if one thing be directed to another as its end, it is drawn, es-
pecially in moral matters, to the species of the thing to which
it is directed: for instance “he who commits adultery that he
may steal, is a thief rather than an adulterer,” according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. v, 2). Now it is evident that the knowledge
of prudence is directed to the works of the moral virtues as its
end, since it is “right reason applied to action” (Ethic. vi, 5);
so that the ends of the moral virtues are the principles of pru-
dence, as the Philosopher says in the same book. Accordingly,
as it was stated above (a. 1, ad 3) that the moral virtues in one
who directs them to the quiet of contemplation belong to the
contemplative life, so the knowledge of prudence, which is of
itself directed to the works of the moral virtues, belongs di-
rectly to the active life, providedwe take prudence in its proper
sense as the Philosopher speaks of it.

If, however, we take it in a more general sense, as compris-
ing any kind of human knowledge, then prudence, as regards a
certain part thereof, belongs to the contemplative life. In this
sense Tully (De Offic. i, 5) says that “the man who is able most
clearly and quickly to grasp the truth and to unfold his reasons,
is wont to be considered most prudent and wise.”

Reply toObjection1.Moralworks take their species from
their end, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18,Aa. 4,6), wherefore the
knowledge pertaining to the contemplative life is that which
has its end in the very knowledge of truth; whereas the knowl-
edge of prudence, through having its end in an act of the ap-
petitive power, belongs to the active life.

Reply to Objection 2. External occupation makes a man
see less in intelligible things, which are separated from sensible
objects with which the works of the active life are concerned.
Nevertheless the external occupation of the active life enables a
man to seemore clearly in judging of what is to be done, which
belongs to prudence, both on account of experience, and on
account of the mind’s attention, since “brains avail when the
mind is attentive” as Sallust observes*.

Reply to Objection 3. Prudence is said to be intermedi-
ate between the intellectual and the moral virtues because it
resides in the same subject as the intellectual virtues, and has
absolutely the same matter as the moral virtues. But this third
kind of life is intermediate between the active and the contem-
plative life as regards the things about which it is occupied, be-
cause it is occupied sometimes with the contemplation of the
truth, sometimes with eternal things.

IIa IIae q. 181 a. 3Whether teaching is a work of the active or of the contemplative life?

Objection 1. It would seem that teaching is a work not
of the active but of the contemplative life. For Gregory says
(Hom. v in Ezech.) that “the perfect who have been able to
contemplate heavenly goods, at least through a glass, proclaim
them to their brethren,whoseminds they inflamewith love for
their hidden beauty.” But this pertains to teaching. erefore
teaching is a work of the contemplative life.

Objection 2. Further, act and habit would seem to be
referable to the same kind of life.Now teaching is an act of wis-
dom: for the Philosopher says (Metaph. i, 1) that “to be able to
teach is an indication of knowledge.” erefore since wisdom
or knowledge pertain to the contemplative life, it would seem
that teaching also belongs to the contemplative life.

Objection 3. Further, prayer, no less than contemplation,
is an act of the contemplative life. Now prayer, even when one
prays for another, belongs to the contemplative life. erefore
it would seem that it belongs also to the contemplative life to
acquaint another, by teaching him, of the truth we have medi-
tated.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.): “e
active life is to give bread to the hungry, to teach the ignorant
the words of wisdom.”

I answer that, e act of teaching has a twofold object.
For teaching is conveyed by speech, and speech is the audible
sign of the interior concept. Accordingly one object of teach-
ing is the matter or object of the interior concept; and as to
this object teaching belongs sometimes to the active, some-
times to the contemplative life. It belongs to the active life,
when a man conceives a truth inwardly, so as to be directed
thereby in his outward action; but it belongs to the contem-
plative life when a man conceives an intelligible truth, in the
consideration and love whereof he delights. Hence Augustine
says (DeVerb. Dom. Serm. civ, 1): “Let them choose for them-
selves the better part,” namely the contemplative life, “let them
be busy with the word, long for the sweetness of teaching, oc-
cupy themselves with salutary knowledge,” thus stating clearly
that teaching belongs to the contemplative life.

e other object of teaching is on the part of the speech
heard, and thus the object of teaching is the hearer. As to this
object all doctrine belongs to the active life to which external
actions pertain.

Reply to Objection 1. e authority quoted speaks ex-
pressly of doctrine as to its matter, in so far as it is concerned
with the consideration and love of truth.

* Bell. Catilin., LI.
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Reply to Objection 2. Habit and act have a common ob-
ject. Hence this argument clearly considers the matter of the
interior concept. For it pertains to themanhavingwisdomand
knowledge to be able to teach, in so far as he is able to express
his interior concept in words, so as to bring another man to
understand the truth.

Reply to Objection 3. He who prays for another does
nothing towards theman for whomhe prays, but only towards
GodWho is the intelligible truth; whereas he who teaches an-
other does something in his regard by external action. Hence
the comparison fails.

IIa IIae q. 181 a. 4Whether the active life remains aer this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the active life remains af-
ter this life. For the acts of the moral virtues belong to the ac-
tive life, as stated above (a. 1). But the moral virtues endure af-
ter this life according to Augustine (De Trin. xiv, 9).erefore
the active life remains aer this life.

Objection2.Further, teaching others belongs to the active
life, as stated above (a. 3). But in the life to comewhen “we shall
be like the angels,” teachingwill be possible: even as apparently
it is in the angels of whom one “enlightens, cleanses, and per-
fects”* another, which refers to the “receiving of knowledge,”
according to Dionysius (Coel. Hier. vii). erefore it would
seem that the active life remains aer this life.

Objection 3. Further, the more lasting a thing is in itself,
the more is it able to endure aer this life. But the active life is
seemingly more lasting in itself: for Gregory says (Hom. v in
Ezech.) that “we can remain fixed in the active life, whereas we
are nowise able to maintain an attentive mind in the contem-
plative life.” erefore the active life is much more able than
the contemplative to endure aer this life.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.): “e
active life ends with this world, but the contemplative life be-
gins here, to be perfected in our heavenly home.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the active life has its
end in external actions: and if these be referred to the quiet
of contemplation, for that very reason they belong to the con-
templative life. But in the future life of the blessed the occupa-
tion of external actions will cease, and if there be any external
actions at all, these will be referred to contemplation as their
end. For, as Augustine says at the end of De Civitate Dei xxii,
30, “there we shall rest and we shall see, we shall see and love,
we shall love and praise.” And he had said before (De Civ. Dei
xxii, 30) that “there God will be seen without end, loved with-
out wearying, praised without tiring: such will be the occupa-
tion of all, the common love, the universal activity.”

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 136, a. 1, ad 1),
the moral virtues will remain not as to those actions which are
about themeans, but as to the actionswhich are about the end.
Such acts are those that conduce to the quiet of contemplation,

which in the words quoted above Augustine denotes by “rest,”
and this rest excludes not only outward disturbances but also
the inward disturbance of the passions.

Reply to Objection 2. e contemplative life, as stated
above (q. 180, a. 4), consists chiefly in the contemplation of
God, and as to this, one angel does not teach another, since
according to Mat. 18:10, “the little ones’ angels,” who belong
to the lower order, “always see the face of the Father”; and so,
in the life to come, no man will teach another of God, but “we
shall” all “see Him as He is” (1 Jn. 3:2). is is in keeping with
the saying of Jeremiah 31:34: “ey shall teach no more every
man his neighbor…saying: Know the Lord: for all shall know
me, from the least of them even to the greatest.”

But as regards things pertaining to the “dispensation of
the mysteries of God,” one angel teaches another by cleansing,
enlightening, and perfecting him: and thus they have some-
thing of the active life so long as the world lasts, from the fact
that they are occupied in administering to the creatures be-
low them. is is signified by the fact that Jacob saw angels
“ascending” the ladder—which refers to contemplation—and
“descending” —which refers to action. Nevertheless, as Gre-
gory remarks (Moral. ii, 3), “they do not wander abroad from
the Divine vision, so as to be deprived of the joys of inward
contemplation.” Hence in them the active life does not differ
from the contemplative life as it does in us forwhom theworks
of the active life are a hindrance to contemplation.

Nor is the likeness to the angels promised to us as regards
the administering to lower creatures, for this is competent to
us not by reason of our natural order, as it is to the angels, but
by reason of our seeing God.

Reply toObjection 3.at the durability of the active life
in the present state surpasses the durability of the contempla-
tive life arises not from any property of either life considered
in itself, but from our own deficiency, since we are withheld
from the heights of contemplation by the weight of the body.
Hence Gregory adds (Moral. ii, 3) that “the mind through its
very weakness being repelled from that immense height recoils
on itself.”

* Coel. Hier. iii, viii.
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Of the Active Life in Comparison with the Contemplative Life

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the active life in comparison with the contemplative life, under which head there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Which of them is of greater import or excellence?
(2) Which of them has the greater merit?
(3) Whether the contemplative life is hindered by the active life?
(4) Of their order.

IIa IIae q. 182 a. 1Whether the active life is more excellent than the contemplative?

Objection 1. It would seem that the active life is more ex-
cellent than the contemplative. For “thatwhich belongs to bet-
ter menwould seem to be worthier and better,” as the Philoso-
pher says (Top. iii, 1). Now the active life belongs to persons of
higher rank, namely prelates, who are placed in a position of
honor and power; wherefore Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix,
19) that “in our actions we must not love honor or power in
this life.” erefore it would seem that the active life is more
excellent than the contemplative.

Objection 2. Further, in all habits and acts, direction be-
longs to the more important; thus the military art, being the
more important, directs the art of the bridle-maker*. Now it
belongs to the active life to direct and command the contem-
plative, as appears from the words addressed to Moses (Ex.
19:21), “Go down and charge the people, lest they should have
amind to pass the” fixed “limits to see the Lord.”erefore the
active life is more excellent than the contemplative.

Objection3.Further, noman should be taken away froma
greater thing in order to be occupied with lesser things: for the
Apostle says (1 Cor. 12:31): “Be zealous for the better gis.”
Now some are taken away from the state of the contemplative
life to the occupations of the active life, as in the case of those
who are transferred to the state of prelacy. erefore it would
seem that the active life is more excellent than the contempla-
tive.

On the contrary, Our Lord said (Lk. 10:42): “Mary hath
chosen the best part, which shall not be taken away from her.”
Now Mary figures the contemplative life. erefore the con-
templative life is more excellent than the active.

I answer that,Nothing prevents certain things beingmore
excellent in themselves, whereas they are surpassed by another
in some respect. Accordingly we must reply that the contem-
plative life is simply more excellent than the active: and the
Philosopher proves this by eight reasons (Ethic. x, 7,8). e
first is, because the contemplative life becomes man according
to that which is best in him, namely the intellect, and accord-
ing to its proper objects, namely things intelligible; whereas
the active life is occupied with externals. Hence Rachael, by

whom the contemplative life is signified, is interpreted “the
vision of the principle,”† whereas as Gregory says (Moral. vi,
37) the active life is signified by Lia who was blear-eyed. e
second reason is because the contemplative life can be more
continuous, although not as regards the highest degree of con-
templation, as stated above (q. 180, a. 8, ad 2; q. 181, a. 4, ad
3), wherefore Mary, by whom the contemplative life is signi-
fied, is described as “sitting” all the time “at the Lord’s feet.”
irdly, because the contemplative life is more delightful than
the active; wherefore Augustine says (De Verb. Dom. Serm.
ciii) that “Martha was troubled, but Mary feasted.” Fourthly,
because in the contemplative life man is more self-sufficient,
since he needs fewer things for that purpose; wherefore it was
said (Lk. 10:41): “Martha, Martha, thou art careful and art
troubled about many things.” Fihly, because the contempla-
tive life is loved more for its own sake, while the active life is
directed to something else.Hence it is written (Ps. 36:4): “One
thing I have asked of the Lord, this will I seek aer, that I may
dwell in the house of the Lord all the days of my life, that I
may see the delight of the Lord.” Sixthly, because the contem-
plative life consists in leisure and rest, according to Ps. 45:11,
“Be still and see that I am God.” Seventhly, because the con-
templative life is according toDivine things, whereas active life
is according to human things; wherefore Augustine says (De
Verb. Dom. Serm. civ): “ ‘In the beginning was the Word’: to
Him was Mary hearkening: ‘e Word was made flesh’: Him
was Martha serving.” Eighthly, because the contemplative life
is according to that which is most proper to man, namely his
intellect; whereas in the works of the active life the lower pow-
ers also, which are common to us and brutes, have their part;
wherefore (Ps. 35:7) aer the words, “Men and beasts ou
wilt preserve, O Lord,” that which is special to man is added
(Ps. 35:10): “In y light we shall see light.”

Our Lord adds a ninth reason (Lk. 10:42) when He says:
“Mary hath chosen the best part, which shall not be taken
away fromher,”whichwordsAugustine (DeVerb.Dom. Serm.
ciii) expounds thus: “Not—ou hast chosen badly but—She
has chosen better.Why better? Listen—because it shall not be

* Ethic. i, 1. † Or rather, ‘One seeing the principle,’ if derived from r’h and
hzn; Cf. Jerome, De Nom. Hebr.
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taken away fromher. But the burdenof necessity shall at length
be taken from thee: whereas the sweetness of truth is eternal.”

Yet in a restricted sense and in a particular case one should
prefer the active life on account of the needs of the present life.
us too the Philosopher says (Topic. iii, 2): “It is better to be
wise than to be rich, yet for one who is in need, it is better to
be rich…”

Reply to Objection 1. Not only the active life concerns
prelates, they should also excel in the contemplative life; hence
Gregory says (Pastor. ii, 1): “A prelate should be foremost in
action, more uplied than others in contemplation.”

Reply to Objection 2. e contemplative life consists
in a certain liberty of mind. For Gregory says (Hom. iii in
Ezech.) that “the contemplative life obtains a certain freedom
of mind, for it thinks not of temporal but of eternal things.”
And Boethius says (De Consol. v, 2): “e soul of man must
needs be more free while it continues to gaze on the Divine
mind, and less so when it stoops to bodily things.” Where-
fore it is evident that the active life does not directly com-
mand the contemplative life, but prescribes certain works of

the active life as dispositions to the contemplative life; which
it accordingly serves rather than commands. Gregory refers to
this when he says (Hom. iii in Ezech.) that “the active life is
bondage, whereas the contemplative life is freedom.”

Reply to Objection 3. Sometimes a man is called away
from the contemplative life to the works of the active life, on
account of some necessity of the present life, yet not so as to
be compelled to forsake contemplation altogether. Hence Au-
gustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 19): “e love of truth seeks a
holy leisure, the demands of charity undertake an honest toil,”
the work namely of the active life. “If no one imposes this bur-
den upon us wemust devote ourselves to the research and con-
templation of truth, but if it be imposed on us, wemust bear it
because charity demands it of us. Yet even thenwemust not al-
together forsake the delights of truth, lest we deprive ourselves
of its sweetness, and this burden overwhelm us.” Hence it is
clear that when a person is called from the contemplative life
to the active life, this is done by way not of subtraction but of
addition.

IIa IIae q. 182 a. 2Whether the active life is of greater merit than the contemplative?

Objection 1. It would seem that the active life is of greater
merit than the contemplative. For merit implies relation to
meed; andmeed is due to labor, according to 1Cor. 3:8, “Every
man shall receive his own reward according to his own labor.”
Now labor is ascribed to the active life, and rest to the contem-
plative life; for Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.): “Whoso-
ever is converted to God must first of all sweat from labor, i.e.
he must take Lia, that aerwards he may rest in the embraces
of Rachel so as to see the principle.” erefore the active life is
of greater merit than the contemplative.

Objection 2. Further, the contemplative life is a beginning
of the happiness to come; wherefore Augustine commenting
on Jn. 21:22, “So I will have him to remain till I come,” says
(Tract. cxxiv in Joan.): “ismaybe expressedmore clearly: Let
perfect works followMe conformed to the example ofMy pas-
sion, and let contemplation begun here remain until I come,
that it may be perfected when I shall come.” And Gregory says
(Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that “contemplation begins here, so as to
be perfected in our heavenly home.” Now the life to come will
be a state not of meriting but of receiving the reward of our
merits. erefore the contemplative life would seem to have
less of the character of merit than the active, but more of the
character of reward.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xii in Ezech.)
that “no sacrifice ismore acceptable toGod than zeal for souls.”
Nowby the zeal for souls aman turns to the occupations of the
active life. erefore it would seem that the contemplative life
is not of greater merit than the active.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37): “Great are
the merits of the active life, but greater still those of the con-

templative.”
I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 4), the

root ofmerit is charity; and, while, as stated above (q. 25, a. 1),
charity consists in the love of God and our neighbor, the love
ofGod is by itselfmoremeritorious than the love of our neigh-
bor, as stated above (q. 27, a. 8).Wherefore thatwhichpertains
more directly to the love of God is generically more meritori-
ous than that which pertains directly to the love of our neigh-
bor for God’s sake. Now the contemplative life pertains di-
rectly and immediately to the love of God; for Augustine says
(DeCiv. Dei xix, 19) that “the love of ” theDivine “truth seeks
a holy leisure,” namely of the contemplative life, for it is that
truth above all which the contemplative life seeks, as stated
above (q. 181, a. 4, ad 2). On the other hand, the active life
is more directly concerned with the love of our neighbor, be-
cause it is “busy about much serving” (Lk. 10:40). Wherefore
the contemplative life is generically of greater merit than the
active life. is is moreover asserted by Gregory (Hom. iii in
Ezech.): “e contemplative life surpasses in merit the active
life, because the latter labors under the stress of present work,”
by reason of the necessity of assisting our neighbor, “while the
former with heartfelt relish has a foretaste of the coming rest,”
i.e. the contemplation of God.

Nevertheless it may happen that one man merits more by
the works of the active life than another by the works of the
contemplative life. For instance through excess of Divine love
a man may now and then suffer separation from the sweetness
of Divine contemplation for the time being, that God’s will
may be done and for His glory’s sake. us the Apostle says
(Rom. 9:3): “I wished myself to be an anathema from Christ,

* Ad Demetr. de Compunct. Cordis.

1877



for my brethren”; which words Chrysostom expounds as fol-
lows (De Compunct. i, 7*): “His mind was so steeped in the
love of Christ that, although he desired above all to be with
Christ, he despised even this, because thus he pleased Christ.”

Reply to Objection 1. External labor conduces to the
increase of the accidental reward; but the increase of merit
with regard to the essential reward consists chiefly in charity,
whereof external labor borne for Christ’s sake is a sign. Yet a
much more expressive sign thereof is shown when a man, re-
nouncing whatsoever pertains to this life, delights to occupy
himself entirely with Divine contemplation.

Reply toObjection 2. In the state of future happinessman
has arrived at perfection, wherefore there is no room for ad-
vancement by merit; and if there were, the merit would be
more efficacious by reason of the greater charity. But in the
present life contemplation is not without some imperfection,
and can always becomemore perfect; wherefore it does not re-
move the idea of merit, but causes a yet greater merit on ac-

count of the practice of greater Divine charity.
Reply to Objection 3. A sacrifice is rendered to God spir-

itually when something is offered to Him; and of all man’s
goods, God specially accepts that of the human soul when it is
offered to Him in sacrifice. Now a man ought to offer to God,
in the first place, his soul, according to Ecclus. 30:24, “Have
pity on thy own soul, pleasing God”; in the second place, the
souls of others, according toApoc. 22:17, “He that heareth, let
him say: Come.” And the more closely a man unites his own
or another’s soul to God, the more acceptable is his sacrifice
to God; wherefore it is more acceptable to God that one ap-
ply one’s own soul and the souls of others to contemplation
than to action. Consequently the statement that “no sacrifice
is more acceptable to God than zeal for souls,” does not mean
that the merit of the active life is preferable to the merit of the
contemplative life, but that it is more meritorious to offer to
God one’s own soul and the souls of others, than any other ex-
ternal gis.

IIa IIae q. 182 a. 3Whether the contemplative life is hindered by the active life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the contemplative life is
hindered by the active life. For the contemplative life requires
a certain stillness ofmind, according to Ps. 45:11, “Be still, and
see that I amGod”; whereas the active life involves restlessness,
according to Lk. 10:41, “Martha,Martha, thou art careful and
troubled about many things.” erefore the active life hinders
the contemplative.

Objection 2. Further, clearness of vision is a requisite for
the contemplative life. Now active life is a hindrance to clear
vision; for Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.) that it “is blear-
eyed and fruitful, because the active life, being occupied with
work, sees less.” erefore the active life hinders the contem-
plative.

Objection 3. Further, one contrary hinders the other.
Now the active and the contemplative life are apparently con-
trary to one another, since the active life is busy about many
things, while the contemplative life attends to the contempla-
tionof one;wherefore they differ in opposition toone another.
erefore itwould seem that the contemplative life is hindered
by the active.

Onthecontrary,Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37): “osewho
wish to hold the fortress of contemplation, must first of all
train in the camp of action.”

I answer that, e active life may be considered from two
points of view. First, as regards the attention to and practice of

external works: and thus it is evident that the active life hin-
ders the contemplative, in so far as it is impossible for one to
be busy with external action, and at the same time give oneself
to Divine contemplation. Secondly, active life may be consid-
ered as quieting and directing the internal passions of the soul;
and from this point of view the active life is a help to the con-
templative, since the latter is hindered by the inordinateness
of the internal passions. Hence Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37):
“ose who wish to hold the fortress of contemplation must
first of all train in the camp of action. us aer careful study
they will learn whether they no longer wrong their neighbor,
whether they bear with equanimity the wrongs their neigh-
bors do to them, whether their soul is neither overcome with
joy in the presence of temporal goods, nor cast down with too
great a sorrow when those goods are withdrawn. In this way
theywill knownwhen theywithdrawwithin themselves, in or-
der to explore spiritual things, whether they no longer carry
with them the shadows of the things corporeal, or, if these fol-
low them, whether they prudently drive them away.” Hence
the work of the active life conduces to the contemplative, by
quelling the interior passions which give rise to the phantasms
whereby contemplation is hindered.

is suffices for the Replies to theObjections; for these ar-
guments consider the occupation itself of external actions, and
not the effect which is the quelling of the passions.

IIa IIae q. 182 a. 4Whether the active life precedes the contemplative?

Objection 1. It would seem that the active life does not
precede the contemplative. For the contemplative life pertains
directly to the love of God; while the active life pertains to the
love of our neighbor.Now the love ofGod precedes the love of

our neighbor, sincewe love our neighbor forGod’s sake. Seem-
ingly therefore the contemplative life also precedes the active
life.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ezech.):
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“It should be observed that while a well-ordered life proceeds
from action to contemplation, sometimes it is useful for the
soul to turn from the contemplative to the active life.” ere-
fore the active is not simply prior to the contemplative.

Objection 3. Further, it would seem that there is not nec-
essarily any order between things that are suitable to different
subjects.Now the active and the contemplative life are suitable
to different subjects; for Gregory says (Moral. vi, 37): “Oen
those who were able to contemplate God so long as they were
undisturbed have fallen when pressed with occupation; and
frequently they who might live advantageously occupied with
the service of their fellow-creatures are killed by the sword of
their inaction.”

I answer that,A thing is said to precede in twoways. First,
with regard to its nature; and in this way the contemplative life
precedes the active, inasmuch as it applies itself to thingswhich
precede and are better than others, wherefore it moves and di-
rects the active life. For the higher reason which is assigned
to contemplation is compared to the lower reason which is as-
signed to action, and the husband is compared to his wife, who
should be ruled by her husband, as Augustine says (De Trin.
xii, 3,7,12).

Secondly, a thing precedes with regard to us, because it
comes first in the order of generation. In this way the active
precedes the contemplative life, because it disposes one to it, as
stated above (a. 1; q. 181, a. 1, ad 3); and, in the order of gener-
ation, disposition precedes form, although the latter precedes
simply and according to its nature.

Reply to Objection 1. e contemplative life is directed
to the love of God, not of any degree, but to that which is per-
fect; whereas the active life is necessary for any degree of the
love of our neighbor.HenceGregory says (Hom. iii in Ezech.):
“Without the contemplative life it is possible to enter the heav-

enly kingdom, provided one omit not the good actions we are
able to do; but we cannot enter therein without the active life,
if we neglect to do the good we can do.”

From this it is also evident that the active precedes the con-
templative life, as that which is common to all precedes, in the
order of generation, that which is proper to the perfect.

Reply toObjection 2. Progress from the active to the con-
templative life is according to the order of generation; whereas
the return from the contemplative life to the active is according
to the order of direction, in so far as the active life is directed
by the contemplative. Even thus habit is acquired by acts, and
by the acquired habit one acts yet more perfectly, as stated in
Ethic. ii, 7.

Reply toObjection 3. He that is prone to yield to his pas-
sions on account of his impulse to action is simply more apt
for the active life by reason of his restless spirit. Hence Gre-
gory says (Moral. vi, 37) that “there be some so restless that
when they are free from labor they labor all the more, be-
cause the more leisure they have for thought, the worse inte-
rior turmoil they have to bear.” Others, on the contrary, have
the mind naturally pure and restful, so that they are apt for
contemplation, and if they were to apply themselves wholly
to action, this would be detrimental to them. Wherefore Gre-
gory says (Moral. vi, 37) that “some are so slothful ofmind that
if they chance to have any hard work to do they give way at
the very outset.” Yet, as he adds further on, “oen…love stimu-
lates slothful souls towork, and fear restrains souls that are dis-
turbed in contemplation.” Consequently those who are more
adapted to the active life can prepare themselves for the con-
templative by the practice of the active life; while none the less,
those who are more adapted to the contemplative life can take
upon themselves the works of the active life, so as to become
yet more apt for contemplation.
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S P   S P, Q 183
Of Man’s Various Duties and States in General

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider man’s various states and duties. We shall consider (1) man’s duties and states in general; (2) the state
of the perfect in particular.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) What constitutes a state among men?
(2) Whether among men there should be various states and duties?
(3) Of the diversity of duties;
(4) Of the diversity of states.

IIa IIae q. 183 a. 1Whether the notion of a state denotes a condition of freedom or servitude?

Objection 1. It would seem that the notion of a state does
not denote a condition of freedom or servitude. For “state”
takes its name from “standing.” Now a person is said to stand
on account of his being upright; and Gregory says (Moral. vii,
17): “To fall by speaking harmful words is to forfeit entirely
the state of righteousness.” But a man acquires spiritual up-
rightness by submitting his will to God; wherefore a gloss on
Ps. 32:1, “Praise becometh the upright,” says: “e upright are
those who direct their heart according to God’s will.” ere-
fore it would seem that obedience to the Divine command-
ments suffices alone for the notion of a state.

Objection 2. Further, the word “state” seems to denote
immobility according to 1 Cor. 15:48, “Be ye steadfast [sta-
biles] and immovable”; wherefore Gregory says (Hom. xxi in
Ezech.): “e stone is foursquare, and is stable on all sides, if
no disturbance will make it fall.” Now it is virtue that enables
us “to act with immobility,” according to Ethic. ii, 4. erefore
it would seem that a state is acquired by every virtuous action.

Objection 3. Further, the word “state” seems to indicate
height of a kind; because to stand is to be raised upwards. Now
oneman is made higher than another by various duties; and in
like manner men are raised upwards in various ways by various
grades and orders. erefore the mere difference of grades, or-
ders, or duties suffices for a difference of states.

On the contrary, It is thus laid down in the Decretals
(II, qu. vi, can. Si Quando): “Whenever anyone intervene in
a cause where life or state is at stake he must do so, not by a
proxy, but in his own person”; and “state” here has reference
to freedom or servitude.erefore it would seem that nothing
differentiates aman’s state, except that which refers to freedom
or servitude.

I answer that, “State,” properly speaking, denotes a kind
of position, whereby a thing is disposed with a certain immo-
bility in a manner according with its nature. For it is natural

to man that his head should be directed upwards, his feet set
firmly on the ground, and his other intermediatemembers dis-
posed in becoming order; and this is not the case if he lie down,
sit, or recline, but only when he stands upright: nor again is he
said to stand, if he move, but only when he is still. Hence it
is again that even in human acts, a matter is said to have sta-
bility [statum] in reference to its own disposition in the point
of a certain immobility or restfulness. Consequently matters
which easily change and are extrinsic to themdonot constitute
a state among men, for instance that a man be rich or poor, of
high or low rank, and so forth.Wherefore in the civil law* (Lib.
Cassius ff. De Senatoribus) it is said that if a man be removed
from the senate, he is deprived of his dignity rather than of his
state. But that alone seemingly pertains to a man’s state, which
regards an obligation binding his person, in so far, to wit, as a
man is his own master or subject to another, not indeed from
any slight or unstable cause, but from one that is firmly estab-
lished; and this is something pertaining to the nature of free-
dom or servitude. erefore state properly regards freedom or
servitude whether in spiritual or in civil matters.

Reply to Objection 1. Uprightness as such does not per-
tain to the notion of state, except in so far as it is connatural
to man with the addition of a certain restfulness. Hence other
animals are said to stand without its being required that they
should be upright; nor again are men said to stand, however
upright their position be, unless they be still.

Reply toObjection 2. Immobility does not suffice for the
notion of state; since even onewho sits or lies down is still, and
yet he is not said to stand.

Reply to Objection 3. Duty implies relation to act; while
grades denote an order of superiority and inferiority. But state
requires immobility in that which regards a condition of the
person himself.

* Dig. I, IX, De Senatoribus.
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IIa IIae q. 183 a. 2Whether there should be different duties or states in the Church?

Objection1. Itwould seem that there shouldnot be differ-
ent duties or states in the Church. For distinction is opposed
to unity. Now the faithful of Christ are called to unity accord-
ing to Jn. 17:21,22: “at they…may be one in Us…as We also
are one.” erefore there should not be a distinction of duties
and states in the Church.

Objection 2. Further, nature does not employ many
means where one suffices. But the working of grace is much
more orderly than the working of nature. erefore it were
more fitting for things pertaining to the operations of grace
to be administered by the same persons, so that there would
not be a distinction of duties and states in the Church.

Objection 3. Further, the good of the Church seemingly
consists chiefly in peace, according to Ps. 147:3, “Who hath
placed peace in thy borders,” and 2 Cor. 13:11, “Have peace,
and theGod of peace…shall be with you.” Now distinction is a
hindrance to peace, for peace would seem to result from like-
ness, according to Ecclus. 13:19, “Every beast loveth its like,”
while the Philosopher says (Polit. vii, 5) that “a little differ-
ence causes dissension in a state.”erefore it would seem that
there ought not to be a distinction of states and duties in the
Church.

On the contrary, It is written in praise of the Church (Ps.
44:10) that she is “surrounded with variety”: and a gloss on
these words says that “the Queen,” namely the Church, “is be-
decked with the teaching of the apostles, the confession of
martyrs, the purity of virgins, the sorrowings of penitents.”

I answer that, e difference of states and duties in the
Church regards three things. In the first place it regards the
perfection of the Church. For even as in the order of natural
things, perfection, which in God is simple and uniform, is not
to be found in the created universe except in a multiform and
manifold manner, so too, the fulness of grace, which is cen-
tered in Christ as head, flows forth to His members in various
ways, for the perfecting of the body of the Church. is is the
meaning of theApostle’s words (Eph. 4:11,12): “He gave some
apostles, and some prophets, and other some evangelists, and
other somepastors anddoctors for theperfectingof the saints.”
Secondly, it regards the need of those actions which are neces-
sary in the Church. For a diversity of actions requires a diver-
sity of men appointed to them, in order that all things may be
accomplishedwithout delay or confusion; and this is indicated

by the Apostle (Rom. 12:4,5), “As in one body we have many
members, but all the members have not the same office, so we
being many are one body in Christ.” irdly, this belongs to
the dignity and beauty of the Church, which consist in a cer-
tain order; wherefore it is written (3 Kings 10:4,5) that “when
the queen of Saba saw all the wisdom of Solomon…and the
apartments of his servants, and the order of his ministers…she
hadno longer any spirit in her.”Hence theApostle says (2Tim.
2:20) that “in a great house there are not only vessels of gold
and silver, but also of wood and of earth.”

Reply to Objection 1. e distinction of states and du-
ties is not an obstacle to the unity of the Church, for this re-
sults from the unity of faith, charity, and mutual service, ac-
cording to the saying of the Apostle (Eph. 4:16): “Fromwhom
the whole body being compacted,” namely by faith, “and fitly
joined together,” namely by charity, “by what every joint sup-
plieth,” namely by one man serving another.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as nature does not employ
manymeanswhere one suffices, so neither does it confine itself
to one where many are required, according to the saying of the
Apostle (1Cor. 12:17), “If the whole bodywere the eye, where
would be the hearing?” Hence there was need in the Church,
which is Christ’s body, for themembers to be differentiated by
various duties, states, and grades.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as in the natural body the var-
ious members are held together in unity by the power of the
quickening spirit, and are dissociated fromone another as soon
as that spirit departs, so too in the Church’s body the peace
of the various members is preserved by the power of the Holy
Spirit, Who quickens the body of the Church, as stated in Jn.
6:64. Hence the Apostle says (Eph. 4:3): “Careful to keep the
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.” Now a man departs
from this unity of spirit when he seeks his own; just as in an
earthly kingdom peace ceases when the citizens seek eachman
his own. Besides, the peace both of mind and of an earthly
commonwealth is the better preserved by a distinction of du-
ties and states, since thereby the greater number have a share in
public actions. Wherefore the Apostle says (1 Cor. 12:24,25)
that “God hath tempered [the body] together that theremight
be no schism in the body, but the members might be mutually
careful one for another.”

IIa IIae q. 183 a. 3Whether duties differ according to their actions?

Objection 1. It would seem that duties do not differ ac-
cording to their actions. For there are infinite varieties of hu-
man acts both in spirituals and in temporals. Now there can be
no certain distinction among things that are infinite in num-
ber. erefore human duties cannot be differentiated accord-
ing to a difference of acts.

Objection 2.Further, the active and the contemplative life
differ according to their acts, as stated above (q. 179, a. 1). But
the distinction of duties seems to be other than the distinction
of lives. erefore duties do not differ according to their acts.

Objection 3.Further, even ecclesiastical orders, states, and
grades seemingly differ according to their acts. If, then, duties
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differ according to their acts it would seem that duties, grades,
and states differ in the same way. Yet this is not true, since they
are divided into their respective parts in different ways. ere-
fore duties do not differ according to their acts.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. vi, 19) that “officium
[duty] takes its name from ‘efficere’ [to effect], as though it
were instead of ‘efficium,’ by the change of one letter for the
sake of the sound.” But effecting pertains to action. erefore
duties differ according to their acts.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), difference among the
members of theChurch is directed to three things: perfection,
action, andbeauty; and according to these threewemaydistin-
guish a threefold distinction among the faithful. One, with re-
gard to perfection, and thus we have the difference of states, in
reference to which some persons are more perfect than others.
Another distinction regards action and this is the distinction
of duties: for persons are said to have various duties when they
are appointed to various actions. A third distinction regards
the order of ecclesiastical beauty: and thus we distinguish var-
ious grades according as in the same state or duty one person is
above another. Hence according to a variant text* it is written
(Ps. 47:4): “In her grades shall God be known.”

Reply to Objection 1. e material diversity of human

acts is infinite. It is not thus that duties differ, but by their for-
mal diversity which results from diverse species of acts, and in
this way human acts are not infinite.

Reply to Objection 2. Life is predicated of a thing abso-
lutely: wherefore diversity of acts which are becoming to man
considered in himself. But efficiency, whencewe have theword
“office” (as stated above), denotes action tending to something
else according to Metaph. ix, text. 16†. Hence offices differ
properly in respect of acts that are referred to other persons;
thus a teacher is said to have an office, and so is a judge, and
so forth. Wherefore Isidore says (Etym. vi, 19) that “to have
an office is to be officious,” i.e. harmful “to no one, but to be
useful to all.”

Reply to Objection 3. Differences of state, offices and
grades are taken from different things, as stated above (a. 1,
ad 3). Yet these three things may concur in the same subject:
thus when a person is appointed to a higher action, he attains
thereby both office and grade, and sometimes, besides this, a
state of perfection, on account of the sublimity of the act, as in
the case of a bishop. e ecclesiastical orders are particularly
distinct according to divine offices. For Isidore says (Etym. vi):
“ere are various kinds of offices; but the foremost is that
which relates to sacred and Divine things.”

IIa IIae q. 183 a. 4Whether the difference of states applies to those who are beginning, progressing, or perfect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the difference of states
does not apply to thosewho are beginning, progressing, or per-
fect. For “diverse genera have diverse species and differences”‡.
Now this difference of beginning, progress, and perfection is
applied to the degrees of charity, as stated above (q. 24, a. 9),
wherewewere treating of charity.erefore it would seem that
the differences of states should not be assigned in this manner.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 1), state regards
a condition of servitude or freedom, which apparently has
no connection with the aforesaid difference of beginning,
progress, andperfection.erefore it is unfitting todivide state
in this way.

Objection 3. Further, the distinction of beginning,
progress, and perfection seems to refer to “more” and “less,”
and this seemingly implies the notion of grades. But the dis-
tinction of grades differs from that of states, as we have said
above (Aa. 2,3). erefore state is unfittingly divided accord-
ing to beginning, progress, and perfection.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xxiv, 11): “ere
are three states of the converted, the beginning, the middle,
and the perfection”; and (Hom. xv in Ezech.): “Other is the
beginning of virtue, other its progress, and other still its per-
fection.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1) state regards freedom
or servitude. Now in spiritual things there is a twofold servi-
tude and a twofold freedom: for there is the servitude of sin

and the servitude of justice; and there is likewise a twofold
freedom, from sin, and from justice, as appears from the words
of the Apostle (Rom. 6:20,22), “When you were the servants
of sin, you were free men to justice…but now being made free
from sin,” you are…“become servants to God.”

Now the servitude of sin or justice consists in being in-
clined to evil by a habit of sin, or inclined to good by a habit
of justice: and in like manner freedom from sin is not to be
overcome by the inclination to sin, and freedom from justice
is not to be held back from evil for the love of justice. Never-
theless, since man, by his natural reason, is inclined to justice,
while sin is contrary to natural reason, it follows that freedom
from sin is true freedom which is united to the servitude of
justice, since they both incline man to that which is becoming
to him. In like manner true servitude is the servitude of sin,
which is connected with freedom from justice, because man is
thereby hindered from attaining that which is proper to him.
at aman become the servant of justice or sin results fromhis
efforts, as the Apostle declares (Rom. 6:16): “To whom you
yield yourselves servants to obey, his servants you are whom
you obey, whether it be of sin unto death, or of obedience unto
justice.”Now in every human effortwe candistinguish a begin-
ning, a middle, and a term; and consequently the state of spiri-
tual servitude and freedom is differentiated according to these
things, namely, the beginning—to which pertains the state of
beginners—themiddle, to which pertains the state of the pro-

* e Septuagint. † Ed. Did. viii, 8. ‡ Aristotle, Categ. ii.
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ficient—and the term, to which belongs the state of the per-
fect.

Reply to Objection 1. Freedom from sin results from
charity which “is poured forth in our hearts by the Holy
Ghost, Who is given to us” (Rom. 5:5). Hence it is written (2
Cor. 3:17): “Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.”
Wherefore the same division applies to charity as to the state
of those who enjoy spiritual freedom.

Reply to Objection 2. Men are said to be beginners, pro-

ficient, and perfect (so far as these terms indicate different
states), not in relation to any occupation whatever, but in re-
lation to such occupations as pertain to spiritual freedom or
servitude, as stated above (a. 1).

Reply to Objection 3. As already observed (a. 3, ad 3),
nothing hinders grade and state from concurring in the same
subject. For even in earthly affairs those who are free, not only
belong to a different state from those who are in service, but
are also of a different grade.
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S P   S P, Q 184
Of the State of Perfection in General

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider those things that pertain to the state of perfection whereto the other states are directed. For the
consideration of offices in relation to other acts belongs to the legislator; and in relation to the sacred ministry it comes under
the consideration of orders of which we shall treat in the ird Part*.

Concerning the state of the perfect, a three-fold consideration presents itself: (1) e state of perfection in general; (2)
ings relating to the perfection of bishops; (3) ings relating to the perfection of religious.

Under the first head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether perfection bears any relation to charity?
(2) Whether one can be perfect in this life?
(3) Whether the perfection of this life consists chiefly in observing the counsels or the commandments?
(4) Whether whoever is perfect is in the state of perfection?
(5) Whether especially prelates and religious are in the state of perfection?
(6) Whether all prelates are in the state of perfection?
(7) Which is the more perfect, the episcopal or the religious state?
(8) e comparison between religious and parish priests and archdeacons.

IIa IIae q. 184 a. 1Whether the perfection of the Christian life consists chiefly in charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the perfection of the
Christian life does not consist chiefly in charity. For the Apos-
tle says (1 Cor. 14:20): “In malice be children, but in sense be
perfect.” But charity regards not the senses but the affections.
erefore it would seem that the perfection of the Christian
life does not chiefly consist in charity.

Objection 2. Further,‘it is written (Eph. 6:13): “Take unto
you the armor of God, that youmay be able to resist in the evil
day, and to stand in all things perfect”; and the text continues
(Eph. 6:14,16), speaking of the armor of God: “Stand there-
fore having your loins girt about with truth, and having on the
breast-plate of justice…in all things taking the shield of faith.”
erefore the perfection of the Christian life consists not only
in charity, but also in other virtues.

Objection 3. Further, virtues like other habits, are speci-
fied by their acts. Now it is written ( James 1:4) that “patience
hath a perfect work.” erefore seemingly the state of perfec-
tion consists more specially in patience.

On the contrary, It is written (Col. 3:14): “Above all
things have charity, which is the bond of perfection,” because it
binds, as it were, all the other virtues together in perfect unity.

I answer that,A thing is said to be perfect in so far as it at-
tains its proper end, which is the ultimate perfection thereof.
Now it is charity that unites us to God, Who is the last end of
the human mind, since “he that abideth in charity abideth in
God, and God in him” (1 Jn. 4:16). erefore the perfection
of the Christian life consists radically in charity.

Reply toObjection 1.eperfection of the human senses

would seem to consist chiefly in their concurring together in
the unity of truth, according to 1 Cor. 1:10, “at you be per-
fect in the samemind [sensu], and in the same judgment.”Now
this is effected by charity which operates consent in us men.
Wherefore even the perfection of the senses consists radically
in the perfection of charity.

Reply to Objection 2. A man may be said to be perfect in
two ways. First, simply: and this perfection regards that which
belongs to a thing’s nature, for instance an animal may be said
to be perfect when it lacks nothing in the disposition of its
members and in such things as are necessary for an animal’s
life. Secondly, a thing is said to be perfect relatively: and this
perfection regards something connected with the thing exter-
nally, such as whiteness or blackness or something of the kind.
Now the Christian life consists chiefly in charity whereby the
soul is united to God; wherefore it is written (1 Jn. 3:14): “He
that loveth not abideth in death.” Hence the perfection of the
Christian life consists simply in charity, but in the other virtues
relatively. And since that which is simply, is paramount and
greatest in comparison with other things, it follows that the
perfection of charity is paramount in relation to the perfection
that regards the other virtues.

Reply to Objection 3. Patience is stated to have a perfect
work in relation to charity, in so far as it is an effect of the
abundance of charity that a man bears hardships patiently, ac-
cording to Rom. 8:35, “Who…shall separate us from the love
of Christ? Shall tribulation? Or distress?” etc.

* Suppl., q. 34.
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IIa IIae q. 184 a. 2Whether any one can be perfect in this life?

Objection1. Itwould seem that none canbeperfect in this
life. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:10): “When that which is
perfect is come, that which is in part shall be done away.” Now
in this life that which is in part is not done away; for in this life
faith and hope, which are in part, remain. erefore none can
be perfect in this life.

Objection 2. Further, “e perfect is that which lacks
nothing” (Phys. iii, 6). Now there is no one in this life who
lacks nothing; for it is written ( James 3:2): “Inmany things we
all offend”; and (Ps. 138:16): “y eyes did see my imperfect
being.” erefore none is perfect in this life.

Objection 3. Further, the perfection of the Christian life,
as stated (a. 1), relates to charity, which comprises the love of
God and of our neighbor. Now, neither as to the love of God
can one have perfect charity in this life, since according toGre-
gory (Hom. xiv in Ezech.) “the furnace of love which begins
to burn here, will burnmore fiercely when we seeHimWhom
we love”; nor as to the love of our neighbor, since in this life
we cannot love all our neighbors actually, even though we love
them habitually; and habitual love is imperfect. erefore it
seems that no one can be perfect in this life.

On the contrary, e Divine law does not prescribe the
impossible. Yet it prescribes perfection according toMat. 5:48,
“Be you…perfect, as also your heavenly Father is perfect.”
erefore seemingly one can be perfect in this life.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the perfection of the
Christian life consists in charity. Now perfection implies a cer-
tain universality because according to Phys. iii, 6, “the perfect
is that which lacks nothing.” Hence we may consider a three-
fold perfection. One is absolute, and answers to a totality not
only on the part of the lover, but also on the part of the object
loved, so that God be loved asmuch asHe is lovable. Such per-
fection as this is not possible to any creature, but is competent
to God alone, in Whom good is wholly and essentially.

Another perfection answers to an absolute totality on the
part of the lover, so that the affective faculty always actually
tends to God as much as it possibly can; and such perfection
as this is not possible so long as we are on the way, but we shall
have it in heaven.

e third perfection answers to a totality neither on the
part of the object served, nor on the part of the lover as regards
his always actually tending toGod, but on the part of the lover
as regards the removal of obstacles to the movement of love
towards God, in which sense Augustine says (QQ. LXXXIII,

qu. 36) that “carnal desire is the bane of charity; to have no car-
nal desires is the perfection of charity.” Such perfection as this
can be had in this life, and in two ways. First, by the removal
from man’s affections of all that is contrary to charity, such as
mortal sin; and there can be no charity apart from this perfec-
tion, wherefore it is necessary for salvation. Secondly, by the
removal fromman’s affections not only of whatever is contrary
to charity, but also of whatever hinders the mind’s affections
from tending wholly to God. Charity is possible apart from
this perfection, for instance in those who are beginners and in
those who are proficient.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle is speaking there of
heavenly perfection which is not possible to those who are on
the way.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who are perfect in this life
are said to “offend in many things” with regard to venial sins,
which result from the weakness of the present life: and in this
respect they have an “imperfect being” in comparisonwith the
perfection of heaven.

Reply to Objection 3. As the conditions of the present
life do not allow of a man always tending actually to God, so
neither does it allow of his tending actually to each individual
neighbor; but it suffices for him to tend to all in common and
collectively, and to each individual habitually and according to
the preparedness of hismind.Now in the love of our neighbor,
as in the love ofGodwemay observe a twofold perfection: one
without which charity is impossible, and consisting in one’s
having in one’s affections nothing that is contrary to the love
of one’s neighbor; and another without which it is possible to
have charity. e latter perfection may be considered in three
ways. First, as to the extent of love, through a man loving not
only his friends and acquaintances but also strangers and even
his enemies, for as Augustine says (Enchiridion lxxiii) this is a
mark of the perfect children of God. Secondly, as to the inten-
sity of love, which is shown by the things which man despises
for his neighbor’s sake, through his despising not only external
goods for the sake of his neighbor, but also bodily hardships
and even death, according to Jn. 15:13, “Greater love than this
no man hath, that a man lay down his life for his friends.”
irdly, as to the effect of love, so that a man will surrender
not only temporal but also spiritual goods and even himself,
for his neighbor’s sake, according to the words of the Apostle
(2 Cor. 12:15), “But I most gladly will spend and be spent my-
self for your souls.”

IIa IIae q. 184 a. 3Whether, in this life, perfection consists in the observance of the commandments or of the
counsels?

Objection 1. It would seem that, in this life, perfection
consists in the observance not of the commandments but of
the counsels. For our Lord said (Mat. 19:21): “If thou wilt be
perfect, go sell all [Vulg.: ‘what’] thou hast, and give to the

poor…and come, follow Me.” Now this is a counsel. erefore
perfection regards the counsels and not the precepts.

Objection 2. Further, all are bound to the observance
of the commandments, since this is necessary for salvation.
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erefore, if the perfection of the Christian life consists in ob-
serving the commandments, it follows that perfection is nec-
essary for salvation, and that all are bound thereto; and this is
evidently false.

Objection 3. Further, the perfection of the Christian life
is gauged according to charity, as stated above (a. 1). Now the
perfection of charity, seemingly, does not consist in the obser-
vance of the commandments, since the perfection of charity is
preceded both by its increase and by its beginning, as Augus-
tine says (SuperCanonic. Joan. Tract. ix). But the beginning of
charity cannot precede the observance of the commandments,
since according to Jn. 14:23, “If any one love Me, he will keep
Myword.”erefore the perfectionof life regards not the com-
mandments but the counsels.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 6:5): “ou shalt love
the Lord thy God with thy whole heart,” and (Lev. 19:18):
“ou shalt love thy neighbor [Vulg.: ‘friend’] as thyself ”; and
these are the commandments of which our Lord said (Mat.
22:40): “On these two commandments dependeth the whole
law and the prophets.” Now the perfection of charity, in re-
spect of which the Christian life is said to be perfect, consists
in our loving God with our whole heart, and our neighbor as
ourselves. erefore it would seem that perfection consists in
the observance of the precepts.

I answer that,Perfection is said to consist in a thing in two
ways: in one way, primarily and essentially; in another, secon-
darily and accidentally. Primarily and essentially the perfection
of the Christian life consists in charity, principally as to the
love ofGod, secondarily as to the love of our neighbor, both of
which are thematter of the chief commandments of theDivine
law, as stated above. Now the love of God and of our neigh-
bor is not commanded according to a measure, so that what
is in excess of the measure be a matter of counsel. is is ev-
ident from the very form of the commandment, pointing, as
it does, to perfection—for instance in the words, “ou shalt
love theLord thyGodwith thywhole heart”: since “thewhole”
is the same as “the perfect,” according to thePhilosopher (Phys.
iii, 6), and in the words, “ou shalt love thy neighbor as thy-
self,” since every one loves himself most. e reason of this is
that “the end of the commandment is charity,” according to the
Apostle (1 Tim. 1:5); and the end is not subject to a measure,
but only such things as are directed to the end, as the Philoso-
pher observes (Polit. i, 3); thus a physician does not measure
the amount of his healing, but how much medicine or diet he
shall employ for the purpose of healing. Consequently it is ev-
ident that perfection consists essentially in the observance of
the commandments;whereforeAugustine says (DePerf. Justit.
viii): “Why then should not this perfection be prescribed to
man, although no man has it in this life?”

Secondarily and instrumentally, however, perfection con-
sists in the observance of the counsels, all of which, like the
commandments, are directed to charity; yet not in the same
way. For the commandments, other than the precepts of char-

ity, are directed to the removal of things contrary to char-
ity, with which, namely, charity is incompatible, whereas the
counsels are directed to the removal of things that hinder the
act of charity, and yet are not contrary to charity, such as
marriage, the occupation of worldly business, and so forth.
Hence Augustine says (Enchiridion cxxi): “Whatever things
God commands, for instance, ‘ou shalt not commit adul-
tery,’ andwhatever are not commanded, yet suggested by a spe-
cial counsel, for instance, ‘It is good for a man not to touch a
woman,’ are then done arightwhen they are referred to the love
of God, and of our neighbor for God’s sake, both in this world
and in the world to come.” Hence it is that in the Conferences
of the Fathers (Coll. i, cap. vii) the abbotMoses says: “Fastings,
watchings, meditating on the Scriptures, penury and loss of all
one’s wealth, these are not perfection but means to perfection,
since not in them does the school of perfection find its end,
but through them it achieves its end,” and he had already said
that “we endeavor to ascend by these steps to the perfection of
charity.”

Reply to Objection 1. In this saying of our Lord some-
thing is indicated as being the way to perfection by the words,
“Go, sell all thou hast, and give to the poor”; and something
else is added wherein perfection consists, when He said, “And
follow Me.” Hence Jerome in his commentary on Mat. 19:27,
says that “since it is not enough merely to leave, Peter added
that which is perfect: ‘And have followed ee’ ”; and Am-
brose, commenting on Lk. 5:27, “Follow Me,” says: “He com-
mands him to follow, not with steps of the body, but with de-
votion of the soul, which is the effect of charity.” Wherefore it
is evident from the very way of speaking that the counsels are
means of attaining to perfection, since it is thus expressed: “If
thou wilt be perfect, go, sell,” etc., as though He said: “By so
doing thou shalt accomplish this end.”

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Perf. Justit.
viii) “the perfection of charity is prescribed to man in this life,
because one runs not right unless one knows whither to run.
And how shall we know this if no commandment declares it
to us?” And since that which is a matter of precept can be ful-
filled variously, one does not break a commandment through
not fulfilling it in the bestway, but it is enough to fulfil it in any
way whatever. Now the perfection of Divine love is a matter of
precept for allwithout exception, so that even theperfectionof
heaven is not excepted fromthis precept, asAugustine says (De
Perf. Justit. viii*), and one escapes transgressing the precept, in
whatever measure one attains to the perfection of Divine love.
e lowest degree of Divine love is to love nothing more than
God, or contrary to God, or equally with God, and whoever
fails from this degree of perfection nowise fulfils the precept.
ere is another degree of the Divine love, which cannot be
fulfilled so long as we are on the way, as stated above (a. 2),
and it is evident that to fail from this is not to be a transgressor
of the precept; and in like manner one does not transgress the
precept, if one does not attain to the intermediate degrees of

* Cf. De Spir. et Lit. XXXVI.
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perfection, provided one attain to the lowest.
Reply toObjection 3. Just as man has a certain perfection

of his nature as soon as he is born, which perfection belongs
to the very essence of his species, while there is another perfec-
tionwhich he acquires by growth, so again there is a perfection
of charity which belongs to the very essence of charity, namely

that man love God above all things, and love nothing contrary
toGod,while there is another perfection of charity even in this
life, whereto aman attains by a kind of spiritual growth, for in-
stance when a man refrains even from lawful things, in order
more freely to give himself to the service of God.

IIa IIae q. 184 a. 4Whether whoever is perfect is in the state of perfection?

Objection 1. It would seem that whoever is perfect is in
the state of perfection. For, as stated above (a. 3, ad 3), just
as bodily perfection is reached by bodily growth, so spiritual
perfection is acquired by spiritual growth. Now aer bodily
growth one is said to have reached the state of perfect age.
erefore seemingly also aer spiritual growth, when one has
already reached spiritual perfection, one is in the state of per-
fection.

Objection 2. Further, according to Phys. v, 2, movement
“from one contrary to another” has the same aspect as “move-
ment from less to more.” Now when a man is changed from
sin to grace, he is said to change his state, in so far as the state
of sin differs from the state of grace. erefore it would seem
that in the same manner, when one progresses from a lesser to
a greater grace, so as to reach the perfect degree, one is in the
state of perfection.

Objection 3. Further, aman acquires a state by being freed
from servitude. But one is freed from the servitude of sin by
charity, because “charity covereth all sins” (Prov. 10:12). Now
one is said to be perfect on account of charity, as stated above
(a. 1). erefore, seemingly, whoever has perfection, for this
very reason has the state of perfection.

On the contrary, Some are in the state of perfection, who
are wholly lacking in charity and grace, for instance wicked
bishops or religious.erefore it would seem that on the other
hand some have the perfection of life, who nevertheless have
not the state of perfection.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 183, a. 1), state prop-
erly regards a condition of freedom or servitude. Now spiri-
tual freedom or servitude may be considered in man in two
ways: first, with respect to his internal actions; secondly, with
respect to his external actions. And since according to 1 Kings
16:7, “man seeth those things that appear, but the Lord be-
holdeth the heart,” it follows that with regard to man’s inter-
nal disposition we consider his spiritual state in relation to the
Divine judgment, while with regard to his external actions we
consider man’s spiritual state in relation to the Church. It is in
this latter sense that we are now speaking of states, namely in
so far as the Church derives a certain beauty from the variety
of states†.

Now itmust be observed, that so far asmen are concerned,
in order that any one attain to a state of freedom or servitude

there is required first of all an obligation or a release. For the
mere fact of serving someone does not make a man a slave,
since even the free serve, according to Gal. 5:13, “By charity
of the spirit serve one another”: nor again does the mere fact
of ceasing to serve make a man free, as in the case of a runaway
slave; but properly speaking a man is a slave if he be bound to
serve, and aman is free if he be released from service. Secondly,
it is required that the aforesaid obligation be imposed with a
certain solemnity; even as a certain solemnity is observed in
other matters which amongmen obtain a settlement in perpe-
tuity.

Accordingly, properly speaking, one is said to be in the
state of perfection, not through having the act of perfect love,
but through binding himself in perpetuity and with a certain
solemnity to those things that pertain to perfection. More-
over it happens that some persons bind themselves to that
which they do not keep, and some fulfil that to which they
have not bound themselves, as in the case of the two sons
(Mat. 21:28,30), one of whom when his father said: “Work
in my vineyard,” answered: “I will not,” and “aerwards…he
went,” while the other “answering said: I go…and hewent not.”
Wherefore nothing hinders some from being perfect without
being in the state of perfection, and some in the state of per-
fection without being perfect.

Reply to Objection 1. By bodily growth a man progresses
in things pertaining to nature, wherefore he attains to the state
of nature; especially since “what is according to nature is,” in
a way, “unchangeable”*, inasmuch as nature is determinate to
one thing. In like manner by inward spiritual growth a man
reaches the state of perfection in relation to the Divine judg-
ment. But as regards the distinctions of ecclesiastical states, a
man does not reach the state of perfection except by growth in
respect of external actions.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument also regards the in-
terior state. Yet when a man passes from sin to grace, he passes
from servitude to freedom; and this does not result from a
mere progress in grace, except when a man binds himself to
things pertaining to grace.

Reply to Objection 3. Again this argument considers the
interior state.Nevertheless, although charity causes the change
of condition from spiritual servitude to spiritual freedom, an
increase of charity has not the same effect.

† Cf. q. 183, a. 2. * Ethic. v, 7.
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IIa IIae q. 184 a. 5Whether religious and prelates are in the state of perfection?

Objection 1. It would seem that prelates and religious are
not in the state of perfection. For the state of perfection dif-
fers from the state of the beginners and the proficient. Now
no class of men is specially assigned to the state of the profi-
cient or of the beginners.erefore it would seem that neither
should any class of men be assigned to the state of perfection.

Objection 2. Further, the outward state should answer to
the inward, else one is guilty of lying, “which consists not only
in false words, but also in deceitful deeds,” according to Am-
brose in one of his sermons (xxx de Tempore). Now there are
many prelates and religious who have not the inward perfec-
tion of charity. erefore, if all religious and prelates are in the
state of perfection, it would follow that all of them that are not
perfect are in mortal sin, as deceivers and liars.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (a. 1), perfection is
measured according to charity. Now the most perfect char-
ity would seem to be in the martyrs, according to Jn. 15:13,
“Greater love than this no man hath, that a man lay down his
life for his friends”: and a gloss onHeb. 12:4, “For youhave not
yet resisted unto blood,” says: “In this life no love is more per-
fect than that to which the holy martyrs attained, who strove
against sin even unto blood.” erefore it would seem that the
state of perfection should be ascribed to the martyrs rather
than to religious and bishops.

On the contrary, Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v) ascribes per-
fection to bishops as being perfecters, and (Eccl. Hier. vi) to
religious (whom he calls monks or θεράπευται, i.e. servants of
God) as being perfected.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), there is required for
the state of perfection a perpetual obligation to things per-
taining to perfection, together with a certain solemnity. Now
both these conditions are competent to religious and bishops.
For religious bind themselves by vow to refrain from worldly
affairs, which they might lawfully use, in order more freely
to give themselves to God, wherein consists the perfection of
the present life. Hence Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vi), speak-
ing of religious: “Some call them θεράπευται,” i.e. servants, “on
account of their rendering pure service and homage to God;
others call them μόναχοι”†, “on account of the indivisible and
single-minded life which by their being wrapped in,” i.e. con-

templating, “indivisible things, unites them in aGodlike union
and a perfection beloved of God”‡. Moreover, the obligation
in both cases is undertaken with a certain solemnity of profes-
sion and consecration; wherefore Dionysius adds (Eccl. Hier.
vi): “Hence the holy legislation in bestowing perfect grace on
them accords them a hallowing invocation.”

In like manner bishops bind themselves to things pertain-
ing to perfectionwhen they take up the pastoral duty, towhich
it belongs that a shepherd “lay down his life for his sheep,”
according to Jn. 10:15. Wherefore the Apostle says (1 Tim.
6:12): “ou…hast confessed a good confession before many
witnesses,” that is to say, “when he was ordained,” as a gloss says
on this passage. Again, a certain solemnity of consecration is
employed together with the aforesaid profession, according to
2Tim. 1:6: “Stir up the grace ofGodwhich is in thee by the im-
position of my hands,” which the gloss ascribes to the grace of
the episcopate. And Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v) that “when
the high priest,” i.e. the bishop, “is ordained, he receives on his
head themost holy imposition of the sacred oracles, whereby it
is signified that he is a participator in the whole and entire hi-
erarchical power, and that not only is he the enlightener in all
things pertaining to his holy discourses and actions, but that
he also confers this on others.”

Reply to Objection 1. Beginning and increase are sought
not for their own sake, but for the sake of perfection; hence it
is only to the state of perfection that some are admitted under
certain obligations and with solemnity.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who enter the state of per-
fection do not profess to be perfect, but to tend to perfection.
Hence the Apostle says (Phil. 3:12): “Not as though I had al-
ready attained, or were already perfect; but I follow aer, if I
may by any means apprehend”: and aerwards (Phil. 3:15):
“Let us therefore as many as are perfect, be thus minded.”
Hence a man who takes up the state of perfection is not guilty
of lying or deceit through not being perfect, but throughwith-
drawing his mind from the intention of reaching perfection.

Reply to Objection 3. Martyrdom is the most perfect act
of charity. But an act of perfection does not suffice tomake the
state of perfection, as stated above (a. 4).

IIa IIae q. 184 a. 6Whether all ecclesiastical prelates are in the state of perfection?

Objection 1. It would seem that all ecclesiastical prelates
are in a state of perfection. For Jerome commenting on Titus
1:5, “Ordain…in every city,” etc. says: “Formerly priest was the
same as bishop,” and aerwards he adds: “Just as priests know
that by the custom of the Church they are subject to the one
who is placed over them, so too, bishops should recognize that,
by custom rather than by the very ordinance of our Lord, they

are above the priests, and are together the rightful governors of
theChurch.”Nowbishops are in the state of perfection.ere-
fore those priests also are who have the cure of souls.

Objection 2. Further, just as bishops together with their
consecration receive the cure of souls, so also do parish priests
and archdeacons, of whom a gloss onActs 6:3, “Brethren, look
ye out…seven men of good reputation,” says: “e apostles de-

† i.e. solitaries; whence the English word ‘monk’. ‡ Cf. q. 180, a. 6.
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cided here to appoint throughout the Church seven deacons,
who were to be of a higher degree, and as it were the supports
of that which is nearest to the altar.” erefore it would seem
that these also are in the state of perfection.

Objection 3. Further, just as bishops are bound to “lay
down their life for their sheep,” so too are parish priests and
archdeacons. But this belongs to the perfection of charity, as
stated above (a. 2, ad 3). erefore it would seem that parish
priests and archdeacons also are in the state of perfection.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v): “e or-
der of pontiffs is consummative and perfecting, that of the
priests is illuminative and light-giving, that of the ministers is
cleansing and discretive.” Hence it is evident that perfection is
ascribed to bishops only.

I answer that, In priests and deacons having cure of souls
two things may be considered, namely their order and their
cure. eir order is directed to some act in the Divine offices.
Wherefore it has been stated above (q. 183, a. 3, ad 3) that
the distinction of orders is comprised under the distinction of
offices. Hence by receiving a certain order a man receives the
power of exercising certain sacred acts, but he is not bound
on this account to things pertaining to perfection, except in
so far as in the Western Church the receiving of a sacred or-
der includes the taking of a vow of continence, which is one of
the things pertaining to perfection, as we shall state further on
(q. 186, a. 4).erefore it is clear that from the fact that a man
receives a sacred order a man is not placed simply in the state
of perfection, although inward perfection is required in order
that one exercise such acts worthily.

In like manner, neither are they placed in the state of per-
fection on the part of the cure which they take upon them-
selves. For they are not bound by this very fact under the
obligation of a perpetual vow to retain the cure of souls; but
they can surrender it—either by entering religion, even with-
out their bishop’s permission (cf. Decret. xix, qu. 2, can. Duae
sunt)—or again an archdeacon may with his bishop’s permis-
sion resign his arch-deaconry or parish, and accept a simple
prebend without cure, which would be nowise lawful, if he
were in the state of perfection; for “no man putting his hand
to the plough and looking back is fit for the kingdom of God”
(Lk. 9:62). On the other hand bishops, since they are in the
state of perfection, cannot abandon the episcopal cure, save by
the authority of the Sovereign Pontiff (to whom alone it be-
longs also to dispense from perpetual vows), and this for cer-
tain causes, aswe shall state further on (q. 185, a. 4).Wherefore
it is manifest that not all prelates are in the state of perfection,
but only bishops.

Reply to Objection 1. We may speak of priest and bishop
in two ways. First, with regard to the name: and thus formerly
bishops and priests were not distinct. For bishops are so called
“because they watch over others,” as Augustine observes (De

Civ. Dei xix, 19); while the priests according to the Greek are
“elders.”* Hence the Apostle employs the term “priests” in ref-
erence to both, when he says (1 Tim. 5:17): “Let the priests
that rule well be esteemedworthy of double honor”; and again
he uses the term “bishops” in the sameway, wherefore address-
ing the priests of the Church of Ephesus he says (Acts 20:28):
“Take heed to yourselves” and “to the whole flock, wherein
the Holy Ghost hath placed you bishops, to rule the church
of God.”

But as regards the thing signified by these terms, there was
always a difference between them, even at the time of the apos-
tles. is is clear on the authority of Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v),
and of a gloss on Lk. 10:1, “Aer these things the Lord ap-
pointed,” etc. which says: “Just as the apostles were made bish-
ops, so the seventy-two disciples were made priests of the sec-
ond order.” Subsequently, however, in order to avoid schism,
it became necessary to distinguish even the terms, by calling
the higher ones bishops and the lower ones priests. But to as-
sert that priests nowise differ from bishops is reckoned by Au-
gustine among heretical doctrines (De Heres. liii), where he
says that the Arians maintained that “no distinction existed
between a priest and a bishop.”

Reply to Objection 2. Bishops have the chief cure of the
sheep of their diocese, while parish priests and archdeacons ex-
ercise an inferior ministry under the bishops. Hence a gloss on
1 Cor. 12:28, “to one, helps, to another, governments*,” says:
“Helps, namely assistants to those who are in authority,” as Ti-
tus was to the Apostle, or as archdeacons to the bishop; “gov-
ernments, namely persons of lesser authority, such as priests
who have to instruct the people”: and Dionysius says (Eccl.
Hier. v) that “just as we see the whole hierarchy culminating
in Jesus, so each office culminates in its respective godlike hi-
erarch or bishop.” Also it is said (XVI, qu. i, can. Cunctis):
“Priests anddeaconsmust all take carenot todo anythingwith-
out their bishop’s permission.” Wherefore it is evident that
they stand in relation to their bishop as wardens or mayors to
the king; and for this reason, just as in earthly governments
the king alone receives a solemn blessing, while others are ap-
pointed by simple commission, so too in the Church the epis-
copal cure is conferred with the solemnity of consecration,
while the archdeacon or parish priest receives his cure by sim-
ple appointment; although they are consecrated by receiving
orders before having a cure.

Reply to Objection 3. As parish priests and archdeacons
have not the chief cure, but a certainministry as committed to
them by the bishop, so the pastoral office does not belong to
them in chief, nor are they bound to lay down their life for the
sheep, except in so far as they have a share in their cure. Hence
we should say that they have an office pertaining to perfection
rather than that they attain the state of perfection.

* Referring to theGreek ἐπίσκοπος andπρεσβύτερος fromwhich theEnglish ‘bishop’ and ‘priest’ are derived. * Vulg.: ‘Godhath set some in the church…helps,
governments,’ etc.
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IIa IIae q. 184 a. 7Whether the religious state is more perfect than that of prelates?

Objection 1. It would seem that the religious state is more
perfect than that of prelates. For our Lord said (Mat. 19:21):
“If thou wilt be perfect, go” and “sell” all [Vulg.: ‘what’] “thou
hast, and give to the poor”; and religious do this. But bishops
are not bound to do so; for it is said (XII, qu. i, can. Episcopi de
rebus): “Bishops, if theywish,may bequeath to their heirs their
personal or acquired property, and whatever belongs to them
personally.”erefore religious are in amore perfect state than
bishops.

Objection 2. Further, perfection consists more especially
in the love ofGod than in the love of our neighbor.Now the re-
ligious state is directly ordered to the love of God, wherefore it
takes its name from “service and homage toGod,” asDionysius
says (Eccl. Hier. vi);† whereas the bishop’s state would seem to
be ordered to the love of our neighbor, of whose cure he is the
“warden,” and from this he takes his name, as Augustine ob-
serves (De Civ. Dei. xix, 19). erefore it would seem that the
religious state is more perfect than that of bishops.

Objection 3. Further, the religious state is directed to the
contemplative life, which is more excellent than the active life
to which the episcopal state is directed. For Gregory says (Pas-
tor. i, 7) that “Isaias wishing to be of profit to his neighbor by
means of the active life desired the office of preaching, whereas
Jeremias, who was fain to hold fast to the love of his Creator,
exclaimed against being sent to preach.” erefore it would
seem that the religious state is more perfect than the episco-
pal state.

On the contrary, It is not lawful for anyone to pass from
a more excellent to a less excellent state; for this would be to
look back‡. Yet a man may pass from the religious to the epis-
copal state, for it is said (XVIII, qu. i, can. Statutum) that “the
holy ordination makes a monk to be a bishop.” erefore the
episcopal state is more perfect than the religious.

I answer that, As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16),
“the agent is ever more excellent than the patient.” Now in the
genus of perfection according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v, vi),
bishops are in the position of “perfecters,”whereas religious are
in the position of being “perfected”; the former of which per-
tains to action, and the latter to passion. Whence it is evident

that the state of perfection is more excellent in bishops than in
religious.

Reply to Objection 1. Renunciation of one’s possessions
may be considered in two ways. First, as being actual: and thus
it is not essential, but a means, to perfection, as stated above
(a. 3). Hence nothing hinders the state of perfection from be-
ing without renunciation of one’s possessions, and the same
applies to other outward practices. Secondly, it may be con-
sidered in relation to one’s preparedness, in the sense of be-
ing prepared to renounce or give away all: and this belongs
directly to perfection. Hence Augustine says (De QQ. Evang.
ii, qu. 11): “Our Lord shows that the children of wisdom un-
derstand righteousness to consist neither in eating nor in ab-
staining, but in bearing want patiently.” Wherefore the Apos-
tle says (Phil. 4:12): “I know…both to abound and to suffer
need.” Now bishops especially are bound to despise all things
for the honor of God and the spiritual welfare of their flock,
when it is necessary for them to do so, either by giving to the
poor of their flock, or by suffering “with joy the being stripped
of ” their “own goods”*.

Reply to Objection 2. at bishops are busy about things
pertaining to the love of their neighbor, arises out of the abun-
dance of their love of God.Hence our Lord asked Peter first of
all whether he loved Him, and aerwards committed the care
ofHis flock to him.AndGregory says (Pastor. i, 5): “If the pas-
toral care is a proof of love, he who refuses to feed God’s flock,
though having the means to do so, is convicted of not loving
the supreme Pastor.” And it is a sign of greater love if a man de-
votes himself to others for his friend’s sake, than if he bewilling
only to serve his friend.

Reply to Objection 3. As Gregory says (Pastor. ii, 1), “a
prelate should be foremost in action, and more uplied than
others in contemplation,” because it is incumbent on him to
contemplate, not only for his own sake, but also for the pur-
pose of instructing others. Hence Gregory applies (Hom. v in
Ezech.) the words of Ps. 144:7, “ey shall publish the mem-
ory…of y sweetness,” to perfect men returning aer their
contemplation.

IIa IIae q. 184 a. 8Whether parish priests and archdeacons are more perfect than religious?

Objection 1. It would seem that also parish priests and
archdeacons are more perfect than religious. For Chrysostom
says in his Dialogue (De Sacerdot. vi): “Take for example a
monk, such as Elias, if I may exaggerate somewhat, he is not to
be compared with one who, cast among the people and com-
pelled to carry the sins ofmany, remains firmand strong.”A lit-
tle further on he says: “If I were given the choice, where would
I prefer to please, in the priestly office, or in the monastic soli-

tude, without hesitation I should choose the former.” Again
in the same book (ch. 5) he says: “If you compare the toils of
this project, namely of themonastic life, with a well-employed
priesthood, you will find them as far distant from one another
as a common citizen is from a king.” erefore it would seem
that priests who have the cure of souls are more perfect than
religious.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (ad Valerium, Ep.

† Quoted above a. 5. ‡ Cf. Lk. 9:62. * Heb. 10:34.
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xxi): “Let thy religious prudence observe that in this life, and
especially at these times, there is nothing so difficult, so oner-
ous, so perilous as the office of bishop, priest, or deacon; while
in God’s sight there is no greater blessing, if one engage in the
fight as ordered by our Commander-in-chief.” erefore reli-
gious are not more perfect than priests or deacons.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Ep. lx, ad Aurel.):
“It would be most regrettable, were we to exalt monks to such
a disastrous degree of pride, and deem the clergy deserving of
such a grievous insult,” as to assert that ‘a bad monk is a good
clerk,’ “since sometimes even a good monk makes a bad clerk.”
And a little before this he says that “God’s servants,” i.e.monks,
“must not be allowed to think that they may easily be chosen
for something better,” namely the clerical state, “if they should
become worse thereby,” namely by leaving the monastic state.
erefore it would seem that those who are in the clerical state
are more perfect than religious.

Objection 4. Further, it is not lawful to pass from a more
perfect to a less perfect state. Yet it is lawful to pass from the
monastic state to a priestly office with a cure attached, as ap-
pears (XVI, qu. i, can. Si quismonachus) from adecree of Pope
Gelasius, who says: “If there be a monk, who by the merit of
his exemplary life is worthy of the priesthood, and the abbot
under whose authority he fights for Christ his King, ask that
he be made a priest, the bishop shall take him and ordain him
in such place as he shall choose fitting.” And Jerome says (Ad
Rustic. Monach., Ep. cxxv): “In the monastery so live as to de-
serve to be a clerk.” erefore parish priests and archdeacons
are more perfect than religious.

Objection 5. Further, bishops are in a more perfect state
than religious, as shown above (a. 7). But parish priests and
archdeacons. through having cure of souls, are more like bish-
ops than religious are. erefore they are more perfect.

Objection 6. Further, virtue “is concerned with the diffi-
cult and the good” (Ethic. ii, 3). Now it is more difficult to
lead a good life in the office of parish priest or archdeacon than
in the religious state. erefore parish priests and archdeacons
have more perfect virtue than religious.

On the contrary, It is stated (XIX, qu. ii, cap. Duce): “If
a man while governing the people in his church under the
bishop and leading a secular life is inspired by the Holy Ghost
to desire to work out his salvation in a monastery or under
some canonical rule, since he is led by a private law, there
is no reason why he should be constrained by a public law.”
Now a man is not led by the law of the Holy Ghost, which is
here called a “private law,” except to something more perfect.
erefore it would seem that religious are more perfect than
archdeacons or parish priests.

I answer that, When we compare things in the point of
super-eminence, we look not at that in which they agree, but
at that wherein they differ. Now in parish priests and archdea-
cons three things may be considered, their state, their order,
and their office. It belongs to their state that they are seculars,
to their order that they are priests or deacons, to their office

that they have the cure of souls committed to them.
Accordingly, if we compare these with one who is a reli-

gious by state, a deacon or priest by order, having the cure of
souls by office, as many monks and canons regular have, this
one will excel in the first point, and in the other points he will
be equal. But if the latter differ from the former in state and
office, but agree in order, such as religious priests and deacons
not having the cure of souls, it is evident that the latter will be
more excellent than the former in state, less excellent in office,
and equal in order.

We must therefore consider which is the greater, preemi-
nence of state or of office; and here, seemingly, we should take
note of two things, goodness and difficulty. Accordingly, if we
make the comparison with a view to goodness, the religious
state surpasses the office of parish priest or archdeacon, be-
cause a religious pledges his whole life to the quest of perfec-
tion, whereas the parish priest or archdeacon does not pledge
his whole life to the cure of souls, as a bishop does, nor is it
competent to him, as it is to a bishop, to exercise the cure of
souls in chief, but only in certain particulars regarding the cure
of souls committed to his charge, as stated above (a. 6, ad 2).
Wherefore the comparison of their religious state with their
office is like the comparisons of the universal with the particu-
lar, and of a holocaust with a sacrifice which is less than a holo-
caust according to Gregory (Hom. xx in Ezech.). Hence it is
said (XIX, qu. i, can. Clerici qui monachorum.): “Clerics who
wish to take themonastic vows throughbeingdesirous of a bet-
ter life must be allowed by their bishops the free entrance into
the monastery.”

is comparison, however, must be considered as regard-
ing the genus of the deed; for as regards the charity of the doer
it happens sometimes that a deed which is of less account in its
genus is of greater merit if it be done out of greater charity.

On the other hand, if we consider the difficulty of leading a
good life in religion, and in the office of one having the cure of
souls, in this way it is more difficult to lead a good life together
with the exercise of the cure of souls, on account of outward
dangers: although the religious life is more difficult as regards
the genus of the deed, by reason of the strictness of religious
observance. If, however, the religious is also without orders, as
in the case of religious lay brethren, then it is evident that the
pre-eminence of order excels in the point of dignity, since by
holy orders a man is appointed to the most august ministry of
serving Christ Himself in the sacrament of the altar. For this
requires a greater inward holiness than that which is requisite
for the religious state, since as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vi)
themonastic order must follow the priestly orders, and ascend
toDivine things in imitation of them.Hence, other things be-
ing equal, a cleric who is in holy orders, sins more grievously if
he do something contrary to holiness than a religious who is
not in holy orders: although a religious who is not in orders is
bound to regular observance to which persons in holy orders
are not bound.

Reply toObjection 1.Wemight answer briefly these quo-
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tations from Chrysostom by saying that he speaks not of a
priest of lesser order who has the cure of souls, but of a bishop,
who is called a high-priest; and this agrees with the purpose of
that book wherein he consoles himself and Basil in that they
were chosen to be bishops. We may, however, pass this over
and reply that he speaks in view of the difficulty. For he had
already said: “When the pilot is surrounded by the stormy sea
and is able to bring the ship safely out of the tempest, then
he deserves to be acknowledged by all as a perfect pilot”; and
aerwards he concludes, as quoted, with regard to the monk,
“who is not to be comparedwith onewho, cast among the peo-
ple…remains firm”; and he gives the reasonwhy, because “both
in the calm end in the storm he piloted himself to safety.” is
proves nothing more than that the state of one who has the
cure of souls is fraught with more danger than the monastic
state; and to keep oneself innocent in face of a greater peril
is proof of greater virtue. on the other hand, it also indicates
greatness of virtue if a man avoid dangers by entering religion;
hence he does not say that “he would prefer the priestly office
to the monastic solitude,” but that “he would rather please” in
the former than in the latter, since this is a proof of greater
virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. is passage quoted from Augus-
tine also clearly refers to the questionof difficultywhichproves
the greatness of virtue in those who lead a good life, as stated
above (ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine there compares monks
with clerics as regards the pre-eminence of order, not as regards
the distinction between religious and secular life.

Reply to Objection 4. ose who are taken from the re-
ligious state to receive the cure of souls, being already in sa-
cred orders, attain to something they had not hitherto, namely
the office of the cure, yet they do not put aside what they had

already. For it is said in the Decretals (XVI, qu. i, can. De
Monachis): “With regard to those monks who aer long resi-
dence in amonastery attain to the order of clerics, we bid them
not to lay aside their former purpose.”

On the other hand, parish priests and archdeacons, when
they enter religion, resign their cure, in order to enter the state
of perfection. is very fact shows the excellence of the reli-
gious life. When religious who are not in orders are admitted
to the clerical state and to the sacred orders, they are clearly
promoted to something better, as stated: this is indicated by
the very way in which Jerome expresses himself: “So live in the
monastery as to deserve to be a clerk.”

Reply to Objection 5. Parish priests and archdeacons
are more like bishops than religious are, in a certain respect,
namely as regards the cure of souls which they have subordi-
nately; but as regards the obligation in perpetuity, religious are
more like a bishop, as appears from what we have said above
(Aa. 5,6).

Reply to Objection 6. e difficulty that arises from the
arduousness of the deed adds to the perfection of virtue; but
the difficulty that results from outward obstacles sometimes
lessens the perfection of virtue—for instance, when a man
loves not virtue so much as to wish to avoid the obstacles to
virtue, according to the saying of the Apostle (1 Cor. 9:25),
“Everyone that striveth for themastery refrainethhimself from
all things”: and sometimes it is a sign of perfect virtue—for
instance, when a man forsakes not virtue, although he is hin-
dered in the practice of virtue unawares or by some unavoid-
able cause. In the religious state there is greater difficulty aris-
ing from the arduousness of deeds; whereas for those who in
any way at all live in the world, there is greater difficulty result-
ing from obstacles to virtue, which obstacles the religious has
had the foresight to avoid.
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S P   S P, Q 185
Of ings Pertaining to the Episcopal State

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider things pertaining to the episcopal state. Under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is lawful to desire the office of a bishop?
(2) Whether it is lawful to refuse the office of bishop definitively?
(3) Whether the better man should be chosen for the episcopal office?
(4) Whether a bishop may pass over to the religious state?
(5) Whether he may lawfully abandon his subjects in a bodily manner?
(6) Whether he can have anything of his own?
(7) Whether he sins mortally by not distributing ecclesiastical goods to the poor?
(8) Whether religious who are appointed to the episcopal office are bound to religious observances?

IIa IIae q. 185 a. 1Whether it is lawful to desire the office of a bishop?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is lawful to desire the
office of a bishop. For the Apostle says (1 Tim. 3:1): “He that
desires [Vulg.: ‘If a man desire’] the office of a bishop, he de-
sireth a good work.” Now it is lawful and praiseworthy to de-
sire a goodwork.erefore it is even praiseworthy to desire the
office of a bishop.

Objection 2. Further, the episcopal state is more perfect
than the religious, as we have said above (q. 184, a. 7). But it is
praiseworthy to desire to enter the religious state. erefore it
is also praiseworthy to desire promotion to the episcopal state.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Prov. 11:26): “He that
hidethup corn shall be cursed among the people; but a blessing
upon the head of them that sell.” Now a man who is apt, both
in manner of life and by knowledge, for the episcopal office,
would seem to hide up the spiritual corn, if he shun the epis-
copal state, whereas by accepting the episcopal office he enters
the state of a dispenser of spiritual corn. erefore it would
seem praiseworthy to desire the office of a bishop, and blame-
worthy to refuse it.

Objection 4. Further, the deeds of the saints related in
Holy Writ are set before us as an example, according to Rom.
15:4, “What things soever were written, were written for our
learning.” Now we read (Is. 6:8) that Isaias offered himself for
the office of preacher, which belongs chiefly to bishops.ere-
fore itwould seempraiseworthy to desire the office of a bishop.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 19):
“e higher place, without which the people cannot be ruled,
though it be filled becomingly, is unbecomingly desired.”

I answer that, ree things may be considered in the epis-
copal office. One is principal and final, namely the bishop’s
work, whereby the good of our neighbor is intended, accord-
ing to Jn. 21:17, “Feed My sheep.” Another thing is the height
of degree, for a bishop is placed aboveothers, according toMat.
24:45, “A faithful and a wise servant, whom his lord hath ap-
pointed over his family.”e third is something resulting from

these, namely reverence, honor, and a sufficiency of tempo-
ralities, according to 1 Tim. 5:17, “Let the priests that rule
well be esteemedworthy of double honor.” Accordingly, to de-
sire the episcopal office on account of these incidental goods
is manifestly unlawful, and pertains to covetousness or am-
bition. Wherefore our Lord said against the Pharisees (Mat.
23:6,7): “ey love the first places at feasts, and the first chairs
in the synagogues, and salutations in the market-place, and to
be called by men, Rabbi.” As regards the second, namely the
height of degree, it is presumptuous to desire the episcopal of-
fice. Hence our Lord reproved His disciples for seeking prece-
dence, by saying to them (Mat. 20:25): “You know that the
princes of the gentiles lord it over them.” Here Chrysostom
says (Hom. lxv in Matth.) that in these words “He points out
that it is heathenish to seek precedence; and thus by compar-
ing them to the gentiles He converted their impetuous soul.”

On the other hand, to desire to do good to one’s neigh-
bor is in itself praiseworthy, and virtuous. Nevertheless, since
considered as an episcopal act it has the height of degree at-
tached to it, it would seem that, unless there be manifest and
urgent reason for it, it would be presumptuous for any man
to desire to be set over others in order to do them good. us
Gregory says (Pastor. i, 8) that “it was praiseworthy to seek the
office of a bishop when it was certain to bring one into graver
dangers.” Wherefore it was not easy to find a person to accept
this burden, especially seeing that it is through the zeal of char-
ity that one divinely instigated to do so, according to Gregory,
who says (Pastor. i, 7) that “Isaias being desirous of profiting
his neighbor, commendably desired the office of preacher.”

Nevertheless, anyone may, without presumption, desire to
do such likeworks if he should happen to be in that office, or to
be worthy of doing them; so that the object of his desire is the
goodwork and not the precedence in dignity.HenceChrysos-
tom* says: “It is indeed good to desire a good work, but to de-
sire the primacy of honor is vanity. For primacy seeks one that

* equotation is from theOpus Imperfectum inMatth. (Hom. xxxv), falsely
ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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shuns it, and abhors one that desires it.”
Reply to Objection 1. As Gregory says (Pastor. i, 8),

“when theApostle said this hewhowas set over the people was
the first to be dragged to the torments of martyrdom,” so that
there was nothing to be desired in the episcopal office, save the
good work. Wherefore Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 19)
that when the Apostle said, “ ‘Whoever desireth the office of
bishop, desireth a good work,’ he wished to explain what the
episcopacy is: for it denotes work and not honor: since σκοπός
signifies ‘watching.’ Wherefore if we like we may render ἐπι-
σκοπεῖν by the Latin ‘superintendere’ [to watch over]: thus a
man may know himself to be no bishop if he loves to precede
rather than to profit others.” For, as he observed shortly before,
“in our actions we should seek, not honor nor power in this
life, since all things beneath the sun are vanity, but the work
itself which that honor or power enables us to do.” Neverthe-
less, as Gregory says (Pastor. i, 8), “while praising the desire”
(namely of the good work) “he forthwith turns this object of
praise into one of fear, when he adds: It behooveth…a bishop
to be blameless,” as though to say: “I praise what you seek, but
learn first what it is you seek.”

Reply toObjection 2. ere is no parity between the reli-
gious and the episcopal state, for two reasons. First, because
perfection of life is a prerequisite of the episcopal state, as
appears from our Lord asking Peter if he loved Him more
than the others, before committing the pastoral office to him,
whereas perfection is not a prerequisite of the religious state,
since the latter is the way to perfection. Hence our Lord did
not say (Mat. 19:21): “If thou art perfect, go, sell all [Vulg.:
‘what’] thou hast,” but “If thou wilt be perfect.” e reason
for this difference is because, according to Dionysius (Eccl.
Hier. vi), perfection pertains actively to the bishop, as the “per-
fecter,” but to the monk passively as one who is “perfected”:
and one needs to be perfect in order to bring others to perfec-
tion, but not in order to be brought to perfection. Now it is
presumptuous to think oneself perfect, but it is not presump-
tuous to tend to perfection. Secondly, because he who enters
the religious state subjects himself to others for the sake of a

spiritual profit, and anyone may lawfully do this. Wherefore
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 19): “No man is debarred
from striving for the knowledge of truth, since this pertains
to a praiseworthy ease.” On the other hand, he who enters the
episcopal state is raised up in order to watch over others, and
no man should seek to be raised thus, according to Heb. 5:4,
“Neither doth anyman take the honor to himself, but he that is
called byGod”: andChrysostom says: “To desire supremacy in
the Church is neither just nor useful. For what wise man seeks
of his own accord to submit to such servitude and peril, as to
have to render an account of the whole Church? None save
him who fears not God’s judgment, and makes a secular abuse
of his ecclesiastical authority, by turning it to secular uses.”

Reply to Objection 3. e dispensing of spiritual corn is
not to be carried on in an arbitrary fashion, but chiefly accord-
ing to the appointment and disposition ofGod, and in the sec-
ond place according to the appointment of the higher prelates,
in whose person it is said (1 Cor. 4:1): “Let a man so account
of us as of the ministers of Christ, and the dispensers of the
mysteries of God.” Wherefore a man is not deemed to hide
spiritual corn if he avoids governing or correcting others, and
is not competent to do so, neither in virtue of his office nor
of his superior’s command; thus alone is he deemed to hide it,
when he neglects to dispense it while under obligation to do
so in virtue of his office, or obstinately refuses to accept the
office when it is imposed on him. Hence Augustine says (De
Civ.Dei xix, 19): “e love of truth seeks a holy leisure, the de-
mands of charity undertake an honest labor. If no one imposes
this burden upon us, we must devote ourselves to the research
and contemplationof truth, but if it be imposedonus,wemust
bear it because charity demands it of us.”

Reply to Objection 4. As Gregory says (Pastor. i, 7), “Isa-
ias,whowishing tobe sent, knewhimself to be already cleansed
by the live coal taken from the altar, shows us that no one
should dare uncleansed to approach the sacredministry. Since,
then, it is very difficult for anyone to be able to know that he
is cleansed, it is safer to decline the office of preacher.”

IIa IIae q. 185 a. 2Whether it is lawful for a man to refuse absolutely an appointment to the episcopate?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is lawful to refuse abso-
lutely an appointment to the episcopate. For as Gregory says
(Pastor. i, 7), “Isaias wishing to be of profit to his neighbor by
means of the active life, desired the officeof preaching,whereas
Jeremias whowas fain to hold fast to the love of his Creator by
contemplation exclaimed against being sent to preach.” Now
no man sins by being unwilling to forgo better things in order
to adhere to things that are not so good. Since then the love of
God surpasses the love of our neighbor, and the contemplative
life is preferable to the active, as shown above (q. 25, a. 1; q. 26,
a. 2; q. 182, a. 1) it would seem that a man sins not if he refuse

absolutely the episcopal office.
Objection 2. Further, as Gregory says (Pastor. i, 7), “it is

very difficult for anyone to be able to know that he is cleansed:
nor should anyone uncleansed approach the sacred ministry.”
erefore if a man perceives that he is not cleansed, however
urgently the episcopal office be enjoined him, he ought not to
accept it.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome (Prologue, superMarc.) says
that “it is related of the Blessed Mark* that aer receiving the
faith he cut off his thumb that he might be excluded from the
priesthood.” Likewise some take a vow never to accept a bish-

* is prologue was falsely ascribed to St. Jerome, and the passage quoted
refers, not to St. Mark the Evangelist, but to a hermit of that name. (Cf. Baro-
nius, Anno Christi, 45, num. XLIV).
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opric. Now to place an obstacle to a thing amounts to the same
as refusing it altogether.erefore it would seem that onemay,
without sin, refuse the episcopal office absolutely.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. xlviii ad Eudox.):
“If Mother Church requires your service, neither accept with
greedy conceit, nor refuse with fawning indolence”; and af-
terwards he adds: “Nor prefer your ease to the needs of the
Church: for if no good men were willing to assist her in her
labor, you would seek in vain how we could be born of her.”

I answer that, Two things have to be considered in the ac-
ceptance of the episcopal office: first, what amanmay fittingly
desire according to his own will; secondly, what it behooves a
man to do according to the will of another. As regards his own
will it becomes a man to look chiefly to his own spiritual wel-
fare, whereas that he look to the spiritual welfare of others be-
comes a man according to the appointment of another having
authority, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3). Hence just as it is a mark
of an inordinate will that aman of his own choice incline to be
appointed to the government of others, so too it indicates an
inordinate will if a man definitively refuse the aforesaid office
of government in direct opposition to the appointment of his
superior: and this for two reasons.

First, because this is contrary to the love of our neighbor,
for whose good a man should offer himself according as place
and time demand: hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xix, 19)
that “the demands of charity undertake an honest labor.” Sec-
ondly, because this is contrary to humility, whereby aman sub-
mits to his superior’s commands: hence Gregory says (Pastor.
i, 6): “In God’s sight humility is genuine when it does not ob-
stinately refuse to submit to what is usefully prescribed.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although simply and absolutely
speaking the contemplative life is more excellent than the ac-
tive, and the love of God better than the love of our neighbor,
yet, on the other hand, the good of the many should be pre-
ferred to the good of the individual.WhereforeAugustine says
in the passage quoted above: “Nor prefer your own ease to the
needs of the Church,” and all the more since it belongs to the
love of God that a man undertake the pastoral care of Christ’s
sheep. Hence Augustine, commenting on Jn. 21:17, “Feed My
sheep,” says (Tract. cxxiii in Joan.): “Be it the task of love to
feed the Lord’s flock, even as it was the mark of fear to deny
the Shepherd.”

Moreover prelates are not transferred to the active life, so
as to forsake the contemplative; wherefore Augustine says (De
Civ. Dei xix, 19) that “if the burden of the pastoral office be

imposed, we must not abandon the delights of truth,” which
are derived from contemplation.

Reply to Objection 2. No one is bound to obey his supe-
rior by doing what is unlawful, as appears from what was said
above concerning obedience (q. 104, a. 5). Accordingly it may
happen that he who is appointed to the office of prelate per-
ceive something in himself on account of which it is unlawful
for him to accept a prelacy. But this obstacle may sometimes
be removed by the very person who is appointed to the pas-
toral cure—for instance, if he have a purpose to sin, he may
abandon it—and for this reason he is not excused from being
bound to obey definitely the superior who has appointed him.
Sometimes, however, he is unable himself to remove the im-
pediment that makes the pastoral office unlawful to him, yet
the prelate who appoints him can do so—for instance, if he be
irregular or excommunicate. In such a case he ought to make
known his defect to the prelate who has appointed him; and
if the latter be willing to remove the impediment, he is bound
humbly to obey.Hence whenMoses had said (Ex. 4:10): “I be-
seech thee, Lord, I am not eloquent from yesterday, and the
day before,” the Lord answered (Ex. 4:12): “I will be in thy
mouth, and I will teach thee what thou shalt speak.” At other
times the impediment cannot be removed, neither by the per-
son appointing nor by the one appointed—for instance, if an
archbishop be unable to dispense from an irregularity; where-
fore a subject, if irregular, would not be bound to obey him by
accepting the episcopate or even sacred orders.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not in itself necessary for sal-
vation to accept the episcopal office, but it becomes necessary
by reason of the superior’s command. Now one may lawfully
place an obstacle to things thus necessary for salvation, before
the command is given; else it would not be lawful to marry
a second time, lest one should thus incur an impediment to
the episcopate or holy orders. But this would not be lawful
in things necessary for salvation. Hence the Blessed Mark did
not act against a precept by cutting off his finger, although it is
credible that he did this by the instigation of the Holy Ghost,
without which it would be unlawful for anyone to lay hands
on himself. If a man take a vow not to accept the bishop’s of-
fice, and by this intend to bind himself not even to accept it in
obedience to his superior prelate, his vow is unlawful; but if he
intend to bind himself, so far as it lies with him, not to seek the
episcopal office, nor to accept it except under urgent necessity,
his vow is lawful, because he vows to dowhat it becomes aman
to do.

IIa IIae q. 185 a. 3Whether he that is appointed to the episcopate ought to be better than others?

Objection 1. It would seem that one who is appointed to
the episcopate ought to be better than others. For our Lord,
when about to commit the pastoral office to Peter, asked him
if he lovedHimmore than the others. Now aman is the better
through loving God the more. erefore it would seem that

one ought not to be appointed to the episcopal office except
he be better than others.

Objection 2. Further, Pope Symmachus says (can. Vilis-
simus I, qu. 1): “A man is of very little worth who though ex-
celling in dignity, excels not in knowledge and holiness.” Now
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he who excels in knowledge and holiness is better. erefore a
man ought not to be appointed to the episcopate unless he be
better than others.

Objection 3. Further, in every genus the lesser are gov-
erned by the greater, as corporeal things are governed by things
spiritual, and the lower bodies by the higher, as Augustine says
(De Trin. iii, 3). Now a bishop is appointed to govern others.
erefore he should be better than others.

On the contrary, e Decretal* says that “it suffices to
choose a good man, nor is it necessary to choose the better
man.”

I answer that, In designating a man for the episcopal of-
fice, something has to be considered on the part of the per-
son designate, and something on the part of the designator.
For on the part of the designator, whether by election or by
appointment, it is required that he choose such a one as will
dispense the divine mysteries faithfully. ese should be dis-
pensed for the good of the Church, according to 1Cor. 14:12,
“Seek to abound unto the edifying of the Church”; and the di-
vine mysteries are not committed to men for their own meed,
which they should await in the life to come. Consequently he
who has to choose or appoint one for a bishop is not bound
to take one who is best simply, i.e. according to charity, but
one who is best for governing the Church, one namely who
is able to instruct, defend, and govern the Church peacefully.
Hence Jerome, commenting on Titus 1:5, says against certain
persons that “some seek to erect as pillars of the Church, not
those whom they know to be more useful to the Church, but
thosewhom they lovemore, or those bywhose obsequiousness
they have been cajoled or undone, or for whom some person
in authority has spoken, and, not to say worse than this, have
succeeded by means of gis in being made clerics.”

Now this pertains to the respect of persons, which in such
matters is a grave sin. Wherefore a gloss of Augustine† on
James 2:1, “Brethren, have not…with respect of persons,” says:

“If this distinction of sitting and standing be referred to ec-
clesiastical honors, we must not deem it a slight sin to ‘have
the faith of the Lord of glory with respect of persons.’ For who
would suffer a rich man to be chosen for the Church’s seat of
honor, in despite of a poor man who is better instructed and
holier?”

On the part of the person appointed, it is not required that
he esteem himself better than others, for this would be proud
and presumptuous; but it suffices that he perceive nothing in
himself which would make it unlawful for him to take up the
office of prelate. Hence although Peter was asked by our Lord
if he loved Him more than the others, he did not, in his re-
ply, set himself before the others, but answered simply that he
loved Christ.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord knew that, by His own
bestowal, Peter was in other respects fitted to govern the
Church: wherefore He questioned him about his greater love,
to show that when we find a man otherwise fitted for the
government of the Church, we must look chiefly to his pre-
eminence in the love of God.

Reply to Objection 2. is statement refers to the pur-
suits of the man who is placed in authority. For he should aim
at showing himself to be more excellent than others in both
knowledge and holiness. Wherefore Gregory says (Pastor. ii,
1) “the occupations of a prelate ought to excel those of the peo-
ple, as much as the shepherd’s life excels that of his flock.” But
he is not to be blamed and looked upon as worthless if he ex-
celled not before being raised to the prelacy.

Reply to Objection 3. According to 1 Cor. 12:4 seqq.,
“there are diversities of graces…and…of ministries…and…of
operations.” Hence nothing hinders one from being more fit-
ted for the office of governing, who does not excel in the grace
of holiness. It is otherwise in the government of the natural or-
der, where that which is higher in the natural order is for that
very reason more fitted to dispose of those that are lower.

IIa IIae q. 185 a. 4Whether a bishop may lawfully forsake the episcopal cure, in order to enter religion?

Objection1. It seems that a bishop cannot lawfully forsake
his episcopal cure in order to enter religion. For no one can
lawfully pass from a more perfect to a less perfect state; since
this is “to look back,” which is condemned by the words of our
Lord (Lk. 9:62), “Noman putting his hand to the plough, and
looking back, is fit for the kingdom of God.” Now the epis-
copal state is more perfect than the religious, as shown above
(q. 184, a. 7). erefore just as it is unlawful to return to the
world from the religious state, so is it unlawful to pass from
the episcopal to the religious state.

Objection 2. Further, the order of grace is more congru-
ous than the order of nature. Now according to nature a thing
is not moved in contrary directions; thus if a stone be natu-
rally moved downwards, it cannot naturally return upwards

from below. But according to the order of grace it is lawful to
pass from the religious to the episcopal state.erefore it is not
lawful to pass contrariwise from the episcopal to the religious
state.

Objection3.Further, in theworks of gracenothing should
be inoperative.Nowwhenonce aman is consecrated bishophe
retains in perpetuity the spiritual power of giving orders and
doing like things that pertain to the episcopal office: and this
power would seemingly remain inoperative in one who gives
up the episcopal cure. erefore it would seem that a bishop
may not forsake the episcopal cure and enter religion.

On the contrary, No man is compelled to do what is in
itself unlawful. Now those who seek to resign their episcopal
cure are compelled to resign (Extra, de Renunt. cap. Quidam).

* Can. Cum dilectus, de Electione. † Ep. clxvii ad Hieron.
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erefore apparently it is not unlawful to give up the episcopal
cure.

I answer that,eperfectionof the episcopal state consists
in this that for love of God a man binds himself to work for
the salvation of his neighbor, wherefore he is bound to retain
the pastoral cure so long as he is able to procure the spiritual
welfare of the subjects entrusted to his care: a matter which
he must not neglect—neither for the sake of the quiet of di-
vine contemplation, since theApostle, on account of the needs
of his subjects, suffered patiently to be delayed even from the
contemplation of the life to come, according to Phil. 1:22-25,
“What I shall choose I know not, but I am straitened between
two, having a desire to be dissolved, and to be with Christ, a
thing by far better. But to abide still in the flesh is needful for
you. And having this confidence, I know that I shall abide”;
nor for the sake of avoiding any hardships or of acquiring any
gain whatsoever, because as it is written ( Jn. 10:11), “the good
shepherd giveth his life for his sheep.”

At times, however, it happens in several ways that a bishop
is hindered fromprocuring the spiritual welfare of his subjects.
Sometimes on account of his own defect, either of conscience
(for instance if he be guilty of murder or simony), or of body
(for example if he be old or infirm), or of irregularity arising,
for instance, from bigamy. Sometimes he is hindered through
some defect in his subjects, whomhe is unable to profit.Hence
Gregory says (Dial. ii, 3): “ewickedmust be borne patiently,
when there are some good who can be succored, but when
there is noprofit at all for the good, it is sometimes useless to la-
bor for the wicked.Wherefore the perfect when they find that
they labor in vain are oen minded to go elsewhere in order
to labor with fruit.” Sometimes again this hindrance arises on
the part of others, as when scandal results from a certain per-
son being in authority: for the Apostle says (1 Cor. 8:13): “If
meat scandalize my brother, I will never eat flesh”: provided,
however, the scandal is not caused by the wickedness of per-
sons desirous of subverting the faith or the righteousness of
theChurch; because the pastoral cure is not to be laid aside on
account of scandal of this kind, according to Mat. 15:14, “Let
them alone,” those namely who were scandalized at the truth
of Christ’s teaching, “they are blind, and leaders of the blind.”

Nevertheless just as a man takes upon himself the charge
of authority at the appointment of a higher superior, so too it
behooves him to be subject to the latter’s authority in laying
aside the accepted charge for the reasons given above. Hence
Innocent III says (Extra, de Renunt., cap. Nisi cum pridem):
“ough thou hast wings wherewith thou art anxious to fly

away into solitude, they are so tied by the bonds of authority,
that thou art not free to fly without our permission.” For the
Pope alone can dispense from the perpetual vow, by which a
man binds himself to the care of his subjects, when he took
upon himself the episcopal office.

Reply toObjection 1.eperfection of religious and that
of bishops are regarded from different standpoints. For it be-
longs to the perfection of a religious to occupy oneself inwork-
ing out one’s own salvation, whereas it belongs to the perfec-
tion of a bishop to occupy oneself in working for the salvation
of others.Hence so long as aman can be useful to the salvation
of his neighbor, he would be going back, if he wished to pass
to the religious state, to busy himself only with his own salva-
tion, since he has bound himself to work not only for his own
but also for others’ salvation. Wherefore Innocent III says in
the Decretal quoted above that “it is more easily allowable for
a monk to ascend to the episcopacy, than for a bishop to de-
scend to themonastic life. If, however, he be unable to procure
the salvation of others it is meet he should seek his own.”

Reply to Objection 2. On account of no obstacle should
a man forego the work of his own salvation, which pertains to
the religious state. But there may be an obstacle to the procur-
ing of another’s salvation; wherefore a monk may be raised to
the episcopal state wherein he is able also to work out his own
salvation. And a bishop, if he be hindered from procuring the
salvation of others, may enter the religious life, andmay return
to his bishopric should the obstacle cease, for instance by the
correction of his subjects, cessation of the scandal, healing of
his infirmity, removal of his ignorance by sufficient instruc-
tion. Again, if he owed his promotion to simony of which he
was in ignorance, and resigning his episcopate entered the re-
ligious life, he can be reappointed to another bishopric*. On
the other hand, if a man be deposed from the episcopal of-
fice for some sin, and confined in a monastery that he may do
penance, he cannot be reappointed to a bishopric. Hence it is
stated (VII, qu. i, can. Hoc nequaquam): “e holy synod or-
ders that any man who has been degraded from the episcopal
dignity to the monastic life and a place of repentance, should
by no means rise again to the episcopate.”

Reply to Objection 3. Even in natural things power re-
mains inactive on account of a supervening obstacle, for in-
stance the act of sight ceases through an affliction of the eye. So
neither is it unreasonable if, through the occurrence of some
obstacle from without, the episcopal power remain without
the exercise of its act.

* Cap. Post translat., de Renunt.
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IIa IIae q. 185 a. 5Whether it is lawful for a bishop on account of bodily persecution to abandon the flock com-
mitted to his care?

Objection1. It would seem that it is unlawful for a bishop,
on account of some temporal persecution, to withdraw his
bodily presence from the flock committed to his care. For our
Lord said ( Jn. 10:12) that he is a hireling andno true shepherd,
who “seeth the wolf coming, and leaveth the sheep and flieth”:
and Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ev.) that “the wolf comes upon
the sheepwhen anyman by his injustice and robbery oppresses
the faithful and the humble.” erefore if, on account of the
persecution of a tyrant, a bishopwithdraws his bodily presence
from the flock entrusted to his care, it would seem that he is a
hireling and not a shepherd.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 6:1): “My son, if
thou be surety for thy friend, thou hast engaged fast thy hand
to a stranger,” and aerwards (Prov. 6:3): “Run about, make
haste, stir up thy friend.” Gregory expounds these words and
says (Pastor. iii, 4): “To be surety for a friend, is to vouch for his
good conduct by engaging oneself to a stranger. And whoever
is put forward as an example to the lives of others, is warned
not only to watch but even to rouse his friend.” Now he can-
not do this if he withdraw his bodily presence from his flock.
erefore it would seem that a bishop should not on account
of persecution withdraw his bodily presence from his flock.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to the perfection of the
bishop’s state that he devote himself to the care of his neigh-
bor. Now it is unlawful for one who has professed the state
of perfection to forsake altogether the things that pertain to
perfection. erefore it would seem unlawful for a bishop to
withdraw his bodily presence from the execution of his office,
except perhaps for the purpose of devoting himself to works of
perfection in a monastery.

On the contrary, our Lord commanded the apostles,
whose successors bishops are (Mat. 10:23): “When they shall
persecute you in this city, flee into another.”

I answer that, In any obligation the chief thing to be con-
sidered is the end of the obligation. Now bishops bind them-
selves to fulfil the pastoral office for the sake of the salvation of
their subjects. Consequently when the salvation of his subjects
demands the personal presence of the pastor, the pastor should
not withdraw his personal presence from his flock, neither for

the sake of some temporal advantage, nor even on account of
some impending danger to his person, since the good shepherd
is bound to lay down his life for his sheep.

On the other hand, if the salvation of his subjects can be
sufficiently provided for by another person in the absence of
the pastor, it is lawful for the pastor to withdraw his bodily
presence from his flock, either for the sake of some advantage
to the Church, or on account of some danger to his person.
HenceAugustine says (Ep. ccxxviii adHonorat.): “Christ’s ser-
vants may flee from one city to another, when one of them is
specially sought out by persecutors: in order that the Church
be not abandoned by others who are not so sought for. When,
however, the same danger threatens all, those who stand in
need of others must not be abandoned by those whom they
need.” For “if it is dangerous for the helmsman to leave the ship
when the sea is calm, how much more so when it is stormy,” as
Pope Nicholas I says (cf. VII, qu. i, can. Sciscitaris).

Reply toObjection 1.To flee as a hireling is to prefer tem-
poral advantage or one’s bodily welfare to the spiritual welfare
of one’s neighbor. Hence Gregory says (Hom. xiv in Ev.): “A
man cannot endanger himself for the sake of his sheep, if he
uses his authority over them not through love of them but for
the sake of earthly gain: wherefore he fears to stand in the way
of danger lest he lose what he loves.” But he who, in order to
avoid danger, leaves the flock without endangering the flock,
does not flee as a hireling.

Reply to Objection 2. If he who is surety for another
be unable to fulfil his engagement, it suffices that he fulfil it
through another. Hence if a superior is hindered from attend-
ing personally to the care of his subjects, he fulfils his obliga-
tion if he do so through another.

Reply toObjection 3.When aman is appointed to a bish-
opric, he embraces the state of perfection as regards one kindof
perfection; and if he be hindered from the practice thereof, he
is not bound to another kind of perfection, so as to be obliged
to enter the religious state. Yet he is under the obligation of
retaining the intention of devoting himself to his neighbor’s
salvation, should an opportunity offer, and necessity require
it of him.

IIa IIae q. 185 a. 6Whether it is lawful for a bishop to have property of his own?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not lawful for a
bishop to have property of his own. For our Lord said (Mat.
19:21): “If thou wilt be perfect, go sell all [Vulg.: ‘what] thou
hast, and give to the poor…and come, follow Me”; whence it
would seem to follow that voluntary poverty is requisite for
perfection. Now bishops are in the state of perfection. ere-
fore it would seem unlawful for them to possess anything as
their own.

Objection 2. Further, bishops take the place of the apos-

tles in the Church, according to a gloss on Lk. 10:1. Now our
Lord commanded the apostles to possess nothing of their own,
according to Mat. 10:9, “Do not possess gold, nor silver, nor
money in your purses”; wherefore Peter said for himself and
the other apostles (Mat. 19:27): “Beholdwe have le all things
and have followed ee.” erefore it would seem that bish-
ops are bound to keep this command, and to possess nothing
of their own.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome says (Ep. lii ad Nepotian.):
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“e Greek κλῆρος denotes the Latin ‘sors.’ Hence clerics are
so called either because they are of the Lord’s estate, or because
the Lord Himself is the estate, i.e. portion of clerics. Now he
that possesses the Lord, can have nothing besides God; and if
he have gold and silver, possessions, and chattels of all kinds,
with such a portion the Lord does not vouchsafe to be his por-
tion also.” erefore it would seem that not only bishops but
even clerics should have nothing of their own.

On the contrary, It is stated (XII, qu. i, can. Episcopi de
rebus): “Bishops, if theywish,may bequeath to their heirs their
personal or acquired property, and whatever belongs to them
personally.”

I answer that, No one is bound to works of supereroga-
tion, unless he binds himself specially thereto by vow. Hence
Augustine says (Ep. cxxvii ad Paulin. et Arment.): “Since you
have taken the vow, you have already bound yourself, you can
no longer do otherwise. Before you were bound by the vow,
you were free to submit.” Now it is evident that to live with-
out possessing anything is a work of supererogation, for it is a
matter not of precept but of counsel.Wherefore our Lord aer
saying to the young man: “If thou wilt enter into life, keep the
commandments,” said aerwards by way of addition: “If thou
wilt be perfect go sell” all “that thou hast, and give to the poor”
(Mat. 19:17,21). Bishops, however, do not bind themselves at
their ordination to live without possessions of their own; nor
indeed does the pastoral office, to which they bind themselves,
make it necessary for them to live without anything of their
own. erefore bishops are not bound to live without posses-
sions of their own.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 184, a. 3, ad 1)
the perfection of the Christian life does not essentially con-
sist in voluntary poverty, but voluntary poverty conduces in-
strumentally to the perfection of life. Hence it does not follow
that where there is greater poverty there is greater perfection;
indeed the highest perfection is compatible with great wealth,
since Abraham, to whom it was said (Gn. 17:1): “Walk before

Me and be perfect,” is stated to have been rich (Gn. 13:2).
Reply to Objection 2. is saying of our Lord can be un-

derstood in three ways. First, mystically, that we should pos-
sess neither gold nor silver means that the preacher should not
rely chiefly on temporal wisdom and eloquence; thus Jerome
expounds the passage.

Secondly, according to Augustine’s explanation (De Con-
sens. Ev. ii, 30), we are to understand that our Lord said this
not in command but in permission. For he permitted them to
go preaching without gold or silver or other means, since they
were to receive the means of livelihood from those to whom
they preached;whereforeHe added: “For theworkman iswor-
thy of his meat.” And yet if anyone were to use his own means
in preaching the Gospel, this would be a work of supereroga-
tion, as Paul says in reference to himself (1 Cor. 9:12,15).

irdly, according to the exposition of Chrysostom*, we
are to understand that our Lord laid these commands on His
disciples in reference to themission onwhich theywere sent to
preach to the Jews, so that they might be encouraged to trust
in His power, seeing that He provided for their wants without
their having means of their own. But it does not follow from
this that they, or their successors, were obliged to preach the
Gospel without having means of their own: since we read of
Paul (2 Cor. 11:8) that he “received wages” of other churches
for preaching to the Corinthians, wherefore it is clear that he
possessed something sent to him by others. And it seems fool-
ish to say that so many holy bishops as Athanasius, Ambrose,
and Augustine would have disobeyed these commandments if
they believed themselves bound to observe them.

Reply to Objection 3. Every part is less than the whole.
Accordingly a man has other portions together with God, if
he becomes less intent on things pertaining to God by occu-
pying himself with things of the world. Now neither bishops
nor clerics ought thus to possessmeans of their own, thatwhile
busy with their own they neglect those that concern the wor-
ship of God.

IIa IIae q. 185 a. 7Whether bishops sin mortally if they distribute not to the poor the ecclesiastical goods which
accrue to them?

Objection 1. It would seem that bishops sin mortally if
they distribute not to the poor the ecclesiastical goods which
they acquire. For Ambrose* expounding Lk. 12:16, “e land
of a certain…man brought forth plenty of fruits,” says: “Let no
man claim as his own that which he has taken and obtained by
violence from the common property in excess of his require-
ments”; and aerwards he adds: “It is not less criminal to take
from him who has, than, when you are able and have plenty
to refuse him who has not.” Now it is a mortal sin to take an-
other’s property by violence. erefore bishops sin mortally if
they give not to the poor that which they have in excess.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss of Jerome on Is. 3:14, “e

spoil of the poor is in your house,” says that “ecclesiastical
goods belong to the poor.” Now whoever keeps for himself or
gives to others that which belongs to another, sins mortally
and is bound to restitution.erefore if bishops keep for them-
selves, or give to their relations or friends, their surplus of ec-
clesiastical goods, it would seem that they are bound to resti-
tution.

Objection 3. Further, much more may one take what is
necessary for oneself from the goods of theChurch, than accu-
mulate a surplus therefrom. Yet Jerome says in a letter to Pope
Damasus†: “It is right that those clerics who receive no goods
from their parents and relations should be supported from the

* Hom. ii in Rom. xvi, 3. * Basil, Serm. lxiv, de Temp., among the supposi-
titious works of St. Jerome. † Cf. Can. Clericos, cause. i, qu. 2; Can. Quo-
niam; cause. xvi, qu. 1; Regul. Monach. iv, among the supposititious works of
St. Jerome.
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funds of the Church. But those who have sufficient income
from their parents and their own possessions, if they take what
belongs to the poor, they commit and incur the guilt of sacri-
lege.” Wherefore the Apostle says (1 Tim. 5:16): “If any of the
faithful have widows, let himminister to them, and let not the
Church be charged, that there may be sufficient for them that
are widows indeed.”Muchmore therefore do bishops sinmor-
tally if they give not to the poor the surplus of their ecclesias-
tical goods.

On the contrary, Many bishops do not give their surplus
to the poor, but would seem commendably to lay it out so as
to increase the revenue of the Church.

I answer that,esame is not to be said of their owngoods
which bishops may possess, and of ecclesiastical goods. For
they have real dominion over their own goods;wherefore from
the very nature of the case they are not bound to give these
things to others, and may either keep them for themselves or
bestow them on others at will. Nevertheless they may sin in
this disposal by inordinate affection, which leads them either
to accumulate more than they should, or not to assist others,
in accordance with the demands of charity; yet they are not
bound to restitution, because such things are entrusted to their
ownership.

On the other hand, they hold ecclesiastical goods as dis-
pensers or trustees. For Augustine says (Ep. clxxxv ad Bonif.):
“If we possess privately what is enough for us, other things be-
long not to us but to the poor, and we have the dispensing
of them; but we can claim ownership of them only by wicked
the.”Nowdispensing requires good faith, according to 1Cor.
4:2, “Here now it is required among the dispensers that a man
be found faithful.” Moreover ecclesiastical goods are to be ap-
plied not only to the good of the poor, but also to the divine
worship and the needs of its ministers. Hence it is said (XII,
qu. ii, can. de reditibus): “Of the Church’s revenues or the of-
ferings of the faithful only one part is to be assigned to the
bishop, two parts are to be used by the priest, under pain of
suspension, for the ecclesiastical fabric, and for the benefit of
the poor; the remaining part is to be divided among the clergy
according to their respective merits.” Accordingly if the goods
which are assigned to the use of the bishop are distinct from
those which are appointed for the use of the poor, or the min-
isters, or for the ecclesiastical worship, and if the bishop keeps
back for himself part of thatwhich should be given to the poor,
or to theministers for their use, or expendedon thedivinewor-
ship, without doubt he is an unfaithful dispenser, sins mor-
tally, and is bound to restitution.

But as regards those goods which are deputed to his pri-
vate use, the same apparently applies as to his own property,
namely that he sins through immoderate attachment thereto
or use thereof, if he exceeds moderation in what he keeps for
himself, and fails to assist others according to the demands of
charity.

On the other hand, if no distinction is made in the afore-

said goods, their distribution is entrusted tohis good faith; and
if he fail or exceed in a slight degree, this may happen with-
out prejudice to his good faith, because in such matters a man
cannot possibly decide precisely what ought to be done. On
the other hand, if the excess be very great he cannot be igno-
rant of the fact; consequently he would seem to be lacking in
good faith, and is guilty of mortal sin. For it is written (Mat.
24:48-51) that “if that evil servant shall say in his heart: My
lord is long a-coming,” which shows contempt of God’s judg-
ment, “and shall begin to strike his fellow-servants,” which is a
sign of pride, “and shall eat and drink with drunkards,” which
proceeds from lust, “the lord of that servant shall come in a day
that he hopeth not…and shall separate him,” namely from the
fellowship of good men, “and appoint his portion with hyp-
ocrites,” namely in hell.

Reply toObjection1.is saying ofAmbrose refers to the
administration not only of ecclesiastical things but also of any
goods whatever from which a man is bound, as a duty of char-
ity, to provide for those who are in need. But it is not possible
to state definitely when this need is such as to impose an obli-
gation under pain of mortal sin, as is the case in other points
of detail that have to be considered in human acts: for the de-
cision in such matters is le to human prudence.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above the goods of the
Church have to be employed not only for the use of the poor,
but also for other purposes. Hence if a bishop or cleric wish
to deprive himself of that which is assigned to his own use,
and give it to his relations or others, he sins not so long as
he observes moderation, so, to wit, that they cease to be in
want without becoming the richer thereby. Hence Ambrose
says (De Offic. i, 30): “It is a commendable liberality if you
overlooknot your kindredwhen youknow them tobe inwant;
yet not so as to wish tomake them rich with what you can give
to the poor.”

Reply to Objection 3. e goods of churches should not
all be given to the poor, except in a case of necessity: for then,
as Ambrose says (DeOffic. ii, 28), even the vessels consecrated
to the divine worship are to be sold for the ransom of prison-
ers, and other needs of the poor. In such a case of necessity a
cleric would sin if he chose to maintain himself on the goods
of the Church, always supposing him to have a patrimony of
his own on which to support himself.

Reply to Objection 4. e goods of the churches should
be employed for the good of the poor. Consequently a man is
to be commended if, there being no present necessity for help-
ing the poor, he spends the surplus from the Church revenue,
in buying property, or lays it by for some future use connected
with the Church or the needs of the poor. But if there be a
pressing need for helping the poor, to lay by for the future is
a superfluous and inordinate saving, and is forbidden by our
Lord Who said (Mat. 6:34): “Be…not solicitous for the mor-
row.”
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IIa IIae q. 185 a. 8Whether religious who are raised to the episcopate are bound to religious observances?

Objection 1. It would seem that religious who are raised
to the episcopate are not bound to religious observances. For
it is said (XVIII, qu. i, can. Statutum) that a “canonical elec-
tion loosens a monk from the yoke imposed by the rule of the
monastic profession, and the holy ordinationmakes of amonk
a bishop.” Now the regular observances pertain to the yoke of
the rule.erefore religiouswho are appointed bishops are not
bound to religious observances.

Objection 2. Further, he who ascends from a lower to a
higher degree is seemingly not bound to those things which
pertain to the lower degree: thus it was stated above (q. 88,
a. 12, ad 1) that a religious is not bound to keep the vows he
made in theworld. But a religiouswho is appointed to the epis-
copate ascends to something greater, as stated above (q. 84,
a. 7). erefore it would seem that a bishop is not bound to
those things whereto he was bound in the state of religion.

Objection 3. Further, religious would seem to be bound
above all to obedience, and to live without property of their
own. But religious who are appointed bishops, are not bound
to obey the superiors of their order, since they are above them;
nor apparently are they bound to poverty, since according to
the decree quoted above (obj. 1) “when the holy ordination
has made of a monk a bishop he enjoys the right, as the lawful
heir, of claiming his paternal inheritance.” Moreover they are
sometimes allowed tomake awill.Much less therefore are they
bound to other regular observances.

Onthe contrary, It is said in theDecretals (XVI, qu. i, can.
DeMonachis): “With regard to thosewho aer long residence
in a monastery attain to the order of clerics, we bid them not
to lay aside their former purpose.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 2) the religious state
pertains to perfection, as a way of tending to perfection, while
the episcopal state pertains to perfection, as a professorship of
perfection. Hence the religious state is compared to the epis-
copal state, as the school to the professorial chair, and as dis-
position to perfection. Now the disposition is not voided at
the advent of perfection, except as regards what perchance is
incompatible with perfection, whereas as to that wherein it is
in accordwith perfection, it is confirmed themore.uswhen
the scholar has become a professor it no longer becomes him
to be a listener, but it becomes him to read and meditate even
more than before. Accordingly we must assert that if there be
among religious observances any that instead of being an ob-
stacle to the episcopal office, are a safeguard of perfection, such
as continence, poverty, and so forth, a religious, even aer he
has been made a bishop, remains bound to observe these, and

consequently to wear the habit of his order, which is a sign of
this obligation.

On the other hand, a man is not bound to keep such reli-
gious observances as may be incompatible with the episcopal
office, for instance solitude, silence, and certain severe absti-
nences or watchings and such as would render him bodily un-
able to exercise the episcopal office. For the rest he may dis-
pense himself from them, according to the needs of his per-
son or office, and the manner of life of those among whom he
dwells, in the same way as religious superiors dispense them-
selves in such matters.

Reply to Objection 1. He who from being a monk be-
comes a bishop is loosened from the yoke of themonastic pro-
fession, not in everything, but in those that are incompatible
with the episcopal office, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 2.e vows of those who are living in
the world are compared to the vows of religion as the particu-
lar to the universal, as stated above (q. 88, a. 12, ad 1). But the
vows of religion are compared to the episcopal dignity as dis-
position to perfection.Now the particular is superfluouswhen
one has the universal, whereas the disposition is still necessary
when perfection has been attained.

Reply to Objection 3. It is accidental that religious who
are bishops are not bound to obey the superiors of their order,
because, to wit, they have ceased to be their subjects; even as
those same religious superiors. Nevertheless the obligation of
the vow remains virtually, so that if any person be lawfully set
above them, they would be bound to obey them, inasmuch as
they are bound to obey both the statutes of their rule in the
way mentioned above, and their superiors if they have any.

As to property they can nowise have it. For they claim
their paternal inheritance not as their own, but as due to the
Church. Hence it is added (XVIII, qu. i, can. Statutum) that
aer he has been ordained bishop at the altar to which he is
consecrated and appointed according to the holy canons, he
must restore whatever he may acquire.

Nor can he make any testament at all, because he is en-
trusted with the sole administration of things ecclesiastical,
and this ends with his death, aer which a testament comes
into force according to the Apostle (Heb. 9:17). If, however,
by the Pope’s permission he make a will, he is not to be un-
derstood to bequeath property of his own, but we are to un-
derstand that by apostolic authority the power of his admin-
istration has been prolonged so as to remain in force aer his
death.
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S P   S P, Q 186
Of ose ings in Which the Religious State Properly Consists

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider things pertaining to the religious state: which consideration will be fourfold. In the first place we
shall consider those things in which the religious state consists chiefly; secondly, those things which are lawfully befitting to
religious; thirdly, the different kinds of religious orders; fourthly, the entrance into the religious state.

Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the religious state is perfect?
(2) Whether religious are bound to all the counsels?
(3) Whether voluntary poverty is required for the religious state?
(4) Whether continency is necessary?
(5) Whether obedience is necessary?
(6) Whether it is necessary that these should be the matter of a vow?
(7) Of the sufficiency of these vows;
(8) Of their comparison one with another;
(9) Whether a religious sins mortally whenever he transgresses a statute of his rule?

(10) Whether, other things being equal, a religious sins more grievously by the same kind of sin than a secular
person?

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 1Whether religion implies a state of perfection?

Objection 1. It would seem that religion does not imply
a state of perfection. For that which is necessary for salvation
does not seemingly pertain to perfection. But religion is nec-
essary for salvation, whether because “thereby we are bound
[religamur] to the one almighty God,” as Augustine says (De
VeraRelig. 55), or because it takes its name from“our returning
[religimus] to God Whom we had lost by neglecting Him”*,
according to Augustine (De Civ. Dei x, 3). erefore it would
seem that religion does not denote the state of perfection.

Objection 2. Further, religion according to Tully (De In-
vent. Rhet. ii, 53) is that “which offers worship and ceremony
to the Divine nature.” Now the offering of worship and cere-
mony toGodwould seem to pertain to theministry of holy or-
ders rather than to the diversity of states, as stated above (q. 40,
a. 2; q. 183, a. 3). erefore it would seem that religion does
not denote the state of perfection.

Objection 3. Further, the state of perfection is distinct
from the state of beginners and that of the proficient. But in re-
ligion also some are beginners, and some are proficient.ere-
fore religion does not denote the state of perfection.

Objection 4. Further, religion would seem a place of re-
pentance; for it is said in the Decrees (VII, qu. i, can. Hoc
nequaquam): “e holy synod orders that any man who has
been degraded from the episcopal dignity to the monastic life
and a place of repentance, should by no means rise again to
the episcopate.” Now a place of repentance is opposed to the
state of perfection; henceDionysius (Eccl.Hier. vi) places pen-
itents in the lowest place, namely among those who are to be
cleansed. erefore it would seem that religion is not the state

of perfection.
On the contrary, In the Conferences of the Fathers (Col-

lat. i, 7) abbot Moses speaking of religious says: “We must rec-
ognize that we have to undertake the hunger of fasting, watch-
ings, bodily toil, privation, reading, and other acts of virtue,
in order by these degrees to mount to the perfection of char-
ity.”Now things pertaining to human acts are specified and de-
nominated from the intention of the end. erefore religious
belong to the state of perfection.

Moreover Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vi) that those who
are called servants of God, by reason of their rendering pure
service and subjection to God, are united to the perfection
beloved of Him.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 141, a. 2) that which
is applicable to many things in common is ascribed antono-
mastically to that to which it is applicable by way of excel-
lence. us the name of “fortitude” is claimed by the virtue
which preserves the firmness of the mind in regard to most
difficult things, and the name of “temperance,” by that virtue
which tempers the greatest pleasures. Now religion as stated
above (q. 81 , a. 2; a. 3, ad 2) is a virtue whereby a man offers
something to the service andworshipofGod.Wherefore those
are called religious antonomastically, who give themselves up
entirely to the divine service, as offering a holocaust to God.
HenceGregory says (Hom. xx inEzech.): “Some there arewho
keep nothing for themselves, but sacrifice to almighty God
their tongue, their senses, their life, and the property they pos-
sess.” Now the perfection of man consists in adhering wholly
to God, as stated above (q. 184, a. 2), and in this sense religion

* Cf. q. 81, a. 1.
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denotes the state of perfection.
Reply to Objection 1. To offer something to the worship

of God is necessary for salvation, but to offer oneself wholly,
and one’s possessions to the worship of God belongs to perfec-
tion.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 81, a. 1, ad 1;
a. 4, ad 1,2; q. 85, a. 3) when we were treating of the virtue of
religion, religion has reference not only to the offering of sac-
rifices and other like things that are proper to religion, but also
to the acts of all the virtues which in so far as these are referred
to God’s service and honor become acts of religion. Accord-
ingly if a man devotes his whole life to the divine service, his
whole life belongs to religion, and thus by reason of the reli-
gious life that they lead, thosewho are in the state of perfection
are called religious.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 184, Aa. 4,6)
religion denotes the state of perfection by reason of the end
intended. Hence it does not follow that whoever is in the state
of perfection is already perfect, but that he tends to perfec-

tion. Hence Origen commenting on Mat. 19:21, “If thou wilt
be perfect,” etc., says (Tract. viii in Matth.) that “he who has
exchanged riches for poverty in order to become perfect does
not become perfect at the very moment of giving his goods to
the poor; but from that day the contemplation of Godwill be-
gin to lead him to all the virtues.” us all are not perfect in
religion, but some are beginners, some proficient.

Reply to Objection 4. e religious state was instituted
chiefly that wemight obtain perfection bymeans of certain ex-
ercises, whereby the obstacles to perfect charity are removed.
By the removal of the obstacles of perfect charity, much more
are the occasions of sin cut off, for sin destroys charity alto-
gether. Wherefore since it belongs to penance to cut out the
causes of sin, it follows that the religious state is a most fitting
place for penance. Hence (XXXIII, qu. ii, cap. Admonere) a
man who had killed his wife is counseled to enter a monastery
which is described as “better and lighter,” rather than to do
public penance while remaining in the world.

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 2Whether every religious is bound to keep all the counsels?

Objection 1. It would seem that every religious is bound
to keep all the counsels. For whoever professes a certain state
of life is bound to observe whatever belongs to that state. Now
each religious professes the state of perfection.erefore every
religious is bound to keep all the counsels that pertain to the
state of perfection.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xx in Ezech.)
that “he who renounces this world, and does all the good he
can, is like one who has gone out of Egypt and offers sacrifice
in the wilderness.” Now it belongs specially to religious to re-
nounce the world. erefore it belongs to them also to do all
the good they can. and so it would seem that each of them is
bound to fulfil all the counsels.

Objection 3. Further, if it is not requisite for the state of
perfection to fulfil all the counsels, it would seem enough to
fulfil some of them. But this is false, since somewho lead a sec-
ular life fulfil some of the counsels, for instance those who ob-
serve continence. erefore it would seem that every religious
who is in the state of perfection is bound to fulfil whatever per-
tains to perfection: and such are the counsels.

On the contrary, one is not bound, unless one bind one-
self, to do works of supererogation. But every religious does
not bind himself to keep all the counsels, but to certain defi-
nite ones, some to some, others to others. erefore all are not
bound to keep all of them.

I answer that,A thing pertains to perfection in three ways.
First, essentially, and thus, as stated above (q. 184, a. 3) the
perfect observance of the precepts of charity belongs to per-
fection. Secondly, a thing belongs to perfection consequently:
such are those things that result from the perfection of char-
ity, for instance to bless them that curse you (Lk. 6:27), and

to keep counsels of a like kind, which though they be bind-
ing as regards the preparedness of the mind, so that one has to
fulfil themwhennecessity requires; yet are sometimes fulfilled,
without there being any necessity, through superabundance of
charity. irdly, a thing belongs to perfection instrumentally
and dispositively, as poverty, continence, abstinence, and the
like.

Now it has been stated (a. 1) that the perfection of char-
ity is the end of the religious state. And the religious state is a
school or exercise for the attainment of perfection, whichmen
strive to reach by various practices, just as a physician may use
various remedies in order to heal. But it is evident that for him
whoworks for an end it is not necessary that he should already
have attained the end, but it is requisite that he should by some
means tend thereto. Hence he who enters the religious state is
not bound to have perfect charity, but he is bound to tend to
this, and use his endeavors to have perfect charity.

For the same reason he is not bound to fulfil those things
that result from the perfection of charity, although he is bound
to intend to fulfil them: against which intention he acts if he
contemns them, wherefore he sins not by omitting them but
by contempt of them.

In like manner he is not bound to observe all the practices
whereby perfection may be attained, but only those which are
definitely prescribed tohimby the rulewhichhehas professed.

Reply to Objection 1. He who enters religion does not
make profession to be perfect, but he professes to endeavor
to attain perfection; even as he who enters the schools does
not profess to have knowledge, but to study in order to ac-
quire knowledge. Wherefore as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
viii, 2), Pythagoras was unwilling to profess to be a wise man,
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but acknowledged himself, “a lover of wisdom.” Hence a reli-
gious does not violate his profession if he be not perfect, but
only if he despises to tend to perfection.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as, though all are bound to love
God with their whole heart, yet there is a certain wholeness
of perfection which cannot be omitted without sin, and an-
otherwholenesswhich canbeomittedwithout sin (q. 184, a. 2,
ad 3), provided there be no contempt, as stated above (ad 1),
so too, all, both religious and seculars, are bound, in a certain
measure, to do whatever good they can, for to all without ex-
ception it is said (Eccles. 9:10): “Whatsoever thy hand is able
to do, do it earnestly.” Yet there is a way of fulfilling this pre-
cept, so as to avoid sin, namely if one do what one can as re-

quired by the conditions of one’s state of life: provided there
be no contempt of doing better things, which contempt sets
the mind against spiritual progress.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are some counsels such that
if they be omitted, man’s whole life would be taken up with
secular business; for instance if he have property of his own, or
enter the married state, or do something of the kind that re-
gards the essential vows of religion themselves; wherefore re-
ligious are bound to keep all such like counsels. Other coun-
sels there are, however, about certain particular better actions,
which can be omitted without one’s life being taken up with
secular actions; wherefore there is no need for religious to be
bound to fulfil all of them.

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 3Whether poverty is required for religious perfection?

Objection1. Itwould seemthat poverty is not required for
religious perfection. For that which it is unlawful to do does
not apparently belong to the state of perfection. But it would
seem to be unlawful for a man to give up all he possesses; since
theApostle (2Cor. 8:12) lays down theway inwhich the faith-
ful are to give alms saying: “If thewill be forward, it is accepted
according to thatwhich amanhath,” i.e. “you should keep back
what you need,” and aerwards he adds (2 Cor. 8:13): “For
I mean not that others should be eased, and you burthened,”
i.e. “with poverty,” according to a gloss. Moreover a gloss on 1
Tim. 6:8, “Having food, and wherewith to be covered,” says:
“oughwe brought nothing, andwill carry nothing away, we
must not give up these temporal things altogether.” erefore
it seems that voluntary poverty is not requisite for religious
perfection.

Objection 2. Further, whosoever exposes himself to dan-
ger sins. But he who renounces all he has and embraces vol-
untary poverty exposes himself to danger—not only spiritual,
according to Prov. 30:9, “Lest perhaps…being compelled by
poverty, I should steal and forswear the name of myGod,” and
Ecclus. 27:1, “rough poverty many have sinned”—but also
corporal, for it is written (Eccles. 7:13): “As wisdom is a de-
fense, so money is a defense,” and the Philosopher says (Ethic.
iv, 1) that “the waste of property appears to be a sort of ruin-
ing of one’s self, since thereby man lives.” erefore it would
seem that voluntary poverty is not requisite for the perfection
of religious life.

Objection 3. Further, “Virtue observes the mean,” as
stated in Ethic. ii, 6. But he who renounces all by voluntary
poverty seems to go to the extreme rather than to observe the
mean. erefore he does not act virtuously: and so this does
not pertain to the perfection of life.

Objection 4. Further, the ultimate perfection of man con-
sists in happiness. Now riches conduce to happiness; for it is
written (Ecclus. 31:8): “Blessed is the rich man that is found
without blemish,” and the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 8) that
“riches contribute instrumentally to happiness.”erefore vol-

untary poverty is not requisite for religious perfection.
Objection 5. Further, the episcopal state is more perfect

than the religious state. But bishops may have property, as
stated above (q. 185, a. 6). erefore religious may also.

Objection 6. Further, almsgiving is a work most accept-
able toGod, and asChrysostom says (Hom. ix in Ep. adHebr.)
“is a most effective remedy in repentance.” Now poverty ex-
cludes almsgiving. erefore it would seem that poverty does
not pertain to religious perfection.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. viii, 26): “ere
are some of the righteous who bracing themselves up to lay
hold of the very height of perfection, while they aim at higher
objects within, abandon all things without.” Now, as stated
above, (Aa. 1,2), it belongs properly to religious to brace them-
selves up in order to lay hold of the very height of perfection.
erefore it belongs to them to abandon all outward things by
voluntary poverty.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), the religious state is
an exercise and a school for attaining to the perfection of char-
ity. For this it is necessary that a man wholly withdraw his af-
fections fromworldly things; sinceAugustine says (Confess. x,
29), speaking to God: “Too little doth he loveee, who loves
anythingwithee, which he loveth not foree.”Wherefore
he says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 36) that “greater charity means less
cupidity, perfect charity means no cupidity.” Now the posses-
sion of worldly things draws a man’s mind to the love of them:
hence Augustine says (Ep. xxxi ad Paulin. et eras.) that “we
are more firmly attached to earthly things when we have them
than when we desire them: since why did that young man go
away sad, save because he had great wealth? For it is one thing
not to wish to lay hold of what one has not, and another to
renounce what one already has; the former are rejected as for-
eign to us, the latter are cut off as a limb.”AndChrysostom says
(Hom. lxiii in Matth.) that “the possession of wealth kindles a
greater flame and the desire for it becomes stronger.”

Hence it is that in the attainment of the perfection of char-
ity the first foundation is voluntary poverty, whereby a man
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lives without property of his own, according to the saying of
our Lord (Mat. 19:21), “If thou wilt be perfect, go, sell all
[Vulg.: ‘what’] thou hast, and give to the poor…and come, fol-
low Me.”

Reply toObjection 1. As the gloss adds, “when the Apos-
tle said this (namely “not that you should be burthened,” i.e.
with poverty),” he did not mean that “it were better not to
give: but he feared for the weak, whom he admonished so to
give as not to suffer privation.”Hence in likemanner the other
gloss means not that it is unlawful to renounce all one’s tem-
poral goods, but that this is not required of necessity. Where-
fore Ambrose says (DeOffic. i, 30): “Our Lord does not wish,”
namely does not command us “to pour out our wealth all at
once, but to dispense it; or perhaps to do as did Eliseus who
slew his oxen, and fed the poor with that which was his own so
that no household care might hold him back.”

Reply to Objection 2. He who renounces all his pos-
sessions for Christ’s sake exposes himself to no danger, nei-
ther spiritual nor corporal. For spiritual danger ensues from
poverty when the latter is not voluntary; because those who
are unwillingly poor, through the desire of money-getting, fall
into many sins, according to 1 Tim. 6:9, “ey that will be-
come rich, fall into temptation and into the snare of the devil.”
is attachment is put away by those who embrace volun-
tary poverty, but it gathers strength in those who have wealth,
as stated above. Again bodily danger does not threaten those
who, intent on followingChrist, renounce all their possessions
and entrust themselves to divine providence.HenceAugustine
says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 17): “ose who seek first
the kingdom of God and His justice are not weighed down by
anxiety lest they lack what is necessary.”

Reply to Objection 3. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ii, 6), themean of virtue is taken according to right rea-
son, not according to the quantity of a thing. Consequently
whatever may be done in accordance with right reason is not
rendered sinful by the greatness of the quantity, but all the
more virtuous. It would, however, be against right reason to
throw away all one’s possessions through intemperance, or
without any useful purpose; whereas it is in accordance with
right reason to renounce wealth in order to devote oneself to
the contemplation of wisdom. Even certain philosophers are
said to have done this; for Jerome says (Ep. xlviii ad Paulin.):
“e famous eban, Crates, once a very wealthy man, when
he was going to Athens to study philosophy, cast away a large
amount of gold; for he considered that he could not possess
both gold and virtue at the same time.” Much more therefore
is it according to right reason for a man to renounce all he has,
in order perfectly to followChrist.Wherefore Jerome says (Ep.
cxxv ad Rust. Monach.): “Poor thyself, follow Christ poor.”

Reply to Objection 4. Happiness or felicity is twofold.
One is perfect, to which we look forward in the life to come;
the other is imperfect, in respect of which some are said to
be happy in this life. e happiness of this life is twofold, one
is according to the active life, the other according to the con-

templative life, as the Philosopher asserts (Ethic. x, 7,8). Now
wealth conduces instrumentally to the happiness of the active
life which consists in external actions, because as the Philoso-
pher says (Ethic. i, 8) “we do many things by friends, by riches,
by political influence, as it were by instruments.” On the other
hand, it does not conduce to the happiness of the contempla-
tive life, rather is it an obstacle thereto, inasmuch as the anxiety
it involves disturbs the quiet of the soul, which is most neces-
sary to onewho contemplates.Hence it is that the Philosopher
asserts (Ethic. x, 8) that “for actions many things are needed,
but the contemplative man needs no such things,” namely ex-
ternal goods, “for his operation; in fact they are obstacles to his
contemplation.”

Man is directed to future happiness by charity; and since
voluntary poverty is an efficient exercise for the attaining of
perfect charity, it follows that it is of great avail in acquiring the
happiness of heaven. Wherefore our Lord said (Mat. 19:21):
“Go, sell all [Vulg.: ‘what’] thou hast, and give to the poor, and
thou shalt have treasure in heaven.” Now riches once they are
possessed are in themselves of a nature to hinder the perfec-
tion of charity, especially by enticing and distracting themind.
Hence it is written (Mat. 13:22) that “the care of this world
and the deceitfulness of riches choketh up the word” of God,
for as Gregory says (Hom. xv in Ev.) by “preventing the good
desire from entering into the heart, they destroy life at its very
outset.”Consequently it is difficult to safeguard charity amidst
riches: wherefore our Lord said (Mat. 19:23) that “a rich man
shall hardly enter into the kingdom of heaven,” which wemust
understand as referring to one who actually has wealth, since
He says that this is impossible for himwho places his affection
in riches, according to the explanation of Chrysostom (Hom.
lxiii in Matth.), for He adds (Mat. 19:24): “It is easier for a
camel to pass through the eye of a needle, than for a richman to
enter into the kingdom of heaven.” Hence it is not said simply
that the “rich man” is blessed, but “the rich man that is found
without blemish, and that hath not gone aer gold,” and this
because he has done a difficult thing, wherefore the text con-
tinues (Mat. 19:9): “Who is he? and we will praise him; for he
hath done wonderful things in his life,” namely by not loving
riches though placed in the midst of them.

Reply to Objection 5. e episcopal state is not directed
to the attainment of perfection, but rather to the effect that, in
virtue of the perfection which he already has, a man may gov-
ern others, by administering not only spiritual but also tempo-
ral things. is belongs to the active life, wherein many things
occur that may be done by means of wealth as an instrument,
as stated (ad 4). Wherefore it is not required of bishops, who
make profession of governing Christ’s flock, that they have
nothing of their own, whereas it is required of religious who
make profession of learning to obtain perfection.

Reply to Objection 6. e renouncement of one’s own
wealth is compared to almsgiving as the universal to the partic-
ular, and as the holocaust to the sacrifice. Hence Gregory says
(Hom. xx in Ezech.) that those who assist “the needy with the
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things they possess, by their good deeds offer sacrifice, since
they offer up something to God and keep back something for
themselves; whereas those who keep nothing for themselves
offer a holocaust which is greater than a sacrifice.” Wherefore
Jerome also says (Contra Vigilant.): “When you declare that
those do better who retain the use of their possessions, and
dole out the fruits of their possessions to the poor, it is not
I but the Lord Who answers you; If thou wilt be perfect,” etc.,
and aerwards he goes on to say: “is man whom you praise

belongs to the second and third degree, and we too commend
him: provided we acknowledge the first as to be preferred to
the second and third.” For this reason in order to exclude the
error of Vigilantius it is said (De Eccl. Dogm. xxxviii): “It is a
good thing to give away one’s goods by dispensing them to the
poor: it is better to give them away once for all with the inten-
tion of following the Lord, and, free of solicitude, to be poor
with Christ.”

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 4Whether perpetual continence is required for religious perfection?

Objection 1. It would seem that perpetual continence is
not required for religious perfection. For all perfection of the
Christian life began with Christ’s apostles. Now the apostles
do not appear to have observed continence, as evidenced by
Peter, of whose mother-in-law we read Mat. 8:14. erefore it
would seem that perpetual continence is not requisite for reli-
gious perfection.

Objection 2. Further, the first example of perfection is
shown to us in the person of Abraham, to whom the Lord
said (Gn. 17:1): “Walk before Me, and be perfect.” Now the
copy should not surpass the example.erefore perpetual con-
tinence is not requisite for religious perfection.

Objection 3. Further, that which is required for religious
perfection is to be found in every religious order. Now there
are some religious who lead a married life. erefore religious
perfection does not require perpetual continence.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (2 Cor. 7:1): “Let us
cleanse ourselves from all defilement of the flesh and of the
spirit, perfecting sanctification in the fear of God.”Now clean-
ness of flesh and spirit is safeguarded by continence, for it is
said (1Cor. 7:34): “eunmarriedwoman and the virgin thin-
keth on the things of the Lord that she may be holy both in
spirit and in body [Vulg.: ‘both in body and in spirit’].” ere-
fore religious perfection requires continence.

I answer that, e religious state requires the removal
of whatever hinders man from devoting himself entirely to
God’s service. Now the use of sexual union hinders the mind
from giving itself wholly to the service of God, and this for
two reasons. First, on account of its vehement delectation,
which by frequent repetition increases concupiscence, as also
the Philosopher observes (Ethic. iii, 12): and hence it is that
the use of venery withdraws the mind from that perfect in-
tentness on tending to God. Augustine expresses this when he
says (Solil. i, 10): “I consider that nothing so casts down the
manly mind from its height as the fondling of women, and
those bodily contacts which belong to the married state.” Sec-
ondly, because it involves man in solicitude for the control of
his wife, his children, and his temporalities which serve for
their upkeep. Hence the Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:32,33): “He

that is without a wife is solicitous for the things that belong to
the Lord, how he may please God: but he that is with a wife
is solicitous for the things of the world, how he may please his
wife.”

erefore perpetual continence, as well as voluntary
poverty, is requisite for religious perfection. Wherefore just as
Vigilantius was condemned for equaling riches to poverty, so
was Jovinian condemned for equaling marriage to virginity.

Reply to Objection 1. e perfection not only of poverty
but also of continence was introduced by Christ Who said
(Mat. 19:12): “ere are eunuchs who have made themselves
eunuchs, for thekingdomofheaven,” and then added: “He that
can take, let him take it.” And lest anyone should be deprived
of the hope of attaining perfection, he admitted to the state of
perfection those even who were married. Now the husbands
could not without committing an injustice forsake their wives,
whereas men could without injustice renounce riches.Where-
fore Peter whom He found married, He severed not from his
wife, while “He withheld from marriage John who wished to
marry”*.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Bono Con-
jug. xxii), “the chastity of celibacy is better than the chastity
of marriage, one of which Abraham had in use, both of them
in habit. For he lived chastely, and he might have been chaste
without marrying, but it was not requisite then.” Neverthe-
less if the patriarchs of old had perfection of mind together
with wealth and marriage, which is a mark of the greatness of
their virtue, this is no reason why any weaker person should
presume to have such great virtue that he can attain to perfec-
tion though rich and married; as neither does a man unarmed
presume to attack his enemy, because Samson slew many foes
with the jaw-bone of an ass. For those fathers, had it been sea-
sonable to observe continence and poverty, would have been
most careful to observe them.

Reply to Objection 3. Such ways of living as admit of the
use of marriage are not the religious life simply and absolutely
speaking, but in a restricted sense, in so far as they have a cer-
tain share in those things that belong to the religious state.

* Prolog. in Joan. among the supposititious works of St. Jerome.
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IIa IIae q. 186 a. 5Whether obedience belongs to religious perfection?

Objection 1. It would seem that obedience does not be-
long to religious perfection. For those things seemingly belong
to religious perfection, which are works of supererogation and
are not bindingupon all. But all are bound toobey their superi-
ors, according to the sayingof theApostle (Heb. 13:17), “Obey
your prelates, and be subject to them.”erefore it would seem
that obedience does not belong to religious perfection.

Objection 2. Further, obedience would seem to belong
properly to those who have to be guided by the sense of others,
and such persons are lacking in discernment. Now the Apostle
says (Heb. 5:14) that “strong meat is for the perfect, for them
who by custom have their senses exercised to the discerning of
good and evil.” erefore it would seem that obedience does
not belong to the state of the perfect.

Objection 3. Further, if obedience were requisite for reli-
gious perfection, it would follow that it is befitting to all reli-
gious. But it is not becoming to all; since some religious lead a
solitary life, and have no superior whom they obey. Again reli-
gious superiors apparently are not bound to obedience.ere-
fore obedience would seem not to pertain to religious perfec-
tion.

Objection 4. Further, if the vow of obedience were req-
uisite for religion, it would follow that religious are bound to
obey their superiors in all things, just as they are bound to ab-
stain from all venery by their vow of continence. But they are
not bound to obey them in all things, as stated above (q. 104,
a. 5), when we were treating of the virtue of obedience. ere-
fore the vow of obedience is not requisite for religion.

Objection5.Further, those services aremost acceptable to
Godwhich are done freely and not of necessity, according to 2
Cor. 9:7, “Not with sadness or of necessity.” Now that which
is done out of obedience is done of necessity of precept.ere-
fore those good works are more deserving of praise which are
done of one’s own accord. erefore the vow of obedience is
unbecoming to religion whereby men seek to attain to that
which is better.

On the contrary, Religious perfection consists chiefly in
the imitation of Christ, according to Mat. 19:21, “If thou wilt
be perfect, go sell all [Vulg.: ‘what’] thou hast, and give to the
poor, and followMe.”Now inChrist obedience is commended
above all according to Phil. 2:8, “He became [Vulg.: ‘becom-
ing’] obedient unto death.”erefore seemingly obedience be-
longs to religious perfection.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 2,3) the religious state
is a school and exercise for tending to perfection. Now those
who are being instructed or exercised in order to attain a cer-
tain end must needs follow the direction of someone under
whose control they are instructed or exercised so as to attain
that end as disciples under a master. Hence religious need to
be placed under the instruction and command of someone as
regards things pertaining to the religious life; wherefore it is
said (VII, qu. i, can. Hoc nequaquam): “e monastic life de-

notes subjection and discipleship.” Now one man is subjected
to another’s command and instruction by obedience: and con-
sequently obedience is requisite for religious perfection.

Reply to Objection 1. To obey one’s superiors in matters
that are essential to virtue is not a work of supererogation, but
is common to all: whereas to obey inmatters pertaining to the
practice of perfection belongs properly to religious. is latter
obedience is compared to the former as the universal to the
particular. For those who live in the world, keep something
for themselves, and offer something to God; and in the latter
respect they are under obedience to their superiors: whereas
thosewho live in religion give themselveswholly and their pos-
sessions to God, as stated above (Aa. 1,3). Hence their obedi-
ence is universal.

Reply to Objection 2. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii,
1,2), by performing actions we contract certain habits, and
when we have acquired the habit we are best able to perform
the actions. Accordingly those who have not attained to per-
fection, acquire perfection by obeying, while those who have
already acquired perfection are most ready to obey, not as
though they need to be directed to the acquisition of per-
fection, but as maintaining themselves by this means in that
which belongs to perfection.

Reply toObjection3.esubjection of religious is chiefly
in reference to bishops, who are compared to them as per-
fecters to perfected, as Dionysius states (Eccl. Hier. vi), where
he also says that the “monastic order is subjected to the per-
fecting virtues of the bishops, and is taught by their godlike
enlightenment.”Hence neither hermits nor religious superiors
are exempt from obedience to bishops; and if they be wholly
or partly exempt from obedience to the bishop of the dio-
cese, they are nevertheless bound to obey the Sovereign Pon-
tiff, not only in matters affecting all in common, but also in
those which pertain specially to religious discipline.

Reply to Objection 4. e vow of obedience taken by re-
ligious, extends to the disposition of a man’s whole life, and in
this way it has a certain universality, although it does not ex-
tend to all individual acts. For some of these do not belong to
religion, through not being of those things that concern the
love of God and of our neighbor, such as rubbing one’s beard,
liing a stick from the ground and so forth,which donot come
under a vownor under obedience; and some are contrary to re-
ligion. Nor is there any comparison with continence whereby
acts are excluded which are altogether contrary to religion.

Reply toObjection 5.e necessity of coercion makes an
act involuntary and consequently deprives it of the character
of praise or merit; whereas the necessity which is consequent
upon obedience is a necessity not of coercion but of a free
will, inasmuch as a man is willing to obey, although perhaps
he would not be willing to do the thing commanded consid-
ered in itself. Wherefore since by the vow of obedience a man
lays himself under the necessity of doing for God’s sake certain
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things that are not pleasing in themselves, for this very reason
that which he does is the more acceptable to God, though it
be of less account, because man can give nothing greater to
God, than by subjecting his will to another man’s for God’s
sake. Hence in the Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. xviii, 7)

it is stated that “the Sarabaitae are the worst class of monks,
because through providing for their own needs without being
subject to superiors, they are free to do as theywill; and yet day
and night they are more busily occupied in work than those
who live in monasteries.”

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 6Whether it is requisite for religious perfection that poverty, continence, and obedience should
come under a vow?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not requisite for reli-
gious perfection that the three aforesaid, namely poverty, con-
tinence, and obedience, should come under a vow. For the
school of perfection is founded on the principles laid down
by our Lord. Now our Lord in formulating perfection (Mat.
19:21) said: “If thou wilt be perfect, go, sell all [Vulg.: ‘what’]
thou hast, and give to the poor,” without anymention of a vow.
erefore it would seem that a vow is not necessary for the
school of religion.

Objection 2. Further, a vow is a promise made to God,
wherefore (Eccles. 5:3) the wise man aer saying: “If thou
hast vowed anything to God, defer not to pay it,” adds at
once, “for an unfaithful and foolish promise displeasethHim.”
But when a thing is being actually given there is no need for
a promise. erefore it suffices for religious perfection that
one keep poverty, continence, and obedience without. vowing
them.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Ad Pollent., de
Adult. Conjug. i, 14): “e services we render are more pleas-
ing when we might lawfully not render them, yet do so out of
love.” Now it is lawful not to render a service which we have
not vowed, whereas it is unlawful if we have vowed to ren-
der it. erefore seemingly it is more pleasing to God to keep
poverty, continence, and obedience without a vow. erefore
a vow is not requisite for religious perfection.

On the contrary, In the Old Law the Nazareans were
consecrated by vow according to Num. 6:2, “When a man or
woman shall make a vow to be sanctified and will consecrate
themselves to the Lord,” etc. Now these were a figure of those
“who attain the summit of perfection,” as a gloss* of Gregory
states. erefore a vow is requisite for religious perfection.

I answer that, It belongs to religious to be in the state of
perfection, as shown above (q. 174, a. 5). Now the state of per-
fection requires an obligation to whatever belongs to perfec-
tion: and this obligation consists in binding oneself to God
by means of a vow. But it is evident from what has been said

(Aa. 3,4,5) that poverty, continence, and obedience belong to
the perfection of theChristian life. Consequently the religious
state requires that one be bound to these three by vow. Hence
Gregory says (Hom. xx in Ezech.): “When aman vows toGod
all his possessions, all his life, all his knowledge, it is a holo-
caust”; and aerwards he says that this refers to those who re-
nounce the present world.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord declared that it belongs
to the perfection of life that a man follow Him, not anyhow,
but in such a way as not to turn back.WhereforeHe says again
(Lk. 9:62): “Noman putting his hand to the plough, and look-
ing back, is fit for the kingdom of God.” And though some of
His discipleswentback, yetwhenourLord asked (Jn. 6:68,69),
“Will you also go away?” Peter answered for the others: “Lord,
to whom shall we go?” Hence Augustine says (De Consensu
Ev. ii, 17) that “as Matthew and Mark relate, Peter and An-
drew followed Him aer drawing their boats on to the beach,
not as though they purposed to return, but as following Him
at His command.” Now this unwavering following of Christ is
made fast by a vow: wherefore a vow is requisite for religious
perfection.

Reply to Objection 2. As Gregory says (Moral. ii) reli-
gious perfection requires that a man give “his whole life” to
God. But a man cannot actually give God his whole life, be-
cause that life taken as a whole is not simultaneous but succes-
sive. Hence a man cannot give his whole life to God otherwise
than by the obligation of a vow.

Reply to Objection 3. Among other services that we can
lawfully give, is our liberty, which is dearer to man than aught
else. Consequently when a man of his own accord deprives
himself by vow of the liberty of abstaining from things per-
taining toGod’s service, this is most acceptable toGod.Hence
Augustine says (Ep. cxxvii ad Paulin. et Arment.): “Repent not
of thy vow; rejoice rather that thou canst no longer do lawfully,
what thou mightest have done lawfully but to thy own cost.
Happy the obligation that compels to better things.”

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 7Whether it is right to say that religious perfection consists in these three vows?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not right to say that
religious perfection consists in these three vows. For the per-
fection of life consists of inward rather than of outward acts,
according to Rom. 14:17, “e Kingdom of God is not meat
and drink, but justice and peace and joy in the Holy Ghost.”

Now the religious vow binds aman to things belonging to per-
fection. erefore vows of inward actions, such as contempla-
tion, love of God and our neighbor, and so forth, should per-
tain to the religious state, rather than the vows of poverty, con-
tinence, and obedience which refer to outward actions.

* Cf. Moral. ii.
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Objection 2. Further, the three aforesaid come under the
religious vow, in so far as they belong to the practice of tending
to perfection. But there are many other things that religious
practice, such as abstinence, watchings, and the like.erefore
it would seem that these three vows are incorrectly described
as pertaining to the state of perfection.

Objection 3. Further, by the vow of obedience a man is
bound to do according to his superior’s command whatever
pertains to the practice of perfection. erefore the vow of
obedience suffices without the two other vows.

Objection 4. Further, external goods comprise not only
riches but also honors. erefore, if religious, by the vow of
poverty, renounce earthly riches, there should be another vow
whereby they may despise worldly honors.

Onthe contrary, It is stated (Extra, de StatuMonach., cap.
Cumadmonasterium) that “the keeping of chastity and the re-
nouncing of property are affixed to the monastic rule.”

I answer that, e religious state may be considered in
three ways. First, as being a practice of tending to the perfec-
tion of charity: secondly, as quieting the human mind from
outward solicitude, according to 1 Cor. 7:32: “I would have
you to be without solicitude”: thirdly, as a holocaust whereby
a man offers himself and his possessions wholly to God; and
in corresponding manner the religious state is constituted by
these three vows.

First, as regards the practice of perfection aman is required
to remove from himself whatever may hinder his affections
from tendingwholly toGod, for it is in this that the perfection
of charity consists. Such hindrances are of three kinds. First,
the attachment to external goods, which is removed by the
vow of poverty; secondly, the concupiscence of sensible plea-
sures, chief among which are venereal pleasures, and these are
removed by the vow of continence; thirdly, the inordinateness
of thehumanwill, and this is removedby the vowof obedience.
In like manner the disquiet of worldly solicitude is aroused in
man in reference especially to three things. First, as regards the
dispensing of external things, and this solicitude is removed
from man by the vow of poverty; secondly, as regards the con-
trol of wife and children, which is cut away by the vow of con-
tinence; thirdly, as regards the disposal of one’s own actions,
which is eliminated by the vow of obedience, whereby a man
commits himself to the disposal of another.

Again, “a holocaust is the offering to God of all that one
has,” according toGregory (Hom. xx in Ezech.). Nowman has
a threefold good, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 8).
First, the good of external things, which he wholly offers to
God by the vow of voluntary poverty: secondly, the good of
his own body, and this good he offers to God especially by the
vow of continence, whereby he renounces the greatest bodily
pleasures. the third is the good of the soul, which man wholly
offers to God by the vow of obedience, whereby he offers God

his ownwill bywhich hemakes use of all the powers and habits
of the soul.erefore the religious state is fittingly constituted
by the three vows.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 1), the end
whereunto the religious vow is directed is the perfection of
charity, since all the interior acts of virtue belong to charity as
to their mother, according to 1 Cor. 13:4, “Charity is patient,
is kind,” etc. Hence the interior acts of virtue, for instance hu-
mility, patience, and so forth, do not come under the religious
vow, but this is directed to them as its end.

Reply to Objection 2. All other religious observances are
directed to the three aforesaid principal vows; for if any of
them are ordained for the purpose of procuring a livelihood,
such as labor, questing, and so on, they are to be referred to
poverty; for the safeguarding of which religious seek a liveli-
hood by these means. Other observances whereby the body is
chastised, such as watching, fasting, and the like, are directly
ordained for the observance of the vow of continence. And
such religious observances as regard human actions whereby a
man is directed to the end of religion, namely the love of God
and his neighbor (such as reading, prayer, visiting the sick, and
the like), are comprised under the vow of obedience that ap-
plies to the will, which directs its actions to the end accord-
ing to the ordering of another person. e distinction of habit
belongs to all three vows, as a sign of being bound by them:
wherefore the religious habit is given or blessed at the time of
profession.

Reply to Objection 3. By obedience a man offers to God
his will, to which though all human affairs are subject, yet
some are subject to it alone in a special manner, namely hu-
man actions, since passions belong also to the sensitive ap-
petite. Wherefore in order to restrain the passions of carnal
pleasures and of external objects of appetite, which hinder the
perfection of life, there was need for the vows of continence
and poverty; but for the ordering of one’s own actions accord-
ingly as the state of perfection requires, there was need for the
vow of obedience.

Reply to Objection 4. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv,
3), strictly and truly speaking honor is not due save to virtue.
Since, however, external goods serve instrumentally for certain
acts of virtue, the consequence is that a certain honor is given
to their excellence especially by the common people who ac-
knowledge none but outward excellence. erefore since re-
ligious tend to the perfection of virtue it becomes them not
to renounce the honor which God and all holy men accord to
virtue, according toPs. 138:17, “But tomey friends,OGod,
are made exceedingly honorable.” On the other hand, they re-
nounce the honor that is given to outward excellence, by the
very fact that they withdraw from a worldly life: hence no spe-
cial vow is needed for this.
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IIa IIae q. 186 a. 8Whether the vow of obedience is the chief of the three religious vows?

Objection 1. It would seem that the vow of obedience is
not the chief of the three religious vows. For the perfection
of the religious life was inaugurated by Christ. Now Christ
gave a special counsel of poverty; whereas He is not stated to
have given a special counsel of obedience. erefore the vow
of poverty is greater than the vow of obedience.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 26:20) that “no
price isworthy of a continent soul.”Now the vowof thatwhich
is more worthy is itself more excellent. erefore the vow of
continence is more excellent than the vow of obedience.

Objection 3. Further, the greater a vow the more indis-
pensable it would seem to be. Now the vows of poverty and
continence “are so inseparable from themonastic rule, that not
even the Sovereign Pontiff can allow them to be broken,” ac-
cording to aDecretal (De StatuMonach., cap.Cumadmonas-
terium): yet he can dispense a religious from obeying his supe-
rior. erefore it would seem that the vow of obedience is less
than the vow of poverty and continence.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Moral. xxxv, 14): “Obedi-
ence is rightly placed before victims, since by victims another’s
flesh, but by obedience one’s own will, is sacrificed.” Now the
religious vows are holocausts, as stated above (Aa. 1,3, ad 6).
erefore the vow of obedience is the chief of all religious
vows.

I answer that, e vow of obedience is the chief of the
three religious vows, and this for three reasons.

First, because by the vow of obedience man offers God
something greater, namely his own will; for this is of more
account than his own body, which he offers God by conti-
nence, and than external things, which he offers God by the
vow of poverty. Wherefore that which is done out of obedi-
ence ismore acceptable toGod than thatwhich is done of one’s
ownwill, according to the saying of Jerome (Ep. cxxv adRustic
Monach.): “Mywords are intended to teach you not to rely on
your own judgment”: and a little further on he says: “You may
not do what you will; youmust eat what you are bidden to eat,
you may possess as much as you receive, clothe yourself with
what is given to you.” Hence fasting is not acceptable to God

if it is done of one’s own will, according to Is. 58:3, “Behold in
the day of your fast your own will is found.”

Secondly, because the vow of obedience includes the other
vows, but not vice versa: for a religious, though bound by vow
to observe continence and poverty, yet these also come under
obedience, as well as many other things besides the keeping of
continence and poverty.

irdly, because the vow of obedience extends properly to
those acts that are closely connected with the end of religion;
and the more closely a thing is connected with the end, the
better it is.

It follows from this that the vow of obedience is more es-
sential to the religious life. For if a man without taking a vow
of obedience were to observe, even by vow, voluntary poverty
and continence, hewould not therefore belong to the religious
state, which is to be preferred to virginity observed even by
vow; for Augustine says (De Virgin. xlvi): “No one, methinks,
would prefer virginity to the monastic life.”*.

Reply to Objection 1. e counsel of obedience was in-
cluded in the very followingofChrist, since to obey is to follow
another’s will. Consequently it is more pertinent to perfection
than the vow of poverty, because as Jerome, commenting on
Mat. 19:27, “Behold we have le all things,” observes, “Peter
added that which is perfect when he said: And have followed
ee.”

Reply to Objection 2. e words quoted mean that con-
tinence is to be preferred, not to all other acts of virtue, but to
conjugal chastity, or to external riches of gold and silver which
aremeasuredbyweight†.Or again continence is taken in a gen-
eral sense for abstinence from ali evil, as stated above (q. 155,
a. 4, ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. e Pope cannot dispense a reli-
gious from his vow of obedience so as to release him from obe-
dience to every superior inmatters relating to the perfection of
life, for he cannot exempt him from obedience to himself. He
can, however, exempt him from subjection to a lower superior,
but this is not to dispense him from his vow of obedience.

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 9Whether a religious sins mortally whenever he transgresses the things contained in his rule?

Objection 1. It would seem that a religious sins mortally
whenever he transgresses the things contained in his rule. For
to break a vow is a sin worthy of condemnation, as appears
from 1 Tim. 5:11,12, where the Apostle says that widows who
“will marry have [Vulg.: ‘having’] damnation, because they
have made void their first faith.” But religious are bound to a
rule by the vows of their profession. erefore they sin mor-
tally by transgressing the things contained in their rule.

Objection 2. Further, the rule is enjoined upon a religious
in the same way as a law. Now he who transgresses a precept
of law sins mortally. erefore it would seem that a monk sins
mortally if he transgresses the things contained in his rule.

Objection 3. Further, contempt involves a mortal sin.
Now whoever repeatedly does what he ought not to do seems
to sin from contempt.erefore it would seem that a religious
sins mortally by frequently transgressing the things contained

* St. Augustine wrote not ‘monasterio’ but ‘martyrio’—to ‘martyrdom’; and
St. omas quotes the passage correctly above, q. 124, a. 3 and q. 152, a. 5.
† ‘Pondere,’ referring to the Latin ‘ponderatio’ in the Vulgate, which the
Douay version renders ‘price.’. ‡ Epist. Missoria, ad Leand. Episc. i.
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in his rule.
On the contrary, e religious state is safer than the sec-

ular state; wherefore Gregory at the beginning of his Morals‡
compares the secular life to the stormy sea, and the religious
life to the calm port. But if every transgression of the things
contained in his rule were to involve a religious in mortal sin,
the religious lifewould be fraughtwith danger of account of its
multitude of observances.erefore not every transgression of
the things contained in the rule is a mortal sin.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 1,2), a thing is con-
tained in the rule in two ways. First, as the end of the rule,
for instance things that pertain to the acts of the virtues; and
the transgression of these, as regards those which come under
a common precept, involves a mortal sin; but as regards those
which are not included in the commonobligation of a precept,
the transgression thereof does not involve a mortal sin, except
by reason of contempt, because, as stated above (a. 2), a reli-
gious is not bound to be perfect, but to tend to perfection, to
which the contempt of perfection is opposed.

Secondly, a thing is contained in the rule through pertain-
ing to the outward practice, such as all external observances,
to some of which a religious is bound by the vow of his pro-
fession. Now the vow of profession regards chiefly the three
things aforesaid, namely poverty, continence, and obedience,
while all others are directed to these. Consequently the trans-
gression of these three involves a mortal sin, while the trans-
gression of the others does not involve a mortal sin, except ei-
ther by reason of contempt of the rule (since this is directly
contrary to the profession whereby a man vows to live accord-
ing to the rule), or by reason of a precept, whether given orally
by a superior, or expressed in the rule, since this would be to
act contrary to the vow of obedience.

Reply to Objection 1. He who professes a rule does not
vow to observe all the things contained in the rule, but he vows
the regular life which consists essentially in the three aforesaid
things. Hence in certain religious orders precaution is taken
to profess, not the rule, but to live according to the rule, i.e.
to tend to form one’s conduct in accordance with the rule as
a kind of model; and this is set aside by contempt. Yet greater

precaution is observed in some religious orders by professing
obedience according to the rule, so that only thatwhich is con-
trary to a precept of the rule is contrary to the profession,while
the transgression or omission of other things binds only under
pain of venial sin, because, as stated above (a. 7, ad 2), such
things are dispositions to the chief vows. And venial sin is a
disposition tomortal, as stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 88, a. 3), inas-
much as it hinders those things whereby a man is disposed to
keep the chief precepts of Christ’s law, namely the precepts of
charity.

ere is also a religious order, that of the Friars Preachers,
where such like transgressions or omissions do not, by their
very nature, involve sin, either mortal or venial; but they bind
one to suffer the punishment affixed thereto, because it is in
this way that they are bound to observe such things. Never-
theless they may sin venially or mortally through neglect, con-
cupiscence, or contempt.

Reply to Objection 2. Not all the contents of the law are
set forth by way of precept; for some are expressed under the
formof ordinance or statute binding under pain of a fixed pun-
ishment. Accordingly, just as in the civil law the transgression
of a legal statute does not always render a man deserving of
bodily death, so neither in the law of the Church does every
ordinance or statute bind under mortal sin; and the same ap-
plies to the statutes of the rule.

Reply toObjection3.Anactionor transgressionproceeds
from contempt when a man’s will refuses to submit to the or-
dinance of the law or rule, and from this he proceeds to act
against the law or rule. on the other hand, he does not sin from
contempt, but from some other cause, when he is led to do
something against the ordinance of the law or rule through
some particular cause such as concupiscence or anger, even
though he oen repeat the same kind of sin through the same
or some other cause. us Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat.
xxix) that “not all sins are committed through proud con-
tempt.” Nevertheless the frequent repetition of a sin leads dis-
positively to contempt, according to the words of Prov. 18:3,
“ewickedman, when he is come into the depth of sins, con-
temneth.”

IIa IIae q. 186 a. 10Whether a religious sins more grievously than a secular by the same kind of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that a religious does not sin
more grievously than a secular by the same kind of sin. For it
is written (2 Paralip 30:18,19): “e Lord Who is good will
show mercy to all them who with their whole heart seek the
Lord the God of their fathers, and will not impute it to them
that they are not sanctified.” Now religious apparently follow
the Lord theGod of their fathers with their whole heart rather
than seculars, who partly give themselves and their possessions
toGod and reserve part for themselves, as Gregory says (Hom.
xx in Ezech.). erefore it would seem that it is less imputed
to them if they fall short somewhat of their sanctification.

Objection 2. Further, God is less angered at a man’s sins if
he does some good deeds, according to 2 Paralip 19:2,3, “ou
helpest the ungodly, and thou art joined in friendship with
them that hate the Lord, and therefore thou didst deserve in-
deed thewrath of the Lord: but goodworks are found in thee.”
Now religious do more good works than seculars. erefore if
they commit any sins, God is less angry with them.

Objection 3. Further, this present life is not carried
through without sin, according to James 3:2, “In many things
we all offend.” erefore if the sins of religious were more
grievous than those of seculars it would follow that religious
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are worse off than seculars: and consequently it would not be
a wholesome counsel to enter religion.

On the contrary, e greater the evil the more it would
seem to be deplored. But seemingly the sins of those who are
in the state of holiness and perfection are the most deplorable,
for it is written ( Jer. 23:9): “My heart is broken within me,”
and aerwards ( Jer. 23:11): “For the prophet and the priest
are defiled; and in My house I have found their wickedness.”
erefore religious and others who are in the state of perfec-
tion, other things being equal, sin more grievously.

I answer that, A sin committed by a religious may be in
three ways more grievous than a like sin committed by a sec-
ular. First, if it be against his religious vow; for instance if he
be guilty of fornication or the, because by fornication he acts
against the vow of continence, and by the against the vow
of poverty; and not merely against a precept of the divine law.
Secondly, if he sin out of contempt, because thereby he would
seem to be the more ungrateful for the divine favors which
have raised him to the state of perfection. us the Apostle
says (Heb. 10:29) that the believer “deserveth worse punish-
ments” who through contempt tramples under foot the Son
of God. Hence the Lord complains ( Jer. 11:15): “What is the
meaning that My beloved hath wrought much wickedness in
My house?”irdly, the sin of a religiousmay be greater on ac-
count of scandal, becausemany take note of hismanner of life:
wherefore it is written ( Jer. 23:14): “I have seen the likeness of
adulterers, and the way of lying in the Prophets of Jerusalem;
and they strengthened the hands of the wicked, that no man
should return from his evil doings.”

On the other hand, if a religious, not out of contempt, but
out of weakness or ignorance, commit a sin that is not against
the vow of his profession, without giving scandal (for instance
if he commit it in secret) he sins less grievously in the samekind
of sin than a secular, because his sin if slight is absorbed as it

were by his many good works, and if it be mortal, he more eas-
ily recovers from it. First, because he has a right intention to-
wards God, and though it be intercepted for the moment, it is
easily restored to its former object.HenceOrigen commenting
on Ps. 36:24, “When he shall fall he shall not be bruised,” says
(Hom. iv in Ps. 36): “e wicked man, if he sin, repents not,
and fails to make amends for his sin. But the just man knows
how to make amends and recover himself; even as he who had
said: ‘I know not the man,’ shortly aerwards when the Lord
had looked onhim, knew to shedmost bitter tears, and hewho
from the roof had seen a woman and desired her knew to say:
‘I have sinned and done evil before ee.’ ” Secondly, he is as-
sisted by his fellow-religious to rise again, according to Eccles.
4:10, “If one fall he shall be supported by the other:woe to him
that is alone, for when he falleth he hath none to li him up.”

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted refer to things
done through weakness or ignorance, but not to those that are
done out of contempt.

Reply toObjection 2. Josaphat also, to whom these words
were addressed, sinned not out of contempt, but out of a cer-
tain weakness of human affection.

Reply to Objection 3. e just sin not easily out of con-
tempt; but sometimes they fall into a sin through ignorance
or weakness from which they easily arise. If, however, they go
so far as to sin out of contempt, they become most wicked
and incorrigible, according to the word of Jer. 2:20: “ou
hast brokenMy yoke, thou hast burstMy bands, and thou hast
said: ‘I will not serve.’ For on every high hill and under every
green tree thou didst prostitute thyself.”Hence Augustine says
(Ep. lxxviii ad Pleb. Hippon.): “From the time I began to serve
God, even as I scarcely found bettermen than those whomade
progress in monasteries, so have I not found worse than those
who in the monastery have fallen.”
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S P   S P, Q 187
Of ose ings at Are Competent to Religious

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the things that are competent to religious; and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is lawful for them to teach, preach, and do like things?
(2) Whether it is lawful for them to meddle in secular business?
(3) Whether they are bound to manual labor?
(4) Whether it is lawful for them to live on alms?
(5) Whether it is lawful for them to quest?
(6) Whether it is lawful for them to wear coarser clothes than other persons?

IIa IIae q. 187 a. 1Whether it is lawful for religious to teach, preach, and the like?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for religious to
teach, preach, and the like. For it is said (VII, qu. i, can. Hoc
nequaquam) in an ordinance of a synod of Constantinople*:
“e monastic life is one of subjection and discipleship, not
of teaching, authority, or pastoral care.” And Jerome says (ad
Ripar. et Desider.†): “A monk’s duty is not to teach but to
lament.” Again Pope Leo‡: says “Let none dare to preach save
the priests of the Lord, be he monk or layman, and no matter
what knowledge he may boast of having.” Now it is not lawful
to exceed the bounds of one’s office or transgress the ordinance
of the Church. erefore seemingly it is unlawful for religious
to teach, preach, and the like.

Objection 2. Further, in an ordinance of the Council of
Nicea (cf. XVI, qu. i, can. Placuit) it is laid down as follows: “It
is our absolute and peremptory command addressed to all that
monks shall not hear confessions except of one another, as is
right, that they shall not bury the dead except those dwelling
with them in the monastery, or if by chance a brother happen
to die while on a visit.” But just as the above belong to the duty
of clerics, so also do preaching and teaching. erefore since
“the business of a monk differs from that of a cleric,” as Jerome
says (Ep. xiv ad Heliod.), it would seem unlawful for religious
to preach, teach, and the like.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Regist. v, Ep. 1): “No
man can fulfil ecclesiastical duties, and keep consistently to
the monastic rule”: and this is quoted XVI, qu. i, can. Nemo
potest. Now monks are bound to keep consistently to the
monastic rule. erefore it would seem that they cannot fulfil
ecclesiastical duties, whereof teaching andpreaching are a part.
erefore seemingly it is unlawful for them to preach, teach,
and do similar things.

On the contrary, Gregory is quoted (XVI, qu. i, can. Ex
auctoritate) as saying: “By authority of this decree framed in
virtue of our apostolic power and the duty of our office, be
it lawful to monk priests who are configured to the apostles,
to preach, baptize, give communion, pray for sinners, impose

penance, and absolve from sin.”
I answer that, A thing is declared to be unlawful to a per-

son in two ways. First, because there is something in him con-
trary to thatwhich is declared unlawful to him: thus to noman
is it lawful to sin, because each man has in himself reason and
an obligation toGod’s law, towhich things sin is contrary. And
in thisway it is said tobeunlawful for a person topreach, teach,
or do like things, because there is in him something incom-
patible with these things, either by reason of a precept—thus
those who are irregular by ordinance of the Church may not
be raised to the sacred orders—or by reason of sin, according
to Ps. 49:16, “But to the sinner God hath said:Why dost thou
declare My justice?”

In this way it is not unlawful for religious to preach, teach,
and do like things, both because they are bound neither by
vow nor by precept of their rule to abstain from these things,
and because they are not rendered less apt for these things by
any sin committed, but on the contrary they are the more apt
throughhaving takenupon themselves the practice of holiness.
For it is foolish to say that a man is rendered less fit for spiri-
tual duties through advancing himself in holiness; and conse-
quently it is foolish to declare that the religious state is an ob-
stacle to the fulfilment of such like duties.is error is rejected
by Pope Boniface§ for the reasons given above. His words
which are quoted (XVI, qu. i, can. Sunt. nonnulli) are these:
“ere are some who without any dogmatic proof, and with
extreme daring, inspired with a zeal rather of bitterness than
of love, assert that monks though they be dead to the world
and live to God, are unworthy of the power of the priestly of-
fice, and that they cannot confer penance, nor christen, nor
absolve in virtue of the power divinely bestowed on them in
the priestly office. But they are altogether wrong.” He proves
this first because it is not contrary to the rule; thus he contin-
ues: “For neither did the Blessed Benedict the saintly teacher
of monks forbid this in any way,” nor is it forbidden in other
rules. Secondly, he refutes the above error from the usefulness

* Pseudosynod held by Photius in the year 879. † Contra Vigilant. xvi.
‡ Leo I, Ep. cxx adeodoret., 6, cf. XVI, qu. i, can. Adjicimus. § Boniface
IV.
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of the monks, when he adds at the end of the same chapter:
“e more perfect a man is, the more effective is he in these,
namely in spiritual works.”

Secondly, a thing is said to be unlawful for a man, not on
account of there being in him something contrary thereto, but
because he lacks that which enables him to do it: thus it is un-
lawful for a deacon to say mass, because he is not in priestly
orders; and it is unlawful for a priest to deliver judgment be-
cause he lacks the episcopal authority. Here, however, a dis-
tinction must be made. Because those things which are a mat-
ter of an order, cannot be deputed to one who has not the or-
der, whereas matters of jurisdiction can be deputed to those
whohave not ordinary jurisdiction: thus the delivery of a judg-
ment is deputed by the bishop to a simple priest. In this sense it
is said to be unlawful for monks and other religious to preach,
teach, and so forth, because the religious state does not give
them thepower todo these things.ey can, however, do them
if they receive orders, or ordinary jurisdiction, or if matters of

jurisdiction be delegated to them.
Reply to Objection 1. It results from the words quoted

that the fact of their being monks does not give monks the
power to do these things, yet it does not involve in them any-
thing contrary to the performance of these acts.

Reply toObjection 2.Again, this ordinance of the Coun-
cil of Nicea forbids monks to claim the power of exercising
those acts on the ground of their being monks, but it does not
forbid those acts being delegated to them.

Reply to Objection 3. ese two things are incompat-
ible, namely, the ordinary cure of ecclesiastical duties, and
the observance of the monastic rule in a monastery. But this
does not prevent monks and other religious from being some-
times occupied with ecclesiastical duties through being de-
puted thereto by superiors having ordinary cure; especially
members of religious orders that are especially instituted for
that purpose, as we shall say further on (q. 188, a. 4).

IIa IIae q. 187 a. 2Whether it is lawful for religious to occupy themselves with secular business?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for religious to
occupy themselves with secular business. For in the decree
quoted above (a. 1) of PopeBoniface it is said that the “Blessed
Benedict bade them to be altogether free from secular busi-
ness; and this ismost explicitly prescribedby the apostolic doc-
trine and the teaching of all the Fathers, not only to religious,
but also to all the canonical clergy,” according to 2 Tim. 2:4,
“No man being a soldier to God, entangleth himself with sec-
ular business.” Now it is the duty of all religious to be soldiers
ofGod.erefore it is unlawful for them to occupy themselves
with secular business.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 ess. 4:11):
“at you use your endeavor to be quiet, and that you do
your own business,” which a gloss explains thus—“by refrain-
ing from other people’s affairs, so as to be the better able to
attend to the amendment of your own life.” Now religious de-
vote themselves in a special way to the amendment of their
life. erefore they should not occupy themselves with secu-
lar business.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome, commenting on Mat. 11:8,
“Behold they that are clothed in so garments are in the houses
of kings,” says: “Hence we gather that an austere life and severe
preaching should avoid the palaces of kings and the mansions
of the voluptuous.” But the needs of secular business induce
men to frequent the palaces of kings. erefore it is unlawful
for religious to occupy themselves with secular business.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 16:1): “I com-
mend to you Phoebe our Sister,” and further on (Rom. 16:2),
“that you assist her in whatsoever business she shall have need
of you.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 186, Aa. 1,7, ad 1), the
religious state is directed to the attainment of the perfection

of charity, consisting principally in the love of God and secon-
darily in the love of our neighbor.Consequently thatwhich re-
ligious intend chiefly and for its own sake is to give themselves
to God. Yet if their neighbor be in need, they should attend to
his affairs out of charity, according toGal. 6:2, “Bear ye one an-
other’s burthens: and so you shall fulfil the law ofChrist,” since
through serving their neighbor for God’s sake, they are obedi-
ent to the divine love. Hence it is written ( James 1:27): “Re-
ligion clean and undefiled before God and the Father, is this:
to visit the fatherless and widows in their tribulation,” which
means, according to a gloss, to assist the helpless in their time
of need.

We must conclude therefore that it is unlawful for either
monks or clerics to carry on secular business from motives
of avarice; but from motives of charity, and with their supe-
rior’s permission, they may occupy themselves with due mod-
eration in the administration and direction of secular business.
Wherefore it is said in the Decretals (Dist. xxxviii, can. De-
crevit): “eholy synod decrees that henceforth no cleric shall
buyproperty or occupyhimselfwith secular business, savewith
a view to the care of the fatherless, orphans, orwidows, orwhen
the bishop of the city commands him to take charge of the
business connected with the Church.” And the same applies
to religious as to clerics, because they are both debarred from
secular business on the same grounds, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 1. Monks are forbidden to occupy
themselves with secular business from motives of avarice, but
not from motives of charity.

Reply toObjection2.Tooccupyoneselfwith secular busi-
ness on account of another’s need is not officiousness but char-
ity.

Reply to Objection 3. To haunt the palaces of kings from
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motives of pleasure, glory, or avarice is not becoming to re-
ligious, but there is nothing unseemly in their visiting them
from motives of piety. Hence it is written (4 Kings 4:13):
“Hast thou any business, and wilt thou that I speak to the king

or to the general of the army?” Likewise it becomes religious
to go to the palaces of kings to rebuke and guide them, even as
John the Baptist rebuked Herod, as related in Mat. 14:4.

IIa IIae q. 187 a. 3Whether religious are bound to manual labor?

Objection 1. It would seem that religious are bound to
manual labor. For religious are not exempt from the obser-
vance of precepts. Now manual labor is a matter of precept
according to 1 ess. 4:11, “Work with your own hands as
we commanded you”; wherefore Augustine says (De oper.
Monach. xxx): “Butwho can allow these insolentmen,” namely
religious that do no work, of whom he is speaking there, “who
disregard themost salutary admonishment of the Apostle, not
merely to be borne with as being weaker than others, but even
to preach as though they were holier than others.”erefore it
would seem that religious are bound to manual labor.

Objection 2.Further, a gloss* on 2ess. 3:10, “If anyman
will not work, neither let him eat,” says: “Some say that this
command of the Apostle refers to spiritual works, and not to
the bodily labor of the farmer or crasman”; and further on:
“But it is useless for them to try to hide from themselves and
from others the fact that they are unwilling not only to ful-
fil, but even to understand the useful admonishments of char-
ity”; and again: “He wishes God’s servants to make a living by
working with their bodies.” Now religious especially are called
servants of God, because they give themselves entirely to the
service of God, as Dionysius asserts (Eccl. Hier. vi). erefore
it would seem that they are bound to manual labor.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De oper. Monach.
xvii): “I would fain know how they would occupy themselves,
who are unwilling to work with their body. We occupy our
time, say they, with prayers, psalms, reading, and the word of
God.” Yet these things are no excuse, and he proves this, as
regards each in particular. For in the first place, as to prayer,
he says: “One prayer of the obedient man is sooner granted
than ten thousand prayers of the contemptuous”: meaning
that those are contemptuous and unworthy to be heard who
work not with their hands. Secondly, as to the divine praises
he adds: “Even while working with their hands they can easily
sing hymns to God.” irdly, with regard to reading, he goes
on to say: “ose who say they are occupied in reading, do
they not find there what the Apostle commanded? What sort
of perverseness is this, to wish to read but not to obey what
one reads?” Fourthly, he adds in reference to preaching†: “If
one has to speak, and is so busy that he cannot spare time for
manual work, can all in the monastery do this? And since all
cannot do this, why should all make this a pretext for being
exempt? And even if all were able, they should do so by turns,
not only so that the others may be occupied in other works,
but also because it suffices that one speak while many listen.”

erefore it would seem that religious should not desist from
manual labor on account of such like spiritual works to which
they devote themselves.

Objection 4. Further, a gloss on Lk. 12:33, “Sell what you
possess,” says: “Not only give your clothes to the poor, but sell
what you possess, that having once for all renounced all your
possessions for the Lord’s sake, youmay henceforth work with
the labor of your hands, so as to have wherewith to live or to
give alms.”Now it belongs properly to religious to renounce all
they have. erefore it would seem likewise to belong to them
to live and give alms through the labor of their hands.

Objection 5. Further, religious especially would seem to
be bound to imitate the life of the apostles, since they profess
the state of perfection. Now the apostles worked with their
own hands, according to 1Cor. 4:12: “We labor, working with
our own hands.” erefore it would seem that religious are
bound to manual labor.

On the contrary, ose precepts that are commonly en-
joined upon all are equally binding on religious and seculars.
But the precept of manual labor is enjoined upon all in com-
mon, as appears from2ess. 3:6, “Withdraw yourselves from
every brother walking disorderly,” etc. (for by brother he signi-
fies every Christian, according to 1 Cor. 7:12, “If any brother
have a wife that believeth not”). Now it is written in the same
passage (2 ess. 3:10): “If any man will not work, neither let
him eat.” erefore religious are not bound to manual labor
any more than seculars are.

I answer that,Manual labor is directed to four things. First
and principally to obtain food; wherefore it was said to the
first man (Gn. 3:19): “In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat
bread,” and it is written (Ps. 127:2): “For thou shalt eat the
labors of thy hands.” Secondly, it is directed to the removal of
idleness whence arise many evils; hence it is written (Ecclus.
33:28,29): “Send” thy slave “to work, that he be not idle, for
idleness hath taught much evil.” irdly, it is directed to the
curbing of concupiscence, inasmuch as it is a means of afflict-
ing the body; hence it is written (2 Cor. 6:5,6): “In labors, in
watchings, in fastings, in chastity.” Fourthly, it is directed to
almsgiving, wherefore it is written (Eph. 4:28): “He that stole,
let him now steal no more; but rather let him labor, working
with his hands the thingwhich is good, that hemay have some-
thing to give to him that suffereth need.” Accordingly, in so far
as manual labor is directed to obtaining food, it comes under a
necessity of precept in so far as it is necessary for that end: since
that which is directed to an end derives its necessity from that

* St. Augustine, (De oper. Monach. xxi). † Cap. xviii.
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end, being, in effect, so far necessary as the end cannot be ob-
tained without it. Consequently he who has no other means
of livelihood is bound to work with his hands, whatever his
condition may be. is is signified by the words of the Apos-
tle: “If anymanwill notwork, neither let him eat,” as though to
say: “enecessity ofmanual labor is the necessity ofmeat.” So
that if one could live without eating, one would not be bound
to work with one’s hands. e same applies to those who have
no other lawfulmeans of livelihood: since aman is understood
to be unable to do what he cannot do lawfully. Wherefore we
find that the Apostle prescribedmanual labor merely as a rem-
edy for the sinof thosewhogained their livelihoodbyunlawful
means. For the Apostle ordered manual labor first of all in or-
der to avoid the, as appears fromEph. 4:28, “He that stole, let
him now steal nomore; but rather let him labor, working with
his hands.” Secondly, to avoid the coveting of others’ property,
wherefore it is written (1 ess. 4:11): “Work with your own
hands, as we commanded you, and that you walk honestly to-
wards them that are without.” irdly, to avoid the discred-
itable pursuits whereby some seek a livelihood. Hence he says
(2ess. 3:10-12): “When we were with you, this we declared
to you: that if any man will not work, neither let him eat. For
we have heard that there are some among you who walk dis-
orderly, working not at all, but curiously meddling” (namely,
as a gloss explains it, “who make a living by meddling in un-
lawful things). Now we charge them that are such, and be-
seech them…that working with silence, they would eat their
own bread.” Hence Jerome states (Super epist. ad Galat.*) that
the Apostle said this “not so much in his capacity of teacher as
on account of the faults of the people.”

It must, however, be observed that under manual labor are
comprised all those human occupations wherebyman can law-
fully gain a livelihood, whether by using his hands, his feet, or
his tongue. For watchmen, couriers, and such like who live by
their labor, are understood to live by their handiwork: because,
since the hand is “the organ of organs”†, handiwork denotes all
kinds of work, whereby a man may lawfully gain a livelihood.

In so far as manual labor is directed to the removal of idle-
ness, or the affliction of the body, it does not come under a
necessity of precept if we consider it in itself, since there are
many other means besides manual labor of afflicting the body
or of removing idleness: for the flesh is afflicted by fastings
and watchings, and idleness is removed by meditation on the
Holy Scriptures and by the divine praises. Hence a gloss on Ps.
118:82, “My eyes have failed for y word,” says: “He is not
idle who meditates only on God’s word; nor is he who works
abroad any better than he who devotes himself to the study
of knowing the truth.” Consequently for these reasons reli-
gious are not bound to manual labor, as neither are seculars,
except when they are so bound by the statutes of their order.
us Jerome says (Ep. cxxv adRusticMonach.): “eEgyptian
monasteries are wont to admit none unless they work or labor,
not so much for the necessities of life, as for the welfare of the

soul, lest it be led astray by wicked thoughts.” But in so far as
manual labor is directed to almsgiving, it does not come un-
der the necessity of precept, save perchance in some particular
case, when a man is under an obligation to give alms, and has
no other means of having the wherewithal to assist the poor:
for in such a case religious would be bound as well as seculars
to do manual labor.

Reply to Objection 1. is command of the Apostle is of
natural law: wherefore a gloss on 2 ess. 3:6, “at you with-
draw yourselves from every brother walking disorderly,” says,
“otherwise than the natural order requires,” and he is speak-
ing of those who abstained from manual labor. Hence nature
has providedmanwith hands instead of arms and clothes, with
which she has provided other animals, in order that with his
hands he may obtain these and all other necessaries. Hence it
is clear that this precept, even as all the precepts of the natu-
ral law, is binding on both religious and seculars alike. Yet not
everyone sins thatworks notwithhis hands, because those pre-
cepts of the natural law which regard the good of themany are
not binding on each individual, but it suffices that one person
apply himself to this business and another to that; for instance,
that some be crasmen, others husbandmen, others judges,
and others teachers, and so forth, according to the words of
the Apostle (1 Cor. 12:17), “If the whole body were the eye,
where would be the hearing? If the whole were the hearing,
where would be the smelling?”

Reply toObjection 2.is gloss is taken fromAugustine’s
De operibus Monachorum, cap. 21, where he speaks against
certain monks who declared it to be unlawful for the servants
of God to work with their hands, on account of our Lord’s
saying (Mat. 6:25): “Be not solicitous for your life, what you
shall eat.” Nevertheless his words do not imply that religious
are bound to work with their hands, if they have other means
of livelihood.is is clear from his adding: “Hewishes the ser-
vants of God to make a living by working with their bodies.”
Now this does not apply to religious anymore than to seculars,
which is evident for two reasons. First, on account of theway in
which theApostle expresses himself, by saying: “at youwith-
draw yourselves from every brother walking disorderly.” For he
calls all Christians brothers, since at that time religious orders
were not as yet founded. Secondly, because religious have no
other obligations than what seculars have, except as required
by the rule they profess: wherefore if their rule contain noth-
ing about manual labor, religious are not otherwise bound to
manual labor than seculars are.

Reply to Objection 3. A man may devote himself in two
ways to all the spiritual works mentioned by Augustine in the
passage quoted: in one way with a view to the common good,
in another with a view to his private advantage. Accordingly
thosewho devote themselves publicly to the aforesaid spiritual
works are thereby exempt from manual labor for two reasons:
first, because it behooves them to be occupied exclusively with
such like works; secondly, because those who devote them-

* Preface to Bk. ii of Commentary. † De Anima iii, 8.
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selves to such works have a claim to be supported by those for
whose advantage they work.

On the other hand, those who devote themselves to such
works not publicly but privately as it were, ought not on that
account to be exempt frommanual labor, nor have they a claim
to be supported by the offerings of the faithful, and it is of
these that Augustine is speaking. For when he says: “ey can
sing hymns to God even while working with their hands; like
the crasmen who give tongue to fable telling without with-
drawing their hands from their work,” it is clear that he cannot
refer to those who sing the canonical hours in the church, but
to those who tell psalms or hymns as private prayers. Likewise
what he says of reading and prayer is to be referred to the pri-
vate prayer and reading which even lay people do at times, and
not to those who perform public prayers in the church, or give
public lectures in the schools. Hence he does not say: “ose
who say they are occupied in teaching and instructing,” but:
“ose who say they are occupied in reading.” Again he speaks
of that preaching which is addressed, not publicly to the peo-
ple, but to one or a few in particular by way of private admon-
ishment. Hence he says expressly: “If one has to speak.” For ac-
cording to a gloss on 1Cor. 2:4, “Speech is addressed privately,
preaching to many.”

Reply toObjection4.osewhodespise all forGod’s sake
are bound to work with their hands, when they have no other
means of livelihood, or of almsgiving (should the case occur
where almsgivingwere amatter of precept), but not otherwise,

as stated in the Article. It is in this sense that the gloss quoted
is to be understood.

Reply toObjection 5.at the apostles workedwith their
hands was sometimes a matter of necessity, sometimes a work
of supererogation. It was of necessity when they failed to re-
ceive a livelihood from others. Hence a gloss on 1 Cor. 4:12,
“We labor, working with our own hands,” adds, “because no
man giveth to us.” It was supererogation, as appears from 1
Cor. 9:12, where theApostle says that he did not use the power
he had of living by theGospel.eApostle had recourse to this
supererogation for three motives. First, in order to deprive the
false apostles of the pretext for preaching, for they preached
merely for a temporal advantage; hence he says (2Cor. 11:12):
“But what I do, that I will do that I may cut off the occasion
from them,” etc. Secondly, in order to avoid burdening those
to whom he preached; hence he says (2 Cor. 12:13): “What is
there that you have had less than the other churches, but that I
myself was not burthensome to you?” irdly, in order to give
an example of work to the idle; hence he says (2 ess. 3:8,9):
“Weworked night and day…thatwemight give ourselves a pat-
tern unto you, to imitate us.” However, the Apostle did not do
this in places like Athens where he had facilities for preach-
ing daily, as Augustine observes (De oper. Monach. xviii). Yet
religious are not for this reason bound to imitate the Apos-
tle in this matter, since they are not bound to all works of su-
pererogation: wherefore neither did the other apostles work
with their hands.

IIa IIae q. 187 a. 4Whether it is lawful for religious to live on alms?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for religious to live
on alms. For the Apostle (1 Tim. 5:16) forbids those widows
who have other means of livelihood to live on the alms of the
Church, so that the Church may have “sufficient for them that
are widows indeed.” And Jerome says to Pope Damasus* that
“those who have sufficient income from their parents and their
own possessions, if they take what belongs to the poor they
commit and incur the guilt of sacrilege, and by the abuse of
such things they eat and drink judgment to themselves.” Now
religious if they be able-bodied can support themselves by the
work of their hands. erefore it would seem that they sin if
they consume the alms belonging to the poor.

Objection 2. Further, to live at the expense of the faith-
ful is the stipend appointed to those who preach the Gospel
in payment of their labor or work, according to Mat. 10:10:
“e workman is worthy of his meat.” Now it belongs not to
religious to preach the Gospel, but chiefly to prelates who are
pastors and teachers. erefore religious cannot lawfully live
on the alms of the faithful.

Objection 3. Further, religious are in the state of perfec-
tion. But it is more perfect to give than to receive alms; for it is
written (Acts 20:35): “It is a more blessed thing to give, rather

than to receive.” erefore they should not live on alms, but
rather should they give alms of their handiwork.

Objection 4. Further, it belongs to religious to avoid ob-
stacles to virtue andoccasions of sin.Now the receiving of alms
offers an occasion of sin, and hinders an act of virtue; hence
a gloss on 2 ess. 3:9, “at we might give ourselves a pat-
tern unto you,” says: “He who through idleness eats oen at
another’s table, must needs flatter the one who feeds him.” It is
also written (Ex. 23:8): “Neither shalt thou take bribes which
…blind the wise, and pervert the words of the just,” and (Prov.
22:7): “e borrower is servant to him that lendeth.” is is
contrary to religion, wherefore a gloss on 2 ess. 3:9, “at
we might give ourselves a pattern,” etc., says, “our religion calls
men to liberty.” erefore it would seem that religious should
not live on alms.

Objection 5. Further, religious especially are bound to im-
itate the perfection of the apostles; wherefore the Apostle says
(Phil. 3:15): “Let us…as many as are perfect, be thus minded.”
But the Apostle was unwilling to live at the expense of the
faithful, either in order to cut off the occasion from the false
apostles as he himself says (2 Cor. 11:12), or to avoid giving
scandal to theweak, as appears from1Cor. 9:12. Itwould seem

* Cf. Cf. Can. Clericos, cause. i, qu. 2; Can. Quoniam, cause xvi, qu. 1; Regul.
Monach. iv among the supposititious works of St. Jerome.
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therefore that religious ought for the same reasons to refrain
from living on alms. Hence Augustine says (De oper.Monach.
28): “Cut off the occasion of disgraceful marketing whereby
you lower yourselves in the esteem of others, and give scandal
to the weak: and show men that you seek not an easy liveli-
hood in idleness, but the kingdom of God by the narrow and
strait way.”

On the contrary, Gregory says (Dial. ii, 1): e Blessed
Benedict aer leaving his home and parents dwelt for three
years in a cave, and while there lived on the food brought to
him by a monk from Rome. Nevertheless, although he was
able-bodied, we do not read that he sought to live by the la-
bor of his hands.erefore religiousmay lawfully live on alms.

I answer that, A man may lawfully live on what is his or
due to him. Now that which is given out of liberality becomes
the property of the person towhom it is given.Wherefore reli-
gious and clerics whose monasteries or churches have received
from the munificence of princes or of any of the faithful any
endowment whatsoever for their support, can lawfully live on
such endowment without working with their hands, and yet
without doubt they live on alms. Wherefore in like manner
if religious receive movable goods from the faithful they can
lawfully live on them. For it is absurd to say that a person may
accept an alms of some great property but not bread or some
small sum ofmoney. Nevertheless since these gis would seem
to be bestowed on religious in order that they may have more
leisure for religious works, in which the donors of temporal
goods wish to have a share, the use of such gis would become
unlawful for them if they abstained from religious works, be-
cause in that case, so far as they are concerned, they would be
thwarting the intention of those who bestowed those gis.

A thing is due to a person in two ways. First, on account
of necessity, which makes all things common, as Ambrose* as-
serts.Consequently if religious be inneed they can lawfully live
on alms. Such necessitymay occur in threeways. First, through
weakness of body, the result being that they are unable tomake
a living by working with their hands. Secondly, because that
which they gain by their handiwork is insufficient for their
livelihood: wherefore Augustine says (De oper. Monach. xvii)
that “the good works of the faithful should not leave God’s
servants who work with their hands without a supply of nec-
essaries, that when the hour comes for them to nourish their
souls, so as tomake it impossible for them to do these corporal
works, they be not oppressed by want.” irdly, because of the
former mode of life of those who were unwont to work with
their hands: wherefore Augustine says (De oper.Monach. xxi)
that “if they had in theworld thewherewithal easily to support
this life without working, and gave it to the needy when they
were converted to God, we must credit their weakness and
bear with it.” For those who have thus been delicately brought
up are wont to be unable to bear the toil of bodily labor.

In another way a thing becomes due to a person through
his affording others something whether temporal or spiritual,

according to 1 Cor. 9:11, “If we have sown unto you spiritual
things, is it a great matter if we reap your carnal things?” And
in this sense religious may live on alms as being due to them in
four ways. First, if they preach by the authority of the prelates.
Secondly, if they be ministers of the altar, according to 1 Cor.
9:13,14, “ey that serve the altar partake with the altar. So
also the lord ordained that they who preach theGospel should
live by the Gospel.” Hence Augustine says (De oper. Monach.
xxi): “If they be gospelers, I allow, they have” (a claim to live
at the charge of the faithful): “if they be ministers of the al-
tar and dispensers of the sacraments, they need not insist on
it, but it is theirs by perfect right.” e reason for this is be-
cause the sacrament of the altar wherever it be offered is com-
mon to all the faithful. irdly, if they devote themselves to
the study of Holy Writ to the common profit of the whole
Church. Wherefore Jerome says (Contra Vigil. xiii): “It is still
the custom in Judea, not only among us but also among the
Hebrews, for those who meditate on the law of the Lord day
and night, end have no other share on earth but God alone, to
be supported by the subscriptions of the synagogues and of the
whole world.” Fourthly, if they have endowed the monastery
with the goods they possessed, they may live on the alms given
to the monastery. Hence Augustine says (De oper. Monach.
xxv) that “those who renouncing or distributing their means,
whether ample or of any amount whatever, have desired with
pious and salutary humility to benumbered among the poor of
Christ, have a claim on the community and on brotherly love
to receive a livelihood in return. ey are to be commended
indeed if they work with their hands, but if they be unwilling,
who will dare to force them? Nor does it matter, as he goes on
to say, to which monasteries, or in what place any one of them
has bestowed his goods on his needy brethren; for all Chris-
tians belong to one commonwealth.”

On the other hand, in the default of any necessity, or of
their affording any profit to others, it is unlawful for religious
to wish to live in idleness on the alms given to the poor. Hence
Augustine says (De oper. Monach. xxii): “Sometimes those
who enter the profession of God’s service come from a servile
condition of life, from tilling the soil or working at some trade
or lowly occupation. In their case it is not so clear whether
they came with the purpose of serving God, or of evading a
life of want and toil with a view to being fed and clothed in
idleness, and furthermore to being honored by those by whom
they were wont to be despised and downtrodden. Such per-
sons surely cannot excuse themselves from work on the score
of bodily weakness, for their former mode of life is evidence
against them.” And he adds further on (De oper. Monach.
xxv): “If they be unwilling to work, neither let them eat. For
if the rich humble themselves to piety, it is not that the poor
may be exalted to pride; since it is altogether unseemly that in a
life wherein senators become laborers, laborers should become
idle, and that where the lords of the manor have come aer re-
nouncing their ease, the serfs should live in comfort.”

* Basil, Serm. de Temp. lxiv, among the supposititious works of St. Ambrose.
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Reply to Objection 1. ese authorities must be under-
stood as referring to cases of necessity, that is to say, when there
is no other means of succoring the poor: for then they would
be bound not only to refrain from accepting alms, but also to
give what they have for the support of the needy.

Reply toObjection 2. Prelates are competent to preach in
virtue of their office, but religious may be competent to do so
in virtue of delegation; and thus when they work in the field
of the Lord, they may make their living thereby, according to
2 Tim. 2:6, “e husbandman that laboreth must first par-
take of the fruits,” which a gloss explains thus, “that is to say,
the preacher, who in the field of the Church tills the hearts of
his hearers with the plough of God’s word.” ose also who
minister to the preachers may live on alms. Hence a gloss on
Rom. 15:27, “If theGentiles have beenmade partakers of their
spiritual things, they ought also in carnal things to minister
to them,” says, “namely, to the Jews who sent preachers from
Jerusalem.” ere are moreover other reasons for which a per-
son has a claim to live at the charge of the faithful, as stated
above.

Reply toObjection 3.Other things being equal, it is more
perfect to give than to receive. Nevertheless to give or to give
up all one’s possessions for Christ’s sake, and to receive a little
for one’s livelihood is better than to give to the poor part by
part, as stated above (q. 186, a. 3, ad 6).

Reply to Objection 4. To receive gis so as to increase
one’s wealth, or to accept a livelihood from another without
having a claim to it, and without profit to others or being in
need oneself, affords an occasion of sin. But this does not ap-
ply to religious, as stated above.

Reply toObjection5.Whenever there is evident necessity
for religious living on alms without doing any manual work,
as well as an evident profit to be derived by others, it is not
the weak who are scandalized, but those who are full of mal-
ice like the Pharisees, whose scandal our Lord teaches us to
despise (Mat. 15:12-14). If, however, these motives of neces-
sity and profit be lacking, the weak might possibly be scandal-
ized thereby; and this should be avoided. Yet the same scandal
might be occasioned through those who live in idleness on the
common revenues.

IIa IIae q. 187 a. 5Whether it is lawful for religious to beg?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for religious to beg.
For Augustine says (De oper.Monach. xxviii): “emost cun-
ning foe has scattered on all sides a great number of hyp-
ocrites wearing the monastic habit, who go wandering about
the country,” and aerwards he adds: “ey all ask, they all de-
mand to be supported in their profitable penury, or to be paid
for a pretended holiness.”erefore it would seem that the life
of mendicant religious is to be condemned.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (1 ess. 4:11): “at
you…work with your own hands as we commanded you, and
that you walk honestly towards them that are without: and
that you want nothing of any man’s”: and a gloss on this pas-
sage says: “You must work and not be idle, because work is
both honorable and a light to the unbeliever: and you must
not covet that which belongs to another and much less beg or
take anything.”Again a gloss* on2ess. 3:10, “If anymanwill
not work,” etc. says: “He wishes the servants of God to work
with the body, so as to gain a livelihood, and not be compelled
by want to ask for necessaries.” Now this is to beg. erefore it
would seem unlawful to beg while omitting toworkwith one’s
hands.

Objection 3. Further, that which is forbidden by law and
contrary to justice, is unbecoming to religious. Now begging is
forbidden in the divine law; for it is written (Dt. 15:4): “ere
shall be no poor nor beggar among you,” and (Ps. 36:25): “I
have not seen the just forsaken, nor his seed seeking bread.”
Moreover an able-bodied mendicant is punished by civil law,
according to the law (XI, xxvi, de Valid. Mendicant.). ere-
fore it is unfitting for religious to beg.

Objection 4. Further, “Shame is about that which is dis-
graceful,” as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 15). Now Am-
brose says (De Offic. i, 30) that “to be ashamed to beg is a sign
of good birth.” erefore it is disgraceful to beg: and conse-
quently this is unbecoming to religious.

Objection 5. Further, according to our Lord’s command
it is especially becoming to preachers of the Gospel to live on
alms, as stated above (a. 4). Yet it is not becoming that they
should beg, since a gloss on2Tim. 2:6, “ehusbandman, that
laboreth,” etc. says: “eApostle wishes the gospeler to under-
stand that to accept necessaries from those among whom he
labors is not mendicancy but a right.”erefore it would seem
unbecoming for religious to beg.

On the contrary, It becomes religious to live in imitation
ofChrist.NowChristwas amendicant, according toPs. 39:18,
“But I am a beggar and poor”; where a gloss says: “Christ said
this of Himself as bearing the ‘form of a servant,’ ” and further
on: “A beggar is one who entreats another, and a poor man is
one who has not enough for himself.” Again it is written (Ps.
69:6): “I amneedy andpoor”;where a gloss says: “ ‘Needy,’ that
is a suppliant; ‘and poor,’ that is, not having enough for myself,
because I have no worldly wealth.” And Jerome says in a let-
ter†: “Beware lest whereas thy Lord,” i.e. Christ, “begged, thou
amass other people’s wealth.”erefore it becomes religious to
beg.

I answer that, Two things may be considered in reference
to mendicancy. e first is on the part of the act itself of beg-
ging, which has a certain abasement attaching to it; since of all
men thosewould seemmost abasedwho are not only poor, but

* St. Augustine, (De oper. Monach. iii). † Reference unknown.
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are soneedy that theyhave to receive theirmeat fromothers. In
this way some deserve praise for begging out of humility, just
as they abase themselves in otherways, as being themost effica-
cious remedy against pride which they desire to quench either
in themselves or in others by their example. For just as a dis-
ease that arises from excessive heat is most efficaciously healed
by things that excel in cold, so proneness to pride is most ef-
ficaciously healed by those things which savor most of abase-
ment. Hence it is said in the Decretals (II, cap. Si quis semel,
de Paenitentia): “To condescend to the humblest duties, and
to devote oneself to the lowliest service is an exercise of humil-
ity; for thus one is able to heal the disease of pride and human
glory.” Hence Jerome praises Fabiola (Ep. lxxvii ad ocean.) for
that she desired “to receive alms, having poured forth all her
wealth for Christ’s sake.” e Blessed Alexis acted in like man-
ner, for, having renounced all his possessions for Christ’s sake
he rejoiced in receiving alms even from his own servants. It
is also related of the Blessed Arsenius in the Lives of the Fa-
thers (v, 6) that he gave thanks because he was forced by ne-
cessity to ask for alms.Hence it is enjoined to some people as a
penance for grievous sins to go on a pilgrimage begging. Since,
however, humility like the other virtues should not be without
discretion, it behooves one to be discreet in becoming a men-
dicant for the purpose of humiliation, lest a man thereby in-
cur the mark of covetousness or of anything else unbecoming.
Secondly, mendicancy may be considered on the part of that
which one gets by begging: and thus a man may be led to beg
by a twofoldmotive. First, by the desire to have wealth ormeat
without working for it, and such like mendicancy is unlawful;
secondly, by a motive of necessity or usefulness. e motive

is one of necessity if a man has no other means of livelihood
save begging; and it is a motive of usefulness if he wishes to ac-
complish something useful, and is unable to do so without the
alms of the faithful.us alms are besought for the building of
a bridge, or church, or for any other workwhatever that is con-
ducive to the common good: thus scholars may seek alms that
theymaydevote themselves to the study ofwisdom. In thisway
mendicancy is lawful to religious no less than to seculars.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking there explic-
itly of those who beg from motives of covetousness.

Reply to Objection 2. e first gloss speaks of begging
from motives of covetousness, as appears from the words of
the Apostle; while the second gloss speaks of those who with-
out effecting any useful purpose, beg their livelihood in order
to live in idleness. on the other hand, he lives not idly who in
any way lives usefully.

Reply to Objection 3. is precept of the divine law does
not forbid anyone to beg, but it forbids the rich to be so stingy
that some are compelled by necessity to beg. e civil law im-
poses a penalty on able-bodiedmendicants who beg frommo-
tives neither of utility nor of necessity.

Reply toObjection4.Disgrace is twofold; one arises from
lack of honesty‡, the other from an external defect, thus it is
disgraceful for a man to be sick or poor. Such like uncomeli-
ness of mendicancy does not pertain to sin, but it may pertain
to humility, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 5. Preachers have the right to be fed
by those to whom they preach: yet if they wish to seek this by
begging so as to receive it as a free gi and not as a right this
will be a mark of greater humility.

IIa IIae q. 187 a. 6Whether it is lawful for religious to wear coarser clothes than others?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for religious to wear
coarser clothes than others. For according to the Apostle (1
ess. 5:22) we ought to “refrain from all appearance of evil.”
Now coarseness of clothes has an appearance of evil; for our
Lord said (Mat. 7:15): “Beware of false prophets who come to
you in the clothing of sheep”: and a gloss on Apoc. 6:8, “Be-
hold a pale horse,” says: “e devil finding that he cannot suc-
ceed, neither by outward afflictions nor by manifest heresies,
sends in advance false brethren, who under the guise of reli-
gion assume the characteristics of the black and red horses by
corrupting the faith.” erefore it would seem that religious
should not wear coarse clothes.

Objection 2. Further, Jerome says (Ep. lii ad Nepotian.):
“Avoid somber,” i.e. black, “equally with glittering apparel.
Fine and coarse clothes are equally to be shunned, for the one
exhales pleasure, the other vainglory.” erefore, since vain-
glory is a graver sin than the use of pleasure, it would seem
that religious who should aim at what is more perfect ought
to avoid coarse rather than fine clothes.

Objection 3. Further, religious should aim especially at

doing works of penance. Now in works of penance we should
use, not outward signs of sorrow, but rather signs of joy; for
our Lord said (Mat. 6:16): “When you fast, be not, as the hyp-
ocrites, sad,” and aerwards He added: “But thou, when thou
fastest, anoint thy head and wash thy face.” Augustine com-
menting on these words (De Serm. Dom. inMonte ii, 12): “In
this chapter wemust observe that not only the glare and pomp
of outward things, but even the weeds of mourning may be a
subject of ostentation, all the more dangerous as being a decoy
under the guise ofGod’s service.”erefore seemingly religious
ought not to wear coarse clothes.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 11:37): “ey
wandered about in sheep-skins in goat-skins,” and a gloss
adds—“as Elias and others.”Moreover it is said in theDecretal
XXI, qu. iv, can. Omnis jactantia: “If any persons be found to
deride those who wear coarse and religious apparel they must
be reproved. For in the early times all those who were conse-
crated to God went about in common and coarse apparel.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. iii,
12), “in all external things, it is not the use but the intention

‡ Cf. q. 145, a. 1.
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of the user that is at fault.” In order to judge of this it is nec-
essary to observe that coarse and homely apparel may be con-
sidered in two ways. First, as being a sign of a man’s disposi-
tion or condition, because according to Ecclus. 19:27, “the at-
tire…of the man” shows “what he is.” In this way coarseness
of attire is sometimes a sign of sorrow: wherefore those who
are beset with sorrow are wont to wear coarser clothes, just
as on the other hand in times of festivity and joy they wear
finer clothes. Hence penitents make use of coarse apparel, for
example, the king ( Jonah 3:6) who “was clothed with sack-
cloth,” and Achab (3 Kings 21:27) who “put hair-cloth upon
his flesh.” Sometimes, however, it is a sign of the contempt of
riches and worldly ostentation. Wherefore Jerome says (Ep.
cxxv ad Rustico Monach.): “Let your somber attire indicate
your purity of mind, your coarse robe prove your contempt
of the world, yet so that your mind be not inflated withal, lest
your speech belie your habit.” In both these ways it is becom-
ing for religious to wear coarse attire, since religion is a state of
penance and of contempt of worldly glory.

But that a person wish to signify this to others arises from
three motives. First, in order to humble himself: for just as a
man’smind is uplied by fine clothes, so is it humbled by lowly
apparel. Hence speaking of Achab who “put hair-cloth on his
flesh,” the Lord said to Elias: “Hast thou not seen Achab hum-
bled before Me?” (3 Kings 21:29). Secondly, in order to set an
example to others; wherefore a gloss on Mat. 3:4, ”( John) had
his garments of camel’s hair,” says: “He who preaches penance
is clothed in the habit of penance.”irdly, on account of vain-
glory; thus Augustine says (cf. obj. 3) that “even the weeds of
mourning may be a subject of ostentation.”

Accordingly in the first twoways it is praiseworthy towear

humble apparel, but in the third way it is sinful.
Secondly, coarse and homely attire may be considered as

the result of covetousness or negligence, and thus also it is sin-
ful.

Reply to Objection 1. Coarseness of attire has not of it-
self the appearance of evil, indeed it has more the appearance
of good, namely of the contempt of worldly glory. Hence it is
that wicked persons hide their wickedness under coarse cloth-
ing. Hence Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 24)
that “the sheep should not dislike their clothing for the reason
that the wolves sometimes hide themselves under it.”

Reply to Objection 2. Jerome is speaking there of the
coarse attire that is worn on account of human glory.

Reply to Objection 3. According to our Lord’s teaching
men should do no deeds of holiness for the sake of show: and
this is especially the case when one does something strange.
Hence Chrysostom* says: “While praying a man should do
nothing strange, so as to draw the gaze of others, either by
shouting or striking his breast, or casting uphis hands,” because
the very strangeness draws people’s attention tohim.Yet blame
does not attach to all strange behavior that draws people’s at-
tention, for it may be done well or ill. Hence Augustine says
(De Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 12) that “in the practice of the
Christian religion when a man draws attention to himself by
unwonted squalor and shabbiness, since he acts thus voluntar-
ily and not of necessity, we can gather from his other deeds
whether his behavior is motivated by contempt of excessive
dress or by affectation.” Religious, however, would especially
seem not to act thus from affectation, since they wear a coarse
habit as a sign of their profession whereby they profess con-
tempt of the world.

* Hom. xiii in Matth. in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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S P   S P, Q 188
Of the Different Kinds of Religious Life

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the different kinds of religious life, and under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are different kinds of religious life or only one?
(2) Whether a religious order can be established for the works of the active life?
(3) Whether a religious order can be directed to soldiering?
(4) Whether a religious order can be established for preaching and the exercise of like works?
(5) Whether a religious order can be established for the study of science?
(6) Whether a religious order that is directed to the contemplative life ismore excellent than one that is directed

to the active life?
(7) Whether religious perfection is diminished by possessing something in common?
(8) Whether the religious life of solitaries is to be preferred to the religious life of those who live in community?

IIa IIae q. 188 a. 1Whether there is only one religious order?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is but one reli-
gious order. For there can be no diversity in that which is pos-
sessed wholly and perfectly; wherefore there can be only one
sovereign good, as stated in the Ia, q. 6 , Aa. 2,3,4. Now asGre-
gory says (Hom. xx in Ezech.), “when aman vows toAlmighty
God all that he has, all his life, all his knowledge, it is a holo-
caust,” without which there is no religious life. erefore it
would seem that there are not many religious orders but only
one.

Objection 2. Further, things which agree in essentials dif-
fer only accidentally. Now there is no religious order without
the three essential vows of religion, as stated above (q. 186,
Aa. 6,7). erefore it would seem that religious orders differ
not specifically, but only accidentally.

Objection 3. Further, the state of perfection is compe-
tent both to religious and to bishops, as stated above (q. 185,
Aa. 5,7). Now the episcopate is not diversified specifically, but
is one wherever it may be; wherefore Jerome says (Ep. cxlvi ad
Evan.): “Wherever a bishop is, whether at Rome, or Gubbio,
or Constantinople, or Reggio, he has the same excellence, the
same priesthood.”erefore in likemanner there is but one re-
ligious order.

Objection 4. Further, anything thatmay lead to confusion
should be removed from the Church. Now it would seem that
a diversity of religious ordersmight confuse theChristian peo-
ple, as stated in theDecretal de StatuMonach. etCanon.Reg.*.
erefore seemingly there ought not to be different religious
orders.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 44:10) that it pertains
to the adornment of the queen that she is “surrounded with
variety.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 186, A, 7; q. 187, a. 2),
the religious state is a training schoolwhereinone aimsbyprac-
tice at the perfection of charity. Now there are various works

of charity to which a man may devote himself; and there are
also various kinds of exercise. Wherefore religious orders may
be differentiated in two ways. First, according to the different
things towhich theymaybedirected: thus onemaybedirected
to the lodging of pilgrims, another to visiting or ransoming
captives. Secondly, there may be various religious orders ac-
cording to the diversity of practices; thus in one religious order
the body is chastised by abstinence in food, in another by the
practice of manual labor, scantiness of clothes, or the like.

Since, however, the end imports most in every matter,† re-
ligious orders differ more especially according to their various
ends than according to their various practices.

Reply to Objection 1. e obligation to devote oneself
wholly to God’s service is common to every religious order;
hence religious do not differ in this respect, as though in one
religious order a person retained some one thing of his own,
and in another order some other thing. But the difference is
in respect of the different things wherein one may serve God,
and whereby a man may dispose himself to the service of God.

Reply toObjection 2.e three essential vows of religion
pertain to the practice of religion as principles to which all
other matters are reduced, as stated above (q. 186, a. 7). But
there are various ways of disposing oneself to the observance
of each of them. For instance one disposes oneself to observe
the vow of continence, by solitude of place, by abstinence, by
mutual fellowship, and by many like means. Accordingly it is
evident that the community of the essential vows is compatible
with diversity of religious life, both on account of the different
dispositions and on account of the different ends, as explained
above.

Reply to Objection 3. In matters relating to perfection,
the bishop stands in the position of agent, and the religious
as passive, as stated above (q. 184, a. 7). Now the agent, even
in natural things, the higher it is, is so much the more one,

* Cap. Ne Nimia, de Relig. Dom. † Arist., Topic. vi 8.
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whereas the things that are passive are various.Hencewith rea-
son the episcopal state is one, while religious orders are many.

Reply to Objection 4. Confusion is opposed to distinc-
tion and order. Accordingly the multitude of religious orders
would lead to confusion, if different religious orders were di-

rected to the same end and in the same way, without neces-
sity or utility. Wherefore to prevent this happening it has
been wholesomely forbidden to establish a new religious or-
der without the authority of the Sovereign Pontiff.

IIa IIae q. 188 a. 2Whether a religious order should be established for the works of the active life?

Objection 1. It would seem that no religious order should
be established for the works of the active life. For every reli-
gious order belongs to the state of perfection, as stated above
(q. 184, a. 5; q. 186, a. 1). Now the perfection of the reli-
gious state consists in the contemplation of divine things. For
Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vi) that they are “called servants of
Godby reasonof their renderingpure service and subjection to
God, and on account of the indivisible and singular life which
unites them by holy reflections,” i.e. contemplations, “on invis-
ible things, to the Godlike unity and the perfection beloved of
God.” erefore seemingly no religious order should be estab-
lished for the works of the active life.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly the same judgment ap-
plies to canons regular as to monks, according to Extra, De
Postul., cap. Ex parte; and De Statu Monach., cap. Quod Dei
timorem: for it is stated that “they are not considered to be
separated from the fellowship of monks”: and the same would
seem to apply to all other religious. Now themonastic rule was
established for the purpose of the contemplative life; where-
fore Jerome says (Ep. lviii ad Paulin.): “If you wish to be what
you are called, a monk,” i.e. a solitary, “what business have you
in a city?”e same is found stated inExtra,DeRenuntiatione,
cap. Nisi cum pridem; andDe Regular., cap. Licet quibusdam.
erefore it would seem that every religious order is directed
to the contemplative life, and none to the active life.

Objection 3. Further, the active life is concerned with
the present world. Now all religious are said to renounce the
world; wherefore Gregory says (Hom. xx in Ezech.): “He who
renounces this world, and does all the good he can, is like one
who has gone out of Egypt and offers sacrifice in the wilder-
ness.” erefore it would seem that no religious order can be
directed to the active life.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 1:27): “Religion
clean and undefiled before God and the Father, is this: to visit
the fatherless and widows in their tribulation.” Now this be-
longs to the active life. erefore religious life can be fittingly
directed to the active life.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the religious state is
directed to the perfection of charity, which extends to the love
ofGod and of our neighbor.Now the contemplative lifewhich
seeks to devote itself to God alone belongs directly to the love
of God, while the active life, whichministers to our neighbor’s
needs, belongs directly to the love of one’s neighbor. And just
as out of charity we love our neighbor for God’s sake, so the
services we render our neighbor redound toGod, according to

Mat. 25:40, “What you have done [Vulg.: ‘As long as you did
it’] to one of these My least brethren, you did it to Me.” Con-
sequently those services which we render our neighbor, in so
far as we refer them to God, are described as sacrifices, accord-
ing to Heb. 13:16, “Do not forget to do good and to impart,
for by such sacrifices God’s favor is obtained.” And since it be-
longs properly to religion to offer sacrifice to God, as stated
above (q. 81, a. 1, ad 1; a. 4, ad 1), it follows that certain re-
ligious orders are fittingly directed to the works of the active
life.Wherefore in the Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. xiv, 4)
the Abbot Nesteros in distinguishing the various aims of reli-
gious orders says: “Some direct their intention exclusively to
the hidden life of the desert and purity of heart; some are oc-
cupied with the instruction of the brethren and the care of the
monasteries; while others delight in the service of the guest-
house,” i.e. in hospitality.

Reply to Objection 1. Service and subjection rendered to
Godarenotprecludedby theworks of the active life,whereby a
man serves his neighbor forGod’s sake, as stated in theArticle.
Nor do these works preclude singularity of life; not that they
involveman’s living apart fromhis fellow-men, but in the sense
that each man individually devotes himself to things pertain-
ing to the service ofGod; and since religious occupy themselves
with the works of the active life for God’s sake, it follows that
their action results from their contemplation of divine things.
Hence they are not entirely deprived of the fruit of the con-
templative life.

Reply to Objection 2. e same judgment applies to
monks and to all other religious, as regards things common
to all religious orders: for instance as regards their devoting
themselveswholly to the divine service, their observance of the
essential vows of religion, and their refraining from worldly
business. But it does not follow that this likeness extends to
other things that are proper to the monastic profession, and
are directed especially to the contemplative life. Hence in the
aforesaid Decretal, De Postulando, it is not simply stated that
“the same judgment applies to canons regular” as “to monks,”
but that it applies “inmatters alreadymentioned,” namely that
“they are not to act as advocates in lawsuits.” Again the Decre-
tal quoted,De StatuMonach., aer the statement that “canons
regular are not considered to be separated from the fellowship
of monks,” goes on to say: “Nevertheless they obey an easier
rule.” Hence it is evident that they are not bound to all that
monks are bound.

Reply to Objection 3. A man may be in the world in two
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ways: in one way by his bodily presence, in another way by the
bent of his mind. Hence our Lord said to His disciples ( Jn.
15:19): “I have chosen you out of the world,” and yet speak-
ing of them to His Father He said ( Jn. 17:11): “ese are in
the world, and I come toee.” Although, then, religious who
are occupied with the works of the active life are in the world
as to the presence of the body, they are not in the world as re-
gards their bent of mind, because they are occupied with ex-

ternal things, not as seeking anything of the world, but merely
for the sake of servingGod: for “they…use this world, as if they
used it not,” to quote 1 Cor. 7:31. Hence ( James 1:27) aer it
is stated that “religion clean and undefiled…is…to visit the fa-
therless and widows in their tribulation,” it is added, “and to
keep one’s self unspotted from this world,” namely to avoid be-
ing attached to worldly things.

IIa IIae q. 188 a. 3Whether a religious order can be directed to soldiering?

Objection 1. It would seem that no religious order can be
directed to soldiering. For all religious orders belong to the
state of perfection. Now our Lord said with reference to the
perfection of Christian life (Mat. 5:39): “I say to you not to
resist evil; but if one strike thee on the right cheek, turn to him
also the other,” which is inconsistent with the duties of a sol-
dier. erefore no religious order can be established for sol-
diering.

Objection 2. Further, the bodily encounter of the battle-
field is more grievous than the encounter in words that takes
place between counsel at law. Yet religious are forbidden to
plead at law, as appears from the Decretal De Postulando
quoted above (a. 2, obj. 2). erefore it is much less seemly for
a religious order to be established for soldiering.

Objection 3. Further, the religious state is a state of
penance, as we have said above (q. 187, a. 6). Now according
to the code of laws soldiering is forbidden to penitents. for it is
said in the Decretal De Poenit., Dist. v, cap. 3: “It is altogether
opposed to the rules of the Church, to return to worldly sol-
diering aer doing penance.” erefore it is unfitting for any
religious order to be established for soldiering.

Objection 4. Further, no religious order may be estab-
lished for an unjust object. But as Isidore says (Etym. xviii, 1),
“A just war is one that is waged by order of the emperor.” Since
then religious are private individuals, it would seem unlawful
for them towagewar; and consequently no religious ordermay
be established for this purpose.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. clxxxix; ad Boni-
fac.), “Beware of thinking that none of those can please God
who handle war-like weapons. Of such was holy David to
whomtheLord gave great testimony.”Now religious orders are
established in order thatmenmay pleaseGod.erefore noth-
ing hinders the establishing of a religious order for the purpose
of soldiering.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), a religious order may
be established not only for the works of the contemplative life,
but also for the works of the active life, in so far as they are
concerned in helping our neighbor and in the service of God,
but not in so far as they are directed to a worldly object. Now
the occupation of soldiering may be directed to the assistance
of our neighbor, not only as regards private individuals, but

also as regards the defense of thewhole commonwealth.Hence
it is said of Judas Machabeus (1 Macc. 3:2,3) that “he [Vulg.:
‘they’] fought with cheerfulness the battle of Israel, and he got
his people great honor.” It can also be directed to the upkeep
of divine worship, wherefore (1 Macc. 3:21) Judas is stated to
have said: “Wewill fight for our lives and our laws,” and further
on (1 Macc. 13:3) Simon said: “You know what great battles I
and my brethren, and the house of my father, have fought for
the laws and the sanctuary.”

Hence a religious ordermay be fittingly established for sol-
diering, not indeed for any worldly purpose, but for the de-
fense of divine worship and public safety, or also of the poor
and oppressed, according to Ps. 81:4: “Rescue the poor, and
deliver the needy out of the hand of the sinner.”

Reply toObjection1.Not to resist evilmaybeunderstood
in two ways. First, in the sense of forgiving the wrong done to
oneself, and thus it may pertain to perfection, when it is expe-
dient to act thus for the spiritual welfare of others. Secondly, in
the sense of tolerating patiently thewrongs done to others: and
this pertains to imperfection, or even to vice, if one be able to
resist the wrongdoer in a becoming manner. Hence Ambrose
says (De Offic. i, 27): “e courage whereby a man in battle
defends his country against barbarians, or protects the weak at
home, or his friends against robbers is full of justice”: even so
our Lord says in the passage quoted*, ”…thy goods, ask them
not again.” If, however, a man were not to demand the return
of that which belongs to another, he would sin if it were his
business to do so: for it is praiseworthy to give away one’s own,
but not another’s property. Andmuch less should the things of
God be neglected, for as Chrysostom† says, “it is most wicked
to overlook the wrongs done to God.”

Reply toObjection 2. It is inconsistent with any religious
order to act as counsel at law for a worldly object, but it is not
inconsistent to do so at the orders of one’s superior and in fa-
vor of one’s monastery, as stated in the same Decretal, or for
the defense of the poor andwidows.Wherefore it is said in the
Decretals (Dist. lxxxviii, cap. 1): “e holy synod has decreed
that henceforth no cleric is to buy property or occupy himself
with secular business, save with a view to the care of the father-
less…andwidows.” Likewise to be a soldier for the sake of some
worldly object is contrary to all religious life, but this does not

* Lk. 6:30 “Of him that taketh away thy goods, ask themnot again”; Cf. Mat.
5:40. † Hom. v in Matth. in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St.
John Chrysostom.
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apply to those who are soldiers for the sake of God’s service.
Reply to Objection 3. Worldly soldiering is forbidden to

penitents, but the soldiering which is directed to the service of
God is imposed as a penance on some people, as in the case of
those upon whom it is enjoined to take arms in defense of the

Holy Land.
Reply toObjection 4.e establishment of a religious or-

der for the purpose of soldiering does not imply that the reli-
gious can wage war on their own authority; but they can do so
only on the authority of the sovereign or of the Church.

IIa IIae q. 188 a. 4Whether a religious order can be established for preaching or hearing confessions?

Objection 1. It would seem that no religious order may be
established for preaching, or hearing confessions. For it is said
(VII, qu. i‡): “e monastic life is one of subjection and dis-
cipleship, not of teaching, authority, or pastoral care,” and the
same apparently applies to religious. Now preaching and hear-
ing confessions are the actions of a pastor and teacher. ere-
fore a religious order should not be established for this pur-
pose.

Objection 2.Further, the purpose forwhich a religious or-
der is established would seem to be something most proper to
the religious life, as stated above (a. 1). Now the aforesaid ac-
tions are not proper to religious but to bishops.erefore a re-
ligious order should not be established for the purpose of such
actions.

Objection 3. Further, it seems unfitting that the authority
to preach and hear confessions should be committed to an un-
limited number of men; and there is no fixed number of those
who are received into a religious order. erefore it is unfit-
ting for a religious order to be established for the purpose of
the aforesaid actions.

Objection 4. Further, preachers have a right to receive
their livelihood from the faithful ofChrist, according to 1Cor.
9. If then the office of preaching be committed to a religious
order established for that purpose, it follows that the faithful
of Christ are bound to support an unlimited number of per-
sons, which would be a heavy burden on them. erefore a re-
ligious order should not be established for the exercise of these
actions.

Objection 5. Further, the organization of the Church
should be in accordance with Christ’s institution. Now Christ
sent first the twelve apostles to preach, as related in Luke 9,
and aerwards He sent the seventy-two disciples, as stated in
Luke 10. Moreover, according to the gloss of Bede on “And
aer these things” (Lk. 10:1), “the apostles are represented by
the bishops, the seventy-two disciples by the lesser priests,” i.e.
the parish priests. erefore in addition to bishops and parish
priests, no religious order should be established for the pur-
pose of preaching and hearing confessions.

On the contrary, In the Conferences of the Fathers (Coll.
xiv, 4), Abbot Nesteros, speaking of the various kinds of reli-
gious orders, says: “Some choosing the care of the sick, others
devoting themselves to the relief of the afflicted and oppressed,
or applying themselves to teaching, or giving alms to the poor,
have been most highly esteemed on account of their devotion

and piety.” erefore just as a religious order may be estab-
lished for the care of the sick, so also may one be established
for teaching the people by preaching and like works.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), it is fitting for a reli-
gious order to be established for the works of the active life, in
so far as they are directed to the good of our neighbor, the ser-
vice of God, and the upkeep of divine worship. Now the good
of our neighbor is advanced by things pertaining to the spiri-
tual welfare of the soul rather than by things pertaining to the
supplying of bodily needs, in proportion to the excellence of
spiritual over corporal things.Hence itwas stated above (q. 32,
a. 3) that spiritual works of mercy surpass corporal works of
mercy. Moreover this is more pertinent to the service of God,
toWhomno sacrifice is more acceptable than zeal for souls, as
Gregory says (Hom. xii in Ezech.). Furthermore, it is a greater
thing to employ spiritual arms in defending the faithful against
the errors of heretics and the temptations of the devil, than to
protect the faithful by means of bodily weapons. erefore it
ismost fitting for a religious order to be established for preach-
ing and similar works pertaining to the salvation of souls.

Reply toObjection 1.Hewhoworks by virtue of another,
acts as an instrument. And a minister is like an “animated in-
strument,” as the Philosopher says (Polit. i, 2*). Hence if a man
preach or do something similar by the authority of his superi-
ors, he does not rise above the degree of “discipleship” or “sub-
jection,” which is competent to religious.

Reply to Objection 2. Some religious orders are estab-
lished for soldiering, to wage war, not indeed on their own
authority, but on that of the sovereign or of the Church who
are competent to wage war by virtue of their office, as stated
above (a. 3, ad 4). In the same way certain religious orders are
established for preaching and hearing confessions, not indeed
by their own authority, but by the authority of the higher and
lower superiors, towhom these things belong by virtue of their
office.Consequently to assist one’s superiors in such aministry
is proper to a religious order of this kind.

Reply toObjection3.Bishops donot allow these religious
severally and indiscriminately to preach or hear confessions,
but according to the discretion of the religious superiors, or
according to their own appointment.

Reply toObjection4.efaithful are not boundby law to
contribute to the support of other than their ordinary prelates,
who receive the tithes and offerings of the faithful for that pur-
pose, as well as other ecclesiastical revenues. But if some men

‡ Cap. Hoc nequaquam; Cf. q. 187, a. 1, obj. 1. * Cf. Ethic. viii, 11.
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arewilling tominister to the faithful by exercising the aforesaid
acts gratuitously, and without demanding payment as of right,
the faithful are not burdened thereby because their temporal
contributions canbe liberally repaid by thosemen, nor are they
bound by law to contribute, but by charity, and yet not so that
they be burdened thereby and others eased, as stated in 2 Cor.
8:13. If, however, none be found to devote themselves gratu-
itously to services of this kind, the ordinary prelate is bound,
if he cannot suffice by himself, to seek other suitable persons
and support them himself.

Reply toObjection 5.eseventy-two disciples are repre-
sented not only by the parish priests, but by all those of lower

order who in any way assist the bishops in their office. For we
do not read that our Lord appointed the seventy-two disciples
to certain fixed parishes, but that “He sent them two and two
before His face into every city and place whither He Himself
was to come.” It was fitting, however, that in addition to the
ordinary prelates others should be chosen for these duties on
account of the multitude of the faithful, and the difficulty of
finding a sufficient number of persons to be appointed to each
locality, just as it was necessary to establish religious orders for
military service, on account of the secular princes being unable
to cope with unbelievers in certain countries.

IIa IIae q. 188 a. 5Whether a religious order should be established for the purpose of study?

Objection 1. It would seem that a religious order should
not be established for the purpose of study. For it iswritten (Ps.
70:15,16): “Because I have not known letters [Douay: ‘learn-
ing’], I will enter into the powers of the Lord,” i.e. “Christian
virtue,” according to a gloss. Now the perfection of Christian
virtue, seemingly, pertains especially to religious. erefore it
is not for them to apply themselves to the study of letters.

Objection 2. Further, that which is a source of dissent
is unbecoming to religious, who are gathered together in the
unity of peace. Now study leads to dissent: wherefore differ-
ent schools of thought arose among the philosophers. Hence
Jerome (Super Epist. ad Tit. 1:5) says: “Before a diabolical in-
stinct brought study into religion, and people said: I am of
Paul, I of Apollo, I of Cephas,” etc. erefore it would seem
that no religious order should be established for the purpose
of study.

Objection 3. Further, those who profess the Christian re-
ligion should profess nothing in common with the Gentiles.
Now among the Gentiles were some who professed philoso-
phy, and even now some secular persons are known as profes-
sors of certain sciences. erefore the study of letters does not
become religious.

On the contrary, Jerome (Ep. liii ad Paulin.) urges him
to acquire learning in the monastic state, saying: “Let us learn
on earth those things the knowledge of which will remain in
heaven,” and further on: “Whatever you seek to know, I will
endeavor to know with you.”

I answer that As stated above (a. 2), religion may be or-
dained to the active and to the contemplative life. Now chief
among the works of the active life are those which are directly
ordained to the salvation of souls, such as preaching and the
like. Accordingly the study of letters is becoming to the reli-
gious life in three ways. First, as regards that which is proper
to the contemplative life, to which the study of letters helps in
a twofold manner. In one way by helping directly to contem-
plate, namely by enlightening the intellect. For the contempla-
tive life of which we are now speaking is directed chiefly to the

consideration of divine things, as stated above (q. 180, a. 4), to
which consideration man is directed by study; for which rea-
son it is said in praise of the righteous (Ps. 1:2) that “he shall
meditate day and night” on the law of the Lord, and (Ecclus.
39:1): “e wise man will seek out the wisdom of all the an-
cients, and will be occupied in the prophets.” In another way
the study of letters is a help to the contemplative life indirectly,
by removing the obstacles to contemplation, namely the errors
which in the contemplation of divine things frequently beset
those who are ignorant of the scriptures. us we read in the
Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. x, 3) that the Abbot Sera-
pion through simplicity fell into the error of the Anthropo-
morphites, who thought that God had a human shape. Hence
Gregory says (Moral. vi) that “some through seeking in con-
templationmore than they are able to grasp, fall away into per-
verse doctrines, and by failing to be the humble disciples of
truth become themasters of error.” Hence it is written (Eccles.
2:3): “I thought in my heart to withdraw my flesh from wine,
that I might turn my mind to wisdom and might avoid folly.”

Secondly, the study of letters is necessary in those reli-
gious orders that are founded for preaching and other like
works; wherefore the Apostle (Titus 1:9), speaking of bishops
to whose office these acts belong, says: “Embracing that faith-
ful word which is according to doctrine, that he may be able
to exhort in sound doctrine and to convince the gainsayers.”
Nor does it matter that the apostles were sent to preach with-
out having studied letters, because, as Jerome says (Ep. liii ad
Paulin.), “whatever others acquire by exercise and daily medi-
tation in God’s law, was taught them by the Holy Ghost.”

irdly, the study of letters is becoming to religious as re-
gards that which is common to all religious orders. For it helps
us to avoid the lusts of the flesh; wherefore Jerome says (Ep.
cxxv ad Rust. Monach.): “Love the science of the Scriptures
and thou shalt have no love for carnal vice.” For it turns the
mind away from lustful thoughts, and tames the flesh on ac-
count of the toil that study entails according to Ecclus. 31:1,
“Watching for riches* consumeth the flesh.” It also helps to re-

* Vigilia honestatis St. omas would seem to have taken ‘honestas’ in the
sense of virtue.
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move the desire of riches, wherefore it is written (Wis. 7:8):
“I…esteemed riches nothing in comparison with her,” and (1
Macc. 12:9): “We needed none of these things,” namely assis-
tance from without, “having for our comfort the holy books
that are in our hands.” It also helps to teach obedience, where-
fore Augustine says (De oper. Monach. xvii): “What sort of
perverseness is this, to wish to read, but not to obey what one
reads?” Hence it is clearly fitting that a religious order be es-
tablished for the study of letters.

Reply to Objection 1. is commentary of the gloss is an
exposition of the Old Law of which the Apostle says (2 Cor.
3:6): “e letter killeth.”Hence not to know letters is to disap-
prove of the circumcision of the “letter” and other carnal ob-
servances.

Reply to Objection 2. Study is directed to knowledge
which, without charity, “puffeth up,” and consequently leads
to dissent, according to Prov. 13:10, “Among the proud there
are always dissensions”: whereas, with charity, it “edifieth and
begets concord.” Hence the Apostle aer saying (1 Cor. 1:5):
“You are made rich…in all utterance and in all knowledge,”

adds (1 Cor. 1:10): “at you all speak the same thing, and
that there be no schisms among you.” But Jerome is not speak-
ing here of the study of letters, but of the study of dissensions
which heretics and schismatics have brought into the Chris-
tian religion.

Reply to Objection 3. e philosophers professed the
study of letters in the matter of secular learning: whereas it
becomes religious to devote themselves chiefly to the study of
letters in reference to the doctrine that is “according to godli-
ness” (Titus 1:1). It becomes not religious, whose whole life is
devoted to the service ofGod, to seek for other learning, save in
so far as it is referred to the sacred doctrine. Hence Augustine
says at the end of De Musica vi, 17: “Whilst we think that we
should not overlook thosewhomheretics delude by the deceit-
ful assurance of reason and knowledge, we are slow to advance
in the consideration of their methods. Yet we should not be
praised for doing this, were it not that many holy sons of their
most loving mother the Catholic Church had done the same
under the necessity of confounding heretics.”

IIa IIae q. 188 a. 6Whether a religious order that is devoted to the contemplative life is more excellent than on
that is given to the active life?

Objection 1. It would seem that a religious order which
is devoted to the contemplative life is not more excellent than
onewhich is given to the active life. For it is said (Extra, deReg-
ular. et Transeunt. ad Relig., cap. Licet), quoting the words of
Innocent III: “Even as a greater good is preferred to a lesser,
so the common profit takes precedence of private profit: and
in this case teaching is rightly preferred to silence, responsi-
bility to contemplation, work to rest.” Now the religious or-
der which is directed to the greater good is better. erefore it
would seem that those religious orders that are directed to the
active life are more excellent than those which are directed to
the contemplative life.

Objection 2. Further, every religious order is directed to
the perfection of charity, as stated above (Aa. 1,2). Now a gloss
on Heb. 12:4, “For you have not yet resisted unto blood,” says:
“In this life there is no more perfect love than that to which
the holymartyrs attained, who fought against sin unto blood.”
Now to fight unto blood is becoming those religious who are
directed to military service, and yet this pertains to the active
life. erefore it would seem that religious orders of this kind
are the most excellent.

Objection 3. Further, seemingly the stricter a religious or-
der is, the more excellent it is. But there is no reason why cer-
tain religious orders directed to the active life should not be of
stricter observance than those directed to the contemplative
life. erefore they are more excellent.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Lk. 10:42) that the “best
part” was Mary’s, by whom the contemplative life is signified.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the difference be-
tween one religious order and another depends chiefly on the

end, and secondarily on the exercise. And since one thing can-
not be said to be more excellent than another save in respect
of that in which it differs therefrom, it follows that the excel-
lence of one religious order over another depends chiefly on
their ends, and secondarily on their respective exercises. Nev-
ertheless each of these comparisons is considered in a different
way. For the comparison with respect to the end is absolute,
since the end is sought for its own sake; whereas the compari-
son with respect to exercise is relative, since exercise is sought
not for its own sake, but for the sake of the end. Hence a reli-
gious order is preferable to another, if it be directed to an end
that is absolutely more excellent either because it is a greater
good or because it is directed to more goods. If, however, the
end be the same, the excellence of one religious order over an-
other depends secondarily, not on the amount of exercise, but
on the proportion of the exercise to the end in view.Wherefore
in the Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. ii, 2) Blessed Antony
is quoted, as preferring discretion whereby a man moderates
all his actions, to fastings, watchings, and all such observances.

Accordingly we must say that the work of the active life is
twofold. one proceeds from the fulness of contemplation, such
as teaching andpreaching.WhereforeGregory says (Hom. v in
Ezech.) that the words of Ps. 144:7, “ey shall publish the
memory of…y sweetness,” refer “to perfect men returning
from their contemplation.” And this work is more excellent
than simple contemplation. For even as it is better to enlighten
than merely to shine, so is it better to give to others the fruits
of one’s contemplation than merely to contemplate. e other
work of the active life consists entirely in outward occupation,
for instance almsgiving, receiving guests, and the like, which
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are less excellent than the works of contemplation, except in
cases of necessity, as stated above (q. 182, a. 1).Accordingly the
highest place in religious orders is held by those which are di-
rected to teaching and preaching, which,moreover, are nearest
to the episcopal perfection, even as in other things “the end of
that which is first is in conjunction with the beginning of that
which is second,” as Dionysius states (Div. Nom. vii). e sec-
ond place belongs to those which are directed to contempla-
tion, and the third to those which are occupied with external
actions.

Moreover, in each of these degrees it may be noted that
one religious order excels another through being directed to
higher action in the same genus; thus among the works of the
active life it is better to ransom captives than to receive guests,
and among the works of the contemplative life prayer is bet-
ter than study. Again one will excel another if it be directed to
more of these actions than another, or if it have statutes more
adapted to the attainment of the end in view.

Reply toObjection1.isDecretal refers to the active life
as directed to the salvation of souls.

Reply to Objection 2. ose religious orders that are es-
tablished for the purpose of military service aim more directly

at shedding the enemy’s blood than at the shedding of their
own, which latter is more properly competent to martyrs. Yet
there is no reason why religious of this description should not
acquire themerit of martyrdom in certain cases, and in this re-
spect stand higher than other religious; even as in some cases
the works of the active life take precedence of contemplation.

Reply to Objection 3. Strictness of observances, as the
Blessed Antony remarks (Conferences of the Fathers; Coll. ii,
2), is not the chief object of commendation in a religious or-
der; and it is written (Is. 58:5): “Is this such a fast as I have
chosen, for a man to afflict his soul for a day?” Nevertheless
it is adopted in religious life as being necessary for taming the
flesh, “which if donewithout discretion, is liable tomakeus fail
altogether,” as the Blessed Antony observes. Wherefore a reli-
gious order is not more excellent through having stricter ob-
servances, but because its observances are directed by greater
discretion to the end of religion. us the taming of the flesh
is more efficaciously directed to continence by means of absti-
nence in meat and drink, which pertain to hunger and thirst,
than by the privation of clothing, which pertains to cold and
nakedness, or by bodily labor.

IIa IIae q. 188 a. 7Whether religious perfection is diminished by possessing something in common?

Objection 1. It would seem that religious perfection is di-
minished by possessing something in common. For our Lord
said (Mat. 19:21): “If thou wilt be perfect, go sell all [Vulg.:
‘what’] thou hast and give to the poor.” Hence it is clear that
to lack worldly wealth belongs to the perfection of Christian
life.Now thosewhopossess something in commondonot lack
worldlywealth.erefore it would seem that they do not quite
reach to the perfection of Christian life.

Objection 2. Further, the perfection of the counsels re-
quires that one should be without worldly solicitude; where-
fore the Apostle in giving the counsel of virginity said (1 Cor.
7:32): “I would have you to be without solicitude.” Now it be-
longs to the solicitude of the present life that certain people
keep something to themselves for the morrow; and this so-
licitude was forbidden His disciples by our Lord (Mat. 6:34)
saying: “Be not …solicitous for tomorrow.” erefore it would
seem that the perfection ofChristian life is diminished by hav-
ing something in common.

Objection 3. Further, possessions held in common belong
in some way to each member of the community; wherefore
Jerome (Ep. lx ad Heliod. Episc.) says in reference to certain
people: “ey are richer in the monastery than they had been
in the world; though serving the poor Christ they have wealth
which they had not while serving the rich devil; the Church
rejects them now that they are rich, who in the world were
beggars.” But it is derogatory to religious perfection that one
should possess wealth of one’s own.erefore it is also deroga-

tory to religious perfection to possess anything in common.
Objection 4. Further, Gregory (Dial. iii, 14) relates of a

very holy man named Isaac, that “when his disciples humbly
signified that he should accept the possessions offered to him
for the use of the monastery, he being solicitous for the safe-
guarding of his poverty, held firmly to his opinion, saying: A
monk who seeks earthly possessions is no monk at all”: and
this refers to possessions held in common, and which were of-
fered him for the common use of the monastery. erefore it
would seem destructive of religious perfection to possess any-
thing in common.

Objection 5. Further, our Lord in prescribing religious
perfection to His disciples, said (Mat. 10:9,10): “Do not pos-
sess gold, nor silver, nor money in your purses, nor script
for your journey.” By these words, as Jerome says in his com-
mentary, “He reproves those philosophers who are commonly
called Bactroperatae*, who as despising the world and valu-
ing all things at naught carried their pantry about with them.”
erefore it would seem derogatory to religious perfection
that one should keep something whether for oneself or for the
common use.

On the contrary, Prosper† says (De Vita Contempl. ix)
and his words are quoted (XII, qu. 1, can. Expedit): “It is suf-
ficiently clear both that for the sake of perfection one should
renounce having anything of one’s own, and that the posses-
sion of revenues, which are of course common property, is no
hindrance to the perfection of the Church.”

* i.e. staff and scrip bearers. † Julianus Pomerius, among the works of
Prosper.
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I answer that, As stated above (q. 184, a. 3, ad 1; q. 185,
a. 6, ad 1), perfection consists, essentially, not in poverty, but
in following Christ, according to the saying of Jerome (Super
Matth. xix, 27): “Since it is not enough to leave all, Peter adds
that which is perfect, namely, ‘We have followed ee,’ ” while
poverty is like an instrument or exercise for the attainment of
perfection. Hence in the Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. i,
7) the abbot Moses says: “Fastings, watchings, meditating on
the Scriptures, poverty, and privation of all one’s possessions
are not perfection, but means of perfection.”

Now the privation of one’s possessions, or poverty, is a
means of perfection, inasmuch as by doing awaywith richeswe
remove certain obstacles to charity; and these are chiefly three.
e first is the cares which riches bring with them; wherefore
our Lord said (Mat. 13:22): “at which was sown [Vulg.:
‘He that received the seed’] among thorns, is he that heareth
the word, and the care of this world, and the deceitfulness
of riches, choketh up the word.” e second is the love of
riches, which increases with the possession of wealth; where-
fore Jerome says (SuperMatth. xix, 23) that “since it is difficult
to despise riches when we have them, our Lord did not say: ‘It
is impossible for a rich man to enter the kingdom of heaven,’
but: ‘It is difficult.’ ” e third is vainglory or elation which
results from riches, according to Ps. 48:7, “ey that trust in
their own strength, and glory in the multitude of their riches.”

Accordingly the first of these three cannot be altogether
separated from riches whether great or small. For man must
needs take a certain amount of care in acquiring or keeping ex-
ternal things. But so long as external things are sought or pos-
sessed only in a small quantity, and as much as is required for a
mere livelihood, such like care does not hinder onemuch; and
consequently is not inconsistent with the perfection of Chris-
tian life. For our Lord did not forbid all care, but only such as
is excessive and hurtful; wherefore Augustine, commenting on
Mat. 6:25, “Be not solicitous for your life, what you shall eat,”
says (De Serm. in Monte‡): “In saying this He does not forbid
them to procure these things in so far as they needed them, but
to be intent on them, and for their sake to do whatever they
are bidden to do in preaching the Gospel.” Yet the possession
of much wealth increases the weight of care, which is a great
distraction to man’s mind and hinders him from giving him-
self wholly to God’s service. e other two, however, namely
the love of riches and taking pride or glorying in riches, result
only from an abundance of wealth.

Nevertheless it makes a difference in this matter if riches,
whether abundant or moderate, be possessed in private or in
common. For the care that one takes of one’s own wealth, per-
tains to love of self, whereby a man loves himself in temporal
matters; whereas the care that is given to things held in com-
mon pertains to the love of charity which “seeketh not her
own,” but looks to the common good. And since religion is
directed to the perfection of charity, and charity is perfected
in “the love of God extending to contempt of self ”*, it is con-

trary to religious perfection to possess anything in private. But
the care that is given to common goodsmay pertain to charity,
although it may prove an obstacle to some higher act of char-
ity, such as divine contemplation or the instructing of one’s
neighbor. Hence it is evident that to have excessive riches in
common, whether in movable or in immovable property, is
an obstacle to perfection, though not absolutely incompati-
ble with it; while it is not an obstacle to religious perfection
to have enough external things, whether movables or immov-
ables, as suffice for a livelihood, if we consider poverty in re-
lation to the common end of religious orders, which is to de-
vote oneself to the service of God. But if we consider poverty
in relation to the special end of any religious order, then this
end being presupposed, a greater or lesser degree of poverty is
adapted to that religious order; and each religious orderwill be
themore perfect in respect of poverty, according as it professes
a poverty more adapted to its end. For it is evident that for the
purpose of the outward and bodily works of the active life a
manneeds the assistance of outward things,whereas feware re-
quired for contemplation. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic.
x, 8) that “many things are needed for action, and the more
so, the greater and nobler the actions are. But the contempla-
tive man requires no such things for the exercise of his act: he
needs only the necessaries; other things are an obstacle to his
contemplation.” Accordingly it is clear that a religious order
directed to the bodily actions of the active life, such as soldier-
ing or the lodging of guests, would be imperfect if it lacked
common riches; whereas those religious orders which are di-
rected to the contemplative life are the more perfect, accord-
ing as the poverty they profess burdens them with less care for
temporal things. And the care of temporal things is so much a
greater obstacle to religious life as the religious life requires a
greater care of spiritual things.

Now it is manifest that a religious order established for the
purpose of contemplating and of giving to others the fruits
of one’s contemplation by teaching and preaching, requires
greater care of spiritual things than one that is established for
contemplation only.Wherefore it becomes a religious order of
this kind to embrace a poverty that burdens one with the least
amount of care. Again it is clear that to keep what one has ac-
quired at a fitting time for one’s necessary use involves the least
burden of care. Wherefore a threefold degree of poverty cor-
responds to the three aforesaid degrees of religious life. For it
is fitting that a religious order which is directed to the bodily
actions of the active life should have an abundance of riches in
common; that the common possession of a religious order di-
rected to contemplation should be more moderate, unless the
said religious be bound, either themselves or throughothers, to
give hospitality or to assist the poor; and that thosewho aim at
giving the fruits of their contemplation to others should have
their life most exempt from external cares; this being accom-
plished by their laying up the necessaries of life procured at a
fitting time. is, our Lord, the Founder of poverty, taught by

‡ ewords quoted are fromDeOperibusMonach. xxvi. * Augustine, De
Civ. Dei xiv, 28.
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His example. ForHe had a purse whichHe entrusted to Judas,
and in which were kept the things that were offered to Him,
as related in Jn. 12:6.

Nor should it be argued that Jerome (Super Matth. xvii,
26) says: “If anyone object that Judas carried money in the
purse, we answer that He deemed it unlawful to spend the
property of the poor on His own uses,” namely by paying the
tax—because among those poor His disciples held a foremost
place, and the money in Christ’s purse was spent chiefly on
their needs. For it is stated ( Jn. 4:8) that “His disciples were
gone into the city to buymeats,” and (Jn. 13:29) that the disci-
ples “thought, because Judas had the purse, that Jesus had said
to him: But those things which we have need of for the festival
day, or that he should give something to the poor.” From this it
is evident that to keep money by, or any other common prop-
erty for the support of religious of the same order, or of any
other poor, is in accordance with the perfection which Christ
taught by His example. Moreover, aer the resurrection, the
disciples fromwhom all religious orders took their origin kept
the price of the lands, and distributed it according as each one
had need (Acts 4:34,35).

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 184, a. 3, ad
1), this saying of our Lord does not mean that poverty itself
is perfection, but that it is the means of perfection. Indeed,
as shown above (q. 186, a. 8), it is the least of the three chief
means of perfection; since the vow of continence excels the
vow of poverty, and the vow of obedience excels them both.
Since, however, the means are sought not for their own sake,
but for the sake of the end, a thing is better, not for being
a greater instrument, but for being more adapted to the end.
us a physician does not heal themore themoremedicine he
gives, but the more the medicine is adapted to the disease. Ac-
cordingly it does not follow that a religious order is the more
perfect, according as the poverty it professes is more perfect,
but according as its poverty is more adapted to the end both
common and special. Granted even that the religious order
which exceeds others in poverty be more perfect in so far as
it is poorer, this would not make it more perfect simply. For
possibly some other religious order might surpass it in matters
relating to continence, or obedience, and thus be more perfect
simply, since to excel in better things is to be better simply.

Reply to Objection 2. Our Lord’s words (Mat. 6:34), “Be
not solicitous for tomorrow,” do not mean that we are to keep
nothing for the morrow; for the Blessed Antony shows the
danger of so doing, in the Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. ii,
2), where he says: “It has been our experience that those who
have attempted to practice the privation of all means of liveli-
hood, so as not to have the wherewithal to procure themselves
food for one day, have been deceived so unawares that they
were unable to finish properly the work they had undertaken.”
And, as Augustine says (De oper. Monach. xxiii), “if this say-

ing of our Lord, ‘Be not solicitous for tomorrow,’ means that
we are to lay nothing by for themorrow, those who shut them-
selves up for many days from the sight of men, and apply their
whole mind to a life of prayer, will be unable to provide them-
selves with these things.” Again he adds aerwards: “Are we to
suppose that the more holy they are, the less do they resem-
ble the birds?” And further on (De oper. Monach. xxiv): “For
if it be argued from the Gospel that they should lay nothing
by, they answer rightly: Why then did our Lord have a purse,
wherein He kept the money that was collected? Why, in days
long gone by,when faminewas imminent, was grain sent to the
holy fathers? Why did the apostles thus provide for the needs
of the saints?”

Accordingly the saying: “Be not solicitous for tomorrow,”
according to Jerome (Super Matth.) is to be rendered thus: “It
is enough that we think of the present; the future being un-
certain, let us leave it to God”: according to Chrysostom*, “It
is enough to endure the toil for necessary things, labor not
in excess for unnecessary things”: according to Augustine (De
Serm. Dom. in Monte ii, 17): “When we do any good action,
we should bear in mind not temporal things which are de-
noted by the morrow, but eternal things.”

Reply toObjection 3. e saying of Jerome applies where
there are excessive riches, possessed in private as it were, or by
the abuse of which even the individual members of a commu-
nity wax proud and wanton. But they do not apply to mod-
erate wealth, set by for the common use, merely as a means of
livelihood of which each one stands in need. For it amounts to
the same that each one makes use of things pertaining to the
necessaries of life, and that these things be set by for the com-
mon use.

Reply to Objection 4. Isaac refused to accept the offer of
possessions, because he feared lest this should lead him to have
excessive wealth, the abuse of which would be an obstacle to
religious perfection. Hence Gregory adds (Dial. iii, 14): “He
was as afraid of forfeiting the security of his poverty, as the rich
miser is careful of his perishable wealth.” It is not, however, re-
lated that he refused to accept such things as are commonly
necessary for the upkeep of life.

Reply to Objection 5. e Philosopher says (Polit. i, 5,6)
that bread, wine, and the like are natural riches, whilemoney is
artificial riches. Hence it is that certain philosophers declined
to make use of money, and employed other things, living ac-
cording to nature. Wherefore Jerome shows by the words of
our Lord,Who equally forbade both, that it comes to the same
to have money and to possess other things necessary for life.
And though our Lord commanded those who were sent to
preach not to carry these things on the way, He did not for-
bid them to be possessed in common. How these words of our
Lord should be understood has been shown above (q. 185, a. 6
, ad 2; Ia IIae, q. 108, a. 2, ad 3).

* Hom. xvi in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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IIa IIae q. 188 a. 8Whether the religious life of those who live in community is more perfect than that of those
who lead a solitary life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the religious life of those
who live in community is more perfect than that of those who
lead a solitary life. For it is written (Eccles. 4:9): “It is bet-
ter…that two should be together, than one; for they have the
advantage of their society.”erefore the religious life of those
who live in community would seem to be more perfect.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Mat. 18:20): “Where
there are two or three gathered together inMy name, there am
I in the midst of them.” But nothing can be better than the
fellowship of Christ. erefore it would seem better to live in
community than in solitude.

Objection 3. Further, the vow of obedience is more excel-
lent than the other religious vows; andhumility ismost accept-
able to God. Now obedience and humility are better observed
in company than in solitude; for Jerome says (Ep. cxxv ad Rus-
tic. Monach.): “In solitude pride quickly takes man unawares,
he sleeps as much as he will, he does what he likes”; whereas
when instructing one who lives in community, he says: “You
may not dowhat youwill, youmust eat what you are bidden to
eat, youmay possess somuch as you receive, youmust obey one
you prefer not to obey, youmust be a servant to your brethren,
you must fear the superior of the monastery as God, love him
as a father.” erefore it would seem that the religious life of
thosewho live in community ismore perfect than that of those
who lead a solitary life.

Objection 4. Further, our Lord said (Lk. 11:33): “Noman
lighteth a candle and putteth it in a hidden place, nor under a
bushel.” Now those who lead a solitary life are seemingly in a
hidden place, and to be doing no good to any man. erefore
it would seem that their religious life is not more perfect.

Objection 5. Further, that which is in accord with man’s
nature is apparentlymore pertinent to the perfection of virtue.
But man is naturally a social animal, as the Philosopher says
(Polit. i, 1). erefore it would seem that to lead a solitary life
is not more perfect than to lead a community life.

On the contrary,Augustine says (De oper.Monach. xxiii)
that “those are holier who keep themselves aloof from the ap-
proach of all, and give their whole mind to a life of prayer.”

I answer that, Solitude, like poverty, is not the essence of
perfection, but a means thereto. Hence in the Conferences of
the Fathers (Coll. i, 7) the Abbot Moses says that “solitude,”
even as fasting and other like things, is “a suremeans of acquir-
ing purity of heart.” Now it is evident that solitude is a means
adapted not to action but to contemplation, according toOsee
2:14, “I…will lead her into solitude [Douay: ‘the wilderness’];
and I will speak to her heart.” Wherefore it is not suitable to
those religious orders that are directed to the works whether
corporal or spiritual of the active life; except perhaps for a time,
aer the example of Christ,Who as Luke relates (6:12), “went
out into amountain to pray; andHe passed the whole night in

the prayer of God.” On the other hand, it is suitable to those
religious orders that are directed to contemplation.

It must, however, be observed that what is solitary should
be self-sufficing by itself. Now such a thing is one “that lacks
nothing,” and this belongs to the idea of a perfect thing*.
Wherefore solitude befits the contemplative who has already
attained to perfection. is happens in two ways: in one way
by the gi only of God, as in the case of John the Baptist, who
was “filledwith theHolyGhost even fromhismother’s womb”
(Lk. 1:11), so that hewas in the desert even as a boy; in another
way by the practice of virtuous action, according toHeb. 5:14:
“Strong meat is for the perfect; for them who by custom have
their senses exercised to the discerning of good and evil.”

Now man is assisted in this practice by the fellowship of
others in two ways. First, as regards his intellect, to the ef-
fect of his being instructed in that which he has to contem-
plate; wherefore Jerome says (ad Rustic. Monach., Ep. cxxv):
“It pleases me that you have the fellowship of holy men, and
teach not yourself. Secondly, as regards the affections, seeing
that man’s noisome affections are restrained by the example
and reproof which he receives from others; for as Gregory says
(Moral. xxx, 23), commenting on the words, “To whom I have
given a house in thewilderness” ( Job 39:6), “What profits soli-
tude of the body, if solitude of the heart be lacking?” Hence a
social life is necessary for the practice of perfection. Now soli-
tude befits those who are already perfect; wherefore Jerome
says (adRustic.Monach., Ep. cxxv): “Far fromcondemning the
solitary life, we have oen commended it. But we wish the sol-
dierswhopass from themonastic school to be such as not to be
deterred by the hard noviciate of the desert, and such as have
given proof of their conduct for a considerable time.

Accordingly, just as that which is already perfect surpasses
that which is being schooled in perfection, so the life of the
solitaries, if duly practiced, surpasses the community life. But
if it be undertaken without the aforesaid practice, it is fraught
with very great danger, unless the grace of God supply that
which others acquire by practice, as in the case of the Blessed
Antony and the Blessed Benedict.

Reply toObjection 1. Solomon shows that two are better
than one, on account of the help which one affords the other
either by “liing him” up, or by “warming him,” i.e. giving him
spiritual heat (Eccles. 4:10,11). But those who have already at-
tained to perfection do not require this help.

Reply to Objection 2. According to 1 Jn. 4:16, “He that
abideth in charity abideth in God and God in him.” Where-
fore just as Christ is in the midst of those who are united to-
gether in the fellowship of brotherly love, so does He dwell in
the heart of the man who devotes himself to divine contem-
plation through love of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Actual obedience is required of
* Aristotle, Phys. iii, 6.

1931



those who need to be schooled according to the direction of
others in the attainment of perfection; but those who are al-
ready perfect are sufficiently “led by the spirit of God” so that
they need not to obey others actually. Nevertheless they have
obedience in the preparedness of the mind.

Reply toObjection 4.AsAugustine says (DeCiv. Dei xix,
19), “no one is forbidden to seek the knowledge of truth, for
this pertains to a praiseworthy leisure.” at a man be placed
“on a candlestick,” does not concern him but his superiors, and
“if this burden is not placed on us,” as Augustine goes on to
say (De Civ. Dei xix, 19), “we must devote ourselves to the
contemplation of truth,” for which purpose solitude is most
helpful. Nevertheless, those who lead a solitary life are most
useful to mankind. Hence, referring to them, Augustine says
(De Morib. Eccl. xxxi): “ey dwell in the most lonely places,

content to live on water and the bread that is brought to them
from time to time, enjoying colloquy with God to whom they
have adhered with a pure mind. To some they seem to have re-
nounced human intercourse more than is right: but these un-
derstandnothowmuch suchmenprofitus by the spirit of their
prayers, what an example to us is the life of those whomwe are
forbidden to see in the body.”

Reply to Objection 5. A man may lead a solitary life for
twomotives. one is because he is unable, as it were, to bearwith
human fellowship on account of his uncouthness ofmind; and
this is beast-like. e other is with a view to adhering wholly
to divine things; and this is superhuman. Hence the Philoso-
pher says (Polit. i, 1) that “he who associates not with others is
either a beast or a god,” i.e. a godly man.
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S P   S P, Q 189
Of the Entrance Into Religious Life

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the entrance into religious life. Under this head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether those who are not practiced in the observance of the commandments should enter religion?
(2) Whether it is lawful for a person to be bound by vow to enter religion?
(3) Whether those who are bound by vow to enter religion are bound to fulfil their vow?
(4) Whether those who vow to enter religion are bound to remain there in perpetuity?
(5) Whether children should be received into religion?
(6) Whether one should be withheld from entering religion through deference to one’s parents?
(7) Whether parish priests or archdeacons may enter religion?
(8) Whether one may pass from one religious order to another?
(9) Whether one ought to induce others to enter religion?

(10) Whether serious deliberation with one’s relations and friends is requisite for entrance into religion?

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 1Whether those who are not practiced in keeping the commandments should enter religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that none should enter re-
ligion but those who are practiced in the observance of the
commandments. For our Lord gave the counsel of perfection
to the young man who said that he had kept the command-
ments “from his youth.” Now all religious orders originate
from Christ. erefore it would seem that none should be al-
lowed to enter religion but those who are practiced in the ob-
servance of the commandments.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xv in Ezech.,
and Moral. xxii): “No one comes suddenly to the summit; but
hemustmake a beginning of a good life in the smallestmatters,
so as to accomplish great things.” Now the great things are the
counselswhich pertain to the perfection of life, while the lesser
things are the commandments which belong to common righ-
teousness.erefore it would seem that one ought not to enter
religion for the purpose of keeping the counsels, unless one be
already practiced in the observance of the precepts.

Objection 3. Further, the religious state, like the holy or-
ders, has a place of eminence in the Church. Now, as Gregory
writes to the bishop Siagrius*, “order should be observed in as-
cending to orders. For he seeks a fall who aspires to mount to
the summit by overpassing the steps.”†. “For we are well aware
that walls when built receive not the weight of the beams until
the new fabric is rid of its moisture, lest if they should be bur-
dened with weight before they are seasoned they bring down
thewhole building” (Dist. xlviii, can. Sicut neophytus).ere-
fore it would seem that one should not enter religion unless
one be practiced in the observance of the precepts.

Objection 4. Further, a gloss on Ps. 130:2, “As a child
that is weaned is towards his mother,” says: “First we are con-
ceived in the womb of Mother Church, by being taught the
rudiments of faith. en we are nourished as it were in her
womb, by progressing in those same elements. Aerwards we

are brought forth to the light by being regenerated in bap-
tism. en the Church bears us as it were in her hands and
feeds us with milk, when aer baptism we are instructed in
good works and are nourished with the milk of simple doc-
trine while we progress; until having grown out of infancy we
leave our mother’s milk for a father’s control, that is to say, we
pass from simple doctrine, by which we are taught the Word
made flesh, to the Word that was in the beginning with God.”
Aerwards it goes on to say: “For those who are just baptized
on Holy Saturday are borne in the hands of the Church as
it were and fed with milk until Pentecost, during which time
nothing arduous is prescribed, no fasts, no rising at midnight.
Aerwards they are confirmed by the Paraclete Spirit, and be-
ing weaned so to speak, begin to fast and keep other difficult
observances. Many, like the heretics and schismatics, have per-
verted this order by being weaned before the time. Hence they
have come to naught.” Now this order is apparently perverted
by those who enter religion, or induce others to enter religion,
before they are practiced in the easier observance of the com-
mandments.erefore theywould seem tobeheretics or schis-
matics.

Objection 5. Further, one should proceed from that
which precedes to that which follows aer. Now the com-
mandments precede the counsels, because they are more uni-
versal, for “the implication of the one by the other is not con-
vertible”‡, since whoever keeps the counsels keeps the com-
mandments, but the converse does not hold. Seeing then that
the right order requires one to pass from thatwhich comes first
to that which comes aer, it follows that one ought not to pass
to the observance of the counsels in religion, without being
first of all practiced in the observance of the commandments.

On the contrary, Matthew the publican who was not
practiced in the observance of the commandments was called

* Regist. ix, Ep. 106. † e rest of the quotation is from Regist. v, Ep. 53,
ad Virgil. Episc. ‡ Categor. ix.
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by our Lord to the observance of the counsels. For it is stated
(Lk. 5:28) that “leaving all things he…followed Him.” ere-
fore it is not necessary for a person to be practiced in the obser-
vance of the commandments before passing to the perfection
of the counsels.

I answer that, As shown above (q. 188, a. 1), the religious
state is a spiritual schooling for the attainment of the perfec-
tion of charity. is is accomplished through the removal of
the obstacles to perfect charity by religious observances; and
these obstacles are those things which attach man’s affections
to earthly things. Now the attachment of man’s affections to
earthly things is not only an obstacle to the perfection of char-
ity, but sometimes leads to the loss of charity, when through
turning inordinately to temporal goods man turns away from
the immutable good by sinning mortally. Hence it is evident
that the observances of the religious state, while removing the
obstacles to perfect charity, remove also the occasions of sin:
for instance, it is clear that fasting, watching, obedience, and
the like withdraw man from sins of gluttony and lust and all
other manner of sins.

Consequently it is right that not only those who are prac-
ticed in the observance of the commandments should enter re-
ligion in order to attain to yet greater perfection, but also those
who are not practiced, in order themore easily to avoid sin and
attain to perfection.

Reply toObjection 1. Jerome (SuperMatth. xix, 20) says:
“e young man lies when he says: ‘All these have I kept from
my youth.’ For if he had fulfilled this commandment, ‘ou
shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,’ why did he go away sad
when he heard: Go, sell all thou hast and give to the poor?”
But this means that he lied as to the perfect observance of this
commandment. Hence Origen says (Tract. viii super Matth.)
that “it is written in the Gospel according to theHebrews that
when our Lord had said to him: ‘Go, sell all thou hast,’ the rich
man began to scratch his head; and that our Lord said to him:
How sayest thou: I have fulfilled the law and the prophets, see-
ing that it is written in the law: ou shalt love thy neighbor
as thyself ? Beholdmany of thy brethren, children ofAbraham,
are clothed in filth, and die of hunger, whilst thy house is full of
all manner of good things, and nothing whatever hath passed
thence to them. And thus our Lord reproves him saying: If
thou wilt be perfect, go, etc. For it is impossible to fulfil the
commandment which says, ou shalt love thy neighbor as
thyself, and to be rich, especially to have such great wealth.”
is also refers to the perfect fulfilment of this precept. on
the other hand, it is true that he kept the commandments im-
perfectly and in a general way. For perfection consists chiefly
in the observance of the precepts of charity, as stated above
(q. 184, a. 3).Wherefore inorder to show that theperfectionof
the counsels is useful both to the innocent and to sinners, our
Lord called not only the innocent youth but also the sinner
Matthew. Yet Matthew obeyed His call, and the youth obeyed

not, because sinners are converted to the religious life more
easily than those who presume on their innocency. It is to the
former that our Lord says (Mat. 21:31): “e publicans and
the harlots shall go into the kingdom of God before you.”

Reply to Objection 2. e highest and the lowest place
can be taken in three ways. First, in reference to the same state
and the same man; and thus it is evident that no one comes
to the summit suddenly, since every man that lives aright, pro-
gresses during the whole course of his life, so as to arrive at the
summit. Secondly, in comparison with various states; and thus
he who desires to reach to a higher state need not begin from
a lower state: for instance, if a man wish to be a cleric he need
not first of all be practiced in the life of a layman. irdly, in
comparison with different persons; and in this way it is clear
that one man begins straightway not only from a higher state,
but even from a higher degree of holiness, than the highest de-
gree to which another man attains throughout his whole life.
Hence Gregory says (Dial. ii, 1): “All are agreed that the boy
Benedict began at a high degree of grace and perfection in his
daily life.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 184, a. 6) the
holy orders prerequire holiness, whereas the religious state is
a school for the attainment of holiness. Hence the burden of
orders should be laid on the walls when these are already sea-
sonedwithholiness,whereas the burdenof religion seasons the
walls, i.e. men, by drawing out the damp of vice.

Reply toObjection 4. It ismanifest from thewords of this
gloss that it is chiefly a question of the order of doctrine, in so
far as one has to pass from easy matter to that which is more
difficult.Hence it is clear fromwhat follows that the statement
that certain “heretics” and “schismatics have perverted this or-
der” refers to the order of doctrine. For it continues thus: “But
he says that he has kept these things, namely the aforesaid or-
der, binding himself by an oath*.us Iwas humble not only in
other things but also in knowledge, for ‘I was humblyminded’;
because I was first of all fedwithmilk, which is theWordmade
flesh, so that I grewup to partake of the bread of angels, namely
the Word that is in the beginning with God.” e example
which is given in proof, of the newly baptized not being com-
manded to fast until Pentecost, shows that no difficult things
are to be laid on them as an obligation before the Holy Ghost
inspires them inwardly to take upon themselves difficult things
of their own choice. Hence aer Pentecost and the receiving
of the Holy Ghost the Church observes a fast. Now the Holy
Ghost, according to Ambrose (Super Luc. 1:15), “is not con-
fined to any particular age; He ceases not when men die, He
is not excluded from the maternal womb.” Gregory also in a
homily for Pentecost (xxx in Ev.) says: “He fills the boy harpist
andmakes him a psalmist:He fills the boy abstainer andmakes
him awise judge*,” and aerwards he adds: “No time is needed
to learn whatsoever He will, for He teaches the mind by the
merest touch.” Again it is written (Eccles. 8:8), “It is not in

* Referring to the last words of the verse, and taking ‘retributio,’ whichDouay
renders ‘reward,’ as meaning ‘punishment’. * Dan. 1:8-17.
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man’s power to stop the Spirit,” and the Apostle admonishes
us (1ess. 5:19): “Extinguish not the Spirit,” and (Acts 7:51)
it is said against certain persons: “You always resist the Holy
Ghost.”

Reply to Objection 5. ere are certain chief precepts
which are the ends, so to say, of the commandments and coun-
sels. ese are the precepts of charity, and the counsels are di-
rected to them, not that these precepts cannot be observed
without keeping the counsels, but that the keeping of the coun-
sels conduces to the better observance of the precepts. e
other precepts are secondary and are directed to the precepts
of charity; in such a way that unless one observe them it is al-
together impossible to keep the precepts of charity. Accord-
ingly in the intention the perfect observance of the precepts
of charity precedes the counsels, and yet sometimes it follows
them in point of time. For such is the order of the end in re-
lation to things directed to the end. But the observance in a
general way of the precepts of charity together with the other
precepts, is compared to the counsels as the common to the

proper, because one can observe the precepts without observ-
ing the counsels, but not vice versa. Hence the common ob-
servance of the precepts precedes the counsels in the order of
nature; but it does not follow that it precedes them in point
of time, for a thing is not in the genus before being in one of
the species. But the observance of the precepts apart from the
counsels is directed to the observance of the precepts together
with the counsels; as an imperfect to a perfect species, even as
the irrational to the rational animal. Now the perfect is natu-
rally prior to the imperfect, since “nature,” as Boethius says (De
Consol. iii, 10), “begins with perfect things.” And yet it is not
necessary for the precepts first of all to be observedwithout the
counsels, and aerwards with the counsels, just as it is not nec-
essary for one tobe an ass before being aman, ormarriedbefore
being a virgin. In like manner it is not necessary for a person
first of all to keep the commandments in the world before en-
tering religion; especially as the worldly life does not dispose
one to religious perfection, but is more an obstacle thereto.

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 2Whether one ought to be bound by vow to enter religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not to be
bound by vow to enter religion. For in making his profession
a man is bound by the religious vow. Now before profession
a year of probation is allowed, according to the rule of the
Blessed Benedict (lviii) and according to the decree of Inno-
cent IV† who moreover forbade anyone to be bound to the
religious life by profession before completing the year of pro-
bation. erefore it would seem that much less ought anyone
while yet in the world to be bound by vow to enter religion.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Regist. xi, Ep. 15):
Jews “should be persuaded to be converted, not by compulsion
but of their own free will” (Dist. xlv, can. De Judaeis). Now
one is compelled to fulfil what one has vowed. erefore no
one should be bound by vow to enter religion.

Objection 3. Further, no one should give another an occa-
sion of falling; wherefore it is written (Ex. 21:33,34): “If aman
open a pit…and an ox or an ass fall into it, the owner of the pit
shall pay the price of the beasts.”Now through being bound by
vow to enter religion it oen happens that people fall into de-
spair and various sins. erefore it would seem that one ought
not to be bound by vow to enter religion.

On the contrary, It is written, (Ps. 75:12): “Vow ye, and
pay to the Lord your God”; and a gloss of Augustine says that
“some vows concern the individual, such as vows of chastity,
virginity, and the like.” Consequently Holy Scripture invites
us to vow these things. But Holy Scripture invites us only to
that which is better. erefore it is better to bind oneself by
vow to enter religion.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 88, a. 6), when we were
treating of vows, one and the same work done in fulfilment
of a vow is more praiseworthy than if it be done apart from

a vow, both because to vow is an act of religion, which has a
certain pre-eminence among the virtues, and because a vow
strengthens a man’s will to do good; and just as a sin is more
grievous through proceeding from a will obstinate in evil, so a
goodwork is themore praiseworthy through proceeding from
a will confirmed in good by means of a vow. erefore it is in
itself praiseworthy to bind oneself by vow to enter religion.

Reply to Objection 1. e religious vow is twofold. One
is the solemn vow which makes a man a monk or a brother in
some other religious order. is is called the profession, and
such a vow should be preceded by a year’s probation, as the
objection proves. e other is the simple vow which does not
make a man a monk or a religious, but only binds him to en-
ter religion, and such a vow need not be preceded by a year’s
probation.

Reply to Objection 2. e words quoted from Gregory
must be understood as referring to absolute violence. But the
compulsion arising from the obligation of a vow is not abso-
lute necessity, but a necessity of end, because aer such a vow
one cannot attain to the end of salvation unless one fulfil that
vow. Such anecessity is not to be avoided; indeed, asAugustine
says (Ep. cxxvii ad Armentar. et Paulin.), “happy is the neces-
sity that compels us to better things.”

Reply to Objection 3. e vow to enter religion is a
strengthening of the will for better things, and consequently,
considered in itself, instead of giving a man an occasion of
falling, withdraws him from it. But if one who breaks a vow
falls more grievously, this does not derogate from the good-
ness of the vow, as neither does it derogate from the goodness
of Baptism that some sinmore grievously aer being baptized.

† Sext. Decret., cap. Non solum., de Regular. et Transeunt, ad Relig.
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IIa IIae q. 189 a. 3Whether one who is bound by a vow to enter religion is under an obligation of entering reli-
gion?

Objection 1. It would seem that one who is bound by the
vow to enter religion is not under an obligation of entering re-
ligion. For it is said in theDecretals (XVII, qu. ii, can. Consal-
dus): “Consaldus, a priest under pressure of sickness and emo-
tional fervour, promised to become a monk. He did not, how-
ever, bind himself to amonastery or abbot; nor did he commit
his promise to writing, but he renounced his benefice in the
hands of a notary; and when he was restored to health he re-
fused to become amonk.” And aerwards it is added: “We ad-
judge and by apostolic authority we command that the afore-
said priest be admitted to his benefice and sacred duties, and
that he be allowed to retain them in peace.” Now this would
not be if he were bound to enter religion. erefore it would
seem that one is not bound to keep one’s vow of entering reli-
gion.

Objection 2. Further, no one is bound to dowhat is not in
his power. Now it is not in a person’s power to enter religion,
since this depends on the consent of those whom he wishes to
join.erefore it would seem that aman is not obliged to fulfil
the vow by which he bound himself to enter religion.

Objection 3. Further, a less useful vow cannot remit a
more useful one. Now the fulfilment of a vow to enter reli-
gion might hinder the fulfilment of a vow to take up the cross
in defense of the Holy Land; and the latter apparently is the
more useful vow, since thereby a man obtains the forgiveness
of his sins. erefore it would seem that the vow by which a
man has bound himself to enter religion is not necessarily to
be fulfilled.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 5:3): “If thou hast
vowed anything to God, defer not to pay it, for an unfaithful
and foolish promise displeaseth him”; and a gloss on Ps. 75:12,
“Vowye, andpay to theLord yourGod,” says: “Tovowdepends
on the will: but aer the vow has been taken the fulfilment is
of obligation.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 88, a. 1), when we were
treating of vows, a vow is a promise made to God in matters
concerningGod.Now, as Gregory says in a letter to Boniface*:
“If among men of good faith contracts are wont to be abso-
lutely irrevocable, how much more shall the breaking of this
promise given toGod be deserving of punishment!”erefore
a man is under an obligation to fulfil what he has vowed, pro-
vided this be something pertaining to God.

Now it is evident that entrance into religion pertains very
much to God, since thereby man devotes himself entirely to
the divine service, as stated above (q. 186, a. 1). Hence it fol-
lows that he who binds himself to enter religion is under an
obligation to enter religion according as he intends to bind

himself by his vow: so that if he intend to bind himself abso-
lutely, he is obliged to enter as soon as he can, through the ces-
sation of a lawful impediment; whereas if he intend to bind
himself to a certain fixed time, or under a certain fixed condi-
tion, he is bound to enter religion when the time comes or the
condition is fulfilled.

Reply toObjection 1.is priest hadmade, not a solemn,
but a simple vow. Hence he was not a monk in effect, so as
to be bound by law to dwell in a monastery and renounce his
cure. However, in the court of conscience one ought to advise
him to renounce all and enter religion. Hence (Extra, De Voto
et Voti Redemptione, cap. Per tuas) the Bishop of Grenoble,
whohad accepted the episcopate aer vowing to enter religion,
without having fulfilled his vow, is counseled that if “he wish
to heal his conscience he should renounce the government of
his see and pay his vows to the Most High.”

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (q. 88, a. 3, ad 2),
when we were treating of vows, he who has bound himself by
vow to enter a certain religious order is bound to do what is in
his power in order to be received in that order; and if he intend
to bind himself simply to enter the religious life, if he be not
admitted to one, he is bound to go to another; whereas if he in-
tend to bind himself only to one particular order, he is bound
only according to the measure of the obligation to which he
has engaged himself.

Reply to Objection 3. e vow to enter religion being
perpetual is greater than the vow of pilgrimage to the Holy
Land, which is a temporal vow; and as Alexander III says (Ex-
tra, De Voto et Voti Redemptione, cap. Scripturae), “he who
exchanges a temporary service for the perpetual service of reli-
gion is in no way guilty of breaking his vow.”

Moreover it may be reasonably stated that also by entrance
into religion a man obtains remission of all his sins. For if by
giving alms a man may forthwith satisfy for his sins, accord-
ing to Dan. 4:24, “Redeem thou thy sins with alms,” much
more does it suffice to satisfy for all his sins that a man de-
vote himself wholly to the divine service by entering religion,
for this surpasses all manner of satisfaction, even that of pub-
lic penance, according to the Decretals (XXXIII, qu. i, cap.
Admonere) just as a holocaust exceeds a sacrifice, as Gregory
declares (Hom. xx in Ezech.). Hence we read in the Lives of
the Fathers (vi, 1) that by entering religion one receives the
same grace as by being baptized. And yet even if one were not
thereby absolved fromall debt of punishment, nevertheless the
entrance into religion is more profitable than a pilgrimage to
the Holy Land, as regards the advancement in good, which is
preferable to absolution from punishment.

* Innoc. I, Epist. ii, Victricio Epo. Rotomag., cap. 14; Cf. can. Viduas: cause. xxvii, qu. 1.
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IIa IIae q. 189 a. 4Whether he who has vowed to enter religion is bound to remain in religion in perpetuity?

Objection 1. It would seem that he who has vowed to en-
ter religion, is bound in perpetuity to remain in religion. For
it is better not to enter religion than to leave aer entering,
according to 2 Pet. 2:21, “It had been better for them not to
have known the way of justice, than aer they have known it
to turn back,” and Lk. 9:62, “No man putting his hand to the
plough, and looking back, is fit for the kingdom of God.” But
he who bound himself by the vow to enter religion, is under
the obligation to enter, as stated above (a. 3). erefore he is
also bound to remain for always.

Objection 2. Further, everyone is bound to avoid that
which gives rise to scandal, and is a bad example to others.Now
by leaving aer entering religion aman gives a bad example and
is an occasion of scandal to others, who are thereby withdrawn
from entering or incited to leave. erefore it seems that he
who enters religion in order to fulfil a vow which he had pre-
viously taken, is bound to remain evermore.

Objection 3. Further, the vow to enter religion is ac-
counted a perpetual vow: wherefore it is preferred to temporal
vows, as stated above (a. 3, ad 3; q. 88, a. 12, ad 1). But this
would not be so if a person aer vowing to enter religion were
to enter with the intention of leaving. It seems, therefore, that
he who vows to enter religion is bound also to remain in per-
petuity.

On the contrary, e vow of religious profession, for the
reason that it binds a man to remain in religion for evermore,
has to be preceded by a year of probation; whereas this is not
required before the simple vow whereby a man binds himself
to enter religion. erefore it seems that he who vows to enter
religion is not for that reason bound to remain there in perpe-
tuity.

I answer that, e obligation of a vow proceeds from the
will: because “to vow is an act of the will” according to Augus-
tine*. Consequently the obligation of a vow extends as far as

the will and intention of the person who takes the vow. Ac-
cordingly if in vowing he intend to bind himself not only to
enter religion, but also to remain there evermore, he is bound
to remain in perpetuity. If, on the other hand, he intend to
bind himself to enter religion for the purpose of trial, while
retaining the freedom to remain or not remain, it is clear that
he is not bound to remain. If, however, in vowing he thought
merely of entering religion, without thinking of being free to
leave, or of remaining in perpetuity, it would seem that he is
bound to enter religion according to the form prescribed by
common law, which is that those who enter should be given
a year’s probation. Wherefore he is not bound to remain for
ever.

Reply toObjection 1. It is better to enter religionwith the
purpose of making a trial than not to enter at all, because by so
doing one disposes oneself to remain always. Nor is a person
accounted to turn or to look back, save when he omits to do
that which he engaged to do: else whoever does a good work
for a time, would be unfit for the kingdom of God, unless he
did it always, which is evidently false.

Reply to Objection 2. A man who has entered religion
gives neither scandal nor bad example by leaving, especially if
he do so for a reasonable motive; and if others are scandalized,
it will be passive scandal on their part, and not active scandal
on the part of the person leaving, since in doing so, he has done
whatwas lawful, and expedient on account of some reasonable
motive, such as sickness, weakness, and the like.

Reply to Objection 3. He who enters with the purpose of
leaving forthwith, does not seem to fulfil his vow, since this
was not his intention in vowing. Hence he must change that
purpose, at least so as to wish to try whether it is good for him
to remain in religion, but he is not bound to remain for ever-
more.

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 5Whether children should be received in religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that children ought not to be
received in religion. Because it is said (Extra, De Regular. et
Transeunt. adRelig., cap.Nullus): “Noone should be tonsured
unless he be of legal age and willing.” But children, seemingly,
are not of legal age; nor have they a will of their own, not hav-
ing perfect use of reason. erefore it seems that they ought
not to be received in religion.

Objection 2. Further, the state of religion would seem to
be a state of repentance; wherefore religion is derived* from
“religare” [to bind] or from “re-eligere” [to choose again], as
Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x, 3†). But repentance does not
become children. erefore it seems that they should not en-
ter religion.

Objection 3. Further, the obligation of a vow is like that
of an oath. But children under the age of fourteen ought not
to be bound by oath (Decret. XXII, qu. v, cap. Pueri and cap.
Honestum.).erefore it would seem that neither should they
be bound by vow.

Objection 4. Further, it is seemingly unlawful to bind a
person to an obligation that can be justly canceled. Now if any
persons of unripe age bind themselves to religion, they can be
withdrawnby their parents or guardians. For it iswritten in the
Decretals (XX, qu. ii, can. Puella) that “if a maid under twelve
years of age shall take the sacred veil of her own accord, her par-
ents or guardians, if they choose, can at once declare the deed
null and void.” It is therefore unlawful for children, especially

* Gloss of Peter Lombard on Ps. 75:12. * Cf. q. 81, a. 1. † Cf. De Vera
Relig. lv.
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of unripe age, to be admitted or bound to religion.
On the contrary, our Lord said (Mat. 19:14): “Suffer the

little children, and forbid them not to come toMe.” Expound-
ing these wordsOrigen says (Tract. vii inMatth.) that “the dis-
ciples of Jesus before they have been taught the conditions of
righteousness‡, rebuke those who offer children and babes to
Christ: but our Lord urges His disciples to stoop to the ser-
vice of children.Wemust therefore take note of this, lest deem-
ing ourselves to excel in wisdom we despise the Church’s little
ones, as thoughwewere great, and forbid the children to come
to Jesus.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2, ad 1), the religious vow
is twofold. One is the simple vow consisting in amere promise
made to God, and proceeding from the interior deliberation
of the mind. Such a vow derives its efficacy from the divine
law. Nevertheless it may encounter a twofold obstacle. First,
through lack of deliberation, as in the case of the insane, whose
vows are not binding§. e same applies to children who have
not reached the required use of reason, so as to be capable of
guile, which use boys attain, as a rule, at about the age of four-
teen, and girls at the age of twelve, this beingwhat is called “the
age of puberty,” although in some it comes earlier and in oth-
ers it is delayed, according to the various dispositions of nature.
Secondly, the efficacy of a simple vow encounters an obstacle,
if the person who makes a vow to God is not his own master;
for instance, if a slave, though having the use of reason, vows to
enter religion, or even is ordained, without the knowledge of
his master: for his master can annul this, as stated in the Dec-
retals (Dist. LIV, cap. Si servus). And since boys and girls un-
der the age of puberty are naturally in their father’s power as
regards the disposal of their manner of life, their fathermay ei-
ther cancel or approve their vow, if it please him to do so, as it
is expressly said with regard to a woman (Num. 30:4).

Accordingly if before reaching the age of puberty a child
makes a simple vow, not yet having full use of reason, he is
not bound in virtue of the vow; but if he has the use of reason
before reaching the age of puberty, he is bound, so far as he
is concerned, by his vow; yet this obligation may be removed
by his father’s authority, under whose control he still remains,
because the ordinance of the law whereby one man is subject
to another considers what happens in the majority of cases. If,
however, the

child has passed the age of puberty, his vow cannot be an-
nulled by the authority of his parents; though if he has not the

full use of reason, he would not be bound in the sight of God.
e other is the solemn vow which makes a man a monk

or a religious. Such a vow is subject to the ordinance of the
Church, on account of the solemnity attached to it. And since
the Church considers what happens in the majority of cases, a
profession made before the age of puberty, however much the
person who makes profession may have the use of reason, or
be capable of guile, does not take effect so as to make him a
religious (Extra, De Regular., etc. cap. Significatum est.).

Nevertheless, although they cannot be professed before
the age of puberty, they can, with the consent of their par-
ents, be received into religion to be educated there: thus it is
related of John the Baptist (Lk. 1:80) that “the child grew and
was strengthened in spirit, and was in the deserts.” Hence, as
Gregory states (Dial. ii, 3), “the Roman nobles began to give
their sons to the blessed Benedict to be nurtured for Almighty
God”; and this is most fitting, according to Lam. 3:27, “It is
good for a man when he has borne the yoke from his youth.”
It is for this reason that by common custom children are made
to apply themselves to those duties or arts with which they are
to pass their lives.

Reply to Objection 1. e legal age for receiving the ton-
sure and taking the solemn vow of religion is the age of pu-
berty, when a man is able to make use of his own will; but be-
fore the age of puberty it is possible to have reached the lawful
age to receive the tonsure and be educated in a religious house.

Reply to Objection 2. e religious state is chiefly di-
rected to the attachment of perfection, as stated above (q. 186,
a. 1, ad 4); and accordingly it is becoming to children, who are
easily drawn to it. But as a consequence it is called a state of
repentance, inasmuch as occasions of sin are removed by reli-
gious observances, as stated above (q. 186, a. 1, ad 4).

Reply to Objection 3. Even as children are not bound to
take oaths (as the canon states), so are they not bound to take
vows. If, however, they bind themselves by vow or oath to do
something, they are bound in God’s sight, if they have the use
of reason, but they are not bound in the sight of the Church
before reaching the age of fourteen.

Reply to Objection 4. A woman who has not reached the
age of puberty is not rebuked (Num. 30:4) for taking a vow
without her parents’ consent: but the vow can bemade void by
her parents.Hence it is evident that she does not sin in vowing.
But we are given to understand that she binds herself by vow,
so far as she may, without prejudice to her parents’ authority.

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 6Whether one ought to be withdrawn from entering religion through deference to one’s par-
ents?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought to be with-
drawn from entering religion through deference to one’s par-
ents. For it is not lawful to omit that which is of obligation
in order to do that which is optional. Now deference to one’s
parents comes under an obligation of the precept concerning

the honoring of our parents (Ex. 20:12); wherefore the Apos-
tle says (1Tim. 5:4): “If anywidowhave children or grandchil-
dren, let her learn first to govern her own house, and to make
a return of duty to her parents.” But the entrance to religion is
optional. erefore it would seem that one ought not to omit

‡ Cf.Mat. 19:16-30. § Extra,DeRegular. etTranseunt. adRelig., cap. Sicut
tenor.
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deference to one’s parents for the sake of entering religion.
Objection 2. Further, seemingly the subjection of a son to

his father is greater than that of a slave to his master, since son-
ship is natural, while slavery results from the curse of sin, as
appears from Gn. 9:25. Now a slave cannot set aside the ser-
vice of his master in order to enter religion or take holy orders,
as stated in the Decretals (Dist. LIV, cap. Si servus). Much less
therefore can a son set aside the deference due to his father in
order to enter religion.

Objection 3. Further, a man is more indebted to his par-
ents than to those to whomhe owesmoney. Now persons who
owe money to anyone cannot enter religion. For Gregory says
(Regist. viii, Ep. 5) that “those who are engaged in trade must
by no means be admitted into a monastery, when they seek
admittance, unless first of all they withdraw from public busi-
ness” (Dist. liii, can. Legem.). erefore seemingly much less
may children enter religion in despite of their duty to their par-
ents.

On the contrary, It is related (Mat. 4:22) that James and
John “le their nets and father, and followed our Lord.” By
this, saysHilary (Can. iii inMatth.), “we learn that we who in-
tend to follow Christ are not bound by the cares of the secular
life, and by the ties of home.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 101, a. 2, ad 2) when we
were treating of piety, parents as such have the character of a
principle,wherefore it is competent to themas such tohave the
care of their children. Hence it is unlawful for a person having
children to enter religion so as altogether to set aside the care
for their children, namely without providing for their educa-
tion. For it is written (1 Tim. 5:8) that “if any man have not
care of his own…he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an
infidel.”

Nevertheless it is accidentally competent to parents to be
assisted by their children, in so far, to wit, as they are placed in
a condition of necessity. Consequently we must say that when
their parents are in such need that they cannot fittingly be sup-
ported otherwise than by the help of their children, these lat-
ter may not lawfully enter religion in despite of their duty to
their parents. If, however, the parents’ necessity be not such as
to stand in great need of their children’s assistance, the latter

may, in despite of the duty they owe their parents, enter re-
ligion even against their parents’ command, because aer the
age of puberty every freeman enjoys freedom in things con-
cerning the ordering of his state of life, especially in such as
belong to the service of God, and “we should more obey the
Father of spirits that we may live*,” as says the Apostle (Heb.
12:9), than obey our parents.Hence as we read (Mat. 8:22; Lk.
9:62) our Lord rebuked the disciple who was unwilling to fol-
low him forthwith on account of his father’s burial: for there
were others who could see to this, as Chrysostom remarks†.

Reply to Objection 1. e commandment of honoring
our parents extends not only to bodily but also to spiritual ser-
vice, and to the paying of deference. Hence even those who are
in religion can fulfil the commandment of honoring their par-
ents, by praying for them and by revering and assisting them,
as becomes religious, since even those who live in the world
honor their parents in different ways as befits their condition.

Reply to Objection 2. Since slavery was imposed in pun-
ishment of sin, it follows that by slavery man forfeits some-
thingwhich otherwise hewould be competent to have, namely
the free disposal of his person, for “a slave belongswholly to his
master”*. On the other hand, the son, through being subject to
his father, is not hindered from freely disposing of his person
by transferring himself to the service of God; which is most
conducive to man’s good.

Reply toObjection3.Hewho is under a certainfixedobli-
gation cannot lawfully set it aside so long as he is able to fulfil
it. Wherefore if a person is under an obligation to give an ac-
count to someone or to pay a certain fixed debt, he cannot law-
fully evade this obligation in order to enter religion. If, how-
ever, he owes a sum of money, and has not wherewithal to pay
the debt, he must do what he can, namely by surrendering his
goods to his creditor. According to civil law† money lays an
obligation not on the person of a freeman, but on his property,
because the person of a freeman “is above all pecuniary consid-
eration”‡. Hence, aer surrendering his property, he may law-
fully enter religion, nor is he bound to remain in the world in
order to earn the means of paying the debt.

On the other hand, he does not owe his father a special
debt, except as may arise in a case of necessity, as stated above.

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 7Whether parish priests may lawfully enter religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that parish priests cannot law-
fully enter religion. For Gregory says (Past. iii, 4) that “he who
undertakes the cure of souls, receives an awful warning in the
words: ‘My son, if thou be surety for thy friend, thou hast en-
gaged fast thy hand to a stranger’ ” (Prov. 6:1); and he goes on
to say, “because to be surety for a friend is to take charge of
the soul of another on the surety of one’s own behavior.” Now
he who is under an obligation to a man for a debt, cannot en-
ter religion, unless he pay what he owes, if he can. Since then

a priest is able to fulfil the cure of souls, to which obligation
he has pledged his soul, it would seem unlawful for him to lay
aside the cure of souls in order to enter religion.

Objection 2. Further, what is lawful to one is likewise law-
ful to all. But if all priests having cure of souls were to enter re-
ligion, the people would be le without a pastor’s care, which
would be unfitting. erefore it seems that parish priests can-
not lawfully enter religion.

Objection 3. Further, chief among the acts to which re-
* ‘Shall we not much more obey the Father of Spirits, and live?’. † Hom.
xxvii in Matth. * Aristotle, Polit. i, 2. † Cod. IV, x, de Oblig. et Action,
12. ‡ Dig. L, xvii, de div. reg. Jur. ant. 106,176.
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ligious orders are directed are those whereby a man gives to
others the fruit of his contemplation. Now such acts are com-
petent to parish priests and archdeacons, whom it becomes by
virtue of their office to preach and hear confessions. erefore
it would seem unlawful for a parish priest or archdeacon to
pass over to religion.

On the contrary, It is said in the Decretals (XIX, qu. ii,
cap. Duce sunt leges.): “If a man, while governing the people
in his church under the bishop and leading a secular life, is in-
spired by the Holy Ghost to desire to work out his salvation
in a monastery or under some canonical rule, even though his
bishop withstand him, we authorize him to go freely.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3, ad 3; q. 88, a. 12,
ad 1), the obligation of a perpetual vow stands before every
other obligation. Now it belongs properly to bishops and reli-
gious to be bound by perpetual vow to devote themselves to
the divine service§, while parish priests and archdeacons are
not, as bishops are, bound by a perpetual and solemn vow to
retain the cure of souls. Wherefore bishops “cannot lay aside
their bishopric for any pretext whatever, without the author-
ity of the Roman Pontiff ” (Extra, De Regular. et Transeunt.

ad Relig., cap. Licet.): whereas archdeacons and parish priests
are free to renounce in the hands of the bishop the cure en-
trusted to them, without the Pope’s special permission, who
alone can dispense fromperpetual vows.erefore it is evident
that archdeacons andparishpriestsmay lawfully enter religion.

Reply toObjection 1.Parish priests and archdeacons have
bound themselves to the care of their subjects, as long as they
retain their archdeaconry or parish, but they did not bind
themselves to retain their archdeaconry or parish for ever.

Reply to Objection 2. As Jerome says (Contra Vigil.):
“Although they,” namely religious, “are sorely smitten by thy
poisonous tongue, about whom you argue, saying; ‘If all shut
themselves up and live in solitude, whowill go to church? who
will convert worldlings? who will be able to urge sinners to
virtue?’ If this holds true, if all are fools with thee, who can be
wise? Nor will virginity be commendable, for if all be virgins,
and nonemarry, the human race will perish. Virtue is rare, and
is not desired bymany.” It is therefore evident that this is a fool-
ish alarm; thusmight aman fear to drawwater lest the river run
dry.¶

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 8Whether it is lawful to pass from one religious order to another?

Objection 1. It seems unlawful to pass from one religious
order to another, even a stricter one. For theApostle says (Heb.
10:25): “Not forsaking our assembly, as some are accustomed”;
and a gloss observes: “ose namely who yield through fear of
persecution, or who presuming on themselves withdraw from
the company of sinners or of the imperfect, that they may
appear to be righteous.” Now those who pass from one reli-
gious order to anothermore perfect onewould seem todo this.
erefore this is seemingly unlawful.

Objection 2. Further, the profession of monks is stricter
than that of canons regular (Extra, De Statu Monach. et
Canonic. Reg., cap. QuodDei timorem). But it is unlawful for
anyone to pass from the state of canon regular to the monastic
state. For it is said in the Decretals (XIX, qu. iii, can. Man-
damus): “We ordain and without any exception forbid any
professed canon regular to become amonk, unless (whichGod
forbid) he have fallen into public sin.”erefore it would seem
unlawful for anyone to pass from one religious order to an-
other of higher rank.

Objection 3. Further, a person is bound to fulfil what he
has vowed, as long as he is able lawfully to do so; thus if a man
has vowed to observe continence, he is bound, even aer con-
tractingmarriage bywords in thepresent tense, to fulfil his vow
so long as the marriage is not consummated, because he can
fulfil the vow by entering religion. erefore if a person may
lawfully pass from one religious order to another, he will be
bound todo so if he vowed it previouslywhile in theworld. But
this would seem objectionable, since in many cases it might

give rise to scandal. erefore a religious may not pass from
one religious order to another stricter one.

Onthe contrary, It is said in theDecretals (XX, qu. iv, can.
Virgines): “If sacred virgins design for the good of their soul to
pass to another monastery on account of a stricter life, and de-
cide to remain there, the holy synod allows them to do so”: and
the same would seem to apply to any religious. erefore one
may lawfully pass from one religious order to another.

I answer that, It is not commendable to pass from one
religious order to another: both because this frequently gives
scandal to those who remain; and because, other things being
equal, it is easier tomake progress in a religious order to which
one is accustomed than in one to which one is not habituated.
Hence in the Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. xiv, 5) Abbot
Nesteros says: “It is best for each one that he should, according
to the resolve he has made, hasten with the greatest zeal and
care to reach the perfection of theworkhe has undertaken, and
nowise forsake the profession he has chosen.” And further on
he adds (cap. 6) by way of reason: “For it is impossible that one
and the same man should excel in all the virtues at once, since
if he endeavor to practice them equally, he will of necessity,
while trying to attain them all, end in acquiring none of them
perfectly”: because the various religious orders excel in respect
of various works of virtue.

Nevertheless one may commendably pass from one reli-
gious order to another for three reasons. First, through zeal
for a more perfect religious life, which excellence depends, as
stated above (q. 188, a. 6), not merely on severity, but chiefly

§ Cf. q. 184, a. 5. ¶ St.omas gives no reply to the third objection, which
is sufficiently solved in the body of the article.
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on the end towhich a religious order is directed, and secondar-
ily on the discretion whereby the observances are proportion-
ate to the due end. Secondly, on account of a religious order
falling away from the perfection it ought to have: for instance,
if in a more severe religious order, the religious begin to live
less strictly, it is commendable for one to pass even to a less
severe religious order if the observance is better. Hence in the
Conferences of the Fathers (Coll. xix, 3,5,6) Abbot John says
of himself that he had passed from the solitary life, in which he
was professed, to a less severe life, namely of those who lived in
community, because the hermetical life had fallen into decline
and laxity. irdly, on account of sickness or weakness, the re-
sult of which sometimes is that one is unable to keep the ordi-
nances of a more severe religious order, though able to observe
those of a less strict religion.

ere is, however, a difference in these three cases. For in
thefirst case one ought, on account of humility, to seekpermis-
sion: yet this cannot be denied, provided it be certain that this
other religion ismore severe. “And if there be a probable doubt
about this, one should ask one’s superior to decide” (Extra, De
Regular. etTranseunt. adRelig., cap. Licet.). In likemanner the
superior’s decision should be sought in the second case. In the
third case it is also necessary to have a dispensation.

Reply to Objection 1. ose who pass to a stricter reli-
gious order, do so not out of presumption that theymay appear
righteous, but out of devotion, that they may become more
righteous.

Reply toObjection 2.Religious orders whether of monks
or of canons regular are destined to the works of the contem-
plative life. Chief among these are those which are performed
in the divine mysteries, and these are the direct object of the
orders of canons regular, the members of which are essentially
religious clerics. On the other hand,monastic religious are not
essentially clerics, according to the Decretals (XVI, qu. i, cap.
Alia causa). Hence although monastic orders are more severe,
it would be lawful, supposing the members to be lay monks,
to pass from the monastic order to an order of canons regu-
lar, according to the statement of Jerome (Ep. cxxv, ad Rustic.
Monach.): “So live in the monastery as to deserve to become a
cleric”; but not conversely, as expressed in theDecretal quoted
(XIX, qu. iii). If, however, themonks be clerics devoting them-
selves to the sacred ministry, they have this in common with
canons regular coupledwith greater severity, and consequently
it will be lawful to pass from an order of canons regular to a
monastic order, provided withal that one seek the superior’s
permission (XIX, qu. iii; cap. Statuimus).

Reply to Objection 3. e solemn vow whereby a person
is bound to a less strict order, is more binding than the simple
vow whereby a person is bound to a stricter order. For if aer
taking a simple vow a person were to be married, his marriage
would not be invalid, as it would be aer his taking a solemn
vow. Consequently a person who is professed in a less severe
order is not bound to fulfil a simple vow he has taken on en-
tering a more severe order.

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 9Whether one ought to induce others to enter religion?

Objection 1. It would seem that no one ought to induce
others to enter religion. For the blessed Benedict prescribes
in his Rule (lviii) that “those who seek to enter religion must
not easily be admitted, but spirits must be tested whether they
be of God”; and Cassian has the same instruction (De Inst.
Caenob. iv, 3). Much less therefore is it lawful to induce any-
one to enter religion.

Objection2.Further, ourLord said (Mat. 23:15): “Woe to
you…because you go round about the sea and the land tomake
one proselyte, and when he is made you make him the child of
hell twofold more than yourselves.” Now thus would seem to
do those who induce persons to enter religion. erefore this
would seem blameworthy.

Objection 3. Further, no one should induce another to do
what is to his prejudice. But those who are induced to enter re-
ligion, sometimes take harm therefrom, for sometimes they are
under obligation to enter a stricter religion.erefore it would
not seem praiseworthy to induce others to enter religion.

On the contrary, It is written (Ex. 26:3, seqq.*): “Let one
curtain draw the other.” erefore one man should draw an-
other to God’s service.

I answer that, ose who induce others to enter religion

not only do not sin, but merit a great reward. For it is writ-
ten ( James 5:20): “He who causeth a sinner to be converted
from the error of his way, shall save his soul from death, and
shall cover a multitude of sins”; and (Dan. 12:3): “ey that
instruct many to justice shall be as stars for all eternity.”

Nevertheless such inducement may be affected by a three-
fold inordinateness. First, if one person force another by vio-
lence to enter religion: and this is forbidden in the Decretals
(XX, qu. iii, cap. Praesens). Secondly, if one person persuade
another simoniacally to enter religion, by giving him presents:
and this is forbidden in the Decretal (I, qu. ii, cap. Quam pio).
But this does not apply to the case where one provides a poor
person with necessaries by educating him in the world for the
religious life; or whenwithout any compact one gives a person
little presents for the sake of good fellowship. irdly, if one
person entices another by lies: for it is to be feared that the per-
son thus enticed may turn back on finding himself deceived,
and thus “the last state of that man” may become “worse than
the first” (Lk. 11:26).

Reply toObjection 1. ose who are induced to enter re-
ligion have still a time of probation wherein they make a trial
of the hardships of religion, so that they are not easily admitted

* St. omas quotes the sense, not the words.
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to the religious life.
Reply to Objection 2. According to Hilary (Can. xxiv in

Matth.) this saying of our Lordwas a forecast of thewicked en-
deavors of the Jews, aer the preaching ofChrist, to drawGen-
tiles or even Christians to observe the Jewish ritual, thereby
making themdoubly childrenof hell, because, towit, theywere
not forgiven the former sins which they committed while ad-
herents of Judaism, and furthermore they incurred the guilt of
Jewish perfidy; and thus interpreted these words have nothing
to do with the case in point.

According to Jerome, however, in his commentary on this
passage of Matthew, the reference is to the Jews even at the
time when it was yet lawful to keep the legal observances, in
so far as he whom they converted to Judaism “from pagan-
ism, wasmerely misled; but when he saw the wickedness of his

teachers, he returned to his vomit, and becoming a pagan de-
served greater punishment for his treachery.” Hence it is man-
ifest that it is not blameworthy to draw others to the service
of God or to the religious life, but only when one gives a bad
example to the person converted, whence he becomes worse.

Reply toObjection 3.e lesser is included in the greater.
Wherefore a person who is bound by vow or oath to enter a
lesser order, may be lawfully induced to enter a greater one.
unless there be some special obstacle, such as ill-health, or the
hope of making greater progress in the lesser order. On the
other hand, onewho is bound by vow or oath to enter a greater
order, cannot be lawfully induced to enter a lesser order, except
for some special and evident motive, and then with the supe-
rior’s dispensation.

IIa IIae q. 189 a. 10Whether it is praiseworthy to enter religion without taking counsel of many, and previously
deliberating for a long time?

Objection 1. It would not seem praiseworthy to enter re-
ligion without taking counsel of many, and previously deliber-
ating for a long time. For it is written (1 Jn. 4:1): “Believe not
every spirit, but try the spirits if they be of God.” Now some-
times a man’s purpose of entering religion is not of God, since
it oen comes to naught through his leaving the religious life;
for it is written (Acts 5:38,39): “If this counsel or this work
be of God, you cannot overthrow it.” erefore it would seem
that one ought to make a searching inquiry before entering re-
ligion.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 25:9): “Treat thy
cause with thy friend.” Now a man’s cause would seem to be
especially one that concerns a change in his state of life.ere-
fore seemingly one ought not to enter religion without dis-
cussing the matter with one’s friends.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord (Lk. 14:28) in making a
comparison with a man who has a mind to build a tower, says
that he doth “first sit down and reckon the charges that are
necessary, whether he have wherewithal to finish it,” lest he be-
come an object of mockery, for that “this man began to build
and was not able to finish.” Now the wherewithal to build the
tower, as Augustine says (Ep. ad Laetum ccxliii), is nothing less
than that “each one should renounce all his possessions.” Yet it
happens sometimes that many cannot do this, nor keep other
religious observances; and in signification of this it is stated (1
Kings 17:39) that David could not walk in Saul’s armor, for
he was not used to it. erefore it would seem that one ought
not to enter religionwithout longdeliberationbeforehand and
taking counsel of many.

On the contrary, It is stated (Mat. 4:20) that upon our
Lord’s calling them, Peter and Andrew “immediately leaving
their nets, followed Him.” Here Chrysostom says (Hom. xiv
in Matth.): “Such obedience as this does Christ require of us,

that we delay not even for a moment.”
I answer that, Long deliberation and the advice of many

are required in great matters of doubt, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. iii, 3); while advice is unnecessary in matters that are
certain and fixed. Now with regard to entering religion three
points may be considered. First, the entrance itself into reli-
gion, considered by itself; and thus it is certain that entrance
into religion is a greater good, and to doubt about this is to dis-
parage Christ Who gave this counsel. Hence Augustine says
(De Verb. Dom., Serm. c, 2): “e East,” that is Christ, “cal-
leth thee, and thou turnest to the West,” namely mortal and
fallible man. Secondly, the entrance into religion may be con-
sidered in relation to the strength of the person who intends
to enter. And here again there is no room for doubt about the
entrance to religion, since thosewho enter religion trust not to
be able to stay by their own power, but by the assistance of the
divine power, according to Is. 40:31, “ey that hope in the
Lord shall renew their strength, they shall take wings as eagles,
they shall run and not be weary, they shall walk and not faint.”
Yet if there be some special obstacle (such as bodily weakness,
a burden of debts, or the like) in such cases a man must delib-
erate and take counsel with such as are likely to help and not
hinder him. Hence it is written (Ecclus. 37:12): “Treat with
a man without religion concerning holiness*, with an unjust
man concerning justice,” meaning that one should not do so,
wherefore the text goes on (Ecclus. 37:14,15), “Give no heed
to these in anymatter of counsel, but be continuallywith aholy
man.” In these matters, however, one should not take long de-
liberation. Wherefore Jerome says (Ep. and Paulin. liii): “Has-
ten, I pray thee, cut off rather than loosen the rope that holds
the boat to the shore.” irdly, we may consider the way of en-
tering religion, and which order one ought to enter, and about
such matters also one may take counsel of those who will not

* e Douay version supplies the negative: ‘Treat not…nor with…’.
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stand in one’s way.
Reply to Objection 1. e saying: “Try the spirits, if they

be of God,” applies to matters admitting of doubt whether the
spirits be of God; thus those who are already in religion may
doubt whether he who offers himself to religion be led by the
spirit of God, or bemoved by hypocrisy.Wherefore theymust
try the postulantwhether he bemoved by the divine spirit. But
for him who seeks to enter religion there can be no doubt but
that the purpose of entering religion to which his heart has
given birth is from the spirit of God, for it is His spirit “that
leads” man “into the land of uprightness” (Ps. 142:10).

Nor does this prove that it is not of God that some turn
back; since not all that is of God is incorruptible: else corrupt-
ible creatures would not be of God, as the Manicheans hold,
nor could some who have grace fromGod lose it, which is also
heretical. But God’s “counsel” whereby He makes even things
corruptible and changeable, is imperishable according to Is.
46:10, “My counsel shall stand and all My will shall be done.”
Hence the purpose of entering religion needs not to be tried
whether it be of God, because “it requires no further demon-
stration,” as a gloss says on 1 ess. 5:21, “Prove all things.”

Reply toObjection2.Even as “theflesh lusteth against the
spirit” (Gal. 5:17), so too carnal friends oen thwart our spiri-
tual progress, according to Mic. 7:6, “Aman’s enemies are they
of his own household.”WhereforeCyril expounding Lk. 9:61,
“Letme first takemy leave of them that are at my house,” says†:
“By asking first to take his leave of them that were at his house,
he shows he was somewhat of two minds. For to communi-
cate with his neighbors, and consult those who are unwilling
to relish righteousness, is an indication of weakness and turn-
ing back. Hence he hears our Lord say: ‘No man putting his
hand to the plough, and looking back, is fit for the kingdom
of God,’ because he looks back who seeks delay in order to go
home and confer with his kinsfolk.”

Reply to Objection 3. e building of the tower signifies
the perfection of Christian life; and the renunciation of one’s
possessions is thewherewithal to build this tower.Nowno one
doubts or deliberates about wishing to have the wherewithal,
or whether he is able to build the tower if he have the where-

withal, but what does come under deliberation is whether one
has the wherewithal. Again it need not be a matter of delib-
eration whether one ought to renounce all that one has, or
whether by so doing one may be able to attain to perfection;
whereas it is a matter of deliberation whether that which one
is doing amounts to the renunciation of all that he has, since
unless he does renounce (which is to have the wherewithal) he
cannot, as the text goes on to state, beChrist’s disciple, and this
is to build the tower.

e misgiving of those who hesitate as to whether they
may be able to attain to perfection by entering religion is
shown by many examples to be unreasonable. Hence Augus-
tine says (Confess. viii, 11): “On that side whither I had setmy
face, and whither I trembled to go, there appeared to me the
chaste dignity of continency…honestly alluring me to come
and doubt not, and stretching forth to receive and embrace
me, her holy hands full of multitudes of good examples. ere
were so many young men and maidens here, a multitude of
youth and every age, grave widows and aged virgins…And she
smiled atmewith apersuasivemockery as though to say:Canst
not thou what these youths and these maidens can? Or can
they either in themselves, and not rather in the Lord their
God?…Why standest thou in thyself, and so standest not?Cast
thyself uponHim; fear not,Hewill notwithdrawHimself that
thou shouldst fall. Cast thyself fearlessly upon Him: He will
receive and will heal thee.”

e example quoted of David is not to the point, because
“the arms of Saul,” as a gloss on the passage observes, “are the
sacraments of theLaw, as being burdensome”:whereas religion
is the sweet yoke of Christ, for as Gregory says (Moral. iv, 33),
“what burden does He lay on the shoulders of the mind, Who
commands us to shun all troublesome desires, Who warns us
to turn aside from the rough paths of this world?”

To those indeedwho take this sweet yoke upon themselves
He promises the refreshment of the divine fruition and the
eternal rest of their souls.

To which may He Who made this promise bring us, Jesus
Christ our Lord, “Who is over all things God blessed for ever.
Amen.”

† Cf. St. omas’s Catena Aurea.

1943



T P
P

Forasmuch as our Saviour theLord JesusChrist, in order to “saveHis people fromtheir sins” (Mat. 1:21), as the angel announced,
showed unto us in His own Person the way of truth, whereby we may attain to the bliss of eternal life by rising again, it is
necessary, in order to complete the work of theology, that aer considering the last end of human life, and the virtues and vices,
there should follow the consideration of the Saviour of all, and of the benefits bestowed by Him on the human race.

Concerning this we must consider (1) the Saviour Himself; (2) the sacraments by which we attain to our salvation; (3) the
end of immortal life to which we attain by the resurrection.

Concerning the first, a double consideration occurs: the first, about the mystery of the Incarnation itself, whereby God was
made man for our salvation; the second, about such things as were done and suffered by our Saviour—i.e. God incarnate.

T P, Q 1
Of the Fitness of the Incarnation

(In Six Articles)

Concerning the first, three things occur to be considered: first, the fitness of the Incarnation; secondly, the mode of union
of the Word Incarnate; thirdly, what follows this union.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is fitting for God to become incarnate?
(2) Whether it was necessary for the restoration of the human race?
(3) Whether if there had been no sin God would have become incarnate?
(4) Whether He became incarnate to take away original sin rather than actual?
(5) Whether it was fitting for God to become incarnate from the beginning of the world?
(6) Whether His Incarnation ought to have been deferred to the end of the world?

IIIa q. 1 a. 1Whether it was fitting that God should become incarnate?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting for God
to become incarnate. Since God from all eternity is the very
essence of goodness, it was best for Him to be as He had been
from all eternity. But from all eternity He had been without
flesh.erefore it wasmost fitting forHim not to be united to
flesh.erefore it was not fitting forGod to become incarnate.

Objection 2. Further, it is not fitting to unite things that
are infinitely apart, even as it would not be a fitting union if
one were “to paint a figure in which the neck of a horse was
joined to the head of a man”*. But God and flesh are infinitely
apart; since God is most simple, and flesh is most compos-
ite—especially human flesh. erefore it was not fitting that
God should be united to human flesh.

Objection 3. Further, a body is as distant from the highest
spirit as evil is from the highest good. But it was wholly unfit-
ting that God, Who is the highest good, should assume evil.
erefore it was not fitting that the highest uncreated spirit
should assume a body.

Objection 4. Further, it is not becoming that He Who
surpassed the greatest things should be contained in the least,
andHe uponWhom rests the care of great things should leave
them for lesser things. But God—Who takes care of the whole

world—the whole universe of things cannot contain. ere-
fore it would seem unfitting that “He should be hid under the
frail body of a babe in swathing bands, in comparison with
Whom the whole universe is accounted as little; and that this
Prince should quitHis throne for so long, and transfer the gov-
ernment of the whole world to so frail a body,” as Volusianus
writes to Augustine (Ep. cxxxv).

On the contrary, It would seem most fitting that by visi-
ble things the invisible things of God should be made known;
for to this end was the whole world made, as is clear from
the word of the Apostle (Rom. 1:20): “For the invisible things
of God…are clearly seen, being understood by the things that
are made.” But, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 1), by
the mystery of the Incarnation are made known at once the
goodness, the wisdom, the justice, and the power or might of
God—“His goodness, for He did not despise the weakness of
His own handiwork; His justice, since, on man’s defeat, He
caused the tyrant to be overcome by none other thanman, and
yet He did not snatch men forcibly from death; His wisdom,
for He found a suitable discharge for a most heavy debt; His
power, or infinite might, for there is nothing greater than for
God to become incarnate…”

* Horace, Ars. Poet., line 1.
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I answer that, To each things, that is befitting which be-
longs to it by reason of its very nature; thus, to reason befits
man, since this belongs to him because he is of a rational na-
ture. But the very nature of God is goodness, as is clear from
Dionysius (Div. Nom. i). Hence, what belongs to the essence
of goodness befits God. But it belongs to the essence of good-
ness to communicate itself to others, as is plain fromDionysius
(Div. Nom. iv). Hence it belongs to the essence of the high-
est good to communicate itself in the highest manner to the
creature, and this is brought about chiefly by “His so joining
created nature to Himself that one Person is made up of these
three—theWord, a soul and flesh,” as Augustine says (DeTrin.
xiii). Hence it is manifest that it was fitting that God should
become incarnate.

Reply toObjection 1.emystery of the Incarnation was
not completed through God being changed in any way from
the state in whichHe had been from eternity, but throughHis
having united Himself to the creature in a new way, or rather
throughhaving united it toHimself. But it is fitting that a crea-
ture which by nature is mutable, should not always be in one
way.And therefore, as the creature began to be, although it had
not been before, so likewise, not having been previously united
to God in Person, it was aerwards united to Him.

Reply to Objection 2. To be united to God in unity of
person was not fitting to human flesh, according to its natu-
ral endowments, since it was above its dignity; nevertheless, it

was fitting thatGod, by reasonofHis infinite goodness, should
unite it to Himself for man’s salvation.

Reply to Objection 3. Every mode of being wherein any
creature whatsoever differs from the Creator has been estab-
lished by God’s wisdom, and is ordained to God’s goodness.
For God,Who is uncreated, immutable, and incorporeal, pro-
duced mutable and corporeal creatures for His own goodness.
And so also the evil of punishment was established by God’s
justice for God’s glory. But evil of fault is committed by with-
drawing from the art of the Divine wisdom and from the or-
der of theDivine goodness. And therefore it could be fitting to
God to assume a nature created, mutable, corporeal, and sub-
ject to penalty, but it did not become Him to assume the evil
of fault.

Reply to Objection 4. As Augustine replies (Ep. ad Vo-
lusian. cxxxvii): “e Christian doctrine nowhere holds that
God was so joined to human flesh as either to desert or lose,
or to transfer and as it were, contract within this frail body,
the care of governing the universe. is is the thought of men
unable to see anything but corporeal things…God is great not
in mass, but in might. Hence the greatness of His might feels
no straits in narrow surroundings. Nor, if the passing word of
a man is heard at once by many, and wholly by each, is it in-
credible that the abiding Word of God should be everywhere
at once?” Hence nothing unfitting arises from God becoming
incarnate.

IIIa q. 1 a. 2Whether it was necessary for the restoration of the human race that the Word of God should
become incarnate?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not necessary for
the reparation of the human race that theWord ofGod should
become incarnate. For since the Word of God is perfect God,
as has been said ( Ia, q. 4, Aa. 1,2), no power was added toHim
by the assumption of flesh. erefore, if the incarnate Word
of God restored human nature. He could also have restored it
without assuming flesh.

Objection 2. Further, for the restoration of human na-
ture, which had fallen through sin, nothing more is required
than that man should satisfy for sin. Now man can satisfy, as
it would seem, for sin; for God cannot require frommanmore
than man can do, and since He is more inclined to be merciful
than to punish, as He lays the act of sin to man’s charge, so He
ought to credit himwith the contrary act.erefore it was not
necessary for the restoration of human nature that the Word
of God should become incarnate.

Objection 3. Further, to revere God pertains especially to
man’s salvation; hence it is written (Mal. 1:6): “If, then, I be
a father, where is my honor? and if I be a master, where is my
fear?”Butmen revereGod themoreby consideringHimas ele-
vated above all, and far beyondman’s senses, hence (Ps. 112:4)
it is written: “eLord is high above all nations, andHis glory
above the heavens”; and farther on: “Who is as the Lord our
God?” which pertains to reverence. erefore it would seem

unfitting toman’s salvation thatGod should bemade like unto
us by assuming flesh.

On the contrary, What frees the human race from perdi-
tion is necessary for the salvation of man. But the mystery of
the Incarnation is such; according to Jn. 3:16: “God so loved
theworld as to giveHis only-begotten Son, thatwhosoever be-
lieveth in Him may not perish, but may have life everlasting.”
erefore it was necessary forman’s salvation that God should
become incarnate.

I answer that, A thing is said to be necessary for a cer-
tain end in two ways. First, when the end cannot be without
it; as food is necessary for the preservation of human life. Sec-
ondly, when the end is attained better and more conveniently,
as a horse is necessary for a journey. In the first way it was not
necessary that God should become incarnate for the restora-
tion of human nature. For God with His omnipotent power
could have restored human nature in many other ways. But in
the second way it was necessary that God should become in-
carnate for the restoration of human nature. Hence Augustine
says (DeTrin. xii, 10): “We shall also show that otherwayswere
not wanting to God, to Whose power all things are equally
subject; but that there was not a more fitting way of healing
our misery.”

Now this may be viewed with respect to our “furtherance
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in good.” First, with regard to faith, which is made more cer-
tain by believing God Himself Who speaks; hence Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xi, 2): “In order that man might journey
more trustfully toward the truth, the Truth itself, the Son of
God, having assumed human nature, established and founded
faith.” Secondly, with regard to hope, which is thereby greatly
strengthened; hence Augustine says (De Trin. xiii): “Nothing
was so necessary for raising our hope as to show us how deeply
God loved us. And what could afford us a stronger proof of
this than that the Son of God should become a partner with
us of human nature?” irdly, with regard to charity, which is
greatly enkindled by this; hence Augustine says (De Catech.
Rudib. iv): “What greater cause is there of the Lord’s coming
than to show God’s love for us?” And he aerwards adds: “If
we have been slow to love, at least let us hasten to love in re-
turn.” Fourthly, with regard to well-doing, in which He set us
an example; hence Augustine says in a sermon (xxii de Temp.):
“Man who might be seen was not to be followed; but God
was to be followed, Who could not be seen. And therefore
God was made man, that He Who might be seen by man, and
Whom man might follow, might be shown to man.” Fihly,
with regard to the full participation of the Divinity, which is
the true bliss of man and end of human life; and this is be-
stowed upon us by Christ’s humanity; for Augustine says in
a sermon (xiii de Temp.): “Go was made man, that man might
be made God.”

So alsowas this useful for our “withdrawal fromevil.” First,
because man is taught by it not to prefer the devil to him-
self, nor to honor him who is the author of sin; hence Augus-
tine says (De Trin. xiii, 17): “Since human nature is so united
to God as to become one person, let not these proud spirits
dare to prefer themselves to man, because they have no bod-
ies.” Secondly, becausewe are thereby taught howgreat isman’s
dignity, lest we should sully it with sin; hence Augustine says
(De Vera Relig. xvi): “God has proved to us how high a place
human nature holds amongst creatures, inasmuch as He ap-
peared to men as a true man.” And Pope Leo says in a ser-
mon on the Nativity (xxi): “Learn, O Christian, thy worth;
and being made a partner of the Divine nature, refuse to re-
turn by evil deeds to your former worthlessness.” irdly, be-
cause, “in order to do away with man’s presumption, the grace
ofGod is commended in JesusChrist, thoughnomerits of ours
went before,” as Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 17). Fourthly,
because “man’s pride, which is the greatest stumbling-block to

our clinging to God, can be convinced and cured by humility
so great,” as Augustine says in the same place. Fihly, in or-
der to free man from the thraldom of sin, which, as Augustine
says (De Trin. xiii, 13), “ought to be done in such a way that
the devil should be overcome by the justice of the man Jesus
Christ,” and this was done by Christ satisfying for us. Now a
mere man could not have satisfied for the whole human race,
and God was not bound to satisfy; hence it behooved Jesus
Christ to be both God and man. Hence Pope Leo says in the
same sermon: “Weakness is assumed by strength, lowliness by
majesty, mortality by eternity, in order that one and the same
Mediator of God and men might die in one and rise in the
other—for this was our fitting remedy. Unless He was God,
Hewould not have brought a remedy; and unlessHewasman,
He would not have set an example.”

And there are very many other advantages which accrued,
above man’s apprehension.

Reply to Objection 1. is reason has to do with the first
kind of necessity, without which we cannot attain to the end.

Reply to Objection 2. Satisfaction may be said to be suf-
ficient in two ways—first, perfectly, inasmuch as it is condign,
being adequate to make good the fault committed, and in this
way the satisfaction of a mere man cannot be sufficient for sin,
both because the whole of human nature has been corrupted
by sin, whereas the goodness of any person or persons could
not be made up adequately for the harm done to the whole of
the nature; and also because a sin committed against God has
a kind of infinity from the infinity of the Divine majesty, be-
cause the greater the person we offend, the more grievous the
offense. Hence for condign satisfaction it was necessary that
the act of the one satisfying should have an infinite efficiency,
as being of God and man. Secondly, man’s satisfaction may be
termed sufficient, imperfectly—i.e. in the acceptation of him
who is content with it, even though it is not condign, and in
this way the satisfaction of a mere man is sufficient. And foras-
much as every imperfect presupposes some perfect thing, by
which it is sustained, hence it is that satisfaction of every mere
man has its efficiency from the satisfaction of Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. By taking flesh, God did not lessen
His majesty; and in consequence did not lessen the reason for
reverencing Him, which is increased by the increase of knowl-
edge of Him. But, on the contrary, inasmuch as He wished to
draw nigh to us by taking flesh, He greatly drew us to know
Him.

IIIa q. 1 a. 3Whether, if man had not sinned, God would have become incarnate?

Objection 1. It would seem that if man had not sinned,
God would still have become incarnate. For the cause remain-
ing, the effect also remains. But as Augustine says (De Trin.
xiii, 17): “Many other things are to be considered in the Incar-
nation of Christ besides absolution from sin”; and these were
discussed above (a. 2). erefore if man had not sinned, God

would have become incarnate.
Objection2.Further, it belongs to the omnipotence of the

Divine power to perfect His works, and to manifest Himself
by some infinite effect. But no mere creature can be called an
infinite effect, since it is finite of its very essence. Now, seem-
ingly, in the work of the Incarnation alone is an infinite effect
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of the Divine power manifested in a special manner by which
power things infinitely distant are united, inasmuch as it has
been brought about that man is God. And in this work espe-
cially the universewould seem to be perfected, inasmuch as the
last creature—viz. man—is united to the first principle—viz.
God. erefore, even if man had not sinned, God would have
become incarnate.

Objection 3. Further, human nature has not been made
more capable of grace by sin. But aer sin it is capable of the
grace of union, which is the greatest grace. erefore, if man
had not sinned, human nature would have been capable of this
grace; nor would God have withheld from human nature any
good it was capable of. erefore, if man had not sinned, God
would have become incarnate.

Objection 4. Further, God’s predestination is eternal. But
it is said of Christ (Rom. 1:4): “Who was predestined the Son
of God in power.” erefore, even before sin, it was necessary
that the Son ofGod should become incarnate, in order to fulfil
God’s predestination.

Objection 5. Further, the mystery of the Incarnation was
revealed to thefirstman, as is plain fromGn. 2:23. “is now is
bone ofmy bones,” etc. which the Apostle says is “a great sacra-
ment…inChrist and in theChurch,” as is plain fromEph. 5:32.
But man could not be fore-conscious of his fall, for the same
reason that the angels could not, as Augustine proves (Gen. ad
lit. xi, 18). erefore, even if man had not sinned, God would
have become incarnate.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Verb. Apost. viii, 2),
expounding what is set down in Lk. 19:10, “For the Son of
Man is come to seek and to save that which was lost”; “ere-
fore, if man had not sinned, the Son of Man would not have
come.” And on 1Tim. 1:15, “Christ Jesus came into this world
to save sinners,” a gloss says, “ere was no cause of Christ’s
coming into the world, except to save sinners. Take away dis-
eases, take away wounds, and there is no need of medicine.”

I answer that,ere are different opinions about this ques-
tion. For some say that even if man had not sinned, the Son of
Manwould have become incarnate.Others assert the contrary,
and seemingly our assent ought rather to be given to this opin-
ion.

For such things as spring from God’s will, and beyond the
creature’s due, can be made known to us only through being
revealed in the Sacred Scripture, in which the Divine Will
is made known to us. Hence, since everywhere in the Sacred
Scripture the sin of the first man is assigned as the reason of
the Incarnation, it is more in accordance with this to say that
the work of the Incarnation was ordained by God as a remedy

for sin; so that, had sin not existed, the Incarnation would not
have been. And yet the power of God is not limited to this;
even had sin not existed, God could have become incarnate.

Reply to Objection 1. All the other causes which are as-
signed in the preceding article have to do with a remedy for
sin. For if man had not sinned, he would have been endowed
with the light of Divine wisdom, and would have been per-
fected by God with the righteousness of justice in order to
know and carry out everything needful. But because man, on
deserting God, had stooped to corporeal things, it was neces-
sary thatGod should takeflesh, andby corporeal things should
afford him the remedy of salvation. Hence, on Jn. 1:14, “And
theWordwasmade flesh,” St. Augustine says (Tract. ii): “Flesh
had blinded thee, flesh heals thee; for Christ came and over-
threw the vices of the flesh.”

Reply to Objection 2. e infinity of Divine power is
shown in the mode of production of things from nothing.
Again, it suffices for the perfection of the universe that the
creature be ordained in a natural manner to God as to an end.
But that a creature should be united to God in person exceeds
the limits of the perfection of nature.

Reply to Objection 3. A double capability may be re-
marked inhumannature: one, in respect of the order of natural
power, and this is always fulfilled by God, Who apportions to
each according to its natural capability; the other in respect to
the order of the Divine power, which all creatures implicitly
obey; and the capability we speak of pertains to this. But God
does not fulfil all such capabilities, otherwise God could do
only what He has done in creatures, and this is false, as stated
above ( Ia, q. 105, a. 6). But there is no reason why human
nature should not have been raised to something greater aer
sin. For God allows evils to happen in order to bring a greater
good therefrom; hence it is written (Rom. 5:20): “Where sin
abounded, grace did more abound.” Hence, too, in the bless-
ing of the Paschal candle, we say: “O happy fault, that merited
such and so great a Redeemer!”

Reply to Objection 4. Predestination presupposes the
foreknowledge of future things; andhence, asGodpredestines
the salvation of anyone to be brought about by the prayers of
others, so also He predestined the work of the Incarnation to
be the remedy of human sin.

Reply toObjection5.Nothing prevents an effect frombe-
ing revealed to one to whom the cause is not revealed. Hence,
the mystery of the Incarnation could be revealed to the first
man without his being fore-conscious of his fall. For not ev-
eryone who knows the effect knows the cause.
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IIIa q. 1 a. 4Whether God became incarnate in order to take away actual sin, rather than to take away orig-
inal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that God became incarnate as
a remedy for actual sins rather than for original sin. For the
more grievous the sin, the more it runs counter to man’s salva-
tion, for which God became incarnate. But actual sin is more
grievous than original sin; for the lightest punishment is due
to original sin, as Augustine says (Contra Julian. v, 11). ere-
fore the Incarnation ofChrist is chiefly directed to taking away
actual sins.

Objection 2. Further, pain of sense is not due to original
sin, but merely pain of loss, as has been shown ( Ia IIae, q. 87,
a. 5). But Christ came to suffer the pain of sense on the Cross
in satisfaction for sins—and not the pain of loss, for He had
no defect of either the beatific vision or fruition.ereforeHe
came in order to take away actual sin rather than original sin.

Objection 3. Further, as Chrysostom says (De Compunc-
tione Cordis ii, 3): “is must be the mind of the faithful ser-
vant, to account the benefits of his Lord, which have been be-
stowed on all alike, as though they were bestowed on himself
alone. For as if speaking of himself alone, Paul writes to the
Galatians 2:20: ‘Christ…loved me and delivered Himself for
me.’ ” But our individual sins are actual sins; for original sin is
the common sin. erefore we ought to have this conviction,
so as to believe that He has come chiefly for actual sins.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 1:29): “Behold the
Lamb of God, behold Him Who taketh away the sins [Vulg.:
‘sin’] of the world.”

I answer that, It is certain that Christ came into this world
not only to take away that sin which is handed on originally to
posterity, but also in order to take away all sins subsequently
added to it; not that all are taken away (and this is from men’s
fault, inasmuch as they do not adhere to Christ, according to
Jn. 3:19: “e light is come into the world, and men loved
darkness rather than the light”), but because He offered what
was sufficient for blotting out all sins. Hence it is written
(Rom. 5:15-16): “But not as the offense, so also the gi…For
judgment indeed was by one unto condemnation, but grace is
of many offenses unto justification.”

Moreover, themore grievous the sin, themore particularly
didChrist come to blot it out. But “greater” is said in twoways:
in one way “intensively,” as a more intense whiteness is said to
be greater, and in this way actual sin is greater than original sin;
for it has more of the nature of voluntary, as has been shown (
Ia IIae, q. 81, a. 1). In another way a thing is said to be greater
“extensively,” as whiteness on a greater superficies is said to be
greater; and in this way original sin, whereby thewhole human
race is infected, is greater than any actual sin, which is proper
to one person. And in this respect Christ came principally to
take away original sin, inasmuch as “the good of the race is a
more Divine thing than the good of an individual,” as is said
Ethic. i, 2.

Reply to Objection 1. is reason looks to the intensive
greatness of sin.

Reply toObjection2. In the future award thepainof sense
will not be meted out to original sin. Yet the penalties, such as
hunger, thirst, death, and the like, which we suffer sensibly in
this life flow from original sin. And hence Christ, in order to
satisfy fully for original sin, wished to suffer sensible pain, that
He might consume death and the like in Himself.

Reply to Objection 3. Chrysostom says (De Compunc-
tione Cordis ii, 6): “e Apostle used these words, not as
if wishing to diminish Christ’s gis, ample as they are, and
spreading throughout the whole world, but that he might ac-
count himself alone the occasion of them. For what does it
matter that they are given to others, if what are given to you
are as complete and perfect as if none of them were given to
another than yourself ?” And hence, although a man ought to
account Christ’s gis as given to himself, yet he ought not to
consider them not to be given to others. And thus we do not
exclude thatHe came to wipe away the sin of the whole nature
rather than the sin of one person. But the sin of the nature is as
perfectly healed in each one as if it were healed in him alone.
Hence, on account of the union of charity, what is vouchsafed
to all ought to be accounted his own by each one.

IIIa q. 1 a. 5Whether it was fitting that God should become incarnate in the beginning of the human race?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was fitting that God
should become incarnate in the beginning of the human race.
For the work of the Incarnation sprang from the immensity of
Divine charity, according to Eph. 2:4,5: “But God (Who is
rich in mercy), for His exceeding charity wherewith He loved
us…even when we were dead in sins, hath quickened us to-
gether in Christ.” But charity does not tarry in bringing assis-
tance to a friendwho is suffering need, according to Prov. 3:28:
“Say not to thy friend: Go, and come again, and tomorrow I
will give to thee, when thou canst give at present.” erefore
God ought not to have put off thework of the Incarnation, but

ought thereby to have brought relief to the human race from
the beginning.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (1 Tim. 1:15): “Christ
Jesus came into this world to save sinners.” But more would
have been saved had God become incarnate at the beginning
of the human race; for in the various centuries very many,
through not knowing God, perished in their sin. erefore it
was fitting thatGod should become incarnate at the beginning
of the human race.

Objection 3. Further, the work of grace is not less orderly
than thework of nature. But nature takes its rise with themore
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perfect, as Boethius says (De Consol. iii). erefore the work
of Christ ought to have been perfect from the beginning. But
in the work of the Incarnation we see the perfection of grace,
according to Jn. 1:14: “e Word was made flesh”; and aer-
wards it is added: “Full of grace and truth.” erefore Christ
ought to have become incarnate at the beginning of the hu-
man race.

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. 4:4): “But when the
fulness of the time was come, God sent His Son, made of a
woman,made under the law”: uponwhich a gloss says that “the
fulness of the time is when it was decreed by God the Father
to sendHis Son.” ButGod decreed everything byHis wisdom.
erefore God became incarnate at the most fitting time; and
it was not fitting that God should become incarnate at the be-
ginning of the human race.

I answer that, Since the work of the Incarnation is princi-
pally ordained to the restoration of the human race by blotting
out sin, it is manifest that it was not fitting for God to become
incarnate at the beginning of the human race before sin. For
medicine is given only to the sick. Hence our Lord Himself
says (Mat. 9:12,13): “ey that are in health need not a physi-
cian, but they that are ill…For I am not come to call the just,
but sinners.”

Nor was it fitting that God should become incarnate im-
mediately aer sin. First, on account of the manner of man’s
sin, which had come of pride; hence man was to be liberated
in such a manner that he might be humbled, and see how he
stood in need of a deliverer. Hence on the words in Gal. 3:19,
“Being ordained by angels in the hand of a mediator,” a gloss
says: “With great wisdom was it so ordered that the Son of
Man should not be sent immediately aer man’s fall. For first
of all God le man under the natural law, with the freedom
of his will, in order that he might know his natural strength;
and when he failed in it, he received the law; whereupon, by
the fault, not of the law, but of his nature, the disease gained
strength; so that having recognized his infirmity he might cry
out for a physician, and beseech the aid of grace.”

Secondly, on account of the order of furtherance in good,
whereby we proceed from imperfection to perfection. Hence
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:46,47): “Yet that was not first
which is spiritual, but that which is natural; aerwards that
which is spiritual…e first man was of the earth, earthy; the
second man from heaven, heavenly.”

irdly, on account of the dignity of the incarnate Word,
for on the words (Gal. 4:4), “But when the fulness of the time
was come,” a gloss says: “e greater the judge who was com-

ing, the more numerous was the band of heralds who ought to
have preceded him.”

Fourthly, lest the fervor of faith should cool by the length
of time, for the charity ofmanywill grow cold at the end of the
world.Hence (Lk. 18:8) it is written: “But yet the Son ofMan,
when He cometh, shall He find think you, faith on earth?”

Reply to Objection 1. Charity does not put off bring-
ing assistance to a friend: always bearing in mind the circum-
stances as well as the state of the persons. For if the physician
were to give the medicine at the very outset of the ailment, it
would do less good, and would hurt rather than benefit. And
hence the Lord did not bestow upon the human race the rem-
edy of the Incarnation in the beginning, lest they should de-
spise it through pride, if they did not already recognize their
disease.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine replies to this (De Sex
Quest. Pagan., Ep. cii), saying (q. 2) that “Christ wished to
appear to man and to have His doctrine preached to them
when and where He knew those were who would believe in
Him. But in such times and places as His Gospel was not
preached He foresaw that not all, indeed, but many would so
bear themselves towards His preaching as not to believe in
His corporeal presence, even were He to raise the dead.” But
the same Augustine, taking exception to this reply in his book
(De Perseverantia ix), says: “How can we say the inhabitants
of Tyre and Sidon would not believe when such great wonders
were wrought in their midst, or would not have believed had
they beenwrought, whenGodHimself bears witness that they
would have done penance with great humility if these signs of
Divine power had been wrought in their midst?” And he adds
in answer (De Perseverantia xi): “Hence, as the Apostle says
(Rom. 9:16), ‘it is not of him that willeth nor of him that run-
neth, but of God that showeth mercy’; Who (succors whom
Hewill of ) thosewho, asHe foresaw,wouldbelieve inHismir-
acles if wrought amongst them, (while others)He succors not,
having judged them in His predestination secretly yet justly.
erefore let us unshrinkingly believe His mercy to be with
those who are set free, and His truth with those who are con-
demned.”*.

Reply toObjection 3. Perfection is prior to imperfection,
both in time and nature, in things that are different (for what
brings others to perfection must itself be perfect); but in one
and the same, imperfection is prior in time though posterior
in nature. And thus the eternal perfection of God precedes in
duration the imperfection of human nature; but the latter’s ul-
timate perfection in union with God follows.

* e words in brackets are not in the text of St. Augustine.
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IIIa q. 1 a. 6Whether the Incarnation ought to have been put off till the end of the world?

Objection 1. It would seem that the work of the Incarna-
tion ought to have been put off till the end of the world. For it
is written (Ps. 91:11): “My old age in plentifulmercy”—i.e. “in
the last days,” as a gloss says. But the time of the Incarnation is
especially the time of mercy, according to Ps. 101:14: “For it
is time to have mercy on it.” erefore the Incarnation ought
to have been put off till the end of the world.

Objection 2. Further, as has been said (a. 5, ad 3), in the
same subject, perfection is subsequent in time to imperfec-
tion. erefore, what is most perfect ought to be the very last
in time. But the highest perfection of human nature is in the
unionwith theWord, because “inChrist it hathpleased theFa-
ther that all the fulness of the Godhead should dwell,” as the
Apostle says (Col. 1:19, and 2:9). erefore the Incarnation
ought to have been put off till the end of the world.

Objection 3. Further, what can be done by one ought not
to be done by two. But the one coming of Christ at the end
of the world was sufficient for the salvation of human nature.
erefore it was not necessary for Him to come beforehand
in His Incarnation; and hence the Incarnation ought to have
been put off till the end of the world.

On the contrary, It is written (Hab. 3:2): “In the midst of
the yearsou shalt make it known.”erefore the mystery of
the Incarnation which was made known to the world ought
not to have been put off till the end of the world.

I answer that, As it was not fitting that God should be-
come incarnate at the beginning of the world, so also it was
not fitting that the Incarnation should be put off till the end
of the world. And this is shown first from the union of the Di-
vine and human nature. For, as it has been said (a. 5, ad 3),
perfection precedes imperfection in time in one way, and con-
trariwise in anotherway imperfection precedes perfection. For
in that which is made perfect from being imperfect, imperfec-
tion precedes perfection in time, whereas in that which is the
efficient cause of perfection, perfection precedes imperfection
in time. Now in the work of the Incarnation both concur; for
by the Incarnation human nature is raised to its highest perfec-
tion; and in this way it was not becoming that the Incarnation
should take place at the beginning of the human race. And the
Word incarnate is the efficient cause of the perfection of hu-
man nature, according to Jn. 1:16: “Of His fulness we have all
received”; and hence the work of the Incarnation ought not to
have been put off till the end of the world. But the perfection
of glory to which human nature is to be finally raised by the
Word Incarnate will be at the end of the world.

Secondly, from the effect of man’s salvation; for, as is said
Qq. Vet et Nov. Test., qu. 83, “it is in the power of the Giver to

have pity when, or as much as, He wills. HenceHe came when
Heknew itwas fitting to succor, andwhenHis boonswould be
welcome. For when by the feebleness of the human race men’s
knowledge ofGod began to growdim and theirmorals lax,He
was pleased to choose Abraham as a standard of the restored
knowledge of God and of holy living; and later onwhen rever-
ence grew weaker, He gave the law to Moses in writing; and
because the gentiles despised it and would not take it upon
themselves, and they who received it would not keep it, being
touched with pity, God sent His Son, to grant to all remission
of their sin and to offer them, justified, to God the Father.”
But if this remedy had been put off till the end of the world, all
knowledge and reverence ofGod and all uprightness ofmorals
would have been swept away from the earth.

irdly, this appears fitting to themanifestation of theDi-
vine power, which has saved men in several ways—not only
by faith in some future thing, but also by faith in something
present and past.

Reply to Objection 1. is gloss has in view the mercy of
God, which leads us to glory. Nevertheless, if it is referred to
themercy shown the human race by the Incarnation of Christ,
we must reflect that, as Augustine says (Retract. i), the time of
the Incarnation may be compared to the youth of the human
race, “on account of the strength and fervor of faith, which
works by charity”; and to old age—i.e. the sixth age—on ac-
count of the number of centuries, for Christ came in the sixth
age. And although youth and old age cannot be together in
a body, yet they can be together in a soul, the former on ac-
count of quickness, the latter on account of gravity. And hence
Augustine says elsewhere (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 44) that “it was not
becoming that the Master by Whose imitation the human
race was to be formed to the highest virtue should come from
heaven, save in the time of youth.” But in another work (De
Gen. cont.Manich. i, 23) he says: that Christ came in the sixth
age—i.e. in the old age—of the human race.

Reply to Objection 2. e work of the Incarnation is to
be viewed not as merely the terminus of a movement from im-
perfection to perfection, but also as a principle of perfection
to human nature, as has been said.

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says on Jn. 3:11,
“For God sent not His Son into the world to judge the world”
(Hom. xxviii): “ere are two comings of Christ: the first, for
the remission of sins; the second, to judge the world. For if
He had not done so, all would have perished together, since
all have sinned and need the glory of God.” Hence it is plain
that He ought not to have put off the coming in mercy till the
end of the world.
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T P, Q 2
Of the Mode of Union of the Word Incarnate

(In Twelve Articles)

Nowwemust consider themode of union of the IncarnateWord; and, first, the union itself; secondly, the Person assuming;
thirdly, the nature assumed.

Under the first head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the union of the Word Incarnate took place in the nature?
(2) Whether it took place in the Person?
(3) Whether it took place in the suppositum or hypostasis?
(4) Whether the Person or hypostasis of Christ is composite aer the Incarnation?
(5) Whether any union of body and soul took place in Christ?
(6) Whether the human nature was united to the Word accidentally?
(7) Whether the union itself is something created?
(8) Whether it is the same as assumption?
(9) Whether the union of the two natures is the greatest union?

(10) Whether the union of the two natures in Christ was brought about by grace?
(11) Whether any merits preceded it?
(12) Whether the grace of union was natural to the man Christ?

IIIa q. 2 a. 1Whether the Union of the Incarnate Word took place in the nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Union of the Word
Incarnate took place in the nature. For Cyril says (he is quoted
in the acts of the Council of Chalcedon, part ii, act. 1): “We
must understand not two natures, but one incarnate nature of
theWord ofGod”; and this could not be unless the union took
place in the nature.erefore the union of theWord Incarnate
took place in the nature.

Objection 2. Further, Athanasius says that, as the rational
soul and the flesh together form the humannature, soGod and
man together form a certain one nature; therefore the union
took place in the nature.

Objection 3. Further, of two natures one is not denom-
inated by the other unless they are to some extent mutually
transmuted. But the Divine and human natures in Christ are
denominated one by the other; for Cyril says (quoted in the
acts of the Council of Chalcedon, part ii, act. 1) that the Di-
vine nature “is incarnate”; and Gregory Nazianzen says (Ep. i
adCledon.) that the humannature is “deified,” as appears from
Damascene (De Fide Orth. iii, 6,11). erefore from two na-
tures one seems to have resulted.

On the contrary, It is said in the declaration of the Coun-
cil of Chalcedon: “We confess that in these latter times the
only-begotten Son of God appeared in two natures, without
confusion, without change, without division, without separa-
tion—the distinction of natures not having been taken away
by the union.” erefore the union did not take place in the
nature.

I answer that, To make this question clear we must con-
sider what is “nature.” Now it is to be observed that the word
“nature” comes from nativity. Hence this word was used first

of all to signify the begetting of living beings, which is called
“birth” or “sprouting forth,” the word “natura” meaning, as it
were, “nascitura.” Aerwards this word “nature” was taken to
signify the principle of this begetting; and because in living
things the principle of generation is an intrinsic principle, this
word “nature” was further employed to signify any intrinsic
principle of motion: thus the Philosopher says (Phys. ii) that
“nature is the principle of motion in that in which it is essen-
tially and not accidentally.” Now this principle is either form
or matter. Hence sometimes form is called nature, and some-
times matter. And because the end of natural generation, in
that which is generated, is the essence of the species, which the
definition signifies, this essence of the species is called the “na-
ture.” And thus Boethius defines nature (DeDuab.Nat.): “Na-
ture is what informs a thing with its specific difference,”—i.e.
which perfects the specific definition. But we are now speak-
ing of nature as it signifies the essence, or the “what-it-is,” or
the quiddity of the species.

Now, if we take nature in this way, it is impossible that
the union of the Incarnate Word took place in the nature. For
one thing is made of two or more in three ways. First, from
two complete things which remain in their perfection. is
can only happen to those whose form is composition, order,
or figure, as a heap is made up of many stones brought to-
gether without any order, but solely with juxtaposition; and
a house is made of stones and beams arranged in order, and
fashioned to a figure. And in this way some said the union was
by manner of confusion (which is without order) or by man-
ner of commensuration (which is with order). But this cannot
be. First, because neither composition nor order nor figure is
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a substantial form, but accidental; and hence it would follow
that the union of the Incarnation was not essential, but acci-
dental, which will be disproved later on (a. 6). Secondly, be-
cause thereby we should not have an absolute unity, but rela-
tive only, for there remain several things actually. irdly, be-
cause the form of such is not a nature, but an art, as the form
of a house; and thus one nature would not be constituted in
Christ, as they wish.

Secondly, one thing is made up of several things, perfect
but changed, as a mixture is made up of its elements; and in
this way some have said that the union of the Incarnation was
brought about by manner of combination. But this cannot be.
First, because the Divine Nature is altogether immutable, as
has been said ( Ia, q. 9,Aa. 1,2), hence neither can it be changed
into something else, since it is incorruptible; nor can anything
else be changed into it, for it cannot be generated. Secondly,
because what is mixed is of the same species with none of the
elements; for flesh differs in species from any of its elements.
And thus Christ would be of the same nature neither withHis
Father nor with His Mother. irdly, because there can be no
mingling of things widely apart; for the species of one of them
is absorbed, e.g. if we were to put a drop of water in a flagon
of wine. And hence, since theDivineNature infinitely exceeds
the human nature, there could be no mixture, but the Divine
Nature alone would remain.

irdly, a thing is made up of things not mixed nor
changed, but imperfect; as man is made up of soul and body,
and likewise of divers members. But this cannot be said of the
mystery of the Incarnation. First, because each nature, i.e. the
Divine and the human, has its specific perfection. Secondly,
because the Divine and human natures cannot constitute any-
thing aer the manner of quantitative parts, as the members
make up the body; for the Divine Nature is incorporeal; nor
aer the manner of form and matter, for the Divine Nature
cannot be the form of anything, especially of anything corpo-
real, since it would follow that the species resulting therefrom

would be communicable to several, and thus there would be
several Christs. irdly, because Christ would exist neither in
human nature nor in the Divine Nature: since any difference
varies the species, as unity varies number, as is said (Metaph.
viii, text. 10).

Reply to Objection 1. is authority of Cyril is ex-
pounded in the Fih Synod (i.e. Constantinople II, coll. viii,
can. 8) thus: “If anyone proclaiming one nature of theWord of
God to be incarnate does not receive it as the Fathers taught,
viz. that from the Divine and human natures (a union in sub-
sistence having taken place) one Christ results, but endeav-
ors from these words to introduce one nature or substance of
the Divinity and flesh of Christ, let such a one be anathema.”
Hence the sense is not that from two natures one results; but
that the Nature of the Word of God united flesh to Itself in
Person.

Reply to Objection 2. From the soul and body a dou-
ble unity, viz. of nature and person—results in each individ-
ual—of nature inasmuch as the soul is united to the body, and
formally perfects it, so that one nature springs from the two
as from act and potentiality or from matter and form. But the
comparison is not in this sense, for the Divine Nature cannot
be the form of a body, as was proved ( Ia, q. 3, a. 8). Unity of
person results from them, however, inasmuch as there is an in-
dividual subsisting in flesh and soul; and herein lies the like-
ness, for the one Christ subsists in the Divine and human na-
tures.

Reply toObjection 3. As Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii, 6,11), the Divine Nature is said to be incarnate because It
is united to flesh personally, and not that It is changed into
flesh. So likewise the flesh is said to be deified, as he also says
(De Fide Orth. 15,17), not by change, but by union with the
Word, its natural properties still remaining, and hence it may
be considered as deified, inasmuch as it becomes the flesh of
the Word of God, but not that it becomes God.

IIIa q. 2 a. 2Whether the union of the Incarnate Word took place in the Person?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the unionof the Incarnate
Word did not take place in the person. For the Person of God
is not distinct from His Nature, as we said ( Ia, q. 39, a. 1). If,
therefore, the union did not take place in the nature, it follows
that it did not take place in the person.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s human nature has no less
dignity than ours. But personality belongs to dignity, as was
stated above ( Ia, q. 29, a. 3, ad 2). Hence, since our human
nature has its proper personality, much more reason was there
that Christ’s should have its proper personality.

Objection 3. Further, as Boethius says (De Duab. Nat.),
a person is an individual substance of rational nature. But the
Word of God assumed an individual human nature, for “uni-
versal human nature does not exist of itself, but is the ob-

ject of pure thought,” as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
11). erefore the human nature of Christ has its personality.
Hence it does not seem that the union took place in the per-
son.

On the contrary, We read in the Synod of Chalcedon
(Part ii, act. 5): “We confess that our Lord Jesus Christ is not
parted or divided into two persons, but is one and the same
only-Begotten Son and Word of God.” erefore the union
took place in the person.

I answer that, Person has a different meaning from “na-
ture.” For nature, as has been said (a. 1), designates the spe-
cific essence which is signified by the definition. And if noth-
ing was found to be added to what belongs to the notion of
the species, there would be no need to distinguish the nature
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from the suppositum of the nature (which is the individual
subsisting in this nature), because every individual subsisting
in a nature would be altogether one with its nature. Now in
certain subsisting things we happen to find what does not be-
long to the notion of the species, viz. accidents and individuat-
ing principles, which appears chiefly in such as are composed
of matter and form. Hence in such as these the nature and the
suppositum really differ; not indeed as if theywerewholly sep-
arate, but because the suppositum includes the nature, and in
addition certain other things outside the notion of the species.
Hence the suppositum is taken to be awhole which has the na-
ture as its formal part to perfect it; and consequently in such
as are composed of matter and form the nature is not predi-
cated of the suppositum, for we do not say that this man is his
manhood. But if there is a thing in which there is nothing out-
side the species or its nature (as in God), the suppositum and
the nature are not really distinct in it, but only in our way of
thinking, inasmuch it is called “nature” as it is an essence, and a
“suppositum” as it is subsisting. And what is said of a supposi-
tum is to be applied to a person in rational or intellectual crea-
tures; for a person is nothing else than “an individual substance
of rational nature,” according to Boethius.erefore, whatever
adheres to a person is united to it in person, whether it belongs
to its nature or not. Hence, if the human nature is not united
to God the Word in person, it is nowise united to Him; and
thus belief in the Incarnation is altogether done awaywith, and
Christian faith wholly overturned. erefore, inasmuch as the
Word has a human nature united to Him, which does not be-
long toHisDivineNature, it follows that the union took place
in the Person of the Word, and not in the nature.

Reply to Objection 1. Although in God Nature and Per-
son are not really distinct, yet they have distinct meanings, as
was said above, inasmuch as person signifies aer the manner
of something subsisting. And because human nature is united

to the Word, so that the Word subsists in it, and not so that
His Nature receives therefrom any addition or change, it fol-
lows that the union of human nature to theWord ofGod took
place in the person, and not in the nature.

Reply to Objection 2. Personality pertains of necessity to
the dignity of a thing, and to its perfection so far as it pertains
to the dignity and perfection of that thing to exist by itself
(which is understood by theword “person”).Now it is a greater
dignity to exist in something nobler than oneself than to exist
by oneself.Hence the humannature ofChrist has a greater dig-
nity than ours, from this very fact that in us, being existent by
itself, it has its own personality, but in Christ it exists in the
Person of the Word. us to perfect the species belongs to the
dignity of a form, yet the sensitive part in man, on account of
its union with the nobler form which perfects the species, is
more noble than in brutes, where it is itself the form which
perfects.

Reply to Objection 3. e Word of God “did not assume
human nature in general, but ‘in atomo’ ”—that is, in an indi-
vidual—as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 11) otherwise
every man would be the Word of God, even as Christ was. Yet
wemust bear inmind that not every individual in the genus of
substance, even in rational nature, is a person, but that alone
which exists by itself, and not that which exists in some more
perfect thing.Hence the hand of Socrates, although it is a kind
of individual, is not a person, because it does not exist by itself,
but in something more perfect, viz. in the whole. And hence,
too, this is signified by a “person” being defined as “an individ-
ual substance,” for the hand is not a complete substance, but
part of a substance.erefore, although this human nature is a
kind of individual in the genus of substance, it has not its own
personality, because it does not exist separately, but in some-
thing more perfect, viz. in the Person of the Word. erefore
the union took place in the person.

IIIa q. 2 a. 3Whether the union of the Word Incarnate took place in the suppositum or hypostasis?

Objection 1. It would seem that the union of the Word
Incarnate did not take place in the suppositum or hypostasis.
For Augustine says (Enchiridion xxxv, xxxviii): “Both the Di-
vine and human substance are one Son of God, but they are
one thing [aliud] by reason of theWord and another thing [al-
iud] by reason of the man.” And Pope Leo says in his letter to
Flavian (Ep. xxviii): “One of these is glorious with miracles,
the other succumbs under injuries.” But “one” [aliud] and “the
other” [aliud] differ in suppositum.erefore the union of the
Word Incarnate did not take place in the suppositum.

Objection 2. Further, hypostasis is nothing more than a
“particular substance,” as Boethius says (De Duab. Nat.). But
it is plain that in Christ there is another particular substance
beyond the hypostasis of the Word, viz. the body and the soul
and the resultant of these. erefore there is another hyposta-
sis in Him besides the hypostasis of the Word.

Objection 3. Further, the hypostasis of the Word is not
included in any genus or species, as is plain from Ia, q. 3, a. 5.
But Christ, inasmuch as He is made man, is contained under
the species of man; forDionysius says (Div. Nom. 1): “Within
the limits of our natureHe came,Who far surpasses the whole
order of nature supersubstantially.” Now nothing is contained
under the human species unless it be a hypostasis of the human
species.erefore in Christ there is another hypostasis besides
the hypostasis of the Word of God; and hence the same con-
clusion follows as above.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
3,4,5): “In our Lord Jesus Christ we acknowledge two natures
and one hypostasis.”

I answer that, Some who did not know the relation of hy-
postasis to person, although granting that there is but one per-
son inChrist, held, nevertheless, that there is one hypostasis of
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God and another of man, and hence that the union took place
in the person and not in the hypostasis. Now this, for three
reasons, is clearly erroneous. First, because person only adds
to hypostasis a determinate nature, viz. rational, according to
what Boethius says (DeDuab. Nat.), “a person is an individual
substance of rational nature”; and hence it is the same to at-
tribute to the human nature in Christ a proper hypostasis and
a proper person. And the holy Fathers, seeing this, condemned
both in the Fih Council held at Constantinople, saying: “If
anyone seeks to introduce into the mystery of the Incarnation
two subsistences or two persons, let him be anathema. For by
the incarnation of one of the Holy Trinity, God the Word, the
Holy Trinity received no augment of person or subsistence.”
Now “subsistence” is the same as the subsisting thing, which
is proper to hypostasis, as is plain from Boethius (De Duab.
Nat.). Secondly, because if it is granted that person adds to
hypostasis something in which the union can take place, this
something is nothing else than a property pertaining to dig-
nity; according as it is said by some that a person is a “hyposta-
sis distinguished by a property pertaining to dignity.” If, there-
fore, the union tookplace in theperson andnot in thehyposta-
sis, it follows that the union only took place in regard to some
dignity. And this is whatCyril, with the approval of theCoun-
cil of Ephesus (part iii, can. 3), condemned in these terms: “If
anyone aer the uniting divides the subsistences in the one
Christ, only joining them in a union of dignity or authority
or power, and not rather in a concourse of natural union, let
him be anathema.”irdly, because to the hypostasis alone are
attributed the operations and thenatural properties, andwhat-
ever belongs to the nature in the concrete; for we say that this
man reasons, and is risible, and is a rational animal. So like-
wise this man is said to be a suppositum, because he underlies
[supponitur] whatever belongs to man and receives its pred-
ication. erefore, if there is any hypostasis in Christ besides
the hypostasis of the Word, it follows that whatever pertains
to man is verified of some other than the Word, e.g. that He
was born of a Virgin, suffered, was crucified, was buried. And
this, too, was condemned with the approval of the Council of
Ephesus (part iii, can. 4) in these words: “If anyone ascribes to
two persons or subsistences such words as are in the evangeli-
cal and apostolic Scriptures, or have been said of Christ by the
saints, or by Himself of Himself, and, moreover, applies some
of them to the man, taken as distinct from the Word of God,

and some of them (as if they could be used of God alone) only
to the Word of God the Father, let him be anathema.” ere-
fore it is plainly a heresy condemned long since by the Church
to say that inChrist there are twohypostases, or two supposita,
or that the union did not take place in the hypostasis or sup-
positum.Hence in the sameSynod (can. 2) it is said: “If anyone
does not confess that the Word was united to flesh in subsis-
tence, and that Christ withHis flesh is both—towit, God and
man—let him be anathema.”

Reply to Objection 1. As accidental difference makes a
thing “other” [alterum], so essential differencemakes “another
thing” [aliud]. Now it is plain that the “otherness” which
springs from accidental difference may pertain to the same hy-
postasis or suppositum in created things, since the same thing
numerically can underlie different accidents. But it does not
happen in created things that the same numerically can sub-
sist in divers essences or natures. Hence just as when we speak
of “otherness” in regard to creatures we do not signify diver-
sity of suppositum, but only diversity of accidental forms, so
likewise when Christ is said to be one thing or another thing,
we do not imply diversity of suppositum or hypostasis, but di-
versity of nature. Hence Gregory Nazianzen says in a letter to
Chelidonius (Ep. ci): “In the Saviour we may find one thing
and another, yet He is not one person and another. And I say
‘one thing and another’; whereas, on the contrary, in the Trin-
ity we say one Person and another (so as not to confuse the
subsistences), but not one thing and another.”

Reply to Objection 2. Hypostasis signifies a particular
substance, not in every way, but as it is in its complement. Yet
as it is in unionwith somethingmore complete, it is not said to
be a hypostasis, as a hand or a foot. So likewise the human na-
ture in Christ, although it is a particular substance, neverthe-
less cannot be called a hypostasis or suppositum, seeing that it
is in unionwith a completed thing, viz. thewholeChrist, asHe
isGod andman. But the complete beingwithwhich it concurs
is said to be a hypostasis or suppositum.

Reply toObjection 3. In created things a singular thing is
placed in a genus or species, not on account of what belongs to
its individuation, but on account of its nature, which springs
from its form, and in composite things individuation is taken
more from matter. Hence we say that Christ is in the human
species by reason of the nature assumed, and not by reason of
the hypostasis.

IIIa q. 2 a. 4Whether aer the Incarnation the Person or Hypostasis of Christ is composite?

Objection1. Itwould seem that thePersonofChrist is not
composite. For thePersonofChrist is naught else than thePer-
son or hypostasis of the Word, as appears from what has been
said (a. 2). But in the Word, Person and Nature do not differ,
as appears from Ia, q. 39, a. 1. erefore since the Nature of
the Word is simple, as was shown above ( Ia, q. 3, a. 7), it is
impossible that the Person of Christ be composite.

Objection 2. Further, all composition requires parts. But
the Divine Nature is incompatible with the notion of a part,
for every part implicates the notion of imperfection.erefore
it is impossible that the Person of Christ be composed of two
natures.

Objection 3. Further, what is composed of others would
seem to be homogeneous with them, as from bodies only a
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body can be composed.erefore if there is anything inChrist
composed of the two natures, it follows that this will not be a
person but a nature; and hence the union in Christ will take
place in the nature, which is contrary to a. 2.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
3,4,5), “In the Lord Jesus Christ we acknowledge two natures,
but one hypostasis composed from both.”

I answer that, e Person or hypostasis of Christ may be
viewed in two ways. First as it is in itself, and thus it is alto-
gether simple, even as the Nature of the Word. Secondly, in
the aspect of person or hypostasis to which it belongs to sub-
sist in a nature; and thus the Person of Christ subsists in two
natures. Hence though there is one subsisting being in Him,
yet there are different aspects of subsistence, and hence He is

said to be a composite person, insomuch as one being subsists
in two.

And thereby the solution to the first is clear.
Reply to Objection 2. is composition of a person from

natures is not so called on account of parts, but by reason of
number, even as that in which two things concur may be said
to be composed of them.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not verified in every composi-
tion, that the thing composed is homogeneous with its com-
ponent parts, but only in the parts of a continuous thing; for
the continuous is composed solely of continuous [parts]. But
an animal is composed of soul and body, and neither of these
is an animal.

IIIa q. 2 a. 5Whether in Christ there is any union of soul and body?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was no
union of soul and body. For from the union of soul and body
in us a person or a human hypostasis is caused. Hence if the
soul and body were united in Christ, it follows that a hyposta-
sis resulted from their union. But this was not the hypostasis
of God the Word, for It is eternal. erefore in Christ there
would be a person or hypostasis besides the hypostasis of the
Word, which is contrary to Aa. 2,3.

Objection 2. Further, from the union of soul and body
results the nature of the human species. But Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. iii, 3), that “we must not conceive a common
species in the Lord JesusChrist.”erefore there was no union
of soul and body in Him.

Objection 3.Further, the soul is united to the body for the
sole purpose of quickening it. But the body of Christ could be
quickened by theWord ofGodHimself, seeingHe is the fount
and principle of life.erefore inChrist there was no union of
soul and body.

On the contrary,e body is not said to be animated save
from its union with the soul. Now the body of Christ is said to
be animated, as the Church chants: “Taking an animate body,
He deigned to be born of a Virgin”*. erefore in Christ there
was a union of soul and body.

I answer that,Christ is called a man univocally with other
men, as being of the same species, according to the Apostle
(Phil. 2:7), “being made in the likeness of a man.” Now it be-
longs essentially to thehuman species that the soul be united to
the body, for the form does not constitute the species, except
inasmuch as it becomes the act of matter, and this is the termi-
nus of generation through which nature intends the species.
Hence it must be said that in Christ the soul was united to the
body; and the contrary is heretical, since it destroys the truth
of Christ’s humanity.

Reply to Objection 1. is would seem to be the reason
which was of weight with such as denied the union of the soul
and body in Christ, viz. lest they should thereby be forced to

admit a second person or hypostasis in Christ, since they saw
that the union of soul and body in mere men resulted in a
person. But this happens in mere men because the soul and
body are so united in them as to exist by themselves. But in
Christ they are united together, so as to be united to some-
thing higher, which subsists in the nature composed of them.
Andhence fromtheunionof the soul andbody inChrist a new
hypostasis or person does not result, but what is composed of
them is united to the already existing hypostasis or Person.Nor
does it therefore follow that the union of the soul and body in
Christ is of less effect than in us, for its union with something
nobler does not lessen but increases its virtue and worth; just
as the sensitive soul in animals constitutes the species, as being
considered the ultimate form, yet it does not do so in man, al-
though it is of greater effect and dignity, and this because of
its unionwith a further and nobler perfection, viz. the rational
soul, as has been said above (a. 2, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 2. is saying of Damascene may be
taken in two ways: First, as referring to human nature, which,
as it is in one individual alone, has not the nature of a common
species, but only inasmuch as either it is abstracted from every
individual, and considered in itself by the mind, or according
as it is in all individuals. Now the Son of God did not assume
human nature as it exists in the pure thought of the intellect,
since in this wayHewould not have assumed human nature in
reality, unless it be said that human nature is a separate idea,
just as the Platonists conceived of man without matter. But in
this way the Son of God would not have assumed flesh, con-
trary to what is written (Lk. 24:39), “A spirit hath not flesh
and bones as you see Me to have.” Neither can it be said that
the SonofGod assumedhumannature as it is in all the individ-
uals of the same species, otherwise He would have assumed all
men. erefore it remains, as Damascene says further on (De
Fide Orth. iii, 11) that He assumed human nature “in atomo,”
i.e. in an individual; not, indeed, in another individual which
is a suppositum or a person of that nature, but in the Person of

* Feast of the Circumcision, Ant. ii, Lauds.
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the Son of God.
Secondly, this saying ofDamascenemay be taken not as re-

ferring to human nature, as if from the union of soul and body
one common nature (viz. human) did not result, but as refer-
ring to the union of the two naturesDivine and human: which
do not combine so as to form a third something that becomes
a common nature, for in this way it would become predicable
of many, and this is what he is aiming at, since he adds: “For
there was not generated, neither will there ever be generated,
anotherChrist,Who from theGodhead andmanhood, and in

the Godhead and manhood, is perfect God and perfect man.”
Reply to Objection 3. ere are two principles of corpo-

real life: one the effective principle, and in this way the Word
of God is the principle of all life; the other, the formal prin-
ciple of life, for since “in living things to be is to live,” as the
Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 37), just as everything is for-
mally by its form, so likewise the body lives by the soul: in this
way a body could not live by the Word, Which cannot be the
form of a body.

IIIa q. 2 a. 6Whether the human nature was united to the Word of God accidentally?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human nature was
united to the Word of God accidentally. For the Apostle says
(Phil. 2:7) of the Son of God, that He was “in habit found as
a man.” But habit is accidentally associated with that to which
it pertains, whether habit be taken for one of the ten predica-
ments or as a species of quality. erefore human nature is ac-
cidentally united to the Son of God.

Objection 2. Further, whatever comes to a thing that is
complete in being comes to it accidentally, for an accident is
said to be what can come or go without the subject being cor-
rupted. But human nature came to Christ in time, Who had
perfect being from eternity.erefore it came toHim acciden-
tally.

Objection 3.Further, whatever does not pertain to the na-
ture or the essence of a thing is its accident, for whatever is, is
either a substance or an accident. But human nature does not
pertain to theDivine Essence orNature of the Son of God, for
the union did not take place in the nature, as was said above
(a. 1). Hence the human nature must have accrued acciden-
tally to the Son of God.

Objection 4. Further, an instrument accrues accidentally.
But the human nature was the instrument of the Godhead in
Christ, for Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 15), that “the
flesh of Christ is the instrument of the Godhead.” erefore
it seems that the human nature was united to the Son of God
accidentally.

On the contrary, Whatever is predicated accidentally,
predicates, not substance, but quantity, or quality, or some
other mode of being. If therefore the human nature accrues
accidentally, when we say Christ is man, we do not predicate
substance, but quality or quantity, or some other mode of be-
ing, which is contrary to the Decretal of Pope Alexander III,
who says (Conc. Later. iii): “Since Christ is perfect God and
perfect man, what foolhardiness have some to dare to affirm
that Christ as man is not a substance?”

I answer that, In evidence of this question we must know
that two heresies have arisen with regard to the mystery of the
union of the two natures in Christ. e first confused the na-
tures, as Eutyches and Dioscorus, who held that from the two
natures one nature resulted, so that they confessed Christ to

be “from” two natures (which were distinct before the union),
but not “in” two natures (the distinction of nature coming to
an end aer the union).e secondwas the heresy ofNestorius
and eodore of Mopsuestia, who separated the persons. For
they held the Person of the Son of God to be distinct from the
Person of the Son ofman, and said theseweremutually united:
first, “by indwelling,” inasmuch as the Word of God dwelt in
theman, as in a temple; secondly, “by unity of intention,” inas-
much as the will of the man was always in agreement with the
will of the Word of God; thirdly, “by operation,” inasmuch as
they said the man was the instrument of the Word of God;
fourthly, “by greatness of honor,” inasmuch as all honor shown
to the Son of God was equally shown to the Son of man, on
account ofHis unionwith the Son ofGod; fihly, “by equivo-
cation,” i.e. communication of names, inasmuch as we say that
this man is God and the Son of God. Now it is plain that these
modes imply an accidental union.

But some more recent masters, thinking to avoid these
heresies, through ignorance fell into them. For some conceded
one person in Christ, but maintained two hypostases, or two
supposita, saying that a man, composed of body and soul, was
from the beginning of his conception assumed by the Word
of God. And this is the first opinion set down by the Master
(Sent. iii,D, 6). But others desirous of keeping the unity of per-
son, held that the soul ofChristwas not united to the body, but
that these two were mutually separate, and were united to the
Word accidentally, so that the number of persons might not
be increased. And this is the third opinion which the Master
sets down (Sent. iii, D, 6).

But both of these opinions fall into the heresy of Nesto-
rius; the first, indeed, because to maintain two hypostases or
supposita in Christ is the same as to maintain two persons,
as was shown above (a. 3). And if stress is laid on the word
“person,” we must have in mind that even Nestorius spoke of
unity of person on account of the unity of dignity and honor.
Hence the fih Council (Constantinople II, coll. viii, can. 5)
directs an anathema against such a one as holds “one person
in dignity, honor and adoration, as eodore and Nestorius
foolishly wrote.” But the other opinion falls into the error of
Nestorius by maintaining an accidental union. For there is no
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difference in saying that theWord ofGod is united to theMan
Christ by indwelling, as in His temple (as Nestorius said), or
by putting on man, as a garment, which is the third opinion;
rather it says somethingworse thanNestorius—towit, that the
soul and body are not united.

Now the Catholic faith, holding the mean between the
aforesaid positions, does not affirm that the union of God
and man took place in the essence or nature, nor yet in some-
thing accidental, but midway, in a subsistence or hypostasis.
Hence in the fih Council (Constantinople II, coll. viii, can.
5) we read: “Since the unity may be understood in many ways,
thosewho follow the impiety ofApollinaris andEutyches, pro-
fessing the destruction of what came together” (i.e. destroying
both natures), “confess a union by mingling; but the followers
of eodore and Nestorius, maintaining division, introduce a
union of purpose. But the Holy Church of God, rejecting the
impiety of both these treasons, confesses a union of the Word
of God with flesh, by composition, which is in subsistence.”
erefore it is plain that the secondof the three opinions,men-
tioned by theMaster (Sent. iii,D, 6), which holds one hyposta-
sis of God and man, is not to be called an opinion, but an arti-
cle of Catholic faith. So likewise the first opinion which holds
twohypostases, and the thirdwhichholds an accidental union,
are not to be styled opinions, but heresies condemned by the
Church in Councils.

Reply toObjection 1. As Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii, 26): “Examples need not bewholly and at all points similar,
for what is wholly similar is the same, and not an example, and
especially in Divine things, for it is impossible to find a wholly
similar example in the eology,” i.e. in the Godhead of Per-
sons, “and in theDispensation,” i.e. themystery of the Incarna-
tion. Hence the human nature in Christ is likened to a habit,
i.e. a garment, not indeed in regard to accidental union, but
inasmuch as the Word is seen by the human nature, as a man
by his garment, and also inasmuch as the garment is changed,
for it is shaped according to the figure of him who puts it on,
and yet he is not changed from his form on account of the gar-
ment. So likewise the human nature assumed by the Word of

God is ennobled, but the Word of God is not changed, as Au-
gustine says (Qq. 83, qu. 73).

Reply to Objection 2. Whatever accrues aer the com-
pletion of the being comes accidentally, unless it be taken into
communion with the complete being, just as in the resurrec-
tion the body comes to the soul which pre-exists, yet not ac-
cidentally, because it is assumed unto the same being, so that
the body has vital being through the soul; but it is not so with
whiteness, for the being of whiteness is other than the being of
man to which whiteness comes. But theWord of God from all
eternity had complete being in hypostasis or person; while in
time the human nature accrued to it, not as if it were assumed
unto one being inasmuch as this is of the nature (even as the
body is assumed to the being of the soul), but to one being inas-
much as this is of the hypostasis or person. Hence the human
nature is not accidentally united to the Son of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Accident is divided against sub-
stance. Now substance, as is plain from Metaph. v, 25, is taken
in two ways: first, for essence or nature; secondly, for supposi-
tum or hypostasis—hence the union having taken place in the
hypostasis, is enough to show that it is not an accidental union,
although the union did not take place in the nature.

Reply to Objection 4. Not everything that is assumed as
an instrument pertains to the hypostasis of the one who as-
sumes, as is plain in the case of a saw or a sword; yet noth-
ing prevents what is assumed into the unity of the hypostasis
from being as an instrument, even as the body of man or his
members. Hence Nestorius held that the human nature was
assumed by the Word merely as an instrument, and not into
the unity of the hypostasis. And therefore he did not concede
that the man was really the Son of God, but His instrument.
HenceCyril says (Epist. adMonach.Aegyptii): “eScripture
does not affirm that this Emmanuel,” i.e. Christ, “was assumed
for the office of an instrument, but as God truly humanized,”
i.e. made man. But Damascene held that the human nature in
Christ is an instrument belonging to the unity of the hyposta-
sis.

IIIa q. 2 a. 7Whether the union of the Divine nature and the human is anything created?

Objection 1. It would seem that the union of the Divine
and human natures is not anything created. For there can be
nothing created in God, because whatever is in God is God.
But the union is in God, for God Himself is united to human
nature. erefore it seems that the union is not anything cre-
ated.

Objection 2. Further, the end holds first place in every-
thing. But the end of the union is theDivine hypostasis or Per-
son in which the union is terminated. erefore it seems that
this union ought chiefly to be judgedwith reference to the dig-
nity of the Divine hypostasis, which is not anything created.
erefore the union is nothing created.

Objection 3. Further, “at which is the cause of a thing
being such is still more so” (Poster. i). But man is said to be the
Creator on account of the union. erefore much more is the
union itself nothing created, but the Creator.

On the contrary,Whatever has a beginning in time is cre-
ated.Now this unionwas not from eternity, but began in time.
erefore the union is something created.

I answer that, e union of which we are speaking is a re-
lation which we consider between the Divine and the human
nature, inasmuch as they come together in one Person of the
Son of God. Now, as was said above ( Ia, q. 13, a. 7), every rela-
tion which we consider betweenGod and the creature is really
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in the creature, by whose change the relation is brought into
being; whereas it is not really in God, but only in our way of
thinking, since it does not arise from any change in God. And
hence we must say that the union of which we are speaking is
not really in God, except only in our way of thinking; but in
the human nature, which is a creature, it is really.erefore we
must say it is something created.

Reply toObjection 1.is union is not really inGod, but
only in our way of thinking, for God is said to be united to a
creature inasmuch as the creature is really united to Godwith-

out any change in Him.
Reply to Objection 2. e specific nature of a relation, as

of motion, depends on the subject. And since this union has
its being nowhere save in a created nature, as was said above, it
follows that it has a created being.

Reply toObjection 3.Aman is called Creator and is God
because of the union, inasmuch as it is terminated in the Di-
vine hypostasis; yet it does not follow that the union itself is
the Creator or God, because that a thing is said to be created
regards its being rather than its relation.

IIIa q. 2 a. 8Whether union is the same as assumption?

Objection 1. It would seem that union is the same as as-
sumption. For relations, as motions, are specified by their ter-
mini. Now the term of assumption and union is one and the
same, viz. the Divine hypostasis.erefore it seems that union
and assumption are not different.

Objection 2. Further, in the mystery of the Incarnation
the same thing seems to be what unites and what assumes, and
what is united andwhat is assumed. But union and assumption
seem to follow the action and passion of the thing uniting and
the united, of the thing assuming and the assumed. erefore
union seems to be the same as assumption.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
11): “Union is one thing, incarnation is another; for union de-
mandsmere copulation, and leaves unsaid the end of the copu-
lation; but incarnation and humanation determine the end of
copulation.” But likewise assumption does not determine the
end of copulation.erefore it seems that union is the same as
assumption.

On the contrary, e Divine Nature is said to be united,
not assumed.

I answer that, As was stated above (a. 7), union implies
a certain relation of the Divine Nature and the human, ac-
cording as they come together in one Person. Now all rela-
tions which begin in time are brought about by some change;
and change consists in action and passion. Hence the “first”
and principal difference between assumption and union must
be said to be that union implies the relation: whereas assump-
tion implies the action, whereby someone is said to assume, or
the passion, whereby something is said to be assumed. Now
from this difference another “second” difference arises, for as-
sumption implies “becoming,” whereas union implies “having
become,” and therefore the thing uniting is said to be united,
but the thing assuming is not said to be assumed. For the hu-
man nature is taken to be in the terminus of assumption unto

the Divine hypostasis when man is spoken of; and hence we
can truly say that the Son of God, Who assumes human na-
ture unto Himself, is man. But human nature, considered in
itself, i.e. in the abstract, is viewed as assumed; and we do not
say the Son of God is human nature. From this same follows
a “third” difference, which is that a relation, especially one
of equiparance, is no more to one extreme than to the other,
whereas action and passion bear themselves differently to the
agent and the patient, and to different termini. And hence as-
sumption determines the term whence and the term whither;
for assumption means a taking to oneself from another. But
union determines none of these things. hence itmay be said in-
differently that the human nature is united with theDivine, or
conversely. But the Divine Nature is not said to be assumed by
the human, but conversely, because the human nature is joined
to theDivine personality, so that the Divine Person subsists in
human nature.

Reply toObjection1.Union and assumptionhavenot the
same relation to the term, but a different relation, as was said
above.

Reply to Objection 2. What unites and what assumes are
not the same. For whatsoever Person assumes unites, and not
conversely. For the Person of the Father united the human na-
ture to the Son, but not to Himself; and hence He is said to
unite and not to assume. So likewise the united and the as-
sumed are not identical, for the Divine Nature is said to be
united, but not assumed.

Reply to Objection 3. Assumption determines with
whom the union ismade on the part of the one assuming, inas-
much as assumptionmeans taking unto oneself [ad se sumere],
whereas incarnation and humanation (determine with whom
the union is made) on the part of the thing assumed, which is
flesh or human nature. And thus assumption differs logically
both from union and from incarnation or humanation.
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IIIa q. 2 a. 9Whether the union of the two natures in Christ is the greatest of all unions?

Objection 1. It would seem that the union of the two na-
tures in Christ is not the greatest of all unions. For what is
united falls short of the unity of what is one, since what is
united is by participation, but one is by essence.Now in created
things there are some that are simply one, as is shown especially
in unity itself, which is the principle of number. erefore the
union of which we are speaking does not imply the greatest of
all unions.

Objection 2. Further, the greater the distance between
things united, the less the union. Now, the things united by
this union are most distant—namely, the Divine and human
natures; for they are infinitely apart. erefore their union is
the least of all.

Objection 3. Further, from union there results one. But
from the union of soul and body in us there arises what is one
in person and nature; whereas from the union of the Divine
and human nature there results what is one in person only.
erefore the union of soul and body is greater than that of
the Divine and human natures; and hence the union of which
we speak does not imply the greatest unity.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (DeTrin. i, 10) that “man
is in the Son of God, more than the Son in the Father.” But
the Son is in the Father by unity of essence, and man is in the
Son by the union of the Incarnation. erefore the union of
the Incarnation is greater than the unity of theDivine Essence,
which nevertheless is the greatest union; and thus the union of
the Incarnation implies the greatest unity.

I answer that,Union implies the joining of several in some
one thing.erefore theunionof the Incarnationmaybe taken
in two ways: first, in regard to the things united; secondly, in
regard to that in which they are united. And in this regard this
union has a pre-eminence over other unions; for the unity of

the Divine Person, in which the two natures are united, is the
greatest. But it has no pre-eminence in regard to the things
united.

Reply to Objection 1. e unity of the Divine Person is
greater than numerical unity, which is the principle of num-
ber. For the unity of a Divine Person is an uncreated and self-
subsisting unity, not received into another by participation.
Also, it is complete in itself, having in itself whatever pertains
to the nature of unity; and therefore it is not compatible with
the nature of a part, as in numerical unity, which is a part of
number, and which is shared in by the things numbered. And
hence in this respect the union of the Incarnation is higher
than numerical unity by reason of the unity of the Divine Per-
son, and not by reason of the human nature, which is not the
unity of the Divine Person, but is united to it.

Reply to Objection 2. is reason regards the things
united, and not the Person in Whom the union takes place.

Reply to Objection 3. e unity of the Divine Person is
greater than the unity of person and nature in us; and hence
the union of the Incarnation is greater than the union of soul
and body in us.

And because what is urged in the argument “on the con-
trary” rests uponwhat is untrue—namely, that theunionof the
Incarnation is greater than the unity of the Divine Persons in
Essence—we must say to the authority of Augustine that the
human nature is not more in the Son of God than the Son of
God in the Father, butmuch less. But theman in some respects
is more in the Son than the Son in the Father—namely, inas-
much as the same suppositum is signified when I say “man,”
meaning Christ, and when I say “Son of God”; whereas it is
not the same suppositum of Father and Son.

IIIa q. 2 a. 10Whether the union of the Incarnation took place by grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the union of the Incar-
nation did not take place by grace. For grace is an accident, as
was shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 2). But the union of the
human nature to the Divine did not take place accidentally, as
was shown above (a. 6). erefore it seems that the union of
the Incarnation did not take place by grace.

Objection 2.Further, the subject of grace is the soul. But it
is written (Col. 2:9): “InChrist [Vulg.: ‘Him’] dwelleth all the
fulness of the Godhead corporeally.” erefore it seems that
this union did not take place by grace.

Objection 3. Further, every saint is united to God by
grace. If, therefore, the union of the Incarnation was by grace,
it would seem thatChrist is said to beGod nomore than other
holy men.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Praed. Sanct. xv):
“By the same grace everyman ismade aChristian, from the be-

ginning of his faith, as this man from His beginning was made
Christ.” But this man becameChrist by unionwith theDivine
Nature. erefore this union was by grace.

I answer that,Aswas said above ( Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 1), grace
is taken in two ways:–first, as the will of God gratuitously be-
stowing something; secondly, as the free gi of God. Now hu-
man nature stands in need of the gratuitous will of God in or-
der to be liedup toGod, since this is above its natural capabil-
ity. Moreover, human nature is lied up to God in two ways:
first, by operation, as the saints know and love God; secondly,
by personal being, and thismode belongs exclusively toChrist,
inWhomhuman nature is assumed so as to be in the Person of
the Son of God. But it is plain that for the perfection of oper-
ation the power needs to be perfected by a habit, whereas that
a nature has being in its own suppositum does not take place
by means of a habit.
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And hence we must say that if grace be understood as the
will ofGod gratuitously doing something or reputing anything
as well-pleasing or acceptable to Him, the union of the In-
carnation took place by grace, even as the union of the saints
with God by knowledge and love. But if grace be taken as the
free gi of God, then the fact that the human nature is united
to the Divine Person may be called a grace, inasmuch as it
took place without being preceded by any merits—but not as
though there were an habitual grace, by means of which the
union took place.

Reply to Objection 1. e grace which is an accident is
a certain likeness of the Divinity participated by man. But by
the Incarnation human nature is not said to have participated
a likeness of the Divine nature, but is said to be united to the
Divine Nature itself in the Person of the Son. Now the thing
itself is greater than a participated likeness of it.

Reply to Objection 2. Habitual grace is only in the soul;
but the grace, i.e. the free gi of God, of being united to the

Divine Person belongs to the whole human nature, which is
composed of soul and body. And hence it is said that the ful-
ness of the Godhead dwelt corporeally in Christ because the
DivineNature is united notmerely to the soul, but to the body
also. Although it may also be said that it dwelt in Christ cor-
poreally, i.e. not as in a shadow, as it dwelt in the sacraments
of the old law, of which it is said in the same place (Col. 2:17)
that they are the “shadow of things to come but the body is
Christ” [Vulg.: ‘Christ’s’], inasmuch as the body is opposed to
the shadow. And some say that the Godhead is said to have
dwelt inChrist corporeally, i.e. in three ways, just as a body has
three dimensions: first, by essence, presence, and power, as in
other creatures; secondly, by sanctifying grace, as in the saints;
thirdly, by personal union, which is proper to Christ.

Hence the reply to the third is manifest, viz. because the
union of the Incarnation did not take place by habitual grace
alone, but in subsistence or person.

IIIa q. 2 a. 11Whether any merits preceded the union of the Incarnation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the union of the Incar-
nation followed upon certain merits, because upon Ps. 32:22,
“Letymercy, o Lord, be upon us, as,” etc. a gloss says: “Here
the prophet’s desire for the Incarnation and its merited ful-
filment are hinted at.” erefore the Incarnation falls under
merit.

Objection2.Further,whoevermerits anythingmerits that
without which it cannot be. But the ancient Fathers merited
eternal life, to which they were able to attain only by the In-
carnation; for Gregory says (Moral. xiii): “ose who came
into this world before Christ’s coming, whatsoever eminency
of righteousness they may have had, could not, on being di-
vested of the body, at once be admitted into the bosom of the
heavenly country, seeing thatHe had not as yet comeWho, by
His own descending, should place the souls of the righteous in
their everlasting seat.” erefore it would seem that they mer-
ited the Incarnation.

Objection 3. Further, of the Blessed Virgin it is sung that
“she merited to bear the Lord of all”*, and this took place
through the Incarnation.erefore the Incarnation falls under
merit.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Praed. Sanct. xv):
“Whoever can find merits preceding the singular generation
of our Head, may also find merits preceding the repeated re-
generation of us His members.” But no merits preceded our
regeneration, according to Titus 3:5: “Not by the works of jus-
tice whichwe have done, but according toHismercyHe saved
us, by the laver of regeneration.” erefore no merits preceded
the generation of Christ.

I answer that, With regard to Christ Himself, it is clear
from the above (a. 10) that no merits of His could have pre-

ceded the union. For we do not hold that He was first of all
a mere man, and that aerwards by the merits of a good life
it was granted Him to become the Son of God, as Photinus
held; but we hold that from the beginning of His conception
thismanwas truly the SonofGod, seeing thatHehadnoother
hypostasis but that of the Son ofGod, according to Luke 1:35:
“e Holy which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son
of God.” And hence every operation of this man followed the
union.erefore no operation ofHis could have beenmerito-
rious of the union.

Neither could the needs of any othermanwhatsoever have
merited this union condignly: first, because the meritorious
works of man are properly ordained to beatitude, which is the
reward of virtue, and consists in the full enjoyment of God.
Whereas the union of the Incarnation, inasmuch as it is in
the personal being, transcends the union of the beatifiedmind
withGod, which is by the act of the soul in fruition; and there-
fore it cannot fall under merit. Secondly, because grace cannot
fall under merit, for the principle of merit does not fall un-
der merit; and therefore neither does grace, for it is the prin-
ciple of merit. Hence, still less does the Incarnation fall under
merit, since it is the principle of grace, according to Jn. 1:17:
“Grace and truth came by Jesus Christ.” irdly, because the
Incarnation is for the reformation of the entire human nature,
and therefore it does not fall under themerit of any individual
man, since the goodness of a mere man cannot be the cause of
the good of the entire nature. Yet the holy Fathers merited the
Incarnation congruously by desiring and beseeching; for it was
becoming that God should harken to those who obeyed Him.

And thereby the reply to the First Objection is manifest.
Reply to Objection 2. It is false that under merit falls ev-

* Little Office of B. V. M., Dominican Rite, Ant. at Benedictus.
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erything without which there can be no reward. For there is
something pre-required not merely for reward, but also for
merit, as the Divine goodness and grace and the very nature
of man. And again, the mystery of the Incarnation is the prin-
ciple ofmerit, because “ofHis fulness we all have received” ( Jn.
1:16).

Reply to Objection 3. e Blessed Virgin is said to have
merited to bear the Lord of all; not that shemeritedHis Incar-
nation, but because by the grace bestowed upon her she mer-
ited that grade of purity and holiness, which fitted her to be
the Mother of God.

IIIa q. 2 a. 12Whether the grace of union was natural to the man Christ?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the grace of unionwasnot
natural to themanChrist. For the unionof the Incarnationdid
not take place in thenature, but in thePerson, aswas said above
(a. 2). Now a thing is denominated from its terminus. ere-
fore this grace ought rather to be called personal than natural.

Objection 2. Further, grace is divided against nature, even
as gratuitous things, which are from God, are distinguished
from natural things, which are from an intrinsic principle. But
if things are divided in opposition to one another, one is not
denominated by the other. erefore the grace of Christ was
not natural to Him.

Objection 3. Further, natural is that which is according to
nature. But the grace of union is not natural toChrist in regard
to the Divine Nature, otherwise it would belong to the other
Persons; nor is it natural to Him according to the human na-
ture, otherwise it would belong to allmen, since they are of the
same nature as He. erefore it would seem that the grace of
union is nowise natural to Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchiridion xl): “In the
assumption of human nature, grace itself became somewhat
natural to that man, so as to leave no room for sin in Him.”

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Metaph.
v, 5), nature designates, in one way, nativity; in another, the
essence of a thing. Hence natural may be taken in two ways:
first, for what is only from the essential principles of a thing, as
it is natural to fire to mount; secondly, we call natural to man
what he has had from his birth, according to Eph. 2:3: “We
were by nature children of wrath”; andWis. 12:10: “eywere
a wicked generation, and their malice natural.” erefore the

grace of Christ, whether of union or habitual, cannot be called
natural as if caused by the principles of the human nature of
Christ, although it may be called natural, as if coming to the
human nature of Christ by the causality of His DivineNature.
But these two kinds of grace are said to be natural to Christ,
inasmuch as He had them from His nativity, since from the
beginning of His conception the human nature was united to
theDivinePerson, andHis soulwas filledwith the giof grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the union did not take
place in the nature, yet itwas caused by the power of theDivine
Nature, which is truly the nature of Christ, and it, moreover,
belonged to Christ from the beginning of His nativity.

Reply to Objection 2. e union is not said to be grace
and natural in the same respect; for it is called grace inasmuch
as it is not from merit; and it is said to be natural inasmuch as
by the power of the Divine Nature it was in the humanity of
Christ from His nativity.

Reply toObjection 3.e grace of union is not natural to
Christ according to His human nature, as if it were caused by
the principles of the human nature, and hence it need not be-
long to all men. Nevertheless, it is natural to Him in regard to
the human nature on account of the “property” of His birth,
seeing that He was conceived by the Holy Ghost, so that He
might be the natural Son of God and of man. But it is natu-
ral to Him in regard to the Divine Nature, inasmuch as the
Divine Nature is the active principle of this grace; and this be-
longs to the whole Trinity—to wit, to be the active principle
of this grace.
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T P, Q 3
Of the Mode of Union On the Part of the Person Assuming

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the union on the part of the Person assuming, and under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether to assume is befitting to a Divine Person?
(2) Whether it is befitting to the Divine Nature?
(3) Whether the Nature abstracted from the Personality can assume?
(4) Whether one Person can assume without another?
(5) Whether each Person can assume?
(6) Whether several Persons can assume one individual nature?
(7) Whether one Person can assume two individual natures?
(8) Whether it was more fitting for the Person of the Son of God to assume human nature than for another

Divine Person?

IIIa q. 3 a. 1Whether it is befitting for a Divine Person to assume?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not befitting to a Di-
vinePerson to assume a creatednature. For aDivinePerson sig-
nifies something most perfect. Now no addition can be made
to what is perfect. erefore, since to assume is to take to one-
self, and consequentlywhat is assumed is added to the onewho
assumes, it does not seem to be befitting to a Divine Person to
assume a created nature.

Objection 2. Further, that to which anything is assumed
is communicated in some degree to what is assumed to it, just
as dignity is communicated to whosoever is assumed to a dig-
nity. But it is of the nature of a person to be incommunicable,
as was said above ( Ia, q. 29, a. 1). erefore it is not befitting
to a Divine Person to assume, i.e. to take to Himself.

Objection 3. Further, person is constituted by nature. But
it is repugnant that the thing constituted should assume the
constituent, since the effect does not act on its cause. Hence it
is not befitting to a Person to assume a nature.

On the contrary, Augustine* says (De Fide ad Petrum
ii): “is God, i.e. the only-Begotten one, took the form,” i.e.
the nature, “of a servant to His own Person.” But the only-
Begotten God is a Person. erefore it is befitting to a Person
to take, i.e. to assume a nature.

I answer that, In the word “assumption” are implied two
things, viz. the principle and the term of the act, for to assume
is to take something to oneself. Now of this assumption a Per-
son is both the principle and the term.e principle—because
it properly belongs to a person to act, and this assuming of
flesh took place by the Divine action. Likewise a Person is the

term of this assumption, because, as was said above (q. 2, Aa. 1
,2), the union took place in the Person, and not in the nature.
Hence it is plain that to assume a nature is most properly be-
fitting to a Person.

Reply to Objection 1. Since the Divine Person is infinite,
no addition can be made to it: Hence Cyril says†: “We do not
conceive the mode of conjunction to be according to addi-
tion”; just as in the union of man with God, nothing is added
to God by the grace of adoption, but what is Divine is united
to man; hence, not God but man is perfected.

Reply to Objection 2. A Divine Person is said to be in-
communicable inasmuch as It cannot be predicated of sev-
eral supposita, but nothing prevents several things being pred-
icated of the Person. Hence it is not contrary to the nature
of person to be communicated so as to subsist in several na-
tures, for even in a created person several natures may concur
accidentally, as in the person of one man we find quantity and
quality. But this is proper to a Divine Person, on account of its
infinity, that there should be a concourse of natures in it, not
accidentally, but in subsistence.

Reply toObjection3.Aswas said above (q. 2, a. 1), the hu-
man nature constitutes a Divine Person, not simply, but foras-
much as the Person is denominated from such a nature. For
human nature does not make the Son of Man to be simply,
sinceHe was from eternity, but only to beman. It is by the Di-
vine Nature that a Divine Person is constituted simply. Hence
theDivine Person is not said to assume theDivineNature, but
to assume the human nature.

* Fulgentius. † Council of Ephesus, Part I, ch. 26.
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IIIa q. 3 a. 2Whether it is befitting to the Divine Nature to assume?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not befitting to the
Divine Nature to assume. Because, as was said above (a. 1), to
assume is to take to oneself. But theDivineNature did not take
to Itself human nature, for the union did not take place in the
nature, as was said above (q. 2, Aa. 1,3). Hence it is not befit-
ting to the Divine Nature to assume human nature.

Objection 2.Further, theDivineNature is common to the
three Persons. If, therefore, it is befitting to the Divine Nature
to assume, it consequently is befitting to the three Persons; and
thus the Father assumed human nature even as the Son, which
is erroneous.

Objection 3. Further, to assume is to act. But to act befits
a person, not a nature, which is rather taken to be the principle
by which the agent acts.erefore to assume is not befitting to
the nature.

On the contrary,Augustine (Fulgentius) says (De Fide ad
Petrum ii): “at nature which remains eternally begotten of
the Father” (i.e. which is received from the Father by eternal
generation) “took our nature free of sin from His Mother.”

I answer that,Aswas said above (a. 1), in theword assump-
tion two things are signified—to wit, the principle and the
term of the action. Now to be the principle of the assumption
belongs to the Divine Nature in itself, because the assumption
took place by Its power; but to be the term of the assumption
does not belong to the Divine Nature in itself, but by reason
of the Person in Whom It is considered to be. Hence a Person

is primarily and more properly said to assume, but it may be
said secondarily that the Nature assumed a nature to Its Per-
son. And aer the same manner the Nature is also said to be
incarnate, not that it is changed to flesh, but that it assumed
the nature of flesh. Hence Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
6): “Following the blessedAthanasius andCyril we say that the
Nature of God is incarnate.”

Reply to Objection 1. “Oneself ” is reciprocal, and points
to the same suppositum. But the Divine Nature is not a dis-
tinct suppositum from the Person of the Word. Hence, inas-
much as the Divine Nature took human nature to the Person
of the Word, It is said to take it to Itself. But although the Fa-
ther takes human nature to the Person of the Word, He did
not thereby take it to Himself, for the suppositum of the Fa-
ther and the Son is not one. and hence it cannot properly be
said that the Father assumes human nature.

Reply toObjection 2.What is befitting to theDivineNa-
ture in Itself is befitting to the three Persons, as goodness, wis-
dom, and the like. But to assume belongs to It by reason of the
Person of theWord, as was said above, and hence it is befitting
to that Person alone.

Reply to Objection 3. As in God “what is” and “whereby
it is” are the same, so likewise inHim “what acts” and “whereby
it acts” are the same, since everything acts, inasmuch as it is a
being.Hence theDivineNature is both thatwherebyGodacts,
and the very God Who acts.

IIIa q. 3 a. 3Whether the Nature abstracted from the Personality can assume?

Objection 1. It would seem that if we abstract the Person-
ality by our mind, the Nature cannot assume. For it was said
above (a. 1) that it belongs to the Nature to assume by reason
of the Person. But what belongs to one by reason of another
cannot belong to it if the other is removed; as a body, which is
visible by reason of color, without color cannot be seen.Hence
if the Personality bementally abstracted, theNature cannot as-
sume.

Objection 2. Further, assumption implies the term of
union, as was said above (a. 1). But the union cannot take place
in the nature, but only in the Person. erefore, if the Person-
ality be abstracted, the Divine Nature cannot assume.

Objection3.Further, it has been said above ( Ia, q. 40, a. 3)
that in theGodhead if thePersonality is abstracted, nothing re-
mains. But the onewho assumes is something.erefore, if the
Personality is abstracted, the Divine Nature cannot assume.

On the contrary, In the Godhead Personality signifies a
personal property; and this is threefold, viz. Paternity, Filia-
tion and Procession, as was said above ( Ia, q. 30, a. 2). Now
if we mentally abstract these, there still remains the omnipo-
tence of God, by which the Incarnation was wrought, as the
angel says (Lk. 1:37): “Noword shall be impossible withGod.”

erefore it seems that if the Personality be removed, the Di-
vine Nature can still assume.

I answer that, e intellect stands in two ways towards
God. First, to know God as He is, and in this manner it is
impossible for the intellect to circumscribe something in God
and leave the rest, for all that is in God is one, except the dis-
tinction of Persons; and as regards these, if one is removed
the other is taken away, since they are distinguished by rela-
tions only which must be together at the same time. Secondly,
the intellect stands towards God, not indeed as knowing God
as He is, but in its own way, i.e. understanding manifoldly
and separately what in God is one: and in this way our intel-
lect can understand theDivine goodness and wisdom, and the
like, which are called essential attributes, without understand-
ing Paternity or Filiation, which are called Personalities. And
hence if we abstract Personality by our intellect, we may still
understand the Nature assuming.

Reply to Objection 1. Because in God “what is,” and
“whereby it is,” are one, if any one of the things which are
attributed to God in the abstract is considered in itself, ab-
stracted from all else, it will still be something subsisting, and
consequently a Person, since it is an intellectual nature. Hence
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just as we now say three Persons, on account of holding three
personal properties, so likewise if wementally exclude the per-
sonal properties there will still remain in our thought the Di-
vine Nature as subsisting and as a Person. And in this way It
may be understood to assume human nature by reason of Its
subsistence or Personality.

Reply to Objection 2. Even if the personal properties of
the three Persons are abstracted by our mind, nevertheless
there will remain in our thoughts the one Personality of God,

as the Jews consider. And the assumption can be terminated in
It, as we now say it is terminated in the Person of the Word.

Reply to Objection 3. If we mentally abstract the Person-
ality, it is said that nothing remains by way of resolution, i.e. as
if the subject of the relation and the relation itself were distinct
because all we can think of inGod is considered as a subsisting
suppositum. However, some of the things predicated of God
can be understood without others, not by way of resolution,
but by the way mentioned above.

IIIa q. 3 a. 4Whether one Person without another can assume a created nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that one Person cannot
assume a created nature without another assuming it. For
“the works of the Trinity are inseparable,” as Augustine says
(Enchiridion xxxviii). But as the three Persons have one
essence, so likewise ey have one operation. Now to assume
is an operation. erefore it cannot belong to one without be-
longing to another.

Objection 2. Further, as we say the Person of the Son be-
came incarnate, so also did the Nature; for “the whole Divine
Nature became incarnate in one of Its hypostases,” as Dama-
scene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 6). But the Nature is common to
the three Persons. erefore the assumption is.

Objection 3. Further, as the human nature in Christ is as-
sumed by God, so likewise are men assumed by Him through
grace, according to Rom. 14:3: “God hath taken him toHim.”
But this assumption pertains to all the Persons; therefore the
first also.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Div. Nom. ii) that the
mystery of the Incarnation pertains to “discrete theology,” i.e.
according to which something “distinct” is said of the Divine
Persons.

I answer that,Aswas said above (a. 1), assumption implies
two things, viz. the act of assuming and the term of assump-
tion. Now the act of assumption proceeds from the Divine
power, which is common to the three Persons, but the term of

the assumption is a Person, as stated above (a. 2). Hence what
has to dowith action in the assumption is common to the three
Persons; butwhat pertains to the nature of termbelongs to one
Person in such a manner as not to belong to another; for the
three Persons caused the human nature to be united to the one
Person of the Son.

Reply to Objection 1. is reason regards the operation,
and the conclusion would follow if it implied this operation
only, without the term, which is a Person.

Reply to Objection 2. e Nature is said to be incarnate,
and to assume by reason of the Person in Whom the union is
terminated, as stated above (Aa. 1,2), and not as it is common
to the three Persons. Now “the whole Divine Nature is” said
to be “incarnate”; not that It is incarnate in all the Persons, but
inasmuch as nothing is wanting to the perfection of theDivine
Nature of the Person incarnate, as Damascene explains there.

Reply to Objection 3. e assumption which takes place
by the grace of adoption is terminated in a certain participa-
tion of the Divine Nature, by an assimilation to Its goodness,
according to 2 Pet. 1:4: “at you may be made partakers of
the Divine Nature”; and hence this assumption is common to
the three Persons, in regard to the principle and the term. But
the assumption which is by the grace of union is common on
the part of the principle, but not on the part of the term, as was
said above.

IIIa q. 3 a. 5Whether each of the Divine Persons could have assumed human nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that no other Divine Person
could have assumed human nature except the Person of the
Son. For by this assumption it has been brought about that
God is the Son of Man. But it was not becoming that either
the Father or the Holy Ghost should be said to be a Son; for
this would tend to the confusion of theDivine Persons.ere-
fore the Father and Holy Ghost could not have assumed flesh.

Objection 2. Further, by theDivine Incarnationmen have
come into possession of the adoption of sons, according to
Rom. 8:15: “For you have not received the spirit of bondage
again in fear, but the spirit of adoption of sons.” But sonship
by adoption is a participated likeness of natural sonship which
does not belong to the Father nor the Holy Ghost; hence it is

said (Rom. 8:29): “For whom He foreknew He also predesti-
nated to bemade conformable to the image ofHis Son.”ere-
fore it seems that no other Person except the Person of the Son
could have become incarnate.

Objection 3. Further, the Son is said to be sent and to be
begotten by the temporal nativity, inasmuch as He became in-
carnate. But it does not belong to the Father to be sent, for He
is innascible, as was said above ( Ia, q. 32, a. 3; Ia, q. 43, a. 4).
erefore at least the Person of the Father cannot become in-
carnate.

On the contrary,Whatever the Son can do, so can the Fa-
ther and theHolyGhost, otherwise the power of the three Per-
sons would not be one. But the Son was able to become incar-
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nate. erefore the Father and the Holy Ghost were able to
become incarnate.

I answer that, As was said above (Aa. 1,2,4), assumption
implies two things, viz. the act of the one assuming and the
term of the assumption. Now the principle of the act is theDi-
vine power, and the term is a Person. But the Divine power is
indifferently and commonly in all the Persons. Moreover, the
nature of Personality is common to all the Persons, although
the personal properties are different. Now whenever a power
regards several things indifferently, it can terminate its action
in any of them indifferently, as is plain in rational powers,
which regard opposites, and can do either of them. erefore
the Divine power could have united human nature to the Per-
son of the Father or of the Holy Ghost, as It united it to the
Person of the Son. And hence we must say that the Father or
the Holy Ghost could have assumed flesh even as the Son.

Reply to Objection 1. e temporal sonship, whereby
Christ is said to be the Son of Man, does not constitute His
Person, as does the eternal Sonship; but is something follow-
ing upon the temporal nativity.Hence, if the name of sonwere

transferred to the Father or the Holy Ghost in this manner,
there would be no confusion of the Divine Persons.

Reply toObjection2.Adoptive sonship is a certainpartic-
ipation of natural sonship; but it takes place in us, by appropri-
ation, by the Father, Who is the principle of natural sonship,
and by the gi of the Holy Ghost, Who is the love of the Fa-
ther and Son, according to Gal. 4:6: “God hath sent the Spirit
of His Son into your hearts crying, Abba, Father.” And there-
fore, even as by the Incarnation of the Son we receive adoptive
sonship in the likeness of His natural sonship, so likewise, had
the Father become incarnate, we should have received adop-
tive sonship from Him, as from the principle of the natural
sonship, and from the Holy Ghost as from the common bond
of Father and Son.

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to the Father to be in-
nascible as to eternal birth, and the temporal birth would not
destroy this. But the Son of God is said to be sent in regard
to the Incarnation, inasmuch as He is from another, without
which the Incarnation would not suffice for the nature of mis-
sion.

IIIa q. 3 a. 6Whether several Divine Persons can assume one and the same individual nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that two Divine Persons can-
not assume one and the same individual nature. For, this being
granted, there would either be several men or one. But not sev-
eral, for just as one Divine Nature in several Persons does not
make several gods, so onehumannature in several persons does
not make several men. Nor would there be only one man, for
one man is “this man,” which signifies one person; and hence
the distinction of three Divine Persons would be destroyed,
which cannot be allowed.erefore neither two nor three Per-
sons can take one human nature.

Objection 2. Further, the assumption is terminated in the
unity of Person, as has been said above (a. 2). But the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost are not one Person. erefore the three
Persons cannot assume one human nature.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
3,4), and Augustine (De Trin. i, 11,12,13), that from the In-
carnation ofGod the Son it follows that whatever is said of the
Son of God is said of the Son of Man, and conversely. Hence,
if three Persons were to assume one human nature, it would
follow that whatever is said of each of the three Persons would
be said of the man; and conversely, what was said of the man
could be said of each of the three Persons. erefore what is
proper to the Father, viz. to beget the Son, would be said of
the man, and consequently would be said of the Son of God;
and this could not be. erefore it is impossible that the three
Persons should assume one human nature.

On the contrary,e Incarnate Person subsists in two na-
tures. But the three Persons can subsist in one Divine Nature.
erefore they can also subsist in one human nature in such a
way that the human nature be assumed by the three Persons.

I answer that, As was said above (q. 2, a. 5, ad 1), by the
union of the soul and body in Christ neither a new person is
made nor a new hypostasis, but one human nature is assumed
to the Divine Person or hypostasis, which, indeed, does not
take place by the power of the human nature, but by the power
of the Divine Person. Now such is the characteristic of the
Divine Persons that one does not exclude another from com-
municating in the same nature, but only in the same Person.
Hence, since in the mystery of the Incarnation “the whole rea-
son of the deed is the power of the doer,” as Augustine says (Ep.
ad Volusianum cxxxvii), we must judge of it in regard to the
quality of the Divine Person assuming, and not according to
the quality of the human nature assumed. erefore it is not
impossible that two or three Divine Persons should assume
one human nature, but it would be impossible for them to as-
sume one human hypostasis or person; thusAnselm says in the
book De Concep. Virg. (Cur Deus Homo ii, 9), that “several
Persons cannot assume one and the same man to unity of Per-
son.”

Reply toObjection1. In the hypothesis that three Persons
assumeonehumannature, itwould be true to say that the three
Persons were one man, because of the one human nature. For
just as it is now true to say the three Persons are oneGod on ac-
count of the oneDivineNature, so it would be true to say they
are one man on account of the one human nature. Nor would
“one” imply unity of person, but unity in human nature; for
it could not be argued that because the three Persons were one
man they were one simply. For nothing hinders our saying that
men, who are many simply, are in some respect one, e.g. one
people, and as Augustine says (De Trin. vi, 3): “e Spirit of
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God and the spirit of man are by nature different, but by in-
herence one spirit results,” according to 1 Cor. 6:17: “He who
is joined to the Lord is one spirit.”

Reply to Objection 2. In this supposition the human na-
ture would be assumed to the unity, not indeed of one Person,
but to the unity of each Person, so that even as the Divine Na-
ture has a natural unity with each Person, so also the human
nature would have a unity with each Person by assumption.

Reply to Objection 3. In the mystery of the Incarnation,
there results a communication of the properties belonging to
thenature, becausewhatever belongs to thenature canbepred-
icated of the Person subsisting in that nature, no matter to
which of the natures it may apply. Hence in this hypothesis,
of the Person of the Father may be predicated what belongs to

the human nature and what belongs to the Divine; and like-
wise of the Person of the Son and of theHoly Ghost. But what
belongs to the Person of the Father by reason of His own Per-
son could not be attributed to the Person of the Son or Holy
Ghost on account of the distinction of Persons which would
still remain. erefore it might be said that as the Father was
unbegotten, so the man was unbegotten, inasmuch as “man”
stood for the Person of the Father. But if one were to go on to
say, “eman is unbegotten; the Son isman; therefore the Son
is unbegotten,” it would be the fallacy of figure of speech or of
accident; even as we now say God is unbegotten, because the
Father is unbegotten, yet we cannot conclude that the Son is
unbegotten, although He is God.

IIIa q. 3 a. 7Whether one Divine Person can assume two human natures?

Objection 1. It would seem that one Divine Person can-
not assume two human natures. For the nature assumed in the
mystery of the Incarnation has no other suppositum than the
suppositum of the Divine Person, as is plain from what has
been stated above (q. 2, Aa. 3,6). erefore, if we suppose one
Person to assume two human natures, there would be one sup-
positumof two natures of the same species; whichwould seem
to imply a contradiction, for the nature of one species is only
multiplied by distinct supposita.

Objection 2. Further, in this hypothesis it could not be
said that theDivine Person incarnate was oneman, seeing that
He would not have one human nature; neither could it be
said that there were several, for several men have distinct sup-
posita, whereas in this case there would be only one supposi-
tum. erefore the aforesaid hypothesis is impossible.

Objection 3. Further, in the mystery of the Incarnation
the whole Divine Nature is united to the whole nature as-
sumed, i.e. to every part of it, for Christ is “perfect God and
perfectman, completeGod and completeman,” asDamascene
says (De Fide Orth. iii, 7). But two human natures cannot be
wholly united together, inasmuch as the soul of one would be
united to the body of the other; and, again, two bodies would
be together, which would give rise to confusion of natures.
erefore it is not possibly for one Divine Person to assume
two human natures.

On the contrary, Whatever the Father can do, that also
can the Son do. But aer the Incarnation the Father can still
assume a human nature distinct from that which the Son has
assumed; for in nothing is the power of the Father or the Son
lessened by the Incarnation of the Son.erefore it seems that
aer the Incarnation the Son can assume another human na-
ture distinct from the one He has assumed.

I answer that,Whathas power for one thing, andnomore,
has a power limited to one. Now the power of a Divine Person
is infinite, nor can it be limited by any created thing. Hence it
may not be said that a Divine Person so assumed one human

nature as to be unable to assume another. For it would seem to
follow from this that the Personality of the Divine Nature was
so comprehended by one human nature as to be unable to as-
sume another to its Personality; and this is impossible, for the
Uncreated cannot be comprehended by any creature. Hence it
is plain that, whether we consider the Divine Person in regard
to His power, which is the principle of the union, or in regard
to His Personality, which is the term of the union, it has to be
said that the Divine Person, over and beyond the human na-
ture which He has assumed, can assume another distinct hu-
man nature.

Reply toObjection 1.A created nature is completed in its
essentials by its form, which is multiplied according to the di-
vision of matter. And hence, if the composition of matter and
form constitutes a new suppositum, the consequence is that
the nature ismultiplied by themultiplication of supposita. But
in the mystery of the Incarnation the union of form and mat-
ter, i.e. of soul and body, does not constitute a new supposi-
tum, as was said above (a. 6). Hence there can be a numerical
multitude on the part of the nature, on account of the division
of matter, without distinction of supposita.

Reply toObjection 2. It might seem possible to reply that
in such a hypothesis it would follow that there were two men
by reason of the two natures, just as, on the contrary, the three
Personswould be called oneman, on account of the one nature
assumed, as was said above (a. 6, ad 1). But this does not seem
tobe true; becausewemust usewords according to thepurpose
of their signification, which is in relation to our surroundings.
Consequently, in order to judge of a word’s signification or co-
signification,wemust consider the thingswhich are aroundus,
in which a word derived from some form is never used in the
plural unless there are several supposita. For a man who has
on two garments is not said to be “two persons clothed,” but
“one clothed with two garments”; and whoever has two qual-
ities is designated in the singular as “such by reason of the two
qualities.” Now the assumed nature is, as it were, a garment, al-
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though this similitude does not fit at all points, as has been said
above (q. 2, a. 6, ad 1). And hence, if theDivine Personwere to
assume two human natures, Hewould be called, on account of
the unity of suppositum, one man having two human natures.
Now many men are said to be one people, inasmuch as they
have some one thing in common, and not on account of the
unity of suppositum. So likewise, if two Divine Persons were
to assume one singular human nature, they would be said to be
one man, as stated (a. 6, ad 1), not from the unity of supposi-
tum, but because they have some one thing in common.

Reply to Objection 3. e Divine and human natures do
not bear the same relation to the one Divine Person, but the
Divine Nature is related first of all thereto, inasmuch as It is

one with It from eternity; and aerwards the human nature
is related to the Divine Person, inasmuch as it is assumed by
the Divine Person in time, not indeed that the nature is the
Person, but that the Person of God subsists in human nature.
For the Son of God is His Godhead, but is not His manhood.
And hence, in order that the human naturemay be assumed by
theDivine Person, the DivineNature must be united by a per-
sonal union with the whole nature assumed, i.e. in all its parts.
Now in the two natures assumed there would be a uniform re-
lation to the Divine Person, nor would one assume the other.
Hence it would not be necessary for one of them to be alto-
gether united to the other, i.e. all the parts of one with all the
parts of the other.

IIIa q. 3 a. 8Whether it was more fitting that the Person of the Son rather than any other Divine Person
should assume human nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not more fitting
that the Son of God should become incarnate than the Father
or the Holy Ghost. For by the mystery of the Incarnation men
are led to the true knowledge of God, according to Jn. 18:37:
“For this was I born, and for this came I into the world, to give
testimony to the truth.” But by the Person of the Son of God
becoming incarnate many have been kept back from the true
knowledge of God, since they referred to the very Person of
the Son what was said of the Son in His human nature, as Ar-
ius, who held an inequality of Persons, according to what is
said ( Jn. 14:28): “e Father is greater than I.” Now this error
would not have arisen if the Person of the Father had become
incarnate, for no one would have taken the Father to be less
than the Son. Hence it seems fitting that the Person of the Fa-
ther, rather than the Person of the Son, should have become
incarnate.

Objection 2. Further, the effect of the Incarnation would
seem to be, as it were, a second creation of human nature, ac-
cording toGal. 6:15: “For inChrist Jesus neither circumcision
availeth anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new creature.”
But the power of creation is appropriated to the Father.ere-
fore it would have been more becoming to the Father than to
the Son to become incarnate.

Objection 3. Further, the Incarnation is ordained to the
remission of sins, according to Mat. 1:21: “ou shalt call His
name Jesus. ForHe shall saveHis people from their sins.” Now
the remission of sins is attributed to theHolyGhost according
to Jn. 20:22,23: “Receive ye the Holy Ghost. Whose sins you
shall forgive, they are forgiven them.” erefore it became the
Person of theHoly Ghost rather than the Person of the Son to
become incarnate.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 1):
“In the mystery of the Incarnation the wisdom and power of
God are made known: the wisdom, for He found a most suit-
able discharge for a most heavy debt; the power, for He made
the conquered conquer.” But power and wisdom are appropri-
ated to the Son, according to 1 Cor. 1:24: “Christ, the power

of God and the wisdom of God.” erefore it was fitting that
the Person of the Son should become incarnate.

I answer that, Itwasmost fitting that thePersonof the Son
should become incarnate. First, on the part of the union; for
such as are similar are fittingly united. Now the Person of the
Son, Who is the Word of God, has a certain common agree-
ment with all creatures, because the word of the crasman, i.e.
his concept, is an exemplar likeness of whatever is made by
him. Hence the Word of God, Who is His eternal concept,
is the exemplar likeness of all creatures. And therefore as crea-
tures are established in their proper species, though movably,
by the participation of this likeness, so by the non-participated
and personal union of the Word with a creature, it was fitting
that the creature should be restored in order to its eternal and
unchangeable perfection; for the crasman by the intelligible
form of his art, whereby he fashioned his handiwork, restores
it when it has fallen into ruin. Moreover, He has a particular
agreement with human nature, since the Word is a concept of
the eternalWisdom, fromWhom all man’s wisdom is derived.
And hence man is perfected in wisdom (which is his proper
perfection, as he is rational) by participating theWord ofGod,
as the disciple is instructed by receiving the word of hismaster.
Hence it is said (Ecclus. 1:5): “eWord ofGod on high is the
fountain of wisdom.” And hence for the consummate perfec-
tion of man it was fitting that the veryWord of God should be
personally united to human nature.

Secondly, the reason of this fitness may be taken from the
end of the union, which is the fulfilling of predestination, i.e.
of such as are preordained to theheavenly inheritance,which is
bestowed only on sons, according to Rom. 8:17: “If sons, heirs
also.”Hence it was fitting that byHimWho is the natural Son,
men should share this likeness of sonship by adoption, as the
Apostle says in the same chapter (Rom. 8:29): “For whom He
foreknew, He also predestinated to be made conformable to
the image of His Son.”

irdly, the reason for this fitness may be taken from the
sin of our first parent, for which the Incarnation supplied
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the remedy. For the first man sinned by seeking knowledge,
as is plain from the words of the serpent, promising to man
the knowledge of good and evil. Hence it was fitting that by
the Word of true knowledge man might be led back to God,
having wandered from God through an inordinate thirst for
knowledge.

Reply toObjection1.ere is nothingwhich humanmal-
ice cannot abuse, since it even abuses God’s goodness, accord-
ing to Rom. 2:4: “Or despisest thou the riches of His good-
ness?” Hence, even if the Person of the Father had become in-
carnate, men would have been capable of finding an occasion
of error, as though the Son were not able to restore human na-
ture.

Reply to Objection 2. e first creation of things was
made by the power of God the Father through the Word;
hence the second creation ought to have been brought about
through the Word, by the power of God the Father, in order
that restoration should correspond to creation according to
2 Cor. 5:19: “For God indeed was in Christ reconciling the
world to Himself.”

Reply to Objection 3. To be the gi of the Father and the
Son is proper to the Holy Ghost. But the remission of sins is
caused by the Holy Ghost, as by the gi of God. And hence
it was more fitting to man’s justification that the Son should
become incarnate, Whose gi the Holy Ghost is.
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T P, Q 4
Of the Mode of Union On the Part of the Human Nature

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the union on the part of what was assumed. About which we must consider first what things were
assumed by the Word of God; secondly, what were co-assumed, whether perfections or defects.

Now the Son of God assumed human nature and its parts. Hence a threefold consideration arises. First, with regard to the
nature; secondly, with regard to its parts; thirdly, with regard to the order of the assumption.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether human nature was more capable of being assumed than any other nature?
(2) Whether He assumed a person?
(3) Whether He assumed a man?
(4) Whether it was becoming that He should assume human nature abstracted from all individuals?
(5) Whether it was becoming that He should assume human nature in all its individuals?
(6) Whether it was becoming thatHe should assume human nature in anyman begotten of the stock of Adam?

IIIa q. 4 a. 1Whether human nature was more assumable by the Son of God than any other nature?

Objection1. It would seem that humannature is notmore
capable of being assumed by the Son of God than any other
nature. For Augustine says (Ep. ad Volusianum cxxxvii): “In
deeds wrought miraculously the whole reason of the deed is
the power of the doer.” Now the power of God Who wrought
the Incarnation, which is a most miraculous work, is not lim-
ited to onenature, since the power ofGod is infinite.erefore
human nature is not more capable of being assumed than any
other creature.

Objection 2. Further, likeness is the foundation of the
fittingness of the Incarnation of the Divine Person, as above
stated (q. 3, a. 8). But as in rational creatures we find the like-
ness of image, so in irrational creatures we find the image of
trace. erefore the irrational creature was as capable of as-
sumption as human nature.

Objection 3. Further, in the angelic nature we find a more
perfect likeness than in human nature, as Gregory says: (Hom.
de Cent. Ovib.; xxxiv in Ev.), where he introduces Ezech.
28:12: “ou wast the seal of resemblance.” And sin is found
in angels, even as in man, according to Job 4:18: “And in His
angelsHe foundwickedness.”erefore the angelic naturewas
as capable of assumption as the nature of man.

Objection 4. Further, since the highest perfection belongs
to God, the more like to God a thing is, the more perfect it is.
But the whole universe is more perfect than its parts, amongst
which is human nature. erefore the whole universe is more
capable of being assumed than human nature.

On the contrary, It is said (Prov. 8:31) by the mouth of
Begotten Wisdom: “My delights were to be with the children
ofmen”; andhence therewould seem somefitness in the union
of the Son of God with human nature.

I answer that, A thing is said to be assumable as being ca-
pable of being assumed by a Divine Person, and this capability
cannot be taken with reference to the natural passive power,

which does not extend towhat transcends the natural order, as
the personal union of a creaturewithGod transcends it.Hence
it follows that a thing is said to be assumable according to some
fitness for such a union. Now this fitness in human naturemay
be taken from two things, viz. according to its dignity, and ac-
cording to its need. According to its dignity, because human
nature, as being rational and intellectual, was made for attain-
ing to the Word to some extent by its operation, viz. by know-
ing and loving Him. According to its need—because it stood
in need of restoration, having fallen under original sin. Now
these two things belong to human nature alone. For in the ir-
rational creature the fitness of dignity is wanting, and in the
angelic nature the aforesaid fitness of need is wanting. Hence
it follows that only human nature was assumable.

Reply toObjection 1.Creatures are said to be “such” with
reference to their proper causes, not with reference towhat be-
longs to them from their first and universal causes; thus we
call a disease incurable, not that it cannot be cured by God,
but that it cannot be cured by the proper principles of the sub-
ject. erefore a creature is said to be not assumable, not as if
we withdrew anything from the power of God, but in order to
show the condition of the creature, which has no capability for
this.

Reply to Objection 2. e likeness of image is found in
human nature, forasmuch as it is capable of God, viz. by at-
taining to Him through its own operation of knowledge and
love. But the likeness of trace regards only a representation by
Divine impression, existing in the creature, and does not im-
ply that the irrational creature, in which such a likeness is, can
attain to God by its own operation alone. For what does not
come up to the less, has no fitness for the greater; as a body
which is not fitted to be perfected by a sensitive soul is much
less fitted for an intellectual soul. Nowmuch greater andmore
perfect is the unionwithGod in personal being than the union
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by operation. And hence the irrational creature which falls
short of the union with God by operation has no fitness to be
united with Him in personal being.

Reply toObjection 3. Some say that angels are not assum-
able, since they are perfect in their personality from the begin-
ning of their creation, inasmuch as they are not subject to gen-
eration and corruption; hence they cannot be assumed to the
unity of aDivine Person, unless their personality be destroyed,
and this does not befit the incorruptibility of their nature nor
the goodness of the one assuming, to Whom it does not be-
long to corrupt any perfection in the creature assumed. But
this would not seem totally to disprove the fitness of the an-

gelic nature for being assumed. For God by producing a new
angelic nature could join it to Himself in unity of Person, and
in this way nothing pre-existing would be corrupted in it. But
as was said above, there is wanting the fitness of need, because,
although the angelic nature in some is the subject of sin, their
sin is irremediable, as stated above ( Ia, q. 64, a. 2).

Reply toObjection4.eperfectionof the universe is not
the perfection of one person or suppositum, but of something
which is one by position or order, whereof very many parts are
not capable of assumption, as was said above. Hence it follows
that only human nature is capable of being assumed.

IIIa q. 4 a. 2Whether the Son of God assumed a person?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God assumed
a person. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 11) that the
Son of God “assumed human nature ‘in atomo,’ ” i.e. in an in-
dividual. But an individual in rational nature is a person, as is
plain from Boethius (De Duab. Nat.). erefore the Son of
God assumed a person.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
6) that the Son of God “assumed whatHe had sown in our na-
ture.” But He sowed our personality there. erefore the Son
of God assumed a person.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is absorbed unless it exist.
But Innocent III* says in a Decretal that “the Person of God
absorbed the person ofman.”erefore it would seem that the
person of man existed previous to its being assumed.

On the contrary, Augustine† says (De Fide ad Petrum ii)
that “God assumed the nature, not the person, of man.”

I answer that, A thing is said to be assumed inasmuch as
it is taken into another. Hence, what is assumed must be pre-
supposed to the assumption, aswhat ismoved locally is presup-
posed to themotion.Nowaperson inhumannature is not pre-
supposed to assumption; rather, it is the term of the assump-
tion, as was said (q. 3, Aa. 1,2). For if it were presupposed, it

must either have been corrupted—inwhich case it was useless;
or it remains aer the union—and thus there would be two
persons, one assuming and the other assumed, which is false,
as was shown above (q. 2, a. 6). Hence it follows that the Son
of God nowise assumed a human person.

Reply to Objection 1. e Son of God assumed human
nature “in atomo,” i.e. in an individual, which is no other
than the uncreated suppositum, the Person of the Son of God.
Hence it does not follow that a person was assumed.

Reply to Objection 2. Its proper personality is not want-
ing to the nature assumed through the loss of anything per-
taining to the perfection of the human nature but through the
addition of something which is above human nature, viz. the
union with a Divine Person.

Reply toObjection3.Absorption does not here imply the
destruction of anything pre-existing, but the hindering what
might otherwise have been. For if the human nature had not
been assumed by a Divine Person, the human nature would
havehad its ownpersonality; and in thisway is it said, although
improperly, that the Person “absorbed the person,” inasmuch
as theDivine Person byHis union hindered the human nature
from having its personality.

IIIa q. 4 a. 3Whether the Divine Person assumed a man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Divine Person as-
sumed a man. For it is written (Ps. 64:5): “Blessed is he whom
ou hast chosen and taken to ee,” which a gloss expounds
ofChrist; andAugustine says (DeAgoneChrist. xi): “e Son
of God assumed a man, and in him bore things human.”

Objection 2. Further, the word “man” signifies a human
nature. But the Son of God assumed a human nature. ere-
fore He assumed a man.

Objection 3. Further, the Son of God is a man. But He is
not one of the men He did not assume, for with equal reason
He would be Peter or any other man. erefore He is the man
whom He assumed.

On the contrary, Is the authority of Felix, Pope and Mar-
tyr, which is quoted by the Council of Ephesus: “We believe
in our Lord Jesus Christ, born of the Virgin Mary, because He
is the Eternal Son and Word of God, and not a man assumed
byGod, in such sort that there is another besidesHim. For the
Son of God did not assume a man, so that there be another
besides Him.”

I answer that, As has been said above (a. 2), what is as-
sumed is not the term of the assumption, but is presupposed
to the assumption. Now it was said (q. 3, Aa. 1,2) that the in-
dividual to Whom the human nature is assumed is none other
than the Divine Person, Who is the term of the assumption.

* Paschas. Diac., De Spiritu Sanct. ii. † Fulgentius.
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Now this word “man” signifies human nature, as it is in a sup-
positum, because, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 4,11),
this word God signifies Him Who has human nature. And
hence it cannot properly be said that the Son assumed a man,
granted (as it must be, in fact) that in Christ there is but one
suppositum and one hypostasis. But according to such as hold
that there are twohypostases or two supposita inChrist, itmay
fittingly and properly be said that the Son of God assumed a
man. Hence the first opinion quoted in Sent. iii, D. 6, grants
that a man was assumed. But this opinion is erroneous, as was
said above (q. 2, a. 6).

Reply to Objection 1. ese phrases are not to be taken
too literally, but are to be loyally explained, wherever they are
used by holy doctors; so as to say that amanwas assumed, inas-
much as his nature was assumed; and because the assumption
terminated in this—that the Son of God is man.

Reply to Objection 2. e word “man” signifies human
nature in the concrete, inasmuch as it is in a suppositum; and
hence, since we cannot say a suppositum was assumed, so we
cannot say a man was assumed.

Reply to Objection 3. e Son of God is not the man
whom He assumed, but the man whose nature He assumed.

IIIa q. 4 a. 4Whether the SonofGodought to have assumedhumannature abstracted fromall individuals?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God ought to
have assumed human nature abstracted from all individuals.
For the assumption of human nature took place for the com-
mon salvation of all men; hence it is said of Christ (1 Tim.
4:10) thatHe is “the Saviour of all men, especially of the faith-
ful.” But nature as it is in individuals withdraws from its uni-
versality.erefore the Son ofGod ought to have assumed hu-
man nature as it is abstracted from all individuals.

Objection 2. Further, what is noblest in all things ought
to be attributed to God. But in every genus what is of itself
is best. erefore the Son of God ought to have assumed self-
existing [per se]man, which, according to Platonists, is human
nature abstracted from its individuals. erefore the Son of
God ought to have assumed this.

Objection 3. Further, human nature was not assumed by
the Son of God in the concrete as is signified by the word
“man,” as was said above (a. 3). Now in this way it signifies hu-
mannature as it is in individuals, as is plain fromwhat has been
said (a. 3). erefore the Son of God assumed human nature
as it is separated from individuals.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 11):
“God the Word Incarnate did not assume a nature which ex-
ists in pure thought; for this would have been no Incarnation,
but a false and fictitious Incarnation.” But humannature as it is
separated or abstracted from individuals is “taken to be a pure
conception, since it does not exist in itself,” as Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. iii, 11). erefore the Son of God did not as-
sume human nature, as it is separated from individuals.

I answer that, e nature of man or of any other sensible
thing, beyond the being which it has in individuals, may be
taken in two ways: first, as if it had being of itself, away from
matter, as the Platonists held; secondly, as existing in an intel-
lect either human or Divine. Now it cannot subsist of itself,
as the Philosopher proves (Metaph. vii, 26,27,29,51), because
sensiblematter belongs to the specificnature of sensible things,
and is placed in its definition, as flesh and bones in the defini-
tion of man. Hence human nature cannot be without sensible
matter. Nevertheless, if human nature were subsistent in this
way, it would not be fitting that it should be assumed by the

Word of God. First, because this assumption is terminated in
a Person, and it is contrary to the nature of a common form
to be thus individualized in a person. Secondly, because to a
common nature can only be attributed common and univer-
sal operations, according to which man neither merits nor de-
merits, whereas, on the contrary, the assumption took place in
order that the Son of God, having assumed our nature, might
merit for us.irdly, because a nature so existing would not be
sensible, but intelligible. But the Son of God assumed human
nature in order to show Himself in men’s sight, according to
Baruch 3:38: “Aerwards He was seen upon earth, and con-
versed with men.”

Likewise, neither could human nature have been assumed
by the Son ofGod, as it is in theDivine intellect, since it would
be none other than the Divine Nature; and, according to this,
human nature would be in the Son of God from eternity. Nei-
ther can we say that the Son of God assumed human nature
as it is in a human intellect, for this would mean nothing else
but thatHe is understood to assume a human nature; and thus
if He did not assume it in reality, this would be a false under-
standing; nor would this assumption of the human nature be
anything but a fictitious Incarnation, as Damascene says (De
Fide Orth. iii, 11).

Reply to Objection 1. e incarnate Son of God is the
common Saviour of all, not by a generic or specific commu-
nity, such as is attributed to the nature separated from the in-
dividuals, but by a community of cause, whereby the incarnate
Son of God is the universal cause of human salvation.

Reply to Objection 2. Self-existing [per se] man is not to
be found in nature in such a way as to be outside the singular,
as the Platonists held, although some say Plato believed that
the separate man was only in the Divine intellect. And hence
it was not necessary for it to be assumed by the Word, since it
had been with Him from eternity.

Reply toObjection3.Althoughhumannaturewas not as-
sumed in the concrete, as if the suppositum were presupposed
to the assumption, nevertheless it is assumed in an individual,
since it is assumed so as to be in an individual.

1971



IIIa q. 4 a. 5Whether the Son of God ought to have assumed human nature in all individuals?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God ought to
have assumed human nature in all individuals. For what is as-
sumed first and by itself is human nature. But what belongs
essentially to a nature belongs to all who exist in the nature.
erefore it was fitting that human nature should be assumed
by the Word of God in all its supposita.

Objection 2. Further, the Divine Incarnation proceeded
fromDivineLove; hence it iswritten ( Jn. 3:16): “God so loved
the world as to giveHis only-begotten Son.” But lovemakes us
give ourselves to our friends as much as we can, and it was pos-
sible for the Son of God to assume several human natures, as
was said above (q. 3, a. 7), and with equal reason all. Hence it
was fitting for the Son of God to assume human nature in all
its supposita.

Objection 3. Further, a skilful workman completes his
work in the shortestmanner possible. But it would have been a
shorter way if all men had been assumed to the natural sonship
than for one natural Son to leadmany to the adoption of sons,
as is written Gal. 4:5 (cf. Heb. 2:10). erefore human nature
ought to have been assumed by God in all its supposita.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 11)
that the SonofGod “did not assumehumannature as a species,
nor did He assume all its hypostases.”

I answer that, It was unfitting for human nature to be as-
sumed by the Word in all its supposita. First, because the mul-
titude of supposita of human nature, which are natural to it,
would have been taken away. For since we must not see any
other suppositum in the assumed nature, except the Person as-

suming, as was said above (a. 3), if there was no human nature
except what was assumed, it would follow that there was but
one suppositum of human nature, which is the Person assum-
ing. Secondly, because this would have been derogatory to the
dignity of the incarnate Son of God, as He is the First-born of
many brethren, according to the human nature, even as He is
the First-born of all creatures according to theDivine, for then
all men would be of equal dignity. irdly, because it is fitting
that as one Divine suppositum is incarnate, so He should as-
sume one human nature, so that on both sides unity might be
found.

Reply to Objection 1. To be assumed belongs to the hu-
man nature of itself, because it does not belong to it by reason
of a person, as it belongs to the Divine Nature to assume by
reason of the Person; not, however, that it belongs to it of it-
self as if belonging to its essential principles, or as its natural
property in which manner it would belong to all its supposita.

Reply to Objection 2. e love of God to men is shown
not merely in the assumption of human nature, but especially
in what He suffered in human nature for other men, accord-
ing to Rom. 5:8: “But God commendeth His charity towards
us; because when as yet we were sinners…Christ died for us,”
whichwould not have taken place hadHe assumed human na-
ture in all its supposita.

Reply to Objection 3. In order to shorten the way, which
every skilful workman does, what can be done by onemust not
be done by many. Hence it was most fitting that by one man
all the rest should be saved.

IIIa q. 4 a. 6Whether it was fitting for the Son of God to assume human nature of the stock of Adam?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting for the
Son of God to assume human nature of the stock of Adam,
for the Apostle says (Heb. 7:26): “For it was fitting that we
should have such a high priest…separated from sinners.” But
He would have been still further separated from sinners had
He not assumed human nature of the stock of Adam, a sinner.
Hence it seems thatHe ought not to have assumed human na-
ture of the stock of Adam.

Objection 2. Further, in every genus the principle is no-
bler than what is from the principle. Hence, if He wished to
assume human nature, He ought to have assumed it in Adam
himself.

Objection 3. Further, the Gentiles were greater sinners
than the Jews, as a gloss says onGal. 2:15: “Forwe by nature are
Jews, and not of the Gentiles, sinners.” Hence, if He wished to
assume human nature from sinners, He ought rather to have
assumed it from theGentiles than from the stock of Abraham,
who was just.

On the contrary, (Lk. 3), the genealogy of our Lord is
traced back to Adam.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 18): “God
was able to assume human nature elsewhere than from the
stock of Adam, who by his sin had fettered the whole hu-
man race; yet God judged it better to assume human nature
from the vanquished race, and thus to vanquish the enemy of
the human race.” And this for three reasons: First, because it
would seem to belong to justice that he who sinned should
make amends; and hence that from the nature which he had
corrupted should be assumed that whereby satisfaction was to
be made for the whole nature. Secondly, it pertains to man’s
greater dignity that the conqueror of the devil should spring
from the stock conquered by the devil. irdly, because God’s
power is thereby made more manifest, since, from a corrupt
and weakened nature, He assumed that which was raised to
such might and glory.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ ought to be separated from
sinners as regards sin, which He came to overthrow, and not
as regards nature which He came to save, and in which “it be-
hooved Him in all things to be made like to His brethren,”
as the Apostle says (Heb. 2:17). And in this is His innocence
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the more wonderful, seeing that though assumed from a mass
tainted by sin, His nature was endowed with such purity.

Reply to Objection 2. As was said above (ad 1) it be-
hooved Him Who came to take away sins to be separated
from sinners as regards sin, to whichAdamwas subject, whom
Christ “brought out of his sin,” as is written (Wis. 10:2). For
it behoovedHimWho came to cleanse all, not to need cleans-
ing Himself; just as in every genus of motion the first mover is
immovable as regards thatmotion, and the first to alter is itself
unalterable. Hence it was not fitting that He should assume
human nature in Adam himself.

Reply to Objection 3. Since Christ ought especially to
be separated from sinners as regards sin, and to possess the
highest innocence, it was fitting that between the first sinner
and Christ some just men should stand midway, in whom cer-
tain forecasts of (His) future holiness should shine forth. And
hence, even in the people from whom Christ was to be born,
God appointed signs of holiness, which began in Abraham,
who was the first to receive the promise of Christ, and circum-
cision, as a sign that the covenant should be kept, as is written
(Gn. 17:11).
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T P, Q 5
Of the Parts of Human Nature Which Were Assumed

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the assumption of the parts of human nature; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Son of God ought to have assumed a true body?
(2) Whether He ought to have assumed an earthly body, i.e. one of flesh and blood?
(3) Whether He ought to have assumed a soul?
(4) Whether He ought to have assumed an intellect?

IIIa q. 5 a. 1Whether the Son of God ought to have assumed a true body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God did not
assume a true body. For it is written (Phil. 2:7), that He was
“made in the likeness of men.” But what is something in truth
is not said to be in the likeness thereof. erefore the Son of
God did not assume a true body.

Objection 2. Further, the assumption of a body in no way
diminishes the dignity of the Godhead; for Pope Leo says
(Serm. de Nativ.) that “the glorification did not absorb the
lesser nature, nor did the assumption lessen the higher.” But it
pertains to the dignity of God to be altogether separated from
bodies.erefore it seems that by the assumptionGodwas not
united to a body.

Objection 3. Further, signs ought to correspond to the re-
alities. But the apparitions of the Old Testament which were
signs of the manifestation of Christ were not in a real body,
but by visions in the imagination, as is plain from Is. 60:1: “I
saw the Lord sitting,” etc.Hence it would seem that the appari-
tion of the Son of God in the world was not in a real body, but
only in imagination.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 13): “If
the body of Christ was a phantom, Christ deceived us, and if
He deceived us, He is not the Truth. But Christ is the Truth.
ereforeHis body was not a phantom.”Hence it is plain that
He assumed a true body.

I answer that,As is said (De Eccles. Dogm. ii). e Son of
God was not born in appearance only, as if He had an imag-
inary body; but His body was real. e proof of this is three-
fold. First, from the essence of human nature to which it per-
tains to have a true body. erefore granted, as already proved
(q. 4, a. 1), that it was fitting for the Son of God to assume hu-
man nature, He must consequently have assumed a real body.
e second reason is taken from what was done in the mys-
tery of the Incarnation. For if His body was not real but imag-
inary, He neither underwent a real death, nor of those things
which the Evangelists recount of Him, did He do any in very
truth, but only in appearance; and hence it would also follow
that the real salvation of man has not taken place; since the

effect must be proportionate to the cause. e third reason is
taken from the dignity of the Person assuming, Whom it did
not become to have anything fictitious inHiswork, sinceHe is
the Truth. Hence our Lord Himself deigned to refute this er-
ror (Lk. 24:37,39), when the disciples, “troubled and frighted,
supposed that they saw a spirit,” and not a true body; where-
fore He offered Himself to their touch, saying: “Handle, and
see; for a spirit hath not flesh andbones, as you seeMe tohave.”

Reply to Objection 1. is likeness indicates the truth of
the human nature in Christ—just as all that truly exist in hu-
mannature are said to be like in species—andnot amere imag-
inary likeness. In proof of this the Apostle subjoins (Phil. 2:8)
thatHe became “obedient unto death, even to the death of the
cross”; which would have been impossible, had it been only an
imaginary likeness.

Reply to Objection 2. By assuming a true body the dig-
nity of the Son of God is nowise lessened. Hence Augustine*
says (De Fide ad Petrum ii): “He emptied Himself, taking the
form of a servant, that He might become a servant; yet did He
not lose the fulness of the form of God.” For the Son of God
assumed a true body, not so as to become the form of a body,
which is repugnant to the Divine simplicity and purity—for
this would be to assume a body to the unity of the nature,
which is impossible, as is plain fromwhathas been stated above
(q. 2, a. 1): but, the natures remaining distinct, He assumed a
body to the unity of Person.

Reply to Objection 3. e figure ought to correspond to
the reality as regards the likeness andnot as regards the truth of
the thing. For if theywere alike in all points, it would no longer
be a likeness but the reality itself, as Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. iii, 26). Hence it wasmore fitting that the apparitions of
the old Testament should be in appearance only, being figures;
and that the apparition of the Son of God in the world should
be in a real body, being the thing prefigured by these figures.
Hence the Apostle says (Col. 2:17): “Which are a shadow of
things to come, but the body is Christ’s.”

* Fulgentius.
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IIIa q. 5 a. 2Whether the Son of God ought to have assumed a carnal or earthly body?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ had not a carnal
or earthly, but a heavenly body. For the Apostle says (1 Cor.
15:41): “efirstmanwas of the earth, earthy; the secondman
fromheaven, heavenly.” But the firstman, i.e. Adam,was of the
earth as regards his body, as is plain from Gn. 1. erefore the
second man, i.e. Christ, was of heaven as regards the body.

Objection 2. Further, it is said (1 Cor. 15:50): “Flesh and
blood shall not [Vulg.: ‘cannot’] possess the kingdom ofGod.”
But the kingdom of God is in Christ chiefly.erefore there is
no flesh or blood in Him, but rather a heavenly body.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is best is to be attributed
toGod. But of all bodies a heavenly body is the best.erefore
it behooved Christ to assume such a body.

On the contrary, our Lord says (Lk. 24:39): “A spirit hath
not flesh and bones, as you see Me to have.” Now flesh and
bones are not of the matter of heavenly bodies, but are com-
posed of the inferior elements. erefore the body of Christ
was not a heavenly, but a carnal and earthly body.

I answer that, By the reasons which proved that the body
of Christ was not an imaginary one, it may also be shown that
it was not a heavenly body. First, because even as the truth of
the human nature of Christ would not have been maintained
hadHis body been an imaginary one, such asManes supposed,
so likewise it would not have been maintained if we supposed,
as didValentine, that it was a heavenly body. For since the form
ofman is a natural thing, it requires determinatematter, towit,
flesh andbones,whichmust be placed in the definitionofman,
as is plain from the Philosopher (Metaph. vii, 39). Secondly,
because this would lessen the truth of such things asChrist did
in the body. For since a heavenly body is impassible and incor-
ruptible, as is proved De Coel. i, 20, if the Son of God had as-
sumed a heavenly body, He would not have truly hungered or
thirsted, nor would he have undergoneHis passion and death.
irdly, this would have detracted from God’s truthfulness.

For since the Son ofGod showedHimself tomen, as ifHe had
a carnal and earthly body, the manifestation would have been
false, had He had a heavenly body. Hence (De Eccles. Dogm.
ii) it is said: “e Son ofGodwas born, taking flesh of the Vir-
gin’s body, and not bringing it with Him from heaven.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ is said in two ways to have
come down from heaven. First, as regards His Divine Nature;
not indeed that the Divine Nature ceased to be in heaven, but
inasmuch as He began to be here below in a new way, viz. by
His assumed. nature, according to Jn. 3:13: “No man hath as-
cended into heaven, but He that descended from heaven, the
Son of Man, Who is in heaven.”

Secondly, as regards His body, not indeed that the very
substance of the body of Christ descended from heaven, but
thatHis bodywas formed by a heavenly power, i.e. by theHoly
Ghost. Hence Augustine, explaining the passage quoted, says
(Ad Orosium*): “I call Christ a heavenly man because He was
not conceived of human seed.” And Hilary expounds it in the
same way (De Trin. x).

Reply to Objection 2. Flesh and blood are not taken here
for the substance of flesh and blood, but for the corruption of
flesh, which was not in Christ as far as it was sinful; but as far
as it was a punishment; thus, for a time, it was in Christ, that
He might carry through the work of our redemption.

Reply to Objection 3. It pertains to the greatest glory of
God to have raised a weak and earthly body to such sublim-
ity. Hence in the General Council of Ephesus (P. II, Act. I) we
read the saying of St.eophilus: “Just as the bestworkmen are
esteemednotmerely for displaying their skill in preciousmate-
rials, but very oen because by making use of the poorest…lay
and commonest earth, they show the power of their cra; so
the best of all workmen, theWord ofGod, did not come down
to us by taking a heavenly body of some most precious matter,
but shewed the greatness of His skill in clay.”

IIIa q. 5 a. 3Whether the Son of God assumed a soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God did not
assume a soul. For John has said, teaching the mystery of the
Incarnation (Jn. 1:14): “e Word was made flesh”—no men-
tion being made of a soul. Now it is not said that “the Word
wasmade flesh” as if changed to flesh, but becauseHe assumed
flesh. erefore He seems not to have assumed a soul.

Objection 2. Further, a soul is necessary to the body, in
order to quicken it. But this was not necessary for the body of
Christ, as it would seem, for of the Word of God it is written
(Ps. 35:10): Lord, “withee is the fountain of life.”erefore
it would seem altogether superfluous for the soul to be there,
when the Word was present. But “God and nature do noth-
ing uselessly,” as the Philosopher says (De Coel. i, 32; ii, 56).

erefore the Word would seem not to have assumed a soul.
Objection3.Further, by the unionof soul andbody is con-

stituted the common nature, which is the human species. But
“in the Lord Jesus Christ we are not to look for a common
species,” as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 3). erefore
He did not assume a soul.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Agone Christ. xxi):
“Let us not hearken to such as say that only a human body was
assumed by the Word of God; and take ‘the Word was made
flesh’ to mean that the man had no soul nor any other part of
a man, save flesh.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Haeres. 69,55), it
was first of all the opinion of Arius and then of Apollinaris

* Dial. Qq. lxv, qu. 4, work of an unknown author.
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that the Son of God assumed only flesh, without a soul, hold-
ing that the Word took the place of a soul to the body. And
consequently it followed that there were not two natures in
Christ, but only one; for from a soul and body one human na-
ture is constituted. But this opinion cannot hold, for three rea-
sons. First, because it is counter to the authority of Scripture,
in which our Lord makes mention of His soul, Mat. 26:38:
“My soul is sorrowful even unto death”; and Jn. 10:18: “I have
power to laydownMysoul [animammeam:Douay: ‘My life’].”
But to this Apollinaris replied that in these words soul is taken
metaphorically, in which way mention is made in the Old Tes-
tament of the soul of God (Is. 1:14): “My soul hateth your
newmoons and your solemnities.” But, as Augustine says (Qq.
lxxxiii, qu. 80), the Evangelists relate how Jesus wondered, was
angered, sad, and hungry. Now these show that He had a true
soul, just as thatHe ate, slept andwasweary shows thatHe had
a true human body: otherwise, if these things are a metaphor,
because the like are said of God in the Old Testament, the
trustworthiness of the Gospel story is undermined. For it is
one thing that things were foretold in a figure, and another
that historical events were related in very truth by the Evange-
lists. Secondly, this error lessens the utility of the Incarnation,
which is man’s liberation. For Augustine* argues thus (Contra
Felician. xiii): “If the Son of God in taking flesh passed over
the soul, either He knew its sinlessness, and trusted it did not
need a remedy; orHe considered it unsuitable toHim, and did
not bestow on it the boon of redemption; or He reckoned it
altogether incurable, andwas unable to heal it; orHe cast it off
as worthless and seemingly unfit for any use. Now two of these
reasons imply a blasphemy against God. For how shall we call
Himomnipotent, ifHe is unable to heal what is beyond hope?
Or God of all, if He has not made our soul. And as regards the
other two reasons, in one the cause of the soul is ignored, and
in the other no place is given to merit. Is He to be considered
to understand the cause of the soul, Who seeks to separate it
from the sin of wilful transgression, enabled as it is to receive
the law by the endowment of the habit of reason? Or how can
His generosity be known to any one who says it was despised
on account of its ignoble sinfulness? If you look at its origin,

the substance of the soul is more precious than the body: but
if at the sin of transgression, on account of its intelligence it
is worse than the body. Now I know and declare that Christ
is perfect wisdom, nor have I any doubt that He is most lov-
ing; and because of the first of these He did not despise what
was better and more capable of prudence; and because of the
second He protected what was most wounded.” irdly, this
position is against the truth of the Incarnation. For flesh and
the other parts of man receive their species through the soul.
Hence, if the soul is absent, there are no bones nor flesh, except
equivocally, as is plain from the Philosopher (De Anima ii, 9;
Metaph. vii, 34).

Reply toObjection 1.Whenwe say, “eWordwasmade
flesh,” “flesh” is taken for the whole man, as if we were to say,
“eWordwasmademan,” as Is. 40:5: “All flesh together shall
see that the mouth of the Lord hath spoken.” And the whole
man is signified by flesh, because, as is said in the authority
quoted, the Son ofGodbecame visible by flesh; hence it is sub-
joined: “And we saw His glory.” Or because, as Augustine says
(Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 80), “in all that union the Word is the high-
est, and flesh the last and lowest. Hence, wishing to commend
the love of God’s humility to us, the Evangelist mentioned the
Word and flesh, leaving the soul on one side, since it is less than
the Word and nobler than flesh.” Again, it was reasonable to
mention flesh, which, as being farther away from the Word,
was less assumable, as it would seem.

Reply to Objection 2. e Word is the fountain of life,
as the first effective cause of life; but the soul is the principle
of the life of the body, as its form. Now the form is the effect
of the agent. Hence from the presence of the Word it might
rather have been concluded that the body was animated, just
as from the presence of fire it may be concluded that the body,
in which fire adheres, is warm.

Reply toObjection3. It is not unfitting, indeed it is neces-
sary to say that in Christ there was a nature which was consti-
tuted by the soul coming to the body. But Damascene denied
that in Jesus Christ there was a common species, i.e. a third
something resulting from the Godhead and the humanity.

IIIa q. 5 a. 4Whether the Son of God assumed a human mind or intellect?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God did not
assume a humanmind or intellect. Forwhere a thing is present,
its image is not required. But man is made to God’s image, as
regards his mind, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 3,6). Hence,
since in Christ there was the presence of the Divine Word it-
self, there was no need of a human mind.

Objection 2. Further, the greater light dims the lesser. But
the Word of God, Who is “the light, which enlighteneth ev-
ery man that cometh into this world,” as is written Jn. 1:9, is
compared to the mind as the greater light to the lesser; since
our mind is a light, being as it were a lamp enkindled by the

First Light (Prov. 20:27): “e spirit of a man is the lamp of
the Lord.”erefore in ChristWho is theWord of God, there
is no need of a human mind.

Objection 3. Further, the assumption of human nature by
theWord of God is calledHis Incarnation. But the intellect or
human mind is nothing carnal, either in its substance or in its
act. for it is not the act of a body, as is proved De Anima iii,
6. Hence it would seem that the Son of God did not assume a
human mind.

Onthe contrary,Augustine* says (DeFide adPetrumxiv):
“Firmly hold and nowise doubt thatChrist the Son ofGodhas

* Vigilius Tapsensis. * Fulgentius.
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true flesh and a rational soul of the same kind as ours, since of
HisfleshHe says (Lk. 24:39): ‘Handle, and see; for a spirit hath
not flesh and bones, as you seeMe to have.’ AndHeproves that
He has a soul, saying ( Jn. 10:17): ‘I lay downMy soul [Douay:
‘life’] that I may take it again.’ And He proves that He has an
intellect, saying (Mat. 11:29): ‘Learn ofMe, because I ammeek
and humble of heart.’ AndGod says ofHimby the prophet (Is.
52:13): ‘Behold my servant shall understand.’ ”

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Haeres. 49,50), “the
Apollinarists thought differently from the Catholic Church
concerning the soul of Christ, saying with the Arians, that
Christ tookflesh alone,without a soul; and onbeing overcome
on this point by the Gospel witness, they went on to say that
the mind was wanting to Christ’s soul, but that the Word sup-
plied its place.” But this position is refuted by the same argu-
ments as the preceding. First, because it runs counter to the
Gospel story, which relates how He marveled (as is plain from
Mat. 8:10). Now marveling cannot be without reason, since it
implies the collation of effect and cause, i.e. inasmuch as when
we see an effect and are ignorant of its cause,we seek toknow it,
as is saidMetaph. i, 2. Secondly, it is inconsistent with the pur-
pose of the Incarnation, which is the justification of man from
sin. For the human soul is not capable of sin nor of justifying
grace except through the mind. Hence it was especially neces-
sary for the mind to be assumed. Hence Damascene says (De
Fide Orth. iii, 6) that “the Word of God assumed a body and
an intellectual and rational soul,” and adds aerwards: “e
whole was united to the whole, that He might bestow salva-
tion on me wholly; for what was not assumed is not curable.”
irdly, it is against the truth of the Incarnation. For since the
body is proportioned to the soul asmatter to its proper form, it

is not truly humanflesh if it is not perfected by human, i.e. a ra-
tional soul. Andhence ifChrist had had a soulwithout amind,
He would not have had true human flesh, but irrational flesh,
since our soul differs from an animal soul by the mind alone.
Hence Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 80) that from this error
it would have followed that the Son of God “took an animal
with the form of a human body,” which, again, is against the
Divine truth, which cannot suffer any fictitious untruth.

Reply toObjection 1.Where a thing is by its presence, its
image is not required to supply the place of the thing, as where
the emperor is the soldiers do not pay homage to his image.
Yet the image of a thing is required together with its presence,
that itmay be perfected by the presence of the thing, just as the
image in the wax is perfected by the impression of the seal, and
as the image of man is reflected in the mirror by his presence.
Hence in order to perfect the human mind it was necessary
that the Word should unite it to Himself.

Reply to Objection 2. e greater light dims the lesser
light of another luminous body; but it does not dim, rather
it perfects the light of the body illuminated—at the presence
of the sun the light of the stars is put out, but the light of the
air is perfected. Now the intellect ormind ofman is, as it were,
a light lit up by the light of theDivineWord; and hence by the
presence of theWord themind ofman is perfected rather than
overshadowed.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the intellective power is
not the act of a body, nevertheless the essence of the human
soul, which is the form of the body, requires that it should
be more noble, in order that it may have the power of under-
standing; and hence it is necessary that a better disposed body
should correspond to it.
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T P, Q 6
Of the Order of Assumption

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the order of the foregoing assumption, and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Son of God assumed flesh through the medium of the soul?
(2) Whether He assumed the soul through the medium of the spirit or mind?
(3) Whether the soul was assumed previous to the flesh?
(4) Whether the flesh of Christ was assumed by the Word previous to being united to the soul?
(5) Whether the whole human nature was assumed through the medium of the parts?
(6) Whether it was assumed through the medium of grace?

IIIa q. 6 a. 1Whether the Son of God assumed flesh through the medium of the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God did not
assume flesh through themedium of the soul. For themode in
which the Son of God is united to human nature and its parts,
is more perfect than the mode whereby He is in all creatures.
But He is in all creatures immediately by essence, power and
presence. Much more, therefore, is the Son of God united to
flesh without the medium of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, the soul and flesh are united to the
Word of God in unity of hypostasis or person. But the body
pertains immediately to the human hypostasis or person, even
as the soul. Indeed, the human body, since it is matter, would
rather seem to be nearer the hypostasis than the soul, which is
a form, since the principle of individuation, which is implied
in the word “hypostasis,” would seem to be matter. Hence the
Son of God did not assume flesh through the medium of the
soul.

Objection 3. Further, take away the medium and you sep-
arate what were joined by the medium; for example, if the su-
perficies be removed color would leave the body, since it ad-
heres to the body through the medium of the superficies. But
though the soul was separated from the body by death, yet
there still remained the union of the Word to the flesh, as will
be shown (q. 50, Aa. 2,3). Hence the Word was not joined to
flesh through the medium of the soul.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. ad Volusianum
cxxxvi): “e greatness of the Divine power fitted to itself a
rational soul, and through it a human body, so as to raise the
whole man to something higher.”

I answer that,Amedium is in reference to a beginning and
an end.Hence as beginning and end imply order, so also does a
medium.Now there is a twofold order: one, of time; the other,
of nature. But in themystery of the Incarnation nothing is said
to be a medium in the order of time, for the Word of God
united the whole human nature to Himself at the same time,
as will appear (q. 30, a. 3). An order of nature between things
may be taken in two ways: first, as regards rank of dignity, as
we say the angels aremidway betweenman andGod; secondly,
as regards the idea of causality, as we say a cause is midway be-

tween the first cause and the last effect. And this second order
follows the first to some extent; for as Dionysius says (Coel.
Hier. xiii),God acts upon themore remote substances through
the less remote. Hence if we consider the rank of dignity, the
soul is found to bemidway betweenGod and flesh; and in this
way it may be said that the Son of God united flesh to Him-
self, through the medium of the soul. But even as regards the
second order of causality the soul is to some extent the cause of
flesh being united to the Son of God. For the flesh would not
have been assumable, except by its relation to the rational soul,
through which it becomes human flesh. For it was said above
(q. 4, a. 1) that human nature was assumable before all others.

Reply to Objection 1. We may consider a twofold order
between creatures and God: the first is by reason of creatures
being caused by God and depending on Him as on the princi-
ple of their being; and thus on account of the infinitude ofHis
power God touches each thing immediately, by causing and
preserving it, and so it is that God is in all things by essence,
presence andpower. But the secondorder is by reasonof things
being directed to God as to their end; and it is here that there
is a medium between the creature and God, since lower crea-
tures are directed to God by higher, as Dionysius says (Eccl.
Hier. v); and to this order pertains the assumption of human
nature by the Word of God, Who is the term of the assump-
tion; and hence it is united to flesh through the soul.

Reply to Objection 2. If the hypostasis of the Word of
God were constituted simply by human nature, it would fol-
low that the body was nearest to it, since it is matter which is
the principle of individuation; even as the soul, being the spe-
cific form, would be nearer the human nature. But because the
hypostasis of the Word is prior to and more exalted than the
human nature, the more exalted any part of the human nature
is, the nearer it is to the hypostasis of theWord. And hence the
soul is nearer the Word of God than the body is.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing prevents one thing being
the cause of the aptitude and congruity of another, and yet if
it be taken away the other remains; because although a thing’s
becoming may depend on another, yet when it is in being it
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no longer depends on it, just as a friendship brought about
by some other may endure when the latter has gone; or as a
woman is taken in marriage on account of her beauty, which
makes a woman’s fittingness for the marriage tie, yet when her

beauty passes away, the marriage tie still remains. So likewise,
when the soul was separated, the union of theWord with flesh
still endured.

IIIa q. 6 a. 2Whether the Son of God assumed a soul through the medium of the spirit or mind?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God did not
assume a soul through the medium of the spirit or mind. For
nothing is a medium between itself and another. But the spirit
is nothing else in essence but the soul itself, as was said above (
Ia, q. 77, a. 1, ad 1). erefore the Son of God did not assume
a soul through the medium of the spirit or mind.

Objection 2. Further, what is the medium of the assump-
tion is itselfmore assumable. But the spirit ormind is notmore
assumable than the soul; which is plain from the fact that an-
gelic spirits are not assumable, as was said above (q. 4, a. 1).
Hence it seems that the Son of God did not assume a soul
through the medium of the spirit.

Objection 3. Further, that which comes later is assumed
by the first through the medium of what comes before. But
the soul implies the very essence, which naturally comes before
its power—the mind. erefore it would seem that the Son of
God did not assume a soul through the medium of the spirit
or mind.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeAgoneChrist. xviii):
“e invisible and unchangeableTruth took a soul bymeans of
the spirit, and a body by means of the soul.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the Son of God is
said to have assumed flesh through the medium of the soul,
on account of the order of dignity, and the congruity of the
assumption. Now both these may be applied to the intellect,

which is called the spirit, if we compare it with the other parts
of the soul. For the soul is assumed congruously only inasmuch
as it has a capacity for God, being in His likeness: which is in
respect of the mind that is called the spirit, according to Eph.
4:23: “Be renewed in the spirit of yourmind.” So, too, the intel-
lect is the highest and noblest of the parts of the soul, and the
most like to God, and hence Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii, 6) that “the Word of God is united to flesh through the
medium of the intellect; for the intellect is the purest part of
the soul, God Himself being an intellect.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although the intellect is not dis-
tinct from the soul in essence, it is distinct from the other parts
of the soul as a power; and it is in this way that it has the nature
of a medium.

Reply to Objection 2. Fitness for assumption is wanting
to the angelic spirits, not from any lack of dignity, but because
of the irremediableness of their fall, which cannot be said of
the human spirit, as is clear fromwhat has been said above ( Ia,
q. 62, a. 8; Ia, q. 64, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. e soul, between which and the
Word of God the intellect is said to be a medium, does not
stand for the essence of the soul, which is common to all the
powers, but for the lower powers, which are common to every
soul.

IIIa q. 6 a. 3Whether the soul was assumed before the flesh by the Son of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of Christ was as-
sumed before the flesh by the Word. For the Son of God as-
sumed flesh through themedium of the soul, as was said above
(a. 1). Now the medium is reached before the end. erefore
the Son of God assumed the soul before the body.

Objection 2. Further, the soul of Christ is nobler than the
angels, according to Ps. 96:8: “Adore Him, all you His angels.”
But the angels were created in the beginning, as was said above
( Ia, q. 46, a. 3). erefore the soul of Christ also (was created
in the beginning). But itwas not createdbefore itwas assumed,
for Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 2,3,9), that “neither
the soul nor the body of Christ ever had any hypostasis save
the hypostasis of the Word.” erefore it would seem that the
soul was assumed before the flesh, which was conceived in the
womb of the Virgin.

Objection3.Further, it iswritten ( Jn. 1:14): “We sawHim
[Vulg.: ‘His glory’] full of grace and truth,” and it is added aer-
wards that “of His fulness we have all received” ( Jn. 1:16), i.e.

all the faithful of all time, as Chrysostom expounds it (Hom.
xiii in Joan.). Now this could not have been unless the soul of
Christ had all fulness of grace and truth before all the saints,
who were from the beginning of the world, for the cause is not
subsequent to the effect. Hence since the fulness of grace and
truth was in the soul of Christ from union with the Word,
according to what is written in the same place: “We saw His
glory, the glory as it were of the Only-begotten of the Father,
full of grace and truth,” it would seem in consequence that
from the beginning of the world the soul of Christ was as-
sumed by the Word of God.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv, 6):
“e intellect was not, as some untruthfully say, united to the
trueGod, andhenceforth calledChrist, before the Incarnation
which was of the Virgin.”

I answer that,Origen (Peri Archon i, 7,8; ii, 8)maintained
that all souls, amongst which he placed Christ’s soul, were cre-
ated in the beginning. But this is not fitting, if we suppose that
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it was first of all created, but not at once joined to the Word,
since it would follow that this soul once had its proper subsis-
tence without theWord; and thus, since it was assumed by the
Word, either the union did not take place in the subsistence,
or the pre-existing subsistence of the soul was corrupted. So
likewise it is not fitting to suppose that this soul was united to
the Word from the beginning, and that it aerwards became
incarnate in the womb of the Virgin; for thus His soul would
not seem to be of the same nature as ours, which are created at
the same time that they are infused into bodies. Hence Pope
Leo says (Ep. ad Julian. xxxv) that “Christ’s flesh was not of a
different nature to ours, nor was a different soul infused into
it in the beginning than into other men.”

Reply toObjection 1.As was said above (a. 1), the soul of
Christ is said to be the medium in the union of the flesh with
the Word, in the order of nature; but it does not follow from
this that it was the medium in the order of time.

Reply to Objection 2. As Pope Leo says in the same Epis-
tle, Christ’s soul excels our soul “not by diversity of genus, but
by sublimity of power”; for it is of the same genus as our souls,

yet excels even the angels in “fulness of grace and truth.” But
the mode of creation is in harmony with the generic property
of the soul; and since it is the form of the body, it is conse-
quently created at the same time that it is infused into and
united with the body; which does not happen to angels, since
they are substances entirely free from matter.

Reply toObjection 3. Of the fulness of Christ all men re-
ceive according to the faith they have in Him; for it is written
(Rom. 3:22) that “the justice of God is by faith of Jesus Christ
unto all andupon all them that believe inHim.”Now just aswe
believe inHimas alreadyborn; so the ancients believed inHim
as about to be born, since “having the same spirit of faith…we
also believe,” as it is written (2 Cor. 4:13). But the faith which
is in Christ has the power of justifying by reason of the pur-
pose of the grace of God, according to Rom. 4:5: “But to him
that worketh not, yet believeth in Him that justifieth the un-
godly, his faith is reputed to justice according to the purpose of
the grace of God.”Hence because this purpose is eternal, there
is nothing to hinder some from being justified by the faith of
Jesus Christ, even before His soul was full of grace and truth.

IIIa q. 6 a. 4Whether the flesh of Christ was assumed by the Word before being united to the soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the flesh of Christ was
assumed by the Word before being united to the soul. For Au-
gustine* says (De Fide ad Petrumxviii): “Most firmly hold, and
nowise doubt that the flesh of Christ was not conceived in the
womb of the Virgin without the Godhead before it was as-
sumed by the Word.” But the flesh of Christ would seem to
have been conceived before being united to the rational soul,
becausematter or disposition is prior to the completive form in
order of generation.erefore the flesh of Christ was assumed
before being united to the soul.

Objection 2. Further, as the soul is a part of human na-
ture, so is the body. But the human soul in Christ had no other
principle of being than in other men, as is clear from the au-
thority of Pope Leo, quoted above (a. 3 ). erefore it would
seem that the body of Christ had no other principle of being
thanwe have. But in us the body is begotten before the rational
soul comes to it. erefore it was the same in Christ; and thus
the flesh was assumed by the Word before being united to the
soul.

Objection 3. Further, as is said (De Causis), the first cause
excels the second in bringing about the effect, and precedes it
in its union with the effect. But the soul of Christ is compared
to the Word as a second cause to a first. Hence the Word was
united to the flesh before it was to the soul.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 2):
“At the same time the Word of God was made flesh, and flesh
was united to a rational and intellectual soul.” erefore the
union of the Word with the flesh did not precede the union
with the soul.

I answer that, e human flesh is assumable by the Word

on account of the order which it has to the rational soul as to
its proper form. Now it has not this order before the rational
soul comes to it, because when any matter becomes proper to
any form, at the same time it receives that form;hence the alter-
ation is terminated at the same instant inwhich the substantial
form is introduced. And hence it is that the flesh ought not to
have been assumed before it was human flesh; and this hap-
pened when the rational soul came to it. erefore since the
soul was not assumed before the flesh, inasmuch as it is against
the nature of the soul to be before it is united to the body, so
likewise the flesh ought not to have been assumed before the
soul, since it is not human flesh before it has a rational soul.

Reply to Objection 1. Human flesh depends upon the
soul for its being; and hence, before the coming of the soul,
there is no humanflesh, but theremay be a disposition towards
human flesh. Yet in the conception of Christ, the Holy Ghost,
Who is an agent of infinite might, disposed the matter and
brought it to its perfection at the same time.

Reply toObjection 2.e form actually gives the species;
but the matter in itself is in potentiality to the species. And
hence it would be against the nature of a form to exist before
the specific nature. And therefore the dissimilarity between
our origin and Christ’s origin, inasmuch as we are conceived
before being animated, and Christ’s flesh is not, is by reason
of what precedes the perfection of the nature, viz. that we are
conceived from the seed ofman, andChrist is not. But a differ-
ence which would be with reference to the origin of the soul,
would bespeak a diversity of nature.

Reply toObjection 3. e Word of God is understood to
be united to the flesh before the soul by the common mode

* Fulgentius.
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whereby He is in the rest of creatures by essence, power, and
presence. Yet I say “before,” not in time, but in nature; for the
flesh is understood as a being, which it has from theWord, be-
fore it is understood as animated, which it has from the soul.
But by the personal unionwe understand the flesh as united to

the soul before it is united to the Word, for it is from its union
with the soul that it is capable of being united to the Word in
Person; especially since a person is found only in the rational
nature

IIIa q. 6 a. 5Whether the whole human nature was assumed through the medium of the parts?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God assumed
the whole human nature through the medium of its parts. For
Augustine says (DeAgoneChrist. xviii) that “the invisible and
unchangeable Truth assumed the soul through the medium of
the spirit, and the body through the medium of the soul, and
in this way the whole man.” But the spirit, soul, and body are
parts of thewholeman.ereforeHe assumed all, through the
medium of the parts.

Objection 2. Further, the Son of God assumed flesh
through themediumof the soul because the soul ismore like to
God than the body. But the parts of human nature, since they
are simpler than the body, would seem to bemore like to God,
Who is most simple, than the whole. erefore He assumed
the whole through the medium of the parts.

Objection 3. Further, the whole results from the union of
parts. But the union is taken to be the term of the assumption,
and the parts are presupposed to the assumption.ereforeHe
assumed the whole by the parts.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 16):
“In our Lord Jesus Christ we do not behold parts of parts, but
such as are immediately joined, i.e. the Godhead and theman-
hood.” Now the humanity is a whole, which is composed of
soul and body, as parts.erefore the Son of God assumed the
parts through the medium of the whole.

I answer that,Whenanything is said tobe amedium in the
assumption of the Incarnation,we donot signify order of time,
because the assumptionof thewhole and thepartswas simulta-
neous. For it has been shown (Aa. 3 ,4) that the soul and body
were mutually united at the same time in order to constitute
the human nature of the Word. But it is order of nature that
is signified. Hence by what is prior in nature, that is assumed
which is posterior in nature. Now a thing is prior in nature in

twoways: First on the part of the agent, secondly on the part of
thematter; for these two causes precede the thing.On the part
of the agent—that is simply first, which is first included in his
intention; but that is relatively first, with which his operation
begins—and this because the intention is prior to the opera-
tion. On the part of the matter—that is first which exists first
in the transmutation of the matter. Now in the Incarnation
the order depending on the agent must be particularly consid-
ered, because, as Augustine says (Ep. ad Volusianum cxxxvii),
“in such things thewhole reason of the deed is the power of the
doer.” But it is manifest that, according to the intention of the
doer, what is complete is prior towhat is incomplete, and, con-
sequently, the whole to the parts. Hence it must be said that
theWord of God assumed the parts of human nature, through
themedium of the whole; for even asHe assumed the body on
account of its relation to the rational soul, so likewise He as-
sumed a body and soul on account of their relation to human
nature.

Reply to Objection 1. From these words nothing may be
gathered, except that the Word, by assuming the parts of hu-
man nature, assumed the whole human nature. And thus the
assumption of parts is prior in the order of the intellect, if we
consider the operation, but not in order of time; whereas the
assumption of the nature is prior if we consider the intention:
and this is to be simply first, as was said above.

Reply to Objection 2. God is so simple that He is also
most perfect; and hence the whole is more like to God than
the parts, inasmuch as it is more perfect.

Reply to Objection 3. It is a personal union wherein the
assumption is terminated, not a union of nature, which springs
from a conjunction of parts.

IIIa q. 6 a. 6Whether the human nature was assumed through the medium of grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son of God assumed
human nature through the medium of grace. For by grace we
are united to God. But the human nature in Christ was most
closely united toGod.erefore the union tookplace by grace.

Objection 2. Further, as the body lives by the soul, which
is its perfection, so does the soul by grace. But the human na-
ture was fitted for the assumption by the soul. erefore the
Son of God assumed the soul through the medium of grace.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 11)
that the incarnateWord is like our spoken word. But our word

is united to our speech by means of “breathing” [spiritus].
erefore the Word of God is united to flesh by means of the
Holy Spirit, and hence by means of grace, which is attributed
to the Holy Spirit, according to 1 Cor. 12:4: “Now there are
diversities of graces, but the same Spirit.”

On the contrary, Grace is an accident in the soul, as was
shown above ( Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 2).Now the union of theWord
with human nature took place in the subsistence, and not acci-
dentally, as was shown above (q. 2, a. 6). erefore the human
nature was not assumed by means of grace.
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I answer that, In Christ there was the grace of union
and habitual grace. erefore grace cannot be taken to be the
medium of the assumption of the human nature, whether we
speak of the grace of union or of habitual grace. For the grace
of union is the personal being that is given gratis from above
to the human nature in the Person of the Word, and is the
term of the assumption. Whereas the habitual grace pertain-
ing to the spiritual holiness of theman is an effect following the
union, according to Jn. 1:14: “We saw His glory…as it were of
the Only-begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth”—by
which we are given to understand that because this Man (as a
result of the union) is the Only-begotten of the Father, He is
full of grace and truth. But if by grace we understand the will
of God doing or bestowing something gratis, the union took
place by grace, not as a means, but as the efficient cause.

Reply to Objection 1. Our union with God is by oper-
ation, inasmuch as we know and love Him; and hence this

union is byhabitual grace, inasmuch as a perfect operationpro-
ceeds from a habit. Now the union of the human nature with
the Word of God is in personal being, which depends not on
any habit, but on the nature itself.

Reply to Objection 2. e soul is the substantial perfec-
tion of the body; grace is but an accidental perfection of the
soul. Hence grace cannot ordain the soul to personal union,
which is not accidental, as the soul ordains the body.

Reply to Objection 3. Our word is united to our speech,
by means of breathing [spiritus], not as a formal medium, but
as a moving medium. For from the word conceived within,
the breathing proceeds, fromwhich the speech is formed. And
similarly from the eternal Word proceeds the Holy Spirit,
Who formed the body of Christ, as will be shown (q. 32, a. 1).
But it does not follow from this that the grace of the Holy
Spirit is the formal medium in the aforesaid union.
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T P, Q 7
Of the Grace of Christ As an Individual Man

(Inirteen Articles)

We must now consider such things as were co-assumed by the Son of God in human nature; and first what belongs to
perfection; secondly, what belongs to defect.

Concerning the first, there are three points of consideration: (1) e grace of Christ; (2) His knowledge; (3) His power.
With regard to His grace we must consider two things: (1) His grace as He is an individual man; (2) His grace as He is the

Head of the Church. Of the grace of union we have already spoken (q. 2).
Under the first head there are thirteen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in the soul of Christ there was any habitual grace?
(2) Whether in Christ there were virtues?
(3) Whether He had faith?
(4) Whether He had hope?
(5) Whether in Christ there were the gis?
(6) Whether in Christ there was the gi of fear?
(7) Whether in Christ there were any gratuitous graces?
(8) Whether in Christ there was prophecy?
(9) Whether there was the fulness of grace in Him?

(10) Whether such fulness was proper to Christ?
(11) Whether the grace of Christ was infinite?
(12) Whether it could have been increased?
(13) How this grace stood towards the union?

IIIa q. 7 a. 1Whether in the Soul of Christ there was any habitual grace?

Objection 1. It would seem there was no habitual grace
in the soul assumed by the Word. For grace is a certain par-
taking of the Godhead by the rational creature, according to 2
Pet. 1:4: “ByWhomHe hath given us most great and precious
promises, that by these you may be made partakers of the Di-
vine Nature.” Now Christ is God not by participation, but in
truth. erefore there was no habitual grace in Him.

Objection 2. Further, grace is necessary to man, that he
may operate well, according to 1 Cor. 15:10: “I have labored
more abundantly than all they; yet not I, but the grace of God
with me”; and in order that he may reach eternal life, accord-
ing to Rom. 6:23: “e grace of God (is) life everlasting.”Now
the inheritance of everlasting lifewas due toChrist by themere
fact ofHis being the natural Son ofGod; and by the fact ofHis
being the Word, by Whom all things were made, He had the
power of doing all things well. erefore His human nature
needed no further grace beyond union with the Word.

Objection 3. Further, what operates as an instrument does
not need a habit for its own operations, since habits are rooted
in the principal agent.Now the humannature inChristwas “as
the instrument of the Godhead,” as Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. iii, 15).erefore there was no need of habitual grace in
Christ.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 11:2): “e Spirit of the
Lord shall rest upon Him”—which (Spirit), indeed, is said to
be inman by habitual grace, as was said above ( Ia, q. 8, a. 3; Ia,

q. 43, Aa. 3,6). erefore there was habitual grace in Christ.
I answer that, It is necessary to suppose habitual grace in

Christ for three reasons. First, on account of the union of His
soul with the Word of God. For the nearer any recipient is to
an inflowing cause, the more does it partake of its influence.
Now the influx of grace is from God, according to Ps. 83:12:
“e Lord will give grace and glory.” And hence it was most
fitting that His soul should receive the influx of Divine grace.
Secondly, on account of the dignity of this soul, whose op-
erations were to attain so closely to God by knowledge and
love, to which it is necessary for human nature to be raised
by grace. irdly, on account of the relation of Christ to the
human race. For Christ, as man, is the “Mediator of God and
men,” as is written, 1 Tim. 2:5; and hence it behooved Him
to have grace which would overflow upon others, according to
Jn. 1:16: “And of His fulness we have all received, and grace
for grace.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ is the true God in Divine
Person and Nature. Yet because together with unity of per-
son there remains distinction of natures, as stated above (q. 2,
Aa. 1,2), the soul of Christ. is not essentially Divine. Hence it
behooves it to be Divine by participation, which is by grace.

Reply to Objection 2. To Christ, inasmuch as He is the
natural Son of God, is due an eternal inheritance, which is
the uncreated beatitude through the uncreated act of knowl-
edge and love of God, i.e. the same whereby the Father knows
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and loves Himself. Now the soul was not capable of this act,
on account of the difference of natures. Hence it behooved it
to attain to God by a created act of fruition which could not
be without grace. Likewise, inasmuch as He was the Word of
God, He had the power of doing all things well by the Divine
operation. And because it is necessary to admit a human op-
eration, distinct from the Divine operation, as will be shown
(q. 19, a. 1), it was necessary for Him to have habitual grace,

whereby this operation might be perfect in Him.
Reply to Objection 3. e humanity of Christ is the in-

strument of the Godhead—not, indeed, an inanimate instru-
ment, which nowise acts, but is merely acted upon; but an in-
strument animated by a rational soul, which is so acted upon
as to act. And hence the nature of the action demanded that
he should have habitual grace.

IIIa q. 7 a. 2Whether in Christ there were virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there were no
virtues. For Christ had the plenitude of grace. Now grace is
sufficient for every good act, according to 2 Cor. 12:9: “My
grace is sufficient for thee.” erefore there were no virtues in
Christ.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vii, 1), virtue is contrastedwith a “certain heroic or god-
like habit”which is attributed to godlikemen. But this belongs
chiefly to Christ. erefore Christ had not virtues, but some-
thing higher than virtue.

Objection 3. Further, as was said above ( Ia IIae, q. 65,
Aa. 1,2), all the virtues are bound together. But it was not be-
coming for Christ to have all the virtues, as is clear in the case
of liberality andmagnificence, for these have to dowith riches,
which Christ spurned, according to Mat. 8:20: “e Son of
man hath not where to lay His head.” Temperance and conti-
nence also regard wicked desires, from which Christ was free.
erefore Christ had not the virtues.

On the contrary, on Ps. 1:2, “But His will is in the law of
the Lord,” a gloss says: “is refers to Christ, Who is full of
all good.” But a good quality of the mind is a virtue. erefore
Christ was full of all virtue.

I answer that, As was said above ( Ia IIae, q. 110, Aa. 3,4),
as grace regards the essence of the soul, so does virtue regard
its power. Hence it is necessary that as the powers of the soul
flow from its essence, so do the virtues flow from grace. Now
themore perfect a principle is, themore it impresses its effects.
Hence, since the grace ofChrist wasmost perfect, there flowed
from it, in consequence, the virtues which perfect the several
powers of the soul for all the soul’s acts; and thus Christ had
all the virtues.

Reply toObjection 1.Grace suffices aman for all whereby
he is ordained to beatitude; nevertheless, it effects some of

these by itself—as to make him pleasing to God, and the like;
and someothers through themediumof the virtueswhichpro-
ceed from grace.

Reply to Objection 2. A heroic or godlike habit only dif-
fers from virtue commonly so called by a more perfect mode,
inasmuch as one is disposed to good in a higher way than is
common to all. Hence it is not hereby proved that Christ had
not the virtues, but that He had them most perfectly beyond
the commonmode. In this sense Plotinus gave to a certain sub-
lime degree of virtue the name of “virtue of the purified soul”
(cf. Ia IIae, q. 61 , a. 5).

Reply to Objection 3. Liberality and magnificence are
praiseworthy in regard to riches, inasmuch as anyone does not
esteem wealth to the extent of wishing to retain it, so as to
forego what ought to be done. But he esteems them least who
wholly despises them, and casts them aside for love of perfec-
tion. And hence by altogether contemning all riches, Christ
showed the highest kind of liberality and magnificence; al-
though He also performed the act of liberality, as far as it be-
came Him, by causing to be distributed to the poor what was
given to Himself. Hence, when our Lord said to Judas ( Jn.
13:21), “atwhich thoudost do quickly,” the disciples under-
stood our Lord to have ordered him to give something to the
poor. But Christ had no evil desires whatever, as will be shown
(q. 15, Aa. 1,2); yetHewas not thereby prevented fromhaving
temperance, which is themore perfect inman, as he is without
evil desires. Hence, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. vii,
9), the temperate man differs from the continent in this—that
the temperate has not the evil desires which the continent suf-
fers.Hence, taking continence in this sense, as the Philosopher
takes it, Christ, from the very fact that He had all virtue, had
not continence, since it is not a virtue, but something less than
virtue.

IIIa q. 7 a. 3Whether in Christ there was faith?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was faith in Christ.
For faith is a nobler virtue than the moral virtues, e.g. temper-
ance and liberality. Now these were in Christ, as stated above
(a. 2). Much more, therefore, was there faith in Him.

Objection 2. Further, Christ did not teach virtues which
He had not Himself, according to Acts 1:1: “Jesus began to do

and to teach.”But ofChrist it is said (Heb. 12:2) thatHe is “the
author and finisher of our faith.” erefore there was faith in
Him before all others.

Objection 3. Further, everything imperfect is excluded
from the blessed. But in the blessed there is faith; for on Rom.
1:17, “the justice ofGod is revealed therein from faith to faith,”
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a gloss says: “From the faith of words and hope to the faith of
things and sight.” erefore it would seem that in Christ also
there was faith, since it implies nothing imperfect.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 11:1): “Faith is the ev-
idence of things that appear not.” But there was nothing that
did not appear to Christ, according to what Peter said to Him
(Jn. 21:17): “ou knowest all things.”erefore there was no
faith in Christ.

I answer that,Aswas said above ( IIa IIae, q. 1, a. 4), the ob-
ject of faith is aDivine thing not seen.Now the habit of virtue,
as every other habit, takes its species from the object. Hence,
if we deny that the Divine thing was not seen, we exclude the
very essence of faith. Now from the first moment of His con-
ception Christ saw God’s Essence fully, as will be made clear
(q. 34, a. 1). Hence there could be no faith in Him.

Reply to Objection 1. Faith is a nobler virtue than the
moral virtues, seeing that it has to do with nobler matter; nev-

ertheless, it implies a certain defect with regard to that matter;
and this defect was not inChrist. And hence there could be no
faith inHim, although themoral virtues were inHim, since in
their nature they imply no defect with regard to their matter.

Reply to Objection 2. e merit of faith consists in
this—that man through obedience assents to what things he
does not see, according to Rom. 1:5: “For obedience to the
faith in all nations forHis name.”NowChrist hadmost perfect
obedience toGod, according toPhil. 2:8: “Becoming obedient
unto death.”AndhenceHe taught nothing pertaining tomerit
which He did not fulfil more perfectly Himself.

Reply to Objection 3. As a gloss says in the same place,
faith is that “whereby such things as are not seen are believed.”
But faith in things seen is improperly so called, and only aer
a certain similitude with regard to the certainty and firmness
of the assent.

IIIa q. 7 a. 4Whether in Christ there was hope?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was hope in Christ.
For it is said in the Person of Christ (Ps. 30:1): “In ee, O
Lord, have I hoped.” But the virtue of hope is that whereby a
man hopes in God.erefore the virtue of hope was in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, hope is the expectation of the bliss
to come, as was shown above ( IIa IIae, q. 17, a. 5, ad 3). But
Christ awaited something pertaining to bliss, viz. the glorify-
ing of His body. erefore it seems there was hope in Him.

Objection 3. Further, everyone may hope for what per-
tains tohis perfection, if it has yet to come.But therewas some-
thing still to come pertaining to Christ’s perfection, according
to Eph. 4:12: “For the perfecting of the saints, for the work
of the ministry, for the building up [Douay: ‘edifying’] of the
body of Christ.” Hence it seems that it befitted Christ to have
hope.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 8:24): “What a man
seeth, why doth he hope for?” us it is clear that as faith is of
the unseen, so also is hope. But there was no faith in Christ, as
was said above (a. 1): neither, consequently, was there hope.

I answer that, As it is of the nature of faith that one as-
sents to what one sees not, so is it of the nature of hope that
one expects what as yet one has not; and as faith, forasmuch
as it is a theological virtue, does not regard everything unseen,
but onlyGod; so likewise hope, as a theological virtue, hasGod
Himself for its object, the fruition of Whom man chiefly ex-
pects by the virtue of hope; yet, in consequence, whoever has
the virtue of hope may expect the Divine aid in other things,

even as he who has the virtue of faith believes God not only
in Divine things, but even in whatsoever is divinely revealed.
Now from the beginning ofHis conceptionChrist had theDi-
vine fruition fully, as will be shown (q. 34, a. 4), and hence he
had not the virtue of hope. Nevertheless He had hope as re-
gards such things as He did not yet possess, although He had
not faith with regard to anything; because, althoughHe knew
all things fully, wherefore faithwas altogetherwanting toHim,
neverthelessHedid not as yet fully possess all that pertained to
His perfection, viz. immortality and glory of the body, which
He could hope for.

Reply toObjection 1.is is said of Christ with reference
to hope, not as a theological virtue, but inasmuch asHe hoped
for some other things not yet possessed, as was said above.

Reply toObjection 2.e glory of the body does not per-
tain to beatitude as being that in which beatitude principally
consists, but by a certain outpouring from the soul’s glory, as
was said above ( Ia IIae, q. 4, a. 6). Hence hope, as a theological
virtue, does not regard the bliss of the body but the soul’s bliss,
which consists in the Divine fruition.

Reply to Objection 3. e building up of the church by
the conversion of the faithful does not pertain to the perfec-
tion ofChrist, wherebyHe is perfect inHimself, but inasmuch
as it leads others to a share ofHis perfection.Andbecause hope
properly regardswhat is expected byhimwhohopes, the virtue
of hope cannot properly be said to be in Christ, because of the
aforesaid reason.
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IIIa q. 7 a. 5Whether in Christ there were the gis?

Objection 1. It would seem that the gis were not in
Christ. For, as is commonly said, the gis are given to help
the virtues. But what is perfect in itself does not need an ex-
terior help. erefore, since the virtues of Christ were perfect,
it seems there were no gis in Him.

Objection2.Further, to give and to receive giswouldnot
seem to belong to the same; since to give pertains to one who
has, and to receive pertains to one who has not. But it belongs
toChrist to give gis according to Ps. 67:19. “ou hast given
gis to men [Vulg.: ‘ou hast received gis in men’].” ere-
fore it was not becoming that Christ should receive gis of the
Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, four gis would seem to pertain
to the contemplation of earth, viz. wisdom, knowledge, un-
derstanding, and counsel which pertains to prudence; hence
the Philosopher (Ethic. vi, 3) enumerates these with the intel-
lectual virtues. But Christ had the contemplation of heaven.
erefore He had not these gis.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Is. 4:1): “Sevenwomen shall
take hold of oneman”: onwhich a gloss says: “at is, the seven
gis of the Holy Ghost shall take hold of Christ.”

I answer that, As was said above ( Ia IIae, q. 68, a. 1),
the gis, properly, are certain perfections of the soul’s powers,

inasmuch as these have a natural aptitude to be moved by the
Holy Ghost, according to Luke 4:1: “And Jesus, being full of
the Holy Ghost, returned from the Jordan, and was led by the
Spirit into the desert.” Hence it is manifest that in Christ the
gis were in a pre-eminent degree.

Reply to Objection 1. What is perfect in the order of its
nature needs to be helped by something of a higher nature; as
man, however perfect, needs to be helped by God. And in this
way the virtues, which perfect the powers of the soul, as they
are controlled by reason, no matter how perfect they are, need
to be helped by the gis, which perfect the soul’s powers, inas-
much as these are moved by the Holy Ghost.

Reply toObjection 2. Christ is not a recipient and a giver
of the gis of theHolyGhost, in the same respect; forHe gives
them as God and receives them as man. Hence Gregory says
(Moral. ii) that “the Holy Ghost never quitted the human na-
ture of Christ, from Whose Divine nature He proceedeth.”

Reply to Objection 3. In Christ there was not only heav-
enly knowledge, but also earthly knowledge, as will be said
(q. 15, a. 10). And yet even in heaven the gis of the Holy
Ghost will still exist, in a certain manner, as was said above ( Ia
IIae, q. 68, a. 6).

IIIa q. 7 a. 6Whether in Christ there was the gi of fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was not
the gi of fear. For hope would seem to be stronger than fear;
since the object of hope is goodness, andof fear, evil. aswas said
above ( Ia IIae, q. 40, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 42, a. 1). But inChrist there
was not the virtue of hope, aswas said above (a. 4).Hence, like-
wise, there was not the gi of fear in Him.

Objection 2. Further, by the gi of fear we fear either to
be separated fromGod, which pertains to “chaste” fear—or to
be punished byHim,which pertains to “servile” fear, asAugus-
tine says (In Joan.Tract. ix). ButChrist did not fear being sepa-
rated fromGodby sin, nor being punished byHimon account
of a fault, since it was impossible for Him to sin, as will be said
(q. 15, Aa. 1,2). Now fear is not of the impossible. erefore
in Christ there was not the gi of fear.

Objection3.Further, it is written (1 Jn. 4:18) that “perfect
charity casteth out fear.” But in Christ there was most perfect
charity, according to Eph. 3:19: “e charity of Christ which
surpasseth all knowledge.” erefore in Christ there was not
the gi of fear.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 11:3): “And He shall be
filled with the spirit of the fear of the Lord.”

I answer that, As was said above ( Ia IIae, q. 42, a. 1), fear
regards two objects, one of which is an evil causing terror; the
other is that by whose power an evil can be inflicted, as we fear
the king inasmuch as he has the power of putting to death.

Now whoever can hurt would not be feared unless he had a
certain greatness ofmight, to which resistance could not easily
be offered; for what we easily repel we do not fear. And hence
it is plain that no one is feared except for some pre-eminence.
And in this way it is said that in Christ there was the fear of
God, not indeed as it regards the evil of separation from God
by fault, nor as it regards the evil of punishment for fault; but
inasmuch as it regards theDivine pre-eminence, on account of
which the soul of Christ, led by the Holy Spirit, was borne to-
wards God in an act of reverence. Hence it is said (Heb. 5:7)
that in all things “he was heard for his reverence.” For Christ
as man had this act of reverence towards God in a fuller sense
and beyond all others. And hence Scripture attributes to Him
the fulness of the fear of the Lord.

Reply to Objection 1. e habits of virtues and gis re-
gard goodness properly and of themselves; but evil, conse-
quently; since it pertains to the nature of virtue to render acts
good, as is said Ethic. ii, 6. And hence the nature of the gi of
fear regards not that evil which fear is concerned with, but the
pre-eminence of that goodness, viz. of God, by Whose power
evil may be inflicted. on the other hand, hope, as a virtue, re-
gards not only the author of good, but even the good itself, as
far as it is not yet possessed. And hence toChrist,Who already
possessed the perfect good of beatitude, we do not attribute
the virtue of hope, but we do attribute the gi of fear.
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Reply toObjection 2.is reason is based on fear in so far
as it regards the evil object.

Reply toObjection 3.Perfect charity casts out servile fear,

which principally regards punishment. But this kind of fear
was not in Christ.

IIIa q. 7 a. 7Whether the gratuitous graces were in Christ?

Objection1. It would seem that the gratuitous graceswere
not in Christ. For whoever has anything in its fulness, to him
it does not pertain to have it by participation. Now Christ
has grace in its fulness, according to Jn. 1:14: “Full of grace
and truth.” But the gratuitous graces would seem to be certain
participations, bestowed distributively and particularly upon
divers subjects, according to 1 Cor. 12:4: “Now there are di-
versities of graces.”erefore it would seem that there were no
gratuitous graces in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, what is due to anyone would not
seem to be gratuitously bestowed on him. But it was due to
themanChrist thatHe should abound in the word of wisdom
and knowledge, and to be mighty in doing wonderful works
and the like, all of which pertain to gratuitous graces: sinceHe
is “the power of God and the wisdom of God,” as is written 1
Cor. 1:24. erefore it was not fitting for Christ to have the
gratuitous graces.

Objection3.Further, gratuitous graces are ordained to the
benefit of the faithful. But it does not seem that a habit which
aman does not use is for the benefit of others, according to Ec-
clus. 20:32: “Wisdom that is hid and treasure that is not seen:
what profit is there in them both?” Now we do not read that
Christ made use of these gratuitously given graces, especially
as regards the gi of tongues. erefore not all the gratuitous
graces were in Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. ad Dardan.
cclxxxvii) that “as in the head are all the senses, so in Christ
were all the graces.”

I answer that,Aswas said above ( Ia IIae, q. 3, Aa. 1,4), the
gratuitous graces are ordained for the manifestation of faith
and spiritual doctrine. For it behooves him who teaches to
have the means of making his doctrine clear; otherwise his
doctrine would be useless. Now Christ is the first and chief
teacher of spiritual doctrine and faith, according to Heb.

2:3,4: “Which having begun to be declared by the Lord was
confirmed unto us by them that heard Him, God also bearing
them witness by signs and wonders.” Hence it is clear that all
the gratuitous graces were most excellently in Christ, as in the
first and chief teacher of the faith.

Reply to Objection 1. As sanctifying grace is ordained to
meritorious acts both interior and exterior, so likewise gratu-
itous grace is ordained to certain exterior acts manifestive of
the faith, as the working ofmiracles, and the like. Now of both
these graces Christ had the fulness. since inasmuch asHis soul
was united to the Godhead, He had the perfect power of ef-
fecting all these acts. But other saintswho aremoved byGod as
separated and not united instruments, receive power in a par-
ticular manner in order to bring about this or that act. And
hence inother saints these graces are divided, butnot inChrist.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ is said to be the power of
God and the wisdom of God, inasmuch as He is the Eternal
Son of God. But in this respect it does not pertain to Him to
have grace, but rather to be the bestower of grace. but it per-
tains to Him in His human nature to have grace.

Reply to Objection 3. e gi of tongues was bestowed
on the apostles, because they were sent to teach all nations;
but Christ wished to preach personally only in the one nation
of the Jews, as He Himself says (Mat. 15:24): “I was not sent
but to the sheep that are lost of the house of Israel”; and the
Apostle says (Rom. 15:8): “I say that Christ Jesus was minis-
ter of the circumcision.” And hence it was not necessary for
Him to speak several languages. Yet was a knowledge of all lan-
guages not wanting to Him, since even the secrets of hearts, of
which all words are signs, were not hidden from Him, as will
be shown (q. 10, a. 2). Nor was this knowledge uselessly pos-
sessed. just as it is not useless to have a habit, which we do not
use when there is no occasion.

IIIa q. 7 a. 8Whether in Christ there was the gi of prophecy?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was not
the gi of prophecy. For prophecy implies a certain obscure
and imperfect knowledge, according to Num. 12:6: “If there
be among you a prophet of the Lord, I will appear to him in a
vision, or I will speak to him in a dream.” But Christ had full
and unveiled knowledge, much more than Moses, of whom it
is subjoined that “plainly and not by riddles and figures doth
he see God” (Num. 6:8). erefore we ought not to admit
prophecy in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, as faith has to do with what is not

seen, and hope with what is not possessed, so prophecy has to
do with what is not present, but distant; for a prophet means,
as it were, a teller of far-off things. But in Christ there could
be neither faith nor hope, as was said above (Aa. 3,4). Hence
prophecy also ought not to be admitted in Christ.

Objection 3. Further, a prophet is in an inferior order to
an angel; hence Moses, who was the greatest of the prophets,
as was said above ( IIa IIae, q. 174, a. 4) is said (Acts 7:38) to
have spoken with an angel in the desert. But Christ was “made
lower than the angels,” not as to the knowledge ofHis soul, but
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only as regards the sufferings ofHis body, as is shownHeb. 2:9.
erefore it seems that Christ was not a prophet.

On the contrary, It is written of Him (Dt. 18:15): “y
God will raise up to thee a prophet of thy nation and of thy
brethren,” and He says of Himself (Mat. 13:57; Jn. 4:44): “A
prophet is not without honor, save in his own country.”

I answer that, A prophet means, as it were, a teller or seer
of far-off things, inasmuch as he knows and announces what
things are far from men’s senses, as Augustine says (Contra
Faust. xvi, 18). Now we must bear in mind that no one can
be called a prophet for knowing and announcing what is dis-
tant from others, with whom he is not. And this is clear in
regard to place and time. For if anyone living in France were
to know and announce to others living in France what things
were transpiring in Syria, it would be prophetical, as Eliseus
told Giezi (4 Kings 5:26) how the man had leaped down from
his chariot to meet him. But if anyone living in Syria were to
announce what things were there, it would not be prophetical.
And the same appears in regard to time. For it was prophetical
of Isaias to announce that Cyrus, King of the Persians, would
rebuild the temple of God, as is clear from Is. 44:28. But it
was not prophetical of Esdras to write it, in whose time it took
place. Hence if God or angels, or even the blessed, know and
announce what is beyond our knowing, this does not pertain
to prophecy, since they nowise touch our state. Now Christ
before His passion touched our state, inasmuch as He was

not merely a “comprehensor,” but a “wayfarer.” Hence it was
prophetical in Him to know and announce what was beyond
the knowledge of other “wayfarers”: and for this reason He is
called a prophet.

Reply toObjection1.esewords donot prove that enig-
matical knowledge, viz. by dreamand vision, belongs to the na-
ture of prophecy; but the comparison is drawn between other
prophets, who saw Divine things in dreams and visions, and
Moses, who saw God plainly and not by riddles, and who yet
is called a prophet, according to Dt. 24:10: “And there arose
no more a prophet in Israel like unto Moses.” Nevertheless it
may be said that althoughChrist had full and unveiled knowl-
edge as regards the intellective part, yet in the imaginative part
He had certain similitudes, in which Divine things could be
viewed, inasmuch as He was not only a “comprehensor,” but a
“wayfarer.”

Reply toObjection 2. Faith regards such things as are un-
seenbyhimwhobelieves; andhope, too, is of such things as are
not possessed by the one who hopes; but prophecy is of such
things as are beyond the sense ofmen, with whom the prophet
dwells and converses in this state of life. And hence faith and
hope are repugnant to the perfection ofChrist’s beatitude; but
prophecy is not.

Reply toObjection 3.Angels, being “comprehensors,” are
above prophets, who are merely “wayfarers”; but not above
Christ, Who was both a “comprehensor” and a “wayfarer.”

IIIa q. 7 a. 9Whether in Christ there was the fulness of grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was not
the fulness of grace. For the virtues flow from grace, as was said
above ( Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 4). But inChrist there were not all the
virtues; for there was neither faith nor hope in Him, as was
shown above (Aa. 3,4). erefore in Christ there was not the
fulness of grace.

Objection 2. Further, as is plain from what was said above
( Ia IIae, q. 111, a. 2), grace is divided into operating and co-
operating. Now operating grace signifies that whereby the un-
godly is justified, which has no place in Christ, Who never lay
under any sin. erefore in Christ there was not the fulness of
grace.

Objection 3. Further, it is written ( James 1:17): “Every
best gi and every perfect gi is from above, coming down
from the Father of lights.” But what comes thus is possessed
partially, and not fully. erefore no creature, not even the
soul of Christ, can have the fulness of the gis of grace.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 1:14): “We saw Him
[Vulg.: ‘His glory’] full of grace and truth.”

I answer that,Tohave fully is to have wholly and perfectly.
Now totality and perfection can be taken in two ways: First as
regards their “intensive” quantity; for instance, I may say that
some man has whiteness fully, because he has as much of it as
can naturally be in him; secondly, “as regards power”; for in-

stance, if anyone be said to have life fully, inasmuch as he has it
in all the effects orworks of life; and thusmanhas life fully, but
senseless animals or plants have not. Now in both these ways
Christ has the fulness of grace. First, since He has grace in its
highest degree, in the most perfect way it can be had. And this
appears, first, from the nearness of Christ’s soul to the cause
of grace. For it was said above (a. 1) that the nearer a recipi-
ent is to the inflowing cause, the more it receives. And hence
the soul of Christ, which is more closely united to God than
all other rational creatures, receives the greatest outpouring of
His grace. Secondly, in His relation to the effect. For the soul
of Christ so received grace, that, in a manner, it is poured out
from it upon others. And hence it behooved Him to have the
greatest grace; as fire which is the cause of heat in other hot
things, is of all things the hottest.

Likewise, as regards the “virtue” of grace, He had grace
fully, sinceHe had it for all the operations and effects of grace;
and this, because grace was bestowed on Him, as upon a uni-
versal principle in the genus of such as have grace. Now the
virtue of the first principle of a genus universally extends it-
self to all the effects of that genus; thus the force of the sun,
which is the universal cause of generation, as Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. i), extends to all things that come under genera-
tion. Hence the second fulness of grace is seen in Christ inas-
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much as His grace extends to all the effects of grace, which are
the virtues, gis, and the like.

Reply to Objection 1. Faith and hope signify effects of
grace with certain defects on the part of the recipient of grace,
inasmuch as faith is of the unseen, and hope of what is not yet
possessed. Hence it was not necessary that in Christ, Who is
the author of grace, there should be any defects such as faith
and hope imply; but whatever perfection is in faith and hope
was in Christ most perfectly; as in fire there are not all the
modes of heat which are defective by the subject’s defect, but
whatever belongs to the perfection of heat.

Reply to Objection 2. It pertains essentially to operating
grace to justify; but that it makes the ungodly to be just is ac-
cidental to it on the part of the subject, in which sin is found.
erefore the soul of Christ was justified by operating grace,
inasmuch as it was rendered just and holy by it from the be-
ginning ofHis conception; not that it was until then sinful, or
even not just.

Reply to Objection 3. e fulness of grace is attributed
to the soul of Christ according to the capacity of the creature
and not by comparison with the infinite fulness of the Divine
goodness.

IIIa q. 7 a. 10Whether the fulness of grace is proper to Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fulness of grace is
not proper to Christ. For what is proper to anyone belongs to
him alone. But to be full of grace is attributed to some others;
for it was said to the Blessed Virgin (Lk. 1:28): “Hail, full of
grace”; and again it iswritten (Acts 6:8): “Stephen, full of grace
and fortitude.” erefore the fulness of grace is not proper to
Christ.

Objection 2. Further, what can be communicated to oth-
ers through Christ does not seem to be proper to Christ. But
the fulness of grace can be communicated to others through
Christ, since the Apostle says (Eph. 3:19): “at you may be
filled unto all the fulness of God.” erefore the fulness of
grace is not proper to Christ.

Objection 3. Further, the state of the wayfarer seems to
be proportioned to the state of the comprehensor. But in the
state of the comprehensor there will be a certain fulness, since
“in our heavenly country with its fulness of all good, although
some things are bestowed in a pre-eminent way, yet nothing is
possessed singularly,” as is clear fromGregory (Hom.DeCent.
Ovib.; xxxiv in Ev.). erefore in the state of the comprehen-
sor the fulness of grace is possessed by everyone, and hence the
fulness of grace is not proper to Christ. on the contrary, e
fulness of grace is attributed to Christ inasmuch as He is the
only-begotten of the Father, according to Jn. 1:14: “We saw
Him [Vulg.: ‘His glory’] as it were…the Only-begotten of the
Father, full of grace and truth.” But to be theOnly-begotten of
the Father is proper to Christ.erefore it is proper toHim to
be full of grace and truth.

I answer that, e fulness of grace may be taken in two
ways: First, on the part of grace itself, or secondly on the part
of the one who has grace. Now on the part of grace itself there
is said to be the fulness of grace when the limit of grace is at-
tained, as to essence and power, inasmuch as grace is possessed
in its highest possible excellence and in its greatest possible ex-
tension to all its effects. And this fulness of grace is proper to
Christ. But on the part of the subject there is said to be the
fulness of gracewhen anyone fully possesses grace according to

his condition—whether as regards intensity, by reason of grace
being intense in him, to the limit assigned by God, according
to Eph. 4:1: “But to every one of us is given grace according
to themeasure of the giving of Christ”—or “as regards power,”
by reason of a man having the help of grace for all that belongs
to his office or state, as the Apostle says (Eph. 3:8): “To me,
the least of all the saints, is given this grace…to enlighten all
men.” And this fulness of grace is not proper to Christ, but is
communicated to others by Christ.

Reply toObjection 1.e Blessed Virgin is said to be full
of grace, not on the part of grace itself—since she had not
grace in its greatest possible excellence—nor for all the effects
of grace; but she is said to be full of grace in reference to her-
self, i.e. inasmuch as she had sufficient grace for the state to
which God had chosen her, i.e. to be the mother of His Only-
begotten. So, too, Stephen is said to be full of grace, since he
had sufficient grace to be a fit minister and witness of God, to
which office he had been called. And the same must be said of
others. Of these fulnesses one is greater than another, accord-
ing as one is divinely pre-ordained to a higher or lower state.

Reply to Objection 2. e Apostle is there speaking of
that fulness which has reference to the subject, in compari-
son with what man is divinely pre-ordained to; and this is ei-
ther something in common, to which all the saints are pre-
ordained, or something special, which pertains to the pre-
eminence of some. And in this manner a certain fulness of
grace is common to all the saints, viz. to have grace enough
to merit eternal life, which consists in the enjoyment of God.
And this is the fulness of grace which the Apostle desires for
the faithful to whom he writes.

Reply toObjection 3.ese gis which are in common in
heaven, viz.: vision, possession and fruition, and the like, have
certain gis corresponding to them in this life which are also
common to all the saints. Yet there are certain prerogatives of
saints, both in heaven and on earth, which are not possessed
by all.
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IIIa q. 7 a. 11Whether the grace of Christ is infinite?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s grace is infi-
nite. For everything immeasurable is infinite. But the grace
of Christ is immeasurable; since it is written ( Jn. 3:34): “For
God doth not give the Spirit by measure to His Son*, namely
Christ.” erefore the grace of Christ is infinite.

Objection 2. Further, an infinite effect betokens an infi-
nite power which can only spring from an infinite essence. But
the effect of Christ’s grace is infinite, since it extends to the sal-
vation of the whole human race; for He is the propitiation for
our sins…and for those of thewholeworld, as is said (1 Jn. 2:2).
erefore the grace of Christ is infinite.

Objection 3.Further, every finite thing by addition can at-
tain to the quantity of any other finite thing. erefore if the
grace of Christ is finite the grace of any other man could in-
crease to such an extent as to reach to an equality with Christ’s
grace, against what is written ( Job 28:17): “Gold nor crystal
cannot equal it,” as Gregory expounds it (Moral. xviii). ere-
fore the grace of Christ is infinite.

On the contrary, Grace is something created in the soul.
But every created thing is finite, according to Wis. 11:21:
“ou hast ordered all things in measure and number and
weight.” erefore the grace of Christ is not infinite.

I answer that, As was made clear above (q. 2, a. 10), a
twofold grace may be considered in Christ; the first being the
grace of union, which, as was said (q. 6, a. 6), is for Him to be
personally united to the Son of God, which union has been
bestowed gratis on the human nature; and it is clear that this
grace is infinite, as the Person of God is infinite. e second is
habitual grace;whichmaybe taken in twoways: first as a being,
and in this way it must be a finite being, since it is in the soul
of Christ, as in a subject, and Christ’s soul is a creature having
a finite capacity; hence the being of grace cannot be infinite,
since it cannot exceed its subject. Secondly it may be viewed
in its specific nature of grace; and thus the grace of Christ can
be termed infinite, since it is not limited, i.e. it has whatsoever
can pertain to the nature of grace, and what pertains to the na-

ture of grace is not bestowed onHim in a fixedmeasure; seeing
that “according to the purpose” of God to Whom it pertains
tomeasure grace, it is bestowed onChrist’s soul as on a univer-
sal principle for bestowing grace on human nature, according
to Eph. 1:5,6, “He hath graced us in His beloved Son”; thus
we might say that the light of the sun is infinite, not indeed in
being, but in the nature of light, as havingwhatever can pertain
to the nature of light.

Reply to Objection 1. When it is said that the Father
“doth not give the Spirit by measure,” it may be expounded
of the gi which God the Father from all eternity gave the
Son, viz. theDivineNature, which is an infinite gi.Hence the
comment of a certain gloss: “So that the Son may be as great
as the Father is.” Or again, it may be referred to the gi which
is given the human nature, to be united to the Divine Person,
and this also is an infinite gi. Hence a gloss says on this text:
“As the Father begot a full and perfect Word, it is united thus
full and perfect to human nature.” irdly, it may be referred
to habitual grace, inasmuch as the grace of Christ extends to
whatever belongs to grace. Hence Augustine expounding this
(Tract. xiv in Joan.) says: “e division of the gis is a mea-
surement. For to one indeed by the Spirit is given the word of
wisdom, to another the word of knowledge.” But Christ the
giver does not receive by measure.

Reply to Objection 2. e grace of Christ has an infinite
effect, both because of the aforesaid infinity of grace, and be-
cause of the unity* of the Divine Person, to Whom Christ’s
soul is united.

Reply toObjection 3.e lesser can attain by augment to
the quantity of the greater, when both have the same kind of
quantity. But the grace of any man is compared to the grace of
Christ as a particular to a universal power; hence as the force
of fire, no matter how much it increases, can never equal the
sun’s strength, so the grace of a man, no matter how much it
increases, can never equal the grace of Christ.

IIIa q. 7 a. 12Whether the grace of Christ could increase?

Objection 1. It would seem that the grace of Christ could
increase. For to every finite thing addition can be made. But
the grace of Christ was finite. erefore it could increase.

Objection 2. Further, it is by Divine power that grace is
increased, according to 2 Cor. 9:8: “And God is able to make
all grace abound in you.” But the Divine power, being infinite,
is confined by no limits. erefore it seems that the grace of
Christ could have been greater.

Objection 3.Further, it is written (Lk. 2:52) that the child
“Jesus advanced in wisdom and age and grace with God and
men.” erefore the grace of Christ could increase.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 1:14): “We saw Him
[Vulg.: ‘His glory’] as itwere…theOnly-begottenof theFather,
full of grace and truth.” But nothing can be or can be thought
greater than that anyone should be the Only-begotten of the
Father. erefore no greater grace can be or can be thought
than that of which Christ was full.

I answer that, For a form to be incapable of increase hap-
pens in two ways: First on the part of the subject; secondly, on
the part of the form itself. On the part of the subject, indeed,
when the subject reaches the utmost limit wherein it partakes
of this form, aer its own manner, e.g. if we say that air can-

* ‘To His Son’ is lacking in the Vulgate. * Perhaps we should read
‘infinity’—Ed.
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not increase in heat, when it has reached the utmost limit of
heat which can exist in the nature of air, although theremay be
greater heat in actual existence, viz. the heat of fire. But on the
part of the form, the possibility of increase is excluded when a
subject reaches the utmost perfectionwhich this formcanhave
by nature, e.g. if we say the heat of fire cannot be increased be-
cause there cannot be amore perfect grade of heat than that to
which fire attains. Now the proper measure of grace, like that
of other forms, is determined by the Divine wisdom, accord-
ing to Wis. 11:21: “ou hast ordered all things in number,
weight and measure.” And it is with reference to its end that a
measure is set to every form. as there is no greater gravity than
that of the earth, because there is no lower place than that of
the earth. Now the end of grace is the union of the rational
creature with God. But there can neither be nor be thought
a greater union of the rational creature with God than that
which is in the Person. And hence the grace of Christ reached
the highest measure of grace. Hence it is clear that the grace
of Christ cannot be increased on the part of grace. But neither
can it be increased on the part of the subject, since Christ as
man was a true and full comprehensor from the first instant of
His conception. Hence there could have been no increase of
grace in Him, as there could be none in the rest of the blessed,
whose grace could not increase, seeing that they have reached
their last end. But as regards men who are wholly wayfarers,
their grace can be increased notmerely on the part of the form,
since they have not attained the highest degree of grace, but
also on the part of the subject, since they have not yet attained

their end.
Reply to Objection 1. If we speak of mathematical quan-

tity, addition can be made to any finite quantity, since there is
nothing on the part of finite quantity which is repugnant to
addition. But if we speak of natural quantity, there may be re-
pugnance on the part of the form towhich a determined quan-
tity is due, even as other accidents are determined. Hence the
Philosopher says (De Anima ii, 41) that “there is naturally a
term of all things, and a fixed limit ofmagnitude and increase.”
And hence to the quantity of the whole there can be no addi-
tion.And stillmoremustwe suppose a term in the forms them-
selves, beyond which they may not go. Hence it is not neces-
sary that addition should be capable of being made to Christ’s
grace, although it is finite in its essence.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the Divine power can
make something greater and better than the habitual grace of
Christ, yet it could not make it to be ordained to anything
greater than the personal union with the Only-begotten Son
of the Father; and to this union, by the purpose of the Divine
wisdom, the measure of grace is sufficient.

Reply to Objection 3. Anyone may increase in wisdom
and grace in twoways. First inasmuch as the very habits of wis-
dom and grace are increased; and in this way Christ did not
increase. Secondly, as regards the effects, i.e. inasmuch as they
do wiser and greater works; and in this way Christ increased
in wisdom and grace even as in age, since in the course of time
He did more perfect works, to prove Himself true man, both
in the things of God, and in the things of man.

IIIa q. 7 a. 13Whether the habitual grace of Christ followed aer the union?

Objection 1. It would seem that the habitual grace did not
follow aer the union. For nothing follows itself. But this ha-
bitual grace seems to be the same as the grace of union; for Au-
gustine says (De Praedest. Sanct. xv): “Every man becomes a
Christian from the beginning of his belief, by the same grace
whereby thisMan fromHis beginning becameChrist”; and of
these two the first pertains to habitual grace and the second to
the grace of union.erefore it would seem that habitual grace
did not follow upon the union.

Objection 2. Further, disposition precedes perfection, if
not in time, at least in thought. But the habitual grace seems
to be a disposition in human nature for the personal union.
erefore it seems that the habitual grace did not follow but
rather preceded the union.

Objection 3. Further, the common precedes the proper.
But habitual grace is common to Christ and other men; and
the grace of union is proper toChrist.erefore habitual grace
is prior in thought to the union. erefore it does not follow
it.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 42:1): “Behold my ser-
vant, I will uphold Him…“and farther on: “I have given My
Spirit upon Him”; and this pertains to the gi of habitual

grace. Hence it remains that the assumption of human na-
ture to the unity of the Person preceded the habitual grace of
Christ.

I answer that,eunion of the humannaturewith theDi-
vine Person, which, as we have said above (q. 2, a. 10; q. 6, a. 6),
is the grace of union, precedes the habitual grace ofChrist, not
in order of time, but by nature and in thought; and this for a
triple reason: First, with reference to the order of the principles
of both. For the principle of the union is the Person of the Son
assuming human nature,Who is said to be sent into the world,
inasmuch as He assumed human nature; but the principle of
habitual grace, which is given with charity, is the Holy Ghost,
Who is said to be sent inasmuch as He dwells in the mind by
charity. Now the mission of the Son is prior, in the order of
nature, to the mission of the Holy Ghost, even as in the or-
der of nature the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son, and love
from wisdom. Hence the personal union, according to which
themissionof the Son tookplace, is prior in the order of nature
to habitual grace, according to which the mission of the Holy
Ghost takes place. Secondly, the reason of this order may be
taken from the relation of grace to its cause. For grace is caused
in man by the presence of the Godhead, as light in the air by
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the presence of the sun.Hence it is written (Ezech. 43:2): “e
glory of the God of Israel came in by the way of the east…and
the earth shone with His majesty.” But the presence of God in
Christ is by the union of human nature with the Divine Per-
son.Hence thehabitual grace ofChrist is understood to follow
this union, as light follows the sun. irdly, the reason of this
union can be taken from the end of grace, since it is ordained
to acting rightly, and action belongs to the suppositum and the
individual.Hence action and, in consequence, grace ordaining
thereto, presuppose the hypostasis which operates. Now the
hypostasis did not exist in the human nature before the union,
as is clear fromq. 4, a. 2.erefore the grace of union precedes,
in thought, habitual grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine here means by grace the
gratuitous will of God, bestowing benefits gratis; and hence
every man is said to be made a Christian by the same grace
whereby a Man became Christ, since both take place by the
gratuitous will of God without merits.

Reply to Objection 2. As disposition in the order of gen-

eration precedes the perfection to which it disposes, in such
things as are gradually perfected; so it naturally follows theper-
fection which one has already obtained; as heat, which was a
disposition to the form of fire, is an effect flowing from the
form of already existing fire. Now the human nature in Christ
is united to the Person of the Word from the beginning with-
out succession.Hence habitual grace is not understood to have
preceded the union, but to have followed it; as a natural prop-
erty. Hence, as Augustine says (Enchiridion xl): “Grace is in a
manner natural to the Man Christ.”

Reply to Objection 3. e common precedes the proper,
when both are of the same genus; but when they are of divers
genera, there is nothing toprevent theproper beingprior to the
common. Now the grace of union is not in the same genus as
habitual grace; but is above all genera even as theDivinePerson
Himself. Hence there is nothing to prevent this proper from
being before the common since it does not result from some-
thing being added to the common, but is rather the principle
and source of that which is common.
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T P, Q 8
Of the Grace of Christ, As He Is the Head of the Church

(In Eight Articles)

Wemust now consider the grace of Christ as theHead of the Church; and under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ is the Head of the Church?
(2) Whether He is the Head of men as regards their bodies or only as regards their souls?
(3) Whether He is the Head of all men?
(4) Whether He is the Head of the angels?
(5) Whether the grace of Christ as Head of the Church is the same as His habitual grace as an individual man?
(6) Whether to be Head of the Church is proper to Christ?
(7) Whether the devil is the head of all the wicked?
(8) Whether Anti-christ can be called the head of all the wicked?

IIIa q. 8 a. 1Whether Christ is the Head of the Church?

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong to
Christ as man to beHead of the Church. For the head imparts
sense and motion to the members. Now spiritual sense and
motion which are by grace, are not imparted to us by the Man
Christ, because, as Augustine says (De Trin. i, 12; xv, 24), “not
evenChrist, asman, but only asGod, bestows theHolyGhost.”
erefore it does not belong to Him as man to be Head of the
Church.

Objection 2. Further, it is not fitting for the head to have
a head. But God is the Head of Christ, as man, according to
1 Cor. 11:3, “e Head of Christ is God.” erefore Christ
Himself is not a head.

Objection 3. Furthermore, the head of a man is a partic-
ular member, receiving an influx from the heart. But Christ is
the universal principle of the whole Church. erefore He is
not the Head of the Church.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 1:22): “AndHe…hath
made Him head over all the Church.”

I answer that, As the whole Church is termed one mystic
body from its likeness to the natural body of a man, which in
divers members has divers acts, as the Apostle teaches (Rom.
12; 1 Cor. 12), so likewise Christ is called the Head of the
Church from a likeness with the human head, in which we
may consider three things, viz. order, perfection, and power:
“Order,” indeed; for the head is the first part of man, begin-
ning from the higher part; and hence it is that every prin-
ciple is usually called a head according to Ezech. 16:25: “At
every head of the way, thou hast set up a sign of thy prosti-
tution”—“Perfection,” inasmuch as in the head dwell all the
senses, both interior and exterior, whereas in the other mem-
bers there is only touch, and hence it is said (Is. 9:15): “e
aged and honorable, he is the head”—“Power,” because the
power andmovement of the othermembers, together with the
direction of them in their acts, is from the head, by reason of
the sensitive and motive power there ruling; hence the ruler is
called theheadof apeople, according to1Kings 15:17: “When

thou wast a little one in thy own eyes, wast thou not made the
head of the tribes of Israel?” Now these three things belong
spiritually to Christ. First, on account of His nearness to God
His grace is the highest and first, though not in time, since all
have received grace on account ofHis grace, according toRom.
8:29: “For whom He foreknew, He also predestinated to be
made conformable to the image of His Son; that He might be
the first-born amongst many brethren.” Secondly, He had per-
fection as regards the fulness of all graces, according to Jn. 1:14,
“We saw Him [Vulg.: ‘His glory’]…full of grace and truth,” as
was shown, q. 7, a. 9. irdly, He has the power of bestowing
grace on all themembers of the Church, according to Jn. 1:16:
“Of His fulness we have all received.” And thus it is plain that
Christ is fittingly called the Head of the Church.

Reply toObjection 1.To give grace or theHolyGhost be-
longs to Christ as He is God, authoritatively; but instrumen-
tally it belongs also toHim asman, inasmuch asHismanhood
is the instrument of His Godhead. And hence by the power of
the Godhead His actions were beneficial, i.e. by causing grace
in us, both meritoriously and efficiently. But Augustine denies
that Christ as man gives the Holy Ghost authoritatively. Even
other saints are said to give the Holy Ghost instrumentally, or
ministerially, according to Gal. 3:5: “He…who giveth to you
the Spirit.”

Reply to Objection 2. In metaphorical speech we must
not expect a likeness in all respects; for thus there would be
not likeness but identity. Accordingly a natural head has not
another head because one human body is not part of another;
but a metaphorical body, i.e. an ordered multitude, is part of
anothermultitude as the domesticmultitude is part of the civil
multitude; and hence the father who is head of the domestic
multitude has a head above him, i.e. the civil governor. And
hence there is no reason why God should not be the Head of
Christ, although Christ Himself is Head of the Church.

Reply to Objection 3. e head has a manifest pre-
eminence over the other exterior members; but the heart has
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a certain hidden influence. And hence the Holy Ghost is
likened to the heart, since He invisibly quickens and unifies

the Church; but Christ is likened to the Head in His visible
nature in which man is set over man.

IIIa q. 8 a. 2Whether Christ is the Head of men as to their bodies or only as to their souls?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ is not the Head
of men as to their bodies. For Christ is said to be the Head
of the Church inasmuch as He bestows spiritual sense and the
movement of grace on the Church. But a body is not capable
of this spiritual sense and movement. erefore Christ is not
the Head of men as regards their bodies.

Objection 2. Further, we share bodies with the brutes. If
therefore Christ was the Head of men as to their bodies, it
would follow that He was the Head of brute animals; and this
is not fitting.

Objection 3. Further, Christ took His body from other
men, as is clear from Mat. 1 and Luke 3. But the head is the
first of the members, as was said above (a. 1, ad 3). erefore
Christ is not the Head of the Church as regards bodies.

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 3:21): “Who will re-
form the body of our lowness, made like to the body of His
glory.”

I answer that, e human body has a natural relation to
the rational soul, which is its proper form and motor. Inas-
much as the soul is its form, it receives fromthe soul life and the
other properties which belong specifically to man; but inas-
much as the soul is its motor, the body serves the soul in-
strumentally. erefore we must hold that the manhood of

Christ had the power of “influence,” inasmuch as it is united
to theWord ofGod, toWhomHis body is united through the
soul, as stated above (q. 6, a. 1). Hence the whole manhood of
Christ, i.e. according to soul and body, influences all, both in
soul and body; but principally the soul, and secondarily the
body: First, inasmuch as the “members of the body are pre-
sented as instruments of justice” in the soul that lives through
Christ, as the Apostle says (Rom. 6:13): secondly, inasmuch
as the life of glory flows from the soul on to the body, accord-
ing to Rom. 8:11: “He that raised up Jesus from the dead shall
quicken also your mortal bodies, because of His Spirit that
dwelleth in you.”

Reply toObjection1.espiritual sense of grace does not
reach to the body first and principally, but secondarily and in-
strumentally, as was said above.

Reply to Objection 2. e body of an animal has no rela-
tion to a rational soul, as the human body has. Hence there is
no parity.

Reply to Objection 3. Although Christ drew the matter
of His body from other men, yet all draw from Him the im-
mortal life of their body, according to 1 Cor. 15:22: “And as
in Adam all die, so also in Christ all shall be made alive.”

IIIa q. 8 a. 3Whether Christ is the Head of all men?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ is not the Head
of all men. For the head has no relation except to the mem-
bers of its body. Now the unbaptized are nowise members of
the Church which is the body of Christ, as it is written (Eph.
1:23). erefore Christ is not the Head of all men.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle writes to the Ephesians
(5:25,27): “Christ deliveredHimself up for” the Church “that
He might present it to Himself a glorious Church, not having
spot or wrinkle or any such thing.” But there are many of the
faithful inwhom is found the spot or thewrinkle of sin.ere-
fore Christ is not the Head of all the faithful.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments of the Old Law are
compared to Christ as the shadow to the body, as is written
(Col. 2:17). But the fathers of the Old Testament in their day
served unto these sacraments, according to Heb. 8:5: “Who
serve unto the example and shadowof heavenly things.”Hence
they did not pertain to Christ’s body, and therefore Christ is
not the Head of all men.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Tim. 4:10): “Who is the
Saviour of all men, especially of the faithful,” and (1 Jn. 2:2):
“He is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but
also for those of thewholeworld.”Now to savemen and to be a

propitiation for their sins belongs toChrist asHead.erefore
Christ is the Head of all men.

I answer that, is is the difference between the natural
body of man and the Church’s mystical body, that the mem-
bers of the natural body are all together, and the members of
the mystical are not all together—neither as regards their nat-
ural being, since the body of the Church is made up of the
men who have been from the beginning of the world until its
end—nor as regards their supernatural being, since, of those
who are at any one time, some there are who are without grace,
yet will aerwards obtain it, and some have it already.Wemust
therefore consider the members of the mystical body not only
as they are in act, but as they are in potentiality. Neverthe-
less, some are in potentiality who will never be reduced to act,
and some are reduced at some time to act; and this according
to the triple class, of which the first is by faith, the second by
the charity of this life, the third by the fruition of the life to
come. Hence we must say that if we take the whole time of
the world in general, Christ is the Head of all men, but di-
versely. For, first and principally, He is the Head of such as are
united to Him by glory; secondly, of those who are actually
united to Him by charity; thirdly, of those who are actually
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united to Him by faith; fourthly, of those who are united to
Him merely in potentiality, which is not yet reduced to act,
yet will be reduced to act according to Divine predestination;
fihly, of those who are united to Him in potentiality, which
will never be reduced to act; such are thosemen existing in the
world, who are not predestined, who, however, on their depar-
ture from this world, wholly cease to be members of Christ, as
being no longer in potentiality to be united to Christ.

Reply toObjection 1. ose who are unbaptized, though
not actually in the Church, are in the Church potentially. And
this potentiality is rooted in two things—first and principally,
in the power of Christ, which is sufficient for the salvation of
the whole human race; secondly, in free-will.

Reply to Objection 2. To be “a glorious Church not hav-
ing spot or wrinkle” is the ultimate end to which we are
brought by the Passion of Christ. Hence this will be in heaven,
and not on earth, in which “if we say we have no sin, we de-
ceive ourselves,” as is written (1 Jn. 1:8). Nevertheless, there

are some, viz. mortal, sins from which they are free who are
members of Christ by the actual union of charity; but such
as are tainted with these sins are not members of Christ actu-
ally, but potentially; except, perhaps, imperfectly, by formless
faith, which unites to God, relatively but not simply, viz. so
that man partake of the life of grace. For, as is written ( James
2:20): “Faith without works is dead.” Yet such as these receive
fromChrist a certain vital act, i.e. to believe, as if a lifeless limb
were moved by a man to some extent.

Reply to Objection 3. e holy Fathers made use of the
legal sacraments, not as realities, but as images and shadows
of what was to come. Now it is the same motion to an image
as image, and to the reality, as is clear from the Philosopher
(De Memor. et Remin. ii). Hence the ancient Fathers, by ob-
serving the legal sacraments, were borne to Christ by the same
faith and love whereby we also are borne to Him, and hence
the ancient Fathers belong to the same Church as we.

IIIa q. 8 a. 4Whether Christ is the Head of the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ as man is not the
head of the angels. For the head and members are of one na-
ture. But Christ as man is not of the same nature with the an-
gels, but only with men, since, as is written (Heb. 2:16): “For
nowhere doth He take hold of the angels, but of the seed of
Abraham He taketh hold.” erefore Christ as man is not the
head of the angels.

Objection 2. Further, Christ is the head of such as belong
to the Church, which is His Body, as is written (Eph. 1:23).
But the angels do not belong to the Church. For the Church is
the congregation of the faithful: and in the angels there is no
faith, for they do not “walk by faith” but “by sight,” otherwise
they would be “absent from the Lord,” as the Apostle argues (2
Cor. 5:6,7). erefore Christ as man is not head of the angels.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Tract. xix; xxiii in
Joan.), that as “the Word” which “was in the beginning with
the Father” quickens souls, so the “Wordmade flesh” quickens
bodies, which angels lack. But theWordmade flesh isChrist as
man. erefore Christ as man does not give life to angels, and
hence as man He is not the head of the angels.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Col. 2:10), “Who is
the head of all Principality and Power,” and the same reason
holds good with the other orders of angels.erefore Christ is
the Head of the angels.

I answer that, As was said above (a. 1, ad 2), where there
is one body we must allow that there is one head. Now a mul-
titude ordained to one end, with distinct acts and duties, may
bemetaphorically called one body. But it is manifest that both
men and angels are ordained to one end, which is the glory of
the Divine fruition. Hence the mystical body of the Church

consists not only of men but of angels. Now of all this multi-
tude Christ is the Head, since He is nearer God, and shares
His gis more fully, not only than man, but even than an-
gels; and of His influence not only men but even angels par-
take, since it is written (Eph. 1:20-22): that God the Father
set “Him,” namely Christ, “on His right hand in the heavenly
places, above all Principality and Power and Virtue and Do-
minion and every name that is named not only in this world,
but also in that which is to come. And He hath subjected all
things under His feet.” erefore Christ is not only the Head
of men, but of angels. Hence we read (Mat. 4:11) that “angels
came and ministered to Him.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s influence over men is
chiefly with regard to their souls; wherein men agree with an-
gels in generic nature, though not in specific nature. By reason
of this agreement Christ can be said to be the Head of the an-
gels, although the agreement falls short as regards the body.

Reply to Objection 2. e Church, on earth, is the con-
gregation of the faithful; but, in heaven, it is the congregation
of comprehensors. Now Christ was not merely a wayfarer, but
a comprehensor. And therefore He is the Head not merely of
the faithful, but of comprehensors, as having grace and glory
most fully.

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine here uses the similitude
of cause and effect, i.e. inasmuch as corporeal things act on
bodies, and spiritual things on spiritual things. Nevertheless,
the humanity of Christ, by virtue of the spiritual nature, i.e.
theDivine, can cause something not only in the spirits of men,
but also in the spirits of angels, on account of its most close
conjunction with God, i.e. by personal union.
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IIIa q. 8 a. 5Whether thegraceofChrist, asHeadof theChurch, is the sameasHishabitual grace, inasmuch
as He is Man?

Objection 1. It would seem that the grace whereby Christ
is Head of the Church and the individual grace of the Man
are not the same. For the Apostle says (Rom. 5:15): “If by the
offense of one many died, much more the grace of God and
the gi, by the grace of one man, Jesus Christ, hath abounded
unto many.” But the actual sin of Adam is distinct from orig-
inal sin which he transmitted to his posterity. Hence the per-
sonal gracewhich is proper toChrist is distinct fromHis grace,
inasmuch asHe is theHead of theChurch, which flows to oth-
ers from Him.

Objection 2. Further, habits are distinguished by acts. But
the personal grace of Christ is ordained to one act, viz. the
sanctification of His soul; and the capital grace is ordained to
another, viz. to sanctifying others.erefore the personal grace
of Christ is distinct from His grace as He is the Head of the
Church.

Objection 3. Further, as was said above (q. 6, a. 6), in
Christ we distinguish a threefold grace, viz. the grace of union,
capital grace, and the individual grace of the Man. Now the
individual grace of Christ is distinct from the grace of union.
erefore it is also distinct from the capital grace.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 1:16): “Of His fulness
we all have received.” NowHe is ourHead, inasmuch as we re-
ceive from Him. erefore He is our Head, inasmuch as He
has the fulness of grace. NowHe had the fulness of grace, inas-
much as personal gracewas inHim in its perfection, aswas said
above (q. 7, a. 9). HenceHis capital and personal grace are not
distinct.

I answer that, Since everything acts inasmuch as it is a be-
ing in act, it must be the same act whereby it is in act and
whereby it acts, as it is the same heat whereby fire is hot and
whereby it heats. Yet not every act whereby anything is in
act suffices for its being the principle of acting upon others.
For since the agent is nobler than the patient, as Augustine
says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16) and the Philosopher (De Anima iii,

19), the agent must act on others by reason of a certain pre-
eminence. Now it was said above (a. 1; q. 7, a. 9) grace was re-
ceived by the soul of Christ in the highest way; and therefore
from this pre-eminence of grace which He received, it is from
Him that this grace is bestowed on others—and this belongs
to the nature of head. Hence the personal grace, whereby the
soul of Christ is justified, is essentially the same asHis grace, as
He is the Head of the Church, and justifies others; but there is
a distinction of reason between them.

Reply to Objection 1. Original sin in Adam, which is a
sin of the nature, is derived from his actual sin, which is a per-
sonal sin, because in him the person corrupted the nature; and
by means of this corruption the sin of the first man is trans-
mitted to posterity, inasmuch as the corrupt nature corrupts
the person. Now grace is not vouchsafed us by means of hu-
man nature, but solely by the personal action of Christ Him-
self. Hence we must not distinguish a twofold grace in Christ,
one corresponding to the nature, the other to the person as in
Adam we distinguish the sin of the nature and of the person.

Reply to Objection 2. Different acts, one of which is the
reason and the cause of the other, do not diversify a habit.Now
the act of the personal grace which is formally to sanctify its
subject, is the reason of the justification of others, which per-
tains to capital grace. Hence it is that the essence of the habit
is not diversified by this difference.

Reply to Objection 3. Personal and capital grace are or-
dained to an act; but the grace of union is not ordained to an
act, but to the personal being.Hence the personal and the cap-
ital grace agree in the essence of the habit; but the grace of
union does not, although the personal grace can be called in
a manner the grace of union, inasmuch as it brings about a fit-
ness for the union; and thus the grace of union, the capital, and
the personal grace are one in essence, though there is a distinc-
tion of reason between them.

IIIa q. 8 a. 6Whether it is proper to Christ to be Head of the Church?

Objection 1. It seems that it is not proper to Christ to be
Head of the Church. For it is written (1 Kings 15:17): “When
thou wast a little one in thy own eyes, wast thou not made the
head of the tribes of Israel?” Now there is but one Church in
the New and the Old Testament. erefore it seems that with
equal reason any other man than Christ might be head of the
Church.

Objection 2. Further, Christ is calledHead of the Church
fromHis bestowing grace on theChurch’smembers. But it be-
longs to others also to grant grace to others, according to Eph.
4:29: “Let no evil speech proceed from your mouth; but that
which is good to the edification of faith, that it may adminis-
ter grace to the hearers.” erefore it seems to belong also to

others than Christ to be head of the Church.
Objection 3. Further, Christ by His ruling over the

Church is not only called “Head,” but also “Shepherd” and
“Foundation.” Now Christ did not retain for Himself alone
the name of Shepherd, according to 1 Pet. 5:4, “And when
the prince of pastors shall appear, you shall receive a never-
fading crownof glory”; nor thenameofFoundation, according
to Apoc. 21:14: “And the wall of the city had twelve founda-
tions.” erefore it seems that He did not retain the name of
Head for Himself alone.

On the contrary, It is written (Col. 2:19): “e head”
of the Church is that “from which the whole body, by joints
and bands being supplied with nourishment and compacted
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groweth unto the increase of God.” But this belongs only to
Christ. erefore Christ alone is Head of the Church.

I answer that, e head influences the other members in
two ways. First, by a certain intrinsic influence, inasmuch as
motive and sensitive force flow from the head to the other
members; secondly, by a certain exterior guidance, inasmuch
as by sight and the senses, which are rooted in the head, man is
guided in his exterior acts. Now the interior influx of grace is
from no one save Christ, Whose manhood, through its union
with the Godhead, has the power of justifying; but the influ-
ence over themembers of the Church, as regards their exterior
guidance, can belong to others; and in this way others may be
called heads of the Church, according to Amos 6:1, “Ye great
men, heads of the people”; differently, however, from Christ.
First, inasmuch as Christ is the Head of all who pertain to the
Church in every place and time and state; but all other men
are called headswith reference to certain special places, as bish-
ops of their Churches. Or with reference to a determined time
as the Pope is the head of the whole Church, viz. during the
time of his Pontificate, and with reference to a determined
state, inasmuch as they are in the state of wayfarers. Secondly,
because Christ is the Head of the Church by His own power
and authority; while others are called heads, as taking Christ’s
place, according to 2 Cor. 2:10, “For what I have pardoned, if

I have pardoned anything, for your sakes I have done it in the
person of Christ,” and 2 Cor. 5:20, “For Christ therefore we
are ambassadors, God, as it were, exhorting by us.”

Reply to Objection 1. e word “head” is employed in
that passage in regard to exterior government; as a king is said
to be the head of his kingdom.

Reply to Objection 2. Man does not distribute grace by
interior influx, but by exteriorly persuading to the effects of
grace.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Tract. xlvi in
Joan.): “If the rulers of theChurch are Shepherds, how is there
one Shepherd, except that all these are members of one Shep-
herd?” So likewise othersmay be called foundations andheads,
inasmuch as they are members of the one Head and Founda-
tion. Nevertheless, as Augustine says (Tract. xlvii), “He gave to
His members to be shepherds; yet none of us calleth himself
theDoor.He kept this forHimself alone.” And this because by
door is implied the principal authority, inasmuch as it is by the
door that all enter the house; and it is Christ alone by “Whom
also we have access…into this grace, wherein we stand” (Rom.
5:2); but by the other names above-mentioned there may be
implied not merely the principal but also the secondary au-
thority.

IIIa q. 8 a. 7Whether the devil is the head of all the wicked?

Objection 1. It would seem that the devil is not the head
of the wicked. For it belongs to the head to diffuse sense and
movement into the members, as a gloss says, on Eph. 1:22,
“And made Him head,” etc. But the devil has no power of
spreading the evil of sin, which proceeds from the will of the
sinner. erefore the devil cannot be called the head of the
wicked.

Objection 2. Further, by every sin a man is made evil. But
not every sin is from the devil; and this is plain as regards the
demons, who did not sin through the persuasion of another;
so likewise not every sin of man proceeds from the devil, for it
is said (DeEccles.Dogm. lxxxii): “Not all ourwicked thoughts
are always raised up by the suggestion of the devil; but some-
times they spring from the movement of our will.” erefore
the devil is not the head of all the wicked.

Objection 3. Further, one head is placed on one body. But
the whole multitude of the wicked do not seem to have any-
thing in which they are united, for evil is contrary to evil and
springs from divers defects, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv).
erefore the devil cannot be called the head of all the wicked.

On the contrary, A gloss* on Job 18:17, “Let the memory
of him perish from the earth,” says: “is is said of every evil
one, yet so as to be referred to the head,” i.e. the devil.

I answer that, As was said above (a. 6), the head not only
influences the members interiorly, but also governs them ex-
teriorly, directing their actions to an end. Hence it may be

said that anyone is the head of a multitude, either as regards
both, i.e. by interior influence and exterior governance, and
thusChrist is theHead of theChurch, aswas stated (a. 6); or as
regards exterior governance, and thus every prince or prelate is
head of themultitude subject to him.And in this way the devil
is head of all the wicked. For, as is written ( Job 41:25): “He is
king over all the children of pride.” Now it belongs to a gover-
nor to lead those whom he governs to their end. But the end
of the devil is the aversion of the rational creature from God;
hence from the beginning he has endeavored to leadman from
obeying theDivine precept. But aversion fromGodhas the na-
ture of an end, inasmuch as it is sought for under the appear-
ance of liberty, according to Jer. 2:20: “Of old time thou hast
broken my yoke, thou hast burst my bands, and thou saidst, ‘I
will not serve.’ ” Hence, inasmuch as some are brought to this
end by sinning, they fall under the rule and government of the
devil, and therefore he is called their head.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the devil does not influ-
ence the rational mind interiorly, yet he beguiles it to evil by
persuasion.

Reply toObjection 2.A governor does not always suggest
to his subjects to obey his will; but proposes to all the sign of
his will, in consequence of which some are incited by induce-
ment, and some of their own free-will, as is plain in the leader
of an army, whose standard all the soldiers follow, though no
one persuades them. erefore in the same way, the first sin

* St. Gregory, Moral. xiv.
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of the devil, who “sinneth from the beginning” (1 Jn. 3:8), is
held out to all to be followed, and some imitate at his sugges-
tion, and some of their own will without any suggestion. And
hence the devil is the head of all the wicked, inasmuch as they
imitate Him, according to Wis. 2:24,25: “By the envy of the

devil, death came into the world. And they follow him that are
of his side.”

Reply toObjection3.All sins agree in aversion fromGod,
although they differ by conversion to different changeable
goods.

IIIa q. 8 a. 8Whether Anti-christ may be called the head of all the wicked?

Objection 1. It would seem that Antichrist is not the head
of the wicked. For there are not several heads of one body. But
the devil is the head of the multitude of the wicked. erefore
Anti-christ is not their head.

Objection 2. Further, Anti-christ is amember of the devil.
Now the head is distinguished from the members. erefore
Anti-christ is not the head of the wicked.

Objection 3. Further, the head has an influence over the
members. But Anti-christ has no influence over the wicked
who have preceded him. erefore Anti-christ is not the head
of the wicked.

On the contrary, A gloss† on Job 21:29, “Ask any of them
that go by the way,” says: “Whilst he was speaking of the body
of all the wicked, suddenly he turned his speech to Anti-christ
the head of all evil-doers.”

I answer that, As was said above (a. 1), in the head are
found three things: order, perfection, and the power of influ-
encing. But as regards the order of the body, Anti-christ is not
said to be the head of the wicked as if his sin had preceded, as
the sin of the devil preceded. So likewise he is not called the
head of the wicked from the power of influencing, although
he will pervert some in his day by exterior persuasion; nev-
ertheless those who were before him were not beguiled into
wickedness by him nor have imitated his wickedness. Hence
he cannot be called the head of all the wicked in this way, but
of some. erefore it remains to be said that he is the head of
all the wicked by reason of the perfection of his wickedness.

Hence, on 2 ess. 2:4, “Showing himself as if he were God,” a
gloss says: “As in Christ dwelt the fulness of the Godhead, so
in Anti-christ the fulness of all wickedness.” Not indeed as if
his humanity were assumed by the devil into unity of person,
as the humanity ofChrist by the Son ofGod; but that the devil
by suggestion infuses his wickedness more copiously into him
than into all others. And in this way all the wicked who have
gone before are signs of Anti-christ, according to 2 ess. 2:7,
“For the mystery of iniquity already worketh.”

Reply to Objection 1. e devil and Anti-christ are not
two heads, but one; since Anti-christ is called the head, inas-
much as the wickedness of the devil is most fully impressed
on him.Hence, on 2ess. 2:4, “Showing himself as if he were
God,” a gloss says: “eheadof all thewicked, namely thedevil,
who is king over all the children of pride will be in him.” Now
he is said tobe inhimnotbypersonal union, norby indwelling,
since “the Trinity alone dwells in the mind” (as is said De Ec-
cles. Dogm. lxxxiii), but by the effect of wickedness.

Reply to Objection 2. As the head of Christ is God, and
yet He is the Head of the Church, as was said above (a. 1, ad
2), so likewise Anti-christ is a member of the devil and yet is
head of the wicked.

Reply toObjection 3. Anti-christ is said to be the head of
all thewicked not by a likeness of influence, but by a likeness of
perfection. For in him the devil, as it were, brings his wicked-
ness to a head, in the same way that anyone is said to bring his
purpose to a head when he executes it.

† St. Gregory, Moral. xv.
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T P, Q 9
Of Christ’s Knowledge in General

(In Four Articles)

Wemust nowconsiderChrist’s knowledge; concerningwhich the considerationwill be twofold. First, ofChrist’s knowledge
in general; secondly, of each particular kind of knowledge He had.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ had any knowledge besides the Divine?
(2) Whether He had the knowledge which the blessed or comprehensors have?
(3) Whether He had an imprinted or infused knowledge?
(4) Whether He had any acquired knowledge?

IIIa q. 9 a. 1Whether Christ had any knowledge besides the Divine?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was no
knowledge except the Divine. For knowledge is necessary that
things may be known thereby. But by His Divine knowledge
Christ knew all things. erefore any other knowledge would
have been superfluous in Him.

Objection 2. Further, the lesser light is dimmed by the
greater. But all created knowledge in comparison with the un-
created knowledge of God is as the lesser to the greater light.
erefore there shone inChrist noother knowledge except the
Divine.

Objection 3. Further, the union of the human nature with
the Divine took place in the Person, as is clear from q. 2, a. 2.
Now, according to some there is in Christ a certain “knowl-
edge of the union,” whereby Christ knew what belongs to the
mystery of the Incarnationmore fully than anyone else.Hence,
since the personal union contains two natures, it would seem
that there are not two knowledges inChrist, but one only, per-
taining to both natures.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Incarnat. vii): “God
assumed the perfection of human nature in the flesh; He took
upon Himself the sense of man, but not the swollen sense of
the flesh.” But created knowledge pertains to the sense ofman.
erefore in Christ there was created knowledge.

I answer that, As said above (q. 5), the Son of God as-
sumed an entire human nature, i.e. not only a body, but also
a soul, and not only a sensitive, but also a rational soul. And
therefore it behooved Him to have created knowledge, for
three reasons. First, on account of the soul’s perfection. For
the soul, considered in itself, is in potentiality to knowing in-
telligible things. since it is like “a tablet on which nothing is
written,” and yet it may be written upon through the possi-
ble intellect, whereby it may become all things, as is said De
Anima iii, 18. Now what is in potentiality is imperfect unless
reduced to act. But itwas fitting that the SonofGod should as-
sume, not an imperfect, but a perfect human nature, since the
whole human race was to be brought back to perfection by its
means.Hence it behooved the soul ofChrist to be perfected by

a knowledge,whichwould be its proper perfection.And there-
fore it was necessary that there should be another knowledge
in Christ besides the Divine knowledge, otherwise the soul of
Christ would have been more imperfect than the souls of the
rest of men. Secondly, because, since everything is on account
of its operation, as stated De Coel. ii, 17, Christ would have
had an intellective soul to no purpose if He had not under-
stood by it; and this pertains to created knowledge. irdly,
because some created knowledge pertains to the nature of the
human soul, viz. that whereby we naturally know first prin-
ciples; since we are here taking knowledge for any cognition
of the human intellect. Now nothing natural was wanting to
Christ, sinceHe took thewhole human nature, as stated above
(q. 5). And hence the Sixth Council* condemned the opinion
of those who denied that in Christ there are two knowledges
or wisdoms.

Reply toObjection 1.Christ knew all things with theDi-
vine knowledge by an uncreated operation which is the very
Essence of God; since God’s understanding is His substance,
as the Philosopher proves (Metaph. xii, text. 39). Hence this
act could not belong to the human soul of Christ, seeing that
it belongs to another nature. erefore, if there had been no
other knowledge in the soul of Christ, it would have known
nothing; and thus it would have been assumed to no purpose,
since everything is on account of its operation.

Reply to Objection 2. If the two lights are supposed to
be in the same order, the lesser is dimmed by the greater, as
the light of the sun dims the light of a candle, both being in
the class of illuminants. But if we suppose two lights, one of
which is in the class of illuminants and the other in the class of
illuminated, the lesser light is not dimmed by the greater, but
rather is strengthened, as the light of the air by the light of the
sun.And in thismanner the light of knowledge is not dimmed,
but rather is heightened in the soul ofChrist by the light of the
Divine knowledge, which is “the true lightwhich enlighteneth
every man that cometh into this world,” as is written Jn. 1:9.

Reply to Objection 3. On the part of what are united we

* ird Council of Constantinople, Act. 4.
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hold there is a knowledge in Christ, both as to His Divine
and as to His human nature; so that, by reason of the union
whereby there is one hypostasis of God and man, the things
of God are attributed to man, and the things of man are at-

tributed to God, as was said above (q. 3, Aa. 1,6). But on the
part of the union itself we cannot admit any knowledge in
Christ. For this union is in personal being, and knowledge be-
longs to person only by reason of a nature.

IIIa q. 9 a. 2Whether Christ had the knowledge which the blessed or comprehensors have?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was
not the knowledge of the blessed or comprehensors. For the
knowledge of the blessed is a participation of Divine light, ac-
cording to Ps. 35:10: “In y light we shall see light.” Now
Christ had not a participated light, but He had the Godhead
Itself substantially abiding inHim, according toCol. 2:9: “For
in Him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead corporeally.”
erefore inChrist therewasnot the knowledgeof theblessed.

Objection 2. Further, the knowledge of the blessed makes
them blessed, according to Jn. 17:3: “is is eternal life: that
they may know ee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ
Whom ou hast sent.” But this Man was blessed through be-
ing united to God in person, according to Ps. 64:5: “Blessed
is He Whom ou hast chosen and taken to ee.” erefore
it is not necessary to suppose the knowledge of the blessed in
Him.

Objection 3. Further, to man belongs a double knowl-
edge—one by nature, one above nature. Now the knowledge
of the blessed, which consists in the vision of God, is not nat-
ural to man, but above his nature. But in Christ there was an-
other and much higher supernatural knowledge, i.e. the Di-
vine knowledge.erefore therewas noneedof the knowledge
of the blessed in Christ.

On the contrary,eknowledge of the blessed consists in
the knowledge of God. But He knew God fully, even as He
was man, according to Jn. 8:55: “I do know Him, and do keep
His word.”erefore in Christ there was the knowledge of the
blessed.

I answer that, What is in potentiality is reduced to act by
what is in act; for that whereby things are heated must itself
be hot. Now man is in potentiality to the knowledge of the

blessed, which consists in the vision of God; and is ordained
to it as to an end; since the rational creature is capable of that
blessed knowledge, inasmuch as he is made in the image of
God. Now men are brought to this end of beatitude by the
humanity of Christ, according to Heb. 2:10: “For it became
Him, for Whom are all things, and by Whom are all things,
Who had broughtmany children unto glory, to perfect the au-
thor of their salvation by His passion.” And hence it was nec-
essary that the beatific knowledge, which consists in the vision
ofGod, should belong toChrist pre-eminently, since the cause
ought always to be more efficacious than the effect.

Reply toObjection 1.eGodhead is united to theman-
hood of Christ in Person, not in essence or nature; yet with
the unity of Person remains the distinction of natures. And
therefore the soul of Christ, which is a part of human na-
ture, through a light participated from the Divine Nature, is
perfected with the beatific knowledge whereby it sees God in
essence.

Reply to Objection 2. By the union this Man is blessed
with the uncreated beatitude, even as by the union He is God;
yet besides the uncreated beatitude it was necessary that there
should be in the human nature of Christ a created beatitude,
whereby His soul was established in the last end of human na-
ture.

Reply to Objection 3. e beatific vision and knowledge
are to some extent above the nature of the rational soul, inas-
much as it cannot reach it of its own strength; but in another
way it is in accordance with its nature, inasmuch as it is capa-
ble of it by nature, having been made to the likeness of God,
as stated above. But the uncreated knowledge is in every way
above the nature of the human soul.

IIIa q. 9 a. 3Whether Christ had an imprinted or infused knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was not in Christ
another infused knowledge besides the beatific knowledge.
For all other knowledge compared to the beatific knowledge is
like imperfect to perfect. But imperfect knowledge is removed
by the presence of perfect knowledge, as the clear “face-to-
face” vision removes the enigmatical vision of faith, as is plain
from 1 Cor. 13:10,12. Since, therefore, in Christ there was the
beatific knowledge, as stated above (a. 2), it would seem that
there could not be any other imprinted knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, an imperfectmode of cognition dis-
poses towards a more perfect, as opinion, the result of dialec-
tical syllogisms, disposes towards science, which results from

demonstrative syllogisms. Now, when perfection is reached,
there is no further need of the disposition, even as on reach-
ing the end motion is no longer necessary. Hence, since every
created cognition is compared to beatific cognition, as imper-
fect to perfect and as disposition to its term, it seems that since
Christ had beatific knowledge, it was not necessary forHim to
have any other knowledge.

Objection 3. Further, as corporeal matter is in potential-
ity to sensible forms, so the possible intellect is in potential-
ity to intelligible forms. Now corporeal matter cannot receive
two forms at once! onemore perfect and the other less perfect.
erefore neither can the soul receive a double knowledge at
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once, one more perfect and the other less perfect; and hence
the same conclusion as above.

On the contrary, It is written (Col. 2:3) that inChrist “are
hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), it was fitting that the
human nature assumed by theWord of God should not be im-
perfect. Now everything in potentiality is imperfect unless it
be reduced to act. But the passive intellect of man is in po-
tentiality to all intelligible things. and it is reduced to act by
intelligible species, which are its completive forms, as is plain
from what is said De Anima iii, 32,38. And hence we must ad-
mit in the soul of Christ an infused knowledge, inasmuch as
the Word of God imprinted upon the soul of Christ, which
is personally united to Him, intelligible species of all things to
which the possible intellect is in potentiality; even as in the be-
ginning of the creation of things, the Word of God imprinted
intelligible species upon the angelic mind, as is clear from Au-
gustine (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8). And therefore, even as in the an-
gels, according to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. iv, 22,24,30), there is
a double knowledge—one the morning knowledge, whereby
they know things in the Word; the other the evening knowl-
edge, whereby they know things in their proper natures by in-
fused species; so likewise, besides the Divine and uncreated
knowledge in Christ, there is in His soul a beatific knowledge,
whereby He knows the Word, and things in the Word; and an
infused or imprinted knowledge, wherebyHe knows things in
their proper nature by intelligible species proportioned to the
human mind.

Reply to Objection 1. e imperfect vision of faith is es-
sentially opposed to manifest vision, seeing that it is of the

essence of faith to have reference to the unseen, as was said
above ( IIa IIae, q. 1, a. 4). But cognition by infused species
includes no opposition to beatific cognition. erefore there
is no parity.

Reply to Objection 2. Disposition is referred to perfec-
tion in two ways: first, as a way leading to perfection; sec-
ondly, as an effect proceeding from perfection; thus matter
is disposed by heat to receive the form of fire, and, when this
comes, the heat does not cease, but remains as an effect of this
form. So, too, opinion caused by a dialectical syllogism is a way
to knowledge, which is acquired by demonstration, yet, when
this has been acquired, there may still remain the knowledge
gained by the dialectical syllogism, following, so to say, the
demonstrative knowledge, which is based on the cause, since
hewho knows the cause is thereby enabled the better to under-
stand the probable signs fromwhichdialectical syllogisms pro-
ceed. So likewise in Christ, together with the beatific knowl-
edge, there still remains infused knowledge, not as a way to
beatitude, but as strengthened by beatitude.

Reply to Objection 3. e beatific knowledge is not by a
species, that is a similitude of the Divine Essence, or of what-
ever is known in the Divine Essence, as is plain from what has
been said in the Ia, q. 12, a. 2; but it is a knowledge of the Di-
vine Essence immediately, inasmuch as the Divine Essence it-
self is united to the beatified mind as an intelligible to an in-
telligent being; and theDivine Essence is a form exceeding the
capacity of any creature whatsoever. Hence, together with this
super-exceeding form, there is nothing to hinder from being
in the rational mind, intelligible species, proportioned to its
nature.

IIIa q. 9 a. 4Whether Christ had any acquired knowledge?

Objection1. Itwould seem that inChrist therewasno em-
piric and acquired knowledge. For whatever befitted Christ,
He had most perfectly. Now Christ did not possess acquired
knowledge most perfectly, since He did not devote Himself
to the study of letters, by which knowledge is acquired in its
perfection; for it is said ( Jn. 7:15): “e Jews wondered, say-
ing: How doth this Man know letters, having never learned?”
erefore it seems that inChrist there was no acquired knowl-
edge.

Objection 2. Further, nothing can be added to what is
full. But the power of Christ’s soul was filled with intelligible
species divinely infused, as was said above (A. 3).erefore no
acquired species could accrue to His soul.

Objection 3. Further, he who already has the habit of
knowledge, acquires no new habit, through what he receives
from the senses (otherwise two forms of the same species
would be in the same thing together); but the habit which pre-
viously existed is strengthened and increased. erefore, since
Christ had the habit of infused knowledge, it does not seem
thatHe acquired a newknowledge throughwhatHeperceived

by the senses.
On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 5:8): “Whereas…He

was the SonofGod,He learned obedience by the thingswhich
He suffered,” i.e. “experienced,” says a gloss. erefore there
was in the soul of Christ an empiric knowledge, which is ac-
quired knowledge.

I answer that, As is plain from a. 1, nothing that God
planted in our nature was wanting to the human nature as-
sumed by the Word of God. Now it is manifest that God
planted in human nature not only a passive, but an active in-
tellect. Hence it is necessary to say that in the soul of Christ
there was not merely a passive, but also an active intellect. But
if in other things God and nature make nothing in vain, as
the Philosopher says (De Coel. i, 31; ii, 59), still less in the
soul of Christ is there anything in vain. Now what has not
its proper operation is useless, as is said in De Coel. ii, 17.
Now the proper operation of the active intellect is to make in-
telligible species in act, by abstracting them from phantasms;
hence, it is said (De Anima iii, 18) that the active intellect is
that “whereby everything is made actual.” And thus it is nec-
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essary to say that in Christ there were intelligible species re-
ceived in the passive intellect by the action of the active in-
tellect—which means that there was acquired knowledge in
Him, which some call empiric. And hence, although I wrote
differently (Sent. iii, D, xiv, a. 3; D, xviii, a. 3), it must be said
that in Christ there was acquired knowledge, which is prop-
erly knowledge in a human fashion, both as regards the subject
receiving and as regards the active cause. For such knowledge
springs from Christ’s active intellect, which is natural to the
human soul. But infused knowledge is attributed to the soul,
on account of a light infused from on high, and this manner of
knowing is proportioned to the angelic nature. But the beatific
knowledge, whereby the very Essence of God is seen, is proper
and natural to God alone, as was said in the Ia, q. 12, a. 4.

Reply to Objection 1. Since there is a twofold way of ac-
quiring knowledge—by discovery and by being taught—the
way of discovery is the higher, and the way of being taught
is secondary. Hence it is said (Ethic. i, 4): “He indeed is the
best who knows everything by himself: yet he is good who
obeys him that speaks aright.” And hence it was more fitting

for Christ to possess a knowledge acquired by discovery than
bybeing taught, especially sinceHewas given tobe theTeacher
of all, according to Joel 2:23: “Be joyful in the Lord your God,
because He hath given you a Teacher of justice.”

Reply to Objection 2. e human mind has two rela-
tions—one to higher things, and in this respect the soul of
Christ was full of the infused knowledge. e other relation
is to lower things, i.e. to phantasms, which naturally move the
humanmind by virtue of the active intellect.Now itwas neces-
sary that even in this respect the soul of Christ should be filled
with knowledge, not that the first fulness was insufficient for
the human mind in itself, but that it behooved it to be also
perfected with regard to phantasms.

Reply toObjection3.Acquired and infusedhabits are not
to be classed together; for the habit of knowledge is acquired
by the relation of the human mind to phantasms; hence, an-
other habit of the same kind cannot be again acquired. But the
habit of infused knowledge is of a different nature, as coming
down to the soul from on high, and not from phantasms. And
hence there is no parity between these habits.
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T P, Q 10
Of the Beatific Knowledge of Christ’s Soul

(In Four Articles)

Now we must consider each of the aforesaid knowledges. Since, however, we have treated of the Divine knowledge in the
Ia, q. 14, it now remains to speak of the three others: (1) of the beatific knowledge; (2) of the infused knowledge; (3) of the
acquired knowledge.

But again, because much has been said in the Ia, q. 12, of the beatific knowledge, which consists in the vision of God, we
shall speak here only of such things as belong properly to the soul of Christ. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the soul of Christ comprehended the Word or the Divine Essence?
(2) Whether it knew all things in the Word?
(3) Whether the soul of Christ knew the infinite in the Word?
(4) Whether it saw the Word or the Divine Essence clearer than did any other creature?

IIIa q. 10 a. 1Whether the soul of Christ comprehended the Word or the Divine Essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of Christ com-
prehended and comprehends theWord orDivine Essence. For
Isidore says (De Summo Bono i, 3) that “the Trinity is known
only to Itself and to the Man assumed.” erefore the Man as-
sumed communicateswith theHolyTrinity in that knowledge
of Itself which is proper to the Trinity. Now this is the knowl-
edge of comprehension. erefore the soul of Christ compre-
hends the Divine Essence.

Objection 2. Further, to be united to God in personal be-
ing is greater than to be united by vision. But as Damascene
says (De Fide Orth. iii, 6), “the whole Godhead in one Per-
son is united to the human nature in Christ.” erefore much
more is the whole Divine Nature seen by the soul of Christ;
andhence itwould seem that the soul ofChrist comprehended
the Divine Essence.

Objection3.Further, what belongs by nature to the Sonof
Godbelongs by grace to the SonofMan, asAugustine says (De
Trin. i, 13). But to comprehend theDivine Essence belongs by
nature to the Son of God. erefore it belongs by grace to the
Son of Man; and thus it seems that the soul of Christ compre-
hended the Divine Essence by grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 14):
“Whatsoever comprehends itself is finite to itself.” But theDi-
vine Essence is not finite with respect to the soul of Christ,
since It infinitely exceeds it. erefore the soul of Christ does
not comprehend the Word.

I answer that, As is plain from q. 2, Aa. 1,6, the union of
the twonatures in thePersonofChrist tookplace in such away
that the properties of both natures remained unconfused, i.e.
“the uncreated remained uncreated, and the created remained
within the limits of the creature,” as Damascene says (De Fide

Orth. iii, 3,4). Now it is impossible for any creature to com-
prehend the Divine Essence, as was shown in the Ia, q. 12,
Aa. 1,4,7, seeing that the infinite is not comprehended by the
finite. And hence it must be said that the soul of Christ nowise
comprehends the Divine Essence.

Reply toObjection 1.eMan assumed is reckoned with
the Divine Trinity in the knowledge of Itself, not indeed as re-
gards comprehension, but by reason of a certainmost excellent
knowledge above the rest of creatures.

Reply to Objection 2. Not even in the union by personal
being does the humannature comprehend theWord ofGodor
theDivineNature, for although itwaswholly united to the hu-
man nature in the one Person of the Son, yet the whole power
of the Godhead was not circumscribed by the human nature.
HenceAugustine says (Ep. adVolusian. cxxxvii): “Iwouldhave
you know that it is not the Christian doctrine that God was
united to flesh in such a manner as to quit or lose the care of
the world’s government, neither did Ne narrow or reduce it
whenHe transferred it to that little body.” So likewise the soul
of Christ sees the whole Essence of God, yet does not compre-
hend It; since it does not see It totally, i.e. not as perfectly as It
is knowable, as was said in the Ia, q. 12, a. 7.

Reply to Objection 3. is saying of Augustine is to be
understood of the grace of union, by reason of which all that is
said of the Son of God in His Divine Nature is also said of the
Son of Man on account of the identity of suppositum. And in
this way it may be said that the Son of Man is a comprehensor
of the Divine Essence, not indeed by His soul, but in His Di-
vineNature; even as wemay also say that the Son ofMan is the
Creator.
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IIIa q. 10 a. 2Whether the Son of God knew all things in the Word?

Objection 2. It would seem that the soul of Christ does
not know all things in theWord. For it is written (Mk. 13:32):
“But of that day or hour no man knoweth, neither the angels
in heaven nor the Son, but the Father.” erefore He does not
know all things in the Word.

Objection 2. Further, the more perfectly anyone knows a
principle themore he knows in the principle. ButGod seesHis
Essence more perfectly than the soul of Christ does.erefore
He knows more than the soul of Christ knows in the Word.
erefore the soul of Christ does not know all things in the
Word.

Objection 3. Further, the extent depends on the number
of things known. If, therefore, the soul of Christ knew in the
Word all that theWord knows, it would follow that the knowl-
edge of the soul of Christ would equal the Divine knowledge,
i.e. the createdwould equal the uncreated, which is impossible.

On the contrary, onApoc. 5:12, “eLamb that was slain
isworthy to receive…divinity andwisdom,” a gloss says, i.e. “the
knowledge of all things.”

I answer that, When it is inquired whether Christ knows
all things in the Word, “all things” may be taken in two ways:
First, properly, to stand for all that in any way whatsoever is,
will be, or was done, said, or thought, by whomsoever and at
any time. And in this way itmust be said that the soul ofChrist
knows all things in theWord. For every created intellect knows
in theWord, not all simply, but somanymore things themore
perfectly it sees the Word. Yet no beatified intellect fails to
know in the Word whatever pertains to itself. Now to Christ
and to His dignity all things to some extent belong, inasmuch
as all things are subject to Him. Moreover, He has been ap-
pointed Judge of all by God, “because He is the Son of Man,”
as is said Jn. 5:27; and therefore the soul ofChrist knows in the
Word all things existing in whatever time, and the thoughts of
men, of whichHe is the Judge, so that what is said ofHim (Jn.
2:25), “ForHe knewwhat was inman,” can be understood not
merely of the Divine knowledge, but also of His soul’s knowl-
edge, which it had in the Word. Secondly, “all things” may be
taken widely, as extending not merely to such things as are in
act at some time, but even to such things as are in potential-
ity, and never have been nor ever will be reduced to act. Now
some of these are in the Divine power alone, and not all of
these does the soul ofChrist know in theWord. For this would
be to comprehend all that God could do, which would be to
comprehend the Divine power, and, consequently, the Divine
Essence. For every power is known from the knowledge of all
it can do. Some, however, are not only in the power of God,
but also in the power of the creature; and all of these the soul
of Christ knows in the Word; for it comprehends in the Word
the essence of every creature, and, consequently, its power and

virtue, and all things that are in the power of the creature.
Reply to Objection 1. Arius and Eunomius understood

this saying, not of the knowledge of the soul, which they did
not hold to be in Christ, as was said above (q. 9, a. 1), but of
the Divine knowledge of the Son, Whom they held to be less
than the Father as regards knowledge. But this will not stand,
since all things were made by the Word of God, as is said Jn.
1:3, and, amongst other things, all times were made by Him.
Now He is not ignorant of anything that was made by Him.

He is said, therefore, not to know the day and the hour
of the Judgment, for that He does not make it known, since,
on being asked by the apostles (Acts 1:7), He was unwilling
to reveal it; and, on the contrary, we read (Gn. 22:12): “Now
I know that thou fearest God,” i.e. “Now I have made thee
know.” But the Father is said to know, because He imparted
this knowledge to the Son.Hence, by saying but the Father, we
are given to understand that the Son knows, not merely in the
DivineNature, but also in the human, because, as Chrysostom
argues (Hom. lxxviii in Matth.), if it is given to Christ as man
to know how to judge—which is greater—much more is it
given to Him to know the less, viz. the time of Judgment. Ori-
gen, however (in Matth. Tract. xxx), expounds it of His body,
which is the Church, which is ignorant of this time. Lastly,
some say this is to be understood of the adoptive, and not of
the natural Son of God.

Reply to Objection 2. God knows His Essence so much
themore perfectly than the soul of Christ, asHe comprehends
it. And hence He knows all things, not merely whatever are in
act at any time, which thingsHe is said to know by knowledge
of vision, but also what ever He Himself can do, which He is
said to know by simple intelligence, as was shown in the Ia,
q. 14, a. 9. erefore the soul of Christ knows all things that
God knows in Himself by the knowledge of vision, but not
all that God knows in Himself by knowledge of simple intelli-
gence; and thus inHimselfGodknowsmanymore things than
the soul of Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. e extent of knowledge depends
not merely on the number of knowable things, but also on the
clearness of the knowledge. erefore, although the knowl-
edge of the soul of Christ which He has in the Word is equal
to the knowledge of vision as regards the number of things
known, nevertheless the knowledge of God infinitely exceeds
the knowledge of the soul of Christ in clearness of cognition,
since the uncreated light of the Divine intellect infinitely ex-
ceeds any created light receivedby the soul ofChrist; although,
absolutely speaking, theDivine knowledge exceeds the knowl-
edge of the soul of Christ, not only as regards the mode of
knowing, but also as regards the number of things known, as
was stated above.
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IIIa q. 10 a. 3Whether the soul of Christ can know the infinite in the Word?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of Christ can-
not know the infinite in theWord. For that the infinite should
be known is repugnant to the definition of the infinite which
(Phys. iii, 63) is said to be that “fromwhich, howevermuchwe
may take, there always remains something to be taken.” But it
is impossible for the definition to be separated from the thing
defined, since this would mean that contradictories exist to-
gether.erefore it is impossible that the soul of Christ knows
the infinite.

Objection 2. Further, the knowledge of the infinite is in-
finite. But the knowledge of the soul of Christ cannot be infi-
nite, because its capacity is finite, since it is created. erefore
the soul of Christ cannot know the infinite.

Objection 3. Further, there can be nothing greater than
the infinite. But more is contained in the Divine knowledge,
absolutely speaking, than in the knowledge of Christ’s soul, as
stated above (a. 2).erefore the soul of Christ does not know
the infinite.

On the contrary, e soul of Christ knows all its power
and all it can do. Now it can cleanse infinite sins, according to
1 Jn. 2:2: “He is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours
only, but also for those of the whole world.”erefore the soul
of Christ knows the infinite.

I answer that, Knowledge regards only being, since being
and truth are convertible. Now a thing is said to be a being
in two ways: First, simply, i.e. whatever is a being in act; sec-
ondly, relatively, i.e. whatever is a being in potentiality. And
because, as is said Metaph. ix, 20, everything is known as it is
in act, and not as it is in potentiality, knowledge primarily and
essentially regards being in act, and secondarily regards being
in potentiality, which is not knowable of itself, but inasmuch
as that in whose power it exists is known. Hence, with regard
to the first mode of knowledge, the soul of Christ does not
know the infinite. Because there is not an infinite number in
act, even thoughwewere to reckon all that are in act at any time
whatsoever, since the state of generation and corruption will
not last for ever: consequently there is a certain number not
only of things lacking generation and corruption, but also of
things capable of generation and corruption. But with regard
to the other mode of knowing, the soul of Christ knows infi-
nite things in the Word, for it knows, as stated above (a. 2), all
that is in the power of the creature. Hence, since in the power
of the creature there is an infinite number of things, it knows
the infinite, as it were, by a certain knowledge of simple intel-
ligence, and not by a knowledge of vision.

Reply to Objection 1. As we said in the Ia, q. 8, a. 1, the
infinite is taken in two ways. First, on the part of a form, and
thus we have the negatively infinite, i.e. a form or act not lim-
ited by being received into matter or a subject; and this infi-
nite of itself is most knowable on account of the perfection of
the act, although it is not comprehensible by the finite power
of the creature; for thus God is said to be infinite. And this

infinite the soul of Christ knows, yet does not comprehend.
Secondly, there is the infinite as regards matter, which is taken
privatively, i.e. inasmuch as it has not the form it ought natu-
rally to have, and in this way we have infinite in quantity. Now
such an infinite of itself, is unknown: inasmuch as it is, as it
were, matter with privation of form as is said Phys. iii, 65. But
all knowledge is by form or act. erefore if this infinite is to
be known according to its mode of being, it cannot be known.
For its mode is that part be taken aer part, as is said Phys. iii,
62,63.And in thisway it is true that, if we take something from
it, i.e. taking part aer part, there always remains something
to be taken. But as material things can be received by the in-
tellect immaterially, and many things unitedly, so can infinite
things be received by the intellect, not aer the manner of in-
finite, but finitely; and thus what are in themselves infinite are,
in the intellect of the knower, finite. And in this way the soul
of Christ knows an infinite number of things, inasmuch as it
knows them not by discoursing from one to another, but in a
certain unity, i.e. in any creature in whose potentiality infinite
things exist, and principally in the Word Himself.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is nothing to hinder a thing
frombeing infinite in oneway and finite in another, as when in
quantities we imagine a surface infinite in length and finite in
breadth. Hence, if there were an infinite number of men, they
would have a relative infinity, i.e. in multitude; but, as regards
the essence, they would be finite, since the essence of all would
be limited to one specific nature. But what is simply infinite
in its essence is God, as was said in the Ia, q. 7, a. 2. Now the
proper object of the intellect is “what a thing is,” as is said De
Anima iii, 26, to which pertains the notion of the species. And
thus the soul of Christ, since it has a finite capacity, attains to,
but does not comprehend, what is simply infinite in essence,
as stated above (a. 1 ). But the infinite in potentiality which is
in creatures can be comprehended by the soul of Christ, since
it is compared to that soul according to its essence, in which
respect it is not infinite. For even our intellect understands a
universal—for example, the nature of a genus or species, which
in amanner has infinity, inasmuch as it can be predicated of an
infinite number.

Reply to Objection 3. at which is infinite in every way
can be but one. Hence the Philosopher says (De Coel. i, 2,3,)
that, since bodies have dimensions in every part, there cannot
be several infinite bodies. Yet if anything were infinite in one
way only, nothing would hinder the existence of several such
infinite things; as if we were to suppose several lines of infinite
length drawn on a surface of finite breadth.Hence, because in-
finitude is not a substance, but is accidental to things that are
said to be infinite, as the Philosopher says (Phys. iii, 37,38); as
the infinite is multiplied by different subjects, so, too, a prop-
erty of the infinite must be multiplied, in such a way that it
belongs to each of them according to that particular subject.
Now it is a property of the infinite that nothing is greater than
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it. Hence, if we take one infinite line, there is nothing greater
in it than the infinite; so, too, if we take any one of other in-
finite lines, it is plain that each has infinite parts. erefore of
necessity in this particular line there is nothing greater than
all these infinite parts; yet in another or a third line there will
be more infinite parts besides these. We observe this in num-
bers also, for the species of even numbers are infinite, and like-
wise the species of odd numbers are infinite; yet there aremore
even and odd numbers than even. And thus it must be said

that nothing is greater than the simply and in every way in-
finite; but than the infinite which is limited in some respect,
nothing is greater in that order; yet wemay suppose something
greater outside that order. In this way, therefore, there are in-
finite things in the potentiality of the creature, and yet there
are more in the power of God than in the potentiality of the
creature. So, too, the soul of Christ knows infinite things by
the knowledge of simple intelligence; yet God knows more by
this manner of knowledge or understanding.

IIIa q. 10 a. 4Whether the soul of Christ sees the Word or the Divine Essence more clearly than does any
other creature?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of Christ does
not see the Word more perfectly than does any other creature.
For the perfection of knowledge depends upon the medium
of knowing; as the knowledge we have by means of a demon-
strative syllogism is more perfect than that which we have by
means of a probable syllogism. But all the blessed see theWord
immediately in the Divine Essence Itself, as was said in the Ia,
q. 12, a. 2. erefore the soul of Christ does not see the Word
more perfectly than any other creature.

Objection 2. Further, the perfection of vision does not ex-
ceed the power of seeing. But the rational power of a soul such
as is the soul of Christ is below the intellective power of an an-
gel, as is plain from Dionysius (Coel. Hier. iv). erefore the
soul of Christ did not see the Word more perfectly than the
angels.

Objection 3. Further, God sees His Word infinitely more
perfectly than does the soul of Christ. Hence there are infinite
possible mediate degrees between the manner in which God
seesHisWord, and themanner inwhich the soul ofChrist sees
the Word. erefore we cannot assert that the soul of Christ
sees the Word or the Divine Essence more perfectly than does
every other creature.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 1:20,21) that
God set Christ “on His right hand in the heavenly places,
above all principality and power and virtue and dominion and
every name that is named not only in this world, but also in
that which is to come.” But in that heavenly glory the higher
anyone is themore perfectly does he knowGod.erefore the
soul of Christ sees God more perfectly than does any other
creature.

I answer that, e vision of the Divine Essence is granted

to all the blessed by a partaking of the Divine light which is
shed upon them from the fountain of the Word of God, ac-
cording to Ecclus. 1:5: “eWord of God on high is the foun-
tain of Wisdom.” Now the soul of Christ, since it is united to
theWord in person, is more closely joined to theWord ofGod
than any other creature. Hence it more fully receives the light
inwhichGod is seen by theWordHimself than any other crea-
ture. And therefore more perfectly than the rest of creatures it
sees the First Truth itself, which is the Essence ofGod; hence it
iswritten ( Jn. 1:14): “Andwe sawHis glory, the glory as itwere
of the Only-begotten of the Father,” “full” not only of “grace”
but also of “truth.”

Reply to Objection 1. Perfection of knowledge, on the
part of the thing known, depends on the medium; but as re-
gards the knower, it depends on the power or habit. Andhence
it is that even amongst men one sees a conclusion in amedium
more perfectly than another does. And in this way the soul of
Christ, which is filled with a more abundant light, knows the
Divine Essence more perfectly than do the other blessed, al-
though all see the Divine Essence in itself.

Reply to Objection 2. e vision of the Divine Essence
exceeds the natural power of any creature, as was said in the Ia,
q. 12, a. 4. And hence the degrees thereof depend rather on the
order of grace in whichChrist is supreme, than on the order of
nature, inwhich the angelic nature is placed before the human.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 7, a. 12), there
cannot be a greater grace than the grace of Christ with respect
to the union with the Word; and the same is to be said of the
perfection of theDivine vision; although, absolutely speaking,
there could be a higher and more sublime degree by the infin-
ity of the Divine power.
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T P, Q 11
Of the Knowledge Imprinted or Infused in the Soul of Christ

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the knowledge imprinted or infused in the soul of Christ, and under this head there are six points
of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ knows all things by this knowledge?
(2) Whether He could use this knowledge by turning to phantasms?
(3) Whether this knowledge was collative?
(4) Of the comparison of this knowledge with the angelic knowledge;
(5) Whether it was a habitual knowledge?
(6) Whether it was distinguished by various habits?

IIIa q. 11 a. 1Whether by this imprinted or infused knowledge Christ knew all things?

Objection 1. It would seem that by this knowledge Christ
did not know all things. For this knowledge is imprinted upon
Christ for the perfection of the passive intellect. Now the pas-
sive intellect of the human soul does not seem to be in poten-
tiality to all things simply, but only to those things with re-
gard to which it can be reduced to act by the active intellect,
which is its proper motor; and these are knowable by natural
reason.erefore by this knowledgeChrist did not knowwhat
exceeded the natural reason.

Objection 2. Further, phantasms are to the human intel-
lect as colors to sight, as is said De Anima iii, 18,31,39. But
it does not pertain to the perfection of the power of seeing
to know what is without color. erefore it does not pertain
to the perfection of human intellect to know things of which
there are no phantasms, such as separate substances. Hence,
since this knowledge was in Christ for the perfection of His
intellective soul, it seems that by this knowledge He did not
know separate substances.

Objection 3. Further, it does not belong to the perfection
of the intellect to know singulars.Hence it would seem that by
this knowledge the soul of Christ did not know singulars.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 11:2) that “the Spirit of
wisdom and understanding, of knowledge and counsel shall
fill Him*,” under which are included all that may be known;
for the knowledge of all Divine things belongs to wisdom,
the knowledge of all immaterial things to understanding, the
knowledge of all conclusions to knowledge [scientia], the
knowledge of all practical things to counsel. Hence it would
seem that by this knowledge Christ had the knowledge of all
things.

I answer that, As was said above (q. 9, a. 1), it was fitting
that the soul of Christ should be wholly perfected by having
each of its powers reduced to act. Now it must be borne in
mind that in the human soul, as in every creature, there is a
double passive power: one in comparisonwith a natural agent;
the other in comparison with the first agent, which can reduce

any creature to a higher act than a natural agent can reduce
it, and this is usually called the obediential power of a crea-
ture. Now both powers of Christ’s soul were reduced to act by
this divinely imprintedknowledge.Andhence, by it the soul of
Christ knew: First, whatever can be known by force of a man’s
active intellect, e.g. whatever pertains to human sciences; sec-
ondly, by this knowledge Christ knew all things made known
toman byDivine revelation, whether they belong to the gi of
wisdom or the gi of prophecy, or any other gi of the Holy
Ghost; since the soul of Christ knew these things more fully
and completely than others. Yet He did not know the Essence
of God by this knowledge, but by the first alone, of which we
spoke above (q. 10).

Reply to Objection 1. is reason refers to the natural
power of an intellective soul in comparison with its natural
agent, which is the active intellect.

Reply to Objection 2. e human soul in the state of this
life, since it is somewhat fettered by the body, so as to be unable
to understand without phantasms, cannot understand sepa-
rate substances. But aer the state of this life the separated soul
will be able, in a measure, to know separate substances by it-
self, as was said in the Ia, q. 89, Aa. 1,2, and this is especially
clear as regards the souls of the blessed. Now before His Pas-
sion, Christ was not merely a wayfarer but also a comprehen-
sor; henceHis soul could know separate substances in the same
way that a separated soul could.

Reply to Objection 3. e knowledge of singulars per-
tains to the perfection of the intellective soul, not in specula-
tive knowledge, but in practical knowledge, which is imperfect
without the knowledge of singulars, in which operations exist,
as is said Ethic. vi, 7. Hence for prudence are required the re-
membrance of past things, knowledge of present things, and
foresight of future things, as Tully says (De Invent. ii). ere-
fore, since Christ had the fulness of prudence by the gi of
counsel, He consequently knew all singular things—present,
past, and future.

* Vulg.: ‘e Spirit of the Lord shall rest uponHim, the Spirit of wisdom and understanding, the Spirit of counsel…the Spirit of knowledge…’; cf. Ecclus. 15:5.
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IIIa q. 11 a. 2Whether Christ could use this knowledge by turning to phantasms?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of Christ could
not understand by this knowledge except by turning to phan-
tasms, because, as is stated De Anima iii, 18,31,39, phantasms
are compared to man’s intellective soul as colors to sight. But
Christ’s power of seeing could not become actual save by turn-
ing to colors. erefore His intellective soul could understand
nothing except by turning to phantasms.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s soul is of the same nature
as ours. otherwise He would not be of the same species as we,
contrary to what the Apostle says (Phil. 2:7) ”…being made in
the likeness of men.” But our soul cannot understand except
by turning to phantasms.Hence, neither canChrist’s soul oth-
erwise understand.

Objection 3. Further, senses are given to man to help his
intellect. Hence, if the soul of Christ could understand with-
out turning to phantasms, which arise in the senses, it would
follow that in the soul of Christ the senses were useless, which
is not fitting.erefore it seems that the soul ofChrist canonly
understand by turning to phantasms.

On the contrary, e soul of Christ knew certain things
which could not be known by the senses, viz. separate sub-
stances. erefore it could understand without turning to
phantasms.

I answer that, In the state beforeHis PassionChrist was at
the same time a wayfarer and a comprehensor, as will be more
clearly shown (q. 15, a. 10). Especially had He the conditions
of a wayfarer on the part of the body, which was passible; but
the conditions of a comprehensor He had chiefly on the part
of the soul. Now this is the condition of the soul of a compre-
hensor, viz. that it is nowise subject to its body, or dependent
upon it, but wholly dominates it. Hence aer the resurrection

glory will flow from the soul to the body. But the soul of man
on earth needs to turn to phantasms, because it is fettered by
the body and in a measure subject to and dependent upon it.
And hence the blessed both before and aer the resurrection
can understand without turning to phantasms. And this must
be said of the soul of Christ, which had fully the capabilities of
a comprehensor.

Reply to Objection 1. is likeness which the Philoso-
pher asserts is not with regard to everything. For it is manifest
that the end of the power of seeing is to know colors; but the
end of the intellective power is not to know phantasms, but
to know intelligible species, which it apprehends from and in
phantasms, according to the state of the present life.erefore
there is a likeness in respect of what both powers regard, but
not in respect of that in which the condition of both powers
is terminated. Now nothing prevents a thing in different states
fromreaching its endbydifferentways: albeit there is never but
one proper end of a thing. Hence, although the sight knows
nothing without color; nevertheless in a certain state the intel-
lect can knowwithout phantasms, but not without intelligible
species.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the soul of Christ was of
the same nature as our souls, yet it had a state which our souls
have not yet in fact, but only in hope, i.e. the state of compre-
hension.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the soul of Christ could
understandwithout turning to phantasms, yet it could also un-
derstand by turning to phantasms. Hence the senses were not
useless in it; especially as the senses are not afforded to man
solely for intellectual knowledge, but for the need of animal
life.

IIIa q. 11 a. 3Whether this knowledge is collative?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of Christ had
not this knowledge byway of comparison. ForDamascene says
(DeFideOrth. iii, 14): “Wedonotuphold counsel or choice in
Christ.” Now these things are withheld from Christ only inas-
much as they imply comparison and discursion. erefore it
seems that there was no collative or discursive knowledge in
Christ.

Objection 2. Further, man needs comparison and discur-
sionof reason inorder tofindout theunknown.But the soul of
Christ knew everything, as was said above (q. 10, a. 2). Hence
there was no discursive or collative knowledge in Him.

Objection 3. Further, the knowledge in Christ’s soul was
like that of comprehensors, who are likened to the angels, ac-
cording to Mat. 22:30. Now there is no collative or discursive
knowledge in the angels, as Dionysius shows (Div. Nom. vii).
erefore therewas no discursive or collative knowledge in the
soul of Christ.

On the contrary, Christ had a rational soul, as was shown
(q. 5, a. 4). Now the proper operation of a rational soul con-
sists in comparison and discursion from one thing to an-
other. erefore there was collative and discursive knowledge
in Christ.

I answer that,Knowledgemay be discursive or collative in
two ways. First, in the acquisition of the knowledge, as hap-
pens to us, who proceed from one thing to the knowledge of
another, as from causes to effects, and conversely. And in this
way the knowledge in Christ’s soul was not discursive or colla-
tive, since this knowledge which we are now considering was
divinely infused, and not acquired by a process of reasoning.
Secondly, knowledge may be called discursive or collative in
use; as at times those who know, reason from cause to effect,
not in order to learn anew, but wishing to use the knowledge
theyhave.And in thisway the knowledge inChrist’s soul could
be collative or discursive; since it could conclude one thing
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from another, as it pleased, as inMat. 17:24,25, when our Lord
asked Peter: “Of whom do the kings of the earth receive trib-
ute, of their own children, or of strangers?”On Peter replying:
“Of strangers,” He concluded: “en the children are free.”

Reply toObjection 1. From Christ is excluded that coun-
sel which iswith doubt; and consequently choice, which essen-
tially includes such counsel; but the practice of using counsel

is not excluded from Christ.
Reply to Objection 2. is reason rests upon discursion

and comparison, as used to acquire knowledge.
Reply to Objection 3. e blessed are likened to the an-

gels in the gis of graces; yet there still remains the difference
of natures.Andhence to use comparison anddiscursion is con-
natural to the souls of the blessed, but not to angels.

IIIa q. 11 a. 4Whether in Christ this knowledge was greater than the knowledge of the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that this knowledge was not
greater in Christ than in the angels. For perfection is propor-
tioned to the thing perfected. But the human soul in the or-
der of nature is below the angelic nature. erefore since the
knowledge we are now speaking of is imprinted upon Christ’s
soul for its perfection, it seems that this knowledge is less than
the knowledge by which the angelic nature is perfected.

Objection 2. Further, the knowledge of Christ’s soul was
in ameasure comparative and discursive, which cannot be said
of the angelic knowledge. erefore the knowledge of Christ’s
soul was less than the knowledge of the angels.

Objection 3. Further, the more immaterial knowledge is,
the greater it is. But the knowledge of the angels is more im-
material than the knowledge of Christ’s soul, since the soul of
Christ is the act of a body, and turns to phantasms, which can-
not be said of the angels. erefore the knowledge of angels is
greater than the knowledge of Christ’s soul.

On the contrary,e Apostle says (Heb. 2:9): “For we see

Jesus, Who was made a little lower than the angels, for the suf-
fering of death, crowned with glory and honor”; from which
it is plain that Christ is said to be lower than the angels only in
regard to the suffering of death. And hence, not in knowledge.

I answer that, e knowledge imprinted on Christ’s soul
may be looked at in twoways: First, as regards what it has from
the inflowing cause; secondly, as regards what it has from the
subject receiving it. Now with regard to the first, the knowl-
edge imprinted upon the soul of Christ was more excellent
than the knowledge of the angels, both in the number of things
known and in the certainty of the knowledge; since the spiri-
tual light, which is imprinted on the soul of Christ, is much
more excellent than the light which pertains to the angelic na-
ture. But as regards the second, the knowledge imprinted on
the soul of Christ is less than the angelic knowledge, in the
manner of knowing that is natural to the human soul, i.e. by
turning to phantasms, and by comparison and discursion.

And hereby the reply to the objections is made clear.

IIIa q. 11 a. 5Whether this knowledge was habitual?

Objection 1. It would seem that inChrist there was no ha-
bitual knowledge. For it has been said (q. 9, a. 1) that the high-
est perfection of knowledge befittedChrist’s soul. But the per-
fection of an actually existing knowledge is greater than that
of a potentially or habitually existing knowledge. erefore it
was fitting for Him to know all things actually. erefore He
had not habitual knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, since habits are ordained to acts, a
habitual knowledge which is never reduced to act would seem
useless. Now, since Christ knew all things, as was said q. 10,
a. 2, He could not have considered all things actually, thinking
over one aer another, since the infinite cannot be passed over
by enumeration. erefore the habitual knowledge of certain
things would have been useless to Him—which is unfitting.
erefore He had an actual and not a habitual knowledge of
what He knew.

Objection 3. Further, habitual knowledge is a perfection
of the knower. But perfection ismore noble than the thing per-
fected. If, therefore, in the soul of Christ there was any created
habit of knowledge, it would follow that this created thingwas
nobler than the soul ofChrist.erefore there was no habitual
knowledge in Christ’s soul.

On the contrary, e knowledge of Christ we are now
speaking about was univocal with our knowledge, even as His
soul was of the same species as ours. But our knowledge is in
the genus of habit. erefore the knowledge of Christ was ha-
bitual.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), the mode of the
knowledge impressed on the soul of Christ befitted the sub-
ject receiving it. For the received is in the recipient aer the
mode of the recipient. Now the connatural mode of the hu-
man soul is that it should understand sometimes actually, and
sometimes potentially. But themedium between a pure power
and a completed act is a habit: and extremes andmediumare of
the same genus.us it is plain that it is the connaturalmodeof
the human soul to receive knowledge as a habit. Hence it must
be said that the knowledge imprinted on the soul ofChrist was
habitual, for He could use it when He pleased.

Reply toObjection 1. In Christ’s soul there was a twofold
knowledge—each most perfect of its kind: the first exceeding
themode of human nature, as by itHe saw the Essence ofGod,
and other things in It, and this was the most perfect, simply.
Norwas this knowledge habitual, but actualwith respect to ev-
erything He knew in this way. But the second knowledge was
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in Christ in amanner proportioned to human nature, i.e. inas-
much as He knew things by species divinely imprinted upon
Him, and of this knowledge we are now speaking. Now this
knowledge was not most perfect, simply, but merely in the
genus of human knowledge; hence it did not behoove it to be
always in act.

Reply to Objection 2. Habits are reduced to act by the
command of the will, since a habit is that “with which we act
whenwewish.”Now thewill is indeterminate in regard to infi-
nite things. Yet it is not useless, even when it does not actually
tend to all; provided it actually tends to everything in fitting
place and time. And hence neither is a habit useless, even if

all that it extends to is not reduced to act; provided that that
which befits the due endof thewill be reduced to act according
as the matter in hand and the time require.

Reply to Objection 3. Goodness and being are taken in
two ways: First, simply; and thus a substance, which subsists
in its being and goodness, is a good and a being; secondly, be-
ing and goodness are taken relatively, and in this way an acci-
dent is a being and a good, not that it has being and goodness,
but that its subject is a being and a good. And hence habitual
knowledge is not simply better ormore excellent than the soul
of Christ; but relatively, since the whole goodness of habitual
knowledge is added to the goodness of the subject.

IIIa q. 11 a. 6Whether this knowledge was distinguished by divers habits?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the soul ofChrist there
was only one habit of knowledge. For themore perfect knowl-
edge is, the more united it is; hence the higher angels under-
stand by the more universal forms, as was said in the Ia, q. 55,
a. 3. Now Christ’s knowledge was most perfect. erefore it
was most one. erefore it was not distinguished by several
habits.

Objection 2. Further, our faith is derived from Christ’s
knowledge; hence it is written (Heb. 12:2): “Looking on Jesus
the author and finisher of faith.” But there is only one habit of
faith about all things believed, as was said in the IIa IIae, q. 4,
a. 6.Muchmore, therefore, was there only one habit of knowl-
edge in Christ.

Objection 3. Further, knowledge is distinguished by the
divers formalities of knowable things. But the soul of Christ
knew everything under one formality, i.e. by a divinely infused
light. erefore in Christ there was only one habit of knowl-
edge.

On the contrary, It is written (Zech. 3:9) that on “one”
stone, i.e. Christ, “there are seven eyes.” Now by the eye is un-
derstood knowledge. erefore it would seem that in Christ
there were several habits of knowledge.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 4,5), the knowledge
imprinted on Christ’s soul has a mode connatural to a human
soul. Now it is connatural to a human soul to receive species

of a lesser universality than the angels receive; so that it knows
different specific natures by different intelligible species. But
it so happens that we have different habits of knowledge, be-
cause there are different classes of knowable things, inasmuch
as what are in one genus are known by one habit; thus it is said
(Poster. i, 42) that “one science is of one class of object.” And
hence the knowledge imprinted on Christ’s soul was distin-
guished by different habits.

Reply to Objection 1. As was said (a. 4), the knowledge
of Christ’s soul is most perfect, and exceeds the knowledge of
angels with regard to what is in it on the part of God’s gi; but
it is below the angelic knowledge as regards the mode of the
recipient. And it pertains to this mode that this knowledge is
distinguished by various habits, inasmuch as it regards more
particular species.

Reply to Objection 2. Our faith rests upon the First
Truth; and hence Christ is the author of our faith by the Di-
vine knowledge, which is simply one.

Reply to Objection 3. e divinely infused light is the
common formality for understanding what is divinely re-
vealed, as the light of the active intellect is with regard to what
is naturally known. Hence, in the soul of Christ there must be
the proper species of singular things, in order to know each
with proper knowledge; and in this way there must be divers
habits of knowledge in Christ’s soul, as stated above.
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T P, Q 12
Of the Acquired or Empiric Knowledge of Christ’s Soul

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the acquired or empiric knowledge of Christ’s soul; and under this head there are four points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ knew all things by this knowledge?
(2) Whether He advanced in this knowledge?
(3) Whether He learned anything from man?
(4) Whether He received anything from angels?

IIIa q. 12 a. 1Whether Christ knew all things by this acquired or empiric knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not know ev-
erything by this knowledge. For this knowledge is acquired by
experience. But Christ did not experience everything. ere-
fore He did not know everything by this knowledge.

Objection 2. Further, man acquires knowledge through
the senses. But not all sensible thingswere subjected toChrist’s
bodily senses. erefore Christ did not know everything by
this knowledge.

Objection 3.Further, the extent of knowledge depends on
the things knowable.erefore ifChrist knewall things by this
knowledge, His acquired knowledge would have been equal
to His infused and beatific knowledge; which is not fitting.
erefore Christ did not know all things by this knowledge.

On the contrary, Nothing imperfect was in Christ’s soul.
Now this knowledge of His would have been imperfect if He
had not known all things by it, since the imperfect is that to
which additionmay bemade.HenceChrist knew all things by
this knowledge.

I answer that,Acquired knowledge is held to be inChrist’s
soul, as we have said q. 9, a. 4, by reason of the active intel-
lect, lest its action, which is tomake things actually intelligible,
should be wanting; even as imprinted or infused knowledge is
held to be in Christ’s soul for the perfection of the passive in-
tellect. Now as the passive intellect is that by which “all things
are in potentiality,” so the active intellect is that by which “all
are in act,” as is said De Anima iii, 18. And hence, as the soul
of Christ knew by infused knowledge all things to which the

passive intellect is in any way in potentiality, so by acquired
knowledge it knew whatever can be known by the action of
the active intellect.

Reply toObjection 1.eknowledge of thingsmay be ac-
quired not merely by experiencing the things themselves, but
by experiencing other things; since by virtue of the light of
the active intellect man can go on to understand effects from
causes, and causes from effects, like from like, contrary from
contrary. erefore Christ, though He did not experience all
things, came to the knowledge of all things from what He did
experience.

Reply to Objection 2. Although all sensible things were
not subjected to Christ’s bodily senses, yet other sensible
things were subjected to His senses; and from this He could
come to know other things by the most excellent force of His
reason, in the manner described in the previous reply; just as
in seeing heavenly bodies He could comprehend their powers
and the effects they have upon things here below, which were
not subjected toHis senses; and for the same reason, from any
other things whatsoever, He could come to the knowledge of
yet other things.

Reply to Objection 3. By this knowledge the soul of
Christ did not know all things simply, but all such as are know-
able by the light of man’s active intellect. Hence by this knowl-
edge He did not know the essences of separate substances, nor
past, present, or future singulars,which, nevertheless,Heknew
by infused knowledge, as was said above (q. 11).

IIIa q. 12 a. 2Whether Christ advanced in acquired or empiric knowledge?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not advance
in this knowledge. For even as Christ knew all things by His
beatific and His infused knowledge, so also did He by this ac-
quired knowledge, as is plain from what has been said (a. 1).
But He did not advance in these knowledges. erefore nei-
ther in this.

Objection 2.Further, to advance belongs to the imperfect,
since the perfect cannot be added to. Now we cannot suppose
an imperfect knowledge in Christ. erefore Christ did not

advance in this knowledge.
Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,

22): “Whoever say that Christ advanced in wisdom and grace,
as if receiving additional sensations, do not venerate the union
which is in hypostasis.” But it is impious not to venerate this
union. erefore it is impious to say that His knowledge re-
ceived increase.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 2:52): “Jesus advanced
in wisdom and age and grace with God and men”; and Am-
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brose says (De Incar. Dom. vii) that “He advanced in human
wisdom.” Now human wisdom is that which is acquired in a
human manner, i.e. by the light of the active intellect. ere-
fore Christ advanced in this knowledge.

I answer that, ere is a twofold advancement in knowl-
edge: one in essence, inasmuch as the habit of knowledge is in-
creased; the other in effect—e.g. if someonewerewith one and
the same habit of knowledge to prove to someone else some
minor truths at first, and aerwards greater and more subtle
conclusions. Now in this second way it is plain that Christ ad-
vanced in knowledge and grace, even as in age, since as His
age increased He wrought greater deeds, and showed greater
knowledge and grace.

But as regards the habit of knowledge, it is plain that His
habit of infused knowledge did not increase, since from the be-
ginning He had perfect infused knowledge of all things; and
still less couldHis beatific knowledge increase; while in the Ia,
q. 14, a. 15, we have already said that His Divine knowledge
could not increase.erefore, if in the soul of Christ there was
no habit of acquired knowledge, beyond the habit of infused
knowledge, as appears to some*, and sometime appeared tome
(Sent. iii, D, xiv), no knowledge inChrist increased in essence,
but merely by experience, i.e. by comparing the infused intel-
ligible species with phantasms. And in this way they maintain
that Christ’s knowledge grew in experience, e.g. by comparing
the infused intelligible species with what He received through
the senses for the first time. But because it seems unfitting that
anynatural intelligible action should bewanting toChrist, and

because to extract intelligible species from phantasms is a nat-
ural action ofman’s active intellect, it seems becoming to place
even this action in Christ. And it follows from this that in the
soul of Christ there was a habit of knowledge which could in-
crease by this abstraction of species; inasmuch as the active in-
tellect, aer abstracting the first intelligible species fromphan-
tasms, could abstract others, and others again.

Reply to Objection 1. Both the infused knowledge and
the beatific knowledge of Christ’s soul were the effects of an
agent of infinite power, which could produce the whole at
once; and thus in neither knowledge didChrist advance; since
from the beginning He had them perfectly. But the acquired
knowledge of Christ is caused by the active intellect which
does not produce the whole at once, but successively; and
hence by this knowledgeChrist did not know everything from
the beginning, but step by step, and aer a time, i.e. inHis per-
fect age; and this is plain from what the Evangelist says, viz.
that He increased in “knowledge and age” together.

Reply to Objection 2. Even this knowledge was always
perfect for the time being, although it was not always perfect,
simply and in comparison to the nature; hence it could in-
crease.

Reply to Objection 3. is saying of Damascene regards
those who say absolutely that addition was made to Christ’s
knowledge, i.e. as regards any knowledge ofHis, and especially
as regards the infused knowledge which is caused in Christ’s
soul by union with the Word; but it does not regard the in-
crease of knowledge caused by the natural agent.

IIIa q. 12 a. 3Whether Christ learned anything from man?

Objection 1. It would seem thatChrist learned something
from man. For it is written (Lk. 2:46,47) that, “ey found
Him in the temple in the midst of the doctors, hearing them,
and asking them questions.” But to ask questions and to reply
pertains to a learner.ereforeChrist learned something from
man.

Objection 2. Further, to acquire knowledge from a man’s
teaching seems more noble than to acquire it from sensible
things, since in the soul of themanwho teaches the intelligible
species are in act; but in sensible things the intelligible species
are only in potentiality. Now Christ received empiric knowl-
edge from sensible things, as stated above (a. 2). Much more,
therefore, could He receive knowledge by learning from men.

Objection 3. Further, by empiric knowledge Christ did
not know everything from the beginning, but advanced in it,
as was said above (a. 2). But anyone hearingwordswhichmean
something, may learn something he does not know. erefore
Christ could learn from men something He did not know by
this knowledge.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 45:4): “Behold, I have
given Him for a witness to the people, for a leader and a mas-

ter to the Gentiles.” Now a master is not taught, but teaches.
erefore Christ did not receive any knowledge by the teach-
ing of any man.

I answer that, In every genus that which is the first mover
is not moved according to the same species of movement; just
as the first alterative is not itself altered. Now Christ is estab-
lished byGod theHead of theChurch—yea, of all men, as was
said above (q. 8, a. 3), so that not only all might receive grace
through Him, but that all might receive the doctrine of Truth
from Him. Hence He Himself says ( Jn. 18:37): “For this was
I born, and for this came I into the world; that I should give
testimony to the truth.” And thus it did not befit His dignity
that He should be taught by any man.

Reply toObjection 1. As Origen says (Hom. xix in Luc.):
“Our Lord asked questions not in order to learn anything, but
in order to teach by questioning. For from the same well of
knowledge came the question and the wise reply.” Hence the
Gospel goes on to say that “all that heardHimwere astonished
at His wisdom and His answers.”

Reply toObjection 2.Whoever learns fromman does not
receive knowledge immediately from the intelligible species

* Blessed Albert the Great, Alexander of Hales, St. Bonaventure.
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which are in his mind, but through sensible words, which are
signs of intelligible concepts. Now as words formed by a man
are signs of his intellectual knowledge; so are creatures, formed
byGod, signs ofHiswisdom.Hence it iswritten (Ecclus. 1:10)
that God “poured” wisdom “out upon all His works.” Hence,
just as it is better to be taught by God than byman, so it is bet-
ter to receive our knowledge from sensible creatures and not
by man’s teaching.

Reply to Objection 3. Jesus advanced in empiric knowl-
edge, as in age, as stated above (a. 2). Now as a fitting age is

required for a man to acquire knowledge by discovery, so also
that he may acquire it by being taught. But our Lord did noth-
ing unbecoming to His age; and hence He did not give ear
to hearing the lessons of doctrine until such time as He was
able to have reached that grade of knowledge by way of expe-
rience. Hence Gregory says (Sup. Ezech. Lib. i, Hom. ii): “In
the twelh year of His age He deigned to question men on
earth, since in the course of reason, the word of doctrine is not
vouchsafed before the age of perfection.”

IIIa q. 12 a. 4Whether Christ received knowledge from the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ received knowl-
edge from the angels. For it is written (Lk. 22:43) that “there
appeared to Him an angel from heaven, strengthening Him.”
But we are strengthened by the comforting words of a teacher,
according to Job 4:3,4: “Behold thou hast taught many and
hast strengthened the weary hand. y words have confirmed
them that were staggering.”ereforeChrist was taught by an-
gels.

Objection 2.Further,Dionysius says (Coel.Hier. iv): “For
I see that even Jesus—the super-substantial substance of su-
percelestial substances—when without change He took our
substance upon Himself, was subject in obedience to the in-
structions of the Father andGodby the angels.”Hence it seems
that even Christ wished to be subject to the ordinations of the
Divine law, whereby men are taught by means of angels.

Objection 3. Further, as in the natural order the human
body is subject to the celestial bodies, so likewise is the hu-
man mind to angelic minds. Now Christ’s body was subject
to the impressions of the heavenly bodies, for He felt the heat
in summer and the cold in winter, and other human passions.
ereforeHis humanmindwas subject to the illuminations of
supercelestial spirits.

On the contrary,Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii) that “the
highest angels question Jesus, and learn the knowledge of His
Divine work, and of the flesh assumed for us; and Jesus teaches
them directly.” Now to teach and to be taught do not belong
to the same. erefore Christ did not receive knowledge from
the angels.

I answer that, Since the human soul is midway between
spiritual substances and corporeal things, it is perfected nat-
urally in two ways. First by knowledge received from sensible
things; secondly, by knowledge imprinted or infused by the il-

lumination of spiritual substances.Now in both these ways the
soul of Christ was perfected; first by empirical knowledge of
sensible things, forwhich there is noneedof angelic light, since
the light of the active intellect suffices; secondly, by the higher
impression of infused knowledge, which He received directly
from God. For as His soul was united to the Word above the
commonmode, in unity of person, so above the commonman-
ner ofmenwas it filled with knowledge and grace by theWord
ofGodHimself; andnot by themediumof angels,who in their
beginning received the knowledge of things by the influence of
the Word, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. ii, 8).

Reply toObjection 1.is strengthening by the angel was
for the purpose not of instructing Him, but of proving the
truth of His human nature. Hence Bede says (on Lk. 22:43):
“In testimony of both natures are the angels said to have min-
istered toHim and to have strengthenedHim. For theCreator
did not need help from His creature; but having become man,
even as it was for our sake that He was sad, so was it for our
sake that He was strengthened,” i.e. in order that our faith in
the Incarnation might be strengthened.

Reply toObjection 2.Dionysius says that Christ was sub-
ject to the angelic instructions, not by reason of Himself, but
by reason of what happened atHis Incarnation, and as regards
the care ofHimwhilstHewas a child.Hence in the same place
he adds that “Jesus’ withdrawal to Egypt decreed by the Father
is announced to Joseph by angels, and again His return to Ju-
daea from Egypt.”

Reply toObjection 3.eSon of God assumed a passible
body (as will be said hereaer (q. 14, a. 1)) and a soul perfect in
knowledge and grace (q. 14 , a. 1, ad 1; a. 4). Hence His body
was rightly subject to the impression of heavenly bodies; but
His soul was not subject to the impression of heavenly spirits.
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T P, Q 13
Of the Power of Christ’s Soul

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the power of Christ’s soul; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether He had omnipotence simply?
(2) Whether He had omnipotence with regard to corporeal creatures?
(3) Whether He had omnipotence with regard to His own body?
(4) Whether He had omnipotence as regards the execution of His own will?

IIIa q. 13 a. 1Whether the soul of Christ had omnipotence?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the soul ofChrist hadom-
nipotence. For Ambrose* says on Lk. 1:32: “e power which
the Son of God had naturally, the Man was about to receive
in time.” Now this would seem to regard the soul principally,
since it is the chief part of man. Hence since the Son of God
had omnipotence from all eternity, it would seem that the soul
of Christ received omnipotence in time.

Objection 2. Further, as the power of God is infinite, so
is His knowledge. But the soul of Christ in a manner had the
knowledgeof all thatGodknows, aswas said above (q. 10, a. 2).
erefore He had all power; and thus He was omnipotent.

Objection 3.Further, the soul ofChrist has all knowledge.
Nowknowledge is either practical or speculative.ereforeHe
has a practical knowledge ofwhatHe knows, i.e.He knewhow
to do what He knows; and thus it seems that He can do all
things.

On the contrary, What is proper to God cannot belong
to any creature. But it is proper to God to be omnipotent, ac-
cording to Ex. 15:2,3: “He is my God and I will glorify Him,”
and further on, “Almighty is His name.” erefore the soul of
Christ, as being a creature, has not omnipotence.

I answer that,Aswas said above (q. 2, a. 1; q. 10, a. 1) in the
mystery of the Incarnation the union in person so took place
that there still remained the distinction of natures, each nature
still retainingwhat belonged to it.Now the active principle of a
thing follows its form, which is the principle of action. But the
form is either the very nature of the thing, as in simple things;
or is the constituent of the nature of the thing; as in such as are
composed of matter and form.

And it is in this way that omnipotence flows, so to say,
from the Divine Nature. For since the Divine Nature is the
very uncircumscribed Being of God, as is plain from Diony-
sius (Div. Nom. v), it has an active power over everything that
can have the nature of being; and this is to have omnipotence;
just as every other thing has an active power over such things as
the perfection of its nature extends to; aswhat is hot gives heat.
erefore since the soul of Christ is a part of human nature, it
cannot possibly have omnipotence.

Reply toObjection 1. By union with the Person, theMan

receives omnipotence in time, which the Son ofGod had from
eternity; the result of which union is that as the Man is said to
be God, so is He said to be omnipotent; not that the omnipo-
tence of the Man is distinct (as neither is His Godhead) from
that of the Son ofGod, but because there is one Person ofGod
and man.

Reply toObjection 2.According to some, knowledge and
active power are not in the same ratio; for an active powerflows
from the very nature of the thing, inasmuch as action is con-
sidered to come forth from the agent; but knowledge is not
always possessed by the very essence or form of the knower,
since it may be had by assimilation of the knower to the thing
knownby the aid of received species. But this reason seems not
to suffice, because even as wemay understand by a likeness ob-
tained from another, so also may we act by a form obtained
from another, as water or iron heats, by heat borrowed from
fire. Hence there would be no reason why the soul of Christ,
as it can know all things by the similitudes of all things im-
pressed upon it by God, cannot do these things by the same
similitudes.

It has, therefore, to be further considered that what is re-
ceived in the lower nature from the higher is possessed in an
inferior manner; for heat is not received by water in the per-
fection and strength it had in fire. erefore, since the soul of
Christ is of an inferior nature to the Divine Nature, the simil-
itudes of things are not received in the soul of Christ in the
perfection and strength they had in the Divine Nature. And
hence it is that the knowledge of Christ’s soul is inferior toDi-
vine knowledge as regards the manner of knowing, for God
knows (things)more perfectly than the soul ofChrist; and also
as regards the number of things known, since the soul ofChrist
does not know all that God can do, and these God knows
by the knowledge of simple intelligence; although it knows
all things present, past, and future, which God knows by the
knowledge of vision. So, too, the similitudes of things infused
into Christ’s soul do not equal the Divine power in acting, i.e.
so as to do all that God can do, or to do in the same manner as
God does, Who acts with an infinite might whereof the crea-
ture is not capable. Now there is no thing, to know which in

* Gloss, Ord.
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some way an infinite power is needed, although a certain kind
of knowledge belongs to an infinite power; yet there are things
which can be done only by an infinite power, as creation and
the like, as is plain from what has been said in the Ia, q. 45.
Hence Christ’s soul which, being a creature, is finite in might,
can know, indeed, all things, but not in every way; yet it can-
not do all things,whichpertains to thenature of omnipotence;
and, amongst other things, it is clear it cannot create itself.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ’s soul has practical and spec-
ulative knowledge; yet it is not necessary that it should have
practical knowledge of those things of which it has speculative

knowledge. Because for speculative knowledge a mere confor-
mity or assimilation of the knower to the thing known suffices;
whereas for practical knowledge it is required that the forms
of the things in the intellect should be operative. Now to have
a form and to impress this form upon something else is more
than merely to have the form; as to be lightsome and to en-
lighten is more thanmerely to be lightsome.Hence the soul of
Christ has a speculative knowledge of creation (for it knows
themode of God’s creation), but it has no practical knowledge
of this mode, since it has no knowledge operative of creation.

IIIa q. 13 a. 2Whether the soul of Christ had omnipotence with regard to the transmutation of creatures?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the soul ofChrist hadom-
nipotence with regard to the transmutation of creatures. For
He Himself says (Mat. 28:18): “All power is given to Me in
heaven and on earth.” Now by the words “heaven and earth”
are meant all creatures, as is plain from Gn. 1:1: “In the begin-
ning God created heaven and earth.” erefore it seems that
the soul of Christ had omnipotence with regard to the trans-
mutation of creatures.

Objection 2. Further, the soul of Christ is the most per-
fect of all creatures. But every creature can be moved by an-
other creature; for Augustine says (De Trin. iii, 4) that “even
as the denser and lower bodies are ruled in a fixed way by the
subtler and stronger bodies; so are all bodies by the spirit of
life, and the irrational spirit of life by the rational spirit of life,
and the truant and sinful rational spirit of life by the rational,
loyal, and righteous spirit of life.” But the soul of Christ moves
even the highest spirits, enlightening them, as Dionysius says
(Coel. Hier. vii). erefore it seems that the soul of Christ has
omnipotence with regard to the transmutation of creatures.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s soul had in its highest de-
gree the “grace ofmiracles” or works ofmight. But every trans-
mutation of the creature can belong to the grace of mira-
cles; since even theheavenly bodiesweremiraculously changed
from their course, as Dionysius proves (Ep. ad Polycarp).
erefore Christ’s soul had omnipotence with regard to the
transmutation of creatures.

On the contrary, To transmute creatures belongs to Him
Who preserves them. Now this belongs to God alone, accord-
ing to Heb. 1:3: “Upholding all things by the word of His
power.” erefore God alone has omnipotence with regard to
the transmutation of creatures. erefore this does not belong
to Christ’s soul.

I answer that, Two distinctions are here needed. of these
the first is with respect to the transmutation of creatures,
which is three-fold. e first is natural, being brought about
by the proper agent naturally; the second is miraculous, being
brought about by a supernatural agent above thewonted order
and course of nature, as to raise the dead; the third is inasmuch

as every creature may be brought to nothing.
e second distinction has to do with Christ’s soul, which

maybe looked at in twoways: first in its propernature andwith
its power of nature or of grace; secondly, as it is the instrument
of the Word of God, personally united to Him. erefore if
we speak of the soul of Christ in its proper nature and with its
power of nature or of grace, it had power to cause those effects
proper to a soul (e.g. to rule the body and direct human acts,
and also, by the fulness of grace and knowledge to enlighten
all rational creatures falling short of its perfection), in a man-
ner befitting a rational creature. But if we speak of the soul of
Christ as it is the instrument of theWordunited toHim, it had
an instrumental power to effect all the miraculous transmuta-
tions ordainable to the end of the Incarnation, which is “to re-
establish all things that are in heaven and on earth”*. But the
transmutation of creatures, inasmuch as they may be brought
to nothing, corresponds to their creation, whereby they were
brought from nothing. And hence even as God alone can cre-
ate, so, too, He alone can bring creatures to nothing, and He
alone upholds them in being, lest they fall back to nothing.
And thus it must be said that the soul of Christ had not om-
nipotence with regard to the transmutation of creatures.

Reply toObjection1.As Jerome says (on the text quoted):
“Power is givenHim,” i.e. toChrist asman, “Who a little while
before was crucified, buried in the tomb, and aerwards rose
again.” But power is said to have been given Him, by reason of
the union whereby it was brought about that a Man was om-
nipotent, as was said above (a. 1, ad 1). And although this was
made known to the angels before the Resurrection, yet aer
the Resurrection it was made known to all men, as Remigius
says (cf. Catena Aurea). Now, “things are said to happen when
they aremade known”*.Hence aer theResurrection our Lord
says “that all power is given” to Him “in heaven and on earth.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although every creature is trans-
mutable by someother creature, except, indeed, the highest an-
gel, and even it can be enlightened by Christ’s soul; yet not ev-
ery transmutation that can be made in a creature can be made
by a creature; since some transmutations can be made by God

* Eph. 1:10. * Hugh of St. Victor: Qq. in Ep. ad Philip.
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alone. Yet all transmutations that can be made in creatures can
be made by the soul of Christ, as the instrument of the Word,
but not in its proper nature and power, since some of these
transmutations pertain to the soul neither in the order of na-
ture nor in the order of grace.

Reply to Objection 3. As was said in the IIa IIae, q. 178,
a. 1, ad 1, the grace of mighty works or miracles is given to the
soul of a saint, so that these miracles are wrought not by his

own, but by Divine power. Now this grace was bestowed on
Christ’s soulmost excellently, i.e. not only thatHemight work
miracles, but also that He might communicate this grace to
others. Hence it is written (Mat. 10:1) that, “having calledHis
twelve disciples together, He gave them power over unclean
spirits, to cast them out, and to heal all manner of diseases, and
all manner of infirmities.”

IIIa q. 13 a. 3Whether the soul of Christ had omnipotence with regard to His own body?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatChrist’s soul had omnipo-
tence with regard to His own body. For Damascene says (De
FideOrth. iii, 20,23) that “all natural things were voluntary to
Christ; He willed to hunger, He willed to thirst, He willed to
fear, He willed to die.” NowGod is called omnipotent because
“He hath done all things whatsoever He would” (Ps. 113:11).
erefore it seems that Christ’s soul had omnipotence with re-
gard to the natural operations of the body.

Objection 2. Further, human nature was more perfect in
Christ than in Adam, who had a body entirely subject to the
soul, so that nothing could happen to the body against the will
of the soul—and this on account of the original justice which
it had in the state of innocence. Much more, therefore, had
Christ’s soul omnipotence with regard to His body.

Objection 3. Further, the body is naturally changed by
the imaginations of the soul; and so much more changed, the
stronger the soul’s imagination, as was said in the Ia, q. 117,
a. 3, ad 3. Now the soul of Christ had most perfect strength
as regards both the imagination and the other powers. ere-
fore the soul ofChrist was omnipotentwith regard toHis own
body.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 2:17) that “it be-
hooved Him in all things to be made like unto His brethren,”
and especially as regards what belongs to the condition of hu-
man nature. But it belongs to the condition of human nature
that the health of the body and its nourishment and growth
are not subject to the bidding of reason or will, since natural
things are subject to God alone Who is the author of nature.
erefore they were not subject in Christ. erefore Christ’s
soul was not omnipotent with regard to His own body.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), Christ’s soul may
be viewed in two ways. First, in its proper nature and power;
and in this way, as it was incapable of making exterior bodies
swerve from the course and order of nature, so, too, was it in-
capable of changing its own body from its natural disposition,

since the soul, of its own nature, has a determinate relation to
its body. Secondly, Christ’s soul may be viewed as an instru-
ment united in person to God’s Word; and thus every disposi-
tion ofHis own body was wholly subject toHis power. Never-
theless, since the power of an action is not properly attributed
to the instrument, but to the principal agent, this omnipo-
tence is attributed to the Word of God rather than to Christ’s
soul.

Reply to Objection 1. is saving of Damascene refers to
the Divine will of Christ, since, as he says in the preceding
chapter (De Fide Orth. xix, 14,15), it was by the consent of
theDivinewill that the fleshwas allowed to suffer and dowhat
was proper to it.

Reply toObjection 2. It was no part of the original justice
which Adam had in the state of innocence that a man’s soul
should have the power of changing his own body to any form,
but that it should keep it from any hurt. Yet Christ could have
assumed even this power if He had wished. But since man has
three states—viz. innocence, sin, and glory, even as from the
state of glory He assumed comprehension and from the state
of innocence, freedom from sin—so also from the state of sin
didHe assume thenecessity of being under the penalties of this
life, as will be said (q. 14, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. If the imagination be strong, the
body obeys naturally in some things, e.g. as regards falling from
a beam set on high, since the imagination was formed to be a
principle of local motion, as is saidDeAnima iii, 9,10. So, too,
as regards alteration in heat and cold, and their consequences;
for the passions of the soul, wherewith the heart ismoved, nat-
urally follow the imagination, and thus by commotion of the
spirits thewhole body is altered.But the other corporeal dispo-
sitions which have no natural relation to the imagination are
not transmuted by the imagination, however strong it is, e.g.
the shape of the hand, or foot, or such like.

IIIa q. 13 a. 4Whether the soul of Christ had omnipotence as regards the execution of His will?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul ofChrist had not
omnipotence as regards the execution ofHis ownwill. For it is
written (Mk. 7:24) that “entering into a house, He would that
no man should know it, and He could not be hid.” erefore

He could not carry out the purpose of His will in all things.
Objection 2. Further, a command is a sign of will, as was

said in the Ia, q. 19, a. 12. But our Lord commanded certain
things to be done, and the contrary came to pass, for it is writ-
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ten (Mat. 9:30, 31) that Jesus strictly charged themwhose eyes
hadbeenopened, saying: “See that nomanknow this. But they
going out spread His fame abroad in all that country.” ere-
fore He could not carry out the purpose of His will in every-
thing.

Objection 3. Further, a man does not ask from another
for what he can do himself. But our Lord besought the Father,
praying for what He wished to be done, for it is written (Lk.
6:12): “He went out into a mountain to pray, and He passed
the whole night in the prayer of God.”ereforeHe could not
carry out the purpose of His will in all things.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Qq. Nov. et Vet. Test.,
qu. 77): “It is impossible for the will of the Saviour not to
be fulfilled: nor is it possible for Him to will what He knows
ought not to come to pass.”

I answer that,Christ’s soulwilled things in twoways. First,
what was to be brought about by Himself; and it must be said
thatHewas capable of whateverHewilled thus, since it would
not befit His wisdom if He willed to do anything of Himself
that was not subject to His will. Secondly, He wished things
to be brought about by the Divine power, as the resurrection
of His own body and such like miraculous deeds, which He
could not effect by His own power, except as the instrument
of the Godhead, as was said above (a. 2).

Reply toObjection 1.AsAugustine says (Qq.Nov. et Vet.
Test., qu. 77): “What came to pass, this Christ must be said to
have willed. For it must be remarked that this happened in the

country of theGentiles, towhom itwas not yet time to preach.
Yet it would have been invidious not to welcome such as came
spontaneously for the faith. Hence He did not wish to be her-
alded by His own, and yet He wished to be sought; and so it
came to pass.” Or it may be said that this will of Christ was not
with regard to what was to be carried out by it, but with regard
to what was to be done by others, which did not come under
His human will. Hence in the letter of Pope Agatho, which
was approved in the Sixth Council*, we read: “When He, the
Creator and Redeemer of all, wished to be hid and could not,
must not this be referred only to His human will which He
deigned to assume in time?”

Reply toObjection2.AsGregory says (Moral. xix), by the
fact that “Our Lord charged His mighty works to be kept se-
cret, He gave an example to His servants coming aer Him
that they should wish their miracles to be hidden; and yet,
that others may profit by their example, they are made public
against their will.” And thus this command signified His will
to fly from human glory, according to Jn. 8:50, “I seek not My
own glory.” Yet He wished absolutely, and especially by His
Divine will, that the miracle wrought should be published for
the good of others.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ prayed both for things that
were to be brought about by the Divine power, and for what
He Himself was to do by His human will, since the power and
operation of Christ’s soul depended on God, “Who works in
all [Vulg.: ‘you’], both to will and to accomplish” (Phil. 2:13).

* ird Council of Constantinople, Act. iv.

2017



T P, Q 14
Of the Defects of Body Assumed by the Son of God

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the defects Christ assumed in the human nature; and first, of the defects of body; secondly, of the
defects of soul.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Son of God should have assumed in human nature defects of body?
(2) Whether He assumed the obligation of being subject to these defects?
(3) Whether He contracted these defects?
(4) Whether He assumed all these defects?

IIIa q. 14 a. 1Whether the Son of God in human nature ought to have assumed defects of body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Son ofGod ought not
to have assumedhumannaturewith defects of body. For asHis
soul is personally united to the Word of God, so also is His
body. But the soul ofChrist had every perfection, both of grace
and truth, as was said above (q. 7, a. 9; q. 9, seqq.). Hence, His
body also ought to have been in every way perfect, not having
any imperfection in it.

Objection 2. Further, the soul of Christ saw the Word of
God by the vision wherein the blessed see, as was said above
(q. 9, a. 2), and thus the soul of Christ was blessed. Now by the
beatification of the soul the body is glorified; since, as Augus-
tine says (Ep. ad Dios. cxviii), “God made the soul of a nature
so strong that from the fulness of its blessedness there pours
over even into the lower nature” (i.e. the body), “not indeed
the bliss proper to the beatific fruition and vision, but the ful-
ness of health” (i.e. the vigor of incorruptibility).erefore the
body of Christ was incorruptible and without any defect.

Objection 3. Further, penalty is the consequence of fault.
But there was no fault in Christ, according to 1 Pet. 2:22:
“Who did no guile.” erefore defects of body, which are
penalties, ought not to have been in Him.

Objection 4. Further, no reasonable man assumes what
keeps him from his proper end. But by such like bodily de-
fects, the end of the Incarnation seems to be hindered inmany
ways. First, because by these infirmities men were kept back
from knowing Him, according to Is. 53:2,3: ”[ere was no
sightliness] that we should be desirous of Him. Despised and
the most abject of men, a man of sorrows and acquainted with
infirmity, and His look was, as it were, hidden and despised,
whereupon we esteemed Him not.” Secondly, because the de.
sire of the Fathers would not seem to be fulfilled, inwhose per-
son it is written (Is. 51:9): “Arise, arise, put ony strength, O
ou Arm of the Lord.” irdly, because it would seem more
fitting for the devil’s power to be overcome and man’s weak-
ness healed, by strength than by weakness. erefore it does
not seem to have been fitting that the Son of God assumed
human nature with infirmities or defects of body.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 2:18): “For in that,

wherein He Himself hath suffered and been tempted, He is
able to succor them also that are tempted.” Now He came to
succor us. hence David said of Him (Ps. 120:1): “I have lied
up my eyes to the mountains, from whence help shall come to
me.”erefore it was fitting for the Son ofGod to assume flesh
subject to human infirmities, in order to suffer and be tempted
in it and so bring succor to us.

I answer that, It was fitting for the body assumed by the
Son of God to be subject to human infirmities and defects;
and especially for three reasons. First, because it was in or-
der to satisfy for the sin of the human race that the Son of
God, having taken flesh, came into the world. Now one satis-
fies for another’s sin by taking on himself the punishment due
to the sin of the other. But these bodily defects, to wit, death,
hunger, thirst, and the like, are the punishment of sin, which
was brought into the world byAdam, according to Rom. 5:12:
“By one man sin entered into this world, and by sin death.”
Hence it was useful for the end of the Incarnation that He
should assume these penalties in our flesh and in our stead,
according to Is. 53:4, “Surely He hath borne our infirmities.”
Secondly, in order to cause belief in the Incarnation. For since
human nature is known to men only as it is subject to these
defects, if the Son of God had assumed human nature without
these defects, He would not have seemed to be true man, nor
to have true, but imaginary, flesh, as theManicheans held. And
so, as is said, Phil. 2:7: “He…emptiedHimself, taking the form
of a servant, being made in the likeness of men, and in habit
found as a man.” Hence, omas, by the sight of His wounds,
was recalled to the faith, as related Jn. 20:26. irdly, in or-
der to show us an example of patience by valiantly bearing up
against human passibility and defects. Hence it is said (Heb.
12:3) that He “endured such opposition from sinners against
Himself, that you be not wearied. fainting in your minds.”

Reply to Objection 1. e penalties one suffers for an-
other’s sin are the matter, as it were, of the satisfaction for that
sin; but the principle is the habit of soul, whereby one is in-
clined to wish to satisfy for another, and from which the satis-
faction has its efficacy, for satisfactionwould not be efficacious
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unless it proceeded from charity, as will be explained ( Suppl.,
q. 14, a. 2). Hence, it behooved the soul of Christ to be perfect
as regards the habit of knowledge and virtue, in order to have
the power of satisfying; but His body was subject to infirmi-
ties, that the matter of satisfaction should not be wanting.

Reply to Objection 2. From the natural relationship
which is between the soul and the body, glory flows into the
body from the soul’s glory. Yet this natural relationship in
Christ was subject to the will of His Godhead, and thereby it
came to pass that the beatitude remained in the soul, and did
not flow into the body; but the flesh suffered what belongs to
a passible nature; thus Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 15)
that, “it was by the consent of theDivine will that the fleshwas
allowed to suffer and do what belonged to it.”

Reply to Objection 3. Punishment always follows sin ac-
tual or original, sometimes of the one punished, sometimes of
the one forwhomhewho suffers the punishment satisfies.And
so it was with Christ, according to Is. 53:5: “He was wounded
for our iniquities, He was bruised for our sins.”

Reply to Objection 4. e infirmity assumed by Christ
did not impede, but greatly furthered the end of the Incar-
nation, as above stated. And although these infirmities con-
cealed His Godhead, they made known His Manhood, which
is theway of coming to theGodhead, according toRom. 5:1,2:
“By JesusChrist we have access toGod.”Moreover, the ancient
Fathers did not desire bodily strength in Christ, but spiritual
strength, wherewith He vanquished the devil and healed hu-
man weakness.

IIIa q. 14 a. 2Whether Christ was of necessity subject to these defects?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not of neces-
sity subject to these defects. For it is written (Is. 53:7): “Hewas
offered because it wasHis ownwill”; and the prophet is speak-
ing of the offering of the Passion. But will is opposed to ne-
cessity. erefore Christ was not of necessity subject to bodily
defects.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
20): “Nothing obligatory is seen in Christ: all is voluntary.”
Now what is voluntary is not necessary. erefore these de-
fects were not of necessity in Christ.

Objection 3. Further, necessity is induced by something
more powerful. But no creature is more powerful than the
soul of Christ, to which it pertained to preserve its own body.
erefore these defects were not of necessity in Christ.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 8:3) that “God”
sent “His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh.” Now it is a
condition of sinful flesh to be under the necessity of dying, and
suffering other like passions. erefore the necessity of suffer-
ing these defects was in Christ’s flesh.

I answer that, Necessity is twofold. one is a necessity of
“constraint,” brought about by an external agent; and this ne-
cessity is contrary to both nature and will, since these flow
from an internal principle. e other is “natural” necessity, re-
sulting from the natural principles—either the form (as it is
necessary for fire to heat), or the matter (as it is necessary for
a body composed of contraries to be dissolved). Hence, with

this necessity, which results from thematter, Christ’s bodywas
subject to the necessity of death and other like defects, since,
as was said (a. 1, ad 2), “it was by the consent of the Divine
will that the flesh was allowed to do and suffer what belonged
to it.” And this necessity results from the principles of human
nature, as was said above in this article. But if we speak of ne-
cessity of constraint, as repugnant to the bodily nature, thus
again was Christ’s body in its own natural condition subject
to necessity in regard to the nail that pierced and the scourge
that struck. Yet inasmuch as such necessity is repugnant to the
will, it is clear that inChrist these defects were not of necessity
as regards either the Divine will, or the human will of Christ
considered absolutely, as following the deliberation of reason;
but only as regards the naturalmovement of thewill, inasmuch
as it naturally shrinks from death and bodily hurt.

Reply toObjection 1.Christ is said to be “offered because
it wasHis ownwill,” i.e. Divinewill and deliberate humanwill;
although death was contrary to the natural movement of His
human will, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 23,24).

Reply to Objection 2. is is plain from what has been
said.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing was more powerful than
Christ’s soul, absolutely; yet there was nothing to hinder a
thing being more powerful in regard to this or that effect, as
a nail for piercing. And this I say, in so far as Christ’s soul is
considered in its own proper nature and power.

IIIa q. 14 a. 3Whether Christ contracted these defects?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ contracted bod-
ily defects. For we are said to contract what we derive with
our nature from birth. But Christ, together with human na-
ture, derived His bodily defects and infirmities through His
birth from His mother, whose flesh was subject to these de-
fects. erefore it seems that He contracted these defects.

Objection 2. Further, what is caused by the principles of

nature is derived togetherwithnature, andhence is contracted.
Now these penalties are caused by the principles of human na-
ture. erefore Christ contracted them.

Objection 3. Further, Christ is likened to other men in
these defects, as is written Heb. 2:17. But other men contract
these defects. erefore it seems that Christ contracted these
defects.
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On the contrary, ese defects are contracted through
sin, according to Rom. 5:12: “By one man sin entered into
this world and by sin, death.” Now sin had no place in Christ.
erefore Christ did not contract these defects.

I answer that, In the verb “to contract” is understood the
relation of effect to cause, i.e. that is said to be contracted
which is derived of necessity together with its cause. Now the
cause of death and such like defects in human nature is sin,
since “by sin death entered into this world,” according to Rom.
5:12. And hence theywho incur these defects, as due to sin, are
properly said to contract them. Now Christ had not these de-
fects, as due to sin, since, as Augustine*, expounding Jn. 3:31,
“He that cometh from above, is above all,” says: “Christ came
from above, i.e. from the height of human nature, which it had
before the fall of the first man.” ForHe received human nature
without sin, in the purity which it had in the state of inno-
cence. In the same way He might have assumed human nature
without defects. us it is clear that Christ did not contract
these defects as if taking them upon Himself as due to sin, but
by His own will.

Reply to Objection 1. e flesh of the Virgin was con-
ceived in original sin,† and therefore contracted these defects.
But from theVirgin, Christ’s flesh assumed the naturewithout
sin, andHemight likewise have assumed the naturewithout its
penalties. But He wished to bear its penalties in order to carry
out the work of our redemption, as stated above (a. 1). ere-
fore He had these defects—not that He contracted them, but
that He assumed them.

Reply toObjection2.ecause of death andother corpo-
real defects of human nature is twofold: the first is remote, and
results from the material principles of the human body, inas-
much as it is made up of contraries. But this cause was held in
check by original justice. Hence the proximate cause of death
and other defects is sin, whereby original justice is withdrawn.
And thus, because Christ was without sin, He is said not to
have contracted these defects, but to have assumed them.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ was made like to other men
in the quality and not in the cause of these defects; and hence,
unlike others, He did not contract them.

IIIa q. 14 a. 4Whether Christ ought to have assumed all the bodily defects of men?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ ought to have as-
sumed all the bodily defects of men. For Damascene says (De
Fide Orth. iii, 6,18): “What is unassumable is incurable.” But
Christ came to cure all our defects.ereforeHe ought to have
assumed all our defects.

Objection 2. Further it was said (a. 1), that in order to sat-
isfy for us, Christ ought to have had perfective habits of soul
and defects of body. Now as regards the soul, He assumed the
fulness of all grace. erefore as regards the body, He ought to
have assumed all defects.

Objection 3. Further, amongst all bodily defects death
holds the chief place. NowChrist assumed death.Muchmore,
therefore, ought He to have assumed other defects.

On the contrary, Contraries cannot take place simultane-
ously in the same. Now some infirmities are contrary to each
other, being caused by contrary principles. Hence it could not
be that Christ assumed all human infirmities.

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2), Christ assumed
human defects in order to satisfy for the sin of human nature,
and for this it was necessary for Him to have the fulness of
knowledge and grace in His soul. Hence Christ ought to have
assumed those defects which flow from the common sin of the
whole nature, yet are not incompatible with the perfection of
knowledge and grace. And thus it was not fitting for Him to
assume all human defects or infirmities. For there are some de-
fects that are incompatible with the perfection of knowledge
and grace, as ignorance, a proneness towards evil, and a diffi-
culty in well-doing. Some other defects do not flow from the
whole of human nature in common on account of the sin of
our first parent, but are caused in some men by certain par-

ticular causes, as leprosy, epilepsy, and the like; and these de-
fects are sometimes brought about by the fault of the man, e.g.
from inordinate eating; sometimes by a defect in the formative
power. Now neither of these pertains to Christ, sinceHis flesh
was conceived of the Holy Ghost, Who has infinite wisdom
and power, and cannot err or fail; and He Himself did noth-
ing wrong in the order of His life. But there are some third
defects, to be found amongst all men in common, by reason of
the sin of our first parent, as death, hunger, thirst, and the like;
and all these defects Christ assumed, which Damascene (De
Fide Orth. i, 11; iii, 20) calls “natural and indetractible pas-
sions” —natural, as following all human nature in common;
indetractible, as implying no defect of knowledge or grace.

Reply to Objection 1. All particular defects of men are
caused by the corruptibility and passibility of the body, some
particular causes being added; and hence, since Christ healed
the passibility and corruptibility of our body by assuming it,
He consequently healed all other defects.

Reply to Objection 2. e fulness of all grace and knowl-
edge was due to Christ’s soul of itself, from the fact of its being
assumed by the Word of God; and hence Christ assumed all
the fulness of knowledge and wisdom absolutely. But He as-
sumed our defects economically, in order to satisfy for our sin,
and not that they belonged to Him of Himself. Hence it was
not necessary forHim to assume them all, but only such as suf-
ficed to satisfy for the sin of the whole nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Death comes to all men from the
sin of our first parent; but not other defects, although they are
less than death. Hence there is no parity.

* Alcuin in the Gloss, Ord. † See introductory note to q. 27.
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T P, Q 15
Of the Defects of Soul Assumed by Christ

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the defects pertaining to the soul; and under this head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there was sin in Christ?
(2) Whether there was the “fomes” of sin in Him?
(3) Whether there was ignorance?
(4) Whether His soul was passible?
(5) Whether in Him there was sensible pain?
(6) Whether there was sorrow?
(7) Whether there was fear?
(8) Whether there was wonder?
(9) Whether there was anger?

(10) Whether He was at once wayfarer and comprehensor?

IIIa q. 15 a. 1Whether there was sin in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was sin in Christ.
For it is written (Ps. 21:2): “O God, My God…why hast ou
forsakenMe? Far fromMy salvation are the words ofMy sins.”
Now these words are said in the person of Christ Himself, as
appears from His having uttered them on the cross. erefore
it would seem that in Christ there were sins.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 5:12) that
“in Adam all have sinned”—namely, because all were in Adam
by origin. Now Christ also was in Adam by origin. erefore
He sinned in him.

Objection3.Further, theApostle says (Heb. 2:18) that “in
that, whereinHeHimself hath suffered and been tempted,He
is able to succor them also that are tempted.”Now above all do
we require His help against sin. erefore it seems that there
was sin in Him.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (2Cor. 5:21) that “Him
that knew no sin” (i.e. Christ), “for us” God “hath made sin.”
But that really is,whichhas beenmadebyGod.erefore there
was really sin in Christ.

Objection 5. Further, as Augustine says (De Agone
Christ. xi), “in themanChrist the Son of God gaveHimself to
us as a pattern of living.” Now man needs a pattern not merely
of right living, but also of repentance for sin.erefore it seems
that in Christ there ought to have been sin, that He might re-
pent of His sin, and thus afford us a pattern of repentance.

On the contrary, He Himself says ( Jn. 8:46): “Which of
you shall convince Me of sin?”

I answer that, As was said above (q. 14, a. 1), Christ as-
sumed our defects that He might satisfy for us, that He might
prove the truth of His human nature, and that He might be-
come an example of virtue to us. Now it is plain that by reason
of these three things He ought not to have assumed the defect
of sin. First, because sin nowise works our satisfaction; rather,
it impedes thepower of satisfying, since, as it iswritten (Ecclus.

34:23), “eMostHigh approvethnot the gis of thewicked.”
Secondly, the truth of His human nature is not proved by sin,
since sin does not belong to human nature, whereof God is the
cause; but rather has been sown in it against its nature by the
devil, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 20). irdly, be-
cause by sinning He could afford no example of virtue, since
sin is opposed to virtue. Hence Christ nowise assumed the
defect of sin—either original or actual—according to what is
written (1Pet. 2:22): “Whodidno sin, neitherwas guile found
in His mouth.”

Reply toObjection 1. As Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii, 25), things are said of Christ, first, with reference to His
natural and hypostatic property, as when it is said that God
became man, and that He suffered for us; secondly, with ref-
erence to His personal and relative property, when things are
said of Him in our person which nowise belong to Him of
Himself. Hence, in the seven rules of Tichonius which Augus-
tine quotes in De Doctr. Christ. iii, 31, the first regards “Our
Lord and His Body,” since “Christ and His Church are taken
as one person.” And thus Christ, speaking in the person ofHis
members, says (Ps. 21:2): “e words of My sins”—not that
there were any sins in the Head.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x,
20), Christ was in Adam and the other fathers not altogether
aswewere. Forwewere inAdamas regards both seminal virtue
and bodily substance, since, as he goes on to say: “As in the
seed there is a visible bulk and an invisible virtue, both have
come from Adam. Now Christ took the visible substance of
His flesh from the Virgin’s flesh; but the virtue of His con-
ception did not spring from the seed of man, but far other-
wise—from on high.” Hence He was not in Adam according
to seminal virtue, but only according to bodily substance. And
therefore Christ did not receive human nature from Adam ac-
tively, but onlymaterially—and from theHolyGhost actively;
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even as Adam received his body materially from the slime of
the earth—actively from God. And thus Christ did not sin in
Adam, in whom He was only as regards His matter.

Reply to Objection 3. In His temptation and passion
Christ has succored us by satisfying for us. Now sin does not
further satisfaction, but hinders it, as has been said. Hence, it
behooved Him not to have sin, but to be wholly free from sin;
otherwise the punishment He bore would have been due to
Him for His own sin.

Reply to Objection 4. God “made Christ sin”—not, in-
deed, in such sort that He had sin, but that He made Him a
sacrifice for sin: even as it is written (Osee 4:8): “ey shall eat

the sins of My people”—they, i.e. the priests, who by the law
ate the sacrifices offered for sin. And in that way it is written
(Is. 53:6) that “the Lord hath laid on Him the iniquity of us
all” (i.e. He gaveHim up to be a victim for the sins of all men);
or “He made Him sin” (i.e. made Him to have “the likeness of
sinful flesh”), as is written (Rom. 8:3), and this on account of
the passible and mortal body He assumed.

Reply to Objection 5. A penitent can give a praiseworthy
example, not by having sinned, but by freely bearing the pun-
ishment of sin. And hence Christ set the highest example to
penitents, since He willingly bore the punishment, not of His
own sin, but of the sins of others.

IIIa q. 15 a. 2Whether there was the “fomes” of sin in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was the
“fomes” of sin. For the “fomes” of sin, and the passibility and
mortality of the body spring from the same principle, to wit,
from the withdrawal of original justice, whereby the inferior
powers of the soul were subject to the reason, and the body to
the soul.Nowpassibility andmortality of bodywere inChrist.
erefore there was also the “fomes” of sin.

Objection 2. Further, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii, 19), “it was by consent of the Divine will that the flesh of
Christ was allowed to suffer and do what belonged to it.” But
it is proper to the flesh to lust aer its pleasures. Now since the
“fomes” of sin is nothingmore than concupiscence, as the gloss
says on Rom. 7:8, it seems that in Christ there was the “fomes”
of sin.

Objection 3. Further, it is by reason of the “fomes” of sin
that “the flesh lusteth against the spirit,” as is written (Gal.
5:17). But the spirit is shown to be so much the stronger and
worthier to be crowned according as the more completely it
overcomes its enemy—to wit, the concupiscence of the flesh,
according to 2 Tim. 2:5, he “is not crowned except he strive
lawfully.” Now Christ had a most valiant and conquering
spirit, and one most worthy of a crown, according to Apoc.
6:2: “ere was a crown given Him, and He went forth con-
quering thatHemight conquer.”erefore it would especially
seem that the “fomes” of sin ought to have been in Christ.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 1:20): “at which is
conceived in her is of the Holy Ghost.” Now the Holy Ghost
drives out sin and the inclination to sin, which is implied in
the word “fomes.” erefore in Christ there ought not to have
been the “fomes” of sin.

I answer that,Aswas said above (q. 7, Aa. 2,9), Christ had
grace and all the virtues most perfectly. Now moral virtues,
which are in the irrational part of the soul, make it subject
to reason, and so much the more as the virtue is more per-
fect; thus, temperance controls the concupiscible appetite, for-
titude and meekness the irascible appetite, as was said in the

Ia IIae, q. 56, a. 4. But there belongs to the very nature of the
“fomes” of sin an inclination of the sensual appetite to what is
contrary to reason. And hence it is plain that the more perfect
the virtues are in any man, the weaker the “fomes” of sin be-
comes in him. Hence, since in Christ the virtues were in their
highest degree, the “fomes” of sin was nowise in Him; inas-
much, also, as this defect cannot be ordained to satisfaction,
but rather inclined to what is contrary to satisfaction.

Reply to Objection 1. e inferior powers pertaining to
the sensitive appetite have a natural capacity to be obedient to
reason; but not the bodily powers, nor those of the bodily hu-
mors, nor those of the vegetative soul, as is made plain Ethic.
i, 13. And hence perfection of virtue, which is in accordance
with right reason, does not exclude passibility of body; yet it
excludes the “fomes” of sin, the nature of which consists in the
resistance of the sensitive appetite to reason.

Reply to Objection 2. e flesh naturally seeks what is
pleasing to it by the concupiscence of the sensitive appetite;
but the flesh of man, who is a rational animal, seeks this aer
the manner and order of reason. And thus with the concupis-
cence of the sensitive appetite Christ’s flesh naturally sought
food, drink, and sleep, and all else that is sought in right rea-
son, as is plain from Damascene (De Fide Orth. iii, 14). Yet it
does not therefore follow that in Christ there was the “fomes”
of sin, for this implies the lust aer pleasurable things against
the order of reason.

Reply to Objection 3. e spirit gives evidence of forti-
tude to some extent by resisting that concupiscence of the flesh
which is opposed to it; yet a greater fortitude of spirit is shown,
if by its strength the flesh is thoroughly overcome, so as to be
incapable of lusting against the spirit. Andhence this belonged
toChrist, whose spirit reached the highest degree of fortitude.
And althoughHe sufferedno internal assault on the part of the
“fomes” of sin, He sustained an external assault on the part of
the world and the devil, and won the crown of victory by over-
coming them.
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IIIa q. 15 a. 3Whether in Christ there was ignorance?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was ignorance in
Christ. For that is truly in Christ which belongs to Him in
His human nature, although it does not belong to Him in His
Divine Nature, as suffering and death. But ignorance belongs
to Christ in His human nature; for Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. iii, 21) that “He assumed an ignorant and enslaved na-
ture.” erefore ignorance was truly in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, one is said to be ignorant through
defect of knowledge. Now some kind of knowledge was want-
ing to Christ, for the Apostle says (2 Cor. 5:21) “Him that
knew no sin, for us He hath made sin.” erefore there was
ignorance in Christ.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Is. 8:4): “For before the
child know to call his Father and his mother, the strength of
Damascus…shall be taken away.”erefore inChrist there was
ignorance of certain things.

On the contrary, Ignorance is not taken away by igno-
rance. But Christ came to take away our ignorance; for “He
came to enlighten them that sit in darkness and in the shadow
of death” (Lk. 1:79). erefore there was no ignorance in
Christ.

I answer that, As there was the fulness of grace and virtue
in Christ, so too there was the fulness of all knowledge, as is
plain from what has been said above (q. 7, a. 9; q. 9). Now as
the fulness of grace and virtue in Christ excluded the “fomes”
of sin, so the fulness of knowledge excluded ignorance, which
is opposed to knowledge.Hence, even as the “fomes” of sinwas
not in Christ, neither was there ignorance in Him.

Reply to Objection 1. e nature assumed by Christ may
be viewed in two ways. First, in its specific nature, and thus
Damascene calls it “ignorant and enslaved”; hence he adds:
“For man’s nature is a slave of Him” (i.e. God) “Who made

it; and it has no knowledge of future things.” Secondly, it may
be considered with regard to what it has from its union with
the Divine hypostasis, from which it has the fulness of knowl-
edge and grace, according to Jn. 1:14: “We saw Him [Vulg.:
‘His glory’] as it were the Only-begotten of the Father, full of
grace and truth”; and in this way the human nature in Christ
was not affected with ignorance.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ is said not to have known
sin, becauseHe did not know it by experience; butHe knew it
by simple cognition.

Reply toObjection 3.eprophet is speaking in this pas-
sage of the human knowledge of Christ; thus he says: “Before
theChild” (i.e. inHis humannature) “know to callHis father”
(i.e. Joseph, who was His reputed father), “and His mother”
(i.e. Mary), “the strength of Damascus…shall be taken away.”
Nor are we to understand this as if He had been some time a
manwithout knowing it; but “beforeHeknow” (i.e. beforeHe
is a man having human knowledge)—literally, “the strength of
Damascus and the spoils of Samaria shall be taken away by the
King of the Assyrians”—or spiritually, “before His birth He
will save His people solely by invocation,” as a gloss expounds
it. Augustine however (Serm. xxxii deTemp.) says that this was
fulfilled in the adoration of the Magi. For he says: “Before He
uttered humanwords in humanflesh,He received the strength
of Damascus, i.e. the riches which Damascus vaunted (for in
riches the first place is given to gold).ey themselveswere the
spoils of Samaria. Because Samaria is taken to signify idolatry;
since this people, having turned away from the Lord, turned
to the worship of idols. Hence these were the first spoils which
the child took from the domination of idolatry.” And in this
way “before the child know” may be taken to mean “before he
show himself to know.”

IIIa q. 15 a. 4Whether Christ’s soul was passible?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul of Christ was
not passible. For nothing suffers except by reason of something
stronger; since “the agent is greater than the patient,” as is clear
fromAugustine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 16), and from thePhilosopher
(De Anima iii, 5). Now no creature was stronger than Christ’s
soul. erefore Christ’s soul could not suffer at the hands of
any creature; and hence it was not passible; for its capability of
suffering would have been to no purpose if it could not have
suffered at the hands of anything.

Objection 2. Further, Tully (De Tusc. Quaes. iii) says that
the soul’s passions are ailments*. But Christ’s soul had no ail-
ment; for the soul’s ailment results from sin, as is plain fromPs.
40:5: “Healmy soul, for I have sinned againstee.”erefore
in Christ’s soul there were no passions.

Objection 3. Further, the soul’s passions would seem to be

the same as the “fomes” of sin, hence the Apostle (Rom. 7:5)
calls them the “passions of sins.” Now the “fomes” of sin was
not inChrist, aswas said a. 2.erefore it seems that therewere
no passions in His soul; and hence His soul was not passible.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 87:4) in the person of
Christ: “My soul is filled with evils”—not sins, indeed, but hu-
man evils, i.e. “pains,” as a gloss expounds it. Hence the soul of
Christ was passible.

I answer that, A soul placed in a body may suffer in two
ways: first with a bodily passion; secondly, with an animal pas-
sion. It suffers with a bodily passion through bodily hurt; for
since the soul is the form of the body, soul and body have but
one being; and hence, when the body is disturbed by any bod-
ily passion, the soul, too, must be disturbed, i.e. in the being
which it has in the body. erefore, since Christ’s body was

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 24, a. 2.
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passible and mortal, as was said above (q. 14, a. 2), His soul
also was of necessity passible in like manner. But the soul suf-
fers with an animal passion, in its operations—either in such
as are proper to the soul, or in such as are of the soulmore than
of the body. And although the soul is said to suffer in this way
through sensation and intelligence, as was said in the Ia IIae,
q. 22, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 41, a. 1; nevertheless the affections of the
sensitive appetite are most properly called passions of the soul.
Now these were in Christ, even as all else pertaining to man’s
nature. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 9): “Our Lord
having deigned to live in the formof a servant, took these upon
Himself whenever He judged they ought to be assumed; for
there was no false human affection in Him Who had a true
body and a true human soul.”

Nevertheless we must know that the passions were in
Christ otherwise than in us, in three ways. First, as regards the
object, since in us these passions very oen tend towards what
is unlawful, but not so in Christ. Secondly, as regards the prin-
ciple, since these passions in us frequently forestall the judg-
ment of reason; but in Christ all movements of the sensitive
appetite sprang from the disposition of the reason. Hence Au-
gustine says (De Civ. Dei xiv, 9), that “Christ assumed these
movements, in His human soul, by an unfailing dispensation,
when He willed; even as He became man when He willed.”
irdly, as regards the effect, because in us these movements,

at times, do not remain in the sensitive appetite, but deflect the
reason; but not so inChrist, since byHis disposition themove-
ments that are naturally becoming to human flesh so remained
in the sensitive appetite that the reasonwas nowise hindered in
doing what was right. Hence Jerome says (on Mat. 26:37) that
“Our Lord, in order to prove the reality of the assumed man-
hood, ‘was sorrowful’ in very deed; yet lest a passion should
hold sway over His soul, it is by a propassion that He is said to
have ‘begun to grow sorrowful and to be sad’ ”; so that it is a
perfect “passion” when it dominates the soul, i.e. the reason;
and a “propassion” when it has its beginning in the sensitive
appetite, but goes no further.

Reply to Objection 1. e soul of Christ could have pre-
vented these passions from coming upon it, and especially by
the Divine power; yet of His own will He subjected Himself
to these corporeal and animal passions.

Reply toObjection 2.Tully is speaking there according to
the opinions of the Stoics, who did not give the name of pas-
sions to all, but only to the disorderly movements of the sensi-
tive appetite. Now, it is manifest that passions like these were
not in Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. e “passions of sins” are move-
ments of the sensitive appetite that tend to unlawful things;
and these were not in Christ, as neither was the “fomes” of sin.

IIIa q. 15 a. 5Whether there was sensible pain in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no true sensi-
ble pain in Christ. For Hilary says (De Trin. x): “Since with
Christ to die was life, what pain may He be supposed to have
suffered in themystery ofHis death,Who bestows life on such
as die for Him?” And further on he says: “e Only-begotten
assumed human nature, not ceasing to be God; and although
blows struck Him and wounds were inflicted on Him, and
scourges fell upon Him, and the cross lied Him up, yet these
wrought in deed the vehemence of the passion, but brought
no pain; as a dart piercing the water.” Hence there was no true
pain in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, it would seem to be proper to flesh
conceived in original sin, to be subject to the necessity of pain.
But the flesh of Christ was not conceived in sin, but of the
Holy Ghost in the Virgin’s womb. erefore it lay under no
necessity of suffering pain.

Objection 3. Further, the delight of the contemplation of
Divine things dulls the sense of pain; hence themartyrs in their
passions bore up more bravely by thinking of the Divine love.
But Christ’s soul was in the perfect enjoyment of contemplat-
ing God, Whom He saw in essence, as was said above (q. 9,
a. 2). erefore He could feel no pain.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 53:4): “Surely He hath
borne our infirmities and carried our sorrows.”

I answer that, As is plain from what has been said in the

Ia IIae, q. 35, a. 7, for true bodily pain are required bodily
hurt and the sense of hurt. Now Christ’s body was able to be
hurt, since it was passible and mortal, as above stated (q. 14,
Aa. 1,2); neither was the sense of hurt wanting to it, since
Christ’s soul possessed perfectly all natural powers. erefore
no one should doubt but that in Christ there was true pain.

Reply to Objection 1. In all these and similar words, Hi-
lary does not intend to exclude the reality of the pain, but the
necessity of it. Hence aer the foregoing he adds: “Nor, when
He thirsted, or hungered, or wept, was the Lord seen to drink,
or eat, or grieve. But in order to prove the reality of the body,
the body’s customs were assumed, so that the custom of our
body was atoned for by the custom of our nature. Or whenHe
took drink or food, He acceded, not to the body’s necessity,
but to its custom.” And he uses the word “necessity” in refer-
ence to the first cause of these defects, which is sin, as above
stated (q. 14, Aa. 1,3), so that Christ’s flesh is said not to have
lain under the necessity of these defects, in the sense that there
was no sin in it. Hence he adds: “For He” (i.e. Christ) “had a
body—one proper to His origin, which did not exist through
the unholiness of our conception, but subsisted in the form
of our body by the strength of His power.” But as regards the
proximate cause of these defects, which is composition of con-
traries, the flesh of Christ lay under the necessity of these de-
fects, as was said above (q. 14 , a. 2).
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Reply to Objection 2. Flesh conceived in sin is subject to
pain, notmerely on account of the necessity of its natural prin-
ciples, but from the necessity of the guilt of sin. Now this ne-
cessitywas not inChrist; but only thenecessity of natural prin-
ciples.

Reply to Objection 3. As was said above (q. 14, a. 1, ad

2), by the power of the Godhead of Christ the beatitude was
economically kept in the soul, so as not to overflow into the
body, lest His passibility and mortality should be taken away;
and for the same reason the delight of contemplation was so
kept in the mind as not to overflow into the sensitive powers,
lest sensible pain should thereby be prevented.

IIIa q. 15 a. 6Whether there was sorrow in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was no
sorrow. For it is written of Christ (Is. 42:4): “He shall not be
sad nor troublesome.”

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 12:21): “What-
ever shall befall the just man, it shall not make him sad.” And
the reason of this the Stoics asserted to be that no one is sad-
dened save by the loss of his goods. Now the just man esteems
only justice and virtue as his goods, and these he cannot lose;
otherwise the just man would be subject to fortune if he was
saddened by the loss of the goods fortune has given him. But
Christ was most just, according to Jer. 23:6: “is is the name
that they shall call Him: e Lord, our just one.” erefore
there was no sorrow in Him.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii,
13,14) that all sorrow is “evil, and tobe shunned.”But inChrist
therewas no evil to be shunned.erefore therewas no sorrow
in Christ.

Objection 4. Furthermore, as Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei
xiv, 6): “Sorrow regards the things we suffer unwillingly.” But
Christ suffered nothing against His will, for it is written (Is.
53:7): “He was offered because it was His own will.” Hence
there was no sorrow in Christ.

On the contrary,Our Lord said (Mat. 26:38): “My soul is
sorrowful even unto death.” And Ambrose says (De Trin. ii.)
that “as a man He had sorrow; for He bore my sorrow. I call it
sorrow, fearlessly, since I preach the cross.”

I answer that,Aswas said above (a. 5, ad 3), byDivine dis-
pensation the joy of contemplation remained in Christ’s mind
so as not to overflow into the sensitive powers, and thereby
shut out sensible pain. Now even as sensible pain is in the sen-
sitive appetite, so also is sorrow. But there is a difference of
motive or object; for the object and motive of pain is hurt
perceived by the sense of touch, as when anyone is wounded;
but the object and motive of sorrow is anything hurtful or evil
interiorly, apprehended by the reason or the imagination, as
was said in the Ia IIae, q. 35, Aa. 2,7, as when anyone grieves
over the loss of grace or money. Now Christ’s soul could ap-
prehend things as hurtful either to Himself, as His passion
and death—or to others, as the sin of His disciples, or of the
Jews that killed Him. And hence, as there could be true pain
inChrist, so too could there be true sorrow; otherwise, indeed,

than in us, in the three ways above stated (a. 4), when we were
speaking of the passions of Christ’s soul in general.

Reply to Objection 1. Sorrow was not in Christ, as a per-
fect passion; yet it was inchoatively in Him as a “propassion.”
Hence it is written (Mat. 26:37): “He began to grow sorrowful
and to be sad.” For “it is one thing to be sorrowful and another
to grow sorrowful,” as Jerome says, on this text.

Reply toObjection 2.AsAugustine says (DeCiv. Dei xiv,
8), “for the three passions”—desire, joy, and fear—the Stoics
held three εὐπαθείας i.e. good passions, in the soul of the wise
man, viz. for desire, will—for joy, delight—for fear, caution.
But as regards sorrow, they denied it could be in the soul of
the wise man, for sorrow regards evil already present, and they
thought that no evil could befall a wise man; and for this rea-
son, because they believed that only the virtuous is good, since
it makesmen good, and that nothing is evil, except what is sin-
ful, whereby men become wicked. Now although what is vir-
tuous is man’s chief good, and what is sinful is man’s chief evil,
since these pertain to reasonwhich is supreme inman, yet there
are certain secondary goods ofman,which pertain to the body,
or to the exterior things that minister to the body. And hence
in the soul of the wiseman theremay be sorrow in the sensitive
appetite by his apprehending these evils; without this sorrow
disturbing the reason. And in this way are we to understand
that “whatsoever shall befall the justman, it shall notmakehim
sad,” because his reason is troubled by nomisfortune.And thus
Christ’s sorrow was a propassion, and not a passion.

Reply toObjection 3.All sorrow is an evil of punishment;
but it is not always an evil of fault, except onlywhen it proceeds
from an inordinate affection. Hence Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei xiv, 9): “Whenever these affections follow reason, and are
causedwhen andwhere needed, whowill dare to call themdis-
eases or vicious passions?”

Reply toObjection 4.ere is no reason why a thing may
not of itself be contrary to the will, and yet be willed by reason
of the end, to which it is ordained, as bitter medicine is not
of itself desired, but only as it is ordained to health. And thus
Christ’s death and passionwere of themselves involuntary, and
caused sorrow, although they were voluntary as ordained to
the end, which is the redemption of the human race.
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IIIa q. 15 a. 7Whether there was fear in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no fear in
Christ. For it is written (Prov. 28:1): “e just, bold as a lion,
shall be without dread.” But Christ was most just. erefore
there was no fear in Christ.

Objection 2.Further,Hilary says (DeTrin. x): “I ask those
who think thus, does it stand to reason that He should dread
to die, Who by expelling all dread of death from the Apostles,
encouraged them to the glory of martyrdom?” erefore it is
unreasonable that there should be fear in Christ.

Objection3.Further, fear seemsonly to regardwhat aman
cannot avoid. Now Christ could have avoided both the evil of
punishment whichHe endured, and the evil of fault which be-
fell others. erefore there was no fear in Christ.

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 4:33): Jesus “began to
fear and to be heavy.”

I answer that, As sorrow is caused by the apprehension of
a present evil, so also is fear caused by the apprehension of a
future evil. Now the apprehension of a future evil, if the evil
be quite certain, does not arouse fear. Hence the Philosopher
says (Rhet. ii, 5) that we do not fear a thing unless there is some
hope of avoiding it. For when there is no hope of avoiding it
the evil is considered present, and thus it causes sorrow rather

than fear. Hence fear may be considered in two ways. First,
inasmuch as the sensitive appetite naturally shrinks from bod-
ily hurt, by sorrow if it is present, and by fear if it is future;
and thus fear was in Christ, even as sorrow. Secondly, fear may
be considered in the uncertainty of the future event, as when
at night we are frightened at a sound, not knowing what it is;
and in this way there was no fear in Christ, as Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. iii, 23).

Reply to Objection 1. e just man is said to be “without
dread,” in so far as dread implies a perfect passion drawingman
fromwhat reasondictates. And thus fearwas not inChrist, but
only as a propassion. Hence it is said (Mk. 14:33) that Jesus
“began to fear and to be heavy,” with a propassion, as Jerome
expounds (Mat. 26:37).

Reply toObjection 2.Hilary excludes fear fromChrist in
the same way that he excludes sorrow, i.e. as regards the ne-
cessity of fearing. And yet to show the reality of His human
nature, He voluntarily assumed fear, even as sorrow.

Reply to Objection 3. Although Christ could have
avoided future evils by the power of His Godhead, yet they
were unavoidable, or not easily avoidable by the weakness of
the flesh.

IIIa q. 15 a. 8Whether there was wonder in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was no
wonder. For the Philosopher says (Metaph. i, 2) that wonder
results when we see an effect without knowing its cause; and
thus wonder belongs only to the ignorant. Now there was no
ignorance in Christ, as was said a. 3. erefore there was no
wonder in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii,
15) that “wonder is fear springing from the imagination of
something great”; and hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3)
that the “magnanimousman does notwonder.” ButChrist was
mostmagnanimous.erefore there was no wonder inChrist.

Objection 3. Further, no man wonders at what he himself
can do. Now Christ could do whatsoever was great. erefore
it seems that He wondered at nothing.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 8:10): “Jesus hearing
this,” i.e. the words of the centurion, “marveled.”

I answer that, Wonder properly regards what is new and
unwonted. Now there could be nothing new and unwonted
as regards Christ’s Divine knowledge, whereby He saw things
in the Word; nor as regards the human knowledge, whereby
He saw things by infused species. Yet things could be new and
unwonted with regard to His empiric knowledge, in regard to

which new things could occur toHim day by day.Hence, if we
speak ofChristwith respect toHisDivine knowledge, andHis
beatific and even His infused knowledge, there was no won-
der in Christ. But if we speak of Him with respect to empiric
knowledge, wonder could be in Him; and He assumed this af-
fection for our instruction, i.e. in order to teach us to wonder
at what He Himself wondered at. Hence Augustine says (Su-
perGen. Cont.Manich. i, 8): “Our Lordwondered in order to
show us that we, who still need to be so affected, must wonder.
Hence all these emotions are not signs of a disturbedmind, but
of a master teaching.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although Christ was ignorant of
nothing, yet new things might occur to His empiric knowl-
edge, and thus wonder would be caused.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ did not marvel at the Cen-
turion’s faith as if it was great with respect to Himself, but be-
cause it was great with respect to others.

Reply to Objection 3. He could do all things by the Di-
vine power, for with respect to this there was no wonder in
Him, but only with respect to His human empiric knowledge,
as was said above.
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IIIa q. 15 a. 9Whether there was anger in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no anger in
Christ. For it is written ( James 1:20): “e anger of man wor-
keth not the justice of God.” Now whatever was in Christ
pertained to the justice of God, since of Him it is written
(1 Cor. 1:30): “For He [Vulg.: ‘Who’] of God is made unto
us…justice.” erefore it seems that there was no anger in
Christ.

Objection 2. Further, anger is opposed to meekness, as is
plain from Ethic. iv, 5. But Christ was most meek. erefore
there was no anger in Him.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says (Moral. v, 45) that
“anger that comes of evil blinds the eye of the mind, but anger
that comes of zeal disturbs it.” Now the mind’s eye in Christ
was neither blinded nor disturbed. erefore in Christ there
was neither sinful anger nor zealous anger.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 2:17) that the words of
Ps. 58:10, “the zeal of y house hath eaten me up,” were ful-
filled in Him.

I answer that,Aswas said in the Ia IIae, q. 46, a. 3, ad 3, and
IIa IIae, q. 158, a. 2, ad 3, anger is an effect of sorrow. or when
sorrow is inflicted upon someone, there arises within him a de-
sire of the sensitive appetite to repel this injury brought upon
himself or others. Hence anger is a passion composed of sor-
row and the desire of revenge. Now it was said (a. 6) that sor-
row could be in Christ. As to the desire of revenge it is some-
times with sin, i.e. when anyone seeks revenge beyond the or-
der of reason: and in this way anger could not be in Christ, for
this kind of anger is sinful. Sometimes, however, this desire is
without sin—nay, is praiseworthy, e.g. when anyone seeks re-

venge according to justice, and this is zealous anger. For Au-
gustine says (on Jn. 2:17) that “he is eaten up by zeal for the
house of God, who seeks to better whatever He sees to be evil
in it, and if he cannot right it, bears with it and sighs.” Such
was the anger that was in Christ.

Reply toObjection 1.AsGregory says (Moral. v), anger is
inman in twoways—sometimes it forestalls reason, and causes
it to operate, and in this way it is properly said to work, for op-
erations are attributed to the principal agent. It is in this way
that we must understand that “the anger of man worketh not
the justice of God.” Sometimes anger follows reason, and is, as
it were, its instrument, and then the operation, which pertains
to justice, is not attributed to anger but to reason.

Reply to Objection 2. It is the anger which outsteps
the bounds of reason that is opposed to meekness, and not
the anger which is controlled and brought within its proper
bounds by reason, for meekness holds the mean in anger.

Reply to Objection 3. In us the natural order is that the
soul’s powers mutually impede each other, i.e. if the operation
of one power is intense, the operation of the other is weakened.
is is the reason why any movement whatsoever of anger,
even if it be tempered by reason, dims the mind’s eye of him
who contemplates. But in Christ, by control of the Divine
power, “every faculty was allowed to do what was proper to
it,” and one power was not impeded by another. Hence, as the
joy of His mind in contemplation did not impede the sorrow
or pain of the inferior part, so, conversely, the passions of the
inferior part no-wise impeded the act of reason.

IIIa q. 15 a. 10Whether Christ was at once a wayfarer and a comprehensor?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not at once
a wayfarer and a comprehensor. For it belongs to a wayfarer
to be moving toward the end of beatitude, and to a compre-
hensor it belongs to be resting in the end. Now to be moving
towards the end and to be resting in the end cannot belong to
the same. erefore Christ could not be at once wayfarer and
comprehensor.

Objection 2. Further, to tend to beatitude, or to obtain it,
does not pertain to man’s body, but to his soul; hence Augus-
tine says (Ep. ad Dios. cxviii) that “upon the inferior nature,
which is the body, there overflows, not indeed the beatitude
which belongs to such as enjoy and understand, the fulness of
health, i.e. the vigor of incorruption.” Now although Christ
had a passible body,He fully enjoyedGod inHismind.ere-
fore Christ was not a wayfarer but a comprehensor.

Objection 3.Further, the Saints, whose souls are in heaven
and whose bodies are in the tomb, enjoy beatitude in their
souls, although their bodies are subject to death, yet they are
called not wayfarers, but only comprehensors. Hence, with

equal reason, would it seem that Christ was a pure compre-
hensor and nowise a wayfarer, since His mind enjoyed God
although His body was mortal.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jer. 14:8): “Why wiltou
be as a stranger in the land, and as a wayfaring man turning in
to lodge?”

I answer that, A man is called a wayfarer from tending to
beatitude, and a comprehensor from having already obtained
beatitude, according to 1 Cor. 9:24: “So run that you may
comprehend [Douay: ‘obtain’]”; and Phil. 3:12: “I follow af-
ter, if by any means I may comprehend [Douay: ‘obtain’]”.
Now man’s perfect beatitude consists in both soul and body,
as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 4, a. 6. In the soul, as regards what
is proper to it, inasmuch as the mind sees and enjoys God; in
the body, inasmuch as the body “will rise spiritual in power
and glory and incorruption,” as is written 1 Cor. 15:42. Now
before His passion Christ’s mind saw God fully, and thus He
had beatitude as far as it regards what is proper to the soul; but
beatitude was wanting with regard to all else, since His soul
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was passible, andHis body both passible andmortal, as is clear
from the above (a. 4; q. 14, Aa. 1,2). Hence He was at once
comprehensor, inasmuch as He had the beatitude proper to
the soul, and at the same time wayfarer, inasmuch as He was
tending to beatitude, as regards what was wanting toHis beat-
itude.

Reply to Objection 1. It is impossible to be moving to-
wards the end and resting in the end, in the same respect;
but there is nothing against this under a different respect—as
when aman is at once acquainted with what he already knows,
and yet is a learner with regard to what he does not know.

Reply to Objection 2. Beatitude principally and properly
belongs to the soul with regard to the mind, yet secondarily
and, so to say, instrumentally, bodily goods are required for
beatitude; thus the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 8), that exterior
goods minister “organically” to beatitude.

Reply toObjection 3.ere is no parity between the soul
of a saint and ofChrist, for two reasons: first, because the souls
of saints are not passible, asChrist’s soulwas; secondly, because
their bodies do nothing by which they tend to beatitude, as
Christ by His bodily sufferings tended to beatitude as regards
the glory of His body.
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T P, Q 16
Of ose ings Which Are Applicable to Christ in His Being and Becoming

(In Twelve Articles)

We must now consider the consequences of the union; and first as to what belongs to Christ in Himself; secondly, as to
what belongs to Christ in relation with His Father; thirdly, as to what belongs to Christ in relation to us.

Concerning the first, there occurs a double consideration. e first is about such things as belong to Christ in being and
becoming; the second regards such things as belong to Christ by reason of unity.

Under the first head there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether this is true: “God is man”?
(2) Whether this is true: “Man is God”?
(3) Whether Christ may be called a lordly man?
(4) Whether what belongs to the Son of Man may be predicated of the Son of God, and conversely?
(5) Whether what belongs to the Son of Man may be predicated of the Divine Nature, and what belongs to the

Son of God of the human nature?
(6) Whether this is true: “e Son of God was made man”?
(7) Whether this is true: “Man became God”?
(8) Whether this is true: “Christ is a creature”?
(9) Whether this is true: “is man,” pointing out Christ, “began to be”? or “always was”?

(10) Whether this is true: “Christ as man is a creature”?
(11) Whether this is true: “Christ as man is God”?
(12) Whether this is true: “Christ as man is a hypostasis or person”?

IIIa q. 16 a. 1Whether this is true: “God is man”?

Objection 1. It would seem that this is false: “God isman.”
For every affirmative proposition of remote matter is false.
Now this proposition, “God is man,” is on remote matter,
since the forms signified by the subject and predicate are most
widely apart. erefore, since the aforesaid proposition is af-
firmative, it would seem to be false.

Objection 2. Further, the three Divine Persons are in
greater mutual agreement than the human nature and the Di-
vine. But in the mystery of the Incarnation one Person is not
predicated of another; for we do not say that the Father is the
Son, or conversely. erefore it seems that the human nature
ought not to be predicated of God by saying that God is man.

Objection 3. Further, Athanasius says (Symb. Fid.) that,
“as the soul and the flesh are one man, so are God and man
one Christ.” But this is false: “e soul is the body.” erefore
this also is false: “God is man.”

Objection 4. Further, it was said in the Ia, q. 39, a. 4 that
what is predicated of God not relatively but absolutely, be-
longs to the whole Trinity and to each of the Persons. But this
word “man” is not relative, but absolute. Hence, if it is predi-
cated of God, it would follow that the whole Trinity and each
of the Persons is man; and this is clearly false.

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:6,7): “Who being in
the form of God…emptied Himself, taking the form of a ser-
vant, being made in the likeness of man, and in habit found as
a man”; and thus He Who is in the form of God is man. Now
He Who is in the form of God is God. erefore God is man.

I answer that, is proposition “God is man,” is admitted
by all Christians, yet not in the same way by all. For some ad-
mit the proposition, but not in the proper acceptation of the
terms. us the Manicheans say the Word of God is man, not
indeed true, but fictitious man, inasmuch as they say that the
SonofGod assumed an imaginary body, and thusGod is called
man as a bronze figure is calledman if it has the figure of aman.
So, too, those who held that Christ’s body and soul were not
united, could not say that God is true man, but that He is fig-
uratively called man by reason of the parts. Now both these
opinions were disproved above (q. 2, a. 5; q. 5, a. 1).

Some, on the contrary, hold the reality on the part of man,
but deny the reality on the part of God. For they say that
Christ,Who is God andman, is God not naturally, but by par-
ticipation, i.e. by grace; even as all other holy men are called
gods—Christ being more excellently so than the rest, on ac-
count of His more abundant grace. And thus, when it is said
that “God isman,”God does not stand for the true and natural
God. And this is the heresy of Photinus, which was disproved
above (q. 2, Aa. 10,11). But some admit this proposition, to-
gether with the reality of both terms, holding that Christ is
true God and true man; yet they do not preserve the truth of
the predication. For they say that man is predicated of God
by reason of a certain conjunction either of dignity, or of au-
thority, or of affection or indwelling. It was thus thatNestorius
held God to be man—nothing further being meant than that
God is joined to man by such a conjunction that man is dwelt
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in by God, and united to Him in affection, and in a share of
the Divine authority and honor. And into the same error fall
thosewho suppose two supposita or hypostases inChrist, since
it is impossible to understand how, of two things distinct in
suppositum or hypostasis, one can be properly predicated of
the other: unless merely by a figurative expression, inasmuch
as they are united in something, as if we were to say that Peter
is John because they are somehow mutually joined together.
And these opinions also were disproved above (q. 2, Aa. 3,6).

Hence, supposing the truth of the Catholic belief, that the
true Divine Nature is united with true human nature not only
in person, but also in suppositumorhypostasis;we say that this
proposition is true and proper, “God isman”—not only by the
truth of its terms, i.e. because Christ is true God and trueman,
but by the truth of the predication. For a word signifying the
common nature in the concrete may stand for all contained in
the common nature, as this word “man” may stand for any in-
dividual man. And thus this word “God,” from its very mode
of signification, may stand for the Person of the Son of God,
as was said in the Ia, q. 39, a. 4. Now of every suppositum of
any nature we may truly and properly predicate a word signi-
fying that nature in the concrete, as “man” may properly and
truly be predicated of Socrates and Plato.Hence, since the Per-
son of the Son of God for Whom this word “God” stands, is a
suppositum of human nature this word man may be truly and
properly predicated of this word “God,” as it stands for the Per-
son of the Son of God.

Reply toObjection 1.Whendifferent forms cannot come
together in one suppositum, the proposition is necessarily in
remote matter, the subject signifying one form and the pred-

icate another. But when two forms can come together in one
suppositum, the matter is not remote, but natural or contin-
gent, as when I say: “Something white is musical.” Now the
Divine andhumannatures, althoughmostwidely apart, never-
theless come together by themystery of the Incarnation in one
suppositum, in which neither exists accidentally, but [both]
essentially. Hence this proposition is neither in remote nor in
contingent, but in naturalmatter; andman is not predicated of
God accidentally, but essentially, as being predicated of its hy-
postasis—not, indeed, by reason of the form signified by this
word “God,” but by reason of the suppositum, which is a hy-
postasis of human nature.

Reply to Objection 2. e three Divine Persons agree in
one Nature, and are distinguished in suppositum; and hence
they are not predicated one of another. But in the mystery of
the Incarnation the natures, being distinct, are not predicated
one of the other, in the abstract. For the Divine Nature is not
the human nature. But because they agree in suppositum, they
are predicated of each other in the concrete.

Reply to Objection 3. “Soul” and “flesh” are taken in the
abstract, even as Godhead and manhood; but in the concrete
we say “animate” and “carnal” or “corporeal,” as, on the other
hand, “God” and “man.”Hence in both cases the abstract is not
predicated of the abstract, but only the concrete of the con-
crete.

Reply to Objection 4. is word “man” is predicated of
God, because of the union in person, and this union implies
a relation. Hence it does not follow the rule of those words
which are absolutely predicated of God from eternity.

IIIa q. 16 a. 2Whether this is true: “Man is God”?

Objection1. Itwould seem that this is false: “Man isGod.”
For God is an incommunicable name; hence (Wis. 13:10;
14:21) idolaters are rebuked for giving the name of God,
which is incommunicable, to wood and stones. Hence with
equal reason does it seem unbecoming that this word “God”
should be predicated of man.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is predicated of the predi-
cate may be predicated of the subject. But this is true: “God is
the Father,” or “God is the Trinity.” erefore, if it is true that
“Man is God,” it seems that this also is true: “Man is the Fa-
ther,” or “Man is the Trinity.” But these are false. erefore the
first is false.

Objection 3.Further, it is written (Ps. 80:10): “ere shall
be no newGod in thee.” Butman is something new; forChrist
was not always man. erefore this is false: “Man is God.”

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 9:5): “Of whom is
Christ according to the flesh, Who is over all things, God
blessed for ever.” Now Christ, according to the flesh, is man.
erefore this is true: “Man is God.”

I answer that, Granted the reality of both natures, i.e. Di-

vine and human, and of the union in person and hypostasis,
this is true and proper: “Man is God,” even as this: “God is
man.” For this word “man”may stand for any hypostasis of hu-
man nature; and thus it may stand for the Person of the Son of
God, Whom we say is a hypostasis of human nature. Now it is
manifest that the word “God” is truly and properly predicated
of the Person of the Son of God, as was said in the

Ia, q. 39, a. 4.Hence it remains that this is true and proper:
“Man is God.”

Reply toObjection 1. Idolaters attributed the name of the
Deity to stones and wood, considered in their own nature, be-
cause they thought there was something divine in them. But
we do not attribute the name of the Deity to the man in His
human nature, but in the eternal suppositum, which by union
is a suppositum of human nature, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 2.is word “Father” is predicated of
this word “God,” inasmuch as this word “God” stands for the
Person of the Father. And in this way it is not predicated of the
Person of the Son, because the Person of the Son is not the Per-
son of the Father. And, consequently, it is not necessary that
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this word “Father” be predicated of this word “Man,” of which
the Word “God” is predicated, inasmuch as “Man” stands for
the Person of the Son.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the human nature in
Christ is something new, yet the suppositum of the human na-
ture is not new, but eternal. And because this word “God” is

predicated of man not on account of the human nature, but
by reason of the suppositum, it does not follow that we assert a
new God. But this would follow, if we held that “Man” stands
for a created suppositum: even as must be said by those who
assert that there are two supposita in Christ*.

IIIa q. 16 a. 3Whether Christ can be called a lordly man?

†.
Objection 1. It would seem that Christ can be called a

lordly man. For Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 36) that “we
are to be counseled to hope for the goods that were in the
Lordly Man”; and he is speaking of Christ. erefore it seems
that Christ was a lordly man.

Objection 2. Further, as lordship belongs to Christ by
reason of His Divine Nature, so does manhood belong to
the human nature. Now God is said to be “humanized,” as is
plain from Damascene (De Fide Orth. iii, 11), where he says
that “being humanized manifests the conjunction with man.”
Hence with like reasonmay it be said denominatively that this
man is lordly.

Objection 3. Further, as “lordly” is derived from “lord,”
so is Divine derived from “Deus” [God]. But Dionysius (Eccl.
Hier. iv) calls Christ the “most Divine Jesus.” erefore with
like reason may Christ be called a lordly man.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Retract. i, 19): “I do not
see that we may rightly call Jesus Christ a lordly man, since He
is the Lord Himself.”

I answer that, As was said above (a. 2, ad 3), when we
say “the Man Christ Jesus,” we signify the eternal suppositum,
which is the Person of the Son of God, because there is only
one suppositum of both natures. Now “God” and “Lord” are
predicated essentially of the SonofGod; andhence they ought
not to be predicated denominatively, since this is derogatory
to the truth of the union. Hence, since we say “lordly” denom-
inatively from lord, it cannot truly and properly be said that
this Man is lordly, but rather that He is Lord. But if, when we
say “the Man Christ Jesus,” we mean a created suppositum, as
those who assert two supposita in Christ, this man might be
called lordly, inasmuch as he is assumed to a participation of
Divine honor, as the Nestorians said. And, even in this way,
the human nature is not called “divine” by essence, but “dei-

fied”—not, indeed, by its being converted into theDivineNa-
ture, but by its conjunction with the Divine Nature in one hy-
postasis, as is plain fromDamascene (DeFideOrth. iii, 11,17).

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine retracts these and the
like words (Retract. i, 19); hence, aer the foregoing words
(Retract. i, 19), he adds: “Wherever I have said this,” viz. that
Christ Jesus is a lordly man, “I wish it unsaid, having aer-
wards seen that it ought not to be said although it may be de-
fended with some reason,” i.e. because one might say that He
was called a lordly man by reason of the human nature, which
thisword “man” signifies, andnot by reasonof the suppositum.

Reply to Objection 2. is one suppositum, which is of
the human and Divine natures, was first of the Divine Nature,
i.e. from eternity. Aerwards in time it wasmade a suppositum
of human nature by the Incarnation. And for this reason it is
said to be “humanized”—not that it assumed a man, but that
it assumed human nature. But the converse of this is not true,
viz. that a suppositum of human nature assumed the Divine
Nature; hence we may not say a “deified” or “lordly” man.

Reply to Objection 3. is word Divine is wont to be
predicated even of things of which thewordGod is predicated
essentially; thus we say that “the Divine Essence is God,” by
reason of identity; and that “the Essence belongs toGod,” or is
“Divine,” on account of the different way of signifying; andwe
speak of the “Divine Word,” though the Word is God. So, too,
we say “a Divine Person,” just as we say “the person of Plato,”
on account of its different mode of signification. But “lordly”
is not predicated of those of which “lord” is predicated; for we
are not wont to call a man who is a lord, lordly; but whatso-
ever belongs to a lord is called lordly, as the “lordly will,” or
the “lordly hand,” or the “lordly possession.” And hence the
man Christ, Who is our Lord, cannot be called lordly; yet His
flesh can be called “lordly flesh” and His passion the “lordly
passion.”

IIIa q. 16 a. 4Whether what belongs to the human nature can be predicated of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that what belongs to the hu-
man nature cannot be said of God. For contrary things cannot
be said of the same. Now, what belongs to human nature is
contrary to what is proper toGod, since God is uncreated, im-
mutable, and eternal, and it belongs to the human nature to be

created temporal and mutable. erefore what belongs to the
human nature cannot be said of God.

Objection 2. Further, to attribute to God what is defec-
tive seems to be derogatory to the Divine honor, and to be a
blasphemy. Now what pertains to the human nature contains

* Cf. q. 2, Aa. 3,6. † equestion is hardly apposite in English. St.omas
explains why we can say in Latin, e.g. ‘oratio dominica’ (the Lord’s Prayer) or
‘passio dominica’ (Our Lord’s Passion), but not speak of our Lord as ‘homo
dominicus’ (a lordly man).
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a kind of defect, as to suffer, to die, and the like.Hence it seems
that what pertains to the human nature can nowise be said of
God.

Objection 3. Further, to be assumed pertains to the hu-
man nature; yet it does not pertain to God. erefore what
belongs to the human nature cannot be said of God.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 4)
that “God assumed the idioms,” i.e. the properties, “of flesh,
since God is said to be passible, and the God of glory was cru-
cified.”

I answer that, On this question there was a difference of
opinion between Nestorians and Catholics. e Nestorians
wished to divide words predicated of Christ, in this way, viz.
that such as pertained to human nature should not be predi-
cated of God, and that such as pertained to the Divine Nature
should not be predicated of the Man. Hence Nestorius said:
“If anyone attempt to attribute sufferings to theWord, let him
be anathema”*. But if there are any words applicable to both
natures, of them they predicated what pertained to both na-
tures, as “Christ” or “Lord.” Hence they granted that Christ
was born of a Virgin, and that He was from eternity; but they
did not say that God was born of a virgin, or that the Man was
from eternity. Catholics on the other hand maintained that
words which are said of Christ either in His Divine or in His
human nature may be said either of God or of man. Hence
Cyril says†: “If anyone ascribes to two persons or substances,”
i.e. hypostases, “such words as are in the evangelical and apos-
tolic Scriptures, or have been said of Christ by the Saints, or by
Himself ofHimself, and believes that some are to be applied to
theMan, and apportions some to theWord alone—let him be
anathema.” And the reason of this is that, since there is one hy-
postasis of both natures, the same hypostasis is signified by the
name of either nature. us whether we say “man” or “God,”
the hypostasis of Divine and human nature is signified. And
hence, of theManmay be said what belongs to the DivineNa-
ture, as of a hypostasis of the Divine Nature; and of God may
be said what belongs to the human nature, as of a hypostasis of

human nature.
Nevertheless, it must be borne in mind that in a propo-

sition in which something is predicated of another, we must
not merely consider what the predicate is predicated of, but
also the reason of its being predicated. us, although we do
not distinguish things predicated of Christ, yet we distinguish
that by reason of which they are predicated, since those things
that belong to the Divine Nature are predicated of Christ in
HisDivineNature, and those that belong to the human nature
are predicated of Christ in His human nature. Hence Augus-
tine says (De Trin. i, 11): “We must distinguish what is said by
Scripture in reference to the form of God, whereinHe is equal
to the Father, and what in reference to the form of a servant,
whereinHe is less than the Father”: and further on he says (De
Trin. i, 13): “e prudent, careful, and devout reader will dis-
cern the reason and point of view of what is said.”

Reply to Objection 1. It is impossible for contraries to be
predicated of the same in the same respects, but nothing pre-
vents their being predicated of the same in different aspects.
And thus contraries are predicated of Christ, not in the same,
but in different natures.

Reply to Objection 2. If the things pertaining to defect
were attributed to God in His Divine Nature, it would be a
blasphemy, since it would be derogatory to His honor. But
there is no kind of wrong done to God if they are attributed
to Him in His assumed nature. Hence in a discourse of the
Council of Ephesus‡ it is said: “God accounts nothing awrong
which is the occasion of man’s salvation. For no lowliness that
He assumed for us injures that Nature which can be subject to
no injury, yet makes lower things Its own, to save our nature.
erefore, since these lowly and worthless things do no harm
to the Divine Nature, but bring about our salvation, how dost
thoumaintain that what was the cause of our salvation was the
occasion of harm to God?”

Reply to Objection 3. To be assumed pertains to human
nature, not in its suppositum, but in itself; and thus it does not
belong to God.

IIIa q. 16 a. 5Whether what belongs to the human nature can be predicated of the Divine Nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that what belongs to the hu-
man nature can be said of theDivineNature. For what belongs
to the human nature is predicated of the Son of God, and of
God. But God is His own Nature. erefore, what belongs to
the human nature may be predicated of the Divine Nature.

Objection 2. Further, the flesh pertains to human nature.
But as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 6), “we say, aer
the blessed Athanasius and Cyril, that the Nature of the Word
was incarnate.”erefore it would seemwith equal reason that
what belongs to the human nature may be said of the Divine
Nature.

Objection 3. Further, what belongs to the Divine Na-

ture belongs to Christ’s human nature; such as to know future
things and to possess saving power. erefore it would seem
with equal reason that what belongs to the humanmay be said
of the Divine Nature.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 4):
“Whenwemention theGodheadwe do not predicate of it the
idioms,” i.e. the properties, “of the humanity; for we do not say
that the Godhead is passible or creatable.” Now the Godhead
is the Divine Nature. erefore what is proper to the human
nature cannot be said of the Divine Nature.

I answer that, What belongs to one cannot be said of an-
other, unless they are both the same; thus “risible” can be pred-

* Council of Ephesus, Part I, ch. 29. † Council of Ephesus, Part I, ch. 26.
‡ Part III, ch. 10.
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icated only of man. Now in the mystery of the Incarnation the
Divine and human natures are not the same; but the hyposta-
sis of the two natures is the same. And hence what belongs to
one nature cannot be predicated of the other if they are taken
in the abstract.Now concretewords stand for the hypostasis of
the nature; and hence of concrete words we may predicate in-
differently what belongs to either nature—whether the word
of which they are predicated refers to one nature, as the word
“Christ,” by which is signified “both the Godhead anointing
and the manhood anointed”; or to the Divine Nature alone,
as this word “God” or “the Son of God”; or to the manhood
alone, as this word “Man” or “Jesus.”Hence Pope Leo says (Ep.
ad Palaest. cxxiv): “It is of no consequence from what sub-
stance we name Christ; because since the unity of person re-
mains inseparably, one and the same is altogether Son of Man
byHis flesh, and altogether SonofGodby theGodheadwhich
He has with the Father.”

Reply to Objection 1. In God, Person and Nature are re-
ally the same; and by reason of this identity the Divine Na-
ture is predicated of the Son of God. Nevertheless, its mode

of predication is different; and hence certain things are said of
the Son of God which are not said of the Divine Nature; thus
we say that the Son of God is born, yet we do not say that the
Divine Nature is born; as was said in the Ia, q. 39, a. 5. So, too,
in the mystery of the Incarnation we say that the Son of God
suffered, yet we do not say that the Divine Nature suffered.

Reply to Objection 2. Incarnation implies union with
flesh, rather than any property of flesh. Now in Christ each
nature is united to the other in person; and by reason of this
union theDivineNature is said to be incarnate and the human
nature deified, as stated above (q. 2, a. 1, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 3. What belongs to the Divine Na-
ture is predicated of the human nature—not, indeed, as it be-
longs essentially to the Divine Nature, but as it is participated
by the human nature. Hence, whatever cannot be participated
by the human nature (as to be uncreated and omnipotent), is
nowise predicated of the humannature. But theDivineNature
received nothing by participation from the human nature; and
hence what belongs to the human nature can nowise be pred-
icated of the Divine Nature.

IIIa q. 16 a. 6Whether this is true: “God was made man”?

Objection 1. It would seem that this is false: “God was
made man.” For since man signifies a substance, to be made
man is to be made simply. But this is false: “God was made
simply.” erefore this is false: “God was made man.”

Objection 2. Further, to be made man is to be changed.
ButGodcannot be the subject of change, according toMalachi
3:6: “I am the Lord, and I change not.” Hence this is false:
“God was made man.”

Objection 3. Further, man as predicated of Christ stands
for the Person of the Son of God. But this is false: “God was
made the Person of the Son of God.” erefore this is false:
“God was made man.”

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 1:14): “e Word was
made flesh”: and as Athanasius says (Ep. ad Epictetum), “when
he said, ‘e Word was made flesh,’ it is as if it were said that
God was made man.”

I answer that,A thing is said to bemade that which begins
to be predicated of it for the first time. Now to be man is truly
predicated of God, as stated above (a. 1), yet in such sort that
it pertains to God to be man, not from eternity, but from the
time of His assuming human nature. Hence, this is true, “God
was made man”; though it is understood differently by some:
even as this, “God is man,” as we said above (a. 1).

Reply toObjection 1. To be made man is to be made sim-
ply, in all those in whom human nature begins to be in a newly
created suppositum. But God is said to have been made man,
inasmuch as the human nature began to be in an eternally pre-

existing suppositum of theDivineNature. And hence for God
to be made man does not mean that God was made simply.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above, to bemade implies
that something. is newly predicated of another. Hence, when-
ever anything is predicated of another, and there is a change in
that ofwhich it is predicated, then to bemade is to be changed;
and this takes place in whatever is predicated absolutely, for
whiteness or greatness cannot newly affect anything, unless it
be newly changed to whiteness or greatness. But whatever is
predicated relatively canbenewly predicated of anythingwith-
out its change, as a man may be made to be on the right side
without being changed and merely by the change of him on
whose le side he was. Hence in such cases, not all that is said
to be made is changed, since it may happen by the change of
something else. And it is thus we say of God: “Lord, ou art
made [Douay: ‘hast been’] our refuge” (Ps. 89:1). Now to be
man belongs to God by reason of the union, which is a rela-
tion. Andhence to beman is newly predicated ofGodwithout
any change in Him, by a change in the human nature, which is
assumed to a Divine Person. And hence, when it is said, “God
was made man,” we understand no change on the part of God,
but only on the part of the human nature.

Reply toObjection 3.Man stands not for the bare Person
of the Son of God, but inasmuch as it subsists in human na-
ture. Hence, although this is false, “God was made the Person
of the Son of God,” yet this is true: “God was made man” by
being united to human nature.
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IIIa q. 16 a. 7Whether this is true: “Man was made God”?

Objection 1. It would seem that this is true: “Man was
made God.” For it is written (Rom. 1:2,3): “Which He had
promised before by His prophets in the holy Scriptures, con-
cerning His Son Who was made to Him of the seed of David
according to the flesh.” Now Christ, as man, is of the seed of
David according to the flesh.ereforemanwasmade the Son
of God.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Trin. i, 13) that
“such was this assumption, which made God man, and man
God.” But by reason of this assumption this is true: “God was
made man.” erefore, in like manner, this is true: “Man was
made God.”

Objection 3. Further, Gregory Nazianzen says (Ep. ad
Chelid. ci): “God was humanized and man was deified, or
whatever else one may like to call it.” Now God is said to be
humanized by being made man. erefore with equal reason
man is said to be deified by beingmadeGod; and thus it is true
that “Man was made God.”

Objection 4. Further, when it is said that “God was made
man,” the subject of the making or uniting is not God, but hu-
man nature, which the word “man” signifies. Now that seems
to be the subject of the making, to which the making is at-
tributed. Hence “Man was made God” is truer than “God was
made man.”

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 2):
“We do not say that man was deified, but that God was hu-
manized.” Now to be made God is the same as to be deified.
Hence this is false: “Man was made God.”

I answer that, is proposition, Man was made God,
may be understood in three ways. First, so that the participle
“made” absolutely determines either the subject or the pred-
icate; and in this sense it is false, since neither the Man of
Whom it is predicated was made, nor is God made, as will be
said (Aa. 8,9). And in the same sense this is false: “God was
mademan.” But it is not of this sense thatwe are now speaking.
Secondly, it may be so understood that the word “made” de-
termines the composition, with thismeaning: “Manwasmade
God, i.e. it was brought about that Man is God.” And in this
sense both are true, viz. that “Man was made God” and that
“God was made Man.” But this is not the proper sense of these
phrases; unless, indeed, we are to understand that “man” has
not a personal but a simple supposition. For although “this
man”was notmadeGod, because this suppositum, viz. thePer-
son of the Son of God, was eternally God, yet man, speaking
commonly, was not alwaysGod.irdly, properly understood,
this participle “made” attachesmaking tomanwith relation to
God, as the term of themaking. And in this sense, granted that
the Person or hypostasis in Christ are the same as the supposi-
tum ofGod andMan, as was shown (q. 2, Aa. 2,3), this propo-

sition is false, because, when it is said, “Man was made God,”
“man” has a personal suppositum: because, to be God is not
verified of the Man in His human nature, but in His supposi-
tum. Now the suppositum of human nature, of Whom “to be
God” is verified, is the same as the hypostasis or Person of the
Son of God, Who was always God. Hence it cannot be said
that this Man began to be God, or is made God, or that He
was made God.

But if there were a different hypostasis of God andman, so
that “to beGod”was predicated of theman, and, conversely, by
reasonof a certain conjunctionof supposita, or of personal dig-
nity, or of affection or indwelling, as the Nestorians said, then
with equal reason might it be said that Man was made God,
i.e. joined to God, and that God was made Man, i.e. joined to
man.

Reply to Objection 1. In these words of the Apostle the
relative “Who” which refers to the Person of the Son of God
ought not to be considered as affecting the predicate, as if
someone already existing of the “seed of David according to
the flesh” was made the Son of God—and it is in this sense
that the objection takes it. But it ought to be taken as affect-
ing the subject, with this meaning—that the “Son of God was
made toHim (‘namely to the honor of the Father,’ as a gloss ex-
pounds it), being of the seed of David according to the flesh,”
as if to say “the Son of God having flesh of the seed of David
to the honor of God.”

Reply to Objection 2. is saying of Augustine is to be
taken in the sense that by the assumption that took place in the
Incarnation it was brought about that Man is God and God is
Man; and in this sense both sayings are true as stated above.

e same is to be said in reply to the third, since to be dei-
fied is the same as to be made God.

Reply toObjection4.Atermplaced in the subject is taken
materially, i.e. for the suppositum; placed in the predicate it
is taken formally, i.e. for the nature signified. Hence when it
is said that “Man was made God,” the being made is not at-
tributed to the human nature but to the suppositum of the hu-
mannature,Which isGod frometernity, andhence it does not
befit Him to be made God. But when it is said that “God was
made Man,” the making is taken to be terminated in the hu-
man nature. Hence, properly speaking, this is true: “God was
made Man,” and this is false: “Man was made God”; even as if
Socrates, who was already a man, were made white, and were
pointed out, this would be true: “ismanwasmadewhite to-
day,” and this would be false; “is white thing was made man
today.”Nevertheless, if on the part of the subject there is added
someword signifying humannature in the abstract, itmight be
taken in this way for the subject of the making, e.g. if it were
said that “human nature was made the Son of God’s.”
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IIIa q. 16 a. 8Whether this is true: “Christ is a creature”?

Objection 1. It would seem that this is true: “Christ
is a creature.” For Pope Leo says*: “A new and unheard of
covenant: God Who is and was, is made a creature.” Now we
may predicate of Christ whatever the Son of God became by
the Incarnation. erefore this is true; Christ is a creature.

Objection 2. Further, the properties of both natures may
be predicated of the common hypostasis of both natures, no
matter by what word they are signified, as stated above (a. 5).
But it is the property of human nature to be created, as it is
the property of the Divine Nature to be Creator. Hence both
may be said of Christ, viz. that He is a creature and that he is
uncreated and Creator.

Objection 3. Further, the principal part of a man is the
soul rather than the body. But Christ, by reason of the body
which He took from the Virgin, is said simply to be born of
the Virgin. erefore by reason of the soul which is created by
God, it ought simply to be said that He is a creature.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Trin. i): “Was Christ
made by a word? Was Christ created by a command?” as if to
say: “No!” Hence he adds: “How can there be a creature in
God? For God has a simple not a composite Nature.” ere-
fore it must not be granted that “Christ is a creature.”

I answer that, As Jerome† says, “words spoken amiss lead
to heresy”; hence with us and heretics the very words ought
not to be in common, lest we seem to countenance their er-
ror. Now the Arian heretics said that Christ was a creature and
less than the Father, not only in His human nature, but even
in His Divine Person. And hence we must not say absolutely
that Christ is a “creature” or “less than the Father”; but with
a qualification, viz. “in His human nature.” But such things as
could not be considered to belong to the Divine Person in It-

self may be predicated simply of Christ by reason of His hu-
man nature; thus we say simply that Christ suffered, died and
was buried: even as in corporeal and human beings, things of
which we may doubt whether they belong to the whole or the
part, if they are observed to exist in a part, are not predicated of
the whole simply, i.e. without qualification, for we do not say
that the Ethiopian is white but that he is white as regards his
teeth; but we say without qualification that he is curly, since
this can only belong to him as regards his hair.

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes, for the sake of brevity,
the holy doctors use the word “creature” of Christ, without
anyqualifying term;we shouldhowever take as understood the
qualification, “as man.”

Reply to Objection 2. All the properties of the human,
just as of the Divine Nature, may be predicated equally of
Christ. Hence Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 4) that
“Christ Who God and Man, is called created and uncreated,
passible and impassible.” Nevertheless things of which wemay
doubt to what nature they belong, are not to be predicated
without a qualification. Hence he aerwards adds (De Fide
Orth. iv, 5) that “the one hypostasis,” i.e. of Christ, “is uncre-
ated in its Godhead and created in its manhood”: even so con-
versely, we may not say without qualification, “Christ is incor-
poreal” or “impassible”; in order to avoid the error of Manes,
who held that Christ had not a true body, nor truly suffered,
but we must say, with a qualification, that Christ was incorpo-
real and impassible “in His Godhead.”

Reply to Objection 3. ere can be no doubt how the
birth from the Virgin applies to the Person of the Son of God,
as there can be in the case of creation; and hence there is no
parity.

IIIa q. 16 a. 9Whether this Man, i.e. Christ, began to be?

Objection 1. It would seem that this Man, i.e. Christ, be-
gan to be. For Augustine says (Tract. cv in Joan.) that “before
the world was, neither were we, nor the Mediator of God and
men—theMan Jesus Christ.” But what was not always, has be-
gun to be. erefore this Man, i.e. Christ, began to be.

Objection 2. Further, Christ began to be Man. But to be
man is to be simply. erefore this man began to be, simply.

Objection 3. Further, “man” implies a suppositum of hu-
man nature. ButChrist was not always a suppositumof human
nature. erefore this Man began to be.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 13:8): “Jesus Christ
yesterday and today: and the same for ever.”

I answer that,Wemust not say that “thisMan”—pointing
to Christ—“began to be,” unless we add something. And this
for a twofold reason. First, for this proposition is simply false,
in the judgment of the Catholic Faith, which affirms that in

Christ there is one suppositum and one hypostasis, as also one
Person. For according to this, when we say “this Man,” point-
ing toChrist, the eternal suppositum is necessarilymeant, with
Whose eternity a beginning in time is incompatible. Hence
this is false: “is Man began to be.” Nor does it matter that
to begin to be refers to the human nature, which is signified
by this word “man”; because the term placed in the subject is
not taken formally so as to signify the nature, but is taken ma-
terially so as to signify the suppositum, as was said (a. 1, ad 4).
Secondly, because even if this proposition were true, it ought
not to be made use of without qualification; in order to avoid
the heresy of Arius, who, since he pretended that the Person
of the Son of God is a creature, and less than the Father, so he
maintained thatHe began to be, saying “there was a timewhen
He was not.”

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted must be quali-

* Cf.Append.Opp.August., Serm. xii deNativ. † Gloss,Ord. inOsee 2:16.
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fied, i.e. we must say that the Man Jesus Christ was not, before
the world was, “in His humanity.”

Reply to Objection 2. With this word “begin” we cannot
argue from the lower species to the higher. For it does not fol-
low if “this began to be white,” that therefore “it began to be
colored.” And this because “to begin” implies being now and
not heretofore: for it does not follow if “this was not white
hitherto” that “therefore it was not colored hitherto.” Now, to
be simply is higher than to beman.Hence this does not follow:

“Christ began to be Man—therefore He began to be.”
Reply to Objection 3. is word “Man,” as it is taken for

Christ, although it signifies the human nature, which began
to be, nevertheless signifies the eternal suppositum which did
not begin to be. Hence, since it signifies the suppositum when
placed in the subject, and refers to the nature when placed in
the predicate, therefore this is false: “eManChrist began to
be”: but this is true: “Christ began to be Man.”

IIIa q. 16 a. 10Whether this is true: “Christ as Man is a creature”?

Objection 1. It would seem that this is false: “Christ as
Man is a creature,” or “began to be.” For nothing in Christ is
created except the human nature. But this is false: “Christ as
Man is the human nature.” erefore this is also false; Christ
as Man is a creature.

Objection 2. Further, the predicate is predicated of the
term placed in reduplication, rather than of the subject of the
proposition; as when I say: “A body as colored is visible,” it fol-
lows that the colored is visible. But as stated (Aa. 8,9) we must
not absolutely grant that “the Man Christ is a creature”; nor
consequently that “Christ as Man is a creature.”

Objection 3. Further, whatever is predicated of a man as
man is predicated of him “per se” and simply, for “per se” is
the same as “inasmuch as itself,” as is said Metaph. v, text. 23.
But this is false: “Christ asMan is per se and simply a creature.”
Hence this, too, is false; “Christ as Man is a creature.”

On the contrary, Whatever is, is either Creator or crea-
ture. But this is false: “Christ asMan isCreator.”erefore this
is true: “Christ as Man is a creature.”

I answer that, When we say “Christ as Man” this word
“man” may be added in the reduplication, either by reason of
the suppositum or by reason of the nature. If it be added by
reason of the suppositum, since the suppositum of the human
nature in Christ is eternal and uncreated, this will be false:
“Christ as Man is a creature.” But if it be added by reason of
the human nature, it is true, since by reason of the human na-
ture or in the humannature, it belongs toHim to be a creature,
as was said (a. 8).

Itmust however be borne inmind that the term covered by

the reduplication signifies the nature rather than the supposi-
tum, since it is added as a predicate, which is taken formally,
for it is the same to say “Christ as Man” and to say “Christ
as He is a Man.” Hence this is to be granted rather than de-
nied: “Christ as Man is a creature.” But if something further
be added whereby [the term covered by the reduplication] is
attracted to the suppositum, this proposition is to be denied
rather than granted, for instance were one to say: “Christ as
‘this’ Man is a creature.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although Christ is not the hu-
man nature, He has human nature. Now the word “creature”
is naturally predicated not only of abstract, but also of con-
crete things; sincewe say that “manhood is a creature” and that
“man is a creature.”

Reply to Objection 2. Man as placed in the subject refers
to the suppositum—and as placed in the reduplication refers
to the nature, as was stated above. And because the nature is
created and the suppositum uncreated, therefore, although it
is not granted that “this man is a creature,” yet it is granted that
“Christ as Man is a creature.”

Reply to Objection 3. It belongs to every man who is a
suppositum of human nature alone to have his being only in
human nature. Hence of every such suppositum it follows that
if it is a creature as man, it is a creature simply. But Christ is a
suppositum not merely of human nature, but also of the Di-
vine Nature, in which He has an uncreated being. Hence it
does not follow that, ifHe is a creature asMan,He is a creature
simply.

IIIa q. 16 a. 11Whether this is true: “Christ as Man is God”?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ, as Man, is God.
For Christ is God by the grace of union. But Christ, as Man,
has the grace of union. erefore Christ as Man is God.

Objection 2. Further, to forgive sins is proper to God, ac-
cording to Is. 43:25: “I am He that blot out thy iniquities for
My own sake.” But Christ as Man forgives sin, according to
Mat. 9:6: “But that you may know that the Son of Man hath
power on earth to forgive sins,” etc.erefore Christ asMan is
God.

Objection 3. Further, Christ is not Man in common, but
is this particular Man. Now Christ, as this Man, is God, since
by “this Man” we signify the eternal suppositum which is God
naturally. erefore Christ as Man is God.

On the contrary, Whatever belongs to Christ as Man be-
longs to every man. Now, if Christ as Man is God, it follows
that every man is God—which is clearly false.

I answer that, is term “man” when placed in the redu-
plicationmay be taken in twoways. First as referring to the na-
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ture; and in thisway it is not true thatChrist asMan isGod, be-
cause the human nature is distinct from the Divine by a differ-
ence of nature. Secondly itmay be taken as referring to the sup-
positum; and in this way, since the suppositum of the human
nature in Christ is the Person of the Son of God, to Whom it
essentially belongs to be God, it is true that Christ, as Man, is
God. Nevertheless because the term placed in the reduplica-
tion signifies the nature rather than the suppositum, as stated
above (a. 10), hence this is to be denied rather than granted:
“Christ as Man is God.”

Reply to Objection 1. It is not with regard to the same,
that a thing moves towards, and that it is, something; for to
move belongs to a thing because of its matter or subject—and
to be in act belongs to it because of its form. So too it is not
with regard to the same, that it belongs to Christ to be or-
dained to be God by the grace of union, and to be God. For
the first belongs toHim inHis human nature, and the second,

in His Divine Nature. Hence this is true: “Christ as Man has
the grace of union”; yet not this: “Christ as Man is God.”

Reply to Objection 2. e Son of Man has on earth the
power of forgiving sins, not by virtue of the human nature, but
by virtue of theDivineNature, in whichDivineNature resides
the power of forgiving sins authoritatively; whereas in the hu-
man nature it resides instrumentally and ministerially. Hence
Chrysostomexpounding this passage says*: “He said pointedly
‘on earth to forgive sins,’ in order to show that by an indivisible
union He united human nature to the power of the Godhead,
since although He was made Man, yet He remained the Word
of God.”

Reply to Objection 3. When we say “this man,” the
demonstrative pronoun “this” attracts “man” to the supposi-
tum; and hence “Christ as thisMan, is God, is a truer proposi-
tion than Christ as Man is God.”

IIIa q. 16 a. 12Whether this is true: “Christ as Man is a hypostasis or person”?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ as Man is a hy-
postasis or person. For what belongs to every man belongs to
Christ as Man, since He is like other men according to Phil.
2:7: “Being made in the likeness of men.” But every man is a
person. erefore Christ as Man is a person.

Objection2.Further,Christ asMan is a substance of ratio-
nal nature. ButHe is not a universal substance: thereforeHe is
an individual substance. Now a person is nothing else than an
individual substance of rational nature; as Boethius says (De
Duab. Nat.). erefore Christ as Man is a person.

Objection 3. Further, Christ as Man is a being of human
nature, and a suppositum and a hypostasis of the same nature.
But every hypostasis and suppositum and being of human na-
ture is a person. erefore Christ as Man is a person.

On the contrary, Christ as Man is not an eternal person.
erefore if Christ as Man is a person it would follow that
in Christ there are two persons—one temporal and the other
eternal, which is erroneous, as was said above (q. 2, a. 6; q. 4,
a. 2).

I answer that, As was said (Aa. 10,11), the term “Man”
placed in the reduplicationmay refer either to the suppositum
or to the nature.Hence when it is said: “Christ asMan is a per-
son,” if it is taken as referring to the suppositum, it is clear that
Christ as Man is a person, since the suppositum of human na-
ture is nothing else than the Person of the Son ofGod. But if it
be taken as referring to the nature, itmay be understood in two
ways. First, wemay so understand it as if it belonged to human
nature to be in a person, and in this way it is true, for whatever
subsists in human nature is a person. Secondly it may be taken

that in Christ a proper personality, caused by the principles of
the human nature, is due to the human nature; and in this way
Christ asMan is not a person, since the humannature does not
exist of itself apart from theDivineNature, and yet the notion
of person requires this.

Reply toObjection 1. It belongs to every man to be a per-
son, inasmuch as everything subsisting in human nature is a
person. Now this is proper to the Man Christ that the Person
subsisting in His human nature is not caused by the principles
of the human nature, but is eternal. Hence in one way He is a
person, as Man; and in another way He is not, as stated above.

Reply toObjection2.e“individual substance,”which is
included in the definition of a person, implies a complete sub-
stance subsisting of itself and separate from all else; otherwise,
a man’s hand might be called a person, since it is an individual
substance; nevertheless, because it is an individual substance
existing in something else, it cannot be called a person; nor,
for the same reason, can the human nature in Christ, although
it may be called something individual and singular.

Reply to Objection 3. As a person signifies something
complete and self-subsisting in rational nature, so a hyposta-
sis, suppositum, and being of nature in the genus of substance,
signify something that subsists of itself. Hence, as human na-
ture is not of itself a person apart from the Person of the Son
ofGod, so likewise it is not of itself a hypostasis or suppositum
or a being of nature. Hence in the sense in which we deny that
“Christ as Man is a person” we must deny all the other propo-
sitions.

* Implicitly. Hom. xxx in Matth; cf. St. omas, Catena Aurea on Mk. 2:10.
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T P, Q 17
Of Christ’s Unity of Being

(In Two Articles)

Wemust now considerwhat pertains toChrist’s unity in common. For, in their proper place, wemust considerwhat pertains
to unity and plurality in detail: thus we concluded (q. 9) that there is not only one knowledge inChrist, and it will be concluded
hereaer (q. 35, a. 2) that there is not only one nativity in Christ.

Hence we must consider Christ’s unity (1) of being; (2) of will; (3) of operation.
Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ is one or two?
(2) Whether there is only one being in Christ?

IIIa q. 17 a. 1Whether Christ is one or two?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ is not one, but
two. For Augustine says (De Trin. i, 7): “Because the form of
God took the form of a servant, both are God by reason of
God Who assumed, yet both are Man by reason of the man
assumed.” Now “both” may only be said when there are two.
erefore Christ is two.

Objection2.Further,where there is one thing and another
there are two.NowChrist is one thing and another; forAugus-
tine says (Enchiridion xxxv): “Being in the form of God…He
took the form of a servant…being both in one; butHewas one
of these as Word, and the other as man.” erefore Christ is
two.

Objection 3. Further, Christ is not only man; for, if He
were amereman,Hewould not beGod.ereforeHe is some-
thing else than man, and thus in Christ there is one thing and
another. erefore Christ is two.

Objection 4. Further, Christ is something that the Father
is, and something that theFather is not.ereforeChrist is one
thing and another. erefore Christ is two.

Objection 5.Further, as in themystery of theTrinity there
are three Persons in one Nature, so in the mystery of the In-
carnation there are two natures in one Person. But on account
of the unity of the Nature, notwithstanding the distinction of
Person, the Father and Son are one, according to Jn. 10:30: “I
and the Father are one.” erefore, notwithstanding the unity
of Person, Christ is two on account of the duality of nature.

Objection 6. Further, the Philosopher says (Phys. iii, text.
18) that “one” and “two” are predicated denominatively. Now
Christ has a duality of nature. erefore Christ is two.

Objection 7. Further, as accidental form makes a thing
otherwise [alterum] so does substantial form make another
thing [aliud] as Porphyry says (Praedic.). Now in Christ there
are two substantial natures, the human and the Divine. ere-
fore Christ is one thing and another. erefore Christ is two.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Duab. Nat.): “What-
ever is, inasmuch as it is, is one.” But we confess that Christ is.
erefore Christ is one.

I answer that, Nature, considered in itself, as it is used in

the abstract, cannot truly be predicated of the suppositum or
person, except in God, in Whom “what it is” and “whereby
it is” do not differ, as stated in the Ia, q. 29, a. 4, ad 1. But in
Christ, since there are two natures, viz. the Divine and the hu-
man, one of them, viz. the Divine, may be predicated of Him
both in the abstract and in the concrete, for we say that the
Son of God, Who is signified by the word Christ, is the Di-
vineNature and isGod. But the humannature cannot be pred-
icated of Christ in the abstract, but only in the concrete, i.e. as
it is signified by the suppositum. For we cannot truly say that
“Christ is human nature,” because human nature is not natu-
rally predicated of its suppositum. But we say that Christ is a
man, even as Christ is God. Now God signifies one having the
Godhead, andman signifies onehavingmanhood.Yet onehav-
ing manhood is differently signified by the word “man” and by
the word “Jesus” or “Peter.” For this word “man” implies one
having manhood indistinctly, even as the word “God” implies
indistinctly one having the Godhead; but the word “Peter” or
“Jesus” implies one having manhood distinctly, i.e. with its de-
terminate individual properties, as “Son of God” implies one
having the Godhead under a determinate personal property.
Now the dual number is placed in Christ with regard to the
natures. Hence, if both the natures were predicated in the ab-
stract ofChrist, it would follow thatChrist is two. But because
the two natures are not predicated of Christ, except as they are
signified in the suppositum, it must be by reason of the sup-
positum that “one” or “two” be predicated of Christ.

Now some placed two supposita in Christ, and one Per-
son, which, in their opinion, would seem to be the supposi-
tum completed with its final completion. Hence, since they
placed two supposita in Christ, they said that God is two, in
the neuter. But because they asserted one Person, they said that
Christ is one, in the masculine, for the neuter gender signi-
fies something unformed and imperfect, whereas the mascu-
line signifies something formed andperfect. on theotherhand,
the Nestorians, who asserted two Persons in Christ, said that
Christ is two not only in the neuter, but also in the mascu-
line. But since we maintain one person and one suppositum
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in Christ, as is clear from q. 2, Aa. 2,3, it follows that we say
that Christ is one not merely in the masculine, but also in the
neuter.

Reply to Objection 1. is saying of Augustine is not to
be taken as if “both” referred to the predicate, so as to mean
thatChrist is both; but it refers to the subject. And thus “both”
does not stand for two supposita, but for two words signify-
ing two natures in the concrete. For I can say that “both, viz.
God and Man, are God” on account of God Who assumes;
and “both, viz. God andMan,” areMan on account of theman
assumed.

Reply to Objection 2. When it is said that “Christ is
one thing and another,” this saying is to be explained in this
sense—“having this nature and another.” And it is in this way
that Augustine explains it (Contra Felic. xi), where, aer say-
ing, “In the mediator of God and man, the Son of God is one
thing, and the Son of Man another,” he adds: “I say another
thing by reason of the difference of substance, and not an-
other thing by reason of the unity of person.” Hence Gregory
Nazianzen says (Ep. ad Chelid. ci): “If we must speak briefly,
that of which the Saviour is, is one thing and another; thus the
invisible is not the same as the visible; andwhat iswithout time
is not the same as what is in time. Yet they are not one and an-
other: far from it; for both these are one.”

Reply to Objection 3. is is false, “Christ is only man”;
because it does not exclude another suppositum, but another
nature, since terms placed in the predicate are taken formally.
But if anything is addedwhereby it is drawn to the suppositum,
it would be a true proposition—for instance, “Christ is only
that which is man.” Nevertheless, it would not follow that He
is “any other thing than man,” because “another thing,” inas-
much as it refers to a diversity of substance, properly refers to
the suppositum. even as all relative things bearing a personal
relation.But it does follow: “ereforeHehas anothernature.”

Reply to Objection 4. When it is said, “Christ is some-
thing that the Father is”; “something” signifies the Divine Na-
ture, which is predicated even in the abstract of the Father and
Son. But when it is said: “Christ is something that is not the
Father”; “something” signifies, not the human nature as it is in
the abstract, but as it is in the concrete; not, indeed, in a dis-
tinct, but in an indistinct suppositum, i.e. inasmuch as it un-
derlies the nature and not the individuating properties. Hence
it does not follow that Christ is one thing and another, or that
He is two, since the suppositumof the humannature inChrist,
which is the Person of the Son of God, does not reckon nu-
merically with the Divine Nature, which is predicated of the
Father and Son.

Reply to Objection 5. In the mystery of the Divine Trin-
ity the Divine Nature is predicated, even in the abstract of the
three Persons; hence it may be said simply that the three Per-
sons are one. But in the mystery of the Incarnation both na-
tures are not predicated in the abstract of Christ; hence it can-
not be said simply that Christ is two.

Reply to Objection 6. Two signifies what has duality, not
in another, but in the same thing of which “two” is predicated.
Nowwhat is predicated is said of the suppositum, which is im-
plied by the word “Christ.” Hence, although Christ has dual-
ity of nature, yet, because He has not duality of suppositum, it
cannot be said that Christ is two.

Reply to Objection 7. Otherwise implies diversity of ac-
cident. Hence diversity of accident suffices for anything to be
called “otherwise” simply. But “another thing” implies diver-
sity of substance. Now notmerely the nature, but also the sup-
positum is said to be a substance, as is said Metaph. v, text. 15.
Hence diversity of nature does not suffice for anything to be
called “another thing” simply, unless there is diversity of sup-
positum. But diversity of nature makes “another thing” rela-
tively, i.e. in nature, if there is no diversity of suppositum.

IIIa q. 17 a. 2Whether there is only one being in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there is not
merely one being, but two. ForDamascene says (DeFideOrth.
iii, 13) that whatever follows the nature is doubled in Christ.
But being follows the nature, for being is from the form.Hence
in Christ there are two beings.

Objection 2. Further, the being of the Son of God is the
Divine Nature itself, and is eternal: whereas the being of the
Man Christ is not the Divine Nature, but is a temporal being.
erefore there is not only one being in Christ.

Objection 3. Further, in the Trinity, although there are
three Persons, yet on account of the unity of nature there is
only one being. But in Christ there are two natures, though
there is one Person. erefore in Christ there is not only one
being.

Objection 4. Further, in Christ the soul gives some being
to the body, since it is its form. But it does not give the Divine

being, since this is uncreated. erefore in Christ there is an-
other being besides the Divine being; and thus in Christ there
is not only one being.

On the contrary, Everything is said to be a being, inas-
much as it is one, for one and being are convertible. erefore,
if there were two beings in Christ, and not one only, Christ
would be two, and not one.

I answer that, Because in Christ there are two natures and
one hypostasis, it follows that things belonging to the nature in
Christ must be two; and that those belonging to the hyposta-
sis in Christ must be only one. Now being pertains both to the
nature and to the hypostasis; to the hypostasis as to that which
has being—and to the nature as to that whereby it has being.
For nature is taken aer the manner of a form, which is said to
be a being because something is by it; as by whiteness a thing is
white, and by manhood a thing is man. Now it must be borne
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in mind that if there is a form or nature which does not per-
tain to the personal being of the subsisting hypostasis, this be-
ing is not said to belong to the person simply, but relatively;
as to be white is the being of Socrates, not as he is Socrates,
but inasmuch as he is white. And there is no reason why this
being should not be multiplied in one hypostasis or person;
for the being whereby Socrates is white is distinct from the be-
ing whereby he is a musician. But the being which belongs to
the very hypostasis or person in itself cannot possibly be mul-
tiplied in one hypostasis or person, since it is impossible that
there should not be one being for one thing.

If, therefore, the human nature accrued to the Son of God,
not hypostatically or personally, but accidentally, as some
maintained, it would be necessary to assert two beings in
Christ—one, inasmuch as He is God—the other, inasmuch
as He is Man; even as in Socrates we place one being inas-
much as he is white, and another inasmuch as he is a man,
since “being white” does not pertain to the personal being of
Socrates. But being possessed of a head, being corporeal, being
animated—all these pertain to the one person of Socrates, and
hence there arises from these only the one being of Socrates.
And if it so happened that aer the person of Socrates was
constituted there accrued to him hands or feet or eyes, as hap-
pened to him who was born blind, no new being would be
thereby added to Socrates, but only a relation to these, i.e. inas-
much as hewouldbe said tobe, not onlywith reference towhat
he had previously, but also with reference to what accrued to
him aerwards. And thus, since the human nature is united to
the Son of God, hypostatically or personally as was said above
(q. 2, Aa. 5,6), and not accidentally, it follows that by the hu-
man nature there accrued to Him no new personal being, but

only a new relation of the pre-existing personal being to the
human nature, in such a way that the Person is said to subsist
not merely in the Divine, but also in the human nature.

Reply to Objection 1. Being is consequent upon nature,
not as upon that which has being, but as upon that whereby
a thing is: whereas it is consequent upon person or hyposta-
sis, as upon that which has being. Hence it has unity from the
unity of hypostasis, rather than duality from the duality of the
nature.

Reply to Objection 2. e eternal being of the Son of
God, which is the Divine Nature, becomes the being of man,
inasmuch as the human nature is assumed by the Son of God
to unity of Person.

Reply to Objection 3. As was said in the Ia, q. 50, a. 2,
ad 3; Ia, q. 75, a. 5, ad 4, since the Divine Person is the same
as the Nature, there is no distinction in the Divine Persons be-
tween the being of thePerson and the being of theNature, and,
consequently, the three Persons have only one being. But they
would have a triple being if the being of the Person were dis-
tinct in them from the being of the Nature.

Reply toObjection 4. InChrist the soul gives being to the
body, inasmuch as it makes it actually animated, which is to
give it the complement of its nature and species. But if we con-
sider the body perfected by the soul, without the hypostasis
having both—this whole, composed of soul and body, as sig-
nified by the word “humanity,” does not signify “what is,” but
“whereby it is.” Hence being belongs to the subsisting person,
inasmuch as it has a relation to such a nature, and of this rela-
tion the soul is the cause, inasmuch as it perfects human nature
by informing the body.
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T P, Q 18
Of Christ’s Unity of Will

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider unity as regards the will; and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Divine will and the human are distinct in Christ?
(2) Whether in Christ’s human nature the will of sensuality is distinct from the will of reason?
(3) Whether as regards the reason there were several wills in Christ?
(4) Whether there was free-will in Christ?
(5) Whether Christ’s human will was always conformed to the Divine will in the thing willed?
(6) Whether there was any contrariety of wills in Christ?

IIIa q. 18 a. 1Whether there are two wills in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there are not
two wills, one Divine, the other human. For the will is the first
mover and first commander inwhoeverwills. But inChrist the
firstmover and commanderwas theDivinewill, since inChrist
everything human was moved by the Divine will. Hence it
seems that in Christ there was only one will, viz. the Divine.

Objection 2. Further, an instrument is not moved by its
own will but by the will of its mover. Now the human nature
of Christ was the instrument of His Godhead. Hence the hu-
man nature ofChrist was notmoved by its ownwill, but by the
Divine will.

Objection 3. Further, that alone is multiplied in Christ
which belongs to the nature. But the will does not seem to per-
tain to nature: for natural things are of necessity; whereaswhat
is voluntary is not of necessity. erefore there is but one will
in Christ.

Objection 4. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
14) that “to will in this or that way belongs not to our nature
but to our intellect,” i.e. our personal intellect. But every will is
this or that will, since there is nothing in a genus which is not
at the same time in some one of its species. erefore all will
belongs to the person. But in Christ there was and is but one
person. erefore in Christ there is only one will.

On the contrary, our Lord says (Lk. 22:42): “Father, if
ou wilt, remove this chalice from Me. But yet not My will
but ine be done.” And Ambrose, quoting this to the Em-
peror Gratian (De Fide ii, 7) says: “As He assumed my will,
He assumed my sorrow;” and on Lk. 22:42 he says: “His will,
He refers to the Man—the Father’s, to the Godhead. For the
will of man is temporal, and the will of the Godhead eternal.”

I answer that, Some placed only one will in Christ; but
they seem to have had different motives for holding this. For
Apollinaris did not hold an intellectual soul in Christ, but
maintained that the Word was in place of the soul, or even in
place of the intellect. Hence since “the will is in the reason,”
as the Philosopher says (De Anima iii, 9), it followed that in
Christ there was no human will; and thus there was only one

will inHim. So, too, Eutyches and all who held one composite
nature in Christ were forced to place one will in Him. Nesto-
rius, too, who maintained that the union of God and man was
one of affection and will, held only one will in Christ. But
later on, Macarius, Patriarch of Antioch, Cyrus of Alexandria,
and Sergius of Constantinople and some of their followers,
held that there is one will in Christ, although they held that
in Christ there are two natures united in a hypostasis; because
they believed that Christ’s human nature nevermoved with its
own motion, but only inasmuch as it was moved by the God-
head, as is plain from the synodical letter of Pope Agatho*.

And hence in the sixth Council held at Constantinople†
it was decreed that it must be said that there are two wills in
Christ, in the following passage: “In accordance with what the
Prophets of old taught us concerning Christ, and asHe taught
us Himself, and the Symbol of the Holy Fathers has handed
down to us, we confess two natural wills in Him and two nat-
ural operations.”And thismuch it was necessary to say. For it is
manifest that the Son ofGod assumed a perfect humannature,
as was shown above (q. 5; q. 9, a. 1). Now the will pertains to
the perfection of human nature, being one of its natural pow-
ers, even as the intellect, as was stated in the Ia, Qq. 79,80.
Hencewemust say that the Son ofGod assumed a humanwill,
together with human nature. Now by the assumption of hu-
man nature the Son of God suffered no diminution of what
pertains to His Divine Nature, to which it belongs to have a
will, as was said in the Ia, q. 19, a. 1. Hence it must be said that
there are two wills in Christ, i.e. one human, the other Divine.

Reply toObjection 1.Whatever was in the human nature
of Christ was moved at the bidding of the Divine will; yet it
does not follow that in Christ there was no movement of the
will proper to human nature, for the good wills of other saints
aremoved byGod’s will, “Whoworketh” in them “both towill
and to accomplish,” as is written Phil. 2:13. For although the
will cannot be inwardly moved by any creature, yet it can be
moved inwardly by God, as was said in the Ia, q. 105, a. 4. And
thus, too, Christ by His human will followed the Divine will

* ird Council of Constantinople, Act. 4. † Act. 18.
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according to Ps. 39:9; “at I should doywill, OmyGod, I
have desired it.”HenceAugustine says (ContraMaxim. ii, 20):
“Where the Son says to the Father, ‘Not what I will, but what
ouwillest,’ what do you gain by adding your ownwords and
saying ‘He shows that His will was truly subject to His Father,’
as if we denied that man’s will ought to be subject to God’s
will?”

Reply to Objection 2. It is proper to an instrument to be
moved by the principal agent, yet diversely, according to the
property of its nature. For an inanimate instrument, as an axe
or a saw, ismovedby the crasmanwithonly a corporealmove-
ment; but an instrument animated by a sensitive soul is moved
by the sensitive appetite, as a horse by its rider; and an instru-
ment animated with a rational soul is moved by its will, as by
the command of his lord the servant is moved to act, the ser-
vant being like an animate instrument, as the Philosopher says
(Polit. i, 2,4; Ethic. viii, 11). And hence it was in this man-
ner that the human nature of Christ was the instrument of the
Godhead, and was moved by its own will.

Reply toObjection3.epower of thewill is natural, and
necessarily follows upon the nature; but the movement or act
of this power—which is also called will—is sometimes natural
and necessary, e.g. with respect to beatitude; and sometimes
springs from free-will and is neither necessary nor natural, as is
plain fromwhat has been stated in the Ia IIae, q. 10, Aa. 1,[2]*.
And yet even reason itself, which is the principle of this move-
ment, is natural. Hence besides the Divine will it is necessary
to place in Christ a human will, not merely as a natural power,
or a natural movement, but even as a rational movement.

Reply to Objection 4. When we say “to will in a certain
way,” we signify a determinate mode of willing. Now a deter-
minate mode regards the thing of which it is the mode. Hence
since the will pertains to the nature, “to will in a certain way”
belongs to the nature, not indeed considered absolutely, but
as it is in the hypostasis. Hence the human will of Christ had a
determinate mode from the fact of being in a Divine hyposta-
sis, i.e. it was always moved in accordance with the bidding of
the Divine will.

IIIa q. 18 a. 2Whether in Christ there was a will of sensuality besides the will of reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was no
will of sensuality besides the will of reason. For the Philoso-
pher says (DeAnima iii, text. 42) that “the will is in the reason,
and in the sensitive appetite are the irascible and concupiscible
parts.”Now sensuality signifies the sensitive appetite.Hence in
Christ there was no will of sensuality.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (De Trin.
xii, 12,13) the sensuality is signified by the serpent. But there
was nothing serpent-like in Christ; for He had the likeness of
a venomous animal without the venom, as Augustine says (De
Pecc.Merit. et Remiss. i, 32).Hence inChrist therewas nowill
of sensuality.

Objection 3. Further, will is consequent upon nature, as
was said (a. 1). But in Christ there was only one nature besides
the Divine. Hence in Christ there was only one human will.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fide ii, 7): “Mine is
the will which He calls His own; because as Man He assumed
my sorrow.” From this we are given to understand that sorrow
pertains to the human will of Christ. Now sorrow pertains to
the sensuality, as was said in the Ia IIae, q. 23, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 25,
a. 1. erefore, seemingly, in Christ there is a will of sensuality
besides the will of reason.

I answer that, As was said (q. 9, a. 1), the Son of God as-
sumed human nature together with everything pertaining to
the perfection of human nature. Now in human nature is in-
cluded animal nature, as the genus in its species. Hence the

Son of God must have assumed together with the human na-
ture whatever belongs to animal nature; one of which things
is the sensitive appetite, which is called the sensuality. Conse-
quently it must be allowed that in Christ there was a sensual
appetite, or sensuality. But it must be borne in mind that sen-
suality or the sensual appetite, inasmuch as it naturally obeys
reason, is said to be “rational by participation,” as is clear from
the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 13). And because “the will is in the
reason,” as stated above, it may equally be said that the sensu-
ality is “a will by participation.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is based on the will,
essentially so called, which is only in the intellectual part; but
the will by participation can be in the sensitive part, inasmuch
as it obeys reason.

Reply toObjection2.esensuality is signifiedby the ser-
pent—not as regards the nature of the sensuality, whichChrist
assumed, but as regards the corruption of the “fomes,” which
was not in Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. “Where there is one thing on ac-
count of another, there seems to be only one” (Aristotle, Topic.
iii); thus a surface which is visible by color is one visible thing
with the color. So, too, because the sensuality is called the will,
only because it partakes of the rational will, there is said to be
but one human will in Christ, even as there is but one human
nature.

* Cf. Ia, q. 82, a. 2.
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IIIa q. 18 a. 3Whether in Christ there were two wills as regards the reason?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there were two
wills as regards the reason. ForDamascene says (De FideOrth.
ii, 22) that there is a double will in man, viz. the natural will
which is called θέλησις, and the rational will which is called
βούλησις. Now Christ in His human nature had whatever be-
longs to the perfection of human nature. Hence both the fore-
going wills were in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, the appetitive power is diversified in
man by the difference of the apprehensive power, and hence
according to the difference of sense and intellect is the differ-
ence of sensitive and intellective appetite in man. But in the
same way as regards man’s apprehension, we hold the differ-
ence of reason and intellect; both of which were in Christ.
erefore there was a double will in Him, one intellectual and
the other rational.

Objection 3. Further, some* ascribe to Christ “a will of
piety,” which can only be on the part of reason. erefore in
Christ on the part of reason there are several wills.

On the contrary, In every order there is one first mover.
But the will is the first mover in the genus of human acts.
erefore in oneman there is only one will, properly speaking,
which is the will of reason. ButChrist is oneman.erefore in
Christ there is only one human will.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 3), the will is some-
times taken for the power, and sometimes for the act. Hence
if the will is taken for the act, it is necessary to place two wills,
i.e. two species of acts of the will in Christ on the part of the

reason. For the will, as was said in the Ia IIae, q. 8, Aa. 2,3,
regards both the end and the means; and is affected differ-
ently towards both. For towards the end it is borne simply and
absolutely, as towards what is good in itself; but towards the
means it is borne under a certain relation, as the goodness of
the means depends on something else. Hence the act of the
will, inasmuch as it is drawn to anything desired of itself, as
health, which act is called by Damascene θέλησις—i.e. simple
will, and by the masters “will as nature,” is different from the
act of the will as it is drawn to anything that is desired only
in order to something else, as to take medicine; and this act
of the will Damascene calls βούλησις—i.e. counseling will, and
the masters, “will as reason.” But this diversity of acts does not
diversify the power, since both acts regard the one common ra-
tio of the object, which is goodness. Hence we must say that if
we are speaking of the power of the will, in Christ there is but
one human will, essentially so called and not by participation;
but if we are speaking of the will as an act, we thus distinguish
in Christ a will as nature, which is called θέλησις, and a will as
reason, which is called βούλησις.

Reply toObjection 1.ese twowills do not diversify the
power but only the act, as we have said.

Reply toObjection 2.e intellect and the reason are not
distinct powers, as was said in the Ia, q. 79, a. 8.

Reply toObjection 3. e “will of piety” would not seem
to be distinct from the will considered as nature, inasmuch as
it shrinks from another’s evil, absolutely considered.

IIIa q. 18 a. 4Whether there was free-will in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there was no
free-will. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 14) that
γνώμη, i.e. opinion, thinking or cogitation, and προαίρεσις, i.e.
choice, “cannot possibly be attributed to our Lord, if we wish
to speak with propriety.” But in the things of faith especially
we must speak with propriety. erefore there was no choice
in Christ and consequently no free-will, of which choice is the
act.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 2)
that choice is “a desire of something aer taking counsel.”Now
counsel does not appear to be in Christ, because we do not
take counsel concerning such things as we are certain of. But
Christ was certain of everything. Hence there was no counsel
and consequently no free-will in Christ.

Objection 3. Further, free-will is indifferent. But Christ’s
will was determined to good, since He could not sin; as stated
above (q. 15, Aa. 1 ,2). Hence there was no free-will in Christ.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 7:15): “He shall eat but-
ter and honey, that He may know to refuse the evil and to
choose the good,” which is an act of the free-will. erefore

there was free-will in Christ.
I answer that,Aswas said above (a. 3), there was a twofold

act of the will in Christ; one whereby He was drawn to any-
thing willed in itself, which implies the nature of an end; the
other whereby His will was drawn to anything willed on ac-
count of its being ordained to another—which pertains to the
nature of means. Now, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 2)
choice differs from will in this, that will of itself regards the
end, while choice regards the means. And thus simple will is
the same as the “will as nature”; but choice is the same as the
“will as reason,” and is the proper act of free-will, as was said
in the Ia, q. 83, a. 3. Hence, since “will as reason” is placed in
Christ, we must also place choice, and consequently free-will,
whose act is choice, aswas said in the Ia, q. 83, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 13,
a. 1.

Reply to Objection 1. Damascene excludes choice from
Christ, in so far as he considers that doubt is implied in the
word choice. Nevertheless doubt is not necessary to choice,
since it belongs even to God Himself to choose, according to
Eph. 1:4: “He chose us in Him before the foundation of the

* Hugh of St. Victor, De Quat. Volunt. Christ.
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world,” although in God there is no doubt. Yet doubt is ac-
cidental to choice when it is in an ignorant nature. We may
also say the same of whatever else is mentioned in the passage
quoted.

Reply to Objection 2. Choice presupposes counsel; yet it
follows counsel only as determined by judgment. For what we
judge to be done, we choose, aer the inquiry of counsel, as is
stated (Ethic. iii, 2,3). Hence if anything is judged necessary to

be done, without any preceding doubt or inquiry, this suffices
for choice. erefore it is plain that doubt or inquiry belong
to choice not essentially, but only when it is in an ignorant na-
ture.

Reply to Objection 3. e will of Christ, though deter-
mined to good, is not determined to this or that good. Hence
it pertains to Christ, even as to the blessed, to choose with a
free-will confirmed in good.

IIIa q. 18 a. 5Whether the human will of Christ was altogether conformed to the Divine will in the thing
willed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human will in Christ
did not will anything except what God willed. For it is writ-
ten (Ps. 39:9) in the person of Christ: “at I should do y
will: O my God, I have desired it.” Now he who desires to do
another’s will, wills what the other wills. Hence it seems that
Christ’s humanwill willed nothing but what was willed byHis
Divine will.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s soul had most perfect char-
ity, which, indeed, surpasses the comprehension of all our
knowledge, according to Eph. 3:19, “the charity of Christ,
which surpasseth all knowledge.” Now charity makes men will
what God wills; hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 4) that
onemark of friendship is “to will and choose the same.”ere-
fore the human will in Christ willed nothing else than was
willed by His Divine will.

Objection 3. Further, Christ was a true comprehensor.
But the Saintswho are comprehensors inheavenwill onlywhat
God wills, otherwise they would not be happy, because they
would not obtain whatever they will, for “blessed is he who
has what he wills, and wills nothing amiss,” as Augustine says
(De Trin. xiii, 5). Hence in His human will Christ wills noth-
ing else than does the Divine will.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Maxim. ii, 20):
“When Christ says ‘Not what I will, but what ou wilt’ He
shows Himself to have willed something else than did His Fa-
ther; and this could only have been by His human heart, since
He did not transfigure our weakness into His Divine but into
His human will.”

I answer that,Aswas said (Aa. 2,3), inChrist according to
His human nature there is a twofold will, viz. the will of sen-
suality, which is called will by participation, and the rational
will, whether considered aer the manner of nature, or aer
the manner of reason. Now it was said above (q. 13, a. 3, ad 1;
q. 14, a. 1, ad 2) that by a certain dispensation the Son of God

before His Passion “allowed His flesh to do and suffer what
belonged to it.” And in like manner He allowed all the powers
of His soul to do what belonged to them. Now it is clear that
the will of sensuality naturally shrinks from sensible pains and
bodily hurt. In like manner, the will as nature turns from what
is against nature and what is evil in itself, as death and the like;
yet the will as reason may at time choose these things in rela-
tion to an end, as in a mere man the sensuality and the will ab-
solutely considered shrink from burning, which, nevertheless,
thewill as reasonmay choose for the sake of health.Now itwas
thewill ofGod thatChrist should undergopain, suffering, and
death, not that these of themselves were willed byGod, but for
the sake of man’s salvation. Hence it is plain that in His will of
sensuality and inHis rational will considered as nature, Christ
could will what God did not; but in His will as reason He al-
wayswilled the same asGod,which appears fromwhatHe says
(Mat. 26:39): “Not as I will, but as ou wilt.” For He willed
in His reason that the Divine will should be fulfilled although
He said that He willed something else by another will.

Reply to Objection 1. By His rational will Christ willed
the Divine will to be fulfilled; but not by His will of sen-
suality, the movement of which does not extend to the will
of God—nor by His will considered as nature which regards
things absolutely considered and not in relation to the Divine
will.

Reply to Objection 2. e conformity of the human will
to the Divine regards the will of reason: according to which
the wills even of friends agree, inasmuch as reason considers
something willed in its relation to the will of a friend.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ was at once comprehensor
and wayfarer, inasmuch as He was enjoying God in His mind
and had a passible body. Hence things repugnant to His natu-
ral will and to His sensitive appetite could happen to Him in
His passible flesh.

IIIa q. 18 a. 6Whether there was contrariety of wills in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was contrariety
of wills in Christ. For contrariety of wills regards contrari-
ety of objects, as contrariety of movements springs from con-

trariety of termini, as is plain from the Philosopher (Phys. v,
text. 49, seq.). Now Christ in His different wills wished con-
trary things. For in His Divine will He wished for death, from

* De Incarnat. et Cont. Arianos, written against Apollinarius.
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which He shrank in His human will, hence Athanasius says*:
“WhenChrist says ‘Father, if it be possible, let this chalice pass
from Me; yet not My will, but ine be done,’ and again, ‘e
spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh weak,’ He denotes two
wills—the human, which through the weakness of the flesh
shrank from the passion—and His Divine will eager for the
passion.” Hence there was contrariety of wills in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Gal. 5:17) that “the
flesh lusteth against the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh.”
Now when the spirit desires one thing, and the flesh another,
there is contrariety of wills. But this was in Christ; for by the
will of charity which the Holy Spirit was causing in His mind,
He willed the passion, according to Is. 53:7: “He was offered
because it was His own will,” yet in His flesh He shrank from
the passion. erefore there was contrariety of wills in Him.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Lk. 22:43) that “being
in an agony, He prayed the longer.” Now agony seems to imply
a certain struggle† in a soul drawn to contrary things. Hence it
seems that there was contrariety of will in Christ.

On the contrary, In the decisions of the Sixth Council‡
it is said: “We confess two natural wills, not in opposition, as
evil-minded heretics assert, but followingHis humanwill, and
neitherwithstandingnor striving against, but rather being sub-
ject to, His Divine and omnipotent will.”

I answer that,Contrariety can exist onlywhere there is op-
position in the same and as regards the same. For if the diver-
sity exists as regards diverse things, and in diverse subjects, this
would not suffice for the nature of contrariety, nor even for
the nature of contradiction, e.g. if a man were well formed or
healthy as regards his hand, but not as regards his foot. Hence
for there to be contrariety of wills in anyone it is necessary,
first, that the diversity of wills should regard the same. For
if the will of one regards the doing of something with refer-
ence to some universal reason, and the will of another regards
the not doing the same with reference to some particular rea-
son, there is not complete contrariety of will, e.g. when a judge
wishes a brigand to be hanged for the good of the common-
wealth, and one of the latter’s kindred wishes him not to be
hanged on account of a private love, there is no contrariety of
wills; unless, indeed, the desire of the private good went so far
as to wish to hinder the public good for the private good—in
that case the opposition of wills would regard the same.

Secondly, for contrariety of wills it is necessary that it
should be in the same will. For if a man wishes one thing with
his rational appetite, and wishes another thing with his sen-

sitive appetite, there is no contrariety, unless the sensitive ap-
petite so far prevailed as to change or at least keep back the
rational appetite; for in this case something of the contrary
movement of the sensitive appetite would reach the rational
will.

And hence it must be said that although the natural and
the sensitive will in Christ wished what the Divine will did
not wish, yet there was no contrariety of wills in Him. First,
because neither the natural will nor the will of sensuality re-
jected the reason for which the Divine will and the will of the
human reason in Christ wished the passion. For the absolute
will ofChristwished the salvation of the human race, although
it did not pertain to it to will this for the sake of something
further; but the movement of sensuality could nowise extend
so far. Secondly, because neither theDivine will nor the will of
reason inChrist was impeded or retarded by the natural will or
the appetite of sensuality. So, too, on the other hand, neither
the Divine will nor the will of reason in Christ shrank from
or retarded the movement of the natural human will and the
movement of the sensuality in Christ. For it pleased Christ, in
His Divine will, and inHis will of reason, thatHis natural will
and will of sensuality should be moved according to the order
of their nature. Hence it is clear that in Christ there was no
opposition or contrariety of wills.

Reply toObjection1.efact of anywill inChristwilling
something else than did the Divine will, proceeded from the
Divine will, by whose permission the human nature in Christ
was moved by its proper movements, as Damascene says (De
Fide Orth. ii, 15,18,19).

Reply toObjection 2. In us the desires of the spirit are im-
peded or retarded by the desires of the flesh: this did not occur
inChrist.Hence inChrist therewas no contrariety of flesh and
spirit, as in us.

Reply to Objection 3. e agony in Christ was not in the
rational soul, in as far as it implies a struggle in the will arising
from a diversity ofmotives, as when anyone, on his reason con-
sidering one, wishes one thing, and on its considering another,
wishes the contrary. For this springs from the weakness of the
reason, which is unable to judge which is the best simply. Now
this did not occur in Christ, since by His reason He judged it
best that the Divine will regarding the salvation of the human
race should be fulfilled byHis passion. Nevertheless, there was
an agony in Christ as regards the sensitive part, inasmuch as it
implied a dread of coming trial, as Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. ii, 15; iii, 18,23).

† Greek, ἀγωνία. ‡ ird Council of Constantinople, Act. 18.
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T P, Q 19
Of the Unity of Christ’s Operation

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the unity of Christ’s operation; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in Christ there was one or several operations of the Godhead and Manhood?
(2) Whether in Christ there were several operations of the human nature?
(3) Whether Christ by His human operation merited anything for Himself ?
(4) Whether He merited anything for us by it?

IIIa q. 19 a. 1Whether in Christ there is only one operation of the Godhead and Manhood?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there is but one
operation of the Godhead and the Manhood. For Dionysius
says (Div.Nom. ii): “emost loving operationofGod ismade
manifest to us by the supersubstantialWord having taken flesh
integrally and truly, and having operated and suffered whatso-
ever befitsHis human andDivine operation.”But heheremen-
tions only one human and Divine operation, which is writ-
ten in Greek θεανδρική, i.e. God-manlike. Hence it seems that
there is but one composite operation in Christ.

Objection 2. Further, there is but one operation of the
principal and instrumental agent. Now the human nature in
Christ was the instrument of the Divine, as was said above
(q. 7, a. 1, ad 3; q. 8, a. 1, ad 1; q. 18, a. 1, ad 2). Hence the
operations of the Divine and human natures in Christ are the
same.

Objection 3. Further, since inChrist there are two natures
in one hypostasis or person, whatever pertains to the hyposta-
sis or person is one and the same. But operation pertains to
the hypostasis or person, for it is only a subsisting suppositum
that operates; hence, according to the Philosopher (Metaph. i,
1), acts belong to singulars. Hence in Christ there is only one
operation of the Godhead and the Manhood.

Objection 4. Further, as being belongs to a subsisting hy-
postasis, so also does operation. But on account of the unity of
hypostasis there is only one operation of the Godhead and the
(q. 17, a. 2). Hence, on account of the same unity, there is one
operation in Christ.

Objection 5. Further, as being belongs to a sub-operated
there is one operation. But the same thing was operated by the
Godhead and theManhood, as the healing of the lepers or the
raising of the dead. Hence it seems that in Christ there is but
one operation of the Godhead and the Manhood.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Fide ii, 8): “How can
the same operation spring from different powers? Cannot the
lesser operate as the greater? And can there be one operation
where there are different substances?”

I answer that, As was said above (q. 18, a. 1), the afore-
said heretics who placed one will in Christ placed one oper-
ation in Christ. Now in order better to understand their er-

roneous opinion, we must bear in mind that wherever there
are several mutually ordained agents, the inferior is moved by
the superior, as in man the body is moved by the soul and the
lower powers by the reason. And thus the actions and move-
ments of the inferior principle are things operated rather than
operations.Nowwhatpertains to thehighest principle is prop-
erly the operation; thus we say of man that to walk, which be-
longs to the feet, and to touch, which belongs to the hand, are
things operated by the man—one of which is operated by the
soul through the feet, the other through the hands. And be-
cause it is the same soul that operates in both cases, there is
only one indifferent operation, on the part of the thing op-
erating, which is the first moving principle; but difference is
found on the part of what is operated. Now, as in a mere man
the body is moved by the soul, and the sensitive by the ratio-
nal appetite, so in the Lord Jesus Christ the human nature is
moved and ruled by the Divine. Hence they said that there is
one indifferent operation on the part of the Godhead operat-
ing, but divers things operated, inasmuch as the Godhead of
Christ did one thing by Itself, as to uphold all things by the
word of His power—and another thing by His human nature,
as to walk in body.Hence the SixthCouncil* quotes the words
of Severus the heretic, who said: “What things were done and
wrought by the one Christ, differ greatly; for some are becom-
ing toGod, and some are human, as towalk bodily on the earth
is indeed human, but to give hale steps to sickly limbs, wholly
unable towalk on the ground, is becoming toGod. Yet one, i.e.
the Incarnate Word, wrought one and the other—neither was
this from one nature, and that from another; nor can we justly
affirm that because there are distinct things operated there are
therefore two operating natures and forms.”

But herein they were deceived, for what is moved by an-
other has a twofold action—one which it has from its own
form—the other, which it has inasmuch as it is moved by an-
other; thus the operation of an axe of itself is to cleave; but
inasmuch as it is moved by the crasman, its operation is to
make benches. Hence the operation which belongs to a thing
by its form is proper to it, nor does it belong to the mover, ex-
cept in so far as hemakes use of this kind of thing for his work:

* ird Council of Constantinople, Act. 10.
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thus to heat is the proper operation of fire, but not of a smith,
except in so far as he makes use of fire for heating iron. But the
operation which belongs to the thing, as moved by another, is
not distinct from the operation of the mover; thus to make a
bench is not the work of the axe independently of the work-
man. Hence, wheresoever the mover and the moved have dif-
ferent forms or operative faculties, there must the operation of
the mover and the proper operation of the moved be distinct;
although the moved shares in the operation of the mover, and
the mover makes use of the operation of the moved, and, con-
sequently, each acts in communion with the other.

erefore in Christ the human nature has its proper form
and power whereby it acts; and so has the Divine. Hence the
human nature has its proper operation distinct from the Di-
vine, and conversely. Nevertheless, the Divine Nature makes
use of the operation of the human nature, as of the operation
of its instrument; and in the sameway the humannature shares
in the operation of the Divine Nature, as an instrument shares
in the operation of the principal agent. And this is what Pope
Leo says (Ep. ad Flavian. xxviii): “Both forms” (i.e. both the
Divine and the human nature in Christ) “do what is proper to
each in union with the other, i.e. the Word operates what be-
longs to the Word, and the flesh carries out what belongs to
flesh.”

But if there were only one operation of the Godhead and
manhood in Christ, it would be necessary to say either that
the human nature had not its proper form and power (for this
could not possibly be said of theDivine), whence it would fol-
low that in Christ there was only the Divine operation; or it
would be necessary to say that from the Divine and human
power there was made up one power. Now both of these are
impossible. For by the first the human nature in Christ is sup-
posed to be imperfect; and by the second a confusion of the
natures is supposed. Hence it is with reason that the Sixth
Council (Act. 18) condemned this opinion, anddecreed as fol-
lows: “We confess two natural, indivisible, unconvertible, un-
confused, and inseparable operations in the same Lord Jesus
Christ our trueGod”; i.e. theDivine operation and the human
operation.

Reply toObjection 1. Dionysius places in Christ a thean-
dric, i.e. a God-manlike or Divino-human, operation not by
any confusion of the operations or powers of both natures,
but inasmuch as His Divine operation employs the human,
and His human operation shares in the power of the Divine.
Hence, as he says in a certain epistle (Ad Caium iv), “what is
ofmanHeworks beyondman; and this is shown by theVirgin
conceiving supernaturally and by the unstable waters bearing
up theweight of bodily feet.”Now it is clear that to be begotten
belongs to human nature, and likewise to walk; yet both were
in Christ supernaturally. So, too, He wrought Divine things
humanly, as when He healed the leper with a touch. Hence in
the same epistle he adds: “He performed Divine works not as
God does, and humanworks not asman does, but, God having
been made man, by a new operation of God and man.”

Now, that he understood two operations in Christ, one of
the Divine and the other of the human nature, is clear from
what he says, Div. Nom. ii: “Whatever pertains to His human
operation the Father and the Holy Ghost no-wise share in, ex-
cept, as one might say, by their most gracious and merciful
will,” i.e. inasmuch as the Father and the Holy Ghost in their
mercy wished Christ to do and to suffer human things. And
he adds: “He is truly the unchangeable God, and God’s Word
by the sublime and unspeakable operation of God, which, be-
ing made man for us, He wrought.” Hence it is clear that the
human operation, in which the Father and the Holy Ghost do
not share, except by eir merciful consent, is distinct from
His operation, as the Word of God, wherein the Father and
the Holy Ghost share.

Reply to Objection 2. e instrument is said to act
through being moved by the principal agent; and yet, besides
this, it can have its proper operation through its own form, as
stated above of fire. And hence the action of the instrument
as instrument is not distinct from the action of the principal
agent; yet it may have another operation, inasmuch as it is a
thing. Hence the operation of Christ’s human nature, as the
instrument of the Godhead, is not distinct from the operation
of the Godhead; for the salvation wherewith the manhood of
Christ saves us and that wherewith His Godhead saves us are
not distinct; nevertheless, the human nature in Christ, inas-
much as it is a certain nature, has a proper operation distinct
from the Divine, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. To operate belongs to a subsisting
hypostasis; in accordance, however, with the form and nature
from which the operation receives its species. Hence from the
diversity of forms or natures spring the divers species of oper-
ations, but from the unity of hypostasis springs the numerical
unity as regards the operation of the species: thus fire has two
operations specifically different, namely, to illuminate and to
heat, from the difference of light and heat, and yet the illumi-
nation of the fire that illuminates at one and the same time is
numerically one. So, likewise, in Christ there are necessarily
two specifically different operations by reason of His two na-
tures; nevertheless, each of the operations at one and the same
time is numerically one, as one walking and one healing.

Reply to Objection 4. Being and operation belong to the
person by reason of the nature; yet in a different manner. For
being belongs to the very constitution of the person, and in
this respect it has the nature of a term; consequently, unity of
person requires unity of the complete and personal being. But
operation is an effect of the person by reason of a form or na-
ture. Hence plurality of operations is not incompatible with
personal unity.

Reply to Objection 5. e proper work of the Divine op-
eration is different from the proper work of the human opera-
tion. us to heal a leper is a proper work of the Divine oper-
ation, but to touch him is the proper work of the human op-
eration. Now both these operations concur in one work, inas-
much as one nature acts in union with the other.
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IIIa q. 19 a. 2Whether in Christ there are several human operations?

Objection 1. It would seem that in Christ there are sev-
eral human operations. For Christ as man communicates with
plants by His nutritive soul, with the brutes by His sensitive
soul, and with the angels byHis intellective soul, even as other
men do. Now the operations of a plant as plant and of an ani-
mal as animal are different.ereforeChrist asmanhas several
operations.

Objection 2. Further, powers and habits are distinguished
by their acts.Now inChrist’s soul therewere divers powers and
habits; therefore also divers operations.

Objection 3. Further, instruments ought to be propor-
tioned to their operations. Now the human body has divers
members of different form, and consequently fitted to divers
operations. erefore in Christ there are divers operations in
the human nature.

On the contrary, As Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
15), “operation is consequent upon the nature.” But in Christ
there is only one human nature. erefore in Christ there is
only one human operation.

I answer that, Since it is by his reason that man is what
he is; that operation is called human simply, which proceeds
from the reason through the will, which is the rational ap-
petite. Now if there is any operation in man which does not
proceed from the reason and the will, it is not simply a hu-
man operation, but belongs to man by reason of some part of
human nature—sometimes by reason of the nature of elemen-
tary bodies, as to be borne downwards—sometimes by reason
of the force of the vegetative soul, as to be nourished, and to
grow—sometimes by reason of the sensitive part, as to see and
hear, to imagine and remember, to desire and to be angry.Now
between these operations there is a difference. For the opera-
tions of the sensitive soul are to some extent obedient to rea-
son, and consequently they are somewhat rational and human
inasmuch as they obey reason, as is clear from the Philosopher
(Ethic. i, 13). But the operations that spring from the vegeta-
tive soul, or from the nature of elemental bodies, are not sub-
ject to reason; consequently they are nowise rational; nor sim-
ply human, but only as regards a part of human nature. Now
it was said (a. 1) that when a subordinate agent acts by its own
form, the operations of the inferior and of the superior agent

are distinct; but when the inferior agent acts only as moved by
the superior agent, then the operation of the superior and the
inferior agent is one.

And hence in every mere man the operations of the ele-
mental body and of the vegetative soul are distinct from the
will’s operation, which is properly human; so likewise the op-
erations of the sensitive soul inasmuch as it is not moved by
reason; but inasmuch as it is moved by reason, the operations
of the sensitive and the rational part are the same.Now there is
but one operation of the rational part if we consider the prin-
ciple of the operation, which is the reason and the will; but the
operations are many if we consider their relationship to vari-
ous objects. And there were somewho called this a diversity of
things operated rather than of operations, judging the unity of
the operation solely from the operative principle. And it is in
this respect that we are now considering the unity and plural-
ity of operations in Christ.

Hence in everymereman there is but one operation,which
is properly called human; but besides this there are in a mere
man certain other operations, which are not strictly human,
as was said above. But in the Man Jesus Christ there was no
motion of the sensitive part which was not ordered by reason.
Even the natural and bodily operations pertained in some re-
spects to His will, inasmuch as it was His will “that His flesh
should do and suffer what belonged to it,” as stated above
(q. 18, a. 5). Much more, therefore, is there one operation in
Christ, than in any other man whatsoever.

Reply to Objection 1. e operations of the sensitive and
nutritive parts are not strictly human, as stated above; yet in
Christ these operations were more human than in others.

Reply toObjection 2.Powers and habits are diversified by
comparison with their objects. Hence in this way the diversity
of operations corresponds to the divers powers and habits, as
likewise to the divers objects. Now we do not wish to exclude
this diversity of operations from Christ’s humanity, nor that
which springs from a diversity of time, but only that which re-
gards the first active principle, as was said above.

(St. omas gives no reply to obj. 3; some codices add:
Hence may be gathered the reply to the third objection.)

IIIa q. 19 a. 3Whether the human action of Christ could be meritorious to Him?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human action of
Christ could not be meritorious to Him. For before His death
Christ was a comprehensor even as He is now. But compre-
hensors do not merit: because the charity of the comprehen-
sor belongs to the reward of beatitude, since fruition depends
upon it. Hence it does not seem to be the principle of merit,
since merit and reward are not the same. erefore Christ be-
foreHis passion did notmerit, even asHe does notmerit now.

Objection 2. Further, no one merits what is due to him.
But because Christ is the Son of God by nature, the eternal in-
heritance is due toHim,whichothermenmerit by theirworks.
And hence Christ Who, from the beginning, was the Word of
God, could not merit anything for Himself.

Objection 3. Further, whoever has the principle does not
properly merit what flows from its possession. But Christ has
the glory of the soul, whence, in the natural course, flowed
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the glory of the body, as Augustine says (Ep. ad Dios cxviii);
though by a dispensation it was brought about that in Christ
the glory of the soul should not overflow to the body. Hence
Christ did not merit the glory of the body.

Objection 4. Further, the manifestation of Christ’s excel-
lence is a good, not of Christ Himself, but of those who know
Him. Hence it is promised as a reward to such as love Christ
that He will be manifested to them, according to Jn. 14:21:
“He that lovethMe, shall be loved ofMy Father, and I will love
himandwillmanifestMyself to him.”ereforeChrist didnot
merit the manifestation of His greatness.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Phil. 2:8,9): “Becom-
ing obedient unto death…For which cause God also hath ex-
alted Him.” erefore by obeying He merited His exaltation
and thus He merited something for Himself.

I answer that, To have any good thing of oneself is more
excellent than to have it from another, for “what is of itself a
cause is always more excellent than what is a cause through an-
other,” as is said Phys. viii, 5. Now a thing is said to have, of
itself, that of which it is to some extent the cause. But of what-
ever goodwe possess the first cause by authority is God; and in
this way no creature has any good of itself, according to 1 Cor.
4:7: “What hast thou that thou hast not received?” Neverthe-
less, in a secondary manner anyone may be a cause, to himself,
of having certain good things, inasmuch as he cooperates with
God in the matter, and thus whoever has anything by his own
merit has it, in a manner, of himself. Hence it is better to have
a thing by merit than without merit.

Now since all perfection and greatness must be attributed
to Christ, consequently He must have by merit what others
have by merit; unless it be of such a nature that its want would
detract from Christ’s dignity and perfection more than would
accrue to Him by merit. Hence He merited neither grace nor
knowledge nor the beatitude of His soul, nor the Godhead,
because, since merit regards only what is not yet possessed, it
would benecessary thatChrist shouldhave beenwithout these
at some time; and to be without them would have diminished
Christ’s dignity more than His merit would have increased it.

But the glory of the body, and the like, are less than the dignity
of meriting, which pertains to the virtue of charity. Hence we
must say that Christ had, by merit, the glory of His body and
whatever pertained to His outward excellence, as His Ascen-
sion, veneration, and the rest. And thus it is clear thatHe could
merit for Himself.

Reply toObjection 1. Fruition, which is an act of charity,
pertains to the glory of the soul, which Christ did not merit.
Hence if He merited by charity, it does not follow that the
merit and the reward are the same. Nor did He merit by char-
ity inasmuch as it was the charity of a comprehensor, but inas-
much as it was that of a wayfarer. For He was at once a way-
farer and a comprehensor, as was said above (q. 15, a. 10). And
therefore, since He is no longer a wayfarer, He is not in the
state of meriting.

Reply to Objection 2. Because by nature Christ is God
and the Son of God, the Divine glory and the lordship of all
things are due to Him, as to the first and supreme Lord. Nev-
ertheless a glory is due to Him as a beatified man; and this He
has partly withoutmerit, and partly withmerit, as is clear from
what has been said.

Reply to Objection 3. It is by Divine appointment that
there is an overflow of glory from the soul to the body, in keep-
ing with human merit; so that as man merits by the act of the
soul which he performs in the body, so he may be rewarded
by the glory of the soul overflowing to the body. And hence
not only the glory of the soul, but also the glory of the body
falls under merit, according to Rom. 8:11: “He…shall quicken
also our [Vulg.: ‘your’] mortal bodies, because of His Spirit
that dwelleth in us [Vulg.: ‘you’].” And thus it could fall un-
der Christ’s merit.

Reply to Objection 4. e manifestation of Christ’s ex-
cellence is His good as regards the being which it has in the
knowledge of others; although in regard to the being which
they have in themselves it chiefly belongs to the good of those
who know Him. Yet even this is referred to Christ inasmuch
as they are His members.

IIIa q. 19 a. 4Whether Christ could merit for others?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ could not merit
for others. For it is written (Ezech. 18:4): “e soul that sin-
neth, the same shall die.” Hence, for a like reason, the soul that
meriteth, the same shall be recompensed. erefore it is not
possible that Christ merited for others.

Objection 2. Further, of the fulness of Christ’s grace we all
receive, as is written Jn. 1:16. Now other men having Christ’s
grace cannot merit for others. For it is written (Ezech. 14:20)
that if “Noe and Daniel and Job be in the city [Vulg.: ‘the
midst thereof ’]…they shall deliver neither son nor daughter;
but they shall only deliver their own souls by their justice.”
Hence Christ could not merit anything for us.

Objection 3. Further, the “reward” that we merit is due
“according to justice [Vulg.: ‘debt’] and not according to
grace,” as is clear from Rom. 4:4. erefore if Christ merited
our salvation it follows that our salvation is not by God’s grace
but by justice, and that He acts unjustly with those whom He
does not save, since Christ’s merit extends to all.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 5:18): “As by the of-
fense of one, unto all men to condemnation; so also by the jus-
tice of one, unto all men to justification of life.” But Adam’s
demerits reached to the condemnation of others. Much more,
therefore, does the merit of Christ reach others.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 8, Aa. 1,5), grace was in
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Christ not merely as in an individual, but also as in the Head
of the whole Church, to Whom all are united, as members to
a head, who constitute one mystical person. And hence it is
that Christ’s merit extends to others inasmuch as they are His
members; even as in a man the action of the head reaches in
a manner to all his members, since it perceives not merely for
itself alone, but for all the members.

Reply toObjection 1.esin of an individual harms him-
self alone; but the sin of Adam, who was appointed by God to
be the principle of the whole nature, is transmitted to others
by carnal propagation. So, too, the merit of Christ, Who has
been appointed by God to be the head of all men in regard to

grace, extends to all His members.
Reply to Objection 2. Others receive of Christ’s fulness

not indeed the fount of grace, but some particular grace. And
hence it need not be that men merit for others, as Christ did.

Reply to Objection 3. As the sin of Adam reaches others
only by carnal generation, so, too, the merit of Christ reaches
others only by spiritual regeneration, which takes place in bap-
tism; wherein we are incorporated with Christ, according to
Gal. 3:27, “As many of you as have been baptized in Christ,
have put on Christ”; and it is by grace that it is granted to man
to be incorporated with Christ. And thus man’s salvation is
from grace.
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T P, Q 20
Of Christ’s Subjection to the Father

(In Two Articles)

Wemust now consider such things as belong to Christ in relation to the Father. Some of these things are predicated ofHim
because of His relation to the Father, e.g. that He was subject to Him, that He prayed to Him, that He ministered, to Him by
priesthood. And some are predicated, or may be predicated, of Him because of the Father’s relation to Him, e.g. that the Father
adopted Him and that He predestined Him.

Hence we must consider (1) Christ’s subjection to the Father; (2) His prayer; (3) His priesthood; (4) Adoption—whether
it is becoming to Him; (5) His predestination.

Under the first head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ is subject to the Father?
(2) Whether He is subject to Himself ?

IIIa q. 20 a. 1Whether we may say that Christ is subject to the Father?

Objection 1. It would seem that we may not say that
Christ was subject to the Father. For everything subject to the
Father is a creature, since, as is said in De Eccles. Dogm. iv,
“in the Trinity there is no dependence or subjection.” But we
cannot say simply that Christ is a creature, as was stated above
(q. 16, a. 8).erefore we cannot say simply that Christ is sub-
ject to God the Father.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is said to be subject to God
when it is subservient to His dominion. But we cannot at-
tribute subservience to the human nature ofChrist; forDama-
scene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 21): “We must bear in mind that
we may not call it” (i.e. Christ’s human nature) “a servant; for
thewords ‘subservience’ and ‘domination’ are not names of the
nature, but of relations, as thewords ‘paternity’ and ‘filiation.’ ”
Hence Christ in His human nature is not subject to God the
Father.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Cor. 15:28): “And
when all things shall be subdued unto Him, then the Son also
Himself shall be subject unto Him that put all things under
Him.”But, as iswritten (Heb. 2:8): “We seenot as yet all things
subject to Him.” Hence He is not yet subject to the Father,
Who has subjected all things to Him.

On the contrary, Our Lord says ( Jn. 14:28), “e Father
is greater than I”; and Augustine says (De Trin. i, 7): “It is not
without reason that the Scripture mentions both, that the Son
is equal to the Father and the Father greater than the Son, for
the first is said on account of the form of God, and the second
on account of the form of a servant, without any confusion.”
Now the less is subject to the greater. erefore in the form of
a servant Christ is subject to the Father.

I answer that, Whoever has a nature is competent to have
what is proper to that nature. Now human nature from its be-
ginning has a threefold subjection toGod.efirst regards the
degree of goodness, inasmuch as the Divine Nature is the very
essence of goodness as is clear from Dionysius (Div. Nom. i)
while a created nature has a participation of the Divine good-

ness, being subject, so to say, to the rays of this goodness. Sec-
ondly, humannature is subject toGod, as regardsGod’s power,
inasmuch as human nature, even as every creature, is subject to
the operation of the Divine ordinance. irdly, human nature
is especially subject to God through its proper act, inasmuch
as by its ownwill it obeysHis command.is triple subjection
to God Christ professes of Himself. e first (Mat. 19:17):
“Why askest thou Me concerning good? One is good, God.”
And on this Jerome remarks: “He who had called Him a good
master, and had not confessed Him to be God or the Son of
God, learns that no man, however holy, is good in compari-
son with God.” And hereby He gave us to understand that He
Himself, in His human nature, did not attain to the height of
Divine goodness. And because “in such things as are great, but
not in bulk, to be great is the same as to be good,” as Augus-
tine says (De Trin. vi, 8), for this reason the Father is said to be
greater than Christ in His human nature. e second subjec-
tion is attributed to Christ, inasmuch as all that befell Christ
is believed to have happened by Divine appointment; hence
Dionysius says (Coel.Hier. iv) thatChrist “is subject to the or-
dinance of God the Father.” And this is the subjection of sub-
servience,whereby “every creature servesGod” ( Judith 16:17),
being subject toHis ordinance, according toWis. 16:24: “e
creature serving ee the Creator.” And in this way the Son of
God (Phil. 2:7) is said tohave taken “the formof a servant.”e
third subjectionHe attributes toHimself, saying ( Jn. 8:29): “I
do always the things that please Him.” And this is the subjec-
tion to the Father, of obedience unto death. Hence it is writ-
ten (Phil. 2:8) that he became “obedient” to the Father “unto
death.”

Reply to Objection 1. As we are not to understand that
Christ is a creature simply, but only in His human nature,
whether this qualification be added or not, as stated above
(q. 16, a. 8), so also we are to understand that Christ is sub-
ject to the Father not simply but in His human nature, even if
this qualification be not added; and yet it is better to add this
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qualification in order to avoid the error of Arius, who held the
Son to be less than the Father.

Reply to Objection 2. e relation of subservience and
dominion is based upon action and passion, inasmuch as it be-
longs to a servant to be moved by the will of his master. Now
to act is not attributed to the nature as agent, but to the per-
son, since “acts belong to supposita and to singulars,” accord-
ing to the Philosopher (Metaph. i, 1). Nevertheless action is
attributed to the nature as to that whereby the person or hy-
postasis acts. Hence, although the nature is not properly said
to rule or serve, yet every hypostasis or person may be prop-
erly said to be ruling or serving in this or that nature. And in
this way nothing prevents Christ being subject or servant to

the Father in human nature.
Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Trin. i, 8):

“Christ will give the kingdom toGod and the Father, whenHe
has brought the faithful, over whom He now reigns by faith,
to the vision,” i.e. to see the essence common to the Father and
the Son: and then He will be totally subject to the Father not
only inHimself, but also inHis members by the full participa-
tion of the Godhead. And then all things will be fully subject
to Him by the final accomplishment of His will concerning
them; although even now all things are subject to Him as re-
gards His power, according to Mat. 28:18: “All power is given
to Me in heaven and in earth.”

IIIa q. 20 a. 2Whether Christ is subject to Himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ is not subject to
Himself. For Cyril says in a synodal letter which the Council
of Ephesus (Part I, ch. xxvi) received: “Christ is neither servant
normaster ofHimself. It is foolish, or rather impious, to think
or say this.” And Damascene says the same (De Fide Orth. iii,
21): “e one Being, Christ, cannot be the servant or master
of Himself.” Now Christ is said to be the servant of the Father
inasmuch asHe is subject toHim.Hence Christ is not subject
to Himself.

Objection 2. Further, servant has reference to master.
Now nothing has a relation to itself, hence Hilary says (De
Trin. vii) that nothing is like or equal to itself. Hence Christ
cannot be said to be the servant of Himself, and consequently
to be subject to Himself.

Objection 3. Further, “as the rational soul and flesh are
one man; so God and man are one Christ,” as Athanasius says
(Symb. Fid.). Now man is not said to be subject to himself or
servant to himself or greater than himself because his body is
subject to his soul. erefore, Christ is not said to be subject
to Himself because His Manhood is subject to His Godhead.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. i, 7): “Truth
shows in this way” (i.e. whereby the Father is greater than
Christ in human nature) “that the Son is less than Himself.”

Further, as he argues (De Trin. i, 7), the form of a servant
was so taken by the Son of God that the form of God was not
lost. But because of the form of God, which is common to the
Father and the Son, the Father is greater than the Son in hu-
man nature. erefore the Son is greater than Himself in hu-
man nature.

Further, Christ in His human nature is the servant of God
the Father, according to Jn. 20:17: “I ascend to My Father and
to your Father toMyGod and your God.” Nowwhoever is the
servant of the Father is the servant of the Son; otherwise not
everything that belongs to the Fatherwould belong to the Son.
erefore Christ is His own servant and is subject to Himself.

I answer that, As was said above (a. 1, ad 2), to be master
or servant is attributed to a person or hypostasis according to

a nature. Hence when it is said that Christ is the master or ser-
vant of Himself, or that the Word of God is the Master of the
ManChrist, this may be understood in two ways. First, so that
this is understood to be said by reason of another hypostasis
or person, as if there was the person of the Word of God rul-
ing and the person of theman serving; and this is the heresy of
Nestorius. Hence in the condemnation of Nestorius it is said
in the Council of Ephesus (Part III, ch. i, anath. 6): “If anyone
say that the Word begotten of God the Father is the God or
Lord of Christ, and does not rather confess the same to be at
once God and man as the Word made flesh, according to the
Scriptures, let him be anathema.” And in this sense it is denied
by Cyril and Damascene (obj. 1); and in the same sense must
it be denied that Christ is less thanHimself or subject toHim-
self. Secondly, it may be understood of the diversity of natures
in the one person or hypostasis. And thus we may say that in
one of them, in which He agrees with the Father, He presides
and rules together with the Father; and in the other nature, in
which He agrees with us, He is subject and serves, and in this
sense Augustine says that “the Son is less than Himself.”

Yet it must be borne inmind that since this name “Christ”
is the name of a Person, even as the name “Son,” those things
can be predicated essentially and absolutely of Christ which
belong to Him by reason of the Person, Which is eternal; and
especially those relations which seemmore properly to pertain
to the Person or the hypostasis. But whatever pertains to Him
in His human nature is rather to be attributed to Him with
a qualification; so that we say that Christ is simply greatest,
Lord, Ruler, whereas to be subject or servant or less is to be at-
tributed to Him with the qualification, in His human nature.

Reply to Objection 1. Cyril and Damascene deny that
Christ is the head of Himself inasmuch as this implies a plu-
rality of supposita, which is required in order that anyonemay
be the master of another.

Reply toObjection 2. Simply speaking it is necessary that
the master and the servant should be distinct; yet a certain
notion of mastership and subservience may be preserved inas-

2052



much as the sameone ismaster ofHimself in different respects.
Reply to Objection 3. On account of the divers parts

of man, one of which is superior and the other inferior, the
Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 11) that there is justice between
a man and himself inasmuch as the irascible and concupisci-
ble powers obey reason. Hence this way a man may be said to

be subject and subservient to Himself as regards His different
parts.

To the other arguments, the reply is clear from what has
been said. For Augustine asserts that the Son is less than, or
subject to, Himself in His human nature, and not by a diver-
sity of supposita.
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T P, Q 21
Of Christ’s Prayer
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider Christ’s prayer; and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is becoming that Christ should pray?
(2) Whether it pertains to Him in respect of His sensuality?
(3) Whether it is becoming to Him to pray for Himself or only for others?
(4) Whether every prayer of His was heard?

IIIa q. 21 a. 1Whether it is becoming of Christ to pray?

Objection 1. It would seem unbecoming that Christ
should pray. For, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 24),
“prayer is the asking for becoming things fromGod.” But since
Christ could do all things, it does not seem becoming to Him
to ask anything fromanyone.erefore it does not seemfitting
that Christ should pray.

Objection 2. Further, we need not ask in prayer for what
we know for certain will happen; thus, we do not pray that the
sunmay rise tomorrow.Nor is it fitting that anyone should ask
in prayer for what he knows will not happen. But Christ in all
things knew what would happen. erefore it was not fitting
that He should ask anything in prayer.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii,
24) that “prayer is the raising up of the mind to God.” Now
Christ’s mind needed no upliing toGod, sinceHis mind was
always united to God, not only by the union of the hypostasis,
but by the fruition of beatitude. erefore it was not fitting
that Christ should pray.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 6:12): “And it came to
pass in those days, that He went out into a mountain, and He
passed the whole night in the prayer of God.”

I answer that, As was said in the IIa IIae, q. 83, Aa. 1,2,
prayer is the unfolding of our will to God, that He may ful-
fill it. If, therefore, there had been but one will in Christ, viz.
the Divine, it would nowise belong to Him to pray, since the
Divine will of itself is effective of whatever He wishes by it, ac-
cording to Ps. 134:6: “Whatsoever the Lord pleased, He hath
done.” But because theDivine and the humanwills are distinct
inChrist, and the humanwill of itself is not efficacious enough
to dowhat it wishes, except byDivine power, hence to pray be-
longs to Christ as man and as having a human will.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ as God and not as man was
able to carry out all He wished, since as man He was not om-
nipotent, as stated above (q. 13, a. 1 ). Nevertheless being both

God and man, He wished to offer prayers to the Father, not
as thoughHewere incompetent, but for our instruction. First,
that He might show Himself to be from the Father; hence He
says ( Jn. 11:42): “Because of the peoplewho stand about I have
said it” (i.e. thewords of the prayer) “that theymay believe that
ou hast sent Me.” Hence Hilary says (De Trin. x): “He did
not need prayer. It was for us He prayed, lest the Son should
be unknown.” Secondly, to give us an example of prayer; hence
Ambrose says (on Lk. 6:12): “Be not deceived, nor think that
the Son of God prays as a weakling, in order to beseech what
He cannot effect. For the Author of power, the Master of obe-
dience persuades us to the precepts of virtue by His example.”
Hence Augustine says (Tract. civ in Joan.): “Our Lord in the
form of a servant could have prayed in silence, if need be, but
He wished to show Himself a suppliant of the Father, in such
sort as to bear in mind that He was our Teacher.”

Reply to Objection 2. Amongst the other things which
Heknewwouldhappen,Heknew that somewouldbe brought
about by His prayer; and for these He not unbecomingly be-
sought God.

Reply to Objection 3. To rise is nothing more than to
move towards what is above. Now movement is taken in two
ways, as is saidDeAnima iii, 7; first, strictly, according as it im-
plies the passing from potentiality to act, inasmuch as it is the
act of something imperfect, and thus to rise pertains to what is
potentially and not actually above. Now in this sense, as Dam-
ascene says (De FideOrth. iii, 24), “the humanmind of Christ
did not need to rise to God, since it was ever united to God
both by personal being and by the blessed vision.” Secondly,
movement signifies the act of something perfect, i.e. some-
thing existing in act, as to understand and to feel are called
movements; and in this sense the mind of Christ was always
raised up to God, since He was always contemplating Him as
existing above Himself.
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IIIa q. 21 a. 2Whether it pertains to Christ to pray according to His sensuality?

Objection 1. It would seem that it pertains to Christ to
pray according to His sensuality. For it is written (Ps. 83:3)
in the person of Christ: “My heart and My flesh have rejoiced
in the Living God.” Now sensuality is called the appetite of
the flesh. Hence Christ’s sensuality could ascend to the Living
God by rejoicing; and with equal reason by praying.

Objection2.Further, prayerwould seem to pertain to that
which desires what is besought. Now Christ besought some-
thing that His sensuality desired when He said (Mat. 26:39):
“Let this chalice pass from Me.” erefore Christ’s sensuality
prayed.

Objection 3. Further, it is a greater thing to be united to
God in person than tomount toHim in prayer. But the sensu-
ality was assumed by God to the unity of Person, even as every
other part of human nature. Much more, therefore, could it
mount to God by prayer.

On the contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:7) that the Son of
God in the nature that He assumed was “made in the likeness
of men.” But the rest of men do not pray with their sensuality.
erefore, neither did Christ pray according toHis sensuality.

I answer that, To pray according to sensuality may be un-
derstood in two ways. First as if prayer itself were an act of the
sensuality; and in this sense Christ did not pray with His sen-
suality, since His sensuality was of the same nature and species
inChrist as in us. Now in us the sensuality cannot pray for two
reasons; first because the movement of the sensuality cannot
transcend sensible things, and, consequently, it cannot mount
to God, which is required for prayer; secondly, because prayer
implies a certain ordering inasmuch as we desire something to
be fulfilled byGod; and this is thework of reason alone.Hence
prayer is an act of the reason, as was said in the IIa IIae, q. 83,

a. 1.
Secondly, we may be said to pray according to the sensu-

ality when our prayer lays before God what is in our appetite
of sensuality; and in this sense Christ prayed with His sensu-
ality inasmuch as His prayer expressed the desire of His sen-
suality, as if it were the advocate of the sensuality—and this,
that He might teach us three things. First, to show that He
had taken a true human nature, with all its natural affections:
secondly, to show that a man may wish with his natural desire
whatGoddoes notwish: thirdly, to show thatman should sub-
ject his own will to the Divine will. Hence Augustine says in
the Enchiridion (Serm. 1 in Ps. 32): “Christ acting as a man,
shows the proper will of a man when He says ‘Let this chalice
pass from Me’; for this was the human will desiring something
proper to itself and, so to say, private. But because He wishes
man to be righteous and to be directed toGod,He adds: ‘Nev-
ertheless not as I will but as ou wilt,’ as if to say, ‘See thyself
in Me, for thou canst desire something proper to thee, even
though God wishes something else.’ ”

Reply toObjection1.eflesh rejoices in theLivingGod,
not by the act of the flesh mounting to God, but by the out-
pouring of the heart into the flesh, inasmuch as the sensitive
appetite follows the movement of the rational appetite.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the sensuality wished
what the reason besought, it did not belong to the sensuality
to seek this by praying, but to the reason, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.eunion in person is according to
the personal being, which pertains to every part of the human
nature; but the upliing of prayer is by an act which pertains
only to the reason, as stated above. Hence there is no parity.

IIIa q. 21 a. 3Whether it was fitting that Christ should pray for Himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting that
Christ should pray for Himself. For Hilary says (De Trin. x):
“Although His word of beseeching did not benefit Himself,
yet He spoke for the profit of our faith.” Hence it seems that
Christ prayed not for Himself but for us.

Objection 2. Further, no one prays save for what He
wishes, because, as was said (a. 1), prayer is an unfolding of our
will to God that He may fulfil it. Now Christ wished to suf-
fer what He suffered. For Augustine says (Contra Faust. xxvi):
“Aman, though unwilling, is oen angry; though unwilling, is
sad; though unwilling, sleeps; though unwilling, hungers and
thirsts. But He” (i.e. Christ) “did all these things, because He
wished.” erefore it was not fitting that He should pray for
Himself.

Objection3.Further,Cyprian says (DeOrat.Dom.): “e
Doctor of Peace and Master of Unity did not wish prayers
to be offered individually and privately, lest when we prayed

we should pray for ourselves alone.” Now Christ did what He
taught, according toActs 1:1: “Jesus began to do and to teach.”
erefore Christ never prayed for Himself alone.

Onthe contrary, our LordHimself saidwhile praying ( Jn.
17:1): “Glorify y Son.”

I answer that,Christ prayed forHimself in twoways. First,
by expressing the desire ofHis sensuality, as stated above (a. 2);
or also of His simple will, considered as a nature; as when He
prayed that the chalice of His Passion might pass from Him
(Mat. 26:39). Secondly, by expressing the desire of His delib-
erate will, which is considered as reason; as when He prayed
for the glory of His Resurrection (Jn. 17:1). And this is rea-
sonable. For as we have said above (a. 1, ad 1) Christ wished
to pray to His Father in order to give us an example of pray-
ing; and also to show thatHis Father is the author both ofHis
eternal procession in the Divine Nature, and of all the good
that He possesses in the human nature. Now just as in His hu-
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man nature He had already received certain gis from His Fa-
ther. so there were other gis which He had not yet received,
but which He expected to receive. And therefore, as He gave
thanks to theFather for gis already received inHis humanna-
ture, by acknowledging Him as the author thereof, as we read
(Mat. 26:27; Jn. 11:41): so also, in recognition of His Father,
He besought Him in prayer for those gis still due to Him in
His human nature, such as the glory of His body, and the like.
And in this He gave us an example, that we should give thanks
for benefits received, and ask in prayer for those we have not
as yet.

Reply to Objection 1. Hilary is speaking of vocal prayer,
whichwas not necessary toHim forHis own sake, but only for
ours. Whence he says pointedly that “His word of beseeching
did not benefit Himself.” For if “the Lord hears the desire of
the poor,” as is said in the Ps. 9:38, much more the mere will
of Christ has the force of a prayer with the Father: wherefore

He said ( Jn. 11:42): “I know thatou hearestMe always, but
because of the people who stand about have I said it, that they
may believe that ou hast sent Me.”

Reply toObjection2.Christwished indeed to sufferwhat
He suffered, at that particular time: neverthelessHewished to
obtain, aer His passion, the glory of His body, which as yet
He had not. is glory He expected to receive from His Fa-
ther as the author thereof, and therefore it was fitting that He
should pray to Him for it.

Reply toObjection 3.is very glory whichChrist, while
praying, besought for Himself, pertained to the salvation of
others according to Rom. 4:25: “He rose again for our justi-
fication.” Consequently the prayer whichHe offered forHim-
self was also in amanner offered for others. So also anyone that
asks a boon of God that he may use it for the good of others,
prays not only for himself, but also for others.

IIIa q. 21 a. 4Whether Christ’s prayer was always heard?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s prayer was not
always heard. For He besought that the chalice of His passion
might be taken from Him, as we read (Mat. 26:39): and yet
it was not taken from Him. erefore it seems that not every
prayer of His was heard.

Objection 2. Further, He prayed that the sin of those who
crucified Him might be forgiven, as is related (Lk. 23:34). Yet
not all were pardoned this sin, since the Jews were punished
on account thereof.erefore it seems that not every prayer of
His was heard.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord prayed for them “who
would believe in Him through the word” of the apostles, that
they “might all be one in Him,” and that they might attain to
being with Him (Jn. 17:20,21,24). But not all attain to this.
erefore not every prayer of His was heard.

Objection 4. Further, it is said (Ps. 21:3) in the person of
Christ: “I shall cry by day, and ou wilt not hear.” Not every
prayer of His, therefore, was heard.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 5:7): “With a
strong cry and tears offering up prayers…He was heard for His
reverence.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), prayer is a certain
manifestation of the human will. Wherefore, then is the re-
quest of one who prays granted, when his will is fulfilled. Now
absolutely speaking the will of man is the will of reason; for
we will absolutely that which we will in accordance with rea-
son’s deliberation. Whereas what we will in accordance with
themovement of sensuality, or even of the simplewill, which is
considered as nature is willed not absolutely but conditionally
[secundumquid]—that is, provided no obstacle be discovered
by reason’s deliberation. Wherefore such a will should rather
be called a “velleity” than an absolute will; because one would
will [vellet] if there were no obstacle.

But according to the will of reason, Christ willed nothing
but what He knew God to will. Wherefore every absolute will
of Christ, even human, was fulfilled, because it was in confor-
mity with God; and consequently His every prayer was ful-
filled. For in this respect also is it that other men’s prayers are
fulfilled, in that their will is in conformity with God, accord-
ing toRom. 8:27: “AndHe that searcheth the hearts knoweth,”
that is, approves of, “what the Spirit desireth,” that is, what the
Spirit makes the saints to desire: “because He asketh for the
saints according to God,” that is, in conformity with the Di-
vine will.

Reply to Objection 1. is prayer for the passing of the
chalice is variously explained by the Saints. For Hilary (Super
Matth. 31) says: “WhenHe asks that this may pass fromHim,
He does not pray that it may pass by Him, but that others may
share in that which passes on from Him to them; So that the
sense is: As I am partaking of the chalice of the passion, somay
others drink of it, with unfailing hope, with unflinching an-
guish, without fear of death.”

Or according to Jerome (on Mat. 26:39): “He says point-
edly, ‘is chalice,’ that is of the Jewish people, who cannot al-
lege ignorance as an excuse for putting Me to death, since they
have the Law and the Prophets, who foretold concerning Me.”

Or, according to Dionysius of Alexandria (De Martyr. ad
Origen 7): “When He says ‘Remove this chalice from Me,’ He
does not mean, ‘Let it not come to Me’; for if it come not, it
cannot be removed. But, as that which passes is neither un-
touched nor yet permanent, so the Saviour beseeches, that a
slightly pressing trial may be repulsed.”

Lastly, Ambrose, Origen and Chrysostom say that He
prayed thus “as man,” being reluctant to die according to His
natural will.

us, therefore, whether we understand, according to Hi-
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lary, that He thus prayed that other martyrs might be imita-
tors of His Passion, or thatHe prayed that the fear of drinking
His chalice might not trouble Him, or that death might not
withhold Him, His prayer was entirely fulfilled. But if we un-
derstand that He prayed that He might not drink the chalice
of His passion and death; or that He might not drink it at the
hands of the Jews; what He besought was not indeed fulfilled,
because His reason which formed the petition did not desire
its fulfilment, but for our instruction, it was His will to make
known to us His natural will, and the movement of His sensu-

ality, which was His as man.
Reply toObjection 2.Our Lord did not pray for all those

who crucified Him, as neither did He for all those who would
believe in Him; but for those only who were predestinated to
obtain eternal life through Him.

Wherefore the reply to the third objection is alsomanifest.
Reply to Objection 4. When He says: “I shall cry and

ou wilt not hear,” we must take this as referring to the de-
sire of sensuality, which shunned death. But He is heard as to
the desire of His reason, as stated above.
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T P, Q 22
Of the Priesthood of Christ

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the Priesthood of Christ; and under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is fitting that Christ should be a priest?
(2) Of the victim offered by this priest;
(3) Of the effect of this priesthood;
(4) Whether the effect of His priesthood pertains to Himself, or only to others?
(5) Of the eternal duration of His priesthood;
(6) Whether He should be called “a priest according to the order of Melchisedech”?

IIIa q. 22 a. 1Whether it is fitting that Christ should be a priest?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting that Christ should
be a priest. For a priest is less than an angel; whence it is writ-
ten (Zech. 3:1): “eLord showedme thehigh-priest standing
before the angel of the Lord.” ButChrist is greater than the an-
gels, according to Heb. 1:4: “Being made so much better than
the angels, as He hath inherited a more excellent name than
they.” erefore it is unfitting that Christ should be a priest.

Objection 2. Further, things which were in the Old Tes-
tament were figures of Christ, according toCol. 2:17: “Which
are a shadow of things to come, but the body is Christ’s.” But
Christ was not descended from the priests of the Old Law,
for the Apostle says (Heb. 7:14): “It is evident that our Lord
sprang out of Judah, in which tribe Moses spoke nothing con-
cerning priests.” erefore it is not fitting that Christ should
be a priest.

Objection 3. Further, in the Old Law, which is a figure of
Christ, the lawgivers and the priests were distinct: wherefore
theLord said toMoses the lawgiver (Ex. 28:1): “Takeunto thee
Aaron, thy brother…that he [Vulg.: ‘they’] mayminister toMe
in the priest’s office.” But Christ is the giver of the New Law,
according to Jer. 31:33: “I will give My law in their bowels.”
erefore it is unfitting that Christ should be a priest.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 4:14): “We have
[Vulg.: ‘Having’] therefore a great high-priest that hath passed
into the heavens, Jesus, the Son of God.”

I answer that, e office proper to a priest is to be a me-
diator between God and the people: to wit, inasmuch as He
bestows Divine things on the people, wherefore “sacerdos”
[priest] means a giver of sacred things [sacra dans], according
to Malachi 2:7: “ey shall seek the law at his,” i.e. the priest’s,
“mouth”; and again, forasmuch as he offers up the people’s
prayers to God, and, in a manner, makes satisfaction to God
for their sins; wherefore the Apostle says (Heb. 5:1): “Every
high-priest taken from among men is ordained for men in the
things that appertain to God, that he may offer up gis and
sacrifices for sins.” Now this is most befitting to Christ. For
through Him are gis bestowed on men, according to 2 Pet.

1:4: “ByWhom” (i.e. Christ) “He hath given usmost great and
precious promises, that by these you may be made partakers of
the Divine Nature.” Moreover, He reconciled the human race
to God, according to Col. 1:19,20: “In Him” (i.e. Christ) “it
hathwell pleased (the Father) that all fulness should dwell, and
through Him to reconcile all things unto Himself.” erefore
it is most fitting that Christ should be a priest.

Reply to Objection 1. Hierarchical power appertains to
the angels, inasmuch as they also are between God and man,
as Dionysius explains (Coel. Hier. ix), so that the priest him-
self, as being between God and man, is called an angel, ac-
cording to Malachi 2:7: “He is the angel of the Lord of hosts.”
Now Christ was greater than the angels, not only in His God-
head, but also in His humanity, as having the fulness of grace
and glory. Wherefore also He had the hierarchical or priestly
power in a higher degree than the angels, so that even the an-
gels were ministers of His priesthood, according to Mat. 4:11:
“Angels came andministered untoHim.” But, in regard toHis
passibility, He “was made a little lower than the angels,” as the
Apostle says (Heb. 2:9): and thus He was conformed to those
wayfarers who are ordained to the priesthood.

Reply toObjection 2. As Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii, 26): “What is like in every particular must be, of course,
identical, and not a copy.” Since, therefore, the priesthood of
the Old Law was a figure of the priesthood of Christ, He did
not wish to be born of the stock of the figurative priests, that it
might be made clear that His priesthood is not quite the same
as theirs, but differs therefrom as truth from figure.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 7, a. 7, ad 1),
other men have certain graces distributed among them: but
Christ, as being theHead of all, has the perfection of all graces.
Wherefore, as to others, one is a lawgiver, another is a priest,
another is a king; but all these concur in Christ, as the fount
of all grace. Hence it is written (Is. 33:22): “e Lord is our
Judge, the Lord is our law-giver, the Lord is our King:Hewill”
come and “save us.”

2058



IIIa q. 22 a. 2Whether Christ was Himself both priest and victim?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ Himself was not
both priest and victim. For it is the duty of the priest to slay
the victim. But Christ did not kill Himself. erefore He was
not both priest and victim.

Objection 2. Further, the priesthood of Christ has a
greater similarity to the Jewish priesthood, instituted by God,
than to the priesthood of the Gentiles, by which the demons
wereworshiped.Now in the old Lawmanwas never offered up
in sacrifice: whereas this was very much to be reprehended in
the sacrifices of the Gentiles, according to Ps. 105:38: “ey
shed innocent blood; the blood of their sons and of their
daughters, which they sacrificed to the idols of Chanaan.”
erefore in Christ’s priesthood the Man Christ should not
have been the victim.

Objection 3. Further, every victim, through being offered
toGod, is consecrated toGod. But the humanity ofChrist was
from the beginning consecrated and united to God.erefore
it cannot be said fittingly that Christ as man was a victim.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 5:2): “Christ
hath loved us, and hath delivered Himself for us, an oblation
and a victim [Douay: ‘sacrifice’] to God for an odor of sweet-
ness.”

I answer that,AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei x, 5): “Every
visible sacrifice is a sacrament, that is a sacred sign, of the invisi-
ble sacrifice.”Now the invisible sacrifice is that by which aman
offers his spirit to God, according to Ps. 50:19: “A sacrifice to
God is an afflicted spirit.” Wherefore, whatever is offered to
God in order to raise man’s spirit to Him, may be called a sac-
rifice.

Now man is required to offer sacrifice for three reasons.
First, for the remission of sin, by which he is turned away from
God. Hence the Apostle says (Heb. 5:1) that it appertains to
the priest “to offer gis and sacrifices for sins.” Secondly, that
man may be preserved in a state of grace, by ever adhering to
God, wherein his peace and salvation consist. Wherefore un-

der the old Law the sacrifice of peace-offerings was offered up
for the salvation of the offerers, as is prescribed in the third
chapter of Leviticus. irdly, in order that the spirit of man be
perfectly united to God: which will be most perfectly realized
in glory.Hence, under theOld Law, the holocaust was offered,
so called because the victimwaswholly burnt, as we read in the
first chapter of Leviticus.

Now these effects were conferred on us by the humanity of
Christ. For, in the first place, our sins were blotted out, accord-
ing to Rom. 4:25: “Who was delivered up for our sins.” Sec-
ondly, throughHimwe received the grace of salvation, accord-
ing to Heb. 5:9: “He became to all that obey Him the cause of
eternal salvation.” irdly, through Him we have acquired the
perfection of glory, according toHeb. 10:19: “We have [Vulg.:
‘Having’] a confidence in the entering into theHolies” (i.e. the
heavenly glory) “through His Blood.” erefore Christ Him-
self, asman, was not only priest, but also a perfect victim, being
at the same time victim for sin, victim for a peace-offering, and
a holocaust.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ did not slay Himself, but of
His own free-will He exposed Himself to death, according to
Is. 53:7: “Hewas offered because it wasHis ownwill.”usHe
is said to have offered Himself.

Reply to Objection 2. e slaying of the Man Christ may
be referred to a twofoldwill. First, to thewill of thosewho slew
Him: and in this respectHewas not a victim: for the slayers of
Christ are not accounted as offering a sacrifice to God, but as
guilty of a great crime: a similitude of which was borne by the
wicked sacrifices of theGentiles, in which they offered upmen
to idols. Secondly, the slaying of Christ may be considered in
reference to the will of the Sufferer, Who freely offered Him-
self to suffering. In this respect He is a victim, and in this He
differs from the sacrifices of the Gentiles.

(e reply to the third objection is wanting in the original
manuscripts, but it may be gathered from the above.—Ed.)*

IIIa q. 22 a. 3Whether the effect of Christ’s priesthood is the expiation of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that the effect of Christ’s
priesthood is not the expiation of sins. For it belongs to God
alone to blot out sins, according to Is. 43:25: “I amHe that blot
out thy iniquities forMy own sake.” But Christ is priest, not as
God, but as man. erefore the priesthood of Christ does not
expiate sins.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Heb. 10:1-3) that
the victims of the Old Testament could not “make” (the com-
ers thereunto) “perfect: for then they would have ceased to
be offered; because the worshipers once cleansed should have

no conscience of sin any longer; but in them there is made a
commemoration of sins every year.” But in like manner under
the priesthood of Christ a commemoration of sins is made in
the words: “Forgive us our trespasses” (Mat. 6:12). Moreover,
the Sacrifice is offered continuously in the Church; wherefore
again we say: “Give us this day our daily bread.” erefore sins
are not expiated by the priesthood of Christ.

Objection3.Further, in the sin-offerings of theOldLaw, a
he-goatwasmostly offered for the sin of a prince, a she-goat for
the sin of some private individual, a calf for the sin of a priest,

* Some editions, however, give the following reply:Reply toObjection3.e
fact that Christ’s manhood was holy from its beginning does not prevent that
same manhood, when it was offered to God in the Passion, being sanctified in
a new way—namely, as a victim actually offered then. For it acquired then the
actual holiness of a victim, from the charity which it had from the beginning,
and from the grace of union sanctifying it absolutely. 2059



as we gather from Lev. 4:3,23,28. But Christ is compared to
none of these, but to the lamb, according to Jer. 11:19: “Iwas as
a meek lamb, that is carried to be a victim.” erefore it seems
that His priesthood does not expiate sins.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Heb. 9:14): “e
blood of Christ, Who by the Holy Ghost offered Himself
unspotted unto God, shall cleanse our conscience from dead
works, to serve the living God.” But dead works denote sins.
erefore the priesthood of Christ has the power to cleanse
from sins.

I answer that, Two things are required for the perfect
cleansing from sins, corresponding to the two things com-
prised in sin—namely, the stain of sin and the debt of pun-
ishment. e stain of sin is, indeed, blotted out by grace, by
which the sinner’s heart is turned to God: whereas the debt of
punishment is entirely removed by the satisfaction that man
offers to God. Now the priesthood of Christ produces both
these effects. For by its virtue grace is given to us, by which our
hearts are turned to God, according to Rom. 3:24,25: “Being
justified freely by His grace, through the redemption that is in
Christ Jesus, Whom God hath proposed to be a propitiation,
through faith inHis blood.”Moreover,He satisfied for us fully,
inasmuch as “He hath borne our infirmities and carried our
sorrows” (Is. 53:4). Wherefore it is clear that the priesthood
of Christ has full power to expiate sins.

Reply to Objection 1. Although Christ was a priest, not
as God, but as man, yet one and the same was both priest and
God. Wherefore in the Council of Ephesus* we read: “If any-
one say that the very Word of God did not become our High-
Priest and Apostle, when He became flesh and a man like us,
but altogether another one, the man born of a woman, let him

be anathema.”Hence in so far asHis humannature operatedby
virtue of the Divine, that sacrifice was most efficacious for the
blotting out of sins. For this reason Augustine says (De Trin.
iv, 14): “So that, since four things are to be observed in every
sacrifice—to whom it is offered, by whom it is offered, what is
offered, forwhom it is offered; the sameone trueMediator rec-
onciling us to God by the sacrifice of peace, was one withHim
toWhom itwas offered, united inHimself those forwhomHe
offered it, at the same time offered itHimself, andwasHimself
that which He offered.”

Reply toObjection2. Sins are commemorated in theNew
Law, not on account of the inefficacy of the priesthood of
Christ, as though sins were not sufficiently expiated by Him:
but in regard to those who either are not willing to be partic-
ipators in His sacrifice, such as unbelievers, for whose sins we
pray that they be converted; or who, aer taking part in this
sacrifice, fall away from it by whatsoever kind of sin. e Sac-
rifice which is offered every day in the Church is not distinct
from that which Christ Himself offered, but is a commemo-
ration thereof. Wherefore Augustine says (De Civ. De. x, 20):
“ChristHimself both is the priest who offers it and the victim:
the sacred token of which He wished to be the daily Sacrifice
of the Church.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Origen says (Sup. Joan. i, 29),
though various animalswere offered upunder theOldLaw, yet
the daily sacrifice, which was offered upmorning and evening,
was a lamb, as appears from Num. 38:3,4. By which it was sig-
nified that the offering up of the true lamb, i.e. Christ, was
the culminating sacrifice of all. Hence ( Jn. 1:29) it is said: “Be-
hold the Lamb ofGod, beholdHimWho taketh away the sins
[Vulg.: ‘sin’] of the world.”

IIIa q. 22 a. 4Whether the effect of the priesthood of Christ pertained not only to others, but also to Him-
self ?

Objection 1. It would seem that the effect of the priest-
hood of Christ pertained not only to others, but also to Him-
self. For it belongs to the priest’s office to pray for the people,
according to 2 Macc. 1:23: “e priests made prayer while the
sacrifice was consuming.”NowChrist prayed not only for oth-
ers, but also for Himself, as we have said above (q. 21, a. 3),
and as expressly stated (Heb. 5:7): “In the days of His flesh,
with a strong cry and tears He offered [Vulg.: ‘offering’] up
prayers and supplications to Him that was able to save Him
from death.” erefore the priesthood of Christ had an effect
not only in others, but also in Himself.

Objection 2. Further, in His passion Christ offered Him-
self as a sacrifice. But by His passion He merited, not only for
others, but also for Himself, as stated above (q. 19, Aa. 3,4).
erefore the priesthood of Christ had an effect not only in
others, but also in Himself.

Objection 3. Further, the priesthood of the Old Law was
a figure of the priesthood of Christ. But the priest of the Old

Law offered sacrifice not only for others, but also for him-
self: for it is written (Lev. 16:17) that “the high-priest goeth
into the sanctuary to pray for himself and his house, and for
the whole congregation of Israel.” erefore the priesthood of
Christ also had an effect notmerely in others, but also inHim-
self.

On the contrary, We read in the acts of the Council of
Ephesus*: “If anyone say that Christ offered sacrifice for Him-
self, and not rather for us alone (for He Who knew not sin
needed no sacrifice), let him be anathema.” But the priest’s
office consists principally in offering sacrifice. erefore the
priesthood of Christ had no effect in Himself.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), a priest is set between
God and man. Now he needs someone between himself and
God, who of himself cannot approach to God; and such a one
is subject to the priesthood by sharing in the effect thereof. But
this cannot be said of Christ; for the Apostle says (Heb. 7:25):
“Coming of Himself to God, always living to make interces-

* Part III, ch. i, anath. 10. * Part III, ch. i, anath. 10.
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sion for us [Vulg.: ‘He is able to save for ever them that come
to God by Him; always living,’ etc.].” And therefore it is not
fitting for Christ to be the recipient of the effect of His priest-
hood, but rather to communicate it to others. For the influence
of the first agent in every genus is such that it receives nothing
in that genus: thus the sun gives but does not receive light; fire
gives but does not receive heat. Now Christ is the fountain-
head of the entire priesthood: for the priest of the Old Law
was a figure of Him; while the priest of the New Law works
in His person, according to 2 Cor. 2:10: “For what I have par-
doned, if I have pardoned anything, for your sakes have I done
it in the person ofChrist.”erefore it is not fitting thatChrist
should receive the effect of His priesthood.

Reply to Objection 1. Although prayer is befitting to
priests, it is not their proper office, for it is befitting to every-
one to pray both for himself and for others, according to James
5:16: “Pray for one another that you may be saved.” And so we
may say that theprayer bywhichChrist prayed forHimselfwas
not an action of His priesthood. But this answer seems to be
precluded by the Apostle, who, aer saying (Heb. 5:6), “ou
art a priest for ever according to the order of Melchisedech,”
adds, “Who in the days of His flesh offering up payers,” etc., as
quoted above (obj. 1 ): so that it seems that the prayer which
Christ offered pertained toHis priesthood.Wemust therefore

say that other priests partake in the effect of their priesthood,
not as priests, but as sinners, as we shall state farther on (ad 3).
But Christ had, simply speaking, no sin; though He had the
“likeness of sin in the flesh [Vulg.,: ‘sinful flesh’],” as is written
Rom. 8:3. And, consequently, we must not say simply that He
partook of the effect of His priesthood but with this qualifi-
cation—in regard to the passibility of the flesh. Wherefore he
adds pointedly, “that was able to save Him from death.”

Reply to Objection 2. Two things may be considered in
the offering of a sacrifice by any priest—namely, the sacrifice
itself which is offered, and the devotion of the offerer. Now
the proper effect of priesthood is that which results from the
sacrifice itself. But Christ obtained a result from His passion,
not as by virtue of the sacrifice, which is offered by way of sat-
isfaction, but by the very devotion with which out of charity
He humbly endured the passion.

Reply to Objection 3. A figure cannot equal the reality,
wherefore the figural priest of theOld Law could not attain to
such perfection as not to need a sacrifice of satisfaction. But
Christ did not stand in need of this. Consequently, there is
no comparison between the two; and this is what the Apostle
says (Heb. 7:28): “e Law maketh men priests, who have in-
firmity; but the word of the oath, whichwas since the Law, the
Son Who is perfected for evermore.”

IIIa q. 22 a. 5Whether the priesthood of Christ endures for ever?

Objection 1. It would seem that the priesthood of Christ
does not endure for ever. For as stated above (a. 4, ad 1,3) those
alone need the effect of the priesthood who have the weakness
of sin, which can be expiated by the priest’s sacrifice. But this
will not be for ever. For in the Saints there will be noweakness,
according to Is. 60:21: “y people shall be all just”: while no
expiationwill be possible for theweakness of sin, since “there is
no redemption in hell” (Office of the Dead, Resp. vii). ere-
fore the priesthood of Christ endures not for ever.

Objection 2. Further, the priesthood of Christ was made
manifest most of all in His passion and death, when “by His
own blood He entered into the Holies” (Heb. 9:12). But the
passion and death of Christ will not endure for ever, as stated
Rom. 6:9: “Christ rising again from the dead, dieth now no
more.” erefore the priesthood of Christ will not endure for
ever.

Objection 3. Further, Christ is a priest, not as God, but
as man. But at one time Christ was not man, namely during
the three days He lay dead. erefore the priesthood of Christ
endures not for ever.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 109:4): “ou art a
priest for ever.”

I answer that, In the priestly office, we may consider two
things: first, the offering of the sacrifice; secondly, the consum-
mation of the sacrifice, consisting in this, that those for whom
the sacrifice is offered, obtain the end of the sacrifice. Now the

end of the sacrifice which Christ offered consisted not in tem-
poral but in eternal good, which we obtain throughHis death,
according toHeb. 9:11: “Christ is [Vulg.: ‘being come’] a high-
priest of the good things to come”; forwhich reason the priest-
hoodofChrist is said to be eternal.Now this consummation of
Christ’s sacrifice was foreshadowed in this, that the high-priest
of the Old Law, once a year, entered into the Holy of Holies
with the blood of a he-goat and a calf, as laid down, Lev. 16:11,
and yet he offered up the he-goat and calf not within theHoly
of Holies, but without. In like manner Christ entered into the
Holy of Holies—that is, into heaven—and prepared the way
for us, that we might enter by the virtue of His blood, which
He shed for us on earth.

Reply to Objection 1. e Saints who will be in heaven
will not need any further expiation by the priesthood of
Christ, but having expiated, they will need consummation
through Christ Himself, on Whom their glory depends, as is
written (Apoc. 21:23): “e glory of God hath enlightened
it”—that is, the city of the Saints—“and the Lamb is the lamp
thereof.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although Christ’s passion and
death are not to be repeated, yet the virtue of that Victim en-
dures for ever, for, as it is written (Heb. 10:14), “by one obla-
tion He hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified.”

Wherefore the reply to the third objection is clear.
As to the unity of this sacrifice, it was foreshadowed in the
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Law in that, once a year, the high-priest of the Law entered
into the Holies, with a solemn oblation of blood, as set down,

Lev. 16:11. But the figure fell short of the reality in this, that
the victimhadnot an everlasting virtue, forwhich reason those
sacrifices were renewed every year.

IIIa q. 22 a. 6Whether the priesthood of Christ was according to the order of Melchisedech?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s priesthood was
not according to the order of Melchisedech. For Christ is the
fountain-head of the entire priesthood, as being the principal
priest. Now that which is principal is not . secondary in re-
gard to others, but others are secondary in its regard.erefore
Christ should not be called a priest according to the order of
Melchisedech.

Objection 2. Further, the priesthood of the Old Law was
more akin to Christ’s priesthood than was the priesthood that
existed before the Law. But the nearer the sacraments were to
Christ, the more clearly they signified Him; as is clear from
what we have said in the IIa IIae, q. 2, a. 7.erefore the priest-
hood of Christ should be denominated aer the priesthood of
the Law, rather than aer the order of Melchisedech, which
was before the Law.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Heb. 7:2,3): “at is
‘king of peace,’ without father, without mother, without ge-
nealogy; having neither beginning of days nor ending of life”:
which can be referred only to the Son of God. erefore
Christ should not be called a priest according to the order of
Melchisedech, as of some one else, but according to His own
order.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 109:4): “ou art a
priest for ever according to the order of Melchisedech.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4, ad 3) the priesthood
of the Law was a figure of the priesthood of Christ, not as ade-
quately representing the reality, but as falling far short thereof:
bothbecause the priesthoodof theLawdidnotwash away sins,
and because it was not eternal, as the priesthood of Christ.
Now the excellence of Christ’s over the Levitical priesthood
was foreshadowed in the priesthood of Melchisedech, who re-
ceived tithes from Abraham, in whose loins the priesthood of
the Law was tithed. Consequently the priesthood of Christ

is said to be “according to the order of Melchisedech,” on ac-
count of the excellence of the true priesthood over the figural
priesthood of the Law.

Reply toObjection 1.Christ is said to be according to the
order ofMelchisedech not as though the latter were amore ex-
cellent priest, but because he foreshadowed the excellence of
Christ’s over the Levitical priesthood.

Reply to Objection 2. Two things may be considered in
Christ’s priesthood: namely, the offering made by Christ, and
(our) partaking thereof. As to the actual offering, the priest-
hoodofChristwasmoredistinctly foreshadowedby thepriest-
hood of the Law, by reason of the shedding of blood, than by
the priesthood of Melchisedech in which there was no blood-
shedding. But if we consider the participation of this sacri-
fice and the effect thereof, wherein the excellence of Christ’s
priesthood over the priesthood of the Law principally con-
sists, then the former wasmore distinctly foreshadowed by the
priesthood of Melchisedech, who offered bread and wine, sig-
nifying, as Augustine says (Tract. xxvi in Joan.) ecclesiastical
unity, which is established by our taking part in the sacrifice
of Christ*.Wherefore also in theNewLaw the true sacrifice of
Christ is presented to the faithful under the form of bread and
wine.

Reply toObjection 3.Melchisedech is described as “with-
out father, without mother, without genealogy,” and as “hav-
ing neither beginning of days nor ending of life,” not as though
he had not these things, but because these details in his regard
are not supplied by Holy Scripture. And this it is that, as the
Apostle says in the same passage, he is “likened unto the Son of
God,”Who had no earthly father, no heavenly mother, and no
genealogy, according to Is. 53:8: “Who shall declare His gen-
eration?” andWho inHisGodhead has neither beginning nor
end of days.

* Cf. q. 79, a. 1.
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T P, Q 23
Of Adoption As Befitting to Christ

(In Four Articles)

We must now come to consider whether adoption befits Christ: and under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is fitting that God should adopt sons?
(2) Whether this is fitting to God the Father alone?
(3) Whether it is proper to man to be adopted to the sonship of God?
(4) Whether Christ can be called the adopted Son?

IIIa q. 23 a. 1Whether it is fitting that God should adopt sons?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not fitting that God
should adopt sons. For, as jurists say, no one adopts anyone
but a stranger as his son. But no one is a stranger in relation
to God,Who is the Creator of all.erefore it seems unfitting
that God should adopt.

Objection 2. Further, adoption seems to have been intro-
duced in default of natural sonship. But inGod there is natural
sonship, as set down in the Ia, q. 27, a. 2. erefore it is unfit-
ting that God should adopt.

Objection 3. Further, the purpose of adopting anyone is
that he may succeed, as heir, the person who adopts him. But
it does not seem possible for anyone to succeed God as heir,
for He can never die. erefore it is unfitting that God should
adopt.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Eph. 1:5) that “Hehathpre-
destinated us unto the adoption of children of God.” But the
predestination of God is not ineffectual. erefore God does
adopt some as His sons.

I answer that, A man adopts someone as his son foras-
much as out of goodness he admits him as heir to his estate.
Now God is infinitely good: for which reason He admits His
creatures to a participation of good things; especially rational
creatures, who forasmuch as they are made to the image of
God, are capable of Divine beatitude. And this consists in the
enjoyment of God, by which also God Himself is happy and
rich in Himself—that is, in the enjoyment of Himself. Now
a man’s inheritance is that which makes him rich. Wherefore,
inasmuch as God, of His goodness, admits men to the inheri-

tance of beatitude, He is said to adopt them.Moreover Divine
exceeds human adoption, forasmuch as God, by bestowing
His grace, makes man whom He adopts worthy to receive the
heavenly inheritance; whereas man does not make him wor-
thy whom he adopts; but rather in adopting him he chooses
one who is already worthy.

Reply toObjection1.Considered in his natureman is not
a stranger in respect to God, as to the natural gis bestowed
on him: but he is as to the gis of grace and glory; in regard to
which he is adopted.

Reply to Objection 2. Man works in order to supply his
wants: not so God, Who works in order to communicate to
others the abundance of His perfection. Wherefore, as by the
work of creation the Divine goodness is communicated to all
creatures in a certain likeness, so by the work of adoption the
likeness of natural sonship is communicated tomen, according
toRom. 8:29: “WhomHe foreknew…to bemade conformable
to the image of His Son.”

Reply toObjection 3. Spiritual goods can be possessed by
many at the same time; not somaterial goods.Wherefore none
can receive a material inheritance except the successor of a de-
ceased person: whereas all receive the spiritual inheritance at
the same time in its entirety without detriment to the ever-
living Father.

Yet it might be said that God ceases to be, according as He
is in us by faith, so as to begin to be in us by vision, as a gloss
says on Rom. 8:17: “If sons, heirs also.”

IIIa q. 23 a. 2Whether it is fitting that the whole Trinity should adopt?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting that the whole Trin-
ity should adopt. For adoption is said of God in likeness to hu-
man custom. But amongmen those only adopt who can beget:
and in God this can be applied only to the Father. erefore
in God the Father alone can adopt.

Objection 2. Further, by adoption men become the
brethren of Christ, according to Rom. 8:29: “at He might
be the first-born amongmany brethren.”Now brethren are the
sons of the same father; wherefore our Lord says ( Jn. 20:17):

“I ascend to My Father and to your Father.” erefore Christ’s
Father alone has adopted sons.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Gal. 4:4,5,6): “God
sentHis Son…thatwemight receive the adoption of sons. And
because you are sons of God, God hath sent the Spirit of His
Son into your hearts, crying: ‘Abba’ [Father].” erefore it be-
longs to Him to adopt, Who has the Son and the Holy Ghost.
But this belongs to the Father alone.erefore it befits the Fa-
ther alone to adopt.
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On the contrary, It belongs to Him to adopt us as sons,
Whom we can call Father; whence it is written (Rom. 8:15):
“You have received the spirit of adoption of sons, whereby we
cry: ‘Abba’ [Father].” But when we say to God, “Our Father,”
we address the whole Trinity: as is the case with the other
names which are said of God in respect of creatures, as stated
in the Ia, q. 33, a. 3, obj. 1; cf. Ia, q. 45, a. 6. erefore to adopt
is befitting to the whole Trinity.

I answer that,ere is this difference between an adopted
son of God and the natural Son of God, that the latter is “be-
gotten not made”; whereas the former is made, according to
Jn. 1:12: “He gave them power to be made the sons of God.”
Yet sometimes the adopted son is said to be begotten, by rea-
son of the spiritual regeneration which is by grace, not by na-
ture; wherefore it is written ( James 1:18): “Of His own will
hath He begotten us by the word of truth.” Now although, in
God, to beget belongs to the Person of the Father, yet to pro-
duce any effect in creatures is common to the whole Trinity,
by reason of the oneness of their Nature: since, where there is
one nature, theremust needs be one power and one operation:
whence our Lord says ( Jn. 5:19): “What things soever the Fa-
ther doth, these the Son also doth in like manner.” erefore
it belongs to the whole Trinity to adopt men as sons of God.

Reply to Objection 1. All human individuals are not of
one individual nature, so that there need be one operation and
one effect of them all, as is the case in God. Consequently in
this respect no comparison is possible.

Reply to Objection 2. By adoption we are made the
brethren ofChrist, as having withHim the same Father:Who,
nevertheless, is His Father in one way, and ours in another.
Whence pointedly our Lord says, separately, “My Father,” and
“Your Father” ( Jn. 20:17). For He is Christ’s Father by natural
generation; and this is proper to Him: whereas He is our Fa-
ther by a voluntary operation, which is common to Him and
to the Son andHolyGhost: so thatChrist is not the Son of the
whole Trinity, as we are.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (a. 1, ad 2), adop-
tive sonship is a certain likeness of the eternal Sonship: just as
all that takes place in time is a certain likeness of what has been
from eternity. Now man is likened to the splendor of the Eter-
nal Son by reason of the light of grace which is attributed to
the Holy Ghost. erefore adoption, though common to the
whole Trinity, is appropriated to the Father as its author; to
the Son, as its exemplar; to the Holy Ghost, as imprinting on
us the likeness of this exemplar.

IIIa q. 23 a. 3Whether it is proper to the rational nature to be adopted?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not proper to the
rational nature to be adopted. For God is not said to be the
Father of the rational creature, save by adoption. But God is
called the Father even of the irrational creature, according to
Job 38:28: “Who is father of the rain?Orwho begot the drops
of dew?” erefore it is not proper to the rational creature to
be adopted.

Objection 2. Further, by reason of adoption some are
called sons of God. But to be sons of God seems to be properly
attributed by the Scriptures to the angels; according to Job 1:6:
“On a certain day when the sons of God came to stand before
the Lord.” erefore it is not proper to the rational creature to
be adopted.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is proper to a nature, be-
longs to all that have that nature: just as risibility belongs to
all men. But to be adopted does not belong to every rational
nature. erefore it is not proper to human nature.

On the contrary, Adopted sons are the “heirs of God,” as
is stated Rom. 8:17. But such an inheritance belongs to none
but the rational nature. erefore it is proper to the rational
nature to be adopted.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2, ad 3), the sonship
of adoption is a certain likeness of natural sonship. Now the
Son of God proceeds naturally from the Father as the Intellec-
tualWord, in oneness of nature with the Father. To thisWord,
therefore, something may be likened in three ways. First, on
the part of the form but not on the part of its intelligibility:

thus the form of a house already built is like the mental word
of the builder in its specific form, but not in intelligibility, be-
cause the material form of a house is not intelligible, as it was
in themind of the builder. In this way every creature is like the
Eternal Word; since it was made through the Word. Secondly,
the creature is likened to theWord, not only as to its form, but
also as to its intelligibility: thus the knowledge which is begot-
ten in the disciple’s mind is likened to the word in the mind of
the master. In this way the rational creature, even in its nature,
is likened to the Word of God. irdly, a creature is likened
to the Eternal Word, as to the oneness of the Word with the
Father, which is by reason of grace and charity: wherefore our
Lord prays ( Jn. 17:21,22): “at theymay be one inUs…asWe
also are one.” And this likeness perfects the adoption: for to
those who are thus likeHim the eternal inheritance is due. It is
therefore clear that to be adopted belongs to the rational crea-
ture alone: not indeed to all, but only to those who have char-
ity; which is “poured forth in our hearts by the Holy Ghost”
(Rom. 5:5); for which reason (Rom. 8:15) the Holy Ghost is
called “the Spirit of adoption of sons.”

Reply toObjection 1.God is called the Father of the irra-
tional creature, not properly speaking, by reason of adoption,
but by reason of creation; according to the first-mentioned
participation of likeness.

Reply to Objection 2. Angels are called sons of God by
adoptive sonship, not that it belongs to themfirst; but because
they were the first to receive the adoption of sons.
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Reply to Objection 3. Adoption is a property resulting
not fromnature, but fromgrace, ofwhich the rational nature is

capable. erefore it need not belong to every rational nature:
but every rational creature must needs be capable of adoption.

IIIa q. 23 a. 4Whether Christ as man is the adopted Son of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ as man is the
adopted Son of God. For Hilary says (De Trin. ii) speaking of
Christ: “e dignity of power is not forfeited when carnal hu-
manity* is adopted.” erefore Christ as man is the adopted
Son of God.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Praedest. Sanct.
xv) that “by the samegrace thatMan isChrist, as fromthebirth
of faith everyman is aChristian.” But othermen areChristians
by the grace of adoption.erefore thisMan isChrist by adop-
tion: and consequently He would seem to be an adopted son.

Objection 3. Further, Christ, as man, is a servant. But it is
of greater dignity to be an adopted son than to be a servant.
erefore much more is Christ, as man, an adopted Son.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Incarn. viii): “We do
not call an adopted son a natural son: the natural son is a true
son.” But Christ is the true and natural Son of God, according
to 1 Jn. 5:20: “at we may…be in His true Son, Jesus Christ.”
erefore Christ, as Man, is not an adopted Son.

I answer that, Sonship belongs properly to the hyposta-
sis or person, not to the nature; whence in the Ia, q. 32, a. 3 we
have stated that Filiation is a personal property. Now inChrist
there is no other than the uncreated person or hypostasis, to
Whom it belongs by nature to be the Son. But it has been said
above (a. 1, ad 2), that the sonship of adoption is a participated
likeness of natural sonship: nor can a thing be said to partici-

pate in what it has essentially. erefore Christ, Who is the
natural Son of God, can nowise be called an adopted Son.

But according to those who suppose two persons or two
hypostases or two supposita in Christ, no reason prevents
Christ being called the adopted Son of God.

Reply to Objection 1. As sonship does not properly be-
long to the nature, so neither does adoption. Consequently,
when it is said that “carnal humanity is adopted,” the expres-
sion ismetaphorical: and adoption is used to signify the union
of human nature to the Person of the Son.

Reply toObjection 2. is comparison of Augustine is to
be referred to the principle because, to wit, just as it is granted
to anymanwithoutmeriting it to be aChristian, so did it hap-
pen that this man without meriting it was Christ. But there is
a difference on the part of the term: because by the grace of
union Christ is the natural Son; whereas another man by ha-
bitual grace is an adopted son.Yet habitual grace inChrist does
not make one who was not a son to be an adopted son, but is
a certain effect of Filiation in the soul of Christ, according to
Jn. 1:14: “We saw His glory…as it were of the Only-begotten
of the Father; full of grace and truth.”

Reply to Objection 3. To be a creature, as also to be sub-
servient or subject to God, regards not only the person, but
also the nature: but this cannot be said of sonship. Wherefore
the comparison does not hold.

* Some editions read ‘humilitas’—‘the humility or lowliness of the flesh’.
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T P, Q 24
Of the Predestination of Christ

(In Four Articles)

We shall now consider the predestination of Christ. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ was predestinated?
(2) Whether He was predestinated as man?
(3) Whether His predestination is the exemplar of ours?
(4) Whether it is the cause of our predestination?

IIIa q. 24 a. 1Whether it is befitting that Christ should be predestinated?

Objection1. Itwould seemunfitting thatChrist shouldbe
predestinated. For the term of anyone’s predestination seems
to be the adoption of sons, according to Eph. 1:5: “Who hath
predestinated us unto the adoption of children.” But it is not
befitting toChrist to be an adopted Son, as stated above (q. 23,
a. 4). erefore it is not fitting that Christ be predestinated.

Objection 2. Further, we may consider two things in
Christ: His human nature and His person. But it cannot be
said that Christ is predestinated by reason of His human na-
ture; for this proposition is false—“e human nature is Son
of God.” In like manner neither by reason of the person; for
this person is the Son of God, not by grace, but by nature:
whereas predestination regardswhat is of grace, as stated in the
Ia, q. 23, Aa. 2,5.erefore Christ was not predestinated to be
the Son of God.

Objection3.Further, just as thatwhichhas beenmadewas
not always, so also that which was predestinated; since predes-
tination implies a certain antecedence. But, becauseChristwas
always God and the Son of God, it cannot be said that that
Man was “made the Son of God.” erefore, for a like reason,
we ought not to say that Christ was “predestinated the Son of
God.”

On the contrary, e Apostle says, speaking of Christ
(Rom. 1:4): “Who was predestinated the Son of God in
power.”

I answer that, As is clear from what has been said in the
Ia, q. 23, Aa. 1,2, predestination, in its proper sense, is a cer-
tainDivine preordination from eternity of those things which
are to be done in time by the grace of God. Now, that man
is God, and that God is man, is something done in time by
God through the grace of union. Nor can it be said that God
has not from eternity pre-ordained to do this in time: since it
would follow that something would come anew into the Di-
vine Mind. And we must needs admit that the union itself of
natures in the Person of Christ falls under the eternal predes-
tination of God. For this reason do we say that Christ was pre-
destinated.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle there speaks of that
predestination by which we are predestinated to be adopted

sons. And just as Christ in a singular manner above all others
is the natural Son of God, so in a singular manner is He pre-
destinated.

Reply to Objection 2. As a gloss* says on Rom. 1:4, some
understood that predestination to refer to the nature and not
to the Person—that is to say, that on human nature was be-
stowed the grace of being united to the Son of God in unity of
Person.

But in that case the phrase of the Apostle would be im-
proper, for two reasons. First, for a general reason: for we do
not speak of a person’s nature, but of his person, as being pre-
destinated: because to be predestinated is to be directed to-
wards salvation, which belongs to a suppositum acting for the
end of beatitude. Secondly, for a special reason. Because to be
Son of God is not befitting to human nature; for this proposi-
tion is false: “e human nature is the Son ofGod”: unless one
were to force from it such an exposition as: “Whowaspredesti-
nated the SonofGod in power”—that is, “Itwas predestinated
that the Human nature should be united to the Son of God in
the Person.”

Hence we must attribute predestination to the Person of
Christ: not, indeed, in Himself or as subsisting in the Divine
Nature, but as subsisting in the human nature. Wherefore the
Apostle, aer saying, “Who was made to Him of the seed of
David according to the flesh,” added, “Whowas predestinated
the SonofGod in power”: so as to give us to understand that in
respect ofHis being of the seed ofDavid according to the flesh,
He was predestinated the Son of God in power. For although
it is natural to that Person, considered in Himself, to be the
Son of God in power, yet this is not natural to Him, consid-
ered in the human nature, in respect of which this befits Him
according to the grace of union.

Reply to Objection 3. Origen commenting on Rom. 1:4
says that the true reading of this passage of the Apostle is:
“Who was destined to be the Son of God in power”; so that
no antecedence is implied. And so there would be no diffi-
culty. Others refer the antecedence implied in the participle
“predestinated,” not to the fact of being the Son of God, but
to the manifestation thereof, according to the customary way

* From St. Augustine, De Praed. Sanct. xv.
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of speaking in Holy Scripture, by which things are said to take
place when they are made known; so that the sense would
be—“Christwas predestinated tobemadeknownas theSonof
God.” But this is an improper signification of predestination.
For a person is properly said to be predestinated by reason of
his being directed to the end of beatitude: but the beatitude of
Christ does not depend on our knowledge thereof.

It is therefore better to say that the antecedence implied
in the participle “predestinated” is to be referred to the Person
not in Himself, but by reason of the human nature: since, al-
though that Person was the Son of God from eternity, it was
not always true that one subsisting in human nature was the
Son of God. Hence Augustine says (De Praedest. Sanct. xv):
“Jesus was predestinated, so that He Who according to the
flesh was to be the son of David, should be nevertheless Son

of God in power.”
Moreover, it must be observed that, although the partici-

ple “predestinated,” just as this participle “made,” implies an-
tecedence, yet there is a difference. For “to be made” belongs
to the thing in itself: whereas “to be predestinated” belongs to
someone as being in the apprehension of onewho pre-ordains.
Now that which is the subject of a form or nature in reality,
can be apprehended either as under that form or absolutely.
And since it cannot be said absolutely of the Person of Christ
that He began to be the Son of God, yet this is becoming
to Him as understood or apprehended to exist in human na-
ture, because at one time it began to be true that one existing
in human nature was the Son of God; therefore this propo-
sition—“Christ was predestinated the Son of God”—is truer
than this—“Christ was made the Son of God.”

IIIa q. 24 a. 2Whether this proposition is false: “Christ as man was predestinated to be the Son of God”?

Objection 1. It would seem that this proposition is false:
“Christ as man was predestinated to be the Son of God.” For
at some time a man is that which he was predestinated to be:
sinceGod’s predestination does not fail. If, therefore, Christ as
man was predestinated the Son of God, it seems to follow that
as man He is the Son of God. But the latter is false. erefore
the former is false.

Objection 2. Further, what is befitting to Christ as man
is befitting to any man; since He belongs to the same species
as other men. If, therefore, Christ, as man, was predestinated
the Son of God, it will follow that this is befitting to any other
man. But the latter is false. erefore the former is false.

Objection 3. Further, that is predestinated from eternity
which is to take place at some time. But this proposition, “e
Son of God was mademan,” is truer than this, “Man was made
the Son of God.” erefore this proposition, “Christ, as the
Son of God, was predestinated to be man,” is truer than this,
“Christ as Man was predestinated to be the Son of God.”

On the contrary,Augustine (De Praedest. Sanct. xv) says:
“Forasmuch as God the Son was made Man, we say that the
Lord of Glory was predestinated.”

I answer that, Two things may be considered in predesti-
nation. One on the part of eternal predestination itself: and in
this respect it implies a certain antecedence in regard to that
which comes under predestination. Secondly, predestination
may be considered as regards its temporal effect, which is some
gratuitous gi of God. erefore from both points of view we
must say that predestination is ascribed to Christ by reason
of His human nature alone: for human nature was not always
united to the Word; and by grace bestowed an it was it united
in Person to the Son of God. Consequently, by reason of hu-
man nature alone can predestination be attributed to Christ.
Wherefore Augustine says (De Praedest. Sanct. xv): “is hu-
mannature of ourswas predestinated tobe raised to so great, so
loy, so exalted a position, that it would be impossible to raise

it higher.” Now that is said to belong to anyone as man which
belongs to him by reason of human nature. Consequently, we
must say that “Christ, as Man, was predestinated the Son of
God.”

Reply to Objection 1. When we say, “Christ, as Man, was
predestinated the SonofGod,” this qualification, “asMan,” can
be referred in twoways to the action signified by the participle.
First, as regards what comes under predestination materially,
and thus it is false. For the sense would be that it was predesti-
nated that Christ, as Man, should be the Son of God. And in
this sense the objection takes it.

Secondly, it may be referred to the very nature of the ac-
tion itself: that is, forasmuch as predestination implies an-
tecedence and gratuitous effect. And thus predestination be-
longs toChrist by reason ofHis humannature, as stated above.
And in this sense He is said to be predestinated as Man.

Reply to Objection 2. Something may be befitting to a
man by reason of human nature, in two ways. First, so that hu-
man nature be the cause thereof: thus risibility is befitting to
Socrates by reason of human nature, being caused by its prin-
ciples. In this manner predestination is not befitting either to
Christ or to any other man, by reason of human nature. is
is the sense of the objection. Secondly, a thing may be befit-
ting to someone by reason of human nature, because human
nature is susceptible of it. And in this sense we say that Christ
was predestinated by reason of human nature; because predes-
tination refers to the exaltation of human nature in Him, as
stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (Praedest. Sanct.
xv): “e Word of God assumed Man to Himself in such a
singular and ineffable manner that at the same time He may
be truly and correctly called the Son of Man, because He as-
sumedMen toHimself; and the SonofGod, because itwas the
Only-begotten of God Who assumed human nature.” Conse-
quently, since this assumption comes under predestination by
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reason of its being gratuitous, we can say both that the Son of
Godwas predestinated to beman, and that the SonofManwas
predestinated to be the Son of God. But because grace was not
bestowed on the Son ofGod thatHemight beman, but rather

on human nature, that it might be united to the Son ofGod; it
is more proper to say that “Christ, as Man, was predestinated
to be the Son of God,” than that, “Christ, as Son of God, was
predestinated to be Man.”

IIIa q. 24 a. 3Whether Christ’s predestination is the exemplar of ours?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s predestination is
not the exemplar of ours. For the exemplar exists before the ex-
emplate. But nothing exists before the eternal. Since, therefore,
our predestination is eternal, it seems that Christ’s predestina-
tion is not the exemplar of ours.

Objection 2. Further, the exemplar leads us to knowledge
of the exemplate. But therewas no need forGod to be led from
something else to knowledge of our predestination; since it is
written (Rom. 8:29): “Whom He foreknew, He also predes-
tinated.” erefore Christ’s predestination is not the exemplar
of ours.

Objection3.Further, the exemplar is conformed to the ex-
emplate. But Christ’s predestination seems to be of a different
nature from ours: because we are predestinated to the sonship
of adoption, whereas Christ was predestinated “Son of God in
power,” as is written (Rom. 1:4). erefore His predestination
is not the exemplar of ours.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Praedest. Sanct. xv):
“eSaviourHimself, theMediator ofGod andmen, theMan
Christ Jesus is the most splendid light of predestination and
grace.” Now He is called the light of predestination and grace,
inasmuch as our predestination is made manifest by His pre-
destination and grace; and this seems to pertain to the nature
of an exemplar. erefore Christ’s predestination is the exem-
plar of ours.

I answer that, Predestination may be considered in two
ways. First, on the part of the act of predestination: and thus
Christ’s predestination cannot be said to be the exemplar of
ours: for in the same way and by the same eternal act God pre-
destinated us and Christ.

Secondly, predestinationmay be considered on the part of
that to which anyone is predestinated, and this is the term and
effect of predestination. In this sense Christ’s predestination is
the exemplar of ours, and this in two ways. First, in respect of
the good to which we are predestinated: for He was predesti-
nated to be the natural Son of God, whereas we are predesti-
nated to the adoption of sons, which is a participated likeness
of natural sonship.Whence it is written (Rom. 8:29): “Whom
He foreknew, He also predestinated to be made conformable
to the image ofHis Son.” Secondly, in respect of themanner of
obtaining this good—that is, by grace.is is mostmanifest in
Christ; because humannature inHim,without any antecedent
merits, was united to the Son ofGod: and of the fulness ofHis
grace we all have received, as it is written ( Jn. 1:16).

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers the afore-
said act of the predestinator.

e same is to be said of the second objection.
Reply to Objection 3. e exemplate need not be con-

formed to the exemplar in all respects: it is sufficient that it
imitate it in some.

IIIa q. 24 a. 4Whether Christ’s predestination is the cause of ours?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s predestination is
not the cause of ours. For that which is eternal has no cause.
But our predestination is eternal. erefore Christ’s predesti-
nation is not the cause of ours.

Objection 2. Further, that which depends on the simple
will of God has no other cause but God’s will. Now, our pre-
destination depends on the simple will of God, for it is written
(Eph. 1:11): “Being predestinated according to the purpose of
Him, Who worketh all things according to the counsel of His
will.”ereforeChrist’s predestination is not the cause of ours.

Objection 3. Further, if the cause be taken away, the effect
is also taken away. But if we take away Christ’s predestination,
ours is not taken away; since even if the Son of God were not
incarnate, our salvation might yet have been achieved in a dif-
ferent manner, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, 10). erefore
Christ’s predestination is. not the cause of ours.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 1:5): ”(Who) hath
predestinated us unto the adoption of children through Jesus

Christ.”
I answer that, if we consider predestination on the part of

the very act of predestinating, then Christ’s predestination is
not the cause of ours; because by one and the same act God
predestinated both Christ and us. But if we consider predesti-
nation on the part of its term, thus Christ’s predestination is
the cause of ours: for God, by predestinating from eternity, so
decreed our salvation, that it should be achieved through Jesus
Christ. For eternal predestination covers not only that which
is to be accomplished in time, but also the mode and order in
which it is to be accomplished in time.

Replies obj. 1 and 2:ese arguments consider predestina-
tion on the part of the act of predestinating.

Reply to Objection 3. If Christ were not to have been
incarnate, God would have decreed men’s salvation by other
means. But since He decreed the Incarnation of Christ, He
decreed at the same time that He should be the cause of our
salvation.
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T P, Q 25
Of the Adoration of Christ

(In Six Articles)

Wehave now to consider things pertaining toChrist in reference to us; and first, the adoration of Christ, by whichwe adore
Him; secondly, we must consider how He is our Mediator with God.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ’s Godhead and humanity are to be adored with one and the same adoration?
(2) Whether His flesh is to be adored with the adoration of “latria”?
(3) Whether the adoration of “latria” is to be given to the image of Christ?
(4) Whether “latria” is to be given to the Cross of Christ?
(5) Whether to His Mother?
(6) Concerning the adoration of the relics of Saints.

IIIa q. 25 a. 1Whether Christ’s humanity and Godhead are to be adored with the same adoration?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s humanity and
Godhead are not to be adored with the same adoration. For
Christ’s Godhead is to be adored, as being common to Father
andSon;wherefore it iswritten ( Jn. 5:23): “at allmayhonor
the Son, as they honor the Father.” But Christ’s humanity is
not common to Him and the Father. erefore Christ’s hu-
manity and Godhead are not to be adored with the same ado-
ration.

Objection 2. Further, honor is properly “the reward of
virtue,” as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 3). But virtue mer-
its its reward by action. Since, therefore, inChrist the action of
theDivineNature is distinct from that of the human nature, as
stated above (q. 19, a. 1), it seems that Christ’s humanity is to
be adored with a different adoration from that which is given
to His Godhead.

Objection 3. Further, if the soul of Christ were not united
to the Word, it would have been worthy of veneration on ac-
count of the excellence of its wisdom and grace. But by being
united to theWord it lost nothing of its worthiness.erefore
His human nature should receive a certain veneration proper
thereto, besides the venerationwhich is given toHisGodhead.

On the contrary, We read in the chapters of the Fih
Council*: “If anyone say that Christ is adored in two natures,
so as to introduce two distinct adorations, and does not adore
God theWordmade fleshwith the one and the same adoration
as His flesh, as the Church has handed down from the begin-
ning; let such a one be anathema.”

I answer that, We may consider two things in a person to
whom honor is given: the person himself, and the cause of his
being honored.Nowproperly speaking honor is given to a sub-
sistent thing in its entirety: for we do not speak of honoring a
man’s hand, but the man himself. And if at any time it happen
that we speak of honoring a man’s hand or foot, it is not by
reason of these members being honored of themselves: but by
reason of the whole being honored in them. In this way a man

may be honored even in something external; for instance in his
vesture, his image, or his messenger.

e cause of honor is that by reason of which the person
honored has a certain excellence. for honor is reverence given
to something on account of its excellence, as stated in the IIa
IIae, q. 103, a. 1. If therefore in oneman there are several causes
of honor, for instance, rank, knowledge, and virtue, the honor
given to him will be one in respect of the person honored, but
several in respect of the causes of honor: for it is the man that
is honored, both on account of knowledge and by reason of his
virtue.

Since, therefore, in Christ there is but one Person of the
Divine and human natures, and one hypostasis, and one sup-
positum,He is given one adoration and one honor on the part
of the Person adored: but on the part of the cause forwhichHe
is honored, we can say that there are several adorations, for in-
stance thatHe receives one honor on account ofHis uncreated
knowledge, and another on account ofHis created knowledge.

But if it be said that there are several persons or hypostases
in Christ, it would follow that there would be, absolutely
speaking, several adorations. And this is what is condemned
in the Councils. For it is written in the chapters of Cyril†: “If
anyone dare to say that theman assumed should be adored be-
sides the Divine Word, as though these were distinct persons;
and does not rather honor the Emmanuel with one single ado-
ration, inasmuch as theWordwasmadeflesh; let himbe anath-
ema.”

Reply to Objection 1. In the Trinity there are three Who
are honored, but only one cause of honor. In the mystery of
the Incarnation it is the reverse: and therefore only one honor
is given to the Trinity and only one toChrist, but in a different
way.

Reply toObjection 2.Operation is not the object but the
motive of honor. And therefore there being two operations in
Christ proves, not two adorations, but two causes of adoration.

* Second Council of Constantinople, coll. viii, can. 9. † Council of Eph-
esus, Part I, ch. 26.
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Reply toObjection3. If the soul ofChristwere not united
to the Word of God, it would be the principal thing in that
Man. Wherefore honor would be due to it principally, since
man is that which is principal in him*. But since Christ’s soul

is united to a Person of greater dignity, to that Person is honor
principally due toWhomChrist’s soul is united.Nor is thedig-
nity of Christ’s soul hereby diminished, but rather increased,
as stated above (q. 2, a. 2, ad 2).

IIIa q. 25 a. 2Whether Christ’s humanity should be adored with the adoration of “latria”?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s soul should not
be adored with the adoration of “latria.” For on the words of
Ps. 98:5, “Adore His foot-stool for it is holy,” a gloss says: “e
flesh assumed by the Word of God is rightly adored by us: for
no one partakes spiritually of His flesh unless he first adore it;
but not indeed with the adoration called ‘latria,’ which is due
to the Creator alone.” Now the flesh is part of the humanity.
erefore Christ’s humanity is not to be adored with the ado-
ration of “latria.”

Objection 2. Further, the worship of “latria” is not to be
given to any creature: since for this reason were the Gentiles
reproved, that they “worshiped and served the creature,” as it
is written (Rom. 1:25). But Christ’s humanity is a creature.
erefore it should not be adored with the adoration of “la-
tria.”

Objection 3. Further, the adoration of “latria” is due to
God in recognition of His supreme dominion, according to
Dt. 6:13: “ou shalt adore [Vulg.: ‘fear’; cf. Mat. 4:10] the
Lord thy God, and shalt serve Him only.” But Christ as man
is less than the Father. erefore His humanity is not to be
adored with the adoration of “latria.”

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv, 3):
“On account of the incarnation of the Divine Word, we adore
thefleshofChrist not for its own sake, but because theWordof
God is united thereto in person.” And on Ps. 98:5, “Adore His
foot-stool,” a gloss says: “He who adores the body of Christ,
regards not the earth, but rather Him whose foot-stool it is,
in Whose honor he adores the foot-stool.” But the incarnate
Word is adored with the adoration of “latria.” erefore also
His body or His humanity.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) adoration is due to
the subsisting hypostasis: yet the reason for honoring may be
something non-subsistent, on account of which the person,
in whom it is, is honored. And so the adoration of Christ’s

humanity may be understood in two ways. First, so that the
humanity is the thing adored: and thus to adore the flesh of
Christ is nothing else than to adore the incarnate Word of
God: just as to adore aKing’s robe is nothing else than to adore
a robed King. And in this sense the adoration of Christ’s hu-
manity is the adoration of “latria.” Secondly, the adoration of
Christ’s humanity may be taken as given by reason of its being
perfected with every gi of grace. And so in this sense the ado-
ration of Christ’s humanity is the adoration not of “latria” but
of “dulia.” So that one and the same Person of Christ is adored
with “latria” on account of His Divinity, and with “dulia” on
account of His perfect humanity.

Nor is this unfitting. For the honor of “latria” is due toGod
theFatherHimself on account ofHisGodhead; and thehonor
of “dulia” on account of the dominion by which He rules over
creatures. Wherefore on Ps. 7:1, “O Lord my God, in ee
have I hoped,” a gloss says: “Lord of all by power, to Whom
‘dulia’ is due: God of all by creation, to Whom ‘latria’ is due.”

Reply to Objection 1. at gloss is not to be understood
as though the flesh of Christ were adored separately from its
Godhead: for this could happen only, if there were one hy-
postasis of God, and another of man. But since, as Damascene
says (De FideOrth. iv, 3): “If by a subtle distinction you divide
what is seen from what is understood, it cannot be adored be-
cause it is a creature”—that is, with adoration of “latria.” And
then thus understood as distinct from the Word of God, it
should be adored with the adoration of “dulia”; not any kind
of “dulia,” such as is given to other creatures, but with a certain
higher adoration, which is called “hyperdulia.”

Hence appear the answers to the second and third objec-
tions. Because the adoration of “latria” is not given to Christ’s
humanity in respect of itself; but in respect of the Godhead to
which it is united, by reason of which Christ is not less than
the Father.

IIIa q. 25 a. 3Whether the image of Christ should be adored with the adoration of “latria”?

Objection 1. It would seem thatChrist’s image should not
be adored with the adoration of “latria.” For it is written (Ex.
20:4): “ou shalt not make to thyself a graven thing, nor the
likeness of anything.” But no adoration should be given against
the commandment of God. erefore Christ’s image should
not be adored with the adoration of “latria.”

Objection 2. Further, we should have nothing in com-
mon with the works of the Gentiles, as the Apostle says (Eph.

5:11). But the Gentiles are reproached principally for that
“they changed the glory of the incorruptibleGod into the like-
ness of the image of a corruptible man,” as is written (Rom.
1:23). erefore Christ’s image is not to be adored with the
adoration of “latria.”

Objection 3. Further, to Christ the adoration of “latria” is
due by reason of His Godhead, not of His humanity. But the
adoration of “latria” is not due to the image of His Godhead,

* Cf. Ethic. ix, 8.
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which is imprinted on the rational soul. Much less, therefore,
is it due to the material image which represents the humanity
of Christ Himself.

Objection 4. Further, it seems that nothing should be
done in the Divine worship that is not instituted by God;
wherefore the Apostle (1 Cor. 11:23) when about to lay down
the doctrine of the sacrifice of the Church, says: “I have re-
ceived of the Lord that which also I delivered unto you.” But
Scripture does not lay down anything concerning the adora-
tion of images. erefore Christ’s image is not to be adored
with the adoration of “latria.”

On the contrary, Damascene (De Fide Orth. iv, 16)
quotes Basil as saying: “e honor given to an image reaches
to the prototype,” i.e. the exemplar. But the exemplar it-
self—namely, Christ—is to be adored with the adoration of
“latria”; therefore also His image.

I answer that, As the Philosopher says (De Memor. et
Remin. i), there is a twofoldmovement of themind towards an
image: one indeed towards the image itself as a certain thing;
another, towards the image in so far as it is the image of some-
thing else. And between these movements there is this differ-
ence; that the former, by which one is moved towards an im-
age as a certain thing, is different from the movement towards
the thing: whereas the latter movement, which is towards the
image as an image, is one and the same as that which is to-
wards the thing. us therefore we must say that no reverence
is shown to Christ’s image, as a thing—for instance, carved or
painted wood: because reverence is not due save to a rational
creature. It follow therefore that reverence should be shown to
it, in so far only as it is an image. Consequently the same rever-
ence should be shown to Christ’s image as to Christ Himself.
Since, therefore, Christ is adoredwith the adoration of “latria,”
it follows that His image should be adored with the adoration
of “latria.”

Reply to Objection 1. is commandment does not for-
bid the making of any graven thing or likeness, but the mak-
ing thereof for the purpose of adoration, wherefore it is added:
“ou shalt not adore them nor serve them.” And because, as
stated above, the movement towards the image is the same as
the movement towards the thing, adoration thereof is forbid-
den in the same way as adoration of the thing whose image it
is. Wherefore in the passage quoted we are to understand the

prohibition to adore those images which the Gentiles made
for the purpose of venerating their own gods, i.e. the demons,
and so it is premised: “ou shalt not have strange gods before
Me.” But no corporeal image could be raised to the true God
Himself, since He is incorporeal; because, as Damascene ob-
serves (De Fide Orth. iv, 16): “It is the highest absurdity and
impiety to fashion a figure of what is Divine.” But because in
the New Testament God was made man, He can be adored in
His corporeal image.

Reply toObjection 2.e Apostle forbids us to have any-
thing in common with the “unfruitful works” of the Gentiles,
but not with their useful works. Now the adoration of im-
ages must be numbered among the unfruitful works in two re-
spects. First, because some of the Gentiles used to adore the
images themselves, as things, believing that there was some-
thing Divine therein, on account of the answers which the
demons used to give in them, and on account of other such
like wonderful effects. Secondly on account of the things of
which they were images; for they set up images to certain crea-
tures, to whom in these images they gave the veneration of “la-
tria.” Whereas we give the adoration of “latria” to the image of
Christ,Who is true God, not for the sake of the image, but for
the sake of the thing whose image it is, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Reverence is due to the rational
creature for its own sake. Consequently, if the adoration of “la-
tria” were shown to the rational creature in which this image
is, theremight be an occasion of error—namely, lest themove-
ment of adorationmight stop short at theman, as a thing, and
not be carried on toGod,Whose image he is.is cannot hap-
pen in the case of a graven or painted image in insensible ma-
terial.

Reply to Objection 4. e Apostles, led by the inward in-
stinct of the Holy Ghost, handed down to the churches cer-
tain instructions which they did not put in writing, but which
have been ordained, in accordance with the observance of the
Church as practiced by the faithful as time went on. Where-
fore the Apostle says (2 ess. 2:14): “Stand fast; and hold the
traditions which you have learned, whether by word”—that is
by word of mouth—“or by our epistle”—that is by word put
into writing. Among these traditions is the worship of Christ’s
image. Wherefore it is said that Blessed Luke painted the im-
age of Christ, which is in Rome.

IIIa q. 25 a. 4Whether Christ’s cross should be worshipped with the adoration of “latria”?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s cross should not
be worshiped with the adoration of “latria.” For no dutiful
son honors that which dishonors his father, as the scourge
with which he was scourged, or the gibbet on which he was
hanged; rather does he abhor it. Now Christ underwent the
most shameful death on the cross; according to Wis. 2:20:
“Let us condemn Him to a most shameful death.” erefore
we should not venerate the cross but rather we should abhor

it.
Objection2.Further,Christ’s humanity isworshipedwith

the adoration of “latria,” inasmuch as it is united to the Son of
God in Person. But this cannot be said of the cross. erefore
Christ’s cross should not be worshiped with the adoration of
“latria.”

Objection 3. Further, as Christ’s cross was the instrument
of His passion and death, so were also many other things, for
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instance, the nails, the crown, the lance; yet to these we do not
show the worship of “latria.” It seems, therefore, that Christ’s
cross should not be worshiped with the adoration of “latria.”

On the contrary, We show the worship of “latria” to that
inwhichwe place our hope of salvation. Butwe place our hope
in Christ’s cross, for the Church sings:

“Dear Cross, best hope o’er all beside,
at cheers the solemn passion-tide:
Give to the just increase of grace,
Give to each contrite sinner peace.”
*

ereforeChrist’s cross should beworshipedwith the ado-
ration of “latria.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), honor or reverence
is due to a rational creature only; while to an insensible crea-
ture, no honor or reverence is due save by reason of a rational
nature. And this in two ways. First, inasmuch as it represents a
rational nature: secondly, inasmuch as it is united to it in any
way whatsoever. In the first way men are wont to venerate the
king’s image; in the second way, his robe. And both are ven-
erated by men with the same veneration as they show to the
king.

If, therefore, we speak of the cross itself on which Christ
was crucified, it is to be venerated by us in bothways—namely,
in one way in so far as it represents to us the figure of Christ
extended thereon; in the other way, from its contact with the
limbs of Christ, and from its being saturated with His blood.
Wherefore in each way it is worshiped with the same adora-
tion as Christ, viz. the adoration of “latria.” And for this rea-
son also we speak to the cross and pray to it, as to the Cruci-
fied Himself. But if we speak of the effigy of Christ’s cross in
any other material whatever—for instance, in stone or wood,
silver or gold—thuswe venerate the crossmerely asChrist’s im-

age, which we worship with the adoration of “latria,” as stated
above (a. 3).

Reply to Objection 1. If in Christ’s cross we consider the
point of view and intention of those who did not believe in
Him, it will appear as His shame: but if we consider its effect,
which is our salvation, it will appear as endowed with Divine
power, by which it triumphed over the enemy, according to
Col. 2:14,15: “He hath taken the same out of the way, fasten-
ing it to the cross, and despoiling the principalities and powers,
He hath exposed them confidently, in open show, triumph-
ing over them inHimself.”Wherefore the Apostle says (1 Cor.
1:18): “e Word of the cross to them indeed that perish is
foolishness; but to them that are saved—that is, to us—it is
the power of God.”

Reply to Objection 2. Although Christ’s cross was not
united to theWord ofGod in Person, yet it was united toHim
in some other way, viz. by representation and contact. And for
this sole reason reverence is shown to it.

Reply toObjection 3. By reason of the contact of Christ’s
limbs we worship not only the cross, but all that belongs to
Christ. Wherefore Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv, 11):
“epreciouswood, as havingbeen sanctifiedby the contact of
His holy body and blood, should be meetly worshiped; as also
His nails, His lance, and His sacred dwelling-places, such as
themanger, the cave and so forth.” Yet these very things do not
represent Christ’s image as the cross does, which is called “the
Sign of the Son of Man” that “will appear in heaven,” as it is
written (Mat. 24:30). Wherefore the angel said to the women
(Mk. 16:6): “You seek Jesus of Nazareth, Who was crucified”:
he said not “pierced,” but “crucified.” For this reason we wor-
ship the image of Christ’s cross in any material, but not the
image of the nails or of any such thing.

IIIa q. 25 a. 5Whether the Mother of God should be worshipped with the adoration of “latria”?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Mother of God is
to be worshiped with the adoration of “latria.” For it seems
that the same honor is due to the king’s mother as to the king:
whence it is written (3 Kings 2:19) that “a throne was set for
the king’s mother, and she sat on His right hand.” Moreover,
Augustine† says: “It is right that the throne ofGod, the resting-
place of the Lord of Heaven, the abode of Christ, should be
there where He is Himself.” But Christ is worshiped with the
adoration of “latria.” erefore His Mother also should be.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv,
16): “e honor of the Mother reflects on the Son.” But the
Son is worshiped with the adoration of “latria.” erefore the
Mother also.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s Mother is more akin to
Him than the cross. But the cross is worshiped with the adora-
tion of “latria.” erefore also His Mother is to be worshiped

with the same adoration.
On the contrary, e Mother of God is a mere creature.

erefore the worship of “latria” is not due to her.
I answer that, Since “latria” is due to God alone, it is not

due to a creature so far as we venerate a creature for its own
sake. For though insensible creatures are not capable of being
venerated for their own sake, yet the rational creature is capa-
ble of being venerated for its own sake. Consequently the wor-
ship of “latria” is not due to any mere rational creature for its
own sake. Since, therefore, the Blessed Virgin is a mere ratio-
nal creature, the worship of “latria” is not due to her, but only
that of “dulia”: but in a higher degree than to other creatures,
inasmuch as she is the Mother of God. For this reason we say
that not any kind of “dulia” is due to her, but “hyperdulia.”

Reply toObjection 1.ehonor due to the king’smother
is not equal to the honor which is due to the king: but is some-

* Hymn Vexilla Regis: translation of Father Aylward, O.P. † Sermon on
the Assumption, work of an anonymous author.
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what like it, by reason of a certain excellence on her part. is
is what is meant by the authorities quoted.

Reply to Objection 2. e honor given to the Mother re-
flects on her Son, because the Mother is to be honored for her
Son’s sake. But not in the same way as honor given to an image
reflects on its exemplar: because the image itself, considered as

a thing, is not to be venerated in any way at all.
Reply to Objection 3. e cross, considered in itself, is

not an object of veneration, as stated above (Aa. 4,5). But
the Blessed Virgin is in herself an object of veneration. Hence
there is no comparison.

IIIa q. 25 a. 6Whether any kind of worship is due to the relics of the saints?

Objection 1. It would seem that the relics of the saints are
not to beworshiped at all. Forwe should avoiddoingwhatmay
be the occasion of error. But to worship the relics of the dead
seems to savor of the error of the Gentiles, who gave honor to
dead men. erefore the relics of the saints are not to be hon-
ored.

Objection 2. Further, it seems absurd to venerate what is
insensible. But the relics of the saints are insensible. erefore
it is absurd to venerate them.

Objection 3. Further, a dead body is not of the same
species as a living body: consequently it does not seem to be
identical with it. erefore, aer a saint’s death, it seems that
his body should not be worshiped.

On the contrary, It is written (De Eccles. Dogm. xl): “We
believe that the bodies of the saints, above all the relics of the
blessed martyrs, as being the members of Christ, should be
worshiped in all sincerity”: and further on: “If anyone holds
a contrary opinion, he is not accounted a Christian, but a fol-
lower of Eunomius and Vigilantius.”

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i, 13): “If a
father’s coat or ring, or anything else of that kind, is so much
more cherished by his children, as love for one’s parents is
greater, in no way are the bodies themselves to be despised,
which are much more intimately and closely united to us than
any garment; for they belong to man’s very nature.” It is clear
from this that hewho has a certain affection for anyone, vener-
ates whatever of his is le aer his death, not only his body and
the parts thereof, but even external things, such as his clothes,
and such like. Now it is manifest that we should show honor
to the saints of God, as being members of Christ, the children

and friends of God, and our intercessors. Wherefore in mem-
ory of them we ought to honor any relics of theirs in a fitting
manner: principally their bodies, which were temples, and or-
gans of the Holy Ghost dwelling and operating in them, and
are destined to be likened to the body of Christ by the glory of
the Resurrection. Hence God Himself fittingly honors such
relics by working miracles at their presence.

Reply to Objection 1. is was the argument of Vigi-
lantius, whose words are quoted by Jerome in the book he
wrote against him (ch. ii) as follows: “We see something like
a pagan rite introduced under pretext of religion; they wor-
ship with kisses I know not what tiny heap of dust in a mean
vase surrounded with precious linen.” To him Jerome replies
(Ep. ad Ripar. cix): “We do not adore, I will not say the relics
of the martyrs, but either the sun or the moon or even the
angels”—that is to say, with the worship of “latria.” “But we
honor the martyrs’ relics, so that thereby we give honor to
HimWhosemartyrs* they are: we honor the servants, that the
honor shown to them may reflect on their Master.” Conse-
quently, by honoring the martyrs’ relics we do not fall into the
error of the Gentiles, who gave the worship of “latria” to dead
men.

Reply to Objection 2. We worship that insensible body,
not for its own sake, but for the sake of the soul, which was
once united thereto, and now enjoys God; and for God’s sake,
whose ministers the saints were.

Reply toObjection3.edead body of a saint is not iden-
tical with that which the saint had during life, on account of
the difference of form, viz. the soul: but it is the same by iden-
tity of matter, which is destined to be reunited to its form.

* e original meaning of the word ‘martyr,’ i.e. the Greek μάρτυς is ‘a witness’.
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T P, Q 26
Of Christ As Called the Mediator of God and Man

(In Two Articles)

We have now to consider how Christ is called the Mediator of God and man, and under this head there are two points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether it is proper to Christ to be the Mediator of God and man?
(2) Whether this belongs to Him by reason of His human nature?

IIIa q. 26 a. 1Whether it is proper to Christ to be the Mediator of God and man?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not proper to Christ
to be theMediator ofGod andman. For a priest and a prophet
seem to bemediators betweenGod andman, according toDt.
5:5: “I was the mediator and stood between God [Vulg.: ‘the
Lord’] and you at that time.” But it is not proper toChrist to be
a priest and a prophet. Neither, therefore, is it proper to Him
to be Mediator.

Objection 2. Further, that which is fitting to angels, both
good and bad, cannot be said to be proper to Christ. But
to be between God and man is fitting to the good angels, as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv). It is also fitting to the bad an-
gels—that is, the demons: for they have something in common
with God—namely, “immortality”; and something they have
in common with men—namely, “passibility of soul” and con-
sequently unhappiness; as appears from what Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei ix, 13,15). erefore it is not proper to Christ to
be a Mediator of God and man.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to the office of Mediator
to beseech one of those, between whom he mediates, for the
other. But the Holy Ghost, as it is written (Rom. 8:26), “as-
keth” God “for us with unspeakable groanings.” erefore the
Holy Ghost is a Mediator between God and man. erefore
this is not proper to Christ.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Tim. 2:5): “ere is…one
Mediator of God and man, the man Christ Jesus.”

I answer that,Properly speaking, the office of amediator is
to join together and unite those between whom he mediates:
for extremes are united in the mean [medio]. Now to unite
men to God perfectively belongs to Christ, through Whom
men are reconciled to God, according to 2 Cor. 5:19: “God
was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself.” And, conse-
quently, Christ alone is the perfectMediator of God andmen,
inasmuch as, by His death, He reconciled the human race to
God. Hence the Apostle, aer saying, “Mediator of God and
man, the man Christ Jesus,” added: “Who gave Himself a re-
demption for all.”

However, nothing hinders certain others frombeing called
mediators, in some respect, betweenGod andman, forasmuch
as they cooperate in unitingmen toGod, dispositively ormin-
isterially.

Reply toObjection 1.eprophets and priests of theOld
Law were called mediators between God and man, disposi-
tively and ministerially: inasmuch as they foretold and fore-
shadowed the true and perfect Mediator of God and men. As
to the priests of the New Law, they may be called mediators of
God and men, inasmuch as they are the ministers of the true
Mediator by administering, inHis stead, the saving sacraments
to men.

Reply to Objection 2. e good angels, as Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei ix, 13), cannot rightly be called mediators be-
tween God and men. “For since, in common with God, they
have both beatitude and immortality, and none of these things
in common with unhappy and mortal man, how much rather
are they not aloof frommen and akin toGod, than established
between them?” Dionysius, however, says that they do occupy
a middle place, because, in the order of nature, they are estab-
lished below God and above man. Moreover, they fulfill the
office of mediator, not indeed principally and

perfectively, but ministerially and dispositively: whence
(Mat. 4:11) it is said that “angels came and ministered unto
Him”—namely, Christ. As to the demons, it is true that they
have immortality in common with God, and unhappiness in
common with men. “Hence for this purpose does the immor-
tal and unhappy demon intervene, in order that he may hin-
der men from passing to a happy immortality,” and may allure
them to an unhappy immortality. Whence he is like “an evil
mediator, who separates friends”*.

But Christ had beatitude in commonwith God, mortality
in common with men. Hence “for this purpose did He inter-
vene, that having fulfilled the span of His mortality, He might
from dead men make immortal—which He showed in Him-
self by rising again; and that He might confer beatitude on
those who were deprived of it—for which reason He never
forsook us.” Wherefore He is “the good Mediator, Who rec-
onciles enemies” (De Civ. Dei xv).

Reply to Objection 3. Since the Holy Ghost is in every-
thing equal to God,He cannot be said to be between, or aMe-
diator of, God andmen: but Christ alone,Who, though equal
to the Father in His Godhead, yet is less than the Father in
His human nature, as stated above (q. 20, a. 1). Hence on Gal.

* Augustine, De Civ. Dei xv.
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3:20, “Christ is a Mediator [Vulg.: ‘Now a mediator is not of
one, but God is one’],” the gloss says: “Not the Father nor the

Holy Ghost.” e Holy Ghost, however, is said “to ask for us,”
because He makes us ask.

IIIa q. 26 a. 2Whether Christ, is the Mediator of God and men?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ is not, as man, the
Mediator of God and men. For Augustine says (Contra Felic.
x): “One is the Person of Christ: lest there be not one Christ,
not one substance; lest, the office of Mediator being denied,
He be called the Son either of God alone, or merely the Son of
a man.” But He is the Son of God and man, not as man, but as
at the same time God and man. erefore neither should we
say that, as man alone, He is Mediator of God and man.

Objection 2. Further, just as Christ, as God, has a com-
mon nature with the Father and the Holy Ghost; so, as man,
He has a common nature with men. But for the reason that,
as God, He has the same nature as the Father and the Holy
Ghost, He cannot be called Mediator, as God: for on 1 Tim.
2:5, “Mediator of God and man,” a gloss says: “As the Word,
He is not a Mediator, because He is equal to God, and God
‘with God,’ and at the same time one God.” erefore neither,
as man, can He be called Mediator, on account of His having
the same nature as men.

Objection 3. Further, Christ is calledMediator, inasmuch
asHe reconciled us toGod: and thisHedid by taking away sin,
which separated us from God. But to take away sin belongs to
Christ, not as man, but as God. erefore Christ is our Medi-
ator, not as man, but as God.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei ix, 15):
“Not because He is the Word, is Christ Mediator, since He
Who is supremely immortal and supremely happy is far from
us unhappy mortals; but He is Mediator, as man.”

I answer that, We may consider two things in a mediator:
first, that he is a mean; secondly, that he unites others. Now
it is of the nature of a mean to be distant from each extreme:
while it unites by communicating to one that which belongs
to the other. Now neither of these can be applied to Christ as
God, but only asman. For, asGod,He does not differ from the
Father and the Holy Ghost in nature and power of dominion:
nor have the Father and theHolyGhost anything that the Son
has not, so that He be able to communicate to others some-
thing belonging to the Father or the Holy Ghost, as though
it were belonging to others than Himself. But both can be ap-
plied toHim asman. Because, as man,He is distant both from
God, by nature, and from man by dignity of both grace and
glory. Again, it belongs to Him, as man, to unite men to God,
by communicating to men both precepts and gis, and by of-
fering satisfaction and prayers to God for men. And therefore
He is most truly called Mediator, as man.

Reply to Objection 1. If we take the Divine Nature from
Christ, we consequently take fromHim the singular fulness of
grace, which belongs to Him as the Only-begotten of the Fa-
ther, as it is written ( Jn. 1:14). From which fulness it resulted

that He was established over all men, and approached nearer
to God.

Reply toObjection 2.Christ, as God, is in all things equal
to the Father. But even in the human nature He is above all
men. erefore, as man, He can be Mediator, but not as God.

Reply to Objection 3. Although it belongs to Christ as
God to take away sin authoritatively, yet it belongs to Him, as
man, to satisfy for the sin of the human race. And in this sense
He is called the Mediator of God and men.

ST. THOMAS AND THE IMMACULATE CON-
CEPTION (EDITORIAL NOTE)

e privilege of the Virgin-Mother of God and the
supremeprerogative of her Sonmaybe seen from the following
diagram:

THE LAW AND THE COURSE OF ORIGINAL SIN
UNDER THE LAW…. . all descendants from Adam…. .
spring from Adam materially and seminally…. . the body lies
(not under the guilty, but) under the effects of original sin…. .
the stricken body dispositively causes the soul to contract the
guilt of original sin…. . all contract both debt and stain…. . all
need aRedeemer to destroy the stain contracted PARTIALLY
EXEMPT FROM THE LAW; PRIVILEGE OF IMMAC-
ULATE CONCEPTION…. . the Blessed Virgin…. . springs
from Adam materially and seminally…. . the body lies (not
under the guilt, but) under the effects of original sin…. . the
stricken body would have dispositively caused the soul to con-
tract the guilt of original sin…. . the soul at the moment of
union with the body was prevented by the infusion of grace
from contracting sin…. .Mary contracted the debt, but not the
stain…. . Mary needed a Redeemer to prevent her from con-
tracting the stain WHOLLY EXEMPT FROM THE LAW;
MIRACULOUS CONCEPTION…. . Our Blessed Lord…. .
springs from Adam materially, not seminally (q. 31, a. 1)…. .
His body lay under neither guilt nor effects of original sin….
. the body being entirely free, could not transmit the stain to
His soul…. . no preventive grace needed…. . Jesus Christ con-
tracted neither debt nor stain…. . JesusChrist is not redeemed,
but the Redeemer

Itwill thus be seenhowaccurately St.omas speaks of the
“flesh” or body of our Blessed Lady. For it should be remem-
bered that, according to St. omas, the human body is ani-
mated in successionby (1) a vegetative, (2) a sensitive, and (3) a
rational soul. Hence his assertion that “the flesh of the Blessed
Virgin was conceived in original sin” (q. 14, a. 3, ad 1) means
that the body of the Blessed Virgin, being descended from
Adambothmaterially and seminally, contracted the bodily de-
fects which are conveyed by seminal generation, and are the
results of the privation of original justice (q. 69, a. 4, ad 3). Be-
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fore animation, therefore the body of theBlessedVirginwould
not be infected with the guilt of original sin, because priva-
tion of grace can only be in that which is the subject of grace,
viz. the rational soul. Nevertheless, before animation the body
of the Blessed Virgin, being seminally descended from Adam,
was such that it would have been themeans of transmitting the
taint of original sin to the rational soul at the very first instant
of animation, unless the grace of the Redeemer intervened and
sanctified her soul “in that self-same instant,” thus redeeming
her and preventing her from contracting the guilt of original
sin.

Why, then, does St. omas say that because the Blessed
Virgin was not sanctified before animation, therefore she
could be sanctified only aer animation?

Such a conclusion would hold if it were a question of the
order of Nature: “a thing must be before it is such [prius est
esse quam esse tale]”; and therefore the soul must be, before it
is sanctified. But if St. omas held for a posteriority of time,
no matter how short, we ask how it was that he did not per-
ceive the fallacy of the argument, since it might be neither be-
fore nor aer, but in the very instant of, animation.

e question is answered thus: St. omas as a Doctor

of the Church and in matters which were not then “de fide,”
is a witness to the expression of the faith of his time. Hence
his line of argument coincides with, because it follows, that
of St. Bernard, Peter Lombard, Alexander of Hales, Albert the
Great, St. Bonaventure. Itwas not likely that St.omaswould
differ from the great masters of his time, who failed to un-
derstand that the grace of redemption might at the same time
be one of preservation and prevention. Nor is it likely that St.
omas had any reliable information about the movement* in
progress at that time towards a belief in the Immaculate Con-
ception. No doubt he knew something of it, but the names of
its promoters would have weighed little with him as against
those of Bernard, Albert, Peter, Alexander, and Bonaventure.
And it must not be forgotten that among those who upheld
the doctrine of the ImmaculateConception, not a few ascribed
the privilege as being absolute and not one of preservation and
Redemption.Hence it is that St.omas insists on two things:
(1) that the Mother of God was redeemed, and (2) that the
grace of her sanctification was a grace of preservation. And, be
it remarked in conclusion, these two points, so much insisted
on by St.omas, are at the very basis of theCatholic doctrine
of the Immaculate Conception.

* Principally in England, where, owing to the influence of St. Anselm (1109), the doctrine was maintained by Eadmer (1137). Nicolas of St. Albans (1175),
Osbert of Clare (1170), Robert Grosseteste, Bishop of Lincoln (1253), William of Ware (1300), who was the master of Duns Scotus (1308).
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T P, Q 27
Of the Sanctification of the Blessed Virgin

(In Six Articles)

Aer the foregoing treatise of the union of God and man and the consequences thereof, it remains for us to consider what
things the Incarnate Son of God did or suffered in the human nature united to Him. is consideration will be fourfold. For
we shall consider: (1) ose things that relate to His coming into the world; (2) ose things that relate to the course of His
life in this world; (3) His departure from this world; (4) ose things that concern His exaltation aer this life.

e first of these offers four points of consideration: (1) e Conception of Christ; (2) His Birth; (3) His Circumcision;
(4) His Baptism. Concerning His Conception there are some points to be considered: (1) As to the Mother who conceived
Him; (2) as to the mode of His Conception; (3) as to the perfection of the offspring conceived.

On the part of the Mother four points offer themselves to our consideration: (1) Her sanctification. (2) her virginity; (3)
her espousals; (4) her annunciation, or preparation for conception.

Concerning the first there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Blessed Virgin, Mother of God, was sanctified before her birth from the womb?
(2) Whether she was sanctified before animation?
(3) Whether in virtue of this sanctification the fomes of sin was entirely taken away from her?
(4) Whether the result of this sanctification was that she never sinned?
(5) Whether in virtue of this sanctification she received the fulness of grace?
(6) Whether it was proper to her to be thus sanctified?

IIIa q. 27 a. 1Whether the Blessed Virgin was sanctified before her birth from the womb?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin was
not sanctified before her birth from the womb. For the Apos-
tle says (1 Cor. 15:46): “at was not first which is spiritual
but that which is natural; aerwards that which is spiritual.”
But by sanctifying grace man is born spiritually into a son of
God according to Jn. 1:13: ”(who) are born of God.” But birth
from the womb is a natural birth.erefore the Blessed Virgin
was not sanctified before her birth from the womb.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Ep. ad Dardan.):
“e sanctification, by which we become temples of God, is
only of those who are born again.” But no one is born again,
whowas not born previously.erefore the BlessedVirginwas
not sanctified before her birth from the womb.

Objection 3. Further, whoever is sanctified by grace is
cleansed from sin, both original and actual. If, therefore, the
Blessed Virgin was sanctified before her birth from the womb,
it follows that she was then cleansed from original sin. Now
nothing but original sin could hinder her from entering the
heavenly kingdom. If therefore she had died then, it seems that
she would have entered the gates of heaven. But this was not
possible before the Passion of Christ, according to the Apos-
tle (Heb. 10:19): “We have [Vulg.: ‘having’] therefore a confi-
dence in the entering into the Holies by His blood.” It seems
therefore that the Blessed Virgin was not sanctified before her
birth from the womb.

Objection 4. Further, original sin is contracted through
the origin, just as actual sin is contracted through an act. But
as long as one is in the act of sinning, one cannot be cleansed
from actual sin. erefore neither could the Blessed Virgin be

cleansed fromoriginal sin as long as shewas in the act of origin,
by existence in her mother’s womb.

On the contrary, e Church celebrates the feast of our
Lady’s Nativity. Now the Church does not celebrate feasts ex-
cept of those who are holy. erefore even in her birth the
Blessed Virgin was holy. erefore she was sanctified in the
womb.

I answer that, Nothing is handed down in the canonical
Scriptures concerning the sanctification of the Blessed Mary
as to her being sanctified in the womb; indeed, they do not
even mention her birth. But as Augustine, in his tractate on
the Assumption of the Virgin, argues with reason, since her
body was assumed into heaven, and yet Scripture does not re-
late this; so it may be reasonably argued that she was sancti-
fied in the womb. For it is reasonable to believe that she, who
brought forth “the Only-Begotten of the Father full of grace
and truth,” received greater privileges of grace than all others:
hence we read (Lk. 1:28) that the angel addressed her in the
words: “Hail full of grace!”

Moreover, it is to be observed that it was granted, by way
of privilege, to others, to be sanctified in the womb; for in-
stance, to Jeremias, towhom itwas said ( Jer. 1:5): “Before thou
camest forth out of the womb, I sanctified thee”; and again, to
John the Baptist, of whom it is written (Lk. 1:15): “He shall be
filled with the Holy Ghost even from his mother’s womb.” It
is therefore with reason that we believe the Blessed Virgin to
have been sanctified before her birth from the womb.

Reply toObjection 1.Even in the BlessedVirgin, first was
thatwhich is natural, and aerwards thatwhich is spiritual: for
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shewas first conceived in the flesh, and aerwards sanctified in
the spirit.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine speaks according to the
common law, by reason of which no one is regenerated by the
sacraments, save those who are previously born. But God did
not so limit His power to the law of the sacraments, but that
He can bestow His grace, by special privilege, on some before
they are born from the womb.

Reply to Objection 3. e Blessed Virgin was sanctified
in the womb from original sin, as to the personal stain; but she
was not freed from the guilt to which the whole nature is sub-
ject, so as to enter into Paradise otherwise than through the

Sacrifice of Christ; the same also is to be said of the Holy Fa-
thers who lived before Christ.

Reply toObjection 4.Original sin is transmitted through
the origin, inasmuch as through the origin the human nature
is transmitted, and original sin, properly speaking, affects the
nature. And this takes place when the off-spring conceived is
animated.Wherefore nothing hinders the offspring conceived
from being sanctified aer animation: for aer this it remains
in the mother’s womb not for the purpose of receiving human
nature, but for a certain perfecting of that which it has already
received.

IIIa q. 27 a. 2Whether the Blessed Virgin was sanctified before animation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin was
sanctified before animation. Because, as we have stated (a. 1),
more grace was bestowed on the Virgin Mother of God than
on any saint. Now it seems to have been granted to some, to
be sanctified before animation. For it is written ( Jer. 1:5): “Be-
fore I formed thee in the bowels of thy mother, I knew thee”:
and the soul is not infused before the formation of the body.
Likewise Ambrose says of John the Baptist (Comment. in Luc.
i, 15): “As yet the spirit of life was not in him and already he
possessed the Spirit of grace.” Much more therefore could the
Blessed Virgin be sanctified before animation.

Objection 2. Further, as Anselm says (De Concep. Virg.
xviii), “it was fitting that this Virgin should shine with such a
purity that under God none greater can be imagined”: where-
fore it is written (Canticles 4:7): “ou art all fair, O my love,
and there is not a spot in thee.” But the purity of the Blessed
Virgin would have been greater, if she had never been stained
by the contagion of original sin.erefore itwas granted to her
to be sanctified before her flesh was animated.

Objection 3. Further, as it has been stated above, no feast
is celebrated except of some saint. But some keep the feast of
the Conception of the Blessed Virgin. erefore it seems that
in her very Conception she was holy; and hence that she was
sanctified before animation.

Objection 4. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 11:16): “If
the root be holy, so are the branches.” Now the root of the
children is their parents. erefore the Blessed Virgin could
be sanctified even in her parents, before animation.

On the contrary, e things of the Old Testament were
figures of the New, according to 1 Cor. 10:11: “All things hap-
pened to them in figure.” Now the sanctification of the taber-
nacle, of which it is written (Ps. 45:5): “e most High hath
sanctified His own tabernacle,” seems to signify the sanctifi-
cation of the Mother of God, who is called “God’s Taberna-
cle,” according to Ps. 18:6: “He hath set His tabernacle in the
sun.” But of the tabernacle it is written (Ex. 40:31,32): “Aer
all things were perfected, the cloud covered the tabernacle of
the testimony, and the glory of the Lord filled it.” erefore

also the Blessed Virgin was not sanctified until aer all in her
was perfected, viz. her body and soul.

I answer that,esanctification of the BlessedVirgin can-
not be understood as having taken place before animation, for
two reasons. First, because the sanctification of which we are
speaking, is nothing but the cleansing from original sin: for
sanctification is a “perfect cleansing,” as Dionysius says (Div.
Nom. xii). Now sin cannot be taken away except by grace, the
subject of which is the rational creature alone. erefore be-
fore the infusion of the rational soul, the Blessed Virgin was
not sanctified.

Secondly, because, since the rational creature alone can be
the subject of sin; before the infusion of the rational soul, the
offspring conceived is not liable to sin. And thus, in whatever
manner the Blessed Virgin would have been sanctified before
animation, she could never have incurred the stain of original
sin: and thus she would not have needed redemption and sal-
vation which is by Christ, of whom it is written (Mat. 1:21):
“He shall saveHis people from their sins.” But this is unfitting,
through implying that Christ is not the “Saviour of all men,”
as He is called (1 Tim. 4:10). It remains, therefore, that the
Blessed Virgin was sanctified aer animation.

Reply to Objection 1. e Lord says that He “knew”
Jeremias before he was formed in the womb, by knowledge,
that is to say, of predestination: but He says that He “sancti-
fied” him, not before formation, but before he “came forth out
of the womb,” etc.

As towhatAmbrose says, viz. that in John theBaptist there
was not the spirit of life when there was already the Spirit of
grace, by spirit of life we are not to understand the life-giving
soul, but the air which we breathe out [respiratus]. Or it may
be said that in him as yet there was not the spirit of life, that is
the soul, as to its manifest and complete operations.

Reply toObjection 2. If the soul of the BlessedVirgin had
never incurred the stain of original sin, this would be deroga-
tory to the dignity ofChrist, by reason ofHis being the univer-
sal Saviour of all. Consequently aer Christ, who, as the uni-
versal Saviour of all, needed not to be saved, the purity of the
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BlessedVirgin holds the highest place. ForChrist did not con-
tract original sin in any way whatever, but was holy inHis very
Conception, according to Lk. 1:35: “e Holy which shall be
born of thee, shall be called the Son of God.” But the Blessed
Virgin did indeed contract original sin, butwas cleansed there-
from before her birth from the womb. is is what is signified
(Job 3:9) where it is written of the night of original sin: “Let
it expect light,” i.e. Christ, “and not see it”—(because “no de-
filed thing cometh into her,” as is written Wis. 7:25), “nor the
rising of the dawning of the day,” that is of the Blessed Virgin,
who in her birth was immune from original sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the Church of Rome
does not celebrate the Conception of the Blessed Virgin, yet
it tolerates the custom of certain churches that do keep that
feast, wherefore this is not to be entirely reprobated. Never-
theless the celebration of this feast does not give us to under-

stand that she was holy in her conception. But since it is not
knownwhen she was sanctified, the feast of her Sanctification,
rather than the feast of her Conception, is kept on the day of
her conception.

Reply to Objection 4. Sanctification is twofold. one is
that of the whole nature: inasmuch as the whole human na-
ture is freed from all corruption of sin and punishment. is
will take place at the resurrection. e other is personal sanc-
tification. is is not transmitted to the children begotten of
the flesh: because it does not regard the flesh but the mind.
Consequently, though the parents of the Blessed Virgin were
cleansed fromoriginal sin, nevertheless she contracted original
sin, since she was conceived by way of fleshly concupiscence
and the intercourse of man and woman: for Augustine says
(De Nup. et Concup. i): “All flesh born of carnal intercourse
is sinful.”

IIIa q. 27 a. 3Whether the Blessed Virgin was cleansed from the infection of the fomes?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin was
not cleansed from the infection of the fomes. For just as the
fomes, consisting in the rebellion of the lower powers against
the reason, is a punishment of original sin; so also are death and
other corporeal penalties.erefore the fomeswas not entirely
removed from her.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (2 Cor. 12:9): “Power is
made perfect in infirmity,” which refers to the weakness of the
fomes, by reason of which he (the Apostle) felt the “sting of
the flesh.” But it was not fitting that anything should be taken
away from the Blessed Virgin, pertaining to the perfection of
virtue. erefore it was unfitting that the fomes should be en-
tirely taken away from her.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii)
that “the Holy Ghost came upon” the Blessed Virgin, “purify-
ingher,” before she conceived the SonofGod.But this canonly
be understood of purification from the fomes: for she commit-
ted no sin, as Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat. xxvi). ere-
fore by the sanctification in the womb she was not absolutely
cleansed from the fomes.

On the contrary, It is written (Canticles 4:7): “ou art
all fair, O my love, and there is not a spot in thee!” But the
fomes implies a blemish, at any rate in the flesh. erefore the
fomes was not in the Blessed Virgin.

I answer that, on this point there are various opinions. For
some have held that the fomes was entirely taken away in that
sanctification whereby the Blessed Virgin was sanctified in the
womb.Others say that it remained as far as it causes a difficulty
in doing good, butwas taken away as far as it causes a proneness
to evil. Others again, that it was taken away as to the personal
corruption, by which it makes us quick to do evil and slow to
do good: but that it remained as to the corruption of nature,
inasmuch as it is the cause of transmitting original sin to the
offspring. Lastly, others say that, in her first sanctification, the

fomes remained essentially, but was fettered; and that, when
she conceived the Son of God, it was entirely taken away. In
order to understand the question at issue, it must be observed
that the fomes is nothing but a certain inordinate, but habit-
ual, concupiscence of the sensitive appetite. for actual concu-
piscence is a sinful motion. Now sensual concupiscence is said
to be inordinate, in so far as it rebels against reason; and this
it does by inclining to evil, or hindering from good. Conse-
quently it is essential to the fomes to incline to evil, or hinder
from good.Wherefore to say that the fomes was in the Blessed
Virgin without an inclination to evil, is to combine two con-
tradictory statements.

In likemanner it seems to imply a contradiction to say that
the fomes remained as to the corruption of nature, but not as
to the personal corruption. For, according to Augustine (De
Nup. et Concup. i.), it is lust that transmits original sin to the
offspring. Now lust implies inordinate concupiscence, not en-
tirely subject to reason: and therefore, if the fomes were en-
tirely taken away as to personal corruption, it could not remain
as to the corruption of nature.

It remains, therefore, for us to say, either that the fomeswas
entirely taken away from her by her first sanctification or that
it was fettered. Now that the fomes was entirely taken away,
might be understood in this way, that, by the abundance of
grace bestowed on the Blessed Virgin, such a disposition of
the soul’s powers was granted to her, that the lower powers
were never moved without the command of her reason: just as
we have stated to have been the case with Christ (q. 15, a. 2),
who certainly did not have the fomes of sin; as alsowas the case
with Adam, before he sinned, by reason of original justice: so
that, in this respect, the grace of sanctification in the Virgin
had the force of original justice. And although this appears to
be part of the dignity of the Virgin Mother, yet it is somewhat
derogatory to the dignity of Christ, without whose power no
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one had been freed from the first sentence of condemnation.
And though, through faith in Christ, some were freed from
that condemnation, according to the spirit, before Christ’s In-
carnation, yet it does not seem fitting that any one should be
freed from that condemnation, according to the flesh, except
aerHis Incarnation, for it was then that immunity from con-
demnationwas first to appear. Consequently, just as before the
immortality of the flesh of Christ rising again, none obtained
immortality of the flesh, so it seems unfitting to say that before
Christ appeared in sinless flesh,HisVirginMother’s or anyone
else’s flesh should be without the fomes, which is called “the
law of the flesh” or “of the members” (Rom. 7:23,25).

erefore it seems better to say that by the sanctification
in the womb, the Virgin was not freed from the fomes in its
essence, but that it remained fettered: not indeed by an act of
her reason, as in holy men, since she had not the use of reason
from the very first moment of her existence in her mother’s
womb, for this was the singular privilege of Christ: but by rea-
son of the abundant grace bestowed on her in her sanctifica-
tion, and still more perfectly by Divine Providence preserving
her sensitive soul, in a singular manner, from any inordinate
movement. Aerwards, however, at the conception of Christ’s
flesh, in which for the first time immunity from sin was to be
conspicuous, it is to be believed that entire freedom from the
fomes redounded from the Child to the Mother. is indeed
is signified (Ezech. 43:2): “Behold the glory of the God of Is-
rael came in by the way of the east,” i.e. by the Blessed Virgin,

“and the earth,” i.e. her flesh, “shone with His,” i.e. Christ’s,
“majesty.”

Reply to Objection 1. Death and such like penalties do
not of themselves incline us to sin. Wherefore though Christ
assumed them, He did not assume the fomes. Consequently
in order that the Blessed Virgin might be conformed to her
Son, from“whose fulness” her gracewas derived, the fomeswas
at first fettered and aerwards taken away: while she was not
freed from death and other such penalties.

Reply to Objection 2. e “infirmity” of the flesh, that
pertains to the fomes, is indeed to holy men an occasional
cause of perfect virtue: but not the “sine qua non” of perfec-
tion: and it is quite enough to ascribe to the Blessed Virgin
perfect virtue and abundant grace: nor is there any need to at-
tribute to her every occasional cause of perfection.

Reply toObjection 3.e Holy Ghost effected a twofold
purification in the Blessed Virgin. e first was, as it were,
preparatory to Christ’s conception: which did not cleanse her
from the stain of sin or fomes, but rather gave hermind a unity
of purpose and disengaged it from amultiplicity of things (Cf.
Dionysius, Div. Nom. iv), since even the angels are said to be
purified, in whom there is no stain, as Dionysius says (Eccl.
Hier. vi). e second purification effected in her by the Holy
Ghostwas bymeans of the conception ofChrist whichwas the
operation of the Holy Ghost. And in respect of this, it may be
said that He purified her entirely from the fomes.

IIIa q. 27 a. 4Whether by being sanctified in the womb the BlessedVirgin was preserved from all actual sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that by being sanctified in the
womb theBlessedVirginwas not preserved from all actual sin.
For, as we have already stated (a. 3), aer her first sanctifica-
tion the fomes remained in the Virgin. Now themotion of the
fomes, even if it precede the act of the reason, is a venial sin,
albeit extremely slight, as Augustine says in his workDe Trini-
tate*.erefore therewas some venial sin in theBlessedVirgin.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (Qq. Nov. et Vet. Test.
lxxiii on Lk. 2:35: “y own soul a sword shall pierce”) says
that the Blessed Virgin “was troubled with wondering doubt
at the death of our Lord.” But doubt inmatters of faith is a sin.
erefore the Blessed Virgin was not preserved from all actual
sin.

Objection 3. Further, Chrysostom (Hom. xlv in Matth.)
expounding the text: “Behold thy mother and thy brethren
stand without, seeking thee,” says: “It is clear that they did this
from mere vain glory.” Again, on Jn. 2:3: “ey have no wine,”
the same Chrysostom says that “she wished to do them a fa-
vor, and raise herself in their esteem, by means of her Son:
and perchance she succumbed to human frailty, just as didHis
brethrenwhen they said: ‘Manifestyself to theworld.’ ”And
a little further on he says: “For as yet she did not believe in
Him as she ought.” Now it is quite clear that all this was sinful.

erefore the Blessed Virgin was not preserved from all sin.
On the contrary, Augustine says (De Nat. et Grat. xxxvi):

“In the matter of sin, it is my wish to exclude absolutely all
questions concerning the holy Virgin Mary, on account of
the honor due to Christ. For since she conceived and brought
forth Him who most certainly was guilty of no sin, we know
that an abundance of grace was given her that she might be in
every way the conqueror of sin.”

I answer that, God so prepares and endows those, whom
He chooses for some particular office, that they are rendered
capable of fulfilling it, according to 2 Cor. 3:6: ”(Who) hath
made us fit ministers of the New Testament.” Now the Blessed
Virgin was chosen by God to be His Mother. erefore there
can be no doubt that God, by His grace, made her worthy of
that office, according to the words spoken to her by the an-
gel (Lk. 1:30,31): “ou hast found grace with God: behold
thou shalt conceive,” etc. But she would not have been wor-
thy to be the Mother of God, if she had ever sinned. First, be-
cause the honor of the parents reflects on the child, accord-
ing to Prov. 17:6: “e glory of children are their fathers”: and
consequently, on the other hand, the Mother’s shame would
have reflected on her Son. Secondly, because of the singular
affinity between her and Christ, who took flesh from her: and

* Cf. Sent. ii, D, 24.
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it is written ( 2 Cor. 6:15): “What concord hath Christ with
Belial?” irdly, because of the singular manner in which the
Son of God, who is the “Divine Wisdom” (1 Cor. 1:24) dwelt
in her, not only in her soul but in her womb. And it is written
(Wis. 1:4): “Wisdom will not enter into a malicious soul, nor
dwell in a body subject to sins.”

We must therefore confess simply that the Blessed Virgin
committed no actual sin, neither mortal nor venial; so that
what is written (Cant 4:7) is fulfilled: “ou art all fair, O my
love, and there is not a spot in thee,” etc.

Reply to Objection 1. Aer her sanctification the fomes
remained in the Blessed Virgin, but fettered; lest she should
be surprised by some sudden inordinate act, antecedent to the
act of reason.And although the grace of her sanctification con-
tributed to this effect, yet it did not suffice; for otherwise the
result of her sanctification would have been to render impos-
sible in her any sensual movement not preceded by an act of
reason, and thus she would. not have had the fomes, which is
contrary to what we have said above (a. 3). We must therefore
say that the above mentioned fettering (of the fomes) was per-
fectedbydivine providencenot permitting any inordinatemo-
tion to result from the fomes.

Reply toObjection2.Origen (Hom. xvii in Luc.) and cer-
tain other doctors expound these words of Simeon as refer-
ring to the sorrow which she suffered at the time of our Lord’s
Passion. Ambrose (in Luc. 2:35) says that the sword signifies
“Mary’s prudence which took note of the heavenly mystery.
For the word of God is living and effectual, and more piercing
than any two-edged sword” (Heb. 4:12).

Others again take the sword to signify doubt. But this is to
be understoodof the doubt, not of unbelief, but ofwonder and
discussion. us Basil says (Ep. ad Optim.) that “the Blessed
Virgin while standing by the cross, and observing every detail,
aer the message of Gabriel, and the ineffable knowledge of
the Divine Conception, aer that wondrous manifestation of
miracles, was troubled in mind”: that is to say, on the one side
seeing Him suffer such humiliation, and on the other consid-
ering His marvelous works.

Reply to Objection 3. In those words Chrysostom goes
too far. ey may, however, be explained as meaning that our
Lord corrected in her, not the inordinate motion of vain glory
in regard to herself, but that which might be in the thoughts
of others.

IIIa q. 27 a. 5Whether, by her sanctification in the womb, the Blessed Virgin received the fulness of grace?

Objection 1. It would seem that, by her sanctification in
the womb, the Blessed Virgin did not receive the fulness or
perfection of grace. For this seems to be Christ’s privilege, ac-
cording to Jn. 1:14: “We saw Him [Vulg.: ‘His glory’] as the
Only-Begotten [Vulg.: ‘as it were of the Only-Begotten’] full
of grace and truth.” But what is proper to Christ ought not to
be ascribed to some one else. erefore the Blessed Virgin did
not receive the fulness of grace at the time of her sanctification.

Objection 2. Further, nothing remains to be added to that
which is full and perfect: for “the perfect is that which lacks
nothing,” as is said Phys. iii. But the Blessed Virgin received
additional grace aerwards when she conceived Christ; for to
her was it said (Lk. 1:35): “e Holy Ghost shall come upon
thee: and again, when she was assumed into glory.” erefore
it seems that she did not receive the fulness of grace at the time
of her first sanctification.

Objection3.Further, “Goddoes nothing useless,” as is said
De Coelo et Mundo i. But it would have been useless for her
to have certain graces, for she would never have put them to
use: since we do not read that she taught which is the act of
wisdom; or that she worked miracles, which is the act of one
of the gratuitous graces. erefore she had not the fulness of
grace.

Onthe contrary,eangel said toher: “Hail, full of grace”
(Lk. 1:28); which words Jerome expounds as follows, in a ser-
mon on the Assumption (cf. Ep. ad Paul. et Eustoch.): “Full
indeed of grace: for to others it is given in portions; whereas
on Mary the fulness of grace was showered all at once.”

I answer that, In every genus, the nearer a thing is to the
principle, the greater the part which it has in the effect of that
principle, whence Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv) that angels,
being nearer to God, have a greater share than men, in the
effects of the Divine goodness. Now Christ is the principle
of grace, authoritatively as to His Godhead, instrumentally as
to His humanity: whence ( Jn. 1:17) it is written: “Grace and
truth came by Jesus Christ.” But the Blessed Virgin Mary was
nearest to Christ in His humanity: because He received His
human nature from her. erefore it was due to her to receive
a greater fulness of grace than others.

Reply toObjection 1.God gives to each one according to
the purpose for which He has chosen him. And since Christ
as man was predestinated and chosen to be “predestinated the
Son of God in power…of sanctification” (Rom. 1:4), it was
proper toHimtohave such a fulness of grace that it overflowed
from Him into all, according to Jn. 1:16: “Of His fulness we
have all received.” Whereas the Blessed Virgin Mary received
such a fulness of grace that she was nearest of all to the Author
of grace; so that she received within herHimWho is full of all
grace; and by bringing Him forth, she, in a manner, dispensed
grace to all.

Reply to Objection 2. In natural things at first there is
perfection of disposition, for instance whenmatter is perfectly
disposed for the form. Secondly, there is the perfection of the
form; and this is the more excellent, for the heat that proceeds
from the form of fire is more perfect than that which disposed
to the form of fire. irdly, there is the perfection of the end:
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for instance when fire has its qualities in the most perfect de-
gree, having mounted to its own place.

In like manner there was a threefold perfection of grace in
theBlessedVirgin.efirstwas a kindof disposition, bywhich
she was made worthy to be the mother of Christ: and this was
the perfection of her sanctification. e second perfection of
grace in theBlessedVirginwas through thepresenceof the Son
ofGod Incarnate in her womb.e third perfection of the end
is that which she has in glory.

at the second perfection excels the first, and the third
the second, appears (1) from the point of view of deliverance
from evil. For at first in her sanctification she was delivered
from original sin: aerwards, in the conception of the Son of
God, she was entirely cleansed from the fomes: lastly, in her
glorification shewas also delivered from all afflictionwhatever.
It appears (2) from the point of view of ordering to good. For
at first in her sanctification she received grace inclining her to
good: in the conception of the Son of God she received con-
summate grace confirmingher in good; and inher glorification
her grace was further consummated so as to perfect her in the

enjoyment of all good.
Reply to Objection 3. ere is no doubt that the Blessed

Virgin received in a high degree both the gi of wisdom and
the grace of miracles and even of prophecy, just as Christ had
them. But she did not so receive them, as to put them and such
like graces to every use, as did Christ: but accordingly as it be-
fitted her condition of life. For she had the use of wisdom in
contemplation, according toLk. 2:19: “ButMary kept all these
words, pondering them in her heart.” But she had not the use
ofwisdomas to teaching: since this befitted not the female sex,
according to 1 Tim. 2:12: “But I suffer not a woman to teach.”
euseofmiracles didnotbecomeherwhile she lived: because
at that time theTeaching ofChristwas to be confirmedbymir-
acles, and therefore it was befitting that Christ alone, and His
disciples who were the bearers of His doctrine, should work
miracles. Hence of John the Baptist it is written ( Jn. 10:41)
that he “did no sign”; that is, in order that all might fix their
attention on Christ. As to the use of prophecy, it is clear that
she had it, from the canticle spokenbyher: “My soul dothmag-
nify the Lord” (Lk. 1:46, etc.).

IIIa q. 27 a. 6Whether aer Christ, it was proper to the Blessed Virgin to be sanctified in the womb?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was proper for the
Blessed Virgin, aer Christ, to be sanctified in the womb. For
it has been said (a. 4) that the Blessed Virgin was sanctified in
the womb, in order that shemight be worthy to be themother
of God. But this is proper to her.erefore she alone was sanc-
tified in the womb.

Objection 2. Further, some men seem to have been more
closely connectedwithChrist than Jeremias and John theBap-
tist, who are said to have been sanctified in the womb. For
Christ is specially called the Son of David and of Abraham,
by reason of the promise specially made to them concerning
Christ. Isaias also prophesied of Christ in the most express
terms. And the apostles were in converse with Christ Himself.
And yet these are not mentioned as having been sanctified in
the womb. erefore it was not befitting that either Jeremias
or John the Baptist should be sanctified in the womb.

Objection 3. Further, Job says of himself ( Job 31:18):
“From my infancy mercy grew up with me; and it came out
with me from [my mother’s] womb.” Nevertheless we do not
for this reason say that he was sanctified in the womb. Neither
therefore are we bound to say that Jeremias and John the Bap-
tist were sanctified in the womb.

On the contrary, It is written of Jeremias ( Jer. 1:5): “Be-
fore thou camest forth out of the womb I sanctified thee.” And
of John the Baptist it is written (Lk. 1:15): “He shall be filled
with the Holy Ghost, even from his mother’s womb.”

I answer that, Augustine (Ep. ad Dardan.) seems to speak
dubiously of their ( Jeremias’ and John the Baptist’s) sancti-
fication in the womb. For the leaping of John in the womb
“might,” as he says, “signify the great truth,” viz. that the

womanwas themother ofGod, “whichwas to bemade known
to his elders, though as yet unknown to the infant. Hence in
the Gospel it is written, not that the infant in her womb be-
lieved, but that it ‘leaped’: and our eyes are witness that not
only infants leap but also cattle. But this was unwonted be-
cause it was in the womb. And therefore, just as other mira-
cles are wont to be done, this was done divinely, in the infant;
not humanly by the infant. Perhaps also in this child the use
of reason and will was so far accelerated that while yet in his
mother’s womb he was able to acknowledge, believe, and con-
sent, whereas in other childrenwe have towait for these things
till they grow older: this again I count as amiraculous result of
the divine power.”

But since it is expressly said (of John) in the Gospel that
“he shall be filled with theHolyGhost, even from hismother’s
womb”; and of Jeremias, “Before thou camest forth out of the
womb, I sanctified thee”; it seems that we must needs assert
that they were sanctified in the womb, although, while in the
womb, they had not the use of reason (which is the point dis-
cussed by Augustine); just as neither do children enjoy the use
of free will as soon as they are sanctified by baptism.

Nor are we to believe that any others, not mentioned by
Scripture, were sanctified in the womb. For such privileges of
grace, which are bestowed on some, outside the common law,
are ordered for the salvation of others, according to 1 Cor.
12:7: “e manifestation of the Spirit is given to every man
unto profit,” which would not result from the sanctification of
anyone unless it were made known to the Church.

And although it is not possible to assign a reason forGod’s
judgments, for instance, why He bestows such a grace on one
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and not on another, yet there seems to be a certain fittingness
in both of these being sanctified in the womb, by their fore-
shadowing the sanctificationwhichwas to be effected through
Christ. First, as to His Passion, according to Heb. 13:12: “Je-
sus, that He might sanctify the people by His own blood,
suffered without the gate”: which Passion Jeremias foretold
openly by words and by symbols, and most clearly foreshad-
owed by his own sufferings. Secondly, as to His Baptism (1
Cor. 6:11): “But you are washed, but you are sanctified”; to
which Baptism John prepared men by his baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. e blessed Virgin, who was cho-
sen by God to be His Mother, received a fuller grace of sanc-
tification than John the Baptist and Jeremias, who were cho-

sen to foreshadow in a special way the sanctification effected
by Christ. A sign of this is that it was granted to the Blessed
Virgin thence-forward never to sin eithermortally or venially:
whereas to the others who were thus sanctified it was granted
thenceforward not to sin mortally, through the protection of
God’s grace.

Reply toObjection 2. In other respects these saints might
be more closely united to Christ than Jeremias and John the
Baptist. But the latter were most closely united to Him by
clearly foreshadowing His sanctification, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 3. e mercy of which Job speaks is
not the infused virtue; but a certain natural inclination to the
act of that virtue.
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T P, Q 28
Of the Virginity of the Mother of God

(In Four Articles)

We now have to consider the virginity of the Mother of God; concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether she was a virgin in conceiving?
(2) Whether she was a virgin in His Birth?
(3) Whether she remained a virgin aer His Birth?
(4) Whether she took a vow of virginity?

IIIa q. 28 a. 1Whether the Mother of God was a virgin in conceiving Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Mother of God was
not a virgin in conceiving Christ. For no child having father
and mother is conceived by a virgin mother. But Christ is said
to have had not only a mother, but also a father, according
to Lk. 2:33: “His father and mother were wondering at those
things which were spoken concerning Him”: and further on
(Lk. 2:48) in the same chapter she says: “Behold I and y fa-
ther [Vulg.: ‘y father and I’] have sought ee sorrowing.”
erefore Christ was not conceived of a virgin mother.

Objection 2. Further (Mat. 1) it is proved that Christ was
the Son of Abraham and David, through Joseph being de-
scended from David. But this proof would have availed noth-
ing if Joseph were not the father of Christ. erefore it seems
thatChrist’sMother conceivedHimof the seed of Joseph; and
consequently that she was not a virgin in conceiving Him.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Gal. 4:4): “God sent
His Son, made of a woman.” But according to the customary
mode of speaking, the term “woman” applies to one who is
known of a man. erefore Christ was not conceived by a vir-
gin mother.

Objection 4. Further, things of the same species have the
same mode of generation: since generation is specified by its
terminus just as are other motions. But Christ belonged to the
same species as othermen, according to Phil. 2:7: “Beingmade
in the likeness of men, and in habit found as a man.” Since
therefore other men are begotten of the mingling of male and
female, it seems that Christ was begotten in the same man-
ner; and that consequently He was not conceived of a virgin
mother.

Objection 5. Further, every natural form has its determi-
nate matter, outside which it cannot be. But the matter of hu-
man form appears to be the semen ofmale and female. If there-
fore Christ’s body was not conceived of the semen of male and
female, it wouldnot have been truly a humanbody;which can-
not be asserted. It seems therefore that He was not conceived
of a virgin mother.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 7:14): “Behold a virgin
shall conceive.”

I answer that, We must confess simply that the Mother of
Christwas a virgin in conceiving for to deny this belongs to the

heresy of the Ebionites and Cerinthus, who held Christ to be
a mere man, and maintained that He was born of both sexes.

It is fitting for four reasons that Christ should be born of
a virgin. First, in order to maintain the dignity or the Father
Who sent Him. For since Christ is the true and natural Son
of God, it was not fitting that He should have another father
than God: lest the dignity belonging to God be transferred to
another.

Secondly, this was befitting to a property of the Son Him-
self, Who is sent. For He is the Word of God: and the word
is conceived without any interior corruption: indeed, inte-
rior corruption is incompatible with perfect conception of the
word. Since therefore flesh was so assumed by the Word of
God, as to be the flesh of the Word of God, it was fitting that
it also should be conceived without corruption of the mother.

irdly, thiswas befitting to the dignity ofChrist’s human-
ity in which there could be no sin, since by it the sin of the
worldwas taken away, according to Jn. 1:29: “Behold theLamb
of God” (i.e. the Lamb without stain) “who taketh away the
sin of the world.” Now it was not possible in a nature already
corrupt, for flesh to be born from sexual intercourse without
incurring the infection of original sin.Whence Augustine says
(De Nup. et Concup. i): “In that union,” viz. the marriage of
Mary and Joseph, “the nuptial intercourse alone was lacking:
because in sinful flesh this could not be without fleshly concu-
piscence which arises from sin, and without which He wished
to be conceived, Who was to be without sin.”

Fourthly, on account of the very end of the Incarnation
of Christ, which was that men might be born again as sons
of God, “not of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man,
but of God” ( Jn. 1:13), i.e. of the power of God, of which fact
the very conception of Christ was to appear as an exemplar.
Whence Augustine says (De Sanct. Virg.): “It behooved that
ourHead, by a notable miracle, should be born, aer the flesh,
of a virgin, that He might thereby signify that His members
would be born, aer the Spirit, of a virgin Church.”

Reply toObjection 1. As Bede says on Lk. 1:33: Joseph is
called the father of the Saviour, not that he really was His fa-
ther, as the Photinians pretended: but that he was considered
by men to be so, for the safeguarding of Mary’s good name.
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Wherefore Luke adds (Lk. 3:23): “Being, as it was supposed,
the son of Joseph.”

Or, according to Augustine (De Cons. Evang. ii), Joseph
is called the father of Christ just as “he is called the husband
of Mary, without fleshly mingling, by the mere bond of mar-
riage: being thereby united to Him much more closely than
if he were adopted from another family. Consequently that
Christ was not begotten of Joseph by fleshly union is no reason
why Joseph should not be called His father; since he would be
the father even of an adopted son not born of his wife.”

Reply to Objection 2. As Jerome says on Mat. 1:18:
“ough Joseph was not the father of our Lord and Saviour,
the order of His genealogy is traced down to Joseph”—first,
because “the Scriptures are not wont to trace the female line
in genealogies”: secondly, “Mary and Joseph were of the same
tribe”; wherefore by law he was bound to take her as being of
his kin. Likewise, as Augustine says (DeNup. etConcup. i), “it
was befitting to trace the genealogy down to Joseph, lest in that
marriage any slight should be offered to the male sex, which is
indeed the stronger: for truth suffered nothing thereby, since
both Joseph and Mary were of the family of David.”

Reply to Objection 3. As the gloss says on this passage,
the word “ ‘mulier,’ is here used instead of ‘femina,’ according
to the custom of the Hebrew tongue: which applies the term
signifying woman to those of the female sex who are virgins.”

Reply to Objection 4. is argument is true of those
things which come into existence by the way of nature: since

nature, just as it is fixed to one particular effect, so it is deter-
minate to onemode of producing that effect. But as the super-
natural power of God extends to the infinite: just as it is not
determinate to one effect, so neither is it determinate to one
mode of producing any effect whatever. Consequently, just as
it was possible for the first man to be produced, by the Divine
power, “from the slime of the earth,” so too was it possible for
Christ’s body to bemade, byDivine power, from a virgin with-
out the seed of the male.

Reply to Objection 5. According to the Philosopher (De
Gener. Animal. i, ii, iv), in conception the seed of the male is
not byway ofmatter, but byway of agent: and the female alone
supplies the matter. Wherefore though the seed of the male
was lacking in Christ’s conception, it does not follow that due
matter was lacking.

But if the seed of the male were the matter of the fetus in
animal conception, it is nevertheless manifest that it is not a
matter remaining under one form, but subject to transforma-
tion. And though the natural power cannot transmute other
than determinate matter to a determinate form; nevertheless
the Divine power, which is infinite, can transmute all matter
to any form whatsoever. Consequently, just as it transmuted
the slime of the earth into Adam’s body, so could it transmute
the matter supplied by His Mother into Christ’s body, even
though it were not the sufficient matter for a natural concep-
tion.

IIIa q. 28 a. 2Whether Christ’s Mother was a virgin in His birth?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Mother was not
a virgin in His Birth. For Ambrose says on Lk. 2:23: “He
who sanctified a strange womb, for the birth of a prophet,
He it is who opened His Mother’s womb, that He might go
forth unspotted.” But opening of the womb excludes virginity.
erefore Christ’s Mother was not a virgin in His Birth.

Objection 2. Further, nothing should have taken place in
the mystery of Christ, which would make His body to seem
unreal. Now it seems to pertain not to a true but to an unreal
body, to be able to go through a closed passage; since two bod-
ies cannot be in one place at the same time. It was therefore un-
fitting thatChrist’s body should come forth fromHisMother’s
closed womb: and consequently that she should remain a vir-
gin in giving birth to Him.

Objection 3. Further, as Gregory says in the Homily for
the octave of Easter*, that by entering aer His Resurrection
where the disciples were gathered, the doors being shut, our
Lord “showed that His body was the same in nature but dif-
fered in glory”: so that it seems that to go through a closed
passage pertains to a glorified body. But Christ’s body was not
glorified in its conception, but was passible, having “the like-
ness of sinful flesh,” as the Apostle says (Rom. 8:3). erefore
Hedidnot come forth through the closedwombof theVirgin.

On the contrary, In a sermon of the Council of Ephesus
(P. III, Cap. ix) it is said: “Aer giving birth, nature knows
not a virgin: but grace enhances her fruitfulness, and effects
her motherhood, while in no way does it injure her virginity.”
erefore Christ’s Mother was a virgin also in giving birth to
Him.

I answer that, Without any doubt whatever we must as-
sert that the Mother of Christ was a virgin even in His Birth:
for the prophet says not only: “Behold a virgin shall conceive,”
but adds: “and shall bear a son.” is indeed was befitting for
three reasons. First, because this was in keeping with a prop-
erty of Him whose Birth is in question, for He is the Word
of God. For the word is not only conceived in the mind with-
out corruption, but also proceeds from the mind without cor-
ruption. Wherefore in order to show that body to be the body
of the very Word of God, it was fitting that it should be born
of a virgin incorrupt. Whence in the sermon of the Council
of Ephesus (quoted above) we read: “Whosoever brings forth
mere flesh, ceases to be a virgin. But since she gave birth to
the Word made flesh, God safeguarded her virginity so as to
manifestHisWord, by whichWordHe thusmanifestedHim-
self: for neither does our word, when brought forth, corrupt
the mind; nor does God, the substantial Word, deigning to be

* xxvi in Evang.
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born, destroy virginity.”
Secondly, this is fitting as regards the effect of Christ’s

Incarnation: since He came for this purpose, that He might
take away our corruption.Wherefore it is unfitting that inHis
Birth He should corrupt His Mother’s virginity. us Augus-
tine says in a sermon on the Nativity of Our Lord: “It was not
right that He who came to heal corruption, should by His ad-
vent violate integrity.”

irdly, it was fitting that He Who commanded us to
honor our father and mother should not in His Birth lessen
the honor due to His Mother.

Reply to Objection 1. Ambrose says this in expounding
the evangelist’s quotation from the Law: “Every male opening
the womb shall be called holy to the Lord.” is, says Bede, “is
said in regard to the wonted manner of birth; not that we are
to believe that our Lord in coming forth violated the abode of
her sacred womb, which His entrance therein had hallowed.”
Wherefore the opening here spoken of does not imply the un-
locking of the enclosure of virginal purity; but the mere com-
ing forth of the infant from the maternal womb.

Reply toObjection2.Christwished so to show the reality
ofHis body, as tomanifest His Godhead at the same time. For
this reason He mingled wondrous with lowly things. Where-
fore, to show thatHis body was real, He was born of a woman.
But in order tomanifestHisGodhead,Hewas bornof a virgin,

for “such a Birth befits a God,” as Ambrose says in the Christ-
mas hymn.

Reply to Objection 3. Some have held that Christ, in His
Birth, assumed the gi of “subtlety,” whenHe came forth from
the closed womb of a virgin; and that He assumed the gi of
“agility” when with dry feet He walked on the sea. But this is
not consistent with what has been decided above (q. 14). For
these gis of a glorified body result from an overflow of the
soul’s glory on to the body, as we shall explain further on, in
treating of glorified bodies ( Suppl., q. 82): and it has been said
above (q. 13, a. 3, ad 1; q. 16, a. 1, ad 2) that beforeHis Passion
Christ “allowed His flesh to do and to suffer what was proper
to it” (Damascene, De Fide Orth. iii): nor was there such an
overflow of glory from His soul on to His body.

We must therefore say that all these things took place
miraculously by Divine power. Whence Augustine says (Sup.
Joan. Tract. 121): “To the substance of a body in which was
the Godhead closed doors were no obstacle. For truly He had
power to enter in by doors not open, in Whose Birth His
Mother’s virginity remained inviolate.” And Dionysius says in
an epistle (Ad Caium iv) that “Christ excelled man in doing
that which is proper to man: this is shown in His supernatural
conception, of a virgin, and in the unstable waters bearing the
weight of earthly feet.”

IIIa q. 28 a. 3Whether Christ’s Mother remained a virgin aer His birth?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Mother did not
remain a virgin aer His Birth. For it is written (Mat. 1:18):
“Before Joseph and Mary came together, she was found with
child of the Holy Ghost.” Now the Evangelist would not have
said this—“before they came together”—unless he were cer-
tain of their subsequent coming together; for no one says
of one who does not eventually dine “before he dines” (cf.
Jerome, Contra Helvid.). It seems, therefore, that the Blessed
Virgin subsequently had intercourse with Joseph; and conse-
quently that she did not remain a virgin aer (Christ’s) Birth.

Objection 2. Further, in the same passage (Mat. 1:20) are
related thewords of the angel to Joseph: “Fear not to take unto
thee Mary thy wife.” But marriage is consummated by carnal
intercourse. erefore it seems that this must have at some
time taken place between Mary and Joseph: and that, conse-
quently she did not remain a virgin aer (Christ’s) Birth.

Objection 3.Further, again in the same passage a little fur-
ther on (Mat. 1:24,25) we read: “And” ( Joseph) “took unto
him his wife; and he knew her not till she brought forth her
first-born Son.” Now this conjunction “till” is wont to desig-
nate a fixed time, on the completion of which that takes place
which previously had not taken place. And the verb “knew”
refers here to knowledge by intercourse (cf. Jerome, Contra
Helvid.); just as (Gn. 4:1) it is said that “Adam knew his wife.”
erefore it seems that aer (Christ’s) Birth, the Blessed Vir-

gin was known by Joseph; and, consequently, that she did not
remain a virgin aer the Birth (of Christ).

Objection 4. Further, “first-born” can only be said of one
who has brothers aerwards: wherefore (Rom. 8:29): “Whom
He foreknew, He also predestinated to be made conformable
to the imageofHis Son; thatHemight be thefirst-born among
many brethren.” But the evangelist calls Christ the first-born
by His Mother. erefore she had other children aer Christ.
And therefore it seems that Christ’s Mother did not remain a
virgin aer His Birth.

Objection 5. Further, it is written ( Jn. 2:12): “Aer this
He went down to Capharnaum, He”—that is, Christ—“and
His Mother and His brethren.” But brethren are those who
are begotten of the same parent. erefore it seems that the
Blessed Virgin had other sons aer Christ.

Objection 6.Further, it is written (Mat. 27:55,56): “ere
were there”—that is, by the cross of Christ—“many women
afar off, who had followed Jesus from Galilee, ministering
unto Him; among whom was Mary Magdalen, and Mary the
mother of James and Joseph, and the mother of the sons of
Zebedee.” Now this Mary who is called “the mother of James
and Joseph” seems to have been also the Mother of Christ; for
it is written ( Jn. 19:25) that “there stood by the cross of Jesus,
MaryHisMother.”erefore it seems thatChrist’sMother did
not remain a virgin aer His Birth.
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On the contrary, It is written (Ezech. 44:2): “is gate
shall be shut, it shall not be opened, and no man shall pass
through it; because the Lord the God of Israel hath entered
in by it.” Expounding these words, Augustine says in a sermon
(De Annunt. Dom. iii): “What means this closed gate in the
House of the Lord, except that Mary is to be ever inviolate?
What does it mean that ‘no man shall pass through it,’ save
that Joseph shall not know her? And what is this—‘e Lord
alone enters in and goeth out by it’—except that the Holy
Ghost shall impregnate her, and that the Lord of angels shall
be born of her? And what means this—‘it shall be shut for ev-
ermore’—but that Mary is a virgin before His Birth, a virgin
in His Birth, and a virgin aer His Birth?”

I answer that, Without any hesitation we must abhor the
error of Helvidius, who dared to assert that Christ’s Mother,
aer His Birth, was carnally known by Joseph, and bore other
children. For, in the first place, this is derogatory to Christ’s
perfection: for as He is in His Godhead the Only-Begotten
of the Father, being thus His Son in every respect perfect, so
it was becoming that He should be the Only-begotten son of
His Mother, as being her perfect offspring.

Secondly, this error is an insult to the Holy Ghost, whose
“shrine” was the virginal womb*, wherein He had formed the
flesh of Christ: wherefore it was unbecoming that it should be
desecrated by intercourse with man.

irdly, this is derogatory to the dignity and holiness of
God’sMother: for thus she would seem to bemost ungrateful,
were she not contentwith such a Son; andwere she, of her own
accord, by carnal intercourse to forfeit that virginitywhichhad
been miraculously preserved in her.

Fourthly, it would be tantamount to an imputation of ex-
treme presumption in Joseph, to assume that he attempted to
violate her whom by the angel’s revelation he knew to have
conceived by the Holy Ghost.

We must therefore simply assert that the Mother of God,
as she was a virgin in conceiving Him and a virgin in giving
Him birth, did she remain a virgin ever aerwards.

Reply to Objection 1. As Jerome says (Contra Helvid. i):
“Although this particle ‘before’ oen indicates a subsequent
event, yet we must observe that it not infrequently points
merely to some thing previously in themind: nor is there need
that what was in the mind take place eventually, since some-
thing may occur to prevent its happening. us if a man say:
‘Before I dined in the port, I set sail,’ we do not understand
him to have dined in port aer he set sail: but that his mind
was set on dining in port.” In like manner the evangelist says:
“Before they came together” Mary “was found with child, of
the Holy Ghost,” not that they came together aerwards: but
that, when it seemed that they would come together, this was
forestalled through her conceiving by the Holy Ghost, the re-
sult being that aerwards they did not come together.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Nup. et

Concup. i): “eMother of God is called ( Joseph’s) wife from
the first promise of her espousals, whom he had not known
nor ever was to know by carnal intercourse.” For, as Ambrose
says on Lk. 1:27: “e fact of her marriage is declared, not to
insinuate the loss of virginity, but to witness to the reality of
the union.”

Reply to Objection 3. Some have said that this is not to
be understood of carnal knowledge, but of acquaintance.us
Chrysostom says† that “Joseph did not know her, until she
gave birth, being unaware of her dignity: but aer she had
given birth, then did he know her. Because by reason of her
child she surpassed the whole world in beauty and dignity:
since she alone in the narrow abode of herwomb receivedHim
Whom the world cannot contain.”

Others again refer this to knowledge by sight. For as, while
Moses was speaking with God, his face was so bright “that the
children of Israel could not steadfastly behold it”; so Mary,
while being “overshadowed” by the brightness of the “power
of the Most High,” could not be gazed on by Joseph, until she
gave birth. But aerwards she is acknowledged by Joseph, by
looking on her face, not by lustful contact.

Jerome, however, grants that this is to be understood of
knowledge by intercourse; but he observes that “before” or
“until” has a twofold sense in Scripture. For sometimes it in-
dicates a fixed time, as Gal. 3:19: e law “was set because of
transgressions, until the seed should come, to whom He made
the promise.” On the other hand, it sometimes indicates an in-
definite time, as in Ps. 122:2: “Our eyes are unto the Lord our
God, until He have mercy on us”; from which it is not to be
gathered that our eyes are turned from God as soon as His
mercy has been obtained. In this sense those things are indi-
cated “of which we might doubt if they had not been written
down: while others are le out to be supplied by our under-
standing. us the evangelist says that the Mother of God was
not known by her husband until she gave birth, that wemay be
given to understand that still less did he know her aerwards”
(Adversus Helvid. v).

Reply to Objection 4. e Scriptures are wont to desig-
nate as the first-born, not only a child who is followed by oth-
ers, but also the one that is born first. “Otherwise, if a child
were not first-born unless followed by others, the first-fruits
would not be due as long as there was no further produce”*:
which is clearly false, since according to the law the first-fruits
had to be redeemed within a month (Num. 18:16).

Reply to Objection 5. Some, as Jerome says on Mat.
12:49,50, “suppose that the brethren of the Lord were Joseph’s
sons by another wife. But we understand the brethren of the
Lord to be not sons of Joseph, but cousins of the Saviour, the
sons of Mary, His Mother’s sister.” For “Scripture speaks of
brethren in four senses; namely, those who are united by be-
ing of the same parents, of the same nation, of the same family,
by common affection.”Wherefore the brethren of the Lord are

* “Sacrarium Spiritus Sancti” (Office of B. M. V., Ant. ad Benedictus, T. P.).
† Opus Imperf. in Matth., Hom. 1: among the spurious works ascribed to
Chrysostom. * Jerome, Adversus Helvid. x.
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so called, not by birth, as being born of the same mother; but
by relationship, as being blood-relations of His. But Joseph, as
Jerome says (ContraHelvid. ix), is rather to be believed to have
remained a virgin, “since he is not said to have had another
wife,” and “a holy man does not live otherwise than chastely.”

Reply to Objection 6. Mary who is called “the mother of

James and Joseph” is not to be taken for the Mother of our
Lord, who is not wont to be named in the Gospels save under
this designation of her dignity—“the Mother of Jesus.” is
Mary is to be taken for the wife of Alphaeus, whose son was
James the less, known as the “brother of the Lord” (Gal. 1:19).

IIIa q. 28 a. 4Whether the Mother of God took a vow of virginity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Mother of God did
not take a vow of virginity. For it is written (Dt. 7:14): “No
one shall be barren among you of either sex.” But sterility is
a consequence of virginity. erefore the keeping of virginity
was contrary to the commandment of the Old Law. But be-
fore Christ was born the old law was still in force. erefore at
that time the Blessed Virgin could not lawfully take a vow of
virginity.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:25):
“Concerning virgins I have no commandment of the Lord; but
I give counsel.” But the perfection of the counsels was to take
its beginning from Christ, who is the “end of the Law,” as the
Apostle says (Rom. 10:4). It was not therefore becoming that
the Virgin should take a vow of virginity.

Objection 3. Further, the gloss of Jerome says on 1 Tim.
5:12, that “for those who are vowed to virginity, it is reprehen-
sible not only to marry, but also to desire to be married.” But
theMother ofChrist committed no sin for which she could be
reprehended, as stated above (q. 27, a. 4). Since therefore she
was “espoused,” as related by Lk. 1:27 it seems that she did not
take a vow of virginity.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Sanct. Virg. iv):
“Mary answered the announcing angel: ‘How shall this be
done, because I know not man?’ She would not have said this
unless she had already vowed her virginity to God.”

I answer that, As we have stated in the IIa IIae, q. 88, a. 6,
works of perfection are more praiseworthy when performed
in fulfilment of a vow. Now it is clear that for reasons already

given (Aa. 1,2,3) virginity had a special place in the Mother of
God. It was therefore fitting that her virginity should be con-
secrated to God by vow. Nevertheless because, while the Law
was in force both men and women were bound to attend to
the duty of begetting, since the worship of God was spread ac-
cording to carnal origin, until Christ was born of that people;
the Mother of God is not believed to have taken an absolute
vowof virginity, before being espoused to Joseph, although she
desired to do so, yet yielding her own will to God’s judgment.
Aerwards, however, having taken a husband, according as the
customof the time required, together with him she took a vow
of virginity.

Reply to Objection 1. Because it seemed to be forbidden
by the law not to take the necessary steps for leaving a poster-
ity on earth, therefore the Mother of God did not vow virgin-
ity absolutely, but under the condition that it were pleasing to
God.When, however, she knew that it was acceptable to God,
she made the vow absolute, before the angel’s Annunciation.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the fulness of grace was in
Christ perfectly, yet some beginning of the fulness preceded
in His Mother; so also the observance of the counsels, which
is an effect of God’s grace, began its perfection in Christ, but
was begun aer a fashion in His Virgin Mother.

Reply to Objection 3. ese words of the Apostle are to
be understood of those who vow chastity absolutely. Christ’s
Mother did not do this until she was espoused to Joseph. Af-
ter her espousals, however, by their common consent she took
a vow of virginity together with her spouse.
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T P, Q 29
Of the Espousals of the Mother of God

(In Two Articles)

We now consider the espousals of God’s Mother: concerning which two points arise for inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ should have been born of an espoused virgin?
(2) Whether there was true marriage between our Lord’s Mother and Joseph?

IIIa q. 29 a. 1Whether Christ should have been born of an espoused virgin?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
been born of an espoused virgin. For espousals are ordered
to carnal intercourse. But our Lord’s Mother never wished to
have carnal intercourse with her husband; because this would
be derogatory to the virginity of her mind. erefore she
should not have been espoused.

Objection 2. Further, that Christ was born of a virgin was
miraculous, whence Augustine says (Ep. ad Volus. cxxxvii):
“is same power of God brought forth the infant’s limbs out
of the virginal womb of His inviolate Mother, by which in the
vigor of manhood He passed through the closed doors. If we
are told why this happened, it will cease to bewonderful; if an-
other instance be alleged, it will no longer be unique.” Butmir-
acles that are wrought in confirmation of the Faith should be
manifest. Since, therefore, by her Espousals this miracle would
be less evident, it seems that it was unfitting thatChrist should
be born of an espoused virgin.

Objection 3. Further, the martyr Ignatius, as Jerome says
on Mat. 1:18, gives as a reason of the espousals of the Mother
of God, “that the manner of His Birth might be hidden from
the devil, who would thinkHim to be begotten not of a virgin
but of a wife.” But this seems to be no reason at all. First, be-
cause by his natural cunning he knows whatever takes place in
bodies. Secondly, because later on the demons, through many
evident signs, knew Christ aer a fashion: whence it is writ-
ten (Mk. 1:23,24): “A man with an unclean spirit…cried out,
saying: What have we to do with ee, Jesus of Nazareth? Art
ou come to destroy us? I know…ou art the Holy one of
God.” erefore it does not seem fitting that the Mother of
God should have been espoused.

Objection 4. Further, Jerome gives as another reason, “lest
theMother of God should be stoned by the Jews as an adulter-
ess.” But this reason seems tohave noweight, for if shewere not
espoused, she could not be condemned for adultery.erefore
it does not seem reasonable that Christ should be born of an
espoused virgin.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 1:18): “When as His
Mother Mary was espoused to Joseph”: and (Lk. 1:26,27):
“e angel Gabriel was sent…to a virgin espoused to a man
whose name was Joseph.”

I answer that, It was fitting that Christ should be born
of an espoused virgin; first, for His own sake; secondly, for

His Mother’s sake; thirdly, for our sake. For the sake of Christ
Himself, for four reasons. First, lest He should be rejected
by unbelievers as illegitimate: wherefore Ambrose says on Lk.
1:26,27: “How could we blameHerod or the Jews if they seem
to persecute one who was born of adultery?”

Secondly, in order that in the customary way His geneal-
ogymight be traced through themale line.usAmbrose says
on Lk. 3:23: “He Who came into the world, according to the
custom of the world had to be enrolled Now for this purpose,
it is the men that are required, because they represent the fam-
ily in the senate and other courts.e customof the Scriptures,
too, shows that the ancestry of the men is always traced out.”

irdly, for the safety of the new-bornChild: lest the devil
should plot serious hurt againstHim.Hence Ignatius says that
she was espoused “that the manner of His Birth might be hid-
den from the devil.”

Fourthly, that He might be fostered by Joseph: who is
therefore called His “father,” as bread-winner.

It was also fitting for the sake of the Virgin. First, because
thus she was rendered exempt from punishment; that is, “lest
she should be stoned by the Jews as an adulteress,” as Jerome
says.

Secondly, that thus shemight be safeguarded from ill fame.
Whence Ambrose says on Lk. 1:26,27: “She was espoused lest
she be wounded by the ill-fame of violated virginity, in whom
the pregnant womb would betoken corruption.”

irdly, that, as Jerome says, Joseph might administer to
her wants.

is was fitting, again, for our sake. First, because Joseph
is thus a witness to Christ’s being born of a virgin. Where-
fore Ambrose says: “Her husband is themore trustworthy wit-
ness of her purity, in that he would deplore the dishonor, and
avenge the disgrace, were it not that he acknowledged themys-
tery.”

Secondly, because thereby the very words of the Virgin are
rendered more credible by which she asserted her virginity.
us Ambrose says: “Belief in Mary’s words is strengthened,
the motive for a lie is removed. If she had not been espoused
when pregnant, she would seem to have wished to hide her sin
by a lie: being espoused, she had no motive for lying, since a
woman’s pregnancy is the reward of marriage and gives grace
to the nuptial bond.” ese two reasons add strength to our
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faith.
irdly, that all excuse be removed from those virginswho,

through want of caution, fall into dishonor. Hence Ambrose
says: “It was not becoming that virgins should expose them-
selves to evil report, and cover themselves with the excuse that
the Mother of the Lord had also been oppressed by ill-fame.”

Fourthly, because by this the universal Church is typified,
which is a virgin and yet is espoused to one Man, Christ, as
Augustine says (De Sanct. Virg. xii).

A fih reasonmay be added: since theMother of the Lord
being both espoused and a virgin, both virginity and wedlock
are honored in her person, in contradiction to those heretics
who disparaged one or the other.

Reply to Objection 1. We must believe that the Blessed
Virgin, Mother of God, desired, from an intimate inspiration
of theHoly Ghost, to be espoused, being confident that by the
help of God she would never come to have carnal intercourse:
yet she le this to God’s discretion. Wherefore she suffered
nothing in detriment to her virginity.

Reply toObjection 2.AsAmbrose says on Lk. 1:26: “Our
Lord preferred that men should doubt of His origin rather
than of His Mother’s purity. For he knew the delicacy of vir-
ginmodesty, and how easily the fair name of chastity is dispar-
aged: nor did He choose that our faith in His Birth should be
strengthened in detriment to His Mother.” We must observe,
however, that somemiracleswrought byGod are the direct ob-
ject of faith; such are themiracles of the virginal Birth, theRes-
urrection of our Lord, and the Sacrament of the Altar.Where-
fore our Lord wished these to be more hidden, that belief in
themmight have greater merit.Whereas othermiracles are for
the strengthening of faith: and these it behooves to be mani-
fest.

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (DeTrin. iii), the
devil can domany things by his natural power which he is hin-
dered by the Divine power from doing. us it may be that
by his natural power the devil could know that the Mother of
Godknewnotman, butwas a virgin; yetwas preventedbyGod

fromknowing themanner of theDivineBirth.at aerwards
the devil aer a fashion knew that He was the Son of God,
makes no difficulty: because then the time had already come
for Christ to make known His power against the devil, and to
suffer persecution aroused by him. But during His infancy it
behooved themalice of the devil to be withheld, lest he should
persecute Him too severely: for Christ did not wish to suffer
such things then, nor to make His power known, but to show
Himself to be in all things like other infants. Hence Pope Leo
(Serm. in Epiph. iv) says that “the Magi found the Child Jesus
small in body, dependent on others, unable to speak, and in no
way differing from the generality of human infants.” Ambrose,
however, expoundingLk. 1:26, seems to understand this of the
devil’s members. For, aer giving the above reason—namely,
that the prince of the world might be deceived—he continues
thus: “Yet still more did He deceive the princes of the world,
since the evil disposition of the demons easily discovers even
hidden things: but those who spend their lives in worldly van-
ities can have no acquaintance of Divine things.”

Reply to Objection 4. e sentence of adulteresses ac-
cording to the Law was that they should be stoned, not only if
they were already espoused or married, but also if their maid-
enhoodwere still under the protectionof the paternal roof, un-
til the day when they enter the married state. us it is written
(Dt. 22:20,21): “If…virginity be not found in the damsel…the
men of the city shall stone her to death, and she shall die; be-
cause she hath done a wicked thing in Israel, to play the whore
in her father’s house.”

It may also be said, according to some writers, that the
Blessed Virgin was of the family or kindred of Aaron, so that
she was related to Elizabeth, as we are told (Lk. 1:36). Now a
virgin of the priestly tribe was condemned to death for whore-
dom; for we read (Lev. 21:9): “If the daughter of a priest be
taken in whoredom, and dishonor the name of her father, she
shall be burnt with fire.”

Lastly, some understand the passage of Jerome to refer to
the throwing of stones by ill-fame.

IIIa q. 29 a. 2Whether there was a true marriage between Mary and Joseph?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no true mar-
riage between Mary and Joseph. For Jerome says against Hel-
vidius that Joseph “was Mary’s guardian rather than her hus-
band.” But if this was a truemarriage, Josephwas truly her hus-
band.erefore there was no truemarriage betweenMary and
Joseph.

Objection 2. Further, on Mat. 1:16: “Jacob begot Joseph
the husband of Mary,” Jerome says: “When thou readest ‘hus-
band’ suspect not a marriage; but remember that Scripture
is wont to speak of those who are betrothed as husband and
wife.” But a true marriage is not effected by the betrothal, but
by thewedding.erefore, therewasno truemarriage between

the Blessed Virgin and Joseph.
Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 1:19): “Joseph,

her husband, being a just man, and not willing to take her
away*, i.e. to take her to his home in order to cohabit with her,
wasminded to put her away privately, i.e. to postpone thewed-
ding,” as Remigius† expounds. erefore, it seems that, as the
wedding was not yet solemnized, there was no true marriage:
especially since, aer the marriage contract, no one can law-
fully put his wife away.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeConsensu Evang. ii):
“It cannot be allowed that the evangelist thought that Joseph
ought to sever his union withMary” (since he said that Joseph

* Douay: ‘publicly to expose her’. † Cf. Catena Aurea in Matth.
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was Mary’s husband) “on the ground that in giving birth to
Christ, she had not conceived of him, but remained a virgin.
For by this example the faithful are taught that if aer mar-
riage they remain continent by mutual consent, their union is
still and is rightly called marriage, even without intercourse of
the sexes.”

I answer that,Marriage orwedlock is said to be true by rea-
son of its attaining its perfection. Now perfection of anything
is twofold; first, and second.efirst perfectionof a thing con-
sists in its very form, from which it receives its species; while
the second perfection of a thing consists in its operation, by
which in some way a thing attains its end. Now the form of
matrimony consists in a certain inseparable union of souls, by
which husband and wife are pledged by a bond of mutual af-
fection that cannot be sundered. And the end of matrimony is
the begetting and upbringing of children: the first of which is
attained by conjugal intercourse; the second by the other du-
ties of husband and wife, by which they help one another in
rearing their offspring.

us we may say, as to the first perfection, that the mar-
riage of the Virgin Mother of God and Joseph was absolutely
true: because both consented to the nuptial bond, but not ex-
pressly to the bond of the flesh, save on the condition that
it was pleasing to God. For this reason the angel calls Mary
the wife of Joseph, saying to him (Mat. 1:20): “Fear not to
take unto theeMary thy wife”: onwhichwords Augustine says
(De Nup. et Concup. i): “She is called his wife from the first
promise of her espousals, whom he had not known nor ever
was to know by carnal intercourse.”

But as to the second perfection which is attained by the
marriage act, if this be referred to carnal intercourse, by which
children are begotten; thus this marriage was not consum-
mated. Wherefore Ambrose says on Lk. 1:26,27: “Be not sur-
prised that Scripture callsMary awife.e fact of hermarriage
is declared, not to insinuate the loss of virginity, but to witness
to the reality of the union.”Nevertheless, thismarriage had the

second perfection, as to upbringing of the child. us Augus-
tine says (De Nup. et Concup. i): “All the nuptial blessings are
fulfilled in themarriage ofChrist’s parents, offspring, faith and
sacrament.e offspringwe know to have been the Lord Jesus;
faith, for there was no adultery: sacrament, since there was no
divorce. Carnal intercourse alone there was none.”

Reply to Objection 1. Jerome uses the term “husband” in
reference to marriage consummated.

Reply toObjection 2.Bymarriage Jeromemeans the nup-
tial intercourse.

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says (Hom. i super
Matth.‡) the BlessedVirginwas so espoused to Joseph that she
dwelt in his home: “for just as she who conceives in her hus-
band’s house is understood to have conceived of him, so she
who conceives elsewhere is suspect.” Consequently sufficient
precaution would not have been taken to safeguard the fair
fame of the Blessed Virgin, if she had not the entry of her hus-
band’s house. Wherefore the words, “not willing to take her
away” are better rendered as meaning, “not willing publicly to
expose her,” than understood of taking her to his house.Hence
the evangelist adds that “he was minded to put her away pri-
vately.” But although she had the entry of Joseph’s house by
reason of her first promise of espousals, yet the time had not
yet come for the solemnizing of the wedding; for which rea-
son they had not yet consummated the marriage. erefore,
as Chrysostom says (Hom. iv in Matth.): “e evangelist does
not say, ‘before she was taken to the house of her husband,’
because she was already in the house. For it was the custom
among the ancients for espoused maidens to enter frequently
the houses of them to whom they were betrothed.” erefore
the angel also said to Joseph: “Fear not to take unto theeMary
thy wife”; that is: “Fear not to solemnize your marriage with
her.” Others, however, say that she was not yet admitted to his
house, but only betrothed to him. But the first ismore in keep-
ing with the Gospel narrative.

‡ Opus Imperfectum among the supposititious works ascribed to St. Chrysostom.
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T P, Q 30
Of the Annunciation of the Blessed Virgin

(In Four Articles)

We now have to consider the Blessed Virgin’s Annunciation, concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was befitting that announcement should bemade to her of that whichwas to be begotten of her?
(2) By whom should this announcement be made?
(3) In what manner should this announcement be made?
(4) Of the order observed in the Annunciation.

IIIa q. 30 a. 1Whether it was necessary to announce to the Blessed Virgin that which was to be done in her?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unnecessary to an-
nounce to the Blessed Virgin that which was to be done in her.
For there seems to have been no need of the Annunciation ex-
cept for the purpose of receiving the Virgin’s consent. But her
consent seems to have been unnecessary: because the Virginal
Conception was foretold by a prophecy of “predestination,”
which is “fulfilled without our consent,” as a gloss says onMat.
1:22. ere was no need, therefore, for this Annunciation.

Objection 2. Further, the Blessed Virgin believed in the
Incarnation, for to disbelieve therein excludes man from the
way of salvation; because, as the Apostle says (Rom. 3:22):
“e justice ofGod (is) by faith of JesusChrist.” But one needs
no further instruction concerning what one believes without
doubt.erefore the BlessedVirgin had no need for the Incar-
nation of her Son to be announced to her.

Objection 3. Further, just as the Blessed Virgin conceived
Christ in her body, so every pious soul conceives Him spiri-
tually. us the Apostle says (Gal. 4:19): “My little children,
of whom I am in labor again, until Christ be formed in you.”
But to those who conceive Him spiritually no announcement
is made of this conception. erefore neither should it have
been announced to the BlessedVirgin that shewas to conceive
the Son of God in her womb.

On the contrary, It is related (Lk. 1:31) that the angel said
to her: “Behold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and shalt
bring forth a son.”

I answer that, It was reasonable that it should be an-
nounced to the Blessed Virgin that she was to conceiveChrist.
First, in order to maintain a becoming order in the union of

the Son of God with the Virgin—namely, that she should be
informed in mind concerning Him, before conceiving Him in
the flesh.usAugustine says (De Sancta Virgin. iii): “Mary is
more blessed in receiving the faith of Christ, than in conceiv-
ing the flesh of Christ”; and further on he adds: “Her nearness
as aMother would have been of no profit toMary, had she not
borne Christ in her heart aer a more blessed manner than in
her flesh.”

Secondly, that she might be a more certain witness of this
mystery, being instructed therein by God.

irdly, that shemight offer toGod the free gi of her obe-
dience:which she provedherself right ready to do, saying: “Be-
hold the handmaid of the Lord.”

Fourthly, in order to show that there is a certain spiritual
wedlock between the Son of God and human nature. Where-
fore in the Annunciation the Virgin’s consent was besought in
lieu of that of the entire human nature.

Reply to Objection 1. e prophecy of predestination is
fulfilled without the causality of our will; not without its con-
sent.

Reply to Objection 2. e Blessed Virgin did indeed be-
lieve explicitly in the future Incarnation; but, being humble,
she did not think such high things of herself. Consequently
she required instruction in this matter.

Reply to Objection 3. e spiritual conception of Christ
through faith is preceded by the preaching of the faith, for as
much as “faith is by hearing” (Rom. 10:17). Yet man does not
know for certain thereby that he has grace; but he does know
that the faith, which he has received, is true.

IIIa q. 30 a. 2Whether the annunciation should have been made by an angel to the Blessed Virgin?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Annunciation should
not have been made by an angel to our Blessed Lady. For reve-
lations to the highest angels are made immediately by God, as
Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii). But the Mother of God is ex-
alted above all the angels. erefore it seems that the mystery
of the Incarnation should have been announced to her byGod
immediately, and not by an angel.

Objection 2. Further, if in this matter it behooved the

common order to be observed, by which Divine things are an-
nounced tomenby angels; in likemannerDivine things are an-
nounced to a woman by a man: wherefore the Apostle says (1
Cor. 14:34,35): “Let women keep silence in the churches…but
if they would learn anything, let them ask their husbands at
home.” erefore it seems that the mystery of the Incarnation
should have been announced to the Blessed Virgin by some
man: especially seeing that Joseph, her husband,was instructed
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thereupon by an angel, as is related (Mat. 1:20,21)
Objection 3. Further, none can becomingly announce

what he knows not. But the highest angels did not fully
know the mystery of the Incarnation: wherefore Dionysius
says (Coel. Hier. vii) that the question, “Who is this that
cometh from Edom?” (Is. 63:1) is to be understood as made
by them. erefore it seems that the announcement of the In-
carnation could not be made becomingly by any angel.

Objection 4. Further, greater things should be announced
by messengers of greater dignity. But the mystery of the Incar-
nation is the greatest of all things announced by angels tomen.
It seems, therefore, if it behooved to be announced by an angel
at all, that this should have been done by an angel of the high-
est order. But Gabriel is not of the highest order, but of the
order of archangels, which is the last but one: wherefore the
Church sings: “We know that the archangel Gabriel brought
thee a message from God”*. erefore this announcement was
not becomingly made by the archangel Gabriel.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 1:26): “e angel
Gabriel was sent by God,” etc.

I answer that, It was fitting for the mystery of the In-
carnation to be announced to the Mother of God by an an-
gel, for three reasons. First, that in this also might be main-
tained the order established by God, by which Divine things
are brought to men by means of the angels. Wherefore Diony-
sius says (Coel. Hier. iv) that “the angels were the first to be
taught the Divine mystery of the loving kindness of Jesus: af-
terwards the grace of knowledge was imparted to us through
them. us, then, the most god-like Gabriel made known to
Zachary that a prophet son would be born to him; and, to
Mary, how the Divine mystery of the ineffable conception of
God would be realized in her.”

Secondly, this was becoming to the restoration of human
nature which was to be effected by Christ. Wherefore Bede
says in a homily (inAnnunt.): “Itwas an apt beginning ofman’s
restoration that an angel should be sent by God to the Vir-
gin who was to be hallowed by theDivine Birth: since the first
cause of man’s ruin was through the serpent being sent by the
devil to cajole the woman by the spirit of pride.”

irdly, because this was becoming to the virginity of the
Mother ofGod.Wherefore Jerome says in a sermon on theAs-
sumption†: “It is well that an angel be sent to the Virgin; be-
cause virginity is ever akin to the angelic nature. Surely to live
in the flesh and not according to the flesh is not an earthly but
a heavenly life.”

Reply to Objection 1. e Mother of God was above the

angels as regards the dignity to which she was chosen by God.
But as regards the present state of life, she was beneath the an-
gels. For even Christ Himself, by reason of His passible life,
“was made a little lower than the angels,” according to Heb.
2:9. But because Christ was both wayfarer and comprehensor,
He did not need to be instructed by angels, as regards knowl-
edge of Divine things. e Mother of God, however, was not
yet in the state of comprehension: and therefore she had to be
instructed by angels concerning the Divine Conception.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says in a sermon on
the Assumption (De Assump. B.V.M.‡) a true estimation of
the Blessed Virgin excludes her from certain general rules. For
“neither did she ‘multiply her conceptions’ nor was she ‘under
man’s, i.e. her husband’s,’ power (Gn. 3:16), who in her spot-
less womb conceived Christ of the Holy Ghost.” erefore it
was fitting that she should be informed of the mystery of the
Incarnation by means not of a man, but of an angel. For this
reason it wasmade known to her before Joseph: since themes-
sage was brought to her before she conceived, but to Joseph
aer she had conceived.

Reply to Objection 3. As may be gathered from the pas-
sage quoted from Dionysius, the angels were acquainted with
the mystery of the Incarnation: and yet they put this ques-
tion, being desirous that Christ should give them more per-
fect knowledge of the details of this mystery, which are incom-
prehensible to any created intellect. us Maximus§ says that
“there can be no question that the angels knew that the Incar-
nation was to take place. But it was not given to them to trace
the manner of our Lord’s conception, nor how it was that He
remained whole in the Father, whole throughout the universe,
and was whole in the narrow abode of the Virgin.”

Reply to Objection 4. Some say that Gabriel was of
the highest order; because Gregory says (Hom. de Centum
Ovibus*): “It was right that one of the highest angels should
come, since his message was most sublime.” But this does nat
imply that he was of the highest order of all, but in regard to
the angels: since he was an archangel. us the Church calls
him an archangel, and Gregory himself in a homily (De Cen-
tum Ovibus 34) says that “those are called archangels who
announce sublime things.” It is therefore sufficiently credible
that he was the highest of the archangels. And, as Gregory says
(De Centum Ovibus 34), this name agrees with his office: for
“Gabriel means ‘Power ofGod.’ismessage therefore was fit-
tingly brought by the ‘Power ofGod,’ because theLord of hosts
and mighty in battle was coming to overcome the powers of
the air.”

* Feast of Purification B.V.M. ix Resp. Brev. O.P. † Ascribed to St. Jerome but not his work. ‡ Work of another author: among the works of St. Augustine.
§ Maximus of Constantinople. * 34 in Evang.
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IIIa q. 30 a. 3Whether the angel of annunciation should have appeared to the Virgin in a bodily vision?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angel of theAnnunci-
ation shouldnot have appeared to theVirgin in a bodily vision.
For “intellectual vision is more excellent than bodily vision,” as
Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii), and especially more becom-
ing to an angel: since by intellectual vision an angel is seen in
his substance; whereas in a bodily vision he is seen in the bod-
ily shape which he assumes. Now since it behooved a sublime
messenger to come to announce the Divine Conception, so,
seemingly, he should have appeared in the most excellent kind
of vision. erefore it seems that the angel of the Annuncia-
tion appeared to the Virgin in an intellectual vision.

Objection 2. Further, imaginary vision also seems to excel
bodily vision: just as the imagination is a higher power than
the senses. But “the angel…appeared to Joseph in his sleep”
(Mat. 1:20), which was clearly an imaginary vision. erefore
it seems that he should have appeared to the Blessed Virgin
also in an imaginary vision.

Objection 3. Further, the bodily vision of a spiritual sub-
stance stupefies the beholder; thus we sing of the Virgin her-
self: “And theVirgin seeing the light was filledwith fear”†. But
it was better that her mind should be preserved from being
thus troubled. erefore it was not fitting that this announce-
ment should be made in a bodily vision.

On the contrary, Augustine in a sermon (De Annunt. iii)
pictures the Blessed Virgin as speaking thus: “To me came the
archangel Gabriel with glowing countenance, gleaming robe,
and wondrous step.” But these cannot pertain to other than
bodily vision. erefore the angel of the Annunciation ap-
peared in a bodily vision to the Blessed Virgin.

I answer that, e angel of the Annunciation appeared in
a bodily vision to the Blessed Virgin. And this indeed was fit-
ting, first in regard to that which was announced. For the an-
gel came to announce the Incarnation of the invisible God.
Wherefore it was becoming that, in order tomake this known,
an invisible creature should assume a form in which to appear
visibly: forasmuch as all the apparitions of the Old Testament
are ordered to that apparition in which the Son of God ap-
peared in the flesh.

Secondly, itwas fitting as regards the dignity of theMother
of God, who was to receive the Son of God not only in her
mind, but in her bodily womb.erefore it behooved not only
her mind, but also her bodily senses to be refreshed by the an-
gelic vision.

irdly, it is in keeping with the certainty of that which
was announced. For we apprehend with greater certainty that
which is before our eyes, thanwhat is in our imagination.us
Chrysostom says (Hom. iv in Matth.) that the angel “came to
the Virgin not in her sleep, but visibly. For since she was re-
ceiving from the angel a message exceeding great, before such
an event she needed a vision of great solemnity.”

Reply to Objection 1. Intellectual vision excels merely
imaginary and merely bodily vision. But Augustine himself
says (DeAnnunt. iii) that prophecy ismore excellent if accom-
panied by intellectual and imaginary vision, than if accompa-
nied by only one of them. Now the Blessed Virgin perceived
not only the bodily vision, but also the intellectual illumina-
tion. Wherefore this was a more excellent vision. Yet it would
have beenmore excellent if she had perceived the angel himself
in his substance by her intellectual vision. But it was incompat-
ible with her state of wayfarer that she should see an angel in
his essence.

Reply to Objection 2. e imagination is indeed a higher
power than the exterior sense: but because the senses are the
principle of human knowledge, the greatest certainty is in
them, for the principles of knowledge must needs always be
most certain. Consequently Joseph, to whom the angel ap-
peared in his sleep, did not have so excellent a vision as the
Blessed Virgin.

Reply to Objection 3. As Ambrose says on Lk. 1:11: “We
are disturbed, and lose our presence ofmind, whenwe are con-
fronted by the presence of a superior power.” And this happens
not only in bodily, but also in imaginary vision. Wherefore it
is written (Gn. 15:12) that “when the sun was setting, a deep
sleep fell uponAbram, and a great and darksome horror seized
upon him.” But by being thus disturbed man is not harmed to
such an extent that therefore he ought to forego the vision of
an angel. First because from the very fact that man is raised
above himself, in whichmatter his dignity is concerned, his in-
ferior powers are weakened; and from this results the aforesaid
disturbance: thus, also, when the natural heat is drawn within
a body, the exterior parts tremble. Secondly, because, as Ori-
gen says (Hom. iv in Luc.): “e angel who appeared, know-
ing hers was a human nature, first sought to remedy the distur-
bance of mind to which a man is subject.” Wherefore both to
Zachary and to Mary, as soon as they were disturbed, he said:
“Fear not.” For this reason, as we read in the life ofAnthony, “it
is difficult to discern good from evil spirits. For if joy succeed
fear, we should know that the help is from the Lord: because
security of soul is a sign of present majesty. But if the fear with
which we are stricken persevere, it is an enemy that we see.”

Moreover it was becoming to virginal modesty that the
Virgin should be troubled. Because, as Ambrose says on Lk.
1:20: “It is the part of a virgin to be timid, to fear the advances
of men, and to shrink from men’s addresses.”

But others says that as the Blessed Virgin was accustomed
to angelic visions, shewas not troubled at seeing this angel, but
with wonder at hearing what the angel said to her, for she did
not think so highly of herself. Wherefore the evangelist does
not say that she was troubled at seeing the angel, but “at his
saying.”

† Feast of Annunciation, B.V.M. ii Resp. Brev. O.P.
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IIIa q. 30 a. 4Whether the Annunciation took place in becoming order?

Objection1. It would seem that theAnnunciation did not
take place in becoming order. For the dignity of theMother of
God results from the child she conceived. But the cause should
be made known before the effect. erefore the angel should
have announced to the Virgin the conception of her child be-
fore acknowledging her dignity in greeting her.

Objection 2. Further, proof should be omitted in things
which admit of no doubt; and premised where doubt is pos-
sible. But the angel seems first to have announced what the
virgin might doubt, and which, because of her doubt, would
makeher ask: “Howshall this be done?” and aerwards tohave
given the proof, alleging both the instance of Elizabeth and the
omnipotence of God. erefore the Annunciation was made
by the angel in unbecoming order.

Objection 3. Further, the greater cannot be adequately
proved by the less. But it was a greater wonder for a virgin
than for an old woman to be with child. erefore the angel’s
proof was insufficient to demonstrate the conception of a vir-
gin from that of an old woman.

Onthe contrary, it is written (Rom. 13:1): “ose that are
of God, are well ordered [Vulg.: ‘ose that are, are ordained
of God’].” Now the angel was “sent by God” to announce unto
the Virgin, as is related Lk. 1:26. erefore the Annunciation
was made by the angel in the most perfect order.

I answer that,eAnnunciation wasmade by the angel in
a becoming manner. For the angel had a threefold purpose in
regard to the Virgin. First, to draw her attention to the con-
sideration of a matter of suchmoment.is he did by greeting
her by anewandunwonted salutation.WhereforeOrigen says,
commenting on Luke (Hom. vi), that if “she had known that
similar words had been addressed to anyone else, she, who had
knowledge of the Law, would never have been astonished at
the seeming strangeness of the salutation.” In which salutation
he began by asserting her worthiness of the conception, by say-
ing, “Full of grace”; then he announced the conception in the
words, “e Lord is with thee”; and then foretold the honor
which would result to her therefrom, by saying, “Blessed art

thou among women.”
Secondly, he purposed to instruct her about the mystery

of the Incarnation, which was to be fulfilled in her.is he did
by foretelling the conception and birth, saying: “Behold, thou
shalt conceive in thy womb,” etc.; and by declaring the dignity
of the child conceived, saying: “He shall be great”; and further,
bymaking known themode of conception, when he said: “e
Holy Ghost shall come upon thee.”

irdly, he purposed to lead her mind to consent. is he
did by the instance of Elizabeth, and by the argument from
Divine omnipotence.

Reply toObjection 1. To a humble mind nothing is more
astonishing than to hear its own excellence. Now, wonder is
most effective in drawing the mind’s attention. erefore the
angel, desirous of drawing the Virgin’s attention to the hearing
of so great a mystery, began by praising her.

Reply toObjection2.Ambrose says explicitly onLk. 1:34,
that the Blessed Virgin did not doubt the angel’s words. For he
says: “Mary’s answer is more temperate than the words of the
priest. She says:How shall this be?He replies:Whereby shall I
know this? He denies that he believes, since he denies that he
knows this. She does not doubt fulfilment when she asks how
it shall be done.”

Augustine, however, seems to assert that she doubted.
For he says (De Qq. Vet. et Nov. Test. qu. li): “To Mary, in
doubt about the conception, the angel declares the possibil-
ity thereof.” But such a doubt is one of wonder rather than of
unbelief. And so the angel adduces a proof, not as a cure for
unbelief, but in order to remove her astonishment.

Reply to Objection 3. As Ambrose says (Hexaemeron v):
“For this reason had many barren women borne children, that
the virginal birth might be credible.”

e conception of the sterile Elizabeth is therefore ad-
duced, not as a sufficient argument, but as a kind of figurative
example.: consequently in support of this instance, the con-
vincing argument is added taken from the Divine omnipo-
tence.
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T P, Q 31
Of the Matter From Which the Saviour’s Body Was Conceived

(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider the Saviour’s conception. First, as to the matter from which His body was conceived; secondly, as
to the author of His conception; thirdly, as to the manner and order of His conception.

Concerning the first there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the flesh of Christ was derived from Adam?
(2) Whether it was derived from David?
(3) Of the genealogy of Christ which is given in the Gospels;
(4) Whether it was fitting for Christ to be born of a woman?
(5) Whether His body was formed from the purest blood of the Virgin?
(6) Whether the flesh of Christ was in the patriarchs as to something signate?
(7) Whether the flesh of Christ in the patriarchs was subject to sin?
(8) Whether Christ paid tithes in the loins of Abraham?

IIIa q. 31 a. 1Whether the flesh of Christ was derived from Adam?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s flesh was not de-
rived from Adam. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:47): “e
first man was of the earth, earthly: the second man, from
heaven, heavenly.” Now, the first man is Adam: and the second
man is Christ.erefore Christ is not derived fromAdam, but
has an origin distinct from him.

Objection 2. Further, the conception of Christ should
have been most miraculous. But it is a greater miracle to form
man’s body from the slime of the earth, than from humanmat-
ter derived fromAdam. It seems therefore unfitting thatChrist
should take flesh from Adam. erefore the body of Christ
should not have been formed from themass of the human race
derived from Adam, but of some other matter.

Objection 3. Further, by “one man sin entered into this
world,” i.e. by Adam, because in him all nations sinned orig-
inally, as is clear from Rom. 5:12. But if Christ’s body was
derived from Adam, He would have been in Adam originally
when he sinned: therefore he would have contracted original
sin; which is unbecoming in His purity. erefore the body of
Christ was not formed of matter derived from Adam.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Heb. 2:16): “Nowhere
doth He”—that is, the Son of God—“take hold of the angels:
but of the seed of Abraham He taketh hold.” But the seed of
Abrahamwasderived fromAdam.ereforeChrist’s bodywas
formed of matter derived from Adam.

I answer that, Christ assumed human nature in order to
cleanse it of corruption. But human nature did not need to
be cleansed save in as far as it was soiled in its tainted origin

whereby it was descended from Adam. erefore it was be-
coming that He should assume flesh of matter derived from
Adam, that the nature itself might be healed by the assump-
tion.

Reply to Objection 1. e second man, i.e. Christ, is said
to be of heaven, not indeed as to the matter from which His
body was formed, but either as to the virtue whereby it was
formed; or even as to His very Godhead. But as to matter,
Christ’s body was earthly, as Adam’s body was.

Reply toObjection2.As stated above (q. 29, a. 1, ad 2) the
mystery of Christ’s Incarnation is miraculous, not as ordained
to strengthen faith, but as an article of faith. And therefore in
the mystery of the Incarnation we do not seek that which is
most miraculous, as in those miracles that are wrought for the
confirmation of faith’ but what is most becoming to Divine
wisdom, andmost expedient to the salvation ofman, since this
is what we seek in all matters of faith.

It may also be said that in the mystery of the Incarnation
themiracle is not only in reference to thematter of the concep-
tion, but rather in respect of themanner of the conception and
birth; inasmuch as a virgin conceived and gave birth to God.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 15, a. 1, ad
2), Christ’s body was in Adam in respect of a bodily sub-
stance—that is to say, that the corporeal matter of Christ’s
body was derived from Adam: but it was not there by reason
of seminal virtue, because it was not conceived from the seed
of man. us it did not contract original sin, as others who are
descended from Adam by man’s seed.
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IIIa q. 31 a. 2Whether Christ took flesh of the seed of David?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not take flesh
of the seed of David. For Matthew, in tracing the genealogy of
Christ, brings it down to Joseph. But Joseph was not Christ’s
father, as shown above (q. 28, a. 1, ad 1,2). erefore it seems
that Christ was not descended from David.

Objection 2. Further, Aaronwas of the tribe of Levi, as re-
latedEx. 6.NowMary theMother ofChrist is called the cousin
of Elizabeth, who was a daughter of Aaron, as is clear from Lk.
1:5,36. erefore, since David was of the tribe of Juda, as is
shown Mat. 1, it seems that Christ was not descended from
David.

Objection 3. Further, it is written of Jechonias ( Jer.
22:30): “Write this man barren…for there shall not be a man
of his seed that shall sit upon the throne of David.” Whereas
of Christ it is written (Is. 9:7): “He shall sit upon the throne of
David.”ereforeChrist was not of the seed of Jechonias: nor,
consequently, of the family of David, sinceMatthew traces the
genealogy from David through Jechonias.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Rom. 1:3): “Whowasmade
to him of the seed of David according to the flesh.”

I answer that,Christ is said to have been the son especially
of two of the patriarchs, Abraham and David, as is clear from
Mat. 1:1. ere are many reasons for this. First to these espe-
cially was the promise made concerning Christ. For it was said
to Abraham (Gn. 22:18): “In thy seed shall all the nations of
the earth be blessed”: which words the Apostle expounds of
Christ (Gal. 3:16): “To Abrahamwere the promises made and
to his seed. He saith not, ‘And to his seeds’ as of many; but as
of one, ‘And to thy seed,’ which is Christ.” And toDavid it was
said (Ps. 131:11): “Of the fruit of thy womb I will set upon
thy throne.”Wherefore the Jewish people, receivingHimwith
kingly honor, said (Mat. 21:9): “Hosanna to the SonofDavid.”

A second reason is because Christ was to be king, prophet,
and priest. NowAbrahamwas a priest; which is clear from the
Lord saying unto him (Gn. 15:9): “Take thee [Vulg.: ‘Me’] a
cow of three years old,” etc. He was also a prophet, according
toGn. 20:7: “He is a prophet; andhe shall pray for thee.” Lastly
David was both king and prophet.

A third reason is because circumcision had its beginning
in Abraham: while in David God’s election was most clearly
made manifest, according to 1 Kings 13:14: “e Lord hath
sought Him a man according to His own heart.” And conse-
quently Christ is called in a most special way the Son of both,
in order to show that He came for the salvation both of the
circumcised and of the elect among the Gentiles.

Reply to Objection 1. Faustus the Manichean argued
thus, in the desire to prove that Christ is not the Son of David,
because He was not conceived of Joseph, in whom Matthew’s
genealogy terminates. Augustine answered this argument thus
(Contra Faust. xxii): “Since the same evangelist affirms that
Joseph wasMary’s husband and that Christ’s mother was a vir-
gin, and that Christ was of the seed of Abraham, what must
we believe, but that Mary was not a stranger to the family of
David: and that it is not without reason that she was called the
wife of Joseph, by reason of the close alliance of their hearts,
although not mingled in the flesh; and that the genealogy is
traced down to Joseph rather than to her by reason of the dig-
nity of the husband? So therefore we believe that Mary was
also of the family of David: because we believe the Scriptures,
which assert both that Christ was of the seed of David accord-
ing to the flesh, and that Mary was His Mother, not by sexual
intercourse but retaining her virginity.” For as Jerome says on
Mat. 1:18: “Joseph andMarywere of the same tribe: wherefore
he was bound by law to marry her as she was his kinswoman.
Hence it was that they were enrolled together at Bethlehem, as
being descended from the same stock.”

Reply toObjection2.Gregory ofNazianzumanswers this
objection by saying that it happened by God’s will, that the
royal family was united to the priestly race, so that Christ, who
is both king and priest, should be born of both according to
the flesh. Wherefore Aaron, who was the first priest accord-
ing to the Law, married a wife of the tribe of Juda, Elizabeth,
daughter of Aminadab. It is therefore possible that Elizabeth’s
fathermarried awife of the family ofDavid, throughwhomthe
Blessed Virgin Mary, who was of the family of David, would
be a cousin of Elizabeth. or conversely, and with greater likeli-
hood, that the Blessed Mary’s father, who was of the family of
David, married a wife of the family of Aaron.

Again, it may be said with Augustine (Contra Faust. xxii)
that if Joachim, Mary’s father, was of the family of Aaron
(as the heretic Faustus pretended to prove from certain apoc-
ryphal writings), then we must believe that Joachim’s mother,
or else his wife, was of the family of David, so long as we say
that Mary was in some way descended from David.

Reply to Objection 3. As Ambrose says on Lk. 3:25, this
prophetical passage does not deny that a posterity will be born
of the seed of Jechonias. And soChrist is of his seed.Neither is
the fact that Christ reigned contrary to prophecy, for He did
not reign with worldly honor; since He declared: “My king-
dom is not of this world.”
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IIIa q. 31 a. 3Whether Christ’s genealogy is suitably traced by the evangelists?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s genealogy is not
suitably traced by the Evangelists. For it is written (Is. 53:8):
“Who shall declareHis generation?”ereforeChrist’s geneal-
ogy should not have been set down.

Objection 2. Further, one man cannot possibly have two
fathers. But Matthew says that “Jacob begot Joseph, the hus-
band of Mary”: whereas Luke says that Joseph was the son of
Heli. erefore they contradict one another.

Objection 3. Further, there seem to be divergencies be-
tween themon several points. ForMatthew, at the commence-
ment of his book, beginning fromAbraham and coming down
to Joseph, enumerates forty-two generations. Whereas Luke
sets down Christ’s genealogy aer His Baptism, and begin-
ning from Christ traces the series of generations back to God,
counting in all seventy-seven generations, the first and last in-
cluded. It seems therefore that their accounts of Christ’s ge-
nealogy do not agree.

Objection 4. Further, we read (4 Kings 8:24) that Joram
begot Ochozias, who was succeeded by his son Joas: who was
succeeded by his son Amasius: aer whom reigned his son
Azarias, called Ozias; who was succeeded by his son Joathan.
But Matthew says that Joram begot Ozias. erefore it seems
that his account of Christ’s genealogy is unsuitable, since he
omits three kings in the middle thereof.

Objection 5. Further, all those who are mentioned in
Christ’s genealogy had both a father and a mother, and many
of themhadbrothers also.Now inChrist’s genealogyMatthew
mentions only threemothers—namely,amar, Ruth, and the
wife of Urias. He also mentions the brothers of Judas and Je-
chonias, and also Phares and Zara. But Luke mentions none
of these. erefore the evangelists seem to have described the
genealogy of Christ in an unsuitable manner.

On the contrary, e authority of Scripture suffices.
I answer that,As is written (2Tim. 3:16), “AllHoly Scrip-

ture is inspired of God [Vulg.: ‘All scripture inspired of God is
profitable’], etc. Now what is done by God is done in perfect
order, according to Rom. 13:1: “ose that are of God are or-
dained [Vulg.: ‘ose that are, are ordained of God’]. ere-
fore Christ’s genealogy is set down by the evangelists in a suit-
able order.

Reply to Objection 1. As Jerome says on Mat. 1, Isa-
ias speaks of the generation of Christ’s Godhead. Whereas
Matthew relates the generation ofChrist inHis humanity; not
indeed by explaining the manner of the Incarnation, which
is also unspeakable; but by enumerating Christ’s forefathers
from whom He was descended according to the flesh.

Reply to Objection 2. Various answers have been made
by certain writers to this objection which was raised by Ju-
lian the Apostate; for some, as Gregory of Nazianzum, say
that the people mentioned by the two evangelists are the
same, but under different names, as though they each had two.

But this will not stand: because Matthew mentions one of
David’s sons—namely, Solomon; whereas Luke mentions an-
other—namely, Nathan, who according to the history of the
kings (2 Kings 5:14) were clearly brothers.

Wherefore others said that Matthew gave the true geneal-
ogy of Christ: while Luke gave the supposititious genealogy;
hence he began: “Being (as it was supposed) the son of Joseph.”
For among the Jews there were some who believed that, on ac-
count of the crimes of the kings of Juda, Christ would be born
of the family of David, not through the kings, but through
some other line of private individuals.

Others again have supposed thatMatthew gave the forefa-
thers according to the flesh:whereas Luke gave these according
to the spirit, that is, righteous men, who are called (Christ’s)
forefathers by likeness of virtue.

But an answer is given in the Qq. Vet. et Nov. Test.* to the
effect that we are not to understand that Joseph is said by Luke
to be the son of Heli: but that at the time of Christ, Heli and
Joseph were differently descended from David. Hence Christ
is said to have been supposed to be the son of Joseph, and
also to have been the son of Heli as though (the Evangelist)
were to say that Christ, from the fact that He was the son of
Joseph, could be called the son of Heli and of all those who
were descended from David; as the Apostle says (Rom. 9:5):
“Of whom” (viz. the Jews) “is Christ according to the flesh.”

Augustine again gives three solutions (De Qq. Evang. ii),
saying: “ere are three motives by one or other of which
the evangelist was guided. For either one evangelist mentions
Joseph’s father ofwhomhewas begotten;whilst the other gives
either his maternal grandfather or some other of his later fore-
fathers; or one was Joseph’s natural father: the other is father
by adoption. Or, according to the Jewish custom, one of those
having diedwithout children, a near relation of hismarried his
wife, the son born of the latter union being reckoned as the son
of the former”: which is a kind of legal adoption, as Augustine
himself says (De Consensu Evang. ii, Cf. Retract. ii).

is lastmotive is the truest: Jerome also gives it comment-
ing on Mat. 1:16; and Eusebius of Caesarea in his Church his-
tory (I, vii), says that it is given by Africanus the historian. For
these writers says that Mathan and Melchi, at different times,
each begot a son of one and the same wife, named Estha. For
Mathan, who traced his descent through Solomon, had mar-
ried her first, and died, leaving one son,whose namewas Jacob:
and aer his death, as the law did not forbid his widow to re-
marry, Melchi, who traced his descent through Mathan, being
of the same tribe though not of the same family as Mathan,
married his widow, who bore him a son, called Heli; so that
Jacob and Heli were uterine brothers born to different fathers.
Now one of these, Jacob, on his brother Heli dying without is-
sue, married the latter’s widow, according to the prescription
of the law, of whom he had a son, Joseph, who by nature was

* Part i, qu. lvi; part 2, qu. vi.
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his own son, but by lawwas accounted the son ofHeli.Where-
fore Matthew says “Jacob begot Joseph”: whereas Luke, who
was giving the legal genealogy, speaks of no one as begetting.

And although Damascene (De Fide Orth. iv) says that the
Blessed Virgin Mary was connected with Joseph in as far as
Heli was accounted as his father, for he says that she was de-
scended from Melchi: yet must we also believe that she was in
some way descended from Solomon through those patriarchs
enumerated by Matthew, who is said to have set down Christ’s
genealogy according to the flesh; and all the more since Am-
brose states that Christ was of the seed of Jechonias.

Reply to Objection 3. According to Augustine (De Con-
sensu Evang. ii) “Matthew purposed to delineate the royal per-
sonality of Christ; Luke the priestly personality: so that in
Matthew’s genealogy is signified the assumption of our sins by
our Lord Jesus Christ”: inasmuch as by his carnal origin “He
assumed ‘the likeness of sinful flesh.’ But in Luke’s genealogy
the washing away of our sins is signified,” which is effected by
Christ’s sacrifice. “For which reason Matthew traces the gen-
erations downwards, Luke upwards.” For the same reason too
“Matthew descends from David through Solomon, in whose
motherDavid sinned;whereas Luke ascends toDavid through
Nathan, through whose namesake, the prophet, God expiated
his sin.” And hence it is also that, because “Matthew wished
to signify that Christ had condescended to our mortal nature,
he set down the genealogy of Christ at the very outset of his
Gospel, beginning with Abraham and descending to Joseph
and the birth of Christ Himself. Luke, on the contrary, sets
forth Christ’s genealogy not at the outset, but aer Christ’s
Baptism, and not in the descending but in the ascending or-
der: as though giving prominence to the office of the priest
in expiating our sins, to which John bore witness, saying: ‘Be-
holdHimwho taketh away the sin of theworld.’ And in the as-
cending order, he passesAbraham and continues up toGod, to
whomwe are reconciled by cleansing and expiating.With rea-
son too he follows the origin of adoption; because by adoption
we become children of God: whereas by carnal generation the
Son of God became the Son ofMan.Moreover he shows suffi-
ciently that he does not say that Joseph was the son of Heli as
though begotten by him, but because he was adopted by him,
since he says that Adam was the son of God, inasmuch as he
was created by God.”

Again, the number forty pertains to the timeof our present
life: because of the four parts of the world in which we pass
this mortal life under the rule of Christ. And forty is the prod-
uct of four multiplied by ten: while ten is the sum of the num-
bers from one to four. e number ten may also refer to the
decalogue; and the number four to the present life; or again
to the four Gospels, according to which Christ reigns in us.
And thus “Matthew, putting forward the royal personality of
Christ, enumerates forty persons not counting Him” (cf. Au-
gustine, De Consensu Evang. ii). But this is to be taken on the

supposition that it be the same Jechonias at the end of the sec-
ond, and at the commencement of the third series of fourteen,
as Augustine understands it. According to him this was done
in order to signify “that under Jechonias there was a certain
defection to strange nations during the Babylonian captivity;
which also foreshadowed the fact that Christ would pass from
the Jews to the Gentiles.”

On the other hand, Jerome (on Mat. 1:12-15) says that
there were two Joachims—that is, Jechonias, father and son:
both of whom are mentioned in Christ’s genealogy, so as to
make clear the distinction of the generations, which the evan-
gelist divides into three series of fourteen; which amounts in
all to forty-two persons. Which number may also be applied
to the Holy Church: for it is the product of six, which signi-
fies the labor of the present life, and seven, which signifies the
rest of the life to come: for six times seven are forty-two. e
number fourteen, which is the sum of ten and four, can also be
given the same signification as that given to the number forty,
which is the product of the same numbers by multiplication.

But the number used by Luke in Christ’s genealogy sig-
nifies the generality of sins. “For the number ten is shown in
the ten precepts of the Law to be the number of righteousness.
Now, to sin is to go beyond the restriction of the Law. And
eleven is the number beyond ten.” And seven signifies univer-
sality: because “universal time is involved in seven days.” Now
seven times eleven are seventy-seven: so that this number sig-
nifies the generality of sins which are taken away by Christ.

Reply toObjection 4.As Jerome says onMat. 1:8,11: “Be-
cause Joram allied himself with the family of the most wicked
Jezabel, therefore his memory is omitted down to the third
generation, lest it should be inserted among the holy predeces-
sors of theNativity.” Hence as Chrysostom* says: “Just as great
was the blessing conferred on Jehu, who wrought vengeance
on the house of Achab and Jezabel, so also great was the curse
on the house of Joram, through the wicked daughter of Achab
and Jezabel, so that until the fourth generation his posterity
is cut off from the number of kings, according to Ex. 20:5: I
shall visit [Vulg.: ‘Visiting’] the iniquity of the fathers upon
the children unto the third and fourth generations.”

It must also be observed that there were other kings who
sinned and are mentioned in Christ’s genealogy: but their
impiety was not continuous. For, as it is stated in the book De
Qq. Vet. etNov. Test. qu. lxxxv: “Solomon through his father’s
merits is included in the series of kings; andRoboam…through
themerits of Asa,” whowas son of his (Roboam’s) son, Abiam.
“But the impiety of those three* was continuous.”

Reply toObjection 5. As Jerome says on Mat. 1:3: “None
of the holy women are mentioned in the Saviour’s genealogy,
but only those whom Scripture censures, so thatHe who came
for the sake of sinners, by being born of sinners, might blot out
all sin.”usamar is mentioned, who is censured for her sin
with her father-in-law;Rahabwhowas awhore;Ruthwhowas

* Cf. Opus Imperf. inMatth. Hom. i, falsely ascribed toChrysostom. * i.e.
Ochozias, Joas, and Amasias, of whom St. Augustine asks in this question
lxxxv, why they were omitted by St. Matthew.
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a foreigner; and Bethsabee, the wife ofUrias, whowas an adul-
teress.e last, however, is not mentioned by name, but is des-
ignated throughherhusband; bothonaccountofhis sin, for he
was cognizant of the adultery andmurder; and further in order
that, bymentioning the husbandbyname,David’s sinmight be
recalled. And because Luke purposes to delineate Christ as the
expiator of our sins, hemakes nomention of thesewomen. But
he does mention Juda’s brethren, in order to show that they
belong to God’s people: whereas Ismael, the brother of Isaac,
and Esau, Jacob’s brother, were cut off from God’s people, and
for this reason are not mentioned in Christ’s genealogy. An-

other motive was to show the emptiness of pride of birth: for
many of Juda’s brethrenwere born of hand-maidens, and yet all
were patriarchs and heads of tribes. Phares and Zara are men-
tioned together, because, as Ambrose says on Lk. 3:23, “they
are the type of the twofold life of man: one, according to the
Law,” signified by Zara; “the other by Faith,” of which Phares is
the type. e brethren of Jechonias are included, because they
all reigned at various times: which was not the case with other
kings: or, again, because theywere alike inwickedness andmis-
fortune.

IIIa q. 31 a. 4Whether the matter of Christ’s body should have been taken from a woman?

Objection 1. It would seem that the matter of Christ’s
body should not have been taken from a woman. For the male
sex ismore noble than the female. But it wasmost suitable that
Christ should assume that which is perfect in human nature.
erefore it seems that He should not have taken flesh from a
woman but rather from man: just as Eve was formed from the
rib of a man.

Objection 2. Further, whoever is conceived of a woman is
shut up in her womb. But it ill becomesGod,Who fills heaven
and earth, as is written Jer. 23:24, to be shut up within the nar-
row limits of the womb.erefore it seems thatHe should not
have been conceived of a woman.

Objection3.Further, thosewho are conceived of awoman
contract a certain uncleanness: as it is written ( Job 25:4): “Can
man be justified compared with God? Or he that is born of
a woman appear clean?” But it was unbecoming that any un-
cleanness should be inChrist: forHe is theWisdomofGod, of
whom it is written (Wis. 7:25) that “no defiled thing cometh
into her.”erefore it does not seem right thatHe should have
taken flesh from a woman.

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. 4:4): “God sent His
Son, made of a woman.”

I answer that, Although the Son of God could have taken
flesh from whatever matter He willed, it was nevertheless
most becoming that He should take flesh from a woman. First
because in this way the entire human nature was ennobled.
Hence Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 11): “It was suitable
that man’s liberation should be made manifest in both sexes.
Consequently, since it behooved a man, being of the nobler
sex, to assume, it was becoming that the liberation of the fe-
male sex should be manifested in that man being born of a
woman.”

Secondly, because thus the truth of the Incarnation ismade
evident.Wherefore Ambrose says (De Incarn. vi): “ou shalt
find in Christ many things both natural, and supernatural. In
accordance with nature He was within the womb,” viz. of a
woman’s body: “but it was above nature that a virgin should
conceive andgive birth: that thoumightest believe thatHewas
God, whowas renewing nature; and thatHewasmanwho, ac-

cording to nature, was being born of a man.” And Augustine
says (Ep. ad Volus. cxxxvii): “If Almighty God had created a
man formed otherwise than in amother’s womb, and had sud-
denly produced him to sight…would He not have strength-
ened an erroneous opinion, and made it impossible for us to
believe that He had become a true man? And whilst He is
doing all things wondrously, would He have taken away that
which He accomplished in mercy? But now, He, the mediator
between God and man, has so shown Himself, that, uniting
both natures in the unity of one Person,He has given a dignity
to ordinary by extraordinary things, and tempered the extraor-
dinary by the ordinary.”

irdly, because in this fashion the begetting of man is ac-
complished in every variety of manner. For the first man was
made from the “slime of the earth,” without the concurrence
of man or woman: Eve was made of man but not of woman:
and other men are made from both man and woman. So that
this fourth manner remained as it were proper to Christ, that
He should be made of a woman without the concurrence of a
man.

Reply toObjection 1.emale sex ismore noble than the
female, and for this reason He took human nature in the male
sex. But lest the female sex should be despised, it was fitting
that He should take flesh of a woman. Hence Augustine says
(De Agone Christ. xi): “Men, despise not yourselves: the Son
ofGod became aman: despise not yourselves, women; the Son
of God was born of a woman.”

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine thus (Contra Faust.
xxiii) replies to Faustus, who urged this objection; “By no
means,” says he, “does the Catholic Faith, which believes that
Christ the Son of God was born of a virgin, according to the
flesh, suppose that the same Son of God was so shut up in
His Mother’s womb, as to cease to be elsewhere, as though
He no longer continued to govern heaven and earth, and as
though He had withdrawn Himself from the Father. But you,
Manicheans, being of a mind that admits of nought but ma-
terial images, are utterly unable to grasp these things.” For, as
he again says (Ep. ad Volus. cxxxvii), “it belongs to the sense of
man to form conceptions only through tangible bodies, none
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of which can be entire everywhere, because they must of ne-
cessity be diffused through their innumerable parts in various
places…Far otherwise is the nature of the soul from that of the
body: how much more the nature of God, the Creator of soul
and body!…He is able to be entire everywhere, and to be con-
tained in no place. He is able to come without moving from
the place where He was; and to go without leaving the spot
whence He came.”

Reply toObjection 3. ere is no uncleanness in the con-
ception of man from a woman, as far as this is the work of
God: wherefore it is written (Acts 10:15): “at which God
hath cleansed do not thou call common,” i.e. unclean.ere is,

however, a certain uncleanness therein, resulting from sin, as
far as lustful desire accompanies conception by sexual union.
But this was not the case with Christ, as shown above (q. 28,
a. 1). But if there were any uncleanness therein, the Word of
God would not have been sullied thereby, for He is utterly
unchangeable. Wherefore Augustine says (Contra Quinque
Haereses v): “God saith, the Creator of man: What is it that
troubles thee in My Birth? I was not conceived by lustful de-
sire. I made Myself a mother of whom to be born. If the sun’s
rays can dry up the filth in the drain, and yet not be defiled:
much more can the Splendor of eternal light cleanse whatever
It shines upon, but Itself cannot be sullied.”

IIIa q. 31 a. 5Whether the flesh of Christ was conceived of the Virgin’s purest blood?

Objection 1. It would seem that the flesh of Christ was
not conceived of the Virgin’s purest blood: For it is said in the
collect (Feast of the Annunciation) that God “willed that His
Word should take flesh from a Virgin.” But flesh differs from
blood.ereforeChrist’s bodywas not taken from theVirgin’s
blood.

Objection 2. Further, as the woman was miraculously
formed from the man, so Christ’s body was formed miracu-
lously from theVirgin. But the woman is not said to have been
formed from the man’s blood, but rather from his flesh and
bones, according to Gn. 2:23: “is now is bone of my bones,
and flesh of my flesh.” It seems therefore that neither should
Christ’s body have been formed from the Virgin’s blood, but
from her flesh and bones.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s body was of the same
species as other men’s bodies. But other men’s bodies are not
formed from the purest blood but from the semen and the
menstrual blood. erefore it seems that neither was Christ’s
body conceived of the purest blood of the Virgin.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii) that
“the Son ofGod, from theVirgin’s purest blood, formedHim-
self flesh, animated with a rational soul.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4), in Christ’s concep-
tion His being born of a woman was in accordance with the
laws of nature, but that He was born of a virgin was above the
laws of nature. Now, such is the law of nature that in the gen-
eration of an animal the female supplies the matter, while the
male is the active principle of generation; as the Philosopher
proves (De Gener. Animal. i). But a woman who conceives of
a man is not a virgin. And consequently it belongs to the su-
pernatural mode of Christ’s generation, that the active princi-
ple of generation was the supernatural power of God: but it
belongs to the natural mode of His generation, that the mat-
ter from which His body was conceived is similar to the mat-
ter which other women supply for the conception of their off-
spring. Now, this matter, according to the Philosopher (De
Gener. Animal.), is the woman’s blood, not any of her blood,
but brought to amoreperfect stage of secretionby themother’s

generative power, so as to be apt for conception. And therefore
of such matter was Christ’s body conceived.

Reply to Objection 1. Since the Blessed Virgin was of
the same nature as other women, it follows that she had flesh
and bones of the same nature as theirs. Now, flesh and bones
in other women are actual parts of the body, the integrity
of which results therefrom: and consequently they cannot be
taken from the body without its being corrupted or dimin-
ished. But as Christ came to heal what was corrupt, it was
not fitting that He should bring corruption or diminution to
the integrity of His Mother. erefore it was becoming that
Christ’s body should be formed not from the flesh or bones of
the Virgin, but from her blood, which as yet is not actually a
part, but is potentially the whole, as stated in De Gener. An-
imal. i. Hence He is said to have taken flesh from the Virgin,
not that the matter from which His body was formed was ac-
tual flesh, but blood, which is flesh potentially.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated in the Ia, q. 92, a. 3, ad 2,
Adam, through being established as a kind of principle of hu-
man nature, had in his body a certain proportion of flesh and
bone, which belonged to him, not as an integral part of his
personality, but in regard to his state as a principle of human
nature. And from this was the woman formed, without detri-
ment to theman. But in theVirgin’s body there was nothing of
this sort, from which Christ’s body could be formed without
detriment to His Mother’s body.

Reply to Objection 3. Woman’s semen is not apt for
generation, but is something imperfect in the seminal order,
which, on account of the imperfection of the female power, it
has not been possible to bring to complete seminal perfection.
Consequently this semen is not the necessary matter of con-
ception; as the Philosopher says (DeGener. Animal. i): where-
fore there was none such in Christ’s conception: all the more
since, though it is imperfect in the seminal order, a certain con-
cupiscence accompanies its emission, as also that of the male
semen: whereas in that virginal conception there could be no
concupiscence.WhereforeDamascene says (De FideOrth. iii)
thatChrist’s bodywas not conceived “seminally.” But themen-
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strual blood, the flow of which is subject to monthly periods,
has a certain natural impurity of corruption: like other super-
fluities, which nature does not heed, and therefore expels. Of
such menstrual blood infected with corruption and repudi-
ated by nature, the conception is not formed; but from a cer-
tain secretion of the pure blood which by a process of elimi-
nation is prepared for conception, being, as it were, more pure
and more perfect than the rest of the blood. Nevertheless, it

is tainted with the impurity of lust in the conception of other
men: inasmuch as by sexual intercourse this blood is drawn to
a place apt for conception.is, however, did not take place in
Christ’s conception: because this blood was brought together
in the Virgin’s womb and fashioned into a child by the oper-
ation of the Holy Ghost. erefore is Christ’s body said to be
“formed of the most chaste and purest blood of the Virgin.”

IIIa q. 31 a. 6Whether Christ’s body was in Adam and the other patriarchs, as to something signate?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body was in
Adam and the patriarchs as to something signate. For Augus-
tine says (Gen. ad lit. x) that the flesh of Christ was in Adam
and Abraham “by way of a bodily substance.” But bodily sub-
stance is something signate. erefore Christ’s flesh was in
Adam, Abraham, and the other patriarchs, according to some-
thing signate.

Objection2.Further, it is said (Rom. 1:3) thatChrist “was
made…of the seed of David according to the flesh.” But the
seed of David was something signate in him. erefore Christ
was inDavid, according to something signate, and for the same
reason in the other patriarchs.

Objection 3. Further, the human race is Christ’s kindred,
inasmuch as He took flesh therefrom. But if that flesh were
not something signate in Adam, the human race, which is de-
scended from Adam, would seem to have no kindred with
Christ: but ratherwith those other things fromwhich themat-
ter ofHis flesh was taken.erefore it seems that Christ’s flesh
was in Adam and the other patriarchs according to something
signate.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x) that in
whatever way Christ was in Adam and Abraham, other men
were there also; but not conversely. But other men were not in
Adam and Abraham by way of some signate matter, but only
according to origin, as stated in the Ia, q. 119 , a. 1, a. 2, ad 4.
erefore neither was Christ in Adam and Abraham accord-
ing to something signate; and, for the same reason, neither was
He in the other patriarchs.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5, ad 1), the matter of
Christ’s body was not the flesh and bones of the Blessed Vir-
gin, nor anything that was actually a part of her body, but her
blood which was her flesh potentially. Now, whatever was in
the Blessed Virgin, as received from her parents, was actually a
part of her body. Consequently that which the Blessed Virgin
received from her parents was not the matter of Christ’s body.
erefore we must say that Christ’s body was not in Adam
and the other patriarchs according to something signate, in the
sense that some part of Adam’s or of anyone else’s body could

be singled out and designated as the very matter from which
Christ’s body was to be formed: but it was there according to
origin, just as was the flesh of other men. For Christ’s body is
related toAdam and the other patriarchs through themedium
of His Mother’s body. Consequently Christ’s body was in the
patriarchs, in no other way thanwasHisMother’s body, which
wasnot in thepatriarchs according to signatematter: as neither
were the bodies of other men, as stated in the Ia, q. 119, a. 1,
a. 2, ad 4.

Reply to Objection 1. e expression “Christ was in
Adam according to bodily substance,” does not mean that
Christ’s body was a bodily substance in Adam: but that the
bodily substance of Christ’s body, i.e. the matter which He
took from the Virgin, was in Adam as in its active principle,
but not as in its material principle: in other words, by the
generative power of Adam and his descendants down to the
Blessed Virgin, this matter was prepared for Christ’s concep-
tion. But this matter was not fashioned into Christ’s body by
the seminal power derived fromAdam.ereforeChrist is said
to have been in Adam by way of origin, according to bodily
substance: but not according to seminal virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. Although Christ’s body was not in
Adam and the other patriarchs, according to seminal virtue,
yet the BlessedVirgin’s bodywas thus in them, through her be-
ing conceived from the seed of aman. For this reason, through
the medium of the Blessed Virgin, Christ is said to be of the
seed of David, according to the flesh, by way of origin.

Reply toObjection 3. Christ and the human race are kin-
dred, through the likeness of species. Now, specific likeness re-
sults not from remote but from proximate matter, and from
the active principle which begets its like in species.us, then,
the kinship of Christ and the human race is sufficiently pre-
served by His body being formed from the Virgin’s blood, de-
rived in its origin from Adam and the other patriarchs. Nor is
this kinship affected by the matter whence this blood is taken,
as neither is it in the generation of other men, as stated in the
Ia, q. 119, a. 2, ad 3.
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IIIa q. 31 a. 7Whether Christ’s flesh in the patriarchs was infected by sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s flesh was not in-
fected by sin in the patriarchs. For it is written (Wis. 7:25) that
“no defiled thing cometh into” Divine Wisdom. But Christ
is the Wisdom of God according to 1 Cor. 1:24. erefore
Christ’s flesh was never defiled by sin.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii)
that Christ “assumed the first-fruits of our nature.” But in the
primitive state human flesh was not infected by sin. erefore
Christ’s flesh was not infected either in Adam or in the other
patriarchs.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x) that
“human nature ever had, together with the wound, the balm
with which to heal it.” But that which is infected cannot heal
a wound; rather does it need to be healed itself. erefore in
human nature there was ever something preserved from infec-
tion, from which aerwards Christ’s body was formed.

On the contrary,Christ’s body is not related to Adam and
the other patriarchs, save through the medium of the Blessed
Virgin’s body, of whom He took flesh. But the body of the
Blessed Virgin was wholly conceived in original sin, as stated
above (q. 14, a. 3, ad 1), and thus, as far as it was in the patri-
archs, it was subject to sin. erefore the flesh of Christ, as far
as it was in the patriarchs, was subject to sin.

I answer that,Whenwe say that Christ orHis flesh was in
Adam and the other patriarchs, we compareHim, orHis flesh,
to Adam and the other patriarchs. Now, it is manifest that the
condition of the patriarchs differed from that ofChrist: for the
patriarchs were subject to sin, whereas Christ was absolutely
free from sin. Consequently a twofold error may occur on this
point. First, by attributing to Christ, or to His flesh, that con-
ditionwhichwas in the patriarchs; by saying, for instance, that
Christ sinned in Adam, since aer some fashion He was in
him. But this is false; because Christ was not in Adam in such
a way that Adam’s sin belonged to Christ: forasmuch as He
is not descended from him according to the law of concupis-

cence, or according to seminal virtue; as stated above (a. 1, ad
3, a. 6, ad 1; q. 15, a. 1, ad 2).

Secondly, error may occur by attributing the condition of
Christ or of His flesh to that which was actually in the patri-
archs: by saying, for instance, that, because Christ’s flesh, as ex-
isting in Christ, was not subject to sin, therefore in Adam also
and in the patriarchs there was some part of his body that was
not subject to sin, and from which aerwards Christ’s body
was formed; as some indeed held. For this is quite impossi-
ble. First, because Christ’s flesh was not in Adam and in the
other patriarchs, according to something signate, distinguish-
able from the rest of his flesh, as pure from impure; as already
stated (a. 6 ). Secondly, because since human flesh is infected
by sin, through being conceived in lust, just as the entire flesh
of a man is conceived through lust, so also is it entirely defiled
by sin.Consequentlywemust say that the entire fleshof thepa-
triarchs was subjected to sin, nor was there anything in them
that was free from sin, and from which aerwards Christ’s
body could be formed.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ did not assume the flesh of
the human race subject to sin, but cleansed from all infection
of sin. us it is that “no defiled thing cometh into the Wis-
dom of God.”

Reply to Objection 2. Christ is said to have assumed the
first-fruits of our nature, as to the likeness of condition; foras-
much as He assumed flesh not infected by sin, like unto the
flesh of man before sin. But this is not to be understood to im-
ply a continuation of that primitive purity, as though the flesh
of innocent man was preserved in its freedom from sin until
the formation of Christ’s body.

Reply toObjection 3. Before Christ, there was actually in
human nature a wound, i.e. the infection of original sin. But
the balm to heal the wound was not there actually, but only by
a certain virtue of origin, forasmuch as from those patriarchs
the flesh of Christ was to be propagated.

IIIa q. 31 a. 8Whether Christ paid tithes in Abraham’s loins?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ “paid tithes” in
Abraham’s loins. For the Apostle says (Heb. 7:6-9) that Levi,
the great-grandson of Abraham, “paid tithes in Abraham,” be-
cause, when the latter paid tithes to Melchisedech, “he was
yet in his loins.” In like manner Christ was in Abraham’s loins
when the latter paid tithes.erefore ChristHimself also paid
tithes in Abraham.

Objection 2. Further, Christ is of the seed of Abraham ac-
cording to the flesh which He received from His Mother. But
HisMother paid tithes inAbraham.erefore for a like reason
did Christ.

Objection 3. Further, “in Abraham tithe was levied on
that which needed healing,” as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.

x). But all flesh subject to sin needed healing. Since therefore
Christ’s flesh was the subject of sin, as stated above (a. 7), it
seems that Christ’s flesh paid tithes in Abraham.

Objection 4. Further, this does not seem to be at all
derogatory to Christ’s dignity. For the fact that the father of
a bishop pays tithes to a priest does not hinder his son, the
bishop, from being of higher rank than an ordinary priest.
Consequently, although we may say that Christ paid tithes
whenAbraham paid them toMelchisedech, it does not follow
that Christ was not greater than Melchisedech.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. x) that
“Christ did not pay tithes there,” i.e. inAbraham, “forHis flesh
derived from him, not the heat of the wound, but the matter
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of the antidote.”
I answer that, It behooves us to say that the sense of the

passage quoted from the Apostle is that Christ did not pay
tithes in Abraham. For the Apostle proves that the priesthood
according to the order of Melchisedech is greater than the
Levitical priesthood, from the fact that Abraham paid tithes
to Melchisedech, while Levi, from whom the legal priesthood
was derived, was yet in his loins. Now, if Christ had also paid
tithes in Abraham, His priesthood would not have been ac-
cording to the order of Melchisedech, but of a lower order.
Consequently we must say that Christ did not pay tithes in
Abraham’s loins, as Levi did.

For since he who pays a tithe keeps nine parts to himself,
and surrenders the tenth to another, inasmuch as the number
ten is the sign of perfection, as being, in a sort, the terminus of
all numbers which mount from one to ten, it follows that he
who pays a tithe bears witness to his own imperfection and to
the perfection of another. Now, to sin is due the imperfection
of the human race, which needs to be perfected by Him who
cleanses from sin. But to heal from sin belongs toChrist alone,
forHe is the “Lamb that taketh away the sin of the world” ( Jn.
1:29), whose figure was Melchisedech, as the Apostle proves
(Heb. 7). erefore by giving tithes to Melchisedech, Abra-
ham foreshadowed that he, as being conceived in sin, and all
who were to be his descendants in contracting original sin,
needed that healingwhich is throughChrist. And Isaac, Jacob,
andLevi, and all the otherswere inAbraham in such away so as
to be descended fromhim, not only as to bodily substance, but
also as to seminal virtue, by which original sin is transmitted.

Consequently, they all paid tithes in Abraham, i.e. foreshad-
owed as needing to be healed by Christ. And Christ alone was
in Abraham in such a manner as to descend from him, not by
seminal virtue, but according to bodily substance. erefore
He was not in Abraham so as to need to be healed, but rather
“as the balm with which the wound was to be healed.” ere-
fore He did not pay tithes in Abraham’s loins.

us the answer to the first objection is made manifest.
Reply toObjection2.Because theBlessedVirginwas con-

ceived in original sin, she was in Abraham as needing to be
healed. erefore she paid tithes in him, as descending from
him according to seminal virtue. But this is not true of Christ’s
body, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s flesh is said to have been
subject to sin, according as it was in the patriarchs, by reason of
the condition in which it was in His forefathers, who paid the
tithes: but not by reason of its condition as actually in Christ,
who did not pay the tithes.

Reply to Objection 4. e levitical priesthood was
handed down through carnal origin: wherefore it was not less
in Abraham than in Levi. Consequently, since Abraham paid
tithes toMelchisedech as to one greater than he, it follows that
the priesthood of Melchisedech, inasmuch as he was a figure
of Christ, was greater than that of Levi. But the priesthood of
Christ does not result from carnal origin, but from spiritual
grace.erefore it is possible that a father pay tithes to a priest,
as the less to the greater, and yet his son, if he be a bishop, is
greater than that priest, not through carnal origin, but through
the spiritual grace which he has received from Christ.
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T P, Q 32
Of the Active Principle in Christ’s Conception

(In Four Articles)

We shall now consider the active principle in Christ’s conception: concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Holy Ghost was the active principle of Christ’s conception?
(2) Whether it can be said that Christ was conceived of the Holy Ghost?
(3) Whether it can be said that the Holy Ghost is Christ’s father according to the flesh?
(4) Whether the Blessed Virgin cooperated actively in Christ’s conception?

IIIa q. 32 a. 1Whether the accomplishment of Christ’s conception should be attributed to theHoly Ghost?

Objection 1. It would seem that the accomplishment of
Christ’s conception should not be attributed to the Holy
Ghost, because. as Augustine says (De Trin. i), “e works of
the Trinity are indivisible, just as the Essence of the Trinity
is indivisible.” But the accomplishment of Christ’s conception
was the work of God. erefore it seems that it should not be
attributed to the Holy Ghost any more than to the Father or
the Son.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Gal. 4:4): “When
the fulness of time was come, God sent His Son, made of
a woman”; which words Augustine expounds by saying (De
Trin. iv): “Sent, in so far as made of a woman.” But the send-
ing of the Son is especially attributed to the Father, as stated in
the Ia, q. 43, a. 8. erefore His conception also, by reason of
which He was “made of a woman,” should be attributed prin-
cipally to the Father.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Prov. 9:1): “Wisdom
hath built herself a house.” Now, Christ is Himself the Wis-
dom of God; according to 1 Cor. 1:24: “Christ the Power of
God and theWisdomofGod.” And the house of thisWisdom
is Christ’s body, which is also called His temple, according to
Jn. 2:21: “But He spoke of the temple of His body.” ere-
fore it seems that the accomplishment of Christ’s conception
should be attributed principally to the Son, and not, therefore,
to the Holy Ghost.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Lk. 1:35): “eHolyGhost
shall come upon ee.”

I answer that, e whole Trinity effected the conception
of Christ’s body: nevertheless, this is attributed to the Holy
Ghost, for three reasons. First, because this is befitting to the
cause of the Incarnation, considered on the part of God. For
the Holy Ghost is the love of Father and Son, as stated in the
Ia, q. 37, a. 1. Now, that the Son of God took to Himself flesh
from the Virgin’s wombwas due to the exceeding love of God:
wherefore it is said ( Jn. 3:16): “God so loved the world as to
give His only-begotten Son.”

Secondly, this is befitting to the cause of the Incarnation,
on the part of the nature assumed. Because we are thus given
to understand that human nature was assumed by the Son of
God into the unity of Person, not by reason of its merits, but

through grace alone;which is attributed to theHolyGhost, ac-
cording to 1 Cor. 12:4: “ere are diversities of graces, but the
same Spirit.”WhereforeAugustine says (Enchiridion xl): “e
manner inwhichChrist was born of theHolyGhost…suggests
to us the grace ofGod,wherebyman,without anymerits going
before, in the very beginning of his nature when he began to
exist was joined to God the Word, into so great unity of Per-
son, that He Himself should be the Son of God.”

irdly, because this is befitting the term of the Incarna-
tion. For the term of the Incarnation was that that man, who
was being conceived, should be the Holy one and the Son of
God.Now, both of these are attributed to theHolyGhost. For
byHimmen aremade to be sons ofGod, according toGal. 4:6:
“Because you are sons,Godhath sent the Spirit ofHis Son into
your [Vulg.: ‘our’] hearts, crying: Abba, Father.” Again, He is
the “Spirit of sanctification,” according toRom. 1:4.erefore,
just as other men are sanctified spiritually by the Holy Ghost;
so as to be the adopted sons ofGod, sowasChrist conceived in
sanctity by theHolyGhost, so as to be the natural Son ofGod.
Hence, according to a gloss on Rom. 1:4, the words, “Who
was predestinated the Son of God, in power,” are explained by
what immediately follows: “According to the Spirit of sancti-
fication, i.e. through being conceived of theHoly Ghost.” And
theAngel of theAnnunciationhimself, aer saying, “eHoly
Ghost shall come upon thee,” draws the conclusion: “ere-
fore also the Holy which shall be born of thee shall be called
the Son of God.”

Reply to Objection 1. e work of the conception is in-
deed common to the whole Trinity; yet in some way it is at-
tributed to each of the Persons. For to the Father is attributed
authority in regard to the Person of the Son, who by this con-
ception took to Himself (human nature). e taking itself (of
human nature) is attributed to the Son: but the formation of
the body taken by the Son is attributed to theHolyGhost. For
the Holy Ghost is the Spirit of the Son, according to Gal. 4:6:
“God sent the Spirit of His Son.” For just as the power of the
soul which is in the semen, through the spirit enclosed therein,
fashions the body in the generation of othermen, so the Power
of God, which is the Son Himself, according to 1 Cor. 1:24:
“Christ, the Power of God,” through the Holy Ghost formed
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the bodywhichHe assumed.is is also shownby thewords of
the angel: “eHolyGhost shall comeupon thee,” as itwere, in
order to prepare and fashion the matter of Christ’s body; “and
the Power of the Most High,” i.e. Christ, “shall overshadow
thee—that is to say, the incorporeal Light of the Godhead
shall in thee take the corporeal substance of human nature: for
a shadow is formed by light and body,” as Gregory says (Moral.
xviii). e “Most High” is the Father, whose Power is the Son.

Reply toObjection 2.emission refers to the Person as-
suming, who is sent by the Father; but the conception refers
to the body assumed, which is formed by the operation of the
Holy Ghost. And therefore, though mission and conception

are in the same subject; since they differ in our consideration
of them, mission is attributed to the Father, but the accom-
plishment of the conception to the Holy Ghost; whereas the
assumption of flesh is attributed to the Son.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (QQ. Vet. et
Nov. Test., qu. 52): “is may be understood in two ways. For,
first, Christ’s house is the Church, which He built with His
blood. Secondly, His body may be called His house, just as it
is called His temple…and what is done by the Holy Ghost is
done by the Son of God, because eirs is one Nature and one
Will.”

IIIa q. 32 a. 2t

he Holy Ghost?]Whether it should be said that Christ was conceived of [de] the Holy Ghost?
Objection 1. It would seem that we should not say that

Christwas conceivedof [de] theHolyGhost. Because onRom.
11:36: “For of Him [ex ipso] and by Him, and in Him, are all
things,” the gloss of Augustine says: “Notice that he does not
say, ‘of Him’ [de ipso], but ‘of Him’ [ex ipso]. For of Him [ex
ipso], are heaven and earth, since He made them: but not of
Him [de ipso], since they are not made of His substance.” But
the Holy Ghost did not form Christ’s body of [de] His own
substance. erefore we should not say that Christ was con-
ceived of [de] the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, the active principle of [de] which
something is conceived is as the seed in generation. But the
Holy Ghost did not take the place of seed in Christ’s concep-
tion. For Jerome says (Expos. Cathol. Fidei)*: “We do not say,
as some wicked wretches hold, that the Holy Ghost took the
place of seed: but we say that Christ’s body was wrought,” i.e.
formed, “by the power and might of the Creator.” erefore
we should not say that Christ’s body was conceived of [de] the
Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, no one thing is made of two, except
they be in somewaymingled. But Christ’s body was formed of
[de] the Virgin Mary. If therefore we say that Christ was con-
ceived of [de] the Holy Ghost, it seems that a mingling took
place of the Holy Ghost with the matter supplied by the Vir-
gin: and this is clearly false. erefore we should not say that
Christ was conceived of [de] the Holy Ghost.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 1:18): “Before they
came together, she was found with child, of [de] the Holy
Ghost.”

I answer that, Conception is not attributed to Christ’s
body alone, but also to Christ Himself by reason of His body.
Now, in the Holy Ghost we may observe a twofold habitude
to Christ. For to the Son of God Himself, who is said to have
been conceived, He has a habitude of consubstantiality: while
to His body He has the habitude of efficient cause. And this

preposition of [de] signifies both habitudes: thus we say that
a certain man is “of [de] his father.” And therefore we can fit-
tingly say that Christ was conceived of theHolyGhost in such
a way that the efficiency of the Holy Ghost be referred to the
body assumed, and the consubstantiality to the Person assum-
ing.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s body, through not being
consubstantial with the Holy Ghost, cannot properly be said
to be conceived “of ” [de] the Holy Ghost, but rather “from
[ex] the Holy Ghost,” as Ambrose says (De Spir. Sanct. ii.):
“What is from someone is either from his substance or from
his power: from his substance, as the Son who is from the Fa-
ther; from his power, as all things are from God, just as Mary
conceived from the Holy Ghost.”

Reply toObjection 2. It seems that on this point there is a
difference of opinion between Jerome and certain other Doc-
tors, who assert that the Holy Ghost took the place of seed
in this conception. For Chrysostom says (Hom. i in Matth.†):
“When God’s Only-Begotten was about to enter into the Vir-
gin, the Holy Ghost preceded Him; that by the previous en-
trance of the Holy Ghost, Christ might be born unto sancti-
fication according to His body, the Godhead entering instead
of the seed.” And Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii): “God’s
wisdomandpower overshadowedher, like unto aDivine seed.”

But these expressions are easily explained. Because
Chrysostom andDamascene compare theHoly Ghost, or also
the Son, who is the Power of the Most High, to seed, by rea-
son of the active power therein; while Jerome denies that the
Holy Ghost took the place of seed, considered as a corporeal
substance which is transformed in conception.

Reply toObjection 3.AsAugustine says (Enchiridion xl),
Christ is said to be conceived or born of theHolyGhost in one
sense; of the VirginMary in another—of the VirginMaryma-
terially; of the Holy Ghost efficiently. erefore there was no
mingling here.

* Written by Pelagius. † Opus Imperf., among the supposititious writings.
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IIIa q. 32 a. 3Whether the Holy Ghost should be called Christ’s father in respect of His humanity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Holy Ghost should
be called Christ’s father in respect of His humanity. Because,
according to the Philosopher (De Gener. Animal. i): “e Fa-
ther is the active principle in generation, the Mother supplies
the matter.” But the Blessed Virgin is called Christ’s Mother,
by reason of the matter which she supplied in His conception.
erefore it seems that the Holy Ghost can be called His fa-
ther, through being the active principle in His conception.

Objection 2. Further, as the minds of other holy men are
fashioned by the Holy Ghost, so also was Christ’s body fash-
ioned by the Holy Ghost. But other holy men, on account of
the aforesaid fashioning, are called the children of the whole
Trinity, and consequently of the Holy Ghost. erefore it
seems that Christ should be called the Son of the Holy Ghost,
forasmuch as His body was fashioned by the Holy Ghost.

Objection 3. Further, God is called our Father by reason
of His having made us, according to Dt. 32:6: “Is not He thy
Father, that hath possessed thee, and made thee and created
thee?” But theHolyGhostmadeChrist’s body, as stated above
(Aa. 1,2). erefore the Holy Ghost should be called Christ’s
Father in respect of the body fashioned by Him.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Enchiridion xl): “Christ
was born of the Holy Ghost not as a Son, and of the Virgin
Mary as a Son.”

I answer that, e words “fatherhood,” “motherhood,”
and “sonship,” result from generation; yet not from any gen-
eration, but from that of living things, especially animals. For
we do not say that fire generated is the son of the fire generat-
ing it, except, perhaps, metaphorically; we speak thus only of
animals in whom generation is more perfect. Nevertheless, the
word “son” is not applied to everything generated in animals,
but only to that which is generated into likeness of the gener-
ator. Wherefore, as Augustine says (Enchiridion xxxix), we do
not say that a hairwhich is generated in aman is his son; nor do
we say that amanwho is born is the son of the seed; for neither

is the hair like the man nor is the man born like the seed, but
like themanwho begot him. And if the likeness be perfect, the
sonship is perfect, whether in God or in man. But if the like-
ness be imperfect, the sonship is imperfect. us in man there
is a certain imperfect likeness toGod, both as regards his being
created to God’s image and as regards His being created unto
the likeness of grace.erefore in both ways man can be called
His son, bothbecausehe is created toHis image andbecausehe
is likened toHimby grace.Now, itmust be observed that what
is said in its perfect sense of a thing should not be said thereof
in its imperfect sense: thus, because Socrates is said to be natu-
rally aman, in the proper sense of “man,” never is he calledman
in the sense in which the portrait of a man is called a man, al-
though, perhaps, he may resemble another man. Now, Christ
is the Son of God in the perfect sense of sonship. Wherefore,
although in His human nature He was created and justified,
He ought not to be called the Son of God, either in respect of
His being created or of His being justified, but only in respect
of His eternal generation, by reason of which He is the Son of
the Father alone.erefore nowise should Christ be called the
Son of the Holy Ghost, nor even of the whole Trinity.

Reply toObjection 1. Christ was conceived of the Virgin
Mary, who supplied the matter of His conception unto like-
ness of species. For this reasonHe is called her Son. But asman
He was conceived of the Holy Ghost as the active principle of
His conception, but not unto likeness of species, as a man is
born of his father.erefore Christ is not called the Son of the
Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 2. Men who are fashioned spiritually
by theHoly Ghost cannot be called sons of God in the perfect
sense of sonship. And therefore they are called sons of God in
respect of imperfect sonship, which is by reason of the likeness
of grace, which flows from the whole Trinity.

But with Christ it is different, as stated above.
e same reply avails for the ird Objection.

IIIa q. 32 a. 4Whether the Blessed Virgin cooperated actively in the conception of Christ’s body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin coop-
erated actively in the conception of Christ’s body. For Dama-
scene says (De FideOrth. iii) that “theHolyGhost came upon
the Virgin, purifying her, and bestowing on her the power to
receive and to bring forth theWord ofGod.” But she had from
nature the passive power of generation, like any other woman.
erefore He bestowed on her an active power of generation.
And thus she cooperated actively in Christ’s conception.

Objection 2. Further, all the powers of the vegetative soul
are active, as the Commentator says (De Anima ii). But the
generative power, in bothman andwoman, belongs to the veg-
etative soul. erefore, both in man and woman, it cooperates
actively in the conception of the child.

Objection 3. Further, in the conception of a child the
woman supplies thematter fromwhich the child’s body is nat-
urally formed. But nature is an intrinsic principle of move-
ment. erefore it seems that in the very matter supplied by
the Blessed Virgin there was an active principle.

On the contrary, e active principle in generation is
called the “seminal virtue.” But, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
x), Christ’s body “was taken from the Virgin, only as to corpo-
real matter, by theDivine power of conception and formation,
but not by any human seminal virtue.” erefore the Blessed
Virgin did not cooperate actively in, the conception ofChrist’s
body.

I answer that, Some say that the Blessed Virgin cooper-

2107



ated actively in Christ’s conception, both by natural and by a
supernatural power. By natural power, because they hold that
in all natural matter there is an active principle. otherwise they
believe that there would be no such thing as natural transfor-
mation.But in this they are deceived. Because a transformation
is said to be natural by reason not only of an active but also of
a passive intrinsic principle: for the Philosopher says expressly
(Phys. viii) that in heavy and light things there is a passive, and
not an active, principle of natural movement. Nor is it possible
for matter to be active in its own formation, since it is not in
act. Nor, again, is it possible for anything to put itself in mo-
tion except it be divided into two parts, one being the mover,
the other beingmoved: which happens in animate things only,
as is proved Phys. viii.

By a supernatural power, because they say that the mother
requires not only to supply the matter, which is the menstrual
blood, but also the semen, which, being mingled with that of
the male, has an active power in generation. And since in the
Blessed Virgin there was no resolution of semen, by reason
of her inviolate virginity, they say that the Holy Ghost super-
naturally bestowed on her an active power in the conception
of Christ’s body, which power other mothers have by reason
of the semen resolved. But this cannot stand, because, since
“each thing is on account of its operation” (DeCoel. ii), nature
would not, for the purpose of the act of generation, distinguish
the male and female sexes, unless the action of the male were
distinct from that of the female. Now, in generation there are
two distinct operations—that of the agent and that of the pa-
tient. Wherefore it follows that the entire active operation is
on the part of the male, and the passive on the part of the fe-
male. For this reason in plants, where both forces are mingled,
there is no distinction of male and female.

Since, therefore, the Blessed Virgin was not Christ’s Fa-
ther, but His Mother, it follows that it was not given to her
to exercise an active power in His conception: whether to co-
operate actively so as to be His Father, or not to cooperate at
all, as some say. whence it would follow that this active power
was bestowed onher to no purpose.Wemust therefore say that
in Christ’s conception itself she did not cooperate actively, but
merely supplied the matter thereof. Nevertheless, before the
conception she cooperated actively in the preparation of the
matter so that it should be apt for the conception.

Reply to Objection 1. is conception had three privi-
leges—namely, that it was without original sin; that it was not
that of a man only, but of God and man; and that it was a
virginal conception. And all three were effected by the Holy
Ghost.ereforeDamascene says, as to the first, that theHoly
Ghost “cameupon theVirgin, purifying her”—that is, preserv-
ing her from conceiving with original sin. As to the second,
he says: “And bestowing on her the power to receive,” i.e. to
conceive, “the Word of God.” As to the third, he says: “And to
give birth” to Him, i.e. that she might, while remaining a vir-
gin, bring Him forth, not actively, but passively, just as other
mothers achieve this through the action of the male seed.

Reply toObjection 2. e generative power of the female
is imperfect compared to that of the male. And, therefore, just
as in the arts the inferior art gives a disposition to thematter to
which the higher art gives the form, as is stated Phys. ii, so also
the generative power of the female prepares the matter, which
is then fashioned by the active power of the male.

Reply to Objection 3. In order for a transformation to be
natural, there is no need for an active principle in matter, but
only for a passive principle, as stated above.
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T P, Q 33
Of the Mode and Order of Christ’s Conception

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the mode and order of Christ’s conception, concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ’s body was formed in the first instant of its conception?
(2) Whether it was animated in the first instant of its conception?
(3) Whether it was assumed by the Word in the first instant of its conception?
(4) Whether this conception was natural or miraculous?

IIIa q. 33 a. 1Whether Christ’s body was formed in the first instant of its conception?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body was not
formed in the first instant of its conception. For it is written
( Jn. 2:20): “Six-and-forty years was this Temple in building”;
on which words Augustine comments as follows (DeTrin. iv):
“isnumber appliesmanifestly to theperfectionof ourLord’s
body.”He says, further (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 56): “It is not without
reason that theTemple, whichwas a type ofHis body, is said to
have been forty-six years in building: so that asmany years as it
took to build the Temple, in somany days was our Lord’s body
perfected.” erefore Christ’s body was not perfectly formed
in the first instant of its conception.

Objection 2. Further, there was need of local movement
for the formation of Christ’s body in order that the purest
blood of the Virgin’s bodymight be brought where generation
might aptly take place. Now, no body can be moved locally in
an instant: since the time taken inmovement is divided accord-
ing to the division of the thing moved, as is proved Phys. vi.
erefore Christ’s body was not formed in an instant.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s body was formed of the
purest blood of the Virgin, as stated above (q. 31, a. 5). But
that matter could not be in the same instant both blood and
flesh, because thus matter would have been at the same time
the subject of two forms. erefore the last instant in which
it was blood was distinct from the first instant in which it was
flesh. But between any two instants there is an interval of time.
erefore Christ’s body was not formed in an instant, but dur-
ing a space of time.

Objection 4. Further, as the augmentative power requires
a fixed time for its act, so also does the generative power: for
both are natural powers belonging to the vegetative soul. But
Christ’s body took a fixed time to grow, like the bodies of other
men: for it is written (Lk. 2:52) that He “advanced in wisdom
and age.” erefore it seems for the same reason that the for-
mation of His body, since that, too, belongs to the generative
power, was not instantaneous, but took a fixed time, like the
bodies of other men.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xviii): “As soon as
the angel announced it, as soon as the Spirit came down, the
Word was in the womb, within the womb the Word was made
flesh.”

I answer that, In the conception of Christ’s body three
points may be considered: first, the local movement of the
blood to the place of generation; secondly, the formation of
the body from that matter; thirdly, the development whereby
it was brought to perfection of quantity. of these, the second is
the conception itself; the first is a preamble; the third, a result
of the conception.

Now, the first could not be instantaneous: since this would
be contrary to the very nature of the local movement of any
body whatever, the parts of which come into a place succes-
sively. e third also requires a succession of time: both be-
cause there is no increasewithout localmovement, andbecause
increase is effected by the power of the soul already informing
the body, the operation of which power is subject to time.

But the body’s very formation, in which conception prin-
cipally consists, was instantaneous, for two reasons. First, be-
cause of the infinite power of the agent, viz. theHolyGhost, by
whom Christ’s body was formed, as stated above (q. 32, a. 1).
For the greater the power of an agent, the more quickly can it
dispose matter; and, consequently, an agent of infinite power
can dispose matter instantaneously to its due form. Secondly,
on the part of the Person of the Son, whose body was being
formed. For it was unbecoming that He should take to Him-
self a body as yet unformed.While, if the conception had been
going on for any time before the perfect formation of the body,
the whole conception could not be attributed to the Son of
God, since it is not attributed to Him except by reason of the
assumption of that body.erefore in the first instant inwhich
the various parts of the matter were united together in the
place of generation, Christ’s body was both perfectly formed
and assumed. And thus is the Son of God said to have been
conceived; nor could it be said otherwise.

Reply toObjection 1. Neither quotation from Augustine
refers to formation alone of Christ’s body, but to its forma-
tion, together with a fixed development up to the time of His
birth. Wherefore in the aforesaid number are foreshadowed
the number ofmonths during whichChrist was in the Virgin’s
womb.

Reply to Objection 2. is local movement is not com-
prised within the conception itself, but is a preamble thereto.
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Reply to Objection 3. It is not possible to fix the last in-
stant in which that matter was blood: but it is possible to fix
the last period of time which continued without any interval
up to the first instant in which Christ’s body was formed. And
this instant was the terminus of the time occupied by the local
movement of the matter towards the place of generation.

Reply to Objection 4. Increase is caused by the augmen-
tative power of that which is the subject of increase: but the
formation of the body is caused by the generative power, not
of that which is generated, but of the father generating from

seed, in which the formative power derived from the father’s
soul has its operation. But Christ’s body was not formed by
the seed of man, as stated above (q. 31, a. 5, ad 3), but by the
operation of the Holy Ghost. erefore the formation thereof
should be such as to be worthy of the Holy Ghost. But the de-
velopment of Christ’s body was the effect of the augmentative
power inChrist’s soul: and since this was of the same species as
ours, it behooved His body to develop in the same way as the
bodies of other men, so as to prove the reality of His human
nature.

IIIa q. 33 a. 2Whether Christ’s body was animated in the first instant of its conception?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body was not
animated in the first instant of its conception. For Pope Leo
says (Ep. ad Julian.): “Christ’s flesh was not of another nature
than ours: nor was the beginning of His animation different
from that of other men.” But the soul is not infused into other
men at the first instant of their conception. erefore neither
should Christ’s soul have been infused into His body in the
first instant of its conception.

Objection 2. Further, the soul, like any natural form, re-
quires determinate quantity in its matter. But in the first in-
stant of its conceptionChrist’s bodywas not of the same quan-
tity as the bodies of othermenwhen they are animated: other-
wise, if aerwards its developmenthadbeen continuous, either
its birthwould have occurred sooner, or at the time of birthHe
would have been a bigger child than others. e former alter-
native is contrary to what Augustine says (De Trin. iv), where
he proves that Christ was in the Virgin’s womb for the space of
ninemonths: while the latter is contrary towhat PopeLeo says
(Serm. iv in Epiph.): “ey found the child Jesus nowise differ-
ing from the generality of infants.”ereforeChrist’s bodywas
not animated in the first instant of its conception.

Objection 3. Further, whenever there is “before” and
“aer” there must be several instants. But according to the
Philosopher (DeGener. Animal. ii) in the generation of aman
there must needs be “before” and “aer”: for he is first of all a
living thing, and aerwards, an animal, and aer that, a man.
erefore the animation of Christ could not be effected in the
first instant of His conception.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii): “At
the very instant that therewasflesh, itwas thefleshof theWord
of God, it was flesh animated with a rational and intellectual
soul.”

I answer that, For the conception to be attributed to the
very SonofGod, aswe confess in theCreed,whenwe say, “who
was conceived by the Holy Ghost,” we must needs say that the
body itself, in being conceived, was assumed by the Word of
God. Now it has been shown above (q. 6, Aa. 1 ,2) that the

Word of God assumed the body by means of the soul, and the
soul by means of the spirit, i.e. the intellect. Wherefore in the
first instant of its conception Christ’s body must needs have
been animated by the rational soul.

Reply toObjection1.ebeginningof the infusionof the
soul may be considered in two ways. First, in regard to the dis-
position of the body. And thus, the beginning of the infusion
of the soul into Christ’s body was the same as in other men’s
bodies: for just as the soul is infused into another man’s body
as soon as it is formed, so was it with Christ. Secondly, this be-
ginningmay be consideredmerely in regard to time. And thus,
because Christ’s body was perfectly formed in a shorter space
of time, so aer a shorter space of time was it animated.

Reply to Objection 2. e soul requires due quantity in
the matter into which it is infused: but this quantity allows
of a certain latitude because it is not fixed to a certain amount.
Now the quantity that a body has when the soul is first infused
into it is in proportion to the perfect quantity to which it will
attain by development: that is to say, men of greater stature
have greater bodies at the time of first animation. ButChrist at
the perfect agewas of becoming andmiddle stature: in propor-
tion to which was the quantity of His body at the time when
othermen’s bodies are animated; though it was less than theirs
at the first instant of His conception. Nevertheless that quan-
tity was not too small to safeguard the nature of an animated
body; since it would have sufficed for the animation of a small
man’s body.

Reply to Objection 3. What the Philosopher says is true
in the generation of other men, because the body is succes-
sively formed and disposed for the soul: whence, first, as be-
ing imperfectly disposed, it receives an imperfect soul; and af-
terwards, when it is perfectly disposed, it receives a perfect
soul. But Christ’s body, on account of the infinite power of the
agent, was perfectly disposed instantaneously. Wherefore, at
once and in the first instant it received a perfect form, that is,
the rational soul.
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IIIa q. 33 a. 3Whether Christ’s flesh was first of all conceived and aerwards assumed?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s flesh was first
of all conceived, and aerwards assumed. Because what is not
cannot be assumed. But Christ’s flesh began to exist when it
was conceived. erefore it seems that it was assumed by the
Word of God aer it was conceived.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s flesh was assumed by the
Word of God, by means of the rational soul. But it received
the rational soul at the term of the conception. erefore it
was assumed at the term of the conception. But at the term of
the conception it was already conceived. erefore it was first
of all conceived and aerwards assumed.

Objection 3. Further, in everything generated, that which
is imperfect precedes in time that which is perfect: which is
made clear by the Philosopher (Metaph. ix). But Christ’s body
is something generated. erefore it did not attain to its ulti-
mate perfection, which consisted in the union with the Word
ofGod, at the first instant of its conception; but, first of all, the
flesh was conceived and aerwards assumed.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Fide ad Petrum
xviii*): “Hold steadfastly, and doubt not for a moment that
Christ’s flesh was not conceived in the Virgin’s womb, before
being assumed by the Word.”

I answer that, As stated above, we may say properly that
“God was made man,” but not that “man was made God”: be-
cause God took to Himself that which belongs to man—and
that which belongs toman did not pre-exist, as subsisting in it-
self, before being assumedby theWord.But ifChrist’s fleshhad
been conceived before being assumed by the Word, it would
have had at some time an hypostasis other than that of the

Word of God. And this is against the very nature of the Incar-
nation, which we hold to consist in this, that theWord of God
was united to human nature and to all its parts in the unity of
hypostasis: nor was it becoming that theWord of God should,
by assuming human nature, destroy a pre-existing hypostasis
of human nature or of any part thereof. It is consequently con-
trary to faith to assert that Christ’s flesh was first of all con-
ceived and aerwards assumed by the Word of God.

Reply to Objection 1. If Christ’s flesh had been formed
or conceived, not instantaneously, but successively, one of two
things would follow: either that what was assumedwas not yet
flesh, or that the flesh was conceived before it was assumed.
But since we hold that the conception was effected instanta-
neously, it follows that in that flesh the beginning and the com-
pletion of its conception were in the same instant. So that, as
Augustine† says: “We say that the very Word of God was con-
ceived in taking flesh, and thatHis very flesh was conceived by
the Word taking flesh.”

From the above the reply to the Second Objection is clear.
For in the same moment that this flesh began to be conceived,
its conception and animation were completed.

Reply to Objection 3. e mystery of the Incarnation is
not to be looked upon as an ascent, as it were, of a man already
existing and mounting up to the dignity of the Union: as the
heretic Photinus maintained. Rather is it to be considered as
a descent, by reason of the perfect Word of God taking unto
Himself the imperfection of our nature; according to Jn. 6:38:
“I came down from heaven.”

IIIa q. 33 a. 4Whether Christ’s conception was natural?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s conception was
natural. For Christ is called the Son of Man by reason of His
conception in the flesh. But He is a true and natural Son of
Man: as also is He the true and natural Son of God. erefore
His conception was natural.

Objection 2. Further, no creature can be the cause of a
miraculous effect. But Christ’s conception is attributed to the
Blessed Virgin, who is a mere creature: for we say that the Vir-
gin conceived Christ. erefore it seems that His conception
was not miraculous, but natural.

Objection 3. Further, for a transformation to be natural, it
is enough that the passive principle be natural, as stated above
(q. 32, a. 4). But inChrist’s conception the passive principle on
the part of His Mother was natural, as we have shown (q. 32,
a. 4). erefore Christ’s conception was natural.

Onthe contrary,Dionysius says (Ep. adCaiumMonach.):
“Christ does in a superhuman way those things that pertain to
man: this is shown in the miraculous virginal conception.”

I answer that, As Ambrose says (De Incarn. vi): “In this
mystery thou shalt findmany things that are natural, andmany
that are supernatural.” For if we consider in this conception
anything connected with the matter thereof, which was sup-
plied by the mother, it was in all such things natural. But if
we consider it on the part of the active power, thus it was en-
tirely miraculous. And since judgment of a thing should be
pronounced in respect of its form rather than of its matter:
and likewise in respect of its activity rather than of its pas-
siveness: therefore is it that Christ’s conception should be de-
scribed simply as miraculous and supernatural, although in a
certain respect it was natural.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ is said to be a natural Son
of Man, by reason of His having a true human nature, through
which He is a Son of Man, although He had it miraculously;
thus, too, the blind man to whom sight has been restored sees
naturally by sight miraculously received.

Reply toObjection 2. e conception is attributed to the

* Written by Fulgentius. † Fulgentius, De Fide ad Petrum xviii.
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Blessed Virgin, not as the active principle thereof, but because
she supplied thematter, andbecause the conception tookplace
in her womb.

Reply to Objection 3. A natural passive principle suffices

for a transformation to be natural, when it is moved by its
proper active principle in a natural and wonted way. But this
is not so in the case in point.erefore this conception cannot
be called simply natural.
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T P, Q 34
Of the Perfection of the Child Conceived

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the perfection of the child conceived: and concerning this there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ was sanctified by grace in the first instant of His conception?
(2) Whether in that same instant He had the use of free-will?
(3) Whether in that same instant He could merit?
(4) Whether in that same instant He was a perfect comprehensor?

IIIa q. 34 a. 1Whether Christ was sanctified in the first instant of His conception?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not sanctified
in the first instant of His conception. For it is written (1 Cor.
15:46): “at was not first which is spiritual, but that which is
natural: aerwards that which is spiritual.” But sanctification
by grace is something spiritual. erefore Christ received the
grace of sanctification, not at the very beginning of His con-
ception, but aer a space of time.

Objection 2. Further, sanctification seems to be a cleans-
ing from sin: according to 1 Cor. 6:1: “And such some of you
were,” namely, sinners, “but you are washed, but you are sancti-
fied.” But sin was never in Christ. erefore it was not becom-
ing that He should be sanctified by grace.

Objection 3. Further, as by the Word of God “all things
weremade,” so from theWord incarnate all menwho aremade
holy receive holiness, according to Heb. 2:11: “Both he that
sanctifieth and they who are sanctified are all of one.” But “the
Word of God, by whom all things were made, was not Him-
self made”; as Augustine says (De Trin. i).erefore Christ, by
whom all are made holy, was not Himself made holy.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Lk. 1:35): “eHolywhich
shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God”; and (Jn.
10:36): “Whom the Father hath sanctified and sent into the
world.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 7, Aa. 9,10,12), the
abundance of grace sanctifying Christ’s soul flows from the
very union of the Word, according to Jn. 1:14: “We saw His
glory…as it were of the Only-Begotten of the Father, full of
grace and truth.” For it has been shown above (q. 33, Aa. 2,3)
that in the first instant of conception, Christ’s body was both
animated and assumed by the Word of God. Consequently, in
the first instant of His conception, Christ had the fulness of
grace sanctifying His body and His soul.

Reply to Objection 1. e order set down by the Apos-
tle in this passage refers to those who by advancing attain to
the spiritual state. But the mystery of the Incarnation is con-

sidered as a condescension of the fulness of the Godhead into
human nature rather than as the promotion of human nature,
already existing, as it were, to the Godhead. erefore in the
man Christ there was perfection of spiritual life from the very
beginning.

Reply to Objection 2. To be sanctified is to be made holy.
Now something is made not only from its contrary, but also
from that which is opposite to it, either by negation or by
privation: thus white is made either from black or from not-
white.We indeed frombeing sinners aremadeholy: so that our
sanctification is a cleansing from sin. Whereas Christ, as man,
was made holy, because He was not always thus sanctified by
grace: yet He was not made holy from being a sinner, because
He never sinned; butHewasmade holy fromnot-holy asman,
not indeedby privation, as thoughHewere at some time aman
and not holy; but by negation—that is, whenHe was not man
Hehadnot human sanctity.erefore at the same timeHewas
made man and a holy man. For this reason the angel said (Lk.
1:35): “e Holy which shall be born of thee.” Which words
Gregory expounds as follows (Moral. xviii): “In order to show
the distinction between His holiness and ours, it is declared
that He shall be born holy. For we, though we are made holy,
yet are not born holy, because by the mere condition of a cor-
ruptible nature we are tied…But He alone is truly born holy
who…was not conceived by the combining of carnal union.”

Reply to Objection 3. e Father creates things through
the Son, and thewholeTrinity sanctifiesmen through theMan
Christ, but not in the same way. For the Word of God has the
same power and operation as God the Father: hence the Fa-
ther does not work through the Son as an instrument, which
is both mover and moved. Whereas the humanity of Christ is
as the instrument of the Godhead, as stated above (q. 7, a. 1,
ad 3; q. 8, a. 1, ad 1).erefore Christ’s humanity is both sanc-
tified and sanctifier.
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IIIa q. 34 a. 2Whether Christ as man had the use of free-will in the first instant of His conception?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ as man had not
the use of free-will in the first instant of His conception. For
a thing is, before it acts or operates. Now the use of free-will
is an operation. Since, therefore, Christ’s soul began to exist
in the first instant of His conception, as was made clear above
(q. 33, a. 2), it seems impossible thatHe should have the use of
free-will in the first instant of His conception.

Objection 2. Further, the use of free-will consists in
choice. But choice presupposes the deliberation of counsel: for
the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii) that choice is “the desire of
what has been previously the object of deliberation.”erefore
it seems impossible thatChrist should have had the use of free-
will in the first instant of His conception.

Objection 3. Further, the free-will is “a faculty of the will
and reason,” as stated in the Ia, q. 83, a. 2, obj. 2: consequently
the use of free-will is an act of the will and the reason or in-
tellect. But the act of the intellect presupposes an act of the
senses; and this cannot exist without proper disposition of the
organs—a condition which would seem impossible in the first
instant of Christ’s conception. erefore it seems that Christ
could not have the use of free-will at the first instant of His
conception.

On the contrary, Augustine says in his book on the Trin-
ity (Gregory: Regist. ix, Ep. 61): “As soon as theWord entered
the womb, while retaining the reality of His Nature, He was
made flesh, and a perfect man.” But a perfect man has the use
of free-will.ereforeChrist had the use of free-will in the first
instant of His conception.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), spiritual perfection
was becoming to the human nature which Christ took, which
perfection He attained not by making progress, but by receiv-
ing it from the very first. Now ultimate perfection does not
consist in power or habit, but in operation; wherefore it is said
(DeAnima ii, text. 5) that operation is a “second act.”Wemust,
therefore, say that in the first instant of His conception Christ
had that operation of the soul which can be had in an instant.
And such is the operation of the will and intellect, in which
the use of free-will consists. For the operation of the intellect
andwill is sudden and instantaneous,muchmore, indeed, than

corporeal vision; inasmuch as to understand, to will, and to
feel, are not movements that may be described as “acts of an
imperfect being,” which attains perfection successively, but are
“the acts of an already perfect being,” as is said, De Anima iii,
text. 28. We must therefore say that Christ had the use of free-
will in the first instant of His conception.

Reply to Objection 1. Existence precedes action by na-
ture, but not in time; but at the same time the agent has perfect
existence, and begins to act unless it is hindered. us fire, as
soon as it is generated, begins to give heat and light.e action
of heating, however, is not terminated in an instant, but con-
tinues for a time; whereas the action of giving light is perfected
in an instant. And such an operation is the use of free-will, as
stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. As soon as counsel or deliberation
is ended, there may be choice. But those who need the delib-
eration of counsel, as soon as this comes to an end are certain
of what ought to be chosen: and consequently they choose at
once. From this it is clear that the deliberation of counsel does
not of necessity precede choice save for the purpose of inquir-
ing into what is uncertain. But Christ, in the first instant of
His conception, had the fulness of sanctifying grace, and in like
manner the fulness of known truth; according to Jn. 1:14: “Full
of grace and truth.”Wherefore, as being possessed of certainty
about all things, He could choose at once in an instant.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s intellect, in regard to
His infused knowledge, could understand without turning to
phantasms, as stated above (q. 11, a. 2). Consequently His in-
tellect and will could act without any action of the senses.

Nevertheless it was possible for Him, in the first instant of
His conception, to have an operation of the senses: especially
as to the sense of touch, which the infant can exercise in the
womb even before it has received the rational soul, as is said,
De Gener. Animal. ii, 3,4. Wherefore, since Christ had the ra-
tional soul in the first instant of His conception, through His
body being already fashioned and endowed with sensible or-
gans, much more was it possible for Him to exercise the sense
of touch in that same instant.

IIIa q. 34 a. 3Whether Christ could merit in the first instant of His conception?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ could not merit
in the first instant of His conception. For the free-will bears
the same relation to merit as to demerit. But the devil could
not sin in the first instant of his creation, as was shown in the
Ia, q. 63, a. 5. erefore neither could Christ’s soul merit in
the first instant of its creation—that is, in the first instant of
Christ’s conception.

Objection 2. Further, that which man has in the first in-
stant of his conception seems to be natural to him: for it is in

this that his natural generation is terminated. But we do not
merit by what is natural to us, as is clear from what has been
said in the Ia IIae, q. 109, a. 5; Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 2. erefore it
seems that the use of free-will, which Christ as man had in the
first instant of His conception, was not meritorious.

Objection 3. Further, that which a man has once merited
hemakes, in a way, his own: consequently it seems that he can-
not merit the same thing again: for no one merits what is al-
ready his. If, therefore,Christmerited in the first instant ofHis
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conception, it follows that aerwardsHemeritednothing.But
this is evidently untrue. erefore Christ did not merit in the
first instant of His conception.

On the contrary, Augustine* says: “Increase of merit was
absolutely impossible to the soul of Christ.” But increase of
merit would have been possible hadHe notmerited in the first
instant ofHis conception.ereforeChristmerited in the first
instant of His conception.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), Christ was sanctified
by grace in the first instant of His conception. Now, sanctifi-
cation is twofold: that of adults who are sanctified in consid-
eration of their own act; and that of infants who are sanctified
in consideration of, not their own act of faith, but that of their
parents or of the Church. e former sanctification is more
perfect than the latter: just as act is more perfect than habit;
and “that which is by itself, than that which is by another”†.
Since, therefore, the sanctification of Christ was most perfect,
because He was so sanctified that He might sanctify others;
consequently He was sanctified by reason of His own move-
ment of the free-will towardsGod.Whichmovement, indeed,
of the free-will is meritorious. Consequently, Christ did merit
in the first instant of His conception.

Reply toObjection 1. Free-will does not bear the same re-
lation to good as to evil: for to good it is related of itself, and

naturally; whereas to evil it is related as to a defect, and be-
side nature. Now, as the Philosopher says (De Coelo ii, text.
18): “at which is beside nature is subsequent to that which
is according to nature; because thatwhich is beside nature is an
exception to nature.” erefore the free-will of a creature can
be moved to good meritoriously in the first instant of its cre-
ation, but not to evil sinfully; provided, however, its nature be
unimpaired.

Reply toObjection 2.atwhichman has at the firstmo-
ment of his creation, in the ordinary course of nature, is natu-
ral to him. but nothing hinders a creature from receiving from
God a gi of grace at the very beginning of its creation. In this
way did Christ’s soul in the first instant of its creation receive
grace by which it couldmerit. And for this reason is that grace,
by way of a certain likeness, said to be natural to this Man, as
explained by Augustine (Enchiridion xl).

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing prevents the same thing
belonging to someone from several causes. And thus it is that
Christ was able by subsequent actions and sufferings to merit
the glory of immortality, whichHe alsomerited in the first in-
stant ofHis conception: not, indeed, so that it became thereby
more due to Him than before, but so that it was due to Him
from more causes than before.

IIIa q. 34 a. 4Whether Christ was a perfect comprehensor in the first instant of His conception?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not a perfect
comprehensor in the first instant ofHis conception. Formerit
precedes reward, as fault precedes punishment. But Christ
merited in the first instant of His conception, as stated above
(a. 3). Since, therefore, the state of comprehension is the prin-
cipal reward, it seems that Christ was not a comprehensor in
the first instant of His conception.

Objection 2. Further, our Lord said (Lk. 24:26): “Ought
not Christ to have suffered these things, and so to enter into
His glory?” But glory belongs to the state of comprehension.
erefore Christ was not in the state of comprehension in the
first instant of His conception, when as yet He had not suf-
fered.

Objection 3. Further, what befits neither man nor angel
seems proper to God; and therefore is not becoming to Christ
as man. But to be always in the state of beatitude befits neither
man nor angel: for if they had been created in beatitude, they
would not have sinned aerwards. erefore Christ, as man,
was not in the state of beatitude in the first instant of His con-
ception.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 64:5): “Blessed is he
whom ou hast chosen, end taken to ee”; which words,
according to the gloss, refer to Christ’s human nature, which
“was taken by the Word of God unto the unity of Person.” But
human nature was taken by the Word of God in the first in-

stant of His conception. erefore, in the first instant of His
conception,Christ, asman,was in the state of beatitude;which
is to be a comprehensor.

I answer that, As appears from what was said above (a. 3),
it was unbecoming that in His conception Christ should re-
ceive merely habitual grace without the act. Now, He received
grace “not by measure” ( Jn. 3:34), as stated above (q. 7, a. 11).
But the grace of the “wayfarer,” being short of that of the “com-
prehensor,” is in less measure than that of the comprehensor.
Wherefore it ismanifest that in the first instant ofHis concep-
tion Christ received not only as much grace as comprehensors
have, but also greater than that which they all have. And be-
cause that grace was not without its act, it follows that He was
a comprehensor in act, seeingGod inHis Essencemore clearly
than other creatures.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above (q. 19, a. 3), Christ
did not merit the glory of the soul, in respect of which He is
said to have been a comprehensor, but the glory of the body,
to which He came through His Passion.

Wherefore the reply to the Second Objection is clear.
Reply to Objection 3. Since Christ was both God and

man, He had, even in His humanity, something more than
other creatures—namely, that He was in the state of beatitude
from the very beginning.

* Paterius, Expos. Vet. et Nov. Test. super Ex. 40. † Aristotle, Phys. viii.
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T P, Q 35
Of Christ’s Nativity
(In Eight Articles)

Aer considering Christ’s conception, we must treat of His nativity. First, as to the nativity itself; secondly, as to His man-
ifestation aer birth.

Concerning the first there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether nativity regards the nature or the person?
(2) Whether another, besides His eternal, birth should be attributed to Christ?
(3) Whether the Blessed Virgin is His Mother in respect of His temporal birth?
(4) Whether she ought to be called the Mother of God?
(5) Whether Christ is the Son of God the Father and of the Virgin Mother in respect of two filiations?
(6) Of the mode of the Nativity;
(7) Of its place;
(8) Of the time of the Nativity.

IIIa q. 35 a. 1Whether nativity regards the nature rather than the person?

Objection 1. It would seem that nativity regards the na-
ture rather than the person. For Augustine* says (De Fide ad
Petrum): “e eternal Divine Nature could not be conceived
and born of human nature, except in a true human nature.”
Consequently it becomes the Divine Nature to be conceived
and born by reason of the human nature. Much more, there-
fore, does it regard human nature itself.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Metaph. v), “nature” is so denominated from “nativity.” But
things are denominated from one another by reason of some
likeness. erefore it seems that nativity regards the nature
rather than the person.

Objection 3. Further, properly speaking, that is born
which begins to exist by nativity. But Christ’s Person did not
begin to exist by His nativity, whereas His human nature did.
erefore it seems that thenativity properly regards thenature,
and not the person.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii):
“Nativity regards the hypostasis, not the nature.”

I answer that, Nativity can be attributed to someone in
two ways: first, as to its subject; secondly, as to its terminus.
To him that is born it is attributed as to its subject: and this,
properly speaking, is the hypostasis, not the nature. For since
to be born is to be generated; as a thing is generated in order
for it to be, so is a thing born in order for it to be. Now, to be,
properly speaking, belongs to that which subsists; since a form
that does not subsist is said to be only inasmuch as by it some-

thing is: and whereas person or hypostasis designates some-
thing as subsisting, naturedesignates form,whereby something
subsists. Consequently, nativity is attributed to the person or
hypostasis as to the proper subject of being born, but not to
the nature.

But to the nature nativity is attributed as to its terminus.
For the terminus of generation and of every nativity is the
form. Now, nature designates something as a form: wherefore
nativity is said to be “the road to nature,” as the Philosopher
states (Phys. ii): for the purpose of nature is terminated in the
form or nature of the species.

Reply to Objection 1. On account of the identity of na-
ture and hypostasis in God, nature is sometimes put instead of
person or hypostasis. And in this sense Augustine says that the
Divine Nature was conceived and born, inasmuch as the Per-
son of the Son was conceived and born in the human nature.

Reply toObjection 2.Nomovement or change is denom-
inated from the subject moved, but from the terminus of the
movement, whence the subject has its species. For this reason
nativity is not denominated from the person born, but from
nature, which is the terminus of nativity.

Reply toObjection3.Nature, properly speaking, does not
begin to exist: rather is it the person that begins to exist in
some nature. Because, as stated above, nature designates that
by which something is; whereas person designates something
as having subsistent being.

* Fulgentius.
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IIIa q. 35 a. 2Whether a temporal nativity should be attributed to Christ?

Objection1. Itwould seem that temporal nativity is not to
be attributed to Christ. For “to be born is a certain movement
of a thing that did not exist before it was born, which move-
ment procures for it the benefit of existence”*. But Christ was
from all eternity. erefore He could not be born in time.

Objection 2. Further, what is perfect in itself needs not to
be born. But the Person of the Son of God was perfect from
eternity.ereforeHe needs not to be born in time.erefore
it seems that He had no temporal birth.

Objection 3. Further, properly speaking, nativity regards
the person. But in Christ there is only one person. erefore
in Christ there is but one nativity.

Objection 4. Further, what is born by two nativities is
born twice. But this proposition is false; “Christ was born
twice”: because the nativity whereby He was born of the Fa-
ther suffers no interruption; since it is eternal. Whereas inter-
ruption is required to warrant the use of the adverb “twice”:
for a man is said to run twice whose running is interrupted.
erefore it seems that we should not admit a double nativity
in Christ.

Onthe contrary,Damascene says (DeFideOrth. iii): “We
confess two nativities in Christ: one of the Father—eternal;
and one which occurred in these latter times for our sake.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), nature is compared to
nativity, as the terminus to movement or change. Now, move-
ment is diversified according to the diversity of its termini,
as the Philosopher shows (Phys. v). But, in Christ there is a
twofoldnature: onewhichHe receivedof theFather frometer-
nity, the other which He received from His Mother in time.
erefore we must needs attribute to Christ a twofold nativ-
ity: one by which He was born of the Father from all eternity;
one by which He was born of His Mother in time.

Reply to Objection 1. is was the argument of a certain
heretic, Felician, and is solved thus byAugustine (ContraFelic.
xii). “Let us suppose,” says he, “as many maintain, that in the
world there is a universal soul, which, by its ineffable move-
ment, so gives life to all seed, that it is not compounded with
things begotten, but bestows life that they may be begotten.

Without doubt, when this soul reaches the womb, being in-
tent on fashioning the passible matter to its own purpose, it
unites itself to the personality thereof, though manifestly it is
not of the same substance; and thus of the active soul and pas-
sive matter, oneman is made out of two substances. And so we
confess that the soul is born from out the womb; but not as
though, before birth, it was nothing at all in itself. us, then,
but in a way much more sublime, the Son of God was born
as man, just as the soul is held to be born together with the
body: not as though they both made one substance, but that
from both, one person results. Yet we do not say that the Son
of God began thus to exist: lest it be thought that His Divin-
ity is temporal. Nor do we acknowledge the flesh of the Son
of God to have been from eternity: lest it be thought that He
took, not a true human body, but some resemblance thereof.”

Reply toObjection 2.iswas an argument ofNestorius,
and it is thus solved byCyril in an epistle†: “We do not say that
the Son of God had need, for His own sake, of a second nativ-
ity, aer that which is from the Father: for it is foolish and a
mark of ignorance to say that He who is from all eternity, and
co-eternal with the Father, needs to begin again to exist. But
because for us and for our salvation, uniting the human nature
toHis Person,He became the child of awoman, for this reason
do we say that He was born in the flesh.”

Reply to Objection 3. Nativity regards the person as its
subject, the nature as its terminus. Now, it is possible for sev-
eral transformations to be in the same subject: yetmust they be
diversified in respect of their termini. But we do not say this as
though the eternal nativity were a transformation or a move-
ment, but because it is designated by way of a transformation
or movement.

Reply toObjection4.Christ canbe said tohave beenborn
twice in respect of His two nativities. For just as he is said to
run twice who runs at two different times, so canHe be said to
beborn twicewho is bornonce frometernity andonce in time:
because eternity and time differmuchmore than two different
times, although each signifies a measure of duration.

IIIa q. 35 a. 3Whether the Blessed Virgin can be called Christ’sMother in respect ofHis temporal nativity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Blessed Virgin can-
not be calledChrist’sMother in respect ofHis temporal nativ-
ity. For, as stated above (q. 32, a. 4), the Blessed Virgin Mary
did not cooperate actively in begetting Christ, butmerely sup-
plied the matter. But this does not seem sufficient to make her
His Mother: otherwise wood might be called the mother of
the bed or bench. erefore it seems that the Blessed Virgin
cannot be called the Mother of Christ.

Objection 2. Further, Christ was bornmiraculously of the

Blessed Virgin. But a miraculous begetting does not suffice
for motherhood or sonship: for we do not speak of Eve as be-
ing the daughter of Adam. erefore neither should Christ be
called the Son of the Blessed Virgin.

Objection 3. Further, motherhood seems to imply par-
tial separation of the semen. But, as Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. iii), “Christ’s bodywas formed, not by a seminal process,
but by the operation of the Holy Ghost.” erefore it seems
that the Blessed Virgin should not be called the Mother of

* Cf. Augustine, De Unit. Trin. xii. † Cf. Acta Concil. Ephes., p. 1, cap.
viii.
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Christ.
On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 1:18): “e genera-

tion of Christ was in this wise. When His Mother Mary was
espoused to Joseph,” etc.

I answer that, e Blessed Virgin Mary is in truth and by
nature the Mother of Christ. For, as we have said above (q. 5,
a. 2; q. 31, a. 5), Christ’s body was not brought down from
heaven, as the heretic Valentine maintained, but was taken
from the Virgin Mother, and formed from her purest blood.
And this is all that is required for motherhood, as has been
made clear above (q. 31, a. 5; q. 32, a. 4).erefore the Blessed
Virgin is truly Christ’s Mother.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 32, a. 3), not
every generation implies fatherhood or motherhood and son-
ship, but only the generation of living things. Consequently
when inanimate things are made from some matter, the re-
lationship of motherhood and sonship does not follow from

this, but only in the generation of living things, which is prop-
erly called nativity.

Reply toObjection 2. As Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii): “e temporal nativity by which Christ was born for our
salvation is, in away, natural, since aManwas bornof awoman,
and aer the due lapse of time from His conception: but it is
also supernatural, because He was begotten, not of seed, but
of the Holy Ghost and the Blessed Virgin, above the law of
conception.” us, then, on the part of the mother, this nativ-
ity was natural, but on the part of the operation of the Holy
Ghost it was supernatural. erefore the Blessed Virgin is the
true and natural Mother of Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 31, a. 5, ad 3;
q. 32, a. 4), the resolution of the woman’s semen is not neces-
sary for conception; neither, therefore, is it required formoth-
erhood.

IIIa q. 35 a. 4Whether the Blessed Virgin should be called the Mother of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the BlessedVirgin should
not be called the Mother of God. For in the Divine myster-
ies we should not make any assertion that is not taken from
Holy Scripture. But we read nowhere in Holy Scripture that
she is themother or parent of God, but that she is the “mother
of Christ” or of “the Child,” as may be seen from Mat. 1:18.
erefore we should not say that the Blessed Virgin is the
Mother of God.

Objection 2. Further, Christ is called God in respect of
His Divine Nature. But the Divine Nature did not first origi-
nate from the Virgin. erefore the Blessed Virgin should not
be called the Mother of God.

Objection 3. Further, the word “God” is predicated in
common of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. If, therefore, the
Blessed Virgin is Mother of God it seems to follow that she
was theMother of Father, Son, andHolyGhost, which cannot
be allowed. erefore the Blessed Virgin should not be called
Mother of God.

On the contrary, In the chapters of Cyril, approved in the
Council of Ephesus (P. 1, Cap. xxvi), we read: “If anyone con-
fess not that the Emmanuel is truly God, and that for this rea-
son the Holy Virgin is the Mother of God, since she begot of
her flesh the Word of God made flesh, let him be anathema.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 16, a. 1), every word that
signifies a nature in the concrete can stand for any hypostasis
of that nature. Now, since the union of the Incarnation took
place in the hypostasis, as above stated (q. 2, a. 3), it is mani-
fest that this word “God” can stand for the hypostasis, having
a human and a Divine nature. erefore whatever belongs to
the Divine and to the human nature can be attributed to that
Person: both when a word is employed to stand for it, signi-
fying the Divine Nature, and when a word is used signifying
the human nature. Now, conception and birth are attributed

to the person and hypostasis in respect of that nature in which
it is conceived and born. Since, therefore, the human nature
was taken by the Divine Person in the very beginning of the
conception, as stated above (q. 33, a. 3), it follows that it can
be truly said that God was conceived and born of the Virgin.
Now from this is a woman called aman’s mother, that she con-
ceived him and gave birth to him.erefore theBlessedVirgin
is truly called theMother of God. For the only way in which it
could be denied that the Blessed Virgin is the Mother of God
would be either if the humanity were first subject to concep-
tion and birth, before this man were the Son of God, as Photi-
nus said; or if thehumanitywerenot assumeduntounity of the
Person or hypostasis of the Word of God, as Nestorius main-
tained. But bothof these are erroneous.erefore it is heretical
to deny that the Blessed Virgin is the Mother of God.

Reply toObjection 1.iswas an argument ofNestorius,
and it is solved by saying that, although we do not find it said
expressly in Scripture that the Blessed Virgin is the Mother of
God, yet we do find it expressly said in Scripture that “Jesus
Christ is true God,” as may be seen 1 Jn. 5:20, and that the
Blessed Virgin is the “Mother of Jesus Christ,” which is clearly
expressed Mat. 1:18. erefore, from the words of Scripture it
follows of necessity that she is the Mother of God.

Again, it is written (Rom. 9:5) that Christ is of the Jews
“according to the flesh, who is over all things, God blessed for
ever.” But He is not of the Jews except through the Blessed
Virgin. erefore He who is “above all things, God blessed for
ever,” is truly born of the Blessed Virgin as of His Mother.

Reply toObjection 2.iswas an argument ofNestorius.
But Cyril, in a letter against Nestorius*, answers it thus: “Just
as when a man’s soul is born with its body, they are considered
as one being: and if anyone wish to say that the mother of the
flesh is not the mother of the soul, he says too much. Some-

* Cf. Acta Conc. Ephes., p. 1, cap. ii.
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thing like this may be perceived in the generation of Christ.
For theWord ofGodwas born of the substance ofGod the Fa-
ther: but because He took flesh, we must of necessity confess
that in the flesh He was born of a woman.” Consequently we
must say that the Blessed Virgin is called the Mother of God,
not as though she were the Mother of the Godhead, but be-
cause she is themother, according toHis human nature, of the
Person who has both the divine and the human nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the name “God” is com-
mon to the three Persons, yet sometimes it stands for the Per-
son of the Father alone, sometimes only for the Person of the
Son or of the Holy Ghost, as stated above (q. 16, a. 1; Ia, q. 39,
a. 4). So that when we say, “e Blessed Virgin is the Mother
of God,” this word “God” stands only for the incarnate Person
of the Son.

IIIa q. 35 a. 5Whether there are two filiations in Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are two filiations in
Christ. For nativity is the cause of filiation. But in Christ there
are two nativities. erefore in Christ there are also two filia-
tions.

Objection 2. Further, filiation, which is said of a man as
being the son of someone, his father or his mother, depends,
in a way, on him: because the very being of a relation consists
“in being referred to another”; wherefore if one of two rela-
tives be destroyed, the other is destroyed also. But the eternal
filiation by whichChrist is the Son of God the Father depends
not on His Mother, because nothing eternal depends on what
is temporal. erefore Christ is not His Mother’s Son by tem-
poral filiation. Either, therefore,He is not her Son at all, which
is in contradiction to what has been said above (Aa. 3,4), or
He must needs be her Son by some other temporal filiation.
erefore in Christ there are two filiations.

Objection 3. Further, one of two relatives enters the def-
inition of the other; hence it is clear that of two relatives, one
is specified from the other. But one and the same cannot be in
diverse species. erefore it seems impossible that one and the
same relation be referred to extremes which are altogether di-
verse. ButChrist is said to be the Son of the Eternal Father and
a temporal mother, who are terms altogether diverse. ere-
fore it seems thatChrist cannot, by the same relation, be called
the Son of the Father and of His Mother erefore in Christ
there are two filiations.

On the contrary, As Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii),
things pertaining to the nature are multiple in Christ; but not
those things that pertain to the Person. But filiation belongs
especially to the Person, since it is a personal property, as ap-
pears from what was said in the Ia, q. 32, a. 3; Ia, q. 40, a. 2.
erefore there is but one filiation in Christ.

I answer that, opinions differ on this question. For some,
considering only the cause of filiation, which is nativity, put
two filiations in Christ, just as there are two nativities. On
the contrary, others, considering only the subject of filiation,
which is the person or hypostasis, put only one filiation in
Christ, just as there is but one hypostasis or person. Because
the unity or plurality of a relation is considered in respect, not
of its terms, but of its cause or of its subject. For if it were con-
sidered in respect of its terms, every man would of necessity
have in himself two filiations—one in reference to his father,

and another in reference to his mother. But if we consider the
question aright, we shall see that every man bears but one re-
lation to both his father and his mother, on account of the
unity of the cause thereof. For man is born by one birth of
both father and mother: whence he bears but one relation to
both. e same is said of one master who teaches many disci-
ples the same doctrine, and of one lordwho governsmany sub-
jects by the same power. But if there be various causes specifi-
cally diverse, it seems that in consequence the relations differ
in species:wherefore nothinghinders several such relations be-
ing in the same subject. us if a man teach grammar to some
and logic to others, his teaching is of a different kind in one
case and in the other; and therefore one and the samemanmay
have different relations as the master of different disciples, or
of the samedisciples in regard to diverse doctrines. Sometimes,
however, it happens that a man bears a relation to several in
respect of various causes, but of the same species: thus a father
may have several sons by several acts of generation. Wherefore
the

paternity cannot differ specifically, since the acts of gen-
eration are specifically the same. And because several forms of
the same species cannot at the same time be in the same sub-
ject, it is impossible for several paternities to be in a man who
is the father of several sons by natural generation. But it would
not be so were he the father of one son by natural generation
and of another by adoption.

Now, it ismanifest thatChristwas not born by one and the
same nativity, of the Father from eternity, and of His Mother
in time: indeed, these two nativities differ specifically. Where-
fore, as to this, we must say that there are various filiations,
one temporal and the other eternal. Since, however, the sub-
ject of filiation is neither the nature nor part of the nature,
but the person or hypostasis alone; and since in Christ there
is no other hypostasis or person than the eternal, there can be
no other filiation in Christ but that which is in the eternal hy-
postasis. Now, every relation which is predicated of God from
time does not put something real in the eternal God, but only
something according to our way of thinking, as we have said
in the Ia, q. 13, a. 7. erefore the filiation by which Christ
is referred to His Mother cannot be a real relation, but only a
relation of reason.

Consequently each opinion is true to a certain extent. For
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if we consider the adequate causes of filiation, we must needs
say that there are two filiations in respect of the twofold nativ-
ity. But if we consider the subject of filiation, which can only
be the eternal suppositum, then no other than the eternal fil-
iation in Christ is a real relation. Nevertheless, He has the re-
lation of Son in regard to His Mother, because it is implied in
the relation ofmotherhood toChrist.usGod is called Lord
by a relation which is implied in the real relation by which the
creature is subject to God. And although lordship is not a real
relation in God, yet is He really Lord through the real subjec-
tion of the creature to Him. In the same way Christ is really
the Son of the Virgin Mother through the real relation of her
motherhood to Christ.

Reply to Objection 1. Temporal nativity would cause a
real temporal filiation in Christ if there were in Him a sub-
ject capable of such filiation. But this cannot be; since the eter-
nal suppositum cannot be receptive of a temporal relation, as
stated above. Nor can it be said that it is receptive of temporal
filiation by reason of the human nature, just as it is receptive of
the temporal nativity; because human nature would need in
some way to be the subject of filiation, just as in a way it is the
subject of nativity; for since an Ethiopian is said to be white
by reason of his teeth, it must be that his teeth are the subject
of whiteness. But human nature can nowise be the subject of
filiation, because this relation regards directly the person.

Reply to Objection 2. Eternal filiation does not depend
on a temporal mother, but together with this eternal filiation
we understand a certain temporal relation dependent on the
mother, in respect of which relationChrist is called the Son of
His Mother.

Reply toObjection 3. One and being are mutually conse-
quent, as is said Metaph. iv. erefore, just as it happens that
in one of the extremes of a relation there is something real,
whereas in the other there is not something real, but merely a
certain aspect, as the Philosopher observes of knowledge and
the thing known; so also it happens that on the part of one ex-
treme there is one relation, whereas on the part of the other
there are many. us in man on the part of his parents there
is a twofold relation, the one of paternity, the other of moth-
erhood, which are specifically diverse, inasmuch as the father
is the principle of generation in one way, and the mother in
another (whereas if many be the principle of one action and
in the same way—for instance, if many. together draw a ship
along—there would be one and the same relation in all of
them); but on the part of the child there is but one filiation
in reality, though there be two in aspect, corresponding to the
two relations in the parents, as considered by the intellect. And
thus in one way there is only one real filiation in Christ, which
is in respect of theEternal Father: yet there is another temporal
relation in regard to His temporal mother.

IIIa q. 35 a. 6Whether Christ was born without His Mother suffering?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatChristwas not bornwith-
out His Mother suffering. For just as man’s death was a result
of the sin of our first parents, according to Gn. 2:17: “In what
day soever ye shall eat, ye shall [Vulg.: ‘thou shalt eat of it, thou
shalt] die”; so were the pains of childbirth, according to Gn.
3:16: “In sorrow shalt thou bring forth children.” But Christ
was willing to undergo death. erefore for the same reason it
seems that His birth should have been with pain.

Objection 2. Further, the end is proportionate to the
beginning. But Christ ended His life in pain, according to
Is. 53:4: “Surely…He hath carried our sorrows.” erefore it
seems that His nativity was not without the pains of child-
birth.

Objection 3. Further, in the book on the birth of our
Saviour* it is related that midwives were present at Christ’s
birth; and theywould bewanted by reason of themother’s suf-
fering pain.erefore it seems that the Blessed Virgin suffered
pain in giving birth to her Child.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Serm. de Nativ.†), ad-
dressing himself to the Virgin-Mother: “In conceiving thou
wast all pure, in giving birth thou wast without pain.”

I answer that, e pains of childbirth are caused by the
infant opening the passage from the womb. Now it has been
said above (q. 28, a. 2, Replies to objections), that Christ came

forth from the closedwombofHisMother, and, consequently,
without opening the passage. Consequently there was no pain
in that birth, as neither was there any corruption; on the con-
trary, there was much joy therein for that God-Man “was born
into the world,” according to Is. 35:1,2: “Like the lily, it shall
bud forth and blossom, and shall rejoice with joy and praise.”

Reply to Objection 1. e pains of childbirth in the
woman follow from themingling of the sexes.Wherefore (Gn.
3:16) aer the words, “in sorrow shalt thou bring forth chil-
dren,” the following are added: “and thou shalt be under thy
husband’s power.” But, as Augustine says (Serm. de Assumpt.
B. Virg.,*), from this sentence we must exclude the Virgin-
Mother of God; who, “because she conceived Christ without
the defilement of sin, andwithout the stain of sexualmingling,
therefore did she bring Him forth without pain, without vio-
lation of her virginal integrity, without detriment to the pu-
rity of her maidenhood.” Christ, indeed, suffered death, but
through His own spontaneous desire, in order to atone for us,
not as a necessary result of that sentence, for He was not a
debtor unto death.

Reply to Objection 2. As “by His death” Christ “de-
stroyed our death”†, so by His pains He freed us from our
pains; and so He wished to die a painful death. But the
mother’s pains in childbirth did not concernChrist, who came

* Protevangelium Jacobi xix, xx. † Supposititious. * Supposititious.
† Preface of the Mass in Paschal-time.
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to atone for our sins. And therefore there was no need for His
Mother to suffer in giving birth.

Reply to Objection 3. We are told (Lk. 2:7) that the
Blessed Virgin herself “wrapped up in swaddling clothes”
the Child whom she had brought forth, “and laid Him in a
manger.” Consequently the narrative of this book, which is

apocryphal, is untrue. Wherefore Jerome says (Adv. Helvid.
iv): “No midwife was there, no officious women interfered.
She was both mother and midwife. ‘With swaddling clothes,’
says he, ‘she wrapped up the child, and laidHim in amanger.’ ”
ese words prove the falseness of the apocryphal ravings.

IIIa q. 35 a. 7Whether Christ should have been born in Bethlehem?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
been born in Bethlehem. For it is written (Is. 2:3): “e law
shall come forth from Sion, and the Word of the Lord from
Jerusalem.” But Christ is truly theWord of God.ereforeHe
should have come into the world at Jerusalem.

Objection 2. Further, it is said (Mat. 2:23) that it is writ-
ten of Christ that “He shall be called a Nazarene”; which is
taken from Is. 11:1: “A flower shall rise up out of his root”; for
“Nazareth” is interpreted “a flower.” But a man is named espe-
cially from the place of his birth. erefore it seems that He
should have been born in Nazareth, where also He was con-
ceived and brought up.

Objection 3. Further, for this was our Lord born into the
world, that He might make known the true faith. according
to Jn. 18:37: “For this was I born, and for this came I into
the world; that I should give testimony to the truth.” But this
would have been easier if He had been born in the city of
Rome, which at that time ruled the world; whence Paul, writ-
ing to the Romans (1:8) says: “Your faith is spoken of in the
wholeworld.”erefore it seems thatHe should not have been
born in Bethlehem.

On the contrary, It is written (Mic. 5:2): “And thou, Beth-
lehem, Ephrata…out of thee shallHe come forth untoMe, that
is to be the ruler in Israel.”

I answer that, Christ willed to be born in Bethlehem for
two reasons. First, because “Hewasmade…of the seedofDavid
according to the flesh,” as it is written (Rom. 1:3); to whom
also was a special promise made concerning Christ; according
to 2Kings 23:1: “eman towhom it was appointed concern-
ing the Christ of the God of Jacob…said.” erefore He willed
to be born at Bethlehem, where David was born, in order that
by the very birthplace the promise made to David might be
shown to be fulfilled. e Evangelist points this out by saying:
“BecauseHewas of the house and of the family ofDavid.” Sec-
ondly, because, as Gregory says (Hom. viii in Evang.): “Beth-
lehem is interpreted ‘the house of bread.’ It is Christ Him-
self who said, ‘I am the living Bread which came down from
heaven.’ ”

Reply to Objection 1. As David was born in Bethlehem,
so also did he choose Jerusalem to set up his throne there, and
to build there the Temple of God, so that Jerusalem was at the
same time a royal and a priestly city. Now, Christ’s priesthood
and kingdomwere “consummated” principally inHis Passion.
erefore it was becoming that He should choose Bethlehem
for His Birthplace and Jerusalem for the scene of His Passion.

At the same time, too, He put to silence the vain boast-
ing of men who take pride in being born in great cities, where
also they desire especially to receive honor. Christ, on the con-
trary, willed to be born in a mean city, and to suffer reproach
in a great city.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ wished “to flower” by His
holy life, not in His carnal birth. erefore He wished to be
fostered and brought up at Nazareth. But He wished to be
born at Bethlehem away from home; because, as Gregory says
(Hom. viii in Evang.), through the human nature which He
had taken, He was born, as it were, in a foreign place—foreign
not to His power, but to His Nature. And, again, as Bede says
on Lk. 2:7: “In order that He who found no room at the inn
might prepare many mansions for us in His Father’s house.”

Reply to Objection 3. According to a sermon in the
Council of Ephesus*: “IfHehad chosen the great city ofRome,
the change in the world would be ascribed to the influence of
her citizens. If He had been the son of the Emperor, His ben-
efits would have been attributed to the latter’s power. But that
wemight acknowledge the work ofGod in the transformation
of the whole earth, He chose a poor mother and a birthplace
poorer still.”

“But the weak things of the world hath God chosen, that
He may confound the strong” (1 Cor. 1:27). And therefore,
in order the more to show His power, He set up the head of
His Church in Rome itself, which was the head of the world,
in sign of His complete victory, in order that from that city
the faith might spread throughout the world; according to Is.
26:5,6: “e high city He shall lay low…the feet of the poor,”
i.e. of Christ, “shall tread it down; the steps of the needy,” i.e.
of the apostles Peter and Paul.

* P. iii, cap. ix.
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IIIa q. 35 a. 8Whether Christ was born at a fitting time?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not born at a
fitting time. Because Christ came in order to restore liberty to
His own. But He was born at a time of subjection—namely,
when the whole world, as it were, tributary to Augustus, was
being enrolled, at his command asLuke relates (2:1).erefore
it seems that Christ was not born at a fitting time.

Objection 2. Further, the promises concerning the com-
ing of Christ were not made to the Gentiles; according to
Rom. 9:4: “To whom belong…the promises.” But Christ was
born during the reign of a foreigner, as appears from Mat. 2:1:
“When Jesus was born in the days of King Herod.” erefore
it seems that He was not born at a fitting time.

Objection 3. Further, the time of Christ’s presence on
earth is compared to the day, because He is the “Light of the
world”; whereforeHe saysHimself ( Jn. 9:4): “I must work the
works ofHim that sentMe, whilst it is day.” But in summer the
days are longer than in winter.erefore, sinceHewas born in
the depth of winter, eight days before the Kalends of January,
it seems that He was not born at a fitting time.

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. 4:4): “When the ful-
ness of the time was come, God sent His Son, made of a
woman, made under the law.”

I answer that, ere is this difference between Christ and
other men, that, whereas they are born subject to the restric-
tions of time, Christ, as Lord and Maker of all time, chose a
time inwhich tobeborn, just asHe chose amother and abirth-
place. And since “what is of God is well ordered” and becom-
ingly arranged, it follows that Christ was born at amost fitting
time.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ came in order to bring us
back from a state of bondage to a state of liberty. And there-
fore, asHe took ourmortal nature in order to restore us to life,
so, as Bede says (Super Luc. ii, 4,5), “He deigned to take flesh
at such a time that, shortly aer His birth, He would be en-
rolled in Caesar’s census, and thus submit Himself to bondage

for the sake of our liberty.”
Moreover, at that time, when the whole world lived un-

der one ruler, peace abounded on the earth. erefore it was a
fitting time for the birth of Christ, for “He is our peace, who
hath made both one,” as it is written (Eph. 2:14). Wherefore
Jerome says on Is. 2:4: “If we search the page of ancient his-
tory, we shall find that throughout the whole world there was
discord until the twenty-eighth year of Augustus Caesar: but
when our Lord was born, all war ceased”; according to Is. 2:4:
“Nation shall not li up sword against nation.”

Again, it was fitting that Christ should be born while the
world was governed by one ruler, because “He came to gather
His own [Vulg.: ‘the children of God’] together in one” ( Jn.
11:52), that there might be “one fold and one shepherd” ( Jn.
10:16).

Reply toObjection2.Christwished to be bornduring the
reign of a foreigner, that the prophecy of Jacob might be ful-
filled (Gn. 49:10): “e sceptre shall not be taken away from
Juda, nor a ruler from his thigh, till He come that is to be
sent.” Because, as Chrysostom says (Hom. ii in Matth.†), as
long as the Jewish “people was governed by Jewish kings, how-
everwicked, prophetswere sent for their healing. But now that
the Law of God is under the power of a wicked king, Christ is
born; because a grave and hopeless disease demanded a more
skilful physician.”

Reply to Objection 3. As says the author of the book De
Qq. Nov. et Vet. Test., “Christ wished to be born, when the
light of day begins to increase in length,” so as to show thatHe
came inorder thatmanmight comenearer to theDivineLight,
according to Lk. 1:79: “To enlighten them that sit in darkness
and in the shadow of death.”

In like manner He chose to be born in the rough winter
season, that He might begin from then to suffer in body for
us.

† Opus Imperf., falsely ascribed to Chrysostom.
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T P, Q 36
Of the Manifestation of the Newly Born Christ

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the manifestation of the newly born Christ: concerning which there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ’s birth should have been made known to all?
(2) Whether it should have been made known to some?
(3) To whom should it have been made known?
(4) Whether He should have made Himself known, or should He rather have been manifested by others?
(5) By what other means should it have been made known?
(6) Of the order of these manifestations;
(7) Of the star by means of which His birth was made known;
(8) of the adoration of the Magi, who were informed of Christ’s nativity by means of the star.

IIIa q. 36 a. 1Whether Christ’s birth should have been made known to all?

Objection 1. It would seem thatChrist’s birth should have
been made known to all. Because fulfilment should corre-
spond to promise. Now, the promise of Christ’s coming is thus
expressed (Ps. 49:3): “God shall comemanifestly. ButHe came
by His birth in the flesh.” erefore it seems that His birth
should have been made known to the whole world.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (1 Tim. 1:15): “Christ
came into this world to save sinners.” But this is not effected
save in as far as the grace of Christ is made known to them;
according to Titus 2:11,12: “e grace of God our Saviour
hath appeared to all men, instructing us, that denying ungod-
liness and worldly desires, we should live soberly, and justly,
and godly in this world.” erefore it seems that Christ’s birth
should have been made known to all.

Objection 3. Further, God is most especially inclined to
mercy; according to Ps. 144:9: “His tender mercies are over
allHisworks.” But inHis second coming, whenHewill “judge
justices” (Ps. 70:3),Hewill come before the eyes of all; accord-
ing to Mat. 24:27: “As lightning cometh out of the east, and
appeareth even into the west, so shall also the coming of the
Son of Man be.” Much more, therefore, should His first com-
ing, when He was born into the world according to the flesh,
have been made known to all.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 45:15): “ou art a hid-
den God, the Holy [Vulg.: ‘the God] of Israel, the Saviour.”
And, again (Is. 43:3): “His look was, as it were, hidden and de-
spised.”

I answer that, It was unfitting thatChrist’s birth should be
made known to allmenwithout distinction. First, because this
would have been a hindrance to the redemption ofman,which
was accomplished bymeans of theCross; for, as it is written (1
Cor. 2:8): “If they had known it, they would never have cruci-

fied the Lord of glory.”
Secondly, because this would have lessened the merit of

faith, which He came to offer men as the way to righteous-
ness. according to Rom. 3:22: “e justice of God by faith of
Jesus Christ.” For if, whenChrist was born,His birth had been
made known to all by evident signs, the very nature of faith
would have been destroyed, since it is “the evidence of things
that appear not,” as stated, Heb. 11:1.

irdly, because thus the reality of His human nature
would have come into doubt. Whence Augustine says (Ep. ad
Volusianum cxxxvii): “If He had not passed through the dif-
ferent stages of age frombabyhood to youth, had neither eaten
nor slept, wouldHe not have strengthened an erroneous opin-
ion, and made it impossible for us to believe that He had be-
come true man? And while He is doing all things wondrously,
would He have taken away that which He accomplished in
mercy?”

Reply to Objection 1. According to the gloss, the words
quoted must be understood of Christ’s coming as judge.

Reply toObjection 2.All men were to be instructed unto
salvation, concerning the grace of God our Saviour, not at the
very time of His birth, but aerwards, in due time, aer He
had “wrought salvation in the midst of the earth” (Ps. 73:12).
Wherefore aer His Passion and Resurrection, He said to His
disciples (Mat. 28:19): “Going…teach ye all nations.”

Reply to Objection 3. For judgment to be passed, the au-
thority of the judge needs to be known: and for this reason it
behooves that the coming of Christ unto judgment should be
manifest. But His first coming was unto the salvation of all,
which is by faith that is of things not seen. And therefore it
was fitting that His first coming should be hidden.
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IIIa q. 36 a. 2Whether Christ’s birth should have been made known to some?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s birth should not
have beenmade known to anyone. For, as stated above (a. 1, ad
3), it befitted the salvation of mankind that Christ’s first com-
ing should be hidden. ButChrist came to save all; according to
1 Tim. 4:10: “Who is the Saviour of all men, especially of the
faithful.” erefore Christ’s birth should not have been made
known to anyone.

Objection 2. Further, before Christ was born, His fu-
ture birth was made known to the Blessed Virgin and Joseph.
erefore it was not necessary that it should be made known
to others aer His birth.

Objection 3. Further, no wise man makes known that
from which arise disturbance and harm to others. But, when
Christ’s birth was made known, disturbance arose: for it is
written (Mat. 2:3) that “King Herod, hearing” of Christ’s
birth, “was troubled, and all Jerusalem with him.” Moreover,
this brought harm to others; because it was the occasion of
Herod’s killing “all the male children that were in Bethle-
hem…from two years old and under.” erefore it seems un-
fitting for Christ’s birth to have been made known to anyone.

On the contrary, Christ’s birth would have been prof-
itable to none if it had been hidden from all. But it behooved
Christ’s birth tobeprofitable: elseHewereborn in vain.ere-
fore it seems that Christ’s birth should have beenmade known
to some.

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Rom. 13:1) “what is
of God is well ordered.” Now it belongs to the order of Di-
vine wisdom that God’s gis and the secrets ofHis wisdom are
not bestowed on all equally, but to some immediately, through
whom they are made known to others. Wherefore, with re-
gard to the mystery of the Resurrection it is written (Acts
10:40,41): “God…gave” Christ rising again “to be made man-
ifest, not to all the people, but to witnesses pre-ordained by
God.” Consequently, that His birth might be consistent with
this, it should have been made known, not to all, but to some,
through whom it could be made known to others.

Reply toObjection1.As itwould have been prejudicial to
the salvation of mankind if God’s birth had been made known
to all men, so also would it have been if none had been in-
formedof it. Because in either case faith is destroyed,whether a
thing be perfectlymanifest, orwhether it be entirely unknown,
so that no one can hear it from another; for “faith cometh by
hearing” (Rom. 10:17).

Reply to Objection 2. Mary and Joseph needed to be in-
structed concerningChrist’s birthbeforeHewas born, because
it devolved on them to show reverence to the child conceived
in the womb, and to serve Him even before He was born.
But their testimony, being of a domestic character, would have
aroused suspicion in regard to Christ’s greatness: and so it be-
hooved it to bemade known to others, whose testimony could
not be suspect.

Reply to Objection 3. e very disturbance that arose
when it was known that Christ was born was becoming toHis
birth. First, because thus the heavenly dignity ofChrist ismade
manifest. Wherefore Gregory says (Hom. x in Evang.): “Aer
the birth of the King of heaven, the earthly king is troubled:
doubtless because earthly grandeur is covered with confusion
when the heavenly majesty is revealed.”

Secondly, thereby the judicial power of Christ was fore-
shadowed. us Augustine says in a sermon (30 de Temp.)
on the Epiphany: “What will He be like in the judgment-seat;
since fromHis cradleHe struck terror into the heart of a proud
king?”

irdly, because thus the overthrow of the devil’s kingdom
was foreshadowed. For, as Pope Leo says in a sermon on the
Epiphany (Serm. v*): “Herod was not so much troubled in
himself as the devil in Herod. For Herod thought Him to be a
man, but the devil thought Him to be God. Each feared a suc-
cessor to his kingdom: the devil, a heavenly successor; Herod,
an earthly successor.” But their fear was needless: since Christ
had not come to set up an earthly kingdom, as Pope Leo says,
addressing himself to Herod: “y palace cannot hold Christ:
nor is the Lord of the world content with the paltry power
of thy scepter.” at the Jews were troubled, who, on the con-
trary, should have rejoiced, was either because, as Chrysostom
says, “wicked men could not rejoice at the coming of the Holy
one,” or because theywished to court favor withHerod, whom
they feared; for “the populace is inclined to favor too much
those whose cruelty it endures.”

And that the children were slain by Herod was not harm-
ful to them, but profitable. For Augustine says in a sermon on
the Epiphany (66 de Diversis): “It cannot be questioned that
Christ, who came to set man free, rewarded those who were
slain forHim; since, while hanging on the cross, He prayed for
those who were putting Him to death.”

IIIa q. 36 a. 3Whether those to whom Christ’s birth was made known were suitably chosen?

Objection 1. It would seem that those to whom Christ’s
birth wasmade knownwere not suitably chosen. For our Lord
(Mat. 10:5) commandedHis disciples, “Go ye not into theway
of the Gentiles,” so that He might be made known to the Jews

before the Gentiles. erefore it seems that much less should
Christ’s birth have been at once revealed to the Gentiles who
“came from the east,” as stated Mat. 2:1.

Objection 2. Further, the revelation of Divine truth

* Opus Imperfectum in Matth., Hom. ii, falsely ascribed to St. John
Chrysostom.
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should be made especially to the friends of God, according to
Job 37 [Vulg.: Job 36:33]: “He shewethHis friend concerning
it.” But the Magi seem to be God’s foes; for it is written (Lev.
19:31): “Go not aside aer wizards [magi], neither ask any-
thing of soothsayers.”erefore Christ’s birth should not have
been made known to the Magi.

Objection 3. Further, Christ came in order to set free the
whole world from the power of the devil; whence it is written
(Malachi 1:11): “From the rising of the sun even to the going
down, My name is great among the Gentiles.” erefore He
should have been made known, not only to those who dwelt
in the east, but also to some from all parts of the world.

Objection 4. Further, all the sacraments of the Old Law
were figures ofChrist. But the sacraments of theOld Lawwere
dispensed through theministry of the legal priesthood.ere-
fore it seems that Christ’s birth should have beenmade known
rather to the priests in the Temple than to the shepherds in the
fields.

Objection5.Further,Christ was born of aVirgin-Mother,
and was as yet a little child. It was therefore more suitable that
He should be made known to youths and virgins than to old
and married people or to widows, such as Simeon and Anna.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 13:18): “I know whom
I have chosen.” But what is done by God’s wisdom is done be-
comingly. erefore those to whom Christ’s birth was made
known were suitably chosen.

I answer that, Salvation, which was to be accomplished by
Christ, concerns all sorts and conditions of men: because, as it
is written (Col. 3:11), in Christ “there is neither male nor fe-
male,* neither Gentile nor Jew…bond nor free,” and so forth.
And in order that thismight be foreshadowed inChrist’s birth,
He was made known to men of all conditions. Because, as Au-
gustine says in a sermon on the Epiphany (32 de Temp.), “the
shepherds were Israelites, the Magi were Gentiles. e former
were nigh to Him, the latter far from Him. Both hastened to
Him together as to the cornerstone.” ere was also another
point of contrast: for the Magi were wise and powerful; the
shepherds simple and lowly. He was also made known to the
righteous as Simeon and Anna; and to sinners, as the Magi.
He was made known both to men, and to women—namely,
to Anna—so as to show no condition of men to be excluded
from Christ’s redemption.

Reply toObjection 1.atmanifestation ofChrist’s birth
was a kind of foretaste of the full manifestation which was to

come. And as in the later manifestation the first announce-
ment of the grace ofChristwasmade byHimandHisApostles
to the Jews and aerwards to the Gentiles, so the first to come
to Christ were the shepherds, who were the first-fruits of the
Jews, as beingnear toHim; and aerwards came theMagi from
afar, who were “the first-fruits of the Gentiles,” as Augustine
says (Serm. 30 de Temp. cc.).

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says in a sermon on
the Epiphany (Serm. 30 de Temp.): “As unskilfulness predom-
inates in the rustic manners of the shepherd, so ungodliness
abounds in the profane rites of the Magi. Yet did this Corner-
Stone draw both to Itself; inasmuch asHe came ‘to choose the
foolish things that He might confound the wise,’ and ‘not to
call the just, but sinners,’ ” so that “the proud might not boast,
nor the weak despair.” Nevertheless, there are those who say
that these Magi were not wizards, but wise astronomers, who
are called Magi among the Persians or Chaldees.

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says†: “e Magi
came from the east, because the first beginning of faith came
from the land where the day is born; since faith is the light of
the soul.”Or, “because all who come toChrist come fromHim
and throughHim”: whence it is written (Zech. 6:12): “Behold
a Man, the Orient is His name.” Now, they are said to come
from the east literally, either because, as some say, they came
from the farthest parts of the east, or because they came from
the neighboring parts of Judea that lie to the east of the re-
gion inhabited by the Jews. Yet it is to be believed that certain
signs ofChrist’s birth appeared also in other parts of theworld:
thus, at Rome the river flowed with oil‡; and in Spain three
suns were seen, which gradually merged into one§.

Reply to Objection 4. As Chrysostom observes (eo-
phylact., Enarr. in Luc. ii, 8), the angelwho announcedChrist’s
birth did not go to Jerusalem, nor did he seek the Scribes and
Pharisees, for they were corrupted, and full of ill-will. But the
shepherds were single-minded, and were like the patriarchs
and Moses in their mode of life.

Moreover, these shepherds were types of the Doctors of
the Church, to whom are revealed the mysteries of Christ that
were hidden from the Jews.

Reply to Objection 5. As Ambrose says (on Lk. 2:25): “It
was right that our Lord’s birth should be attested not only by
the shepherds, but also by people advanced in age and virtue”:
whose testimony is rendered the more credible by reason of
their righteousness.

IIIa q. 36 a. 4Whether Christ Himself should have made His birth know?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should have Him-
self made His birth known. For “a direct cause is always of
greater power than an indirect cause,” as is stated Phys. viii. But
Christ made His birth known through others—for instance,
to the shepherds through the angels, and to the Magi through

the star. Much more, therefore, should He Himself have made
His birth known.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ecclus. 20:32): “Wis-
dom that is hid and treasure that is not seen; what profit is
there in themboth?”ButChrist had, toperfection, the treasure

* ese words are in reality from Gal. 3:28. † Hom. ii in Matth. in the
Opus Imperf., among the supposititious works of Chrysostom. ‡ Eusebius,
Chronic. II, Olymp. 185. § Cf. Eusebius, Chronic. II, Olymp. 184.
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of wisdom and grace from the beginning of His conception.
erefore, unlessHe hadmade the fulness of these gis known
by words and deeds, wisdom and grace would have been given
Him to no purpose. But this is unreasonable: because “God
and nature do nothing without a purpose” (De Coelo i).

Objection 3. Further, we read in the bookDe Infantia Sal-
vatoris that in His infancy Christ worked many miracles. It
seems therefore that He did Himself make His birth known.

On the contrary, Pope Leo says (Serm. xxxiv) that the
Magi found the “infant Jesus in no way different from the gen-
erality of human infants.” But other infants do notmake them-
selves known. erefore it was not fitting that Christ should
Himself make His birth known.

I answer that, Christ’s birth was ordered unto man’s sal-
vation, which is by faith. But saving faith confesses Christ’s
Godhead and humanity. It behooved, therefore, Christ’s birth
to be made known in such a way that the proof of His God-
head should not be prejudicial to faith in His human nature.
But this took place while Christ presented a likeness of human
weakness, and yet, bymeans ofGod’s creatures,He showed the
power of the Godhead inHimself.erefore Christ madeHis
birth known, not by Himself, but by means of certain other
creatures.

Reply toObjection 1.By theway of generation andmove-
ment we must of necessity come to the imperfect before the

perfect. And therefore Christ was made known first through
other creatures, and aerwards He Himself manifested Him-
self perfectly.

Reply toObjection2.Althoughhiddenwisdom is useless,
yet there is no need for a wise man to make himself known at
all times, but at a suitable time; for it is written (Ecclus. 20:6):
“ere is one that holdeth his peace because he knoweth not
what to say: and there is another that holdeth his peace, know-
ing the proper time.” Hence the wisdom given to Christ was
not useless, because at a suitable time He manifested Himself.
And the very fact thatHewas hidden at a suitable time is a sign
of wisdom.

Reply to Objection 3. e book De Infantia Salvatoris
is apocryphal. Moreover, Chrysostom (Hom. xxi super Joan.)
says that Christ worked nomiracles before changing the water
into wine, according to Jn. 2:11: “ ‘is beginning of miracles
did Jesus.’ For if He had worked miracles at an early age, there
would have been no need for anyone else to manifest Him to
the Israelites; whereas John the Baptist says ( Jn. 1:31): ‘at
He may be made manifest in Israel; therefore am I come bap-
tizing with water.’ Moreover, it was fitting that He should not
begin to work miracles at an early age. For people would have
thought the Incarnation to be unreal, and, out of sheer spite,
would have crucified Him before the proper time.”

IIIa q. 36 a. 5Whether Christ’s birth should have been manifested by means of the angels and the star?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s birth should not
have been manifested by means of the angels. For angels are
spiritual substances, according to Ps. 103:4: “Who maketh
His [Vulg.: ‘makesty’] angels, spirits.” ButChrist’s birthwas
in the flesh, and not in His spiritual substance. erefore it
should not have been manifested by means of angels.

Objection 2. Further, the righteous are more akin to the
angels than to any other, according to Ps. 33:8: “e angel
of the Lord shall encamp round about them that fear Him,
and shall deliver them.” But Christ’s birth was not announced
to the righteous, viz. Simeon and Anna, through the angels.
erefore neither should it have been announced to the shep-
herds by means of the angels.

Objection3.Further, it seems that neither ought it to have
been announced to the Magi by means of the star. For this
seems to favor the error of those who think that man’s birth
is influenced by the stars. But occasions of sin should be taken
away from man. erefore it was not fitting that Christ’s birth
should be announced by a star.

Objection 4. Further, a sign should be certain, in order
that something be made known thereby. But a star does not
seem to be a certain sign of Christ’s birth. erefore Christ’s
birth was not suitably announced by a star.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 32:4): “e works of
God are perfect.” But this manifestation is the work of God.

erefore it was accomplished by means of suitable signs.
I answer that, As knowledge is imparted through a syl-

logism from something which we know better, so knowledge
given by signs must be conveyed through things which are fa-
miliar to those to whom the knowledge is imparted. Now, it is
clear that the righteous have, through the spirit of prophecy, a
certain familiaritywith the interior instinct of theHolyGhost,
and are wont to be taught thereby, without the guidance of
sensible signs. Whereas others, occupied with material things,
are led through the domain of the senses to that of the intellect.
e Jews, however, were accustomed to receiveDivine answers
through the angels; throughwhom they also received the Law,
according toActs 7:53: “You [Vulg.: ‘who’]…have received the
Law by the disposition of angels.” And the Gentiles, especially
astrologers, were wont to observe the course of the stars. And
therefore Christ’s birth was made known to the righteous, viz.
Simeon and Anna, by the interior instinct of the Holy Ghost,
according to Lk. 2:26: “He had received an answer from the
HolyGhost that he shouldnot see deathbefore hehad seen the
Christ of the Lord.” But to the shepherds and Magi, as being
occupied withmaterial things, Christ’s birth wasmade known
by means of visible apparitions. And since this birth was not
only earthly, but also, in a way, heavenly, to both (shepherds
and Magi) it is revealed through heavenly signs: for, as Au-
gustine says in a sermon on the Epiphany (cciv): “e angels
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inhabit, and the stars adorn, the heavens: by both, therefore,
do the ‘heavens show forth the glory of God.’ ” Moreover, it
was not without reason that Christ’s birth was made known,
by means of angels, to the shepherds, who, being Jews, were
accustomed to frequent apparitions of the angels: whereas it
was revealed by means of a star to the Magi, who were wont
to consider the heavenly bodies. Because, as Chrysostom says
(Hom. vi in Matth.): “Our Lord deigned to call them through
things to which they were accustomed.” ere is also another
reason. For, as Gregory says (Hom. x in Evang.): “To the Jews,
as rational beings, it was fitting that a rational animal*,” viz. an
angel, “should preach.Whereas the Gentiles, who were unable
to come to the knowledge of God through the reason, were
led to God, not by words, but by signs. And as our Lord, when
He was able to speak, was announced by heralds who spoke,
so before He could speak He was manifested by speechless el-
ements.” Again, there is yet another reason. For, as Augustine†
says in a sermon on the Epiphany: “ToAbrahamwas promised
an innumerable progeny, begotten, not of carnal propagation,
but of the fruitfulness of faith. For this reason it is compared to
themultitude of stars; that a heavenly progenymight be hoped
for.” Wherefore the Gentiles, “who are thus designated by the
stars, are by the rising of a new star stimulated” to seek Christ,
through whom they are made the seed of Abraham.

Reply toObjection 1.atwhich of itself is hidden needs
to bemanifested, but not that which in itself is manifest. Now,
the flesh ofHimwhowas bornwasmanifest, whereas theGod-
head was hidden. And therefore it was fitting that this birth
should be made known by angels, who are the ministers of
God. Wherefore also a certain “brightness” (Lk. 2:9) accom-
panied the angelic apparition, to indicate thatHewhowas just
born was the “Brightness of ” the Father’s “glory.”

Reply toObjection 2.e righteous did not need the vis-
ible apparition of the angel; on account of their perfection the
interior instinct of the Holy Ghost was enough for them.

Reply to Objection 3. e star which manifested Christ’s
birth removed all occasion of error. For, as Augustine says
(Contra Faust. ii): “No astrologer has ever so far connected the
stars withman’s fate at the time of his birth as to assert that one

of the stars, at the birth of any man, le its orbit and made its
way to him who was just born”: as happened in the case of the
star whichmade known the birth ofChrist. Consequently this
does not corroborate the error of those who “think there is a
connection betweenman’s birth and the course of the stars, for
they do not hold that the course of the stars can be changed at
a man’s birth.”

In the same sense Chrysostom says (Hom. vi in Matth.):
“It is not an astronomer’s business to know from the stars those
who are born, but to tell the future from the hour of a man’s
birth: whereas theMagi did not know the time of the birth, so
as to conclude therefrom some knowledge of the future; rather
was it the other way about.”

Reply to Objection 4. Chrysostom relates (Hom. ii in
Matth.) that, according to some apocryphal books, a certain
tribe in the far east near the ocean was in the possession of
a document written by Seth, referring to this star and to the
presents to be offered: which tribe watched attentively for the
rising of this star, twelve men being appointed to take ob-
servations, who at stated times repaired to the summit of a
mountain with faithful assiduity: whence they subsequently
perceived the star containing the figure of a small child, and
above it the form of a cross.

Or we may say, as may be read in the book De Qq. Vet. et
Nov. Test., qu. lxiii, that “these Magi followed the tradition of
Balaam,” who said, “ ‘A star shall rise out of Jacob.’ Wherefore
observing this star to be a stranger to the system of this world,
they gathered that it was the one foretold by Balaam to indi-
cate the King of the Jews.”

Or again, it may be said with Augustine, in a sermon on
the Epiphany (ccclxxiv), that “the Magi had received a revela-
tion through the angels” that the star was a sign of the birth of
Christ: and he thinks it probable that these were “good angels;
since in adoring Christ they were seeking for salvation.”

Or with Pope Leo, in a sermon on the Epiphany (xxxiv),
that “besides the outward form which aroused the attention
of their corporeal eyes, a more brilliant ray enlightened their
minds with the light of faith.”

IIIa q. 36 a. 6Whether Christ’s birth was made known in a becoming order?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s birth was made
known in an unbecoming order. ForChrist’s birth should have
been made known to them first who were nearest to Christ,
and who longed for Him most; according to Wis. 6:14: “She
preventeth them that covet her, so that she first showeth her-
self unto them.” But the righteous were nearest to Christ by
faith, and longed most for His coming; whence it is written
(Lk. 2:25) of Simeon that “he was just and devout, waiting for
the consolation of Israel.” erefore Christ’s birth should have
been made known to Simeon before the shepherds and Magi.

Objection 2. Further, theMagi were the “first-fruits of the

Gentiles,” who were to believe in Christ. But first the “fulness
of theGentiles…come in” unto faith, and aerwards “all Israel”
shall “be saved,” as is written (Rom. 11:25). erefore Christ’s
birth should have been made known to the Magi before the
shepherds.

Objection3.Further, it is written (Mat. 2:16) that “Herod
killed all the male children that were in Bethlehem, and in all
the borders thereof, from two years old and under, according
to the time which he had diligently inquired from the wise
men”: so that it seems that the Magi were two years in com-
ing to Christ aerHis birth. It was therefore unbecoming that

* Cf. Ia, q. 51, a. 1, ad 2. † Pope Leo.
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Christ should bemade known to theGentiles so long aerHis
birth.

On the contrary, It is written (Dan. 2:21): “He changes
time and ages.” Consequently the time of the manifestation of
Christ’s birth seems to have been arranged in a suitable order.

I answer that, Christ’s birth was first made known to
the shepherds on the very day that He was born. For, as it
is written (Lk. 2:8,15,16): “ere were in the same country
shepherds watching, and keeping the night-watches over their
flock…And it came to pass, aer the angels departed from
them into heaven they [Vulg.: ‘the shepherds’] said one to an-
other: Let us goover toBethlehem…and they camewithhaste.”
Second in order were the Magi, who came to Christ on the
thirteenth day aer His birth, on which day is kept the feast
of the Epiphany. For if they had come aer a year, or even two
years, they would not have found Him in Bethlehem, since it
is written (Lk. 2:39) that “aer they had performed all things
according to the law of the Lord”—that is to say, aer they had
offered up theChild Jesus in the Temple—“they returned into
Galilee, to their city”—namely, “Nazareth.” In the third place,
it was made known in the Temple to the righteous on the for-
tieth day aer His birth, as related by Luke (2:22).

e reason of this order is that the shepherds represent the
apostles and other believers of the Jews, to whom the faith of
Christ was made known first; among whom there were “not
many mighty, not many noble,” as we read 1 Cor. 1:26. Sec-
ondly, the faith of Christ came to the “fulness of theGentiles”;
and this is foreshadowed in the Magi. irdly it came to the
fulness of the Jews, which is foreshadowed in the righteous.
Wherefore also Christ was manifested to them in the Jewish
Temple.

Reply toObjection1.As theApostle says (Rom. 9:30,31):
“Israel, by following aer the law of justice, is not come unto
the law of justice”: but the Gentiles, “who followed not af-
ter justice,” forestalled the generality of the Jews in the justice
which is of faith. As a figure of this, Simeon, “who was waiting
for the consolation of Israel,” was the last to knowChrist born:
and he was preceded by the Magi and the shepherds, who did
not await the coming of Christ with such longing.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the “fulness of the Gen-

tiles came in” unto faith before the fulness of the Jews, yet the
first-fruits of the Jews preceded the first-fruits of the Gentiles
in faith. For this reason the birth of Christ was made known
to the shepherds before the Magi.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are two opinions about
the apparition of the star seen by the Magi. For Chrysos-
tom (Hom. ii in Matth.*), and Augustine in a sermon on the
Epiphany (cxxxi, cxxxii), say that the star was seen by theMagi
during the two years that preceded the birth of Christ: and
then, having first considered the matter and prepared them-
selves for the journey, they came from the farthest east to
Christ, arriving on the thirteenth day aer His birth. Where-
foreHerod, immediately aer the departure of theMagi, “per-
ceiving that He was deluded by them,” commanded the male
children to be killed “from two years old and under,” being
doubtful lest Christ were already bornwhen the star appeared,
according as he had heard from the Magi.

But others say that the star first appeared when Christ was
born, and that the Magi set off as soon as they saw the star,
and accomplished a journey of very great length in thirteen
days, owing partly to the Divine assistance, and partly to the
fleetness of the dromedaries. And I say this on the supposi-
tion that they came from the far east. But others, again, say
that they came from a neighboring country, whence also was
Balaam, to whose teaching they were heirs; and they are said
to have come from the east, because their country was to the
east of the country of the Jews. In this case Herod killed the
babes, not as soon as the Magi departed, but two years aer:
and that either because he is said to have gone to Rome in the
meanwhile on account of an accusation brought against him,
or because hewas troubled at some imminent peril, and for the
time being desisted from his anxiety to slay the child, or be-
cause he may have thought that the Magi, “being deceived by
the illusory appearance of the star, and not finding the child,
as they had expected to, were ashamed to return to him”: as
Augustine says (De Consensu Evang. ii). And the reason why
he killed not only those who were two years old, but also the
younger children, would be, as Augustine says in a sermon on
the Innocents, because he feared lest a child whom the stars
obey, might make himself appear older or younger.

IIIa q. 36 a. 7Whether the star which appeared to the Magi belonged to the heavenly system?

Objection 1. It would seem that the star which appeared
to the Magi belonged to the heavenly system. For Augustine
says in a sermon on the Epiphany (cxxii): “While God yet
clings to the breast, and suffersHimself to bewrapped in hum-
ble swaddling clothes, suddenly a new star shines forth in the
heavens.” erefore the star which appeared to the Magi be-
longed to the heavenly system.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says in a sermon on the
Epiphany (cci): “Christ was made known to the shepherds by

angels, to theMagi by a star. A heavenly tongue speaks to both,
because the tongue of the prophets spoke no longer.” But the
angels who appeared to the shepherds were really angels from
heaven.erefore also the starwhich appeared to theMagiwas
really a star from the heavens.

Objection 3. Further, stars which are not in the heavens
but in the air are called comets, which do not appear at the
birth of kings, but rather are signs of their approaching death.
But this star was a sign of the King’s birth: wherefore theMagi

* Opus Imperf. in Matth., falsely ascribed to Chrysostom.
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said (Mat. 2:2): “Where is He that is born King of the Jews?
For we have seen His star in the east.” erefore it seems that
it was a star from the heavens.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (Contra Faust. ii): “It was
not one of those starswhich since the beginning of the creation
observe the course appointed to them by the Creator; but this
star was a stranger to the heavens, and made its appearance at
the strange sight of a virgin in childbirth.”

I answer that, As Chrysostom says (Hom. vi in Matth.),
it is clear, for many reasons, that the star which appeared to
the Magi did not belong to the heavenly system. First, because
no other star approaches from the same quarter as this star,
whose course was from north to south, these being the rela-
tive positions of Persia, whence theMagi came, and Judea. Sec-
ondly, from the time [at which it was seen]. For it appeared
not only at night, but also at midday: and no star can do this,
not even the moon. irdly, because it was visible at one time
and hidden at another. For when they entered Jerusalem it hid
itself: then, when they had le Herod, it showed itself again.
Fourthly, because itsmovementwas not continuous, but when
the Magi had to continue their journey the star moved on;
when they had to stop the star stood still; as happened to the
pillar of a cloud in the desert. Fihly, because it indicated the
virginal Birth, not by remaining alo, but by coming down be-
low. For it is written (Mat. 2:9) that “the star which they had
seen in the east went before them, until it came and stood over
where the child was.” Whence it is evident that the words of
theMagi, “We have seenHis star in the east,” are to be taken as
meaning, not that when theywere in the east the star appeared
over the country of Judea, but that when they saw the star it
was in the east, and that it preceded them into Judea (although
this is considered doubtful by some). But it could not have in-
dicated the house distinctly, unless it were near the earth. And,

as he [Chrysostom] observes, this does not seem fitting to a
star, but “of some power endowed with reason.” Consequently
“it seems that this was some invisible force made visible under
the form of a star.”

Wherefore some say that, as the Holy Ghost, aer our
Lord’s Baptism, came down on Him under the form of a dove,
so did He appear to the Magi under the form of a star. While
others say that the angel who, under a human form, appeared
to the shepherds, under the form of a star, appeared to the
Magi. But it seems more probable that it was a newly cre-
ated star, not in the heavens, but in the air near the earth, and
that its movement varied according to God’s will. Wherefore
Pope Leo says in a sermon on the Epiphany (xxxi): “A star
of unusual brightness appeared to the three Magi in the east,
which, through being more brilliant and more beautiful than
the other stars, drewmen’s gaze and attention: so that they un-
derstood at once that such an unwonted event could not be
devoid of purpose.”

Reply to Objection 1. In Holy Scripture the air is some-
times called the heavens—for instance, “e birds of the heav-
ens [Douay: ‘air’] and the fishes of the sea.”

Reply to Objection 2. e angels of heaven, by reason of
their very office, come down to us, being “sent to minister.”
But the stars of heaven do not change their position. Where-
fore there is no comparison.

Reply toObjection3.As the star didnot follow the course
of the heavenly stars, so neither did it follow the course of
the comets, which neither appear during the daytime nor vary
their customary course. Nevertheless in its signification it has
something in common with the comets. Because the heavenly
kingdom of Christ “shall break in pieces, and shall consume
all the kingdoms” of the earth, “and itself shall stand for ever”
(Dan. 2:44).

IIIa q. 36 a. 8Whether it was becoming that theMagi should come to adoreChrist and pay homage toHim?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unbecoming that
the Magi should come to adore Christ and pay homage to
Him. For reverence is due to a king from his subjects. But the
Magi did not belong to the kingdom of the Jews. erefore,
since they knew by seeing the star that He that was born was
the “King of the Jews,” it seems unbecoming that they should
come to adore Him.

Objection 2. Further, it seems absurd during the reign of
one king to proclaim a stranger. But in JudeaHerod was reign-
ing. erefore it was foolish of the Magi to proclaim the birth
of a king.

Objection 3. Further, a heavenly sign is more certain than
a human sign. But the Magi had come to Judea from the east,
under the guidance of a heavenly sign. erefore it was fool-
ish of them to seek human guidance besides that of the star,
saying: “Where is He that is born King of the Jews?”

Objection 4. Further, the offering of gis and the homage

of adoration are not due save to kings already reigning. But the
Magi did not find Christ resplendent with kingly grandeur.
erefore it was unbecoming for them to offer Him gis and
homage.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 60:3): ”[e Gentiles]
shallwalk in the light, andkings in the brightness of thy rising.”
But those who walk in the Divine light do not err. erefore
the Magi were right in offering homage to Christ.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3, ad 1), theMagi are the
“first-fruits of the Gentiles” that believed in Christ; because
their faith was a presage of the faith and devotion of the na-
tions who were to come to Christ from afar. And therefore,
as the devotion and faith of the nations is without any error
through the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, so also we must
believe that the Magi, inspired by the Holy Ghost, did wisely
in paying homage to Christ.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says in a sermon on
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the Epiphany (cc.): “ough many kings of the Jews had been
born and died, none of them did the Magi seek to adore. And
so they who came from a distant foreign land to a kingdom
that was entirely strange to them, had no idea of showing such
great homage to such a king as the Jews were wont to have. But
they had learnt that such aKingwas born that by adoringHim
theymight be sure of obtaining fromHim the salvation which
is of God.”

Reply to Objection 2. By proclaiming [Christ King] the
Magi foreshadowed the constancy of the Gentiles in confess-
ing Christ even until death. Whence Chrysostom says (Hom.
ii in Matth.) that, while they thought of the King who was to
come, the Magi feared not the king who was actually present.
ey had not yet seen Christ, and they were already prepared
to die for Him.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says in a sermon on
the Epiphany (cc.): “e star which led the Magi to the place
where the Divine Infant was with His Virgin-Mother could
bring them to the town of Bethlehem, in which Christ was
born. Yet it hid itself until the Jews also bore testimony of the
city in which Christ was to be born: so that, being encour-
aged by a twofold witness,” as Pope Leo says (Serm. xxxiv),
“they might seek withmore ardent faithHim, whom both the
brightness of the star and the authority of prophecy revealed.”
us they “proclaim” that Christ is born, and “inquire where;
they believe and ask, as it were, betokening those who walk
by faith and desire to see,” as Augustine says in a sermon on
the Epiphany (cxcix). But the Jews, by indicating to them the
place of Christ’s birth, “are like the carpenters who built the
Ark of Noe, who provided others with the means of escape,
and themselves perished in the flood. ose who asked, heard
and went their way: the teachers spoke and stayed where they

were; like the milestones that point out the way but walk not”
(Augustine, Serm. cclxxiii). It was also byGod’s will that, when
they no longer saw the star, the Magi, by human instinct, went
to Jerusalem, to seek in the royal city the new-born King, in
order that Christ’s birth might be publicly proclaimed first in
Jerusalem, according to Is. 2:3: “eLaw shall come forth from
Sion, and the Word of the Lord from Jerusalem”; and also “in
order that by the zeal of the Magi who came from afar, the in-
dolence of the Jews who lived near at hand, might be proved
worthy of condemnation” (Remig., Hom. in Matth. ii, 1).

Reply to Objection 4. As Chrysostom says (Hom. ii in
Matth.*): “If the Magi had come in search of an earthly King,
they would have been disconcerted at finding that they had
taken the trouble to come such a long way for nothing. Conse-
quently they would have neither adored nor offered gis. But
since they sought a heavenly King, though they found in Him
no signs of royal pre-eminence, yet, contentwith the testimony
of the star alone, they adored: for they saw a man, and they
acknowledged a God.” Moreover, they offer gis in keeping
with Christ’s greatness: “gold, as to the great King; they offer
up incense as to God, because it is used in the Divine Sacri-
fice; and myrrh, which is used in embalming the bodies of the
dead, is offered as to Him who is to die for the salvation of
all” (Gregory, Hom. x in Evang.). And hereby, as Gregory says
(Hom. x in Evang.), we are taught to offer gold, “which signi-
fieswisdom, to the new-bornKing, by the luster of ourwisdom
in His sight.” We offer God incense, “which signifies fervor in
prayer, if our constant prayers mount up to God with an odor
of sweetness”; and we offer myrrh, “which signifies mortifica-
tion of the flesh, if we mortify the ill-deeds of the flesh by re-
fraining from them.”

* From the supposititious Opus Imperfectum.
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T P, Q 37
Of Christ’s Circumcision, and of the Other Legal Observances Accomplished in Regard to the Child Christ

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider Christ’s circumcision. And since the circumcision is a kind of profession of observing the Law,
according to Gal. 5:3: “I testify…to every man circumcising himself that he is a debtor to do the whole Law,” we shall have at
the same time to inquire about the other legal observances accomplished in regard to the Child Christ.erefore there are four
points of inquiry:

(1) His circumcision;
(2) e imposition of His name;
(3) His presentation;
(4) His Mother’s purification.

IIIa q. 37 a. 1Whether Christ should have been circumcised?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
been circumcised. For on the advent of the reality, the fig-
ure ceases. But circumcision was prescribed to Abraham as a
sign of the covenant concerning his posterity, as may be seen
fromGn. 17. Now this covenant was fulfilled inChrist’s birth.
erefore circumcision should have ceased at once.

Objection 2. Further, “every action of Christ is a lesson to
us”*; wherefore it is written ( Jn. 3:15): “I have given you an ex-
ample, that as I have done to you, so you do also.” Butwe ought
not to be circumcised; according toGal. 5:2: “If yoube circum-
cised, Christ shall profit you nothing.” erefore it seems that
neither should Christ have been circumcised.

Objection 3. Further, circumcision was prescribed as a
remedy of original sin. ButChrist did not contract original sin,
as stated above (q. 14, a. 3; q. 15, a. 1).ereforeChrist should
not have been circumcised.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 2:21): “Aer eight days
were accomplished, that the child should be circumcised.”

I answer that, For several reasons Christ ought to have
been circumcised. First, in order to prove the reality of His
human nature, in contradiction to the Manicheans, who said
thatHe had an imaginary body: and in contradiction to Apol-
linarius, who said that Christ’s body was consubstantial with
HisGodhead; and in contradiction toValentine,who said that
Christ brought His body from heaven. Secondly, in order to
show His approval of circumcision, which God had instituted
of old. irdly, in order to prove that He was descended from
Abraham, who had received the commandment of circumci-
sion as a sign of his faith in Him. Fourthly, in order to take
away from the Jews an excuse for not receiving Him, if He
were uncircumcised. Fihly, “in order by His example to ex-
hort us to be obedient”†. Wherefore He was circumcised on
the eighth day according to the prescription of the Law (Lev.
12:3). Sixthly, “that He who had come in the likeness of sin-
ful flesh might not reject the remedy whereby sinful flesh was

wont to be healed.” Seventhly, that by taking on Himself the
burden of the Law,Hemight set others free therefrom, accord-
ing to Gal. 4:4,5: “God sent His Son…made under the Law,
that He might redeem them who were under the Law.”

Reply to Objection 1. Circumcision by the removal of
the piece of skin in the member of generation, signified “the
passing away of the old generation”‡: from the decrepitude of
which we are freed by Christ’s Passion. Consequently this fig-
ure was not completely fulfilled in Christ’s birth, but in His
Passion, until which time the circumcision retained its virtue
and status. erefore it behooved Christ to be circumcised as
a son of Abraham before His Passion.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ submitted to circumcision
while it was yet of obligation. And thus His action in this
should be imitated by us, in fulfilling those things which are
of obligation in our own time. Because “there is a time and op-
portunity for every business” (Eccl 8:6).

Moreover, according to Origen (Hom. xiv in Luc.), “as we
died when He died, and rose again when Christ rose from
the dead, so were we circumcised spiritually through Christ:
wherefore we need no carnal circumcision.” And this is what
the Apostle says (Col. 2:11): “In whom,” [i.e. Christ] “you are
circumcisedwith circumcisionnotmade by hand in despoiling
of the body of the flesh, but in the circumcision of ” our Lord
Jesus “Christ.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Christ voluntarily took upon
Himself our death, which is the effect of sin, whereas He had
no sin Himself, in order to deliver us from death, and to make
us to die spiritually unto sin, so also He took upon Himself
circumcision, whichwas a remedy against original sin, whereas
He contracted no original sin, in order to deliver us from the
yoke of the Law, and to accomplish a spiritual circumcision in
us—in order, that is to say, that, by taking upon Himself the
shadow, He might accomplish the reality.

* Innoc. III, Serm. xxii de Temp. † Bede, Hom. x in Evang. ‡ Athanasius, De Sabb. et Circumcis.
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IIIa q. 37 a. 2Whether His name was suitably given to Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that an unsuitable name was
given to Christ. For the Gospel reality should correspond to
the prophetic foretelling. But the prophets foretold another
name for Christ: for it is written (Is. 7:14): “Behold a virgin
shall conceive and bear a son, and His name shall be called
Emmanuel”; and (Is. 8:3): “Call His name, Hasten to take
away the spoils; Make haste to take away the prey”; and (Is.
9:6): “His name shall be calledWonderful,CounselorGod the
Mighty, the Father of the world to come, the Prince of Peace”;
and (Zech. 6:12): “Behold a Man, the Orient is His name.”
us it was unsuitable that His name should be called Jesus.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Is. 62:2): “ou shalt
be called by a new name, which the mouth of the Lord hath
named [Vulg.: ‘shall name’].” But the name Jesus is not a new
name, but was given to several in theOldTestament: asmay be
seen in the genealogy of Christ (Lk. 3:29), “erefore it seems
that it was unfitting for His name to be called Jesus.”

Objection 3. Further, the name Jesus signifies “salvation”;
as is clear from Mat. 1:21: “She shall bring forth a son, and
thou shalt call His name Jesus. For He shall save His peo-
ple from their sins.” But salvation through Christ was accom-
plished not only in the circumcision, but also in uncircumci-
sion, as is declared by the Apostle (Rom. 4:11,12). erefore
this namewas not suitably given toChrist atHis circumcision.

On the contrary is the authority of Scripture, in which it is
written (Lk. 2:21): “Aer eight days were accomplished, that
the child should be circumcised, His name was called Jesus.”

I answer that, A name should answer to the nature of a
thing.is is clear in the names of genera and species, as stated
Metaph. iv: “Since a name is but an expression of the defini-
tion” which designates a thing’s proper nature.

Now, the names of individual men are always taken from
some property of the men to whom they are given. Either in
regard to time; thus men are named aer the Saints on whose
feasts they are born: or in respect of some blood relation; thus
a son is named aer his father or some other relation; and thus
the kinsfolk of John the Baptist wished to call him “by his fa-
ther’s name Zachary,” not by the name John, because “there”
was “none of ” his “kindred that” was “called by this name,”
as related Lk. 1:59-61. Or, again, from some occurrence; thus
Joseph “called the name of ” the “first-born Manasses, saying:
God hath made me to forget all my labors” (Gn. 41:51). Or,
again, from some quality of the personwho receives the name;
thus it is written (Gn. 25:25) that “he that came forth first was
red and hairy like a skin; and his name was called Esau,” which
is interpreted “red.”

But names given tomen byGod always signify some gratu-
itous gi bestowed on them by Him; thus it was said to Abra-

ham (Gn. 17:5): “ou shalt be called Abraham; because I
have made thee a father of many nations”: and it was said to
Peter (Mat. 16:18): “ou art Peter, and upon this rock I will
build My Church.” Since, therefore, this prerogative of grace
was bestowed on the Man Christ that through Him all men
might be saved, thereforeHewas becomingly named Jesus, i.e.
Saviour: the angel having foretold this name not only to His
Mother, but also to Joseph, who was to be his foster-father.

Reply to Objection 1. All these names in some way mean
the same as Jesus, whichmeans “salvation.” For the name “Em-
manuel, which being interpreted is ‘God with us,’ ” designates
the cause of salvation, which is the union of the Divine and
human natures in the Person of the Son of God, the result of
which union was that “God is with us.”

When it was said, “Call his name, Hasten to take away,”
etc., these words indicate fromwhatHe saved us, viz. from the
devil, whose spoilsHe took away, according toCol. 2:15: “De-
spoiling the principalities and powers, He hath exposed them
confidently.”

When it was said, “His name shall be called Wonderful,”
etc., the way and term of our salvation are pointed out: inas-
much as “by the wonderful counsel and might of the God-
head we are brought to the inheritance of the life to come,”
in which the children of God will enjoy “perfect peace” under
“God their Prince.”

When it was said, “Behold aMan, theOrient isHis name,”
reference is made to the same, as in the first, viz. to themystery
of the Incarnation, by reason of which “to the righteous a light
is risen up in darkness” (Ps. 111:4).

Reply toObjection2.ename Jesus couldbe suitable for
some other reason to those who lived before Christ—for in-
stance, because they were saviours in a particular and temporal
sense. But in the sense of spiritual and universal salvation, this
name is proper to Christ, and thus it is called a “new” name.

Reply to Objection 3. As is related Gn. 17, Abraham re-
ceived from God and at the same time both his name and the
commandment of circumcision. For this reason it was custom-
ary among the Jews to name children on the very day of cir-
cumcision, as though before being circumcised they had not
as yet perfect existence: just as now also children receive their
names in Baptism. Wherefore on Prov. 4:3, “I was my father’s
son, tender, and as an only son in the sight of my mother,” the
gloss says: “Why does Solomon call himself an only son in the
sight of his mother, when Scripture testifies that he had an el-
der brother of the samemother, unless it be that the latter died
unnamed soon aer birth?” erefore it was that Christ re-
ceived His name at the time of His circumcision.
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IIIa q. 37 a. 3Whether Christ was becomingly presented in the temple?

Objection 1. It would seem thatChrist was unbecomingly
presented in the Temple. For it is written (Ex. 13:2): “Sanc-
tify unto Me every first-born that openeth the womb among
the children of Israel.” But Christ came forth from the closed
womb of the Virgin; and thus He did not open His Mother’s
womb. erefore Christ was not bound by this law to be pre-
sented in the Temple.

Objection 2. Further, that which is always in one’s pres-
ence cannot be presented to one. But Christ’s humanity was
always in God’s presence in the highest degree, as being always
united toHim in unity of person.erefore there was no need
for Him to be presented to the Lord.

Objection 3. Further, Christ is the principal victim, to
whom all the victims of the old Law are referred, as the fig-
ure to the reality. But a victim should not be offered up for a
victim. erefore it was not fitting that another victim should
be offered up for Christ.

Objection 4. Further, among the legal victims the prin-
cipal was the lamb, which was a “continual sacrifice” [Vulg.:
‘holocaust’], as is stated Num. 28:6: for which reason Christ is
also called “the Lamb—Behold the Lamb of God” ( Jn. 1: 29).
It was therefore more fitting that a lamb should be offered for
Christ than “a pair of turtle doves or two young pigeons.”

On the contrary is the authority of Scripture which relates
this as having taken place (Lk. 2:22).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), Christ wished to be
“made under the Law, that He might redeem them who were
under the Law” (Gal. 4:4,5), and that the “justification of the
Law might be” spiritually “fulfilled” in His members. Now,
the Law contained a twofold precept touching the children
born. one was a general precept which affected all—namely,
that “when the days of themother’s purification were expired,”
a sacrifice was to be offered either “for a son or for a daughter,”
as laid down Lev. 12:6. And this sacrifice was for the expiation
of the sin in which the child was conceived and born; and also
for a certain consecration of the child, because it was then pre-
sented in theTemple for the first time.Wherefore one offering
was made as a holocaust and another for sin.

e other was a special precept in the law concerning the
first-born of “both man and beast”: for the Lord claimed for
Himself all the first-born in Israel, because, in order to deliver
the Israelites, He “slew every first-born in the land of Egypt,
bothmen and cattle” (Ex. 12:12,13,29), the first-born of Israel
being saved;which law is set downEx. 13.Here alsowasChrist
foreshadowed, who is “the First-born amongstmany brethren”
(Rom. 8:29).

erefore, since Christ was born of a woman and was
her first-born, and since He wished to be “made under the
Law,” the Evangelist Luke shows that both these precepts were
fulfilled in His regard. First, as to that which concerns the

first-born, when he says (Lk. 2:22,23): “ey carried Him to
Jerusalem to present Him to the Lord: as it is written in the
law of the Lord, ‘Every male opening the womb shall be called
holy to the Lord.’ ” Secondly, as to the general precept which
concerned all, when he says (Lk. 2:24): “And to offer a sacri-
fice according as it is written in the law of the Lord, a pair of
turtle doves or two young pigeons.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Gregory of Nyssa says (De Oc-
cursu Dom.): “It seems that this precept of the Law was ful-
filled in God incarnate alone in a special manner exclusively
proper toHim. ForHe alone, whose conceptionwas ineffable,
and whose birth was incomprehensible, opened the virginal
womb which had been closed to sexual union, in such a way
that aer birth the seal of chastity remained inviolate.” Con-
sequently the words “opening the womb” imply that nothing
hitherto had entered or gone forth therefrom. Again, for a
special reason is it written “ ‘a male,’ because He contracted
nothing of the woman’s sin”: and in a singular way “is He
called ‘holy,’ because He felt no contagion of earthly corrup-
tion, whose birth was wondrously immaculate” (Ambrose, on
Lk. 2:23).

Reply to Objection 2. As the Son of God “became man,
and was circumcised in the flesh, not for His own sake, but
that He might make us to be God’s through grace, and that we
might be circumcised in the spirit; so, again, for our sake He
was presented to the Lord, that wemay learn to offer ourselves
to God”*. And this was done aer His circumcision, in order
to show that “no one who is not circumcised from vice is wor-
thy of Divine regard”†.

Reply to Objection 3. For this very reason He wished the
legal victims to be offered for Him who was the true Victim,
in order that the figure might be united to and confirmed by
the reality, against those who denied that in the Gospel Christ
preached the God of the Law. “For we must not think,” says
Origen (Hom. xiv in Luc.) “that the good God subjected His
Son to the enemy’s law, which He Himself had not given.”

Reply to Objection 4. e law of Lev. 12:6,8 “com-
manded those who could, to offer, for a son or a daughter, a
lamb and also a turtle dove or a pigeon: but those who were
unable to offer a lamb were commanded to offer two turtle
doves or two young pigeons”*. “And so the Lord, who, ‘being
rich, became poor for our [Vulg.: ‘your’] sakes, that through
His poverty we [you] might be rich,” as is written 2 Cor. 8:9,
“wished the poor man’s victim to be offered for Him” just as
inHis birthHe was “wrapped in swaddling clothes and laid in
a manger”†. Nevertheless, these birds have a figurative sense.
For the turtle dove, being a loquacious bird, represents the
preaching and confessionof faith; andbecause it is a chaste ani-
mal, it signifies chastity; and being a solitary animal, it signifies
contemplation. e pigeon is a gentle and simple animal, and

* Athanasius, on Lk. 2:23. † Bede, on Lk. 2:23. * Bede, Hom. xv in
Purif. † Bede on Lk. 1.
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therefore signifies gentleness and simplicity. It is also a gregari-
ous animal; wherefore it signifies the active life. Consequently
this sacrifice signified the perfection of Christ and His mem-
bers. Again, “both these animals, by the plaintiveness of their
song, represented themourningof the saints in this life: but the

turtle dove, being solitary, signifies the tears of prayer; whereas
the pigeon, being gregarious, signifies the public prayers of the
Church”‡. Lastly, two of each of these animals are offered, to
show that holiness should be not only in the soul, but also in
the body.

IIIa q. 37 a. 4Whether it was fitting that the Mother of God should go to the temple to be purified?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unfitting for the
Mother of God to go to the Temple to be purified. For purifi-
cation presupposes uncleanness. But there was no uncleanness
in the Blessed Virgin, as stated above (Qq. 27,28). erefore
she should not have gone to the Temple to be purified.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Lev. 12:2-4): “If a
woman, having received seed, shall bear a man-child, she shall
be unclean seven days”; and consequently she is forbidden “to
enter into the sanctuary until the days of her purification be
fulfilled.” But the Blessed Virgin brought forth a male child
without receiving the seed of man. erefore she had no need
to come to the Temple to be purified.

Objection 3. Further, purification from uncleanness is ac-
complished by grace alone. But the sacraments of theOld Law
did not confer grace; rather, indeed, did she have the very Au-
thor of grace with her. erefore it was not fitting that the
Blessed Virgin should come to the Temple to be purified.

On the contrary is the authority of Scripture, where it is
stated (Lk. 2:22) that “the days of ” Mary’s “purification were
accomplished according to the law of Moses.”

I answer that, As the fulness of grace flowed from Christ
on to His Mother, so it was becoming that the mother should
be like her Son in humility: for “God giveth grace to the hum-
ble,” as is written James 4:6. And therefore, just as Christ,
though not subject to the Law, wished, nevertheless, to sub-

mit to circumcision and the other burdens of the Law, in or-
der to give an example of humility and obedience; and in order
to show His approval of the Law; and, again, in order to take
away from the Jews an excuse for calumniating Him: for the
same reasonsHewishedHisMother also to fulfil the prescrip-
tions of the Law, to which, nevertheless, she was not subject.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the Blessed Virgin had
no uncleanness, yet she wished to fulfil the observance of pu-
rification, not because she needed it, but on account of the pre-
cept of the Law. us the Evangelist says pointedly that the
days of her purification “according to the Law” were accom-
plished; for she needed no purification in herself.

Reply to Objection 2. Moses seems to have chosen his
words in order to exclude uncleanness from the Mother of
God, who was with child “without receiving seed.” It is there-
fore clear that she was not bound to fulfil that precept, but
fulfilled the observance of purification of her own accord, as
stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. e sacraments of the Law did not
cleanse from the uncleanness of sin which is accomplished
by grace, but they foreshadowed this purification: for they
cleansed by a kind of carnal purification, from the uncleanness
of a certain irregularity, as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 102, a. 5; Ia
IIae, q. 103, a. 2. But the Blessed Virgin contracted neither un-
cleanness, and consequently did not need to be purified.

‡ Bede, Hom. xv in Purif.
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T P, Q 38
Of the Baptism of John
(In Six Articles)

We now proceed to consider the baptism wherewith Christ was baptized. And since Christ was baptized with the baptism
of John, we shall consider (1) the baptism of John in general; (2) the baptizing of Christ. In regard to the former there are six
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was fitting that John should baptize?
(2) Whether that baptism was from God?
(3) Whether it conferred grace?
(4) Whether others besides Christ should have received that baptism?
(5) Whether that baptism should have ceased when Christ was baptized?
(6) Whether those who received John’s baptism had aerwards to receive Christ’s baptism?

IIIa q. 38 a. 1Whether it was fitting that John should baptize?

Objection1. Itwould seem that itwas notfitting that John
should baptize. For every sacramental rite belongs to some law.
But John did not introduce a new law.erefore it was not fit-
ting that he should introduce the new rite of baptism.

Objection 2. Further, John “was sent by God…for a wit-
ness” ( Jn. 1:6,7) as a prophet; according to Lk. 1:76: “ou,
child, shalt be called the prophet of the Highest.” But the
prophets who lived before Christ did not introduce any new
rite, but persuaded men to observe the rites of the Law. as is
clearly stated Malachi 4:4: “Remember the law of Moses My
servant.”erefore neither should Johnhave introduced a new
rite of baptism.

Objection 3.Further, when there is toomuch of anything,
nothing should be added to it. But the Jews observed a su-
perfluity of baptisms; for it is written (Mk. 7:3,4) that “the
Pharisees and all the Jews eat not without oen washing their
hands…and when they come from the market, unless they be
washed, they eat not; andmanyother things there are that have
been delivered to them to observe, the washings of cups and of
pots, and of brazen vessels, and of beds.” erefore it was un-
fitting that John should baptize.

On the contrary is the authority of Scripture (Mat. 3:5,6),
which, aer stating the holiness of John, adds many went out
to him, “and were baptized in the Jordan.”

I answer that, It was fitting for John to baptize, for four
reasons: first, it was necessary for Christ to be baptized by
John, in order that He might sanctify baptism; as Augustine
observes, super Joan. (Tract. xiii in Joan.).

Secondly, that Christ might be manifested. Whence John
himself says ( Jn. 1:31): “at He,” i.e. Christ, “may be made
manifest in Israel, therefore am I come baptizing with water.”
For he announced Christ to the crowds that gathered around
him; which was thus done much more easily than if he had

gone in search of each individual, as Chrysostom observes,
commenting on St. John (Hom. x in Matth.).

irdly, that by his baptism hemight accustommen to the
baptism of Christ; wherefore Gregory says in a homily (Hom.
vii in Evang.) that therefore did John baptize, “that, being con-
sistentwithhis office of precursor, as he hadprecededourLord
in birth, so he might also by baptizing precede Him who was
about to baptize.”

Fourthly, that by persuading men to do penance, he might
preparemen to receiveworthily the baptismofChrist.Where-
fore Bede* says that “the baptism of John was as profitable be-
fore the baptism of Christ, as instruction in the faith prof-
its the catechumens not yet baptized. For just as he preached
penance, and foretold the baptism of Christ, and drew men to
the knowledge of the Truth that hath appeared to the world,
so do theministers of theChurch, aer instructingmen, chide
them for their sins, and lastly promise them forgiveness in the
baptism of Christ.”

Reply to Objection 1. e baptism of John was not a
sacrament properly so called [per se], but a kind of sacramen-
tal, preparatory to the baptism of Christ. Consequently, in a
way, it belonged to the law of Christ, but not to the law of
Moses.

Reply to Objection 2. John was not only a prophet, but
“more than a prophet,” as statedMat. 11:9: for he was the term
of the Law and the beginning of the Gospel. erefore it was
in his province to leadmen, both by word and deed, to the law
of Christ rather than to the observance of the Old Law.

Reply to Objection 3. ose baptisms of the Pharisees
were vain, being ordered merely unto carnal cleanliness. But
the baptism of John was ordered unto spiritual cleanliness,
since it led men to do penance, as stated above.

* Cf. Scot. Erig. in Joan. iii, 24.
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IIIa q. 38 a. 2Whether the baptism of John was from God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the baptism of John was
not from God. For nothing sacramental that is from God is
named aer a mere man: thus the baptism of the New Law is
not named aer Peter or Paul, but aer Christ. But that bap-
tism is named aer John, according to Mat. 21:25: “e bap-
tism of John…was it from heaven or frommen?”erefore the
baptism of John was not from God.

Objection 2. Further, every doctrine that proceeds from
God anew is confirmed by some signs: thus the Lord (Ex. 4)
gaveMoses the power of working signs; and it is written (Heb.
2:3,4) that our faith “having begun to be declared by the Lord,
was confirmeduntous by them that heardHim,God also bear-
ing them witness by signs and wonders.” But it is written of
John the Baptist ( Jn. 10:41) that “John did no sign.”erefore
it seems that the baptismwherewith he baptized was not from
God.

Objection 3. Further, those sacraments which are insti-
tuted by God are contained in certain precepts of Holy Scrip-
ture. But there is no precept of Holy Writ commanding the
baptism of John. erefore it seems that it was not from God.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 1:33): “Hewho sentme
to baptize with water said to me: ‘He upon whom thou shalt
see the Spirit,’ ” etc.

I answer that, Two things may be considered in the bap-
tismof John—namely, the rite of baptismand the effect of bap-
tism. e rite of baptism was not from men, but from God,
who by an interior revelation of the Holy Ghost sent John to
baptize. But the effect of that baptismwas fromman, because it
effected nothing thatman could not accomplish.Wherefore it

was not fromGod alone, except in as far as Godworks inman.
Reply to Objection 1. By the baptism of the New Law

men are baptized inwardly by the Holy Ghost, and this is ac-
complished byGod alone. But by the baptismof John the body
alone was cleansed by the water. Wherefore it is written (Mat.
3:11): “I baptize you inwater; but…He shall baptize you in the
Holy Ghost.” For this reason the baptism of John was named
aer him, because it effected nothing that he did not accom-
plish. But the baptism of the New Law is not named aer the
minister thereof, because he does not accomplish its principal
effect, which is the inward cleansing.

Reply to Objection 2. e whole teaching and work of
John was ordered unto Christ, who, by many miracles con-
firmedbothHis own teaching and that of John.But if Johnhad
worked signs, men would have paid equal attention to John
and toChrist.Wherefore, in order thatmenmight pay greater
attention to Christ, it was not given to John to work a sign.
Yet when the Jews asked him why he baptized, he confirmed
his office by the authority of Scripture, saying: “I am the voice
of one crying in the wilderness,” etc. as related, Jn. 1:23 (cf. Is.
40:3). Moreover, the very austerity of his life was a commen-
dation of his office, because, as Chrysostom says, commenting
on Matthew (Hom. x in Matth.), “it was wonderful to witness
such endurance in a human body.”

Reply to Objection 3. e baptism of John was intended
byGod to last only for a short time, for the reasons given above
(a. 1). erefore it was not the subject of a general command-
ment set down in Sacred Writ, but of a certain interior revela-
tion of the Holy Ghost, as stated above.

IIIa q. 38 a. 3Whether grace was given in the baptism of John?

Objection 1. It would seem that grace was given in the
baptism of John. For it is written (Mk. 1:4): “John was in the
desert baptizing and preaching the baptism of penance unto
remission of sins.” But penance and remission of sins are the
effect of grace. erefore the baptism of John conferred grace.

Objection2.Further, thosewhowere about to be baptized
by John “confessed their sins,” as relatedMat. 3:6 andMk. 1:5.
But the confession of sins is ordered to their remission, which
is effected by grace. erefore grace was conferred in the bap-
tism of John.

Objection 3. Further, the baptism of John was more akin
than circumcision to the baptism of Christ. But original sin
was remitted through circumcision: because, as Bede says
(Hom. x inCircumcis.), “under theLaw, circumcision brought
the same saving aid to heal thewoundof original sin as baptism
is wont to bring now that grace is revealed.”Muchmore, there-
fore, did the baptismof John effect the remission of sins, which
cannot be accomplished without grace.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 3:11): “I indeed bap-

tize you in water unto penance.” Which words Gregory thus
expounds in a certain homily (Hom. vii in Evang.): “John bap-
tized, not in the Spirit, but in water: because he could not for-
give sins.” But grace is given by the Holy Ghost, and by means
thereof sins are taken away. erefore the baptism of John did
not confer grace.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2, ad 2), thewhole teach-
ing and work of John was in preparation for Christ: just as it is
the duty of the servant and of the under-crasman to prepare
the matter for the form which is accomplished by the head-
crasman. Now grace was to be conferred on men through
Christ, according to Jn. 1:17: “Grace and truth came through
Jesus Christ.” erefore the baptism of John did not confer
grace, but only prepared the way for grace; and this in three
ways: first, by John’s teaching,which ledmen to faith inChrist;
secondly, by accustoming men to the rite of Christ’s baptism;
thirdly, by penance, preparing men to receive the effect of
Christ’s baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. In these words, as Bede says (on
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Mk. 1:4), a twofold baptism of penance may be understood.
one is that which John conferred by baptizing, which is called
“a baptism of penance,” etc., by reason of its inducing men to
do penance, and of its being a kind of protestation by which
men avowed their purpose of doing penance. e other is the
baptism of Christ, by which sins are remitted, and which John
could not give, but only preach, saying: “He will baptize you
in the Holy Ghost.”

Or it may be said that he preached the “baptism of
penance,” i.e. which induced men to do penance, which
penance leads men on to “the remission of sins.”

Or again, it may be said with Jerome* that “by the baptism
of Christ grace is given, by which sins are remitted gratis; and
that what is accomplished by the bridegroom is begun by the

bridesman,” i.e. by John. Consequently it is said that “he bap-
tized and preached the baptism of penance unto remission of
sins,” not as though he accomplished this himself, but because
he began it by preparing the way for it.

Reply to Objection 2. at confession of sins was not
made unto the remission of sins, to be realized immediately
through the baptism of John, but to be obtained through sub-
sequent penance and through the baptism ofChrist, for which
that penance was a preparation.

Reply to Objection 3. Circumcision was instituted as a
remedy for original sin. Whereas the baptism of John was not
instituted for this purpose, but was merely in preparation for
the baptism of Christ, as stated above; whereas the sacraments
attain their effect through the force of their institution.

IIIa q. 38 a. 4Whether Christ alone should have been baptized with the baptism of John?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ alone should have
been baptized with the baptism of John. For, as stated above
(a. 1), “the reasonwhy John baptizedwas thatChristmight re-
ceive baptism,” as Augustine says (Super Joan., Tract. xiii). But
what is proper to Christ should not be applicable to others.
erefore no others should have received that baptism.

Objection 2. Further, whoever is baptized either receives
something from the baptism or confers something on the bap-
tism. But no one could receive anything from the baptism of
John, because thereby grace was not conferred, as stated above
(a. 3). On the other hand, no one could confer anything on
baptism save Christ, who “sanctified the waters by the touch
of His most pure flesh”†. erefore it seems that Christ alone
should have been baptized with the baptism of John.

Objection 3. Further, if others were baptized with that
baptism, this was only in order that they might be prepared
for the baptism of Christ: and thus it would seem fitting that
the baptism of John should be conferred on all, old and young,
Gentile and Jew, just as the baptism of Christ. But we do not
read that either children or Gentiles were baptized by the lat-
ter; for it is written (Mk. 1:5) that “there went out to him…all
they of Jerusalem, and were baptized by him.” erefore it
seems that Christ alone should have been baptized by John.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 3:21): “It came to pass,
when all the people were baptized, that Jesus also being bap-
tized and praying, heaven was opened.”

I answer that, For two reasons it behooved others besides
Christ to be baptized with the baptism of John. First, as Au-
gustine says (Super Joan., Tract. iv, v), “ifChrist alone had been
baptized with the baptism of John, some would have said that
John’s baptism, with which Christ was baptized, was more ex-
cellent than that of Christ, with which others are baptized.”

Secondly, because, as above stated, it behooved others to
be prepared by John’s baptism for the baptism of Christ.

Reply toObjection 1. e baptism of John was instituted
not only that Christ might be baptized, but also for other rea-
sons, as stated above (a. 1). And yet, even if it were instituted
merely in order thatChristmight be baptized therewith, it was
still necessary for others to receive this baptism, in order to
avoid the objection mentioned above.

Reply toObjection 2.Others who approached to be bap-
tized by John could not, indeed, confer anything on his bap-
tism: yet neither did they receive anything therefrom, save only
the sign of penance.

Reply to Objection 3. is was the baptism of “penance,”
for which children were not suited; wherefore they were not
baptized therewith. But to bring the nations into the way of
salvation was reserved toChrist alone, who is the “expectation
of the nations,” as we read Gn. 49:10. Indeed, Christ forbade
the apostles to preach the Gospel to the Gentiles before His
Passion and Resurrection. Much less fitting, therefore, was it
for the Gentiles to be baptized by John.

IIIa q. 38 a. 5Whether John’s baptism should have ceased aer Christ was baptized?

Objection 1. It would seem that John’s baptism should
have ceased aer Christ was baptized. For it is written ( Jn.
1:31): “atHemay bemademanifest in Israel, therefore am I
come baptizing in water.” But when Christ had been baptized,
He was made sufficiently manifest, both by the testimony of
John and by the dove coming down upon Him, and again by

the voice of the Father bearing witness to Him. erefore it
seems that John’s baptism should not have endured thereaer.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Super Joan., Tract.
iv): “Christ was baptized, and John’s baptism ceased to avail.”
erefore it seems that, aerChrist’s baptism, John should not
have continued to baptize.

* Another author on Mk. 1 (inter op. Hier.). † Mag. Sent. iv, 3.
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Objection 3. Further, John’s baptism prepared the way for
Christ’s. But Christ’s baptism began as soon as He had been
baptized; because “by the touch of His most pure flesh He en-
dowed the waters with a regenerating virtue,” as Bede asserts
(Mag. Sent. iv, 3).erefore it seems that John’s baptismceased
when Christ had been baptized.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 3:22,23): “Jesus…came
into the landof Judea…andbaptized: and John alsowas baptiz-
ing.” But Christ did not baptize before being baptized. ere-
fore it seems that John continued to baptize aer Christ had
been baptized.

I answer that, It was not fitting for the baptism of John
to cease when Christ had been baptized. First, because, as
Chrysostom says (Hom. xxix in Joan.), “if John had ceased to
baptize” when Christ had been baptized, “men would think
that he was moved by jealousy or anger.” Secondly, if he had
ceased to baptize when Christ baptized, “he would have given
His disciples a motive for yet greater envy.” irdly, because,
by continuing to baptize, “he sent his hearers toChrist” (Hom.

xxix in Joan.). Fourthly, because, as Bede* says, “there still re-
mained a shadow of the Old Law: nor should the forerunner
withdraw until the truth be made manifest.”

Reply toObjection 1.WhenChrist was baptized,Hewas
not as yet fully manifested: consequently there was still need
for John to continue baptizing.

Reply to Objection 2. e baptism of John ceased aer
Christ had been baptized, not immediately, but when the for-
mer was cast into prison.usChrysostom says (Hom. xxix in
Joan.): “I consider that John’s death was allowed to take place,
and thatChrist’s preaching began in a greatmeasure aer John
had died, so that the undivided allegiance of themultitudewas
transferred to Christ, and there was no further motive for the
divergence of opinions concerning both of them.”

Reply to Objection 3. John’s baptism prepared the way
not only for Christ to be baptized, but also for others to ap-
proach to Christ’s baptism: and this did not take place as soon
as Christ was baptized.

IIIa q. 38 a. 6Whether thosewhohadbeenbaptizedwith John’s baptismhad tobebaptizedwith thebaptism
of Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who had been bap-
tized with John’s baptism had not to be baptized with the bap-
tism of Christ. For John was not less than the apostles, since
of him is it written (Mat. 11:11): “ere hath not risen among
them that are born of women a greater than John the Baptist.”
But those whowere baptized by the apostles were not baptized
again, but only received the imposition of hands; for it is writ-
ten (Acts 8:16,17) that some were “only baptized” by Philip
“in the nameof theLord Jesus”: then the apostles—namely, Pe-
ter and John—“laid their hands upon them, and they received
the Holy Ghost.” erefore it seems that those who had been
baptized by John had not to be baptized with the baptism of
Christ.

Objection 2. Further, the apostles were baptized with
John’s baptism, since some of themwere his disciples, as is clear
from Jn. 1:37. But the apostles do not seem to have been bap-
tized with the baptism of Christ: for it is written ( Jn. 4:2) that
“Jesus did not baptize, but His disciples.” erefore it seems
that those who had been baptized with John’s baptism had not
to be baptized with the baptism of Christ.

Objection 3. Further, he who is baptized is less than he
who baptizes. But we are not told that John himself was bap-
tizedwith the baptismofChrist.ereforemuch less did those
who had been baptized by John need to receive the baptism of
Christ.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Acts 19:1-5) that
“Paul…found certain disciples; and he said to them: Have you
received the Holy Ghost since ye believed? But they said to
him: We have not so much as heard whether there be a Holy
Ghost. And he said: In what then were you baptized? Who

said: In John’s baptism.” Wherefore “they were” again “bap-
tized in the name of our [Vulg.: ‘the’] Lord Jesus Christ.”
Hence it seems that they needed to be baptized again, because
they did not know of the Holy Ghost: as Jerome says on Joel
2:28 and in an epistle (lxix De Viro unius uxoris), and likewise
Ambrose (De Spiritu Sancto). But some were baptized with
John’s baptism who had full knowledge of the Trinity. ere-
fore these had no need to be baptized again with Christ’s bap-
tism.

Objection 5. Further, on Rom. 10:8, “is is the word of
faith, which we preach,” the gloss of Augustine says: “Whence
this virtue in the water, that it touches the body and cleanses
the heart, save by the efficacy of the word, not because it is ut-
tered, but because it is believed?” Whence it is clear that the
virtue of baptismdepends on faith. But the formof John’s bap-
tism signified the faith in which we are baptized; for Paul says
(Acts 19:4): “John baptized the people with the baptism of
penance, saying: at they should believe in Him who was to
come aer him—that is to say, in Jesus.”erefore it seems that
those who had been baptized with John’s baptism had no need
to be baptized again with the baptism of Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Super Joan., Tract. v):
“ose who were baptized with John’s baptism needed to be
baptized with the baptism of our Lord.”

I answer that, According to the opinion of the Master
(Sent. iv, D, 2), “those who had been baptized by Johnwithout
knowing of the existence of the Holy Ghost, and who based
their hopes on his baptism, were aerwards baptized with the
baptism of Christ: but those who did not base their hope on
John’s baptism, and who believed in the Father, Son, andHoly

* Scot. Erig. Comment. in Joan.
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Ghost, were not baptized aerwards, but received the Holy
Ghost by the imposition of handsmade over themby the apos-
tles.”

And this, indeed, is true as to the first part, and is con-
firmed by many authorities. But as to the second part, the as-
sertion is altogether unreasonable. First, because John’s bap-
tism neither conferred grace nor imprinted a character, but
was merely “in water,” as he says himself (Mat. 3:11). Where-
fore the faith or hope which the person baptized had inChrist
could not supply this defect. Secondly, because, when in a
sacrament, that is omitted which belongs of necessity to the
sacrament, not only must the omission be supplied, but the
whole must be entirely renewed. Now, it belongs of necessity
toChrist’s baptism that it be givennot only inwater, but also in
the Holy Ghost, according to Jn. 3:5: “Unless a man be born
of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the king-
dom of God.” Wherefore in the case of those who had been
baptized with John’s baptism in water only, notmerely had the
omission to be supplied by giving them theHoly Ghost by the
imposition of hands, but they had to be baptized wholly anew
“in water and the Holy Ghost.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (Super Joan.,
Tract. v): “Aer John, baptism was administered, and the rea-
son why was because he gave not Christ’s baptism, but his
own…at which Peter gave…and if any were given by Judas,
that was Christ’s. And therefore if Judas baptized anyone, yet
were they not rebaptized…For the baptism corresponds with
him by whose authority it is given, not with him by whose
ministry it is given.” For the same reason those who were bap-

tized by the deacon Philip, who gave the baptism of Christ,
were not baptized again, but received the imposition of hands
by the apostles, just as those who are baptized by priests are
confirmed by bishops.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says to Seleucianus
(Ep. cclxv), “we deem that Christ’s disciples were baptized ei-
ther with John’s baptism, as some maintain, or with Christ’s
baptism, which is more probable. For He would not fail to
administer baptism so as to have baptized servants through
whomHe baptized others, sinceHe did not fail inHis humble
service to wash their feet.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says (Hom. iv in
Matth.*): “Since, when John said, ‘I ought to be baptized by
ee,’ Christ answered, ‘Suffer it to be so now’: it follows that
aerwards Christ did baptize John.” Moreover, he asserts that
“this is distinctly set down in some of the apocryphal books.”
At any rate, it is certain, as Jerome says on Mat. 3:13, that, “as
Christ was baptized in water by John, so had John to be bap-
tized in the Spirit by Christ.”

Reply to Objection 4. e reason why these persons were
baptized aer being baptized by John was not only because
they knew not of the Holy Ghost, but also because they had
not received the baptism of Christ.

Reply to Objection 5. As Augustine says (Contra Faust.
xix), our sacraments are signs of present grace, whereas the
sacraments of the Old Law were signs of future grace. Where-
fore the very fact that John baptized in the name of one who
was to come, shows that he did not give the baptism of Christ,
which is a sacrament of the New Law.

* From the supposititious Opus Imperfectum.
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T P, Q 39
Of the Baptizing of Christ
(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider the baptizing of Christ, concerning which there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ should have been baptized?
(2) Whether He should have been baptized with the baptism of John?
(3) Of the time when He was baptized;
(4) Of the place;
(5) Of the heavens being opened unto Him;
(6) Of the apparition of the Holy Ghost under the form of a dove;
(7) Whether that dove was a real animal?
(8) Of the voice of the Father witnessing unto Him.

IIIa q. 39 a. 1Whether it was fitting that Christ should be baptized?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting for
Christ to be baptized. For to be baptized is to be washed. But
it was not fitting for Christ to be washed, since there was no
uncleanness in Him. erefore it seems unfitting for Christ to
be baptized.

Objection 2. Further, Christ was circumcised in order
to fulfil the law. But baptism was not prescribed by the law.
erefore He should not have been baptized.

Objection 3. Further, the first mover in every genus is un-
moved in regard to that movement; thus the heaven, which is
the first cause of alteration, is unalterable. ButChrist is the first
principle of baptism, according to Jn. 1:33: “He upon whom
thou shalt see the Spirit descending and remaining uponHim,
He it is that baptizeth.”erefore it was unfitting for Christ to
be baptized.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 3:13) that “Jesus
cometh from Galilee to the Jordan, unto John, to be baptized
by him.”

I answer that, It was fitting forChrist to be baptized. First,
because, as Ambrose says on Lk. 3:21: “Our Lordwas baptized
because He wished, not to be cleansed, but to cleanse the wa-
ters, that, being purified by the flesh of Christ that knew no
sin, they might have the virtue of baptism”; and, as Chrysos-
tom says (Hom. iv in Matth.), “that He might bequeath the

sanctifiedwaters to those whowere to be baptized aerwards.”
Secondly, as Chrysostom says (Hom. iv in Matth.), “although
Christ was not a sinner, yet did He take a sinful nature and
‘the likeness of sinful flesh.’Wherefore, thoughHeneeded not
baptism forHis own sake, yet carnal nature in others had need
thereof.”And, asGregoryNazianzen says (Orat. xxxix) “Christ
was baptized that He might plunge the old Adam entirely in
the water.” irdly, He wished to be baptized, as Augustine
says in a sermonon theEpiphany (cxxxvi), “becauseHewished
to dowhatHe had commanded all to do.” And this is whatHe
means by saying: “So it becometh us to fulfil all justice” (Mat.
3:15). For, as Ambrose says (on Lk. 3:21), “this is justice, to
do first thyself that which thou wishest another to do, and so
encourage others by thy example.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ was baptized, not that He
might be cleansed, but that He might cleanse, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 2. It was fitting thatChrist should not
only fulfil what was prescribed by the Old Law, but also begin
what appertained to the New Law. erefore He wished not
only to be circumcised, but also to be baptized.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ is the first principle of bap-
tism’s spiritual effect. Unto this He was not baptized, but only
in water.

IIIa q. 39 a. 2Whether it was fitting for Christ to be baptized with John’s baptism?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unfitting forChrist
to be baptized with John’s baptism. For John’s baptismwas the
“baptism of penance.” But penance is unbecoming to Christ,
since He had no sin. erefore it seems that He should not
have been baptized with John’s baptism.

Objection 2. Further, John’s baptism, as Chrysostom says
(Hom. de Bapt. Christi), “was a mean between the baptism of
the Jews and that ofChrist.” But “themean savors of the nature
of the extremes” (Aristotle, De Partib. Animal.). Since, there-

fore, Christ was not baptized with the Jewish baptism, nor yet
with His own, on the same grounds He should not have been
baptized with the baptism of John.

Objection 3. Further, whatever is best in human things
should be ascribed toChrist. But John’s baptism does not hold
the first place among baptisms. erefore it was not fitting for
Christ to be baptized with John’s baptism.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 3:13) that “Jesus
cometh to the Jordan, unto John, to be baptized by him.”
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I answer that, As Augustine says (Super Joan., Tract. xiii):
“Aer being baptized, the Lord baptized, not with that bap-
tism wherewith He was baptized.” Wherefore, since He Him-
self baptized with His own baptism, it follows that He was
not baptized with His own, but with John’s baptism. And this
was befitting: first, because John’s baptismwas peculiar in this,
that he baptized, not in the Spirit, but only “in water”; while
Christ did not need spiritual baptism, sinceHe was filled with
the grace of the Holy Ghost from the beginning of His con-
ception, as we have made clear above (q. 34, a. 1). And this is
the reason given byChrysostom (Hom. de Bapt. Christi). Sec-
ondly, as Bede says on Mk. 1:9, He was baptized with the bap-
tismof John, that, “by being thus baptized,Hemight showHis
approval of John’s baptism.” irdly, as Gregory Nazianzen
says (Orat. xxxix), “by going to John to be baptized by him,
He sanctified baptism.”

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 1), Christ
wished to be baptized in order by His example to lead us to
baptism. And so, in order that He might lead us thereto more
efficaciously, He wished to be baptized with a baptism which

He clearly needed not, that men who needed it might ap-
proach unto it. Wherefore Ambrose says on Lk. 3:21: “Let
none decline the laver of grace, since Christ did not refuse the
laver of penance.”

Reply to Objection 2. e Jewish baptism prescribed by
the lawwasmerely figurative,whereas John’s baptism, in amea-
sure, was real, inasmuch as it induced men to refrain from sin;
butChrist’s baptism is efficacious unto the remission of sin and
the conferring of grace. Now Christ needed neither the remis-
sion of sin, which was not in Him, nor the bestowal of grace,
with which He was filled. Moreover, since He is “the Truth,” it
was not fitting thatHe should receive that which was nomore
than a figure. Consequently it was more fitting thatHe should
receive the intermediate baptism than one of the extremes.

Reply toObjection 3.Baptism is a spiritual remedy. Now,
the more perfect a thing is, the less remedy does it need. Con-
sequently, from the very fact that Christ is most perfect, it fol-
lows that itwas fitting thatHe should not receive themost per-
fect baptism: just as one who is healthy does not need a strong
medicine.

IIIa q. 39 a. 3Whether Christ was baptized at a fitting time?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was baptized at an
unfitting time. ForChrist was baptized in order thatHemight
lead others to baptism by His example. But it is commendable
that the faithful of Christ should be baptized, not merely be-
fore their thirtieth year, but even in infancy.erefore it seems
that Christ should not have been baptized at the age of thirty.

Objection 2. Further, we do not read that Christ taught
or worked miracles before being baptized. But it would have
beenmore profitable to theworld ifHe had taught for a longer
time, beginning at the age of twenty, or even before.erefore
it seems that Christ, who came for man’s profit, should have
been baptized before His thirtieth year.

Objection 3. Further, the sign of wisdom infused by God
should have been especially manifest in Christ. But in the case
of Daniel this was manifested at the time of his boyhood; ac-
cording to Dan. 13:45: “e Lord raised up the holy spirit of
a young boy, whose name was Daniel.” Much more, therefore,
should Christ have been baptized or have taught in His boy-
hood.

Objection 4. Further, John’s baptism was ordered to that
of Christ as to its end. But “the end is first in intention and
last in execution.” erefore He should have been baptized by
John either before all the others, or aer them.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 3:21): “It came to pass,
when all the people were baptized, that Jesus also being bap-
tized, and praying;” and further on (Lk. 3:23): “And Jesus
Himself was beginning about the age of thirty years.”

I answer that,Christwas fittingly baptized inHis thirtieth
year. First, because Christ was baptized as though for the rea-
son thatHewas about forthwith to begin to teach and preach:

for which purpose perfect age is required, such as is the age
of thirty. us we read (Gn. 41:46) that “Joseph was thirty”
years old when he undertook the government of Egypt. In like
manner we read (2 Kings 5:4) that “David was thirty years old
when he began to reign.” Again, Ezechiel began to prophesy in
“his thirtieth year,” as we read Ezech. 1:1.

Secondly, because, asChrysostomsays (Hom. x inMatth.),
“the law was about to pass away aer Christ’s baptism: where-
fore Christ came to be baptized at this age which admits of all
sins; in order that by His observing the law, no one might say
that because He Himself could not fulfil it, He did away with
it.”

irdly, because by Christ’s being baptized at the perfect
age, we are given to understand that baptism brings forth per-
fect men, according to Eph. 4:13: “Until we all meet into the
unity of faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto
a perfect man, unto the measure of the age of the fulness of
Christ.”Hence the very property of the number seems to point
to this. For thirty is product of three and ten: and by the num-
ber three is implied faith in the Trinity, while ten signifies the
fulfilment of the commandments of the Law: in which two
things the perfection of Christian life consists.

Reply to Objection 1. As Gregory Nazianzen says (Orat.
xl), Christ was baptized, not “as though He needed to be
cleansed, or as though some peril threatened Him if He de-
layed to be baptized. But no small danger besets any otherman
who departs from this life without being clothed with the gar-
ment of incorruptibility”—namely, grace. And though it be a
good thing to remain clean aer baptism, “yet is it still better,”
as he says, “to be slightly sullied now and then than to be alto-
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gether deprived of grace.”
Reply to Objection 2. e profit which accrues to men

from Christ is chiefly through faith and humility: to both of
whichHe conduced by beginning to teachnot inHis boyhood
or youth, but at the perfect age. To faith, because in this man-
nerHis human nature is shown to be real, by its making bodily
progresswith the advance of time; and lest this progress should
be deemed imaginary, He did not wish to show His wisdom
and power beforeHis body had reached the perfect age: to hu-
mility, lest anyone should presume to govern or teach others
before attaining to perfect age.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ was set before men as an ex-
ample to all. Wherefore it behooved that to be shown forth
in Him, which is becoming to all according to the common
law—namely, that He should teach aer reaching the perfect
age. But, as Gregory Nazianzen says (Orat. xxxix), that which
seldom occurs is not the law of the Church; as “neither does
one swallow make the spring.” For by special dispensation,
in accordance with the ruling of Divine wisdom, it has been

granted to some, contrary to the common law, to exercise the
functions of governing or teaching. such as Solomon, Daniel,
and Jeremias.

Reply toObjection 4. It was not fitting thatChrist should
be baptized by John either before or aer all others. Because, as
Chrysostom says (Hom. iv inMatth.*), for thiswasChrist bap-
tized, “that He might confirm the preaching and the baptism
of John, and that John might bear witness to Him.” Now, men
would not have had faith in John’s testimony except aermany
had been baptized by him.Consequently it was not fitting that
John should baptize Him before baptizing anyone else. In like
manner, neither was it fitting that he should baptize Him last.
For as he (Chrysostom) says in the same passage: “As the light
of the sun does not wait for the setting of themorning star, but
comes forth while the latter is still above the horizon, and by
its brilliance dims its shining: so Christ did not wait till John
had run his course, but appearedwhile hewas yet teaching and
baptizing.”

IIIa q. 39 a. 4Whether Christ should have been baptized in the Jordan?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
been baptized in the Jordan. For the reality should correspond
to the figure. But baptismwas prefigured in the crossing of the
RedSea,where theEgyptiansweredrowned, just as our sins are
blotted out in baptism. erefore it seems that Christ should
rather have been baptized in the sea than in the river Jordan.

Objection 2. Further, “Jordan” is interpreted a “going
down.” But by baptism a man goes up rather than down:
wherefore it is written (Mat. 3:16) that “Jesus being baptized,
forthwith came up [Douay: ‘out’] from the water.” erefore
it seems unfitting thatChrist should be baptized in the Jordan.

Objection 3. Further, while the children of Israel were
crossing, the waters of the Jordan “were turned back,” as it is
related Jos. 4, and as it is written Ps. 113:3,5. But those who
are baptized go forward, not back. erefore it was not fitting
that Christ should be baptized in the Jordan.

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 1:9) that “Jesus was
baptized by John in the Jordan.”

I answer that, It was through the river Jordan that the chil-
dren of Israel entered into the land of promise. Now, this is the
prerogative of Christ’s baptism over all other baptisms: that it
is the entrance to thekingdomofGod,which is signifiedby the
land of promise;wherefore it is said ( Jn. 3:5): “Unless amanbe
born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into

the kingdom of God.” To this also is to be referred the divid-
ing of the water of the Jordan by Elias, who was to be snatched
up into heaven in a fiery chariot, as it is related 4 Kings 2: be-
cause, to wit, the approach to heaven is laid open by the fire of
the Holy Ghost, to those who pass through the waters of bap-
tism. erefore it was fitting that Christ should be baptized in
the Jordan.

Reply to Objection 1. e crossing of the Red Sea fore-
shadowed baptism in this—that baptism washes away sin:
whereas the crossing of the Jordan foreshadows it in this—that
it opens the gate to the heavenly kingdom: and this is the
principal effect of baptism, and accomplished through Christ
alone. And therefore it was fitting that Christ should be bap-
tized in the Jordan rather than in the sea.

Reply toObjection 2. In baptismwe “go up” by advancing
in grace: for which we need to “go down” by humility, accord-
ing to James 4:6: “He giveth grace to the humble.” And to this
“going down” must the name of the Jordan be referred.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says in a sermon for
the Epiphany (x): “As of yore the waters of the Jordan were
held back, so now,whenChrist was baptized, the torrent of sin
was held back.” Or else this may signify that against the down-
ward flow of the waters the river of blessings flowed upwards.

* From the supposititious Opus Imperfectum.
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IIIa q. 39 a. 5Whether the heavens should have been opened unto Christ at His baptism?

Objection 1. It would seem that the heavens should not
have been opened unto Christ at His baptism. For the heav-
ens should be opened unto one who needs to enter heaven,
by reason of his being out of heaven. But Christ was always
in heaven, according to Jn. 3:13: “e Son of Man who is in
heaven.” erefore it seems that the heavens should not have
been opened unto Him.

Objection 2. Further, the opening of the heavens is un-
derstood either in a corporal or in a spiritual sense. But it can-
not be understood in a corporal sense: because the heavenly
bodies are impassible and indissoluble, according to Job 37:18:
“ou perhaps hast made the heavens with Him, which are
most strong, as if they were of molten brass.” In like manner
neither can it be understood in a spiritual sense, because the
heavens were not previously closed to the eyes of the Son of
God. erefore it seems unbecoming to say that when Christ
was baptized “the heavens were opened.”

Objection 3. Further, heaven was opened to the faithful
through Christ’s Passion, according to Heb. 10:19: “We have
[Vulg.: ‘Having’] a confidence in the entering into the holies
by the blood of Christ.” Wherefore not even those who were
baptized with Christ’s baptism, and died before His Passion,
could enter heaven. erefore the heavens should have been
opened when Christ was suffering rather than when He was
baptized.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 3:21): “Jesus being bap-
tized and praying, heaven was opened.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1; q. 38, a. 1), Christ
wished to be baptized in order to consecrate the baptism
wherewith we were to be baptized. And therefore it behooved
those things to be shown forth which belong to the efficacy of
our baptism: concerning which efficacy three points are to be
considered. First, the principal power fromwhich it is derived;
and this, indeed, is a heavenly power. For which reason, when
Christwas baptized, heavenwas opened, to show that in future
the heavenly power would sanctify baptism.

Secondly, the faith of the Church and of the person bap-
tized conduces to the efficacy of baptism:wherefore thosewho
are baptized make a profession of faith, and baptism is called
the “sacrament of faith.” Now by faith we gaze on heavenly
things, which surpass the senses and human reason. And in or-
der to signify this, the heavens were opened when Christ was
baptized.

irdly, because the entrance to the heavenly kingdomwas
opened to us by the baptism of Christ in a special manner,
which entrance had been closed to the first man through sin.
Hence, when Christ was baptized, the heavens were opened,
to show that the way to heaven is open to the baptized.

Now aer baptismman needs to pray continually, in order
to enter heaven: for though sins are remitted through baptism,
there still remain the fomes of sin assailing us fromwithin, and

the world and the devils assailing us from without. And there-
fore it is said pointedly (Lk. 3:21) that “Jesus being baptized
and praying, heaven was opened”: because, to wit, the faith-
ful aer baptism stand in need of prayer. Or else, that we may
be led to understand that the very fact that through baptism
heaven is opened tobelievers is in virtue of the prayer ofChrist.
Hence it is said pointedly (Mat. 3:16) that “heavenwas opened
to Him”—that is, “to all for His sake.” us, for example, the
Emperormight say to one asking a favor for another: “Behold,
I grant this favor, not to him, but to thee”—that is, “to him for
thy sake,” as Chrysostom says (Hom. iv in Matth.*).

Reply to Objection 1. According to Chrysostom (Hom.
iv in Matth.; from the supposititious Opus Imperfectum), as
Christ was baptized forman’s sake, thoughHe needed no bap-
tism for His own sake, so the heavens were opened unto Him
as man, whereas in respect of His Divine Nature He was ever
in heaven.

Reply toObjection 2.As Jerome says onMat. 3:16,17, the
heavens were opened to Christ when He was baptized, not by
an unfolding of the elements, but by a spiritual vision: thus
does Ezechiel relate the opening of the heavens at the begin-
ning of his book. And Chrysostom proves this (Hom. iv in
Matth.; from the supposititious Opus Imperfectum) by saying
that “if the creature”—namely, heaven—“had been sundered
he would not have said, ‘were opened to Him,’ since what is
opened in a corporeal sense is open to all.” Hence it is said ex-
pressly (Mk. 1:10) that Jesus “forthwith coming up out of the
water, saw the heavens opened”; as though the opening of the
heavenswere to be considered as seen byChrist. Some, indeed,
refer this to the corporeal vision, and say that such a brilliant
light shone round about Christ when He was baptized, that
the heavens seemed to be opened. It can also be referred to the
imaginary vision, in which manner Ezechiel saw the heavens
opened: since such a vision was formed in Christ’s imagina-
tion by the Divine power and by His rational will, so as to sig-
nify that the entrance toheaven is opened tomen throughbap-
tism. Lastly, it can be referred to intellectual vision: forasmuch
as Christ, when He had sanctified baptism, saw that heaven
was opened to men: nevertheless He had seen before that this
would be accomplished.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s Passion is the common
cause of the opening of heaven to men. But it behooves this
cause to be applied to each one, in order that he enter heaven.
And this is effected by baptism, according to Rom. 6:3: “All
we who are baptized inChrist Jesus are baptized inHis death.”
Wherefore mention is made of the opening of the heavens at
His baptism rather than at His Passion.

Or, as Chrysostom says (Hom. iv in Matth.; from the sup-
posititious Opus Imperfectum): “When Christ was baptized,
the heavens were merely opened: but aer He had vanquished
the tyrant by the cross; since gates were no longer needed for

* From the supposititious Opus Imperfectum.
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a heaven which thenceforth would be never closed, the an-
gels said, not ‘open the gates,’ but ‘Take them away.’ ” us
Chrysostom gives us to understand that the obstacles which
had hitherto hindered the souls of the departed from enter-

ing into heaven were entirely removed by the Passion: but at
Christ’s baptism theywere opened, as though thewayhadbeen
shown by which men were to enter into heaven.

IIIa q. 39 a. 6Whether it is fitting to say that when Christ was baptized the Holy Ghost came down on Him
in the form of a dove?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not fitting to say that
whenChrist was baptized theHolyGhost came downonHim
in the form of a dove. For the Holy Ghost dwells in man by
grace. But the fulness of grace was in the Man-Christ from
the beginning of His conception, because He was the “Only-
begotten of the Father,” as is clear from what has been said
above (q. 7, a. 12; q. 34, a. 1).erefore theHolyGhost should
not have been sent to Him at His baptism.

Objection 2. Further, Christ is said to have “descended”
into the world in the mystery of the Incarnation, when “He
emptiedHimself, taking the form of a servant” (Phil. 2:7). But
the Holy Ghost did not become incarnate. erefore it is un-
becoming to say that the Holy Ghost “descended upon Him.”

Objection 3. Further, that which is accomplished in our
baptism should have been shown in Christ’s baptism, as in an
exemplar. But in our baptism no visible mission of the Holy
Ghost takes place. erefore neither should a visible mission
of the Holy Ghost have taken place in Christ’s baptism.

Objection 4. Further, the Holy Ghost is poured forth on
others through Christ, according to Jn. 1:16: “Of His fulness
we all have received.” But the Holy Ghost came down on the
apostles in the form, not of a dove, but of fire. erefore nei-
ther should He have come down on Christ in the form of a
dove, but in the form of fire.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Lk. 3:22): “eHolyGhost
descended in a bodily shape as a dove upon Him.”

I answer that, What took place with respect to Christ in
His baptism, asChrysostom says (Hom. iv inMatth.*), “is con-
nected with the mystery accomplished in all who were to be
baptized aerwards.” Now, all those who are baptized with
the baptism of Christ receive the Holy Ghost, unless they ap-
proach unworthily; according to Mat. 3:11: “He shall baptize
you in the Holy Ghost.” erefore it was fitting that when our
Lordwas baptized theHolyGhost should descend uponHim.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Trin. xv):
“It is most absurd to say that Christ received the Holy Ghost,
when He was already thirty years old: for when He came to be
baptized, sinceHewaswithout sin, thereforewasHenotwith-
out the Holy Ghost. For if it is written of John that ‘he shall
be filled with the Holy Ghost from his mother’s womb,’ what
must we say of the Man-Christ, whose conception in the flesh
was not carnal, but spiritual? erefore now,” i.e. at His bap-
tism, “He deigned to foreshadow His body,” i.e. the Church,
“in which those who are baptized receive the Holy Ghost in a
special manner.”

Reply toObjection 2.As Augustine says (De Trin. ii), the
Holy Ghost is said to have descended on Christ in a bodily
shape, as a dove, not because the very substance of the Holy
Ghost was seen, for He is invisible: nor as though that visi-
ble creature were assumed into the unity of theDivine Person;
since it is not said that theHolyGhostwas the dove, as it is said
that the Son of God is man by reason of the union. Nor, again,
was the Holy Ghost seen under the form of a dove, aer the
manner in which John saw the slain Lamb in the Apocalypse
(5:6): “For the latter vision took place in the spirit through
spiritual images of bodies; whereas no one ever doubted that
this dove was seen by the eyes of the body.” Nor, again, did
the Holy Ghost appear under the form of a dove in the sense
in which it is said (1 Cor. 10:4): “ ‘Now, the rock was Christ’:
for the latter had already a created existence, and through the
manner of its action was called by the name of Christ, whom
it signified: whereas this dove came suddenly into existence, to
fulfil the purpose of its signification, and aerwards ceased to
exist, like the flame which appeared in the bush to Moses.”

Hence the Holy Ghost is said to have descended upon
Christ, not by reason of His being united to the dove: but ei-
ther because thedove itself signified theHolyGhost, inasmuch
as it “descended” when it came upon Him; or, again, by rea-
son of the spiritual grace, which is poured out by God, so as to
descend, as it were, on the creature, according to James 1:17:
“Every best gi and every perfect gi is from above, coming
down from the Father of lights.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says (Hom. xii in
Matth.): “At the beginning of all spiritual transactions sensi-
ble visions appear, for the sake of themwho cannot conceive at
all an incorporeal nature…so that, though aerwards no such
thing occur, theymay shape their faith according to thatwhich
has occurred once for all.” And therefore the Holy Ghost de-
scended visibly, under a bodily shape, on Christ at His bap-
tism, in order that wemay believeHim to descend invisibly on
all those who are baptized.

Reply to Objection 4. e Holy Ghost appeared over
Christ at His baptism, under the form of a dove, for four
reasons. First, on account of the disposition required in the
one baptized—namely, that he approach in good faith: since!
as it is written (Wis. 1:5): “e holy spirit of discipline will
flee from the deceitful.” For the dove is an animal of a simple
character, void of cunning and deceit: whence it is said (Mat.
10:16): “Be ye simple as doves.”

Secondly, in order to designate the seven gis of the Holy
* From the supposititious Opus Imperfectum.
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Ghost, which are signified by the properties of the dove. For
the dove dwells beside the running stream, in order that, on
perceiving the hawk, it may plunge in and escape. is refers
to the gi of wisdom, whereby the saints dwell beside the run-
ningwaters ofHoly Scripture, in order to escape the assaults of
the devil. Again, the dove prefers the more choice seeds. is
refers to the gi of knowledge, whereby the saintsmake choice
of sound doctrines, with which they nourish themselves. Fur-
ther, the dove feeds the brood of other birds. is refers to the
gi of counsel, withwhich the saints, by teaching and example,
feed men who have been the brood, i.e. imitators, of the devil.
Again, the dove tears not with its beak. is refers to the gi
of understanding,wherewith the saints donot rend sounddoc-
trines, as heretics do. Again, the dove has no gall.is refers to
the gi of piety, by reason of which the saints are free from un-
reasonable anger. Again, the dove builds its nest in the cle of
a rock. is refers to the gi of fortitude, wherewith the saints
build their nest, i.e. take refuge and hope, in the death wounds
of Christ, who is the Rock of strength. Lastly, the dove has
a plaintive song. is refers to the gi of fear, wherewith the
saints delight in bewailing sins.

irdly, theHolyGhost appeared under the formof a dove
on account of the proper effect of baptism, which is the re-
mission of sins and reconciliation with God: for the dove is a
gentle creature. Wherefore, as Chrysostom says, (Hom. xii in
Matth.), “at theDeluge this creature appeared bearing an olive
branch, and publishing the tidings of the universal peace of the
whole world: and now again the dove appears at the baptism,
pointing to our Deliverer.”

Fourthly, the Holy Ghost appeared over our Lord at His

baptism in the form of a dove, in order to designate the com-
mon effect of baptism—namely, the building up of the unity
of the Church. Hence it is written (Eph. 5:25-27): “Christ
delivered Himself up…that He might present…to Himself a
glorious Church, not having spot or wrinkle, or any such
thing…cleansing it by the laver of water in the word of life.”
erefore it was fitting that the Holy Ghost should appear at
the baptism under the form of a dove, which is a creature both
loving and gregarious. Wherefore also it is said of the Church
(Cant 6:8): “One is my dove.”

But on the apostles the Holy Ghost descended under the
form of fire, for two reasons. First, to show with what fervor
their hearts were to be moved, so as to preach Christ every-
where, though surrounded by opposition. And therefore He
appeared as a fiery tongue.Hence Augustine says (Super Joan.,
Tract. vi): Our Lord “manifests” the Holy Ghost “visibly in
twoways”—namely, “by thedove corningupon theLordwhen
Hewas baptized; by fire, coming upon the disciples when they
were met together…In the former case simplicity is shown, in
the latter fervor…We learn, then, from thedove, that thosewho
are sanctified by the Spirit should be without guile: and from
the fire, that their simplicity should not be le to wax cold.
Nor let it disturb anyone that the tongues were cloven…in the
dove recognize unity.”

Secondly, because, as Chrysostom says (Gregory, Hom.
xxx in Ev.): “Since sins had to be forgiven,” which is effected in
baptism, “meekness was required”; this is shown by the dove:
“but whenwe have obtained grace wemust look forward to be
judged”; and this is signified by the fire.

IIIa q. 39 a. 7Whether the dove in which the Holy Ghost appeared was real?

Objection 1. It would seem that the dove in which the
HolyGhost appeared was not real. For that seems to be amere
apparition which appears in its semblance. But it is stated (Lk.
3:22) that the “Holy Ghost descended in a bodily shape as a
dove upon Him.” erefore it was not a real dove, but a sem-
blance of a dove.

Objection 2. Further, just as “Nature does nothing useless,
so neither does God” (De Coelo i). Now since this dove came
merely “in order to signify something and pass away,” as Au-
gustine says (De Trin. ii), a real dove would have been useless:
because the semblance of a dovewas sufficient for that purpose.
erefore it was not a real dove.

Objection 3. Further, the properties of a thing lead us to a
knowledge of that thing. If, therefore, this were a real dove, its
properties would have signified the nature of the real animal,
and not the effect of the Holy Ghost. erefore it seems that
it was not a real dove.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Agone Christ. xxii):
“Nor do we say this as though we asserted that our Lord Je-
sus Christ alone had a real body, and that the Holy Ghost ap-

peared to men’s eyes in a fallacious manner: but we say that
both those bodies were real.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 5, a. 1), it was unbe-
coming that the Son of God, who is the Truth of the Father,
should make use of anything unreal; wherefore He took, not
an imaginary, but a real body. And since the Holy Ghost is
called the Spirit of Truth, as appears from Jn. 16:13, therefore
He too made a real dove in which to appear, though He did
not assume it into unity of person. Wherefore, aer the words
quoted above, Augustine adds: “Just as it behooved the Son of
God not to deceive men, so it behooved the Holy Ghost not
to deceive. But it was easy for Almighty God, who created all
creatures out of nothing, to frame the body of a real dovewith-
out the help of other doves, just as it was easy forHim to forma
true body inMary’s wombwithout the seed of aman: since the
corporeal creature obeys its Lord’s command and will, both in
the mother’s womb in forming a man, and in the world itself
in forming a dove.”

Reply to Objection 1. e Holy Ghost is said to have de-
scended in the shape or semblance of a dove, not in the sense
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that the dove was not real, but in order to show that He did
not appear in the form of His substance.

Reply toObjection2. Itwas not superfluous to form a real
dove, in which the Holy Ghost might appear, because by the
very reality of the dove the reality of the Holy Ghost and of

His effects is signified.
Reply toObjection3.eproperties of the dove leadus to

understand the dove’s nature and the effects of theHolyGhost
in the same way. Because from the very fact that the dove has
such properties, it results that it signifies the Holy Ghost.

IIIa q. 39 a. 8Whether it was becoming, when Christ was baptized that the Father’s voice should be heard,
bearing witness to the Son?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unbecoming when
Christ was baptized for the Father’s voice to be heard bearing
witness to the Son. For the Son and the Holy Ghost, accord-
ing as they have appeared visibly, are said to have been visibly
sent. But it does not become theFather to be sent, asAugustine
makes it clear (DeTrin. ii). Neither, therefore, (does it become
Him) to appear.

Objection 2. Further, the voice gives expression to the
word conceived in the heart. But the Father is not the Word.
erefore He is unfittingly manifested by a voice.

Objection 3. Further, the Man-Christ did not begin to be
Son of God at His baptism, as some heretics have stated: but
Hewas the Son ofGod from the beginning ofHis conception.
erefore the Father’s voice should have proclaimed Christ’s
Godhead at His nativity rather than at His baptism.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 3:17): “Behold a voice
fromheaven, saying:is isMybelovedSon inwhomI amwell
pleased.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5), that which is ac-
complished in our baptism should be manifested in Christ’s
baptism, which was the exemplar of ours. Now the baptism
which the faithful receive is hallowed by the invocation and
the power of the Trinity; according to Mat. 28:19: “Go ye and
teach all nations, baptizing them in the nameof the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” Wherefore, as Jerome says
onMat. 3:16,17: “emystery of the Trinity is shown forth in
Christ’s baptism. our Lord Himself is baptized in His human
nature; the Holy Ghost descended in the shape of a dove: the
Father’s voice is heard bearing witness to the Son.”erefore it
was becoming that in that baptism the Father should be man-
ifested by a voice.

Reply toObjection 1.evisiblemission adds something
to the apparition, to wit, the authority of the sender.erefore
the Son and theHolyGhostwho are fromanother, are said not
only to appear, but also to be sent visibly. But the Father, who
is not from another, can appear indeed, but cannot be sent vis-
ibly.

Reply to Objection 2. e Father is manifested by the
voice, only as producing the voice or speaking by it. And since
it is proper to the Father to produce theWord—that is, to utter
or to speak—therefore was it most becoming that the Father

should be manifested by a voice, because the voice designates
the word. Wherefore the very voice to which the Father gave
utterance bore witness to the Sonship of theWord. And just as
the form of the dove, in which theHolyGhost wasmademan-
ifest, is not the Nature of the Holy Ghost, nor is the form of
man in which the Son Himself was manifested, the very Na-
ture of the Son of God, so neither does the voice belong to
the Nature of the Word or of the Father who spoke. Hence
( Jn. 5:37) our Lord says: “Neither have you heard His,” i.e.
the Father’s, “voice at any time, nor seen His shape.” By which
words, as Chrysostom says (Hom. xl in Joan.), “He gradually
leads them to the knowledge of the philosophical truth, and
shows them that God has neither voice nor shape, but is above
all such forms and utterances.” And just as the whole Trinity
made both the dove and the human nature assumed byChrist,
so also they formed the voice: yet the Father alone as speak-
ing is manifested by the voice, just as the Son alone assumed
human nature, and the Holy Ghost alone is manifested in the
dove, as Augustine* makes evident.

Reply toObjection 3. It was becoming that Christ’s God-
head should not be proclaimed to all inHis nativity, but rather
that It should be hidden whileHewas subject to the defects of
infancy. But when He attained to the perfect age, when the
time came for Him to teach, to work miracles, and to draw
men to Himself then did it behoove His Godhead to be at-
tested from on high by the Father’s testimony, so that His
teaching might become the more credible. Hence He says ( Jn.
5:37): “eFatherHimselfwho sentMe, hath given testimony
of Me.” And specially at the time of baptism, by which men
are born again into adopted sons of God; since God’s sons by
adoption are made to be like unto His natural Son, according
to Rom. 8:29: “WhomHe foreknew,He also predestinated to
be made conformable to the image of His Son.” Hence Hilary
says (Super Matth. ii) that when Jesus was baptized, the Holy
Ghost descendedonHim, and theFather’s voicewasheard say-
ing: “ ‘is isMy beloved Son,’ that wemight know, fromwhat
was accomplished inChrist, that aer being washed in the wa-
ters of baptism the Holy Ghost comes down upon us from on
high, and that the Father’s voice declares us to have become the
adopted sons of God.”

* Fulgentius, De Fide ad Petrum.
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T P, Q 40
Of Christ’s Manner of Life

(In Four Articles)

Having considered those things which relate to Christ’s entrance into the world, or to His beginning, it remains for us to
consider those that relate to the process of His life. And we must consider (1) His manner of life; (2) His temptation; (3) His
doctrine; (4) His miracles.

Concerning the first there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ should have led a solitary life, or have associated with men?
(2) Whether He should have led an austere life as regards food, drink, and clothing? Or should He have con-

formed Himself to others in these respects?
(3) Whether He should have adopted a lowly state of life, or one of wealth and honor?
(4) Whether He should have lived in conformity with the Law?

IIIa q. 40 a. 1Whether Christ should have associated with men, or led a solitary life?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
associated with men, but should have led a solitary life. For it
behooved Christ to show by His manner of life not only that
He was man, but also that He was God. But it is not becom-
ing that God should associate withmen, for it is written (Dan.
2:11): “Except the gods, whose conversation is not withmen”;
and the Philosopher says (Polit. i) that hewho lives alone is “ei-
ther a beast”—that is, if he do this frombeingwild—“or a god,”
if his motive be the contemplation of truth.erefore it seems
that it was not becoming for Christ to associate with men.

Objection 2. Further, whileHe lived inmortal flesh, it be-
hooved Christ to lead a most perfect life. But the most per-
fect is the contemplative life, as we have stated in the IIa IIae,
q. 182, Aa. 1,2. Now, solitude is most suitable to the contem-
plative life; according to Osee 2:14: “I will lead her into the
wilderness, and I will speak to her heart.” erefore it seems
that Christ should have led a solitary life.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s manner of life should have
been uniform: because it should always have given evidence
of that which is best. But at times Christ avoided the crowd
and sought lonely places: hence Remigius*, commenting on
Matthew, says: “We read that our Lord had three places of
refuge: the ship, the mountain, the desert; to one or other of
which He betook Himself whenever he was harassed by the
crowd.” erefore He ought always to have led a solitary life.

On the contrary, It is written (Baruch 3:38): “Aerwards
He was seen upon earth and conversed with men.”

I answer that, Christ’s manner of life had to be in keep-
ing with the end of His Incarnation, by reason of which He
came into the world. Now He came into the world, first, that
Hemight publish the truth. thusHe saysHimself ( Jn. 18:37):
“For this was I born, and for this came I into the world, that
I should give testimony to the truth.” Hence it was fitting not
that He should hide Himself by leading a solitary life, but that
He should appear openly andpreach inpublic.Wherefore (Lk.

4:42,43) He says to those who wished to stay Him: “To other
cities also Imust preach the kingdomofGod: for therefore am
I sent.”

Secondly, He came in order to free men from sin; accord-
ing to 1 Tim. 1:15: “Christ Jesus came into this world to save
sinners.” And hence, as Chrysostom says, “although Christ
might, while staying in the same place, have drawn all men to
Himself, to hearHis preaching, yetHe did not do so; thus giv-
ing us the example to go about and seek those who perish, like
the shepherd in his search of the lost sheep, and the physician
in his attendance on the sick.”

irdly, He came that by Him “we might have access to
God,” as it is written (Rom. 5:2). And thus it was fitting that
He should give men confidence in approaching Him by as-
sociating familiarly with them. Wherefore it is written (Mat.
9:10): “It came to pass asHewas sitting…in the house, behold,
many publicans and sinners came, and sat downwith Jesus and
His disciples.” On which Jerome comments as follows: “ey
had seen the publican who had been converted from a sinful
to a better life: and consequently they did not despair of their
own salvation.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ wished to make His God-
head known through His human nature. And therefore, since
it is proper to man to do so, He associated with men, at the
same time manifesting His Godhead to all, by preaching and
working miracles, and by leading among men a blameless and
righteous life.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated in the IIa IIae, q. 182, a. 1;
IIa IIae, q. 188, a. 6, the contemplative life is, absolutely speak-
ing,more perfect than the active life, because the latter is taken
up with bodily actions: yet that form of active life in which a
man, by preaching and teaching, delivers to others the fruits of
his contemplation, is more perfect than the life that stops at
contemplation, because such a life is built on an abundance of
contemplation, and consequently such was the life chosen by

* Cf. Catena Aurea, Matth. 5:1.
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Christ.
Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s action is our instruction.

And therefore, in order to teach preachers that they ought not
to be for ever before the public, our Lord withdrew Himself
sometimes from the crowd. We are told of three reasons for
His doing this. First, for the rest of the body: hence (Mk. 6:31)
it is stated that our Lord said to His disciples: “Come apart
into a desert place, and rest a little. For there were many com-
ing and going: and they had not so much as time to eat.” But
sometimes it was for the sake of prayer; thus it is written (Lk.
6:12): “It came to pass in those days, that He went out into a

mountain to pray; andHepassed thewhole night in the prayer
of God.” On this Ambrose remarks that “by His example He
instructs us in the precepts of virtue.” And sometimes He did
so in order to teach us to avoid the favor of men. Wherefore
Chrysostom, commenting on Mat. 5:1, Jesus, “seeing the mul-
titude, went up into a mountain,” says: “By sitting not in the
city and in the market-place, but on a mountain and in a place
of solitude, He taught us to do nothing for show, and to with-
draw from the crowd, especially when we have to discourse of
needful things.”

IIIa q. 40 a. 2Whether it was becoming that Christ should lead an austere life in this world?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was becoming that
Christ should lead an austere life in this world. For Christ
preached the perfection of life much more than John did. But
John led an austere life in order that hemight persuademen by
his example to embrace a perfect life; for it iswritten (Mat. 3:4)
that “the same Johnhad his garment of camel’s hair and a leath-
ern girdle about his loins: and his meat was locusts and wild
honey”; onwhichChrysostomcomments as follows (Hom. x):
“It was a marvelous and strange thing to behold such austerity
in a human frame: which thing also particularly attracted the
Jews.” erefore it seems that an austere life was much more
becoming to Christ.

Objection 2. Further, abstinence is ordained to conti-
nency; for it is written (Osee 4:10): “ey shall eat and shall
not be filled; they have committed fornication, and have not
ceased.” But Christ both observed continency in Himself and
proposed it to be observed by others when He said (Mat.
19:12): “ere are eunuchs who have made themselves eu-
nuchs for the kingdom of heaven: he that can take it let him
take it.” erefore it seems that Christ should have observed
an austere life both in Himself and in His disciples.

Objection 3. Further, it seems absurd for a man to begin
a stricter form of life and to return to an easier life: for one
might quote to his discredit that which is written, Lk. 14:30:
“is man began to build, and was not able to finish.” Now
Christ began a very strict life aer His baptism, remaining in
the desert and fasting for “forty days and forty nights.” ere-
fore it seems unbecoming that, aer leading such a strict life,
He should return to the common manner of living.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 11:19): “e Son of
Man came eating and drinking.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), it was in keeping
with the end of the Incarnation that Christ should not lead
a solitary life, but should associate with men. Now it is most
fitting that he who associates with others should conform to
their manner of living; according to the words of the Apostle
(1 Cor. 9:22): “I became all things to all men.” And therefore
it was most fitting that Christ should conform to others in the
matter of eating and drinking. Hence Augustine says (Contra

Faust. xvi) that “John is described as ‘neither eating nor drink-
ing,’ because he did not take the same food as the Jews. ere-
fore, unless our Lord had taken it, it would not be said ofHim,
in contrast, ‘eating and drinking.’ ”

Reply to Objection 1. In His manner of living our Lord
gave an example of perfection as to all those things which of
themselves relate to salvation. Now abstinence in eating and
drinking does not of itself relate to salvation, according to
Rom. 14:17: “e kingdom of God is not meat and drink.”
AndAugustine (DeQq. Evang. ii, qu. 11) explainsMat. 11:19,
“Wisdom is justified by her children,” saying that this is be-
cause the holy apostles “understood that the kingdom of God
does not consist in eating and drinking, but in suffering indi-
gence with equanimity,” for they are neither uplied by afflu-
ence, nor distressed by want. Again (De Doctr. Christ. iii), he
says that in all such things “it is notmaking use of them, but the
wantonness of the user, that is sinful.” Now both these lives are
lawful and praiseworthy—namely, that a man withdraw from
the society of other men and observe abstinence; and that he
associate with othermen and live like them. And therefore our
Lord wished to give men an example of either kind of life.

As to John, according to Chrysostom (Hom. xxxvii su-
per Matth.), “he exhibited no more than his life and righteous
conduct…but Christ had the testimony also of miracles. Leav-
ing, therefore, John to be illustrious by his fasting, He Him-
self came the opposite way, both coming unto publicans’ tables
and eating and drinking.”

Reply to Objection 2. Just as by abstinence other men ac-
quire the power of self-restraint, so alsoChrist, inHimself and
in those that are His, subdued the flesh by the power of His
Godhead. Wherefore, as we read Mat. 9:14, the Pharisees and
the disciples of John fasted, but not the disciples of Christ. On
which Bede comments, saying that “John drank neither wine
nor strong drink: because abstinence is meritorious where the
nature is weak. But why should our Lord, whose right by na-
ture it is to forgive sins, avoid those whom He could make
holier than such as abstain?”

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says (Hom. xiii su-
perMatth.), “that thoumightest learn how great a good is fast-
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ing, and how it is a shield against the devil, and that aer bap-
tism thou shouldst give thyself up, not to luxury, but to fast-
ing—for this cause did He fast, not as needing it Himself, but
as teaching us…And for this did He proceed no further than
Moses and Elias, lest His assumption of our flesh might seem
incredible.” e mystical meaning, as Gregory says (Hom. xvi
in Evang.), is that by Christ’s example the number “forty” is
observed in His fast, because the power of the “decalogue is
fulfilled throughout the four books of the Holy Gospel: since
ten multiplied by four amounts to forty.” Or, because “we live
in this mortal body composed of the four elements, and by
its lusts we transgress the commandments of the Lord, which
are expressed in the decalogue.” Or, according to Augustine
(QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 81): “To know the Creator and the creature
is the entire teaching of wisdom. e Creator is the Trinity,
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. Now the creature is
partly invisible, as the soul, to which the number three may
be ascribed, for we are commanded to love God in three ways,

‘with our whole heart, our whole soul, and our whole mind’;
and partly visible, as the body, to which the number four is
applicable on account of its being subject to heat, moisture,
cold, and dryness. Hence if we multiply ten, which may be re-
ferred to the entire moral code, by four, which number may
be applied to the body, because it is the body that executes the
law, the product is the number forty: in which,” consequently,
“the time during which we sigh and grieve is shown forth.”
And yet there was no inconsistency inChrist’s returning to the
common manner of living, aer fasting and (retiring into the)
desert. For it is becoming to that kind of life, which we hold
Christ to have embraced, wherein a man delivers to others the
fruits of his contemplation, that he devote himself first of all
to contemplation, and that he aerwards come down to the
publicity of active life by associating with other men. Hence
Bede says on Mk. 2:18: “Christ fasted, that thou mightest not
disobey the commandment; He ate with sinners, that thou
mightest discern His sanctity and acknowledge His power.”

IIIa q. 40 a. 3Whether Christ should have led a life of poverty in this world?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
led a life of poverty in this world. Because Christ should have
embraced the most eligible form of life. But the most eligible
formof life is thatwhich is ameanbetween riches andpoverty;
for it is written (Prov. 30:8): “Give me neither beggary nor
riches; give me only the necessaries of life.” erefore Christ
should have led a life, not of poverty, but of moderation.

Objection 2. Further, external wealth is ordained to bod-
ily use as to food and raiment. ButChrist conformedHisman-
ner of life to those amongwhomHe lived, in thematter of food
and raiment. erefore it seems that He should have observed
the ordinary manner of life as to riches and poverty, and have
avoided extreme poverty.

Objection 3. Further, Christ specially invited men to imi-
tate His example of humility, according to Mat. 11:29: “Learn
of Me, because I am meek and humble of heart.” But humil-
ity is most commendable in the rich; thus it is written (1 Tim.
6:11): “Charge the rich of this world not to be high-minded.”
erefore it seems that Christ should not have chosen a life of
poverty.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 8:20): “e Son of
Man hath not where to lay His head”: as though He were to
say as Jerome observes: “Why desirest thou to follow Me for
the sake of riches and worldly gain, since I am so poor that I
have not even the smallest dwelling-place, and I am sheltered
by a roof that is notMine?” And onMat. 17:26: “at wemay
not scandalize them, go to the sea,” Jerome says: “is incident,
taken literally, affords edification to those who hear it when
they are told that our Lord was so poor that He had not the
wherewithal to pay the tax for Himself and His apostles.”

I answer that, It was fitting for Christ to lead a life of
poverty in this world. First, because this was in keeping with

the duty of preaching, forwhich purposeHe says thatHe came
(Mk. 1:38): “Let us go into the neighboring towns and cities,
that I may preach there also: for to this purpose am I come.”
Now in order that the preachers of God’s word may be able to
give all their time to preaching, they must be wholly free from
care of worldly matters: which is impossible for those who are
possessed of wealth.Wherefore the LordHimself, when send-
ing the apostles to preach, said to them (Mat. 10:9): “Do not
possess gold nor silver.” And the apostles (Acts 6:2) say: “It is
not reasonable that we should leave theword ofGod and serve
tables.”

Secondly, because just as He took upon Himself the death
of the body in order to bestow spiritual life on us, so did He
bear bodily poverty, in order to enrich us spiritually, accord-
ing to 2 Cor. 8:9: “You know the grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ: that…Hebecamepoor for our [Vulg.: ‘your’] sakes that
through His poverty we [Vulg.: ‘you’] might be rich.”

irdly, lest if He were rich His preaching might be as-
cribed to cupidity. Wherefore Jerome says on Mat. 10:9, that
if the disciples had been possessed of wealth, “they had seemed
to preach for gain, not for the salvation of mankind.” And the
same reason applies to Christ.

Fourthly, that the more lowly He seemed by reason of
His poverty, the greater might the power of His Godhead be
shown to be. Hence in a sermon of the Council of Ephesus (P.
iii, c. ix)we read: “He chose all thatwas poor anddespicable, all
that was of small account and hidden from the majority, that
wemight recognizeHisGodhead to have transformed the ter-
restrial sphere. For this reason did He choose a poor maid for
His Mother, a poorer birthplace; for this reason did He live in
want. Learn this from the manger.”

Reply to Objection 1. ose who wish to live virtuously
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need to avoid abundance of riches and beggary, in as far as
these are occasions of sin: since abundance of riches is an oc-
casion for being proud; and beggary is an occasion of thiev-
ing and lying, or even of perjury. But forasmuch as Christ was
incapable of sin, He had not the same motive as Solomon
for avoiding these things. Yet neither is every kind of beggary
an occasion of the and perjury, as Solomon seems to add
(Prov. 30:8); but only that which is involuntary, in order to
avoidwhich, aman is guilty of the and perjury. But voluntary
poverty is not open to this danger: and such was the poverty
chosen by Christ.

Reply to Objection 2. A man may feed and clothe him-
self in conformity with others, not only by possessing riches,
but also by receiving the necessaries of life from those who are

rich. is is what happened in regard to Christ: for it is writ-
ten (Lk. 8:2,3) that certain women followed Christ and “min-
istered unto Him of their substance.” For, as Jerome says on
Mat. 27:55, “It was a Jewish custom, nor was it thought wrong
for women, following the ancient tradition of their nation, out
of their private means to provide their instructors with food
and clothing. But as this might give scandal to the heathens,
Paul says that he gave it up”: thus it was possible for them to be
fed out of a common fund, but not to possess wealth, without
their duty of preaching being hindered by anxiety.

Reply toObjection 3.Humility is notmuch to be praised
in one who is poor of necessity. But in one who, like Christ, is
poor willingly, poverty itself is a sign of very great humility.

IIIa q. 40 a. 4Whether Christ conformed His conduct to the Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not conform
His conduct to the Law. For the Law forbade any work what-
soever to be done on the Sabbath, since God “rested on the
seventh day from all His work which He had done.” But He
healed a man on the Sabbath, and commanded him to take up
his bed. erefore it seems that He did not conform His con-
duct to the Law.

Objection 2. Further, what Christ taught, that He also
did, according to Acts 1:1: “Jesus began to do and to teach.”
But He taught (Mat. 15:11) that “not” all “that which goeth
into the mouth defileth a man”: and this is contrary to the
precept of the Law, which declared that a man was made un-
clean by eating and touching certain animals, as stated Lev. 11.
erefore it seems thatHedidnot conformHis conduct to the
Law.

Objection 3. Further, he who consents to anything is of
the samemind as hewhodoes it, according toRom. 1:32: “Not
only they that do them, but they also that consent to them that
do them.” But Christ, by excusing His disciples, consented to
their breaking the Law by plucking the ears of corn on the Sab-
bath; as is related Mat. 12:1-8. erefore it seems that Christ
did not conform His conduct to the Law.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 5:17): “Do not think
that I amcome todestroy theLawor theProphets.”Comment-
ing on thesewords,Chrysostom says: “He fulfilled theLaw…in
one way, by transgressing none of the precepts of the Law; sec-
ondly, by justifying us through faith, which the Law, in the let-
ter, was unable to do.”

I answer that,Christ conformedHis conduct in all things
to the precepts of the Law. In token of this He wished even to
be circumcised; for the circumcision is a kind of protestation
of a man’s purpose of keeping the Law, according to Gal. 5:3:
“I testify to everyman circumcising himself, that he is a debtor
to do the whole Law.”

AndChrist, indeed,wished to conformHis conduct to the
Law, first, to showHis approval of theOld Law. Secondly, that

by obeying the Law He might perfect it and bring it to an end
in His own self, so as to show that it was ordained to Him.
irdly, to deprive the Jews of an excuse for slandering Him.
Fourthly, in order to deliver men from subjection to the Law,
according to Gal. 4:4,5: “God sent His Son…made under the
Law that He might redeem them who were under the Law.”

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord excuses Himself from
any transgression of the Law in this matter, for three reasons.
First, the precept of the hallowing of the Sabbath forbids not
Divine work, but human work: for though God ceased on
the seventh day from the creation of new creatures, yet He
ever works by keeping and governing His creatures. Now that
Christwroughtmiracleswas aDivinework: henceHe says ( Jn.
5:17): “My Father worketh until now; and I work.”

Secondly, He excuses Himself on the ground that this pre-
cept doesnot forbidworkswhich areneedful for bodily health.
WhereforeHe says (Lk. 13:15): “Dothnot every one of youon
the Sabbath-day loose his ox or his ass from the manger, and
lead them to water?” And farther on (Lk. 14:5): “Which of
you shall have an ass or an ox fall into a pit, and will not imme-
diately draw him out on the Sabbath-day?” Now it is manifest
that the miraculous works done by Christ related to health of
body and soul.

irdly, because this precept does not forbid works per-
taining to theworship ofGod.WhereforeHe says (Mat. 12:5):
“Have ye not read in the Law that on the Sabbath-days the
priests in the Temple break the Sabbath, and are without
blame?”And (Jn. 7:23) it iswritten that aman receives circum-
cision on the Sabbath-day. Now when Christ commanded the
paralytic to carry his bed on the Sabbath-day, this pertained to
the worship of God, i.e. to the praise of God’s power. And thus
it is clear thatHe did not break the Sabbath: although the Jews
threw this false accusation in His face, saying ( Jn. 9:16): “is
man is not of God, who keepeth not the Sabbath.”

Reply to Objection 2. By those words Christ wished to
show that man is made unclean as to his soul, by the use of
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any sort of foods considered not in their nature, but only in
some signification.And that certain foods are in theLawcalled
“unclean” is due to some signification; whence Augustine says
(Contra Faust. vi): “If a question be raised about swine and
lambs, both are clean by nature, since ‘all God’s creatures are
good’; but by a certain signification lambs are clean and swine
unclean.”

Reply toObjection3.edisciples also, when, being hun-
gry, they plucked the ears of corn on the Sabbath, are to be
excused from transgressing the Law, since they were pressed
by hunger: just as David did not transgress the Law when,
through being compelled by hunger, he ate the loaves which
it was not lawful for him to eat.
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T P, Q 41
Of Christ’s Temptation
(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider Christ’s temptation, concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was becoming that Christ should be tempted?
(2) Of the place;
(3) Of the time;
(4) Of the mode and order of the temptation.

IIIa q. 41 a. 1Whether it was becoming that Christ should be tempted?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not becoming for
Christ to be tempted. For to tempt is to make an experiment,
which is not done save in regard to something unknown. But
the power of Christ was known even to the demons; for it is
written (Lk. 4:41) that “He suffered them not to speak, for
they knew that He was Christ.” erefore it seems that it was
unbecoming for Christ to be tempted.

Objection 2. Further, Christ was come in order to destroy
theworks of the devil, according to 1 Jn. 3:8: “For this purpose
the Son of God appeared, that He might destroy the works of
the devil.” But it is not for the same to destroy the works of a
certain one and to suffer them.erefore it seems unbecoming
that Christ should suffer Himself to be tempted by the devil.

Objection 3. Further, temptation is from a threefold
source—the flesh, the world, and the devil. But Christ was not
tempted either by the flesh or by the world. erefore neither
should He have been tempted by the devil.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 4:1): “Jesus was led by
the Spirit into the desert to be tempted by the devil.”

I answer that, Christ wished to be tempted; first that He
might strengthen us against temptations. Hence Gregory says
in a homily (xvi in Evang.): “It was not unworthy of our Re-
deemer to wish to be tempted, who came also to be slain; in
order that by His temptations He might conquer our tempta-
tions, just as by His death He overcame our death.”

Secondly, that wemight be warned, so that none, however
holy, may think himself safe or free from temptation. Where-
fore also He wished to be tempted aer His baptism, because,
asHilary says (SuperMatth., cap. iii.): “e temptations of the
devil assail those principally who are sanctified, for he desires,
above all, to overcome the holy. Hence also it is written (Ec-
clus. 2): Son, when thou comest to the service ofGod, stand in
justice and in fear, and prepare thy soul for temptation.”

irdly, in order to give us an example: to teach us, to
wit, how to overcome the temptations of the devil. Hence Au-
gustine says (De Trin. iv) that Christ “allowed Himself to be
tempted” by the devil, “thatHemight be ourMediator in over-
coming temptations, not only by helping us, but also by giving
us an example.”

Fourthly, in order to fill us with confidence in His mercy.

Hence it is written (Heb. 4:15): “We have not a high-priest,
who cannot have compassion on our infirmities, but one
tempted in all things like as we are, without sin.”

Reply toObjection 1.AsAugustine says (DeCiv. Dei ix):
“Christ was known to the demons only so far as He willed;
not as the Author of eternal life, but as the cause of certain
temporal effects,” fromwhich they formed a certain conjecture
that Christ was the Son of God. But since they also observed
in Him certain signs of human frailty, they did not know for
certain that He was the Son of God: wherefore (the devil)
wished to tempt Him. is is implied by the words of Mat.
4:2,3, saying that, aer “Hewas hungry, the tempter” came “to
Him,” because, asHilary says (SuperMatth., cap. iii), “Hadnot
Christ’s weakness in hungering betrayed His human nature,
the devil would not have dared to temptHim.”Moreover, this
appears from the verymanner of the temptation,whenhe said:
“If ou be the Son of God.” Which words Ambrose explains
as follows (In Luc. iv): “What means this way of addressing
Him, save that, though he knew that the Son of God was to
come, yet he did not think that He had come in the weakness
of the flesh?”

Reply toObjection 2.Christ came to destroy theworks of
the devil, not by powerful deeds, but rather by suffering from
him and his members, so as to conquer the devil by righteous-
ness, not by power; thus Augustine says (De Trin. xiii) that
“the devil was to be overcome, not by the power of God, but
by righteousness.” And therefore in regard to Christ’s tempta-
tion we must consider what He did of His own will and what
He suffered from the devil. For that He allowed Himself to
be tempted was due to His own will. Wherefore it is written
(Mat. 4:1): “Jesus was led by the Spirit into the desert, to be
tempted by the devil”; and Gregory (Hom. xvi in Evang.) says
this is to be understood of theHolyGhost, towit, that “thither
did His Spirit lead Him, where the wicked spirit would find
Him and temptHim.” ButHe suffered from the devil in being
“taken up” on to “the pinnacle of the Temple” and again “into
a very high mountain.” Nor is it strange, as Gregory observes,
“that He allowed Himself to be taken by him on to a moun-
tain, who allowed Himself to be crucified by His members.”
And we understand Him to have been taken up by the devil,
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not, as it were, by force, but because, as Origen says (Hom. xxi
super Luc.), “He followed Him in the course of His tempta-
tion like a wrestler advancing of his own accord.”

Reply to Objection 3. As the Apostle says (Heb. 4:15),
Christ wished to be “tempted in all things, without sin.” Now
temptation which comes from an enemy can be without sin:

because it comes about by merely outward suggestion. But
temptationwhich comes from the flesh cannot be without sin,
because such a temptation is caused by pleasure and concupis-
cence; and, as Augustine says (DeCiv. Dei xix), “it is not with-
out sin that ‘the flesh desireth against the spirit.’ ” And hence
Christ wished to be tempted by an enemy, but not by the flesh.

IIIa q. 41 a. 2Whether Christ should have been tempted in the desert?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
been tempted in the desert. Because Christ wished to be
tempted in order to give us an example, as stated above (a. 1).
But an example should be set openly before those who are to
follow it. erefore He should not have been tempted in the
desert.

Objection 2. Further, Chrysostom says (Hom. xii in
Matth.): “en most especially does the devil assail by tempt-
ing us, when he sees us alone. us did he tempt the woman
in the beginning when he found her apart from her husband.”
Hence it seems that, by going into the desert to be tempted,He
exposed Himself to temptation. Since, therefore, His temp-
tation is an example to us, it seems that others too should
take such steps as will lead them into temptation. And yet this
seems a dangerous thing to do, since rather should we avoid
the occasion of being tempted.

Objection 3. Further, Mat. 4:5, Christ’s second tempta-
tion is set down, in which “the devil took” Christ up “into
the Holy City, and set Him upon the pinnacle of the Tem-
ple”: which is certainly not in the desert.ereforeHewas not
tempted in the desert only.

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 1:13) that Jesus “was
in the desert forty days and forty nights, and was tempted by
Satan.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 2), Christ of His
own free-will exposed Himself to be tempted by the devil, just
as byHis own free-willHe submitted to be killed byHismem-
bers; else the devil would not have dared to approach Him.
Now the devil prefers to assail a man who is alone, for, as it is
written (Eccles. 4:12), “if a man prevail against one, two shall
withstand him.” And so it was that Christ went out into the
desert, as to a field of battle, to be tempted there by the devil.
Hence Ambrose says on Lk. 4:1, that “Christ was led into the
desert for the purpose of provoking the devil. For had he,” i.e.
the devil, “not fought, He,” i.e. Christ, “would not have con-
quered.” He adds other reasons, saying that “Christ in doing
this set forth the mystery of Adam’s delivery from exile,” who
had been expelled fromparadise into the desert, and “set an ex-
ample to us, by showing that the devil envies those who strive

for better things.”
Reply to Objection 1. Christ is set as an example to all

through faith, according to Heb. 12:2: “Looking on Jesus, the
author and finisher of faith.” Now faith, as it is written (Rom.
10:17), “cometh by hearing,” but not by seeing: nay, it is even
said ( Jn. 20:29): “Blessed are they that have not seen and have
believed.” And therefore, in order that Christ’s temptation
might be an example to us, it behooved that men should not
see it, and it was enough that they should hear it related.

Reply to Objection 2. e occasions of temptation are
twofold. one is on the part of man—for instance, when a man
causes himself to be near to sin by not avoiding the occasion of
sinning. And such occasions of temptation should be avoided,
as it is written of Lot (Gn. 19:17): “Neither stay thou in all the
country about” Sodom.

Another occasion of temptation is on the part of the devil,
who always “envies those who strive for better things,” as Am-
brose says (In Luc. iv, 1). And such occasions of temptation
are not to be avoided. Hence Chrysostom says (Hom. v in
Matth.*): “Not onlyChristwas led into the desert by the Spirit,
but all God’s children that have the Holy Ghost. For it is not
enough for them to sit idle; the Holy Ghost urges them to
endeavor to do something great: which is for them to be in
the desert from the devil’s standpoint, for no unrighteousness,
in which the devil delights, is there. Again, every good work,
compared to the flesh and the world, is the desert; because it is
not according to the will of the flesh and of the world.” Now,
there is no danger in giving the devil such an occasion of temp-
tation; since the help of the Holy Ghost, who is the Author of
the perfect deed, is more powerful† than the assault of the en-
vious devil.

Reply to Objection 3. Some say that all the temptations
took place in the desert. Of these some say that Christ was led
into theHolyCity, not really, but in an imaginary vision;while
others say that the Holy City itself, i.e. Jerusalem, is called “a
desert,” because it was deserted by God. But there is no need
for this explanation. ForMark says thatHewas tempted in the
desert by the devil, but not that He was tempted in the desert
only.

* From the supposititious Opus Imperfectum. † All the codices read ‘majus.’ One of the earliest printed editions has ‘magis,’ which has much to commend
it, since St. omas is commenting the text quoted from St. Chrysostom. e translation would run thus: ‘since rather is it (the temptation) a help from the
Holy Ghost, who,’ etc.
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IIIa q. 41 a. 3Whether Christ’s temptation should have taken place aer His fast?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s temptation
should not have taken place aer His fast. For it has been said
above (q. 40, a. 2) that an austere mode of life was not becom-
ing to Christ. But it savors of extreme austerity thatHe should
have eaten nothing for forty days and forty nights, forGregory
(Hom. xvi inn Evang.) explains the fact that “He fasted forty
days and forty nights,” saying that “during that time He par-
took of no food whatever.” It seems, therefore, that He should
not thus have fasted before His temptation.

Objection2.Further, it iswritten (Mk. 1:13) that “Hewas
in the desert forty days and forty nights; and was tempted by
Satan.” Now, He fasted forty days and forty nights. erefore
it seems that He was tempted by the devil, not aer, but dur-
ing, His fast.

Objection 3. Further, we read that Christ fasted but once.
ButHewas temptedby thedevil, not only once, for it iswritten
(Lk. 4:13) “that all the temptation being ended, the devil de-
parted fromHim for a time.” As, therefore, He did not fast be-
fore the second temptation, so neither should He have fasted
before the first.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Mat. 4:2,3): “WhenHehad
fasted forty days and forty nights, aerwardsHe was hungry”:
and then “the tempter came to Him.”

I answer that, It was becoming that Christ should wish to
fast before His temptation. First, in order to give us an exam-
ple. For since we are all in urgent need of strengthening our-
selves against temptation, as stated above (a. 1), by fasting be-
fore being tempted, He teaches us the need of fasting in order
to equip ourselves against temptation. Hence the Apostle (2
Cor. 6:5,7) reckons “fastings” together with the “armor of jus-
tice.”

Secondly, in order to show that the devil assails with temp-
tations even those who fast, as likewise those who are given to
other good works. And so Christ’s temptation took place aer
His fast, as also aerHis baptism.Hence since ratherChrysos-
tom says (Hom. xiii superMatth.): “To instruct thee how great
a good is fasting, and how it is a most powerful shield against
the devil; and that aer baptism thou shouldst give thyself up,
not to luxury, but to fasting; for this cause Christ fasted, not
as needing it Himself, but as teaching us.”

irdly, because aer the fast, hunger followed, which
made the devil dare to approach Him, as already stated (a. 1,
ad 1). Now, when “our Lord was hungry,” says Hilary (Su-
per Matth. iii), “it was not because He was overcome by want
of food, but because He abandoned His manhood to its na-

ture. For the devil was to be conquered, not by God, but by
the flesh.”WhereforeChrysostom too says: “He proceeded no
farther than Moses and Elias, lest His assumption of our flesh
might seem incredible.”

Reply to Objection 1. It was becoming for Christ not to
adopt an extreme form of austere life in order to showHimself
outwardly in conformity with those to whom He preached.
Now, no one should take up the office of preacher unless he
be already cleansed and perfect in virtue, according to what is
said of Christ, that “Jesus began to do and to teach” (Acts 1:1).
Consequently, immediately aer His baptism Christ adopted
an austere form of life, in order to teach us the need of taming
the flesh before passing on to the office of preaching, according
to the Apostle (1 Cor. 9:27): “I chastise my body, and bring it
into subjection, lest perhaps when I have preached to others, I
myself should become a castaway.”

Reply to Objection 2. ese words of Mark may be un-
derstood as meaning that “He was in the desert forty days and
forty nights,” and that He fasted during that time: and the
words, “and He was tempted by Satan,” may be taken as refer-
ring, not to the time during which He fasted, but to the time
that followed: since Matthew says that “aer He had fasted
forty days and forty nights, aerwards He was hungry,” thus
affording the devil a pretext for approaching Him. And so the
words that follow, and the angels ministered to Him, are to be
taken in sequence, which is clear from the words of Matthew
(4:11): “en the devil le Him,” i.e. aer the temptation,
“and behold angels came and ministered to Him.” And as to
the words inserted by Mark, “and He was with the beasts,”
according to Chrysostom (Hom. xiii in Matth.), they are set
down in order to describe the desert as being impassable to
man and full of beasts.

On the other hand, according to Bede’s exposition of Mk.
1:12,13, our Lordwas tempted forty days and forty nights. But
this is not to be understood of the visible temptations which
are related by Matthew and Luke, and occurred aer the fast,
but of certain other assaults which perhaps Christ suffered
from the devil during that time of His fast.

Reply to Objection 3. As Ambrose says on Lk. 4:13, the
devil departed fromChrist “for a time, because, later on, he re-
turned, not to temptHim, but to assailHimopenly”—namely,
at the time of His Passion. Nevertheless, He seemed in this
later assault to tempt Christ to dejection and hatred of His
neighbor; just as in the desert he had tempted Him to glut-
tonous pleasure and idolatrous contempt of God.
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IIIa q. 41 a. 4Whether the mode and order of the temptation were becoming?

Objection 1. It would seem that the mode and order of
the temptation were unbecoming. For the devil tempts in or-
der to induce us to sin. But if Christ had assuaged His bod-
ily hunger by changing the stones into bread, He would not
have sinned; just as neither didHe sinwhenHemultiplied the
loaves, which was no less a miracle, in order to succor the hun-
gry crowd. erefore it seems that this was nowise a tempta-
tion.

Objection 2. Further, a counselor is inconsistent if he per-
suades the contrary to what he intends. But when the devil
set Christ on a pinnacle of the Temple, he purposed to tempt
Him to pride or vainglory. erefore it was inconsistent to
urge Him to cast Himself thence: for this would be contrary
to pride or vainglory, which always seeks to rise.

Objection 3. Further, one temptation should lead to one
sin. But in the temptation on the mountain he counseled two
sins—namely, covetousness and idolatry. erefore the mode
of the temptation was unfitting.

Objection 4.Further, temptations are ordained to sin. But
there are seven deadly sins, as we have stated in the Ia IIae,
q. 84, a. 4. But the tempter only deals with three, viz. gluttony,
vainglory, and covetousness. erefore the temptation seems
to have been incomplete.

Objection 5. Further, aer overcoming all the vices, man
is still tempted to pride or vainglory: since pride “worms itself
in stealthily, and destroys even good works,” as Augustine says
(Ep. ccxi). erefore Matthew unfittingly gives the last place
to the temptation to covetousness on the mountain, and the
second place to the temptation to vainglory in the Temple, es-
pecially since Luke puts them in the reverse order.

Objection 6.Further, Jerome says onMat. 4:4 that “Christ
purposed to overcome the devil by humility, not by might.”
erefore He should not have repulsed him with a haughty
rebuke, saying: “Begone, Satan.”

Objection 7. Further, the gospel narrative seems to be
false. For it seems impossible that Christ could have been set
on a pinnacle of the Temple without being seen by others. Nor
is there to be found a mountain so high that all the world can
be seen from it, so that all the kingdoms of the earth could
be shown to Christ from its summit. It seems, therefore, that
Christ’s temptation is unfittingly described.

On the contrary is the authority of Scripture.
I answer that, e temptation which comes from the en-

emy takes the form of a suggestion, as Gregory says (Hom. xvi
in Evang.). Now a suggestion cannot be made to everybody in
the same way; it must arise from those things towards which
each one has an inclination. Consequently the devil does not
straight away tempt the spiritual man to grave sins, but he
begins with lighter sins, so as gradually to lead him to those
of greater magnitude. Wherefore Gregory (Moral. xxxi), ex-
pounding Job 39:25, “He smelleth the battle afar off, the en-
couraging of the captains and the shouting of the army,” says:

“e captains are fittingly described as encouraging, and the
army as shouting. Because vices begin by insinuating them-
selves into the mind under some specious pretext: then they
come on the mind in such numbers as to drag it into all sorts
of folly, deafening it with their bestial clamor.”

us, too, did the devil set about the temptation of the first
man. For at first he enticed his mind to consent to the eating
of the forbidden fruit, saying (Gn. 3:1): “Why hathGod com-
manded you that you should not eat of every tree of paradise?”
Secondly [he tempted him] to vainglory by saying: “Your eyes
shall be opened.”irdly, he led the temptation to the extreme
height of pride, saying: “You shall be as gods, knowing good
and evil.” is same order did he observe in tempting Christ.
For at first he tempted Him to that which men desire, how-
ever spiritual they may be—namely, the support of the corpo-
real nature by food. Secondly, he advanced to that matter in
which spiritual men are sometimes found wanting, inasmuch
as they do certain things for show, which pertains to vainglory.
irdly, he led the temptation on to that in which no spiri-
tual men, but only carnal men, have a part—namely, to desire
worldly riches and fame, to the extent of holding God in con-
tempt. And so in the first two temptations he said: “If ou
be the Son of God”; but not in the third, which is inapplicable
to spiritual men, who are sons of God by adoption, whereas it
does apply to the two preceding temptations.

And Christ resisted these temptations by quoting the au-
thority of the Law, not by enforcing His power, “so as to give
more honor toHis human nature and a greater punishment to
His adversary, since the foe of the human race was vanquished,
not as by God, but as by man”; as Pope Leo says (Serm. 1, De
Quadrag. 3).

Reply to Objection 1. To make use of what is needful for
self-support is not the sin of gluttony; but if aman do anything
inordinate out of the desire for such support, it can pertain to
the sin of gluttony. Now it is inordinate for a man who has hu-
man assistance at his command to seek to obtain foodmiracu-
lously for mere bodily support. Hence the Lord miraculously
provided the children of Israel withmanna in the desert, where
there was no means of obtaining food otherwise. And in like
fashion Christ miraculously provided the crowds with food
in the desert, when there was no other means of getting food.
But in order to assuageHis hunger, He could have done other-
wise than work a miracle, as did John the Baptist, according to
Matthew (3:4); or He could have hastened to the neighboring
country. Consequently the devil esteemed that if Christ was a
mereman,Hewould fall into sin by attempting to assuageHis
hunger by a miracle.

Reply toObjection 2. It oen happens that aman seeks to
derive glory from external humiliation, whereby he is exalted
by reason of spiritual good. Hence Augustine says (De Serm.
Dom. in Monte ii, 12): “It must be noted that it is possible to
boast not only of the beauty and splendor of material things,
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but evenof filthy squalor.”And this is signifiedby the devil urg-
ing Christ to seek spiritual glory by casting His body down.

Reply to Objection 3. It is a sin to desire worldly riches
and honors in an inordinate fashion. And the principal sign of
this is when a man does something wrong in order to acquire
such things. And so the devil was not satisfied with instigating
to a desire for riches and honors, but he went so far as to tempt
Christ, for the sake of gaining possession of these things, to fall
down and adore him, which is a very great crime, and against
God. Nor does he say merely, “if ou wilt adore me,” but he
adds, “if, falling down”; because, as Ambrose says on Lk. 4:5:
“Ambition harbors yet another danger within itself: for, while
seeking to rule, it will serve; it will bow in submission that it
may be crowned with honor; and the higher it aims, the lower
it abases itself.”

In like manner [the devil] in the preceding temptations
tried to lead [Christ] from the desire of one sin to the com-
mission of another; thus from the desire of food he tried to
lead Him to the vanity of the needless working of a miracle;
and from the desire of glory to tempt God by casting Himself
headlong.

Reply toObjection4.AsAmbrose says onLk. 4:13, Scrip-
turewould not have said that “ ‘all the temptation being ended,
the devil departed from Him,’ unless the matter of all sins
were included in the three temptations already related. For the
causes of temptations are the causes of desires”—namely, “lust
of the flesh, hope of glory, eagerness for power.”

Reply to Objection 5. As Augustine says (De Consensu
Evang. ii): “It is not certain which happened first; whether the

kingdoms of the earthwere first shown toHim, and aerwards
He was set on the pinnacle of the Temple; or the latter first,
and the former aerwards. However, it matters not, provided
it be made clear that all these things did take place.” It may be
that the Evangelists set these things in different orders, because
sometimes cupidity arises from vainglory, sometimes the re-
verse happens.

Reply to Objection 6. When Christ had suffered the
wrong of being tempted by the devil saying, “If ou be the
Son of God cast yself down,” He was not troubled, nor did
He upbraid the devil. But when the devil usurped to himself
the honor due to God, saying, “All these things will I give
ee, if, falling down, ou wilt adore me,” He was exasper-
ated, and repulsed him, saying, “Begone, Satan”: thatwemight
learn from His example to bear bravely insults leveled at our-
selves, but not to allow ourselves so much as to listen to those
which are aimed at God.

Reply to Objection 7. As Chrysostom says (Hom. v in
Matth.): “e devil set Him” (on a pinnacle of the Temple)
“that He might be seen by all, whereas, unawares to the devil,
He acted in such sort that He was seen by none.”

In regard to thewords, “ ‘He showedHimall the kingdoms
of the world, and the glory of them,’ we are not to understand
thatHe saw the very kingdoms,with the cities and inhabitants,
their gold and silver: but that the devil pointed out the quar-
ters in which each kingdom or city lay, and set forth toHim in
words their glory and estate.” Or, again, as Origen says (Hom.
xxx in Luc.), “he showed Him how, by means of the various
vices, he was the lord of the world.”
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T P, Q 42
Of Christ’s Doctrine
(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider Christ’s doctrine, about which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ should have preached to the Jews only, or to the Gentiles also?
(2) Whether in preaching He should have avoided the opposition of the Jews?
(3) Whether He should have preached in an open or in a hidden manner?
(4) Whether He should have preached by word only, or also by writing?

Concerning the time when He began to teach, we have spoken above when treating of His baptism (q. 29, a. 3).

IIIa q. 42 a. 1Whether Christ should have preached not only to the Jews, but also to the Gentiles?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should have
preached not only to the Jews, but also to the Gentiles. For
it is written (Is. 49:6): “It is a small thing that thou shouldst be
My servant to raise up the tribes of Israel [Vulg.: ‘Jacob’] and to
convert the dregs of Jacob [Vulg.: ‘Israel’]: behold, I have given
thee to be the light of theGentiles, that thoumayest bemy sal-
vation even to the farthest part of the earth.” But Christ gave
light and salvation through His doctrine. erefore it seems
that it was “a small thing” that He preached to Jews alone, and
not to the Gentiles.

Objection 2. Further, as it is written (Mat. 7:29): “He
was teaching them as one having power.” Now the power of
doctrine is made more manifest in the instruction of those
who, like the Gentiles, have received no tidings whatever;
hence the Apostle says (Rom. 15:20): “I have so preached the
[Vulg.: ‘this’] gospel, notwhereChristwasnamed, lest I should
build upon anotherman’s foundation.”ereforemuch rather
should Christ have preached to the Gentiles than to the Jews.

Objection 3. Further, it is more useful to instruct many
than one. ButChrist instructed some individualGentiles, such
as the Samaritan woman (Jn. 4) and the Chananaean woman
(Mat. 15). Much more reason, therefore, was there for Christ
to preach to the Gentiles in general.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Mat. 15:24): “I was not
sent but to the sheep that are lost of the house of Israel.” And
(Rom. 10:15) it is written: “How shall they preach unless they
be sent?” erefore Christ should not have preached to the
Gentiles.

I answer that, It was fitting that Christ’s preaching,
whether through Himself or through His apostles, should be
directed at first to the Jews alone. First, in order to show that by
His coming the promises were fulfilled which had been made
to the Jews of old, and not to the Gentiles. us the Apostle
says (Rom. 15:8): “I say that Christ…was minister of the cir-
cumcision,” i.e. the apostle and preacher of the Jews, “for the
truth of God, to confirm the promises made unto the fathers.”

Secondly, in order to show that His coming was of God;

because, as is written Rom. 13:1: “ose things which are of
God are well ordered [Vulg.: ‘those that are, are ordained of
God’]”*. Now the right order demanded that the doctrine of
Christ should bemade known first to the Jews, who, by believ-
ing in andworshiping oneGod,were nearer toGod, and that it
should be transmitted through them to the Gentiles: just as in
the heavenly hierarchy theDivine enlightenment comes to the
lower angels through the higher. Hence on Mat. 15:24, “I was
not sent but to the sheep that are lost in the house of Israel,”
Jerome says: “He does not mean by this that He was not sent
to the Gentiles, but that He was sent to the Jews first.” And so
we read (Is. 66:19): “I will send of them that shall be saved,” i.e.
of the Jews, “to the Gentiles…and they shall declare My glory
unto the Gentiles.”

irdly, in order to deprive the Jews of ground for quib-
bling. Hence on Mat. 10:5, “Go ye not into the way of the
Gentiles.” Jerome says: “It behooved Christ’s coming to be an-
nounced to the Jews first, lest they should have a valid excuse,
and say that they had rejected our Lord because He had sent
His apostles to the Gentiles and Samaritans.”

Fourthly, because it was through the triumph of the cross
that Christ merited power and lordship over the Gentiles.
Hence it is written (Apoc. 2:26,28): “He that shall over-
come…I will give him power over the nations…as I also have
received of My Father”; and that because He became “obedi-
ent unto the death of the cross, God hath exalted Him…that
in the name of Jesus every knee should bow…” and that “ev-
ery tongue should confess Him” (Phil. 2:8-11). Consequently
He did not wish His doctrine to be preached to the Gentiles
before His Passion: it was aer His Passion that He said to
His disciples (Mat. 28:19): “Going, teach ye all nations.” For
this reason it was that when, shortly before His Passion, cer-
tain Gentiles wished to see Jesus, He said: “Unless the grain
of wheat falling into the ground dieth, itself remaineth alone:
but if it die it bringeth forthmuch fruit” ( Jn. 12:20-25); and as
Augustine says, commenting on this passage: “He calledHim-
self the grain of wheat that must be mortified by the unbelief

* See Scriptural Index on this passage.
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of the Jews, multiplied by the faith of the nations.”
Reply toObjection 1.Christ was given to be the light and

salvation of the Gentiles throughHis disciples, whomHe sent
to preach to them.

Reply to Objection 2. It is a sign, not of lesser, but of
greater power to do something by means of others rather than
by oneself. And thus the Divine power of Christ was specially
shown in this, that He bestowed on the teaching of His disci-
ples such a power that they converted the Gentiles to Christ,
although these had heard nothing of Him.

Now the power of Christ’s teaching is to be considered in
the miracles by which He confirmed His doctrine, in the effi-

cacy of His persuasion, and in the authority of His words, for
He spoke as beingHimself above theLawwhenHe said: “But I
say to you” (Mat. 5:22,28,32,34,39,44); and, again, in the force
of His righteousness shown in His sinless manner of life.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as it was unfitting that Christ
should at the outset make His doctrine known to the Gentiles
equally with the Jews, in order that He might appear as be-
ing sent to the Jews, as to the first-born people; so neither was
it fitting for Him to neglect the Gentiles altogether, lest they
should be deprived of the hope of salvation. For this reason
certain individual Gentiles were admitted, on account of the
excellence of their faith and devotedness.

IIIa q. 42 a. 2Whether Christ should have preached to the Jews without offending them?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should have
preached to the Jews without offending them. For, as Augus-
tine says (De Agone Christ. xi): “In the Man Jesus Christ, a
model of life is given us by the Son of God.” But we should
avoid offending not only the faithful, but even unbelievers, ac-
cording to 1 Cor. 10:32: “Be without offense to the Jews, and
to theGentiles, and to theChurch of God.”erefore it seems
that, in His teaching, Christ should also have avoided giving
offense to the Jews.

Objection 2. Further, no wise man should do anything
that will hinder the result of his labor. Now through the dis-
turbance which His teaching occasioned among the Jews, it
was deprived of its results; for it is written (Lk. 11:53,54) that
when our Lord reproved the Pharisees and Scribes, they “be-
gan vehemently to urgeHim, end to oppressHis mouth about
many things; lying inwait forHim, and seeking to catch some-
thing from His mouth, that they might accuse Him.” It seems
therefore unfitting that He should have given them offense by
His teaching.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Tim. 5:1): “An
ancient man rebuke not; but entreat him as a father.” But the
priests and princes of the Jews were the elders of that people.
erefore it seems that they should not have been rebuked
with severity.

On the contrary, It was foretold (Is. 8:14) that Christ
would be “for a stone of stumbling and for a rock of offense
to the two houses of Israel.”

I answer that, e salvation of the multitude is to be
preferred to the peace of any individuals whatsoever. Conse-
quently, when certain ones, by their perverseness, hinder the
salvation of themultitude, the preacher and the teacher should
not fear to offend those men, in order that he may insure the

salvation of the multitude. Now the Scribes and Pharisees and
the princes of the Jews were by their malice a considerable hin-
drance to the salvation of the people, both because they op-
posed themselves to Christ’s doctrine, which was the only way
to salvation, and because their evil ways corrupted the morals
of the people. For which reason our Lord, undeterred by their
taking offense, publicly taught the truthwhich they hated, and
condemned their vices. Hence we read (Mat. 15:12,14) that
when the disciples of our Lord said: “Dostouknow that the
Pharisees, when they heard this word, were scandalized?” He
answered: “Let them alone: they are blind and leaders of the
blind; and if the blind lead the blind, both fall into the pit.”

Reply to Objection 1. A man ought so to avoid giving of-
fense, as neither by wrong deed or word to be the occasion of
anyone’s downfall. “But if scandal arise from truth, the scandal
should be borne rather than the truth be set aside,” as Gregory
says (Hom. vii in Ezech.).

Reply to Objection 2. By publicly reproving the Scribes
and Pharisees, Christ promoted rather than hindered the ef-
fect of His teaching. Because when the people came to know
the vices of thosemen, they were less inclined to be prejudiced
against Christ by hearing what was said of Him by the Scribes
and Pharisees, who were ever withstanding His doctrine.

Reply to Objection 3. is saying of the Apostle is to be
understood of those elders whose years are reckoned not only
in age and authority, but also in probity; according to Num.
11:16: “Gather unto Me seventy men of the ancients of Israel,
whom thou knowest to be ancients…of the people.” But if by
sinning openly they turn the authority of their years into an
instrument of wickedness, they should be rebuked openly and
severely, as also Daniel says (Dan. 13:52): “O thou that art
grown old in evil days,” etc.
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IIIa q. 42 a. 3Whether Christ should have taught all things openly?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
taught all things openly. For we read that He taught many
things to His disciples apart: as is seen clearly in the sermon
at the Supper. Wherefore He said: “at which you heard in
the ear in the chambers shall be preached on the housetops”*.
erefore He did not teach all things openly.

Objection 2. Further, the depths of wisdom should not be
expounded save to the perfect, according to 1 Cor. 2:6: “We
speak wisdom among the perfect.” NowChrist’s doctrine con-
tained the most profound wisdom. erefore it should not
have been made known to the imperfect crowd.

Objection 3. Further, it comes to the same, to hide the
truth, whether by saying nothing or by making use of a lan-
guage that is difficult to understand. Now Christ, by speaking
to the multitudes a language they would not understand, hid
from them the truth that He preached; since “without para-
bles He did not speak to them” (Mat. 13:34). In the same way,
therefore, He could have hidden it from them by saying noth-
ing at all.

On the contrary,He says Himself ( Jn. 18:20): “In secret I
have spoken nothing.”

I answer that, Anyone’s doctrine may be hidden in three
ways. First, on the part of the intention of the teacher, who
does not wish tomake his doctrine known tomany, but rather
to hide it. And this may happen in two ways—sometimes
through envy on the part of the teacher, who desires to excel
in his knowledge, wherefore he is unwilling to communicate
it to others. But this was not the case with Christ, in whose
person the following words are spoken (Wis. 7:13): “Which
I have learned without guile, and communicate without envy,
andher riches I hidenot.”But sometimes this happens through
the vileness of the things taught; thus Augustine says on Jn.
16:12: “ere are some things so bad that no sort of human
modesty can bear them.” Wherefore of heretical doctrine it is
written (Prov. 9:17): “Stolenwaters are sweeter.”Now,Christ’s
doctrine is “not of error nor of uncleanness” (1 ess. 2:3).
Wherefore our Lord says (Mk. 4:21): “Doth a candle,” i.e. true
and pure doctrine, “come in to be put under a bushel?”

Secondly, doctrine is hidden because it is put before few.
And thus, again, didChrist teachnothing in secret: forHepro-
pounded His entire doctrine either to the whole crowd or to
His disciples gathered together. Hence Augustine says on Jn.
18:20: “How can it be said that He speaks in secret when He
speaks before so many men?…especially if what He says to few
He wishes through them to be made known to many?”

irdly, doctrine is hidden, as to the manner in which it
is propounded. And thus Christ spoke certain things in secret

to the crowds, by employing parables in teaching them spiri-
tual mysteries which they were either unable or unworthy to
grasp: and yet it was better for them to be instructed in the
knowledge of spiritual things, albeit hidden under the garb of
parables, than to be deprived of it altogether. Nevertheless our
Lord expounded the open and unveiled truth of these parables
toHis disciples, so that theymight hand it down tootherswor-
thy of it; according to 2Tim. 2:2: “e things which thou hast
heard of me by many witnesses, the same command to faithful
men, who shall be fit to teach others.” is is foreshadowed,
Num. 4, where the sons of Aaron are commanded to wrap up
the sacred vessels that were to be carried by the Levites.

Reply toObjection 1.AsHilary says, commenting on the
passage quoted, “we do not read that our Lord was wont to
preach at night, and expoundHis doctrine in the dark: butHe
says this because His speech is darkness to the carnal-minded,
andHiswords are night to the unbeliever.Hismeaning, there-
fore, is that whatever He said we also should say in the midst
of unbelievers, by openly believing and professing it.”

Or, according to Jerome, He speaks comparatively—that
is to say, because He was instructing them in Judea, which was
a small place compared with the whole world, where Christ’s
doctrine was to be published by the preaching of the apostles.

Reply to Objection 2. By His doctrine our Lord did not
make known all the depths ofHis wisdom, neither to themul-
titudes, nor, indeed, to His disciples, to whom He said ( Jn.
16:12): “I have yet many things to say to you, but you can-
not bear them now.” Yet whatever things out of His wisdom
He judged it right to make known to others, He expounded,
not in secret, but openly; although He was not understood by
all. Hence Augustine says on Jn. 18:20: “We must understand
this, ‘I have spoken openly to the world,’ as though our Lord
had said, ‘Many have heardMe’…and, again, it was not ‘openly,’
because they did not understand.”

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, our Lord spoke to
the multitudes in parables, because they were neither able nor
worthy to receive the naked truth, which He revealed to His
disciples.

And when it is said that “without parables He did not
speak to them,” according to Chrysostom (Hom. xlvii in
Matth.), we are to understand this of that particular sermon,
since on other occasions He said many things to the multi-
tude without parables. Or, as Augustine says (De Qq. Evang.,
qu. xvii), this means, “not that He spoke nothing literally, but
that He scarcely ever spoke without introducing a parable, al-
though He also spoke some things in the literal sense.”

* St. omas, probably quoting from memory, combines Mat. 10:27 with Lk. 12:3.
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IIIa q. 42 a. 4Whether Christ should have committed His doctrine to writing?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should have com-
mittedHis doctrine towriting. For the purpose of writing is to
hand down doctrine to posterity. Now Christ’s doctrine was
destined to endure for ever, according to Lk. 21:33: “Heaven
and earth shall pass away, but My words shall not pass away.”
erefore it seems that Christ should have committed His
doctrine to writing.

Objection 2. Further, the Old Law was a foreshadowing
of Christ, according to Heb. 10:1: “e Law has [Vulg.: ‘hav-
ing’] a shadow of the good things to come.” Now the Old Law
was put into writing by God, according to Ex. 24:12: “I will
give thee” two “tables of stone and the law, and the command-
ments which I have written.” erefore it seems that Christ
also should have put His doctrine into writing.

Objection 3. Further, to Christ, who came to enlighten
them that sit in darkness (Lk. 1:79), it belonged to remove oc-
casions of error, and to open out the road to faith. Now He
would have done this by putting His teaching into writing:
for Augustine says (De Consensu Evang. i) that “some there
are who wonder why our Lord wrote nothing, so that we have
to believe what others have written about Him. Especially do
those pagans ask this question who dare not blame or blas-
pheme Christ, and who ascribe to Him most excellent, but
merely human, wisdom. ese say that the disciples made out
the Master to be more than He really was when they said that
He was the Son of God and the Word of God, by whom all
thingsweremade.”And farther onhe adds: “It seems as though
they were prepared to believe whateverHemight have written
of Himself, but not what others at their discretion published
about Him.” erefore it seems that Christ should have Him-
self committed His doctrine to writing.

On the contrary, No books written by Him were to be
found in the canon of Scripture.

I answer that, It was fitting that Christ should not com-
mit His doctrine to writing. First, on account of His dignity:
for the more excellent the teacher, the more excellent should
be his manner of teaching. Consequently it was fitting that
Christ, as the most excellent of teachers, should adopt that
manner of teaching whereby His doctrine is imprinted on the
hearts of His hearers; wherefore it is written (Mat. 7:29) that
“He was teaching them as one having power.” And so it was
that among the Gentiles, Pythagoras and Socrates, who were
teachers of great excellence, were unwilling to write anything.
For writings are ordained, as to an end, unto the imprinting of
doctrine in the hearts of the hearers.

Secondly, on account of the excellence ofChrist’s doctrine,
which cannot be expressed in writing; according to Jn. 21:25:

“ere are also many other things which Jesus did: which, if
theywerewritten everyone, theworld itself, I think,would not
be able to contain the books that should be written.” Which
Augustine explains by saying: “We are not to believe that in re-
spect of space the world could not contain them…but that by
the capacity of the readers they could not be comprehended.”
And if Christ had committed His doctrine to writing, men
would have had no deeper thought of His doctrine than that
which appears on the surface of the writing.

irdly, that His doctrine might reach all in an orderly
manner: Himself teaching His disciples immediately, and
they subsequently teaching others, by preaching and writing:
whereas if He Himself had written, His doctrine would have
reached all immediately.

Hence it is said of Wisdom (Prov. 9:3) that “she hath sent
her maids to invite to the tower.” It is to be observed, however,
that, as Augustine says (De Consensu Evang. i), some of the
Gentiles thought that Christ wrote certain books treating of
the magic art whereby He worked miracles: which art is con-
demned by the Christian learning. “And yet they who claim
to have read those books of Christ do none of those things
which theymarvel atHis doing according to those samebooks.
Moreover, it is by a Divine judgment that they err so far as to
assert that these books were, as it were, entitled as letters to
Peter and Paul, for that they found them in several places de-
picted in company with Christ. No wonder that the inventors
were deceived by the painters: for as long as Christ lived in the
mortal flesh with His disciples, Paul was no disciple of His.”

Reply toObjection1.AsAugustine says in the samebook:
“Christ is the head of all His disciples who are members of
His body. Consequently, when they put into writing what He
showed forth and said to them, by no means must we say that
He wrote nothing: since His members put forth that which
they knew under His dictation. For at His command they, be-
ingHis hands, as it were, wrote whateverHe wished us to read
concerning His deeds and words.”

Reply to Objection 2. Since the old Law was given under
the form of sensible signs, therefore alsowas it fittingly written
with sensible signs. But Christ’s doctrine, which is “the law of
the spirit of life” (Rom. 8:2), had to be “written not with ink,
butwith the Spirit of the livingGod; not in tables of stone, but
in the fleshly tables of the heart,” as the Apostle says (2 Cor.
3:3).

Reply to Objection 3. ose who were unwilling to be-
lieve what the apostles wrote of Christ would have refused to
believe the writings of Christ, whom they deemed to work
miracles by the magic art.
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T P, Q 43
Of the Miracles Worked by Christ, in General

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the miracles worked by Christ: (1) In general; (2) Specifically, of each kind of miracle; (3) In partic-
ular, of His transfiguration.

Concerning the first, there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ should have worked miracles?
(2) Whether He worked them by Divine power?
(3) When did He begin to work miracles?
(4) Whether His miracles are a sufficient proof of His Godhead?

IIIa q. 43 a. 1Whether Christ should have worked miracles?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
worked miracles. For Christ’s deeds should have been consis-
tent with His words. But He Himself said (Mat. 16:4): “A
wicked and adulterous generation seeketh aer a sign; and a
sign shall not be given it, but the sign of Jonas the prophet.”
erefore He should not have worked miracles.

Objection2.Further, just asChrist, atHis second coming,
is to come “with” great power and majesty, as is written Mat.
24:30, so at His first coming He came in infirmity, according
to Is. 53:3: “A man of sorrows and acquainted with infirmity.”
But theworking ofmiracles belongs to power rather than to in-
firmity. erefore it was not fitting that He should work mir-
acles in His first coming.

Objection3.Further,Christ came thatHemight savemen
by faith; according toHeb. 12:2: “Looking on Jesus, the author
and finisher of faith.” But miracles lessen the merit of faith;
hence our Lord says ( Jn. 4:48): “Unless you see signs andwon-
ders youbelieve not.”erefore it seems thatChrist shouldnot
have worked miracles.

On the contrary, It was said in the person of His adver-
saries ( Jn. 11:47): “What do we; for this man doth many mir-
acles?”

I answer that, God enables man to work miracles for two
reasons. First and principally, in confirmation of the doctrine
that a man teaches. For since those things which are of faith
surpass human reason, they cannot be proved by human ar-
guments, but need to be proved by the argument of Divine
power: so that when a man does works that God alone can do,
we may believe that what he says is from God: just as when a
man is the bearer of letters sealed with the king’s ring, it is to
be believed that what they contain expresses the king’s will.

Secondly, in order tomake knownGod’s presence in aman

by the grace of the Holy Ghost: so that when a man does the
works of God we may believe that God dwells in him by His
grace. Wherefore it is written (Gal. 3:5): “He who giveth to
you the Spirit, and worketh miracles among you.”

Now both these things were to be made known to men
concerning Christ—namely, that God dwelt in Him by grace,
not of adoption, but of union: and that His supernatural doc-
trine was from God. And therefore it was most fitting that He
shouldworkmiracles.WhereforeHeHimself says ( Jn. 10:38):
“ough you will not believe Me, believe the works”; and (Jn.
5:36): “e works which the Father hath given Me to per-
fect…themselves…give testimony to Me.”

Reply to Objection 1. ese words, “a sign shall not be
given it, but the sign of Jonas,” mean, as Chrysostom says
(Hom. xliii in Matth.), that “they did not receive a sign such
as they sought, viz. from heaven”: but not that He gave them
no sign at all. Or that “He worked signs not for the sake of
those whom He knew to be hardened, but to amend others.”
erefore those signs were given, not to them, but to others.

Reply toObjection 2.AlthoughChrist came “in the infir-
mity” of the flesh, which is manifested in the passions, yet He
came “in the power ofGod”*, and this had to bemademanifest
by miracles.

Reply to Objection 3. Miracles lessen the merit of faith
in so far as those are shown to be hard of heart who are un-
willing to believe what is proved from the Scriptures unless
(they are convinced) bymiracles. Yet it is better for them to be
converted to the faith even by miracles than that they should
remain altogether in their unbelief. For it is written (1 Cor.
14:22) that signs are given “to unbelievers,” viz. that they may
be converted to the faith.

* Cf. 2 Cor. 13:4.
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IIIa q. 43 a. 2Whether Christ worked miracles by Divine power?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatChrist did notworkmira-
cles byDivine power. For theDivine power is omnipotent. But
it seems that Christ was not omnipotent in working miracles;
for it is written (Mk. 6:5) that “He could not do any miracles
there,” i.e. in His own country. erefore it seems that He did
not work miracles by Divine power.

Objection 2. Further, God does not pray. But Christ
sometimes prayed when working miracles; as may be seen in
the raising of Lazarus ( Jn. 11:41,42), and in themultiplication
of the loaves, as relatedMat. 14:19.erefore it seems thatHe
did not work miracles by Divine power.

Objection 3. Further, what is done by Divine power can-
not be done by the power of any creature. But the thingswhich
Christ did could be done also by the power of a creature:
wherefore the Pharisees said (Lk. 11:15) that He cast out dev-
ils “by Beelzebub the prince of devils.” erefore it seems that
Christ did not work miracles by Divine power.

On the contrary, our Lord said ( Jn. 14:10): “e Father
who abideth in Me, He doth the works.”

I answer that, as stated in the Ia, q. 110, a. 4, true miracles
cannot be wrought save by Divine power: because God alone
can change the order of nature; and this is what is meant by
a miracle. Wherefore Pope Leo says (Ep. ad Flav. xxviii) that,
while there are two natures in Christ, there is “one,” viz. the
Divine, which shines forth in miracles; and “another,” viz. the
human, “which submits to insults”; yet “each communicates
its actions to the other”: in as far as the human nature is the in-
strument of the Divine action, and the human action receives
power from the Divine Nature, as stated above (q. 19, a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. When it is said that “He could not
do anymiracles there,” it is not to be understood thatHe could
not do them absolutely, but that it was not fitting for Him to
do them: for it was unfitting for Him to work miracles among
unbelievers. Wherefore it is said farther on: “And He won-

dered because of their unbelief.” In like manner it is said (Gn.
18:17): “Can I hide from Abraham what I am about to do?”
and Gn. 19:22: “I cannot do anything till thou go in thither.”

Reply toObjection 2.AsChrysostom says onMat. 14:19,
“He took the five loaves and the two fishes, and, looking up
to heaven, He blessed and brake: It was to be believed of
Him, both that He is of the Father and that He is equal to
Him…erefore that He might prove both, He works mira-
cles now with authority, now with prayer…in the lesser things,
indeed, He looks up to heaven”—for instance, in multiplying
the loaves—“but in the greater, which belong to God alone,
He acts with authority; for example, whenHe forgave sins and
raised the dead.”

When it is said that in raising LazarusHe lied upHis eyes
( Jn. 11:41), this was not because He needed to pray, but be-
cause He wished to teach us how to pray. Wherefore He said:
“Because of the peoplewho stand about have I said it: that they
may believe that ou hast sent Me.”

Reply to Objection 3. Christ cast out demons otherwise
than they are cast out by the power of demons. For demons are
cast out from bodies by the power of higher demons in such a
way that they retain their power over the soul: since the devil
does not work against his own kingdom. On the other hand,
Christ cast out demons, not only from the body, but still more
from the soul. For this reason our Lord rebuked the blasphemy
of the Jews, who said that He cast out demons by the power of
the demons: first, by saying that Satan is not divided against
himself; secondly, by quoting the instance of others who cast
out demons by the Spirit of God; thirdly, because He could
not have cast out a demon unless He had overcome Him by
Divine power; fourthly, because therewas nothing in common
between His works and their effects and those of Satan; since
Satan’s purpose was to “scatter” those whomChrist “gathered”
together*.

IIIa q. 43 a. 3Whether Christ began to work miracles when He changed water into wine at the marriage
feast?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not begin to
work miracles when He changed water into wine at the mar-
riage feast. For we read in the book De Infantia Salvatoris that
Christ worked many miracles in His childhood. But the mira-
cle of changingwater intowine at themarriage feast took place
in the thirtieth or thirty-first year ofHis age.erefore it seems
that it was not then that He began to work miracles.

Objection 2. Further, Christ worked miracles by Divine
power. Now He was possessed of Divine power from the first
moment ofHis conception; for from that instantHewas both
God and man. erefore it seems that He worked miracles
from the very first.

Objection 3. Further, Christ began to gatherHis disciples

aer His baptism and temptation, as related Mat. 4:18 and Jn.
1:35. But the disciples gathered around Him, principally on
account of His miracles: thus it is written (Lk. 5:4) that He
called Peter when “hewas astonished at” themiracle whichHe
had worked in “the draught of fishes.” erefore it seems that
He worked other miracles before that of the marriage feast.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 2:11): “is beginning
of miracles did Jesus in Cana of Galilee.”

I answer that, Christ worked miracles in order to confirm
His doctrine, and in order to show forth His Divine power.
erefore, as to the first, it was unbecoming for Him to work
miracles before He began to teach. And it was unfitting that
He should begin to teach until He reached the perfect age, as

* Cf. Mat. 12:24-30; Mk. 3:22; Lk. 11:15-32.
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we stated above, in speaking of His baptism (q. 39, a. 3 ). But
as to the second, it was right that He should so manifest His
Godhead by working miracles that men should believe in the
reality of His manhood. And, consequently, as Chrysostom
says (Hom. xxi in Joan.), “it was fitting that He should not be-
gin to work wonders fromHis early years: for menwould have
deemed the Incarnation to be imaginary and would have cru-
cified Him before the proper time.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Chrysostom says (Hom. xvii in
Joan.), in regard to the saying of John the Baptist, “ ‘at He
may be made manifest in Israel, therefore am I come baptizing
with water,’ it is clear that the wonders which some pretend to
have been worked by Christ in His childhood are untrue and
fictitious. For hadChristworkedmiracles fromHis early years,
John would by no means have been unacquainted with Him,
norwould the rest of the people have stood inneed of a teacher
to point Him out to them.”

Reply to Objection 2. What the Divine power achieved

in Christ was in proportion to the needs of the salvation of
mankind, the achievement of which was the purpose of His
taking flesh. Consequently He so worked miracles by the Di-
vine power as not to prejudice our belief in the reality of His
flesh.

Reply to Objection 3. e disciples were to be com-
mended precisely because they followed Christ “without hav-
ing seen Him work any miracles,” as Gregory says in a homily
(Hom. v in Evang.). And, as Chrysostom says (Hom. xxiii in
Joan.), “the need for working miracles arose then, especially
when the disciples were already gathered around and attached
to Him, and attentive to what was going on around them.
Hence it is added: ‘And His disciples believed in Him,’ ” not
because they then believed in Him for the first time, but be-
cause then “they believed with greater discernment and per-
fection.”Or they are called “disciples” because “they were to be
disciples later on,” asAugustine observes (DeConsensuEvang.
ii).

IIIa q. 43 a. 4Whether the miracles which Christ worked were a sufficient proof of His Godhead?

Objection 1. It would seem that themiracles whichChrist
worked were not a sufficient proof of His Godhead. For it is
proper to Christ to be both God and man. But the miracles
whichChrist worked have been done by others also.erefore
they were not a sufficient proof of His Godhead.

Objection 2. Further, no power surpasses that of theGod-
head. But some have worked greater miracles than Christ, for
it is written ( Jn. 14:12): “He that believeth in Me, the works
that I do, he also shall do, and greater than these shall he do.”
erefore it seems that the miracles which Christ worked are
not sufficient proof of His Godhead.

Objection 3. Further, the particular is not a sufficient
proof of the universal. But any one ofChrist’smiracles was one
particular work.erefore none of themwas a sufficient proof
of His Godhead, by reason of which He had universal power
over all things.

On the contrary, our Lord said ( Jn. 5:36): “e works
which the Father hath given Me to perfect…themselves…give
testimony of Me.”

I answer that, e miracles which Christ worked were a
sufficient proof of His Godhead in three respects. First, as to
the very nature of the works, which surpassed the entire capa-
bility of created power, and therefore could not be done save
by Divine power. For this reason the blind man, aer his sight
had been restored, said ( Jn. 9:32,33): “From the beginning of
the world it has not been heard, that anyman hath opened the
eyes of one born blind. Unless this man were of God, he could
not do anything.”

Secondly, as to the way in which He worked mira-
cles—namely, because He worked miracles as though of His
own power, and not by praying, as others do. Wherefore it is
written (Lk. 6:19) that “virtue went out fromHim and healed

all.” Whereby it is proved, as Cyril says (Comment. in Lucam)
that “He did not receive power from another, but, being God
by nature, He showed His own power over the sick. And this
is how He worked countless miracles.” Hence on Mat. 8:16:
“He cast out spirits with His word, and all that were sick He
healed,”Chrysostom says: “Markhowgreat amultitude of per-
sons healed, the Evangelists pass quickly over, not mention-
ing one by one…but in one word traversing an unspeakable
sea of miracles.” And thus it was shown that His power was
co-equal with that of God the Father, according to Jn. 5:19:
“What things soever” the Father “doth, these the Sondoth also
in likemanner”; and, again ( Jn. 5:21): “As theFather raisethup
the dead and giveth life, so the Son also giveth life towhomHe
will.”

irdly, from the very fact that He taught that He was
God; for unless this were true it would not be confirmed by
miracles worked by Divine power. Hence it was said (Mk.
1:27): “What is this new doctrine? For with power He com-
mandeth the unclean spirits, and they obey Him.”

Reply to Objection 1. is was the argument of the Gen-
tiles. Wherefore Augustine says (Ep. ad Volusian. cxxxvii):
“No suitable wonders; say they, show forth the presence of so
great majesty, for the ghostly cleansing” whereby He cast out
demons, “the cure of the sick, the raising of the dead to life,
if other miracles be taken into account, are small things be-
fore God.” To this Augustine answers thus: “We own that the
prophets did as much…But even Moses himself and the other
prophets made Christ the Lord the object of their prophecy,
and gave Him great glory…He, therefore, chose to do simi-
lar things to avoid the inconsistency of failing to do what He
had done through others. Yet still He was bound to do some-
thing which no other had done: to be born of a virgin, to rise
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from the dead, and to ascend into heaven. If anyone deem this
a slight thing for God to do, I know not what more he can
expect. Having become man, ought He to have made another
world, that we might believe Him to be Him by whom the
world was made? But in this world neither a greater world
could be made nor one equal to it: and if He had made a
lesser world in comparisonwith this, that toowould have been
deemed a small thing.”

As to the miracles worked by others, Christ did greater
still. Hence on Jn. 15:24: “If I had not done in [Douay:
‘among’] them the works that no other men hath done,” etc.,
Augustine says: “None of the works of Christ seem to be
greater than the raising of the dead: which thing we know the
ancient prophets also did…Yet Christ did some works ‘which
no otherman hath done.’ But we are told in answer that others
did works which He did not, and which none other did…But
to heal with so great a power somany defects and ailments and
grievances ofmortalmen, this we read concerning none soever
of the men of old. To say nothing of those, each of whom by
His bidding, as they came in His way, He made whole…Mark
saith (6:56): ‘Whithersoever He entered, into towns or into
villages or into cities, they laid the sick in the streets, and be-
sought Him that they might touch but the hem of His gar-
ment: and as many as touched Him were made whole.’ ese
things none other did in them; forwhenHe saith ‘In them,’ it is
not to be understood to mean ‘Among them,’ or ‘In their pres-
ence,’ butwholly ‘In them,’ becauseHehealed them…erefore
whatever works He did in them are works that none ever did;
since if ever any other man did any one of them, by His doing
he did it; whereas these works He did, not by their doing, but
by Himself.”

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine explains this passage of
John as follows (Tract. lxxi): “What are these ‘greater works’
which believers in Him would do? at, as they passed by,
their very shadow healed the sick? For it is greater that a
shadow should heal than the hem of a garment…When, how-
ever, He said these words, it was the deeds and works of His
words that He spoke of: for when He said…‘e Father who
abideth in Me, He doth the works,’ what works did He mean,
then, but the words He was speaking?…and the fruits of those

same words was the faith of those (who believed): but when
the disciples preached the Gospel, not some few like those,
but the very nations believed…(Tract. lxxii). Did not that rich
man go away from His presence sorrowful?…and yet aer-
wards, what one individual, having heard from Him, did not,
that many did when He spake by the mouth of His disci-
ples…Behold, He did greater works when spoken of by men
believing than when speaking to men hearing. But there is yet
this difficulty: that He did these ‘greater works’ by the apos-
tles: whereasHe saith asmeaning not only them:…‘He that be-
lieveth in Me’…Listen!…‘He that believeth in Me, the works
that I do, he also shall do’: first, ‘I do,’ then ‘he also shall do,’
because I do that he may do. What works—but that from un-
godly he should bemade righteous?…Which thingChristwor-
keth in him, truly, but not without him. Yes, I may affirm this
to be altogether greater than to create”* “heaven and earth…for
‘heaven and earth shall pass away’; but the salvation and justi-
fication of the predestinate shall remain…But also in the heav-
ens…the angels are the works of Christ: and does that man do
greater works than these, who co-operates with Christ in the
work of his justification?…let him, who can, judge whether it
be greater to create a righteous being than to justify an ungodly
one. Certainly if both are works of equal power, the latter is a
work of greater mercy.”

“But there is no need for us to understand all the works of
Christ, where He saith ‘Greater than these shall he do.’ For by
‘these’ He meant, perhaps, those which He was doing at that
hour: now at that time He was speaking words of faith:…and
certainly it is less to preach words of righteousness, which
thing He did without us, than to justify the ungodly, which
thing He so doth in us that we also do it ourselves.”

Reply to Objection 3. When some particular work is
proper to some agent, then that particular work is a sufficient
proof of the whole power of that agent: thus, since the act of
reasoning is proper to man, the mere fact that someone rea-
sons about any particular proposition proves him to be a man.
In like manner, since it is proper to God to work miracles by
His own power, any single miracle worked by Christ by His
own power is a sufficient proof that He is God.

* e words ‘to create’ are not in the text of St. Augustine.
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T P, Q 44
Of (Christ’s) Miracles Considered Specifically

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider each kind of miracle:

(1) e miracles which He worked in spiritual substances;
(2) e miracles which He worked in heavenly bodies;
(3) e miracles which He worked in man;
(4) e miracles which He worked in irrational creatures.

IIIa q. 44 a. 1Whether those miracles were fitting which Christ worked in spiritual substances?

Objection 1. It would seem that thosemiracles were unfit-
ting which Christ worked in spiritual substances. For among
spiritual substances the holy angels are above the demons; for,
asAugustine says (DeTrin. iii): “e treacherous and sinful ra-
tional spirit of life is ruled by the rational, pious, and just spirit
of life.” But we read of no miracles worked by Christ in the
good angels. erefore neither should He have worked mira-
cles in the demons.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s miracles were ordained to
make known His Godhead. But Christ’s Godhead was not to
bemade known to the demons: since thiswould have hindered
the mystery of His Passion, according to 1 Cor. 2:8: “If they
had known it, they would never have crucified the Lord of
glory.” erefore He should not have worked miracles in the
demons.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s miracles were ordained to
the glory of God: hence it is written (Mat. 9:8) that “the mul-
titudes seeing” that the man sick of the palsy had been healed
by Christ, “feared, and glorified God that gave such power to
men.” But the demons have no part in glorifying God; since
“praise is not seemly in the mouth of a sinner” (Ecclus. 15:9).
For which reason also “He suffered them not to speak” (Mk.
1:34; Lk. 4:41) those things which reflected glory on Him.
erefore it seems that it was unfitting for Him to work mira-
cles in the demons.

Objection 4. Further, Christ’s miracles are ordained to
the salvation of mankind. But sometimes the casting out of
demons frommenwas detrimental toman, in some cases to the
body: thus it is related (Mk. 9:24,25) that a demon at Christ’s
command, “crying out and greatly tearing” theman, “went out
of him; and he became as dead, so that many said: He is dead”;
sometimes also to things: as whenHe sent the demons, at their
own request, into the swine, which they cast headlong into
the sea; wherefore the inhabitants of those parts “besought
Him that He would depart from their coasts” (Mat. 8:31-34).
erefore it seems unfitting that He should have worked such
like miracles.

Onthe contrary, thiswas foretold (Zech. 13:2),where it is
written: “I will take away…the unclean spirit out of the earth.”

I answer that, e miracles worked by Christ were argu-
ments for the faithwhichHe taught.Now, by the power ofHis
Godhead He was to rescue those who would believe in Him,
from the power of the demons; according to Jn. 12:31: “Now
shall the prince of this world be cast out.” Consequently it was
fitting that, among othermiracles,He should also deliver those
who were obsessed by demons.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as men were to be delivered by
Christ from the power of the demons, so by Him were they to
be brought to the companionship of the angels, according to
Col. 1:20: “Making peace through the blood ofHis cross, both
as to the things on earth and the things that are in heaven.”
erefore it was not fitting to show forth to men other mira-
cles as regards the angels, except by angels appearing to men:
as happened in His Nativity, His Resurrection, and His As-
cension.

Reply toObjection 2.AsAugustine says (DeCiv. Dei ix):
“Christ was known to the demons just as much as He willed;
and He willed just as far as there was need. But He was known
to them, not as to the holy angels, by that which is eternal life,
but by certain temporal effects of His power.” First, when they
saw that Christ was hungry aer fasting they deemedHimnot
to be the SonofGod.Hence, onLk. 4:3, “Ifoube the Sonof
God,” etc., Ambrose says: “Whatmeans this way of addressing
Him? save that, though He knew that the Son of God was to
come, yet he did not think that He had come in the weakness
of the flesh?” But aerwards, when he sawHimworkmiracles,
he had a sort of conjectural suspicion that He was the Son of
God. Hence on Mk. 1:24, “I know who ou art, the Holy
one of God,” Chrysostom* says that “he had no certain or firm
knowledge of God’s coming.” Yet he knew that He was “the
Christ promised in the Law,” wherefore it is said (Lk. 4:41)
that “they knew that He was Christ.” But it was rather from
suspicion than from certainty that they confessed Him to be
the Son of God. Hence Bede says on Lk. 4:41: “e demons
confess the Son of God, and, as stated farther on, ‘they knew
that He was Christ.’ For when the devil saw Him weakened by
His fast, He knew Him to be a real man: but when He failed
to overcome Him by temptation, He doubted lest He should

* Victor of Antioch. Cf. Catena Aurea.
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be the Son of God. And now from the power of His miracles
He either knew, or rather suspected that He was the Son of
God. His reason therefore for persuading the Jews to crucify
Him was not that he deemed Him not to be Christ or the Son
of God, but because he did not foresee that he would be the
loser byHis death. For theApostle says of thismystery” (1Cor.
2:7,8), “which is hidden from the beginning, that ‘none of the
princes of this world knew it,’ for if they had known it they
would never have crucified the Lord of glory.”

Reply to Objection 3. e miracles which Christ worked
in expelling demons were for the benefit, not of the demons,
but of men, that they might glorify Him. Wherefore He for-
bade them to speak in His praise. First, to give us an example.
For, as Athanasius says, “He restrained his speech, although he
was confessing the truth; to teach us not to care about such
things, although it may seem that what is said is true. For it is
wrong to seek to learn from the devil when we have the Di-
vine Scripture”: Besides, it is dangerous, since the demons fre-
quentlymix falsehoodwith truth.Or, as Chrysostom* says: “It
was notmeet for them tousurp the prerogative of the apostolic
office. Nor was it fitting that the mystery of Christ should be
proclaimed by a corrupt tongue” because “praise is not seemly
in the mouth of a sinner”†. irdly, because, as Bede says, “He
did not wish the envy of the Jews to be aroused thereby”‡.
Hence “even the apostles are commanded to be silent about
Him, lest, if His Divine majesty were proclaimed, the gi of

His Passion should be deferred.”
Reply to Objection 4. Christ came specially to teach and

to workmiracles for the good ofman, and principally as to the
salvation of his soul. Consequently, He allowed the demons,
that He cast out, to do man some harm, either in his body
or in his goods, for the salvation of man’s soul—namely, for
man’s instruction. Hence Chrysostom says on Mat. 8:32 that
Christ let the demons depart into the swine, “not as yield-
ing to the demons, but first, to show …how harmful are the
demons who attack men; secondly, that all might learn that
the demons would not dare to hurt even the swine, except He
allow them; thirdly, that they would have treated those men
more grievously than they treated the swine, unless they had
been protected by God’s providence.”

And for the same motives He allowed the man, who was
being delivered from the demons, to suffer grievously for the
moment; yet did He release him at once from that distress. By
this, moreover, we are taught, as Bede says on Mk. 9:25, that
“oen, when aer falling into sin we strive to return to God,
we experience further and more grievous attacks from the old
enemy. is he does, either that he may inspire us with a dis-
taste for virtue, or that hemay avenge the shameof having been
cast out.” For the man who was healed “became as dead,” says
Jerome, “because to those who are healed it is said, ‘You are
dead; and your life is hid with Christ in God’ ” (Col. 3:3)

IIIa q. 44 a. 2Whether it was fitting that Christ should work miracles in the heavenly bodies?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was unfitting that
Christ should work miracles in the heavenly bodies. For, as
Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv), “it beseems Divine providence
not to destroy, but to preserve, nature.” Now, the heavenly
bodies are by nature incorruptible and unchangeable, as is
proved De Coelo i. erefore it was unfitting that Christ
should cause any change in the order of the heavenly bodies.

Objection 2. Further, the course of time is marked out by
the movement of the heavenly bodies, according to Gn. 1:14:
“Let there be lights made in the firmament of heaven…and let
them be for signs, and for seasons, and for days and years.”
Consequently if the movement of the heavenly bodies be
changed, the distinction and order of the seasons is changed.
But there is no report of this having been perceived by as-
tronomers, “who gaze at the stars and observe the months,” as
it is written (Is. 47:13). erefore it seems that Christ did not
work any change in the movements of the heavenly bodies.

Objection 3. Further, it was more fitting that Christ
shouldworkmiracles in life andwhen teaching, than in death:
both because, as it is written (2 Cor. 13:4), “He was cruci-
fied through weakness, yet He liveth by the power of God,” by
which He worked miracles; and because His miracles were in
confirmation of His doctrine. But there is no record of Christ

having worked any miracles in the heavenly bodies during His
lifetime: nay, more; when the Pharisees asked Him to give “a
sign from heaven,” He refused, as Matthew relates (12,16).
erefore it seems that neither in His death should He have
worked any miracles in the heavenly bodies.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 23:44,45): “ere was
darkness over all the earth until the ninth hour; and the sun
was darkened.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 43, a. 4) it behooved
Christ’s miracles to be a sufficient proof ofHisGodhead.Now
this is not so sufficiently proved by changes wrought in the
lower bodies, which changes can be brought about by other
causes, as it is by changes wrought in the course of the heav-
enly bodies, which have been established by God alone in an
unchangeable order. is is what Dionysius says in his epistle
to Polycarp: “We must recognize that no alteration can take
place in the order end movement of the heavens that is not
caused by Him who made all and changes all by His word.”
erefore it was fitting that Christ should work miracles even
in the heavenly bodies.

Reply toObjection 1. Just as it is natural to the lower bod-
ies to bemoved by the heavenly bodies, which are higher in the
order of nature, so is it natural to any creature whatsoever to

* Cyril of Alexandria, Comment. in Luc. † Cf.eophylact, Enarr. in Luc.
‡ Bede, Expos. in Luc. iv, 41.
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be changed by God, according to His will. Hence Augustine
says (Contra Faust. xxvi; quoted by the gloss on Rom. 11:24:
“Contrary to nature thou wert graed,” etc.): “God, the Cre-
ator and Author of all natures, does nothing contrary to na-
ture: for whatsoever He does in each thing, that is its nature.”
Consequently the nature of a heavenly body is not destroyed
when God changes its course: but it would be if the change
were due to any other cause.

Reply to Objection 2. e order of the seasons was not
disturbed by the miracle worked by Christ. For, according to
some, this gloom or darkening of the sun, which occurred at
the timeofChrist’s passion,was causedby the sunwithdrawing
its rays, without any change in the movement of the heavenly
bodies, which measures the duration of the seasons. Hence
Jerome says on Mat. 27:45: “It seems as though the ‘greater
light’ withdrew its rays, lest it should look on its Lord hanging
on the Cross, or bestow its radiancy on the impious blasphe-
mers.” And this withdrawal of the rays is not to be understood
as though it were in the sun’s power to send forth or withdraw
its rays: for it sheds its light, not from choice, but by nature,
as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv). But the sun is said to with-
draw its rays in so far as the Divine power caused the sun’s rays
not to reach the earth. On the other hand, Origen says this
was caused by clouds coming between (the earth and the sun).
Hence onMat. 27:45he says: “Wemust therefore suppose that
many large and very dense clouds were massed together over
Jerusalem and the land of Judea; so that it was exceedingly
dark from the sixth to the ninth hour. Hence I am of opin-
ion that, just as the other signs which occurred at the time of
the Passion”—namely, “the rending of the veil, the quaking of
the earth,” etc.—“took place in Jerusalemonly, so this also:…or
if anyone prefer, it may be extended to the whole of Judea,”
since it is said that “ ‘there was darkness over the whole earth,’
which expression refers to the landof Judea, asmaybe gathered
from 3 Kings 18:10, where Abdias says to Elias: ‘As the Lord
thyGod liveth, there is no nation or kingdomwhithermy lord
hath not sent to seek thee’: which shows that they sought him
among the nations in the neighborhood of Judea.”

On this point, however, credence is to be given rather to
Dionysius, who is an eyewitness as to this having occurred
by the moon eclipsing the sun. For he says (Ep. ad Polycarp):
“Without any doubt we saw the moon encroach on the sun,”
he being in Egypt at the time, as he says in the same letter.
And in this he points out four miracles. e first is that the
natural eclipse of the sun by interposition of the moon never
takes place except when the sun and moon are in conjunction.
But then the sun andmoonwere in opposition, it being the fif-
teenth day, since it was the Jewish Passover.Wherefore he says:
“For it was not the time of conjunction.”—e secondmiracle
is that whereas at the sixth hour the moon was seen, together
with the sun, in the middle of the heavens, in the evening it
was seen to be in its place, i.e. in the east, opposite the sun.
Wherefore he says: “Again we saw it,” i.e. the moon, “return
supernaturally into opposition with the sun,” so as to be di-

ametrically opposite, having withdrawn from the sun “at the
ninth hour,” when the darkness ceased, “until evening.” From
this it is clear that the wonted course of the seasons was not
disturbed, because theDivine power caused themoon both to
approach the sun supernaturally at anunwonted season, and to
withdraw from the sun and return to its proper place accord-
ing to the season. e third miracle was that the eclipse of the
sun naturally always begins in that part of the sun which is to
the west and spreads towards the east: and this is because the
moon’s proper movement fromwest to east is more rapid than
that of the sun, and consequently the moon, coming up from
thewest, overtakes the sun and passes it on its eastward course.
But in this case the moon had already passed the sun, and was
distant from it by the length of half the heavenly circle, being
opposite to it: consequently it had to return eastwards towards
the sun, so as to come into apparent contact with it from the
east, and continue in awesterly direction.is is what he refers
towhenhe says: “Moreover,we saw the eclipse begin to the east
and spread towards thewestern edge of the sun,” for it was a to-
tal eclipse, “and aerwards pass away.”e fourthmiracle con-
sisted in this, that in a natural eclipse that part of the sunwhich
is first eclipsed is the first to reappear (because themoon, com-
ing in front of the sun, by its naturalmovement passes on to the
east, so as to come away first from the western portion of the
sun, which was the first part to be eclipsed), whereas in this
case the moon, while returning miraculously from the east to
the west, did not pass the sun so as to be to the west of it: but
having reached the western edge of the sun returned towards
the east: so that the last portion of the sun to be eclipsed was
the first to reappear. Consequently the eclipse began towards
the east, whereas the sun began to reappear towards the west.
And to this he refers by saying: “Again we observed that the
occultation and emersion did not begin from the same point,”
i.e. on the same side of the sun, “but on opposite sides.”

Chrysostomadds a fihmiracle (Hom. lxxxviii inMatth.),
saying that “the darkness in this case lasted for three hours,
whereas an eclipse of the sun lasts but a short time, for it is
soon over, as those know who have seen one.” Hence we are
given to understand that the moon was stationary below the
sun, except we prefer to say that the duration of the darkness
was measured from the first moment of occultation of the sun
to the moment when the sun had completely emerged from
the eclipse.

But, as Origen says (on Mat. 27:45), “against this the chil-
dren of this world object: How is it such a phenomenal occur-
rence is not related by any writer, whether Greek or barbar-
ian?” And he says that someone of the name of Phlegon “re-
lates in his chronicles that this took place during the reign of
Tiberius Caesar, but he does not say that it occurred at the full
moon.” Itmaybe, therefore, that because itwas not the time for
an eclipse, the various astronomers living then throughout the
world were not on the look-out for one, and that they ascribed
this darkness to some disturbance of the atmosphere. But in
Egypt, where clouds are few on account of the tranquillity of
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the air, Dionysius and his companions were considerably as-
tonished so as to make the aforesaid observations about this
darkness.

Reply to Objection 3. en, above all, was there need for
miraculous proof of Christ’s Godhead, when the weakness of
human nature was most apparent inHim.Hence it was that at
His birth a new star appeared in the heavens.WhereforeMax-
imus says (Serm. de Nativ. viii): “If thou disdain the manger,
raise thine eyes a little and gaze on the new star in the heavens,
proclaiming to theworld thebirthof ourLord.”But inHisPas-

sion yet greaterweakness appeared inHismanhood.erefore
there was need for yet greater miracles in the greater lights of
theworld. And, asChrysostom says (Hom. lxxxviii inMatth.):
“is is the sign which He promised to them who sought
for one saying: ‘An evil and adulterous generation seeketh a
sign; and a sign shall not be given it, but the sign of Jonas the
prophet,’ referring toHis Cross…andResurrection…For it was
much more wonderful that this should happen when He was
crucified than when He was walking on earth.”

IIIa q. 44 a. 3Whether Christ worked miracles fittingly on men?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ worked miracles
unfittingly onmen. For inman the soul is ofmore import than
the body.NowChristworkedmanymiracles on bodies, butwe
do not read of His working any miracles on souls: for neither
did He convert any unbelievers to the faith mightily, but by
persuading and convincing themwith outwardmiracles, nor is
it related of Him that He made wise men out of fools. ere-
fore it seems that He worked miracles on men in an unfitting
manner.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (q. 43, a. 2), Christ
worked miracles by Divine power: to which it is proper to
work suddenly, perfectly, and without any assistance. Now
Christ did not always healmen suddenly as to their bodies: for
it is written (Mk. 8:22-25) that, “taking the blind man by the
hand, He led him out of the town; and, spitting upon his eyes,
laying His hands on him, He asked him if he saw anything.
And, looking up, he said: I see men as it were trees walking.
Aer that again He laid His hands upon his eyes, and he be-
gan to see, and was restored, so that he saw all things clearly.”
It is clear from this that He did not heal him suddenly, but
at first imperfectly, and by means of His spittle. erefore it
seems that He worked miracles on men unfittingly.

Objection 3. Further, there is no need to remove at the
same time things which do not follow from one another. Now
bodily ailments are not always the result of sin, as appears from
our Lord’s words ( Jn. 9:3): “Neither hath this man sinned, nor
his parents, that he should be born blind.” It was unseemly,
therefore, for Him to forgive the sins of those who sought the
healing of the body, as He is related to have done in the case of
the man sick of the palsy (Mat. 9:2): the more that the healing
of the body, being of less account than the forgiveness of sins,
does not seem a sufficient argument for the power of forgiving
sins.

Objection 4. Further, Christ’s miracles were worked in or-
der to confirm His doctrine, and witness to His Godhead, as
stated above (q. 43, a. 4). Now no man should hinder the pur-
pose of his own work. erefore it seems unfitting that Christ
commanded those who had been healed miraculously to tell
no one, as appears from Mat. 9:30 and Mk. 8:26: the more so,
since He commanded others to proclaim the miracles worked

on them; thus it is related (Mk. 5:19) that, aer delivering a
man from the demons, He said to him: “Go into thy house to
thy friends, and tell them, howgreat things the Lord hath done
for thee.”

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 7:37): “He hath done
all things well: He hath made both the deaf to hear and the
dumb to speak.”

I answer that, e means should be proportionate to the
end. Now Christ came into the world and taught in order to
save man, according to Jn. 3:17: “For God sent not His Son
into the world to judge the world, but that the world may be
saved by Him.” erefore it was fitting that Christ, by mirac-
ulously healing men in particular, should prove Himself to be
the universal and spiritual Saviour of all.

Reply to Objection 1. e means are distinct from the
end.Now the end forwhichChrist’smiracles wereworkedwas
the health of the rational part, which is healed by the light of
wisdom, and the giof righteousness: the former ofwhichpre-
supposes the latter, since, as it is written (Wis. 1:4): “Wisdom
will not enter into amalicious soul, nor dwell in a body subject
to sins.” Now it was unfitting that man should be made righ-
teous unless he willed: for this would be both against the na-
ture of righteousness, which implies rectitude of the will, and
contrary to the very nature of man, which requires to be led
to good by the free-will, not by force. Christ, therefore, justi-
fied man inwardly by the Divine power, but not against man’s
will. Nor did this pertain to His miracles, but to the end of
His miracles. In like manner by the Divine power He infused
wisdom into the simple minds of His disciples: hence He said
to them (Lk. 21:15): “I will give you a mouth and wisdom”
which “all your adversaries will not be able to resist and gain-
say.” And this, in so far as the enlightenment was inward, is not
to be reckoned as a miracle, but only as regards the outward
action—namely, in so far as men saw that those who had been
unlettered and simple spoke with such wisdom and constancy.
Wherefore it is written (Acts 4:13) that the Jews, “seeing the
constancy of Peter and of John, understanding that they were
illiterate and ignorant men…wondered.”—And though such
like spiritual effects are different from visible miracles, yet do
they testify to Christ’s doctrine and power, according to Heb.
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2:4: “God also bearing themwitness by signs and wonders and
divers miracles, and distributions of the Holy Ghost.”

Nevertheless Christ did work somemiracles on the soul of
man, principally by changing its lower powers. Hence Jerome,
commenting on Mat. 9:9, “He rose up and followed Him,”
says: “Such was the splendor and majesty of His hidden God-
head, which shone forth even in His human countenance,
that those who gazed on it were drawn to Him at first sight.”
And on Mat. 21:12, ”( Jesus) cast out all them that sold and
bought,” the same Jerome says: “Of all the signs worked by our
Lord, this seems to me the most wondrous—that one man, at
that time despised, could, with the blows of one scourge, cast
out such a multitude. For a fiery and heavenly light flashed
from His eyes, and the majesty of His Godhead shone in His
countenance.” And Origen says on Jn. 2:15 that “this was a
greater miracle than when He changed water into wine, for
there He shows His power over inanimate matter, whereas
here He tames the minds of thousands of men.” Again, on Jn.
18:6, “ey went backward and fell to the ground,” Augus-
tine says: “ough that crowd was fierce in hate and terrible
with arms, yet did that one word…without any weapon, smite
them through, drive themback, lay themprostrate: forGod lay
hidden in that flesh.” Moreover, to this must be referred what
Luke says (4:30) —namely, that Jesus, “passing through the
midst of them, went His way,” on which Chrysostom observes
(Hom. xlviii in Joan.): “at He stood in the midst of those
who were lying in wait for Him, and was not seized by them,
shows the power of His Godhead”; and, again, that which is
written Jn. 8:59, “Jesus hid Himself and went out of the Tem-
ple,” onwhicheophylact says: “He did not hideHimself in a
corner of the Temple, as if afraid, or take shelter behind a wall
or pillar; but by His heavenly power making Himself invisible
to those who were threatening Him, He passed through the
midst of them.”

From all these instances it is clear that Christ, when He
willed, changed the minds of men by His Divine power, not
only by the bestowal of righteousness and the infusion of wis-
dom, which pertains to the end of miracles, but also by out-
wardly drawing men to Himself, or by terrifying or stupefying
them, which pertains to the miraculous itself.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ came to save the world, not
only by Divine power, but also through the mystery of His In-
carnation. Consequently in healing the sickHe frequently not
only made use of His Divine power, healing by way of com-
mand, but also by applying something pertaining to His hu-
man nature. Hence on Lk. 4:40, “He, laying His hands on ev-
ery one of them, healed them,” Cyril says: “Although, as God,
He might, by one word, have driven out all diseases, yet He
touched them, showing that His own flesh was endowed with
a healing virtue.” And on Mk. 8:23, “Spitting upon his eyes,
layingHis hands on him,” etc., Chrysostom* says: “He spat and
laid His hands upon the blind man, wishing to show that His
Divine word, accompanied by His operation, works wonders:

for the hand signifies operation; the spittle signifies the word
which proceeds from themouth.” Again, on Jn. 9:6, “Hemade
clay of the spittle, and spread the clay upon the eyes of the blind
man,” Augustine says: “Of His spittle He made clay—because
‘the Word was made flesh.’ ” Or, again, as Chrysostom says,
to signify that it was He who made man of “the slime of the
earth.”

It is furthermore to be observed concerning Christ’s mira-
cles that generally whatHe did wasmost perfect. Hence on Jn.
2:10, “Everyman at first setteth forth goodwine,”Chrysostom
says: “Christ’s miracles are such as to far surpass the works of
nature in splendor and usefulness.” Likewise in an instant He
conferredperfect health on the sick.Hence on Mat. 8:15, “She
arose and ministered to them,” Jerome says: “Health restored
by our Lord returns wholly and instantly.”

ere was, however, special reason for the contrary hap-
pening in the case of the man born blind, and this was his
want of faith, as Chrysostom† says. Or as Bede observes on
Mk. 8:23: “WhomHemight have healedwholly and instantly
by a single word, He heals little by little, to show the extent of
human blindness, which hardly, and that only by degrees, can
come back to the light: and to point out that each step forward
in the way of perfection is due to the help of His grace.”

Reply toObjection 3.As stated above (q. 43, a. 2), Christ
worked miracles by Divine power. Now “the works of God
are perfect” (Dt. 32:4). But nothing is perfect except it at-
tain its end. Now the end of the outward healing worked by
Christ is the healing of the soul. Consequently it was not fit-
ting that Christ should heal a man’s body without healing his
soul. Wherefore on Jn. 7:23, “I have healed the whole man on
a Sabbath day,” Augustine says: “Because he was cured, so as to
be whole in body; he believed, so as to be whole in soul.” To
the man sick of the palsy it is said specially, “y sins are for-
given thee,” because, as Jerome observes onMat. 9:5,6: “We are
hereby given to understand that ailments of the body are fre-
quently due to sin: for which reason, perhaps, first are his sins
forgiven, that the cause of the ailment being removed, health
may return.”Wherefore, also ( Jn. 4:14), it is said: “Sinnomore,
lest some worse thing happen to thee.” Whence, says Chrysos-
tom, “we learn that his sickness was the result of sin.”

Nevertheless, as Chrysostom says on Mat. 9:5: “By how
much a soul is of more account than a body, by so much is the
forgiving of sins a greater work than healing the body; but be-
cause the one is unseen He does the lesser and more manifest
thing in order to prove the greater and more unseen.”

Reply to Objection 4. On Mat. 9:30, “See that no man
know this,” Chrysostom says: “If in another place we findHim
saying, ‘Go and declare the glory of God’ (cf. Mk. 5:19; Lk.
8:39), that is not contrary to this. For He instructs us to for-
bid them that would praise us on our own account: but if the
glory be referred to God, then we must not forbid, but com-
mand, that it be done.”

* Victor of Antioch. † Victor of Antioch.
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IIIa q. 44 a. 4Whether Christ worked miracles fittingly on irrational creatures?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ worked mira-
cles unfittingly on irrational creatures. For brute animals are
more noble than plants. ButChrist worked amiracle on plants
as when the fig-tree withered away at His command (Mat.
21:19). erefore Christ should have worked miracles also on
brute animals.

Objection 2. Further, punishment is not justly inflicted
save for fault. But it was not the fault of the fig-tree that Christ
found no fruit on it, when fruit was not in season (Mk. 11:13).
erefore it seems unfitting that He withered it up.

Objection 3. Further, air and water are between heaven
and earth. But Christ worked some miracles in the heavens, as
stated above (a. 2), and likewise in the earth, when it quaked at
the time of His Passion (Mat. 27:51). erefore it seems that
He should also have workedmiracles in the air andwater, such
as to divide the sea, as did Moses (Ex. 14:21); or a river, as did
Josue ( Josh. 3:16) and Elias (4 Kings 2:8); and to cause thun-
der to be heard in the air, as occurred on Mount Sinai when
the Law was given (Ex. 19:16), and like to what Elias did (3
Kings 18:45).

Objection 4. Further, miraculous works pertain to the
work of Divine providence in governing the world. But this
work presupposes creation. It seems, therefore, unfitting that
in His miracles Christ made use of creation: when, to wit, He
multiplied the loaves. erefore His miracles in regard to irra-
tional creatures seem to have been unfitting.

On the contrary, Christ is “the wisdom of God” (1 Cor.
1:24), ofwhom it is said (Wis. 8:1) that “she ordereth all things
sweetly.”

I answer that, As stated above, Christ’s miracles were or-
dained to the end that He should be recognized as having Di-
vine power, unto the salvation of mankind. Now it belongs to
the Divine power that every creature be subject thereto. Con-
sequently it behooved Him to work miracles on every kind of
creature, not only on man, but also on irrational creatures.

Reply to Objection 1. Brute animals are akin generically
to man, wherefore they were created on the same day as man.
And sinceHehadworkedmanymiracles on the bodies ofmen,
there was no need for Him to work miracles on the bodies of
brute animals. and somuch the less that, as to their sensible and
corporeal nature, the same reason applies to bothmen and an-
imals, especially terrestrial. But fish, from living in water, are
more alien from human nature; wherefore they were made on
another day. On them Christ worked a miracle in the plenti-
ful draught of fishes, related Lk. 5 and Jn. 21; and, again, in the

fish caught by Peter, who found a stater in it (Mat. 17:26). As
to the swine who were cast headlong into the sea, this was not
the effect of a Divine miracle, but of the action of the demons,
God permitting.

Reply toObjection 2.AsChrysostom says onMat. 21:19:
“When our Lord does any such like thing” on plants or brute
animals, “ask not how it was just towither up the fig-tree, since
it was not the fruit season; to ask such a question is foolish in
the extreme,” because such things cannot commit a fault or be
punished: “but look at themiracle, andwonder at the worker.”
Nor does the Creator “inflict” any hurt on the owner, if He
choose to make use of His own creature for the salvation of
others; rather, as Hilary says on Mat. 21:19, “we should see
in this a proof of God’s goodness, for when He wished to af-
ford an example of salvation as being procured by Him, He
exercised His mighty power on the human body: but when
He wished to picture to them His severity towards those who
wilfully disobeyHim,He foreshadows their doom byHis sen-
tence on the tree.” is is the more noteworthy in a fig-tree
which, as Chrysostom observes (onMat. 21:19), “being full of
moisture, makes the miracle all the more remarkable.”

Reply to Objection 3. Christ also worked miracles befit-
ting to Himself in the air and water: when, to wit, as related
Mat. 8:26, “He commanded the winds, and the sea, and there
came a great calm.” But it was not befitting that He who came
to restore all things to a state of peace and calm should cause
either a disturbance in the atmosphere or a division of waters.
Hence the Apostle says (Heb. 12:18): “You are not come to a
fire that may be touched and approached [Vulg.: ‘a mountain
that might be touched, and a burning fire’], and a whirlwind,
and darkness, and storm.”

At the time of His Passion, however, the “veil was rent,” to
signify the unfolding of the mysteries of the Law; “the graves
were opened,” to signify that His death gave life to the dead;
“the earth quaked and the rocks were rent,” to signify that
man’s stony heart would be soened, and the whole world
changed for the better by the virtue of His Passion.

Reply toObjection4.emultiplicationof the loaveswas
not effected by way of creation, but by an addition of extrane-
ous matter transformed into loaves; hence Augustine says on
Jn. 6:1-14: “WhenceHemultiplieth a few grains into harvests,
thence in His hands He multiplied the five loaves”: and it is
clearly by a process of transformation that grains aremultiplied
into harvests.
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T P, Q 45
Of Christ’s Transfiguration

(In Four Articles)

We now consider Christ’s transfiguration; and here there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was fitting that Christ should be transfigured?
(2) Whether the clarity of the transfiguration was the clarity of glory?
(3) Of the witnesses of the transfiguration;
(4) Of the testimony of the Father’s voice.

IIIa q. 45 a. 1Whether it was fitting that Christ should be transfigured?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting that
Christ should be transfigured. For it is not fitting for a true
body to be changed into various shapes [figuras], but only for
an imaginary body. Now Christ’s body was not imaginary, but
real, as stated above (q. 5, a. 1).erefore it seems that it should
not have been transfigured.

Objection2.Further, figure is in the fourth species of qual-
ity, whereas clarity is in the third, since it is a sensible qual-
ity. erefore Christ’s assuming clarity should not be called a
transfiguration.

Objection 3. Further, a glorified body has four gis, as we
shall state farther on ( Suppl., q. 82), viz. impassibility, agility,
subtlety, and clarity. erefore His transfiguration should not
have consisted in an assumption of clarity rather than of the
other gis.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 17:2) that Jesus “was
transfigured” in the presence of three of His disciples.

I answer that, Our Lord, aer foretelling His Passion to
His disciples, had exhorted them to follow the path ofHis suf-
ferings (Mat. 16:21,24). Now in order that anyone go straight
along a road, he must have some knowledge of the end: thus
an archer will not shoot the arrow straight unless he first see
the target. Henceomas said ( Jn. 14:5): “Lord, we know not
whither ou goest; and how can we know the way?” Above
all is this necessary when hard and rough is the road, heavy
the going, but delightful the end. Now by His Passion Christ
achieved glory, not only of His soul, not only of His soul,
which He had from the first moment of His conception, but
also of His body; according to Luke (24:26): “Christ ought
[Vulg.: ‘ought not Christ’] to have suffered these things, and
so to enter into His glory (?).” To which glory He brings those
who follow the footsteps of His Passion, according to Acts
14:21: “rough many tribulations we must enter into the
kingdomofGod.”erefore itwas fitting thatHe should show

His disciples the glory of His clarity (which is to be transfig-
ured), towhichHewill configure thosewhoareHis; according
to Phil. 3:21: ”(Who)will reform the body of our lowness con-
figured [Douay: ‘made like’] to the body of His glory.” Hence
Bede says on Mk. 8:39: “By His loving foresight He allowed
them to taste for a short time the contemplation of eternal joy,
so that they might bear persecution bravely.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Jerome says on Mat. 17:2: “Let
no one suppose that Christ,” through being said to be transfig-
ured, “laid aside His natural shape and countenance, or sub-
stituted an imaginary or aerial body for His real body. e
Evangelist describes the manner of His transfiguration when
he says: ‘His face did shine as the sun, and His garments be-
came white as snow.’ Brightness of face and whiteness of gar-
ments argue not a change of substance, but a putting on of
glory.”

Reply to Objection 2. Figure is seen in the outline of a
body, for it is “that which is enclosed by one or more bound-
aries”*.ereforewhatever has to dowith the outline of a body
seems to pertain to the figure.Now the clarity, just as the color,
of a non-transparent body is seen on its surface, and conse-
quently the assumption of clarity is called transfiguration.

Reply to Objection 3. Of those four gis, clarity alone
is a quality of the very person in himself; whereas the other
three are not perceptible, save in some action or movement,
or in some passion. Christ, then, did show in Himself cer-
tain indications of those three gis—of agility, for instance,
whenHe walked on the waves of the sea; of subtlety, whenHe
came forth from the closed womb of the Virgin; of impassibil-
ity, when He escaped unhurt from the hands of the Jews who
wished to hurl Him down or to stone Him. And yet He is not
said, on account of this, to be transfigured, but only on account
of clarity, which pertains to the aspect of His Person.

* Euclid, bk i, def. xiv.
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IIIa q. 45 a. 2Whether this clarity was the clarity of glory?

Objection 1. It would seem that this clarity was not the
clarity of glory. For a gloss of Bede on Mat. 17:2, “He was
transfigured before them,” says: “InHismortal bodyHe shows
forth, not the state of immortality, but clarity like to that of fu-
ture immortality.” But the clarity of glory is the clarity of im-
mortality. erefore the clarity which Christ showed to His
disciples was not the clarity of glory.

Objection 2. Further, on Lk. 9:27 ”(at) shall not taste
death unless [Vulg.: ‘till’] they see the kingdomofGod,” Bede’s
gloss says: “at is, the glorification of the body in an imagi-
nary vision of future beatitude.” But the image of a thing is not
the thing itself. erefore this was not the clarity of beatitude.

Objection 3. Further, the clarity of glory is only in a hu-
man body. But this clarity of the transfiguration was seen not
only in Christ’s body, but also in His garments, and in “the
bright cloud” which “overshaded” the disciples. erefore it
seems that this was not the clarity of glory.

On the contrary, Jerome says on the words “He was trans-
figured before them” (Mat. 17:2): “He appeared to the Apos-
tles such as He will appear on the day of judgment.” And on
Mat. 16:28, “Till they see the Son ofMan coming inHis king-
dom,” Chrysostom says: “Wishing to show with what kind of
gloryHe is aerwards to come, so far as itwas possible for them
to learn it, He showed it to them in their present life, that they
might not grieve even over the death of their Lord.”

I answer that, e clarity which Christ assumed in His
transfiguration was the clarity of glory as to its essence, but
not as to its mode of being. For the clarity of the glorified
body is derived from that of the soul, as Augustine says (Ep.
ad Diosc. cxviii). And in like manner the clarity of Christ’s
body in His transfiguration was derived from His God. head,
as Damascene says (Orat. de Transfig.) and from the glory of
His soul. at the glory of His soul did not overflow into His
body from the first moment of Christ’s conception was due
to a certain Divine dispensation, that, as stated above (q. 14,
a. 1, ad 2), He might fulfil the mysteries of our redemption in
a passible body. is did not, however, deprive Christ of His
power of outpouring the glory of His soul into His body. And
this He did, as to clarity, in His transfiguration, but otherwise
than in a glorified body. For the clarity of the soul overflows
into a glorified body, by way of a permanent quality affecting
the body. Hence bodily refulgence is not miraculous in a glo-
rified body. But in Christ’s transfiguration clarity overflowed
fromHis Godhead and fromHis soul intoHis body, not as an
immanent quality affecting His very body, but rather aer the

manner of a transient passion, as when the air is lit up by the
sun. Consequently the refulgence, which appeared in Christ’s
body then, was miraculous: just as was the fact of His walk-
ing on the waves of the sea. Hence Dionysius says (Ep. ad Cai.
iv): “Christ excelledman in doing thatwhich is proper toman:
this is shown inHis supernatural conception of a virgin and in
the unstable waters bearing the weight of material and earthly
feet.”

Wherefore we must not say, as Hugh of St. Victor* said,
that Christ assumed the gi of clarity in the transfiguration, of
agility in walking on the sea, and of subtlety in coming forth
from theVirgin’s closedwomb: because the gis are immanent
qualities of a glorified body. On the contrary, whatever per-
tained to the gis, that He hadmiraculously.e same is to be
said, as to the soul, of the vision in which Paul saw God in a
rapture, as we have stated in the IIa IIae, q. 175, a. 3, ad 2.

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted prove, not that
the clarity of Christ was not that of glory, but that it was not
the clarity of a glorified body, since Christ’s body was not as
yet immortal. And just as it was by dispensation that in Christ
the glory of the soul should not overflow into the body so was
it possible that by dispensation it might overflow as to the gi
of clarity and not as to that of impassibility.

Reply to Objection 2. is clarity is said to have been
imaginary, not as though it were not really the clarity of glory,
but because it was a kind of image representing that perfection
of glory, in virtue of which the body will be glorious.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as the clarity which was in
Christ’s body was a representation of His body’s future clarity,
so the clarity which was in His garments signified the future
clarity of the saints, which will be surpassed by that of Christ,
just as the brightness of the snow is surpassed by that of the
sun. Hence Gregory says (Moral. xxxii) that Christ’s garments
became resplendent, “because in the height of heavenly clarity
all the saints will cling to Him in the refulgence of righteous-
ness. For His garments signify the righteous, because He will
unite them to Himself,” according to Is. 49:18: “ou shalt be
clothed with all these as with an ornament.”

e bright cloud signifies the glory of the Holy Ghost or
the “power of the Father,” as Origen says (Tract. iii in Matth.),
by which in the glory to come the saints will be covered. Or,
again, it may be said fittingly that it signifies the clarity of the
world redeemed, which clarity will cover the saints as a tent.
Hence when Peter proposed to make tents, “a bright cloud
overshaded” the disciples.

* Innocent III, De Myst. Miss. iv.
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IIIa q. 45 a. 3Whether the witnesses of the transfiguration were fittingly chosen?

Objection 1. It would seem that thewitnesses of the trans-
figurationwere unfittingly chosen. For everyone is a betterwit-
ness of things that he knows. But at the time of Christ’s trans-
figurationnoonebut the angels had as yet any knowledge from
experience of the glory to come.erefore the witnesses of the
transfiguration should have been angels rather than men.

Objection 2. Further, truth, not fiction, is becoming in a
witness of the truth. Now, Moses and Elias were there, not re-
ally, but only in appearance; for a gloss onLk. 9:30, “eywere
Moses and Elias,” says: “It must be observed that Moses and
Elias were there neither in body nor in soul”; but that those
bodies were formed “of some available matter. It is also cred-
ible that this was the result of the angelic ministries, through
the angels impersonating them.” erefore it seems that they
were unsuitable witnesses.

Objection 3. Further, it is said (Acts 10:43) that “all the
prophets give testimony” to Christ. erefore not only Moses
and Elias, but also all the prophets, should have been present
as witnesses.

Objection 4. Further, Christ’s glory is promised as a re-
ward to all the faithful (2 Cor. 3:18; Phil. 3:21), in whom He
wished byHis transfiguration to enkindle a desire of that glory.
erefore He should have taken not only Peter, James, and
John, but all His disciples, to be witnesses of His transfigura-
tion.

On the contrary is the authority of the Gospel.
I answer that, Christ wished to be transfigured in order

to show men His glory, and to arouse men to a desire of it,
as stated above (a. 1). Now men are brought to the glory of
eternal beatitude by Christ—not only those who lived aer
Him, but also those who preceded Him; therefore, when He
was approaching His Passion, both “the multitude that fol-
lowed” and that “which went before, cried saying: ‘Hosanna,’ ”
as related Mat. 21:9, beseeching Him, as it were, to save them.
Consequently it was fitting that witnesses should be present
from among those who preceded Him—namely, Moses and
Elias—and from those who followed aer Him—namely, Pe-
ter, James, and John—that “in the mouth of two or three wit-
nesses” this word might stand.

Reply toObjection 1.ByHis transfigurationChrist man-
ifested toHis disciples the glory ofHis body, which belongs to
men only. It was therefore fitting that He should choose men
and not angels as witnesses.

Reply toObjection 2. is gloss is said to be taken from a
book entitledOn theMarvels ofHoly Scripture. It is not an au-
thentic work, but is wrongly ascribed to St. Augustine; conse-
quently we need not stand by it. For Jerome says onMat. 17:3:
“Observe that when the Scribes and Pharisees asked for a sign
from heaven, He refused to give one; whereas here in order to
increase the apostles’ faith, He gives a sign from heaven, Elias

coming down thence, whither he had ascended, and Moses
arising from the nether world.” is is not to be understood
as though the soul of Moses was reunited to his body, but that
his soul appeared through some assumed body, just as the an-
gels do. But Elias appeared in his own body, not that he was
broughtdown fromthe empyreanheaven, but fromsomeplace
on high whither he was taken up in the fiery chariot.

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says on Mat. 17:3:
“Moses and Elias are brought forward formany reasons.” And,
first of all, “because themultitude saidHewasElias or Jeremias
or one of the prophets, He brings the leaders of the prophets
withHim; that hereby at least theymight see the difference be-
tween the servants and their Lord.”Another reasonwas ”…that
Moses gave the Law…while Elias…was jealous for the glory of
God.”erefore by appearing together with Christ, they show
how falsely the Jews “accused Him of transgressing the Law,
and of blasphemously appropriating to Himself the glory of
God.” A third reason was “to show thatHe has power of death
and life, and that He is the judge of the dead and the living;
by bringing withHimMoses who had died, and Elias who still
lived.” A fourth reason was because, as Luke says (9:31), “they
spoke” with Him “of His decease that He should accomplish
in Jerusalem,” i.e. of His Passion and death. erefore, “in or-
der to strengthen the hearts of His disciples with a view to
this,” He sets before them those who had exposed themselves
to death for God’s sake: since Moses braved death in opposing
Pharaoh, and Elias in opposing Achab. A fih reason was that
“HewishedHis disciples to imitate themeekness ofMoses and
the zeal of Elias.” Hilary adds a sixth reason—namely, in order
to signify that He had been foretold by the Law, which Moses
gave them, and by the prophets, of whom Elias was the princi-
pal.

Reply to Objection 4. Loy mysteries should not be
immediately explained to everyone, but should be handed
down through superiors to others in their proper turn. Con-
sequently, as Chrysostom says (on Mat. 17:3), “He took these
three as being superior to the rest.” For “Peter excelled in the
love” he bore to Christ and in the power bestowed on him;
John in the privilege of Christ’s love for him on account of
his virginity, and, again, on account of his being privileged to
be an Evangelist; James on account of the privilege of martyr-
dom. Nevertheless He did not wish them to tell others what
they had seen before His Resurrection; “lest,” as Jerome says
on Mat. 17:19, “such a wonderful thing should seem incredi-
ble to them; and lest, aer hearing of so great glory, they should
be scandalized at the Cross” that followed; or, again, “lest [the
Cross] should be entirely hindered by the people”*; and “in or-
der that they might then be witnesses of spiritual things when
they should be filled with the Holy Ghost”†.

* Bede, Hom. xviii; cf. Catena Aurea. † Hilary, in Matth. xvii.
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IIIa q. 45 a. 4Whether the testimony of the Father’s voice, saying, “is is My beloved Son,” was fittingly
added?

Objection 1. It would seem that the testimony of the Fa-
ther’s voice, saying, “is is My beloved Son,” was not fittingly
added; for, as it is written ( Job 33:14), “God speaketh once,
and repeateth not the selfsame thing the second time.” But the
Father’s voice had testified to this at the time of (Christ’s) bap-
tism. erefore it was not fitting that He should bear witness
to it a second time.

Objection 2. Further, at the baptism the Holy Ghost ap-
peared under the formof a dove at the same time as the Father’s
voicewas heard. But this did not happen at the transfiguration.
erefore it seems that the testimony of the Father was made
in an unfitting manner.

Objection 3. Further, Christ began to teach aerHis bap-
tism. Nevertheless, the Father’s voice did not then command
men to hear him. erefore neither should it have so com-
manded at the transfiguration.

Objection 4. Further, things should not be said to those
who cannot bear them, according to Jn. 16:12: “I have yet
many things to say to you, but you cannot bear themnow.” But
the disciples could not bear the Father’s voice; for it is written
(Mat. 17:6) that “the disciples hearing, fell upon their face, and
were verymuch afraid.”erefore theFather’s voice shouldnot
have been addressed to them.

On the contrary is the authority of the Gospel.
I answer that,e adoption of the sons of God is through

a certain conformity of image to the natural Son of God. Now
this takes place in two ways: first, by the grace of the wayfarer,
which is imperfect conformity; secondly, by glory, which is
perfect conformity, according to 1 Jn. 3:2: “We are now the
sons of God, and it hath not yet appeared what we shall be:
we know that, when He shall appear, we shall be like to Him,
because we shall see Him as He is.” Since, therefore, it is in
baptism that we acquire grace, while the clarity of the glory to
come was foreshadowed in the transfiguration, therefore both
in His baptism and in His transfiguration the natural sonship

of Christ was fittingly made known by the testimony of the
Father: because He alone with the Son and Holy Ghost is per-
fectly conscious of that perfect generation.

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted are to be under-
stood of God’s eternal speaking, by which God the Father ut-
tered the only-begotten and co-eternal Word. Nevertheless, it
can be said that God uttered the same thing twice in a bodily
voice, yet not for the same purpose, but in order to show the
divers modes in which men can be partakers of the likeness of
the eternal Sonship.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as in the Baptism, where the
mystery of the first regeneration was proclaimed, the opera-
tion of the whole Trinity was made manifest, because the Son
Incarnate was there, the Holy Ghost appeared under the form
of a dove, and the Father made Himself known in the voice;
so also in the transfiguration, which is the mystery of the sec-
ond regeneration, the whole Trinity appears—the Father in
the voice, the Son in the man, the Holy Ghost in the bright
cloud; for just as in baptismHe confers innocence, signified by
the simplicity of the dove, so in the resurrection will He give
His elect the clarity of glory and refreshment from all sorts of
evil, which are signified by the bright cloud.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ came to give grace actually,
and to promise glory by His words. erefore it was fitting at
the time ofHis transfiguration, and not at the time ofHis bap-
tism, that men should be commanded to hear Him.

Reply to Objection 4. It was fitting that the disciples
should be afraid and fall down on hearing the voice of the Fa-
ther, to show that the glory whichwas then being revealed sur-
passes in excellence the sense and faculty of all mortal beings;
according to Ex. 33:20: “Man shall not see Me and live.” is
is what Jerome says on Mat. 17:6: “Such is human frailty that
it cannot bear to gaze on such great glory.” But men are healed
of this frailty by Christ when He brings them into glory. And
this is signified by what He says to them: “Arise, and fear not.”
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T P, Q 46
e Passion of Christ
(In Twelve Articles)

In proper sequence we have now to consider all that relates to Christ’s leaving the world. In the first place, His Passion;
secondly, His death; thirdly, His burial; and, fourthly, His descent into hell.

With regard to thePassion, there arises a threefold consideration: (1)ePassion itself; (2) the efficient cause of thePassion;
(3) the fruits of the Passion.

Under the first heading there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was necessary for Christ to suffer for men’s deliverance?
(2) Whether there was any other possible means of delivering men?
(3) Whether this was the more suitable means?
(4) Whether it was fitting for Christ to suffer on the cross?
(5) e extent of His sufferings;
(6) Whether the pain which He endured was the greatest?
(7) Whether His entire soul suffered?
(8) Whether His Passion hindered the joy of fruition?
(9) e time of the Passion;

(10) e place;
(11) Whether it was fitting for Him to be crucified with robbers?
(12) Whether Christ’s Passion is to be attributed to the Godhead?

IIIa q. 46 a. 1Whether it was necessary for Christ to suffer for the deliverance of the human race?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not necessary for
Christ to suffer for the deliverance of the human race. For the
human race could not be delivered except by God, according
to Is. 45:21: “Am not I the Lord, and there is no God else be-
sidesMe? A just God and a Saviour, there is none besidesMe.”
But no necessity can compelGod, for this would be repugnant
to His omnipotence. erefore it was not necessary for Christ
to suffer.

Objection 2.Further, what is necessary is opposed towhat
is voluntary. But Christ suffered of His own will; for it is writ-
ten (Is. 53:7): “He was offered because it was His own will.”
erefore it was not necessary for Him to suffer.

Objection 3. Further, as is written (Ps. 24:10): “All the
ways of the Lord are mercy and truth.” But it does not seem
necessary that He should suffer on the part of the Divine
mercy, which, as it bestows gis freely, so it appears to condone
debts without satisfaction: nor, again, on the part of Divine
justice, according to which man had deserved everlasting con-
demnation. erefore it does not seem necessary that Christ
should have suffered for man’s deliverance.

Objection 4. Further, the angelic nature is more excellent
than the human, as appears from Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv).
But Christ did not suffer to repair the angelic nature which
had sinned. erefore, apparently, neither was it necessary for
Him to suffer for the salvation of the human race.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 3:14): “As Moses lied
up the serpent in the desert, so must the Son of man be lied
up, that whosoever believeth in Him may not perish, but may

have life everlasting.”
I answer that, As the Philosopher teaches (Metaph. v),

there are several acceptations of the word “necessary.” In one
way itmeans anythingwhichof its nature cannot be otherwise;
and in this way it is evident that it was not necessary either
on the part of God or on the part of man for Christ to suf-
fer. In another sense a thingmay be necessary from some cause
quite apart from itself; and should this be either an efficient or
a moving cause then it brings about the necessity of compul-
sion; as, for instance, when a man cannot get away owing to
the violence of someone else holding him. But if the external
factor which induces necessity be an end, then it will be said
to be necessary from presupposing such end—namely, when
some particular end cannot exist at all, or not conveniently, ex-
cept such end be presupposed. It was not necessary, then, for
Christ to suffer from necessity of compulsion, either on God’s
part, who ruled that Christ should suffer, or on Christ’s own
part, who suffered voluntarily. Yet it was necessary from ne-
cessity of the end proposed; and this can be accepted in three
ways. First of all, on our part, who have been delivered by His
Passion, according to John (3:14): “e Son of man must be
lied up, that whosoever believeth inHimmay not perish, but
may have life everlasting.” Secondly, onChrist’s part, whomer-
ited the glory of being exalted, through the lowliness of His
Passion: and to this must be referred Lk. 24:26: “Ought not
Christ to have suffered these things, and so to enter into His
glory?”irdly, onGod’s part, whose determination regarding
the Passion ofChrist, foretold in the Scriptures and prefigured
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in the observances of the Old Testament, had to be fulfilled.
And this is what St. Luke says (22:22): “e Son of man in-
deed goeth, according to that which is determined”; and (Lk.
24:44,46): “ese are the words which I spoke to you while I
was yet with you, that all things must needs be fulfilled which
are written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in
the psalms concerning Me: for it is thus written, and thus it
behooved Christ to suffer, and to rise again from the dead.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is based on the ne-
cessity of compulsion on God’s part.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument rests on the neces-
sity of compulsion on the part of the man Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. at man should be delivered by
Christ’s Passion was in keeping with both His mercy and His
justice. With His justice, because by His Passion Christ made

satisfaction for the sin of the human race; and so man was set
free by Christ’s justice: and with His mercy, for since man of
himself could not satisfy for the sin of all human nature, as
was said above (q. 1, a. 2), God gave him His Son to satisfy for
him, according to Rom. 3:24,25: “Being justified freely by His
grace, through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom
God hath proposed to be a propitiation, through faith in His
blood.” And this came of more copious mercy than if He had
forgiven sins without satisfaction. Hence it is said (Eph. 2:4):
“God, who is rich in mercy, for His exceeding charity where-
with He loved us, even when we were dead in sins, hath quick-
ened us together in Christ.”

Reply to Objection 4. e sin of the angels was irrepara-
ble; not so the sin of the first man ( Ia, q. 64, a. 2).

IIIa q. 46 a. 2Whether there was any other possible way of human deliverance besides the Passion ofChrist?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was no other possi-
ble way of human deliverance besides Christ’s Passion. For our
Lord says ( Jn. 12:24): “Amen, amen I say to you, unless the
grain of wheat falling into the ground dieth, itself remaineth
alone; but if it die, it bringeth forth much fruit.” Upon this St.
Augustine (Tract. li) observes that “Christ called Himself the
seed.” Consequently, unless He suffered death, He would not
otherwise have produced the fruit of our redemption.

Objection 2. Further, our Lord addresses the Father (Mat.
26:42): “MyFather, if this chalicemaynot pass away but Imust
drink it, y will be done.” But He spoke there of the chalice
of the Passion.erefore Christ’s Passion could not pass away;
henceHilary says (Comm. 31 inMatth.): “erefore the chal-
ice cannot pass except He drink of it, because we cannot be
restored except through His Passion.”

Objection 3. Further, God’s justice required that Christ
should satisfy by the Passion in order that man might be de-
livered from sin. But Christ cannot letHis justice pass; for it is
written (2 Tim. 2:13): “If we believe not,He continueth faith-
ful, He cannot deny Himself.” But He would deny Himself
were He to deny His justice, since He is justice itself. It seems
impossible, then, for man to be delivered otherwise than by
Christ’s Passion.

Objection 4. Further, there can be no falsehood underly-
ing faith. But the Fathers of old believed thatChrist would suf-
fer. Consequently, it seems that it had to be that Christ should
suffer.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. xiii): “We as-
sert that thewaywherebyGoddeigned todeliver us by theman
Jesus Christ, who is mediator between God and man, is both
good and befitting theDivine dignity; but let us also show that
other possible means were not lacking onGod’s part, to whose
power all things are equally subordinate.”

I answer that, A thing may be said to be possible or im-
possible in two ways: first of all, simply and absolutely; or sec-

ondly, from supposition. erefore, speaking simply and ab-
solutely, it was possible for God to deliver mankind otherwise
than by the Passion of Christ, because “no word shall be im-
possible with God” (Lk. 1:37). Yet it was impossible if some
supposition be made. For since it is impossible for God’s fore-
knowledge to be deceived andHis will or ordinance to be frus-
trated, then, supposing God’s foreknowledge and ordinance
regarding Christ’s Passion, it was not possible at the same time
for Christ not to suffer, and for mankind to be delivered oth-
erwise than byChrist’s Passion. And the same holds good of all
things foreknown and preordained by God, as was laid down
in the Ia, q. 14, a. 13.

Reply toObjection 1.Our Lord is speaking there presup-
posingGod’s foreknowledge and predetermination, according
towhich itwas resolved that the fruit ofman’s salvation should
not follow unless Christ suffered.

Reply to Objection 2. In the same way we must under-
stand what is here objected to in the second instance: “If this
chalice may not pass away but I must drink of it”—that is to
say, because ou hast so ordained it—hence He adds: “y
will be done.”

Reply toObjection3.Even this justice depends on theDi-
vine will, requiring satisfaction for sin from the human race.
But if He had willed to free man from sin without any satis-
faction, He would not have acted against justice. For a judge,
while preserving justice, cannot pardon fault without penalty,
if hemust visit fault committed against another—for instance,
against another man, or against the State, or any Prince in
higher authority. But God has no one higher than Himself,
for He is the sovereign and common good of the whole uni-
verse. Consequently, if He forgive sin, which has the formality
of fault in that it is committed against Himself, He wrongs no
one: just as anyone else, overlooking a personal trespass, with-
out satisfaction, actsmercifully andnot unjustly. And soDavid
exclaimedwhenhe soughtmercy: “Toeeonlyhave I sinned”
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(Ps. 50:6), as if to say: “ou canst pardon me without injus-
tice.”

Reply to Objection 4. Human faith, and even the Divine
Scriptures uponwhich faith is based, are both based on theDi-

vine foreknowledge andordinance.And the same reasonholds
good of that necessity which comes of supposition, and of the
necessity which arises of the Divine foreknowledge and will.

IIIa q. 46 a. 3Whether there was any more suitable way of delivering the human race than by Christ’s Pas-
sion?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was some other
more suitableway of delivering the human race besidesChrist’s
Passion. For nature in its operation imitates the Divine work,
since it is moved and regulated by God. But nature never em-
ploys two agents where one will suffice. erefore, since God
could have liberatedmankind solely byHisDivinewill, it does
not seem fitting that Christ’s Passion should have been added
for the deliverance of the human race.

Objection 2. Further, natural actions are more suitably
performed than deeds of violence, because violence is “a sev-
erance or lapse from what is according to nature,” as is said in
De Coelo ii. But Christ’s Passion brought about His death by
violence. erefore it would have been more appropriate had
Christ died a natural death rather than suffer for man’s deliv-
erance.

Objection 3. Further, it seems most fitting that whatso-
ever keeps something unjustly and by violence, should be de-
prived of it by some superior power; hence Isaias says (52:3):
“You were sold gratis, and you shall be redeemed without
money.” But the devil possessed no right over man, whom he
had deceived by guile, and whom he held subject in servitude
by a sort of violence. erefore it seems most suitable that
Christ should have despoiled the devil solely byHis power and
without the Passion.

On the contrary, St. Augustine says (DeTrin. xiii): “ere
was no other more suitable way of healing ourmisery” than by
the Passion of Christ.

I answer that,Amongmeans to an end that one is themore
suitable whereby the various concurring means employed are
themselves helpful to such end. But in this that man was de-
livered by Christ’s Passion, many other things besides deliver-
ance from sin concurred for man’s salvation. In the first place,
man knows thereby how much God loves him, and is thereby
stirred to love Him in return, and herein lies the perfection
of human salvation; hence the Apostle says (Rom. 5:8): “God
commendeth His charity towards us; for when as yet we were
sinners…Christ died for us.” Secondly, because thereby He set
us an example of obedience, humility, constancy, justice, and
the other virtues displayed in the Passion, which are requisite
for man’s salvation. Hence it is written (1 Pet. 2:21): “Christ
also suffered for us, leaving you an example that you should fol-
low in His steps.” irdly, because Christ by His Passion not

only delivered man from sin, but also merited justifying grace
for himand the glory of bliss, as shall be shown later (q. 48, a. 1;
q. 49, Aa. 1, 5). Fourthly, because by this man is all the more
bound to refrain from sin, according to 1 Cor. 6:20: “You are
bought with a great price: glorify and bear God in your body.”
Fihly, because it redounded to man’s greater dignity, that as
man was overcome and deceived by the devil, so also it should
be aman that should overthrow the devil; and asmandeserved
death, so a man by dying should vanquish death. Hence it is
written (1 Cor. 15:57): “anks be to God who hath given us
the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ.” It was accordingly
more fitting that we should be delivered by Christ’s Passion
than simply by God’s good-will.

Reply to Objection 1. Even nature uses several means to
one intent, in order to do somethingmore fittingly: as two eyes
for seeing; and the same can be observed in other matters.

Reply to Objection 2. As Chrysostom* says: “Christ had
come in order to destroy death, not His own, (for since He is
life itself, death could not be His), but men’s death. Hence it
was not by reason of His being bound to die that He laid His
body aside, but because the death He endured was inflicted
on Him by men. But even if His body had sickened and dis-
solved in the sight of all men, it was not befitting Him who
healed the infirmities of others to have his own body afflicted
with the same. And even had He laid His body aside without
any sickness, and had then appeared, men would not have be-
lievedHimwhenHe spoke ofHis resurrection. For how could
Christ’s victory over death appear, unless He endured it in the
sight of all men, and so proved that death was vanquished by
the incorruption of His body?”

Reply to Objection 3. Although the devil assailed man
unjustly, nevertheless, on account of sin, man was justly le
by God under the devil’s bondage. And therefore it was fitting
that through justice man should be delivered from the devil’s
bondage byChristmaking satisfaction onhis behalf in the Pas-
sion. is was also a fitting means of overthrowing the pride
of the devil, “who is a deserter from justice, and covetous of
sway”; in that Christ “should vanquish him and deliver man,
not merely by the power of His Godhead, but likewise by the
justice and lowliness of the Passion,” as Augustine says (De
Trin. xiii).

* Athanasius, Orat. De Incarn. Verb.
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IIIa q. 46 a. 4Whether Christ ought to have suffered on the cross?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ ought not to have
suffered on the cross. For the truth ought to conform to the fig-
ure. But in all the sacrifices of theOldTestament which prefig-
ured Christ the beasts were slain with a sword and aerwards
consumed by fire. erefore it seems that Christ ought not to
have suffered on a cross, but rather by the sword or by fire.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii)
that Christ ought not to assume “dishonoring afflictions.” But
deathona crosswasmost dishonoring and ignominious; hence
it is written (Wis. 2:20): “Let us condemn Him to a most
shameful death.” erefore it seems that Christ ought not to
have undergone the death of the cross.

Objection 3. Further, it was said of Christ (Mat. 21:9):
“Blessed is He that cometh in the name of the Lord.” But
death upon the crosswas a death ofmalediction, as we readDt.
21:23: “He is accursed of God that hangeth on a tree.” ere-
fore it does not seem fitting for Christ to be crucified.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:8): “He became obe-
dient unto death, even the death of the cross.”

I answer that, It was most fitting that Christ should suffer
the death of the cross.

First of all, as an example of virtue. For Augustine thus
writes (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 25): “God’s Wisdom became man to
give us an example in righteousness of living. But it is part of
righteous living not to stand in fear of things which ought not
to be feared. Now there are some men who, although they do
not fear death in itself, are yet troubled over the manner of
their death. In order, then, that no kind of death should trou-
ble an upright man, the cross of this Man had to be set before
him, because, among all kinds of death, none was more exe-
crable, more fear-inspiring, than this.”

Secondly, because this kind of deathwas especially suitable
in order to atone for the sin of our first parent, which was the
plucking of the apple from the forbidden tree against God’s
command. And so, to atone for that sin, it was fitting that
Christ should suffer by being fastened to a tree, as if restoring
what Adam had purloined; according to Ps. 68:5: “en did I
pay that which I took not away.”HenceAugustine says in a ser-
mon on the Passion*: “Adam despised the command, plucking
the apple from the tree: but all that Adam lost, Christ found
upon the cross.”

e third reason is because, as Chrysostom says in a ser-
mon on the Passion (De Cruce et Latrone i, ii): “He suffered
upon a high rood andnot under a roof, in order that the nature
of the airmight be purified: and the earth felt a like benefit, for
it was cleansed by the flowing of the blood fromHis side.” And
on Jn. 3:14: “e Son of man must be lied up,” eophylact
says: “When you hear that He was lied up, understand His
hanging on high, thatHemight sanctify the air who had sanc-
tified the earth by walking upon it.”

e fourth reason is, because, by dying on it, He prepares
for us an ascent into heaven, as Chrysostom† says. Hence it is
thatHe says ( Jn. 12:32): “If I be lied up from the earth, I will
draw all things to Myself.”

e fih reason is because it is befitting the universal salva-
tion of the entire world. Hence Gregory of Nyssa observes (In
Christ. Resurr., Orat. i) that “the shape of the cross extend-
ing out into four extremes from their central point of contact
denotes the power and the providence diffused everywhere of
Him who hung upon it.” Chrysostom‡ also says that upon the
cross “He dies with outstretched hands in order to draw with
one hand the people of old, and with the other those who
spring from the Gentiles.”

e sixth reason is because of the various virtues denoted
by this class of death.HenceAugustine inhis bookon the grace
of the Old and New Testament (Ep. cxl) says: “Not without
purpose did He choose this class of death, that He might be
a teacher of that breadth, and height, and length, and depth,”
of which the Apostle speaks (Eph. 3:18): “For breadth is in
the beam, which is fixed transversely above; this appertains to
good works, since the hands are stretched out upon it. Length
is the tree’s extent from the beam to the ground; and there it
is planted—that is, it stands and abides—which is the note of
longanimity. Height is in that portion of the tree which re-
mains over from the transverse beam upwards to the top, and
this is at the head of the Crucified, because He is the supreme
desire of souls of good hope. But that part of the tree which
is hidden from view to hold it fixed, and from which the en-
tire rood springs, denotes the depth of gratuitous grace.” And,
as Augustine says (Tract. cxix in Joan.): “e tree upon which
were fixed themembers ofHimdyingwas even the chair of the
Master teaching.”

e seventh reason is because this kind of death responds
to very many figures. For, as Augustine says in a sermon on the
Passion (Serm. ci De Tempore), an ark of wood preserved the
human race from the waters of the Deluge; at the exodus of
God’s people from Egypt, Moses with a rod divided the sea,
overthrew Pharaoh and saved the people of God. the same
Moses dipped his rod into the water, changing it from bit-
ter to sweet; at the touch of a wooden rod a salutary spring
gushed forth from a spiritual rock; likewise, in order to over-
come Amalec, Moses stretched forth his arms with rod in
hand; lastly, God’s law is entrusted to the wooden Ark of the
Covenant; all of which are like steps bywhichwemount to the
wood of the cross.

Reply toObjection1.ealtar of holocausts, uponwhich
the sacrifices of animals were immolated, was constructed of
timbers, as is set forth Ex. 27:, and in this respect the truth an-
swers to thefigure; but “it is not necessary for it to be likened in
every respect, otherwise it would not be a likeness,” but the re-

* Cf. Serm. ciDeTempore. † Athanasius, videA, III, ad 2. ‡ Athanasius,
vide A. III, ad 2. * Athanasius, vide A, III, ad 2.
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ality, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii). But. in particular,
as Chrysostom* says: “His head is not cut off, as was done to
John; nor was He sawn in twain, like Isaias, in order that His
entire and indivisible body might obey death, and that there
might be no excuse for them who want to divide the Church.”
While, instead of material fire, there was the spiritual fire of
charity in Christ’s holocaust.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ refused to undergo dishon-
orable sufferingswhich are alliedwith defects of knowledge, or
of grace, or even of virtue, but not those injuries inflicted from
without—nay, more, as is written Heb. 12:2: “He endured the
cross, despising the shame.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Contra Faust.

xiv), sin is accursed, and, consequently, so is death, andmortal-
ity, which comes of sin. “But Christ’s flesh was mortal, ‘having
the resemblance of the flesh of sin’ ”; and hence Moses calls it
“accursed,” just as theApostle calls it “sin,” saying (2Cor. 5:21):
“Him that knewno sin, for usHe hathmade sin”—namely, be-
cause of the penalty of sin. “Nor is there greater ignominy on
that account, because he said: ‘He is accursed of God.’ ” For,
“unless God had hated sin, He would never have sent His Son
to take upon Himself our death, and to destroy it. Acknowl-
edge, then, that it was for us He took the curse upon Himself,
whomyouconfess tohavedied for us.”Hence it iswritten (Gal.
3:13): “Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, be-
ing made a curse for us.”

IIIa q. 46 a. 5Whether Christ endured all suffering?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did endure all suf-
ferings, becauseHilary (DeTrin. x) says: “God’s only-begotten
Son testifies that He endured every kind of human sufferings
in order to accomplish the sacrament of His death, when with
bowed headHe gave up the ghost.” It seems, therefore, thatHe
did endure all human sufferings.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Is. 52:13): “BeholdMy
servant shall understand,He shall be exalted and extolled, and
shall be exceeding high; as many as have been astonished at
Him [Vulg.: ‘thee’], so shall His visage be inglorious among
men, andHis form among the sons ofmen.” ButChrist was ex-
alted in thatHehad all grace and all knowledge, atwhichmany
were astonished in admiration thereof.erefore it seems that
He was “inglorious,” by enduring every human suffering.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s Passion was ordained for
man’s deliverance from sin, as stated above (a. 3). But Christ
came to deliver men from every kind of sin. erefore He
ought to have endured every kind of suffering.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 19:32): “e soldiers
therefore came: and they broke the legs of the first, and of the
other who was crucified with Him; but aer they were come
to Jesus, when they saw thatHe was already dead, they did not
break His legs.” Consequently, He did not endure every hu-
man suffering.

I answer that,Human sufferings may be considered under
two aspects. First of all, specifically, and in this way it was not
necessary for Christ to endure them all, since many are mu-
tually exclusive, as burning and drowning; for we are dealing
now with sufferings inflicted from without, since it was not
beseeming for Him to endure those arising from within, such
as bodily ailments, as already stated (q. 14, a. 4). But, speak-
ing generically, He did endure every human suffering. is ad-
mits of a threefold acceptance. First of all, on the part of men:
forHe endured something fromGentiles and from Jews; from
menand fromwomen, as is clear fromthewomen servantswho
accused Peter. He suffered from the rulers, from their servants

and from themob, according to Ps. 2:1,2: “Why have theGen-
tiles raged, and thepeople devised vain things?ekings of the
earth stood up, and the princes met together, against the Lord
and againstHisChrist.”He suffered from friends and acquain-
tances, as is manifest from Judas betraying and Peter denying
Him.

Secondly, the same is evident on the part of the suffer-
ings which aman can endure. For Christ suffered from friends
abandoning Him; in His reputation, from the blasphemies
hurled at Him; in His honor and glory, from the mockeries
and the insults heaped upon Him; in things, for He was de-
spoiled of His garments; in His soul, from sadness, weariness,
and fear; in His body, from wounds and scourgings.

irdly, it may be considered with regard to His bodily
members. In His head He suffered from the crown of piercing
thorns; in His hands and feet, from the fastening of the nails;
on His face from the blows and spittle; and from the lashes
over His entire body. Moreover, He suffered in all His bodily
senses: in touch, by being scourged and nailed; in taste, by be-
ing given vinegar and gall to drink; in smell, by being fastened
to the gibbet in a place reeking with the stench of corpses,
“which is calledCalvary”; in hearing, by being tormentedwith
the cries of blasphemers and scorners; in sight, by beholding
the tears of His Mother and of the disciple whom He loved.

Reply toObjection1.Hilary’s words are to be understood
as to all classes of sufferings, but not as to their kinds.

Reply to Objection 2. e likeness is sustained, not as to
the number of the sufferings and graces, but as to their great-
ness; for, as He was uplied above others in gis of graces, so
was He lowered beneath others by the ignominy of His suffer-
ings.

Reply to Objection 3. e very least one of Christ’s suf-
ferings was sufficient of itself to redeem the human race from
all sins; but as to fittingness, it sufficed that He should endure
all classes of sufferings, as stated above.
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IIIa q. 46 a. 6Whether the pain of Christ’s Passion was greater than all other pains?

Objection 1. It would seem that the pain of Christ’s Pas-
sionwas not greater than all other pains. For the sufferer’s pain
is increased by the sharpness and the duration of the suffering.
But some of the martyrs endured sharper andmore prolonged
pains than Christ, as is seen in St. Lawrence, who was roasted
upon a gridiron; and in St. Vincent, whose flesh was torn with
iron pincers. erefore it seems that the pain of the suffering
Christ was not the greatest.

Objection 2. Further, strength of soul mitigates pain, so
much so that the Stoics held there was no sadness in the soul
of a wise man; and Aristotle (Ethic. ii) holds that moral virtue
fixes the mean in the passions. But Christ had most perfect
strength of soul. erefore it seems that the greatest pain did
not exist in Christ.

Objection 3.Further, themore sensitive the sufferer is, the
more acute will the pain be. But the soul is more sensitive than
the body, since the body feels in virtue of the soul; also, Adam
in the state of innocence seems to have had a body more sensi-
tive than Christ had, who assumed a human body with its nat-
ural defects. Consequently, it seems that the pain of a sufferer
in purgatory, or in hell, or even Adam’s pain, if he suffered at
all, was greater than Christ’s in the Passion.

Objection 4. Further, the greater the good lost, the greater
the pain. But by sinning the sinner loses a greater good than
Christ didwhen suffering; since the life of grace is greater than
the life of nature: also, Christ, who lost His life, but was to
rise again aer three days, seems to have lost less than those
who lose their lives and abide in death. erefore it seems that
Christ’s pain was not the greatest of all.

Objection 5. Further, the victim’s innocence lessens the
sting of his sufferings. But Christ died innocent, according to
Jer. 9:19: “I was as a meek lamb, that is carried to be a victim.”
erefore it seems that the pain ofChrist’s Passionwas not the
greatest.

Objection 6. Further, there was nothing superfluous in
Christ’s conduct. But the slightest pain would have sufficed
to secure man’s salvation, because from His Divine Person it
would have had infinite virtue. erefore it would have been
superfluous to choose the greatest of all pains.

On the contrary, It is written (Lam. 1:12) on behalf of
Christ’s Person: “O all ye that pass by the way attend, and see
if there be any sorrow like unto My sorrow.”

I answer that, As we have stated, when treating of the de-
fects assumed by Christ (q. 15, Aa. 5,6), there was true and
sensible pain in the suffering Christ, which is caused by some-
thing hurtful to the body: also, there was internal pain, which
is caused from the apprehension of something hurtful, and this
is termed “sadness.” And in Christ each of these was the great-
est in this present life. is arose from four causes. First of all,
from the sources of His pain. For the cause of the sensitive
painwas thewounding ofHis body; and this wounding had its
bitterness, both from the extent of the suffering already men-

tioned (a. 5 ) and from the kind of suffering, since the death of
the crucified ismost bitter, because they are pierced in nervous
and highly sensitive parts—to wit, the hands and feet; more-
over, the weight of the suspended body intensifies the agony.
and besides this there is the duration of the suffering because
they do not die at once like those slain by the sword.e cause
of the interior pain was, first of all, all the sins of the human
race, for which He made satisfaction by suffering; hence He
ascribes them, so to speak, to Himself, saying (Ps. 21:2): “e
words of my sins.” Secondly, especially the fall of the Jews and
of the others who sinned in His death chiefly of the apostles,
who were scandalized at His Passion. irdly, the loss of His
bodily life, which is naturally horrible to human nature.

e magnitude of His suffering may be considered, sec-
ondly, from the susceptibility of the sufferer as to both soul
and body. ForHis body was endowedwith amost perfect con-
stitution, since it was fashionedmiraculously by the operation
of the Holy Ghost; just as some other things made by miracles
are better than others, asChrysostom says (Hom. xxii in Joan.)
respecting thewine intowhichChrist changed thewater at the
wedding-feast. And, consequently, Christ’s sense of touch, the
sensitiveness of which is the reason for our feeling pain, was
most acute. His soul likewise, from its interior powers, appre-
hended most vehemently all the causes of sadness.

irdly, the magnitude of Christ’s suffering can be esti-
mated from the singleness of His pain and sadness. In other
sufferers the interior sadness ismitigated, and even the exterior
suffering, from some consideration of reason, by some deriva-
tion or redundance from the higher powers into the lower; but
it was not so with the suffering Christ, because “He permit-
ted each one of His powers to exercise its proper function,” as
Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii).

Fourthly, the magnitude of the pain of Christ’s suffering
can be reckoned by this, that the pain and sorrow were ac-
cepted voluntarily, to the end of men’s deliverance from sin;
and consequently He embraced the amount of pain propor-
tionate to themagnitudeof the fruitwhich resulted therefrom.

From all these causes weighed together, it follows that
Christ’s pain was the very greatest.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument follows from only
one of the considerations adduced—namely, from the bodily
injury, which is the cause of sensitive pain; but the torment
of the suffering Christ is much more intensified from other
causes, as above stated.

Reply to Objection 2. Moral virtue lessens interior sad-
ness in one way, and outward sensitive pain in quite another;
for it lessens interior sadness directly by fixing themean, as be-
ing its proper matter, within limits. But, as was laid down in
the Ia IIae, q. 64, a. 2, moral virtue fixes the mean in the pas-
sions, not according to mathematical quantity, but according
to quantity of proportion, so that the passion shall not go be-
yond the rule of reason. And since the Stoics held all sadness

2180



to beunprofitable, they accordingly believed it to be altogether
discordant with reason, and consequently to be shunned alto-
gether by a wise man. But in very truth some sadness is praise-
worthy, as Augustine proves (DeCiv. Dei xiv)—namely, when
it flows from holy love, as, for instance, when a man is sad-
dened over his own or others’ sins. Furthermore, it is employed
as a useful means of satisfying for sins, according to the say-
ing of the Apostle (2 Cor. 7:10): “e sorrow that is accord-
ing to God worketh penance, steadfast unto salvation.” And
so to atone for the sins of all men, Christ accepted sadness, the
greatest in absolute quantity, yet not exceeding the rule of rea-
son. But moral virtue does not lessen outward sensitive pain,
because such pain is not subject to reason, but follows the na-
ture of the body; yet it lessens it indirectly by redundance of
the higher powers into the lower. But this did not happen in
Christ’s case, as stated above (cf. q. 14, a. 1, ad 2; q. 45, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. e pain of a suffering, separated
soul belongs to the state of future condemnation, which ex-
ceeds every evil of this life, just as the glory of the saints sur-
passes every good of the present life. Accordingly, when we
say that Christ’s pain was the greatest, we make no compari-
son between His and the pain of a separated soul. But Adam’s
body could not suffer, except he sinned. so that he would be-
come mortal, and passible. And, though actually suffering, it
would have felt less pain than Christ’s body, for the reasons
already stated. From all this it is clear that even if by impas-
sibility Adam had suffered in the state of innocence, his pain
would have been less than Christ’s.

Reply to Objection 4. Christ grieved not only over the
loss of His own bodily life, but also over the sins of all oth-

ers. And this grief inChrist surpassed all grief of every contrite
heart, both because it flowed from a greater wisdom and char-
ity, by which the pang of contrition is intensified, and because
He grieved at the one time for all sins, according to Is. 53:4:
“SurelyHe hath carried our sorrows.” But such was the dignity
of Christ’s life in the body, especially on account of the God-
head united with it, that its loss, even for one hour, would be
a matter of greater grief than the loss of another man’s life for
howsoever long a time. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iii)
that the man of virtue loves his life all the more in proportion
as he knows it to be better; and yet he exposes it for virtue’s
sake. And in like fashion Christ laid down His most beloved
life for the good of charity, according to Jer. 12:7: “I have given
My dear soul into the hands of her enemies.”

Reply toObjection 5.e sufferer’s innocence does lessen
numerically the pain of the suffering, since, when a guilty man
suffers, he grieves not merely on account of the penalty, but
also because of the crime. whereas the innocent man grieves
only for the penalty: yet this pain is more intensified by reason
of his innocence, in so far as he deems the hurt inflicted to be
themore undeserved.Hence it is that even others aremore de-
serving of blame if they do not compassionate him. according
to Is. 57:1: “e just perisheth, and noman layeth it to heart.”

Reply to Objection 6. Christ willed to deliver the human
race from sins not merely by His power, but also according
to justice. And therefore He did not simply weigh what great
virtueHis sufferingwouldhave fromunionwith theGodhead,
but also how much, according to His human nature, His pain
would avail for so great a satisfaction.

IIIa q. 46 a. 7Whether Christ suffered in His whole soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not suffer in
His whole soul. For the soul suffers indirectly when the body
suffers, inasmuch as it is the “act of the body.” But the soul is
not, as to its every part, the “act of the body”; because the in-
tellect is the act of no body, as is said De Anima iii. erefore
it seems that Christ did not suffer in His whole soul.

Objection 2. Further, every power of the soul is passive in
regard to its proper object. But thehigher part of reasonhas for
its object the eternal types, “to the consideration and consulta-
tion of which it directs itself,” as Augustine says (De Trin. xii).
But Christ could suffer no hurt from the eternal types, since
they are nowise opposed to Him. erefore it seems that He
did not suffer in His whole soul.

Objection 3. Further, a sensitive passion is said to be com-
plete when it comes into contact with the reason. But there
was none such in Christ, but only “pro-passions”; as Jerome
remarks on Mat. 26:37. Hence Dionysius says in a letter to
John the Evangelist that “He endured only mentally the suf-
ferings inflicted upon Him.” Consequently it does not seem
that Christ suffered in His whole soul.

Objection 4. Further, suffering causes pain: but there is no
pain in the speculative intellect, because, as the Philosopher
says (Topic. i), “there is no sadness inopposition to thepleasure
which comes of consideration.” erefore it seems that Christ
did not suffer in His whole soul.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 87:4) on behalf of
Christ: “My soul is filled with evils”: upon which the gloss
adds: “Not with vices, but with woes, whereby the soul suf-
fers with the flesh; or with evils, viz. of a perishing people,
by compassionating them.” But His soul would not have been
filledwith these evils exceptHehad suffered inHiswhole soul.
erefore Christ suffered in His entire soul.

I answer that, A whole is so termed with respect to its
parts. But theparts of a soul are its faculties. So, then, thewhole
soul is said to suffer in so far as it is afflicted as to its essence, or
as to all its faculties. But itmust be borne inmind that a faculty
of the soul can suffer in two ways: first of all, by its own pas-
sion; and this comes of its being afflicted by its proper object;
thus, sight may suffer from superabundance of the visible ob-
ject. In another way a faculty suffers by a passion in the subject
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onwhich it is based; as sight suffers when the sense of touch in
the eye is affected, upon which the sense of sight rests, as, for
instance, when the eye is pricked, or is disaffected by heat.

So, then, we say that if the soul be considered with respect
to its essence, it is evident that Christ’s whole soul suffered.
For the soul’s whole essence is allied with the body, so that it is
entire in the whole body and in its every part. Consequently,
when the body suffered and was disposed to separate from the
soul, the entire soul suffered. But if we consider the whole soul
according to its faculties, speaking thus of the proper passions
of the faculties, He suffered indeed as to all His lower powers;
because in all the soul’s lower powers, whose operations are but
temporal, there was something to be foundwhichwas a source
of woe to Christ, as is evident from what was said above (a. 6).
But Christ’s higher reason did not suffer thereby on the part
of its object, which is God, whowas the cause, not of grief, but
rather of delight and joy, to the soul of Christ. Nevertheless,
all the powers of Christ’s soul did suffer according as any fac-
ulty is said to be affected as regards its subject, because all the
faculties of Christ’s soul were rooted in its essence, to which

suffering extended when the body, whose act it is, suffered.
Reply to Objection 1. Although the intellect as a faculty

is not the act of the body, still the soul’s essence is the act of the
body, and in it the intellective faculty is rooted, as was shown
in the Ia, q. 77, Aa. 6,8.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument proceeds from pas-
sion on the part of the proper object, according to which
Christ’s higher reason did not suffer.

Reply to Objection 3. Grief is then said to be a true pas-
sion, by which the soul is troubled, when the passion in the
sensitive part causes reason to deflect from the rectitude of its
act, so that it then follows the passion, and has no longer free-
will with regard to it. In this way passion of the sensitive part
did not extend to reason in Christ, but merely subjectively, as
was stated above.

Reply to Objection 4. e speculative intellect can have
no pain or sadness on the part of its object, which is truth
considered absolutely, and which is its perfection: neverthe-
less, both grief and its cause can reach it in the way mentioned
above.

IIIa q. 46 a. 8Whether Christ’s entire soul enjoyed blessed fruition during the Passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s entire soul did
not enjoy blessed fruition during the Passion. For it is not pos-
sible to be sad and glad at the one time, since sadness and glad-
ness are contraries. But Christ’s whole soul suffered grief dur-
ing the Passion, as was stated above (a. 7).ereforeHis whole
soul could not enjoy fruition.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii)
that, if sadness be vehement, it not only checks the contrary de-
light, but every delight; and conversely. But the grief ofChrist’s
Passionwas the greatest, as shownabove (a. 6); and likewise the
enjoyment of fruition is also the greatest, as was laid down in
the first volume of the Ia IIae, q. 34, a. 3. Consequently, it was
not possible for Christ’s whole soul to be suffering and rejoic-
ing at the one time.

Objection 3. Further, beatific “fruition” comes of the
knowledge and love of Divine things, as Augustine says
(Doctr. Christ. i). But all the soul’s powers do not extend to
the knowledge and love of God. erefore Christ’s whole soul
did not enjoy fruition.

On the contrary, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii):
Christ’sGodhead “permittedHis flesh to do and to sufferwhat
was proper to it.” In like fashion, since it belonged to Christ’s
soul, inasmuch as it was blessed, to enjoy fruition, His Passion
did not impede fruition.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 7), the whole soul can be
understood both according to its essence and according to all
its faculties. If it be understood according to its essence, then
His whole soul did enjoy fruition, inasmuch as it is the sub-
ject of the higher part of the soul, to which it belongs, to enjoy

the Godhead: so that as passion, by reason of the essence, is at-
tributed to the higher part of the soul, so, on the other hand,
by reason of the superior part of the soul, fruition is attributed
to the essence. But if we take the whole soul as comprising all
its faculties, thusHis entire soul did not enjoy fruition: not di-
rectly, indeed, because fruition is not the act of any one part
of the soul; nor by any overflow of glory, because, since Christ
was still upon earth, therewas nooverflowing of glory from the
higher part into the lower, nor from the soul into the body. But
since, on the contrary, the soul’s higher part was not hindered
in its proper acts by the lower, it follows that the higher part of
His soul enjoyed fruition perfectly while Christ was suffering.

Reply to Objection 1. e joy of fruition is not opposed
directly to the grief of the Passion, because they have not the
same object. Now nothing prevents contraries from being in
the same subject, but not according to the same. And so the
joy of fruition can appertain to the higher part of reason by
its proper act; but grief of the Passion according to the sub-
ject. Grief of the Passion belongs to the essence of the soul by
reason of the body, whose form the soul is; whereas the joy of
fruition (belongs to the soul) by reason of the faculty in which
it is subjected.

Reply to Objection 2. e Philosopher’s contention is
true because of the overflowwhich takes place naturally of one
faculty of the soul into another; but it was not so with Christ,
as was said above.

Reply to Objection 3. Such argument holds good of the
totality of the soul with regard to its faculties.
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IIIa q. 46 a. 9Whether Christ suffered at a suitable time?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not suffer at a
suitable time. For Christ’s Passion was prefigured by the sacri-
fice of the Paschal lamb: hence the Apostle says (1 Cor. 5:7):
“Christ our Pasch is sacrificed.” But the paschal lamb was slain
“on the fourteenth day at eventide,” as is stated in Ex. 12:6.
erefore it seems that Christ ought to have suffered then;
which ismanifestly false: forHewas then celebrating thePasch
with His disciples, according to Mark’s account (14:12): “On
the first day of the unleavened bread, when they sacrificed the
Pasch”; whereas it was on the following day that He suffered.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s Passion is called His upli-
ing, according to Jn. 3:14: “So must the Son of man be lied
up.” AndChrist is Himself called the Sun of Justice, as we read
Mal. 4:2. erefore it seems that He ought to have suffered at
the sixth hour, when the sun is at its highest point, and yet the
contrary appears from Mk. 15:25: “It was the third hour, and
they crucified Him.”

Objection 3. Further, as the sun is at its highest point in
each day at the sixth hour, so also it reaches its highest point
in every year at the summer solstice. erefore Christ ought
to have suffered about the time of the summer solstice rather
than about the vernal equinox.

Objection 4. Further, the world was enlightened by
Christ’s presence in it, according to Jn. 9:5: “As long as I am
in the world I am the light of the world.” Consequently it was
fitting for man’s salvation that Christ should have lived longer
in the world, so that He should have suffered, not in young,
but in old, age.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 13:1): “Jesus, knowing
thatHis hourwas come forHimtopass out of thisworld to the
Father”; and (Jn. 2:4): “Myhour is not yet come.”Uponwhich
texts Augustine observes: “When He had done as much as He
deemed sufficient, then cameHis hour, not of necessity, but of
will, not of condition, but of power.” erefore Christ died at
an opportune time.

I answer that, As was observed above (a. 1), Christ’s
Passion was subject to His will. But His will was ruled by
the Divine wisdom which “ordereth all things” conveniently
and “sweetly” (Wis. 8:1). Consequently it must be said that
Christ’s Passion was enacted at an opportune time. Hence it is
written in De Qq. Vet. et Nov. Test., qu. lv: “e Saviour did
everything in its proper place and season.”

Reply to Objection 1. Some hold that Christ did die on
the fourteenth day of the moon, when the Jews sacrificed the
Pasch: hence it is stated ( Jn. 18:28) that the Jews “wentnot into
Pilate’s hall” on the day of the Passion, “that they might not be
defiled, but that theymight eat the Pasch.”Upon thisChrysos-
tom observes (Hom. lxxxii in Joan.): “e Jews celebrated the
Pasch then; but He celebrated the Pasch on the previous day,
reserving His own slaying until the Friday, when the old Pasch
was kept.” And this appears to tally with the statement ( Jn.
13:1-5) that “before the festival day of the Pasch…when sup-

per was done”…Christ washed “the feet of the disciples.”
ButMatthew’s account (26:17) seemsopposed to this; that

“on the first day of the Azymes the disciples came to Jesus,
saying: Where wilt ou that we prepare for ee to eat the
Pasch?” From which, as Jerome says, “since the fourteenth day
of the first month is called the day of the Azymes, when the
lamb was slain, and when it was full moon,” it is quite clear
that Christ kept the supper on the fourteenth and died on the
fieenth. And this comes out more clearly from Mk. 14:12:
“On the first day of the unleavened bread, when they sacrificed
the Pasch,” etc.; and fromLk. 22:7: “eday of the unleavened
bread came, onwhich itwas necessary that the Pasch should be
killed.”

Consequently, then, others say that Christ ate the Pasch
with His disciples on the proper day—that is, on the four-
teenth day of the moon—“showing thereby that up to the last
dayHewasnot opposed to the law,” asChrysostom says (Hom.
lxxxi inMatth.): but that the Jews, being busied in compassing
Christ’s death against the law, put off celebrating the Pasch un-
til the following day. And on this account it is said of them that
on the day of Christ’s Passion they were unwilling to enter Pi-
late’s hall, “that they might not be defiled, but that they might
eat the Pasch.”

But even this solution does not tally with Mark, who says:
“On the first day of the unleavened bread, when they sacrificed
the Pasch.” Consequently Christ and the Jews celebrated the
ancient Pasch at the one time. And as Bede says on Lk. 22:7,8:
“Although Christ who is our Pasch was slain on the following
day—that is, on the fieenth day of the moon—nevertheless,
on the night when the Lamb was sacrificed, delivering to the
disciples to be celebrated, themysteries ofHis body and blood,
and being held and bound by the Jews, He hallowed the open-
ing of His own immolation—that is, of His Passion.”

But the words ( Jn. 13:1) “Before the festival day of the
Pasch” are to be understood to refer to the fourteenth day of
themoon, which then fell upon theursday: for the fieenth
day of the moon was the most solemn day of the Pasch with
the Jews: and so the same day which John calls “before the fes-
tival day of the Pasch,” on account of the natural distinction of
days, Matthew calls the first day of the unleavened bread, be-
cause, according to the rite of the Jewish festivity, the solem-
nity began from the evening of the preceding day. When it
is said, then, that they were going to eat the Pasch on the fif-
teenth day of the month, it is to be understood that the Pasch
there is not called thePaschal lamb,whichwas sacrificedon the
fourteenth day, but the Paschal food—that is, the unleavened
bread—which had to be eaten by the clean. Hence Chrysos-
tom in the same passage gives another explanation, that the
Pasch can be taken as meaning the whole feast of the Jews,
which lasted seven days.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Consensu
Evang. iii): “ ‘It was about the sixth hour’ when the Lord was

2183



delivered up by Pilate to be crucified,” as John relates. For it
“was not quite the sixth hour, but about the sixth—that is, it
was aer the fih, and when part of the sixth had been entered
upon until the sixth hour was ended—that the darkness be-
gan, whenChrist hung upon the cross. It is understood to have
been the third hourwhen the Jews clamored for the Lord to be
crucified: and it is most clearly shown that they crucified Him
when they clamored out. erefore, lest anyone might divert
the thought of so great a crime from the Jews to the soldiers,
he says: ‘It was the third hour, and they crucified Him,’ that
they before all may be found to have crucifiedHim, who at the
third hour clamored for His crucifixion. Although there are
notwanting somepersonswhowish the Parasceve to be under-
stood as the third hour, which John recalls, saying: ‘It was the
Parasceve, about the sixth hour.’ For ‘Parasceve’ is interpreted
‘preparation.’ But the true Pasch, which was celebrated in the
Lord’s Passion, began to be prepared from the ninth hour of
the night—namely, when the chief priests said: ‘He is deserv-
ing of death.’ ” According to John, then, “the sixth hour of the
Parasceve” lasts from that hour of the night down to Christ’s
crucifixion;while, according toMark, it is the thirdhour of the
day.

Still, there are some who contend that this discrepancy is
due to the error of aGreek transcriber: since the characters em-
ployed by them to represent 3 and 6 are somewhat alike.

Reply toObjection 3.According to the author of De Qq.
Vet. et Nov. Test., qu. lv, “our Lord willed to redeem and re-
form the world byHis Passion, at the time of year at whichHe
had created it—that is, at the equinox. It is then that day grows
upon night; because by our Saviour’s Passion we are brought
fromdarkness to light.”And since the perfect enlighteningwill
come about at Christ’s second coming, therefore the season of
His second coming is compared (Mat. 24:32,33) to the sum-
mer in these words: “When the branch thereof is now tender,
and the leaves come forth, you know that summer is nigh: so
you also, when you shall see all these things, know ye that it is
nigh even at the doors.” And then also shall beChrist’s greatest
exaltation.

Reply to Objection 4. Christ willed to suffer while yet
young, for three reasons. First of all, to commend the more
His love by giving up His life for us when He was in His most
perfect state of life. Secondly, because it was not becoming for
Him to show any decay of nature nor to be subject to disease,
as stated above (q. 14, a. 4).irdly, that by dying and rising at
an early age Christ might exhibit beforehand in His own per-
son the future condition of those who rise again. Hence it is
written (Eph. 4:13): “Until we all meet into the unity of faith,
and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect man,
unto the measure of the age of the fulness of Christ.”

IIIa q. 46 a. 10Whether Christ suffered in a suitable place?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not suffer in a
suitable place. For Christ suffered according toHis human na-
ture,whichwas conceived inNazareth andborn inBethlehem.
Consequently it seems that He ought not to have suffered in
Jerusalem, but in Nazareth or Bethlehem.

Objection2.Further, the reality ought to correspondwith
the figure. But Christ’s Passion was prefigured by the sacri-
fices of the Old Law, and these were offered up in the Temple.
erefore it seems that Christ ought to have suffered in the
Temple, and not outside the city gate.

Objection 3. Further, the medicine should correspond
with the disease. ButChrist’s Passionwas themedicine against
Adam’s sin: andAdamwas not buried in Jerusalem, but inHe-
bron; for it is written ( Josh. 14:15): “e name ofHebron be-
fore was called Cariath-Arbe: Adam the greatest in the land of
[Vulg.: ‘among’] the Enacims was laid there.”

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 13:33): “It cannot be
that a prophet perish out of Jerusalem.”erefore it was fitting
that He should die in Jerusalem.

I answer that, According to the author of De Qq. Vet. et
Nov. Test., qu. lv, “the Saviour did everything in its proper
place and season,” because, as all things are inHis hands, so are
all places: and consequently, since Christ suffered at a suitable
time, so did He in a suitable place.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ died most appropriately in

Jerusalem. First of all, because Jerusalem was God’s chosen
place for the offering of sacrifices to Himself: and these figu-
rative sacrifices foreshadowed Christ’s Passion, which is a true
sacrifice, according to Eph. 5:2: “He hath delivered Himself
for us, an oblation and a sacrifice to God for an odor of sweet-
ness.”Hence Bede says in aHomily (xxiii): “When the Passion
drew nigh, our Lord willed to draw nigh to the place of the
Passion”—that is to say, to Jerusalem—whither He came five
days before the Pasch; just as, according to the legal precept,
the Paschal lamb was led to the place of immolation five days
before the Pasch, which is the tenth day of the moon.

Secondly, because the virtue of His Passion was to be
spread over the whole world, He wished to suffer in the cen-
ter of the habitable world—that is, in Jerusalem. Accordingly
it is written (Ps. 73:12): “But God is our King before ages: He
hath wrought salvation in the midst of the earth”—that is, in
Jerusalem, which is called “the navel of the earth”*.

irdly, because itwas specially in keepingwithHis humil-
ity: that, as He chose the most shameful manner of death, so
likewise it was part of His humility that He did not refuse to
suffer in so celebrated a place. Hence Pope Leo says (Serm. I in
Epiph.): “He who had taken upon Himself the form of a ser-
vant chose Bethlehem for His nativity and Jerusalem for His
Passion.”

Fourthly, He willed to suffer in Jerusalem, where the chief
* Cf. Jerome’s comment on Ezech. 5:5.
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priests dwelt, to show that the wickedness of His slayers arose
from the chiefs of the Jewish people. Hence it is written (Acts
4:27): “ere assembled together in this city against y holy
child Jesus whom ou hast anointed, Herod, and Pontius Pi-
late, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel.”

Reply to Objection 2. For three reasons Christ suffered
outside the gate, and not in the Temple nor in the city. First
of all, that the truth might correspond with the figure. For the
calf and the goat which were offered in most solemn sacrifice
for expiation on behalf of the entiremultitude were burnt out-
side the camp, as commanded inLev. 16:27.Hence it iswritten
(Heb. 13:27): “For the bodies of those beasts, whose blood is
brought into the holies by the high-priest for sin, are burned
without the camp. Wherefore Jesus also, that He might sanc-
tify the people by His own blood, suffered without the gate.”

Secondly, to set us the example of shunning worldly con-
versation. Accordingly the passage continues: “Let us go forth
therefore to Him without the camp, bearing His reproach.”

irdly, as Chrysostom says in a sermon on the Passion
(Hom. i De Cruce et Latrone): “e Lord was not willing to
suffer under a roof, nor in the Jewish Temple, lest the Jews

might take away the saving sacrifice, and lest you might think
He was offered for that people only. Consequently, it was be-
yond the city and outside the walls, that youmay learn it was a
universal sacrifice, an oblation for the whole world, a cleansing
for all.”

Reply to Objection 3. According to Jerome, in his com-
mentary on Mat. 27:33, “someone explained ‘the place of Cal-
vary’ as being the placewhereAdamwas buried; and that itwas
so called because the skull of the first man was buried there. A
pleasing interpretation indeed, and one suited to catch the ear
of the people, but, still, not the true one. For the spots where
the condemned are beheaded are outside the city and beyond
the gates, deriving thence the name of Calvary—that is, of the
beheaded. Jesus, accordingly, was crucified there, that the stan-
dards of martyrdom might be uplied over what was formerly
the place of the condemned. But Adam was buried close by
Hebron and Arbe, as we read in the book of Jesus Ben Nave.”
But Jesus was to be crucified in the common spot of the con-
demned rather than beside Adam’s sepulchre, to make it man-
ifest that Christ’s cross was the remedy, not only for Adam’s
personal sin, but also for the sin of the entire world.

IIIa q. 46 a. 11Whether it was fitting for Christ to be crucified with thieves?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting for Christ to have
been crucified with thieves, because it is written (2Cor. 6:14):
“What participation hath justice with injustice?” But for our
sakes Christ “of God is made unto us justice” (1 Cor. 1:30);
whereas iniquity applies to thieves.erefore it was not fitting
for Christ to be crucified with thieves.

Objection 2. Further, on Mat. 26:35, “ough I should
die with ee, I will not deny ee,” Origen (Tract. xxxv in
Matth.) observes: “It was not men’s lot to die with Jesus, since
He died for all.” Again, on Lk. 22:33, “I am ready to go with
ee, both into prison and death,” Ambrose says: “Our Lord’s
Passion has followers, but not equals.” It seems, then,much less
fitting for Christ to suffer with thieves.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 27:44) that “the
thieves whowere crucifiedwithHim reproachedHim.” But in
Lk. 22:42 it is stated that one of themwhowere crucified with
Christ cried out to Him: “Lord, remember me when ou
shalt come into y kingdom.” It seems, then, that besides the
blasphemous thieves there was another man who did not blas-
pheme Him: and so the Evangelist’s account does not seem to
be accurate when it says that Christ was crucified with thieves.

On the contrary, It was foretold by Isaias (53:12): “And
He was reputed with the wicked.”

I answer that, Christ was crucified between thieves from
one intention on the part of the Jews, and from quite another
on the part of God’s ordaining. As to the intention of the Jews,
Chrysostom remarks (Hom. lxxxvii in Matth.) that they cru-
cified the two thieves, one on either side, “that He might be
made to share their guilt. But it did not happen so; because

mention is never made of them; whereas His cross is honored
everywhere. Kings lay aside their crowns to take up the cross:
on their purple robes, on their diadems, on their weapons, on
the consecrated table, everywhere the cross shines forth.”

As to God’s ordinance, Christ was crucified with thieves,
because, as Jerome says on Mat. 27:33: “As Christ became ac-
cursed of the cross for us, so for our salvation He was cruci-
fied as a guilty one among the guilty.” Secondly, as Pope Leo
observes (Serm. iv de Passione): “Two thieves were crucified,
one on His right hand and one on His le, to set forth by the
very appearance of the gibbet that separation of all men which
shall be made in His hour of judgment.” And Augustine on
Jn. 7:36: “e very cross, if thou mark it well, was a judgment-
seat: for the judge being set in themidst, the one who believed
was delivered, the other who mocked Him was condemned.
AlreadyHe has signifiedwhatHe shall do to the quick and the
dead; some He will set on His right, others on His le hand.”
irdly, according to Hilary (Comm. xxxiii in Matth.): “Two
thieves are set, one upon His right and one upon His le, to
show that all mankind is called to the sacrament of His Pas-
sion. But because of the cleavage between believers and unbe-
lievers, the multitude is divided into right and le, those on
the right being saved by the justification of faith.” Fourthly, be-
cause, as Bede says on Mk. 15:27: “e thieves crucified with
ourLorddenote thosewho, believing in and confessingChrist,
either endure the conflict of martyrdom or keep the institutes
of stricter observance. But those who do the like for the sake
of everlasting glory are denoted by the faith of the thief on the
right; while others who do so for the sake of human applause
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copy the mind and behavior of the one on the le.”
Reply to Objection 1. Just as Christ was not obliged to

die, butwillingly submitted to death so as to vanquish death by
His power: so neither deserved He to be classed with thieves;
but willed to be reputed with the ungodly that He might
destroy ungodliness by His power. Accordingly, Chrysostom
says (Hom. lxxxiv in Joan.) that “to convert the thief upon the
cross, and lead him into paradise, was no less a wonder than to
shake the rocks.”

Reply to Objection 2. It was not fitting that anyone else

should die with Christ from the same cause as Christ: hence
Origen continues thus in the same passage: “All had been un-
der sin, and all required that another should die for them, not
they for others.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Consensu
Evang. iii): We can understand Matthew “as putting the plural
for the singular” when he said “the thieves reproached Him.”
Or it may be said, with Jerome, that “at first both blasphemed
Him, but aerwards one believed in Him on witnessing the
wonders.”

IIIa q. 46 a. 12Whether Christ’s Passion is to be attributed to His Godhead?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Passion is to be
attributed to His Godhead; for it is written (1 Cor. 2:8): “If
they had known it, they would never have crucified the Lord
of glory.” ButChrist is the Lord of glory in respect ofHisGod-
head.ereforeChrist’s Passion is attributed toHim in respect
of His Godhead.

Objection 2. Further, the principle of men’s salvation is
the Godhead Itself, according to Ps. 36:39: “But the salvation
of the just is from the Lord.” Consequently, if Christ’s Passion
did not appertain toHis Godhead, it would seem that it could
not produce fruit in us.

Objection 3. Further, the Jews were punished for slaying
Christ as formurderingGodHimself; as is proved by the grav-
ity of the punishment. Now this would not be so if the Passion
were not attributed to the Godhead. erefore Christ’s Pas-
sion should be so attributed.

On the contrary, Athanasius says (Ep. ad Epict.): “e
Word is impassible whose Nature is Divine.” But what is im-
passible cannot suffer. Consequently, Christ’s Passion did not
concern His Godhead.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 2, Aa. 1,2,3,6), the union
of the human nature with the Divine was effected in the Per-
son, in the hypostasis, in the suppositum, yet observing the dis-
tinction of natures; so that it is the same Person and hyposta-
sis of the Divine and human natures, while each nature retains
thatwhich is proper to it. And therefore, as stated above (q. 16,
a. 4), the Passion is to be attributed to the suppositum of the
DivineNature, not because of theDivineNature, which is im-

passible, but by reason of the human nature. Hence, in a Syn-
odal Epistle of Cyril* we read: “If any man does not confess
that the Word of God suffered in the flesh and was crucified
in the flesh, let him be anathema.” erefore Christ’s Passion
belongs to the “suppositum” of theDivineNature by reason of
the passible nature assumed, but not on account of the impas-
sible Divine Nature.

Reply toObjection1.eLord of glory is said to be cruci-
fied, not as the Lord of glory, but as aman capable of suffering.

Reply to Objection 2. As is said in a sermon of the
Council of Ephesus†, “Christ’s death being, as it were, God’s
death”—namely, by union in Person—“destroyed death”;
sinceHewho suffered “was bothGod andman. ForGod’s Na-
ture was not wounded, nor did It undergo any change by those
sufferings.”

Reply to Objection 3. As the passage quoted goes on to
say: “e Jews did not crucify one whowas simply aman; they
inflicted their presumptions upon God. For suppose a prince
to speak by word of mouth, and that his words are committed
to writing on a parchment and sent out to the cities, and that
some rebel tears up the document, he will be led forth to en-
dure the death sentence, not formerely tearing up a document,
but as destroying the imperial message. Let not the Jew, then,
stand in security, as crucifying a mere man; since what he saw
was as the parchment, but what was hidden under it was the
imperial Word, the Son by nature, not the mere utterance of a
tongue.”

* Act. Conc. Ephes., P. i, cap. 26. † P. iii, cap. 10.
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T P, Q 47
Of the Efficient Cause of Christ’s Passion

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the efficient cause of Christ’s Passion, concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ was slain by others, or by Himself ?
(2) From what motive did He deliver Himself up to the Passion?
(3) Whether the Father delivered Him up to suffer?
(4) Whether it was fitting that He should suffer at the hands of the Gentiles, or rather of the Jews?
(5) Whether His slayers knew who He was?
(6) Of the sin of them who slew Christ.

IIIa q. 47 a. 1Whether Christ was slain by another or by Himself ?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not slain by
another, but byHimself. ForHe saysHimself ( Jn. 10:18): “No
men taketh My life from Me, but I lay it down of Myself.” But
he is said to kill another who takes away his life. Consequently,
Christ was not slain by others, but by Himself.

Objection 2. Further, those slain by others sink gradu-
ally from exhausted nature, and this is strikingly apparent in
the crucified: for, as Augustine says (De Trin. iv): “ose who
were crucifiedwere tormentedwith a lingering death.” But this
did not happen in Christ’s case, since “crying out, with a loud
voice,He yielded up the ghost” (Mat. 27:50).ereforeChrist
was not slain by others, but by Himself.

Objection 3. Further, those slain by others suffer a violent
death, and hence die unwillingly, because violent is opposed to
voluntary. But Augustine says (DeTrin. iv): “Christ’s spirit did
not quit the flesh unwillingly, but because He willed it, when
Hewilled it, and asHewilled it.”ConsequentlyChrist was not
slain by others, but by Himself.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 18:33): “Aer they
have scourged Him, they will put him to death.”

I answer that, A thing may cause an effect in two ways: in
the first instance by acting directly so as to produce the effect;
and in thismannerChrist’s persecutors slewHimbecause they
inflicted onHimwhat was a sufficient cause of death, andwith
the intention of slaying Him, and the effect followed, since
death resulted from that cause. In another way someone causes
an effect indirectly—that is, by not preventing it when he can
do so; just as one person is said to drench another by not clos-
ing the window through which the shower is entering: and in
this way Christ was the cause of His own Passion and death.
For He could have prevented His Passion and death. Firstly,
by holding His enemies in check, so that they would not have
been eager to slayHim, or would have been powerless to do so.
Secondly, because His spirit had the power of preserving His

fleshly nature from the infliction of any injury; and Christ’s
soul had this power, because it was united in unity of person
with the Divine Word, as Augustine says (De Trin. iv). ere-
fore, since Christ’s soul did not repel the injury inflicted on
His body, but willed His corporeal nature to succumb to such
injury, He is said to have laid down His life, or to have died
voluntarily.

Reply toObjection 1.Whenwe hear the words, “Noman
taketh away My life from Me,” we must understand “against
My will”: for that is properly said to be “taken away” which
one takes from someone who is unwilling and unable to resist.

Reply to Objection 2. In order for Christ to show that
the Passion inflicted by violence did not take awayHis life, He
preserved the strength of His bodily nature, so that at the last
moment He was able to cry out with a loud voice: and hence
His death should be computed amongHis other miracles. Ac-
cordingly it is written (Mk. 15:39): “And the centurion who
stood over against Him, seeing that crying out in this manner,
He had given up the ghost, said: Indeed, this man was the Son
of God.” It was also a subject of wonder in Christ’s death that
He died sooner than the others who were tormented with the
same suffering. Hence John says (19:32) that “they broke the
legs of the first, and of the other that was crucified with Him,”
that they might die more speedily; “but aer they were come
to Jesus, when they saw thatHe was already dead, they did not
breakHis legs.”Mark also states (15:44) that “Pilate wondered
that He should be already dead.” For as of His own will His
bodily nature kept its vigor to the end, so likewise, when He
willed, He suddenly succumbed to the injury inflicted.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ at the same time suffered vi-
olence in order to die, and died, nevertheless, voluntarily; be-
cause violence was inflicted onHis body, which, however, pre-
vailed over His body only so far as He willed it.
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IIIa q. 47 a. 2Whether Christ died out of obedience?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not die out of
obedience. For obedience is referred to a command. But we do
not read that Christ was commanded to suffer. erefore He
did not suffer out of obedience.

Objection 2. Further, a man is said to do from obedience
what he does fromnecessity of precept. ButChrist did not suf-
fer necessarily, but voluntarily.ereforeHe did not suffer out
of obedience.

Objection 3. Further, charity is a more excellent virtue
thanobedience. Butwe read thatChrist suffered out of charity,
according to Eph. 5:2: “Walk in love, as Christ also has loved
us, and deliveredHimself up for us.”ereforeChrist’s Passion
ought to be ascribed rather to charity than to obedience.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:8): “He became obe-
dient” to the Father “unto death.”

I answer that, It was befitting thatChrist should suffer out
of obedience. First of all, because it was in keepingwith human
justification, that “as by the disobedience of one man, many
were made sinners: so also by the obedience of one, many shall
bemade just,” as is writtenRom. 5:19. Secondly, it was suitable
for reconcilingmanwithGod: hence it iswritten (Rom. 5:10):
“We are reconciled toGod by the death ofHis Son,” in so far as
Christ’s death was a most acceptable sacrifice to God, accord-
ing to Eph. 5:2: “He delivered Himself for us an oblation and
a sacrifice to God for an odor of sweetness.” Now obedience is
preferred to all sacrifices. according to 1 Kings 15:22: “Obe-
dience is better than sacrifices.” erefore it was fitting that
the sacrifice ofChrist’s Passion and death should proceed from
obedience.irdly, it was in keepingwithHis victory whereby
He triumphed over death and its author; because a soldier can-
not conquerunless heobeyhis captain.And so theMan-Christ
secured the victory through being obedient to God, according
to Prov. 21:28: “An obedient man shall speak of victory.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ received a command from
the Father to suffer. For it is written ( Jn. 10:18): “I have power
to lay downMy life, and I have power to take it up again: (and)
this commandment have I received ofMy Father”—namely, of
laying down His life and of resuming it again. “From which,”
as Chrysostom says (Hom. lix in Joan.), it is not to be under-
stood “that at first He awaited the command, and that He had
need to be told, but He showed the proceeding to be a vol-

untary one, and destroyed suspicion of opposition” to the Fa-
ther. Yet because the Old Law was ended by Christ’s death, ac-
cording to His dying words, “It is consummated” ( Jn. 19:30),
it may be understood that by His suffering He fulfilled all the
precepts of the Old Law. He fulfilled those of the moral or-
der which are founded on the precepts of charity, inasmuch
as He suffered both out of love of the Father, according to Jn.
14:31: “at the world may know that I love the Father, and
as the Father hath given Me commandment, so do I: arise, let
us go hence”—namely, to the place of His Passion: and out of
love of His neighbor, according to Gal. 2:20: “He loved me,
and delivered Himself up for me.” Christ likewise by His Pas-
sion fulfilled the ceremonial precepts of the Law, which are
chiefly ordained for sacrifices and oblations, in so far as all the
ancient sacrifices were figures of that true sacrifice which the
dying Christ offered for us. Hence it is written (Col. 2:16,17):
“Let no man judge you in meat or drink, or in respect of a fes-
tival day, or of the new moon, or of the sabbaths, which are a
shadow of things to come, but the body is Christ’s,” for the rea-
son that Christ is compared to them as a body is to a shadow.
Christ also by His Passion fulfilled the judicial precepts of the
Law, which are chiefly ordained for making compensation to
them who have suffered wrong, since, as is written Ps. 68:5:
He “paid that which” He “took not away,” suffering Himself
to be fastened to a tree on account of the apple which man
had plucked from the tree against God’s command.

Reply toObjection 2.Although obedience implies neces-
sity with regard to the thing commanded, nevertheless it im-
plies free-will with regard to the fulfilling of the precept. And,
indeed, such wasChrist’s obedience, for, althoughHis Passion
and death, considered in themselves, were repugnant to the
natural will, yet Christ resolved to fulfill God’s will with re-
spect to the same, according to Ps. 39:9: “at I should doy
will:OmyGod, I havedesired it.”HenceHe said (Mat. 26:42):
“If this chalice may not pass away, but I must drink it, y will
be done.”

Reply toObjection 3. For the same reasonChrist suffered
out of charity and out of obedience; because He fulfilled even
the precepts of charity out of obedience only; and was obedi-
ent, out of love, to the Father’s command.

IIIa q. 47 a. 3Whether God the Father delivered up Christ to the Passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that God the Father did not
deliver upChrist to the Passion. For it is a wicked and cruel act
to hand over an innocent man to torment and death. But, as it
is written (Dt. 32:4): “God is faithful, and without any iniq-
uity.” erefore He did not hand over the innocent Christ to
His Passion and death.

Objection 2. Further, it is not likely that a man be given

over to death by himself and by another also. But Christ gave
Himself up for us, as it is written (Is. 53:12): “He hath deliv-
ered His soul unto death.” Consequently it does not appear
that God the Father delivered Him up.

Objection 3. Further, Judas is held to be guilty because he
betrayedChrist to the Jews, according to Jn. 6:71: “One of you
is a devil,” alluding to Judas, who was to betray Him. e Jews
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are likewise reviled for delivering Him up to Pilate; as we read
in Jn. 18:35: “y own nation, and the chief priests have de-
livered ee up to me.” Moreover, as is related in Jn. 19:16:
Pilate “delivered Him to them to be crucified”; and according
to 2 Cor. 6:14: there is no “participation of justice with injus-
tice.” It seems, therefore, that God the Father did not deliver
up Christ to His Passion.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 8:32): “God hath not
spared His own Son, but delivered Him up for us all.”

I answer that, As observed above (a. 2), Christ suffered
voluntarily out of obedience to the Father. Hence in three re-
spects God the Father did deliver up Christ to the Passion.
In the first way, because by His eternal will He preordained
Christ’s Passion for the deliverance of the human race, accord-
ing to the words of Isaias (53:6): “e Lord hath laid on Him
the iniquities of us all”; and again (Is. 53:10): “e Lord was
pleased to bruise Him in infirmity.” Secondly, inasmuch as, by
the infusion of charity, He inspired Him with the will to suf-
fer for us; hence we read in the same passage: “He was offered
because it was His own will” (Is. 53:7). irdly, by not shield-
ing Him from the Passion, but abandoning Him to His perse-
cutors: thus we read (Mat. 27:46) that Christ, while hanging
upon the cross, cried out: “My God, My God, why hast ou
forsakenMe?” because, towit,He leHim to the power ofHis
persecutors, as Augustine says (Ep. cxl).

Reply to Objection 1. It is indeed a wicked and cruel act

to hand over an innocentman to torment and to death against
his will. Yet God the Father did not so deliver up Christ,
but inspired Him with the will to suffer for us. God’s “sever-
ity” (cf. Rom. 11:22) is thereby shown, for He would not re-
mit sin without penalty: and the Apostle indicates this when
(Rom. 8:32) he says: “God spared not even His own Son.”
Likewise His “goodness” (Rom. 11:22) shines forth, since by
no penalty endured could man pay Him enough satisfaction:
and the Apostle denotes this when he says: “He deliveredHim
up for us all”: and, again (Rom. 3:25): “Whom”—that is to
say, Christ—God “hath proposed to be a propitiation through
faith in His blood.”

Reply toObjection 2.Christ asGod deliveredHimself up
to death by the same will and action as that by which the Fa-
ther delivered Him up; but as man He gave Himself up by a
will inspired of the Father. Consequently there is no contrari-
ety in the Father delivering Him up and in Christ delivering
Himself up.

Reply to Objection 3. e same act, for good or evil, is
judged differently, accordingly as it proceeds from a differ-
ent source. e Father delivered up Christ, and Christ surren-
dered Himself, from charity, and consequently we give praise
to both: but Judas betrayed Christ from greed, the Jews from
envy, and Pilate from worldly fear, for he stood in fear of Cae-
sar; and these accordingly are held guilty.

IIIa q. 47 a. 4Whether it was fitting for Christ to suffer at the hands of the Gentiles?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting that Christ should
suffer at the hands of the Gentiles. For since men were to be
freed from sin byChrist’s death, it would seemfitting that very
few should sin in His death. But the Jews sinned in His death,
onwhose behalf it is said (Mat. 21:38): “is is the heir; come,
let us kill him.” It seems fitting, therefore, that the Gentiles
should not be implicated in the sin of Christ’s slaying.

Objection 2. Further, the truth should respond to the fig-
ure. Now it was not the Gentiles but the Jews who offered the
figurative sacrifices of the Old Law. erefore neither ought
Christ’s Passion, which was a true sacrifice, to be fulfilled at
the hands of the Gentiles.

Objection 3. Further, as related Jn. 5:18, “the Jews sought
to kill” Christ because “He did not only break the sabbath, but
also said God was His Father, making Himself equal to God.”
But these things seemed to be only against the Lawof the Jews:
hence they themselves said ( Jn. 19:7): “According to the Law
He ought to die because He made Himself the Son of God.” It
seems fitting, therefore, that Christ should suffer, at the hands
not of theGentiles, but of the Jews, and thatwhat they saidwas
untrue: “It is not lawful for us to put any man to death,” since
many sins are punishable with death according to the Law, as
is evident from Lev. 20.

On the contrary, our Lord Himself says (Mat. 20:19):

“ey shall deliver Him to the Gentiles to be mocked, and
scourged, and crucified.”

I answer that,eeffect ofChrist’s Passionwas foreshown
by the verymanner ofHis death. For Christ’s Passion wrought
its effect of salvation first of all among the Jews, very many of
whomwere baptized inHis death, as is evident fromActs 2:41
and Acts 4:4. Aerwards, by the preaching of Jews, Christ’s
Passion passed on to the Gentiles. Consequently it was fitting
that Christ should begin His sufferings at the hands of the
Jews, and, aer they had delivered Him up, finish His Passion
at the hands of the Gentiles.

Reply toObjection 1. In order to demonstrate the fulness
of His love, on account of which He suffered, Christ upon the
cross prayed for His persecutors. erefore, that the fruits of
His petition might accrue to Jews and Gentiles, Christ willed
to suffer from both.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s Passion was the offering of
a sacrifice, inasmuch asHe endured death ofHis own free-will
out of charity: but in so far asHe suffered fromHis persecutors
it was not a sacrifice, but a most grievous sin.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Tract. cxiv in
Joan.): “e Jews said that ‘it is not lawful for us to put any
man to death,’ because they understood that it was not lawful
for them to put any man to death” owing to the sacredness of
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the feast-day, which they had already begun to celebrate. or,
as Chrysostom observes (Hom. lxxxiii in Joan.), because they
wanted Him to be slain, not as a transgressor of the Law, but
as a public enemy, sinceHe hadmadeHimself out to be a king,
of which it was not their place to judge. Or, again, because it

was not lawful for them to crucify Him (as they wanted to),
but to stoneHim, as they did to Stephen. Better still is it to say
that the power of putting to death was taken from them by the
Romans, whose subjects they were.

IIIa q. 47 a. 5Whether Christ’s persecutors knew who He was?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s persecutors did
know who He was. For it is written (Mat. 21:38) that the hus-
bandmen seeing the son said within themselves: “is is the
heir; come, let us kill him.”On this Jerome remarks: “OurLord
proves most manifestly by these words that the rulers of the
Jews crucified the Son of God, not from ignorance, but out of
envy: for they understood that it was He to whom the Father
says by the Prophet: ‘Ask of Me, and I will give ee the Gen-
tiles for y inheritance.’ ” It seems, therefore, that they knew
Him to be Christ or the Son of God.

Objection 2. Further, our Lord says ( Jn. 15:24): “But now
they have both seen and hated both Me and My Father.” Now
what is seen is known manifestly. erefore the Jews, knowing
Christ, inflicted the Passion on Him out of hatred.

Objection 3. Further, it is said in a sermon delivered in
the Council of Ephesus (P. iii, cap. x): “Just as he who tears up
the imperialmessage is doomed to die, as despising the prince’s
word; so the Jew, who crucified Him whom he had seen, will
pay the penalty for daring to lay his hands on God the Word
Himself.” Now this would not be so had they not known Him
to be the Son of God, because their ignorance would have
excused them. erefore it seems that the Jews in crucifying
Christ knew Him to be the Son of God.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 2:8): “If they had
known it, they would never have crucified the Lord of glory.”
And (Acts 3:17), Peter, addressing the Jews, says: “I know that
you did it through ignorance, as did also your rulers.” Likewise
the Lord hanging upon the cross said: “Father, forgive them,
for they know not what they do” (Lk. 23:34).

I answer that, Among the Jews some were elders, and
others of lesser degree. Now according to the author of De
Qq. Nov. et Vet. Test., qu. lxvi, the elders, who were called
“rulers, knew,” as did also the devils, “that He was the Christ
promised in the Law: for they saw all the signs in Him which
the prophets said would come to pass: but they did not know
the mystery of His Godhead.” Consequently the Apostle says:
“If they had known it, they would never have crucified the
Lord of glory.” It must, however, be understood that their ig-
norance did not excuse them from crime, because it was, as it
were, affected ignorance. For they saw manifest signs of His
Godhead; yet they perverted them out of hatred and envy of
Christ; neither would they believe His words, whereby He
avowed thatHewas the SonofGod.HenceHeHimself says of
them (Jn. 15:22): “If I had not come, and spoken to them, they
would not have sin; but now they have no excuse for their sin.”

And aerwardsHe adds ( Jn. 15:24): “If I had not done among
them the works that no other man hath done, they would not
have sin.” And so the expression employed by Job (21:14) can
be accepted on their behalf: ”(Who) said toGod: depart from
us, we desire not the knowledge of y ways.”

But those of lesser degree—namely, the common
folk—who had not grasped the mysteries of the Scriptures,
did not fully comprehend that He was the Christ or the Son
of God. For although some of them believed in Him, yet the
multitude did not; and if they doubted sometimes whether
He was the Christ, on account of the manifold signs and force
ofHis teaching, as is stated Jn. 7:31,41, nevertheless they were
deceived aerwards by their rulers, so that they did not believe
Him to be the Son of God or the Christ. Hence Peter said to
them: “I know that you did it through ignorance, as did also
your rulers”—namely, because theywere seduced by the rulers.

Reply toObjection 1.ose words are spoken by the hus-
bandmen of the vineyard; and these signify the rulers of the
people, who knew Him to be the heir, inasmuch as they knew
Him to be the Christ promised in the Law, but the words of
Ps. 2:8 seem to militate against this answer: “Ask of Me, and
I will give ee the Gentiles for y inheritance”; which are
addressed to Him of whom it is said: “ou art My Son, this
day have I begotten ee.” If, then, they knew Him to be the
one to whom the words were addressed: “Ask ofMe, and I will
giveee theGentiles fory inheritance,” it follows that they
knew Him to be the Son of God. Chrysostom, too, says upon
the same passage that “they knew Him to be the Son of God.”
Bede likewise, commenting on the words, “For they know not
what they do” (Lk. 23:34), says: “It is to be observed that He
does not pray for them who, understanding Him to be the
SonofGod, preferred to crucifyHimrather than acknowledge
Him.” But to this it may be replied that they knew Him to be
the Son of God, not from His Nature, but from the excellence
of His singular grace.

Yet wemay hold that they are said to have known also that
He was verily the Son of God, in that they had evident signs
thereof: yet out of hatred and envy, they refused credence to
these signs, by which they might have known that He was the
Son of God.

Reply to Objection 2. e words quoted are preceded by
the following: “If I had not done among them the works that
no other man hath done, they would not have sin”; and then
follow the words: “But now they have both seen and hated
both Me and My Father.” Now all this shows that while they
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beheld Christ’s marvelous works, it was owing to their hatred
that they did not know Him to be the Son of God.

Reply toObjection 3.Affected ignorance does not excuse
from guilt, but seems, rather, to aggravate it: for it shows that a

man is so strongly attached to sin that he wishes to incur igno-
rance lest he avoid sinning. e Jews therefore sinned, as cru-
cifiers not only of the Man-Christ, but also as of God.

IIIa q. 47 a. 6Whether the sin of those who crucified Christ was most grievous?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sin of Christ’s cruci-
fierswas not themost grievous. Because the sinwhichhas some
excuse cannot bemost grievous. But our LordHimself excused
the sin of His crucifiers when He said: “Father, forgive them:
for they know not what they do” (Lk. 23:34). erefore theirs
was not the most grievous sin.

Objection 2. Further, our Lord said to Pilate ( Jn. 19:11):
“He that hath delivered Me to thee hath the greater sin.” But
it was Pilate who caused Christ to be crucified by his minions.
erefore the sin of Judas the traitor seems to be greater than
that of those who crucified Him.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. v): “No one suffers injustice willingly”; and in the same
place he adds: “Where no one suffers injustice, nobody works
injustice.” Consequently nobody wreaks injustice upon a will-
ing subject. But Christ suffered willingly, as was shown above
(Aa. 1,2). erefore those who crucified Christ did Him no
injustice; and hence their sin was not the most grievous.

On the contrary,Chrysostom, commenting on thewords,
“Fill ye up, then, the measure of your fathers” (Mat. 23:32),
says: “In very truth they exceeded themeasure of their fathers;
for these latter slew men, but they crucified God.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 5), the rulers of the Jews
knew thatHewas theChrist: and if there was any ignorance in
them, it was affected ignorance, which could not excuse them.
erefore their sin was the most grievous, both on account of
the kind of sin, as well as from the malice of their will. e
Jews also of the common order sinned most grievously as to
the kind of their sin: yet in one respect their crimewas lessened

by reason of their ignorance.Hence Bede, commenting on Lk.
23:34, “Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do,”
says: “He prays for them who know not what they are doing,
as having the zeal of God, but not according to knowledge.”
But the sin of the Gentiles, by whose hands He was crucified,
was muchmore excusable, since they had no knowledge of the
Law.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above, the excuse made
by our Lord is not to be referred to the rulers among the Jews,
but to the common people.

Reply to Objection 2. Judas did not deliver up Christ to
Pilate, but to the chief priests who gave Him up to Pilate, ac-
cording to Jn. 18:35: “y own nation and the chief priests
have delivered ee up to me.” But the sin of all these was
greater than that of Pilate, who slew Christ from fear of Cae-
sar; and even greater than the sin of the soldiers who crucified
Him at the governor’s bidding, not out of cupidity like Judas,
nor from envy and hate like the chief priests.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ, indeed willed His Passion
just as the Father willed it; yet He did not will the unjust ac-
tion of the Jews. Consequently Christ’s slayers are not excused
of their injustice. Nevertheless, whoever slays a man not only
does a wrong to the one slain, but likewise to God and to
the State; just as he who kills himself, as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. v). Hence it was that David condemned to death the
manwho “did not fear to lay hands upon the Lord’s anointed,”
even though he (Saul) had requested it, as related 2 Kings 1:5-
14.
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T P, Q 48
Of the Efficiency of Christ’s Passion

(In Six Articles)

We now have to consider Christ’s Passion as to its effect; first of all, as to the manner in which it was brought about; and,
secondly, as to the effect in itself. Under the first heading there are six points for inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ’s Passion brought about our salvation by way of merit?
(2) Whether it was by way of atonement?
(3) Whether it was by way of sacrifice?
(4) Whether it was by way of redemption?
(5) Whether it is proper to Christ to be the Redeemer?
(6) Whether (the Passion) secured man’s salvation efficiently?

IIIa q. 48 a. 1Whether Christ’s Passion brought about our salvation by way of merit?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Passion did not
bring about our salvation by way of merit. For the sources
of our sufferings are not within us. But no one merits or is
praised except for that whose principle lies within him.ere-
fore Christ’s Passion wrought nothing by way of merit.

Objection 2. Further, from the beginning of His concep-
tion Christ merited for Himself and for us, as stated above
(q. 9, a. 4; q. 34, a. 3). But it is superfluous to merit over again
what has beenmerited before.erefore byHis PassionChrist
did not merit our salvation.

Objection 3. Further, the source of merit is charity. But
Christ’s charitywas notmade greater by thePassion than itwas
before. erefore He did not merit our salvation by suffering
more than He had already.

On the contrary, on the words of Phil. 2:9, “erefore
God exalted Him,” etc., Augustine says (Tract. civ in Joan.):
“e lowliness” of the Passion “merited glory; glory was the
reward of lowliness.” ButHewas glorified, notmerely inHim-
self, but likewise in His faithful ones, as He says Himself ( Jn.
17:10). erefore it appears that He merited the salvation of
the faithful.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 7, Aa. 1,9; q. 8, Aa. 1,5),
gracewas bestowed uponChrist, not only as an individual, but
inasmuch as He is the Head of the Church, so that it might

overflow into His members; and therefore Christ’s works are
referred to Himself and to His members in the same way as
the works of any other man in a state of grace are referred to
himself. But it is evident that whosoever suffers for justice’s
sake, provided that he be in a state of grace,merits his salvation
thereby, according to Mat. 5:10: “Blessed are they that suffer
persecution for justice’s sake.”ConsequentlyChrist byHisPas-
sion merited salvation, not only for Himself, but likewise for
all His members.

Reply to Objection 1. Suffering, as such, is caused by an
outward principle: but inasmuch as one bears it willingly, it
has an inward principle.

Reply toObjection 2. From the beginning ofHis concep-
tionChristmerited our eternal salvation; but on our side there
were some obstacles, whereby we were hindered from securing
the effect ofHis precedingmerits: consequently, in order to re-
move such hindrances, “it was necessary for Christ to suffer,”
as stated above (q. 46, a. 3).

Reply toObjection 3.Christ’s Passion has a special effect,
whichHis precedingmerits did not possess, not on account of
greater charity, but because of the nature of the work, which
was suitable for such an effect, as is clear from the arguments
brought forward above all the fittingness of Christ’s Passion
(q. 46, AA, 3,4).

IIIa q. 48 a. 2Whether Christ’s Passion brought about our salvation by way of atonement?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Passion did not
bring about our salvation by way of atonement. For it seems
that to make the atonement devolves on him who commits
the sin; as is clear in the other parts of penance, because he
who has done the wrongmust grieve over it and confess it. But
Christ never sinned, according to 1 Pet. 2:22: “Who did no
sin.” erefore He made no atonement by His personal suffer-
ing.

Objection 2. Further, no atonement ismade to another by
committing a graver offense. But inChrist’s Passion the gravest

of all offenses was perpetrated, because those who slew Him
sinned most grievously, as stated above (q. 47, a. 6). Conse-
quently it seems that atonement could not be made to God by
Christ’s Passion.

Objection3.Further, atonement implies equalitywith the
trespass, since it is an act of justice. But Christ’s Passion does
not appear equal to all the sins of the human race, because
Christ did not suffer inHis Godhead, but inHis flesh, accord-
ing to 1 Pet. 4:1: “Christ therefore having suffered in the flesh.”
Now the soul, which is the subject of sin, is of greater account
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than the flesh. erefore Christ did not atone for our sins by
His Passion.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 68:5) in Christ’s per-
son: “en did I pay that which I took not away.” But he has
not paid who has not fully atoned. erefore it appears that
Christ by His suffering has fully atoned for our sins.

I answer that, He properly atones for an offense who of-
fers something which the offended one loves equally, or even
more than he detested the offense. But by suffering out of love
and obedience, Christ gave more to God than was required to
compensate for the offense of the whole human race. First of
all, because of the exceeding charity from which He suffered;
secondly, on account of the dignity of His life which He laid
down in atonement, for it was the life of onewhowasGod and
man; thirdly, on account of the extent of the Passion, and the
greatness of the grief endured, as stated above (q. 46, a. 6). And
therefore Christ’s Passion was not only a sufficient but a super-
abundant atonement for the sins of the human race; according
to 1 Jn. 2:2: “He is the propitiation for our sins: and not for

ours only, but also for those of the whole world.”
Reply to Objection 1. e head and members are as one

mystic person; and therefore Christ’s satisfaction belongs to
all the faithful as being His members. Also, in so far as any
two men are one in charity, the one can atone for the other
as shall be shown later ( Suppl., q. 13, a. 2). But the same rea-
son does not hold good of confession and contrition, because
atonement consists in an outward action, for which helps may
be used, among which friends are to be computed.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s love was greater than His
slayers’ malice: and therefore the value of His Passion in aton-
ing surpassed themurderous guilt of thosewho crucifiedHim:
so much so that Christ’s suffering was sufficient and super-
abundant atonement for His murderer’s crime.

Reply toObjection3.edignity ofChrist’s flesh is not to
be estimated solely from the nature of flesh, but also from the
Person assuming it—namely, inasmuch as it was God’s flesh,
the result of which was that it was of infinite worth.

IIIa q. 48 a. 3Whether Christ’s Passion operated by way of sacrifice?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Passion did not
operate by way of sacrifice. For the truth should correspond
with the figure. But human flesh was never offered up in
the sacrifices of the Old Law, which were figures of Christ:
nay, such sacrifices were reputed as impious, according to Ps.
105:38: “And they shed innocent blood: the blood of their
sons and of their daughters, which they sacrificed to the idols
ofChanaan.” It seems therefore thatChrist’s Passion cannot be
called a sacrifice.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei x) that
“a visible sacrifice is a sacrament—that is, a sacred sign—of
an invisible sacrifice.” Now Christ’s Passion is not a sign, but
rather the thing signifiedby other signs.erefore it seems that
Christ’s Passion is not a sacrifice.

Objection 3. Further, whoever offers sacrifice performs
some sacred rite, as the very word “sacrifice” shows. But those
men who slew Christ did not perform any sacred act, but
rather wrought a great wrong. erefore Christ’s Passion was
rather a malefice than a sacrifice.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Eph. 5:2): “He deliv-
ered Himself up for us, an oblation and a sacrifice to God for
an odor of sweetness.”

I answer that, A sacrifice properly so called is something
done for that honor which is properly due to God, in order to
appease Him: and hence it is that Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
x): “A true sacrifice is every good work done in order that we
may cling to God in holy fellowship, yet referred to that con-
summation of happiness wherein we can be truly blessed.” But,
as is added in the same place, “Christ offeredHimself up for us
in the Passion”: and this voluntary enduring of the Passionwas
most acceptable toGod, as coming from charity.erefore it is

manifest thatChrist’s Passionwas a true sacrifice.Moreover, as
Augustine says farther on in the same book, “the primitive sac-
rifices of the holy Fathers were many and various signs of this
true sacrifice, one being prefigured by many, in the same way
as a single concept of thought is expressed in many words, in
order to commend it without tediousness”: and, as Augustine
observe, (De Trin. iv), “since there are four things to be noted
in every sacrifice—to wit, to whom it is offered, by whom it is
offered, what is offered, and for whom it is offered—that the
same one true Mediator reconciling us with God through the
peace-sacrifice might continue to be one with Him to whom
He offered it, might be one with them for whom He offered
it, and might Himself be the offerer and what He offered.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although the truth answers to the
figure in some respects, yet it does not in all, since the truth
must go beyond the figure. erefore the figure of this sacri-
fice, in which Christ’s flesh is offered, was flesh right fittingly,
not the flesh of men, but of animals, as denoting Christ’s. And
this is a most perfect sacrifice. First of all, since being flesh of
human nature, it is fittingly offered for men, and is partaken
of by them under the Sacrament. Secondly, because being pas-
sible and mortal, it was fit for immolation. irdly, because,
being sinless, it had virtue to cleanse from sins. Fourthly, be-
cause, being the offerer’s own flesh, it was acceptable to God
on account of His charity in offering up His own flesh. Hence
it is that Augustine says (De Trin. iv): “What else could be so
fittingly partaken of by men, or offered up for men, as human
flesh?What else could be so appropriate for this immolation as
mortal flesh? What else is there so clean for cleansing mortals
as the flesh born in the womb without fleshly concupiscence,
and coming from a virginal womb? What could be so favor-
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ably offered and accepted as the flesh of our sacrifice, which
was made the body of our Priest?”

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine is speaking there of visi-
ble figurative sacrifices: and evenChrist’s Passion, althoughde-
noted by other figurative sacrifices, is yet a sign of something
to be observed by us, according to 1 Pet. 4:1: “Christ therefore,
having suffered in the flesh, be you also armed with the same

thought: for he that hath suffered in the flesh hath ceased from
sins: that now he may live the rest of his time in the flesh, not
aer the desires of men, but according to the will of God.”

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s Passion was indeed a
malefice on His slayers’ part; but on His own it was the sac-
rifice of one suffering out of charity. Hence it is Christ who is
said to have offered this sacrifice, and not the executioners.

IIIa q. 48 a. 4Whether Christ’s Passion brought about our salvation by way of redemption?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Passion did not
effect our salvation by way of redemption. For no one pur-
chases or redeems what never ceased to belong to him. But
mennever ceased to belong toGod according to Ps. 23:1: “e
earth is the Lord’s and the fulness thereof: the world and all
they that dwell therein.”erefore it seems that Christ did not
redeem us by His Passion.

Objection 2. Further, as Augustine says (De Trin. xiii):
“edevil had to be overthrownbyChrist’s justice.” But justice
requires that the man who has treacherously seized another’s
property shall be deprived of it, because deceit and cunning
should not benefit anyone, as even human laws declare. Con-
sequently, since the devil by treachery deceived and subjugated
to himselfman, who is God’s creature, it seems thatman ought
not to be rescued from his power by way of redemption.

Objection 3. Further, whoever buys or redeems an object
pays the price to the holder. But it was not to the devil, who
held us in bondage, that Christ paid His blood as the price of
our redemption. erefore Christ did not redeem us by His
Passion.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Pet. 1:18): “You were not
redeemed with corruptible things as gold or silver from your
vain conversation of the tradition of your fathers: but with the
precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb unspotted and unde-
filed.” And (Gal. 3:13): “Christ hath redeemed us from the
curse of the law, being made a curse for us.” Now He is said
to be a curse for us inasmuch as He suffered upon the tree, as
stated above (q. 46, a. 4). erefore He did redeem us by His
Passion.

I answer that, Man was held captive on account of sin in
twoways: first of all, by the bondage of sin, because ( Jn. 8:34):
“Whosoever committeth sin is the servant of sin”; and (2 Pet.
2:19): “By whom a man is overcome, of the same also he is the
slave.” Since, then, the devil had overcome man by inducing
him to sin,manwas subject to the devil’s bondage. Secondly, as
to the debt of punishment, to the payment of which man was
held fast by God’s justice: and this, too, is a kind of bondage,
since it savors of bondage for a man to suffer what he does not
wish, just as it is the free man’s condition to apply himself to
what he wills.

Since, then, Christ’s Passion was a sufficient and a super-
abundant atonement for the sin and the debt of the human
race, it was as a price at the cost of which we were freed from

both obligations. For the atonement by which one satisfies for
self or another is called the price, by which he ransoms him-
self or someone else from sin and its penalty, according toDan.
4:24: “Redeem thou thy sins with alms.”NowChristmade sat-
isfaction, not by giving money or anything of the sort, but by
bestowing what was of greatest price—Himself—for us. And
therefore Christ’s Passion is called our redemption.

Reply to Objection 1. Man is said to belong to God in
two ways. First of all, in so far as he comes under God’s power:
in which way he never ceased to belong to God; according
to Dan. 4:22: “e Most High ruleth over the kingdom of
men, and giveth it to whomsoever he will.” Secondly, by be-
ing united to Him in charity, according to Rom. 8:9: “If any
man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of His.” In the
first way, then, man never ceased to belong to God, but in the
second way he did cease because of sin. And therefore in so far
as he was delivered from sin by the satisfaction of Christ’s Pas-
sion, he is said to be redeemed by the Passion of Christ.

Reply toObjection 2.Man by sinning became the bonds-
man both of God and of the devil. rough guilt he had of-
fended God, and put himself under the devil by consenting
to him; consequently he did not become God’s servant on ac-
count of his guilt, but rather, by withdrawing from God’s ser-
vice, he, by God’s just permission, fell under the devil’s servi-
tude on account of the offense perpetrated. But as to the
penalty, man was chiefly bound to God as his sovereign judge,
and to the devil as his torturer, according to Mat. 5:25: “Lest
perhaps the adversary deliver thee to the judge, and the judge
deliver thee to the officer”—that is, “to the relentless aveng-
ing angel,” as Chrysostom says (Hom. xi). Consequently, al-
though, aer deceivingman, the devil, so far as in him lay, held
him unjustly in bondage as to both sin and penalty, still it was
just that man should suffer it. God so permitting it as to the
sin and ordaining it as to the penalty. And therefore justice re-
quired man’s redemption with regard to God, but not with re-
gard to the devil.

Reply to Objection 3. Because, with regard to God, re-
demption was necessary for man’s deliverance, but not with
regard to the devil, the price had to be paid not to the devil, but
to God. And therefore Christ is said to have paid the price of
our redemption—His own precious blood—not to the devil,
but to God.
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IIIa q. 48 a. 5Whether it is proper to Christ to be the Redeemer?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not proper to Christ
to be theRedeemer, because it is written (Ps. 30:6): “ouhast
redeemed me, O Lord, the God of Truth.” But to be the Lord
God of Truth belongs to the entire Trinity. erefore it is not
proper to Christ.

Objection 2. Further, he is said to redeem who pays the
price of redemption. But God the Father gave His Son in re-
demption for our sins, as is written (Ps. 110:9): “eLordhath
sent redemption to His people,” upon which the gloss adds,
“that is, Christ, who gives redemption to captives.” erefore
not only Christ, but the Father also, redeemed us.

Objection 3. Further, not only Christ’s Passion, but also
that of other saints conduced to our salvation, according to
Col. 1:24: “I now rejoice in my sufferings for you, and fill up
those things that are wanting of the sufferings of Christ, in my
flesh for His body, which is the Church.” erefore the title
of Redeemer belongs not only to Christ, but also to the other
saints.

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. 3:13): “Christ re-
deemed us from the curse of the Law, being made a curse for
us.” But only Christ was made a curse for us. erefore only
Christ ought to be called our Redeemer.

I answer that, For someone to redeem, two things are re-
quired—namely, the act of paying and the price paid. For if in

redeeming something a man pays a price which is not his own,
but another’s, he is not said to be the chief redeemer, but rather
the other is, whose price it is. Now Christ’s blood or His bod-
ily life, which “is in the blood,” is the price of our redemption
(Lev. 17:11,14), and that lifeHe paid.Hence both of these be-
long immediately to Christ as man; but to the Trinity as to the
first and remote cause, to whom Christ’s life belonged as to its
first author, and fromwhomChrist received the inspiration of
suffering for us. Consequently it is proper to Christ as man to
be the Redeemer immediately; although the redemption may
be ascribed to the whole Trinity as its first cause.

Reply to Objection 1. A gloss explains the text thus:
“ou,OLordGodofTruth, hast redeemedme inChrist, cry-
ing out, ‘Lord, into y hands I commend my spirit.’ ” And so
redemption belongs immediately to theMan-Christ, but prin-
cipally to God.

Reply to Objection 2. e Man-Christ paid the price of
our redemption immediately, but at the command of the Fa-
ther as the original author.

Reply toObjection 3.e sufferings of the saints are ben-
eficial to the Church, as by way, not of redemption, but of ex-
ample and exhortation, according to 2 Cor. 1:6: “Whether we
be in tribulation, it is for your exhortation and salvation.”

IIIa q. 48 a. 6Whether Christ’s Passion brought about our salvation efficiently?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Passion did not
bring about our salvation efficiently. For the efficient cause of
our salvation is the greatness of theDivine power, according to
Is. 59:1: “Behold the hand of the Lord is not shortened that it
cannot save.” But “Christ was crucified through weakness,” as
it is written (2 Cor. 13:4). erefore, Christ’s Passion did not
bring about our salvation efficiently.

Objection 2. Further, no corporeal agency acts efficiently
except by contact: hence even Christ cleansed the leper by
touching him “in order to show that His flesh had saving
power,” as Chrysostom* says. But Christ’s Passion could not
touch all mankind. erefore it could not efficiently bring
about the salvation of all men.

Objection 3. Further, it does not seem to be consistent for
the same agent to operate by way of merit and by way of ef-
ficiency, since he who merits awaits the result from someone
else. But it was by way of merit that Christ’s Passion accom-
plished our salvation.erefore it was not by way of efficiency.

On the contrary, It is written (1Cor. 1:18) that “the word
of the cross to them that are saved…is the power of God.” But
God’s power brings about our salvation efficiently. erefore
Christ’s Passion on the cross accomplished our salvation effi-
ciently.

I answer that,ere is a twofold efficient agency—namely,
the principal and the instrumental.Now the principal efficient
cause of man’s salvation is God. But since Christ’s humanity is
the “instrument of the Godhead,” as stated above (q. 43, a. 2),
therefore all Christ’s actions and sufferings operate instrumen-
tally in virtue of His Godhead for the salvation of men. Con-
sequently, then, Christ’s Passion accomplishes man’s salvation
efficiently.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s Passion in relation to His
flesh is consistent with the infirmity which He took upon
Himself, but in relation to theGodhead it draws infinitemight
from It, according to 1 Cor. 1:25: “e weakness of God is
stronger than men”; because Christ’s weakness, inasmuch as
He is God, has a might exceeding all human power.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s Passion, although corpo-
real, has yet a spiritual effect from the Godhead united: and
therefore it secures its efficacy by spiritual contact—namely,
by faith and the sacraments of faith, as the Apostle says
(Rom. 3:25): “WhomGodhath proposed to be a propitiation,
through faith in His blood.”

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s Passion, according as it is
compared withHis Godhead, operates in an efficient manner:
but in so far as it is compared with the will of Christ’s soul

* eophylact, Enarr. in Luc.
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it acts in a meritorious manner: considered as being within
Christ’s very flesh, it acts by way of satisfaction, inasmuch as
we are liberated by it from the debt of punishment; while inas-

much as we are freed from the servitude of guilt, it acts by way
of redemption: but in so far as we are reconciled with God it
acts by way of sacrifice, as shall be shown farther on (q. 49).
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T P, Q 49
Of the Effects of Christ’s Passion

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider what are the effects of Christ’s Passion, concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether we were freed from sin by Christ’s Passion?
(2) Whether we were thereby delivered from the power of the devil?
(3) Whether we were freed thereby from our debt of punishment?
(4) Whether we were thereby reconciled with God?
(5) Whether heaven’s gate was opened to us thereby?
(6) Whether Christ derived exaltation from it?

IIIa q. 49 a. 1Whether we were delivered from sin through Christ’s Passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that we were not delivered
from sin through Christ’s Passion. For to deliver from sin be-
longs to God alone, according to Is. 43:25: “I am He who blot
out your iniquities forMy own sake.” But Christ did not suffer
as God, but as man. erefore Christ’s Passion did not free us
from sin.

Objection 2. Further, what is corporeal does not act upon
what is spiritual. But Christ’s Passion is corporeal, whereas
sin exists in the soul, which is a spiritual creature. erefore
Christ’s Passion could not cleanse us from sin.

Objection 3.Further, one cannot be purged from a sin not
yet committed, but which shall be committed hereaer. Since,
then,many sins have been committed sinceChrist’s death, and
are being committed daily, it seems that we were not delivered
from sin by Christ’s death.

Objection 4. Further, given an efficient cause, nothing else
is required for producing the effect. But other things besides
are required for the forgiveness of sins, such as baptism and
penance.Consequently it seems thatChrist’s Passion is not the
sufficient cause of the forgiveness of sins.

Objection 5. Further, it is written (Prov. 10:12): “Charity
covereth all sins”; and (Prov. 15:27): “By mercy and faith, sins
are purged away.” But there are many other things of which we
have faith, andwhich excite charity.ereforeChrist’s Passion
is not the proper cause of the forgiveness of sins.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 1:5): “He loved us,
and washed us from our sins in His own blood.”

I answer that, Christ’s Passion is the proper cause of the
forgiveness of sins in three ways. First of all, by way of excit-
ing our charity, because, as the Apostle says (Rom. 5:8): “God
commendeth His charity towards us: because when as yet we
were sinners, according to the time, Christ died for us.” But it
is by charity that we procure pardon of our sins, according to
Lk. 7:47: “Many sins are forgiven her because she hath loved
much.” Secondly, Christ’s Passion causes forgiveness of sins by
way of redemption. For since He is our head, then, by the Pas-
sionwhichHe endured from love and obedience,He delivered
us asHismembers fromour sins, as by the price ofHis Passion:
in the same way as if a man by the good industry of his hands

were to redeem himself from a sin committed with his feet.
For, just as the natural body is one though made up of diverse
members, so the whole Church, Christ’s mystic body, is reck-
oned as one person with its head, which is Christ. irdly, by
way of efficiency, inasmuch as Christ’s flesh, wherein He en-
dured the Passion, is the instrument of the Godhead, so that
His sufferings and actions operate with Divine power for ex-
pelling sin.

Reply to Objection 1. Although Christ did not suffer as
God, nevertheless His flesh is the instrument of the Godhead;
and hence it is that His Passion has a kind of Divine Power of
casting out sin, as was said above.

Reply toObjection 2.AlthoughChrist’s Passion is corpo-
real, still it derives a kindof spiritual energy fromtheGodhead,
to which the flesh is united as an instrument: and according to
this power Christ’s Passion is the cause of the forgiveness of
sins.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ by His Passion delivered
us from our sins causally—that is, by setting up the cause of
our deliverance, from which cause all sins whatsoever, past,
present, or to come, could be forgiven: just as if a doctor were
to prepare amedicine bywhich all sicknesses can be cured even
in future.

Reply to Objection 4. As stated above, since Christ’s Pas-
sion preceded, as a kind of universal cause of the forgiveness of
sins, it needs to be applied to each individual for the cleansing
of personal sins. Now this is done by baptism and penance and
the other sacraments, which derive their power from Christ’s
Passion, as shall be shown later (q. 62, a. 5).

Reply to Objection 5. Christ’s Passion is applied to us
even through faith, that we may share in its fruits, according
to Rom. 3:25: “Whom God hath proposed to be a propitia-
tion, through faith inHis blood.” But the faith through which
we are cleansed from sin is not “lifeless faith,” which can ex-
ist even with sin, but “faith living” through charity; that thus
Christ’s Passionmay be applied to us, not only as to ourminds,
but also as to our hearts. And even in this way sins are forgiven
through the power of the Passion of Christ.
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IIIa q. 49 a. 2Whether we were delivered from the devil’s power through Christ’s Passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that we were not delivered
from the power of the devil through Christ’s Passion. For he
has no power over others, who can do nothing to them with-
out the sanction of another. But without the Divine permis-
sion the devil could never do hurt to any man, as is evident in
the instance of Job (1,2), where, by power received from God,
the devil first injured him in his possessions, and aerwards
in his body. In like manner it is stated (Mat. 8:31,32) that the
devils could not enter into the swine exceptwithChrist’s leave.
erefore the devil never had power over men: and hence we
are not delivered from his power through Christ’s Passion.

Objection 2. Further, the devil exercises his power over
men by tempting them and molesting their bodies. But even
aer the Passion he continues to do the same to men. ere-
fore we are not delivered from his power through Christ’s Pas-
sion.

Objection 3. Further, the might of Christ’s Passion en-
dures for ever, as, according to Heb. 10:14: “By one oblation
He hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified.” But de-
liverance rom the devil’s power is not found everywhere, since
there are still idolaters in many regions of the world; nor will
it endure for ever, because in the time of Antichrist he will be
especially active in using his power to the hurt ofmen; because
it is said of him (2ess. 2:9): “Whose coming is according to
the working of Satan, in all power, and signs, and lying won-
ders, and in all seduction of iniquity.” Consequently it seems
that Christ’s Passion is not the cause of the human race being
delivered from the power of the devil.

On the contrary, our Lord said ( Jn. 12:31), whenHis Pas-
sion was drawing nigh: “Now shall the prince of this world be
cast out; and I, if I be lied up from the earth, will draw all
things toMyself.” NowHewas lied up from the earth byHis
Passion on the cross. erefore by His Passion the devil was
deprived of his power over man.

I answer that, ere are three things to be considered re-
garding the power which the devil exercised over men previ-
ous to Christ’s Passion. e first is on man’s own part, who by
his sin deserved to be delivered over to the devil’s power, and
was overcome by his tempting. Another point is onGod’s part,
whom man had offended by sinning, and who with justice le
man under the devil’s power. e third is on the devil’s part,

who out of his most wicked will hindered man from securing
his salvation.

As to the first point, by Christ’s Passionmanwas delivered
from the devil’s power, in so far as the Passion is the cause of
the forgiveness of sins, as stated above (a. 1). As to the sec-
ond, it must be said that Christ’s Passion freed us from the
devil’s power, inasmuch as it reconciled us with God, as shall
be shown later (a. 4). But as to the third, Christ’s Passion de-
livered us from the devil, inasmuch as in Christ’s Passion he
exceeded the limit of power assigned him by God, by conspir-
ing to bring about Christ’s death, Who, being sinless, did not
deserve to die. Hence Augustine says (De Trin. xiii, cap. xiv):
“e devil was vanquished by Christ’s justice: because, while
discovering in Him nothing deserving of death, nevertheless
he slewHim. And it is certainly just that the debtors whom he
held captive should be set at liberty since they believed inHim
whom the devil slew, though He was no debtor.”

Reply to Objection 1. e devil is said to have had such
power over men not as though he were able to injure them
without God’s sanction, but because he was justly permitted
to injure men whom by tempting he had induced to give con-
sent.

Reply to Objection 2. God so permitting it, the devil can
still tempt men’s souls and harass their bodies: yet there is a
remedy provided for man through Christ’s Passion, whereby
he can safeguard himself against the enemy’s assaults, so as not
to be dragged down into the destruction of everlasting death.
And all who resisted the devil previous to the Passion were en-
abled to do so through faith in the Passion, although it was not
yet accomplished. Yet in one respect no one was able to escape
the devil’s hands, i.e. so as not to descend into hell. But aer
Christ’s Passion, men can defend themselves from this by its
power.

Reply to Objection 3. God permits the devil to deceive
men by certain persons, and in times and places, according to
thehiddenmotive ofHis judgments; still, there is always a rem-
edy provided through Christ’s Passion, for defending them-
selves against the wicked snares of the demons, even in An-
tichrist’s time. But if any man neglect to make use of this rem-
edy, it detracts nothing from the efficacy of Christ’s Passion.

IIIa q. 49 a. 3Whether men were freed from the punishment of sin through Christ’s Passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that men were not freed from
the punishment of sin by Christ’s Passion. For the chief pun-
ishment of sin is eternal damnation. But those damned in hell
for their sins were not set free by Christ’s Passion, because “in
hell there is no redemption”*. It seems, therefore, that Christ’s
Passion did not deliver men from the punishment of sin.

Objection 2. Further, no punishment should be imposed
upon them who are delivered from the debt of punishment.
But a satisfactory punishment is imposed upon penitents.
Consequently, men were not freed from the debt of punish-
ment by Christ’s Passion.

Objection3.Further, death is a punishment of sin, accord-

* Office of the Dead, Resp. vii.
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ing to Rom. 6:23: “ewages of sin is death.” But men still die
aerChrist’s Passion.erefore it seems that we have not been
delivered from the debt of punishment.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 53:4): “Surely He hath
borne our iniquities and carried our sorrows.”

I answer that, rough Christ’s Passion we have been de-
livered from the debt of punishment in two ways. First of
all, directly—namely, inasmuch as Christ’s Passion was suf-
ficient and superabundant satisfaction for the sins of the
whole human race: but when sufficient satisfaction has been
paid, then the debt of punishment is abolished. In another
way—indirectly, that is to say—in so far as Christ’s Passion is
the cause of the forgiveness of sin, uponwhich the debt of pun-
ishment rests.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s Passion works its effect in
them to whom it is applied, through faith and charity and the
sacraments of faith. And, consequently, the lost in hell can-
not avail themselves of its effects, since they are not united to
Christ in the aforesaid manner.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (a. 1, ad 4,5), in or-
der to secure the effects of Christ’s Passion, wemust be likened
unto Him. Now we are likened unto Him sacramentally in
Baptism, according to Rom. 6:4: “For we are buried together
with Him by baptism into death.” Hence no punishment of
satisfaction is imposed upon men at their baptism, since they

are fully delivered by Christ’s satisfaction. But because, as it
is written (1 Pet. 3:18), “Christ died” but “once for our sins,”
therefore a man cannot a second time be likened unto Christ’s
death by the sacrament of Baptism. Hence it is necessary that
those who sin aer Baptism be likened unto Christ suffering
by some form of punishment or suffering which they endure
in their own person; yet, by the co-operation of Christ’s satis-
faction, much lighter penalty suffices than one that is propor-
tionate to the sin.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ’s satisfaction works its effect
in us inasmuch as we are incorporated with Him, as the mem-
bers with their head, as stated above (a. 1). Now the members
must be conformed to their head.Consequently, asChrist first
had grace in His soul with bodily passibility, and through the
Passion attained to the glory of immortality, so we likewise,
who areHismembers, are freed byHis Passion from all debt of
punishment, yet so that we first receive in our souls “the spirit
of adoption of sons,” whereby our names are written down for
the inheritance of immortal glory, while we yet have a passible
and mortal body: but aerwards, “being made conformable”
to the sufferings and death of Christ, we are brought into im-
mortal glory, according to the saying of the Apostle (Rom.
8:17): “And if sons, heirs also: heirs indeed of God, and joint
heirs with Christ; yet so if we suffer with Him, that we may be
also glorified with Him.”

IIIa q. 49 a. 4Whether we were reconciled to God through Christ’s Passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that wewere not reconciled to
God through Christ’s Passion. For there is no need of recon-
ciliation between friends. But God always loved us, according
to Wis. 11:25: “ou lovest all the things that are, and hatest
none of the things which ou hast made.” erefore Christ’s
Passion did not reconcile us to God.

Objection 2. Further, the same thing cannot be cause and
effect: hence grace, which is the cause of meriting, does not
come under merit. But God’s love is the cause of Christ’s Pas-
sion, according to Jn. 3:16: “God so loved the world, as to give
His only-begotten Son.” It does not appear, then, that we were
reconciled to God through Christ’s Passion, so that He began
to love us anew.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s Passion was completed by
men slaying Him; and thereby they offended God grievously.
erefore Christ’s Passion is rather the cause of wrath than of
reconciliation to God.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 5:10): “We are
reconciled to God by the death of His Son.”

I answer that, Christ’s Passion is in two ways the cause of
our reconciliation toGod. In the first way, inasmuch as it takes
away sin by which men became God’s enemies, according to
Wis. 14:9: “ToGod the wicked and his wickedness are hateful
alike”; and Ps. 5:7: “ou hatest all the workers of iniquity.”
In another way, inasmuch as it is a most acceptable sacrifice to
God. Now it is the proper effect of sacrifice to appease God:

just as man likewise overlooks an offense committed against
him on account of some pleasing act of homage shown him.
Hence it is written (1 Kings 26:19): “If the Lord stir thee up
against me, let Him accept of sacrifice.” And in like fashion
Christ’s voluntary suffering was such a good act that, because
of its being found in human nature, God was appeased for ev-
ery offense of the human race with regard to those who are
made one with the crucified Christ in the aforesaid manner
(a. 1, ad 4).

Reply to Objection 1. God loves all men as to their na-
ture, which He Himself made; yet He hates them with respect
to the crimes they commit against Him, according to Ecclus.
12:3: “e Highest hateth sinners.”

Reply toObjection2.Christ is not said to have reconciled
us with God, as if God had begun anew to love us, since it is
written ( Jer. 31:3): “I have loved theewith an everlasting love”;
but because the source of hatred was taken away by Christ’s
Passion, both through sin being washed away and through
compensation being made in the shape of a more pleasing of-
fering.

Reply toObjection 3.AsChrist’s slayers weremen, so also
was the Christ slain. Now the charity of the suffering Christ
surpassed the wickedness of His slayers. Accordingly Christ’s
Passion prevailed more in reconciling God to the whole hu-
man race than in provoking Him to wrath.
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IIIa q. 49 a. 5Whether Christ opened the gate of heaven to us by His Passion?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not open the
gate of heaven to us by His Passion. For it is written (Prov.
11:18): “To him that soweth justice, there is a faithful reward.”
But the reward of justice is the entering into the kingdom of
heaven. It seems, therefore, that the holy Fathers whowrought
works of justice, obtained by faith the entering into the heav-
enly kingdom even without Christ’s Passion. Consequently
Christ’s Passion is not the cause of the opening of the gate of
the kingdom of heaven.

Objection 2. Further, Elias was caught up to heaven pre-
vious to Christ’s Passion (4 Kings 2). But the effect never pre-
cedes the cause.erefore it seems that the opening of heaven’s
gate is not the result of Christ’s Passion.

Objection 3. Further, as it is written (Mat. 3:16), when
Christ was baptized the heavens were opened toHim. ButHis
baptism preceded the Passion. Consequently the opening of
heaven is not the result of Christ’s Passion.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Mic. 2:13): “For He
shall go up that shall open the way before them.” But to open
the way to heaven seems to be nothing else than to throw open
its gate. erefore it seems that the gate of heaven was opened
to us, not by Christ’s Passion, but by His Ascension.

Onthe contrary, is the saying of theApostle (Heb. 10:19):
“Wehave [Vulg.: ‘having a’] confidence in the entering into the
Holies”—that is, of the heavenly places—“through the blood
of Christ.”

I answer that, e shutting of the gate is the obstacle
which hinders men from entering in. But it is on account of
sin that men were prevented from entering into the heavenly
kingdom, since, according to Is. 35:8: “It shall be called the
holy way, and the unclean shall not pass over it.” Now there is
a twofold sin which preventsmen from entering into the king-
dom of heaven. e first is common to the whole race, for it is
our first parents’ sin, and by that sin heaven’s entrance is closed
to man. Hence we read in Gn. 3:24 that aer our first parents’
sin God “placed…cherubim and a flaming sword, turning ev-
ery way, to keep the way of the tree of life.” e other is the
personal sin of each one of us, committed by our personal act.

Now by Christ’s Passion we have been delivered not only
from the common sin of the whole human race, both as to its

guilt and as to the debt of punishment, for which He paid
the penalty on our behalf; but, furthermore, from the per-
sonal sins of individuals, who share in His Passion by faith
and charity and the sacraments of faith. Consequently, then
the gate of heaven’s kingdom is thrown open to us through
Christ’s Passion. is is precisely what the Apostle says (Heb.
9:11,12): “Christ being come a high-priest of the good things
to come…byHis own blood entered once into theHolies, hav-
ing obtained eternal redemption.” And this is foreshadowed
(Num. 35:25,28), where it is said that the slayer* “shall abide
there”—that is to say, in the city of refuge—“until the death of
the high-priest, that is anointed with the holy oil: but aer he
is dead, then shall he return home.”

Reply toObjection 1.eholy Fathers, by doingworks of
justice, merited to enter into the heavenly kingdom, through
faith in Christ’s Passion, according to Heb. 11:33: e saints
“by faith conquered kingdoms, wrought justice,” and each of
them was thereby cleansed from sin, so far as the cleansing of
the individual is concerned. Nevertheless the faith and righ-
teousness of no one of them sufficed for removing the barrier
arising from the guilt of the whole human race: but this was
removed at the cost of Christ’s blood. Consequently, before
Christ’s Passion no one could enter the kingdom of heaven by
obtaining everlasting beatitude, which consists in the full en-
joyment of God.

Reply to Objection 2. Elias was taken up into the atmo-
spheric heaven, butnot in to the empyreanheaven,which is the
abode of the saints: and likewise Enochwas translated into the
earthly paradise, where he is believed to livewithElias until the
coming of Antichrist.

Reply to Objection 3. As was stated above (q. 39, a. 5),
the heavens were opened at Christ’s baptism, not for Christ’s
sake, to whom heaven was ever open, but in order to signify
that heaven is opened to the baptized, through Christ’s bap-
tism, which has its efficacy from His Passion.

Reply to Objection 4. Christ by His Passion merited for
us the opening of the kingdom of heaven, and removed the
obstacle; but by His ascension He, as it were, brought us to
the possession of the heavenly kingdom. And consequently it
is said that by ascending He “opened the way before them.”

IIIa q. 49 a. 6Whether by His Passion Christ merited to be exalted?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ did not merit to be ex-
alted on account of His Passion. For eminence of rank be-
longs to God alone, just as knowledge of truth, according to
Ps. 112:4: “e Lord is high above all nations, and His glory
above the heavens.” But Christ as man had the knowledge of
all truth, not on account of any preceding merit, but from the
very union of God and man, according to Jn. 1:14: “We saw

His glory…as it were of the only-Begotten of the Father, full of
grace and of truth.” erefore neither had He exaltation from
the merit of the Passion but from the union alone.

Objection2.Further,Christmerited forHimself from the
first instant ofHis conception, as stated above (q. 34, a. 3). But
His love was no greater during the Passion than before. ere-
fore, since charity is the principle ofmerit, it seems thatHe did

* e Septuagint has ‘slayer’, the Vulgate, ‘innocent’—i.e. the man who has
slain ‘without hatred and enmity’.
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not merit exaltation from the Passion more than before.
Objection 3. Further, the glory of the body comes from

the glory of the soul, as Augustine says (Ep. ad Dioscor.). But
byHisPassionChrist didnotmerit exaltation as to the glory of
His soul, because His soul was beatified from the first instant
of His conception. erefore neither did He merit exaltation,
as to the glory of His body, from the Passion.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Phil. 2:8): “He became obe-
dient unto death, even the death of the cross; for which cause
God also exalted Him.”

I answer that, Merit implies a certain equality of justice:
hence theApostle says (Rom. 4:4): “Now to him that worketh,
the reward is reckoned according todebt.” Butwhen anyoneby
reason of his unjust will ascribes to himself something beyond
his due, it is only just that he be deprived of something else
which is his due; thus, “when a man steals a sheep he shall pay
back four” (Ex. 22:1). And he is said to deserve it, inasmuch as
his unjust will is chastised thereby. So likewise when any man
through his just will has stripped himself of what he ought to
have, he deserves that something further be granted to him as
the reward of his just will. And hence it is written (Lk. 14:11):
“He that humbleth himself shall be exalted.”

Now in His Passion Christ humbled Himself beneath His
dignity in four respects. In the first place as to His Passion and
death, to which He was not bound; secondly, as to the place,
since His body was laid in a sepulchre and His soul in hell;
thirdly, as to the shame and mockeries He endured; fourthly,
as to His being delivered up to man’s power, as He Himself
said to Pilate ( Jn. 19:11): “ou shouldst not have any power
against Me, unless it were given thee from above.” And, conse-
quently, He merited a four-fold exaltation from His Passion.
First of all, as to His glorious Resurrection: hence it is written
(Ps. 138:1): “ou hast known my sitting down”—that is, the
lowliness of My Passion—“and My rising up.” Secondly, as to
His ascension intoheaven: hence it iswritten (Eph. 4:9): “Now
that He ascended, what is it, but because He also descended
first into the lower parts of the earth? He that descended is
the same also that ascended above all the heavens.” irdly, as

to the sitting on the right hand of the Father and the show-
ing forth of His Godhead, according to Is. 52:13: “He shall
be exalted and extolled, and shall be exceeding high: as many
have been astonished at him, so shall His visage be inglorious
among men.” Moreover (Phil. 2:8) it is written: “He humbled
Himself, becoming obedient unto death, even to the death of
the cross: forwhich cause alsoGodhath exaltedHim, andhath
givenHim a name which is above all names”—that is to say, so
that He shall be hailed as God by all; and all shall pay Him
homage as God. And this is expressed in what follows: “at
in the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of those that are
in heaven, on earth, and under the earth.” Fourthly, as to His
judiciary power: for it is written ( Job 36:17): “y cause hath
been judged as that of the wicked cause and judgment ou
shalt recover.”

Reply toObjection 1.esource ofmeriting comes of the
soul, while the body is the instrument of themeritoriouswork.
And consequently the perfection of Christ’s soul, which was
the source of meriting, ought not to be acquired in Him by
merit, like the perfection of the body, which was the subject of
suffering, and was thereby the instrument of His merit.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ by His previous merits did
merit exaltation on behalf of His soul, whose will was ani-
matedwith charity and the other virtues; but in thePassionHe
meritedHis exaltation byway of recompense even on behalf of
His body: since it is only just that the body, which from char-
ity was subjected to the Passion, should receive recompense in
glory.

Reply to Objection 3. It was owing to a special dispensa-
tion in Christ that before the Passion the glory of His soul did
not shine out inHis body, in order thatHemight procureHis
bodily glory with greater honor, when He had merited it by
His Passion. But it was not beseeming for the glory ofHis soul
to be postponed, since the soul was united immediately with
theWord; hence itwas beseeming that its glory shouldbefilled
by the Word Himself. But the body was united with the Word
through the soul.
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T P, Q 50
Of the Death of Christ
(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the death of Christ; concerning which there are six subjects of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was fitting that Christ should die?
(2) Whether His death severed the union of Godhead and flesh?
(3) Whether His Godhead was separated from His soul?
(4) Whether Christ was a man during the three days of His death?
(5) Whether His was the same body, living and dead?
(6) Whether His death conduced in any way to our salvation?

IIIa q. 50 a. 1Whether it was fitting that Christ should die?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting that
Christ should die. For a first principle in any order is not af-
fected by anything contrary to such order: thus fire, which is
the principle of heat, can never become cold. But the Son of
God is the fountain-head and principle of all life, according to
Ps. 35:10: “Withee is the fountain of life.”erefore it does
not seem fitting for Christ to die.

Objection 2. Further, death is a greater defect than sick-
ness, because it is through sickness that one comes to die. But
it was not beseeming for Christ to languish from sickness, as
Chrysostom* says. Consequently, neither was it becoming for
Christ to die.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord said ( Jn. 10:10): “I am
come that they may have life, and may have it more abun-
dantly.” But one opposite does not lead to another. erefore
it seems that neither was it fitting for Christ to die.

On the contrary, It is written, ( Jn. 11:50): “It is expedi-
ent that one man should die for the people…that the whole
nation perish not”: which words were spoken prophetically by
Caiphas, as the Evangelist testifies.

I answer that, It was fitting for Christ to die. First of all
to satisfy for the whole human race, which was sentenced to
die on account of sin, according to Gn. 2:17: “In what day so-
ever ye shall [Vulg.: ‘thou shalt’] eat of it ye shall [Vulg.: ‘thou
shalt’] die the death.”Now it is a fittingway of satisfying for an-
other to submit oneself to the penalty deserved by that other.
And so Christ resolved to die, that by dying He might atone
for us, according to 1 Pet. 3:18: “Christ also died once for our
sins.” Secondly, in order to show the reality of the flesh as-
sumed. For, as Eusebius says (Orat. de Laud. Constant. xv),
“if, aer dwelling among men Christ were suddenly to disap-
pear from men’s sight, as though shunning death, then by all
men He would be likened to a phantom.” irdly, that by dy-
ing He might deliver us from fearing death: hence it is written
(Heb. 2:14,15) that He communicated “to flesh and blood,

that through death He might destroy him who had the em-
pire of death and might deliver them who, through the fear
of death, were all their lifetime subject to servitude.” Fourthly,
that by dying in the body to the likeness of sin—that is, to its
penalty—He might set us the example of dying to sin spiritu-
ally. Hence it is written (Rom. 6:10): “For in that He died to
sin, He died once, but in that He liveth, He liveth unto God:
so do you also reckon that you are dead to sin, but alive unto
God.” Fihly, that by rising from the dead, and manifesting
His power whereby He overthrew death, He might instill into
us the hope of rising from the dead. Hence the Apostle says (1
Cor. 15:12): “If Christ be preached that He rose again from
the dead, how do some among you say, that there is no resur-
rection from the dead?”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ is the fountain of life, as
God, and not as man: but He died as man, and not as God.
Hence Augustine† says against Felician: “Far be it from us to
suppose that Christ so felt death that He lost His life inas-
much as He is life in Himself; for, were it so, the fountain of
life would have run dry. Accordingly, He experienced death
by sharing in our human feeling, which of His own accord He
had taken uponHimself, butHe did not lose the power ofHis
Nature, through which He gives life to all things.”

Reply to Objection 2. Christ did not suffer death which
comes of sickness, lest He should seem to die of necessity
from exhausted nature: but He endured death inflicted from
without, to which He willingly surrendered Himself, that His
death might be shown to be a voluntary one.

Reply toObjection 3.One opposite does not of itself lead
to the other, yet it does so indirectly at times: thus cold some-
times is the indirect cause of heat: and in this way Christ by
His death brought us back to life, when by His death He de-
stroyed our death; just as he who bears another’s punishment
takes such punishment away.

* Athanasius, Orat. de Incarn. Verbi. † Vigilius Tapsensis.
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IIIa q. 50 a. 2Whether the Godhead was separated from the flesh when Christ died?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Godhead was sep-
arated from the flesh when Christ died. For as Matthew re-
lates (27:46), when our Lord was hanging upon the cross He
cried out: “My God, My God, why hast ou forsaken Me?”
which words Ambrose, commenting on Lk. 23:46, explains as
follows: “e man cried out when about to expire by being
severed from the Godhead; for since the Godhead is immune
from death, assuredly death could not be there, except life de-
parted, for the Godhead is life.” And so it seems that when
Christ died, the Godhead was separated from His flesh.

Objection 2.Further, extremes are severedwhen themean
is removed.But the soulwas themean throughwhich theGod-
head was united with the flesh, as stated above (q. 6, a. 1).
erefore since the soul was severed from the flesh by death, it
seems that, in consequence, His Godhead was also separated
from it.

Objection 3. Further, God’s life-giving power is greater
than that of the soul. But the body couldnot die unless the soul
quitted it. erefore, much less could it die unless the God-
head departed.

On the contrary, As stated above (q. 16, Aa. 4,5), the at-
tributes of human nature are predicated of the Son of God
only by reason of the union. But what belongs to the body of
Christ aer death is predicated of the Son of God—namely,
being buried: as is evident from the Creed, in which it is said
that the Son of God “was conceived and born of a Virgin, suf-
fered, died, and was buried.” erefore Christ’s Godhead was
not separated from the flesh when He died.

I answer that, What is bestowed through God’s grace is
never withdrawn except through fault. Hence it is written
(Rom. 11:29): “e gis and the calling of God are without
repentance.” But the grace of union whereby the Godhead
was united to the flesh in Christ’s Person, is greater than the
grace of adoption whereby others are sanctified: also it is more
enduring of itself, because this grace is ordained for personal

union, whereas the grace of adoption is referred to a certain
affective union. And yet we see that the grace of adoption is
never lost without fault. Since, then there was no sin inChrist,
it was impossible for the union of the Godhead with the flesh
to be dissolved. Consequently, as before death Christ’s flesh
was united personally and hypostatically with the Word of
God, it remained so aer His death, so that the hypostasis of
the Word of God was not different from that of Christ’s flesh
aer death, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii).

Reply toObjection 1. Such forsaking is not to be referred
to the dissolving of the personal union, but to this, that God
theFather gaveHimup to thePassion: hence there “to forsake”
means simply not to protect from persecutors. or else He says
there that He is forsaken, with reference to the prayer He had
made: “Father, if it be possible, let this chalice pass away from
Me,” as Augustine explains it (De Gratia Novi Test.).

Reply to Objection 2. e Word of God is said to be
united with the flesh through the medium of the soul, inas-
much as it is through the soul that the flesh belongs to human
nature, which the Son of God intended to assume; but not as
though the soul were the medium linking them together. But
it is due to the soul that the flesh is human even aer the soul
has been separated from it—namely, inasmuch as by God’s or-
dinance there remains in the dead flesh a certain relation to the
resurrection. And therefore the union of the Godhead with
the flesh is not taken away.

Reply toObjection 3.e soul formally possesses the life-
giving energy, and therefore, while it is present, and united
formally, the body must necessarily be a living one, whereas
theGodhead has not the life-giving energy formally, but effec-
tively; because It cannot be the formof the body: and therefore
it is not necessary for the flesh to be living while the union of
theGodhead with the flesh remains, since God does not act of
necessity, but of His own will.

IIIa q. 50 a. 3Whether in Christ’s death there was a severance between His Godhead and His soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that there was a severance in
death between Christ’s Godhead and His soul, because our
Lord said ( Jn. 10:18): “Noman taketh awayMy soul fromMe:
but I lay it downofMyself, and I have power to lay it down, and
Ihave power to take it up again.”But it does not appear that the
body can set the soul aside, by separating the soul from itself,
because the soul is not subject to the power of the body, but
rather conversely: and so it appears that it belongs toChrist, as
the Word of God, to lay down His soul: but this is to separate
it from Himself. Consequently, by death His soul was severed
from the Godhead.

Objection 2. Further, Athanasius* says that he “is accursed

who does not confess that the entire man, whom the Son of
God took to Himself, aer being assumed once more or deliv-
ered by Him, rose again from the dead on the third day.” But
the entire man could not be assumed again, unless the entire
man was at one time separated from the Word of God: and
the entire man is made of soul and body. erefore there was
a separation made at one time of the Godhead from both the
body and the soul.

Objection 3. Further, the Son of God is truly styled aman
because of the union with the entire man. If then, when the
union of the soul with the body was dissolved by death, the
Word of God continued united with the soul, it would follow

* Vigilius Tapsensis, DeTrin. vi; Bardenhewer assigns it to St. Athanasius: 45,
iii. e full title is De Trinitate et Spiritu Sancto.
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that the Son of God could be truly called a soul. But this is
false, because since the soul is the form of the body, it would
result in the Word of God being the form of the body; which
is impossible. erefore, in death the soul of Christ was sepa-
rated from the Word of God.

Objection 4. Further, the separated soul and body are not
one hypostasis, but two. erefore, if the Word of God re-
mained united with Christ’s soul and body, then, when they
were severed byChrist’s death, it seems to follow that theWord
of God was two hypostases during such time as Christ was
dead;which cannot be admitted.erefore aerChrist’s death
His soul did not continue to be united with the Word.

On the contrary,Damascene says (De FideOrth. iii): “Al-
though Christ died as man, and His holy soul was separated
from His spotless body, nevertheless His Godhead remained
unseparated from both—from the soul, I mean, and from the
body.”

I answer that, e soul is united with the Word of God
more immediately and more primarily than the body is, be-
cause it is through the soul that the body is united with the
Word ofGod, as stated above (q. 6, a. 1). Since, then, theWord
of God was not separated from the body at Christ’s death,
much less was He separated from the soul. Accordingly, since
what regards the body severed from the soul is affirmed of the
SonofGod—namely, that “it was buried”—so is it said ofHim
in the Creed that “He descended into hell,” because His soul
when separated from the body did go down into hell.

Reply toObjection 1. Augustine (Tract. xlvii in Joan.), in
commenting on the text of John, asks, sinceChrist isWord and
soul and body, “whether He putteth down His soul, for that
He is the Word? Or, for that He is a soul?” Or, again, “for that
He is flesh?” And he says that, “should we say that the Word
of God laid down His soul”…it would follow that “there was

a time when that soul was severed from the Word”—which is
untrue. “For death severed the body and soul …but that the
soul was severed from the Word I do not affirm…But should
we say that the soul laid itself down,” it follows “that it is sev-
ered from itself: which is most absurd.” It remains, therefore,
that “the flesh itself layeth down its soul and taketh it again,
not by its own power, but by the power of the Word dwelling
in the flesh”: because, as stated above (a. 2), the Godhead of
the Word was not severed from the flesh in death.

Reply to Objection 2. In those words Athanasius never
meant to say that the whole man was reassumed—that is, as
to all his parts—as if the Word of God had laid aside the parts
of human nature by His death; but that the totality of the as-
sumed nature was restored once more in the resurrection by
the resumed union of soul and body.

Reply toObjection2.roughbeingunited tohumanna-
ture, the Word of God is not on that account called human
nature: but He is called a man—that is, one having human na-
ture. Now the soul and the body are essential parts of human
nature. Hence it does not follow that the Word is a soul or a
body through being united with both, but that He is one pos-
sessing a soul or a body.

Reply toObjection 4. As Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iii): “In Christ’s death the soul was separated from the flesh:
not one hypostasis divided into two: because both soul and
body in the same respect had their existence from the begin-
ning in the hypostasis of the Word; and in death, though sev-
ered from one another, each one continued to have the one
same hypostasis of theWord.Wherefore the one hypostasis of
the Word was the hypostasis of the Word, of the soul, and of
the body. For neither soul nor body ever had an hypostasis of
its own, besides the hypostasis of the Word: for there was al-
ways one hypostasis of the Word, and never two.”

IIIa q. 50 a. 4Whether Christ was a man during the three days of His death?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was a man during
the three days of His death, because Augustine says (De Trin.
iii): “Such was the assuming [of nature] as to make God to be
man, and man to be God.” But this assuming [of nature] did
not cease at Christ’s death. erefore it seems that He did not
cease to be a man in consequence of death.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix) that
“each man is his intellect”; consequently, when we address the
soul of Peter aer his death we say: “Saint Peter, pray for us.”
But the Son of God aer death was not separated from His
intellectual soul. erefore, during those three days the Son of
God was a man.

Objection 3. Further, every priest is a man. But during
those three days of death Christ was a priest: otherwise what
is said in Ps. 109:4 would not be true: “ou art a priest for
ever.” erefore Christ was a man during those three days.

On the contrary, When the higher [species] is removed,

so is the lower. But the living or animated being is a higher
species than animal and man, because an animal is a sensi-
ble animated substance. Now during those three days of death
Christ’s bodywasnot livingor animated.ereforeHewasnot
a man.

I answer that, It is an article of faith that Christ was
truly dead: hence it is an error against faith to assert anything
whereby the truth of Christ’s death is destroyed. Accordingly
it is said in the Synodal epistle of Cyril*: “If any man does not
acknowledge that the Word of God suffered in the flesh, and
was crucified in the flesh and tasted death in the flesh, let him
be anathema.” Now it belongs to the truth of the death of man
or animal that by death the subject ceases to beman or animal;
because the death of the man or animal results from the sepa-
ration of the soul, which is the formal complement of the man
or animal. Consequently, to say that Christ was a man during
the three days ofHis death simply andwithout qualification, is

* Act. Conc. Ephes. P. I, cap. xxvi.
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erroneous. Yet it can be said that He was “a dead man” during
those three days.

However, some writers have contended that Christ was a
man during those three days, uttering words which are indeed
erroneous, yetwithout intent of error in faith: asHughof Saint
Victor, who (De Sacram. ii) contended that Christ, during the
three days that followedHis death, was aman, because he held
that the soul is a man: but this is false, as was shown in the Ia,
q. 75, a. 4. Likewise theMaster of theSentences (iii,D, 22)held
Christ to be aman during the three days ofHis death for quite
another reason. For he believed the union of soul and flesh not
to be essential to a man, and that for anything to be a man it
suffices if it have a soul and body, whether united or separated:
and that this is likewise false is clear both from what has been
said in the Ia, q. 75, a. 4, and from what has been said above
regarding the mode of union (q. 2 , a. 5).

Reply toObjection 1.eWord ofGod assumed a united
soul and body: and the result of this assumption was that God
is man, and man is God. But this assumption did not cease by
the separation of theWord from the soul or from the flesh; yet
the union of soul and flesh ceased.

Reply to Objection 2. Man is said to be his own intellect,
not because the intellect is the entire man, but because the in-
tellect is the chief part of man, in which man’s whole disposi-
tion lies virtually; just as the ruler of the city may be called the
whole city, since its entire disposal is vested in him.

Reply to Objection 3. at a man is competent to be a
priest is by reason of the soul, which is the subject of the char-
acter of order: hence a man does not lose his priestly order by
death, andmuch less doesChrist, who is the fount of the entire
priesthood.

IIIa q. 50 a. 5Whether Christ’s was identically the same body living and dead?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s was not identi-
cally the same body living and dead. For Christ truly died just
as other men do. But the body of everyone else is not simply
identically the same, dead and living, because there is an essen-
tial difference between them. erefore neither is the body of
Christ identically the same, dead and living.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Metaph. v, text. 12), things specifically diverse are also numer-
ically diverse. But Christ’s body, living and dead, was specifi-
cally diverse: because the eye or flesh of the dead is only called
so equivocally, as is evident from the Philosopher (De Anima
ii, text. 9;Metaph. vii).ereforeChrist’s bodywas not simply
identically the same, living and dead.

Objection 3. Further, death is a kind of corruption. But
what is corrupted by substantial corruption aer being cor-
rupted, exists no longer, since corruption is change from being
to non-being. erefore, Christ’s body, aer it was dead, did
not remain identically the same, because death is a substantial
corruption.

On the contrary, Athanasius says (Epist. ad Epict.): “In
that body which was circumcised and carried, which ate, and
toiled, andwas nailed on the tree, there was the impassible and
incorporealWord of God: the same was laid in the tomb.” But
Christ’s living body was circumcised and nailed on the tree;
and Christ’s dead body was laid in the tomb. erefore it was
the same body living and dead.

I answer that,eexpression “simply” can be taken in two
senses. In the first instance by taking “simply” to be the same
as “absolutely”; thus “that is said simply which is said without
addition,” as the Philosopher put it (Topic. ii): and in this way
the dead and living body of Christ was simply identically the
same: since a thing is said to be “simply” identically the same
from the identity of the subject. But Christ’s body living and
dead was identical in its suppositum because alive and dead it

had none other besides the Word of God, as was stated above
(a. 2). And it is in this sense that Athanasius is speaking in the
passage quoted.

In another way “simply” is the same as “altogether” or “to-
tally”: in which sense the body of Christ, dead and alive, was
not “simply” the same identically, because it was not “totally”
the same, since life is of the essence of a living body; for it is
an essential and not an accidental predicate: hence it follows
that a body which ceases to be living does not remain totally
the same.Moreover, if itwere to be said thatChrist’s dead body
did continue “totally” the same, it would follow that it was not
corrupted—I mean, by the corruption of death: which is the
heresy of the Gaianites, as Isidore says (Etym. viii), and is to be
found in theDecretals (xxiv, qu. iii). AndDamascene says (De
Fide Orth. iii) that “the term ‘corruption’ denotes two things:
in one way it is the separation of the soul from the body and
other things of the sort; in another way, the complete dissolv-
ing into elements.Consequently it is impious to saywith Julian
andGaian that the Lord’s bodywas incorruptible aer the first
manner of corruption before the resurrection: becauseChrist’s
body would not be consubstantial with us, nor truly dead, nor
would we have been saved in very truth. But in the second way
Christ’s body was incorrupt.”

Reply toObjection1.edeadbodyof everyone else does
not continue united to an abiding hypostasis, as Christ’s dead
body did; consequently the dead body of everyone else is not
the same “simply,” but only in some respect: because it is the
same as to its matter, but not the same as to its form. But
Christ’s body remains the same simply, on account of the iden-
tity of the suppositum, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. Since a thing is said to be the same
identically according to suppositum, but the same specifically
according to form: wherever the suppositum subsists in only
one nature, it follows of necessity that when the unity of
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species is taken away the unity of identity is also taken away.
But the hypostasis of theWord ofGod subsists in two natures;
and consequently, although in others the body does not re-
main the same according to the species of humannature, still it
continues identically the same in Christ according to the sup-
positum of the Word of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Corruption and death do not be-
long to Christ by reason of the suppositum, from which sup-
positum follows the unity of identity; but by reason of the
human nature, according to which is found the difference of
death and of life in Christ’s body.

IIIa q. 50 a. 6Whether Christ’s death conduced in any way to our salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s death did not
conduce in any way to our salvation. For death is a sort of pri-
vation, since it is the privation of life. But privation has not
any power of activity, because it is nothing positive. erefore
it could not work anything for our salvation.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s Passion wrought our sal-
vation by way of merit. But Christ’s death could not operate
in this way, because in death the body is separated from the
soul, which is the principle ofmeriting.Consequently, Christ’s
death did not accomplish anything towards our salvation.

Objection 3. Further, what is corporeal is not the cause of
what is spiritual. But Christ’s death was corporeal. erefore
it could not be the cause of our salvation, which is something
spiritual.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv): “e one
death of our Saviour,” namely, that of the body, “saved us from
our two deaths,” that is, of the soul and the body.

I answer that,Wemay speak ofChrist’s death in twoways,
“in becoming” and “in fact.” Death is said to be “in becoming”
when anyone from natural or enforced suffering is tending to-
wards death: and in this way it is the same thing to speak of
Christ’s death as of His Passion: so that in this sense Christ’s
death is the cause of our salvation, according to what has been
already said of the Passion (q. 48). But death is considered in
fact, inasmuch as the separation of soul and body has already
taken place: and it is in this sense that we are now speaking of

Christ’s death. In this way Christ’s death cannot be the cause
of our salvation by way of merit, but only by way of causality,
that is to say, inasmuch as theGodheadwas not separated from
Christ’s flesh by death; and therefore, whatever befell Christ’s
flesh, even when the soul was departed, was conducive to sal-
vation in virtue of the Godhead united. But the effect of any
cause is properly estimated according to its resemblance to the
cause. Consequently, since death is a kind of privation of one’s
own life, the effect of Christ’s death is considered in relation
to the removal of the obstacles to our salvation: and these are
the death of the soul and of the body. Hence Christ’s death is
said to have destroyed in us both the death of the soul, caused
by sin, according to Rom. 4:25: “He was delivered up [namely
unto death] for our sins”: and the death of the body, consist-
ing in the separation of the soul, according to 1 Cor. 15:54:
“Death is swallowed up in victory.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s death wrought our salva-
tion from the power of theGodhead united, and not consisted
merely as His death.

Reply to Objection 2. ough Christ’s death, considered
“in fact” did not effect our salvation by way of merit, yet it did
so by way of causality, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s death was indeed corpo-
real; but the body was the instrument of the Godhead united
to Him, working by Its power, although dead.
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T P, Q 51
Of Christ’s Burial
(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider Christ’s burial, concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was fitting for Christ to be buried?
(2) Concerning the manner of His burial;
(3) Whether His body was decomposed in the tomb?
(4) Concerning the length of time He lay in the tomb.

IIIa q. 51 a. 1Whether it was fitting for Christ to be buried?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting for Christ to have
been buried, because it is said ofHim (Ps. 87:6): “He is [Vulg.:
‘I am’] become as a man without help, free among the dead.”
But the bodies of the dead are enclosed in a tomb; which
seems contrary to liberty. erefore it does not seem fitting
for Christ to have been buried.

Objection 2. Further, nothing should be done to Christ
except it was helpful to our salvation. ButChrist’s burial seems
in no way to be conducive to our salvation. erefore, it was
not fitting for Him to be buried.

Objection 3. Further, it seems out of place for God who is
above the high heavens to be laid in the earth. But what befalls
the dead body of Christ is attributed to God by reason of the
union. erefore it appears to be unbecoming for Christ to be
buried.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Mat. 26:10) of the
woman who anointed Him: “She has wrought a good work
upon Me,” and then He added (Mat. 26:12)—“for she, in
pouring this ointment upon My body, hath done it for My
burial.”

I answer that, It was fitting for Christ to be buried. First
of all, to establish the truth of His death; for no one is laid
in the grave unless there be certainty of death. Hence we read
(Mk. 15:44,45), that Pilate by diligent inquiry assured himself
ofChrist’s death before granting leave forHis burial. Secondly,
because by Christ’s rising from the grave, to them who are in
the grave, hope is given of rising again throughHim, according

to Jn. 5:25,28: “All that are in their graves shall hear the voice
of the Son of God…and they that hear shall live.” irdly, as
an example to them who dying spiritually to their sins are hid-
den away “from the disturbance of men” (Ps. 30:21). Hence
it is said (Col. 3:3): “You are dead, and your life is hid with
Christ inGod.”Wherefore the baptized likewise who through
Christ’s death die to sins, are as it were buried with Christ by
immersion, according to Rom. 6:4: “We are buried together
with Christ by baptism into death.”

Reply to Objection 1. ough buried, Christ proved
Himself “free among the dead”: since, although imprisoned in
the tomb,He could not be hindered from going forth by rising
again.

Reply to Objection 2. As Christ’s death wrought our sal-
vation, so likewise did His burial. Hence Jerome says (Super
Marc. xiv): “By Christ’s burial we rise again”; and on Is. 53:9:
“He shall give the ungodly for His burial,” a gloss says: “He
shall give to God and the Father the Gentiles who were with-
out godliness, because He purchased them by His death and
burial.”

Reply toObjection 3.As is said in a discoursemade at the
Council of Ephesus*, “Nothing that saves man is derogatory
toGod; showingHim to be not passible, butmerciful”: and in
another discourse of the sameCouncil†: “God does not repute
anything as an injury which is an occasion of men’s salvation.
us thou shalt not deemGod’sNature to be so vile, as though
It may sometimes be subjected to injuries.”

IIIa q. 51 a. 2Whether Christ was buried in a becoming manner?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was buried in an
unbecomingmanner. ForHis burial should be in keepingwith
His death. But Christ underwent a most shameful death, ac-
cording to Wis. 2:20: “Let us condemn Him to a most shame-
ful death.” It seems therefore unbecoming for honorable burial
to be accorded to Christ, inasmuch as He was buried by men
of position—namely, by Joseph of Arimathea, who was “a no-
ble counselor,” to use Mark’s expression (Mk. 15:43), and by
Nicodemus, who was “a ruler of the Jews,” as John states ( Jn.

3:1).
Objection 2. Further, nothing should be done to Christ

which might set an example of wastefulness. But it seems
to savor of waste that in order to bury Christ Nicodemus
came “bringing a mixture of myrrh and aloes about a hundred
pounds weight,” as recorded by John (19:39), especially since
a woman came beforehand to anoint His body for the burial,
as Mark relates (Mk. 14:28). Consequently, this was not done
becomingly with regard to Christ.

* P. iii, cap. 9. † P. iii, cap. 10.

2207



Objection3.Further, it is not becoming for anythingdone
to be inconsistent with itself. But Christ’s burial on the one
handwas simple, because “JosephwrappedHis body in a clean
linen cloth,” as is related by Matthew (27:59), “but not with
gold or gems, or silk,” as Jeromeobserves: yet on the other hand
there appears to have been some display, inasmuch as they
buried Him with fragrant spices ( Jn. 19:40). Consequently,
the manner of Christ’s burial does not seem to have been
seemly.

Objection 4. Further, “What things soever were written,”
especially of Christ, “were written for our learning,” according
to Rom. 15:4. But some of the things written in the Gospels
touching Christ’s burial in no wise seem to pertain to our in-
struction—as that He was buried “in a garden…“in a tomb
which was notHis own, which was “new,” and “hewed out in a
rock.” erefore the manner of Christ’s burial was not becom-
ing.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 11:10): “And His sepul-
chre shall be glorious.”

I answer that, e manner of Christ’s burial is shown to
be seemly in three respects. First, to confirm faith inHis death
and resurrection. Secondly, to commend the devotion of those
who gave Him burial. Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei i):
“e Gospel mentions as praiseworthy the deed of those who
received His body from the cross, and with due care and rev-
erence wrapped it up and buried it.” irdly, as to the mys-
tery whereby those are molded who “are buried together with
Christ into death” (Rom. 6:4).

Reply to Objection 1. With regard to Christ’s death, His
patience and constancy in enduring death are commended,
and all themore thatHis deathwas themore despicable: but in
His honorable burial we can see the power of the dying Man,
who, even in death, frustrated the intent ofHismurderers, and
was buriedwith honor: and thereby is foreshadowed the devo-
tion of the faithful who in the time to come were to serve the
dead Christ.

Reply to Objection 2. On that expression of the Evange-
list ( Jn. 19:40) that theyburiedHim“as themanner of the Jews
is to bury,” Augustine says (Tract. in Joan. cxx): “He admon-
ishes us that in offices of this kind which are rendered to the
dead, the custom of each nation should be observed.” Now it
was the custom of this people to anoint bodies with various
spices in order the longer to preserve them from corruption*.
Accordingly it is said in De Doctr. Christ. iii that “in all such
things, it is not the use thereof, but the luxury of the user that is
at fault”; and, farther on: “what in other persons is frequently
criminal, in a divine or prophetic person is a sign of something
great.” Formyrrh and aloes by their bitterness denote penance,
by which man keeps Christ within himself without the cor-
ruption of sin; while the odor of the ointments expresses good

report.
Reply to Objection 3. Myrrh and aloes were used on

Christ’s body in order that it might be preserved from corrup-
tion, and this seemed to imply a certain need (in the body):
hence the example is set us that we may lawfully use precious
things medicinally, from the need of preserving our body. But
the wrapping up of the body was merely a question of becom-
ing propriety. Andwe ought to content ourselveswith simplic-
ity in such things. Yet, as Jerome observes, by this act was de-
noted that “he swathes Jesus in clean linen, who receives Him
with a pure soul.” Hence, as Bede says on Mark 15:46: “e
Church’s custom has prevailed for the sacrifice of the altar to
be offered not upon silk, nor upon dyed cloth, but on linen of
the earth; as the Lord’s body was buried in a clean winding-
sheet.”

Reply to Objection 4. Christ was buried “in a garden” to
express that by His death and burial we are delivered from the
death which we incur through Adam’s sin committed in the
garden of paradise. But for this “was our Lord buried in the
grave of a stranger,” as Augustine says in a sermon (ccxlviii),
“because He died for the salvation of others; and a sepulchre
is the abode of death.” Also the extent of the poverty endured
for us can be thereby estimated: sinceHewhowhile living had
no home, aer death was laid to rest in another’s tomb, and
being naked was clothed by Joseph. But He is laid in a “new”
sepulchre, as Jerome observes onMat. 27:60, “lest aer the res-
urrection it might be pretended that someone else had risen,
while the other corpses remained. e new sepulchre can also
denoteMary’s virginal womb.” And furthermore it may be un-
derstood that all of us are renewed by Christ’s burial; death
and corruption being destroyed.Moreover, Hewas buried in a
monument “hewn out of a rock,” as Jerome says onMat. 27:64,
“lest, if it had been constructed of many stones, theymight say
that He was stolen away by digging away the foundations of
the tomb.” Hence the “great stone” which was set shows that
“the tomb could not be opened except by the help of many
hands. Again, if He had been buried in the earth, they might
have said:ey dug up the soil and stole Him away,” as Augus-
tine observes†. Hilary (Comment. in Matth. cap. xxxiii) gives
the mystical interpretation, saying that “by the teaching of the
apostles, Christ is borne into the stony heart of the gentile; for
it is hewn out by the process of teaching, unpolished and new,
untenanted and open to the entrance of the fear of God. And
since naught besides Him must enter into our hearts, a great
stone is rolled against the door.” Furthermore, as Origen says
(Tract. xxxv in Matth.): “It was not written by hazard: ‘Joseph
wrapped Christ’s body in a clean winding-sheet, and placed it
in a new monument,’ ” and that “ ‘he rolled a great stone,’ be-
cause all things around the body of Jesus are clean, and new,
and exceeding great.”

* Cf. Catena Aurea in Joan. xix. † Cf. Catena Aurea.
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IIIa q. 51 a. 3Whether Christ’s body was reduced to dust in the tomb?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatChrist’s bodywas reduced
to dust in the tomb. For just as man dies in punishment of his
first parent’s sin, so also does he return to dust, since it was said
to the firstman aer his sin: “Dust thou art, and into dust thou
shalt return” (Gn. 3:19). But Christ endured death in order to
deliver us fromdeath.ereforeHis body ought to bemade to
return to dust, so as to free us from the same penalty.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s body was of the same na-
ture as ours. But directly aer death our bodies begin to dis-
solve into dust, and are disposed towards putrefaction, because
when the natural heat departs, there supervenes heat from
without which causes corruption. erefore it seems that the
same thing happened to Christ’s body.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (a. 1), Christ willed
to be buried in order to furnish men with the hope of rising
likewise from the grave. Consequently, He sought likewise to
return to dust so as to give to them who have returned to dust
the hope of rising from the dust.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 15:10): “Nor wilt ou
suffer y holy one to see corruption”: and Damascene (De
Fide Orth. iii) expounds this of the corruption which comes
of dissolving into elements.

I answer that, It was not fitting for Christ’s body to pu-
trefy, or in any way be reduced to dust, since the putrefaction
of any body comes of that body’s infirmity of nature, which
can no longer hold the body together. But as was said above
(q. 50, a. 1, ad 2), Christ’s death ought not to come fromweak-
ness of nature, lest it might not be believed to be voluntary:
and therefore He willed to die, not from sickness, but from
suffering inflicted on Him, to which He gave Himself up will-
ingly. And therefore, lest His death might be ascribed to in-

firmity of nature, Christ did not wish His body to putrefy in
any way or dissolve no matter how; but for the manifestation
ofHis Divine powerHewilled thatHis body should continue
incorrupt. Hence Chrysostom says (Cont. Jud. et Gent. quod
‘Christus sit Deus’) that “with other men, especially with such
as have wrought strenuously, their deeds shine forth in their
lifetime; but as soon as they die, their deeds go with them. But
it is quite the contrary with Christ: because previous to the
cross all is sadness and weakness, but as soon as He is cruci-
fied, everything comes to light, in order that you may learn it
was not an ordinary man that was crucified.”

Reply toObjection 1. Since Christ was not subject to sin,
neitherwasHeprone todie or to return todust. Yet ofHis own
willHe endured death for our salvation, for the reasons alleged
above (q. 51, a. 1). But had His body putrefied or dissolved,
this fact would have been detrimental to man’s salvation, for it
would not have seemed credible that the Divine power was in
Him. Hence it is on His behalf that it is written (Ps. 19:10):
“What profit is there inmy blood, whilst I go down to corrup-
tion?” as if He were to say: “If My body corrupt, the profit of
the blood shed will be lost.”

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s body was a subject of cor-
ruption according to the condition of its passible nature, but
not as to the deserving cause of putrefaction, which is sin: but
theDivinepowerpreservedChrist’s body fromputrefying, just
as it raised it up from death.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ rose from the tomb by Di-
vine power, which is not narrowed within bounds. Conse-
quently, His rising from the grave was a sufficient argument to
prove that men are to be raised up by Divine power, not only
from their graves, but also from any dust whatever.

IIIa q. 51 a. 4Whether Christ was in the tomb only one day and two nights?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not in the
tomb during only one day and two nights; because He said
(Mat. 12:40): “As Jonas was in the whale’s belly three days and
three nights: so shall the Sonofmanbe in the heart of the earth
three days and three nights.” But He was in the heart of the
earth while He was in the grave. erefore He was not in the
tomb for only one day and two nights.

Objection 2. Gregory says in a Paschal Homily (Hom.
xxi): “As Samson carried off the gates ofGaza during the night,
even so Christ rose in the night, taking away the gates of hell.”
But aer rising He was not in the tomb. erefore He was not
two whole nights in the grave.

Objection 3. Further, light prevailed over darkness by
Christ’s death. But night belongs to darkness, and day to light.
erefore it was more fitting for Christ’s body to be in the
tomb for two days and a night, rather than conversely.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Trin. iv): “ere

were thirty-six hours from the evening of His burial to the
dawn of the resurrection, that is, a whole night with a whole
day, and a whole night.”

I answer that, e very time during which Christ re-
mained in the tomb shows forth the effect of His death. For
it was said above (q. 50, a. 6) that by Christ’s death we were
delivered from a twofold death, namely, from the death of the
soul andof thebody: and this is signifiedby the twonights dur-
ing which He remained in the tomb. But since His death did
not come of sin, but was endured from charity, it has not the
semblance of night, but of day: consequently it is denoted by
the whole day during which Christ was in the sepulchre. And
so it was fitting forChrist to be in the sepulchre during one day
and two nights.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine says (De Consens.
Evang. iii): “Some men, ignorant of Scriptural language,
wished to compute as night those three hours, from the sixth
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to the ninth hour, during which the sun was darkened, and as
day those other three hours during which it was restored to
the earth, that is, from the ninth hour until its setting: for the
coming night of the Sabbath follows, and if this be reckoned
with its day, there will be already two nights and two days.
Now aer the Sabbath there follows the night of the first day
of the Sabbath, that is, of the dawning Sunday, on which the
Lord rose. Even so, the reckoning of the three days and three
nights will not stand. It remains then to find the solution in
the customary usage of speech of the Scriptures, whereby the
whole is understood from the part”: so that we are able to take
a day and a night as one natural day. And so the first day is
computed from its ending, during which Christ died and was
buriedon theFriday;while the second. day is an entire daywith
twenty-four hours of night and day; while the night following
belongs to the third day. “For as the primitive days were com-
puted from light to night on account of man’s future fall, so

these days are computed from the darkness to the daylight on
account of man’s restoration” (De Trin. iv).

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Trin. iv; cf.
DeConsens. Evang. iii), Christ rose with the dawn, when light
appears in part, and still some part of the darkness of the night
remains. Hence it is said of the women that “when it was yet
dark” they came “to the sepulchre” ( Jn. 20:1). erefore, in
consequence of this darkness, Gregory says (Hom. xxi) that
Christ rose in themiddle of the night, not that night is divided
into two equal parts, but during the night itself: for the expres-
sion “early” can be taken as partly night and partly day, from
its fittingness with both.

Reply toObjection 3.e light prevailed so far inChrist’s
death (which is denoted by the one day) that it dispelled the
darkness of the two nights, that is, of our twofold death, as
stated above.
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T P, Q 52
Of Christ’s Descent Into Hell

(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider Christ’s descent into hell; concerning which there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it was fitting for Christ to descend into hell?
(2) Into which hell did He descend?
(3) Whether He was entirely in hell?
(4) Whether He made any stay there?
(5) Whether He delivered the Holy Fathers from hell?
(6) Whether He delivered the lost from hell?
(7) Whether He delivered the children who died in original sin?
(8) Whether He delivered men from Purgatory?

IIIa q. 52 a. 1Whether it was fitting for Christ to descend into hell?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting for
Christ to descend into hell, because Augustine says (Ep. ad
Evod. cliv.): “Nor could I find anywhere in the Scriptures hell
mentioned as something good.” But Christ’s soul did not de-
scend into any evil place, for neither do the souls of the just.
erefore it does not seem fitting for Christ’s soul to descend
into hell.

Objection 2. Further, it cannot belong to Christ to de-
scend into hell according to His Divine Nature, which is alto-
gether immovable; but only according to His assumed nature.
But that which Christ did or suffered in His assumed nature
is ordained for man’s salvation: and to secure this it does not
seem necessary for Christ to descend into hell, since He deliv-
ered us from both guilt and penalty by His Passion which He
endured in this world, as stated above (q. 49, Aa. 1,3). Conse-
quently, it was not fitting that Christ should descend into hell.

Objection 3. Further, by Christ’s death His soul was sep-
arated from His body, and this was laid in the sepulchre, as
stated above (q. 51). But it seems that He descended into hell,
not according toHis soul only, because seemingly the soul, be-
ing incorporeal, cannot be a subject of local motion; for this
belongs to bodies, as is proved in Phys. vi, text. 32; while de-
scent implies corporealmotion.erefore it was not fitting for
Christ to descend into hell.

On the contrary, It is said in the Creed: “He descended
into hell”: and the Apostle says (Eph. 4:9): “Now that He as-
cended, what is it, but becauseHe also descended first into the
lower parts of the earth?”And a gloss adds: “that is—into hell.”

I answer that It was fitting for Christ to descend into hell.
First of all, becauseHe came to bear our penalty in order to free
us from penalty, according to Is. 53:4: “Surely He hath borne
our infirmities and carried our sorrows.” But through sin man
had incurred not only the death of the body, but also descent
into hell. Consequently since it was fitting for Christ to die
in order to deliver us from death, so it was fitting for Him to

descend into hell in order to deliver us also from going down
into hell. Hence it is written (Osee 13:14): “O death, I will
be thy death; O hell, I will be thy bite.” Secondly, because it
was fitting when the devil was overthrown by the Passion that
Christ should deliver the captives detained in hell, according
to Zech. 9:11: “ou also by the blood of y Testament hast
sent forth y prisoners out of the pit.” And it is written (Col.
2:15): “Despoiling the principalities and powers, He hath ex-
posed them confidently.”irdly, that asHe showed forthHis
power on earth by living and dying, so alsoHemight manifest
it in hell, by visiting it and enlightening it. Accordingly it is
written (Ps. 23:7): “Li up your gates, O ye princes,” which
the gloss thus interprets: “that is—Ye princes of hell, take away
your power, whereby hitherto you held men fast in hell”; and
so “at the name of Jesus every knee should bow,” not only “of
them that are in heaven,” but likewise “of them that are in hell,”
as is said in Phil. 2:10.

Reply to Objection 1. e name of hell stands for an evil
of penalty, and not for an evil of guilt. Hence it was becoming
that Christ should descend into hell, not as liable to punish-
ment Himself, but to deliver them who were.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s Passion was a kind of uni-
versal cause of men’s salvation, both of the living and of the
dead. But a general cause is applied to particular effects by
means of something special.Hence, as the power of thePassion
is applied to the living through the sacraments which make us
like unto Christ’s Passion, so likewise it is applied to the dead
through His descent into hell. On which account it is written
(Zech. 9:11) that “He sent forth prisoners out of the pit, in the
blood of His testament,” that is, by the power of His Passion.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s soul descended into hell
not by the same kind of motion as that whereby bodies are
moved, but by that kind whereby the angels are moved, as was
said in the Ia, q. 53, a. 1.
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IIIa q. 52 a. 2Whether Christ went down into the hell of the lost?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ went down into
the hell of the lost, because it is said by the mouth of Divine
Wisdom(Ecclus. 24:45): “Iwill penetrate to all the lower parts
of the earth.” But the hell of the lost is computed among the
lower parts of the earth according to Ps. 62:10: “ey shall go
into the lower parts of the earth.” erefore Christ who is the
Wisdom of God, went down even into the hell of the lost.

Objection 2. Further, Peter says (Acts 2:24) that “God
hath raised up Christ, having loosed the sorrows of hell, as
it was impossible that He should be holden by it.” But there
are no sorrows in the hell of the Fathers, nor in the hell of the
children, since they are not punished with sensible pain on ac-
count of any actual sin, but only with the pain of loss on ac-
count of original sin.ereforeChrist went down into the hell
of the lost, or else into Purgatory, where men are tormented
with sensible pain on account of actual sins.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Pet. 3:19) that
“Christ coming in spirit preached to those spirits that were
in prison, which had some time been incredulous”: and this
is understood of Christ’s descent into hell, as Athanasius says
(Ep. ad Epict.). For he says that “Christ’s body was laid in the
sepulchre whenHewent to preach to those spirits whowere in
bondage, as Peter said.” But it is clear the unbelievers were in
the hell of the lost. erefore Christ went down into the hell
of the lost.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (Ep. ad Evod. clxiv):
“If the sacred Scriptures had said that Christ came into Abra-
ham’s bosom, without naming hell or its woes, I wonder
whether any person would dare to assert that He descended
into hell. But since evident testimonies mention hell and its
sorrows, there is no reason for believing that Christ went there
except to deliver men from the same woes.” But the place of
woes is the hell of the lost. erefore Christ descended into
the hell of the lost.

Objection 5. Further, as Augustine says in a sermon upon
the Resurrection: Christ descending into hell “set free all the
just who were held in the bonds of original sin.” But among
them was Job, who says of himself ( Job 17:16): “All that I
have shall go down into the deepest pit.” erefore Christ de-
scended into the deepest pit.

Onthe contrary,Regarding the hell of the lost it is written
( Job 10:21): “Before I go, and return no more, to a land that
is dark and covered with the mist of death.” Now there is no
“fellowship of light with darkness,” according to 2 Cor. 6:14.
erefore Christ, who is “the light,” did not descend into the
hell of the lost.

I answer that, A thing is said to be in a place in two ways.
First of all, through its effect, and in this wayChrist descended
into each of the hells, but in different manner. For going down
into the hell of the lost He wrought this effect, that by de-
scending thither He put them to shame for their unbelief and
wickedness: but to them who were detained in Purgatory He

gave hope of attaining to glory: while upon the holy Fathers
detained in hell solely on account of original sin, He shed the
light of glory everlasting.

In another way a thing is said to be in a place through its
essence: and in this way Christ’s soul descended only into that
part of hell wherein the just were detained. so that He visited
them “in place,” according toHis soul, whomHe visited “inte-
riorly by grace,” according toHisGodhead.Accordingly, while
remaining in one part of hell, He wrought this effect in a mea-
sure in every part of hell, just as while suffering in one part of
the earth He delivered the whole world by His Passion.

Reply toObjection 1.Christ, who is theWisdomofGod,
penetrated to all the lower parts of the earth, not passing
through them locally with His soul, but by spreading the ef-
fects of His power in a measure to them all: yet so that He
enlightened only the just: because the text quoted continues:
“And I will enlighten all that hope in the Lord.”

Reply toObjection 2. Sorrow is twofold: one is the suffer-
ing of pain which men endure for actual sin, according to Ps.
17:6: “e sorrows of hell encompassed me.” Another sorrow
comes of hoped-for glory being deferred, according to Prov.
13:12: “Hope that is deferred afflicteth the soul”: and suchwas
the sorrowwhich the holy Fathers suffered in hell, and Augus-
tine refers to it in a sermonon thePassion, saying that “they be-
sought Christ with tearful entreaty.” Now by descending into
hell Christ took away both sorrows, yet in different ways: for
Hedid awaywith the sorrows of pains by preserving souls from
them, just as a physician is said to free a man from sickness by
warding it off by means of physic. Likewise He removed the
sorrows caused by glory deferred, by bestowing glory.

Reply to Objection 3. ese words of Peter are referred
by some to Christ’s descent into hell: and they explain it in
this sense: “Christ preached to themwho formerly were unbe-
lievers, and who were shut up in prison”—that is, in hell—“in
spirit”—that is, by His soul. Hence Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. iii): “As He evangelized them who are upon the earth,
so did He those who were in hell”; not in order to convert un-
believers unto belief, but to put them to shame for their un-
belief, since preaching cannot be understood otherwise than
as the open manifesting of His Godhead. which was laid bare
before them in the lower regions by His descending in power
into hell.

Augustine, however, furnishes a better exposition of the
text in his Epistle to Evodius quoted above, namely, that the
preaching is not to be referred toChrist’s descent into hell, but
to the operation ofHisGodhead, towhichHe gave effect from
the beginning of theworld. Consequently, the sense is, that “to
those (spirits) that were in prison”—that is, living in the mor-
tal body, which is, as it were, the soul’s prison-house—“by the
spirit” of His Godhead “He came and preached” by internal
inspirations, and from without by the admonitions spoken by
the righteous: to those, I say, He preached “which had been
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some time incredulous,” i.e. not believing in the preaching of
Noe, “when they waited for the patience of God,” whereby the
chastisement of the Deluge was put off: accordingly (Peter)
adds: “In the days of Noe, when the Ark was being built.”

Reply toObjection 4.e expression “Abraham’s bosom”
may be taken in two senses. First of all, as implying that rest-
fulness, existing there, from sensible pain; so that in this sense
it cannot be called hell, nor are there any sorrows there. In an-
other way it can be taken as implying the privation of longed-
for glory: in this sense it has the character of hell and sorrow.
Consequently, that rest of the blessed is now called Abraham’s

bosom, yet it is not styled hell, nor are sorrows said to be now
in Abraham’s bosom.

Reply toObjection5.AsGregory says (Moral. xiii): “Even
the higher regions of hell he calls the deepest hell…For if rela-
tively to the height of heaven this darksome air is infernal, then
relatively to the height of this same air the earth lying beneath
can be considered as infernal and deep. And again in compari-
sonwith the height of the same earth, those parts of hell which
are higher than the other infernalmansions,may in this way be
designated as the deepest hell.”

IIIa q. 52 a. 3Whether the whole Christ was in hell?

Objection 1. It would seem that the whole Christ was not
in hell. For Christ’s body is one ofHis parts. ButHis body was
not in hell. erefore, the whole Christ was not in hell.

Objection 2. Further, nothing can be termed whole when
its parts are severed. But the soul and body, which are the parts
of human nature, were separated at His death, as stated above
(q. 50, Aa. 3,4), and it was aer death that He descended into
hell. erefore the whole (Christ) could not be in hell.

Objection 3. Further, the whole of a thing is said to be
in a place when no part of it is outside such place. But there
were parts of Christ outside hell; for instance, His body was in
the grave, and His Godhead everywhere. erefore the whole
Christ was not in hell.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Symbolo iii): “e
whole Son is with the Father, the whole Son in heaven, on
earth, in the Virgin’s womb, on the Cross, in hell, in paradise,
into which He brought the robber.”

I answer that, It is evident from what was said in the Ia,
q. 31, a. 2, ad 4, themasculine gender is referred to the hyposta-
sis or person, while the neuter belongs to the nature. Now in
the death of Christ, although the soul was separated from the
body, yet neither was separated from the Person of the Son of
God, as stated above (q. 50, a. 2). Consequently, it must be af-
firmed that during the three days of Christ’s death the whole
Christ was in the tomb, because the whole Person was there
through the body united with Him, and likewise He was en-

tirely in hell, because the whole Person of Christ was there by
reason of the soul united with Him, and the whole Christ was
then everywhere by reason of the Divine Nature.

Reply to Objection 1. e body which was then in the
grave is not a part of the uncreated Person, but of the assumed
nature. Consequently, the fact of Christ’s body not being in
hell does not prevent the whole Christ from being there: but
proves that not everything appertaining to human nature was
there.

Reply to Objection 2. e whole human nature is made
upof the united soul andbody; not so theDivinePerson.Con-
sequently when death severed the union of the soul with the
body, the whole Christ remained, but His whole human na-
ture did not remain.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ’s Person is whole in each sin-
gle place, but notwholly, because it is not circumscribed by any
place: indeed, all places put together could not comprise His
immensity; rather is itHis immensity that embraces all things.
But it happens in those things which are in a place corporeally
and circumscriptively, that if a whole be in some place, then no
part of it is outside that place. But this is not the casewithGod.
HenceAugustine says (De Symbolo iii): “It is not according to
times or places that we say that thewholeChrist is everywhere,
as if He were at one time whole in one place, at another time
whole in another: but as being whole always and everywhere.”

IIIa q. 52 a. 4Whether Christ made any stay in hell?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not make any
stay inhell. ForChristwentdown intohell to delivermen from
thence. But He accomplished this deliverance at once by His
descent, for, according to Ecclus. 11:23: “It is easy in the eyes
ofGodon a sudden tomake the poorman rich.”Consequently
He does not seem to have tarried in hell.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says in a sermon on the
Passion (clx) that “of a sudden at our Lord and Saviour’s bid-
ding all ‘the bars of iron were burst’ ” (Cf. Is. 45:2). Hence
on behalf of the angels accompanying Christ it is written (Ps.

23:7,9): “Li up your gates, O ye princes.” Now Christ de-
scended thither in order to break the bolts of hell. erefore
He did not make any stay in hell.

Objection 3. Further, it is related (Lk. 23:43) that our
Lord while hanging on the cross said to the thief: “is day
thou shalt be with Me in paradise”: from which it is evident
that Christ was in paradise on that very day. But He was not
there with His body. for that was in the grave. erefore He
was there with the soul which had gone down into hell: and
consequently it appears that He made no stay in hell.
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On the contrary, Peter says (Acts 2:24): “Whom God
hath raised up, having loosed the sorrows of hell, as it was im-
possible that He should be held by it.” erefore it seems that
He remained in hell until the hour of the Resurrection.

I answer that, As Christ, in order to take our penalties
upon Himself, willed His body to be laid in the tomb, so like-
wise He willed His soul to descend into hell. But the body lay
in the tomb for a day and two nights, so as to demonstrate the
truth of His death. Consequently, it is to be believed that His
soul was in hell, in order that it might be brought back out of
hell simultaneously with His body from the tomb.

Reply to Objection 1. When Christ descended into hell
He delivered the saints who were there, not by leading them
out at once from the confines of hell, but by enlightening them
with the light of glory in hell itself. Nevertheless it was fitting

thatHis soul should abide in hell as long asHis body remained
in the tomb.

Reply to Objection 2. By the expression “bars of hell” are
understood the obstacles which kept the holy Fathers from
quitting hell, through the guilt of our first parent’s sin; and
these bars Christ burst asunder by the power of His Passion
on descending into hell: nevertheless He chose to remain in
hell for some time, for the reason stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Our Lord’s expression is not to be
understood of the earthly corporeal paradise, but of a spiritual
one, in which all are said to be who enjoy the Divine glory.
Accordingly, the thief descended locally into hell with Christ,
because it was said to him: “is day thou shalt be with Me
in paradise”; still as to reward he was in paradise, because he
enjoyed Christ’s Godhead just as the other saints did.

IIIa q. 52 a. 5Whether Christ descending into hell delivered the holy Fathers from thence?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ descending into
hell did not deliver the holy Fathers from thence. For Augus-
tine (Epist. ad Evod. clxiv) says: “I have not yet discovered
what Christ descending into hell bestowed upon those righ-
teous ones who were in Abraham’s bosom, from whom I fail
to see that He ever departed according to the beatific presence
of His Godhead.” But had He delivered them, He would have
bestowed much upon them. erefore it does not appear that
Christ delivered the holy Fathers from hell.

Objection 2. Further, no one is detained in hell except on
account of sin. But during life the holy Fathers were justified
from sin through faith in Christ. Consequently they did not
need to be delivered from hell on Christ’s descent thither.

Objection 3. Further, if you remove the cause, you remove
the effect. But that Christ went down into hell was due to sin
which was taken away by the Passion, as stated above (q. 49,
a. 1). Consequently, the holy Fathers were not delivered on
Christ’s descent into hell.

On the contrary,Augustine says in the sermon on the Pas-
sion already quoted that when Christ descended into hell “He
broke down the gate and ‘iron bars’ of hell, setting at liberty all
the righteous who were held fast through original sin.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4, ad 2), when Christ
descended into hell He worked through the power of His Pas-
sion. But through Christ’s Passion the human race was deliv-
ered not only from sin, but also from the debt of its penalty, as
stated above (q. 49, Aa. 1,3). Now men were held fast by the
debt of punishment in twoways: first of all for actual sinwhich
each had committed personally: secondly, for the sin of the
whole human race, which each one in his origin contracts from
our first parent, as stated in Rom. 5 of which sin the penalty is
the death of the body as well as exclusion from glory, as is ev-
ident from Gn. 2 and 3: because God cast out man from par-
adise aer sin, having beforehand threatened him with death
should he sin.Consequently, whenChrist descended into hell,

by the power of His Passion He delivered the saints from the
penalty whereby they were excluded from the life of glory, so
as to be unable to see God in His Essence, wherein man’s beat-
itude lies, as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 3, a. 8. But the holy Fathers
were detained in hell for the reason, that, owing to our first
parent’s sin, the approach to the life of glory was not opened.
And so whenChrist descended into hellHe delivered the holy
Fathers from thence. And this is what is written Zech. 9:11:
“ou also by the blood of y testament hast sent forth y
prisoners out of the pit, wherein is no water.” And (Col. 2:15)
it is written that “despoiling the principalities and powers,” i.e.
“of hell, by taking out Isaac and Jacob, and the other just souls,”
“He led them,” i.e. “He brought them far from this kingdomof
darkness into heaven,” as the gloss explains.

Reply toObjection 1.Augustine is speaking there against
such asmaintained that the righteous of oldwere subject to pe-
nal sufferings before Christ’s descent into hell. Hence shortly
before the passage quoted he says: “Some add that this benefit
was also bestowed upon the saints of old, that on the Lord’s
coming into hell they were freed from their sufferings. But I
fail to see howAbraham, into whose bosom the poor man was
received, was ever in such sufferings.” Consequently, when he
aerwards adds that “he had not yet discovered what Christ’s
descent intohell hadbrought to the righteous of old,” thismust
be understood as to their being freed from penal sufferings.
Yet Christ bestowed something upon them as to their attain-
ing glory: and in consequenceHedispelled the sufferingwhich
they endured through their glory being delayed: still they had
great joy from the very hope thereof, according to Jn. 8:56:
“Abraham your father rejoiced that he might see my day.” And
therefore he adds: “I fail to see that He ever departed, accord-
ing to the beatific presence ofHis Godhead,” that is, inasmuch
as even before Christ’s coming they were happy in hope, al-
though not yet fully happy in fact.

Reply to Objection 2. e holy Fathers while yet living
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were delivered from original as well as actual sin through faith
inChrist; also from the penalty of actual sins, but not from the
penalty of original sin, whereby theywere excluded fromglory,
since the price ofman’s redemptionwas not yet paid: just as the
faithful are now delivered by baptism from the penalty of ac-
tual sins, and from the penalty of original sin as to exclusion
from glory, yet still remain bound by the penalty of original
sin as to the necessity of dying in the body because they are re-

newed in the spirit, but not yet in the flesh, according to Rom.
8:10: “e body indeed is dead, because of sin; but the spirit
liveth, because of justification.”

Reply to Objection 3. Directly Christ died His soul went
down into hell, and bestowed the fruits of His Passion on the
saints detained there; although they did not go out as long as
Christ remained in hell, because His presence was part of the
fulness of their glory.

IIIa q. 52 a. 6Whether Christ delivered any of the lost from hell?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did deliver some
of the lost from hell, because it is written (Is. 24:22): “And
they shall be gathered together as in the gathering of one bun-
dle into the pit, end they shall be shut up there in prison: and
aer many days they shall be visited.” But there he is speak-
ing of the lost, who “had adored the host of heaven,” according
to Jerome’s commentary. Consequently it seems that even the
lost were visited at Christ’s descent into hell; and this seems to
imply their deliverance.

Objection 2. Further, on Zech. 9:11: “ou also by the
blood of y testament hast sent forth y prisoners out of
the pit wherein is no water,” the gloss observes: “ou hast de-
livered themwhowere held bound in prisons, where nomercy
refreshed them, which that rich man prayed for.” But only the
lost are shut up in merciless prisons. erefore Christ did de-
liver some from the hell of the lost.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s power was not less in hell
than in this world, because He worked in every place by the
power of His Godhead. But in this world He delivered some
persons of every state. erefore, in hell also, He delivered
some from the state of the lost.

On the contrary, It is written (Osee 13:14): “O death, I
will be thy death; O hell, I will be thy bite”: upon which the
gloss says: “By leading forth the elect, and leaving there the
reprobate.” But only the reprobate are in the hell of the lost.
erefore, by Christ’s descent into hell none were delivered
from the hell of the lost.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5), when Christ de-
scended into hell He worked by the power of His Passion.
Consequently, His descent into hell brought the fruits of

deliverance to them only who were united to His Passion
through faith quickened by charity, whereby sins are taken
away. Now those detained in the hell of the lost either had no
faith in Christ’s Passion, as infidels; or if they had faith, they
had no conformity with the charity of the suffering Christ:
hence they could not be cleansed from their sins. And on this
accountChrist’s descent intohell brought themnodeliverance
from the debt of punishment in hell.

Reply to Objection 1. When Christ descended into hell,
all who were in any part of hell were visited in some respect:
some to their consolation and deliverance, others, namely, the
lost, to their shame and confusion. Accordingly the passage
continues: “And the moon shall blush, and the sun be put to
shame,” etc.

is can also be referred to the visitation which will come
upon them in the Day of Judgment, not for their deliverance,
but for their yet greater confusion, according to Sophon. i, 12:
“I will visit upon the men that are settled on their lees.”

Reply to Objection 2. When the gloss says “where no
mercy refreshed them,” this is to be understood of the refresh-
ing of full deliverance, because the holy Fathers could not be
delivered from this prison of hell before Christ’s coming.

Reply toObjection 3. It was not due to any lack of power
on Christ’s part that some were not delivered from every state
in hell, as out of every state among men in this world; but it
was owing to the very different condition of each state. For,
so long as men live here below, they can be converted to faith
and charity, because in this life men are not confirmed either
in good or in evil, as they are aer quitting this life.

IIIa q. 52 a. 7Whether the children who died in original sin were delivered by Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that the children who died
in original sin were delivered from hell by Christ’s descending
thither. For, like the holy Fathers, the childrenwere kept in hell
simply because of original sin. But the holy Fathers were deliv-
ered from hell, as stated above (a. 5). erefore the children
were similarly delivered from hell by Christ.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 5:15): “If
by the offense of one, many died; much more the grace of
God and the gi, by the grace of one man, Jesus Christ, hath

abounded untomany.” But the childrenwhodiewith none but
original sin are detained in hell owing to their first parent’s sin.
erefore, much more were they delivered from hell through
the grace of Christ.

Objection 3. Further, as Baptism works in virtue of
Christ’s Passion, so also does Christ’s descent into hell, as
is clear from what has been said (a. 4, ad 2, Aa. 5,6). But
through Baptism children are delivered from original sin and
hell. erefore, they were similarly delivered by Christ’s de-
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scent into hell.
On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 3:25): “God

hath proposedChrist to be a propitiation, through faith inHis
blood.” But the children who had died with only original sin
were in no wise sharers of faith in Christ. erefore, they did
not receive the fruits of Christ’s propitiation, so as to be deliv-
ered by Him from hell.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6), Christ’s descent into
hell had its effect of deliverance on them only who through
faith and charity were united to Christ’s Passion, in virtue
whereof Christ’s descent into hell was one of deliverance. But
the childrenwhohaddied in original sinwere in noway united
to Christ’s Passion by faith and love: for, not having the use
of free will, they could have no faith of their own; nor were
they cleansed from original sin either by their parents’ faith
or by any sacrament of faith. Consequently, Christ’s descent
into hell did not deliver the children from thence. And fur-
thermore, the holy Fathers were delivered from hell by being
admitted to the glory of the vision of God, to which no one
can come except through grace; according to Rom. 6:23: “e
grace of God is life everlasting.” erefore, since children dy-
ing in original sin had no grace, they were not delivered from
hell.

Reply toObjection1.eholyFathers, although still held
bound by the debt of original sin, in so far as it touches human
nature, were nevertheless delivered from all stain of sin by faith
in Christ: consequently, they were capable of that deliverance
which Christ brought by descending into hell. But the same
cannot be said of the children, as is evident fromwhat was said
above.

Reply to Objection 2. When the Apostle says that the
grace of God “hath abounded unto many,” the word “many”*
is to be taken, not comparatively, as if more were saved by
Christ’s grace than lost by Adam’s sin: but absolutely, as if he
said that the grace of the oneChrist abounded untomany, just
as Adam’s sin was contracted by many. But as Adam’s sin was
contracted by those only who descended seminally from him
according to the flesh, soChrist’s grace reached those onlywho
became His members by spiritual regeneration: which does
not apply to children dying in original sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism is applied to men in this
life, in which man’s state can be changed from sin into grace:
but Christ’s descent into hell was vouchsafed to the souls af-
ter this life when they are no longer capable of the said change.
And consequently by baptismchildren are delivered fromorig-
inal sin and from hell, but not by Christ’s descent into hell.

IIIa q. 52 a. 8Whether Christ by His descent into hell delivered souls from purgatory?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatChrist byHis descent into
hell delivered souls from Purgatory—for Augustine says (Ep.
ad Evod. clxiv): “Because evident testimonies speak of hell and
its pains, there is no reason for believing that the Saviour came
thither except to rescue men from those same pains: but I still
wish toknowwhether itwas allwhomHe found there, or some
whomHedeemedworthy of such a benefit. Yet I do not doubt
that Christ went into hell, and granted this favor to them who
were suffering from its pains.” But, as stated above (a. 6), He
did not confer the benefit of deliverance upon the lost: and
there are no others in a state of penal suffering except those in
Purgatory. Consequently Christ delivered souls from Purga-
tory.

Objection 2. Further, the very presence of Christ’s soul
had no less effect thanHis sacraments have. But souls are deliv-
ered fromPurgatory by the sacraments, especially by the sacra-
ment of the Eucharist, as shall be shown later ( Suppl., q. 71,
a. 9). erefore much more were souls delivered from Purga-
tory by the presence of Christ descending into hell.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (De Poenit. ix),
those whom Christ healed in this life He healed completely.
Also, our Lord says ( Jn. 7:23): “I have healed the whole man
on the sabbath-day.” But Christ delivered them who were in
Purgatory from the punishment of the pain of loss, whereby
they were excluded from glory. erefore, He also delivered
them from the punishment of Purgatory.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xiii): “Since our

Creator and Redeemer, penetrating the bars of hell, brought
out from thence the souls of the elect, He does not permit us
to go thither, from whence He has already by descending set
others free.” But He permits us to go to Purgatory. erefore,
by descending into hell, He did not deliver souls from Purga-
tory.

I answer that,Aswe have statedmore than once (a. 4, ad 2,
Aa. 5,6,7), Christ’s descent into hell was one of deliverance in
virtue ofHis Passion. NowChrist’s Passion had a virtue which
was neither temporal nor transitory, but everlasting, accord-
ing to Heb. 10:14: “For by one oblation He hath perfected for
ever them that are sanctified.” And so it is evident that Christ’s
Passion had no greater efficacy then than it has now. Conse-
quently, they who were such as those who are now in Purga-
tory, were not set free from Purgatory by Christ’s descent into
hell. But if any were found such as are now set free from Pur-
gatory by virtue of Christ’s Passion, then there was nothing to
hinder them from being delivered from Purgatory by Christ’s
descent into hell.

Reply to Objection 1. From this passage of Augustine it
cannot be concluded that all who were in Purgatory were de-
livered from it, but that such a benefit was bestowed upon
some persons, that is to say, upon such as were already cleansed
sufficiently, or who in life, by their faith and devotion towards
Christ’s death, somerited, that whenHe descended, they were
delivered from the temporal punishment of Purgatory.

Reply toObjection2.Christ’s power operates in the sacra-
* e Vulgate reads ‘plures,’ i.e. ‘many more’.
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ments by way of healing and expiation. Consequently, the
sacrament of the Eucharist delivers men from Purgatory inas-
much as it is a satisfactory sacrifice for sin. ButChrist’s descent
into hell was not satisfactory; yet it operated in virtue of the
Passion, which was satisfactory, as stated above (q. 48, a. 2),
but satisfactory in general, since its virtue had to be applied to
each individual by something specially personal (q. 49, a. 1, ad
4,5). Consequently, it does not follow of necessity that all were
delivered from Purgatory by Christ’s descent into hell.

Reply toObjection3.osedefects fromwhichChrist al-

together deliveredmen in this worldwere purely personal, and
concerned the individual; whereas exclusion from God’s glory
was a general defect and common to all human nature. Con-
sequently, there was nothing to prevent those detained in Pur-
gatory being delivered by Christ from their privation of glory,
but not from the debt of punishment in Purgatory which per-
tains to personal defect. Just as on the other hand, the holy
Fathers before Christ’s coming were delivered from their per-
sonal defects, but not from the common defect, as was stated
above (a. 7, ad 1; q. 49, a. 5, ad 1).
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T P, Q 53
Of Christ’s Resurrection
(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider those things that concern Christ’s Exaltation; and we shall deal with (1) His Resurrection; (2)
His Ascension; (3) His sitting at the right hand of God the Father; (4) His Judiciary Power. Under the first heading there is
a fourfold consideration: (1) Christ’s Resurrection in itself; (2) the quality of the Person rising; (3) the manifestation of the
Resurrection; (4) its causality. Concerning the first there are four points of inquiry:

(1) e necessity of His Resurrection;
(2) e time of the Resurrection;
(3) Its order;
(4) Its cause.

IIIa q. 53 a. 1Whether it was necessary for Christ to rise again?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not necessary for
Christ to rise again. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv):
“Resurrection is the rising again of an animate being, which
was disintegrated and fallen.” But Christ did not fall by sin-
ning, nor wasHis body dissolved, as ismanifest fromwhatwas
stated above (q. 51, a. 3).erefore, it does not properly belong
to Him to rise again.

Objection 2. Further, whoever rises again is promoted to
a higher state, since to rise is to be uplied. But aer death
Christ’s body continued to be unitedwith theGodhead, hence
it could not be uplied to any higher condition. erefore, it
was not due to it to rise again.

Objection 3. Further, all that befell Christ’s humanity was
ordained for our salvation. ButChrist’s Passion sufficed for our
salvation, since by it we were loosed from guilt and punish-
ment, as is clear from what was said above (q. 49, a. 1,3). Con-
sequently, it was not necessary forChrist to rise again from the
dead.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 24:46): “It behooved
Christ to suffer and to rise again from the dead.”

I answer that, It behooved Christ to rise again, for five
reasons. First of all; for the commendation of Divine Justice,
to which it belongs to exalt them who humble themselves for
God’s sake, according to Lk. 1:52: “He hath put down the
mighty from their seat, and hath exalted the humble.” Conse-
quently, because Christ humbled Himself even to the death of
the Cross, from love and obedience to God, it behooved Him
to be uplied byGod to a glorious resurrection; hence it is said
in His Person (Ps. 138:2): “ou hast known,” i.e. approved,
“my sitting down,” i.e. My humiliation and Passion, “and my
rising up,” i.e. My glorification in the resurrection; as the gloss
expounds.

Secondly, for our instruction in the faith, since our belief
in Christ’s Godhead is confirmed by His rising again, because,
according to 2 Cor. 13:4, “although He was crucified through
weakness, yet He liveth by the power of God.” And therefore
it is written (1 Cor. 15:14): “If Christ be not risen again, then

is our preaching vain, and our [Vulg.: ‘your’] faith is also vain”:
and (Ps. 29:10): “What profit is there in my blood?” that is,
in the shedding of My blood, “while I go down,” as by various
degrees of evils, “into corruption?” As though He were to an-
swer: “None. ‘For if I do not at once rise again butMy body be
corrupted, I shall preach to no one, I shall gain no one,’ ” as the
gloss expounds.

irdly, for the raising of our hope, since through seeing
Christ, who is our head, rise again, we hope that we likewise
shall rise again. Hence it is written (1 Cor. 15:12): “Now if
Christ be preached that He rose from the dead, how do some
among you say, that there is no resurrection of the dead?” And
(Job 19:25,27): “I know,” that is with certainty of faith, “that
my Redeemer,” i.e. Christ, “liveth,” having risen from the dead;
“and” therefore “in the last day I shall rise out of the earth…this
my hope is laid up in my bosom.”

Fourthly, to set in order the lives of the faithful: according
to Rom. 6:4: “As Christ is risen from the dead by the glory of
the Father, so we alsomay walk in newness of life”: and further
on; “Christ rising from the dead dieth nownomore; so do you
also reckon that you are dead to sin, but alive to God.”

Fihly, in order to complete the work of our salvation: be-
cause, just as for this reason did He endure evil things in dying
thatHemight deliver us from evil, so wasHe glorified in rising
again in order to advance us towards good things; according to
Rom. 4:25: “He was delivered up for our sins, and rose again
for our justification.”

Reply toObjection 1.AlthoughChrist did not fall by sin,
yet He fell by death, because as sin is a fall from righteousness,
so death is a fall from life: hence the words of Mic. 7:8 can be
taken as though spoken by Christ: “Rejoice not thou, my en-
emy, over me, because I am fallen: I shall rise again.” Likewise,
although Christ’s body was not disintegrated by returning to
dust, yet the separation ofHis soul and body was a kind of dis-
integration.

Reply to Objection 2. e Godhead was united with
Christ’s flesh aer death by personal union, but not by natu-
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ral union; thus the soul is united with the body as its form, so
as to constitute human nature. Consequently, by the union of
the body and soul, the body was uplied to a higher condition
of nature, but not to a higher personal state.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ’s Passion wrought our salva-
tion, properly speaking, by removing evils; but the Resurrec-
tion did so as the beginning and exemplar of all good things.

IIIa q. 53 a. 2Whether it was fitting for Christ to rise again on the third day?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting that Christ should
have risen again on the third day. For themembers ought to be
in conformity with their head. But we who are His members
do not rise from death on the third day, since our rising is put
off until the end of the world. erefore, it seems that Christ,
who is our head, should not have risen on the third day, but
that His Resurrection ought to have been deferred until the
end of the world.

Objection 2. Further, Peter said (Acts 2:24) that “it was
impossible for Christ to be held fast by hell” and death.ere-
fore it seems that Christ’s rising ought not to have been de-
ferred until the third day, but that He ought to have risen at
once on the same day; especially since the gloss quoted above
(a. 1) says that “there is no profit in the shedding of Christ’s
blood, if He did not rise at once.”

Objection 3. e day seems to start with the rising of the
sun, the presence of which causes the day. But Christ rose be-
fore sunrise: for it is related ( Jn. 20:1) that “Mary Magdalen
cometh early, when it was yet dark, unto the sepulchre”: but
Christ was already risen, for it goes on to say: “And she saw
the stone taken away from the sepulchre.”ereforeChrist did
not rise on the third day.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 20:19): “ey shall
deliver Him to the Gentiles to be mocked, and scourged, and
crucified, and the third day He shall rise again.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) Christ’s Resurrection
was necessary for the instruction of our faith. But our faith
regards Christ’s Godhead and humanity, for it is not enough
to believe the one without the other, as is evident from what
has been said (q. 36, a. 4; cf. IIa IIae, q. 2, Aa. 7,8). Conse-
quently, in order that our faith in the truth of His Godhead
might be confirmed itwas necessary thatHe should rise speed-
ily, and that His Resurrection should not be deferred until the
end of the world. But to confirm our faith regarding the truth
of His humanity and death, it was needful that there should
be some interval between His death and rising. For if He had
risen directly aer death, it might seem thatHis death was not
genuine and consequently neither would His Resurrection be
true. But to establish the truth of Christ’s death, it was enough
forHis rising to be deferred until the third day, for within that
time some signs of life always appear in one who appears to be
dead whereas he is alive.

Furthermore, byHis rising on the third day, the perfection
of the number “three” is commended, which is “the number of
everything,” as having “beginning, middle, and end,” as is said
in De Coelo i. Again in the mystical sense we are taught that

Christ by “His one death” (i.e. of the body)whichwas light, by
reason ofHis righteousness, “destroyed our two deaths” (i.e. of
soul and body), which are as darkness on account of sin; con-
sequently, He remained in death for one day and two nights,
as Augustine observes (De Trin. iv).

And thereby is also signified that a third epoch began with
the Resurrection: for the first was before the Law; the second
under the Law; and the third under grace. Moreover the third
state of the saints began with the Resurrection of Christ: for,
the first was under figures of the Law; the second under the
truth of faith; while the third will be in the eternity of glory,
which Christ inaugurated by rising again.

Reply to Objection 1. e head and members are likened
in nature, but not in power; because the power of the head is
more excellent than that of themembers.Accordingly, to show
forth the excellence of Christ’s power, it was fitting that He
should rise on the third day, while the resurrection of the rest
is put off until the end of the world.

Reply to Objection 2. Detention implies a certain com-
pulsion. ButChrist was not held fast by any necessity of death,
butwas “free among the dead”: and thereforeHe abode awhile
in death, not as one held fast, but of His own will, just so long
as He deemed necessary for the instruction of our faith. And
a task is said to be done “at once” which is performed within a
short space of time.

Reply toObjection 3.As stated above (q. 51, a. 4, ad 1,2),
Christ rose early when the day was beginning to dawn, to de-
note that by His Resurrection He brought us to the light of
glory; just as He died when the day was drawing to its close,
and nearing to darkness, in order to signify that by His death
Hewould destroy the darkness of sin and its punishment.Nev-
ertheless He is said to have risen on the third day, taking day
as a natural day which contains twenty-four hours. And as Au-
gustine says (DeTrin. iv): “e night until the dawn, when the
Lord’s Resurrection was proclaimed, belongs to the third day.
BecauseGod,whomade the light to shine forth fromdarkness,
in order that by the grace of the New Testament and partak-
ing of Christ’s rising we might hear this—‘once ye were dark-
ness, but now light in the Lord’—insinuates in a measure to us
that day draws its origin from night: for, as the first days are
computed from light to darkness on account of man’s coming
fall, so these days are reckoned from darkness to light owing
to man’s restoration.” And so it is evident that even if He had
risen at midnight, He could be said to have risen on the third
day, taking it as a natural day. But now thatHe rose early, it can
be affirmed that He rose on the third day, even taking the arti-
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ficial day which is caused by the sun’s presence, because the sun
had already begun to brighten the sky.Hence it is written (Mk.
16:2) that “the women come to the sepulchre, the sun being
now risen”; which is not contrary to John’s statement “when it
was yet dark,” asAugustine says (DeCons. Evang. iii), “because,

as the day advances the more the light rises, the more are the
remaining shadows dispelled.” But when Mark says “ ‘the sun
being now risen,’ it is not to be taken as if the sun were already
apparent over the horizon, but as coming presently into those
parts.”

IIIa q. 53 a. 3Whether Christ was the first to rise from the dead?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ was not the first
to rise from the dead, because we read in theOld Testament of
some persons raised to life by Elias and Eliseus, according to
Heb. 11:35: “Women received their dead raised to life again”:
alsoChrist beforeHis Passion raised three dead persons to life.
erefore Christ was not the first to rise from the dead.

Objection 2. Further, among the other miracles which
happened during the Passion, it is narrated (Mat. 27:52) that
“the monuments were opened, and many bodies of the saints
who had slept rose again.”erefore Christ was not the first to
rise from the dead.

Objection 3. Further, as Christ by His own rising is the
cause of our resurrection, so by His grace He is the cause of
our grace, according to Jn. 1:16: “Of His fulness we all have
received.” But in point of time some others had grace previous
to Christ—for instance all the fathers of the Old Testament.
erefore some others came to the resurrection of the body
before Christ.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 15:20): “Christ
is risen from the dead, the first fruits of them that
sleep—because,” says the gloss, “He rose first in point of time
and dignity.”

I answer that, Resurrection is a restoring from death to
life. Now a man is snatched from death in two ways: first of
all, from actual death, so that he begins in any way to live anew
aer being actually dead: in another way, so that he is not only
rescued fromdeath, but from the necessity, naymore, from the
possibility of dying again. Such is a true and perfect resurrec-
tion, because so long as a man lives, subject to the necessity of
dying, death has dominion over him in ameasure, according to
Rom. 8:10: “e body indeed is dead because of sin.” Further-
more, what has the possibility of existence, is said to exist in
some respect, that is, in potentiality. us it is evident that the
resurrection, whereby one is rescued from actual death only, is
but an imperfect one.

Consequently, speaking of perfect resurrection, Christ is
the first of them who rise, because by rising He was the first
to attain life utterly immortal, according to Rom. 6:9: “Christ
rising from the dead dieth now no more.” But by an imperfect
resurrection, some others have risen before Christ, so as to be
a kind of figure of His Resurrection.

And thus the answer to the first objection is clear: because
both those raised from the dead in the old Testament, and
those raised by Christ, so returned to life that they had to die
again.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are two opinions regarding

them who rose with Christ. Some hold that they rose to life
so as to die no more, because it would be a greater torment for
them to die a second time than not to rise at all. According to
this view, as Jerome observes on Mat. 27:52,53, we must un-
derstand that “they had not risen before our Lord rose.”Hence
the Evangelist says that “coming out of the tombs aer His
Resurrection, they came into the holy city, and appeared to
many.” But Augustine (Ep. ad Evod. clxiv) while giving this
opinion, says: “I know that it appears some, that by the death
of Christ the Lord the same resurrection was bestowed upon
the righteous as is promised to us in the end; and if they slept
not again by laying aside their bodies, it remains to be seenhow
Christ can be understood to be ‘the first-born of the dead,’ if
so many preceded Him unto that resurrection. Now if reply
be made that this is said by anticipation, so that the monu-
ments be understood to have been opened by the earthquake
while Christ was still hanging on the cross, but that the bod-
ies of the just did not rise then but aer He had risen, the
difficulty still arises—how is it that Peter asserts that it was
predicted not of David but of Christ, that His body would
not see corruption, since David’s tomb was in their midst; and
thus he did not convince them, if David’s body was no longer
there; for even if he had risen soon aer his death, and his
flesh had not seen corruption, his tombmight nevertheless re-
main. Now it seems hard that David from whose seed Christ
is descended, was not in that rising of the just, if an eternal
rising was conferred upon them. Also that saying in the Epis-
tle to the Hebrews (11:40) regarding the ancient just would
be hard to explain, ‘that they should not be perfected with-
out us,’ if they were already established in that incorruption of
the resurrection which is promised at the end when we shall
be made perfect”: so that Augustine would seem to think that
they rose to die again. In this sense Jerome also in commenting
onMatthew (27:52,53) says: “As Lazarus rose, so also many of
the bodies of the saints rose, that they might bear witness to
the risen Christ.” Nevertheless in a sermon for the Assump-
tion* he seems to leave the matter doubtful. But Augustine’s
reasons seem to be much more cogent.

Reply to Objection 3. As everything preceding Christ’s
coming was preparatory for Christ, so is grace a disposition
for glory. Consequently, it behooved all things appertaining
to glory, whether they regard the soul, as the perfect fruition
of God, or whether they regard the body, as the glorious res-
urrection, to be first in Christ as the author of glory: but that
grace should be first in those that were ordained unto Christ.

* Ep. ix ad Paul. et Eustoch.; among the supposititious works ascribed to St. Jerome.
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IIIa q. 53 a. 4Whether Christ was the cause of His own Resurrection?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ was not the cause of His
own Resurrection. For whoever is raised up by another is not
the cause of his own rising. But Christ was raised up by an-
other, according to Acts 2:24: “Whom God hath raised up,
having loosed the sorrows of hell”: and Rom. 8:11: “He that
raised up Jesus Christ from the dead, shall quicken also your
mortal bodies.” erefore Christ is not the cause of His own
Resurrection.

Objection 2. Further, no one is said to merit, or ask from
another, that of which he is himself the cause. But Christ
by His Passion merited the Resurrection, as Augustine says
(Tract. civ in Joan.): “e lowliness of the Passion is the mer-
itorious cause of the glory of the Resurrection.” Moreover He
asked theFather thatHemight be raisedup again, according to
Ps. 40:11: “But thou, O Lord, have mercy on me, and raise me
up again.” erefore He was not the cause of His rising again.

Objection 3. Further, as Damascene proves (De Fide
Orth. iv), it is not the soul that rises again, but the body, which
is stricken by death. But the body could not unite the soul with
itself, since the soul is nobler. erefore what rose in Christ
could not be the cause of His Resurrection.

On the contrary, Our Lord says ( Jn. 10:18): “No one
taketh My soul from Me, but I lay it down, and I take it up
again.” But to rise is nothing else than to take the soul up again.
Consequently, it appears that Christ rose again of His own
power.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 50, Aa. 2,3) in conse-

quence of deathChrist’s Godhead was not separated fromHis
soul, nor from His flesh. Consequently, both the soul and the
flesh of the deadChrist can be considered in two respects: first,
in respect of His Godhead; secondly, in respect of His cre-
ated nature.erefore, according to the virtue of theGodhead
united to it, the body tookback again the soulwhich it had laid
aside, and the soul tookback again the bodywhich it had aban-
doned: and thusChrist rose byHis ownpower.And this is pre-
cisely what is written (2Cor. 13:4): “For althoughHewas cru-
cified through” our “weakness, yet He liveth by the power of
God.” But if we consider the body and soul of the dead Christ
according to the power of created nature, they could not thus
be reunited, but it was necessary for Christ to be raised up by
God.

Reply toObjection 1.eDivine power is the same thing
as the operation of the Father and the Son; accordingly these
two things are mutually consequent, that Christ was raised up
by the Divine power of the Father, and by His own power.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ by praying besought and
merited His Resurrection, as man and not as God.

Reply to Objection 3. According to its created nature
Christ’s body is not more powerful than His soul; yet accord-
ing to its Divine power it is more powerful. Again the soul by
reason of the Godhead united to it is more powerful than the
body in respect of its created nature. Consequently, it was by
the Divine power that the body and soul mutually resumed
each other, but not by the power of their created nature.
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T P, Q 54
Of the Quality of Christ Rising Again

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the quality of the rising Christ, which presents four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ had a true body aer His Resurrection?
(2) Whether He rose with His complete body?
(3) Whether His was a glorified body?
(4) Of the scars which showed in His body.

IIIa q. 54 a. 1Whether Christ had a true body aer His Resurrection?

Objection 1. It would seem thatChrist did not have a true
body aer His Resurrection. For a true body cannot be in the
same place at the same time with another body. But aer the
Resurrection Christ’s body was with another at the same time
in the same place: since He entered among the disciples “the
doors being shut,” as is related in Jn. 20:26. erefore it seems
that Christ did not have a true body aer His Resurrection.

Objection2.Further, a true bodydoes not vanish from the
beholder’s sight unless perchance it be corrupted. But Christ’s
body “vanished out of the sight” of the disciples as they gazed
upon Him, as is related in Lk. 24:31. erefore, it seems that
Christ did not have a true body aer His Resurrection.

Objection 3. Further, every true body has its determinate
shape. But Christ’s body appeared before the disciples “in an-
other shape,” as is evident from Mk. 15:12. erefore it seems
that Christ did not possess a true body aer His Resurrection.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 24:37) that when
Christ appeared to His disciples “they being troubled and
frightened, supposed that they saw a spirit,” as if He had not
a true but an imaginary body: but to remove their fears He
presently added: “Handle and see, for a spirit hath not flesh
and bones, as you see Me to have.” Consequently, He had not
an imaginary but a true body.

I answer that, As Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv):
that is said to rise, which fell. But Christ’s body fell by death;
namely, inasmuch as the soul which was its formal perfection
was separated from it. Hence, in order for it to be a true res-
urrection, it was necessary for the same body of Christ to be
once more united with the same soul. And since the truth of
the body’s nature is from its form it follows that Christ’s body
aer His Resurrection was a true body, and of the same nature
as it was before. But hadHis been an imaginary body, thenHis
Resurrection would not have been true, but apparent.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s body aer His Resurrec-
tion, not by miracle but from its glorified condition, as some
say, entered in among the disciples while the doors were shut,
thus existingwith another body in the sameplace. Butwhether
a glorified body can have this from some hidden property, so
as to be with another body at the same time in the same place,

will be discussed later ( Suppl., q. 83, a. 4) when the common
resurrection will be dealt with. For the present let it suffice to
say that it was not from any property within the body, but by
virtue of the Godhead united to it, that this body, although
a true one, entered in among the disciples while the doors
were shut. Accordingly Augustine says in a sermon for Easter
(ccxlvii) that somemenargue in this fashion: “If itwere a body;
if what rose from the sepulchre were what hung upon the tree,
how could it enter through closed doors?” And he answers: “If
you understand how, it is no miracle: where reason fails, faith
abounds.” And (Tract. cxxi super Joan.) he says: “Closed doors
were no obstacle to the substance of a Body wherein was the
Godhead; for truly He could enter in by doors not open, in
whose Birth His Mother’s virginity remained inviolate.” And
Gregory says the same in a homily for the octave of Easter (xxvi
in Evang.).

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (q. 53, a. 3), Christ
rose to the immortal life of glory. But such is the disposition
of a glorified body that it is spiritual, i.e. subject to the spirit, as
the Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:44). Now in order for the body to
be entirely subject to the spirit, it is necessary for the body’s ev-
ery action to be subject to the will of the spirit. Again, that an
object be seen is due to the action of the visible object upon the
sight, as the Philosopher shows (De Anima ii). Consequently,
whoever has a glorified body has it in his power to be seen
when he so wishes, and not to be seen when he does not wish
it. Moreover Christ had this not only from the condition of
His glorified body, but also from the power of His Godhead,
by which power it may happen that even bodies not glorified
are miraculously unseen: as was by a miracle bestowed on the
blessed Bartholomew, that “if he wished he could be seen, and
not be seen if he did not wish it”*. Christ, then, is said to have
vanished from the eyes of the disciples, not as thoughHewere
corrupted or dissolved into invisible elements; but becauseHe
ceased, of His own will, to be seen by them, either while He
was present or while He was departing by the gi of agility.

Reply toObjection 3. As Severianus† says in a sermon for
Easter: “Let no one suppose that Christ changed His features
at the Resurrection.” is is to be understood of the outline

* Apocryphal Historia Apost. viii, 2. † Peter Chrysologus: Serm. lxxxii.
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ofHis members; since there was nothing out of keeping or de-
formed in the body ofChrist whichwas conceived of theHoly
Ghost, that had to be righted at the Resurrection. Neverthe-
less He received the glory of clarity in the Resurrection: ac-
cordingly the samewriter adds: “but the semblance is changed,
when, ceasing to bemortal, it becomes immortal; so that it ac-
quired the glory of countenance, without losing the substance

of the countenance.” YetHe did not come to those disciples in
glorified appearance; but, as it lay inHis power forHis body to
be seen or not, so itwaswithinHis power to present to the eyes
of the beholders His form either glorified or not glorified, or
partly glorified and partly not, or in any fashion whatsoever.
Still it requires but a slight difference for anyone to seem to
appear another shape.

IIIa q. 54 a. 2Whether Christ’s body rose glorified?‡

Objection 1. It seems that Christ’s body did not rise glori-
fied. For glorifiedbodies shine, according toMat. 13:43: “en
shall the just shine as the sun in the kingdom of their Father.”
But shining bodies are seen under the aspect of light, but not
of color. erefore, since Christ’s body was beheld under the
aspect of color, as it had been hitherto, it seems that it was not
a glorified one.

Objection2.Further, a glorified body is incorruptible. But
Christ’s body seems not to have been incorruptible; because it
was palpable, as He Himself says in Lk. 24:39: “Handle, and
see.” Now Gregory says (Hom. in Evang. xxvi) that “what is
handled must be corruptible, and that which is incorruptible
cannot be handled.” Consequently, Christ’s body was not glo-
rified.

Objection 3. Further, a glorified body is not animal, but
spiritual, as is clear from 1 Cor. 15. But aer the Resurrec-
tionChrist’s body seems to have been animal, sinceHe ate and
drank with His disciples, as we read in the closing chapters of
Luke and John. erefore, it seems that Christ’s body was not
glorified.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Phil. 3:21): “He will
reform the body of our lowness, made like to the body of His
glory.”

I answer that, Christ’s was a glorified body in His Resur-
rection, and this is evident from three reasons. First of all, be-
causeHis Resurrectionwas the exemplar and the cause of ours,
as is stated in 1 Cor. 15:43. But in the resurrection the saints
will have glorified bodies, as is written in the same place: “It is
sown in dishonor, it shall rise in glory.” Hence, since the cause
is mightier than the effect, and the exemplar than the exem-
plate;muchmore glorious, then, was the body ofChrist inHis
Resurrection. Secondly, because He merited the glory of His
Resurrection by the lowliness of His Passion. Hence He said
( Jn. 12:27): “Now isMy soul troubled,”which refers to thePas-
sion; and later He adds: “Father, glorify y name,” whereby
He asks for the glory of the Resurrection. irdly, because as
stated above (q. 34, a. 4), Christ’s soul was glorified from the
instant of His conception by perfect fruition of the Godhead.
But, as stated above (q. 14, a. 1, ad 2), it was owing to the Di-
vine economy that the glory did not pass from His soul to His
body, in order that by the Passion He might accomplish the
mystery of our redemption. Consequently, when this mystery

ofChrist’s Passion anddeathwas finished, straightway the soul
communicated its glory to the risen body in the Resurrection;
and so that body was made glorious.

Reply to Objection 1. Whatever is received within a sub-
ject is received according to the subject’s capacity. erefore,
since glory flows from the soul into the body, it follows that,
as Augustine says (Ep. ad Dioscor. cxviii), the brightness or
splendor of a glorified body is aer themanner of natural color
in the human body; just as variously colored glass derives its
splendor from the sun’s radiance, according to themode of the
color. But as it lies within the power of a glorifiedmanwhether
his body be seen or not, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2), so is it in
his power whether its splendor be seen or not. Accordingly it
can be seen in its color without its brightness. And it was in
this way that Christ’s body appeared to the disciples aer the
Resurrection.

Reply to Objection 2. We say that a body can be han-
dled not only because of its resistance, but also on account
of its density. But from rarity and density follow weight and
lightness, heat and cold, and similar contraries, which are the
principles of corruption in elementary bodies. Consequently,
a body that can be handled by human touch is naturally cor-
ruptible. But if there be a body that resists touch, and yet is not
disposed according to the qualities mentioned, which are the
proper objects of human touch, such as a heavenly body, then
such body cannot be said to be handled. ButChrist’s body aer
the Resurrection was truly made up of elements, and had tan-
gible qualities such as the nature of a humanbody requires, and
therefore it could naturally be handled; and if it had nothing
beyond the nature of a human body, it would likewise be cor-
ruptible. But it had something else which made it incorrupt-
ible, and this was not the nature of a heavenly body, as some
maintain, and into which we shall make fuller inquiry later (
Suppl., q. 82, a. 1), but it was glory flowing from a beatified
soul: because, as Augustine says (Ep. ad Dioscor. cxviii): “God
made the soul of such powerful nature, that from its fullest
beatitude the fulness of health overflows into the body, that is,
the vigor of incorruption.” And therefore Gregory says (Hom.
in Evang. xxvi): “Christ’s body is shown to be of the same na-
ture, but of different glory, aer the Resurrection.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xiii): “Aer the Resurrection, our Saviour in spiritual but true

‡ Some editions give this article as the third, following the order of the intro-
duction to the question. But this is evident from the first sentence of the body
of a. 3 (a. 2 in the aforesaid editions), that the order of the Leonine edition is
correct.
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fleshpartookofmeatwith thedisciples, not fromneedof food,
but because it lay inHis power.” For as Bede says on Lk. 24:41:
“e thirsty earth sucks in the water, and the sun’s burning
ray absorbs it; the former from need, the latter by its power.”

Hence aer the ResurrectionHe ate, “not as needing food, but
in order thus to show the nature of His risen body.” Nor does
it follow that His was an animal body that stands in need of
food.

IIIa q. 54 a. 3Whether Christ’s body rose again entire?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body did not rise
entire. For flesh and blood belong to the integrity of the body:
whereas Christ seems not to have had both, for it is written
(1 Cor. 15:50): “Flesh and blood can not possess the kingdom
of God.” But Christ rose in the glory of the kingdom of God.
erefore it seems that He did not have flesh and blood.

Objection 2. Further, blood is one of the four humors.
Consequently, if Christ had blood, with equal reason He also
had the other humors, from which corruption is caused in
animal bodies. It would follow, then, that Christ’s body was
corruptible, which is unseemly. erefore Christ did not have
flesh and blood.

Objection 3. Further, the body of Christ which rose, as-
cended to heaven. But some of His blood is kept as relics in
various churches.erefore Christ’s body did not rise with the
integrity of all its parts.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Lk. 24:39) while address-
ingHis disciples aer theResurrection: “A spirit hath not flesh
and bones as you see Me to have.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), Christ’s body in the
Resurrection was “of the same nature, but differed in glory.”
Accordingly, whatever goes with the nature of a human body,
was entirely in the body of Christ when He rose again. Now
it is clear that flesh, bones, blood, and other such things, are
of the very nature of the human body. Consequently, all these
things were in Christ’s body when He rose again; and this
also integrally, without any diminution; otherwise it would
not have been a complete resurrection, if whatever was lost
by death had not been restored. Hence our Lord assured His
faithful ones by saying (Mat. 10:30): “e very hairs of your
head are all numbered”: and (Lk. 21:18): “A hair of your head
shall not perish.”

But to say that Christ’s body had neither flesh, nor bones,
nor the other natural parts of a human body, belongs to the
error of Eutyches, Bishop of Constantinople, whomaintained
that “our body in that glory of the resurrection will be impal-
pable, and more subtle than wind and air: and that our Lord,
aer the hearts of the disciples who handled Him were con-
firmed, brought back to subtlety whatever could be handled
in Him”*. Now Gregory condemns this in the same book, be-
cause Christ’s body was not changed aer the Resurrection,

according to Rom. 6:9: “Christ rising from the dead, dieth
now no more.” Accordingly, the very man who had said these
things, himself retracted them at his death. For, if it be unbe-
coming for Christ to take a body of another nature inHis con-
ception, a heavenly one for instance, as Valentine asserted, it
is much more unbecoming for Him at His Resurrection to re-
sume a body of another nature, because in His Resurrection
He resumed unto an everlasting life, the body which in His
conception He had assumed to a mortal life.

Reply toObjection 1. Flesh and blood are not to be taken
there for the nature of flesh and blood, but, either for the guilt
of flesh and blood, as Gregory says†, or else for the corrup-
tion of flesh and blood: because, as Augustine says (Ad Con-
sent., DeResur.Carn.), “therewill be neither corruption there,
nor mortality of flesh and blood.” erefore flesh according
to its substance possesses the kingdom of God, according to
Lk. 24:39: “A spirit hath not flesh and bones, as you see Me
to have.” But flesh, if understood as to its corruption, will not
possess it; hence it is straightway added in the words of the
Apostle: “Neither shall corruption possess incorruption.”

Reply toObjection2.AsAugustine says in the samebook:
“Perchance by reason of the blood some keener critic will press
us and say; If the blood was” in the body of Christ when He
rose, “why not the rheum?” that is, the phlegm; “why not also
the yellow gall?” that is, the gall proper; “andwhynot the black
gall?” that is, the bile, “with which four humors the body is
tempered, as medical science bears witness. But whatever any-
one may add, let him take heed not to add corruption, lest he
corrupt the health and purity of his own faith; because Divine
power is equal to taking away such qualities as it wills from
the visible and tractable body, while allowing others to remain,
so that there be no defilement,” i.e. of corruption, “though the
features be there; motion without weariness, the power to eat,
without need of food.”

Reply to Objection 3. All the blood which flowed from
Christ’s body, belonging as it does to the integrity of human
nature, rose again with His body: and the same reason holds
good for all the particles which belong to the truth and in-
tegrity of human nature. But the blood preserved as relics in
some churches did not flow from Christ’s side, but is said to
have flowed from some maltreated image of Christ.

* St. Gregory, Moral. in Job 14:56. † St. Gregory, Moral. in Job 14:56.
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IIIa q. 54 a. 4Whether Christ’s body ought to have risen with its scars?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body ought not
to have risen with its scars. For it is written (1 Cor. 15:52):
“e dead shall rise incorrupt.” But scars and wounds imply
corruption and defect. erefore it was not fitting for Christ,
the author of the resurrection, to rise again with scars.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s body rose entire, as stated
above (a. 3). But open scars are opposed to bodily integrity,
since they interfere with the continuity of the tissue. It does
not therefore seem fitting for the open wounds to remain
in Christ’s body; although the traces of the wounds might
remain, which would satisfy the beholder; thus it was that
omas believed, towhom itwas said: “Because thouhast seen
Me, omas, thou hast believed” ( Jn. 20:29).

Objection 3. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv)
that “some things are truly said of Christ aer the Resurrec-
tion, which He did not have from nature but from special dis-
pensation, such as the scars, in order to make it sure that it was
the body which had suffered that rose again.” Now when the
cause ceases, the effect ceases.erefore it seems that when the
disciples were assured of the Resurrection, He bore the scars
no longer. But it ill became the unchangeableness of His glory
that He should assume anything which was not to remain in
Him for ever. Consequently, it seems thatHe ought not atHis
Resurrection to have resumed a body with scars.

On the contrary, Our Lord said to omas ( Jn. 20:27):
“Put in thy finger hither, and see My hands; and bring hither
thy hand, and put it into My side, and be not faithless but be-
lieving.”

I answer that, It was fitting for Christ’s soul at His Resur-
rection to resume the body with its scars. In the first place, for
Christ’s own glory. For Bede says on Lk. 24:40 that He kept
His scars not from inability to heal them, “but to wear them
as an everlasting trophy of His victory.” Hence Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei xxii): “Perhaps in that kingdom we shall see on
the bodies of the Martyrs the traces of the wounds which they
bore for Christ’s name: because it will not be a deformity, but
a dignity in them; and a certain kind of beauty will shine in
them, in the body, though not of the body.” Secondly, to con-
firm the hearts of the disciples as to “the faith inHis Resurrec-
tion” (Bede, on Lk. 24:40). irdly, “that when He pleads for

us with the Father, He may always show the manner of death
He endured for us” (Bede, on Lk. 24:40). Fourthly, “that He
may convince those redeemed in His blood, how mercifully
they have been helped, as He exposes before them the traces
of the same death” (Bede, on Lk. 24:40). Lastly, “that in the
Judgment-day He may upbraid them with their just condem-
nation” (Bede, on Lk. 24:40). Hence, as Augustine says (De
Symb. ii): “Christ knewwhyHekept the scars inHis body. For,
as He showed them to omas who would not believe except
he handled and saw them, so will He show His wounds to His
enemies, so that He who is the Truth may convict them, say-
ing: ‘Behold themanwhom you crucified; see the wounds you
inflicted; recognize the side you pierced, since it was opened
by you and for you, yet you would not enter.’ ”

Reply to Objection 1. e scars that remained in Christ’s
body belong neither to corruption nor defect, but to the
greater increase of glory, inasmuch as they are the trophies of
His power; and a special comeliness will appear in the places
scarred by the wounds.

Reply to Objection 2. Although those openings of the
wounds break the continuity of the tissue, still the greater
beauty of glory compensates for all this, so that the body is
not less entire, butmore perfected.omas, however, not only
saw, but handled the wounds, because as Pope Leo* says: “It
sufficed for his personal faith for him tohave seenwhat he saw;
but it was on our behalf that he touched what he beheld.”

Reply to Objection 3. Christ willed the scars of His
wounds to remain on His body, not only to confirm the faith
ofHis disciples, but for other reasons also. From these it seems
that those scars will always remain on His body; because, as
Augustine says (Ad Consent., De Resurr. Carn.): “I believe
our Lord’s body to be in heaven, such as it was when He as-
cended into heaven.” And Gregory (Moral. xiv) says that “if
aught could be changed in Christ’s body aer His Resurrec-
tion, contrary to Paul’s truthful teaching, then the Lord af-
ter His Resurrection returned to death; and what fool would
dare to say this, save he that denies the true resurrection of the
flesh?” Accordingly, it is evident that the scars which Christ
showed on His body aer His Resurrection, have never since
been removed from His body.

* Cf. Append. Opp. August., Serm. clxii.
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T P, Q 55
Of the Manifestation of the Resurrection

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the manifestation of the Resurrection: concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) WhetherChrist’s Resurrectionought tohave beenmanifested to allmenor only to some special individuals?
(2) Whether it was fitting that they should see Him rise?
(3) Whether He ought to have lived with the disciples aer the Resurrection?
(4) Whether it was fitting for Him to appeal to the disciples “in another shape”?
(5) Whether He ought to have demonstrated the Resurrection by proofs?
(6) Of the cogency of those proofs.

IIIa q. 55 a. 1Whether Christ’s Resurrection ought to have been manifested to all?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Resurrection
ought to have been manifested to all. For just as a public
penalty is due for public sin, according to 1 Tim. 5:20: “em
that sin reprove before all,” so is a public reward due for public
merit. But, as Augustine says (Tract. civ in Joan.), “the glory of
the Resurrection is the reward of the humility of the Passion.”
erefore, since Christ’s Passion was manifested to all while
He suffered in public, it seems that the glory of the Resurrec-
tion ought to have been manifested to all.

Objection 2. Further, as Christ’s Passion is ordained for
our salvation, so also is His Resurrection, according to Rom.
4:25: “He rose again for our justification.” But what belongs
to the public weal ought to be manifested to all. erefore
Christ’s Resurrectionought tohave beenmanifested to all, and
not to some specially.

Objection 3. Further, they to whom it was manifested
werewitnesses of theResurrection: hence it is said (Acts 3:15):
“Whom God hath raised from the dead, of which we are wit-
nesses.” Now they bore witness by preaching in public: and
this is unbecoming in women, according to 1 Cor. 14:34: “Let
women keep silence in the churches”: and 1 Tim. 2:12: “I suf-
fer not a woman to teach.” erefore, it does not seem becom-
ing for Christ’s Resurrection to be manifested first of all to the
women and aerwards to mankind in general.

On the contrary, It is written (Acts 10:40): “Him God
raised up the third day, and gave Him to be made manifest,
not to all the people, but to witnesses preordained by God.”

I answer that, Some things come to our knowledge by na-
ture’s common law, others by special favor of grace, as things
divinely revealed. Now, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv), the
divinely established law of such things is that they be revealed
immediately by God to higher persons, through whom they
are imparted to others, as is evident in the ordering of the heav-
enly spirits. But such things as concern future glory are beyond
the common ken of mankind, according to Is. 64:4: “e eye
hath not seen, O God, besides ee, what things ou hast
prepared for them that wait for ee.” Consequently, such
things are not known by man except through Divine revela-

tion, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. 2:10): “God hath revealed
them to us by His spirit.” Since, then, Christ rose by a glorious
Resurrection, consequently His Resurrection was not mani-
fested to everyone, but to some, by whose testimony it could
be brought to the knowledge of others.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s Passion was consummated
in a body that still had a passible nature, which is known to
all by general laws: consequently His Passion could be directly
manifested to all. But the Resurrection was accomplished
“through the glory of the Father,” as the Apostle says (Rom.
6:4). erefore it was manifested directly to some, but not to
all.

But that a public penance is imposed upon public sinners,
is to be understood of the punishment of this present life. And
in like manner public merits should be rewarded in public, in
order that others may be stirred to emulation. But the pun-
ishments and rewards of the future life are not publicly mani-
fested to all, but to those speciallywho are preordained thereto
by God.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as Christ’s Resurrection is for
the common salvation of all, so it came to the knowledge of
all; yet not so that it was directly manifested to all, but only
to some, through whose testimony it could be brought to the
knowledge of all.

Reply to Objection 3. A woman is not to be allowed to
teach publicly in church; but she may be permitted to give
familiar instruction to some privately. And therefore as Am-
brose says on Lk. 24:22, “a woman is sent to them who are of
her household,” but not to the people to bear witness to the
Resurrection. But Christ appeared to the woman first, for this
reason, that as a woman was the first to bring the source of
death toman, so shemight be thefirst to announce the dawnof
Christ’s glorious Resurrection. Hence Cyril says on Jn. 20:17:
“Woman who formerly was the minister of death, is the first
to see and proclaim the adorable mystery of the Resurrection:
thus womankind has procured absolution from ignominy, and
removal of the curse.” Hereby, moreover, it is shown, so far as
the state of glory is concerned, that the female sex shall suffer
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no hurt; but if women burnwith greater charity, they shall also
attain greater glory fromtheDivine vision: because thewomen

whose love for our Lordwasmore persistent—somuch so that
“when even the disciples withdrew” from the sepulchre “they
did not depart”*—were the first to see Him rising in glory.

IIIa q. 55 a. 2Whether it was fitting that the disciples should see Him rise again?

Objection 1. It would seem fitting that the disciples
should have seen Him rise again, because it was their office
to bear witness to the Resurrection, according to Acts 4:33:
“With great power did the apostles give testimony to the Res-
urrection of Jesus Christ our Lord.” But the surest witness of
all is an eye-witness. erefore it would have been fitting for
them to see the very Resurrection of Christ.

Objection 2. Further, in order to have the certainty of
faith the disciples saw Christ ascend into heaven, according
to Acts 1:9: “While they looked on, He was raised up.” But it
was also necessary for them to have faith in the Resurrection.
erefore it seems that Christ ought to have risen in sight of
the disciples.

Objection 3. Further, the raising of Lazarus was a sign of
Christ’s coming Resurrection. But the Lord raised up Lazarus
in sight of the disciples. Consequently, it seems that Christ
ought to have risen in sight of the disciples.

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 16:9): e Lord “ris-
ing early the first day of the week, appeared first to Mary Mag-
dalen.” Now Mary Magdalen did not see Him rise; but, while
searching for Him in the sepulchre, she heard from the angel:
“He is risen, He is not here.” erefore no one saw Him rise
again.

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Rom. 13:1): “ose
things that are ofGod, are well ordered [Vulg.: ‘ose that are,
are ordained of God].” Now the divinely established order is
this, that things abovemen’s ken are revealed to themby angels,
as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. iv). But Christ on rising did not
return to the familiar manner of life, but to a kind of immortal

and God-like condition, according to Rom. 6:10: “For in that
He liveth, He liveth unto God.” And therefore it was fitting
for Christ’s Resurrection not to be witnessed by men directly,
but to be proclaimed to them by angels. Accordingly, Hilary
(Comment. Matth. cap. ult.) says: “An angel is therefore the
first herald of the Resurrection, that it might be declared out
of obedience to the Father’s will.”

Reply to Objection 1. e apostles were able to testify to
the Resurrection even by sight, because from the testimony of
their own eyes they sawChrist alive, whom they had known to
be dead. But just asman comes from the hearing of faith to the
beatific vision, so didmen come to the sight of the risenChrist
through the message already received from angels.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s Ascension as to its term
wherefrom, was not above men’s common knowledge, but
only as to its termwhereunto.Consequently, the discipleswere
able to behold Christ’s Ascension as to the term wherefrom,
that is, according as He was uplied from the earth; but they
did not behold Him as to the term whereunto, because they
did not see how He was received into heaven. But Christ’s
Resurrection transcended common knowledge as to the term
wherefrom, according as His soul returned from hell and His
body from the closed sepulchre; and likewise as to the term
whereunto, according as He attained to the life of glory. Con-
sequently, the Resurrection ought not to be accomplished so
as to be seen by man.

Reply to Objection 3. Lazarus was raised so that he re-
turned to the same life as before, which life is not beyondman’s
common ken. Consequently, there is no parity.

IIIa q. 55 a. 3Whether Christ ought to have lived constantly with His disciples aer the Resurrection?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatChrist ought to have lived
constantly with His Disciples, because He appeared to them
aer His Resurrection in order to confirm their faith in the
Resurrection, and to bring them comfort in their disturbed
state, according to Jn. 20:20: “e disciples were glad when
they saw the Lord.” But they would have been more assured
and consoled had He constantly shown them His presence.
erefore it seems thatHe ought to have lived constantly with
them.

Objection 2. Further, Christ rising from the dead did not
at once ascend to heaven, but aer forty days, as is narrated in
Acts 1:3. But meanwhile He could have been in no more suit-
able place than where the disciples were met together. ere-
fore it seems that He ought to have lived with them continu-

ally.
Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (De Consens.

Evang. iii), we read howChrist appeared five times on the very
day of His Resurrection: first “to the women at the sepulchre;
secondly to the same on the way from the sepulchre; thirdly to
Peter; fourthly to the two disciples going to the town; fihly
to several of them in Jerusalemwhenomaswas not present.”
erefore it also seems thatHe ought to have appeared several
times on the other days before the Ascension.

Objection 4. Further, our Lord had said to them before
the Passion (Mat. 26:32): “But aer I shall be risen again, I
will go before you into Galilee”; moreover an angel and our
Lord Himself repeated the same to the women aer the Res-
urrection: nevertheless He was seen by them in Jerusalem on

* Gregory, Hom. xxv in Evang.
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the very day of the Resurrection, as stated above (obj. 3); also
on the eighth day, as we read in Jn. 20:26. It seems, therefore,
that He did not live with the disciples in a fitting way aer the
Resurrection.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 20:26) that “aer eight
days” Christ appeared to the disciples. erefore He did not
live constantly with them.

I answer that, Concerning the Resurrection two things
had to be manifested to the disciples, namely, the truth of the
Resurrection, and the glory ofHimwho rose. Now in order to
manifest the truth of the Resurrection, it sufficed for Him to
appear several times before them, to speak familiarly to them,
to eat anddrink, and let them touchHim.But in order toman-
ifest the glory of the risen Christ, He was not desirous of liv-
ing with them constantly as He had done before, lest it might
seem that He rose unto the same life as before. Hence (Lk.
24:44) He said to them: “ese are the words which I spoke
to you, while I was yet with you.” For He was there with them
by His bodily presence, but hitherto He had been with them
not merely by His bodily presence, but also in mortal sem-
blance. Hence Bede in explaining those words of Luke, “while
I was with you,” says: “that is, while I was still in mortal flesh,
in which you are yet: for He had then risen in the same flesh,
but was not in the same state of mortality as they.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s frequent appearing served
to assure the disciples of the truthof theResurrection; but con-
tinual intercoursemight have led them into the error of believ-
ing that He had risen to the same life as was His before. Yet by
His constant presence He promised them comfort in another
life, according to Jn. 16:22: “Iwill see you again, and your heart
shall rejoice; and your joy no man shall take from you.”

Reply toObjection2.atChrist did not stay continually
with the disciples was not because He deemed it more expedi-
ent for Him to be elsewhere: but because He judged it to be
more suitable for the apostles’ instruction that He should not
abide continually with them, for the reason given above. But
it is quite unknown in what places He was bodily present in
themeantime, since Scripture is silent, andHis dominion is in
every place (Cf. Ps. 102:22).

Reply to Objection 3. He appeared oener on the first
day, because the disciples were to be admonished by many
proofs to accept the faith in His Resurrection from the very
out set: but aer they had once accepted it, they had no fur-
ther need of being instructed by so many apparitions. Accord-
ingly one reads in the Gospel that aer the first day He ap-
peared again only five times. For, as Augustine says (De Con-
sens. Evang. iii), aer the first five apparitions “He came again
a sixth time whenomas sawHim; a seventh time was by the
sea of Tiberias at the capture of the fishes; the eighth was on
the mountain of Galilee, according to Matthew; the ninth oc-
casion is expressed byMark, ‘at lengthwhen theywere at table,’
because no more were they going to eat with Him upon earth;

the tenth was on the very day, when no longer upon the earth,
but uplied into the cloud,Hewas ascending intoheaven. But,
as John admits, not all things were written down. And He vis-
ited them frequently beforeHewent up to heaven,” in order to
comfort them.Hence it is written (1Cor. 15:6,7) that “Hewas
seenbymore thanfivehundredbrethren at once…aer thatHe
was seen by James”; of which apparitions no mention is made
in the Gospels.

Reply to Objection 4. Chrysostom in explaining Mat.
26:32—“aer I shall be risen again, I will go before you into
Galilee,” says (Hom. lxxxiii in Matth.), “He goes not to some
far off region in order to appear to them, but among His own
people, and in those very places” in which for the most part
they had livedwithHim; “in order that theymight thereby be-
lieve that He who was crucified was the same as He who rose
again.” And on this account “He said that He would go into
Galilee, that they might be delivered from fear of the Jews.”

Consequently, as Ambrose says (Expos. in Luc.), “e
Lord had sent word to the disciples that they were to see
Him in Galilee; yet He showed Himself first to them when
they were assembled together in the room out of fear. (Nor
is there any breaking of a promise here, but rather a hastened
fulfilling out of kindness)”*: “aerwards, however, when their
minds were comforted, they went into Galilee. Nor is there
any reason to prevent us from supposing that there were few
in the room, and many more on the mountain.” For, as Eu-
sebius† says, “Two Evangelists, Luke and John, write that He
appeared in Jerusalem to the eleven only; but the other two
said that an angel and our Saviour commanded not merely the
eleven, but all the disciples and brethren, to go into Galilee.
Paulmakesmention of themwhenhe says (1Cor. 15:6): ‘en
He appeared to more then five hundred brethren at once.’ ”
e truer solution, however, is this, that while they were in
hiding in Jerusalem He appeared to them at first in order to
comfort them; but in Galilee it was not secretly, nor once or
twice, thatHemadeHimself known to themwith great power,
“showing Himself to them alive aer His Passion, by many
proofs,” as Luke says (Acts 1:3). Or as Augustine writes (De
Consens. Evang. iii): “What was said by the angel and by our
Lord—that He would ‘go before them into Galilee,’ must be
taken prophetically. For if we take Galilee as meaning ‘a pass-
ing,’ wemust understand that they were going to pass from the
people of Israel to the Gentiles, who would not believe in the
preaching of the apostles unless He prepared the way for them
in men’s hearts: and this is signified by the words ‘He shall go
before you into Galilee.’ But if by Galilee we understand ‘rev-
elation,’ we are to understand this as applying to Him not in
the form of a servant, but in that form wherein He is equal to
the Father, andwhichHehas promised to them that loveHim.
AlthoughHehas gone before us in this sense,Hehas not aban-
doned us.”

* Cf. Catena Aurea in Luc. xxiv, 36. † Of Caesarea; Cf. Migne, P. G., xxii, 1003.
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IIIa q. 55 a. 4Whether Christ should have appeared to the disciples “in another shape”?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ ought not to have
appeared to the disciples “in another shape.” For a thing can-
not appear in very truth other than it is. But there was only
one shape in Christ. erefore if He appeared under another,
it was not a true but a false apparition. Now this is not at all
fitting, because as Augustine says (QQ. lxxxiii, qu. 14): “If He
deceives He is not the Truth; yet Christ is the Truth.” Conse-
quently, it seems that Christ ought not to have appeared to the
disciples “in another shape.”

Objection2.Further, nothing can appear in another shape
than the one it has, except the beholder’s eyes be captivated
by some illusions. But since such illusions are brought about
by magical arts, they are unbecoming in Christ, according to
what iswritten (2Cor. 6:15): “What concordhathChristwith
Belial?” erefore it seems that Christ ought not to have ap-
peared in another shape.

Objection 3. Further, just as our faith receives its surety
from Scripture, so were the disciples assured of their faith in
the Resurrection by Christ appearing to them. But, as Augus-
tine says in an Epistle to Jerome (xxviii), if but one untruth
be admitted into the Sacred Scripture, the whole authority of
the Scriptures is weakened. Consequently, if Christ appeared
to the disciples, in but one apparition, otherwise than He was,
thenwhatever they saw inChrist aer the Resurrectionwill be
of less import, which is not fitting. erefore He ought not to
have appeared in another shape.

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 16:12): “Aer that He
appeared in another shape to twoof themwalking, as theywere
going into the country.”

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,2), Christ’s Resur-
rection was to be manifested to men in the same way as Di-
vine things are revealed. ButDivine things are revealed tomen
in various ways, according as they are variously disposed. For,
those who have minds well disposed, perceive Divine things
rightly, whereas those not so disposed perceive them with a
certain confusion of doubt or error: “for, the sensual men per-
ceiveth not those things that are of the Spirit of God,” as is said
in 1 Cor. 2:14. Consequently, aer His Resurrection Christ
appeared in His own shape to some who were well disposed
to belief, while He appeared in another shape to them who

seemed to be already growing tepid in their faith: hence these
said (Lk. 24:21): “We hoped that it was He that should have
redeemed Israel.” Hence Gregory says (Hom. xxiii in Evang.),
that “He showed Himself to them in body such as He was in
their minds: for, because He was as yet a stranger to faith in
their hearts, He made pretense of going on farther,” that is, as
if He were a stranger.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Qq. Evang.
ii), “not everything of which we make pretense is a falsehood;
but when what we pretend has no meaning then is it a false-
hood. But when our pretense has some signification, it is not
a lie, but a figure of the truth; otherwise everything said figu-
ratively by wise and holy men, or even by our Lord Himself,
would be set down as a falsehood, because it is not custom-
ary to take such expressions in the literal sense. And deeds, like
words, are feignedwithout falsehood, in order to denote some-
thing else.” And so it happened here. as has been said.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Consens.
Evang. iii): “OurLord could changeHis flesh so thatHis shape
really was other than they were accustomed to behold; for, be-
foreHis PassionHewas transfigured on themountain, so that
His face shone like the sun. But it did not happen thus now.”
For not without reason do we “understand this hindrance in
their eyes to have been of Satan’s doing, lest Jesusmight be rec-
ognized.” Hence Luke says (24:16) that “their eyes were held,
that they should not know Him.”

Reply to Objection 3. Such an argument would prove, if
they had not been brought back from the sight of a strange
shape to that of Christ’s true countenance. For, as Augustine
says (De Consens. Evang. iii): “e permission was granted by
Christ,” namely, that their eyes should be held fast in the afore-
said way, “until the Sacrament of the bread; that when they
had shared in the unity of His body, the enemy’s hindrance
may be understood to have been taken away, so that Christ
might be recognized.”Hence he goes on to say that “ ‘their eyes
were opened, and they knewHim’; not that theywere hitherto
walking with their eyes shut; but there was something in them
whereby they were not permitted to recognize what they saw.
is could be caused by the darkness or by some kind of hu-
mor.”

IIIa q. 55 a. 5Whether Christ should have demonstrated the truth of His Resurrection by proofs?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ should not have
demonstrated the truth of His Resurrection by proofs. For
Ambrose says (De Fide, ad Gratian. i): “Let there be no proofs
where faith is required.” But faith is required regarding the
Resurrection. erefore proofs are out of place there.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xxvi): “Faith
has nomerit where human reason supplies the test.” But it was
no part of Christ’s office to void the merit of faith. Conse-

quently, it was not for Him to confirm the Resurrection by
proofs.

Objection 3. Further, Christ came into the world in order
that men might attain beatitude through Him, according to
Jn. 10:10: “I am come that they may have life, and may have
it more abundantly.” But supplying proofs seems to be a hin-
drance in the way of man’s beatitude; because our Lord Him-
self said ( Jn. 20:29): “Blessed are they that have not seen, and
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have believed.” Consequently, it seems that Christ ought not
to manifest His Resurrection by any proofs.

On the contrary, It is related in Acts 1:3, that Christ ap-
peared to His disciples “for forty days by many proofs, speak-
ing of the Kingdom of God.”

I answer that,eword “proof ” is susceptible of a twofold
meaning: sometimes it is employed to designate any sort “of
reason in confirmation of what is a matter of doubt”*: and
sometimes it means a sensible sign employed to manifest
the truth; thus also Aristotle occasionally uses the term in
his works†. Taking “proof ” in the first sense, Christ did not
demonstrate His Resurrection to the disciples by proofs, be-
cause such argumentative proof would have to be grounded
on some principles: and if these were not known to the disci-
ples, nothingwould thereby be demonstrated to them, because
nothing can be known from the unknown. And if such prin-
ciples were known to them, they would not go beyond human
reason, and consequently would not be efficacious for estab-
lishing faith in the Resurrection, which is beyond human rea-
son, since principles must be assumed which are of the same
order, according to 1 Poster. But it was from the authority of
the Sacred Scriptures that He proved to them the truth of His
Resurrection, which authority is the basis of faith, when He
said: “All things must needs be fulfilled which are written in
the Law, and in the prophets, and in the Psalms, concerning
Me”: as is set forth Lk. 24:44.

But if the term “proof ” be taken in the second sense,
then Christ is said to have demonstrated His Resurrection by
proofs, inasmuch as by most evident signs He showed that He
was truly risen.Hencewhere our version has “bymany proofs,”
the Greek text, instead of proof has τεκμήριον, i.e. “an evident
sign affordingpositive proof ”‡.NowChrist showed these signs
of the Resurrection to His disciples, for two reasons. First, be-

cause their hearts were not disposed so as to accept readily the
faith in the Resurrection. HenceHe saysHimself (Lk. 24:25):
“O foolish and slow of heart to believe”: and (Mk. 16:14): “He
upbraided them with their incredulity and hardness of heart.”
Secondly, that their testimony might be rendered more effica-
cious through the signs shown them, according to 1 Jn. 1:1,3:
“at which we have seen, and have heard, and our hands have
handled…we declare.”

Reply toObjection1.Ambrose is speaking there of proofs
drawn from human reason, which are useless for demonstrat-
ing things of faith, as was shown above.

Reply to Objection 2. e merit of faith arises from this,
that at God’s bidding man believes what he does not see. Ac-
cordingly, only that reason debars merit of faith which enables
one to see by knowledgewhat is proposed for belief: and this is
demonstrative argument. But Christ did not make use of any
such argument for demonstrating His Resurrection.

Reply toObjection3.As stated already (ad2), themerit of
beatitude, which comes of faith, is not entirely excluded except
a man refuse to believe only such things as he can see. But for
a man to believe from visible signs the things he does not see,
does not entirely deprive him of faith nor of themerit of faith:
just as omas, to whom it was said ( Jn. 20:29): “ ‘Because
thou hast seen Me, omas, thou hast believed,’ saw one thing
and believed another”§: the wounds were what he saw, God
was the object of His belief. But his is the more perfect faith
who does not require such helps for belief. Hence, to put to
shame the faith of somemen, our Lord said ( Jn. 4:48): “Unless
you see signs and wonders, you believe not.” From this one can
learn how they who are so ready to believe God, even without
beholding signs, are blessed in comparison with them who do
not believe except they see the like.

IIIa q. 55 a. 6Whether the proofs which Christ made use of manifested sufficiently the truth of His Resur-
rection?

Objection 1. It would seem that the proofs which Christ
made use of did not sufficiently manifest the truth of His Res-
urrection. For aer the Resurrection Christ showed nothing
to His disciples which angels appearing to men did not or
could not show; because angels have frequently shown them-
selves to men under human aspect, have spoken and lived
with them, and eaten with them, just as if they were truly
men, as is evident from Genesis 18, of the angels whom Abra-
ham entertained. and in the Book of Tobias, of the angel who
“conducted” him “and brought” him back. Nevertheless, an-
gels have not true bodies naturally united to them; which
is required for a resurrection. Consequently, the signs which
Christ showed His disciples were not sufficient for manifest-
ing His Resurrection.

Objection 2. Further, Christ rose again gloriously, that
is, having a human nature with glory. But some of the things

whichChrist showed toHis disciples seem contrary to human
nature, as for instance, that “He vanished out of their sight,”
and entered in among them “when the doors were shut”: and
some other things seem contrary to glory, as for instance, that
He ate and drank, and bore the scars of His wounds. Conse-
quently, it seems that those proofs were neither sufficient nor
fitting for establishing faith in the Resurrection.

Objection 3. Further, aer the Resurrection Christ’s body
was such that it ought not to be touched bymortalman; hence
He said to Magdalen ( Jn. 20:17): “Do not touch Me; for I am
not yet ascended to My Father.” Consequently, it was not fit-
ting for manifesting the truth of His Resurrection, that He
should permit Himself to be handled by His disciples.

Objection 4. Further, clarity seems to be the principal of
the qualities of a glorified body: yet He gave no sign thereof
in His Resurrection. erefore it seems that those proofs were

* Tully, Topic. ii. † Cf. Prior. Anal. ii; Rhetor. i. ‡ Cf. Prior. Anal. ii.
§ Gregory, Hom. xxvi.
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insufficient for showing the quality of Christ’s Resurrection.
Objection 5.*

Further, the angels introduced as witnesses for the Resur-
rection seem insufficient from the want of agreement on the
part of the Evangelists. Because in Matthew’s account the an-
gel is described as sitting upon the stone rolled back, while
Mark states that he was seen aer the women had entered the
tomb; and again, whereas these mention one angel, John says
that there were two sitting, and Luke says that there were two
standing. Consequently, the arguments for the Resurrection
do not seem to agree.

On the contrary, Christ, who is the Wisdom of God, “or-
dereth all things sweetly” and in a fittingmanner, according to
Wis. 8:1.

I answer that, Christ manifested His Resurrection in two
ways: namely, by testimony; and by proof or sign: and each
manifestation was sufficient in its own class. For in order to
manifestHis ResurrectionHemade use of a double testimony,
neither of which can be rebutted. e first of these was the
angels’ testimony, who announced the Resurrection to the
women, as is seen in all the Evangelists: the other was the testi-
mony of the Scriptures, which He set before them to show the
truth of the Resurrection, as is narrated in the last chapter of
Luke.

Again, the proofs were sufficient for showing that the Res-
urrection was both true and glorious. at it was a true Res-
urrection He shows first on the part of the body; and this He
shows in three respects; first of all, that it was a true and solid
body, andnot phantastic or rarefied, like the air. AndHe estab-
lishes this by offering His body to be handled; hence He says
in the last chapter of Luke (39): “Handle and see; for a spirit
hath not flesh and bones, as you seeMe to have.” Secondly, He
shows that it was a human body, by presenting His true fea-
tures for them to behold. irdly, He shows that it was iden-
tically the same body which He had before, by showing them
the scars of the wounds; hence, as we read in the last chapter
of Luke (39) he said to them: “See My hands and feet, that it
is I Myself.”

Secondly, He showed them the truth of His Resurrection
on thepart ofHis soul reunitedwithHis body: andHe showed
this by the works of the threefold life. First of all, in the opera-
tions of the nutritive life, by eating and drinking with His dis-
ciples, as we read in the last chapter of Luke. Secondly, in the
works of the sensitive life, by replying to His disciples’ ques-
tions, and by greeting them when they were in His presence,
showing thereby that He both saw and heard; thirdly, in the
works of the intellective life by their conversing with Him,
and discoursing on the Scriptures. And, in order that noth-
ingmight be wanting tomake themanifestation complete, He
also showed that He had the Divine Nature, by working the
miracle of the draught of fishes, and further by ascending into
heaven while they were beholding Him: because, according to

Jn. 3:13: “No man hath ascended into heaven, but He that de-
scended from heaven, the Son of Man who is in heaven.”

He also showed His disciples the glory of His Resurrec-
tion by entering in among themwhen the doorswere closed: as
Gregory says (Hom. xxvi in Evang.): “Our Lord allowed them
to handle His flesh which He had brought through closed
doors, to show that His body was of the same nature but of
different glory.” It likewise was part of the property of glory
that “He vanished suddenly from their eyes,” as related in the
last chapter of Luke; because thereby it was shown that it lay in
His power to be seen or not seen; and this belongs to a glorified
body, as stated above (q. 54, a. 1, ad 2, a. 2, ad 1).

Reply toObjection 1. Each separate argument would not
suffice of itself for showing perfectly Christ’s Resurrection, yet
all taken collectively establish it completely, especially owing
to the testimonies of the Scriptures, the sayings of the angels,
and even Christ’s own assertion supported by miracles. As to
the angels who appeared, they did not say they were men, as
Christ asserted that He was truly a man. Moreover, the man-
ner of eating was different in Christ and the angels: for since
the bodies assumed by the angels were neither living nor ani-
mated, there was no true eating, although the food was really
masticated and passed into the interior of the assumed body:
hence the angels said to Tobias (12:18,19): “When I was with
you…I seemed indeed to eat and drink with you; but I use an
invisible meat.” But since Christ’s body was truly animated,
His eating was genuine. For, as Augustine observes (De Civ.
Dei xiii), “it is not the power but the need of eating that shall
be taken away from the bodies of themwho rise again.” Hence
Bede says on Lk. 24:41: “Christ ate because He could, not be-
cause He needed.”

Reply toObjection2.Aswas observed above, someproofs
were employed by Christ to prove the truth of His human na-
ture, and others to show forthHis glory in rising again. But the
condition of human nature, as considered in itself, namely, as
to its present state, is opposite to the condition of glory, as is
said in 1 Cor. 15:43: “It is sown in weakness, it shall rise in
power.” Consequently, the proofs brought forward for show-
ing the condition of glory, seem to be in opposition to nature,
not absolutely, but according to the present state, and con-
versely. Hence Gregory says (Hom. xxvi in Evang.): “e Lord
manifested twowonders, which aremutually contrary accord-
ing to human reason, when aer the Resurrection He showed
His body as incorruptible and at the same time palpable.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Tract. cxxi su-
per Joan.), “these words of our Lord, ‘Do not touch Me, for I
amnot yet ascended toMy Father,’ ” show “that in that woman
there is a figure of the Church of the Gentiles, which did not
believe in Christ until He was ascended to the Father. Or Jesus
would have men to believe in Him, i.e. to touch Him spiritu-
ally, as being Himself one with the Father. For to that man’s
innermost perceptions He is, in some sort, ascended unto the

* is objection is wanting in the older codices, and in the text of the Leonine
edition, which, however, gives it in a note as taken fromone of themore recent
codices of the Vatican.
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Father, who has become so far proficient in Him, as to rec-
ognize in Him the equal with the Father…whereas she as yet
believed in Him but carnally, since she wept for Him as for a
man.” But when one reads elsewhere of Mary having touched
Him, when with the other women, she “ ‘came up and took
hold of His feet,’ that matters little,” as Severianus says*, “for,
the first act relates to figure, the other to sex; the former is of
Divine grace, the latter of human nature.” Or as Chrysostom
says (Hom. lxxxvi in Joan.): “is woman wanted to converse
withChrist just as before the Passion, and out of joywas think-
ing of nothing great, althoughChrist’s flesh had becomemuch
nobler by rising again.” And therefore He said: “I have not yet
ascended toMyFather”; as if to say: “Donot suppose I am lead-
ing an earthly life; for if you see Me upon earth, it is because I
have not yet ascended to My Father, but I am going to ascend
shortly.” HenceHe goes on to say: “I ascend toMy Father, and
to your Father.”

Reply to Objection 4. As Augustine says ad Orosium
(Dial. lxv, Qq.): “Our Lord rose in clarified flesh; yet He
did not wish to appear before the disciples in that condition
of clarity, because their eyes could not gaze upon that bril-
liancy. For if before He died for us and rose again the disciples
could not look uponHimwhenHewas transfigured upon the
mountain, how much less were they able to gaze upon Him

when our Lord’s flesh was glorified.” It must also be borne in
mind that aer His Resurrection our Lord wished especially
to show that He was the same as had died; which the mani-
festation ofHis brightness would have hindered considerably:
because change of features shows more than anything else the
difference in the person seen: and this is because sight spe-
cially judges of the common sensibles, amongwhich is one and
many, or the same and different. But before the Passion, lest
His disciplesmight despise its weakness, Christmeant to show
them the glory of His majesty; and this the brightness of the
body specially indicates. Consequently, before the Passion He
showed the disciplesHis glory by brightness, but aer the Res-
urrection by other tokens.

Reply to Objection 5. As Augustine says (De Consens.
Evang. iii): “We can understand one angel to have been seen by
the women, according to both Matthew and Mark, if we take
them as having entered the sepulchre, that is, into some sort
of walled enclosure, and that there they saw an angel sitting
upon the stone which was rolled back from the monument, as
Matthew says; and that this is Mark’s expression—‘sitting on
the right side’; aerwards when they scanned the spot where
the Lord’s body had lain, they beheld two angels, who were at
first seated, as John says, and who aerwards rose so as to be
seen standing, as Luke relates.”

* Chrysologus, Serm. lxxvi.

2232



T P, Q 56
Of the Causality of Christ’s Resurrection

(In Two Articles)

We have now to consider the causality of Christ’s Resurrection, concerning which there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ’s Resurrection is the cause of our resurrection?
(2) Whether it is the cause of our justification?

IIIa q. 56 a. 1Whether Christ’s Resurrection is the cause of the resurrection of our bodies?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Resurrection is
not the cause of the resurrection of our bodies, because, given
a sufficient cause, the effect must follow of necessity. If, then,
Christ’s Resurrection be the sufficient cause of the resurrection
of our bodies, then all the dead should have risen again as soon
as He rose.

Objection 2. Further, Divine justice is the cause of the res-
urrection of the dead, so that the body may be rewarded or
punished together with the soul, since they shared in merit or
sin, as Dionysius says (Eccles. Hier. vii) and Damascene (De
Fide Orth. iv). But God’s justice must necessarily be accom-
plished, even ifChrist had not risen.erefore the deadwould
rise again even though Christ did not. Consequently Christ’s
Resurrection is not the cause of the resurrection of our bodies.

Objection 3. Further, if Christ’s Resurrection be the cause
of the resurrection of our bodies, it would be either the exem-
plar, or the efficient, or the meritorious cause. Now it is not
the exemplar cause; because it is God who will bring about
the resurrection of our bodies, according to Jn. 5:21: “e Fa-
ther raiseth up the dead”: and God has no need to look at
any exemplar cause outside Himself. In like manner it is not
the efficient cause; because an efficient cause acts only through
contact, whether spiritual or corporeal. Now it is evident that
Christ’s Resurrection has no corporeal contact with the dead
who shall rise again, owing to distance of time and place; and
similarly it has no spiritual contact, which is through faith and
charity, because even unbelievers and sinners shall rise again.
Nor again is it themeritorious cause, becausewhenChrist rose
He was no longer a wayfarer, and consequently not in a state
of merit. erefore, Christ’s Resurrection does not appear to
be in any way the cause of ours.

Objection 4. Further, since death is the privation of life,
then to destroy death seems to be nothing else than to bring
life back again; and this is resurrection. But “by dying, Christ
destroyed our death”*. Consequently, Christ’s death, not His
Resurrection, is the cause of our resurrection.

On the contrary, on 1 Cor. 15:12: “Now if Christ be
preached, that He rose again from the dead,” the gloss says:
“Who is the efficient cause of our resurrection.”

I answer that, As stated in 2 Metaphysics, text 4: “What-
ever is first in any order, is the cause of all that come aer it.”

But Christ’s Resurrection was the first in the order of our res-
urrection, as is evident from what was said above (q. 53, a. 3).
Hence Christ’s Resurrection must be the cause of ours: and
this is what the Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:20,21): “Christ is risen
from the dead, the first-fruits of them that sleep; for by a man
came death, and by a man the resurrection of the dead.”

And this is reasonable. Because the principle of human
life-giving is the Word of God, of whom it is said (Ps. 35:10):
“Withee is the fountain of life”: henceHeHimself says ( Jn.
5:21): “As the Father raiseth up the dead, and giveth life; so the
Son also giveth life to whomHewill.” Now the divinely estab-
lished natural order is that every cause operates first uponwhat
is nearest to it, and through it upon others which are more re-
mote; just as fire first heats the nearest air, and through it it
heats bodies that are further off: andGodHimself first enlight-
ens those substances which are closer to Him, and through
them others that are more remote, as Dionysius says (Coel.
Hier. xiii). Consequently, the Word of God first bestows im-
mortal life upon that body which is naturally united with
Himself, and through it works the resurrection in all other
bodies.

Reply to Objection 1. As was stated above, Christ’s Res-
urrection is the cause of ours through the power of the united
Word, who operates according to His will. And consequently,
it is not necessary for the effect to follow at once, but accord-
ing as the Word of God disposes, namely, that first of all we
be conformed to the suffering and dying Christ in this suffer-
ing and mortal life; and aerwards may come to share in the
likeness of His Resurrection.

Reply toObjection 2.God’s justice is the first cause of our
resurrection, whereas Christ’s Resurrection is the secondary,
and as it were the instrumental cause. But although the power
of the principal cause is not restricted to one instrument deter-
minately, nevertheless since it works through this instrument,
such instrument causes the effect. So, then, the Divine justice
in itself is not tied down to Christ’s Resurrection as a means
of bringing about our resurrection: because God could deliver
us in some other way than throughChrist’s Passion andResur-
rection, as already stated (q. 46, a. 2). But having once decreed
to deliver us in this way, it is evident that Christ’s Resurrection
is the cause of ours.

* Preface of Mass in Paschal Time.
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Reply to Objection 3. Properly speaking, Christ’s Resur-
rection is not the meritorious cause, but the efficient and ex-
emplar cause of our resurrection. It is the efficient cause, inas-
much as Christ’s humanity, according to which He rose again,
is as it were the instrument of His Godhead, and works by Its
power, as stated above (q. 13, Aa. 2,3). And therefore, just as
all other thingswhichChrist did and endured inHis humanity
are profitable to our salvation through the power of the God-
head, as already stated (q. 48, a. 6), so also is Christ’s Resur-
rection the efficient cause of ours, through the Divine power
whose office it is to quicken the dead; and this power by its
presence is in touch with all places and times; and such virtual
contact suffices for its efficiency. And since, as was stated above
(ad 2), the primary cause of human resurrection is the Divine
justice, fromwhichChrist has “the power of passing judgment,
because He is the Son of Man” ( Jn. 5:27); the efficient power
ofHis Resurrection extends to the good andwicked alike, who
are subject to His judgment.

But just as the Resurrection of Christ’s body, through its
personal union with the Word, is first in point of time, so also
is it first in dignity and perfection; as the gloss says on 1 Cor.

15:20,23. But whatever is most perfect is always the exemplar,
which the less perfect copies according to its mode; conse-
quently Christ’s Resurrection is the exemplar of ours. And this
is necessary, not on the part ofHimwho rose again, who needs
no exemplar, but on the part of them who are raised up, who
must be likened to that Resurrection, according to Phil. 3:21:
“Hewill reform the body of our lowness,made like to the body
of His glory.” Now although the efficiency of Christ’s Resur-
rection extends to the resurrection of the good and wicked
alike, still its exemplarity extends properly only to the just, who
are made conformable with His Sonship, according to Rom.
8:29.

Reply toObjection4.Considered on the part of their effi-
ciency, which is dependent on theDivine power, bothChrist’s
death and His Resurrection are the cause both of the destruc-
tion of death and of the renewal of life: but considered as ex-
emplar causes, Christ’s death—by which He withdrew from
mortal life—is the cause of the destruction of our death; while
His Resurrection, whereby He inaugurated immortal life, is
the cause of the repairing of our life. ButChrist’s Passion is fur-
thermore a meritorious cause, as stated above (q. 48, a. 1).

IIIa q. 56 a. 2Whether Christ’s Resurrection is the cause of the resurrection of souls?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Resurrection
is not the cause of the resurrection of souls, because Augus-
tine says (Tract. xxiii super Joan.) that “bodies rise by His hu-
man dispensation, but souls rise by the Substance of God.”
But Christ’s Resurrection does not belong toGod’s Substance,
but to the dispensation of His humanity. erefore, although
Christ’s Resurrection is the cause of bodies rising, nevertheless
it does not seem to be the cause of the resurrection of souls.

Objection 2. Further, a body does not act upon a spirit.
But the Resurrection belongs to His body, which death laid
low. erefore His Resurrection is not the cause of the resur-
rection of souls.

Objection 3. Further, since Christ’s Resurrection is the
cause why bodies rise again, the bodies of all men shall rise
again, according to 1 Cor. 15:51: “We shall all indeed rise
again.” But the souls of all will not rise again, because accord-
ing toMat. 25:46: “some shall go into everlasting punishment.”
ereforeChrist’s Resurrection is not the cause of the resurrec-
tion of souls.

Objection 4. Further, the resurrection of souls comes of
the forgiveness of sins. But this was effected by Christ’s Pas-
sion, according to Apoc. 1:5: “He washed us from our sins
in His own blood.” Consequently, Christ’s Passion even more
than His Resurrection is the cause of the resurrection of souls.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 4:25): “He rose
again for our justification,” which is nothing else than the res-
urrection of souls: and on Ps. 29:6: “In the evening weeping
shall have place,” the gloss says, “Christ’s Resurrection is the
cause of ours, both of the soul at present, and of the body in

the future.”
I answer that, As stated above, Christ’s Resurrection

works in virtue of the Godhead; now this virtue extends not
only to the resurrection of bodies, but also to that of souls: for
it comes of God that the soul lives by grace, and that the body
lives by the soul. Consequently, Christ’s Resurrection has in-
strumentally an effective power not only with regard to the
resurrection of bodies, but also with respect to the resurrec-
tion of souls. In like fashion it is an exemplar cause with regard
to the resurrection of souls, because even in our souls we must
be conformedwith the risingChrist: as theApostle says (Rom.
6:4-11) “Christ is risen from the dead by the glory of the Fa-
ther, so we alsomay walk in newness of life”: and asHe, “rising
again from the dead, dieth now no more, so let us reckon that
we (Vulg.: ‘you’)” are dead to sin, that we may “live together
with Him.”

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine says that the resurrec-
tion of souls is wrought by God’s Substance, as to participa-
tion, because souls become good and just by sharing in the Di-
vine goodness, but not by sharing in anything created. Accord-
ingly, aer saying that souls rise by the Divine Substance, he
adds: the soul is beatified by a participationwithGod, and not
by a participation with a holy soul. But our bodies are made
glorious by sharing in the glory of Christ’s body.

Reply to Objection 2. e efficacy of Christ’s Resurrec-
tion reaches souls not fromany special virtue ofHis risen body,
but from the virtue of the Godhead personally united with it.

Reply to Objection 3. e resurrection of souls pertains
to merit, which is the effect of justification; but the resurrec-
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tion of bodies is ordained for punishment or reward, which are
the effects of Him who judges. Now it belongs to Christ, not
to justify all men, but to judge them: and therefore He raises
up all as to their bodies, but not as to their souls.

Reply to Objection 4. Two things concur in the justifi-
cation of souls, namely, forgiveness of sin and newness of life
through grace. Consequently, as to efficacy, which comes of
the Divine power, the Passion as well as the Resurrection of
Christ is the cause of justification as to both the above. But as

to exemplarity, properly speaking Christ’s Passion and death
are the cause of the forgiveness of guilt, by which forgiveness
we die unto sin: whereas Christ’s Resurrection is the cause of
newness of life, which comes through grace or justice: conse-
quently, the Apostle says (Rom. 4:25) that “He was delivered
up,” i.e. to death, “for our sins,” i.e. to take them away, “and rose
again for our justification.” ButChrist’s Passionwas also amer-
itorious cause, as stated above (a. 1, ad 4; q. 48, a. 1).
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T P, Q 57
Of the Ascension of Christ

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider Christ’s Ascension: concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it belonged for Christ to ascend into heaven?
(2) According to which nature did it become Him to ascend?
(3) Whether He ascended by His own power?
(4) Whether He ascended above all the corporeal heavens?
(5) Whether He ascended above all spiritual creatures?
(6) Of the effect of the Ascension.

IIIa q. 57 a. 1Whether it was fitting for Christ to ascend into heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was not fitting for
Christ to ascend into heaven. For the Philosopher says (De
Coelo ii) that “things which are in a state of perfection pos-
sess their good without movement.” But Christ was in a state
of perfection, sinceHe is the SovereignGood in respect ofHis
Divine Nature, and sovereignly glorified in respect of His hu-
man nature. Consequently, He has His good without move-
ment. But ascension is movement. erefore it was not fitting
for Christ to ascend.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is moved, is moved on ac-
count of something better. But itwas nobetter thing forChrist
to be in heaven than upon earth, because He gained nothing
either in soul or in body by being in heaven.erefore it seems
that Christ should not have ascended into heaven.

Objection 3. Further, the Son of God took human flesh
for our salvation. But it would have been more beneficial for
men if He had tarried always with us upon earth; thus He said
to His disciples (Lk. 17:22): “e days will come when you
shall desire to see one day of the Son of man; and you shall not
see it.”erefore it seems unfitting forChrist to have ascended
into heaven.

Objection 4. Further, as Gregory says (Moral. xiv),
Christ’s body was in no way changed aer the Resurrection.
But He did not ascend into heaven immediately aer rising
again, for He said aer the Resurrection (Jn. 20:17): “I am
not yet ascended to My Father.” erefore it seems that nei-
ther should He have ascended aer forty days.

On the contrary, Are the words of our Lord (Jn. 20:17):
“I ascend to My Father and to your Father.”

I answer that, e place ought to be in keeping with what
is contained therein. Now by His Resurrection Christ entered
upon an immortal and incorruptible life. But whereas our
dwelling-place is one of generation and corruption, the heav-
enly place is one of incorruption. And consequently it was not
fitting that Christ should remain upon earth aer the Resur-
rection; but it was fitting that He should ascend to heaven.

Reply toObjection 1. at which is best and possesses its
goodwithoutmovement isGodHimself, becauseHe is utterly

unchangeable, according toMalachi 3:6: “I am the Lord, and I
change not.” But every creature is changeable in some respect,
as is evident from Augustine (Gen. ad lit. viii). And since the
nature assumed by the Son of God remained a creature, as is
clear fromwhat was said above (q. 2, a. 7; q. 16, Aa. 8,10; q. 20,
a. 1 ), it is not unbecoming if somemovement be attributed to
it.

Reply toObjection2.By ascending into heavenChrist ac-
quired no addition to His essential glory either in body or in
soul: nevertheless He did acquire something as to the fitting-
ness of place, which pertains to the well-being of glory: not
that His body acquired anything from a heavenly body by way
of perfection or preservation; but merely out of a certain fit-
tingness. Now this in a measure belonged to His glory; and
He had a certain kind of joy from such fittingness, not indeed
that He then began to derive joy from it when He ascended
into heaven, but that He rejoiced thereat in a new way, as at a
thing completed. Hence, on Ps. 15:11: “At y right hand are
delights even unto the end,” the gloss says: “I shall delight in
sitting nigh to ee, when I shall be taken away from the sight
of men.”

Reply to Objection 3. Although Christ’s bodily presence
was withdrawn from the faithful by the Ascension, still the
presence of His Godhead is ever with the faithful, as HeHim-
self says (Mat. 28:20): “Behold, I am with you all days, even
to the consummation of the world.” For, “by ascending into
heavenHe did not abandon thosewhomHe adopted,” as Pope
Leo says (De Resurrec., Serm. ii). But Christ’s Ascension into
heaven, whereby He withdrew His bodily presence from us,
was more profitable for us than His bodily presence would
have been.

First of all, in order to increase our faith, which is of things
unseen.HenceourLord said ( Jn. 26) that theHolyGhost shall
come and “convince the world…of justice,” that is, of the jus-
tice “of those that believe,” as Augustine says (Tract. xcv su-
per Joan.): “For even to put the faithful beside the unbeliever
is to put the unbeliever to shame”; wherefore he goes on to
say (10): “ ‘Because I go to the Father; and you shall see Me
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no longer’ ”—“For ‘blessed are they that see not, yet believe.’
Hence it is of our justice that the world is reproved: because
‘you will believe in Me whom you shall not see.’ ”

Secondly, to upli our hope: henceHe says ( Jn. 14:3): “If I
shall go, and prepare a place for you, I will come again, andwill
take you to Myself; that where I am, you also may be.” For by
placing in heaven the humannaturewhichHe assumed,Christ
gave us the hope of going thither; since “wheresoever the body
shall be, there shall the eagles also be gathered together,” as is
written inMat. 24:28.Hence it is written likewise (Mic. 2:13):
“He shall go up that shall open the way before them.”

irdly, in order to direct the fervor of our charity to heav-
enly things. Hence the Apostle says (Col. 3:1,2): “Seek the
things that are above, where Christ is sitting at the right hand
ofGod.Mind the things that are above, not the things that are
upon the earth”: for as is said (Mat. 6:21): “Where thy trea-
sure is, there is thy heart also.” And since the Holy Ghost is
love drawing us up to heavenly things, therefore our Lord said
toHis disciples ( Jn. 16:7): “It is expedient to you that I go; for

if I go not, the Paraclete will not come to you; but if I go, I will
sendHim to you.”OnwhichwordsAugustine says (Tract. xciv
super Joan.): “Ye cannot receive the Spirit, so long as ye per-
sist in knowing Christ according to the flesh. But whenChrist
withdrew in body, not only

the Holy Ghost, but both Father and Son were present
with them spiritually.”

Reply toObjection 4. Although a heavenly place befitted
Christ whenHe rose to immortal life, neverthelessHe delayed
the Ascension in order to confirm the truth of His Resurrec-
tion. Hence it is written (Acts 1:3), that “He showed Himself
alive aer His Passion, by many proofs, for forty days appear-
ing to them”: upon which the gloss says that “because He was
dead for forty hours, during forty days He established the fact
of His being alive again. Or the forty days may be understood
as a figure of this world, wherein Christ dwells inHis Church:
inasmuch as man is made out of the four elements, and is cau-
tioned not to transgress the Decalogue.”

IIIa q. 57 a. 2Whether Christ’s Ascension into heaven belonged to Him according to His Divine Nature?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Ascension into
heaven belonged to Him according to His Divine Nature.
For, it is written (Ps. 46:6): “God is ascended with jubilee”:
and (Dt. 33:26): “He that is mounted upon the heaven is
thy helper.” But these words were spoken of God even before
Christ’s Incarnation. erefore it belongs to Christ to ascend
into heaven as God.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to the same person to as-
cend into heaven as to descend from heaven, according to Jn.
3:13: “No man hath ascended into heaven, but He that de-
scended from heaven”: and Eph. 4:10: “He that descended
is the same also that ascended.” But Christ came down from
heaven not asman, but as God: because previouslyHisNature
in heaven was not human, but Divine. erefore it seems that
Christ ascended into heaven as God.

Objection 3. Further, by His Ascension Christ ascended
to the Father. But it was not as man that He rose to equal-
ity with the Father; for in this respect He says: “He is greater
than I,” as is said in Jn. 14:28. erefore it seems that Christ
ascended as God.

On the contrary, on Eph. 4:10: “at He ascended, what
is it, but because He also descended,” a gloss says: “It is clear
that He descended and ascended according to His humanity.”

I answer that, e expression “according to” can denote
two things; the condition of the one who ascends, and the
cause of his ascension.When taken to express the condition of
the one ascending, the Ascension in no wise belongs to Christ
according to the conditionofHisDivineNature; bothbecause
there is nothing higher than the Divine Nature to which He
can ascend; and because ascension is local motion, a thing not
in keeping with the Divine Nature, which is immovable and

outside all place. Yet the Ascension is in keeping with Christ
according toHis human nature, which is limited by place, and
can be the subject of motion. In this sense, then, we can say
that Christ ascended into heaven as man, but not as God.

But if the phrase “according to” denote the cause of the
Ascension, since Christ ascended into heaven in virtue of His
Godhead, and not in virtue ofHis human nature, then it must
be said that Christ ascended into heaven not as man, but as
God. Hence Augustine says in a sermon on the Ascension: “It
was our doing that the Son of man hung upon the cross; but it
was His own doing that He ascended.”

Reply to Objection 1. ese utterances were spoken
prophetically of God who was one day to become incarnate.
Still it can be said that although to ascend does not belong to
the Divine Nature properly, yet it can metaphorically; as, for
instance, it is said “to ascend in the heart ofman” (cf. Ps. 83:6),
when his heart submits and humbles itself before God: and in
the samewayGod is said to ascendmetaphorically with regard
to every creature, since He subjects it to Himself.

Reply toObjection 2.Hewho ascended is the same asHe
who descended. For Augustine says (De Symb. iv): “Who is it
that descends?eGod-Man.Who is it that ascends?e self-
same God-Man.” Nevertheless a twofold descent is attributed
to Christ; one, whereby He is said to have descended from
heaven, which is attributed to the God-Man according as He
is God: for He is not to be understood as having descended by
any local movement, but as having “emptied Himself,” since
“when He was in the form of God He took the form of a ser-
vant.” For just as He is said to be emptied, not by losing His
fulness, but because He took our littleness upon Himself, so
likewise He is said to have descended from heaven, not that
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He deserted heaven, but because He assumed human nature
in unity of person.

And there is another descent wherebyHe descended “into
the lower regions of the earth,” as is written Eph. 4:9; and this
is local descent: hence this belongs to Christ according to the
condition of human nature.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ is said to ascend to the Fa-
ther, inasmuch as He ascends to sit on the right hand of the
Father; and this is befitting Christ in a measure according to
His Divine Nature, and in a measure according to His human
nature, as will be said later (q. 58, a. 3)

IIIa q. 57 a. 3Whether Christ ascended by His own power?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not ascend by
His own power, because it is written (Mk. 16:19) that “the
Lord Jesus, aer He had spoken to them, was taken up to
heaven”; and (Acts 1:9) that, “while they looked on, He was
raised up, and a cloud received Him out of their sight.” But
what is taken up, and lied up, appears to be moved by an-
other. Consequently, it was not by His own power, but by an-
other’s that Christ was taken up into heaven.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s was an earthly body, like to
ours. But it is contrary to the nature of an earthly body to be
borne upwards. Moreover, what is moved contrary to its na-
ture is nowise moved by its own power. erefore Christ did
not ascend to heaven by His own power.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s own power is Divine. But
this motion does not seem to have been Divine, because,
whereas the Divine power is infinite, such motion would be
instantaneous; consequently,Hewould not have been uplied
to heaven “while” the disciples “looked on,” as is stated in Acts
1:9. erefore, it seems that Christ did not ascend to heaven
by His own power.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 63:1): “is beautiful
one in his robe, walking in the greatness of his strength.” Also
Gregory says in a Homily on the Ascension (xxix): “It is to be
noted that we read of Elias having ascended in a chariot, that it
might be shown that one who wasmereman needed another’s
help. But we do not read of our Saviour being lied up either
in a chariot or by angels, because He who had made all things
was taken up above all things by His own power.”

I answer that, ere is a twofold nature in Christ, to wit,
the Divine and the human. Hence His own power can be ac-
cepted according to both. Likewise a twofold power can be
accepted regarding His human nature: one is natural, flowing
fromtheprinciples of nature; and it is quite evident thatChrist
did not ascend into heaven by such power as this. e other is
the power of glory, which is in Christ’s human nature; and it
was according to this that He ascended to heaven.

Now there are some who endeavor to assign the cause of
this power to the nature of the fih essence.is, as they say, is
light, which theymake out to be of the composition of the hu-
man body, and by which they contend that contrary elements
are reconciled; so that in the state of this mortality, elemen-
tal nature is predominant in human bodies: so that, according
to the nature of this predominating element the human body
is borne downwards by its own power: but in the condition
of glory the heavenly nature will predominate, by whose ten-

dency and power Christ’s body and the bodies of the saints are
lied up to heaven. But we have already treated of this opinion
in the Ia, q. 76, a. 7, and shall deal with it more fully in treating
of the general resurrection ( Suppl., q. 84, a. 1).

Setting this opinion aside, others assign as the cause of
this power the glorified soul itself, from whose overflow the
body will be glorified, as Augustine writes to Dioscorus (Ep.
cxviii). For the glorified body will be so submissive to the glo-
rified soul, that, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii), “where-
soever the spirit listeth, thither the bodywill be on the instant;
nor will the spirit desire anything unbecoming to the soul or
the body.” Now it is befitting the glorified and immortal body
for it to be in a heavenly place, as stated above (a. 1). Conse-
quently, Christ’s body ascended into heaven by the power of
His soul willing it. But as the body is made glorious by partici-
pation with the soul, even so, as Augustine says (Tract. xxiii in
Joan.), “the soul is beatified by participating in God.” Conse-
quently, the Divine power is the first source of the ascent into
heaven. erefore Christ ascended into heaven by His own
power, first of all by His Divine power, and secondly by the
power of His glorified soul moving His body at will.

Reply to Objection 1. As Christ is said to have risen by
His own power, though He was raised to life by the power of
the Father, since the Father’s power is the same as the Son’s; so
also Christ ascended into heaven by His own power, and yet
was raised up and taken up to heaven by the Father.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument proves that Christ
did not ascend into heaven byHis ownpower, i.e. thatwhich is
natural to humannature: yetHe did ascend byHis ownpower,
i.e. His Divine power, as well as by His own power, i.e. the
power of His beatified soul. And although to mount upwards
is contrary to the nature of a human body in its present condi-
tion, in which the body is not entirely dominated by the soul,
still it will not be unnatural or forced in a glorified body, whose
entire nature is utterly under the control of the spirit.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the Divine power be in-
finite, and operate infinitely, so far as the worker is concerned,
still the effect thereof is received in things according to their
capacity, and as God disposes. Now a body is incapable of be-
ingmoved locally in an instant, because it must be commensu-
ratewith space, according to the division ofwhich time is reck-
oned, as is proved in Physics vi. Consequently, it is not neces-
sary for a body moved by God to be moved instantaneously,
but with such speed as God disposes.
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IIIa q. 57 a. 4Whether Christ ascended above all the heavens?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not ascend
above all the heavens, for it is written (Ps. 10:5): “e Lord is
inHis holy temple, the Lord’s throne is in heaven.” But what is
in heaven is not above heaven.ereforeChrist did not ascend
above all the heavens.

Objection 2.*

Further, there is no place above the heavens, as is proved
in De Coelo i. But every body must occupy a place. erefore
Christ’s body did not ascend above all the heavens.

Objection 3. Further, two bodies cannot occupy the same
place. Since, then, there is nopassing fromplace to place except
through the middle space, it seems that Christ could not have
ascended above all the heavens unless heaven were divided;
which is impossible.

Objection 4.Further, it is narrated (Acts 1:9) that “a cloud
receivedHimout of their sight.” But clouds cannot be uplied
beyond heaven. Consequently, Christ did not ascend above all
the heavens.

Objection 5. Further, we believe that Christ will dwell for
ever in the place whither He has ascended. But what is against
nature cannot last for ever, because what is according to na-
ture ismore prevalent andofmore frequent occurrence.ere-
fore, since it is contrary to nature for an earthly body to be
above heaven, it seems that Christ’s body did not ascend above
heaven.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 4:10): “He ascended
above all the heavens that He might fill all things.”

I answer that,emore fully anything corporeal shares in
the Divine goodness, the higher its place in the corporeal or-
der, which is order of place.Hencewe see that themore formal
bodies are naturally the higher, as is clear from the Philosopher
(Phys. iv; De Coelo ii), since it is by its form that every body
partakes of the Divine Essence, as is shown in Physics i. But
through glory the body derives a greater share in the Divine
goodness than any other natural body does through its natu-
ral form; while among other glorious bodies it is manifest that
Christ’s body shines with greater glory. Hence it was most fit-
ting for it to be set above all bodies.us it is that on Eph. 4:8:
“Ascending on high,” the gloss says: “in place and dignity.”

Reply to Objection 1. God’s seat is said to be in heaven,

not as though heaven contained Him, but rather because it is
contained by Him. Hence it is not necessary for any part of
heaven to be higher, but for Him to be above all the heavens;
according to Ps. 8:2: “For y magnificence is elevated above
the heavens, O God!”

Reply to Objection 2.†

A place implies the notion of containing; hence the first
container has the formality of first place, and such is the first
heaven. erefore bodies need in themselves to be in a place,
in so far as they are contained by a heavenly body. But glori-
fied bodies, Christ’s especially, do not stand in need of being
so contained, because they draw nothing from the heavenly
bodies, but from God through the soul. So there is nothing
to prevent Christ’s body from being beyond the containing ra-
dius of the heavenly bodies, and not in a containing place. Nor
is there need for a vacuum to exist outside heaven, since there
is no place there, nor is there any potentiality susceptive of a
body, but the potentiality of reaching thither lies in Christ. So
when Aristotle proves (De Coelo ii) that there is no body be-
yond heaven, this must be understood of bodies which are in
a state of pure nature, as is seen from the proofs.

Reply toObjection 3.Although it is not of the nature of a
body for it to be in the same place with another body, yet God
can bring it about miraculously that a body be with another in
the sameplace, asChrist didwhenHewent forth from theVir-
gin’s sealed womb, also when He entered among the disciples
through closed doors, as Gregory says (Hom. xxvi). erefore
Christ’s body can be in the same place with another body, not
through some inherent property in the body, but through the
assistance and operation of the Divine power.

Reply to Objection 4. at cloud afforded no support as
a vehicle to the ascending Christ: but it appeared as a sign of
the Godhead, just as God’s glory appeared to Israel in a cloud
over the Tabernacle (Ex. 40:32; Num. 9:15).

Reply to Objection 5. A glorified body has the power to
be in heaven or above heaven. not from its natural principles,
but from the beatified soul, fromwhich it derives its glory: and
just as the upward motion of a glorified body is not violent, so
neither is its rest violent: consequently, there is nothing to pre-
vent it from being everlasting.

IIIa q. 57 a. 5Whether Christ’s body ascended above every spiritual creature?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s body did not as-
cend above every spiritual creature. For no fitting comparison
can bemade between thingswhich have no common ratio. But
place is not predicated in the same ratio of bodies and of spir-
itual creatures, as is evident from what was said in the Ia, q. 8,
a. 2, ad 1,2; Ia, q. 52, a. 1. erefore it seems that Christ’s body
cannot be said to have ascended above every spiritual creature.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Vera Relig. lv)
that a spirit always takes precedence over a body. But the
higher place is due to the higher things. erefore it does not
seem that Christ ascended above every spiritual creature.

Objection 3. Further, in every place a body exists, since
there is no such thing as a vacuum in nature. erefore if no
body obtains a higher place than a spirit in the order of nat-

* is objection with its solution is omitted in the Leonine edition as not be-
ing in the original manuscript. † Omitted in Leonine edition; see obj. 2.
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ural bodies, then there will be no place above every spiritual
creature. Consequently, Christ’s body could not ascend above
every spiritual creature.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 1:21): “God set Him
above all principality, and Power, and every name that is
named, not only in this world, but also in that which is to
come.”

I answer that, e more exalted place is due to the nobler
subject, whether it be a place according to bodily contact, as
regards bodies, or whether it be by way of spiritual contact,
as regards spiritual substances; thus a heavenly place which is
the highest of places is becomingly due to spiritual substances,
since they are highest in the order of substances. But although
Christ’s body is beneath spiritual substances, if we weigh the
conditions of its corporeal nature, nevertheless it surpasses all
spiritual substances in dignity, when we call to mind its dig-
nity of unionwhereby it is unitedpersonallywithGod.Conse-
quently, owing to this very fittingness, a higher place is due to it

above every spiritual creature.HenceGregory says in aHomily
on the Ascension (xxix in Evang.) that “He who had made all
things, was by His own power raised up above all things.”

Reply to Objection 1. Although a place is differently at-
tributed to corporeal and spiritual substances, still in either
case this remains in common, that the higher place is assigned
to the worthier.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument holds good of
Christ’s body according to the conditions of its corporeal na-
ture, but not according to its formality of union.

Reply toObjection3.is comparisonmaybe considered
either on the part of the places; and thus there is no place so
high as to exceed the dignity of a spiritual substance: in this
sense the objection runs. Or it may be considered on the part
of the dignity of the things to which a place is attributed: and
in this way it is due to the body of Christ to be above spiritual
creatures.

IIIa q. 57 a. 6Whether Christ’s Ascension is the cause of our salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s Ascension is not
the cause of our salvation. For, Christ was the cause of our sal-
vation in so far as He merited it. But He merited nothing for
us by His Ascension, because His Ascension belongs to the re-
ward of His exaltation: and the same thing is not both merit
and reward, just as neither are a road and its terminus the same.
erefore it seems that Christ’s Ascension is not the cause of
our salvation.

Objection 2. Further, if Christ’s Ascension be the cause
of our salvation, it seems that this is principally due to the
fact that His Ascension is the cause of ours. But this was be-
stowed upon us by His Passion, for it is written (Heb. 10:19):
“We have [Vulg.: ‘Having’] confidence in the entering into the
holies by” His “blood.” erefore it seems that Christ’s Ascen-
sion was not the cause of our salvation.

Objection 3. Further, the salvation which Christ bestows
is an everlasting one, according to Is. 51:6: “My salvation shall
be for ever.” But Christ did not ascend into heaven to remain
there eternally; for it is written (Acts 1:11): “He shall so come
as you have seen Him going, into heaven.” Besides, we read
of Him showing Himself to many holy people on earth aer
He went up to heaven. to Paul, for instance (Acts 9). Conse-
quently, it seems that Christ’s Ascension is not the cause of our
salvation.

On the contrary, He Himself said ( Jn. 16:7): “It is expe-
dient to you that I go”; i.e. that I should leave you and ascend
into heaven.

I answer that, Christ’s Ascension is the cause of our salva-
tion in two ways: first of all, on our part; secondly, on His.

On our part, in so far as by the Ascension our souls are
uplied to Him; because, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3), His As-
cension fosters, first, faith; secondly, hope; thirdly, charity.

Fourthly, our reverence for Him is thereby increased, since we
no longer deem Him an earthly man, but the God of heaven;
thus the Apostle says (2 Cor. 5:16): “If we have known Christ
according to the flesh—‘that is, as mortal, whereby we reputed
Him as a mere man,’ ” as the gloss interprets the words—“but
now we know Him so no longer.”

On His part, in regard to those things which, in ascend-
ing, He did for our salvation. First, He prepared the way for
our ascent into heaven, according toHis own saying ( Jn. 14:2):
“I go to prepare a place for you,” and the words of Micheas
(2:13), “He shall go up that shall open the way before them.”
For since He is our Head the members must follow whither
the Head has gone: hence He said ( Jn. 14:3): “at where I
am, you also may be.” In sign whereof He took to heaven the
souls of the saints delivered from hell, according to Ps. 67:19
(Cf. Eph. 4:8): “Ascending on high, He led captivity captive,”
becauseHe tookwithHim to heaven thosewho had been held
captives by the devil—toheaven, as to a place strange to human
nature. captives in deed of a happy taking, since they were ac-
quired by His victory.

Secondly, because as the high-priest under the Old Testa-
ment entered the holy place to stand before God for the peo-
ple, so alsoChrist entered heaven “tomake intercession for us,”
as is said in Heb. 7:25. Because the very showing of Himself
in the human nature which He took with Him to heaven is
a pleading for us. so that for the very reason that God so ex-
alted human nature in Christ, He may take pity on them for
whom the Son of God took human nature. irdly, that being
established in His heavenly seat as God and Lord, He might
send down gis upon men, according to Eph. 4:10: “He as-
cended above all the heavens, thatHemight fill all things,” that
is, “with His gis,” according to the gloss.
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Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s Ascension is the cause of
our salvation by way not of merit, but of efficiency, as was
stated above regarding His Resurrection (q. 56, a. 1, ad 3,4).

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s Passion is the cause of our
ascending to heaven, properly speaking, by removing the hin-
drance which is sin, and also by way of merit: whereas Christ’s
Ascension is the direct cause of our ascension, as by beginning
it in Him who is our Head, with whom the members must be
united.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ by once ascending into
heaven acquired for Himself and for us in perpetuity the right
and worthiness of a heavenly dwelling-place; which worthi-

ness suffers in no way, if, from some special dispensation, He
sometimes comes down in body to earth; either in order to
show Himself to the whole world, as at the judgment; or else
to show Himself particularly to some individual, e.g. in Paul’s
case, as we read in Acts 9. And lest any man may think that
Christ was not bodily present when this occurred, the con-
trary is shown from what the Apostle says in 1 Cor. 14:8, to
confirm faith in the Resurrection: “Last of all Hewas seen also
by me, as by one born out of due time”: which vision would
not confirm the truth of the Resurrection except he had be-
held Christ’s very body.
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T P, Q 58
Of Christ’s Sitting at the Right Hand of the Father

(In Four Articles)

WEhave now to consider Christ’s sitting at the right hand of the Father, concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ is seated at the right hand of the Father?
(2) Whether this belongs to Him according to the Divine Nature?
(3) Whether it belongs to Him according to His human nature?
(4) Whether it is something proper to Christ?

IIIa q. 58 a. 1Whether it is fitting that Christ should sit at the right hand of God the Father?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting that Christ should
sit at the right hand of God the Father. For right and le are
differences of bodily position. But nothing corporeal can be
applied to God, since “God is a spirit,” as we read in Jn. 4:24.
erefore it seems that Christ does not sit at the right hand of
the Father.

Objection2.Further, if anyone sits at another’s right hand,
then the latter is seated on his le. Consequently, if Christ sits
at the right hand of the Father, it follows that the Father is
seated on the le of the Son; which is unseemly.

Objection 3. Further, sitting and standing savor of oppo-
sition. But Stephen (Acts 7:55) said: “Behold, I see the heav-
ens opened, and the Son of man standing on the right hand of
God.” erefore it seems that Christ does not sit at the right
hand of the Father.

On the contrary, It is written in the last chapter of Mark
(16:19): “e Lord Jesus, aer He had spoken to them, was
taken up to heaven, and sitteth on the right hand of God.”

I answer that, e word “sitting” may have a twofold
meaning; namely, “abiding” as in Lk. 24:49: “Sit [Douay:
‘Stay’] you in the city”: and royal or judiciary “power,” as in
Prov. 20:8: “e king, that sitteth on the throne of judgment,
scattereth away all evil with his look.” Now in either sense it
belongs to Christ to sit at the Father’s right hand. First of all
inasmuch as He abides eternally unchangeable in the Father’s
bliss, which is termed His right hand, according to Ps. 15:11:
“At y right hand are delights even to the end.” Hence Au-
gustine says (De Symb. i): “ ‘Sitteth at the right hand of the Fa-
ther’: To sitmeans to dwell, just aswe say of anyman: ‘He sat in

that country for three years’: Believe, then, that Christ dwells
so at the right hand of the Father: for He is happy, and the Fa-
ther’s right hand is the name for His bliss.” Secondly, Christ
is said to sit at the right hand of the Father inasmuch as He
reigns together with the Father, and has judiciary power from
Him; just as he who sits at the king’s right hand helps him in
ruling and judging. Hence Augustine says (De Symb. ii): “By
the expression ‘right hand,’ understand the power which this
Man, chosen of God, received, that He might come to judge,
who before had come to be judged.”

Reply toObjection 1. As Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
iv): “Wedonot speakof theFather’s righthand as of a place, for
how can a place be designated byHis right hand, whoHimself
is beyond all place? Right and le belong to things definable
by limit. But we style, as the Father’s right hand, the glory and
honor of the Godhead.”

Reply to Objection 2. e argument holds good if sitting
at the right hand be taken corporeally. Hence Augustine says
(De Symb. i): “If we accept it in a carnal sense that Christ sits
at the Father’s right hand, then the Father will be on the le.
But there”—that is, in eternal bliss, “it is all right hand, since
no misery is there.”

Reply to Objection 3. As Gregory says in a Homily on
the Ascension (Hom. xxix in Evang.), “it is the judge’s place
to sit, while to stand is the place of the combatant or helper.
Consequently, Stephen in his toil of combat saw Him stand-
ing whom He had as his helper. But Mark describes Him as
seated aer the Ascension, because aer the glory of His As-
cension He will at the end be seen as judge.”

IIIa q. 58 a. 2Whether it belongs to Christ as God to sit at the right hand of the Father?

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong to
Christ as God to sit at the right hand of the Father. For, as
God, Christ is the Father’s right hand. But it does not appear
to be the same thing to be the right hand of anyone and to sit
on his right hand.erefore, as God, Christ does not sit at the
right hand of the Father.

Objection 2. Further, in the last chapter of Mark (16:19)
it is said that “the Lord Jesus was taken up into heaven, and

sitteth on the right hand of God.” But it was not as God that
Christ was taken up to heaven. erefore neither does He, as
God, sit at the right hand of God.

Objection 3. Further, Christ as God is the equal of the
Father and of the Holy Ghost. Consequently, if Christ sits as
God at the right handof theFather,with equal reason theHoly
Ghost sits at the right hand of the Father and of the Son, and
the FatherHimself on the right hand of the Son; which no one
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is found to say.
On the contrary,Damascene says (De FideOrth. iv): that

“whatwe style as the Father’s right hand, is the glory andhonor
of the Godhead, wherein the Son of God existed before ages
as God and as consubstantial with the Father.”

I answer that, As may be gathered from what has been
said (a. 1) three things can be understood under the expres-
sion “right hand.” First of all, as Damascene takes it, “the glory
of the Godhead”: secondly, according to Augustine “the beat-
itude of the Father”: thirdly, according to the same authority,
“judiciary power.” Now as we observed (a. 1) “sitting denotes”
either abiding, or royal or judiciary dignity. Hence, to sit on
the right hand of the Father is nothing else than to share in
the glory of the Godhead with the Father, and to possess beat-
itude and judiciary power, and that unchangeably and royally.
But this belongs to the Son as God. Hence it is manifest that
Christ as God sits at the right hand of the Father; yet so that
this preposition “at,” which is a transitive one, implies merely
personal distinction and order of origin, but not degree of na-
ture or dignity, for there is no such thing in theDivine Persons,

as was shown in the Ia, q. 42, Aa. 3,4.
Reply to Objection 1. e Son of God is called the Fa-

ther’s “right hand” by appropriation, just as He is called the
“Power” of the Father (1 Cor. 1:24). But “right hand of the
Father,” in its three meanings given above, is something com-
mon to the three Persons.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ as man is exalted to Divine
honor; and this is signified in the aforesaid sitting; nevertheless
such honor belongs to Him as God, not through any assump-
tion, but through His origin from eternity.

Reply toObjection 3. In no way can it be said that the Fa-
ther is seated at the right handof the Sonor of theHolyGhost;
because the Son and the Holy Ghost derive their origin from
the Father, and not conversely. e Holy Ghost, however, can
be said properly to sit at the right hand of the Father or of the
Son, in the aforesaid sense, althoughby a kindof appropriation
it is attributed to the Son, to whom equality is appropriated;
thus Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i) that “in the Father
there is unity, in the Son equality, in the Holy Ghost the con-
nection of unity with equality.”

IIIa q. 58 a. 3Whether it belongs to Christ as man to sit at the right hand of the Father?

Objection 1. It would seem that it does not belong to
Christ as man to sit at the right hand of the Father, because,
as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv): “What we call the Fa-
ther’s right hand is the glory and honor of the Godhead.” But
the glory and honor of the Godhead do not belong to Christ
as man. Consequently, it seems that Christ as man does not sit
at the right hand of the Father.

Objection 2. Further, to sit on the ruler’s right hand seems
to exclude subjection, because one so sitting seems in ameasure
to be reigning with him. But Christ as man is “subject unto”
the Father, as is said in 1 Cor. 15:28. erefore it seems that
Christ as man does not sit at the Father’s right hand.

Objection 3. Further, on Rom. 8:34: “Who is at the right
hand of God,” the gloss adds: “that is, equal to the Father in
that honor, wherebyGod is the Father: or, on the right hand of
the Father, that is, in the mightier gis of God.” And on Heb.
1:3: “sitteth on the right hand of themajesty on high,” the gloss
adds, “that is, in equality with the Father over all things, both
in place and dignity.” But equality with God does not belong
to Christ as man; for in this respect Christ Himself says ( Jn.
14:28): “eFather is greater than I.”Consequently, it appears
unseemly for Christ as man to sit on the Father’s right hand.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Symb. ii): “By the
expression ‘right hand’ understand the power which thisMan,
chosen of God, received, that He might come as judge, who
before had come to be judged.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), by the expression
“right hand” is understood either the glory of His Godhead,
or His eternal beatitude, or His judicial and royal power. Now
this preposition “at” signifies a kind of approach to the right

hand; thus denoting something in common, and yetwith a dis-
tinction, as already observed (De Symb. ii). And this can be in
three ways: first of all, by something common in nature, and a
distinction in person; and thusChrist as the Son ofGod, sits at
the right hand of the Father, because He has the same Nature
as the Father: hence these things belong to the Son essentially,
just as to the Father; and this is to be in equality with the Fa-
ther. Secondly, according to the grace of union, which, on the
contrary, implies distinction of nature, and unity of person.
According to this, Christ as man is the Son of God, and conse-
quently sits at theFather’s right hand; yet so that the expression
“as” does not denote condition of nature, but unity of supposi-
tum, as explained above (q. 16,Aa. 10,11).irdly, the said ap-
proach can be understood according to habitual grace, which
is more fully in Christ than in all other creatures, so much so
that humannature inChrist ismore blessed than all other crea-
tures, and possesses over all other creatures royal and judiciary
power.

So, then, if “as” denote condition of nature, thenChrist, as
God, sits “at the Father’s right hand,” that is, “in equality with
the Father”; but as man, He sits “at the right hand of the Fa-
ther,” that is, “in the Father’s mightier gis beyond all other
creatures,” that is to say, “in greater beatitude,” and “exercis-
ing judiciary power.” But if “as” denote unity of person, thus
again as man, He sits at the Father’s right hand “as to equality
of honor,” inasmuch as with the same honor we venerate the
Son of God withHis assumed nature, as was said above (q. 25,
a. 1).

Reply toObjection 1. Christ’s humanity according to the
conditions of His nature has not the glory or honor of the
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Godhead, which it has nevertheless by reason of the Person
with whom it is united. HenceDamascene adds in the passage
quoted: “In which,” that is, in the glory of the Godhead, “the
Son of God existing before ages, as God and consubstantial
with the Father, sits in His conglorified flesh; for, under one
adoration the onehypostasis, togetherwithHis flesh, is adored
by every creature.”

Reply to Objection 2. Christ as man is subject to the Fa-
ther, if “as” denote the condition of nature: in which respect
it does not belong to Him as man to sit at the Father’s right

hand, by reason of their mutual equality. But it does thus be-
long to Him to sit at the right hand of the Father, according
as is thereby denoted the excellence of beatitude and His judi-
ciary power over every creature.

Reply to Objection 3. It does not belong to Christ’s hu-
man nature to be in equality with the Father, but only to the
Personwho assumed it; but it does belong even to the assumed
human nature to share inGod’smightier gis, in so far as it im-
plies exaltation above other creatures.

IIIa q. 58 a. 4Whether it is proper to Christ to sit at the right hand of the Father?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not proper to Christ
to sit at the right hand of the Father, because the Apostle says
(Eph. 2:4,6): “God…hath raised us up together, and hathmade
us sit together in the heavenly places throughChrist Jesus.” But
to be raised up is not proper to Christ. erefore for like rea-
son neither is it proper to Him to sit “on the right hand” of
God “on high” (Heb. 1:3).

Objection 2.Further, as Augustine says (De Symb. i): “For
Christ to sit at the right hand of the Father, is to dwell in His
beatitude.” But many more share in this. erefore it does not
appear to be proper to Christ to sit at the right hand of the
Father.

Objection 3. Further, Christ Himself says (Apoc. 3:21):
“To him that shall overcome, I will give to sit with Me in My
throne: as I also have overcome, and am set down with My Fa-
ther in His throne.” But it is by sitting on His Father’s throne
that Christ is seated at His right hand. erefore others who
overcome likewise, sit at the Father’s right hand.

Objection 4. Further, the Lord says (Mat. 20:23): “To sit
on My right or le hand, is not Mine to give to you, but to
them for whom it is prepared by My Father.” But no purpose
would be served by saying this, unless it was prepared for some.
Consequently, to sit at the right hand is not proper to Christ.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 1:13): “To which of
the angels said He at any time: Sit thou on My right hand, i.e.
‘in My mightier gis,’ ” or “ ‘as my equal in the Godhead’ ”?* as
if to answer: “To none.” But angels are higher than other crea-
tures.erefore,much less does it belong to anyone saveChrist
to sit at the Father’s right hand.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3), Christ is said to sit at
the Father’s right hand inasmuch as He is on equality with the
Father in respect ofHis DivineNature, while in respect ofHis
humanity, He excels all creatures in the possession of Divine
gis. But each of these belongs exclusively to Christ. Conse-
quently, it belongs to no one else, angel or man, but to Christ
alone, to sit at the right hand of the Father.

Reply toObjection1. SinceChrist is ourHead, thenwhat
was bestowed on Christ is bestowed on us through Him. And
on this account, since He is already raised up, the Apostle says
that God has, so to speak, “raised us up together with Him,”
still we ourselves are not raised up yet, but are to be raised
up, according to Rom. 8:11: “He who raised up Jesus from
the dead, shall quicken also your mortal bodies”: and aer the
samemanner of speech the Apostle adds that “He has made us
to sit together with Him, in the heavenly places”; namely, for
the very reason that Christ our Head sits there.

Reply to Objection 2. Since the right hand is the Divine
beatitude, then “to sit on the right hand” does not mean sim-
ply to be in beatitude, but to possess beatitude with a kind of
dominative power, as a property and part of one’s nature. is
belongs to Christ alone, and to no other creature. Yet it can
be said that every saint in bliss is placed on God’s right hand;
hence it is written (Mat. 25:33): “He shall set the sheep onHis
right hand.”

Reply to Objection 3. By the “throne” is meant the ju-
diciary power which Christ has from the Father: and in this
sense He is said “to sit in the Father’s throne.” But other saints
have it from Christ; and in this respect they are said “to sit on
Christ’s throne”; according to Mat. 19:28: “You also shall sit
upon twelve seats, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.”

Reply to Objection 4. As Chrysostom says (Hom. lxv in
Matth.), “that place,” to wit, sitting at the right hand, “is closed
not only to all men, but likewise to angels: for, Paul declares it
to be the prerogative of Christ, saying: ‘To which of the angels
said He at any time: Sit on My right hand?’ ” Our Lord there-
fore “replied not as though some were going to sit there one
day, but condescending to the supplication of the question-
ers; sincemore than others they sought this one thing alone, to
stand nigh toHim.” Still it can be said that the sons of Zebedee
sought for higher excellence in sharing His judiciary power;
hence they did not ask to sit on the Father’s right hand or le,
but on Christ’s.

* e comment is from the gloss of Peter Lombard.
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T P, Q 59
Of Christ’s Judiciary Power

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider Christ’s judiciary power. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether judiciary power is to be attributed to Christ?
(2) Whether it belongs to Him as man?
(3) Whether He acquired it by merits?
(4) Whether His judiciary power is universal with regard to all men?
(5) Whether besides the judgment that takes place now in time, we are to expect Him in the future general

judgment?
(6) Whether His judiciary power extends likewise to the angels?

It will be more suitable to consider the execution of the Last Judgment when we treat of things pertaining to the end of the
world*. For the present it will be enough to touch on those points that concern Christ’s dignity.

IIIa q. 59 a. 1Whether judiciary power is to be specially attributed to Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that judiciary power is not to
be specially attributed toChrist. For judgment of others seems
to belong to their lord; hence it is written (Rom. 14:4): “Who
art thou that judgest anotherman’s servant?” But, it belongs to
the entireTrinity to beLordover creatures.erefore judiciary
power ought not to be attributed specially to Christ.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Dan. 7:9): “e An-
cient of days sat”; and further on (Dan. 7:10), “the judgment
sat, and the books were opened.” But the Ancient of days is
understood to be the Father, because as Hilary says (De Trin.
ii): “Eternity is in the Father.” Consequently, judiciary power
ought rather to be attributed to the Father than to Christ.

Objection 3. Further, it seems to belong to the same per-
son to judge as it does to convince. But it belongs to the Holy
Ghost to convince: for ourLord says ( Jn. 16:8): “AndwhenHe
is come,” i.e. the Holy Ghost, “He will convince the world of
sin, and of justice, and of judgment.”erefore judiciary power
ought to be attributed to theHolyGhost rather than toChrist.

On the contrary, It is said of Christ (Acts 10:42): “It isHe
whowas appointed byGod, to be judge of the living end of the
dead.”

I answer that, ree things are required for passing judg-
ment: first, the power of coercing subjects; hence it is written
(Ecclus. 7:6): “Seek not to be made a judge unless thou have
strength enough to extirpate iniquities.” e second thing re-
quired is upright zeal, so as to pass judgment not out of hatred
or malice, but from love of justice, according to Prov. 3:12:
“For whom the Lord loveth, He chasteneth: and as a father
in the son He pleaseth Himself.” irdly, wisdom is needed,
upon which judgment is based, according to Ecclus. 10:1: “A
wise judge shall judge his people.” e first two are conditions
for judging; but on the third the very rule of judgment is based,
because the standardof judgment is the lawofwisdomor truth,

according to which the judgment is passed.
Nowbecause the Son isWisdombegotten, andTruth pro-

ceeding from the Father, andHis perfect Image, consequently,
judiciary power is properly attributed to the Son of God. Ac-
cordingly Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xxxi): “is is that
unchangeable Truth, which is rightly styled the law of all arts,
and the art of the Almighty Crasman. But even as we and
all rational souls judge aright of the things beneath us, so does
He who alone is Truth itself pass judgment on us, when we
cling to Him. But the Father judges Him not, for He is the
Truth no less than Himself. Consequently, whatever the Fa-
ther judges, He judges through It.” Further on he concludes by
saying: “erefore the Father judges no man, but has given all
judgment to the Son.”

Reply toObjection1.is argument proves that judiciary
power is common to the entireTrinity, which is quite true: still
by special appropriation such power is attributed to the Son,
as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Trin. vi),
eternity is attributed to the Father, because He is the Princi-
ple, which is implied in the idea of eternity. And in the same
place Augustine says that the Son is the art of the Father. So,
then, judiciary authority is attributed to the Father, inasmuch
asHe is the Principle of the Son, but the very rule of judgment
is attributed to the Son who is the art and wisdom of the Fa-
ther, so that as the Father does all things through the Son, inas-
much as the Son is His art, soHe judges all things through the
Son, inasmuch as the Son isHis wisdom and truth. And this is
implied by Daniel, when he says in the first passage that “the
Ancient of days sat,” and when he subsequently adds that the
Son of Man “came even to the Ancient of days, who gave Him
power, and glory, and a kingdom”: and thereby we are given to
understand that the authority for judging lies with the Father,

* See Suppl., Qq. 88, seqq.
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from whom the Son received the power to judge.
Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Tract. xcv in

Joan.): “Christ said that the Holy Ghost shall convince the
world of sin, as if to say ‘He shall pour out charity upon

your hearts.’ For thus, when fear is driven away, you shall have
freedom for convincing.” Consequently, then, judgment is at-
tributed to the Holy Ghost, not as regards the rule of judg-
ment, but as regards man’s desire to judge others aright.

IIIa q. 59 a. 2Whether judiciary power belongs to Christ as man?

Objection 1. It would seem that judiciary power does not
belong to Christ as man. For Augustine says (De Vera Relig.
xxxi) that judgment is attributed to the Son inasmuch asHe is
the law of the first truth. But this is Christ’s attribute as God.
Consequently, judiciary power does not belong to Christ as
man but as God.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to judiciary power to re-
ward the good, just as to punish the wicked. But eternal beat-
itude, which is the reward of good works, is bestowed by God
alone: thus Augustine says (Tract. xxiii super Joan.) that “the
soul ismade blessed byparticipationofGod, andnot by partic-
ipation of a holy soul.” erefore it seems that judiciary power
does not belong to Christ as man, but as God.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to Christ’s judiciary
power to judge secrets of hearts, according to 1 Cor. 4:5:
“Judge not before the time; until the Lord come, who both
will bring to light the hidden things of darkness, andwill make
manifest the counsels of the hearts.” But this belongs exclu-
sively to the Divine power, according to Jer. 17:9,10: “e
heart of man is perverse and unsearchable, who can know it? I
am the Lord who search the heart, and prove the reins: who
give to every one according to his way.” erefore judiciary
power does not belong to Christ as man but as God.

On the contrary, It is said ( Jn. 5:27): “He hath givenHim
power to do judgment, because He is the Son of man.”

I answer that, Chrysostom (Hom. xxxix in Joan.) seems
to think that judiciary power belongs to Christ not as man,
but only as God. Accordingly he thus explains the passage just
quoted from John: “ ‘He gave Him power to do judgment, be-
cause He is the Son of man: wonder not at this.’ For He re-
ceived judiciary power, not becauseHe isman; but becauseHe
is the Son of the ineffableGod, therefore isHe judge. But since
the expressions used were greater than those appertaining to
man, He said in explanation: ‘Wonder not at this, because He
is the Son of man, for He is likewise the Son of God.’ ” And
he proves this by the effect of the Resurrection: wherefore He
adds: “Because the hour cometh when the dead in their graves
shall hear the voice of the Son of God.”

But it must be observed that although the primary author-
ity of judging rests with God, nevertheless the power to judge
is committed to men with regard to those subject to their ju-
risdiction. Hence it is written (Dt. 1:16): “Judge that which is
just”; and further on (Dt. 1:17): “Because it is the judgment of
God,” that is to say, it is by His authority that you judge. Now
it was said before (q. 8, Aa. 1,4) that Christ even inHis human
nature is Head of the entire Church, and that God has “put all

things under His feet.” Consequently, it belongs to Him, even
according toHis humannature, to exercise judiciary power. on
this account. it seems that the authority of Scripture quoted
above must be interpreted thus: “He gave Him power to do
judgment, because He is the Son of Man”; not on account of
the condition of His nature, for thus all men would have this
kind of power, as Chrysostom objects (Hom. xxxix in Joan.);
but because this belongs to the grace of theHead,whichChrist
received in His human nature.

Now judiciary power belongs to Christ in this way ac-
cording to His human nature on three accounts. First, be-
cause of His likeness and kinship with men; for, as God works
through intermediary causes, as being closer to the effects, so
He judges men through the Man Christ, that His judgment
may be sweeter to men. Hence (Heb. 4:15) the Apostle says:
“For we have not a high-priest, who cannot have compassion
on our infirmities; but one tempted in all things like as we are,
without sin. Let us go therefore with confidence to the throne
of His grace.” Secondly, because at the last judgment, as Au-
gustine says (Tract. xix in Joan.), “there will be a resurrection
of dead bodies, which God will raise up through the Son of
Man”; just as by “the same Christ He raises souls,” inasmuch
as “He is the Son of God.” irdly, because, as Augustine ob-
serves (De Verb. Dom., Serm. cxxvii): “It was but right that
those who were to be judged should see their judge. But those
to be judged were the good and the bad. It follows that the
form of a servant should be shown in the judgment to both
good and wicked, while the form of God should be kept for
the good alone.”

Reply to Objection 1. Judgment belongs to truth as its
standard, while it belongs to the man imbued with truth, ac-
cording as he is as it were one with truth, as a kind of law
and “living justice”*.HenceAugustine quotes (DeVerb.Dom.,
Serm. cxxvii) the saying of 1Cor. 2:15: “e spiritualman jud-
geth all things.” But beyond all creaturesChrist’s soulwasmore
closely united with truth, and more full of truth; according to
Jn. 1:14: “We saw Him…full of grace and truth.” And accord-
ing to this it belongs principally to the soul of Christ to judge
all things.

Reply to Objection 2. It belongs to God alone to bestow
beatitude upon souls by a participation with Himself; but it is
Christ’s prerogative to bring them to such beatitude, inasmuch
asHe is theirHead and the author of their salvation, according
to Heb. 2:10: “Who had brought many children into glory, to
perfect the author of their salvation by His Passion.”

Reply to Objection 3. To know and judge the secrets of
* Aristotle, Ethic. v.
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hearts, of itself belongs toGod alone; but from the overflow of
theGodhead intoChrist’s soul it belongs toHim also to know
and to judge the secrets of hearts, as we stated above (q. 10,

a. 2), when dealing with the knowledge of Christ. Hence it is
written (Rom. 2:16): “In the day when God shall judge the se-
crets of men by Jesus Christ.”

IIIa q. 59 a. 3Whether Christ acquired His judiciary power by His merits?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not acquire
His judiciary power by His merits. For judiciary power flows
from the royal dignity: according to Prov. 20:8: “e king that
sitteth on the throne of judgment, scattereth away all evil with
his look.” But it was without merits that Christ acquired royal
power, for it is His due as God’s Only-begotten Son: thus it
is written (Lk. 1:32): “e Lord God shall give unto Him the
throne of David His father, and He shall reign in the house
of Jacob for ever.” erefore Christ did not obtain judiciary
power by His merits.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 2), judiciary
power is Christ’s due inasmuch as He is our Head. But the
grace of headship does not belong toChrist by reason ofmerit,
but follows the personal union of the Divine and human na-
tures: according to Jn. 1:14,16: “We saw His glory…as of the
Only-Begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth…and of
His fulness we all have received”: and this pertains to the no-
tion of headship. Consequently, it seems that Christ did not
have judiciary power from merits.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 2:15): “e
spiritual man judgeth all things.” But a man becomes spiritual
through grace, which is not from merits; otherwise it is “no
more grace,” as is said in Rom. 11:6.erefore it seems that ju-
diciary power belongs neither toChrist nor to others from any
merits, but from grace alone.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten ( Job 36:17): “ycause hath
been judged as that of the wicked, cause and judgment thou

shalt recover.” And Augustine says (Serm. cxxvii): “e Judge
shall sit, who stood before a judge;He shall condemn the truly
wicked, who Himself was falsely reputed wicked.”

I answer that,ere is nothing to hinder one and the same
thing from being due to some one from various causes: as the
glory of the body in rising was due to Christ not only as be-
fitting His Godhead and His soul’s glory, but likewise “from
the merit of the lowliness of His Passion”†. And in the same
way it must be said that judiciary power belongs to the Man
Christ on account of bothHisDivine personality, and the dig-
nity ofHis headship, and the fulness ofHis habitual grace: and
yet He obtained it from merit, so that, in accordance with the
Divine justice, He should be judge who fought for God’s jus-
tice, and conquered, and was unjustly condemned. Hence He
Himself says (Apoc. 3:21): “I have overcome and am set down
inMyFather’s throne [Vulg.: ‘withMyFather inHis throne’].”
Now judiciary power is understood by “throne,” according to
Ps. 9:5: “ou hast sat on the throne, who judgest justice.”

Reply to Objection 1. is argument holds good of judi-
ciary power according as it is due to Christ by reason of the
union with the Word of God.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument is based on the
ground of His grace as Head.

Reply toObjection3.is argument holds good in regard
tohabitual grace,whichperfectsChrist’s soul. But although ju-
diciary power be Christ’s due in these ways, it is not hindered
from being His due from merit.

IIIa q. 59 a. 4Whether judiciary power belongs to Christ with respect to all human affairs?

Objection 1. It would seem that judiciary power concern-
ing all human affairs does not belong to Christ. For as we read
in Lk. 12:13,14, when one of the crowd said to Christ: “Speak
to my brother that he divide the inheritance with me; He said
to him: Man, who hath appointed Me judge, or divider over
you?” Consequently, He does not exercise judgment over all
human affairs.

Objection 2. Further, no one exercises judgment except
over his own subjects. But, according to Heb. 2:8, “we see not
as yet all things subject to” Christ. erefore it seems that
Christ has not judgment over all human affairs.

Objection3.Further,Augustine says (DeCiv.Dei xx) that
it is part of Divine judgment for the good to be afflicted some-
times in this world, and sometimes to prosper, and in likeman-
ner thewicked. But the samewas the case also before the Incar-
nation. Consequently, not all God’s judgments regarding hu-

man affairs are included in Christ’s judiciary power.
On the contrary, It is said ( Jn. 5:22): “e Father hath

given all judgment to the Son.”
I answer that, If we speak of Christ according to His Di-

vineNature, it is evident that every judgment of the Father be-
longs to the Son; for, as the Father does all things through His
Word, so He judges all things through His Word.

But if we speak of Christ in His human nature, thus again
is it evident that all things are subject to His judgment. is is
made clear if we consider first of all the relationship subsisting
between Christ’s soul and the Word of God; for, if “the spiri-
tual man judgeth all things,” as is said in 1Cor. 2:15, inasmuch
as his soul clings to theWord ofGod, howmuchmoreChrist’s
soul, which is filled with the truth of the Word of God, passes
judgment upon all things.

Secondly, the same appears from the merit of His death;

† Cf. Augustine, Tract. civ in Joan.
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because, according to Rom. 14:9: “To this endChrist died and
rose again; that He might be Lord both of the dead and of
the living.” And therefore He has judgment over all men; and
on this account the Apostle adds (Rom. 14:10): “We shall all
stand before the judgment seat ofChrist”: and (Dan. 7:14) it is
written that “He gave Him power, and glory, and a kingdom;
and all peoples, tribes, and tongues shall serve Him.”

irdly, the same thing is evident from comparison of hu-
man affairs with the end of human salvation. For, to whomso-
ever the substance is entrusted, the accessory is likewise com-
mitted. Now all human affairs are ordered for the end of beat-
itude, which is everlasting salvation, to which men are admit-
ted, or fromwhich they are excludedbyChrist’s judgment, as is
evident from Mat. 25:31,40. Consequently, it is manifest that
all human affairs are included in Christ’s judiciary power.

Reply to Objection 1. As was said above (a. 3, obj. 1), ju-
diciary power goes with royal dignity. Now Christ, although
established king by God, did not wish while living on earth to
govern temporarily an earthly kingdom; consequentlyHe said

( Jn. 18:36): “My kingdom is not of this world.” In like fash-
ion He did not wish to exercise judiciary power over temporal
concerns, since He came to raise men to Divine things. Hence
Ambrose observes on this passage in Luke: “It is well that He
who came down with a Divine purpose should hold Himself
aloof from temporal concerns; nor doesHe deign to be a judge
of quarrels and an arbiter of property, since He is judge of the
quick and the dead, and the arbitrator of merits.”

Reply to Objection 2. All things are subject to Christ in
respect of that power, whichHe received from the Father, over
all things, according to Mat. 28:18: “All power is given to Me
in heaven and in earth.” But as to the exercise of this power,
all things are not yet subject to Him: this will come to pass in
the future, whenHe shall fulfilHis will regarding all things, by
saving some and punishing others.

Reply to Objection 3. Judgments of this kind were exer-
cised by Christ before His Incarnation, inasmuch as He is the
Word of God: and the soul united with Him personally be-
came a partaker of this power by the Incarnation.

IIIa q. 59 a. 5Whether aer the Judgment that takes place in the present time, there remains yet another
General Judgment?

Objection 1. It would seem that aer the Judgment that
takes place in the present time, there does not remain another
General Judgment. For a judgment serves no purpose aer the
final allotment of rewards and punishments. But rewards and
punishments are allotted in this present time: for ourLord said
to the thief on the cross (Lk. 23:43): “is day thou shalt be
with Me in paradise”: and (Lk. 16:22) it is said that “the rich
man died andwas buried in hell.”erefore it is useless to look
forward to a final Judgment.

Objection 2. Further, according to another (the Septu-
agint) version of Nahum 1:9, “God shall not judge the same
thing a second time.” But in the present time God judges both
temporal and spiritual matters. erefore, it does not seem
that another final judgment is to be expected.

Objection 3. Further, reward and punishment correspond
withmerit and demerit. Butmerit and demerit bear relation to
the body only in so far as it is the instrument of the soul.ere-
fore reward or punishment is not due to the body save as the
soul’s instrument. erefore no other Judgment is called for
at the end (of the world) to requite man with reward or pun-
ishment in the body, besides that Judgment in which souls are
now punished or rewarded.

On the contrary, It is said in Jn. 12:48: “e word that I
have spoken, the same shall judge you [Vulg.: ‘him’] in the last
day.” erefore there will be a Judgment at the last day besides
that which takes place in the present time.

I answer that, Judgment cannot be passed perfectly upon
any changeable subject before its consummation: just as judg-
ment cannot be given perfectly regarding the quality of any ac-
tion before its completion in itself and in its results: because
many actions appear to be profitable, which in their effects

prove to be hurtful. And in the same way perfect judgment
cannot be passed upon any man before the close of his life,
since he can be changed in many respects from good to evil,
or conversely, or from good to better, or from evil to worse.
Hence theApostle says (Heb. 9:27): “It is appointed untomen
once to die, and aer this the Judgment.”

But it must be observed that although man’s temporal life
in itself ends with death, still it continues dependent in a mea-
sure on what comes aer it in the future. In one way, as it still
lives on in men’s memories, in which sometimes, contrary to
the truth, good or evil reputations linger on. In another way in
a man’s children, who are so to speak something of their par-
ent, according to Ecclus. 30:4: “His father is dead, and he is
as if he were not dead, for he hath le one behind him that is
like himself.” And yet many good men have wicked sons, and
conversely. irdly, as to the result of his actions: just as from
the deceit of Arius and other false leaders unbelief continues
to flourish down to the close of the world; and even until then
faith will continue to derive its progress from the preaching of
the apostles. In a fourth way, as to the body, which is some-
times buried with honor and sometimes le unburied, and fi-
nally falls to dust utterly. In a fih way, as to the things upon
which aman’s heart is set, such as temporal concerns, for exam-
ple, some of which quickly lapse, while others endure longer.

Now all these things are submitted to the verdict of the
Divine Judgment; and consequently, a perfect andpublic Judg-
ment cannot be made of all these things during the course of
this present time. Wherefore, there must be a final Judgment
at the last day, in which everything concerning every man in
every respect shall be perfectly and publicly judged.

Reply to Objection 1. Some men have held the opinion
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that the souls of the saints shall not be rewarded in heaven, nor
the souls of the lost punished in hell, until the Judgment-day.
at this is false appears from the testimony of the Apostle (2
Cor. 5:8), where he says: “We are confident and have a good
will to be absent rather from the body, and to be present with
the Lord”: that is, not to “walk by faith” but “by sight,” as ap-
pears from the context. But this is to see God in His Essence,
wherein consists “eternal life,” as is clear from Jn. 17:3. Hence
it ismanifest that the souls separated frombodies are in eternal
life.

Consequently, it must be maintained that aer death man
enters into an unchangeable state as to all that concerns the
soul: and therefore there is no need for postponing judgment
as to the reward of the soul. But since there are some other
things pertaining to a man which go on through the whole
course of time, and which are not foreign to the Divine judg-

ment, all these things must be brought to judgment at the end
of time. For although in regard to such things a man neither
merits nor demerits, still in a measure they accompany his re-
ward or punishment. Consequently all these things must be
weighed in the final judgment.

Reply toObjection2. “God shall not judge twice the same
thing,” i.e. in the same respect; but it is not unseemly for God
to judge twice according to different respects.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the reward or punish-
ment of the body depends upon the reward or punishment of
the soul, nevertheless, since the soul is changeable only acci-
dentally, on account of the body, once it is separated from the
body it enters into an unchangeable condition, and receives its
judgment. But the body remains subject to change down to the
close of time: and therefore it must receive its reward or pun-
ishment then, in the last Judgment.

IIIa q. 59 a. 6Whether Christ’s judiciary power extends to the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ’s judiciary power
does not extend to the angels, because the good and wicked
angels alike were judged in the beginning of the world, when
some fell through sin while others were confirmed in bliss.
But those already judged have no need of being judged again.
erefore Christ’s judiciary power does not extend to the an-
gels.

Objection 2. Further, the same person cannot be both
judge and judged. But the angels will come to judge with
Christ, according to Mat. 25:31: “When the Son of Man shall
come in His majesty, and all the angels with Him.” erefore
it seems that the angels will not be judged by Christ.

Objection 3. Further, the angels are higher than other
creatures. If Christ, then, be judge not only of men but like-
wise of angels, then for the same reason He will be judge of all
creatures; which seems to be false, since this belongs to God’s
providence: hence it is written ( Job 34:13): “What other hath
He appointed over the earth? or whom hath He set over the
world which He made?” erefore Christ is not the judge of
the angels.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 6:3): “Know
you not that we shall judge angels?” But the saints judge only
by Christ’s authority. erefore, much more does Christ pos-
sess judiciary power over the angels.

I answer that, e angels are subjects of Christ’s judiciary
power, not only with regard toHis DivineNature, asHe is the
Word of God, but also with regard to His human nature. And
this is evident from three considerations. First of all, from the
closeness of His assumed nature to God; because, according
to Heb. 2:16: “For nowhere doth He take hold of the angels,
but of the seed of Abraham He taketh hold.” Consequently,
Christ’s soul is more filled with the truth of the Word of God
than any angel: for which reason He also enlightens the an-
gels, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier. vii), and so He has power

to judge them. Secondly, because by the lowliness of His Pas-
sion, human nature in Christ merited to be exalted above the
angels; so that, as is said in Phil. 2:10: “In the name of Jesus
every knee should bow, of those that are in heaven, on earth,
andunder the earth.”And thereforeChrist has judiciary power
even over the good and wicked angels: in token whereof it is
said in the Apocalypse (7:11) that “all the angels stood round
about the throne.” irdly, on account of what they do for
men, of whom Christ is the Head in a special manner. Hence
it is written (Heb. 1:14): “ey are [Vulg.: ‘Are they not’] all
ministering spirits, sent to minister for them, who shall re-
ceive the inheritance of salvation (?).” But they are submitted
to Christ’s judgment, first, as regards the dispensing of those
things which are done through them; which dispensing is like-
wise done by the Man Christ, to whom the angels ministered,
as related (Mat. 4:11), and from whom the devils besought
that theymight be sent into the swine, according toMat. 8:31.
Secondly, as to other accidental rewards of the good angels,
such as the joy which they have at the salvation of men, ac-
cording to Lk. 15:10: “ere shall be joy before the angels of
God upon one sinner doing penance”: and furthermore as to
the accidental punishments of the devils wherewith they are
either tormented here, or are shut up in hell; and this also be-
longs to the Man Christ: hence it is written (Mk. 1:24) that
the devil cried out: “What have we to do with thee, Jesus of
Nazareth? art ou come to destroy us?” irdly, as to the es-
sential rewardof the good angels,which is everlastingbliss; and
as to the essential punishment of the wicked angels, which is
everlasting damnation. But this was done by Christ from the
beginning of the world, inasmuch as He is the Word of God.

Reply toObjection 1. is argument considers judgment
as to the essential reward and chief punishment.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says (De Vera Re-
lig. xxxi): “Although the spiritual man judgeth all things, still
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he is judged by Truth Itself.” Consequently, although the an-
gels judge, as being spiritual creatures, still they are judged by
Christ, inasmuch as He is the Truth.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ judges not only the angels,
but also the administration of all creatures. For if, as Augustine
says (De Trin. iii) the lower things are ruled by God through
the higher, in a certain order, it must be said that all things
are ruled byChrist’s soul, which is above every creature.Hence

theApostle says (Heb. 2:5): “ForGod hath not subjected unto
angels the world to come”—subject namely to Christ—“of
whom we speak” [Douay: ‘whereof we speak’]*. Nor does it
follow that God set another over the earth; since one and the
same Person is God and Man, our Lord Jesus Christ.

Let what has been said of the Mystery of His Incarnation
suffice for the present.

* e words “subject namely to Christ” are from a gloss.
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T P, Q 60
What Is a Sacrament?
(In Eight Articles)

Aer considering those things that concern the mystery of the incarnate Word, we must consider the sacraments of the
Churchwhich derive their efficacy from theWord incarnateHimself. First we shall consider the sacraments in general; secondly,
we shall consider specially each sacrament.

Concerning the first our consideration will be fivefold: (1)What is a sacrament? (2) Of the necessity of the sacraments; (3)
of the effects of the sacraments; (4) Of their cause; (5) Of their number.

Under the first heading there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a sacrament is a kind of sign?
(2) Whether every sign of a sacred thing is a sacrament?
(3) Whether a sacrament is a sign of one thing only, or of several?
(4) Whether a sacrament is a sign that is something sensible?
(5) Whether some determinate sensible thing is required for a sacrament?
(6) Whether signification expressed by words is necessary for a sacrament?
(7) Whether determinate words are required?
(8) Whether anything may be added to or subtracted from these words?

IIIa q. 60 a. 1Whether a sacrament is a kind of sign?

Objection1. It seems that a sacrament is not a kind of sign.
For sacrament appears to be derived from“sacring” [sacrando];
just as medicament, from “medicando” [healing]. But this
seems to be of the nature of a cause rather than of a sign.ere-
fore a sacrament is a kind of cause rather than a kind of sign.

Objection 2. Further, sacrament seems to signify some-
thing hidden, according to Tob. 12:7: “It is good to hide the
secret [sacramentum] of a king”; and Eph. 3:9: “What is the
dispensation of themystery [sacramenti]which hath beenhid-
den frometernity inGod.”But thatwhich is hidden, seems for-
eign to the nature of a sign; for “a sign is that which conveys
something else to the mind, besides the species which it im-
presses on the senses,” asAugustine explains (DeDoctr.Christ.
ii). erefore it seems that a sacrament is not a kind of sign.

Objection 3. Further, an oath is sometimes called a sacra-
ment: for it is written in the Decretals (Caus. xxii, qu. 5):
“Children who have not attained the use of reason must not
be obliged to swear: and whoever has foresworn himself once,
must nomore be awitness, nor be allowed to take a sacrament,”
i.e. an oath. But an oath is not a kind of sign, therefore it seems
that a sacrament is not a kind of sign.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeCiv.Dei x): “e vis-
ible sacrifice is the sacrament, i.e. the sacred sign, of the invisi-
ble sacrifice.”

I answer that, All things that are ordained to one, even in
different ways, can be denominated from it: thus, from health
which is in an animal, not only is the animal said to be healthy
throughbeing the subject of health: butmedicine also is said to
be healthy through producing health; diet through preserving
it; and urine, through being a sign of health. Consequently, a
thing may be called a “sacrament,” either from having a certain

hidden sanctity, and in this sense a sacrament is a “sacred se-
cret”; or from having some relationship to this sanctity, which
relationship may be that of a cause, or of a sign or of any other
relation. But now we are speaking of sacraments in a special
sense, as implying the habitude of sign: and in this way a sacra-
ment is a kind of sign.

Reply to Objection 1. Because medicine is an efficient
cause of health, consequently whatever things are denomi-
nated from medicine are to be referred to some first active
cause: so that a medicament implies a certain causality. But
sanctity from which a sacrament is denominated, is not there
taken as an efficient cause, but rather as a formal or a final cause.
erefore it does not follow that a sacrament need always im-
ply causality.

Reply toObjection 2.is argument considers sacrament
in the sense of a “sacred secret.” Now not only God’s but also
the king’s, secret, is said to be sacred and to be a sacrament: be-
cause according to the ancients, whatever it was unlawful to
lay violent hands on was said to be holy or sacrosanct, such as
the city walls, and persons of high rank. Consequently those
secrets, whether Divine or human, which it is unlawful to vi-
olate by making them known to anybody whatever, are called
“sacred secrets or sacraments.”

Reply to Objection 3. Even an oath has a certain relation
to sacred things, in so far as it consists in calling a sacred thing
to witness. And in this sense it is called a sacrament: not in the
sense in which we speak of sacraments now; the word “sacra-
ment” being thus used not equivocally but analogically, i.e. by
reason of a different relation to the one thing, viz. something
sacred.
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IIIa q. 60 a. 2Whether every sign of a holy thing is a sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that not every sign of a sacred thing
is a sacrament. For all sensible creatures are signs of sacred
things; according to Rom. 1:20: “e invisible things of God
are clearly seen being understood by the things that are made.”
And yet all sensible things cannot be called sacraments.ere-
fore not every sign of a sacred thing is a sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, whatever was done under the Old
Law was a figure of Christ Who is the “Holy of Holies” (Dan.
9:24), according to 1Cor. 10:11: “All (these) things happened
to them in figure”; and Col. 2:17: “Which are a shadow of
things to come, but the body is Christ’s.” And yet not all that
was done by the Fathers of theOld Testament, not even all the
ceremonies of the Law, were sacraments, but only in certain
special cases, as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 101, a. 4. erefore it
seems that not every sign of a sacred thing is a sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, even in the New Testament many
things are done in sign of some sacred thing; yet they are not
called sacraments; such as sprinkling with holy water, the con-
secration of an altar, and such like. erefore not every sign of
a sacred thing is a sacrament.

On the contrary, A definition is convertible with the
thing defined. Now some define a sacrament as being “the sign
of a sacred thing”; moreover, this is clear from the passage
quoted above (a. 1) from Augustine. erefore it seems that
every sign of a sacred thing is a sacrament.

I answer that, Signs are given tomen, to whom it is proper
to discover the unknown by means of the known. Conse-
quently a sacrament properly so called is that which is the sign
of some sacred thing pertaining toman; so that properly speak-
ing a sacrament, as considered byus now, is defined as being the
“sign of a holy thing so far as it makes men holy.”

Reply to Objection 1. Sensible creatures signify some-
thing holy, viz. Divine wisdom and goodness inasmuch as
these are holy in themselves; but not inasmuch as we are made
holy by them. erefore they cannot be called sacraments as
we understand sacraments now.

Reply to Objection 2. Some things pertaining to the Old
Testament signified the holiness of Christ considered as holy
in Himself. Others signified His holiness considered as the
cause of our holiness; thus the sacrifice of the Paschal Lamb
signifiedChrist’s Sacrificewherebywe aremade holy: and such
like are properly styled sacraments of the Old Law.

Reply to Objection 3. Names are given to things consid-
ered in reference to their end and state of completeness. Now a
disposition is not an end, whereas perfection is. Consequently
things that signify disposition to holiness are not called sacra-
ments, and with regard to these the objection is verified: only
those are called sacraments which signify the perfection of ho-
liness in man.

IIIa q. 60 a. 3Whether a sacrament is a sign of one thing only?

Objection 1. It seems that a sacrament is a sign of one
thing only. For that which signifies many things is an ambigu-
ous sign, and consequently occasions deception: this is clearly
seen in equivocal words. But all deception should be removed
from the Christian religion, according to Col. 2:8: “Beware
lest any man cheat you by philosophy and vain deceit.” ere-
fore it seems that a sacrament is not a sign of several things.

Objection 2. Further, as stated above (a. 2), a sacrament
signifies a holy thing in so far as it makes man holy. But there
is only one cause ofman’s holiness, viz. the blood of Christ; ac-
cording toHeb. 13:12: “Jesus, thatHemight sanctify the peo-
ple by His own blood, suffered without the gate.” erefore it
seems that a sacrament does not signify several things.

Objection 3. Further, it has been said above (a. 2, ad 3)
that a sacrament signifies properly the very end of sanctifica-
tion. Now the end of sanctification is eternal life, according to
Rom. 6:22: “You have your fruit unto sanctification, and the
end life everlasting.”erefore it seems that the sacraments sig-
nify one thing only, viz. eternal life.

Onthe contrary, In the Sacrament of theAltar, two things
are signified, viz. Christ’s true body, and Christ’s mystical
body; as Augustine says (Liber Sent. Prosper.).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2) a sacrament properly
speaking is that which is ordained to signify our sanctification.
In which three things may be considered; viz. the very cause of

our sanctification, which is Christ’s passion; the form of our
sanctification, which is grace and the virtues; and the ultimate
end of our sanctification, which is eternal life. And all these are
signified by the sacraments. Consequently a sacrament is a sign
that is both a reminder of the past, i.e. the passion of Christ;
and an indication of thatwhich is effected in us byChrist’s pas-
sion, i.e. grace; and a prognostic, that is, a foretelling of future
glory.

Reply to Objection 1. en is a sign ambiguous and the
occasion of deception, when it signifies many things not or-
dained to one another. But when it signifies many things inas-
much as, through being mutually ordained, they form one
thing, then the sign is not ambiguous but certain: thus this
word “man” signifies the soul and body inasmuch as together
they form the human nature. In this way a sacrament signifies
the three things aforesaid, inasmuch as by being in a certain
order they are one thing.

Reply to Objection 2. Since a sacrament signifies that
which sanctifies, it must needs signify the effect, which is im-
plied in the sanctifying cause as such.

Reply to Objection 3. It is enough for a sacrament that it
signify that perfectionwhich consists in the form, nor is it nec-
essary that it should signify only that perfection which is the
end.
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IIIa q. 60 a. 4Whether a sacrament is always something sensible?

Objection 1. It seems that a sacrament is not always some-
thing sensible. Because, according to the Philosopher (Prior.
Anal. ii), every effect is a sign of its cause. But just as there
are some sensible effects, so are there some intelligible effects;
thus science is the effect of a demonstration. erefore not ev-
ery sign is sensible. Now all that is required for a sacrament
is something that is a sign of some sacred thing, inasmuch
as thereby man is sanctified, as stated above (a. 2). erefore
something sensible is not required for a sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, sacraments belong to the kingdom
of God and the Divine worship. But sensible things do not
seemtobelong to theDivineworship: forwe are told ( Jn. 4:24)
that “God is a spirit; and they that adoreHim,must adoreHim
in spirit and in truth”; and (Rom. 14:17) that “the kingdom of
God is not meat and drink.” erefore sensible things are not
required for the sacraments.

Objection 3.Further. Augustine says (DeLib. Arb. ii) that
“sensible things are goods of least account, since without them
man can live aright.” But the sacraments are necessary forman’s
salvation, as we shall show farther on (q. 61, a. 1): so that man
cannot live aright without them. erefore sensible things are
not required for the sacraments.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Tract. lxxx super Joan.):
“e word is added to the element and this becomes a sacra-
ment”; and he is speaking there of water which is a sensible
element. erefore sensible things are required for the sacra-
ments.

I answer that, Divine wisdom provides for each thing
according to its mode; hence it is written (Wis. 8:1) that
“she…ordereth all things sweetly”: wherefore also we are told
(Mat. 25:15) that she “gave to everyone according to his
proper ability.”Now it is part ofman’s nature to acquire knowl-
edge of the intelligible from the sensible. But a sign is that by
means of which one attains to the knowledge of something
else. Consequently, since the sacred things which are signified

by the sacraments, are the spiritual and intelligible goods by
means of whichman is sanctified, it follows that the sacramen-
tal signs consist in sensible things: just as in the Divine Scrip-
tures spiritual things are set before us under the guise of things
sensible. And hence it is that sensible things are required for
the sacraments; as Dionysius also proves in his book on the
heavenly hierarchy (Coel. Hier. i).

Reply toObjection 1. e name and definition of a thing
is taken principally from that which belongs to a thing pri-
marily and essentially: and not from that which belongs to
it through something else. Now a sensible effect being the
primary and direct object of man’s knowledge (since all our
knowledge springs from the senses) by its very nature leads to
the knowledge of something else: whereas intelligible effects
are not such as to be able to lead us to the knowledge of some-
thing else, except in so far as they aremanifested by some other
thing, i.e. by certain sensibles. It is for this reason that the name
sign is given primarily and principally to things which are of-
fered to the senses; henceAugustine says (DeDoctr. Christ. ii)
that a sign “is that which conveys something else to the mind,
besides the species which it impresses on the senses.” But intel-
ligible effects do not partake of the nature of a sign except in
so far as they are pointed out by certain signs. And in this way,
too, certain things which are not sensible are termed sacra-
ments as itwere, in so far as they are signifiedby certain sensible
things, of which we shall treat further on (q. 63, a. 1, ad 2; a. 3,
ad 2; q. 73, a. 6; q. 74, a. 1, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 2. Sensible things considered in their
own nature do not belong to the worship or kingdom of God:
but considered only as signs of spiritual things in which the
kingdom of God consists.

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine speaks there of sensible
things, considered in their nature; but not as employed to sig-
nify spiritual things, which are the highest goods.

IIIa q. 60 a. 5Whether determinate things are required for a sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that determinate things are not re-
quired for a sacrament. For sensible things are required in
sacraments for the purpose of signification, as stated above
(a. 4). But nothing hinders the same thing being signified by
divers sensible things: thus in Holy Scripture God is signified
metaphorically, sometimes by a stone (2Kings 22:2;Zech. 3:9;
1 Cor. 10:4; Apoc. 4:3); sometimes by a lion (Is. 31:4; Apoc.
5:5); sometimes by the sun (Is. 60:19,20;Mal. 4:2), or by some-
thing similar. erefore it seems that divers things can be suit-
able to the same sacrament. erefore determinate things are
not required for the sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, the health of the soul is more nec-
essary than that of the body. But in bodily medicines, which

are ordained to the health of the body, one thing can be sub-
stituted for another which happens to be wanting. erefore
muchmore in the sacraments, which are spiritual remedies or-
dained to the health of the soul, can one thing be substituted
for another when this happens to be lacking.

Objection 3. Further, it is not fitting that the salvation of
men be restricted by the Divine Law: still less by the Law of
Christ,Who came to save all. But in the state of the Law of na-
ture determinate things were not required in the sacraments,
but were put to that use through a vow, as appears from Gn.
28, where Jacob vowed that he would offer to God tithes and
peace-offerings. erefore it seems that man should not have
been restricted, especially under the New Law, to the use of
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any determinate thing in the sacraments.
Onthe contrary, our Lord said ( Jn. 3:5): “Unless aman be

born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God.”

I answer that, In the use of the sacraments two things may
be considered, namely, the worship of God, and the sanctifica-
tion of man: the former of which pertains to man as referred
to God, and the latter pertains to God in reference to man.
Now it is not for anyone to determine that which is in the
power of another, but only that which is in his own power.
Since, therefore, the sanctification of man is in the power of
God Who sanctifies, it is not for man to decide what things
should be used for his sanctification, but this should be deter-
mined by Divine institution. erefore in the sacraments of
the New Law, by which man is sanctified according to 1 Cor.
6:11, “You are washed, you are sanctified,” we must use those
things which are determined by Divine institution.

Reply toObjection1.ough the same thing canbe signi-
fied by divers signs, yet to determine which sign must be used
belongs to the signifier. Now it is God Who signifies spiritual
things to us by means of the sensible things in the sacraments,
and of similitudes in the Scriptures. And consequently, just as
theHolyGhost decides bywhat similitudes spiritual things are
to be signified in certain passages of Scripture, so also must
it be determined by Divine institution what things are to be
employed for the purpose of signification in this or that sacra-

ment.
Reply to Objection 2. Sensible things are endowed with

natural powers conducive to the health of the body: and there-
fore if two of them have the same virtue, it matters not which
we use. Yet they are ordained unto sanctification not through
any power that they possess naturally, but only in virtue of the
Divine institution. And therefore it was necessary that God
should determine the sensible things to be employed in the
sacraments.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Contra Faust.
xix), diverse sacraments suit different times; just as different
times are signified by different parts of the verb, viz. present,
past, and future. Consequently, just as under the state of the
Law of nature man was moved by inward instinct and without
any outward law, to worship God, so also the sensible things
to be employed in the worship of God were determined by
inward instinct. But later on it became necessary for a law to
be given (to man) from without: both because the Law of na-
ture hadbecomeobscured byman’s sins; and in order to signify
more expressly the grace of Christ, by which the human race is
sanctified. And hence the need for those things to be determi-
nate, of which men have to make use in the sacraments. Nor
is the way of salvation narrowed thereby: because the things
which need to be used in the sacraments, are either in every-
one’s possession or can be had with little trouble.

IIIa q. 60 a. 6Whether words are required for the signification of the sacraments?

Objection 1. It seems that words are not required for the
signification of the sacraments. For Augustine says (Contra
Faust. xix): “What else is a corporeal sacrament but a kind of
visible word?” Wherefore to add words to the sensible things
in the sacraments seems to be the same as to add words to
words. But this is superfluous. erefore words are not re-
quired besides the sensible things in the sacraments .

Objection 2.Further, a sacrament is some one thing, but it
does not seem possible to make one thing of those that belong
to different genera. Since, therefore, sensible things and words
are of different genera, for sensible things are the product of
nature, but words, of reason; it seems that in the sacraments,
words are not required besides sensible things.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments of theNew Law suc-
ceed those of the Old Law: since “the former were instituted
when the latter were abolished,” as Augustine says (Contra
Faust. xix). But no form of words was required in the sacra-
ments of theOld Law.erefore neither is it required in those
of the New Law.

On the contrary,eApostle says (Eph. 5:25,26): “Christ
loved the Church, and delivered Himself up for it; that He
might sanctify it, cleansing it by the laver of water in the word
of life.” And Augustine says (Tract. xxx in Joan.): “e word is
added to the element, and this becomes a sacrament.”

I answer that, e sacraments, as stated above (Aa. 2,3),
are employed as signs for man’s sanctification. Consequently
they can be considered in three ways: and in each way it is fit-
ting for words to be added to the sensible signs. For in the first
place they can be considered in regard to the cause of sanctifi-
cation, which is theWord incarnate: toWhom the sacraments
have a certain conformity, in that theword is joined to the sen-
sible sign, just as in the mystery of the Incarnation the Word
of God is united to sensible flesh.

Secondly, sacraments may be considered on the part of
manwho is sanctified, and who is composed of soul and body:
to whom the sacramental remedy is adjusted, since it touches
the body through the sensible element, and the soul through
faith in the words. Hence Augustine says (Tract. lxxx in Joan.)
on Jn. 15:3, “Now you are clean by reason of the word,” etc.:
“Whence hath water this so great virtue, to touch the body
and wash the heart, but by the word doing it, not because it
is spoken, but because it is believed?”

irdly, a sacrament may be considered on the part of
the sacramental signification. Now Augustine says (De Doctr.
Christ. ii) that “words are the principal signs used by men”;
because words can be formed in various ways for the purpose
of signifying variousmental concepts, so that we are able to ex-
press our thoughtswith greater distinctness bymeans ofwords.
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And therefore in order to insure the perfection of sacramental
signification it was necessary to determine the signification of
the sensible things by means of certain words. For water may
signify both a cleansing by reason of its humidity, and refresh-
ment by reason of its being cool: but when we say, “I baptize
thee,” it is clear that we use water in baptism in order to signify
a spiritual cleansing.

Reply to Objection 1. e sensible elements of the sacra-
ments are called words by way of a certain likeness, in so far
as they partake of a certain significative power, which resides
principally in the very words, as stated above. Consequently it
is not a superfluous repetition to add words to the visible ele-
ment in the sacraments; because one determines the other, as
stated above.

Reply toObjection 2.Although words and other sensible
things are not in the same genus, considered in their natures,
yet have they something in common as to the thing signified
by them: which is more perfectly done in words than in other
things. Wherefore in the sacraments, words and things, like

form and matter, combine in the formation of one thing, in
so far as the signification of things is completed by means of
words, as above stated. And under words are comprised also
sensible actions, such as cleansing and anointing and such like:
because they have a like signification with the things.

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Contra Faust.
xix), the sacraments of things present should be different from
sacraments of things to come. Now the sacraments of the Old
Law foretold the coming ofChrist. Consequently they did not
signify Christ so clearly as the sacraments of the New Law,
which flow from Christ Himself, and have a certain likeness
to Him, as stated above. Nevertheless in the Old Law, cer-
tain words were used in things pertaining to the worship of
God, bothby thepriests,whowere theministers of those sacra-
ments, according to Num. 6:23,24: “us shall you bless the
children of Israel, and you shall say to them: e Lord bless
thee,” etc.; and by those who made use of those sacraments,
according to Dt. 26:3: “I profess this day before the Lord thy
God,” etc.

IIIa q. 60 a. 7Whether determinate words are required in the sacraments?

Objection 1. It seems that determinate words are not re-
quired in the sacraments. For as the Philosopher says (Peri
Herm. i), “words are not the same for all.” But salvation, which
is sought through the sacraments, is the same for all.erefore
determinate words are not required in the sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, words are required in the sacra-
ments forasmuch as they are the principal means of significa-
tion, as stated above (a. 6). But it happens that various words
mean the same. erefore determinate words are not required
in the sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, corruption of anything changes its
species. But some corrupt the pronunciation of words, and
yet it is not credible that the sacramental effect is hindered
thereby; else unlettered men and stammerers, in conferring
sacraments, would frequently do so invalidly. erefore it
seems that determinate words are not required in the sacra-
ments.

On the contrary, our Lord used determinate words in
consecrating the sacrament of the Eucharist, when He said
(Mat. 26:26): “is isMyBody.” LikewiseHe commandedHis
disciples to baptize under a form of determinate words, saying
(Mat. 28:19): “Go ye and teach all nations, baptizing them in
the nameof the Father, and of the Son, andof theHolyGhost.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 6, ad 2), in the sacra-
ments the words are as the form, and sensible things are as the
matter. Now in all things composed of matter and form, the
determining principle is on the part of the form, which is as
it were the end and terminus of the matter. Consequently for
the being of a thing the need of a determinate form is prior
to the need of determinate matter: for determinate matter is
needed that it may be adapted to the determinate form. Since,

therefore, in the sacraments determinate sensible things are
required, which are as the sacramental matter, much more is
there need in them of a determinate form of words.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (Tract. lxxx su-
per Joan.), the word operates in the sacraments “not because it
is spoken,” i.e. not by the outward sound of the voice, “but be-
cause it is believed” in accordance with the sense of the words
which is held by faith. And this sense is indeed the same for
all, though the same words as to their sound be not used by
all. Consequently no matter in what language this sense is ex-
pressed, the sacrament is complete.

Reply to Objection 2. Although it happens in every lan-
guage that various words signify the same thing, yet one of
those words is that which those who speak that language
use principally and more commonly to signify that particular
thing: and this is the word which should be used for the sacra-
mental signification. So also among sensible things, that one
is used for the sacramental signification which is most com-
monly employed for the action by which the sacramental ef-
fect is signified: thus water is most commonly used bymen for
bodily cleansing, by which the spiritual cleansing is signified:
and therefore water is employed as the matter of baptism.

Reply to Objection 3. If he who corrupts the pronuncia-
tion of the sacramental words—does so on purpose, he does
not seem to intend to do what the Church intends: and thus
the sacrament seems to be defective. But if he do this through
error or a slip of the tongue, and if he so far mispronounce the
words as to deprive them of sense, the sacrament seems to be
defective.iswould be the case especially if themispronunci-
ation be in the beginning of a word, for instance, if one were to
say “in nomine matris” instead of “in nomine Patris.” If, how-
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ever, the sense of the words be not entirely lost by this mis-
pronunciation, the sacrament is complete. is would be the
case principally if the end of a word bemispronounced; for in-
stance, if one were to say “patrias et filias.” For although the
words thus mispronounced have no appointed meaning, yet
we allow them an accommodated meaning corresponding to
the usual forms of speech. And so, although the sensible sound
is changed, yet the sense remains the same.

What has been said about the various mispronunciations
of words, either at the beginning or at the end, holds foras-
much as with us a change at the beginning of a word changes

the meaning, whereas a change at the end generally speaking
does not effect such a change: whereas with the Greeks the
sense is changed also in the beginning of words in the conju-
gation of verbs.

Nevertheless the principle point to observe is the extent of
the corruption entailed bymispronunciation: for in either case
it may be so little that it does not alter the sense of the words;
or so great that it destroys it. But it is easier for the one to hap-
pen on the part of the beginning of the words, and the other
at the end.

IIIa q. 60 a. 8Whether it is lawful to add anything to the words in which the sacramental form consists?

Objection 1. It seems that it is not lawful to add any-
thing to the words in which the sacramental form consists. For
these sacramentalwords are not of less importance than are the
words of Holy Scripture. But it is not lawful to add anything
to, or to take anything from, the words of Holy Scripture: for
it is written (Dt. 4:2): “You shall not add to the word that I
speak to you, neither shall you take away from it”; and (Apoc.
22:18,19): “I testify to everyone that heareth the words of the
prophecy of this book: if any man shall add to these things,
God shall add to him the plagues written in this book. And
if any man shall take away…God shall take away his part out
of the book of life.” erefore it seems that neither is it lawful
to add anything to, or to take anything from, the sacramental
forms.

Objection 2. Further, in the sacraments words are by way
of form, as stated above (a. 6, ad 2; a. 7). But any addition or
subtraction in forms changes the species, as also in numbers
(Metaph. viii). erefore it seems that if anything be added to
or subtracted from a sacramental form, it will not be the same
sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, just as the sacramental form de-
mands a certain number of words, so does it require that these
words shouldbepronounced in a certain order andwithout in-
terruption. If therefore, the sacrament is not rendered invalid
by addition or subtraction of words, in like manner it seems
that neither is it, if the words be pronounced in a different or-
der or with interruptions.

On the contrary, Certain words are inserted by some in
the sacramental forms, which are not inserted by others: thus
the Latins baptize under this form: “I baptize thee in the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of theHolyGhost”; whereas
theGreeks use the following form: “e servant of God,N…is
baptized in the name of the Father,” etc. Yet both confer the
sacrament validly. erefore it is lawful to add something to,
or to take something from, the sacramental forms.

I answer that, With regard to all the variations that may
occur in the sacramental forms, two points seem to call for our
attention. one is on the part of the person who says the words,
and whose intention is essential to the sacrament, as will be

explained further on (q. 64, a. 8 ). Wherefore if he intends
by such addition or suppression to perform a rite other from
thatwhich is recognized by theChurch, it seems that the sacra-
ment is invalid: because he seems not to intend to do what the
Church does.

e other point to be considered is the meaning of the
words. For since in the sacraments, thewords produce an effect
according to the sense which they convey, as stated above (a. 7,
ad 1), wemust seewhether the change ofwords destroys the es-
sential sense of thewords: because then the sacrament is clearly
rendered invalid. Now it is clear, if any substantial part of the
sacramental form be suppressed, that the essential sense of the
words is destroyed; and consequently the sacrament is invalid.
Wherefore Didymus says (De Spir. Sanct. ii): “If anyone at-
tempt to baptize in such a way as to omit one of the aforesaid
names,” i.e. of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, “his baptism
will be invalid.” But if that which is omitted be not a substan-
tial part of the form, such an omission does not destroy the
essential sense of the words, nor consequently the validity of
the sacrament. us in the form of the Eucharist—“For this is
My Body,” the omission of the word “for” does not destroy the
essential sense of the words, nor consequently cause the sacra-
ment to be invalid; although perhaps he who makes the omis-
sion may sin from negligence or contempt.

Again, it is possible to add something that destroys the es-
sential sense of the words: for instance, if one were to say: “I
baptize thee in the name of the Father Who is greater, and of
the Son Who is less,” with which form the Arians baptized:
and consequently such an addition makes the sacrament in-
valid. But if the addition be such as not to destroy the essen-
tial sense, the sacrament is not rendered invalid. Nor does it
matter whether this addition be made at the beginning, in the
middle, or at the end: For instance, if one were to say, “I bap-
tize thee in the name of the Father Almighty, and of the only
Begotten Son, and of the Holy Ghost, the Paraclete,” the bap-
tism would be valid; and in like manner if one were to say, “I
baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of
theHolyGhost”; andmay theBlessedVirgin succour thee, the
baptism would be valid.
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Perhaps, however, if one were to say, “I baptize thee in the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,
and of the Blessed Virgin Mary,” the baptism would be void;
because it is written (1 Cor. 1:13): “Was Paul crucified for you
orwere youbaptized in thenameofPaul?”But this is true if the
intention be to baptize in the name of the Blessed Virgin as in
the name of the Trinity, by which baptism is consecrated: for
such a sense would be contrary to faith, and would therefore
render the sacrament invalid: whereas if the addition, “and in
the name of the Blessed Virgin” be understood, not as if the
name of the Blessed Virgin effected anything in baptism, but
as intimating that her intercession may help the person bap-
tized to preserve the baptismal grace, then the sacrament is not
rendered void.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not lawful to add anything to
the words of Holy Scripture as regards the sense; but many
words are added byDoctors by way of explanation of theHoly
Scriptures. Nevertheless, it is not lawful to add even words to
Holy Scripture as though such words were a part thereof, for
this would amount to forgery. It would amount to the same if

anyone were to pretend that something is essential to a sacra-
mental form, which is not so.

Reply to Objection 2. Words belong to a sacramental
form by reason of the sense signified by them. Consequently
any addition or suppression of words which does not add to
or take from the essential sense, does not destroy the essence
of the sacrament.

Reply toObjection 3. If the words are interrupted to such
an extent that the intention of the speaker is interrupted, the
sacramental sense is destroyed, and consequently, the validity
of the sacrament. But this is not the case if the interruption of
the speaker is so slight, that his intention and the sense of the
words is not interrupted.

e same is to be said of a change in the order of thewords.
Because if this destroys the sense of the words, the sacrament is
invalidated: as happens when a negation is made to precede or
follow a word. But if the order is so changed that the sense of
the words does not vary, the sacrament is not invalidated, ac-
cording to the Philosopher’s dictum: “Nouns and verbs mean
the same though they be transposed” (Peri Herm. x).
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T P, Q 61
Of the Necessity of the Sacraments

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the necessity of the sacraments; concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether sacraments are necessary for man’s salvation?
(2) Whether they were necessary in the state that preceded sin?
(3) Whether they were necessary in the state aer sin and before Christ?
(4) Whether they were necessary aer Christ’s coming?

IIIa q. 61 a. 1Whether sacraments are necessary for man’s salvation?

Objection1. It seems that sacraments are not necessary for
man’s salvation. For the Apostle says (1 Tim. 4:8): “Bodily ex-
ercise is profitable to little.” But the use of sacraments pertains
to bodily exercise; because sacraments are perfected in the sig-
nification of sensible things and words, as stated above (q. 60,
a. 6). erefore sacraments are not necessary for the salvation
of man.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle was told (2 Cor. 12:9):
“My grace is sufficient for thee.” But it would not suffice if
sacraments were necessary for salvation. erefore sacraments
are not necessary for man’s salvation.

Objection 3. Further, given a sufficient cause, nothing
more seems to be required for the effect. ButChrist’s Passion is
the sufficient cause of our salvation; for theApostle says (Rom.
5:10): “If, when we were enemies, we were reconciled to God
by the death of His Son: much more, being reconciled, shall
we be saved by His life.” erefore sacraments are not neces-
sary for man’s salvation.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix): “It
is impossible to keep men together in one religious denomi-
nation, whether true or false, except they be united by means
of visible signs or sacraments.” But it is necessary for salvation
that men be united together in the name of the one true reli-
gion. erefore sacraments are necessary for man’s salvation.

I answer that, Sacraments are necessary unto man’s salva-
tion for three reasons. e first is taken from the condition of
human nature which is such that it has to be led by things cor-
poreal and sensible to things spiritual and intelligible. Now
it belongs to Divine providence to provide for each one ac-
cording as its condition requires. Divine wisdom, therefore,
fittingly provides man with means of salvation, in the shape
of corporeal and sensible signs that are called sacraments.

e second reason is taken from the state of man who in
sinning subjected himself by his affections to corporeal things.

Now the healing remedy should be given to a man so as to
reach the part affected by disease. Consequently it was fitting
that God should provide man with a spiritual medicine by
means of certain corporeal signs; for if man were offered spir-
itual things without a veil, his mind being taken up with the
material world would be unable to apply itself to them.

e third reason is taken from the fact thatman is prone to
direct his activity chiefly towards material things. Lest, there-
fore, it should be too hard for man to be drawn away entirely
from bodily actions, bodily exercise was offered to him in the
sacraments, by which he might be trained to avoid supersti-
tious practices, consisting in the worship of demons, and all
manner of harmful action, consisting in sinful deeds.

It follows, therefore, that through the institution of the
sacraments man, consistently with his nature, is instructed
through sensible things; he is humbled, through confessing
that he is subject to corporeal things, seeing that he receives
assistance through them: and he is even preserved from bodily
hurt, by the healthy exercise of the sacraments.

Reply to Objection 1. Bodily exercise, as such, is not very
profitable: but exercise taken in the use of the sacraments is
not merely bodily, but to a certain extent spiritual, viz. in its
signification and in its causality.

Reply to Objection 2. God’s grace is a sufficient cause of
man’s salvation. But God gives grace to man in a way which is
suitable to him.Hence it is thatman needs the sacraments that
he may obtain grace.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ’s Passion is a sufficient cause
of man’s salvation. But it does not follow that the sacraments
are not also necessary for that purpose: because they obtain
their effect through the power ofChrist’s Passion; andChrist’s
Passion is, so to say, applied toman through the sacraments ac-
cording to the Apostle (Rom. 6:3): “All we who are baptized
in Christ Jesus, are baptized in His death.”
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IIIa q. 61 a. 2Whether before sin sacraments were necessary to man?

Objection 1. It seems that before sin sacraments were nec-
essary toman. For, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2)man needs sacra-
ments that hemay obtain grace. Butman needed grace even in
the state of innocence, as we stated in the Ia, q. 95, a. 4 (cf. Ia
IIae, q. 109, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 2).erefore sacramentswere
necessary in that state also.

Objection 2. Further, sacraments are suitable to man by
reason of the conditions of human nature, as stated above
(a. 1). But man’s nature is the same before and aer sin. ere-
fore it seems that before sin, man needed the sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, matrimony is a sacrament, accord-
ing to Eph. 5:32: “is is a great sacrament; but I speak in
Christ and in the Church.” But matrimony was instituted be-
fore sin, as may be seen in Gn. 2. erefore sacraments were
necessary to man before sin.

On the contrary, None but the sick need remedies, ac-
cording toMat. 9:12: “ey that are in healthneednot a physi-
cian.” Now the sacraments are spiritual remedies for the heal-
ing of wounds inflicted by sin. erefore they were not neces-
sary before sin.

I answer that, Sacraments were not necessary in the state
of innocence. is can be proved from the rectitude of that

state, in which the higher (parts of man) ruled the lower, and
nowise depended on them: for just as the mind was subject
to God, so were the lower powers of the soul subject to the
mind, and the body to the soul. And it would be contrary to
this order if the soul were perfected either in knowledge or
in grace, by anything corporeal; which happens in the sacra-
ments. erefore in the state of innocence man needed no
sacraments, whether as remedies against sin or asmeans of per-
fecting the soul.

Reply to Objection 1. In the state of innocence man
needed grace: not so that he needed to obtain grace by means
of sensible signs, but in a spiritual and invisible manner.

Reply toObjection 2.Man’s nature is the same before and
aer sin, but the state of his nature is not the same. Because af-
ter sin, the soul, even in its higher part, needs to receive some-
thing from corporeal things in order that it may be perfected:
whereas man had no need of this in that state.

Reply to Objection 3. Matrimony was instituted in the
state of innocence, not as a sacrament, but as a function of na-
ture. Consequently, however, it foreshadowed something in
relation to Christ and the Church: just as everything else fore-
shadowed Christ.

IIIa q. 61 a. 3Whether there should have been sacraments aer sin, before Christ?

Objection1. It seems that there shouldhave beenno sacra-
ments aer sin, before Christ. For it has been stated that the
Passion of Christ is applied tomen through the sacraments: so
that Christ’s Passion is compared to the sacraments as cause
to effect. But effect does not precede cause. erefore there
should have been no sacraments before Christ’s coming.

Objection 2. Further, sacraments should be suitable to the
state of the human race, as Augustine declares (Contra Faust.
xix). But the state of the human race underwent no change
aer sin until it was repaired by Christ. Neither, therefore,
should the sacraments have been changed, so that besides the
sacraments of the natural law, others should be instituted in
the law of Moses.

Objection3.Further, the nearer a thing approaches to that
which is perfect, the more like it should it be. Now the per-
fection of human salvation was accomplished by Christ; to
Whom the sacraments of the Old Law were nearer than those
that preceded the Law. erefore they should have borne a
greater likeness to the sacraments of Christ. And yet the con-
trary is the case, since it was foretold that the priesthood of
Christ would be “according to the order of Melchisedech, and
not…according to the order of Aaron” (Heb. 7:11). erefore
sacraments were unsuitably instituted before Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix) that
“the first sacraments which the Law commanded to be sol-
emnized and observed were announcements of Christ’s future

coming.” But it was necessary for man’s salvation that Christ’s
coming should be announced beforehand. erefore it was
necessary that some sacraments should be instituted before
Christ.

I answer that, Sacraments are necessary for man’s salva-
tion, in so far as they are sensible signs of invisible things
whereby man is made holy. Now aer sin no man can be made
holy save through Christ, “Whom God hath proposed to be a
propitiation, through faith inHis blood, to the showing ofHis
justice…that He Himself may be just, and the justifier of him
who is of the faith of Jesus Christ” (Rom. 3:25,26). erefore
before Christ’s coming there was need for some visible signs
whereby man might testify to his faith in the future coming
of a Saviour. And these signs are called sacraments. It is there-
fore clear that some sacraments were necessary before Christ’s
coming.

Reply toObjection 1.Christ’s Passion is the final cause of
the old sacraments: for they were instituted in order to fore-
shadow it. Now the final cause precedes not in time, but in
the intention of the agent. Consequently, there is no reason
against the existence of sacraments before Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 2. e state of the human race aer
sin and before Christ can be considered from two points of
view. First, from that of faith: and thus it was always one and
the same: sincemenweremade righteous, through faith in the
future coming of Christ. Secondly, according as sin was more
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or less intense, and knowledge concerning Christ more or less
explicit. For as time went on sin gained a greater hold on man,
so much so that it clouded man’s reason, the consequence be-
ing that the precepts of the natural law were insufficient to
makeman live aright, and it becamenecessary to have awritten
code of fixed laws, and together with these certain sacraments
of faith. For it was necessary, as time went on, that the knowl-
edge of faith should bemore andmore unfolded, since, asGre-
gory says (Hom. vi in Ezech.): “With the advance of time there
was an advance in the knowledge of Divine things.” Conse-
quently in the old Law there was also a need for certain fixed
sacraments significative of man’s faith in the future coming of
Christ: which sacraments are compared to those that preceded
the Law, as something determinate to that which is indetermi-
nate: inasmuch as before the Law it was not laid down pre-

cisely of what sacraments men were to make use: whereas this
was prescribed by the Law; and this was necessary both on ac-
count of the overclouding of the natural law, and for the clearer
signification of faith.

Reply to Objection 3. e sacrament of Melchisedech
which preceded theLaw ismore like the Sacrament of theNew
Law in its matter: in so far as “he offered bread andwine” (Gn.
14:18), just as bread and wine are offered in the sacrifice of
the New Testament. Nevertheless the sacraments of the Mo-
saic Law are more like the thing signified by the sacrament, i.e.
the Passion of Christ: as clearly appears in the Paschal Lamb
and such like. e reason of this was lest, if the sacraments re-
tained the same appearance, it might seem to be the continua-
tion of one and the same sacrament, where there was no inter-
ruption of time.

IIIa q. 61 a. 4Whether there was need for any sacraments aer Christ came?

Objection 1. It seems that there was no need for any sacra-
ments aer Christ came. For the figure should cease with the
advent of the truth. But “grace and truth came by Jesus Christ”
( Jn. 1:17). Since, therefore, the sacraments are signs or figures
of the truth, it seems that there was no need for any sacraments
aer Christ’s Passion.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments consist in certain el-
ements, as stated above (q. 60, a. 4). But the Apostle says (Gal.
4:3,4) that “when we were children we were serving under the
elements of the world”: but that now “when the fulness of
time” has “come,” we are no longer children.erefore it seems
thatwe should not serveGodunder the elements of thisworld,
by making use of corporeal sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, according to James 1:17 with God
“there is no change, nor shadow of alteration.” But it seems
to argue some change in the Divine will that God should give
man certain sacraments for his sanctification now during the
time of grace, and other sacraments before Christ’s coming.
erefore it seems that other sacraments should not have been
instituted aer Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix) that
the sacraments of the Old Law “were abolished because they
were fulfilled; and otherswere instituted, fewer in number, but
more efficacious, more profitable, and of easier accomplish-
ment.”

I answer that, As the ancient Fathers were saved through
faith inChrist’s future coming, so arewe saved through faith in
Christ’s past birth and Passion. Now the sacraments are signs
in protestation of the faith whereby man is justified; and signs
should vary according as they signify the future, the past, or the
present; for as Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix), “the same

thing is variously pronounced as to be done and as having been
done: for instance the word ‘passurus’ [going to suffer] differs
from ‘passus’ [having suffered].” erefore the sacraments of
the New Law, that signify Christ in relation to the past, must
needs differ from those of theOld Law, that foreshadowed the
future.

Reply to Objection 1. As Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v),
the state of the New Law. is between the state of the Old Law,
whose figures are fulfilled in theNew, and the state of glory, in
which all truth will be openly and perfectly revealed. Where-
fore then there will be no sacraments. But now, so long as we
know “through a glass in a dark manner,” (1 Cor. 13:12) we
need sensible signs in order to reach spiritual things: and this
is the province of the sacraments.

Reply toObjection 2.e Apostle calls the sacraments of
the Old Law “weak and needy elements” (Gal. 4:9) because
they neither contained nor caused grace. Hence the Apostle
says that those who used these sacraments served God “under
the elements of thisworld”: for the very reason that these sacra-
ments were nothing else than the elements of this world. But
our sacraments both contain and cause grace: consequently the
comparison does not hold.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as the head of the house is not
proved to have a changeable mind, through issuing various
commands to his household at various seasons, ordering things
differently in winter and summer; so it does not follow that
there is any change in God, because He instituted sacraments
of one kind aer Christ’s coming, and of another kind at the
time of the Law. because the latter were suitable as foreshad-
owing grace; the former as signifying the presence of grace,
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T P, Q 62
Of the Sacraments’ Principal Effect, Which Is Grace

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the effect of the sacraments. First of their principal effect, which is grace; secondly, of their sec-
ondary effect, which is a character. Concerning the first there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the sacraments of the New Law are the cause of grace?
(2) Whether sacramental grace confers anything in addition to the grace of the virtues and gis?
(3) Whether the sacraments contain grace?
(4) Whether there is any power in them for the causing of grace?
(5) Whether the sacraments derive this power from Christ’s Passion?
(6) Whether the sacraments of the Old Law caused grace?

IIIa q. 62 a. 1Whether the sacraments are the cause of grace?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacraments are not the cause
of grace. For it seems that the same thing is not both sign and
cause: since the nature of sign appears to be more in keeping
with an effect. But a sacrament is a sign of grace. erefore it
is not its cause.

Objection 2. Further, nothing corporeal can act on a spir-
itual thing: since “the agent ismore excellent than the patient,”
as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii). But the subject of grace is
the human mind, which is something spiritual. erefore the
sacraments cannot cause grace.

Objection3.Further, what is proper toGod should not be
ascribed to a creature. But it is proper to God to cause grace,
according to Ps. 83:12: “e Lord will give grace and glory.”
Since, therefore, the sacraments consist in certain words and
created things, it seems that they cannot cause grace.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Tract. lxxx in Joan.) that
the baptismal water “touches the body and cleanses the heart.”
But the heart is not cleansed save through grace. erefore it
causes grace: and for like reason so do the other sacraments of
the Church.

I answer that, We must needs say that in some way the
sacraments of the New Law cause grace. For it is evident that
through the sacraments of the New Law man is incorporated
with Christ: thus the Apostle says of Baptism (Gal. 3:27):
“As many of you as have been baptized in Christ have put on
Christ.” And man is made a member of Christ through grace
alone.

Some, however, say that they are the cause of grace not
by their own operation, but in so far as God causes grace in
the soul when the sacraments are employed. And they give as
an example a man who on presenting a leaden coin, receives,
by the king’s command, a hundred pounds: not as though the
leaden coin, by anyoperationof its own, causedhim tobe given
that sum of money; this being the effect of the mere will of
the king. Hence Bernard says in a sermon on the Lord’s Sup-
per: “Just as a canon is invested by means of a book, an abbot
by means of a crozier, a bishop by means of a ring, so by the

various sacraments various kinds of grace are conferred.” But
if we examine the question properly, we shall see that accord-
ing to the above mode the sacraments are mere signs. For the
leaden coin is nothing but a sign of the king’s command that
this man should receive money. In like manner the book is a
sign of the conferring of a canonry. Hence, according to this
opinion the sacraments of the New Law would be mere signs
of grace; whereas we have it on the authority of many saints
that the sacraments of the New Law not only signify, but also
cause grace.

We must therefore say otherwise, that an efficient cause
is twofold, principal and instrumental. e principal cause
works by the power of its form, to which form the effect is
likened; just as fire by its own heat makes something hot. In
this way none but God can cause grace: since grace is nothing
else than a participated likeness of the Divine Nature, accord-
ing to 2 Pet. 1:4: “He hath given us most great and precious
promises; that wemay be [Vulg.: ‘youmay bemade’] partakers
of the Divine Nature.” But the instrumental cause works not
by the power of its form, but only by the motion whereby it is
moved by the principal agent: so that the effect is not likened
to the instrument but to the principal agent: for instance, the
couch is not like the axe, but like the art which is in the cras-
man’smind. And it is thus that the sacraments of theNewLaw
cause grace: for they are instituted by God to be employed for
the purpose of conferring grace. Hence Augustine says (Con-
tra Faust. xix): “All these things,” viz. pertaining to the sacra-
ments, “are done and pass away, but the power,” viz. of God,
“which works by them, remains ever.” Now that is, properly
speaking, an instrument by which someone works: wherefore
it is written (Titus 3:5): “He saved us by the laver of regenera-
tion.”

Reply toObjection1.eprincipal cause cannot properly
be called a sign of its effect, even though the latter be hidden
and the cause itself sensible and manifest. But an instrumen-
tal cause, if manifest, can be called a sign of a hidden effect, for
this reason, that it is notmerely a cause but also in ameasure an
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effect in so far as it is moved by the principal agent. And in this
sense the sacraments of the New Law are both cause and signs.
Hence, too, is it that, to use the common expression, “they ef-
fect what they signify.” From this it is clear that they perfectly
fulfil the conditions of a sacrament; being ordained to some-
thing sacred, not only as a sign, but also as a cause.

Reply to Objection 2. An instrument has a twofold ac-
tion; one is instrumental, in respect of which it works not by
its own power but by the power of the principal agent: the
other is its proper action, which belongs to it in respect of
its proper form: thus it belongs to an axe to cut asunder by
reason of its sharpness, but to make a couch, in so far as it is
the instrument of an art. But it does not accomplish the in-

strumental action save by exercising its proper action: for it
is by cutting that it makes a couch. In like manner the corpo-
real sacraments by their operation, which they exercise on the
body that they touch, accomplish through the Divine institu-
tion an instrumental operation on the soul; for example, the
water of baptism, in respect of its proper power, cleanses the
body, and thereby, inasmuch as it is the instrument of the Di-
vine power, cleanses the soul: since from soul and body one
thing is made. And thus it is that Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
xii) that it “touches the body and cleanses the heart.”

Reply toObjection3.is argument considers thatwhich
causes grace as principal agent; for this belongs to God alone,
as stated above.

IIIa q. 62 a. 2Whether sacramental grace confers anything in addition to the grace of the virtues and gis?

Objection 1. It seems that sacramental grace confers noth-
ing in addition to the grace of the virtues and gis. For the
grace of the virtues and gis perfects the soul sufficiently, both
in its essence and in its powers; as is clear from what was said
in the Ia IIae, q. 110, Aa. 3,4. But grace is ordained to the per-
fecting of the soul. erefore sacramental grace cannot confer
anything in addition to the grace of the virtues and gis.

Objection 2. Further, the soul’s defects are caused by sin.
But all sins are sufficiently removed by the grace of the virtues
and gis: because there is no sin that is not contrary to some
virtue. Since, therefore, sacramental grace is ordained to the
removal of the soul’s defects, it cannot confer anything in ad-
dition to the grace of the virtues and gis.

Objection 3. Further, every addition or subtraction of
form varies the species (Metaph. viii). If, therefore, sacramen-
tal grace confers anything in addition to the grace of the virtues
and gis, it follows that it is called grace equivocally: and so
we are none the wiser when it is said that the sacraments cause
grace.

On the contrary, If sacramental grace confers nothing in
addition to the grace of the virtues and gis, it is useless to con-
fer the sacraments on those who have the virtues and gis. But
there is nothing useless inGod’s works.erefore it seems that
sacramental grace confers something in addition to the grace
of the virtues and gis.

I answer that,As stated in the Ia IIae, q. 110,Aa. 3,4, grace,
considered in itself, perfects the essence of the soul, in so far
as it is a certain participated likeness of the Divine Nature.
And just as the soul’s powers flow from its essence, so from
grace there flow certain perfections into the powers of the soul,

which are called virtues and gis, whereby the powers are per-
fected in reference to their actions.Now the sacraments are or-
dained unto certain special effects which are necessary in the
Christian life: thus Baptism is ordained unto a certain spiritual
regeneration, by which man dies to vice and becomes a mem-
ber of Christ: which effect is something special in addition to
the actions of the soul’s powers: and the same holds true of
the other sacraments.Consequently just as the virtues and gis
confer, in addition to grace commonly so called, a certain spe-
cial perfection ordained to the powers’ proper actions, so does
sacramental grace confer, over and above grace commonly so
called, and in addition to the virtues and gis, a certainDivine
assistance in obtaining the end of the sacrament. It is thus that
sacramental grace confers something in addition to the grace
of the virtues and gis.

Reply to Objection 1. e grace of the virtues and gis
perfects the essence and powers of the soul sufficiently as re-
gards ordinary conduct: but as regards certain special effects
which are necessary in a Christian life, sacramental grace is
needed.

Reply to Objection 2. Vices and sins are sufficiently re-
moved by virtues and gis, as to present and future time. in so
far as they preventman from sinning. But in regard to past sins,
the acts of which are transitory whereas their guilt remains,
man is provided with a special remedy in the sacraments.

Reply to Objection 3. Sacramental grace is compared to
grace commonly so called, as species to genus. Wherefore just
as it is not equivocal to use the term “animal” in its generic
sense, and as applied to a man, so neither is it equivocal to
speak of grace commonly so called and of sacramental grace.

IIIa q. 62 a. 3Whether the sacraments of the New Law contain grace?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacraments of theNew Law
do not contain grace. For it seems that what is contained is in
the container. But grace is not in the sacraments; neither as in
a subject, because the subject of grace is not a body but a spirit;

nor as in a vessel, for according to Phys. iv, “a vessel is amovable
place,” and an accident cannot be in a place.erefore it seems
that the sacraments of the New Law do not contain grace.

Objection 2. Further, sacraments are instituted as means
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whereby men may obtain grace. But since grace is an accident
it cannot pass from one subject to another. erefore it would
be of no account if grace were in the sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, a spiritual thing is not contained by
a corporeal, even if it be therein; for the soul is not contained
by the body; rather does it contain the body. Since, therefore,
grace is something spiritual, it seems that it cannot be con-
tained in a corporeal sacrament.

On the contrary, Hugh of S. Victor says (De Sacram. i)
that “a sacrament, through its being sanctified, contains an in-
visible grace.”

I answer that, A thing is said to be in another in various
ways; in two of which grace is said to be in the sacraments.
First, as in its sign; for a sacrament is a sign of grace. Secondly,
as in its cause; for, as stated above (a. 1) a sacrament of the
New Law is an instrumental cause of grace. Wherefore grace
is in a sacrament of the New Law, not as to its specific like-
ness, as an effect in its univocal cause; nor as to some proper
and permanent form proportioned to such an effect, as effects

in non-univocal causes, for instance, as things generated are in
the sun; but as to a certain instrumental power transient and
incomplete in its natural being, as will be explained later on
(a. 4).

Reply to Objection 1. Grace is said to be in a sacrament
not as in its subject; nor as in a vessel considered as a place,
but understood as the instrument of some work to be done,
according to Ezech. 9:1: “Everyone hath a destroying vessel
[Douay: ‘weapon’] in his hand.”

Reply toObjection 2.Although an accident does not pass
from one subject to another, nevertheless in a fashion it does
pass from its cause into its subject through the instrument; not
so that it be in each of these in the same way, but in each ac-
cording to its respective nature.

Reply toObjection 3. If a spiritual thing exist perfectly in
something, it contains it and is not contained by it. But, in a
sacrament, grace has a passing and incomplete mode of being:
and consequently it is not unfitting to say that the sacraments
contain grace.

IIIa q. 62 a. 4Whether there be in the sacraments a power of causing grace?

Objection 1. It seems that there is not in the sacraments a
power of causing grace. For the power of causing grace is a spir-
itual power. But a spiritual power cannot be in a body; neither
as proper to it, because power flows from a thing’s essence and
consequently cannot transcend it; nor as derived from some-
thing else, because that which is received into anything follows
the mode of the recipient. erefore in the sacraments there is
no power of causing grace.

Objection 2. Further, whatever exists is reducible to some
kind of being and some degree of good. But there is no
assignable kind of being to which such a power can belong;
as anyone may see by running. through them all. Nor is it re-
ducible to some degree of good; for neither is it one of the
goods of least account, since sacraments are necessary for sal-
vation: nor is it an intermediate good, such as are the powers of
the soul, which are natural powers; nor is it one of the greater
goods, for it is neither grace nor a virtue of the mind. ere-
fore it seems that in the sacraments there is nopower of causing
grace.

Objection 3. Further, if there be such a power in the sacra-
ments, its presence there must be due to nothing less than a
creative act of God. But it seems unbecoming that so excel-
lent a being created by God should cease to exist as soon as
the sacrament is complete.erefore it seems that in the sacra-
ments there is no power for causing grace.

Objection 4. Further, the same thing cannot be in several.
But several things concur in the completion of a sacrament,
namely, words and things: while in one sacrament there can
be but one power. erefore it seems that there is no power of
causing grace in the sacraments.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Tract. lxxx in Joan.):

“Whence hath water so great power, that it touches the body
and cleanses the heart?” And Bede says that “Our Lord con-
ferred a power of regeneration on the waters by the contact of
His most pure body.”

I answer that,ose who hold that the sacraments do not
cause grace save by a certain coincidence, deny the sacraments
any power that is itself productive of the sacramental effect,
and hold that theDivine power assists the sacraments and pro-
duces their effect. But if we hold that a sacrament is an instru-
mental cause of grace, we must needs allow that there is in the
sacraments a certain instrumental power of bringing about the
sacramental effects. Now such power is proportionate to the
instrument: and consequently it stands in comparison to the
complete and perfect power of anything, as the instrument to
the principal agent. For an instrument, as stated above (a. 1),
does not work save as moved by the principal agent, which
works of itself. And therefore the power of the principal agent
exists in nature completely and perfectly: whereas the instru-
mental power has a being that passes from one thing into an-
other, and is incomplete; just as motion is an imperfect act
passing from agent to patient.

Reply to Objection 1. A spiritual power cannot be in a
corporeal subject, aer the manner of a permanent and com-
plete power, as the argument proves. But there is nothing to
hinder an instrumental spiritual power from being in a body;
in so far as a body can be moved by a particular spiritual sub-
stance so as to produce a particular spiritual effect; thus in the
very voice which is perceived by the senses there is a certain
spiritual power, inasmuch as it proceeds from a mental con-
cept, of arousing the mind of the hearer. It is in this way that
a spiritual power is in the sacraments, inasmuch as they are or-
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dained by God unto the production of a spiritual effect.
Reply to Objection 2. Just as motion, through being an

imperfect act, is not properly in a genus, but is reducible to
a genus of perfect act, for instance, alteration to the genus of
quality: so, instrumental power, properly speaking, is not in
any genus, but is reducible to a genus and species of perfect
act.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as an instrumental power ac-
crues to an instrument through its being moved by the prin-
cipal agent, so does a sacrament receive spiritual power from
Christ’s blessing and from the action of the minister in ap-
plying it to a sacramental use. Hence Augustine says in a ser-
mon on the Epiphany (St. Maximus of Turin, Serm. xii): “Nor

should you marvel, if we say that water, a corporeal substance,
achieves the cleansing of the soul. It does indeed, and pene-
trates every secret hiding-place of the conscience. For subtle
and clear as it is, the blessing ofChristmakes it yetmore subtle,
so that it permeates into the very principles of life and searches
the inner-most recesses of the heart.”

Reply to Objection 4. Just as the one same power of the
principal agent is instrumentally in all the instruments that are
ordained unto the production of an effect, forasmuch as they
are one as being so ordained: so also the one same sacramen-
tal power is in both words and things, forasmuch as words and
things combine to form one sacrament.

IIIa q. 62 a. 5Whether the sacraments of the New Law derive their power from Christ’s Passion?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacraments of theNew Law
do not derive their power fromChrist’s Passion. For the power
of the sacraments is in the causing of grace which is the prin-
ciple of spiritual life in the soul. But as Augustine says (Tract.
xix in Joan.): “eWord, asHewas in the beginningwithGod,
quickens souls; as He was made flesh, quickens bodies.” Since,
therefore, Christ’s Passion pertains to the Word as made flesh,
it seems that it cannot cause the power of the sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, the power of the sacraments seems
to depend on faith. for as Augustine says (Tract. lxxx in Joan.),
theDivineWord perfects the sacrament “not because it is spo-
ken, but because it is believed.” But our faith regards not only
Christ’s Passion, but also the other mysteries of His humanity,
and in a yet higher measure, His Godhead. erefore it seems
that the power of the sacraments is not due specially toChrist’s
Passion.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments are ordained unto
man’s justification, according to 1 Cor. 6:11: “You are
washed…you are justified.” Now justification is ascribed to the
Resurrection, according to Rom. 4:25: ”(Who) rose again for
our justification.” erefore it seems that the sacraments de-
rive their power from Christ’s Resurrection rather than from
His Passion.

On the contrary, on Rom. 5:14: “Aer the similitude of
the transgression of Adam,” etc., the gloss says: “From the side
of Christ asleep on the Cross flowed the sacraments which
brought salvation to the Church.” Consequently, it seems that
the sacraments derive their power from Christ’s Passion.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) a sacrament in caus-
ing grace works aer themanner of an instrument. Now an in-
strument is twofold. the one, separate, as a stick, for instance;
the other, united, as a hand. Moreover, the separate instru-
ment is moved by means of the united instrument, as a stick
by the hand. Now the principal efficient cause of grace is God
Himself, in comparison with Whom Christ’s humanity is as a
united instrument, whereas the sacrament is as a separate in-
strument. Consequently, the saving power must needs be de-
rived by the sacraments from Christ’s Godhead through His
humanity.

Now sacramental grace seems to be ordained principally
to two things: namely, to take away the defects consequent on
past sins, in so far as they are transitory in act, but endure in
guilt; and, further, to perfect the soul in things pertaining to
Divine Worship in regard to the Christian Religion. But it is
manifest from what has been stated above (q. 48, Aa. 1,2,6;
q. 49, Aa. 1,3) that Christ delivered us from our sins princi-
pally through His Passion, not only by way of efficiency and
merit, but also by way of satisfaction. Likewise by His Passion
He inaugurated the Rites of the Christian Religion by offer-
ing “Himself—an oblation and a sacrifice to God” (Eph. 5:2).
Wherefore it ismanifest that the sacraments of theChurch de-
rive their power specially from Christ’s Passion, the virtue of
which is in a manner united to us by our receiving the sacra-
ments. It was in sign of this that from the side of Christ hang-
ing on the Cross there flowed water and blood, the former of
which belongs to Baptism, the latter to the Eucharist, which
are the principal sacraments.

Reply to Objection 1. e Word, forasmuch as He was
in the beginning with God, quickens souls as principal agent;
but His flesh, and the mysteries accomplished therein, are as
instrumental causes in the process of giving life to the soul:
while in giving life to the body they act not only as instrumen-
tal causes, but also to a certain extent as exemplars, as we stated
above (q. 56, a. 1, ad 3).

Reply toObjection 2.Christ dwells in us “by faith” (Eph.
3:17). Consequently, by faith Christ’s power is united to us.
Now the power of blotting out sin belongs in a special way to
His Passion. And therefore men are delivered from sin espe-
cially by faith inHis Passion, according toRom. 3:25: “Whom
God hath proposed to be a propitiation through faith in His
Blood.” erefore the power of the sacraments which is or-
dained unto the remission of sins is derived principally from
faith in Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 3. Justification is ascribed to the Res-
urrection by reason of the term “whither,” which is newness of
life through grace. But it is ascribed to the Passion by reason of
the term “whence,” i.e. in regard to the forgiveness of sin.
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IIIa q. 62 a. 6Whether the sacraments of the Old Law caused grace?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacraments of the Old Law
caused grace. For, as stated above (a. 5, ad 2) the sacraments
of theNew Law derive their efficacy from faith in Christ’s Pas-
sion. But therewas faith inChrist’s Passionunder theOldLaw,
as well as under the New, since we have “the same spirit of
faith” (2 Cor. 4:13). erefore just as the sacraments of the
New Law confer grace, so did the sacraments of the Old Law.

Objection 2. Further, there is no sanctification save by
grace. But men were sanctified by the sacraments of the Old
Law: for it is written (Lev. 8:31): “And when he,” i.e. Moses,
“had sanctified them,” i.e. Aaron and his sons, “in their vest-
ments,” etc. erefore it seems that the sacraments of the Old
Law conferred grace.

Objection 3. Further, Bede says in a homily on the Cir-
cumcision: “Under the Law circumcision provided the same
health-giving balm against the wound of original sin, as bap-
tism in the time of revealed grace.” But Baptism confers grace
now.erefore circumcision conferred grace; and in like man-
ner, the other sacraments of the Law; for just as Baptism is the
door of the sacraments of the New Law, so was circumcision
the door of the sacraments of the Old Law: hence the Apostle
says (Gal. 5:3): “I testify to every man circumcising himself,
that he is a debtor to the whole law.”

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. 4:9): “Turn you again
to the weak and needy elements?” i.e. “to the Law,” says the
gloss, “which is called weak, because it does not justify per-
fectly.” But grace justifies perfectly. erefore the sacraments
of the old Law did not confer grace.

I answer that, It cannot be said that the sacraments of the
Old Law conferred sanctifying grace of themselves, i.e. by their
own power: since thus Christ’s Passion would not have been
necessary, according to Gal. 2:21: “If justice be by the Law,
then Christ died in vain.”

But neither can it be said that they derived the power of
conferring sanctifying grace fromChrist’s Passion. For as itwas
stated above (a. 5 ), the power ofChrist’s Passion is united to us
by faith and the sacraments, but in different ways; because the
link that comes from faith is produced by an act of the soul;
whereas the link that comes from the sacraments, is produced
by making use of exterior things. Now nothing hinders that
which is subsequent in point of time, from causingmovement,
even before it exists in reality, in so far as it pre-exists in an act
of the soul: thus the end, which is subsequent in point of time,
moves the agent in so far as it is apprehended and desired by
him. On the other hand, what does not yet actually exist, does
not cause movement if we consider the use of exterior things.
Consequently, the efficient cause cannot in point of time come
into existence aer causing movement, as does the final cause.
It is therefore clear that the sacraments of theNewLaw do rea-

sonably derive the power of justification fromChrist’s Passion,
which is the cause of man’s righteousness; whereas the sacra-
ments of the Old Law did not.

Nevertheless the Fathers of old were justified by faith in
Christ’s Passion, just as we are. And the sacraments of the old
Lawwere a kind of protestation of that faith, inasmuch as they
signifiedChrist’s Passion and its effects. It is thereforemanifest
that the sacraments of the Old Law were not endowed with
any power by which they conduced to the bestowal of justify-
ing grace: and they merely signified faith by which men were
justified.

Reply to Objection 1. e Fathers of old had faith in the
future Passion of Christ, which, inasmuch as it was appre-
hendedby themind,was able to justify them.Butwehave faith
in the past Passion ofChrist, which is able to justify, also by the
real use of sacramental things as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. at sanctification was but a fig-
ure: for they were said to be sanctified forasmuch as they gave
themselves up to the Divine worship according to the rite of
the Old Law, which was wholly ordained to the foreshadow-
ing of Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 3. ere have been many opinions
about Circumcision. For, according to some, Circumcision
conferred no grace, but only remitted sin. But this is impos-
sible; because man is not justified from sin save by grace, ac-
cording to Rom. 3:24: “Being justified freely by His grace.”

Wherefore others said that by Circumcision grace is con-
ferred, as to the privative effects of sin, but not as to its positive
effects. But this also appears to be false, because by Circumci-
sion, children received the faculty of obtaining glory, which is
the ultimate positive effect of grace. Moreover, as regards the
order of the formal cause, positive effects are naturally prior to
privative effects, though according to the order of the mate-
rial cause, the reverse is the case: for a form does not exclude
privation save by informing the subject.

Hence others say that Circumcision conferred grace also
as regards a certain positive effect, i.e. by making man worthy
of eternal life, but not so as to repress concupiscence which
makes man prone to sin. And so at one time it seemed to me.
But if the matter be considered carefully, this too appears to
be untrue; because the very least grace is sufficient to resist any
degree of concupiscence, and to merit eternal life.

And therefore it seems better to say that Circumcisionwas
a sign of justifying faith: wherefore the Apostle says (Rom.
4:11) that Abraham “received the sign of Circumcision, a seal
of the justice of faith.” Consequently grace was conferred in
Circumcision in so far as it was a sign of Christ’s future Pas-
sion, as will be made clear further on (q. 70, a. 4).
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T P, Q 63
Of the Other Effect of the Sacraments, Which Is a Character

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the other effect of the sacraments, which is a character: and concerning this there are six points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether by the sacraments a character is produced in the soul?
(2) What is this character?
(3) Of whom is this character?
(4) What is its subject?
(5) Is it indelible?
(6) Whether every sacrament imprints a character?

IIIa q. 63 a. 1Whether a sacrament imprints a character on the soul?

Objection 1. It seems that a sacrament does not imprint a
character on the soul. For theword “character” seems to signify
some kind of distinctive sign. But Christ’s members are distin-
guished from others by eternal predestination, which does not
imply anything in the predestined, but only in God predesti-
nating, as we have stated in the Ia, q. 23, a. 2. For it is written (2
Tim. 2:19): “e sure foundation of God standeth firm, hav-
ing this seal: e Lord knoweth who are His.” erefore the
sacraments do not imprint a character on the soul.

Objection 2. Further, a character is a distinctive sign.Now
a sign, as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. ii) “is that which
conveys something else to the mind, besides the species which
it impresses on the senses.” But nothing in the soul can impress
a species on the senses. erefore it seems that no character is
imprinted on the soul by the sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, just as the believer is distinguished
from the unbeliever by the sacraments of the New Law, so was
it under the Old Law. But the sacraments of the Old Law did
not imprint a character; whence they are called “justices of the
flesh” (Heb. 9:10) by the Apostle.erefore neither seemingly
do the sacraments of the New Law.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (2 Cor. 1:21,22):
“He…that hath anointed us is God; Who also hath sealed us,
and given the pledge of the spirit in our hearts.” But a character
means nothing else than a kind of sealing. erefore it seems
that by the sacraments God imprints His character on us.

I answer that,As is clear fromwhat has been already stated
(q. 62, a. 5) the sacraments of the New Law are ordained for a
twofold purpose; namely, for a remedy against sins; and for the
perfecting of the soul in things pertaining to the Divine wor-
ship according to the rite of the Christian life. Now whenever
anyone is deputed to some definite purpose he is wont to re-
ceive some outward sign thereof; thus in olden times soldiers

who enlisted in the ranks used to bemarked with certain char-
acters on the body, through being deputed to a bodily service.
Since, therefore, by the sacraments men are deputed to a spir-
itual service pertaining to the worship of God, it follows that
by their means the faithful receive a certain spiritual character.
Wherefore Augustine says (Contra Parmen. ii): “If a deserter
from the battle, through dread of the mark of enlistment on
his body, throws himself on the emperor’s clemency, and hav-
ing besought and received mercy, return to the fight; is that
character renewed, when the man has been set free and rep-
rimanded? is it not rather acknowledged and approved? Are
the Christian sacraments, by any chance, of a nature less last-
ing than this bodily mark?”

Reply to Objection 1. e faithful of Christ are destined
to the reward of the glory that is to come, by the seal of Di-
vine Predestination. But they are deputed to acts becoming
the Church that is now, by a certain spiritual seal that is set
on them, and is called a character.

Reply toObjection2.echaracter imprintedon the soul
is a kind of sign in so far as it is imprinted by a sensible sacra-
ment: since we know that a certain one has received the bap-
tismal character, through his being cleansed by the sensiblewa-
ter. Nevertheless from a kind of likeness, anything that assimi-
lates one thing to another, or discriminates one thing from an-
other, even though it be not sensible, can be called a character
or a seal; thus the Apostle calls Christ “the figure” or χαρακτήρ
“of the substance of the Father” (Heb. 1:3).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 62, a. 6) the
sacraments of the Old Law had not in themselves any spir-
itual power of producing a spiritual effect. Consequently in
those sacraments therewas noneedof a spiritual character, and
bodily circumcision sufficed, which the Apostle calls “a seal”
(Rom. 4:11).
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IIIa q. 63 a. 2Whether a character is a spiritual power?

Objection 1. It seems that a character is not a spiritual
power. For “character” seems to be the same thing as “figure”;
hence (Heb. 1:3), where we read “figure of His substance, “for
“figure” the Greek has χαρακτήρ. Now “figure” is in the fourth
species of quality, and thus differs from power which is in the
second species. erefore character is not a spiritual power.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. ii): “e
Divine Beatitude admits him that seeks happiness to a share
in Itself, and grants this share to him by conferring on him Its
light as a kind of seal.” Consequently, it seems that a character
is a kind of light. Now light belongs rather to the third species
of quality.erefore a character is not a power, since this seems
to belong to the second species.

Objection 3. Further, character is defined by some thus:
“A character is a holy sign of the communion of faith and of
the holy ordination conferred by a hierarch.” Now a sign is in
the genus of “relation,” not of “power.” erefore a character is
not a spiritual power.

Objection 4. Further, a power is in the nature of a cause
and principle (Metaph. v). But a “sign” which is set down in
the definition of a character is rather in the nature of an effect.
erefore a character is not a spiritual power.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Ethic. ii): “ere
are three things in the soul, power, habit, and passion.” Now
a character is not a passion: since a passion passes quickly,
whereas a character is indelible, as will be made clear further
on (a. 5). In like manner it is not a habit: because no habit is
indifferent to acting well or ill: whereas a character is indiffer-
ent to either, since some use it well, some ill. Now this cannot
occur with a habit: because no one abuses a habit of virtue, or
uses well an evil habit. It remains, therefore, that a character is
a power.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), the sacraments of the
New Law produce a character, in so far as by them we are de-
puted to theworship ofGod according to the rite of theChris-
tian religion.WhereforeDionysius (Eccl. Hier. ii), aer saying
that God “by a kind of sign grants a share of Himself to those
that approachHim,” adds “bymaking themGodlike and com-
municators of Divine gis.” Now the worship of God consists

either in receivingDivine gis, or inbestowing themonothers.
And for both these purposes some power is needed; for to be-
stow something on others, active power is necessary; and in or-
der to receive, we need a passive power. Consequently, a char-
acter signifies a certain spiritual power ordained unto things
pertaining to the Divine worship.

But it must be observed that this spiritual power is instru-
mental: as we have stated above (q. 62, a. 4) of the virtuewhich
is in the sacraments. For to have a sacramental character be-
longs to God’s ministers: and a minister is a kind of instru-
ment, as the Philosopher says (Polit. i). Consequently, just as
the virtue which is in the sacraments is not of itself in a genus,
but is reducible to a genus, for the reason that it is of a transi-
tory and incomplete nature: so also a character is not properly
in a genus or species, but is reducible to the second species of
quality.

Reply to Objection 1. Configuration is a certain bound-
ary of quantity.Wherefore, properly speaking, it is only in cor-
poreal things; and of spiritual things is said metaphorically.
Now that which decides the genus or species of a thing must
needs be predicated of it properly. Consequently, a character
cannot be in the fourth species of quality, although some have
held this to be the case.

Reply to Objection 2. e third species of quality con-
tains only sensible passions or sensible qualities. Now a char-
acter is not a sensible light. Consequently, it is not in the third
species of quality as some have maintained.

Reply to Objection 3. e relation signified by the word
“sign”must needs have some foundation.Now the relation sig-
nified by this sign which is a character, cannot be founded im-
mediately on the essence of the soul: because then it would
belong to every soul naturally. Consequently, there must be
something in the soul on which such a relation is founded.
And it is in this that a character essentially consists. erefore
it need not be in the genus “relation” as some have held.

Reply to Objection 4. A character is in the nature of a
sign in comparison to the sensible sacrament by which it is im-
printed. But considered in itself, it is in the nature of a princi-
ple, in the way already explained.

IIIa q. 63 a. 3Whether the sacramental character is the character of Christ?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacramental character is not
the character of Christ. For it is written (Eph. 4:30): “Grieve
not the Holy Spirit of God, whereby you are sealed.” But a
character consists essentially in some. thing that seals. ere-
fore the sacramental character should be attributed to the
Holy Ghost rather than to Christ.

Objection 2. Further, a character has the nature of a sign.
And it is a sign of the grace that is conferred by the sacrament.
Now grace is poured forth into the soul by the whole Trinity;

wherefore it is written (Ps. 83:12): “e Lord will give grace
and glory.” erefore it seems that the sacramental character
should not be attributed specially to Christ.

Objection 3. Further, a man is marked with a character
that he may be distinguishable from others. But the saints are
distinguishable from others by charity, which, as Augustine
says (De Trin. xv), “alone separates the children of the King-
dom from the children of perdition”: wherefore also the chil-
dren of perdition are said to have “the character of the beast”
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(Apoc. 13:16,17). But charity is not attributed to Christ, but
rather to the Holy Ghost according to Rom. 5:5: “e char-
ity of God is poured forth in our hearts, by the Holy Ghost,
Who is given to us”; or even to the Father, according to 2 Cor.
13:13: “e grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the charity of
God.”erefore it seems that the sacramental character should
not be attributed to Christ.

On the contrary, Some define character thus: “A charac-
ter is a distinctive mark printed in a man’s rational soul by the
eternal Character, whereby the created trinity is sealed with
the likeness of the creating and re-creating Trinity, and distin-
guishing him from those who are not so enlikened, according
to the state of faith.” But the eternal Character is Christ Him-
self, according to Heb. 1:3: “Who being the brightness of His
glory and the figure,” or character, “of His substance.” It seems,
therefore, that the character should properly be attributed to
Christ.

I answer that, As has been made clear above (a. 1), a char-
acter is properly a kindof seal,whereby something ismarked, as
being ordained to some particular end: thus a coin is marked
for use in exchange of goods, and soldiers are marked with a
character as being deputed to military service. Now the faith-
ful are deputed to a twofold end. First and principally to the
enjoyment of glory. And for this purpose they aremarkedwith
the seal of grace according toEzech. 9:4: “Markouupon the
foreheads of the men that sigh and mourn”; and Apoc. 7:3:
“Hurt not the earth, nor the sea, nor the trees, till we sign the
servants of our God in their foreheads.”

Secondly, each of the faithful is deputed to receive, or to
bestow on others, things pertaining to the worship of God.
And this, properly speaking, is the purpose of the sacramen-
tal character. Now the whole rite of the Christian religion is
derived fromChrist’s priesthood. Consequently, it is clear that
the sacramental character is specially the character ofChrist, to
Whose character the faithful are likened by reason of the sacra-
mental characters, which are nothing else than certain partici-
pations of Christ’s Priesthood, flowing from Christ Himself.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle speaks there of that
sealing bywhich aman is assigned to future glory, andwhich is
effected by grace. Now grace is attributed to the Holy Ghost,
inasmuch as it is through love that God gives us something
gratis, which is the very nature of grace: while the Holy Ghost
is love. Wherefore it is written (1 Cor. 12:4): “ere are diver-
sities of graces, but the same Spirit.”

Reply toObjection 2.esacramental character is a thing
as regards the exterior sacrament, and a sacrament in regard
to the ultimate effect. Consequently, something can be at-
tributed to a character in two ways. First, if the character be
considered as a sacrament: and thus it is a sign of the invisible
grace which is conferred in the sacrament. Secondly, if it be
considered as a character. And thus it is a sign conferring on a
man a likeness to some principal person in whom is vested the
authority over that to which he is assigned: thus soldiers who
are assigned to military service, are marked with their leader’s
sign, by which they are, in a fashion, likened to him. And in
this way those who are deputed to the Christian worship, of
which Christ is the author, receive a character by which they
are likened to Christ. Consequently, properly speaking, this is
Christ’s character.

Reply toObjection 3.A character distinguishes one from
another, in relation to some particular end, to which he, who
receives the character is ordained: as has been stated concern-
ing the military character (a. 1) by which a soldier of the king
is distinguished from the enemy’s soldier in relation to the bat-
tle. In likemanner the character of the faithful is that by which
the faithful ofChrist are distinguished from the servants of the
devil, either in relation to eternal life, or in relation to the wor-
ship of the Church that now is. Of these the former is the re-
sult of charity and grace, as the objection runs; while the latter
results from the sacramental character. Wherefore the “char-
acter of the beast” may be understood by opposition, to mean
either the obstinatemalice forwhich some are assigned to eter-
nal punishment, or the profession of an unlawful form of wor-
ship.

IIIa q. 63 a. 4Whether the character be subjected in the powers of the soul?

Objection 1. It seems that the character is not subjected in
the powers of the soul. For a character is said to be a disposi-
tion to grace. But grace is subjected in the essence of the soul
as we have stated in the Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 4. erefore it seems
that the character is in the essence of the soul and not in the
powers.

Objection 2. Further, a power of the soul does not seem
to be the subject of anything save habit and disposition. But
a character, as stated above (a. 2), is neither habit nor disposi-
tion, but rather a power: the subject of which is nothing else
than the essence of the soul. erefore it seems that the char-
acter is not subjected in a power of the soul, but rather in its
essence.

Objection 3. Further, the powers of the soul are divided
into those of knowledge and those of appetite. But it cannot
be said that a character is only in a cognitive power, nor, again,
only in an appetitive power: since it is neither ordained to
knowledge only, nor to desire only. Likewise, neither can it
be said to be in both, because the same accident cannot be in
several subjects. erefore it seems that a character is not sub-
jected in a power of the soul, but rather in the essence.

On the contrary, A character, according to its definition
given above (a. 3), is imprinted in the rational soul “by way of
an image.” But the image of the Trinity in the soul is seen in
the powers. erefore a character is in the powers of the soul.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), a character is a kind
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of seal by which the soul is marked, so that it may receive, or
bestow on others, things pertaining to Divine worship. Now
theDivine worship consists in certain actions: and the powers
of the soul are properly ordained to actions, just as the essence
is ordained to existence. erefore a character is subjected not
in the essence of the soul, but in its power.

Reply to Objection 1. e subject is ascribed to an. acci-
dent in respect of that to which the accident disposes it prox-
imately, but not in respect of that to which it disposes it re-
motely or indirectly.Now a character disposes the soul directly
and proximately to the fulfilling of things pertaining toDivine
worship: and because such cannot be accomplished suitably
without the help of grace, since, according to Jn. 4:24, “they
that adore” God “must adore Him in spirit and in truth,” con-
sequently, the Divine bounty bestows grace on those who re-
ceive the character, so that they may accomplish worthily the
service towhich they aredeputed.erefore the subject should
be ascribed to a character in respect of those actions that per-

tain to the Divine worship, rather than in respect of grace.
Reply to Objection 2. e subject of the natural power,

which flows from the principles of the essence. Now a char-
acter is not a power of this kind. but a spiritual power com-
ing from without. Wherefore, just as the essence of the soul,
fromwhichman has his natural life, is perfected by grace from
which the soul derives spiritual life; so the natural power of the
soul is perfected by a spiritual power, which is a character. For
habit and disposition belong to a power of the soul, since they
are ordained to actions of which the powers are the principles.
And in like manner whatever is ordained to action, should be
attributed to a power.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, a character is or-
dained unto things pertaining to the Divine worship; which
is a protestation of faith expressed by exterior signs. Conse-
quently, a character needs to be in the soul’s cognitive power,
where also is faith.

IIIa q. 63 a. 5Whether a character can be blotted out from the soul?

Objection 1. It seems that a character can be blotted out
from the soul. Because the more perfect an accident is, the
more firmly does it adhere to its subject. But grace is more per-
fect than a character; because a character is ordainedunto grace
as to a further end. Now grace is lost through sin. Much more,
therefore, is a character so lost.

Objection 2. Further, by a character a man is deputed to
the Divine worship, as stated above (Aa. 3,4). But some pass
from the worship of God to a contrary worship by apostasy
from the faith. It seems, therefore, that such lose the sacramen-
tal character.

Objection 3. Further, when the end ceases, the means to
the end should cease also: thus aer the resurrection there will
be no marriage, because begetting will cease, which is the pur-
pose of marriage. Now the exterior worship to which a char-
acter is ordained, will not endure in heaven, where there will
be no shadows, but all will be truth without a veil. erefore
the sacramental character does not last in the soul for ever: and
consequently it can be blotted out.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Parmen. ii):
“e Christian sacraments are not less lasting than the bod-
ily mark” of military service. But the character of military ser-
vice is not repeated, but is “recognized and approved” in the
man who obtains the emperor’s forgiveness aer offending
him. erefore neither can the sacramental character be blot-
ted out.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3), in a sacramental char-
acter Christ’s faithful have a share in His Priesthood; in the
sense that asChrist has the full power of a spiritual priesthood,
soHis faithful are likened toHimby sharing a certain spiritual
power with regard to the sacraments and to things pertaining
to the Divine worship. For this reason it is unbecoming that

Christ should have a character: but His Priesthood is com-
pared to a character, as that which is complete and perfect is
compared to some participation of itself. Now Christ’s Priest-
hood is eternal, according to Ps. 109:4: “ou art a priest for
ever, according to the order of Melchisedech.” Consequently,
every sanctification wrought by His Priesthood, is perpetual,
enduring as long as the thing sanctified endures. is is clear
even in inanimate things; for the consecration of a church or
an altar lasts for ever unless they be destroyed. Since, there-
fore, the subject of a character is the soul as to its intellective
part, where faith resides, as stated above (a. 4, ad 3); it is clear
that, the intellect being perpetual and incorruptible, a charac-
ter cannot be blotted out from the soul.

Reply toObjection 1. Both grace and character are in the
soul, but in different ways. For grace is in the soul, as a form
having complete existence therein: whereas a character is in
the soul, as an instrumental power, as stated above (a. 2). Now
a complete form is in its subject according to the condition
of the subject. And since the soul as long as it is a wayfarer is
changeable in respect of the free-will, it results that grace is in
the soul in a changeable manner. But an instrumental power
follows rather the condition of the principal agent: and con-
sequently a character exists in the soul in an indelible manner,
not from any perfection of its own, but from the perfection
of Christ’s Priesthood, from which the character flows like an
instrumental power.

Reply toObjection2.AsAugustine says (Contra Parmen.
ii), “even apostates are not deprived of their baptism, for when
they repent and return to the fold they do not receive it again;
whence we conclude that it cannot be lost.” e reason of this
is that a character is an instrumental power, as stated above (ad
1), and the nature of an instrument as such is to be moved by
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another, but not to move itself; this belongs to the will. Con-
sequently, however much the will be moved in the contrary
direction, the character is not removed, by reason of the im-
mobility of the principal mover.

Reply to Objection 3. Although external worship does
not last aer this life, yet its end remains. Consequently, aer

this life the character remains, both in the good as adding to
their glory, and in the wicked as increasing their shame: just as
the character of the military service remains in the soldiers af-
ter the victory, as the boast of the conquerors, and the disgrace
of the conquered.

IIIa q. 63 a. 6Whether a character is imprinted by each sacrament of the New Law?

Objection 1. It seems that a character is imprinted by all
the sacraments of the New Law: because each sacrament of
theNew Lawmakes man a participator in Christ’s Priesthood.
But the sacramental character is nothing but a participation
in Christ’s Priesthood, as already stated (Aa. 3,5). erefore it
seems that a character is imprinted by each sacrament of the
New Law.

Objection 2. Further, a character may be compared to the
soul in which it is, as a consecration to that which is conse-
crated. But by each sacrament of the New Law man becomes
the recipient of sanctifying grace, as stated above (q. 62, a. 1).
erefore it seems that a character is imprinted by each sacra-
ment of the New Law.

Objection 3. Further, a character is both a reality and a
sacrament. But in each sacrament of the New Law, there is
somethingwhich is only a reality, and somethingwhich is only
a sacrament, and something which is both reality and sacra-
ment. erefore a character is imprinted by each sacrament of
the New Law.

On the contrary, ose sacraments in which a character
is imprinted, are not reiterated, because a character is indeli-
ble, as stated above (a. 5): whereas some sacraments are reiter-
ated, for instance, penance and matrimony. erefore not all
the sacraments imprint a character.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 62, Aa. 1,5), the sacra-
ments of the New Law are ordained for a twofold purpose,
namely, as a remedy for sin, and for the Divine worship. Now
all the sacraments, from the fact that they confer grace, have
this in common, that they afford a remedy against sin: whereas
not all the sacraments are directly ordained to theDivine wor-
ship. us it is clear that penance, whereby man is delivered
from sin, does not afford man any advance in the Divine wor-
ship, but restores him to his former state.

Now a sacrament may belong to the Divine worship in
three ways: first in regard to the thing done; secondly, in re-
gard to the agent; thirdly, in regard to the recipient. In regard
to the thing done, the Eucharist belongs to the Divine wor-

ship, for the Divine worship consists principally therein, so
far as it is the sacrifice of the Church. And by this same sacra-
ment a character is not imprinted on man; because it does not
ordain man to any further sacramental action or benefit re-
ceived, since rather is it “the end and consummation of all the
sacraments,” as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii). But it contains
within itself Christ, in Whom there is not the character, but
the very plenitude of the Priesthood.

But it is the sacrament of order that pertains to the sacra-
mental agents: for it is by this sacrament that men are deputed
to confer sacraments on others: while the sacrament of Bap-
tism pertains to the recipients, since it confers on man the
power to receive the other sacraments of the Church; whence
it is called the “door of the sacraments.” In a wayConfirmation
also is ordained for the same purpose, as we shall explain in its
proper place (q. 65, a. 3).Consequently, these three sacraments
imprint a character, namely, Baptism, Confirmation, and or-
der.

Reply to Objection 1. Every sacrament makes man of the
a participator in Christ’s Priesthood, from the fact that it con-
fers on him some effect thereof. But every sacrament does not
depute aman todoor receive something pertaining to thewor-
ship of the priesthood of Christ: while it is just this that is re-
quired for a sacrament to imprint a character.

Reply to Objection 2. Man is sanctified by each of the
sacraments, since sanctity means immunity from sin, which
is the effect of grace. But in a special way some sacraments,
which imprint a character, bestow on man a certain consecra-
tion, thus deputing him to the Divine worship: just as inani-
mate things are said to be consecrated forasmuch as they are
deputed to Divine worship.

Reply toObjection3.Although a character is a reality and
a sacrament, it does not follow that whatever is a reality and a
sacrament, is also a character. With regard to the other sacra-
ments we shall explain further on what is the reality and what
is the sacrament.
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T P, Q 64
Of the Causes of the Sacraments

(In Ten Articles)

In the next place we have to consider the causes of the sacraments, both as to authorship and as toministration. Concerning
which there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether God alone works inwardly in the sacraments?
(2) Whether the institution of the sacraments is from God alone?
(3) Of the power which Christ exercised over the sacraments;
(4) Whether He could transmit that power to others?
(5) Whether the wicked can have the power of administering the sacraments?
(6) Whether the wicked sin in administering the sacraments?
(7) Whether the angels can be ministers of the sacraments?
(8) Whether the minister’s intention is necessary in the sacraments?
(9) Whether right faith is required therein; so that it be impossible for an unbeliever to confer a sacrament?

(10) Whether a right intention is required therein?

IIIa q. 64 a. 1Whether God alone, or the minister also, works inwardly unto the sacramental effect?

Objection 1. It seems that not God alone, but also the
minister, works inwardly unto the sacramental effect. For the
inward sacramental effect is to cleanse man from sin and en-
lighten him by grace. But it belongs to the ministers of the
Church “to cleanse, enlighten and perfect,” as Dionysius ex-
plains (Coel. Hier. v). erefore it seems that the sacramental
effect is the work not only of God, but also of the ministers of
the Church.

Objection2.Further, certain prayers are offeredup in con-
ferring the sacraments. But the prayers of the righteous are
more acceptable to God than those of any other, according to
Jn. 9:31: “If a man be a server of God, and doth His will, him
He heareth.” erefore it stems that a man obtains a greater
sacramental effect if he receive it from a good minister. Con-
sequently, the interior effect is partly the work of the minister
and not of God alone.

Objection 3. Further, man is of greater account than an
inanimate thing. But an inanimate thing contributes some-
thing to the interior effect: since “water touches the body
and cleanses the soul,” as Augustine says (Tract. lxxx in Joan.).
erefore the interior sacramental effect is partly the work of
man and not of God alone.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 8:33): “God that jus-
tifieth.” Since, then, the inward effect of all the sacraments is
justification, it seems that God alone works the interior sacra-
mental effect.

I answer that, ere are two ways of producing an effect;
first, as a principal agent; secondly, as an instrument. In the
former way the interior sacramental effect is the work of God
alone: first, because God alone can enter the soul wherein the
sacramental effect takes place; and no agent can operate im-
mediately where it is not: secondly, because grace which is an
interior sacramental effect is from God alone, as we have es-

tablished in the Ia IIae, q. 112, a. 1; while the character which
is the interior effect of certain sacraments, is an instrumental
power which flows from the principal agent, which is God. In
the second way, however, the interior sacramental effect can
be the work of man, in so far as he works as a minister. For a
minister is of the nature of an instrument, since the action of
both is applied to something extrinsic, while the interior effect
is produced through the power of the principal agent, which
is God.

Reply toObjection 1.Cleansing in so far as it is attributed
to the ministers of the Church is not a washing from sin: dea-
cons are said to “cleanse,” inasmuch as they remove the un-
clean from the body of the faithful, or prepare them by their
pious admonitions for the reception of the sacraments. In like
manner also priests are said to “enlighten” God’s people, not
indeed by giving them grace, but by conferring on them the
sacraments of grace; as Dionysius explains (Coel. Hier. v).

Reply toObjection 2.eprayers which are said in giving
the sacraments, are offered to God, not on the part of the in-
dividual, but on the part of the whole Church, whose prayers
are acceptable to God, according to Mat. 18:19: “If two of
you shall consent upon earth, concerning anythingwhatsoever
they shall ask, it shall be done to them by My Father.” Nor is
there any reason why the devotion of a just man should not
contribute to this effect. But that which is the sacramental ef-
fect is not impetrated by the prayer of the Church or of the
minister, but through the merit of Christ’s Passion, the power
of which operates in the sacraments, as stated above (q. 62,
a. 5). Wherefore the sacramental effect is made no better by a
better minister. And yet something in addition may be impe-
trated for the receiver of the sacrament through the devotion
of theminister: but this is not thework of theminister, but the
work of God Who hears the minister’s prayer.
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Reply to Objection 3. Inanimate things do not produce
the sacramental effect, except instrumentally, as stated above.

In likemanner neither domen produce the sacramental effect,
except ministerially, as also stated above.

IIIa q. 64 a. 2Whether the sacraments are instituted by God alone?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacraments are not insti-
tuted by God alone. For those things which God has insti-
tuted are delivered to us in Holy Scripture. But in the sacra-
ments certain things are done which are nowhere mentioned
inHoly Scripture; for instance, the chrismwithwhichmen are
confirmed, the oil with which priests are anointed, and many
others, both words and actions, which we employ in the sacra-
ments. erefore the sacraments were not instituted by God
alone.

Objection 2. Further, a sacrament is a kind of sign. Now
sensible things have their own natural signification. Nor can
it be said that God takes pleasure in certain significations and
not in others; becauseHe approves of all thatHemade.More-
over, it seems to be peculiar to the demons to be enticed to
something by means of signs; for Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xxi): “e demons are enticed…by means of creatures, which
were created not by them but by God, by various means of at-
traction according to their various natures, not as an animal
is enticed by food, but as a spirit is drawn by a sign.” It seems,
therefore, that there is no need for the sacraments to be insti-
tuted by God.

Objection 3. Further, the apostles were God’s vicegerents
on earth: hence the Apostle says (2 Cor. 2:10): “For what I
have pardoned, if I have pardoned anything, for your sakes
have I done it in the person of Christ,” i.e. as though Christ
Himself had pardoned. erefore it seems that the apostles
and their successors can institute new sacraments.

On the contrary, e institutor of anything is he who
gives it strength and power: as in the case of those who insti-
tute laws. But the power of a sacrament is from God alone, as
we have shown above (a. 1; q. 62, a. 1). erefore God alone
can institute a sacrament.

I answer that, As appears from what has been said above
(a. 1; q. 62, a. 1), the sacraments are instrumental causes of spir-
itual effects. Now an instrument has its power from the prin-

cipal agent. But an agent in respect of a sacrament is twofold;
viz. he who institutes the sacraments, and he who makes use
of the sacrament instituted, by applying it for the production
of the effect. Now the power of a sacrament cannot be from
himwhomakes use of the sacrament: because heworks but as a
minister. Consequently, it follows that the power of the sacra-
ment is from the institutor of the sacrament. Since, therefore,
the power of the sacrament is from God alone, it follows that
God alone can institute the sacraments.

Reply toObjection1.Human institutions observed in the
sacraments are not essential to the sacrament; but belong to the
solemnity which is added to the sacraments in order to arouse
devotion and reverence in the recipients. But those things that
are essential to the sacrament, are instituted by Christ Him-
self,Who isGod andman.And though they are not all handed
down by the Scriptures, yet the Church holds them from the
intimate tradition of the apostles, according to the saying of
the Apostle (1 Cor. 11:34): “e rest I will set in order when I
come.”

Reply to Objection 2. From their very nature sensible
things have a certain aptitude for the signifying of spiritual
effects: but this aptitude is fixed by the Divine institution to
some special signification. is is what Hugh of St. Victor
means by saying (De Sacram. i) that “a sacrament owes its sig-
nification to its institution.” Yet God chooses certain things
rather than others for sacramental signification, not as though
His choice were restricted to them, but in order that their sig-
nification be more suitable to them.

Reply to Objection 3. e apostles and their successors
are God’s vicars in governing the Church which is built on
faith and the sacraments of faith. Wherefore, just as they may
not institute another Church, so neither may they deliver an-
other faith, nor institute other sacraments: on the contrary,
the Church is said to be built up with the sacraments “which
flowed from the side of Christ while hanging on the Cross.”

IIIa q. 64 a. 3Whether Christ as man had the power of producing the inward sacramental effect?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ as man had the power of
producing the interior sacramental effect. For John the Baptist
said ( Jn. 1:33): “He, Who sent me to baptize in water, said to
me: He upon Whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending and
remaining upon Him, He it is that baptizeth with the Holy
Ghost.” But to baptize with the Holy Ghost is to confer in-
wardly the grace of the Holy Ghost. And the Holy Ghost de-
scended uponChrist as man, not as God: for thusHeHimself
gives the Holy Ghost. erefore it seems that Christ, as man,
had the power of producing the inward sacramental effect.

Objection 2. Further, our Lord said (Mat. 9:6): “at you
may know that the Son of Man hath power on earth to for-
give sins.” But forgiveness of sins is an inward sacramental ef-
fect.erefore it seems thatChrist asmanproduces the inward
sacramental effect.

Objection 3.Further, the institution of the sacraments be-
longs to him who acts as principal agent in producing the in-
ward sacramental effect. Now it is clear that Christ instituted
the sacraments. erefore it is He that produces the inward
sacramental effect.
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Objection 4. Further, no one can confer the sacramen-
tal effect without conferring the sacrament, except he produce
the sacramental effect by his own power. But Christ conferred
the sacramental effect without conferring the sacrament; as in
the case of Magdalen to whom He said: “y sins are forgiven
ee” (Lk. 7:48). erefore it seems that Christ, as man, pro-
duces the inward sacramental effect.

Objection 5. Further, the principal agent in causing the
inward effect is that in virtue of which the sacrament operates.
But the sacraments derive their power from Christ’s Passion
and through the invocation of His Name; according to 1 Cor.
1:13: “Was Paul then crucified for you? or were you baptized
in the name of Paul?” erefore Christ, as man, produces the
inward sacramental effect.

On the contrary, Augustine (Isidore, Etym. vi) says: “e
Divine power in the sacraments works inwardly in producing
their salutary effect.”Now theDivine power isChrist’s asGod,
not asman.ereforeChrist produces the inward sacramental
effect, not as man but as God.

I answer that, Christ produces the inward sacramental ef-
fect, both as God and as man, but not in the same way. For,
as God, He works in the sacraments by authority: but, as man,
His operation conduces to the inward sacramental effectsmer-
itoriously and efficiently, but instrumentally. For it has been
stated (q. 48, Aa. 1,6; q. 49, a. 1) that Christ’s Passion which
belongs to Him in respect of His human nature, is the cause
of justification, both meritoriously and efficiently, not as the
principal cause thereof, or by His own authority, but as an in-

strument, in so far as His humanity is the instrument of His
Godhead, as stated above (q. 13, Aa. 2,3; q. 19, a. 1).

Nevertheless, since it is an instrument united to the God-
head in unity of Person, it has a certain headship and effi-
ciency in regard to extrinsic instruments, which are the minis-
ters of the Church and the sacraments themselves, as has been
explained above (a. 1). Consequently, just as Christ, as God,
has power of “authority” over the sacraments, so, as man, He
has the power of ministry in chief, or power of “excellence.”
And this consists in four things. First in this, that the merit
and power of His Passion operates in the sacraments, as stated
above (q. 62, a. 5). And because the power of the Passion is
communicated tous by faith, according toRom.3:25: “Whom
God hath proposed to be a propitiation through faith in His
blood,” which faith we proclaim by calling on the name of
Christ: therefore, secondly, Christ’s power of excellence over
the sacraments consists in this, that they are sanctified by the
invocation of His name. And because the sacraments derive
their power from their institution, hence, thirdly, the excel-
lence of Christ’s power consists in this, that He, Who gave
them their power, could institute the sacraments. And since
cause does not depend on effect, but rather conversely, it be-
longs to the excellence ofChrist’s power, thatHe could bestow
the sacramental effect without conferring the exterior sacra-
ment.us it is clear how to solve the objections; for the argu-
ments on either side are true to a certain extent, as explained
above.

IIIa q. 64 a. 4Whether Christ could communicate to ministers the power which He had in the sacraments?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ could not communicate
to ministers the power which He had in the sacraments. For
as Augustine argues againstMaximin, “if He could, but would
not, He was jealous of His power.” But jealousy was far from
ChristWho had the fulness of charity. Since, therefore, Christ
did not communicateHis power toministers, it seems thatHe
could not.

Objection 2. Further, on Jn. 14:12: “Greater than these
shall he do,”Augustine says (Tract. lxxii): “I affirm this to be al-
together greater,” namely, for a man from being ungodly to be
made righteous, “than to create heaven and earth.” But Christ
could not communicate to His disciples the power of creating
heaven and earth: neither, therefore, could He give them the
power ofmaking the ungodly to be righteous. Since, therefore,
the justification of the ungodly is effected by the power that
Christ has in the sacraments, it seems that He could not com-
municate that power to ministers.

Objection 3. Further, it belongs to Christ as Head of the
Church that grace should flow from Him to others, accord-
ing to Jn. 1:16: “Of His fulness we all have received.” But this
could not be communicated to others; since then the Church
would be deformed, having many heads. erefore it seems

that Christ could not communicate His power to ministers.
On the contrary, on Jn. 1:31: “I knew Him not,” Augus-

tine says (Tract. v) that “he did not know that our Lord hav-
ing the authority of baptizing…would keep it to Himself.” But
John would not have been in ignorance of this, if such a power
were incommunicable. erefore Christ could communicate
His power to ministers.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 3), Christ had a twofold
power in the sacraments. one was the power of “authority,”
which belongs to Him as God: and this power He could not
communicate to any creature; just as neither could He com-
municate the Divine Essence. e other was the power of
“excellence,” which belongs to Him as man. is power He
could communicate to ministers; namely, by giving them such
a fulness of grace—that their merits would conduce to the
sacramental effect—that by the invocation of their names,
the sacraments would be sanctified—and that they themselves
might institute sacraments, and by their mere will confer the
sacramental effect without observing the sacramental rite. For
a united instrument, the more powerful it is, is all the more
able to lend its power to the separated instrument; as the hand
can to a stick.
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Reply to Objection 1. It was not through jealousy that
Christ refrained from communicating to ministers His power
of excellence, but for the good of the faithful; lest they should
put their trust in men, and lest there should be various kinds
of sacraments, giving rise to division in the Church; as may be
seen in those who said: “I am of Paul, I am of Apollo, and I of
Cephas” (1 Cor. 1:12).

Reply to Objection 2. is objection is true of the power
of authority, which belongs toChrist asGod.At the same time
the power of excellence can be called authority in compari-

son to other ministers. Whence on 1 Cor. 1:13: “Is Christ di-
vided?” the gloss says that “He could give power of authority
in baptizing, to those to whom He gave the power of adminis-
tering it.”

Reply to Objection 3. It was in order to avoid the incon-
gruity of many heads in the Church, that Christ was unwilling
to communicate to ministers His power of excellence. If, how-
ever, He had done so, He would have been Head in chief; the
others in subjection to Him.

IIIa q. 64 a. 5Whether the sacraments can be conferred by evil ministers?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacraments cannot be con-
ferred by evilministers. For the sacraments of theNewLaw are
ordained for the purpose of cleansing from sin and for the be-
stowal of grace. Now evil men, being themselves unclean, can-
not cleanse others from sin, according to Ecclus. 34:4: “Who
[Vulg.: ‘What’] can bemade clean by the unclean?”Moreover,
since they have not grace, it seems that they cannot give grace,
for “no one gives what he has not.” It seems, therefore, that the
sacraments cannot be conferred by wicked men.

Objection 2. Further, all the power of the sacraments is
derived from Christ, as stated above (a. 3; q. 62, a. 5). But evil
men are cut off from Christ: because they have not charity, by
which themembers are united to theirHead, according to 1 Jn.
4:16: “He that abideth in charity, abideth in God, and God in
him.” erefore it seems that the sacraments cannot be con-
ferred by evil men.

Objection 3. Further, if anything is wanting that is re-
quired for the sacraments, the sacrament is invalid; for in-
stance, if the requiredmatter or formbewanting. But themin-
ister required for a sacrament is one who is without the stain
of sin, according to Lev. 21:17,18: “Whosoever of thy seed
throughout their families, hath a blemish, he shall not offer
bread to his God, neither shall he approach to minister to
Him.” erefore it seems that if the minister be wicked, the
sacrament has no effect.

On the contrary, Augustine says on Jn. 1:33: “He upon
Whom thou shalt see the Spirit,” etc. (Tract. v in Joan.), that
“Johndidnot know that ourLord, having the authority of bap-
tizing, would keep it to Himself, but that the ministry would
certainly pass to both good and evil men…What is a bad min-
ister to thee, where the Lord is good?”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the ministers of the
Church work instrumentally in the sacraments, because, in a

way, a minister is of the nature of an instrument. But, as stated
above (q. 62, Aa. 1,4), an instrument acts not by reason of its
own form, but by the power of the one who moves it. Conse-
quently, whatever form or power an instrument has in addi-
tion to that which it has as an instrument, is accidental to it:
for instance, that a physician’s body, which is the instrument of
his soul, wherein is his medical art, be healthy or sickly; or that
a pipe, through which water passes, be of silver or lead. ere-
fore the ministers of the Church can confer the sacraments,
though they be wicked.

Reply toObjection 1.eministers of theChurch do not
by their own power cleanse from sin those who approach the
sacraments, nor do they confer grace on them: it isChristWho
does this by His own power while He employs them as instru-
ments. Consequently, those who approach the sacraments re-
ceive an effect whereby they are enlikened not to theministers
but to Christ.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s members are united to
their Head by charity, so that they may receive life from Him;
for as it is written (1 Jn. 3:14): “He that loveth not abideth
in death.” Now it is possible for a man to work with a lifeless
instrument, and separated from him as to bodily union, pro-
vided it be united to him by some sort of motion: for a work-
man works in one way with his hand, in another with his axe.
Consequently, it is thus that Christ works in the sacraments,
both by wicked men as lifeless instruments, and by good men
as living instruments.

Reply toObjection3.Athing is required in a sacrament in
two ways. First, as being essential to it: and if this be wanting,
the sacrament is invalid; for instance, if the due form or mat-
ter be wanting. Secondly, a thing is required for a sacrament,
by reason of a certain fitness. And in this way good ministers
are required for a sacrament.

IIIa q. 64 a. 6Whether wicked men sin in administering the sacraments?

Objection 1. It seems that wicked men do not sin in ad-
ministering the sacraments. For just as men serve God in the
sacraments, so do they serve Him in works of charity; whence
it is written (Heb. 13:16): “Do not forget to do good and to

impart, for by such sacrifices God’s favor is obtained.” But the
wicked do not sin in serving God by works of charity: indeed,
they should be persuaded to do so, according to Dan. 4:24:
“Let my counsel be acceptable” to the king; “Redeem thou thy
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sins with alms.” erefore it seems that wicked men do not sin
in administering the sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, whoever co-operates with another
in his sin, is also guilty of sin, according to Rom. 1:32: “He is
[Vulg.: ‘ey are’] worthy of death; not only he that commits
the sin, but also he who consents to them that do them.” But if
wicked ministers sin in administering sacraments, those who
receive sacraments from them, co-operate in their sin. ere-
fore they would sin also; which seems unreasonable.

Objection 3. Further, it seems that no one should act
when in doubt, for thus man would be driven to despair, as
being unable to avoid sin. But if the wicked were to sin in ad-
ministering sacraments, they would be in a state of perplexity:
since sometimes they would sin also if they did not adminis-
ter sacraments; for instance, when by reason of their office it
is their bounden duty to do so; for it is written (1 Cor. 9:16):
“For a necessity lieth upon me: Woe is unto me if I preach not
the gospel.” Sometimes also on account of some danger; for in-
stance, if a child in danger of death be brought to a sinner for
baptism. erefore it seems that the wicked do not sin in ad-
ministering the sacraments.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. i) that “it is
wrong for the wicked even to touch the symbols,” i.e. the sacra-
mental signs. And he says in the epistle to Demophilus: “It
seems presumptuous for such aman,” i.e. a sinner, “to lay hands
on priestly things; he is neither afraid nor ashamed, all unwor-
thy that he is, to take part in Divine things, with the thought
that God does not see what he sees in himself: he thinks, by
false pretenses, to cheat Him Whom he calls his Father; he
dares to utter, in the person of Christ, words polluted by his
infamy, I will not call them prayers, over the Divine symbols.”

I answer that, A sinful action consists in this, that a man
“fails to act as he ought to,” as the Philosopher explains (Ethic.
ii).Now it has been said (a. 5, ad 3) that it is fitting for themin-
isters of sacraments to be righteous; because ministers should
be like unto their Lord, according to Lev. 19:2: “Be ye holy, be-
cause I…am holy”; and Ecclus. 10:2: “As the judge of the peo-
ple is himself, so also are his ministers.” Consequently, there
can be no doubt that the wicked sin by exercising the ministry

of God and the Church, by conferring the sacraments. And
since this sin pertains to irreverence towardsGod and the con-
tamination of holy things, as far as the man who sins is con-
cerned, although holy things in themselves cannot be contam-
inated; it follows that such a sin is mortal in its genus.

Reply toObjection 1.Works of charity are notmade holy
by some process of consecration, but they belong to the holi-
ness of righteousness, as being in a way parts of righteousness.
Consequently,when aman showshimself as aminister ofGod,
by doing works of charity, if he be righteous, he will be made
yet holier; but if he be a sinner, he is thereby disposed to holi-
ness. On the other hand, the sacraments are holy in themselves
owing to their mystical consecration. Wherefore the holiness
of righteousness is required in the minister, that he may be
suitable for his ministry: for which reason he acts unbecom-
ingly and sins, if while in a state of sin he attempts to fulfil that
ministry.

Reply toObjection2.Hewhoapproaches a sacrament, re-
ceives it from a minister of the Church, not because he is such
and such a man, but because he is a minister of the Church.
Consequently, as long as the latter is tolerated in the ministry,
he that receives a sacrament from him, does not communicate
in his sin, but communicates with the Church from. whom he
has his ministry. But if the Church, by degrading, excommu-
nicating, or suspending him, does not tolerate him in themin-
istry, he that receives a sacrament from him sins, because he
communicates in his sin.

Reply to Objection 3. A man who is in mortal sin is not
perplexed simply, if by reason of his office it be his bounden
duty to minister sacraments; because he can repent of his sin
and so minister lawfully. But there is nothing unreasonable in
his being perplexed, if we suppose that he wishes to remain in
sin.

However, in a case of necessity when even a lay person
might baptize, he would not sin in baptizing. For it is clear
that then he does not exercise the ministry of the Church, but
comes to the aid of onewho is inneedof his services. It is not so
with the other sacraments, which are not so necessary as bap-
tism, as we shall show further on (q. 65, Aa. 3,4; q. 62, a. 3).

IIIa q. 64 a. 7Whether angels can administer sacraments?

Objection 1. It seems that angels can administer sacra-
ments. Because a higher minister can do whatever the lower
can; thus a priest can do whatever a deacon can: but not con-
versely. But angels are higher ministers in the hierarchical or-
der than any men whatsoever, as Dionysius says (Coel. Hier.
ix). erefore, since men can be ministers of sacraments, it
seems that much more can angels be.

Objection 2. Further, in heaven holy men are likened to
the angels (Mat. 22:30). But some holy men, when in heaven,
can beministers of the sacraments; since the sacramental char-
acter is indelible, as stated above (q. 63, a. 5).erefore it seems

that angels too can be ministers of sacraments.
Objection3.Further, as stated above (q. 8, a. 7), the devil is

head of thewicked, and thewicked are hismembers. But sacra-
ments can be administered by the wicked. erefore it seems
that they can be administered even by demons.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 5:1): “Every high
priest taken from among men, is ordained for men in the
things that appertain to God.” But angels whether good or
bad are not taken from amongmen.erefore they are not or-
dainedministers in the things that appertain toGod, i.e. in the
sacraments.
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I answer that, As stated above (a. 3; q. 62, a. 5), the whole
power of the sacraments flows from Christ’s Passion, which
belongs to Him as man. And Him in their very nature men,
not angels, resemble; indeed, in respect of His Passion, He is
described as being “a little lower than the angels” (Heb. 2:9).
Consequently, it belongs tomen, but not to angels, to dispense
the sacraments and to take part in their administration.

But it must be observed that as God did not bind His
power to the sacraments, so as to be unable to bestow the sacra-
mental effect without conferring the sacrament; so neither did
He bind His power to the ministers of the Church so as to be
unable to give angels power to administer the sacraments. And
since good angels are messengers of truth; if any sacramental
rite were performed by good angels, it should be considered
valid, because it ought to be evident that this is being done by
the will of God: for instance, certain churches are said to have

been consecrated by theministry of the angels*. But if demons,
who are “lying spirits,” were to perform a sacramental rite, it
should be pronounced as invalid.

Reply toObjection 1.Whatmen do in a less perfect man-
ner, i.e. by sensible sacraments, which are proportionate to
their nature, angels also do, as ministers of a higher degree, in
a more perfect manner, i.e. invisibly—by cleansing, enlighten-
ing, and perfecting.

Reply to Objection 2. e saints in heaven resemble the
angels as to their share of glory, but not as to the conditions of
their nature: and consequently not in regard to the sacraments.

Reply to Objection 3. Wicked men do not owe their
power of conferring sacraments to their being members of the
devil. Consequently, it does not follow that “a fortiori” the
devil, their head, can do so.

IIIa q. 64 a. 8Whether the minister’s intention is required for the validity of a sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the minister’s intention is not
required for the validity of a sacrament. For the minister of a
sacrament works instrumentally. But the perfection of an ac-
tion does not depend on the intention of the instrument, but
on that of the principal agent. erefore the minister’s inten-
tion is not necessary for the perfecting of a sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, one man’s intention cannot be
known to another. erefore if the minister’s intention were
required for the validity of a sacrament, he who approaches a
sacrament could not know whether he has received the sacra-
ment. Consequently he could have no certainty in regard to
salvation; the more that some sacraments are necessary for sal-
vation, as we shall state further on (q. 65, a. 4).

Objection 3. Further, a man’s intention cannot bear on
that to which he does not attend. But sometimes ministers
of sacraments do not attend to what they say or do, through
thinking of something else. erefore in this respect the sacra-
ment would be invalid through want of intention.

On the contrary, What is unintentional happens by
chance. But this cannot be said of the sacramental operation.
erefore the sacraments require the intention of theminister.

I answer that, When a thing is indifferent to many uses,
it must needs be determined to one, if that one has to be ef-
fected. Now those things which are done in the sacraments,
can be done with various intent; for instance, washing with
water, which is done in baptism, may be ordained to bodily
cleanliness, to the health of the body, to amusement, andmany
other similar things. Consequently, it needs to be determined
to one purpose, i.e. the sacramental effect, by the intention
of him who washes. And this intention is expressed by the
words which are pronounced in the sacraments; for instance
the words, “I baptize thee in the name of the Father,” etc.

Reply toObjection1.An inanimate instrument has no in-
tention regarding the effect; but instead of the intention there

is the motion whereby it is moved by the principal agent. But
an animate instrument, such as a minister, is not only moved,
but in a sense moves itself, in so far as by his will he moves
his bodily members to act. Consequently, his intention is re-
quired,wherebyhe subjects himself to the principal agent; that
is, it is necessary that he intend to do thatwhichChrist and the
Church do.

Reply to Objection 2. On this point there are two opin-
ions. For some hold that the mental intention of the minister
is necessary; in the absence of which the sacrament is invalid:
and that this defect in the case of childrenwho have not the in-
tention of approaching the sacrament, is made good byChrist,
Who baptizes inwardly: whereas in adults, who have that in-
tention, this defect is made good by their faith and devotion.

is might be true enough of the ultimate effect, i.e. justi-
fication from sins; but as to that effect which is both real and
sacramental, viz. the character, it does not appear possible for
it to be made good by the devotion of the recipient, since a
character is never imprinted save by a sacrament.

Consequently, others with better reason hold that the
minister of a sacrament acts in thepersonof thewholeChurch,
whoseminister he is; while in thewords uttered by him, the in-
tentionof theChurch is expressed; and that this suffices for the
validity of the sacrament, except the contrary be expressed on
the part either of the minister or of the recipient of the sacra-
ment.

Reply to Objection 3. Although he who thinks of some-
thing else, has no actual intention, yet he has habitual inten-
tion, which suffices for the validity of the sacrament; for in-
stance if, when a priest goes to baptize someone, he intends to
do to him what the Church does. Wherefore if subsequently
during the exercise of the act his mind be distracted by other
matters, the sacrament is valid in virtue of his original inten-
tion. Nevertheless, the minister of a sacrament should take

* See Acta S.S., September 29.
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great care to have actual intention. But this is not entirely in
man’s power, because when a man wishes to be very intent on
something, he begins unintentionally to think of other things,

according to Ps. 39:18: “My heart hath forsaken me.”

IIIa q. 64 a. 9Whether faith is required of necessity in the minister of a sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that faith is required of necessity in
the minister of a sacrament. For, as stated above (a. 8), the in-
tention of the minister is necessary for the validity of a sacra-
ment. But “faith directs in intention” as Augustine says against
Julian (In Psalm xxxi, cf. Contra Julian iv). erefore, if the
minister is without the true faith, the sacrament is invalid.

Objection 2. Further, if a minister of the Church has not
the true faith, it seems that he is a heretic. But heretics, seem-
ingly, cannot confer sacraments. For Cyprian says in an epistle
against heretics (lxxiii): “Everything whatsoever heretics do,
is carnal, void and counterfeit, so that nothing that they do
should receive our approval.” And Pope Leo says in his epis-
tle to Leo Augustus (clvi): “It is a matter of notoriety that the
light of all the heavenly sacraments is extinguished in the see
of Alexandria, by an act of dire and senseless cruelty. e sac-
rifice is no longer offered, the chrism is no longer consecrated,
all the mysteries of religion have fled at the touch of the parri-
cide hands of ungodlymen.”erefore a sacrament requires of
necessity that the minister should have the true faith.

Objection 3. Further, those who have not the true faith
seem to be separated from the Church by excommunication:
for it is written in the second canonical epistle of John (10):
“If any man come to you, and bring not this doctrine, receive
him not into the house, nor say to him; God speed you”: and
(Titus 3:10): “A man that is a heretic, aer the first and sec-
ond admonition avoid.” But it seems that an excommunicate
cannot confer a sacrament of theChurch: since he is separated
from the Church, to whose ministry the dispensation of the
sacraments belongs. erefore a sacrament requires of neces-
sity that the minister should have the true faith.

On the contrary, Augustine says against the Donatist
Petilian: “Remember that the evil lives of wicked men are not
prejudicial to God’s sacraments, by rendering them either in-
valid or less holy.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 5), since the minister
works instrumentally in the sacraments, he acts not by his own
but by Christ’s power. Now just as charity belongs to a man’s
own power so also does faith. Wherefore, just as the valid-
ity of a sacrament does not require that the minister should
have charity, and even sinners can confer sacraments, as stated
above (a. 5); so neither is it necessary that he should have faith,
and even an unbeliever can confer a true sacrament, provided
that the other essentials be there.

Reply to Objection 1. It may happen that a man’s faith is
defective in regard to something else, and not in regard to the
reality of the sacrament which he confers: for instance, hemay

believe that it is unlawful to swear in any case whatever, and
yet he may believe that baptism is an efficient cause of salva-
tion. And thus such unbelief does not hinder the intention of
conferring the sacrament. But if his faith be defective in regard
to the very sacrament that he confers, although he believe that
no inward effect is caused by the thing done outwardly, yet he
does know that theCatholic Church intends to confer a sacra-
ment by thatwhich is outwardly done.Wherefore, his unbelief
notwithstanding, he can intend to do what the Church does,
albeit he esteem it to be nothing. And such an intention suf-
fices for a sacrament: because as stated above (a. 8, ad 2) the
minister of a sacrament acts in the person of the Church by
whose faith any defect in the minister’s faith is made good.

Reply to Objection 2. Some heretics in conferring sacra-
ments do not observe the form prescribed by the Church: and
these confer neither the sacrament nor the reality of the sacra-
ment.But somedoobserve the formprescribedby theChurch:
and these confer indeed the sacrament but not the reality. I say
this in the supposition that they are outwardly cut off from the
Church; because from the very fact that anyone receives the
sacraments from them, he sins; and consequently is hindered
from receiving the effect of the sacrament. Wherefore Augus-
tine (Fulgentius, De Fide ad Pet.) says: “Be well assured and
have no doubt whatever that those who are baptized outside
the Church, unless they come back to the Church, will reap
disaster from their Baptism.” In this sense Pope Leo says that
“the light of the sacraments was extinguished in theChurch of
Alexandria”; viz. in regard to the reality of the sacrament, not
as to the sacrament itself.

Cyprian, however, thought that heretics do not confer
even the sacrament: but in this respect we do not follow
his opinion. Hence Augustine says (De unico Baptismo xiii):
“ough the martyr Cyprian refused to recognize Baptism
conferred by heretics or schismatics, yet so great are his merits,
culminating in the crown of martyrdom, that the light of his
charity dispels the darkness of his fault, and if anything needed
pruning, the sickle of his passion cut it off.”

Reply to Objection 3. e power of administering the
sacraments belongs to the spiritual character which is indeli-
ble, as explained above (q. 63, a. 3 ). Consequently, if a man be
suspended by theChurch, or excommunicated or degraded, he
does not lose the power of conferring sacraments, but the per-
mission to use this power. Wherefore he does indeed confer
the sacrament, but he sins in so doing.He also sins that receives
a sacrament from such a man: so that he does not receive the
reality of the sacrament, unless ignorance excuses him.
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IIIa q. 64 a. 10Whether the validity of a sacrament requires a good intention in the minister?

Objection 1. It seems that the validity of a sacrament re-
quires a good intention in the minister. For the minister’s in-
tention should be in conformity with the Church’s intention,
as explained above (a. 8, ad 1). But the intention of theChurch
is always good. erefore the validity of a sacrament requires
of necessity a good intention in the minister.

Objection 2. Further, a perverse intention seems worse
than a playful one. But a playful intention destroys a sacra-
ment: for instance, if someone were to baptize anybody not
seriously but in fun. Much more, therefore, does a perverse in-
tention destroy a sacrament: for instance, if somebody were to
baptize a man in order to kill him aerwards.

Objection 3. Further, a perverse intention vitiates the
whole work, according to Lk. 11:34: “If thy eye be evil, thy”
whole “body will be darksome.” But the sacraments of Christ
cannot be contaminated by evil men; as Augustine says against
Petilian (Cont. Litt. Petil ii). erefore it seems that, if the
minister’s intention is perverse, the sacrament is invalid.

On the contrary, A perverse intention belongs to the
wickedness of the minister. But the wickedness of the minis-
ter does not annul the sacrament: neither, therefore, does his
perverse intention.

I answer that,eminister’s intentionmaybeperverted in
two ways. First in regard to the sacrament: for instance, when
a man does not intend to confer a sacrament, but to make a
mockery of it. Such a perverse intention takes away the truth
of the sacrament, especially if it be manifested outwardly.

Secondly, the minister’s intention may be perverted as to
something that follows the sacrament: for instance, a priest
may intend to baptize a woman so as to be able to abuse her; or
to consecrate theBody ofChrist, so as to use it for sorcery.And
because that which comes first does not depend on that which
follows, consequently such a perverse intention does not an-
nul the sacrament; but the minister himself sins grievously in
having such an intention.

Reply to Objection 1. e Church has a good intention
both as to the validity of the sacrament and as to the use
thereof: but it is the former intention that perfects the sacra-
ment, while the latter conduces to themeritorious effect. Con-
sequently, the minister who conforms his intention to the
Church as to the former rectitude, but not as to the latter, per-
fects the sacrament indeed, but gains no merit for himself.

Reply to Objection 2. e intention of mimicry or fun
excludes the first kind of right intention, necessary for the va-
lidity of a sacrament. Consequently, there is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 3. A perverse intention perverts the
action of the one who has such an intention, not the action of
another. Consequently, the perverse intention of the minister
perverts the sacrament in so far as it is his action: not in so far as
it is the action ofChrist,Whoseminister he is. It is just as if the
servant [minister] of some man were to carry alms to the poor
with a wicked intention, whereas his master had commanded
him with a good intention to do so.
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T P, Q 65
Of the Number of the Sacraments

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the number of the sacraments: and concerning this there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are seven sacraments?
(2) e order of the sacraments among themselves;
(3) eir mutual comparison;
(4) Whether all the sacraments are necessary for salvation?

IIIa q. 65 a. 1Whether there should be seven sacraments?

Objection 1. It seems that there ought not to be seven
sacraments. For the sacraments derive their efficacy from the
Divine power, and the power of Christ’s Passion. But the Di-
vine power is one, and Christ’s Passion is one; since “by one
oblation He hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified”
(Heb. 10:14). erefore there should be but one sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, a sacrament is intended as a remedy
for the defect caused by sin. Now this is twofold, punishment
and guilt. erefore two sacraments would be enough.

Objection 3. Further, sacraments belong to the actions of
the ecclesiastical hierarchy, as Dionysius explains (Eccl. Hier.
v). But, as he says, there are three actions of the ecclesiastical
hierarchy, namely, “to cleanse, to enlighten, to perfect.” ere-
fore there should be no more than three sacraments.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix)
that the “sacraments” of theNewLaw are “less numerous” than
those of the Old Law. But in the Old Law there was no sacra-
ment corresponding to Confirmation and Extreme Unction.
erefore these should not be counted among the sacraments
of the New Law.

Objection 5. Further, lust is not more grievous than other
sins, as we have made clear in the Ia IIae, q. 74, a. 5; IIa IIae,
q. 154, a. 3. But there is no sacrament instituted as a remedy for
other sins. erefore neither should matrimony be instituted
as a remedy for lust.

Objection6.Ontheotherhand, It seems that there should
bemore than seven sacraments. For sacraments are a kindof sa-
cred sign. But in the Church there are many sanctifications by
sensible signs, such as Holy Water the Consecration of Altars,
and such like.erefore there aremore than seven sacraments.

Objection 7. Further, Hugh of St. Victor (De Sacram. i)
says that the sacraments of the Old Law were oblations, tithes
and sacrifices. But the Sacrifice of theChurch is one sacrament,
called theEucharist.erefore oblations also and tithes should
be called sacraments.

Objection 8. Further, there are three kinds of sin, origi-
nal, mortal and venial. Now Baptism is intended as a remedy
against original sin, and Penance against mortal sin. erefore
besides the seven sacraments, there should be another against
venial sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 62, a. 5; q. 63, a. 1), the
sacraments of the Church were instituted for a twofold pur-
pose: namely, in order to perfect man in things pertaining to
the worship of God according to the religion of Christian life,
and to be a remedy against the defects caused by sin. And in ei-
ther way it is becoming that there should be seven sacraments.

For spiritual life has a certain conformity with the life of
the body: just as other corporeal things have a certain like-
ness to things spiritual. Now a man attains perfection in the
corporeal life in two ways: first, in regard to his own person;
secondly, in regard to the whole community of the society in
which he lives, for man is by nature a social animal. With re-
gard to himself man is perfected in the life of the body, in two
ways; first, directly [per se], i.e. by acquiring some vital perfec-
tion; secondly, indirectly [per accidens], i.e. by the removal of
hindrances to life, such as ailments, or the like. Now the life of
the body is perfected “directly,” in three ways. First, by genera-
tionwhereby amanbegins tobe and to live: and corresponding
to this in the spiritual life there is Baptism, which is a spiritual
regeneration, according to Titus 3:5: “By the laver of regen-
eration,” etc. Secondly, by growth whereby a man is brought
to perfect size and strength: and corresponding to this in the
spiritual life there is Confirmation, in which the Holy Ghost
is given to strengthen us.Wherefore the disciples who were al-
ready baptized were bidden thus: “Stay you in the city till you
be endued with power from on high” (Lk. 24:49). irdly, by
nourishment, whereby life and strength are preserved to man;
and corresponding to this in the spiritual life there is the Eu-
charist. Wherefore it is said ( Jn. 6:54): “Except you eat of the
flesh of the Son of Man, and drink His blood, you shall not
have life in you.”

And this would be enough for man if he had an impassi-
ble life, both corporally and spiritually; but since man is liable
at times to both corporal and spiritual infirmity, i.e. sin, hence
man needs a cure from his infirmity; which cure is twofold.
one is the healing, that restores health: and corresponding to
this in the spiritual life there is Penance, according to Ps. 40:5:
“Healmy soul, for I have sinned againstee.”e other is the
restoration of former vigor by means of suitable diet and exer-
cise: and corresponding to this in the spiritual life there is Ex-
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treme Unction, which removes the remainder of sin, and pre-
paresman for final glory.Wherefore it is written ( James 5:15):
“And if he be in sins they shall be forgiven him.”

In regard to thewhole community,man is perfected in two
ways. First, by receiving power to rule the community and to
exercise public acts: and corresponding to this in the spiritual
life there is the sacrament of order, according to the saying of
Heb. 7:27, that priests offer sacrifices not for themselves only,
but also for the people. Secondly in regard to natural propaga-
tion. is is accomplished by Matrimony both in the corporal
and in the spiritual life: since it is not only a sacrament but also
a function of nature.

Wemay likewise gather thenumber of the sacraments from
their being instituted as a remedy against the defect caused
by sin. For Baptism is intended as a remedy against the ab-
sence of spiritual life; Confirmation, against the infirmity of
soul found in those of recent birth; the Eucharist, against the
soul’s proneness to sin; Penance, against actual sin commit-
ted aer baptism; Extreme Unction, against the remainders
of sins—of those sins, namely, which are not sufficiently re-
moved by Penance, whether through negligence or through
ignorance; order, against divisions in the community; Mat-
rimony, as a remedy against concupiscence in the individual,
and against the decrease in numbers that results from death.

Some, again, gather the number of sacraments from a cer-
tain adaptation to the virtues and to the defects and penal ef-
fects resulting from sin. ey say that Baptism corresponds
to Faith, and is ordained as a remedy against original sin; Ex-
tremeUnction, toHope, being ordained against venial sin; the
Eucharist, to Charity, being ordained against the penal effect
which is malice. order, to Prudence, being ordained against ig-
norance; Penance to Justice, being ordained againstmortal sin;
Matrimony, to Temperance, being ordained against concupis-
cence; Confirmation, to Fortitude, being ordained against in-
firmity.

Reply to Objection 1. e same principal agent uses var-
ious instruments unto various effects, in accordance with the
thing to be done. In the same way the Divine power and the
Passion of Christ work in us through the various sacraments
as through various instruments.

Reply to Objection 2. Guilt and punishment are diversi-
fied both according to species, inasmuch as there are various
species of guilt and punishment, and according to men’s vari-
ous states and habitudes. And in this respect it was necessary
to have a number of sacraments, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 3. In hierarchical actions we must
consider the agents, the recipients and the actions. e agents
are the ministers of the Church; and to these the sacrament
of order belongs. e recipients are those who approach the

sacraments: and these are brought into being by Matrimony.
e actions are “cleansing,” “enlightening,” and “perfecting.”
Mere cleansing, however, cannot be a sacrament of the New
Law, which confers grace: yet it belongs to certain sacramen-
tals, i.e. catechism and exorcism. But cleansing coupled with
enlightening, according to Dionysius, belongs to Baptism;
and, for him who falls back into sin, they belong secondar-
ily to Penance and Extreme Unction. And perfecting, as re-
gards power, which is, as it were, a formal perfection, belongs
to Confirmation: while, as regards the attainment of the end,
it belongs to the Eucharist.

Reply to Objection 4. In the sacrament of Confirma-
tion we receive the fulness of the Holy Ghost in order to be
strengthened; while in Extreme Unction man is prepared for
the immediate attainment of glory; and neither of these two
purposes was becoming to the Old Testament. Consequently,
nothing in the old Law could correspond to these sacraments.
Nevertheless, the sacraments of the old Law were more nu-
merous, on account of the various kinds of sacrifices and cere-
monies.

Reply to Objection 5. ere was need for a special sacra-
ment to be applied as a remedy against venereal concupis-
cence: first because by this concupiscence, not only the person
but also the nature is defiled: secondly, by reason of its vehe-
mence whereby it clouds the reason.

Reply to Objection 6. Holy Water and other consecrated
things are not called sacraments, because they do not produce
the sacramental effect, which is the receiving of grace. ey
are, however, a kind of disposition to the sacraments: either
by removing obstacles. thus holy water is ordained against the
snares of the demons, and against venial sins: or by making
things suitable for the conferring of a sacrament; thus the al-
tar and vessels are consecrated through reverence for the Eu-
charist.

Reply toObjection 7.Oblations and tithes, both the Law
of nature and in the Law of Moses, ere ordained not only for
the sustenance of the ministers and the poor, but also figura-
tively; and consequently they were sacraments. But now they
remain no longer as figures, and therefore they are not sacra-
ments.

Reply to Objection 8. e infusion of grace is not neces-
sary for the blotting out of venial sin. Wherefore, since grace
is infused in each of the sacraments of the New Law, none of
them was instituted directly against venial sin. is is taken
away by certain sacramentals, for instance, Holy Water and
such like. Some, however, hold that Extreme Unction is or-
dained against venial sin. But of thiswe shall speak in its proper
place ( Suppl., q. 30, a. 1).
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IIIa q. 65 a. 2Whether the order of the sacraments, as given above, is becoming?

Objection 1. It seems that the order of the sacraments as
given above is unbecoming. For according to the Apostle (1
Cor. 15:46), “that was…first…which is natural, aerwards that
which is spiritual.” Butman is begotten throughMatrimonyby
a first and natural generation; while in Baptism he is regener-
ated as by a second and spiritual generation. erefore Matri-
mony should precede Baptism.

Objection 2.Further, through the sacrament of orderman
receives the power of agent in sacramental actions. But the
agentprecedes his action.erefore order shouldprecedeBap-
tism and the other sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, the Eucharist is a spiritual food;
while Confirmation is compared to growth. But food causes,
and consequently precedes, growth. erefore the Eucharist
precedes Confirmation.

Objection 4. Further, Penance prepares man for the
Eucharist. But a disposition precedes perfection. erefore
Penance should precede the Eucharist.

Objection 5. Further, that which is nearer the last end
comes aer other things. But, of all the sacraments, Extreme
Unction is nearest to the last end which is Happiness. ere-
fore it should be placed last among the sacraments.

On the contrary, e order of the sacraments, as given
above, is commonly adopted by all.

I answer that, e reason of the order among the sacra-
ments appears from what has been said above (a. 1). For just
as unity precedes multitude, so those sacraments which are in-
tended for the perfection of the individual, naturally precede
those which are intended for the perfection of the multitude;
and consequently the last place among the sacraments is given
to order and Matrimony, which are intended for the perfec-
tion of the multitude: while Matrimony is placed aer order,
because it has less participation in the nature of the spiritual
life, to which the sacraments are ordained. Moreover, among
things ordained to the perfection of the individual, those nat-
urally come first which are ordained directly to the perfec-

tion of the spiritual life, and aerwards, those which are or-
dained thereto indirectly, viz. by removing some supervening
accidental cause of harm; such are Penance and Extreme Unc-
tion: while, of these, Extreme Unction is naturally placed last,
for it preserves the healing which was begun by Penance.

Of the remaining three, it is clear that Baptism which is a
spiritual regeneration, comes first; then Confirmation, which
is ordained to the formal perfection of power; and aer these
the Eucharist which is ordained to final perfection.

Reply to Objection 1. Matrimony as ordained to natural
life is a function of nature. But in so far as it has something
spiritual it is a sacrament. And because it has the least amount
of spirituality it is placed last.

Reply to Objection 2. For a thing to be an agent it must
first of all be perfect in itself. Wherefore those sacraments by
which aman is perfected inhimself, are placedbefore the sacra-
ment of order, in which a man is made a perfecter of others.

Reply to Objection 3. Nourishment both precedes
growth, as its cause; and follows it, as maintaining the perfec-
tionof size andpower inman.Consequently, theEucharist can
be placed before Confirmation, as Dionysius places it (Eccl.
Hier. iii, iv), and can be placed aer it, as the Master does (iv,
2,8).

Reply to Objection 4. is argument would hold if
Penance were required of necessity as a preparation to the Eu-
charist. But this is not true: for if anyone be without mor-
tal sin, he does not need Penance in order to receive the Eu-
charist. us it is clear that Penance is an accidental prepara-
tion to the Eucharist, that is to say, sin being supposed.Where-
fore it is written in the last chapter of the second Book of Par-
alipomenon (cf. 2 Paral 33:18): “ou, O Lord of the righ-
teous, didst not impose penance on righteous men.”*

Reply toObjection 5. Extreme Unction, for this very rea-
son, is given the last place among those sacraments which are
ordained to the perfection of the individual.

IIIa q. 65 a. 3Whether the Eucharist is the greatest of the sacraments?

Objection 1. It seems that the Eucharist is not the prin-
cipal of the sacraments. For the common good is of more ac-
count than the good of the individual (1 Ethic. ii). But Matri-
mony is ordained to the common good of the human race by
means of generation: whereas the sacrament of the Eucharist
is ordained to the private good of the recipient. erefore it is
not the greatest of the sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, those sacraments, seemingly, are
greater, which are conferred by a greater minister. But the
sacraments of Confirmation and order are conferred by a
bishop only, who is a greater minister than a mere minister

such as a priest, by whom the sacraments of the Eucharist is
conferred. erefore those sacraments are greater.

Objection 3. Further, those sacraments are greater that
have the greater power. But some of the sacraments imprint a
character, viz. Baptism, Confirmation and order; whereas the
Eucharist does not. erefore those sacraments are greater.

Objection 4. Further, that seems to be greater, on which
others depend without its depending on them. But the Eu-
charist depends on Baptism: since no one can receive the
Eucharist except he has been baptized. erefore Baptism is
greater than the Eucharist.

* e words quoted are from the apocryphal Prayer of Manasses, which, be-
fore theCouncil of Trent, was to be found inserted in some Latin copies of the
Bible.
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On the contrary, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii) that “No
one receives hierarchical perfection save by the most God-like
Eucharist.”erefore this sacrament is greater than all the oth-
ers and perfects them.

I answer that, Absolutely speaking, the sacrament of the
Eucharist is the greatest of all the sacraments: and this may
be shown in three ways. First of all because it contains Christ
Himself substantially: whereas the other sacraments contain a
certain instrumental power which is a share of Christ’s power,
as we have shown above (q. 62, a. 4, ad 3, a. 5 ).Now thatwhich
is essentially such is always of more account than that which is
such by participation.

Secondly, this is made clear by considering the relation of
the sacraments to one another. For all the other sacraments
seem to be ordained to this one as to their end. For it is man-
ifest that the sacrament of order is ordained to the consecra-
tion of the Eucharist: and the sacrament of Baptism to the re-
ception of the Eucharist: while a man is perfected by Confir-
mation, so as not to fear to abstain from this sacrament. By
Penance and Extreme Unction man is prepared to receive the
Body of Christ worthily. And Matrimony at least in its signifi-
cation, touches this sacrament; in so far as it signifies the union
of Christ with the Church, of which union the Eucharist is a
figure: hence theApostle says (Eph. 5:32): “is is a great sacra-
ment: but I speak in Christ and in the Church.”

irdly, this is made clear by considering the rites of the
sacraments. For nearly all the sacraments terminate in the Eu-
charist, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii): thus those who have
been ordained receiveHolyCommunion, as also do thosewho
have been baptized, if they be adults.

e remaining sacraments may be compared to one an-
other in several ways. For on the ground of necessity, Baptism
is the greatest of the sacraments; while from the point of view

of perfection, order comes first; while Confirmation holds a
middle place. e sacraments of Penance and Extreme Unc-
tion are on a degree inferior to those mentioned above; be-
cause, as stated above (a. 2), they are ordained to the Chris-
tian life, not directly, but accidentally, as it were, that is to
say, as remedies against supervening defects. And among these,
Extreme Unction is compared to Penance, as Confirmation
to Baptism; in such a way, that Penance is more necessary,
whereas Extreme Unction is more perfect.

Reply toObjection 1.Matrimony is ordained to the com-
mon good as regards the body. But the common spiritual good
of the whole Church is contained substantially in the sacra-
ment itself of the Eucharist.

Reply to Objection 2. By order and Confirmation the
faithful ofChrist are deputed to certain special duties; and this
can be done by the prince alone. Consequently the conferring
of these sacraments belongs exclusively to a bishop,who is, as it
were, a prince in the Church. But a man is not deputed to any
duty by the sacrament of the Eucharist, rather is this sacrament
the end of all duties, as stated above.

Reply toObjection 3.esacramental character, as stated
above (q. 63, a. 3), is a kind of participation in Christ’s priest-
hood. Wherefore the sacrament that unites man to Christ
Himself, is greater than a sacrament that imprints Christ’s
character.

Reply to Objection 4. is argument proceeds on the
ground of necessity. For thus Baptism, being of the greatest
necessity, is the greatest of the sacraments, just as order and
Confirmation have a certain excellence considered in their ad-
ministration; andMatrimonyby reasonof its signification. For
there is no reasonwhy a thing should not be greater from a cer-
tain point of view which is not greater absolutely speaking.

IIIa q. 65 a. 4Whether all the sacraments are necessary for salvation?

Objection 1. It seems that all the sacraments are necessary
for salvation. For what is not necessary seems to be superflu-
ous. But no sacrament is superfluous, because “God does noth-
ing without a purpose” (De Coelo et Mundo i). erefore all
the sacraments are necessary for salvation.

Objection 2. Further, just as it is said of Baptism (Jn. 3:5):
“Unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he
cannot enter in to the kingdom of God,” so of the Eucharist
is it said ( Jn. 6:54): “Except you eat of the flesh of the Son of
Man, and drink of His blood, you shall not have life in you.”
erefore, just as Baptism is a necessary sacrament, so is the
Eucharist.

Objection 3. Further, a man can be saved without the
sacrament of Baptism, provided that some unavoidable obsta-
cle, and not his contempt for religion, debar him from the
sacrament, as we shall state further on (q. 68, a. 2). But con-
tempt of religion in any sacrament is a hindrance to salvation.

erefore, in like manner, all the sacraments are necessary for
salvation.

On the contrary, Children are saved by Baptism alone
without the other sacraments.

I answer that, Necessity of end, of which we speak now, is
twofold. First, a thing may be necessary so that without it the
end cannot be attained; thus food is necessary for human life.
And this is simple necessity of end. Secondly, a thing is said
to be necessary, if, without it, the end cannot be attained so
becomingly: thus a horse is necessary for a journey. But this is
not simple necessity of end.

In the first way, three sacraments are necessary for salva-
tion. Two of them are necessary to the individual; Baptism,
simply and absolutely; Penance, in the case of mortal sin com-
mitted aer Baptism;while the sacrament of order is necessary
to the Church, since “where there is no governor the people
shall fall” (Prov. 11:14).
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But in the second way the other sacraments are necessary.
For in a sense Confirmation perfects Baptism; Extreme Unc-
tion perfects Penance; whileMatrimony, bymultiplying them,
preserves the numbers in the Church.

Reply toObjection 1. For a thing not to be superfluous it
is enough if it be necessary either in the first or the secondway.
It is thus that the sacraments are necessary, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. ese words of our Lord are to be

understood of spiritual, and not ofmerely sacramental, eating,
as Augustine explains (Tract. xxvi super Joan.).

Reply to Objection 3. Although contempt of any of the
sacraments is a hindrance to salvation, yet it does not amount
to contempt of the sacrament, if anyone does not trouble to re-
ceive a sacrament that is not necessary for salvation. Else those
whodonot receive orders, and thosewhodonot contractMat-
rimony, would be guilty of contempt of those sacraments.
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T P, Q 66
Of the Sacrament of Baptism

(In Twelve Articles)

We have now to consider each sacrament specially: (1) Baptism; (2) Confirmation; (3) the Eucharist; (4) Penance; (5)
Extreme Unction; (6) Order; (7) Matrimony.

Concerning the first, our consideration will be twofold: (1) of Baptism itself; (2) of things preparatory to Baptism.
Concerning the first, four points arise for our consideration: (1) ings pertaining to the sacrament of Baptism; (2) e

minister of this sacrament; (3) e recipients of this sacrament; (4) e effect of this sacrament.
Concerning the first there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) What is Baptism? Is it a washing?
(2) Of the institution of this sacrament;
(3) Whether water be the proper matter of this sacrament?
(4) Whether plain water be required?
(5) Whether this be a suitable form of this sacrament: “I baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son,

and of the Holy Ghost”?
(6) Whether one could baptize with this form: “I baptize thee in the name of Christ?”
(7) Whether immersion is necessary for Baptism?
(8) Whether trine immersion is necessary?
(9) Whether Baptism can be reiterated?

(10) Of the Baptismal rite;
(11) Of the various kinds of Baptism;
(12) Of the comparison between various Baptisms.

IIIa q. 66 a. 1Whether Baptism is the mere washing?

Objection 1. It seems that Baptism is not the mere wash-
ing. For the washing of the body is something transitory: but
Baptism is something permanent.erefore Baptism is not the
mere washing; but rather is it “the regeneration, the seal, the
safeguarding, the enlightenment,” asDamascene says (De Fide
Orth. iv).

Objection 2. Further,Hugh of St. Victor says (De Sacram.
ii) that “Baptism is water sanctified byGod’s word for the blot-
ting out of sins.” But the washing itself is not water, but a cer-
tain use of water.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Tract. lxxx super
Joan.): “e word is added to the element, and this becomes a
sacrament.” Now, the element is the water. erefore Baptism
is the water and not the washing.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 34:30): “He that
washeth himself [baptizatur] aer touching the dead, if he
touch him again, what does his washing avail?” It seems, there-
fore, that Baptism is the washing or bathing.

I answer that, In the sacrament of Baptism, three things
may be considered: namely, that which is “sacrament only”;
that which is “reality and sacrament”; and that which is “re-
ality only.” at which is sacrament only, is something visible
and outward; the sign, namely, of the inward effect: for such
is the very nature of a sacrament. And this outward something
that can be perceived by the sense is both the water itself and
its use, which is the washing. Hence some have thought that

the water itself is the sacrament: which seems to be the mean-
ing of the passage quoted from Hugh of St. Victor. For in the
general definition of a sacrament he says that it is “a material
element”: and in defining Baptism he says it is “water.”

But this is not true. For since the sacraments of the New
Law effect a certain sanctification, there the sacrament is com-
pleted where the sanctification is completed. Now, the sanc-
tification is not completed in water; but a certain sanctifying
instrumental virtue, not permanent but transient, passes from
the water, in which it is, into man who is the subject of true
sanctification. Consequently the sacrament is not completed
in the very water, but in applying the water to man, i.e. in the
washing.Hence theMaster (iv, 3) says that “Baptism is the out-
ward washing of the body done together with the prescribed
form of words.”

e Baptismal character is both reality and sacrament: be-
cause it is something real signifiedby theoutwardwashing; and
a sacramental sign of the inward justification: and this last is
the reality only, in this sacrament—namely, the reality signi-
fied and not signifying.

Reply to Objection 1. at which is both sacrament and
reality—i.e. the character—and that which is reality only—i.e.
the inward justification—remain: the character remains and is
indelible, as stated above (q. 63, a. 5); the justification remains,
but can be lost. Consequently Damascene defined Baptism,
not as to that which is done outwardly, and is the sacrament

2284



only; but as to that which is inward. Hence he sets down two
things as pertaining to the character—namely, “seal” and “safe-
guarding”; inasmuch as the character which is called a seal, so
far as itself is concerned, safeguards the soul in good. He also
sets down two things as pertaining to theultimate reality of the
sacrament—namely, “regeneration” which refers to the fact
that man by being baptized begins the new life of righteous-
ness; and “enlightenment,” which refers especially to faith, by
which man receives spiritual life, according to Habac 2 (Heb.
10:38; cf. Habac 2:4): “But (My) just man liveth by faith”; and
Baptism is a sort of protestation of faith; whence it is called the
“Sacrament of Faith.” Likewise Dionysius defined Baptism by
its relation to the other sacraments, saying (Eccl. Hier. ii) that
it is “the principle that forms the habits of the soul for the re-
ception of those most holy words and sacraments”; and again

by its relation to heavenly glory, which is the universal end of
all the sacraments, when he adds, “preparing the way for us,
whereby we mount to the repose of the heavenly kingdom”;
and again as to the beginning of spiritual life, when he adds,
“the conferring of our most sacred and Godlike regeneration.”

Reply to Objection 2. As already stated, the opinion of
Hugh of St. Victor on this question is not to be followed.Nev-
ertheless the saying that “Baptism is water” may be verified in
so far as water is the material principle of Baptism: and thus
there would be “causal predication.”

Reply to Objection 3. When the words are added, the el-
ement becomes a sacrament, not in the element itself, but in
man, to whom the element is applied, by being used in wash-
ing him. Indeed, this is signified by those very words which are
added to the element, when we say: “I baptize thee,” etc.

IIIa q. 66 a. 2Whether Baptism was instituted aer Christ’s Passion?

Objection 1. It seems that Baptism was instituted af-
ter Christ’s Passion. For the cause precedes the effect. Now
Christ’s Passion operates in the sacraments of the New Law.
ereforeChrist’s Passionprecedes the institutionof the sacra-
ments of the New Law: especially the sacrament of Baptism
since the Apostle says (Rom. 6:3): “All we, who are baptized
in Christ Jesus, are baptized in His death,” etc.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments of the New Law
derive their efficacy from the mandate of Christ. But Christ
gave the disciples the mandate of Baptism aer His Passion
and Resurrection, when He said: “Going, teach ye all nations,
baptizing them in the name of the Father,” etc. (Mat. 28:19).
erefore it seems that Baptism was instituted aer Christ’s
Passion.

Objection 3. Further, Baptism is a necessary sacrament,
as stated above (q. 65 , a. 4): wherefore, seemingly, it must
have been binding on man as soon as it was instituted. But be-
fore Christ’s Passion men were not bound to be baptized: for
Circumcision was still in force, which was supplanted by Bap-
tism.erefore it seems that Baptismwas not instituted before
Christ’s Passion.

On the contrary, Augustine says in a sermon on the
Epiphany (Append. Serm., clxxxv): “As soon as Christ was
plunged into thewaters, thewaterswashed away the sins of all.”
But this was beforeChrist’s Passion.erefore Baptismwas in-
stituted before Christ’s Passion.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 62, a. 1), sacraments
derive from their institution the power of conferring grace.
Wherefore it seems that a sacrament is then instituted, when
it receives the power of producing its effect. Now Baptism re-
ceived this power when Christ was baptized. Consequently
Baptism was truly instituted then, if we consider it as a sacra-

ment. But the obligation of receiving this sacrament was pro-
claimed to mankind aer the Passion and Resurrection. First,
because Christ’s Passion put an end to the figurative sacra-
ments, whichwere supplanted by Baptism and the other sacra-
ments of the New Law. Secondly, because by Baptism man is
“made conformable” to Christ’s Passion and Resurrection, in
so far as he dies to sin and begins to live anew unto righteous-
ness. Consequently it behooved Christ to suffer and to rise
again, before proclaiming to man his obligation of conform-
ing himself to Christ’s Death and Resurrection.

Reply to Objection 1. Even before Christ’s Passion, Bap-
tism, inasmuch as it foreshadowed it, derived its efficacy there-
from; but not in the same way as the sacraments of the Old
Law. For these weremere figures: whereas Baptism derived the
power of justifying from Christ Himself, to Whose power the
Passion itself owed its saving virtue.

Reply toObjection 2. It was notmeet that men should be
restricted to a number of figures by Christ, Who came to ful-
fil and replace the figure by His reality. erefore before His
Passion He did not make Baptism obligatory as soon as it was
instituted; but wished men to become accustomed to its use;
especially in regard to the Jews, to whom all things were figu-
rative, as Augustine says (Contra Faust. iv). But aer His Pas-
sion and Resurrection He made Baptism obligatory, not only
on the Jews, but also on the Gentiles, when He gave the com-
mandment: “Going, teach ye all nations.”

Reply to Objection 3. Sacraments are not obligatory ex-
cept when we are commanded to receive them. And this was
not before the Passion, as stated above. For our Lord’s words
to Nicodemus ( Jn. 3:5), “Unless a man be born again of wa-
ter and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of
God, seem to refer to the future rather than to the present.”
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IIIa q. 66 a. 3Whether water is the proper matter of Baptism?

Objection1. It seems thatwater is not thepropermatter of
Baptism. For Baptism, according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v)
and Damascene (De Fide Orth. iv), has a power of enlighten-
ing. But enlightenment is a special characteristic of fire.ere-
fore Baptism should be conferred with fire rather than with
water: and all the more since John the Baptist said when fore-
telling Christ’s Baptism (Mat. 3:11): “He shall baptize you in
the Holy Ghost and fire.”

Objection 2. Further, the washing away of sins is signified
in Baptism. Butmany other things besides water are employed
in washing, such as wine, oil, and such like. erefore Baptism
canbe conferredwith these also; and consequentlywater is not
the proper matter of Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments of the Church
flowed from the side of Christ hanging on the cross, as stated
above (q. 62, a. 5). But not only water flowed therefrom, but
also blood. erefore it seems that Baptism can also be con-
ferred with blood. And this seems to be more in keeping with
the effect ofBaptism, because it iswritten (Apoc. 1:5): ”(Who)
washed us from our sins in His own blood.”

Objection 4. Further, as Augustine (cf. Master of the Sen-
tences, iv, 3) and Bede (Exposit. in Luc. iii, 21) say, Christ, by
“the touch of His most pure flesh, endowed the waters with a
regenerating and cleansing virtue.” But all waters are not con-
nected with the waters of the Jordan which Christ touched
with His flesh. Consequently it seems that Baptism cannot be
conferred with any water; and therefore water, as such, is not
the proper matter of Baptism.

Objection 5. Further, if water, as such, were the proper
matter of Baptism, there would be no need to do anything to
the water before using it for Baptism. But in solemn Baptism
the water which is used for baptizing, is exorcized and blessed.
erefore it seems that water, as such, is not the proper matter
of Baptism.

Onthe contrary, our Lord said ( Jn. 3:5): “Unless aman be
born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God.”

I answer that, By Divine institution water is the proper
matter of Baptism; andwith reason. First, by reason of the very
nature of Baptism, which is a regeneration unto spiritual life.
And this answers to the nature of water in a special degree;
wherefore seeds, from which all living things, viz. plants and
animals are generated, aremoist and akin towater. For this rea-
son certain philosophers held that water is the first principle of
all things.

Secondly, in regard to the effects of Baptism, to which the
properties of water correspond. For by reason of its moistness

it cleanses; and hence it fittingly signifies and causes the cleans-
ing from sins. By reason of its coolness it tempers superfluous
heat: wherefore it fittingly mitigates the concupiscence of the
fomes. By reason of its transparency, it is susceptive of light;
hence its adaptability to Baptism as the “sacrament of Faith.”

irdly, because it is suitable for the signification of the
mysteries of Christ, by which we are justified. For, as Chrysos-
tom says (Hom. xxv in Joan.) on Jn. 3:5, “Unless aman be born
again,” etc., “When we dip our heads under the water as in a
kind of tomb our old man is buried, and being submerged is
hidden below, and thence he rises again renewed.”

Fourthly, because by being so universal and abundant, it is
amatter suitable to our need of this sacrament: for it can easily
be obtained everywhere.

Reply toObjection 1. Fire enlightens actively. But hewho
is baptized does not become an enlightener, but is enlightened
by faith, which “cometh by hearing” (Rom. 10:17). Conse-
quently water is more suitable, than fire, for Baptism.

Butwhenwe find it said: “He shall baptize you in theHoly
Ghost and fire,” we may understand fire, as Jerome says (In
Matth. ii), to mean the Holy Ghost, Who appeared above the
disciples under the formof fiery tongues (Acts 2:3).Orwemay
understand it to mean tribulation, as Chrysostom says (Hom.
iii in Matth.): because tribulation washes away sin, and tem-
pers concupiscence. Or again, as Hilary says (Super Matth. ii)
that “when we have been baptized in the Holy Ghost,” we still
have to be “perfected by the fire of the judgment.”

Reply toObjection 2. Wine and oil are not so commonly
used for washing, as water. Neither do they wash so efficiently:
for whatever is washed with them, contracts a certain smell
therefrom; which is not the case if water be used. Moreover,
they are not so universal or so abundant as water.

Reply to Objection 3. Water flowed from Christ’s side to
wash us; blood, to redeem us.Wherefore blood belongs to the
sacrament of the Eucharist, while water belongs to the sacra-
ment of Baptism. Yet this latter sacrament derives its cleansing
virtue from the power of Christ’s blood.

Reply to Objection 4. Christ’s power flowed into all
waters, by reason of, not connection of place, but likeness
of species, as Augustine says in a sermon on the Epiphany
(Append. Serm. cxxxv): “e blessing that flowed from the
Saviour’s Baptism, like a mystic river, swelled the course of ev-
ery stream, and filled the channels of every spring.”

Reply to Objection 5. e blessing of the water is not es-
sential to Baptism, but belongs to a certain solemnity, whereby
the devotion of the faithful is aroused, and the cunning of the
devil hindered from impeding the baptismal effect.
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IIIa q. 66 a. 4Whether plain water is necessary for Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that plain water is not necessary for
Baptism. For thewater whichwe have is not plainwater; as ap-
pears especially in sea-water, in which there is a considerable
proportion of the earthly element, as the Philosopher shows
(Meteor. ii). Yet this water may be used for Baptism.erefore
plain and pure water is not necessary for Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, in the solemn celebration of Bap-
tism, chrism is poured into the water. But this seems to take
away the purity and plainness of the water.erefore pure and
plain water is not necessary for Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, the water that flowed from the side
ofChrist hanging on the crosswas a figure of Baptism, as stated
above (a. 3, ad 3). But that water, seemingly, was not pure, be-
cause the elements do not exist actually in a mixed body, such
as Christ’s. erefore it seems that pure or plain water is not
necessary for Baptism.

Objection 4. Further, lye does not seem to be pure water,
for it has the properties of heating and drying, which are con-
trary to those of water. Nevertheless it seems that lye can be
used for Baptism; for the water of the Baths can be so used,
which has filtered through a sulphurous vein, just as lye perco-
lates through ashes. erefore it seems that plain water is not
necessary for Baptism.

Objection 5. Further, rose-water is distilled from roses,
just as chemical waters are distilled from certain bodies. But
seemingly, such like waters may be used in Baptism; just as
rain-water, which is distilled from vapors. Since, therefore,
such waters are not pure and plain water, it seems that pure
and plain water is not necessary for Baptism.

On the contrary, e proper matter of Baptism is water,
as stated above (a. 3). But plain water alone has the nature of
water. erefore pure plain water is necessary for Baptism.

I answer that,Watermay cease to be pure or plain water in
two ways: first, by being mixed with another body; secondly,
by alteration. And each of thesemay happen in a twofoldman-
ner; artificially and naturally. Now art fails in the operation
of nature: because nature gives the substantial form, which art
cannot give; for whatever form is given by art is accidental; ex-
cept perchance when art applies a proper agent to its proper
matter, as fire to a combustible; in which manner animals are
produced from certain things by way of putrefaction.

Whatever artificial change, then, takes place in the water,
whether by mixture or by alteration, the water’s nature is not
changed. Consequently such water can be used for Baptism:
unless perhaps such a small quantity of water be mixed artifi-
cially with a body that the compound is something other than
water; thus mud is earth rather than water, and diluted wine is
wine rather than water.

But if the change be natural, sometimes it destroys the na-
ture of the water; and this is when by a natural process water
enters into the substance of a mixed body: thus water changed

into the juice of the grape is wine, wherefore it has not the
nature of water. Sometimes, however, there may be a natural
change of the water, without destruction of species: and this,
both by alteration, as we may see in the case of water heated
by the sun; and by mixture, as when the water of a river has
become muddy by being mixed with particles of earth.

Wemust therefore say that any water may be used for Bap-
tism, no matter how much it may be changed, as long as the
species of water is not destroyed; but if the species of water be
destroyed, it cannot be used for Baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. e change in sea-water and in
other waters which we have to hand, is not so great as to de-
stroy the species of water. And therefore such waters may be
used for Baptism.

Reply to Objection 2. Chrism does not destroy the na-
ture of the water by being mixed with it: just as neither is wa-
ter changed wherein meat and the like are boiled: except the
substance boiled be so dissolved that the liquor be of a nature
foreign to water; in this we may be guided by the specific grav-
ity [spissitudine]. If, however, from the liquor thus thickened
plainwater be strained, it can be used forBaptism: just aswater
strained from mud, although mud cannot be used for baptiz-
ing.

Reply to Objection 3. e water which flowed from the
side of Christ hanging on the cross, was not the phlegmatic
humor, as some have supposed. For a liquid of this kind can-
not be used for Baptism, as neither can the blood of an animal,
or wine, or any liquid extracted from plants. It was pure water
gushing forthmiraculously like the blood from a dead body, to
prove the reality of our Lord’s body, and confute the error of
theManichees: water, which is one of the four elements, show-
ing Christ’s body to be composed of the four elements; blood,
proving that it was composed of the four humors.

Reply to Objection 4. Baptism may be conferred with lye
and the waters of Sulphur Baths: because such like waters are
not incorporated, artificially or naturally, with certain mixed
bodies, and suffer only a certain alteration by passing through
certain bodies.

Reply toObjection 5.Rose-water is a liquid distilled from
roses: consequently it cannot be used for Baptism. For the
same reason chemical waters cannot be used, as neither can
wine. Nor does the comparison hold with rain-water, which
for themost part is formed by the condensing of vapors, them-
selves formed from water, and contains a minimum of the liq-
uid matter from mixed bodies; which liquid matter by the
force of nature, which is stronger than art, is transformed in
this process of condensation into realwater, a resultwhich can-
not be produced artificially. Consequently rain-water retains
no properties of anymixed body;which cannot be said of rose-
water or chemical waters.
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IIIa q. 66 a. 5Whether this be a suitable form of Baptism: “I baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost”?

Objection 1. It seems that this is not a suitable form of
Baptism: “I baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” For action should be ascribed to
the principal agent rather than to theminister.Now theminis-
ter of a sacrament acts as an instrument, as stated above (q. 64,
a. 1); while the principal agent in Baptism is Christ, accord-
ing to Jn. 1:33, “He upon Whom thou shalt see the Spirit de-
scending and remaining upon Him, He it is that baptizeth.”
It is therefore unbecoming for the minister to say, “I baptize
thee”: the more so that “Ego” [I] is understood in the word
“baptizo” [I baptize], so that it seems redundant.

Objection 2. Further, there is no need for a manwho does
an action, to make mention of the action done; thus he who
teaches, need not say, “I teach you.” Now our Lord gave at the
same time theprecepts bothof baptizing andof teaching,when
He said (Mat. 28:19): “Going, teach ye all nations,” etc.ere-
fore there is no need in the form of Baptism to mention the
action of baptizing.

Objection 3.Further, the person baptized sometimes does
not understand thewords; for instance, if he be deaf, or a child.
But it is useless to address such aone; according toEcclus. 32:6:
“Where there is no hearing, pour not out words.” erefore it
is unfitting to address the person baptized with these words: “I
baptize thee.”

Objection 4. Further, it may happen that several are bap-
tized by several at the same time; thus the apostles on one day
baptized three thousand, and on another, five thousand (Acts
2,4). erefore the form of Baptism should not be limited to
the singular number in the words, “I baptize thee”: but one
should be able to say, “We baptize you.”

Objection 5. Further, Baptism derives its power from
Christ’s Passion. But Baptism is sanctified by the form. ere-
fore it seems that Christ’s Passion should be mentioned in the
form of Baptism.

Objection 6. Further, a name signifies a thing’s property.
But there are three Personal Properties of the Divine Persons,
as stated in the Ia, q. 32, a. 3. erefore we should not say, “in
the name,” but “in the names of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost.”

Objection 7. Further, the Person of the Father is desig-
nated not only by the name Father, but also by that of “Unbe-
gotten andBegetter”; and theSonby those of “Word,” “Image,”
and “Begotten”; and theHolyGhost by those of “Gi,” “Love,”
and the “Proceeding One.” erefore it seems that Baptism is
valid if conferred in these names.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Mat. 28:19): “Go-
ing…teach ye all nations, baptizing them in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”

I answer that, Baptism receives its consecration from its
form, according to Eph. 5:26: “Cleansing it by the laver of wa-
ter in the word of life.” And Augustine says (De Unico Bap-

tismo iv) that “Baptism is consecrated by the words of the
Gospel.” Consequently the cause of Baptism needs to be ex-
pressed in the baptismal form. Now this cause is twofold; the
principal cause from which it derives its virtue, and this is the
Blessed Trinity; and the instrumental cause, viz. the minister
who confers the sacrament outwardly. Wherefore both causes
should be expressed in the form of Baptism. Now the minister
is designated by the words, “I baptize thee”; and the principal
cause in the words, “in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost.” erefore this is the suitable form of
Baptism: “I baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”

Reply to Objection 1. Action is attributed to an instru-
ment as to the immediate agent; but to the principal agent
inasmuch as the instrument acts in virtue thereof. Conse-
quently it is fitting that in the baptismal form the minister
should be mentioned as performing the act of baptizing, in
the words, “I baptize thee”; indeed, our Lord attributed to the
ministers the act of baptizing,whenHe said: “Baptizing them,”
etc. But the principal cause is indicated as conferring the sacra-
ment by His own power, in the words, “in the name of the Fa-
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost”: for Christ does
not baptize without the Father and the Holy Ghost.

e Greeks, however, do not attribute the act of baptizing
to the minister, in order to avoid the error of those who in the
past ascribed the baptismal power to the baptizers, saying (1
Cor. 1:12): “I am of Paul…and I of Cephas.” Wherefore they
use the form: “May the servant of Christ, N…, be baptized, in
the name of the Father,” etc. And since the action performed
by the minister is expressed with the invocation of the Trinity,
the sacrament is validly conferred. As to the addition of “Ego”
in our form, it is not essential; but it is added in order to lay
greater stress on the intention.

Reply to Objection 2. Since a man may be washed with
water for several reasons, the purpose for which it is donemust
be expressed by the words of the form. And this is not done by
saying: “In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost”; because we are bound to do all things in that
Name (Col. 3:17). Wherefore unless the act of baptizing be
expressed, either as we do, or as the Greeks do, the sacrament
is not valid; according to the decretal of Alexander III: “If any-
one dip a child thrice in the water in the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of theHoly Ghost, Amen, without saying,
I baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost, Amen, the child is not baptized.”

Reply toObjection 3.e words which are uttered in the
sacramental forms, are said not merely for the purpose of sig-
nification, but also for the purpose of efficiency, inasmuch as
they derive efficacy from thatWord, byWhom “all things were
made.” Consequently they are becomingly addressed not only
to men, but also to insensible creatures; for instance, when we
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say: “I exorcize thee, creature salt” (Roman Ritual).
Reply to Objection 4. Several cannot baptize one at the

same time: because an action is multiplied according to the
number of the agents, if it be done perfectly by each. So that
if two were to combine, of whom one were mute, and unable
to utter the words, and the other were without hands, and un-
able to perform the action, they could not both baptize at the
same time, one saying the words and the other performing the
action.

On the other hand, in a case of necessity, several could be
baptized at the same time; for no single one of them would re-
ceivemore than one baptism. But it would be necessary, in that
case, to say: “I baptize ye.” Nor would this be a change of form,
because “ye” is the same as “thee and thee.”Whereas “we” does
not mean “I and I,” but “I and thou”; so that this would be a
change of form.

Likewise it would be a change of form to say, “I baptizemy-
self ”: consequently no one can baptize himself. For this reason

did Christ choose to be baptized by John (Extra, De Baptismo
et ejus effectu, cap. Debitum).

Reply to Objection 5. Although Christ’s Passion is the
principal cause as compared to the minister, yet it is an instru-
mental cause as compared to the Blessed Trinity. For this rea-
son the Trinity is mentioned rather than Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 6. Although there are three personal
names of the three Persons, there is but one essential name.
Now the Divine power which works in Baptism, pertains to
the Essence; and therefore we say, “in the name,” and not, “in
the names.”

Reply toObjection 7. Just as water is used in Baptism, be-
cause it is more commonly employed in washing, so for the
purpose of designating the three Persons, in the form of Bap-
tism, those names are chosen, which are generally used, in a
particular language, to signify the Persons. Nor is the sacra-
ment valid if conferred in any other names.

IIIa q. 66 a. 6Whether Baptism can be conferred in the name of Christ?

Objection 1. It seems that Baptism can be conferred in
the name of Christ. For just as there is “one Faith,” so is there
“one Baptism” (Eph. 4:5). But it is related (Acts 8:12) that “in
the name of Jesus Christ they were baptized, both men and
women.” erefore now also can Baptism be conferred in the
name of Christ.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Spir. Sanct. i): “If
you mention Christ, you designate both the Father by Whom
He was anointed, and the Son Himself, Who was anointed,
and the Holy Ghost with Whom He was anointed.” But Bap-
tism can be conferred in the name of theTrinity: therefore also
in the name of Christ.

Objection 3. Further, Pope Nicholas I, answering ques-
tions put to him by the Bulgars, said: “ose who have been
baptized in the name of the Trinity, or only in the name of
Christ, as we read in the Acts of the Apostles (it is all the same,
as Blessed Ambrose saith), must not be rebaptized.” But they
would be baptized again if they had not been validly baptized
with that form. erefore Baptism can be celebrated in the
name of Christ by using this form: “I baptize thee in the name
of Christ.”

On the contrary, Pope Pelagius II wrote to the Bishop
Gaudentius: “If any people living in your Worship’s neighbor-
hood, avow that they have been baptized in the name of the
Lord only, without any hesitation baptize them again in the
name of the Blessed Trinity, when they come in quest of the
Catholic Faith.” Didymus, too, says (De Spir. Sanct.): “If in-
deed there be such a one with a mind so foreign to faith as to
baptize while omitting one of the aforesaid names,” viz. of the
three Persons, “he baptizes invalidly.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 64, a. 3), the sacraments
derive their efficacy fromChrist’s institution. Consequently, if
any of those things be omitted which Christ instituted in re-

gard to a sacrament, it is invalid; save by special dispensation
of Him Who did not bind His power to the sacraments. Now
Christ commanded the sacrament of Baptism to be given with
the invocation of the Trinity. And consequently whatever is
lacking to the full invocation of the Trinity, destroys the in-
tegrity of Baptism.

Nor does it matter that in the name of one Person another
is implied, as the name of the Son is implied in that of the Fa-
ther, or that hewhomentions thenameof only onePersonmay
believe aright in theree; because just as a sacrament requires
sensible matter, so does it require a sensible form. Hence, for
the validity of the sacrament it is not enough to imply or to
believe in the Trinity, unless the Trinity be expressed in sen-
sible words. For this reason at Christ’s Baptism, wherein was
the source of the sanctification of our Baptism, the Trinity was
present in sensible signs: viz. the Father in the voice, the Son
in the human nature, the Holy Ghost in the dove.

Reply to Objection 1. It was by a special revelation from
Christ that in the primitive Church the apostles baptized in
the name of Christ; in order that the name of Christ, which
was hateful to Jews and Gentiles, might become an object of
veneration, in that theHolyGhost was given in Baptism at the
invocation of that Name.

Reply to Objection 2. Ambrose here gives this reason
why exception could, without inconsistency, be allowed in the
primitive Church; namely, because the whole Trinity is im-
plied in the name of Christ, and therefore the form prescribed
by Christ in the Gospel was observed in its integrity, at least
implicitly.

Reply toObjection 3.PopeNicolas confirms his words by
quoting the two authorities given in the preceding objections:
wherefore the answer to this is clear from the two solutions
given above.
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IIIa q. 66 a. 7Whether immersion in water is necessary for Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that immersion in water is necessary
for Baptism. Because it is written (Eph. 4:5): “One faith, one
baptism.” But in many parts of the world the ordinary way of
baptizing is by immersion.erefore it seems that there can be
no Baptism without immersion.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle says (Rom. 6:3,4): “All
we who are baptized inChrist Jesus, are baptized inHis death:
for we are buried together with Him, by Baptism into death.”
But this is done by immersion: for Chrysostom says on Jn. 3:5:
“Unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost,”
etc.: “When we dip our heads under the water as in a kind of
tomb, our old man is buried, and being submerged, is hidden
below, and thence he rises again renewed.” erefore it seems
that immersion is essential to Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, if Baptism is valid without total im-
mersion of the body, it would follow that it would be equally
sufficient to pour water over any part of the body. But this
seems unreasonable; since original sin, to remedy which is the
principal purpose of Baptism, is not in only one part of the
body. erefore it seems that immersion is necessary for Bap-
tism, and that mere sprinkling is not enough.

On the contrary, It is written (Heb. 10:22): “Let us draw
near with a true heart in fulness of faith, having our hearts
sprinkled from an evil conscience, and our bodies washedwith
clean water.”

I answer that, In the sacrament of Baptism water is put to
the use of a washing of the body, whereby to signify the inward
washing away of sins. Now washing may be done with water
not only by immersion, but also by sprinkling or pouring.And,
therefore, although it is safer to baptize by immersion, because
this is themore ordinary fashion, yet Baptism can be conferred
by sprinkling or also by pouring, according to Ezech. 36:25: “I
will pour upon you clean water,” as also the Blessed Lawrence
is related to have baptized. And this especially in cases of ur-
gency: either because there is a great number to be baptized, as
was clearly the case in Acts 2 and 4, where we read that on one
day three thousand believed, and on another five thousand: or
through there being but a small supply of water, or through

feebleness of the minister, who cannot hold up the candidate
for Baptism; or through feebleness of the candidate, whose life
might be endangered by immersion. We must therefore con-
clude that immersion is not necessary for Baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. What is accidental to a thing does
not diversify its essence. Now bodily washing with water is es-
sential to Baptism: wherefore Baptism is called a “laver,” ac-
cording to Eph. 5:26: “Cleansing it by the laver of water in the
word of life.” But that the washing be done this or that way, is
accidental to Baptism. And consequently such diversity does
not destroy the oneness of Baptism.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s burial is more clearly rep-
resented by immersion: wherefore this manner of baptizing
is more frequently in use and more commendable. Yet in the
other ways of baptizing it is represented aer a fashion, al-
beit not so clearly; for no matter how the washing is done, the
body of a man, or some part thereof, is put under water, just as
Christ’s body was put under the earth.

Reply to Objection 3. e principal part of the body,
especially in relation to the exterior members, is the head,
wherein all the senses, both interior and exterior, flourish. And
therefore, if the whole body cannot be covered with water, be-
cause of the scarcity of water, or because of some other reason,
it is necessary to pour water over the head, in which the prin-
ciple of animal life is made manifest.

And although original sin is transmitted through the
members that serve for procreation, yet thosemembers are not
to be sprinkled in preference to the head, because by Baptism
the transmission of original sin to the offspring by the act of
procreation is not deleted, but the soul is freed from the stain
and debt of sin which it has contracted. Consequently that
part of the body should be washed in preference, in which the
works of the soul are made manifest.

Nevertheless in the Old Law the remedy against origi-
nal sin was affixed to the member of procreation; because He
through Whom original sin was to be removed, was yet to be
born of the seed of Abraham, whose faith was signified by cir-
cumcision according to Rom. 4:11.

IIIa q. 66 a. 8Whether trine immersion is essential to Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that trine immersion is essential
to Baptism. For Augustine says in a sermon on the Symbol,
addressed to the Neophytes: “Rightly were you dipped three
times, since you were baptized in the name of the Trinity.
Rightly were you dipped three times, because you were bap-
tized in the name of Jesus Christ, Who on the third day rose
again from thedead. For that thrice repeated immersion repro-
duces the burial of the Lord by which you were buried with
Christ in Baptism.” Now both seem to be essential to Bap-
tism, namely, that in Baptism the Trinity of Persons should be

signified, and that we should be conformed to Christ’s burial.
erefore it seems that trine immersion is essential to Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments derive their efficacy
from Christ’s mandate. But trine immersion was commanded
by Christ: for Pope Pelagius II wrote to Bishop Gaudentius:
“e Gospel precept given by our Lord God Himself, our
Saviour JesusChrist, admonishes us to confer the sacrament of
Baptism to each one in the name of the Trinity and also with
trine immersion.”erefore, just as it is essential to Baptism to
call on the name of the Trinity, so is it essential to baptize by
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trine immersion.
Objection 3. Further, if trine immersion be not essential

to Baptism, it follows that the sacrament of Baptism is con-
ferred at the first immersion; so that if a second or third im-
mersion be added, it seems that Baptism is conferred a second
or third time. which is absurd. erefore one immersion does
not suffice for the sacrament of Baptism, and trine immersion
is essential thereto.

On the contrary, Gregory wrote to the Bishop Leander:
“It cannot be in any way reprehensible to baptize an infant
with either a trine or a single immersion: since the Trinity can
be represented in the three immersions, and the unity of the
Godhead in one immersion.”

I answer that As stated above (a. 7, ad 1), washing withwa-
ter is of itself required for Baptism, being essential to the sacra-
ment: whereas the mode of washing is accidental to the sacra-
ment. Consequently, as Gregory in the words above quoted
explains, both single and trine immersion are lawful consid-
ered in themselves; since one immersion signifies the oneness
of Christ’s death and of the Godhead; while trine immersion
signifies the three days of Christ’s burial, and also the Trinity
of Persons.

But for various reasons, according as the Church has or-
dained, one mode has been in practice, at one time, the other
at another time. For since from the very earliest days of the
Church some have had false notions concerning the Trinity,
holding thatChrist is amereman, and thatHe is not called the
“Son of God” or “God” except by reason of His merit, which
was chiefly in His death; for this reason they did not baptize
in the name of the Trinity, but in memory of Christ’s death,
andwith one immersion. And this was condemned in the early
Church. Wherefore in the Apostolic Canons (xlix) we read:
“If any priest or bishop confer baptism not with the trine im-
mersion in the one administration, but with one immersion,
which baptism is said to be conferred by some in the death of
the Lord, let him be deposed”: for our Lord did not say, “Bap-
tize ye in My death,” but “In the name of the Father and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”

Later on, however, there arose the error of certain schis-
matics and heretics who rebaptized: as Augustine (Super.
Joan., cf. De Haeres. lxix) relates of the Donatists. Wherefore,
in detestation of their error, only one immersion was ordered

to be made, by the (fourth) council of Toledo, in the acts of
which we read: “In order to avoid the scandal of schism or the
practice of heretical teaching let us hold to the single baptismal
immersion.”

But now that this motive has ceased, trine immersion is
universally observed in Baptism: and consequently anyone
baptizing otherwise would sin gravely, through not following
the ritual of the Church. It would, however, be valid Baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. e Trinity acts as principal agent
in Baptism. Now the likeness of the agent enters into the ef-
fect, in regard to the form and not in regard to the matter.
Wherefore the Trinity is signified in Baptism by the words of
the form. Nor is it essential for the Trinity to be signified by
the manner in which the matter is used; although this is done
to make the signification clearer.

In like manner Christ’s death is sufficiently represented in
the one immersion. And the three days of His burial were not
necessary for our salvation, because even ifHe had been buried
or dead for one day, this would have been enough to consum-
mate our redemption: yet those three days were ordained unto
the manifestation of the reality of His death, as stated above
(q. 53, a. 2). It is therefore clear that neither on the part of the
Trinity, nor on the part of Christ’s Passion, is the trine immer-
sion essential to the sacrament.

Reply toObjection 2. Pope Pelagius understood the trine
immersion to be ordained by Christ in its equivalent; in the
sense that Christ commanded Baptism to be conferred “in the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”
Nor can we argue from the form to the use of the matter, as
stated above (ad 1).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 64, a. 8), the
intention is essential to Baptism. Consequently, one Baptism
results from the intention of the Church’s minister, who in-
tends to confer one Baptism by a trine immersion. Wherefore
Jerome says on Eph. 4:5,6: “ough the Baptism,” i.e. the im-
mersion, “be thrice repeated, on account of the mystery of the
Trinity, yet it is reputed as one Baptism.”

If, however, the intention were to confer one Baptism at
each immersion together with the repetition of the words of
the form, it would be a sin, in itself, because it would be a rep-
etition of Baptism.

IIIa q. 66 a. 9Whether Baptism may be reiterated?

Objection 1. It seems that Baptism may be reiterated. For
Baptism was instituted, seemingly, in order to wash away sins.
But sins are reiterated. erefore much more should Baptism
be reiterated: because Christ’s mercy surpasses man’s guilt.

Objection 2. Further, John the Baptist received special
commendation from Christ, Who said of him (Mat. 11:11):
“ere hath not risen among them that are born of women, a
greater than John the Baptist.” But those whom John had bap-

tized were baptized again, according to Acts 19:1-7, where it
is stated that Paul rebaptized those who had received the Bap-
tism of John. Much more, therefore, should those be rebap-
tized, who have been baptized by heretics or sinners.

Objection 3. Further, it was decreed in the Council of
Nicaea (Can. xix) that if “any of the Paulianists or Cataphry-
gians should be converted to the Catholic Church, they were
to be baptized”: and this seemingly should be said in regard
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to other heretics.erefore those whom the heretics have bap-
tized, should be baptized again.

Objection 4. Further, Baptism is necessary for salvation.
But sometimes there is a doubt about the baptismof thosewho
really have been baptized. erefore it seems that they should
be baptized again.

Objection5.Further, theEucharist is amore perfect sacra-
ment than Baptism, as stated above (q. 65, a. 3). But the sacra-
ment of the Eucharist is reiterated. Much more reason, there-
fore, is there for Baptism to be reiterated.

On the contrary, It is written, (Eph. 4:5): “One faith, one
Baptism.”

I answer that, Baptism cannot be reiterated.
First, becauseBaptism is a spiritual regeneration; inasmuch

as a man dies to the old life, and begins to lead the new life.
Whence it is written ( Jn. 3:5): “Unless a man be born again of
water and the Holy Ghost, He cannot see [Vulg.: ‘enter into’]
the kingdomofGod.”Nowoneman can be begotten but once.
Wherefore Baptism cannot be reiterated, just as neither can
carnal generation. Hence Augustine says on Jn. 3:4: “ ‘Can he
enter a second time intohismother’swombandbeborn again’:
So thou,” says he, “must understand the birth of the Spirit, as
Nicodemus understood the birth of the flesh…. As there is no
return to the womb, so neither is there to Baptism.”

Secondly, because “we are baptized in Christ’s death,” by
which we die unto sin and rise again unto “newness of life”
(cf. Rom. 6:3,4). Now “Christ died” but “once” (Rom. 6:10).
Wherefore neither should Baptism be reiterated. For this rea-
son (Heb. 6:6) is it said against some who wished to be bap-
tized again: “Crucifying again to themselves the Son of God”;
on which the gloss observes: “Christ’s one death hallowed the
one Baptism.”

irdly, because Baptism imprints a character, which is in-
delible, and is conferred with a certain consecration. Where-
fore, just as other consecrations are not reiterated in the
Church, so neither is Baptism. is is the view expressed by
Augustine, who says (Contra Epist. Parmen. ii) that “the mil-
itary character is not renewed”: and that “the sacrament of
Christ is not less enduring than this bodily mark, since we see
that not even apostates are deprived of Baptism, since when
they repent and return they are not baptized anew.”

Fourthly, because Baptism is conferred principally as a
remedy against original sin. Wherefore, just as original sin is
not renewed, so neither is Baptism reiterated, for as it is writ-
ten (Rom. 5:18), “as by the offense of one, unto all men to
condemnation, so also by the justice of one, unto all men to

justification of life.”
Reply to Objection 1. Baptism derives its efficacy from

Christ’s Passion, as stated above (a. 2, ad 1). Wherefore, just
as subsequent sins do not cancel the virtue of Christ’s Passion,
so neither do they cancel Baptism, so as to call for its repeti-
tion. on the other hand the sin which hindered the effect of
Baptism is blotted out on being submitted to Penance.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says on Jn. 1:33:
“ ‘And I knewHimnot’: Behold; aer John had baptized, Bap-
tism was administered; aer a murderer has baptized, it is not
administered: because John gave his own Baptism; the mur-
derer, Christ’s; for that sacrament is so sacred, that not even a
murderer’s administration contaminates it.”

Reply to Objection 3. e Paulianists and Cataphrygians
used not to baptize in the name of the Trinity. Wherefore
Gregory, writing to the Bishop Quiricus, says: “ose heretics
who are not baptized in the name of the Trinity, such as the
Bonosians and Cataphrygians” (who were of the same mind
as the Paulianists), “since the former believe not that Christ is
God” (holding Him to be a mere man), “while the latter,” i.e.
theCataphrygians, “are soperverse as todeemamereman,” viz.
Montanus, “to be the Holy Ghost: all these are baptized when
they come toholyChurch, for thebaptismwhich they received
while in that state of errorwas noBaptism at all, not being con-
ferred in the name of the Trinity.” On the other hand, as set
down inDeEccles.Dogm. xxii: “ose hereticswhohave been
baptized in the confession of the name of the Trinity are to be
received as already baptized when they come to the Catholic
Faith.”

Reply to Objection 4. According to the Decretal of
Alexander III: “ose about whose Baptism there is a doubt
are to be baptized with these words prefixed to the form: ‘If
thou art baptized, I do not rebaptize thee; but if thou art not
baptized, I baptize thee,’ etc.: for that does not appear to be
repeated, which is not known to have been done.”

Reply to Objection 5. Both sacraments, viz. Baptism and
the Eucharist, are a representation of our Lord’s death and Pas-
sion, but not in the same way. For Baptism is a commemora-
tion of Christ’s death in so far as man dies with Christ, that he
may be born again into a new life. But the Eucharist is a com-
memoration of Christ’s death, in so far as the suffering Christ
Himself is offered to us as the Paschal banquet, according to
1 Cor. 5:7,8: “Christ our pasch is sacrificed; therefore let us
feast.” And forasmuch as man is born once, whereas he eats
many times, so is Baptism given once, but the Eucharist fre-
quently.

IIIa q. 66 a. 10Whether the Church observes a suitable rite in baptizing?

Objection 1. It seems that the Church observes an un-
suitable rite in baptizing. For as Chrysostom (Chromatius, in
Matth. 3:15) says: “e waters of Baptism would never avail
to purge the sins of them that believe, had they not been hal-

lowed by the touch of our Lord’s body.”Now this took place at
Christ’s Baptism, which is commemorated in the Feast of the
Epiphany. erefore solemn Baptism should be celebrated at
the Feast of the Epiphany rather than on the eves of Easter and
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Whitsunday.
Objection 2. Further, it seems that several matters should

not be used in the same sacrament. But water is used for wash-
ing in Baptism. erefore it is unfitting that the person bap-
tized should be anointed thricewith holy oil first on the breast,
and then between the shoulders, and a third time with chrism
on the top of the head.

Objection 3. Further, “in Christ Jesus…there is nei-
ther male nor female” (Gal. 3:23)…“neither Barbarian nor
Scythian” (Col. 3:11), nor, in like manner, any other such like
distinctions. Much less, therefore can a difference of clothing
have any efficacy in the Faith of Christ. It is consequently un-
fitting to bestow awhite garment on thosewho have been bap-
tized.

Objection 4. Further, Baptism can be celebrated without
such like ceremonies.erefore it seems that those mentioned
above are superfluous; and consequently that they are unsuit-
ably inserted by the Church in the baptismal rite.

On the contrary, e Church is ruled by the Holy Ghost,
Who does nothing inordinate.

I answer that, In the sacrament of Baptism something is
donewhich is essential to the sacrament, and somethingwhich
belongs to a certain solemnity of the sacrament. Essential in-
deed, to the sacrament are both the formwhich designates the
principal cause of the sacrament; and the minister who is the
instrumental cause; and the use of the matter, namely, wash-
ing with water, which designates the principal sacramental ef-
fect. But all the other things which theChurch observes in the
baptismal rite, belong rather to a certain solemnity of the sacra-
ment.

And these, indeed, are used in conjunction with the sacra-
ment for three reasons. First, in order to arouse the devotion
of the faithful, and their reverence for the sacrament. For if
there were nothing done but a mere washing with water, with-
out any solemnity, somemight easily think it to be an ordinary
washing.

Secondly, for the instruction of the faithful. Because sim-
ple and unlettered folk need to be taught by some sensible
signs, for instance, pictures and the like. And in this way
by means of the sacramental ceremonies they are either in-
structed, or urged to seek the signification of such like sensible
signs.And consequently, since, besides the principal sacramen-
tal effect, other things should be known about Baptism, it was
fitting that these also should be represented by some outward
signs.

irdly, because the power of the devil is restrained, by
prayers, blessings, and the like, fromhindering the sacramental
effect.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ was baptized on the

Epiphany with the Baptism of John, as stated above (q. 39,
a. 2),withwhichbaptism, indeed, the faithful arenot baptized,
rather are they baptized with Christ’s Baptism. is has its ef-
ficacy from the Passion of Christ, according to Rom. 6:3: “We
who are baptized in Christ Jesus, are baptized in His death”;
and in the Holy Ghost, according to Jn. 3:5: “Unless a man
be born again of water and the Holy Ghost.” erefore it is
that solemnBaptism is held in theChurch, both onEaster Eve,
whenwe commemorate our Lord’s burial and resurrection; for
which reason our Lord gave His disciples the commandment
concerning Baptism as related by Matthew (28:19): and on
Whitsun-eve, when the celebration of the Feast of the Holy
Ghost begins; for which reason the apostles are said to have
baptized three thousand on the very day of Pentecost when
they had received the Holy Ghost.

Reply to Objection 2. e use of water in Baptism is part
of the substance of the sacrament; but the use of oil or chrism is
part of the solemnity. For the candidate is first of all anointed
with Holy oil on the breast and between the shoulders, as
“one who wrestles for God,” to use Ambrose’s expression (De
Sacram. i): thus are prize-fighters wont to besmear themselves
with oil.Or, as Innocent III says in a decretal on theHolyUnc-
tion: “e candidate is anointed on the breast, in order to re-
ceive the gi of theHolyGhost, to cast off error and ignorance,
and to acknowledge the true faith, since ‘the just man liveth
by faith’; while he is anointed between the shoulders, that he
may be clothed with the grace of the Holy Ghost, lay aside in-
difference and sloth, and become active in good works; so that
the sacrament of faith may purify the thoughts of his heart,
and strengthen his shoulders for the burden of labor.” But af-
ter Baptism, as Rabanus says (De Sacram. iii), “he is forthwith
anointed on the head by the priest with Holy Chrism, who
proceeds at once to offer up a prayer that the neophyte may
have a share in Christ’s kingdom, and be called a Christian af-
ter Christ.” Or, as Ambrose says (De Sacram. iii), his head is
anointed, because “the senses of a wise man are in his head”
(Eccl 2:14): to wit, that he may “be ready to satisfy everyone
that asketh” him to give “a reason of his faith” (cf. 1 Pet. 3:15;
Innocent III, Decretal on Holy Unction).

Reply to Objection 3. is white garment is given, not as
though it were unlawful for the neophyte to use others: but as
a sign of the glorious resurrection, unto which men are born
again by Baptism; and in order to designate the purity of life,
to which he will be bound aer being baptized, according to
Rom. 6:4: “at we may walk in newness of life.”

Reply to Objection 4. Although those things that belong
to the solemnity of a sacrament are not essential to it, yet
are they not superfluous, since they pertain to the sacrament’s
wellbeing, as stated above.
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IIIa q. 66 a. 11Whether three kinds of Baptism are fittingly described—viz. Baptism of Water, of Blood, and
of the Spirit?

Objection 1. It seems that the three kinds of Baptism are
not fittingly described as Baptism of Water, of Blood, and of
the Spirit, i.e. of the Holy Ghost. Because the Apostle says
(Eph. 4:5): “One Faith, one Baptism.” Now there is but one
Faith. erefore there should not be three Baptisms.

Objection 2. Further, Baptism is a sacrament, as we have
made clear above (q. 65, a. 1). Now none but Baptism of Wa-
ter is a sacrament. erefore we should not reckon two other
Baptisms.

Objection 3. Further, Damascene (De Fide Orth. iv) dis-
tinguishes several other kinds of Baptism.ereforewe should
admit more than three Baptisms.

On the contrary, on Heb. 6:2, “Of the doctrine of Bap-
tisms,” the gloss says: “He uses the plural, because there is Bap-
tism of Water, of Repentance, and of Blood.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 62, a. 5), Baptism of
Water has its efficacy from Christ’s Passion, to which a man
is conformed by Baptism, and also from the Holy Ghost, as
first cause. Now although the effect depends on the first cause,
the cause far surpasses the effect, nor does it depend on it.
Consequently, a man may, without Baptism of Water, receive
the sacramental effect from Christ’s Passion, in so far as he is
conformed to Christ by suffering for Him. Hence it is writ-
ten (Apoc. 7:14): “ese are they who are come out of great
tribulation, and have washed their robes and have made them
white in the blood of the Lamb.” In likemanner aman receives
the effect of Baptism by the power of the Holy Ghost, not
only without Baptism of Water, but also without Baptism of
Blood: forasmuch as his heart is moved by the Holy Ghost to
believe in and love God and to repent of his sins: wherefore
this is also called Baptism of Repentance. Of this it is written
(Is. 4:4): “If the Lord shall wash away the filth of the daugh-
ters of Zion, and shall wash away the blood of Jerusalem out

of the midst thereof, by the spirit of judgment, and by the
spirit of burning.” us, therefore, each of these other Bap-
tisms is called Baptism, forasmuch as it takes the place of Bap-
tism.WhereforeAugustine says (DeUnicoBaptismoParvulo-
rum iv): “eBlessedCyprian argueswith considerable reason
from the thief to whom, though not baptized, it was said: ‘To-
day shalt thou be with Me in Paradise’ that suffering can take
the place of Baptism. Having weighed this in my mind again
and again, I perceive that not only can suffering for the nameof
Christ supply for what was lacking in Baptism, but even faith
and conversion of heart, if perchance on account of the stress
of the times the celebration of the mystery of Baptism is not
practicable.”

Reply to Objection 1. e other two Baptisms are in-
cluded in the Baptism ofWater, which derives its efficacy, both
fromChrist’s Passion and from theHolyGhost.Consequently
for this reason the unity of Baptism is not destroyed.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above (q. 60, a. 1), a sacra-
ment is a kind of sign. e other two, however, are like the
Baptism of Water, not, indeed, in the nature of sign, but in the
baptismal effect. Consequently they are not sacraments.

Reply toObjection 3.Damascene enumerates certain fig-
urative Baptisms. For instance, “the Deluge” was a figure of
our Baptism, in respect of the salvation of the faithful in the
Church; since then “a few…souls were saved in the ark [Vulg.:
‘by water’],” according to 1 Pet. 3:20. He also mentions “the
crossing of the Red Sea”: which was a figure of our Baptism,
in respect of our delivery from the bondage of sin; hence the
Apostle says (1Cor. 10:2) that “all…were baptized in the cloud
and in the sea.” And again he mentions “the various washings
whichwere customary under theOld Law,” whichwere figures
of our Baptism, as to the cleansing from sins: also “the Baptism
of John,” which prepared the way for our Baptism.

IIIa q. 66 a. 12Whether the Baptism of Blood is the most excellent of these?

Objection 1. It seems that the Baptism of Blood is not the
most excellent of these three. For the Baptism of Water im-
presses a character; which the Baptism of Blood cannot do.
erefore the Baptism of Blood is not more excellent than the
Baptism of Water.

Objection 2. Further, the Baptism of Blood is of no avail
without the Baptism of the Spirit, which is by charity; for it
is written (1 Cor. 13:3): “If I should deliver my body to be
burned, and have not charity, it profitethme nothing.” But the
Baptism of the Spirit avails without the Baptism of Blood; for
not only themartyrs are saved.erefore theBaptismofBlood
is not the most excellent.

Objection 3. Further, just as the Baptism of Water derives
its efficacy from Christ’s Passion, to which, as stated above

(a. 11), the Baptism of Blood corresponds, so Christ’s Pas-
sion derives its efficacy from the Holy Ghost, according to
Heb. 9:14: “e Blood of Christ, Who by the Holy Ghost
offered Himself unspotted unto God, shall cleanse our con-
science from dead works,” etc. erefore the Baptism of the
Spirit is more excellent than the Baptism of Blood. erefore
the Baptism of Blood is not the most excellent.

On the contrary,Augustine (Ad Fortunatum) speaking of
the comparison between Baptisms says: “e newly baptized
confesses his faith in the presence of the priest: the martyr in
the presence of the persecutor. e former is sprinkled with
water, aer he has confessed; the latter with his blood.e for-
mer receives the Holy Ghost by the imposition of the bishop’s
hands; the latter is made the temple of the Holy Ghost.”
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I answer that, As stated above (a. 11), the shedding of
blood for Christ’s sake, and the inward operation of the Holy
Ghost, are called baptisms, in so far as they produce the effect
of the Baptism ofWater. Now the Baptism ofWater derives its
efficacy from Christ’s Passion and from the Holy Ghost, as al-
ready stated (a. 11).ese two causes act in each of these three
Baptisms; most excellently, however, in the Baptism of Blood.
For Christ’s Passion acts in the Baptism of Water by way of a
figurative representation; in the Baptism of the Spirit or of Re-
pentance, byway of desire. but in the Baptismof Blood, byway
of imitating the (Divine) act. In likemanner, too, the power of
the Holy Ghost acts in the Baptism of Water through a cer-
tain hidden power. in the Baptism of Repentance by moving
the heart; but in the Baptism of Blood by the highest degree of
fervor of dilection and love, according to Jn. 15:13: “Greater

love than this no man hath that a man lay down his life for his
friends.”

Reply to Objection 1. A character is both reality and a
sacrament. And we do not say that the Baptism of Blood is
more excellent, considering the nature of a sacrament; but con-
sidering the sacramental effect.

Reply toObjection 2.e shedding of blood is not in the
nature of a Baptism if it be without charity. Hence it is clear
that the Baptism of Blood includes the Baptism of the Spirit,
but not conversely. And from this it is proved to be more per-
fect.

Reply toObjection 3.eBaptism owes its pre-eminence
not only to Christ’s Passion, but also to the Holy Ghost, as
stated above.
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T P, Q 67
Of the Ministers by Whom the Sacrament of Baptism Is Conferred

(In Eight Articles)

Wehave now to consider theministers by whom the sacrament of Baptism is conferred. And concerning this there are eight
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it belongs to a deacon to baptize?
(2) Whether this belongs to a priest, or to a bishop only?
(3) Whether a layman can confer the sacrament of Baptism?
(4) Whether a woman can do this?
(5) Whether an unbaptized person can baptize?
(6) Whether several can at the same time baptize one and the same person?
(7) Whether it is essential that someone should raise the person baptized from the sacred font?
(8) Whether he who raises someone from the sacred font is bound to instruct him?

IIIa q. 67 a. 1Whether it is part of a deacon’s duty to baptize?

Objection 1. It seems that it is part of a deacon’s duty
to baptize. Because the duties of preaching and of baptizing
were enjoined by our Lord at the same time, according toMat.
28:19: “Going…teach ye all nations, baptizing them,” etc. But
it is part of a deacon’s duty to preach the gospel. erefore it
seems that it is also part of a deacon’s duty to baptize.

Objection 2. Further, according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier.
v) to “cleanse” is part of the deacon’s duty. But cleansing from
sins is effected specially by Baptism, according to Eph. 5:26:
“Cleansing it by the laver of water in the word of life.” ere-
fore it seems that it belongs to a deacon to baptize.

Objection 3. Further, it is told of Blessed Laurence, who
was a deacon, that he baptizedmany.erefore it seems that it
belongs to deacons to baptize.

On the contrary, Pope Gelasius I says (the passage is to be
found in theDecrees, dist. 93): “We order the deacons to keep
within their own province”; and further on: “Without bishop
or priest they must not dare to baptize, except in cases of ex-
treme urgency, when the aforesaid are a long way off.”

I answer that, Just as the properties and duties of the heav-
enly orders are gathered from their names, as Dionysius says
(Coel. Hier. vi), so can we gather, from the names of the ec-
clesiastical orders, what belongs to each order. Now “deacons”
are so called from being “ministers”; because, to wit, it is not in
the deacon’s province to be the chief and official celebrant in
conferring a sacrament, but to minister to others, his elders, in
the sacramental dispensations. And so it does not belong to a

deacon to confer the sacrament of Baptism officially as it were;
but to assist and serve his elders in the bestowal of this and
other sacraments. Hence Isidore says (Epist. ad Ludifred.): “It
is a deacon’s duty to assist and serve the priests, in all the rites
of Christ’s sacraments, viz. those of Baptism, of the Chrism, of
the Paten and Chalice.”

Reply to Objection 1. It is the deacon’s duty to read the
Gospel in church, and to preach it as one catechizing; hence
Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v) that a deacon’s office involves
power over the unclean amongwhomhe includes the catechu-
mens. But to teach, i.e. to expound the Gospel, is the proper
office of a bishop, whose action is “to perfect,” as Dionysius
teaches (Eccl. Hier. v); and “to perfect” is the same as “to
teach.” Consequently, it does not follow that the office of bap-
tizing belongs to deacons.

Reply to Objection 2. As Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. ii),
Baptism has a power not only of “cleansing” but also of “en-
lightening.”Consequently, it is outside theprovince of thedea-
con whose duty it is to cleanse only: viz. either by driving away
the unclean, or by preparing them for the reception of a sacra-
ment.

Reply to Objection 3. Because Baptism is a necessary
sacrament, deacons are allowed to baptize in cases of urgency
when their elders are not at hand; as appears from the author-
ity ofGelasius quoted above. And it was thus that Blessed Lau-
rence, being but a deacon, baptized.

IIIa q. 67 a. 2Whether to baptize is part of the priestly office, or proper to that of bishops?

Objection 1. It seems that to baptize is not part of the
priestly office, but proper to that of bishops. Because, as stated
above (a. 1, obj. 1), the duties of teaching and baptizing are en-
joined in the same precept (Mat. 28:19). But to teach, which
is “to perfect,” belongs to the office of bishop, as Dionysius de-

clares (Eccl. Hier. v, vi). erefore to baptize also belongs to
the episcopal office.

Objection 2. Further, by Baptism aman is admitted to the
body of the Christian people: and to do this seems consistent
with no other than the princely office. Now the bishops hold
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the position of princes in the Church, as the gloss observes on
Lk. 10:1: indeed, they even take the place of the apostles, of
whom it is written (Ps. 44:17): “ou shaltmake themprinces
over all the earth.” erefore it seems that to baptize belongs
exclusively to the office of bishops.

Objection 3. Further, Isidore says (Epist. ad Ludifred.)
that “it belongs to the bishop to consecrate churches, to anoint
altars, to consecrate [conficere] the chrism; he it is that confers
the ecclesiastical orders, and blesses the consecrated virgins.”
But the sacrament of Baptism is greater than all these. ere-
fore much more reason is there why to baptize should belong
exclusively to the episcopal office.

On the contrary, Isidore says (DeOfficiis. ii): “It is certain
that Baptism was entrusted to priests alone.”

I answer that, Priests are consecrated for the purpose of
celebrating the sacrament of Christ’s Body, as stated above
(q. 65, a. 3). Now that is the sacrament of ecclesiastical unity,
according to the Apostle (1 Cor. 10:17): “We, being many, are
one bread, one body, all that partake of one bread andone chal-
ice.” Moreover, by Baptism a man becomes a participator in
ecclesiastical unity, wherefore also he receives the right to ap-
proach our Lord’s Table. Consequently, just as it belongs to a
priest to consecrate the Eucharist, which is the principal pur-
pose of the priesthood, so it is the proper office of a priest to
baptize: since it seems to belong to one and the same, to pro-
duce the whole and to dispose the part in the whole.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord enjoined on the apos-
tles, whose place is taken by the bishops, both duties, namely,
of teaching and of baptizing, but in different ways. Because
Christ committed to them the duty of teaching, that they
might exercise it themselves as being the most important duty
of all: wherefore the apostles themselves said (Acts 6:2): “It is

not reason that we should leave the word of God and serve ta-
bles.” On the other hand, He entrusted the apostles with the
office of baptizing, to be exercised vicariously; wherefore the
Apostle says (1 Cor. 1:17): “Christ sent me not to baptize, but
to preach the Gospel.” And the reason for this was that the
merit and wisdom of the minister have no bearing on the bap-
tismal effect, as theyhave in teaching, asmaybe seen fromwhat
we have stated above (q. 64, a. 1, ad 2; Aa. 5,9). A proof of this
is found also in the fact that our LordHimself did not baptize,
butHis disciples, as John relates (4:2). Nor does it follow from
this that bishops cannot baptize; since what a lower power can
do, that can also a higher power. Wherefore also the Apostle
says (1 Cor. 1:14,16) that he had baptized some.

Reply to Objection 2. In every commonwealth minor af-
fairs are entrusted to lower officials, while greater affairs are
restricted to higher officials; according to Ex. 18:22: “When
any great matter soever shall fall out, let them refer it to thee,
and let them judge the lesser matters only.” Consequently it
belongs to the lower officials of the state to decidematters con-
cerning the lower orders; while to the highest it belongs to set
in order thosematters that regard thehigher orders of the state.
Now by Baptism a man attains only to the lowest rank among
the Christian people: and consequently it belongs to the lesser
officials of the Church

to baptize, namely, the priests, who hold the place of the
seventy-two disciples of Christ, as the gloss says in the passage
quoted from Luke 10.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 65, a. 3), the
sacrament of Baptism holds the first place in the order of ne-
cessity; but in the order of perfection there are other greater
sacraments which are reserved to bishops.

IIIa q. 67 a. 3Whether a layman can baptize?

Objection 1. It seems that a layman cannot baptize. Be-
cause, as stated above (a. 2), to baptize belongs properly to the
priestly order. But those things which belong to an order can-
not be entrusted to one that is not ordained.erefore it seems
that a layman, who has no orders, cannot baptize.

Objection 2. Further, it is a greater thing to baptize, than
to perform the other sacramental rites of Baptism, such as to
catechize, to exorcize, and to bless the baptismal water. But
these things cannot be done by laymen, but only by priests.
erefore it seems that much less can laymen baptize.

Objection 3. Further, just as Baptism is a necessary sacra-
ment, so is Penance. But a layman cannot absolve in the tri-
bunal of Penance. Neither, therefore, can he baptize.

On the contrary, PopeGelasius I and Isidore say that “it is
oen permissible for Christian laymen to baptize, in cases of
urgent necessity.”

I answer that, It is due to themercyofHim“Whowill have
all men to be saved” (1 Tim. 2:4) that in those things which

are necessary for salvation, man can easily find the remedy.
Now the most necessary among all the sacraments is Baptism,
which is man’s regeneration unto spiritual life: since for chil-
dren there is no substitute, while adults cannot otherwise than
by Baptism receive a full remission both of guilt and of its pun-
ishment. Consequently, lest man should have to go without so
necessary a remedy, it was ordained, both that the matter of
Baptism should be something common that is easily obtain-
able by all, i.e. water; and that the minister of Baptism should
be anyone, even not in orders, lest from lack of being baptized,
man should suffer loss of his salvation.

Reply to Objection 1. To baptize belongs to the priestly
order by reasonof a certain appropriateness and solemnity; but
this is not essential to the sacrament.Consequently, if a layman
were to baptize even outside a case of urgency; he would sin,
yet he would confer the sacrament; nor would the person thus
baptized have to be baptized again.

Reply to Objection 2. ese sacramental rites of Baptism
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belong to the solemnity of, and are not essential to, Baptism.
And therefore they neither should nor can be done by a lay-
man, but only by a priest, whose office it is to baptize solemnly.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 65, Aa. 3,4),
Penance is not so necessary as Baptism; since contrition can

supply the defect of the priestly absolutionwhich does not free
from the whole punishment, nor again is it given to children.
erefore the comparison with Baptism does not stand, be-
cause its effect cannot be supplied by anything else.

IIIa q. 67 a. 4Whether a woman can baptize?

Objection 1. It seems that a woman cannot baptize. For
we read in the acts of the Council of Carthage (iv): “How-
ever learned and holy a woman may be, she must not presume
to teach men in the church, or to baptize.” But in no case is a
woman allowed to teach in church, according to 1 Cor. 14:35:
“It is a shame for a woman to speak in the church.”erefore it
seems that neither is a woman in any circumstances permitted
to baptize.

Objection 2. Further, to baptize belongs to those having
authority. wherefore baptism should be conferred by priests
having charge of souls. But women are not qualified for this;
according to 1 Tim. 2:12: “I suffer not a woman to teach, nor
to use authority overman, but to be subject to him [Vulg.: ‘but
to be in silence’].” erefore a woman cannot baptize.

Objection 3. Further, in the spiritual regeneration water
seems to hold the place of the mother’s womb, as Augustine
says on Jn. 3:4, “Can” a man “enter a second time into his
mother’s womb, and be born again?” While he who baptizes
seems to hold rather the position of father. But this is unfit-
ting for a woman. erefore a woman cannot baptize.

Onthe contrary,PopeUrban II says (Decreta xxx): “In re-
ply to the questions asked by your beatitude, we consider that
the following answer should be given: that the baptism is valid
when, in cases of necessity, a woman baptizes a child in the
name of the Trinity.”

I answer that,Christ is the chief Baptizer, according to Jn.
1:33: “He upon Whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending
and remaining upon Him, He it is that baptizeth.” For it is
written in Col. 3 (cf. Gal. 3:28), that in Christ there is neither
male nor female. Consequently, just as a layman can baptize,

as Christ’s minister, so can a woman.
But since “the head of the woman is the man,” and “the

head of…man, is Christ” (1 Cor. 11:3), a woman should not
baptize if a man be available for the purpose; just as neither
should a layman in the presence of a cleric, nor a cleric in the
presence of a priest. e last, however, can baptize in the pres-
ence of a bishop, because it is part of the priestly office.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as a woman is not suffered
to teach in public, but is allowed to instruct and admon-
ish privately; so she is not permitted to baptize publicly and
solemnly, and yet she can baptize in a case of urgency.

Reply to Objection 2. When Baptism is celebrated
solemnly and with due form, it should be conferred by a priest
having charge of souls, or by one representing him. But this is
not required in cases of urgency, when a woman may baptize.

Reply to Objection 3. In carnal generation male and fe-
male co-operate according to the power of their proper nature;
wherefore the female cannot be the active, but only the pas-
sive, principle of generation. But in spiritual generation they
do not act, either of them, by their proper power, but only
instrumentally by the power of Christ. Consequently, on the
same grounds either man or woman can baptize in a case of
urgency.

If, however, a woman were to baptize without any urgency
for so doing. there would be no need of rebaptism: as we have
said in regard to laymen (a. 3, ad 1). But the baptizer herself
would sin, as also those who took part with her therein, either
by receiving Baptism from her, or by bringing someone to her
to be baptized.

IIIa q. 67 a. 5Whether one that is not baptized can confer the sacrament of Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that one that is not baptized cannot
confer the sacrament of Baptism. For “none gives what he has
not.” But a non-baptized person has not the sacrament of Bap-
tism. erefore he cannot give it.

Objection 2.Further, aman confers the sacrament of Bap-
tism inasmuch as he is aminister of theChurch. But one that is
not baptized, belongs nowise to the Church, i.e. neither really
nor sacramentally. erefore he cannot confer the sacrament
of Baptism.

Objection 3.Further, it ismore to confer a sacrament than
to receive it. But one that is not baptized, cannot receive the
other sacraments.Much less, therefore, canhe confer any sacra-

ment.
On the contrary, Isidore says: “e Roman Pontiff does

not consider it to be the man who baptizes, but that the Holy
Ghost confers the grace of Baptism, though he that baptizes be
a pagan.” But he who is baptized, is not called a pagan. ere-
fore he who is not baptized can confer the sacrament of Bap-
tism.

I answer that, Augustine le this question without decid-
ing it. For he says (Contra Ep. Parmen. ii): “is is indeed
another question, whether even those can baptize who were
never Christians; nor should anything be rashly asserted here-
upon, without the authority of a sacred council such as suf-
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fices for so great a matter.” But aerwards it was decided by
the Church that the unbaptized, whether Jews or pagans, can
confer the sacrament of Baptism, provided they baptize in the
form of the Church. Wherefore Pope Nicolas I replies to the
questions propounded by the Bulgars: “You say that many in
your country have been baptized by someone, whether Chris-
tian or pagan you knownot. If thesewere baptized in the name
of the Trinity, they must not be rebaptized.” But if the form of
the Church be not observed, the sacrament of Baptism is not
conferred. And thus is to be explained what Gregory II* writes
toBishopBoniface: “osewhomyou assert to have beenbap-
tized by pagans,” namely, with a form not recognized by the
Church, “we command you to rebaptize in the name of the
Trinity.” And the reason of this is that, just as on the part of the
matter, as far as the essentials of the sacrament are concerned,
any water will suffice, so, on the part of the minister, any man
is competent.Consequently, an unbaptized person can baptize
in a case of urgency. So that two unbaptized persons may bap-
tize one another, one baptizing the other and being aerwards
baptized by him: and each would receive not only the sacra-
ment but also the reality of the sacrament. But if thiswere done

outside a case of urgency, each would sin grievously, both the
baptizer and the baptized, and thus the baptismal effect would
be frustrated, although the sacrament itself would not be in-
validated.

Reply to Objection 1. e man who baptizes offers but
his outward ministration; whereas Christ it is Who baptizes
inwardly, Who can use all men to whatever purpose He wills.
Consequently, the unbaptized can baptize: because, as Pope
Nicolas I says, “the Baptism is not theirs,” i.e. the baptizers’,
“but His,” i.e. Christ’s.

Reply toObjection 2. He who is not baptized, though he
belongs not to the Church either in reality or sacramentally,
can nevertheless belong to her in intention and by similarity of
action, namely, in so far as he intends to do what the Church
does, and in baptizing observes the Church’s form, and thus
acts as the minister of Christ,Who did not confineHis power
to those that are baptized, as neither didHe to the sacraments.

Reply to Objection 3. e other sacraments are not so
necessary as Baptism. And therefore it is allowable that an un-
baptized person should baptize rather than that he should re-
ceive other sacraments.

IIIa q. 67 a. 6Whether several can baptize at the same time?

Objection 1. It seems that several can baptize at the same
time. For unity is contained in multitude, but not “vice versa.”
Wherefore it seems thatmany candowhatever one canbut not
“vice versa”: thus many draw a ship which one could draw. But
oneman can baptize.erefore several, too, can baptize one at
the same time.

Objection 2. Further, it is more difficult for one agent to
act on many things, than for many to act at the same time on
one. But one man can baptize several at the same time. Much
more, therefore, can many baptize one at the same time.

Objection 3. Further, Baptism is a sacrament of the great-
est necessity. Now in certain cases it seems necessary for sev-
eral to baptize one at the same time; for instance, suppose a
child to be in danger of death, and two persons present, one of
whom is dumb, and the other without hands or arms; for then
themutilated personwould have to pronounce the words, and
the dumb person would have to perform the act of baptizing.
erefore it seems that several can baptize one at the same
time.

On the contrary,Where there is one agent there is one ac-
tion. If, therefore, several were to baptize one, it seems to fol-
low that there would be several baptisms: and this is contrary
to Eph. 4:5: “one Faith, one Baptism.”

I answer that,eSacrament of Baptism derives its power
principally from its form, which the Apostle calls “the word
of life” (Eph. 5:26). Consequently, if several were to baptize
one at the same time, we must consider what form they would
use. For were they to say: “We baptize thee in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost,” some maintain

that the sacrament ofBaptismwouldnot be conferred, because
the form of the Church would not be observed, i.e. “I baptize
thee in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost.” But this reasoning is disproved by the form observed
in theGreekChurch. For theymight say: “e servant ofGod,
N…, is baptized in the name of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Ghost,” under which form the Greeks receive the
sacrament of Baptism: and yet this form differs far more from
the form that we use, than does this: “We baptize thee.”

e point to be observed, however, is this, that by this
form, “We baptize thee,” the intention expressed is that several
concur in conferring one Baptism: and this seems contrary to
the notion of a minister; for a man does not baptize save as
a minister of Christ, and as standing in His place; wherefore
just as there is one Christ, so should there be one minister to
representChrist. Hence theApostle says pointedly (Eph. 4:5):
“one Lord, one Faith, one Baptism.” Consequently, an inten-
tion which is in opposition to this seems to annul the sacra-
ment of Baptism.

On the other hand, if each were to say: “I baptize thee in
the name of the Father and of the Son and of theHoly Ghost,”
each would signify his intention as though he were conferring
Baptism independently of the other. is might occur in the
case where both were striving to baptize someone; and then it
is clear that whichever pronounced the words first would con-
fer the sacrament of Baptism; while the other, however great
his right to baptize, if he presume to utter the words, would be
liable to be punished as a rebaptizer. If, however, they were to
pronounce the words absolutely at the same time, and dipped

* Gregory III.
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or sprinkled the man together, they should be punished for
baptizing in an improper manner, but not for rebaptizing: be-
cause each would intend to baptize an unbaptized person, and
each, so far as he is concerned, would baptize. Nor would they
confer several sacraments: but the one Christ baptizing in-
wardlywould confer one sacrament bymeans of both together.

Reply toObjection1.is argument avails in those agents
that act by their own power. But men do not baptize by their
own, but byChrist’s power,Who, sinceHe is one, perfectsHis
work by means of one minister.

Reply toObjection2. In a case of necessity one could bap-
tize several at the same time under this form: “I baptize ye”: for
instance, if they were threatened by a falling house, or by the
sword or something of the kind, so as not to allow of the de-
lay involved by baptizing them singly. Nor would this cause a
change in the Church’s form, since the plural is nothing but

the singular doubled: especially as we find the plural expressed
in Mat. 28:19: “Baptizing them,” etc. Nor is there parity be-
tween the baptizer and the baptized; since Christ, the baptizer
in chief, is one: whilemany aremade one inChrist by Baptism.

Reply toObjection 3.As stated above (q. 66, a. 1), the in-
tegrity of Baptism consists in the form of words and the use
of the matter. Consequently, neither he who only pronounces
the words, baptizes, nor he who dips. Where fore if one pro-
nounces thewords and the other dips, no formofwords can be
fitting. For neither could he say: “I baptize thee”: since he dips
not, and therefore baptizes not. Nor could they say: “We bap-
tize thee”: since neither baptizes. For if of two men, one write
one part of a book, and the other write the other, it would not
be a proper form of speech to say: “We wrote this book,” but
the figure of synecdoche inwhich thewhole is put for the part.

IIIa q. 67 a. 7Whether in Baptism it is necessary for someone to raise the baptized from the sacred font?

Objection 1. It seems that in Baptism it is not necessary
for someone to raise the baptized from the sacred font. For our
Baptism is consecrated by Christ’s Baptism and is conformed
thereto. But Christ when baptized was not raised by anyone
from the font, but according to Mat. 3:16, “Jesus being bap-
tized, forthwith came out of the water.”erefore it seems that
neither when others are baptized should anyone raise the bap-
tized from the sacred font.

Objection 2. Further, Baptism is a spiritual regeneration,
as stated above (a. 3). But in carnal generation nothing else is
required but the active principle, i.e. the father, and the pas-
sive principle, i.e. the mother. Since, then, in Baptism he that
baptizes takes the place of the father, while the very water of
Baptism takes the place of the mother, as Augustine says in a
sermon on the Epiphany (cxxxv); it seems that there is no fur-
ther need for someone to raise the baptized from the sacred
font.

Objection 3. Further, nothing ridiculous should be ob-
served in the sacraments of theChurch. But it seems ridiculous
that aer being baptized, adults who can stand up of them-
selves and leave the sacred font, should be held up by another.
erefore there seems no need for anyone, especially in the
Baptism of adults, to raise the baptized from the sacred font.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. ii) that “the
priests taking the baptized hand him over to his sponsor and
guide.”

I answer that, e spiritual regeneration, which takes
place inBaptism, is in a certainmanner likened to carnal gener-
ation: wherefore it is written (1 Pet. 2:2): “As new-born babes,
endowed with reason desire milk [Vulg.: ‘desire reasonable
milk’] without guile.” Now, in carnal generation the new-born

child needs nourishment and guidance: wherefore, in spiritual
generation also, someone is needed to undertake the office of
nurse and tutor by forming and instructing one who is yet a
novice in the Faith, concerning things pertaining to Christian
faith and mode of life, which the clergy have not the leisure
to do through being busy with watching over the people gen-
erally: because little children and novices need more than or-
dinary care. Consequently someone is needed to receive the
baptized from the sacred font as though for the purpose of in-
structing and guiding them. It is to this that Dionysius refers
(Eccl. Hier. xi) saying: “It occurred to our heavenly guides,” i.e.
the Apostles, “and they decided, that infants should be taken
charge of thus: that the parents of the child should hand it over
to some instructor versed in holy things, who would thence-
forth take charge of the child, and be to it a spiritual father
and a guide in the road of salvation.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ was baptized not that He
might be regenerated, but that He might regenerate others:
wherefore aer His Baptism He needed no tutor like other
children.

Reply to Objection 2. In carnal generation nothing is es-
sential besides a father and a mother: yet to ease the latter in
her travail, there is need for a midwife; and for the child to be
suitably brought up there is need for a nurse and a tutor: while
their place is taken inBaptismbyhimwho raises the child from
the sacred font. Consequently this is not essential to the sacra-
ment, and in a case of necessity one alone can baptize with wa-
ter.

Reply toObjection 3. It is not on account of bodily weak-
ness that the baptized is raised from the sacred font by the god-
parent, but on account of spiritual weakness, as stated above.
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IIIa q. 67 a. 8Whether he who raises anyone from the sacred font is bound to instruct him?

Objection 1. It seems that he who raises anyone from the
sacred font is not bound to instruct him. For none but those
who are themselves instructed can give instruction. But even
the uneducated and ill-instructed are allowed to raise people
from the sacred font. erefore he who raises a baptized per-
son from the font is not bound to instruct him.

Objection 2. Further, a son is instructed by his father bet-
ter than by a stranger: for, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii),
a son receives from his father, “being, food, and education.” If,
therefore, godparents are bound to instruct their godchildren,
it would be fitting for the carnal father, rather than another,
to be the godparent of his own child. And yet this seems to
be forbidden, as may be seen in the Decretals (xxx, qu. 1, Cap.
Pervenit and Dictum est).

Objection 3. Further, it is better for several to instruct
than for one only. If, therefore, godparents are bound to in-
struct their godchildren, itwould be better to have several god-
parents than only one. Yet this is forbidden in a decree of Pope
Leo, who says: “A child should not have more than one god-
parent, be this a man or a woman.”

On the contrary, Augustine says in a sermon for Easter
(clxviii): “In the first place I admonish you, both men and
women, who have raised children in Baptism, that ye stand be-
foreGod as sureties for thosewhomyouhave been seen to raise
from the sacred font.”

I answer that, Every man is bound to fulfil those duties
which he has undertaken to perform. Now it has been stated
above (a. 7) that godparents take upon themselves the duties
of a tutor. Consequently they are bound to watch over their
godchildren when there is need for them to do so: for instance

when and where children are brought up among unbelievers.
But if they are brought up amongCatholicChristians, the god-
parents may well be excused from this responsibility, since it
may be presumed that the children will be carefully instructed
by their parents. If, however, they perceive in any way that the
contrary is the case, they would be bound, as far as they are
able, to see to the spiritual welfare of their godchildren.

Reply toObjection 1.Where the danger is imminent, the
godparent, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vii), should be some-
one “versed in holy things.” But where the danger is not im-
minent, by reason of the children being brought up among
Catholics, anyone is admitted to this position, because the
things pertaining to the Christian rule of life and faith are
known openly by all. Nevertheless an unbaptized person can-
not be a godparent, as was decreed in the Council of Mainz,
although an unbaptized person: because the person baptizing
is essential to the sacrament, wherefore as the godparent is not,
as stated above (a. 7, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 2. Just as spiritual generation is dis-
tinct from carnal generation, so is spiritual education distinct
from that of the body; according to Heb. 12:9: “Moreover we
have had fathers of our flesh for instructors, andwe reverenced
them: shall we not much more obey the Father of Spirits, and
live?”erefore the spiritual father should be distinct from the
carnal father, unless necessity demanded otherwise.

Reply to Objection 3. Education would be full of confu-
sion if there were more than one head instructor. Wherefore
there should be one principal sponsor in Baptism: but others
can be allowed as assistants.

2301



T P, Q 68
Of ose Who Receive Baptism

(In Twelve Articles)

We have now to consider those who receive Baptism; concerning which there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all are bound to receive Baptism?
(2) Whether a man can be saved without Baptism?
(3) Whether Baptism should be deferred?
(4) Whether sinners should be baptized?
(5) Whether works of satisfaction should be enjoined on sinners that have been baptized?
(6) Whether Confession of sins is necessary?
(7) Whether an intention is required on the part of the one baptized?
(8) Whether faith is necessary?
(9) Whether infants should be baptized?

(10) Whether the children of Jews should be baptized against the will of their parents?
(11) Whether anyone should be baptized in the mother’s womb?
(12) Whether madmen and imbeciles should be baptized?

IIIa q. 68 a. 1Whether all are bound to receive Baptism?

Objection1. It seems that not all are bound to receiveBap-
tism. For Christ did not narrow man’s road to salvation. But
before Christ’s coming men could be saved without Baptism:
therefore also aer Christ’s coming.

Objection 2. Further, Baptism seems to have been insti-
tuted principally as a remedy for original sin.Now, since aman
who is baptized is without original sin, it seems that he can-
not transmit it to his children.erefore it seems that the chil-
dren of those who have been baptized, should not themselves
be baptized.

Objection 3. Further, Baptism is given in order that aman
may, through grace, be cleansed from sin. But those who are
sanctified in the womb, obtain this without Baptism. ere-
fore they are not bound to receive Baptism.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 3:5): “Unless a man be
born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God.” Again it is stated in De Eccl. Dogm. xli,
that “we believe the way of salvation to be open to those only
who are baptized.”

I answer that, Men are bound to that without which they
cannot obtain salvation.Now it ismanifest that no one can ob-
tain salvation but through Christ; wherefore the Apostle says
(Rom. 5:18): “As by the offense of one unto all men unto con-
demnation; so also by the justice of one, unto all men unto jus-
tification of life.” But for this end is Baptism conferred on a
man, that being regenerated thereby, he may be incorporated
in Christ, by becoming His member: wherefore it is written
(Gal. 3:27): “As many of you as have been baptized in Christ,
have put on Christ.” Consequently it is manifest that all are
bound to be baptized: and that without Baptism there is no
salvation for men.

Reply to Objection 1. At no time, not even before the

coming of Christ, could men be saved unless they became
members of Christ: because, as it is written (Acts 4:12), “there
is no other name under heaven given tomen, wherebywemust
be saved.” But before Christ’s coming, men were incorporated
in Christ by faith in His future coming: of which faith cir-
cumcision was the “seal,” as the Apostle calls it (Rom. 4:11):
whereas before circumcision was instituted, men were incor-
porated in Christ by “faith alone,” as Gregory says (Moral.
iv), together with the offering of sacrifices, by means of which
the Fathers of old made profession of their faith. Again, since
Christ’s coming, men are incorporated in Christ by faith; ac-
cording to Eph. 3:17: “at Christ may dwell by faith in your
hearts.” But faith in a thing already present is manifested by a
sign different from that by which it was manifested when that
thingwas yet in the future: just asweuse other parts of the verb,
to signify the present, the past, and the future. Consequently
although the sacrament itself of Baptismwas not always neces-
sary for salvation, yet faith, of which Baptism is the sacrament,
was always necessary.

Reply to Objection 2. As we have stated in the Ia IIae,
q. 81, a. 3, ad 2, those who are baptized are renewed in spirit by
Baptism,while their body remains subject to the oldness of sin,
according to Rom. 8:10: “e body, indeed, is dead because
of sin, but the spirit liveth because of justification.”Wherefore
Augustine (Contra Julian. vi) proves that “not everything that
is in man is baptized.” Now it is manifest that in carnal genera-
tionman does not beget in respect of his soul, but in respect of
his body. Consequently the children of those who are baptized
are born with original sin; wherefore they need to be baptized.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who are sanctified in the
womb, receive indeed grace which cleanses them fromoriginal
sin, but they do not therefore receive the character, by which
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they are conformed to Christ. Consequently, if any were to be
sanctified in the womb now, they would need to be baptized,

in order to be conformed to Christ’s other members by receiv-
ing the character.

IIIa q. 68 a. 2Whether a man can be saved without Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that no man can be saved without
Baptism. For our Lord said ( Jn. 3:5): “Unless a man be born
again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter the king-
dom of God.” But those alone are saved who enter God’s king-
dom. erefore none can be saved without Baptism, by which
a man is born again of water and the Holy Ghost.

Objection 2. Further, in the bookDe Eccl. Dogm. xli, it is
written: “We believe that no catechumen, though he die in his
good works, will have eternal life, except he suffer martyrdom,
which contains all the sacramental virtue of Baptism.” But if
it were possible for anyone to be saved without Baptism, this
would be the case specially with catechumenswho are credited
with good works, for they seem to have the “faith that wor-
keth by charity” (Gal. 5:6). erefore it seems that none can
be saved without Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (a. 1; q. 65, a. 4), the
sacrament of Baptism is necessary for salvation. Now that is
necessary “without which something cannot be” (Metaph. v).
erefore it seems that none canobtain salvationwithoutBap-
tism.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Super Levit. lxxxiv) that
“some have received the invisible sanctification without visi-
ble sacraments, and to their profit; but though it is possible to
have the visible sanctification, consisting in a visible sacrament,
without the invisible sanctification, it will be to no profit.”
Since, therefore, the sacrament of Baptism pertains to the vis-
ible sanctification, it seems that a man can obtain salvation
without the sacrament of Baptism, by means of the invisible
sanctification.

I answer that, e sacrament or Baptism may be wanting
to someone in twoways. First, both in reality and indesire; as is
the case with those who neither are baptized, nor wished to be
baptized: which clearly indicates contempt of the sacrament,
in regard to those who have the use of the free-will. Conse-
quently those towhomBaptism iswanting thus, cannot obtain
salvation: since neither sacramentally normentally are they in-

corporated in Christ, through Whom alone can salvation be
obtained.

Secondly, the sacrament of Baptism may be wanting to
anyone in reality but not in desire: for instance, when a man
wishes to be baptized, but by some ill-chance he is forestalled
by death before receiving Baptism. And such aman can obtain
salvation without being actually baptized, on account of his
desire for Baptism, which desire is the outcome of “faith that
worketh by charity,” whereby God, Whose power is not tied
to visible sacraments, sanctifiesman inwardly.HenceAmbrose
says of Valentinian, who died while yet a catechumen: “I lost
himwhom Iwas to regenerate: but he did not lose the grace he
prayed for.”

Reply toObjection1.As it iswritten (1Kings 16:7), “man
seeth those things that appear, but the Lord beholdeth the
heart.” Now a man who desires to be “born again of water and
the Holy Ghost” by Baptism, is regenerated in heart though
not in body. thus the Apostle says (Rom. 2:29) that “the cir-
cumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, not in the letter;
whose praise is not of men but of God.”

Reply to Objection 2. No man obtains eternal life unless
he be free from all guilt and debt of punishment. Now this
plenary absolution is given when a man receives Baptism, or
suffers martyrdom: for which reason is it stated that martyr-
dom “contains all the sacramental virtue of Baptism,” i.e. as
to the full deliverance from guilt and punishment. Suppose,
therefore, a catechumen to have the desire for Baptism (else he
could not be said to die in his good works, which cannot be
without “faith that worketh by charity”), such a one, were he
to die, would not forthwith come to eternal life, butwould suf-
fer punishment for his past sins, “but he himself shall be saved,
yet so as by fire” as is stated 1 Cor. 3:15.

Reply to Objection 3. e sacrament of Baptism is said
to be necessary for salvation in so far as man cannot be saved
without, at least, Baptism of desire; “which, with God, counts
for the deed” (Augustine, Enarr. in Ps. 57).

IIIa q. 68 a. 3Whether Baptism should be deferred?

Objection1. It seems thatBaptism should be deferred. For
Pope Leo says (Epist. xvi): “Two seasons,” i.e. Easter andWhit-
suntide, “are fixed by the Roman Pontiff for the celebration of
Baptism. Wherefore we admonish your Beatitude not to add
any other days to this custom.”erefore it seems that Baptism
shouldbe conferrednot at once, but delayeduntil the aforesaid
seasons.

Objection 2. Further, we read in the decrees of the Coun-
cil of Agde (Can. xxxiv): “If Jews whose bad faith oen “re-

turns to the vomit,” wish to submit to the Law of the Catholic
Church, let them for eight months enter the porch of the
churchwith the catechumens; and if they are found to come in
good faith then at last they may deserve the grace of Baptism.”
erefore men should not be baptized at once, and Baptism
should be deferred for a certain fixed time.

Objection 3. Further, as we read in Is. 27:9, “this is all the
fruit, that the sin…should be taken away.” Now sin seems to
be taken away, or at any rate lessened, if Baptism be deferred.
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First, because those who sin aer Baptism, sinmore grievously,
according to Heb. 10:29: “How much more, do you think, he
deserveth worse punishments, who hath…esteemed the blood
of the testament,” i.e. Baptism, “unclean, bywhich hewas sanc-
tified?” Secondly, because Baptism takes away past, but not fu-
ture, sins: wherefore the more it is deferred, the more sins it
takes away.erefore it seems that Baptism should be deferred
for a long time.

On the contrary, It is written (Ecclus. 5:8): “Delay not to
be converted to the Lord, and defer it not from day to day.”
But the perfect conversion to God is of those who are regen-
erated in Christ by Baptism. erefore Baptism should not be
deferred from day to day.

I answer that, In this matter we must make a distinction
and see whether those who are to be baptized are children or
adults. For if they be children, Baptism should not be deferred.
First, because in them we do not look for better instruction or
fuller conversion. Secondly, because of the danger of death, for
no other remedy is available for them besides the sacrament of
Baptism.

On the other hand, adults have a remedy in the mere de-
sire for Baptism, as stated above (a. 2). And therefore Baptism
should not be conferred on adults as soon as they are con-
verted, but it should be deferred until some fixed time. First, as
a safeguard to theChurch, lest she be deceived through baptiz-
ing those who come to her under false pretenses, according to
1 Jn. 4:1: “Believe not every spirit, but try the spirits, if they be
of God.” And those who approach Baptism are put to this test,
when their faith and morals are subjected to proof for a space
of time. Secondly, this is needful as being useful for those who
are baptized; for they require a certain space of time in order to
be fully instructed in the faith, and to be drilled in those things
that pertain to the Christian mode of life. irdly, a certain
reverence for the sacrament demands a delay whereby men are
admitted to Baptism at the principal festivities, viz. of Easter
and Pentecost, the result being that they receive the sacrament
with greater devotion.

ere are, however, two reasons for forgoing this delay.
First, when those who are to be baptized appear to be perfectly
instructed in the faith and ready for Baptism; thus, Philip bap-
tized the Eunuch at once (Acts 8); and Peter, Cornelius and
those who were with him (Acts 10). Secondly, by reason of
sickness or some kind of danger of death.Wherefore Pope Leo
says (Epist. xvi): “ose who are threatened by death, sick-
ness, siege, persecution, or shipwreck, should be baptized at
any time.” Yet if a man is forestalled by death, so as to have no
time to receive the sacrament, while he awaits the season ap-
pointed by the Church, he is saved, yet “so as by fire,” as stated
above (a. 2, ad 2). Nevertheless he sins if he defer being bap-
tized beyond the time appointed by the Church, except this
be for an unavoidable cause and with the permission of the au-
thorities of the Church. But even this sin, with his other sins,
can be washed away by his subsequent contrition, which takes
the place of Baptism, as stated above (q. 66, a. 11).

Reply to Objection 1. is decree of Pope Leo, concern-
ing the celebration of Baptism at two seasons, is to be under-
stood “with the exception of the danger of death” (which is
always to be feared in children) as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. is decree concerning the Jews
was for a safeguard to the Church, lest they corrupt the faith
of simple people, if they be not fully converted. Nevertheless,
as the same passage reads further on, “if within the appointed
time they are threatened with danger of sickness, they should
be baptized.”

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism, by the grace which it be-
stows, removes not only past sins, but hinders the commission
of future sins. Now this is the point to be considered—that
menmay not sin: it is a secondary consideration that their sins
be less grievous, or that their sins be washed away, according to
1 Jn. 2:1,2: “My little children, these things I write to you, that
you may not sin. But if any man sin, we have an advocate with
the Father, Jesus Christ the just; and He is the propitiation for
our sins.”

IIIa q. 68 a. 4Whether sinners should be baptized?

Objection 1. It seems that sinners should be baptized. For
it is written (Zech. 13:1): “In that day there shall be a foun-
tain open to the House of David, and to the inhabitants of
Jerusalem: for the washing of the sinner and of the unclean
woman”: and this is to be understood of the fountain of Bap-
tism. erefore it seems that the sacrament of Baptism should
be offered even to sinners.

Objection 2. Further, our Lord said (Mat. 9:12): “ey
that are in health need not a physician, but they that are ill.”
But they that are ill are sinners. erefore since Baptism is the
remedy of Christ the physician of our souls, it seems that this
sacrament should be offered to sinners.

Objection 3. Further, no assistance should be withdrawn

from sinners. But sinners who have been baptized derive spir-
itual assistance from the very character of Baptism, since it is a
disposition to grace. erefore it seems that the sacrament of
Baptism should be offered to sinners.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Serm. clxix): “He Who
created thee without thee, will not justify thee without thee.”
But since a sinner’s will is ill-disposed, he does not co-operate
withGod.erefore it is useless to employ Baptism as ameans
of justification.

I answer that, A man may be said to be a sinner in two
ways. First, on account of the stain and the debt of punishment
incurred in the past: and on sinners in this sense the sacra-
ment of Baptism should be conferred, since it is instituted spe-
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cially for this purpose, that by it the uncleanness of sin may be
washed away, according toEph. 5:26: “Cleansing it by the laver
of water in the word of life.”

Secondly, a man may be called a sinner because he wills to
sin and purposes to remain in sin: and on sinners in this sense
the sacrament of Baptism should not be conferred. First, in-
deed, because by Baptism men are incorporated in Christ, ac-
cording to Gal. 3:27: “As many of you as have been baptized
in Christ, have put on Christ.” Now so long as a man wills to
sin, he cannot be united to Christ, according to 2 Cor. 6:14:
“What participation hath justice with injustice?” Wherefore
Augustine says in his book on Penance (Serm. cccli) that “no
man who has the use of free-will can begin the new life, except
he repent of his former life.” Secondly, because there should
be nothing useless in the works of Christ and of the Church.
Now that is useless which does not reach the end to which it
is ordained; and, on the other hand, no one having the will to
sin can, at the same time, be cleansed from sin, which is the
purpose of Baptism; for this would be to combine two contra-
dictory things. irdly, because there should be no falsehood
in the sacramental signs. Now a sign is false if it does not cor-
respond with the thing signified. But the very fact that a man
presents himself to be cleansed by Baptism, signifies that he
prepares himself for the inward cleansing: while this cannot
be the case with one who purposes to remain in sin. erefore

it is manifest that on such a man the sacrament of Baptism is
not to be conferred.

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted are to be under-
stood of those sinners whose will is set on renouncing sin.

Reply to Objection 2. e physician of souls, i.e. Christ,
works in two ways. First, inwardly, by Himself: and thus He
prepares man’s will so that it wills good and hates evil. Sec-
ondly, He works through ministers, by the outward applica-
tion of the sacraments: and in this way His work consists in
perfecting what was begun outwardly. erefore the sacra-
ment of Baptism is not to be conferred save on those in whom
there appears some sign of their interior conversion: just as nei-
ther is bodily medicine given to a sick man, unless he show
some sign of life.

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism is the sacrament of faith.
Nowdead faith does not suffice for salvation; nor is it the foun-
dation, but living faith alone, “that worketh by charity” (Gal.
5:6), as Augustine says (De Fide et oper.). Neither, therefore,
can the sacrament of Baptism give salvation to a man whose
will is set on sinning, and hence expels the formof faith.More-
over, the impression of the baptismal character cannot dispose
a man for grace as long as he retains the will to sin; for “God
compels no man to be virtuous,” as Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. ii).

IIIa q. 68 a. 5Whether works of satisfaction should be enjoined on sinners that have been baptized?

Objection 1. It seems that works of satisfaction should be
enjoined on sinners that have been baptized. For God’s justice
seems to demand that a man should be punished for every sin
of his, according to Eccles. 12:14: “All things that are done,
God will bring into judgment.” But works of satisfaction are
enjoined on sinners in punishment of past sins. erefore it
seems that works of satisfaction should be enjoined on sinners
that have been baptized.

Objection 2. Further, by means of works of satisfaction
sinners recently converted are drilled into righteousness, and
aremade to avoid the occasions of sin: “for satisfaction consists
in extirpating the causes of vice, and closing the doors to sin”
(De Eccl. Dogm. iv). But this is most necessary in the case of
those who have been baptized recently.erefore it seems that
works of satisfaction should be enjoined on sinners.

Objection 3. Further, man owes satisfaction to God not
less than to his neighbor. But if those who were recently bap-
tized have injured their neighbor, they should be told to make
reparation to God by works of penance.

On the contrary, Ambrose commenting on Rom. 11:29:
“e gis and the calling ofGod arewithout repentance,” says:
“e grace of God requires neither sighs nor groans in Bap-
tism, nor indeed any work at all, but faith alone; and remits
all, gratis.”

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Rom. 6:3,4), “all we

who are baptized in Christ Jesus, are baptized in His death:
for we are buried together with Him, by Baptism unto death”;
which is to say that by Baptismman is incorporated in the very
death of Christ. Now it is manifest from what has been said
above (q. 48, Aa. 2,4; q. 49, a. 3) that Christ’s death satisfied
sufficiently for sins, “not for ours only, but also for those of the
whole world,” according to 1 Jn. 2:2. Consequently no kind of
satisfaction should be enjoined on one who is being baptized,
for any sins whatever: and this would be to dishonor the Pas-
sion and death of Christ, as being insufficient for the plenary
satisfaction for the sins of those who were to be baptized.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says in his book on
Infant Baptism (De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i), “the effect of
Baptism is tomake those, who are baptized, to be incorporated
inChrist asHismembers.”Wherefore the very pains of Christ
were satisfactory for the sins of those whowere to be baptized;
just as the pain of one member can be satisfactory for the sin
of another member. Hence it is written (Is. 53:4): “Surely He
hath borne our infirmities and carried our sorrows.”

Reply to Objection 2. ose who have been lately bap-
tized should be drilled into righteousness, not by penal, but
by “easy works, so as to advance to perfection by taking exer-
cise, as infants by taking milk,” as a gloss says on Ps. 130:2: “As
a child that is weaned is towards his mother.” For this reason
did our Lord excuseHis disciples from fasting when they were
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recently converted, as we read in Mat. 9:14,15: and the same
is written 1 Pet. 2:2: “As new-born babes desire…milk…that
thereby you may grow unto salvation.”

Reply to Objection 3. To restore what has been ill taken
from one’s neighbor, and to make satisfaction for wrong done
to him, is to cease from sin: for the very fact of retaining what

belongs to another and of not being reconciled to one’s neigh-
bor, is a sin. Wherefore those who are baptized should be en-
joined to make satisfaction to their neighbor, as also to desist
from sin. But they are not to be enjoined to suffer any punish-
ment for past sins.

IIIa q. 68 a. 6Whether sinners who are going to be baptized are bound to confess their sins?

Objection1. It seems that sinnerswho are going to be bap-
tized are bound to confess their sins. For it iswritten (Mat. 3:6)
that many “were baptized” by John “in the Jordan confessing
their sins.” But Christ’s Baptism is more perfect than John’s.
erefore it seems that there is yet greater reasonwhy theywho
are about to receive Christ’s Baptism should confess their sins.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 28:13): “He that
hideth his sins, shall not prosper; but he that shall confess and
forsake them, shall obtain mercy.” Now for this is a man bap-
tized, that he may obtain mercy for his sins. erefore those
who are going to be baptized should confess their sins.

Objection 3. Further, Penance is required before Baptism,
according to Acts 2:38: “Do penance and be baptized every
one of you.” But confession is a part of Penance. erefore it
seems that confession of sins should take place before Baptism.

On the contrary, Confession of sins should be sorrowful:
thus Augustine says (De Vera et Falsa Poenit. xiv): “All these
circumstances should be taken into account and deplored.”
Now, as Ambrose says on Rom. 11:29, “the grace of God re-
quires neither sighs nor groans in Baptism.” erefore confes-
sion of sins should not be required of those who are going to
be baptized.

I answer that, Confession of sins is twofold. One is made
inwardly toGod: and such confession of sins is required before
Baptism: in other words, man should call his sins to mind and
sorrow for them; since “he cannot begin the new life, except
he repent of his former life,” as Augustine says in his book on
Penance (Serm. cccli). e other is the outward confession of
sins, which is made to a priest; and such confession is not re-
quired before Baptism. First, because this confession, since it
is directed to the person of the minister, belongs to the sacra-
ment of Penance, which is not required before Baptism, which
is the door of all the sacraments. Secondly, because the reason
why a man makes outward confession to a priest, is that the
priest may absolve him from his sins, and bind him to works

of satisfaction, which should not be enjoined on the baptized,
as stated above (a. 5). Moreover those who are being baptized
do not need to be released from their sins by the keys of the
Church, since all are forgiven them in Baptism. irdly, be-
cause the very act of confessionmade to a man is penal, by rea-
son of the shame it inflicts on the one confessing: whereas no
exterior punishment is enjoined on a man who is being bap-
tized.

erefore no special confession of sins is required of those
who are being baptized; but that general confession suffices
which they make when in accordance with the Church’s rit-
ual they “renounce Satan and all his works.” And in this sense
a gloss explains Mat. 3:6, saying that in John’s Baptism “those
who are going to be baptized learn that they should confess
their sins and promise to amend their life.”

If, however, any persons about to be baptized, wish, out
of devotion, to confess their sins, their confession should be
heard; not for thepurpose of enjoining themtodo satisfaction,
but in order to instruct them in the spiritual life as a remedy
against their vicious habits.

Reply to Objection 1. Sins were not forgiven in John’s
Baptism, which, however, was the Baptism of Penance. Conse-
quently it was fitting that those who went to receive that Bap-
tism, should confess their sins, so that they should receive a
penance in proportion to their sins. But Christ’s Baptism is
without outward penance, as Ambrose says (on Rom. 11:29);
and therefore there is no comparison.

Reply toObjection 2. It is enough that the baptizedmake
inward confession toGod, and also an outward general confes-
sion, for them to “prosper and obtain mercy”: and they need
no special outward confession, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Confession is a part of sacramen-
tal Penance, which is not required before Baptism, as stated
above: but the inward virtue of Penance is required.

IIIa q. 68 a. 7Whether the intention of receiving the sacrament of Baptism is required on the part of the one
baptized?

Objection 1. It seems that the intention of receiving the
sacrament of Baptism is not required on the part of the one
baptized. For the one baptized is, as it were, “patient” in the
sacrament. But an intention is required not on the part of the
patient but on the part of the agent. erefore it seems that

the intention of receiving Baptism is not required on the part
of the one baptized.

Objection 2. Further, if what is necessary for Baptism be
omitted, the Baptism must be repeated; for instance, if the in-
vocation of the Trinity be omitted, as stated above (q. 66, a. 9,
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ad 3). But it does not seem that a man should be rebaptized
through not having had the intention of receiving Baptism:
else, since his intention cannot be proved, anyonemight ask to
be baptized again on account of his lack of intention. ere-
fore it seems that no intention is required on the part of the
one baptized, in order that he receive the sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, Baptism is given as a remedy for
original sin. But original sin is contracted without the inten-
tion of the person born. erefore, seemingly, Baptism re-
quires no intention on the part of the person baptized.

On the contrary, According to the Church’s ritual, those
who are to be baptized ask of theChurch that theymay receive
Baptism: and thus they express their intention of receiving the
sacrament.

I answer that, By Baptism a man dies to the old life of sin,
and begins a certain newness of life, according to Rom. 6:4:
“We are buried together with” Christ “by Baptism into death;
that, as Christ is risen from the dead…so we also may walk in

newness of life.” Consequently, just as, according to Augustine
(Serm. cccli), he who has the use of free-will, must, in order to
die to the old life, “will to repent of his former life”; so must
he, of his own will, intend to lead a new life, the beginning of
which is precisely the receiving of the sacrament.erefore on
the part of the one baptized, it is necessary for him to have the
will or intention of receiving the sacrament.

Reply toObjection1.When aman is justified byBaptism,
his passiveness is not violent but voluntary: wherefore it is nec-
essary for him to intend to receive that which is given him.

Reply to Objection 2. If an adult lack the intention of re-
ceiving the sacrament, he must be rebaptized. But if there be
doubt about this, the form to be used should be: “If thou art
not baptized, I baptize thee.”

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism is a remedy not only
against original, but also against actual sins, which are caused
by our will and intention.

IIIa q. 68 a. 8Whether faith is required on the part of the one baptized?

Objection 1. It seems that faith is required on the part of
the one baptized. For the sacrament of Baptism was instituted
by Christ. But Christ, in giving the form of Baptism, makes
faith to precede Baptism (Mk. 16:16): “He that believeth and
is baptized, shall be saved.” erefore it seems that without
faith there can be no sacrament of Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, nothing useless is done in the sacra-
ments of theChurch. But according to theChurch’s ritual, the
man who comes to be baptized is asked concerning his faith:
“Dost thou believe in God the Father Almighty?”erefore it
seems that faith is required for Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, the intention of receiving the sacra-
ment is required for Baptism. But this cannot be without right
faith, since Baptism is the sacrament of right faith: for thereby
men “are incorporated inChrist,” asAugustine says in his book
on Infant Baptism (De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i); and this
cannot be without right faith, according to Eph. 3:17: “at
Christ may dwell by faith in your hearts.” erefore it seems
that a man who has not right faith cannot receive the sacra-
ment of Baptism.

Objection 4. Further, unbelief is amost grievous sin, as we
have shown in the IIa IIae, q. 10, a. 3. But those who remain in
sin shouldnot be baptized: therefore neither should thosewho
remain in unbelief.

On the contrary, Gregory writing to the bishop Quiricus
says: “We have learned from the ancient tradition of the Fa-
thers that when heretics, baptized in the name of the Trinity,
come back to Holy Church, they are to be welcomed to her
bosom, either with the anointing of chrism, or the imposition
of hands, or the mere profession of faith.” But such would not
be the case if faithwere necessary for aman to receive Baptism.

I answer that, As appears from what has been said above

(q. 63, a. 6; q. 66, a. 9) Baptism produces a twofold effect in
the soul, viz. the character and grace. erefore in two ways
may a thing be necessary for Baptism. First, as somethingwith-
out which grace, which is the ultimate effect of the sacrament,
cannot be had. And thus right faith is necessary for Baptism,
because, as it appears from Rom. 3:22, the justice of God is by
faith of Jesus Christ.

Secondly, something is required of necessity for Baptism,
because without it the baptismal character cannot be im-
printed And thus right faith is not necessary in the one bap-
tized any more than in the one who baptizes: provided the
other conditions are fulfilled which are essential to the sacra-
ment. For the sacrament is not perfected by the righteousness
of theminister or of the recipient of Baptism, but by the power
of God.

Reply toObjection 1. Our Lord is speaking there of Bap-
tism as bringing us to salvation by giving us sanctifying grace:
which of course cannot be without right faith: wherefore He
says pointedly: “He that believeth and is baptized, shall be
saved.”

Reply to Objection 2. e Church’s intention in Baptiz-
ing men is that they may be cleansed from sin, according to Is.
27:9: “is is all the fruit, that the sin…should be taken away.”
And therefore, as far as she is concerned, she does not intend to
give Baptism save to thosewho have right faith, withoutwhich
there is no remission of sins. And for this reason she asks those
who come to be baptized whether they believe. If, on the con-
trary, anyone, without right faith, receive Baptism outside the
Church, he does not receive it unto salvation. Hence Augus-
tine says (De Baptism. contr. Donat. iv): “From the Church
being compared to Paradise we learn that men can receive her
Baptism even outside her fold, but that elsewhere none can re-
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ceive or keep the salvation of the blessed.”
Reply to Objection 3. Even he who has not right faith on

other points, can have right faith about the sacrament of Bap-
tism: and so he is not hindered from having the intention of
receiving that sacrament. Yet even if he think not aright con-
cerning this sacrament, it is enough, for the receiving of the
sacrament, that he should have a general intention of receiv-

ing Baptism, according as Christ instituted, and as theChurch
bestows it.

Reply to Objection 4. Just as the sacrament of Baptism is
not to be conferred on a man who is unwilling to give up his
other sins, so neither should it be given to onewho is unwilling
to renounce his unbelief. Yet each receives the sacrament if it
be conferred on him, though not unto salvation.

IIIa q. 68 a. 9Whether children should be baptized?

Objection 1. It seems that children should not be bap-
tized. For the intention to receive the sacrament is required in
one who is being baptized, as stated above (a. 7). But children
cannot have such an intention, since they have not the use of
free-will.erefore it seems that they cannot receive the sacra-
ment of Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, Baptism is the sacrament of faith, as
stated above (q. 39, a. 5; q. 66, a. 1, ad 1). But children have not
faith, which demands an act of the will on the part of the be-
liever, as Augustine says (Super Joan. xxvi). Nor can it be said
that their salvation is implied in the faith of their parents; since
the latter are sometimes unbelievers, and their unbelief would
conduce rather to the damnation of their children. erefore
it seems that children cannot be baptized.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Pet. 3:21) that “Bap-
tism saveth”men; “not the putting away of the filth of the flesh,
but the examination of a good conscience towards God.” But
children have no conscience, either good or bad, since they
have not the use of reason: nor can they be fittingly examined,
since they understand not. erefore children should not be
baptized.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii): “Our
heavenly guides,” i.e. the Apostles, “approved of infants being
admitted to Baptism.”

I answer that, As the Apostle says (Rom. 5:17), “if by
one man’s offense death reigned through one,” namely Adam,
“much more they who receive abundance of grace, and of
the gi, and of justice, shall reign in life through one, Jesus
Christ.” Now children contract original sin from the sin of
Adam; which is made clear by the fact that they are under
the ban of death, which “passed upon all” on account of the
sin of the first man, as the Apostle says in the same passage
(Rom. 5:12).Muchmore, therefore, can children receive grace
throughChrist, so as to reign in eternal life. But ourLordHim-
self said ( Jn. 3:5): “Unless amanbe born again ofwater and the
Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” Con-
sequently it became necessary to baptize children, that, as in
birth they incurred damnation through Adam so in a second
birth theymight obtain salvation throughChrist.Moreover it
was fitting that children should receive Baptism, in order that
being reared from childhood in things pertaining to theChris-
tian mode of life, they may the more easily persevere therein;
according to Prov. 22:5: “A young man according to his way,

even when he is old, he will not depart from it.” is reason is
also given by Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. iii).

Reply to Objection 1. e spiritual regeneration effected
by Baptism is somewhat like carnal birth, in this respect, that
as the child while in the mother’s womb receives nourish-
ment not independently, but through the nourishment of its
mother, so also children before the use of reason, being as it
were in the womb of their mother the Church, receive salva-
tion not by their own act, but by the act of the Church. Hence
Augustine says (De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i): “e Church,
our mother, offers her maternal mouth for her children, that
they may imbibe the sacred mysteries: for they cannot as yet
with their own hearts believe unto justice, nor with their own
mouths confess unto salvation…And if they are rightly said to
believe, because in a certain fashion they make profession of
faith by the words of their sponsors, why should they not also
be said to repent, since by the words of those same sponsors
they evidence their renunciation of the devil and this world?”
For the same reason they can be said to intend, not by their
own act of intention, since at times they struggle and cry; but
by the act of those who bring them to be baptized.

Reply toObjection 2.AsAugustine says, writing to Boni-
face (Cont. duas Ep. Pelag. i), “in the Church of our Saviour
little children believe through others, just as they contracted
from others those sins which are remitted in Baptism.” Nor is
it a hindrance to their salvation if their parents be unbelievers,
because, as Augustine says, writing to the same Boniface (Ep.
xcviii), “little children are offered that they may receive grace
in their souls, not so much from the hands of those that carry
them (yet from these too, if they be good and faithful) as from
the whole company of the saints and the faithful. For they are
rightly considered to be offered by those who are pleased at
their being offered, and by whose charity they are united in
communion with the Holy Ghost.” And the unbelief of their
own parents, even if aer Baptism these strive to infect them
with theworship of demons, hurts not the children. For as Au-
gustine says (Cont. duas Ep. Pelag. i) “when once the child has
been begotten by the will of others, he cannot subsequently
be held by the bonds of another’s sin so long as he consent not
with hiswill, according to” Ezech. 18:4: “ ‘As the soul of the Fa-
ther, so also the soul of the son is mine; the soul that sinneth,
the same shall die.’ Yet he contracted from Adam that which
was loosed by the grace of this sacrament, because as yet hewas
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not endowed with a separate existence.” But the faith of one,
indeed of the whole Church, profits the child through the op-
eration of the Holy Ghost, Who unites the Church together,
and communicates the goods of one member to another.

Reply toObjection3. Just as a child, whenhe is being bap-
tized, believes not by himself but by others, so is he examined

not by himself but through others, and these in answer confess
theChurch’s faith in the child’s stead, who is aggregated to this
faith by the sacrament of faith. And the child acquires a good
conscience in himself, not indeed as to the act, but as to the
habit, by sanctifying grace.

IIIa q. 68 a. 10Whether children of Jews or other unbelievers be baptized against the will of their parents?

Objection 1. It seems that children of Jews or other unbe-
lievers should be baptized against the will of their parents. For
it is a matter of greater urgency to rescue a man from the dan-
ger of eternal death than from the danger of temporal death.
But one ought to rescue a child that is threatened by the dan-
ger of temporal death, even if its parents through malice try
to prevent its being rescued. erefore much more reason is
there for rescuing the children of unbelievers from the danger
of eternal death, even against their parents’ will.

Objection 2. e children of slaves are themselves slaves,
and in the power of their masters. But Jews and all other unbe-
lievers are the slaves of kings and rulers.erefore without any
injustice rulers can have the children of Jews baptized, as well
as those of other slaves who are unbelievers.

Objection 3. Further, every man belongs more to God,
from Whom he has his soul, than to his carnal father, from
whom he has his body. erefore it is not unjust if the chil-
dren of unbelievers are taken away from their carnal parents,
and consecrated to God by Baptism.

On the contrary, It is written in the Decretals (Dist. xlv),
quoting the council of Toledo: “In regard to the Jews the holy
synod commands that henceforward none of them be forced
to believe: for such are not to be saved against their will, but
willingly, that their righteousness may be without flaw.”

I answer that, e children of unbelievers either have the
use of reason or they have not. If they have, then they already
begin to control their own actions, in things that are of Divine
or natural law. And therefore of their own accord, and against
the will of their parents, they can receive Baptism, just as they
can contract marriage. Consequently such can lawfully be ad-

vised and persuaded to be baptized.
If, however, they have not yet the use of free-will, accord-

ing to the natural law they are under the care of their parents
as long as they cannot look aer themselves. For which rea-
son we say that even the children of the ancients “were saved
through the faith of their parents.”Wherefore it would be con-
trary to natural justice if such children were baptized against
their parents’ will; just as it would be if one having the use of
reason were baptized against his will. Moreover under the cir-
cumstances it would be dangerous to baptize the children of
unbelievers; for they would be liable to lapse into unbelief, by
reason of their natural affection for their parents. erefore it
is not the custom of the Church to baptize the children of un-
believers against their parents’ will.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not right to rescue a man from
death of the body against the order of civil law: for instance,
if a man be condemned to death by the judge who has tried
him, none should use force in order to rescue him from death.
Consequently, neither should anyone infringe the order of the
natural law, in virtue of which a child is under the care of its
father, in order to rescue it from the danger of eternal death.

Reply toObjection 2. Jews are slaves of rulers by civil slav-
ery,whichdoes not exclude the order of the natural andDivine
law.

Reply toObjection 3.Man is ordained untoGod through
his reason, by which he can knowGod.Wherefore a child, be-
fore it has the use of reason, is ordained to God, by a natural
order, through the reason of its parents, under whose care it
naturally lies, and it is according to their ordering that things
pertaining to God are to be done in respect of the child.

IIIa q. 68 a. 11Whether a child can be baptized while yet in its mother’s womb?

Objection 1. It seems that a child can be baptized while
yet in its mother’s womb. For the gi of Christ is more effi-
cacious unto salvation than Adam’s sin unto condemnation,
as the Apostle says (Rom. 5:15). But a child while yet in its
mother’swomb is under sentence of condemnationon account
ofAdam’s sin. Formuchmore reason, therefore, can it be saved
through the gi ofChrist, which is bestowed bymeans of Bap-
tism.erefore a child can be baptizedwhile yet in itsmother’s
womb.

Objection 2. Further, a child, while yet in its mother’s
womb, seems to be part of itsmother.Now,when themother is

baptized, whatever is in her and part of her, is baptized.ere-
fore it seems that when themother is baptized, the child in her
womb is baptized.

Objection 3. Further, eternal death is a greater evil than
death of the body. But of two evils the less should be chosen.
If, therefore, the child in the mother’s womb cannot be bap-
tized, it would be better for the mother to be opened, and the
child to be taken out by force and baptized, than that the child
should be eternally damned through dying without Baptism.

Objection 4. Further, it happens at times that some part
of the child comes forth first, as we read in Gn. 38:27: “In the
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very delivery of the infants, one put forth a hand, whereon the
midwife tied a scarlet thread, saying: is shall come forth the
first. But hedrawingbackhis hand, the other came forth.”Now
sometimes in such cases there is danger of death. erefore it
seems that that part should be baptized, while the child is yet
in its mother’s womb.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Ep. ad Dardan.): “No
one can be born a second time unless he be born first.” But
Baptism is a spiritual regeneration. erefore no one should
be baptized before he is born from the womb.

I answer that, It is essential to Baptism that some part
of the body of the person baptized be in some way washed
with water, since Baptism is a kind of washing, as stated above
(q. 66, a. 1). But an infant’s body, before being born from the
womb, can nowise be washed with water; unless perchance it
be said that the baptismal water, withwhich themother’s body
iswashed, reaches the childwhile yet in itsmother’swomb.But
this is impossible: both because the child’s soul, to the sanctifi-
cation of which Baptism is ordained, is distinct from the soul
of the mother; and because the body of the animated infant
is already formed, and consequently distinct from the body
of the mother. erefore the Baptism which the mother re-
ceives does not overflow on to the child which is in her womb.
Hence Augustine says (Cont. Julian. vi): “If what is conceived
within a mother belonged to her body, so as to be considered
a part thereof, we should not baptize an infant whose mother,
through danger of death, was baptized while she bore it in her
womb. Since, then, it,” i.e. the infant, “is baptized, it certainly
did not belong to themother’s bodywhile it was in thewomb.”
It follows, therefore, that a child can nowise be baptized while
in its mother’s womb.

Reply to Objection 1. Children while in the mother’s
womb have not yet come forth into the world to live among
other men. Consequently they cannot be subject to the action
of man, so as to receive the sacrament, at the hands of man,
unto salvation. ey can, however, be subject to the action of
God, in Whose sight they live, so as, by a kind of privilege, to
receive the grace of sanctification; as was the case with those
who were sanctified in the womb.

Reply toObjection 2. An internal member of the mother
is something of hers by continuity and material union of the
part with the whole: whereas a child while in its mother’s
womb is something of hers through being joined with, and yet
distinct from her. Wherefore there is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 3. We should “not do evil that there
may come good” (Rom. 3:8). erefore it is wrong to kill a
mother that her childmay be baptized. If, however, themother
die while the child lives yet in herwomb, she should be opened
that the child may be baptized.

Reply to Objection 4. Unless death be imminent, we
should wait until the child has entirely come forth from the
womb before baptizing it. If, however, the head, wherein the
senses are rooted, appear first, it should be baptized, in cases of
danger: nor should it be baptized again, if perfect birth should
ensue. And seemingly the same should be done in cases of dan-
ger nomatter what part of the body appear first. But as none of
the exterior parts of the body belong to its integrity in the same
degree as the head, some hold that since the matter is doubt-
ful, whenever any other part of the body has been baptized, the
child, when perfect birth has taken place, should be baptized
with the form: “If thou art not baptized, I baptize thee,” etc.

IIIa q. 68 a. 12Whether madmen and imbeciles should be baptized?

Objection 1. It seems that madmen and imbeciles should
not be baptized. For in order to receive Baptism, the person
baptized must have the intention, as stated above (a. 7). But
since madmen and imbeciles lack the use of reason, they can
have but a disorderly intention. erefore they should not be
baptized.

Objection 2. Further,man excels irrational animals in that
he has reason. But madmen and imbeciles lack the use of rea-
son, indeed in some cases we do not expect them ever to have
it, as we do in the case of children. It seems, therefore, that just
as irrational animals are not baptized, so neither should mad-
men and imbeciles in those cases be baptized.

Objection 3. Further, the use of reason is suspended in
madmen and imbecilesmore than it is in onewho sleeps. But it
is not customary to baptize people while they sleep. erefore
it should not be given to madmen and imbeciles.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (Confess. iv) of his friend
that “he was baptized when his recovery was despaired of ”:
and yet Baptism was efficacious with him. erefore Baptism

should sometimes be given to thosewho lack the use of reason.
I answer that, In the matter of madmen and imbeciles a

distinction is to bemade. For some are so from birth, and have
no lucid intervals, and show no signs of the use of reason. And
with regard to these it seems that we should come to the same
decision as with regard to children who are baptized in the
Faith of the Church, as stated above (a. 9, ad 2).

But there are others who have fallen from a state of sanity
into a state of insanity. And with regard to these we must be
guided by theirwishes as expressed by themwhen sane: so that,
if then theymanifested a desire to receive Baptism, it should be
given to them when in a state of madness or imbecility, even
though then they refuse. If, on the other hand, while sane they
showed no desire to receive Baptism, they must not be bap-
tized.

Again, there are some who, though mad or imbecile from
birth, have, nevertheless, lucid intervals, in which they can
make right use of reason. Wherefore, if then they express a de-
sire for Baptism, they can be baptized though they be actually

2310



in a state of madness. And in this case the sacrament should be
bestowed on them if there be fear of danger otherwise it is bet-
ter to wait until the time when they are sane, so that they may
receive the sacrament more devoutly. But if during the inter-
val of lucidity they manifest no desire to receive Baptism, they
should not be baptized while in a state of insanity.

Lastly there are others who, though not altogether sane,
yet can use their reason so far as to think about their salvation,
and understand the power of the sacrament. And these are to
be treated the same as thosewho are sane, andwho are baptized
if they be willing, but not against their will.

Reply to Objection 1. Imbeciles who never had, and have
not now, the use of reason, are baptized, according to the
Church’s intention, just as according to the Church’s ritual,
they believe and repent; as we have stated above of children

(a. 9, ad OBJ). But those who have had the use of reason at
some time, or have now, are baptized according to their own
intention, which they have now, or had when they were sane.

Reply toObjection 2.Madmen and imbeciles lack the use
of reason accidentally, i.e. through some impediment in a bod-
ily organ; but not like irrational animals through want of a ra-
tional soul. Consequently the comparison does not hold.

Reply to Objection 3. A person should not be baptized
while asleep, except he be threatenedwith the danger of death.
In which case he should be baptized, if previously he hasmani-
fested a desire to receive Baptism, aswe have stated in reference
to imbeciles: thus Augustine relates of his friend that “he was
baptizedwhile unconscious,” because hewas indanger of death
(Confess. iv).
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T P, Q 69
Of the Effects of Baptism

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the effects of Baptism, concerning which there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all sins are taken away by Baptism?
(2) Whether man is freed from all punishment by Baptism?
(3) Whether Baptism takes away the penalties of sin that belong to this life?
(4) Whether grace and virtues are bestowed on man by Baptism?
(5) Of the effects of virtue which are conferred by Baptism?
(6) Whether even children receive grace and virtues in Baptism?
(7) Whether Baptism opens the gates of the heavenly kingdom to those who are baptized?
(8) Whether Baptism produces an equal effect in all who are baptized?
(9) Whether insincerity hinders the effect of Baptism?

(10) Whether Baptism takes effect when the insincerity ceases?

IIIa q. 69 a. 1Whether all sins are taken away by Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that not all sins are taken away by
Baptism. For Baptism is a spiritual regeneration, which cor-
responds to carnal generation. But by carnal generation man
contracts none but original sin. erefore none but original
sin is taken away by Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, Penance is a sufficient cause of the
remission of actual sins. But penance is required in adults be-
foreBaptism, according toActs 2:38: “Dopenance andbebap-
tized every one of you.” erefore Baptism has nothing to do
with the remission of actual sins.

Objection 3. Further, various diseases demand various
remedies: because as Jerome says on Mk. 9:27,28: “What is a
cure for the heel is no cure for the eye.” But original sin, which
is taken away byBaptism, is generically distinct fromactual sin.
erefore not all sins are taken away by Baptism.

On the contrary, It is written (Ezech. 36:25): “I will pour
upon you clean water, and you shall be cleansed from all your
filthiness.”

I answer that,As theApostle says (Rom. 6:3), “all we, who
are baptized in Christ Jesus, are baptized in His death.” And
further on he concludes (Rom. 6:11): “So do you also reckon
that you are dead to sin, but alive untoGod inChrist Jesus our
Lord.”Hence it is clear that by Baptismman dies unto the old-
ness of sin, and begins to live unto the newness of grace. But

every sin belongs to the primitive oldness. Consequently ev-
ery sin is taken away by Baptism.

Reply toObjection1.As theApostle says (Rom. 5:15,16),
the sin of Adam was not so far-reaching as the gi of Christ,
which is bestowed in Baptism: “for judgment was by one unto
condemnation; but grace is of many offenses, unto justifica-
tion.” Wherefore Augustine says in his book on Infant Bap-
tism (De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i), that “in carnal generation,
original sin alone is contracted; but when we are born again of
the Spirit, not only original sin but also wilful sin is forgiven.”

Reply to Objection 2. No sin can be forgiven save by the
power of Christ’s Passion: hence the Apostle says (Heb. 9:22)
that “without shedding of blood there is no remission.” Con-
sequently no movement of the human will suffices for the re-
mission of sin, unless there be faith inChrist’s Passion, and the
purpose of participating in it, either by receiving Baptism, or
by submitting to the keys of the Church. erefore when an
adult approaches Baptism, he does indeed receive the forgive-
ness of all his sins through his purpose of being baptized, but
more perfectly through the actual reception of Baptism.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is true of special
remedies. But Baptism operates by the power of Christ’s Pas-
sion, which is the universal remedy for all sins; and so by Bap-
tism all sins are loosed.

IIIa q. 69 a. 2Whether man is freed by Baptism from all debt of punishment due to sin?

Objection 1. It seems that man is not freed by Baptism
from all debt of punishment due to sin. For the Apostle says
(Rom. 13:1): “ose things that are of God are well ordered
[Vulg.: ‘ose that are, are ordained of God’].” But guilt is not
set in order save by punishment, as Augustine says (Ep. cxl).
erefore Baptism does not take away the debt of punishment
due to sins already committed.

Objection 2. Further, the effect of a sacrament has a cer-
tain likeness to the sacrament itself; since the sacraments of the
New Law “effect what they signify,” as stated above (q. 62, a. 1,
ad 1). But the washing of Baptism has indeed a certain likeness
with the cleansing from the stain of sin, but none, seemingly,
with the remission of the debt of punishment. erefore the
debt of punishment is not taken away by Baptism.
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Objection 3. Further, when the debt of punishment has
been remitted, a man no longer deserves to be punished, and
so it would be unjust to punish him. If, therefore, the debt of
punishment be remitted by Baptism, it would be unjust, aer
Baptism, to hang a thief who had committed murder before.
Consequently the severity of human legislation would be re-
laxed on account of Baptism; which is undesirable. erefore
Baptism does not remit the debt of punishment.

On the contrary, Ambrose, commenting on Rom. 11:29,
“e gis and the calling ofGod atewithout repentance,” says:
“e grace of God in Baptism remits all, gratis.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 49, a. 3, ad 2; q. 68,
Aa. 1,4,5) by Baptism aman is incorporated in the Passion and
death of Christ, according to Rom. 6:8: “If we be dead with
Christ, we believe that we shall live also together with Christ.”
Hence it is clear that the Passion of Christ is communicated to
every baptized person, so that he is healed just as if he himself
had suffered and died. Now Christ’s Passion, as stated above
(q. 68, a. 5), is a sufficient satisfaction for all the sins of all men.
Consequently he who is baptized, is freed from the debt of all

punishment due to him for his sins, just as if he himself had
offered sufficient satisfaction for all his sins.

Reply to Objection 1. Since the pains of Christ’s Passion
are communicated to the person baptized, inasmuch as he is
made amember of Christ, just as if he himself had borne those
pains, his sins are set in order by the pains of Christ’s Passion.

Reply toObjection 2.Water not only cleanses but also re-
freshes. And thus by refreshing it signifies the remission of the
debt of punishment, just as by cleansing it signifies thewashing
away of guilt.

Reply to Objection 3. In punishments inflicted by a hu-
man tribunal, we have to consider not only what punishment
a man deserves in respect of God, but also to what extent he
is indebted to men who are hurt and scandalized by another’s
sin. Consequently, although a murderer is freed by Baptism
from his debt of punishment in respect of God, he remains,
nevertheless, in debt tomen; and it is right that they should be
edified at his punishment, since they were scandalized at his
sin. But the sovereignmay remit the penalty to such like out of
kindness.

IIIa q. 69 a. 3Whether Baptism should take away the penalties of sin that belong to this life?

Objection 1. It seems that Baptism should take away the
penalties of sin that belong to this life. For as the Apostle says
(Rom. 5:15), the gi of Christ is farther-reaching than the sin
of Adam. But through Adam’s sin, as the Apostle says (Rom.
5:12), “death entered into this world,” and, consequently, all
the other penalties of the present life. Much more, therefore,
should man be freed from the penalties of the present life, by
the gi of Christ which is received in Baptism.

Objection 2.Further, Baptism takes away the guilt of both
original and actual sin.Now it takes away the guilt of actual sin
in such away as to freeman fromall debt of punishment result-
ing therefrom.erefore it also freesman from the penalties of
the present life, which are a punishment of original sin.

Objection 3. Further, if the cause be removed, the effect is
removed. But the cause of these penalties is original sin, which
is taken away by Baptism. erefore such like penalties should
not remain.

On the contrary, on Rom. 6:6, “that the body of sin may
be destroyed,” a gloss says: “e effect of Baptism is that the old
man is crucified, and the body of sin destroyed, not as though
the living flesh of man were delivered by the destruction of
that concupiscence with which it has been bespattered from
its birth; but that it may not hurt him, when dead, though it
was in him when he was born.” erefore for the same reason
neither are the other penalties taken away by Baptism.

I answer that, Baptism has the power to take away the
penalties of the present life yet it does not take them away dur-
ing the present life, but by its power they will be taken away
from the just in the resurrectionwhen “thismortal hath put on
immortality” (1 Cor. 15:54). And this is reasonable. First, be-

cause, by Baptism, man is incorporated in Christ, and is made
His member, as stated above (a. 3; q. 68, a. 5). Consequently
it is fitting that what takes place in the Head should take place
also in the member incorporated. Now, from the very begin-
ning ofHis conceptionChrist was “full of grace and truth,” yet
He had a passible body, which through His Passion and death
was raised up to a life of glory. Wherefore a Christian receives
grace in Baptism, as to his soul; but he retains a passible body,
so that he may suffer for Christ therein: yet at length he will
be raised up to a life of impassibility. Hence the Apostle says
(Rom. 8:11): “He that raised up Jesus Christ from the dead,
shall quicken also our [Vulg.: ‘your’] mortal bodies, because of
His Spirit that dwelleth in us [Vulg.: ‘you’]”: and further on
in the same chapter (Rom. 8:17): “Heirs indeed of God, and
joint heirs with Christ: yet so, if we suffer with Him, that we
may be also glorified with Him.”

Secondly, this is suitable for our spiritual training: namely,
in order that, by fighting against concupiscence and other de-
fects to which he is subject, man may receive the crown of
victory. Wherefore on Rom. 6:6, “that the body of sin may
be destroyed,” a gloss says: “If a man aer Baptism live in the
flesh, he has concupiscence to fight against, and to conquer by
God’s help.” In signofwhich it iswritten ( Judges 3:1,2): “ese
are the nations which the Lord le, that by them He might
instruct Israel…that aerwards their children might learn to
fight with their enemies, and to be trained up to war.”

irdly, this was suitable, lest men might seek to be bap-
tized for the sake of impassibility in the present life, and not
for the sake of the glory of life eternal. Wherefore the Apostle
says (1 Cor. 15:19): “If in this life only we have hope inChrist,
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we are of all men most miserable.”
Reply to Objection 1. As a gloss says on Rom. 6:6, “that

wemay serve sin no longer—Like amanwho, having captured
a redoubtable enemy, slays him not forthwith, but suffers him
to live for a little time in shame and suffering; so did Christ
first of all fetter our punishment, but at a future time He will
destroy it.”

Reply to Objection 2. As the gloss says on the same pas-
sage (cf. ad 1), “the punishment of sin is twofold, the punish-
ment of hell, and temporal punishment. Christ entirely abol-
ished the punishment of hell, so that those who are baptized
and truly repent, should not be subject to it. He did not, how-
ever, altogether abolish temporal punishment yet awhile; for
hunger, thirst, and death still remain. But He overthrew its
kingdomandpower” in the sense thatman shouldno longer be
in fear of them: “and at length He will altogether exterminate

it at the last day.”
Reply to Objection 3. As we stated in the Ia IIae, q. 81,

a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 82, a. 1, ad 2 original sin spread in this way, that
at first the person infected the nature, and aerwards the na-
ture infected the person. Whereas Christ in reverse order at
first repairs what regards the person, and aerwardswill simul-
taneously repair what pertains to the nature in all men. Con-
sequently by Baptism He takes away from man forthwith the
guilt of original sin and the punishment of being deprived of
the heavenly vision. But the penalties of the present life, such as
death, hunger, thirst, and the like, pertain to the nature, from
the principles of which they arise, inasmuch as it is deprived of
original justice. erefore these defects will not be taken away
until the ultimate restoration of nature through the glorious
resurrection.

IIIa q. 69 a. 4Whether grace and virtues are bestowed on man by Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that grace and virtues are not be-
stowed on man by Baptism. Because, as stated above (q. 62,
a. 1, ad 1), the sacraments of the New Law “effect what they
signify.” But the baptismal cleansing signifies the cleansing of
the soul from guilt, and not the fashioning of the soul with
grace and virtues. erefore it seems that grace and virtues are
not bestowed on man by Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, one does not need to receive what
one has already acquired. But some approach Baptism who
have already grace and virtues: thus we read (Acts 10:1,2):
“ere was a certain man in Cesarea, named Cornelius, a cen-
turion of that which is called the Italian band, a religious man
and fearing God”; who, nevertheless, was aerwards baptized
by Peter.erefore grace and virtues are not bestowed by Bap-
tism.

Objection 3. Further, virtue is a habit: which is defined
as a “quality not easily removed, by which one may act easily
and pleasurably.” But aer Baptism man retains proneness to
evil which removes virtue; and experiences difficulty in doing
good, in which the act of virtue consists. erefore man does
not acquire grace and virtue in Baptism.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Titus 3:5,6): “He
saved us by the laver of regeneration,” i.e. by Baptism, “and ren-
ovationof theHolyGhost,WhomHehathpoured forthupon
us abundantly,” i.e. “unto the remission of sins and the fulness
of virtues,” as a gloss expounds.erefore the grace of theHoly
Ghost and the fulness of virtues are given in Baptism.

I answer that, As Augustine says in the book on Infant

Baptism (De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i) “the effect of Baptism
is that the baptized are incorporated in Christ as His mem-
bers.” Now the fulness of grace and virtues flows from Christ
the Head to all His members, according to Jn. 1:16: “Of His
fulness we all have received.”Hence it is clear thatman receives
grace and virtues in Baptism.

Reply toObjection1.As the baptismalwater by its cleans-
ing signifies the washing away of guilt, and by its refreshment
the remission of punishment, so by its natural clearness it sig-
nifies the splendor of grace and virtues.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above (a. 1, ad 2; q. 68,
a. 2) man receives the forgiveness of sins before Baptism in so
far as he has Baptism of desire, explicitly or implicitly; and yet
when he actually receives Baptism, he receives a fuller remis-
sion, as to the remission of the entire punishment. So also be-
fore Baptism Cornelius and others like him receive grace and
virtues through their faith in Christ and their desire for Bap-
tism, implicit or explicit: but aerwards when baptized, they
receive a yet greater fulness of grace and virtues. Hence in Ps.
22:2, “He hath brought me up on the water of refreshment,” a
gloss says: “He has brought us up by an increase of virtue and
good deeds in Baptism.”

Reply toObjection3.Difficulty in doing good andprone-
ness to evil are in the baptized, not through their lacking the
habits of the virtues, but through concupiscence which is not
taken away inBaptism.But just as concupiscence is diminished
by Baptism, so as not to enslave us, so also are both the afore-
said defects diminished, so thatmanbe not overcomeby them.
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IIIa q. 69 a. 5Whether certain acts of the virtues are fittingly set down as effects of Baptism, to
wit—incorporation in Christ, enlightenment, and fruitfulness?

Objection 1. It seems that certain acts of the
virtues are unfittingly set down as effects of Baptism, to
wit—“incorporation in Christ, enlightenment, and fruitful-
ness.” For Baptism is not given to an adult, except he believe;
according to Mk. 16:16: “He that believeth and is baptized,
shall be saved.” But it is by faith that man is incorporated in
Christ, according to Eph. 3:17: “at Christ may dwell by
faith in your hearts.”erefore no one is baptized except he be
already incorporated in Christ. erefore incorporation with
Christ is not the effect of Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, enlightenment is caused by teach-
ing, according to Eph. 3:8,9: “To me the least of all the saints,
is given this grace…to enlighten all men,” etc. But teaching by
the catechism precedes Baptism. erefore it is not the effect
of Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, fruitfulness pertains to active gener-
ation. But a man is regenerated spiritually by Baptism. ere-
fore fruitfulness is not an effect of Baptism.

On the contrary, Augustine says in the book on Infant
Baptism (De Pecc. Merit. et Remiss. i) that “the effect of Bap-
tism is that the baptized are incorporated in Christ.” And
Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. ii) ascribes enlightenment to Baptism.
And on Ps. 22:2, “He hath brought me up on the water of
refreshment,” a gloss says that “the sinner’s soul, sterilized by
drought, is made fruitful by Baptism.”

I answer that,By Baptismman is born again unto the spir-
itual life, which is proper to the faithful of Christ, as the Apos-
tle says (Gal. 2:20): “And that I live now in the flesh; I live in
the faith of the Son ofGod.”Now life is only in thosemembers

that are united to the head, from which they derive sense and
movement. And therefore it follows of necessity that by Bap-
tism man is incorporated in Christ, as one of His members.
Again, just as the members derive sense and movement from
the material head, so from their spiritual Head, i.e. Christ, do
His members derive spiritual sense consisting in the knowl-
edge Of truth, and spiritual movement which results from the
instinct of grace. Hence it is written ( Jn. 1:14,16): “We have
seen Him…full of grace and truth; and of His fulness we all
have received.” And it follows from this that the baptized are
enlightened by Christ as to the knowledge of truth, and made
fruitful by Him with the fruitfulness of good works by the in-
fusion of grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Adults who already believe in
Christ are incorporated in Him mentally. But aerwards,
when they are baptized, they are incorporated in Him, corpo-
rally, as it were, i.e. by the visible sacrament; without the desire
of which they could not have been incorporated in Him even
mentally.

Reply to Objection 2. e teacher enlightens outwardly
and ministerially by catechizing: but God enlightens the bap-
tized inwardly, by preparing their hearts for the reception of
the doctrines of truth, according to Jn. 6:45: “It is written in
the prophets…ey shall all be taught of God.”

Reply toObjection 3.e fruitfulness which i ascribed as
an effect of Baptism is that by which man brings forth good
works; not that by which he begets others in Christ, as the
Apostle says (1 Cor. 4:15): “In Christ Jesus by the Gospel I
have begotten you.”

IIIa q. 69 a. 6Whether children receive grace and virtue in Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that children do not receive grace
and virtues in Baptism. For grace and virtues are not possessed
without faith and charity. But faith, as Augustine says (Ep.
xcviii), “depends on the will of the believer”: and in like man-
ner charity depends on thewill of the lover.Now children have
not the use of the will, and consequently they have neither
faith nor charity. erefore children do not receive grace and
virtues in Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, on Jn. 14:12, “Greater than these
shall he do,” Augustine says that in order for the ungodly to be
made righteous “Christworketh in him, but notwithout him.”
But a child, through not having the use of free-will, does not
co-operate withChrist unto its justification: indeed at times it
does its best to resist. erefore it is not justified by grace and
virtues.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Rom. 4:5): “To him
that worketh not, yet believing in Him that justifieth the un-
godly, his faith is reputed to justice according to the purpose

of the grace of God.” But a child believeth not “in Him that
justifieth the ungodly.” erefore a child receives neither sanc-
tifying grace nor virtues.

Objection 4. Further, what is done with a carnal intention
does not seem to have a spiritual effect. But sometimes chil-
dren are taken to Baptism with a carnal intention, to wit, that
their bodies may be healed. erefore they do not receive the
spiritual effect consisting in grace and virtue.

Onthe contrary,Augustine says (Enchiridion lii): “When
little children are baptized, they die to that sinwhich they con-
tracted in birth: so that to them alsomay be applied thewords:
‘We are buried together with Him by Baptism unto death’ ”:
(and he continues thus) “ ‘that as Christ is risen from the dead
by the glory of the Father, so we also may walk in newness of
life.’ ” Now newness of life is through grace and virtues.ere-
fore children receive grace and virtues in Baptism.

I answer that, Some of the early writers held that children
do not receive grace and virtues in Baptism, but that they re-
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ceive the imprint of the character of Christ, by the power of
which they receive grace and virtue when they arrive at the
perfect age. But this is evidently false, for two reasons. First, be-
cause children, like adults, aremademembers ofChrist inBap-
tism; hence they must, of necessity, receive an influx of grace
and virtues from theHead. Secondly, because, if this were true,
children that die aer Baptism, would not come to eternal life;
since according toRom. 6:23, “the grace ofGod is life everlast-
ing.”And consequentlyBaptismwouldnot have profited them
unto salvation.

Now the source of their error was that they did not rec-
ognize the distinction between habit and act. And so, seeing
children to be incapable of acts of virtue, they thought that
they had no virtues at all aer Baptism. But this inability of
children to act is not due to the absence of habits, but to an
impediment on the part of the body: thus also when a man is
asleep, though he may have the habits of virtue, yet is he hin-
dered from virtuous acts through being asleep.

Reply to Objection 1. Faith and charity depend on man’s
will, yet so that the habits of these and other virtues require
the power of the will which is in children; whereas acts of
virtue require an act of the will, which is not in children. In
this sense Augustine says in the book on Infant Baptism (Ep.
xcviii): “e little child is made a believer, not as yet by that
faith which depends on the will of the believer, but by the
sacrament of faith itself,” which causes the habit of faith.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says in his book on
Charity (Ep. Joan. ad Parth. iii), “no man is born of water and
the Holy Ghost unwillingly which is to be understood not of
little children but of adults.” In like manner we are to under-
stand as applying to adults, that man “without himself is not
justified by Christ.” Moreover, if little children who are about
to be baptized resist as much as they can, “this is not imputed
to them, since so little do they know what they do, that they
seem not to do it at all”: as Augustine says in a book on the
Presence of God, addressed to Dardanus (Ep. clxxxvii).

Reply to Objection 3. As Augustine says (Serm. clxxvi):
“Mother Church lends other feet to the little children that
they may come; another heart that they may believe; another
tongue that theymay confess.” So that children believe, not by
their own act, but by the faith of the Church, which is applied
to them: by the power of which faith, grace and virtues are be-
stowed on them.

Reply to Objection 4. e carnal intention of those who
take children to be baptized does not hurt the latter, as nei-
ther does one’s sin hurt another, unless he consent. Hence Au-
gustine says in his letter to Boniface (Ep. xcviii): “Be not dis-
turbed because some bring children to be baptized, not in the
hope that theymay be born again to eternal life by the spiritual
grace, but because they think it to be a remedy whereby they
may preserve or recover health. For they are not deprived of
regeneration, through not being brought for this intention.”

IIIa q. 69 a. 7Whether the effect of Baptism is to open the gates of the heavenly kingdom?

Objection 1. It seems that it is not the effect of Baptism,
to open the gates of the heavenly kingdom. For what is al-
ready opened needs no opening. But the gates of the heavenly
kingdom were opened by Christ’s Passion: hence it is written
(Apoc. 4:1): “Aer these things I looked and behold (a great)
door was opened in heaven.” erefore it is not the effect of
Baptism, to open the gates of the heavenly kingdom.

Objection2.Further, Baptismhas had its effects ever since
it was instituted. But some were baptized with Christ’s Bap-
tism, before His Passion, according to Jn. 3:22,26: and if they
had died then, the gates of the heavenly kingdom would not
have been opened to them, since none entered therein before
Christ, according to Mic. 2:13: “He went up [Vulg.: ‘shall go
up’] that shall open the way before them.” erefore it is not
the effect of Baptism, to open the gates of the heavenly king-
dom.

Objection3.Further, the baptized are still subject to death
and the other penalties of the present life, as stated above (a. 3).
But entrance to the heavenly kingdom is opened to none that
are subject to punishment: as is clear in regard to thosewho are
in purgatory. erefore it is not the effect of Baptism, to open
the gates of the heavenly kingdom.

On the contrary, on Lk. 3:21, “Heaven was opened,” the
gloss of Bede says: “We see here the power of Baptism; from

whichwhen aman comes forth, the gates of the heavenly king-
dom are opened unto him.”

I answer that,Toopen the gates of theheavenly kingdom is
to remove the obstacle that prevents one fromentering therein.
Now this obstacle is guilt and the debt of punishment. But it
has been shown above (Aa. 1 ,2) that all guilt and also all debt
of punishment are taken awaybyBaptism. It follows, therefore,
that the effect of Baptism is to open the gates of the heavenly
kingdom.

Reply toObjection1.Baptismopens the gates of theheav-
enly kingdom to the baptized in so far as it incorporates them
in the Passion of Christ, by applying its power to man.

Reply to Objection 2. When Christ’s Passion was not as
yet consummated actually but only in the faith of believers,
Baptism proportionately caused the gates to be opened, not in
fact but in hope. For the baptized who died then looked for-
ward, with a sure hope, to enter the heavenly kingdom.

Reply to Objection 3. e baptized are subject to death
and the penalties of the present life, not by reason of a personal
debt of punishment but by reason of the state of their nature.
And therefore this is no bar to their entrance to the heavenly
kingdom,whendeath severs the soul from the body; since they
have paid, as it were, the debt of nature.
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IIIa q. 69 a. 8Whether Baptism has an equal effect in all?

Objection 1. It seems that Baptism has not an equal effect
in all. For the effect of Baptism is to remove guilt. But in some
it takes away more sins than in others; for in children it takes
away only original sins, whereas in adults it takes away actual
sins, in some many, in others few. erefore Baptism has not
an equal effect in all.

Objection 2. Further, grace and virtues are bestowed on
man by Baptism. But some, aer Baptism, seem to have more
grace and more perfect virtue than others who have been bap-
tized. erefore Baptism has not an equal effect in all.

Objection 3. Further, nature is perfected by grace, as mat-
ter by form. But a form is received into matter according to its
capacity. erefore, since some of the baptized, even children,
have greater capacity for natural gis than others have, it seems
that some receive greater grace than others.

Objection 4. Further, in Baptism some receive not
only spiritual, but also bodily health; thus Constantine was
cleansed in Baptism from leprosy. But all the infirm do not re-
ceive bodily health in Baptism. erefore it has not an equal
effect in all.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 4:5): “One Faith, one
Baptism.” But a uniform cause has a uniform effect. erefore
Baptism has an equal effect in all.

I answer that, e effect of Baptism is twofold, the essen-
tial effect, and the accidental. e essential effect of Baptism
is that for which Baptism was instituted, namely, the beget-
ting of men unto spiritual life. erefore, since all children are
equally disposed to Baptism, because they are baptized not in
their own faith, but in that of the Church, they all receive an
equal effect in Baptism. Whereas adults, who approach Bap-
tism in their own faith, are not equally disposed to Baptism;
for some approach thereto with greater, some with less, devo-
tion.And therefore some receive a greater, some a smaller share

of the grace of newness; just as from the same fire, he receives
more heat who approaches nearest to it, although the fire, as
far as it is concerned, sends forth its heat equally to all.

But the accidental effect of Baptism, is that to which Bap-
tism is not ordained, but which the Divine power produces
miraculously inBaptism: thus onRom. 6:6, “thatwemay serve
sin no longer,” a gloss says: “this is not bestowed in Baptism,
save by an ineffable miracle of the Creator, so that the law of
sin, which is in our members, be absolutely destroyed.” And
such like effects are not equally received by all the baptized,
even if they approach with equal devotion: but they are be-
stowed according to the ordering of Divine providence.

Reply toObjection 1.e least baptismal grace suffices to
blot out all sins. Wherefore that in some more sins are loosed
than in others is not due to the greater efficacy of Baptism, but
to the condition of the recipient: for in each one it looseswhat-
ever it finds.

Reply to Objection 2. at greater or lesser grace appears
in the baptized, may occur in two ways. First, because one re-
ceives greater grace in Baptism than another, on account of his
greater devotion, as stated above. Secondly, because, though
they receive equal grace, they do not make an equal use of it,
but one applies himselfmore to advance therein,while another
by his negligence baffles grace.

Reply to Objection 3. e various degrees of capacity in
men arise, not from a variety in the mind which is renewed by
Baptism (since all men, being of one species, are of one form),
but from the diversity of bodies. But it is otherwise with the
angels, who differ in species. And therefore gratuitous gis are
bestowed on the angels according to their diverse capacity for
natural gis, but not on men.

Reply toObjection 4.Bodily health is not the essential ef-
fect of Baptism, but a miraculous work of Divine providence.

IIIa q. 69 a. 9Whether insincerity hinders the effect of Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that insincerity does not hinder
the effect of Baptism. For the Apostle says (Gal. 3:27): “As
many of you as have been baptized in Christ Jesus, have put
on Christ.” But all that receive the Baptism of Christ, are bap-
tized in Christ. erefore they all put on Christ: and this is to
receive the effect of Baptism. Consequently insincerity does
not hinder the effect of Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, theDivine power which can change
man’s will to that which is better, works in Baptism. But the ef-
fect of the efficient cause cannot be hindered by thatwhich can
be removed by that cause. erefore insincerity cannot hinder
the effect of Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, the effect of Baptism is grace, to
which sin is in opposition. But many other sins are more
grievous than insincerity, which are not said to hinder the ef-

fect of Baptism. erefore neither does insincerity.
On the contrary, It is written (Wis. 1:5): “eHoly Spirit

of discipline will flee from the deceitful.” But the effect of Bap-
tism is from theHoly Ghost.erefore insincerity hinders the
effect of Baptism.

I answer that,AsDamascene says (DeFideOrth. ii), “God
does not compel man to be righteous.” Consequently in order
that a man be justified by Baptism, his will must needs em-
brace both Baptism and the baptismal effect. Now, a man is
said to be insincere by reason of his will being in contradic-
tion with either Baptism or its effect. For, according to Augus-
tine (De Bapt. cont. Donat. vii), a man is said to be insincere,
in four ways: first, because he does not believe, whereas Bap-
tism is the sacrament of Faith; secondly, through scorning the
sacrament itself; thirdly, through observing a rite which differs
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from that prescribed by the Church in conferring the sacra-
ment; fourthly, through approaching the sacrament without
devotion.Wherefore it is manifest that insincerity hinders the
effect of Baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. “To be baptized in Christ,” may be
taken in two ways. First, “in Christ,” i.e. “in conformity with
Christ.” And thus whoever is baptized in Christ so as to be
conformed to Him by Faith and Charity, puts on Christ by
grace. Secondly, a man is said to be baptized inChrist, in so far
as he receives Christ’s sacrament. And thus all put on Christ,
through being configured to Him by the character, but not
through being conformed to Him by grace.

Reply toObjection2.WhenGod changesman’swill from
evil to good,man does not approachwith insincerity. ButGod

does not always do this. Nor is this the purpose of the sacra-
ment, that an insincere man be made sincere; but that he who
comes in sincerity, be justified.

Reply to Objection 3. A man is said to be insincere who
makes a show of willing what he wills not. Now whoever ap-
proaches Baptism, by that very fact makes a show of having
right faith in Christ, of veneration for this sacrament, and of
wishing to conform to the Church, and to renounce sin. Con-
sequently, to whatever sin a man wishes to cleave, if he ap-
proach Baptism, he approaches insincerely, which is the same
as to approachwithout devotion. But this must be understood
of mortal sin, which is in opposition to grace: but not of ve-
nial sin. Consequently, here insincerity includes, in a way, ev-
ery sin.

IIIa q. 69 a. 10Whether Baptism produces its effect when the insincerity ceases?

Objection 1. It seems that Baptism does not produce its
effect, when the insincerity ceases. For a dead work, which is
void of charity, can never come to life. But he who approaches
Baptism insincerely, receives the sacrament without charity.
erefore it can never come to life so as to bestow grace.

Objection 2. Further, insincerity seems to be stronger
than Baptism, because it hinders its effect. But the stronger
is not removed by the weaker. erefore the sin of insincer-
ity cannot be taken away by Baptism which has been hindered
by insincerity. And thus Baptism will not receive its full effect,
which is the remission of all sins.

Objection 3. Further, it may happen that a man approach
Baptism insincerely, and aerwards commit a number of sins.
And yet these sins will not be taken away by Baptism; because
Baptism washes away past, not future, sins. Such a Baptism,
therefore, will never have its effect, which is the remission of
all sins.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Bapt. cont. Donat.
i): “en does Baptism begin to have its salutary effect, when
truthful confession takes the place of that insincerity which
hindered sins frombeingwashed away, so long as the heart per-
sisted in malice and sacrilege.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 66, a. 9), Baptism is a
spiritual regeneration. Now when a thing is generated, it re-
ceives together with the form, the form’s effect, unless there
be an obstacle; and when this is removed, the form of the
thing generated produces its effect: thus at the same time as a
weighty body is generated, it has a downward movement, un-

less something prevent this; andwhen the obstacle is removed,
it begins forthwith tomove downwards. In likemannerwhen a
man is baptized, he receives the character, which is like a form;
and he receives in consequence its proper effect, which is grace
whereby all his sins are remitted. But this effect is sometimes
hindered by insincerity. Wherefore, when this obstacle is re-
moved by Penance, Baptism forthwith produces its effect.

Reply to Objection 1. e sacrament of Baptism is the
work of God, not of man. Consequently, it is not dead in the
man, who being insincere, is baptized without charity.

Reply to Objection 2. Insincerity is not removed by Bap-
tism but by Penance: and when it is removed, Baptism takes
away all guilt, and all debt of punishment due to sins, whether
committed before Baptism, or even co-existent with Baptism.
Hence Augustine says (De Bapt. cont. Donat. i): “Yesterday is
blotted out, and whatever remains over and above, even the
very last hour and moment preceding Baptism, the very mo-
ment of Baptism. But from that moment forward he is bound
by his obligations.” And so both Baptism and Penance concur
in producing the effect of Baptism, but Baptism as the direct
efficient cause, Penance as the indirect cause, i.e. as removing
the obstacle.

Reply toObjection3.eeffect ofBaptism is to take away
not future, but present and past sins. And consequently, when
the insincerity passes away, subsequent sins are indeed remit-
ted, but by Penance, not by Baptism. Wherefore they are not
remitted, like the sinswhich precededBaptism, as to thewhole
debt of punishment.
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T P, Q 70
Of Circumcision
(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider things that are preparatory to Baptism: and (1) that which preceded Baptism, viz. Circumcision,
(2) those which accompany Baptism, viz. Catechism and Exorcism.

Concerning the first there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether circumcision was a preparation for, and a figure of, Baptism?
(2) Its institution;
(3) Its rite;
(4) Its effect.

IIIa q. 70 a. 1Whether circumcision was a preparation for, and a figure of Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that circumcision was not a prepa-
ration for, and a figure of Baptism. For every figure has some
likeness to that which it foreshadows. But circumcision has no
likeness to Baptism. erefore it seems that it was not a prepa-
ration for, and a figure of Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, the Apostle, speaking of the Fathers
of old, says (1 Cor. 10:2), that “all were baptized in the cloud,
and in the sea”: but not that they were baptized in circumci-
sion. erefore the protecting pillar of a cloud, and the cross-
ing of the Red Sea, rather than circumcision, were a prepara-
tion for, and a figure of Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, it was stated above (q. 38, Aa. 1,3)
that the baptism of John was a preparation for Christ’s. Con-
sequently, if circumcision was a preparation for, and a figure of
Christ’s Baptism, it seems that John’s baptismwas superfluous:
which is unseemly. erefore circumcision was not a prepara-
tion for, and a figure of Baptism.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Col. 2:11,12): “You
are circumcised with circumcision, not made by hand in de-
spoiling the body of the flesh, but in the circumcision of
Christ, buried with Him in Baptism.”

I answer that, Baptism is called the Sacrament of Faith; in
so far, to wit, as in Baptism man makes a profession of faith,
and by Baptism is aggregated to the congregation of the faith-
ful. Now our faith is the same as that of the Fathers of old, ac-

cording to the Apostle (2 Cor. 4:13): “Having the same spirit
of faith…we…believe.” But circumcision was a protestation of
faith; wherefore by circumcision also men of old were aggre-
gated to the body of the faithful. Consequently, it is mani-
fest that circumcision was a preparation for Baptism and a fig-
ure thereof, forasmuch as “all things happened” to the Fathers
of old “in figure” (1 Cor. 10:11); just as their faith regarded
things to come.

Reply to Objection 1. Circumcision was like Baptism as
to the spiritual effect of the latter. For just as circumcision re-
moved a carnal pellicule, so Baptismdespoilsman of carnal be-
havior.

Reply to Objection 2. e protecting pillar of cloud and
the crossing of the Red Seawere indeed figures of our Baptism,
whereby we are born again of water, signified by the Red Sea;
and of theHolyGhost, signified by the pillar of cloud: yetman
did notmake, bymeans of these, a profession of faith, as by cir-
cumcision; so that these two things were figures but not sacra-
ments. But circumcision was a sacrament, and a preparation
for Baptism; although less clearly figurative of Baptism, as to
externals, than the aforesaid. And for this reason the Apostle
mentions them rather than circumcision.

Reply to Objection 3. John’s baptism was a preparation
for Christ’s as to the act done: but circumcision, as to the pro-
fession of faith, which is required in Baptism, as stated above.

IIIa q. 70 a. 2Whether circumcision was instituted in a fitting manner?

Objection 1. It seems that circumcision was instituted in
an unfitting manner. For as stated above (a. 1) a profession of
faith was made in circumcision. But none could ever be deliv-
ered from the firstman’s sin, except by faith inChrist’s Passion,
according to Rom. 3:25: “Whom God hath proposed to be a
propitiation, through faith in His blood.” erefore circumci-
sion should have been instituted forthwith aer the first man’s
sin, and not at the time of Abraham.

Objection 2. Further, in circumcision man made profes-
sion of keeping the Old Law, just as in Baptism he makes pro-

fession of keeping the New Law; wherefore the Apostle says
(Gal. 5:3): “I testify…to every man circumcising himself, that
he is a debtor to do the whole Law.” But the observance of the
Law was not promulgated at the time of Abraham, but rather
at the time of Moses. erefore it was unfitting for circumci-
sion to be instituted at the time of Abraham

Objection 3. Further, circumcision was a figure of, and a
preparation for, Baptism. But Baptism is offered to all nations,
according to Mat. 28:19: “Going…teach ye all nations, baptiz-
ing them.”erefore circumcision should have been instituted
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as binding, not the Jews only, but also all nations.
Objection 4. Further, carnal circumcision should corre-

spond to spiritual circumcision, as the shadow to the reality.
But spiritual circumcision which is of Christ, regards indiffer-
ently both sexes, since “inChrist Jesus there is neithermale nor
female,” as is written Col. 3*. erefore the institution of cir-
cumcision which concerns only males, was unfitting.

On the contrary, We read (Gn. 17) that circumcision was
instituted by God, Whose “works are perfect” (Dt. 32:4).

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) circumcision was a
preparation for Baptism, inasmuch as it was a profession of
faith in Christ, which we also profess in Baptism. Now among
theFathers of old,Abrahamwas the first to receive the promise
of the future birth of Christ, when it was said to him: “In thy
seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed” (Gn. 22:18).
Moreover, he was the first to cut himself off from the society
of unbelievers, in accordance with the commandment of the
Lord,Who said to him (Gn. 13:1): “Go forth out of thy coun-
try and fromthykindred.”erefore circumcisionwasfittingly
instituted in the person of Abraham.

Reply toObjection1. Immediately aer the sin of our first
parent, on account of the knowledge possessed by Adam, who
was fully instructed about Divine things, both faith and natu-
ral reason flourished in man to such an extent, that there was
no need for any signs of faith and salvation to be prescribed to
him, but each one was wont to make protestation of his faith,
by outward signs of his profession, according as he thought
best. But about the time of Abraham faith was on the wane,
many being given over to idolatry. Moreover, by the growth of
carnal concupiscence natural reason was clouded even in re-
gard to sins against nature. And therefore it was fitting that
then, and not before, circumcision should be instituted, as a

profession of faith and a remedy against carnal concupiscence.
Reply toObjection 2.e observance of the Law was not

to be promulgated until the people were already gathered to-
gether: because the law is ordained to the public good, as we
have stated in the Ia IIae, q. 90, a. 2. Now it behooved the body
of the faithful to be gathered together by a sensible sign, which
is necessary in order that men be united together in any reli-
gion, as Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix). Consequently, it
was necessary for circumcision to be instituted before the giv-
ing of the Law. ose Fathers, however, who lived before the
Law, taught their families concerning Divine things by way of
paternal admonition. Hence the Lord said of Abraham (Gn.
18:19): “I know that he will command his children, and his
household aer him to keep the way of the Lord.”

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism contains in itself the per-
fection of salvation, to which God calls all men, according to
1 Tim. 2:4: “Who will have all men to be saved.” Wherefore
Baptism is offered to all nations. On the other hand circumci-
sion did not contain the perfection of salvation, but signified it
as to be achieved by Christ, Who was to be born of the Jewish
nation. For this reason circumcision was given to that nation
alone.

Reply to Objection 4. e institution of circumcision is
as a sign of Abraham’s faith, who believed that himself would
be the father of Christ Who was promised to him: and for
this reason it was suitable that it should be for males only.
Again, original sin, against which circumcision was specially
ordained, is contracted from the father, not from the mother,
as was stated in the Ia IIae, q. 81, a. 5. But Baptism contains the
power ofChrist,Who is the universal cause of salvation for all,
and is “eRemission of all sins” (Post-Communion, Tuesday
in Whitweek).

IIIa q. 70 a. 3Whether the rite of circumcision was fitting?

Objection 1. It seems that the rite of circumcision was un-
fitting. For circumcision, as stated above (Aa. 1,2), was a pro-
fession of faith. But faith is in the apprehensive power, whose
operations appearmostly in the head.erefore the sign of cir-
cumcision should have been conferred on the head rather than
on the virile member.

Objection 2. Further, in the sacraments we make use of
such things as are in more frequent use; for instance, water,
which is used for washing, and bread, which we use for nour-
ishment. But, in cutting, we use an iron knife more commonly
than a stone knife. erefore circumcision should not have
been performed with a stone knife.

Objection 3. Further, just as Baptism was instituted as a
remedy against original sin, so also was circumcision, as Bede
says (Hom. in Circum.). But now Baptism is not put off until
the eighth day, lest children should be in danger of loss on ac-
count of original sin, if they should die before being baptized.
On the other hand, sometimes Baptism is put off until aer

the eighth day. erefore the eighth day should not have been
fixed for circumcision, but this day should have been antici-
pated, just as sometimes it was deferred.

Onthe contrary,eaforesaid rite of circumcision is fixed
by a gloss on Rom. 4:11: “And he received the sign of circum-
cision.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), circumcision was es-
tablished, as a sign of faith, byGod “of ”Whose “wisdom there
is no number” (Ps. 146:5). Now to determine suitable signs is
a work of wisdom. Consequently, it must be allowed that the
rite of circumcision was fitting.

Reply toObjection 1. It was fitting for circumcision to be
performed on the virile member. First, because it was a sign
of that faith whereby Abraham believed that Christ would
be born of his seed. Secondly, because it was to be a remedy
against original sin,which is contracted through the act of gen-
eration.irdly, because it was ordained as a remedy for carnal
concupiscence, which thrives principally in thosemembers, by

* Gal. 3:28.
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reason of the abundance of venereal pleasure.
Reply to Objection 2. A stone knife was not essential to

circumcision. Wherefore we do not find that an instrument
of this description is required by any divine precept; nor did
the Jews, as a rule, make use of such a knife for circumci-
sion; indeed, neither do they now. Nevertheless, certain well-
known circumcisions are related as having been performed
with a stone knife, thus (Ex. 4:25)we read that “Sephora took a
very sharp stone and circumcised the foreskin of her son,” and
(Joshua 5:2): “Make thee knives of stone, and circumcise the
second time the children of Israel.” Which signified that spiri-
tual circumcisionwould be donebyChrist, ofWhom it iswrit-
ten (1 Cor. 10:4): “Now the rock was Christ.”

Reply toObjection3.eeighthdaywasfixed for circum-
cision: first, because of the mystery; since, Christ, by taking
away from the elect, not only guilt but also all penalties, will
perfect the spiritual circumcision, in the eighth age (which is
the age of those that rise again), as it were, on the eighth day.
Secondly, on account of the tenderness of the infant before the
eighth day.Wherefore even in regard to other animals it is pre-
scribed (Lev. 22:27): “When a bullock, or a sheep, or a goat, is

brought forth, they shall be seven days under the udder of their
dam: but the eighth day and thenceforth, they may be offered
to the Lord.”

Moreover, the eighth day was necessary for the fulfilment
of the precept; so that, to wit, those who delayed beyond the
eighth day, sinned, even though it were the sabbath, according
to Jn. 7:23: ”(If ) a man receives circumcision on the sabbath-
day, that the Law of Moses may not be broken.” But it was not
necessary for the validity of the sacrament: because if anyone
delayed beyond the eighth day, they could be circumcised af-
terwards.

Some also say that in imminent danger of death, it was al-
lowable to anticipate the eighth day. But this cannot be proved
either from the authority of Scripture or from the custom of
the Jews. Wherefore it is better to say with Hugh of St. Victor
(De Sacram. i) that the eighth day was never anticipated for
any motive, however urgent. Hence on Prov. 4:3: “I was…an
only son in the sight ofmymother,” a gloss says, that Bersabee’s
other baby boydidnot count because throughdying before the
eighth day it received no name; and consequently neither was
it circumcised.

IIIa q. 70 a. 4Whether circumcision bestowed sanctifying grace?

Objection 1. It seems that circumcision did not bestow
sanctifying grace. For the Apostle says (Gal. 2:21): “If justice
be by the Law, thenChrist died in vain,” i.e. without cause. But
circumcision was an obligation imposed by the Law, accord-
ing to Gal. 5:3: “I testify…to every man circumcising himself,
that ne is a debtor to do the whole law.” erefore, if justice be
by circumcision, “Christ died in vain,” i.e. without cause. But
this cannot be allowed. erefore circumcision did not confer
grace whereby the sinner is made righteous.

Objection 2. Further, before the institution of circumci-
sion faith alone sufficed for justification; hence Gregory says
(Moral. iv): “Faith alone did of old in behalf of infants that
for which the water of Baptism avails with us.” But faith has
lost nothing of its strength through the commandment of cir-
cumcision. erefore faith alone justified little ones, and not
circumcision.

Objection3.Further,we read ( Joshua5:5,6) that “thepeo-
ple that were born in the desert, during the forty years…were
uncircumcised.” If, therefore, original sin was taken away by
circumcision, it seems that all who died in the desert, both
little children and adults, were lost. And the same argument
avails in regard to those who died before the eighth day, which
was that of circumcision, which day could nol be anticipated,
as stated above (a. 3, ad 3).

Objection 4. Further, nothing but sin closes the entrance
to the heavenly kingdom. But before the Passion the entrance
to the heavenly kingdomwas closed to the circumcised.ere-
fore men were not justified from sin by circumcision.

Objection 5. Further, original sin is not remitted without

actual sin being remitted also: because “it is wicked to hope for
half forgiveness fromGod,” as Augustine says (DeVera et Falsa
Poenit. ix). But we read nowhere of circumcision as remitting
actual sin. erefore neither did it remit original sin.

On the contrary,Augustine says, writing toValerius in an-
swer to Julian (De Nup. et Concup. ii): “From the time that
circumcision was instituted among God’s people, as ‘a seal of
the justice of the faith,’ it availed little children unto sanctifica-
tion by cleansing them from the original and bygone sin; just
as Baptism also from the time of its institution began to avail
unto the renewal of man.”

I answer that,All are agreed in saying that original sin was
remitted in circumcision. But some said that no gracewas con-
ferred, and that the only effect was to remit sin. e Master
holds this opinion (Sent. iv, D, 1), and in a gloss on Rom.
4:11. But this is impossible, since guilt is not remitted except
by grace, according to Rom. 3:2: “Being justified freely by His
grace,” etc.

Wherefore others said that grace was bestowed by circum-
cision, as to that effect which is the remission of guilt, but not
as to its positive effects; lest they should be compelled to say
that the grace bestowed in circumcision sufficed for the ful-
filling of the precepts of the Law, and that, consequently, the
coming of Christ was unnecessary. But neither can this opin-
ion stand. First, because by circumcision children. received the
power of obtaining glory at the allotted time, which is the last
positive effect of grace. Secondly, because, in the order of the
formal cause, positive effects naturally precede those that de-
note privation, although it is the reverse in the order of the
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material cause: since a form does not remove a privation save
by informing the subject.

Consequently, others said that grace was conferred in cir-
cumcision, also as a particular positive effect consisting in be-
ing made worthy of eternal life; but not as to all its effects, for
it did not suffice for the repression of the concupiscence of the
fomes, nor again for the fulfilment of the precepts of the Law.
And this was my opinion at one time (Sent. iv, D, 1; q. 2, a. 4).
But if one consider the matter carefully, it is clear that this is
not true. Because the least grace can resist any degree of con-
cupiscence, and avoid every mortal sin, that is committed in
transgressing the precepts of the Law; for the smallest degree
of charity loves God more than cupidity loves “thousands of
gold and silver” (Ps. 118:72).

We must say, therefore, that grace was bestowed in cir-
cumcision as to all the effects of grace, but not as in Baptism.
Because in Baptism grace is bestowed by the very power of
Baptism itself, which power Baptism has as the instrument of
Christ’s Passion already consummated. Whereas circumcision
bestowed grace, inasmuch as it was a sign of faith inChrist’s fu-
ture Passion: so that the man who was circumcised, professed
to embrace that faith; whether, being an adult, he made pro-
fession for himself, or, being a child, someone else made pro-
fession for him.Hence, too, theApostle says (Rom. 4:11), that
Abraham “received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the jus-
tice of the faith”: because, to wit, justice was of faith signified:
not of circumcision signifying. And since Baptism operates in-
strumentally by the power ofChrist’s Passion, whereas circum-
cision does not, therefore Baptism imprints a character that in-
corporates man in Christ, and bestows grace more copiously
than does circumcision; since greater is the effect of a thing al-
ready present, than of the hope thereof.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument would prove if jus-
tice were of circumcision otherwise than through faith in
Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as before the institution of cir-

cumcision, faith in Christ to come justified both children and
adults, so, too, aer its institution. But before, there was no
need of a sign expressive of this faith; because as yet believers
hadnot begun tobeunited together apart fromunbelievers for
the worship of one God. It is probable, however, that parents
who were believers offered up some prayers to God for their
children, especially if these were in any danger. Or bestowed
some blessing on them, as a “seal of faith”; just as the adults
offered prayers and sacrifices for themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. ere was an excuse for the peo-
ple in the desert failing to fulfil the precept of circumcision,
both because they knew not when the campwas removed, and
because, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv) they needed
no distinctive sign while they dwelt apart from other nations.
Nevertheless, as Augustine says (QQ. in Josue vi), those were
guilty of disobedience who failed to obey through contempt.

It seems, however, that none of the uncircumcised died in
the desert, for it is written (Ps. 104:37): “ere was not among
their tribes one that was feeble”: and that those alone died in
the desert, who had been circumcised in Egypt. If, however,
some of the uncircumcised did die there, the same applies to
them as to those who died before the institution of circumci-
sion. And this applies also to those children who, at the time
of the Law, died before the eighth day.

Reply to Objection 4. Original sin was taken away in cir-
cumcision, in regard to the person; but on the part of the en-
tire nature, there remained the obstacle to the entrance of the
kingdom of heaven, which obstacle was removed by Christ’s
Passion. Consequently, before Christ’s Passion not even Bap-
tism gave entrance to the kingdom. But were circumcision to
avail aer Christ’s Passion, it would give entrance to the king-
dom.

Reply to Objection 5. When adults were circumcised,
they received remission not only of original, but also of actual
sin: yet not so as to be delivered from all debt of punishment,
as in Baptism, in which grace is conferred more copiously.
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T P, Q 71
Of the Preparations at Accompany Baptism

(In Four Articles)

We have now to consider the preparations that accompany Baptism: concerning which there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether catechism should precede Baptism?
(2) Whether exorcism should precede Baptism?
(3) Whether what is done in catechizing and exorcizing, effects anything, or is a mere sign?
(4) Whether those who are to be baptized should be catechized or exorcized by priests?

IIIa q. 71 a. 1Whether catechism should precede Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that catechism should not precede
Baptism. For by Baptism men are regenerated unto the spiri-
tual life. But man begins to live before being taught. erefore
man should not be catechized, i.e. taught, before being bap-
tized.

Objection 2. Further, Baptism is given not only to adults,
but also to children, who are not capable of being taught, since
they have not the use of reason. erefore it is absurd to cate-
chize them.

Objection 3. Further, a man, when catechized, confesses
his faith. Now a child cannot confess its faith by itself, nor
can anyone else in its stead; both because no one can bind an-
other to do anything; and because one cannot know whether
the child, having come to the right age, will give its assent to
faith. erefore catechism should not precede Baptism.

On the contrary, Rabanus says (De Instit. Cleric. i): “Be-
fore Baptism man should be prepared by catechism, in order
that the catechumen may receive the rudiments of faith.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 70, a. 1), Baptism is
the Sacrament of Faith: since it is a profession of the Chris-
tian faith. Now in order that a man receive the faith, he must
be instructed therein, according to Rom. 10:14: “How shall
they believe Him, of Whom they have not heard? And how
shall they hear without a preacher?” And therefore it is fit-
ting that catechism should precede Baptism. Hence when our

Lord bade His disciples to baptize, He made teaching to pre-
cede Baptism, saying: “Go ye…and teach all nations, baptizing
them,” etc.

Reply to Objection 1. e life of grace unto which a man
is regenerated, presupposes the life of the rational nature, in
which man is capable of receiving instruction.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as Mother Church, as stated
above (q. 69, a. 6, ad 3), lends children another’s feet that they
may come, and another’s heart that they may believe, so, too,
she lends themanother’s ears, that theymayhear, and another’s
mind, that through others they may be taught. And therefore,
as they are to be baptized, on the same grounds they are to be
instructed.

Reply toObjection3.Hewho answers in the child’s stead:
“I do believe,” does not foretell that the child will believe when
it comes to the right age, else he would say: “He will believe”;
but in the child’s stead he professes the Church’s faith which
is communicated to that child, the sacrament of which faith is
bestowed on it, and to which faith he is bound by another. For
there is nothing unfitting in a person being bound by another
in things necessary for salvation. In like manner the sponsor,
in answering for the child, promises to use his endeavors that
the child may believe. is, however, would not be sufficient
in the case of adults having the use of reason.

IIIa q. 71 a. 2Whether exorcism should precede Baptism?

Objection 1. It seems that exorcism should not precede
Baptism. For exorcism is ordained against energumens or
those who are possessed. But not all are such like. erefore
exorcism should not precede Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, so long asman is a subject of sin, the
devil has power over him, according to Jn. 8:34: “Whosoever
committeth sin is the servant of sin.” But sin is taken away by
Baptism. erefore men should not be exorcized before Bap-
tism.

Objection 3. Further, Holy water was introduced in order
to ward off the power of the demons. erefore exorcism was
not needed as a further remedy.

On the contrary, Pope Celestine says (Epist. ad Episcop.
Galliae): “Whether children or young people approach the
sacrament of regeneration, they should not come to the fount
of life before the unclean spirit has been expelled from them
by the exorcisms and breathings of the clerics.”

I answer that,Whoever purposes to do a work wisely, first
removes the obstacles to his work; hence it is written ( Jer. 4:3):
“Break up anew your fallow ground and sownot upon thorns.”
Now the devil is the enemy of man’s salvation, which man ac-
quires by Baptism; and he has a certain power over man from
the very fact that the latter is subject to original, or even actual,
sin. Consequently it is fitting that before Baptism the demons

2323



should be cast out by exorcisms, lest they impede man’s sal-
vation. Which expulsion is signified by the (priest) breathing
(upon the person to be baptized); while the blessing, with the
imposition of hands, bars the way against the return of him
who was cast out. en the salt which is put in the mouth,
and the anointing of the nose and ears with spittle, signify the
receiving of doctrine, as to the ears; consent thereto as to the
nose; and confession thereof, as to themouth. And the anoint-
ing with oil signifies man’s ability to fight against the demons.

Reply toObjection 1.e energumens are so-called from
“laboring inwardly” under the outward operation of the devil.
And thoughnot all that approachBaptism are troubled byhim
in their bodies, yet all who are not baptized are subject to the
power of the demons, at least on account of the guilt of original

sin.
Reply to Objection 2. e power of the devil in so far as

he hinders man from obtaining glory, is expelled from man by
the baptismal ablution; but in so far as he hinders man from
receiving the sacrament, his power is cast out by the exorcisms.

Reply to Objection 3. Holy water is used against the as-
saults of demons from without. But exorcisms are directed
against those assaults of the demons which are from within.
hence those who are exorcized are called energumens, as it
were “laboring inwardly.”

Orwemay say that just as Penance is given as a further rem-
edy against sin, because Baptism is not repeated; so Holy Wa-
ter is given as a further remedy against the assaults of demons,
because the baptismal exorcisms are not given a second time.

IIIa q. 71 a. 3Whether what is done in the exorcism effects anything, or is a mere sign?

Objection 1. It seems that what is done in the exorcism
does not effect anything, but is a mere sign. For if a child die
aer the exorcisms, before being baptized, it is not saved. But
the effects ofwhat is done in the sacraments are ordained to the
salvation ofman; hence it is written (Mk. 16:16): “He that be-
lieveth and is baptized shall be saved.” erefore what is done
in the exorcism effects nothing, but is a mere sign.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is required for a sacrament
of the New Law, but that it should be a sign and a cause, as
stated above (q. 62, a. 1). If, therefore, the things done in the
exorcism effect anything, it seems that each of them is a sacra-
ment.

Objection 3. Further, just as the exorcism is ordained to
Baptism, so if anything be effected in the exorcism, it is or-
dained to the effect of Baptism. But disposition must needs
precede theperfect form:because form isnot received save into
matter already disposed. It would follow, therefore, that none
could obtain the effect of Baptism unless he were previously
exorcized; which is clearly false. erefore what is done in the
exorcisms has no effect.

Objection 4. Further, just as some things are done in the
exorcism before Baptism, so are some things done aer Bap-
tism; for instance, the priest anoints the baptized on the top
of the head. But what is done aer Baptism seems to have no
effect; for, if it had, the effect of Baptism would be imperfect.
erefore neither have those things an effect, which are done
in exorcism before Baptism.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Symbolo I): “Little
children are breathed upon and exorcized, in order to expel
from them the devil’s hostile power, which deceivedman.” But
the Church does nothing in vain. erefore the effect of these
breathings is that the power of the devils is expelled.

I answer that, Some say that the things done in the exor-
cism have no effect, but are mere signs. But this is clearly false;
since in exorcizing, theChurch useswords of command to cast
out the devil’s power, for instance, when she says: “erefore,

accursed devil, go out from him,” etc.
erefore we must say that they have some effect, but,

other than that of Baptism. For Baptism gives man grace unto
the full remission of sins. But those things that are done in
the exorcism remove the twofold impediment against the re-
ception of saving grace. Of these, one is the outward imped-
iment, so far as the demons strive to hinder man’s salvation.
And this impediment is removed by the breathings, whereby
the demon’s power is cast out, as appears from the passage
quoted from Augustine, i.e. as to the devil not placing obsta-
cles against the reception of the sacrament. Nevertheless, the
demon’s power over man remains as to the stain of sin, and the
debt of punishment, until sin bewashed away byBaptism.And
in this sense Cyprian says (Epist. lxxvi): “Know that the devil’s
evil power remains until the pouring of the saving water: but
in Baptism he loses it all.”

e other impediment is within, forasmuch as, from hav-
ing contracted original sin, man’s sense is closed to the percep-
tion of the mysteries of salvation. Hence Rabanus says (De In-
stit. Cleric. i) that “by means of the typifying spittle and the
touch of the priest, theDivinewisdom and power brings salva-
tion to the catechumen, that his nostrils being opened he may
perceive the odor of the knowledge of God, that his ears be
opened to hear the commandments of God, that his senses be
opened in his inmost heart to respond.”

Reply to Objection 1. What is done in the exorcism does
not take away the sin for which man is punished aer death;
but only the impediments against his receiving the remission
of sin through the sacrament.Wherefore exorcism avails aman
nothing aer death if he has not been baptized.

Praepositivus, however, says that childrenwho die aer be-
ing exorcized but before being baptized are subjected to lesser
darkness. But this does not seem to be true: because that dark-
ness consists in privation of the vision of God, which cannot
be greater or lesser.

Reply toObjection 2. It is essential to a sacrament to pro-
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duce its principal effect, which is grace that remits sin, or sup-
plies some defect inman. But those things that are done in the
exorcism do not effect this; they merely remove these imped-
iments. Consequently, they are not sacraments but sacramen-
tals.

Reply to Objection 3. e disposition that suffices for re-
ceiving the baptismal grace is the faith and intention, either of
the one baptized, if it be an adult, or of the Church, if it be a
child. But these things that are done in the exorcism, are di-
rected to the removal of the impediments. And therefore one
may receive the effect of Baptism without them.

Yet they are not to be omitted save in a case of necessity.

And then, if the danger pass, they should be supplied, that uni-
formity in Baptism may be observed. Nor are they supplied to
no purpose aer Baptism: because, just as the effect of Baptism
may be hindered before it is received, so can it be hindered af-
ter it has been received.

Reply to Objection 4. Of those things that are done aer
Baptism in respect of the person baptized, something is done
which is not a mere sign, but produces an effect, for instance,
the anointing on the top of the head, the effect of which is the
preservation of baptismal grace. And there is somethingwhich
has no effect, but is a mere sign, for instance, the baptized are
given a white garment to signify the newness of life.

IIIa q. 71 a. 4Whether it belongs to a priest to catechize and exorcize the person to be baptized?

Objection 1. It seems that it does not belong to a priest to
catechize and exorcize the person to be baptized. For it belongs
to the office of ministers to operate on the unclean, as Diony-
sius says (Eccl. Hier. v). But catechumens who are instructed
by catechism, and “energumens”who are cleansed by exorcism,
are counted among the unclean, as Dionysius says in the same
place. erefore to catechize and to exorcize do not belong to
the office of the priests, but rather to that of the ministers.

Objection 2. Further, catechumens are instructed in the
Faith by the Holy Scripture which is read in the church by
ministers: for just as theOld Testament is recited by the Read-
ers, so the New Testament is read by the Deacons and Subdea-
cons. And thus it belongs to the ministers to catechize. In like
manner it belongs, seemingly, to the ministers to exorcize. For
Isidore says (Epist. ad Ludifred.): “e exorcist should know
the exorcisms by heart, and impose his hands on the energu-
mens and catechumens during the exorcism.” erefore it be-
longs not to the priestly office to catechize and exorcize.

Objection 3. Further, “to catechize” is the same as “to
teach,” and this is the same as “to perfect.” Now this belongs to
the office of a bishop, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. v). ere-
fore it does not belong to the priestly office.

On the contrary, Pope Nicolas I says: “e catechizing of
those who are to be baptized can be undertaken by the priests
attached to each church.” And Gregory says (Hom. xxix super
Ezech.): “When priests place their hands on believers for the
grace of exorcism, what else do they but cast out the devils?”

I answer that, e minister compared to the priest, is as a
secondary and instrumental agent to the principal agent: as is
implied in the very word “minister.” Now the secondary agent

does nothing without the principal agent in operating. And
the more mighty the operation, so much the mightier instru-
ments does the principal agent require. But the operation of
the priest in conferring the sacrament itself is mightier than in
those things that are preparatory to the sacrament. And so the
highest ministers who are called deacons co-operate with the
priest in bestowing the sacraments themselves: for Isidore says
(Epist. ad Ludifred.) that “it belongs to the deacons to assist
the priests in all things that are done in Christ’s sacraments,
in Baptism, to wit, in the Chrism, in the Paten and Chalice”;
while the inferior ministers assist the priest in those things
which are preparatory to the sacraments: the readers, for in-
stance, in catechizing; the exorcists in exorcizing.

Reply to Objection 1. e minister’s operation in regard
to the unclean is ministerial and, as it were, instrumental, but
the priest’s is principal.

Reply toObjection2.To readers and exorcists belongs the
duty of catechizing and exorcizing, not, indeed, principally,
but as ministers of the priest in these things.

Reply to Objection 3. Instruction is manifold. one leads
to the embracing of the Faith; and is ascribed by Dionysius to
bishops (Eccl. Hier. ii) and can be undertaken by any preacher,
or even by any believer. Another is that by which a man is
taught the rudiments of faith, and how to comport himself in
receiving the sacraments: this belongs secondarily to theminis-
ters, primarily to the priests. A third is instruction in themode
of Christian life: and this belongs to the sponsors. A fourth is
the instruction in the profound mysteries of faith, and on the
perfection ofChristian life: this belongs to bishops “ex officio,”
in virtue of their office.
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T P, Q 72
Of the Sacrament of Confirmation

(In Twelve Articles)

We have now to consider the Sacrament of Confirmation. Concerning this there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Confirmation is a sacrament?
(2) Its matter;
(3) Whether it is essential to the sacrament that the chrism shouldhave beenpreviously consecratedby a bishop?
(4) Its form;
(5) Whether it imprints a character?
(6) Whether the character of Confirmation presupposes the character of Baptism?
(7) Whether it bestows grace?
(8) Who is competent to receive this sacrament?
(9) In what part of the body?

(10) Whether someone is required to stand for the person to be confirmed?
(11) Whether this sacrament is given by bishops only?
(12) Of its rite.

IIIa q. 72 a. 1Whether confirmation is a sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that Confirmation is not a sacra-
ment. For sacraments derive their efficacy from the Divine in-
stitution, as stated above (q. 64 , a. 2). But we read nowhere of
Confirmation being instituted by Christ. erefore it is not a
sacrament.

Objection2.Further, the sacraments of theNewLawwere
foreshadowed in the Old Law; thus the Apostle says (1 Cor.
10:2-4), that “all in Moses were baptized, in the cloud and in
the sea; and did all eat the same spiritual food, and all drank
the same spiritual drink.” But Confirmation was not foreshad-
owed in the old Testament. erefore it is not a sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments are ordained unto
man’s salvation. But man can be saved without Confirmation:
since children that are baptized, who die before being con-
firmed, are saved. erefore Confirmation is not a sacrament.

Objection 4. Further, by all the sacraments of theChurch,
man is conformed to Christ, Who is the Author of the sacra-
ments. But man cannot be conformed to Christ by Confirma-
tion, since we read nowhere of Christ being confirmed.

On the contrary,PopeMelchiades wrote to the bishops of
Spain: “Concerning the point on which you sought to be in-
formed, i.e. whether the imposition of the bishop’s hand were
a greater sacrament than Baptism, know that each is a great
sacrament.”

I answer that, e sacraments of the New Law are or-
dained unto special effects of grace: and therefore where there
is a special effect of grace, there we find a special sacrament or-
dained for the purpose. But since sensible and material things
bear a likeness to things spiritual and intelligible, from what
occurs in the life of the body, we can perceive that which is
special to the spiritual life. Now it is evident that in the life
of the body a certain special perfection consists in man’s at-

taining to the perfect age, and being able to perform the per-
fect actions of a man: hence the Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:11):
“When I became a man, I put away the things of a child.” And
thence it is that besides the movement of generation whereby
man receives life of the body, there is themovement of growth,
whereby man is brought to the perfect age. So therefore does
man receive spiritual life in Baptism, which is a spiritual regen-
eration: while in Confirmation man arrives at the perfect age,
as it were, of the spiritual life. Hence Pope Melchiades says:
“eHolyGhost,Who comes down on the waters of Baptism
bearing salvation in His flight, bestows at the font, the fulness
of innocence; but in Confirmation He confers an increase of
grace. In Baptismwe are born again unto life; aer Baptismwe
are strengthened.” And therefore it is evident that Confirma-
tion is a special sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. Concerning the institution of this
sacrament there are three opinions. Some (Alexander ofHales,
Summa eol. P. IV, Q. IX; St. Bonaventure, Sent. iv, D, 7)
have maintained that this sacrament was instituted neither by
Christ, nor by the apostles; but later in the course of time by
one of the councils. Others (Pierre de Tarentaise, Sent. iv, D,
7) held that it was instituted by the apostles. But this cannot
be admitted; since the institution of a new sacrament belongs
to the power of excellence, which belongs to Christ alone.

And thereforewemust say thatChrist instituted this sacra-
ment not by bestowing, but by promising it, according to Jn.
16:7: “If I go not, the Paraclete will not come to you, but if I
go, I will sendHim to you.” And this was because in this sacra-
ment the fulness of the Holy Ghost is bestowed, which was
not to be given before Christ’s Resurrection and Ascension;
according to Jn. 7:39: “As yet the Spirit was not given, because
Jesus was not yet glorified.”
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Reply to Objection 2. Confirmation is the sacrament of
the fulness of grace: wherefore there could be nothing corre-
sponding to it in theOld Law, since “the Law brought nothing
to perfection” (Heb. 7:19).

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 65, a. 4), all the
sacraments are in some way necessary for salvation: but some,
so that there is no salvation without them; some as conducing
to the perfection of salvation; and thus it is that Confirmation
is necessary for salvation: although salvation is possible with-
out it, provided it be not omitted out of contempt.

Reply to Objection 4. ose who receive Confirmation,
which is the sacrament of the fulness of grace, are conformed
to Christ, inasmuch as from the very first instant of His con-
ceptionHewas “full of grace and truth” ( Jn. 1:14).is fulness
was made known at His Baptism, when “the Holy Ghost de-
scended in a bodily shape…uponHim” (Lk. 3:22).Hence (Lk.
4:1) it is written that “Jesus being full of the Holy Ghost, re-
turned from the Jordan.” Nor was it fitting to Christ’s dignity,
that He, Who is the Author of the sacraments, should receive
the fulness of grace from a sacrament.

IIIa q. 72 a. 2Whether chrism is a fitting matter for this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that chrism is not a fittingmatter for
this sacrament. For this sacrament, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1),
was instituted by Christ when He promised His disciples the
Holy Ghost. But He sent them the Holy Ghost without their
being anointedwith chrism.Moreover, the apostles themselves
bestowed this sacrament without chrism, by the mere impo-
sition of hands: for it is written (Acts 8:17) that the apostles
“laid their hands upon” those who were baptized, “and they
received the Holy Ghost.” erefore chrism is not the matter
of this sacrament: since thematter is essential to the sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, Confirmation perfects, in a way, the
sacrament of Baptism, as stated above (q. 65, Aa. 3,4): and so
it ought to be conformed to it as perfection to the thing per-
fected. But thematter, in Baptism, is a simple element, viz. wa-
ter. erefore chrism, which is made of oil and balm, is not a
fitting matter for this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, oil is used as thematter of this sacra-
ment for the purpose of anointing. But any oil will do for
anointing: for instance, oilmade fromnuts, and fromanything
else. erefore not only olive oil should be used for this sacra-
ment.

Objection 4. Further, it has been stated above (q. 66, a. 3)
that water is used as the matter of Baptism, because it is easily
procured everywhere. But olive oil is not to be procured every-
where; andmuch less is balm.erefore chrism, which ismade
of these, is not a fitting matter for this sacrament.

On the contrary,Gregory says (Registr. iv): “Let no priest
dare to sign the baptized infants on the brow with the sacred
chrism.” erefore chrism is the matter of this sacrament.

I answer that, Chrism is the fitting matter of this sacra-
ment. For, as stated above (a. 1), in this sacrament the fulness
of the Holy Ghost is given for the spiritual strength which
belongs to the perfect age. Now when man comes to perfect
age he begins at once to have intercourse with others; whereas
until then he lives an individual life, as it were, confined to
himself. Now the grace of the Holy Ghost is signified by oil;
hence Christ is said to be “anointed with the oil of gladness”
(Ps. 44:8), by reason of His being gied with the fulness of
the Holy Ghost. Consequently oil is a suitable matter of this
sacrament. And balm is mixed with the oil, by reason of its

fragrant odor, which spreads about: hence the Apostle says (2
Cor. 2:15): “We are the good odor of Christ,” etc. And though
many other things be fragrant, yet preference is given to balm,
because it has a special odor of its own, and because it confers
incorruptibility: hence it is written (Ecclus. 24:21): “My odor
is as the purest balm.”

Reply to Objection 1. Christ, by the power which He ex-
ercises in the sacraments, bestowed on the apostles the reality
of this sacrament, i.e. the fulness of the Holy Ghost, without
the sacrament itself, because they had received “the first fruits
of the Spirit” (Rom. 8:23).Nevertheless, something of keeping
with thematter of this sacrament was displayed to the apostles
in a sensible manner when they received the Holy Ghost. For
that theHoly Ghost came down upon them in a sensible man-
ner under the form of fire, refers to the same signification as
oil: except in so far as fire has an active power, while oil has a
passive power, as being the matter and incentive of fire. And
this was quite fitting: for it was through the apostles that the
grace of the Holy Ghost was to flow forth to others. Again,
the Holy Ghost came down on the apostles in the shape of a
tongue.Which refers to the same signification as balm: except
in so far as the tongue communicates with others by speech,
but balm, by its odor. because, to wit, the apostles were filled
with the Holy Ghost, as teachers of the Faith; but the rest of
the believers, as doing that which gives edification to the faith-
ful.

In like manner, too, when the apostles imposed their
hands, and when they preached, the fulness of theHolyGhost
came downunder visible signs on the faithful, just as, at the be-
ginning,He camedownon the apostles: hence Peter said (Acts
11:15): “When Ihadbegun to speak, theHolyGhost fell upon
them, as upon us also in the beginning.” Consequently there
was no need for sacramental sensible matter, where God sent
sensible signs miraculously.

However, the apostles commonly made use of chrism in
bestowing the sacrament, when such like visible signs were
lacking. For Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iv): “ere is a certain
perfecting operation which our guides,” i.e. the apostles, “call
the sacrifice of Chrism.”

Reply to Objection 2. Baptism is bestowed that spiritual
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life may be received simply; wherefore simple matter is fitting
to it. But this sacrament is given that we may receive the ful-
ness of the Holy Ghost, Whose operations are manifold, ac-
cording to Wis. 7:22, “In her is the” Holy “Spirit…one, mani-
fold”; and 1 Cor. 12:4, “ere are diversities of graces, but the
same Spirit.” Consequently a compound matter is appropriate
to this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 3.ese properties of oil, by reason of
which it symbolizes the Holy Ghost, are to be found in olive
oil rather than in any other oil. In fact, the olive-tree itself,
through being an evergreen, signifies the refreshing and mer-

ciful operation of the Holy Ghost.
Moreover, this oil is called oil properly, and is very much

in use, wherever it is to be had. Andwhatever other liquid is so
called, derives its name from its likeness to this oil: nor are the
latter commonly used, unless it be to supply the want of olive
oil.erefore it is that this oil alone is used for this and certain
other sacraments.

Reply to Objection 4. Baptism is the sacrament of abso-
lute necessity; and so its matter should be at hand everywhere.
But it is enough that thematter of this sacrament, which is not
of such great necessity, be easily sent to all parts of the world.

IIIa q. 72 a. 3Whether it is essential to this sacrament that the chrism which is its matter be previously con-
secrated by a bishop?

Objection 1. It seems that it is not essential to this sacra-
ment, that the chrism, which is its matter, be previously conse-
crated by a bishop. For Baptism which bestows full remission
of sins is not less efficacious than this sacrament. But, though
the baptismal water receives a kind of blessing before being
used for Baptism; yet this is not essential to the sacrament:
since in a case of necessity it can be dispensed with. erefore
neither is it essential to this sacrament that the chrism should
be previously consecrated by a bishop.

Objection 2. Further, the same should not be consecrated
twice. But the sacramentalmatter is sanctified, in the very con-
ferring of the sacrament, by the form of words wherein the
sacrament is bestowed; hence Augustine says (Tract. lxxx in
Joan.): “e word is added to the element, and this becomes
a sacrament.” erefore the chrism should not be consecrated
before this sacrament is given.

Objection 3. Further, every consecration employed in the
sacraments is ordained to the bestowal of grace. But the sensi-
ble matter composed of oil and balm is not receptive of grace.
erefore it should not be consecrated.

On the contrary, Pope Innocent I says (Ep. ad Decent.):
“Priests, when baptizing,may anoint the baptizedwith chrism,
previously consecrated by a bishop: but theymust not sign the
browwith the same oil; this belongs to the bishop alone, when
he gives the Paraclete.” Now this is done in this sacrament.
erefore it is necessary for this sacrament that its matter be
previously consecrated by a bishop.

I answer that, e entire sanctification of the sacraments
is derived from Christ, as stated above (q. 64, a. 3). But it
must be observed that Christ did use certain sacraments hav-

ing a corporeal matter, viz. Baptism, and also the Eucharist.
And consequently, from Christ’s very act in using them, the
matter of these sacraments received a certain aptitude to the
perfection of the sacrament.HenceChrysostom (Chromatius,
In Matth. 3:15) says that “the waters of Baptism could never
wash away the sins of believers, had they not been sanctified by
contact with our Lord’s body.” And again, our Lord Himself
“taking bread…blessed…and in like manner the chalice” (Mat.
26:26,27; Lk. 22:19, 20). For this reason there is no need for
the matter of these sacraments to be blessed previously, since
Christ’s blessing is enough. And if any blessing be used, it be-
longs to the solemnity of the sacrament, not to its essence. But
Christ didnotmakeuse of visible anointings, so as not to slight
the invisible unction whereby He was “anointed above” His
“fellows” (Ps. 44:8). And hence both chrism, and the holy oil,
and the oil of the sick are blessed before being put to sacramen-
tal use. is suffices for the reply to the First Objection.

Reply toObjection2.Each consecration of the chrismhas
not the same object. For just as an instrument derives instru-
mental power in two ways, viz. when it receives the form of an
instrument, and when it is moved by the principal agent; so
too the sacramental matter needs a twofold sanctification, by
one of which it becomes fit matter for the sacrament, while by
the other it is applied to the production of the effect.

Reply to Objection 3. Corporeal matter is receptive of
grace, not so as to be the subject of grace, but only as the instru-
ment of grace, as explained above (q. 62, a. 3). And this sacra-
mental matter is consecrated, either by Christ, or by a bishop,
who, in the Church, impersonates Christ.

IIIa q. 72 a. 4Whether the proper form of this sacrament is: “I sign thee with the sign of the cross,” etc.?

Objection 1. It seems that the proper form of this sacra-
ment is not: “I sign thee with the sign of the cross, I confirm
theewith the chrismof salvation, in the nameof the Father and
of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.” For the use of the
sacraments is derived from Christ and the apostles. But nei-

ther did Christ institute this form, nor do we read of the apos-
tles making use of it.erefore it is not the proper form of this
sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, just as the sacrament is the same ev-
erywhere, so should the form be the same: because everything
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has unity, just as it has being, from its form. But this form is
not used by all: for some say: “I confirm thee with the chrism
of sanctification.” erefore the above is not the proper form
of this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament should be con-
formed to Baptism, as the perfect to the thing perfected, as
stated above (a. 2, obj. 2). But in the form of Baptism no men-
tion is made of signing the character; nor again of the cross
of Christ, though in Baptism man dies with Christ, as the
Apostle says (Rom. 6:3-8); nor of the effect which is salvation,
though Baptism is necessary for salvation. Again, in the bap-
tismal form, only one action is included; and the person of the
baptizer is expressed in the words: “I baptize thee, whereas the
contrary is to be observed in the above form.” erefore this is
not the proper form of this sacrament.

On the contrary, Is the authority of the Church, who al-
ways uses this form.

I answer that, e above form is appropriate to this sacra-
ment. For just as the form of a natural thing gives it its species,
so a sacramental form should contain whatever belongs to the
species of the sacrament.Now as is evident fromwhat has been
already said (Aa. 1,2), in this sacrament the Holy Ghost is
given for strength in the spiritual combat. Wherefore in this
sacrament three things are necessary; and they are contained in
the above form.efirst of these is the cause conferring fulness
of spiritual strengthwhich cause is theBlessedTrinity: and this
is expressed in the words, “In the name of the Father,” etc. e
second is the spiritual strength itself bestowed on man unto
salvation by the sacrament of visiblematter; and this is referred
to in the words, “I confirm thee with the chrism of salvation.”
e third is the sign which is given to the combatant, as in a
bodily combat: thus are soldiers marked with the sign of their
leaders.And to this refer thewords, “I sign theewith the signof
the cross,” in which sign, to wit, our King triumphed (cf. Col.
2:15).

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 2, ad 1), some-
times the effect of this sacrament, i.e. the fulness of the Holy
Ghost, was given through the ministry of the apostles, under
certain visible signs, wrought miraculously by God, Who can
bestow the sacramental effect, independently of the sacrament.

In these cases there was no need for either the matter or the
form of this sacrament. On the other hand, sometimes they
bestowed this sacrament as ministers of the sacraments. And
then, they used both matter and form according to Christ’s
command. For the apostles, in conferring the sacraments, ob-
servedmany thingswhich are not handeddown in those Scrip-
tures that are in general use. Hence Dionysius says at the end
of his treatise on the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy (chap. vii): “It is
not allowed to explain in writing the prayers which are used in
the sacraments, and to publish their mystical meaning, or the
power which, coming from God, gives them their efficacy; we
learn these things by holy tradition without any display,”* i.e.
secretly. Hence the Apostle, speaking of the celebration of the
Eucharist, writes (1 Cor. 11:34): “e rest I will set in order,
when I come.”

Reply to Objection 2. Holiness is the cause of salvation.
erefore it comes to the same whether we say “chrism of sal-
vation” or “of sanctification.”

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism is the regeneration unto
the spiritual life, whereby man lives in himself. And therefore
in the baptismal form that action alone is expressed which
refers to the man to be sanctified. But this sacrament is or-
dained not only to the sanctification of man in himself, but
also to strengthen him in his outward combat. Consequently
not only is mention made of interior sanctification, in the
words, “I confirm thee with the chrism of salvation”: but fur-
thermoreman is signed outwardly, as it were with the standard
of the cross, unto the outward spiritual combat; and this is sig-
nified by the words, “I sign thee with the sign of the cross.”

But in the very word “baptize,” which signifies “to cleanse,”
we can understand both the matter, which is the cleansing wa-
ter, and the effect, which is salvation. Whereas these are not
understood by theword “confirm”; and consequently they had
to be expressed.

Again, it has been said above (q. 66, a. 5, ad 1) that the pro-
noun “I” is not necessary to the Baptismal form, because it is
included in the first person of the verb. It is, however, included
in order to express the intention. But this does not seem sonec-
essary in Confirmation, which is conferred only by a minister
of excellence, as we shall state later on (a. 11).

IIIa q. 72 a. 5Whether the sacrament of Confirmation imprints a character?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacrament of Confirmation
does not imprint a character. For a character means a distinc-
tive sign. But a man is not distinguished from unbelievers by
the sacrament of Confirmation, for this is the effect of Bap-
tism; nor from the rest of the faithful, because this sacrament
is ordained to the spiritual combat, which is enjoined to all the
faithful. erefore a character is not imprinted in this sacra-
ment.

Objection 2. Further, it was stated above (q. 63, a. 2) that

a character is a spiritual power. Now a power must be either
active or passive. But the active power in the sacraments is con-
ferred by the sacrament of order: while the passive or receptive
power is conferred by the sacrament of Baptism. erefore no
character is imprinted by the sacrament of Confirmation.

Objection 3. Further, in circumcision, which is a charac-
ter of the body, no spiritual character is imprinted. But in this
sacrament a character is imprinted on the body, when the sign
of the cross is signed with chrism on man’s brow. erefore a

* epassage quoted in the text of the Summa differs slightly from the above,
which is translated directly from the works of Dionysius.
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spiritual character is not imprinted by this sacrament.
On the contrary, A character is imprinted in every sacra-

ment that is not repeated. But this sacrament is not repeated:
for Gregory II says (Ep. iv ad Bonifac.): “As to the man who
was confirmed a second time by a bishop, such a repetition
must be forbidden.”erefore a character is imprinted inCon-
firmation.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 63, a. 2), a character is
a spiritual power ordained to certain sacred actions. Now it
has been said above (a. 1; q. 65, a. 1) that, just as Baptism is
a spiritual regeneration unto Christian life, so also is Confir-
mation a certain spiritual growth bringingman to perfect spir-
itual age. But it is evident, from a comparison with the life of
the body, that the action which is proper to man immediately
aer birth, is different from the action which is proper to him
when he has come to perfect age. And therefore by the sacra-
ment of Confirmation man is given a spiritual power in re-
spect of sacred actions other than those in respect of which he
receives power in Baptism. For in Baptism he receives power
to do those things which pertain to his own salvation, foras-
much as he lives to himself: whereas in Confirmation he re-
ceives power to do those things which pertain to the spiritual
combat with the enemies of the Faith.is is evident from the
example of the apostles, who, before they received the fulness
of the Holy Ghost, were in the “upper room…persevering…in
prayer” (Acts 1:13,14); whereas aerwards they went out and
feared not to confess their faith in public, even in the face of

the enemies of the Christian Faith. And therefore it is evident
that a character is imprinted in the sacrament of Confirma-
tion.

Reply to Objection 1. All have to wage the spiritual com-
bat with our invisible enemies. But to fight against visible foes,
viz. against the persecutors of the Faith, by confessing Christ’s
name, belongs to the confirmed, who have already come spir-
itually to the age of virility, according to 1 Jn. 2:14: “I write
unto you, young men, because you are strong, and the word of
God abideth in you, and you have overcome the wicked one.”
And therefore the character of Confirmation is a distinctive
sign, not betweenunbelievers andbelievers, but between those
who are grown up spiritually and those of whom it is written:
“As new-born babes” (1 Pet. 2:2).

Reply toObjection2.All the sacraments are protestations
of faith.erefore just as hewho is baptized receives the power
of testifying to his faith by receiving the other sacraments; so
he who is confirmed receives the power of publicly confessing
his faith by words, as it were “ex officio.”

Reply to Objection 3. e sacraments of the Old Law are
called “justice of the flesh” (Heb. 9:10) because, to wit, they
wrought nothing inwardly. Consequently in circumcision a
character was imprinted in the body only, but not in the soul.
But in Confirmation, since it is a sacrament of the New Law, a
spiritual character is imprinted at the same time, together with
the bodily character.

IIIa q. 72 a. 6Whether the character of Confirmation presupposes of necessity, the baptismal character?

Objection 1. It seems that the character of Confirmation
does not presuppose, of necessity, the baptismal character. For
the sacrament of Confirmation is ordained to the public con-
fession of the Faith of Christ. But many, even before Baptism,
have publicly confessed the Faith of Christ by shedding their
blood for the Faith. erefore the character of Confirmation
does not presuppose the baptismal character.

Objection 2. Further, it is not related of the apostles that
they were baptized; especially, since it is written ( Jn. 4:2) that
Christ “Himself did not baptize, but His disciples.” Yet aer-
wards they were confirmed by the coming of the Holy Ghost.
erefore, in like manner, others can be confirmed before be-
ing baptized.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Acts 10:44-48) that
“while Peter was yet speaking…theHolyGhost fell on all them
that heard the word…and [Vulg.: ‘for’] they heard them speak-
ing with tongues”: and aerwards “he commanded them to
be baptized.” erefore others with equal reason can be con-
firmed before being baptized.

On the contrary, Rabanus says (De Instit. Cleric. i):
“Lastly the Paraclete is given to the baptized by the imposi-
tion of the high priest’s hands, in order that the baptized may
be strengthened by the Holy Ghost so as to publish his faith.”

I answer that,e character of Confirmation, of necessity
supposes the baptismal character: so that, in effect, if one who
is not baptized were to be confirmed, he would receive noth-
ing, but would have to be confirmed again aer receiving Bap-
tism. e reason of this is that, Confirmation is to Baptism as
growth to birth, as is evident from what has been said above
(a. 1; q. 65, a. 1). Now it is clear that no one can be brought
to perfect age unless he be first born: and in like manner, un-
less a man be first baptized, he cannot receive the sacrament of
Confirmation.

Reply to Objection 1. e Divine power is not confined
to the sacraments. Hence man can receive spiritual strength
to confess the Faith of Christ publicly, without receiving the
sacrament of Confirmation: just as he can also receive remis-
sion of sinswithoutBaptism.Yet, just as none receive the effect
of Baptism without the desire of Baptism; so none receive the
effect of Confirmation, without the desire of Confirmation.
And man can have this even before receiving Baptism.

Reply toObjection 2.AsAugustine says (Ep. cclxv), from
ourLord’swords, “ ‘He that iswashed, needethnot but towash
his feet’ ( Jn. 13:10),we gather thatPeter andChrist’s other dis-
ciples had been baptized, either with John’s Baptism, as some
think; or withChrist’s, which is more credible. ForHe did not
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refuse to administer Baptism, so as to have servants by whom
to baptize others.”

Reply to Objection 3. ose who heard the preaching of
Peter received the effect of Confirmation miraculously: but
not the sacrament ofConfirmation.Now it has been stated (ad

1) that the effect ofConfirmation can be bestowed onman be-
fore Baptism, whereas the sacrament cannot. For just as the ef-
fect of Confirmation, which is spiritual strength, presupposes
the effect of Baptism, which is justification, so the sacrament
of Confirmation presupposes the sacrament of Baptism.

IIIa q. 72 a. 7Whether sanctifying grace is bestowed in this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that sanctifying grace is not be-
stowed in this sacrament. For sanctifying grace is ordained
against sin. But this sacrament, as stated above (a. 6) is given
only to the baptized, who are cleansed from sin. erefore
sanctifying grace is not bestowed in this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, sinners especially need sanctifying
grace, by which alone can they be justified. If, therefore, sanc-
tifying grace is bestowed in this sacrament, it seems that it
should be given to those who are in sin. And yet this is not
true.

Objection 3. Further, there can only be one species of
sanctifying grace, since it is ordained to one effect. But two
forms of the same species cannot be in the same subject. Since,
therefore, man receives sanctifying grace in Baptism, it seems
that sanctifying grace is not bestowed in Confirmation, which
is given to none but the baptized.

On the contrary,PopeMelchiades says (Ep. ad Episc.His-
pan.): “e Holy Ghost bestows at the font the fulness of in-
nocence; but inConfirmationHe confers an increase of grace.”

I answer that, In this sacrament, as stated above (Aa. 1,4),
theHolyGhost is given to the baptized for strength: just asHe
was given to the apostles on the day of Pentecost, as we read in
Acts 2; and just as He was given to the baptized by the imposi-
tion of the apostles’ hands, as related in Acts 8:17. Now it has
been proved in the Ia, q. 43, a. 3 that the Holy Ghost is not
sent or given except with sanctifying grace. Consequently it is
evident that sanctifying grace is bestowed in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. Sanctifying grace does indeed take
away sin; but it has other effects also, because it suffices to carry
man through every step as far as eternal life. Hence to Paul was

it said (2 Cor. 12:9): “My grace is sufficient for thee”: and he
says of himself (1Cor. 15:10): “By the grace ofGod I amwhat I
am.”erefore sanctifying grace is givennot only for the remis-
sion of sin, but also for growth and stability in righteousness.
And thus is it bestowed in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. Further, as appears from its very
name, this sacrament is given in order “to confirm” what it
finds already there. And consequently it should not be given to
those who are not in a state of grace. For this reason, just as it is
not given to theunbaptized, soneither should it be given to the
adult sinners, except they be restored by Penance. Wherefore
was it decreed in the Council of Orleans (Can. iii) that “men
should come to Confirmation fasting; and should be admon-
ished to confess their sins first, so that being cleansed theymay
be able to receive the gi of the Holy Ghost.” And then this
sacrament perfects the effects of Penance, as of Baptism: be-
cause by the grace which he has received in this sacrament, the
penitentwill obtain fuller remission of his sin.And if any adult
approach, being in a state of sin of which he is not conscious or
for which he is not perfectly contrite, he will receive the remis-
sion of his sins through the grace bestowed in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 62, a. 2), the
sacramental grace adds to the sanctifying grace taken in its
wide sense, something that produces a special effect, and to
which the sacrament is ordained. If, then, we consider, in its
wide sense, the grace bestowed in this sacrament, it does not
differ from that bestowed in Baptism, but increases what was
already there. On the other hand, if we consider it as to that
which is added over and above, then one differs in species from
the other.

IIIa q. 72 a. 8Whether this sacrament should be given to all?

Objection 1. It seems that this sacrament should not be
given to all. For this sacrament is given in order to confer a
certain excellence, as stated above (a. 11, ad 2). But all are
not suited for that which belongs to excellence. erefore this
sacrament should not be given to all.

Objection 2. Further, by this sacrament man advances
spiritually to perfect age. But perfect age is inconsistent with
childhood.erefore at least it shouldnotbe given to children.

Objection 3. Further, as Pope Melchiades says (Ep. ad
Episc. Hispan.) “aer Baptism we are strengthened for the
combat.” But women are incompetent to combat, by reason of
the frailty of their sex.erefore neither shouldwomen receive

this sacrament.
Objection 4. Further, Pope Melchiades says (Ep. ad Episc.

Hispan.): “Although the benefit of Regeneration suffices for
those who are on the point of death, yet the graces of Con-
firmation are necessary for those who are to conquer. Confir-
mation arms and strengthens those to whom the struggles and
combats of this world are reserved. And he who comes to die,
having kept unsullied the innocence he acquired in Baptism, is
confirmed by death; for aer death he can sin nomore.”ere-
fore this sacrament shouldnot be given to thosewho are on the
point of death: and so it should not be given to all.

On the contrary, It is written (Acts 2:2) that the Holy
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Ghost in coming, “filled the whole house,” whereby the
Church is signified; and aerwards it is added that “they were
all filledwith theHolyGhost.” But this sacrament is given that
we may receive that fulness. erefore it should be given to all
who belong to the Church.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), man is spiritually ad-
vanced by this sacrament to perfect age. Now the intention
of nature is that everyone born corporally, should come to
perfect age: yet this is sometimes hindered by reason of the
corruptibility of the body, which is forestalled by death. But
much more is it God’s intention to bring all things to perfec-
tion, since nature shares in this intention inasmuch as it re-
flects Him: hence it is written (Dt. 32:4): “e works of God
are perfect.” Now the soul, to which spiritual birth and perfect
spiritual age belong, is immortal; and just as it can in old age at-
tain to spiritual birth, so can it attain to perfect (spiritual) age
in youth or childhood; because the various ages of the body do
not affect the soul. erefore this sacrament should be given
to all.

Reply to Objection 1. is sacrament is given in order to
confer a certain excellence, not indeed, like the sacrament of
order, of one man over another, but of man in regard to him-
self: thus the same man, when arrived at maturity, excels him-
self as he was when a boy.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated above, the age of the body
does not affect the soul. Consequently even in childhoodman
can attain to the perfection of spiritual age, of which it is writ-
ten (Wis. 4:8): “Venerable old age is not that of long time, nor
counted by the number of years.” And hence it is that many
children, by reason of the strength of the Holy Ghost which

they had received, fought bravely for Christ even to the shed-
ding of their blood.

Reply to Objection 3. As Chrysostom says (Hom. i De
Machab.), “in earthly contests fitness of age, physique and rank
are required; and consequently slaves, women, old men, and
boys are debarred from taking part therein. But in the heavenly
combats, the Stadium is open equally to all, to every age, and to
either sex.” Again, he says (Hom. de Militia Spirit.): “In God’s
eyes even women fight, for many a woman has waged the spir-
itual warfare with the courage of a man. For some have rivaled
men in the courage withwhich they have sufferedmartyrdom;
and some indeed have shown themselves stronger than men.”
erefore this sacrament should be given to women.

Reply to Objection 4. As we have already observed, the
soul, to which spiritual age belongs, is immortal. Wherefore
this sacrament should be given to those on the point of death,
that they may be seen to be perfect at the resurrection, ac-
cording to Eph. 4:13: “Until we all meet into the unity of
faith…unto the measure of the age of the fulness of Christ.”
And hence Hugh of St. Victor says (De Sacram. ii), “It would
be altogether hazardous, if anyone happened to go forth from
this life without being confirmed”: not that such a one would
be lost, except perhaps through contempt; but that this would
be detrimental to his perfection. And therefore even children
dying aer Confirmation obtain greater glory, just as here be-
low they receive more grace. e passage quoted is to be taken
in the sense that,with regard to the dangers of the present com-
bat, thosewho are on the point of death do not need this sacra-
ment.

IIIa q. 72 a. 9Whether this sacrament should be given to man on the forehead?

Objection 1. It seems that this sacrament should not be
given toman on the forehead. For this sacrament perfects Bap-
tism, as stated above (q. 65,Aa. 3,4). But the sacrament of Bap-
tism is given to man over his whole body. erefore this sacra-
ment should not be given on the forehead only.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is given for spiritual
strength, as stated above (Aa. 1,2,4). But spiritual strength
is situated principally in the heart. erefore this sacrament
should be given over the heart rather than on the forehead.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is given to man that
hemay freely confess the faith of Christ. But “with themouth,
confession is made unto salvation,” according to Rom. 10:10.
erefore this sacrament should be given about the mouth
rather than on the forehead.

On the contrary, Rabanus says (De Instit. Cleric. i): “e
baptized is signed by the priest with chrism on the top of the
head, but by the bishop on the forehead.”

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,4), in this sacrament
man receives theHolyGhost for strength in the spiritual com-
bat, that hemay bravely confess the Faith ofChrist even in face

of the enemies of that Faith. Wherefore he is fittingly signed
with the sign of the cross on the forehead, with chrism, for two
reasons. First, because he is signed with the sign of the cross, as
a soldier with the sign of his leader, which should be evident
andmanifest. Now, the forehead, which is hardly ever covered,
is the most conspicuous part of the human body. Wherefore
the confirmed is anointedwith chrismon the forehead, that he
may show publicly that he is a Christian: thus too the apostles
aer receiving the Holy Ghost showed themselves in public,
whereas before they remained hidden in the upper room.

Secondly, because man is hindered from freely confessing
Christ’s name, by two things—by fear and by shame. Now
both these things betray themselves principally on the fore-
head on account of the proximity of the imagination, and be-
cause the (vital) spirits mount directly from the heart to the
forehead: hence “thosewho are ashamed, blush, and thosewho
are afraid, pale” (Ethic. iv). And therefore man is signed with
chrism, that neither fear nor shamemay hinder him from con-
fessing the name of Christ.

Reply toObjection 1.By baptismwe are regenerated unto
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spiritual life, which belongs to the whole man. But in Confir-
mation we are strengthened for the combat; the sign of which
should be borne on the forehead, as in a conspicuous place.

Reply to Objection 2. e principle of fortitude is in the
heart, but its sign appears on the forehead: wherefore it is writ-
ten (Ezech. 3:8): “Behold I have made…thy forehead harder
than their foreheads.” Hence the sacrament of the Eucharist,
whereby man is confirmed in himself, belongs to the heart,
according to Ps. 103:15: “at bread may strengthen man’s

heart.” But the sacrament of Confirmation is required as a sign
of fortitude against others; and for this reason it is given on the
forehead.

Reply toObjection 3.is sacrament is given that wemay
confess freely: but not that we may confess simply, for this is
also the effect of Baptism.And therefore it should not be given
on the mouth, but on the forehead, where appear the signs of
those passions which hinder free confession.

IIIa q. 72 a. 10Whether he who is confirmed needs one to stand* for him?

Objection 1. It seems that he who is confirmed needs no
one to stand for him. For this sacrament is given not only to
children but also to adults. But adults can stand for themselves.
erefore it is absurd that someone else should stand for them.

Objection 2. Further, he that belongs already to the
Church, has free access to the prince of the Church, i.e. the
bishop. But this sacrament, as stated above (a. 6), is given only
to one that is baptized,who is already amember of theChurch.
erefore it seems that he should not be brought by another to
the bishop in order to receive this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is given for spiritual
strength, which hasmore vigor inmen than inwomen, accord-
ing to Prov. 31:10: “Who shall find a valiant woman?” ere-
fore at least a woman should not stand for a man in confirma-
tion.

On the contrary, Are the following words of Pope Inno-
cent, which are to be found in the Decretals (XXX, q. 4): “If
anyone raise the children of another’smarriage from the sacred
font, or stand for them in Confirmation,” etc. erefore, just
as someone is required as sponsor of one who is baptized, so is
someone required to stand for him who is to be confirmed .

I answer that, As stated above (Aa. 1,4,9), this sacrament
is given to man for strength in the spiritual combat. Now, just
as one newly born requires someone to teach him things per-
taining to ordinary conduct, according toHeb. 12:9: “Wehave

had fathers of our flesh, for instructors, and we obeyed [Vulg.:
‘reverenced’]” them; so they who are chosen for the fight need
instructors by whom they are informed of things concerning
the conduct of the battle, and hence in earthly wars, generals
and captains are appointed to the command of the others. For
this reasonhe alsowho receives this sacrament, has someone to
stand for him, who, as it were, has to instruct him concerning
the fight.

Likewise, since this sacrament bestows on man the perfec-
tion of spiritual age, as stated above (Aa. 2,5), therefore hewho
approaches this sacrament is upheld by another, as being spir-
itually a weakling and a child.

Reply to Objection 1. Although he who is confirmed, be
adult in body, nevertheless he is not yet spiritually adult.

Reply toObjection 2.ough he who is baptized is made
a member of the Church, nevertheless he is not yet enrolled as
a Christian soldier. And therefore he is brought to the bishop,
as to the commander of the army, by one who is already en-
rolled as a Christian soldier. For one who is not yet confirmed
should not stand for another in Confirmation.

Reply to Objection 3. According to Col. 3 (Gal. 3:28),*
“in Christ Jesus there is neither male nor female.” Conse-
quently it matters not whether a man or a woman stand for
one who is to be confirmed.

IIIa q. 72 a. 11Whether only a bishop can confer this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that not only a bishop can confer
this sacrament. ForGregory (Regist. iv), writing toBishop Jan-
uarius, says: “We hear that some were scandalized because we
forbade priests to anoint with chrism those who have been
baptized. Yet in doing this we followed the ancient custom of
our Church: but if this trouble some so very much we permit
priests, where no bishop is to be had, to anoint the baptized
on the foreheadwith chrism.” But that which is essential to the
sacraments should not be changed for the purpose of avoiding
scandal. erefore it seems that it is not essential to this sacra-
ment that it be conferred by a bishop.

Objection 2. Further, the sacrament of Baptism seems to

bemore efficacious than the sacrament of Confirmation: since
it bestows full remission of sins, both as to guilt and as to pun-
ishment, whereas this sacrament does not. But a simple priest,
in virtue of his office, can give the sacrament of Baptism: and
in a case of necessity anyone, even without orders, can baptize.
erefore it is not essential to this sacrament that it be con-
ferred by a bishop.

Objection 3. Further, the top of the head, where accord-
ing to medical men the reason is situated (i.e. the “particular
reason,” which is called the “cogitative faculty”), is more noble
than the forehead, which is the site of the imagination. But a
simple priest can anoint the baptized with chrism on the top

* Literally, “to hold him”. * See note on Ia, q. 93, a. 6.
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of the head. erefore much more can he anoint them with
chrism on the forehead, which belongs to this sacrament.

On the contrary, Pope Eusebius (Ep. iii ad Ep. Tusc.) says:
“e sacramentof the impositionof thehand shouldbeheld in
great veneration, and can be given by none but the high priests.
Nor is it related or known to have been conf erred in apostolic
times by others than the apostles themselves; nor can it ever
be either licitly or validly performed by others than those who
stand in their place. And if anyone presume to do otherwise,
it must be considered null and void; nor will such a thing ever
be counted among the sacraments of theChurch.”erefore it
is essential to this sacrament, which is called “the sacrament of
the imposition of the hand,” that it be given by a bishop.

I answer that, In every work the final completion is re-
served to the supreme act or power; thus the preparation of
thematter belongs to the lower crasmen, the higher gives the
form, but the highest of all is he to whom pertains the use,
which is the end of things made by art; thus also the letter
which is written by the clerk, is signed by his employer. Now
the faithful of Christ are a Divine work, according to 1 Cor.
3:9: “You are God’s building”; and they are also “an epistle,”
as it were, “written with the Spirit of God,” according to 2
Cor. 3:2,3. And this sacrament of Confirmation is, as it were,
the final completion of the sacrament of Baptism; in the sense
that by Baptism man is built up into a spiritual dwelling, and
is written like a spiritual letter; whereas by the sacrament of
Confirmation, like a house already built, he is consecrated as
a temple of the Holy Ghost, and as a letter already written,
is signed with the sign of the cross. erefore the conferring
of this sacrament is reserved to bishops, who possess supreme

power in the Church: just as in the primitive Church, the ful-
ness of the Holy Ghost was given by the apostles, in whose
place the bishops stand (Acts 8). Hence Pope Urban I says:
“All the faithful should. aer Baptism, receive the Holy Ghost
by the imposition of the bishop’s hand, that they may become
perfect Christians.”

Reply to Objection 1. e Pope has the plenitude of
power in the Church, in virtue of which he can commit to
certain lower orders things that belong to the higher orders:
thus he allows priests to confer minor orders, which belong to
the episcopal power. And in virtue of this fulness of power the
Pope, Blessed Gregory, allowed simple priests to confer this
sacrament, so long as the scandal was ended.

Reply to Objection 2. e sacrament of Baptism is more
efficacious than this sacrament as to the removal of evil, since
it is a spiritual birth, that consists in change from non-being
to being. But this sacrament is more efficacious for progress in
good; since it is a spiritual growth from imperfect being to per-
fect being. And hence this sacrament is committed to a more
worthy minister.

Reply to Objection 3. As Rabanus says (De Instit. Cleric.
i), “the baptized is signed by the priest with chrism on the top
of the head, but by the bishop on the forehead; that the former
unctionmay symbolize the descent of theHolyGhost on hint,
in order to consecrate a dwelling to God: and that the second
also may teach us that the sevenfold grace of the same Holy
Ghost descends onmanwith all fulness of sanctity, knowledge
and virtue.” Hence this unction is reserved to bishops, not on
account of its being applied to amore worthy part of the body,
but by reason of its having a more powerful effect.

IIIa q. 72 a. 12Whether the rite of this sacrament is appropriate?

Objection 1. It seems that the rite of this sacrament is not
appropriate. For the sacrament of Baptism is of greater neces-
sity than this, as stated above (a. 2, ad 4; q. 65, Aa. 3,4). But
certain seasons are fixed for Baptism, viz. Easter and Pentecost.
erefore some fixed time of the year should be chosen for this
sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, just as this sacrament requires de-
votion both in the giver and in the receiver, so also does the
sacrament of Baptism. But in the sacrament of Baptism it is
not necessary that it should be received or given fasting.ere-
fore it seems unfitting for the Council of Orleans to declare
that “thosewho come toConfirmation should be fasting”; and
the Council of Meaux, “that bishops should not give the Holy
Ghost with imposition of the hand except they be fasting.”

Objection 3. Further, chrism is a sign of the fulness of the
Holy Ghost, as stated above (a. 2). But the fulness of the Holy
Ghost was given to Christ’s faithful on the day of Pentecost,
as related in Acts 2:1. erefore the chrism should be mixed
and blessed on the day of Pentecost rather than on Maundy
ursday.

Onthe contrary, Is the use of theChurch,who is governed
by the Holy Ghost.

I answer that, Our Lord promised His faithful (Mat.
18:20) saying: “Where there are twoor three gathered together
inMyname, there amI in themidst of them.”And thereforewe
must hold firmly that the Church’s ordinations are directed by
the wisdom of Christ. And for this reason we must look upon
it as certain that the rite observed by the Church, in this and
the other sacraments, is appropriate.

Reply to Objection 1. As Pope Melchiades says (Ep. ad
Epis. Hispan.), “these two sacraments,” viz. Baptism and Con-
firmation, “are so closely connected that they can nowise be
separated save by death intervening, nor can one be duly cele-
brated without the other.” Consequently the same seasons are
fixed for the solemn celebration of Baptism and of this sacra-
ment. But since this sacrament is given only by bishops, who
are not always present where priests are baptizing, it was nec-
essary, as regards the common use, to defer the sacrament of
Confirmation to other seasons also.

Reply to Objection 2. e sick and those in danger of
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death are exempt from this prohibition, as we read in the de-
cree of theCouncil ofMeaux.And therefore, on account of the
multitude of the faithful, and on account of imminent dan-
gers, it is allowed for this sacrament, which can be given by
none but a bishop, to be given or received even by those who
are not fasting: since one bishop, especially in a large diocese,
would not suffice to confirm all, if he were confined to certain
times. But where it can be done conveniently, it is more be-
coming that both giver and receiver should be fasting.

Reply toObjection 3. According to the acts of the Coun-

cil of Pope Martin, “it was lawful at all times to prepare the
chrism.” But since solemn Baptism, for which chrism has to be
used, is celebrated on Easter Eve, it was rightly decreed, that
chrism should be consecrated by the bishop two days before-
hand, that it may be sent to the various parts of the diocese.
Moreover, this day is sufficiently appropriate to the blessing
of sacramental matter, since thereon was the Eucharist insti-
tuted, to which, in a certain way, all the other sacraments are
ordained, as stated above (q. 65, a. 3).
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T P, Q 73
Of the Sacrament of the Eucharist

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the sacrament of the Eucharist; and first of all we treat of the sacrament itself; secondly, of its
matter; thirdly, of its form; fourthly, of its effects; fihly, of the recipients of this sacrament; sixthly, of the minister; seventhly,
of the rite.

Under the first heading there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the Eucharist is a sacrament?
(2) Whether it is one or several sacraments?
(3) Whether it is necessary for salvation?
(4) Its names;
(5) Its institution;
(6) Its figures.

IIIa q. 73 a. 1Whether the Eucharist is a sacrament?

Objection1. It seems that theEucharist is not a sacrament.
For two sacraments ought not to be ordained for the same
end, because every sacrament is efficacious in producing its ef-
fect.erefore, since bothConfirmation and the Eucharist are
ordained for perfection, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iv), it
seems that the Eucharist is not a sacrament, since Confirma-
tion is one, as stated above (q. 65, a. 1; q. 72, a. 1).

Objection 2. Further, in every sacrament of the New Law,
that which comes visibly under our senses causes the invisi-
ble effect of the sacrament, just as cleansing with water causes
the baptismal character and spiritual cleansing, as stated above
(q. 63, a. 6; q. 66, Aa. 1,3,7). But the species of bread andwine,
which are the objects of our senses in this sacrament, neither
produce Christ’s true body, which is both reality and sacra-
ment, nor His mystical body, which is the reality only in the
Eucharist. erefore, it seems that the Eucharist is not a sacra-
ment of the New Law.

Objection 3. Further, sacraments of the New Law, as hav-
ing matter, are perfected by the use of the matter, as Baptism
is by ablution, and Confirmation by signing with chrism. If,
then, the Eucharist be a sacrament, it would be perfected by
the use of the matter, and not by its consecration. But this is
manifestly false, because the words spoken in the consecration
of the matter are the form of this sacrament, as will be shown
later on (q. 78, a. 1).erefore theEucharist is not a sacrament.

On the contrary, It is said in the Collect*: “May this y
Sacrament not make us deserving of punishment.”

I answer that, e Church’s sacraments are ordained for
helping man in the spiritual life. But the spiritual life is anal-
ogous to the corporeal, since corporeal things bear a resem-
blance to spiritual. Now it is clear that just as generation is re-
quired for corporeal life, since thereby man receives life; and
growth, whereby man is brought to maturity: so likewise food
is required for the preservation of life. Consequently, just as

for the spiritual life there had to be Baptism, which is spiri-
tual generation; and Confirmation, which is spiritual growth:
so there needed to be the sacrament of the Eucharist, which is
spiritual food.

Reply to Objection 1. Perfection is twofold. e first lies
within man himself; and he attains it by growth: such per-
fection belongs to Confirmation. e other is the perfection
which comes toman from the addition of food, or clothing, or
something of the kind; and such is the perfection befitting the
Eucharist, which is the spiritual refreshment.

Reply to Objection 2. e water of Baptism does not
cause any spiritual effect by reason of the water, but by rea-
son of the power of theHoly Ghost, which power is in the wa-
ter. Hence on Jn. 5:4, “An angel of the Lord at certain times,”
etc., Chrysostom observes: “e water does not act simply as
such upon the baptized, but when it receives the grace of the
HolyGhost, then it looses all sins.” But the true body ofChrist.
bears the same relation to the species of the bread and wine, as
the power of the Holy Ghost does to the water of Baptism:
hence the species of the bread and wine produce no effect ex-
cept from the virtue of Christ’s true body.

Reply toObjection 3.A sacrament is so termed because it
contains something sacred. Now a thing can be styled sacred
from two causes; either absolutely, or in relation to something
else. e difference between the Eucharist and other sacra-
ments having sensiblematter is thatwhereas theEucharist con-
tains something which is sacred absolutely, namely, Christ’s
own body; the baptismal water contains something which is
sacred in relation to something else, namely, the sanctifying
power: and the same holds good of chrism and such like. Con-
sequently, the sacrament of the Eucharist is completed in the
very consecration of the matter, whereas the other sacraments
are completed in the application of the matter for the sanc-
tifying of the individual. And from this follows another dif-

* Postcommunion “pro vivis et defunctis”.
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ference. For, in the sacrament of the Eucharist, what is both
reality and sacrament is in the matter itself. but what is reality
only, namely, the grace bestowed, is in the recipient;whereas in
Baptism both are in the recipient, namely, the character, which

is both reality and sacrament, and the grace of pardon of sins,
which is reality only. And the same holds good of the other
sacraments.

IIIa q. 73 a. 2Whether the Eucharist is one sacrament or several?

Objection 1. It seems that the Eucharist is not one sacra-
ment but several, because it is said in the Collect*: “May the
sacraments which we have received purify us, O Lord”: and
this is said on account of our receiving the Eucharist. Conse-
quently the Eucharist is not one sacrament but several.

Objection 2. Further, it is impossible for genera to bemul-
tiplied without the species beingmultiplied: thus it is impossi-
ble for oneman to bemany animals. But, as stated above (q. 60,
a. 1), sign is the genus of sacrament. Since, then, there aremore
signs than one, to wit, bread and wine, it seems to follow that
here must be more sacraments than one.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is perfected in the
consecration of the matter, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3). But
in this sacrament there is a double consecration of the matter.
erefore, it is a twofold sacrament.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 10:17): “For
we, beingmany, are one bread, one body, all that partake of one
bread”: from which it is clear that the Eucharist is the sacra-
ment of the Church’s unity. But a sacrament bears the like-
ness of the reality whereof it is the sacrament. erefore the
Eucharist is one sacrament.

I answer that, As stated in Metaph. v, a thing is said to be
one, not only from being indivisible, or continuous, but also
when it is complete; thus we speak of one house, and oneman.

A thing is one in perfection, when it is complete through the
presenceof all that is needed for its end; as aman is complete by
having all the members required for the operation of his soul,
and ahouse byhaving all the parts needful for dwelling therein.
And so this sacrament is said to be one. Because it is ordained
for spiritual refreshment, which is conformed to corporeal re-
freshment.Now there are two things required for corporeal re-
freshment, namely, food, which is dry sustenance, and drink,
which is wet sustenance. Consequently, two things concur for
the integrity of this sacrament, to wit, spiritual food and spir-
itual drink, according to John: “My flesh is meat indeed, and
My blood is drink indeed.” erefore, this sacrament is mate-
rially many, but formally and perfectively one.

Reply to Objection 1. e same Collect at first employs
the plural: “May the sacraments whichwe have received purify
us”; and aerwards the singular number: “May this sacrament
of ine not make us worthy of punishment”: so as to show
that this sacrament is in a measure several, yet simply one.

Reply to Objection 2. e bread and wine are materially
several signs, yet formally and perfectively one, inasmuch as
one refreshment is prepared therefrom.

Reply to Objection 3. From the double consecration of
the matter no more can be gathered than that the sacrament is
several materially, as stated above.

IIIa q. 73 a. 3Whether the Eucharist is necessary for salvation?

Objection 1. It seems that this sacrament is necessary for
salvation. For our Lord said ( Jn. 6:54): “Except you eat the
flesh of the Son of Man, and drink His blood, you shall not
have life in you.” But Christ’s flesh is eaten and His blood
drunk in this sacrament. erefore, without this sacrament
man cannot have the health of spiritual life.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is a kind of spiritual
food. But bodily food is requisite for bodily health. erefore,
also is this sacrament, for spiritual health.

Objection 3. Further, as Baptism is the sacrament of our
Lord’s Passion, without which there is no salvation, so also is
the Eucharist. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. 11:26): “For as of-
ten as you shall eat this bread, and drink the chalice, you shall
show the death of the Lord, until He come.” Consequently, as
Baptism is necessary for salvation, so also is this sacrament.

On the contrary, Augustine writes (Ad Bonifac. contra
Pelag. I): “Nor are you to suppose that children cannot possess
life, who are deprived of the body and blood of Christ.”

I answer that, Two things have to be considered in this
sacrament, namely, the sacrament itself, and what is contained
in it. Now it was stated above (a. 1, obj. 2) that the reality of
the sacrament is the unity of themystical body, without which
there can be no salvation; for there is no entering into salvation
outside the Church, just as in the time of the deluge there was
none outside the Ark, which denotes the Church, according
to 1 Pet. 3:20,21. And it has been said above (q. 68, a. 2), that
before receiving a sacrament, the reality of the sacrament can
be had through the very desire of receiving the sacrament. Ac-
cordingly, before actual reception of this sacrament, a man can
obtain salvation through thedesire of receiving it, just as he can
before Baptism through the desire of Baptism, as stated above
(q. 68, a. 2). Yet there is a difference in two respects. First of
all, because Baptism is the beginning of the spiritual life, and
the door of the sacraments; whereas the Eucharist is, as it were,
the consummation of the spiritual life, and the end of all the
sacraments, as was observed above (q. 63, a. 6): for by the hal-

* Postcommunion “pro vivis et defunctis”.
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lowings of all the sacraments preparation is made for receiving
or consecrating the Eucharist. Consequently, the reception of
Baptism is necessary for starting the spiritual life, while the re-
ceiving of the Eucharist is requisite for its consummation; by
partaking not indeed actually, but in desire, as an end is pos-
sessed in desire and intention. Another difference is because
by Baptism a man is ordained to the Eucharist, and therefore
from the fact of children being baptized, they are destined by
the Church to the Eucharist; and just as they believe through
the Church’s faith, so they desire the Eucharist through the
Church’s intention, and, as a result, receive its reality. But they
are not disposed for Baptism by any previous sacrament, and
consequently before receiving Baptism, in no way have they
Baptism in desire; but adults alone have: consequently, they
cannot have the reality of the sacrament without receiving the
sacrament itself. erefore this sacrament is not necessary for
salvation in the same way as Baptism is.

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says, explaining Jn.
6:54, “is food and this drink,” namely, of His flesh and
blood: “He would have us understand the fellowship of His
body andmembers, which is theChurch inHis predestinated,
and called, and justified, and glorified, His holy and believing
ones.” Hence, as he says in his Epistle to Boniface (Pseudo-
Beda, in 1 Cor. 10:17): “No one should entertain the slightest
doubt, that then every one of the faithful becomes a partaker

of the body and blood of Christ, when in Baptism he is made a
member ofChrist’s body; nor is he deprived of his share in that
body and chalice even though he depart from this world in the
unity of Christ’s body, before he eats that bread and drinks of
that chalice.”

Reply to Objection 2. e difference between corporeal
and spiritual food lies in this, that the former is changed into
the substance of the person nourished, and consequently it
cannot avail for supporting life except it be partaken of; but
spiritual food changes man into itself, according to that saying
ofAugustine (Confess. vii), that he heard the voice ofChrist as
it were saying to him: “Nor shalt thou change Me into thyself,
as food of thy flesh, but thou shalt be changed into Me.” But
one can be changed into Christ, and be incorporated in Him
by mental desire, even without receiving this sacrament. And
consequently the comparison does not hold.

Reply toObjection 3.Baptism is the sacrament ofChrist’s
death and Passion, according as a man is born anew in Christ
in virtue of His Passion; but the Eucharist is the sacrament of
Christ’s Passion according as a man is made perfect in union
with Christ Who suffered. Hence, as Baptism is called the
sacrament of Faith,which is the foundationof the spiritual life,
so the Eucharist is termed the sacrament of Charity, which is
“the bond of perfection” (Col. 3:14).

IIIa q. 73 a. 4Whether this sacrament is suitably called by various names?

Objection 1. It seems that this sacrament is not suitably
called by various names. For names should correspond with
things. But this sacrament is one, as stated above (a. 2). ere-
fore, it ought not to be called by various names.

Objection 2. Further, a species is not properly denomi-
nated by what is common to the whole genus. But the Eu-
charist is a sacrament of the New Law; and it is common to
all the sacraments for grace to be conferred by them, which
the name “Eucharist” denotes, for it is the same thing as “good
grace.” Furthermore, all the sacraments bring us help on our
journey through this present life, which is the notion con-
veyed by “Viaticum.”Again something sacred is done in all the
sacraments, which belongs to the notion of “Sacrifice”; and the
faithful intercommunicate through all the sacraments, which
this Greek word Σύναξις and the Latin “Communio” express.
erefore, these names are not suitably adapted to this sacra-
ment.

Objection 3. Further, a host* seems to be the same as a sac-
rifice. erefore, as it is not properly called a sacrifice, so nei-
ther is it properly termed a “Host.”

On the contrary, is the use of these expressions by the
faithful.

I answer that, is sacrament has a threefold significance.
one with regard to the past, inasmuch as it is commemorative
of our Lord’s Passion,whichwas a true sacrifice, as stated above

(q. 48, a. 3), and in this respect it is called a “Sacrifice.”
With regard to thepresent it has anothermeaning, namely,

that of Ecclesiastical unity, in which men are aggregated
through this Sacrament; and in this respect it is called “Com-
munion” or Σύναξις. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv)
that “it is called Communion because we communicate with
Christ through it, both because we partake of His flesh and
Godhead, and because we communicate with and are united
to one another through it.”

With regard to the future it has a thirdmeaning, inasmuch
as this sacrament foreshadows theDivine fruition, which shall
come to pass in heaven; and according to this it is called “Vi-
aticum,” because it supplies the way of winning thither. And in
this respect it is also called the “Eucharist,” that is, “good grace,”
because “the grace of God is life everlasting” (Rom. 6:23); or
because it really contains Christ, Who is “full of grace.”

In Greek, moreover, it is called Μετάληψις, i.e. “Assump-
tion,” because, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv), “we
thereby assume the Godhead of the Son.”

Reply toObjection 1.ere is nothing to hinder the same
thing from being called by several names, according to its var-
ious properties or effects.

Reply to Objection 2. What is common to all the sacra-
ments is attributed antonomastically to this one on account of
its excellence.

* From Latin “hostia,” a victim.
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Reply to Objection 3. is sacrament is called a “Sacri-
fice” inasmuch as it represents the Passion of Christ; but it is
termed a “Host” inasmuch as it containsChrist,Who is “a host

(Douay: ‘sacrifice’)…of sweetness” (Eph. 5:2).

IIIa q. 73 a. 5Whether the institution of this sacrament was appropriate?

Objection 1. It seems that the institution of this sacra-
mentwas not appropriate, because as the Philosopher says (De
Gener. ii): “We are nourished by the things from whence we
spring.” But by Baptism, which is spiritual regeneration, we
receive our spiritual being, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. ii).
erefore we are also nourished by Baptism. Consequently
there was no need to institute this sacrament as spiritual nour-
ishment.

Objection 2. Further, men are unitedwithChrist through
this sacrament as themembers with the head. ButChrist is the
Head of all men, even of those who have existed from the be-
ginning of the world, as stated above (q. 8, Aa. 3,6). erefore
the institution of this sacrament should not have been post-
poned till the Lord’s supper.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is called the memo-
rial of our Lord’s Passion, according to Mat. 26 (Lk. 22:19):
“Do this for a commemoration ofMe.” But a commemoration
is of things past. erefore, this sacrament should not have
been instituted before Christ’s Passion.

Objection4.Further, aman is prepared byBaptism for the
Eucharist, which ought to be given only to the baptized. But
Baptism was instituted by Christ aer His Passion and Res-
urrection, as is evident from Mat. 28:19. erefore, this sacra-
ment was not suitably instituted before Christ’s Passion.

On the contrary,is sacrament was instituted by Christ,
of Whom it is said (Mk. 7:37) that “He did all things well.”

I answer that,is sacrament was appropriately instituted
at the supper, whenChrist conversedwithHis disciples for the
last time. First of all, because of what is contained in the sacra-
ment: for Christ is Himself contained in the Eucharist sacra-
mentally. Consequently, when Christ was going to leave His
disciples in His proper species, He le Himself with them un-
der the sacramental species; as the Emperor’s image is set up to
be reverenced in his absence. Hence Eusebius says: “Since He
was going to withdraw His assumed body from their eyes, and
bear it away to the stars, it was needful that on the day of the
supper He should consecrate the sacrament of His body and
blood for our sakes, in order that what was once offered up for
our ransom should be fittingly worshiped in a mystery.”

Secondly, because without faith in the Passion there could
never be any salvation, according to Rom. 3:25: “Whom God
hath proposed to be a propitiation, through faith in His
blood.” It was necessary accordingly that there should be at all
times amongmen something to show forth our Lord’s Passion;

the chief sacrament of which in the old Law was the Paschal
Lamb. Hence the Apostle says (1 Cor. 5:7): “Christ our Pasch
is sacrificed.” But its successor under theNewTestament is the
sacrament of the Eucharist, which is a remembrance of the Pas-
sion now past, just as the other was figurative of the Passion to
come. And so it was fitting that when the hour of the Passion
was come, Christ should institute a new Sacrament aer cele-
brating the old, as Pope Leo I says (Serm. lviii).

irdly, because last words, chiefly such as are spoken by
departing friends, are committed most deeply to memory;
since then especially affection for friends is more enkindled,
and the things which affect us most are impressed the deep-
est in the soul. Consequently, since, as Pope Alexander I says,
“among sacrifices there can be none greater than the body and
blood of Christ, nor any more powerful oblation”; our Lord
instituted this sacrament at His last parting with His disci-
ples, in order that it might be held in the greater veneration.
And this is what Augustine says (Respons. ad Januar. i): “In
order to commend more earnestly the death of this mystery,
our Saviour willed this last act to be fixed in the hearts and
memories of the disciples whom He was about to quit for the
Passion.”

Reply to Objection 1. We are nourished from the same
things of which we are made, but they do not come to us in
the same way; for those out of which we are made come to us
through generation, while the same, as nourishing us, come to
us through being eaten. Hence, as we are new-born in Christ
through Baptism, so through the Eucharist we eat Christ.

Reply to Objection 2. e Eucharist is the perfect sacra-
ment of our Lord’s Passion, as containing Christ crucified;
consequently it could not be instituted before the Incarnation;
but then there was room for only such sacraments as were pre-
figurative of the Lord’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 3. is sacrament was instituted dur-
ing the supper, so as in the future to be amemorial of ourLord’s
Passion as accomplished. Hence He said expressively: “As of-
ten as ye shall do these things”*, speaking of the future.

Reply to Objection 4. e institution responds to the or-
der of intention. But the sacrament of the Eucharist, although
aer Baptism in the receiving, is yet previous to it in intention;
and therefore it behooved to be instituted first. or else it can be
said that Baptism was already instituted in Christ’s Baptism;
hence somewere already baptized withChrist’s Baptism, as we
read in Jn. 3:22.

* Cf. Canon of the Mass.

2339



IIIa q. 73 a. 6Whether the Paschal Lamb was the chief figure of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the Paschal Lamb was not
the chief figure of this sacrament, because (Ps. 109:4) Christ
is called “a priest according to the order of Melchisedech,”
since Melchisedech bore the figure of Christ’s sacrifice, in of-
fering bread and wine. But the expression of likeness causes
one thing to be named from another. erefore, it seems that
Melchisedech’s offering was the “principal” figure of this sacra-
ment.

Objection 2. Further, the passage of the Red Sea was a
figure of Baptism, according to 1 Cor. 10:2: “All…were bap-
tized in the cloud and in the sea.” But the immolation of the
Paschal Lamb was previous to the passage of the Red Sea, and
the Manna came aer it, just as the Eucharist follows Baptism.
erefore the Manna is a more expressive figure of this sacra-
ment than the Paschal Lamb.

Objection 3. Further, the principal power of this sacra-
ment is that it brings us into the kingdom of heaven, being a
kind of “viaticum.” But this was chiefly prefigured in the sacra-
ment of expiation when the “high-priest entered once a year
into the Holy of Holies with blood,” as the Apostle proves in
Heb. 9. Consequently, it seems that that sacrifice was a more
significant figure of this sacrament thanwas the Paschal Lamb.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 5:7,8): “Christ
our Pasch is sacrificed; therefore let us feast…with the unleav-
ened bread of sincerity and truth.”

I answer that, We can consider three things in this sacra-

ment: namely, that which is sacrament only, and this is the
bread and wine; that which is both reality and sacrament, to
wit, Christ’s true body; and lastly that which is reality only,
namely, the effect of this sacrament. Consequently, in relation
to what is sacrament only, the chief figure of this sacrament
was the oblation of Melchisedech, who offered up bread and
wine. In relation to Christ crucified, Who is contained in this
sacrament, its figures were all the sacrifices of the Old Testa-
ment, especially the sacrifice of expiation, which was the most
solemn of all. While with regard to its effect, the chief figure
was theManna, “having in it the sweetness of every taste” (Wis.
16:20), just as the grace of this sacrament refreshes the soul in
all respects.

e Paschal Lamb foreshadowed this sacrament in these
three ways. First of all, because it was eaten with unleavened
loaves, according to Ex. 12:8: “ey shall eat flesh…and un-
leavened bread.” As to the second because it was immolated
by the entire multitude of the children of Israel on the four-
teenth day of the moon; and this was a figure of the Passion of
Christ, Who is called the Lamb on account of His innocence.
As to the effect, because by the blood of the Paschal Lamb the
children of Israel were preserved from the destroying Angel,
and brought from the Egyptian captivity; and in this respect
the Paschal Lamb is the chief figure of this sacrament, because
it represents it in every respect.

From this the answer to the Objections is manifest.
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T P, Q 74
Of the Matter of is Sacrament

(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider the matter of this sacrament: and first of all as to its species; secondly, the change of the bread
and wine into the body of Christ; thirdly, the manner in which Christ’s body exists in this sacrament; fourthly, the accidents of
bread and wine which continue in this sacrament.

Under the first heading there are eight points for inquiry:

(1) Whether bread and wine are the matter of this sacrament?
(2) Whether a determinate quantity of the same is required for the matter of this sacrament?
(3) Whether the matter of this sacrament is wheaten bread?
(4) Whether it is unleavened or fermented bread?
(5) Whether the matter of this sacrament is wine from the grape?
(6) Whether water should be mixed with it?
(7) Whether water is of necessity for this sacrament?
(8) Of the quantity of the water added.

IIIa q. 74 a. 1Whether the matter of this sacrament is bread and wine?

Objection 1. It seems that the matter of this sacrament is
not bread and wine. Because this sacrament ought to repre-
sent Christ’s Passionmore fully than did the sacraments of the
Old Law. But the flesh of animals, which was thematter of the
sacraments under the Old Law, shows forth Christ’s Passion
more fully than bread and wine. erefore the matter of this
sacrament ought rather to be the flesh of animals than bread
and wine.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is to be celebrated in
every place. But in many lands bread is not to be found, and in
many places wine is not to be found.erefore bread andwine
are not a suitable matter for this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is for both hale and
weak. But to some weak persons wine is hurtful. erefore it
seems that wine ought not to be the matter of this sacrament.

On the contrary, Pope Alexander I says (Ep. ad omnes
orth. i): “In oblations of the sacraments only bread and wine
mixed with water are to be offered.”

I answer that, Some have fallen into various errors about
the matter of this sacrament. Some, known as the Artotyry-
tae, as Augustine says (De Haeres. xxviii), “offer bread and
cheese in this sacrament, contending that oblations were cel-
ebrated by men in the first ages, from fruits of the earth and
sheep.” Others, called Cataphrygae and Pepuziani, “are re-
puted to havemade their Eucharistic breadwith infants’ blood
drawn from tiny punctures over the entire body, and mixed
with flour.” Others, styled Aquarii, under guise of sobriety, of-
fer nothing but water in this sacrament.

Now all these and similar errors are excluded by the fact
thatChrist instituted this sacrament under the species of bread
and wine, as is evident fromMat. 26. Consequently, bread and
wine are the proper matter of this sacrament. And the rea-
sonableness of this is seen first, in the use of this sacrament,
which is eating: for, as water is used in the sacrament of Bap-

tism for the purpose of spiritual cleansing, since bodily cleans-
ing is commonly done with water; so bread and wine, where-
with men are commonly fed, are employed in this sacrament
for the use of spiritual eating.

Secondly, in relation to Christ’s Passion, in which the
blood was separated from the body. And therefore in this
sacrament, which is the memorial of our Lord’s Passion, the
bread is received apart as the sacrament of the body, and the
wine as the sacrament of the blood.

irdly, as to the effect, considered in each of the partak-
ers. For, as Ambrose (Mag. Sent. iv, D, xi) says on 1Cor. 11:20,
this sacrament “avails for the defense of soul and body”; and
therefore “Christ’s body is offered” under the species of bread
“for the health of the body, and the blood” under the species
of wine “for the health of the soul,” according to Lev. 17:14:
“e life of the animal [Vulg.: ‘of all flesh’] is in the blood.”

Fourthly, as to the effect with regard to the whole Church,
which is made up ofmany believers, just “as bread is composed
of many grains, and wine flows from many grapes,” as the gloss
observes on 1Cor. 10:17: “We beingmany are…one body,” etc.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the flesh of slaughtered
animals represents the Passion more forcibly, nevertheless it is
less suitable for the common use of this sacrament, and for de-
noting the unity of the Church.

Reply to Objection 2. Although wheat and wine are not
produced in every country, yet they can easily be conveyed to
every land, that is, asmuch as is needful for the use of this sacra-
ment: at the same time one is not to be consecrated when the
other is lacking, because it would not be a complete sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. Wine taken in small quantity can-
not do the sick much harm: yet if there be fear of harm, it is
not necessary for all who take Christ’s body to partake also of
His blood, as will be stated later (q. 80, a. 12).
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IIIa q. 74 a. 2Whether a determinate quantity of bread andwine is required for thematter of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that a determinate quantity of bread
and wine is required for the matter of this sacrament. Because
the effects of grace are no less set in order than those of nature.
But, “there is a limit set by nature upon all existing things, and
a reckoning of size and development” (De Anima ii). Conse-
quently, in this sacrament, which is called “Eucharist,” that is,
“a good grace,” a determinate quantity of the bread and wine
is required.

Objection 2. Further, Christ gave no power to the min-
isters of the Church regarding matters which involve derision
of the faith and of His sacraments, according to 2 Cor. 10:8:
“Of our power which the Lord hath given us unto edification,
and not for your destruction.” But it would lead tomockery of
this sacrament if the priest were to wish to consecrate all the
bread which is sold in the market and all the wine in the cellar.
erefore he cannot do this.

Objection 3. Further, if anyone be baptized in the sea, the
entire sea-water is not sanctified by the form of baptism, but
only the water wherewith the body of the baptized is cleansed.
erefore, neither in this sacrament can a superfluous quantity
of bread be consecrated.

On the contrary, Much is opposed to little, and great to
small. But there is no quantity, however small, of the bread and
wine which cannot be consecrated. erefore, neither is there
any quantity, however great, which cannot be consecrated.

I answer that, Some havemaintained that the priest could
not consecrate an immense quantity of bread and wine, for in-
stance, all the bread in themarket or all the wine in a cask. But
this does not appear to be true, because in all things containing
matter, the reason for the determination of thematter is drawn

from its disposition to an end, just as thematter of a saw is iron,
so as to adapt it for cutting. But the end of this sacrament is
the use of the faithful. Consequently, the quantity of the mat-
ter of this sacrament must be determined by comparison with
the use of the faithful. But this cannot be determined by com-
parison with the use of the faithful who are actually present;
otherwise the parish priest having few parishioners could not
consecrate many hosts. It remains, then, for the matter of this
sacrament to be determined in reference to the number of the
faithful absolutely. But the number of the faithful is not a de-
terminate one.Hence it cannot be said that the quantity of the
matter of this sacrament is restricted.

Reply to Objection 1. e matter of every natural object
has its determinate quantity by comparison with its determi-
nate form. But the number of the faithful, for whose use this
sacrament is ordained, is not a determinate one. Consequently
there is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 2. e power of the Church’s minis-
ters is ordained for two purposes: first for the proper effect,
and secondly for the end of the effect. But the second does not
take away the first. Hence, if the priest intends to consecrate
the body of Christ for an evil purpose, for instance, to make
mockery of it, or to administer poison through it, he commits
sin by his evil intention, nevertheless, on account of the power
committed to him, he accomplishes the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. e sacrament of Baptism is per-
fected in the use of the matter: and therefore no more of the
water is hallowed than what is used. But this sacrament is
wrought in the consecration of thematter.Consequently there
is no parallel.

IIIa q. 74 a. 3Whether wheaten bread is required for the matter of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that wheaten bread is not requisite
for the matter of this sacrament, because this sacrament is a
reminder of our Lord’s Passion. But barley bread seems to be
more in keepingwith the Passion thanwheaten bread, as being
more bitter, and because Christ used it to feed the multitudes
upon the mountain, as narrated in Jn. 6. erefore wheaten
bread is not the proper matter of this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, in natural things the shape is a sign
of species. But some cereals resemble wheat, such as spelt and
maize, from which in some localities bread is made for the use
of this sacrament. erefore wheaten bread is not the proper
matter of this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, mixing dissolves species. But
wheaten flour is hardly to be found unmixed with some other
species of grain, except in the instance of specially selected
grain. erefore it does not seem that wheaten bread is the
proper matter for this sacrament.

Objection 4. Further, what is corrupted appears to be of

another species. But some make the sacrament from bread
which is corrupted, and which no longer seems to be wheaten
bread. erefore, it seems that such bread is not the proper
matter of this sacrament.

On the contrary, Christ is contained in this sacrament,
and He compares Himself to a grain of wheat, saying ( Jn.
12:24): “Unless the grain of wheat falling into the ground
die, itself remaineth alone.” erefore bread from corn, i.e.
wheaten bread, is the matter of this sacrament.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), for the use of the
sacraments suchmatter is adopted as is commonlymade use of
among men. Now among other breads wheaten bread is more
commonly used by men; since other breads seem to be em-
ployed when this fails. And consequently Christ is believed
to have instituted this sacrament under this species of bread.
Moreover this bread strengthens man, and so it denotes more
suitably the effect of this sacrament. Consequently, the proper
matter for this sacrament is wheaten bread.
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Reply to Objection 1. Barley bread serves to denote the
hardness of the Old Law; both on account of the hardness of
the bread, and because, as Augustine says (q. 83): “e flour
within the barley, wrapped up as it is within a most tenacious
fibre, denotes either the Law itself, which was given in such
manner as to be vested in bodily sacraments; or else it denotes
the people themselves, who were not yet despoiled of carnal
desires, which clung to their hearts like fibre.” But this sacra-
ment belongs to Christ’s “sweet yoke,” and to the truth al-
readymanifested, and to a spiritual people. Consequently bar-
ley bread would not be a suitable matter for this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. A begetter begets a thing like to it-
self in species. yet there is some unlikeness as to the accidents,
owing either to the matter, or to weakness within the genera-
tive power. And therefore, if there be any cereals which can be
grown from the seed of the wheat (as wild wheat from wheat
seed grown in bad ground), the bread made from such grain
can be the matter of this sacrament: and this does not obtain
either in barley, or in spelt, or even in maize, which is of all
grains the onemost resembling thewheat grain. But the resem-
blance as to shape in such seems to denote closeness of species
rather than identity; just as the resemblance in shape between
the dog and the wolf goes to show that they are allied but not
of the same species. Hence from such grains, which cannot in

any way be generated fromwheat grain, bread cannot bemade
such as to be the proper matter of this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. A moderate mixing does not al-
ter the species, because that little is as it were absorbed by
the greater. Consequently, then, if a small quantity of another
grain be mixed with a much greater quantity of wheat, bread
may be made therefrom so as to be the proper matter of this
sacrament; but if the mixing be notable, for instance, half and
half; or nearly so, then such mixing alters the species; conse-
quently, bread made therefrom will not be the proper matter
of this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 4. Sometimes there is such corruption
of the bread that the species of bread is lost, as when the conti-
nuity of its parts is destroyed, and the taste, color, and other ac-
cidents are changed; hence thebodyofChristmaynotbemade
from such matter. But sometimes there is not such corruption
as to alter the species, but merely disposition towards corrup-
tion, which a slight change in the savor betrays, and from such
bread the body ofChristmay bemade: but hewhodoes so, sins
from irreverence towards the sacrament. And because starch
comes of corrupted wheat, it does not seem as if the body of
Christ could be made of the bread made therefrom, although
some hold the contrary.

IIIa q. 74 a. 4Whether this sacrament ought to be made of unleavened bread?

Objection 1. It seems that this sacrament ought not to be
made of unleavened bread. because in this sacrament we ought
to imitate Christ’s institution. But Christ appears to have in-
stituted this sacrament in fermented bread, because, as we have
read in Ex. 12, the Jews, according to the Law, began to use un-
leavened bread on the day of the Passover which is celebrated
on the fourteenth day of the moon; and Christ instituted this
sacrament at the supper whichHe celebrated “before the festi-
val day of the Pasch” ( Jn. 13:1,4). erefore we ought likewise
to celebrate this sacrament with fermented bread.

Objection 2. Further, legal observances ought not to be
continued in the time of grace. But the use of unleavened bread
was a ceremony of the Law, as is clear from Ex. 12. erefore
we ought not to use unfermented bread in this sacrament of
grace.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (q. 65, a. 1; q. 73,
a. 3), the Eucharist is the sacrament of charity just as Baptism
is the sacrament of faith. But the fervor of charity is signified
by fermented bread, as is declared by the gloss on Mat. 13:33:
“ekingdomof heaven is like unto leaven,” etc.erefore this
sacrament ought to be made of leavened bread.

Objection 4. Further, leavened or unleavened are mere ac-
cidents of bread, which do not vary the species. But in themat-
ter for the sacrament of Baptism no difference is observed re-
garding the variation of the accidents, as to whether it be salt
or fresh, warm or cold water. erefore neither ought any dis-

tinction to be observed, as towhether the bread be unleavened
or leavened.

On the contrary, According to the Decretals (Extra, De
Celebr.Miss.), a priest is punished “for presuming to celebrate,
using fermented bread and a wooden cup.”

I answer that,Two thingsmay be considered touching the
matter of this sacrament namely, what is necessary, and what
is suitable. It is necessary that the bread be wheaten, without
which the sacrament is not valid, as stated above (a. 3). It is not,
however, necessary for the sacrament that the bread be unleav-
ened or leavened, since it can be celebrated in either.

But it is suitable that every priest observe the rite of his
Church in the celebration of the sacrament. Now in this mat-
ter there are various customs of the Churches: for, Gregory
says: “e Roman Church offers unleavened bread, because
our Lord took flesh without union of sexes: but the Greek
Churches offer leavened bread, because the Word of the Fa-
ther was clothed with flesh; as leaven is mixed with the flour.”
Hence, as a priest sins by celebrating with fermented bread
in the Latin Church, so a Greek priest celebrating with un-
fermented bread in a church of the Greeks would also sin,
as perverting the rite of his Church. Nevertheless the cus-
tom of celebrating with unleavened bread is more reasonable.
First, on account of Christ’s institution: for He instituted this
sacrament “on the first day of the Azymes” (Mat. 26:17; Mk.
14:12; Lk. 22:7), on which day there ought to be nothing fer-
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mented in the houses of the Jews, as is stated in Ex. 12:15,19.
Secondly, because bread is properly the sacrament of Christ’s
body, which was conceived without corruption, rather than of
His Godhead, as will be seen later (q. 76, a. 1, ad 1). irdly,
because this is more in keeping with the sincerity of the faith-
ful, which is required in the use of this sacrament, according
to 1 Cor. 5:7: “Christ our Pasch is sacrificed: therefore let us
feast…with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth.”

However, this custom of the Greeks is not unreasonable
both on account of its signification, to which Gregory refers,
and in detestation of the heresy of the Nazarenes, who mixed
up legal observances with the Gospel.

Reply to Objection 1. As we read in Ex. 12, the paschal
solemnity began on the evening of the fourteenth day of the
moon. So, then, aer immolating the Paschal Lamb, Christ in-
stituted this sacrament: hence this day is said by John to pre-
cede the day of the Pasch, while the other three Evangelists call
it “the first day of the Azymes,” when fermented bread was not
found in the houses of the Jews, as stated above. Fullermention

was made of this in the treatise on our Lord’s Passion (q. 46,
a. 9, ad 1).

Reply toObjection 2.ose who celebrate the sacrament
with unleavened bread do not intend to follow the ceremonial
of the Law, but to conform to Christ’s institution; so they are
not Judaizing; otherwise those celebrating in fermented bread
would be Judaizing, because the Jews offered up fermented
bread for the first-fruits.

Reply to Objection 3. Leaven denotes charity on account
of one single effect, because it makes the bread more savory
and larger; but it also signifies corruption from its very nature.

Reply to Objection 4. Since whatever is fermented par-
takes of corruption, this sacramentmay not bemade from cor-
rupt bread, as stated above (a. 3, ad 4); consequently, there is a
wider difference between unleavened and leavened bread than
between warm and cold baptismal water: because there might
be such corruption of fermented bread that it could not be
validly used for the sacrament.

IIIa q. 74 a. 5Whether wine of the grape is the proper matter of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that wine of the grape is not the
proper matter of this sacrament. Because, as water is the mat-
ter of Baptism, so is wine the matter of this sacrament. But
Baptism can be conferred with any kind of water. erefore
this sacrament can be celebrated in any kind of wine, such as
of pomegranates, or of mulberries; since vines do not grow in
some countries.

Objection2.Further, vinegar is a kind ofwine drawn from
the grape, as Isidore says (Etym. xx). But this sacrament cannot
be celebrated with vinegar. erefore, it seems that wine from
the grape is not the proper matter of this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, just as the clarified wine is drawn
from grapes, so also are the juice of unripe grapes and must.
But it does not appear that this sacrament may be made from
such, according to what we read in the Sixth Council (Trull.,
Can. 28): “We have learned that in some churches the priests
add grapes to the sacrifice of the oblation; and so they dispense
both together to the people. Consequently we give order that
no priest shall do this in future.” And Pope Julius I rebukes
some priests “who offer wine pressed from the grape in the
sacrament of the Lord’s chalice.” Consequently, it seems that
wine from the grape is not the propermatter of this sacrament.

On the contrary, As our Lord compared Himself to the
grain of wheat, so also He compared Himself to the vine, say-
ing ( Jn. 15:1): “I am the true vine.” But only bread fromwheat
is thematter of this sacrament, as stated above (a. 3).erefore,
only wine from the grape is the proper matter of this sacra-
ment.

I answer that,is sacrament can only be performed with
wine from the grape. First of all on account of Christ’s institu-

tion, sinceHe instituted this sacrament inwine from the grape,
as is evident from His own words, in instituting this sacra-
ment (Mat. 26:29): “I will not drink from henceforth of this
fruit of the vine.” Secondly, because, as stated above (a. 3), that
is adopted as the matter of the sacraments which is properly
and universally considered as such.Now that is properly called
wine, which is drawn from the grape, whereas other liquors are
calledwine from resemblance to thewine of the grape.irdly,
because thewine from the grape ismore in keepingwith the ef-
fect of this sacrament, which is spiritual; because it is written
(Ps. 103:15): “at wine may cheer the heart of man.”

Reply to Objection 1. Such liquors are called wine, not
properly but only from their resemblance thereto. But genuine
wine can be conveyed to such countrieswherein the grape-vine
does not flourish, in a quantity sufficient for this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. Wine becomes vinegar by corrup-
tion; hence there is no returning fromvinegar towine, as is said
in Metaph. viii. And consequently, just as this sacrament may
not be made from bread which is utterly corrupt, so neither
can it be made from vinegar. It can, however, be made from
wine which is turning sour, just as from bread turning corrupt,
although he who does so sins, as stated above (a. 3).

Reply to Objection 3. e juice of unripe grapes is at the
stage of incomplete generation, and therefore it has not yet the
species of wine: on which account it may not be used for this
sacrament. Must, however, has already the species of wine, for
its sweetness* indicates fermentation which is “the result of its
natural heat” (Meteor. iv); consequently this sacrament can be
made from must. Nevertheless entire grapes ought not to be
mixedwith this sacrament, because then there would be some-

* “Aut dulcis musti Vulcano decoquit humorem”; Virgil, Georg. i, 295.
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thing else besides wine. It is furthermore forbidden to offer
must in the chalice, as soon as it has been squeezed from the
grape, since this is unbecoming owing to the impurity of the

must. But in case of necessity it may be done: for it is said by
the same Pope Julius, in the passage quoted in the argument:
“If necessary, let the grape be pressed into the chalice.”

IIIa q. 74 a. 6Whether water should be mixed with the wine?

Objection 1. It seems that water ought not to be mixed
with thewine, sinceChrist’s sacrificewas foreshadowedby that
ofMelchisedech, who (Gn. 14:18) is related to have offered up
bread and wine only. Consequently it seems that water should
not be added in this sacrament.

Objection 2.Further, the various sacraments have their re-
spectivematters. But water is thematter of Baptism.erefore
it should not be employed as the matter of this sacrament.

Objection3.Further, bread andwine are thematter of this
sacrament. But nothing is added to the bread. erefore nei-
ther should anything be added to the wine.

On the contrary,PopeAlexander I writes (Ep. 1 ad omnes
orth.): “In the sacramental oblations which inmass are offered
to the Lord, only bread and wine mixed with water are to be
offered in sacrifice.”

I answer that, Water ought to be mingled with the wine
which is offered in this sacrament. First of all on account of its
institution: for it is believed with probability that our Lord in-
stituted this sacrament inwine temperedwithwater according
to the custom of that country: hence it is written (Prov. 9:5):
“Drink the wine which I have mixed for you.” Secondly, be-
cause it harmonizes with the representation of our Lord’s Pas-
sion: hence Pope Alexander I says (Ep. 1 ad omnes orth.): “In
the Lord’s chalice neitherwine only norwater only ought to be

offered, but bothmixedbecausewe read that bothflowed from
His side in the Passion.” irdly, because this is adapted for
signifying the effect of this sacrament, since as Pope Julius says
(Concil. Bracarens iii, Can. 1): “We see that the people are sig-
nified by the water, but Christ’s blood by the wine. erefore
when water is mixed with the wine in the chalice, the people
is made one with Christ.” Fourthly, because this is appropri-
ate to the fourth effect of this sacrament, which is the entering
into everlasting life: hence Ambrose says (De Sacram. v): “e
water flows into the chalice, and springs forth unto everlasting
life.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Ambrose says (De Sacram.
v), just as Christ’s sacrifice is denoted by the offering of
Melchisedech, so likewise it is signified by the water which
flowed from the rock in the desert, according to 1 Cor. 10:4:
“But they drank of the spiritual rock which came aer them.”

Reply toObjection2. InBaptismwater is used for thepur-
pose of ablution: but in this sacrament it is used by way of re-
freshment, according to Ps. 22:3: “He hath brought me up on
the water of refreshment.”

Reply to Objection 3. Bread is made of water and flour;
and therefore, since water is mixed with the wine, neither is
without water.

IIIa q. 74 a. 7Whether the mixing with water is essential to this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the mixing with water is essen-
tial to this sacrament. Because Cyprian says to Cecilius (Ep.
lxiii): “us the Lord’s chalice is not water only and wine only,
but both must be mixed together: in the same way as neither
the Lord’s body be of flour only, except both,” i.e. the flour and
the water “be united as one.” But the admixture of water with
the flour is necessary for this sacrament. Consequently, for the
like reason, so is the mixing of water with the wine.

Objection 2. Further, at our Lord’s Passion, of which this
is the memorial, water as well as blood flowed from His side.
But wine, which is the sacrament of the blood, is necessary for
this sacrament. For the same reason, therefore, so is water.

Objection 3. Further, if water were not essential to this
sacrament, it would not matter in the least what kind of wa-
ter was used; and so water distilled from roses, or any other
kindmight be employed; which is contrary to the usage of the
Church. Consequently water is essential to this sacrament.

On the contrary, Cyprian says (Ep. lxiii): “If any of our
predecessors, out of ignorance or simplicity, has not kept this
usage,” i.e. of mixing water with the wine, “onemay pardon his

simplicity”; whichwould not be the case if waterwere essential
to the sacrament, as the wine or the bread. erefore the min-
gling of water with the wine is not essential to the sacrament.

I answer that, Judgment concerning a sign is to be drawn
from the thing signified. Now the adding of water to the wine
is for the purpose of signifying the sharing of this sacrament
by the faithful, in this respect that by the mixing of the water
with the wine is signified the union of the people with Christ,
as stated (a. 6). Moreover, the flowing of water from the side
of Christ hanging on the cross refers to the same, because by
the water is denoted the cleansing from sins, which was the ef-
fect of Christ’s Passion. Now it was observed above (q. 73, a. 1,
ad 3), that this sacrament is completed in the consecration of
the matter: while the usage of the faithful is not essential to
the sacrament, but only a consequence thereof. Consequently,
then, the adding of water is not essential to the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. Cyprian’s expression is to be taken
in the same sense in which we say that a thing cannot be,
which cannot be suitably. And so the comparison refers to
what ought to be done, not to what is essential to be done;
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since water is of the essence of bread, but not of the essence of
wine.

Reply to Objection 2. e shedding of the blood be-
longed directly to Christ’s Passion: for it is natural for blood
to flow from a wounded human body. But the flowing of the
water was not necessary for the Passion; butmerely to show its
effect, which is to wash away sins, and to refresh us from the
heat of concupiscence. And therefore the water is not offered
apart from the wine in this sacrament, as the wine is offered
apart from the bread; but the water is offered mixed with the
wine to show that the wine belongs of itself to this sacrament,
as of its very essence; but the water as something added to the
wine.

Reply to Objection 3. Since the mixing of water with the

wine is not necessary for the sacrament, it does not matter, as
to the essence of the sacrament, what kind of water is added
to the wine, whether natural water, or artificial, as rose-water,
although, as to the propriety of the sacrament, he would sin
who mixes any other than natural and true water, because true
water flowed from the side of Christ hanging on the cross, and
not phlegm, as some have said, in order to show that Christ’s
body was truly composed of the four elements; as by the flow-
ing blood, it was shown to be composed of the four humors,
as Pope Innocent III says in a certain Decree. But because the
mixing of water with flour is essential to this sacrament, as
making the composition of bread, if rose-water, or any other
liquor besides true water, be mixed with the flour, the sacra-
ment would not be valid, because it would not be true bread.

IIIa q. 74 a. 8Whether water should be added in great quantity?

Objection1. It seems thatwater ought to be added in great
quantity, because as blood flowed sensibly from Christ’s side,
so did water: hence it is written ( Jn. 19:35): “He that saw it,
hath given testimony.” But water could not be sensibly present
in this sacrament except it were used in great quantity. Conse-
quently it seems thatwater ought to be added in great quantity.

Objection 2. Further, a little watermixed withmuchwine
is corrupted. Butwhat is corrupted no longer exists.erefore,
it is the same thing to add a little water in this sacrament as to
add none. But it is not lawful to add none. erefore, neither
is it lawful to add a little.

Objection 3. Further, if it sufficed to add a little, then as a
consequence it would suffice to throw one drop of water into
an entire cask. But this seems ridiculous. erefore it does not
suffice for a small quantity to be added.

On the contrary, It is said in the Decretals (Extra, De
Celeb. Miss.): “e pernicious abuse has prevailed in your
country of adding water in greater quantity than the wine, in
the sacrifice, where according to the reasonable custom of the
entire Church more wine than water ought to be employed.”

I answer that, ere is a threefold opinion regarding the
water added to the wine, as Pope Innocent III says in a certain
Decretal. For some say that the water remains by itself when
the wine is changed into blood: but such an opinion cannot
stand, because in the sacrament of the altar aer the conse-
cration there is nothing else save the body and the blood of
Christ. Because, as Ambrose says in De Officiis (De Mysteriis
ix): “Before the blessing it is another species that is named, af-
ter the blessing the Body is signified; otherwise it would not

be adored with adoration of latria.” And therefore others have
said that as the wine is changed into blood, so the water is
changed into the water which flowed from Christ’s side. But
this cannot be maintained reasonably, because according to
this the water would be consecrated apart from the wine, as
the wine is from the bread.

And therefore as he (Innocent III, Decretals, Extra, De
Celeb. Miss.) says, the more probable opinion is that which
holds that the water is changed into wine, and the wine into
blood. Now, this could not be done unless so little water was
used that it would be changed intowine.Consequently, it is al-
ways safer to add little water, especially if the wine beweak, be-
cause the sacrament could not be celebrated if there were such
addition of water as to destroy the species of the wine. Hence
Pope Julius I reprehends some who “keep throughout the year
a linen cloth steeped in must, and at the time of sacrifice wash
a part of it with water, and so make the offering.”

Reply to Objection 1. For the signification of this sacra-
ment it suffices for the water to be appreciable by sense when
it is mixed with the wine: but it is not necessary for it to be
sensible aer the mingling.

Reply to Objection 2. If no water were added, the sig-
nification would be utterly excluded: but when the water is
changed into wine, it is signified that the people is incorpo-
rated with Christ.

Reply to Objection 3. If water were added to a cask, it
would not suffice for the signification of this sacrament, but
the water must be added to the wine at the actual celebration
of the sacrament.
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T P, Q 75
Of the Change of Bread and Wine Into the Body and Blood of Christ

(In Eight Articles)

We have to consider the change of the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ; under which head there are eight
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the substance of bread and wine remain in this sacrament aer the consecration?*
(2) Whether it is annihilated?
(3) Whether it is changed into the body and blood of Christ?
(4) Whether the accidents remain aer the change?
(5) Whether the substantial form remains there?
(6) Whether this change is instantaneous?
(7) Whether it is more miraculous than any other change?
(8) By what words it may be suitably expressed?

IIIa q. 75 a. 1Whether the body of Christ be in this sacrament in very truth, or merely as in a figure or sign?

Objection 1. It seems that the body of Christ is not in this
sacrament in very truth, but only as in a figure, or sign. For
it is written ( Jn. 6:54) that when our Lord had uttered these
words: “Except you eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink
His blood,” etc., “Many ofHis disciples on hearing it said: ‘this
is a hard saying’ ”: to whom He rejoined: “It is the spirit that
quickeneth; the flesh profiteth nothing”: as if He were to say,
according toAugustine’s exposition on Ps. 4†: “Give a spiritual
meaning towhat I have said. You are not to eat this bodywhich
you see, nor to drink the bloodwhich they who crucifyMe are
to spill. It is amystery that I put before you: in its spiritual sense
it will quicken you; but the flesh profiteth nothing.”

Objection 2. Further, our Lord said (Mat. 28:20): “Be-
hold I am with you all days even to the consummation of the
world.” Now in explaining this, Augustinemakes this observa-
tion (Tract. xxx in Joan.): “e Lord is on high until the world
be ended; nevertheless the truth of the Lord is here with us;
for the body, in whichHe rose again, must be in one place; but
His truth is spread abroad everywhere.”erefore, the body of
Christ is not in this sacrament in very truth, but only as in a
sign.

Objection 3. Further, no body can be in several places at
the one time. For this does not even belong to an angel; since
for the same reason it could be everywhere. But Christ’s is a
true body, and it is in heaven. Consequently, it seems that it is
not in very truth in the sacrament of the altar, but only as in a
sign.

Objection 4. Further, the Church’s sacraments are or-
dained for the profit of the faithful. But according to Gregory
in a certainHomily (xxviii in Evang.), the ruler is rebuked “for
demanding Christ’s bodily presence.” Moreover the apostles
were prevented from receiving the Holy Ghost because they

were attached toHis bodily presence, as Augustine says on Jn.
16:7: “Except I go, the Paraclete will not come to you” (Tract.
xciv in Joan.). erefore Christ is not in the sacrament of the
altar according to His bodily presence.

On the contrary, Hilary says (De Trin. viii): “ere is no
roomfordoubt regarding the truthofChrist’s body andblood;
for now by our Lord’s own declaring and by our faithHis flesh
is truly food, and His blood is truly drink.” And Ambrose says
(De Sacram. vi): “As the Lord Jesus Christ is God’s true Son
so is it Christ’s true flesh which we take, and His true blood
which we drink.”

I answer that, e presence of Christ’s true body and
blood in this sacrament cannot be detected by sense, nor un-
derstanding, but by faith alone, which rests upon Divine au-
thority. Hence, on Lk. 22:19: “is is My body which shall be
delivered up for you,” Cyril says: “Doubt not whether this be
true; but take rather the Saviour’s words with faith; for since
He is the Truth, He lieth not.”

Now this is suitable, first for the perfection of the New
Law. For, the sacrifices of the Old Law contained only in fig-
ure that true sacrifice of Christ’s Passion, according to Heb.
10:1: “For the lawhaving a shadowof the good things to come,
not the very image of the things.” And therefore it was nec-
essary that the sacrifice of the New Law instituted by Christ
should have something more, namely, that it should contain
Christ Himself crucified, not merely in signification or figure,
but also in very truth.And therefore this sacramentwhich con-
tains Christ Himself, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii), is per-
fective of all the other sacraments, in which Christ’s virtue is
participated.

Secondly, this belongs toChrist’s love, out ofwhich for our
salvationHe assumed a true body of our nature.Andbecause it

* etitles of theArticles here givenwere taken by St.omas fromhisCom-
mentary on the Sentences (Sent. iv, D, 90). However, in writing the Articles
he introduced a new point of inquiry, that of the First Article; and substituted
another division of the matter under discussion, as may be seen by referring to
the titles of the various Articles.Most editions have ignored St.omas’s orig-
inal division, and give the one to which he subsequently adhered. † On Ps.
98:9. 2347



is the special feature of friendship to live together with friends,
as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix), He promises us His bodily
presence as a reward, saying (Mat. 24:28): “Where the body
is, there shall the eagles be gathered together.” Yet meanwhile
in our pilgrimage He does not deprive us of His bodily pres-
ence; but unites us withHimself in this sacrament through the
truthofHis body andblood.Hence ( Jn. 6:57)he says: “He that
eateth My flesh, and drinketh My blood, abideth in Me, and
I in him.” Hence this sacrament is the sign of supreme char-
ity, and the uplier of our hope, from such familiar union of
Christ with us.

irdly, it belongs to the perfection of faith, which con-
cerns His humanity just as it does His Godhead, according to
Jn. 14:1: “You believe in God, believe also in Me.” And since
faith is of things unseen, as Christ shows us His Godhead in-
visibly, so also in this sacrament He shows us His flesh in an
invisible manner.

Some men accordingly, not paying heed to these things,
have contended that Christ’s body and blood are not in this
sacrament except as in a sign, a thing to be rejected as hereti-
cal, since it is contrary to Christ’s words. Hence Berengarius,
who had been the first deviser of this heresy, was aerwards
forced to withdraw his error, and to acknowledge the truth of
the faith.

Reply to Objection 1. From this authority the aforesaid
heretics have taken occasion to err from evilly understanding
Augustine’s words. For when Augustine says: “You are not to
eat this bodywhich you see,” hemeans not to exclude the truth
of Christ’s body, but that it was not to be eaten in this species
in which it was seen by them. And by the words: “It is a mys-
tery that I put before you; in its spiritual sense it will quicken
you,” he intends not that the body of Christ is in this sacra-
ment merely according to mystical signification, but “spiritu-

ally,” that is, invisibly, and by the power of the spirit. Hence
(Tract. xxvii), expounding Jn. 6:64: “the flesh profiteth noth-
ing,” he says: “Yea, but as they understood it, for they under-
stood that the flesh was to be eaten as it is divided piecemeal
in a dead body, or as sold in the shambles, not as it is quick-
ened by the spirit…Let the spirit draw nigh to the flesh…then
the flesh profiteth verymuch: for if the flesh profitethnothing,
the Word had not been made flesh, that It might dwell among
us.”

Reply to Objection 2. at saying of Augustine and all
others like it are to be understood of Christ’s body as it is be-
held in its proper species; according as our Lord Himself says
(Mat. 26:11): “But Me you have not always.” Nevertheless He
is invisibly under the species of this sacrament, wherever this
sacrament is performed.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ’s body is not in this sacra-
ment in the same way as a body is in a place, which by its
dimensions is commensurate with the place; but in a special
manner which is proper to this sacrament. Hence we say that
Christ’s body is upon many altars, not as in different places,
but “sacramentally”: and thereby we do not understand that
Christ is there only as in a sign, although a sacrament is a kind
of sign; but that Christ’s body is here aer a fashion proper to
this sacrament, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 4. is argument holds good of
Christ’s bodily presence, as He is present aer the manner of
a body, that is, as it is in its visible appearance, but not as it is
spiritually, that is, invisibly, aer the manner and by the virtue
of the spirit. Hence Augustine (Tract. xxvii in Joan.) says: “If
thou hast understood” Christ’s words spiritually concerning
His flesh, “they are spirit and life to thee; if thou hast under-
stood them carnally, they are also spirit and life, but not to
thee.”

IIIa q. 75 a. 2Whether in this sacrament the substance of the bread andwine remains aer the consecration?

Objection 1. It seems that the substance of the bread and
wine does remain in this sacrament aer the consecration: be-
cause Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv): “Since it is custom-
ary for men to eat bread and drink wine, God has wedded his
Godhead to them, and made them His body and blood”: and
further on: “e bread of communication is not simple bread,
but is united to the Godhead.” But wedding together belongs
to things actually existing. erefore the bread and wine are at
the same time, in this sacrament, with the body and the blood
of Christ.

Objection 2. Further, there ought to be conformity be-
tween the sacraments. But in the other sacraments the sub-
stance of the matter remains, like the substance of water in
Baptism, and the substance of chrism in Confirmation.ere-
fore the substance of the bread and wine remains also in this
sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, bread and wine are made use of in

this sacrament, inasmuch as they denote ecclesiastical unity,
as “one bread is made from many grains and wine from many
grapes,” asAugustine says in his book on theCreed (Tract. xxvi
in Joan.). But this belongs to the substance of bread and wine.
erefore, the substance of the bread and wine remains in this
sacrament.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv): “Al-
though the figure of the bread and wine be seen, still, aer the
Consecration, they are to be believed to be nothing else than
the body end blood of Christ.”

I answer that, Some have held that the substance of the
bread and wine remains in this sacrament aer the consecra-
tion. But this opinion cannot stand: first of all, because by such
an opinion the truth of this sacrament is destroyed, to which it
belongs that Christ’s true body exists in this sacrament; which
indeed was not there before the consecration. Now a thing
cannot be in any place, where it was not previously, except by
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change of place, or by the conversion of another thing into it-
self; just as fire begins anew to be in some house, either because
it is carried thither, or because it is generated there. Now it is
evident that Christ’s body does not begin to be present in this
sacrament by local motion. First of all, because it would fol-
low that it would cease to be in heaven: for what is moved lo-
cally does not come anew to some place unless it quit the for-
mer one. Secondly, because every body moved locally passes
through all intermediary spaces, which cannot be said here.
irdly, because it is not possible for one movement of the
same body moved locally to be terminated in different places
at the one time, whereas the body of Christ under this sacra-
ment begins at the one time to be in several places. And conse-
quently it remains that Christ’s body cannot begin to be anew
in this sacrament except by change of the substance of bread
into itself. But what is changed into another thing, no longer
remains aer such change.Hence the conclusion is that, saving
the truth of this sacrament, the substance of the bread cannot
remain aer the consecration.

Secondly, because this position is contrary to the form of
this sacrament, in which it is said: “is is My body,” which
would not be true if the substance of the bread were to remain

there; for the substance of bread never is the body of Christ.
Rather should one say in that case: “Here is My body.”

irdly, because it would be opposed to the veneration of
this sacrament, if any substancewere there, which could not be
adored with adoration of latria.

Fourthly, because it is contrary to the rite of the Church,
according to which it is not lawful to take the body of Christ
aer bodily food, while it is nevertheless lawful to take one
consecrated host aer another. Hence this opinion is to be
avoided as heretical.

Reply to Objection 1. God “wedded His Godhead,” i.e.
His Divine power, to the bread and wine, not that these may
remain in this sacrament, but in order thatHemaymake from
them His body and blood.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ is not really present in the
other sacraments, as in this; and therefore the substance of the
matter remains in the other sacraments, but not in this.

Reply to Objection 3. e species which remain in this
sacrament, as shall be said later (a. 5), suffice for its significa-
tion; because the nature of the substance is known by its acci-
dents.

IIIa q. 75 a. 3Whether the substance of the bread or wine is annihilated aer the consecration of this sacra-
ment, or dissolved into their original matter?

Objection 1. It seems that the substance of the bread is
annihilated aer the consecration of this sacrament, or dis-
solved into its original matter. For whatever is corporeal must
be somewhere. But the substance of bread, which is something
corporeal, does not remain, in this sacrament, as stated above
(a. 2); nor can we assign any place where it may be. Conse-
quently it is nothing aer the consecration. erefore, it is ei-
ther annihilated, or dissolved into its original matter.

Objection 2. Further, what is the term “wherefrom” in ev-
ery change exists no longer, except in the potentiality of mat-
ter; e.g. when air is changed into fire, the form of the air re-
mains only in the potentiality of matter; and in like fashion
when what is white becomes black. But in this sacrament the
substance of the bread or of the wine is the term “wherefrom,”
while the body or the blood ofChrist is the term “whereunto”:
for Ambrose says in De Officiis (De Myster. ix): “Before the
blessing it is called another species, aer the blessing the body
of Christ is signified.” erefore, when the consecration takes
place, the substance of the bread or wine no longer remains,
unless perchance dissolved into its (original) matter.

Objection 3. Further, one of two contradictories must be
true. But this proposition is false: “Aer the consecration the
substance of the bread or wine is something.” Consequently,
this is true: “e substance of the bread or wine is nothing.”

On the contrary, Augustine says (q. 83): “God is not the
cause of tending to nothing.” But this sacrament is wrought
byDivine power.erefore, in this sacrament the substance of
the bread or wine is not annihilated.

I answer that,Because the substance of the bread andwine
does not remain in this sacrament, some, deeming that it is im-
possible for the substance of the bread and wine to be changed
intoChrist’s flesh and blood, havemaintained that by the con-
secration, the substance of the bread and wine is either dis-
solved into the original matter, or that it is annihilated.

Now the original matter into which mixed bodies can be
dissolved is the four elements. For dissolution cannot be made
into primarymatter, so that a subject can exist without a form,
since matter cannot exist without a form. But since aer the
consecration nothing remains under the sacramental species
except the body and the blood of Christ, it will be necessary to
say that the elements intowhich the substance of the bread and
wine is dissolved, depart from thence by local motion, which
would be perceived by the senses. In like manner also the sub-
stance of the bread or wine remains until the last instant of the
consecration; but in the last instant of the consecration there
is already present there the substance of the body or blood of
Christ, just as the form is already present in the last instant
of generation. Hence no instant can be assigned in which the
original matter can be there. For it cannot be said that the sub-
stance of the bread or wine is dissolved gradually into the orig-
inal matter, or that it successively quits the species, for if this
began to be done in the last instant of its consecration, then at
the one time under part of the host there would be the body
of Christ together with the substance of bread, which is con-
trary to what has been said above (a. 2). But if this begin to
come to pass before the consecration, there will then be a time
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in which under one part of the host there will be neither the
substance of bread nor the body of Christ, which is not fitting.
ey seem indeed to have taken this into careful considera-
tion, wherefore they formulated their proposition with an al-
ternative viz. that (the substance)may be annihilated. But even
this cannot stand, because no way can be assigned whereby
Christ’s true body can begin to be in this sacrament, except
by the change of the substance of bread into it, which change
is excluded the moment we admit either annihilation of the
substance of the bread, or dissolution into the original matter.
Likewise no cause can be assigned for such dissolution or an-
nihilation, since the effect of the sacrament is signified by the
form: “is is My body.” Hence it is clear that the aforesaid
opinion is false.

Reply toObjection 1.e substance of the bread or wine,
aer the consecration, remains neither under the sacramental

species, nor elsewhere; yet it does not follow that it is annihi-
lated; for it is changed into the body of Christ; just as if the air,
from which fire is generated, be not there or elsewhere, it does
not follow that it is annihilated.

Reply toObjection2.eform,which is the term“where-
from,” is not changed into another form; but one form suc-
ceeds another in the subject; and therefore the first form re-
mains only in the potentiality ofmatter. But here the substance
of the bread is changed into the body ofChrist, as stated above.
Hence the conclusion does not follow.

Reply to Objection 3. Although aer the consecration
this proposition is false: “e substance of the breed is some-
thing,” still that into which the substance of the bread is
changed, is something, and consequently the substance of the
bread is not annihilated.

IIIa q. 75 a. 4Whether bread can be converted into the body of Christ?

Objection 1. It seems that bread cannot be converted into
the body of Christ. For conversion is a kind of change. But in
every change there must be some subject, which from being
previously in potentiality is now in act. because as is said in
Phys. iii: “motion is the act of a thing existing in potentiality.”
But no subject can be assigned for the substance of the bread
and of the body of Christ, because it is of the very nature of
substance for it “not to be in a subject,” as it is said in Praedic.
iii. erefore it is not possible for the whole substance of the
bread to be converted into the body of Christ.

Objection 2. Further, the form of the thing intowhich an-
other is converted, begins anew to inhere in the matter of the
thing converted into it: as when air is changed into fire not
already existing, the form of fire begins anew to be in the mat-
ter of the air; and in like manner when food is converted into
non-pre-existing man, the form of the man begins to be anew
in the matter of the food. erefore, if bread be changed into
the body of Christ, the form of Christ’s body must necessarily
begin to be in the matter of the bread, which is false. Conse-
quently, the bread is not changed into the substance ofChrist’s
body.

Objection 3. Further, when two things are diverse, one
never becomes the other, as whiteness never becomes black-
ness, as is stated in Phys. i. But since two contrary forms are of
themselves diverse, as being the principles of formal difference,
so two signate matters are of themselves diverse, as being the
principles of material distinction. Consequently, it is not pos-
sible for this matter of bread to become this matter whereby
Christ’s body is individuated, and so it is not possible for this
substance of bread to be changed into the substance ofChrist’s
body.

On the contrary, Eusebius Emesenus says: “To thee it
ought neither to be a novelty nor an impossibility that earthly

and mortal things be changed into the substance of Christ.”
I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), since Christ’s true

body is in this sacrament, and since it doesnot begin tobe there
by local motion, nor is it contained therein as in a place, as is
evident fromwhat was stated above (a. 1, ad 2), it must be said
then that it begins to be there by conversion of the substance
of bread into itself.

Yet this change is not like natural changes, but is entirely
supernatural, and effected by God’s power alone. Hence Am-
brose says [(De Sacram. iv): “See how Christ’s word changes
nature’s laws, as He wills: a man is not wont to be born save
of man and woman: see therefore that against the established
law and order a man is born of a Virgin”: and]* (De Myster.
iv): “It is clear that a Virgin begot beyond the order of nature:
and what we make is the body from the Virgin. Why, then,
do you look for nature’s order in Christ’s body, since the Lord
Jesus was Himself brought forth of a Virgin beyond nature?”
Chrysostom likewise (Hom. xlvii), commenting on Jn. 6:64:
“e words which I have spoken to you,” namely, of this sacra-
ment, “are spirit and life,” says: i.e. “spiritual, having nothing
carnal, nornatural consequence; but they are rent fromall such
necessity which exists upon earth, and from the laws here es-
tablished.”

For it is evident that every agent acts according as it is in
act. But every created agent is limited in its act, as being of a
determinate genus and species: and consequently the action of
every created agent bears upon some determinate act.Now the
determination of every thing in actual existence comes from its
form.Consequently, no natural or created agent can act except
by changing the form in something; and on this account every
changemade according to nature’s laws is a formal change. But
God is infinite act, as stated in the Ia, q. 7, a. 1; q. 26, a. 2; hence
His action extends to the whole nature of being.ereforeHe

* e passage in the brackets is not in the Leonine edition.
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can work not only formal conversion, so that diverse forms
succeed each other in the same subject; but also the change of
all being, so that, to wit, the whole substance of one thing be
changed into the whole substance of another. And this is done
by Divine power in this sacrament; for the whole substance of
the bread is changed into thewhole substance ofChrist’s body,
and the whole substance of the wine into the whole substance
of Christ’s blood. Hence this is not a formal, but a substantial
conversion; nor is it a kind of natural movement: but, with a
name of its own, it can be called “transubstantiation.”

Reply to Objection 1. is objection holds good in re-
spect of formal change, because it belongs to a form to be in
matter or in a subject; but it does not hold good in respect of
the change of the entire substance. Hence, since this substan-
tial change implies a certain order of substances, one of which

is changed into the other, it is in both substances as in a subject,
just as order and number.

Reply toObjection 2.is argument also is true of formal
conversion or change, because, as stated above (ad 1), a form
must be in somematter or subject. But this is not so in a change
of the entire substance; for in this case no subject is possible.

Reply toObjection 3.Form cannot be changed into form,
nor matter into matter by the power of any finite agent. Such
a change, however, can be made by the power of an infinite
agent, which has control over all being, because the nature of
being is common toboth forms and to bothmatters; andwhat-
ever there is of being in the one, the author of being can change
into whatever there is of being in the other, withdrawing that
whereby it was distinguished from the other.

IIIa q. 75 a. 5Whether the accidents of the bread and wine remain in this sacrament aer the change?

Objection 1. It seems that the accidents of the bread and
wine do not remain in this sacrament. For when that which
comes first is removed, that which follows is also taken away.
But substance is naturally before accident, as is proved in
Metaph. vii. Since, then, aer consecration, the substance of
the bread does not remain in this sacrament, it seems that its
accidents cannot remain.

Objection 2. Further, there ought not to be any deception
in a sacrament of truth. Butwe judge of substance by accidents.
It seems, then, that human judgment is deceived, if, while the
accidents remain, the substance of the bread does not. Conse-
quently this is unbecoming to this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, although our faith is not subject to
reason, still it is not contrary to reason, but above it, as was said
in the beginning of this work ( Ia, q. 1, a. 6, ad 2; a. 8). But our
reason has its origin in the senses. erefore our faith ought
not to be contrary to the senses, as it is when sense judges that
to be bread which faith believes to be the substance of Christ’s
body. erefore it is not befitting this sacrament for the ac-
cidents of bread to remain subject to the senses, and for the
substance of bread not to remain.

Objection 4. Further, what remains aer the change has
taken place seems to be the subject of change. If therefore the
accidents of the bread remain aer the change has been ef-
fected, it seems that the accidents are the subject of the change.
But this is impossible; for “an accident cannot have an acci-
dent” (Metaph. iii). erefore the accidents of the bread and
wine ought not to remain in this sacrament.

On the contrary, Augustine says in his book on the Sen-
tences of Prosper (Lanfranc, De Corp. et Sang. Dom. xiii):

“Under the species which we behold, of bread and wine, we
honor invisible things, i.e. flesh and blood.”

I answer that, It is evident to sense that all the accidents of
the bread and wine remain aer the consecration. And this is
reasonably done byDivine providence. First of all, because it is
not customary, but horrible, for men to eat human flesh, and
to drink blood. And therefore Christ’s flesh and blood are set
before us to be partaken of under the species of those things
which are the more commonly used by men, namely, bread
and wine. Secondly, lest this sacrament might be derided by
unbelievers, if we were to eat our Lord under His own species.
irdly, that while we receive our Lord’s body and blood in-
visibly, this may redound to the merit of faith.

Reply toObjection 1.As is said in the bookDeCausis, an
effect dependsmore on the first cause than on the second. And
therefore by God’s power, which is the first cause of all things,
it is possible for thatwhich follows to remain,while thatwhich
is first is taken away.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is no deception in this sacra-
ment; for the accidents which are discerned by the senses are
truly present. But the intellect, whose proper object is sub-
stance as is said in De Anima iii, is preserved by faith from de-
ception.

And this serves as answer to the third argument; because
faith is not contrary to the senses, but concerns things towhich
sense does not reach.

Reply toObjection 4.is change has not properly a sub-
ject, as was stated above (a. 4, ad 1); nevertheless the accidents
which remain have some resemblance of a subject.
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IIIa q. 75 a. 6Whether the substantial form of the bread remains in this sacrament aer the consecration?

Objection 1. It seems that the substantial form of the
bread remains in this sacrament aer the consecration. For it
has been said (a. 5) that the accidents remain aer the con-
secration. But since bread is an artificial thing, its form is an
accident. erefore it remains aer the consecration.

Objection2.Further, the formofChrist’s body isHis soul:
for it is said in De Anima ii, that the soul “is the act of a phys-
ical body which has life in potentiality”. But it cannot be said
that the substantial form of the bread is changed into the soul.
erefore it appears that it remains aer the consecration.

Objection 3. Further, the proper operation of a things fol-
lows its substantial form. But what remains in this sacrament,
nourishes, and performs every operation which bread would
do were it present. erefore the substantial form of the bread
remains in this sacrament aer the consecration.

On the contrary, e substantial form of bread is of the
substance of bread. But the substance of the bread is changed
into the body of Christ, as stated above (Aa. 2,3,4). erefore
the substantial form of the bread does not remain.

I answer that, Some have contended that aer the conse-
cration not only do the accidents of the bread remain, but also
its substantial form. But this cannot be. First of all, because if
the substantial form of the bread were to remain, nothing of
the breadwould be changed into the body ofChrist, excepting
the matter; and so it would follow that it would be changed,
not into the whole body of Christ, but into its matter, which
is repugnant to the form of the sacrament, wherein it is said:
“is is My body.”

Secondly, because if the substantial form of the bread were
to remain, it would remain either in matter, or separated from
matter. e first cannot be, for if it were to remain in the mat-
ter of the bread, then the whole substance of the bread would
remain, which is against what was said above (a. 2). Nor could
it remain in any other matter, because the proper form exists
only in its propermatter. But if it were to remain separate from

matter, it would then be an actually intelligible form, and also
an intelligence; for all forms separated from matter are such.

irdly, it would be unbefitting this sacrament: because
the accidents of the bread remain in this sacrament, in order
that the body of Christ may be seen under them, and not un-
der its proper species, as stated above (a. 5).

And therefore it must be said that the substantial form of
the bread does not remain.

Reply toObjection1.ere is nothing toprevent art from
making a thing whose form is not an accident, but a substan-
tial form; as frogs and serpents can be produced by art: for art
produces such forms not by its own power, but by the power
of natural energies. And in this way it produces the substantial
forms of bread, by the power of fire baking themattermade up
of flour and water.

Reply to Objection 2. e soul is the form of the body,
giving it the whole order of perfect being, i.e. being, corporeal
being, and animated being, and so on. erefore the form of
the bread is changed into the form of Christ’s body, accord-
ing as the latter gives corporeal being, but not according as it
bestows animated being.

Reply toObjection3. Someof the operations of bread fol-
low it by reason of the accidents, such as to affect the senses,
and such operations are found in the species of the bread aer
the consecration on account of the accidents which remain.
But some other operations follow the bread either by reason
of the matter, such as that it is changed into something else,
or else by reason of the substantial form, such as an operation
consequent upon its species, for instance, that it “strengthens
man’s heart” (Ps. 103:15); and such operations are found in
this sacrament, not on account of the form or matter remain-
ing, but because they are bestowed miraculously upon the ac-
cidents themselves, as will be said later (q. 77, a. 3, ad 2,3;
Aa. 5,6).

IIIa q. 75 a. 7Whether this change is wrought instantaneously?

Objection 1. It seems that this change is not wrought in-
stantaneously, but successively. For in this change there is first
the substance of bread, and aerwards the substance ofChrist’s
body. Neither, then, is in the same instant, but in two instants.
But there is a mid-time between every two instants. ere-
fore this change must take place according to the succession
of time, which is between the last instant in which the bread
is there, and the first instant in which the body of Christ is
present.

Objection 2. Further, in every change something is “in be-
coming” and something is “in being.” But these two things do
not exist at the one time for, what is “in becoming,” is not yet,
whereas what is “in being,” already is. Consequently, there is

a before and an aer in such change: and so necessarily the
change cannot be instantaneous, but successive.

Objection 3. Further, Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv) that
this sacrament “is made by the words of Christ.” But Christ’s
words are pronounced successively.erefore the change takes
place successively.

On the contrary,is change is effected by a power which
is infinite, to which it belongs to operate in an instant.

I answer that, A change may be instantaneous from a
threefold reason. First on the part of the form, which is the
terminus of the change. For, if it be a form that receives more
and less, it is acquired by its subject successively, such as health;
and therefore because a substantial formdoes not receivemore
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and less, it follows that its introduction into matter is instan-
taneous.

Secondly on the part of the subject, which sometimes
is prepared successively for receiving the form; thus water is
heated successively. When, however, the subject itself is in the
ultimate disposition for receiving the form, it receives it sud-
denly, as a transparent body is illuminated suddenly. irdly
on thepart of the agent,whichpossesses infinite power:where-
fore it can instantly dispose the matter for the form. us it
is written (Mk. 7:34) that when Christ had said, “ ‘Ephpheta,’
which is ‘Be thou opened,’ immediately his ears were opened,
and the string of his tongue was loosed.”

For these three reasons this conversion is instantaneous.
First, because the substance of Christ’s body which is the term
of this conversion, does not receive more or less. Secondly, be-
cause in this conversion there is no subject to be disposed suc-
cessively.irdly, because it is effected byGod’s infinite power.

Reply to Objection 1. Some* do not grant simply that
there is a mid-time between every two instants. For they say
that this is true of two instants referring to the same move-
ment, but not if they refer to different things. Hence between
the instant that marks the close of rest, and another which
marks the beginning of movement, there is no mid-time. But
in this they are mistaken, because the unity of time and of in-
stant, or even their plurality, is not taken according to move-
ments of any sort, but according to the first movement of the
heavens, which is the measure of all movement and rest.

Accordingly others grant this of the time which measures
movement depending on the movement of the heavens. But
there are some movements which are not dependent on the
movement of the heavens, nor measured by it, as was said in
the Ia, q. 53, a. 3 concerning the movements of the angels.
Hence between two instants responding to those movements
there is no mid-time. But this is not to the point, because al-
though the change in question has no relation of itself to the
movement of the heavens, still it follows the pronouncing of
thewords,which (pronouncing)must necessarily bemeasured
by the movement of the heavens. And therefore there must of

necessity be a mid-time between every two signate instants in
connection with that change.

Some say therefore that the instant in which the bread was
last, and the instant in which the body of Christ is first, are in-
deed two in comparisonwith the thingsmeasured, but are one
comparatively to the timemeasuring; as when two lines touch,
there are two points on the part of the two lines, but one point
on the part of the place containing them. But here there is no
likeness, because instant and time is not the intrinsic measure
of particular movements, as a line and point are of a body, but
only the extrinsic measure, as place is to bodies.

Hence others say that it is the same instant in fact, but an-
other according to reason. But according to this it would fol-
low that things really opposite would exist together; for diver-
sity of reason does not change a thing objectively.

And therefore it must be said that this change, as stated
above, is wrought by Christ’s words which are spoken by the
priest, so that the last instant of pronouncing the words is the
first instant inwhichChrist’s body is in the sacrament; and that
the substance of the bread is there during the whole preceding
time. Of this time no instant is to be taken as proximately pre-
ceding the last one, because time is not made up of successive
instants, as is proved in Phys. vi. And therefore a first instant
can be assigned in which Christ’s body is present; but a last
instant cannot be assigned in which the substance of bread is
there, but a last time can be assigned. And the same holds good
in natural changes, as is evident from the Philosopher (Phys.
viii).

Reply to Objection 2. In instantaneous changes a thing is
“in becoming,” and is “in being” simultaneously; just as becom-
ing illuminated and to be actually illuminated are simultane-
ous: for in such, a thing is said to be “in being” according as it
now is; but to be “in becoming,” according as it was not before.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (ad 1), this change
comes about in the last instant of the pronouncing of the
words. for then the meaning of the words is finished, which
meaning is efficacious in the forms of the sacraments. And
therefore it does not follow that this change is successive.

IIIa q. 75 a. 8Whether this proposition is false: “e body of Christ is made out of bread”?

Objection 1. It seems that this proposition is false: “e
body of Christ is made out of bread.” For everything out of
which another ismade, is thatwhich ismade the other; but not
conversely: for we say that a black thing is made out of a white
thing, and that a white thing is made black: and although we
may say that a man becomes black still we do not say that a
black thing is made out of a man, as is shown in Phys. i. If it
be true, then, that Christ’s body is made out of bread, it will
be true to say that bread is made the body of Christ. But this
seems to be false, because the bread is not the subject of the
making, but rather its term. erefore, it is not said truly that

Christ’s body is made out of bread.
Objection 2. Further, the term of “becoming” is some-

thing that is, or something that is “made.” But this proposition
is never true: “e bread is the body of Christ”; or “e bread
is made the body of Christ”; or again, “e bread will be the
body of Christ.” erefore it seems that not even this is true:
“e body of Christ is made out of bread.”

Objection 3. Further, everything out of which another is
made is converted into that which is made from it. But this
proposition seems to be false: “e bread is converted into the
body of Christ,” because such conversion seems to be more

* Cf. Albert the Great, Sent. iv, D, 11; St. Bonaventure, Sent., iv, D, 11.
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miraculous than the creation of the world, in which it is not
said that non-being is converted into being.erefore it seems
that this proposition likewise is false: “e body of Christ is
made out of bread.”

Objection 4. Further, that out of which something is
made, can be that thing. But this proposition is false: “Bread
can be the body ofChrist.”erefore this is likewise false: “e
body of Christ is made out of bread.”

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv): “When
the consecration takes place, the body of Christ is made out of
the bread.”

I answer that, is conversion of bread into the body of
Christ has something in commonwith creation, and with nat-
ural transmutation, and in some respect differs from both. For
the order of the terms is common to these three; that is, that
aer one thing there is another (for, in creation there is being
aer non-being; in this sacrament, Christ’s body aer the sub-
stance of bread; in natural transmutation white aer black, or
fire aer air); and that the aforesaid terms are not coexistent.

Now the conversion, of which we are speaking, has this in
common with creation, that in neither of them is there any
common subject belonging to either of the extremes; the con-
trary of which appears in every natural transmutation.

Again, this conversion has something in common with
natural transmutation in two respects, although not in the
same fashion. First of all because in both, one of the extremes
passes into the other, as bread into Christ’s body, and air into
fire; whereas non-being is not converted into being. But this
comes to pass differently on the one side and on the other; for
in this sacrament the whole substance of the bread passes into
the whole body of Christ; whereas in natural transmutation
the matter of the one receives the form of the other, the previ-
ous form being laid aside. Secondly, they have this in common,
that on both sides something remains the same; whereas this
does not happen in creation: yet differently; for the same mat-
ter or subject remains innatural transmutation;whereas in this
sacrament the same accidents remain.

From these observations we can gather the various ways of
speaking in such matters. For, because in no one of the afore-
said three things are the extremes coexistent, therefore in none
of them can one extreme be predicated of the other by the sub-
stantive verb of the present tense: for we do not say, “Non-
being is being” or, “Bread is the body of Christ,” or, “Air is fire,”
or, “White is black.” Yet because of the relationship of the ex-
tremes in all of them we can use the preposition “ex” [out of ],
which denotes order; for we can truly and properly say that
“being is made out of non-being,” and “out of bread, the body
of Christ,” and “out of air, fire,” and “out of white, black.” But
because in creation one of the extremes does not pass into the
other, we cannot use the word “conversion” in creation, so as
to say that “non-being is converted into being”: we can, how-
ever, use the word in this sacrament, just as in natural trans-
mutation. But since in this sacrament the whole substance is
converted into the whole substance, on that account this con-

version is properly termed transubstantiation.
Again, since there is no subject of this conversion, the

things which are true in natural conversion by reason of the
subject, are not to be granted in this conversion. And in the
first place indeed it is evident that potentiality to the opposite
follows a subject, by reason whereof we say that “a white thing
can be black,” or that “air can be fire”; although the latter is not
so proper as the former: for the subject of whiteness, in which
there is potentiality to blackness, is the whole substance of the
white thing; since whiteness is not a part thereof; whereas the
subject of the form of air is part thereof: hence when it is said,
“Air can be fire,” it is verified by synecdoche by reason of the
part. But in this conversion, and similarly in creation, because
there is no subject, it is not said that one extreme can be the
other, as that “non-being can be being,” or that “bread can be
the body ofChrist”: and for the same reason it cannot be prop-
erly said that “being is made of [de] non-being,” or that “the
body of Christ is made of bread,” because this preposition “of ”
[de] denotes a consubstantial cause, which consubstantiality
of the extremes in natural transmutations is considered accord-
ing to something common in the subject.And for the same rea-
son it is not granted that “bread will be the body of Christ,” or
that it “may become the body ofChrist,” just as it is not granted
in creation that “non-being will be being,” or that “non-being
may become being,” because this manner of speaking is veri-
fied in natural transmutations by reason of the subject: for in-
stance, when we say that “a white thing becomes black,” or “a
white thing will be black.”

Nevertheless, since in this sacrament, aer the change,
something remains the same, namely, the accidents of the
bread, as stated above (a. 5), some of these expressions may be
admitted by way of similitude, namely, that “bread is the body
of Christ,” or, “bread will be the body of Christ,” or “the body
of Christ is made of bread”; provided that by the word “bread”
is not understood the substance of bread, but in general “that
which is contained under the species of bread,” under which
species there is first contained the substance of bread, and af-
terwards the body of Christ.

Reply toObjection 1.at out of which something else is
made, sometimes implies together with the subject, one of the
extremes of the transmutation, as when it is said “a black thing
is made out of a white one”; but sometimes it implies only the
opposite or the extreme, as when it is said—“out of morning
comes the day.” And so it is not granted that the latter becomes
the former, that is, “that morning becomes the day.” So like-
wise in the matter in hand, although it may be said properly
that “the body of Christ is made out of bread,” yet it is not said
properly that “bread becomes the body of Christ,” except by
similitude, as was said above.

Reply toObjection 2.at out of which another is made,
will sometimes be that other because of the subject which is
implied. And therefore, since there is no subject of this change,
the comparison does not hold.

Reply toObjection 3. In this change there are manymore
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difficulties than in creation, in which there is but this one diffi-
culty, that something is made out of nothing; yet this belongs
to the proper mode of production of the first cause, which
presupposes nothing else. But in this conversion not only is
it difficult for this whole to be changed into that whole, so
that nothing of the formermay remain (which does not belong
to the common mode of production of a cause), but further-
more it has this difficulty that the accidents remain while the
substance is destroyed, and many other difficulties of which

we shall treat hereaer (q. 77). Nevertheless the word “con-
version” is admitted in this sacrament, but not in creation, as
stated above.

Reply to Objection 4. As was observed above, potential-
ity belongs to the subject, whereas there is no subject in this
conversion. And therefore it is not granted that bread can be
the body ofChrist: for this conversion does not come about by
the passive potentiality of the creature, but solely by the active
power of the Creator.
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T P, Q 76
Of the Way in Which Christ Is in is Sacrament

(In Eight Articles)

We have now to consider the manner in which Christ exists in this sacrament; and under this head there are eight points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether the whole Christ is under this sacrament?
(2) Whether the entire Christ is under each species of the sacrament?
(3) Whether the entire Christ is under every part of the species?
(4) Whether all the dimensions of Christ’s body are in this sacrament?
(5) Whether the body of Christ is in this sacrament locally?
(6) Whether aer the consecration, the body of Christ is moved when the host or chalice is moved?
(7) Whether Christ’s body, as it is in this sacrament, can be seen by the eye?
(8) Whether the true body of Christ remains in this sacrament whenHe is seen under the appearance of a child

or of flesh?

IIIa q. 76 a. 1Whether the whole Christ is contained under this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the whole Christ is not con-
tainedunder this sacrament, becauseChrist begins to be in this
sacrament by conversion of the bread and wine. But it is evi-
dent that the bread andwine cannot be changed either into the
Godhead or into the soul of Christ. Since therefore Christ ex-
ists in three substances, namely, the Godhead, soul and body,
as shown above (q. 2, a. 5; q. 5, Aa. 1,3), it seems that the entire
Christ is not under this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, Christ is in this sacrament, foras-
much as it is ordained to the refection of the faithful, which
consists in food and drink, as stated above (q. 74, a. 1). But our
Lord said ( Jn. 6:56): “My flesh is meat indeed, and My blood
is drink indeed.” erefore, only the flesh and blood of Christ
are contained in this sacrament. But there aremany other parts
of Christ’s body, for instance, the nerves, bones, and such like.
erefore the entire Christ is not contained under this sacra-
ment.

Objection 3. Further, a body of greater quantity cannot be
contained under themeasure of a lesser. But themeasure of the
bread and wine is much smaller than the measure of Christ’s
body. erefore it is impossible that the entire Christ be con-
tained under this sacrament.

On the contrary,Ambrose says (DeOfficiis): “Christ is in
this sacrament.”

I answer that, It is absolutely necessary to confess accord-
ing to Catholic faith that the entire Christ is in this sacra-
ment. Yet we must know that there is something of Christ in
this sacrament in a twofold manner: first, as it were, by the
power of the sacrament; secondly, fromnatural concomitance.
By the power of the sacrament, there is under the species of
this sacrament that into which the pre-existing substance of
the bread and wine is changed, as expressed by the words of
the form, which are effective in this as in the other sacraments;
for instance, by the words: “is is My body,” or, “is is My

blood.” But from natural concomitance there is also in this
sacrament that which is really united with that thing wherein
the aforesaid conversion is terminated. For if any two things
be really united, thenwherever the one is really, theremust the
other also be: since things really united together are only dis-
tinguished by an operation of the mind.

Reply toObjection1.Because the change of the bread and
wine is not terminated at the Godhead or the soul of Christ,
it follows as a consequence that the Godhead or the soul of
Christ is in this sacrament not by the power of the sacrament,
but from real concomitance. For since the Godhead never set
aside the assumed body, wherever the body of Christ is, there,
of necessity, must the Godhead be; and therefore it is neces-
sary for the Godhead to be in this sacrament concomitantly
withHis body.Hencewe read in the profession of faith at Eph-
esus (P. I., chap. xxvi): “We aremade partakers of the body and
blood of Christ, not as taking common flesh, nor as of a holy
man united to the Word in dignity, but the truly life-giving
flesh of the Word Himself.”

On the other hand, His soul was truly separated from His
body, as stated above (q. 50, a. 5). And therefore had this sacra-
ment been celebrated during those three days when He was
dead, the soul of Christ would not have been there, neither by
the power of the sacrament, nor from real concomitance. But
since “Christ rising from the dead dieth now no more” (Rom.
6:9),His soul is always really unitedwithHis body. And there-
fore in this sacrament the body indeed of Christ is present by
the power of the sacrament, but His soul from real concomi-
tance.

Reply toObjection2.By the power of the sacrament there
is contained under it, as to the species of the bread, not only
the flesh, but the entire body of Christ, that is, the bones the
nerves, and the like. And this is apparent from the form of this
sacrament, wherein it is not said: “is is My flesh,” but “is
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is My body.” Accordingly, when our Lord said ( Jn. 6:56): “My
flesh is meat indeed,” there the word flesh is put for the entire
body, because according to human custom it seems to bemore
adapted for eating, as men commonly are fed on the flesh of
animals, but not on the bones or the like.

Reply to Objection 3. As has been already stated (q. 75,
a. 5), aer the consecration of the bread into the body of
Christ, or of the wine into His blood, the accidents of both
remain. From which it is evident that the dimensions of the
bread orwine are not changed into the dimensions of the body
of Christ, but substance into substance. And so the substance

of Christ’s body or blood is under this sacrament by the power
of the sacrament, but not the dimensions of Christ’s body or
blood. Hence it is clear that the body of Christ is in this sacra-
ment “by way of substance,” and not by way of quantity. But
the proper totality of substance is contained indifferently in a
small or large quantity; as the whole nature of air in a great or
small amount of air, and the whole nature of a man in a big or
small individual. Wherefore, aer the consecration, the whole
substance ofChrist’s body and blood is contained in this sacra-
ment, just as the whole substance of the bread and wine was
contained there before the consecration.

IIIa q. 76 a. 2Whether the whole Christ is contained under each species of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the whole Christ is not con-
tainedunder both species of this sacrament. For this sacrament
is ordained for the salvation of the faithful, not by virtue of the
species, but by virtue of what is contained under the species,
because the species were there even before the consecration,
from which comes the power of this sacrament. If nothing,
then, be contained under one species, but what is contained
under the other, and if the whole Christ be contained under
both, it seems that oneof them is superfluous in this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, it was stated above (a. 1, ad 1) that
all the other parts of the body, such as the bones, nerves, and
the like, are comprised under the name of flesh. But the blood
is one of the parts of the human body, as Aristotle proves (De
Anima Histor. i). If, then, Christ’s blood be contained under
the species of bread, just as the other parts of the body are con-
tained there, the blood ought not to be consecrated apart, just
as no other part of the body is consecrated separately.

Objection 3. Further, what is once “in being” cannot be
again “in becoming.” ButChrist’s body has already begun to be
in this sacrament by the consecrationof the bread.erefore, it
cannot begin again to be there by the consecration of thewine;
and soChrist’s body will not be contained under the species of
the wine, and accordingly neither the entire Christ. erefore
the whole Christ is not contained under each species.

On the contrary, e gloss on 1 Cor. 11:25, commenting
on the word “Chalice,” says that “under each species,” namely,
of the bread andwine, “the same is received”; and thus it seems
that Christ is entire under each species.

I answer that, Aer what we have said above (a. 1), it
must be held most certainly that the whole Christ is under
each sacramental species yet not alike in each. For the body
of Christ is indeed present under the species of bread by the
power of the sacrament, while the blood is there from real con-

comitance, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1) in regard to the soul and
Godhead of Christ; and under the species of wine the blood is
present by the power of the sacrament, and His body by real
concomitance, as is also His soul and Godhead: because now
Christ’s blood is not separated from His body, as it was at the
time of His Passion and death. Hence if this sacrament had
been celebrated then, the body of Christ would have been un-
der the species of the bread, but without the blood; and, un-
der the species of the wine, the blood would have been present
without the body, as it was then, in fact.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the whole Christ is un-
der each species, yet it is so not without purpose. For in the
first place this serves to represent Christ’s Passion, in which
the blood was separated from the body; hence in the form for
the consecration of the bloodmention ismade of its shedding.
Secondly, it is in keeping with the use of this sacrament, that
Christ’s body be shown apart to the faithful as food, and the
blood as drink.irdly, it is in keeping with its effect, in which
sense it was stated above (q. 74, a. 1) that “the body is offered
for the salvation of the body, and the blood for the salvation
of the soul.”

Reply to Objection 2. In Christ’s Passion, of which this is
the memorial, the other parts of the body were not separated
from one another, as the blood was, but the body remained
entire, according to Ex. 12:46: “You shall not break a bone
thereof.” And therefore in this sacrament the blood is conse-
crated apart from the body, but no other part is consecrated
separately from the rest.

Reply toObjection 3.As stated above, the body of Christ
is not under the species of wine by the power of the sacrament,
but by real concomitance: and therefore by the consecration of
the wine the body of Christ is not there of itself, but concomi-
tantly.
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IIIa q. 76 a. 3Whether Christ is entire under every part of the species of the bread and wine?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ is not entire under every
part of the species of bread andwine. Because those species can
be divided infinitely. If therefore Christ be entirely under ev-
ery part of the said species, it would follow that He is in this
sacrament an infinite number of times: which is unreasonable;
because the infinite is repugnant not only to nature, but like-
wise to grace.

Objection 2. Further, since Christ’s is an organic body, it
has parts determinately distant. for a determinate distance of
the individual parts from each other is of the very nature of an
organic body, as that of eye from eye, and eye from ear. But this
could not be so, if Christ were entire under every part of the
species; for every part would have to be under every other part,
and so where one part would be, there another part would be.
It cannot be then that the entire Christ is under every part of
the host or of the wine contained in the chalice.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s body always retains the true
nature of a body, nor is it ever changed into a spirit. Now it
is the nature of a body for it to be “quantity having position”
(Predic. iv). But it belongs to the nature of this quantity that
the various parts exist in various parts of place. erefore, ap-
parently it is impossible for the entire Christ to be under every
part of the species.

On the contrary, Augustine says in a sermon (Gregory,
Sacramentarium): “Each receives Christ the Lord, Who is en-
tire under every morsel, nor is He less in each portion, but be-
stows Himself entire under each.”

I answer that, As was observed above (a. 1, ad 3), because
the substance ofChrist’s body is in this sacrament by the power
of the sacrament, while dimensive quantity is there by rea-
son of real concomitance, consequently Christ’s body is in this
sacrament substantively, that is, in the way in which substance
is under dimensions, but not aer the manner of dimensions,
which means, not in the way in which the dimensive quantity
of a body is under the dimensive quantity of place.

Now it is evident that thewhole nature of a substance is un-
der every part of the dimensions under which it is contained;

just as the entire nature of air is under every part of air, and the
entire nature of bread under every part of bread; and this indif-
ferently, whether the dimensions be actually divided (as when
the air is divided or the bread cut), or whether they be actually
undivided, but potentially divisible. And therefore it is mani-
fest that the entire Christ is under every part of the species of
the bread, even while the host remains entire, and not merely
when it is broken, as some say, giving the example of an image
which appears in a mirror, which appears as one in the unbro-
ken mirror, whereas when the mirror is broken, there is an im-
age in each part of the broken mirror: for the comparison is
not perfect, because the multiplying of such images results in
the broken mirror on account of the various reflections in the
various parts of the mirror; but here there is only one conse-
cration, whereby Christ’s body is in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. Number follows division, and
therefore so long as quantity remains actually undivided, nei-
ther is the substance of any thing several times under its proper
dimensions, nor is Christ’s body several times under the di-
mensions of the bread; and consequently not an infinite num-
ber of times, but just as many times as it is divided into parts.

Reply to Objection 2. e determinate distance of parts
in an organic body is based upon its dimensive quantity; but
the nature of substance precedes even dimensive quantity. And
since the conversionof the substance of the bread is terminated
at the substance of the body of Christ, and since according to
the manner of substance the body of Christ is properly and
directly in this sacrament; such distance of parts is indeed in
Christ’s true body, which, however, is not compared to this
sacrament according to such distance, but according to the
manner of its substance, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 3. is argument is based on the na-
ture of a body, arising from dimensive quantity. But it was said
above (ad 2) that Christ’s body is compared with this sacra-
ment not by reason of dimensive quantity, but by reason of its
substance, as already stated.

IIIa q. 76 a. 4Whether the whole dimensive quantity of Christ’s body is in this sacrament?

Objection1. It seems that thewhole dimensive quantity of
Christ’s body is not in this sacrament. For it was said (a. 3) that
Christ’s entire body is contained under every part of the con-
secrated host. But no dimensive quantity is contained entirely
in any whole, and in its every part. erefore it is impossible
for the entire dimensive quantity of Christ’s body to be there.

Objection 2. Further, it is impossible for two dimensive
quantities to be together, even though one be separate from
its subject, and the other in a natural body, as is clear from
the Philosopher (Metaph. iii). But the dimensive quantity of
the bread remains in this sacrament, as is evident to our senses.

Consequently, the dimensive quantity of Christ’s body is not
there.

Objection 3. Further, if two unequal dimensive quanti-
ties be set side by side, the greater will overlap the lesser. But
the dimensive quantity of Christ’s body is considerably larger
than the dimensive quantity of the consecrated host accord-
ing to every dimension.erefore, if the dimensive quantity of
Christ’s body be in this sacrament together with the dimensive
quantity of the host, the dimensive quantity of Christ’s body is
extended beyond the quantity of the host, which nevertheless
is not without the substance of Christ’s body. erefore, the
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substance of Christ’s body will be in this sacrament even out-
side the species of the bread, which is unreasonable, since the
substance ofChrist’s body is in this sacrament, only by the con-
secration of the bread, as stated above (a. 2).Consequently, it is
impossible for the whole dimensive quantity of Christ’s body
to be in this sacrament.

On the contrary, e existence of the dimensive quantity
of any body cannot be separated from the existence of its sub-
stance. But in this sacrament the entire substance of Christ’s
body is present, as stated above (Aa. 1,3). erefore the entire
dimensive quantity of Christ’s body is in this sacrament.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), any part of Christ is
in this sacrament in two ways: in one way, by the power of the
sacrament; in another, from real concomitance. By the power
of the sacrament the dimensive quantity of Christ’s body is
not in this sacrament; for, by the power of the sacrament that
is present in this sacrament, whereat the conversion is termi-
nated. But the conversion which takes place in this sacrament
is terminateddirectly at the substance ofChrist’s body, andnot
at its dimensions; which is evident from the fact that the di-
mensive quantity of the bread remains aer the consecration,
while only the substance of the bread passes away.

Nevertheless, since the substance ofChrist’s body is not re-
ally deprived of its dimensive quantity and its other accidents,
hence it comes that by reason of real concomitance the whole
dimensive quantity of Christ’s body and all its other accidents
are in this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 1.emanner of being of every thing

is determined by what belongs to it of itself, and not accord-
ing to what is coupled accidentally with it: thus an object is
present to the sight, according as it is white, and not accord-
ing as it is sweet, although the same object may be both white
and sweet; hence sweetness is in the sight aer the manner of
whiteness, and not aer that of sweetness. Since, then, the sub-
stance of Christ’s body is present on the altar by the power
of this sacrament, while its dimensive quantity is there con-
comitantly and as it were accidentally, therefore the dimensive
quantity of Christ’s body is in this sacrament, not according to
its proper manner (namely, that the whole is in the whole, and
the individual parts in individual parts), but aer the manner
of substance, whose nature is for the whole to be in the whole,
and the whole in every part.

Reply to Objection 2. Two dimensive quantities cannot
naturally be in the same subject at the same time, so that each
be there according to the proper manner of dimensive quan-
tity. But in this sacrament the dimensive quantity of the bread
is there aer its proper manner, that is, according to commen-
suration: not so the dimensive quantity of Christ’s body, for
that is there aer the manner of substance, as stated above (ad
1).

Reply to Objection 3. e dimensive quantity of Christ’s
body is in this sacrament not by way of commensuration,
which is proper to quantity, and to which it belongs for the
greater to be extended beyond the lesser; but in the way men-
tioned above (ad 1,2).

IIIa q. 76 a. 5Whether Christ’s body is in this sacrament as in a place?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ’s body is in this sacra-
ment as in a place. Because, to be in a place definitively or cir-
cumscriptively belongs to being in a place. But Christ’s body
seems to be definitively in this sacrament, because it is so
present where the species of the bread and wine are, that it is
nowhere else upon the altar: likewise it seems to be there cir-
cumscriptively, because it is so contained under the species of
the consecrated host, that it neither exceeds it nor is exceeded
by it. erefore Christ’s body is in this sacrament as in a place.

Objection 2. Further, the place of the bread and wine is
not empty, because nature abhors a vacuum; nor is the sub-
stance of the bread there, as stated above (q. 75, a. 2); but only
the body of Christ is there. Consequently the body of Christ
fills that place. But whatever fills a place is there locally. ere-
fore the body of Christ is in this sacrament locally.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (a. 4), the body of
Christ is in this sacrament with its dimensive quantity, and
with all its accidents. But to be in a place is an accident of a
body; hence “where” is numbered among the nine kinds of ac-
cidents. erefore Christ’s body is in this sacrament locally.

On the contrary, e place and the object placed must be
equal, as is clear from the Philosopher (Phys. iv). But the place,

where this sacrament is, is much less than the body of Christ.
erefore Christ’s body is not in this sacrament as in a place.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 3; a. 3), Christ’s
body is in this sacrament not aer the proper manner of di-
mensive quantity, but rather aer the manner of substance.
But every body occupying a place is in the place according to
the manner of dimensive quantity, namely, inasmuch as it is
commensurate with the place according to its dimensive quan-
tity. Hence it remains that Christ’s body is not in this sacra-
ment as in a place, but aer the manner of substance, that is to
say, in thatway inwhich substance is contained by dimensions;
because the substance of Christ’s body succeeds the substance
of bread in this sacrament: hence as the substance of bread was
not locally under its dimensions, but aer the manner of sub-
stance, so neither is the substance of Christ’s body. Neverthe-
less the substance of Christ’s body is not the subject of those
dimensions, as was the substance of the bread: and therefore
the substance of the bread was there locally by reason of its di-
mensions, because itwas comparedwith that place through the
medium of its own dimensions; but the substance of Christ’s
body is compared with that place through the medium of for-
eign dimensions, so that, on the contrary, the proper dimen-
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sions of Christ’s body are compared with that place through
the medium of substance; which is contrary to the notion of a
located body.

Hence in no way is Christ’s body locally in this sacrament.
Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s body is not in this sacra-

ment definitively, because then it would be only on the par-
ticular altar where this sacrament is performed: whereas it is
in heaven under its own species, and on many other altars un-
der the sacramental species. Likewise it is evident that it is not
in this sacrament circumscriptively, because it is not there ac-
cording to the commensuration of its own quantity, as stated
above. But that it is not outside the superficies of the sacra-
ment, nor on any other part of the altar, is due not to its being
there definitively or circumscriptively, but to its being there by
consecration and conversion of the bread and wine, as stated

above (a. 1; q. 15, a. 2, sqq.).
Reply toObjection 2.eplace in whichChrist’s body is,

is not empty; nor yet is it properly filled with the substance of
Christ’s body, which is not there locally, as stated above; but
it is filled with the sacramental species, which have to fill the
place either because of the nature of dimensions, or at least
miraculously, as they also subsist miraculously aer the fash-
ion of substance.

Reply toObjection 3.As stated above (a. 4), the accidents
of Christ’s body are in this sacrament by real concomitance.
And therefore those accidents of Christ’s body which are in-
trinsic to it are in this sacrament. But to be in a place is an acci-
dent when compared with the extrinsic container. And there-
fore it is not necessary for Christ to be in this sacrament as in
a place.

IIIa q. 76 a. 6Whether Christ’s body is in this sacrament movably?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ’s body is movably in this
sacrament, because the Philosopher says (Topic. ii) that “when
we are moved, the things within us are moved”: and this is
true even of the soul’s spiritual substance. “But Christ is in
this sacrament,” as shown above (q. 74, a. 1 ). erefore He is
moved when it is moved.

Objection 2. Further, the truth ought to correspond with
the figure. But, according to the commandment (Ex. 12:10),
concerning the Paschal Lamb, a figure of this sacrament, “there
remained nothing until the morning.” Neither, therefore, if
this sacrament be reserved until morning, will Christ’s body
be there; and so it is not immovably in this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, if Christ’s body were to remain un-
der this sacrament even until the morrow, for the same reason
it will remain there during all coming time; for it cannot be
said that it ceases to be therewhen the species pass, because the
existence of Christ’s body is not dependent on those species.
Yet Christ does not remain in this sacrament for all coming
time. It seems, then, that straightway on the morrow, or aer
a short time, He ceases to be under this sacrament. And so it
seems that Christ is in this sacrament movably.

On the contrary, it is impossible for the same thing to be
in motion and at rest, else contradictories would be verified of
the same subject. But Christ’s body is at rest in heaven. ere-
fore it is not movably in this sacrament.

I answer that, When any thing is one, as to subject, and
manifold in being, there is nothing to hinder it from being
moved in one respect, and yet to remain at rest in another just
as it is one thing for a body to be white, and another thing,
to be large; hence it can be moved as to its whiteness, and yet
continue unmoved as to its magnitude. But in Christ, being
in Himself and being under the sacrament are not the same
thing, because when we say that He is under this sacrament,
we express a kind of relationship to this sacrament. According
to this being, then, Christ is notmoved locally ofHimself, but

only accidentally, because Christ is not in this sacrament as in
a place, as stated above (a. 5). But what is not in a place, is not
moved of itself locally, but only according to themotion of the
subject in which it is.

In the same way neither is it moved of itself according to
the being which it has in this sacrament, by any other change
whatever, as for instance, that it ceases to be under this sacra-
ment: because whatever possesses unfailing existence of itself,
cannot be the principle of failing; but when something else
fails, then it ceases to be in it; just as God, Whose existence is
unfailing and immortal, ceases to be in some corruptible crea-
ture because such corruptible creature ceases to exist. And in
this way, since Christ has unfailing and incorruptible being,
He ceases to be under this sacrament, not because He ceases
to be, nor yet by local movement of His own, as is clear from
what has been said, but only by the fact that the sacramental
species cease to exist.

Hence it is clear thatChrist, strictly speaking is immovably
in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument deals with acciden-
tal movement, whereby things within us are moved together
with us. But with things which can of themselves be in a place,
like bodies, it is otherwise than with things which cannot of
themselves be in a place, such as forms and spiritual substances.
And to this mode can be reduced what we say of Christ, being
moved accidentally, according to the existence which He has
in this sacrament, in which He is not present as in a place.

Reply to Objection 2. It was this argument which seems
to have convinced those who held that Christ’s body does not
remain under this sacrament if it be reserved until the mor-
row. It is against these that Cyril says (Ep. lxxxiii): “Some are
so foolish as to say that the mystical blessing departs from the
sacrament, if any of its fragments remain until the next day: for
Christ’s consecrated body is not changed, and the power of the
blessing, and the life-giving grace is perpetually in it.” us are

2360



all other consecrations irremovable so long as the consecrated
things endure; on which account they are not repeated. And
although the truth corresponds with the figure, still the figure
cannot equal it.

Reply to Objection 3. e body of Christ remains in this
sacrament not only until the morrow, but also in the future, so

long as the sacramental species remain: and when they cease,
Christ’s body ceases to be under them, not because it depends
on them, but because the relationship ofChrist’s body to those
species is taken away, in the same way as God ceases to be the
Lord of a creature which ceases to exist.

IIIa q. 76 a. 7Whether the body of Christ, as it is in this sacrament, can be seen by any eye, at least by a
glorified one?

Objection1. It seems that the body ofChrist, as it is in this
sacrament, can be seen by the eye, at least by a glorified one.
For our eyes are hindered from beholdingChrist’s body in this
sacrament, on account of the sacramental species veiling it. But
the glorified eye cannot be hindered by anything from seeing
bodies as they are. erefore, the glorified eye can see Christ’s
body as it is in this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, the glorified bodies of the saints will
be “made like to the body” of Christ’s “glory,” according to
Phil. 3:21. But Christ’s eye beholds Himself as He is in this
sacrament. erefore, for the same reason, every other glori-
fied eye can see Him.

Objection 3. Further, in the resurrection the saints will be
equal to the angels, according to Lk. 20:36. But the angels see
the body of Christ as it is in this sacrament, for even the devils
are found to pay reverence thereto, and to fear it. erefore,
for like reason, the glorified eye can see Christ as He is in this
sacrament.

On the contrary, As long as a thing remains the same, it
cannot at the same time be seen by the same eye under diverse
species. But the glorified eye sees Christ always, as He is inHis
own species, according to Is. 33:17: ”(His eyes) shall see the
king in his beauty.” It seems, then, that it does not see Christ,
as He is under the species of this sacrament.

I answer that, e eye is of two kinds, namely, the bod-
ily eye properly so-called, and the intellectual eye, so-called by
similitude. But Christ’s body as it is in this sacrament cannot
be seen by any bodily eye. First of all, because a body which
is visible brings about an alteration in the medium, through
its accidents. Now the accidents of Christ’s body are in this
sacrament by means of the substance; so that the accidents of
Christ’s body have no immediate relationship either to this
sacrament or to adjacent bodies; consequently they do not act
on themedium so as to be seen by any corporeal eye. Secondly,
because, as stated above (a. 1, ad 3; a. 3), Christ’s body is sub-
stantially present in this sacrament. But substance, as such, is
not visible to the bodily eye, nor does it come under any one of

the senses, nor under the imagination, but solely under the in-
tellect, whose object is “what a thing is” (De Anima iii). And
therefore, properly speaking, Christ’s body, according to the
mode of being which it has in this sacrament, is perceptible
neither by the sense nor by the imagination, but only by the
intellect, which is called the spiritual eye.

Moreover it is perceived differently by different intellects.
For since the way in which Christ is in this sacrament is en-
tirely supernatural, it is visible in itself to a supernatural, i.e.
the Divine, intellect, and consequently to a beatified intellect,
of angel or of man, which, through the participated glory of
the Divine intellect, sees all supernatural things in the vision
of theDivine Essence. But it can be seen by a wayfarer through
faith alone, like other supernatural things. And not even the
angelic intellect of its own natural power is capable of behold-
ing it; consequently thedevils cannot by their intellect perceive
Christ in this sacrament, except through faith, to which they
do not pay willing assent; yet they are convinced of it from the
evidence of signs, according to James 2:19: “e devils believe,
and tremble.”

Reply to Objection 1. Our bodily eye, on account of the
sacramental species, is hindered from beholding the body of
Christ underlying them, not merely as by way of veil (just as
we are hindered from seeing what is covered with any corpo-
real veil), but also because Christ’s body bears a relation to the
medium surrounding this sacrament, not through its own ac-
cidents, but through the sacramental species.

Reply to Objection 2. Christ’s own bodily eye sees Him-
self existing under the sacrament, yet it cannot see the way in
which it exists under the sacrament, because that belongs to
the intellect. But it is not the samewith any other glorified eye,
because Christ’s eye is under this sacrament, in which no other
glorified eye is conformed to it.

Reply toObjection 3.No angel, good or bad, can see any-
thing with a bodily eye, but only with the mental eye. Hence
there is no parallel reason, as is evident from what was said
above.
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IIIa q. 76 a. 8Whether Christ’s body is truly there when flesh or a child appears miraculously in this sacra-
ment?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ’s body is not truly there
when flesh or a child appears miraculously in this sacrament.
Because His body ceases to be under this sacrament when the
sacramental species cease to be present, as stated above (a. 6).
Butwhenflesh or a child appears, the sacramental species cease
to be present. erefore Christ’s body is not truly there.

Objection 2. Further, wherever Christ’s body is, it is there
either under its own species, or under those of the sacrament.
But when such apparitions occur, it is evident that Christ is
not present underHis own species, because the entire Christ is
contained in this sacrament, and He remains entire under the
form inwhichHe ascended to heaven: yetwhat appearsmirac-
ulously in this sacrament is sometimes seen as a small particle
of flesh, or at times as a small child. Now it is evident thatHe is
not there under the sacramental species, which is that of bread
or wine. Consequently, it seems that Christ’s body is not there
in any way.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s body begins to be in this
sacrament by consecration and conversion, as was said above
(q. 75,Aa. 2,3,4). But the flesh andbloodwhich appear bymir-
acle are not consecrated, nor are they converted into Christ’s
true body andblood.erefore the bodyor thebloodofChrist
is not under those species.

On the contrary, When such apparition takes place, the
same reverence is shown to it as was shown at first, which
would not be done if Christ were not truly there, to Whom
we show reverence of “latria.”erefore, when such apparition
occurs, Christ is under the sacrament.

I answer that, Such apparition comes about in two ways,
when occasionally in this sacrament flesh, or blood, or a child,
is seen. Sometimes it happens on the part of the beholders,
whose eyes are so affected as if they outwardly saw flesh, or
blood, or a child, while no change takes place in the sacrament.
And this seems to happen when to one person it is seen under
the species of flesh or of a child, while to others it is seen as
before under the species of bread; or when to the same indi-
vidual it appears for an hour under the appearance of flesh or
a child, and aerwards under the appearance of bread. Nor is
there any deception there, as occurs in the feats of magicians,
because such species is divinely formed in the eye in order to
represent some truth, namely, for the purpose of showing that
Christ’s body is truly under this sacrament; just as Christ with-
out deception appeared to the discipleswhowere going toEm-
maus. For Augustine says (De Qq. Evang. ii) that “when our
pretense is referred to some significance, it is not a lie, but a
figure of the truth.” And since in this way no change is made in
the sacrament, it ismanifest that, when such apparition occurs,

Christ does not cease to be under this sacrament.
But it sometimes happens that such apparition comes

about not merely by a change wrought in the beholders, but
by an appearance which really exists outwardly. And this in-
deed is seen to happen when it is beheld by everyone under
such an appearance, and it remains so not for an hour, but for
a considerable time; and, in this case some think that it is the
proper species of Christ’s body. Nor does it matter that some-
times Christ’s entire body is not seen there, but part of His
flesh, or else that it is not seen in youthful guise. but in the sem-
blance of a child, because it lies within the power of a glorified
body for it to be seen by a non-glorified eye either entirely or
in part, and under its own semblance or in strange guise, as will
be said later ( Suppl., q. 85, Aa. 2,3).

But this seems unlikely. First of all, because Christ’s body
under its proper species can be seen only in one place, wherein
it is definitively contained. Hence since it is seen in its proper
species, and is adored in heaven, it is not seen under its proper
species in this sacrament. Secondly, because a glorified body,
which appears at will, disappears when it wills aer the ap-
parition; thus it is related (Lk. 24:31) that our Lord “vanished
out of sight” of the disciples. But that which appears under the
likeness of flesh in this sacrament, continues for a long time; in-
deed, one reads of its being sometimes enclosed, and, by order
of many bishops, preserved in a pyx, which it would be wicked
to think of Christ under His proper semblance.

Consequently, it remains to be said, that, while the dimen-
sions remain the same as before, there is a miraculous change
wrought in the other accidents, such as shape, color, and the
rest, so that flesh, or blood, or a child, is seen. And, as was said
already, this is not deception, because it is done “to represent
the truth,” namely, to show by this miraculous apparition that
Christ’s body and blood are truly in this sacrament. And thus
it is clear that as the dimensions remain, which are the founda-
tion of the other accidents, as we shall see later on (q. 77, a. 2),
the body of Christ truly remains in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. When such apparition takes place,
the sacramental species sometimes continue entire in them-
selves; and sometimes only as to that which is principal, as was
said above.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above, during such ap-
paritions Christ’s proper semblance is not seen, but a species
miraculously formed either in the eyes of the beholders, or in
the sacramental dimensions themselves, as was said above.

Reply to Objection 3. e dimensions of the conse-
crated bread and wine continue, while a miraculous change is
wrought in the other accidents, as stated above.
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T P, Q 77
Of the Accidents Which Remain in is Sacrament

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the accidents which remain in this sacrament; under which head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the accidents which remain are without a subject?
(2) Whether dimensive quantity is the subject of the other accidents?
(3) Whether such accidents can affect an extrinsic body?
(4) Whether they can be corrupted?
(5) Whether anything can be generated from them?
(6) Whether they can nourish?
(7) Of the breaking of the consecrated bread?
(8) Whether anything can be mixed with the consecrated wine?

IIIa q. 77 a. 1Whether the accidents remain in this sacrament without a subject?

Objection 1. It seems that the accidents do not remain in
this sacrament without a subject, because there ought not to
be anything disorderly or deceitful in this sacrament of truth.
But for accidents to be without a subject is contrary to the or-
derwhichGod established innature; and furthermore it seems
to savor of deceit, since accidents are naturally the signs of the
nature of the subject. erefore the accidents are not without
a subject in this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, not even by miracle can the defini-
tion of a thing be severed from it, or the definition of another
thing be applied to it; for instance, that, while man remains a
man, he can be an irrational animal. For it would follow that
contradictories can exist at the one time: for the “definition
of a thing is what its name expresses,” as is said in Metaph. iv.
But it belongs to the definition of an accident for it to be in a
subject, while the definition of substance is that it must subsist
of itself, and not in another. erefore it cannot come to pass,
even by miracle, that the accidents exist without a subject in
this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, an accident is individuated by its
subject. If therefore the accidents remain in this sacrament
without a subject, they will not be individual, but general,
which is clearly false, because thus they would not be sensible,
but merely intelligible.

Objection 4. Further, the accidents aer the consecration
of this sacrament do not obtain any composition. But before
the consecration they were not composed either of matter and
form, nor of existence [quo est] and essence [quod est].ere-
fore, even aer consecration they are not composite in either
of these ways. But this is unreasonable, for thus they would be
simpler than angels, whereas at the same time these accidents
are perceptible to the senses. erefore, in this sacrament the
accidents do not remain without a subject.

On the contrary, Gregory says in an Easter Homily (Lan-
franc, De Corp. et Sang. Dom. xx) that “the sacramental
species are the names of those things which were there before,

namely, of the bread and wine.” erefore since the substance
of the bread and the wine does not remain, it seems that these
species remain without a subject.

I answer that,especies of the bread andwine, which are
perceived by our senses to remain in this sacrament aer con-
secration, are not subjected in the substance of the bread and
wine, for that does not remain, as stated above (q. 75, a. 2); nor
in the substantial form, for that does not remain (q. 75, a. 6),
and if it did remain, “it could not be a subject,” as Boethius
declares (De Trin. i). Furthermore it is manifest that these ac-
cidents are not subjected in the substance of Christ’s body and
blood, because the substance of the human body cannot in any
way be affected by such accidents; nor is it possible for Christ’s
glorious and impassible body to be altered so as to receive these
qualities.

Now there are some who say that they are in the surround-
ing atmosphere as in a subject. But even this cannot be: in the
first place, because atmosphere is not susceptive of such acci-
dents. Secondly, because these accidents are not where the at-
mosphere is, naymore, the atmosphere is displaced by themo-
tion of these species. irdly, because accidents do not pass
from subject to subject, so that the same identical accident
whichwasfirst inone subject be aerwards in another; because
an accident is individuated by the subject; hence it cannot
come to pass for an accident remaining identically the same to
be at one time in one subject, and at another time in another.
Fourthly, since the atmosphere is not deprived of its own ac-
cidents, it would have at the one time its own accidents and
others foreign to it. Nor can it be maintained that this is done
miraculously in virtue of the consecration, because the words
of consecration do not signify this, and they effect only what
they signify.

erefore it follows that the accidents continue in this
sacrament without a subject. is can be done by Divine
power: for since an effect depends more upon the first cause
than on the second, God Who is the first cause both of sub-
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stance and accident, can by His unlimited power preserve
an accident in existence when the substance is withdrawn
whereby it was preserved in existence as by its proper cause,
just as without natural causes He can produce other effects of
natural causes, even as He formed a human body in the Vir-
gin’s womb, “without the seed of man” (Hymn for Christmas,
First Vespers).

Reply toObjection 1.ere is nothing to hinder the com-
mon law of nature from ordaining a thing, the contrary of
which is nevertheless ordained by a special privilege of grace,
as is evident in the raising of the dead, and in the restoring of
sight to the blind: even thus in human affairs, to some indi-
viduals some things are granted by special privilege which are
outside the common law. And so, even though it be according
to the common law of nature for an accident to be in a subject,
still for a special reason, according to the order of grace, the ac-
cidents exist in this sacrament without a subject, on account of
the reasons given above (q. 75 , a. 5).

Reply toObjection 2. Since being is not a genus, then be-
ing cannot be of itself the essence of either substance or ac-
cident. Consequently, the definition of substance is not—“a
being of itself without a subject,” nor is the definition of acci-

dent—“a being in a subject”; but it belongs to the quiddity or
essence of substance “to have existence not in a subject”; while
it belongs to the quiddity or essence of accident “to have exis-
tence in a subject.” But in this sacrament it is not in virtue of
their essence that accidents are not in a subject, but through
the Divine power sustaining them; and consequently they do
not cease to be accidents, because neither is the definition of
accidentwithdrawn from them, nor does the definition of sub-
stance apply to them.

Reply to Objection 3. ese accidents acquired individ-
ual being in the substance of the bread and wine; and when
this substance is changed into the body and blood of Christ,
they remain in that individuated being which they possessed
before, hence they are individual and sensible.

Reply to Objection 4. ese accidents had no being of
their own nor other accidents, so long as the substance of the
bread and wine remained; but their subjects had “such” being
through them, just as snow is “white” through whiteness. But
aer the consecration the accidents which remain have being;
hence they are compounded of existence and essence, as was
said of the angels, in the Ia, q. 50, a. 2, ad 3; and besides they
have composition of quantitative parts.

IIIa q. 77 a. 2Whether in this sacrament the dimensive quantity of the bread or wine is the subject of the
other accidents?

Objection 1. It seems that in this sacrament the dimensive
quantity of the bread or wine is not the subject of the other ac-
cidents. For accident is not the subject of accident; because no
form can be a subject, since to be a subject is a property ofmat-
ter. But dimensive quantity is an accident.erefore dimensive
quantity cannot be the subject of the other accidents.

Objection 2. Further, just as quantity is individuated by
substance, so also are the other accidents. If, then, the dimen-
sive quantity of the bread or wine remains individuated ac-
cording to the being it had before, in which it is preserved, for
like reason the other accidents remain individuated according
to the existencewhich they had before in the substance.ere-
fore they are not in dimensive quantity as in a subject, since
every accident is individuated by its own subject.

Objection 3. Further, among the other accidents that re-
main, of the bread andwine, the senses perceive also rarity and
density, which cannot be in dimensive quantity existing out-
side matter; because a thing is rare which has little matter un-
der great dimensions. while a thing is dense which has much
matter under small dimensions, as is said in Phys. iv. It does
not seem, then, that dimensive quantity can be the subject of
the accidents which remain in this sacrament.

Objection 4.Further, quantity abstract frommatter seems
to be mathematical quantity, which is not the subject of sensi-
ble qualities. Since, then, the remaining accidents in this sacra-
ment are sensible, it seems that in this sacrament they cannot
be subjected in the dimensive quantity of the bread and wine
that remains aer consecration.

On the contrary, Qualities are divisible only accidentally,
that is, by reason of the subject. But the qualities remaining in
this sacrament are divided by the division of dimensive quan-
tity, as is evident through our senses. erefore, dimensive
quantity is the subject of the accidents which remain in this
sacrament.

I answer that, It is necessary to say that the other accidents
which remain in this sacrament are subjected in the dimensive
quantity of thebread andwine that remains: first of all, because
something having quantity and color and affected by other ac-
cidents is perceived by the senses; nor is sense deceived in such.
Secondly, because the first disposition of matter is dimensive
quantity, hence Plato also assigned “great” and “small” as the
first differences of matter (Aristotle,Metaph. iv). And because
the first subject is matter, the consequence is that all other ac-
cidents are related to their subject through the medium of di-
mensive quantity; just as the first subject of color is said to be
the surface, on which account some have maintained that di-
mensions are the substances of bodies, as is said in Metaph.
iii. And since, when the subject is withdrawn, the accidents re-
main according to the being which they had before, it follows
that all accidents remain founded upon dimensive quantity.

irdly, because, since the subject is the principle of indi-
viduation of the accidents, it is necessary for what is admitted
as the subject of some accidents to be somehow the principle of
individuation: for it is of the very notion of an individual that
it cannot be in several; and this happens in two ways. First, be-
cause it is not natural to it to be in any one; and in this way
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immaterial separated forms, subsisting of themselves, are also
individuals of themselves. Secondly, because a form, be it sub-
stantial or accidental, is naturally in someone indeed, not in
several, as this whiteness, which is in this body. As to the first,
matter is the principle of individuation of all inherent forms,
because, since these forms, considered in themselves, are natu-
rally in something as in a subject, from the very fact that one of
them is received in matter, which is not in another, it follows
that neither can the form itself thus existing be in another. As
to the second, it must be maintained that the principle of in-
dividuation is dimensive quantity. For that something is nat-
urally in another one solely, is due to the fact that that other
is undivided in itself, and distinct from all others. But it is on
account of quantity that substance can be divided, as is said in
Phys. i. And therefore dimensive quantity itself is a particular
principle of individuation in forms of this kind, namely, inas-
much as forms numerically distinct are in different parts of the
matter. Hence also dimensive quantity has of itself a kind of
individuation, so that we can imagine several lines of the same
species, differing inposition,which is included in thenotionof
this quantity; for it belongs to dimension for it to be “quantity
having position” (Aristotle, Categor. iv), and therefore dimen-
sive quantity can be the subject of the other accidents, rather
than the other way about.

Reply toObjection 1.One accident cannot of itself be the

subject of another, because it does not exist of itself. But inas-
much as an accident is received in another thing, one is said
to be the subject of the other, inasmuch as one is received in a
subject through another, as the surface is said to be the subject
of color. Hence when God makes an accident to exist of itself,
it can also be of itself the subject of another.

Reply to Objection 2. e other accidents, even as they
were in the substance of the bread, were individuated bymeans
of dimensive quantity, as stated above. And therefore dimen-
sive quantity is the subject of the other accidents remaining in
this sacrament, rather than conversely.

Reply to Objection 3. Rarity and density are particular
qualities accompanying bodies, by reason of their havingmuch
or little matter under dimensions; just as all other accidents
likewise follow from the principles of substance. And conse-
quently, as the accidents are preserved by Divine power when
the substance is withdrawn, so, whenmatter is withdrawn, the
qualities which go with matter, such as rarity and density, are
preserved by Divine power.

Reply to Objection 4. Mathematical quantity abstracts
not from intelligiblematter, but from sensiblematter, as is said
in Metaph. vii. But matter is termed sensible because it under-
lies sensible qualities. And therefore it is manifest that the di-
mensive quantity, which remains in this sacrament without a
subject, is not mathematical quantity.

IIIa q. 77 a. 3Whether the species remaining in this sacrament can change external objects?

Objection 1. It seems that the species which remain in this
sacrament cannot affect external objects. For it is proved in
Phys. vii, that formswhich are inmatter are produced by forms
that are in matter, but not from forms which are without mat-
ter, because like makes like. But the sacramental species are
species without matter, since they remain without a subject,
as is evident from what was said above (a. 1). erefore they
cannot affect other matter by producing any form in it.

Objection 2. Further, when the action of the principal
agent ceases, then the action of the instrument must cease, as
when the carpenter rests, the hammer is moved no longer. But
all accidental forms act instrumentally in virtue of the substan-
tial form as the principal agent.erefore, since the substantial
form of the bread and wine does not remain in this sacrament,
as was shown above (q. 75, a. 6), it seems that the accidental
forms which remain cannot act so as to change external mat-
ter.

Objection 3. Further, nothing acts outside its species, be-
cause an effect cannot surpass its cause. But all the sacramental
species are accidents. erefore they cannot change external
matter, at least as to a substantial form.

On the contrary, If they could not change external bodies,
they could not be felt; for a thing is felt from the senses being
changed by a sensible thing, as is said in De Anima ii.

I answer that, Because everything acts in so far as it is an

actual being, the consequence is that everything stands in the
same relation to action as it does to being. erefore, because,
according towhatwas said above (a. 1), it is an effect of theDi-
vine power that the sacramental species continue in the being
which they had when the substance of the bread and wine was
present, it follows that they continue in their action. Conse-
quently they retain every action which they had while the sub-
stance of the bread andwine remained, now that the substance
of the bread and wine has passed into the body and blood of
Christ. Hence there is no doubt but that they can change ex-
ternal bodies.

Reply to Objection 1. e sacramental species, although
they are forms existing withoutmatter, still retain the same be-
ing which they had before in matter, and therefore as to their
being they are like forms which are in matter.

Reply toObjection2.eactionof an accidental formde-
pends upon the action of a substantial form in the same way as
thebeingof accidentdependsupon thebeingof substance; and
therefore, as it is an effect of Divine power that the sacramen-
tal species exist without substance, so is it an effect of Divine
power that they can act without a substantial form, because
every action of a substantial or accidental form depends upon
God as the first agent.

Reply to Objection 3. e change which terminates in a
substantial form is not effected by a substantial form directly,
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but by means of the active and passive qualities, which act in
virtue of the substantial form. But byDivine power this instru-
mental energy is retained in the sacramental species, just as it
was before: and consequently their action can be directed to a

substantial form instrumentally, just in the same way as any-
thing can act outside its species, not as by its own power, but
by the power of the chief agent.

IIIa q. 77 a. 4Whether the sacramental species can be corrupted?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacramental species cannot
be corrupted, because corruption comes of the separation of
the form from thematter. But thematter of the bread does not
remain in this sacrament, as is clear from what was said above
(q. 75, a. 2). erefore these species cannot be corrupted.

Objection 2. Further, no form is corrupted except ac-
cidentally, that is, when its subject is corrupted; hence self-
subsisting forms are incorruptible, as is seen in spiritual sub-
stances. But the sacramental species are forms without a sub-
ject. erefore they cannot be corrupted.

Objection 3. Further, if they be corrupted, it will either
be naturally or miraculously. But they cannot be corrupted
naturally, because no subject of corruption can be assigned as
remaining aer the corruption has taken place. Neither can
they be corrupted miraculously, because the miracles which
occur in this sacrament take place in virtue of the consecra-
tion, whereby the sacramental species are preserved: and the
same thing is not the cause of preservation and of corruption.
erefore, in noway can the sacramental species be corrupted.

On the contrary, We perceive by our senses that the con-
secrated hosts become putrefied and corrupted.

I answer that, Corruption is “movement from being into
non-being” (Aristotle, Phys. v). Now it has been stated (a. 3)
that the sacramental species retain the same being as they had
before when the substance of the bread was present. Conse-
quently, as the being of those accidents could be corrupted
while the substance of the bread and wine was present, so like-
wise they can be corrupted now that the substance has passed
away.

But such accidents could have been previously corrupted
in two ways: in one way, of themselves; in another way, acci-
dentally. ey could be corrupted of themselves, as by alter-
ation of the qualities, and increase or decrease of the quantity,
not in the way in which increase or decrease is found only in
animated bodies, such as the substances of the bread and wine
are not, but by addition or division; for, as is said in Metaph.
iii, one dimension is dissolved by division, and two dimensions
result; while on the contrary, by addition, two dimensions be-
come one. And in this way such accidents can be corrupted
manifestly aer consecration, because the dimensive quantity
which remains can receive division and addition; and since it
is the subject of sensible qualities, as stated above (a. 1), it can
likewise be the subject of their alteration, for instance, if the
color or the savor of the bread or wine be altered.

An accident can be corrupted in another way, through the

corruption of its subject, and in this way also they can be cor-
rupted aer consecration; for although the subject does not
remain, still the being which they had in the subject does re-
main, which being is proper, and suited to the subject. And
therefore such being can be corrupted by a contrary agent, as
the substance of the bread or wine was subject to corruption,
and, moreover, was not corrupted except by a preceding alter-
ation regarding the accidents.

Nevertheless, a distinction must be made between each
of the aforesaid corruptions; because, when the body and the
blood of Christ succeed in this sacrament to the substance of
the bread and wine, if there be such change on the part of the
accidents as would not have sufficed for the corruption of the
bread and wine, then the body and blood of Christ do not
cease to be under this sacrament on account of such change,
whether the change be on the part of the quality, as for in-
stance, when the color or the savor of the bread or wine is
slightly modified; or on the part of the quantity, as when the
bread or the wine is divided into such parts as to keep in them
thenature of bread or ofwine. But if the change be so great that
the substance of the bread orwinewould have been corrupted,
then Christ’s body and blood do not remain under this sacra-
ment; and this either on the part of the qualities, as when the
color, savor, and other qualities of the bread andwine are so al-
tered as to be incompatiblewith the nature of bread or ofwine;
or else on the part of the quantity, as, for instance, if the bread
be reduced to fine particles, or the wine divided into such tiny
drops that the species of bread or wine no longer remain.

Reply to Objection 1. Since it belongs essentially to cor-
ruption to take away the being of a thing, in so far as the being
of some form is inmatter, it results that by corruption the form
is separated from thematter. But if such beingwere not inmat-
ter, yet like such being as is in matter, it could be taken away
by corruption, even where there is no matter; as takes place in
this sacrament, as is evident from what was said above.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the sacramental species
are forms not in matter, yet they have the being which they
had in matter.

Reply to Objection 3. is corruption of species is not
miraculous, but natural; nevertheless, it presupposes the mir-
acle which is wrought in the consecration, namely, that those
sacramental species retain without a subject, the same being
as they had in a subject; just as a blind man, to whom sight is
given miraculously, sees naturally.
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IIIa q. 77 a. 5Whether anything can be generated from the sacramental species?

Objection 1. It seems that nothing can be generated from
the sacramental species: because, whatever is generated, is gen-
erated out of some matter: for nothing is generated out of
nothing, although by creation something is made out of noth-
ing. But there is no matter underlying the sacramental species
except that of Christ’s body, and that body is incorruptible.
erefore it seems that nothing can be generated from the
sacramental species.

Objection 2. Further, things which are not of the same
genus cannot spring from one another: thus a line is not made
of whiteness. But accident and substance differ generically.
erefore, since the sacramental species are accidents, it seems
that no substance can be generated from them.

Objection 3. Further, if any corporeal substance be gen-
erated from them, such substance will not be without acci-
dent. erefore, if any corporeal substance be generated from
the sacramental species, then substance and accident would be
generated from accident, namely, two things from one, which
is impossible. Consequently, it is impossible for any corporeal
substance to be generated out of the sacramental species.

On the contrary, e senses are witness that something is
generated out of the sacramental species, either ashes, if they
be burned, worms if they putrefy, or dust if they be crushed.

I answer that, Since “the corruption of one thing is the
generation of another” (De Gener. i), something must be gen-
erated necessarily from the sacramental species if they be cor-
rupted, as stated above (a. 4); for they arenot corrupted in such
a way that they disappear altogether, as if reduced to noth-
ing; on the contrary, something sensible manifestly succeeds
to them.

Nevertheless, it is difficult to see how anything can be gen-
erated from them. For it is quite evident that nothing is gener-
ated out of the body and blood ofChrist which are truly there,
because these are incorruptible. But if the substance, or even
the matter, of the bread and wine were to remain in this sacra-
ment, then, as some have maintained, it would be easy to ac-
count for this sensible object which succeeds to them. But that
supposition is false, as was stated above (q. 75, Aa. 2,4,8).

Hence it is that others have said that the things generated
have not sprung from the sacramental species, but from the
surrounding atmosphere. But this can be shown in many ways
to be impossible. In the first place, because when a thing is gen-
erated from another, the latter at first appears changed and
corrupted; whereas no alteration or corruption appeared pre-
viously in the adjacent atmosphere; hence the worms or ashes
are not generated therefrom. Secondly, because the nature of
the atmosphere is not such as to permit of such things being
generated by such alterations.irdly, because it is possible for
many consecratedhosts tobeburnedorputrefied; norwould it
be possible for an earthen body, large enough to be generated
from the atmosphere, unless a great and, in fact, exceedingly
sensible condensation of the atmosphere took place. Fourthly,

because the same thing can happen to the solid bodies sur-
rounding them, such as iron or stone, which remain entire af-
ter the generation of the aforesaid things. Hence this opinion
cannot stand, because it is opposed to what is manifest to our
senses.

And therefore others have said that the substance of the
bread and wine returns during the corruption of the species,
and so from the returning substance of the bread and wine,
ashes or worms or something of the kind are generated. But
this explanation seems an impossible one. First of all, because
if the substance of the bread and wine be converted into the
body and blood of Christ, as was shown above (q. 75, Aa. 2,4),
the substance of the bread and wine cannot return, except the
body and blood of Christ be again changed back into the sub-
stance of bread and wine, which is impossible: thus if air be
turned into fire, the air cannot return without the fire being
again changed into air. But if the substance of bread or wine
be annihilated, it cannot return again, becausewhat lapses into
nothing does not return numerically the same. Unless per-
chance it be said that the said substance returns, because God
creates anew another new substance to replace the first. Sec-
ondly, this seems to be impossible, because no time can be
assigned when the substance of the bread returns. For, from
what was said above (a. 4; q. 76, a. 6, ad 3), it is evident that
while the species of the bread and wine remain, there remain
also the body and blood of Christ, which are not present to-
gether with the substance of the bread and wine in this sacra-
ment, according to what was stated above (q. 75, a. 2). Hence
the substance of the bread and wine cannot return while the
sacramental species remain; nor, again, when these species pass
away; because then the substance of the bread and wine would
be without their proper accidents, which is impossible. Unless
perchance it be said that in the last instant of the corruption of
the species there returns (not, indeed, the substance of bread
andwine, because it is in that very instant that theyhave the be-
ing of the substance generated from the species, but) the mat-
ter of the bread and wine; which, matter, properly speaking,
would be more correctly described as created anew, than as re-
turning.And in this sense the aforesaid positionmight beheld.

However, since it does not seem reasonable to say that
anything takes place miraculously in this sacrament, except in
virtue of the consecration itself, which does not imply either
creationor returnofmatter, it seemsbetter to say that in the ac-
tual consecration it ismiraculously bestowed on the dimensive
quantity of the bread and wine to be the subject of subsequent
forms. Now this is proper to matter; and therefore as a con-
sequence everything which goes with matter is bestowed on
dimensive quantity; and therefore everything which could be
generated from the matter of bread or wine, if it were present,
can be generated from the aforesaid dimensive quantity of the
bread or wine, not, indeed, by a new miracle, but by virtue of
the miracle which has already taken place.
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Reply to Objection 1. Although no matter is there out of
which a thingmay be generated, nevertheless dimensive quan-
tity supplies the place of matter, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. ose sacramental species are in-
deed accidents, yet they have the act and power of substance,

as stated above (a. 3).
Reply to Objection 3. e dimensive quantity of the

bread and wine retains its own nature, and receives miracu-
lously the power and property of substance; and therefore it
can pass to both, that is, into substance and dimension.

IIIa q. 77 a. 6Whether the sacramental species can nourish?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacramental species cannot
nourish, because, asAmbrose says (DeSacram. v), “it is not this
bread that enters into our body, but the bread of everlasting
life, which supports the substance of our soul.” But whatever
nourishes enters into the body. erefore this bread does not
nourish: and the same reason holds good of the wine.

Objection 2. Further, as is said in De Gener. ii, “We are
nourished by the very things of which we are made.” But the
sacramental species are accidents, whereas man is not made of
accidents, because accident is not a part of substance. ere-
fore it seems that the sacramental species cannot nourish.

Objection 3. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima ii)
that “food nourishes according as it is a substance, but it gives
increase by reason of its quantity.” But the sacramental species
are not a substance. Consequently they cannot nourish.

On the contrary, e Apostle speaking of this sacrament
says (1 Cor. 11:21): “One, indeed, is hungry, and another
is drunk”: upon which the gloss observes that “he alludes to
those who aer the celebration of the sacred mystery, and af-
ter the consecration of the bread and wine, claimed their obla-
tions, and not sharing them with others, took the whole, so as
even to become intoxicated thereby.” But this could not hap-
pen if the sacramental species did not nourish. erefore the
sacramental species do nourish.

I answer that, is question presents no difficulty, now
that we have solved the preceding question. Because, as stated
in De Anima ii, food nourishes by being converted into the
substance of the individual nourished. Now it has been stated
(a. 5) that the sacramental species can be converted into a sub-
stance generated from them. And they can be converted into
the human body for the same reason as they can into ashes or
worms. Consequently, it is evident that they nourish.

But the senses witness to the untruth of what some main-
tain; viz. that the species do not nourish as though they were

changed into the human body, but merely refresh and hearten
by acting upon the senses (as aman is heartened by the odor of
meat, and intoxicated by the fumes of wine). Because such re-
freshment does not suffice long for a man, whose body needs
repair owing to constant waste: and yet a man could be sup-
ported for long if he were to take hosts and consecrated wine
in great quantity.

In like manner the statement advanced by others cannot
stand, who hold that the sacramental species nourish owing
to the remaining substantial form of the bread and wine: both
because the form does not remain, as stated above (q. 75, a. 6):
and because to nourish is the act not of a form but rather of
matter, which takes the form of the one nourished, while the
form of the nourishment passes away: hence it is said in De
Anima ii that nourishment is at first unlike, but at the end is
like.

Reply toObjection 1.Aer the consecration bread can be
said to be in this sacrament in twoways. First, as to the species,
which retain the name of the previous substance, as Gregory
says in an Easter Homily (Lanfranc, De Corp. et Sang. Dom.
xx). Secondly, Christ’s very body can be called bread, since
it is the mystical bread “coming down from heaven.” Conse-
quently, Ambrose uses the word “bread” in this second mean-
ing, when he says that “this bread does not pass into the body,”
because, to wit, Christ’s body is not changed into man’s body,
but nourishes his soul. But he is not speaking of bread taken in
the first acceptation.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the sacramental species
are not those things out of which the human body is made, yet
they are changed into those things stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the sacramental species
are not a substance, still they have the virtue of a substance, as
stated above.

IIIa q. 77 a. 7Whether the sacramental species are broken in this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the sacramental species are not
broken in this sacrament, because the Philosopher says in Me-
teor. iv that bodies are breakable owing to a certain disposi-
tion of the pores; a thing which cannot be attributed to the
sacramental species. erefore the sacramental species cannot
be broken.

Objection 2. Further, breaking is followed by sound. But
the sacramental species emit no sound: because the Philoso-

pher says (De Anima ii), that what emits sound is a hard body,
having a smooth surface.erefore the sacramental species are
not broken.

Objection 3. Further, breaking and mastication are seem-
ingly of the same object. But it is Christ’s true body that is
eaten, according to Jn. 6:57: “He that eateth My flesh, and
drinketh My blood.” erefore it is Christ’s body that is bro-
ken and masticated: and hence it is said in the confession of
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Berengarius: “I agree with the Holy Catholic Church, and
with heart and lips I profess, that the bread and wine which
are placed on the altar, are the true body and blood of Christ
aer consecration, and are truly handled and broken by the
priest’s hands, broken and crushed by the teeth of believers.”
Consequently, the breaking ought not to be ascribed to the
sacramental species.

On the contrary, Breaking arises from the division of that
which has quantity. But nothing having quantity except the
sacramental species is broken here, because neither Christ’s
body is broken, as being incorruptible, nor is the substance of
the bread, because it no longer remains. erefore the sacra-
mental species are broken.

I answer that,Many opinions prevailed of old on thismat-
ter. Some held that in this sacrament there was no breaking at
all in reality, but merely in the eyes of the beholders. But this
contention cannot stand, because in this sacrament of truth
the sense is not deceived with regard to its proper object of
judgment, and one of these objects is breaking, whereby from
one thing arise many: and these are common sensibles, as is
stated in De Anima ii.

Others accordingly have said that there was indeed a gen-
uine breaking, but without any subject. But this again con-
tradicts our senses; because a quantitative body is seen in this
sacrament, which formerly was one, and is now divided into
many, and this must be the subject of the breaking.

But it cannot be said thatChrist’s true body is broken. First
of all, because it is incorruptible and impassible: secondly, be-

cause it is entire under every part, as was shown above (q. 76,
a. 3), which is contrary to the nature of a thing broken.

It remains, then, that the breaking is in the dimensive
quantity of the bread, as in a subject, just as the other accidents.
And as the sacramental species are the sacrament of Christ’s
true body, so is the breaking of these species the sacrament of
our Lord’s Passion, which was in Christ’s true body.

Reply toObjection 1.As rarity and density remain under
the sacramental species, as stated above (a. 2, ad 3), so likewise
porousness remains, and in consequence breakableness.

Reply to Objection 2. Hardness results from density;
therefore, as density remains under the sacramental species,
hardness remains there too, and the capability of sound as a
consequence.

Reply toObjection3.What is eatenunder its own species,
is also broken and masticated under its own species; but
Christ’s body is eaten not under its proper, but under the sacra-
mental species. Hence in explaining Jn. 6:64, “e flesh prof-
iteth nothing,”Augustine (Tract. xxvii in Joan.) says that this is
to be taken as referring to those who understood carnally: “for
they understood the flesh, thus, as it is divided piecemeal, in a
dead body, or as sold in the shambles.” Consequently, Christ’s
very body is not broken, except according to its sacramental
species. And the confession made by Berengarius is to be un-
derstood in this sense, that the breaking and the crushing with
the teeth is to be referred to the sacramental species, under
which the body of Christ truly is.

IIIa q. 77 a. 8Whether any liquid can be mingled with the consecrated wine?

Objection 1. It seems that no liquid can be mingled with
the consecrated wine, because everything mingled with an-
other partakes of its quality. But no liquid can share in the
quality of the sacramental species, because those accidents are
without a subject, as stated above (a. 1).erefore it seems that
no liquid can be mingled with the sacramental species of the
wine.

Objection 2. Further, if any kind of liquid be mixed with
those species, then some one thing must be the result. But no
one thing can result from the liquid, which is a substance, and
the sacramental species, which are accidents; nor from the liq-
uid andChrist’s blood, which owing to its incorruptibility suf-
fers neither increase nor decrease. erefore no liquid can be
mixed with the consecrated wine.

Objection 3. Further, if any liquid be mixed with the con-
secrated wine, then that also would appear to be consecrated;
just as water added to holy-water becomes holy. But the conse-
crated wine is truly Christ’s blood. erefore the liquid added
would likewise be Christ’s blood otherwise than by consecra-
tion,which is unbecoming.ereforeno liquid canbemingled
with the consecrated wine.

Objection 4. Further, if one of two things be entirely cor-

rupted, there is no mixture (De Gener. i). But if we mix any
liquid, it seems that the entire species of the sacramental wine
is corrupted, so that the blood of Christ ceases to be beneath
it; both because great and little are difference of quantity, and
alter it, as white and black cause a difference of color; and be-
cause the liquid mixed, as having no obstacle, seems to perme-
ate the whole, and so Christ’s blood ceases to be there, since it
is not there with any other substance. Consequently, no liquid
can be mixed with the consecrated wine.

On the contrary, It is evident to our senses that another
liquid can be mixed with the wine aer it is consecrated, just
as before.

I answer that, e truth of this question is evident from
what has been said already. For it was said above (a. 3; a. 5,
ad 2) that the species remaining in this sacrament, as they ac-
quire the manner of being of substance in virtue of the conse-
cration, so likewise do they obtain the mode of acting and of
being acted upon, so that they can do or receive whatever their
substance could do or receive, were it there present. But it is
evident that if the substance of wine were there present, then
some other liquid could be mingled with it.

Nevertheless there would be a different effect of such mix-
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ing both according to the form and according to the quantity
of the liquid. For if sufficient liquid were mixed so as to spread
itself all through the wine, then the whole would be a mixed
substance. Now what is made up of things mixed is neither of
them, but each passes into a third resulting from both: hence
it would result that the former wine would remain no longer.
But if the liquid added were of another species, for instance, if
water were mixed, the species of the wine would be dissolved,
and there would be a liquid of another species. But if liquid
of the same species were added, of instance, wine with wine,
the same species would remain, but the wine would not be the
same numerically, as the diversity of the accidents shows: for
instance, if one wine were white and the other red.

But if the liquid added were of such minute quantity that
it could not permeate the whole, the entire wine would not be
mixed, but only part of it, which would not remain the same
numerically owing to the blending of extraneousmatter: still it
would remain the same specifically, not only if a little liquid of
the same species were mixed with it, but even if it were of an-
other species, since a drop of water blended with much wine
passes into the species of wine (De Gener. i).

Now it is evident that the body and blood of Christ abide
in this sacrament so long as the species remain numerically the
same, as stated above (a. 4; q. 76, a. 6, ad 3); because it is this
bread and this wine which is consecrated. Hence, if the liquid
of any kindwhatsoever added be somuch in quantity as to per-
meate the whole of the consecrated wine, and be mixed with
it throughout, the result would be something numerically dis-
tinct, and the blood of Christ will remain there no longer. But
if the quantity of the liquid added be so slight as not to perme-
ate throughout, but to reach only a part of the species, Christ’s
blood will cease to be under that part of the consecrated wine,
yet will remain under the rest.

Reply to Objection 1. Pope Innocent III in a Decretal
writes thus: “e very accidents appear to affect the wine that
is added, because, if water is added, it takes the savor of the
wine. e result is, then, that the accidents change the subject,
just as subject changes accidents; for nature yields to miracle,
and power works beyond custom.” But this must not be un-
derstood as if the same identical accident, which was in the
wine previous to consecration, is aerwards in the wine that is
added; but such change is the result of action; because the re-
maining accidents of thewine retain the action of substance, as

stated above, and so they act upon the liquid added, by chang-
ing it.

Reply toObjection2.eliquid added to the consecrated
wine is in no way mixed with the substance of Christ’s blood.
Nevertheless it is mixed with the sacramental species, yet so
that aer such mixing the aforesaid species are corrupted en-
tirely or in part, aer the waymentioned above (a. 5), whereby
something can be generated from those species. And if they
be entirely corrupted, there remains no further question, be-
cause the whole will be uniform. But if they be corrupted in
part, there will be one dimension according to the continuity
of quantity, but not one according to the mode of being, be-
cause one part thereofwill bewithout a subject while the other
is in a subject; as in a body that is made up of twometals, there
will be one body quantitatively, but not one as to the species
of the matter.

Reply toObjection 3.As Pope Innocent says in the afore-
said Decretal, “if aer the consecration other wine be put in
the chalice, it is not changed into the blood, nor is it mingled
with the blood, but, mixed with the accidents of the previ-
ous wine, it is diffused throughout the body which underlies
them, yet without wetting what surrounds it.” Now this is to
be understood when there is not sufficient mixing of extrane-
ous liquid to cause the blood of Christ to cease to be under the
whole; because a thing is said to be “diffused throughout,” not
because it touches the body of Christ according to its proper
dimensions, but according to the sacramental dimensions, un-
der which it is contained. Now it is not the same with holy
water, because the blessing works no change in the substance
of the water, as the consecration of the wine does.

Reply toObjection 4. Some have held that however slight
be the mixing of extraneous liquid, the substance of Christ’s
blood ceases to be under the whole, and for the reason given
above (obj. 4); which, however, is not a cogent one; because
“more” or “less” diversify dimensive quantity, not as to its
essence, but as to the determination of itsmeasure. In likeman-
ner the liquid added can be so small as on that account to be
hindered from permeating the whole, and not simply by the
dimensions; which, although they are present without a sub-
ject, still they are opposed to another liquid, just as substance
would be if it were present, according to what was said at the
beginning of the article.
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T P, Q 78
Of the Form of is Sacrament

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the form of this sacrament; concerning which there are six points of inquiry:

(1) What is the form of this sacrament?
(2) Whether the form for the consecration of the bread is appropriate?
(3) Whether the form for the consecration of the blood is appropriate?
(4) Of the power of each form?
(5) Of the truth of the expression?
(6) Of the comparison of the one form with the other?

IIIa q. 78 a. 1Whether this is the form of this sacrament: “is is My body,” and “is is the chalice of My
blood”?

Objection1. It seems that this is not the formof this sacra-
ment: “is isMybody,” and, “is is the chalice ofMyblood.”
Because those words seem to belong to the form of this sacra-
ment, wherewith Christ consecrated His body and blood. But
Christ first blessed the bread which He took, and said aer-
wards: “Take ye and eat; this isMy body” (Mat. 26:26).ere-
fore the whole of this seems to belong to the form of this sacra-
ment: and the same reason holds good of the words which go
with the consecration of the blood.

Objection 2. Further, Eusebius Emissenus (Pseudo-
Hieron: Ep. xxix; Pseudo-Isid.: Hom. iv) says: “e invisible
Priest changes visible creatures into His own body, saying:
‘Take ye and eat; this isMy body.’ ”erefore, thewhole of this
seems to belong to the form of this sacrament: and the same
hold good of the works appertaining to the blood.

Objection 3. Further, in the form of Baptism both the
minister and his act are expressed, when it is said, “I baptize
thee.” But in the words set forth above there is no mention
made either of the minister or of his act. erefore the form
of the sacrament is not a suitable one.

Objection 4. Further, the form of the sacrament suffices
for its perfection; hence the sacrament of Baptism can be per-
formed sometimes by pronouncing thewords of the formonly,
omitting all the others.erefore, if the aforesaid words be the
formof this sacrament, itwould seemas if this sacrament could
be performed sometimes by uttering those words alone, while
leaving out all the others which are said in the mass; yet this
seems to be false, because, were the other words to be passed
over, the said words would be taken as spoken in the person
of the priest saying them, whereas the bread and wine are not
changed into his body and blood. Consequently, the aforesaid
words are not the form of this sacrament.

Onthe contrary,Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv): “e con-
secration is accomplished by the words and expressions of the
Lord Jesus. Because, by all the other words spoken, praise is
rendered to God, prayer is put up for the people, for kings,
and others; but when the time comes for perfecting the sacra-

ment, the priest uses no longer his own words, but the words
of Christ.erefore, it is Christ’s words that perfect this sacra-
ment.”

I answer that,is sacrament differs from the other sacra-
ments in two respects. First of all, in this, that this sacrament is
accomplished by the consecration of the matter, while the rest
are perfected in the use of the consecrated matter. Secondly,
because in the other sacraments the consecration of the mat-
ter consists only in a blessing, from which the matter conse-
crated derives instrumentally a spiritual power, which through
the priest who is an animated instrument, can pass on to inan-
imate instruments. But in this sacrament the consecration of
the matter consists in the miraculous change of the substance,
which can only be done by God; hence the minister in per-
forming this sacrament has no other act save the pronounc-
ing of the words. And because the form should suit the thing,
therefore the form of this sacrament differs from the forms of
the other sacraments in two respects. First, because the form
of the other sacraments implies the use of the matter, as for
instance, baptizing, or signing; but the form of this sacrament
implies merely the consecration of the matter, which consists
in transubstantiation, as when it is said, “is is My body,” or,
“is is the chalice of My blood.” Secondly, because the forms
of the other sacraments are pronounced in the person of the
minister, whether byway of exercising an act, as when it is said,
“I baptize thee,” or “I confirm thee,” etc.; or by way of com-
mand, as when it is said in the sacrament of order, “Take the
power,” etc.; or by way of entreaty, as when in the sacrament
of Extreme Unction it is said, “By this anointing and our in-
tercession,” etc. But the form of this sacrament is pronounced
as if Christ were speaking in person, so that it is given to be
understood that the minister does nothing in perfecting this
sacrament, except to pronounce the words of Christ.

Reply to Objection 1. ere are many opinions on this
matter. Some have said that Christ, Who had power of excel-
lence in the sacraments, performed this sacrament without us-
ing any form of words, and that aerwards He pronounced
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the words under which others were to consecrate thereaer.
And the words of Pope Innocent III seem to convey the same
sense (De Sacr. Alt. Myst. iv), where he says: “In good sooth it
can be said thatChrist accomplished this sacrament byHisDi-
vine power, and subsequently expressed the form under which
those who came aer were to consecrate.” But in opposition
to this view are the words of the Gospel in which it is said
that Christ “blessed,” and this blessing was effected by certain
words. Accordingly those words of Innocent are to be con-
sidered as expressing an opinion, rather than determining the
point.

Others, again, have said that the blessing was effected by
other words not known to us. But this statement cannot stand,
because the blessing of the consecration is now performed by
reciting the things which were then accomplished; hence, if
the consecration was not performed then by these words, nei-
ther would it be now.

Accordingly, others havemaintained that this blessing was
effected by the same words as are used now; but that Christ
spoke them twice, at first secretly, in order to consecrate, and
aerwards openly, to instruct others. But even this will not
hold good, because the priest in consecrating uses these words,
not as spoken in secret, but as openly pronounced. Accord-
ingly, since thesewords have no power except fromChrist pro-
nouncing them, it seems that Christ also consecrated by pro-
nouncing them openly.

And therefore others said that the Evangelists did not al-
ways follow the precise order in their narrative as that inwhich
things actually happened, as is seen from Augustine (De Con-
sens. Evang. ii). Hence it is to be understood that the order of
what took place can be expressed thus: “Taking the bread He
blessed it, saying: is is My body, and then He broke it, and
gave it to His disciples.” But the same sense can be had even
without changing thewords of theGospel; because the partici-
ple “saying” implies sequence of the words uttered with what
goes before. And it is not necessary for the sequence to be un-
derstood only with respect to the last word spoken, as if Christ
had just then pronounced those words, whenHe gave it toHis

disciples; but the sequence can be understood with regard to
all that had gone before; so that the sense is: “While He was
blessing, and breaking, and giving it toHis disciples, He spoke
the words, ‘Take ye,’ ” etc.

Reply to Objection 2. In these words, “Take ye and eat,”
the use of the consecrated, matter is indicated, which is not
of the necessity of this sacrament, as stated above (q. 74, a. 7).
And therefore not even these words belong to the substance of
the form.Nevertheless, because the use of the consecratedmat-
ter belongs to a certain perfectionof the sacrament, in the same
way as operation is not the first but the second perfection of a
thing, consequently, the whole perfection of this sacrament is
expressed by all those words: and it was in this way that Euse-
bius understood that the sacramentwas accomplishedby those
words, as to its first and second perfection.

Reply to Objection 3. In the sacrament of Baptism the
minister exercises an act regarding the use of thematter, which
is of the essence of the sacrament: such is not the case in this
sacrament; hence there is no parallel.

Reply to Objection 4. Some have contended that this
sacrament cannot be accomplished by uttering the aforesaid
words, while leaving out the rest, especially the words in the
Canon of theMass. But that this is false can be seen both from
Ambrose’s words quoted above, as well as from the fact that
the Canon of the Mass is not the same in all places or times,
but various portions have been introduced by various people.

Accordingly it must be held that if the priest were to pro-
nounce only the aforesaid words with the intention of conse-
crating this sacrament, this sacrament would be valid because
the intention would cause these words to be understood as
spoken in the person of Christ, even though the words were
pronounced without those that precede. e priest, however,
would sin gravely in consecrating the sacrament thus, as he
would not be observing the rite of the Church. Nor does the
comparisonwith Baptism prove anything; for it is a sacrament
of necessity: whereas the lack of this sacrament can be supplied
by the spiritual partaking thereof, as Augustine says (cf. q. 73,
a. 3, ad 1).

IIIa q. 78 a. 2Whether this is the proper form for the consecration of the bread: “is is My body”?

Objection 1. It seems that this is not the proper form of
this sacrament: “is is My body.” For the effect of a sacra-
ment ought to be expressed in its form. But the effect of the
consecration of the bread is the change of the substance of the
bread into the body of Christ, and this is better expressed by
the word “becomes” than by “is.” erefore, in the form of the
consecration we ought to say: “is becomes My body.”

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv),
“Christ’s words consecrate this sacrament. What word of
Christ?isword,whereby all things aremade.eLord com-
manded, and the heavens and earth were made. ” erefore, it
would be a more proper form of this sacrament if the impera-

tive mood were employed, so as to say: “Be this My body.”
Objection 3. Further, that which is changed is implied in

the subject of this phrase, just as the term of the change is im-
plied in the predicate. But just as that into which the change
is made is something determinate, for the change is into noth-
ing else but the body of Christ, so also that which is converted
is determinate, since only bread is converted into the body of
Christ.erefore, as a noun is inserted on the part of the pred-
icate, so also should a noun be inserted in the subject, so that
it be said: “is bread is My body.”

Objection 4. Further, just as the term of the change is de-
terminate in nature, because it is a body, so also is it determi-
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nate in person. Consequently, in order to determine the per-
son, it ought to be said: “is is the body of Christ.”

Objection 5. Further, nothing ought to be inserted in the
form except what is substantial to it. Consequently, the con-
junction “for” is improperly added in some books, since it does
not belong to the substance of the form.

On the contrary, our Lord used this form in consecrating,
as is evident from Mat. 26:26.

I answer that,is is the proper form for the consecration
of the bread. For it was said (a. 1) that this consecration con-
sists in changing the substance of bread into thebodyofChrist.
Now the form of a sacrament ought to denote what is done in
the sacrament. Consequently the form for the consecration of
the bread ought to signify the actual conversion of the bread
into the body of Christ. And herein are three things to be con-
sidered: namely, the actual conversion, the term “whence,” and
the term “whereunto.”

Now the conversion can be considered in two ways: first,
in “becoming,” secondly, in “being.” But the conversion ought
not to be signified in this form as in “becoming,” but as in “be-
ing.” First, because such conversion is not successive, as was
said above (q. 75, a. 7), but instantaneous; and in such changes
the “becoming” is nothing else than the “being.” Secondly, be-
cause the sacramental forms bear the same relation to the signi-
fication of the sacramental effect as artificial forms to the rep-
resentation of the effect of art. Now an artificial form is the
likeness of the ultimate effect, on which the artist’s intention
is fixed ;. just as the art-form in the builder’smind is principally
the form of the house constructed, and secondarily of the con-
structing. Accordingly, in this form also the conversion ought
to be expressed as in “being,” towhich the intention is referred.

And since the conversion is expressed in this form as in
“being,” it is necessary for the extremes of the conversion to
be signified as they exist in the fact of conversion. But then
the term “whereunto” has the proper nature of its own sub-
stance; whereas the term “whence” does not remain in its own

substance, but only as to the accidents whereby it comes un-
der the senses, and can be determined in relation to the senses.
Hence the term “whence” of the conversion is conveniently
expressed by the demonstrative pronoun, relative to the sen-
sible accidents which continue; but the term “whereunto” is
expressed by the noun signifying the nature of the thing which
terminates the conversion, and this is Christ’s entire body, and
notmerelyHis flesh; aswas said above (q. 76, a. 1, ad 2).Hence
this form is most appropriate: “is is My body.”

Reply to Objection 1. e ultimate effect of this conver-
sion is not a “becoming”but a “being,” as stated above, and con-
sequently prominence should be given to this in the form.

Reply to Objection 2. God’s word operated in the cre-
ation of things, and it is the same which operates in this con-
secration, yet each in different fashion: because here it oper-
ates effectively and sacramentally, that is, in virtue of its signi-
fication. And consequently the last effect of the consecration
must needs be signified in this sentence by a substantive verb
of the indicativemood and present time. But in the creation of
things it worked merely effectively, and such efficiency is due
to the command of His wisdom; and therefore in the creation
of things the Lord’s word is expressed by a verb in the imper-
ative mood, as in Gn. 1:3: “Let there be light, and light was
made.”

Reply toObjection 3.e term “whence” does not retain
the nature of its substance in the “being” of the conversion, as
the term “whereunto” does. erefore there is no parallel.

Reply to Objection 4. e pronoun “My,” which implic-
itly points to the chief person, i.e. the person of the speaker,
sufficiently indicates Christ’s person, in Whose person these
words are uttered, as stated above (a. 1).

Reply to Objection 5. e conjunction “for” is set in this
form according to the custom of the Roman Church, who de-
rived it from Peter the Apostle; and this on account of the se-
quence with the words preceding: and therefore it is not part
of the form, just as the words preceding the form are not.

IIIa q. 78 a. 3Whether this is the proper form for the consecration of the wine: “is is the chalice of My
blood,” etc.?

Objection 1. It seems that this is not the proper form for
the consecration of the wine. “is is the chalice of My blood,
of theNewandEternalTestament, theMystery of Faith,which
shall be shed for you and formanyunto the forgiveness of sins.”
For as the bread is changed by the power of consecration into
Christ’s body, so is the wine changed into Christ’s blood, as is
clear from what was said above (q. 76, Aa. 1,2,3). But in the
form of the consecration of the bread, the body of Christ is
expressly mentioned, without any addition. erefore in this
form thebloodofChrist is improperly expressed in theoblique
case, and the chalice in the nominative, when it is said: “is is
the chalice of My blood.”

Objection 2. Further, the words spoken in the consecra-
tion of the bread are notmore efficacious than those spoken in

the consecration of thewine, since both areChrist’s words. But
directly the words are spoken—“is isMy body,” there is per-
fect consecration of the bread. erefore, directly these other
words are uttered—“is is the chalice of My blood,” there is
perfect consecration of the blood; and so the words which fol-
low do not appeal to be of the substance of the form, especially
since they refer to the properties of this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, the New Testament seems to be an
internal inspiration, as is evident from theApostle quoting the
words of Jeremias (31:31): “I will perfect unto the house of Is-
rael a New Testament…I will give My laws into their mind”
(Heb. 8:8). But a sacrament is an outward visible act. ere-
fore, in the form of the sacrament the words “of the New Tes-
tament” are improperly added.
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Objection 4. Further, a thing is said to be new which is
near the beginning of its existence. But what is eternal has no
beginning of its existence. erefore it is incorrect to say “of
the New and Eternal,” because it seems to savor of a contradic-
tion.

Objection 5. Further, occasions of error ought to be with-
held from men, according to Is. 57:14: “Take away the stum-
bling blocks out of theway ofMypeople.” But somehave fallen
into error in thinking that Christ’s body and blood are only
mystically present in this sacrament.erefore it is out of place
to add “the mystery of faith.”

Objection 6. Further, it was said above (q. 73, a. 3, ad 3),
that as Baptism is the sacrament of faith, so is the Eucharist
the sacrament of charity. Consequently, in this form the word
“charity” ought rather to be used than “faith.”

Objection 7. Further, the whole of this sacrament, both as
to body and blood, is amemorial of our Lord’s Passion, accord-
ing to 1 Cor. 11:26: “As oen as you shall eat this bread and
drink the chalice, you shall show the death of the Lord.” Con-
sequently, mention ought to be made of Christ’s Passion and
its fruit rather in the form of the consecration of the blood,
than in the form of the consecration of the body, especially
since our Lord said: “is isMy body, which shall be delivered
up for you” (Lk. 22:19).

Objection 8. Further, as was already observed (q. 48, a. 2;
q. 49, a. 3), Christ’s Passion sufficed for all; while as to its
efficacy it was profitable for many. erefore it ought to be
said: “Which shall be shed for all,” or else “for many,” without
adding, “for you.”

Objection 9. Further, the words whereby this sacrament is
consecrated draw their efficacy from Christ’s institution. But
noEvangelist narrates thatChrist spoke all thesewords.ere-
fore this is not an appropriate form for the consecration of the
wine.

On the contrary, e Church, instructed by the apostles,
uses this form.

I answer that, ere is a twofold opinion regarding this
form. Some have maintained that the words “is is the chal-
ice of My blood” alone belong to the substance of this form,
but not those words which follow. Now this seems incorrect,
because the words which follow them are determinations of
the predicate, that is, of Christ’s blood. consequently they be-
long to the integrity of the expression.

And on this account others saymore accurately that all the
words which follow are of the substance of the form down to
the words, “As oen as ye shall do this,” which belong to the
use of this sacrament, and consequently do not belong to the
substance of the form. Hence it is that the priest pronounces
all these words, under the same rite andmanner, namely, hold-
ing the chalice in his hands.Moreover, in Lk. 22:20, the words
that follow are interposed with the preceding words: “is is
the chalice, the new testament in My blood.”

Consequently it must be said that all the aforesaid words
belong to the substance of the form; but that by the firstwords,

“is is the chalice of My blood,” the change of the wine into
blood is denoted, as explained above (a. 2) in the form for the
consecration of the bread; but by the words which come aer
is shown the power of the blood shed in the Passion, which
power works in this sacrament, and is ordained for three pur-
poses. First and principally for securing our eternal heritage,
according to Heb. 10:19: “Having confidence in the entering
into the holies by the blood of Christ”; and in order to de-
note this, we say, “of the New and Eternal Testament.” Sec-
ondly, for justifying by grace, which is by faith according to
Rom. 3:25,26: “Whom God hath proposed to be a propiti-
ation, through faith in His blood…that He Himself may be
just, and the justifier of himwho is of the faith of JesusChrist”:
and on this account we add, “e Mystery of Faith.” irdly,
for removing sins which are the impediments to both of these
things, according to Heb. 9:14: “e blood of Christ…shall
cleanse our conscience fromdeadworks,” that is, from sins; and
on this account, we say, “which shall be shed for you and for
many unto the forgiveness of sins.”

Reply to Objection 1. e expression “is is the chalice
of My blood” is a figure of speech, which can be understood
in two ways. First, as a figure of metonymy; because the con-
tainer is put for the contained, so that the meaning is: “is
is My blood contained in the chalice”; of which mention is
now made, because Christ’s blood is consecrated in this sacra-
ment, inasmuch as it is the drink of the faithful, which is not
implied under the notion of blood; consequently this had to
be denoted by the vessel adapted for such usage.

Secondly, it can be taken by way of metaphor, so that
Christ’s Passion is understood by the chalice byway of compar-
ison, because, like a cup, it inebriates, according to Lam. 3:15:
“He hath filledme with bitterness, he hath inebriatedme with
wormwood”: hence ourLordHimself spoke ofHis Passion as a
chalice, whenHe said (Mat. 26:39): “Let this chalice pass away
from Me”: so that the meaning is: “is is the chalice of My
Passion.”is is denoted by the blood being consecrated apart
from the body; because it was by the Passion that the blood
was separated from the body.

Reply to Objection 2. As was said above (ad 1; q. 76, a. 2,
ad 1), the blood consecrated apart expressly representsChrist’s
Passion, and thereforemention ismade of the fruits of the Pas-
sion in the consecration of the blood rather than in that of the
body, since the body is the subject of the Passion. is is also
pointed out in our Lord’s saying, “which shall be delivered up
for you,” as if to say, “which shall undergo the Passion for you.”

Reply toObjection 3.A testament is the disposal of a her-
itage. But God disposed of a heavenly heritage to men, to be
bestowed through the virtue of the blood of Jesus Christ; be-
cause, according toHeb. 9:16: “Where there is a testament the
death of the testator must of necessity come in.” Now Christ’s
blood was exhibited to men in two ways. First of all in fig-
ure, and this belongs to the Old Testament; consequently the
Apostle concludes (Heb. 9:16): “Whereupon neither was the
first indeed dedicated without blood,” which is evident from
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this, that as related in Ex. 24:7,8, “when every” commandment
of the law “had been read” byMoses, “he sprinkled all the peo-
ple” saying: “is is the blood of the testamentwhich the Lord
hath enjoined unto you.”

Secondly, it was shown in very truth; and this belongs to
theNewTestament.is iswhat theApostle premiseswhenhe
says (Rom. 9:15): “erefore He is the Mediator of the New
Testament, that by means of His death…they that are called
may receive the promise of eternal inheritance.”Consequently,
we say here, “e blood of the New Testament,” because it is
shown now not in figure but in truth; and therefore we add,
“which shall be shed for you.” But the internal inspiration has
its origin in the power of this blood, according as we are justi-
fied by Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 4. is Testament is a “new one” by
reason of its showing forth: yet it is called “eternal” both on ac-
count of God’s eternal pre-ordination, as well as on account of
the eternal heritagewhich is prepared by this testament.More-
over, Christ’s Person is eternal, in Whose blood this testament
is appointed.

Reply toObjection 5.eword “mystery” is inserted, not
in order to exclude reality, but to show that the reality is hid-
den, because Christ’s blood is in this sacrament in a hidden
manner, and His Passion was dimly foreshadowed in the Old
Testament.

Reply toObjection 6. It is called the “Sacrament of Faith,”
as being an object of faith: because by faith alone do we hold
the presence of Christ’s blood in this sacrament. Moreover
Christ’s Passion justifies by faith. Baptism is called the “Sacra-
ment of Faith” because it is a profession of faith. is is called

the “Sacrament of Charity,” as being figurative and effective
thereof.

Reply to Objection 7. As stated above (ad 2), the blood
consecrated apart represents Christ’s blood more expressively;
and therefore mention is made of Christ’s Passion and its
fruits, in the consecration of the blood rather than in that of
the body.

Reply to Objection 8. e blood of Christ’s Passion has
its efficacy not merely in the elect among the Jews, to whom
the blood of the Old Testament was exhibited, but also in the
Gentiles; nor only in priests who consecrate this sacrament,
and in those others who partake of it; but likewise in those for
whom it is offered. And therefore He says expressly, “for you,”
the Jews, “and for many,” namely the Gentiles; or, “for you”
who eat of it, and “for many,” for whom it is offered.

Reply to Objection 9. e Evangelists did not intend to
hand down the forms of the sacraments, which in the primi-
tive Church had to be kept concealed, as Dionysius observes
at the close of his book on the ecclesiastical hierarchy; their
object was to write the story of Christ. Nevertheless nearly all
these words can be culled from various passages of the Scrip-
tures. Because the words, “is is the chalice,” are found in
Lk. 22:20, and 1 Cor. 11:25, while Matthew says in chapter
26:28: “is is My blood of the New Testament, which shall
be shed formany unto the remission of sins.”ewords added,
namely, “eternal” and “mystery of faith,” were handed down to
theChurch by the apostles, who received them fromour Lord,
according to 1 Cor. 11:23: “I have received of the Lord that
which also I delivered unto you.”

IIIa q. 78 a. 4Whether in the aforesaid words of the forms there be any created power which causes the con-
secration?

Objection 1. It seems that in the aforesaid words of the
forms there is no created powerwhich causes the consecration.
Because Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv): “e change of
the bread intoChrist’s body is caused solely by the power of the
Holy Ghost.” But the power of the Holy Ghost is uncreated.
erefore this sacrament is not caused by any created power of
those words.

Objection 2. Further, miraculous works are wrought not
by any created power, but solely byDivine power, as was stated
in the Ia, q. 110, a. 4. But the change of the bread andwine into
Christ’s body and blood is a work not less miraculous than the
creationof things, or than the formationofChrist’s body in the
womb of a virgin: which things could not be done by any cre-
ated power.erefore, neither is this sacrament consecrated by
any created power of the aforesaid words.

Objection 3. Further, the aforesaid words are not simple,
but composed of many; nor are they uttered simultaneously,
but successively. But, as stated above (q. 75, a. 7), this change
is wrought instantaneously. hence it must be done by a simple
power.erefore it is not effected by the power of thosewords.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv): “If there
be such might in the word of the Lord Jesus that things non-
existent came into being, how much more efficacious is it to
make things existing to continue, and tobe changed into some-
thing else? And so, what was bread before consecration is now
the body of Christ aer consecration, because Christ’s word
changes a creature into something different.”

I answer that, Some have maintained that neither in the
above words is there any created power for causing the tran-
substantiation, nor in the other forms of the sacraments, or
even in the sacraments themselves, for producing the sacra-
mental effects. is, as was shown above (q. 62, a. 1 ), is both
contrary to the teachings of the saints, and detracts from the
dignity of the sacraments of the New Law. Hence, since this
sacrament is of greater worth than the others, as stated above
(q. 65, a. 3), the result is that there is in the words of the form
of this sacrament a created power which causes the change to
be wrought in it: instrumental, however, as in the other sacra-
ments, as stated above (q. 62, Aa. 3,4). For since these words
are uttered in the person of Christ, it is from His command
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that they receive their instrumental power from Him, just as
His other deeds and sayings derive their salutary power instru-
mentally, as was observed above (q. 48, a. 6; q. 56, a. 1, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 1. When the bread is said to be
changed into Christ’s body solely by the power of the Holy
Ghost, the instrumental power which lies in the form of this
sacrament is not excluded: just as when we say that the smith
alone makes a knife we do not deny the power of the hammer.

Reply to Objection 2. No creature can work miracles as
the chief agent. yet it can do so instrumentally, just as the
touch of Christ’s hand healed the leper. And in this fashion
Christ’s words change the bread into His body. But in Christ’s
conception, whereby His body was fashioned, it was impos-

sible for anything derived from His body to have the instru-
mental power of forming that very body. Likewise in creation
there was no term wherein the instrumental action of a crea-
ture could be received. Consequently there is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 3. e aforesaid words, which work
the consecration, operate sacramentally. Consequently, the
converting power latent under the forms of these sacraments
follows themeaning, which is terminated in the uttering of the
last word. And therefore the aforesaid words have this power
in the last instant of their being uttered, taken in conjunction
with those uttered before. And this power is simple by reason
of the thing signified, although there be composition in the
words uttered outwardly.

IIIa q. 78 a. 5Whether the aforesaid expressions are true?

Objection1. It seems that the aforesaid expressions are not
true. Because when we say: “is is My body,” the word “this”
designates a substance. But according to what was said above
(Aa. 1,4, ad 3; q. 75, Aa. 2,7), when the pronoun “this” is spo-
ken, the substance of the bread is still there, because the tran-
substantiation takes place in the last instant of pronouncing
the words. But it is false to say: “Bread is Christ’s body.” Con-
sequently this expression, “is is My body,” is false.

Objection 2. Further, the pronoun “this” appeals to the
senses. But the sensible species in this sacrament are neither
Christ’s body nor even its accidents.erefore this expression,
“is is My body,” cannot be true.

Objection 3. Further, as was observed above (a. 4, ad 3),
these words, by their signification, effect the change of the
bread into the body of Christ. But an effective cause is under-
stood as preceding its effect. erefore the meaning of these
words is understood as preceding the change of the bread into
the body of Christ. But previous to the change this expression,
“is is My body,” is false. erefore the expression is to be
judged as false simply; and the same reason holds good of the
other phrase: “is is the chalice of My blood,” etc.

On the contrary, ese words are pronounced in the per-
sonofChrist,Who says ofHimself ( Jn. 14:6): “I am the truth.”

I answer that, ere have been many opinions on this
point. Some have said that in this expression, “is is My
body,” the word “this” implies demonstration as conceived,
and not as exercised, because the whole phrase is taken mate-
rially, since it is uttered by a way of narration: for the priest
relates that Christ said: “is is My body.”

But such a view cannot hold good, because then these
words would not be applied to the corporeal matter present,
and consequently the sacrament would not be valid: for Au-
gustine says (Tract. lxxx in Joan.): “eword is added to the el-
ement, and this becomes a sacrament.” Moreover this solution
ignores entirely the difficulty which this question presents: for
there is still the objection in regard to the first uttering of
these words by Christ; since it is evident that then they were

employed, not materially, but significatively. And therefore it
must be said that evenwhen spokenby the priest they are taken
significatively, and not merely materially. Nor does it matter
that the priest pronounces them by way of recital, as though
they were spoken by Christ, because owing to Christ’s infinite
power, just as through contact with His flesh the regenera-
tive power entered not only into the waters which came into
contact with Christ, but into all waters throughout the whole
world and during all future ages, so likewise from Christ’s ut-
tering these words they derived their consecrating power, by
whatever priest they be uttered, as if Christ present were say-
ing them.

And therefore others have said that in this phrase theword
“this” appeals, not to the senses, but to the intellect; so that
themeaning is, “is isMy body”—i.e. “e thing signified by
‘this’ is My body.” But neither can this stand, because, since in
the sacraments the effect is that which is signified, from such
a form it would not result that Christ’s body was in very truth
in this sacrament, but merely as in a sign, which is heretical, as
stated above (q. 85, a. 1).

Consequently, others have said that the word “this” ap-
peals to the senses; not at the precise instant of its being ut-
tered, butmerely at the last instant thereof; aswhen aman says,
“Now I am silent,” this adverb “now” points to the instant im-
mediately following the speech: because the sense is: “Directly
these words are spoken I am silent.” But neither can this hold
good, because in that case the meaning of the sentence would
be: “My body isMy body,” which the above phrase does not ef-
fect, because thiswas so evenbefore the utterance of thewords:
hence neither does the aforesaid sentence mean this.

Consequently, then, it remains to be said, as stated above
(a. 4), that this sentence possesses the power of effecting the
conversion of the bread into the body of Christ. And there-
fore it is compared to other sentences, which have power only
of signifying and not of producing, as the concept of the prac-
tical intellect, which is productive of the thing, is compared to
the concept of our speculative intellect which is drawn from
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things. because “words are signs of concepts,” as the Philoso-
pher says (Peri Herm. i). And therefore as the concept of the
practical intellect does not presuppose the thing understood,
but makes it, so the truth of this expression does not presup-
pose the thing signified, butmakes it; for such is the relation of
God’s word to the things made by the Word. Now this change
takes place not successively, but in an instant, as stated above
(q. 77, a. 7). Consequently one must understand the aforesaid
expression with reference to the last instant of the words being
spoken, yet not so that the subject may be understood to have
stood for that which is the term of the conversion; viz. that the
body of Christ is the body of Christ; nor again that the sub-
ject be understood to stand for that which it was before the
conversion, namely, the bread. but for that which is commonly
related to both, i.e. that which is contained in general under
those species. For these words do not make the body of Christ
to be the body of Christ, nor do they make the bread to be the
body of Christ; but what was contained under those species,
and was formerly bread, they make to be the body of Christ.
And therefore expressly our Lord did not say: “is bread is

Mybody,”whichwould be themeaning of the second opinion;
nor “is My body is My body,” which would be the meaning
of the third opinion: but in general: “is is My body,” assign-
ing no noun on the part of the subject, but only a pronoun,
which signifies substance in common, without quality, that is,
without a determinate form.

Reply to Objection 1. e term “this” points to a sub-
stance, yet without determining its proper nature, as stated
above.

Reply to Objection 2. e pronoun “this” does not indi-
cate the accidents, but the substance underlying the accidents,
which at first was bread, and is aerwards the body of Christ,
which body, although not informed by those accidents, is yet
contained under them.

Reply to Objection 3. e meaning of this expression is,
in the order of nature, understood before the thing signified,
just as a cause is naturally prior to the effect; but not in order of
time, because this cause has its effect with it at the same time,
and this suffices for the truth of the expression.

IIIa q. 78 a. 6Whether the form of the consecration of the bread accomplishes its effect before the form of
the consecration of the wine be completed?

Objection 1. It seems that the form of the consecration of
the bread does not accomplish its effect until the form for the
consecration of the wine be completed. For, as Christ’s body
begins to be in this sacrament by the consecration of the bread,
so does His blood come to be there by the consecration of
the wine. If, then, the words for consecrating the bread were
to produce their effect before the consecration of the wine, it
would follow thatChrist’s bodywould be present in this sacra-
ment without the blood, which is improper.

Objection 2. Further, one sacrament has one completion:
hence although there be three immersions in Baptism, yet the
first immersion does not produce its effect until the third be
completed. But all this sacrament is one, as stated above (q. 73,
a. 2). erefore the words whereby the bread is consecrated
do not bring about their effect without the sacramental words
whereby the wine is consecrated.

Objection 3. Further, there are several words in the form
for consecrating the bread, the first of which do not secure
their effect until the last be uttered, as stated above (a. 4, ad
3). erefore, for the same reason, neither do the words for
the consecrationofChrist’s bodyproduce their effect, until the
words for consecrating Christ’s blood are spoken.

On the contrary,Directly the words are uttered for conse-
crating the bread, the consecrated host is shown to the people
to be adored, which would not be done if Christ’s body were
not there, for that would be an act of idolatry. erefore the
consecrating words of the bread produce their effect before.
the words are spoken for consecrating the wine.

I answer that, Some of the earlier doctors said that these
two forms, namely, for consecrating the bread and the wine,

await each other’s action, so that the first does not produce its
effect until the second be uttered.

But this cannot stand, because, as stated above (a. 5, ad 3),
for the truth of this phrase, “is is My body,” wherein the
verb is in the present tense, it is required for the thing signi-
fied to be present simultaneously in timewith the signification
of the expression used; otherwise, if the thing signified had to
be awaited for aerwards, a verb of the future tense would be
employed, and not one of the present tense, so that we should
not say, “is is My body,” but “is will be My body.” But
the significationof this speech is complete directly thosewords
are spoken. And therefore the thing signified must be present
instantaneously, and such is the effect of this sacrament; oth-
erwise it would not be a true speech. Moreover, this opinion
is against the rite of the Church, which forthwith adores the
body of Christ aer the words are uttered.

Hence itmust be said that the first formdoes not await the
second in its action, but has its effect on the instant.

Reply to Objection 1. It is on this account that they who
maintained the above opinion seem to have erred. Hence it
must be understood that directly the consecration of the bread
is complete, the body of Christ is indeed present by the power
of the sacrament, and the blood by real concomitance; but af-
terwards by the consecration of thewine, conversely, the blood
of Christ is there by the power of the sacrament, and the body
by real concomitance, so that the entire Christ is under either
species, as stated above (q. 76, a. 2).

Reply toObjection 2.is sacrament is one in perfection,
as stated above (q. 73 , a. 2), namely, inasmuch as it is made up
of two things, that is, of food and drink, each of which of itself
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has its own perfection; but the three immersions of Baptism
are ordained to one simple effect, and therefore there is no re-
semblance.

Reply to Objection 3. e various words in the form for

consecrating the bread constitute the truth of one speech, but
the words of the different forms do not, and consequently
there is no parallel.
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T P, Q 79
Of the Effects of is Sacrament

(In Eight Articles)

We must now consider the effects of this sacrament, and under this head there are eight points of inquiry:

(1) Whether this sacrament bestows grace?
(2) Whether the attaining of glory is an effect of this sacrament?
(3) Whether the forgiveness of mortal sin is an effect of this sacrament?
(4) Whether venial sin is forgiven by this sacrament?
(5) Whether the entire punishment due for sin is forgiven by this sacrament?
(6) Whether this sacrament preserves man from future sins?
(7) Whether this sacrament benefits others besides the recipients?
(8) Of the obstacles to the effect of this sacrament.

IIIa q. 79 a. 1Whether grace is bestowed through this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that grace is not bestowed through
this sacrament. For this sacrament is spiritual nourishment.
But nourishment is only given to the living.erefore since the
spiritual life is the effect of grace, this sacrament belongs only
to one in the state of grace. erefore grace is not bestowed
through this sacrament for it to be had in the first instance.
In like manner neither is it given so as grace may be increased,
because spiritual growth belongs to the sacrament of Confir-
mation, as stated above (q. 72, a. 1). Consequently, grace is not
bestowed through this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is given as a spiritual
refreshment. But spiritual refreshment seems to belong to the
use of grace rather than to its bestowal.erefore it seems that
grace is not given through this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, as was said above (q. 74, a. 1),
“Christ’s body is offered up in this sacrament for the salva-
tion of the body, and His blood for that of the soul.” Now it
is not the body which is the subject of grace, but the soul, as
was shown in the Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 4. erefore grace is not
bestowed through this sacrament, at least so far as the body is
concerned.

On the contrary, Our Lord says ( Jn. 6:52): “e bread
which I will give, is My flesh for the life of the world.” But the
spiritual life is the effect of grace. erefore grace is bestowed
through this sacrament.

I answer that,eeffect of this sacrament ought to be con-
sidered, first of all and principally, from what is contained in
this sacrament, which is Christ; Who, just as by coming into
theworld,Hevisibly bestowed the life of grace upon theworld,
according to Jn. 1:17: “Grace and truth came by Jesus Christ,”
so also, by coming sacramentally into man causes the life of
grace, according to Jn. 6:58: “He that eateth Me, the same also
shall live by Me.” Hence Cyril says on Lk. 22:19: “God’s life-
giving Word by uniting Himself with His own flesh, made it
to be productive of life. For it was becoming that He should
be united somehow with bodies through His sacred flesh and

precious blood, whichwe receive in a life-giving blessing in the
bread and wine.”

Secondly, it is consideredon thepart ofwhat is represented
by this sacrament, which is Christ’s Passion, as stated above
(q. 74, a. 1; q. 76 , a. 2, ad 1). And therefore this sacrament
works in man the effect which Christ’s Passion wrought in the
world. Hence, Chrysostom says on the words, “Immediately
there came out blood andwater” ( Jn. 19:34): “Since the sacred
mysteries derive their origin from thence, when you draw nigh
to the awe-inspiring chalice, so approach as if you were going
to drink fromChrist’s own side.”Hence our LordHimself says
(Mat. 26:28): “is isMyblood…which shall be shed formany
unto the remission of sins.”

irdly, the effect of this sacrament is considered from the
way in which this sacrament is given; for it is given by way of
food anddrink.And therefore this sacrament does for the spir-
itual life all that material food does for the bodily life, namely,
by sustaining, giving increase, restoring, andgivingdelight.Ac-
cordingly, Ambrose says (De Sacram. v): “is is the bread of
everlasting life, which supports the substance of our soul.” And
Chrysostom says (Hom. xlvi in Joan.): “Whenwe desire it, He
lets us feel Him, and eat Him, and embrace Him.” And hence
our Lord says ( Jn. 6:56): “My flesh is meat indeed, and My
blood is drink indeed.”

Fourthly, the effect of this sacrament is considered from
the species under which it is given. Hence Augustine says
(Tract. xxvi in Joan.): “Our Lord betokened His body and
blood in things which out of many units are made into some
one whole: for out of many grains is one thing made,” viz.
bread; “and many grapes flow into one thing,” viz. wine. And
thereforeheobserves elsewhere (Tract. xxvi in Joan.): “O sacra-
ment of piety, O sign of unity, O bond of charity!”

And since Christ and His Passion are the cause of grace.
and since spiritual refreshment, and charity cannot be with-
out grace, it is clear from all that has been set forth that this
sacrament bestows grace.
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Reply to Objection 1. is sacrament has of itself the
power of bestowing grace; nor does anyone possess grace be-
fore receiving this sacrament except from some desire thereof;
from his own desire, as in the case of the adult. or from the
Church’s desire in the case of children, as stated above (q. 73,
a. 3).Hence it is due to the efficacy of its power, that even from
desire thereof a man procures grace whereby he is enabled to
lead the spiritual life. It remains, then, thatwhen the sacrament
itself is really received, grace is increased, and the spiritual life
perfected: yet in different fashion from the sacrament of Con-
firmation, in which grace is increased and perfected for resist-
ing the outward assaults of Christ’s enemies. But by this sacra-
ment grace receives increase, and the spiritual life is perfected,
so that man may stand perfect in himself by union with God.

Reply to Objection 2. is sacrament confers grace spir-
itually together with the virtue of charity. Hence Damascene
(DeFideOrth. iv) compares this sacrament to theburning coal
which Isaias saw (Is. 6:6): “For a live ember is not simplywood,
but wood united to fire; so also the bread of communion is not
simple bread but bread united with the Godhead.” But as Gre-
gory observes in a Homily for Pentecost, “God’s love is never

idle; for, wherever it is it does great works.” And consequently
through this sacrament, as far as its power is concerned, not
only is the habit of grace and of virtue bestowed, but it is fur-
thermore aroused to act, according to 2 Cor. 5:14: “e char-
ity of Christ presseth us.” Hence it is that the soul is spiritually
nourished through the power of this sacrament, by being spir-
itually gladdened, and as it were inebriated with the sweetness
of theDivine goodness, according toCant 5:1: “Eat,O friends,
and drink, and be inebriated, my dearly beloved.”

Reply to Objection 3. Because the sacraments operate ac-
cording to the similitude by which they signify, therefore by
way of assimilation it is said that in this sacrament “the body
is offered for the salvation of the body, and the blood for the
salvation of the soul,” although each works for the salvation
of both, since the entire Christ is under each, as stated above
(q. 76, a. 2). And although the body is not the immediate sub-
ject of grace, still the effect of grace flows into the body while
in the present life we present “our [Vulg.: ‘your’] members” as
“instruments of justice unto God” (Rom. 6:13), and in the life
to come our body will share in the incorruption and the glory
of the soul.

IIIa q. 79 a. 2Whether the attaining of glory is an effect of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the attaining of glory is not an
effect of this sacrament. For an effect is proportioned to its
cause. But this sacrament belongs to “wayfarers” [viatoribus],
and hence it is termed “Viaticum.” Since, then, wayfarers are
not yet capable of glory, it seems that this sacrament does not
cause the attaining of glory.

Objection 2. Further, given sufficient cause, the effect fol-
lows. But many take this sacrament who will never come to
glory, as Augustine declares (De Civ. Dei xxi). Consequently,
this sacrament is not the cause of attaining unto glory.

Objection 3. Further, the greater is not brought about by
the lesser, for nothing acts outside its species. But it is the lesser
thing to receive Christ under a strange species, which happens
in this sacrament, than to enjoyHim inHis own species, which
belongs to glory. erefore this sacrament does not cause the
attaining of glory.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 6:52): “If any man eat
of this bread, he shall live for ever.” But eternal life is the life of
glory. erefore the attaining of glory is an effect of this sacra-
ment.

I answer that, In this sacramentwemay consider both that
from which it derives its effect, namely, Christ contained in it,
as also His Passion represented by it; and that through which
it works its effect, namely, the use of the sacrament, and its
species.

Now as to both of these it belongs to this sacrament to
cause the attaining of eternal life. Because it was byHis Passion
that Christ opened to us the approach to eternal life, accord-
ing to Heb. 9:15: “He is the Mediator of the New Testament;

that by means of His death…they that are called may receive
the promise of eternal inheritance.” Accordingly in the form
of this sacrament it is said: “is is the chalice of My blood, of
the New and Eternal Testament.”

In like manner the refreshment of spiritual food and the
unity denoted by the species of the bread and wine are to be
had in the present life, although imperfectly. but perfectly in
the state of glory. Hence Augustine says on the words, “My
flesh ismeat indeed” ( Jn. 6:56): “Seeing that inmeat anddrink,
men aim at this, that they hunger not nor thirst, this ver-
ily nought doth afford save only this meat and drink which
maketh them who partake thereof to be immortal and incor-
ruptible, in the fellowship of the saints, where shall be peace,
and unity, full and perfect.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Christ’s Passion, in virtue
whereof this sacrament is accomplished, is indeed the suffi-
cient cause of glory, yet not so that we are thereby forthwith
admitted to glory, but we must first “suffer with Him in order
that we may also be glorified” aerwards “with Him” (Rom.
8:17), so this sacrament does not at once admit us to glory, but
bestows on us the power of coming unto glory. And therefore
it is called “Viaticum,” afigurewhereofwe read in3Kings 19:8:
“Elias ate and drank, and walked in the strength of that food
forty days and forty nights unto the mount of God, Horeb.”

Reply to Objection 2. Just as Christ’s Passion has not its
effect in them who are not disposed towards it as they should
be, so also they do not come to glory through this sacrament
who receive it unworthily. Hence Augustine (Tract. xxvi in
Joan.), expounding the same passage, observes: “e sacra-
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ment is one thing, the power of the sacrament another. Many
receive it from the altar…and by receiving”…die…Eat, then,
spiritually the heavenly “bread, bring innocence to the altar.”
It is no wonder, then, if those who do not keep innocence, do
not secure the effect of this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. at Christ is received under an-
other species belongs to the nature of a sacrament, which acts
instrumentally. But there is nothing to prevent an instrumen-
tal cause from producing a more mighty effect, as is evident
from what was said above (q. 77, a. 3, ad 3).

IIIa q. 79 a. 3Whether the forgiveness of mortal sin is an effect of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the forgiveness of mortal sin is
an effect of this sacrament. For it is said in one of the Collects
(Postcommunion, Pro vivis et defunctis): “May this sacrament
be a cleansing from crimes.” But mortal sins are called crimes.
erefore mortal sins are blotted out by this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament, like Baptism, works
by the power of Christ’s Passion. But mortal sins are forgiven
by Baptism, as stated above (q. 69, a. 1).erefore they are for-
given likewise by this sacrament, especially since in the form of
this sacrament it is said: “Which shall be shed for many unto
the forgiveness of sins.”

Objection3.Further, grace is bestowed through this sacra-
ment, as stated above (a. 1). But by grace aman is justified from
mortal sins, according to Rom. 3:24: “Being justified freely by
His grace.” erefore mortal sins are forgiven by this sacra-
ment.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 11:29): “He that
eateth anddrinketh unworthily, eateth anddrinketh judgment
to himself ”: and a gloss of the same passage makes the follow-
ing commentary: “He eats and drinks unworthily who is in the
state of sin, or who handles (the sacrament) irreverently; and
such a one eats anddrinks judgment, i.e. damnation, unto him-
self.”erefore, he that is inmortal sin, by taking the sacrament
heaps sin upon sin, rather than obtains forgiveness of his sin.

I answer that, e power of this sacrament can be consid-
ered in two ways. First of all, in itself: and thus this sacrament
has from Christ’s Passion the power of forgiving all sins, since
the Passion is the fount and cause of the forgiveness of sins.

Secondly, it can be considered in comparison with the re-
cipient of the sacrament, in so far as there is, or is not, found in
him an obstacle to receiving the fruit of this sacrament. Now
whoever is conscious of mortal sin, has within him an obstacle
to receiving the effect of this sacrament; since he is not a proper
recipient of this sacrament, both because he is not alive spiritu-
ally, and so he ought not to eat the spiritual nourishment, since

nourishment is confined to the living; and because he cannot
be united with Christ, which is the effect of this sacrament, as
long as he retains an attachment towards mortal sin. Conse-
quently, as is said in the book De Eccles. Dogm.: “If the soul
leans towards sin, it is burdened rather than purified from par-
taking of the Eucharist.” Hence, in him who is conscious of
mortal sin, this sacrament does not cause the forgiveness of sin.

Nevertheless this sacrament can effect the forgiveness of
sin in two ways. First of all, by being received, not actually, but
in desire; as when a man is first justified from sin. Secondly,
when received by one in mortal sin of which he is not con-
scious, and for which he has no attachment; since possibly he
was not sufficiently contrite at first, but by approaching this
sacrament devoutly and reverently he obtains the grace of char-
ity, which will perfect his contrition and bring forgiveness of
sin.

Reply to Objection 1. We ask that this sacrament may be
the “cleansing of crimes,” or of those sins of which we are un-
conscious, according to Ps. 18:13: “Lord, cleanse me from my
hidden sins”; or that our contrition may be perfected for the
forgiveness of our sins; or that strength be bestowed on us to
avoid sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Baptism is spiritual generation,
which is a transition from spiritual non-being into spiritual be-
ing, and is given by way of ablution. Consequently, in both re-
spects he who is conscious of mortal sin does not improperly
approach Baptism. But in this sacrament man receives Christ
within himself by way of spiritual nourishment, which is un-
becoming to one that lies dead in his sins. erefore the com-
parison does not hold good.

Reply to Objection 3. Grace is the sufficient cause of the
forgiveness of mortal sin; yet it does not forgive sin except
when it is first bestowed on the sinner. But it is not given so
in this sacrament. Hence the argument does not prove.

IIIa q. 79 a. 4Whether venial sins are forgiven through this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that venial sins are not forgiven by
this sacrament, because this is the “sacrament of charity,” as
Augustine says (Tract. xxvi in Joan.). But venial sins are not
contrary to charity, as was shown in the Ia IIae, q. 88, Aa. 1,2;
IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 10. erefore, since contrary is taken away by
its contrary, it seems that venial sins are not forgiven by this
sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, if venial sins be forgiven by this
sacrament, then all of them are forgiven for the same reason as
one is. But it does not appear that all are forgiven, because thus
onemight frequently be without any venial sin, against what is
said in 1 Jn. 1:8: “If we say that we have no sin, we deceive our-
selves.” erefore no venial sin is forgiven by this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, contraries mutually exclude each
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other. But venial sins do not forbid the receiving of this sacra-
ment: because Augustine says on the words, “If any man eat of
it he shall [Vulg.: ‘may’] not die for ever” ( Jn. 6:50): “Bring in-
nocence to the altar: your sins, though they be daily…let them
not be deadly.” erefore neither are venial sins taken away by
this sacrament.

On the contrary, Innocent III says (De S. Alt. Myst. iv)
that this sacrament “blots out venial sins, andwards offmortal
sins.”

I answer that,Two things may be considered in this sacra-
ment, to wit, the sacrament itself, and the reality of the sacra-
ment: and it appears from both that this sacrament has the
power of forgiving venial sins. For this sacrament is received
under the form of nourishing food. Now nourishment from
food is requisite for the body to make good the daily waste
caused by the action of natural heat. But something is also
lost daily of our spirituality from the heat of concupiscence
through venial sins, which lessen the fervor of charity, as was
shown in the IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 10. And therefore it belongs to
this sacrament to forgive venial sins. Hence Ambrose says (De

Sacram. v) that this daily bread is taken “as a remedy against
daily infirmity.”

e reality of this sacrament is charity, not only as to its
habit, but also as to its act, which is kindled in this sacrament;
and by this means venial sins are forgiven. Consequently, it is
manifest that venial sins are forgiven by the power of this sacra-
ment.

Reply to Objection 1. Venial sins, although not opposed
to the habit of charity, are nevertheless opposed to the fervor
of its act, which act is kindled by this sacrament; by reason of
which act venial sins are blotted out.

Reply toObjection 1.epassage quoted is not to be un-
derstood as if aman could not at some time bewithout all guilt
of venial sin: but that the just donotpass through this lifewith-
out committing venial sins.

Reply toObjection 3. e power of charity, to which this
sacrament belongs, is greater than that of venial sins: because
charity by its act takes away venial sins, whichnevertheless can-
not entirely hinder the act of charity. And the same holds good
of this sacrament.

IIIa q. 79 a. 5Whether the entire punishment due to sin is forgiven through this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that the entire punishment due to
sin is forgiven through this sacrament. For through this sacra-
ment man receives the effect of Christ’s Passion within him-
self as stated above (Aa. 1,2), just as he does through Baptism.
But through Baptism man receives forgiveness of all punish-
ment, through the virtue of Christ’s Passion, which satisfied
sufficiently for all sins, as was explained above (q. 69, a. 2 ).
erefore it seems the whole debt of punishment is forgiven
through this sacrament.

Objection2.Further, PopeAlexander I says (Ep. ad omnes
orth.): “No sacrifice canbe greater than thebody and theblood
of Christ.” But man satisfied for his sins by the sacrifices of the
old Law: for it is written (Lev. 4,5): “If a man shall sin, let him
offer” (so and so) “for his sin, and it shall be forgiven him.”
erefore this sacrament avails much more for the forgiveness
of all punishment.

Objection 3. Further, it is certain that some part of the
debt of punishment is forgiven by this sacrament; for which
reason it is sometimes enjoined upon a man, by way of satis-
faction, to have masses said for himself. But if one part of the
punishment is forgiven, for the same reason is the other for-
given: owing toChrist’s infinite power contained in this sacra-
ment. Consequently, it seems that the whole punishment can
be taken away by this sacrament.

On the contrary, In that case no other punishment would
have to be enjoined; just as none is imposed upon the newly
baptized.

I answer that,is sacrament is both a sacrifice and a sacra-
ment. it has thenature of a sacrifice inasmuch as it is offeredup;
and it has the nature of a sacrament inasmuch as it is received.

And therefore it has the effect of a sacrament in the recipient,
and the effect of a sacrifice in the offerer, or in them for whom
it is offered.

If, then, it be considered as a sacrament, it produces its
effect in two ways: first of all directly through the power of
the sacrament; secondly as by a kind of concomitance, as was
said above regardingwhat is contained in the sacrament (q. 76,
Aa. 1,2). rough the power of the sacrament it produces
directly that effect for which it was instituted. Now it was
instituted not for satisfaction, but for nourishing spiritually
through union between Christ and His members, as nourish-
ment is united with the person nourished. But because this
union is the effect of charity, from the fervor of which man
obtains forgiveness, not only of guilt but also of punishment,
hence it is that as a consequence, and by concomitance with
the chief effect, man obtains forgiveness of the punishment,
not indeed of the entire punishment, but according to the
measure of his devotion and fervor.

But in so far as it is a sacrifice, it has a satisfactory power.
Yet in satisfaction, the affection of the offerer is weighed rather
than the quantity of the offering. Hence our Lord says (Mk.
12:43: cf. Lk. 21:4) of the widowwho offered “twomites” that
she “cast in more than all.” erefore, although this offering
suffices of its own quantity to satisfy for all punishment, yet it
becomes satisfactory for them for whom it is offered, or even
for the offerers, according to the measure of their devotion,
and not for the whole punishment.

Reply to Objection 1. e sacrament of Baptism is di-
rectly ordained for the remission of punishment and guilt: not
so the Eucharist, because Baptism is given toman as dyingwith
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Christ, whereas the Eucharist is given as by way of nourishing
and perfecting him through Christ. Consequently there is no
parallel.

Reply toObjection 2.ose other sacrifices and oblations
did not effect the forgiveness of the whole punishment, nei-
ther as to the quantity of the thing offered, as this sacrament

does, nor as to personal devotion; fromwhich it comes to pass
that even here the whole punishment is not taken away.

Reply to Objection 3. If part of the punishment and not
the whole be taken away by this sacrament, it is due to a de-
fect not on the part of Christ’s power, but on the part of man’s
devotion.

IIIa q. 79 a. 6Whether man is preserved by this sacrament from future sins?

Objection 1. It seems that man is not preserved by this
sacrament from future sins. For there are many that receive
this sacrament worthily, who aerwards fall into sin. Now this
would not happen if this sacrament were to preserve them
from future sins. Consequently, it is not an effect of this sacra-
ment to preserve from future sins.

Objection 2. Further, the Eucharist is the sacrament of
charity, as stated above (a. 4). But charity does not seem to pre-
serve from future sins, because it can be lost through sin aer
one has possessed it, as was stated in the IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 11.
erefore it seems that this sacrament does not preserve man
from sin.

Objection 3. Further, the origin of sin within us is “the
law of sin, which is in our members,” as declared by the Apos-
tle (Rom. 7:23). But the lessening of the fomes, which is the
law of sin, is set down as an effect not of this sacrament, but
rather of Baptism. erefore preservation from sin is not an
effect of this sacrament.

On the contrary, our Lord said ( Jn. 6:50): “is is the
bread which cometh down from heaven; that if anyman eat of
it, hemaynot die”: whichmanifestly is not to be understood of
the death of the body.erefore it is to be understood that this
sacrament preserves from spiritual death, which is through sin.

I answer that, Sin is the spiritual death of the soul. Hence
man is preserved from future sin in the same way as the body
is preserved from future death of the body: and this happens
in two ways. First of all, in so far as man’s nature is strength-
ened inwardly against inner decay, and so by means of food
and medicine he is preserved from death. Secondly, by being
guarded against outward assaults; and thus he is protected by
means of arms by which he defends his body.

Now this sacrament preserves man from sin in both of
theseways. For, first of all, by unitingmanwithChrist through
grace, it strengthens his spiritual life, as spiritual food and spir-
itualmedicine, according to Ps. 103:5: ”(at) bread strength-
ens [Vulg.: ‘may strengthen’] man’s heart.” Augustine likewise
says (Tract. xxvi in Joan.): “Approach without fear; it is bread,
not poison.” Secondly, inasmuch as it is a sign of Christ’s Pas-
sion, whereby the devils are conquered, it repels all the assaults
of demons.HenceChrysostomsays (Hom. xlvi in Joan.): “Like
lions breathing forth fire, thus do we depart from that table,
being made terrible to the devil.”

Reply to Objection 1. e effect of this sacrament is re-
ceived according toman’s condition: such is the casewith every
active cause in that its effect is received in matter according to
the condition of the matter. But such is the condition of man
on earth that his free-will can be bent to good or evil. Hence,
although this sacrament of itself has the power of preserving
from sin, yet it does not take away from man the possibility of
sinning.

Reply to Objection 2. Even charity of itself keeps man
from sin, according to Rom. 13:10: “e love of our neighbor
worketh no evil”: but it is due to the mutability of free-will
that a man sins aer possessing charity, just as aer receiving
this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. Although this sacrament is not or-
dained directly to lessen the fomes, yet it does lessen it as a con-
sequence, inasmuch as it increases charity, because, as Augus-
tine says (q. 83), “the increase of charity is the lessening of con-
cupiscence.” But it directly strengthens man’s heart in good;
whereby he is also preserved from sin.

IIIa q. 79 a. 7Whether this sacrament benefit others besides the recipients?

Objection 1. It seems that this sacrament benefits only
the recipients. For this sacrament is of the same genus as the
other sacraments, being one of those into which that genus
is divided. But the other sacraments only benefit the recipi-
ents; thus the baptized person alone receives effect of Baptism.
erefore, neither does this sacrament benefit others than the
recipients.

Objection 2. Further, the effects of this sacrament are the
attainment of grace and glory, and the forgiveness of sin, at
least of venial sin. If therefore this sacrament were to produce

its effects in others besides the recipients, a manmight happen
to acquire grace and glory and forgiveness of sin without do-
ing or receiving anything himself, through another receiving
or offering this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, when the cause is multiplied, the ef-
fect is likewise multiplied. If therefore this sacrament benefit
others besides the recipients, it would follow that it benefits a
man more if he receive this sacrament through many hosts be-
ing consecrated in one mass, whereas this is not the Church’s
custom: for instance, that many receive communion for the
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salvation of one individual. Consequently, it does not seem
that this sacrament benefits anyone but the recipient.

On the contrary, Prayer is made for many others during
the celebration of this sacrament; which would serve no pur-
pose were the sacrament not beneficial to others. erefore,
this sacrament is beneficial not merely to them who receive it.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 3), this sacrament is not
only a sacrament, but also a sacrifice. For, it has the nature
of a sacrifice inasmuch as in this sacrament Christ’s Passion
is represented, whereby Christ “offered Himself a Victim to
God” (Eph. 5:2), and it has the nature of a sacrament inas-
much as invisible grace is bestowed in this sacrament under a
visible species. So, then, this sacrament benefits recipients by
way both of sacrament and of sacrifice, because it is offered for
all who partake of it. For it is said in the Canon of the Mass:
“May as many of us as, by participation at this Altar, shall re-
ceive themost sacred body andblood ofySon, be filledwith
all heavenly benediction and grace.”

But to others who do not receive it, it is beneficial by way
of sacrifice, inasmuch as it is offered for their salvation. Hence
it is said in the Canon of the Mass: “Be mindful, O Lord, of
y servants, men andwomen…for whomwe offer, or who of-
fer up to ee, this sacrifice of praise for themselves and for all
their own, for the redemption of their souls, for the hope of
their safety and salvation.” And our Lord expressed both ways,
saying (Mat. 26:28, with Lk. 22:20): “Which for you,” i.e. who
receive it, “and for many,” i.e. others, “shall be shed unto remis-
sion of sins.”

Reply toObjection 1. is sacrament has this in addition
to the others, that it is a sacrifice: and therefore the comparison
fails.

Reply to Objection 2. As Christ’s Passion benefits all, for
the forgiveness of sin and the attaining of grace and glory,
whereas it produces no effect except in those who are united
with Christ’s Passion through faith and charity, so likewise
this sacrifice, which is the memorial of our Lord’s Passion, has
no effect except in those who are united with this sacrament
through faith and charity. Hence Augustine says to Renatus
(DeAnima et ejus origine i): “Whomay offerChrist’s body ex-
cept for themwho areChrist’smembers?”Hence in theCanon
of theMass noprayer ismade for themwhoare outside thepale
of theChurch. But it benefits themwho aremembers, more or
less, according to the measure of their devotion.

Reply to Objection 3. Receiving is of the very nature of
the sacrament, but offering belongs to the nature of sacrifice:
consequently, when one or even several receive the body of
Christ, no help accrues to others. In like fashion even when
the priest consecrates several hosts in one mass, the effect of
this sacrament is not increased, since there is only one sacri-
fice; because there is no more power in several hosts than in
one, since there is only one Christ present under all the hosts
and under one. Hence, neither will any one receive greater ef-
fect from the sacrament by taking many consecrated hosts in
one mass. But the oblation of the sacrifice is multiplied in sev-
eral masses, and therefore the effect of the sacrifice and of the
sacrament is multiplied.

IIIa q. 79 a. 8Whether the effect of this sacrament is hindered by venial sin?

Objection 1. It seems that the effect of this sacrament
is not hindered by venial sin. For Augustine (Tract. xxvi in
Joan.), commenting on Jn. 6:52, “If any man eat of this bread,”
etc., says: “Eat the heavenly bread spiritually; bring innocence
to the altar; your sins, though they be daily, let them not be
deadly.” From this it is evident that venial sins, which are called
daily sins, do not prevent spiritual eating. But they who eat
spiritually, receive the effect of this sacrament. erefore, ve-
nial sins do not hinder the effect of this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is not less powerful
than Baptism. But, as stated above (q. 69, Aa. 9,10), only pre-
tense checks the effect of Baptism, and venial sins do not be-
long to pretense; because according to Wis. 1:5: “the Holy
Spirit of discipline will flee from the deceitful,” yet He is not
put to flight by venial sins.erefore neither do venial sins hin-
der the effect of this sacrament.

Objection 3.Further, nothingwhich is removed by the ac-
tion of any cause, can hinder the effect of such cause. But venial
sins are taken away by this sacrament. erefore, they do not
hinder its effect.

Onthe contrary,Damascene says (DeFideOrth. iv): “e
fire of that desirewhich iswithin us, being kindled by the burn-

ing coal,” i.e. this sacrament, “will consume our sins, and en-
lighten our hearts, so that we shall be inflamed and made god-
like.” But the fire of our desire or love is hindered by venial sins,
which hinder the fervor of charity, as was shown in the Ia IIae,
q. 81, a. 4; IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 10.erefore venial sins hinder the
effect of this sacrament.

I answer that, Venial sins can be taken in two ways: first
of all as past, secondly as in the act of being committed. Venial
sins taken in the first way do not in anyway hinder the effect of
this sacrament. For it can come to pass that aer many venial
sins a man may approach devoutly to this sacrament and fully
secure its effect. Considered in the second way venial sins do
not utterly hinder the effect of this sacrament, but merely in
part. For, it has been stated above (a. 1), that the effect of this
sacrament is not only the obtaining of habitual grace or char-
ity, but also a certain actual refreshment of spiritual sweetness:
which is indeed hindered if anyone approach to this sacrament
with mind distracted through venial sins; but the increase of
habitual grace or of charity is not taken away.

Reply to Objection 1. He that approaches this sacrament
with actual venial sin, eats spiritually indeed, in habit but not
in act: and therefore he shares in the habitual effect of the
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sacrament, but not in its actual effect.
Reply to Objection 2. Baptism is not ordained, as this

sacrament is, for the fervor of charity as its actual effect. Be-
cause Baptism is spiritual regeneration, throughwhich the first

perfection is acquired, which is a habit or form; but this sacra-
ment is spiritual eating, which has actual delight.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument deals with past ve-
nial sins, which are taken away by this sacrament.
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T P, Q 80
Of the Use or Receiving of is Sacrament in General

(In Twelve Articles)

We have now to consider the use or receiving of this sacrament, first of all in general; secondly, how Christ used this sacra-
ment.

Under the first heading there are twelve points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there are two ways of eating this sacrament, namely, sacramentally and spiritually?
(2) Whether it belongs to man alone to eat this sacrament spiritually?
(3) Whether it belongs to the just man only to eat it sacramentally?
(4) Whether the sinner sins in eating it sacramentally?
(5) Of the degree of this sin;
(6) Whether this sacrament should be refused to the sinner that approaches it?
(7) Whether nocturnal pollution prevents man from receiving this sacrament?
(8) Whether it is to be received only when one is fasting?
(9) Whether it is to be given to them who lack the use of reason?

(10) Whether it is to be received daily?
(11) Whether it is lawful to refrain from it altogether?
(12) Whether it is lawful to receive the body without the blood?

IIIa q. 80 a. 1Whether there are two ways to be distinguished of eating Christ’s body?

Objection 1. It seems that two ways ought not to be dis-
tinguished of eating Christ’s body, namely, sacramentally and
spiritually. For, as Baptism is spiritual regeneration, according
to Jn. 3:5: “Unless a man be born again of water and the Holy
Ghost,” etc., so also this sacrament is spiritual food: hence our
Lord, speaking of this sacrament, says ( Jn. 6:64): “e words
that I have spoken to you are spirit and life.” But there are no
two distinct ways of receiving Baptism, namely, sacramentally
and spiritually. erefore neither ought this distinction to be
made regarding this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, when two things are so related that
one is on account of the other, they should not be put in
contra-distinction to one another, because the one derives its
species from the other. But sacramental eating is ordained for
spiritual eating as its end. erefore sacramental eating ought
not to be divided in contrast with spiritual eating.

Objection 3. Further, things which cannot exist without
one another ought not to be divided in contrast with each
other. But it seems that no one can eat spiritually without
eating sacramentally; otherwise the fathers of old would have
eaten this sacrament spiritually. Moreover, sacramental eating
would be to no purpose, if the spiritual eating could be had
without it. erefore it is not right to distinguish a twofold
eating, namely, sacramental and spiritual.

On the contrary, e gloss says on 1 Cor. 11:29: “He that
eateth and drinketh unworthily,” etc.: “We hold that there are
two ways of eating, the one sacramental, and the other spiri-
tual.”

I answer that,ere are two things to be considered in the
receiving of this sacrament, namely, the sacrament itself, and

its fruits, andwe have already spoken of both (Qq. 73,79).e
perfect way, then, of receiving this sacrament is when one takes
it so as to partake of its effect. Now, as was stated above (q. 79,
Aa. 3,8), it sometimes happens that aman is hindered from re-
ceiving the effect of this sacrament; and such receiving of this
sacrament is an imperfect one. erefore, as the perfect is di-
vided against the imperfect, so sacramental eating,whereby the
sacrament only is received without its effect, is divided against
spiritual eating, by which one receives the effect of this sacra-
ment, whereby aman is spiritually united withChrist through
faith and charity.

Reply to Objection 1. e same distinction is made re-
garding Baptism and the other sacraments: for, some receive
the sacrament only, while others receive the sacrament and
the reality of the sacrament. However, there is a difference,
because, since the other sacraments are accomplished in the
use of the matter, the receiving of the sacrament is the actual
perfection of the sacrament; whereas this sacrament is accom-
plished in the consecration of the matter: and consequently
both uses follow the sacrament.On the other hand, inBaptism
and in the other sacraments that imprint a character, they who
receive the sacrament receive some spiritual effect, that is, the
character. which is not the case in this sacrament. And there-
fore, in this sacrament, rather than inBaptism, the sacramental
use is distinguished from the spiritual use.

Reply to Objection 2. at sacramental eating which is
also a spiritual eating is not divided in contrast with spiritual
eating, but is included under it; but that sacramental eating
which does not secure the effect, is divided in contrast with
spiritual eating; just as the imperfect,whichdoes not attain the
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perfection of its species, is divided in contrast with the perfect.
Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 73, a. 3), the

effect of the sacrament can be secured by every man if he re-
ceive it in desire, though not in reality. Consequently, just as
some are baptized with the Baptism of desire, through their
desire of baptism, before being baptized in the Baptism of wa-
ter; so likewise some eat this sacrament spiritually ere they re-
ceive it sacramentally. Now this happens in two ways. First of
all, from desire of receiving the sacrament itself, and thus are

said to be baptized, and to eat spiritually, and not sacramen-
tally, they who desire to receive these sacraments since they
have been instituted. Secondly, by a figure: thus the Apostle
says (1 Cor. 10:2), that the fathers of old were “baptized in the
cloud and in the sea,” and that “they did eat…spiritual food,
and…drank…spiritual drink.” Nevertheless sacramental eating
is not without avail, because the actual receiving of the sacra-
ment producesmore fully the effect of the sacrament thandoes
the desire thereof, as stated above of Baptism (q. 69 , a. 4, ad 2).

IIIa q. 80 a. 2Whether it belongs to man alone to eat this sacrament spiritually?

Objection 1. It seems that it does not belong toman alone
to eat this sacrament spiritually, but likewise to angels. Because
onPs. 77:25: “Man ate the bread of angels,” the gloss says: “that
is, the body of Christ, Who i’s truly the food of angels.” But it
would not be so unless the angels were to eat Christ spiritually.
erefore the angels eat Christ spiritually.

Objection2.Further,Augustine (Tract. xxvi in Joan.) says:
By “this meat and drink, He would have us to understand the
fellowship of His body and members, which is the Church in
His predestinated ones.” But not only men, but also the holy
angels belong to that fellowship. erefore the holy angels eat
of it spiritually.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine in his book De Verbis
Domini (Serm. cxlii) says: “Christ is to be eaten spiritually, as
HeHimself declares: ‘He that eatethMyflesh anddrinkethMy
blood, abideth inMe, and I in him.’ ” But this belongs not only
to men, but also to the holy angels, in whom Christ dwells by
charity, and they in Him. Consequently, it seems that to eat
Christ spiritually is not for men only, but also for the angels.

On the contrary, Augustine (Tract. xxvi in Joan.) says:
“Eat the bread” of the altar “spiritually; take innocence to the
altar.” But angels do not approach the altar as for the purpose
of taking something therefrom.erefore the angels donot eat
spiritually.

I answer that, Christ Himself is contained in this sacra-
ment, not underHis proper species, but under the sacramental
species. Consequently there are two ways of eating spiritually.
First, as Christ Himself exists underHis proper species, and in
this way the angels eat Christ spiritually inasmuch as they are
united with Him in the enjoyment of perfect charity, and in

clear vision (and this is the bread we hope for in heaven), and
not by faith, as we are united with Him here.

In another way one may eat Christ spiritually, as He is
under the sacramental species, inasmuch as a man believes in
Christ, while desiring to receive this sacrament; and this is not
merely to eat Christ spiritually, but likewise to eat this sacra-
ment; which does not fall to the lot of the angels. And there-
fore although the angels feed on Christ spiritually, yet it does
not belong to them to eat this sacrament spiritually.

Reply to Objection 1. e receiving of Christ under this
sacrament is ordained to the enjoyment of heaven, as to its end,
in the same way as the angels enjoy it; and since the means
are gauged by the end, hence it is that such eating of Christ
whereby we receive Him under this sacrament, is, as it were,
derived from that eating whereby the angels enjoy Christ in
heaven. Consequently, man is said to eat the “bread of angels,”
because it belongs to the angels to do so firstly and principally,
since they enjoyHim in his proper species; and secondly it be-
longs to men, who receive Christ under this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 2. Both men and angels belong to the
fellowship of His mystical body; men by faith, and angels by
manifest vision. But the sacraments are proportioned to faith,
throughwhich the truth is seen “through a glass” and “in a dark
manner.” And therefore, properly speaking, it does not belong
to angels, but to men, to eat this sacrament spiritually.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ dwells inmen through faith,
according to their present state, but He is in the blessed an-
gels by manifest vision. Consequently the comparison does
not hold, as stated above (ad 2).

IIIa q. 80 a. 3Whether the just man alone may eat Christ sacramentally?

Objection 1. It seems that none but the just man may
eat Christ sacramentally. For Augustine says in his book De
Remedio Penitentiae (cf. Tract. in Joan. xxv, n. 12; xxvi, n.
1): “Why make ready tooth and belly? Believe, and thou hast
eaten…For to believe in Him, this it is, to eat the living bread.”
But the sinner does not believe in Him; because he has not
living faith, to which it belongs to believe “in God,” as stated
above in the IIa IIae, q. 2, a. 2; IIa IIae, q. 4, a. 5. erefore the

sinner cannot eat this sacrament, which is the living bread.
Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is specially called

“the sacrament of charity,” as stated above (q. 78, a. 3, ad 6).
But as unbelievers lack faith, so all sinners lack charity. Now
unbelievers do not seem to be capable of eating this sacrament,
since in the sacramental form it is called the “Mystery of Faith.”
erefore, for like reason, the sinner cannot eat Christ’s body
sacramentally.
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Objection 3. Further, the sinner is more abominable be-
foreGod than the irrational creature: for it is said of the sinner
(Ps. 48:21): “Man when he was in honor did not understand;
he hath been compared to senseless beasts, and made like to
them.” But an irrational animal, such as a mouse or a dog, can-
not receive this sacrament, just as it cannot receive the sacra-
ment of Baptism. erefore it seems that for the like reason
neither may sinners eat this sacrament.

On the contrary, Augustine (Tract. xxvi in Joan.), com-
menting on the words, “that if any man eat of it he may not
die,” says: “Many receive from the altar, and by receiving die:
whence the Apostle saith, ‘eateth and drinketh judgment to
himself.’ ” But only sinners die by receiving. erefore sinners
eat the body of Christ sacramentally, and not the just only.

I answer that, In the past, somehave erred upon this point,
saying that Christ’s body is not received sacramentally by sin-
ners; but that directly the body is touchedby the lips of sinners,
it ceases to be under the sacramental species.

But this is erroneous; because it detracts from the truth of
this sacrament, to which truth it belongs that so long as the
species last, Christ’s body does not cease to be under them,
as stated above (q. 76, a. 6, ad 3; q. 77, a. 8). But the species
last so long as the substance of the bread would remain, if it
were there, as was stated above (q. 77, a. 4). Now it is clear
that the substance of bread taken by a sinner does not at once
cease to be, but it continues until digested by natural heat:
henceChrist’s body remains just as long under the sacramental
species when taken by sinners. Hence it must be said that the
sinner, and not merely the just, can eat Christ’s body.

Reply toObjection 1. Such words and similar expressions
are to be understood of spiritual eating, which does not be-
long to sinners. Consequently, it is from such expressions be-
ing misunderstood that the above error seems to have arisen,

through ignorance of the distinction between corporeal and
spiritual eating.

Reply to Objection 2. Should even an unbeliever receive
the sacramental species, he would receive Christ’s body under
the sacrament: hence he would eat Christ sacramentally, if the
word “sacramentally” qualify the verb on the part of the thing
eaten. But if it qualify the verb on the part of the one eating,
then, properly speaking, he does not eat sacramentally, because
he uses what he takes, not as a sacrament, but as simple food.
Unless perchance the unbelieverwere to intend to receivewhat
the Church bestows; without having proper faith regarding
the other articles, or regarding this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 3. Even though amouse or a dog were
to eat the consecrated host, the substance of Christ’s body
wouldnot cease to be under the species, so long as those species
remain, and that is, so long as the substance of bread would
have remained; just as if it were to be cast into the mire. Nor
does this turn to any indignity regarding Christ’s body, since
He willed to be crucified by sinners without detracting from
His dignity; especially since the mouse or dog does not touch
Christ’s body in its proper species, but only as to its sacramen-
tal species. Some, however, have said that Christ’s body would
cease to be there, directly it were touched by a mouse or a
dog; but this again detracts from the truth of the sacrament,
as stated above. None the less it must not be said that the ir-
rational animal eats the body of Christ sacramentally; since it
is incapable of using it as a sacrament. Hence it eats Christ’s
body “accidentally,” and not sacramentally, just as if anyone
not knowing a host to be consecrated were to consume it. And
since no genus is divided by an accidental difference, therefore
this manner of eating Christ’s body is not set down as a third
way besides sacramental and spiritual eating.

IIIa q. 80 a. 4Whether the sinner sins in receiving Christ’s body sacramentally?

Objection1. It seems that the sinner does not sin in receiv-
ing Christ’s body sacramentally, because Christ has no greater
dignity under the sacramental species thanunderHis own.But
sinners did not sin when they touched Christ’s body under its
proper species; nay, rather they obtained forgiveness of their
sins, as we read in Lk. 7 of the woman who was a sinner; while
it is written (Mat. 14:36) that “as many as touched the hem
of His garment were healed.” erefore, they do not sin, but
rather obtain salvation, by receiving the body of Christ.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament, like the others, is a
spiritual medicine. But medicine is given to the sick for their
recovery, according toMat. 9:12: “ey that are in health need
not a physician.” Now they that are spiritually sick or infirm
are sinners. erefore this sacrament can be received by them
without sin.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is one of our great-
est gis, since it contains Christ. But according to Augustine

(De Lib. Arb. ii), the greatest gis are those “which no one can
abuse.” Now no one sins except by abusing something. ere-
fore no sinner sins by receiving this sacrament.

Objection 4. Further, as this sacrament is perceived by
taste and touch, so also is it by sight. Consequently, if the sin-
ner sins by receiving the sacrament, it seems that he would sin
by beholding it, which is manifestly untrue, since the Church
exposes this sacrament to be seen and adored by all. erefore
the sinner does not sin by eating this sacrament.

Objection 5. Further, it happens sometimes that the sin-
ner is unconscious of his sin. Yet such a one does not seem to
sin by receiving the body of Christ, for according to this all
who receive it would sin, as exposing themselves to danger,
since the Apostle says (1 Cor. 4:4): “I am not conscious to my-
self of anything, yet I am not hereby justified.” erefore, the
sinner, if he receive this sacrament, does not appear to be guilty
of sin.
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On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 11:29): “He
that eateth anddrinketh unworthily, eateth anddrinketh judg-
ment to himself.” Now the gloss says on this passage: “He eats
and drinks unworthily who is in sin, or who handles it irrev-
erently.” erefore, if anyone, while in mortal sin, receives this
sacrament, he purchases damnation, by sinning mortally.

I answer that, In this sacrament, as in the others, that
which is a sacrament is a sign of the reality of the sacrament.
Now there is a twofold reality of this sacrament, as stated above
(q. 73, a. 6): one which is signified and contained, namely,
ChristHimself; while the other is signified but not contained,
namely, Christ’s mystical body, which is the fellowship of the
saints. erefore, whoever receives this sacrament, expresses
thereby that he is made one with Christ, and incorporated in
Hismembers; and this is done by living faith,whichnoonehas
who is inmortal sin. And therefore it is manifest that whoever
receives this sacrament while in mortal sin, is guilty of lying to
this sacrament, and consequently of sacrilege, because he pro-
fanes the sacrament: and therefore he sins mortally.

Reply to Objection 1. When Christ appeared under His
proper species, He did not give Himself to be touched by men
as a signof spiritual unionwithHimself, asHe givesHimself to
be received in this sacrament. And therefore sinners in touch-
ingHimunderHis proper species did not incur the sin of lying
to Godlike things, as sinners do in receiving this sacrament.

Furthermore, Christ still bore the likeness of the body of
sin; consequently He fittingly allowed Himself to be touched
by sinners. But as soon as the body of sin was taken away
by the glory of the Resurrection, he forbade the woman to
touch Him, for her faith in Him was defective, according to
Jn. 20:17: “Do not touch Me, for I am not yet ascended to My
Father,” i.e. “in your heart,” as Augustine explains (Tract. cxxi
in Joan.). And therefore sinners, who lack living faith regard-
ing Christ are not allowed to touch this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 2. Every medicine does not suit every
stage of sickness; because the tonic given to those who are re-
covering from feverwould be hurtful to them if givenwhile yet
in their feverish condition. So likewise Baptism and Penance
are as purgative medicines, given to take away the fever of sin;
whereas this sacrament is a medicine given to strengthen, and
it ought not to be given except to them who are quit of sin.

Reply to Objection 3. By the greatest gis Augustine un-
derstands the soul’s virtues, “which no one uses to evil pur-
pose,” as though they were principles of evil. Nevertheless
sometimes a manmakes a bad use of them, as objects of an evil
use, as is seen in those who are proud of their virtues. So like-
wise this sacrament, so far as the sacrament is concerned, is not

the principle of an evil use, but the object thereof. Hence Au-
gustine says (Tract. lxii in Joan.): “Many receive Christ’s body
unworthily;whencewe are taughtwhat need there is to beware
of receiving a good thing evilly…For behold, of a good thing,
received evilly, evil is wrought”: just as on the other hand, in
the Apostle’s case, “good was wrought through evil well re-
ceived,” namely, by bearing patiently the sting of Satan.

Reply to Objection 4. Christ’s body is not received by
being seen, but only its sacrament, because sight does not
penetrate to the substance of Christ’s body, but only to the
sacramental species, as stated above (q. 76, a. 7). But he who
eats, receives not only the sacramental species, but likewise
Christ Himself Who is under them. Consequently, no one
is forbidden to behold Christ’s body, when once he has re-
ceived Christ’s sacrament, namely, Baptism: whereas the non-
baptized are not to be allowed even to see this sacrament, as is
clear from Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. vii). But only those are to be
allowed to share in the eating who are united with Christ not
merely sacramentally, but likewise really.

Reply to Objection 5. e fact of a man being uncon-
scious of his sin can come about in two ways. First of all
through his own fault, either because through ignorance of the
law (which ignorance does not excuse him), he thinks some-
thing not to be sinful which is a sin, as for example if one
guilty of fornication were to deem simple fornication not to
be a mortal sin; or because he neglects to examine his con-
science, which is opposed to what the Apostle says (1 Cor.
11:28): “Let a man prove himself, and so let him eat of that
bread, and drink of the chalice.” And in this way nevertheless
the sinner who receives Christ’s body commits sin, although
unconscious thereof, because the very ignorance is a sin on his
part.

Secondly, it may happen without fault on his part, as, for
instance, when he has sorrowed over his sin, but is not suffi-
ciently contrite: and in such a case he does not sin in receiv-
ing the body of Christ, because aman cannot know for certain
whether he is truly contrite. It suffices, however, if he find in
himself the marks of contrition, for instance, if he “grieve over
past sins,” and “propose to avoid them in the future”*. But if
he be ignorant that what he did was a sinful act, through igno-
rance of the fact, which excuses, for instance, if aman approach
awomanwhomhe believed to be his wife whereas shewas not,
he is not to be called a sinner on that account; in the same way
if he has utterly forgotten his sin, general contrition suffices for
blotting it out, as will be said hereaer ( Suppl., q. 2, a. 3, ad 2);
hence he is no longer to be called a sinner.

* Cf. Rule of Augustine.
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IIIa q. 80 a. 5Whether to approach this sacrament with consciousness of sin is the gravest of all sins?

Objection1. It seems that to approach this sacramentwith
consciousness of sin is the gravest of all sins; because the Apos-
tle says (1 Cor. 11:27): “Whosoever shall eat this bread, or
drink the chalice of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the
body and of the blood of the Lord”: upon which the gloss ob-
serves: “He shall be punished as though he slew Christ.” But
the sin of themwho slewChrist seems to have beenmost grave.
erefore this sin, whereby a man approaches Christ’s table
with consciousness of sin, appears to be the gravest.

Objection 2. Further, Jerome says in an Epistle (xlix):
“What hast thou to do with women, thou that speakest famil-
iarly with God at the altar?”†. Say, priest, say, cleric, how dost
thou kiss the Son of God with the same lips wherewith thou
hast kissed the daughter of a harlot? “Judas, thou betrayest the
Son of Man with a kiss!” And thus it appears that the fornica-
tor approaching Christ’s table sins as Judas did, whose sin was
most grave. But there aremany other sinswhich are graver than
fornication, especially the sin of unbelief. erefore the sin of
every sinner approaching Christ’s table is the gravest of all.

Objection 3. Further, spiritual uncleanness is more abom-
inable toGod than corporeal. But if anyonewas to castChrist’s
body into mud or a cess-pool, his sin would be reputed a most
grave one. erefore, he sins more deeply by receiving it with
sin, which is spiritual uncleanness, upon his soul.

On the contrary, Augustine says on the words, “If I had
not come, and had not spoken to them, they would be with-
out sin” (Tract. lxxxix in Joan.), that this is to be understood
of the sin of unbelief, “in which all sins are comprised,” and so
the greatest of all sins appears to be, not this, but rather the sin
of unbelief.

I answer that, As stated in the Ia IIae, q. 73, Aa. 3,6; IIa
IIae, q. 73, a. 3, one sin can be said to be graver than another
in two ways: first of all essentially, secondly accidentally. Es-
sentially, in regard to its species, which is taken from its ob-
ject: and so a sin is greater according as that against which it
is committed is greater. And since Christ’s Godhead is greater
than His humanity, and His humanity greater than the sacra-
ments of His humanity, hence it is that those are the gravest
sins which are committed against the Godhead, such as un-
belief and blasphemy. e second degree of gravity is held by
those sinswhich are committed againstHishumanity: hence it
iswritten (Mat. 12:32): “Whosoever shall speak aword against
the SonofMan, it shall be forgivenhim; but he that shall speak
against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him, neither
in this world nor in the world to come.” In the third place
come sins committed against the sacraments, which belong to
Christ’s humanity; and aer these are the other sins commit-
ted against mere creatures.

Accidentally, one sin can be graver than another on the
sinner’s part. for example, the sin which is the result of igno-
rance or ofweakness is lighter than one arising from contempt,

or from sure knowledge; and the same reason holds good of
other circumstances. And according to this, the above sin can
be graver in some, as happens in them who from actual con-
tempt and with consciousness of sin approach this sacrament:
but in others it is less grave; for instance, in those who from
fear of their sin beingdiscovered, approach this sacramentwith
consciousness of sin.

So, then, it is evident that this sin is specifically graver than
many others, yet it is not the greatest of all.

Reply to Objection 1. e sin of the unworthy recipient
is compared to the sin of them who slew Christ, by way of
similitude, because each is committed against Christ’s body;
but not according to the degree of the crime. Because the sin
of Christ’s slayers was much graver, first of all, because their
sin was against Christ’s body in its own species, while this sin
is against it under sacramental species; secondly, because their
sin came of the intent of injuring Christ, while this does not.

Reply to Objection 2. e sin of the fornicator receiving
Christ’s body is likened to Judas kissingChrist, as to the resem-
blance of the sin, because each outrages Christ with the sign of
friendship. but not as to the extent of the sin, as was observed
above (ad 1). And this resemblance in crime applies no less to
other sinners than to fornicators: because by othermortal sins,
sinners act against the charity of Christ, of which this sacra-
ment is the sign, and all the more according as their sins are
graver. But in ameasure the sin of fornicationmakes onemore
unfit for receiving this sacrament, because thereby especially
the spirit becomes enslaved by the flesh, which is a hindrance
to the fervor of love required for this sacrament.

However, the hindrance to charity itself weighs more than
the hindrance to its fervor. Hence the sin of unbelief, which
fundamentally severs aman from the unity of theChurch, sim-
ply speaking, makes him to be utterly unfit for receiving this
sacrament; because it is the sacrament of the Church’s unity,
as stated above (q. 61, a. 2).Hence the unbeliever who receives
this sacrament sins more grievously than the believer who is in
sin; and shows greater contempt towards ChristWho is in the
sacrament, especially if he does not believe Christ to be truly
in this sacrament; because, so far as lies in him, he lessens the
holiness of the sacrament, and the power of Christ acting in it,
and this is to despise the sacrament in itself. But the believer
who receives the sacrament with consciousness of sin, by re-
ceiving it unworthily despises the sacrament, not in itself, but
in its use. Hence the Apostle (1 Cor. 11:29) in assigning the
cause of this sin, says, “not discerning the body of the Lord,”
that is, not distinguishing it from other food: and this is what
he does who disbelieves Christ’s presence in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. e man who would throw this
sacrament into the mire would be guilty of more heinous sin
than another approaching the sacrament fully conscious of
mortal sin. First of all, because he would intend to outrage

† e remaining part of the quotation is not from St. Jerome.
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the sacrament, whereas the sinner receiving Christ’s body un-
worthily has no such intent; secondly, because the sinner is
capable of grace; hence he is more capable of receiving this

sacrament than any irrational creature. Hence he would make
a most revolting use of this sacrament who would throw it to
dogs to eat, or fling it in the mire to be trodden upon.

IIIa q. 80 a. 6Whether the priest ought to deny the body of Christ to the sinner seeking it?

Objection 1. It seems that the priest should deny the body
of Christ to the sinner seeking it. For Christ’s precept is not to
be set aside for the sake of avoiding scandal or on account of in-
famy to anyone. But (Mat. 7:6) our Lord gave this command:
“Give not that which is holy to dogs.” Now it is especially cast-
ing holy things to dogs to give this sacrament to sinners.ere-
fore, neither on account of avoiding scandal or infamy should
this sacrament be administered to the sinner who asks for it.

Objection 2. Further, one must choose the lesser of two
evils. But it seems to be the lesser evil if the sinner incur in-
famy; or if an unconsecrated host be given to him; than for
him to sin mortally by receiving the body of Christ. Conse-
quently, it seems that the course to be adopted is either that
the sinner seeking the body of Christ be exposed to infamy, or
that an unconsecrated host be given to him.

Objection 3. Further, the body of Christ is sometimes
given to those suspectedof crime inorder to put them toproof.
Because we read in the Decretals: “It oen happens that thes
are perpetrated in monasteries of monks; wherefore we com-
mand that when the brethren have to exonerate themselves
of such acts, that the abbot shall celebrate Mass, or someone
else deputed by him, in the presence of the community; and
so, when the Mass is over, all shall communicate under these
words: ‘May the body of Christ prove thee today.’ ” And fur-
ther on: “If any evil deed be imputed to a bishop or priest, for
each charge hemust sayMass and communicate, and show that
he is innocent of each act imputed.”But secret sinnersmustnot
be disclosed, for, once the blush of shame is set aside, they will
indulge the more in sin, as Augustine says (De Verbis. Dom.;
cf. Serm. lxxxii). Consequently, Christ’s body is not to be given
to occult sinners, even if they ask for it.

On the contrary, on Ps. 21:30: “All the fat ones of the
earthhave eaten andhave adored,”Augustine says: “Let not the
dispenser hinder the fat ones of the earth,” i.e. sinners, “from
eating at the table of the Lord.”

I answer that,A distinction must be made among sinners:
some are secret; others are notorious, either from evidence of
the fact, as public usurers, or public robbers, or from being de-
nounced as evil men by some ecclesiastical or civil tribunal.
erefore Holy Communion ought not to be given to open
sinners when they ask for it. Hence Cyprian writes to some-
one (Ep. lxi): “You were so kind as to consider that I ought to
be consulted regarding actors, end that magician who contin-
ues to practice his disgraceful arts among you; as to whether
I thought that Holy Communion ought to be given to such
with the other Christians. I think that it is beseeming neither
the Divine majesty, nor Christian discipline, for the Church’s

modesty and honor to be defiled by such shameful and infa-
mous contagion.”

But if they be not open sinners, but occult, theHolyCom-
munion should not be denied them if they ask for it. For since
every Christian, from the fact that he is baptized, is admitted
to the Lord’s table, he may not be robbed of his right, except
from some open cause. Hence on 1 Cor. 5:11, “If he who is
called a brother among you,” etc., Augustine’s gloss remarks:
“We cannot inhibit any person from Communion, except he
has openly confessed, or has been named and convicted by
some ecclesiastical or lay tribunal.” Nevertheless a priest who
has knowledge of the crime can privately warn the secret sin-
ner, or warn all openly in public, from approaching the Lord’s
table, until they have repented of their sins and have been rec-
onciled to theChurch; because aer repentance and reconcili-
ation,Communionmust not be refused even to public sinners,
especially in the hour of death. Hence in the (3rd) Council of
Carthage (Can. xxxv) we read: “Reconciliation is not to be de-
nied to stage-players or actors, or others of the sort, or to apos-
tates, aer their conversion to God.”

Reply to Objection 1. Holy things are forbidden to be
given to dogs, that is, to notorious sinners: whereas hidden
deeds may not be published, but are to be le to the Divine
judgment.

Reply to Objection 2. Although it is worse for the secret
sinner to sinmortally in taking the body of Christ, rather than
be defamed, nevertheless for the priest administering the body
of Christ it is worse to commit mortal sin by unjustly defam-
ing the hidden sinner than that the sinner should sinmortally;
because no one ought to commit mortal sin in order to keep
another out of mortal sin. Hence Augustine says (Quaest. su-
per Gen. 42): “It is a most dangerous exchange, for us to do
evil lest another perpetrate a greater evil.” But the secret sinner
ought rather to prefer infamy than approach the Lord’s table
unworthily.

Yet by no means should an unconsecrated host be given in
place of a consecratedone; because thepriest by sodoing, so far
as he is concerned, makes others, either the bystanders or the
communicant, commit idolatry by believing that it is a conse-
crated host; because, asAugustine says onPs. 98:5: “Let no one
eat Christ’s flesh, except he first adore it.” Hence in the Decre-
tals (Extra, De Celeb. Miss., Ch. De Homine) it is said: “Al-
though he who reputes himself unworthy of the Sacrament,
through consciousness of his sin, sins gravely, if he receive; still
he seems to offend more deeply who deceitfully has presumed
to simulate it.”

Reply to Objection 3. ose decrees were abolished
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by contrary enactments of Roman Pontiffs: because Pope
StephenVwrites as follows: “e SacredCanons do not allow
of a confession being extorted from any person by trial made
by burning iron or boiling water; it belongs to our government
to judge of public crimes committed, and that by means of
confession made spontaneously, or by proof of witnesses: but
private and unknown crimes are to be le to Him Who alone
knows the hearts of the sons of men.” And the same is found

in the Decretals (Extra, De Purgationibus, Ch. Ex tuarum).
Because in all such practices there seems to be a tempting of
God; hence such things cannot be done without sin. And it
would seem graver still if anyone were to incur judgment of
death through this sacrament, which was instituted as ameans
of salvation.Consequently, the body ofChrist should never be
given to anyone suspected of crime, as by way of examination.

IIIa q. 80 a. 7Whether the seminal loss that occurs during sleep hinders anyone from receiving this sacra-
ment?

Objection 1. It seems that seminal loss does not hinder
anyone from receiving the body of Christ: because no one is
prevented from receiving the body ofChrist except on account
of sin. But seminal loss happenswithout sin: forAugustine says
(Gen. ad lit. xii) that “the same image that comes into themind
of a speaker may present itself to the mind of the sleeper, so
that the latter be unable to distinguish the image from the re-
ality, and ismoved carnally andwith the result that usually fol-
lows such motions; and there is as little sin in this as there is
in speaking and therefore thinking about such things.” Conse-
quently these motions do not prevent one from receiving this
sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says in a Letter to Augus-
tine, Bishop of the English (Regist. xi): “ose who pay the
debt of marriage not from lust, but from desire to have chil-
dren, should be le to their own judgment, as to whether they
should enter the church and receive the mystery of our Lord’s
body, aer such intercourse: because they ought not to be for-
bidden from receiving it, since they have passed through the
fire unscorched.”

From this it is evident that seminal loss even of one awake,
if it be without sin, is no hindrance to receiving the body of
Christ. Consequently, much less is it in the case of one asleep.

Objection 3. Further, these movements of the flesh seem
to bring with them only bodily uncleanness. But there are
other bodily defilements which according to the Law forbade
entrance into the holy places, yet which under the New Law
do not prevent receiving this sacrament: as, for instance, in the
case of awoman aer child-birth, or in her periods, or suffering
from issue of blood, as Gregory writes to Augustine, Bishop
of the English (Regist. xi). erefore it seems that neither do
these movements of the flesh hinder a man from receiving this
sacrament.

Objection 4. Further, venial sin is no hindrance to receiv-
ing the sacrament, nor is mortal sin aer repentance. But even
supposing that seminal loss arises from some foregoing sin,
whether of intemperance, or of bad thoughts, for themost part
such sin is venial; and if occasionally it be mortal, a man may
repent of it by morning and confess it. Consequently, it seems
that he ought not to be prevented from receiving this sacra-
ment.

Objection 5. Further, a sin against the Fih Command-

ment is greater than a sin against the Sixth. But if a man dream
that he has broken the Fih or Seventh or any other Com-
mandment, he is not on that account debarred from receiving
this sacrament. erefore it seems that much less should he be
debarred through defilement resulting from a dream against
the Sixth Commandment.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten (Lev. 15:16): “eman from
whom the seed of copulation goeth out…shall be unclean un-
til evening.” But for the unclean there is no approaching to the
sacraments. erefore, it seems that owing to such defilement
of the flesh a man is debarred from taking this which is the
greatest of the sacraments.

I answer that, ere are two things to be weighed regard-
ing the aforesaid movements: one on account of which they
necessarily prevent a man from receiving this sacrament; the
other, on account of which they do so, not of necessity, but
from a sense of propriety.

Mortal sin alone necessarily prevents anyone from partak-
ing of this sacrament: and although these movements dur-
ing sleep, considered in themselves, cannot be a mortal sin,
nevertheless, owing to their cause, they have mortal sin con-
nected with them; which cause, therefore, must be investi-
gated. Sometimes they are due to an external spiritual cause,
viz. the deception of the demons, who can stir up phantasms,
as was stated in the Ia, q. 111, a. 3, through the apparition
of which, these movements occasionally follow. Sometimes
they are due to an internal spiritual cause, such as previous
thoughts. At other times they arise from some internal corpo-
real cause, as from abundance or weakness of nature, or even
from surfeit of meat or drink. Now every one of these three
causes can be without sin at all, or else with venial sin, or with
mortal sin. If it be without sin, or with venial sin, it does not
necessarily prevent the receiving of this sacrament, so as to
make a man guilty of the body and blood of the Lord: but
should it be with mortal sin, it prevents it of necessity.

For such illusions on the part of demons sometimes come
from one’s not striving to receive fervently; and this can be ei-
ther a mortal or a venial sin. At other times it is due to malice
alone on the part of the demons who wish to keep men from
receiving this sacrament. So we read in the Conferences of the
Fathers (Cassian, Collat. xxii) that when a certain one always
suffered thus on those feast-days on which he had to receive
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Communion, his superiors, discovering that there was no fault
on his part, ruled that he was not to refrain from communicat-
ing on that account, and the demoniacal illusion ceased.

In like fashion previous evil thoughts can sometimes be
without any sin whatever, as when one has to think of such
things on account of lecturing or debating; and if it be done
without concupiscence and delectation, the thoughts will not
be unclean but honest; and yet defilement can come of such
thoughts, as is clear from the authority of Augustine (obj. 1).
At other times such thoughts come of concupiscence and
delectation, and should there be consent, it will be a mortal
sin: otherwise it will be a venial sin.

In the sameway too the corporeal cause can bewithout sin,
as when it arises from bodily debility, and hence some individ-
uals suffer seminal losswithout sin even in theirwakeful hours;
or it can come from the abundance of nature: for, just as blood
can flowwithout sin, so also can the semenwhich is superfluity
of the blood, according to thePhilosopher (DeGener.Animal.
i). But occasionally it is with sin, as when it is due to excess of
food or drink. And this also can be either venial or mortal sin;
although more frequently the sin is mortal in the case of evil
thoughts on account of the proneness to consent, rather than
in the case of consumption of food and drink.HenceGregory,
writing to Augustine, Bishop of the English (Regist. xi), says
that one ought to refrain from Communion when this arises
from evil thoughts, but not when it arises from excess of food
or drink, especially if necessity call for Communion. So, then,
one must judge from its cause whether such bodily defilement
of necessity hinders the receiving of this sacrament.

At the same time a sense of decency forbids Communion
on two accounts. e first of these is always verified, viz. the
bodily defilement, with which, out of reverence for the sacra-
ment, it is unbecoming to approach the altar (and hence those
whowish to touch any sacred object, wash their hands): except
perchance such uncleanness be perpetual or of long standing,
such as leprosy or issue of blood, or anything else of the kind.
e other reason is the mental distraction which follows af-
ter the aforesaid movements, especially when they take place
with unclean imaginings.Now this obstacle, which arises from
a sense of decency, can be set aside owing to any necessity, as
Gregory says (Regist. xi): “As when perchance either a festival
day calls for it, or necessity compels one to exercise the min-
istry because there is no other priest at hand.”

Reply to Objection 1. A person is hindered necessarily,
only by mortal sin, from receiving this sacrament: but from a
sense of decency onemay be hindered through other causes, as

stated above.
Reply to Objection 2. Conjugal intercourse, if it be with-

out sin, (for instance, if it be done for the sake of begetting
offspring, or of paying the marriage debt), does not prevent
the receiving of this sacrament for any other reason than do
those movements in question which happen without sin, as
stated above; namely, on account of the defilement to the
body and distraction to the mind. On this account Jerome
expresses himself in the following terms in his commentary
on Matthew (Epist. xxviii, among St. Jerome’s works): “If the
loaves of Proposition might not be eaten by them who had
known their wives carnally, how much less may this bread
which has come down from heaven be defiled and touched by
them who shortly before have been in conjugal embraces? It
is not that we condemn marriages, but that at the time when
we are going to eat the flesh of the Lamb, we ought not to in-
dulge in carnal acts.” But since this is to be understood in the
sense of decency, and not of necessity, Gregory says that such
a person “is to be le to his own judgment.” “But if,” as Gre-
gory says (Regist. xi), “it be not desire of begetting offspring,
but lust that prevails,” then such a one should be forbidden to
approach this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. As Gregory says in his Letter
quoted above to Augustine, Bishop of the English, in the
Old Testament some persons were termed polluted figura-
tively, which the people of the New Law understand spiritu-
ally. Hence such bodily uncleannesses, if perpetual or of long
standing, do not hinder the receiving of this saving sacrament,
as they prevented approaching those figurative sacraments;
but if they pass speedily, like the uncleanness of the aforesaid
movements, then from a sense of fittingness they hinder the re-
ceiving of this sacrament during the day on which it happens.
Hence it is written (Dt. 23:10): “If there be among you any
man, that is defiled in a dream by night, he shall go forth out
of the camp; and he shall not return before he be washed with
water in the evening.”

Reply toObjection 4.Although the stain of guilt be taken
away by contrition and confession nevertheless the bodily de-
filement is not taken away, nor the mental distraction which
follows therefrom.

Reply to Objection 5. To dream of homicide brings no
bodily uncleanness, nor such distraction of mind as fornica-
tion, on account of its intense delectation; still if the dream
of homicide comes of a cause sinful in itself, especially if it be
mortal sin, then owing to its cause it hinders the receiving of
this sacrament.

IIIa q. 80 a. 8Whether food or drink taken beforehand hinders the receiving of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that food or drink taken beforehand
does not hinder the receiving of this sacrament. For this sacra-
ment was instituted by our Lord at the supper. But when the
supperwas endedourLord gave the sacrament toHis disciples,

as is evident fromLk. 22:20, and from 1Cor. 11:25.erefore
it seems that we ought to take this sacrament aer receiving
other food.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (1 Cor. 11:33): “When
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you come together to eat,” namely, the Lord’s body, “wait for
one another; if any man be hungry, let him eat at home”: and
thus it seems that aer eating at home a man may eat Christ’s
body in the Church.

Objection 3. Further, we read in the (3rd) Council of
Carthage (Can. xxix): “Let the sacraments of the altar be cel-
ebrated only by men who are fasting, with the exception of
the anniversary day on which the Lord’s Supper is celebrated.”
erefore, at least on that day, one may receive the body of
Christ aer partaking of other food.

Objection 4. Further, the taking of water or medicine, or
of any other food or drink in very slight quantity, or of the
remains of food continuing in the mouth, neither breaks the
Church’s fast, nor takes away the sobriety required for rever-
ently receiving this sacrament. Consequently, one is not pre-
vented by the above things from receiving this sacrament.

Objection 5. Further, some eat and drink late at night,
and possibly aer passing a sleepless night receive the sacred
mysteries in the morning when the food it not digested. But it
would savor more of moderation if a man were to eat a little in
the morning and aerwards receive this sacrament about the
ninth hour, since also there is occasionally a longer interval of
time. Consequently, it seems that such taking of food before-
hand does not keep one from this sacrament.

Objection 6. Further, there is no less reverence due to this
sacrament aer receiving it, than before. But one may take
food and drink aer receiving the sacrament. erefore one
may do so before receiving it.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Resp. ad Januar., Ep.
liv): “It has pleased the Holy Ghost that, out of honor for this
great sacrament, the Lord’s body should enter the mouth of a
Christian before other foods.”

I answer that, A thing may prevent the receiving of this
sacrament in two ways: first of all in itself, like mortal sin,
which is repugnant to what is signified by this sacrament, as
stated above (a. 4): secondly, on account of the Church’s pro-
hibition; and thus a man is prevented from taking this sacra-
ment aer receiving food or drink, for three reasons. First, as
Augustine says (Resp. ad Januar., Ep. liv), “out of respect for
this sacrament,” so that it may enter into a mouth not yet con-
taminated by any food or drink. Secondly, because of its signi-
fication. i.e. to give us to understand that Christ, Who is the
reality of this sacrament, and His charity, ought to be first of
all established in our hearts, according toMat. 6:33: “Seek first
the kingdom of God.” irdly, on account of the danger of
vomiting and intemperance, which sometimes arise fromover-
indulging in food, as the Apostle says (1 Cor. 11:21): “One,
indeed, is hungry, and another is drunk.”

Nevertheless the sick are exempted from this general rule,
for they should be givenCommunion at once, even aer food,
should there be any doubt as to their danger, lest they die with-
outCommunion, because necessity has no law.Hence it is said
in the Canon de Consecratione: “Let the priest at once take
Communion to the sick person, lest he die without Commu-

nion.”
Reply toObjection1.AsAugustine says in the samebook,

“the fact that our Lord gave this sacrament aer taking food
is no reason why the brethren should assemble aer dinner
or supper in order to partake of it, or receive it at meal-time,
as did those whom the Apostle reproves and corrects. For our
Saviour, in order the more strongly to commend the depth of
this mystery, wished to fix it closely in the hearts and mem-
ories of the disciples. and on that account He gave no com-
mand for it to be received in that order, leaving this to the apos-
tles, to whom He was about to entrust the government of the
churches.”

Reply toObjection 2.etext quoted is thus paraphrased
by the gloss: “If anyman be hungry and loath to await the rest,
let him partake of his food at home, that is, let him fill himself
with earthly bread, without partaking of the Eucharist aer-
wards.”

Reply to Objection 3. e wording of this decree is in ac-
cordance with the former custom observed by some of receiv-
ing the body of Christ on that day aer breaking their fast, so
as to represent the Lord’s supper. But this is now abrogated,
because as Augustine says (Resp. ad Januar., Ep. liv), it is cus-
tomary throughout the whole world for Christ’s body to be
received before breaking the fast.

Reply toObjection 4.As stated in the IIa IIae, q. 147, a. 6,
ad 2, there are two kinds of fast. First, there is the natural fast,
which implies privation of everything taken before-hand by
way of food or drink: and such fast is required for this sacra-
ment for the reasons given above. And therefore it is never law-
ful to take this sacrament aer taking water, or other food or
drink, or even medicine, no matter how small the quantity be.
Nor does it matter whether it nourishes or not, whether it be
taken by itself orwith other things, provided it be taken byway
of food or drink. But the remains of food le in the mouth,
if swallowed accidentally, do not hinder receiving this sacra-
ment, because they are swallowed not by way of food but by
way of saliva.e same holds good of the unavoidable remains
of the water or wine wherewith the mouth is rinsed, provided
they be not swallowed in great quantity, butmixedwith saliva.

Secondly, there is the fast of the Church, instituted for af-
flicting the body: and this fast is not hindered by the things
mentioned (in the objection), because they do not give much
nourishment, but are taken rather as an alterative.

Reply to Objection 5. at this sacrament ought to en-
ter into the mouth of a Christian before any other food must
not be understood absolutely of all time, otherwise hewhohad
once eaten or drunk could never aerwards take this sacra-
ment: but itmust be understoodof the sameday; and although
the beginning of the day varies according to different systems
of reckoning (for some begin their day at noon, some at sunset,
others at midnight, and others at sunrise), the Roman Church
begins it at midnight. Consequently, if any person takes any-
thing by way of food or drink aer midnight, he may not re-
ceive this sacrament on that day; but he can do so if the food
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was taken before midnight. Nor does it matter, so far as the
precept is concerned, whether he has slept aer taking food or
drink, or whether he has digested it; but it does matter as to
the mental disturbance which one suffers from want of sleep
or from indigestion, for, if the mind be much disturbed, one
becomes unfit for receiving this sacrament.

Reply toObjection6.egreatest devotion is called for at
themoment of receiving this sacrament, because it is then that
the effect of the sacrament is bestowed, and such devotion is
hinderedmore bywhat goes before it than bywhat comes aer
it. And therefore it was ordained that men should fast before
receiving the sacrament rather than aer. Nevertheless there
ought to be some interval between receiving this sacrament

and taking other food. Consequently, both the Postcommu-
nion prayer of thanksgiving is said in the Mass, and the com-
municants say their own private prayers.

However, according to the ancient Canons, the following
ordinationwasmade by PopeClement I, (Ep. ii), “If the Lord’s
portion be eaten in themorning, theministers who have taken
it shall fast until the sixth hour, and if they take it at the third or
fourth hour, they shall fast until evening.” For in olden times,
the priest celebrated Mass less frequently, and with greater
preparation: but now, because the sacred mysteries have to be
celebrated oener, the same could not be easily observed, and
so it has been abrogated by contrary custom.

IIIa q. 80 a. 9Whether those who have not the use of reason ought to receive this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that those who have not the use of
reason ought not to receive this sacrament. For it is required
that man should approach this sacrament with devotion and
previous self-examination, according to 1 Cor. 11:28: “Let a
man prove himself, and so let him eat of that bread, and drink
of the chalice.” But this is not possible for those who are de-
void of reason. erefore this sacrament should not be given
to them.

Objection 2. Further, among those who have not the use
of reason are the possessed, who are called energumens. But
such persons are kept from even beholding this sacrament, ac-
cording toDionysius (Eccl.Hier. iii).erefore this sacrament
ought not to be given to those who have not the use of reason.

Objection 3.Further, among those that lack the use of rea-
son are children, the most innocent of all. But this sacrament
is not given to children.ereforemuch less should it be given
to others deprived of the use of reason.

On the contrary, We read in the First Council of Orange,
(Canon 13); and the same is to be found in theDecretals (xxvi,
6): “All things that pertain to piety are to be given to the in-
sane”: and consequently, since this is the “sacrament of piety,”
it must be given to them.

I answer that, Men are said to be devoid of reason in two
ways. First, when they are feeble-minded, as a man who sees
dimly is said not to see: and since such persons can conceive
some devotion towards this sacrament, it is not to be denied
them.

In another way men are said not to possess fully the use
of reason. Either, then, they never had the use of reason, and
have remained so from birth; and in that case this sacrament is
not to be given to them, because in no way has there been any
preceding devotion towards the sacrament: or else, they were
not always devoid of reason, and then, if when they formerly
had their wits they showed devotion towards this sacrament,
it ought to be given to them in the hour of death; unless dan-
ger be feared of vomiting or spitting it out. Hence we read in
the acts of the Fourth Council of Carthage (Canon 76). and

the same is to be found in theDecretals (xxvi, 6): “If a sickman
ask to receive the sacrament of Penance; and if, when the priest
who has been sent for comes to him, he be so weak as to be un-
able to speak, or becomes delirious, let them, who heard him
ask, bearwitness, and let him receive the sacrament of Penance.
then if it be thought that he is going to die shortly, let him
be reconciled by imposition of hands, and let the Eucharist be
placed in his mouth.”

Reply toObjection 1. ose lacking the use of reason can
have devotion towards the sacrament; actual devotion in some
cases, and past in others.

Reply toObjection 2.Dionysius is speaking there of ener-
gumens who are not yet baptized, in whom the devil’s power is
not yet extinct, since it thrives in them through the presence
of original sin. But as to baptized persons who are vexed in
body by unclean spirits, the same reason holds good of them as
of others who are demented. Hence Cassian says (Collat. vii):
“We do not remember the most Holy Communion to have
ever been denied by our elders to them who are vexed by un-
clean spirits.”

Reply to Objection 3. e same reason holds good of
newly born children as of the insane who never have had the
use of reason: consequently, the sacred mysteries are not to be
given to them. Although certain Greeks do the contrary, be-
cause Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. ii) that Holy Communion
is to be given to them who are baptized; not understanding
that Dionysius is speaking there of the Baptism of adults. Nor
do they suffer any loss of life from the fact of our Lord say-
ing ( Jn. 6:54), “Except you eat the flesh of the Son of Man,
and drink His blood, you shall not have life in you”; because,
as Augustine writes to Boniface (Pseudo-Beda, Comment. in
1 Cor. 10:17), “then every one of the faithful becomes a par-
taker,” i.e. spiritually, “of the body and blood of the Lord, when
he is made a member of Christ’s body in Baptism.” But when
children once begin to have some use of reason so as to be able
to conceive some devotion for the sacrament, then it can be
given to them.
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IIIa q. 80 a. 10Whether it is lawful to receive this sacrament daily?

Objection 1. It does not appear to be lawful to receive this
sacrament daily, because, as Baptism shows forth our Lord’s
Passion, so also does this sacrament. Now onemay not be bap-
tized several times, but only once, because “Christ died once”
only “for our sins,” according to 1 Pet. 3:18.erefore, it seems
unlawful to receive this sacrament daily.

Objection 2. Further, the reality ought to answer to the
figure. But the Paschal Lamb, which was the chief figure of
this sacrament, as was said above (q. 73, a. 9) was eaten only
once in the year; while the Church once a year commemorates
Christ’s Passion, of which this sacrament is the memorial. It
seems, then, that it is lawful to receive this sacrament not daily,
but only once in the year.

Objection 3. Further, the greatest reverence is due to this
sacrament as containing Christ. But it is a token of reverence
to refrain from receiving this sacrament; hence the Centurion
is praised for saying (Mat. 8:8), “Lord, I am not worthy that
ou shouldst enter undermy roof ”; also Peter, for saying (Lk.
5:8), “Depart from me, for I am a sinful man, O Lord.” ere-
fore, it is not praiseworthy for a man to receive this sacrament
daily.

Objection 4. Further, if it were a praiseworthy custom
to receive this sacrament frequently, then the oener it were
taken the more praise-worthy it would be. But there would be
greater frequency if one were to receive it several. times daily;
and yet this is not the custom of the Church. Consequently, it
does not seem praiseworthy to receive it daily.

Objection 5. Further, the Church by her statutes intends
to promote thewelfare of the faithful. But theChurch’s statute
only requires Communion once a year; hence it is enacted
(Extra, De Poenit. et Remiss. xii): “Let every person of either
sex devoutly receive the sacrament of the Eucharist at least at
Easter; unless by the advice of his parish priest, and for some
reasonable cause, he considers he ought to refrain from receiv-
ing for a time.” Consequently, it is not praiseworthy to receive
this sacrament daily.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Verb. Dom., Serm.
xxviii): “is is our daily bread; take it daily, that it may profit
thee daily.”

I answer that, ere are two things to be considered re-
garding the use of this sacrament. e first is on the part of
the sacrament itself, the virtue of which gives health to men;
and consequently it is profitable to receive it daily so as to re-
ceive its fruits daily. Hence Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv): “If,
wheneverChrist’s blood is shed, it is shed for the forgiveness of
sins, I who sin oen, should receive it oen: I need a frequent
remedy.” e second thing to be considered is on the part of
the recipient, who is required to approach this sacrament with
great reverence and devotion. Consequently, if anyone finds
that he has these dispositions every day, he will do well to re-
ceive it daily. Hence, Augustine aer saying, “Receive daily,
that it may profit thee daily,” adds: “So live, as to deserve to re-

ceive it daily.” But because many persons are lacking in this de-
votion, on account of the many drawbacks both spiritual and
corporal from which they suffer, it is not expedient for all to
approach this sacrament every day; but they should do so as of-
ten as they find themselves properly disposed. Hence it is said
inDe Eccles. Dogmat. liii: “I neither praise nor blame daily re-
ception of the Eucharist.”

Reply to Objection 1. In the sacrament of Baptism a
man is conformed to Christ’s death, by receiving His charac-
ter within him. And therefore, as Christ died but once, so a
man ought to be baptized but once. But a man does not re-
ceive Christ’s character in this sacrament; He receives Christ
Himself, Whose virtue endures for ever. Hence it is written
(Heb. 10:14): “By one oblation He hath perfected for ever
them that are sanctified.” Consequently, since man has daily
need of Christ’s health-giving virtue, hemay commendably re-
ceive this sacrament every day.

And since Baptism is above all a spiritual regeneration,
therefore, as a man is born naturally but once, so ought he by
Baptism to be reborn spiritually but once, as Augustine says
(Tract. xi in Joan.), commenting on Jn. 3:4, “How can a man
be born again, when he is grown old?” But this sacrament is
spiritual food; hence, just as bodily food is taken every day, so
is it a good thing to receive this sacrament every day. Hence
it is that our Lord (Lk. 11:3), teaches us to pray, “Give us this
day our daily bread”: in explainingwhichwordsAugustine ob-
serves (DeVerb.Dom., Serm. xxviii): “If you receive it,” i.e. this
sacrament, every day, “every day is today for thee, and Christ
rises again every day in thee, for whenChrist riseth it is today.”

Reply to Objection 2. e Paschal Lamb was the figure
of this sacrament chiefly as to Christ’s Passion represented
therein; and therefore it was partaken of once a year only, since
Christ died but once. And on this account the Church cele-
brates once a year the remembrance of Christ’s Passion. But in
this sacrament the memorial of His Passion is given by way of
food which is partaken of daily; and therefore in this respect it
is represented by the manna which was given daily to the peo-
ple in the desert.

Reply to Objection 3. Reverence for this sacrament con-
sists in fear associated with love; consequently reverential fear
of God is called filial fear, as was said in the Ia IIae, q. 67, a. 4,
ad 2; IIa IIae, q. 19, Aa. 9,11,12; because the desire of receiving
arises from love, while the humility of reverence springs from
fear. Consequently, each of these belongs to the reverence due
to this sacrament; both as to receiving it daily, and as to refrain-
ing from it sometimes. Hence Augustine says (Ep. liv): “If one
says that the Eucharist should not be received daily, while an-
other maintains the contrary, let each one do as according to
his devotion he thinketh right; for Zaccheus and the Centu-
rion did not contradict one another while the one received the
Lord with joy, whereas the other said: ‘Lord I am not worthy
that ou shouldst enter under my roof ’; since both honored
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our Saviour, though not in the same way.” But love and hope,
whereunto the Scriptures constantly urge us, are preferable to
fear. Hence, too, when Peter had said, “Depart from me, for I
am a sinful man, O Lord,” Jesus answered: “Fear not.”

Reply to Objection 4. Because our Lord said (Lk. 11:3),
“Give us this day our daily bread,”we are not on that account to
communicate several times daily, for, by one daily communion
the unity of Christ’s Passion is set forth.

Reply to Objection 5. Various statutes have emanated ac-
cording to the various ages of the Church. In the primitive
Church, when the devotion of the Christian faith was more
flourishing, it was enacted that the faithful should communi-
cate daily: hence Pope Anaclete says (Ep. i): “When the con-
secration is finished, let all communicate who do not wish

to cut themselves off from the Church; for so the apostles
have ordained, and the holy Roman Church holds.” Later on,
when the fervor of faith relaxed, Pope Fabian (ird Coun-
cil of Tours, Canon 1) gave permission “that all should com-
municate, if not more frequently, at least three times in the
year, namely, at Easter, Pentecost, and Christmas.” Pope Soter
likewise (Second Council of Chalon, Canon xlvii) declares
that Communion should be received “on Holy ursday,”
as is set forth in the Decretals (De Consecratione, dist. 2).
Later on, when “iniquity abounded and charity grew cold”
(Mat. 24:12), Pope Innocent III commanded that the faithful
should communicate “at least once a year,” namely, “at Easter.”
However, in De Eccles. Dogmat. xxiii, the faithful are coun-
seled “to communicate on all Sundays.”

IIIa q. 80 a. 11Whether it is lawful to abstain altogether from communion?

Objection 1. It seems to be lawful to abstain altogether
from Communion. Because the Centurion is praised for say-
ing (Mat. 8:8): “Lord, I am not worthy that ou shouldst en-
ter undermy roof ”; and hewho deems that he ought to refrain
entirely fromCommunion can be compared to theCenturion,
as stated above (a. 10, ad 3).erefore, since we do not read of
Christ entering his house, it seems to be lawful for any individ-
ual to abstain from Communion his whole life long.

Objection 2. Further, it is lawful for anyone to refrain
from what is not of necessity for salvation. But this sacrament
is not of necessity for salvation, aswas stated above (q. 73, a. 3).
erefore it is permissible to abstain from Communion alto-
gether.

Objection3.Further, sinners are not bound to go toCom-
munion: hence Pope Fabian (ird Council of Tours, Canon
1) aer saying, “Let all communicate thrice each year,” adds:
“Except those who are hindered by grievous crimes.” Conse-
quently, if those who are not in the state of sin are bound to go
to Communion, it seems that sinners are better off than good
people, which is unfitting. erefore, it seems lawful even for
the godly to refrain from Communion.

On the contrary,Our Lord said ( Jn. 6:54): “Except ye eat
the flesh of the Son ofMan, and drinkHis blood, you shall not
have life in you.”

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1), there are two ways of
receiving this sacrament namely, spiritually and sacramentally.
Now it is clear that all are bound to eat it at least spiritually,
because this is to be incorporated in Christ, as was said above

(q. 73, a. 3, ad 1). Now spiritual eating comprises the desire or
yearning for receiving this sacrament, as was said above (a. 1,
ad 3, a. 2). erefore, a man cannot be saved without desiring
to receive this sacrament.

Now a desire would be vain except it were fulfilled when
opportunity presented itself. Consequently, it is evident that
a man is bound to receive this sacrament, not only by virtue
of the Church’s precept, but also by virtue of the Lord’s com-
mand (Lk. 22:19): “Do this inmemory ofMe.” But by the pre-
cept of the Church there are fixed times for fulfilling Christ’s
command.

Reply toObjection 1. As Gregory says: “He is truly hum-
ble, who is not obstinate in rejecting what is commanded for
his good.” Consequently, humility is not praiseworthy if any-
one abstains altogether from Communion against the precept
of Christ and the Church. Again the Centurion was not com-
manded to receive Christ into his house.

Reply to Objection 2. is sacrament is said not to be
as necessary as Baptism, with regard to children, who can be
saved without the Eucharist, but not without the sacrament of
Baptism: both, however, are of necessity with regard to adults.

Reply to Objection 3. Sinners suffer great loss in being
kept back from receiving this sacrament, so that they are not
better off on that account; and although while continuing in
their sins they are not on that account excused from transgress-
ing the precept, nevertheless, as Pope Innocent III says, peni-
tents, “who refrain on the advice of their priest,” are excused.

IIIa q. 80 a. 12Whether it is lawful to receive the body of Christ without the blood?

Objection 1. It seems unlawful to receive the body of
Christ without the blood. For PopeGelasius says (cf. DeCon-
secr. ii): “We have learned that some persons aer taking only
a portion of the sacred body, abstain from the chalice of the sa-
cred blood. I know not for what superstitious motive they do

this: therefore let them either receive the entire sacrament, or
let them be withheld from the sacrament altogether.” ere-
fore it is not lawful to receive the body of Christ without His
blood.

Objection2.Further, the eating of the body and the drink-
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ing of the blood are required for the perfection of this sacra-
ment, as stated above (q. 73, a. 2; q. 76, a. 2, ad 1). Conse-
quently, if the body be taken without the blood, it will be an
imperfect sacrament, which seems to savor of sacrilege; hence
Pope Gelasius adds (cf. De Consecr. ii), “because the dividing
of one and the same mystery cannot happen without a great
sacrilege.”

Objection3.Further, this sacrament is celebrated inmem-
ory of our Lord’s Passion, as stated above (q. 73, Aa. 4,5; q. 74,
a. 1), and is received for the health of soul. But the Passion is
expressed in the blood rather than in the body; moreover, as
stated above (q. 74, a. 1), the blood is offered for the health
of the soul. Consequently, one ought to refrain from receiving
the body rather than the blood. erefore, such as approach
this sacrament ought not to take Christ’s body without His
blood.

On the contrary, It is the custom of many churches for
the body of Christ to be given to the communicant without
His blood.

I answer that, Two points should be observed regarding
the use of this sacrament, one on the part of the sacrament, the
other on the part of the recipients; on the part of the sacrament
it is proper for both the body and the blood to be received,
since the perfection of the sacrament lies in both, and conse-
quently, since it is the priest’s duty both to consecrate and fin-
ish the sacrament, he ought on no account to receive Christ’s
body without the blood.

But on the part of the recipient the greatest reverence and

caution are called for, lest anything happen which is unworthy
of so great a mystery. Now this could especially happen in re-
ceiving the blood, for, if incautiously handled, it might easily
be spilt. And because themultitude of theChristian people in-
creased, in which there are old, young, and children, some of
whom have not enough discretion to observe due caution in
using this sacrament, on that account it is a prudent custom in
some churches for the blood not to be offered to the reception
of the people, but to be received by the priest alone.

Reply toObjection 1.PopeGelasius is speaking of priests,
who, as they consecrate the entire sacrament, ought to commu-
nicate in the entire sacrament. For, as we read in the (Twelh)
Council of Toledo, “What kind of a sacrifice is that, wherein
not even the sacrificer is known to have a share?”

Reply to Objection 2. e perfection of this sacrament
does not lie in the use of the faithful, but in the consecration of
the matter. And hence there is nothing derogatory to the per-
fection of this sacrament; if the people receive the body with-
out the blood, provided that the priest who consecrates receive
both.

Reply to Objection 3. Our Lord’s Passion is represented
in the very consecration of this sacrament, in which the body
ought not to be consecrated without the blood. But the body
can be received by the people without the blood: nor is this
detrimental to the sacrament. Because the priest both offers
and consumes the blood on behalf of all; and Christ is fully
contained under either species, as was shown above (q. 76,
a. 2).
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T P, Q 81
Of the Use Which Christ Made of is Sacrament at Its Institution

(In Four Articles)

Wehave now to consider the use which Christ made of this sacrament at its institution; under which heading there are four
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ received His own body and blood?
(2) Whether He gave it to Judas?
(3) What kind of body did He receive or give, namely, was it passible or impassible?
(4) What would have been the condition of Christ’s body under this sacrament, if it had been reserved or con-

secrated during the three days He lay dead?

IIIa q. 81 a. 1Whether Christ received His own body and blood?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ did not receive His own
body and blood, because nothing ought to be asserted of ei-
ther Christ’s doings or sayings, which is not handed down by
the authority of Sacred Scripture. But it is not narrated in the
gospels that He ate His own body or drank His own blood.
erefore we must not assert this as a fact.

Objection 2. Further, nothing can be within itself except
perchance by reason of its parts, for instance. as one part is in
another, as is stated in Phys. iv. But what is eaten and drunk
is in the eater and drinker. erefore, since the entire Christ
is under each species of the sacrament, it seems impossible for
Him to have received this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, the receiving of this sacrament is
twofold, namely, spiritual and sacramental. But the spiritual
was unsuitable for Christ, as He derived no benefit from the
sacrament. and in consequence so was the sacramental, since it
is imperfectwithout the spiritual, aswas observed above (q. 80,
a. 1). Consequently, in no way didChrist partake of this sacra-
ment.

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ad Hedib., Ep. xxx), “e
Lord Jesus Christ, Himself the guest and banquet, is both the
partaker and what is eaten.”

I answer that, Some have said that Christ during the sup-
per gave His body and blood to His disciples, but did not par-
take of it Himself. But this seems improbable. Because Christ
Himself was the first to fulfill what He required others to ob-
serve: henceHewilledfirst to be baptizedwhen imposingBap-
tismuponothers: aswe read inActs 1:1: “Jesus began todo and
to teach.” Hence He first of all took His own body and blood,
and aerwards gave it to be taken by the disciples. And hence
the gloss uponRuth 3:7, “When he had eaten and drunk, says:
Christ ate and drank at the supper, when He gave to the dis-
ciples the sacrament of His body and blood. Hence, ‘because
the childrenpartook* ofHisflesh andblood,Healsohathbeen
partaker in the same.’ ”

Reply toObjection 1.We read in the Gospels how Christ

“took the bread…and the chalice”; but it is not to be under-
stood that He took them merely into His hands, as some say.
but that He took them in the same way as He gave them to
others to take. Hence when He said to the disciples, “Take ye
and eat,” and again, “Take ye and drink,” it is to be understood
thatHeHimself, in taking it, both ate and drank.Hence some
have composed this rhyme:

“e King at supper sits,
e twelve as guests He greets,
Clasping Himself in His hands,
e food Himself now eats.”
Reply to Objection 2. As was said above (q. 76, a. 5),

Christ as contained under this sacrament stands in relation
to place, not according to His own dimensions, but according
to the dimensions of the sacramental species; so that Christ is
Himself in every place where those species are. And because
the species were able to be both in the hands and the mouth
of Christ, the entire Christ could be in both His hands and
mouth. Now this could not come to pass were His relation to
place to be according to His proper dimensions.

Reply to Objection 3. As was stated above (q. 79, a. 1,
ad 2), the effect of this sacrament is not merely an increase
of habitual grace, but furthermore a certain actual delectation
of spiritual sweetness. But although grace was not increased
in Christ through His receiving this sacrament, yet He had a
certain spiritual delectation from the new institution of this
sacrament. Hence He Himself said (Lk. 22:15): “With desire
I have desired to eat this Pasch with you,” which words Euse-
bius explains of the newmystery of theNewTestament, which
He gave to the disciples. And therefore He ate it both spir-
itually and sacramentally, inasmuch as He received His own
body under the sacrament which sacrament of His own body
He both understood and prepared; yet differently from others
who partake of it both sacramentally and spiritually, for these
receive an increase of grace, and they have need of the sacra-
mental signs for perceiving its truth.

* Vulg.: ‘are partakers’ (Heb. 2:14).
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IIIa q. 81 a. 2Whether Christ gave His body to Judas?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ did not give His body
to Judas. Because, as we read (Mat. 26:29), our Lord, aer giv-
ing His body and blood to the disciples, said to them: “I will
not drink from henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that
day when I shall drink it with you new in the kingdom of My
Father.” From this it appears that those to whomHe had given
His body andbloodwere to drink of it againwithHim.But Ju-
das did not drink of it aerwards with Him. erefore he did
not receive Christ’s body and blood with the other disciples.

Objection 2. Further, what the Lord commanded, He
Himself fulfilled, as is said in Acts 1:1: “Jesus began to do and
to teach.” ButHe gave the command (Mat. 7:6): “Give not that
which is holy to dogs.”erefore, knowing Judas to be a sinner,
seemingly He did not give him His body and blood.

Objection 3. Further, it is distinctly related ( Jn. 13:26)
that Christ gave dipped bread to Judas. Consequently, if He
gave His body to him, it appears that He gave it him in the
morsel, especially since we read ( Jn. 13:26) that “aer the
morsel, Satan entered into him.” And on this passage Augus-
tine says (Tract. lxii in Joan.): “From this we learn how we
should beware of receiving a good thing in an evil way…For
if he be ‘chastised’ who does ‘not discern,’ i.e. distinguish, the
body of the Lord from other meats, how must he be ‘con-
demned’ who, feigning himself a friend, comes to His ta-
ble a foe?” But ( Judas) did not receive our Lord’s body with
the dipped morsel; thus Augustine commenting on Jn. 13:26,
“When He had dipped the bread, He gave it to Judas, the son
of Simon the Iscariot [Vulg.: ‘to Judas Iscariot, the son of Si-
mon],” says (Tract. lxii in Joan.): “Judas did not receiveChrist’s
body then, as some think who read carelessly.” erefore it
seems that Judas did not receive the body of Christ.

On the contrary, Chrysostom says (Hom. lxxxii in
Matth.): “Judas was not converted while partaking of the sa-
cred mysteries: hence on both sides his crime becomes the
more heinous, both because imbued with such a purpose he
approached the mysteries, and because he became none the
better for approaching, neither from fear, nor from the ben-
efit received, nor from the honor conferred on him.”

I answer that, Hilary, in commenting on Mat. 26:17, held
thatChrist did not giveHis body and blood to Judas. And this

would have been quite proper, if themalice of Judas be consid-
ered. But since Christ was to serve us as a pattern of justice, it
was not in keeping with His teaching authority to sever Judas,
a hidden sinner, from Communion with the others without
an accuser and evident proof. lest the Church’s prelates might
have an example for doing the like, and lest Judas himself being
exasperated might take occasion of sinning. erefore, it re-
mains to be said that Judas received our Lord’s body and blood
with the other disciples, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii), and
Augustine (Tract. lxii in Joan.).

Reply to Objection 1. is is Hilary’s argument, to show
that Judas did not receive Christ’s body. But it is not cogent;
because Christ is speaking to the disciples, from whose com-
pany Judas separated himself: and it was not Christ that ex-
cludedhim.ereforeChrist forHis part drinks thewine even
with Judas in the kingdom of God; but Judas himself repudi-
ated this banquet.

Reply toObjection2.ewickedness of Judaswas known
to Christ as God; but it was unknown to Him, aer the man-
ner in which men know it. Consequently, Christ did not repel
Judas fromCommunion; so as to furnish an example that such
secret sinners are not to be repelled by other priests.

Reply to Objection 3. Without any doubt Judas did not
receive Christ’s body in the dipped bread; he received mere
bread. Yet as Augustine observes (Tract. lxii in Joan.), “per-
chance the feigning of Judas is denoted by the dipping of the
bread; just as some things are dipped to be dyed. If, however,
the dipping signifies here anything good” (for instance, the
sweetness of theDivine goodness, since bread is renderedmore
savory by being dipped), “then, not undeservedly, did con-
demnation follow his ingratitude for that same good.” And
owing to that ingratitude, “what is good became evil to him,
as happens to them who receive Christ’s body unworthily.”

And as Augustine says (Tract. lxii in Joan.), “it must be un-
derstood that our Lord had already distributed the sacrament
of His body and blood to all His disciples, among whom was
Judas also, as Luke narrates: and aer that, we came to this,
where, according to the relation of John, our Lord, by dip-
ping and handing the morsel, does most openly declare His
betrayer.”

IIIa q. 81 a. 3Whether Christ received and gave to the disciples His impassible body?

Objection1. It seems thatChrist both received andgave to
the disciples His impassible body. Because on Mat. 17:2, “He
was transfigured before them,” the gloss says: “He gave to the
disciples at the supper that body which He had through na-
ture, but neither mortal nor passible.” And again, on Lev. 2:5,
“if thy oblation be from the frying-pan,” the gloss says: “e
Cross mightier than all things made Christ’s flesh fit for being
eaten, which before the Passion did not seem so suited.” But

Christ gave His body as suited for eating. erefore He gave it
just as it was aer the Passion, that is, impassible and immortal.

Objection 2. Further, every passible body suffers by con-
tact and by being eaten. Consequently, if Christ’s body was
passible, it would have suffered both from contact and from
being eaten by the disciples.

Objection 3. Further, the sacramental words now spoken
by the priest in the person of Christ are not more powerful
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thanwhen uttered byChristHimself. But now by virtue of the
sacramental words it is Christ’s impassible and immortal body
which is consecrated upon the altar. erefore, much more so
was it then.

On the contrary,As Innocent III says (De Sacr. Alt.Myst.
iv), “Hebestowedon the disciplesHis body such as itwas.” But
then He had a passible and a mortal body. erefore, He gave
a passible and mortal body to the disciples.

I answer that, Hugh of Saint Victor (Innocent III, De
Sacr. Alt.Myst. iv),maintained, that before the Passion,Christ
assumed at various times the four properties of a glorified body
—namely, subtlety inHis birth, whenHe came forth from the
closed womb of the Virgin; agility, when He walked dryshod
upon the sea; clarity, in the Transfiguration; and impassibility
at the Last Supper, when He gave His body to the disciples to
be eaten. And according to thisHe gaveHis body in an impas-
sible and immortal condition to His disciples.

But whatever may be the case touching the other qualities,
concerning which we have already stated what should be held
(q. 28, a. 2, ad 3; q. 45, a. 2), nevertheless the above opinion
regarding impassibility is inadmissible. For it is manifest that
the same body of Christ which was then seen by the disciples
in its own species, was received by them under the sacramen-
tal species. But as seen in its own species it was not impassi-
ble; nay more, it was ready for the Passion. erefore, neither
was Christ’s body impassible when given under the sacramen-
tal species.

Yet there was present in the sacrament, in an impassible
manner, that which was passible of itself; just as that was there
invisibly which of itself was visible. For as sight requires that
the body seen be in contact with the adjacent medium of
sight, so does passion require contact of the suffering body
with the active agents. But Christ’s body, according as it is un-
der the sacrament, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2; q. 76, a. 5), is
not comparedwith its surroundings through the intermediary
of its own dimensions, whereby bodies touch each other, but
through the dimensions of the bread and wine; consequently,
it is those species which are acted upon and are seen, but not
Christ’s own body.

Reply toObjection 1. Christ is said not to have given His
mortal and passible body at the supper, because He did not
give it in mortal and passible fashion. But the Cross made His
flesh adapted for eating, inasmuch as this sacrament represents
Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument would hold, if
Christ’s body, as it was passible, were also present in a passi-
ble manner in this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 3.As stated above (q. 76, a. 4), the ac-
cidents of Christ’s body are in this sacrament by real concomi-
tance, but not by the power of the sacrament, whereby the sub-
stance of Christ’s body comes to be there. And therefore the
power of the sacramental words extends to this, that the body,
i.e. Christ’s, is under this sacrament, whatever accidents really
exist in it.

IIIa q. 81 a. 4Whether, if this sacrament hadbeen reserved in a pyx, or consecrated at themoment ofChrist’s
death by one of the apostles, Christ Himself would have died there?

Objection 1. It seems that if this sacrament had been re-
served in a pyx at the moment of Christ’s death, or had then
been consecrated by one of the apostles, that Christ would not
have died there. For Christ’s death happened throughHis Pas-
sion. But even then He was in this sacrament in an impassible
manner. erefore, He could not die in this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, on the death of Christ, His blood
was separated from the body. But His flesh and blood are to-
gether in this sacrament. erefore He could not die in this
sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, death ensues from the separation of
the soul from the body. But both the body and the soul of
Christ are contained in this sacrament.ereforeChrist could
not die in this sacrament.

On the contrary, e same Christ Who was upon the
cross would have been in this sacrament. But He died upon
the cross. erefore, if this sacrament had been reserved, He
would have died therein.

I answer that,Christ’s body is substantially the same in this
sacrament, as in its proper species, but not aer the same fash-
ion; because in its proper species it comes in contact with sur-
roundingbodies by its owndimensions: but it does not do so as
it is in this sacrament, as stated above (a. 3). And therefore, all

that belongs toChrist, asHe is inHimself, can be attributed to
Him both in His proper species, and as He exists in the sacra-
ment; such as to live, to die, to grieve, to be animate or inani-
mate, and the like; while all that belongs to Him in relation to
outward bodies, can be attributed to Him as He exists in His
proper species, but not asHe is in this sacrament; such as to be
mocked, to be spat upon, to be crucified, to be scourged, and
the rest. Hence some have composed this verse:

“Our Lord can grieve beneath the sacramental veils But
cannot feel the piercing of the thorns and nails.”

Reply to Objection 1. As was stated above, suffering be-
longs to a body that suffers in respect of some extrinsic body.
And therefore Christ, as in this sacrament, cannot suffer; yet
He can die.

Reply to Objection 2. As was said above (q. 76, a. 2), in
virtue of the consecration, the body of Christ is under the
species of bread, while His blood is under the species of wine.
But now thatHis blood is not really separated fromHis body;
by real concomitance, bothHis blood is present with the body
under the species of the bread, and His body together with
the blood under the species of the wine. But at the time when
Christ suffered, whenHis bloodwas really separated fromHis
body, if this sacrament had been consecrated, then the body
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only would have been present under the species of the bread,
and the blood only under the species of the wine.

Reply to Objection 3. As was observed above (q. 76, a. 1,
ad 1), Christ’s soul is in this sacrament by real concomitance;
because it is not without the body: but it is not there in virtue

of the consecration. And therefore, if this sacrament had been
consecrated then, or reserved, when His soul was really sepa-
rated from His body, Christ’s soul would not have been under
this sacrament, not from any defect in the form of the words,
but owing to the different dispositions of the thing contained.
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T P, Q 82
Of the Minister of is Sacrament

(In Ten Articles)

We now proceed to consider the minister of this sacrament: under which head there are ten points for our inquiry:

(1) Whether it belongs to a priest alone to consecrate this sacrament?
(2) Whether several priests can at the same time consecrate the same host?
(3) Whether it belongs to the priest alone to dispense this sacrament?
(4) Whether it is lawful for the priest consecrating to refrain from communicating?
(5) Whether a priest in sin can perform this sacrament?
(6) Whether the Mass of a wicked priest is of less value than that of a good one?
(7) Whether those who are heretics, schismatics, or excommunicated, can perform this sacrament?
(8) Whether degraded priests can do so?
(9) Whether communicants receiving at their hands are guilty of sinning?

(10) Whether a priest may lawfully refrain altogether from celebrating?
*

IIIa q. 82 a. 1Whether the consecration of this sacrament belongs to a priest alone?

Objection 1. It seems that the consecration of this sacra-
ment does not belong exclusively to a priest. Because itwas said
above (q. 78, a. 4) that this sacrament is consecrated in virtue
of the words, which are the form of this sacrament. But those
words are not changed, whether spoken by a priest or by any-
one else. erefore, it seems that not only a priest, but anyone
else, can consecrate this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, the priest performs this sacrament
in the person of Christ. But a devout layman is united with
Christ through charity. erefore, it seems that even a layman
can perform this sacrament.HenceChrysostom (Opus imper-
fectum in Matth., Hom. xliii) says that “every holy man is a
priest.”

Objection 3. Further, as Baptism is ordained for the salva-
tion ofmankind, so also is this sacrament, as is clear fromwhat
was said above (q. 74, a. 1 ; q. 79, a. 2). But a layman can also
baptize, as was stated above (q. 67 , a. 3). Consequently, the
consecration of this sacrament is not proper to a priest.

Objection 4. Further, this sacrament is completed in the
consecration of the matter. But the consecration of other mat-
ters such as the chrism, the holy oil, and blessed oil, belongs
exclusively to a bishop; yet their consecration does not equal
the dignity of the consecration of the Eucharist, in which the
entire Christ is contained.erefore it belongs, not to a priest,
but only to a bishop, to perform this sacrament.

On the contrary, Isidore says in an Epistle to Ludifred
(Decretals, dist. 25): “It belongs to a priest to consecrate this
sacrament of the Lord’s body and blood upon God’s altar.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 78, Aa. 1,4), such is the
dignity of this sacrament that it is performed only as in the
person of Christ. Now whoever performs any act in another’s

stead, must do so by the power bestowed by such a one. But
as the power of receiving this sacrament is conceded by Christ
to the baptized person, so likewise the power of consecrating
this sacrament onChrist’s behalf is bestowedupon the priest at
his ordination: for thereby he is put upon a level with them to
whom the Lord said (Lk. 22:19): “Do this for a commemora-
tion ofMe.”erefore, it must be said that it belongs to priests
to accomplish this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. e sacramental power is in sev-
eral things, and not merely in one: thus the power of Baptism
lies both in the words and in the water. Accordingly the con-
secrating power is not merely in the words, but likewise in the
power delivered to the priest in his consecration and ordina-
tion, when the bishop says to him: “Receive the power of of-
fering up the Sacrifice in theChurch for the living as well as for
the dead.” For instrumental power lies in several instruments
through which the chief agent acts.

Reply to Objection 2. A devout layman is united with
Christ by spiritual union through faith and charity, but not by
sacramental power: consequently he has a spiritual priesthood
for offering spiritual sacrifices, of which it is said (Ps. 1:19):
“A sacrifice to God is an afflicted spirit”; and (Rom. 12:1):
“Present your bodies a living sacrifice.”Hence, too, it is written
(1 Pet. 2:5): “A holy priesthood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices.”

Reply to Objection 3. e receiving of this sacrament is
not of such necessity as the receiving of Baptism, as is evident
fromwhatwas said above (q. 65,Aa. 3,4; q. 80, a. 11, ad2).And
therefore, although a layman can baptize in case of necessity,
he cannot perform this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 4. e bishop receives power to act
on Christ’s behalf upon His mystical body, that is, upon the

* is is the order observed by St.omas in writing the Articles; but in writ-
ing this prologue, he placed Article 10 immediately aer Article 4 (Cf. Leo-
nine edition).

2403



Church; but the priest receives no such power in his consecra-
tion, although he may have it by commission from the bishop.
Consequently all such things as do not belong to the mystical
body are not reserved to the bishop, such as the consecration
of this sacrament. But it belongs to the bishop to deliver, not
only to the people, but likewise to priests, such things as serve
them in the fulfillment of their respective duties. And because

the blessing of the chrism, and of the holy oil, and of the oil of
the sick, and other consecrated things, such as altars, churches,
vestments, and sacred vessels, makes such things fit for use in
performing the sacraments which

belong to the priestly duty, therefore such consecrations
are reserved to the bishop as the head of the whole ecclesiasti-
cal order.

IIIa q. 82 a. 2Whether several priests can consecrate one and the same host?

Objection 1. It seems that several priests cannot conse-
crate one and the same host. For it was said above (q. 67, a. 6),
that several cannot at the same time baptize one individual.
But the power of a priest consecrating is not less than that of
a man baptizing. erefore, several priests cannot consecrate
one host at the same time.

Objection 2. Further, what can be done by one, is super-
fluously done by several. But there ought to be nothing super-
fluous in the sacraments. Since, then, one is sufficient for con-
secrating, it seems that several cannot consecrate one host.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (Tract. xxvi in
Joan.), this is “the sacrament of unity.” But multitude seems
to be opposed to unity. erefore it seems inconsistent with
the sacrament for several priests to consecrate the same host.

On the contrary, It is the custom of some Churches for
priests newly ordained to co-celebrate with the bishop ordain-
ing them.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), when a priest is or-
dained he is placed on a level with those who received con-
secrating power from our Lord at the Supper. And there-

fore, according to the custom of some Churches, as the apos-
tles supped when Christ supped, so the newly ordained co-
celebrate with the ordaining bishop. Nor is the consecration,
on that account, repeated over the same host, because as Inno-
cent III says (De Sacr. Alt.Myst. iv), the intention of all should
be directed to the same instant of the consecration.

Reply to Objection 1. We do not read of Christ baptiz-
ing with the apostles when He committed to them the duty of
baptizing; consequently there is no parallel.

Reply to Objection 2. If each individual priest were act-
ing in his own power, then other celebrants would be super-
fluous, since one would be sufficient. But whereas the priest
does not consecrate except as in Christ’s stead; and sincemany
are “one in Christ” (Gal. 3:28); consequently it does not mat-
ter whether this sacrament be consecrated by one or by many,
except that the rite of the Church must be observed.

Reply to Objection 3. e Eucharist is the sacrament of
ecclesiastical unity, which is brought about by many being
“one in Christ.”

IIIa q. 82 a. 3Whether dispensing of this sacrament belongs to a priest alone?

Objection1. It seems that the dispensing of this sacrament
does not belong to a priest alone. For Christ’s blood belongs
to this sacrament no less than His body. But Christ’s blood
is dispensed by deacons: hence the blessed Lawrence said to
the blessed Sixtus (Office of St. Lawrence, Resp. at Matins):
“Trywhether youhave chosen a fitminister, towhomyouhave
entrusted the dispensing of the Lord’s blood.” erefore, with
equal reason the dispensing of Christ’s body does not belong
to priests only.

Objection 2. Further, priests are the appointed ministers
of the sacraments. But this sacrament is completed in the con-
secration of the matter, and not in the use, to which the dis-
pensing belongs. erefore it seems that it does not belong to
a priest to dispense the Lord’s body.

Objection 3. Further, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii, iv)
that this sacrament, like chrism, has the power of perfecting.
But it belongs, not to priests, but to bishops, to sign with the
chrism. erefore likewise, to dispense this sacrament belongs
to the bishop and not to the priest.

On the contrary, It is written (De Consecr., dist. 12): “It

has come to our knowledge that some priests deliver the Lord’s
body to a layman or to a woman to carry it to the sick: e
synod therefore forbids such presumption to continue; and let
the priest himself communicate the sick.”

I answer that, e dispensing of Christ’s body belongs to
the priest for three reasons. First, because, as was said above
(a. 1), he consecrates as in the person of Christ. But as Christ
consecrated His body at the supper, so also He gave it to oth-
ers to be partaken of by them. Accordingly, as the consecra-
tion of Christ’s body belongs to the priest, so likewise does
the dispensing belong to him. Secondly, because the priest
is the appointed intermediary between God and the people;
hence as it belongs to him to offer the people’s gis to God,
so it belongs to him to deliver consecrated gis to the peo-
ple. irdly, because out of reverence towards this sacrament,
nothing touches it, butwhat is consecrated; hence the corporal
and the chalice are consecrated, and likewise the priest’s hands,
for touching this sacrament. Hence it is not lawful for anyone
else to touch it except from necessity, for instance, if it were to
fall upon the ground, or else in some other case of urgency.
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Reply to Objection 1. e deacon, as being nigh to the
priestly order, has a certain share in the latter’s duties, so that
he may dispense the blood; but not the body, except in case of
necessity, at the bidding of a bishop or of a priest. First of all,
because Christ’s blood is contained in a vessel, hence there is
no need for it to be touched by the dispenser, as Christ’s body
is touched. Secondly, because the blood denotes the redemp-
tion derived by the people from Christ; hence it is that water
is mixed with the blood, which water denotes the people. And
because deacons are between priest and people, the dispensing
of the blood is in the competency of deacons, rather than the

dispensing of the body.
Reply to Objection 2. For the reason given above, it be-

longs to the same person to dispense and to consecrate this
sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. As the deacon, in a measure, shares
in the priest’s “power of enlightening” (Eccl. Hier. v), inas-
much as he dispenses the blood. so the priest shares in the “per-
fective dispensing” (Eccl. Hier. v) of the bishop, inasmuch as
he dispenses this sacrament whereby man is perfected in him-
self by unionwithChrist. But other perfectionswhereby aman
is perfected in relation to others, are reserved to the bishop.

IIIa q. 82 a. 4Whether the priest who consecrates is bound to receive this sacrament?

Objection1. It seems that thepriestwho consecrates is not
bound to receive this sacrament. Because, in the other conse-
crations, he who consecrates the matter does not use it, just as
the bishop consecrating the chrism is not anointed therewith.
But this sacrament consists in the consecration of the matter.
erefore, the priest performing this sacrament need not use
the same, but may lawfully refrain from receiving it.

Objection 2. Further, in the other sacraments theminister
does not give the sacrament to himself: for no one can baptize
himself, as stated above (q. 66, a. 5, ad 4). But as Baptism is
dispensed in due order, so also is this sacrament. erefore the
priest who consecrates this sacrament ought not to receive it
at his own hands.

Objection 3. Further, it sometimes happens that Christ’s
body appears upon the altar under the guise of flesh, and the
blood under the guise of blood; which are unsuited for food
and drink: hence, as was said above (q. 75, a. 5), it is on that ac-
count that they are given under another species, lest they beget
revulsion in the communicants. erefore the priest who con-
secrates is not always bound to receive this sacrament.

On the contrary, We read in the acts of the (Twelh)
Council of Toledo (Can. v), and again (De Consecr., dist. 2):
“Itmust be strictly observed that as oen as the priest sacrifices
the body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ upon the altar, he
must himself be a partaker of Christ’s body and blood.”

I answer that, As stated above (q. 79, Aa. 5,7), the Eu-
charist is not only a sacrament, but also a sacrifice. Now who-
ever offers sacrifice must be a sharer in the sacrifice, because
the outward sacrifice he offers is a sign of the inner sacrifice
whereby he offers himself to God, as Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei x). Hence by partaking of the sacrifice he shows that the
inner one is likewise his. In the sameway also, by dispensing the
sacrifice to the people he shows that he is the dispenser of Di-

vine gis, of which he ought himself to be the first to partake,
as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii). Consequently, he ought to
receive before dispensing it to the people. Accordingly we read
in the chapter mentioned above (Twelh Council of Toledo,
Can. v): “What kind of sacrifice is that wherein not even the
sacrificer is known to have a share?” But it is by partaking of
the sacrifice that he has a share in it, as the Apostle says (1 Cor.
10:18): “Are not they that eat of the sacrifices, partakers of the
altar?” erefore it is necessary for the priest, as oen as he
consecrates, to receive this sacrament in its integrity.

Reply to Objection 1. e consecration of chrism or of
anything else is not a sacrifice, as the consecration of the Eu-
charist is: consequently there is no parallel.

Reply toObjection2.esacrament ofBaptism is accom-
plished in the use of the matter, and consequently no one can
baptize himself, because the same person cannot be active and
passive in a sacrament. Hence neither in this sacrament does
the priest consecrate himself, but he consecrates the bread and
wine, in which consecration the sacrament is completed. But
the use thereof follows the sacrament, and therefore there is no
parallel.

Reply to Objection 3. If Christ’s body appears miracu-
lously upon the altar under the guise of flesh, or the blood un-
der the guise of blood, it is not to be received. For Jerome says
upon Leviticus (cf. De Consecr., dist. 2): “It is lawful to eat
of this sacrifice which is wonderfully performed in memory of
Christ: but it is not lawful for anyone to eat of that one which
Christ offered on the altar of the cross.” Nor does the priest
transgress on that account, because miraculous events are not
subject to human laws. Nevertheless the priest would be well
advised to consecrate again and receive the Lord’s body and
blood.
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IIIa q. 82 a. 5Whether a wicked priest can consecrate the Eucharist?

Objection 1. It seems that a wicked priest cannot conse-
crate the Eucharist. For Jerome, commenting on Sophon. iii,
4, says: “e priests who perform the Eucharist, and who dis-
tribute our Lord’s blood to the people, act wickedly against
Christ’s law, in deeming that the Eucharist is consecrated by
a prayer rather than by a good life; and that only the solemn
prayer is requisite, and not the priest’s merits: of whom it is
said: ‘Let not the priest, in whatever defilement he may be,
approach to offer oblations to the Lord’ ” (Lev. 21:21, Sep-
tuagint). But the sinful priest, being defiled, has neither the
life nor the merits befitting this sacrament. erefore a sinful
priest cannot consecrate the Eucharist.

Objection 2. Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv)
that “the bread and wine are changed supernaturally into the
body andbloodof ourLord, by the comingof theHolyGhost.”
But Pope Gelasius I says (Ep. ad Elphid., cf. Decret. i, q. 1):
“How shall the Holy Spirit, when invoked, come for the con-
secration of the Divine Mystery, if the priest invoking him be
proved full of guilty deeds?” Consequently, the Eucharist can-
not be consecrated by a wicked priest.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is consecrated by the
priest’s blessing. But a sinful priest’s blessing is not efficacious
for consecrating this sacrament, since it is written (Malachi
2:2): “I will curse your blessings.” Again, Dionysius says in his
Epistle (viii) to the monk Demophilus: “He who is not en-
lightened has completely fallen away from the priestly order;
and I wonder that such a man dare to employ his hands in
priestly actions, and in the person of Christ to utter, over the
Divine symbols, his unclean infamies, for I will not call them
prayers.”

On the contrary, Augustine (Paschasius) says (De Corp.
Dom. xii): “Within the Catholic Church, in the mystery of
the Lord’s body and blood, nothing greater is done by a good
priest, nothing less by an evil priest, because it is not by themer-
its of the consecrator that the sacrament is accomplished, but
by the Creator’s word, and by the power of the Holy Spirit.”

I answer that,Aswas said above (Aa. 1,3), the priest conse-
crates this sacrament not by his own power, but as theminister
of Christ, in Whose person he consecrates this sacrament. But
from the fact of being wicked he does not cease to be Christ’s

minister; because our Lord has good and wicked ministers or
servants. Hence (Mat. 24:45) our Lord says: “Who, thinkest
thou, is a faithful and wise servant?” and aerwards He adds:
“But if that evil servant shall say in his heart,” etc. And the
Apostle (1 Cor. 4:1) says: “Let a man so account of us as of the
ministers of Christ”; and aerwards he adds: “I am not con-
scious tomyself of anything; yet am I not hereby justified.” He
was therefore certain that he was Christ’s minister; yet he was
not certain that he was a justman. Consequently, aman can be
Christ’s minister even though he be not one of the just. And
this belongs to Christ’s excellence, Whom, as the true God,
things both good and evil serve, since they are ordained byHis
providence for His glory. Hence it is evident that priests, even
though they be not godly, but sinners, can consecrate the Eu-
charist.

Reply toObjection 1. In those words Jerome is condemn-
ing the error of priests who believed they could consecrate the
Eucharist worthily, from the mere fact of being priests, even
though they were sinners; and Jerome condemns this from the
fact that persons defiled are forbidden to approach the altar;
but this does not prevent the sacrifice, which they offer, from
being a true sacrifice, if they do approach.

Reply toObjection 2.Previous to thewords quoted, Pope
Gelasius expresses himself as follows: “at most holy rite,
which contains the Catholic discipline, claims for itself such
reverence that no one may dare to approach it except with
clean conscience.” From this it is evident that his meaning is
that the priest who is a sinner ought not to approach this sacra-
ment. Hence when he resumes, “How shall the Holy Spirit
comewhen summoned,” itmust be understood thatHe comes,
not through the priest’s merits, but through the power of
Christ, Whose words the priest utters.

Reply toObjection 3.As the same action can be evil, inas-
much as it is done with a bad intention of the servant; and
good from the good intention of the master; so the blessing
of a sinful priest, inasmuch as he acts unworthily is deserving
of a curse, and is reputed an infamy and a blasphemy, and not
a prayer; whereas, inasmuch as it is pronounced in the person
of Christ, it is holy and efficacious. Hence it is said with signif-
icance: “I will curse your blessings.”

IIIa q. 82 a. 6Whether the mass of a sinful priest is of less worth than the mass of a good priest?

Objection 1. It seems that the mass of a sinful priest is not
of less worth than that of a good priest. For Pope Gregory says
in the Register: “Alas, into what a great snare they fall who be-
lieve that the Divine and hidden mysteries can be sanctified
more by some than by others; since it is the one and the same
Holy Ghost Who hallows those mysteries in a hidden and in-
visible manner.” But these hidden mysteries are celebrated in
themass.erefore themass of a sinful priest is not of less value

than the mass of a good priest.
Objection 2. Further, as Baptism is conferred by a minis-

ter through the power of ChristWho baptizes, so likewise this
sacrament is consecrated in the person of Christ. But Baptism
is no better when conferred by a better priest, as was said above
(q. 64, a. 1, ad 2). erefore neither is a mass the better, which
is celebrated by a better priest.

Objection 3. Further, as the merits of priests differ in the
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point of being good and better, so they likewise differ in the
point of being good and bad. Consequently, if the mass of a
better priest be itself better, it follows that the mass of a bad
priest must be bad. Now this is unreasonable, because themal-
ice of the ministers cannot affect Christ’s mysteries, as Augus-
tine says in his work on Baptism (Contra Donat. xii). ere-
fore neither is the mass of a better priest the better.

On the contrary, It is stated in Decretal i, q. 1: “e wor-
thier the priest, the sooner is he heard in the needs for which
he prays.”

I answer that,ere are two things to be considered in the
mass. namely, the sacrament itself, which is the chief thing; and
the prayers which are offered up in the mass for the quick and
the dead. So far as the mass itself is concerned, the mass of a
wicked priest is not of less value than that of a good priest, be-
cause the same sacrifice is offered by both.

Again, the prayer put up in the mass can be considered in
two respects: first of all, in so far as it has its efficacy from the
devotion of the priest interceding, and in this respect there is
nodoubt but that themass of the better priest is themore fruit-
ful. In another respect, inasmuch as the prayer is said by the
priest in the mass in the place of the entire Church, of which

the priest is the minister; and this ministry remains even in
sinful men, as was said above (a. 5) in regard to Christ’s min-
istry. Hence, in this respect the prayer even of the sinful priest
is fruitful, not only that which he utters in the mass, but like-
wise all those he recites in the ecclesiastical offices, wherein he
takes the place of the Church. on the other hand, his private
prayers are not fruitful, according to Prov. 28:9: “He that tur-
neth away his ears from hearing the law, his prayer shall be an
abomination.”

Reply toObjection1.Gregory is speaking there of the ho-
liness of the Divine sacrament.

Reply toObjection2. In the sacrament ofBaptism solemn
prayers are not made for all the faithful, as in the mass; there-
fore there is no parallel in this respect. ere is, however, a re-
semblance as to the effect of the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. By reason of the power of the
Holy Ghost, Who communicates to each one the blessings of
Christ’s members on account of their being united in charity,
the private blessing in the mass of a good priest is fruitful to
others. But the private evil of oneman cannot hurt another, ex-
cept the latter, in someway, consent, asAugustine says (Contra
Parmen. ii).

IIIa q. 82 a. 7Whether heretics, schismatics, and excommunicated persons can consecrate?

Objection 1. It seems that heretics, schismatics, and ex-
communicated persons are not able to consecrate the Eu-
charist. For Augustine says (Liber sentent. Prosperi xv) that
“there is no such thing as a true sacrifice outside the Catholic
Church”: and Pope Leo I says (Ep. lxxx; cf. Decretal i, q.
1): Elsewhere ”(i.e. than in the Church which is Christ’s
body) there is neither valid priesthood nor true sacrifice.” But
heretics, schismatics, and excommunicated persons are severed
from the Church.erefore they are unable to offer a true sac-
rifice.

Objection 2. Further (Decretal, caus. i, q. 1), Innocent I
is quoted as saying: “Because we receive the laity of the Arians
and other pestilential persons, if they seem to repent, it does
not follow that their clergy have the dignity of the priesthood
or of any other ministerial office, for we allow them to confer
nothing save Baptism.” But none can consecrate the Eucharist,
unless he have the dignity of the priesthood.erefore heretics
and the like cannot consecrate the Eucharist.

Objection3.Further, it does not seem feasible for one out-
side the Church to act on behalf of the Church. But when the
priest consecrates the Eucharist, he does so in the person of
the entire Church, as is evident from the fact of his putting
up all prayers in the person of the Church. erefore, it seems
that those who are outside the Church, such as those who are
heretics, schismatics, and excommunicate, are not able to con-
secrate the Eucharist.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Parmen. ii):
“Just as Baptism remains in them,” i.e. in heretics, schismatics,

and those who are excommunicate, “so do their orders remain
intact.” Now, by the power of his ordination, a priest can con-
secrate the Eucharist. erefore, it seems that heretics, schis-
matics, and those who are excommunicate, can consecrate the
Eucharist, since their orders remain entire.

I answer that, Some have contended that heretics, schis-
matics, and the excommunicate, who are outside the pale of
the Church, cannot perform this sacrament. But herein they
are deceived, because, as Augustine says (Contra Parmen. ii),
“it is one thing to lack something utterly, and another to have it
improperly”; and in like fashion, “it is one thing not to bestow,
and quite another to bestow, but not rightly.” Accordingly,
such as, being within the Church, received the power of con-
secrating the Eucharist through being ordained to the priest-
hood, have such power rightly indeed; but they use it improp-
erly if aerwards they be separated from theChurch by heresy,
schism, or excommunication. But such as are ordained while
separated from the Church, have neither the power rightly,
nor do they use it rightly. But that in both cases they have the
power, is clear from what Augustine says (Contra Parmen. ii),
that when they return to the unity of the Church, they are
not re-ordained, but are received in their orders. And since
the consecration of the Eucharist is an act which follows the
power of order, such persons as are separated from theChurch
by heresy, schism, or excommunication, can indeed consecrate
the Eucharist, which on being consecrated by them contains
Christ’s true body and blood; but they act wrongly, and sin by
doing so; and in consequence they do not receive the fruit of
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the sacrifice, which is a spiritual sacrifice.
Reply to Objection 1. Such and similar authorities are to

be understood in this sense, that the sacrifice is offeredwrongly
outside the Church. Hence outside the Church there can be
no spiritual sacrifice that is a true sacrifice with the truth of
its fruit, although it be a true sacrifice with the truth of the
sacrament; thus it was stated above (q. 80, a. 3), that the sinner
receives Christ’s body sacramentally, but not spiritually.

Reply toObjection 2.Baptism alone is allowed to be con-
ferred by heretics, and schismatics, because they can lawfully

baptize in case of necessity; but in no case can they lawfully
consecrate the Eucharist, or confer the other sacraments.

Reply to Objection 3. e priest, in reciting the prayers
of the mass, speaks instead of the Church, in whose unity he
remains; but in consecrating the sacrament he speaks as in the
person of Christ, Whose place he holds by the power of his
orders. Consequently, if a priest severed from the unity of the
Church celebrates mass, not having lost the power of order, he
consecratesChrist’s true body andblood; but because he is sev-
ered from the unity of theChurch, his prayers have no efficacy.

IIIa q. 82 a. 8Whether a degraded priest can consecrate this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that a degraded priest cannot con-
secrate this sacrament. For no one can perform this sacrament
except he have the power of consecrating. But the priest “who
has been degraded has no power of consecrating, although he
has thepowerof baptizing” (App.Gratiani).erefore it seems
that a degraded priest cannot consecrate the Eucharist.

Objection 2. Further, he who gives can take away. But the
bishop in ordaining gives to the priest the power of consecrat-
ing. erefore he can take it away by degrading him.

Objection 3. Further, the priest, by degradation, loses ei-
ther thepowerof consecrating, or theuse of suchpower.Buthe
does not lose merely the use, for thus the degraded one would
lose no more than one excommunicated, who also lacks the
use. erefore it seems that he loses the power to consecrate,
and in consequence that he cannot perform this sacrament.

On the contrary, Augustine (Contra Parmen. ii) proves
that “apostates” from the faith “are not deprived of their Bap-
tism,” from the fact that “it is not restored to them when they
return repentant; and therefore it is deemed that it cannot be
lost.” But in like fashion, if the degraded man be restored, he
has not to be ordained over again. Consequently, he has not
lost the power of consecrating, and so the degraded priest can
perform this sacrament.

I answer that,epower of consecrating the Eucharist be-
longs to the character of the priestly order. But every character

is indelible, because it is given with a kind of consecration, as
was said above (q. 63 , a. 5), just as the consecrations of all other
things are perpetual, and cannot be lost or repeated. Hence it
is clear that the power of consecrating is not lost by degrada-
tion. For, again, Augustine says (Contra Parmen. ii): “Both are
sacraments,” namely Baptism and order, “and both are given to
amanwith a kind of consecration; the former, when he is bap-
tized; the latter when he is ordained; and therefore it is not
lawful for Catholics to repeat either of them.” And thus it is
evident that the degraded priest can perform this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. at Canon is speaking, not as by
way of assertion, but by way of inquiry, as can be gleaned from
the context.

Reply toObjection 2.ebishop gives the priestly power
of order, not as though coming from himself, but instrumen-
tally, as God’s minister, and its effect cannot be taken away
by man, according to Mat. 19:6: “What God hath joined to-
gether, let noman put asunder.” And therefore the bishop can-
not take this power away, just as neither can he who baptizes
take away the baptismal character.

Reply to Objection 3. Excommunication is medicinal.
And therefore the ministry of the priestly power is not taken
away from the excommunicate, as it were, perpetually, but only
for a time, that they may mend; but the exercise is withdrawn
from the degraded, as though condemned perpetually.

IIIa q. 82 a. 9Whether it is permissible to receive communion from heretical, excommunicate, or sinful
priests, and to hear mass said by them?

Objection 1. It seems that one may lawfully receive Com-
munion from heretical, excommunicate, or even sinful priests,
and to hear mass said by them. Because, as Augustine says
(Contra Petilian. iii), “we should not avoid God’s sacraments,
whether they be given by a good man or by a wicked one.” But
priests, even if they be sinful, or heretics, or excommunicate,
perform a valid sacrament. erefore it seems that one ought
not to refrain from receiving Communion at their hands, or
from hearing their mass.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s true body is figurative of
His mystical body, as was said above (q. 67, a. 2). But Christ’s

true body is consecrated by the priests mentioned above.
erefore it seems that whoever belongs to His mystical body
can communicate in their sacrifices.

Objection 3. Further, there are many sins graver than for-
nication. But it is not forbidden to hear the masses of priests
who sin otherwise. erefore, it ought not to be forbidden to
hear the masses of priests guilty of this sin.

On the contrary, e Canon says (Dist. 32): “Let no one
hear the mass of a priest whom he knows without doubt to
have a concubine.”Moreover, Gregory says (Dial. iii) that “the
faithless father sent an Arian bishop to his son, for him to re-
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ceive sacrilegiously the consecrated Communion at his hands.
But, when the Arian bishop arrived, God’s devoted servant re-
buked him, as was right for him to do.”

I answer that,As was said above (Aa. 5,7), heretical, schis-
matical, excommunicate, or even sinful priests, although they
have the power to consecrate the Eucharist, yet they do not
make a proper use of it; on the contrary, they sin by using it.
But whoever communicates with another who is in sin, be-
comes a sharer in his sin. Hence we read in John’s Second
Canonical Epistle (11) that “He that saith unto him, God
speed you, communicateth with his wicked works.” Conse-
quently, it is not lawful to receive Communion from them, or
to assist at their mass.

Still there is a difference among the above, because heretics,
schismatics, and excommunicates, have been forbidden, by the
Church’s sentence, to perform the Eucharistic rite. And there-
fore whoever hears their mass or receives the sacraments from
them, commits sin. But not all who are sinners are debarred
by the Church’s sentence from using this power: and so, al-
though suspended by the Divine sentence, yet they are not
suspended in regard to others by any ecclesiastical sentence:
consequently, until the Church’s sentence is pronounced, it is
lawful to receive Communion at their hands, and to hear their
mass.Hence on1Cor. 5:11, “with such a onenot somuch as to
eat,” Augustine’s gloss runs thus: “In saying this he was unwill-

ing for a man to be judged by his fellow man on arbitrary sus-
picion, or even by usurped extraordinary judgment, but rather
by God’s law, according to the Church’s ordering, whether he
confess of his own accord, or whether he be accused and con-
victed.”

Reply to Objection 1. By refusing to hear the masses of
such priests, or to receive Communion from them, we are
not shunning God’s sacraments; on the contrary, by so doing
we are giving them honor (hence a host consecrated by such
priests is to be adored, and if it be reserved, it can be consumed
by a lawful priest): but what we shun is the sin of the unworthy
ministers.

Reply toObjection2.eunity of themystical body is the
fruit of the true body received. But thosewho receive orminis-
ter unworthily, are deprived of the fruit, as was said above (a. 7;
q. 80, a. 4). And therefore, thosewhobelong to the unity of the
Faith are not to receive the sacrament from their dispensing.

Reply to Objection 3. Although fornication is not graver
than other sins, yet men are more prone to it, owing to fleshly
concupiscence. Consequently, this sin is specially inhibited to
priests by theChurch, lest anyonehear themass of one living in
concubinage. However, this is to be understood of one who is
notorious, either frombeing convicted and sentenced, or from
having acknowledged his guilt in legal form, or from it being
impossible to conceal his guilt by any subterfuge.

IIIa q. 82 a. 10Whether it is lawful for a priest to refrain entirely from consecrating the Eucharist?

Objection 1. It seems to be lawful for a priest to refrain
entirely from consecrating the Eucharist. Because, as it is the
priest’s office to consecrate the Eucharist, so it is likewise to
baptize and administer the other sacraments. But the priest is
not bound to act as a minister of the other sacraments, unless
he has undertaken the care of souls. erefore, it seems that
likewise he is not bound to consecrate the Eucharist except he
be charged with the care of souls.

Objection 2. Further, no one is bound to do what is un-
lawful for him to do; otherwise hewould be in twominds. But
it is not lawful for the priest who is in a state of sin, or excom-
municate, to consecrate the Eucharist, as was said above (a. 7).
erefore it seems that such men are not bound to celebrate,
and so neither are the others; otherwise they would be gainers
by their fault.

Objection 3. Further, the priestly dignity is not lost by
subsequent weakness: because Pope Gelasius I says (cf. Decre-
tal, Dist. 55): “As the canonical precepts do not permit them
whoare feeble inbody to approach thepriesthood, so if anyone
be disabled when once in that state, he cannot lose that he re-
ceived at the time he was well.” But it sometimes happens that
thosewho are alreadyordained as priests incur defectswhereby
they are hindered from celebrating, such as leprosy or epilepsy,
or the like. Consequently, it does not appear that priests are
bound to celebrate.

On the contrary, Ambrose says in one of his Orations
(xxxiii): “It is a grave matter if we do not approach y altar
with clean heart and pure hands; but it is graver still if while
shunning sins we also fail to offer our sacrifice.”

I answer that, Some have said that a priestmay lawfully re-
frain altogether from consecrating, except he be bound to do
so, and to give the sacraments to the people, by reason of his
being entrusted with the care of souls.

But this is said quite unreasonably, because everyone is
bound to use the grace entrusted to him, when opportunity
serves, according to 2 Cor. 6:1: “We exhort you that you re-
ceive not the grace of God in vain.” But the opportunity of of-
fering sacrifice is considered notmerely in relation to the faith-
ful of Christ to whom the sacraments must be administered,
but chiefly with regard to God to Whom the sacrifice of this
sacrament is offered by consecrating. Hence, it is not lawful
for the priest, even though he has not the care of souls, to re-
frain altogether from celebrating; and he seems to be bound
to celebrate at least on the chief festivals, and especially on
those days on which the faithful usually communicate. And
hence it is that (2 Macc. 4:14) it is said against some priests
that they “were not now occupied about the offices of the al-
tar…despising the temple and neglecting the sacrifices.”

Reply to Objection 1. e other sacraments are accom-
plished in being used by the faithful, and therefore he alone
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is bound to administer them who has undertaken the care of
souls. But this sacrament is performed in the consecration of
the Eucharist, whereby a sacrifice is offered to God, to which
the priest is bound from the order he has received.

Reply toObjection 2. e sinful priest, if deprived by the
Church’s sentence from exercising his order, simply or for a
time, is rendered incapable of offering sacrifice; consequently,
the obligation lapses. But if not deprived of the power of cele-
brating, the obligation is not removed; nor is he in twominds,
because he can repent of his sin and then celebrate.

Reply toObjection 3.Weakness or sickness contracted by

a priest aer his ordination does not deprive him of his orders;
but hinders him from exercising them, as to the consecration
of the Eucharist: sometimes by making it impossible to exer-
cise them, as, for example, if he lose his sight, or his fingers, or
the use of speech; and sometimes on account of danger, as in
the case of one suffering from epilepsy, or indeed any disease
of the mind; and sometimes, on account of loathsomeness, as
is evident in the case of a leper, who ought not to celebrate in
public: he can, however, say mass privately, unless the leprosy
has gone so far that it has rendered him incapable owing to the
wasting away of his limbs.
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T P, Q 83
Of the Rite of is Sacrament

(In Six Articles)

We have now to consider the Rite of this sacrament, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ is sacrificed in the celebration of this mystery?
(2) Of the time of celebrating;
(3) Of the place and other matters relating to the equipment for this celebration;
(4) Of the words uttered in celebrating this mystery;
(5) Of the actions performed in celebrating this mystery.
(6) Of the defects which occur in the celebration of this sacrament.

IIIa q. 83 a. 1Whether Christ is sacrificed in this sacrament?

Objection 1. It seems that Christ is not sacrificed in the
celebration of this sacrament. For it is written (Heb. 10:14)
that “Christ by one oblation hath perfected for ever them that
are sanctified.” But that oblation was His oblation. erefore
Christ is not sacrificed in the celebration of this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s sacrifice wasmade upon the
cross, whereon “He deliveredHimself for us, an oblation and a
sacrifice toGod for an odor of sweetness,” as is said in Eph. 5:2.
But Christ is not crucified in the celebration of this mystery.
erefore, neither is He sacrificed.

Objection 3. Further, as Augustine says (De Trin. iv), in
Christ’s sacrifice the priest and the victim are one and the same.
But in the celebration of this sacrament the priest and the vic-
tim are not the same. erefore, the celebration of this sacra-
ment is not a sacrifice of Christ.

On the contrary, Augustine says in the Liber Sentent.
Prosp. (cf. Ep. xcviii): “Christ was sacrificed once in Himself,
and yet He is sacrificed daily in the Sacrament.”

I answer that, e celebration of this sacrament is called a
sacrifice for two reasons. First, because, as Augustine says (Ad
Simplician. ii), “the images of things are called by the names of
the things whereof they are the images; as when we look upon
a picture or a fresco, we say, ‘is is Cicero and that is Sallust.’ ”
But, as was said above (q. 79, a. 1), the celebration of this sacra-
ment is an image representing Christ’s Passion, which is His
true sacrifice. Accordingly the celebration of this sacrament is
calledChrist’s sacrifice.Hence it is thatAmbrose, in comment-
ing on Heb. 10:1, says: “In Christ was offered up a sacrifice ca-
pable of giving eternal salvation; what then do we do? Do we

not offer it up every day in memory of His death?” Secondly
it is called a sacrifice, in respect of the effect of His Passion:
because, to wit, by this sacrament, we are made partakers of
the fruit of our Lord’s Passion. Hence in one of the Sunday Se-
crets (Ninth Sunday aer Pentecost) we say: “Whenever the
commemoration of this sacrifice is celebrated, the work of our
redemption is enacted.” Consequently, according to the first
reason, it is true to say that Christ was sacrificed, even in the
figures of the Old Testament: hence it is stated in the Apoc-
alypse (13:8): “Whose names are not written in the Book of
Life of the Lamb, which was slain from the beginning of the
world.” But according to the second reason, it is proper to this
sacrament for Christ to be sacrificed in its celebration.

Reply to Objection 1. As Ambrose says (commenting on
Heb. 10:1), “there is but one victim,” namely thatwhichChrist
offered, and which we offer, “and not many victims, because
Christ was offered but once: and this latter sacrifice is the pat-
tern of the former. For, just as what is offered everywhere is
one body, and not many bodies, so also is it but one sacrifice.”

Reply toObjection2.As the celebration of this sacrament
is an image representing Christ’s Passion, so the altar is repre-
sentative of the cross itself, upon which Christ was sacrificed
in His proper species.

Reply to Objection 3. For the same reason (cf. Reply
obj. 2) the priest also bears Christ’s image, in Whose person
and by Whose power he pronounces the words of consecra-
tion, as is evident from what was said above (q. 82, Aa. 1,3).
And so, in a measure, the priest and victim are one and the
same.

IIIa q. 83 a. 2Whether the time for celebrating this mystery has been properly determined?

Objection 1. It seems that the time for celebrating this
mystery has not been properly determined. For as was ob-
served above (a. 1), this sacrament is representative of our
Lord’s Passion. But the commemoration of our Lord’s Passion
takes place in the Church once in the year: because Augus-
tine says (Enarr. ii in Ps. 21): “Is not Christ slain as oen as

the Pasch is celebrated? Nevertheless, the anniversary remem-
brance represents what took place in by-gone days; and so it
does not cause us to be stirred as if we saw our Lord hang-
ing upon the cross.” erefore this sacrament ought to be cel-
ebrated but once a year.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s Passion is commemorated
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in the Church on the Friday before Easter, and not on Christ-
mas Day. Consequently, since this sacrament is commemora-
tive of our Lord’s Passion, it seems unsuitable for this sacra-
ment to be celebrated thrice on Christmas Day, and to be en-
tirely omitted on Good Friday.

Objection 3. Further, in the celebration of this sacrament
the Church ought to imitate Christ’s institution. But it was in
the evening that Christ consecrated this sacrament. erefore
it seems that this sacrament ought to be celebrated at that time
of day.

Objection 4. Further, as is set down in the Decretals (De
Consecr., dist. i), Pope Leo I wrote to Dioscorus, Bishop of
Alexandria, that “it is permissible to celebrate mass in the first
part of the day.” But the day begins at midnight, as was said
above (q. 80, a. 8, ad 5). erefore it seems that aer midnight
it is lawful to celebrate.

Objection 5. Further, in one of the Sunday Secrets (Ninth
Sunday aer Pentecost) we say: “Grant us, Lord, we beseech
ee, to frequent thesemysteries.” But therewill be greater fre-
quency if the priest celebrates several times a day. erefore it
seems that the priest ought not to be hindered from celebrat-
ing several times daily.

On the contrary is the custom which the Church observes
according to the statutes of the Canons.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), in the celebration of
this mystery, we must take into consideration the representa-
tion of our Lord’s Passion, and the participation of its fruits;
and the time suitable for the celebration of this mystery ought
to be determined by each of these considerations. Now since,
owing to our daily defects, we stand in daily need of the fruits
of our Lord’s Passion, this sacrament is offered regularly every
day in the Church. Hence our Lord teaches us to pray (Lk.
11:3): “Give us this day our daily bread”: in explanation of
which words Augustine says (De Verb. Dom. xxviii): “If it be a
daily bread, why do you take it once a year, as the Greeks have
the custom in the east? Receive it daily that it may benefit you
every day.”

But since our Lord’s Passion was celebrated from the third
to the ninth hour, therefore this sacrament is solemnly cele-
brated by the Church in that part of the day.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s Passion is recalled in this
sacrament, inasmuch as its effect flows out to the faithful; but
at Passion-tide Christ’s Passion is recalled inasmuch as it was
wrought in Him Who is our Head. is took place but once;
whereas the faithful receive daily the fruits ofHis Passion: con-
sequently, the former is commemorated but once in the year,
whereas the latter takes place every day, both that we may par-
take of its fruit and in order that we may have a perpetual
memorial.

Reply to Objection 2. e figure ceases on the advent of
the reality. But this sacrament is a figure and a representation
of our Lord’s Passion, as stated above. And therefore on the
day on which our Lord’s Passion is recalled as it was really ac-
complished, this sacrament is not consecrated. Nevertheless,

lest the Church be deprived on that day of the fruit of the Pas-
sion offered to us by this sacrament, the body of Christ conse-
crated the day before is reserved to be consumed on that day;
but the blood is not reserved, on account of danger, and be-
cause the blood is more specially the image of our Lord’s Pas-
sion, as stated above (q. 78, a. 3, ad 2). Nor is it true, as some
affirm, that thewine is changed into bloodwhen the particle of
Christ’s body is dropped into it. Because this cannot be done
otherwise than by consecration under the due form of words.

On Christmas Day, however, several masses are said on ac-
count of Christ’s threefold nativity. Of these the first is His
eternal birth, which is hidden in our regard. and therefore one
mass is sung in the night, in the “Introit” of whichwe say: “e
Lord said unto Me: ou art My Son, this day have I begot-
ten ee.” e second is His nativity in time, and the spiri-
tual birth, whereby Christ rises “as the day-star in our [Vulg.:
‘your’] hearts” (2 Pet. 1:19), and on this account the mass is
sung at dawn, and in the “Introit” we say: “e light will shine
on us today.” e third is Christ’s temporal and bodily birth,
according asHewent forth from the virginal womb, becoming
visible to us through being clothed with flesh: and on that ac-
count the third mass is sung in broad daylight, in the “Introit”
of which we say: “A child is born to us.” Nevertheless, on the
other hand, it can be said that His eternal generation, of itself,
is in the full light, and on this account in the gospel of the third
mass mention is made of His eternal birth. But regarding His
birth in the body, He was literally born during the night, as
a sign that He came to the darknesses of our infirmity; hence
also in themidnight mass we say the gospel of Christ’s nativity
in the flesh.

Likewise on other days uponwhichmany ofGod’s benefits
have to be recalled or besought, several masses are celebrated
on one day, as for instance, one for the feast, and another for a
fast or for the dead.

Reply to Objection 3. As already observed (q. 73, a. 5),
Christ wished to give this sacrament last of all, in order that
it might make a deeper impression on the hearts of the disci-
ples; and therefore it was aer supper, at the close of day, that
He consecrated this sacrament and gave it toHis disciples. But
we celebrate at the hour when our Lord suffered, i.e. either,
as on feast-days, at the hour of Terce, when He was crucified
by the tongues of the Jews (Mk. 15:25), and when the Holy
Ghost descended upon the disciples (Acts 2:15); or, as when
no feast is kept, at the hour of Sext, when He was crucified at
the hands of the soldiers ( Jn. 19:14), or, as on fasting days, at
None, when crying out with a loud voiceHe gave up the ghost
(Mat. 27:46,50).

Nevertheless the mass can be postponed, especially when
Holy orders have to be conferred, and still more on Holy Sat-
urday; both on account of the length of the office, and also be-
cause orders belong to the Sunday, as is set forth in the Decre-
tals (dist. 75).

Masses, however, can be celebrated “in the first part of the
day,” owing to any necessity; as is stated De Consecr., dist. 1.
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Reply to Objection 4. As a rule mass ought to be said in
the day and not in the night, because Christ is present in this
sacrament, Who says ( Jn. 9:4,5): “I must work the works of
Him that sent Me, whilst it is day: because the night cometh
when no man can work; as long as I am in the world, I am the
light of the world.” Yet this should be done in such a manner
that the beginning of the day is not to be taken frommidnight;
nor from sunrise, that is, when the substance of the sun ap-
pears above the earth; but when the dawn begins to show: be-
cause then the sun is said to be risen when the brightness of his
beams appears. Accordingly it is written (Mk. 16:1) that “the
women came to the tomb, the sun being now risen”; though, as
John relates ( Jn. 20:1), “while it was yet dark they came to the
tomb.” It is in this way that Augustine explains this difference
(De Consens. Evang. iii).

Exception is made on the night of Christmas eve, when
mass is celebrated, because our Lordwas born in the night (De

Consecr., dist. 1). And in like manner it is celebrated on Holy
Saturday towards the beginning of the night, since our Lord
rose in the night, that is, “when it was yet dark, before the sun’s
rising was manifest.”

Reply to Objection 5. As is set down in the decree (De
Consecr., dist. 1), in virtue of a decree of PopeAlexander II, “it
is enough for a priest to celebrate one mass each day, because
Christ suffered once and redeemed the whole world; and very
happy is he who can worthily celebrate onemass. But there are
some who say one mass for the dead, and another of the day,
if need be. But I do not deem that those escape condemnation
who presume to celebrate several masses daily, either for the
sake of money, or to gain flattery from the laity.” And Pope
Innocent III says (Extra, De Celebr. Miss., chap. Consuluisti)
that “except on the day of our Lord’s birth, unless necessity
urges, it suffices for a priest to celebrate only one mass each
day.”

IIIa q. 83 a. 3Whether this sacrament ought to be celebrated in a house and with sacred vessels?

Objection 1. It seems that this sacrament ought not to be
celebrated in a house and with sacred vessels. For this sacra-
ment is a representation of our Lord’s Passion. But Christ did
not suffer in a house, but outside the city gate, according to
Heb. 1:12: “Jesus, that He might sanctify the people by His
own blood, suffered without the gate.”erefore, it seems that
this sacrament ought not to be celebrated in a house, but rather
in the open air.

Objection 2. Further, in the celebration of this sacrament
the Church ought to imitate the custom of Christ and the
apostles. But the housewhereinChrist firstwrought this sacra-
ment was not consecrated, but merely an ordinary supper-
room prepared by the master of the house, as related in Lk.
22:11,12. Moreover, we read (Acts 2:46) that “the apostles
were continuing daily with one accord in the temple; and,
breaking bread fromhouse to house, they took theirmeat with
gladness.” Consequently, there is no need for houses, in which
this sacrament is celebrated, to be consecrated.

Objection 3. Further, nothing that is to no purpose ought
to be done in the Church, which is governed by the Holy
Ghost. But it seems useless to consecrate a church, or an al-
tar, or such like inanimate things, since they are not capable of
receiving grace or spiritual virtue. erefore it is unbecoming
for such consecrations to be performed in the Church.

Objection 4. Further, only Divine works ought to be re-
called with solemnity, according to Ps. 91:5: “I shall rejoice in
the works of y hands.” Now the consecration of a church
or altar, is the work of a man; as is also the consecration of
the chalice, and of the ministers, and of other such things.
But these latter consecrations are not commemorated in the
Church. erefore neither ought the consecration of a church
or of an altar to be commemorated with solemnity.

Objection 5. Further, the truth ought to correspond with

the figure. But in theOld Testament, which was a figure of the
New, the altar was not made of hewn stones: for, it is written
(Ex. 20:24): “You shall make an altar of earth unto Me…and if
thou make an altar of stone unto Me, thou shalt not build it
of hewn stones.” Again, the altar is commanded to be made of
“setim-wood,” covered “with brass” (Ex. 27:1,2), or “with gold”
(Ex. 25). Consequently, it seems unfitting for the Church to
make exclusive use of altars made of stone.

Objection6.Further, the chalicewith the paten represents
Christ’s tomb, whichwas “hewn in a rock,” as is narrated in the
Gospels. Consequently, the chalice ought to be of stone, and
not of gold or of silver or tin.

Objection 7. Further, just as gold is the most precious
among the materials of the altar vessels, so are cloths of silk
themost precious among other cloths.Consequently, since the
chalice is of gold, the altar cloths ought to be made of silk and
not of linen.

Objection 8. Further, the dispensing and ordering of the
sacraments belong to the Church’s ministers, just as the or-
dering of temporal affairs is subject to the ruling of secular
princes; hence the Apostle says (1 Cor. 4:1): “Let a man so es-
teem us as the ministers of Christ end the dispensers of the
mysteries of God.” But if anything be done against the or-
dinances of princes it is deemed void. erefore, if the vari-
ous items mentioned above are suitably commanded by the
Church’s prelates, it seems that the body ofChrist could not be
consecrated unless they be observed; and so it appears to fol-
low thatChrist’s words are not sufficient of themselves for con-
secrating this sacrament: which is contrary to the fact. Conse-
quently, it does not seemfitting for suchordinances to bemade
touching the celebration of this sacrament.

On the contrary, e Church’s ordinances are Christ’s
own ordinances; since He said (Mat. 18:20): “Wherever two
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or three are gathered together in My name, there am I in the
midst of them.”

I answer that, ere are two things to be considered re-
garding the equipment of this sacrament: one of these belongs
to the representation of the events connected with our Lord’s
Passion; while the other is connected with the reverence due
to the sacrament, in which Christ is contained verily, and not
in figure only.

Hencewe consecrate those things whichwemake use of in
this sacrament; both that we may show our reverence for the
sacrament, and in order to represent the holiness which is the
effect of the Passion ofChrist, according toHeb. 13:12: “Jesus,
that He might sanctify the people by His own blood,” etc.

Reply toObjection 1.is sacrament ought as a rule to be
celebrated in a house, whereby theChurch is signified, accord-
ing to 1 Tim. 3:15: “at thou mayest know how thou ought-
est to behave thyself in the house of God, which is the Church
of the living God.” Because “outside the Church there is no
place for the true sacrifice,” as Augustine says (Liber Sentent.
Prosp. xv). And because the Church was not to be confined
within the territories of the Jewish people, but was to be estab-
lished throughout the whole world, therefore Christ’s Passion
was not celebrated within the city of the Jews, but in the open
country, that so the whole world might serve as a house for
Christ’s Passion. Nevertheless, as is said in De Consecr., dist.
1, “if a church be not to hand, we permit travelers to celebrate
mass in the open air, or in a tent, if there be a consecrated altar-
table to hand, and the other requisites belonging to the sacred
function.”

Reply to Objection 2. e house in which this sacrament
is celebrated denotes the Church, and is termed a church; and
so it is fittingly consecrated, both to represent the holiness
which the Church acquired from the Passion, as well as to de-
note the holiness required of them who have to receive this
sacrament. By the altar Christ Himself is signified, of Whom
the Apostle says (Heb. 13:15): “roughHimwe offer a sacri-
fice of praise to God.” Hence the consecration of the altar sig-
nifies Christ’s holiness, of which it was said (Lk. 1:35): “e
Holy one born of thee shall be called the Son of God.” Hence
we read in De Consecr., dist. 1: “It has seemed pleasing for
the altars to be consecrated not merely with the anointing of
chrism, but likewise with the priestly blessing.”

And therefore, as a rule, it is not lawful to celebrate this
sacrament except in a consecrated house. Hence it is enacted
(De Consecr., dist. 1): “Let no priest presume to say mass ex-
cept in places consecrated by the bishop.” And furthermore
because pagans and other unbelievers are not members of the
Church, therefore we read (De Consecr., dist. 1): “It is not
lawful to bless a church in which the bodies of unbelievers are
buried, but if it seem suitable for consecration, then, aer re-
moving the corpses and tearing down the walls or beams, let it
be rebuilt. If, however, it has been already consecrated, and the
faithful lie in it, it is lawful to celebrate mass therein.” Never-
theless in a case of necessity this sacrament canbe performed in

houses which have not been consecrated, or which have been
profaned; but with the bishop’s consent. Hence we read in the
same distinction: “We deem that masses are not to be cele-
brated everywhere, but in places consecrated by the bishop, or
where he gives permission.” But not without a portable altar
consecrated by the bishop: hence in the same distinction we
read: “Wepermit that, if the churches be devastated or burned,
masses may be celebrated in chapels, with a consecrated altar.”
ForbecauseChrist’s holiness is the fountof all theChurch’s ho-
liness, therefore in necessity a consecrated altar suffices for per-
forming this sacrament. And on this account a church is never
consecrated without consecrating the altar. Yet sometimes an
altar is consecrated apart from the church, with the relics of
the saints, “whose lives are hidden with Christ in God” (Col.
3:3).Accordingly under the samedistinctionwe read: “It is our
pleasure that altars, in which no relics of saints are found en-
closed, be thrown down, if possible, by the bishops presiding
over such places.”

Reply to Objection 3. e church, altar, and other like
inanimate things are consecrated, not because they are capa-
ble of receiving grace, but because they acquire special spiri-
tual virtue from the consecration, whereby they are rendered
fit for the Divine worship, so that man derives devotion there-
from,making himmore fitted forDivine functions, unless this
be hindered by want of reverence. Hence it is written (2Macc.
3:38): “ere is undoubtedly in that place a certain power of
God; for He that hath His dwelling in the heavens is the visi-
tor, and the protector of that place.”

Hence it is that such places are cleansed and exorcised be-
fore being consecrated, that the enemy’s power may be driven
forth. And for the same reason churches defiled by shedding
of blood or seed are reconciled: because some machination of
the enemy is apparent on account of the sin committed there.
And for this reasonwe read in the samedistinction: “Wherever
you find churches of the Arians, consecrate them as Catholic
churches without delay by means of devout prayers and rites.”
Hence, too, it is that some say with probability, that by enter-
ing a consecrated church one obtains forgiveness of venial sins,
just as one does by the sprinkling of holy water; alleging the
words of Ps. 84:2,3: “Lord, ou hast blessed y land…ou
hast forgiven the iniquity of y people.” And therefore, in
consequence of the virtue acquired by a church’s consecration,
the consecration is never repeated. Accordingly we find in the
samedistinction the followingwords quoted fromtheCouncil
ofNicaea: “Churcheswhich have once been consecrated,must
not be consecrated again, except they be devastated by fire, or
defiled by shedding of blood or of anyone’s seed; because, just
as a child once baptized in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost, ought not to be baptized again,
so neither ought a place, once dedicated to God, to be con-
secrated again, except owing to the causes mentioned above;
provided that the consecrators held faith in theHoly Trinity”:
in fact, those outside theChurch cannot consecrate. But, as we
read in the same distinction: “Churches or altars of doubtful
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consecration are to be consecrated anew.”
And since they acquire special spiritual virtue from their

consecration, we find it laid down in the same distinction that
“the beams of a dedicated church ought not to be used for
any other purpose, except it be for some other church, or else
they are to be burned, or put to the use of brethren in some
monastery: but on no account are they to be discarded for
works of the laity.” We read there, too, that “the altar cover-
ing, chair, candlesticks, and veil, are to be burned when warn
out; and their ashes are to be placed in the baptistery, or in the
walls, or else cast into the trenches beneath the flag-stones, so
as not to be defiled by the feet of those that enter.”

Reply to Objection 4. Since the consecration of the altar
signifies Christ’s holiness, and the consecration of a house the
holiness of the entire Church, therefore the consecration of a
church or of an altar is more fittingly commemorated. And
on this account the solemnity of a church dedication is ob-
served for eight days, in order to signify the happy resurrec-
tion of Christ and of the Church’s members. Nor is the con-
secration of a church or altar man’s doing only, since it has a
spiritual virtue. Hence in the same distinction (De Consecr.)
it is said: “e solemnities of the dedication of churches are to
be solemnly celebrated each year: and that dedications are to
be kept up for eight days, you will find in the third book of
Kings” (8:66).

Reply to Objection 5. As we read in De Consecr., dist.
1, “altars, if not of stone, are not to be consecrated with the
anointing of chrism.” And this is in keeping with the significa-
tion of this sacrament; both because the altar signifies Christ,
for in 1 Cor. 10:3, it is written, “But the rock was Christ”: and
because Christ’s body was laid in a stone sepulchre.is is also
in keepingwith the use of the sacrament. Because stone is solid,
and may be found everywhere. which was not necessary in the
old Law, when the altar was made in one place. As to the com-
mandment tomake the altar of earth, or of unhewn stones, this
was given in order to remove idolatry.

Reply toObjection 6.As is laid down in the same distinc-
tion, “formerly the priests did not use golden butwooden chal-
ices; but Pope Zephyrinus ordered the mass to be said with
glass patens; and subsequently Pope Urban had everything

made of silver.”Aerwards it was decided that “the Lord’s chal-
ice with the paten should be made entirely of gold, or of silver
or at least of tin. But it is not to be made of brass, or copper,
because the action of the wine thereon produces verdigris, and
provokes vomiting. But no one is to presume to singmass with
a chalice of wood or of glass,” because as the wood is porous,
the consecrated blood would remain in it; while glass is brittle
and theremight arise danger of breakage; and the same applies
to stone. Consequently, out of reverence for the sacrament, it
was enacted that the chalice should be made of the aforesaid
materials.

Reply to Objection 7. Where it could be done without
danger, the Church gave order for that thing to be used which
more expressively represents Christ’s Passion. But there was
not so much danger regarding the body which is placed on
the corporal, as there is with the blood contained in the chal-
ice. And consequently, although the chalice is not made of
stone, yet the corporal is made of linen, since Christ’s body
was wrapped therein. Hence we read in an Epistle of Pope Sil-
vester, quoted in the same distinction: “By a unanimous decree
we command that no one shall presume to celebrate the sacri-
fice of the altar upon a cloth of silk, or dyedmaterial, but upon
linen consecrated by the bishop; as Christ’s body was buried
in a clean linenwinding-sheet.”Moreover, linenmaterial is be-
coming, owing to its cleanness, to denote purity of conscience,
and, owing to the manifold labor with which it is prepared, to
denote Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 8. e dispensing of the sacraments
belongs to the Church’s ministers; but their consecration is
from God Himself. Consequently, the Church’s ministers can
make no ordinances regarding the form of the consecration,
and themanner of celebrating. And therefore, if the priest pro-
nounces thewords of consecrationover the propermatterwith
the intention of consecrating, then, without every one of the
things mentioned above—namely, without house, and altar,
consecrated chalice and corporal, and the other things insti-
tuted by the Church—he consecrates Christ’s body in very
truth; yet he is guilty of grave sin, in not following the rite of
the Church.

IIIa q. 83 a. 4Whether the words spoken in this sacrament are properly framed?

Objection 1. It seems that the words spoken in this sacra-
ment are not properly framed. For, as Ambrose says (De
Sacram. iv), this sacrament is consecrated with Christ’s own
words. erefore no other words besides Christ’s should be
spoken in this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, Christ’s words and deeds are made
known to us through the Gospel. But in consecrating this
sacrament words are used which are not set down in the
Gospels: for we do not read in the Gospel, of Christ liing
up His eyes to heaven while consecrating this sacrament: and

similarly it is said in the Gospel: “Take ye and eat” [comedite]
without the addition of the word “all,” whereas in celebrating
this sacrament we say: “Liing up His eyes to heaven,” and
again, “Take ye and eat [manducate] of this.” erefore such
words as these are out of place when spoken in the celebration
of this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, all the other sacraments are or-
dained for the salvation of all the faithful. But in the celebra-
tion of the other sacraments there is no common prayer put up
for the salvation of all the faithful and of the departed. Conse-

2415



quently it is unbecoming in this sacrament.
Objection 4. Further, Baptism especially is called the

sacrament of faith. Consequently, the truths which belong to
instruction in the faith ought rather to be given regardingBap-
tism than regarding this sacrament, such as the doctrine of the
apostles and of the Gospels.

Objection 5. Further, devotion on the part of the faithful
is required in every sacrament. Consequently, the devotion of
the faithful ought not to be stirred up in this sacrament more
than in the others by Divine praises and by admonitions, such
as, “Li up your hearts.”

Objection 6. Further, the minister of this sacrament is the
priest, as stated above (q. 82, a. 1). Consequently, all the words
spoken in this sacrament ought to be uttered by the priest, and
not some by the ministers, and some by the choir.

Objection 7. Further, the Divine power works this sacra-
ment unfailingly. erefore it is to no purpose that the priest
asks for the perfecting of this sacrament, saying: “Which obla-
tion do thou, O God, in all,” etc.

Objection8.Further, the sacrifice of theNewLaw ismuch
more excellent than the sacrifice of the fathers of old. ere-
fore, it is unfitting for the priest to pray that this sacrifice
may be as acceptable as the sacrifice of Abel, Abraham, and
Melchisedech.

Objection 9. Further, just as Christ’s body does not be-
gin to be in this sacrament by change of place, as stated above
(q. 75, a. 2), so likewise neither does it cease to be there. Con-
sequently, it is improper for the priest to ask: “Bid these things
be borne by the hands of thy holy angel unto ine altar on
high.”

On the contrary, We find it stated in De Consecr., dist.
1, that “James, the brother of the Lord according to the flesh,
and Basil, bishop of Caesarea, edited the rite of celebrating the
mass”: and from their authority it is manifest that whatever
words are employed in this matter, are chosen becomingly.

I answer that, Since the whole mystery of our salvation
is comprised in this sacrament, therefore is it performed with
greater solemnity than the other sacraments. And since it is
written (Eccles. 4:17): “Keep thy foot when thou goest into
the house of God”; and (Ecclus. 18:23): “Before prayer pre-
pare thy soul,” therefore the celebration of this mystery is pre-
ceded by a certain preparation in order that we may perform
worthily that which follows aer. e first part of this prepa-
ration is Divine praise, and consists in the “Introit”: according
to Ps. 49:23: “e sacrifice of praise shall glorify me; and there
is the way by which I will show him the salvation of God”: and
this is taken for the most part from the Psalms, or, at least, is
sung with a Psalm, because, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii):
“e Psalms comprise by way of praise whatever is contained
in Sacred Scripture.”

e second part contains a reference to our present mis-
ery, by reason of which we pray for mercy, saying: “Lord, have
mercy on us,” thrice for the Person of the Father, and “Christ,
have mercy on us,” thrice for the Person of the Son, and “Lord,

have mercy on us,” thrice for the Person of the Holy Ghost;
against the threefold misery of ignorance, sin, and punish-
ment; or else to express the “circuminsession” of all the Divine
Persons.

e third part commemorates the heavenly glory, to the
possession of which, aer this life of misery, we are tending,
in the words, “Glory be to God on high,” which are sung on
festival days, on which the heavenly glory is commemorated,
but are omitted in those sorrowful offices which commemo-
rate our unhappy state.

e fourth part contains the prayerwhich the priestmakes
for the people, that they may be made worthy of such great
mysteries.

ere precedes, in the second place, the instruction of the
faithful, because this sacrament is “amystery of faith,” as stated
above (q. 78, a. 3, ad 5). Now this instruction is given “dispos-
itively,” when the Lectors and Sub-deacons read aloud in the
church the teachings of the prophets and apostles: aer this
“lesson,” the choir sing the “Gradual,” which signifies progress
in life; then the “Alleluia” is intoned, and this denotes spiritual
joy; or in mournful offices the “Tract”, expressive of spiritual
sighing; for all these things ought to result from the aforesaid
teaching. But the people are instructed “perfectly” by Christ’s
teaching contained in the Gospel, which is read by the higher
ministers, that is, by the Deacons. And because we believe
Christ as the Divine truth, according to Jn. 8:46, “If I tell you
the truth, why do you not believe Me?” aer the Gospel has
been read, the “Creed” is sung in which the people show that
they assent by faith toChrist’s doctrine. And it is sung on those
festivals of which mention is made therein, as on the festivals
of Christ, of the Blessed Virgin, and of the apostles, who laid
the foundations of this faith, and on other such days.

So then, aer the people have been prepared and in-
structed, the next step is to proceed to the celebration of the
mystery, which is both offered as a sacrifice, and consecrated
and received as a sacrament: since first we have the oblation;
then the consecration of the matter offered; and thirdly, its re-
ception.

In regard to the oblation, two things are done, namely, the
people’s praise in singing the “offertory,” expressing the joy of
the offerers, and the priest’s prayer asking for the people’s obla-
tion to be made acceptable to God. Hence David said (1 Para
29:17): “In the simplicity of my heart, I have…offered all these
things: and I have seen with great joy y people which are
here present, offer ee their offerings”: and then he makes
the following prayer: “O Lord God…keep…this will.”

en, regarding the consecration, performed by supernat-
ural power, the people are first of all excited to devotion in the
“Preface,” hence they are admonished “to li up their hearts to
the Lord,” and therefore when the “Preface” is ended the peo-
ple devoutly praise Christ’s Godhead, saying with the angels:
“Holy, Holy, Holy”; and His humanity, saying with the chil-
dren: “Blessed is he that cometh.” In the next place the priest
makes a “commemoration,” first of those for whom this sacri-
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fice is offered, namely, for thewholeChurch, and “for those set
in high places” (1 Tim. 2:2), and, in a special manner, of them
“who offer, or for whom the mass is offered.” Secondly, he
commemorates the saints, invoking their patronage for those
mentioned above, when he says: “Communicating with, and
honoring the memory,” etc. irdly, he concludes the petition
whenhe says: “Wherefore that this oblation,” etc., in order that
the oblation may be salutary to them for whom it is offered.

en he comes to the consecration itself. Here he asks first
of all for the effect of the consecration, when he says: “Which
oblation doou,OGod,” etc. Secondly, he performs the con-
secration using our Saviour’s words, when he says: “Who the
day before,” etc. irdly, he makes excuse for his presumption
in obeying Christ’s command, saying: “Wherefore, calling to
mind,” etc. Fourthly, he asks that the sacrifice accomplished
may find favor with God, when he says: “Look down upon
them with a propitious,” etc. Fihly, he begs for the effect of
this sacrifice and sacrament, first for the partakers, saying: “We
humbly beseech ee”; then for the dead, who can no longer
receive it, saying: “Be mindful also, O Lord,” etc.; thirdly, for
the priests themselves who offer, saying: “And to us sinners,”
etc.

en follows the act of receiving the sacrament. First of
all, the people are prepared forCommunion; first, by the com-
mon prayer of the congregation, which is the Lord’s Prayer, in
which we ask for our daily bread to be given us; and also by
private prayer, which the priest puts up specially for the peo-
ple, when he says: “Deliver us, we beseech ee, O Lord,” etc.
Secondly, the people are prepared by the “Pax” which is given
with the words, “Lamb of God,” etc., because this is the sacra-
ment of unity and peace, as stated above (q. 73, a. 4; q. 79, a. 1).
But in masses for the dead, in which the sacrifice is offered not
for present peace, but for the repose of the dead, the “Pax” is
omitted.

en follows the reception of the sacrament, the priest
receiving first, and aerwards giving it to others, because, as
Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii), he who gives Divine things to
others, ought first to partake thereof himself.

Finally, the whole celebration of mass ends with the
thanksgiving, the people rejoicing for having received themys-
tery (and this is the meaning of the singing aer the Commu-
nion); and the priest returning thanks by prayer, as Christ, at
the close of the supper with His disciples, “said a hymn” (Mat.
26:30).

Reply to Objection 1. e consecration is accomplished
by Christ’s words only; but the other words must be added to
dispose the people for receiving it, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. As is stated in the last chapter of
John (verse 25), our Lord said and did many things which are
not written down by the Evangelists; and among them is the
upliing of His eyes to heaven at the supper; nevertheless the
Roman Church had it by tradition from the apostles. For it
seems reasonable that He Who lied up His eyes to the Fa-
ther in raising Lazarus to life, as related in Jn. 11:41, and in the

prayer which He made for the disciples ( Jn. 17:1), had more
reason to do so in instituting this sacrament, as being of greater
import.

e use of the word “manducate” instead of “comedite”
makes no difference in the meaning, nor does the expression
signify, especially since those words are no part of the form, as
stated above (q. 78, a. 1, ad 2,4).

e additional word “all” is understood in the Gospels, al-
though not expressed, becauseHe had said ( Jn. 6:54): “Except
you eat the flesh of the Son of Man…you shall not have life in
you.”

Reply to Objection 3. e Eucharist is the sacrament of
the unity of the whole Church: and therefore in this sacra-
ment, more than in the others, mention ought to be made of
all that belongs to the salvation of the entire Church.

Reply to Objection 4. ere is a twofold instruction in
the Faith: the first is for those receiving it for the first time,
that is to say, for catechumens, and such instruction is given in
connection with Baptism. e other is the instruction of the
faithful who take part in this sacrament; and such instruction
is given in connection with this sacrament. Nevertheless cate-
chumens and unbelievers are not excluded therefrom. Hence
in De Consecr., dist. 1, it is laid down: “Let the bishop hin-
der no one from entering the church, and hearing the word of
God, be they Gentiles, heretics, or Jews, until the mass of the
Catechumens begins,” in which the instruction regarding the
Faith is contained.

Reply toObjection 5.Greater devotion is required in this
sacrament than in the others, for the reason that the entire
Christ is contained therein.Moreover, this sacrament requires
a more general devotion, i.e. on the part of the whole people,
since for them it is offered; and not merely on the part of the
recipients, as in the other sacraments.HenceCyprian observes
(De Orat. Domin. 31), “e priest, in saying the Preface, dis-
poses the souls of the brethren by saying, ‘Li up your hearts,’
and when the people answer—‘We have lied them up to the
Lord,’ let them remember that they are to think of nothing else
but God.”

Reply to Objection 6. As was said above (ad 3), those
things are mentioned in this sacrament which belong to the
entire Church; and consequently some things which refer to
the people are sung by the choir, and same of these words are
all sung by the choir, as though inspiring the entire people
with them; and there are other words which the priest begins
and the people take up, the priest then acting as in the per-
son of God; to show that the things they denote have come to
the people through Divine revelation, such as faith and heav-
enly glory; and therefore the priest intones the “Creed” and
the “Gloria in excelsis Deo.” Other words are uttered by the
ministers, such as the doctrine of the Old and New Testa-
ment, as a sign that this doctrine was announced to the peo-
ples throughministers sent byGod. And there are other words
which the priest alone recites, namely, such as belong to his
personal office, “that he may offer up gis and prayers for the
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people” (Heb. 5:1). Some of these, however, he says aloud,
namely, such as are common to priest and people alike, such
as the “common prayers”; other words, however, belong to the
priest alone, such as the oblation and the consecration; con-
sequently, the prayers that are said in connection with these
have to be said by the priest in secret. Nevertheless, in both
he calls the people to attention by saying: “e Lord be with
you,” and he waits for them to assent by saying “Amen.” And
therefore before the secret prayers he says aloud, “e Lord be
with you,” and he concludes, “For ever and ever.” Or the priest
secretly pronounces some of the words as a token that regard-
ing Christ’s Passion the disciples acknowledged Him only in
secret.

Reply to Objection 7. e efficacy of the sacramental
words can be hindered by the priest’s intention. Nor is there
anything unbecoming in our asking of God for what we know
He will do, just as Christ ( Jn. 17:1,5) asked for His glorifica-
tion.

But the priest does not seem to pray there for the conse-
cration to be fulfilled, but that it may be fruitful in our re-
gard, hence he says expressively: “at it may become ‘to us’
the body and the blood.” Again, the words preceding these
have that meaning, when he says: “Vouchsafe to make this
oblation blessed,” i.e. according to Augustine (Paschasius, De
Corp. et Sang. Dom. xii), “that we may receive a blessing,”
namely, through grace; “ ‘enrolled,’ i.e. that wemay be enrolled
in heaven; ‘ratified,’ i.e. that wemay be incorporated in Christ;
‘reasonable,’ i.e. that we may be stripped of our animal sense;
‘acceptable,’ i.e. that we who in ourselves are displeasing, may,
by its means, be made acceptable to His only Son.”

Reply toObjection 8. Although this sacrament is of itself
preferable to all ancient sacrifices, yet the sacrifices of the men
of old were most acceptable to God on account of their de-
votion. Consequently the priest asks that this sacrifice may be
accepted by God through the devotion of the offerers, just as
the former sacrifices were accepted by Him.

Reply to Objection 9. e priest does not pray that the
sacramental species may be borne up to heaven; nor that
Christ’s true body may be borne thither, for it does not cease
to be there; but he offers this prayer for Christ’s mystical body,
which is signified in this sacrament, that the angel standing by
at theDivinemysteriesmay present toGod the prayers of both
priest and people, according to Apoc. 8:4: “And the smoke of
the incense of theprayers of the saints ascendedupbeforeGod,
from the hand of the angel.” But God’s “altar on high” means
either theChurch triumphant, untowhichwe pray to be trans-
lated, or else God Himself, in Whom we ask to share; because
it is said of this altar (Ex. 20:26): “ou shalt not goupby steps
unto My altar, i.e. thou shalt make no steps towards the Trin-
ity.” Or else by the angel we are to understand Christ Himself,
Who is the “Angel of great counsel” (Is. 9:6: Septuagint),Who
unitesHis mystical body withGod the Father and theChurch
triumphant.

And from this the mass derives its name [missa]; because
the priest sends [mittit] his prayers up to God through the an-
gel, as the people do through the priest. or else because Christ
is the victim sent [missa] to us: accordingly the deacon on fes-
tival days “dismisses” the people at the end of the mass, by say-
ing: “Ite, missa est,” that is, the victim has been sent [missa est]
to God through the angel, so that it may be accepted by God.

IIIa q. 83 a. 5Whether the actions performed in celebrating this sacrament are becoming?

Objection 1. It seems that the actions performed in cele-
brating this mystery are not becoming. For, as is evident from
its form, this sacrament belongs to the New Testament. But
under the New Testament the ceremonies of the old are not
to be observed, such as that the priests and ministers were pu-
rified with water when they drew nigh to offer up the sacri-
fice: for we read (Ex. 30:19,20): “Aaron and his sons shall wash
their hands and feet…when they are going into the taberna-
cle of the testimony…and when they are to come to the altar.”
erefore it is not fitting that the priest should wash his hands
when celebrating mass.

Objection 2. Further, (Ex. 30:7), the Lord commanded
Aaron to “burn sweet-smelling incense” upon the altar which
was “before the propitiatory”: and the same action was part of
the ceremonies of the Old Law. erefore it is not fitting for
the priest to use incense during mass.

Objection 3. Further, the ceremonies performed in the
sacraments of the Church ought not to be repeated. Conse-
quently it is not proper for the priest to repeat the sign of the
cross many times over this sacrament.

Objection 4. Further, the Apostle says (Heb. 7:7): “And
without all contradiction, that which is less, is blessed by the
better.” But Christ, Who is in this sacrament aer the conse-
cration, is much greater than the priest. erefore quite un-
seemingly the priest, aer the consecration, blesses this sacra-
ment, by signing it with the cross.

Objection 5. Further, nothing which appears ridiculous
ought to be done in one of the Church’s sacraments. But it
seems ridiculous to perform gestures, e.g. for the priest to
stretch out his arms at times, to join his hands, to join together
his fingers, and to bowdown.Consequently, such things ought
not to be done in this sacrament.

Objection 6. Further, it seems ridiculous for the priest to
turn round frequently towards the people, and oen to greet
the people. Consequently, such things ought not to be done in
the celebration of this sacrament.

Objection 7. Further, theApostle (1Cor. 13) deems it im-
proper for Christ to be divided. ButChrist is in this sacrament
aer the consecration. erefore it is not proper for the priest
to divide the host.
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Objection 8. Further, the ceremonies performed in this
sacrament represent Christ’s Passion. But during the Passion
Christ’s body was divided in the places of the five wounds.
erefore Christ’s body ought to be broken into five parts
rather than into three.

Objection 9. Further, Christ’s entire body is consecrated
in this sacrament apart from the blood. Consequently, it is not
proper for a particle of the body to be mixed with the blood.

Objection 10. Further, just as, in this sacrament, Christ’s
body is set before us as food, so is His blood, as drink. But in
receivingChrist’s bodynoother bodily food is added in the cel-
ebration of the mass. erefore, it is out of place for the priest,
aer taking Christ’s blood, to receive other wine which is not
consecrated.

Objection 11. Further, the truth ought to be conformable
with the figure. But regarding the Paschal Lamb, which was a
figure of this sacrament, it was commanded that nothing of it
should “remain until themorning.” It is improper therefore for
consecrated hosts to be reserved, and not consumed at once.

Objection 12. Further, the priest addresses in the plural
number those who are hearing mass, when he says, “e Lord
be with you”: and, “Let us return thanks.” But it is out of keep-
ing to address one individual in the plural number, especially
an inferior. Consequently it seems unfitting for a priest to say
masswith only a single server present.erefore in the celebra-
tion of this sacrament it seems that some of the things done are
out of place.

On the contrary, e custom of the Church stands for
these things: and the Church cannot err, since she is taught
by the Holy Ghost.

I answer that, As was said above (q. 60, a. 6), there is a
twofold manner of signification in the sacraments, by words,
and by actions, in order that the significationmay thus bemore
perfect. Now, in the celebration of this sacrament words are
used to signify things pertaining to Christ’s Passion, which is
represented in this sacrament; or again, pertaining to Christ’s
mystical body,which is signified therein; and again, things per-
taining to the use of this sacrament, which use ought to be
devout and reverent. Consequently, in the celebration of this
mystery some things are done in order to represent Christ’s
Passion, or the disposing of His mystical body, and some oth-
ers are done which pertain to the devotion and reverence due
to this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 1.ewashing of the hands is done in
the celebrationofmass out of reverence for this sacrament; and
this for two reasons: first, because we are not wont to handle
precious objects except thehands bewashed; hence it seems in-
decent for anyone to approach so great a sacramentwith hands
that are, even literally, unclean. Secondly, on account of its sig-
nification, because, asDionysius says (Eccl.Hier. iii), thewash-
ing of the extremities of the limbs denotes cleansing from even
the smallest sins, according to Jn. 13:10: “He that is washed
needeth not but to wash his feet.” And such cleansing is re-
quired of him who approaches this sacrament; and this is de-

noted by the confession which is made before the “Introit” of
the mass. Moreover, this was signified by the washing of the
priests under the Old Law, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii).
However, the Church observes this ceremony, not because it
was prescribed under the Old Law, but because it is becoming
in itself, and therefore institutedby theChurch.Hence it is not
observed in the sameway as itwas then: because thewashing of
the feet is omitted, and the washing of the hands is observed;
for this can be donemore readily, and suffices far denoting per-
fect cleansing. For, since the hand is the “organ of organs” (De
Anima iii), all works are attributed to thehands: hence it is said
in Ps. 25:6: “I will wash my hands among the innocent.”

Reply toObjection 2.Weuse incense, not as commanded
by a ceremonial precept of the Law, but as prescribed by the
Church; accordingly we do not use it in the same fashion as it
was ordered under theOld Law. It has reference to two things:
first, to the reverence due to this sacrament, i.e. in order by its
good odor, to remove any disagreeable smell thatmay be about
the place; secondly, it serves to show the effect of grace, where-
with Christ was filled as with a good odor, according to Gn.
27:27: “Behold, the odor of my son is like the odor of a ripe
field”; and from Christ it spreads to the faithful by the work
of His ministers, according to 2 Cor. 2:14: “He manifesteth
the odor of his knowledge by us in every place”; and therefore
when the altar which represents Christ, has been incensed on
every side, then all are incensed in their proper order.

Reply to Objection 3. e priest, in celebrating the mass,
makes use of the sign of the cross to signify Christ’s Passion
which was ended upon the cross. Now, Christ’s Passion was
accomplished in certain stages. First of all there was Christ’s
betrayal, whichwas thework ofGod, of Judas, and of the Jews;
and this is signified by the triple sign of the cross at the words,
“ese gis, these presents, these holy unspotted sacrifices.”

Secondly, there was the selling of Christ. Now he was sold
to the Priests, to the Scribes, and to the Pharisees: and to sig-
nify this the threefold signof the cross is repeated, at thewords,
“blessed, enrolled, ratified.” Or again, to signify the price for
which He was sold, viz. thirty pence. And a double cross is
added at the words—“that it may become to us the Body and
the Blood,” etc., to signify the person of Judas the seller, and of
Christ Who was sold.

irdly, there was the foreshadowing of the Passion at the
last supper. To denote this, in the third place, two crosses are
made, one in consecrating the body, the other in consecrating
the blood; each time while saying, “He blessed.”

Fourthly, there was Christ’s Passion itself. And so in order
to representHis fivewounds, in the fourth place, there is a five-
fold signing of the cross at the words, “a pure Victim, a holy
Victim, a spotless Victim, the holy bread of eternal life, and
the cup of everlasting salvation.”

Fihly, the outstretching of Christ’s body, and the shed-
ding of the blood, and the fruits of the Passion, are signified
by the triple signing of the cross at the words, “as many as shall
receive the body and blood, may be filled with every blessing,”
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etc.
Sixthly, Christ’s threefold prayer upon the cross is repre-

sented; one forHis persecutors whenHe said, “Father, forgive
them”; the second for deliverance from death, when He cried,
“MyGod,MyGod, why hastou forsakenMe?” the third re-
ferring to His entrance into glory, when He said, “Father, into
y hands I commendMy spirit”; and in order to denote these
there is a triple signingwith the crossmade at thewords, “ou
dost sanctify, quicken, bless.”

Seventhly, the three hours duringwhichHehung upon the
cross, that is, from the sixth to the ninth hour, are represented;
in signification of which we make once more a triple sign of
the cross at the words, “rough Him, and with Him, and in
Him.”

Eighthly, the separation ofHis soul from the body is signi-
fied by the two subsequent crosses made over the chalice.

Ninthly, the resurrection on the third day is represented
by the three crosses made at the words—“May the peace of the
Lord be ever with you.”

In short, we may say that the consecration of this sacra-
ment, and the acceptance of this sacrifice, and its fruits, pro-
ceed from the virtue of the cross ofChrist, and therefore wher-
ever mention is made of these, the priest makes use of the sign
of the cross.

Reply to Objection 4. Aer the consecration, the priest
makes the sign of the cross, not for the purpose of blessing
and consecrating, but only for calling tomind the virtue of the
cross, and the manner of Christ’s suffering, as is evident from
what has been said (ad 3).

Reply toObjection 5.eactions performed by the priest
in mass are not ridiculous gestures, since they are done so as to
represent something else. e priest in extending his arms sig-
nifies the outstretching ofChrist’s armsupon the cross.He also
lis up his hands as he prays, to point out that his prayer is di-
rected to God for the people, according to Lam. 3:41: “Let us
li up our hearts with our hands to the Lord in the heavens”:
and Ex. 17:11: “And when Moses lied up his hands Israel
overcame.” at at times he joins his hands, and bows down,
praying earnestly andhumbly, denotes the humility and obedi-
ence of Christ, out of which He suffered. He closes his fingers,
i.e. the thumb and first finger, aer the consecration, because,
with them, he had touched the consecrated body of Christ; so
that if any particle cling to the fingers, it may not be scattered:
and this belongs to the reverence for this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 6. Five times does the priest turn
round towards the people, to denote that our Lord mani-
fested Himself five times on the day of His Resurrection, as
stated above in the treatise onChrist’s Resurrection (q. 55, a. 3,
obj. 3). But the priest greets the people seven times, namely,
five times, by turning round to the people, and twice without
turning round, namely, when he says, “e Lord be with you”
before the “Preface,” and againwhen he says, “May the peace of
the Lord be ever with you”: and this is to denote the sevenfold
grace of the Holy Ghost. But a bishop, when he celebrates on

festival days, in his first greeting says, “Peace be to you,” which
was our Lord’s greeting aer Resurrection, Whose person the
bishop chiefly represents.

Reply to Objection 7. e breaking of the host denotes
three things: first, the rending of Christ’s body, which took
place in the Passion; secondly, the distinction of His mystical
body according to its various states; and thirdly, the distribu-
tion of the graces which flow from Christ’s Passion, as Diony-
sius observes (Eccl.Hier. iii).Hence this breaking does not im-
ply severance in Christ.

Reply toObjection 8. As Pope Sergius says, and it is to be
found in theDecretals (DeConsecr., dist. ii), “the Lord’s body
is threefold; the part offered and put into the chalice signifies
Christ’s risen body,” namely, Christ Himself, and the Blessed
Virgin, and the other saints, if there be any, who are already
in glory with their bodies. “e part consumed denotes those
still walking upon earth,” because while living upon earth they
are united together by this sacrament; and are bruised by the
passions, just as the bread eaten is bruised by the teeth. “e
part reserved on the altar till the close of the mass, is His body
hidden in the sepulchre, because the bodies of the saintswill be
in their graves until the end of the world”: though their souls
are either in purgatory, or in heaven. However, this rite of re-
serving one part on the altar till the close of the mass is no
longer observed, on account of the danger; nevertheless, the
samemeaning of the parts continues, which somepersons have
expressed in verse, thus:

“e host being rent—
What is dipped, means the blest;
What is dry, means the living;
What is kept, those at rest.”
Others, however, say that the part put into the chalice de-

notes those still living in this world. while the part kept outside
the chalice denotes those fully blessed both in soul and body;
while the part consumed means the others.

Reply to Objection 9. Two things can be signified by the
chalice: first, the Passion itself, which is represented in this
sacrament, and according to this, by the part put into the chal-
ice are denoted thosewho are still sharers ofChrist’s sufferings;
secondly, the enjoyment of the Blessed can be signified, which
is likewise foreshadowed in this sacrament; and therefore those
whose bodies are already in full beatitude, are denoted by the
part put into the chalice. And it is to be observed that the part
put into the chalice ought not to be given to the people to sup-
plement the communion, because Christ gave dipped bread
only to Judas the betrayer.

Reply toObjection 10.Wine, by reason of its humidity, is
capable ofwashing, consequently it is received in order to rinse
the mouth aer receiving this sacrament, lest any particles re-
main: and this belongs to reverence for the sacrament. Hence
(Extra,DeCelebrationemissae, chap. Ex parte), it is said: “e
priest should always cleanse his mouth with wine aer receiv-
ing the entire sacrament of Eucharist: except when he has to
celebrate another mass on the same day, lest from taking the
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ablution-wine he be prevented from celebrating again”; and it
is for the same reason that wine is poured over the fingers with
which he had touched the body of Christ.

Reply to Objection 11. e truth ought to be con-
formable with the figure, in some respect: namely, because a
part of the host consecrated, of which the priest and minis-
ters or even the people communicate, ought not to be reserved
until the day following. Hence, as is laid down (De Consecr.,
dist. ii), Pope Clement I ordered that “as many hosts are to
be offered on the altar as shall suffice for the people; should
any be le over, they are not to be reserved until the mor-
row, but let the clergy carefully consume them with fear and
trembling.” Nevertheless, since this sacrament is to be received
daily, whereas the Paschal Lamb was not, it is therefore nec-
essary for other hosts to be reserved for the sick. Hence we
read in the same distinction: “Let the priest always have the

Eucharist ready, so that, when anyone fall sick, he may take
Communion to him at once, lest he die without it.”

Reply to Objection 12. Several persons ought to be
present at the solemn celebration of the mass. Hence Pope
Soter says (De Consecr., dist. 1): “It has also been ordained,
that no priest is to presume to celebrate solemn mass, unless
two others be present answering him, while he himself makes
the third; becausewhenhe says in the plural, ‘eLordbewith
you,’ and again in the Secrets, ‘Pray ye for me,’ it is most be-
coming that they should answer his greeting.” Hence it is for
the sake of greater solemnity that we find it decreed (De Con-
secr. dist. 1) that a bishop is to solemnize mass with several as-
sistants. Nevertheless, in private masses it suffices to have one
server, who takes the place of the whole Catholic people, on
whose behalf he makes answer in the plural to the priest.

IIIa q. 83 a. 6Whether the defects occurring during the celebration of this sacrament can be sufficientlymet
by observing the Church’s statutes?

Objection 1. It seems that the defects occurring during
the celebration of this sacrament cannot be sufficiently met by
observing the statutes of the Church. For it sometimes hap-
pens that before or aer the consecration the priest dies or
goes mad, or is hindered by some other infirmity from receiv-
ing the sacrament and completing the mass. Consequently it
seems impossible to observe the Church’s statute, whereby the
priest consecrating must communicate of his own sacrifice.

Objection 2. Further, it sometimes happens that, before
the consecration, the priest remembers that he has eaten or
drunk something, or that he is in mortal sin, or under excom-
munication, which he did not remember previously. ere-
fore, in such a dilemma amanmust necessarily commitmortal
sin by acting against the Church’s statute, whether he receives
or not.

Objection 3. Further, it sometimes happens that a fly or a
spider, or some other poisonous creature falls into the chalice
aer the consecration. Or even that the priest comes to know
that poison has been put in by some evilly disposed person in
order to kill him.Now in this instance, if he takes it, he appears
to sin by killing himself, or by tempting God: also in like man-
ner if he does not take it, he sins by acting against the Church’s
statute.Consequently, he seems to be perplexed, and under ne-
cessity of sinning, which is not becoming.

Objection 4. Further, it sometimes happens from the
server’s want of heed that water is not added to the chalice,
or even the wine overlooked, and that the priest discovers
this. erefore he seems to be perplexed likewise in this case,
whether he receives the body without the blood, thus making
the sacrifice to be incomplete, or whether he receives neither
the body nor the blood.

Objection 5.Further, it sometimes happens that the priest
cannot remember having said the words of consecration, or
other words which are uttered in the celebration of this sacra-

ment. In this case he seems to sin, whether he repeats thewords
over the same matter, which words possibly he has said before,
or whether he uses bread and wine which are not consecrated,
as if they were consecrated.

Objection 6.Further, it sometimes comes to pass owing to
the cold that the host will slip from the priest’s hands into the
chalice, either before or aer the breaking. In this case then the
priest will not be able to comply with the Church’s rite, either
as to the breaking, or else as to this, that only a third part is put
into the chalice.

Objection 7. Further, sometimes, too, it happens, owing
to the priest’s want of care, thatChrist’s blood is spilled, or that
he vomits the sacrament received, or that the consecratedhosts
are kept so long that they become corrupt, or that they are nib-
bled bymice, or lost in anymanner whatsoever; in which cases
it does not seem possible for due reverence to be shown to-
wards this sacrament, as the Church’s ordinances require. It
does not seem then that such defects or dangers can be met
by keeping to the Church’s statutes.

On the contrary, Just as God does not command an im-
possibility, so neither does the Church.

I answer that, Dangers or defects happening to this sacra-
ment can be met in two ways: first, by preventing any such
mishaps from occurring: secondly, by dealing with them in
such a way, that what may have happened amiss is put right,
either by employing a remedy, or at least by repentance on his
part who has acted negligently regarding this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. If the priest be stricken by death or
grave sickness before the consecration of our Lord’s body and
blood, there is no need for it to be completed by another. But
if this happens aer the consecration is begun, for instance,
when the body has been consecrated and before the consecra-
tion of the blood, or even aer both have been consecrated,
then the celebration of the mass ought to be finished by some-
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one else. Hence, as is laid down (Decretal vii, q. 1), we read the
followingdecree of the (Seventh)Council ofToledo: “Wecon-
sider it to be fitting that when the sacred mysteries are conse-
crated by priests during the time of mass, if any sickness super-
venes, in consequence of which they cannot finish themystery
begun, let it be free for the bishop or another priest to finish
the consecration of the office thus begun. For nothing else is
suitable for completing the mysteries commenced, unless the
consecration be completed either by the priestwhobegan it, or
by theonewho followshim:because they cannotbe completed
except they be performed in perfect order. For since we are all
one inChrist, the change of personsmakes no difference, since
unity of faith insures the happy issue of themystery. Yet let not
the coursewepropose for cases of natural debility, be presump-
tuously abused: and let no minister or priest presume ever to
leave theDivine offices unfinished, unless he be absolutely pre-
vented from continuing. If anyone shall have rashly presumed
to do so, he will incur sentence of excommunication.”

Reply toObjection2.Where difficulty arises, the less dan-
gerous course should always be followed. But the greatest dan-
ger regarding this sacrament lies in whatever may prevent its
completion, because this is a heinous sacrilege; while that dan-
ger is of less account which regards the condition of the re-
ceiver. Consequently, if aer the consecration has been begun
the priest remembers that he has eaten or drunk anything, he
ought nevertheless to complete the sacrifice and receive the
sacrament. Likewise, if he recalls a sin committed, he ought
to make an act of contrition, with the firm purpose of confess-
ing and making satisfaction for it: and thus he will not receive
the sacrament unworthily, but with profit. e same applies if
he calls to mind that he is under some excommunication; for
he ought tomake the resolution of humbly seeking absolution;
and so hewill receive absolution from the invisibleHigh Priest
Jesus Christ for his act of completing the Divine mysteries.

But if he calls to mind any of the above facts previous to
the consecration, I should deem it safer for him to interrupt
the mass begun, especially if he has broken his fast, or is under
excommunication, unless grave scandal were to be feared.

Reply toObjection 3. If a fly or a spider falls into the chal-
ice before consecration, or if it be discovered that the wine
is poisoned, it ought to be poured out, and aer purifying
the chalice, fresh wine should be served for consecration. But
if anything of the sort happen aer the consecration, the in-
sect should be caught carefully and washed thoroughly, then
burned, and the “ablution,” together with the ashes, thrown
into the sacrarium. If it be discovered that the wine has been
poisoned, the priest should neither receive it nor administer
it to others on any account, lest the life-giving chalice become
one of death, but it ought to be kept in a suitable vessel with
the relics: and in order that the sacrament may not remain in-
complete, he ought to put other wine into the chalice, resume
themass from the consecration of the blood, and complete the
sacrifice.

Reply to Objection 4. If before the consecration of the

blood, and aer the consecration of the body the priest de-
tect that either the wine or the water is absent, then he ought
at once to add them and consecrate. But if aer the words
of consecration he discover that the water is absent, he ought
notwithstanding to proceed straight on, because the addition
of the water is not necessary for the sacrament, as stated above
(q. 74, a. 7): nevertheless the person responsible for the ne-
glect ought to be punished. And on no account should water
bemixedwith the consecratedwine, because corruption of the
sacrament would ensue in part, as was said above (q. 77, a. 8).
But if aer the words of consecration the priest perceive that
nowinehas beenput in the chalice, and if hedetect it before re-
ceiving the body, then rejecting the water, he ought to pour in
wine with water, and begin over again the consecrating words
of the blood. But if he notice it aer receiving the body, he
ought to procure another host which must be consecrated to-
gether with the blood; and I say so for this reason, because if
he were to say only the words of consecration of the blood, the
proper order of consecrating would not be observed; and, as
is laid down by the Council of Toledo, quoted above (ad 1),
sacrifices cannot be perfect, except they be performed in per-
fect order. But if he were to begin from the consecration of the
blood, and were to repeat all the words which follow, it would
not suffice, unless there was a consecrated host present, since
in those words there are things to be said and done not only
regarding the blood, but also regarding the body; and at the
close he ought once more to receive the consecrated host and
blood, even if he had already taken the water which was in the
chalice, because the precept of the completing this sacrament
is of greater weight than the precept of receiving the sacrament
while fasting, as stated above (q. 80, a. 8).

Reply toObjection 5. Although the priest may not recol-
lect having said some of the words he ought to say, he ought
not to be disturbed mentally on that account; for a man who
utters many words cannot recall to mind all that he has said;
unless perchance in uttering them he adverts to something
connected with the consecration; for so it is impressed on the
memory. Hence, if a man pays attention to what he is saying,
but without adverting to the fact that he is saying these partic-
ular words, he remembers soon aer that he has said them; for,
a thing is presented to the memory under the formality of the
past (De Mem. et Remin. i).

But if it seem to the priest that he has probably omitted
some of the words that are not necessary for the sacrament, I
think that he ought not to repeat themon that account, chang-
ing the order of the sacrifice, but that he ought to proceed: but
if he is certain that he has le out any of those that are neces-
sary for the sacrament, namely, the form of the consecration,
since the form of the consecration is necessary for the sacra-
ment, just as the matter is, it seems that the same thing ought
to be done as was stated above (ad 4) with regard to defect in
the matter, namely, that he should begin again with the form
of the consecration, and repeat the other things in order, lest
the order of the sacrifice be altered.
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Reply to Objection 6. e breaking of the consecrated
host, and the putting of only one part into the chalice, regards
the mystical body, just as the mixing with water signifies the
people, and therefore the omission of either of them causes no
such imperfection in the sacrifice, as calls for repetition regard-
ing the celebration of this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 7. According to the decree, De Con-
secr., dist. ii, quoting a decree of Pope Pius I, “If from ne-
glect any of the blood falls upon a board which is fixed to the
ground, let it be taken up with the tongue, and let the board
be scraped. But if it be not a board, let the ground be scraped,
and the scrapings burned, and the ashes buried inside the al-
tar and let the priest do penance for forty days. But if a drop
fall from the chalice on to the altar, let the minister suck up
the drop, and do penance during three days; if it falls upon
the altar cloth and penetrates to the second altar cloth, let him
do four days’ penance; if it penetrates to the third, let him do
nine days’ penance; if to the fourth, let him do twenty days’
penance; and let the altar linens which the drop touched be
washed three times by the priest, holding the chalice below,
then let the water be taken and put away nigh to the altar.”
It might even be drunk by the minister, unless it might be re-
jected from nausea. Some persons go further, and cut out that
part of the linen, which they burn, putting the ashes in the al-

tar or down the sacrarium. And the Decretal continues with a
quotation from the Penitential of Bede the Priest: “If, owing
to drunkenness or gluttony, anyone vomits up the Eucharist,
let him do forty days’ penance, if he be a layman; but let clerics
or monks, deacons and priests, do seventy days’ penance; and
let a bishop do ninety days’. But if they vomit from sickness,
let them do penance for seven days.” And in the same distinc-
tion, we read a decree of the (Fourth) Council of Arles: “ey
whodonot keep proper custody over the sacrament, if amouse
or other animal consume it, must do forty days’ penance: he
who loses it in a church, or if a part fall and be not found, shall
do thirty days’ penance.” And the priest seems to deserve the
same penance, who from neglect allows the hosts to putrefy.
And on those days the one doing penance ought to fast, and
abstain from Communion. However, aer weighing the cir-
cumstances of the fact andof theperson, the saidpenancesmay
be lessened or increased. But itmust be observed thatwherever
the species are found to be entire, they must be preserved rev-
erently, or consumed; because Christ’s body is there so long as
the species last, as stated above (q. 77, Aa. 4,5). But if it can be
done conveniently, the things in which they are found are to
be burned, and the ashes put in the sacrarium, as was said of
the scrapings of the altar-table, here above.
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T P, Q 84
Of the Sacrament of Penance

(In Ten Articles)

We must now consider the Sacrament of Penance. We shall consider (1) Penance itself; (2) Its effect; (3) Its Parts; (4) e
recipients of this sacrament; (5)epower of theministers, which pertains to the keys; (6)e solemnization of this sacrament.

e first of these considerations will be two fold: (1) Penance as a sacrament; (2) Penance as a virtue.
Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Penance is a sacrament?
(2) Of its proper matter;
(3) Of its form;
(4) Whether imposition of hands is necessary for this sacrament?
(5) Whether this sacrament is necessary for salvation?
(6) Of its relation to the other sacraments;
(7) Of its institution;
(8) Of its duration;
(9) Of its continuance;

(10) Whether it can be repeated?

IIIa q. 84 a. 1Whether Penance is a sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that Penance is not a
sacrament. For Gregory* says: “e sacraments are Baptism,
Chrism, and the Body and Blood of Christ; which are called
sacraments because under the veil of corporeal things the Di-
vine power works out salvation in a hidden manner.” But this
does not happen in Penance, because therein corporeal things
are not employed that, under them, the power of God may
work our salvation. erefore Penance is not a sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments of the Church are
shown forth by the ministers of Christ, according to 1 Cor.
4:1: “Let a man so account of us as of the ministers of Christ,
and the dispensers of themysteries ofGod.” But Penance is not
conferred by the ministers of Christ, but is inspired inwardly
into man by God, according to Jer. 31:19: “Aer ou didst
convert me, I did penance.” erefore it seems that Penance is
not a sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, in the sacraments of which we have
already spoken above, there is something that is sacrament
only, something that is both reality and sacrament, and some-
thing that is reality only, as is clear from what has been stated
(q. 66, a. 1). But this does not apply to Penance. erefore
Penance is not a sacrament.

On the contrary, As Baptism is conferred that we may be
cleansed fromsin, so also is Penance:whereforePeter said toSi-
mon Magus (Acts 8:22): “Do penance…from this thy wicked-
ness.” But Baptism is a sacrament as stated above (q. 66, a. 1).
erefore for the same reason Penance is also a sacrament.

I answer that, As Gregory says†, “a sacrament consists in a
solemn act, whereby something is so done that we understand
it to signify the holiness which it confers.” Now it is evident

that in Penance something is done so that something holy is
signified both on the part of the penitent sinner, and on the
part of the priest absolving, because the penitent sinner, by
deed and word, shows his heart to have renounced sin, and
in like manner the priest, by his deed and word with regard
to the penitent, signifies the work of God Who forgives his
sins. erefore it is evident that Penance, as practiced in the
Church, is a sacrament.

Reply toObjection 1.By corporeal things taken in a wide
sense we may understand also external sensible actions, which
are to this sacrament what water is to Baptism, or chrism to
Confirmation. But it is to be observed that in those sacra-
ments, whereby an exceptional grace surpassing altogether the
proportion of a human act, is conferred, some corporeal mat-
ter is employed externally, e.g. in Baptism, which confers full
remission of all sins, both as to guilt and as to punishment, and
in Confirmation, wherein the fulness of the Holy Ghost is be-
stowed, and in Extreme Unction, which confers perfect spiri-
tual health derived from the virtue of Christ as from an extrin-
sic principle.Wherefore, such human acts as are in these sacra-
ments, are not the essential matter of the sacrament, but are
dispositions thereto. On the other hand, in those sacraments
whose effect corresponds to that of some human act, the sen-
sible human act itself takes the place of matter, as in the case
of Penance and Matrimony, even as in bodily medicines, some
are applied externally, such as plasters and drugs, while others
are acts of the person who seeks to be cured, such as certain
exercises.

Reply to Objection 2. In those sacraments which have a
corporeal matter, this matter needs to be applied by a minister

* Cf. Isidore, Etym. vi, ch. 19. † Isidore, Etym. vi, ch. 19.
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of the Church, who stands in the place of Christ, which de-
notes that the excellence of the power which operates in the
sacraments is from Christ. But in the sacrament of Penance,
as stated above (ad 1), human actions take the place of matter,
and these actions proceed from internal inspiration, wherefore
the matter is not applied by the minister, but by God working
inwardly; while the minister furnishes the complement of the
sacrament, when he absolves the penitent.

Reply toObjection 3. In Penance also, there is something
which is sacrament only, viz. the acts performed outwardly
both by the repentant sinner, andby the priest in giving absolu-
tion; that which is reality and sacrament is the sinner’s inward
repentance; while that which is reality, and not sacrament, is
the forgiveness of sin. e first of these taken altogether is the
cause of the second; and the first and second together are the
cause of the third.

IIIa q. 84 a. 2Whether sins are the proper matter of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that sins are not the proper
matter of this sacrament. Because, in the other sacraments, the
matter is hallowed by the utterance of certain words, and be-
ing thus hallowed produces the sacramental effect. Now sins
cannot be hallowed, for they are opposed to the effect of the
sacrament, viz. gracewhich blots out sin.erefore sins are not
the proper matter of this sacrament.

Objection2.Further,Augustine says in his bookDePoen-
itentia [Cf. Serm. cccli]: “No one can begin a new life, unless
he repent of the old.” Now not only sins but also the penalties
of the present life belong to the old life. erefore sins are not
the proper matter of Penance.

Objection 3. Further, sin is either original, mortal or ve-
nial. Now the sacrament of Penance is not ordained against
original sin, for this is taken away by Baptism, [nor against
mortal sin, for this is taken away by the sinner’s confession]*,
nor against venial sin, which is taken away by the beating of the
breast and the sprinkling of holy water and the like. erefore
sins are not the proper matter of Penance.

Onthe contrary,eApostle says (2Cor. 12:21): ”(Who)
have not done penance for the uncleanness and fornication
and lasciviousness, that they have committed.”

I answer that, Matter is twofold, viz. proximate and re-
mote: thus the proximate matter of a statue is a metal, while
the remote matter is water. Now it has been stated (a. 1, ad 1,
ad 2), that the proximate matter of this sacrament consists in
the acts of the penitent, the matter of which acts are the sins

over which he grieves, which he confesses, and for which he
satisfies. Hence it follows that sins are the remote matter of
Penance, as a matter, not for approval, but for detestation, and
destruction.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers the prox-
imate matter of a sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. e old life that was subject to
death is the object of Penance, not as regards the punishment,
but as regards the guilt connected with it.

Reply toObjection 3.Penance regards every kind of sin in
a way, but not each in the same way. Because Penance regards
actualmortal sin properly and chiefly; properly, since, properly
speaking, we are said to repent of what we have done of our
own will; chiefly, since this sacrament was instituted chiefly
for the blotting out of mortal sin. Penance regards venial sins,
properly speaking indeed, in so far as they are committed of
our own will, but this was not the chief purpose of its institu-
tion. But as to original sin, Penance regards it neither chiefly,
since Baptism, and not Penance, is ordained against original
sin, nor properly, because original sin is not done of our own
will, except in so far as Adam’s will is looked upon as ours, in
which sense the Apostle says (Rom. 5:12): “In whom all have
sinned.” Nevertheless, Penance may be said to regard original
sin, if we take it in a wide sense for any detestation of some-
thing past: in which sense Augustine uses the term in his book
De Poenitentia (Serm. cccli).

IIIa q. 84 a. 3Whether the form of this sacrament is: “I absolve thee”?

Objection 1. It would seem that the form of this sacra-
ment is not: “I absolve thee.” Because the forms of the sacra-
ments are received from Christ’s institution and the Church’s
custom. But we do not read that Christ instituted this form.
Nor is it in common use; in fact in certain absolutions which
are given publicly in church (e.g. at Prime and Compline and
onMaundyursday), absolution is givennot in the indicative
form by saying: “I absolve thee,” but In the deprecatory form,
by saying: “May Almighty God have mercy on you,” or: “May
Almighty God grant you absolution and forgiveness.” ere-
fore the form of this sacrament is not: “I absolve thee.”

Objection 2. Further, Pope Leo says (Ep. cviii) that God’s
forgiveness cannot be obtained without the priestly supplica-
tions: and he is speaking there of God’s forgiveness granted to
the penitent. erefore the form of this sacrament should be
deprecatory.

Objection 3. Further, to absolve from sin is the same as to
remit sin. ButGod alone remits sin, forHe alone cleansesman
inwardly from sin, as Augustine says (Contra Donatist. v, 21).
erefore it seems that God alone absolves from sin. ere-
fore the priest should say not: “I absolve thee,” as neither does
he say: “I remit thy sins.”

* e words in brackets are omitted in the Leonine edition.
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Objection 4. Further, just as our Lord gave His disciples
the power to absolve from sins, so also did He give them the
power “to heal infirmities,” “to cast out devils,” and “to cure
diseases” (Mat. 10:1; Lk. 9:1). Now the apostles, in healing the
sick, did not use the words: “I heal thee,” but: “e Lord Jesus
Christ heal [Vulg.: ‘heals’] thee,” as Peter said to the palsied
man (Acts 9:34).erefore since priests have the power which
Christ gave His apostles, it seems that they should not use the
form: “I absolve thee,” but: “May Christ absolve thee.”

Objection 5. Further, some explain this form by stating
that when they say: “I absolve thee,” they mean “I declare you
tobe absolved.”Butneither can this bedoneby apriest unless it
be revealed to himbyGod,wherefore, aswe read inMat. 16:19
before it was said to Peter: “Whatsoever thou shalt bind upon
earth,” etc., it was said to him (Mat. 16:17): “Blessed art thou
Simon Bar-Jona: because flesh and blood have not revealed it
to thee, but My Father Who is in heaven.” erefore it seems
presumptuous for a priest, who has received no revelation on
the matter, to say: “I absolve thee,” even if this be explained to
mean: “I declare thee absolved.”

On the contrary, As our Lord said to His disciples (Mat.
28:19): “Going…teach ye all nations, baptizing them,” etc., so
didHe say toPeter (Mat. 16:19): “Whatsoever thou shalt loose
on earth,” etc. Now the priest, relying on the authority of those
words of Christ, says: “I baptize thee.” erefore on the same
authority he should say in this sacrament: “I absolve thee.”

I answer that, e perfection of a thing is ascribed to its
form. Now it has been stated above (a. 1, ad 2) that this sacra-
ment is perfected by that which is done by the priest. Where-
fore the part taken by the penitent, whether it consist of words
or deeds, must needs be thematter of this sacrament, while the
part taken by the priest, takes the place of the form.

Now since the sacraments of the New Law accomplish
what they signify, as stated above (q. 62, a. 1, ad 1), it be-
hooves the sacramental form to signify the sacramental effect
in amanner that is in keeping with thematter. Hence the form
of Baptism is: “I baptize thee,” and the form of Confirmation
is: “I sign thee with the sign of the cross, and I confirm thee
with the chrism of salvation,” because these sacraments are per-
fected in the use of their matter: while in the sacrament of the
Eucharist, which consists in the very consecration of the mat-
ter, the reality of the consecration is expressed in the words:
“is is My Body.”

Now this sacrament, namely the sacrament of Penance,
consists not in the consecration of a matter, nor in the use of a
hallowed matter, but rather in the removal of a certain matter,
viz. sin, in so far as sins are said to be the matter of Penance, as
explained above (a. 2). is removal is expressed by the priest
saying: “I absolve thee”: because sins are fetters, according to
Prov. 5:22. “His own iniquities catch the wicked, and he is fast
bound with the ropes of his own sins.” Wherefore it is evident
that this is the most fitting form of this sacrament: “I absolve
thee.”

Reply to Objection 1. is form is taken from Christ’s

very words whichHe addressed to Peter (Mat. 16:19): “What-
soever thou shalt loose on earth,” etc., and such is the form
employed by the Church in sacramental absolution. But such
absolutions as are given in public are not sacramental, but
are prayers for the remission of venial sins. Wherefore in giv-
ing sacramental absolution it would not suffice to say: “May
Almighty God have mercy on thee,” or: “May God grant thee
absolution and forgiveness,” because by such words the priest
does not signify the giving of absolution, but prays that it may
be given.Nevertheless the above prayer is said before the sacra-
mental absolution is given, lest the sacramental effect be hin-
dered on the part of the penitent, whose acts are as matter in
this sacrament, but not in Baptism or Confirmation.

Reply to Objection 2. e words of Leo are to be under-
stood of the prayer that precedes the absolution, and do not
exclude the fact that the priest pronounces absolution.

Reply to Objection 3. God alone absolves from sin and
forgives sins authoritatively; yet priests do both ministerially,
because the words of the priest in this sacrament work as in-
struments of the Divine power, as in the other sacraments: be-
cause it is theDivinepower thatworks inwardly in all the sacra-
mental signs, be they things or words, as shown above (q. 62,
a. 4; q. 64, Aa. 1,2). Wherefore our Lord expressed both: for
He said to Peter (Mat. 16:19): “Whatsoever thou shalt loose
on earth,” etc., and to His disciples ( Jn. 20:23): “Whose sins
you shall forgive, they are forgiven them.” Yet the priest says: “I
absolve thee,” rather than: “I forgive thee thy sins,” because it is
more in keeping with the words of our Lord, by expressing the
power of the keys whereby priests absolve. Nevertheless, since
the priest absolvesministerially, something is suitably added in
reference to the supremeauthority ofGod, by thepriest saying:
“I absolve thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost,” or by the power of Christ’s Passion, or by
the authority of God. However, as this is not defined by the
words of Christ, as it is for Baptism, this addition is le to the
discretion of the priest.

Reply to Objection 4. Power was given to the apostles,
not that they themselves might heal the sick, but that the sick
might be healed at the prayer of the apostles: whereas power
was given to them to work instrumentally or ministerially in
the sacraments; wherefore they could express their own agency
in the sacramental forms rather than in the healing of infirmi-
ties. Nevertheless in the latter case they did not always use the
deprecatory form, but sometimes employed the indicative or
imperative: thus we read (Acts 3:6) that Peter said to the lame
man: “What I have, I give thee: In the name of Jesus Christ of
Nazareth, arise and walk.”

Reply toObjection5. It is true in a sense that thewords, “I
absolve thee” mean “I declare thee absolved,” but this explana-
tion is incomplete. Because the sacraments of theNewLawnot
only signify, but effect what they signify. Wherefore, just as
the priest in baptizing anyone, declares by deed and word that
the person is washed inwardly, and this not only significatively
but also effectively, so alsowhenhe says: “I absolve thee,” he de-
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clares the man to be absolved not only significatively but also
effectively. And yet he does not speak as of something uncer-
tain, because just as the other sacraments of theNewLawhave,
of themselves, a sure effect through the power of Christ’s Pas-
sion, which effect, nevertheless, may be impeded on the part
of the recipient, so is it with this sacrament. Hence Augustine
says (De Adult. Conjug. ii): “ere is nothing disgraceful or
onerous in the reconciliation of husband and wife, when adul-
tery committed has been washed away, since there is no doubt

that remission of sins is granted through the keys of the king-
dom of heaven.” Consequently there is no need for a special
revelation to be made to the priest, but the general revelation
of faith suffices, through which sins are forgiven. Hence the
revelation of faith is said to have been made to Peter.

It would be a more complete explanation to say that the
words, “I absolve thee” mean: “I grant thee the sacrament of
absolution.”

IIIa q. 84 a. 4Whether the imposition of the priest’s hands is necessary for this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that the imposition of the
priest’s hands is necessary for this sacrament. For it is writ-
ten (Mk. 16:18): “ey shall lay hands upon the sick, and
they shall recover.” Now sinners are sick spiritually, and obtain
recovery through this sacrament. erefore an imposition of
hands should be made in this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, in this sacrament man regains the
Holy Ghost Whom he had lost, wherefore it is said in the per-
son of the penitent (Ps. 1:14): “Restore untome the joy ofy
salvation, and strengthen me with a perfect spirit.” Now the
Holy Ghost is given by the imposition of hands; for we read
(Acts 8:17) that the apostles “laid their hands upon them, and
they received the Holy Ghost”; and (Mat. 19:13) that “little
children were presented” to our Lord, “thatHe should impose
hands upon them.” erefore an imposition of hands should
be made in this sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, the priest’s words are not more effi-
cacious in this than in the other sacraments. But in the other
sacraments the words of the minister do not suffice, unless he
perform some action: thus, in Baptism, the priest while saying:
“I baptize thee,” has to perform a bodily washing. erefore,
also while saying: “I absolve thee,” the priest should perform
some action in regard to the penitent, by laying hands on him.

On the contrary, When our Lord said to Peter (Mat.
16:19): “Whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth,” etc., Hemade
no mention of an imposition of hands; nor did He when
He said to all the apostles ( Jn. 20:13): “Whose sins you shall
forgive, they are forgiven them.” erefore no imposition of
hands is required for this sacrament.

I answer that, In the sacraments of theChurch the imposi-
tion of hands ismade, to signify some abundant effect of grace,
through those on whom the hands are laid being, as it were,
united to the ministers in whom grace should be plentiful.
Wherefore an imposition of hands is made in the sacrament of
Confirmation, wherein the fulness of the Holy Ghost is con-
ferred; and in the sacrament of order, wherein is bestowed a
certain excellence of power over theDivinemysteries; hence it

is written (2 Tim. 1:6): “Stir up the grace of God which is in
thee, by the imposition of my hands.”

Now the sacrament of Penance is ordained, not that man
may receive some abundance of grace, but that his sins may be
taken away; and therefore no imposition of hands is required
for this sacrament, as neither is there forBaptism,wherein nev-
ertheless a fuller remission of sins is bestowed.

Reply to Objection 1. at imposition of hands is not
sacramental, but is intended for the working of miracles,
namely, that by the contact of a sanctified man’s hand, even
bodily infirmity might be removed; even as we read of our
Lord (Mk. 6:5) thatHe cured the sick, “layingHis hands upon
them,” and (Mat. 8:3) that He cleansed a leper by touching
him.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not every reception of theHoly
Ghost that requires an imposition of hands, since even in Bap-
tism man receives the Holy Ghost, without any imposition of
hands: it is at the reception of the fulness of the Holy Ghost
which belongs to Confirmation that an imposition of hands is
required.

Reply to Objection 3. In those sacraments which are per-
fected in the use of the matter, the minister has to perform
some bodily action on the recipient of the sacrament, e.g. in
Baptism, Confirmation, and Extreme Unction; whereas this
sacrament does not consist in the use of matter employed out-
wardly, the matter being supplied by the part taken by the
penitent: wherefore, just as in the Eucharist the priest perfects
the sacrament bymerely pronouncing the words over the mat-
ter, so the mere words which the priest while absolving pro-
nounces over the penitent perfect the sacrament of absolution.
If, indeed, any bodily act were necessary on the part of the
priest, the sign of the cross, which is employed in theEucharist,
would not be less becoming than the imposition of hands, in
token that sins are forgiven through the blood of Christ cruci-
fied; and yet this is not essential to this sacrament as neither is
it to the Eucharist.
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IIIa q. 84 a. 5Whether this sacrament is necessary for salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament is not nec-
essary for salvation. Because on Ps. 125:5, “ey that sow in
tears,” etc., the gloss says: “Be not sorrowful, if thouhast a good
will, of which peace is the meed.” But sorrow is essential to
Penance, according to 2Cor. 7:10: “e sorrow that is accord-
ing to God worketh penance steadfast unto salvation.” ere-
fore a good will without Penance suffices for salvation.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Prov. 10:12): “Charity
covereth all sins,” and further on (Prov. 15:27): “By mercy and
faith sins are purged away.” But this sacrament is for nothing
else but the purging of sins. erefore if one has charity, faith,
and mercy, one can obtain salvation, without the sacrament of
Penance.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments of the Church take
their origin from the institution of Christ. But according to
Jn. 8 Christ absolved the adulterous woman without Penance.
erefore it seems that Penance is not necessary for salvation.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Lk. 13:3): “Unless you
shall do penance, you shall all likewise perish.”

I answer that, A thing is necessary for salvation in two
ways: first, absolutely; secondly, on a supposition. A thing is
absolutely necessary for salvation, if no one can obtain salva-
tion without it, as, for example, the grace of Christ, and the
sacrament of Baptism, whereby a man is born again in Christ.
e sacrament of Penance is necessary on a supposition, for
it is necessary, not for all, but for those who are in sin. For it
is written (2 Paral 37*), “ou, Lord, God of the righteous,
hast not appointed repentance to the righteous, to Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob, nor to those who sinned not against ee.”
But “sin, when it is completed, begetteth death” ( James 1:15).
Consequently it is necessary for the sinner’s salvation that sin
be taken away from him; which cannot be done without the

sacrament of Penance, wherein the power of Christ’s Passion
operates through the priest’s absolution and the acts of the
penitent, who co-operates with grace unto the destruction of
his sin. For as Augustine says (Tract. lxxii in Joan.†), “HeWho
created thee without thee, will not justify thee without thee.”
erefore it is evident that aer sin the sacrament of Penance
is necessary for salvation, even as bodily medicine aer man
has contracted a dangerous disease.

Reply toObjection 1.is gloss should apparently be un-
derstood as referring to the man who has a good will unim-
paired by sin, for such a man has no cause for sorrow: but as
soon as the good will is forfeited through sin, it cannot be re-
storedwithout that sorrowwhereby aman sorrows for his past
sin, and which belongs to Penance.

Reply to Objection 2. As soon as a man falls into sin,
charity, faith, and mercy do not deliver him from sin, without
Penance. Because charity demands that aman should grieve for
the offense committed against his friend, and that he should be
anxious to make satisfaction to his friend; faith requires that
he should seek to be justified from his sins through the power
of Christ’s Passion which operates in the sacraments of the
Church; and well-ordered pity necessitates that man should
succor himself by repenting of the pitiful condition intowhich
sin has brought him, according toProv. 14:34: “Sinmakethna-
tionsmiserable”;wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 30:24): “Have
pity on thy own soul, pleasing God.”

Reply to Objection 3. It was due to His power of “excel-
lence,” which He alone had, as stated above (q. 64, a. 3), that
Christ bestowed on the adulterous woman the effect of the
sacrament of Penance, viz. the forgiveness of sins, without the
sacrament of Penance, although not without internal repen-
tance, which He operated in her by grace.

IIIa q. 84 a. 6Whether Penance is a second plank aer shipwreck?

Objection 1. It would seem that Penance is not a sec-
ond plank aer shipwreck. Because on Is. 3:9, “ey have pro-
claimed abroad their sin as Sodom,” a gloss says: “e second
plank aer shipwreck is to hide one’s sins.” Now Penance does
not hide sins, but reveals them.erefore Penance is not a sec-
ond plank.

Objection 2. Further, in a building the foundation takes
the first, not the second place. Now in the spiritual edifice,
Penance is the foundation, according to Heb. 6:1: “Not lay-
ing again the foundation of Penance fromdeadworks”; where-
fore it precedes even Baptism, according to Acts 2:38: “Do
penance, and be baptized every one of you.”erefore Penance
should not be called a second plank.

Objection 3. Further, all the sacraments are planks, i.e.
helps against sin. Now Penance holds, not the second but the

fourth, place among the sacraments, as is clear from what has
been said above (q. 65, Aa. 1,2).erefore Penance should not
be called a second plank aer shipwreck.

On the contrary, Jerome says (Ep. cxxx) that “Penance is
a second plank aer shipwreck.”

I answer that, at which is of itself precedes naturally
that which is accidental, as substance precedes accident. Now
some sacraments are, of themselves, ordained to man’s salva-
tion, e.g. Baptism, which is the spiritual birth, Confirmation
which is the spiritual growth, the Eucharist which is the spir-
itual food; whereas Penance is ordained to man’s salvation ac-
cidentally as it were, and on something being supposed, viz.
sin: for unless man were to sin actually, he would not stand in
need of Penance and yet he would need Baptism, Confirma-
tion, and the Eucharist; even as in the life of the body, man

* e prayer of Manasses, among the Apocrypha. † Implicitly in the pas-
sage referred to, but explicitly Serm. xv de verb Apost.
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would need no medical treatment, unless he were ill, and yet
life, birth, growth, and food are, of themselves, necessary to
man.

Consequently Penance holds the second place with regard
to the state of integrity which is bestowed and safeguarded
by the aforesaid sacraments, so that it is called metaphorically
“a second plank aer shipwreck.” For just as the first help for
those who cross the sea is to be safeguarded in a whole ship,
while the second help when the ship is wrecked, is to cling to a
plank; so too the first help in this life’s ocean is that man safe-
guard his integrity, while the second help is, if he lose his in-
tegrity through sin, that he regain it by means of Penance.

Reply to Objection 1. To hide one’s sins may happen in
twoways: first, in the very act of sinning.Now it is worse to sin
in public than in private, both because a public sinner seems
to sin more from contempt, and because by sinning he gives
scandal to others. Consequently in sin it is a kind of remedy
to sin secretly, and it is in this sense that the gloss says that “to
hide one’s sins is a second plank aer shipwreck”; not that it

takes away sin, as Penance does, but because it makes the sin
less grievous. Secondly, one hides one’s sin previously commit-
ted, by neglecting to confess it: this is opposed to Penance, and
to hide one’s sins thus is not a second plank, but is the reverse,
since it is written (Prov. 28:13): “He that hideth his sins shall
not prosper.”

Reply toObjection 2. Penance cannot be called the foun-
dation of the spiritual edifice simply, i.e. in the first building
thereof; but it is the foundation in the second building which
is accomplished by destroying sin, because man, on his return
to God, needs Penance first. However, the Apostle is speak-
ing there of the foundation of spiritual doctrine. Moreover,
the penance which precedes Baptism is not the sacrament of
Penance.

Reply to Objection 3. e three sacraments which pre-
cede Penance refer to the ship in its integrity, i.e. to man’s state
of integrity, with regard to which Penance is called a second
plank.

IIIa q. 84 a. 7Whether this sacrament was suitably instituted in the New Law?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament was un-
suitably instituted in the New Law. Because those things
which belong to the natural lawneednot to be instituted.Now
it belongs to the natural law that one should repent of the evil
one has done: for it is impossible to love goodwithout grieving
for its contrary. erefore Penance was unsuitably instituted
in the New Law.

Objection 2. Further, that which existed in the Old Law
had not to be instituted in the New. Now there was Penance
in the old Lawwherefore the Lord complains ( Jer. 8:6) saying:
“ere is none that dothpenance for his sin, saying:Whathave
I done?”erefore Penance should not have been instituted in
the New Law.

Objection 3. Further, Penance comes aer Baptism, since
it is a secondplank, as stated above (a. 6).Now it seems that our
Lord instituted Penance before Baptism, because we read that
at the beginning of His preaching He said (Mat. 4:17): “Do
penance, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” erefore this
sacrament was not suitably instituted in the New Law.

Objection4.Further, the sacraments of theNewLawwere
instituted by Christ, by Whose power they work, as stated
above (q. 62, a. 5; q. 64, a. 1). But Christ does not seem to
have instituted this sacrament, since He made no use of it, as
of the other sacraments which He instituted. erefore this
sacrament was unsuitably instituted in the New Law.

On the contrary, our Lord said (Lk. 24:46,47): “It be-
hooved Christ to suffer, and to rise again from the dead the
third day: and that penance and remission of sins should be
preached in His name unto all nations.”

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 1, ad 2), in this
sacrament the acts of the penitent are as matter, while the

part taken by the priest, who works as Christ’s minister, is the
formal and completive element of the sacrament. Now in the
other sacraments the matter pre-exists, being provided by na-
ture, as water, or by art, as bread: but that such and such amat-
ter be employed for a sacrament requires to be decided by the
institution;while the sacrament derives its form andpower en-
tirely from the institution of Christ, from Whose Passion the
power of the sacraments proceeds.

Accordingly the matter of this sacrament pre-exists, being
provided by nature; since it is by a natural principle of reason
that man is moved to repent of the evil he has done: yet it is
due toDivine institution thatman does penance in this or that
way. Wherefore at the outset of His preaching, our Lord ad-
monished men, not only to repent, but also to “do penance,”
thus pointing to the particular manner of actions required for
this sacrament. As to the part to be taken by theministers, this
was fixed by our LordwhenHe said to Peter (Mat. 16:19): “To
thee will I give the keys of the kingdom of heaven,” etc.; but it
was aer His resurrection that He made known the efficacy of
this sacrament and the source of its power, when He said (Lk.
24:47) that “penance and remission of sins should be preached
inHis nameunto all nations,” aer speaking ofHis Passion and
resurrection. Because it is from the power of the name of Jesus
Christ suffering and rising again that this sacrament is effica-
cious unto the remission of sins.

It is therefore evident that this sacrament was suitably in-
stituted in the New Law.

Reply to Objection 1. It is a natural law that one should
repent of the evil one has done, by grieving for having done it,
and by seeking a remedy for one’s grief in some way or other,
and also that one should show some signs of grief, even as
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the Ninevites did, as we read in Jn. 3. And yet even in their
case there was also something of faith which they had received
through Jonas’ preaching, inasmuch as they did these things in
the hope that they would receive pardon fromGod, according
aswe read ( Jn. 3:9): “Who can tell ifGodwill turn and forgive,
and will turn away from His fierce anger, and we shall not per-
ish?”But just as othermatterswhich are of the natural lawwere
fixed in detail by the institution of the Divine law, as we have
stated in the Ia IIae, q. 91, a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 95, a. 2; Ia IIae, q. 99,
so was it with Penance.

Reply toObjection 2.ings which are of the natural law
were determined in various ways in the old and in the New
Law, in keeping with the imperfection of the old, and the per-
fection of the New. Wherefore Penance was fixed in a certain
way in the Old Law—with regard to sorrow, that it should be
in the heart rather than in external signs, according to Joel
2:13: “Rend your hearts and not your garments”; and with
regard to seeking a remedy for sorrow, that they should in
some way confess their sins, at least in general, to God’s min-
isters. Wherefore the Lord said (Lev. 5:17,18): “If anyone sin
through ignorance…he shall offer of the flocks a ram without
blemish to the priest, according to the measure and estima-
tion of the sin, and the priest shall pray for him, because he
did it ignorantly, and it shall be forgiven him”; since by the
very fact of making an offering for his sin, a man, in a fashion,
confessed his sin to the priest. And accordingly it is written
(Prov. 28:13): “He that hideth his sins, shall not prosper: but
he that shall confess, and forsake them, shall obtain mercy.”
Not yet, however, was the power of the keys instituted, which
is derived from Christ’s Passion, and consequently it was not
yet ordained that aman should grieve for his sin, with the pur-
pose of submitting himself by confession and satisfaction to

the keys of the Church, in the hope of receiving forgiveness
through the power of Christ’s Passion.

Reply to Objection 3. If we note carefully what our Lord
said about the necessity of Baptism (Jn. 3:3, seqq.), we shall
see that this was said before His words about the necessity of
Penance (Mat. 4:17); because He spoke to Nicodemus about
Baptism before the imprisonment of John, of whom it is re-
lated aerwards ( Jn. 3:23, 24) that he baptized, whereas His
words about Penance were said aer Johnwas cast into prison.

If, however,Hehad admonishedmen todopenance before
admonishing them to be baptized, this would be because also
before Baptism some kind of penance is required, according to
the words of Peter (Acts 2:38): “Do penance, and be baptized,
every one of you.”

Reply to Objection 4. Christ did not use the Baptism
which He instituted, but was baptized with the baptism of
John, as stated above (q. 39, Aa. 1,2).Nor didHe use it actively
by administering it Himself, because He “did not baptize” as
a rule, “but His disciples” did, as related in Jn. 4:2, although it
is to be believed that He baptized His disciples, as Augustine
asserts (Ep. cclxv, ad Seleuc.). But with regard to His institu-
tion of this sacrament it was nowise fitting that He should use
it, neither by repenting Himself, in Whom there was no sin,
nor by administering the sacrament to others, since, in order
to show His mercy and power, He was wont to confer the ef-
fect of this sacrament without the sacrament itself, as stated
above (a. 5, ad 3). On the other hand, He both received and
gave to others the sacrament of the Eucharist, both in order to
commend the excellence of that sacrament, and because that
sacrament is amemorial ofHis Passion, inwhichChrist is both
priest and victim.

IIIa q. 84 a. 8Whether Penance should last till the end of life?

Objection 1. It would seem that Penance should not last
till the end of life. Because Penance is ordained for the blotting
out of sin. Now the penitent receives forgiveness of his sins at
once, according to Ezech. 18:21: “If thewicked do penance for
all his sins which he hath committed…he shall live and shall
not die.” erefore there is no need for Penance to be further
prolonged.

Objection 2. Further, Penance belongs to the state of be-
ginners. But man ought to advance from that state to the state
of the proficient, and, from this, on to the state of the perfect.
erefore man need not do Penance till the end of his life.

Objection 3. Further, man is bound to observe the laws of
theChurch in this as in the other sacraments. But the duration
of repentance is fixed by the canons, so that, to wit, for such
and such a sin one is bound to do penance for so many years.
erefore it seems that Penance should not be prolonged till
the end of life.

On the contrary, Augustine says in his book, De Poeni-
tentia*: “What remains for us to do, save to sorrow ever in this
life? For when sorrow ceases, repentance fails; and if repen-
tance fails, what becomes of pardon?”

I answer that, Penance is twofold, internal and external.
Internal penance is that whereby one grieves for a sin one has
committed, and this penance should last until the end of life.
Because man should always be displeased at having sinned, for
if he were to be pleased thereat, he would for this very rea-
son fall into sin and lose the fruit of pardon. Now displeasure
causes sorrow in one who is susceptible to sorrow, as man is
in this life; but aer this life the saints are not susceptible to
sorrow, wherefore they will be displeased at, without sorrow-
ing for, their past sins, according to Is. 65:16. “e former dis-
tresses are forgotten.”

External penance is that whereby a man shows external
signs of sorrow, confesses his sins verbally to the priest who ab-

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown.
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solves him, and makes satisfaction for his sins according to the
judgment of the priest. Such penance need not last until the
end of life, but only for a fixed time according to the measure
of the sin.

Reply toObjection1.Truepenancenot only removes past
sins, but also preserves man from future sins. Consequently,
although a man receives forgiveness of past sins in the first in-
stant of his true penance, nevertheless hemust persevere in his
penance, lest he fall again into sin.

Reply to Objection 2. To do penance both internal and

external belongs to the state of beginners, of those, to wit, who
are making a fresh start from the state of sin. But there is room
for internal penance even in the proficient and the perfect, ac-
cording to Ps. 83:7: “In his heart he hath disposed to ascend by
steps, in the vale of tears.” Wherefore Paul says (1 Cor. 15:9):
“I…amnot worthy to be called an apostle because I persecuted
the Church of God.”

Reply to Objection 3. ese durations of time are fixed
for penitents as regards the exercise of external penance.

IIIa q. 84 a. 9Whether Penance can be continuous?

Objection 1. It would seem that penance cannot be con-
tinuous. For it is written ( Jer. 31:16): “Let thy voice cease from
weeping, and thy eyes from tears.” But this would be impossi-
ble if penance were continuous, for it consists in weeping and
tears. erefore penance cannot be continuous.

Objection 2. Further, man ought to rejoice at every good
work, according to Ps. 99:1: “Serve ye the Lordwith gladness.”
Now to do penance is a good work. erefore man should re-
joice at it. But man cannot rejoice and grieve at the same time,
as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. ix, 4). erefore a penitent
cannot grieve continually for his past sins, which is essential to
penance. erefore penance cannot be continuous.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (2 Cor. 2:7):
“Comfort him,” viz. the penitent, “lest perhaps such an one
be swallowed up with overmuch sorrow.” But comfort dispels
grief, which is essential to penance. erefore penance need
not be continuous.

On the contrary,Augustine says in his book on Penance†:
“In doing penance grief should be continual.”

I answer that, One is said to repent in two ways, actually
and habitually. It is impossible for a man continually to repent
actually. for the acts, whether internal or external, of a penitent
must needs be interrupted by sleep and other things which the
body needs. Secondly, a man is said to repent habitually. and
thus he should repent continually, both by never doing any-
thing contrary to penance, so as to destroy the habitual dispo-
sition of the penitent, and by being resolved that his past sins
should always be displeasing to him.

Reply to Objection 1. Weeping and tears belong to the
act of external penance, and this act needs neither to be con-
tinuous, nor to last until the end of life, as stated above (a. 8):
wherefore it is significantly added: “For there is a reward for
thy work.” Now the reward of the penitent’s work is the full
remission of sin both as to guilt and as to punishment; and af-
ter receiving this reward there is no need for man to proceed
to acts of external penance. is, however, does not prevent
penance being continual, as explained above.

Reply toObjection 2. Of sorrow and joy we may speak in

two ways: first, as being passions of the sensitive appetite; and
thus they can no. wise be together, since they are altogether
contrary to one another, either on the part of the object (as
when they have the same object), or at least on the part of the
movement, for joy is with expansion* of the heart, whereas sor-
row is with contraction; and it is in this sense that the Philoso-
pher speaks in Ethic. ix. Secondly, we may speak of joy and
sorrow as being simple acts of the will, to which something is
pleasing or displeasing. Accordingly, they cannot be contrary
to one another, except on the part of the object, as when they
concern the same object in the same respect, in which way joy
and sorrow cannot be simultaneous, because the same thing
in the same respect cannot be pleasing and displeasing. If, on
the other hand, joy and sorrow, understood thus, be not of
the same object in the same respect, but either of different ob-
jects, or of the same object in different respects, in that case
joy and sorrow are not contrary to one another, so that noth-
ing hinders a man from being joyful and sorrowful at the same
time—for instance, if we see a goodman suffer, we both rejoice
at his goodness and at the same time grieve for his suffering.
In this way a man may be displeased at having sinned, and be
pleased at his displeasure together with his hope for pardon, so
that his very sorrow is a matter of joy. Hence Augustine says†:
“e penitent should ever grieve and rejoice at his grief.”

If, however, sorrowwere altogether incompatible with joy,
this would prevent the continuance, not of habitual penance,
but only of actual penance.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. ii, 3,6,7,9) it belongs to virtue to establish the mean in
the passions. Now the sorrow which, in the sensitive appetite
of the penitent, arises from the displeasure of his will, is a pas-
sion; wherefore it should be moderated according to virtue,
and if it be excessive it is sinful, because it leads to despair, as
the Apostle teaches (2 Cor. 2:7), saying: “Lest such an one be
swallowed up with overmuch sorrow.” Accordingly comfort,
of which the Apostle speaks, moderates sorrow but does not
destroy it altogether.

† De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown. * Cf. Ia IIae, q. 33, a. 1. † De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is
unknown.
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IIIa q. 84 a. 10Whether the sacrament of Penance may be repeated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sacrament of Penance
should not be repeated. For the Apostle says (Heb. 6:4, seqq.):
“It is impossible for those, who were once illuminated, have
tasted also the heavenly gi, and were made partakers of the
Holy Ghost…and are fallen away, to be renewed again to
penance.” Now whosoever have done penance, have been illu-
minated, and have received the gi of the Holy Ghost. ere-
fore whosoever sin aer doing penance, cannot do penance
again.

Objection2.Further,Ambrose says (DePoenit. ii): “Some
are to be found who think they ought oen to do penance,
who take liberties with Christ: for if they were truly penitent,
they would not think of doing penance over again, since there
is but onePenance even as there is but oneBaptism.”NowBap-
tism is not repeated. Neither, therefore, is Penance to be re-
peated.

Objection 3. Further, the miracles whereby our Lord
healed bodily diseases, signify the healing of spiritual diseases,
wherebymen are delivered from sins. Nowwe do not read that
our Lord restored the sight to any blind man twice, or that He
cleansed any leper twice, or twice raised any dead man to life.
erefore it seems that He does not twice grant pardon to any
sinner.

Objection 4. Further, Gregory says (Hom. xxxiv in
Evang.): “Penance consists in deploring past sins, and in not
committing again those we have deplored”: and Isidore says
(De Summo Bono ii): “He is a mocker and no penitent who
still does what he has repented of.” If, therefore, a man is truly
penitent, he will not sin again. erefore Penance cannot be
repeated.

Objection 5. Further, just as Baptism derives its efficacy
from the Passion of Christ, so does Penance. Now Baptism is
not repeated, on account of the unity of Christ’s Passion and
death. erefore in like manner Penance is not repeated.

Objection 6. Further, Ambrose says on Ps. 118:58, “I en-
treated y face,” etc., that “facility of obtaining pardon is an
incentive to sin.” If, therefore, God frequently grants pardon
through Penance, it seems thatHe affords man an incentive to
sin, and thusHe seems to take pleasure in sin,which is contrary
to His goodness. erefore Penance cannot be repeated.

On the contrary, Man is induced to be merciful by
the example of Divine mercy, according to Lk. 6:36: “Be
ye…merciful, as your Father also is merciful.” Now our Lord
commandedHis disciples to bemerciful by frequently pardon-
ing their brethren who had sinned against them; wherefore,
as related in Mat. 18:21, when Peter asked: “How oen shall
my brother off end against me, and I forgive him? till seven
times?” Jesus answered: “I say not to thee, till seven times, but
till seventy times seven times.” erefore also God over and
over again, through Penance, grants pardon to sinners, espe-

cially asHe teaches us to pray (Mat. 6:12): “Forgive us our tres-
passes, as we forgive them that trespass against us.”

I answer that,As regards Penance, some have erred, saying
that a man cannot obtain pardon of his sins through Penance
a second time. Some of these, viz. the Novatians, went so far
as to say that he who sins aer the first Penance which is done
in Baptism, cannot be restored again through Penance. ere
were also other heretics who, as Augustine relates in De Poen-
itentia*, said that, aer Baptism, Penance is useful, not many
times, but only once.

ese errors seem to have arisen from a twofold source:
first from not knowing the nature of true Penance. For since
truePenance requires charity, withoutwhich sins are not taken
away, they thought that charity once possessed could not be
lost, and that, consequently, Penance, if true, could never be
removed by sin, so that it should be necessary to repeat it. But
this was refuted in the IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 11, where it was shown
that on account of free-will charity, once possessed, can be lost,
and that, consequently, aer true Penance, a man can sin mor-
tally. Secondly, they erred in their estimation of the gravity
of sin. For they deemed a sin committed by a man aer he
had received pardon, to be so grave that it could not be for-
given. In this they erred not only with regard to sin which,
even aer a sin has been forgiven, can be either more or less
grievous than the first, which was forgiven, but much more
did they err against the infinity of Divine mercy, which sur-
passes any number and magnitude of sins, according to Ps.
50:1,2: “Have mercy on me, O God, according to y great
mercy: and according to the multitude of y tender mercies,
blot out my iniquity.” Wherefore the words of Cain were rep-
rehensible, when he said (Gn. 4:13): “My iniquity is greater
than that Imay deserve pardon.” And soGod’s mercy, through
Penance, grants pardon to sinners without any end, wherefore
it is written (2 Paral 37†): “y merciful promise is unmea-
surable and unsearchable…(and ou repentest) for the evil
brought upon man.” It is therefore evident that Penance can
be repeated many times.

Reply to Objection 1. Some of the Jews thought that a
man could be washed several times in the laver of Baptism, be-
cause among them the Law prescribed certain washing-places
where they were wont to cleanse themselves repeatedly from
their uncleannesses. In order to disprove this theApostlewrote
to the Hebrews that “it is impossible for those who were once
illuminated,” viz. through Baptism, “to be renewed again to
penance,” viz. through Baptism, which is “the laver of regen-
eration, and renovation of the Holy Ghost,” as stated in Titus
3:5: and he declares the reason to be that by Baptism man dies
with Christ, wherefore he adds (Heb. 6:6): “Crucifying again
to themselves the Son of God.”

Reply to Objection 2. Ambrose is speaking of solemn
* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown.
† Prayer of Manasses, among the Apocrypha. St. omas is evidently quot-
ing from memory, and omits the words in brackets.
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Penance, which is not repeated in the Church, as we shall state
further on ( Suppl., q. 28, a. 2).

Reply toObjection3.AsAugustine says‡, “Our Lord gave
sight to many blind men at various times, and strength to
many infirm, thereby showing, in these different men, that the
same sins are repeatedly forgiven, at one time healing a man
from leprosy and aerwards from blindness. For this reason
He healed somany stricken with fever, somany feeble in body,
so many lame, blind, and withered, that the sinner might not
despair; for this reason He is not described as healing anyone
but once, that every onemight fear to link himself with sin; for
this reason He declares Himself to be the physician welcomed
not of the hale, but of the unhealthy. What sort of a physician
is he who knows not how to heal a recurring disease? For if
a man ail a hundred times it is for the physician to heal him a
hundred times: and if he failedwhere others succeed, hewould
be a poor physician in comparison with them.”

Reply toObjection 4.Penance is to deplore past sins, and,
“while deploring them,” not to commit again, either by act or
by intention, those which we have to deplore. Because aman is

amocker and not a penitent, who, “while doing penance,” does
what he repents having done, or intends to do again what he
did before, or even commits actually the same or another kind
of sin. But if a man sin aerwards either by act or intention,
this does not destroy the fact that his former penance was real,
because the reality of a former act is never destroyed by a sub-
sequent contrary act: for even as he truly ran who aerwards
sits, so he truly repented who subsequently sins.

Reply to Objection 5. Baptism derives its power from
Christ’s Passion, as a spiritual regeneration, with a spiritual
death, of a previous life.Now“it is appointeduntomanonce to
die” (Heb. 9:27), and to be born once, wherefore man should
be baptized but once. On the other hand, Penance derives its
power fromChrist’s Passion, as a spiritualmedicine, which can
be repeated frequently.

Reply to Objection 6. According to Augustine (De vera
et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown), “it
is evident that sins displease God exceedingly, for He is always
ready to destroy them, lest whatHe created should perish, and
what He loved be lost,” viz. by despair.

‡ De vera et falsa Poenitentia the authorship of which is unknown.
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T P, Q 85
Of Penance As a Virtue
(In Six Articles)

We must now consider penance as a virtue, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether penance is a virtue?
(2) Whether it is a special virtue?
(3) To what species of virtue does it belong?
(4) Of its subject;
(5) Of its cause;
(6) Of its relation to the other virtues.

IIIa q. 85 a. 1Whether Penance is a virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that penance is not a virtue.
For penance is a sacrament numbered among the other sacra-
ments, as was shown above (q. 84, a. 1; q. 65, a. 1). Now no
other sacrament is a virtue. erefore neither is penance a
virtue.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 9), “shame is not a virtue,” both because it is a pas-
sion accompanied by a bodily alteration, and because it is not
the disposition of a perfect thing, since it is about an evil act,
so that it has no place in a virtuous man. Now, in like manner,
penance is a passion accompanied by a bodily alteration, viz.
tears, according to Gregory, who says (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.)
that “penance consists in deploring past sins”: moreover it is
about evil deeds, viz. sins, which have no place in a virtuous
man. erefore penance is not a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iv, 3), “no virtuous man is foolish.” But it seems fool-
ish to deplore what has been done in the past, since it cannot
be otherwise, and yet this is what we understand by penance.
erefore penance is not a virtue.

On the contrary,eprecepts of the Law are about acts of
virtue, because “a lawgiver intends to make the citizens virtu-
ous” (Ethic. ii, 1). But there is a precept about penance in the
Divine law, according to Mat. 4:17: “Do penance,” etc. ere-
fore penance is a virtue.

I answer that,As stated above (obj. 2; q. 84, a. 10, ad 4), to
repent is to deplore something one has done. Now it has been
stated above (q. 84 , a. 9) that sorrow or sadness is twofold.
First, it denotes a passion of the sensitive appetite, and in this
sense penance is not a virtue, but a passion. Secondly, it de-
notes an act of the will, and in this way it implies choice, and
if this be right, it must, of necessity, be an act of virtue. For
it is stated in Ethic. ii, 6 that virtue is a habit of choosing ac-

cording to right reason. Now it belongs to right reason than
one should grieve for a proper object of grief as one ought to
grieve, and for an end for which one ought to grieve. And this
is observed in the penance ofwhichwe are speaking now; since
the penitent assumes a moderated grief for his past sins, with
the intention of removing them. Hence it is evident that the
penance of which we are speaking now, is either a virtue or the
act of a virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 84, a. 1, ad 1;
Aa. 2,3), in the sacrament of Penance, human acts take the
place of matter, which is not the case in Baptism and Con-
firmation. Wherefore, since virtue is a principle of an act,
penance is either a virtue or accompanies a virtue, rather than
Baptism or Confirmation.

Reply toObjection 2. Penance, considered as a passion, is
not a virtue, as stated above, and it is thus that it is accompa-
nied by a bodily alteration. On the other hand, it is a virtue,
according as it includes a right choice on the part of the will;
which, however, applies to penance rather than to shame. Be-
cause shame regards the evil deed as present, whereas penance
regards the evil deed as past. Now it is contrary to the per-
fection of virtue that one should have an evil deed actually
present, of which one ought to be ashamed; whereas it is not
contrary to the perfection of virtue that we should have previ-
ously committed evil deeds, of which it behooves us to repent,
since a man from being wicked becomes virtuous.

Reply toObjection 3. It would indeed be foolish to grieve
for what has already been done, with the intention of trying to
make it not done. But the penitent does not intend this: for
his sorrow is displeasure or disapproval with regard to the past
deed, with the intention of removing its result, viz. the anger
of God and the debt of punishment: and this is not foolish.
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IIIa q. 85 a. 2Whether Penance is a special virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that penance is not a special
virtue. For it seems that to rejoice at the good one has done,
and to grieve for the evil one has done are acts of the same na-
ture. But joy for the good one has done is not a special virtue,
but is a praiseworthy emotion proceeding from charity, as Au-
gustine states (De Civ. Dei xiv, 7,8,9): wherefore the Apostle
says (1 Cor. 13:6) that charity “rejoiceth not at iniquity, but
rejoiceth with the truth.” erefore, in like manner, neither is
penance, which is sorrow for past sins, a special virtue, but an
emotion resulting from charity.

Objection 2. Further, every special virtue has its special
matter, because habits are distinguished by their acts, and acts
by their objects. But penance has no special matter, because its
matter is past sins in any matter whatever. erefore penance
is not a special virtue.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is removed except by its
contrary. But penance removes all sins.erefore it is contrary
to all sins, and consequently is not a special virtue.

On the contrary, e Law has a special precept about
penance, as stated above (q. 84, Aa. 5,7).

I answer that, As stated in the Ia IIae, q. 54, a. 1, ad 1, a. 2,
habits are specifically distinguished according to the species of
their acts, so that whenever an act has a special reason for be-
ing praiseworthy, there must needs be a special habit. Now it
is evident that there is a special reason for praising the act of
penance, because it aims at the destruction of past sin, con-
sidered as an offense against God, which does not apply to any

other virtue.Wemust therefore conclude that penance is a spe-
cial virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. An act springs from charity in two
ways: first as being elicited by charity, and a like virtuous act re-
quires no other virtue than charity, e.g. to love the good, to re-
joice therein, and to grieve for what is opposed to it. Secondly,
an act springs from charity, being, so to speak, commanded
by charity; and thus, since charity commands all the virtues,
inasmuch as it directs them to its own end, an act springing
from charity may belong even to another special virtue. Ac-
cordingly, if in the act of the penitent we consider the mere
displeasure in the past sin, it belongs to charity immediately,
in the same way as joy for past good acts; but the intention to
aim at the destruction of past sin requires a special virtue sub-
ordinate to charity.

Reply toObjection 2. In point of fact, penance has indeed
a general matter, inasmuch as it regards all sins; but it does so
under a special aspect, inasmuch as they can be remedied by an
act of man in co-operating with God for his justification.

Reply to Objection 3. Every special virtue removes for-
mally the habit of the opposite vice, just as whiteness removes
blackness from the same subject: but penance removes every
sin effectively, inasmuch as it works for the destruction of sins,
according as they are pardonable through the grace of God if
man co-operate therewith. Wherefore it does not follow that
it is a general virtue.

IIIa q. 85 a. 3Whether the virtue of penance is a species of justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that the virtue of penance
is not a species of justice. For justice is not a theological but
a moral virtue, as was shown in the IIa IIae, q. 62, a. 3. But
penance seems to be a theological virtue, since God is its ob-
ject, for it makes satisfaction to God, to Whom, moreover, it
reconciles the sinner. erefore it seems that penance is not a
species of justice.

Objection 2. Further, since justice is a moral virtue it ob-
serves themean.Now penance does not observe themean, but
rather goes to the extreme, according to Jer. 6:26: “Make thee
mourning as for an only son, a bitter lamentation.” erefore
penance is not a species of justice.

Objection 3. Further, there are two species of justice, as
stated in Ethic. v, 4, viz. “distributive” and “commutative.” But
penance does not seem to be contained under either of them.
erefore it seems that penance is not a species of justice.

Objection 4. Further, a gloss on Lk. 6:21, “Blessed are ye
that weep now,” says: “It is prudence that teaches us the unhap-
piness of earthly things and the happiness of heavenly things.”
Butweeping is an act of penance.erefore penance is a species

of prudence rather than of justice.
On the contrary, Augustine says in De Poenitentia*:

“Penance is the vengeance of the sorrowful, ever punishing
in them what they are sorry for having done.” But to take
vengeance is an act of justice, wherefore Tully says (De Inv.
Rhet. ii) that one kind of justice is called vindictive. erefore
it seems that penance is a species of justice.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 2) penance is a spe-
cial virtue not merely because it sorrows for evil done (since
charity would suffice for that), but also because the penitent
grieves for the sin he has committed, inasmuch as it is an of-
fense against God, and purposes to amend. Now amendment
for an offense committed against anyone is notmade bymerely
ceasing to offend, but it is necessary to make some kind of
compensation, which obtains in offenses committed against
another, just as retribution does, only that compensation is on
the part of the offender, aswhenhemakes satisfaction,whereas
retribution is on the part of the person offended against. Each
of these belongs to the matter of justice, because each is a kind
of commutation. Wherefore it is evident that penance, as a

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown.
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virtue, is a part of justice.
It must be observed, however, that according to the

Philosopher (Ethic. v, 6) a thing is said to be just in two ways,
simply and relatively. A thing is just simply when it is between
equals, since justice is a kind of equality, and he calls this the
politic or civil just, because all citizens are equal, in the point
of being immediately under the ruler, retaining their freedom.
But a thing is just relativelywhen it is between parties ofwhom
one is subject to the other, as a servant under his master, a son
under his father, a wife under her husband. It is this kind of
just that we consider in penance. Wherefore the penitent has
recourse to God with a purpose of amendment, as a servant to
his master, according to Ps. 122:2: “Behold, as the eyes of ser-
vants are on the hands of their masters…so are our eyes unto
the Lord our God, until He have mercy on us”; and as a son
to his father, according to Lk. 15:21: “Father, I have sinned
against heaven and before thee”; and as a wife to her husband,
according to Jer. 3:1: “ou hast prostituted thyself to many
lovers; nevertheless return to Me, saith the Lord.”

Reply to Objection 1. As stated in Ethic. v, 1, justice is a
virtue towards another person, and the matter of justice is not
so much the person to whom justice is due as the thing which
is the subject of distribution or commutation. Hence the mat-
ter of penance is not God, but human acts, whereby God is
offended or appeased; whereas God is as one to whom justice
is due.Wherefore it is evident that penance is not a theological
virtue, because God is not its matter or object.

Reply to Objection 2. e mean of justice is the equality
that is established between those between whom justice is, as
stated in Ethic. v. But in certain cases perfect equality cannot
be established, on account of the excellence of one, as between

father and son, God andman, as the Philosopher states (Ethic.
viii, 14), wherefore in such cases, he that falls short of the other
must do whatever he can. Yet this will not be sufficient simply,
but only according to the acceptance of the higher one; and
this is what is meant by ascribing excess to penance.

Reply to Objection 3. As there is a kind of commutation
in favors, when, to wit, a man gives thanks for a favor received,
so also is there commutation in the matter of offenses, when,
on account of an offense committed against another, a man is
either punished against his will, which pertains to vindictive
justice, or makes amends of his own accord, which belongs to
penance, which regards the person of the sinner, just as vin-
dictive justice regards the person of the judge. erefore it is
evident that both are comprised under commutative justice.

Reply to Objection 4. Although penance is directly a
species of justice, yet, in a fashion, it comprises things per-
taining to all the virtues; for inasmuch as there is a justice of
man towards God, it must have a share in matter pertaining
to the theological virtues, the object of which is God. Conse-
quently penance comprises faith in Christ’s Passion, whereby
we are cleansed of our sins, hope for pardon, andhatred of vice,
which pertains to charity. Inasmuch as it is a moral virtue, it
has a share of prudence, which directs all the moral virtues:
but from the very nature of justice, it has not only something
belonging to justice, but also something belonging to temper-
ance and fortitude, inasmuch as those things which cause plea-
sure, and which pertain to temperance, and those which cause
terror, which fortitude moderates, are objects of commutative
justice. Accordingly it belongs to justice both to abstain from
pleasure, which belongs to temperance, and to bear with hard-
ships, which belongs to fortitude.

IIIa q. 85 a. 4Whether the will is properly the subject of penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the subject of penance is
not properly the will. For penance is a species of sorrow. But
sorrow is in the concupiscible part, even as joy is. erefore
penance is in the concupiscible faculty.

Objection 2. Further, penance is a kind of vengeance,
as Augustine states in De Poenitentia*. But vengeance seems
to regard the irascible faculty, since anger is the desire for
vengeance. erefore it seems that penance is in the irascible
part.

Objection 3. Further, the past is the proper object of the
memory, according to the Philosopher (De Memoria i). Now
penance regards the past, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2, ad 3).
erefore penance is subjected in the memory.

Objection 4. Further, nothing acts where it is not. Now
penance removes sin from all the powers of the soul. ere-
fore penance is in every power of the soul, and not only in the
will.

On the contrary, Penance is a kind of sacrifice, according

to Ps. 50:19: “A sacrifice to God is an afflicted spirit.” But to
offer a sacrifice is an act of the will, according to Ps. 53:8: “I
will freely sacrifice to ee.” erefore penance is in the will.

I answer that, We can speak of penance in two ways: first,
in so far as it is a passion, and thus, since it is a kind of sorrow,
it is in the concupiscible part as its subject; secondly, in so far
as it is a virtue, and thus, as stated above (a. 3), it is a species of
justice. Now justice, as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 56, a. 6, is sub-
jected in the rational appetite which is the will. erefore it is
evident that penance, in so far as it is a virtue, is subjected in
the will, and its proper act is the purpose of amending what
was committed against God.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument considers penance
as a passion.

Reply to Objection 2. To desire vengeance on another,
through passion, belongs to the irascible appetite, but to de-
sire or take vengeance on oneself or on another, through rea-
son, belongs to the will.

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown.
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Reply toObjection 3. e memory is a power that appre-
hends the past. But penance belongs not to the apprehensive
but to the appetitive power, which presupposes an act of the
apprehension. Wherefore penance is not in the memory, but
presupposes it.

Reply to Objection 4. e will, as stated above ( Ia, q. 82,
a. 4; Ia IIae, q. 9, a. 1 ), moves all the other powers of the soul;
so that it is not unreasonable for penance to be subjected in
the will, and to produce an effect in each power of the soul.

IIIa q. 85 a. 5Whether penance originates from fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that penance does not orig-
inate from fear. For penance originates in displeasure at sin.
But this belongs to charity, as stated above (a. 3). erefore
penance originates from love rather than fear.

Objection 2. Further, men are induced to do penance,
through the expectation of the heavenly kingdom, according
to Mat. 3:2 and Mat. 4:17: “Do penance, for the kingdom of
heaven is at hand.” Now the kingdom of heaven is the object
of hope.erefore penance results fromhope rather than from
fear.

Objection 3. Further, fear is an internal act of man. But
penance does not seem to arise in us through any work of
man, but through the operation of God, according to Jer.
31:19: “Aerou didst convert me I did penance.”erefore
penance does not result from fear.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 26:17): “As a woman
with child, when she draweth near the time of her delivery,
is in pain, and crieth out in her pangs, so ere we become,” by
penance, to wit; and according to another* version the text
continues: “rough fear ofee, O Lord, we have conceived,
and been as it were in labor, and have brought forth the spirit
of salvation,” i.e. of salutary penance, as is clear from what pre-
cedes. erefore penance results from fear.

I answer that,Wemay speak of penance in two ways: first,
as to the habit, and then it is infused byGod immediatelywith-
out our operating as principal agents, but not without our co-
operating dispositively by certain acts. Secondly, wemay speak
of penance, with regard to the acts whereby in penance we
co-operate with God operating, the first principle† of which
acts is the operation of God in turning the heart, according

to Lam. 5:21: “Convert us, O Lord, to ee, and we shall be
converted”; the second, an act of faith; the third, a movement
of servile fear, whereby a man is withdrawn from sin through
fear of punishment; the fourth, a movement of hope, whereby
a man makes a purpose of amendment, in the hope of obtain-
ing pardon; the fih, amovement of charity, whereby sin is dis-
pleasing to man for its own sake and no longer for the sake of
the punishment; the sixth, a movement of filial fear whereby a
man, of his own accord, offers tomake amends toGod through
fear of Him.

Accordingly it is evident that the act of penance results
from servile fear as from the first movement of the appetite
in this direction and from filial fear as from its immediate and
proper principle.

Reply to Objection 1. Sin begins to displease a man, es-
pecially a sinner, on account of the punishments which servile
fear regards, before it displeases him on account of its being an
offense against God, or on account of its wickedness, which
pertains to charity.

Reply to Objection 2. When the kingdom of heaven is
said to be at hand, we are to understand that the king is on his
way, not only to rewardbut also to punish.Wherefore John the
Baptist said (Mat. 3:7): “Ye brood of vipers, who hath showed
you to flee from the wrath to come?”

Reply to Objection 3. Even the movement of fear pro-
ceeds from God’s act in turning the heart; wherefore it is writ-
ten (Dt. 5:29): “Who shall give them to have such a mind, to
fear Me?” And so the fact that penance results from fear does
not hinder its resulting from the act of God in turning the
heart.

IIIa q. 85 a. 6Whether penance is the first of the virtues?

Objection 1. It would seem that penance is the first of
the virtues. Because, on Mat. 3:2, “Do penance,” etc., a gloss
says: “e first virtue is to destroy the oldman, and hate sin by
means of penance.”

Objection 2. Further, withdrawal fromone extreme seems
to precede approach to the other. Now all the other virtues
seem to regard approach to a term, because they all direct man
to do good; whereas penance seems to direct him to with-
draw from evil. erefore it seems that penance precedes all
the other virtues.

Objection 3. Further, before penance, there is sin in the

soul. Now no virtue is compatible with sin in the soul. ere-
fore no virtue precedes penance, which is itself the first of all
and opens the door to the others by expelling sin.

On the contrary, Penance results from faith, hope, and
charity, as already stated (Aa. 2,5). erefore penance is not
the first of the virtues.

I answer that, In speaking of the virtues, we do not con-
sider the order of time with regard to the habits, because, since
the virtues are connected with one another, as stated in the Ia
IIae, q. 65, a. 1, they all begin at the same time to be in the
soul; but one is said to precede the other in the order of na-

* e Septuagint. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 113.
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ture, which order depends on the order of their acts, in so far
as the act of one virtue presupposes the act of another. Accord-
ingly, then, onemust say that, even in the order of time, certain
praiseworthy acts can precede the act and the habit of penance,
e.g. acts of dead faith and hope, and an act of servile fear; while
the act and habit of charity are, in point of time, simultaneous
with the act and habit of penance, and with the habits of the
other virtues. For, as was stated in the Ia IIae, q. 113, Aa. 7,8, in
the justification of the ungodly, the movement of the free-will
towards God, which is an act of faith quickened by charity,
and the movement of the free-will towards sin, which is the
act of penance, are simultaneous. Yet of these two acts, the for-
mer naturally precedes the latter, because the act of the virtue
of penance is directed against sin, through love of God; where
the first-mentioned act is the reason and cause of the second.

Consequently penance is not simply the first of the virtues,
either in the order of time, or in the order of nature, because,
in the order of nature, the theological virtues precede it sim-
ply. Nevertheless, in a certain respect, it is the first of the other
virtues in the order of time, as regards its act, because this act is
the first in the justification of the ungodly; whereas in the or-
der of nature, the other virtues seem to precede, as that which
is natural precedes that which is accidental; because the other
virtues seem to be necessary for man’s good, by reason of their

very nature, whereas penance is only necessary if something,
viz. sin, be presupposed, as stated above (q. 55, a. 2), when we
spoke of the relation of the sacrament of penance to the other
sacraments aforesaid.

Reply toObjection 1.is gloss is to be taken as meaning
that the act of penance is the first in point of time, in compar-
ison with the acts of the other virtues.

Reply to Objection 2. In successive movements with-
drawal from one extreme precedes approach to the other, in
point of time; and also in the order of nature, if we consider
the subject, i.e. the order of the material cause; but if we con-
sider the order of the efficient and final causes, approach to the
end is first, for it is this that the efficient cause intends first of
all: and it is this order which we consider chiefly in the acts of
the soul, as stated in Phys. ii.

Reply toObjection3.Penanceopens thedoor to theother
virtues, because it expels sin by the virtues of faith, hope and
charity, which precede it in the order of nature; yet it so opens
the door to them that they enter at the same time as it: because,
in the justification of the ungodly, at the same time as the free-
will is moved towards God and against sin, the sin is pardoned
and grace infused, and with grace all the virtues, as stated in
the Ia IIae, q. 65, Aa. 3,5.

2438



T P, Q 86
Of the Effect of Penance, As Regards the Pardon of Mortal Sin

(In Six Articles)

Wemust now consider the effect of Penance; and (1) as regards the pardon ofmortal sins; (2) as regards the pardon of venial
sins; (3) as regards the return of sins which have been pardoned; (4) as regards the recovery of the virtues.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all mortal sins are taken away by Penance?
(2) Whether they can be taken away without Penance?
(3) Whether one can be taken away without the other?
(4) Whether Penance takes away the guilt while the debt remains?
(5) Whether any remnants of sin remain?
(6) Whether the removal of sin is the effect of Penance as a virtue, or as a sacrament?

IIIa q. 86 a. 1Whether all sins are taken away by Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all sins are taken
away by Penance. For the Apostle says (Heb. 12:17) that Esau
“found no place of repentance, although with tears he had
sought it,” which a gloss explains as meaning that “he found
no place of pardon and blessing through Penance”: and it is
related (2 Macc. 9:13) of Antiochus, that “this wicked man
prayed to the Lord, of Whom he was not to obtain mercy.”
erefore it does not seem that all sins are taken away by
Penance.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Serm. Dom. in
Monte i) that “so great is the stain of that sin (namely, when a
man, aer coming to the knowledge of God through the grace
of Christ, resists fraternal charity, and by the brands of envy
combats grace itself ) that he is unable to humble himself in
prayer, although he is forced by his wicked conscience to ac-
knowledge and confess his sin.” erefore not every sin can be
taken away by Penance.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord said (Mat. 12:32): “He
that shall speak against theHolyGhost, it shall not be forgiven
him, neither in this world nor in theworld to come.”erefore
not every sin can be pardoned through Penance.

On the contrary, It is written (Ezech. 18:22): “I will not
remember” any more “all his iniquities that he hath done.”

I answer that, e fact that a sin cannot be taken away by
Penance may happen in two ways: first, because of the impos-
sibility of repenting of sin; secondly, because of Penance being
unable to blot out a sin. In the first way the sins of the demons
and of men who are lost, cannot be blotted out by Penance,
because their will is confirmed in evil, so that sin cannot dis-
please them as to its guilt, but only as to the punishmentwhich
they suffer, by reason of which they have a kind of repentance,
which yet is fruitless, according to Wis. 5:3: “Repenting, and
groaning for anguish of spirit.” Consequently such Penance
brings no hope of pardon, but only despair. Nevertheless no
sin of a wayfarer can be such as that, because his will is flexi-
ble to good and evil. Wherefore to say that in this life there is

any sin of which one cannot repent, is erroneous, first, because
this would destroy free-will, secondly, because this would be
derogatory to the power of grace, whereby the heart of any
sinner whatsoever can be moved to repent, according to Prov.
21:1: “e heart of the king is in the hand of the Lord: whith-
ersoever He will He shall turn it.”

It is also erroneous to say that any sin cannot be pardoned
through true Penance. First, because this is contrary to Divine
mercy, of which it is written ( Joel 2:13) that God is “gracious
andmerciful, patient, and rich inmercy, and ready to repent of
the evil”; for, in a manner, God would be overcome by man, if
manwished a sin to be blotted out, whichGodwere unwilling
to blot out. Secondly, because this would be derogatory to the
power ofChrist’s Passion, throughwhichPenance produces its
effect, as do the other sacraments, since it is written (1 Jn. 2:2):
“He is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only, but
also for those of the whole world.”

ereforewemust say simply that, in this life, every sin can
be blotted out by true Penance.

Reply to Objection 1. Esau did not truly repent. is is
evident from his saying (Gn. 27:41): “e days will come of
the mourning of my father, and I will kill my brother Jacob.”
Likewise neither did Antiochus repent truly; since he grieved
for his past sin, not because he had offended God thereby, but
on account of the sickness which he suffered in his body.

Reply to Objection 2. ese words of Augustine should
beunderstood thus: “So great is the stainof that sin, thatman is
unable to humble himself in prayer,” i.e. it is not easy for him to
do so; inwhich sensewe say that aman cannot be healed, when
it is difficult to heal him. Yet this is possible by the power of
God’s grace, which sometimes turnsmen even “into the depths
of the sea” (Ps. 67:23).

Reply to Objection 3. e word or blasphemy spoken
against the Holy Ghost is final impenitence, as Augustine
states (De Verb. Dom. xi), which is altogether unpardonable,
because aer this life is ended, there is no pardon of sins. or,
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if by the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, we understand
sin committed through certain malice, this means either that
the blasphemy itself against the Holy Ghost is unpardonable,
i.e. not easily pardonable, or that such a sin does not contain

in itself any motive for pardon, or that for such a sin a man is
punished both in this and in the next world, as we explained
in the IIa IIae, q. 14, a. 3.

IIIa q. 86 a. 2Whether sin can be pardoned without Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that sin can be pardonedwith-
out Penance. For the power of God is no less with regard to
adults than with regard to children. But He pardons the sins
of childrenwithout Penance.ereforeHe also pardons adults
without penance.

Objection 2. Further, God did not bind His power to the
sacraments. But Penance is a sacrament. erefore by God’s
power sin can be pardoned without Penance.

Objection 3. Further, God’s mercy is greater than man’s.
Nowman sometimes forgives another for offendinghim,with-
out his repenting: wherefore our Lord commanded us (Mat.
5:44): “Love your enemies, do good to them that hate you.”
Much more, therefore, does God pardon men for offending
him, without their repenting.

On the contrary, e Lord said ( Jer. 18:8): “If that na-
tion…shall repent of their evil” which they have done, “I also
will repent of the evil that I have thought to do them,” so that,
on the other hand, if man “do not penance,” it seems that God
will not pardon him his sin.

I answer that, It is impossible for a mortal actual sin to be
pardoned without penance, if we speak of penance as a virtue.
For, as sin is anoffense againstGod,Hepardons sin in the same
way as he pardons an offense committed againstHim.Now an
offense is directly opposed to grace, since one man is said to
be offended with another, because he excludes him from his
grace. Now, as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 1, the difference
between the grace of God and the grace of man, is that the lat-
ter does not cause, but presupposes true or apparent goodness
in him who is graced, whereas the grace of God causes good-
ness in the man who is graced, because the good-will of God,
which is denoted by the word “grace,” is the cause of all cre-
ated good. Hence it is possible for a man to pardon an offense,
for which he is offended with someone, without any change in

the latter’s will; but it is impossible that God pardon aman for
an offense, without his will being changed. Now the offense of
mortal sin is due to man’s will being turned away from God,
through being turned to some mutable good. Consequently,
for the pardon of this offense against God, it is necessary for
man’s will to be so changed as to turn to God and to renounce
having turned to something else in the aforesaid manner, to-
gether with a purpose of amendment; all of which belongs to
the nature of penance as a virtue. erefore it is impossible for
a sin to be pardoned anyone without penance as a virtue.

But the sacrament of Penance, as stated above (q. 88, a. 3),
is perfected by the priestly office of binding and loosing, with-
out which God can forgive sins, even as Christ pardoned the
adulterous woman, as related in Jn. 8, and the woman that was
a sinner, as related in Luke vii, whose sins, however, He did
not forgivewithout the virtue of penance: for asGregory states
(Hom. xxxiii in Evang.), “He drew inwardly by grace,” i.e. by
penance, “her whom He received outwardly by His mercy.”

Reply to Objection 1. In children there is none but orig-
inal sin, which consists, not in an actual disorder of the will,
but in a habitual disorder of nature, as explained in the Ia IIae,
q. 82, a. 1, and so in them the forgiveness of sin is accompanied
by a habitual change resulting from the infusion of grace and
virtues, but not by an actual change. On the other hand, in the
case of an adult, in whom there are actual sins, which consist
in an actual disorder of the will, there is no remission of sins,
even in Baptism, without an actual change of the will, which is
the effect of Penance.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument takes Penance as a
sacrament.

Reply toObjection 3.God’s mercy is more powerful than
man’s, in that it movesman’s will to repent, whichman’s mercy
cannot do.

IIIa q. 86 a. 3Whether by Penance one sin can be pardoned without another?

Objection 1. It would seem that by Penance one sin can
be pardoned without another. For it is written (Amos 4:7): “I
caused it to rain upon one city, and caused it not to rain upon
another city; one piece was rained upon: and the piece where-
upon I rained not, withered.” ese words are expounded by
Gregory, who says (Hom. x super Ezech.): “When a man who
hates his neighbor, breaks himself of other vices, rain falls on
one part of the city, leaving the other part withered, for there
are somemenwho,when they prune some vices, becomemuch
more rooted in others.” erefore one sin can be forgiven by

Penance, without another.
Objection 2. Further, Ambrose in commenting on Ps.

118, “Blessed are the undefiled in the way,” aer expounding
verse 136 (“My eyes have sent forth springs ofwater”), says that
“the first consolation is thatGod ismindful to havemercy; and
the second, that He punishes, for although faith be wanting,
punishment makes satisfaction and raises us up.” erefore a
man can be raised up from one sin, while the sin of unbelief
remains.

Objection 3. Further, when several things are not neces-
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sarily together, one can be removed without the other. Now it
was stated in the Ia IIae, q. 73, a. 1 that sins are not connected
together, so that one sin canbewithout another.erefore also
one sin can be taken away by Penance without another being
taken away.

Objection 4. Further, sins are the debts, for which we pray
for pardon when we say in the Lord’s Prayer: “Forgive us our
trespasses,” etc. Now man sometimes forgives one debt with-
out forgiving another. erefore God also, by Penance, for-
gives one sin without another.

Objection 5. Further, man’s sins are forgiven him through
the love of God, according to Jer. 31:3: “I have loved thee with
an everlasting love, therefore have I drawn thee, taking pity on
thee.” Now there is nothing to hinder God from loving a man
in one respect, while being offendedwith him in another, even
as He loves the sinner as regards his nature, while hating him
for his sin. erefore it seems possible for God, by Penance, to
pardon one sin without another.

On the contrary, Augustine says in De Poenitentia*:
“ere are many who repent having sinned, but not com-
pletely; for they except certain things which give them plea-
sure, forgetting that our Lord delivered from the devil theman
whowas bothdumbanddeaf,wherebyHe showsus thatwe are
never healed unless it be from all sins.”

I answer that, It is impossible for Penance to take one sin
away without another. First because sin is taken away by grace
removing the offense against God. Wherefore it was stated in
the Ia IIae, q. 109, a. 7; Ia IIae, q. 113, a. 2 thatwithout grace no
sin can be forgiven. Now every mortal sin is opposed to grace
and excludes it. erefore it is impossible for one sin to be
pardoned without another. Secondly, because, as shown above
(a. 2) mortal sin cannot be forgiven without true Penance, to
which it belongs to renounce sin, by reason of its being against
God, which is common to all mortal sins: and where the same
reason applies, the result will be the same.Consequently aman
cannot be truly penitent, if he repent of one sin and not of an-
other. For if one particular sinwere displeasing to him, because
it is against the love of God above all things (which motive is
necessary for true repentance), it follows that he would repent
of all. Whence it follows that it is impossible for one sin to be

pardoned through Penance, without another.irdly, because
this would be contrary to the perfection of God’s mercy, since
His works are perfect, as stated in Dt. 32:4; wherefore whom-
soever He pardons, He pardons altogether. Hence Augustine
says†, that “it is irreverent and heretical to expect half a pardon
from Him Who is just and justice itself.”

Reply to Objection 1. ese words of Gregory do not re-
fer to the forgiveness of the guilt, but to the cessation from act,
because sometimes a man who has been wont to commit sev-
eral kinds of sin, renounces one and not the other; which is in-
deed due to God’s assistance, but does not reach to the pardon
of the sin.

Reply to Objection 2. In this saying of Ambrose “faith”
cannot denote the faith whereby we believe inChrist, because,
as Augustine says on Jn. 15:22, “If I had not come, and spoken
to them, they would not have sin” (viz. unbelief ): “for this is
the sin which contains all others”: but it stands for conscious-
ness, because sometimes a man receives pardon for a sin of
which he is not conscious, through the punishment which he
bears patiently.

Reply toObjection 3.Although sins are not connected in
so far as they turn towards a mutable good, yet they are con-
nected in so far as they turn away from the immutable Good,
which applies to all mortal sins in common. and it is thus that
they have the character of an offense which needs to be re-
moved by Penance.

Reply toObjection 4.Debt as regards external things, e.g.
money, is not opposed to friendship throughwhich the debt is
pardoned. hence one debt can be condoned without another.
On the other hand, the debt of sin is opposed to friendship,
and so one sin or offense is not pardoned without another; for
it would seem absurd for anyone to ask even a man to forgive
him one offense and not another.

Reply to Objection 5. e love whereby God loves man’s
nature, does not ordain man to the good of glory from which
man is excluded by any mortal sin. but the love of grace,
whereby mortal sin is forgiven, ordains man to eternal life, ac-
cording to Rom. 6:23: “e grace of God (is) life everlasting.”
Hence there is no comparison.

IIIa q. 86 a. 4Whether the debt of punishment remains aer the guilt has been forgiven through Penance?

Objection1. Itwould seem that nodebt of punishment re-
mains aer the guilt has been forgiven through Penance. For
when the cause is removed, the effect is removed. But the guilt
is the cause of the debt of punishment: since a man deserves
to be punished because he has been guilty of a sin. erefore
when the sin has been forgiven, no debt of punishment can re-
main.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Apostle (Rom. 5)
the gi of Christ is more effective than the sin of Adam. Now,

by sinning, man incurs at the same time guilt and the debt of
punishment. Much more therefore, by the gi of grace, is the
guilt forgiven and at the same time the debt of punishment re-
mitted.

Objection 3. Further, the forgiveness of sins is effected in
Penance through the power of Christ’s Passion, according to
Rom. 3:25: “Whom God hath proposed to be a propitiation,
through faith in His Blood…for the remission of former sins.”
Now Christ’s Passion made satisfaction sufficient for all sins,

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown. † De
vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown.
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as stated above (Qq. 48,49,79, a. 5). erefore aer the guilt
has been pardoned, no debt of punishment remains.

On the contrary, It is related (2 Kings 12:13) that when
David penitent had said to Nathan: “I have sinned against the
Lord,”Nathan said to him: “eLord also hath taken away thy
sin, thou shalt not die. Nevertheless…the child that is born to
thee shall surely die,” which was to punish him for the sin he
had committed, as stated in the same place. erefore a debt
of some punishment remains aer the guilt has been forgiven.

I answer that, As stated in the Ia IIae, q. 87, a. 4, in mor-
tal sin there are two things, namely, a turning from the im-
mutable Good, and an inordinate turning to mutable good.
Accordingly, in so far as mortal sin turns away from the im-
mutableGood, it induces a debt of eternal punishment, so that
whosoever sins against the eternal Good should be punished
eternally. Again, in so far as mortal sin turns inordinately to a
mutable good, it gives rise to a debt of some punishment, be-
cause the disorder of guilt is not brought back to the order of
justice, except by punishment: since it is just that he who has
been too indulgent to his will, should suffer something against
his will, for thus will equality be restored. Hence it is written
(Apoc. 18:7): “As much as she hath glorified herself, and lived
in delicacies, so much torment and sorrow give ye to her.”

Since, however, the turning to mutable good is finite, sin
does not, in this respect, induce a debt of eternal punishment.
Wherefore, if man turns inordinately to amutable good, with-
out turning from God, as happens in venial sins, he incurs
a debt, not of eternal but of temporal punishment. Conse-
quently when guilt is pardoned through grace, the soul ceases
to be turned away from God, through being united to God by
grace: so that at the same time, the debt of punishment is taken
away, albeit a debt of some temporal punishment may yet re-
main.

Reply to Objection 1. Mortal sin both turns away from
God and turns to a created good. But, as stated in the Ia IIae,
q. 71, a. 6, the turning away from God is as its form while the
turning to created good is as its matter. Now if the formal ele-

ment of anything be removed, the species is taken away: thus, if
you take away rational, you take away the human species. Con-
sequently mortal sin is said to be pardoned from the very fact
that, by means of grace, the aversion of the mind from God is
taken away together with the debt of eternal punishment: and
yet the material element remains, viz. the inordinate turning
to a created good, for which a debt of temporal punishment is
due.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated in the Ia IIae, q. 109,
Aa. 7,8; Ia IIae, q. 111, a. 2, it belongs to grace to operate in
man by justifying him from sin, and to co-operate with man
that his work may be rightly done. Consequently the forgive-
ness of guilt and of the debt of eternal punishment belongs to
operating grace, while the remission of the debt of temporal
punishment belongs to co-operating grace, in so far as man, by
bearing punishment patiently with the help of Divine grace, is
released also from the debt of temporal punishment. Conse-
quently just as the effect of operating grace precedes the effect
of co-operating grace, so too, the remission of guilt and of eter-
nal punishment precedes the complete release from temporal
punishment, since both are from grace, but the former, from
grace alone, the latter, from grace and free-will.

Reply toObjection 3.Christ’s Passion is of itself sufficient
to remove all debt of punishment, not only eternal, but also
temporal; and man is released from the debt of punishment
according to the measure of his share in the power of Christ’s
Passion.Now inBaptismman shares the Power ofChrist’s Pas-
sion fully, since by water and the Spirit of Christ, he dies with
Him to sin, and is born again in Him to a new life, so that,
in Baptism, man receives the remission of all debt of punish-
ment. In Penance, on the other hand, man shares in the power
of Christ’s Passion according to the measure of his own acts,
which are the matter of Penance, as water is of Baptism, as
stated above (q. 84,Aa. 1,3).Wherefore the entire debt of pun-
ishment is not remitted at once aer the first act of Penance,
by which act the guilt is remitted, but only when all the acts of
Penance have been completed.

IIIa q. 86 a. 5Whether the remnants of sin are removed when a mortal sin is forgiven?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the remnants of sin are
removed when a mortal sin is forgiven. For Augustine says in
De Poenitentia*: “Our Lord never healed anyone without de-
livering himwholly; forHewholly healed theman on the Sab-
bath, since He delivered his body from all disease, and his soul
from all taint.” Now the remnants of sin belong to the disease
of sin. erefore it does not seem possible for any remnants of
sin to remain when the guilt has been pardoned.

Objection 2. Further, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom.
iv), “good is more efficacious than evil, since evil does not act
save in virtue of some good.” Now, by sinning, man incurs the
taint of sin all at once. Much more, therefore, by repenting, is

he delivered also from all remnants of sin.
Objection 3. Further, God’s work is more efficacious than

man’s.Nowby the exercise of good humanworks the remnants
of contrary sins are removed. Much more, therefore, are they
taken away by the remission of guilt, which is a work of God.

On the contrary, We read (Mk. 8) that the blind man
whom our Lord enlightened, was restored first of all to imper-
fect sight, wherefore he said (Mk. 8:24): “I see men, as it were
trees, walking”; and aerwards he was restored perfectly, “so
that he saw all things clearly.” Now the enlightenment of the
blind man signifies the delivery of the sinner. erefore aer
the first remission of sin, whereby the sinner is restored to spir-

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown.
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itual sight, there still remain in him some remnants of his past
sin.

I answer that, Mortal sin, in so far as it turns inordinately
to a mutable good, produces in the soul a certain disposition,
or even a habit, if the acts be repeated frequently. Now it has
been said above (a. 4) that the guilt of mortal sin is pardoned
through grace removing the aversion of the mind from God.
Nevertheless when that which is on the part of the aversion
has been taken away by grace, that which is on the part of the
inordinate turning to a mutable good can remain, since this
may happen to be without the other, as stated above (a. 4).
Consequently, there is no reason why, aer the guilt has been
forgiven, the dispositions caused by preceding acts should not
remain, which are called the remnants of sin. Yet they remain
weakened and diminished, so as not to domineer over man,
and they are aer the manner of dispositions rather than of
habits, like the “fomes” which remains aer Baptism.

Reply toObjection 1.Godheals thewholeman perfectly;
but sometimes suddenly, as Peter’s mother-in-law was restored
at once to perfect health, so that “rising she ministered to

them” (Lk. 4:39), and sometimes by degrees, as we said above
(q. 44, a. 3, ad 2) about the blind man who was restored to
sight (Mat. 8). And so too, He sometimes turns the heart of
man with such power, that it receives at once perfect spiritual
health, not only the guilt being pardoned, but all remnants
of sin being removed as was the case with Magdalen (Lk. 7);
whereas at other times He sometimes first pardons the guilt
by operating grace, and aerwards, by co-operating grace, re-
moves the remnants of sin by degrees.

Reply toObjection 2. Sin too, sometimes induces at once
a weak disposition, such as is the result of one act, and some-
times a stronger disposition, the result of many acts.

Reply to Objection 3. One human act does not remove
all the remnants of sin, because, as stated in the Predicaments
(Categor. viii) “a vicious man by doing good works will make
but little progress so as to be any better, but if he continue in
good practice, he will end in being good as to acquired virtue.”
But God’s grace does this much more effectively, whether by
one or by several acts.

IIIa q. 86 a. 6Whether the forgiveness of guilt is an effect of Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the forgiveness of guilt is
not an effect of penance as a virtue. For penance is said to be a
virtue, in so far as it is a principle of a human action. But hu-
man action does nothing towards the remission of guilt, since
this is an effect of operating grace.erefore the forgiveness of
guilt is not an effect of penance as a virtue.

Objection 2. Further, certain other virtues are more excel-
lent than penance. But the forgiveness of sin is not said to be
the effect of any other virtue. Neither, therefore, is it the effect
of penance as a virtue.

Objection 3. Further, there is no forgiveness of sin ex-
cept through the power of Christ’s Passion, according to Heb.
9:22: “Without shedding of blood there is no remission.”Now
Penance, as a sacrament, produces its effect through the power
of Christ’s Passion, even as the other sacraments do, as was
shown above (q. 62, Aa. 4,5). erefore the forgiveness of sin
is the effect of Penance, not as a virtue, but as a sacrament.

On the contrary, Properly speaking, the cause of a thing
is that without which it cannot be, since every defect depends
on its cause. Now forgiveness of sin can come from God with-
out the sacrament of Penance, but not without the virtue of
penance, as stated above (q. 84, a. 5, ad 3; q. 85, a. 2); so that,
even before the sacraments of the New Law were instituted,
God pardoned the sins of the penitent. erefore the forgive-
ness of sin is chiefly the effect of penance as a virtue.

I answer that, Penance is a virtue in so far as it is a princi-
ple of certain human acts. Now the human acts, which are per-
formedby the sinner, are thematerial element in the sacrament
of Penance. Moreover every sacrament produces its effect, in

virtue not only of its form, but also of its matter. because both
these together make the one sacrament, as stated above (q. 60,
a. 6, ad 2, a. 7). Hence in Baptism forgiveness of sin is effected,
in virtue not only of the form (but also of the matter, viz. wa-
ter, albeit chiefly in virtue of the form)* from which the wa-
ter receives its power—and, similarly, the forgiveness of sin is
the effect of Penance, chiefly by the power of the keys, which
is vested in the ministers, who furnish the formal part of the
sacrament, as stated above (q. 84, a. 3), and secondarily by the
instrumentality of those acts of the penitent which pertain to
the virtue of penance, but only in so far as such acts are, in some
way, subordinate to the keys of the Church. Accordingly it is
evident that the forgiveness of sin is the effect of penance as a
virtue, but still more of Penance as a sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. e effect of operating grace is the
justification of the ungodly (as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 113),
wherein there is, as was there stated (Aa. 1,2,3), not only in-
fusion of grace and forgiveness of sin, but also a movement
of the free-will towards God, which is an act of faith quick-
ened by charity, and a movement of the free-will against sin,
which is the act of penance. Yet these human acts are there as
the effects of operating grace, and are produced at the same
time as the forgiveness of sin. Consequently the forgiveness of
sin does not take place without an act of the virtue of penance,
although it is the effect of operating grace.

Reply to Objection 2. In the justification of the ungodly
there is not only an act of penance, but also an act of faith, as
stated above (ad 1: Ia IIae, q. 113, a. 4). Wherefore the for-
giveness of sin is accounted the effect not only of the virtue of

* e words in brackets are omitted in the Leonine edition.

2443



penance, but also, and that chiefly, of faith and charity.
Reply to Objection 3. e act of the virtue of penance is

subordinate to Christ’s Passion both by faith, and by its rela-
tion to the keys of the Church; and so, in both ways, it causes
the forgiveness of sin, by the power of Christ’s Passion.

To the argument advanced in the contrary sense we reply
that the act of the virtue of penance is necessary for the for-

giveness of sin, through being an inseparable effect of grace,
whereby chiefly is sin pardoned, and which produces its effect
in all the sacraments. Consequently it only follows that grace
is a higher cause of the forgiveness of sin than the sacrament of
Penance. Moreover, it must be observed that, under the Old
Law and the law of nature, there was a sacrament of Penance
aer a fashion, as stated above (q. 84, a. 7, ad 2).
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T P, Q 87
Of the Remission of Venial Sin

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the forgiveness of venial sins, under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether venial sin can be forgiven without Penance?
(2) Whether it can be forgiven without the infusion of grace?
(3) Whether venial sins are forgiven by the sprinkling of holy water, a bishop’s blessing, the beating of the breast,

the Lord’s Prayer, and the like?
(4) Whether a venial sin can be taken away without a mortal sin?

IIIa q. 87 a. 1Whether venial sin can be forgiven without Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin can be forgiven
without penance. For, as stated above (q. 84, a. 10, ad 4), it is
essential to true penance that man should not only sorrow for
his past sins, but also that he should purpose to avoid them
for the future. Now venial sins are forgiven without any such
purpose, for it is certain that man cannot lead the present life
without committing venial sins. erefore venial sins can be
forgiven without penance.

Objection 2. Further, there is no penance without actual
displeasure at one’s sins. But venial sins can be taken awaywith-
out any actual displeasure at them, aswould be the case if aman
were to be killed in his sleep, for Christ’s sake, since he would
go to heaven at once, which would not happen if his venial
sins remained. erefore venial sins can be forgiven without
penance.

Objection 3. Further, venial sins are contrary to the fer-
vor of charity, as stated in the IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 10. Now one
contrary is removed by another. erefore forgiveness of ve-
nial sins is caused by the fervor of charity, which may be with-
out actual displeasure at venial sin.

On the contrary, Augustine says in De Poenitentia*, that
“there is a penance which is done for venial sins in the Church
every day” which would be useless if venial sins could be for-
given without Penance.

I answer that, Forgiveness of sin, as stated above (q. 86,
a. 2), is effected by man being united to God from Whom
sin separates him in some way. Now this separation is made
complete bymortal sin, and incomplete by venial sin: because,
by mortal sin, the mind through acting against charity is al-
together turned away from God; whereas by venial sin man’s
affections are clogged, so that they are slow in tending to-
wards God. Consequently both kinds of sin are taken away
by penance, because by both of them man’s will is disordered
through turning inordinately to a created good; for just asmor-
tal sin cannot be forgiven so long as the will is attached to sin,
so neither can venial sin, because while the cause remains, the

effect remains.
Yet a more perfect penance is requisite for the forgiveness

of mortal sin, namely thatman should detest actually themor-
tal sin which he committed, so far as lies in his power, that is to
say, he should endeavor to remember each single mortal sin, in
order to detest each one. But this is, not required for the for-
giveness of venial sins; although it does not suffice to have ha-
bitual displeasure, which is included in the habit of charity or
of penance as a virtue, since then venial sin would be incom-
patible with charity, which is evidently untrue. Consequently
it is necessary to have a certain virtual displeasure, so that, for
instance, a man’s affections so tend to God and Divine things,
that whatever might happen to him to hamper that tendency
would be displeasing to him, and would grieve him, were he
to commit it, even though he were not to think of it actually:
and this is not sufficient for the remission ofmortal sin, except
as regards those sins which he fails to remember aer a careful
examination.

Reply to Objection 1. When man is in a state of grace, he
can avoid all mortal sins, and each single one; and he can avoid
each single venial sin, but not all, as was explained in the Ia
IIae, q. 74, a. 8, ad 2; Ia IIae, q. 109, a. 8. Consequently penance
for mortal sins requires man to purpose abstaining from mor-
tal sins, all and each; whereas penance for venial sins requires
man topurpose abstaining fromeach, but not fromall, because
the weakness of this life does not allow of this. Nevertheless he
needs to have the purpose of taking steps to commit fewer ve-
nial sins, else he would be in danger of falling back, if he gave
up the desire of going forward, or of removing the obstacles to
spiritual progress, such as venial sins are.

Reply to Objection 2. Death for Christ’s sake, as stated
above (q. 66, a. 11), obtains the power of Baptism, wherefore
it washes away all sin, both venial andmortal, unless it find the
will attached to sin.

Reply toObjection 3.e fervor of charity implies virtual
displeasure at venial sins, as stated above (q. 79, a. 4).

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, the authorship of which is unknown.
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IIIa q. 87 a. 2Whether infusion of grace is necessary for the remission of venial sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that infusion of grace is nec-
essary for the remission of venial sins. Because an effect is
not produced without its proper cause. Now the proper cause
of the remission of sins is grace; for man’s sins are not for-
given through his own merits; wherefore it is written (Eph.
2:4,5): “God, Who is rich in mercy, for His exceeding char-
ity, wherewith He loved us, even when we were dead in sins,
hath quickened us together in Christ, by Whose grace you are
saved.” erefore venial sins are not forgiven without infusion
of grace.

Objection 2. Further, venial sins are not forgiven without
Penance.Nowgrace is infused, inPenance as in the other sacra-
ments of the New Law. erefore venial sins are not forgiven
without infusion of grace.

Objection 3. Further, venial sin produces a stain on the
soul. Now a stain is not removed save by grace which is the
spiritual beauty of the soul. erefore it seems that venial sins
are not forgiven without infusion of grace.

On the contrary,e advent of venial sin neither destroys
nor diminishes grace, as stated in the IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 10.
erefore, in like manner, an infusion of grace is not necessary
in order to remove venial sin.

I answer that, Each thing is removed by its contrary. But
venial sin is not contrary to habitual grace or charity, but ham-
pers its act, throughman being toomuch attached to a created
good, albeit not in opposition to God, as stated in the Ia IIae,
q. 88, a. 1; IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 10. erefore, in order that ve-
nial sin be removed, it is not necessary that habitual grace be
infused, but a movement of grace or charity suffices for its for-

giveness.
Nevertheless, since in those who have the use of free-will

(in whom alone can there be venial sins), there can be no in-
fusion of grace without an actual movement of the free-will
towards God and against sin, consequently whenever grace is
infused anew, venial sins are forgiven.

Reply to Objection 1. Even the forgiveness of venial sins
is an effect of grace, in virtue of the act which grace produces
anew, but not through any habit infused anew into the soul.

Reply toObjection 2.Venial sin is never forgivenwithout
some act, explicit or implicit, of the virtue of penance, as stated
above (a. 1): it can, however, be forgiven without the sacra-
ment of Penance, which is formally perfected by the priestly
absolution, as stated above (q. 87, a. 2). Hence it does not fol-
low that infusion of grace is required for the forgiveness of ve-
nial sin, for although this infusion takes place in every sacra-
ment, it does not occur in every act of virtue.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as there are two kinds of bod-
ily stain, one consisting in the privation of something required
for beauty, e.g. the right color or the due proportion of mem-
bers, and another by the introduction of some hindrance to
beauty, e.g.mudor dust; so too, a stain is put on the soul, in one
way, by the privation of the beauty of grace throughmortal sin,
in another, by the inordinate inclination of the affections to
some temporal thing, and this is the result of venial sin. Con-
sequently, an infusion of grace is necessary for the removal of
mortal sin, but in order to remove venial sin, it is necessary to
have a movement proceeding from grace, removing the inor-
dinate attachment to the temporal thing.

IIIa q. 87 a. 3Whether venial sins are removed by the sprinkling of holy water and the like?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sins are not re-
moved by the sprinkling of holy water, a bishop’s blessing, and
the like. For venial sins are not forgiven without Penance, as
stated above (a. 1). But Penance suffices by itself for the remis-
sionof venial sins.erefore the above have nothing to dowith
the remission of venial sins.

Objection 2. Further, each of the above bears the same re-
lation to one venial sin as to all. If therefore, bymeans of one of
them, some venial sin is remitted, it follows that in likemanner
all are remitted, so that by beating his breast once, or by being
sprinkled oncewith holywater, amanwould be delivered from
all his venial sins, which seems unreasonable.

Objection 3. Further, venial sins occasion a debt of some
punishment, albeit temporal; for it is written (1 Cor. 3:12,15)
of him that builds up “wood, hay, stubble” that “he shall be
saved, yet so as by fire.” Now the above things whereby venial
sins are said to be taken away, contain either no punishment
at all, or very little. erefore they do not suffice for the full

remission of venial sins.
On the contrary, Augustine says in De Poenitentia* that

“for our slight sins we strike our breasts, and say: Forgive us
our trespasses,” and so it seems that striking one’s breast, and
the Lord’s Prayer cause the remission of venial sins: and the
same seems to apply to the other things.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 2), no infusion of fresh
grace is required for the forgiveness of a venial sin, but it is
enough to have an act proceeding from grace, in detestation
of that venial sin, either explicit or at least implicit, as when
one is moved fervently to God. Hence, for three reasons, cer-
tain things cause the remission of venial sins: first, because they
imply the infusion of grace, since the infusion of grace removes
venial sins, as stated above (a. 2); and so, by the Eucharist, Ex-
tremeUnction, andby all the sacraments of theNewLawwith-
out exception, wherein grace is conferred, venial sins are remit-
ted. Secondly, because they imply a movement of detestation
for sin, and in this way the general confession*, the beating of

* Hom. 30 inter 1; Ep. cclxv. * i.e. the recital of the Confiteor or of an act
of contrition.
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one’s breast, and the Lord’s Prayer conduce to the remission
of venial sins, for we ask in the Lord’s Prayer: “Forgive us our
trespasses.” irdly, because they include a movement of rev-
erence for God and Divine things; and in this way a bishop’s
blessing, the sprinkling of holy water, any sacramental anoint-
ing, a prayer said in a dedicated church, and anything else of
the kind, conduce to the remission of venial sins.

Reply toObjection 1.All these things cause the remission
of venial sins, in so far as they incline the soul to the move-
ment of penance, viz., the implicit or explicit detestation of
one’s sins.

Reply to Objection 2. All these things, so far as they are
concerned, conduce to the remission of all venial sins: but the
remission may be hindered as regards certain venial sins, to

which the mind is still actually attached, even as insincerity
sometimes impedes the effect of Baptism.

Reply to Objection 3. By the above things, venial sins
are indeed taken away as regards the guilt, both because those
things are a kindof satisfaction, and through the virtue of char-
ity whose movement is aroused by such things.

Yet it does not always happen that, by means of each one,
the whole guilt of punishment is taken away, because, in that
case, whoever was entirely free from mortal sin, would go
straight to heaven if sprinkled with holy water: but the debt
of punishment is remitted bymeans of the above, according to
the movement of fervor towards God, which fervor is aroused
by such things, sometimes more, sometimes less.

IIIa q. 87 a. 4Whether venial sin can be taken away without mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin can be taken
away without mortal sin. For, on Jn. 8:7: “He that is without
sin among you, let him first cast a stone at her,” a gloss says that
“all those men were in a state of mortal sin: for venial offenses
were forgiven them through the legal ceremonies.” erefore
venial sin can be taken away without mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, no infusion of grace is required for
the remission of venial sin. but it is required for the forgiveness
of mortal sin. erefore venial sin can be taken away without
mortal sin.

Objection 3. Further, a venial sin differs from amortal sin
more than from another venial sin. But one venial sin can be
pardoned without another, as stated above (a. 3, ad 2; q. 87,
a. 3). erefore a venial sin can be taken away without a mor-
tal sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 5:26): “Amen I say to
thee, thou shalt not go out from thence,” viz., from the prison,
into which a man is cast for mortal sin, “till thou repay the last
farthing,” by which venial sin is denoted.erefore a venial sin
is not forgiven without mortal sin.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 87, a. 3), there is no re-
mission of any sin whatever except by the power of grace, be-
cause, as the Apostle declares (Rom. 4:8), it is owing to God’s
grace that He does not impute sin to a man, which a gloss on
that passage expounds as referring to venial sin. Now he that is
in a state of mortal sin is without the grace of God. erefore
no venial sin is forgiven him.

Reply to Objection 1. Venial offenses, in the passage
quoted, denote the irregularities or uncleannesses which men
contracted in accordance with the Law.

Reply to Objection 2. Although no new infusion of ha-
bitual grace is requisite for the remission of venial sin, yet it is
necessary to exercise some act of grace, which cannot be in one
who is a subject of mortal sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Venial sin does not preclude every
act of grace whereby all venial sins can be removed; whereas
mortal sin excludes altogether the habit of grace, without
which no sin, either mortal or venial, is remitted. Hence the
comparison fails.
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T P, Q 88
Of the Return of Sins Which Have Been Taken Away by Penance

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the return of sins which have been taken away by Penance: under which head there are four points
of inquiry:

(1) Whether sins which have been taken away by Penance return simply through a subsequent sin?
(2) Whether more specially as regards certain sins they return, in a way, on account of ingratitude?
(3) Whether the debt of punishment remains the same for sins thus returned?
(4) Whether this ingratitude, on account of which sins return, is a special sin?

IIIa q. 88 a. 1Whether sins once forgiven return through a subsequent sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that sins once forgiven return
through a subsequent sin. For Augustine says (De Bapt. contra
Donat. i, 12): “Our Lord teaches most explicitly in the Gospel
that sinswhich have been forgiven return, when fraternal char-
ity ceases, in the example of the servant fromwhomhis master
exacted the payment of the debt already forgiven, because he
had refused to forgive the debt of his fellow-servant.”Now fra-
ternal charity is destroyed through each mortal sin. erefore
sins already taken away through Penance, return through each
subsequent mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, on Lk. 11:24, “I will return into
my house, whence I came out,” Bede says: “is verse should
makeus tremble,we shouldnot endeavor to explain it away lest
through carelessness we give place to the sin whichwe thought
tohave been taken away, andbecome its slave oncemore.”Now
this would not be so unless it returned. erefore a sin returns
aer once being taken away by Penance.

Objection 3. Further, the Lord said (Ezech. 18:24): “If
the just man turn himself away from his justice, and do iniq-
uity…all his justices which he hath done, shall not be remem-
bered.” Now among the other “justices” which he had done, is
also his previous penance, since it was said above (q. 85, a. 3)
that penance is a part of justice. erefore when one who has
done penance, sins, his previous penance, whereby he received
forgiveness of his sins, is not imputed to him.erefore his sins
return.

Objection 4. Further, past sins are covered by grace, as the
Apostle declares (Rom. 4:7)where he quotes Ps. 31:1: “Blessed
are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are cov-
ered.” But a subsequent mortal sin takes away grace. ere-
fore the sins committed previously, becomeuncovered: and so,
seemingly, they return.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (Rom. 11:29): “e
gis and the calling of God are without repentance.” Now the
penitent’s sins are taken away by a gi of God. erefore the
sins which have been taken away do not return through a sub-
sequent sin, as though God repented His gi of forgiveness.

Moreover, Augustine says (Lib. Resp. Prosperi i*): “When
he that turns away from Christ, comes to the end of this life a
stranger to grace, whither does he go, except to perdition? Yet
he does not fall back into that which had been forgiven, nor
will he be condemned for original sin.”

I answer that,As stated above (q. 86, a. 4), mortal sin con-
tains two things, aversion from God and adherence to a cre-
ated good. Now, in mortal sin, whatever attaches to the aver-
sion, is, considered in itself, common to all mortal sins, since
man turns away from God by every mortal sin, so that, in con-
sequence, the stain resulting from the privation of grace, and
the debt of everlasting punishment are common to all mor-
tal sins. is is what is meant by what is written ( James 2:10):
“Whosoever…shall offend in one point, is become guilty of
all.”On the other hand, as regards their adherence they are dif-
ferent from, and sometimes contrary to one another. Hence
it is evident, that on the part of the adherence, a subsequent
mortal sin does not cause the return of mortal sins previously
dispelled, else it would follow that by a sin of wastefulness
a man would be brought back to the habit or disposition of
avarice previously dispelled, so that one contrary would be the
cause of another, which is impossible. But if in mortal sins we
consider that which attaches to the aversion absolutely, then
a subsequent mortal sin [causes the return of that which was
comprised in the mortal sins before they were pardoned, in so
far as the subsequent mortal sin]† deprives man of grace, and
makes him deserving of everlasting punishment, just as he was
before. Nevertheless, since the aversion of mortal sin is [in a
way, caused by the adherence, those things which attach to the
aversion are‡] diversified somewhat in relation to various ad-
herences, as it were to various causes, so that there will be a
different aversion, a different stain, a different debt of punish-
ment, according to the different acts of mortal sin from which
they arise; hence the question is moved whether the stain and
the debt of eternal punishment, as caused by acts of sins previ-
ously pardoned, return through a subsequent mortal sin.

Accordingly some have maintained that they return sim-

* Cf. Prosper, Responsiones adCapitulaGallorum ii. † ewords in brack-
ets are omitted in the Leonine edition. ‡ Cf. Prosper, Responsiones ad Ca-
pitula Gallorum ii.
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ply even in this way. But this is impossible, because what God
has done cannot be undone by the work of man. Now the par-
don of the previous sins was a work of Divine mercy, so that it
cannot be undone byman’s subsequent sin, according to Rom.
3:3: “Shall their unbelief make the faith of God without ef-
fect?”

Wherefore others who maintained the possibility of sins
returning, said that God pardons the sins of a penitent who
will aerwards sin again, not according toHis foreknowledge,
but only according to His present justice: since He foresees
that He will punish such a man eternally for his sins, and yet,
byHis grace, Hemakes him righteous for the present. But this
cannot stand: because if a cause be placed absolutely, its ef-
fect is placed absolutely; so that if the remission of sins were
effected by grace and the sacraments of grace, not absolutely
but under some condition dependent on some future event, it
would follow that grace and the sacraments of grace are not the
sufficient causes of the remission of sins, which is erroneous, as
being derogatory to God’s grace.

Consequently it is in no way possible for the stain of past
sins and the debt of punishment incurred thereby, to return, as
causedby those acts. Yet itmayhappen that a subsequent sinful
act virtually contains the debt of punishment due to the previ-
ous sin, in so far as when aman sins a second time, for this very
reason he seems to sinmore grievously than before, as stated in
Rom. 2:5: “According to thy hardness and impenitent heart,
thou treasurest up to thyself wrath against the day of wrath,”
from the mere fact, namely, that God’s goodness, which waits
for us to repent, is despised. And so much the more is God’s
goodness despised, if the first sin is committed a second time
aer having been forgiven, as it is a greater favor for the sin to
be forgiven than for the sinner to be endured.

Accordingly the sinwhich follows repentance brings back,

in a sense, the debt of punishment due to the sins previously
forgiven, not as caused by those sins already forgiven but as
caused by this last sin being committed, on account of its be-
ing aggravated in view of those previous sins. is means that
those sins return, not simply, but in a restricted sense, viz., in
so far as they are virtually contained in the subsequent sin.

Reply to Objection 1. is saying of Augustine seems to
refer to the return of sins as to the debt of eternal punish-
ment considered in itself, namely, that he who sins aer doing
penance incurs a debt of eternal punishment, just as before,
but not altogether for the same “reason.” Wherefore Augus-
tine, aer saying (Lib. Resp. Prosperi i) that “he does not fall
back into that which was forgiven, nor will he be condemned
for original sin,” adds: “Nevertheless, for these last sins he will
be condemned to the same death, which he deserved to suffer
for the former,” because he incurs the punishment of eternal
death which he deserved for his previous sins.

Reply toObjection 2.By thesewords Bedemeans that the
guilt already forgiven enslaves man, not by the return of his
former debt of punishment, but by the repetition of his act.

Reply toObjection3.eeffect of a subsequent sin is that
the former “justices” are not remembered, in so far as theywere
deserving of eternal life, but not in so far as they were a hin-
drance to sin. Consequently if a man sins mortally aer mak-
ing restitution, he does not become guilty as though he had
not paid back what he owed; and much less is penance previ-
ously done forgotten as to the pardon of the guilt, since this is
the work of God rather than of man.

Reply to Objection 4. Grace removes the stain and the
debt of eternal punishment simply; but it covers the past sin-
ful acts, lest, on their account, God deprive man of grace, and
judge him deserving of eternal punishment; and what grace
has once done, endures for ever.

IIIa q. 88 a. 2Whether sins that have been forgiven, return through ingratitude which is shown especially in
four kinds of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that sins do not return
through ingratitude, which is shown especially in four kinds
of sin, viz., hatred of one’s neighbor, apostasy from faith, con-
tempt of confession and regret for past repentance, and which
have been expressed in the following verse:

“Fratres odit, apostata fit, spernitque, fateri,
Poenituisse piget, pristina culpa redit.”
For the more grievous the sin committed against God af-

ter one has received the grace of pardon, the greater the in-
gratitude. But there are sins more grievous than these, such as
blasphemy against God, and the sin against the Holy Ghost.
erefore it seems that sins already pardoned do not return
through ingratitude as manifested in these sins, anymore than
as shown in other sins.

Objection 2. Further, Rabanus says: “God delivered the
wicked servant to the torturers, until he should pay the whole

debt, because a man will be deemed punishable not only for
the sins he commits aer Baptism, but also for original sin
which was taken away when he was baptized.” Now venial
sins are reckoned among our debts, since we pray in their re-
gard: “Forgive us our trespasses [debita].” erefore they too
return through ingratitude; and, in like manner seemingly,
sins already pardoned return through venial sins, and not only
through those sins mentioned above.

Objection 3. Further, ingratitude is all the greater, accord-
ing as one sins aer receiving a greater favor. Now innocence
whereby one avoids sin is a Divine favor, for Augustine says
(Confess. ii): “Whatever sins I have avoided committing, I owe
it to y grace.” Now innocence is a greater gi, than even the
forgiveness of all sins. erefore the first sin committed aer
innocence is no less an ingratitude to God, than a sin commit-
ted aer repentance, so that seemingly ingratitude in respect

* Cf. Dial. iv.
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of the aforesaid sins is not the chief cause of sins returning.
On the contrary, Gregory says (Moral. xviii*): “It is evi-

dent from the words of the Gospel that if we do not forgive
from our hearts the offenses committed against us, we become
once more accountable for what we rejoiced in as forgiven
through Penance”: so that ingratitude implied in the hatred
of one’s brother is a special cause of the return of sins already
forgiven: and the same seems to apply to the others.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), sins pardoned
through Penance are said to return, in so far as their debt of
punishment, by reason of ingratitude, is virtually contained in
the subsequent sin. Now one may be guilty of ingratitude in
two ways: first by doing something against the favor received,
and, in this way, man is ungrateful to God in every mortal sin
whereby he offends God Who forgave his sins, so that by ev-
ery subsequentmortal sin, the sins previously pardoned return,
on account of the ingratitude. Secondly, one is guilty of in-
gratitude, by doing something not only against the favor itself,
but also against the form of the favor received. If this form be
considered on the part of the benefactor, it is the remission
of something due to him; wherefore he who does not forgive
his brother when he asks pardon, and persists in his hatred,
acts against this form. If, however, this form be taken in regard
to the penitent who receives this favor, we find on his part a
twofold movement of the free-will. e first is the movement
of the free-will towards God, and is an act of faith quickened
by charity; and against this aman acts by apostatizing from the
faith.e second is amovement of the free-will against sin, and
is the act of penance. is act consists first, as we have stated
above (q. 85, Aa. 2,5) in man’s detestation of his past sins; and

against this a man acts when he regrets having done penance.
Secondly, the act of penance consists in the penitent purpos-
ing to subject himself to the keys of the Church by confession,
according to Ps. 31:5: “I said: I will confess against myself my
injustice to theLord: andouhast forgiven thewickedness of
my sin”: and against this a man acts when he scorns to confess
as he had purposed to do.

Accordingly it is said that the ingratitude of sinners is a
special cause of the return of sins previously forgiven.

Reply to Objection 1. is is not said of these sins as
though they were more grievous than others, but because they
aremore directly opposed to the favor of the forgiveness of sin.

Reply toObjection 2. Even venial sins and original sin re-
turn in the way explained above, just as mortal sins do, in so
far as the favor conferred by God in forgiving those sins is de-
spised. A man does not, however, incur ingratitude by com-
mitting a venial sin, because by sinning venially man does not
act againstGod, but apart fromHim,wherefore venial sins no-
wise cause the return of sins already forgiven.

Reply toObjection3.Afavor canbeweighed in twoways.
First by the quantity of the favor itself, and in this way inno-
cence is a greater favor fromGod than penance, which is called
the second plank aer shipwreck (cf. q. 84, a. 6). Secondly, a
favor may be weighed with regard to the recipient, who is less
worthy, wherefore a greater favor is bestowed on him, so that
he is the more ungrateful if he scorns it. In this way the favor
of the pardon of sins is greater when bestowed on one who is
altogether unworthy, so that the ingratitude which follows is
all the greater.

IIIa q. 88 a. 3Whether the debt of punishment that arises through ingratitude in respect of a subsequent sin
is as great as that of the sins previously pardoned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the debt of punishment
arising through ingratitude in respect of a subsequent sin is as
great as that of the sins previously pardoned. Because the great-
ness of the favor of the pardon of sins is according to the great-
ness of the sin pardoned, and so too, in consequence, is the
greatness of the ingratitude whereby this favor is scorned. But
the greatness of the consequent debt of punishment is in ac-
cord with the greatness of the ingratitude. erefore the debt
of punishment arising through ingratitude in respect of a sub-
sequent sin is as great as the debt of punishment due for all the
previous sins.

Objection 2. Further, it is a greater sin to offendGod than
to offend man. But a slave who is freed by his master returns
to the same state of slavery from which he was freed, or even
to a worse state.Muchmore therefore he that sins against God
aer being freed from sin, returns to the debt of as great a pun-
ishment as he had incurred before.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 18:34) that “his
lord being angry, delivered him” (whose sins returned to him
on account of his ingratitude) “to the torturers, until he paid

all the debt.” But this would not be so unless the debt of pun-
ishment incurred through ingratitude were as great as that in-
curred through all previous sins. erefore an equal debt of
punishment returns through ingratitude.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 25:2): “According to
the measure of the sin shall the measure also of the stripes be,”
whence it is evident that a great debt of punishment does not
arise from a slight sin. But sometimes a subsequent mortal sin
is much less grievous than any one of those previously par-
doned. erefore the debt of punishment incurred through
subsequent sins is not equal to that of sins previously forgiven.

I answer that, Some havemaintained that the debt of pun-
ishment incurred through ingratitude in respect of a subse-
quent sin is equal to that of the sins previously pardoned, in
addition to the debt proper to this subsequent sin. But there
is no need for this, because, as stated above (a. 1), the debt of
punishment incurred by previous sins does not return on ac-
count of a subsequent sin, as resulting from the acts of the sub-
sequent sin. Wherefore the amount of the debt that returns
must be according to the gravity of the subsequent sin.
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It is possible, however, for the gravity of the subsequent sin
to equal the gravity of all previous sins. But it need not always
be so, whether we speak of the gravity which a sin has from its
species (since the subsequent sinmay be one of simple fornica-
tion, while the previous sins were adulteries, murders, or sacri-
leges); or of the gravity which it incurs through the ingratitude
connected with it. For it is not necessary that the measure of
ingratitude should be exactly equal to the measure of the fa-
vor received, which latter is measured according to the great-
ness of the sins previously pardoned. Because it may happen
that in respect of the same favor, one man is very ungrateful,
either on account of the intensity of his scorn for the favor re-
ceived, or on account of the gravity of the offense committed
against the benefactor, while another man is slightly ungrate-
ful, either because his scorn is less intense, or because his of-
fense against the benefactor is less grave. But the measure of
ingratitude is proportionately equal to the measure of the fa-
vor received: for supposing an equal contempt of the favor, or
an equal offense against the benefactor, the ingratitude will be
so much the greater, as the favor received is greater.

Hence it is evident that the debt of punishment incurred
by a subsequent sinneednot always be equal to that of previous
sins; but it must be in proportion thereto, so that themore nu-
merous or the greater the sins previously pardoned, the greater
must be the debt of punishment incurred by any subsequent
mortal sin whatever.

Reply toObjection1.efavor of the pardonof sins takes
its absolute quantity from the quantity of the sins previously
pardoned: but the sin of ingratitude does not take its absolute
quantity from themeasure of the favor bestowed, but from the
measure of the contempt or of the offense, as stated above: and
so the objection does not prove.

Reply toObjection 2.A slave who has been given his free-
dom is not brought back to his previous state of slavery for any
kind of ingratitude, but only when this is grave.

Reply to Objection 3. He whose forgiven sins return to
him on account of subsequent ingratitude, incurs the debt for
all, in so far as themeasure of his previous sins is containedpro-
portionally in his subsequent ingratitude, but not absolutely,
as stated above.

IIIa q. 88 a. 4Whether the ingratitudewhereby a subsequent sin causes the returnof previous sins, is a special
sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the ingratitude,whereby a
subsequent sin causes the return of sins previously forgiven, is a
special sin. For the giving of thanks belongs to counterpassion
which is a necessary condition of justice, as the Philosopher
shows (Ethic. v, 5). But justice is a special virtue.erefore this
ingratitude is a special sin.

Objection 2. Further, Tully says (De Inv. Rhet. ii) that
thanksgiving is a special virtue. But ingratitude is opposed to
thanksgiving. erefore ingratitude is a special sin.

Objection 3. Further, a special effect proceeds from a spe-
cial cause. Now ingratitude has a special effect, viz. the return,
aer a fashion, of sins already forgiven. erefore ingratitude
is a special sin.

On the contrary, at which is a sequel to every sin is not
a special sin. Now by any mortal sin whatever, a man becomes
ungrateful toGod, as evidenced fromwhat has been said (a. 1).
erefore ingratitude is not a special sin.

I answer that,e ingratitude of the sinner is sometimes a
special sin; and sometimes it is not, but a circumstance arising

from all mortal sins in common committed against God. For a
sin takes its species according to the sinner’s intention, where-
fore the Philosopher says (Ethic. v, 2) that “he who commits
adultery in order to steal is a thief rather than an adulterer.”

If, therefore, a sinner commits a sin in contempt of God
and of the favor received from Him, that sin is drawn to the
species of ingratitude, and in this way a sinner’s ingratitude is
a special sin. If, however, a man, while intending to commit
a sin, e.g. murder or adultery, is not withheld from it on ac-
count of its implying contempt ofGod, his ingratitudewill not
be a special sin, but will be drawn to the species of the other
sin, as a circumstance thereof. And, as Augustine observes (De
Nat. et Grat. xxix), not every sin implies contempt of God in
His commandments. erefore it is evident that the sinner’s
ingratitude is sometimes a special sin, sometimes not.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections: for the
first (three) objections prove that ingratitude is in itself a spe-
cial sin; while the last objection proves that ingratitude, as in-
cluded in every sin, is not a special sin.
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T P, Q 89
Of the Recovery of Virtue by Means of Penance

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the recovery of virtues by means of Penance, under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether virtues are restored through Penance?
(2) Whether they are restored in equal measure?
(3) Whether equal dignity is restored to the penitent?
(4) Whether works of virtue are deadened by subsequent sin?
(5) Whether works deadened by sin revive through Penance?
(6) Whether dead works, i.e. works that are done without charity, are quickened by Penance?

IIIa q. 89 a. 1Whether the virtues are restored through Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the virtues are not re-
stored throughpenance. Because lost virtue cannot be restored
by penance, unless penance be the cause of virtue. But, since
penance is itself a virtue, it cannot be the cause of all the virtues,
and all themore, since some virtues naturally precede penance,
viz., faith, hope, and charity, as stated above (q. 85, a. 6).ere-
fore the virtues are not restored through penance.

Objection 2. Further, Penance consists in certain acts of
the penitent. But the gratuitous virtues are not caused through
any act of ours: for Augustine says (De Lib. Arb. ii, 18: In Ps.
118) that “God forms the virtues in us without us.” erefore
it seems that the virtues are not restored through Penance.

Objection 3. Further, he that has virtue performsworks of
virtue with ease and pleasure: wherefore the Philosopher says
(Ethic. i, 8) that “a man is not just if he does not rejoice in
just deeds.” Now many penitents find difficulty in performing
deeds of virtue. erefore the virtues are not restored through
Penance.

On the contrary, We read (Lk. 15:22) that the father
commanded his penitent son to be clothed in “the first robe,”
which, according to Ambrose (Expos. in Luc. vii), is the “man-
tle of wisdom,” from which all the virtues flow together, ac-
cording toWis. 8:7: “She teacheth temperance, and prudence,
and justice, and fortitude, which are such things as men can
have nothing more profitable in life.” erefore all the virtues
are restored through Penance.

I answer that, Sins are pardoned through Penance, as
stated above (q. 86 , a. 1). But there can be no remission of sins
except through the infusion of grace.Wherefore it follows that

grace is infused into man through Penance. Now all the gratu-
itous virtues flow from grace, even as all the powers result from
the essence of the soul; as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 110, a. 4, ad
1. erefore all the virtues are restored through Penance.

Reply to Objection 1. Penance restores the virtues in the
same way as it causes grace, as stated above (q. 86, a. 1). Now it
is a cause of grace, in so far as it is a sacrament, because, in so far
as it is a virtue, it is rather an effect of grace. Consequently it
does not follow that penance, as a virtue, needs to be the cause
of all the other virtues, but that the habit of penance together
with the habits of the other virtues is caused through the sacra-
ment of Penance.

Reply to Objection 2. In the sacrament of Penance hu-
man acts stand as matter, while the formal power of this sacra-
ment is derived from the power of the keys. Consequently the
power of the keys causes grace and virtue effectively indeed,
but instrumentally; and the first act of the penitent, viz., con-
trition, stands as ultimate disposition to the reception of grace,
while the subsequent acts of Penance proceed from the grace
and virtues which are already there.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above (q. 86, a. 5), some-
times aer the first act of Penance, which is contrition, certain
remnants of sin remain, viz. dispositions caused by previous
acts, the result being that the penitent finds difficulty in do-
ing deeds of virtue. Nevertheless, so far as the inclination itself
of charity and of the other virtues is concerned, the penitent
performs works of virtue with pleasure and ease. even as a vir-
tuous man may accidentally find it hard to do an act of virtue,
on account of sleepiness or some indisposition of the body.

IIIa q. 89 a. 2Whether, aer Penance, man rises again to equal virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that, aer Penance, man rises
again to equal virtue. For the Apostle says (Rom. 8:28): “To
them that love God all things work together unto good,”
whereupon a gloss of Augustine says that “this is so true that,
if any such man goes astray and wanders from the path, God

makes even this conduce to his good.” But this would not be
true if he rose again to lesser virtue. erefore it seems that a
penitent never rises again to lesser virtue.

Objection 2. Further, Ambrose says* that “Penance is a
very good thing, for it restores every defect to a state of perfec-

* Cf.Hypognosticon iii, an anonymouswork falsely ascribed to St.Augustine.
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tion.” But this would not be true unless virtues were recovered
in equal measure. erefore equal virtue is always recovered
through Penance.

Objection 3. Further, onGn. 1:5: “ere was evening and
morning, one day,” a gloss says: “e evening light is that from
which we fall themorning light is that to which we rise again.”
Now themorning light is greater than the evening light.ere-
fore a man rises to greater grace or charity than that which he
had before; which is confirmed by the Apostle’s words (Rom.
5:20): “Where sin abounded, grace did more abound.”

On the contrary, Charity whether proficient or perfect is
greater than incipient charity. But sometimes a man falls from
proficient charity, and rises again to incipient charity. ere-
fore man always rises again to less virtue.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 86, a. 6, ad 3; q. 89,
a. 1, ad 2), the movement of the free-will, in the justification
of the ungodly, is the ultimate disposition to grace; so that in
the same instant there is infusion of grace together with the
aforesaid movement of the free-will, as stated in the Ia IIae,
q. 113, Aa. 5,7, which movement includes an act of penance,
as stated above (q. 86, a. 2). But it is evident that forms which
admit of being more or less, become intense or remiss, accord-
ing to the different dispositions of the subject, as stated in the
Ia IIae, q. 52, Aa. 1,2; Ia IIae, q. 66, a. 1. Hence it is that, in
Penance, according to the degree of intensity or remissness in
the movement of the free-will, the penitent receives greater or
lesser grace.Now the intensity of the penitent’smovementmay
be proportionate sometimes to a greater grace than that from
whichman fell by sinning, sometimes to an equal grace, some-
times to a lesser. Wherefore the penitent sometimes arises to a
greater grace than that which he had before, sometimes to an
equal, sometimes to a lesser grace: and the same applies to the
virtues, which flow from grace.

Reply to Objection 1. e very fact of falling away from
the love ofGodby sin, does notworkunto the goodof all those
who love God, which is evident in the case of those who fall
and never rise again, or who rise and fall yet again; but only
to the good of “such as according to His purpose are called to
be saints,” viz. the predestined, who, however oen they may

fall, yet rise again finally. Consequently good comes of their
falling, not that they always rise again to greater grace, but that
they rise tomore abiding grace, not indeed on the part of grace
itself, because the greater the grace, the more abiding it is, but
on the part of man, who, the more careful and humble he is,
abides themore steadfastly in grace.Hence the same gloss adds
that “their fall conduces to their good, because they rise more
humble and more enlightened.”

Reply to Objection 2. Penance, considered in itself, has
the power to bring all defects back to perfection, and even to
advance man to a higher state; but this is sometimes hindered
on the part of man, whose movement towards God and in de-
testation of sin is too remiss, just as in Baptism adults receive a
greater or a lesser grace, according to the various ways in which
they prepare themselves.

Reply to Objection 3. is comparison of the two graces
to the evening and morning light is made on account of a
likeness of order, since the darkness of night follows aer the
evening light, and the light of day aer the light of morning,
but not on account of a likeness of greater or lesser quantity.
Again, this saying of the Apostle refers to the grace of Christ,
which abounds more than any number of man’s sins. Nor is it
true of all, that themore their sins abound, themore abundant
grace they receive, if wemeasure habitual grace by the quantity.
Grace is, however, more abundant, as regards the very notion
of grace, because to him who sins more a more “gratuitous”
favor is vouchsafed by his pardon; although sometimes those
whose sins abound, abound also in sorrow, so that they receive
amore abundant habit of grace and virtue, as was the case with
Magdalen.

To the argument advanced in the contrary sense it must be
replied that in one and the sameman proficient grace is greater
than incipient grace, but this is not necessarily the case in dif-
ferent men, for one begins with a greater grace than another
has in the state of proficiency: thus Gregory says (Dial. ii, 1):
“Let all, both now and hereaer, acknowledge how perfectly
the boy Benedict turned to the life of grace from the very be-
ginning.”

IIIa q. 89 a. 3Whether, by Penance, man is restored to his former dignity?

Objection 1. It would seem that man is not restored by
Penance to his former dignity: because a gloss on Amos 5:2,
“e virgin of Israel is cast down,” observes: “It is not said that
she cannot rise up, but that the virgin of Israel shall not rise; be-
cause the sheep that has once strayed, although the shepherd
bring it back on his shoulder, has not the same glory as if it
had never strayed.” erefore man does not, through Penance,
recover his former dignity.

Objection 2. Further, Jerome says: “Whoever fail to pre-
serve the dignity of the sacred order, must be content with sav-
ing their souls; for it is a difficult thing to return to their for-

mer degree.” Again, Pope Innocent I says (Ep. vi ad Agapit.)
that “the canons framed at the council of Nicaea exclude pen-
itents from even the lowest orders of clerics.” erefore man
does not, through Penance, recover his former dignity.

Objection 3. Further, before sinning aman can advance to
a higher sacred order. But this is not permitted to a penitent af-
ter his sin, for it is written (Ezech. 44:10,13): “eLevites that
went away…from Me…shall never [Vulg.: ‘not’] come near to
Me, to do the office of priest”: and as laid down in the Decre-
tals (Dist. 1, ch. 52), and taken from the council of Lerida: “If
those who serve at the Holy Altar fall suddenly into some de-
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plorable weakness of the flesh, and by God’s mercy do proper
penance, let them return to their duties, yet so as not to receive
further promotion.” erefore Penance does not restore man
to his former dignity.

On the contrary,Aswe read in the sameDistinction, Gre-
gorywriting toSecundinus (Regist. vii) says: “Weconsider that
when aman hasmade proper satisfaction, hemay return to his
honorable position”: and moreover we read in the acts of the
council of Agde: “Contumacious clerics, so far as their posi-
tion allows, should be corrected by their bishops. so that when
Penance has reformed them, theymay recover their degree and
dignity.”

I answer that, By sin, man loses a twofold dignity, one in
respect of God, the other in respect of the Church. In respect
of God he again loses a twofold dignity. one is his principal
dignity, whereby he was counted among the children of God,
and this he recovers by Penance, which is signified (Lk. 15) in
the prodigal son, for when he repented, his father commanded
that the first garment should be restored to him, together with
a ring and shoes. e other is his secondary dignity, viz. inno-
cence, of which, as we read in the same chapter, the elder son
boasted saying (Lk. 15:29): “Behold, for so many years do I
serve thee, and I have never transgressed thy commandments”:
and this dignity the penitent cannot recover. Nevertheless he
recovers something greater sometimes; because asGregory says
(Hom. de centumOvibus, 34 in Evang.), “those who acknowl-
edge themselves to have strayed away from God, make up for
their past losses, by subsequent gains: so that there is more joy
in heaven on their account, even as in battle, the commanding
officer thinks more of the soldier who, aer running away, re-
turns and bravely attacks the foe, than of one who has never
turned his back, but has done nothing brave.”

By sin man loses his ecclesiastical dignity, because thereby
he becomes unworthy of those things which appertain to the
exercise of the ecclesiastical dignity. is he is debarred from
recovering: first, because he fails to repent; wherefore Isidore
wrote to the bishop Masso, and as we read in the Distinction
quoted above (obj. 3): “e canons order those to be restored
to their former degree, who by repentance have made satisfac-
tion for their sins, or have made worthy confession of them.
On the other hand, those who do not mend their corrupt and
wicked ways are neither allowed to exercise their order, nor re-
ceived to the grace of communion.”

Secondly, because he does penance negligently, wherefore
it is written in the same Distinction (obj. 3): “We can be sure
that those who show no signs of humble compunction, or of
earnest prayer, who avoid fasting or study, would exercise their
former duties with great negligence if they were restored to
them.”

irdly, if he has committed a sin to which an irregularity
is attached;wherefore it is said in the sameDistinction (obj. 3),
quoting the council of PopeMartin*: “If a manmarry a widow
or the relict of another, he must not be admitted to the ranks

of the clergy: and if he has succeeded in creeping in, hemust be
turned out. In like manner, if anyone aer Baptism be guilty
of homicide, whether by deed, or by command, or by counsel,
or in self-defense.” But this is in consequence not of sin, but of
irregularity.

Fourthly, on account of scandal, wherefore it is said in the
sameDistinction (obj. 3): “osewho have been publicly con-
victed or caught in the act of perjury, robbery, fornication, and
of such like crimes, according to the prescription of the sacred
canons must be deprived of the exercise of their respective or-
ders, because it is a scandal to God’s people that such persons
should be placed over them. But those who commit such sins
occultly and confess them secretly to a priest, may be retained
in the exercise of their respective orders, with the assurance
of God’s merciful forgiveness, provided they be careful to ex-
piate their sins by fasts and alms, vigils and holy deeds.” e
same is expressed (Extra, De Qual. Ordinand.): “If the afore-
said crimes are not proved by a judicial process, or in some
other way made notorious, those who are guilty of them must
not be hindered, aer they have done penance, from exercising
the orders they have received, or from receiving further orders,
except in cases of homicide.”

Reply to Objection 1. e same is to be said of the recov-
ery of virginity as of the recovery of innocence which belongs
to man’s secondary dignity in the sight of God.

Reply to Objection 2. In these words Jerome does not
say that it is impossible, but that it is difficult, for man to re-
cover his former dignity aer having sinned, because this is al-
lowed to none but those who repent perfectly, as stated above.
To those canonical statutes, which seem to forbid this, Au-
gustine replies in his letter to Boniface (Ep. clxxxv): “If the
law of the Church forbids anyone, aer doing penance for a
crime, to become a cleric, or to return to his clerical duties,
or to retain them the intention was not to deprive him of
the hope of pardon, but to preserve the rigor of discipline;
else we should have to deny the keys given to the Church, of
which itwas said: ‘Whatsoever you shall loose on earth shall be
loosed in heaven.’ ” And further on he adds: “For holy David
did penance for his deadly crimes, and yet he retained his dig-
nity; and Blessed Peter by shedding most bitter tears did in-
deed repent him of having denied his Lord, and yet he re-
mained an apostle. Nevertheless we must not deem the care
of later teachers excessive, who without endangering a man’s
salvation, exactedmore from his humility, having, in my opin-
ion, found by experience, that some assumed a pretended re-
pentance through hankering aer honors and power.”

Reply to Objection 3. is statute is to be understood as
applying to those who do public penance, for these cannot be
promoted to a higher order. For Peter, aer his denial, was
made shepherd of Christ’s sheep, as appears from Jn. 21:21,
where Chrysostom comments as follows: “Aer his denial and
repentance Peter gives proof of greater confidence in Christ:
for whereas, at the supper, he durst not ask Him, but deputed

* Martin, bishop of Braga.
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John to ask in his stead, aerwards he was placed at the head
of his brethren, and not only did not depute another to ask

for him, what concerned him, but henceforth asks the Master
instead of John.”

IIIa q. 89 a. 4Whether virtuous deeds done in charity can be deadened?

Objection 1. It would seem that virtuous deeds done in
charity cannot be deadened. For that which is not cannot be
changed. But to be deadened is to be changed from life to
death. Since therefore virtuous deeds, aer being done, are no
more, it seems that they cannot aerwards be deadened.

Objection 2. Further, by virtuous deeds done in charity,
man merits eternal life. But to take away the reward from one
who has merited it is an injustice, which cannot be ascribed
to God. erefore it is not possible for virtuous deeds done in
charity to be deadened by a subsequent sin.

Objection 3. Further, the strong is not corrupted by the
weak.Nowworks of charity are stronger than any sins, because,
as it is written (Prov. 10:12), “charity covereth all sins.” ere-
fore it seems that deeds done in charity cannot be deadened by
a subsequent mortal sin.

On the contrary, It is written (Ezech. 18:24): “If the just
man turn himself away from his justice…all his justices which
he hath done shall not be remembered.”

I answer that,A living thing, by dying, ceases to have vital
operations: for which reason, by a kind of metaphor, a thing
is said to be deadened when it is hindered from producing its

proper effect or operation.
Now the effect of virtuous works, which are done in char-

ity, is to bringman to eternal life; and this is hindered by a sub-
sequentmortal sin, inasmuch as it takes away grace.Wherefore
deeds done in charity are said to be deadened by a subsequent
mortal sin.

Reply toObjection 1. Just as sinful deeds pass as to the act
but remain as to guilt, so deeds done in charity, aer passing,
as to the act, remain as to merit, in so far as they are acceptable
to God. It is in this respect that they are deadened, inasmuch
as man is hindered from receiving his reward.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is no injustice in withdraw-
ing the reward from him who has deserved it, if he has made
himself unworthy by his subsequent fault, since at times aman
justly forfeits through his own fault, even that which he has
already received.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not on account of the strength
of sinful deeds that deeds, previously done in charity, are dead-
ened, but on account of the freedom of the will which can be
turned away from good to evil.

IIIa q. 89 a. 5Whether deeds deadened by sin, are revived by Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that deeds deadened by sin are
not revived by Penance. Because just as past sins are remitted
by subsequentPenance, so are deeds previously done in charity,
deadened by subsequent sin. But sins remitted by Penance do
not return, as stated above (q. 88, Aa. 1,2). erefore it seems
that neither are dead deeds revived by charity.

Objection 2. Further, deeds are said to be deadened by
comparison with animals who die, as stated above (a. 4). But
a dead animal cannot be revived. erefore neither can dead
works be revived by Penance.

Objection 3. Further, deeds done in charity are deserv-
ing of glory according to the quantity of grace or charity. But
sometimes man arises through Penance to lesser grace or char-
ity. erefore he does not receive glory according to the merit
of his previous works; so that it seems that deeds deadened by
sin are not revived.

On the contrary, on Joel 2:25, “I will restore to you the
years, which the locust…hath eaten,” a gloss says: “I will not
suffer to perish the fruit which you lost when your soul was
disturbed.” But this fruit is themerit of good works which was
lost through sin. erefore meritorious deeds done before are
revived by Penance.

I answer that, Some have said that meritorious works
deadened by subsequent sin are not revived by the ensuing

Penance, because they deemed suchworks to have passed away,
so that they could not be revived. But that is no reason why
they should not be revived: because they are conducive to eter-
nal life (wherein their life consists) not only as actually exist-
ing, but also aer they cease to exist actually, and as abiding in
the Divine acceptance. Now, they abide thus, so far as they are
concerned, even aer they have been deadened by sin, because
those works, according as they were done, will ever be accept-
able toGod and give joy to the saints, according toApoc. 3:11:
“Hold fast that which thou hast, that no man take thy crown.”
at they fail in their efficacy to bring theman, who did them,
to eternal life, is due to the impediment of the supervening sin
whereby he is become unworthy of eternal life. But this imped-
iment is removed by Penance, inasmuch as sins are taken away
thereby. Hence it follows that deeds previously deadened, re-
cover, throughPenance, their efficacy in bringinghim,whodid
them, to eternal life, and, in other words, they are revived. It is
therefore evident that deadened works are revived by Penance.

Reply to Objection 1. e very works themselves of sin
are removed by Penance, so that, by God’s mercy, no further
stain or debt of punishment is incurred on their account: on
the other hand,works done in charity are not removedbyGod,
since they abide in His acceptance, but they are hindered on
the part of the man who does them; wherefore if this hin-
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drance, on the part of the man who does those works, be re-
moved, God on His side fulfills what those works deserved.

Reply to Objection 2. Deeds done in charity are not in
themselves deadened, as explained above, but only with regard
to a supervening impediment on the part of themanwho does
them. On the other hand, an animal dies in itself, through be-
ing deprived of the principle of life: so that the comparison

fails.
Reply toObjection 3.Hewho, through Penance, arises to

lesser charity, will receive the essential reward according to the
degree of charity in which he is found. Yet he will have greater
joy for the works he had done in his former charity, than for
those which he did in his subsequent charity: and this joy be-
longs to the accidental reward.

IIIa q. 89 a. 6Whether the effect of subsequent Penance is to quicken even dead works?

Objection 1. It would seem that the effect of subsequent
Penance is to quicken even dead works, those, namely, that
were not done in charity. For it seems more difficult to bring
to life that which has been deadened, since this is never done
naturally, than to quicken that which never had life, since cer-
tain living things are engendered naturally from things with-
out life.Nowdeadenedworks are revived by Penance, as stated
above (a. 5). Much more, therefore, are dead works revived.

Objection 2. Further, if the cause be removed, the effect is
removed. But the cause of the lack of life in works generically
good done without charity, was the lack of charity and grace.
which lack is removed by Penance. erefore dead works are
quickened by charity.

Objection 3. Further, Jerome in commenting on Agg. i, 6:
“You have sowed much,” says: “If at any time you find a sinner,
among his many evil deeds, doing that which is right, God is
not so unjust as to forget the few good deeds on account of his
many evil deeds.” Now this seems to be the case chiefly when
past evil “deeds” are removed by Penance. erefore it seems
that through Penance, God rewards the former deeds done in
the state of sin, which implies that they are quickened.

On the contrary, e Apostle says (1 Cor. 13:3): “If I
should distribute all my goods to feed the poor, and if I should
delivermy body to be burned, and have not charity, it profiteth
me nothing.” But this would not be true, if, at least by subse-
quent Penance, they were quickened. erefore Penance does
not quicken works which before were dead.

I answer that, A work is said to be dead in two ways:
first, effectively, because, to wit, it is a cause of death, in which
sense sinful works are said to be dead, according to Heb. 9:14:
“e blood of Christ…shall cleanse our conscience from dead
works.” ese dead works are not quickened but removed by
Penance, according to Heb. 6:1: “Not laying again the foun-
dation of Penance from dead works.” Secondly, works are said
to be dead privatively, because, to wit, they lack spiritual life,
which is founded on charity, whereby the soul is united to
God, the result being that it is quickened as the body by the
soul: in which sense too, faith, if it lack charity, is said to be
dead, according to James 2:20: “Faith without works is dead.”

In this way also, all works that are generically good, are said to
be dead, if they be done without charity, inasmuch as they fail
to proceed from the principle of life; even as we might call the
soundof a harp, a dead voice.Accordingly, the difference of life
and death in works is in relation to the principle from which
they proceed. But works cannot proceed a second time from
a principle, because they are transitory, and the same identical
deed cannot be resumed. erefore it is impossible for dead
works to be quickened by Penance.

Reply to Objection 1. In the physical order things
whether dead or deadened lack the principle of life. But works
are said to be deadened, not in relation to the principlewhence
they proceeded, but in relation to an extrinsic impediment;
while they are said to be dead in relation to a principle. Con-
sequently there is no comparison.

Reply toObjection 2.Works generically good done with-
out charity are said to be dead on account of the lack of grace
and charity, as principles. Now the subsequent Penance does
not supply that want, so as to make them proceed from such a
principle. Hence the argument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 3. God remembers the good deeds
a man does when in a state of sin, not by rewarding them in
eternal life, which is due only to living works, i.e. those done
from charity, but by a temporal reward: thus Gregory declares
(Hom. deDivite et Lazaro, 41 in Evang.) that “unless that rich
man had done some good deed, and had received his reward
in this world, Abraham would certainly not have said to him:
‘oudidst receive good things in thy lifetime.’ ”Or again, this
may mean that he will be judged less severely: wherefore Au-
gustine says (De Patientia xxvi): “We cannot say that it would
be better for the schismatic that by denying Christ he should
suffer none of those things which he suffered by confessing
Him; butwemust believe that hewill be judgedwith less sever-
ity, than if by denying Christ, he had suffered none of those
things. us the words of the Apostle, ‘If I should deliver my
body to be burned and have not charity, it profiteth me noth-
ing,’ refer to the obtaining of the kingdom of heaven, and do
not exclude the possibility of being sentenced with less sever-
ity at the last judgment.”
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T P, Q 90
Of the Parts of Penance, in General

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the parts of Penance: (1) in general. (2) each one in particular.
Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Penance has any parts?
(2) Of the number of its parts;
(3) What kind of parts are they?
(4) Of its division into subjective parts.

IIIa q. 90 a. 1Whether Penance should be assigned any parts?

Objection 1. It would seem that parts should not be as-
signed to Penance. For it is the Divine power that works our
salvation most secretly in the sacraments. Now the Divine
power is one and simple. erefore Penance, being a sacra-
ment, should have no parts assigned to it.

Objection 2. Further, Penance is both a virtue and a sacra-
ment. Now no parts are assigned to it as a virtue, since virtue
is a habit, which is a simple quality of the mind. In like man-
ner, it seems that parts should not be assigned to Penance as
a sacrament, because no parts are assigned to Baptism and the
other sacraments. erefore no parts at all should be assigned
to Penance.

Objection 3. Further, the matter of Penance is sin, as
stated above (q. 84, a. 2). But no parts are assigned to sin. Nei-
ther, therefore, should parts be assigned to Penance.

On the contrary, e parts of a thing are those out of
which the whole is composed. Now the perfection of Penance
is composed of several things, viz. contrition, confession, and
satisfaction. erefore Penance has parts.

I answer that, e parts of a thing are those into which
the whole is divided materially, for the parts of a thing are to
the whole, what matter is to the form; wherefore the parts are
reckoned as a kind of material cause, and the whole as a kind
of formal cause (Phys. ii). Accordingly wherever, on the part of
matter, we find a kind of plurality, there we shall find a reason

for assigning parts.
Now it has been stated above (q. 84, Aa. 2,3), that, in the

sacrament of Penance, human actions stand as matter: and so,
since several actions are requisite for the perfectionof Penance,
viz., contrition, confession, and satisfaction, as we shall show
further on (a. 2), it follows that the sacrament of Penance has
parts.

Reply to Objection 1. Every sacrament is something sim-
ple by reason of theDivine power, which operates therein: but
the Divine power is so great that it can operate both through
one and throughmany, and by reason of thesemany, partsmay
be assigned to a particular sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. Parts are not assigned to penance
as a virtue: because the human acts of which there are several
in penance, are related to the habit of virtue, not as its parts,
but as its effects. It follows, therefore, that parts are assigned
to Penance as a sacrament, to which the human acts are related
asmatter: whereas in the other sacraments thematter does not
consist of human acts, but of some one external thing, either
simple, as water or oil, or compound, as chrism, and so parts
are not assigned to the other sacraments.

Reply to Objection 3. Sins are the remote matter of
Penance, inasmuch, to wit, as they are the matter or object of
the human acts, which are the proper matter of Penance as a
sacrament.

IIIa q. 90 a. 2Whether contrition, confession, and satisfaction are fittingly assigned as parts of Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that contrition, confession,
and satisfaction are not fittingly assigned as parts of Penance.
For contrition is in the heart, and so belongs to interior
penance; while confession consists of words, and satisfaction
indeeds; so that the two latter belong to interior penance.Now
interior penance is not a sacrament, but only exterior penance
which is perceptible by the senses. erefore these three parts
are not fittingly assigned to the sacrament of Penance.

Objection 2. Further, grace is conferred in the sacraments
of the New Law, as stated above (q. 62, Aa. 1,3). But no grace
is conferred in satisfaction.erefore satisfaction is not part of

a sacrament.
Objection 3. Further, the fruit of a thing is not the same

as its part. But satisfaction is a fruit of penance, according to
Lk. 3:8: “Bring forth…fruits worthy of penance.” erefore it
is not a part of Penance.

Objection 4. Further, Penance is ordained against sin. But
sin can be completed merely in the thought by consent, as
stated in the Ia IIae, q. 72, a. 7: therefore Penance can also.
erefore confession in word and satisfaction in deed should
not be reckoned as parts of Penance.

Onthe contrary, It seems that yetmore parts should be as-
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signed to Penance. For not only is the body assigned as a part
ofman, as being thematter, but also the soul, which is his form.
But the aforesaid three, being the acts of the penitent, stand as
matter, while the priestly absolution stands as form. erefore
the priestly absolution should be assigned as a fourth part of
Penance.

I answer that, A part is twofold, essential and quantita-
tive. e essential parts are naturally the form and the matter,
and logically the genus and the difference. In this way, each
sacrament is divided intomatter and form as its essential parts.
Hence it has been said above (q. 60, Aa. 5,6) that sacraments
consist of things andwords. But since quantity is on the part of
matter, quantitative parts are parts of matter: and, in this way,
as stated above (a. 1), parts are assigned specially to the sacra-
ment of Penance, as regards the acts of the penitent, which are
the matter of this sacrament.

Now it has been said above (q. 85, a. 3, ad 3) that an of-
fense is atoned otherwise in Penance than in vindictive justice.
Because, in vindictive justice the atonement is made according
to the judge’s decision, and not according to the discretion of
the offender or of the person offended; whereas, in Penance,
the offense is atoned according to the will of the sinner, and
the judgment of God against Whom the sin was committed,
because in the latter case we seek not only the restoration of
the equality of justice, as in vindictive justice, but also and still
more the reconciliation of friendship, which is accomplished
by the offender making atonement according to the will of the

person offended. Accordingly the first requisite on the part of
the penitent is the will to atone, and this is done by contri-
tion; the second is that he submit to the judgment of the priest
standing inGod’s place, and this is done in confession; and the
third is that he atone according to the decision of God’s minis-
ter, and this is done in satisfaction: and so contrition, confes-
sion, and satisfaction are assigned as parts of Penance.

Reply to Objection 1. Contrition, as to its essence, is in
the heart, and belongs to interior penance; yet, virtually, it be-
longs to exterior penance, inasmuch as it implies the purpose
of confessing and making satisfaction.

Reply to Objection 2. Satisfaction confers grace, in so far
as it is in man’s purpose, and it increases grace, according as it
is accomplished, just as Baptism does in adults, as stated above
(q. 68, a. 2; q. 69, a. 8).

Reply to Objection 3. Satisfaction is a part of Penance as
a sacrament, and a fruit of penance as a virtue.

Reply to Objection 4. More things are required for good,
“which proceeds from a cause that is entire,” than for evil,
“which results from each single defect,” as Dionysius states
(Div. Nom. iv). And thus, although sin is completed in the
consent of the heart, yet the perfection of Penance requires
contrition of the heart, together with confession in word and
satisfaction in deed.

e Reply to the Fih Objection is clear from what has
been said.

IIIa q. 90 a. 3Whether these three are integral parts of Penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that these three are not inte-
gral parts of Penance. For, as stated above (q. 84, a. 3), Penance
is ordained against sin. But sins of thought, word, and deed are
the subjective and not integral parts of sin, because sin is pred-
icated of each one of them. erefore in Penance also, contri-
tion in thought, confession in word, and satisfaction in deed
are not integral parts.

Objection 2. Further, no integral part includes within it-
self another that is condivided with it. But contrition includes
both confession and satisfaction in the purpose of amend-
ment. erefore they are not integral parts.

Objection 3. Further, a whole is composed of its integral
parts, taken at the same time and equally, just as a line is made
up of its parts. But such is not the case here. erefore these
are not integral parts of Penance.

On the contrary, Integral parts are those by which the
perfection of the whole is integrated. But the perfection of
Penance is integrated by these three. erefore they are inte-
gral parts of Penance.

I answer that, Some have said that these three are subjec-
tive parts of Penance. But this is impossible, because the en-
tire power of the whole is present in each subjective part at the
same time and equally, just as the entire power of an animal, as

such, is assured to each animal species, all of which species di-
vide the animal genus at the same time and equally:whichdoes
not apply to the point in question.Wherefore others have said
that these are potential parts: yet neither can this be true, since
the whole is present, as to the entire essence, in each potential
part, just as the entire essence of the soul is present in each of
its powers: which does not apply to the case in point. ere-
fore it follows that these three are integral parts of Penance,
the nature of which is that the whole is not present in each of
the parts, either as to its entire power, or as to its entire essence,
but that it is present to all of them together at the same time.

Reply to Objection 1. Sin forasmuch as it is an evil, can
be completed in one single point, as stated above (a. 2, ad 4);
and so the sin which is completed in thought alone, is a spe-
cial kind of sin. Another species is the sin that is completed
in thought and word: and yet a third species is the sin that is
completed in thought, word, and deed; and the quasi-integral
parts of this last sin, are that which is in thought, that which is
in word, and that which is in deed. Wherefore these three are
the integral parts of Penance, which is completed in them.

Reply to Objection 2. One integral part can include the
whole, though not as to its essence: because the foundation, in
a way, contains virtually the whole building. In this way con-
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trition includes virtually the whole of Penance.
Reply to Objection 3. All integral parts have a certain re-

lation of order to one another: but some are only related as to
position, whether in sequence as the parts of an army, or by
contact, as the parts of a heap, or by being fitted together, as
the parts of a house, or by continuation, as the parts of a line;
while some are related, in addition, as to power, as the parts of

an animal, the first of which is the heart, the others in a certain
order being dependent on one another: and thirdly some are
related in the order of time: as the parts of time andmovement.
Accordingly the parts of Penance are related to one another in
the order of power and time, since they are actions, but not in
the order of position, since they do not occupy a place.

IIIa q. 90 a. 4Whether Penance is fittingly divided into penance before Baptism, penance for mortal sins,
and penance for venial sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that penance is unfittingly di-
vided into penance before Baptism, penance for mortal, and
penance for venial sins. For Penance is the second plank af-
ter shipwreck, as stated above (q. 84, a. 6 ), while Baptism is
the first. erefore that which precedes Baptism should not
be called a species of penance.

Objection 2. Further, that which can destroy the greater,
can destroy the lesser. Now mortal sin is greater than venial;
and penance which regardsmortal sins regards also venial sins.
erefore they should not be considered as different species of
penance.

Objection 3. Further, just as aer Baptism man commits
venial and mortal sins, so does he before Baptism. If therefore
penance for venial sins is distinct from penance formortal sins
aer Baptism, in like manner they should be distinguished be-
fore Baptism. erefore penance is not fittingly divided into
these species.

On the contrary, Augustine says in De Poenitentia* that
these three are species of Penance.

I answer that, is is a division of penance as a virtue.
Now it must be observed that every virtue acts in accordance
with the time being, as also in keeping with other due circum-
stances, wherefore the virtue of penance has its act at this time,
according to the requirements of the New Law.

Now it belongs to penance to detest one’s past sins, and
to purpose, at the same time, to change one’s life for the better,

which is the end, so to speak, of penance.And sincemoralmat-
ters take their species from the end, as stated in the Ia IIae, q. 1,
a. 3; Ia IIae, 18, Aa. 4,6, it is reasonable to distinguish various
species of penance, according to the various changes intended
by the penitent.

Accordingly there is a threefold change intended by the
penitent. e first is by regeneration unto a new life, and this
belongs to that penance which precedes Baptism. e second
is by reforming one’s past life aer it has been already de-
stroyed, and this belongs to penance for mortal sins commit-
ted aer Baptism. e third is by changing to a more perfect
operation of life, and this belongs to penance for venial sins,
which are remitted through a fervent act of charity, as stated
above (q. 87, Aa. 2,3).

Reply to Objection 1. e penance which precedes Bap-
tism is not a sacrament, but an act of virtue disposing one to
that sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. e penance which washes away
mortal sins, washes away venial sins also, but the converse does
not hold. Wherefore these two species of penance are related
to one another as perfect and imperfect.

Reply to Objection 3. Before Baptism there are no venial
sins without mortal sins. And since a venial sin cannot be re-
mitted without mortal sin, as stated above (q. 87, a. 4), before
Baptism, penance for mortal sins is not distinct from penance
for venial sins.

* Cf. Hom. 30 inter 1.
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S   T P
Editor’s Note:

Aer writing these few questions of the treatise on Penance, St. omas was called to the heavenly reward which he had merited by writing so well
of his Divine Master. e remainder of the Summa eologica, known as the Supplement, was compiled probably by Fra Rainaldo da Piperno,
companion andiend of theAngelicDoctor, andwas gatheredomSt.omas’s commentary on the FourthBook of the Sentences of PeterLombard.
is commentary was written in the years 1235-1253, while St. omas was under thirty years of age. Everywhere it reveals the influence of him
whom St.omas always called theMaster. But that influence was not to be always supreme.at themind of the Angelic Doctor moved forward to
positions which directly contradicted theMastermay be seen by any student of the Summaeologica.e compiler of the Supplement was evidently
well acquainted with the commentary on the Sentences, which had been in circulation for some twenty years or more, but it is probable that he was
badly acquainted with the Summaeologica.is will be realized and must be borne in mind when we read the Supplement, notably IIIa, q. 62,
a. 1; also q. 43, a. 3, ad 2 of the Supplement.

S   T P, Q 1
Of the Parts of Penance, in Particular, and First of Contrition

(Inree Articles)

Wemust now consider each single part of Penance, and (1) Contrition; (2) Confession; (3) Satisfaction.e consideration
aboutContrition will be fourfold: (1)What is it? (2)What should it be about? (3)How great should it be? (4)Of its duration;
(5) Of its effect.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Contrition is suitably defined?
(2) Whether it is an act of virtue?
(3) Whether attrition can become contrition?

Suppl. q. 1 a. 1Whether contrition is an assumed sorrow for sins, together with the purpose of confessing
them and of making satisfaction for them?

Objection 1. It would seem that contrition is not “an as-
sumed sorrow for sins, together with the purpose of confess-
ing them and of making satisfaction for them,” as some define
it. For, as Augustine states (De Civ. Dei xiv, 6), “sorrow is for
those things that happen against our will.” But this does not
apply to sin. erefore contrition is not sorrow for sins.

Objection 2. Further, contrition is given us by God. But
what is given is not assumed.erefore contrition is not an as-
sumed sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, satisfaction and confession are nec-
essary for the remission of the punishment which was not re-
mitted by contrition. But sometimes the whole punishment is
remitted in contrition. erefore it is not always necessary for
the contrite person to have the purpose of confessing and of
making satisfaction.

On the contrary, stands the definition.
I answer that, As stated in Ecclus. 10:15, “pride is the

beginning of all sin,” because thereby man clings to his own
judgment, and strays from theDivine commandments.Conse-
quently that which destroys sin must needs make man give up
his own judgment. Now he that persists in his own judgment,
is called metaphorically rigid and hard: wherefore anyone is
said to be brokenwhen he is torn fromhis own judgment. But,

in material things, whence these expressions are transferred
to spiritual things, there is a difference between breaking and
crushing or contrition, as stated inMeteor. iv, in that we speak
of breaking when a thing is sundered into large parts, but of
crushing or contritionwhen that whichwas in itself solid is re-
duced to minute particles. And since, for the remission of sin,
it is necessary that man should put aside entirely his attach-
ment to sin, which implies a certain state of continuity and
solidity in his mind, therefore it is that the act through which
sin is cast aside is called contrition metaphorically.

In this contrition several things are to be observed, viz. the
very substance of the act, the way of acting, its origin and its
effect: in respect of which we find that contrition has been de-
fined in various ways. For, as regards the substance of the act,
we have the definition given above: and since the act of con-
trition is both an act of virtue, and a part of the sacrament
of Penance, its nature as an act of virtue is explained in this
definition by mentioning its genus, viz. “sorrow,” its object by
the words “for sins,” and the act of choice which is necessary
for an act of virtue, by the word “assumed”: while, as a part of
the sacrament, it is made manifest by pointing out its relation
to the other parts, in the words “together with the purpose of
confessing and of making satisfaction.”
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ere is another definition which defines contrition, only
as an act of virtue; but at the same time including the differ-
ence which confines it to a special virtue, viz. penance, for
it is thus expressed: “Contrition is voluntary sorrow for sin
wherebyman punishes in himself thatwhich he grieves to have
done,” because the addition of the word “punishes” defines the
definition to a special virtue. Another definition is given by
Isidore (De Sum. Bono ii, 12) as follows: “Contrition is a tear-
ful sorrow and humility of mind, arising from remembrance
of sin and fear of the Judgment.” Here we have an allusion to
the derivation of the word, when it is said that it is “humil-
ity of the mind,” because just as pride makes the mind rigid,
so is a man humbled, when contrition leads him to give up his
mind. Also the external manner is indicated by the word “tear-
ful,” and the origin of contrition, by the words, “arising from
remembrance of sin,” etc. Another definition is taken from the
words of Augustine*, and indicates the effect of contrition. It
runs thus: “Contrition is the sorrowwhich takes away sin.” Yet
another is gathered from the words of Gregory (Moral. xxxiii,
11) as follows: “Contrition is humility of the soul, crushing
sin between hope and fear.” Here the derivation is indicated
by saying that contrition is “humility of the soul”; the effect,

by the words, “crushing sin”; and the origin, by the words, “be-
tween hope and fear.” Indeed, it includes not only the princi-
pal cause, which is fear, but also its joint cause, which is hope,
without which, fear might lead to despair.

Reply to Objection 1. Although sins, when committed,
were voluntary, yet when we are contrite for them, they are no
longer voluntary, so that they occur against our will; not in-
deed in respect of the will that we had when we consented to
them, but in respect of that which we have now, so as to wish
they had never been.

Reply toObjection 2.Contrition is from God alone as to
the form that quickens it, but as to the substance of the act, it
is from the free-will and from God, Who operates in all works
both of nature and of will.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the entire punishment
may be remitted by contrition, yet confession and satisfaction
are still necessary, both because man cannot be sure that his
contrition was sufficient to take away all, and because confes-
sion and satisfaction are a matter of precept: wherefore he be-
comes a transgressor, who confesses not and makes not satis-
faction.

Suppl. q. 1 a. 2Whether contrition is an act of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that contrition is not an act of
virtue. For passions are not acts of virtue, since “they bring us
neither praise nor blame” (Ethic. ii, 5). But sorrow is a passion.
As therefore contrition is sorrow, it seems that it is not an act
of virtue.

Objection 2. Further, as contrition is so called from its be-
ing a crushing, so is attrition. Now all agree in saying that at-
trition is not an act of virtue. Neither, therefore, is contrition
an act of virtue.

On the contrary, Nothing but an act of virtue is merito-
rious. But contrition is a meritorious act. erefore it is an act
of virtue.

I answer that, Contrition as to the literal signification of
the word, does not denote an act of virtue, but a corporeal pas-
sion. But the question in point does not refer to contrition in
this sense, but to that which the word is employed to signify
by way of metaphor. For just as the inflation of one’s own will
unto wrong-doing implies, in itself, a generic evil, so the ut-
ter undoing and crushing of that same will implies something
generically good, for this is to detest one’s own will whereby
sinwas committed.Wherefore contrition, which signifies this,
implies rectitude of the will; and so it is the act of that virtue
to which it belongs to detest and destroy past sins, the act, to
wit, of penance, as is evident from what was said above (Sent.
iv, D, 14, q. 1, a. 1; IIIa, q. 85, Aa. 2,3).

Reply to Objection 1. Contrition includes a twofold sor-
row for sin. One is in the sensitive part, and is a passion. is
does not belong essentially to contrition as an act of virtue, but
is rather its effect. For just as the virtue of penance inflicts out-
ward punishment on the body, in order to compensate for the
offense done to God through the instrumentality of the bod-
ily members, so does it inflict on the concupiscible part of the
soul a punishment, viz. the aforesaid sorrow, because the con-
cupiscible also co-operated in the sinful deeds. Nevertheless
this sorrowmay belong to contrition taken as part of the sacra-
ment, since the nature of a sacrament is such that it consists not
only of internal but also of external acts and sensible things.
e other sorrow is in the will, and is nothing else save displea-
sure for some evil, for the emotions of the will are named aer
the passions, as stated above (Sent. iii, D, 26, q. 1, a. 5; Ia IIae,
q. 22, a. 3, ad 3). Accordingly, contrition is essentially a kind
of sorrow, and is an act of the virtue of penance.

Reply to Objection 2. Attrition denotes approach to per-
fect contrition, wherefore in corporeal matters, things are said
to be attrite, when they are worn away to a certain extent, but
not altogether crushed to pieces; while they are said to be con-
trite, when all the parts are crushed [tritae] minutely. Where-
fore, in spiritual matters, attrition signifies a certain but not a
perfect displeasure for sins committed, whereas contrition de-
notes perfect displeasure.

* Implicitly on Ps. 46.
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Suppl. q. 1 a. 3Whether attrition can become contrition?

Objection 1. It would seem that attrition can become con-
trition. For contrition differs from attrition, as living from
dead. Now dead faith becomes living. erefore attrition can
become contrition.

Objection 2.Further,matter receives perfectionwhen pri-
vation is removed. Now sorrow is to grace, as matter to form,
because grace quickens sorrow. erefore the sorrow that was
previously lifeless, while guilt remained, receives perfection
through being quickened by grace: and so the same conclusion
follows as above.

On the contrary,ingswhich are caused by principles al-
together diverse cannot be changed, one into the other. Now
the principle of attrition is servile fear, while filial fear is the
cause of contrition. erefore attrition cannot become contri-
tion.

I answer that,ere are two opinions on this question: for
some say that attrition may become contrition, even as lifeless
faith becomes living faith. But, seemingly, this is impossible;
since, although the habit of lifeless faith becomes living, yet
never does an act of lifeless faith become an act of living faith,
because the lifeless act passes away and remains no more, as
soon as charity comes. Now attrition and contrition do not

denote a habit, but an act only: and those habits of infused
virtue which regard the will cannot be lifeless, since they re-
sult from charity, as stated above (Sent. iii, D, 27, q. 2, a. 4; Ia
IIae, q. 65, a. 4). Wherefore until grace be infused, there is no
habit bywhich aerwards the act of contritionmay be elicited;
so that attrition can nowise become attrition: and this is the
other opinion.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is no comparison between
faith and contrition, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. When the privation is removed
from matter, the matter is quickened if it remains when the
perfection comes. But the sorrow which was lifeless, does not
remainwhen charity comes, wherefore it cannot be quickened.

It may also be replied that matter does not take its ori-
gin from the form essentially, as an act takes its origin from
the habit which quickens it. Wherefore nothing hinders mat-
ter being quickened anew by some form, whereby it was not
quickened previously: whereas this cannot be said of an act,
even as it is impossible for the identically same thing to arise
from a cause wherefrom it did not arise before, since a thing is
brought into being but once.
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S   T P, Q 2
Of the Object of Contrition

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the object of contrition. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a man should be contrite on account of his punishment?
(2) Whether, on account of original sin?
(3) Whether, for every actual sin he has committed?
(4) Whether, for actual sins he will commit?
(5) Whether, for the sins of others?
(6) Whether, for each single mortal sin?

Suppl. q. 2 a. 1Whether man should be contrite on account of the punishment, and not only on account of
his sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that man should be contrite
on account of the punishment, and not only on account of
his sin. For Augustine says in De Poenitentia*: “No man de-
sires life everlasting unless he repent of this mortal life.” But
the morality of this life is a punishment. erefore the peni-
tent should be contrite on account of his punishments also.

Objection 2. Further, the Master says (Sent. iv, D, 16, cap.
i), quoting Augustine (De vera et falsa Poenitentia†), that the
penitent should be sorry for having deprived himself of virtue.
But privation of virtue is a punishment. erefore contrition
is sorrow for punishments also.

On the contrary, No one holds to that for which he is
sorry. But a penitent, by the very signification of the word, is
one who holds to his punishment‡. erefore he is not sorry
on account of his punishment, so that contritionwhich is pen-
itential sorrow is not on account of punishment.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 1, a. 1), contrition im-
plies the crushing of something hard and whole. Now this

wholeness and hardness is found in the evil of fault, since the
will, which is the cause thereof in the evil-doer, sticks to its own
ground§, and refuses to yield to the precept of the law, where-
fore displeasure at a suchlike evil is calledmetaphorically “con-
trition.”. But thismetaphor cannot be applied to evil of punish-
ment, because punishment simply denotes a lessening, so that
it is possible to have sorrow for punishment but not contrition.

Reply to Objection 1. According to St. Augustine,
penance should be on account of this mortal life, not by rea-
son of its mortality (unless penance be taken broadly for every
kind of sorrow); but by reason of sins, to which we are prone
on account of the weakness of this life.

Reply to Objection 2. Sorrow for the loss of virtue
through sin is not essentially the same as contrition, but is its
principle. For just as we aremoved to desire a thing on account
of the good we expect to derive from it, so are we moved to be
sorry for something on account of the evil accruing to us there-
from.

Suppl. q. 2 a. 2Whether contrition should be on account of original sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that contrition should be on
account of original sin. For we ought to be contrite on account
of actual sin; not by reason of the act, considered as a kind of
being, but by reason of its deformity, since the act, regarded
in its substance, is a good, and is from God. Now original sin
has a deformity, even as actual sin has. erefore we should be
contrite on its account also.

Objection 2. Further, by original sin man has been turned
away from God, since in punishment thereof he was to be de-
prived of seeing God. But every man should be displeased at
having been turned away from God. erefore man should be
displeased at original sin; and so he ought to have contrition
for it.

On the contrary, e medicine should be proportionate

to the disease. Now we contracted original sin without will-
ing to do so. erefore it is not necessary that we should be
cleansed from it by an act of the will, such as contrition is.

I answer that, Contrition is sorrow, as stated above (q. 1,
Aa. 1,2), respecting and, so to speak, crushing the hardness of
the will. Consequently it can regard those sins only which re-
sult in us through the hardness of our will. And as original
sin was not brought upon us by our own will, but contracted
from the origin of our infected nature, it follows that, prop-
erly speaking, we cannot have contrition on its account, but
only displeasure or sorrow.

Reply to Objection 1. Contrition is for sin, not by rea-
son of themere substance of the act, because it does not derive
the character of evil therefrom; nor again, by reason of its de-

* Cf. Hom. 50 inter 1. † Work of an unknown author. ‡ “Poenitens,”
i.e. “poenam tenens”. § ere is a play on the words here—‘integer’ (whole)
and ‘in suis terminis’ (to its own ground).
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formity alone, because deformity, of itself, does not include
the notion of guilt, and sometimes denotes a punishment. But
contrition ought to be on account of sin, as implying defor-
mity resulting from an act of the will; and this does not apply

to original sin, so that contrition does not apply to it.
e same Reply avails for the Second Objection, because

contrition is due to aversion of the will.

Suppl. q. 2 a. 3Whether we should have contrition for every actual sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that we have no need to have
contrition for every actual sin we have committed. For con-
traries are healed by their contraries. Now some sins are com-
mitted through sorrow, e.g. sloth and envy. erefore their
remedy should not be sorrow, such as contrition is, but joy.

Objection2.Further, contrition is an act of thewill, which
cannot refer to that which is not known. But there are sins of
whichwe have no knowledge, such as those we have forgotten.
erefore we cannot have contrition for them.

Objection 3. Further, by voluntary contrition those sins
are blotted out which we committed voluntarily. But igno-
rance takes away voluntariness, as the Philosopher declares
(Ethic. iii, 1). erefore contrition need not cover things
which have occurred through ignorance.

Objection 4. Further, we need not be contrite for a sin
which is not removed by contrition. Now some sins are not
removed by contrition, e.g. venial sins, that remain aer the
grace of contrition. erefore there is no need to have contri-
tion for all one’s past sins.

On the contrary, Penance is a remedy for all actual sins.
But penance cannot regard some sins, without contrition re-
garding them also, for it is the first part of Penance. erefore
contrition should be for all one’s past sins.

Further, no sin is forgiven a man unless he be justified. But
justification requires contrition, as stated above (q. 1, a. 1; Ia
IIae, q. 113). erefore it is necessary to have contrition for all
one’s sins.

I answer that, Every actual sin is caused by our will not
yielding to God’s law, either by transgressing it, or by omitting
it, or by acting beside it: and since a hard thing is one that is
disposed not to give way easily, hence it is that a certain hard-
ness of the will is to be found in every actual sin. Wherefore, if
a sin is to be remedied, it needs to be taken away by contrition
which crushes it.

Reply to Objection 1. As clearly shown above (a. 2, ad
1), contrition is opposed to sin, in so far as it proceeds from
the choice of the will that had failed to obey the command of
God’s law, and not as regards the material part of sin: and it is
on this that the choice of the will falls. Now the will’s choice
falls not only on the acts of the other powers, which the will

uses for its own end, but also on the will’s own proper act: for
the will wills to will something. Accordingly the will’s choice
falls on that pain or sadness which is to be found in the sin of
envy and the like, whether such pain be in the senses or in the
will itself. Consequently the sorrow of contrition is opposed
to those sins.

Reply toObjection2.Onemay forget a thing in twoways,
either so that it escapes the memory altogether, and then one
cannot search for it; or so that it escapes from the memory in
part, and in part remains, as when I remember having heard
something in general, but know not what it was in particular,
and then I search my memory in order to discover it. Accord-
ingly a sin also may be forgotten in two ways, either so as to
remain in a general, but not in a particular remembrance, and
then a man is bound to bethink himself in order to discover
the sin, because he is bound to have contrition for each indi-
vidualmortal sin. And if he is unable to discover it, aer apply-
ing himself with due care, it is enough that he be contrite for it,
according as it stands in his knowledge, and indeed he should
grieve not only for the sin, but also for having forgotten it, be-
cause this is owing to his neglect. If, however, the sin has es-
caped fromhismemory altogether, then he is excused fromhis
duty through being unable to fulfill it, and it is enough that he
be contrite in general for everything wherein he has offended
God. But when this inability is removed, as when the sin is re-
called to his memory, then he is bound to have contrition for
that sin in particular, even as a poor man, who cannot pay a
debt, is excused, and yet is bound to, as soon as he can.

Reply to Objection 3. If ignorance were to remove alto-
gether the will to do evil, it will excuse, and there would be no
sin: and sometimes it does not remove the will altogether, and
then it does not altogether excuse, but only to a certain extent:
wherefore a man is bound to be contrite for a sin committed
through ignorance.

Reply to Objection 4. A venial sin can remain aer con-
trition for a mortal sin, but not aer contrition for the venial
sin: wherefore contrition should also cover venial sins even as
penance does, as stated above (Sent. iv, D, 16, q. 2, a. 2, qu. 2;
Suppl., q. 87, a. 1).
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Suppl. q. 2 a. 4Whether a man is bound to have contrition for his future sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man is bound to have
contrition for his future sins also. For contrition is an act of the
free-will: and the free-will extends to the future rather than to
the past, since choice, which is an act of the free-will, is about
future contingents, as stated in Ethic. iii. erefore contrition
is about future sins rather than about past sins.

Objection 2. Further, sin is aggravated by the result that
ensues from it: wherefore Jerome says* that the punishment of
Arius is not yet ended, for it is yet possible for some to be ru-
ined through his heresy, by reason of whose ruin his punish-
ment would be increased: and the same applies to a man who
is judged guilty of murder, if he has committed a murderous
assault, even before his victim dies. Now the sinner ought to
be contrite during that intervening time. erefore the degree
of his contrition ought to be proportionate not only to his past
act, but also to its eventual result: and consequently contrition
regards the future.

On the contrary, Contrition is a part of penance. But
penance always regards the past: and therefore contrition does
also, and consequently is not for a future sin.

I answer that, In every series of things moving and moved
ordained to one another, we find that the inferior mover has
its proper movement, and besides this, it follows, in some re-
spect, the movement of the superior mover: this is seen in the
movement of the planets, which, in addition to their proper
movements, follow the movement of the first heaven. Now,
in all the moral virtues, the first mover is prudence, which is
called the charioteer of the virtues. Consequently each moral
virtue, in addition to its proper movement, has something of

the movement of prudence: and therefore, since penance is a
moral virtue, as it is a part of justice, in addition to its own act,
it acquires the movement of prudence. Now its proper move-
ment is towards its proper object, which is a sin committed.
Wherefore its proper and principal act, viz. contrition, essen-
tially regards past sins alone; but, inasmuch as it acquires some-
thing of the act of prudence, it regards future sins indirectly,
although it is not essentially moved towards those future sins.
For this reason, he that is contrite, is sorry for his past sins, and
is cautious of future sins. Yet we do not speak of contrition for
future sins, but of caution, which is a part of prudence con-
joined to penance.

Reply toObjection 1.e free-will is said to regard future
contingents, in so far as it is concerned with acts, but not with
theobject of acts: because, of his own free-will, aman can think
about past and necessary things, and yet the very act of think-
ing, in so far as it is subject to the free-will, is a future contin-
gent. Hence the act the contrition also is a future contingent,
in so far as it is subject to the free-will; and yet its object can
be something past.

Reply toObjection 2.econsequent result which aggra-
vates a sin was already present in the act as in its cause; where-
fore when the sin was committed, its degree of gravity was al-
ready complete, and no further guilt accrued to it when the re-
sult took place. Nevertheless some accidental punishment ac-
crues to it, in the respect of which the damned will have the
more motives of regret for the more evils that have resulted
from their sins. It is in this sense that Jerome† speaks. Hence
there is not need for contrition to be for other than past sins.

Suppl. q. 2 a. 5Whether a man ought to have contrition for another’s sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man ought to have con-
trition for another’s sin. For one should not ask forgiveness for
a sin unless one is contrite for it. Now forgiveness is asked for
another’s sin in Ps. 18:13: “From those of others spare thy ser-
vant.” erefore a man ought to be contrite for another’s sins.

Objection 2. Further, man is bound, ought of charity, to
love his neighbor as himself. Now, through love of himself,
he both grieves for his ills, and desires good things. erefore,
since we are bound to desire the goods of grace for our neigh-
bor, as for ourselves, it seems that we ought to grieve for his
sins, even as for our own. But contrition is nothing else than
sorrow for sins. erefore man should be contrite for the sins
of others.

On the contrary, Contrition is an act of the virtue of
penance. But no one repents save for what he has done him-

self. erefore no one is contrite for others’ sins.
I answer that, e same thing is crushed [conteritur]

which hitherto was hard and whole. Hence contrition for sin
must needs be in the same subject in which the hardness of sin
was hitherto: so that there is no contrition for the sins of oth-
ers.

Reply to Objection 1. e prophet prays to be spared
from the sins of others, in so far as, through fellowship with
sinners, aman contracts a stain by consenting to their sins: thus
it is written (Ps. 17:27): “With the perverse thou wilt be per-
verted.”

Reply to Objection 2. We ought to grieve for the sins of
others, but not to have contrition for them, because not all sor-
row for past sins is contrition, as is evident for what has been
said already.

* St. Basil asserts this implicitly in De Vera Virgin. † Basil.
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Suppl. q. 2 a. 6Whether it is necessary to have contrition for each mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not necessary to have
contrition for eachmortal sin. For themovement of contrition
in justification is instantaneous: whereas a man cannot think
of every mortal sin in an instant. erefore it is not necessary
to have contrition for each mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, contrition should be for sins, inas-
much as they turn us away from God, because we need not be
contrite for turning to creatures without turning away from
God. Now all mortal sins agree in turning us away from God.
erefore one contrition for all is sufficient.

Objection 3. Further, mortal sins have more in common
with one another, than actual and original sin. Now one Bap-
tism blots out all sins both actual and original. erefore one
general contrition blots out all mortal sins.

On the contrary, For diverse diseases there are diverse
remedies, since “what heals the eye will not heal the foot,” as
Jerome says (Super Marc. ix, 28). But contrition is the special
remedy for one mortal sin. erefore one general contrition
for all mortal sins does not suffice.

Further, contrition is expressed by confession. But it is nec-
essary to confess each mortal sin. erefore it is necessary to
have contrition for each mortal sin.

I answer that, Contrition may be considered in two ways,
as to its origin, and as to its term.By origin of contrition Imean
the process of thought, when a man thinks of his sin and is
sorry for it, albeit not with the sorrow of contrition, yet with
that of attrition. e term of contrition is when that sorrow is
already quickened by grace. Accordingly, as regards the origin
of contrition, a man needs to be contrite for each sin that he

calls tomind; but as regards its term, it suffices for him to have
one general contrition for all, because then the movement of
his contrition acts in virtue of all his preceding dispositions.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. Although all mortal sins agree in

turning man away from God, yet they differ in the cause and
mode of aversion, and in the degree of separation from God;
and this regards the different ways in which they turn us to
creatures.

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism acts in virtue of Christ’s
merit, Who had infinite power for the blotting out of all sins;
and so for all sins oneBaptism suffices. But in contrition, in ad-
dition to the merit of Christ, an act of ours is requisite, which
must, therefore, correspond to each sin, since it has not infinite
power for contrition.

Itmay also be replied thatBaptism is a spiritual generation;
whereas Penance, as regards contrition and its other parts, is
a kind of spiritual healing by way of some alteration. Now it
is evident in the generation of a body, accompanied by cor-
ruption of another body, that all the accidents contrary to the
thing generated, andwhichwere the accidents of the thing cor-
rupted, are removed by the one generation: whereas in alter-
ation, only that accident is removed which was contrary to the
accident which is the term of the alteration. In like manner,
one Baptism blots out all sins together and introduces a new
life; whereas Penance does not blot out each sin, unless it be
directed to each. For this reason it is necessary to be contrite
for, and to confess each sin.
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Of the Degree of Contrition

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the degree of contrition: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether contrition is the greatest possible sorrow in the world?
(2) Whether the sorrow of contrition can be too great?
(3) Whether sorrow for one sin ought to be greater than for another?

Suppl. q. 3 a. 1Whether contrition is the greatest possible sorrow in the world?

Objection 1. It would seem that contrition is not the
greatest possible sorrow in the world. For sorrow is the sensa-
tion of hurt. But some hurts are more keenly felt than the hurt
of sin, e.g. the hurt of a wound. erefore contrition is not the
greatest sorrow.

Objection 2. Further, we judge of a cause according to its
effect. Now the effect of sorrow is tears. Since therefore some-
times a contrite persondoes not shedoutward tears for his sins,
whereas he weeps for the death of a friend, or for a blow, or the
like, it seems that contrition is not the greatest sorrow.

Objection 3. Further, the more a thing is mingled with its
contrary, the less its intensity. But the sorrow of contrition has
a considerable admixture of joy, because the contrite man re-
joices in his delivery, in the hope of pardon, and in many like
things. erefore his sorrow is very slight.

Objection 4. Further, the sorrow of contrition is a kind
of displeasure. But there are many things more displeasing to
the contrite than their past sins; for they would not prefer to
suffer the pains of hell rather than to sin. nor to have suffered,
nor yet to suffer all manner of temporal punishment; else few
would be found contrite. erefore the sorrow of contrition is
not the greatest.

On the contrary, According to Augustine (De Civ. Dei
xiv, 7, 9), “all sorrow is based on love.” Now the love of char-
ity, on which the sorrow of contrition is based, is the greatest
love. erefore the sorrow of contrition is the greatest sorrow.

Further, sorrow is for evil. erefore the greater the evil,
the greater the sorrow. But the fault is a greater evil than its
punishment. erefore contrition which is sorrow for fault,
surpasses all other sorrow.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 1, a. 2, ad 1), there is
a twofold sorrow in contrition: one is in the will, and is the
very essence of contrition, being nothing else than displea-
sure at past sin, and this sorrow, in contrition, surpasses all
other sorrows. For the more pleasing a thing is, the more dis-
pleasing is its contrary. Now the last end is above all things
pleasing: wherefore sin, which turns us away from the last end,
should be, above all things, displeasing. e other sorrow is in
the sensitive part, and is caused by the former sorrow either
from natural necessity, in so far as the lower powers follow the
movements of the higher, or from choice, in so far as a pen-

itent excites in himself this sorrow for his sins. In neither of
these ways is such sorrow, of necessity, the greatest, because
the lower powers are more deeply moved by their own objects
than through redundance from the higher powers. Wherefore
the nearer the operation of the higher powers approaches to
the objects of the lower powers, the more do the latter fol-
low themovement of the former.Consequently there is greater
pain in the sensitive part, on account of a sensible hurt, than
that which redounds into the sensitive part from the reason;
and likewise, that which redounds from the reason when it
deliberates on corporeal things, is greater than that which re-
dounds from the reason in considering spiritual things.ere-
fore the sorrowwhich results in the sensitive part from the rea-
son’s displeasure at sin, is not greater than the other sorrows
of which that same part is the subject: and likewise, neither
is the sorrow which is assumed voluntarily greater than other
sorrows—both because the lower appetite does not obey the
higher appetite infallibly, as though in the lower appetite there
should arise a passion of such intensity and of such a kind as
the higher appetite might ordain—and because the passions
are employed by the reason, in acts of virtue, according to a
certainmeasure, which the sorrow that is without virtue some-
times does not observe, but exceeds.

Reply toObjection1. Just as sensible sorrow is on account
of the sensation of hurt, so interior sorrow is on account of the
thought of something hurtful.erefore, although the hurt of
sin is not perceived by the external sense, yet it is perceived to
be the most grievous hurt by the interior sense or reason.

Reply to Objection 2. Affections of the body are the im-
mediate result of the sensitive passions and, through them, of
the emotions of the higher appetite. Hence it is that bodily
tears flow more quickly from sensible sorrow, or even from a
thing that hurts the senses, than from the spiritual sorrow of
contrition.

Reply to Objection 3. e joy which a penitent has for
his sorrow does not lessen his displeasure (for it is not con-
trary to it), but increases it, according as every operation is in-
creased by the delight which it causes, as stated in Ethic. x, 5.
us he who delights in learning a science, learns the better,
and, in like manner, he who rejoices in his displeasure, is the
more intensely displeased. But it may well happen that this joy
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tempers the sorrow that results from the reason in the sensitive
part.

Reply toObjection 4.e degree of displeasure at a thing
should be proportionate to the degree of its malice. Now the
malice of mortal sin is measured from Him against Whom it
is committed, inasmuch as it is offensive to Him; and from
himwho sins, inasmuch as it is hurtful to him. And, sinceman
should love God more than himself, therefore he should hate
sin, as an offense against God, more than as being hurtful to
himself. Now it is hurtful to him chiefly because it separates
him from God; and in this respect the separation from God
which is a punishment, should be more displeasing than the
sin itself, as causing this hurt (since what is hated on account
of something else, is less hated), but less than the sin, as an of-
fense against God. Again, among all the punishments of mal-
ice a certain order is observed according to the degree of the
hurt. Consequently, since this is the greatest hurt, inasmuch
as it consists in privation of the greatest good, the greatest of
all punishments will be separation from God.

Again, with regard to this displeasure, it is necessary to
observe that there is also an accidental degree of malice, in
respect of the present and the past; since what is past, is no
more, whence it has less of the character of malice or good-
ness. Hence it is that a man shrinks from suffering an evil at
the present, or at some future time, more than he shudders
at the past evil: wherefore also, no passion of the soul corre-
sponds directly to the past, as sorrow corresponds to present
evil, and fear to future evil. Consequently, of two past evils,

the mind shrinks the more from that one which still produces
a greater effect at the present time, or which, it fears, will pro-
duce a greater effect in the future, although in the past it was
the lesser evil. And, since the effect of the past sin is sometimes
not so keenly felt as the effect of the past punishment, both
because sin is more perfectly remedied than punishment, and
because bodily defect is more manifest than spiritual defect,
therefore even a man, who is well disposed, sometimes feels
a greater abhorrence of his past punishment than of his past
sin, although hewould be ready to suffer the same punishment
over again rather than commit the same sin.

We must also observe, in comparing sin with punishment,
that some punishments are inseparable from offense of God,
e.g. separation from God; and some also are everlasting, e.g.
the punishment of hell. erefore the punishment to which is
connected offense of God is to be shunned in the same way as
sin; whereas that which is everlasting is simply to be shunned
more than sin. If, however, we separate from these punish-
ments the notion of offense, and consider only the notion of
punishment, they have the character ofmalice, less than sin has
as an offense against God: and for this reason should cause less
displeasure.

We must, however, take note that, although the contrite
should be thus disposed, yet he should not be questioned
about his feelings, because man cannot easily measure them.
Sometimes that which displeases least seems to displeasemost,
through being more closely connected with some sensible
hurt, which is more known to us.

Suppl. q. 3 a. 2Whether the sorrow of contrition can be too great?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sorrow of contrition
cannot be too great. For no sorrow can be more immoderate
than that which destroys its own subject. But the sorrow of
contrition, if it be so great as to cause death or corruption of
the body, is praiseworthy. For Anselm says (Orat. lii): “Would
that such were the exuberance of my inmost soul, as to dry up
the marrow of my body”; and Augustine* confesses that “he
deserves to blind his eyes with tears.” erefore the sorrow of
contrition cannot be too great.

Objection 2. Further, the sorrow of contrition results
from the love of charity. But the love of charity cannot be too
great. Neither, therefore, can the sorrow of contrition be too
great.

Objection 3. On the contrary, Every moral virtue is de-
stroyed by excess and deficiency. But contrition is an act of a
moral virtue, viz. penance, since it is a part of justice.erefore
sorrow for sins can be too great.

I answer that,Contrition, as regards the sorrow in the rea-
son, i.e. the displeasure, whereby the sin is displeasing through

being an offense against God, cannot be too great; even as nei-
ther can the love of charity be too great, for when this is in-
creased the aforesaid displeasure is increased also. But, as re-
gards the sensible sorrow, contrition may be too great, even as
outward affliction of the body may be too great. In all these
things the rule should be the safeguarding of the subject, and
of that general well-being which suffices for the fulfillment of
one’s duties; hence it iswritten (Rom. 12:1): “Let your sacrifice
be reasonable†.”

Reply to Objection 1. Anselm desired the marrow of his
body to be dried up by the exuberance of his devotion, not as
regards the natural humor, but as to his bodily desires and con-
cupiscences. And, although Augustine acknowledged that he
deserved to lose the use of his bodily eyes on account of his
sins, because every sinner deserves not only eternal, but also
temporal death, yet he did not wish his eyes to be blinded.

Reply toObjection2.is objection considers the sorrow
which is in the reason: while theird considers the sorrow of
the sensitive part.

* De Contritione Cordis, work of an unknown author. † Vulg.: ‘Present your bodies…a reasonable sacrifice’.
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Suppl. q. 3 a. 3Whether sorrow for one sin should be greater than for another?

Objection 1. It would seem that sorrow for one sin need
not be greater than for another. For Jerome (Ep. cviii) com-
mends Paula for that “she deplored her slightest sins as much
as great ones.” erefore one need not be more sorry for one
sin than for another.

Objection 2. Further, the movement of contrition is in-
stantaneous. Now one instantaneous movement cannot be at
the same time more intense and more remiss. erefore con-
trition for one sin need not be greater than for another.

Objection 3. Further, contrition is for sin chiefly as turn-
ing us away from God. But all mortal sins agree in turning us
away from God, since they all deprive us of grace whereby the
soul is united to God. erefore we should have equal contri-
tion for all mortal sins.

On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 25:2): “According to
the measure of the sin, shall the measure also of the stripes be.”
Now, in contrition, the stripes are measured according to the
sins, because to contrition is united the purpose ofmaking sat-
isfaction.erefore contrition should be for one sinmore than
for another.

Further,man should be contrite for thatwhich he ought to
have avoided.Buthe ought to avoidone sinmore than another,
if that sin is more grievous, and it be necessary to do one or the
other.erefore, in like manner, he ought to bemore sorry for
one, viz. the more grievous, than for the other.

I answer that, We may speak of contrition in two ways:
first, in so far as it corresponds to each single sin, and thus,
as regards the sorrow in the higher appetite, a man ought to
be more sorry for a more grievous sin, because there is more
reason for sorrow, viz. the offense against God, in such a sin
than in another, since the more inordinate the act is, the more
it offends God. In like manner, since the greater sin deserves
a greater punishment, the sorrow also of the sensitive part, in
so far as it is voluntarily undergone for sin, as the punishment
thereof, ought to be greater where the sin is greater. But in so
far as the emotions of the lower appetite result from the im-

pression of the higher appetite, the degree of sorrow depends
on the disposition of the lower faculty to the reception of im-
pressions from the higher faculty, and not on the greatness of
the sin.

Secondly, contrition may be taken in so far as it is directed
to all one’s sins together, as in the act of justification. Such con-
trition arises either from the consideration of each single sin,
and thus although it is but one act, yet the distinction of the
sins remains virtually therein; or, at least, it includes the pur-
pose of thinking of each sin; and in this way too it is habitually
more for one than for another.

Reply to Objection 1. Paula is commended, not for de-
ploring all her sins equally, but because she grieved for her
slight sins as much as though they were grave sins, in compari-
son with other persons who grieve for their sins: but for graver
sins she would have grieved much more.

Reply toObjection 2. In that instantaneousmovement of
contrition, although it is not possible to find an actually dis-
tinct intensity in respect of each individual sin, yet it is found
in the way explained above; and also in another way, in so far
as, in this general contrition, each individual sin is related to
that particular motive of sorrow which occurs to the contrite
person, viz. the offense against God. For he who loves a whole,
loves its parts potentially although not actually, and accord-
ingly he loves some parts more and some less, in proportion to
their relation to the whole; thus he who loves a community,
virtually loves each one more or less according to their respec-
tive relations to the common good. In like manner he who is
sorry for having offended God, implicitly grieves for his dif-
ferent sins in different ways, according as by them he offended
God more or less.

Reply to Objection 3. Although each mortal sin turns us
away from God and deprives us of His grace, yet some remove
us further away than others, inasmuch as through their inordi-
nateness they become more out of harmony with the order of
the Divine goodness, than others do.
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Of the Time for Contrition

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the time for contrition: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the whole of this life is the time for contrition?
(2) Whether it is expedient to grieve continually for our sins?
(3) Whether souls grieve for their sins even aer this life?

Suppl. q. 4 a. 1Whether the whole of this life is the time for contrition?

Objection 1. It would seem that the time for contrition
is not the whole of this life. For as we should be sorry for a
sin committed, so should we be ashamed of it. But shame for
sin does not last all one’s life, for Ambrose says (De Poenit. ii)
that “he whose sin is forgiven has nothing to be ashamed of.”
erefore it seems that neither should contrition last all one’s
life, since it is sorrow for sin.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (1 Jn. 4:18) that “per-
fect charity casteth out fear, because fear hath pain.” But sor-
row also has pain. erefore the sorrow of contrition cannot
remain in the state of perfect charity.

Objection 3. Further, there cannot be any sorrow for the
past (since it is, properly speaking, about a present evil) except
in so far as something of the past sin remains in the present
time. Now, in this life, sometimes one attains to a state in
which nothing remains of a past sin, neither disposition, nor
guilt, nor any debt of punishment. erefore there is no need
to grieve any more for that sin.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Rom. 8:28) that “to
them that love God all things work together unto good,” even
sins as a gloss declares*. erefore there is no need for them to
grieve for sin aer it has been forgiven.

Objection 5. Further, contrition is a part of Penance, con-
divided with satisfaction. But there is no need for continual
satisfaction. erefore contrition for sin need not be contin-
ual.

On the contrary, Augustine in De Poenitentia† says that
“when sorrow ceases, penance fails, and when penance fails,
no pardon remains.” erefore, since it behooves one not to
lose the forgiveness which has been granted, it seems that one
ought always to grieve for one’s sins.

Further, it is written (Ecclus. 5:5): “Be not without fear
about sin forgiven.” erefore man should always grieve, that
his sins may be forgiven him.

I answer that,As stated above (q. 3, a. 1), there is a twofold
sorrow in contrition: one is in the reason, and is detestation of
the sin committed; the other is in the sensitive part, and results
from the former: and as regards both, the time for contrition
is the whole of the present state of life. For as long as one is a
wayfarer, one detests the obstacles which retard or hinder one

from reaching the end of the way. Wherefore, since past sin
retards the course of our life towards God (because the time
which was given to us for the course cannot be recovered), it
follows that the state of contrition remains during the whole
of this lifetime, as regards the detestation of sin.e same is to
be said of the sensible sorrow, which is assumed by the will as
a punishment: for since man, by sinning, deserved everlasting
punishment, and sinned against the eternal God, the everlast-
ing punishment being commuted into a temporal one, sorrow
ought to remain during the whole of man’s eternity, i.e. dur-
ing the whole of the state of this life. For this reason Hugh of
St. Victor says‡ that “when God absolves a man from eternal
guilt and punishment, He binds him with a chain of eternal
detestation of sin.”

Reply to Objection 1. Shame regards sin only as a dis-
graceful act; wherefore aer sin has been taken away as to its
guilt, there is no further motive for shame; but there does re-
main a motive of sorrow, which is for the guilt, not only as be-
ing something disgraceful, but also as having a hurt connected
with it.

Reply toObjection 2. Servile fear which charity casts out,
is opposed to charity by reason of its servility, because it re-
gards the punishment. But the sorrow of contrition results
from charity, as stated above (q. 3, a. 2): wherefore the com-
parison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. Although, by penance, the sinner
returns to his former state of grace and immunity from the
debt of punishment, yet he never returns to his former dignity
of innocence, and so something always remains from his past
sin.

Reply to Objection 4. Just as a man ought not to do evil
that good may come of it, so he ought not to rejoice in evil,
for the reason that good may perchance come from it through
the agency of Divine grace or providence, because his sins did
not cause but hindered those goods; rather was it Divine prov-
idence that was their cause, and in this man should rejoice,
whereas he should grieve for his sins.

Reply to Objection 5. Satisfaction depends on the pun-
ishment appointed, which should be enjoined for sins; hence
it can come to an end, so that there be no further need of sat-

* Augustine, De Correp. et Grat. † De vera et falsa Poenitentia, work of
an unknown author. ‡ Richard of St. Victor, De Pot. Lig. et Solv. 3,5,13.
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isfaction. But that punishment is proportionate to sin chiefly
on the part of its adherence to a creature whence it derives its
finiteness. On the other hand, the sorrow of contrition cor-
responds to sin on the part of the aversion, whence it derives

a certain infinity; wherefore contrition ought to continue al-
ways; nor is it unreasonable if that which precedes remains,
when that which follows is taken away.

Suppl. q. 4 a. 2Whether it is expedient to grieve for sin continually?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not expedient to
grieve for sin continually. For it is sometimes expedient to re-
joice, as is evident from Phil. 4:4, where the gloss on thewords,
“Rejoice in the Lord always,” says that “it is necessary to re-
joice.” Now it is not possible to rejoice and grieve at the same
time.erefore it is not expedient to grieve for sin continually.

Objection 2. Further, that which, in itself, is an evil and
a thing to be avoided should not be taken upon oneself, ex-
cept in so far as it is necessary as a remedy against something,
as in the case of burning or cutting a wound. Now sorrow is
in itself an evil; wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 30:24): “Drive
away sadness far from thee,” and the reason is given (Ecclus.
30:25): “For sadness hath killedmany, and there is no profit in
it.” Moreover the Philosopher says the same (Ethic. vii, 13,14;
x, 5). erefore one should not grieve for sin any longer than
suffices for the sin to be blotted out. Now sin is already blot-
ted out aer the first sorrow of contrition. erefore it is not
expedient to grieve any longer.

Objection 3. Further, Bernard says (Serm. xi in Cant.):
“Sorrow is a good thing, if it is not continual; for honey should
be mingled with wormwood.” erefore it seems that it is in-
expedient to grieve continually.

On the contrary, Augustine* says: “e penitent should
always grieve, and rejoice in his grief.”

Further, it is expedient always to continue, as far as it is
possible, those acts in which beatitude consists. Now such is
sorrow for sin, as is shown by the words of Mat. 5:5, “Blessed

are they thatmourn.”erefore it is expedient for sorrow to be
as continual as possible.

I answer that, We find this condition in the acts of the
virtues, that in them excess and defect are not possible, as is
proved in Ethic. ii, 6,7.Wherefore, since contrition, so far as it
is a kind of displeasure seated in the rational appetite, is an act
of the virtue of penance, there can never be excess in it, either
as to its intensity, or as to its duration, except in so far as the act
of one virtue hinders the act of another which is more urgent
for the time being. Consequently the more continually a man
canperformacts of this displeasure, the better it is, providedhe
exercises the acts of other virtues when and how he ought to.
On the other hand, passions can have excess and defect, both
in intensity and in duration. Wherefore, as the passion of sor-
row, which the will takes upon itself, ought to be moderately
intense, so ought it to be ofmoderate duration, lest, if it should
last too long, man fall into despair, cowardice, and such like
vices.

Reply to Objection 1. e sorrow of contrition is a hin-
drance to worldly joy, but not to the joy which is about God,
and which has sorrow itself for object.

Reply toObjection 2.e words of Ecclesiasticus refer to
worldly joy: and the Philosopher is referring to sorrow as a pas-
sion, of which we should make moderate use, according as the
end, for which it is assumed, demands.

Reply to Objection 3. Bernard is speaking of sorrow as a
passion.

Suppl. q. 4 a. 3Whether our souls are contrite for sins even aer this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that our souls are contrite for
sins even aer this life. For the love of charity causes displea-
sure at sin.Now, aer this life, charity remains in some, both as
to its act and as to its habit, since “charity never falleth away.”
erefore the displeasure at the sin committed, which is the
essence of contrition, remains.

Objection 2. Further, we should grieve more for sin than
for punishment. But the souls in purgatory grieve for their sen-
sible punishment and for the delay of glory.Muchmore, there-
fore, do they grieve for the sins they committed.

Objection 3. Further, the pain of purgatory satisfies for
sin. But satisfaction derives its efficacy from the power of con-
trition. erefore contrition remains aer this life.

On the contrary, contrition is a part of the sacrament of
Penance. But the sacraments do not endure aer this life. Nei-

ther, therefore, does contrition.
Further, contrition can be so great as to blot out both guilt

and punishment. If therefore the souls in purgatory could have
contrition, it would be possible for their debt of punishment
to be remitted through the power of their contrition, so that
theywould be delivered from their sensible pain,which is false.

I answer that, ree things are to be observed in contri-
tion: first, its genus, viz. sorrow; secondly, its form, for it is an
act of virtue quickened by charity; thirdly, its efficacy, for it is a
meritorious and sacramental act, and, to a certain extent, satis-
factory. Accordingly, aer this life, those souls which dwell in
the heavenly country, cannot have contrition, because they are
void of sorrowby reasonof the fulness of their joy: thosewhich
are in hell, have no contrition, for although they have sorrow,
they lack the grace which quickens sorrow; while those which

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, work of an unknown author.
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are in purgatory have a sorrow for their sins, that is quickened
by grace; yet it is not meritorious, for they are not in the state
of meriting. In this life, however, all these three can be found.

Reply toObjection 1.Charity does not cause this sorrow,
save in those who are capable of it; but the fulness of joy in the
Blessed excludes all capability of sorrow fromthem:wherefore,
though they have charity, they have no contrition.

Reply to Objection 2. e souls in purgatory grieve for

their sins; but their sorrow is not contrition, because it lacks
the efficacy of contrition.

Reply to Objection 3. e pain which the souls suffer in
purgatory, cannot, properly speaking, be called satisfaction,
because satisfaction demands a meritorious work; yet, in a
broad sense, the payment of the punishment duemay be called
satisfaction.
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Of the Effect of Contrition

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the effect of contrition: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the remission of sin is the effect of contrition?
(2) Whether contrition can take away the debt of punishment entirely?
(3) Whether slight contrition suffices to blot out great sins?

Suppl. q. 5 a. 1Whether the forgiveness of sin is the effect of contrition?

Objection 1. It would seem that the forgiveness of sin is
not the effect of contrition. For God alone forgives sins. But
we are somewhat the cause of contrition, since it is an act of
our own. erefore contrition is not the cause of forgiveness.

Objection 2. Further, contrition is an act of virtue. Now
virtue follows the forgiveness of sin: because virtue and sin are
not together in the soul. erefore contrition is not the cause
of the forgiveness of sin.

Objection 3. Further, nothing but sin is an obstacle to re-
ceiving the Eucharist. But the contrite should not go to Com-
munion before going to confession. erefore they have not
yet received the forgiveness of their sins.

On the contrary, a gloss on Ps. 50:19, “A sacrifice to God
is an afflicted spirit,” says: “A hearty contrition is the sacrifice
by which sins are loosed.”

Further, virtue and vice are engendered and corrupted by
the same causes, as stated inEthic. ii, 1,2.Now sin is committed
through the heart’s inordinate love.erefore it is destroyed by
sorrow caused by the heart’s ordinate love; and consequently
contrition blots out sin.

I answer that, Contrition can be considered in two ways,
either as part of a sacrament, or as an act of virtue, and in ei-
ther case it is the cause of the forgiveness of sin, but not in the
same way. Because, as part of a sacrament, it operates primarily

as an instrument for the forgiveness of sin, as is evident with
regard to the other sacraments (cf. Sent. iv, D, 1, q. 1, a. 4: IIIa,
q. 62, a. 1); while, as an act of virtue, it is the quasi-material
cause of sin’s forgiveness. For a disposition is, as it were, a nec-
essary condition for justification, and a disposition is reduced
to amaterial cause, if it be taken to denote that which disposes
matter to receive something. It is otherwise in the case of an
agent’s disposition to act, because this is reduced to the genus
of efficient cause.

Reply to Objection 1. God alone is the principal efficient
cause of the forgiveness of sin: but the dispositive cause can
be from us also, and likewise the sacramental cause, since the
sacramental forms are words uttered by us, having an instru-
mental power of conferring grace whereby sins are forgiven.

Reply to Objection 2. e forgiveness of sin precedes
virtue and the infusion of grace, in one way, and, in another,
follows: and in so far as it follows, the act elicited by the virtue
can be a cause of the forgiveness of sin.

Reply to Objection 3. e dispensation of the Eucharist
belongs to the ministers of the Church: wherefore a man
should not go to Communion until his sin has been forgiven
through the ministers of the Church, although his sin may be
forgiven him before God.

Suppl. q. 5 a. 2Whether contrition can take away the debt of punishment entirely?

Objection 1. It would seem that contrition cannot take
away the debt of punishment entirely. For satisfaction and
confession are ordained for man’s deliverance from the debt
of punishment. Now no man is so perfectly contrite as not to
be bound to confession and satisfaction. erefore contrition
is never so great as to blot out the entire debt of punishment.

Objection 2. Further, in Penance the punishment should
in someway compensate for the sin.Now some sins are accom-
plished by members of the body. erefore, since it is for the
due compensation for sin that “by what things a man sinneth,
by the same also he is tormented” (Wis. 11:17), it seems that
the punishment for suchlike sins can never be remitted by con-
trition.

Objection 3. Further, the sorrow of contrition is finite.

Now an infinite punishment is due for some, viz. mortal, sins.
erefore contrition cannever be so great as to remit thewhole
punishment.

On the contrary, e affections of the heart are more ac-
ceptable to God than external acts. Nowman is absolved from
both punishment and guilt by means of external actions; and
therefore he is also by means of the heart’s affections, such as
contrition is.

Further, we have an example of this in the thief, to whom
it was said (Lk. 23:43): “is day shalt thou bewithMe in par-
adise,” on account of his one act of repentance.

As to whether the whole debt of punishment is always
taken away by contrition, this question has already been con-
sidered above (Sent. iv, D, 14, q. 2, Aa. 1,2; IIIa, q. 86, a. 4),
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where the same question was raised with regard to Penance.
I answer that,e intensity of contritionmay be regarded

in two ways. First, on the part of charity, which causes the dis-
pleasure, and in this way it may happen that the act of charity
is so intense that the contrition resulting therefrommerits not
only the removal of guilt, but also the remission of all punish-
ment. Secondly, on the part of the sensible sorrow, which the
will excites in contrition: and since this sorrow is also a kind of
punishment, it may be so intense as to suffice for the remission
of both guilt and punishment.

Reply toObjection 1. A man cannot be sure that his con-
trition suffices for the remission of both punishment and guilt:
wherefore he is bound to confess and to make satisfaction, es-

pecially since his contrition would not be true contrition, un-
less he had the purpose of confessing united thereto: which
purposemust also be carried into effect, on account of the pre-
cept given concerning confession.

Reply toObjection2. Just as inward joy redounds into the
outward parts of the body, so does interior sorrow show itself
in the exterior members: wherefore it is written (Prov. 17:22):
“A sorrowful spirit drieth up the bones.”

Reply to Objection 3. Although the sorrow of contrition
is finite in its intensity, even as the punishment due for mortal
sin is finite; yet it derives infinite power from charity, whereby
it is quickened, and so it avails for the remission of both guilt
and punishment.

Suppl. q. 5 a. 3Whether slight contrition suffices to blot out great sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that slight contrition does not
suffice to blot out great sins. For contrition is the remedy for
sin. Now a bodily remedy, that heals a lesser bodily infirmity,
does not suffice to heal a greater.erefore the least contrition
does not suffice to blot out very great sins.

Objection 2. Further, it was stated above (q. 3, a. 3) that
for greater sins one ought to have greater contrition.Now con-
trition does not blot out sin, unless it fulfills the requisite con-
ditions.erefore the least contritiondoes not blot out all sins.

On the contrary, Every sanctifying grace blots out every
mortal sin, because it is incompatible therewith. Now every
contrition is quickened by sanctifying grace. erefore, how-
ever slight it be, it blots out all sins.

I answer that, As we have oen said (q. 1, a. 2, ad 1; q. 3,
a. 1; q. 4 , a. 1), contrition includes a twofold sorrow. One is in
the reason, and is displeasure at the sin committed.is can be
so slight as not to suffice for real contrition, e.g. if a sinwere less
displeasing to a man, than separation from his last end ought

to be; just as love can be so slack as not to suffice for real char-
ity. e other sorrow is in the senses, and the slightness of this
is no hindrance to real contrition, because it does not, of it-
self, belong essentially to contrition, but is connected with it
accidentally: nor again is it under our control. Accordingly we
must say that sorrow, however slight it be, provided it suffice
for true contrition, blots out all sin.

Reply toObjection1.Spiritual remedies derive infinite ef-
ficacy from the infinite power which operates in them: where-
fore the remedy which suffices for healing a slight sin, suffices
also to heal a great sin. is is seen in Baptism which looses
great and small: and the same applies to contrition provided it
fulfill the necessary conditions.

Reply to Objection 2. It follows of necessity that a man
grieves more for a greater sin than for a lesser, according as it
is more repugnant to the love which causes his sorrow. But if
one has the same degree of sorrow for a greater sin, as another
has for a lesser, this would suffice for the remission of the sin.
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Of Confession, As Regards Its Necessity

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider confession, about which there are six points for our consideration: (1) e necessity of confession;
(2) Its nature; (3) Its minister; (4) Its quality; (5) Its effect; (6) e seal of confession.

Under the first head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether confession is necessary for salvation?
(2) Whether confession is according to the natural law?
(3) Whether all are bound to confession?
(4) Whether it is lawful to confess a sin of which one is not guilty?
(5) Whether one is bound to confess at once?
(6) Whether one can be dispensed from confessing to another man?

Suppl. q. 6 a. 1Whether confession is necessary for salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession is not neces-
sary for salvation. For the sacrament of Penance is ordained for
the sake of the remission of sin. But sin is sufficiently remitted
by the infusion of grace. erefore confession is not necessary
in order to do penance for one’s sins.

Objection 2.Further, we read of some being forgiven their
sins without confession, e.g. Peter,Magdalen and Paul. But the
grace that remits sins is not less efficacious now than it was
then. erefore neither is it necessary for salvation now that
man should confess.

Objection 3. Further, a sin which is contracted from an-
other, should receive its remedy from another. erefore ac-
tual sin, which a man has committed through his own act,
must take its remedy from the man himself. Now Penance is
ordained against such sins. erefore confession is not neces-
sary for salvation.

Objection 4. Further, confession is necessary for a judicial
sentence, in order that punishmentmay be inflicted in propor-
tion to the offense. Now a man is able to inflict on himself a
greater punishment than even that which might be inflicted
on him by another. erefore it seems that confession is not
necessary for salvation.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Consol. i): “If you
want the physician to be of assistance to you, you must make
your disease known to him.” But it is necessary for salvation
that man should take medicine for his sins.erefore it is nec-
essary for salvation that man should make his disease known
by means of confession.

Further, in a civil court the judge is distinct from the ac-
cused. erefore the sinner who is the accused ought not to
be his own judge, but should be judged by another and conse-
quently ought to confess to him.

I answer that,Christ’s Passion, without whose power, nei-
ther original nor actual sin is remitted, produces its effect in
us through the reception of the sacraments which derive their
efficacy from it. Wherefore for the remission of both actual

and original sin, a sacrament of the Church is necessary, re-
ceived either actually, or at least in desire, when a man fails
to receive the sacrament actually, through an unavoidable ob-
stacle, and not through contempt. Consequently those sacra-
ments which are ordained as remedies for sin which is incom-
patible with salvation, are necessary for salvation: and so just
as Baptism, whereby original sin is blotted out, is necessary for
salvation, so also is the sacrament of Penance.And just as aman
through asking to be baptized, submits to the ministers of the
Church, to whom the dispensation of that sacrament belongs,
even so, by confessing his sin, a man submits to a minister of
theChurch, that, through the sacrament of Penance dispensed
by him, hemay receive the pardon of his sins: nor can themin-
ister apply a fitting remedy, unless he be acquainted with the
sin, which knowledge he acquires through the penitent’s con-
fession. Wherefore confession is necessary for the salvation of
a man who has fallen into a mortal actual sin.

Reply toObjection1.einfusionof grace suffices for the
remission of sin; but aer the sin has been forgiven, the sinner
still owes a debt of temporal punishment.Moreover, the sacra-
ments of grace are ordained in order that man may receive the
infusion of grace, and before he receives them, either actually
or in his intention, he does not receive grace. is is evident
in the case of Baptism, and applies to Penance likewise. Again,
the penitent expiates his temporal punishment by undergoing
the shame of confession, by the power of the keys to which
he submits, and by the enjoined satisfaction which the priest
moderates according to the kind of sins made known to him
in confession. Nevertheless the fact that confession is neces-
sary for salvation is not due to its conducing to the satisfaction
for sins, because this punishment to which one remains bound
aer the remission of sin, is temporal, wherefore theway of sal-
vation remains open, without such punishment being expiated
in this life: but it is due to its conducing to the remission of sin,
as explained above.

Reply to Objection 2. Although we do not read that they
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confessed, it may be that they did; for many things were done
which were not recorded in writing. Moreover Christ has the
power of excellence in the sacraments; so thatHe could bestow
the reality of the sacramentwithout using the thingswhich be-
long to the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. e sin that is contracted from an-
other, viz. original sin, can be remedied by an entirely extrinsic
cause, as in the case of infants: whereas actual sin, which aman
commits of himself, cannot be expiated, without some oper-
ation on the part of the sinner. Nevertheless man is not suf-
ficient to expiate his sin by himself, though he was sufficient
to sin by himself, because sin is finite on the part of the thing

to which it turns, in which respect the sinner returns to self;
while, on the part of the aversion, sin derives infinity, in which
respect the remission of sin must needs begin from someone
else, because “that which is last in order of generation is first
in the order of intention” (Ethic. iii). Consequently actual sin
also must needs take its remedy from another.

Reply to Objection 4. Satisfaction would not suffice for
the expiation of sin’s punishment, by reason of the severity of
the punishment which is enjoined in satisfaction, but it does
suffice as being a part of the sacrament having the sacramental
power; wherefore it ought to be imposed by the dispensers of
the sacraments, and consequently confession is necessary.

Suppl. q. 6 a. 2Whether confession is according to the natural law?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession is according to
the natural law. For Adam and Cain were bound to none but
the precepts of the natural law, and yet they are reproached for
not confessing their sin. erefore confession of sin is accord-
ing to the natural law.

Objection 2. Further, those precepts which are common
to the Old and New Law are according to the natural law. But
confession was prescribed in the Old Law, as may be gathered
from Is. 43:26: “Tell, if thou hast anything to justify thyself.”
erefore it is according to the natural law.

Objection 3. Further, Job was subject only to the natural
law. But he confessed his sins, as appears from his words ( Job
31:33) “If, as a man, I have hid my sin.” erefore confession
is according to the natural law.

On the contrary, Isidore says (Etym. v.) that the natural
law is the same in all. But confession is not in all in the same
way. erefore it is not according to the natural law. Further,
confession is made to one who has the keys. But the keys of
the Church are not an institution of the natural law; neither,
therefore, is confession.

I answer that, e sacraments are professions of faith,
wherefore they ought to be proportionate to faith. Now faith
surpasses the knowledge of natural reason, whose dictate is
therefore surpassed by the sacraments. And since “the natu-
ral law is not begotten of opinion, but a product of a certain
innate power,” as Tully states (De Inv. Rhet. ii), consequently
the sacraments are not part of the natural law, but of the Di-
vine law which is above nature. is latter, however, is some-
times called natural, in so far as whatever a thing derives from
its Creator is natural to it, although, properly speaking, those
things are said to be natural which are caused by the principles
of nature. But such things are above nature as God reserves to

Himself; and these are wrought either through the agency of
nature, or in the working of miracles, or in the revelation of
mysteries, or in the institution of the sacraments. Hence con-
fession, which is of sacramental necessity, is according to Di-
vine, but not according to natural law.

Reply to Objection 1. Adam is reproached for not con-
fessing his sin before God: because the confession which is
made toGod by the acknowledgment of one’s sin, is according
to the natural law. whereas here we are speaking of confession
made to a man. We may also reply that in such a case confes-
sion of one’s sin is according to the natural law, namely when
one is called upon by the judge to confess in a court of law, for
then the sinner should not lie by excusing or denying his sin,
as Adam and Cain are blamed for doing. But confession made
voluntarily to a man in order to receive from God the forgive-
ness of one’s sins, is not according to the natural law.

Reply toObjection2.eprecepts of the natural law avail
in the same way in the law of Moses and in the New Law. But
although there was a kind of confession in the law of Moses,
yet it was not aer the same manner as in the New Law, nor as
in the law of nature; for in the law of nature it was sufficient to
acknowledge one’s sin inwardly before God; while in the law
of Moses it was necessary for a man to declare his sin by some
external sign, as by making a sin-offering, whereby the fact of
his having sinned became known to another man; but it was
not necessary for him to make known what particular sin he
had committed, or what were its circumstances, as in the New
Law.

Reply to Objection 3. Job is speaking of the man who
hides his sin by denying it or excusing himself when he is ac-
cused thereof, as we may gather from a gloss* on the passage.

* Cf. Gregory, Moral. xxii, 9.
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Suppl. q. 6 a. 3Whether all are bound to confession?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all are bound to con-
fession, for Jerome says on Is. 3:9 (“ey have proclaimed
abroad”), “their sin,” etc.: “Penance is the second plank af-
ter shipwreck.” But some have not suffered shipwreck aer
Baptism. erefore Penance is not befitting them, and conse-
quently neither is confession which is a part of Penance.

Objection 2. Further, it is to the judge that confession
should be made in any court. But some have no judge over
them. erefore they are not bound to confession.

Objection 3. Further, some have none but venial sins.
Now a man is not bound to confess such sins. erefore not
everyone is bound to confession.

On the contrary, Confession is condivided with satisfac-
tion and contrition. Now all are bound to contrition and sat-
isfaction. erefore all are bound to confession also.

Further, this appears from theDecretals (De Poenit. et Re-
miss. xii), where it is stated that “all of either sex are bound to
confess their sins as soon as they shall come to the age of dis-
cretion.”

I answer that,We are bound to confession on two counts:
first, by the Divine law, from the very fact that confession is a
remedy, and in this way not all are bound to confession, but
those only who fall into mortal sin aer Baptism; secondly, by
a precept of positive law, and in this way all are bound by the
precept of the Church laid down in the general council (Lat-
eran iv, Can. 21) under Innocent III, both in order that ev-
eryone may acknowledge himself to be a sinner, because “all
have sinned and need the grace of God” (Rom. 3:23); and that

the Eucharist may be approached with greater reverence; and
lastly, that parish priests may know their flock, lest a wolf may
hide therein.

Reply toObjection 1.Although it is possible for aman, in
this mortal life, to avoid shipwreck, i.e. mortal sin, aer Bap-
tism, yet he cannot avoid venial sins, which dispose him to
shipwreck, and againstwhich also Penance is ordained;where-
fore there is still room for Penance, and consequently for con-
fession, even in those who do not commit mortal sins.

Reply to Objection 2. All must acknowledge Christ as
their judge, to Whom they must confess in the person of His
vicar; and although the latter may be the inferior if the peni-
tent be a prelate, yet he is the superior, in so far as the penitent
is a sinner, while the confessor is the minister of Christ.

Reply toObjection3.Aman is bound to confess his venial
sins, not in virtue of the sacrament, but by the institution of
theChurch, and that, when he has no other sins to confess.We
may also, with others, answer that the Decretal quoted above
does not bind others than those who have mortal sins to con-
fess. is is evident from the fact that it orders all sins to be
confessed, which cannot apply to venial sins, because no one
can confess all his venial sins. Accordingly, a man who has no
mortal sins to confess, is not bound to confess his venial sins,
but it suffices for the fulfillment of the commandment of the
Church that he present himself before the priest, and declare
himself to beunconscious of anymortal sin: and thiswill count
for his confession.

Suppl. q. 6 a. 4Whether it is lawful for a man to confess a sin which he has not committed?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is lawful for a man to
confess a sin which he has not committed. For, as Gregory says
(Regist. xii), “it is the mark of a good conscience to acknowl-
edge a fault where there is none.” erefore it is the mark of a
good conscience to accuse oneself of those sins which one has
not committed.

Objection 2. Further, by humility a man deems himself
worse than another, who is known to be a sinner, and in this
he is to be praised. But it is lawful for a man to confess him-
self to be what he thinks he is. erefore it is lawful to confess
having committed a more grievous sin than one has.

Objection 3. Further, sometimes one doubts about a sin,
whether it be mortal or venial, in which case, seemingly, one
ought to confess it as mortal. erefore a person must some-
times confess a sin which he has not committed.

Objection 4. Further, satisfaction originates from confes-
sion. But a man can do satisfaction for a sin which he has not
committed. erefore he can also confess a sin which he has
not done.

On the contrary, Whosoever says he has done what he

did not, tells an untruth. But no one ought to tell an untruth
in confession, since every untruth is a sin. erefore no one
should confess a sin which he has not committed.

Further, in the public court of justice, no one should be ac-
cused of a crime which cannot be proved by means of proper
witnesses. Now the witness, in the tribunal of Penance, is the
conscience. erefore a man ought not to accuse himself of a
sin which is not on his conscience.

I answer that, e penitent should, by his confession,
make his state known to his confessor. Now he who tells the
priest something other than what he has on his conscience,
whether it be good or evil, does not make his state known to
the priest, but hides it; wherefore his confession is unavailing:
and in order for it to be effective his words must agree with his
thoughts, so that his words accuse him only of what is on his
conscience.

Reply toObjection 1.To acknowledge a fault where there
is none, may be understood in two ways: first, as referring to
the substance of the act, and then it is untrue; for it is a mark,
not of a good, but of an erroneous conscience, to acknowledge
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having done what one has not done. Secondly, as referring to
the circumstances of the act, and thus the saying of Gregory
is true, because a just man fears lest, in any act which is good
in itself, there should be any defect on his part. thus it is writ-
ten ( Job 9:28): “I feared all myworks.”Wherefore it is also the
mark of a good conscience that aman should accuse himself in
words of this fear which he holds in his thoughts.

From this may be gathered the Reply to the Second Ob-
jection, since a just man, who is truly humble, deems him-
self worse not as though he had committed an act generically
worse, but because he fears lest in those things which he seems
to do well, he may by pride sin more grievously.

Reply to Objection 3. When a man doubts whether a
certain sin be mortal, he is bound to confess it, so long as
he remains in doubt, because he sins mortally by committing

or omitting anything, while doubting of its being a mortal
sin, and thus leaving the matter to chance; and, moreover, he
courts danger, if he neglect to confess that which he doubts
may be a mortal sin. He should not, however, affirm that it
was a mortal sin, but speak doubtfully, leaving the verdict to
the priest, whose business it is to discern between what is lep-
rosy and what is not.

Reply to Objection 4. A man does not commit a false-
hood by making satisfaction for a sin which he did not com-
mit, as when anyone confesses a sin which he thinks he has
not committed. And if he mentions a sin that he has not com-
mitted, believing that he has, he does not lie; wherefore he
does not sin, providedhis confession thereof tallywithhis con-
science.

Suppl. q. 6 a. 5Whether one is bound to confess at once?

Objection 1. It would seem that one is bound to confess
at once. ForHugh of St. Victor says (De Sacram. ii): “e con-
tempt of confession is inexcusable, unless there be an urgent
reason for delay.” But everyone is bound to avoid contempt.
erefore everyone is bound to confess as soon as possible.

Objection 2. Further, everyone is bound to do more to
avoid spiritual disease than to avoid bodily disease. Now if a
man who is sick in body were to delay sending for the physi-
cian, it would be detrimental to his health. erefore it seems
that it must needs be detrimental to a man’s health if he omits
to confess immediately to a priest if there be one at hand.

Objection 3. Further, that which is due always, is due at
once. But man owes confession to God always. erefore he is
bound to confess at once.

On the contrary,A fixed time both for confession and for
receiving the Eucharist is determined by the Decretals (Cap.
Omnis utriusque sexus: De Poenit. et Remiss.). Now a man
does not sin by failing to receive the Eucharist before the fixed
time. erefore he does not sin if he does not confess before
that time.

Further, it is a mortal sin to omit doing what a command-
ment bids us to do. If therefore a man is bound to confess at
once, and omits to do so, with a priest at hand, he would com-
mit a mortal sin; and in like manner at any other time, and so
on, so that he would fall into many mortal sins for the delay in
confessing one, which seems unreasonable.

I answer that, As the purpose of confessing is united to
contrition, a man is bound to have this purpose when he is
bound to have contrition, viz. when he calls his sins to mind,
and chiefly when he is in danger of death, or when he is so cir-
cumstanced that unless his sin be forgiven, he must fall into
another sin: for instance, if a priest be bound to say Mass, and
a confessor is at hand, he is bound to confess or, if there be no
confessor, he is bound at least to contrition and to have the
purpose of confessing.

But to actual confession aman is bound in twoways. First,
accidentally, viz. when he is bound to do something which he
cannot do without committing a mortal sin, unless he go to
confession first: for then he is bound to confess; for instance,
if he has to receive the Eucharist, to which no one can ap-
proach, aer committing amortal sin, without confessing first,
if a priest be at hand, and there be no urgent necessity. Hence
it is that the Church obliges all to confess once a year; because
she commands all to receive Holy Communion once a year,
viz. at Easter, wherefore all must go to confession before that
time.

Secondly, a man is bound absolutely to go to confession;
and here the same reason applies to delay of confession as to
delay of Baptism, because both are necessary sacraments. Now
a man is not bound to receive Baptism as soon as he makes up
his mind to be baptized; and so he would not sin mortally, if
he were not baptized at once: nor is there any fixed time be-
yond which, if he defer Baptism, he would incur a mortal sin.
Nevertheless the delay of Baptismmay amount to amortal sin,
or it may not, and this depends on the cause of the delay, since,
as the Philosopher says (Phys. viii, text. 15), the will does not
defer doing what it wills to do, except for a reasonable cause.
Wherefore if the cause of the delay of Baptism has amortal sin
connected with it, e.g. if a man put off being baptized through
contempt, or some like motive, the delay will be a mortal sin,
but otherwise not: and the same seems to apply to confession
which is not more necessary than Baptism. Moreover, since
man is bound to fulfill in this life those things that are nec-
essary for salvation, therefore, if he be in danger of death, he is
bound, even absolutely, then and there to make his confession
or to receive Baptism. For this reason too, James proclaimed
at the same time the commandment about making confession
and that about receiving Extreme Unction (James 5:14,16).
erefore the opinion seems probable of those who say that
a man is not bound to confess at once, though it is dangerous
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to delay.
Others, however, say that a contrite man is bound to con-

fess at once, as soon as he has a reasonable and proper opportu-
nity.Nor does itmatter that theDecretal fixes the time limit to
an annual confession, because the Church does not favor de-
lay, but forbids the neglect involved in a further delay. Where-
fore by this Decretal the man who delays is excused, not from
sin in the tribunal of conscience; but from punishment in the
tribunal of theChurch; so that such a personwould not be de-
prived of proper burial if he were to die before that time. But
this seems too severe, because affirmative precepts bind, not
at once, but at a fixed time; and this, not because it is most
convenient to fulfill them then (for in that case if a man were
not to give alms of his superfluous goods, whenever he met
with a man in need, he would commit a mortal sin, which is
false), but because the time involves urgency. Consequently, if
he does not confess at the very first opportunity, it does not
follow that he commits a mortal sin, even though he does not
await a better opportunity. unless it becomes urgent for him to
confess through being in danger of death. Nor is it on account
of the Church’s indulgence that he is not bound to confess at

once, but on account of the nature of an affirmative precept,
so that before the commandment was made, there was still less
obligation.

Others again say that secular persons are not bound to con-
fess before Lent, which is the time of penance for them; but
that religious are bound to confess at once, because, for them,
all time is a time for penance. But this is not to the point; for
religious have no obligations besides those of other men, with
the exception of such as they are bound to by vow.

Reply to Objection 1. Hugh is speaking of those who die
without this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not necessary for bodily health
that the physician be sent for at once, except when there is ne-
cessity for being healed: and the same applies to spiritual dis-
ease.

Reply toObjection 3.e retaining of another’s property
against the owner’swill is contrary to a negative precept, which
binds always and for always, and therefore one is always bound
to make immediate restitution. It is not the same with the ful-
fillment of an affirmative precept, which binds always, but not
for always, wherefore one is not bound to fulfill it at once.

Suppl. q. 6 a. 6Whether one can be dispensed from confession?

Objection 1. It would seem that one can be dispensed
from confessing his sins to a man. For precepts of positive law
are subject to dispensation by the prelates of the Church. Now
such is confession, as appears from what was said above (a. 3).
erefore one may be dispensed from confession.

Objection 2. Further, a man can grant a dispensation in
that which was instituted by a man. But we read of confession
being instituted, not byGod, but by aman (James5:16): “Con-
fess your sins, one to another.” Now the Pope has the power of
dispensation in things instituted by the apostles, as appears in
the matter of bigamists. erefore he can also dispense a man
from confessing.

On the contrary, Penance, whereof confession is a part, is
a necessary sacrament, even as Baptism is. Since therefore no
one can be dispensed from Baptism, neither can one be dis-
pensed from confession.

I answer that, e ministers of the Church are appointed
in theChurchwhich is founded byGod.Wherefore they need
to be appointed by the Church before exercising their min-
istry, just as the work of creation is presupposed to the work
of nature. And since the Church is founded on faith and the
sacraments, theministers of theChurchhave nopower to pub-
lish new articles of faith, or to do awaywith those which are al-

ready published, or to institute new sacraments, or to abolish
those that are instituted, for this belongs to the power of excel-
lence, which belongs to Christ alone, Who is the foundation
of the Church. Consequently, the Pope can neither dispense a
man so that he may be saved without Baptism, nor that he be
saved without confession, in so far as it is obligatory in virtue
of the sacrament. He can, however, dispense from confession,
in so far as it is obligatory in virtue of the commandment of
the Church; so that a man may delay confession longer than
the limit prescribed by the Church.

Reply to Objection 1. e precepts of the Divine law do
not bind less than those of the natural law: wherefore, just as
no dispensation is possible from the natural law, so neither can
there be from positive Divine law.

Reply to Objection 2. e precept about confession was
not instituted by a man first of all, though it was promulgated
by James: it was instituted by God, and although we do not
read it explicitly, yet it was somewhat foreshadowed in the fact
that those who were being prepared by John’s Baptism for the
grace of Christ, confessed their sins to him, and that the Lord
sent the lepers to the priests, and though they were not priests
of the New Testament, yet the priesthood of the New Testa-
ment was foreshadowed in them.
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S   T P, Q 7
Of the Nature of Confession

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the nature of confession, under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Augustine fittingly defines confession?
(2) Whether confession is an act of virtue?
(3) Whether confession is an act of the virtue of penance?

Suppl. q. 7 a. 1Whether Augustine fittingly defines confession?

Objection 1. It would seem thatAugustine defines confes-
sion unfittingly, when he says (Super Ps. 21) that confession
“lays bare the hidden disease by the hope of pardon.” For the
disease against which confession is ordained, is sin. Now sin is
sometimes manifest. erefore it should not be said that con-
fession is the remedy for a “hidden” disease.

Objection 2. Further, the beginning of penance is fear.
But confession is a part of Penance. erefore fear rather than
“hope” should be set down as the cause of confession.

Objection 3. Further, that which is placed under a seal, is
not laid bare, but closed up. But the sin which is confessed is
placed under the seal of confession. erefore sin is not laid
bare in confession, but closed up.

Objection 4. Further, other definitions are to be found
differing from the above. ForGregory says (Hom. xl in Evang.)
that confession is “the uncovering of sins, and the opening
of the wound.” Others say that “confession is a legal declara-
tion of our sins in the presence of a priest.” Others define it
thus: “Confession is the sinner’s sacramental self-accusation
through shame for what he has done, which through the keys
of the Church makes satisfaction for his sins, and binds him
to perform the penance imposed on him.” erefore it seems
that the definition in question is insufficient, since it does not
include all that these include.

I answer that, Several things offer themselves to our no-
tice in the act of confession: first, the very substance or genus
of the act, which is a kind of manifestation; secondly, the mat-
ter manifested, viz. sin; thirdly, the person to whom the man-
ifestation is made, viz. the priest; fourthly, its cause, viz. hope

of pardon; fihly, its effect, viz. release from part of the pun-
ishment, and the obligation to pay the other part. Accordingly
the first definition, given byAugustine, indicates the substance
of the act, by saying that “it lays bare”—the matter of confes-
sion, by saying that it is a “hidden disease”—its cause, which is
“the hope of pardon”; while the other definitions include one
or other of the five things aforesaid, as may be seen by anyone
who considers the matter.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the priest, as a man, may
sometimes have knowledge of the penitent’s sin, yet he does
not know it as a vicar of Christ (even as a judge sometimes
knows a thing, as a man, of which he is ignorant, as a judge),
and in this respect it is made known to him by confession. or
wemay reply that although the external actmay be in the open,
yet the internal act, which is the cause of the external act, is
hidden; so that it needs to be revealed by confession.

Reply to Objection 2. Confession presupposes charity,
which gives us life, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 17). Now
it is in contrition that charity is given; while servile fear, which
is void of hope, is previous to charity: yet he that has charity
is moved more by hope than by fear. Hence hope rather than
fear is set down as the cause of confession.

Reply to Objection 3. In every confession sin is laid bare
to the priest, and closed to others by the seal of confession.

Reply to Objection 4. It is not necessary that every defi-
nition should include everything connectedwith the thing de-
fined: and for this reason we find some definitions or descrip-
tions that indicate one cause, and some that indicate another.

Suppl. q. 7 a. 2Whether confession is an act of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession is not an act
of virtue. For every act of virtue belongs to the natural law,
since “we are naturally capable of virtue,” as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. ii, 1). But confession does not belong to the natu-
ral law. erefore it is not an act of virtue.

Objection 2. Further, an act of virtue ismore befitting one
who is innocent than one who has sinned. But the confession
of a sin, which is the confession of which we are speaking now,
cannot be befitting an innocent man. erefore it is not an act

of virtue.
Objection 3. Further, the grace which is in the sacraments

differs somewhat from the grace which is in the virtues and
gis. But confession is part of a sacrament. erefore it is not
an act of virtue.

On the contrary, e precepts of the law are about acts of
virtue. But confession comes under a precept. erefore it is
an act of virtue.

Further, we do not merit except by acts of virtue. But con-
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fession is meritorious, for “it opens the gate of heaven,” as the
Master says (Sent. iv, D, 17).erefore it seems that it is an act
of virtue.

I answer that, As stated above ( Ia IIae, q. 18, Aa. 6,7; IIa
IIae, q. 80; IIa IIae, q. 85 , a. 3; IIa IIae, q. 109, a. 3), for an act to
belong to a virtue it suffices that it be of such a nature as to im-
ply some condition belonging to virtue. Now, although con-
fession does not include everything that is required for virtue,
yet its very name implies themanifestationof thatwhich aman
has on his conscience: for thus his lips and heart agree. For if a
man professes with his lips what he does not hold in his heart,
it is not a confession but a fiction. Now to express in words
what one has in one’s thoughts is a condition of virtue; and,
consequently, confession is a good thing generically, and is an
act of virtue: yet it can be done badly, if it be devoid of other
due circumstances.

Reply to Objection 1. Natural reason, in a general way,
inclines a man to make confession in the proper way, to con-
fess as he ought, what he ought, and when he ought, and in

this way confession belongs to the natural law. But it belongs
to the Divine law to determine the circumstances, when, how,
what, and to whom, with regard to the confession of which
we are speaking now. Accordingly it is evident that the natu-
ral law inclines a man to confession, by means of the Divine
law, which determines the circumstances, as is the case with all
matters belonging to the positive law.

Reply to Objection 2. Although an innocent man may
have the habit of the virtue whose object is a sin already com-
mitted, he has not the act, so long as he remains innocent.
Wherefore the confession of sins, of which confession we are
speaking now, is not befitting an innocentman, though it is an
act of virtue.

Reply toObjection 3.ough the grace of the sacraments
differs from the grace of the virtues, they are not contrary but
disparate; hence there is nothing to prevent that which is an
act of virtue, in so far as it proceeds from the free-will quick-
ened by grace, from being a sacrament, or part of a sacrament,
in so far as it is ordained as a remedy for sin.

Suppl. q. 7 a. 3Whether confession is an act of the virtue of penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession is not an act of
the virtue of penance. For an act belongs to the virtue which
is its cause. Now the cause of confession is the hope of pardon,
as appears from the definition given above (a. 1). erefore it
seems that it is an act of hope and not of penance.

Objection 2. Further, shame is a part of temperance. But
confession arises from shame, as appears in the definition given
above (a. 1, obj. 4).erefore it is an act of temperance and not
of penance.

Objection 3. Further, the act of penance leans on Divine
mercy. But confession leans rather on Divine wisdom, by rea-
son of the truth which is required in it. erefore it is not an
act of penance.

Objection 4. Further, we are moved to penance by the ar-
ticle of the Creed which is about the Judgment, on account
of fear, which is the origin of penance. But we are moved to
confession by the article which is about life everlasting, be-
cause it arises from hope of pardon. erefore it is not an act
of penance.

Objection 5. Further, it belongs to the virtue of truth that
a man shows himself to be what he is. But this is what a man
doeswhenhe goes to confession.erefore confession is an act
of that virtue which is called truth, and not of penance.

On the contrary, Penance is ordained for the destruction
of sin. Now confession is ordained to this also. erefore it is
an act of penance.

I answer that, It must be observed with regard to virtues,
that when a special reason of goodness or difficulty is added
over and above the object of a virtue, there is need of a special
virtue: thus the expenditure of large sums is the object of mag-
nificence, although the ordinary kind of average expenditure

and gis belongs to liberality, as appears from Ethic. ii, 7; iv, 1.
e same applies to the confession of truth, which, although
it belongs to the virtue of truth absolutely, yet, on account of
the additional reason of goodness, begins to belong to another
kind of virtue. Hence the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 7) that
a confession made in a court of justice belongs to the virtue
of justice rather than to truth. In like manner the confession
of God’s favors in praise of God, belongs not to truth, but to
religion: and so too the confession of sins, in order to receive
pardon for them, is not the elicited act of the virtue of truth,
as some say, but of the virtue of penance. It may, however, be
the commanded act of many virtues, in so far as the act of con-
fession can be directed to the end of many virtues.

Reply toObjection 1.Hope is the cause of confession, not
as eliciting but as commanding.

Reply toObjection2. In that definition shame is notmen-
tioned as the cause of confession, since it is more of a nature to
hinder the act of confession, but rather as the joint cause of
delivery from punishment (because shame is in itself a pun-
ishment), since also the keys of the Church are the joint cause
with confession, to the same effect.

Reply toObjection 3. By a certain adaptation the parts of
Penance can be ascribed to three Personal Attributes, so that
contrition may correspond to mercy or goodness, by reason
of its being sorrow for evil—confession to wisdom, by reason
of its being a manifestation of the truth—and satisfaction to
power, on account of the labor it entails. And since contrition
is the first part of Penance, and renders the other parts effi-
cacious, for this reason the same is to be said of Penance as a
whole, as of contrition.

Reply to Objection 4. Since confession results from hope
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rather than from fear, as stated above (a. 1, ad 2), it is based
on the article about eternal life which hope looks to, rather
than on the article about the Judgment, which fear considers;

although penance, in its aspect of contrition, is the opposite.
e Reply to the Fih Objection is to be gathered from

what has been said.
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S   T P, Q 8
Of the Minister of Confession

(In Seven Articles)

We must now consider the minister of confession, under which head there are seven points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is necessary to confess to a priest?
(2) Whether it is ever lawful to confess to another than a priest?
(3) Whether outside a case of necessity one who is not a priest can hear the confession of venial sins?
(4) Whether it is necessary for a man to confess to his own priest?
(5) Whether it is lawful for anyone to confess to another than his own priest, in virtue of a privilege or of the

command of a superior?
(6) Whether a penitent, in danger of death can be absolved by any priest?
(7) Whether the temporal punishment should be enjoined in proportion to the sin?

Suppl. q. 8 a. 1Whether it is necessary to confess to a priest?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not necessary to con-
fess to a priest. For we are not bound to confession, except in
virtue of its Divine institution. Now its Divine institution is
made known to us ( James 5:16): “Confess your sins, one to an-
other,” where there is nomention of a priest.erefore it is not
necessary to confess to a priest.

Objection 2. Further, Penance is a necessary sacrament, as
is also Baptism. But any man is the minister of Baptism, on
account of its necessity. erefore any man is the minister of
Penance. Now confession should be made to the minister of
Penance. erefore it suffices to confess to anyone.

Objection 3. Further, confession is necessary in order that
themeasure of satisfaction should be imposed on the penitent.
Now, sometimes another than a priest might be more discreet
than many priests are in imposing the measure of satisfaction
on the penitent. erefore it is not necessary to confess to a
priest.

Objection 4. Further, confession was instituted in the
Church in order that the rectors might know their sheep by
sight. But sometimes a rector or prelate is not a priest. ere-
fore confession should not always be made to a priest.

On the contrary, e absolution of the penitent, for the
sake of which he makes his confession, is imparted by none
but priests to whom the keys are intrusted. erefore confes-
sion should be made to a priest.

Further, confession is foreshadowed in the raising of the
dead Lazarus to life. Now our Lord commanded none but
the disciples to looseLazarus ( Jn. 11:44).erefore confession
should be made to a priest.

I answer that, e grace which is given in the sacraments,
descends from the Head to the members. Wherefore he alone
who exercises a ministry over Christ’s true body is a minister
of the sacraments, wherein grace is given; and this belongs to a
priest alone,whocan consecrate theEucharist.erefore, since
grace is given in the sacrament of Penance, none but a priest is

the minister of the sacrament: and consequently sacramental
confession which should bemade to aminister of the Church,
should be made to none but a priest.

Reply toObjection 1. James speaks on the presupposition
of the Divine institutions: and since confession had already
been prescribed by God to be made to a priest, in that He em-
powered them, in the person of the apostles, to forgive sins, as
related in Jn. 20:23, we must take the words of James as con-
veying an admonishment to confess to priests.

Reply to Objection 2. Baptism is a sacrament of greater
necessity than Penance, as regards confession and absolution,
because sometimes Baptism cannot be omitted without loss of
eternal salvation, as in the case of children who have not come
to the use of reason: whereas this cannot be said of confession
and absolution, which regard none but adults, in whom con-
trition, together with the purpose of confessing and the desire
of absolution, suffices to deliver them from everlasting death.
Consequently there is no parity between Baptism and confes-
sion.

Reply to Objection 3. In satisfaction we must consider
not only the quantity of the punishment but also its power,
inasmuch as it is part of a sacrament. In this way it requires a
dispenser of the sacraments, though the quantity of the pun-
ishment may be fixed by another than a priest.

Reply toObjection 4. It may be necessary for two reasons
to know the sheep by sight. First, in order to register them as
members of Christ’s flock, and to know the sheep by sight thus
belongs to the pastoral charge and care,which is sometimes the
duty of those who are not priests. Secondly, that they may be
provided with suitable remedies for their health; and to know
the sheepby sight thus belongs to theman, i.e. thepriest,whose
business it is to provide remedies conducive to health, such as
the sacrament of the Eucharist, and other like things. It is to
this knowledge of the sheep that confession is ordained.
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Suppl. q. 8 a. 2Whether it is ever lawful to confess to another than a priest?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is never lawful to con-
fess to another than a priest. For confession is a sacramental
accusation, as appears from the definition given above (q. 7,
a. 1). But the dispensing of a sacrament belongs to none but
the minister of a sacrament. Since then the proper minister of
Penance is a priest, it seems that confession should be made to
no one else.

Objection 2. Further, in every court of justice confession
is ordained to the sentence. Now in a disputed case the sen-
tence is void if pronounced by another than the proper judge;
so that confession should be made to none but a judge. But, in
the court of conscience, the judge is none but a priest, who has
the power of binding and loosing.erefore confession should
be made to no one else.

Objection 3. Further, in the case of Baptism, since anyone
can baptize, if a layman has baptized, even without necessity,
the Baptism should not be repeated by a priest. But if anyone
confess to a layman in a case of necessity, he is bound to re-
peat his confession to a priest, when the cause for urgency has
passed. erefore confession should not be made to a layman
in a case of necessity.

On the contrary, is the authority of the text (Sent. iv, D,
17).

I answer that, Just as Baptism is a necessary sacrament,
so is Penance. And Baptism, through being a necessary sacra-
ment has a twofold minister: one whose duty it is to baptize,
in virtue of his office, viz. the priest, and another, to whom the
conferring of Baptism is committed, in a case of necessity. In
like manner the minister of Penance, to whom, in virtue of his
office, confession should be made, is a priest; but in a case of
necessity even a laymanmay take the place of a priest, and hear
a person’s confession.

Reply to Objection 1. In the sacrament of Penance there
is not only something on the part of the minister, viz. the ab-
solution and imposition of satisfaction, but also something on
the part of the recipient, which is also essential to the sacra-
ment, viz. contrition and confession. Now satisfaction origi-
nates from the minister in so far as he enjoins it, and from
the penitent who fulfills it; and, for the fulness of the sacra-
ment, both these things should concur when possible. But

when there is reason for urgency, the penitent should fulfill
his ownpart, by being contrite and confessing towhomhe can;
and although this person cannot perfect the sacrament, so as to
fulfill the part of the priest by giving absolution, yet this defect
is supplied by the High Priest. Nevertheless confession made
to a layman, through lack* of a priest, is quasi-sacramental, al-
though it is not a perfect sacrament, on account of the absence
of the part which belongs to the priest.

Reply toObjection 2.Although a layman is not the judge
of the person who confesses to him, yet, on account of the ur-
gency, he does take the place of a judge over him, absolutely
speaking, in so far as the penitent submits to him, through lack
of a priest.

Reply to Objection 3. By means of the sacraments man
must needs be reconciled not only to God, but also to the
Church. Now he cannot be reconciled to the Church, unless
the hallowing of the Church reach him. In Baptism the hal-
lowing of the Church reaches a man through the element it-
self applied externally, which is sanctified by “the word of life”
(Eph. 5:26), by whomsoever it is conferred: and so when once
a man has been baptized, no matter by whom, he must not be
baptized again. On the other hand, in Penance the hallowing
of the Church reaches man by the minister alone, because in
that sacrament there is no bodily element applied externally,
through the hallowing of which grace may be conferred. Con-
sequently although the man who, in a case of necessity, has
confessed to a layman, has received forgiveness from God, for
the reason that he fulfilled, so far as he could, the purpose
which he conceived in accordance with God’s command, he
is not yet reconciled to the Church, so as to be admitted to
the sacraments, unless he first be absolved by a priest, even as
he who has received the Baptism of desire, is not admitted to
the Eucharist. Wherefore he must confess again to a priest, as
soon as there is one at hand, and the more so since, as stated
above (ad 1), the sacrament of Penance was not perfected, and
so it needs yet to be perfected, in order that by receiving the
sacrament, the penitent may receive a more plentiful effect,
and that he may fulfill the commandment about receiving the
sacrament of Penance.

Suppl. q. 8 a. 3Whether, outside a case of necessity, anyone who is not a priest may hear the confession of
venial sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that, outside a case of neces-
sity, no one but a priest may hear the confession of venial sins.
For the dispensation of a sacrament is committed to a layman
by reason of necessity. But the confession of venial sins is not
necessary. erefore it is not committed to a layman.

Objection 2. Further, Extreme Unction is ordained

against venial sin, just as Penance is. But the former may not
be given by a layman, as appears from James 5:14. erefore
neither can the confession of venial sins be made to a layman.

On the contrary, is the authority of Bede (on James 5:16,
“Confess…one to another”) quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D,
17).

* Here and in the Reply to obj. 2 the Leonine edition reads “through desire
for a priest”.
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I answer that, By venial sin man is separated neither from
God nor from the sacraments of the Church: wherefore he
does not need to receive any further grace for the forgiveness
of such a sin, nor does he need to be reconciled to the Church.
Consequently aman does not need to confess his venial sins to
a priest. And since confession made to a layman is a sacramen-
tal, although it is not a perfect sacrament, and since it proceeds
from charity, it has a natural aptitude to remit sins, just as the

beating of one’s breast, or the sprinkling of holy water (cf. IIIa,
q. 87, a. 3).

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection, because
there is no need to receive a sacrament for the forgiveness of
venial sins. and a sacramental, such as holy water or the like,
suffices for the purpose.

Reply to Objection 2. Extreme Unction is not given di-
rectly as a remedy for venial sin, nor is any other sacrament.

Suppl. q. 8 a. 4Whether it is necessary for one to confess to one’s own priest?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is nol necessary to con-
fess to one’s own priest. For Gregory* says: “By our apostolic
authority and in discharge of our solicitude we have decreed
that priests, who as monks imitate the ex. ample of the apos-
tles, may preach, baptize, give communion, pray for sinners,
impose penances, and absolve from sins.” Now monks are not
the proper priests of anyone, since they have not the care of
souls. Since, therefore confession is made for the sake of abso-
lution it suffices for it to be made to any priest.

Objection 2. Further, the minister of this sacrament is a
priest, as also of the Eucharist. But any priest can perform the
Eucharist. erefore any priest can administer the sacrament
of Penance. erefore there is no need to confess to one’s own
priest.

Objection 3. Further, when we are bound to one thing in
particular it is not le toour choice. But the choice of a discreet
priest is le to us as appears from the authority of Augustine
quoted in the text (Sent. ix, D, 17): for he says in De vera et
falsa Poenitentia†: “He whowishes to confess his sins, in order
to find grace,must seek a priestwhoknowshow to loose and to
bind.” erefore it seems unnecessary to confess to one’s own
priest.

Objection 4.Further, there are some, such as prelates, who
seem to have no priest of their own, since they have no supe-
rior: yet they are bound to confession. erefore a man is not
always bound to confess to his own priest.

Objection 5. Further, “at which is instituted for the
sake of charity, does not militate against charity,” as Bernard
observes (De Praecept. et Dispens. ii). Now confession, which
was instituted for the sake of charity, would militate against
charity, if amanwere bound to confess to any particular priest:
e.g. if the sinner know that his own priest is a heretic, or a man
of evil influence, or weak and prone to the very sin that he
wishes to confess to him, or reasonably suspected of breaking
the seal of confession, or if the penitent has to confess a sin
committed against his confessor. erefore it seems that one
need not always confess to one’s own priest.

Objection 6. Further, men should not be straitened in
matters necessary for salvation, lest they behindered in theway
of salvation. But it seems a great inconvenience to be bound of
necessity to confess to one particular man, andmanymight be

hindered from going to confession, through either fear, shame,
or something else of the kind. erefore, since confession is
necessary for salvation,men should not be straitened, as appar-
ently they would be, by having to confess to their own priest.

On the contrary, stands a decree of Pope Innocent III in
the Fourth Lateran Council (Can. 21), who appointed “all of
either sex to confess once a year to their own priest.”

Further, as a bishop is to his diocese, so is a priest to his
parish. Now it is unlawful, according to canon law (Can. Nul-
lus primas ix, q. 2; Can. Si quis episcoporum xvi, q. 5), for
a bishop to exercise the episcopal office in another diocese.
erefore it is not lawful for one priest to hear the confession
of another’s parishioner.

I answer that, e other sacraments do not consist in an
action of the recipient, but only in his receiving something, as
is evident with regard to Baptism and so forth. though the ac-
tion of the recipient is required as removing an obstacle, i.e. in-
sincerity, in order that he may receive the benefit of the sacra-
ment, if he has come to the use of his free-will. On the other
hand, the action of the man who approaches the sacrament of
Penance is essential to the sacrament, since contrition, confes-
sion, and satisfaction, which are acts of the penitent, are parts
of Penance. Now our actions, since they have their origin in
us, cannot be dispensed by others, except through their com-
mand. Hence whoever is appointed a dispenser of this sacra-
ment, must be such as to be able to command something to be
done. Now a man is not competent to command another un-
less he have jurisdiction over him. Consequently it is essential
to this sacrament, not only for the minister to be in orders, as
in the case of the other sacraments, but also for him to have
jurisdiction: wherefore he that has no jurisdiction cannot ad-
minister this sacrament any more than one who is not a priest.
erefore confession should be made not only to a priest, but
to one’s own priest; for since a priest does not absolve a man
except by binding him to do something, he alone can absolve,
who, by his command, can bind the penitent to do something.

Reply toObjection1.Gregory is speaking of thosemonks
who have jurisdiction, through having charge of a parish;
about whom some hadmaintained that from the very fact that
they were monks, they could not absolve or impose penance,
which is false.

* Cf. Can. Ex auctoritate xvi, q. 1. † Work of an unknown author.
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Reply toObjection2.esacrament of theEucharist does
not require the power of command over a man, whereas this
sacrament does, as stated above: and so the argument proves
nothing. Nevertheless it is not lawful to receive the Eucharist
from another than one’s own priest, although it is a real sacra-
ment that one receives from another.

Reply toObjection 3.echoice of a discreet priest is not
le to us in such a way that we can do just as we like; but it is
le to the permission of a higher authority, if perchance one’s
own priest happens to be less suitable for applying a salutary
remedy to our sins.

Reply to Objection 4. Since it is the duty of prelates to
dispense the sacraments, which the clean alone should handle,
they are allowed by law (De Poenit. et Remiss., Cap. Ne pro
dilatione) to choose a priest for their confessor; who in this re-
spect is the prelate’s superior; even as one physician is cured by
another, not as a physician but as a patient.

Reply to Objection 5. In those cases wherein the peni-
tent has reason to fear some harm to himself or to the priest
by reason of his confessing to him, he should have recourse to

the higher authority, or ask permission of the priest himself
to confess to another; and if he fails to obtain permission, the
case is to be decided as for a man who has no priest at hand; so
that he should rather choose a layman and confess to him.Nor
does he disobey the law of theChurch by so doing, because the
precepts of positive law do not extend beyond the intention of
the lawgiver, which is the end of the precept, and in this case,
is charity, according to the Apostle (1 Tim. 1:5). Nor is any
slur cast on the priest, for he deserves to forfeit his privilege,
for abusing the power intrusted to him.

Reply toObjection 6.enecessity of confessing to one’s
own priest does not straiten the way of salvation, but deter-
mines it sufficiently. A priest, however, would sin if he were
not easy in giving permission to confess to another, because
many are so weak that they would rather die without confes-
sion than confess to such a priest.Wherefore those priests who
are too anxious to probe the consciences of their subjects by
means of confession, lay a snare of damnation for many, and
consequently for themselves.

Suppl. q. 8 a. 5Whether it is lawful for anyone to confess to another thanhis ownpriest, in virtue of a privilege
or a command given by a superior?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not lawful for any-
one to confess to another than his own priest, even in virtue of
a privilege or command given by a superior. For no privilege
should be given that wrongs a third party. Now it would be
prejudicial to the subject’s own priest, if he were to confess to
another. erefore this cannot be allowed by a superior’s priv-
ilege, permission, or command.

Objection 2. Further, that which hinders the observance
of a Divine command cannot be the subject of a command or
privilege given byman.Now it is aDivine command to the rec-
tors of churches to “know the countenance of their own cattle”
(Prov. 27:23); and this is hindered if another than the rector
hear the confession of his subjects. erefore this cannot be
prescribed by any human privilege or command.

Objection 3. Further, he that hears another’s confession
is the latter’s own judge, else he could not bind or loose him.
Now oneman cannot have several priests or judges of his own,
for then he would be bound to obey several men, whichwould
be impossible, if their commands were contrary or incompati-
ble. erefore one may not confess to another than one’s own
priest, even with the superior’s permission.

Objection 4. Further, it is derogatory to a sacrament, or at
least useless, to repeat a sacrament over the samematter. But he
who has confessed to another priest, is bound to confess again
to his own priest, if the latter requires him to do so, because
he is not absolved from his obedience, whereby he is bound to
him in this respect. erefore it cannot be lawful for anyone
to confess to another than his own priest.

On the contrary, He that can perform the actions of an
order can depute the exercise thereof to anyone who has the

same order. Now a superior, such as a bishop, can hear the con-
fession of anyone belonging to a priest’s parish, for sometimes
he reserves certain cases to himself, since he is the chief rector.
erefore he can also depute another priest to hear that man.

Further, a superior can do whatever his subject can do. But
the priest himself can give his parishioner permission to con-
fess to another.Muchmore, therefore, can his superior do this.

Further, the power which a priest has among his people,
comes to him from the bishop. Now it is through that power
that he can hear confessions. erefore, in like manner, an-
other can do so, to whom the bishop gives the same power.

I answer that, A priest may be hindered in two ways
from hearing aman’s confession: first, through lack of jurisdic-
tion; secondly, throughbeingprevented fromexercisinghis or-
der, as those who are excommunicate, degraded, and so forth.
Now whoever has jurisdiction, can depute to another what-
ever comes under his jurisdiction; so that if a priest is hindered
from hearing a man’s confession through want of jurisdiction,
anyone who has immediate jurisdiction over that man, priest,
bishop, or Pope, can depute that priest to hear his confession
and absolve him. If, on the other hand, the priest cannot hear
the confession, on account of an impediment to the exercise of
his order, anyone who has the power to remove that impedi-
ment can permit him to hear confessions.

Reply to Objection 1. No wrong is done to a person un-
less what is taken away from him was granted for his own ben-
efit. Now the power of jurisdiction is not granted a man for
his own benefit, but for the good of the people and for the
glory of God.Wherefore if the higher prelates deem it expedi-
ent for the furthering of the people’s salvation andGod’s glory,
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to commit matters of jurisdiction to others, no wrong is done
to the inferior prelates, except to those who “seek the things
that are their own; not the things that are Jesus Christ’s” (Phil.
2:21), and who rule their flock, not by feeding it, but by feed-
ing on it.

Reply to Objection 2. e rector of a church should
“know the countenance of his own cattle” in two ways. First,
by an assiduous attention to their external conduct, so as to
watch over the flock committed to his care: and in acquiring
this knowledge he should not believe his subject, but, as far as
possible, inquire into the truth of facts. Secondly, by the man-
ifestation of confession; andwith regard to this knowledge, he
cannot arrive at any greater certainty than by believing his sub-
ject, because this is necessary that hemayhelp his subject’s con-
science. Consequently in the tribunal of confession, the pen-
itent is believed whether he speak for himself or against him-
self, but not in the court of external judgment: wherefore it
suffices for this knowledge that he believe the penitent when
he says that he has confessed to one who could absolve him. It
is therefore clear that this knowledge of the flock is not hin-
dered by a privilege granted to another to hear confessions.

Reply to Objection 3. It would be inconvenient, if two
men were placed equally over the same people, but there is
no inconvenience if over the same people two are placed one
of whom is over the other. In this way the parish priest, the
bishop, and the Pope are placed immediately over the same
people, and each of them can commit matters of jurisdiction
to some other. Now a higher superior delegates a man in two
ways: first, so that the latter takes the superior’s place, as when
the Pope or a bishop appoints his penitentiaries; and then the
man thus delegated is higher than the inferior prelate, as the
Pope’s penitentiary is higher than a bishop, and the bishop’s

penitentiary than a parish priest, and the penitent is bound to
obey the former rather than the latter. Secondly, so that the
delegate is appointed the coadjutor of this other priest; and
since a co-adjutor is subordinate to the person he is appointed
to help, he holds a lower rank, and the penitent is not so bound
to obey him as his own priest.

Reply to Objection 4. No man is bound to confess sins
that he has no longer. Consequently, if a man has confessed to
the bishop’s penitentiary, or to someone else having faculties
from the bishop, his sins are forgiven both before the Church
and before God, so that he is not bound to confess them to his
ownpriest, howevermuch the lattermay insist: but on account
of the Ecclesiastical precept (De Poenit. et Remiss., Cap. Om-
nis utriusque) which prescribes confession to be made once a
year to one’s own priest, he is under the same obligation as one
who has committed none but venial sins. For such a one, ac-
cording to some, is bound to confess none but venial sins, or
he must declare that he is free from mortal sin, and the priest,
in the tribunal of conscience, ought, and is bound, to believe
him. If, however, he were bound to confess again, his first con-
fessionwould not be useless, because themore priests one con-
fesses to, the more is the punishment remitted, both by reason
of the shame in confessing, which is reckoned as a satisfactory
punishment, and by reason of the power of the keys: so that
one might confess so oen as to be delivered from all punish-
ment. Nor is repetition derogatory to a sacrament, except in
thosewherein there is somekindof sanctification, either by the
impressing of a character, or by the consecration of the matter,
neither ofwhich applies toPenance.Hence itwouldbewell for
him who hears confessions by the bishop’s authority, to advise
the penitent to confess to his own priest, yet he must absolve
him, even if he declines to do so.

Suppl. q. 8 a. 6Whether a penitent, at the point of death, can be absolved by any priest?

Objection 1. It would seem that a penitent, at the point
of death, cannot be absolved by any priest. For absolution re-
quires jurisdiction, as stated above (a. 5). Now a priest does
not acquire jurisdiction over a man who repents at the point
of death. erefore he cannot absolve him.

Objection 2. Further, he that receives the sacrament of
Baptism, when in danger of death, from another than his own
priest, does not need to be baptized again by the latter. If,
therefore, any priest can absolve, from any sin, a man who is in
danger of death, the penitent, if he survive the danger, neednot
go to his own priest; which is false, since otherwise the priest
would not “know the countenance of his cattle.”

Objection 3. Further, when there is danger of death, Bap-
tism can be conferred not only by a strange priest, but also
by one who is not a priest. But one who is not a priest can
never absolve in the tribunal of Penance.erefore neither can
a priest absolve amanwho is not his subject, when he is in dan-

ger of death.
On the contrary, Spiritual necessity is greater than bod-

ily necessity. But it is lawful in a case of extreme necessity,
for a man to make use of another’s property, even against the
owner’swill, in order to supply a bodily need.erefore in dan-
ger of death, a man may be absolved by another than his own
priest, in order to supply his spiritual need.

Further, the authorities quoted in the text prove the same
(Sent. iv, D, 20, Cap. Non Habet).

I answer that, If we consider the power of the keys, every
priest has power over all men equally and over all sins: and it
is due to the fact that by the ordination of the Church, he has
a limited jurisdiction or none at all, that he cannot absolve all
men from all sins. But since “necessity knows no law”* in cases
of necessity the ordination of theChurch does not hinder him
frombeing able to absolve, since he has the keys sacramentally:
and the penitent will receive as much benefit from the absolu-

* Cap. Consilium, De observ. jejun.; De reg. jur. (v, Decretal).
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tion of this other priest as if he had been absolved by his own.
Moreover a man can then be absolved by any priest not only
from his sins, but also from excommunication, by whomso-
ever pronounced, because such absolution is also a matter of
that jurisdictionwhich by the ordination of theChurch is con.
fined within certain limits.

Reply toObjection 1.One personmay act on the jurisdic-
tion of another according to the latter’s will, since matters of
jurisdiction can be deputed. Since, therefore, the Church rec-
ognizes absolution granted by any priest at the hour of death,
from this very fact a priest has the use of jurisdiction though
he lack the power of jurisdiction.

Reply to Objection 2. He needs to go to his own priest,
not that hemay be absolved again from the sins, fromwhichhe
was absolved when in danger of death, but that his own priest
may know that he is absolved. In likemanner, he who has been
absolved fromexcommunicationneeds to go to the judge, who

in other circumstances could have absolved him, not in order
to seek absolution, but in order to offer satisfaction.

Reply toObjection3.Baptismderives its efficacy from the
sanctification of the matter itself, so that a man receives the
sacrament whosoever baptizes him: whereas the sacramental
power of Penance consists in a sanctification pronounced by
the minister, so that if a man confess to a layman, although
he fulfills his own part of the sacramental confession, he does
not receive sacramental absolution. Wherefore his confession
avails him somewhat, as to the lessening of his punishment,
owing to the merit derived from his confession and to his re-
pentance. but he does not receive that diminution of his pun-
ishment which results from the power of the keys; and con-
sequently he must confess again to a priest; and one who has
confessed thus, is more punished hereaer than if he had con-
fessed to a priest.

Suppl. q. 8 a. 7Whether the temporal punishment is imposed according to the degree of the fault?

Objection 1. It would seem that the temporal punish-
ment, the debt of which remains aer Penance, is not imposed
according to the degree of fault. For it is imposed according
to the degree of pleasure derived from the sin, as appears from
Apoc. 18:7: “As much as she hath glorified herself and lived
in delicacies, so much torment and sorrow give ye her.” Yet
sometimes where there is greater pleasure, there is less fault,
since “carnal sins, which afford more pleasure than spiritual
sins, are less guilty,” according to Gregory (Moral. xxxiii, 2).
erefore the punishment is not imposed according to the de-
gree of fault.

Objection 2. Further, in the New Law one is bound to
punishment formortal sins, in the sameway as in theOld Law.
Now in the Old Law the punishment for sin was due to last
seven days, in other words, they had to remain unclean seven
days for onemortal sin. Since therefore, in theNewTestament,
a punishment of seven years is imposed for one mortal sin, it
seems that the quantity of the punishment does not answer to
the degree of fault.

Objection 3. Further, the sin of murder in a layman is
more grievous than that of fornication in a priest, because the
circumstance which is taken from the species of a sin, is more
aggravating than thatwhich is taken fromthepersonof the sin-
ner. Now a punishment of seven years’ duration is appointed
for a layman guilty of murder, while for fornication a priest
is punished for ten years, according to Can. Presbyter, Dist.
lxxxii. erefore punishment is not imposed according to the
degree of fault.

Objection 4. Further, a sin committed against the very
body of Christ is most grievous, because the greater the per-
son sinned against, the more grievous the sin. Now for spilling
the blood of Christ in the sacrament of the altar a punishment
of forty days or a little more is enjoined, while a punishment

of seven years is prescribed for fornication, according to the
Canons (Can. Presbyter, Dist. lxxxii). erefore the quantity
of the punishment does not answer to the degree of fault.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 27:8): “In measure
against measure, when it shall be cast off, thou shalt judge it.”
erefore the quantity of punishment adjudicated for sin an-
swers the degree of fault.

Further, man is reduced to the equality of justice by the
punishment inflicted on him. But this would not be so if the
quantity of the fault and of the punishment did not mutually
correspond. erefore one answers to the other.

I answer that, Aer the forgiveness of sin, a punishment
is required for two reasons, viz. to pay the debt, and to afford
a remedy. Hence the punishment may be imposed in consid-
eration of two things. First, in consideration of the debt, and
in this way the quantity of the punishment corresponds radi-
cally to the quantity of the fault, before anything of the latter
is forgiven: yet the more there is remitted by the first of those
thingswhich are of a nature to remit punishment, the less there
remains to be remitted or paid by the other, because the more
contrition remits of the punishment, the less there remains to
be remitted by confession. Secondly, in consideration of the
remedy, either as regards the onewho sinned, or as regards oth-
ers: and thus sometimes a greater punishment is enjoined for
a lesser sin; either because one man’s sin is more difficult to re-
sist than another’s (thus a heavier punishment is imposed on
a young man for fornication, than on an old man, though the
former’s sin be less grievous), or because one man’s sin; for in-
stance, a priest’s, is more dangerous to others, than another’s
sin, or because the people are more prone to that particular
sin, so that it is necessary by the punishment of the one man
to deter others. Consequently, in the tribunal of Penance, the
punishment has to be imposed with due regard to both these
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things: and so a greater punishment is not always imposed for a
greater sin. on the other hand, the punishment of Purgatory is
only for the payment of the debt, because there is no longer any
possibility of sinning, so that this punishment ismetedonly ac-
cording to themeasure of sin, with due consideration however
for the degree of contrition, and for confession and absolution,
since all these lessen the punishment somewhat: wherefore the
priest in enjoining satisfaction should bear them in mind.

Reply toObjection 1. In the words quoted two things are
mentionedwith regard to the sin, viz. “glorification” and “deli-
cacies” or “delectation”; the first of which regards the upliing
of the sinner, whereby he resists God; while the second regards
the pleasure of sin: and though sometimes there is less pleasure
in a greater sin, yet there is greater upliing; wherefore the ar-
gument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 2. is punishment of seven days did
not expiate the punishment due for the sin, so that even if the
sinner died aer that time, hewould be punished inPurgatory:
but it was in expiation of the irregularity incurred, fromwhich
all the legal sacrifices expiated. Nevertheless, other things be-

ing equal, aman sinsmore grievously under theNewLaw than
under the Old, on account of the more plentiful sanctifica-
tion received inBaptism, and on account of themore powerful
blessings bestowed by God on the human race. is is evident
from Heb. 29: “How much more, do you think, he deserveth
worse punishments,” etc. And yet it is not universally true that
a seven years’ penance is exacted for everymortal sin: but it is a
kind of general rule applicable to the majority of cases, which
must, nevertheless, be disregarded, with due consideration for
the various circumstances of sins and penitents.

Reply toObjection 3. A bishop or priest sins with greater
danger to others or to himself; wherefore the canons are more
anxious to withdraw him from sin, by inflicting a greater pun-
ishment, in as much as it is intended as a remedy; although
sometimes so great a punishment is not strictly due. Hence he
is punished less in Purgatory.

Reply to Objection 4. is punishment refers to the case
when this happens against the priest’s will: for if he spilled it
willingly he would deserve a much heavier punishment.
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Of the Quality of Confession

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the quality of confession: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether confession can be lacking in form?
(2) Whether confession ought to be entire?
(3) Whether one can confess through another, or by writing?
(4) Whether the sixteen conditions, which are assigned by the masters, are necessary for confession?

Suppl. q. 9 a. 1Whether confession can be lacking in form?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession cannot be
lacking in form. For it is written (Ecclus. 17:26): “Praise [con-
fession] perisheth from the dead as nothing.” But a man with-
out charity is dead, because charity is the life of the soul.ere-
fore there can be no confession without charity.

Objection 2. Further, confession is condivided with con-
trition and satisfaction. But contrition and satisfaction are im-
possible without charity. erefore confession is also impossi-
ble without charity.

Objection 3. Further, it is necessary in confession that the
word should agree with the thought for the very name of con-
fession requires this. Now if a man confess while remaining at-
tached to sin, his word is not in accord with his thought, since
in his heart he holds to sin, while he condemns it with his lips.
erefore such a man does not confess.

On the contrary, Every man is bound to confess his mor-
tal sins. Now if a man in mortal sin has confessed once, he is
not bound to confess the same sins again, because, as no man
knowshimself to have charity, nomanwould knowof him that
he had confessed. erefore it is not necessary that confession
should be quickened by charity.

I answer that, Confession is an act of virtue, and is part of
a sacrament. In so far as it is an act of virtue, it has the property

of being meritorious, and thus is of no avail without charity,
which is the principle of merit. But in so far as it is part of a
sacrament, it subordinates the penitent to the priest who has
the keys of the Church, and who by means of the confession
knows the conscience of the person confessing. In this way it
is possible for confession to be in one who is not contrite, for
he can make his sins known to the priest, and subject himself
to the keys of the Church: and though he does not receive the
fruit of absolution then, yet he will begin to receive it, when
he is sincerely contrite, as happens in the other sacraments:
wherefore he is not bound to repeat his confession, but to con-
fess his lack of sincerity.

Reply to Objection 1. ese words must be understood
as referring to the receiving of the fruit of confession, which
none can receive who is not in the state of charity.

Reply to Objection 2. Contrition and satisfaction are of-
fered to God: but confession is made toman: hence it is essen-
tial to contrition and satisfaction, but not to confession, that
man should be united to God by charity.

Reply to Objection 3. He who declares the sins which he
has, speaks the truth; and thus his thought agrees with his lips
or words, as to the substance of confession, though it is discor-
dant with the purpose of confession.

Suppl. q. 9 a. 2Whether confession should be entire?

Objection1. Itwould seem that it is not necessary for con-
fession to be entire, namely, for a man to confess all his sins to
one priest. For shame conduces to the diminution of punish-
ment. Now the greater the number of priests to whom a man
confesses, the greater his shame. erefore confession is more
fruitful if it be divided among several priests.

Objection 2. Further, confession is necessary in Penance
in order that punishmentmay be enjoined for sin according to
the judgment of the priest. Now a sufficient punishment for
different sins can be imposed by different priests. erefore it
is not necessary to confess all one’s sins to one priest.

Objection3.Further, itmay happen that aman aer going
to confession and performing his penance, remembers a mor-

tal sin, which escaped his memory while confessing, and that
his own priest to whom he confessed first is no longer avail-
able, so that he can only confess that sin to another priest, and
thus he will confess different sins to different priests.

Objection 4. Further, the sole reason for confessing one’s
sins to a priest is in order to receive absolution. Now some-
times, the priest who hears a confession can absolve from some
of the sins, but not from all. erefore in such a case at all
events the confession need not be entire.

On the contrary,Hypocrisy is an obstacle to Penance. But
it savors of hypocrisy to divide one’s confession, as Augustine
says*. erefore confession should be entire. Further, confes-
sion is a part of Penance. But Penance should be entire. ere-

* De vera et falsa Poenitentia, work of an unknown author.
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fore confession also should be entire.
I answer that, In prescribing medicine for the body, the

physician should know not only the disease for which he is
prescribing, but also the general constitution of the sick per-
son, since one disease is aggravated by the addition of another,
and amedicine which would be adapted to one disease, would
be harmful to another. e same is to be said in regard to sins,
for one is aggravatedwhen another is added to it; and a remedy
which would be suitable for one sin, might prove an incentive
to another, since sometimes a man is guilty of contrary sins,
as Gregory says (Pastoral. iii, 3). Hence it is necessary for con-
fession that man confess all the sins that he calls to mind, and
if he fails to do this, it is not a confession, but a pretense of
confession.

Reply to Objection 1. Although a man’s shame is multi-
plied when he makes a divided confession to different confes-
sors, yet all his different shames together are not so great as
that with which he confesses all his sins together: because one
sin considered by itself does not prove the evil disposition of
the sinner, as when it is considered in conjunction with sev-
eral others, for a man may fall into one sin through ignorance
or weakness, but a number of sins proves the malice of the sin-
ner, or his great corruption.

Reply toObjection 2.epunishment imposed by differ-
ent priests would not be sufficient, because each would only
consider one sin by itself, and not the gravity which it derives
from being in conjunction with another.Moreover sometimes

the punishment which would be given for one sin would fos-
ter another. Again the priest in hearing a confession takes the
place of God, so that confession should be made to him just
as contrition is made to God: wherefore as there would be no
contrition unless one were contrite for all the sins which one
calls to mind, so is there no confession unless one confess all
the sins that one remembers committing.

Reply to Objection 3. Some say that when a man remem-
bers a sin which he had previously forgotten, he ought to con-
fess again the sins which he had confessed before, especially if
he cannot go to the same priest to whom his previous confes-
sion was made, in order that the total quantity of his sins may
bemade known to one priest. But this does not seemnecessary,
because sin takes its quantity both from itself and from the
conjunction of another; and as to the sins which he confessed
he had already manifested their quantity which they have of
themselves, while as to the sin which he had forgotten, in or-
der that the priest may know the quantity which it has under
both the above heads, it is enough that the penitent declare it
explicitly, and confess the others in general, saying that he had
confessedmany sins in his previous confession, but had forgot-
ten this particular one.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the priest may be unable
to absolve the penitent from all his sins, yet the latter is bound
to confess all to him, that he may know the total quantity of
his guilt, and refer him to the superior with regard to the sins
from which he cannot absolve him.

Suppl. q. 9 a. 3Whether one may confess through another, or by writing?

Objection 1. It would seem that one may confess through
another, or by writing. For confession is necessary in order
that the penitent’s conscience may be made known to the
priest. But aman canmake his conscience known to the priest,
through another or by writing. erefore it is enough to con-
fess through another or by writing.

Objection 2. Further, some are not understood by their
own priests on account of a difference of language, and conse-
quently cannot confess save through others.erefore it is not
essential to the sacrament that one should confess by oneself,
so that if anyone confesses through another in any way what-
ever, it suffices for his salvation.

Objection 3. Further, it is essential to the sacrament that
a man should confess to his own priest, as appears from what
has been said (q. 8, a. 5 ). Now sometimes a man’s own priest is
absent, so that the penitent cannot speak to him with his own
voice. But he couldmake his conscience known to himbywrit-
ing.erefore it seems thatheought tomanifest his conscience
to him by writing to him.

On the contrary, Man is bound to confess his sins even as
he is bound to confess his faith. But confession of faith should
bemade “with themouth,” as appears fromRom. 10:10: there-
fore confession of sins should also.

Further, who sinned by himself should, by himself, do
penance. But confession is part of penance.erefore the pen-
itent should confess his own sins.

I answer that, Confession is not only an act of virtue, but
also part of a sacrament. Now, though, in so far as it is an act
of virtue it matters not how it is done, even if it be easier to
do it in one way than in another, yet, in so far as it is part of
a sacrament, it has a determinate act, just as the other sacra-
ments have a determinate matter. And as in Baptism, in order
to signify the inward washing, we employ that element which
is chiefly used in washing, so in the sacramental act which is
intended for manifestation we generally make use of that act
which is most commonly employed for the purpose of mani-
festation, viz. our own words; for other ways have been intro-
duced as supplementary to this.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as in Baptism it is not enough
to washwith anything, but it is necessary to washwith a deter-
minate element, so neither does it suffice, in Penance, to man-
ifest one’s sins anyhow, but they must be declared by a deter-
minate act.

Reply to Objection 2. It is enough for one who is igno-
rant of a language, to confess by writing, or by signs, or by an
interpreter, because a man is not bound to do more than he
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can: although a man is not able or obliged to receive Baptism,
except with water, which is from an entirely external source
and is applied to us by another: whereas the act of confession
is from within and is performed by ourselves, so that when we
cannot confess in one way, we must confess as we can.

Reply to Objection 3. In the absence of one’s own priest,
confession may be made even to a layman, so that there is no
necessity to confess in writing, because the act of confession is
more essential than the person to whom confession is made.

Suppl. q. 9 a. 4Whether the sixteen conditions usually assigned are necessary for confession?

Objection 1. It would seem that the conditions assigned
by masters, and contained in the following lines, are not req-
uisite for confession:

Simple, humble, pure, faithful,
Frequent, undisguised, discreet, voluntary,
shamefaced,
Entire, secret, tearful, not delayed,
Courageously accusing, ready to obey.
For fidelity, simplicity, and courage are virtues by them-

selves, and therefore should not be reckoned as conditions of
confession.

Objection 2. Further, a thing is “pure” when it is not
mixed with anything else: and “simplicity,” in like manner, re-
moves composition and admixture.erefore one or the other
is superfluous.

Objection 3. Further, no one is bound to confess more
than once a sin which he has committed but once. erefore
if a man does not commit a sin again, his penance need not be
“frequent.”

Objection 4. Further, confession is directed to satisfac-
tion. But satisfaction is sometimes public. erefore confes-
sion should not always be “secret.”

Objection 5.Further, that which is not in our power is not
required of us. But it is not in our power to shed “tears.”ere-
fore it is not required of those who confess.

On the contrary, We have the authority of the masters
who assigned the above.

I answer that, Some of the above conditions are essential
to confession, and some are requisite for its well-being. Now
those things which are essential to confession belong to it ei-
ther as to an act of virtue, or as to part of a sacrament. If in the
first way, it is either by reason of virtue in general, or by rea-
son of the special virtue of which it is the act, or by reason of
the act itself. Now there are four conditions of virtue in gen-
eral, as stated in Ethic. ii, 4.e first is knowledge, in respect of
which confession is said to be “discreet,” inasmuch as prudence
is required in every act of virtue: and this discretion consists in
giving greater weight to greater sins. e second condition is
choice, because acts of virtue should be voluntary, and in this
respect confession is said to be “voluntary.” e third condi-
tion is that the act be done for a particular purpose, viz. the
due end, and in this respect confession is said to be “pure,” i.e.
with a right intention.e fourth condition is that one should
act immovably, and in this respect it is said that confession
should be “courageous,” viz. that the truth should not be for-

saken through shame.
Now confession is an act of the virtue of penance. First of

all it takes its origin in the horror which one conceives for the
shamefulness of sin, and in this respect confession should be
“full of shame,” so as not to be a boastful account of one’s sins,
by reasonof someworldly vanity accompanying it.en it goes
on to deplore the sin committed, and in this respect it is said
to be “tearful.” irdly, it culminates in self-abjection, and in
this respect it should be “humble,” so that one confesses one’s
misery and weakness.

By reason of its very nature, viz. confession, this act is one
ofmanifestation:whichmanifestation can be hindered by four
things: first, by falsehood, and in this respect confession is said
to be “faithful,” i.e. true. Secondly, by the use of vague words,
and against this confession is said to be “open,” so as not to
be wrapped up in vague words; thirdly, by “multiplicity” of
words, in which respect it is said to be “simple” indicating that
the penitent should relate only such matters as affect the grav-
ity of the sin; fourthly none of those things should be sup-
pressed which should bemade known, and in this respect con-
fession should be “entire.”

In so far as confession is part of a sacrament it is subject to
the judgmentof thepriestwho is theminister of the sacrament.
Wherefore it should be an “accusation” on the part of the peni-
tent, shouldmanifest his “readiness to obey” the priest, should
be “secret” as regards the nature of the court wherein the hid-
den affairs of conscience are tried.

ewell-being of confession requires that it should be “fre-
quent”; and “not delayed,” i.e. that the sinner should confess at
once.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is nothing unreasonable in
one virtue being a condition of the act of another virtue,
through this act being commanded by that virtue; or through
the mean which belongs to one virtue principally, belonging
to other virtues by participation.

Reply toObjection 2. e condition “pure” excludes per-
versity of intention, from which man is cleansed: but the con-
dition “simple” excludes the introduction of unnecessary mat-
ter.

Reply toObjection 3.is is not necessary for confession,
but is a condition of its well-being.

Reply to Objection 4. Confession should be made not
publicly but privately, lest others be scandalized, and led to do
evil throughhearing the sins confessed.On the other hand, the
penance enjoined in satisfaction does not give rise to scandal,
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since like works of satisfaction are done sometimes for slight
sins, and sometimes for none at all.

Reply toObjection 5.Wemust understand this to refer to
tears of the heart.
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Of the Effect of Confession

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the effect of confession: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether confession delivers one from the death of sin?
(2) Whether confession delivers one in any way from punishment?
(3) Whether confession opens Paradise to us?
(4) Whether confession gives hope of salvation?
(5) Whether a general confession blots out mortal sins that one has forgotten?

Suppl. q. 10 a. 1Whether confession delivers one from the death of sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession does not de-
liver one from the death of sin. For confession follows contri-
tion. But contrition sufficiently blots out guilt. erefore con-
fession does not deliver one from the death of sin.

Objection 2. Further, just as mortal sin is a fault, so is ve-
nial. Now confession renders venial that which wasmortal be-
fore, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 17).erefore confession
does not blot out guilt, but one guilt is changed into another.

On the contrary, Confession is part of the sacrament of
Penance. But Penance deliver from guilt.erefore confession
does also.

I answer that, Penance, as a sacrament, is perfected chiefly
in confession, because by the latter a man submits to the min-
isters of the Church, who are the dispensers of the sacraments:
for contrition has the desire of confession united thereto,
and satisfaction is enjoined according to the judgment of the
priest who hears the confession. And since in the sacrament
of Penance, as in Baptism, that grace is infused whereby sins
are forgiven, therefore confession in virtue of the absolution
granted remits guilt, even as Baptism does. Now Baptism de-
livers one from the death of sin, not only by being received ac-
tually, but also by being received in desire, as is evident with
regard to those who approach the sacrament of Baptism af-
ter being already sanctified. And unless a man offers an obsta-

cle, he receives, through the very fact of being baptized, grace
whereby his sins are remitted, if they are not already remit-
ted. e same is to be said of confession, to which absolution
is added because it delivered the penitent from guilt through
being previously in his desire. Aerwards at the time of actual
confession and absolution he receives an increase of grace, and
forgiveness of sins would also be granted to him, if his previ-
ous sorrow for sin was not sufficient for contrition, and if at
the time he offered no obstacle to grace. Consequently just as
it is said of Baptism that it delivers from death, so can it be said
of confession.

Reply to Objection 1. Contrition has the desire of con-
fession attached to it, and therefore it delivers penitents from
death in the same way as the desire of Baptism delivers those
who are going to be baptized.

Reply to Objection 2. In the text venial does not desig-
nate guilt, but punishment that is easily expiated. and so it does
not follow that one guilt is changed into another but that it is
wholly done away. For “venial” is taken in three senses*: first,
for what is venial generically, e.g. an idle word: secondly, for
what is venial in its cause, i.e. having within itself a motive of
pardon, e.g. sins due to weakness: thirdly, for what is venial in
the result, in which sense it is understood here, because the re-
sult of confession is that man’s past guilt is pardoned.

Suppl. q. 10 a. 2Whether confession delivers from punishment in some way?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession nowise de-
livers from punishment. For sin deserves no punishment but
what is either eternal or temporal. Now eternal punishment
is remitted by contrition, and temporal punishment by satis-
faction. erefore nothing of the punishment is remitted by
confession.

Objection 2. Further, “the will is taken for the deed”†, as
stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 17). Now he that is contrite has
the intention to confess. wherefore his intention avails him as
though he had already confessed, and so the confession which
he makes aerwards remits no part of the punishment.

On the contrary,Confession is a penal work. But all penal
works expiate the punishment due to sin.erefore confession
does also.

I answer that, Confession together with absolution has
the power to deliver from punishment, for two reasons. First,
from the power of absolution itself: and thus the very desire
of absolution delivers a man from eternal punishment, as also
from the guilt. Now this punishment is one of condemnation
and total banishment: and when a man is delivered therefrom
he still remains bound to a temporal punishment, in so far as
punishment is a cleansing and perfecting remedy; and so this

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 88, a. 2. † Cf. Can. Magna Pietas, De Poenit., Dist. i.
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punishment remains to be suffered in Purgatory by those who
also have been delivered from the punishment of hell. Which
temporal punishment is beyond the powers of the penitent
dwelling in this world, but is so far diminished by the power
of the keys, that it is within the ability of the penitent, and he
is able, by making satisfaction, to cleanse himself in this life.
Secondly, confession diminishes the punishment in virtue of
the very nature of the act of the one who confesses, for this
act has the punishment of shame attached to it, so that the of-
tener one confesses the same sins, the more is the punishment
diminished.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.ewill is not taken for the deed, if

this is done by another, as in the case of Baptism: for thewill to
receive Baptism is not worth as much as the reception of Bap-
tism. But a man’s will is taken for the deed, when the latter is
something done by him, entirely. Again, this is true of the es-
sential reward, but not of the removal of punishment and the
like, which come under the head of accidental and secondary
reward. Consequently one who has confessed and received ab-
solution will be less punished in Purgatory than one who has
gone no further than contrition.

Suppl. q. 10 a. 3Whether confession opens paradise?

Objection 1. It would seem that confession does not open
Paradise. For different sacraments have different effects. But it
is the effect of Baptism to open Paradise.erefore it is not the
effect of confession.

Objection 2. Further, it is impossible to enter by a closed
door before it be opened. But a dying man can enter heaven
before making his confession. erefore confession does not
open Paradise.

On the contrary, Confession makes a man submit to the
keys of the Church. But Paradise is opened by those keys.
erefore it is opened by confession.

I answer that,Guilt and the debt of punishment prevent a

man fromentering intoParadise: and since confession removes
these obstacles, as shown above (Aa. 1,2), it is said to open Par-
adise.

Reply toObjection 1.Although Baptism and Penance are
different sacraments, they act in virtue of Christ’s one Passion,
whereby a way was opened unto Paradise.

Reply to Objection 2. If the dying man was in mortal sin
Paradise was closed to him before he conceived the desire to
confess his sin, although aerwards it was opened by contri-
tion implying a desire for confession, even before he actually
confessed.Nevertheless the obstacle of the debt of punishment
was not entirely removed before confession and satisfaction.

Suppl. q. 10 a. 4Whether confession gives hope of salvation?

Objection 1. It would seem that hope of salvation should
not be reckoned an effect of confession. For hope arises from
all meritorious acts. erefore, seemingly, it is not the proper
effect of confession.

Objection 2. Further, we arrive at hope through tribula-
tion, as appears from Rom. 5:3,4. Now man suffers tribula-
tion chiefly in satisfaction. erefore, satisfaction rather than
confession gives hope of salvation.

On the contrary,” Confession makes a man more humble
and more wary,” as the Master states in the text (Sent. iv, D,
17). But the result of this is that man conceives a hope of sal-
vation. erefore it is the effect of confession to give hope of
salvation.

I answer that, We can have no hope for the forgiveness of

our sins except through Christ: and since by confession a man
submits to the keys of the Church which derive their power
fromChrist’s Passion, therefore dowe say that confession gives
hope of salvation.

Reply to Objection 1. It is not our actions, but the grace
of our Redeemer, that is the principal cause of the hope of sal-
vation: and since confession relies upon the grace of our Re-
deemer, it gives hope of salvation, not only as a meritorious
act, but also as part of a sacrament.

Reply toObjection 2.Tribulation gives hope of salvation,
by making us exercise our own virtue, and by paying off the
debt of punishment: while confession does so also in the way
mentioned above.

Suppl. q. 10 a. 5Whether a general confession suffices to blot out forgotten mortal sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that a general confession does
not suffice to blot out forgotten mortal sins. For there is no
necessity to confess again a sin which has been blotted out by
confession. If, therefore, forgotten sins were forgiven by a gen-
eral confession, there would be no need to confess them when
they are called to mind.

Objection 2. Further, whoever is not conscious of sin, ei-

ther is not guilty of sin, or has forgotten his sin. If, therefore,
mortal sins are forgiven by a general confession, whoever is not
conscious of a mortal sin, can be certain that he is free from
mortal sin, whenever he makes a general confession: which is
contrary to what the Apostle says (1 Cor. 4:4), “I am not con-
scious to myself of anything, yet am I not hereby justified.”

Objection 3. Further, no man profits by neglect. Now a
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man cannot forget a mortal sin without neglect, before it is
forgiven him.erefore he does not profit by his forgetfulness
so that the sin is forgiven himwithout special mention thereof
in confession.

Objection 4. Further, that which the penitent knows
nothing about is further from his knowledge than that which
he has forgotten. Now a general confession does not blot out
sins committed through ignorance, else heretics, who are not
aware that certain things they have done are sinful, and cer-
tain simple people, would be absolved by a general confession,
which is false. erefore a general confession does not take
away forgotten sins.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Ps. 33:6): “Come ye toHim
and be enlightened, and your faces shall not be confounded.”
Now he who confesses all the sins of which he is conscious,
approaches to God as much as he can: nor can more be re-
quired for him. erefore he will not be confounded by being
repelled, but will be forgiven.

Further, he that confesses is pardoned unless he be insin-
cere. But he who confesses all the sins that he calls to mind, is
not insincere through forgetting some, because he suffers from
ignoranceof fact,which excuses fromsin.ereforehe receives
forgiveness, and then the sins which he has forgotten, are loos-
ened, since it is wicked to hope for half a pardon.

I answer that, Confession produces its effect, on the pre-
supposition that there is contrition which blots out guilt: so
that confession is directly ordained to the remission of punish-
ment, which it causes in virtue of the shame which it includes,
and by the power of the keys to which a man submits by con-
fessing.Now it happens sometimes that by previous contrition
a sin has been blotted out as to the guilt, either in a general way
(if it was not remembered at the time) or in particular (and yet
is forgotten before confession): and then general sacramental
confessionworks for the remission of the punishment in virtue

of the keys, to which man submits by confessing, provided he
offers no obstacle so far as he is concerned: but so far as the
shame of confessing a sin diminishes its punishment, the pun-
ishment for the sin forwhich amandoes not express his shame,
through failing to confess it to the priest, is not diminished.

Reply toObjection 1. In sacramental confession, not only
is absolution required, but also the judgment of the priest who
imposes satisfaction is awaited. Wherefore although the lat-
ter has given absolution, nevertheless the penitent is bound to
confess in order to supplywhatwaswanting to the sacramental
confession.

Reply to Objection 2. As stated above, confession does
not produce its effect, unless contrition be presupposed; con-
cerning which noman can knowwhether it be true contrition,
even as neither can one know for certain if he has grace. Con-
sequently a man cannot know for certain whether a forgotten
sin has been forgiven him in a general confession, although he
may think so on account of certain conjectural signs.

Reply to Objection 3. He does not profit by his neglect,
since he does not receive such full pardon, as he would oth-
erwise have received, nor is his merit so great. Moreover he is
bound to confess the sin when he calls it to mind.

Reply to Objection 4. Ignorance of the law does not ex-
cuse, because it is a sin by itself: but ignorance of fact does ex-
cuse.erefore if a man omits to confess a sin, because he does
not know it to be a sin, through ignorance of theDivine law, he
is not excused from insincerity. on the other hand, he would
be excused, if he did not know it to be a sin, through being un-
aware of some particular circumstance, for instance, if he had
knowledge of another’s wife, thinking her his own. Now for-
getfulness of an act of sin comes under the head of ignorance
of fact, wherefore it excuses from the sin of insincerity in con-
fession, which is an obstacle to the fruit of absolution and con-
fession.
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S   T P, Q 11
Of the Seal of Confession

(In Five Articles)

We must now inquire about the seal of confession, about which there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in every case a man is bound to hide what he knows under the seal of confession?
(2) Whether the seal of confession extends to other matters than those which have reference to confession?
(3) Whether the priest alone is bound by the seal of confession?
(4) Whether, by permission of the penitent, the priest can make known to another, a sin of his which he knew

under the seal of confession?
(5) Whether he is bound to hide even what he knows through other sources besides?

Suppl. q. 11 a. 1Whether in every case the priest is bound to hide the sins which he knows under the seal of
confession?

Objection 1. It would seem that the priest is not bound in
every case to hide the sins which he knows under the seal of
confession. For, as Bernard says (De Proecep. et Dispens. ii),
“that which is instituted for the sake of charity does not mili-
tate against charity.” Now the secret of confession would mili-
tate against charity in certain cases: for instance, if aman knew
through confession that a certain man was a heretic, whom he
cannot persuade to desist from misleading the people; or, in
like manner, if a man knew, through confession, that certain
people who wish to marry are related to one another. ere-
fore such ought to reveal what they know through confession.

Objection 2. Further, that which is obligatory solely on
account of a precept of the Church need not be observed, if
the commandment be changed to the contrary. Now the se-
cret of confession was introduced solely by a precept of the
Church. If therefore theChurch were to prescribe that anyone
who knows anything about such and such a sin must make it
known, a man that had such knowledge through confession
would be bound to speak.

Objection 3.Further, aman is bound to safeguard his con-
science rather than the good name of another, because there
is order in charity. Now it happens sometimes that a man by
hiding a sin injures his own conscience—for instance, if he be
called upon to give witness of a sin of which he has knowledge
through confession, and is forced to swear to tell the truth—or
when an abbot knows through confession the sin of a prior
who is subject to him, which sin would be an occasion of ruin
to the latter, if he suffers him to retain his priorship, wherefore
he is bound todeprive himof the dignity of his pastoral charge,
and yet in depriving him he seem to divulge the secret of con-
fession. erefore it seems that in certain cases it is lawful to
reveal a confession.

Objection 4. Further, it is possible for a priest through
hearing a man’s confession to be conscious that the latter is
unworthy of ecclesiastical preferment.Now everyone is bound
to prevent the promotion of the unworthy, if it is his business.
Since then by raising an objection he seems to raise a suspicion

of sin, and so to reveal the confession somewhat, it seems that
it is necessary sometimes to divulge a confession.

Onthe contrary,eDecretal says (DePoenit. et Remiss.,
Cap. Omnis utriusque): “Let the priest beware lest he betray
the sinner, by word, or sign, or in any other way whatever.”

Further, the priest should conformhimself toGod,Whose
minister he is. ButGoddoes not reveal the sinswhich aremade
known to Him in confession, but hides them. Neither, there-
fore, should the priest reveal them.

I answer that, ose things which are done outwardly
in the sacraments are the signs of what takes place inwardly:
wherefore confession, whereby a man subjects himself to a
priest, is a sign of the inward submission, whereby one sub-
mits to God. Now God hides the sins of those who submit
to Him by Penance; wherefore this also should be signified in
the sacrament of Penance, and consequently the sacrament de-
mands that the confession should remain hidden, and he who
divulges a confession sins by violating the sacrament. Besides
this there are other advantages in this secrecy, because thereby
men are more attracted to confession, and confess their sins
with greater simplicity.

Reply to Objection 1. Some say that the priest is not
bound by the seal of confession to hide other sins than those
in respect of which the penitent promises amendment; other-
wise he may reveal them to one who can be a help and not a
hindrance. But this opinion seems erroneous, since it is con-
trary to the truth of the sacrament; for just as, though the per-
son baptized be insincere, yet his Baptism is a sacrament, and
there is no change in the essentials of the sacrament on that ac-
count, so confession does not cease to be sacramental although
he that confesses, does not purpose amendment. erefore,
this notwithstanding, it must be held secret; nor does the seal
of confession militate against charity on that account, because
charity does not require aman to find a remedy for a sin which
he knows not: and that which is known in confession, is, as it
were, unknown, since a man knows it, not as man, but as God
knows it. Nevertheless in the cases quoted one should apply
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some kind of remedy, so far as this can be done without di-
vulging the confession, e.g. by admonishing the penitent, and
by watching over the others lest they be corrupted by heresy.
He can also tell the prelate to watch over his flock with great
care, yet so as by neither word nor sign to betray the penitent.

Reply to Objection 2. e precept concerning the secret
of confession follows from the sacrament itself.Wherefore just
as the obligation of making a sacramental confession is of Di-
vine law, so that no human dispensation or command can ab-
solve one therefrom, even so, no man can be forced or permit-
ted by anotherman to divulge the secret of confession. Conse-
quently if he be commanded under pain of excommunication
to be incurred “ipso facto,” to say whether he knows anything
about such and such a sin, he ought not to say it, because he
should assume that the intention of the person in command-
ing him thus, was that he should say what he knew as man.
And even if he were expressly interrogated about a confession,
he ought to say nothing, nor would he incur the excommuni-
cation, for he is not subject to his superior, save as a man, and
he knows this not as a man, but as God knows it.

Reply toObjection 3.Aman is not called upon towitness
except as a man, wherefore without wronging his conscience
he can swear that he knows not, what he knows only as God
knows it. In like manner a superior can, without wronging his
conscience, leave a sin unpunished which he knows only as
God knows it, or he may forbear to apply a remedy, since he is
not bound to apply a remedy, except according as it comes to
his knowledge.Wherefore with regard tomatters which come
to his knowledge in the tribunal of Penance, he should apply
the remedy, as far as he can, in the same court: thus as to the
case in point, the abbot should advise the prior to resign his
office, and if the latter refuse, he can absolve him from the pri-
orship on some other occasion, yet so as to avoid all suspicion
of divulging the confession.

Reply toObjection 4. A man is rendered unworthy of ec-
clesiastical preferment, bymanyother causes besides sin, for in-
stance, by lack of knowledge, age, or the like: so that by raising
an objection one does not raise a suspicion of crime or divulge
the secret of confession.

Suppl. q. 11 a. 2Whether the seal of confession extends to other matters than those which have reference to
confession?

Objection 1. It would seem that the seal of confession ex-
tends to other matters besides those which have reference to
confession. For sins alone have reference to confession. Now
sometimes besides sins other matters are told which have no
reference to confession. erefore, since such things are told
to the priest, as to God, it seems that the seal of confession ex-
tends to them also.

Objection 2. Further, sometimes one person tells another
a secret, which the latter receives under the seal of confession.
erefore the seal of confession extends to matters having no
relation to confession.

On the contrary,e seal of confession is connected with
sacramental confession. But those things which are connected
with a sacrament, do not extend outside the bounds of the
sacrament. erefore the seal of confession does not extend to
matters other than those which have reference to sacramental

confession.
I answer that, e seal of confession does not extend di-

rectly to other matters than those which have reference to
sacramental confession, yet indirectly matters also which are
not connected with sacramental confession are affected by the
seal of confession, those, for instance, which might lead to the
discovery of a sinner or of his sin. Nevertheless these matters
also must be most carefully hidden, both on account of scan-
dal, and to avoid leading others into sin through their becom-
ing familiar with it.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.A confidence ought not easily to be

accepted in thisway: but if it be done the secretmust be kept in
the way promised, as though one had the secret through con-
fession, though not through the seal of confession.

Suppl. q. 11 a. 3Whether the priest alone is bound by the seal of confession?

Objection 1. It would seem that not only the priest is
bound by the seal of confession. For sometimes a priest hears a
confession through an interpreter, if there be an urgent reason
for so doing. But it seems that the interpreter is bound to keep
the confession secret. erefore one who is not a priest knows
something under the seal of confession.

Objection 2. Further, it is possible sometimes in cases of
urgency for a layman to hear a confession. But he is bound to
secrecy with regard to those sins, since they are told to him as
to God. erefore not only the priest is bound by the seal of

confession.
Objection 3. Further, it may happen that a man pretends

to be a priest, so that by this deceit he may know what is on
another’s conscience: and it would seem that he also sins if he
divulges the confession.erefore not only the priest is bound
by the seal of confession.

On the contrary, A priest alone is the minister of this
sacrament. But the seal of confession is connected with this
sacrament. erefore the priest alone is bound by the seal of
confession.
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Further, the reasonwhy aman is bound to keep secretwhat
he hears in confession, is because he knows them, not as man
but as God knows them. But the priest alone is God’s minister.
erefore he alone is bound to secrecy.

I answer that, e seal of confession affects the priest as
minister of this sacrament: which seal is nothing else than the
obligation of keeping the confession secret, even as the key is

the power of absolving. Yet, as one who is not a priest, in a par-
ticular case has a kind of share in the act of the keys, when he
hears a confession in a case of urgency, so also does he have a
certain share in the act of the seal of confession, and is bound
to secrecy, though, properly speaking, he is not bound by the
seal of confession.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Suppl. q. 11 a. 4Whether by the penitent’s permission, a priest may reveal to another a sin which he knows
under the seal of confession?

Objection 1. It would seem that a priest may not, by the
penitent’s permission, reveal to another a sin which he knows
under the seal of confession. For an inferior may not do what
his superior may not. Now the Pope cannot give permission
for anyone to divulge a sin which he knows through confes-
sion. Neither therefore can the penitent give him such a per-
mission.

Objection 2. Further, that which is instituted for the com-
mon good of the Church cannot be changed at the will of an
individual. Now the secrecy of confession was instituted for
the good of the whole Church, in order that men might have
greater confidence in approaching the confessional. erefore
the penitent cannot allow the priest to divulge his confession.

Objection 3. Further, if the priest could grant such a per-
mission, this would seem to palliate the wickedness of bad
priests, for theymight pretend to have received the permission
and so they might sin with impunity, which would be unbe-
coming.erefore it seems that the penitent cannot grant this
permission.

Objection 4. Further, the one towhom this sin is divulged
does not know that sin under the seal of confession, so that he
may publish a sin which is already blotted out, which is unbe-
coming. erefore this permission cannot be granted.

On the contrary, If the sinner consent, a superior may re-
fer him by letter to an inferior priest. erefore with the con-
sent of the penitent, the priest may reveal a sin of his to an-
other.

Further, whosoever can do a thing of his own authority,
can do it through another. But the penitent can by his own au-

thority reveal his sin to another.erefore he cando it through
the priest.

I answer that ere are two reasons for which the priest is
bound tokeep a sin secret: first and chiefly, because this very se-
crecy is essential to the sacrament, in so far as the priest knows
that sin, as it is known toGod,Whose place he holds in confes-
sion: secondly, in order to avoid scandal.Now the penitent can
make the priest know, as a man, what he knew before only as
God knows it, and he does this when he allows him to divulge
it: so that if the priest does reveal it, he does not break the seal
of confession.Nevertheless he should beware of giving scandal
by revealing the sin, lest he be deemed to have broken the seal.

Reply to Objection 1. e Pope cannot permit a priest to
divulge a sin, because he cannotmake him to know it as aman,
whereas he that has confessed it, can.

Reply toObjection2.When that is toldwhichwas known
through another source, that which is instituted for the com-
mongood is not done awaywith, because the seal of confession
is not broken.

Reply to Objection 3. is does not bestow impunity on
wicked priests, because they are in danger of having to prove
that they had the penitent’s permission to reveal the sin, if they
should be accused of the contrary.

Reply toObjection4.He that is informedof a sin through
the priest with the penitent’s consent, shares in an act of the
priest’s, so that the same applies to him as to an interpreter,
unless perchance the penitent wish him to know it uncondi-
tionally and freely.

Suppl. q. 11 a. 5Whether a man may reveal that which he knows through confession and through some other
source besides?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man may not reveal
what he knows through confession and through some other
source besides. For the seal of confession is not broken unless
one reveals a sin known through confession. If therefore aman
divulges a sin which he knows through confession, no matter
how he knows it otherwise, he seems to break the seal.

Objection 2. Further, whoever hears someone’s confes-
sion, is under obligation to him not to divulge his sins. Now
if one were to promise someone to keep something secret, he
would be bound to do so, even if he knew it through some

other source. erefore a man is bound to keep secret what he
knows through the confession, nomatter howhe knows it oth-
erwise.

Objection 3. Further, the stronger of two things draws the
other to itself. Now the knowledge whereby a man knows a
sin as God knows it, is stronger and more excellent than the
knowledge whereby he knows a sin as man. erefore it draws
the latter to itself: and consequently a man cannot reveal that
sin, because this is demanded by his knowing it as God knows
it.
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Objection 4. Further, the secrecy of confession was in-
stituted in order to avoid scandal, and to prevent men being
shy of going to confession. But if a man might say what he
had heard in confession, though he knew it otherwise, scandal
would result all the same.erefore he can nowise say what he
has heard.

On the contrary, No one can put another under a new
obligation, unless he be his superior, who can bind him by a
precept. Now he who knew of a sin by witnessing it was not
bound to keep it secret.erefore he that confesses to him, not
being his superior, cannot put him under an obligation of se-
crecy by confessing to him.

Further, the justice of the Church would be hindered if a
man, in order to escape a sentence of excommunication, in-
curred on account of some sin, ofwhich he has been convicted,
were to confess to the person who has to sentence him. Now
the execution of justice falls under a precept. erefore a man
is not bound to keep a sin secret, which he has heard in confes-
sion, but knows from some other source.

I answer that, ere are three opinions about this ques-
tion. For some say that a man can by no means tell another
what he has heard in confession, even if he knew it from some
other source either before or aer the confession: while others
assert that the confession debars him from speaking of what he
knew already, but not from saying what he knew aerwards
and in another way. Now both these opinions, by exaggerat-
ing the seal of confession, are prejudicial to the truth and to
the safeguarding of justice. For a man might be more inclined
to sin, if he had no fear of being accused by his confessor sup-
posing that he repeated the sin in his presence: and further-
more it would bemost prejudicial to justice if a man could not
bear witness to a deed which he has seen committed again af-
ter being confessed to him. Nor does it matter that, as some
say, he ought to declare that he cannot keep it secret, for he

cannot make such a declaration until the sin has already been
confessed to him, and then every priest could, if he wished, di-
vulge a sin, bymaking such a declaration, if this made him free
to divulge it. Consequently there is a third and truer opinion,
viz. that what a man knows through another source either be-
fore or aer confession, he is not bound to keep secret, in so
far as he knows it as a man, for he can say: “I know so end so
since I saw it.” But he is bound to keep it secret in so far as he
knows it as God knows it, for he cannot say: “I heard so and
so in confession.” Nevertheless, on account of the scandal he
should refrain from speaking of it unless there is an urgent rea-
son.

Reply to Objection 1. If a man says that he has seen what
he has heard in the confessional, he does not reveal what he
heard in confession, save indirectly: even as one who knows
something through hearing and seeing it, does not, properly
speaking, divulge what he saw, if he says he heard it, but only
indirectly, because he says he has heard what he incidentally
saw. Wherefore he does not break the seal of confession.

Reply to Objection 2. e confessor is not forbidden to
reveal a sin simply, but to reveal it as heard in confession: for
in no case is he allowed to say that he has heard it in the con-
fessional.

Reply toObjection 3.is is true of things that are in op-
position to one another: whereas to know a sin as God knows
it, and to know it as man knows it, are not in opposition; so
that the argument proves nothing.

Reply toObjection 4. It would not be right to avoid scan-
dal so as to desert justice: for the truth should not be gainsayed
for fear of scandal. Wherefore when justice and truth are in
the balance, a man should not be deterred by the fear of giving
scandal, from divulging what he has heard in confession, pro-
vided he knows it from some other source: although he ought
to avoid giving scandal, as far as he is able.
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Of Satisfaction, As to Its Nature

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider satisfaction; about which four things have to be considered: (1) Its nature; (2) Its possibility; (3) Its
quality; (4) e means whereby man offers satisfaction to God.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether satisfaction is a virtue or an act of virtue?
(2) Whether it is an act of justice?
(3) Whether the definition of satisfaction contained in the text is suitable?

Suppl. q. 12 a. 1Whether satisfaction is a virtue or an act of virtue?

Objection 1. It would seem that satisfaction is neither a
virtue nor an act of virtue. For every act of virtue is meritori-
ous; whereas, seemingly, satisfaction is not, since merit is gra-
tuitous, while satisfaction answers to a debt. erefore satis-
faction is not an act of virtue.

Objection 2. Further, every act of virtue is voluntary.
But sometimes a man has to make satisfaction for something
against his will, as when anyone is punished by the judge for
an offense against another. erefore satisfaction is not an act
of virtue.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 13): “Choice holds the chief place inmoral virtue.”
But satisfaction is not an act of choice but regards chiefly ex-
ternal works. erefore it is not an act of virtue.

On the contrary, Satisfaction belongs to penance. Now
penance is a virtue. erefore satisfaction is also an act of
virtue.

Further, none but an act of virtue has the effect of blotting
out sin, for one contrary is destroyed by the other. Now satis-
faction destroys sin altogether. erefore it is an act of virtue.

I answer that,An act is said to be the act of a virtue in two
ways. First, materially; and thus any act which implies no mal-
ice, or defect of a due circumstance, may be called an act of
virtue, because virtue can make use of any such act for its end,
e.g. to walk, to speak, and so forth. Secondly, an act is said to
belong to a virtue formally, because its very name implies the
form and nature of virtue; thus to suffer courageously is an act
of courage. Now the formal element in every moral virtue is
the observance of a mean. wherefore every act that implies the
observance of a mean is formally an act of virtue. And since
equality is the mean implied in the name of satisfaction (for

a thing is said to be satisfied by reason of an equal proportion
to something), it is evident that satisfaction also is formally an
act of virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. Although to make satisfaction is
due in itself, yet, in so far as the deed is done voluntarily by the
one who offers satisfaction, it becomes something gratuitous
on the part of the agent, so that he makes a virtue of neces-
sity. For debt diminishes merit through being necessary and
consequently against the will, so that if the will consent to the
necessity, the element of merit is not forfeited.

Reply toObjection2.Anact of virtue demands voluntari-
ness not in the patient but in the agent, for it is his act. Con-
sequently since he on whom the judge wreaks vengeance is the
patient and not the agent as regards satisfaction, it follows that
satisfaction should be voluntary not in him but in the judge as
agent.

Reply to Objection 3. e chief element of virtue can
be understood in two ways. First, as being the chief element
of virtue as virtue, and thus the chief element of virtue de-
notes whatever belongs to the nature of virtue or is most akin
thereto; thus choice andother internal acts hold the chief place
in virtue. Secondly, the chief element of virtue may be taken
as denoting that which holds the first place in such and such
a virtue; and then the first place belongs to that which gives
its determination. Now the interior act, in certain virtues, is
determined by some external act, since choice, which is com-
mon to all virtues, becomes proper to such and such a virtue
through being directed to such and such an act. us it is that
external acts hold the chief place in certain virtues; and this is
the case with satisfaction.

Suppl. q. 12 a. 2Whether satisfaction is an act of justice?

Objection 1. It would seem that satisfaction is not an act
of justice. Because the purpose of satisfaction is that one may
be reconciled to the person offended. But reconciliation, be-
ing an act of love, belongs to charity. erefore satisfaction is
an act of charity and not of justice.

Objection 2. Further, the causes of sin in us are the pas-
sions of the soul, which incline us to evil. But justice, accord-
ing to the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 2,3), is not about passions,
but about operations. Since therefore satisfaction aims at re-
moving the causes of sin, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 15),
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it seems that it is not an act of justice.
Objection 3. Further, to be careful about the future is not

an act of justice but of prudence of which caution is a part.
But it belongs to satisfaction, “to give no opening to the sug-
gestions of sin”*. erefore satisfaction is not an act of justice.

On the contrary, No virtue but justice considers the no-
tion of that which is due. But satisfaction gives due honor to
God, as Anselm states (Cur Deus Homo i). erefore satisfac-
tion is an act of justice.

Further, no virtue save justice establishes equality between
external things. But this is done by satisfaction which estab-
lishes equality between amendment and the previous offense.
erefore satisfaction is an act of justice.

I answer that,According to thePhilosopher (Ethic. v, 3,4),
the mean of justice is considered with regard to an equation
between thing and thing according to a certain proportion.
Wherefore, since the verynameof satisfaction implies an equa-
tion of the kind, because the adverb “satis” [enough] denotes
an equality of proportion, it is evident that satisfaction is for-
mally an act of justice. Now the act of justice, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. v, 2,4), is either an act done by one man
to another, as when a man pays another what he owes him, or
an act done by one man between two others, as when a judge
does justice between two men. When it is an act of justice of
one man to another, the equality is set up in the agent, while
when it is something done between two others, the equality is
set up in the subject that has suffered an injustice. And since
satisfaction expresses equality in the agent, it denotes, prop-
erly speaking, an act of justice of one man to another. Now a
man may do justice to another either in actions and passions
or in external things; even as one may do an injustice to an-
other, either by taking something away, or by a hurtful action.
And since to give is to use an external thing, the act of justice,
in so far as it establishes equality between external things, sig-
nifies, properly speaking, a giving back: but to make satisfac-
tion clearly points to equality between actions, although some-

times one is put for the other. Now equalization concerns only
such things as are unequal, wherefore satisfaction presupposes
inequality among actions, which inequality constitutes an of-
fense; so that satisfaction regards a previous offense. But no
part of justice regards a previous offense, except vindictive jus-
tice, which establishes equality indifferently, whether the pa-
tient be the same subject as the agent, aswhen anyone punishes
himself, or whether they be distinct, as when a judge punishes
anotherman, since vindictive justice deals with both cases.e
same applies to penance, which implies equality in the agent
only, since it is the penitent who holds to the penance [poe-
nam tenet], so that penance is in a way a species of vindictive
justice. is proves that satisfaction, which implies equality in
the agentwith respect to a previous offense, is awork of justice,
as to that part which is called penance.

Reply to Objection 1. Satisfaction, as appears from what
has been said, is compensation for injury inflicted. Wherefore
as the injury inflicted entailed of itself an inequality of jus-
tice, and consequently an inequality opposed to friendship, so
satisfaction brings back directly equality of justice, and conse-
quently equality of friendship. And since an act is elicited by
the habit to whose end it is immediately directed, but is com-
manded by that habit to whose end it is directed ultimately,
hence satisfaction is elicited by justice but is commanded by
charity.

Reply to Objection 2. Although justice is chiefly about
operations, yet it is consequently about passions, in so far as
they are the causes of operations. Wherefore as justice curbs
anger, lest it inflict an unjust injury on another, and concupis-
cence from invading another’s marriage right, so satisfaction
removes the causes of other sins.

Reply to Objection 3. Each moral virtue shares in the act
of prudence, because this virtue completes in it the conditions
essential to virtue, since each moral virtue takes its mean ac-
cording to the ruling of prudence, as is evident from the defi-
nition of virtue given in Ethic. ii, 6.

Suppl. q. 12 a. 3Whether the definition of satisfaction given in the text is suitable?

Objection 1. It would seem that the definition of satis-
faction given in the text (Sent. iv, D, 15) and quoted from
Augustine† is unsuitable—viz. that “satisfaction is to uproot
the causes of sins, and to give no opening to the suggestions
thereof.” For the cause of actual sin is the fomes.‡ But we can-
not remove the “fomes” in this life.erefore satisfaction does
not consist in removing the causes of sins.

Objection 2. Further, the cause of sin is stronger than sin
itself. But man by himself cannot remove sin. Much less there-
fore can he remove the cause of sin; and so the same conclusion
follows.

Objection 3. Further, since satisfaction is a part of

Penance, it regards the past and not the future. Now “to give
no opening to the suggestions of sin” regards the future.ere-
fore it should not be put in the definition of satisfaction.

Objection 4. Further, satisfaction regards a past offense.
Yet nomention is made of this.erefore the definition of sat-
isfaction is unsuitable.

Objection 5. Further, Anselm gives another definition
(Cur Deus homo i): “Satisfaction consists in giving God due
honor,” wherein no reference is made to the things mentioned
by Augustine* in this definition. erefore one or the other is
unsuitable.

Objection6.Further, an innocentman can give due honor

* Cf. Suppl./q. 12/a. 3/obj. 1. † Gennadius Massiliensis, De Eccl. Dogm.
liv. ‡ “Fomes” signifies literally “fuel,” and metaphorically, “incentive.” As
used by the theologian, it denotes the quasi-material element and effect of
original sin, and sometimes goes under the name of “concupiscence,” Cf. Ia
IIae, q. 82, a. 3. * Gennadius, obj. 1. 2502



to God: whereas satisfaction is not compatible with inno-
cence. erefore Anselm’s definition is faulty.

I answer that, Justice aims not only at removing inequal-
ity already existing, by punishing the past fault, but also at
safeguarding equality for the future, because according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 3) “punishments are medicinal.”
Wherefore satisfaction which is the act of justice inflicting
punishment, is a medicine healing past sins and preserving
from future sins: so that when one man makes satisfaction to
another, he offers compensation for the past, and takes heed
for the future. Accordingly satisfaction may be defined in two
ways, first with regard to past sin, which it heals by making
compensation, and thus it is defined as “compensation for an
inflicted injury according to the equality of justice.” e defi-
nition of Anselm amounts to the same, for he says that “satis-
faction consists in giving God due honor”; where duty is con-
sidered in respect of the sin committed. Secondly, satisfaction
may be defined, considered as preserving us from future sins;
and asAugustine (Cf. obj. 1) defines it.Nowpreservation from
bodily sickness is assured by removing the causes from which
the sickness may ensue, for if they be taken away the sickness
cannot follow. But it is not thus in spiritual diseases, for the
free-will cannot be forced, so that even in the presence of their
causes, they can, though with difficulty, be avoided, while they
can be incurred even when their causes are removed.Hence he
puts two things in the definition of satisfaction, viz. removal
of the causes, as to the first, and the free-will’s refusal to sin.

Reply toObjection 1.By “causes”wemust understand the
proximate causes of actual sin, which are twofold: viz. the lust
of sin through the habit or act of a sin that has been given up,
and those things which are called the remnants of past sin; and
external occasions of sin, such as place, bad company and so
forth. Such causes are removed by satisfaction in this life, al-
beit the “fomes,” which is the remote cause of actual sin, is not
entirely removed by satisfaction in this life though it is weak-
ened.

Reply to Objection 2. Since the cause of evil or of priva-
tion (according as it has a cause) is nothing else than a defective
good, and since it is easier to destroy good than to set it up, it
follows that it is easier to uproot the causes of privation and of
evil than to remove the evil itself, which can only be removed
by setting up good, as may be seen in the case of blindness and
its causes. Yet the aforesaid are not sufficient causes of sin, for
sin does not, of necessity, ensue therefrom, but they are occa-
sions of sin. Nor again can satisfaction be made without God’s
help, since it is not possible without charity, as we shall state
further on (q. 14, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 3. Although Penance was primarily
instituted and intended with a view to the past, yet, as a con-
sequence, it regards the future, in so far as it is a safeguarding
remedy; and the same applies to satisfaction.

Reply to Objection 4. Augustine† defined satisfaction, as
made to God, from Whom, in reality, nothing can be taken,
though the sinner, for his own part, takes something away.
Consequently in such like satisfaction, amendment for fu-
ture time is of greater weight than compensation for the past.
Hence Augustine defines satisfaction from this point of view.
And yet it is possible to gauge the compensation for the past
from the heed taken for the future, for the latter regards the
same object as the former, but in the opposite way: since when
looking at the past we detest the causes of sins on account of
the sins themselves, which are the starting-point of the move-
ment of detestation: whereas when taking heed of the future,
we begin from the causes, that by their removal we may avoid
sins the more easily.

Reply to Objection 5. ere is no reason why the same
thing should not be described in different ways according to
the various things found in it: and such is the case here, as ex-
plained above.

Reply toObjection6.Bydebt ismeant the debtwe owe to
Godby reasonof the sinswehave committed, because Penance
regards a debt, as stated above (a. 2).

† Gennadius Massiliensis, De Eccl. Dogm. liv.
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Of the Possibility of Satisfaction

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the possibility of satisfaction, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether man can make satisfaction to God?
(2) Whether one man can make satisfaction for another?

Suppl. q. 13 a. 1Whether man can make satisfaction to God?

Objection 1. It would seem that man cannot make satis-
faction to God. For satisfaction should balance the offense, as
shown above (q. 12, Aa. 2,3). But an offense against God is
infinite, since it is measured by the person against whom it is
committed, for it is a greater offense to strike a prince than any-
one else.erefore, as no action ofman can be infinite, it seems
that he cannot make satisfaction to God.

Objection 2. Further, a slave cannot make compensation
for a debt, since all that he has is his master’s. But we are the
slaves of God, and whatever good we have, we owe to Him.
erefore, as satisfaction is compensation for a past offense, it
seems that we cannot offer it to God.

Objection 3. Further, if all that a man has suffices not to
pay one debt, he cannot pay another debt. Now all that man
is, all that he can do, and all that he has, does not suffice to pay
what he owes for the blessing of creation, wherefore it is writ-
ten (Is. 40:16) that “the wood of Libanus shall not be enough
for a burnt offering*.” erefore by no means can he make sat-
isfaction for the debt resulting from the offense committed.

Objection 4. Further, man is bound to spend all his time
in the service ofGod.Now time once lost cannot be recovered,
wherefore, as Seneca observes (Lib. i, Ep. i, ad Lucilium) loss
of time is a very grievous matter. erefore man cannot make
compensation to God, and the same conclusion follows as be-
fore.

Objection 5. Further, mortal actual sin is more grievous
than original sin. But none could satisfy for original sin unless
he were both God and man. Neither, therefore, can he satisfy
for actual sin.

On the contrary, Jerome† says: “Whoever maintains that
God has commanded anything impossible to man, let him be
anathema.” But satisfaction is commanded (Lk. 3:8): “Bring
forth…fruits worthy of penance.” erefore it is possible to
make satisfaction to God.

Further, God is more merciful than any man. But it is pos-
sible to make satisfaction to a man. erefore it is possible to
make satisfaction to God.

Further, there is due satisfactionwhen the punishment bal-
ances the fault, since “justice is the same as counterpassion,” as
the Pythagoreans said‡. Now punishment may equal the plea-

sure contained in a sin committed. erefore satisfaction can
be made to God.

I answer that, Man becomes God’s debtor in two ways;
first, by reason of favors received, secondly, by reason of sin
committed: and just as thanksgiving or worship or the like re-
gard the debt for favors received, so satisfaction regards the
debt for sin committed. Now in giving honor to one’s parents
or to the gods, as indeed the Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 14),
it is impossible to repay them measure for measure, but it suf-
fices that man repay as much as he can, for friendship does not
demand measure for measure, but what is possible. Yet even
this is equal somewhat, viz. according to proportion, for as the
debt due to God is, in comparison with God, so is what man
can do, in comparison with himself, so that in another way the
form of justice is preserved. It is the same as regards satisfac-
tion. Consequently man cannot make satisfaction to God if
“satis” [enough] denotes quantitative equality; but he can, if it
denote proportionate equality, as explained above, and as this
suffices for justice, so does it suffice for satisfaction.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the offense derived a certain
infinity from the infinity of the Divine majesty, so does sat-
isfaction derive a certain infinity from the infinity of Divine
mercy, in so far as it is quickened by grace, whereby whatever
man is able to repay becomes acceptable. Others, however, say
that the offense is infinite as regards the aversion, and in this
respect it is pardoned gratuitously, but that it is finite as turn-
ing to a mutable good, in which respect it is possible to make
satisfaction for it. But this is not to the point, since satisfac-
tion does not answer to sin, except as this is an offense against
God,which is amatter, not of turning to a creature but of turn-
ing away from God. Others again say that even as regards the
aversion it is possible to make satisfaction for sin in virtue of
Christ’s merit, which was, in a way, infinite. And this comes to
the same as what we said before, since grace is given to believ-
ers through faith in the Mediator. If, however, He were to give
grace otherwise, satisfactionwould suffice in theway explained
above.

Reply to Objection 2. Man, who was made to God’s im-
age, has a certain share of liberty, in so far as he is master of
his actions through his free-will; so that, through acting by his

* Vulg.: ‘Libanus shall not be enough to burn, nor the beasts thereof for a
burnt offering’. † Pelagius, Expos. Fidei adDamasum. ‡ Aristotle, Ethic.
v, 5; Cf. IIa IIae, q. 61, a. 4.
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free-will, he can make satisfaction to God, for though it be-
longs to God, in so far as it was bestowed on him by God, yet
it was freely bestowed on him, that he might be his own mas-
ter, which cannot be said of a slave.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument proves that it is im-
possible to make equivalent satisfaction to God, but not that
it is impossible to make sufficient satisfaction to Him. For
though man owes God all that he is able to give Him, yet it
is not necessary for his salvation that he should actually do the
whole of what he is able to do, for it is impossible for him, ac-
cording to his present state of life, to put forth hiswhole power
into any one single thing, since he has to be heedful about
many things. And so his conduct is subject to a certain mea-

sure, viz. the fulfillment of God’s commandments, over and
above which he can offer something by way of satisfaction.

Reply to Objection 4. ough man cannot recover the
time that is past, he can in the time that follows make com-
pensation for what he should have done in the past, since the
commandment did not exact from him the fulfillment of his
whole power, as stated above (ad 3).

Reply to Objection 5. ough original sin has less of the
nature of sin than actual sin has, yet it is a more grievous evil,
because it is an infection of human nature itself, so that, unlike
actual sin, it could not be expiated by the satisfaction of amere
man.

Suppl. q. 13 a. 2Whether one man can fulfill satisfactory punishment for another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one man cannot fulfill
satisfactory punishment for another. Because merit is requi-
site for satisfaction. Now oneman cannotmerit or demerit for
another, since it is written (Ps. 61:12): “ou wilt render to
every man according to his works.” erefore one man cannot
make satisfaction for another.

Objection 2. Further, satisfaction is condivided with con-
trition and confession. But oneman cannot be contrite or con-
fess for another. Neither therefore can one make satisfaction
for another.

Objection 3. Further, by praying for another one merits
also for oneself. If therefore aman canmake satisfaction for an-
other, he satisfies for himself by satisfying for another, so that
if a man satisfy for another he need not make satisfaction for
his own sins.

Objection4.Further, if one can satisfy for another, as soon
as he takes the debt of punishment on himself, this other is
freed from his debt. erefore the latter will go straight to
heaven, if he die aer the whole of his debt of punishment has
been taken up by another; else, if he be punished all the same,
a double punishment will be paid for the same sin, viz. by him
who has begun to make satisfaction, and by him who is pun-
ished in Purgatory.

On the contrary, It is written (Gal. 6:2): “Bear ye one an-
other’s burdens.” erefore it seems that one can bear the bur-
den of punishment laid upon another.

Further, charity avails more before God than before man.
Now before man, one can pay another’s debt for love of him.
Much more, therefore, can this be done before the judgment
seat of God.

I answer that, Satisfactory punishment has a twofold pur-
pose, viz. to pay thedebt, and to serve as a remedy for the avoid-
ance of sin. Accordingly, as a remedy against future sin, the
satisfaction of one does not profit another, for the flesh of one
man is not tamed by another’s fast; nor does one man acquire
the habit of well-doing, through the actions of another, except
accidentally, in so far as a man, by his good actions, may merit

an increase of grace for another, since grace is the most effi-
cacious remedy for the avoidance of sin. But this is by way of
merit rather than of satisfaction. on the other hand, as regards
the payment of the debt, one man can satisfy for another, pro-
vided he be in a state of charity, so that his works may avail
for satisfaction. Nor is it necessary that he who satisfies for an-
other should undergo a greater punishment than the principal
would have to undergo (as some maintain, who argue that a
man profits more by his own punishment than by another’s),
because punishment derives its power of satisfaction chiefly
from charity wherebyman bears it. And since greater charity is
evidenced by aman satisfying for another than for himself, less
punishment is required of him who satisfies for another, than
of the principal: wherefore we read in the Lives of the Fathers
(v, 5) of one who for love of his brother did penance for a sin
which his brother had not committed, and that on account of
his charity his brother was released from a sin which he had
committed. Nor is it necessary that the one for whom satisfac-
tion is made should be unable tomake satisfaction himself, for
even if he were able, he would be released from his debt when
the other satisfied in his stead. But this is necessary in so far
as the satisfactory punishment is medicinal: so that a man is
not to be allowed to do penance for another, unless there be
evidence of some defect in the penitent, either bodily, so that
he is unable to bear it, or spiritual, so that he is not ready to
undergo it.

Reply toObjection 1.eessential reward is bestowed on
a man according to his disposition, because the fulness of the
sight of Godwill be according to the capacity of those who see
Him.Wherefore just as oneman is not disposed thereto by an-
other’s act, so one man does not merit the essential reward for
another, unless his merit has infinite efficacy, as the merit of
Christ,whereby children come to eternal life throughBaptism.
On the other hand, the temporal punishment due to sin aer
the guilt has been forgiven is not measured according to the
disposition of the man to whom it is due, since sometimes the
better man owes a greater debt of punishment. Consequently
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one man can merit for another as regards release from punish-
ment, and one man’s act becomes another’s, by means of char-
ity whereby we are “all one in Christ” (Gal. 3:28).

Reply to Objection 2. Contrition is ordained against the
guilt which affects a man’s disposition to goodness or malice,
so that oneman is not freed from guilt by another’s contrition.
In like manner by confession a man submits to the sacraments
of the Church: nor can one man receive a sacrament instead
of another, since in a sacrament grace is given to the recipient,
not to another. Consequently there is no comparison between
satisfaction and contrition and confession.

Reply toObjection 3. In the payment of the debt we con-
sider the measure of the punishment, whereas in merit we re-
gard the rootwhich is charity:whereforehe that, through char-

ity, merits for another, at least congruously, merits more for
himself; yet he that satisfies for another does not also satisfy
for himself, because the measure of the punishment does not
suffice for the sins of both, although by satisfying for another
hemerits something greater than the release frompunishment,
viz. eternal life.

Reply to Objection 4. If this man bound himself to un-
dergo a certain punishment, hewould not be released from the
debt before paying it: wherefore he himself will suffer the pun-
ishment, as long as the other makes satisfaction for him: and if
he do not this, then both are debtors in respect of fulfilling this
punishment, one for the sin committed, the other for his omis-
sion, so that it does not follow that one sin is twice punished.
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Of the Quality of Satisfaction

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the quality of satisfaction, under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a man can satisfy for one sin without satisfying for another?
(2) Whether if a man fall into sin aer being contrite for all his sins, he can, now that he has lost charity, satisfy

for his other sins which were pardoned him through his contrition?
(3) Whether a man’s previous satisfaction begins to avail when he recovers charity?
(4) Whether works done without charity merit any good?
(5) Whether such works avail for the mitigation of the pains of hell?

Suppl. q. 14 a. 1Whether a man can satisfy for one sin without satisfying for another?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man can satisfy for one
sinwithout satisfying for another. Becausewhen several things
are not connected together one can be taken away without an-
other. Now sins are not connected together, else whoever had
one would have them all. erefore one sin can be expiated by
satisfaction, without another.

Objection2.Further,God ismoremerciful thanman. But
man accepts the payment of one debt without the payment of
another. erefore God accepts satisfaction for one sin with-
out the other.

Objection 3. Further, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 15),
“satisfaction is to uproot the causes of sin, and give no opening
to the suggestions thereof.” Now this can be done with regard
to one sin and not another, as when a mall curbs his lust and
perseveres in covetousness.erefore we canmake satisfaction
for one sin without satisfying for another.

On the contrary,e fast of those who fasted “for debates
and strifes” (Is. 58:4,5)was not acceptable toGod, though fast-
ing be a work of satisfaction. Now satisfaction cannot bemade
save byworks that are acceptable toGod.erefore he that has
a sin on his conscience cannot make satisfaction to God.

Further, satisfaction is a remedy for the healing of past sins,
and for preserving from future sins, as stated above (q. 12,
a. 3). But without grace it is impossible to avoid sins. ere-
fore, since each sin excludes grace, it is not possible to make
satisfaction for one sin and not for another.

I answer that, Some have held that it is possible to make
satisfaction for one sin andnot for another, as theMaster states
(Sent. iv, D, 15). But this cannot be. For since the previous of-
fense has to be removed by satisfaction, the mode of satisfac-
tion must needs be consistent with the removal of the offense.

Now removal of offense is renewal of friendship: wherefore if
there be anything to hinder the renewal of friendship there can
be no satisfaction. Since, therefore, every sin is a hindrance to
the friendship of charity, which is the friendship of man for
God, it is impossible for man to make satisfaction for one sin
while holding to another: even as neither would a man make
satisfaction to another for a blow, if while throwing himself at
his feet he were to give him another.

Reply to Objection 1. As sins are not connected together
in some single one, a man can incur one without incurring
another; whereas all sins are remitted by reason of one same
thing, so that the remissions of various sins are connected to-
gether. Consequently satisfaction cannot be made for one and
not for another.

Reply to Objection 2. When a man is under obligation
to another by reason of a debt, the only inequality between
them is that which is opposed to justice, so that for restitu-
tion nothing further is required than that the equality of jus-
tice should be reinstated, and this can be done in respect of one
debt without another. But when the obligation is based on an
offense, there is inequality not only of justice but also of friend-
ship, so that for the offense to be removed by satisfaction, not
only must the equality of justice be restored by the payment
of a punishment equal to the offense, but also the equality of
friendship must be reinstated, which is impossible so long as
an obstacle to friendship remains.

Reply toObjection3.By itsweight, one sin drags us down
to another, as Gregory says (Moral. xxv): so that when a man
holds to one sin, he does not sufficiently cut himself off from
the causes of further sin.
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Suppl. q. 14 a. 2Whether, when deprived of charity, a man canmake satisfaction for sins for which he was pre-
viously contrite?

Objection 1. It would seem that if a man fall into sin aer
being contrite for all his sins, he can, now that he has lost char-
ity, satisfy for his other sins which were already pardoned him
through his contrition. For Daniel said to Nabuchodonosor
(Dan. 4:24): “Redeem thou thy sins with alms.” Yet he was still
a sinner, as is shown by his subsequent punishment. erefore
a man can make satisfaction while in a state of sin.

Objection 2. Further, “Man knoweth not whether he be
worthy of love or hatred” (Eccles. 9:1). If therefore one cannot
make satisfaction unless one be in a state of charity, it would be
impossible to knowwhether one hadmade satisfaction, which
would be unseemly.

Objection 3. Further, a man’s entire action takes its form
from the intention which he had at the beginning. But a peni-
tent is in a state of charity when he begins to repent.erefore
his whole subsequent satisfaction will derive its efficacy from
the charity which quickens his intention.

Objection 4. Further, satisfaction consists in a certain
equalization of guilt to punishment. But these things can be
equalized even in one who is devoid of charity. erefore, etc.

On the contrary, “Charity covereth all sins” (Prov. 10:12).
But satisfaction has the power of blotting out sins. erefore
it is powerless without charity.

Further, the chief work of satisfaction is almsdeeds. But
alms given by one who is devoid of charity avail nothing, as is
clearly stated 1 Cor. 13:3, “If I should distribute all my goods
to feed the poor…and have not charity, it profiteth me noth-
ing.” erefore there can be no satisfaction with mortal sin.

I answer that, Some have said that if, when all a man’s
sins have been pardoned through contrition, and before he has
made satisfaction for them, he falls into sin, and then makes
satisfaction, such satisfaction will be valid, so that if he die in

that sin, he will not be punished in hell for the other sins.
But this cannot be, because satisfaction requires the re-

instatement of friendship and the restoration of the equality
of justice, the contrary of which destroys friendship, as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. ix, 1,3). Now in satisfaction made
to God, the equality is based, not on equivalence but rather
on God’s acceptation: so that, although the offense be already
removed by previous contrition, theworks of satisfactionmust
be acceptable toGod, and for this they are dependent on char-
ity. Consequently works done without charity are not satisfac-
tory.

Reply to Objection 1. Daniel’s advice meant that he
should give up sin and repent, and so make satisfaction by giv-
ing alms.

Reply to Objection 2. Even as man knows not for certain
whether he had charity when making satisfaction, or whether
he has it now, so too he knows not for certainwhether hemade
full satisfaction: wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 5:5): “Be not
without fear about sin forgiven.” And yet man need not, on
account of that fear, repeat the satisfaction made, if he is not
conscious of a mortal sin. For although he may not have ex-
piated his punishment by that satisfaction, he does not incur
the guilt of omission through neglecting to make satisfaction;
even as he who receives the Eucharist without being conscious
of a mortal sin of which he is guilty, does not incur the guilt of
receiving unworthily.

Reply to Objection 3. His intention was interrupted by
his subsequent sin, so that it gives no virtue to the works done
aer that sin.

Reply to Objection 4. Sufficient equalization is impossi-
ble both as to the Divine acceptation and as to equivalence: so
that the argument proves nothing.

Suppl. q. 14 a. 3Whether previous satisfaction begins to avail aer man is restored to charity?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatwhen amanhas recovered
charity his previous satisfaction begins to avail, because a gloss
on Lev. 25:25, “If thy brother being impoverished,” etc., says
that “the fruit of a man’s good works should be counted from
the time when he sinned.” But they would not be counted, un-
less they derived some efficacy from his subsequent charity.
erefore they begin to avail aer he recovers charity.

Objection 2. Further, as the efficacy of satisfaction is hin-
dered by sin, so the efficacy of Baptism is hindered by insin-
cerity. Now Baptism begins to avail when insincerity ceases.
erefore satisfaction begins to avail when sin is taken away.

Objection 3. Further, if a man is given as a penance for the
sins he has committed, to fast for several days, and then, aer
falling again into sin, he completes his penance, he is not told,
when he goes to confession a second time, to fast once again.

But he would be told to do so, if he did not fulfill his duty
of satisfaction by them. erefore his previous works become
valid unto satisfaction, through his subsequent repentance.

On the contrary, Works done without charity were not
satisfactory, through being deadworks. But they are not quick-
ened by penance. erefore they do not begin to be satisfac-
tory.

Further, charity does not quicken a work, unless in some
way that work proceeds therefrom. But works cannot be ac-
ceptable to God, and therefore cannot be satisfactory, unless
they be quickened by charity. Since then the works done with-
out charity, in no way proceeded from charity, nor ever can
proceed therefrom, they can by no means count towards satis-
faction.

I answer that, Some have said that works done while in a

2508



state of charity, which are called living works, are meritorious
in respect of eternal life, and satisfactory in respect of paying
off the debt of punishment; and that by subsequent charity,
works done without charity are quickened so as to be satisfac-
tory, but not so as to be meritorious of eternal life. But this is
impossible, because works done in charity produce both these
effects for the same reason, viz. because they are pleasing to
God:wherefore just as charity by its advent cannotmakeworks
done without charity to be pleasing in one respect, so neither
can it make them pleasing in the other respect.

Reply to Objection 1. is means that the fruits are reck-
oned, not from the time when he was first in sin, but from
the time when he ceased to sin, when, to wit, he was last in
sin; unless he was contrite as soon as he had sinned, and did
many good actions before he confessed.Orwemay say that the
greater the contrition the more it alleviates the punishment,
and the more good actions a man does while in sin, the more
he disposes himself to the grace of contrition, so that it is prob-
able that he owes a smaller debt of punishment. For this reason
the priest should use discretion in taking them into account, so
as to give him a lighter penance, according as he finds him bet-

ter disposed.
Reply toObjection2.Baptism imprints a character on the

soul, whereas satisfaction does not. Hence on the advent of
charity, which removes both insincerity and sin, it causes Bap-
tism to have its effect, whereas it does not do this for satisfac-
tion. Moreover Baptism confers justification in virtue of the
deed [ex opere operato] which is not man’s deed but God’s,
wherefore it does not become a lifeless deed as satisfaction
does, which is a deed of man.

Reply toObjection 3. Sometimes satisfaction is such as to
leave an effect in the person who makes satisfaction, even af-
ter the act of satisfaction has been done; thus fasting leaves the
body weak, and almsdeeds result in a diminution of a person’s
substance, and so on. In such cases there is no need to repeat
the works of satisfaction if they have been donewhile in a state
of sin, because through penance they are acceptable to God in
the result they leave behind. But when a work of satisfaction
leaves behind no effect in the person that does satisfaction, it
needs to be repeated, as in the case of prayer and so forth. Inte-
rior works, since they pass away altogether, are nowise quick-
ened, and must be repeated.

Suppl. q. 14 a. 4Whether works done without charity merit any, at least temporal, good?

Objection1. It would seem thatworks donewithout char-
ity merit some, at least a temporal, good. For as punishment is
to the evil act, so is reward to a good act. Now no evil deed is
unpunished by God the just judge. erefore no good deed is
unrewarded, and so every good deed merits some good.

Objection 2. Further, reward is not given except formerit.
Now some reward is given for works done without charity,
wherefore it is written (Mat. 6:2,5,16) of those who do good
actions for the sake of human glory, that “they have received
their reward.” erefore those works merit some good.

Objection 3. Further, if there be two men both in sin, one
of whom does many deeds that are good in themselves and in
their circumstances, while the other does none, they are not
equally near to the reception of good things from Gods else
the latter need not be advised to do any good deeds. Now he
that is nearer to God receives more of His good things. ere-
fore the former, on account of his good works, merits some
good from God.

On the contrary, Augustine says that “the sinner is not
worthy of the bread he eats.” erefore he cannot merit any-
thing from God.

Further, he that is nothing, can merit nothing. But a sin-
ner, through not having charity, is nothing in respect of spir-
itual being, according to 1 Cor. 13:2. erefore he can merit
nothing.

I answer that,Properly speaking amerit is an action on ac-
count of which it is just that the agent should be given some-
thing. Now justice is twofold: first, there is justice properly so
called, which regards something due on the part of the recipi-

ent. Secondly, there is metaphorical justice, so to speak, which
regards something due on the part of the giver, for it may be
right for the giver to give something to which the receiver has
no claim. In this sense the “fitness of the Divine goodness” is
justice; thus Anselm says (Proslog. x) that “God is just when
He spares the sinner, because this is befitting.” And in this way
merit is also twofold. e first is an act in respect of which
the agent himself has a claim to receive something, and this
is called merit of “condignity.” e second is an act the result
of which is that there is a duty of giving in the giver by rea-
son of fittingness, wherefore it is called merit of “congruity.”
Now since in all gratuitous givings, the primary reason of the
giving is love, it is impossible for anyone, properly speaking,
to lay claim to a gi, if he lack friendship. Wherefore, as all
things, whether temporal or eternal, are bestowed on us by the
bounty of God, no one can acquire a claim to any of them,
save through charity towardsGod: so thatworks donewithout
charity are not condignly meritorious of any good from God
either eternal or temporal. But since it is befitting the goodness
of God, that wherever He finds a disposition He should grant
the perfection, a man is said to merit congruously some good
by means of good works done without charity. Accordingly
suchlike works avail for a threefold good, acquisition of tem-
poral goods, disposition to grace, habituation to good works.
Since, however, this is not merit properly so called, we should
grant that such works are not meritorious of any good, rather
than that they are.

Reply to Objection 1. As the Philosopher states (Ethic.
viii, 14), since no matter what a son may do, he can never give
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back to his father the equal of what he has received from him
a father can never become his son’s debtor: and much less can
man make God his debtor on account of equivalence of work.
Consequently no work of ours canmerit a reward by reason of
its measure of goodness, but it can by reason of charity, which
makes friends hold their possessions in common. erefore,
nomatter how good aworkmay be, if it be donewithout char-
ity, it does not give man a claim to receive anything fromGod.
On the other hand, an evil deed deserves an equivalent punish-

ment according to themeasure of itsmalice, becauseno evil has
beendone to us on the part ofGod, like the goodwhichHehas
done. erefore, although an evil deed deserves condign pun-
ishment, nevertheless a good deed without charity does not
merit condign reward.

Reply obj. 2 and 3:ese arguments considermerit of con-
gruity; while the other arguments consider merit of condig-
nity.

Suppl. q. 14 a. 5Whether the aforesaid works avail for the mitigation of the pains of hell?

Objection 1. It would seem that the aforesaid works do
not avail for the mitigation of the pains of hell. For the mea-
sure of punishment in hell will answer to the measure of guilt.
But works done without charity do not diminish the measure
of guilt. Neither, therefore, do they lessen the pains of hell.

Objection 2. Further, the pain of hell, though infinite in
duration, is nevertheless finite in intensity. Now anything fi-
nite is done away with by finite subtraction. If therefore works
done without charity canceled any of the punishment due for
sins, those works might be so numerous, that the pain of hell
would be done away with altogether: which is false.

Objection3.Further, the suffrages of theChurch aremore
efficacious than works done without charity. But, according to
Augustine (Enchiridion cx), “the suffrages of the Church do
not profit the damned in hell.” Much less therefore are those
pains mitigated by works done without charity.

On the contrary, Augustine also says (Enchiridion cx):
“Whomsoever they profit, either receive a full pardon, or at
least find damnation itself more tolerable.”

Further, it is a greater thing to do a good deed than to omit
an evil deed. But the omission of an evil deed always avoids a
punishment, even in onewho lacks charity.Muchmore, there-
fore, do good deeds void punishment.

I answer that,Mitigation of the pains of hell can be under-
stood in twoways: first, as though onewere delivered from the
punishment which he already deserved, and thus, since no one

is delivered frompunishment unless he be absolved from guilt,
(for an effect is not diminished or taken away unless its cause
be diminished or taken away), the pain of hell cannot be miti-
gated by works done without charity, since they are unable to
remove or diminish guilt. Secondly, so that the demerit of pun-
ishment is hindered; and thus the aforesaid works diminish
the pain of hell—first because he who does suchworks escapes
being guilty of omitting them—secondly, because such works
dispose one somewhat to good, so that a man sins from less
contempt, and indeed is drawn away from many sins thereby.

ese works do, howevermerit a diminution or postpone-
ment of temporal punishment, as in the case ofAchab (3Kings
21:27, seqq.), as also the acquisition of temporal goods.

Some, however, say that theymitigate the pains of hell, not
by subtracting any of their substance, but by strengthening the
subject, so that he is more able to bear them. But this is impos-
sible, because there is no strengthening without a diminution
of passibility. Now passibility is according to the measure of
guilt, wherefore if guilt is not removed, neither can the subject
be strengthened.

Some again say that the punishment is mitigated as to the
remorse of conscience, though not as to the pain of fire. But
neither will this stand, because as the pain of fire is equal to
the guilt, so also is the pain of the remorse of conscience: so
that what applies to one applies to the other.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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S   T P, Q 15
Of the Means of Making Satisfaction

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the means of making satisfaction, under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether satisfaction must be made by means of penal works?
(2) Whether the scourges whereby God punishes man in this life, are satisfactory?
(3) Whether the works of satisfaction are suitably reckoned, by saying that there are three, viz. almsdeeds, fast-

ing, and prayer?

Suppl. q. 15 a. 1Whether satisfaction must be made by means of penal works?

Objection 1. It would seem that satisfaction need not be
made by means of penal works. For satisfaction should make
compensation for the offense committed against God. Now,
seemingly, no compensation is given to God by penal works,
for God does not delight in our sufferings, as appears from
Tob. 3:22. erefore satisfaction need not be made by means
of penal works.

Objection 2. Further, the greater the charity from which
a work proceeds, the less penal is that work, for “charity hath
no pain*” according to 1 Jn. 4:18. If therefore works of satis-
faction need to be penal, the more they proceed from charity,
the less satisfactory will they be: which is false.

Objection3.Further, “Satisfaction,” asAnselm states (Cur
Deus homo i) “consists in giving due honor to God.” But this
can be done by other means than penal works. erefore satis-
faction needs not to be made by means of penal works.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Hom. in Evang. xx): “It is
just that the sinner, by his repentance, should inflict on himself
so much the greater suffering, as he has brought greater harm
on himself by his sin.”

Further, the wound caused by sin should be perfectly
healed by satisfaction.Nowpunishment is the remedy for sins,
as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ii, 3). erefore satisfaction
should be made by means of penal works.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 12, a. 3), satisfaction re-
gards both the past offense, for which compensation is made
by its means, and also future sin wherefrom we are preserved
thereby: and in both respects satisfaction needs to be made by
means of penal works. For compensation for an offense im-
plies equality, which must needs be between the offender and
the person whom he offends. Now equalization in human jus-
tice consists in taking away from one that which he has too

much of, and giving it to the person from whom something
has been taken.And, althoughnothing canbe taken away from
God, so far as He is concerned, yet the sinner, for his part,
deprives Him of something by sinning as stated above (q. 12,
Aa. 3,4). Consequently, in order that compensation be made,
something byway of satisfaction thatmay conduce to the glory
ofGodmust be taken away from the sinner. Now a goodwork,
as such, does not deprive the agent of anything, but perfects
him: so that the deprivation cannot be effected by a goodwork
unless it be penal. erefore, in order that a work be satisfac-
tory it needs to be good that it may conduce to God’s honor,
and it must be penal, so that something may be taken away
from the sinner thereby.

Again punishment preserves from future sin, because a
man does not easily fall back into sin when he has had experi-
ence of the punishment.Wherefore, according to the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. ii, 3) punishments are medicinal.

Reply to Objection 1. ough God does not delight in
our punishments as such, yet He does, in so far as they are just,
and thus they can be satisfactory.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as, in satisfaction, we have to
note the penality of the work, so, in merit, we must observe
its difficulty. Now if the difficulty of the work itself be dimin-
ished, other things being equal, the merit is also diminished;
but if the difficulty be diminished on the part of the prompti-
tude of the will, this does not diminish themerit, but increases
it; and, in like manner, diminution of the penality of a work,
on account of the will being made more prompt by charity,
does not lessen the efficacy of satisfaction, but increases it.

Reply toObjection3.atwhich is due for sin is compen-
sation for the offense, and this cannot be done without pun-
ishment of the sinner. It is of this debt that Anselm speaks.

* Vulg.: ‘Perfect charity casteth out fear, because fear hath pain’.
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Suppl. q. 15 a. 2Whether the scourges of the present life are satisfactory?

Objection 1. It would seem that the scourges whereby we
are punished by God in this life, cannot be satisfactory. For
nothing but what is meritorious can be satisfactory, as is clear
from what has been said (q. 14, a. 2). But we do not merit ex-
cept by what is in our own power. Since therefore the scourges
withwhichGodpunishes us are not in our power, it seems that
they cannot be satisfactory.

Objection2.Further, only the goodmake satisfaction. But
these scourges are inflicted on the wicked also, and are de-
served by them most of all. erefore they cannot be satisfac-
tory.

Objection 3. Further, satisfaction regards past sins. But
these scourges are sometimes inflicted on those who have no
sins, as in the case of Job. erefore it seems that they are not
satisfactory.

On the contrary, It is written (Rom. 5:3,4): “Tribulation
worketh patience, and patience trial, i.e. deliverance from sin,”
as a gloss explains it.

Further, Ambrose says (Super Ps. 118): “Although faith,”
i.e. the consciousness of sin, “be lacking, the punishment satis-
fies.” erefore the scourges of this life are satisfactory.

I answer that, Compensation for a past offense can be en-
forced either by the offender or by another. When it is en-
forced by another, such compensation is of a vindictive rather
than of a satisfactory nature, whereas when it is made by the
offender, it is also satisfactory. Consequently, if the scourges,
which are inflicted by God on account of sin, become in some

way the act of the sufferer they acquire a satisfactory character.
Now they become the act of the sufferer in so far as he accepts
them for the cleansing of his sins, by taking advantage of them
patiently. If, however, he refuse to submit to them patiently,
then they do not become his personal act in any way, and are
not of a satisfactory, but merely of a vindictive character.

Reply toObjection 1.Although these scourges are not al-
together in our power, yet in some respect they are, in so far as
we use them patiently. In this way man makes a virtue of ne-
cessity, so that such things can become both meritorious and
satisfactory.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine observes (De Civ.
Dei i, 8), even as “the same fire makes gold glisten and straw
reek,” so by the same scourges are the good cleansed and
the wicked worsened on account of their impatience. Hence,
though the scourges are common to both, satisfaction is only
on the side of the good.

Reply to Objection 3. ese scourges always regard past
guilt, not always the guilt of the person, but sometimes the
guilt of nature. For had there not been guilt in human nature,
there would have been no punishment. But since guilt pre-
ceded in nature, punishment is inflicted by God on a person
without the person’s fault, that his virtue may be meritorious,
and that he may avoid future sin. Moreover, these two things
are necessary in satisfaction. For theworkneeds to bemeritori-
ous, that honormaybe given toGod, and itmust be a safeguard
of virtue, that we may be preserved from future sins.

Suppl. q. 15 a. 3Whether the works of satisfaction are suitably enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the works of satisfac-
tion are unsuitably enumerated by saying that there are three,
viz. almsdeeds, fasting, and prayer. For a work of satisfaction
should be penal. But prayer is not penal, since it is a remedy
against penal sorrow, and is a source of pleasure, wherefore it
is written ( James 5:13): “Is any of you sad? Let him pray. Is he
cheerful in mind? Let him sing.” erefore prayer should not
be reckoned among the works of satisfaction.

Objection 2. Further, every sin is either carnal or spiritual.
Now, as Jerome says on Mk. 9:28, “is kind” of demons “can
go out by nothing, but by prayer and fasting: Diseases of the
body are healed by fasting, diseases of the mind, by prayer.”
erefore no other work of satisfaction is necessary.

Objection 3. Further, satisfaction is necessary in order for
us to be cleansed from our sins. But almsgiving cleanses from
all sins, according to Lk. 11:41: “Give alms, and behold all
things are clean unto you.” erefore the other two are in ex-
cess.

Objection4.Ontheother hand, it seems that there should
bemore. For contrary heals contrary. But there are manymore
than three kinds of sin. erefore more works of satisfaction

should be enumerated.
Objection 5. Further, pilgrimages and scourgings are also

enjoined as works of satisfaction, and are not included among
the above. erefore they are not sufficiently enumerated.

I answer that, Satisfaction should be of such a nature as to
involve something taken away from us for the honor of God.
Now we have but three kinds of goods, bodily, spiritual, and
goods of fortune, or external goods. By alms-deeds we deprive
ourselves of some goods of fortune, and by fasting we retrench
goods of the body. As to goods of the soul, there is no need to
deprive ourselves of any of them, either in whole or in part,
since thereby we become acceptable to God, but we should
submit them entirely to God, which is done by prayer.

is number is shown to be suitable in so far as satisfaction
uproots the causes of sin, for these are reckoned to be three (1
Jn. 2:16), viz. “concupiscence of the flesh,” “concupiscence of
the eyes,” and “pride of life.” Fasting is directed against con-
cupiscence of the “flesh,” alms-deeds against concupiscence of
the “eyes,” and “prayer” against “pride of life,” as Augustine says
(Enarr. in Ps. 42).

is number is also shown to be suitable in so far as sat-
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isfaction does not open a way to the suggestions of sin, be-
cause every sin is committed either againstGod, and this is pre-
vented by “prayer,” or against our neighbor, and this is reme-
died by “alms-deeds,” or against ourselves, and this is fore-
stalled by “fasting.”

Reply to Objection 1. According to some, prayer is
twofold. ere is the prayer of contemplatives whose “conver-
sation is in heaven”: and this, since it is altogether delightful,
is not a work of satisfaction. e other is a prayer which pours
forth sighs for sin; this is penal and a part of satisfaction.

It may also be replied, and better, that every prayer has the
character of satisfaction, for though it be sweet to the soul it
is painful to the body, since, as Gregory says (Super Ezech.,
Hom. xiv), “doubtless, when our soul’s love is strengthened,
our body’s strength is weakened”; hence we read (Gn. 32:25)
that the sinew of Jacob’s thigh shrank through his wrestling
with the angel.

Reply to Objection 2. Carnal sin is twofold; one which is
completed in carnal delectation, as gluttony and lust. and, an-
otherwhich is completed in things relating to theflesh, though
it be completed in the delectation of the soul rather than of the
flesh, as covetousness. Hence such like sins are between spiri-

tual and carnal sins, so that they need a satisfaction proper to
them, viz. almsdeeds.

Reply to Objection 3. Although each of these three, by
a kind of likeness, is appropriated to some particular kind of
sin because it is reasonable that, whereby a man sins, in that he
should be punished, and that satisfaction should cut out the
very root of the sin committed, yet each of them can satisfy
for any kind of sin. Hence if a man is unable to perform one
of the above, another is imposed on him, chiefly almsdeeds,
which can take the place of the others, in so far as in those to
whom a man gives alms he purchases other works of satisfac-
tion thereby. Consequently even if almsgiving washes all sins
away, it does not follow that other works are in excess.

Reply to Objection 4. ough there are many kinds of
sins, all are reduced to those three roots or to those three kinds
of sin, to which, as we have said, the aforesaid works of satis-
faction correspond.

Reply toObjection 5.Whatever relates to affliction of the
body is all referred to fasting, andwhatever is spent for the ben-
efit of one’s neighbor is a kind of alms, andwhatever act ofwor-
ship is given toGod becomes a kind of prayer, so that even one
work can be satisfactory in several ways.
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Of ose Who Receive the Sacrament of Penance

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the recipients of the sacrament of Penance: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether penance can be in the innocent?
(2) Whether it can be in the saints in glory?
(3) Whether in the good or bad angels?

Suppl. q. 16 a. 1Whether penance can be in the innocent?

Objection 1. It would seem that penance cannot be in the
innocent. For penance consists in bewailing one’s evil deeds:
whereas the innocent have done no evil. erefore penance
cannot be in them.

Objection 2. Further, the very name of penance [poeni-
tentia] implies punishment [poena]. But the innocent do not
deserve punishment. erefore penance is not in them.

Objection 3. Further, penance coincides with vindictive
justice. But if all were innocent, there would be no room for
vindictive justice.erefore therewouldbenopenance, so that
there is none in the innocent.

On the contrary, All the virtues are infused together. But
penance is a virtue. Since, therefore, other virtues are infused
into the innocent at Baptism, penance is infused with them.

Further, a man is said to be curable though he has never
been sick in body: therefore in likemanner, one who has never
been sick spiritually. Now even as there can be no actual cure
from thewound of sinwithout an act of penance, so is there no
possibility of cure without the habit of penance.erefore one
who has never had the disease of sin, has the habit of penance.

I answer that, Habit comes between power and act: and
since the removal of what precedes entails the removal of what
follows, but not conversely, the removal of the habit ensues

from the removal of the power to act, but not from the removal
of the act. And because removal of the matter entails the re-
moval of the act, since there can be no act without the matter
into which it passes, hence the habit of a virtue is possible in
one for whom the matter is not available, for the reason that it
can be available, so that the habit can proceed to its act—thus
a poorman can have the habit ofmagnificence, but not the act,
because he is not possessed of great wealth which is the matter
of magnificence, but he can be possessed thereof.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the innocent have com-
mitted no sin, nevertheless they can, so that they are compe-
tent to have the habit of penance. Yet this habit can never pro-
ceed to its act, except perhaps with regard to their venial sins,
because mortal sins destroy the habit. Nevertheless it is not
without its purpose, because it is a perfection of the natural
power.

Reply to Objection 2. Although they deserve no punish-
ment actually, yet it is possible for something to be in them for
which they would deserve to be punished.

Reply toObjection 3. So long as the power to sin remains,
there would be room for vindictive justice as to the habit,
though not as to the act, if there were no actual sins.

Suppl. q. 16 a. 2Whether the saints in glory have penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that the saints in glory have
not penance. For, as Gregory says (Moral. iv), “the blessed re-
member their sins, even as we, without grief, remember our
griefs aer we have been healed.” But penance is grief of the
heart. erefore the saints in heaven have not penance.

Objection 2. Further, the saints in heaven are conformed
to Christ. But there was no penance in Christ, since there was
no faith which is the principle of penance.erefore there will
be no penance in the saints in heaven.

Objection 3. Further, a habit is useless if it is not reduced
to its act. But the saints in heaven will not repent actually, be-
cause, if they did, there would be something in them against
their wish. erefore the habit of penance will not be in them.

Objection 4. On the other hand, penance is a part of jus-
tice. But justice is “perpetual and immortal” (Wis. 1:15), and

will remain in heaven. erefore penance will also.
Objection 5. Further, we read in the Lives of the Fathers,

that one of them said that even Abraham will repent of not
having done more good. But one ought to repent of evil done
more than of good le undone, and which one was not bound
to do, for such is the good in question. erefore repentance
will be there of evil done.

I answer that, e cardinal virtues will remain in heaven,
but only as regards the acts which they exercise in respect of
their end. Wherefore, since the virtue of penance is a part of
justice which is a cardinal virtue, whoever has the habit of
penance in this life, will have it in the life to come: but he will
not have the same act as now, but another, viz. thanksgiving to
God for His mercy in pardoning his sins.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument proves that they do
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not have the same act as penance has now; and we grant this.
Reply toObjection 2.Christ could not sin, wherefore the

matter of this virtue was lacking in His respect both actually
and potentially: so that there is no comparison between Him
and others.

Reply to Objection 3. Repentance, properly speaking,
considered as that act of penance which is in this life, will not
be in heaven: and yet the habit will not be without its use, for
it will have another act.

Reply obj. 4,5: We grant the Fourth argument. But since
the Fih Objection proves that there will be the same act of
penance in heaven as now, we answer the latter by saying that
in heaven one will be altogether conformed to the will of God.
Wherefore, as God, by His antecedent will, but not by His
consequent will, wishes that all things should be good, and
therefore that there should be no evil, so is it with the blessed.
It is this will that this holy father improperly calls penance.

Suppl. q. 16 a. 3Whether an angel can be the subject of penance?

Objection 1. It would seem that even a good or bad an-
gel can be a subject of penance. For fear is the beginning
of penance. But fear is in the angels, according to James
2:19: “e devils…believe and tremble.” erefore there can
be penance in them.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 4)
that “evil men are full of repentance, and this is a great punish-
ment for them.” Now the devils are exceeding evil, nor is there
any punishment that they lack. erefore they can repent.

Objection 3. Further, a thing is more easily moved to that
which is according to its nature than to that which is against
its nature: thus water which has by violence been heated, of it-
self returns to its natural property. Now angels can be moved
to sin which is contrary to their common nature. Much more
therefore can they return to that which is in accord with their
nature. But this is done by penance.erefore they are suscep-
tible to penance.

Objection 4. Further, what applies to angels, applies
equally to separated souls, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth.
ii, 4). But there can be penance in separated souls, as some say,
as in the souls of the blessed in heaven. erefore there can be
penance in the angels.

On the contrary, By penance man obtains pardon for the
sin he has committed. But this is impossible in the angels.
erefore they are not subjects of penance.

Further, Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii, 4) that man is
subject to penance on account of theweakness of his body. But
the angels are not united to a body. erefore no penance can
be in them.

I answer that, In us, penance is taken in two senses; first,
as a passion, and thus it is nothing but pain or sorrow on ac-
count of a sin committed: and though, as a passion it is only
in the concupiscible part, yet, by way of comparison, the name
of penance is given to that act of the will, whereby a man de-
tests what he has done, even as love and other passions are spo-
ken of as though they were in the intellectual appetite. Sec-

ondly, penance is taken as a virtue, and in this way its act con-
sists in the detestation of evil done, together with the purpose
of amendment and the intention of expiating the evil, or of
placating God for the offense committed. Now detestation of
evil befits a person according as he is naturally ordained to
good. And since this order or inclination is not entirely de-
stroyed in any creature, it remains even in the damned, and
consequently the passion of repentance, or something like it,
remains in them too, as stated in Wis. 5:3 ”(saying) within
themselves, repenting,” etc.is repentance, as it is not a habit,
but a passion or act, can by no means be in the blessed angels,
who have not committed any sins: but it is in the wicked an-
gels, since the same applies to them as to the lost souls, for, ac-
cording to Damascene (De Fide Orth. ii, 4), “death is to men
what sin is to an angel.” But no forgiveness is possible for the
sin of an angel. Now sin is the proper object of the virtue itself
which we call penance, in so far as it can be pardoned or expi-
ated. erefore, since the wicked angels cannot have the mat-
ter, they have not the power to produce the act, so that neither
can they have the habit. Hence the angels cannot be subjects
of the virtue of penance.

Reply to Objection 1. A certain movement of penance is
engendered in them from fear, but not such as is a virtue.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. Whatever is natural in them is en-

tirely good, and inclines to good: but their free-will is fixed on
evil. And since themovement of virtue and vice follows the in-
clination, not of nature, but of the free-will, there is no need
that there should be movements of virtue in them either actu-
ally or possibly, although they are inclined to good by nature.

Reply toObjection 4.ere is no parity between the holy
angels and the beatified souls, because in the latter there has
been or could have been a sin that could be pardoned, but not
in the former: so that though they are like as to their present
state, they differ as to their previous states, which penance re-
gards directly.
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Of the Power of the Keys
(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the power of the ministers of this sacrament, which power depends on the keys. As to this matter,
in the first place we shall treat of the keys, secondly, of excommunication, thirdly, of indulgences, since these two things are
connected with the power of the keys. e first of these considerations will be fourfold: (1) the nature and meaning of the keys.
(2) the use of the keys; (3) the ministers of the keys; (4) those on whom the use of the keys can be exercised.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there ought to be keys in the Church?
(2) Whether the key is the power of binding and loosing, etc.?
(3) Whether there are two keys or only one?

Suppl. q. 17 a. 1Whether there should be keys in the Church?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no necessity for
keys in the Church. For there is no need for keys that one may
enter a house the door ofwhich is open.But it iswritten (Apoc.
4:1): “I looked and behold a door was opened in heaven,”
which door is Christ, for He said of Himself ( Jn. 10:7): “I am
the door.”erefore theChurchneeds nokeys for the entrance
into heaven.

Objection 2. Further, a key is needed for opening and
shutting. But this belongs to Christ alone, “Who openeth and
no man shutteth, shutteth and no man openeth” (Apoc. 3:7).
erefore the Church has no keys in the hands of her minis-
ters.

Objection 3. Further, hell is opened to whomever heaven
is closed, and vice versa. erefore whoever has the keys of
heaven, has the keys of hell. But the Church is not said to have
the keys of hell. erefore neither has she the keys of heaven.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 16:19): “To thee will
I give the keys of the kingdom of heaven.”

Further, every dispenser should have the keys of the things
that he dispenses. But the ministers of the Church are the dis-
pensers of the divine mysteries, as appears from 1 Cor. 4:1.
erefore they ought to have the keys.

I answer that, Inmaterial things a key is an instrument for
opening a door. Now the door of the kingdom is closed to us
through sin, both as to the stain and as to the debt of punish-
ment. Wherefore the power of removing this obstacle is called
a key. Now this power is in the Divine Trinity by authority;
hence some say that God has the key of “authority.” But Christ
Man had the power to remove the above obstacle, through the
merit ofHis Passion,which also is said to open the door; hence
some say that He has the keys of “excellence.” And since “the
sacraments of which the Church is built, flowed from the side
of Christ while He lay asleep on the cross”*, the efficacy of the
Passion abides in the sacraments of the Church. Wherefore a
certain power for the removal of the aforesaid obstacle is be-

stowed on theministers of the Church, who are the dispensers
of the sacraments, not by their own, but by aDivine power and
by the Passion of Christ. is power is called metaphorically
the Church’s key, and is the key of “ministry.”

Reply to Objection 1. e door of heaven, considered in
itself, is ever open, but it is said to be closed to someone, on
account of some obstacle against entering therein, which is in
himself.e obstacle which the entire human nature inherited
from the sin of the first man was removed by Christ’s Passion;
hence, aer the Passion, John saw an opened door in heaven.
Yet that door still remains closed to this or that man, on ac-
count of the original sin which he has contracted, or the actual
sin which he has committed: hence we need the sacraments
and the keys of the Church.

Reply toObjection 2.is refers toHis closing Limbo, so
that thenceforthnoone should go there, and toHis opening of
Paradise, the obstacle of nature being removed byHis Passion.

Reply toObjection 3.ekeywhereby hell is opened and
closed, is the power of bestowing grace, whereby hell is opened
to man, so that he is taken out from sin which is the door of
hell, and closed, so that by the help of grace man should no
more fall into sin. Now the power of bestowing grace belongs
to God alone, wherefore He kept this key to Himself. But the
key of the kingdom is also the power to remit the debt of tem-
poral punishment, which debt preventsman from entering the
kingdomConsequently the key of the kingdomcanbe given to
man rather than the key of hell, for they are not the same, as is
clear from what has been said. For a man may be set free from
hell by the remission of the debt of eternal punishment, with-
out being at once admitted to the kingdom, on account of his
yet owing a debt of temporal punishment.

It may also be replied, as some state, that the key of heaven
is also the key of hell, since if one is opened to aman, the other,
for that very reason, is closed to him, but it takes its name from
the better of the two.

* Augustine, Enarr. in Ps. 138.
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Suppl. q. 17 a. 2Whether the key is the power of binding and loosing, etc.?

Objection 1. It would seem that the key is not the power
of binding and loosing, whereby “the ecclesiastical judge has to
admit the worthy to the kingdom and exclude the unworthy”
therefrom, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 16). For the spiri-
tual power conferred in a sacrament is the same as the charac-
ter. But the key and the character do not seem to be the same,
since by the character man is referred to God, whereas by the
key he is referred to his subjects. erefore the key is not a
power.

Objection 2. Further, an ecclesiastical judge is only one
who has jurisdiction, which is not given at the same time as or-
ders. But the keys are given in the conferring of orders. ere-
fore there should have been no mention of the ecclesiastical
judge in the definition of the keys.

Objection 3. Further, when a man has something of him-
self, he needs not to be reduced to act by some active power.
Now aman is admitted to the kingdom from the very fact that
he is worthy. erefore it does not concern the power of the
keys to admit the worthy to the kingdom.

Objection 4. Further, sinners are unworthy of the king-
dom. But the Church prays for sinners, that they may go to
heaven. erefore she does not exclude the unworthy, but ad-
mits them, so far as she is concerned.

Objection 5. Further, in every ordered series of agents, the
last end belongs to the principal and not to the instrumen-
tal agent. But the principal agent in view of man’s salvation is
God. erefore admission to the kingdom, which is the last
end, belongs toHim, and not to those who have the keys, who
are as instrumental or ministerial agents.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (De Anima
ii, text. 33), “powers are defined from their acts.” Wherefore,
since the key is a kindof power, it shouldbedefined from its act
or use, and reference to the act should include its object from
which it takes its species, and the mode of acting whereby the
power is shown to be well-ordered. Now the act of the spiri-
tual power is to open heaven, not absolutely, since it is already
open, as stated above (a. 1, ad 1), but for this or that man; and
this cannot be done in an orderly manner without due consid-
eration of the worthiness of the one to be admitted to heaven.
Hence the aforesaid definition of the key gives the genus, viz.
“power,” the subject of the power, viz. the “ecclesiastical judge,”
and the act, viz. “of excluding or admitting,” corresponding to
the two acts of a material key which are to open and shut; the

object of which act is referred to in the words “from the king-
dom,” and the mode, in the words, “worthy” and “unworthy,”
because account is taken of the worthiness or unworthiness of
those on whom the act is exercised.

Reply to Objection 1. e same power is directed to two
things, of which one is the cause of the other, as heat, in fire,
is directed to make a thing hot and to melt it. And since ev-
ery grace and remission in a mystical body comes to it from its
head, it seems that it is essentially the same power whereby a
priest can consecrate, and whereby he can loose and bind, if he
has jurisdiction, and that there is only a logical difference, ac-
cording as it is referred to different effects, even as fire in one
respect is said to have the power of heating, and in another,
the power ofmelting. And because the character of the priestly
order is nothing else than the power of exercising that act to
which thepriestly order is chieflyordained (ifwemaintain that
it is the same as a spiritual power), therefore the character, the
power of consecrating, and the power of the keys are one and
the same essentially, but differ logically.

Reply to Objection 2. All spiritual power is conferred by
some kind of consecration. erefore the key is given together
with the order: yet the use of the key requires due matter, i.e.
a people subject through jurisdiction, so that until he has ju-
risdiction, the priest has the keys, but he cannot exercise the
act of the keys. And since the key is defined from its act, its
definition contains a reference to jurisdiction.

Reply to Objection 3. A person may be worthy to have
something in two ways, either so as to have a right to possess
it, and thus whoever is worthy has heaven already opened to
him—or so that it ismeet that he should receive it, and thus the
power of the keys admits those who are worthy, but to whom
heaven is not yet altogether opened.

Reply to Objection 4. Even as God hardens not by im-
parting malice, but by withholding grace, so a priest is said to
exclude, not as though he placed an obstacle to entrance, but
because he does not remove an obstaclewhich is there, since he
cannot remove it unless God has already removed it.* Hence
God is prayed that He may absolve, so that there may be room
for the priest’s absolution.

Reply to Objection 5. e priest’s act does not bear im-
mediately on the kingdom, but on the sacraments, by means
of which man wins to the kingdom.

* St. omas here follows the opinion of Peter Lombard, and replies in the negative. Later in life he altered his opinion. Cf. IIIa, q. 62, a. 1; IIIa, q. 64, a. 1;
IIIa, q. 86, a. 6.
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Suppl. q. 17 a. 3Whether there are two keys or only one?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not two keys but
only one. For one lock requires but one key. Now the lock for
the removal of which the keys of the Church are required, is
sin. erefore the Church does not require two keys for one
sin.

Objection 2. Further, the keys are given when orders are
conferred. But knowledge is not always due to infusion, but
sometimes is acquired, nor is it possessed by all those who
are ordained, and is possessed by some who are not ordained.
erefore knowledge is not a key, so that there is but one key,
viz. the power of judging.

Objection 3. Further, the power which the priest has over
the mystic body of Christ flows from the power which he
has over Christ’s true body. Now the power of consecrating
Christ’s true body is but one. erefore the power which re-
gards Christ’s mystic body is but one. But this is a key. ere-
fore, etc.

Objection 4. On the other hand, It seems that there are
more than two keys. For just as knowledge and power are req-
uisite forman to act, so is will. But the knowledge of discretion
is reckoned as a key, and so is the power of judging. erefore
the will to absolve should be counted as a key.

Objection 5. Further, all three Divine Persons remit sins.
Now the priest, through the keys, is theminister for the remis-
sionof sins.erefore he shouldhave three keys, so that hemay
be conformed to the Trinity.

I answer that,Whenever an act requires fitness on the part
of the recipient, two things are necessary in the onewho has to
perform the act, viz. judgment of the fitness of the recipient,
and accomplishment of the act. erefore in the act of justice
whereby a man is given what he deserves, there needs to be a
judgment in order to discern whether he deserves to receive.
Again, an authority or power is necessary for both these things,
for we cannot give save what we have in our power; nor can
there be judgment, without the right to enforce it, since judg-
ment is determined to one particular thing, which determina-
tion it derives, in speculative matters, from the first principles
which cannot be gainsaid, and, in practical matters, from the
power of command vested in the one who judges. And since
the act of the key requires fitness in the person on whom it
is exercised—because the ecclesiastical judge, by means of the
key, “admits the worthy and excludes the unworthy,” as may
be seen from the definition given above (a. 2)—therefore the
judge requires both judgment of discretion whereby he judges
a man to be worthy, and also the very act of receiving (that
man’s confession); and for both these things a certain power
or authority is necessary. Accordingly we may distinguish two
keys, the first of which regards the judgment about theworthi-
ness of the person to be absolved, while the other regards the
absolution.

ese two keys are distinct, not in the essence of authority,
since both belong to the minister by virtue of his office, but in
comparison with their respective acts, one of which presup-

poses the other.
Reply to Objection 1. One key is ordained immediately

to the opening of one lock, but it is not unfitting that one key
should be ordained to the act of another. us it is in the case
in point. For it is the second key, which is the power of bind-
ing and loosing, that opens the lock of sin immediately, but the
key of knowledge shows to whom that lock should be opened.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are two opinions about the
key of knowledge. For some say that knowledge considered as
a habit, acquired or infused, is the key in this case, and that it is
not the principal key, but is called a key through being subordi-
nate to another key: so that it is not called a keywhen the other
key is wanting, for instance, in an educated man who is not
a priest. And although priests lack this key at times, through
being without knowledge, acquired or infused, of loosing and
binding, yet sometimes they make use of their natural endeav-
ors, which they who hold this opinion call a little key, so that
althoughknowledge be not bestowed togetherwith orders, yet
with the conferring of orders the knowledge becomes a key
which it was not before. is seems to have been the opinion
of the Master (Sent. iv, D, 19).

But this does not seem to agree with the words of the
Gospel, whereby the keys are promised to Peter (Mat. 16:19),
so that not only one but two are given in orders. For which
reason the other opinion holds that the key is not knowledge
considered as a habit, but the authority to exercise the act
of knowledge, which authority is sometimes without knowl-
edge, while the knowledge is sometimes present without the
authority. is may be seen even in secular courts, for a secu-
lar judge may have the authority to judge, without having the
knowledge of the law, while another man, on the contrary, has
knowledge of the law without having the authority to judge.
And since the act of judging to which a man is bound through
the authoritywhich is vested in him, and not through his habit
of knowledge, cannot be well performed without both of the
above, the authority to judge, which is the key of knowledge,
cannot be accepted without sin by one who lacks knowledge;
whereas knowledge void of authority can be possessedwithout
sin.

Reply to Objection 3. e power of consecrating is di-
rected to only one act of another kind,wherefore it is not num-
bered among the keys, nor is it multiplied as the power of the
keys, which is directed to different acts, although as to the
essence of power and authority it is but one, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 4. Everyone is free to will, so that no
one needs authority to will; wherefore will is not reckoned as
a key.

Reply to Objection 5. All three Persons remit sins in the
same way as one Person, wherefore there is no need for the
priest, who is the minister of the Trinity, to have three keys:
and all the more, since the will, which is appropriated to the
Holy Ghost, requires no key, as stated above (ad 4).
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Of the Effect of the Keys
(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the effect of the keys under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the power of the keys extends to the remission of guilt?
(2) Whether a priest can remit sin as to the punishment?
(3) Whether a priest can bind in virtue of the power of the keys?
(4) Whether he can loose and bind according to his own judgment?

Suppl. q. 18 a. 1Whether the power of the keys extends to the remission of guilt?*

Objection 1. It would seem that the power of the keys ex-
tends to the remission of guilt. For it was said to the disciples
( Jn. 20:23): “Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven
them.” Now this was not said in reference to the declaration
only, as the Master states (Sent. iv, D, 18), for in that case the
priest of the New Testament would have no more power than
the priest of theOldTestament.erefore he exercises a power
over the remission of the guilt.

Objection 2. Further, in Penance grace is given for the re-
missionof sin.Now thepriest is the dispenser of this sacrament
by virtue of the keys. erefore, since grace is opposed to sin,
not on the part of the punishment, but on the part of the guilt,
it seems that the priest operates unto the remission of sin by
virtue of the keys.

Objection 3. Further, the priest receives more power by
his consecration than the baptismal water by its sanctification.
Now the baptismal water receives the power “to touch the
body and cleanse the heart,” as Augustine says (Tract. lxxx in
Joan.). Much more, therefore, does the priest, in his consecra-
tion, receive the power to cleanse the heart from the stain of
sin.

On the contrary,eMaster stated above (Sent. iv, D, 18)
that God has not bestowed on the minister the power to co-
operate with Him in the inward cleansing. Now if he remitted
sins as to the guilt, he would co-operate with God in the in-
ward cleansing. erefore the power of the keys does not ex-
tend to the remission of guilt.

Further, sin is not remitted save by theHolyGhost. But no
man has the power to give the Holy Ghost, as the Master said
above (Sent. i, D, 14). Neither therefore can he remit sins as to
their guilt.

I answer that, According to Hugh (De Sacram. ii), “the
sacraments, by virtue of their sanctification, contain an invisi-
ble grace.”Now this sanctification is sometimes essential to the
sacrament both as regards the matter and as regards the min-
ister, as may be seen in Confirmation, and then the sacramen-
tal virtue is in both together. Sometimes, however, the essence
of the sacrament requires only sanctification of the matter, as

in Baptism, which has no fixed minister on whom it depends
necessarily, and then thewhole virtue of the sacrament is in the
matter.Again, sometimes the essence of the sacrament requires
the consecration or sanctification of the minister without any
sanctification of the matter, and then the entire sacramental
virtue is in theminister, as in Penance. Hence the power of the
keys which is in the priest, stands in the same relation to the ef-
fect of Penance, as the virtue in the baptismal water does to the
effect of Baptism.NowBaptism and the sacrament of Penance
agree somewhat in their effect, since each is directly ordained
against guilt, which is not the case in the other sacraments: yet
they differ in this, that the sacrament of Penance, since the acts
of the recipient are as its matter, cannot be given save to adults,
who need to be disposed for the reception of the sacramental
effect; whereas Baptism is given, sometimes to adults, some-
times to children and others who lack the use of reason, so that
by Baptism children receive grace and remission of sinwithout
any previous disposition, while adults do not, for they require
to be disposed by the removal of insincerity. is disposition
sometimes precedes their Baptism by priority of time, being
sufficient for the reception of grace, before they are actually
baptized, but not before they have come to the knowledge of
the truth and have conceived the desire for Baptism. At other
times this disposition does not precede the reception of Bap-
tism by a priority of time, but is simultaneous with it, and then
the grace of the remission of guilt is bestowed through the re-
ception of Baptism. On the other hand, grace is never given
through the sacrament of Penance unless the recipient be dis-
posed either simultaneously or before.Hence the power of the
keys operates unto the remission of guilt, either through being
desired or through being actually exercised, even as the waters
of Baptism. But just as Baptism acts, not as a principal agent
but as an instrument, and does not go so far as to cause the
reception itself of grace, even instrumentally†, but merely dis-
poses the recipient to the gracewherebyhis guilt is remitted, so
is it with the power of the keys. Wherefore God alone directly
remits guilt, and Baptism acts through His power instrumen-
tally, as an inanimate instrument, and the priest as an animate

* St. omas here follows the opinion of Peter Lombard, and replies in the
negative. Later in life he altered his opinion. Cf. IIIa, q. 62, a. 1; IIIa, q. 64,
a. 1; IIIa, q. 86, a. 6. † See note at beginning of this article.
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instrument, such as a servant is, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 11): and consequently the priest acts as a minis-
ter. Hence it is clear that the power of the keys is ordained,
in a manner, to the remission of guilt, not as causing that re-
mission, but as disposing thereto. Consequently if a man, be-
fore receiving absolution, were not perfectly disposed for the
reception of grace, he would receive grace at the very time of
sacramental confession and absolution, provided he offered no
obstacle. For if the key were in no way ordained to the remis-
sion of guilt, but only to the remission of punishment, as some
hold, it would not be necessary to have a desire of receiving the
effect of the keys in order to have one’s sins forgiven, just as it is
not necessary to have a desire of receiving the other sacraments
which are ordained, not to the remission of guilt, but against
punishment. But this enables us to see that it is not ordained
unto the remission of guilt, because the use of the keys, in or-
der to be effective, always requires a disposition on the part of
the recipient of the sacrament. And the same would apply to
Baptism, were it never given save to adults.

Reply toObjection 1.As theMaster says in the text (Sent.
iv, D, 18), the power of forgiving sins was entrusted to priests,
not that they may forgive them, by their own power, for this
belongs to God, but that, as ministers, they may declare* the
operation of God Who forgives. Now this happens in three
ways. First, by a declaration, not of present, but of future for-
giveness, without co-operating therein in any way: and thus
the sacraments of the Old Law signified the Divine opera-
tion, so that the priest of the Old Law did but declare and

did not operate the forgiveness of sins. Secondly, by a declara-
tionof present forgivenesswithout co-operating in it at all: and
thus some say that the sacraments of the New Law signify the
bestowal of grace, which God gives when the sacraments are
conferred, without the sacraments containing any power pro-
ductive of grace, according to which opinion, even the power
of the keys would merely declare the Divine operation that
has its effect in the remission of guilt when the sacrament is
conferred. irdly, by signifying the Divine operation causing
then and there the remission of guilt, and by co-operating to-
wards this effect dispositively and instrumentally: and then,
according to another and more common opinion, the sacra-
ments of the New Law declare the cleansing effected by God.
In this way also the priest of the New Testament declares the
recipient to be absolved from guilt, because in speaking of the
sacraments, what is ascribed to the power of theministersmust
be consistent with the sacrament. Nor is it unreasonable that
the keys of the Church should dispose the penitent to the re-
missionof his guilt, from the fact that the guilt is already remit-
ted, even as neither is it unreasonable that Baptism, considered
in itself, causes a disposition in one who is already sanctified.

Reply to Objection 2. Neither the sacrament of Penance,
nor the sacrament of Baptism, by its operation, causes grace, or
the remission of guilt, directly, but only dispositively†. Hence
the Reply to the ird Objection is evident.

e other arguments show that the power of the keys does
not effect the remission of guilt directly, and this is to be
granted.

Suppl. q. 18 a. 2Whether a priest can remit sin as to the punishment?

Objection 1. It would seem that a priest cannot remit sin
as to the punishment. For sin deserves eternal and temporal
punishment. But aer the priest’s absolution the penitent is
still obliged to undergo temporal punishment either in Purga-
tory or in this world. erefore the priest does not remit the
punishment in any way.

Objection 2. Further, the priest cannot anticipate the
judgment ofGod. ButDivine justice appoints the punishment
which penitents have to undergo. erefore the priest cannot
remit any part of it.

Objection 3. Further, a man who has committed a slight
sin, is not less susceptible to the power of the keys, than one
who has committed a graver sin. Now if the punishment for
the graver sin be lessened in any way through the priestly ad-
ministrations, it would be possible for a sin to be so slight that
the punishmentwhich it deserves is no greater than thatwhich
has been remitted for the graver sin.erefore the priestwould
be able to remit the entire punishment due for the slight sin:
which is false.

Objection 4. Further, the whole of the temporal punish-

ment due for a sin is of one kind. If, therefore, by a first abso-
lution something is taken away from the punishment, it will
be possible for something more to be taken away by a second
absolution, so that the absolution can be so oen repeated,
that by virtue of the keys the whole punishment will be taken
away, since the second absolution is not less efficacious than
the first: and consequently that sin will be altogether unpun-
ished, which is absurd.

Onthe contrary,ekey is the power of binding and loos-
ing. But the priest can enjoin a temporal punishment. ere-
fore he can absolve from punishment.

Further, the priest cannot remit sin either as to the guilt*,
as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 18), or as to the eternal pun-
ishment, for a like reason. If therefore he cannot remit sin as
to the temporal punishment, he would be unable to remit sin
in any way, which is altogether contrary to the words of the
Gospel.

I answer that, Whatever may be said of the effect of Bap-
tism conferred on one who has already received grace, applies
equally to the effect of the actual exercise of the power of the

* See note at the beginning of this article. † St. omas here follows the
opinion of Peter Lombard, and replies in the negative. Later in life he altered
his opinion. Cf. IIIa, q. 62, a. 1; IIIa, q. 64, a. 1; IIIa, q. 86, a. 6. * St.omas
here follows the opinion of Peter Lombard, and replies in the negative. Later
in life he altered his opinion. Cf. IIIa, q. 62, a. 1; IIIa, q. 64, a. 1; IIIa, q. 86,
a. 6. 2520



keys on one who has already been contrite. For a man may
obtain the grace of the remission of his sins as to their guilt,
through faith and contrition, previous to Baptism; but when,
aerwards, he actually receives Baptism, his grace is increased,
and he is entirely absolved from the debt of punishment, since
he is thenmade a partaker of the Passion ofChrist. In likeman-
ner when a man, through contrition, has received the pardon
of his sins as to their guilt, and consequently as to the debt
of eternal punishment, (which is remitted together with the
guilt) by virtue of the keys which derive their efficacy from the
Passion of Christ, his grace is increased and the temporal pun-
ishment is remitted, the debt of which remained aer the guilt
had been forgiven. However, this temporal punishment is not
entirely remitted, as in Baptism, but only partly, because the
man who is regenerated in Baptism is conformed to the Pas-
sion of Christ, by receiving into himself entirely the efficacy
of Christ’s Passion, which suffices for the blotting out of all
punishment, so that nothing remains of the punishment due
to his preceding actual sins. For nothing should be imputed to
a man unto punishment, save what he has done himself, and
in Baptism man begins a new life, and by the baptismal water
becomes a new man, as that no debt for previous sin remains
in him. on the other hand, in Penance, a man does not take on
a new life, since therein he is not born again, but healed. Con-
sequently by virtue of the keys which produce their effect in
the sacrament of Penance, the punishment is not entirely re-
mitted, but something is taken off the temporal punishment,
the debt of which could remain aer the eternal punishment
had been remitted. Nor does this apply only to the temporal
punishment which the penitent owes at the time of confes-
sion, as some hold, (for then confession and sacramental ab-
solution would be mere burdens, which cannot be said of the
sacraments of the New Law), but also to the punishment due
in Purgatory, so that one who has been absolved and dies be-
fore making satisfaction, is less punished in Purgatory, than if
he had died before receiving absolution.

Reply toObjection 1.epriest does not remit the entire
temporal punishment, but part of it; wherefore the penitent
still remains obliged to undergo satisfactory punishment.

Reply toObjection 2.Christ’s Passionwas sufficiently sat-
isfactory for the sins of the whole world, so that without prej-
udice to Divine justice something can be remitted from the
punishment which a sinner deserves, in so far as the effect of

Christ’s Passion reaches him through the sacraments of the
Church.

Reply to Objection 3. Some satisfactory punishment
must remain for each sin, so as to provide a remedy against it.
Wherefore though, by virtue of the absolution some measure
of the punishment due to a grave sin is remitted, it does not fol-
low that the same measure of punishment is remitted for each
sin, because in that case some sin would remain without any
punishment at all: but, by virtue of the keys, the punishments
due to various sins are remitted in due proportion.

Reply toObjection4.Some say that at thefirst absolution,
as much as possible is remitted by virtue of the keys, and that,
nevertheless, the second confession is valid, on account of the
instruction received, on account of the additional surety, on
account of the prayers of the priest or confessor, and lastly on
account of the merit of the shame.

But this does not seem to be true, for though there might
be a reason for repeating the confession, therewould be no rea-
son for repeating the absolution, especially if the penitent has
no cause to doubt about his previous absolution; for he might
just as well doubt aer the second as aer the first absolution:
even as we see that the sacrament of Extreme Unction is not
repeated during the same sickness, for the reason that all that
could be done through the sacrament, has been done once.
Moreover, in the second confession, there would be no need
for the confessor to have the keys, if the power of the keys had
no effect therein.

For these reasons others say that even in the second abso-
lution something of the punishment is remitted by virtue of
the keys, because when absolution is given a second time, grace
is increased, and the greater the grace received, the less there
remains of the blemish of the previous sin, and the less pun-
ishment is required to remove that blemish. Wherefore even
when aman is first absolved, his punishment is more or less re-
mitted by virtue of the keys, according as he disposes himself
more or less to receive grace; and this disposition may be so
great, that even by virtue of his contrition the whole punish-
ment is remitted, as we have already stated (q. 5, a. 2). Conse-
quently it is not unreasonable, if by frequent confession even
the whole punishment be remitted, that a sin remain alto-
gether unpunished, since Christ made satisfaction for its pun-
ishment.

Suppl. q. 18 a. 3Whether the priest can bind through the power of the keys?

Objection 1. It would seem that the priest cannot bind by
virtue of the power of the keys. For the sacramental power is
ordained as a remedy against sin. Now binding is not a rem-
edy for sin, but seemingly is rather conducive to an aggravation
of the disease. erefore, by the power of the keys, which is a
sacramental power, the priest cannot bind.

Objection 2. Further, just as to loose or to open is to re-

move an obstacle, so to bind is to place an obstacle. Now an
obstacle to heaven is sin, which cannot be placed on us by an
extrinsic cause, since no sin is committed except by the will.
erefore the priest cannot bind.

Objection 3. Further, the keys derive their efficacy from
Christ’s Passion. But binding is not an effect of the Passion.
erefore the priest cannot bind by the power of the keys.
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On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 16:19): “Whatsoever
thou shalt bind on earth, shall be bound also in heaven.”

Further, rational powers are directed to opposites. But the
power of the keys is a rational power, since it has discretion
connected with it. erefore it is directed to opposites. ere-
fore if it can loose, it can bind.

I answer that,eoperation of the priest in using the keys,
is conformed to God’s operation, Whose minister he is. Now
God’s operation extends both to guilt and to punishment; to
the guilt indeed, so as to loose it directly. but to bind it indi-
rectly, in so far as He is said to harden, when He withholds
His grace; whereas His operation extends to punishment di-
rectly, in both respects, because He both spares and inflicts it.
In like manner, therefore, although the priest, in absolving, ex-
ercises an operation ordained to the remission of guilt, in the
way mentioned above (a. 1), nevertheless, in binding, he exer-
cises no operation on the guilt; (unless he be said to bind by

not absolving the penitent and by declaring him to be bound),
but he has the power both of binding and of loosing with re-
gard to the punishment. For he looses from the punishment
which he remits, while he binds as to the punishment which
remains. is he does in two ways—first as regards the quan-
tity of the punishment considered in general, and thus he does
not bind save by not loosing, and declaring the penitent to be
bound, secondly, as regards this or that particular punishment,
and thus he binds to punishment by imposing it.

Reply to Objection 1. e remainder of the punishment
to which the priest binds the penitent, is the medicine which
cleanses the latter from the blemish of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Not only sin, but also punishment
is an obstacle to heaven: and how the latter is enjoined by the
priest, has been said in the article.

Reply toObjection 3. Even the Passion of Christ binds us
to some punishment whereby we are conformed to Him.

Suppl. q. 18 a. 4Whether the priest can bind and loose according to his own judgment?

Objection 1. It seems that the priest can bind and loose
according to his own judgment. For Jerome* says: “e canons
do not fix the length of time for doing penance so precisely as
to say how each sin is to be amended, but leave the decision of
this matter to the judgment of a discreet priest.” erefore it
seems that he can bind and loose according to his own judg-
ment.

Objection 2. Further, “e Lord commended the unjust
steward, forasmuch as he had done wisely” (Lk. 16:5), because
he had allowed a liberal discount to his master’s debtors. But
God is more inclined to mercy than any temporal lord. ere-
fore it seems that the more punishment the priest remits, the
more he is to be commended.

Objection 3. Further, Christ’s every action is our instruc-
tion. Now on some sinners He imposed no punishment, but
only amendment of life, as in the case of the adulterouswoman
(Jn. 8). erefore it seems that the priest also, who is the vicar
of Christ, can, according to his own judgment, remit the pun-
ishment, either wholly or in part.

Onthe contrary,GregoryVII† says: “Wedeclare it amock
penance if it is not imposed according to the authority of the
holy fathers in proportion to the sin.” erefore it seems that
it does not altogether depend on the priest’s judgment.

Further, the act of the keys requires discretion. Now if the
priest could remit and impose asmuch as he liked of a penance,
he would have no need of discretion, because there would be
no room for indiscretion. erefore it does not altogether de-
pend on the priest’s judgment.

I answer that, In using the keys, the priest acts as the in-
strument and minister of God. Now no instrument can have
an efficacious act, except in so far as it is moved by the prin-
cipal agent. Wherefore, Dionysius says (Hier. Eccl. cap. ult.)
that “priests should use their hierarchical powers, according as
they aremoved byGod.” A sign of this is that before the power

of the keys was conferred on Peter (Mat. 16:19) mention is
made of the revelation vouchsafed to himof theGodhead; and
the gi of the Holy Ghost, whereby “the sons of God are led”
(Rom. 8:14), ismentioned before powerwas given to the apos-
tles to forgive sins. Consequently if anyone were to presume to
use his power against that Divine motion, he would not real-
ize the effect, as Dionysius states (Hier. Eccl., cap. ult.), and,
besides, he would be turned away from the Divine order, and
consequently would be guilty of a sin. Moreover, since satis-
factory punishments are medicinal, just as the medicines pre-
scribed by the medical art are not suitable to all, but have to
be changed according to the judgment of a medical man, who
follows not his own will, but his medical science, so the satis-
factory punishments appointed by the canons are not suitable
to all, but have to be varied according to the judgment of the
priest guided by the Divine instinct. erefore just as some-
times the physician prudently refrains from giving a medicine
sufficiently efficacious to heal the disease, lest a greater danger
should arise on account of the weakness of nature so the priest,
moved by Divine instinct, some times refrains from enjoining
the entire punishment due to one sin, lest by the severity of
the punishment, the sick man come to despair and turn away
altogether from repentance.

Reply toObjection1.is judgment shouldbe guided en-
tirely by the Divine instinct.

Reply toObjection 2.e steward is commended also for
having done wisely.erefore in the remission of the due pun-
ishment, there is need for discretion.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ had the power of “excel-
lence” in the sacraments, so that, by His own authority, He
could remit the punishmentwholly or in part, just asHe chose.
erefore there is no comparison betweenHimand thosewho
act merely as ministers.

* Cf. Can. 86, Mensuram, De Poenit. Dist. i. † Cf. Act. Concil. Rom. v, Can. 5.
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S   T P, Q 19
Of the Ministers of the Keys

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the ministers and the use of the keys: under which head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the priest of the Law had the keys?
(2) Whether Christ had the keys?
(3) Whether priests alone have the keys?
(4) Whether holy men who are not priests have the keys or their use?
(5) Whether wicked priests have the effective use of the keys?
(6) Whether those who are schismatics, heretics, excommunicate, suspended or degraded, have the use of the

keys?

Suppl. q. 19 a. 1Whether the priest of the Law had the keys?

Objection 1. It would seem that the priests of the Law had
the keys. For the possession of the keys results from having or-
ders. But they had orders since they were called priests. ere-
fore the priests of the Law had the keys.

Objection 2. Further, as theMaster states (Sent. iv, D, 18),
there are twokeys, knowledgeof discretion, andpower of judg-
ment. But the priests of the Law had authority for both of
these: therefore they had the keys.

Objection 3. Further, the priests of the Law had some
power over the rest of the people, which power was not tem-
poral, else the kingly power would not have differed from the
priestly power. erefore it was a spiritual power; and this is
the key. erefore they had the key.

On the contrary, e keys are ordained to the opening
of the heavenly kingdom, which could not be opened before
Christ’s Passion. erefore the priest of the Law had not the
keys. Further, the sacraments of the old Law did not confer
grace. Now the gate of the heavenly kingdom could not be
opened except by means of grace. erefore it could not be
opened by means of those sacraments, so that the priests who
administered them, had not the keys of the heavenly kingdom.

I answer that, Some have held that, under the Old Law,
the keys of the kingdom were in the hands of the priests, be-
cause the right of imposing punishment for sin was conferred
on them, as related in Lev. 5, which right seems to belong to
the keys; but that these keys were incomplete then, whereas

now they are complete as bestowed by Christ on the priests of
the New Law.

But this seems to be contrary to the intent of the Apostle
in the Epistle to the Hebrews (Heb. 9:11-12). For there the
priesthood of Christ is given the preference over the priest-
hood of the Law, inasmuch as Christ came, “a high priest of
the good things to come,” and brought us “by His own blood”
into a tabernacle not made with hand, whither the priesthood
of the Old Law brought men “by the blood of goats and of
oxen.” Hence it is clear that the power of that priesthood did
not reach to heavenly things but to the shadow of heavenly
things: and so, we must say with others that they had not the
keys, but that the keys were foreshadowed in them.

Reply to Objection 1. e keys of the kingdom go with
thepriesthoodwherebyman is brought into theheavenly king-
dom, but suchwas not the priesthood of Levi; hence it had the
keys, not of heaven, but of an earthly tabernacle.

Reply to Objection 2. e priests of the Old Law had
authority to discern and judge, but not to admit those they
judged into heaven, but only into the shadow of heavenly
things.

Reply to Objection 3. ey had no spiritual power, since,
by the sacraments of theLaw, they cleansedmennot from their
sins but from irregularities, so that those who were cleansed
by them could enter into a tabernacle which was “made with
hand.”

Suppl. q. 19 a. 2Whether Christ had the key?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ did not have the
key. For the key goes with the character of order. But Christ
did not have a character. erefore He had not the key.

Objection 2. Further, Christ had power of “excellence” in
the sacraments, so that He could produce the sacramental ef-
fect without the sacramental rite. Now the key is something
sacramental. erefore He needed no key, and it would have
been useless to Him to have it.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 3:7): “ese things
saith…He that hath the key of David,” etc.

I answer that, e power to do a thing is both in the in-
strument and in the principal agent, but not in the same way
since it is more perfectly in the latter. Now the power of the
keys which we have, like other sacramental powers, is instru-
mental: whereas it is in Christ as principal agent in the matter
of our salvation, by authority, if we consider Him as God, by
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merit, if we consider Him as man*. But the very notion of a
key expresses a power to open and shut, whether this be done
by the principal agent or by an instrument. Consequently we
must admit that Christ had the key, but in a higher way than
His ministers, wherefore He is said to have the key of “excel-
lence.”

Reply to Objection 1. A character implies the notion

of something derived from another, hence the power of the
keys which we receive from Christ results from the character
whereby we are conformed to Christ, whereas in Christ it re-
sults not from a character, but from the principal form.

Reply to Objection 2. e key, which Christ had was not
sacramental, but the origin of the sacramental key.

Suppl. q. 19 a. 3Whether priests alone have the keys?

Objection 1. It would seem that not only priests have the
keys. For Isidore says (Etym. vii, 12) that the “doorkeepers have
to tell the good from the bad, so as to admit the good and keep
out the bad.” Now this is the definition of the keys, as appears
fromwhat has been said (q. 17, a. 2).erefore not only priests
but even doorkeepers have the keys.

Objection 2. Further, the keys are conferred on priests
when by being anointed they receive power from God. But
kings of Christian peoples also receive power from God and
are consecrated by being anointed. erefore not only priests
have the keys.

Objection3.Further, the priesthood is an order belonging
to an individual person. But sometimes a number of people to-
gether seem to have the key, because certain Chapters can pass
a sentence of excommunication, which pertains to the power
of the keys. erefore not only priests have the key.

Objection 4. Further, a woman is not capable of receiving
the priesthood, since she is not competent to teach, according
to the Apostle (1 Cor. 14:34). But some women (abbesses, for
instance, who exercise a spiritual power over their subjects),
seem to have the keys.erefore not only priests have the keys.

On the contrary, Ambrose says (De Poenit. i): “is
right,” viz. of binding and loosing, “is granted to priests alone.”

Further, by receiving the power of the keys, a man is set up
between the people and God. But this belongs to the priest
alone, who is “ordained…in the things that appertain to God,
that he may offer up gis and sacrifices for sins” (Heb. 5:1).
erefore only priests have the keys.

I answer that, ere are two kinds of key. one reaches to
heaven itself directly, by remitting sin and thus removing the
obstacles to the entrance into heaven; and this is called the
key of “order.” Priests alone have this key, because they alone
are ordained for the people in the things which appertain to
God directly.e other key reaches to heaven, not directly but
through themediumof theChurchMilitant. By this key aman
goes to heaven, since, by its means, a man is shut out from or
admitted to the fellowship of the Church Militant, by excom-
munication or absolution. is is called the key of “jurisdic-

tion” in the external court, wherefore even those who are not
priests can have this key, e.g. archdeacons, bishops elect, and
others who can excommunicate. But it is not properly called a
key of heaven, but a disposition thereto.

Reply to Objection 1. e doorkeepers have the key for
taking care of those things which are contained in a material
temple, and they have to judge whether a person should be ex-
cluded from or admitted to that temple; which judgment they
pronounce, not by their own authority, but in pursuance to the
priest’s judgment, so that they appear to be the administrators
of the priestly power.

Reply to Objection 2. Kings have no power in spiritual
matters, so that they do not receive the key of the heavenly
kingdom. eir power is confined to temporal matters, and
this too can only come to them from God, as appears from
Rom. 13:1. Nor are they consecrated by the unction of a sa-
cred order: their anointing is merely a sign that the excellence
of their power comes down to them fromChrist, and that, un-
der Christ, they reign over the Christian people.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as in civil matters the whole
power is sometimes vested in a judge, as in a kingdom, whereas
sometimes it is vested in many exercising various offices but
acting together with equal rights (Ethic. viii, 10,11), so too,
spiritual jurisdictionmay be exercised both by one alone, e.g. a
bishop, and by many together, e.g. by a Chapter, and thus they
have the key of jurisdiction, but they have not all together the
key of order.

Reply to Objection 4. According to the Apostle (1 Tim.
2:11; Titus 2:5), woman is in a state of subjection: wherefore
she can have no spiritual jurisdiction, since the Philosopher
also says (Ethic. viii) that it is a corruption of public life when
the government comes into the hands of a woman. Conse-
quently a woman has neither the key of order nor the key of
jurisdiction. Nevertheless a certain use of the keys is allowed
to women, such as the right to correct other women who are
under them, on account of the danger that might threaten if
men were to dwell under the same roof.

* For St. omas’ later teaching on this point, Cf. IIIa, q. 48, a. 6; Ia IIae, q. 112, a. 1, AD 1.
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Suppl. q. 19 a. 4Whether holy men who are not priests have the keys?

Objection 1. It would seem that holymen, even thosewho
are not priests, have the use of the keys. For loosing and bind-
ing, which are the effects of the keys, derive their efficacy from
the merit of Christ’s Passion. Now those are most conformed
to Christ’s Passion, who follow Christ, suffering by patience
and other virtues.erefore it seems that even if they have not
the priestly order, they can bind and loose.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Heb. 7:7): “Without
all contradiction, that which is less is blessed by the greater
[Vulg.: ‘better’].” Now “in spiritual matters,” according to Au-
gustine (DeTrin. vi, 8), “to be better is to be greater.”erefore
those who are better, i.e. who have more charity, can bless oth-
ers by absolving them. Hence the same conclusion follows.

On the contrary, “Action belongs to that which has the
power,” as the Philosopher says (De Somno et Vigil. i). But the
key which is a spiritual power belongs to priests alone. ere-
fore priests alone are competent to have the use of the keys.

I answer that, ere is this difference between a principal
and an instrumental agent, that the latter does not produce,
in the effect, its own likeness, but the likeness of the princi-
pal agent, whereas the principal agent produces its own like-
ness. Consequently a thing becomes a principal agent through
having a form, which it can reproduce in another, whereas an
instrumental agent is not constituted thus, but through being
applied by the principal agent in order to produce a certain ef-
fect. Since therefore in the act of the keys the principal agent
by authority is Christ as God, and bymerit is Christ asman,* it

follows that on account of the very fulness of Divine goodness
in Him, and of the perfection of His grace, He is competent
to exercise the act of the keys. But another man is not compe-
tent to exercise this act as principal agent, since neither can he
give another man grace whereby sins are remitted, nor can he
merit sufficiently, so that he is nothing more than an instru-
mental agent. Consequently the recipient of the effect of the
keys, is likened, not to the onewho uses the keys, but toChrist.
erefore, nomatter howmuch grace amanmay have, he can-
not produce the effect of the keys, unless he be appointed to
that purpose by receiving orders.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as between instrument and ef-
fect there is need or likeness, not of a similar form, but of ap-
titude in the instrument for the effect, so is it as regards the
instrument and the principal agent. e former is the likeness
between holymen and the sufferingChrist, nor does it bestow
on them the use of the keys.

Reply toObjection 2.Although amereman cannotmerit
grace for anotherman condignly, yet themerit of oneman can
co-operate in the salvation of another.Hence there is a twofold
blessing. One proceeds from a mere man, as meriting by his
own act: this blessing can be conferred by any holy person in
whomChrist dwells byHis grace, in so far as he excels in good-
ness the person whom he blesses. e other blessing is when a
man blesses, as applying a blessing instrumentally through the
merit of Christ, and this requires excellence of order and not
of virtue.

Suppl. q. 19 a. 5Whether wicked priests have the use of the keys?

Objection 1. It would seem that wicked priests have not
the use of the keys. For in the passage where the use of the keys
is bestowed on the apostles ( Jn. 20:22,23), the gi of theHoly
Ghost is promised. But wicked men have not the Holy Ghost.
erefore they have not the use of the keys.

Objection2.Further, nowise king entrusts his enemywith
the dispensation of his treasure. Now the use of the keys con-
sists in dispensing the treasure of the King of heaven, Who is
Wisdom itself. erefore the wicked, who are His enemies on
account of sin, have not the use of the keys.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Bapt. v, 21) that
God “gives the sacrament of grace even through wicked men,
but grace itself only by Himself or through His saints.” Hence
He forgives sin byHimself, or by thosewho aremembers of the
Dove. But the remission of sins is the use of the keys.erefore
sinners, who are not “members of the Dove,” have not the use
of the keys.

Objection 4. Further, the prayer of a wicked priest cannot
effect reconciliation, for, as Gregory says (Pastor. i, 11), “if an
unacceptable person is sent to intercede, anger is provoked to

yet greater severity.” But the use of the keys implies a kind of
intercession, as appears in the form of absolution. erefore
wicked priests cannot use the keys effectively.

On the contrary,Noman can knowwhether anotherman
is in the state of grace. If, therefore, no one could use the keys
in giving absolution unless he were in a state of grace, no one
would know that he had been absolved, which would be very
unfitting.

Further, the wickedness of the minister cannot void the
liberality of his lord. But the priest is no more than a minis-
ter. erefore he cannot by his wickedness take away from us
the gi which God has given through him.

I answer that, Just as participation of a form to be induced
into an effect does not make a thing to be an instrument, so
neither does the loss of that formprevent that thing being used
as an instrument. Consequently, sinceman ismerely an instru-
ment in the use of the keys, however much hemay through sin
be deprived of grace, whereby sins are forgiven, yet he is by no
means deprived of the use of the keys.

Reply to Objection 1. e gi of the Holy Ghost is req-

* For St.omas’ later teaching on this point, cf. IIIa, q. 48, a. 6; Ia IIae, q. 112,
a. 1, ad 1.

2526



uisite for the use of the keys, not as being indispensable for the
purpose, but because it is unbecoming for the user to use them
without it, though he that submits to them receives their ef-
fect.

Reply toObjection 2.An earthly king can be cheated and
deceived in the matter of his treasure, and so he does not en-
trust his enemy with the dispensation thereof. But the King of
heaven cannot be cheated, because all tends to His own glory,
even the abuse of the keys by some, forHe canmake good come
out of evil, and produce many good effects through evil men.
Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. Augustine speaks of the remission
of sins in so far as holy men co-operate therein, not by virtue
of the keys, but by merit of congruity. Hence He says that
God confers the sacraments even through evilmen, and among
the other sacraments, absolution which is the use of the keys

should be reckoned: but that through “members of the Dove,”
i.e. holy men, He grants forgiveness of sins, in so far as He re-
mits sins on account of their intercession.

We might also reply that by “members of the Dove” he
means all who are not cut off from the Church, for those who
receive the sacraments from them, receive grace, whereas those
who receive the sacraments from those who are cut off from
the Church, do not receive grace, because they sin in so doing,
except in the case of Baptism, which, in cases of necessity, may
be received even from one who is excommunicate.

Reply toObjection 4.e prayer which the wicked priest
proffers on his own account, is not efficacious: but that which
he makes as a minister of the Church, is efficacious through
the merit of Christ. Yet in both ways the priest’s prayer should
profit those who are subject to him.

Suppl. q. 19 a. 6Whether thosewho are schismatics, heretics, excommunicate, suspended or degraded have the
use of the keys?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who are schismat-
ics, heretics, excommunicate, suspended or degraded have the
use of the keys. For just as the power of the keys results from
orders, so does the power of consecration. But the above can-
not lose the use of the power of consecration, since if they do
consecrate it is valid, though they sin in doing so. erefore
neither can they lose the use of the keys.

Objection 2. Further, any active spiritual power in one
who has the use of his free-will can be exercised by him when
he wills. Now the power of the keys remains in the aforesaid,
for, since it is only conferredwith orders, theywouldhave to be
reordained when they return to the Church. erefore, since
it is an active power, they can exercise it when they will.

Objection 3. Further, spiritual grace is hindered by guilt
more than by punishment. Now excommunication, suspen-
sion and degradation are punishments. erefore, since a man
does not lose the use of the keys on account of guilt, it seems
that he does not lose it on account of the aforesaid.

On the contrary,Augustine says (Tract. cxxi in Joan.) that
the “charity of the Church forgives sins.” Now it is the charity
of the Church which unites its members. Since therefore the
above are disunited from the Church, it seems that they have
not the use of the keys in remitting sins.

Further, no man is absolved from sin by sinning. Now it is
a sin for anyone to seek absolution of his sins from the above,
for he disobeys the Church in so doing. erefore he cannot
be absolved by them: and so the same conclusion follows.

I answer that, In all the above the power of the keys re-
mains as to its essence, but its use is hindered on account of
the lack of matter. For since the use of the keys requires in the
user authority over thepersononwhomthey are used, as stated
above (q. 17, a. 2, ad 2), the proper matter on whom one can
exercise the use of the keys is a man under one’s authority. And
since it is by appointment of the Church that one man has au-
thority over another, so a man may be deprived of his author-
ity over another by his ecclesiastical superiors. Consequently,
since the Church deprives heretics, schismatics and the like,
by withdrawing their subjects from them either altogether or
in some respect, in so far as they are thus deprived, they cannot
have the use of the keys.

Reply to Objection 1. e matter of the sacrament of the
Eucharist, on which the priest exercises his power, is not aman
butwheaten bread, and inBaptism, thematter is simply aman.
Wherefore, just as, were a heretic to bewithoutwheaten bread,
he could not consecrate, so neither can a prelate absolve if he
be deprived of his authority, yet he can baptize and consecrate,
albeit to his own damnation.

Reply toObjection 2.eassertion is true, providedmat-
ter be not lacking as it is in the case in point.

Reply to Objection 3. Sin, of itself, does not remove mat-
ter, as certain punishments do: so that punishment is a hin-
drance not because it is contrary to the effect, but for the rea-
son stated.
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Of ose On Whom the Power of the Keys Can Be Exercised

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider those on whom the power of the keys can be exercised. Under this head there are three points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether a priest can use the key, which he has, on any man?
(2) Whether a priest can always absolve his subject?
(3) Whether anyone can use the keys on his superior?

Suppl. q. 20 a. 1Whether a priest can use the key which he has, on any man?

Objection 1. It would seem that a priest can use the key
which he has, on any man. For the power of the keys was be-
stowedonpriests byDivine authority in thewords: “Receive ye
theHolyGhost; whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven
them” (Jn. 20:22,23). But thiswas saidwithout any restriction.
erefore he that has the key, can use it on any without restric-
tion.

Objection 2. Further, a material key that opens one lock,
opens all locks of the same pattern. Now every sin of every
man is the same kind of obstacle against entering into heaven.
erefore if a priest can, by means of the key which he has, ab-
solve one man, he can do the same for all others.

Objection 3. Further, the priesthood of the New Testa-
ment is more perfect than that of the Old Testament. But the
priest of theOld Testament could use the power which he had
of discerning between different kinds of leprosy, with regard
to all indiscriminately. Much more therefore can the priest of
the Gospel use his power with regard to all.

On the contrary, It is written in the Appendix of Gratian:
“It is not lawful for every priest to loose or bind another priest’s
parishioner.” erefore a priest cannot absolve everybody.

Further, judgment in spiritual matters should be better
regulated than in temporal matters. But in temporal matters a
judge cannot judge everybody. erefore, since the use of the
keys is a kind of judgment, it is not within the competency of
a priest to use his key with regard to everyone.

I answer that, at which has to do with singular matters
is not equally in the power of all.us, even as besides the gen-
eral principles of medicine, it is necessary to have physicians,
who adapt those general principles to individual patients or
diseases, according to their various requirements, so in every
kingdom, besides that one who proclaims the universal pre-
cepts of law, there is need for others to adapt those precepts to
individual cases, according as each case demands. For this rea-
son, in the heavenly hierarchy also, under the Powers who rule
indiscriminately, a place is given to the Principalities, who are
appointed to individual kingdoms, and to the Angels who are

given charge over individual men, as we have explained above
( Ia, q. 113, Aa. 1,2). Consequently there should be a like or-
der of authority in the Church Militant, so that an indiscrimi-
nate authority over all should be vested in one individual, and
that there should be others under him, having distinct author-
ity over various people. Now the use of the keys implies a cer-
tain power to exercise authority, whereby the one onwhomthe
keys are used, becomes the proper matter of that act. ere-
fore he that has power over all indiscriminately, can use the
keys on all, whereas those who have received authority over
distinct persons, cannot use the keys on everyone, but only on
those over whom they are appointed, except in cases of neces-
sity, when the sacraments should be refused to no one.

Reply to Objection 1. A twofold power is required in or-
der to absolve from sins, namely, power of order and power of
jurisdiction. e former power is equally in all priests, but not
the latter. And therefore, when our Lord (Jn. 20:23) gave all
the apostles in general, the power of forgiving sins, this is to
be understood of the power which results from receiving or-
ders, wherefore these words are addressed to priests when they
are ordained. But to Peter in particular He gave the power of
forgiving sins (Mat. 16:19), that we may understand that he
has the power of jurisdiction before the others. But the power
of orders, considered in itself, extends to all who can be ab-
solved: wherefore our Lord said indeterminately, “Whose sins
you shall forgive, they are forgiven them,” on the understand-
ing that this power should be used in dependence on the power
given to Peter, according to His appointment.

Reply to Objection 2. A material key can open only its
own lock. nor can any active force act save on its own matter.
Now a man becomes the matter of the power of order by juris-
diction: and consequently no one can use the key in respect of
another over whom he has not jurisdiction.

Reply to Objection 3. e people of Israel were one peo-
ple, andhad but one temple, so that therewas noneed for a dis-
tinction in priestly jurisdiction, as there is now in the Church
which comprises various peoples and nations.
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Suppl. q. 20 a. 2Whether a priest can always absolve his subject?

Objection 1. It would seem that a priest cannot always ab-
solve his subject. For, as Augustine says (De vera et false Poen-
itentia*), “no man should exercise the priestly office, unless he
be free from those things which he condemns in others.” But a
priestmight happen to share in a sin committed by his subject,
e.g. by knowledge of a woman who is his subject. erefore it
seems that he cannot always use the power of the keys on his
subjects.

Objection 2. Further, by the power of the keys a man is
healed of all his shortcomings.Now it happens sometimes that
a sin has attached to it a defect of irregularity or a sentence of
excommunication, from which a simple priest cannot absolve.
erefore it seems that he cannot use the power of the keys on
such as are shackled by these things in the above manner.

Objection 3. Further, the judgment and power of our
priesthood was foreshadowed by the judgment of the ancient
priesthood. Now according to the Law, the lesser judges were
not competent to decide all cases, and had recourse to the
higher judges, according to Ex. 24:14: “If any question shall
arise” among you, “you shall refer it to them.” It seems, there-
fore, that a priest cannot absolve his subject from graver sins,
but should refer him to his superior.

On the contrary,Whoever has charge of the principal has
charge of the accessory. Now priests are charged with the dis-
pensation of the Eucharist to their subjects, to which sacra-
ment the absolution of sins is subordinate†. erefore, as far
as the power of the keys is concerned, a priest can absolve his
subject from any sins whatever.

Further, grace, however small, removes all sin. But a priest
dispenses sacraments whereby grace is given. erefore, as far
as the power of the keys is concerned, he can absolve from all
sins.

I answer that, e power of order, considered in itself, ex-
tends to the remission of all sins. But since, as stated above, the
use of this power requires jurisdiction which inferiors derive
from their superiors, it follows that the superior can reserve
certain matters to himself, the judgment of which he does not

commit to his inferior; otherwise any simple priest who has ju-
risdiction can absolve from any sin. Now there are five cases in
which a simple priest must refer his penitent to his superior.
e first is when a public penance has to be imposed, because
in that case the bishop is the proper minister of the sacrament.
e second is the case of those who are excommunicatedwhen
the inferior priest cannot absolve a penitent through the latter
being excommunicated by his superior. e third case is when
he finds that an irregularity has been contracted, for the dis-
pensation of which he has to have recourse to his superior.e
fourth is the case of arson. e fih is when it is the custom
in a diocese for the more heinous crimes to be reserved to the
bishop, in order to inspire fear, because custom in these cases
either gives the power or takes it away.

Reply to Objection 1. In this case the priest should not
hear the confession of his accomplice, with regard to that par-
ticular sin, but must refer her to another: nor should she con-
fess to him but should ask permission to go to another, or
should have recourse to his superior if he refused, both on ac-
count of the danger, and for the sake of less shame. If, however,
he were to absolve her it would be valid‡: because when Au-
gustine says that they should not be guilty of the same sin, he
is speaking of what is congruous, not of what is essential to the
sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. Penance delivers man from all de-
fects of guilt, but not from all defects of punishment, since
even aer doing penance for murder, a man remains irregu-
lar. Hence a priest can absolve from a crime, but for the re-
mission of the punishment he must refer the penitent to the
superior, except in the case of excommunication, absolution
from which should precede absolution from sin, for as long as
a man is excommunicated, he cannot receive any sacrament of
the Church.

Reply toObjection3.isobjection considers those cases
in which superiors reserve the power of jurisdiction to them-
selves.

Suppl. q. 20 a. 3Whether a man can use the keys with regard to his superior?

Objection 1. It would seem that aman cannot use the keys
in respect of a superior. For every sacramental act requires its
proper matter. Now the proper matter for the use of the keys,
is a person who is subject, as stated above (q. 19, a. 6). ere-
fore a priest cannot use the keys in respect of one who is not
his subject.

Objection 2. Further, the Church Militant is an image of
theChurchTriumphant.Now in the heavenlyChurch an infe-
rior angel never cleanses, enlightens or perfects a higher angel.
erefore neither can an inferior priest exercise on a superior

a hierarchical action such as absolution.
Objection 3. Further, the judgment of Penance should be

better regulated than the judgment of an external court. Now
in the external court an inferior cannot excommunicate or ab-
solve his superior. erefore, seemingly, neither can he do so
in the penitential court.

On the contrary, e higher prelate is also “compassed
with infirmity,” and may happen to sin. Now the power of the
keys is the remedy for sin. erefore, since he cannot use the
key on himself, for he cannot be both judge and accused at the

* Work of an unknown author. † Cf. q. 17, a. 2, ad 1. ‡ Benedict XIV
declared the absolution of an accomplice “in materia turpi” to be invalid.
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same time, it seems that an inferior can use the power of the
keys on him.

Further, absolution which is given through the power of
the keys, is ordained to the reception of the Eucharist. But an
inferior can give Communion to his superior, if the latter asks
him to. erefore he can use the power of the keys on him if
he submit to him.

I answer that, e power of the keys, considered in itself,
is applicable to all, as stated above (a. 2): and that a priest is
unable to use the keys on some particular person is due to his
power being limited to certain individuals. erefore he who
limited his power can extend it to whom he wills, so that he
can give him power over himself, although he cannot use the
power of the keys on himself, because this power requires to be
exercised on a subject, and therefore on someone else, for no
man can be subject to himself.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the bishop whom a sim-
ple priest absolves is his superior absolutely speaking, yet he is
beneath him in so far as he submits himself as a sinner to him.

Reply toObjection 2. In the angels there can be no defect
by reason of which the higher angel can submit to the lower,
such as there can happen to be among men; and so there is no
comparison.

Reply to Objection 3. External judgment is according to
men, whereas the judgment of confession is according toGod,
in Whose sight a man is lessened by sinning, which is not the
case in human prelacy. erefore just as in external judgment
no man can pass sentence of excommunication on himself, so
neither can he empower another to excommunicate him. On
the other hand, in the tribunal of conscience he can give an-
other the power to absolve him, though he cannot use that
power himself.

It may also be replied that absolution in the tribunal of the
confessional belongs principally to the power of the keys and
consequently to the power of jurisdiction, whereas excommu-
nication regards jurisdiction exclusively. And, as to the power
of orders, all are equal, but not as to jurisdiction. Wherefore
there is no comparison.
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Of the Definition, Congruity and Cause of Excommunication

(In Four Articles)

We must now treat of excommunication: we shall consider: (1) the definition, congruity and cause of excommunication;
(2) who has the power to excommunicate; (3) communication with excommunicated persons; (4) absolution from excommu-
nication.

Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether excommunication is suitably defined?
(2) Whether the Church should excommunicate anyone?
(3) Whether anyone should be excommunicated for inflicting temporal harm?
(4) Whether an excommunication unjustly pronounced has any effect?

Suppl. q. 21 a. 1Whether excommunication is suitably defined as separation from the communion of the
Church, etc?

Objection 1. It would seem that excommunication is un-
suitably defined by some thus: “Excommunication is separa-
tion from the communion of the Church, as to fruit and gen-
eral suffrages.” For the suffrages of the Church avail for those
forwhom they are offered. But theChurch prays for thosewho
are outside the Church, as, for instance, for heretics and pa-
gans. erefore she prays also for the excommunicated, since
they are outside theChurch, and so the suffrages of theChurch
avail for them.

Objection 2. Further, no one loses the suffrages of the
Church except by his own fault. Now excommunication is not
a fault, but a punishment. erefore excommunication does
not deprive a man of the general suffrages of the Church.

Objection 3. Further, the fruit of the Church seems to be
the same as theChurch’s suffrages, for it cannotmean the fruit
of temporal goods, since excommunication does not deprive
a man of these. erefore there is no reason for mentioning
both.

Objection 4. Further, there is a kind of excommunication
calledminor*, by whichman is not deprived of the suffrages of
the Church. erefore this definition is unsuitable.

I answer that, When a man enters the Church by Bap-
tism, he is admitted to two things, viz. the body of the faith-
ful and the participation of the sacraments: and this latter pre-
supposes the former, since the faithful are united together in
the participation of the sacraments. Consequently a person
may be expelled from the Church in two ways. First, by be-
ing deprived merely of the participation of the sacraments,
and this is the minor excommunication. Secondly, by being
deprived of both, and this is the major excommunication, of
which the above is the definition. Nor can there be a third,
consisting in the privation of communion with the faithful,
but not of the participation of the sacraments, for the reason
already given, because, to wit, the faithful communicate to-
gether in the sacraments. Now communionwith the faithful is

twofold. One consists in spiritual things, such as their praying
for one another, and meeting together for the reception of sa-
cred things; while another consists in certain legitimate bodily
actions. ese different manners of communion are signified
in the verse which declares that those who are excommunicate
are deprived of—

“os, orare, vale, communio, mensa.”
“Os,” i.e. we must not give them tokens of goodwill;

“orare,” i.e. we must not pray with them; “vale,” we must not
give them marks of respect; “communio,” i.e. we must not
communicate with them in the sacraments; “mensa,” i.e. we
must not take meals with them. Accordingly the above defi-
nition includes privation of the sacraments in the words “as
to the fruit,” and from partaking together with the faithful in
spiritual things, in the words, “and the general prayers of the
Church.”

Another definition is given which expresses the privation
of both kinds of acts, and is as follows: “Excommunication is
the privation of all lawful communion with the faithful.”

Reply toObjection 1. Prayers are said for unbelievers, but
they do not receive the fruit of those prayers unless they be
converted to the faith. In like manner prayers may be offered
up for those who are excommunicated, but not among the
prayers that are said for the members of the Church. Yet they
do not receive the fruit so long as they remain under the ex-
communication, but prayers are said for them that theymay re-
ceive the spirit of repentance, so that they may be loosed from
excommunication.

Reply toObjection 2.Oneman’s prayers profit another in
so far as they can reach to him.Now the action of onemanmay
reach to another in two ways. First, by virtue of charity which
unites all the faithful, making them one in God, according to
Ps. 118:63: “I am a partaker with all them that fearee.”Now
excommunication does not interrupt this union, since noman
can be justly excommunicated except for amortal sin, whereby

* Minor excommunication is no longer recognized by Canon Law.
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aman is already separated from charity, evenwithout being ex-
communicated. An unjust excommunication cannot deprive
a man of charity, since this is one of the greatest of all goods,
of which a man cannot be deprived against his will. Secondly,
through the intention of the one who prays, which intention
is directed to the person he prays for, and this union is inter-
rupted by excommunication, because by passing sentence of
excommunication, the Church severs a man from the whole
body of the faithful, for whom she prays. Hence those prayers
of the Church which are offered up for the whole Church, do
not profit those who are excommunicated. Nor can prayers be

said for them among the members of the Church as speaking
in the Church’s name, although a private individual may say a
prayer with the intention of offering it for their conversion.

Reply to Objection 3. e spiritual fruit of the Church
is derived not only from her prayers, but also from the sacra-
ments received and from the faithful dwelling together.

Reply to Objection 4. e minor excommunication does
not fulfill all the conditions of excommunication but only a
part of them, hence the definition of excommunication need
not apply to it in every respect, but only in some.

Suppl. q. 21 a. 2Whether the Church should excommunicate anyone?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Church ought not to
excommunicate anyone, because excommunication is a kind of
curse, and we are forbidden to curse (Rom. 12:14). erefore
the Church should not excommunicate.

Objection 2. Further, the ChurchMilitant should imitate
the Church Triumphant. Now we read in the epistle of Jude
(verse 9) that “whenMichael theArchangel disputingwith the
devil contended about the body of Moses, he durst not bring
against him the judgment of railing speech, but said:eLord
command thee.” erefore the Church Militant ought not to
judge any man by cursing or excommunicating him.

Objection 3. Further, no man should be given into the
hands of his enemies, unless there be no hope for him. Now
by excommunication a man is given into the hands of Satan,
as is clear from 1 Cor. 5:5. Since then we should never give up
hope about anyone in this life, the Church should not excom-
municate anyone.

On the contrary, e Apostle (1 Cor. 5:5) ordered a man
to be excommunicated.

Further, it is written (Mat. 18:17) about the man who re-
fuses to hear the Church: “Let him be to thee as the heathen
or publican.” But heathens are outside the Church. erefore
they also who refuse to hear the Church, should be banished
from the Church by excommunication.

I answer that,e judgment of theChurch should be con-
formed to the judgment ofGod.NowGodpunishes the sinner
in many ways, in order to draw him to good, either by chastis-
ing him with stripes, or by leaving him to himself so that be-
ing deprived of those helps whereby he was kept out of evil,
he may acknowledge his weakness, and humbly return to God
Whom he had abandoned in his pride. In both these respects
the Church by passing sentence of excommunication imitates
the judgment of God. For by severing aman from the commu-
nion of the faithful that hemay blush with shame, she imitates
the judgment whereby God chastises man with stripes; and by
depriving him of prayers and other spiritual things, she imi-
tates the judgment of God in leaving man to himself, in order

that by humility he may learn to know himself and return to
God.

Reply toObjection 1. A curse may be pronounced in two
ways: first, so that the intention of the one who curses is fixed
on the evil which he invokes or pronounces, and cursing in this
sense is altogether forbidden. Secondly, so that the evil which
a man invokes in cursing is intended for the good of the one
who is cursed, and thus cursing is sometimes lawful and salu-
tary: thus a physician makes a sick man undergo pain, by cut-
ting him, for instance, in order to deliver him fromhis sickness.

Reply to Objection 2. e devil cannot be brought to re-
pentance, wherefore the pain of excommunication cannot do
him any good.

Reply toObjection 3. From the very fact that a man is de-
prived of the prayers of the Church, he incurs a triple loss, cor-
responding to the three things which a man acquires through
the Church’s prayers. For they bring an increase of grace to
those who have it, or merit grace for those who have it not;
and in this respect the Master of the Sentences says (Sent. iv,
D, 18): “e grace ofGod is taken away by excommunication.”
ey also prove a safeguard of virtue; and in this respect he
says that “protection is taken away,” not that the excommuni-
cated person is withdrawn altogether from God’s providence,
but that he is excluded from that protection with which He
watches over the children of the Church in amore special way.
Moreover, they are useful as a defense against the enemy, and
in this respect he says that “the devil receives greater power
of assaulting the excommunicated person, both spiritually and
corporally.” Hence in the early Church, when men had to be
enticed to the faith by means of outward signs (thus the gi
of the Holy Ghost was shown openly by a visible sign), so too
excommunication was evidenced by a person being troubled
in his body by the devil. Nor is it unreasonable that one, for
whom there is still hope, be given over to the enemy, for he is
surrendered, not unto damnation, but unto correction, since
the Church has the power to rescue him from the hands of the
enemy, whenever he is willing.
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Suppl. q. 21 a. 3Whether anyone should be excommunicated for inflicting temporal harm?

Objection 1. It would seem that noman should be excom-
municated for inflicting a temporal harm. For the punishment
should not exceed the fault. But the punishment of excommu-
nication is the privation of a spiritual good, which surpasses
all temporal goods. erefore no man should be excommuni-
cated for temporal injuries.

Objection 2. Further, we should render to no man evil for
evil, according to the precept of theApostle (Rom. 12:17). But
this would be rendering evil for evil, if amanwere to be excom-
municated for doing such an injury.erefore this ought by no
means to be done.

On the contrary, Peter sentenced Ananias and Saphira to
death for keeping back the price of their piece of land (Acts
5:1-10). erefore it is lawful for the Church to excommuni-
cate for temporal injuries.

I answer that, By excommunication the ecclesiastical
judge excludes a man, in a sense, from the kingdom. Where-
fore, since he ought not to exclude from the kingdom others
than the unworthy, as was made clear from the definition of
the keys (q. 17, a. 2), and since no one becomes unworthy, un-
less, through committing a mortal sin, he lose charity which is
the way leading to the kingdom, it follows that noman should
be excommunicated except for a mortal sin. And since by in-

juring a man in his body or in his temporalities, one may sin
mortally and act against charity, the Church can excommu-
nicate a man for having inflicted temporal injury on anyone.
Yet, as excommunication is the most severe punishment, and
since punishments are intended as remedies, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. ii), and again since a prudent physician be-
gins with lighter and less risky remedies, therefore excommu-
nication should not be inflicted, even for a mortal sin, unless
the sinner be obstinate, either by not coming up for judgment,
or by going away before judgment is pronounced, or by failing
to obey the decision of the court. For then, if, aer due warn-
ing, he refuse to obey, he is reckoned to be obstinate, and the
judge, not being able to proceed otherwise against him, must
excommunicate him.

Reply to Objection 1. A fault is not measured by the ex-
tent of the damage a man does, but by the will with which he
does it, acting against charity. Wherefore, though the punish-
ment of excommunication exceeds the harm done, it does not
exceed the measure of the sin.

Reply to Objection 2. When a man is corrected by being
punished, evil is not rendered to him, but good: since punish-
ments are remedies, as stated above.

Suppl. q. 21 a. 4Whether an excommunication unjustly pronounced has any effect?

Objection 1. It would seem that an excommunication
which is pronounced unjustly has no effect at all. Because ex-
communication deprives a man of the protection and grace of
God, which cannot be forfeited unjustly.erefore excommu-
nication has no effect if it be unjustly pronounced.

Objection 2. Further, Jerome says (on Mat. 16:19: “I will
give to thee the keys”): “It is a pharisaical severity to reckon
as really bound or loosed, that which is bound or loosed un-
justly.” But that severity was proud and erroneous. erefore
an unjust excommunication has no effect.

On the contrary, According to Gregory (Hom. xxvi in
Evang.), “the sentence of the pastor is to be feared whether it
be just or unjust.” Now there would be no reason to fear an
unjust excommunication if it did not hurt. erefore, etc.

I answer that,Anexcommunicationmay be unjust for two
reasons. First, on the part of its author, as when anyone excom-
municates through hatred or anger, and then, nevertheless, the
excommunication takes effect, though its author sins, because
the one who is excommunicated suffers justly, even if the au-
thor act wrongly in excommunicating him. Secondly, on the
part of the excommunication, through there being no proper
cause, or through the sentence being passed without the forms
of law being observed. In this case, if the error, on the part of
the sentence, be such as to render the sentence void, this has no

effect, for there is no excommunication; but if the error does
not annul the sentence, this takes effect, and the person ex-
communicated should humbly submit (which will be credited
to him as a merit), and either seek absolution from the per-
sonwhohas excommunicated him, or appeal to a higher judge.
If, however, he were to contemn the sentence, he would “ipso
facto” sin mortally.

But sometimes it happens that there is sufficient cause on
the part of the excommunicator, but not on the part of the
excommunicated, as when a man is excommunicated for a
crimewhichhehas not committed, butwhichhas beenproved
against him: in this case, if he submit humbly, the merit of his
humility will compensate him for the harm of excommunica-
tion.

Reply to Objection 1. Although a man cannot lose God’s
grace unjustly, yet he can unjustly lose those things which on
our part dispose us to receive grace. for instance, a manmay be
deprived of the instruction which he ought to have. It is in this
sense that excommunication is said to deprive a man of God’s
grace, as was explained above (a. 2, ad 3).

Reply to Objection 2. Jerome is speaking of sin not of its
punishments, which can be inflicted unjustly by ecclesiastical
superiors.
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Of ose Who Can Excommunicate or Be Excommunicated

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider those who can excommunicate or be excommunicated. Under this head there are six points of in-
quiry:

(1) Whether every priest can excommunicate?
(2) Whether one who is not a priest can excommunicate?
(3) Whether one who is excommunicated or suspended, can excommunicate?
(4) Whether anyone can excommunicate himself, or an equal, or a superior?
(5) Whether a multitude can be excommunicated?
(6) Whether one who is already excommunicated can be excommunicated again?

Suppl. q. 22 a. 1Whether every priest can excommunicate?

Objection 1. It would seem that every priest can excom-
municate. For excommunication is an act of the keys. But every
priest has the keys. erefore every priest can excommunicate.

Objection 2. Further, it is a greater thing to loose and bind
in the tribunal of penance than in the tribunal of judgment.
But every priest can loose and bind his subjects in the tribunal
of Penance.erefore every priest can excommunicate his sub-
jects.

On the contrary, Matters fraught with danger should be
le to the decision of superiors. Now the punishment of ex-
communication is fraught with many dangers, unless it be in-
flicted with moderation. erefore it should not be entrusted
to every priest.

I answer that, In the tribunal of conscience the plea is
between man and God, whereas in the outward tribunal it
is between man and man. Wherefore the loosing or binding
of one man in relation to God alone, belongs to the tribunal
of Penance, whereas the binding or loosing of a man in rela-
tion to other men, belongs to the public tribunal of external
judgment. And since excommunication severs a man from the
communion of the faithful, it belongs to the external tribunal.
Consequently those alone can excommunicate who have juris-
diction in the judicial tribunal. Hence, of their own authority,
only bishops and higher prelates, according to the more com-
mon opinion can excommunicate, whereas parish priests can
do so only by commission or in certain cases, as those of the,

rapine and the like, in which the law allows them to excom-
municate. Others, however, have maintained that even parish
priests can excommunicate: but the former opinion is more
reasonable.

Reply to Objection 1. Excommunication is an act of the
keys not directly, but with respect to the external judgment.
e sentence of excommunication, however, though it is pro-
mulgated by an external verdict, still, as it belongs somewhat
to the entrance to the kingdom, in so far as the Church Mil-
itant is the way to the Church Triumphant, this jurisdiction
whereby a man is competent to excommunicate, can be called
a key. It is in this sense that some distinguish between the key
of orders, which all priests have, and the key of jurisdiction
in the tribunal of judgment, which none have but the judges
of the external tribunal. Nevertheless God bestowed both on
Peter (Mat. 16:19), from whom they are derived by others,
whichever of them they have.

Reply to Objection 2. Parish priests have jurisdiction in-
deed over their subjects, in the tribunal of conscience, but not
in the judicial tribunal, for they cannot summons them in con-
tentious cases. Hence they cannot excommunicate, but they
can absolve them in the tribunal of Penance. And though the
tribunal of Penance is higher, yet more solemnity is requisite
in the judicial tribunal, because therein it is necessary to make
satisfaction not only to God but also to man.

Suppl. q. 22 a. 2Whether those who are not priests can excommunicate?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who are not priests
cannot excommunicate. Because excommunication is an act of
the keys, as stated in Sent. iv, D, 18. But those who are not
priests have not the keys. erefore they cannot excommuni-
cate.

Objection 2. Further, more is required for excommunica-
tion than for absolution in the tribunal of Penance. But one
who is not a priest cannot absolve in the tribunal of Penance.

Neither therefore can he excommunicate.
On the contrary, Archdeacons, legates and bishops-elect

excommunicate, and yet sometimes they are not priests.ere-
fore not only priests can excommunicate.

I answer that, Priests alone are competent to dispense
the sacraments wherein grace is given: wherefore they alone
can loose and bind in the tribunal of Penance. On the other
hand excommunication regards grace, not directly but conse-
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quently, in so far as it deprives a man of the Church’s prayers,
by which he is disposed for grace or preserved therein. Con-
sequently even those who are not priests, provided they have
jurisdiction in a contentious court, can excommunicate.

Reply to Objection 1. ough they have not the key of

orders, they have the key of jurisdiction.
Reply to Objection 2. ese two are related to one an-

other as something exceeding and something exceeded*, and
consequently one of them may be within the competency of
someone while the other is not.

Suppl. q. 22 a. 3Whether a man who is excommunicated or suspended can excommunicate another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one who is excommu-
nicated or suspended can excommunicate another. For such
a one has lost neither orders nor jurisdiction, since neither is
he ordained anew when he is absolved, nor is his jurisdiction
renewed. But excommunication requires nothing more than
orders or jurisdiction. erefore even one who is excommuni-
cated or suspended can excommunicate.

Objection 2. Further. it is a greater thing to consecrate the
body of Christ than to excommunicate. But such persons can
consecrate. erefore they can excommunicate.

On the contrary, one whose body is bound cannot bind
another. But spiritual gyves are stronger than bodily fetters.
erefore one who is excommunicated cannot excommuni-
cate another, since excommunication is a spiritual chain.

I answer that, Jurisdiction can only be used in relation
to another man. Consequently, since every excommunicated
person is severed from the communion of the faithful, he is
deprived of the use of jurisdiction. And as excommunication

requires jurisdiction, an excommunicated person cannot ex-
communicate, and the same reason applies to one who is sus-
pended from jurisdiction. For if he be suspended from orders
only, then he cannot exercise his order, but he can use his ju-
risdiction, while, on the other hand, if he be suspended from
jurisdiction and not from orders. he cannot use his jurisdic-
tion, though he can exercise his order: and if he be suspended
from both, he can exercise neither.

Reply to Objection 1. Although an excommunicated or
suspended person does not lose his jurisdiction, yet he does
lose its use.

Reply to Objection 2. e power of consecration results
from the power of the character which is indelible, wherefore,
from the very fact that a man has the character of order, he can
always consecrate, though not always lawfully. It is different
with the power of excommunication which results from juris-
diction, for this can be taken away and bound.

Suppl. q. 22 a. 4Whether a man can excommunicate himself, his equal, or his superior?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man can excommuni-
cate himself, his equal, or his superior. For an angel of Godwas
greater than Paul, according toMat. 11:11: “He that is lesser in
the kingdomofheaven is greater thenhe, a greater” thanwhom
“hathnot risen amongmen that are bornofwomen.”NowPaul
excommunicated an angel from heaven (Gal. 1:8). erefore a
man can excommunicate his superior.

Objection 2. Further, sometimes a priest pronounces a
general excommunication for the or the like. But it might
happen that he, or his equal, or a superior has done such things.
erefore a man can excommunicate himself, his equal, or a
superior.

Objection 3.Further, aman can absolve his superior or his
equal in the tribunal of Penance, as when a bishop confesses
to his subject, or one priest confesses venial sins to another.
erefore it seems that a man may also excommunicate his su-
perior, or his equal.

On the contrary, Excommunication is an act of jurisdic-
tion. But no man has jurisdiction over himself (since one can-
not be both judge and defendant in the same trial), or over his
superior, or over an equal. erefore a man cannot excommu-
nicate his superior, or his equal, or himself.

I answer that, Since, by jurisdiction, a man is placed above

those over whom he has jurisdiction, through being their
judge, it follows that no man has jurisdiction over himself, his
superior, or his equal, and that, consequently, no one can ex-
communicate either himself, or his superior, or his equal.

Reply to Objection 1. e Apostle is speaking hypothet-
ically, i.e. supposing an angel were to sin, for in that case he
would not be higher than the Apostle, but lower. Nor is it ab-
surd that, if the antecedent of a conditional sentence be impos-
sible, the consequence be impossible also.

Reply to Objection 2. In that case no one would be ex-
communicated, since no man has power over his peer.

Reply toObjection3.Loosing andbinding in the tribunal
of confession affects our relation to God only, in Whose sight
a man from being above another sinks below him through sin;
while on the other hand excommunication is the affair of an
external tribunal in which a man does not forfeit his superior-
ity on account of sin. Hence there is no comparison between
the two tribunals. Nevertheless, even in the tribunal of con-
fession, a man cannot absolve himself, or his superior, or his
equal, unless the power to do so be committed to him. is
does not apply to venial sins, because they can be remitted
through any sacraments which confer grace, hence remission
of venial sins follows the power of orders.

* Cf. a. 1, a. 2; q. 24, a. 1, ad 1.
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Suppl. q. 22 a. 5Whether a sentence of excommunication can be passed on a body of men?

Objection 1. It would seem that sentence of excommuni-
cation can be passed on a body of men. Because it is possible
for a number of people to be united together in wickedness.
Now when a man is obstinate in his wickedness he should be
excommunicated. erefore a body of men can be excommu-
nicated.

Objection 2. Further, the most grievous effect of an ex-
communication is privation of the sacraments of the Church.
But sometimes a whole country is laid under an interdict.
erefore a body of people can be excommunicated.

On the contrary, A gloss of Augustine* on Mat. 12 asserts
that the sovereign and a body of people cannot be excommu-
nicated.

I answer that, No man should be excommunicated except
for amortal sin. Now sin consists in an act: and acts do not be-
long to communities, but, generally speaking, to individuals.
Wherefore individualmembers of a community can be excom-
municated, but not the community itself. And although some-

times an act belongs to a wholemultitude, as whenmany draw
a boat, which none of them could draw by himself, yet it is not
probable that a community would so wholly consent to evil
that there would be no dissentients. Now God, Who judges
all the earth, does not condemn the just with the wicked (Gn.
18:25). erefore the Church, who should imitate the judg-
ments of God, prudently decided that a community should
not be excommunicated, lest the wheat be uprooted together
with the tares and cockle.

e Reply to the First Objection is evident from what has
been said.

Reply toObjection 2. Suspension is not so great a punish-
ment as excommunication, since those who are suspended are
not deprived of the prayers of the Church, as the excommuni-
cated are. Wherefore a man can be suspended without having
committed a sin himself, just as a whole kingdom is laid under
an interdict on account of the king’s crime. Hence there is no
comparison between excommunication and suspension.

Suppl. q. 22 a. 6Whether a man can be excommunicated who is already under sentence of excommunication?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man who is already un-
der sentence of excommunication cannot be excommunicated
any further. For the Apostle says (1 Cor. 5:12): “What have I
to do to judge them that are without?” Now those who are ex-
communicated are already outside the Church. erefore the
Church cannot exercise any further judgment on them, so as
to excommunicate them again.

Objection 2. Further, excommunication is privation of di-
vine things and of the communion of the faithful. But when a
man has been deprived of a thing, he cannot be deprived of
it again. erefore one who is excommunicated cannot be ex-
communicated again

On the contrary, Excommunication is a punishment and
a healing medicine. Now punishments and medicines are re-
peatedwhen necessary.erefore excommunication can be re-
peated.

I answer that,Amanwho is under sentence of one excom-
munication, can be excommunicated again, either by a repeti-

tion of the same excommunication, for his greater confusion,
so that he may renounce sin, or for some other cause. And
then there are as many principal excommunications, as there
are causes for his being excommunicated.

Reply toObjection 1.eApostle is speaking of heathens
and of other unbelievers who have no (sacramental) charac-
ter, whereby they are numbered among the people of God.
But since the baptismal character whereby a man is numbered
among God’s people, is indelible, one who is baptized always
belongs to the Church in some way, so that the Church is al-
ways competent to sit in judgment on him.

Reply to Objection 2. Although privation does not re-
ceive more or less in itself, yet it can, as regards its cause. In
this way an excommunication can be repeated, and a man
who has been excommunicated several times is further from
the Church’s prayers than one who has been excommunicated
only once.

* Cf. Ep. ccl.
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Of Communication with Excommunicated Persons

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider communication with those who are excommunicated. Under this head there are three points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether it is lawful to communicate in matters purely corporal with one who is excommunicated?
(2) Whether one who communicates with an excommunicated person is excommunicated?
(3) Whether it is always amortal sin to communicate with an excommunicated person inmatters not permitted

by law?

Suppl. q. 23 a. 1Whether it is lawful, in matters purely corporal, to communicate with an excommunicated
person?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is lawful, in matters
purely corporal, to communicate with an excommunicated
person. For excommunication is an act of the keys. But the
power of the keys extends only to spiritual matters. erefore
excommunication does not prevent one from communicating
with another in matters corporal.

Objection 2. Further, “What is instituted for the sake
of charity, does not militate against charity” (Cf. q. 11, a. 1,
obj. 1). But we are bound by the precept of charity to succor
our enemies, which is impossible without some sort of com-
munication. erefore it is lawful to communicate with an ex-
communicated person in corporal matters.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 5:11): “With such
an one not so much as to eat.”

I answer that, Excommunication is twofold: there is mi-
nor excommunication, which deprives a manmerely of a share
in the sacraments, but not of the communion of the faithful.
Wherefore it is lawful to communicate with a person lying un-
der an excommunication of this kind, but not to give him the
sacraments. e other is major excommunication which de-
prives a man of the sacraments of the Church and of the com-
munion of the faithful. Wherefore it is not lawful to commu-
nicatewith onewho lies under such an excommunication. But,
since the Church resorts to excommunication to repair and
not to destroy, exception is made from this general law, in cer-
tain matters wherein communication is lawful, viz. in those
which concern salvation, for one is allowed to speak of such
matters with an excommunicated person; and one may even
speak of other matters so as to put him at his ease and to make
the words of salvationmore acceptable.Moreover exception is
made in favor of certain people whose business it is to be in at-

tendance on the excommunicated person, viz. his wife, child,
slave, vassal or subordinate. is, however, is to be understood
of children who have not attained their majority, else they are
forbidden to communicatewith their father: and as to the oth-
ers, the exception applies to them if they have entered his ser-
vice before his excommunication, but not if they did so aer-
wards.

Some understand this exception to apply in the opposite
way, viz. that the master can communicate with his subjects:
while others hold the contrary. At any rate it is lawful for them
to communicate with others in matters wherein they are un-
der an obligation to them, for just as subjects are bound to
serve their master, so is the master bound to look aer his sub-
jects. Again certain cases are excepted; as when the fact of the
excommunication is unknown, or in the case of strangers or
travelers in the country of those who are excommunicated, for
they are allowed to buy from them, or to receive alms from
them. Likewise if anyone were to see an excommunicated per-
son in distress: for then he would be bound by the precept
of charity to assist him. ese are all contained in the fol-
lowing line: “Utility, law, lowliness, ignorance of fact, neces-
sity,” where “utility” refers to salutarywords, “law” tomarriage,
“lowliness” to subjection. e others need no explanation.

Reply to Objection 1. Corporal matters are subordinate
to spiritual matters. Wherefore the power which extends to
spiritual things, can also extend to matters touching the body:
even as the art which considers the end commands in matters
ordained to the end.

Reply to Objection 2. In a case where one is bound by
the precept of charity to hold communication, the prohibition
ceases, as is clear from what has been said.
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Suppl. q. 23 a. 2Whether a person incurs excommunication for communicating with one who is excommuni-
cated?

Objection 1. It would seem that a person does not incur
excommunication for communicating with one who is excom-
municated. For a heathen or a Jew is more separated from the
Church than a person who is excommunicated. But one does
not incur excommunication for communicating with a hea-
then or a Jew. Neither, therefore, does one for communicating
with an excommunicated Christian.

Objection 2. Further, if a man incurs excommunication
for communicating with an excommunicated person, for the
same reason a third would incur excommunication for com-
municating with him, and thus one might go on indefinitely,
which would seem absurd. erefore one does not incur ex-
communication for communicating with one who is excom-
municated.

On the contrary, An excommunicated person is ban-
ished from communion. erefore whoever communicates
with him leaves the communion of the Church: and hence he
seems to be excommunicated.

I answer that, A person may incur excommunication in

two ways. First, so that the excommunication includes both
himself and whosoever communicates with him: and then,
without any doubt, whoever communicates with him, incurs
a major excommunication. Secondly, so that the excommu-
nication is simply pronounced on him; and then a man may
communicate with him either in his crime, by counsel, help
or favor, in which case again he incurs the major excommuni-
cation, or he may communicate with him in other things by
speaking to him, greeting him, or eating with him, in which
case he incurs the minor excommunication.

Reply to Objection 1. e Church has no intention of
correcting unbelievers as well as the faithful who are under her
care: hence she does not sever those, whom she excommuni-
cates, from the fellowship of unbelievers, as she does from the
communion of the faithful over whom she exercises a certain
power.

Reply to Objection 2. It is lawful to hold communion
with one who has incurred a minor excommunication, so that
excommunication does not pass on to a third person.

Suppl. q. 23 a. 3Whether it is always a mortal sin to communicate with an excommunicated person in other
cases than those in which it is allowed?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is always a mortal sin
to hold communion with an excommunicated person in other
cases than those in which it is allowed. Because a certain dec-
retal (Cap. Sacris: De his quae vi, metuve, etc.) declares that
“not even through fear of death should anyone hold commu-
nion with an excommunicated person, since one ought to die
rather than commit a mortal sin.” But this would be no reason
unless it were always a mortal sin to hold communion with an
excommunicated person. erefore, etc.

Objection2.Further, it is amortal sin to act against a com-
mandment of the Church. But the Church forbids anyone to
hold communion with an excommunicated person. erefore
it is a mortal sin to hold communion with one who is excom-
municated.

Objection 3. Further, no man is debarred from receiving
the Eucharist on account of a venial sin. But a man who holds
communion with an excommunicated person, outside those
cases in which it is allowed, is debarred from receiving the Eu-
charist, since he incurs aminor excommunication.erefore it
is a mortal sin to hold communion with an excommunicated
person, save in those cases in which it is allowed.

Objection 4. Further, no one should incur amajor excom-
munication save for a mortal sin. Now according to the law
(Can. Praecipue, seqq., caus. xi) a man may incur a major ex-
communication for holding communionwith an excommuni-
cated person. erefore it is a mortal sin to hold communion
with one who is excommunicated.

On the contrary,None can absolve aman frommortal sin

unless he have jurisdiction over him. But any priest can absolve
a man for holding communion with those who are excommu-
nicated. erefore it is not a mortal sin.

Further, the measure of the penalty should be according
to the measure of the sin, as stated in Dt. 25:3. Now the pun-
ishment appointed by common custom for holding commu-
nion with an excommunicated person is not that which is in-
flicted for mortal sin, but rather that which is due for venial
sin. erefore it is not a mortal sin.

I answer that, Some hold that it is always a mortal sin to
hold communion with an excommunicated person, by word
or in any of the forbidden ways mentioned above (a. 2), ex-
cept in those cases allowed by law (Cap. Quoniam). But since
it seems very hard that a man should be guilty of a mortal sin
by uttering just a slight word to an excommunicated person,
and that by excommunicating a person one would endanger
the salvation ofmany, and lay a snarewhichmight turn to one’s
own hurt, it seems to others more probable that he is not al-
ways guilty of a mortal sin, but only when he holds commu-
nion with him in a criminal deed, or in an act of Divine wor-
ship, or through contempt of the Church.

Reply toObjection 1.is decretal is speaking of holding
communion in Divine worship. It may also be replied that the
same reason applies both to mortal and venial sin, since just as
one cannot do well by committing a mortal sin, so neither can
one by committing a venial sin: so that just as it is a man’s duty
to suffer death rather than commit amortal sin, so is it his duty
to do so sooner than commit a venial sin, inasmuch as it is his
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duty to avoid venial sin.
Reply to Objection 2. e commandment of the Church

regards spiritual matters directly, and legitimate actions as a
consequence: hence by holding communion in Divine wor-
ship one acts against the commandment, and commits a mor-
tal sin; but by holding communion in other matters, one acts
beside the commandment, and sins venially.

Reply to Objection 3. Sometimes a man is debarred from

theEucharist evenwithout his own fault, as in the case of those
who are suspended or under an interdict, because these penal-
ties are sometimes inflicted on one person for the sin of an-
other who is thus punished.

Reply to Objection 4. Although it is a venial sin to hold
communion with one who is excommunicated, yet to do so
obstinately is a mortal sin: and for this reason one may be ex-
communicated according to the law.
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Of Absolution From Excommunication

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider absolution from excommunication: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any priest can absolve his subject from excommunication?
(2) Whether a man can be absolved from excommunication against his will?
(3) Whether a man can be absolved from one excommunication without being absolved from another?

Suppl. q. 24 a. 1Whether any priest can absolve his subject from excommunication?

Objection 1. It would seem that any priest can absolve
his subject from excommunication. For the chains of sin are
stronger than those of excommunication. But any priest can
absolve his subject from sin. erefore much more can he ab-
solve him from excommunication.

Objection 2. Further, if the cause is removed the effect is
removed. But the cause of excommunication is a mortal sin.
erefore since any priest can absolve (his subject) from that
mortal sin, he is able likewise to absolve him from the excom-
munication.

On the contrary, It belongs to the same power to excom-
municate as to absolve from excommunication. But priests of
inferior degree cannot excommunicate their subjects. Neither,
therefore, can they absolve them.

I answer that,Anyone can absolve from minor excommu-
nication who can absolve from the sin of participation in the
sin of another. But in the case of a major excommunication,
this is pronounced either by a judge, and then he who pro-
nounced sentence or his superior can absolve—or it is pro-
nounced by law, and then the bishop or even a priest can ab-
solve except in the six cases which the Pope, who is the maker
of laws, reserves to himself: the first is the case of a man who
lays hands on a cleric or a religious; the second is of one who
breaks into a church and is denounced for so doing; the third
is of the man who sets fire to a church and is denounced for
the deed; the fourth is of one who knowingly communicates
in the Divine worship with those whom the Pope has excom-
municated by name; the fih is the case of one who tampers
with the letters of theHoly See; the sixth is the case of onewho
communicates in a crime of one who is excommunicated. For
he shouldnot be absolved except by the personwho excommu-
nicated him, even though he be not subject to him, unless, by
reason of the difficulty of appearing before him, he be absolved
by the bishop or by his own priest, aer binding himself by
oath to submit to the command of the judge who pronounced

the excommunication on him.
ere are however eight exceptions to the first case: (1)

In the hour of death, when a person can be absolved by any
priest from any excommunication; (2) if the striker be the
doorkeeper of a man in authority, and the blow be given nei-
ther through hatred nor of set purpose; (3) if the striker be a
woman; (4) if the striker be a servant, whose master is not at
fault andwould suffer from his absence; (5) if a religious strike
a religious, unless he strikehimvery grievously; (6) if the striker
be a poor man; (7) if he be a minor, an old man, or an invalid;
(8) if there be a deadly feud between them.

ere are, besides, seven cases in which the person who
strikes a cleric does not incur excommunication: (1) if he do it
for the sake of discipline, as a teacher or a superior; (2) if it be
done for fun; (3) if the striker find the cleric behaving with im-
propriety towards his wife his mother, his sister or his daugh-
ter; (4) if he return blow for blow at once; (5) if the striker be
not aware that he is striking a cleric; (6) if the latter be guilty
of apostasy aer the triple admonition; (7) if the cleric exercise
an act which is altogether contrary to the clerical life, e.g. if he
become a soldier, or if he be guilty of bigamy*.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the chains of sin are in
themselves greater than those of excommunication, yet in a
certain respect the chains of excommunication are greater,
inasmuch as they bind a man not only in the sight of God,
but also in the eye of the Church. Hence absolution from ex-
communication requires jurisdiction in the external forum,
whereas absolution from sin does not. Nor is there need of giv-
ing one’s word by oath, as in the case of absolution from ex-
communication, because, as the Apostle declares (Heb. 6:16),
controversies between men are decided by oath.

Reply to Objection 2. As an excommunicated person has
no share in the sacraments of the Church, a priest cannot ab-
solve him from his guilt, unless he be first absolved from ex-
communication.

* Namely, that which is known by canonists as “similar bigamy”.
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Suppl. q. 24 a. 2Whether anyone can be absolved against his will?

Objection 1. It would seem that no man can be absolved
against his will. For spiritual things are not conferred on any-
one against his will. Now absolution from excommunication
is a spiritual favor. erefore it cannot be granted to a man
against his will.

Objection 2. Further, the cause of excommunication is
contumacy. But when, through contempt of the excommuni-
cation, a man is unwilling to be absolved, he shows a high de-
gree of contumacy. erefore he cannot be absolved.

On the contrary, Excommunication can be pronounced
on a man against his will. Now things that happen to a man
against his will, can be removed from him against his will, as
in the case of the goods of fortune. erefore excommunica-
tion can be removed from a man against his will.

I answer that,Evil of fault and evil of punishment differ in
this, that the origin of fault is within us, since all sin is volun-

tary, whereas the origin of punishment is sometimes without,
since punishment does not need to be voluntary, in fact the na-
ture of punishment is rather to be against the will. Wherefore,
just as a man commits no sin except willingly, so no sin is for-
given him against his will. On the other hand just as a person
can be excommunicated against his will, so can he be absolved
therefrom.

Reply to Objection 1. e assertion is true of those spiri-
tual goodswhichdependonourwill, such as the virtues,which
we cannot lose unwillingly; for knowledge, although a spiritual
good, can be lost by a man against his will through sickness.
Hence the argument is not to the point.

Reply to Objection 2. It is possible for excommunication
to be removed from a man even though he be contumacious,
if it seem to be for the good of the man for whom the excom-
munication was intended as a medicine.

Suppl. q. 24 a. 3Whether a man can be absolved from one excommunication without being absolved from all?

Objection 1. It would seem that aman cannot be absolved
from one excommunication without being absolved from all.
For an effect should be proportionate to its cause. Now the
cause of excommunication is a sin. Since then a man cannot
be absolved from one sin without being absolved from all, nei-
ther can this happen as regards excommunication.

Objection 2. Further, absolution from excommunication
is pronounced in the Church. But a man who is under the ban
of one excommunication is outside the Church. erefore so
long as one remains, a man cannot be loosed from another.

On the contrary, Excommunication is a punishment.
Nowaman canbe loosed fromonepunishment,while another
remains. erefore a man can be loosed from one excommu-
nication and yet remain under another.

I answer that, Excommunications are not connected to-
gether in any way, and so it is possible for a man to be absolved
from one, and yet remain under another.

Itmust be observed however that sometimes aman lies un-
der several excommunications pronounced by one judge; and

then, when he is absolved from one, he is understood to be ab-
solved from all, unless the contrary be expressed, or unless he
ask to be absolved from excommunication on one count only,
whereas he was excommunicated under several. On the other
hand sometimes a man lies under several sentences of excom-
munication pronounced by several judges; and then, when
absolved from one excommunication, he is not therefore ab-
solved from the others, unless at his prayer they all confirm his
absolution, or unless they all depute one to absolve him.

Reply to Objection 1. All sins are connected together in
aversion fromGod,which is incompatiblewith the forgiveness
of sin: wherefore one sin cannot be forgiven without another.
But excommunications have no such connection. Nor again is
absolution from excommunication hindered by contrariety of
the will, as stated above (a. 2). Hence the argument does not
prove.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as such a man was for several
reasons outside the Church so is it possible for his separation
to be removed on one count and to remain on another.
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Of Indulgences

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider indulgence: (1) in itself; (2) those who grant indulgence; (3) those who receive it.
Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether an indulgence remits any part of the punishment due for the satisfaction of sins?
(2) Whether indulgences are as effective as they claim to be?
(3) Whether an indulgence should be granted for temporal assistance?

Suppl. q. 25 a. 1Whether an indulgence can remit any part of the punishment due for the satisfaction of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that an indulgence cannot re-
mit any part of the punishment due for the satisfaction of sins.
Because a gloss on 2 Tim. 2:13, “He cannot deny Himself,”
says: “He would do this if He did not keep His word.” Now
He said (Dt. 25:2): “According to the measure of the sin shall
the measure also of the stripes be.” erefore nothing can be
remitted from the satisfactory punishmentwhich is appointed
according to the measure of sin.

Objection 2. Further, an inferior cannot absolve from an
obligation imposed by his superior. But when God absolves us
from sin He binds us to temporal punishment, as Hugh of St.
Victor declares (Tract. vi Sum. Sent.*). erefore no man can
absolve from that punishment, by remitting any part of it.

Objection 3. Further, the granting of the sacramental ef-
fectwithout the sacraments belongs to thepower of excellence.
Now none but Christ has the power of excellence in the sacra-
ments. Since then satisfaction is a part of the sacrament of
Penance, conducing to the remission of the punishment due,
it seems that no mere man can remit the debt of punishment
without satisfaction.

Objection 4. Further, the power of the ministers of the
Church was given them, not “unto destruction,” but “unto ed-
ification” (2 Cor. 10:8). But it would be conducive to destruc-
tion, if satisfaction, which was intended for our good, inas-
much as it serves for a remedy, were done awaywith.erefore
the power of the ministers of the Church does not extend to
this.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Cor. 2:10): “For, what
I have pardoned, if I have pardoned anything, for your sakes
have I done it in the person of Christ,” and a gloss adds: i.e.
“as though Christ Himself had pardoned.” But Christ could
remit the punishment of a sin without any satisfaction, as evi-
denced in the case of the adulterous woman (Jn. 8). erefore
Paul could do so likewise.erefore the Pope can too, since his
power in the Church is not less than Paul’s.

Further, the universal Church cannot err; since He Who
“was heard for His reverence” (Heb. 5:7) said to Peter, on
whose profession of faith the Church was founded (Lk.
22:32): “I have prayed for thee that thy faith fail not.”Now the

universal Church approves and grants indulgences. erefore
indulgences have some value.

I answer that,All admit that indulgences have some value,
for it would be blasphemy to say that the Church does any-
thing in vain. But some say that they do not avail to free a man
from the debt of punishment which he has deserved in Purga-
tory according to God’s judgment, and that they merely serve
to free him from the obligation imposed on him by the priest
as a punishment for his sins, or from the canonical penalties he
has incurred. But this opinion does not seem to be true. First,
because it is expressly opposed to the privilege granted toPeter,
to whom it was said (Mat. 16:19) that whatsoever he should
loose on earth should be loosed also in heaven. Wherefore
whatever remission is granted in the court of theChurch holds
good in the court of God. Moreover the Church by granting
such indulgences would domore harm than good, since, by re-
mitting the punishment she had enjoined on aman, she would
deliver him to be punished more severely in Purgatory.

Hence we must say on the contrary that indulgences hold
good both in the Church’s court and in the judgment of
God, for the remission of the punishment which remains af-
ter contrition, absolution, and confession, whether this pun-
ishment be enjoined or not. e reason why they so avail is
the oneness of the mystical body in which many have per-
formed works of satisfaction exceeding the requirements of
their debts; in which, too, many have patiently borne unjust
tribulations whereby a multitude of punishments would have
been paid, had they been incurred. So great is the quantity of
such merits that it exceeds the entire debt of punishment due
to those who are living at this moment: and this is especially
due to the merits of Christ: for though He acts through the
sacraments, yet His efficacy is nowise restricted to them, but
infinitely surpasses their efficacy.

Now one man can satisfy for another, as we have ex-
plained above (q. 13, a. 2). And the saints in whom this super-
abundance of satisfactions is found, did not perform their
good works for this or that particular person, who needs the
remission of his punishment (else he would have received this
remission without any indulgence at all), but they performed

* Of doubtful authenticity.
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them for the whole Church in general, even as the Apostle
declares that he fills up “those things that are wanting of the
sufferings of Christ…for His body, which is the Church” to
whom he wrote (Col. 1:24). ese merits, then, are the com-
mon property of the whole Church. Now those things which
are the common property of a number are distributed to the
various individuals according to the judgment of him who
rules them all. Hence, just as one man would obtain the re-
mission of his punishment if another were to satisfy for him,
so would he too if another’s satisfactions be applied to him by
one who has the power to do so.

Reply to Objection 1. e remission which is granted
by means of indulgences does not destroy the proportion be-
tween punishment and sin, since someone has spontaneously
taken upon himself the punishment due for another’s guilt, as
explained above.

Reply toObjection 2.He who gains an indulgence is not,
strictly speaking, absolved from the debt of punishment, but is

given the means whereby he may pay it.
Reply to Objection 3. e effect of sacramental absolu-

tion is the removal of a man’s guilt, an effect which is not pro-
duced by indulgences. But he who grants indulgences pays the
debt of punishment which a man owes, out of the common
stock of the Church’s goods, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 4. Grace affords a better remedy for
the avoidance of sin than does habituation to (good) works.
And since he who gains an indulgence is disposed to grace
through the love which he conceives for the cause for which
the indulgence is granted, it follows that indulgences provide
a remedy against sin. Consequently it is not harmful to grant
indulgences unless this be done without discretion. Neverthe-
less those who gain indulgences should be advised, not, on this
account, to omit the penitential works imposed on them, so
that they may derive a remedy from these also, even though
they may be quit of the debt of punishment; and all the more,
seeing that they are oen more in debt than they think.

Suppl. q. 25 a. 2Whether indulgences are as effective as they claim to be?

Objection 1. It would seem that indulgences are not as ef-
fective as they claim to be. For indulgences have no effect save
from the power of the keys. Now by the power of the keys, he
who has that power can only remit some fixed part of the pun-
ishment due for sin, aer taking into account the measure of
the sin and of the penitent’s sorrow. Since then indulgences de-
pend on themere will of the grantor, it seems that they are not
as effective as they claim to be.

Objection 2. Further, the debt of punishment keeps man
back from the attainment of glory, which he ought to de-
sire above all things. Now, if indulgences are as effective as
they claim to be, a man by setting himself to gain indulgences
might become immune from all debt of temporal punishment.
erefore it would seem that aman ought to put aside all other
kinds of works, and devote himself to gain indulgences.

Objection 3. Further, sometimes an indulgence whereby
a man is remitted a third part of the punishment due for his
sins is granted if he contribute towards the erection of a certain
building. If, therefore, indulgences produce the effect which is
claimed for them, he who gives a penny, and then another, and
then again another, would obtain a plenary absolution fromall
punishment due for his sins, which seems absurd.

Objection4.Further, sometimes an indulgence is granted,
so that for visiting a church a man obtains a seven years’ re-
mission. If, then, an indulgence avails as much as is claimed
for it a man who lives near that church, or the clergy attached
thereto who go there every day, obtain as much indulgence as
one who comes from a distance (which would appear unjust);
moreover, seemingly, they would gain the indulgence several
times a day, since they go there repeatedly.

Objection 5. Further, to remit a man’s punishment be-
yond a just estimate seems to amount to the same as to remit

it without reason; because in so far as he exceeds that estimate,
he limits the compensation.Nowhewho grants an indulgence
cannot without cause remit a man’s punishment either wholly
or partly, even though the Pope were to say to anyone: “I re-
mit to all the punishment you owe for your sins.” erefore it
seems that he cannot remit anything beyond the just estimate.
Now indulgences are oen published which exceed that just
estimate. erefore they do not avail as much as is claimed for
them.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 13:7): “Hath God any
need of your lie, that you should speak deceitfully for Him?”
erefore theChurch, in publishing indulgences, does not lie;
and so they avail as much as is claimed for them.

Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 15:14): “If…our preach-
ing is vain, your faith is also vain.” erefore whoever utters a
falsehood in preaching, so far as he is concerned, makes faith
void. and so sins mortally. If therefore indulgences are not as
effective as they claim tobe, allwhopublish indulgenceswould
commit a mortal sin: which is absurd.

I answer that, on this point there are many opinions. For
some maintain that indulgences have not the efficacy claimed
for them, but that they simply avail each individual in propor-
tion to his faith and devotion. And consequently those who
maintain this, say that the Church publishes her indulgences
in such a way as, by a kind of pious fraud, to induce men to
do well, just as a mother entices her child to walk by hold-
ing out an apple. But this seems a very dangerous assertion to
make. For as Augustine states (Ep. ad Hieron. lxxviii), “if any
errorwere discovered inHolyWrit, the authority ofHolyWrit
would perish.” In like manner, if any error were to be found in
the Church’s preaching, her doctrine would have no authority
in settling questions of faith.
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Hence others have maintained that indulgences avail as
much as is claimed for them, according to a just estimate, not
of him who grants it—who perhaps puts too high a value on
it—nor of the recipient—for he may prize too highly the gi
he receives, but a just estimate according to the estimate of
good men who consider the condition of the person affected,
and the utility andneeds of theChurch, for theChurch’s needs
are greater at one time than at another. Yet, neither, seemingly,
can this opinion stand. First, because in that case indulgences
would no longer be a remission, but rather a mere commuta-
tion. Moreover the preaching of the Church would not be ex-
cused from untruth, since, at times, indulgences are granted
far in excess of the requirements of this just estimate, taking
into consideration all the aforesaid conditions, as, for example,
when the Pope granted to anyonewho visited a certain church,
an indulgence of seven years, which indulgencewas granted by
Blessed Gregory for the Roman Stations.

Hence others say that the quantity of remission accorded
in an indulgence is not to be measured by the devotion of the
recipient, as the first opinion suggested, nor according to the
quantity of what is given, as the second opinion held; but ac-
cording to the cause for which the indulgence is granted, and
according to which a person is held deserving of obtaining
such an indulgence. us according as a man approached near
to that cause, so would he obtain remission inwhole or in part.
But neither will this explain the custom of the Church, who
assigns, now a greater, now a lesser indulgence, for the same
cause: thus, under the same circumstances, now a year’s indul-
gence, now one of only forty days, according to the gracious-
ness of thePope,who grants the indulgence, is granted to those
who visit a church. Wherefore the amount of the remission
granted by the indulgence is not to be measured by the cause
for which a person is worthy of an indulgence.

We must therefore say otherwise that the quantity of an
effect is proportionate to the quantity of the cause. Now the
cause of the remission of punishment effected by indulgences
is no other than the abundance of theChurch’smerits, and this
abundance suffices for the remission of all punishment. e
effective cause of the remission is not the devotion, or toil, or
gi of the recipient; nor, again, is it the cause for which the
indulgence was granted. We cannot, then, estimate the quan-
tity of the remission by any of the foregoing, but solely by the
merits of the Church—and these are always superabundant.
Consequently, according as these merits are applied to a per-
son sodoes he obtain remission.at they should be so applied
demands, firstly, authority to dispense this treasure. secondly,
union between the recipient and Him Who merited it—and
this is brought about by charity; thirdly, there is required a
reason for so dispensing this treasury, so that the intention,
namely, of those who wrought these meritorious works is safe-
guarded, since they did them for the honor of God and for the
good of the Church in general. Hence whenever the cause as-
signed tends to the good of theChurch and the honor of God,

there is sufficient reason for granting an indulgence.
Hence, according to others, indulgences have precisely the

efficacy claimed for them, provided that he who grants them
have the authority, that the recipient have charity, and that, as
regards the cause, there be piety which includes the honor of
God and the profit of our neighbor. Nor in this view have we
“too great a market of the Divine mercy”*, as some maintain,
nor again does it derogate from Divine justice, for no punish-
ment is remitted, but the punishment of one is imputed to an-
other.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 19, a. 3) there
are two keys, the key of orders and the key of jurisdiction. e
key of orders is a sacramental: and as the effects of the sacra-
ments are fixed, not by men but by God, the priest cannot de-
cide in the tribunal of confession how much shall be remitted
by means of the key of orders from the punishment due; it is
God Who appoints the amount to be remitted. On the other
hand the key of jurisdiction is not something sacramental, and
its effect depends on a man’s decision. e remission granted
through indulgences is the effect of this key, since it does not
belong to the dispensation of the sacraments, but to the dis-
tribution of the common property of the Church: hence it is
that legates, even though they be not priests, can grant indul-
gences. Consequently the decision of how much punishment
is to be remitted by an indulgence depends on the will of the
one who grants that indulgence. If, however, he remits pun-
ishment without sufficient reason, so that men are enticed to
substitute mere nothings, as it were, for works of penance, he
sins by granting such indulgences, although the indulgence is
gained fully.

Reply to Objection 2. Although indulgences avail much
for the remission of punishment, yet works of satisfaction are
more meritorious in respect of the essential reward, which in-
finitely transcends the remission of temporal punishment.

Reply to Objection 3. When an indulgence is granted in
a general way to anyone that helps towards the building of a
church, we must understand this to mean a help proportion-
ate to the giver: and in so far as he approaches to this, he will
gain the indulgence more or less fully. Consequently a poor
man by giving one penny would gain the full indulgence, not
so a rich man, whom it would not become to give so little to
so holy and profitable a work; Just as a king would not be said
to help a man if he gave him an “obol.”

Reply toObjection 4.Apersonwho lives near the church,
and the priest and clergy of the church, gain the indulgence
as much as those who come perhaps a distance of a thousand
days’ journey: because the remission, as stated above, is pro-
portionate, not to the toil, but to themerits which are applied.
Yet he who toils most gains most merit. is, however, is to be
understood of those cases in which an indulgence is given in
an undeterminate manner. For sometimes a distinction is ex-
pressed: thus the Pope at the time of general absolution grants
an indulgence of five years to those who come from across the

* St. Bonaventure, Sent. iv, D, 20.
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seas, and one of three years to those who come from across the
mountains, to others an indulgence of one year. Nor does a
person gain the indulgence each time he visits the church dur-
ing the term of indulgence, because sometimes it is granted for
afixed time; thuswhen it is said, “Whoever visits such and such
a church until such and such a day, shall gain so much indul-
gence,” we must understand that it can be gained only once.
on the other hand if there be a continual indulgence in a cer-
tain church, as the indulgence of forty days to be gained in the
church of the Blessed Peter, then a person gains the indulgence
as oen as he visits the church.

Reply to Objection 5. An indulgence requires a cause,
not as a measure of the remission of punishment, but in or-
der that the intention of those whose merits are applied, may
reach to this particular individual. Now one person’s good is
applied to another in two ways: first, by charity; and in this
way, even without indulgences, a person shares in all the good
deeds done, provided he have charity: secondly, by the inten-
tion of the person who does the good action; and in this way,
provided there be a lawful cause, the intention of a personwho
has done something for the profit of the Church, may reach to
some individual through indulgences.

Suppl. q. 25 a. 3Whether an indulgence ought to be granted for temporal help?

Objection 1. It would seem that an indulgence ought not
to be granted for temporal help. Because the remission of sins
is something spiritual. Now to exchange a spiritual for a tem-
poral thing is simony. erefore this ought not to be done.

Objection 2. Further, spiritual assistance is more nec-
essary than temporal. But indulgences do not appear to be
granted for spiritual assistance.Much less therefore ought they
to be granted for temporal help.

On the contrary, stands the common custom of the
Church in granting indulgences for pilgrimages and almsgiv-
ing.

I answer that, Temporal things are subordinate to spiri-
tual matters, since we must make use of temporal things on
account of spiritual things. Consequently an indulgence must

not be granted for the sake of temporal matters as such, but
in so far as they are subordinate to spiritual things: such as the
quelling of the Church’s enemies, who disturb her peace; or
such as the building of a church, of a bridge, and other forms
of almsgiving. It is therefore evident that there is no simony in
these transactions, since a spiritual thing is exchanged, not for
a temporal but for a spiritual commodity.

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is clear.
Reply toObjection 2. Indulgences can be, and sometimes

are, granted even for purely spiritual matters.us Pope Inno-
cent IV granted an indulgence of ten days to all who prayed for
the king of France; and in like manner sometimes the same in-
dulgence is granted to those who preach a crusade as to those
who take part in it.
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Of ose Who Can Grant Indulgences

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider those who can grant indulgences: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether every parish priest can grant indulgences?
(2) Whether a deacon or another, who is not a priest, can grant indulgences?
(3) Whether a bishop can grant them?
(4) Whether they can be granted by one who is in mortal sin?

Suppl. q. 26 a. 1Whether every parish priest can grant indulgences?

Objection 1. It would seem that every parish priest can
grant indulgences. For an indulgence derives its efficacy from
the superabundance of the Church’s merits. Now there is no
congregation without some superabundance of merits. ere-
fore every priest, who has charge of a congregation, can grant
indulgences, and, in like manner, so can every prelate.

Objection 2. Further, every prelate stands for a multitude,
just as an individual stands for himself. But any individual can
assign his own goods to another and thus offer satisfaction for
a third person. erefore a prelate can assign the property of
the multitude subject to him, and so it seems that he can grant
indulgences.

On the contrary, To excommunicate is less than to grant
indulgences. But a parish priest cannot do the former. ere-
fore he cannot do the latter.

I answer that, Indulgences are effective, in as much as the
works of satisfaction done by one person are applied to an-
other, not only by virtue of charity, but also by the intention
of the person who did them being directed in some way to the
person to whom they are applied. Now a person’s intention
may be directed to another in three ways, specifically, gener-
ically and individually. Individually, as when one person of-
fers satisfaction for another particular person; and thus anyone
can apply his works to another. Specifically, as when a person
prays for the congregation to which he belongs, for the mem-
bers of his household, or for his benefactors, and directs his
works of satisfaction to the same intention: in this way the su-
perior of a congregation can apply those works to some other
person, by applying the intention of those who belong to his
congregation to some fixed individual. Generically, as when a
person directs his works for the good of theChurch in general;
and thus he who presides over the whole Church can commu-
nicate those works, by applying his intention to this or that
individual. And since a man is a member of a congregation,
and a congregation is a part of the Church, hence the inten-
tion of private good includes the intention of the good of the
congregation, and of the good of the wholeChurch.erefore
he who presides over the Church can communicate what be-

longs to an individual congregation or to an individual man:
and he who presides over a congregation can communicate
what belongs to an individualman, but not conversely. Yet nei-
ther the first nor the second communication is called an in-
dulgence, but only the third; and this for two reasons. First,
because, although those communications loose man from the
debt of punishment in the sight of God, yet he is not freed
from the obligation of fulfilling the satisfaction enjoined, to
which he is boundby a commandment of theChurch;whereas
the third communication frees man even from this obligation.
Secondly, because in one person or even in one congregation
there is not such an unfailing supply of merits as to be suffi-
cient both for the one person or congregation and for all oth-
ers; and consequently the individual is not freed from the en-
tire debt of punishment unless satisfaction is offered for him
individually, to the very amount that he owes. On the other
hand, in the whole Church there is an unfailing supply of mer-
its, chiefly on account of the merit of Christ. Consequently he
alone who is at the head of the Church can grant indulgences.
Since, however, theChurch is the congregation of the faithful,
and since a congregation of men is of two kinds, the domestic,
composed of members of the same family, and the civil, com-
posed of members of the same nationality, the Church is like
to a civil congregation, for the people themselves are called the
Church; while the various assemblies, or parishes of one dio-
cese are likened to a congregation in the various families and
services. Hence a bishop alone is properly called a prelate of
theChurch,whereforehe alone, like a bridegroom, receives the
ring of the Church. Consequently full power in the dispensa-
tion of the sacraments, and jurisdiction in the public tribunal,
belong to him alone as the public person, but to others by del-
egation fromhim.ose priests who have charge of the people
are not prelates strictly speaking, but assistants, hence, in con-
secrating priests the bishop says: “e more fragile we are, the
more we need these assistants”: and for this reason they do not
dispense all the sacraments. Hence parish priests, or abbots or
other like prelates cannot grant indulgences.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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Suppl. q. 26 a. 2Whether a deacon or another who is not a priest can grant an indulgence?

Objection 1. It would seem that a deacon, or one that is
not a priest cannot grant an indulgence. Because remission of
sins is an effect of the keys. Now none but a priest has the keys.
erefore a priest alone can grant indulgences.

Objection 2. Further, a fuller remission of punishment is
granted by indulgences than by the tribunal of Penance. But
a priest alone has power in the latter, and, therefore, he alone
has power in the former.

On the contrary, e distribution of the Church’s trea-
sury is entrusted to the same person as the government of the
Church. Now this is entrusted sometimes to one who is not

a priest. erefore he can grant indulgences, since they derive
their efficacy from the distribution of the Church’s treasury.

I answer that, e power of granting indulgences follows
jurisdiction, as stated above (q. 25, a. 2). And since deacons
andothers,who are not priests, canhave jurisdiction either del-
egated, as legates, or ordinary, as bishops-elect, it follows that
even thosewho are not priests can grant indulgences, although
they cannot absolve in the tribunal of Penance, since this fol-
lows the reception of orders.is suffices for the Replies to the
Objections, because the granting of indulgences belongs to the
key of jurisdiction and not to the key of orders.

Suppl. q. 26 a. 3Whether a bishop can grant indulgences?

Objection 1. It would seem that even a bishop cannot
grant indulgences. Because the treasury of the Church is the
common property of the whole Church. Now the common
property of the whole Church cannot be distributed save by
him who presides over the whole Church. erefore the Pope
alone can grant indulgences.

Objection 2. Further, none can remit punishments fixed
by law, save the one who has the power to make the law. Now
punishments in satisfaction for sins are fixed by law. erefore
the Pope alone can remit these punishments, since he is the
maker of the law.

On the contrary, stands the custom of the Church in ac-

cordance with which bishops grant indulgences.
I answer that, e Pope has the plenitude of pontifical

power, being like a king in his kingdom: whereas the bishops
are appointed to a share in his solicitude, like judges over each
city. Hence them alone the Pope, in his letters, addresses as
“brethren,” whereas he calls all others his “sons.” erefore the
plenitude of the power of granting indulgences resides in the
Pope, because he can grant them, as he lists, provided the cause
be a lawful one: while, in bishops, this power resides subject to
the Pope’s ordination, so that they can grant themwithin fixed
limits and not beyond.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Suppl. q. 26 a. 4Whether indulgences can be granted by one who is in mortal sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that indulgences cannot be
granted by onewho is inmortal sin. For a stream can no longer
flow if cut off from its source.Now the source of grace which is
theHolyGhost is cut off from onewho is inmortal sin.ere-
fore such a one can convey nothing to others by granting indul-
gences.

Objection2.Further, it is a greater thing to grant an indul-
gence than to receive one. But one who is in mortal sin cannot
receive an indulgence, as we shall show presently (q. 27, a. 1).
Neither, therefore, can he grant one.

On the contrary, Indulgences are granted in virtue of the
power conferred on the prelates of the Church. Now mortal
sin takes away, not power but goodness. erefore one who is
in mortal sin can grant indulgences.

I answer that, e granting of indulgences belongs to ju-
risdiction. But a man does not, through sin, lose jurisdiction.
Consequently indulgences are equally valid, whether they be
granted by one who is in mortal sin, or by a most holy person;
since he remits punishment, not by virtue of his own merits,
but by virtue of the merits laid up in the Church’s treasury.

Reply to Objection 1. e prelate who, while in a state of
mortal sin, grants an indulgence, does not pour forth anything
of his own, and so it is not necessary that he should receive an
inflow from the source, in order that he may grant a valid in-
dulgence.

Reply to Objection 2. Further, to grant an indulgence is
more than to receive one, if we consider the power, but it is
less, if we consider the personal profit.

2547



S   T P, Q 27
Of ose Whom Indulgences Avail

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider those whom indulgences avail: under which head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether indulgences avail those who are in mortal sin?
(2) Whether they avail religious?
(3) Whether they avail a person who does not fulfill the conditions for which the indulgence is given?
(4) Whether they avail him who grants them?

Suppl. q. 27 a. 1Whether an indulgence avails those who are in mortal sin?

Objection1. Itwould seem that an indulgence avails those
who are in mortal sin. For one person can merit grace and
manyother good things for another, even thoughhebe inmor-
tal sin. Now indulgences derive their efficacy from the appli-
cation of the saints’ merits to an individual. erefore they are
effective in one who is in mortal sin.

Objection 2. Further, the greater the need, themore room
there is for pity.Now amanwho is inmortal sin is in very great
need.erefore all themore should pity be extended to himby
indulgence.

On the contrary,A dead member receives no inflow from
the othermembers that are living. But onewho is inmortal sin,
is like a deadmember.erefore he receives no inflow, through
indulgences, from the merits of living members.

I answer that, Somehold that indulgences avail those even
who are inmortal sin, for the acquiring of grace, but not for the
remission of their punishment, since none can be freed from
punishment who is not yet freed from guilt. For he who has
not yet been reached by God’s operation unto the remission

of guilt, cannot receive the remission of his punishment from
the minister of the Church neither by indulgences nor in the
tribunal of Penance.

But this opinion seems to be untrue. Because, although
those merits which are applied by means of an indulgence,
might possibly avail a person so that he could merit grace (by
way of congruity and impetration), yet it is not for this rea-
son that they are applied, but for the remission of punishment.
Hence theydonot avail thosewho are inmortal sin, and conse-
quently, true contrition and confession are demanded as con-
ditions for gaining all indulgences. If however the merits were
applied by such a form as this: “I grant you a share in themerits
of the whole Church—or of one congregation, or of one spec-
ified person,” then they might avail a person in mortal sin so
that he couldmerit something, as the foregoing opinion holds.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.Although he who is inmortal sin is

in greater need of help, yet he is less capable of receiving it.

Suppl. q. 27 a. 2Whether indulgences avail religious?

Objection 1. It would seem that indulgences do not avail
religious. For there is no reason to bring supplies to those who
supply others out of their own abundance. Now indulgences
are derived from the abundance of works of satisfaction to be
found in religious. erefore it is unreasonable for them to
profit by indulgences.

Objection 2. Further, nothing detrimental to religious life
should be done in theChurch. But, if indulgenceswere to avail
religious, this would be detrimental to regular discipline, be-
cause religious would become lax on account of indulgences,
andwould neglect the penances imposed in chapter.erefore
indulgences do not avail religious.

On the contrary, Good brings harm to no man. But the
religious life is a good thing. erefore it does not take away
from religious the profit to be derived from indulgences.

I answer that, Indulgences avail both seculars and reli-
gious, provided they have charity and satisfy the conditions for
gaining the indulgences: for religious can be helped by indul-
gences no less than persons living in the world.

Reply to Objection 1. Although religious are in the state
of perfection, yet they cannot live without sin: and so if at
times they are liable to punishment on account of some sin,
they can expiate this debt by means of indulgences. For it is
not unreasonable that one who is well off absolutely speaking,
should be in want at times and in some respect, and thus need
to be supplied with what he lacks. Hence it is written (Gal.
6:2): “Bear ye one another’s burdens.”

Reply toObjection 2.ere is no reasonwhy indulgences
should be detrimental to religious observance, because, as to
the reward of eternal life, religious merit more by observing
their rule than by gaining indulgences; although, as to the re-
mission of punishment, which is a lesser good, they merit less.
Nor again do indulgences remit the punishment enjoined in
chapter, because the chapter is a judicial rather than a peniten-
tial tribunal. hence even thosewho arenot priests hold chapter.
Absolution from punishment enjoined or due for sin is given
in the tribunal of Penance.
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Suppl. q. 27 a. 3Whether an indulgence caneverbegranted toonewhodoesnot fulfill the conditions required?

Objection 1. It would seem that an indulgence can some-
times be granted to one who does not fulfill the required con-
ditions. Because when a person is unable to perform a certain
action his will is taken for the deed. Now sometimes an indul-
gence is to be gained by giving an alms, which a poor man is
unable to do, though he would do so willingly. erefore he
can gain the indulgence.

Objection 2. Further, one man can make satisfaction for
another. Now an indulgence is directed to the remission of
punishment, just as satisfaction is.erefore oneman can gain
an indulgence for another; and so a man can gain an indul-
gence without doing that for which the indulgence is given.

On the contrary, If the cause is removed, the effect is re-
moved. If therefore a person fails to do that for which an in-
dulgence is granted, and which is the cause of the indulgence,
he does not gain the indulgence.

I answer that,Failing the condition of a grant, no grant en-
sues. Hence, as an indulgence is granted on the condition that

a person does or gives a certain thing, if he fails in this, he does
not gain the indulgence.

Reply to Objection 1. is is true of the essential reward,
but not of certain accidental rewards, such as the remission of
punishment and the like.

Reply toObjection 2.Aperson can by his intention apply
his own action to whomever he lists, and so he can make sat-
isfaction for whomever he chooses. On the other hand, an in-
dulgence cannot be applied to someone, except in accordance
with the intention of the grantor. Hence, since he applies it to
thedoer or giver of a particular actionor thing, thedoer cannot
transfer this intention to another. If, however, the indulgence
were expressed thus: “Whosoever does this, or forwhomsoever
this is done, shall gain so much indulgence,” it would avail the
person for whom it is done. Nor would the person who does
this action, give the indulgence to another, but he who grants
the indulgence in this form.

Suppl. q. 27 a. 4Whether an indulgence avails the person who grants it?

Objection 1. It would seem that an indulgence does not
avail him who grants it. For the granting of an indulgence be-
longs to jurisdiction. Now no one can exercise jurisdiction on
himself. thus no one can excommunicate himself.erefore no
one can participate in an indulgence granted by himself.

Objection 2. Further, if this were possible, he who grants
an indulgence might gain the remission of the punishment of
all his sins for some small deed, so that he would sin with im-
punity, which seems senseless.

Objection 3. Further, to grant indulgences and to excom-
municate belong to the same power. Now a man cannot ex-
communicate himself. erefore he cannot share in the indul-
gence of which he is the grantor.

On the contrary, He would be worse off than others if
he could not make use of the Church’s treasury which he dis-
penses to others.

I answer that,An indulgence should be given for some rea-
son, in order for anyone to be enticed by the indulgence to per-
form some action that conduces to the goodof theChurch and
to the honor of God. Now the prelate to whom is committed
the care of the Church’s good and of the furthering of God’s

honor, does not need to entice himself thereto. erefore he
cannot grant an indulgence to himself alone; but he can avail
himself of an indulgence that he grants for others, since it is
based on a cause for granting it to them.

Reply toObjection 1. A man cannot exercise an act of ju-
risdiction on himself, but a prelate can avail himself of those
things which are granted to others by the authority of his ju-
risdiction, both in temporal and in spiritual matters: thus also
a priest gives himself the Eucharist which he gives to others.
And so a bishop too can apply to himself the suffrages of the
Church which he dispenses to others, the immediate effect of
which suffrages, and not of his jurisdiction, is the remission of
punishment by means of indulgences.

e Reply to the Second Objection is clear from what had
been said.

Reply to Objection 3. Excommunication is pronounced
by way of sentence, which no man can pronounce on himself,
for the reason that in the tribunal of justice the same man can-
not be both judge and accused. On the other hand an indul-
gence is not given under the form of a sentence, but by way of
dispensation, which a man can apply to himself.
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Of the Solemn Rite of Penance

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the solemn rite of Penance: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a penance can be published or solemnized?
(2) Whether a solemn penance can be repeated?
(3) Whether public penance should be imposed on women?

Suppl. q. 28 a. 1Whether a penance should be published or solemnized?

Objection 1. It would seem that a penance should not be
published or solemnized. Because it is not lawful for a priest,
even through fear, to divulge anyone’s sin, however notorious
it may be. Now a sin is published by a solemn penance. ere-
fore a penance should not be solemnized.

Objection 2. Further, the judgment should follow the na-
ture of the tribunal. Now penance is a judgment pronounced
in a secret tribunal. erefore it should not be published or
solemnized.

Objection 3. Further, “Every deficiency is made good by
penance” as Ambrose* states. Now solemnization has a con-
trary effect, since it involves the penitent inmany deficiencies:
for a layman cannot be promoted to the ranks of the clergy nor
can a cleric be promoted to higher orders, aer doing solemn
penance. erefore Penance should not be solemnized.

On the contrary, Penance is a sacrament. Now some kind
of solemnity is observed in every sacrament. erefore there
should be some solemnity in Penance.

Further, the medicine should suit the disease. Now a sin
is sometimes public, and by its example draws many to sin.
erefore the penance which is its medicine should also be
public and solemn so as to give edification to many.

I answer that, Some penances should be public and
solemn for four reasons. First, so that a public sin may have
a public remedy; secondly, because he who has committed a
very grave crime deserves the greatest confusion even in this
life; thirdly, in order that it may deter others; fourthly, that he
may be an example of repentance, lest those should despair,
who have committed grievous sins.

Reply toObjection1.epriest does not divulge the con-

fession by imposing such a penance, though people may sus-
pect the penitent of having committed some great sin. For a
man is not certainly taken to be guilty, because he is punished,
since sometimes one does penance for another: thuswe read in
the Lives of the Fathers of a certainmanwho, in order to incite
his companion to do penance, did penance together with him.
And if the sin be public, the penitent, by fulfilling his penance,
shows that he has been to confession.

Reply toObjection 2.A solemn penance, as to its imposi-
tion, does not go beyond the limits of a secret tribunal, since,
just as the confession is made secretly, so the penance is im-
posed secretly. It is the execution of the penance, that goes be-
yond the limits of the secret tribunal: and there is nothing ob-
jectionable in this.

Reply to Objection 3. Although Penance cancels all de-
ficiencies, by restoring man to his former state of grace, yet
it does not always restore him to his former dignity. Hence
women aer doing penance for fornication are not given the
veil, because they do not recover the honor of virginity. In
like manner, aer doing public penance, a sinner does not re-
cover his former dignity so as to be eligible for the clerical state
and a bishop who would ordain such a one ought to be de-
prived of the power of ordaining, unless perhaps the needs of
the Church or custom require it. In that case such a one would
be admitted to minor orders by way of exception, but not to
the sacred orders. First, on account of the dignity of the lat-
ter; secondly, for fear of relapse; thirdly, in order to avoid the
scandal which the people might take through recollection of
his former sins; fourthly, because he would not have the face
to correct others, by reason of the publicity of his own sin.

Suppl. q. 28 a. 2Whether a solemn penance can be repeated?

Objection 1. It would seem that a solemn penance can be
repeated. For those sacraments which do not imprint a char-
acter, can be solemnized a second time, such as the Eucharist,
Extreme Unction and the like. But Penance does not imprint
a character, therefore it can be solemnized over again.

Objection 2. Further, penance is solemnized on account
of the gravity and publicity of the sin. Now, aer doing

penance, a person may commit the same sins over again, or
evenmore grievous sins.erefore the solemn penance should
be imposed again.

On the contrary, Solemn penance signifies the expulsion
of the first man from paradise. Now this was done but once.
erefore solemn penance should be imposed once only.

I answer that, Solemn penance ought not to be repeated,
* Cf. Hypognost. iii, among the spurious works ascribed to St. Augustine.
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for three reasons. First, lest frequency bring it into contempt.
Secondly, on account of its signification; for it signifies the ex-
pulsion of the first man from paradise, which happened only
once; thirdly, because the solemnization indicates, in a way,
that onemakes profession of continual repentance.Wherefore
repetition is inconsistent with solemnization. And if the sin-
ner fall again, he is not precluded from doing penance, but a
solemn penance should not be imposed on him again.

Reply to Objection 1. In those sacraments which are sol-
emnized again and again, repetition is not inconsistent with
solemnity, as it is in the present case. Hence the comparison
fails.

Reply toObjection 2. Although, if we consider his crime,
he ought to do the same penance again, yet the repeated sol-
emnization is not becoming, for the reasons stated above.

Suppl. q. 28 a. 3Whether solemn penance should be imposed on women and clerics, and whether any priest
can impose it?

Objection 1. It would seem that solemn penance should
not be imposed on women. Because, when this penance is im-
posed on aman, he has to cut his hair off. But this becomes not
a woman, according to 1 Cor. 11:15.erefore she should not
do solemn penance.

Objection 2. It also seems that it ought to be imposed on
clerics. For it is enjoined on account of a grievous crime. Now
the same sin ismore grievous in a cleric than in a layman.ere-
fore it ought to be imposed on a cleric more than on a layman.

Objection 3. It also seems that it can be imposed by any
priest. Because to absolve in the tribunal of Penance belongs
to one who has the keys. Now an ordinary priest has the keys.
erefore he can administer this penance.

I answer that,Every solemnpenance is public, but not vice
versa. For solemn penance is done as follows: “On the first day
of Lent, these penitents clothed in sackcloth, with bare feet,
their faces to the ground, and their hair shorn away, accompa-
nied by their priests, present themselves to the bishop of the
city at the door of the church. Having brought them into the
church the bishop with all his clergy recites the seven peniten-
tial psalms, and then imposes his handon them, sprinkles them
with holy water, puts ashes on their heads, covers their shoul-
ders with a hairshirt, and sorrowfully announces to them that
as Adamwas expelled from paradise, so are they expelled from
the church. He then orders the ministers to put them out of
the church, and the clergy follow reciting the responsory: ‘In
the sweat of thy brow,’ etc. Every year on the day of our Lord’s
Supper they are brought back into the church by their priests,

and there shall they be until the octave day of Easter, with-
out however being admitted to Communion or to the kiss of
peace.is shall be done every year as long as entrance into the
church is forbidden them. e final reconciliation is reserved
to the bishop, who alone can impose solemn penance”*.

is penance can be imposed onmen andwomen; but not
on clerics, for fear of scandal. Nor ought such a penance to be
imposed except for a crime which has disturbed the whole of
the city.

On the other hand public but not solemn penance is that
which is done in the presence of the Church, but without
the foregoing solemnity, such as a pilgrimage throughout the
world with a staff. A penance of this kind can be repeated, and
can be imposed by a mere priest, even on a cleric. Sometimes
however a solemn penance is taken to signify a public one: so
that authorities speak of solemn penance in different senses.

Reply to Objection 1. e woman’s hair is a sign of her
subjection, a man’s is not. Hence it is not proper for a woman
to put aside her hair when doing penance, as it is for a man.

Reply to Objection 2. Although in the same kind of sin,
a cleric offends more grievously than a layman, yet a solemn
penance is not imposed on him, lest his orders should be an
object of contempt. us deference is given not to the person
but to his orders.

Reply to Objection 3. Grave sins need great care in their
cure.Hence the imposition of a solemn penance, which is only
applied for the most grievous sins, is reserved to the bishop.

* Cap. lxiv, dist. 50.
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Of Extreme Unction, As Regards Its Essence and Institution

(In Nine Articles)

We must now consider the sacrament of Extreme Unction: in respect of which five points have to be considered: (1) Its
essentials and institution; (2) Its effect; (3) Itsminister; (4) onwhom should it be conferred and inwhat parts; (5) Its repetition.

Under the first head there are nine points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Extreme Unction is a sacrament?
(2) Whether it is one sacrament?
(3) Whether this sacrament was instituted by Christ?
(4) Whether olive oil is a suitable matter for this sacrament?
(5) Whether the oil ought to be consecrated?
(6) Whether the matter of this sacrament should be consecrated by a bishop?
(7) Whether this sacrament has any form?
(8) Whether the form of this sacrament should take the shape of a deprecatory phrase?
(9) Whether this is a suitable form for this sacrament?

Suppl. q. 29 a. 1Whether Extreme Unction is a sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that Extreme Unction is not
a sacrament. For just as oil is used on sick people, so is it on
catechumens. But anointing of catechumens with oil is not a
sacrament. erefore neither is the Extreme Unction of the
sick with oil.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments of theOld Lawwere
figures of the sacraments of theNewLaw. But there was no fig-
ure of Extreme Unction in the Old Law. erefore it is not a
sacrament of the New Law.

Objection 3. Further, according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier.
iii, v) every sacrament aims at either cleansing, or enlighten-
ing, or perfecting. Now Extreme Unction does not aim at ei-
ther cleansing, or enlightening, for this is ascribed to Baptism
alone, or perfecting, for according toDionysius (Eccl.Hier. ii),
this belongs to Confirmation and the Eucharist.erefore Ex-
treme Unction is not a sacrament.

On the contrary, e sacraments of the Church supply
man’s defects sufficiently with respect to every state of life.
Now no other than Extreme Unction does this for those who
are departing from this life. erefore it is a sacrament.

Further, the sacraments are neithermore nor less than spir-
itual remedies. Now Extreme Unction is a spiritual remedy,
since it avails for the remission of sins, according to James 5:15.
erefore it is a sacrament.

I answer that, Among the visible operations of the
Church, some are sacraments, as Baptism, some are sacramen-
tals, as Exorcism. e difference between these is that a sacra-
ment is an action of the Church that reaches to the princi-
pal effect intended in the administration of the sacraments,
whereas a sacramental is an action which, though it does not
reach to that effect, is nevertheless directed towards that prin-

cipal action. Now the effect intended in the administration of
the sacraments is the healing of the disease of sin: wherefore it
is written (Is. 27:9): “is is all the fruit, that the sin…should
be taken away.” Since then ExtremeUnction reaches to this ef-
fect, as is clear from the words of James, and is not ordained to
any other sacrament as an accessory thereto, it is evident that
Extreme Unction is not a sacramental but a sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. e oil with which catechumens
are anointed does not convey the remission of sins to them by
its unction, for that belongs to Baptism. It does, however, dis-
pose them to receive Baptism, as stated above ( IIIa, q. 71, a. 3).
Hence that unction is not a sacrament as Extreme Unction is.

Reply to Objection 2. is sacrament prepares man for
glory immediately, since it is given to those who are departing
from this life. And as, under the Old Law, it was not yet time
to enter into glory, because “the Law brought nobody [Vulg.:
‘nothing’] to perfection” (Heb. 7:19), so this sacrament had
not to be foreshadowed therein by some corresponding sacra-
ment, as by a figure of the same kind.Nevertheless it was some-
what foreshadowed remotely by all the healings related in the
Old Testament.

Reply toObjection3.Dionysiusmakes nomention of Ex-
treme Unction, as neither of Penance, nor of Matrimony, be-
cause he had no intention to decide any question about the
sacraments, save in so far as they serve to illustrate the orderly
disposition of the ecclesiastical hierarchy, as regards the min-
isters, their actions, and the recipients. Nevertheless since Ex-
treme Unction confers grace and remission of sins, there is no
doubt that it possesses an enlightening and cleansing power,
even as Baptism, though not so copious.
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Suppl. q. 29 a. 2Whether Extreme Unction is one sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that Extreme Unction is not
one sacrament. Because the oneness of a thing depends on its
matter and form, since being and oneness are derived from the
same source. Now the form of this sacrament is said several
times during the one administration, and thematter is applied
to the person anointed in respect of various parts of his body.
erefore it is not one sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, the unction itself is a sacrament, for
it would be absurd to say that the oil is a sacrament. But there
are several unctions. erefore there are several sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, one sacrament should be performed
by one minister. But the case might occur that Extreme Unc-
tion could not be conferred by one minister: thus if the priest
die aer the first unction, another priest would have to pro-
ceed with the others. erefore Extreme Unction is not one
sacrament.

On the contrary, As immersion is in relation to Baptism,
so is unction to this sacrament. But several immersions are but
one sacrament of Baptism. erefore the several unctions in
Extreme Unction are also one sacrament.

Further, if it were not one sacrament, then aer the first
unction, it would not be essential for the perfection of the
sacrament that the second unction should be performed, since
each sacrament has perfect being of itself. But that is not true.
erefore it is one sacrament.

I answer that, Strictly speaking, a thing is one numerically
in three ways. First, as something indivisible, which is neither
actually nor potentially several—as a point, and unity. Sec-
ondly, as something continuous, which is actually one, but po-
tentially several—as a line. irdly, as something complete,
that is composed of several parts—as a house, which is, in a
way, several things, even actually, although those several things
go together towards making one. In this way each sacrament is
said to be one thing, in as much as the many things which are
contained in one sacrament, are united together for the pur-
pose of signifying or causing one thing, because a sacrament is
a sign of the effect it produces.Hence when one action suffices
for a perfect signification, the unity of the sacrament consists

in that action only, as may be seen in Confirmation. When,
however, the signification of the sacrament can be both in one
and in several actions, then the sacrament can be complete
both in one and in several actions, even as Baptism in one im-
mersion and in three, since washing which is signified in Bap-
tism, can be completed by one immersion and by several. But
when the perfect signification cannot be expressed except by
means of several actions, then these several actions are essential
for the perfection of the sacrament, as is exemplified in the Eu-
charist, for the refreshment of the body which signifies that of
the soul, can only be attained bymeans of meat and drink. It is
the same in this sacrament, because the healing of the internal
wounds cannot be perfectly signified save by the application of
the remedy to the various sources of thewounds.Hence several
actions are essential to the perfection of this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. e unity of a complete whole is
not destroyed by reason of a diversity of matter or form in the
parts of that whole. us it is evident that there is neither the
samematter nor the same form in the flesh and in the bones of
which one man is composed. In like manner too, in the sacra-
ment of the Eucharist, and in this sacrament, the diversity of
matter and form does not destroy the unity of the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. Although those actions are several
simply, yet they are united together in one complete action,
viz. the anointing of all the external senses, whence arises the
infernal malady.

Reply to Objection 3. Although, in the Eucharist, if the
priest die aer the consecration of the bread, another priest
can go on with the consecration of the wine, beginning where
the other le off, or can begin over again with fresh matter,
in Extreme Unction he cannot begin over again, but should
always go on, because to anoint the same part a second time
would produce as much effect as if one were to consecrate a
host a second time, which ought by no means to be done. Nor
does the plurality of ministers destroy the unity of this sacra-
ment, because they only act as instruments, and the unity of a
smith’s work is not destroyed by his using several hammers.

Suppl. q. 29 a. 3Whether this sacrament was instituted by Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament was not
instituted by Christ. For mention is made in the Gospel of the
institution of those sacraments whichChrist instituted, for in-
stance the Eucharist and Baptism. But no mention is made of
Extreme Unction. erefore it was not instituted by Christ.

Objection 2. Further, the Master says explicitly (Sent. iv,
D, 23) that it was instituted by the apostles. erefore Christ
did not institute it Himself.

Objection 3. Further, Christ showed forth the sacraments
which He instituted, as in the case of the Eucharist and Bap-

tism. ButHe did not bestow this sacrament on anyone.ere-
fore He did not institute it Himself.

Onthe contrary,esacraments of theNewLawaremore
excellent than those of the Old Law. But all the sacraments of
the Old Law were instituted by God. erefore much more
do all the sacraments of the New Law owe their institution to
Christ Himself.

Further, to make an institution and to remove it belongs
to the same authority. Now the Church, who enjoys the same
authority in the successors of the apostles, as the apostles them-
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selves possessed, cannot do away with the sacrament of Ex-
treme Unction. erefore the apostles did not institute it, but
Christ Himself.

I answer that, ere are two opinions on this point. For
some hold that this sacrament and Confirmation were not in-
stituted by Christ Himself, but were le by Him to be insti-
tuted by the apostles; for the reason that these two sacraments,
on account of the plenitude of grace conferred in them, could
not be instituted before the mission of the Holy Ghost in per-
fect plenitude. Hence they are sacraments of the New Law in
such a way as not to be foreshadowed in the Old Law. But this
argument is not very cogent, since, just as Christ, before His
Passion, promised the mission of the Holy Ghost in His plen-
itude, so could He institute these sacraments.

Wherefore others hold that Christ Himself instituted all
the sacraments, but that He Himself published some, which
present greater difficulty to our belief, while he reserved some
to be published by the apostles, such as Extreme Unction and
Confirmation. is opinion seems so much the more proba-
ble, as the sacraments belong to the foundation of the Law,
wherefore their institution pertains to the lawgiver; besides,

they derive their efficacy from their institution, which efficacy
is given them by God alone.

Reply toObjection 1.Our Lord did and saidmany things
which are not related in the Gospel. For the evangelists were
intent on handing down chiefly those things that were nec-
essary for salvation or concerned the building of the ecclesi-
astical edifice. Hence they related the institution by Christ of
Baptism, Penance, the Eucharist and orders, rather than of Ex-
tremeUnction andConfirmation, which are not necessary for
salvation, nor do they concern the building or division of the
Church. As a matter of fact however an anointing done by the
apostles is mentioned in theGospel (Mk. 6:13) where it is said
that they “anointed the sick with oil.”

Reply toObjection 2.eMaster says it was instituted by
the apostles because its institution was made known to us by
the teaching of the apostles.

Reply toObjection3.Christ didnot show forth any sacra-
ment except such as He received by way of example: but He
could not be a recipient of Penance and Extreme Unction,
since there was no sin in Him: hence He did not show them
forth.

Suppl. q. 29 a. 4Whether olive oil is a suitable matter for this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that olive oil is not a suitable
matter for this sacrament. For this sacrament is ordained im-
mediately to the state of incorruption. Now incorruption is
signified by balsam which is contained in chrism. erefore
chrism would be a more suitable matter for this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is a spiritual healing.
Now spiritual healing is signified by the use of wine, as may be
gathered from the parable of the wounded man (Lk. 10:34).
erefore wine also would be more suitable a matter for this
sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, where there is the greater danger,
the remedy should be a common one. But olive oil is not a
common remedy, since the olive is not found in every coun-
try. erefore, since this sacrament is given to the dying, who
are in the greatest danger, it seems that olive oil is not a suitable
matter.

On the contrary, oil is appointed ( James 5:14) as themat-
ter of this sacrament. Now, properly speaking, oil is none but
olive oil. erefore this is the matter of this sacrament.

Further, spiritual healing is signified by anointing with oil,
as is evident from Is. 1:6 where we read: ”…swelling sores: they
are not…dressednor fomentedwith oil.”erefore the suitable
matter for this sacrament is oil.

I answer that, e spiritual healing, which is given at the
end of life, ought to be complete, since there is no other to fol-

low; it ought also to be gentle, lest hope, of which the dying
stand in utmost need, be shattered rather than fostered. Now
oil has a soening effect, it penetrates to the very heart of a
thing, and spreads over it. Hence, in both the foregoing re-
spects, it is a suitable matter for this sacrament. And since oil
is, above all, the name of the liquid extract of olives, for other
liquids are only called oil from their likeness to it, it follows
that olive oil is the matter which should be employed in this
sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. e incorruption of glory is some-
thing not contained in this sacrament: and there is no need
for thematter to signify such a thing.Hence it is not necessary
for balsam to be included in the matter of this sacrament, be-
cause on account of its fragrance it is indicative of a goodname,
which is no longer necessary, for its own sake, to those who are
dying; they need only a clear conscience which is signified by
oil.

Reply to Objection 2. Wine heals by its roughness, oil by
its soness, wherefore healing with wine pertains to Penance
rather than to this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. ough olive oil is not produced
everywhere, yet it can easily be transported from one place to
another. Moreover this sacrament is not so necessary that the
dying cannot obtain salvation without it.
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Suppl. q. 29 a. 5Whether the oil ought to be consecrated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the oil need not be conse-
crated. Because there is a sanctification in the use of this sacra-
ment, through the form of words. erefore another sanctifi-
cation is superfluous if it be applied to the matter.

Objection 2. Further, the efficacy and signification of the
sacraments are in their verymatter. But the signification of the
effect of this sacrament, is suitable to oil on account of its nat-
ural properties, and the efficacy thereof is due to the Divine
institution.erefore itsmatter does not need to be sanctified.

Objection 3. Further, Baptism is amore perfect sacrament
than ExtremeUnction. But, so far as the essentials of the sacra-
ment are concerned, the baptismal matter needs no sanctifica-
tion. Neither therefore does the matter of Extreme Unction
need to be sanctified.

On the contrary, In all other anointings the matter is
previously consecrated. erefore since this sacrament is an
anointing, it requires consecrated matter.

I answer that, Some hold thatmere oil is thematter of this
sacrament, and that the sacrament itself is perfected in the con-
secration of the oil by the bishop. But this is clearly false since
we proved when treating of the Eucharist that that sacrament
alone consists in the consecration of the matter (q. 2, a. 1, ad
2).

We must therefore say that this sacrament consists in the
anointing itself, just as Baptism consists in the washing, and

that the matter of this sacrament is consecrated oil. ree rea-
sons may be assigned why consecratedmatter is needed in this
sacrament and in certain others. e first is that all sacramen-
tal efficacy is derived fromChrist: wherefore those sacraments
which He Himself used, derived their efficacy from His use of
them, even as, by the contact of His flesh, He bestowed the
force of regeneration on the waters. But He did not use this
sacrament, nor any bodily anointing, wherefore in all anoint-
ings a consecrated matter is required. e second reason is
that this sacrament confers a plenitude of grace, so as to take
away not only sin but also the remnants of sin, and bodily sick-
ness. e third reason is that its effect on the body, viz. bodily
health, is not caused by anatural property of thematter.where-
fore it has to derive this efficacy from being consecrated.

Reply toObjection 1.efirst consecration sanctifies the
matter in itself, but the second regards rather the use of the
matter considered as actually producing its effect. Hence nei-
ther is superfluous, because instruments also receive their effi-
cacy from the crasman, both when they are made, and when
they are used for action.

Reply to Objection 2. e efficacy which the sacrament
derives from its institution, is applied to this particular matter
when it is consecrated.

e Reply to the ird Objection is gathered from what
has been said.

Suppl. q. 29 a. 6Whether the matter of this sacrament need be consecrated by a bishop?

Objection 1. It would seem that the matter of this sacra-
ment need not be consecrated by a bishop. Because the conse-
cration of the Eucharistic elements surpasses that of thematter
in this sacrament. But a priest can consecrate the matter in the
Eucharist. erefore he can do so in this sacrament also.

Objection 2. Further, in material works the higher art
never prepares the matter for the lower, because the art which
applies the matter is more excellent than that which prepares
it, as stated in Phys. ii, text. 25. Now a bishop is above a priest.
erefore he does not prepare thematter of a sacramentwhich
is applied by a priest. But a priest dispenses this sacrament, as
we shall state further on (q. 31). erefore the consecration of
the matter does not belong to a bishop.

On the contrary, In other anointings also the matter is
consecrated by a bishop. erefore the same applies to this.

I answer that, e minister of a sacrament produces the
effect, not by his own power, as though he were the princi-
pal agent, but by the efficacy of the sacrament which he dis-
penses. is efficacy comes, in the first place, from Christ, and
fromHimflows down to others in due order, viz. to the people
through the medium of the ministers who dispense the sacra-
ments, and to the lower ministers through the medium of the
higherministers who sanctify thematter.Wherefore, in all the

sacraments which require a sanctified matter, the first conse-
cration of the matter is performed by a bishop, and the ap-
plication thereof sometimes by a priest, in order to show that
the priest’s power is derived from the bishop’s, according to Ps.
132:2: “Like the precious ointment on the head,” i.e. Christ,
“that ran down upon the beard of Aaron” first, and then “to
the skirt of his garment.”

Reply toObjection1.esacrament of theEucharist con-
sists in the consecration of the matter and not in its use. Con-
sequently, strictly speaking, that which is the matter of the
sacrament is not a consecrated thing. Hence no consecration
of the matter by a bishop is required beforehand: but the altar
and such like things, even the priest himself, need to be conse-
crated, all of which can be done by none but a bishop: so that
in this sacrament also, the priest’s power is shown to be derived
from the bishop’s, as Dionysius observes (Eccl. Hier. iii). e
reason why a priest can perform that consecration of matter
which is a sacrament by itself, and not that which, as a sacra-
mental, is directed to a sacrament consisting in something used
by the faithful, is that in respect of Christ’s true body no order
is above the priesthood, whereas, in respect of Christ’s mystic
body the episcopate is above the priesthood, as we shall state
further on (q. 40, a. 4).
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Reply to Objection 2. e sacramental matter is not one
that is made into something else by him that uses it, as occurs
in themechanical arts: it is one, in virtue ofwhich something is
done, so that it partakes somewhat of the nature of an efficient
cause, in so far as it is the instrument of a Divine operation.

Hence the matter needs to acquire this virtue from a higher
art or power, since among efficient causes, the more prior the
cause the more perfect it is, whereas in material causes, the
more prior the matter, the more imperfect it is.

Suppl. q. 29 a. 7Whether this sacrament has a form?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament has no
form. Because, since the efficacy of the sacraments is derived
from their institution, as also from their form, the latter must
needs be appointed by the institutor of the sacrament. But
there is no account of the form of this sacrament being insti-
tuted either by Christ or by the apostles. erefore this sacra-
ment has no form.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is essential to a sacrament
is observed everywhere in the same way. Now nothing is so es-
sential to a sacrament that has a form, as that very form.ere-
fore, as in this sacrament there is no form commonly used by
all, since various words are in use, it seems that this sacrament
has no form.

Objection3.Further, inBaptismno form is needed except
for the sanctification of the matter, because the water is “sanc-
tified by the word of life so as to wash sin away,” as Hugh states
(De Sacram. ii). Now the matter of this sacrament is already
consecrated. erefore it needs no form of words.

On the contrary, e Master says (Sent. iv, D, 1) that ev-
ery sacrament of the New Law consists in things and words.
Now the words are the sacramental form. erefore, since this
is a sacrament of the New Law, it seems that it has a form.

Further, this is confirmed by the rite of the Universal
Church, who uses certain words in the bestowal of this sacra-
ment.

I answer that, Some have held that no farm is essential
to this sacrament. is, however, seems derogatory to the ef-
fect of this sacrament, since every sacrament signifies its ef-
fect. Now the matter is indifferent as regards its effect, and

consequently cannot be determined to any particular effect
save by the form of words. Hence in all the sacraments of the
NewLaw, since they effect what they signify, theremust needs
be things and words. Moreover James (5:14,15) seems to as-
cribe the whole force of this sacrament to prayer, which is
the form thereof, as we shall state further on (ad 2: Aa. 8,9).
Wherefore the foregoing opinion seems presumptuous and er-
roneous; and for that reasonwe should holdwith the common
opinion that this, like all the other sacraments, has a fixed form.

Reply to Objection 1. Holy Writ is proposed to all alike:
and so, the form of Baptism, which can be conferred by all,
should be expressed in Holy Writ, as also the form of the
Eucharist, which in regard to that sacrament, expresses faith
which is necessary for salvation. Now the forms of the other
sacraments are not contained in Holy Writ, but were handed
down to the Church by the apostles, who received them from
our Lord, as the Apostle declares (1 Cor. 11:23): “For I have
received of the Lord that which also I delivered to you,” etc.

Reply toObjection2.ewordswhich are essential to the
form, viz. the prayer of deprecation, are said by all; but other
words which pertain to the well-being thereof, are not said by
all.

Reply toObjection 3.ematter of Baptism has a certain
sanctification of its own from the very contact of our Saviour’s
flesh; but the form of words sanctifies it so that it has a sancti-
fying force. In like manner when the matter of this sacrament
has been sanctified in itself, it requires sanctification in its use,
so that it may sanctify actually.

Suppl. q. 29 a. 8Whether the form of this sacrament should be expressed by way of assertion or of petition?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the formof this sacrament
should be expressed byway of assertion rather than of petition.
Because all the sacraments of the New Law have a sure effect.
But sureness of effect is not expressed in the sacramental forms
except bywayof assertion, aswhenwe say: “is isMybody”or
“I baptize thee.” erefore the form of this sacrament should
be expressed as an assertion.

Objection 2. Further, the intention of theminister should
be expressed in the sacramental forms because it is essential to
the sacrament. But the intention of conferring a sacrament is
not expressed except by an assertion. erefore, etc.

Objection 3. Further, in some churches the following
words are said in the conferring of this sacrament: “I anoint

these eyes with consecrated oil in the name of the Father,” etc.,
which is in keeping with the forms of the other sacraments.
erefore it seems that such is the form of this sacrament.

On the contrary, e form of a sacrament must needs be
one that is observed everywhere. Now the words employed ac-
cording to the custom of all the churches are not those quoted
above, but take the form of a petition viz.: “rough this holy
unction, and His most tender mercy, may the Lord pardon
thee whatever sins thou hast committed, by sight,” etc. ere-
fore the form of this sacrament is expressed as a petition.

Further, this seems to follow from thewords of James, who
ascribes the effect of this sacrament to prayer: “e prayer of
faith,” says he (5:15), “shall save the sick man.” Since then a
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sacrament takes its efficacy from its form, it seems that the
form of this sacrament is expressed as a petition.

I answer that, e form of this sacrament is expressed by
way of a petition, as appears from the words of James, and
from the custom of the Roman Church, who uses no other
than words of supplication in conferring this sacrament. Sev-
eral reasons are assigned for this: first, because the recipient of
this sacrament is deprived of his strength, so that he needs to
be helped by prayers; secondly, because it is given to the dy-
ing, who are on the point of quitting the courts of theChurch,
and rest in the hands of God alone, for which reason they are
committed toHimby prayer; thirdly, because the effect of this
sacrament is not such that it always results from the minister’s
prayer, even when all essentials have been duly observed, as is
the casewith the character inBaptism andConfirmation, tran-
substantiation in the Eucharist, remission of sin in Penance
(given contrition) which remission is essential to the sacra-

ment of Penance but not to this sacrament. Consequently the
form of this sacrament cannot be expressed in the indicative
mood, as in the sacraments just mentioned.

Reply to Objection 1. is sacrament, like the others
mentioned, considered in itself, is sure of its effect. yet this ef-
fect can be hindered through the insincerity of the recipient
(though by his intention he submit to the sacrament), so that
he receives no effect at all. Hence there is no parity between
this sacrament, and the others wherein some effect always en-
sues.

Reply to Objection 2. e intention is sufficiently ex-
pressed by the act which is mentioned in the form, viz.: “By
this holy unction.”

Reply to Objection 3. ese words in the indicative
mood, which some are wont to say before the prayer, are not
the sacramental form, but are a preparation for the form, in so
far as they determine the intention of the minister.

Suppl. q. 29 a. 9Whether the foregoing prayer is a suitable form for this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that the foregoing prayer is
not a suitable form for this sacrament. For in the forms of the
other sacramentsmention ismade of thematter, for instance in
Confirmation, whereas this is not done in the aforesaid words.
erefore it is not a suitable form.

Objection 2. Further, just as the effect of this sacrament
is bestowed on us by the mercy of God, so are the effects of
the other sacraments. But mention is made in the forms of the
other sacraments, not of the Divine mercy, but rather of the
Trinity and of the Passion. erefore the same should be done
here.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is stated in the text
(Sent. iv, D, 23) to have a twofold effect. But in the foregoing
wordsmention is made of only one effect, viz. the remission of
sins, and not of the healing of the body to which end James di-
rects the prayer of faith to be made ( James 5:15): “e prayer
of faith shall save the sick man.” erefore the above form is
unsuitable.

I answer that, e prayer given above (a. 8) is a suitable

form for this sacrament, for it includes the sacrament by the
words: “By this holy unction,” and that which works in the
sacrament, viz. “the mercy of God,” and the effect, viz. “remis-
sion of sins.”

Reply to Objection 1. e matter of this sacrament may
be understood in the act of anointing, whereas the matter of
Confirmation cannot be implied by the act expressed in the
form. Hence there is no parity.

Reply to Objection 2. e object of mercy is misery: and
because this sacrament is givenwhenwe are in a state ofmisery,
i.e. of sickness, mention of mercy is made in this rather than in
other sacraments.

Reply to Objection 3. e form should contain mention
of the principal effect, and of that which always ensues in
virtue of the sacrament, unless there be something lacking on
the part of the recipient. Now bodily health is not an effect of
this kind, as we shall state further on (q. 30, Aa. 1 ,2), though it
does ensue at times, for which reason James ascribes this effect
to the prayer which is the form of this sacrament.
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Of the Effect of is Sacrament

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the effect of this sacrament: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Extreme Unction avails for the remission of sins?
(2) Whether bodily health is an effect of this sacrament?
(3) Whether this sacrament imprints a character?

Suppl. q. 30 a. 1Whether Extreme Unction avails for the remission of sins?

Objection 1. It would seem that Extreme Unction does
not avail for the remission of sins. For when a thing can be at-
tained by onemeans, no other is needed.Now repentance is re-
quired in the recipient ofExtremeUnction for the remissionof
his sins. erefore sins are not remitted by Extreme Unction.

Objection 2. Further, there are no more than three things
in sin, the stain, the debt of punishment, and the remnants of
sin. Now Extreme Unction does not remit the stain without
contrition, and this remits sin evenwithoutUnction; nor does
it remit the punishment, for if the recipient recover, he is still
bound to fulfill the satisfaction enjoined; nor does it take away
the remnants of sin, since the dispositions remaining frompre-
ceding acts still remain, as may easily be seen aer recovery.
erefore remission of sins is by no means the effect of Ex-
treme Unction.

Objection 3. Further, remission of sins takes place, not
successively, but instantaneously. On the other hand, Extreme
Unction is not done all at once, since several anointings are
required. erefore the remission of sins is not its effect.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 5:15): “If he be in
sins, they shall be forgiven him.”

Further, every sacrament of the New Law confers grace.
Now grace effects the forgiveness of sins. erefore since Ex-
treme Unction is a sacrament of the New Law, its effect is the
remission of sins.

I answer that, Each sacrament was instituted for the pur-
pose of one principal effect, though it may, in consequence,
produce other effects besides. And since a sacrament causes
what it signifies, the principal effect of a sacrament must be
gathered from its signification. Now this sacrament is con-
ferred by way of a kind ofmedicament, even as Baptism is con-
ferred by way of washing, and the purpose of a medicament
is to expel sickness. Hence the chief object of the institution
of this sacrament is to cure the sickness of sin. erefore, just
as Baptism is a spiritual regeneration, and Penance, a spiritual
resurrection, so Extreme Unction is a spiritual healing or cure.
Now just as a bodily cure presupposes bodily life in the one
who is cured, so does a spiritual cure presuppose spiritual life.
Hence this sacrament is not an antidote to those defects which
deprive man of spiritual life, namely. original and mortal sin,
but is a remedy for such defects as weaken man spiritually, so

as to deprive him of perfect vigor for acts of the life of grace
or of glory; which defects consist in nothing else but a certain
weakness and unfitness, the result in us of actual or original
sin. against which weakness man is strengthened by this sacra-
ment. Since, however, this strength is given by grace, which
is incompatible with sin, it follows that. in consequence, if it
finds any sin, either mortal or venial, it removes it as far as the
guilt is concerned, provided there be no obstacle on the part of
the recipient; just as we have stated to be the case with regard
to the Eucharist andConfirmation ( IIIa, q. 73, a. 7; IIIa, q. 79,
a. 3). Hence, too, James speaks of the remission of sin as being
conditional, for he says: “If he be in sins, they shall be forgiven
him,” viz. as to the guilt. Because it does not always blot out sin,
since it does not always find any: but it always remits in respect
of the aforesaid weakness which some call the remnants of sin.
Some, however, maintain that it is instituted chiefly as a rem-
edy for venial sin which cannot be cured perfectly in this life-
time: for which reason the sacrament of the dying is ordained
specially against venial sin. But this does not seem to be true,
since Penance also blots out venial sins sufficiently during this
life as to their guilt, and that we cannot avoid them aer doing
penance, does not cancel the effect of the previous penance;
moreover this is part of the weakness mentioned above.

Consequently we must say that the principal effect of this
sacrament is the remission of sin, as to its remnants, and, con-
sequently, even as to its guilt, if it find it.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the principal effect of
a sacrament can be obtained without actually receiving that
sacrament (eitherwithout any sacrament at all, or indirectly by
means of some other sacrament), yet it never can be obtained
without the purpose of receiving that sacrament. And so, since
Penance was instituted chiefly against actual sin, whichever
other sacramentmay blot out sin indirectly, it does not exclude
the necessity of Penance.

Reply to Objection 2. Extreme Unction remits sin in
some way as to those three things. For, although the stain of
sin is not washed out without contrition, yet this sacrament,
by the grace which it bestows, makes the movement of the
free will towards sin to be one of contrition, just as may oc-
cur in the Eucharist and Confirmation. Again it diminishes
the debt of temporal punishment; and this indirectly, in as
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much as it takes away weakness, for a strong man bears the
same punishment more easily than a weak man. Hence it does
not follow that themeasure of satisfaction is diminished. As to
the remnants of sin, they do not mean here those dispositions
which result from acts, and are inchoate habits so to speak, but
a certain spiritual debility in the mind, which debility being

removed, though such like habits or dispositions remain, the
mind is not so easily prone to sin.

Reply to Objection 3. When many actions are ordained
to one effect, the last is formal with respect to all the others
that precede, and acts by virtue of them: wherefore by the last
anointing is infused grace which gives the sacrament its effect.

Suppl. q. 30 a. 2Whether bodily health is an effect of this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that bodily health is not an
effect of this sacrament. For every sacrament is a spiritual rem-
edy.Now a spiritual remedy is ordained to spiritual health, just
as a bodily remedy is ordained to health of the body.erefore
bodily health is not an effect of this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments always produce their
effect in those who approach them in the proper dispositions.
Now sometimes the recipient of this sacrament does not re-
ceive bodily health, no matter how devoutly he receives it.
erefore bodily health is not its effect.

Objection3.Further, the efficacy of this sacrament is noti-
fied to us in the fih chapter of James. Now healing is ascribed
there as the effect, not of the anointing, but of the prayer, for
he says: “e prayer of faith shall save the sickman.”erefore
bodily healing is not an effect of this sacrament.

On the contrary, e operation of the Church is more
efficacious since Christ’s Passion than before. Now, before
the Passion, those whom the apostles anointed with oil were
healed (Mk. 6:13). erefore unction has its effect now in
healing bodies.

Further, the sacraments produce their effect by signify-
ing it. Now Baptism signifies and effects a spiritual washing,
through the bodily washing in which it consists outwardly.
erefore Extreme Unction signifies and causes a spiritual
healing through the bodily healing which it effects externally.

I answer that, Just as Baptism causes a spiritual cleans-

ing from spiritual stains by means of a bodily washing, so this
sacrament causes an inward healing by means of an outward
sacramental healing: and even as the baptismalwashinghas the
effect of a bodily washing, since it effects even a bodily cleans-
ing, so too, ExtremeUnction has the effect of a bodily remedy,
namely a healing of the body. But there is a difference, for as
much as the bodily washing causes a bodily cleansing by a nat-
ural property of the bodily element, and consequently always
causes it,whereasExtremeUnction causes a bodily healing, not
by a natural property of the matter, but by the Divine power
which works reasonably. And since reasonable working never
produces a secondary effect, except in so far as it is required
for the principal effect, it follows that a bodily healing does
not always ensue from this sacrament, but only when it is req-
uisite for the spiritual healing: and then it produces it always,
provided there be no obstacle on the part of the recipient.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection proves that bodily
health is not the principal effect of this sacrament: and this is
true.

e Reply to the Second Objection is clear from what has
been said above (cf. q. 29, a. 8).

Reply toObjection 3.is prayer is the form of this sacra-
ment as stated above (q. 29,Aa. 8,9).Hence, so far as its form is
concerned, this sacrament derives from it its efficacy in healing
the body.

Suppl. q. 30 a. 3Whether this sacrament imprints a character?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament imprints a
character. For a character is a distinctive sign. Now just as one
who is baptized is distinguished from one who is not so is one
who is anointed, from one who is not. erefore, just as Bap-
tism imprints a character so does Extreme Unction.

Objection 2. Further, there is an anointing in the sacra-
ments or order andConfirmation, as there is in this sacrament.
But a character is imprinted in those sacraments. erefore a
character is imprinted in this one also.

Objection 3. Further, every sacrament contains some-
thing that is a reality only, something that is a sacrament only,
and something that is both reality and sacrament. Now noth-
ing in this sacrament can be assigned as both reality and sacra-
ment except a character. erefore in this sacrament also, a
character is imprinted.

On the contrary, No sacrament that imprints a character
is repeated. But this sacrament is repeated as we shall state fur-
ther on (q. 33). erefore it does not imprint a character.

Further, a sacramental character causes a distinction
among thosewhoare in thepresentChurch.ButExtremeUnc-
tion is given to one who is departing from the present Church.
erefore it does not imprint a character.

I answer that,A character is not imprinted except in those
sacraments wherebyman is deputed to some sacred duty. Now
this sacrament is for no other purpose than a remedy, andman
is not deputed thereby to do or receive anything holy. ere-
fore it does not imprint a character.

Reply toObjection 1.A character marks a distinction of .
states with regard to duties which have to be performed in the
Church, a distinction which a man does not receive by being
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anointed.
Reply to Objection 2. e unction of orders and Confir-

mation, is the unction of consecration whereby a man is de-
puted to some sacred duty, whereas this unction is remedial.

Hence the comparison fails.
Reply to Objection 3. In this sacrament, that which is

both reality and sacrament is not a character, but a certain in-
ward devotion which is a kind of spiritual anointing.
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Of the Minister of is Sacrament

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the minister of this sacrament: under which head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a layman can confer this sacrament?
(2) Whether a deacon can?
(3) Whether none but a bishop can confer it?

Suppl. q. 31 a. 1Whether a layman can confer this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that even a layman can con-
fer this sacrament. For this sacrament derives its efficacy from
prayer, as James declares ( James 5:15). But a layman’s prayer is
sometimes as acceptable to God as a priest’s. erefore he can
confer this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, we read of certain fathers in Egypt
that they sent the oil to the sick, and that these were healed. It
is also related of the Blessed Genevieve that she anointed the
sick with oil. erefore this sacrament can be conferred even
by lay people.

On the contrary, Remission of sins is given in this sacra-
ment. But laymen have not the power to forgive sins. ere-
fore, etc.

I answer that,According toDionysius (Eccl.Hier. v) there
are some who exercise hierarchical actions, and some who are

recipients only. Hence laymen are officially incompetent to
dispense any sacrament: and that they can baptize in cases of
necessity, is due to the Divine dispensation, in order that no
one may be deprived of spiritual regeneration.

Reply to Objection 1. is prayer is not said by the priest
in his own person, for since sometimes he is in sin, he would
not in that case be heard. But it is said in the person of the
whole Church, in whose person he can pray as a public offi-
cial, whereas a layman cannot, for he is a private individual.

Reply toObjection 2.ese unctions were not sacramen-
tal. It was due to the devotion of the recipients of the unction,
and to the merits of those who anointed them that they pro-
cured the effects of bodily health, through the “grace of heal-
ing” (1 Cor. 12:9) but not through sacramental grace.

Suppl. q. 31 a. 2Whether deacons can confer this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that deacons can confer this
sacrament. For, according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v) “dea-
cons have the power to cleanse.” Now this sacrament was insti-
tuted precisely to cleanse from sickness of the mind and body.
erefore deacons also can confer it.

Objection 2. Further, Baptism is a more excellent sacra-
ment than the one of which we are speaking. But deacons can
baptize, as instanced by the Blessed Laurence. erefore they
can confer this sacrament also.

Onthe contrary, It iswritten ( James 5:14): “Let himbring
in the priests of the Church.”

I answer that,Adeaconhas the power to cleanse butnot to

enlighten. Hence, since enlightenment is an effect of grace, no
sacrament whereby grace is conferred can be given by a deacon
in virtue of his office: and so he cannot confer this sacrament,
since grace is bestowed therein.

Reply toObjection 1.is sacrament cleanses by enlight-
ening through the bestowal of grace: wherefore a deacon is not
competent to confer it.

Reply toObjection 2.is is not a necessary sacrament, as
Baptism is. Hence its bestowal is not committed to all in cases
of necessity, but only to those who are competent to do so in
virtue of their office. Nor are deacons competent to baptize in
virtue of their office.

Suppl. q. 31 a. 3Whether none but a bishop can confer this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that none but a bishop can
confer this sacrament. For this sacrament consists in an anoint-
ing, just as Confirmation does. Now none but a bishop can
confirm. erefore only a bishop can confer this sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, he who cannot do what is less can-
not do what is greater. Now the use of consecrated matter sur-
passes the act of consecrating thematter, since the former is the

end of the latter.erefore since a priest cannot consecrate the
matter, neither can he use the matter aer it has been conse-
crated.

On the contrary, e minister of this sacrament has to be
brought in to the recipient, as is clear from James 5:14. Now a
bishop cannot go to all the sick people of his diocese.erefore
the bishop is not the only one who can confer this sacrament.
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I answer that, According to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v), the
office of perfecting belongs to a bishop, just as it belongs to a
priest to enlighten. Wherefore those sacraments are reserved
to a bishop’s dispensation, which place the recipient in a state
of perfection above others. But this is not the case with this
sacrament, for it is given to all. Consequently it can be given
by ordinary priests.

Reply toObjection 1.Confirmation imprints a character,
whereby man is placed in a state of perfection, as stated above
( IIIa, q. 63, Aa. 1, 2,6). But this does not take place in this

sacrament; hence there is no comparison.
Reply to Objection 2. Although the use of consecrated

matter is ofmore importance than the consecrationof themat-
ter, from the point of viewof the final cause; nevertheless, from
the point of view of efficient cause, the consecration of the
matter is the more important, since the use of the matter is de-
pendent thereon, as on its active cause: hence the consecration
of thematter demands a higher power than the use of themat-
ter does.
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On Whom Should is Sacrament Be Conferred and On What Part of the Body?

(In Seven Articles)

Wemust now consider on whom this sacrament should be conferred and onwhat part of the body: under which head there
are seven points of inquiry:

(1) Whether this sacrament should be conferred on those who are in good health?
(2) Whether it should be conferred in any kind of sickness?
(3) Whether it should be conferred on madmen and imbeciles?
(4) Whether it should be given to children?
(5) Whether, in this sacrament, the whole body should be anointed?
(6) Whether certain parts are suitably assigned to be anointed?
(7) Whether those who are deformed in the above parts ought to be anointed thereon?

Suppl. q. 32 a. 1Whether this sacrament ought to be conferred on those who are in good health?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament should be
conferred even on those who are in good health. For the heal-
ing of the mind is a more important effect of this sacrament
than the healing of the body, as stated above (q. 30, a. 2). Now
even those who are healthy in body need to be healed inmind.
erefore this sacrament should be conferred on them also.

Objection 2. Further, this is the sacrament of those who
are departing this life, just as Baptism is the sacrament of those
who are entering this life. Now Baptism is given to all who en-
ter. erefore this sacrament should be given to all who are
departing. But sometimes those who are near departure are in
good health, for instance thosewho are to be beheaded.ere-
fore this sacrament should be conferred on them.

On the contrary, It is written ( James 5:14): “Is any man
sick among you,” etc. erefore none but the sick are compe-
tent to receive this sacrament.

I answer that, is sacrament is a spiritual healing, as

stated above (q. 30, Aa. 1,2), and is signified by way of a heal-
ing of the body.Hence this sacrament should not be conferred
on thosewho are not subjects for bodily healing, those namely,
who are in good health.

Reply to Objection 1. Although spiritual health is the
principal effect of this sacrament, yet this same spiritual heal-
ing needs to be signified by a healing of the body, although
bodily health may not actually ensue. Consequently spiritual
health can be conferred by this sacrament on those alone who
are competent to receive bodily healing, viz. the sick; even ashe
alone can receive Baptism who is capable of a bodily washing,
and not a child yet in its mother’s womb.

Reply to Objection 2. Even those who are entering into
life cannot receive Baptism unless they are capable of a bodily
washing. And so those who are departing this life cannot re-
ceive this sacrament, unless they be subjects for a bodily heal-
ing.

Suppl. q. 32 a. 2Whether this sacrament ought to be given in any kind of sickness?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament should be
given in any kind of sickness. For no kind of sickness is deter-
mined in the fih chapter of James where this sacrament is de-
livered to us. erefore this sacrament should be given in all
kinds of sickness.

Objection 2. Further, the more excellent a remedy is, the
more generally should it be available. Now this sacrament
is more excellent than bodily medicine. Since then bodily
medicine is given to all manner of sick persons, it seems that
this sacrament should be given in like manner to all.

On the contrary, is sacrament is called by all Extreme
Unction. Now it is not every sickness that brings man to the
extremity of his life, since some ailments prolong life, accord-
ing to the Philosopher (De Long. et Brev. Vitae i). erefore
this sacrament should not be given in every case of sickness.

I answer that, is sacrament is the last remedy that the
Church can give, since it is an immediate preparation for glory.

erefore it ought to be given to those only, who are so sick
as to be in a state of departure from this life, through their
sickness being of such a nature as to cause death, the danger
of which is to be feared.

Reply toObjection1.Any sickness can cause death, if it be
aggravated.Hence if we consider the different kinds of disease,
there is none in which this sacrament cannot be given; and for
this reason the apostle does not determine any particular one.
But if we consider the degree and the stage of the complaint,
this sacrament should not be given to every sick person.

Reply to Objection 2. e principal effect of bodily
medicine is bodily health, which all sick people lack, whatever
be the stage of their sickness. But the principal effect of this
sacrament is that immunity from disorder which is needed by
those who are taking their departure from this life and setting
out for the life of glory. Hence the comparison fails.
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Suppl. q. 32 a. 3Whether this sacrament ought to be given to madmen and imbeciles?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament should be
given to madmen and imbeciles. For these diseases are full of
danger and cause death quickly. Nowwhen there is danger it is
the time to apply the remedy. erefore this sacrament, which
was intended as a remedy to humanweakness, should be given
to such people.

Objection 2. Further, Baptism is a greater sacrament than
this.NowBaptism is conferred onmadpeople as stated above (
IIIa, q. 68, a. 12).erefore this sacrament also should be given
to them.

On the contrary, is sacrament should be given to none
but such as acknowledge it. Now this does not apply to mad-
men and imbeciles. erefore it should not be given to them.

I answer that, e devotion of the recipient, the personal
merit of the minister, and the general merits of the whole
Church, are of great account towards the reception of the ef-
fect of this sacrament. is is evident from the fact that the
form of this sacrament is pronounced by way of a prayer.

Hence it should not be given those who cannot acknowledge
it, and especially to madmen and imbeciles, who might dis-
honor the sacrament by their offensive conduct, unless they
have lucid intervals, when they would be capable of acknowl-
edging the sacrament, for then the sacrament should be given
to children the same in that state.

Reply to Objection 1. Although such people are some-
times in danger of death; yet the remedy cannot be applied to
them, on account of their lack of devotion. Hence it should
not be given to them.

Reply to Objection 2. Baptism does not require a move-
ment of the free-will, because it is given chiefly as a remedy
for original sin, which, in us, is not taken away by a move-
ment of the free-will. On the other hand this sacrament re-
quires a movement of the free-will; wherefore the compari-
son fails.Moreover Baptism is a necessary sacrament, while Ex-
treme Unction is not.

Suppl. q. 32 a. 4Whether this sacrament should be given to children?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament ought to
be given to children. Because children suffer from the same ail-
ments sometimes as adults. Now the same disease requires the
same remedy.erefore this sacrament should be given to chil-
dren the same as to adults.

Objection 2. Further, this sacrament is given in order to
remove the remnants of sin, whether original or actual, as
stated above (q. 30, a. 1). Now the remnants of original sin are
in children.erefore this sacrament should be given to them.

On the contrary, is sacrament should be given to none
but those towhom the form applies. But the formof this sacra-
ment does not apply to children, since they have not sinned
by sight and hearing; as expressed in the form. erefore this
sacrament should not be given to them.

I answer that, is sacrament, like the Eucharist, requires
actual devotion in the recipient. erefore, just as the Eu-
charist ought not to be given to children, so neither ought this
sacrament to be given to them.

Reply to Objection 1. Children’s infirmities are not
caused by actual sin, as in adults, and this sacrament is given
chiefly as a remedy for infirmities that result from sins, being
the remnants of sin, as it were.

Reply toObjection2.is sacrament is not given as a rem-
edy for the remnants of original sin, except in so far as they
gather strength, so to speak, from actual sins. Hence from the
very form it appears that it is given chiefly as a remedy for ac-
tual sins, which are not in children.

Suppl. q. 32 a. 5Whether the whole body should be anointed in this sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that thewhole body should be
anointed in this sacrament. For, according to Augustine (De
Trin. vi, 6), “the whole soul is in every part of the body.” Now
this sacrament is given chiefly in order to heal the soul. ere-
fore the whole body ought to be anointed.

Objection 2. Further, the remedy should be applied to the
part affected by the disease. But sometimes the disease is gen-
eral, and affects the whole body, as a fever does. erefore the
whole body should be anointed.

Objection3.Further, inBaptism thewhole body is dipped
under the water. erefore in this sacrament the whole body
should be anointed.

On the contrary, stands the rite observed throughout the

Church, according to which in this sacrament the sick man is
anointed, only in certain fixed parts of the body.

I answer that, is sacrament is shown to us under the
form of a healing. Now bodily healing has to be effected, by
applying the remedy, not to the whole body, but to those parts
where the root of the disease is seated. Consequently the sacra-
mental unction also ought to be applied to those parts only in
which the spiritual sickness is rooted.

Reply toObjection 1.Although the whole soul is, as to its
essence, in each part of the body, it is not as to its powerswhich
are the roots of sinful acts. Hence certain fixed parts have to be
anointed, those, namely, in which powers have their being.

Reply to Objection 2. e remedy is not always applied
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to the part affected by the disease, but, with greater reason, to
the part where the root of the disease is seated.

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism is given under the form of
washing: and a bodily washing cleanses only the part to which

it is applied; for this reason Baptism is applied to the whole
body. It is different with ExtremeUnction for the reason given
above.

Suppl. q. 32 a. 6Whether the parts to be anointed are suitably assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem that these parts are unsuitably
assigned, namely, that the eyes, nose, ears, lips, hands, and feet
should be anointed. For a wise physician heals the disease in
its root. Now “from the heart come forth thoughts…that de-
file a man” (Mat. 15:19,20). erefore the breast ought to be
anointed.

Objection 2. Further, purity of mind is not less necessary
to those who are departing this life than to those who are en-
tering therein. Now those who are entering are anointed with
chrism on the head by the priest, to signify purity of mind.
erefore in this sacrament those who are departing should be
anointed on the head.

Objection 3.Further, the remedy should be appliedwhere
the disease is most virulent. Now spiritual sickness is most vir-
ulent in the loins inmen, and in the navel inwomen, according
to Job 40:11: “His strength is in his loins, and his force in the
navel of his belly,” as Gregory expounds the passage (Moral.
xxxii, 11). erefore these parts should be anointed.

Objection 4. Further, sins are committed with other parts
of the body, no less thanwith the feet.erefore, as the feet are
anointed, so ought other members of the body to be anointed.

I answer that, e principles of sinning are the same in us
as the principles of action, for a sin is an act. Now there are in
us three principles of action; the first is the directing principle,
namely, the cognitive power; the second is the commanding
principle, namely, the appetitive power; the third is the execu-
tive principle, namely, the motive power.

Now all our knowledge has its origin in the senses. And,
since the remedy for sin should be applied where sin origi-
nates in us first, for that reason the places of the five senses are
anointed. the eyes, to wit, on account of the sight, the ears on

account of hearing, the nostrils on account of the smell, the
mouth on account of the taste, the hands on account of the
touch which is keenest in the finger tips, (in some places too
the loins are anointed on account of the appetite), and the feet
are anointed on account of themotive power of which they are
the chief instrument. And since the cognitive power is the first
principle of human activity, the anointing of the five senses is
observed by all, as being essential to the sacrament. But some
do not observe the other unctions—some also anoint the feet
but not the loins—because the appetitive and motive powers
are secondary principles.

Reply toObjection1.No thought arises in the heartwith-
out an act of the imagination which is a movement proceed-
ing from sensation (De Anima ii). Hence the primary root of
thought is not the heart, but the sensory organs, except in so
far as the heart is a principle of the whole body, albeit a remote
principle.

Reply to Objection 2. ose who enter have to receive
purity of the mind, whereas those who are departing have to
cleanse themind.Hence the latter need tobe anointed in those
parts in respect of which the mind’s purity may be sullied.

Reply to Objection 3. Some are wont to anoint the loins,
because they are the chief seat of the concupiscible appetite:
however, as stated above, the appetitive power is not the pri-
mary root.

Reply toObjection 4.ebodily organs which are the in-
struments of sin, are the feet, hands, and tongue, all of which
are anointed, and the organs of generation which it would be
unbecoming to anoint, on account of their uncleanliness, and
out of respect for the sacrament.

Suppl. q. 32 a. 7Whether those who are deformed in those parts should be anointed?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who are deformed
should not be anointed in those parts. For just as this sacra-
ment demands a certain disposition on the part of the recip-
ient, viz. that he should be sick, so it demands that he should
be anointed in a certain part of the body. Now he that is not
sick cannot be anointed. erefore neither can he be anointed
who lacks the part to be anointed.

Objection 2. Further, aman born blind does not sin by his
sight. Yet in the anointing of the eyes mention is made of sins
by sight. erefore this anointing ought not to be applied to
one born blind, and in like manner as regards the other senses.

On the contrary, Bodily deformity is not an impediment

to any other sacrament. erefore it should not be an imped-
iment to this one. Now each of the anointings is essential to
the sacrament. erefore all should be applied to those who
are deformed.

I answer that, Even those who are deformed should be
anointed, and that as near as possible to the part which ought
to have been anointed. For though they have not the mem-
bers, nevertheless, they have, at least radically, the powers of
the soul, corresponding to those members, and theymay com-
mit inwardly the sins that pertain to those members, though
they cannot outwardly.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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Of the Repetition of is Sacrament

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the repetition of this sacrament: under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether this sacrament ought to be repeated?
(2) Whether it ought to be repeated during the same sickness?

Suppl. q. 33 a. 1Whether this sacrament ought to be repeated?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament ought not
to be repeated. For the anointing of a man is of greater import
than the anointing of a stone. But the anointing of an altar is
not repeated, unless the altar be shattered. Neither, therefore,
should Extreme Unction, whereby a man is anointed, be re-
peated.

Objection 2. Further, nothing comes aer what is ex-
treme. But this unction is called extreme. erefore it should
not be repeated.

On the contrary, is sacrament is a spiritual healing ap-
plied under the form of a bodily cure. But a bodily cure is re-
peated. erefore this sacrament also can be repeated.

I answer that, No sacramental or sacrament, having an ef-
fect that lasts for ever, can be repeated, because this would im-
ply that the sacrament had failed to produce that effect; and
this would be derogatory to the sacrament. On the other hand

a sacrament whose effect does not last for ever, can be repeated
without disparaging that sacrament, in order that the lost ef-
fect may be recovered. And since health of body and soul,
which is the effect of this sacrament, can be lost aer it has
been effected, it follows that this sacrament can, without dis-
paragement thereto, be repeated.

Reply to Objection 1. e stone is anointed in order that
the altar may be consecrated, and the stone remains conse-
crated, as long as the altar remains, hence it cannot be anointed
again. But a man is not consecrated by being anointed, since it
does not imprint a character on him. Hence there is no com-
parison.

Reply to Objection 2. What men think to be extreme is
not always extreme in reality. It is thus that this sacrament is
called Extreme Unction, because it ought not to be given save
to those whose death men think to be nigh.

Suppl. q. 33 a. 2Whether this sacrament ought to be repeated during the same sickness?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament ought not
to be repeated during the same sickness. For one disease de-
mands one remedy. Now this sacrament is a spiritual remedy.
erefore it ought not to be repeated for one sickness.

Objection2.Further, if a sickman couldbe anointedmore
than once during one disease, this might be done for a whole
day: which is absurd.

On the contrary, Sometimes a disease lasts long aer
the sacrament has been received, so that the remnants of sin,
against which chiefly this sacrament is given, would be con-
tracted. erefore it ought to be given again.

I answer that, is sacrament regards not only the sick-
ness, but also the state of the sick man, because it ought not to
be given except to those sick peoplewho seem, inman’s estima-

tion, to be nigh to death. Now some diseases do not last long;
so that if this sacrament is given at the time that the sick man
is in a state of danger of death, he does not leave that state ex-
cept the disease be cured, and thus he needs not to be anointed
again. But if he has a relapse, it will be a second sickness, and
he can be anointed again. on the other hand some diseases are
of long duration, as hectic fever, dropsy and the like, and those
who lie sick of them should not be anointed until they seem to
be in danger of death. And if the sick man escape that danger
while the disease continues, and be brought again thereby to
the same state of danger, he can be anointed again, because it
is, as it were, another state of sickness, although strictly speak-
ing, it is not another sickness. is suffices for the Replies to
the Objections.
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Of the Sacrament of Order As to Its Essence and Its Parts

(In Five Articles)

In the next place we must consider the sacrament of Order: (1) Order in general; (2) the difference of Orders; (3) those
who confer Orders; (4) the impediments to receiving Orders; (5) things connected with Orders.

Concerning Order in general three points have to be considered: (1) Its essence, quiddity, and parts; (2) Its effect; (3) e
recipients of Orders.

Under the first head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there should be Order in the Church?
(2) Whether it is fittingly defined?
(3) Whether it is a sacrament?
(4) Whether its form is expressed properly?
(5) Whether this sacrament has any matter?

Suppl. q. 34 a. 1Whether there should be Order in the Church?

Objection 1. It would seem that there should not be Or-
der in the Church. For Order requires subjection and preemi-
nence. But subjection seemingly is incompatible with the lib-
erty whereuntowe are called byChrist.erefore there should
not be Order in the Church.

Objection 2. Further, he who has received an Order be-
comes another’s superior. But in the Church everyone should
deem himself lower than another (Phil. 2:3): “Let each esteem
others better than themselves.”ereforeOrder should not be
in the Church.

Objection 3. Further, we find order among the angels on
account of their differing in natural and gratuitous gis. But all
men are one in nature, and it is not known who has the higher
gis of grace. erefore Order should not be in the Church.

On the contrary, “ose things that are of God, are in or-
der*.” Now the Church is of God, for He Himself built it with
His blood. erefore there ought to be Order in the Church.

Further, the state of the Church is between the state of na-
ture and the state of glory. Now we find order in nature, in
that some things are above others, and likewise in glory, as in
the angels. erefore there should be Order in the Church.

I answer that, God wished to produce His works in like-
ness to Himself, as far as possible, in order that they might be
perfect, and that He might be known through them. Hence,
that He might be portrayed in His works, not only accord-
ing to what He is in Himself, but also according as He acts on
others, He laid this natural law on all things, that last things
should be reduced and perfected by middle things, and mid-

dle things by the first, asDionysius says (Eccl.Hier. v).Where-
fore that this beauty might not be lacking to the Church, He
establishedOrder in her so that some should deliver the sacra-
ments to others, being thusmade like toGod in their ownway,
as co-operating with God; even as in the natural body, some
members act on others.

Reply to Objection 1. e subjection of slavery is incom-
patible with liberty; for slavery consists in lording over others
and employing them for one’s own profit. Such subjection is
not required inOrder, whereby those who preside have to seek
the salvation of their subjects and not their own profit.

Reply to Objection 2. Each one should esteem himself
lower in merit, not in office; and orders are a kind of office.

Reply to Objection 3. Order among the angels does not
arise from difference of nature, unless accidentally, in so far as
difference of grace results in them from difference of nature.
But in them it results directly from their difference in grace;
because their orders regard their participation of divine things,
and their communicating them in the state of glory, which is
according to the measure of grace, as being the end and ef-
fect, so to speak, of grace. on the other hand, the Orders of
theChurchmilitant regard the participation in the sacraments
and the communication thereof, which are the cause of grace
and, in a way, precede grace; and consequently our Orders do
not require sanctifying grace, but only the power to dispense
the sacraments; for which reason order does not correspond
to the difference of sanctifying grace, but to the difference of
power.

* Vulg: ‘ose (powers) that are, are ordained of God.’.
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Suppl. q. 34 a. 2Whether Order is properly defined?

Objection 1. It would seem that order is improperly de-
fined by the Master (Sent. iv, D, 53), where it is said “Order
is a seal of the Church, whereby spiritual power is conferred
on the person ordained.” For a part should not be described as
the genus of the whole. Now the character which is denoted
by the seal in a subsequent definition is a part of order, since it
is placed in contradistinction with that which is either reality
only, or sacrament only, since it is both reality and sacrament.
erefore seal should not bementioned as the genus of Order.

Objection 2. Further, just as a character is imprinted in
the sacrament of order, so is it in the sacrament of Baptism.
Now character was not mentioned in the definition of Bap-
tism. erefore neither should it be mentioned in the defini-
tion of Order.

Objection 3. Further, in Baptism there is also given a cer-
tain spiritual power to approach the sacraments; and again it
is a seal, since it is a sacrament. erefore this definition is ap-
plicable to Baptism; and consequently it is improperly applied
to Order.

Objection 4. Further, Order is a kind of relation, and rela-
tion is realized in both its terms. Now the terms of the relation
of order are the superior and the inferior. erefore inferiors
have order as well as superiors. Yet there is no power of pre-
eminence in them, such as is mentioned here in the definition
of Order, as appears from the subsequent explanation (Sent.
iv, D, 53), where promotion to power is mentioned. erefore
Order is improperly defined there.

I answer that, e Master’s definition of Order applies to
Order as a sacrament of the Church. Hence he mentions two
things, namely the outward sign, a “kind of seal,” i.e. a kind of
sign, and the inward effect, “whereby spiritual power,” etc.

Reply toObjection 1. Seal stands here, not for the inward

character, but for the outward action, which is the sign and
cause of inward power; and this is also the sense of character
in the other definition. If, however, it be taken for the inward
character, the definition would not be unsuitable; because the
division of a sacrament into those three things is not a division
into integral parts, properly speaking; sincewhat is reality only
is not essential to the sacrament, and that which is the sacra-
ment is transitory; while that which is sacrament and reality
is said to remain. Wherefore it follows that inward character
itself is essentially and principally the sacrament of Order.

Reply to Objection 2. Although in Baptism there is con-
ferred a spiritual power to receive the other sacraments, for
which reason it imprints a character, nevertheless this is not its
principal effect, but the inward cleansing; wherefore Baptism
would be given even though the former motive did not exist.
On the other hand, order denotes power principally. Where-
fore the character which is a spiritual power is included in the
definition of Order, but not in that of Baptism.

Reply to Objection 3. In Baptism there is given a certain
spiritual potentiality to receive, and consequently a somewhat
passive potentiality. But power properly denotes active poten-
tiality, together with some kind of preeminence. Hence this
definition is not applicable to Baptism.

Reply to Objection 4. e word “order” is used in two
ways. For sometimes it denotes the relation itself, and thus it is
both in the inferior and in the superior, as the objection states;
but it is not thus that we use theword here.On the other hand,
it denotes the degree which results in the order taken in the
first sense. And since the notion of order as relation is observed
where we first meet with something higher than another, it
follows that this degree of pre-eminence by spiritual power is
called Order.

Suppl. q. 34 a. 3Whether Order is a sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that Order is not a sacrament.
For a sacrament, according to Hugh of St. Victor (De Sacram.
i) “is a material element.” Now Order denotes nothing of the
kind, but rather relation or power; since Order is a part of
power according to Isidore. erefore it is not a sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments do not concern the
Church triumphant. YetOrder is there, as in the angels.ere-
fore it is not a sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, just as spiritual authority, which is
Order, is given by means of consecration, so is secular author-
ity, since kings also are anointed, as stated above (q. 19, a. 3, ad
2). But the kingly power is not a sacrament. erefore neither
is order of which we speak now.

On the contrary, It is mentioned by all among the seven
sacraments of the Church.

Further, “the cause of a thing being such, is still more so.”

NowOrder is the cause ofmanbeing the dispenser of the other
sacraments.ereforeOrder hasmore reason for being a sacra-
ment than the others.

I answer that, As stated above (q. 29, a. 1; IIIa, q. 60), a
sacrament is nothing else than a sanctification conferred on
man with some outward sign. Wherefore, since by receiving
orders a consecration is conferred on man by visible signs, it is
clear that Order is a sacrament.

Reply to Objection 1. Although Order does not by its
name express a material element, it is not conferred without
some material element.

Reply toObjection2.Powermust needs be proportionate
to the purpose for which it is intended. Now the communica-
tion of divine things, which is the purpose for which spiritual
power is given, is not effected among the angels by means of
sensible signs, as is the case among men. Hence the spiritual
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power that is Order is not bestowed on the angels by visible
signs, as onmen.WhereforeOrder is a sacrament amongmen,
but not among angels.

Reply to Objection 3. Not every blessing or consecration
given to men is a sacrament, for both monks and abbots are

blessed, and yet such blessings are not sacraments, and in like
manner neither is the anointing of a king; because by such
blessings men are not ordained to the dispensing of the divine
sacraments, as by the blessing ofOrder. Hence the comparison
fails.

Suppl. q. 34 a. 4Whether the form of this sacrament is suitably expressed?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the formof this sacrament
is unsuitably set forth in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24). Because the
sacraments take their efficacy from their form. Now the effi-
cacy of the sacraments is from the divine power, which works
our salvation in them in a most hidden manner. erefore the
form of this sacrament should include a mention of the divine
power by the invocation of the Trinity, as in the other sacra-
ments.

Objection 2. Further, to command pertains to one who
has authority. Now the dispenser of the sacrament exercises no
authority, but only ministry. erefore he should not use the
imperative mood by saying: “Do” or “Receive” this or that, or
some similar expression.

Objection 3. Further, mention should not be made in the
sacramental form, except of such things as are essential to the
sacrament. But the use of the power received is not essential to
this sacrament, but is consequent upon it. erefore it should
not be mentioned in the form of this sacrament.

Objection 4. Further, all the sacraments direct us to an
eternal reward. But the forms of the other sacramentsmake no
mention of a reward. erefore neither should any mention
bemade thereof in the form of this sacrament, as in the words:
“Since thou wilt have a share, if faithfully,” etc.

I answer that,is sacrament consists chiefly in the power
conferred. Now power is conferred by power, as like proceeds
from like; and again power is made known by its use, since
powers are manifested by their acts. Wherefore in the form of
order the use of order is expressed by the act which is com-
manded; and the conferring of power is expressed by employ-
ing the imperative mood.

Reply to Objection 1. e other sacraments are not or-
dained chiefly to effects similar to the power whereby the
sacraments are dispensed, as this sacrament is. Hence in this

sacrament there is a kind of universal communication.Where-
fore in the other sacraments something is expressed on the part
of the divine power to which the effect of the sacrament is
likened, but not in this sacrament.

Reply to Objection 2. [ere is a special reason why this
sacrament, rather than the others, is conferred by employing
the imperative mood. For]* although the bishop who is the
minister of this sacrament has no authority in respect of the
conferring of this sacrament, nevertheless he has some power
with regard to the power of Order, which power he confers, in
so far as it is derived, from his.

Reply to Objection 3. e use of power is the effect of
power in the genus of efficient cause, and from this point of
view it has no reason to be mentioned in the definition of Or-
der. But it is somewhat a cause in the genus of final cause, and
from this point of view it can be placed in the definition of
order.

Reply to Objection 4. ere is here a difference between
this and the other sacraments. Because by this sacrament an
office or the power to do something is conferred; and so it is
fitting that mention be made of the reward to be obtained if it
be administered faithfully. But in the other sacraments no such
officeor power to act is conferred, and sonomentionof reward
ismade in them.Accordingly the recipient is somewhat passive
in relation to the other sacraments, because he receives them
for the perfecting of his own state only, whereas in relation
to this sacrament he holds himself somewhat actively, since he
receives it for the sake of exercising hierarchical duties in the
Church. Wherefore although the other sacraments, from the
very fact that they give grace, direct the recipient to salvation,
properly speaking they do not direct him to a reward, in the
same way as this sacrament does.

Suppl. q. 34 a. 5Whether this sacrament has any matter?

Objection 1. It would seem that this sacrament has no
matter. Because in every sacrament that has amatter the power
that works in the sacrament is in the matter. But in the mate-
rial objects which are used here, such as keys, candlesticks, and
so forth, there is not apparently any power of sanctification.
erefore it has no matter.

Objection 2. Further, in this sacrament the fulness of sev-
enfold grace is conferred, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D,

24), just as in Confirmation. But the matter of Confirmation
requires to be consecrated beforehand. Since then the things
which appear to be material in this sacrament are not conse-
crated beforehand, it would seem that they are not the matter
of the sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, in any sacrament that has matter
there needs to be contact of matter with the recipient of the
sacrament. Now, as some say, it is not essential to this sacra-

* e sentence in brackets is not in the Leonine edition.
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ment that there be contact between the aforesaid material ob-
jects and the recipient of the sacrament, but only that they be
presented to him. erefore the aforesaid material objects are
not the matter of this sacrament.

On the contrary, Every sacrament consists of things and
words.Now in any sacrament the thing is thematter.erefore
the things employed in this sacrament are its matter.

Further, more is requisite to dispense the sacraments than
to receive them. Yet Baptism, wherein the power is given to re-
ceive the sacraments, needs amatter.erefore order also does,
wherein the power is given to dispense them.

I answer that, e matter employed outwardly in the
sacraments signifies that the power which works in the sacra-
ments comes entirely from without. Wherefore, since the ef-
fect proper to this sacrament, namely the character, is not re-
ceived through any operation of the one who approaches the
sacrament, as was the case in Penance, but comes wholly from
without, it is fitting that it should have a matter, yet other-
wise than the other sacraments that have matter; because that
which is bestowed in the other sacraments comes from God
alone, andnot from theministerwhodispenses the sacrament;

whereas that which is conferred in this sacrament, namely the
spiritual power, comes also fromhimwho gives the sacrament,
as imperfect from perfect power. Hence the efficacy of the
other sacraments resides chiefly in the matter which both sig-
nifies and contains the divine power through the sanctification
applied by the minister; whereas the efficacy of this sacrament
resides chieflywith himwho dispenses the sacrament. And the
matter is employed to show the powers conferred in particular
by one who has it completely, rather than to cause power; and
this is clear from the fact that the matter is in keeping with the
use of power.is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.

Reply to Objection 2. It is necessary for the matter to be
consecrated in the other sacraments, on account of the power
it contains; but it is not so in the case in point.

Reply to Objection 3. If we admit this assertion, the rea-
son for it is clear from what we have said; for since the power
of order is received from theminister and not from thematter,
the presenting of the matter is more essential to the sacrament
than contact therewith. However, the words themselves of the
form would seem to indicate that contact with the matter is
essential to the sacrament, for it is said: “Receive” this or that.
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Of the Effect of is Sacrament

(In Five Articles)

We must next consider me effect of this sacrament. Under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether sanctifying grace is conferred in the sacrament of Order?
(2) Whether a character is imprinted in connection with all the Orders?
(3) Whether the character of Order presupposes of necessity the character of Baptism?
(4) Whether it presupposes of necessity the character of Confirmation?
(5) Whether the character of one Order presupposes of necessity the character of another Order?

Suppl. q. 35 a. 1Whether sanctifying grace is conferred in the sacrament of Order?

Objection 1. It would seem that sanctifying grace is not
conferred in the sacrament of Order. For it is commonly
agreed that the sacrament of Order is directed to counteract
the defect of ignorance. Now not sanctifying grace but gra-
tuitous grace is given to counteract ignorance, for sanctifying
grace has more to do with the will. erefore sanctifying grace
is not given in the sacrament of Order.

Objection 2. Further, Order implies distinction. Now the
members of the Church are distinguished, not by sanctify-
ing but by gratuitous grace, of which it is said (1 Cor. 12:4):
“ere are diversities of graces.” erefore sanctifying grace is
not given in order.

Objection 3. Further, no cause presupposes its effect. But
grace is presupposed in onewho receives orders, so that hemay
be worthy to receive them. erefore this same grace is not
given in the conferring of Orders.

On the contrary, e sacraments of the New Law cause
what they signify. Now Order by its sevenfold number signi-
fies the seven gis of theHolyGhost, as stated in the text (Sent.
iv, D, 24).erefore the gis of theHolyGhost, which are not
apart from sanctifying grace, are given in Orders.

Further, Order is a sacrament of the New Law. Now the
definition of a sacrament of that kind includes thewords, “that
it may be a cause of grace.” erefore it causes grace in the re-
cipient.

I answer thateworks ofGod are perfect (Dt. 32:4); and
consequently whoever receives power from above receives also
those things that render him competent to exercise that power.
is is also the case in natural things, since animals are pro-

vided with members, by which their soul’s powers are enabled
to proceed to their respective actions unless there be some de-
fect on the part of matter. Now just as sanctifying grace is nec-
essary in order thatman receive the sacramentsworthily, so is it
that hemay dispense themworthily.Wherefore as in Baptism,
whereby aman is adapted to receive theother sacraments, sanc-
tifying grace is given, so is it in the sacrament ofOrderwhereby
man is ordained to the dispensation of the other sacraments.

Reply to Objection 1. Order is given as a remedy, not to
one person but to thewholeChurch.Hence, although it is said
to be given in order to counteract ignorance, it does not mean
that by receiving Orders a man has his ignorance driven out of
him, but that the recipient ofOrders is set in authority to expel
ignorance from among the people.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the gis of sanctifying
grace are common to all the members of the Church, never-
theless a man cannot be the worthy recipient of those gis, in
respect of which themembers of theChurch are distinguished
from one another, unless he have charity, and this cannot be
apart from sanctifying grace.

Reply to Objection 3. e worthy exercise of Orders re-
quires not any kind of goodness but excellent goodness, in or-
der that as they who receive orders are set above the people in
the degree ofOrder, somay they be above themby themerit of
holiness.Hence they are required tohave the grace that suffices
to make them worthy members of Christ’s people, but when
they receive Orders they are given a yet greater gi of grace,
whereby they are rendered apt for greater things.

Suppl. q. 35 a. 2Whether in the sacrament ofOrder a character is imprinted in connectionwith all theOrders?

Objection 1. It would seem that in the sacrament ofOrder
a character is not imprinted in connection with all theOrders.
For the character of Order is a spiritual power. Now some Or-
ders are directed only to certain bodily acts, for instance those
of the doorkeeper or of the acolyte.erefore a character is not
imprinted in these Orders.

Objection 2. Further, every character is indelible. ere-

fore a character places a man in a state whence he cannot with-
draw. Now those who have certain Orders can lawfully return
to the laity. erefore a character is not imprinted in all the
Orders.

Objection 3. Further, by means of a character a man is ap-
pointed to give or to receive some sacred thing. Now a man is
sufficiently adapted to the reception of the sacraments by the
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character of Baptism, and a man is not appointed to dispense
the sacraments except in the Order of priesthood. erefore a
character is not imprinted in the other Orders.

On the contrary, Every sacrament in which a character is
not imprinted can be repeated. But no Order can be repeated.
erefore a character is imprinted in each Order.

Further, a character is a distinctive sign.Now there is some-
thing distinct in every Order. erefore every Order imprints
a character.

I answer that, ere have been three opinions on this
point. For some have said that a character is imprinted only
in theOrder of priesthood; but this is not true, since none but
a deacon can exercise the act of the diaconate, and so it is clear
that in the dispensation of the sacraments, he has a spiritual
power which others have not. For this reason others have said
that a character is impressed in the sacred, but not in the mi-
nor,Orders. But this again comes to nothing, since eachOrder
sets a man above the people in some degree of authority di-

rected to the dispensation of the sacraments. Wherefore since
a character is a sign whereby one thing is distinguished from
another, it follows that a character is imprinted in each Order.
And this is confirmed by the fact that they remain for ever and
are never repeated. is is the third and more common opin-
ion.

Reply to Objection 1. Each Order either has an act con-
nectedwith the sacrament itself, or adapts aman to the dispen-
sation of the sacraments; thus doorkeepers exercise the act of
admittingmen towitness theDivine sacraments, and so forth;
and consequently a spiritual power is required in each.

Reply toObjection 2. For all that amanmay return to the
laity, the character always remains in him.is is evident from
the fact that if he return to the clerical state, he does not receive
again the order which he had already.

e Reply to the ird Objection is the same as to the
First.

Suppl. q. 35 a. 3Whether the character of Order presupposes the baptismal character?

Objection 1. It would seem that the character of Order
does not presuppose the character of Baptism. For the charac-
ter of Order makes a man a dispenser of the sacraments; while
the character of Baptism makes him a recipient of them. Now
active power does not necessarily presuppose passive power,
for it can be without it, as in God. erefore the character of
Order does not necessarily presuppose the character of Bap-
tism.

Objection 2.Further, itmay happen that aman is not bap-
tized, and yet thinkwith probability that he has been baptized.
If therefore such a person present himself for Orders, he will
not receive the character of Order, supposing the character
of Order to presuppose the character of Baptism; and conse-
quently whatever he does byway of consecration or absolution
will be invalid, and theChurchwill be deceived therein, which
is inadmissible.

On the contrary, Baptism is the door of the sacraments.
erefore since Order is a sacrament, it presupposes Baptism.

I answer that, No one can receive what he has not the
power to receive.Now the character ofBaptismgives aman the

power to receive the other sacraments. Wherefore he that has
not the baptismal character, can receive no other sacrament;
and consequently the character ofOrder presupposes the char-
acter of Baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. In one who has active power of
himself, the active does not presuppose the passive power; but
in one who has active power from another, passive power,
whereby he is enabled to receive the active power, is prereq-
uisite to active power.

Reply toObjection 2. Such aman if he be ordained to the
priesthood is not a priest, and he can neither consecrate, nor
absolve in the tribunal of Penance.Wherefore according to the
canonshemust be baptized, and reordained (ExtraDePresbyt.
non Bapt., cap. Si quis; cap. Veniens). And even though he be
raised to the episcopate, those whom he ordains receive not
the Order. Yet it may piously be believed that as regards the
ultimate effects of the sacraments, the High Priest will supply
the defect, and that He would not allow this to be so hidden
as to endanger the Church.

Suppl. q. 35 a. 4Whether the character of Order necessarily presupposes the character of Confirmation?

Objection 1. It would seem that the character of Order
necessarily presupposes the character of Confirmation. For in
things subordinate to one another, as the middle presupposes
the first, so does the last presuppose themiddle. Now the char-
acter of Confirmation presupposes that of Baptism as being
the first. erefore the character of Order presupposes that of
Confirmation as being in the middle.

Objection 2. Further, those who are appointed to confirm
should themselves be most firm. Now those who receive the

sacrament ofOrder are appointed to confirmothers.erefore
they especially should have received the sacrament of Confir-
mation.

On the contrary,e apostles received the power of order
before the Ascension (Jn. 20:22), where it is said: “Receive the
Holy Ghost.” But they were confirmed aer the Ascension by
the coming of the Holy Ghost. erefore order does not pre-
suppose Confirmation.

I answer that, For the reception of Orders something is

2572



prerequisite for the validity of the sacrament, and something as
congruous to the sacrament. For the validity of the sacrament
it is required that one who presents himself for Orders should
be capable of receiving them, and this is competent to him
through Baptism; wherefore the baptismal character is prereq-
uisite for the validity of the sacrament, so that the sacrament
of Order cannot be conferred without it. On the other hand,
as congruous to the sacrament a man is required to have every
perfection whereby he becomes adapted to the exercise of Or-
ders, and one of these is that he be confirmed. Wherefore the

character of Order presupposes the character of Confirmation
as congruous but not as necessary.

Reply to Objection 1. In this case the middle does not
stand in the same relation to the last as the first to the mid-
dle, because the character of Baptism enables a man to receive
the sacrament ofConfirmation, whereas the character of Con-
firmation does not enable a man to receive the sacrament of
Order. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 2.is argument considers aptness by
way of congruity.

Suppl. q. 35 a. 5Whether the character of one Order necessarily presupposes the character of another Order?

Objection 1. It would seem that the character of one Or-
der necessarily presupposes the character of another Order.
For there is more in common between oneOrder and another,
than between Order and another sacrament. But the charac-
ter of Order presupposes the character of another sacrament,
namely Baptism. Much more therefore does the character of
one Order presuppose the character of another.

Objection 2. Further, the Orders are degrees of a kind.
Now no one can reach a further degree, unless he first mount
the previous degree.erefore no one can receive the character
of a subsequentOrder unless hehas first received thepreceding
Order.

On the contrary, If anything necessary for a sacrament be
omitted in that sacrament, the sacrament must be repeated.
But if one receive a subsequentOrder, without receiving a pre-
ceding Order, he is not reordained, but he receives what was
lacking, according to the canonical statutes (cap. Tuae literae,
De clerico per salt. prom.). erefore the preceding Order is
not necessary for the following.

I answer that, It is not necessary for the higherOrders that
one should have received the minor Orders, because their re-
spective powers are distinct, and one, considered in its essen-
tials, does not require another in the same subject. Hence even
in the earlyChurch somewere ordained priestswithout having
previously received the lower Orders and yet they could do all
that the lower Orders could, because the lower power is com-

prised in the higher, even as sense in understanding, and duke-
dom in kingdom. Aerwards, however, it was decided by the
legislation of theChurch that no one should present himself to
the higher orders who had not previously humbled himself in
the lower offices. And hence it is that according to the Canons
(cap. Tuae literae, De clerico per salt. prom.) those who are
ordained without receiving a preceding Order are not reor-
dained, but receive what was lacking to them of the preceding
Order.

Reply toObjection 1.Orders havemore in commonwith
one another as regards specific likeness, than order has with
Baptism. But as regards proportion of power to action, Bap-
tism has more in common with Order, than one Order with
another, because Baptism confers onman the passive power to
receive Orders, whereas a lower Order does not give him the
passive power to receive higher Orders.

Reply to Objection 2. Orders are not degrees combining
in one action or in one movement, so that it be necessary to
reach the last through the first; but they are like degrees con-
sisting in things of different kinds, such as the degrees between
man and angel, and it is not necessary that one who is an an-
gel be first of all a man. Such also are the degrees between the
head and all members of the body; nor is it necessary that that
which is the head should be previously a foot; and thus it is in
the case in point.
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Of the Qualities Required of ose Who Receive is Sacrament

(In Five Articles)

We must next consider the qualities required of those who receive the sacrament of Order. Under this head there are five
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether goodness of life is required of those who receive this sacrament?
(2) Whether the knowledge of the whole of Sacred Writ is required?
(3) Whether the degree of Orders is obtained by mere merit of life?
(4) Whether he who raises the unworthy to Orders sins?
(5) Whether one who is in sin can without committing a sin exercise the Order he has received?

Suppl. q. 36 a. 1Whether goodness of life is required of those who receive Orders?

Objection 1. It would seem that goodness of life is not re-
quired of those who receive Orders. For by Orders a man is
ordained to the dispensation of the sacraments. But the sacra-
ments can be administered by good and wicked. erefore
goodness of life is not requisite.

Objection 2.Further, the service ofGod in the sacraments
is no greater than service offered to Him in the body. Now
our Lord did not cast aside the sinful and notorious woman
from renderingHimabodily service (Lk. 7).erefore neither
should the like be debarred fromHis service in the sacraments.

Objection 3. Further, by every grace a remedy is given
against sin. Now those who are in sin should not be refused
a remedy that may avail them. Since then grace is given in the
sacrament of order, it would seem that this sacrament ought
also to be conferred on sinners.

On the contrary, “Whosoever of the seed of Aaron
throughout their families hath a blemish, he shall not offer
bread tohisGodneither shall he approach tominister tohim*”
(Lev. 21:17,18). Now “blemish signifies all kinds of vice” ac-
cording to a gloss. erefore he who is shackled by any vice
should not be admitted to the ministry of Orders.

Further, Jerome commenting on the words of Titus 2:15,
“Let no man despise thee,” says that “not only should bish-
ops, priests, and deacons take very great care to be examples of
speech and conduct to those over whom they are placed, but
also the lower grades, and without exception all who serve the
household of God, since it is most disastrous to the Church if
the laity be better than the clergy.” erefore holiness of life is
requisite in all the Orders.

I answer that, As Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii), “even as

themore subtle and clear essences, being filled by the outpour-
ing of the solar radiance, like the sun enlighten other bodies
with their brilliant light, so in all things pertaining to God a
manmustnot dare tobecome a leader of others, unless in all his
habits he be most deiform and godlike.” Wherefore, since in
every order aman is appointed to lead others inDivine things,
he who being conscious of mortal sin presents himself for Or-
ders is guilty of presumption and sins mortally. Consequently
holiness of life is requisite for Orders, as a matter of precept,
but not as essential to the sacrament; and if a wicked man be
ordained, he receives the Order none the less, and yet with sin
withal.

Reply to Objection 1. Just as the sinner dispenses sacra-
ments validly, so does he receive validly the sacrament of Or-
ders, and as he dispenses unworthily, even so he receives un-
worthily.

Reply to Objection 2. e service in point consisted only
in the exercise of bodily homage, which even sinners can of-
fer lawfully. It is different with the spiritual service to which
the ordained are appointed, because thereby they are made to
stand between God and the people. Wherefore they should
shine with a good conscience before God, and with a good
name before men.

Reply toObjection 3.Certain medicines require a robust
constitution, else it is mortally dangerous to take them; oth-
ers can be given to the weakly. So too in spiritual things cer-
tain sacraments are ordained as remedies for sin, and the like
are to be given to sinners, as Baptism and Penance, while oth-
ers, which confer the perfection of grace, require a man made
strong by grace.

* Vulg.: ‘Say to Aaron: Whosoever of thy seed,‘etc.
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Suppl. q. 36 a. 2Whether knowledge of all Holy Writ is required?

Objection 1. It would seem that knowledge of all Holy
Writ is required. For one from whose lips we seek the law,
should have knowledge of the law. Now the laity seek the law
at the mouth of the priest (Malachi 2:7). erefore he should
have knowledge of the whole law.

Objection 2. Further, “being always ready to satisfy every-
one that asketh you a reason of that faith and hope in you*.”
Now to give a reason for things pertaining to faith and hope
belongs to those who have perfect knowledge of Holy Writ.
erefore the like knowledge should be possessed by those
who are placed in Orders, and to whom the aforesaid words
are addressed.

Objection 3. Further, no one is competent to read what
he understands not, since to read without intelligence is “neg-
ligence,”† as Cato declares (Rudiment.). Now it belongs to the
reader (which is the lower Order) to read the Old Testament,
as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24). erefore he should un-
derstand the whole of the Old Testament; and much more
those in the higher Orders.

On the contrary, Many are raised to the priesthood even
whoknownothing at all of these things, even inmany religious
Orders. erefore apparently this knowledge is not required.

Further, we read in the Lives of the Fathers that some who
weremonkswere raised to the priesthood, being of amost holy
life.erefore the aforesaid knowledge is not required in those
to be ordained.

I answer that, For any human act to be rightly ordered
there must needs be the direction of reason. Wherefore in or-
der that a man exercise the office of an Order, it is necessary
for him to have as much knowledge as suffices for his direc-
tion in the act of that Order. And consequently one who is to
be raised to Orders is required to have that knowledge, and to
be instructed in Sacred Scripture, not the whole, but more or
less, according as his office is of a greater or lesser extent—to
wit, that those who are placed over others, and receive the care
of souls, know things pertaining to the doctrine of faith and
morals, and that others know whatever concerns the exercise

of their Order.
Reply to Objection 1. A priest exercises a twofold action:

the one, which is principal, over the true body of Christ; the
other, which is secondary, over the mystical body of Christ.
e second act depends on the first, but not conversely.
Wherefore some are raised to the priesthood, to whom the
first act alone is deputed, for instance those religious who are
not empowered with the care of souls.e law is not sought at
the mouth of these, they are required only for the celebration
of the sacraments; and consequently it is enough for them to
have such knowledge as enables them to observe rightly those
things that regard the celebration of the sacrament. Others
are raised to exercise the other act which is over the mystical
body of Christ, and it is at the mouth of these that the people
seek the law;wherefore they ought to possess knowledge of the
law, not indeed to know all the difficult points of the law (for
in these they should have recourse to their superiors), but to
know what the people have to believe and fulfill in the law. To
the higher priests, namely the bishops, it belongs to know even
those points of the law whichmay offer some difficulty, and to
know them themore perfectly according as they are in a higher
position.

Reply to Objection 2. e reason that we have to give for
our faith and hope does not denote one that suffices to prove
matters of faith and hope, since they are both of things invis-
ible; it means that we should be able to give general proofs of
the probability of both, and for this there is not much need of
great knowledge.

Reply to Objection 3. e reader has not to explain Holy
Writ to the people (for this belongs to the higher orders),
but merely to voice the words. erefore he is not required
to have so much knowledge as to understand Holy Writ, but
only to know how to pronounce it correctly. And since such
knowledge is obtained easily and frommany persons, itmay be
supposed with probability that the ordained will acquire that
knowledge even if he have it not already, especially if it appear
that he is on the road to acquire it.

Suppl. q. 36 a. 3Whether a man obtains the degrees of Order by the merit of one’s life?

Objection 1. It would seem that a man obtains the de-
grees of order by the mere merit of his life. For, according to
Chrysostom‡, “not every priest is a saint, but every saint is a
priest.” Now a man becomes a saint by the merit of his life.
Consequently he thereby also becomes a priest, and “a fortiori”
has he the other Orders.

Objection 2. Further, in natural things, men obtain a
higher degree from the very fact that they are near God, and
have a greater share ofHis favors, asDionysius says (Eccl.Hier.

iv). Now it is by merit of holiness and knowledge that a man
approaches nearer to God and receives more of His favors.
erefore by this alone he is raised to the degree of Orders.

On the contrary,Holiness once possessed can be lost. But
when once a man is ordained he never loses his order. ere-
fore order does not consist in the mere merit of holiness.

I answer that, A cause should be proportionate to its ef-
fect. And consequently as in Christ, from Whom grace comes
down on all men, there must needs be fulness of grace; so in

* Vulg.: ‘Of that hopewhich is in you; St.omas apparently took his reading
fromBede. † “Legere et non intelligere est negligere.”eplay on thewords
is more evident in Latin. ‡ Hom. xliii in the Opus Imperfectum, wrongly
ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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the ministers of the Church, to whom it belongs, not to give
grace, but to give the sacraments of grace, the degree of order
does not result from their having grace, but from their partic-
ipating in a sacrament of grace.

Reply to Objection 1. Chrysostom is speaking of the
priest in reference to the reason for which he is so called,
the word “sacerdos” signifying dispenser of holy things [sacra
dans]: for in this sense every righteous man, in so far as he as-
sists others by the sacraments, may be called a priest. But he is
not speaking according to the actualmeaning of thewords; for
this word “sacerdos” [priest] is employed to signify one who

gives sacred things by dispensing the sacraments.
Reply to Objection 2. Natural things acquire a degree of

superiority over others, from the fact that they are able to act
on them by virtue of their form; wherefore from the very fact
that they have a higher form, they obtain a higher degree. But
theministers of the Church are placed over others, not to con-
fer anything on them by virtue of their own holiness (for this
belongs to God alone), but as ministers, and as instruments,
so to say, of the outpouring from the Head to the members.
Hence the comparison fails as regards the dignity of Order, al-
though it applies as to congruity.

Suppl. q. 36 a. 4Whether he who raises the unworthy to Orders commits a sin?

Objection 1. It would seem that he who raises the unwor-
thy to orders commits no sin. For a bishop needs assistants ap-
pointed to the lesser offices. But he would be unable to find
them in sufficient number, if he were to require of them such
qualifications as the saints enumerate. erefore if he raise
some who are not qualified, he would seem to be excusable.

Objection 2. Further, the Church needs not only min-
isters for the dispensation of things spiritual, but also for
the supervision of temporalities. But sometimes men without
knowledge or holiness of life may be useful for the conduct of
temporal affairs, either because of their worldly power, or on
account of their natural industry. erefore seemingly the like
can be promoted without sin.

Objection 3. Further, everyone is bound to avoid sin, as
far as he can. If therefore a bishop sins in promoting the un-
worthy, he is bound to take the utmost pains to knowwhether
those who present themselves for Orders be worthy, by mak-
ing a careful inquiry about their morals and knowledge, and
yet seemingly this is not done anywhere.

On the contrary, It is worse to raise the wicked to the sa-
credministry, than not to correct those who are raised already.
But Heli sinned mortally by not correcting his sons for their
wickedness; wherefore “he fell backwards…and died” (1 Kings
4:18). erefore he who promotes the unworthy does not es-
cape sin.

Further, spiritual thingsmust be set before temporal things
in the Church. Now a man would commit a mortal sin were
he knowingly to endanger the temporalities of the Church.
Much more therefore is it a mortal sin to endanger spiritual
things. But whoever promotes the unworthy endangers spiri-
tual things, since according to Gregory (Hom. xii in Evang.)
“if a man’s life is contemptible, his preaching is liable to be de-

spised”; and for the same reason all the spiritual things that he
dispenses.erefore he who promotes the unworthy sinsmor-
tally.

I answer that, Our Lord describes the faithful servant
whom He has set “over His household to give them their
measure of wheat.” Hence he is guilty of unfaithfulness who
gives any man Divine things above his measure: and whoso
promotes the unworthy does this. Wherefore he commits a
mortal crime, as being unfaithful to his sovereign Lord, espe-
cially since this is detrimental to theChurch and to theDivine
honor which is promoted by goodministers. For a man would
beunfaithful tohis earthly lordwere he toplace unworthy sub-
jects in his offices.

Reply toObjection1.Godnever so abandonsHisChurch
that apt ministers are not to be found sufficient for the needs
of the people, if the worthy be promoted and the unworthy set
aside. And though it were impossible to find asmanyministers
as there are now, it were better to have few goodministers than
many bad ones, as the blessed Clement declares in his second
epistle to James the brother of the Lord.

Reply to Objection 2. Temporal things are not to be
sought but for the sake of spiritual things. Wherefore all tem-
poral advantage should count for nothing, and all gain be de-
spised for the advancement of spiritual good.

Reply to Objection 3. It is at least required that the or-
dainer know that nothing contrary to holiness is in the can-
didate for ordination. But besides this he is required to take
the greatest care, in proportion to theOrder or office to be en-
joined, so as to be certain of the qualifications of those to be
promoted, at least from the testification of others. is is the
meaning of the Apostle when he says (1 Tim. 5:22): “Impose
not hands lightly on any man.”

Suppl. q. 36 a. 5Whether a man who is in sin can without sin exercise the Order he has received?*

Objection1. Itwould seem that onewho is in sin canwith-
out sin exercise the order he has received. For since, by virtue
of his office, he is bound to exercise his order, he sins if he fails

to do so. If therefore he sins by exercising it, he cannot avoid
sin: which is inadmissible.

Objection 2. Further, a dispensation is a relaxation of the

* Cf. IIIa, q. 64, a. 6.
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law.erefore although by rights it would be unlawful for him
to exercise the order he has received, it would be lawful for him
to do so by dispensation.

Objection 3. Further, whoever co-operates with another
in amortal sin, sinsmortally. If therefore a sinner sinsmortally
by exercising his order, he who receives or demands anyDivine
thing from him also sins mortally: and this seems absurd.

Objection 4. Further, if he sins by exercising his order, it
follows that every act of his order that he performs is a mortal
sin; and consequently since many acts concur in the one exer-
cise of his order, it would seem that he commits many mortal
sins: which seems very hard.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Ep. ad Demophil.): “It
seems presumptuous for such a man, one to wit who is not en-
lightened, to lay hands on priestly things; he is not afraid nor
ashamed, all unworthy that he is to take part in Divine things,
with the thought that God does not see what he sees in him-
self; he thinks, by false pretense, to cheatHimWhomhe falsely
calls his Father; he dares to utter in the person ofChrist, words
polluted by his infamy, Iwill not call themprayers, over theDi-
vine symbols.” erefore a priest is a blasphemer and a cheat if
he exercises his order unworthily, and thus he sins mortally:
and in like manner any other person in orders.

Further, holiness of life is required in one who receives an
order, that he may be qualified to exercise it. Now a man sins
mortally if he present himself for orders in mortal sin. Much
more therefore does he sin mortally whenever he exercises his
order.

I answer that, e law prescribes (Dt. 16:20) that “man
should follow justly aer that which is just.” Wherefore who-
ever fulfills unworthily the duties of his order follows unjustly

aer that which is just, and acts contrary to a precept of the
law, and thereby sins mortally. Now anyone who exercises a
sacred office in mortal sin, without doubt does so unworthily.
Hence it is clear that he sins mortally.

Reply to Objection 1. He is not perplexed as though he
were in the necessity of sinning; for he can renounce his sin,
or resign his office whereby he was bound to the exercise of his
order.

Reply to Objection 2. e natural law allows of no dis-
pensation; and it is of natural law that man handle holy things
holily. erefore no one can dispense from this.

Reply toObjection 3. So long as a minister of the Church
who is in mortal sin is recognized by the Church, his subject
must receive the sacraments fromhim, since this is the purpose
for which he is bound to him.Nevertheless, outside the case of
necessity, it would not be safe to induce him to an execution
of his Order, as long as he is conscious of being in mortal sin,
which conscience, however, he can lay aside since a man is re-
paired in an instant by Divine grace.

Reply toObjection 4. When any man performs an action
as a minister of the Church while in a state of mortal sin, he
sins mortally, and as oen as he performs that action, since,
as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. i), “it is wrong for the unclean
even to touch the symbols,” i.e. the sacramental signs. Hence
when they touch sacred things in the exercise of their office
they sin mortally. It would be otherwise if they were to touch
some sacred thing or perform some sacred duty in a case of ne-
cessity, when it would be allowable even to a layman, for in-
stance if they were to baptize in a case of urgency, or gather up
the Lord’s body should it be cast to the ground.
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S   T P, Q 37
Of the Distinction of Orders, of eir Acts, and the Imprinting of the Character

(In Five Articles)

In the next place we must consider the distinction of the orders and their acts, and the imprinting of the character. Under
this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Order should be divided into several kinds?
(2) How many are there?
(3) Whether they ought to be divided into those that are sacred and those that are not?
(4) Whether the acts of the Orders are rightly assigned in the text?
(5) When are the characters of the Orders imprinted?

Suppl. q. 37 a. 1Whether we ought to distinguish several Orders?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to distin-
guish several Orders. For the greater a power is, the less is it
multiplied. Now this sacrament ranks above the others in so
far as it places its recipients in a degree above other persons.
Since then the other sacraments are not divided into several of
which thewhole is predicated, neither ought this sacrament to
be divided into several Orders.

Objection 2. Further, if it be divided, the parts of the divi-
sion are either integral or subjective. But they are not integral,
for then thewholewould not be predicated of them.erefore
it is a division into subjective parts. Now subjective parts can
have the remote genus predicated of them in the plural in the
same way as the proximate genus; thus man and ass are several
animals, and are several animated bodies.erefore also priest-
hood and diaconate, as they are several Orders, even so are sev-
eral sacraments, since sacrament is the genus, so to speak, in
respect of Orders.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 10) the form of authority in which one alone gov-
erns is a better government of the common weal than aristoc-
racy, where different persons occupy different offices. But the
government of the Church should be the best of all. erefore
in theChurch there should be no distinction ofOrders for dif-
ferent acts, but the whole power should reside in one person;
and consequently there ought to be only one Order.

On the contrary, e Church is Christ’s mystical body,
like to our natural body, according to the Apostle (Rom. 12:5;
1 Cor. 12:12,27; Eph. 1:22,23; Col. 1:24). Now in the natural
body there are various offices of themembers.erefore in the
Church also there should be various Orders.

Further, the ministry of the New Testament is superior to
that of the Old Testament (2 Cor. 3). Now in the Old Testa-
ment not only the priests, but also their ministers, the Levites,
were consecrated. erefore likewise in the New Testament
not only the priests but also their ministers should be con-
secrated by the sacrament of Order; and consequently there
ought to be several Orders.

I answer that, Multiplicity of Orders was introduced into

the Church for three reasons. First to show forth the wisdom
of God, which is reflected in the orderly distinction of things
both natural and spiritual. is is signified in the statement of
3Kings 10:4,5 that “when thequeenof Saba saw…theorder of ”
Solomon’s “servants…she had no longer any spirit in her,” for
she was breathless from admiration of his wisdom. Secondly,
in order to succor human weakness, because it would be im-
possible for one man, without his being heavily burdened, to
fulfill all things pertaining to the Divine mysteries; and so var-
ious orders are severally appointed to the various offices; and
this is shown by the Lord giving Moses seventy ancients to as-
sist him. irdly, that men may be given a broader way for ad-
vancing (to perfection), seeing that the various duties are di-
vided among many men, so that all become the co-operators
of God; than which nothing is more God-like, as Dionysius
says (Eccl. Hier. iii).

Reply toObjection 1.eother sacraments are given that
certain effects may be received; but this sacrament is given
chiefly that certain acts may be performed. Hence it behooves
the sacrament of Order to be differentiated according to the
diversity of acts, even as powers are differentiated by their acts.

Reply toObjection 2.e division of Order is not that of
an integral whole into its parts, nor of a universal whole, but
of a potential whole, the nature of which is that the notion of
the whole is found to be complete in one part, but in the oth-
ers by some participation thereof.us it is here: for the entire
fulness of the sacrament is in one Order, namely the priest-
hood, while in the other sacraments there is a participation of
Order. And this is signified by the Lord saying (Num. 11:17):
“I will take of thy spirit and give to them, that they may bear
with thee the burden of the people.” erefore all the Orders
are one sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. In a kingdom, although the entire
fulness of power resides in the king, this does not exclude the
ministers having a power which is a participation of the kingly
power. It is the same in Order. In the aristocratic form of gov-
ernment, on the contrary, the fulness of power resides in no
one, but in all.
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Suppl. q. 37 a. 2Whether there are seven Orders?

Objection 1. It would seem that there are not seven Or-
ders. For the Orders of the Church are directed to the hierar-
chical acts. But there are only three hierarchical acts, namely
“to cleanse, to enlighten, and to perfect,” for which reason
Dionysius distinguishes threeOrders (Eccl.Hier. v).erefore
there are not seven.

Objection 2. Further, all the sacraments derive their effi-
cacy and authenticity from their institution by Christ, or at
least byHis apostles. But nomention except of priests and dea-
cons is made in the teaching of Christ andHis apostles.ere-
fore seemingly there are no other Orders.

Objection 3. Further, by the sacrament of Order a man
is appointed to dispense the other sacraments. But there are
only six other sacraments. erefore there should be only six
Orders.

Objection 4.On the other hand, It would seem that there
ought to be more. For the higher a power is, the less is it sub-
ject tomultiplication.Now the hierarchical power is in the an-
gels in a higher way than in us, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. i).
Since then there are nineOrders in the angelic hierarchy, there
should be as many, or more, in the Church.

Objection 5. Further, the prophecy of the Psalms is the
most noble of all the prophecies. Now there is one Order,
namely of readers, for reading the other prophecies in the
Church. erefore there ought to be another Order for read-
ing the Psalms, especially since (Decretals, Dist. xxi, cap.
Cleros) the “psalmist” is reckoned as the second Order aer
the doorkeeper.

I answer that, Some show the sufficiency of the orders
from their correspondence with the gratuitous graces which
are indicated 1 Cor. 12. For they say that the “word of wis-
dom” belongs to the bishop, because he is the ordainer of oth-
ers, which pertains towisdom; the “word of knowledge” to the
priest, for he ought to have the key of knowledge; “faith” to the
deacon, for he preaches the Gospel; the “working of miracles”
to the subdeacon, who sets himself to do deeds of perfection
by the vow of continency; “interpretation of speeches” to the
acolyte, this being signified by the light which he bears; the
“grace of healing” to the exorcist; “diverse kinds of tongues”
to the psalmist; “prophecy” to the reader; and the “discern-
ing of spirits” to the doorkeeper, for he excludes some and ad-
mits others. But this is of no account, for the gratuitous graces
are not given, as the Orders are, to one same man. For it is
written (1 Cor. 12:4): “ere are distributions [Douay: ‘diver-
sities’] of graces.” Moreover the episcopate* and the office of
psalmist are included, which are not Orders. Wherefore oth-
ers account for the Orders by likening them to the heavenly
hierarchy, where the Orders are distinguished in reference to
cleansing, enlightening, and perfecting. us they say that the
doorkeeper cleanses outwardly, by separating even in the body
the good from the wicked; that the acolyte cleanses inwardly,

because by the light which he bears, he signifies that he dis-
pels inward darkness; and that the exorcist cleanses both ways,
for he casts out the devil who disturbs a man both ways. But
enlightening, which is effected by teaching, is done by readers
as regards prophetic doctrine; by subdeacons as to apostolic
doctrine; and by deacons as to the gospel doctrine; while or-
dinary perfection, such as the perfection of Penance, Baptism,
and so forth is thework of the priest; excellent perfection, such
as the consecration of priests and virgins, is the work of the
bishop; while the most excellent perfection is the work of the
Sovereign Pontiff inwhom resides the fulness of authority. But
this again is of no account; both because the orders of the heav-
enly hierarchy are not distinguished by the aforesaid hierar-
chical actions, since each of them is applicable to every Order;
and because, according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v), perfect-
ing belongs to the bishops alone, enlightening to the priests,
and cleansing to all the ministers. Wherefore others suit the
orders to the seven gis, so that the priesthood corresponds to
the gi of wisdom, which feeds us with the bread of life and
understanding, even as the priest refreshes us with the heav-
enly bread; fear to the doorkeeper, for he separates us from the
wicked; and thus the intermediate Orders to the intermediate
gis. But this again is of no account, since the sevenfold grace is
given in each one of theOrders.Consequentlywemust answer
differently by saying that the sacrament of Order is directed
to the sacrament of the Eucharist, which is the sacrament of
sacraments, as Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. iii). For just as tem-
ple, altar, vessels, and vestments need to be consecrated, so do
theministers who are ordained for the Eucharist; and this con-
secration is the sacrament of Order. Hence the distinction of
Orders is derived from their relation to the Eucharist. For the
power ofOrder is directed either to the consecration of theEu-
charist itself, or to someministry in connectionwith this sacra-
ment of the Eucharist. If in the former way, then it is the Or-
der of priests; hence when they are ordained, they receive the
chalice with wine, and the paten with the bread, because they
are receiving the power to consecrate the body and blood of
Christ. e co-operation of the ministers is directed either to
the sacrament itself, or to the recipients. If the former, this hap-
pens in three ways. For in the first place, there is the ministry
whereby the minister co-operates with the priest in the sacra-
ment itself, by dispensing, but not by consecrating, for this is
doneby thepriest alone; and this belongs to thedeacon.Hence
in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24) it is said that it belongs to the dea-
con to minister to the priests in whatever is done in Christ’s
sacraments, wherefore he dispenses Christ’s blood. Secondly,
there is the ministry directed to the disposal of the sacramen-
tal matter in the sacred vessels of the sacrament. and this be-
longs to subdeacons. Wherefore it is stated in the text (Sent.
iv, D, 24) that they carry the vessels of our Lord’s body and
blood, and place the oblation on the altar; hence, when they

* Cf. q. 40, a. 5.
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are ordained, they receive the chalice, emptyhowever, fromthe
bishop’s hands. irdly, there is the ministry directed to the
proffering of the sacramental matter, and this belongs to the
acolyte. For he, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24), prepares
the cruet with wine andwater; wherefore he receives an empty
cruet. e ministry directed to the preparation of the recipi-
ents can be exercised only over the unclean, since those who
are clean are already apt for receiving the sacraments. Now the
unclean are of three kinds, according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier.
iii). For some are absolute unbelievers andunwilling to believe;
and these must be altogether debarred from beholding Divine
things and from the assembly of the faithful; this belongs to
the doorkeepers. Some, however, are willing to believe, but are
not as yet instructed, namely catechumens, and to the instruc-
tion of such persons the Order of readers is directed, who are
therefore entrusted with the reading of the first rudiments of
the doctrine of faith, namely the Old Testament. But some are
believers and instructed, yet lie under an impediment through
the power of the devil, namely those who are possessed: and to
this ministry the order of exorcists is directed.us the reason
and number of the degrees of Orders is made clear.

Reply to Objection 1. Dionysius is speaking of the or-
ders not as sacraments, but as directed to hierarchical actions.
Wherefore he distinguishes three Orders corresponding to
those actions.e first of theseOrders, namely the bishop, has
all three actions; the second, namely the priest, has two; while
the third has one, namely to cleanse; this is the deacon who
is called a minister: and under this last all the lower Orders
are comprised. But the Orders derive their sacramental nature
from their relation to the greatest of the sacraments, and con-
sequently the number of Orders depends on this.

Reply to Objection 2. In the early Church, on account
of the fewness of ministers, all the lower ministries were en-
trusted to the deacons, asDionysius says (Eccl.Hier. iii), where
he says: “Some of the ministers stand at the closed door of the
Church, others are otherwise occupied in the exercise of their

own order; others place the sacred bread and the chalice of
benediction on the altar and offer them to the priests.” Nev-
ertheless all the power to do all these things was included in
the one power of the deacon, though implicitly. But aerwards
theDivineworship developed, and theChurch committed ex-
pressly to several persons that which had hitherto been com-
mitted implicitly in oneOrder.is is what theMastermeans,
when He says in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24) that the Church in-
stituted other Orders.

Reply toObjection 3.eorders are directed to the sacra-
ment of the Eucharist chiefly, and to the other sacraments con-
sequently, for even the other sacraments flow from that which
is contained in that sacrament. Hence it does not follow that
the orders ought to be distinguished according to the sacra-
ments.

Reply to Objection 4. e angels differ specifically*: for
this reason it is possible for them to have various modes of
receiving Divine things, and hence also they are divided into
various hierarchies. But in men there is only one hierarchy,
because they have only one mode of receiving Divine things,
which results from the human species, namely through the im-
ages of sensible objects.Consequently the distinction of orders
in the angels cannot bear any relation to a sacrament as it is
with us, but only a relation to the hierarchical actions which
among them eachOrder exercises on theOrders below. In this
respect ourOrders correspond to theirs; since in our hierarchy
there are threeOrders, distinguished according to the three hi-
erarchical actions, even as in each angelic hierarchy.

Reply to Objection 5. e office of psalmist is not an
Order, but an office annexed to an Order. For the psalmist
is also styled precentor because the psalms are recited with
chant. Now precentor is not the name of a special Order, both
because it belongs to the whole choir to sing, and because
he has no special relation to the sacrament of the Eucharist.
Since, however, it is a particular office, it is sometimes reck-
oned among the Orders, taking these in a broad sense.

Suppl. q. 37 a. 3Whether the Order should be divided into those that are sacred and those that are not?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Orders ought not to
be divided into those that are sacred and those that are not. For
all theOrders are sacraments, and all the sacraments are sacred.
erefore all the Orders are sacred.

Objection 2. Further, by the Orders of the Church a man
is not appointed to anyother thanDivine offices.Nowall these
are sacred. erefore all the Orders also are sacred.

On the contrary, e sacred Orders are an impediment
to the contracting of marriage and annul the marriage that is
already contracted. But the four lower orders neither impede
the contracting nor annul the contract.erefore these are not
sacred Orders.

I answer that, An Order is said to be sacred in two ways.
First, in itself, and thus every order is sacred, since it is a sacra-
ment. Secondly, by reason of the matter about which it ex-
ercises an act, and thus an Order is called sacred, if it exer-
cises an act about some consecrated thing. In this sense there
are only three sacred Orders, namely the priesthood and dia-
conate, which exercise an act about the consecrated body and
blood of Christ, and the subdiaconate, which exercises an act
about the consecrated vessels. Wherefore continency is en-
joined them, that they who handle holy thingsmay themselves
be holy and clean.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

* Cf. Ia, q. 50, a. 4.

2580



Suppl. q. 37 a. 4Whether the acts of the Orders are rightly assigned in the text?

Objection 1. It would seem that the acts of the Orders
are not rightly assigned in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24). Because
a person is prepared by absolution to receive Christ’s body.
Now the preparation of the recipients of a sacrament belongs
to the lower Orders. erefore absolution from sins is unfit-
tingly reckoned among the acts of a priest.

Objection 2. Further, man is made like to God immedi-
ately in Baptism, by receiving the character which causes this
likeness. But prayer and the offering of oblations are acts di-
rected immediately to God. erefore every baptized person
can perform these acts, and not priests alone.

Objection 3. Further, different Orders have different acts.
But it belongs to the subdeacon to place the oblations on the
altar, and to read the epistle; and subdeacons carry the cross
before the Pope. erefore these acts should not be assigned
to the deacon.

Objection 4. Further, the same truth is contained in the
Old and in the New Testament. But it belongs to the readers
to read theOldTestament.erefore it should belong to them
likewise, and not to deacons, to read the New Testament.

Objection 5. Further, the apostles preached naught else
but the gospel of Christ (Rom. 1:15). But the teaching of the
apostles is entrusted to subdeacons to be read by them. ere-
fore the Gospel teaching should be also.

Objection 6. Further, according to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier.
v) that which belongs to a higherOrder should not be applica-
ble to a lower Order. But it is an act of subdeacons to minister
with the cruets.erefore it should not be assigned to acolytes.

Objection 7. Further, spiritual actions should rank above
bodily actions. But the acolyte’s act is merely corporeal.ere-
fore the exorcist has not the spiritual act of casting out devils,
since he is of inferior rank.

Objection 8. Further, things that have most in common
should be placed beside one another. Now the reading of the
Old Testament must needs have most in common with the
reading of the New Testament, which latter belongs to the
higher ministers. erefore the reading of the Old Testament
should be reckoned the act, not of the reader, but rather of
the acolyte; especially since the bodily light which the acolytes
carry signifies the light of spiritual doctrine.

Objection 9. Further, in every act of a special Order, there
should be some special power, which the person ordained has
to the exclusion of other persons. But in opening and shutting
doors the doorkeeper has no special power that othermenhave
not. erefore this should not be reckoned their act.

I answer that, Since the consecration conferred in the
sacrament of orders is directed to the sacrament of the Eu-
charist, as stated above (a. 2), the principal act of each order is
that whereby it is most nearly directed to the sacrament of the
Eucharist. In this respect, too, one order ranks above another,
in so far as one act is more nearly directed to that same sacra-
ment. But because many things are directed to the Eucharist,

as being the most exalted of the sacraments, it follows not un-
fittingly that oneOrder has many acts besides its principal act,
and all the more, as it ranks higher, since a power extends to
the more things, the higher it is.

Reply to Objection 1. e preparation of the recipients
of a sacrament is twofold. One is remote and is effected by
theministers: another is proximate, whereby they are rendered
apt at once for receiving the sacraments. is latter belongs to
priests, since even in natural things matter receives from one
and the same agent both the ultimate disposition to the form,
and the form itself. And since a person acquires the proximate
disposition to the Eucharist by being cleansed from sin, it fol-
lows that the priest is the proper minister of all those sacra-
ments which are chiefly instituted for the cleansing of sins,
namely Baptism, Penance, and Extreme Unction.

Reply to Objection 2. Acts are directed immediately to
God in two ways; in one way on the part of one person only,
for instance the prayers of individuals, vows, and so forth: such
acts befit any baptized person. In another way on the part of
the whole Church, and thus the priest alone exercises acts im-
mediately directed to God; because to impersonate the whole
Church belongs to him alone who consecrates the Eucharist,
which is the sacrament of the universal Church.

Reply to Objection 3. e offerings made by the people
are offered through thepriest.Hence a twofoldministry is nec-
essary with regard to offerings. One on the part of the people:
and this belongs to the subdeacon who receives the offerings
from the people and places them on the altar or offers them to
the deacon. the other is on the part of the priest, and belongs
to the deacon, who hands the offerings to the priest.is is the
principal act of both Orders, and for this reason the deacon’s
Order is the higher. But to read the epistle does not belong to
a deacon, except as the acts of lower Orders are ascribed to the
higher; and in like manner to carry the cross. Moreover, this
depends on the customs of Churches, because in secondary
acts it is not unfitting for customs to vary.

Reply to Objection 4. Doctrine is a remote preparation
for the reception of a sacrament; wherefore the announcement
of doctrine is entrusted to the ministers. But the doctrine of
the Old Testament is more remote than that of the New Tes-
tament, since it contains no instruction about this sacrament
except in figures. Hence announcing of the New Testament is
entrusted to the higher ministers, and that of the Old Testa-
ment to the lowerministers.Moreover thedoctrine of theNew
Testament is more perfect as delivered by our Lord Himself,
than as made known by His apostles. Wherefore the Gospel is
committed to deacons and the Epistle to subdeacons.

is suffices for the Reply to the Fih Objection.
Reply to Objection 6. Acolytes exercise an act over the

cruet alone, andnot over the contents of the cruet;whereas the
subdeacon exercises an act over the contents of the cruet, be-
cause he handles thewater andwine to the end that they be put
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into the chalice,* and again he pours the water over the hands
of the priest; and the deacon, like the subdeacon, exercises an
act over the chalice only, not over its contents, whereas the
priest exercises an act over the contents.Wherefore as the sub-
deacon at his ordination receives an empty chalice, while the
priest receives a full chalice, so the acolyte receives an empty
cruet, but the subdeacon a full one.us there is a certain con-
nection among the Orders.

Reply to Objection 7. e bodily acts of the acolyte are
more intimately connected with the act of Holy orders than
the act of the exorcist, although the latter is, in a fashion, spir-
itual. For the acolytes exercise a ministry over the vessels in
which the sacramentalmatter is contained, as regards thewine,
which needs a vessel to hold it on account of its humidity.
Hence of all theminor orders theOrder of acolytes is the high-
est.

Reply toObjection8.eact of the acolyte ismore closely
connectedwith the principal acts of the higherministers, than
the acts of the otherminorOrders, as is self-evident; and again
as regards the secondary acts whereby they prepare the peo-
ple by doctrine. For the acolyte by bearing a light represents
the doctrine of the New Testament in a visible manner, while
the reader by his recital represents it differently, wherefore the

acolyte is of higher rank. It is the same with the exorcist, for
as the act of the reader is compared with the secondary act of
the deacon and subdeacon, so is the act of the exorcist com-
pared with the secondary act of the priest, namely to bind and
to loose, by which man is wholly freed from the slavery of the
devil.is, too, shows the degrees ofOrder to bemost orderly.
since only the three higher Orders co-operate with the priest
in his principal act which is to consecrate the body of Christ,
while both the higher and lower Orders co-operate with him
in his secondary act, which is to loose and bind.

Reply to Objection 9. Some say that in receiving the Or-
der the doorkeeper is given a Divine power to debar others
from entering the Church, even as Christ had, when He cast
out the sellers from the Temple. But this belongs to a gratu-
itous grace rather than to a sacramental grace. Wherefore we
should reply that he receives the power to do this by virtue of
his office, although othersmay do so, but not officially. It is the
case in all the acts of the minor Orders, that they can be law-
fully exercised by others, even though these have no office to
that effect: just asMassmay be said in an unconsecrated build-
ing, although the consecration of a church is directed to the
purpose that Mass be said there.

Suppl. q. 37 a. 5Whether the character is imprinted on a priest when the chalice is handed to him?

Objection 1. It would seem that the character is not im-
printedon thepriest at themomentwhen the chalice is handed
to him. For the consecration of a priest is done by anoint-
ing as in Confirmation. Now in Confirmation the character
is imprinted at the moment of anointing; and therefore in the
priesthood also and not at the handing of the chalice.

Objection 2. Further, our Lord gave His disciples the
priestly power when He said ( Jn. 20:22,23): “Receive ye the
Holy Ghost: whose sins you shall forgive,” etc. Now the Holy
Ghost is given by the imposition of hands. erefore the char-
acter of order is given at the moment of the imposition of
hands.

Objection 3. Further, as the ministers are consecrated,
even so are the ministers’ vestments. Now the blessing alone
consecrates the vestments. erefore the consecration of the
priest also is effected by the mere blessing of the bishop.

Objection 4. Further, as a chalice is handed to the priest,
even so is the priestly vestment. erefore if a character is im-
printed at the giving of the chalice, so likewise is there at the
giving of the chasuble, and thus a priest would have two char-
acters: but this is false.

Objection 5. Further, the deacon’s order is more closely al-
lied to the priest’s Order than is the subdeacon’s. But if a char-
acter is imprinted on the priest at the moment of the hand-
ing of the chalice, the subdeacon would be more closely allied
to the priest than the deacon; because the subdeacon receives

the character at the handing of the chalice and not the deacon.
erefore the priestly character is not imprinted at the hand-
ing of the chalice.

Objection 6. Further, the Order of acolytes approaches
nearer to the priestly act by exercising an act over the cruet
than by exercising an act over the torch. Yet the character is im-
printed on the acolyteswhen they receive the torch rather than
when they receive the cruet, because the name of acolyte signi-
fies candle-bearer. erefore the character is not imprinted on
the priest when he receives the chalice.

On the contrary, e principal act of the priest’s Order is
to consecrate Christ’s body. Now he receives the power to this
effect at the handing of the chalice. erefore the character is
imprinted on him then.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 4, ad 1), to cause the
form and to give the matter its proximate preparation for the
form belong to the same agent. Wherefore the bishop in con-
ferring orders does two things; for he prepares the candidates
for the reception of orders, and delivers to them the power of
order. He prepares them, both by instructing them in their re-
spective offices and by doing something to them, so that they
may be adapted to receive the power. is preparation con-
sists of three things, namely blessing, imposition of hands, and
anointing. By the blessing they are enlisted in the Divine ser-
vice, wherefore the blessing is given to all. By the imposition
of hands the fulness of grace is given, whereby they are quali-

* e wording of St. omas is sufficiently vague to refer either to the Ro-
man rite, where the priest pours the wine and water into the chalice, or to the
Dominican rite, where this is done by the subdeacon.
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fied for exalted duties, wherefore only deacons and priests re-
ceive the imposition of hands, because they are competent to
dispense the sacraments, although the latter as principal dis-
pensers, the former as ministers. But by the anointing they
are consecrated for the purpose of handling the sacrament,
wherefore the anointing is done to the priests alonewho touch
the body of Christ with their own hands; even as a chalice is
anointed because it holds the blood, and the paten because it
holds the body.

e conferring of power is effected by giving them some-
thing pertaining to their proper act. And since the principal
act of a priest is to consecrate the body and blood ofChrist, the
priestly character is imprinted at the very giving of the chalice
under the prescribed form of words.

Reply to Objection 1. In Confirmation there is not given
the office of exercising an act on an exterior matter, wherefore
the character is not imprinted in that sacrament at the handing
of some particular thing, but at the mere imposition of hands
and anointing. But it is otherwise in the priestly Order, and
consequently the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. Our Lord gave His disciples the
priestly power, as regards the principal act, before His passion
at the supper when He said: “Take ye and eat” (Mat. 26:26),
wherefore He added: “Do this for a commemoration of Me”
(Lk. 22:19). Aer the resurrection, however, He gave them
the priestly power, as to its secondary act, which is to bind and
loose.

Reply to Objection 3. Vestments require no other conse-
cration except to be set aside for theDivineworship,wherefore
the blessing suffices for their consecration. But it is different
with those who are ordained, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 4. e priestly vestment signifies, not
the power given to the priest, but the aptitude required of him
for exercising the act of that power. Wherefore a character is
imprintedneither on the priest nor on anyone else at the giving
of a vestment.

Reply to Objection 5. e deacon’s power is midway be-
tween the subdeacon’s and the priest’s. For the priest exercises a
power directly on Christ’s body, the subdeacon on the vessels
only, and the deacon on Christ’s body contained in a vessel.
Hence it is not for him to touchChrist’s body, but to carry the
body on the paten, and to dispense the blood with the chal-
ice. Consequently his power, as to the principal act, could not
be expressed, either by the giving of the vessel only, or by the
giving of the matter; and his power is expressed as to the sec-
ondary act alone, by his receiving the book of theGospels, and
this power is understood to contain the other; wherefore the
character is impressed at the handing of the book.

Reply to Objection 6. e act of the acolyte whereby he
serves with the cruet ranks before his act of carrying the torch;
although he takes his name from the secondary act, because it
is better known and more proper to him. Hence the acolyte
receives the character when he is given the cruet, by virtue of
the words uttered by the bishop.
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Of ose Who Confer is Sacrament

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider those who confer this sacrament. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a bishop alone can confer this sacrament?
(2) Whether a heretic or any other person cut off from the Church can confer this sacrament?

Suppl. q. 38 a. 1Whether a bishop alone confers the sacrament of Order?

Objection 1. It would seem that not only a bishop confers
the sacrament ofOrder. For the imposition of hands has some-
thing to do with the consecration. Now not only the bishop
but also the assisting priests lay hands on the priests who are
being ordained. erefore not only a bishop confers the sacra-
ment of Order.

Objection 2. Further, a man receives the power of Order,
when that which pertains to the act of his Order is handed to
him. Now the cruet with water, bowl* and towel, are given to
the subdeacon by the archdeacon; as also the candlestick with
candle, and the empty cruet to the acolyte. erefore not only
the bishop confers the sacrament of Order.

Objection 3.Further, that which belongs to anOrder can-
not be entrusted to one who has not the Order. Now the con-
ferring of minor Orders is entrusted to certain persons who
are not bishops, for instance to Cardinal priests. erefore the
conferring of Orders does not belong to the episcopal Order.

Objection 4. Further, whoever is entrusted with the prin-
cipal is entrusted with the accessory also. Now the sacrament
of Order is directed to the Eucharist, as accessory to principal.
Since then a priest consecrates theEucharist, he can also confer
Orders.

Objection 5. Further, there is a greater distinction be-
tween a priest and a deacon than between bishop and bishop.
But a bishop can consecrate a bishop. erefore a priest can
ordain a deacon.

On the contrary, Ministers are applied by their Orders to
theDivineworship in amorenobleway than the sacred vessels.
But the consecration of the vessels belongs to a bishop only.
Much more therefore does the consecration of ministers.

Further, the sacrament of Order ranks higher than the
sacrament of Confirmation. Now a bishop alone confirms.
Muchmore therefore does a bishop alone confer the sacrament
of Order.

Further, virgins are not placed in a degree of spiritual
power by their consecration, as the ordained are. Yet a bishop
alone can consecrate a virgin. erefore much more can he
alone ordain.

I answer that, e episcopal power stands in the same re-
lation to the power of the lower Orders, as political science,
which seeks the common good, to the lower acts and virtues

which seek some special good, as appears from what was said
above (q. 37, a. 1). Now political science, as stated in Ethic.
i, 2, lays down the law to lower sciences, namely what science
each one ought to cultivate, and how far he should pursue it
and in what way. Wherefore it belongs to a bishop to assign
others to places in all the Divine services. Hence he alone con-
firms, because those who are confirmed receive the office, as it
were, of confessing the faith; again he alone blesses virginswho
are images of the Church, Christ’s spouse, the care of which is
entrusted chiefly to him; and he it is who consecrates the can-
didates for ordination to the ministry of Orders, and, by his
consecration, appoints the vessels that they are to use; even as
secular offices in various cities are allotted by him who holds
the highest power, for instance by the king.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (q. 37, a. 5), at the
imposition of hands there is given, not the character of the
priestly Order, but grace which makes a man fit to exercise his
Order. And since those who are raised to the priesthood need
most copious grace, the priests together with the bishop lay
hands on them, but the bishop alone lays hands on deacons.

Reply to Objection 2. Since the archdeacon is as it were
minister-in-chief, all things pertaining to the ministry are
handed by him, for instance the candle with which the acolyte
serves the deacon by carrying it before him at the Gospel, and
the cruet withwhich he serves the subdeacon; and in likeman-
ner he gives the subdeacon the things with which the latter
serves the higher Orders. And yet the principal act of the sub-
deacondoes not consist in these things, but in his co-operation
as regards the matter of the sacrament; wherefore he receives
the character through the chalice being handed to him by the
bishop. On the other hand, the acolyte receives the charac-
ter by virtue of the words of the bishop when the aforesaid
things—the cruet rather than the candlestick—are handed to
him by the archdeacon. Hence it does not follow that the
archdeacon ordains.

Reply to Objection 3. e Pope, who has the fulness of
episcopal power, can entrust one who is not a bishop with
things pertaining to the episcopal dignity, provided they bear
no immediate relation to the true body of Christ. Hence by
virtue of his commission a simple priest can confer the minor
Orders and confirm; but not one who is not a priest. Nor can a

* “Bacili.” e rubric has “aquamanili.” Some texts of the Summa have
“mantili” (“maniple”), but the archdeacon does not give the maniple to the
subdeacon.
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priest confer the higher Orders which bear an immediate rela-
tion toChrist’s body, over the consecration ofwhich thePope’s
power is no greater than that of a simple priest.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the Eucharist is in itself
the greatest of the sacraments, it does not place a man in an
office as does the sacrament of Order. Hence the comparison
fails.

Reply toObjection 5. In order to bestowwhat one has on
another, it is necessary not only to be near him but also to have
fulness of power. And since a priest has not fulness of power in
the hierarchical offices, as a bishop has, it does not follow that
he can raise others to the diaconate, although the latter Order
is near to his.

Suppl. q. 38 a. 2Whether heretics and those who are cut off from the Church can confer Orders?*

Objection 1. It would seem that heretics and those who
are cut off from the Church cannot confer Orders. For to con-
ferOrders is a greater thing than to loose or bind anyone. But a
heretic cannot loose or bind. Neither therefore can he ordain.

Objection 2. Further, a priest that is separated from the
Church can consecrate, because the character whence he de-
rives this power remains in him indelibly. But a bishop receives
no character when he is raised to the episcopate. erefore he
does not necessarily retain the episcopal power aer his sepa-
ration from the Church.

Objection 3. Further, in no community can onewho is ex-
pelled therefromdispose of the offices of the community.Now
Orders are offices of the Church.erefore one who is outside
the Church cannot confer Orders.

Objection 4. Further, the sacraments derive their efficacy
from Christ’s passion. Now a heretic is not united to Christ’s
passion; neither by his own faith, since he is an unbeliever, nor
by the faith of theChurch, sincehe is severed fromtheChurch.
erefore he cannot confer the sacrament of Orders.

Objection 5. Further, a blessing is necessary in the confer-
ring ofOrders. But a heretic cannot bless; in fact his blessing is
turned into a curse, as appears from the authorities quoted in
the text (Sent. iv, D, 25). erefore he cannot ordain.

On the contrary, When a bishop who has fallen into
heresy is reconciled he is not reconsecrated. erefore he did
not lose the power which he had of conferring Orders.

Further, the power to ordain is greater than the power of
Orders. But the power ofOrders is not forfeited on account of
heresy and the like. Neither therefore is the power to ordain.

Further, as the one who baptizes exercises a merely out-
ward ministry, so does one who ordains, while God works in-
wardly. But one who is cut off from the Church by no means
loses the power to baptize. Neither therefore does he lose the
power to ordain.

I answer that, on this question four opinions are men-
tioned in the text (Sent. iv, D, 25). For some said that heretics,
so long as they are tolerated by theChurch, retain the power to
ordain, but not aer they have been cut off from the Church;
as neither do those who have been degraded and the like. is
is the first opinion. Yet this is impossible, because, happen
what may, no power that is given with a consecration can be
taken away so long as the thing itself remains, any more than
the consecration itself can be annulled, for even an altar or

chrism once consecrated remains consecrated for ever.Where-
fore, since the episcopal power is conferred by consecration, it
must needs endure for ever, however much a man may sin or
be cut off from the Church. For this reason others said that
those who are cut off from the Church aer having episcopal
power in theChurch, retain the power to ordain and raise oth-
ers, but that those who are raised by them have not this power.
is is the fourth opinion. But this again is impossible, for if
those who were ordained in the Church retain the power they
received, it is clear that by exercising their power they conse-
crate validly, and therefore they validly confer whatever power
is given with that consecration, and thus those who receive
ordination or promotion from them have the same power as
they. Wherefore others said that even those who are cut off
from the Church can confer Orders and the other sacraments,
provided they observe the due form and intention, both as to
the first effect, which is the conferring of the sacrament, and as
to the ultimate effect which is the conferring of grace. is is
the second opinion. But this again is inadmissible, since by the
very fact that a person communicates in the sacraments with
a heretic who is cut off from the Church, he sins, and thus ap-
proaches the sacrament insincerely and cannot obtain grace,
except perhaps in Baptism in a case of necessity. Hence others
say that they confer the sacraments validly, but do not confer
gracewith them, not that the sacraments are lacking in efficacy,
but on account of the sins of those who receive the sacraments
from such persons despite the prohibition of theChurch.is
is the third and the true opinion.

Reply to Objection 1. e effect of absolution is nothing
else but the forgiveness of sins which results from grace, and
consequently a heretic cannot absolve, as neither can he confer
grace in the sacraments. Moreover in order to give absolution
it is necessary to have jurisdiction, which one who is cut off
from the Church has not.

Reply toObjection 2.When aman is raised to the episco-
pate he receives a power which he retains for ever. is, how-
ever, cannot be called a character, because aman is not thereby
placed in direct relation to God, but to Christ’s mystical body.
Nevertheless it remains indelibly even as the character, because
it is given by consecration.

Reply toObjection3.osewho are ordained by heretics,
although they receive an Order, do not receive the exercise
thereof, so as to minister lawfully in their Orders, for the very

* Cf. IIIa, q. 64, Aa. 5,9.
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reason indicated in the Objection.
Reply to Objection 4. ey are united to the passion of

Christ by the faith of the Church, for although in themselves
they are severed from it, they are united to it as regards the

form of the Church which they observe.
Reply to Objection 5. is refers to the ultimate effect of

the sacraments, as the third opinion maintains.
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Of the Impediments to is Sacrament

(In Six Articles)

We must next consider the impediments to this sacrament. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the female sex is an impediment to receiving this sacrament?
(2) Whether lack of the use of reason is?
(3) Whether the state of slavery is?
(4) Whether homicide is?
(5) Whether illegitimate birth is?
(6) Whether lack of members is?

Suppl. q. 39 a. 1Whether the female sex is an impediment to receiving Orders?

Objection 1. It would seem that the female sex is no im-
pediment to receiving Orders. For the office of prophet is
greater than the office of priest, since a prophet standsmidway
between God and priests, just as the priest does between God
and people. Now the office of prophet was sometimes granted
to women, as may be gathered from 4 Kings 22:14. erefore
the office of priest also may be competent to them.

Objection 2. Further, just as Order pertains to a kind of
pre-eminence, so does a position of authority as well as mar-
tyrdom and the religious state. Now authority is entrusted to
women in the New Testament, as in the case of abbesses, and
in the Old Testament, as in the case of Debbora, who judged
Israel ( Judges 2). Moreover martyrdom and the religious life
are also befitting to them. erefore the Orders of the Church
are also competent to them.

Objection 3. Further, the power of orders is founded in
the soul. But sex is not in the soul. erefore difference in sex
makes no difference to the reception of Orders.

On the contrary, It is said (1 Tim. 2:12): “I suffer not a
woman to teach (in the Church),* nor to use authority over
the man.”

Further, the crown is required previous to receiving Or-
ders, albeit not for the validity of the sacrament. But the crown
or tonsure is not befitting to women according to 1 Cor. 11.
Neither therefore is the receiving of Orders.

I answer that, Certain things are required in the recipient
of a sacrament as being requisite for the validity of the sacra-
ment, and if such things be lacking, one can receive neither the
sacrament nor the reality of the sacrament.Other things, how-
ever, are required, not for the validity of the sacrament, but
for its lawfulness, as being congruous to the sacrament; and
without these one receives the sacrament, but not the reality

of the sacrament. Accordingly we must say that the male sex is
required for receiving Orders not only in the second, but also
in the first way. Wherefore even though a woman were made
the object of all that is done in conferring Orders, she would
not receive Orders, for since a sacrament is a sign, not only the
thing, but the signification of the thing, is required in all sacra-
mental actions; thus it was stated above (q. 32, a. 2) that in
Extreme Unction it is necessary to have a sick man, in order to
signify the need of healing. Accordingly, since it is not possible
in the female sex to signify eminence of degree, for a woman
is in the state of subjection, it follows that she cannot receive
the sacrament of Order. Some, however, have asserted that the
male sex is necessary for the lawfulness and not for the validity
of the sacrament, because even in the Decretals (cap. Mulieres
dist. 32; cap. Diaconissam, 27, qu. i) mention is made of dea-
conesses and priestesses. But deaconess there denotes a woman
who shares in some act of a deacon, namelywho reads thehom-
ilies in the Church; and priestess [presbytera] means a widow,
for the word “presbyter” means elder.

Reply to Objection 1. Prophecy is not a sacrament but a
giofGod.Wherefore there it is not the signification, but only
the thing which is necessary. And since in matters pertaining
to the soul woman does not differ from man as to the thing
(for sometimes a woman is found to be better than many men
as regards the soul), it follows that she can receive the gi of
prophecy and the like, but not the sacrament of Orders.

And thereby appears the Reply to the Second and ird
Objections. However, as to abbesses, it is said that they have
not ordinary authority, but delegated as it were, on account of
the danger of men and women living together. But Debbora
exercised authority in temporal, not in priestly matters, even
as now woman may have temporal power.

* e words in parenthesis are from 1 Cor. 14:34, “Let women keep silence in the churches.”.
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Suppl. q. 39 a. 2Whether boys and those who lack the use of reason can receive Orders?

Objection 1. It would seem that boys and those who lack
the use of reason cannot receive Orders. For, as stated in the
text (Sent. iv, D, 25), the sacred canons have appointed a cer-
tain fixed age in those who receive Orders. But this would not
be if boys could receive the sacrament of Orders. erefore,
etc.

Objection 2. Further, the sacrament of Orders ranks
above the sacrament of matrimony. Now children and those
who lack the use of reason cannot contract matrimony. Nei-
ther therefore can they receive Orders.

Objection 3. Further, act and power are in the same sub-
ject, according to the Philosopher (De Somn. et Vigil. i). Now
the act of Orders requires the use of reason. erefore the
power of Orders does also.

On the contrary, one who is raised to Orders before the
age of discretion is sometimes allowed to exercise them with-
out being reordained, as appears fromExtra., DeCler. per salt.
prom. But this would not be the case if he had not received
Orders. erefore a boy can receive Orders.

Further, boys can receive other sacraments inwhich a char-
acter is imprinted, namely Baptism and Confirmation. ere-
fore in like manner they can receive Orders.

I answer that, Boyhood and other defects which remove
the use of reason occasion an impediment to act. Wherefore
the like are unfit to receive all those sacraments which require
an act on the part of the recipient of the sacrament, such as
Penance, Matrimony, and so forth. But since infused powers
like natural powers precede acts—although acquired powers
follow acts—and the removal of that which comes aer does
not entail the removal of what comes first, it follows that chil-
dren and those who lack the use of reason can receive all the
sacraments in which an act on the part of the recipient is not

required for the validity of the sacrament, but some spiritual
power is conferred from above; with this difference, however,
that in theminor orders the age of discretion is required out of
respect for the dignity of the sacrament, but not for its lawful-
ness, nor for its validity. Hence some can without sin be raised
to theminor orders before the years of discretion, if there be an
urgent reason for it and hope of their proficiency. and they are
validly ordained; for although at the time they arenotqualified
for the offices entrusted to them, theywill become qualified by
being habituated thereto. For the higher Orders, however, the
use of reason is required both out of respect for, and for the
lawfulness of the sacrament, not only on account of the vow
of continency annexed thereto, but also because the handling
of the sacraments is entrusted to them*. But for the episcopate
whereby a man receives power also over the mystical body, the
act of accepting the pastoral care of souls is required; where-
fore the use of reason is necessary for the validity of episcopal
consecration. Some, however, maintain that the use of reason
is necessary for the validity of the sacrament in all the Orders.
but this statement is not confirmed either by authority or by
reason.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated in the Article, not all that
is necessary for the lawfulness of a sacrament is required for its
validity.

Reply toObjection 2.e cause of matrimony is consent,
which cannot be without the use of reason. Whereas in the
reception of Orders no act is required on the part of the recip-
ients since no act on their part is expressed in their consecra-
tion. Hence there is no comparison.

Reply toObjection 3.Act and power are in the same sub-
ject; yet sometimes a power, such as the free-will, precedes its
act; and thus it is in the case in point.

Suppl. q. 39 a. 3Whether the state of slavery is an impediment to receiving Orders?

Objection 1. It would seem that the state of slavery is not
an impediment to receiving Orders. For corporal subjection is
not incompatible with spiritual authority. But in a slave there
is corporal subjection. erefore he is not hindered from re-
ceiving the spiritual authority which is given in orders.

Objection 2. Further, that which is an occasion for humil-
ity should not be an impediment to the reception of a sacra-
ment. Now such is slavery, for the Apostle counsels a man, if
possible, rather to remain in slavery (1 Cor. 7:21).erefore it
should not hinder him from being raised to Orders.

Objection 3. Further, it is more disgraceful for a cleric to
become a slave than for a slave to be made a cleric. Yet a cleric
may lawfully be sold as a slave; for a bishop of Nola, Paulinus,
to wit, sold himself as a slave as related by Gregory (Dial. iii).
Much more therefore can a slave be made a cleric.

Objection 4. On the contrary, It would seem that it is an
impediment to the validity of the sacrament. For a woman, on
account of her subjection, cannot receive the sacrament ofOr-
ders. But greater still is the subjection in a slave; since woman
was not given to man as his handmaid (for which reason she
was not made from his feet). erefore neither can a slave re-
ceive this sacrament.

Objection 5. Further, a man, from the fact that he receives
an Order, is bound to minister in that Order. But he cannot
at the same time serve his carnal master and exercise his spiri-
tual ministry. erefore it would seem that he cannot receive
Orders, since the master must be indemnified.

I answer that, By receiving Orders a man pledges himself
to the Divine offices. And since no man can give what is not
his, a slavewhohasnot thedisposal of himself, cannot be raised

* See Acts of the Council of Trent: De Reform., Sess. xxii, cap. 4,11,12.
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to Orders. If, however, he be raised, he receives the Order, be-
cause freedom is not required for the validity of the sacrament,
although it is requisite for its lawfulness, since it hinders not
the power, but the act only.e same reason applies to all who
are under an obligation to others, such as thosewho are in debt
and like persons.

Reply toObjection 1.ereception of spiritual power in-
volves also an obligation to certain bodily actions, and conse-
quently it is hindered by bodily subjection.

Reply toObjection 2.Amanmay take an occasion for hu-
mility frommany other thingswhich donot prove a hindrance
to the exercise of Orders.

Reply to Objection 3. e blessed Paulinus did this out
of the abundance of his charity, being led by the spirit of God;
as was proved by the result of his action, since by his becom-

ing a slave, many of his flock were freed from slavery. Hence
we must not draw a conclusion from this particular instance,
since “where the spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty” (2 Cor.
3:17).

Reply to Objection 4. e sacramental signs signify by
reason of their natural likeness. Now a woman is a subject by
her nature, whereas a slave is not. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 5. If he be ordained, his master know-
ing and not dissenting, by this very fact he becomes a freed-
man. But if his master be in ignorance, the bishop and he who
presented him are bound to pay the master double the slave’s
value, if they knew him to be a slave. Otherwise if the slave has
possessions of his own, he is bound to buy his freedom, else he
would have to return to the bondage of his master, notwith-
standing the impossibility of his exercising his Order.

Suppl. q. 39 a. 4Whether a man should be debarred from receiving Orders on account of homicide?

Objection 1. It would seem that aman ought not to be de-
barred from receivingOrders on account of homicide. Because
ourOrders originatedwith the office of theLevites, as stated in
the previous Distinction (Sent. iv, D, 24). But the Levites con-
secrated their hands by shedding the blood of their brethren
(Ex. 32:29). erefore neither should anyone in the New Tes-
tament be debarred from receiving Orders on account of the
shedding of blood.

Objection 2. Further, no one should be debarred from a
sacrament on account of an act of virtue. Now blood is some-
times shed for justice’ sake, for instance by a judge; and hewho
has the officewould sin if he did not shed it.erefore he is not
hindered on that account from receiving Orders.

Objection 3. Further, punishment is not due save for a
fault. Now sometimes a person commits homicide without
fault, for instance by defending himself, or again by mishap.
erefore he ought not to incur the punishment of irregular-
ity.

On the contrary, Against this there are many canonical
statutes*, as also the custom of the Church.

I answer that, All the Orders bear a relation to the sacra-
ment of the Eucharist, which is the sacrament of the peace
vouchsafed to us by the shedding of Christ’s blood. And since
homicide ismost opposed topeace, and thosewho slay are con-
formed to Christ’s slayers rather than to Christ slain, to whom

all the ministers of the aforesaid sacrament ought to be con-
formed, it follows that it is unlawful, although not invalid, for
homicides to be raised to Orders.

Reply to Objection 1. e Old Law inflicted the punish-
ment of blood, whereas the New Law does not. Hence the
comparison fails between the ministers of the Old Testament
and those of theNew, which is a sweet yoke and a light burden
(Mat. 11:30).

Reply toObjection 2. Irregularity is incurred not only on
account of sin, but chiefly on account of a person being unfit
to administer the sacrament of the Eucharist. Hence the judge
and allwho take partwithhim in a cause of blood, are irregular,
because the shedding of blood is unbecoming to the ministers
of that sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. No one does a thing without be-
ing the cause thereof, and in man this is something voluntary.
Hence he who by mishap slays a man without knowing that it
is a man, is not called a homicide, nor does he incur irregular-
ity (unless hewas occupying himself in some unlawfulmanner,
or failed to take sufficient care, since in this case the slaying be-
comes somewhat voluntary). But this is not because he is not in
fault, since irregularity is incurred even without fault. Where-
fore even he who in a particular case slays aman in self-defense
without committing a sin, is none the less irregular†.

Suppl. q. 39 a. 5Whether those of illegitimate birth should be debarred from receiving Orders?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who are of ille-
gitimate birth should not be debarred from receiving Orders.
For the son should not bear the iniquity of the father (Ezech.
18:20); and yet he would if this were an impediment to his re-
ceiving Orders. erefore, etc.

Objection 2. Further, one’s own fault is a greater impedi-
ment than the fault of another.Nowunlawful intercourse does
not always debar a man from receiving Orders. erefore nei-
ther should he be debarred by the unlawful intercourse of his
father.

* Cap. Miror; cap. Clericum; cap. De his Cler., dist. 1; cap. Continebatur, De
homic. volunt. † St. omas is speaking according to the canon law of his
time. is is no longer the case now.
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On the contrary, It is written (Dt. 23:2): “A mamzer,
that is to say, one born of a prostitute, shall not enter into
the Church of the Lord until the tenth generation.” Much less
therefore should he be ordained.

I answer that, ose who are ordained are placed in a po-
sition of dignity over others. Hence by a kind of propriety it
is requisite that they should be without reproach, not for the
validity but for the lawfulness of the sacrament, namely that
they should be of good repute, bedecked with a virtuous life,
and not publicly penitent. And since a man’s good name is be-
dimmed by a sinful origin, therefore those also who are born

of an unlawful union are debarred from receiving orders, un-
less they receive a dispensation; and this is the more difficult
to obtain, according as their origin is more discreditable.

Reply toObjection1. Irregularity is not apunishmentdue
for sin.Hence it is clear that those who are of illegitimate birth
do not bear the iniquity of their father through being irregular.

Reply to Objection 2. What a man does by his own act
can be removed by repentance and by a contrary act; not so
the things which are from nature. Hence the comparison fails
between sinful act and sinful origin.

Suppl. q. 39 a. 6Whether lack of members should be an impediment?

Objection 1. It would seem that aman ought not to be de-
barred from receivingOrders on account of a lack ofmembers.
For one who is afflicted should not receive additional afflic-
tion. erefore a man ought not to be deprived of the degree
of Orders on account of his suffering a bodily defect.

Objection 2. Further, integrity of discretion is more nec-
essary for the act of orders than integrity of body. But some
can be ordained before the years of discretion. erefore they
can also be ordained though deficient in body.

On the contrary, e like were debarred from the min-
istry of the Old Law (Lev. 21:18, seqq.). Much more therefore
should they be debarred in the New Law.

We shall speak of bigamy in the treatise on Matrimony

(q. 66).
I answer that, As appears from what we have said above

(Aa. 3,4,5), a man is disqualified from receiving Orders, ei-
ther on account of an impediment to the act, or on account
of an impediment affecting his personal comeliness. Hence he
who suffers from a lack of members is debarred from receiv-
ing Orders, if the defect be such as to cause a notable blemish,
whereby a man’s comeliness is bedimmed (for instance if his
nose be cut off ) or the exercise of his Order imperilled; oth-
erwise he is not debarred. is integrity, however, is necessary
for the lawfulness and not for the validity of the sacrament.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

2590



S   T P, Q 40
Of the ings Annexed to the Sacrament of Order

(In Seven Articles)

We must now consider the things that are annexed to the sacrament of Order. Under this head there are seven points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether those who are ordained ought to be shaven and tonsured in the form of a crown?
(2) Whether the tonsure is an Order?
(3) Whether by receiving the tonsure one renounces temporal goods?
(4) Whether above the priestly Order there should be an episcopal power?
(5) Whether the episcopate is an Order?
(6) Whether in the Church there can be any power above the episcopate?
(7) Whether the vestments of the ministers are fittingly instituted by the Church?

Suppl. q. 40 a. 1Whether those who are ordained ought to wear the tonsure?

Objection 1. It would seem that those who are ordained
ought not to wear the tonsure in the shape of a crown. For the
Lord threatened captivity and dispersion to those who were
shaven in this way: “Of the captivity of the bare head of the en-
emies” (Dt. 32:42), and: “I will scatter into every wind them
that have their hair cut round” ( Jer. 49:32). Now theministers
of Christ should not be captives, but free. erefore shaving
and tonsure in the shape of a crown does not become them.

Objection 2. Further, the truth should correspond to the
figure. Now the crown was prefigured in the Old Law by the
tonsure of the Nazarenes, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24).
erefore since the Nazarenes were not ordained to the Di-
vine ministry, it would seem that the ministers of the Church
should not receive the tonsure or shave the head in the form of
a crown. e same would seem to follow from the fact that lay
brothers, who are not ministers of the Church, receive a ton-
sure in the religious Orders.

Objection 3. Further, the hair signifies superabundance,
because it grows from that which is superabundant. But the
ministers of the Church should cast off all superabundance.
erefore they should shave the head completely and not in
the shape of a crown.

On the contrary, According to Gregory, “to serve God is
to reign” (Super Ps. 101:23). Now a crown is the sign of roy-
alty. erefore a crown is becoming to those who are devoted
to the Divine ministry.

Further, according to 1 Cor. 11:15, hair is given us “for a
covering.” But the ministers of the altar should have the mind
uncovered. erefore the tonsure is becoming to them.

I answer that, It is becoming for those who apply them-

selves to the Divine ministry to be shaven or tonsured in the
form of a crown by reason of the shape. Because a crown is the
sign of royalty; and of perfection, since it is circular; and those
who are appointed to theDivine service acquire a royal dignity
and ought to be perfect in virtue. It is also becoming to them
as it involves the hair being taken both from the higher part of
the head by shaving, lest their mind be hindered by temporal
occupations from contemplating Divine things, and from the
lower part by clipping, lest their senses be entangled in tempo-
ral things.

Reply to Objection 1. e Lord threatens those who did
this for the worship of demons.

Reply to Objection 2. e things that were done in the
Old Testament represent imperfectly the things of the New
Testament. Hence things pertaining to the ministers of the
New Testament were signified not only by the offices of the
Levites, but also by all those persons who professed some de-
gree of perfection. Now theNazarenes professed a certain per-
fection by having their hair cut off, thus signifying their con-
tempt of temporal things, although they did not have it cut
in the shape of a crown, but cut it off completely, for as yet it
was not the time of the royal and perfect priesthood. In like
manner lay brothers have their hair cut because they renounce
temporalities. but they do not shave the head, because they are
not occupied in the Divine ministry, so as to have to contem-
plate Divine things with the mind.

Reply to Objection 3. Not only the renunciation of tem-
poralities, but also the royal dignity has to be signified by the
form of a crown; wherefore the hair should not be cut off en-
tirely. Another reason is that this would be unbecoming.
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Suppl. q. 40 a. 2Whether the tonsure is an Order?

Objection 1. It would seem that the tonsure is an Order.
For in the acts of the Church the spiritual corresponds to the
corporal. Now the tonsure is a corporal sign employed by the
Church. erefore seemingly there is some interior significa-
tion corresponding thereto; so that a person receives a charac-
ter when he receives the tonsure, and consequently the latter is
an Order.

Objection 2. Further, just as Confirmation and the other
Orders are given by a bishop alone, so is the tonsure. Now a
character is imprinted in Confirmation, and the other Orders.
erefore one is imprinted likewise in receiving the tonsure.
erefore the same conclusion follows.

Objection 3. Further, Order denotes a degree of dignity.
Now a cleric by the very fact of being a cleric is placed on a
degree above the people. erefore the tonsure by which he is
made a cleric is an Order.

Onthe contrary,NoOrder is given except during the cele-
bration ofMass. But the tonsure is given even outside the office
of the Mass. erefore it is not an Order.

Further, in the conferring of every Order mention is made
of some power granted, but not in the conferring of the ton-
sure. erefore it is not an Order.

I answer that, e ministers of the Church are severed

from the people in order that they may give themselves en-
tirely to the Divine worship. Now in the Divine worship are
certain actions that have to be exercised by virtue of certain
definite powers, and for this purpose the spiritual power of or-
der is given; while other actions are performed by the whole
body of ministers in common, for instance the recital of the
Divine praises. For such things it is not necessary to have the
power of Order, but only to be deputed to such an office; and
this is done by the tonsure. Consequently it is not an Order
but a preamble to Orders.

Reply to Objection 1. e tonsure has some spiritual
thing inwardly corresponding to it, as signate corresponds to
sign; but this is not a spiritual power. Wherefore a character is
not imprinted in the tonsure as in an Order.

Reply to Objection 2. Although a man does not receive
a character in the tonsure, nevertheless he is appointed to
the Divine worship. Hence this appointment should be made
by the supreme minister, namely the bishop, who moreover
blesses the vestments and vessels and whatsoever else is em-
ployed in the Divine worship.

Reply to Objection 3. A man through being a cleric is in
a higher state than a layman; but as regards power he has not
the higher degree that is required for Orders.

Suppl. q. 40 a. 3Whether by receiving the tonsure a man renounces temporal goods?

Objection 1. It would seem that men renounce tempo-
ral goods by receiving the tonsure, for when they are tonsured
they say: “e Lord is the portion of my inheritance.” But as
Jerome says (Ep. ad Nepot.), “the Lord disdains to be made a
portion together with these temporal things.”erefore he re-
nounces temporalities.

Objection 2. Further, the justice of the ministers of the
NewTestament ought to aboundmore than that of the minis-
ters of theOldTestament (Mat. 5:20). But theministers of the
Old Testament, namely the Levites, did not receive a portion
of inheritance with their brethren (Dt. 10; Dt. 18). erefore
neither should the ministers of the New Testament.

Objection 3. Further, Hugh says (De Sacram. ii) that “af-
ter a man is made a cleric, he must from thenceforward live on
the pay of the Church.” But this would not be so were he to
retain his patrimony. erefore he would seem to renounce it
by becoming a cleric.

On the contrary, Jeremias was of the priestly order ( Jer.
1:1). Yet he retained possession of his inheritance ( Jer. 32:8).
erefore clerics can retain their patrimony.

Further, if this were not so there would seem to be no dif-
ference between religious and the secular clergy.

I answer that, Clerics by receiving the tonsure, do not re-

nounce their patrimony or other temporalities; since the pos-
session of earthly things is not contrary to the Divine worship
towhich clerics are appointed, although excessive care for such
things is; for as Gregory says (Moral. x, 30), “it is not wealth
but the love of wealth that is sinful.”

Reply toObjection 11. e Lord disdains to be a portion
as being loved equallywith other things, so that amanplace his
end inGod and the things of the world.He does not, however,
disdain to be the portion of those who so possess the things
of the world as not to be withdrawn thereby from the Divine
worship.

Reply to Objection 2. In the Old Testament the Levites
had a right to their paternal inheritance; and the reason why
they didnot receive a portionwith the other tribeswas because
they were scattered throughout all the tribes, which would
have been impossible if, like the other tribes, they had received
one fixed portion of the soil.

Reply to Objection 3. Clerics promoted to holy orders, if
they be poor,must be provided for by the bishopwhoordained
them; otherwise he is not so bound. And they are bound to
minister to the Church in the Order they have received. e
words ofHugh refer to thosewhohave nomeans of livelihood.

2592



Suppl. q. 40 a. 4Whether above the priestly Order there ought to be an episcopal power?

Objection 1. It would seem that there ought not to be
an episcopal power above the priestly Order. For as stated in
the text (Sent. iv, D, 24) “the priestly Order originated from
Aaron.” Now in the Old Law there was no one above Aaron.
erefore neither in theNewLaw ought there to be any power
above that of the priests.

Objection 2. Further, powers rank according to acts. Now
no sacred act can be greater than to consecrate the body of
Christ, whereunto the priestly power is directed. erefore
there should not be an episcopal above the priestly power.

Objection 3. Further, the priest, in offering, represents
Christ in the Church, Who offered Himself for us to the Fa-
ther.Nownoone is aboveChrist in theChurch, sinceHe is the
Head of the Church. erefore there should not be an episco-
pal above the priestly power.

Onthe contrary,Apower is somuch the higher according
as it extends tomore things.Now the priestly power, according
to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v), extends only to cleansing and en-
lightening, whereas the episcopal power extends both to this
and to perfecting.erefore the episcopal should be above the
priestly power.

Further, theDivineministries should bemore orderly than
humanministries.Now the order of humanministries requires
that in each office there should be one person to preside, just
as a general is placed over soldiers. erefore there should also
be appointed over priests one who is the chief priest, and this
is the bishop. erefore the episcopal should be above the
priestly power.

I answer that, A priest has two acts: one is the princi-
pal, namely to consecrate the body of Christ. the other is sec-
ondary, namely to prepare God’s people for the reception of
this sacrament, as stated above (q. 37, Aa. 2,4). As regards the
first act, the priest’s power does not depend on a higher power
save God’s; but as to the second, it depends on a higher and

that a human power. For every power that cannot exercise its
act without certain ordinances, depends on the power that
makes those ordinances. Now a priest cannot loose and bind,
except we presuppose him to have the jurisdiction of author-
ity, whereby those whom he absolves are subject to him. But
he can consecrate anymatter determined byChrist, nor is any-
thing else required for the validity of the sacrament; although,
on account of a certain congruousness, the act of the bishop
is pre-required in the consecration of the altar, vestments, and
so forth. Hence it is clear that it behooves the episcopal to be
above the priestly power, as regards the priest’s secondary act,
but not as regards his primary act.

Reply to Objection 1. Aaron was both priest and pontiff,
that is chief priest. Accordingly the priestly power originated
from him, in so far as he was a priest offering sacrifices, which
was lawful even to the lesser priests; but it does not originate
from him as pontiff, by which power he was able to do certain
things; for instance, to enter once a year the Holy of Holies,
which it was unlawful for the other priests to do.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is no higher power with re-
gard to this act, but with regard to another, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as the perfections of all natu-
ral things pre-exist in God as their exemplar, so was Christ the
exemplar of all ecclesiastical offices. Wherefore each minister
of the Church is, in some respect, a copy of Christ, as stated in
the text (Sent. iv, D, 24). Yet he is the higher who represents
Christ according to a greater perfection. Now a priest repre-
sents Christ in that He fulfilled a certain ministry by Him-
self, whereas a bishop represents Him in that He instituted
otherministers and founded theChurch.Hence it belongs to a
bishop to dedicate a thing to the Divine offices, as establishing
the Divine worship aer the manner of Christ. For this reason
also a bishop is especially called the bridegroom of theChurch
even as Christ is.

Suppl. q. 40 a. 5Whether the episcopate is an Order?

Objection 1. It would seem that the episcopate is an Or-
der. First of all, because Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v) assigns these
three orders to the ecclesiastical hierarchy, the bishop, the
priest, and the minister. In the text also (Sent. iv, D, 24) it is
stated that the episcopal Order is fourfold.

Objection 2. Further, Order is nothing else but a degree
of power in the dispensing of spiritual things. Now bishops
can dispense certain sacramentswhich priests cannot dispense,
namely Confirmation and Order. erefore the episcopate is
an Order.

Objection 3. Further, in the Church there is no spiritual
power other than of Order or jurisdiction. But things pertain-
ing to the episcopal power are not matters of jurisdiction, else

they might be committed to one who is not a bishop, which is
false. erefore they belong to the power of Order. erefore
the bishop has an Order which a simple priest has not; and
thus the episcopate is an Order.

On the contrary, One Order does not depend on a pre-
ceding order as regards the validity of the sacrament. But the
episcopal power depends on the priestly power, since no one
can receive the episcopal power unless he have previously the
priestly power. erefore the episcopate is not an Order.

Further, the greater Orders are not conferred except on
Saturdays*. But the episcopal power is bestowed on Sundays†.
erefore it is not an Order.

I answer that, Order may be understood in two ways. In

* e four Ember Saturdays. † Dist. lxxv, can. Ordinationes.
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one way as a sacrament, and thus, as already stated (q. 37,
Aa. 2,4), every Order is directed to the sacrament of the Eu-
charist. Wherefore since the bishop has not a higher power
than the priest, in this respect the episcopate is not an Order.
In anotherwayOrdermay be considered as an office in relation
to certain sacred actions: and thus since in hierarchical actions
a bishop has in relation to the mystical body a higher power
than the priest, the episcopate is an Order. It is in this sense
that the authorities quoted speak.

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is clear.
Reply to Objection 2. Order considered as a sacrament

which imprints a character is specially directed to the sacra-
ment of the Eucharist, in which Christ Himself is contained,
because by a character we are made like to Christ Himself‡.
Hence although at his promotion a bishop receives a spiritual
power in respect of certain sacraments, this power nevertheless
has not the nature of a character. For this reason the episcopate
is not an Order, in the sense in which an Order is a sacrament.

Reply toObjection3.eepiscopal power is one not only
of jurisdiction but also of Order, as stated above, taking Order
in the sense in which it is generally understood.

Suppl. q. 40 a. 6Whether in the Church there can be anyone above the bishops?

Objection 1. It would seem that there cannot be anyone
in the Church higher than the bishops. For all the bishops are
the successors of the apostles. Now the power so given to one
of the apostles, namely Peter (Mat. 16:19), was given to all the
apostles ( Jn. 20:23).erefore all bishops are equal, and one is
not above another.

Objection 2. Further, the rite of the Church ought to be
more conformed to the Jewish rite than to that of theGentiles.
Now the distinction of the episcopal dignity and the appoint-
ment of one over another, were introduced by the Gentiles. as
stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24); and there was no such thing
in the Old Law. erefore neither in the Church should one
bishop be above another.

Objection 3. Further, a higher power cannot be conferred
by a lower, nor equal by equal, because “without all contradic-
tion thatwhich is less is blessedby the greater [Vulg.: ‘better’]”;
hence a priest does not consecrate a bishop or a priest, but a
bishop consecrates a priest. But a bishop can consecrate any
bishop, since even the bishop of Ostia consecrates the Pope.
erefore the episcopal dignity is equal in all matters, and
consequently one bishop should not be subject to another, as
stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 24).

On the contrary, We read in the council of Constantino-
ple: “In accordance with the Scriptures and the statutes and
definitions of the canons, we venerate the most holy bishop of
ancient Rome the first and greatest of bishops, and aer him
the bishop of Constantinople.” erefore one bishop is above
another.

Further, the blessed Cyril, bishop of Alexandria, says:
“at we may remain members of our apostolic head, the
throne of the Roman Pontiffs, of whom it is our duty to seek
whatwe are to believe andwhatwe are to hold, venerating him,
beseeching him above others; for his it is to reprove, to correct,
to appoint, to loose, and to bind in place of Him Who set up
that very throne, and Who gave the fulness of His own to no
other, but to him alone, to whom by divine right all bow the
head, and the primates of theworld are obedient as to ourLord
Jesus Christ Himself.” erefore bishops are subject to some-
one even by divine right.

I answer that, Wherever there are several authorities di-
rected to one purpose, there must needs be one universal au-
thority over the particular authorities, because in all virtues
and acts the order is according to the order of their ends (Ethic.
i, 1,2). Now the common good is more Godlike than the par-
ticular good. Wherefore above the governing power which
aims at a particular good there must be a universal governing
power in respect of the common good, otherwise there would
be no cohesion towards the one object. Hence since the whole
Church is one body, it behooves, if this oneness is to be pre-
served, that there be a governing power in respect of the whole
Church, above the episcopal power whereby each particular
Church is governed, and this is the power of the Pope. Con-
sequently those who deny this power are called schismatics as
causing a division in the unity of the Church. Again, between
a simple bishop and the Pope there are other degrees of rank
corresponding to the degrees of union, in respect of which one
congregation or community includes another; thus the com-
munity of a province includes the community of a city, and
the community of a kingdom includes the community of one
province, and the community of the whole world includes the
community of one kingdom.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the power of binding
and loosing was given to all the apostles in common, never-
theless in order to indicate some order in this power, it was
given first of all to Peter alone, to show that this power must
come down from him to the others. For this reason He said to
him in the singular: “Confirm thy brethren” (Lk. 22:32), and:
“Feed My sheep” ( Jn. 21:17), i.e. according to Chrysostom:
“Be thou the president and head of thy brethren in My stead,
that they, putting thee in My place, may preach and confirm
thee throughout the world whilst thou sittest on thy throne.”

Reply to Objection 2. e Jewish rite was not spread
abroad in various kingdoms and provinces, but was confined
to one nation; hence there was no need to distinguish various
pontiffs under the onewho had the chief power. But the rite of
the Church, like that of the Gentiles, is spread abroad through
various nations; and consequently in this respect it is neces-
sary for the constitution of the Church to be like the rite of

‡ Cf. IIIa, q. 63, a. 3.
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the Gentiles rather than that of the Jews.
Reply to Objection 3. e priestly power is surpassed by

the episcopal power, as by a power of a different kind; but the
episcopal is surpassed by the papal power as by a power of the
same kind. Hence a bishop can perform every hierarchical act

that the Pope can; whereas a priest cannot perform every act
that a bishop can in conferring the sacraments. Wherefore as
regards matters pertaining to the episcopal Order, all bishops
are equal, and for this reason any bishop can consecrate an-
other bishop.

Suppl. q. 40 a. 7Whether the vestments of the ministers are fittingly instituted in the Church?

Objection 1. It would seem that the vestments of themin-
isters are not fittingly instituted in the Church. For the min-
isters of the New Testament are more bound to chastity than
were theministers of theOldTestament.Now among the vest-
ments of theOldTestament therewere the breeches as a sign of
chastity.Muchmore therefore should they have a place among
the vestments of the Church’s ministers.

Objection 2. Further, the priesthood of the New Testa-
ment is more worthy than the priesthood of the Old. But the
priests of the Old Testament had mitres, which are a sign of
dignity. erefore the priests of the New Testament should
also have them.

Objection 3. Further, the priest is nearer than the epis-
copal Order to the Orders of ministers. Now the bishop uses
the vestments of the ministers, namely the dalmatic, which is
the deacon’s vestment, and the tunic, which is the subdeacon’s.
Much more therefore should simple priests use them.

Objection 4. Further, in theOld Law the pontiff wore the
ephod*, which signified the burden of the Gospel, as Bede ob-
serves (De Tabernac. iii). Now this is especially incumbent on
our pontiffs. erefore they ought to wear the ephod.

Objection 5. Further, “Doctrine and Truth” were in-
scribed on the “rational” which the pontiffs of the Old Testa-
ment wore. Now truth was made known especially in theNew
Law. erefore it is becoming to the pontiffs of the New Law.

Objection 6. Further, the golden plate on which was writ-
ten the most admirable name of God, was the most admirable
of the adornments of the Old Law. erefore it should espe-
cially have been transferred to the New Law.

Objection 7. Further, the things which the ministers of
the Church wear outwardly are signs of inward power. Now
the archbishop has no other kind of power than a bishop, as
stated above (a. 6). erefore he should not have the pallium
which other bishops have not.

Objection 8. Further, the fulness of power resides in the
Roman Pontiff. But he has not a crozier. erefore other bish-
ops should not have one.

I answer that, e vestments of the ministers denote the
qualifications required of them for handling Divine things.
And since certain things are required of all, and some are re-
quired of the higher, that are not so exacted of the lower min-
isters, therefore certain vestments are common to all theminis-
ters, while some pertain to the higher ministers only. Accord-
ingly it is becoming to all the ministers to wear the “amice”
which covers the shoulders, thereby signifying courage in the

exercise of the Divine offices to which they are deputed; and
the “alb,” which signifies a pure life, and the “girdle,” which
signifies restraint of the flesh. But the subdeacon wears in ad-
dition the “maniple” on the le arm; this signifies the wiping
away of the least stains, since a maniple is a kind of handker-
chief for wiping the face; for they are the first to be admitted
to the handling of sacred things. ey also have the “narrow
tunic,” signifying the doctrine of Christ; wherefore in the Old
Law little bells hung therefrom, and subdeacons are the first
admitted to announce the doctrine of the New Law. e dea-
con has in addition the “stole” over the le shoulder, as a sign
that he is deputed to a ministry in the sacraments themselves,
and the “dalmatic” (which is a full vestment, so called because
it first came into use in Dalmatia), to signify that he is the first
to be appointed to dispense the sacraments: for he dispenses
the blood, and in dispensing one should be generous.

But in the case of the priest the “stole” hangs from both
shoulders, to show that he has received full power to dispense
the sacraments, and not as the minister of another man, for
which reason the stole reaches right down. He also wears the
“chasuble,” which signifies charity, because he it is who conse-
crates the sacrament of charity, namely the Eucharist.

Bishops have nine ornaments besides those which the
priest has; these are the “stockings, sandals, succinctory, tu-
nic, dalmatic, mitre, gloves, ring, and crozier,” because there
are nine things which they can, but priests cannot, do, namely
ordain clerics, bless virgins, consecrate bishops, impose hands,
dedicate churches, depose clerics, celebrate synods, consecrate
chrism, bless vestments and vessels.

We may also say that the “stockings” signify his upright
walk; the “sandals” which cover the feet, his contempt of
earthly things; the “succinctory” which girds the stole with the
alb, his love of probity; the “tunic,” perseverance, for Joseph
is said (Gn. 37:23) to have had a long tunic—“talaric,” be-
cause it reached down to the ankles [talos], which denote the
end of life; the “dalmatic,” generosity in works of mercy; the
“gloves,” prudence in action; the “mitre,” knowledge of both
Testaments, for which reason it has two crests; the “crozier,”
his pastoral care, whereby he has to gather together the way-
ward (this is denoted by the curve at the head of the crozier),
to uphold theweak (this is denoted by the stem of the crozier),
and to spur on the laggards (this is denoted by the point at the
foot of the crozier). Hence the line:

“Gather, uphold, spur on
e wayward, the weak, and the laggard.”

* Superhumerale, i.e. over-the-shoulders.
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e “ring” signifies the sacraments of that faith whereby
the Church is espoused to Christ. For bishops are espoused to
the Church in the place of Christ. Furthermore archbishops
have the “pallium” in sign of their privileged power, for it sig-
nifies the golden chainwhich thosewho fought rightfullywere
wont to receive.

Reply toObjection 1.epriests of theOld Lawwere en-
joined continency only for the time of their attendance for the
purpose of their ministry. Wherefore as a sign of the chastity
which they had then to observe, they wore the breeches while
offering sacrifices. But the ministers of the New Testament are
enjoined perpetual continency; and so the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 2.emitre was not a sign of dignity,
for it was a kind of hat, as Jerome says (Ep. ad Fabiol.). But the
diadem which was a sign of dignity was given to the pontiffs
alone, as the mitre is now.

Reply to Objection 3. e power of the ministers resides
in the bishop as their source, but not in the priest, for he does
not confer those Orders. Wherefore the bishop, rather than
the priest, wears those vestments.

Reply toObjection 4. Instead of the ephod, they wear the
stole,which is intended for the same signification as the ephod.

Reply to Objection 5. e pallium takes the place of the
“rational.”

Reply to Objection 6. Instead of that plate our pontiff
wears the cross, as Innocent III says (De Myst. Miss. i), just
as the breeches are replaced by the sandals, the linen garment
by the alb, the belt by the girdle, the long or talaric garment
by the tunic, the ephod by the amice, the “rational” by the pal-
lium, the diadem by the mitre.

Reply to Objection 7. Although he has not another kind
of power he has the same power more fully. and so in order
to designate this perfection, he receives the palliumwhich sur-
rounds him on all sides.

Reply to Objection 8. e Roman Pontiff does not use a
pastoral staff because Peter sent his to restore to life a certain
disciplewho aerwards became bishop ofTreves.Hence in the
diocese of Treves the Pope carries a crozier but not elsewhere;
or else it is a sign of his not having a restricted power denoted
by the curve of the staff.
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Of the Sacrament of Matrimony As Directed to an Office of Nature

(In Four Articles)

In the next place we must consider matrimony. We must treat of it (1) as directed to an office of nature; (2) as a sacrament;
(3) as considered absolutely and in itself. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is of natural law?
(2) Whether it is a matter of precept?
(3) Whether its act is lawful?
(4) Whether its act can be meritorious?

Suppl. q. 41 a. 1Whether matrimony is of natural law?

Objection 1. It would seem that matrimony is not natu-
ral. Because “the natural law is what nature has taught all ani-
mals”*. But in other animals the sexes are united without mat-
rimony. erefore matrimony is not of natural law.

Objection 1. Further, that which is of natural law is found
in all men with regard to their every state. But matrimony was
not in every state of man, for as Tully says (De Inv. Rhet.), “at
the beginning men were savages and then no man knew his
own children, nor was he bound by any marriage tie,” wherein
matrimony consists. erefore it is not natural.

Objection 3. Further, natural things are the same among
all. But matrimony is not in the same way among all, since its
practice varies according to the various laws.erefore it is not
natural.

Objection 4. Further, those things without which the in-
tention of nature can bemaintainedwould seemnot to be nat-
ural. But nature intends the preservation of the species by gen-
eration which is possible without matrimony, as in the case of
fornicators. erefore matrimony is not natural.

On the contrary, At the commencement of the Digests it
is stated: “e union of male and female, which we call matri-
mony, is of natural law.”

Further, the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 12) says that “man is
an animal more inclined by nature to connubial than political
society.” But “man is naturally a political and gregarious an-
imal,” as the same author asserts (Polit. i, 2). erefore he is
naturally inclined to connubial union, and thus the conjugal
union or matrimony is natural.

I answer that, A thing is said to be natural in two ways.
First, as resulting of necessity from the principles of nature;
thus upward movement is natural to fire. In this way matri-
mony is not natural, nor are any of those things that come to
pass at the intervention or motion of the free-will. Secondly,
that is said to be natural to which nature inclines although it
comes to pass through the intervention of the free-will; thus
acts of virtue and the virtues themselves are called natural; and
in this way matrimony is natural, because natural reason in-
clines thereto in two ways. First, in relation to the principal

end of matrimony, namely the good of the offspring. For na-
ture intends not only the begetting of offspring, but also its
education and development until it reach the perfect state of
man as man, and that is the state of virtue. Hence, according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 11,12), we derive three things
from our parents, namely “existence,” “nourishment,” and “ed-
ucation.” Now a child cannot be brought up and instructed
unless it have certain and definite parents, and this would not
be the case unless there were a tie between the man and a defi-
nite woman and it is in this thatmatrimony consists. Secondly,
in relation to the secondary end of matrimony, which is the
mutual services which married persons render one another in
householdmatters. For just as natural reason dictates thatmen
should live together, since one is not self-sufficient in all things
concerning life, forwhich reasonman is described as beingnat-
urally inclined to political society, so too among those works
that are necessary for human life some are becoming to men,
others to women. Wherefore nature inculcates that society of
man and woman which consists in matrimony. ese two rea-
sons are given by the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 11,12).

Reply to Objection 1. Man’s nature inclines to a thing
in two ways. In one way, because that thing is becoming to
the generic nature, and this is common to all animals; in an-
other way because it is becoming to the nature of the differ-
ence, whereby the human species in so far as it is rational over-
flows the genus; such is an act of prudence or temperance. And
just as the generic nature, though one in all animals, yet is not
in all in the same way, so neither does it incline in the same
way in all, but in a way befitting each one. Accordingly man’s
nature inclines to matrimony on the part of the difference, as
regards the second reason given above; wherefore the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. viii, 11,12; Polit. i) gives this reason in men over
other animals; but as regards the first reason it inclines on the
part of the genus; wherefore he says that the begetting of off-
spring is common to all animals. Yet nature does not incline
thereto in the same way in all animals; since there are animals
whose offspring are able to seek food immediately aer birth,
or are sufficiently fed by their mother; and in these there is no

* Digest. I, i, de justitia et jure, 1.
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tie betweenmale and female; whereas in thosewhose offspring
needs the support of both parents, although for a short time,
there is a certain tie, as may be seen in certain birds. In man,
however, since the child needs the parents’ care for a long time,
there is a very great tie between male and female, to which tie
even the generic nature inclines.

Reply to Objection 2. e assertion of Tully may be true
of some particular nation, provided we understand it as refer-
ring to the proximate beginning of that nationwhen it became
a nation distinct from others; for that to which natural reason
inclines is not realized in all things, and this statement is not

universally true, sinceHolyWrit states that therehas beenmat-
rimony from the beginning of the human race.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the Philosopher
(Ethic. vii) “human nature is not unchangeable as the Divine
nature is.” Hence things that are of natural law vary accord-
ing to the various states and conditions ofmen; although those
which naturally pertain to things Divine nowise vary.

Reply to Objection 4. Nature intends not only being in
the offspring, but also perfect being, for which matrimony is
necessary, as shown above.

Suppl. q. 41 a. 2Whether matrimony still comes under a precept?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatmatrimony still comes un-
der a precept. For a precept is binding so long as it is not re-
called. But the primary institution of matrimony came under
a precept, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 26); nor do we read
anywhere that this precept was recalled, but rather that it was
confirmed (Mat. 19:6): “What…God hath joined together let
no man put asunder.” erefore matrimony still comes under
a precept.

Objection 2. Further, the precepts of natural law are bind-
ing in respect of all time. Now matrimony is of natural law, as
stated above (a. 1). erefore, etc.

Objection 3.Further, the good of the species is better than
the good of the individual, “for the good of the State is more
Godlike than the good of one man” (Ethic. i, 2). Now the pre-
cept given to the first man concerning the preservation of the
good of the individual by the act of the nutritive power is still
in force. Much more therefore does the precept concerning
matrimony still hold, since it refers to the preservation of the
species.

Objection 4. Further, where the reason of an obligation
remains the same, the obligation must remain the same. Now
the reason why men were bound to marry in olden times was
lest the human race should cease to multiply. Since then the
result would be the same, if each one were free to abstain from
marriage, it would seem that matrimony comes under a pre-
cept.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:38): “He that
giveth not his virgin in marriage doth better*,” namely than he
that giveth her inmarriage.erefore the contract of marriage
is not now a matter of precept.

Further, no one deserves a reward for breaking a precept.
Now a special reward, namely the aureole, is due to virgins†.
erefore matrimony does not come under a precept.

I answer that, Nature inclines to a thing in two ways. In

one way as to that which is necessary for the perfection of the
individual, and such anobligation is bindingon eachone, since
natural perfections are common to all. In another way it in-
clines to that which is necessary for the perfection of the com-
munity; and since there are many things of this kind, one of
which hinders another, such an inclination does not bind each
man by way of precept; else each man would be bound to hus-
bandry and building and to such offices as are necessary to the
human community; but the inclination of nature is satisfied by
the accomplishment of those various offices by various individ-
uals. Accordingly, since the perfection of the human commu-
nity requires that some should devote themselves to the con-
templative life to which marriage is a very great obstacle, the
natural inclination to marriage is not binding by way of pre-
cept even according to the philosophers. Hence eophras-
tus proves that it is not advisable for a wise man to marry, as
Jerome relates (Contra Jovin. i).

Reply to Objection 1. is precept has not been recalled,
and yet it is not binding on each individual, for the reason
given above, except at that time when the paucity of men re-
quired each one to betake himself to the begetting of children.

e Replies to objections 2 and 3 are clear from what has
been said.

Reply to Objection 4. Human nature has a general incli-
nation to various offices and acts, as already stated. But since
it is variously in various subjects, as individualized in this or
that one, it inclines one subject more to one of those offices,
and another subject more to another, according to the differ-
ence of temperament of various individuals. And it is owing to
this difference, as well as to Divine providence which governs
all, that one person chooses one office such as husbandry, and
another person another. And so it is too that some choose the
married life and some the contemplative. Wherefore no dan-
ger threatens.

* Vulg.: ‘He that giveth his virgin in marriage doth well, and he that giveth her not doth better’. † Cf. q. 96, a. 5.
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Suppl. q. 41 a. 3Whether the marriage act is always sinful?

Objection 1. It would seem that the marriage act is always
sinful. For it is written (1 Cor. 7:29): “at they…who have
wives, be as if they had none.” But those who are not married
do not perform themarriage act.erefore even those who are
married sin in that act.

Objection 2. Further, “Your iniquities have divided be-
tween you and your God.” Now the marriage act divides
man from God wherefore the people who were to see God
(Ex. 19:11) were commanded not to go near their wives (Ex.
19:20); and Jerome says (Ep. ad Ageruch.: Contra Jovini, 18)
that in the marriage act “the Holy Ghost touches not the
hearts of the prophets.” erefore it is sinful.

Objection 3. Further, that which is shameful in itself can
by nomeans be well done. Now themarriage act is always con-
nected with concupiscence, which is always shameful. ere-
fore it is always sinful.

Objection 4. Further, nothing is the object of excuse save
sin. Now the marriage act needs to be excused by the marriage
blessings, as the Master says (Sent. iv, D, 26). erefore it is a
sin.

Objection 5. Further, things alike in species are judged
alike. But marriage intercourse is of the same species as the act
of adultery, since its end is the same, namely the human species.
erefore since the act of adultery is a sin, the marriage act is
likewise.

Objection 6. Further, excess in the passions corrupts
virtue. Now there is always excess of pleasure in the marriage
act, so much so that it absorbs the reason which is man’s prin-
cipal good, wherefore the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 11) that
“in that act it is impossible to understand anything.”erefore
the marriage act is always a sin.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:28): “If a virgin
marry she hath not sinned,” and (1 Tim. 5:14): “I will…that
the younger should marry,” and “bear children.” But there can
be no bearing of children without carnal union. erefore the
marriage act is not a sin; else the Apostle would not have ap-
proved of it.

Further, no sin is a matter of precept. But the marriage act
is amatter of precept (1Cor. 7:3): “Let the husband render the
debt to his life.” erefore it is not a sin.

I answer that, If we suppose the corporeal nature to be
created by the good God we cannot hold that those things
which pertain to the preservation of the corporeal nature and
to which nature inclines, are altogether evil; wherefore, since
the inclination to beget an offspring whereby the specific na-
ture is preserved is from nature, it is impossible to maintain
that the act of begetting children is altogether unlawful, so that
it be impossible to find the mean of virtue therein; unless we
suppose, as some are mad enough to assert, that corruptible

things were created by an evil god, whence perhaps the opin-
ion mentioned in the text is derived (Sent. iv, D, 26); where-
fore this is a most wicked heresy.

Reply toObjection 1. By these words the Apostle did not
forbid themarriage act, as neither did he forbid the possession
of thingswhenhe said (1Cor. 7:31): “ey that use thisworld”
(let them be) “as if they used it not.” In each case he forbade
enjoyment*; which is clear from the way in which he expresses
himself; for he did not say “let them not use it,” or “let them
not have them,” but let them be “as if they used it not” and “as
if they had none.”

Reply to Objection 2. We are united to God by the habit
of grace and by the act of contemplation and love. erefore
whatever severs the former of these unions is always a sin, but
not always that which severs the latter, since a lawful occupa-
tion about lower things distracts the mind so that it is not fit
for actual union with God; and this is especially the case in
carnal intercourse wherein the mind is withheld by the inten-
sity of pleasure. For this reason those who have to contemplate
Divine things or handle sacred things are enjoined not to have
to do with their wives for that particular time; and it is in this
sense that the Holy Ghost, as regards the actual revelation of
hidden things, did not touch the hearts of the prophets at the
time of the marriage act.

Reply toObjection 3.eshamefulness of concupiscence
that always accompanies the marriage act is a shamefulness
not of guilt, but of punishment inflicted for the first sin, inas-
much as the lower powers and the members do not obey rea-
son. Hence the argument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 4. Properly speaking, a thing is said
to be excused when it has some appearance of evil, and yet is
not evil, or not as evil as it seems, because some things excuse
wholly, others in part. And since the marriage act, by reason
of the corruption of concupiscence, has the appearance of an
inordinate act, it is wholly excused by themarriage blessing, so
as not to be a sin.

Reply to Objection 5. Although they are the same as
to their natural species, they differ as to their moral species,
which differs in respect of one circumstance, namely inter-
course with one’s wife and with another than one’s wife; just
as to kill a man by assault or by justice differentiates the moral
species, although the natural species is the same; and yet the
one is lawful and the other unlawful.

Reply toObjection 6.eexcess of passions that corrupts
virtue not only hinders the act of reason, but also destroys the
order of reason. e intensity of pleasure in the marriage act
does not do this, since, although for the moment man is not
being directed, he was previously directed by his reason.

* “Fruitionem,” i.e. enjoyment of a thing sought as one’s last end.
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Suppl. q. 41 a. 4Whether the marriage act is meritorious?

Objection 1. It would seem that the marriage act is not
meritorious. For Chrysostom* says in his commentary on
Matthew: “Although marriage brings no punishment to those
who use it, it affords them no meed.” Now merit bears a rela-
tion to meed. erefore the marriage act is not meritorious.

Objection 2. Further, to refrain from what is meritorious
deserves not praise. Yet virginity whereby one refrains from
marriage is praiseworthy. erefore the marriage act is not
meritorious.

Objection 3. Further, he who avails himself of an indul-
gence granted him, avails himself of a favor received. But aman
does not merit by receiving a favor. erefore the marriage act
is not meritorious.

Objection 4. Further, merit like virtue, consists in diffi-
culty. But the marriage act affords not difficulty but pleasure.
erefore it is not meritorious.

Objection 5. Further, that which cannot be done without
venial sin is never meritorious, for a man cannot both merit
and demerit at the same time. Now there is always a venial sin
in the marriage act, since even the first movement in such like
pleasures is a venial sin. erefore the aforesaid act cannot be
meritorious.

On the contrary, Every act whereby a precept is fulfilled
is meritorious if it be done from charity. Now such is the mar-
riage act, for it is said (1 Cor. 7:3): “Let the husband render
the debt to his wife.” erefore, etc.

Further, every act of virtue is meritorious. Now the afore-
said act is an act of justice, for it is called the rendering of a

debt. erefore it is meritorious.
I answer that, Since no act proceeding from a deliberate

will is indifferent, as stated in the Second Book (Sent. ii, D,
40, q. 1, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 9), the marriage act is always ei-
ther sinful or meritorious in one who is in a state of grace. For
if the motive for the marriage act be a virtue, whether of jus-
tice that theymay render the debt, or of religion, that theymay
beget children for the worship of God, it is meritorious. But if
the motive be lust, yet not excluding the marriage blessings,
namely that he would by no means be willing to go to another
woman, it is a venial sin; while if he exclude themarriage bless-
ings, so as to be disposed to act in likemannerwith anywoman,
it is amortal sin.Andnature cannotmovewithout being either
directed by reason, and thus it will be an act of virtue, or not
so directed, and then it will be an act of lust.

Reply to Objection 1. e root of merit, as regards the
essential reward, is charity itself; but as regards an accidental
reward, the reason for merit consists in the difficulty of an act;
and thus the marriage act is not meritorious except in the first
way.

Reply toObjection 2. e difficulty required for merit of
the accidental reward is a difficulty of labor, but the difficulty
required for the essential reward is the difficulty of observing
the mean, and this is the difficulty in the marriage act.

Reply to Objection 3. First movements in so far as they
are venial sins are movements of the appetite to some inordi-
nate object of pleasure. is is not the case in the marriage act,
and consequently the argument does not prove.

* Hom. i in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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Of Matrimony As a Sacrament

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider matrimony as a sacrament. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether matrimony is a sacrament?
(2) Whether it ought to have been instituted before sin was committed?
(3) Whether it confers grace?
(4) Whether carnal intercourse belongs to the integrity of matrimony?

Suppl. q. 42 a. 1Whether matrimony is a sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that matrimony is not a sacra-
ment. For every sacrament of the New Law has a form that is
essential to the sacrament. But the blessing given by the priest
at a wedding is not essential to matrimony. erefore it is not
a sacrament.

Objection 2. Further, a sacrament according toHugh (De
Sacram. i) is “amaterial element.” Butmatrimony has not ama-
terial element for its matter. erefore it is not a sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, the sacraments derive their efficacy
fromChrist’s Passion. But matrimony, since it has pleasure an-
nexed to it, does not conform man to Christ’s Passion, which
was painful. erefore it is not a sacrament.

Objection 4. Further, every sacrament of the New Law
causes that which it signifies. Yet matrimony does not cause
the union of Christ with the Church, which union it signifies.
erefore matrimony is not a sacrament.

Objection 5. Further, in the other sacraments there is
something which is reality and sacrament. But this is not to
be found in matrimony, since it does not imprint a character,
else it would not be repeated. erefore it is not a sacrament.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 5:32): “is is a great
sacrament.” erefore, etc.

Further, a sacrament is the sign of a sacred thing. But such
is Matrimony. erefore, etc.

I answer that, A sacrament denotes a sanctifying remedy
against sin offered to man under sensible signs*. Wherefore
since this is the case in matrimony, it is reckoned among the
sacraments.

Reply to Objection 1. e words whereby the marriage
consent is expressed are the form of this sacrament, and not
the priest’s blessing, which is a sacramental.

Reply to Objection 2. e sacrament of Matrimony, like
that of Penance, is perfected by the act of the recipient.Where-
fore just as Penance has no other matter than the sensible acts
themselves, which take the place of the material element, so it
is in Matrimony.

Reply to Objection 3. Although Matrimony is not con-
formed to Christ’s Passion as regards pain, it is as regards char-
ity, whereby He suffered for the Church who was to be united
to Him as His spouse.

Reply to Objection 4. e union of Christ with the
Church is not the reality contained in this sacrament, but is the
reality signified and not contained—and no sacrament causes
a reality of that kind—but it has another both contained and
signified which it causes, as we shall state further on (ad 5).
e Master, however (Sent. iv, D, 26), asserts that it is a non-
contained reality, because he was of opinion that Matrimony
has no reality contained therein.

Reply to Objection 5. In this sacrament also those three
things† are to be found, for the acts externally apparent are the
sacrament only; the bond between husband and wife result-
ing from those acts is reality and sacrament; and the ultimate
reality contained is the effect of this sacrament, while the non-
contained reality is that which the Master assigns (Sent. iv, D,
26).

Suppl. q. 42 a. 2Whether this sacrament ought to have been instituted before sin was committed?

Objection 1. It would seem that Matrimony ought not to
have been instituted before sin. Because that which is of natu-
ral law needs not to be instituted. Now such is Matrimony, as
stated above (q. 41, a. 1). erefore it ought not to have been
instituted.

Objection 2. Further, sacraments are medicines against
the disease of sin. But a medicine is not made ready except for
an actual disease. erefore it should not have been instituted

before sin.
Objection 3. Further, one institution suffices for one

thing. Now Matrimony was instituted also aer sin, as stated
in the text (Sent. iv, D, 26). erefore it was not instituted be-
fore sin.

Objection 4. Further, the institution of a sacrament must
come from God. Now before sin, the words relating to Matri-
monywere not definitely said byGod but byAdam; the words

* Cf. IIIa, q. 61, a. 1; IIIa, q. 65, a. 1. † Cf. IIIa, q. 66, a. 1.
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which God uttered (Gn. 1:22), “Increase and multiply,” were
addressed also to the brute creationwhere there is nomarriage.
erefore Matrimony was not instituted before sin.

Objection 5. Further, Matrimony is a sacrament of the
New Law. But the sacraments of the New Law took their ori-
gin fromChrist.erefore it ought not to have been instituted
before sin.

On the contrary, It is said (Mat. 19:4): “Have ye not read
thatHeWhomademan from the beginning ‘made themmale
and female’ ”?

Further, Matrimony was instituted for the begetting of
children. But the begetting of children was necessary to man
before sin. erefore it behooved Matrimony to be instituted
before sin.

I answer that, Nature inclines to marriage with a certain
good in view, which good varies according to the different
states of man, wherefore it was necessary for matrimony to be
variously instituted in the various states of man in reference to
that good. Consequently matrimony as directed to the beget-
ting of children, which was necessary even when there was no
sin, was instituted before sin; according as it affords a remedy
for the wound of sin, it was instituted aer sin at the time of
the natural law; its institution belongs to the Mosaic Law as
regards personal disqualifications; and it was instituted in the
NewLaw in so far as it represents themystery ofChrist’s union
with the Church, and in this respect it is a sacrament of the
New Law. As regards other advantages resulting from matri-
mony, such as the friendship and mutual services which hus-
band and wife render one another, its institution belongs to
the civil law. Since, however, a sacrament is essentially a sign

and a remedy, it follows that the nature of sacrament applies
to matrimony as regards the intermediate institution; that it
is fittingly intended to fulfill an office of nature as regards the
first institution; and. as regards the last-mentioned institution,
that it is directed to fulfill an office of society.

Reply to Objection 1. ings which are of natural law in
a general way, need to be instituted as regards their determina-
tion which is subject to variation according to various states;
just as it is of natural law that evil-doers be punished, but that
such and such a punishment be appointed for such and such a
crime is determined by positive law.

Reply toObjection 2.Matrimony is not only for a remedy
against sin, but is chiefly for an office of nature; and thus it was
instituted before sin, not as intended for a remedy.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is no reason why matrimony
should not have had several institutions corresponding to the
various things that had to be determined in connection with
marriage. Hence these various institutions are not of the same
thing in the same respect.

Reply to Objection 4. Before sin matrimony was insti-
tuted by God, when He fashioned a helpmate for man out
of his rib, and said to them: “Increase and multiply.” And al-
though this was said also to the other animals, it was not to
be fulfilled by them in the same way as by men. As to Adam’s
words, he uttered them inspired byGod tounderstand that the
institution of marriage was from God.

Reply to Objection 5. As was clearly stated, matrimony
was not instituted before Christ as a sacrament of the New
Law.

Suppl. q. 42 a. 3Whether matrimony confers grace?

Objection 1. It would seem thatmatrimony does not con-
fer grace. For, according to Hugh (De Sacram. i) “the sacra-
ments, by virtue of their sanctification, confer an invisible
grace.” But matrimony has no sanctification essential to it.
erefore grace is not conferred therein.

Objection 2. Further, every sacrament that confers grace
confers it by virtue of its matter and form.Now the acts which
are the matter in this sacrament are not the cause of grace (for
it would be the heresy of Pelagius to assert that our acts cause
grace); and the words expressive of consent are not the cause
of grace, since no sanctification results from them. erefore
grace is by no means given in matrimony.

Objection 3. Further, the grace that is directed against the
wound of sin is necessary to all who have that wound. Now
the wound of concupiscence is to be found in all. erefore if
grace were given in matrimony against the wound of concu-
piscence, all men ought to contract marriage, and it would be
very stupid to refrain from matrimony.

Objection 4. Further, sickness does not seek a rem-
edy where it finds aggravation. Now concupiscence is aggra-

vated by concupiscence, because, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iii, 12), “the desire of concupiscence is insatiable, and is
increased by congenial actions.” erefore it would seem that
grace is not conferred inmatrimony, as a remedy for concupis-
cence.

On the contrary, Definition and thing defined should be
convertible. Now causality of grace is included in the defini-
tion of a sacrament. Since, then, matrimony is a sacrament, it
is a cause of grace.

Further, Augustine says (De Bono Viduit. viii; Gen. ad lit.
ix, 7) that “matrimony affords a remedy to the sick.” But it is
not a remedy except in so far as it has some efficacy. erefore
it has some efficacy for the repression of concupiscence. Now
concupiscence is not repressed except by grace.erefore grace
is conferred therein.

I answer that, ere have been three opinions on this
point. For some* said that matrimony is nowise the cause of
grace, but only a sign thereof. But this cannot be maintained,
for in that case it would in no respect surpass the sacraments
of the Old Law. Wherefore there would be no reason for reck-

* Peter Lombard, Sent. iv, D, 2.
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oning it among the sacraments of the New Law; since even in
the Old Law by the very nature of the act it was able to afford
a remedy to concupiscence lest the latter run riot when held in
too strict restraint.

Hence others† said that grace is conferred therein as re-
gards thewithdrawal from evil, because the act is excused from
sin, for it would be a sin apart frommatrimony. But this would
be too little, since it had this also in the Old Law. And so they
say that it makes man withdraw from evil, by restraining the
concupiscence lest it tend to something outside the marriage
blessings, but that this grace does not enable a man to do good
works. But this cannot be maintained, since the same grace
hinders sin and inclines to good, just as the same heat expels
cold and gives heat.

Hence others‡ say that matrimony, inasmuch as it is con-
tracted in the faith of Christ, is able to confer the grace which
enables us to do those works which are required inmatrimony.
and this ismore probable, sincewhereverGod gives the faculty
to do a thing, He gives also the helps whereby man is enabled
tomake becoming use of that faculty; thus it is clear that to all
the soul’s powers there correspond bodily members by which
they can proceed to act.erefore, since inmatrimonyman re-
ceives by Divine institution the faculty to use his wife for the
begetting of children, he also receives the grace without which
he cannot becomingly do so; just as we have said of the sacra-
ment of orders (q. 35, a. 1). And thus this grace which is given
is the last thing contained in this sacrament.

Reply toObjection 1. Just as the baptismalwater by virtue
of its contact with Christ’s body§ is able to “touch the body
and cleanse the heart”¶, so is matrimony able to do so through

Christ having represented it by His Passion, and not princi-
pally through any blessing of the priest.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the water of Baptism to-
gether with the form of words results immediately not in the
infusion of grace, but in the imprinting of the character, so the
outward acts and the words expressive of consent directly ef-
fect a certain tiewhich is the sacrament ofmatrimony; and this
tie by virtue of its Divine institution works dispositively� to
the infusion of grace.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument would hold if no
more efficacious remedy could be employed against the disease
of concupiscence; but a yet more powerful remedy is found
in spiritual works and mortification of the flesh by those who
make no use of matrimony.

Reply to Objection 4. A remedy can be employed against
concupiscence in twoways. First, on the part of concupiscence
by repressing it in its root, and thus matrimony affords a rem-
edy by the grace given therein. Secondly, on the part of its act,
and this in twoways: first, by depriving the act towhich concu-
piscence inclines of its outward shamefulness, and this is done
by the marriage blessings which justify carnal concupiscence;
secondly, by hindering the shameful act, which is done by the
very nature of the act. because concupiscence, being satisfied
by the conjugal act, does not incline so much to other wicked-
ness. For this reason the Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:9): “It is bet-
ter to marry than to burn.” For though the works congenial to
concupiscence are in themselves of a nature to increase concu-
piscence, yet in so far as they are directed according to reason
they repress concupiscence, because like acts result in like dis-
positions and habits.

Suppl. q. 42 a. 4Whether carnal intercourse is an integral part of this sacrament?

Objection1. Itwould seem that carnal intercourse is an in-
tegral part ofmarriage. For at the very institutionofmarriage it
was declared (Gn. 2:24): “ey shall be two in one flesh.”Now
this is not brought about save by carnal intercourse. erefore
it is an integral part of marriage.

Objection 2. Further, that which belongs to the significa-
tion of a sacrament is necessary for the sacrament, as we have
stated above (a. 2; q. 9, a. 1 ). Now carnal intercourse belongs
to the signification of matrimony, as stated in the text (Sent.
iv, D, 26). erefore it is an integral part of the sacrament.

Objection 3. Further, this sacrament is directed to the
preservationof the species. But the species cannot be preserved
without carnal intercourse. erefore it is an integral part of
the sacrament.

Objection 4.Further,Matrimony is a sacrament inasmuch
as it affords a remedy against concupiscence; according to the
Apostle’s saying (1 Cor. 7:9): “It is better to marry than to
burn.” But it does not afford this remedy to those who have

no carnal intercourse. erefore the same conclusion follows
as before.

On the contrary, ere was matrimony in Paradise, and
yet there was no carnal intercourse. erefore carnal inter-
course is not an integral part of matrimony.

Further, a sacrament by its very name denotes a sanctifica-
tion. But matrimony is holier without carnal intercourse, ac-
cording to the text (Sent. D, 26). erefore carnal intercourse
is not necessary for the sacrament.

I answer that, Integrity is twofold. One regards the pri-
mal perfection consisting in the very essence of a thing; the
other regards the secondary perfection consisting inoperation.
Since then carnal intercourse is an operation or use ofmarriage
which gives the faculty for that intercourse, it follows, that car-
nal intercourse belongs to the latter, and not to the former in-
tegrity of marriage*.

Reply to Objection 1. Adam expressed the integrity of
marriage in regard to both perfections, because a thing is

† St. Albert Magnus, Sent. iv, D, 26. ‡ St. Bonaventure, Sent. iv, D, 26.
§ Cf. IIIa, q. 66, a. 3, ad 4. ¶ St. Augustine, Tract. lxxx in Joan. � Cf.
q. 18, a. 1, where St. omas uses the same expression; and Editor’s notes at
the beginning of the Supplement and on that Article. * Cf. IIIa, q. 29, a. 2 .
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known by its operation.
Reply toObjection2. Signification of the thing contained

is necessary for the sacrament. Carnal intercourse belongs not
to this signification, but to the thing not contained, as appears
from what was said above (a. 1, ad 4,5).

Reply to Objection 3. A thing does not reach its end ex-

cept by its own act. Wherefore, from the fact that the end of
matrimony is not attained without carnal intercourse, it fol-
lows that it belongs to the second and not to the first integrity.

Reply to Objection 4. Before carnal intercourse marriage
is a remedy by virtue of the grace given therein, although not
by virtue of the act, which belongs to the second integrity.
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S   T P, Q 43
Of Matrimony with Regard to the Betrothal

(Inree Articles)

In the next place we must consider matrimony absolutely; and here we must treat (1) of the betrothal; (2) of the nature
of matrimony; (3) of its efficient cause, namely the consent; (4) of its blessings; (5) of the impediments thereto; (6) of second
marriages; (7) of certain things annexed to marriage.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) What is the betrothal?
(2) Who can contract a betrothal?
(3) Whether a betrothal can be canceled?

Suppl. q. 43 a. 1Whether a betrothal is a promise of future marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that a betrothal is not rightly
defined “a promise of future marriage,” as expressed in the
words of Pope Nicholas I (Resp. ad Consul. Bulgar., iii).
For as Isidore says (Etym. iv), “a man is betrothed not by a
mere promise, but by giving his troth [spondet] and provid-
ing sureties [sponsores]”. Now a person is said to be betrothed
by reason of his betrothal. erefore it is wrongly described as
a promise.

Objection 2. Further, whoever promises a thing must be
compelled to fulfill his promise. But those who have con-
tracted a betrothal are not compelled by the Church to fulfill
the marriage. erefore a betrothal is not a promise.

Objection 3.Further, sometimes a betrothal does not con-
sist of a mere promise, but an oath is added, as also certain
pledges.erefore seemingly it shouldnot be defined as amere
promise.

Objection 4. Further, marriage should be free and abso-
lute. But a betrothal is sometimes expressed under a condition
even of money to be received. erefore it is not fittingly de-
scribed as a promise of marriage.

Objection 5. Further, promising about the future is
blamed in James 4:13, seqq. But there should be nothing
blameworthy about the sacraments. erefore one ought not
to make a promise of future marriage.

Objection 6. Further, no man is called a spouse except on
account of his espousals. But aman is said to be a spouse on ac-
count of actualmarriage, according to the text (Sent. iv,D, 27).
erefore espousals are not always a promise of future mar-
riage.

I answer that, Consent to conjugal union if expressed in
words of the future does notmake amarriage, but a promise of
marriage; and this promise is called “a betrothal from plight-
ing one’s troth,” as Isidore says (Etym. iv). For before the use
of writing-tablets, they used to give pledges of marriage, by
which they plighted their mutual consent under the marriage
code, and they provided guarantors. is promise is made in
two ways, namely absolutely, or conditionally. Absolutely, in
fourways: firstly, amere promise, by saying: “Iwill take thee for

mywife,” and conversely; secondly, by giving betrothal pledges,
such as money and the like; thirdly, by giving an engagement
ring; fourthly, by the addition of an oath. If, however, this
promise be made conditionally, we must draw a distinction;
for it is either an honorable condition, for instance if we say:
“I will take thee, if thy parents consent,” and then the promise
holds if the condition is fulfilled, and does not hold if the con-
dition is not fulfilled; or else the condition is dishonorable, and
this in two ways: for either it is contrary to the marriage bless-
ings, as ifwewere to say: “Iwill take thee if thoupromisemeans
of sterility,” and then no betrothal is contracted; or else it is not
contrary to the marriage blessings, as were one to say: “I will
take thee if thou consent to my thes,” and then the promise
holds, but the condition should be removed.

Reply to Objection 1. e betrothal itself and giving of
sureties are a ratification of the promise, wherefore it is denom-
inated from these as from that which is more perfect.

Reply toObjection 2. By this promise one party is bound
to the other in respect of contractingmarriage; andhewho ful-
fills not his promise sins mortally, unless a lawful impediment
arise; and the Church uses compulsion in the sense that she
enjoins a penance for the sin. But he is not compelled by sen-
tence of the court, because compulsory marriages are wont to
have evil results; unless the parties be bound by oath, for then
he ought to be compelled, in the opinion of some, although
others think differently on account of the reason given above,
especially if there be fear of one taking the other’s life.

Reply to Objection 3. Such things are added only in con-
firmation of the promise, and consequently they are not dis-
tinct from it.

Reply to Objection 4. e condition that is appended
does not destroy the liberty of marriage; for if it be unlawful,
it should be renounced; and if it be lawful, it is either about
things that are good simply, as were one to say, “I will take
thee, if thy parents consent,” and such a condition does not
destroy the liberty of the betrothal, but gives it an increase of
rectitude. or else it is about things that are useful, as were one
to say: “I will marry thee if thou pay me a hundred pounds,”
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and then this condition is appended, not as asking a price for
the consent of marriage, but as referring to the promise of a
dowry; so that the marriage does not lose its liberty. Some-
times, however, the condition appended is the payment of a
sum of money by way of penalty, and then, since marriage
should be free, such a condition does not hold, nor can such
a penalty be exacted from a person who is unwilling to fulfill
the promise of marriage.

Reply to Objection 5. James does not intend to forbid
altogether the making of promises about the future, but the
making of promises as though one were certain of one’s life;
hence he teaches that we ought to add the condition. “If the
Lord will,” which, though it be not expressed in words, ought

nevertheless to be impressed on the heart.
Reply to Objection 6. In marriage we may consider both

the marriage union and the marriage act; and on account of
his promise of the first as future a man is called a “spouse”
from his having contracted his espousals by words expressive
of the future; but from the promise of the second a man is
called a “spouse,” even when the marriage has been contracted
by words expressive of the present, because by this very fact
he promises [spondet] the marriage act. However, properly
speaking, espousals are so called from the promise [sponsione]
in the first sense, because espousals are a kind of sacramental
annexed to matrimony, as exorcism to baptism.

Suppl. q. 43 a. 2Whether seven years is fittingly assigned as the age for betrothal?

Objection 1. It would seem that seven years is not fit-
tingly assigned as the age for betrothal. For a contract that
can be formed by others does not require discretion in those
whom it concerns.Nowabetrothal can be arranged by the par-
ents without the knowledge of either of the persons betrothed.
erefore a betrothal can be arranged before the age of seven
years as well as aer.

Objection 2. Further, just as some use of reason is neces-
sary for the contract of betrothal, so is there for the consent to
mortal sin. Now, as Gregory says (Dial. iv), a boy of five years
of age was carried off by the devil on account of the sin of blas-
phemy. erefore a betrothal can take place before the age of
seven years.

Objection 3. Further, a betrothal is directed to marriage.
But for marriage the same age is not assigned to boy and girl.

Objection 4. Further, one can become betrothed as soon
as future marriage can be agreeable to one. Now signs of this
agreeableness are oen apparent in boys before the age of
seven. erefore they can become betrothed before that age.

Objection 5. Further, if persons become betrothed before
they are seven years old, and subsequently aer the age of seven
and before the age of maturity renew their promise in words
expressive of the present, they are reckoned to be betrothed.
Now this is not by virtue of the second contract, since they
intend to contract not betrothal but marriage. erefore it is
by the virtue of the first; and thus espousals can be contracted
before the age of seven.

Objection 6. Further, when a thing is done by many per-
sons in common, if one fails he is supplied by another, as in the
case of those who row a boat. Now the contract of betrothal is
an action common to the contracting parties. erefore if one
be of mature age, he can contract a betrothal with a girl who
is not seven years old, since the lack of age in one is more than
counterbalanced in the other.

Objection 7. Further, those who at about the age of pu-
berty, but before it, enter into the marriage contract by words
expressive of the present are reputed to be married. erefore

in likemanner if they contract marriage by words expressive of
the future, before yet close on the age of puberty, they are to
be reputed as betrothed.

I answer that, e age of seven years is fixed reasonably
enough by law for the contracting of betrothals, for since a be-
trothal is a promise of the future, as already stated (a. 1), it fol-
lows that they are within the competency of those who can
make a promise in some way, and this is only for those who
can have some foresight of the future, and this requires the use
of reason, of which three degrees are to be observed, accord-
ing to the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 4). e first is when a person
neither understands by himself nor is able to learn from an-
other; the second stage is when a man can learn from another
but is incapable by himself of consideration and understand-
ing; the third degree is when a man is both able to learn from
another and to consider by himself. And since reason devel-
ops in man by little and little, in proportion as the movement
and fluctuation of the humors is calmed, man reaches the first
stage of reason before his seventh year; and consequently dur-
ing that period he is unfit for any contract, and therefore for
betrothal. But he begins to reach the second stage at the end
of his first seven years, wherefore children at that age are sent
to school. But man begins to reach the third stage at the end
of his second seven years, as regards things concerning his per-
son, when his natural reason develops; but as regards things
outside his person, at the end of his third seven years. Hence
before his first seven years a man is not fit to make any con-
tract, but at the end of that period he begins to be fit to make
certain promises for the future, especially about those things
to which natural reason inclines us more, though he is not fit
to bind himself by a perpetual obligation, because as yet he has
not a firmwill. Hence at that age betrothals can be contracted.
But at the end of the second seven years he can already bind
himself in matters concerning his person, either to religion or
to wedlock. And aer the third seven years he can bind him-
self in other matters also; and according to the laws he is given
the power of disposing of his property aer his twenty-second
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year.
Reply to Objection 1. If the parties are betrothed by an-

other person before they reach the age of puberty, either of
them or both can demur; wherefore in that case the betrothal
does not take effect, so that neither does any affinity result
therefrom. Hence a betrothal made between certain persons
by some other takes effect, in so far as those between whom
the betrothal is arranged do not demur when they reach the
proper age, whence they are understood to consent to what
others have done.

Reply to Objection 2. Some say that the boy of whom
Gregory tells this story was not lost, and that he did not sin
mortally; and that this vision was for the purpose of making
the father sorrowful, for he had sinned in the boy through fail-
ing to correct him. But this is contrary to the express intention
ofGregory, who says (Dial. iv) that “the boy’s father having ne-
glected the soul of his little son, fostered no little sinner for the
flames of hell.” Consequently it must be said that for a mortal
sin it is sufficient to give consent to somethingpresent,whereas
in a betrothal the consent is to something future; and greater
discretion of reason is required for looking to the future than
for consenting to one present act. Wherefore a man can sin
mortally before he can bind himself to a future obligation.

Reply to Objection 3. Regarding the age for the marriage
contract a disposition is required not only on the part of the
use of reason, but also on the part of the body, in that it is nec-
essary to be of an age adapted to procreation. And since a girl
becomes apt for the act of procreation in her twelh year, and
a boy at the end of his second seven years, as the Philosopher

says (De Hist. Anim. vii), whereas the age is the same in both
for attaining the use of reason which is the sole condition for
betrothal, hence it is that the one age is assigned for both as
regards betrothal, but not as regards marriage.

Reply toObjection 4.is agreeableness in regard to boys
under the age of seven does not result from the perfect use of
reason, since they are not as yet possessed of complete self-
control; it results rather from the movement of nature than
from any process of reason. Consequently, this agreeableness
does not suffice for contracting a betrothal.

Reply to Objection 5. In this case, although the second
contract does not amount to marriage, nevertheless the par-
ties show that they ratify their former promise; wherefore the
first contract is confirmed by the second.

Reply toObjection 6.ose who row a boat act by way of
one cause, and consequently what is lacking in one can be sup-
plied by another. But those who make a contract of betrothal
act as distinct persons, since a betrothal can only be between
two parties; wherefore it is necessary for each to be qualified
to contract, and thus the defect of one is an obstacle to their
betrothal, nor can it be supplied by the other.

Reply to Objection 7. It is true that in the matter of be-
trothal if the contracting parties are close upon the age of
seven, the contract of betrothal is valid, since, according to
the Philosopher (Phys. ii, 56), “when little is lacking it seems
as though nothing were lacking.” Some fix the margin at six
months. but it is better to determine it according to the con-
dition of the contracting parties, since the use of reason comes
sooner to some than to others.

Suppl. q. 43 a. 3Whether a betrothal can be dissolved?

Objection 1. It would seem that a betrothal cannot be dis-
solved if one of the parties enter religion. For if I have promised
a thing to someone I cannot lawfully pledge it to someone
else. Now he who betroths himself promises his body to the
woman. erefore he cannot make a further offering of him-
self to God in religion.

Objection 2. Again, seemingly it should not be dissolved
when one of the parties leaves for a distant country, because
in doubtful matters one should always choose the safer course.
Now the safer course would be to wait for him. erefore she
is bound to wait for him.

Objection 3. Again, neither seemingly is it dissolved by
sickness contracted aer betrothal, for noman should be pun-
ished for being under a penalty. Now the man who contracts
an infirmity would be punished if he were to lose his right to
thewomanbetrothed to him.erefore a betrothal should not
be dissolved on account of a bodily infirmity.

Objection 4. Again, neither seemingly should a betrothal
be dissolved on account of a supervening affinity, for instance
if the spouse were to commit fornication with a kinswoman
of his betrothed; for in that case the affianced bride would be

penalized for the sin of her affianced spouse, which is unrea-
sonable.

Objection 5. Again, seemingly they cannot set one an-
other free; for it would be a proof of greatest fickleness if they
contracted together and then set one another free; and such
conduct ought not to be tolerated by the Church. erefore,
etc.

Objection 6. Again, neither seemingly ought a betrothal
to be dissolved on account of the fornication of one of the par-
ties. For a betrothal does not yet give the one power over the
body of the other; wherefore it would seem that they nowise
sin against one another ifmeanwhile they commit fornication.
Consequently a betrothal should not be dissolved on that ac-
count.

Objection 7. Again, neither seemingly on account of his
contracting with another woman by words expressive of the
present. For a subsequent sale does not void a previous sale.
erefore neither should a second contract void a previous
one.

Objection 8. Again, neither seemingly should it be dis-
solved on account of deficient age; since what is not cannot
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be dissolved. Now a betrothal is null before the requisite age.
erefore it cannot be dissolved.

I answer that, In all the cases mentioned above the be-
trothal that has been contracted is dissolved, but in differ-
ent ways. For in two of them—namely when a party enters
religion, and when either of the affianced spouses contracts
with another party bywords expressive of the present—the be-
trothal is dissolved by law, whereas in the other cases it has to
be dissolved according to the judgment of the Church.

Reply to Objection 1. e like promise is dissolved by
spiritual death, for that promise is purely spiritual, as we shall
state further on (q. 61, a. 2).

Reply toObjection 2.is doubt is solved by either party
not putting in an appearance at the time fixed for complet-
ing the marriage. Wherefore if it was no fault of that party
that the marriage was not completed, he or she can lawfully
marry without any sin. But if he or she was responsible for the
non-completion of the marriage, this responsibility involves
the obligation of doing penance for the broken promise—or
oath if the promise was confirmed by oath—and he or she can
contract with another if they wish it, subject to the judgment
of the Church.

Reply toObjection 3. If either of the betrothed parties in-
cur an infirmitywhichnotablyweakens the subject (as epilepsy
or paralysis), or causes a deformity (as loss of the nose or eyes,
and the like), or is contrary to the good of the offspring (as
leprosy, which is wont to be transmitted to the children), the
betrothal can be dissolved, lest the betrothed be displeasing to
one another, and the marriage thus contracted have an evil re-
sult. Nor is one punished for being under a penalty, although
one incurs a loss from one’s penalty, and this is not unreason-
able.

Reply toObjection 4. If the affianced bridegroomhas car-
nal knowledge of a kinswoman of his spouse, or “vice versa,”
the betrothal must be dissolved; and for proof it is sufficient
that the fact be the common talk, in order to avoid scandal;

for causeswhose effectsmature in the future are voided of their
effects, not only by what actually is, but also by what happens
subsequently. Hence just as affinity, had it existed at the time
of the betrothal, would have prevented that contract, so, if it
supervene before marriage, which is an effect of the betrothal,
the previous contract is voided of its effect. Nor does the other
party suffer in consequence, indeed he or she gains, being set
free from one who has become hateful to God by committing
fornication.

Reply to Objection 5. Some do not admit this case. Yet
they have against them theDecretal (cap. Praeterea, De spons.
et matr.) which says expressly: “Just as those who enter into a
contract of fellowship by pledging their faith to one another
and aerwards give it back, so it may be patiently tolerated
that those who are betrothed to one another should set one
another free.” Yet to this they say that the Church allows this
lest worse happen rather than because it is according to strict
law. But this does not seem to agree with the example quoted
by the Decretal.

Accordingly we must reply that it is not always a proof of
fickleness to rescind an agreement, since “our counsels are un-
certain” (Wis. 9:14).

Reply to Objection 6. Although when they become be-
trothed they have not yet given one another power over one
another’s body, yet if this* were to happen it wouldmake them
suspicious of one another’s fidelity; and so one can ensure him-
self against the other by breaking off the engagement.

Reply to Objection 7. is argument would hold if each
contract were of the same kind; whereas the second contract
of marriage has greater force than the first, and consequently
dissolves it.

Reply to Objection 8. Although it was not a true be-
trothal, there was a betrothal of a kind; and consequently, lest
approval should seem to be given when they come to the law-
ful age, they should seek a dissolution of the betrothal by the
judgment of the Church, for the sake of a good example.

* Referring to the contention of the Objection.
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S   T P, Q 44
Of the Definition of Matrimony

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the nature of matrimony. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether matrimony is a kind of joining?
(2) Whether it is fittingly named?
(3) Whether it is fittingly defined?

Suppl. q. 44 a. 1Whether matrimony is a kind of joining?

Objection 1. It would seem that matrimony is not a kind
of joining. Because the bond whereby things are tied together
differs from their joining, as cause from effect. Now matri-
mony is the bond whereby those who are joined inmatrimony
are tied together. erefore it is not a kind of joining.

Objection 2. Further, every sacrament is a sensible sign.
But no relation is a sensible accident. erefore since matri-
mony is a sacrament, it is not a kind of relation, and conse-
quently neither is it a kind of joining.

Objection 3. Further, a joining is a relation of equiparance
as well as of equality. Now according to Avicenna the relation
of equality is not identically the same in each extreme. Neither
therefore is there an identically same joining; and consequently
if matrimony is a kind of joining, there is not only one matri-
mony between man and wife.

On the contrary, It is by relation that things are related
to one another. Now by matrimony certain things are related
to one another; for the husband is the wife’s husband, and the
wife is the husband’s wife. erefore matrimony is a kind of
relation, nor is it other than a joining.

Further, the union of two things into one can result only
from their being joined. Now such is the effect of matrimony
(Gn. 2:24): “ey shall be two in one flesh.” erefore matri-
mony is a kind of joining.

I answer that, A joining denotes a kind of uniting, and so
wherever things are united theremust be a joining.Now things
directed to one purpose are said to be united in their direction
thereto, thus many men are united in following one military
calling or in pursuing one business, in relation to which they
are called fellow-soldiers or business partners. Hence, since by
marriage certain persons are directed to one begetting and up-

bringing of children, and again to one family life, it is clear that
inmatrimony there is a joining in respect of which we speak of
husband and wife; and this joining, through being directed to
some one thing, is matrimony; while the joining together of
bodies and minds is a result of matrimony.

Reply to Objection 1. Matrimony is the bond by which
they are tied formally, not effectively, and so it need not be
distinct from the joining.

Reply toObjection 2.Although relation is not itself a sen-
sible accident, its causes may be sensible. Nor is it necessary
in a sacrament for that which is both reality and sacrament*
to be sensible (for such is the relation of the aforesaid joining
to this sacrament), whereas the words expressive of consent,
which are sacrament only and are the cause of that same join-
ing, are sensible.

Reply toObjection 3.A relation is founded on something
as its cause—for instance likeness is founded on quality—and
on something as its subject—for instance in the things them-
selves that are like; and on either hand we may find unity and
diversity of relation. Since then it is not the same identical
quality that conduces to likeness, but the same specific quality
in each of the like subjects, and since, moreover, the subjects of
likeness are two in number, and the same applies to equality,
it follows that both equality and likeness are in every way nu-
merically distinct in either of the like or equal subjects. But the
relations of matrimony, on the one hand, have unity in both
extremes, namely on the part of the cause, since it is directed
to the one identical begetting; whereas on the part of the sub-
ject there is numerical diversity.e fact of this relation having
a diversity of subjects is signified by the terms “husband” and
“wife,” while its unity is denoted by its being calledmatrimony.

Suppl. q. 44 a. 2Whether matrimony is fittingly named?

Objection 1. It would seem that matrimony is unfittingly
named. Because a thing should be named aer that which
ranks higher. But the father ranks above the mother. ere-
fore the union of father and mother should rather be named
aer the father.

Objection 2. Further, a thing should be named from that

which is essential to it, since a “definition expresses the nature
signified by a name” (Metaph. iv, 28). Now nuptials are not
essential to matrimony. erefore matrimony should not be
called nuptials.

Objection 3. Further, a species cannot take its proper
name from that which belongs to the genus. Now a joining

* Cf. IIIa, q. 66, a. 1.
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[conjunctio] is the genus of matrimony. erefore it should
not be called a conjugal union.

On the contrary, stands the common use of speech.
I answer that, ree things may be considered in matri-

mony. First, its essence, which is a joining together, and in ref-
erence to this it is called the “conjugal union”; secondly, its
cause, which is the wedding, and in reference to this it is called
the “nuptial union” from “nubo”*, because at the wedding cer-
emony, whereby the marriage is completed, the heads of those
who are wedded are covered with a veil†; thirdly, the effect,
which is the offspring, and in reference to this it is called “mat-
rimony,” as Augustine says (Contra Faust. xix, 26), because “a
woman’s sole purpose in marrying should be motherhood.”
Matrimony may also be resolved into “matris munium”‡, i.e.
a mother’s duty, since the duty of bringing up the children
chiefly devolves on the women; or into “matremmuniens,” be-
cause it provides the mother with a protector and support in
the person of her husband; or into “matrem monens,” as ad-
monishing her not to leave her husband and take up with an-
other man; or into “materia unius,” because it is a joining to-
gether for the purpose of providing thematter of one offspring
as though it were derived from μόνος and “materia”; or into
“matre” and “nato,” as Isidore says (Etym. ix), because it makes
a woman the mother of a child.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the father ranks above

themother, themother hasmore to dowith the offspring than
the father has. or we may say that woman was made chiefly in
order to beman’s helpmate in relation to the offspring,whereas
themanwas notmade for this purpose.Wherefore themother
has a closer relation to the nature of marriage than the father
has.

Reply toObjection 2. Sometimes essentials are known by
accidentals, wherefore some things can be named even aer
their accidentals, since a name is given to a thing for the pur-
pose that it may become known.

Reply to Objection 3. Sometimes a species is named aer
something pertaining to the genus on account of an imperfec-
tion in the species, when namely it has the generic nature com-
pletely, yet adds nothing pertaining to dignity; thus the acci-
dental property retains the name of property, which is com-
mon to it and to the definition. Sometimes, however, it is on
account of a perfection, when we find the generic nature com-
pletely in one species and not in another; thus animal is named
from soul [anima], and this belongs to an animate body, which
is the genus of animal; yet animation is not found perfectly in
those animate beings that are not animals. It is thus with the
case in point. for the joining of husband and wife by matri-
mony is the greatest of all joinings, since it is a joining of soul
and body, wherefore it is called a “conjugal” union.

Suppl. q. 44 a. 3Whether matrimony is fittingly defined in the text?

Objection 1. It would seem that matrimony is unfittingly
defined in the text§ (Sent. iv, D, 27). For it is necessary to
mention matrimony in defining a husband, since it is the hus-
band who is joined to the woman in matrimony. Now “mari-
tal union” is put in the definition of matrimony. erefore in
these definitions there would seem to be a vicious circle.

Objection 2. Further, matrimony makes the woman the
man’s wife no less than it makes the man the woman’s hus-
band.erefore it should not be described as a “marital union”
rather than an uxorial union.

Objection 3. Further, habit [consuetudo] pertains to
morals. Yet it oen happens that married persons differ very
much in habit. erefore the words “involving their living
together [consuetudinem] in undivided partnership” should
have no place in the definition of matrimony.

Objection 4. Further, we find other definitions given of
matrimony, for according to Hugh (Sum. Sent. vii, 6), “mat-
rimony is the lawful consent of two apt persons to be joined
together.” Also, according to some, “matrimony is the fellow-
ship of a common life and a community regulated by Divine
and human law”; and we ask how these definitions differ.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 2), three things are to be
considered in matrimony, namely its cause, its essence, and its

effect; and accordingly we find three definitions given of mat-
rimony. For the definition ofHugh indicates the cause, namely
the consent, and this definition is self-evident. e definition
given in the text indicates the essence of matrimony, namely
the “union,” and adds determinate subjects by the words “be-
tween lawful persons.” It also points to the difference of the
contracting parties in reference to the species, by the word
“marital,” for sincematrimony is a joining together for the pur-
pose of some one thing, this joining together is specified by
the purpose to which it is directed, and this is what pertains to
the husband [maritum]. It also indicates the force of this join-
ing—for it is indissoluble—by the words “involving,” etc.

e remaining definition indicates the effect to which
matrimony is directed, namely the common life in family mat-
ters. And since every community is regulated by some law, the
code according to which this community is directed, namely
Divine and human law, finds a place in this definition. while
other communities, such as those of traders or soldiers, are es-
tablished by human law alone.

Reply to Objection 1. Sometimes the prior things from
which a definition ought to be given are not known to us, and
consequently certain things are defined from things that are
posterior simply, but prior to us; thus in the definition of qual-

* e original meaning of ‘nubo’ is ‘to veil’. † is is still done in some
countries. ‡ i.e. munus. § e definition alluded to is as follows: “Mar-
riage is the marital union of man and woman involving living together in un-
divided partnership.”.
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ity the Philosopher employs the word “such” [quale] when he
says (Cap. De Qualitate) that “quality is that whereby we are
said to be such.” us, too, in defining matrimony we say that
it is a “marital union,” by which we mean that matrimony is a
union for the purpose of those things required by the marital
office, all of which could not be expressed in one word.

Reply toObjection 2.As stated (a. 2), this difference indi-
cates the end of the union. And since, according to theApostle
(1Cor. 11:9), the “man is not [Vulg.: ‘was not created’] for the
woman, but thewoman for theman,” it follows that this differ-
ence should be indicated in reference to the man rather than

the woman.
Reply toObjection 3. Just as the civic life denotes not the

individual act of this or that one, but the things that concern
the common action of the citizens, so the conjugal life is noth-
ing else than a particular kind of companionship pertaining to
that common action. wherefore as regards this same life the
partnership of married persons is always indivisible, although
it is divisible as regards the act belonging to each party.

e Reply to the Fourth Objection is clear from what has
been said above.
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S   T P, Q 45
Of the Marriage Consent Considered in Itself

(In Five Articles)

In the next place we have to consider the consent; and the first point to discuss is the consent considered in itself; the second
is the consent confirmed by oath or by carnal intercourse; the third is compulsory consent and conditional consent; and the
fourth is the object of the consent.

Under the first head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the consent is the efficient cause of matrimony?
(2) Whether the consent needs to be expressed in words?
(3) Whether consent given in words expressive of the future makes a marriage?
(4) Whether consent given in words expressive of the present, without inward consent, makes a true marriage

outwardly?
(5) Whether consent given secretly in words expressive of the present makes a marriage?

Suppl. q. 45 a. 1Whether consent is the efficient cause of matrimony?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent is not the effi-
cient cause of matrimony. For the sacraments depend not on
the human will but on the Divine institution, as shown above
(Sent. iv, D, 2; IIIa, q. 64, a. 2). But consent belongs to the hu-
man will. erefore it is no more the cause of matrimony than
of the other sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, nothing is its own cause. But seem-
inglymatrimony is nothing else than the consent, since it is the
consent which signifies the union of Christ with the Church.

Objection 3. Further, of one thing there should be one
cause. Now there is one marriage between two persons, as
stated above (q. 44, a. 1); whereas the consents of the two par-
ties are distinct, for they are given by different persons and to
different things, since on the one hand there is consent to take
a husband, andon the other hand consent to take awife.ere-
fore mutual consent is not the cause of matrimony.

On the contrary, Chrysostom* says: “It is not coition but
consent that makes a marriage.”

Further, one person does not receive power over that
which is at the free disposal of another, without the latter’s
consent. Now by marriage each of the married parties receives
power over the other’s body (1 Cor. 7:4), whereas hitherto
each had free power over his own body. erefore consent
makes a marriage.

I answer that, In every sacrament there is a spiritual oper-
ation by means of a material operation which signifies it; thus
in Baptism the inward spiritual cleansing is effected by a bod-
ily cleansing. Wherefore, since in matrimony there is a kind

of spiritual joining together, in so far as matrimony is a sacra-
ment, and a certain material joining together, in so far as it is
directed to an office of nature and of civil life, it follows that
the spiritual joining is the effect of the Divine power bymeans
of the material joining. erefore seeing that the joinings of
material contracts are effected by mutual consent, it follows
that the joining together of marriage is effected in the same
way.

Reply to Objection 1. e first cause of the sacraments is
theDivine power whichworks in them thewelfare of the soul;
but the second or instrumental causes are material operations
deriving their efficacy from the Divine institution, and thus
consent is the cause in matrimony.

Reply to Objection 2. Matrimony is not the consent it-
self, but the union of persons directed to one purpose, as stated
above (q. 44, a. 1), and this union is the effect of the con-
sent. Moreover, the consent, properly speaking, signifies not
the union ofChrist with theChurch, butHiswill wherebyHis
union with the Church was brought about.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as marriage is one on the part
of the object to which the union is directed, whereas it is more
than one on the part of the persons united, so too the consent
is one on the part of the thing consented to, namely the afore-
said union, whereas it is more than one on the part of the per-
sons consenting. Nor is the direct object of consent a husband
but union with a husband on the part of the wife, even as it is
union with a wife on the part of the husband.

* Hom. xxxii in the Opus Imperfectum, falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.

2612



Suppl. q. 45 a. 2Whether the consent needs to be expressed in words?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is no need for the
consent to be expressed in words. For a man is brought under
another’s power by a vow just as he is bymatrimony.Nowa vow
is binding in God’s sight, even though it be not expressed in
words. erefore consent also makes a marriage binding even
without being expressed in words.

Objection 2. Further, there can be marriage between per-
sons who are unable to express their mutual consent in words,
through being dumb or of different languages. erefore ex-
pression of the consent by words is not required for matri-
mony.

Objection 3. Further, if that which is essential to a sacra-
ment be omitted for any reason whatever, there is no sacra-
ment.Now there is a case ofmarriagewithout the expressionof
words if the maid is silent through bashfulness when her par-
ents give her away to the bridegroom.erefore the expression
of words is not essential to matrimony.

On the contrary, Matrimony is a sacrament. Now a sen-
sible sign is required in every sacrament. erefore it is also
required in matrimony, and consequently there must needs be
at least words by which the consent is made perceptible to the
senses.

Further, inmatrimony there is a contract betweenhusband
and wife. Now in every contract there must be expression of

the words by which men bind themselves mutually to one an-
other. erefore in matrimony also the consent must be ex-
pressed in words.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), the marriage union
is effected in the same way as the bond in material contracts.
And since material contracts are not feasible unless the con-
tracting parties express their will to one another in words, it
follows that the consent which makes a marriage must also be
expressed in words, so that the expression of words is to mar-
riage what the outward washing is to Baptism.

Reply to Objection 1. In a vow there is not a sacramental
but only a spiritual bond, wherefore there is no need for it to
be done in the same way as material contracts, in order that it
be binding, as in the case of matrimony.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the like cannot plight
themselves to one another in words, they can do so by signs,
and such signs count for words.

Reply to Objection 3. According to Hugh of S. Victor
(Tract. vii, Sum. Sent.), persons who are being married should
give their consent by accepting one another freely. and this is
judged to be the case if they show no dissent when they are
being wedded. Wherefore in such a case the words of the par-
ents are taken as being themaid’s, for the fact that she does not
contradict them is a sign that they are her words.

Suppl. q. 45 a. 3Whether consent given in words expressive of the future makes a marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent given in words
expressive of the future makes a marriage. For as present is to
present, so is future to future. But consent given in words ex-
pressive of the present makes a marriage in the present. ere-
fore consent given in words expressive of the future makes a
marriage in the future.

Objection 2. Further, in other civil contracts, just as
in matrimony, a certain obligation results from the words
expressing consent. Now in other contracts it matters not
whether the obligation is effected by words of the present or
of the future tense. erefore neither does it make any differ-
ence in matrimony.

Objection 3. Further, by the religious vow man contracts
a spiritual marriage with God. Now the religious vow is ex-
pressed in words of the future tense, and is binding. ere-
fore carnal marriage also can be effected by words of the future
tense.

On the contrary, A man who consents in words of the fu-
ture tense to take a particular woman as his wife, and aer, by
words of the present tense, consents to take another, according
to law must take the second for his wife (cap. Sicut ex Litteris,
De spons. et matr.). But this would not be the case if consent
given in words of the future tense made a marriage, since from
the very fact that his marriage with the one is valid, he cannot,

as long as she lives, marry another. erefore consent given in
words of the future tense does not make a marriage.

Further, he who promises to do a certain thing does it
not yet. Now he who consents in words of the future tense,
promises to marry a certain woman. erefore he does not
marry her yet.

I answer that, e sacramental causes produce their ef-
fect by signifying it; hence they effect what they signify. Since
therefore when aman expresses his consent by words of the fu-
ture tense, he does not signify that he ismarrying, but promises
that he will marry, it follows that a consent expressed in this
manner does notmake amarriage, but a promise [sponsionem]
of marriage, and this promise is known as a betrothal [spon-
salia].

Reply to Objection 1. When consent is expressed in
words of the present tense, not only are the words actually
present, but consent is directed to the present, so that they co-
incide in point of time; but when consent is given in words of
the future tense, although the words are actually present, the
consent is directed to a future time, and hence they do not co-
incide in point of time. For this reason the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 2. Even in other contracts, a manwho
uses words referring to the future, does not transfer the power
over his property to another person—for instance if hewere to
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say “I will give thee”—but only when he uses words indicative
of the present.

Reply to Objection 3. In the vow of religious profession
it is not the spiritual marriage itself that is expressed in words
which refer to the future, but an act of the spiritual marriage,

namely obedience or observance of the rule. If, however, aman
vow spiritual marriage in the future, it is not a spiritual mar-
riage, for aman does not become amonk by taking such a vow,
but promises to become one.

Suppl. q. 45 a. 4Whether, in the absence of inward consent, a marriage is made by consent given in words of
the present?

Objection 1. It would seem that even in the absence of in-
ward consent amarriage ismade by consent expressed inwords
of the present. For “fraud and deceit should benefit no man,”
according to the law (cap. Ex Tenore, De Rescrip., cap. Si Vir,
De cognat. spir.). Now he who gives consent in words without
consenting in heart commits a fraud. erefore he should not
benefit by it, through being released of the bond of marriage.

Objection 2. Further, the mental consent of one person
cannot be known to another, except in so far as it is expressed
in words. If then the expression of the words is not enough,
and inward consent is required in both parties, neither of them
will be able to know that he is truly married to the other; and
consequently whenever he uses marriage he will commit for-
nication.

Objection 3. Further, if aman is proved to have consented
to take a certain woman to wife in words of the present tense,
he is compelled under pain of excommunication to take her
as his wife, even though he should say that he was wanting in
mental consent, notwithstanding that aerwards he may have
contracted marriage with another woman by words expressive
of consent in thepresent. But thiswouldnot be the case ifmen-
tal consent were requisite for marriage. erefore it is not re-
quired.

On the contrary, Innocent III says in a Decretal (cap.
Tua Nos, De Spons. et matr.) in reference to this case: “Other
things cannot complete the marriage bond in the absence of
consent.”

Further, intention is necessary in all the sacraments. Now
he who consents not in his heart has no intention of contract-
ing marriage; and therefore he does not contract a marriage.

I answer that, e outward cleansing stands in the same
relation to baptism as the expression of words to this sacra-
ment, as stated above (a. 2). Wherefore just as were a person
to receive the outward cleansing, with the intention, not of re-
ceiving the sacrament, but of acting in jest or deceit, he would
not be baptized; so, too, expression of words without inward
consent makes no marriage.

Reply to Objection 1. ere are two things here, namely
the lack of consent—which benefits him in the tribunal of
his conscience so that he is not bound by the marriage tie,
albeit not in the tribunal of the Church where judgment is
pronounced according to the evidence—and the deceit in the
words, which does not benefit him, neither in the tribunal of
his conscience nor in the tribunal of the Church, since in both
he is punished for this.

Reply to Objection 2. If mental consent is lacking in one
of the parties, on neither side is there marriage, since marriage
consists in a mutual joining together, as stated above (q. 44,
a. 1). However one may believe that in all probability there
is no fraud unless there be evident signs thereof; because we
must presume good of everyone, unless there be proof of the
contrary. Consequently the party in whom there is no fraud is
excused from sin on account of ignorance.

Reply to Objection 3. In such a case the Church compels
him to hold to his first wife, because the Church judges ac-
cording to outward appearances; nor is she deceived in justice
or right, although she is deceived in the facts of the case. Yet
such a man ought to bear the excommunication rather than
return to his first wife; or else he should go far away into an-
other country.

Suppl. q. 45 a. 5Whether consent given secretly in words of the present makes a marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that consent given secretly in
words of the present does notmake amarriage. For a thing that
is in one person’s power is not transferred to the power of an-
otherwithout the consent of the person inwhose power it was.
Now the maid is in her father’s power. erefore she cannot
by marriage be transferred to a husband’s power without her
father’s consent. Wherefore if consent be given secretly, even
though it should be expressed in words of the present, there
will be no marriage.

Objection 2. Further, in penance, just as in matrimony,
our act is as it were essential to the sacrament. But the sacra-

ment of penance is not made complete except by means of the
ministers of the Church, who are the dispensers of the sacra-
ments. erefore neither can marriage be perfected without
the priest’s blessing.

Objection 3.Further, theChurch does not forbid baptism
to be given secretly, since one may baptize either privately or
publicly. But the Church does forbid the celebration of clan-
destinemarriages (cap. Cum inhibitio, De clandest. despons.).
erefore they cannot be done secretly.

Objection 4. Further, marriage cannot be contracted by
thosewho are related in the seconddegree, because theChurch
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has forbidden it. But the Church has also forbidden clandes-
tine marriages. erefore they cannot be valid marriages.

On the contrary, Given the cause the effect follows. Now
the sufficient cause ofmatrimony is consent expressed inwords
of the present. erefore whether this be done in public or in
private the result is a marriage.

Further, wherever there is the duematter and the due form
of a sacrament there is the sacrament. Now in a secret mar-
riage there is the due matter, since there are persons who are
able lawfully to contract—and the due form, since there are
the words of the present expressive of consent.erefore there
is a true marriage.

I answer that, Just as in the other sacraments certain things
are essential to the sacrament, and if they are omitted there is
no sacrament, while certain things belong to the solemniza-
tion of the sacrament, and if these be omitted the sacrament
is nevertheless validly performed, although it is a sin to omit
them; so, too, consent expressed in words of the present be-
tween persons lawfully qualified to contract makes amarriage,
because these two conditions are essential to the sacrament;
while all else belongs to the solemnization of the sacrament,
as being done in order that the marriage may be more fittingly
performed. Hence if these be omitted it is a true marriage, al-
though the contracting parties sin, unless they have a lawful
motive for being excused.*

Reply to Objection 1. e maid is in her father’s power,
not as a female slave without power over her own body, but as
a daughter, for the purpose of education. Hence, in so far as

she is free, she can give herself into another’s power without
her father’s consent, even as a son or daughter, since they are
free, may enter religion without their parent’s consent.

Reply toObjection 2. In penance our act, although essen-
tial to the sacrament, does not suffice for producing the prox-
imate effect of the sacrament, namely forgiveness of sins, and
consequently it is necessary that the act of the priest intervene
in order that the sacrament beperfected. But inmatrimonyour
acts are the sufficient cause for the productionof the proximate
effect, which is the marriage bond, because whoever has the
right to dispose of himself can bind himself to another. Con-
sequently the priest’s blessing is not required for matrimony as
being essential to the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. It is also forbidden to receive bap-
tism otherwise than from a priest, except in a case of neces-
sity. But matrimony is not a necessary sacrament: and conse-
quently the comparison fails. However, clandestine marriages
are forbidden on account of the evil results to which they are
liable, since it oen happens that one of the parties is guilty
of fraud in such marriages; frequently, too, they have recourse
to other nuptials when they repent of having married in haste;
and many other evils result therefrom, besides which there is
something disgraceful about them.

Reply to Objection 4. Clandestine marriages are not for-
bidden as though they were contrary to the essentials of mar-
riage, in the same way as the marriages of unlawful persons,
who are undue matter for this sacrament; and hence there is
no comparison.

* Clandestinemarriages have since been declared invalid by theCouncil of Trent (sess. xxiv). It must be borne inmind that throughout the treatise onmarriage
St. omas gives the Canon Law of his time.
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S   T P, Q 46
Of the Consent to Which an Oath or Carnal Intercourse Is Appended

(In Two Articles)

Wemust now consider the consent to which an oath or carnal intercourse is appended.Under this head there are two points
of inquiry:

(1) Whether an oath added to the consent that is expressed in words of the future tense makes a marriage?
(2) Whether carnal intercourse supervening to such a consent makes a marriage?

Suppl. q. 46 a. 1Whether an oath added to the consent that is expressed in words of the future tense makes a
marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that if an oath be added to a
consent that is expressed in words of the future tense it makes
a marriage. For no one can bind himself to act against the Di-
vine Law. But the fulfilling of an oath is of Divine law accord-
ing to Mat. 5:33, “ou shalt perform thy oaths to the Lord.”
Consequently no subsequent obligation can relieve a man of
the obligation to keep an oath previously taken. If, therefore,
aer consenting to marry a woman by words expressive of the
future and confirming that consent with an oath, a man binds
himself to another woman by words expressive of the present,
it would seem that none the less he is bound to keep his former
oath. But this would not be the case unless that oath made the
marriage complete. erefore an oath affixed to a consent ex-
pressed in words of the future tense makes a marriage.

Objection2.Further,Divine truth is stronger thanhuman
truth. Now an oath confirms a thing with the Divine truth.
Since then words expressive of consent in the present in which
there is mere human truth complete a marriage, it would seem
that much more is this the case with words of the future con-
firmed by an oath.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Apostle
(Heb. 6:16), “An oath for confirmation is the end of
all…controversy”; wherefore in a court of justice at any rate
one must stand by an oath rather than by a mere affirmation.
erefore if a man consent to marry a woman by a simple
affirmation expressed in words of the present, aer having
consented to marry another in words of the future confirmed
by oath, it would seem that in the judgment of the Church he
should be compelled to take the first and not the second as his
wife.

Objection4.Further, the simple uttering ofwords relating
to the future makes a betrothal. But the addition of an oath
must have some effect. erefore it makes something more
than a betrothal. Now beyond a betrothal there is nothing but
marriage. erefore it makes a marriage.

On the contrary, What is future is not yet. Now the addi-
tion of an oath does notmakewords of the future tense signify
anything else than consent to something future.erefore it is
not a marriage yet.

Further, aer a marriage is complete, no further consent
is required for the marriage. But aer the oath there is yet an-
other consent which makes the marriage, else it would be use-
less to swear to a future marriage. erefore it does not make a
marriage.

I answer that, An oath is employed in confirmation of
one’s words; wherefore it confirms that only which is signi-
fied by the words, nor does it change their signification. Con-
sequently, since it belongs to words of the future tense, by
their very signification, not to make a marriage, since what is
promised in the future is not done yet, even though an oath
be added to the promise, the marriage is not made yet, as the
Master says in the text (Sent. iv, D, 28).

Reply to Objection 1. e fulfilling of a lawful oath is
of Divine law, but not the fulfilling of an unlawful oath.
Wherefore if a subsequent obligation makes that oath unlaw-
ful, whereas it was lawful before, he who does not keep the
oath he took previously does not disobey the Divine law. And
so it is in the case in point; since he swears unlawfully who
promises unlawfully; and a promise about another’s property
is unlawful. Consequently the subsequent consent bywords of
the present, whereby a man transfers the power over his body
to another woman, makes the previous oath unlawful which
was lawful before.

Reply toObjection 2.eDivine truth ismost efficacious
in confirming that to which it is applied. Hence the Reply to
the ird Objection is clear.

Reply to Objection 4. e oath has some effect, not by
causing a new obligation, but confirming that which is already
made, and thus he who violates it sins more grievously.
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Suppl. q. 46 a. 2Whether carnal intercourse aer consent expressed in words of the future makes a marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that carnal intercourse aer
consent expressed in words of the future makes a marriage.
For consent by deed is greater than consent by word. But he
who has carnal intercourse consents by deed to the promise he
has previously made.erefore it would seem that muchmore
does this make a marriage than if he were to consent to mere
words referring to the present.

Objection 2. Further, not only explicit but also interpre-
tive consent makes a marriage. Now there can be no better
interpretation of consent than carnal intercourse. erefore
marriage is completed thereby.

Objection 3. Further, all carnal union outside marriage is
a sin. But the woman, seemingly, does not sin by admitting her
betrothed to carnal intercourse.erefore it makes amarriage.

Objection 4. Further, “Sin is not forgiven unless restitu-
tion be made,” as Augustine says (Ep. cliii ad Macedon.). Now
a man cannot reinstate a woman whom he has violated un-
der the pretense of marriage unless he marry her. erefore it
would seem that even if, aer his carnal intercourse, he hap-
pen to contract with another by words of the present tense, he
is bound to return to the first; and this would not be the case
unless he were married to her. erefore carnal intercourse af-
ter consent referring to the future makes a marriage.

On the contrary, Pope Nicholas I says (Resp. ad Consult.
Bulg. iii; Cap. Tuas dudum, De clandest. despons.), “Without
the consent tomarriage, other things, including coition, are of
no effect.”

Further, that which follows a thing does not make it. But
carnal intercourse follows the actual marriage, as effect follows
cause. erefore it cannot make a marriage.

I answer that, We may speak of marriage in two ways.
First, in reference to the tribunal of conscience, and thus in
very truth carnal intercourse cannot complete a marriage the
promise of which has previously been made in words expres-
sive of the future, if inward consent is lacking, since words,

even though expressive of the present, would not make a mar-
riage in the absence of mental consent, as stated above (q. 45,
a. 4). Secondly, in reference to the judgment of the Church;
and since in the external tribunal judgment is given in accor-
dance with external evidence, and since nothing is more ex-
pressly significant of consent than carnal intercourse, it follows
that in the judgment of the Church carnal intercourse follow-
ing on betrothal is declared to make a marriage, unless there
appear clear signs of deceit or fraud* (De sponsal. et matrim.,
cap. Is qui fidem).

Reply to Objection 1. In reality he who has carnal inter-
course consents by deed to the act of sexual union, and does
not merely for this reason consent to marriage except accord-
ing to the interpretation of the law.

Reply to Objection 2. is interpretation does not alter
the truth of the matter, but changes the judgment which is
about external things.

Reply toObjection 3. If the woman admit her betrothed,
thinking that he wishes to consummate themarriage, she is ex-
cused from the sin, unless there be clear signs of fraud; for in-
stance if they differ considerably in birth or fortune, or some
other evident sign appear. Nevertheless the affianced husband
is guilty of fornication, and should be punished for this fraud
he has committed.

Reply to Objection 4. In a case of this kind the affianced
husband, before his marriage with the other woman, is bound
tomarry the one to whomhewas betrothed, if she be his equal
or superior in rank. But if he has married another woman, he
is no longer able to fulfill his obligation, wherefore it suffices if
he provide for her marriage. Nor is he bound even to do this,
according to some, if her affianced husband is of much higher
rank than she, or if there be some evident sign of fraud, because
itmay be presumed that in all probability shewas not deceived
but pretended to be.

* According to the pre-Tridentine legislation.
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Of Compulsory and Conditional Consent

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider compulsory and conditional consent. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether compulsory consent is possible?
(2) Whether a constant man can be compelled by fear?
(3) Whether compulsory consent invalidates marriage?
(4) Whether compulsory consent makes a marriage as regards the party using compulsion?
(5) Whether conditional consent makes a marriage?
(6) Whether one can be compelled by one’s father to marry?

Suppl. q. 47 a. 1Whether a compulsory consent is possible?

Objection 1. It would seem that no consent can be com-
pulsory. For, as stated above (Sent. ii, D, 25*) the free-will can-
not be compelled.Nowconsent is an act of the free-will.ere-
fore it cannot be compulsory.

Objection 2. Further, violent is the same as compulsory.
Now, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 1), “a violent ac-
tion is one the principle of which is without, the patient con-
curringnot at all.”But theprinciple of consent is alwayswithin.
erefore no consent can be compulsory.

Objection 3. Further, every sin is perfected by consent.
But that which perfects a sin cannot be compulsory, for, ac-
cording to Augustine (De Lib. Arb. iii, 18), “no one sins in
what he cannot avoid.” Since then violence is defined by jurists
(i, ff. de eo quod vi metusve) as the “force of a stronger being
that cannot be repulsed,” it would seem that consent cannot
be compulsory or violent.

Objection 4. Further, power is opposed to liberty. But
compulsion is allied to power, as appears from a definition of
Tully’s in which he says that “compulsion is the force of one
who exercises his power to detain a thing outside its proper
bounds.” erefore the free-will cannot be compelled, and
consequently neither can consent which is an act thereof.

On the contrary, at which cannot be, cannot be an im-
pediment. But compulsory consent is an impediment tomatri-
mony, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 29). erefore consent
can be compelled.

Further, in marriage there is a contract. Now the will can
be compelled in the matter of contracts; for which reason the
law adjudges that restitution should be made of the whole, for
it does not ratify “that which was done under compulsion or

fear” (Sent. iv, D[29]). erefore in marriage also it is possible
for the consent to be compulsory.

I answer that, Compulsion or violence is twofold. One is
the cause of absolute necessity, and violence of this kind the
Philosopher calls (Ethic. iii, 1) “violent simply,” as when by
bodily strength one forces a person to move; the other causes
conditional necessity, and the Philosopher calls this a “mixed
violence,” as when a person throws his merchandise overboard
in order to save himself. In the latter kind of violence, although
the thing done is not voluntary in itself, yet taking into con-
sideration the circumstances of place and time it is voluntary.
And since actions are about particulars, it follows that it is vol-
untary simply, and involuntary in a certain respect (Cf. Ia IIae,
q. 6, a. 6).Wherefore this latter violence or compulsion is con-
sistent with consent, but not the former. And since this com-
pulsion results from one’s fear of a threatening danger, it fol-
lows that this violence coincides with fear which, in a manner,
compels the will, whereas the former violence has to do with
bodily actions. Moreover, since the law considers not merely
internal actions, but rather external actions, consequently it
takes violence to mean absolute compulsion, for which reason
it draws a distinction between violence and fear. Here, how-
ever, it is a question of internal consent which cannot be influ-
enced by compulsion or violence as distinct from fear. ere-
fore as to the question at issue compulsion and fear are the
same. Now, according to lawyers fear is “the agitation of the
mind occasioned by danger imminent or future” (Ethic. iii, 1).

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections; for the first
set of arguments consider the first kind of compulsion, and the
second set of arguments consider the second.

* Ia IIae, q. 6, a. 4.
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Suppl. q. 47 a. 2Whether a constant man can be compelled by fear?

Objection 1. It would seem that “a constant man”* cannot
be compelled by fear. Because the nature of a constant man is
not tobe agitated in themidst of dangers. Since then fear is “ag-
itation of the mind occasioned by imminent danger,” it would
seem that he is not compelled by fear.

Objection 2. Further, “Of all fearsome things death is the
limit,” according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 6), as though
it were the most perfect of all things that inspire fear. But the
constant man is not compelled by death, since the brave face
even mortal dangers. erefore no fear influences a constant
man.

Objection 3. Further, of all dangers a goodman fearsmost
thatwhich affects his goodname. But the fear of disgrace is not
reckoned to influence a constant man, because, according to
the law (vii, ff, de eo quod metus, etc.), “fear of disgrace is not
included under the ordinance, ‘at which is done through
fear’ ”†.erefore neither does any other kind of fear influence
a constant man.

Objection4.Further, in himwho is compelled by fear, fear
leaves a sin, for it makes him promise what he is unwilling to
fulfill, and thus it makes him lie. But a constant man does not
commit a sin, not even a very slight one, for fear. erefore no
fear influences a constant man.

On the contrary, Abraham and Isaac were constant. Yet
they were influenced by fear, since on account of fear each said
that his wife was his sister (Gn. 12:12; 26:7).

Further, wherever there is mixed violence, it is fear that
compels. But however constant a man may be he may suffer
violence of that kind, for if he be on the sea, he will throw his
merchandise overboard if menaced with shipwreck. erefore
fear can influence a constant man.

I answer that, By fear influencing a man we mean his be-
ing compelled by fear. A man is compelled by fear when he
does that which otherwise he would not wish to do, in order
to avoid that which he fears. Now the constant differs from
the inconstant man in two respects. First, in respect of the
quality of the danger feared, because the constantman follows
right reason, whereby he knows whether to omit this rather
than that, and whether to do this rather than that. Now the

lesser evil or the greater good is always to be chosen in pref-
erence; and therefore the constant man is compelled to bear
with the lesser evil through fear of the greater evil, but he is
not compelled to bear with the greater evil in order to avoid
the lesser. But the inconstant man is compelled to bear with
the greater evil through fear of a lesser evil, namely to commit
sin through fear of bodily suffering; whereas on the contrary
the obstinate man cannot be compelled even to permit or to
do a lesser evil, in order to avoid a greater. Hence the constant
man is a mean between the inconstant and the obstinate. Sec-
ondly, they differ as to their estimate of the threatening evil, for
a constant man is not compelled unless for grave and probable
reasons, while the inconstantman is compelled by triflingmo-
tives: “e wicked man seeth when no man pursueth” (Prov.
28:1).

Reply to Objection 1. e constant man, like the brave
man, is fearless, as the Philosopher states (Ethic. iii, 4), not that
he is altogether without fear, but because he fears not what he
ought not to fear, or where, or when he ought not to fear.

Reply toObjection 2. Sin is the greatest of evils, and con-
sequently a constant man can nowise be compelled to sin; in-
deed a man should die rather than suffer the like, as again the
Philosopher says (Ethic. iii, 6,9). Yet certain bodily injuries are
less grievous than certain others; and chief among them are
thosewhich relate to the person, such as death, blows, the stain
resulting from rape, and slavery. Wherefore the like compel
a constant man to suffer other bodily injuries. ey are con-
tained in the verse: “Rape, status, blows, and death.” Nor does
itmatterwhether they refer to his ownperson, or to the person
of his wife or children, or the like.

Reply to Objection 3. Although disgrace is a greater in-
jury it is easy to remedy it. Hence fear of disgrace is not reck-
oned to influence a constant man according to law.

Reply toObjection 4.e constantman is not compelled
to lie, because at the time he wishes to give; yet aerwards he
wishes to ask for restitution, or at least to appeal to the judge, if
he promised not to ask for restitution. But he cannot promise
not to appeal, for since this is contrary to the good of justice,
he cannot be compelled thereto, namely to act against justice.

Suppl. q. 47 a. 3Whether compulsory consent invalidates a marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that compulsory consent does
not invalidate a marriage. For just as consent is necessary for
matrimony, so is intention necessary for Baptism. Now one
who is compelled by fear to receive Baptism, receives the sacra-
ment. erefore one who is compelled by fear to consent is
bound by his marriage.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. iii, 1), that which is done on account of mixed violence

is more voluntary than involuntary. Now consent cannot be
compelled except by mixed violence. erefore it is not en-
tirely involuntary, and consequently the marriage is valid.

Objection 3. Further, seemingly he who has consented to
marriage under compulsion ought to be counseled to stand to
that marriage; because to promise and not to fulfill has an “ap-
pearance of evil,” and the Apostle wishes us to refrain from all
such things (1 ess 5:22). But that would not be the case if

* Cap. Ad audientiam, De his quae vi. † Dig. iv, 2, Quod metus causa.
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compulsory consent invalidated a marriage altogether. ere-
fore, etc.

On the contrary, A Decretal says (cap. Cum locum, De
sponsal. etmatrim.): “Since there is no room for consentwhere
fear or compulsion enters in, it follows that where a person’s
consent is required, every pretext for compulsion must be set
aside.” Now mutual contract is necessary in marriage. ere-
fore, etc.

Further, Matrimony signifies the union of Christ with the
Church, which union is according to the liberty of love.ere-
fore it cannot be the result of compulsory consent.

I answer that, e marriage bond is everlasting. Hence
whatever is inconsistent with its perpetuity invalidates mar-
riage. Now the fear which compels a constant man deprives
the contract of its perpetuity, since its complete rescission can
be demanded.Wherefore this compulsion by fear which influ-
ences a constant man, invalidates marriage, but not the other
compulsion. Now a constant man is reckoned a virtuous man
who, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 4), is a measure
in all human actions.

However, some say that if there be consent although com-

pulsory, the marriage is valid in conscience and in God’s sight,
but not in the eyes of theChurch,whopresumes that therewas
no inward consent on account of the fear. But this is of no ac-
count, because theChurch should not presume a person to sin
until it be proved; and he sinned if he said that he consented
whereas he did not consent. Wherefore the Church presumes
that he did consent, but judges this compulsory consent to be
insufficient for a valid marriage.

Reply to Objection 1. e intention is not the efficient
cause of the sacrament in baptism, it is merely the cause that
elicits the action of the agent; whereas the consent is the effi-
cient cause in matrimony. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. Not any kind of voluntariness suf-
fices for marriage: it must be completely voluntary, because it
has to be perpetual; and consequently it is invalidated by vio-
lence of a mixed nature.

Reply to Objection 3. He ought not always to be advised
to stand to that marriage, but only when evil results are feared
from its dissolution. Nor does he sin if he does otherwise, be-
cause there is no appearance of evil in not fulfilling a promise
that one has made unwillingly.

Suppl. q. 47 a. 4Whether compulsory consent makes a marriage as regards the party who uses compulsion?

Objection 1. It would seem that compulsory consent
makes a marriage, at least as regards the party who uses com-
pulsion. For matrimony is a sign of a spiritual union. But spir-
itual union which is by charity may be with one who has not
charity. erefore marriage is possible with one who wills it
not.

Objection 2. Further, if she who was compelled consents
aerwards, it will be a true marriage. But he who compelled
her before is not bound by her consent. erefore he was mar-
ried to her by virtue of the consent he gave before.

On the contrary, Matrimony is an equiparant relation.
Now a relation of that kind is equally in both terms. ere-
fore if there is an impediment on the part of one, there will be
no marriage on the part of the other.

I answer that, Since marriage is a kind of relation, and a
relation cannot arise in one of the terms without arising in the

other, it follows that whatever is an impediment tomatrimony
in the one, is an impediment to matrimony in the other; since
it is impossible for a man to be the husband of one who is not
his wife, or for a woman to be a wife without a husband, just as
it is impossible to be a mother without having a child. Hence
it is a common saying that “marriage is not lame.”

Reply toObjection 1.Although the act of the lover can be
directed to one who loves not, there can be no union between
them, unless love be mutual. Wherefore the Philosopher says
(Ethic. viii, 2) that friendshipwhich consists in a kind of union
requires a return of love.

Reply to Objection 2. Marriage does not result from the
consent of her who was compelled before, except in so far as
the other party’s previous consent remains in force; wherefore
if hewere towithdrawhis consent therewould be nomarriage.

Suppl. q. 47 a. 5Whether conditional consent makes a marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that not even a conditional
consent makes a marriage, because a statement is not made
simply if it is made subject to a condition. But in marriage the
words expressive of consent must be uttered simply. erefore
a conditional consent makes no marriage.

Objection 2. Further, marriage should be certain. But
where a statement is made under a condition it is rendered
doubtful. erefore a like consent makes no marriage.

On the contrary, In other contracts an obligation is un-
dertaken conditionally, and holds so long as the condition

holds. erefore since marriage is a contract, it would seem
that it can be made by a conditional consent.

I answer that, e condition made is either of the present
or of the future. If it is of the present and is not contrary to
marriage, whether it be moral or immoral, the marriage holds
if the condition is verified, and is invalid if the condition is not
verified. If, however, it be contrary to the marriage blessings,
the marriage is invalid, as we have also said in reference to be-
trothals (q. 43, a. 1). But if the condition refer to the future, it is
either necessary, as that the sun will rise tomorrow—and then
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the marriage is valid, because such future things are present in
their causes—or else it is contingent, as the payment of a sum
of money, or the consent of the parents, and then the judg-
ment about a consent of this kind is the same as about a con-

sent expressed in words of the future tense; wherefore it makes
no marriage.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Suppl. q. 47 a. 6Whether one can be compelled by one’s father’s command to marry?

Objection 1. It would seem that one can be compelled by
one’s father’s command to marry. For it is written (Col. 3:20):
“Children, obey your parents in all things.” erefore they are
bound to obey them in this also.

Objection 2. Further, Isaac charged Jacob (Gn. 28:1) not
to take a wife from the daughters of Chanaan. But he would
not have charged him thus unless he had the right to command
it. erefore a son is bound to obey his father in this.

Objection 3. Further, no one should promise, especially
with an oath, for one whom he cannot compel to keep the
promise. Now parents promise future marriages for their chil-
dren, and even confirm their promise by oath. erefore they
can compel their children to keep that promise.

Objection 4. Further, our spiritual father, the Pope to wit,
can by his command compel a man to a spiritual marriage,
namely to accept a bishopric. erefore a carnal father can
compel his son to marriage.

Onthe contrary,Asonmay lawfully enter religion though
his father command him to marry. erefore he is not bound
to obey him in this.

Further, if he were bound to obey, a betrothal contracted
by the parents would hold good without their children’s con-
sent. But this is against the law (cap. Ex litteris, De despon.
impub.). erefore, etc.

I answer that,Since inmarriage there is a kind of perpetual
service, as it were, a father cannot by his command compel his
son to marry, since the latter is of free condition: but he may
induce him for a reasonable cause; and thus the son will be af-
fected by his father’s command in the sameway as he is affected

by that cause, so that if the cause be compelling as indicating
either obligation or fitness, his father’s command will compel
him in the same measure: otherwise he may not compel him.

Reply to Objection 1. e words of the Apostle do not
refer to those matters in which a man is his own master as the
father is. Such is marriage by which the son also becomes a fa-
ther.

Reply to Objection 2. ere were other motives why Ja-
cob was bound to do what Isaac commanded him, both on
account of the wickedness of those women, and because the
seed of Chanaan was to be cast forth from the land which was
promised to the seed of the patriarchs.Hence Isaac could com-
mand this.

Reply to Objection 3. ey do not swear except with the
implied condition “if it please them”; and they are bound to
induce them in good faith.

Reply to Objection 4. Some say that the Pope cannot
command aman to accept a bishopric, because consent should
be free. But if this be granted there would be an end of ecclesi-
astical order, for unless a man can be compelled to accept the
government of a church, the Church could not be preserved,
since sometimes those who are qualified for the purpose are
unwilling to accept unless they be compelled. erefore we
must reply that the two cases are not parallel; for there is no
bodily service in a spiritual marriage as there is in the bodily
marriage; because the spiritual marriage is a kind of office for
dispensing the public weal: “Let a man so account of us as of
the ministers of Christ, and the dispensers of the mysteries of
God” (1 Cor. 4:1).
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Of the Object of the Consent

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the object of the consent. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the consent that makes a marriage is a consent to carnal intercourse?
(2) Whether consent to marry a person for an immoral motive makes a marriage?

Suppl. q. 48 a. 1Whether the consent that makes a marriage is a consent to carnal intercourse?

Objection 1. It would seem that the consent which makes
a marriage is a consent to carnal intercourse. For Jerome* says
that “for those who have vowed virginity it is wicked, not only
to marry, but even to wish to marry.” But it would not be
wicked unless it were contrary to virginity, andmarriage is not
contrary to virginity except by reason of carnal intercourse.
erefore the will’s consent in marriage is a consent to carnal
intercourse.

Objection 2. Further, whatever there is in marriage be-
tween husband and wife is lawful between brother and sister
except carnal intercourse. But there cannot lawfully be a con-
sent to marriage between them. erefore the marriage con-
sent is a consent to carnal intercourse.

Objection 3. Further, if the woman say to theman: “I con-
sent to take thee provided however that you knowmenot,” it is
not a marriage consent, because it contains something against
the essence of that consent. Yet this would not be the case un-
less the marriage consent were a consent to carnal intercourse.
erefore, etc.

Objection 4. Further, in everything the beginning corre-
sponds to the consummation. Now marriage is consummated
by carnal intercourse.erefore, since it begins by the consent,
it would seem that the consent is to carnal intercourse.

On the contrary, No one that consents to carnal inter-
course is a virgin inmind and body. Yet Blessed John the evan-
gelist aer consenting to marriage was a virgin both in mind
and body. erefore he did not consent to carnal intercourse.

Further, the effect corresponds to its cause. Now consent
is the cause of marriage. Since then carnal intercourse is not
essential to marriage, seemingly neither is the consent which
causes marriage a consent to carnal intercourse.

I answer that, e consent that makes a marriage is a
consent to marriage, because the proper effect of the will is
the thing willed. Wherefore, according as carnal intercourse

stands in relation to marriage, so far is the consent that causes
marriage a consent to carnal intercourse. Now, as stated above
(q. 44, a. 1; q. 45, Aa. 1,2), marriage is not essentially the car-
nal union itself, but a certain joining together of husband and
wife ordained to carnal intercourse, and a further consequent
union between husband andwife, in so far as they each receive
power over the other in reference to carnal intercourse, which
joining together is called the nuptial bond. Hence it is evident
that they said well who asserted that to consent to marriage is
to consent to carnal intercourse implicitly and not explicitly.
For carnal intercourse is not to be understood, except as an ef-
fect is implicitly contained in its cause, for the power to have
carnal intercourse, which power is the object of the consent, is
the cause of carnal intercourse, just as the power to use one’s
own property is the cause of the use.

Reply toObjection1.ereasonwhy consent tomarriage
aer taking the vow of virginity is sinful, is because that con-
sent gives a power to dowhat is unlawful: even sowould aman
sin if he gave another man the power to receive that which he
has in deposit, and not only by actually delivering it to him.
With regard to the consent of the Blessed Virgin, we have spo-
ken about it above (Sent. iv, D, 3; IIIa, q. 29, a. 2).

Reply to Objection 2. Between brother and sister there
can be no power of one over the other in relation to carnal in-
tercourse, even as neither can there be lawfully carnal inter-
course itself. Consequently the argument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 3. Such an explicit condition is con-
trary not only to the act but also to the power of carnal inter-
course, and therefore it is contrary to marriage.

Reply to Objection 4. Marriage begun corresponds to
marriage consummated, as habit or power corresponds to the
act which is operation.

e arguments on the contrary side show that consent is
not given explicitly to carnal intercourse; and this is true.

* e words quoted are found implicitly in St. Augustine (De Bono Viduit ix).
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Suppl. q. 48 a. 2Whether marriage can result from one person’s consent to take another for a base motive?

Objection 1. It would seem that marriage cannot result
from one person’s consent to take another for a base motive.
For there is but one reason for one thing. Now marriage is one
sacrament.erefore it cannot result from the intention of any
other end than that forwhich it was instituted byGod; namely
the begetting of children.

Objection 2. Further, themarriage union is fromGod, ac-
cording toMat. 19:6, “What…Godhath joined together let no
man put asunder.” But a union that is made for immoral mo-
tives is not from God. erefore it is not a marriage.

Objection 3.Further, in the other sacraments, if the inten-
tion of the Church be not observed, the sacrament is invalid.
Now the intention of the Church in the sacrament of matri-
mony is not directed to a base purpose.erefore, if amarriage
be contracted for a base purpose, it will not be a validmarriage.

Objection 4. Further, according to Boethius (De Diff.,
Topic. ii) “a thing is good if its end be good.” But matrimony is
always good. erefore it is not matrimony if it is done for an
evil end.

Objection 5. Further, matrimony signifies the union of
Christ with the Church; and in this there can be nothing base.
Neither therefore can marriage be contracted for a base mo-
tive.

On the contrary, He who baptizes another for the sake of
gain baptizes validly. erefore if a man marries a woman for
the purpose of gain it is a valid marriage.

Further, the same conclusion is proved by the examples
and authorities quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 30).

I answer that, e final cause of marriage may be taken as
twofold, namely essential and accidental. e essential cause
of marriage is the end to which it is by its very nature or-
dained, and this is always good, namely the begetting of chil-
dren and the avoiding of fornication. But the accidental final
cause thereof is that which the contracting parties intend as
the result of marriage. And since that which is intended as the
result of marriage is consequent upon marriage, and since that

which comes first is not altered by what comes aer, but con-
versely; marriage does not become good or evil by reason of
that cause, but the contracting parties to whom this cause is
the essential end. And since accidental causes are infinite in
number, it follows that there can be an infinite number of such
causes in matrimony, some of which are good and some bad.

Reply toObjection1.is is true of the essential andprin-
cipal cause; but that which has one essential and principal end
mayhave several secondary essential ends, and an infinite num-
ber of accidental ends.

Reply to Objection 2. e joining together can be taken
for the relation itself which ismarriage, and that is always from
God, and is good, whatever be its cause; or for the act of those
who are being joined together, and thus it is sometimes evil and
is not from God simply. Nor is it unreasonable that an effect
be from God, the cause of which is evil, such as a child born
of adultery; for it is not from that cause as evil, but as having
some good in so far as it is from God, although it is not from
God simply.

Reply to Objection 3. e intention of the Church
whereby she intends to confer a sacrament is essential to each
sacrament, so that if it be not observed, all sacraments are null.
But the intention of the Church whereby she intends an ad-
vantage resulting from the sacrament belongs to thewell-being
and not to the essence of a sacrament; wherefore, if it be not
observed, the sacrament is none the less valid.Yet hewhoomits
this intention sins; for instance if in baptism one intend not
the healing of the mind which the Church intends. In like
manner he who intends to marry, although he fail to direct
it to the endwhich theChurch intends, nevertheless contracts
a valid marriage.

Reply to Objection 4. is evil which is intended is the
end not of marriage, but of the contracting parties.

Reply toObjection 5.eunion itself, and not the action
of those who are united, is the sign of the union of Christ with
the Church: wherefore the conclusion does not follow.
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Of the Marriage Goods*

(In Six Articles)

In the next place we must consider the marriage goods. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether certain goods are necessary in order to excuse marriage?
(2) Whether those assigned are sufficient?
(3) Whether the sacrament is the principal among the goods?
(4) Whether the marriage act is excused from sin by the aforesaid goods?
(5) Whether it can ever be excused from sin without them?
(6) Whether in their absence it is always a mortal sin?

Suppl. q. 49 a. 1Whether certain blessings are necessary in order to excuse marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that certain blessings are not
necessary in order to excuse marriage. For just as the preserva-
tion of the individual which is effected by the nutritive power
is intended by nature, so too is the preservation of the species
which is effected by marriage; and indeed so much the more
as the good of the species is better and more exalted than the
good of the individual. But no goods are necessary to excuse
the act of the nutritive power. Neither therefore are they nec-
essary to excuse marriage.

Objection 2. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 12) the friendship between husband and wife is
natural, and includes the virtuous, the useful, and the pleasant.
But that which is virtuous in itself needs no excuse. erefore
neither should any goods be assigned for the excuse of matri-
mony.

Objection 3. Further, matrimony was instituted as a rem-
edy and as an office, as stated above (q. 42, a. 2). Now it needs
no excuse in so far as it is instituted as an office, since then it
would also have needed an excuse in paradise, which is false,
for there, as Augustine says, “marriage would have been with-
out reproach and themarriage-bed without stain” (Gen. ad lit.
ix). In like manner neither does it need an excuse in so far as it
is intended as a remedy, any more than the other sacraments
which were instituted as remedies for sin. erefore matri-
mony does not need these excuses.

Objection 4. Further, the virtues are directed to whatever
can be done aright. If then marriage can be righted by certain
goods, it needs nothing else to right it besides the virtues of
the soul; and consequently there is no need to assign to matri-
mony any goods whereby it is righted, any more than to other
things in which the virtues direct us.

On the contrary, Wherever there is indulgence, there
must needs be some reason for excuse. Now marriage is al-
lowed in the state of infirmity “by indulgence” (1 Cor. 7:6).
erefore it needs to be excused by certain goods.

Further, the intercourse of fornication and that of mar-
riage are of the same species as regards the species of nature.

But the intercourse of fornication is wrong in itself.erefore,
in order that the marriage intercourse be not wrong, some-
thing must be added to it to make it right, and draw it to an-
other moral species.

I answer that, No wise man should allow himself to lose a
thing except for some compensation in the shape of an equal
or better good. Wherefore for a thing that has a loss attached
to it to be eligible, it needs to have some good connected with
it, which by compensating for that loss makes that thing ordi-
nate and right. Now there is a loss of reason incidental to the
union of man and woman, both because the reason is carried
away entirely on account of the vehemence of the pleasure, so
that it is unable to understand anything at the same time, as
the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 11); and again because of the
tribulation of the flesh which such persons have to suffer from
solicitude for temporal things (1Cor. 7:28).Consequently the
choice of this union cannot bemade ordinate except by certain
compensations whereby that same union is righted. and these
are the goods which excuse marriage and make it right.

Reply toObjection 1. In the act of eating there is not such
an intense pleasure overpowering the reason as in the aforesaid
action, both because the generative power, whereby original
sin is transmitted, is infected and corrupt, whereas the nutri-
tive power, by which original sin is not transmitted, is neither
corrupt nor infected; and again because each one feels in him-
self a defect of the individual more than a defect of the species.
Hence, in order to entice a man to take food which supplies a
defect of the individual, it is enough that he feel this defect; but
in order to entice him to the act whereby a defect of the species
is remedied, Divine providence attached pleasure to that act,
which moves even irrational animals in which there is not the
stain of original sin. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 2.ese goods which justifymarriage
belong to the nature of marriage, which consequently needs
them, not as extrinsic causes of its rectitude, but as causing in
it that rectitude which belongs to it by nature.

Reply to Objection 3. From the very fact that marriage is
* “Bona matrimonii,” variously rendered marriage goods, marriage blessings,
and advantages of marriage.
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intended as an office or as a remedy it has the aspect of some-
thing useful and right; nevertheless both aspects belong to it
from the fact that it has these goods by which it fulfills the of-
fice and affords a remedy to concupiscence.

Reply toObjection 4.An act of virtuemay derive its recti-

tude both from the virtue as its elicitive principle, and from its
circumstances as its formal principles; and the goods of mar-
riage are related tomarriage as circumstances to an act of virtue
which owes it to those circumstances that it can be an act of
virtue.

Suppl. q. 49 a. 2Whether the goods of marriage are sufficiently enumerated?

Objection 1. It would seem that the goods of marriage
are insufficiently enumerated by the Master (Sent. iv, D, 31),
namely “faith, offspring, and sacrament.” For theobject ofmar-
riage amongmen is not only the begetting and feeding of chil-
dren, but also the partnership of a common life, whereby each
one contributes his share of work to the common stock, as
stated in Ethic. viii, 12. erefore as the offspring is reckoned
a good of matrimony, so also should the communication of
works.

Objection 2. Further, the union of Christ with the
Church, signified bymatrimony, is the effect of charity.ere-
fore charity rather than faith should be reckoned among the
goods of matrimony.

Objection 3. Further, in matrimony, just as it is required
that neither party have intercourse with another, so is it re-
quired that the one pay the marriage debt to the other. Now
the former pertains to faith according to the Master (Sent. iv,
D, 31). erefore justice should also be reckoned among the
goods of marriage on account of the payment of the debt.

Objection 4. Further, in matrimony as signifying the
union of Christ with the Church, just as indivisibility is re-
quired, so also is unity, whereby oneman has one wife. But the
sacrament which is reckoned among the three marriage goods
pertains to indivisibility.erefore there should be something
else pertaining to unity.

Objection 5. On the other hand, it would seem that they
are too many. For one virtue suffices to make one act right.
Now faith is one virtue. erefore it was not necessary to add
two other goods to make marriage right.

Objection 6. Further, the same cause does not make a
thing both useful and virtuous, since the useful and the vir-
tuous are opposite divisions of the good. Now marriage de-
rives its character of useful from the offspring. erefore the
offspring should not be reckoned among the goods that make
marriage virtuous.

Objection 7. Further, nothing should be reckoned as a
property or condition of itself. Now these goods are reckoned
to be conditions of marriage. erefore since matrimony is a
sacrament, the sacrament should not be reckoned a condition
of matrimony.

I answer that,Matrimony is instituted both as an office of
nature and as a sacrament of the Church. As an office of na-
ture it is directed by two things, like every other virtuous act.
one of these is required on the part of the agent and is the in-
tention of the due end, and thus the “offspring” is accounted a

goodofmatrimony; the other is required on the part of the act,
which is good generically through being about a due matter;
and thus we have “faith,” whereby a man has intercourse with
his wife and with no other woman. Besides this it has a certain
goodness as a sacrament, and this is signified by the very word
“sacrament.”

Reply to Objection 1. Offspring signifies not only the
begetting of children, but also their education, to which as its
end is directed the entire communion of works that exists be-
tween man and wife as united in marriage, since parents nat-
urally “lay up” for their “children” (2 Cor. 12:14); so that the
offspring like a principal end includes another, as it were, sec-
ondary end.

Reply toObjection 2. Faith is not taken here as a theolog-
ical virtue, but as part of justice, in so far as faith [fides] signi-
fies the suiting of deed to word [fiant dicta] by keeping one’s
promises; for since marriage is a contract it contains a promise
whereby this man is assigned to this woman.

Reply toObjection 3. Just as the marriage promise means
that neither party is to have intercourse with a third party,
so does it require that they should mutually pay the marriage
debt. e latter is indeed the chief of the two, since it follows
from the power which each receives over the other. Conse-
quently both these things pertain to faith, although the Book
of Sentences mentions that which is the less manifest.

Reply toObjection 4. By sacrament we are to understand
not only indivisibility, but all those things that result from
marriage being a sign of Christ’s union with the Church. We
may also reply that the unity to which the objection refers per-
tains to faith, just as indivisibility belongs to the sacrament.

Reply toObjection 5. Faith here does not denote a virtue,
but that condition of virtue which is a part of justice and is
called by the name of faith.

Reply toObjection 6. Just as the right use of a useful good
derives its rectitude not from the useful but from the reason
which causes the right use, so too direction to a useful good
may cause the goodness of rectitude by virtue of the reason
causing the right direction; and in this way marriage, through
being directed to the offspring, is useful, and nevertheless righ-
teous, inasmuch as it is directed aright.

Reply toObjection 7.As theMaster says (Sent. iv, D, 31),
sacrament here does not mean matrimony itself, but its indis-
solubility, which is a sign of the same thing as matrimony is.

We may also reply that although marriage is a sacrament,
marriage asmarriage is not the same asmarriage as a sacrament,
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since it was instituted not only as a sign of a sacred thing, but
also as an office of nature. Hence the sacramental aspect is a
condition added to marriage considered in itself, whence also
it derives its rectitude. Hence its sacramentality, if I may use

the term, is reckoned among the goods which justifymarriage;
and accordingly this third good of marriage, the sacrament to
wit, denotes not only its indissolubility, but also whatever per-
tains to its signification.

Suppl. q. 49 a. 3Whether the sacrament is the chief of the marriage goods?

Objection 1. It would seem that the “sacrament” is not the
chief of the marriage goods. For the end is principal in every-
thing. Now the end of marriage is the offspring. erefore the
offspring is the chief marriage good.

Objection 2. Further, in the specific nature the difference
is more important than the genus, even as the form is more
important than matter in the composition of a natural thing.
Now “sacrament” refers to marriage on the part of its genus,
while “offspring” and “faith” refer thereto on the part of the
difference whereby it is a special kind of sacrament. erefore
these other two are more important than sacrament in refer-
ence to marriage.

Objection 3. Further, just as we find marriage without
“offspring” and without “faith,” so do we find it without indis-
solubility, as in the case where one of the parties enters religion
before the marriage is consummated. erefore neither from
this point of view is “sacrament” the most important marriage
good.

Objection 4. Further, an effect cannot be more important
than its cause. Now consent, which is the cause of matrimony,
is oen changed. erefore the marriage also can be dissolved
and consequently inseparability is not always a condition of
marriage.

Objection 5. Further, the sacraments which produce an
everlasting effect imprint a character. But no character is im-
printed inmatrimony.erefore it is not conditioned by a last-
ing inseparability. Consequently just as there is marriage with-
out “offspring” so is there marriage without “sacrament,” and
thus the same conclusion follows as above.

On the contrary, at which has a place in the definition
of a thing is most essential thereto. Now inseparability, which
pertains to sacrament, is placed in the definition of marriage
(q. 44, a. 3), while offspring and faith are not.erefore among
the other goods sacrament is the most essential to matrimony.

Further, the Divine power which works in the sacraments
is more efficacious than human power. But “offspring” and
“faith” pertain to matrimony as directed to an office of hu-
man nature, whereas “sacrament” pertains to it as instituted
by God. erefore sacrament takes a more important part in
marriage than the other two.

I answer that, is or that may be more important to a
thing in twoways, either because it ismore essential or because
it is more excellent. If the reason is because it is more excellent,
then “sacrament” is in every way the most important of the
three marriage goods, since it belongs to marriage considered
as a sacrament of grace; while the other two belong to it as an

officeofnature; and aperfectionof grace ismore excellent than
a perfection of nature. If, however, it is said to be more impor-
tant because it is more essential, we must draw a distinction;
for “faith” and “offspring” can be considered in twoways. First,
in themselves, and thus they regard the use of matrimony in
begetting children and observing themarriage compact; while
inseparability, which is denoted by “sacrament,” regards the
very sacrament considered in itself, since from the very fact
that by the marriage compact man and wife give to one an-
other power the one over the other in perpetuity, it follows
that they cannot be put asunder. Hence there is nomatrimony
without inseparability, whereas there is matrimony without
“faith” and “offspring,” because the existence of a thing does
not depend on its use; and in this sense “sacrament” is more
essential to matrimony than “faith” and “offspring.” Secondly,
“faith” and “offspring” may be considered as in their princi-
ples, so that “offspring” denote the intention of having chil-
dren, and “faith” the duty of remaining faithful, and there can
be no matrimony without these also, since they are caused in
matrimony by the marriage compact itself, so that if anything
contrary to these were expressed in the consent which makes
a marriage, the marriage would be invalid. Taking “faith” and
“offspring” in this sense, it is clear that “offspring” is the most
essential thing inmarriage, secondly “faith,” and thirdly “sacra-
ment”; even as to man it is more essential to be in nature than
to be in grace, although it is more excellent to be in grace.

Reply to Objection 1. e end as regards the intention
stands first in a thing, but as regards the attainment it stands
last. It is the same with “offspring” among the marriage goods;
wherefore in a way it is themost important and in another way
it is not.

Reply to Objection 2. Sacrament, even as holding the
third place among the marriage goods, belongs to matrimony
by reason of its difference; for it is called “sacrament” from its
signification of that particular sacred thing which matrimony
signifies.

Reply to Objection 3. According to Augustine (De Bono
Conjug. ix), marriage is a good of mortals, wherefore in the
resurrection “they shall neither marry nor be married” (Mat.
22:30). Hence the marriage bond does not last aer the life
wherein it is contracted, and consequently it is said to be in-
separable, because it cannot be sundered in this life, but either
by bodily death aer carnal union, or by spiritual death aer a
merely spiritual union.

Reply toObjection 4.Although the consent whichmakes
a marriage is not everlasting materially, i.e. in regard to the
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substance of the act, since that act ceases and a contrary act
may succeed it, nevertheless formally speaking it is everlasting,
because it is a consent to an ever lasting bond, else it would
not make a marriage, for a consent to take a woman for a time
makes no marriage. Hence it is everlasting formally, inasmuch
as an act takes its species from its object; and thus it is that
matrimony derives its inseparability from the consent.

Reply toObjection 5. In those sacraments wherein a char-

acter is imprinted, power is given to perform spiritual actions;
but in matrimony, to perform bodily actions. Wherefore mat-
rimony by reason of the power which man and wife receive
over one another agrees with the sacraments in which a char-
acter is imprinted, and from this it derives its inseparability, as
the Master says (Sent. iv, D, 31); yet it differs from them in so
far as that power regards bodily acts; hence it does not confer
a spiritual character.

Suppl. q. 49 a. 4Whether the marriage act is excused by the aforesaid goods?

Objection 1. It would seem that the marriage act can-
not be altogether excused from sin by the aforesaid goods.
For whoever allows himself to lose a greater good for the sake
of a lesser good sins because he allows it inordinately. Now
the good of reason which is prejudiced in the marriage act is
greater than these three marriage goods. erefore the afore-
said goods do not suffice to excuse marriage intercourse.

Objection 2. Further, if a moral good be added to a moral
evil the sum total is evil and not good, since one evil circum-
stance makes an action evil, whereas one good circumstance
does not make it good. Now the marriage act is evil in itself,
else it would need no excuse. erefore the addition of the
marriage goods cannot make the act good.

Objection 3. Further, wherever there is immoderate pas-
sion there is moral vice. Now the marriage goods cannot pre-
vent the pleasure in that act frombeing immoderate.erefore
they cannot excuse it from being a sin.

Objection 4. Further, according to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. ii, 15), shame is only caused by a disgraceful deed. Now
the marriage goods do not deprive that deed of its shame.
erefore they cannot excuse it from sin.

On the contrary, e marriage act differs not from for-
nication except by the marriage goods. If therefore these were
not sufficient to excuse it marriage would be always unlawful;
and this is contrary to what was stated above (q. 41, a. 3).

Further, the marriage goods are related to its act as its due
circumstances, as stated above (a. 1, ad 4). Now the like cir-
cumstances are sufficient to prevent an action from being evil.
erefore these goods can excuse marriage so that it is nowise
a sin.

I answer that, An act is said to be excused in two ways.
First, on the part of the agent, so that although it be evil it is
not imputed as sin to the agent, or at least not as so grave a sin.
thus ignorance is said to excuse a sinwholly or partly. Secondly,
an act is said to be excused on its part, so that, namely, it is not
evil; and it is thus that the aforesaid goods are said to excuse
the marriage act. Now it is from the same cause that an act is

notmorally evil, and that it is good, since there is no such thing
as an indifferent act, as was stated in the SecondBook (Sent. ii,
D, 40; Ia IIae, q. 18, a. 9). Now a human act is said to be good
in two ways. In one way by goodness of virtue, and thus an act
derives its goodness from those things which place it in the
mean. is is what “faith” and “offspring” do in the marriage
act, as stated above (a. 2). In another way, by goodness of the
“sacrament,” in which way an act is said to be not only good,
but also holy, and the marriage act derives this goodness from
the indissolubility of the union, in respect of which it signifies
the union of Christ with the Church. us it is clear that the
aforesaid goods sufficiently excuse the marriage act.

Reply to Objection 1. By the marriage act man does not
incur harm to his reason as to habit, but only as to act. Nor is it
unfitting that a certain act which is generically better be some-
times interrupted for some less good act; for it is possible to
do this without sin, as in the case of one who ceases from the
act of contemplation in order meanwhile to devote himself to
action.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument would avail if the
evil that is inseparable from carnal intercourse were an evil of
sin. But in this case it is an evil not of sin but of punishment
alone, consisting in the rebellion of concupiscence against rea-
son; and consequently the conclusion does not follow.

Reply toObjection 3. e excess of passion that amounts
to a sin does not refer to the passion’s quantitative intensity,
but to its proportion to reason; wherefore it is only when a
passion goes beyond the bounds of reason that it is reckoned
to be immoderate. Now the pleasure attaching to themarriage
act, while it is most intense in point of quantity, does not go
beyond the bounds previously appointed by reason before the
commencement of the act, although reason is unable to regu-
late them during the pleasure itself.

Reply toObjection4.eturpitude that always accompa-
nies the marriage act and always causes shame is the turpitude
of punishment, not of sin, for man is naturally ashamed of any
defect.
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Suppl. q. 49 a. 5Whether the marriage act can be excused without the marriage goods?

Objection1. Itwould seem that themarriage act canbe ex-
cused even without the marriage goods. For he who is moved
by nature alone to themarriage act, apparently does not intend
any of the marriage goods, since the marriage goods pertain to
grace or virtue. Yet when a person ismoved to the aforesaid act
by the natural appetite alone, seemingly he commits no sin, for
nothing natural is an evil, since “evil is contrary to nature and
order,” as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv). erefore the mar-
riage act can be excused even without the marriage goods.

Objection 2.Further, hewho has intercoursewith his wife
in order to avoid fornication, does not seemingly intend any
of the marriage goods. Yet he does not sin apparently, because
marriage was granted to human weakness for the very purpose
of avoiding fornication (1 Cor. 7:2,6). erefore the marriage
act can be excused even without the marriage goods.

Objection 3. Further, he who uses as he will that which is
his own does not act against justice, and thus seemingly does
not sin. Now marriage makes the wife the husband’s own, and
“vice versa.” erefore, if they use one another at will through
the instigation of lust, it would seem that it is no sin; and thus
the same conclusion follows.

Objection 4. Further, that which is good generically does
not become evil unless it be done with an evil intention. Now
the marriage act whereby a husband knows his wife is generi-
cally good.erefore it cannot be evil unless it be donewith an
evil intention. Now it can be done with a good intention, even
without intending any marriage good, for instance by intend-
ing to keep or acquire bodily health. erefore it seems that
this act can be excused even without the marriage goods.

On the contrary, If the cause be removed the effect is re-
moved. Now the marriage goods are the cause of rectitude in
themarriage act.erefore themarriage act cannot be excused
without them.

Further, the aforesaid act does not differ from the act of
fornication except in the aforesaid goods. But the act of forni-
cation is always evil.erefore themarriage act also will always
be evil unless it be excused by the aforesaid goods.

I answer that, Just as the marriage goods, in so far as they
consist in a habit, make a marriage honest and holy, so too, in
so far as they are in the actual intention, they make the mar-
riage act honest, as regards those two marriage goods which
relate to the marriage act. Hence when married persons come
together for the purpose of begetting children, or of paying the

debt to one another (which pertains to “faith”) they arewholly
excused from sin. But the third good does not relate to the use
of marriage, but to its excuse, as stated above (a. 3); wherefore
itmakesmarriage itself honest, but not its act, as though its act
were wholly excused from sin, through being done on account
of some signification.Consequently there are only twoways in
which married persons can come together without any sin at
all, namely in order to have offspring, and in order to pay the
debt. otherwise it is always at least a venial sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e offspring considered as a mar-
riage good includes something besides the offspring as a good
intended by nature. For nature intends offspring as safeguard-
ing the good of the species, whereas the offspring as a good of
the sacrament of marriage includes besides this the directing
of the child to God. Wherefore the intention of nature which
intends the offspring must needs be referred either actually or
habitually to the intention of having an offspring, as a good
of the sacrament: otherwise the intention would go no further
than a creature; and this is always a sin. Consequently when-
ever nature alone moves a person to the marriage act, he is not
wholly excused from sin, except in so far as the movement of
nature is further directed actually or habitually to the offspring
as a good of the sacrament. Nor does it follow that the instiga-
tion of nature is evil, but that it is imperfect unless it be further
directed to some marriage good.

Reply to Objection 2. If a man intends by the marriage
act to prevent fornication in his wife, it is no sin, because this
is a kind of payment of the debt that comes under the good of
“faith.” But if he intends to avoid fornication in himself, then
there is a certain superfluity, and accordingly there is a venial
sin, nor was the sacrament instituted for that purpose, except
by indulgence, which regards venial sins.

Reply toObjection3.Onedue circumstance does not suf-
fice to make a good act, and consequently it does not follow
that, no matter how one use one’s own property, the use is
good, but when one uses it as one ought according to all the
circumstances.

Reply to Objection 4. Although it is not evil in itself to
intend to keep oneself in good health, this intention becomes
evil, if one intend health by means of something that is not
naturally ordained for that purpose; for instance if one sought
only bodily health by the sacrament of baptism, and the same
applies to the marriage act in the question at issue.

Suppl. q. 49 a. 6Whether it is a mortal sin for a man to have knowledge of his wife, with the intention not of a
marriage good but merely of pleasure?

Objection 1. It would seem that whenever a man has
knowledge of his wife, with the intention not of a marriage
good but merely of pleasure, he commits a mortal sin. For ac-
cording to Jerome (Comment. in Eph. 5:25), as quoted in the

text (Sent. iv, D, 31), “the pleasure taken in the embraces of a
wanton is damnable in a husband.” Now nothing but mortal
sin is said to be damnable.erefore it is always amortal sin to
have knowledge of one’s wife for mere pleasure.
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Objection 2. Further, consent to pleasure is a mortal sin,
as stated in the Second Book (Sent. ii, D, 24). Now whoever
knows hiswife for the sake of pleasure consents to the pleasure.
erefore he sins mortally.

Objection 3. Further, whoever fails to refer the use of a
creature to God enjoys a creature, and this is a mortal sin. But
whoever uses his wife for mere pleasure does not refer that use
to God. erefore he sins mortally.

Objection 4. Further, no one should be excommunicated
except for a mortal sin. Now according to the text (Sent. ii, D,
24) a man who knows his wife for mere pleasure is debarred
from entering the Church, as though he were excommunicate.
erefore every such man sins mortally.

On the contrary, As stated in the text (Sent. ii, D, 24), ac-
cording to Augustine (Contra Jul. ii, 10; De Decem Chord.
xi; Serm. xli, de Sanct.), carnal intercourse of this kind is one
of the daily sins, for which we say the “Our Father.” Now these
are not mortal sins. erefore, etc.

Further, it is no mortal sin to take food for mere pleasure.
erefore in like manner it is not a mortal sin for a man to use
his wife merely to satisfy his desire.

I answer that, Some say that whenever pleasure is the chief
motive for the marriage act it is a mortal sin; that when it is an
indirect motive it is a venial sin; and that when it spurns the
pleasure altogether and is displeasing, it is wholly void of ve-
nial sin; so that it would be a mortal sin to seek pleasure in
this act, a venial sin to take the pleasure when offered, but that
perfection requires one to detest it. But this is impossible, since
according to thePhilosopher (Ethic. x, 3,4) the same judgment

applies to pleasure as to action, because pleasure in a good ac-
tion is good, and in an evil action, evil; wherefore, as the mar-
riage act is not evil in itself, neither will it be always a mortal
sin to seek pleasure therein. Consequently the right answer to
this question is that if pleasure be sought in such away as to ex-
clude the honesty of marriage, so that, to wit, it is not as a wife
but as a woman that a man treats his wife, and that he is ready
to use her in the same way if she were not his wife, it is a mor-
tal sin; wherefore such a man is said to be too ardent a lover
of his wife, because his ardor carries him away from the goods
of marriage. If, however, he seek pleasure within the bounds of
marriage, so that it would not be sought in another than his
wife, it is a venial sin.

Reply toObjection 1.Aman seeks wanton pleasure in his
wife when he sees no more in her that he would in a wanton.

Reply to Objection 2. Consent to the pleasure of the in-
tercourse that is a mortal sin is itself a mortal sin; but such is
not the consent to the marriage act.

Reply to Objection 3. Although he does not actually re-
fer the pleasure to God, he does not place his will’s last end
therein; otherwise he would seek it anywhere indifferently.
Hence it does not follow that he enjoys a creature; but he uses
a creature actually for his own sake, and himself habitually,
though not actually, for God’s sake.

Reply toObjection 4.e reason for this statement is not
that man deserves to be excommunicated for this sin, but be-
cause he renders himself unfit for spiritual things, since in that
act, he becomes flesh and nothing more.
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S   T P, Q 50
Of the Impediments of Marriage, in General

(In One Article)

In the next place we must consider the impediments of marriage: (1) In general; (2) In particular.

Suppl. q. 50 a. 1Whether it is fitting that impediments should be assigned to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting for impediments to
be assigned to marriage. For marriage is a sacrament condi-
vided with the others. But no impediments are assigned to the
others. Neither therefore should they be assigned to marriage.

Objection 2. Further, the less perfect a thing is the fewer
its obstacles. Now matrimony is the least perfect of the sacra-
ments.erefore it should have either no impediments or very
few.

Objection 3. Further, wherever there is disease, it is nec-
essary to have a remedy for the disease. Now concupiscence, a
remedy for which is permitted in matrimony (1 Cor. 7:6), is
in all. erefore there should not be any impediment making
it altogether unlawful for a particular person to marry.

Objection 4. Further, unlawful means against the law.
Now these impediments that are assigned to matrimony are
not against the natural law, because they are not found to be
the same in each state of the human race, sincemore degrees of
kindred come under prohibition at one time than at another.
Nor, seemingly, can human law set impediments against mar-
riage, since marriage, like the other sacraments, is not of hu-
man but of Divine institution. erefore impediments should
not be assigned to marriage, making it unlawful for a person
to marry.

Objection 5. Further, lawful and unlawful differ as that
which is against the law from that which is not, and between
these there is no middle term, since they are opposed accord-
ing to affirmation and negation.erefore there cannot be im-
pediments to marriage, placing a person in a middle position
between thosewho are lawful and thosewho are unlawful sub-
jects of marriage.

Objection 6. Further, union of man and woman is un-
lawful save in marriage. Now every unlawful union should be
dissolved. erefore if anything prevent a marriage being con-
tracted, it will “de facto” dissolve it aer it has been contracted;
and thus impediments should not be assigned to marriage,
which hinder it from being contracted, and dissolve it aer it
has been contracted.

Objection 7. Further, no impediment can remove from a
thing that which is part of its definition. Now indissolubility
is part of the definition of marriage.erefore there cannot be
any impediments which annul a marriage already contracted.

Objection 8. On the other hand, it would seem that there
should be an infinite number of impediments tomarriage. For
marriage is a good. Now good may be lacking in an infinite
number of ways, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iii). erefore

there is an infinite number of impediments to marriage.
Objection 9. Further, the impediments to marriage arise

from the conditions of individuals. But such like conditions
are infinite in number.erefore the impediments tomarriage
are also infinite.

I answer that, In marriage, as in other sacraments, there
are certain things essential to marriage, and others that belong
to its solemnization. And since even without the things that
pertain to its solemnization it is still a true sacrament, as also
in the case of the other sacraments, it follows that the impedi-
ments to those things that pertain to the solemnization of this
sacrament do not derogate from the validity of the marriage.
ese impediments are said to hinder the contracting of mar-
riage, but they do not dissolve the marriage once contracted;
such are the veto of theChurch, or the holy seasons.Hence the
verse:

“e veto of the Church and holy tide
Forbid the knot, but loose it not if tied.”
On the other hand, those impediments which regard the

essentials of marriage make a marriage invalid, wherefore they
are said not only to hinder the contracting of marriage, but to
dissolve it if contracted; and they are contained in the follow-
ing verse:

“Error, station, vow, kinship, crime,
Difference of worship, force, holy orders,
Marriage bond, honesty, affinity, impotence,
All these forbid marriage, and annul it though
contracted.”
e reason for this number may be explained as follows:

Marriage may be hindered either on the part of the contract
or in regard to the contracting parties. If in the first way, since
the marriage contract is made by voluntary consent, and this
is incompatible with either ignorance or violence, there will be
two impediments tomarriage, namely “force,” i.e. compulsion,
and “error” in reference to ignorance. Wherefore the Master
pronounced on these two impediments when treating of the
cause of matrimony (Sent. iv, DD 29,30). Here, however, he
is treating of the impediments as arising from the contracting
parties, and these may be differentiated as follows. A person
may be hindered from contracting marriage either simply, or
with some particular person. If simply, so that he be unable to
contract marriage with any woman, this can only be because
he is hindered from performing the marriage act. is hap-
pens in two ways. First, because he cannot “de facto,” either
through being altogether unable—and thus we have the im-
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pediment of “impotence”—or through being unable to do so
freely, and thus we have the impediment of the “condition of
slavery.” Secondly, because he cannot do it lawfully, and this
becausehe is bound to continence,whichhappens in twoways,
either through his being bound on account of the office he has
undertaken to fulfill—and thus we have the impediment of
“Order”—or on account of his having taken a vow—and thus
“Vow” is an impediment.

If, however, a person is hindered from marrying, not sim-
ply but in reference to a particular person, this is either because
he is bound to another person, and thus he who is married to
one cannot marry another, which constitutes the impediment
of the “bond of marriage”—or through lack of proportion to
the other party, and this for three reasons. First, on account
of too great a distance separating them, and thus we have “dif-
ference of worship”; secondly, on account of their being too
closely related, and thus we have three impediments, namely
“kinship,” then “affinity,” which denotes the close relationship
between two persons, in reference to a third united to one of
them by marriage, and the “justice of public honesty,” where
we have a close relationship between twopersons arising out of
the betrothal of one of them to a third person; thirdly, on ac-
count of a previous undue union betweenhim and thewoman,
and thus the “crime of adultery” previously committed with
her is an impediment.

Reply to Objection 1. ere may be impediments to the
other sacraments also in the omission either of that which is
essential, or of that which pertains to the solemnization of
the sacrament, as stated above. However, impediments are as-
signed to matrimony rather than to the other sacraments for
three reasons. First, because matrimony consists of two per-
sons, and consequently can be impeded in more ways than the
other sacramentswhich refer to one person taken individually;
secondly, because matrimony has its cause in us and in God,
while some of the other sacraments have their cause in God
alone. Wherefore penance which in a manner has a cause in
us, is assigned certain impediments by the Master (Sent. iv, D,
16), such as hypocrisy, the public games, and so forth; thirdly,
because other sacraments are objects of command or counsel,
as being more perfect goods, whereas marriage is a matter of
indulgence, as being a less perfect good (1 Cor. 7:6). Where-
fore, in order to afford an opportunity of proficiency towards
a greater good, more impediments are assigned to matrimony
than to the other sacraments.

Reply toObjection 2.emore perfect things can be hin-
dered in more ways, in so far as more conditions are required
for them. And if an imperfect thing requires more conditions,
there will be more impediments to it; and thus it is in matri-
mony.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument would hold, were
there no other andmore efficacious remedies for the disease of

concupiscence; which is false.
Reply toObjection 4.Persons are said to be unlawful sub-

jects for marriage through being contrary to the law whereby
marriage is established. Now marriage as fulfilling an office of
nature is established by the natural law; as a sacrament, by the
Divine law; as fulfilling an office of society, by the civil law.
Consequently a person may be rendered an unlawful subject
of marriage by any of the aforesaid laws. Nor does the compar-
ison with the other sacraments hold, for they are sacraments
only.And since the natural law is particularized in variousways
according to the various states of mankind, and since positive
law, too, varies according to the various conditions of men, the
Master (Sent. iv, D, 34) asserts that at various times various
persons have been unlawful subjects of marriage.

Reply to Objection 5. e law may forbid a thing either
altogether, or in part and in certain cases. Hence between that
which is altogether according to the law and that which is al-
together against the law (which are opposed by contrariety
and not according to affirmation and negation), that which is
somewhat according to the law and somewhat against the law
is a middle term. For this reason certain persons hold amiddle
place between those who are simply lawful subjects and those
who are simply unlawful.

Reply to Objection 6. ose impediments which do not
annul a marriage already contracted sometimes hinder a mar-
riage from being contracted, by rendering it not invalid but
unlawful. And if it be contracted it is a truemarriage although
the contracting parties sin; just as by consecrating aer break-
ing one’s fast one would sin by disobeying the Church’s ordi-
nance, and yet it would be a valid sacrament because it is not
essential to the sacrament that the consecrator be fasting.

Reply to Objection 7. When we say that the aforesaid
impediments annul marriage already contracted, we do not
mean that they dissolve amarriage contracted in due form, but
that they dissolve a marriage contracted “de facto” and not “de
jure.” Wherefore if an impediment supervene aer a marriage
has been contracted in due form, it cannot dissolve the mar-
riage.

Reply to Objection 8. e impediments that hinder a
good accidentally are infinite in number, like all accidental
causes. But the causes which of their own nature corrupt a cer-
tain good are directed to that effect, and determinate, even
as are the causes which produce that good; for the causes by
which a thing is destroyed and those by which it is made are
either contrary to one another, or the same but taken in a con-
trary way.

Reply to Objection 9. e conditions of particular per-
sons taken individually are infinite in number, but taken in
general, theymay be reduced to a certain number; as instanced
in medicine and all operative arts, which consider the condi-
tions of particular persons in whom acts are.
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Of the Impediment of Error

(In Two Articles)

We must now consider the impediments to matrimony in particular, and in the first place the impediment of error. Under
this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether error of its very nature is an impediment to matrimony?
(2) What kind of error?

Suppl. q. 51 a. 1Whether it is right to reckon error as an impediment to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that error should not be reck-
oned in itself an impediment to marriage. For consent, which
is the efficient cause of marriage, is hindered in the same way
as the voluntary. Now the voluntary, according to the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. iii, 1), may be hindered by ignorance. But ig-
norance is not the same as error, because ignorance excludes
knowledge altogether, whereas error does not, since “error is
to approve the false as though it were true,” according to Au-
gustine (DeTrin. ix, 11).erefore ignorance rather than error
shouldhave been reckonedhere as an impediment tomarriage.

Objection 2. Further, that which of its very nature can be
an impediment to marriage is in opposition to the good of
marriage. But error is not a thing of this kind. erefore error
is not by its very nature an impediment to marriage.

Objection 3. Further, just as consent is required for mar-
riage, so is intention required for baptism. Now if one were
to baptize John, thinking to baptize Peter, John would be bap-
tized none the less.erefore error does not annulmatrimony.

Objection 4.Further, therewas truemarriage betweenLia
and Jacob, and yet, in this case, there was error.erefore error
does not annul a marriage.

On the contrary, It is said in the Digests (Si per errorem,
ff.De jurisdic. omn. judic.): “What ismore opposed to consent
than error?” Now consent is required for marriage. erefore
error is an impediment to matrimony.

Further, consent denotes something voluntary. Now error
is an obstacle to the voluntary, since “the voluntary,” according
to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 1), Damascene (De Fide Orth.
ii, 24), and Gregory of Nyssa* (De Nat. Hom. xxxii), “is that
which has its principle in one who has knowledge of singulars
which are the matter of actions.” But this does not apply to
one who is in error. erefore error is an impediment to mat-
rimony.

I answer that,Whatever hinders a cause, of its very nature

hinders the effect likewise. Now consent is the cause of matri-
mony, as stated above (q. 45, a. 1). Hence whatever voids the
consent, voids marriage. Now consent is an act of the will, pre-
supposing an act of the intellect; and if the first be lacking, the
second must needs be lacking also. Hence, when error hinders
knowledge, there follows a defect in the consent also, and con-
sequently in the marriage. erefore it is possible according to
the natural law for error to void marriage.

Reply to Objection 1. Speaking simply, ignorance differs
from error, because ignorance does not of its very nature imply
an act of knowledge, while error supposes a wrong judgment
of reason about something. However, as regards being an im-
pediment to the voluntary, it differs not whether we call it ig-
norance or error, since no ignorance can be an impediment to
the voluntary, unless it have error in conjunction with it, be-
cause the will’s act presupposes an estimate or judgment about
somethingwhich is the object of thewill.Wherefore if there be
ignorance there must needs be error; and for this reason error
is set down as being the proximate cause.

Reply to Objection 2. Although error is not of itself con-
trary to matrimony, it is contrary thereto as regards the cause
of marriage.

Reply to Objection 3. e character of baptism is not
caused directly by the intention of the baptizer, but by the ma-
terial element applied outwardly; and the intention is effective
only as directing thematerial element to its effect; whereas the
marriage tie is caused by the consent directly. Hence the com-
parison fails.

Reply to Objection 4. According to the Master (Sent. iv,
D, 30) the marriage between Lia and Jacob was effected not
by their coming together, which happened through an error,
but by their consent, which followed aerwards. Yet both are
clearly to be excused from sin (Sent. iv, D, 30).

* Nemesius.
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Suppl. q. 51 a. 2Whether every error is an impediment to matrimony?

Objection 1. It would seem that every error is an imped-
iment to matrimony, and not, as stated in the text (Sent. iv,
D, 30), only error about the condition or the person. For that
which applies to a thing as such applies to it in all its bearings.
Now error is of its very nature an impediment to matrimony,
as stated above (a. 1). erefore every error is an impediment
to matrimony.

Objection 2. Further, if error, as such, is an impediment to
matrimony, the greater the error the greater the impediment.
Now the error concerning faith in a heretic who disbelieves in
this sacrament is greater than an error concerning the person.
erefore it should be a greater impediment than error about
the person.

Objection 3. Further, error does not void marriage except
as removing voluntariness. Now ignorance about any circum-
stance takes away voluntariness (Ethic. iii, 1). erefore it is
not only error about condition or person that is an impedi-
ment to matrimony.

Objection 4. Further, just as the condition of slavery is an
accident affecting the person, so are bodily ormental qualities.
But error regarding the condition is an impediment to matri-
mony.erefore error concerning quality or fortune is equally
an impediment.

Objection5.Further, just as slavery or freedompertains to
the condition of person, so do high and low rank, or dignity of
position and the lack thereof. Now error regarding the condi-
tion of slavery is an impediment tomatrimony.erefore error
about the other matters mentioned is also an impediment.

Objection 6. Further, just as the condition of slavery is an
impediment, so are difference ofworship and impotence, aswe
shall say further on (q. 52, a. 2; q. 58, a. 1; q. 59, a. 1).erefore
just as error regarding the condition is an impediment, so also
should error about those othermatters be reckoned an imped-
iment.

Objection 7. On the other hand, it would seem that not
even error about the person is an impediment tomarriage. For
marriage is a contract even as a sale is. Now in buying and sell-
ing the sale is not voided if one coin be given instead of another
of equal value.erefore amarriage is not voided if onewoman
be taken instead of another.

Objection 8. Further, it is possible for them to remain in
this error for many years and to beget between them sons and
daughters. But it would be a grave assertion to maintain that
they ought to be separated then.erefore their previous error
did not void their marriage.

Objection 9. Further, it might happen that the woman is
betrothed to the brother of the man whom she thinks that she
is consenting to marry, and that she has had carnal intercourse
with him; in which case, seemingly, she cannot go back to the
man towhomshe thought to give her consent, but should hold
on to his brother.us error regarding the person is not an im-
pediment to marriage.

I answer that, Just as error, through causing involuntari-
ness, is an excuse from sin, so on the same count is it an imped-
iment tomarriage.Nowerror does not excuse from sinunless it
refer to a circumstance the presence or absence ofwhichmakes
an action lawful or unlawful. For if a man were to strike his fa-
ther with an iron rod thinking it to be of wood, he is not ex-
cused from sin wholly, although perhaps in part; but if a man
were to strike his father, thinking to strike his son to correct
him, he is wholly excused provided he take due care. Where-
fore error, in order to void marriage, must needs be about
the essentials of marriage. Now marriage includes two things,
namely the two persons who are joined together, and the mu-
tual power over one another wherein marriage consists. e
first of these is removed by error concerning the person, the
second by error regarding the condition, since a slave cannot
freely give power over his body to another, without his mas-
ter’s consent. For this reason these two errors, and no others,
are an impediment to matrimony.

Reply toObjection 1. It is not from its generic nature that
error is an impediment tomarriage, but from the nature of the
difference added thereto; namely from its being error about
one of the essentials to marriage.

Reply to Objection 2. An error of faith about matrimony
is about things consequent upon matrimony, for instance on
the question of its being a sacrament, or of its being lawful.
Wherefore such error as these is no impediment to marriage,
as neither does an error about baptism hinder a man from re-
ceiving the character, provided he intend to receive what the
Church gives, although he believe it to be nothing.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not any ignorance of a circum-
stance that causes the involuntariness which is an excuse from
sin, as stated above; wherefore the argument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 4. Difference of fortune or of quality
does not make a difference in the essentials to matrimony, as
the condition of slavery does. Hence the argument does not
prove.

Reply toObjection 5.Error about a person’s rank, as such,
does not void a marriage, for the same reason as neither does
error about a personal quality. If, however, the error about a
person’s rank or position amounts to an error about the per-
son, it is an impediment to matrimony. Hence, if the woman
consent directly to this particular person, her error about his
rank does not void the marriage; but if she intend directly to
consent tomarry the king’s son,whoever hemay be, then, if an-
other man than the king’s son be brought to her, there is error
about the person, and the marriage will be void.

Reply to Objection 6. Error is an impediment to matri-
mony, although it be about other impediments to marriage
if it concern those things which render a person an unlawful
subject of marriage. But (the Master) does not mention error
about such things, because they are an impediment tomarriage
whether there be error about them or not; so that if a woman
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contractwith a subdeacon,whether she know this or not, there
is no marriage; whereas the condition of slavery is no impedi-
ment if the slavery be known. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 7. In contracts money is regarded as
the measure of other things (Ethic. v, 5), and not as being
sought for its own sake. Hence if the coin paid is not what it
is thought to be but another of equal value, this does not void
the contract. But if there be error about a thing sought for its
own sake, the contract is voided, for instance if one were to sell
a donkey for a horse; and thus it is in the case in point.

Reply to Objection 8. No matter how long they have co-
habited, unless she bewilling to consent again, there is nomar-

riage.
Reply toObjection 9. If she did not consent previously to

marry his brother, she may hold to the one whom she took in
error. Nor can she return to his brother, especially if there has
been carnal intercourse between her and the man she took to
husband. If, however, she had previously consented to take the
first one in words of the present, she cannot have the second
while the first lives. But she may either leave the second or re-
turn to the first; and ignorance of the fact excuses her from sin,
just as she would be excused if aer the consummation of the
marriage a kinsman of her husband were to know her by fraud
since she is not to be blamed for the other’s deceit.
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Of the Impediment of the Condition of Slavery

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the impediment of the condition of slavery. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the condition of slavery is an impediment to matrimony?
(2) Whether a slave can marry without his master’s consent?
(3) Whether a man who is already married can make himself a slave without his wife’s consent?
(4) Whether the children should follow the condition of their father or of their mother?

Suppl. q. 52 a. 1Whether the condition of slavery is an impediment to matrimony?

Objection 1. It would seem that the condition of slavery is
no impediment to matrimony. For nothing is an impediment
tomarriage except what is in some way opposed to it. But slav-
ery is in no way opposed to marriage, else there could be no
marriage among slaves. erefore slavery is no impediment to
marriage.

Objection2.Further, thatwhich is contrary to nature can-
not be an impediment to that which is according to nature.
Now slavery is contrary to nature, for as Gregory says (Pastor.
ii, 6), “it is contrary to nature for man to wish to lord it over
another man”; and this is also evident from the fact that it was
said of man (Gn. 1:26) that he should “have dominion over
the fishes of the sea,” but not that he should have dominion
over man. erefore it cannot be an impediment to marriage,
which is a natural thing.

Objection 3. Further, if it is an impediment, this is either
of natural law or of positive law. But it is not of natural law,
since according to natural law all men are equal, as Gregory
says (Pastor. ii, 6), while it is stated at the beginning of the Di-
gests (Manumissiones, ff. de just. et jure.) that slavery is not of
natural law; and positive law springs from the natural law, as
Tully says (De Invent. ii). erefore, according to law, slavery
is not an impediment to any marriage.

Objection 4. Further, that which is an impediment to
marriage is equally an impediment whether it be known or
not, as in the case of consanguinity. Now the slavery of one
party, if it be known to the other, is no impediment to their
marriage. erefore slavery, considered in itself, is unable to
void a marriage; and consequently it should not be reckoned
by itself as a distinct impediment to marriage.

Objection 5. Further, just as one may be in error about
slavery, so as to deem a person free who is a slave, somay one be
in error about freedom, so as to deem a person a slave whereas
he is free. But freedom is not accounted an impediment to
matrimony. erefore neither should slavery be so accounted.

Objection 7. Further, leprosy is a greater burden to the fel-
lowship ofmarriage and is a greater obstacle to the good of the
offspring than slavery is. Yet leprosy is not reckoned an imped-
iment tomarriage.erefore neither should slavery be so reck-
oned.

On the contrary, A Decretal says (De conjug. servorum,
cap. Ad nostram) that “error regarding the condition hinders
a marriage from being contracted and voids that which is al-
ready contracted.”

Further, marriage is one of the goods that are sought for
their own sake, because it is qualified by honesty; whereas slav-
ery is one of the things to be avoided for their own sake.ere-
foremarriage and slavery are contrary to one another; and con-
sequently slavery is an impediment to matrimony.

I answer that, In themarriage contract one party is bound
to the other in the matter of paying the debt; wherefore if one
who thus binds himself is unable to pay the debt, ignorance of
this inability, on the side of the party to whom he binds him-
self, voids the contract. Now just as impotence in respect of
coition makes a person unable to pay the debt, so that he is al-
together disabled, so slavery makes him unable to pay it freely.
erefore, just as ignorance or impotence in respect of coition
is an impediment if not known but not if known, as we shall
state further on (q. 58), so the condition of slavery is an im-
pediment if not known, but not if it be known.

Reply toObjection1. Slavery is contrary tomarriage as re-
gards the act to which marriage binds one party in relation to
the other, because it prevents the free execution of that act; and
again as regards the good of the offspring who become subject
to the same condition by reason of the parent’s slavery. Since,
however, it is free to everyone to suffer detriment in thatwhich
is his due, if one of the parties knows the other to be a slave,
the marriage is none the less valid. Likewise since in marriage
there is an equal obligation on either side to pay the debt, nei-
ther party can exact of the other a greater obligation than that
under which he lies; so that if a slave marry a bondswoman,
thinking her to be free, the marriage is not thereby rendered
invalid. It is therefore evident that slavery is no impediment to
marriage except when it is unknown to the other party, even
though the latter be in a condition of freedom; and so nothing
prevents marriage between slaves, or even between a freeman
and a bondswoman.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing prevents a thing being
against nature as to the first intention of nature, and yet not
against nature as to its second intention. us, as stated in De
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Coelo, ii, all corruption, defect, and old age are contrary to na-
ture, because nature intends being and perfection, and yet they
are not contrary to the second intention of nature, because na-
ture, through being unable to preserve being in one thing, pre-
serves it in another which is engendered of the other’s corrup-
tion. And when nature is unable to bring a thing to a greater
perfection it brings it to a lesser; thus when it cannot produce
a male it produces a female which is “a misbegotten male” (De
Gener. Animal. ii, 3). I say then in like manner that slavery is
contrary to thefirst intentionof nature. Yet it is not contrary to
the second, because natural reason has this inclination, and na-
ture has this desire—that everyone should be good; but from
the fact that a person sins, nature has an inclination that he
should be punished for his sin, and thus slavery was brought
in as a punishment of sin. Nor is it unreasonable for a natural
thing to be hindered by that which is unnatural in this way;
for thus is marriage hindered by impotence of coition, which
impotence is contrary to nature in the way mentioned.

Reply to Objection 3. e natural law requires punish-
ment to be inflicted for guilt, and that no one should be pun-
ished who is not guilty; but the appointing of the punishment
according to the circumstances of person and guilt belongs to
positive law.Hence slaverywhich is a definite punishment is of
positive law, and arises out of natural law, as the determinate
from that which is indeterminate. And it arises from the de-
termination of the same positive law that slavery if unknown
is an impediment to matrimony, lest one who is not guilty be
punished; for it is a punishment to the wife to have a slave for

husband, and “vice versa.”
Reply toObjection4.Certain impediments render amar-

riage unlawful; and since it is not our will that makes a thing
lawful or unlawful, but the law to which our will ought to be
subject, it follows that the validity or invalidity of a marriage
is not affected either by ignorance (such as destroys voluntari-
ness) of the impediment or by knowledge thereof; and such an
impediment is affinity or a vow, and others of the same kind.
other impediments, however, render a marriage ineffectual as
to the payment of the debt; and since it is within the compe-
tency of our will to remit a debt that is due to us, it follows that
such impediments, if known, do not invalidate a marriage, but
only when ignorance of them destroys voluntariness. Such im-
pediments are slavery and impotence of coition. And, because
they have of themselves the nature of an impediment, they
are reckoned as special impediments besides error; whereas a
change of person is not reckoned a special impediment besides
error, because the substitution of another person has not the
nature of an impediment except by reason of the intention of
one of the contracting parties.

Reply to Objection 5. Freedom does not hinder the mar-
riage act, wherefore ignorance of freedom is no impediment to
matrimony.

Reply to Objection 6. Leprosy does not hinder marriage
as to its first act, since lepers can pay the debt freely; although
they lay a burden upon marriage as to its secondary effects;
wherefore it is not an impediment to marriage as slavery is.

Suppl. q. 52 a. 2Whether a slave can marry without his master’s consent?

Objection1. Itwould seem that a slave cannotmarrywith-
out his master’s consent. For no one can give a person that
which is another’s without the latter’s consent. Now a slave is
his master’s chattel. erefore he cannot give his wife power
over his body by marrying without his master’s consent.

Objection 2. Further, a slave is bound to obey his master.
But his master may command him not to consent to marry.
erefore he cannot marry without his consent.

Objection 3. Further, aer marriage, a slave is bound even
by a precept of the Divine law to pay the debt to his wife. But
at the time that his wife asks for the debt his master may de-
mand of him a service which he will be unable to perform if
he wish to occupy himself in carnal intercourse. erefore if a
slave can marry without his master’s consent, the latter would
be deprived of a service due to him without any fault of his;
and this ought not to be.

Objection 4. Further, a master may sell his slave into a for-
eign country, where the latter’s wife is unable to follow him,
through either bodily weakness, or imminent danger to her
faith; for instance if he be sold to unbelievers, or if her mas-
ter be unwilling, supposing her to be a bondswoman; and thus
the marriage will be dissolved, which is unfitting. erefore a

slave cannot marry without his master’s consent.
Objection 5. Further, the burden under which a man

binds himself to the Divine service is more advantageous than
thatwhereby aman subjects himself to hiswife. But a slave can-
not enter religion or receive orders without his master’s con-
sent. Much less therefore can he be married without his con-
sent.

On the contrary, “In Christ Jesus…there is neither bond
nor free” (Gal. 3:26,28). erefore both freeman and bonds-
man enjoy the same liberty tomarry in the faith ofChrist Jesus.

Further, slavery is of positive law; whereas marriage is of
natural and Divine law. Since then positive law is not prejudi-
cial to the natural or the Divine law, it would seem that a slave
can marry without his master’s consent.

I answer that,As stated above (a. 1, ad 3), the positive law
arises out of the natural law, and consequently slavery, which
is of positive law, cannot be prejudicious to those things that
are of natural law. Now just as nature seeks the preservation of
the individual, so does it seek the preservation of the species by
means of procreation; wherefore even as a slave is not so sub-
ject to his master as not to be at liberty to eat, sleep, and do
such things as pertain to the needs of his body, and without
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which nature cannot be preserved, so he is not subject to him
to the extent of being unable to marry freely, even without his
master’s knowledge or consent.

Reply toObjection1.Aslave is hismaster’s chattel inmat-
ters superadded to nature, but in natural things all are equal.
Wherefore, in things pertaining to natural acts, a slave can by
marrying give another person power over his body without his
master’s consent.

Reply to Objection 2. A slave is bound to obey his mas-
ter in those things which his master can command lawfully;
and just as his master cannot lawfully command him not to
eat or sleep, so neither can he lawfully commandhim to refrain
from marrying. For it is the concern of the lawgiver how each
one uses his own, and consequently if themaster command his
slave not to marry, the slave is not bound to obey his master.

Reply to Objection 3. If a slave has married with his mas-
ter’s consent, he should omit the service commanded by his
master andpay the debt to hiswife; because themaster, by con-
senting to his slave’s marriage, implicitly consented to all that
marriage requires. If, however, the marriage was contracted
without themaster’s knowledge or consent, he is not bound to

pay the debt, but in preference to obey his master, if the two
things are incompatible.Nevertheless in suchmatters there are
many particulars to be considered, as in all human acts, namely
the danger to which his wife’s chastity is exposed, and the ob-
stacle which the payment of the debt places in the way of the
service commanded, andother like considerations, all ofwhich
beingdulyweighed itwill be possible to judgewhichof the two
in preference the slave is bound to obey, his master or his wife.

Reply toObjection 4. In such a case it is said that themas-
ter should be compelled not to sell the slave in such a way as to
increase the weight of the marriage burden, especially since he
is able to obtain anywhere a just price for his slave.

Reply toObjection 5.By entering religion or receiving or-
ders aman is bound to theDivine service for all time;whereas a
husband is bound to pay the debt to his wife not always, but at
a fitting time; hence the comparison fails. Moreover, he who
enters religion or receives orders binds himself to works that
are superadded to natural works, and in which his master has
power over him, but not innaturalworks towhich amanbinds
himself bymarriage.Hence he cannot vowcontinencewithout
his master’s consent.

Suppl. q. 52 a. 3Whether slavery can supervene to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that slavery cannot super-
vene to marriage, by the husband selling himself to another as
slave. Becausewhat is done by fraud and to another’s detriment
should not hold. But a husband who sells himself for a slave,
does so sometimes to cheat marriage, and at least to the detri-
ment of his wife. erefore such a sale should not hold as to
the effect of slavery.

Objection 2. Further, two favorable things outweigh one
that is not favorable. Now marriage and freedom are favorable
things and are contrary to slavery, which in law is not a favor-
able thing. erefore such a slavery ought to be entirely an-
nulled in marriage.

Objection 3.Further, inmarriage husband andwife are on
a par with one another. Now the wife cannot surrender herself
to be a slave without her husband’s consent. erefore neither
can the husband without his wife’s consent.

Objection 4. Further, in natural things that which hin-
ders a thing being generated destroys it aer it has been gen-
erated. Now bondage of the husband, if unknown to the wife,
is an impediment to the act of marriage before it is performed.
erefore if it could supervene to marriage it would dissolve
it; which is unreasonable.

On the contrary, Everyone can give another that which is
his own. Now the husband is his own master since he is free.
erefore he can surrender his right to another.

Further, a slave can marry without his master’s consent, as
stated above (a. 2). erefore a husband can in like manner
subject himself to a master, without his wife’s consent.

I answer that, A husband is subject to his wife in those

things which pertain to the act of nature; in these things
they are equal, and the subjection of slavery does not extend
thereto. Wherefore the husband, without his wife’s knowl-
edge, can surrender himself to be another’s slave. Nor does this
result in a dissolution of the marriage, since no impediment
supervening to marriage can dissolve it, as stated above (q. 50,
a. 1, ad 7).

Reply to Objection 1. e fraud can indeed hurt the per-
son who has acted fraudulently, but it cannot be prejudicial
to another person: wherefore if the husband, to cheat his wife,
surrender himself to be another’s slave, It will be to his own
prejudice, through his losing the inestimable good of freedom;
whereas this can nowise be prejudicial to the wife, and he is
bound to pay her the debt when she asks, and to do all that
marriage requires of him for he cannot be taken away from
these obligations by his master’s command.

Reply to Objection 2. In so far as slavery is opposed to
marriage, marriage is prejudicial to slavery, since the slave is
bound then to pay the debt to his wife, though his master be
unwilling.

Reply to Objection 3. Although husband and wife are
considered to be on a par in the marriage act and in things
relating to nature, to which the condition of slavery does not
extend, nevertheless as regards the management of the house-
hold, and other such additional matters the husband is the
head of the wife and should correct her, and not “vice versa.”
Hence the wife cannot surrender herself to be a slave without
her husband’s consent.

Reply to Objection 4. is argument considers corrupt-
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ible things; and yet even in these there are many obstacles to
generation that are not capable of destroying what is already
generated. But in things which have stability it is possible to
have an impediment which prevents a certain thing from be-

ginning to be, yet does not cause it to cease to be; as instanced
by the rational soul. It is the same with marriage, which is a
lasting tie so long as this life lasts.

Suppl. q. 52 a. 4Whether children should follow the condition of their father?

Objection 1. It would seem that children should follow
the condition of their father. Because dominion belongs to
those of higher rank.Now in generating the father ranks above
the mother. erefore, etc.

Objection 2. Further, the being of a thing depends on the
form more than on the matter. Now in generation the father
gives the form, and themother thematter (DeGener. Animal.
ii, 4). erefore the child should follow the condition of the
father rather than of the mother.

Objection 3. Further, a thing should follow that chiefly
to which it is most like. Now the son is more like the father
than the mother, even as the daughter is more like the mother.
erefore at least the son should follow the father in prefer-
ence, and the daughter the mother.

Objection 4. Further, in Holy Writ genealogies are not
traced through thewomenbut through themen.erefore the
children follow the father rather than the mother.

On the contrary, If a man sows on another’s land, the
produce belongs to the owner of the land. Now the woman’s
womb in relation to the seed of man is like the land in relation
to the sower. erefore, etc.

Further, we observe that in animals born from different
species the offspring follows the mother rather that the father,
wherefore mules born of a mare and an ass are more like mares
than those born of a she-ass and a horse.erefore it should be
the same with men.

I answer that, According to civil law (XIX, ff. De statu
hom. vii, cap. De rei vendit.) the offspring follows the womb:
and this is reasonable since the offspring derives its formal
complement from the father, but the substance of the body
from the mother. Now slavery is a condition of the body,
since a slave is to the master a kind of instrument in work-
ing; wherefore children follow the mother in freedom and
bondage; whereas in matters pertaining to dignity as proceed-
ing from a thing’s form, they follow the father, for instance in
honors, franchise, inheritance and so forth. e canons are in
agreement with this (cap. Liberi, 32, qu. iv, in gloss.: cap. In-

ducens, De natis ex libero ventre) as also the law of Moses (Ex.
21).

In some countries, however, where the civil law does not
hold, the offspring follows the inferior condition, so that if the
father be a slave the childrenwill be slaves although themother
be free; but not if the father gave himself up as a slave aer his
marriage and without his wife’s consent; and the same applies
if the case be reversed. And if both be of servile condition and
belong to different masters, the children, if several, are divided
among the latter, or if one only, the one master will compen-
sate the other in value and will take the child thus born for his
slave. However it is incredible that this custom have as much
reason in its favor as the decision of the time-honored deliber-
ations of many wise men. Moreover in natural things it is the
rule that what is received is in the recipient according to the
mode of the recipient and not according to the mode of the
giver; wherefore it is reasonable that the seed received by the
mother should be drawn to her condition.

Reply toObjection 1.Although the father is amore noble
principle than the mother, nevertheless the mother provides
the substance of the body, and it is to this that the condition
of slavery attaches.

Reply to Objection 2. As regards things pertaining to the
specific nature the son is like the father rather than themother,
but in material conditions should be like the mother rather
than the father, since a thing has its specific being from its
form, but material conditions from matter.

Reply to Objection 3. e son is like the father in respect
of the form which is his, and also the father’s, complement.
Hence the argument is not to the point.

Reply to Objection 4. It is because the son derives honor
from his father rather than from his mother that in the ge-
nealogies of Scripture, and according to common custom,
children are named aer their father rather than from their
mother. But in matters relating to slavery they follow the
mother by preference.
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Of the Impediment of Vows and Orders

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the impediment of vows and orders. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a simple vow is a diriment impediment to matrimony?
(2) Whether a solemn vow is a diriment impediment?
(3) Whether order is an impediment to matrimony?
(4) Whether a man can receive a sacred order aer being married?

Suppl. q. 53 a. 1Whether marriage already contracted should be annulled by the obligation of a simple vow?

Objection 1. It would seem that a marriage already con-
tracted ought to be annulled by the obligation of a simple vow.
For the stronger tie takes precedence of theweaker.Now a vow
is a stronger tie than marriage, since the latter binds man to
man, but the former binds man to God. erefore the obliga-
tion of a vow takes precedence of the marriage tie.

Objection 2. Further, God’s commandment is no less
binding than the commandmentof theChurch.Nowthe com-
mandmentof theChurch is so binding that amarriage is void if
contracted in despite thereof; as instanced in the case of those
who marry within the degrees of kindred forbidden by the
Church. erefore, since it is a Divine commandment to keep
a vow, it would seem that if a person marry in despite of a vow
his marriage should be annulled for that reason.

Objection 3. Further, in marriage a man may have carnal
intercourse without sin. Yet he who has taken a simple vow of
chastity can never have carnal intercourse with his wife with-
out sin. erefore a simple vow annuls marriage. e minor is
proved as follows. It is clear that it is amortal sin tomarry aer
taking a simple vow of continence, since according to Jerome*
“for those who vow virginity it is damnable not only to marry,
but even to wish to marry.” Now the marriage contract is not
contrary to the vow of continence, except by reason of carnal
intercourse: and therefore he sinsmortally the first time he has
intercourse with his wife, and for the same reason every other
time, because a sin committed in the first instance cannot be
an excuse for a subsequent sin.

Objection4.Further, husband andwife should be equal in
marriage, especially as regards carnal intercourse. But he who
has taken a simple vowof continence cannever ask for the debt
without a sin, for this is clearly against his vow of continence,
since he is bound to continence by vow. erefore neither can
he pay the debt without sin.

On the contrary, Pope Clement† says (cap. Consuluit, De
his qui cler. vel vovent.) that a “simple vow is an impediment
to the contract ofmarriage, but does not annul it aer it is con-
tracted.”

I answer that, A thing ceases to be in one man’s power
from the fact that it passes into the power of another. Now

the promise of a thing does not transfer it into the power of
the person to whom it is promised, wherefore a thing does
not cease to be in a person’s power for the reason that he has
promised it. Since then a simple vow contains merely a sim-
ple promise of one’s body to the effect of keeping continence
for God’s sake, a man still retains power over his own body af-
ter a simple vow, and consequently can surrender it to another,
namely hiswife; and in this surrender consists the sacrament of
matrimony, which is indissoluble.erefore although a simple
vow is an impediment to the contracting of a marriage, since
it is a sin to marry aer taking a simple vow of continence, yet
since the contract is valid, the marriage cannot be annulled on
that account.

Reply to Objection 1. A vow is a stronger tie than matri-
mony, as regards that to which man is tied, and the obligation
under which he lies. because by marriage a man is tied to his
wife, with the obligation of paying the debt, whereas by a vow
a man is tied to God, with the obligation of remaining con-
tinent. But as to the manner in which he is tied marriage is a
stronger tie than a simple vow, since by marriage a man sur-
renders himself actually to the power of his wife, but not by
a simple vow as explained above: and the possessor is always
in the stronger position. In this respect a simple vow binds in
the same way as a betrothal; wherefore a betrothal must be an-
nulled on account of a simple vow.

Reply to Objection 2. e contracting of a marriage be-
tween blood relations is annulled by the commandment for-
bidding suchmarriages, not precisely because it is a command-
ment of God or of the Church, but because it makes it im-
possible for the body of a kinswoman to be transferred into
the power of her kinsman: whereas the commandment forbid-
ding marriage aer a simple vow has not this effect, as already
stated. Hence the argument is void for it assigns as a cause that
which is not cause.

Reply to Objection 3. If aer taking a simple vow a man
contract marriage by words of the present, he cannot know
his wife without mortal sin, because until the marriage is con-
summated he is still in a position to fulfill the vow of conti-
nence. But aer the marriage has been consummated, thence-

* Cf. St. Augustine, De Bono Viduit, ix. † Alexander III.
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forth through his fault it is unlawful for him not to pay the
debt when his wife asks: wherefore this is not covered by his
obligation to his vow, as explained above (ad 1). Nevertheless
he should atone for not keeping continence, by his tears of re-
pentance.

Reply toObjection4.Aer contractingmarriage he is still
bound to keep his vow of continence in those matters wherein
he is not rendered unable to do so. Hence if his wife die he
is bound to continence altogether. And since the marriage tie
does not bind him to ask for the debt, he cannot ask for it
without sin, although he can pay the debtwithout sin on being

asked, when once he has incurred this obligation through the
carnal intercourse that has already occurred. And this holds
whether the wife ask expressly or interpretively, as when she
is ashamed and her husband feels that she desires him to pay
the debt, for then he may pay it without sin. is is especially
the case if he fears to endanger her chastity: nor does it matter
that they are equal in the marriage act, since everyone may re-
nounce what is his own. Some say, however, that he may both
ask and pay lest the marriage become too burdensome to the
wife who has always to ask; but if this be looked into aright, it
is the same as asking interpretively.

Suppl. q. 53 a. 2Whether a solemn vow dissolves a marriage already contracted?

Objection 1. It would seem that not even a solemn vow
dissolves a marriage already contracted. For according to a
Decretal (cap. Rursus, De his qui cler. vel vovent.) “in God’s
sight a simple vow is no less binding than a solemn one.” Now
marriage stands or falls by virtue of the Divine acceptance.
erefore since a simple vow does not dissolve marriage, nei-
ther will a solemn vow dissolve it.

Objection 2. Further, a solemn vow does not add the same
force to a simple vow as an oath does. Now a simple vow, even
though an oath be added thereto, does not dissolve a marriage
already contracted. Neither therefore does a solemn vow.

Objection3.Further, a solemnvowhasnothing that a sim-
ple vow cannot have. For a simple vow may give rise to scandal
since itmay be public, even as a solemn vow.Again theChurch
could and should ordain that a simple vowdissolves amarriage
already contracted, so that many sins may be avoided. ere-
fore for the same reason that a simple vow does not dissolve a
marriage already contracted, neither should a solemn vow dis-
solve it.

On the contrary, He who takes a solemn vow contracts
a spiritual marriage with God, which is much more excellent
than amaterialmarriage.Nowamaterialmarriage already con-
tracted annuls a marriage contracted aerwards. erefore a
solemn vow does also.

Further, the same conclusion may be proved by many au-
thorities quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 28).

I answer that,All agree that as a solemn vow is an impedi-
ment to the contracting of marriage, so it invalidates the con-
tract. Some assign scandal as the reason. But this is futile, be-
cause even a simple vow sometimes leads to scandal since it is at
times somewhat public. Moreover the indissolubility of mar-
riage belongs to the truth of life*, which truth is not to be set

aside on account of scandal. Wherefore others say that it is on
account of the ordinance of the Church. But this again is in-
sufficient, since in that case the Church might decide the con-
trary, which is seemingly untrue. Wherefore we must say with
others that a solemn vow of its very nature dissolves the mar-
riage contract, inasmuch namely as thereby a man has lost the
power over his own body, through surrendering it to God for
the purpose of perpetual continence. Wherefore he is unable
to surrender it to the power of a wife by contracting marriage.
And since the marriage that follows such a vow is void, a vow
of this kind is said to annul the marriage contracted.

Reply to Objection 1. A simple vow is said to be no less
binding in God’s sight than a solemn vow, in matters pertain-
ing to God, for instance the separation from God by mortal
sin, because he who breaks a simple vow commits a mortal
sin just as one who breaks a solemn vow, although it is more
grievous to break a solemn vow, so that the comparison be un-
derstood as to the genus and not as to the definite degree of
guilt. But as regards marriage, whereby one man is under an
obligation to another, there is no need for it to be of equal
obligation even in general, since a solemn vow binds to certain
things to which a simple vow does not bind.

Reply toObjection 2.Anoath ismore binding than a vow
on the part of the cause of the obligation: but a solemn vow is
more binding as to the manner in which it binds, in so far as
it is an actual surrender of that which is promised; while an
oath does not do this actually. Hence the conclusion does not
follow.

Reply to Objection 3. A solemn vow implies the actual
surrender of one’s body, whereas a simple vow does not, as
stated above (a. 1). Hence the argument does not suffice to
prove the conclusion.

* Cf. Ia, q. 16, a. 4, ad 3; Ia, q. 21, a. 2, ad 2; IIa IIae, q. 109, a. 3, ad 3.
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Suppl. q. 53 a. 3Whether order is an impediment to matrimony?

Objection 1. It would seem that order is not an impedi-
ment to matrimony. For nothing is an impediment to a thing
except its contrary. But order is not contrary to matrimony.
erefore it is not an impediment thereto.

Objection 2. Further, orders are the same with us as with
the Eastern Church. But they are not an impediment to mat-
rimony in the Eastern Church. erefore, etc.

Objection 3. Further, matrimony signifies the union of
Christ with the Church. Now this is most fittingly signified
in those who are Christ’s ministers, those namely who are or-
dained. erefore order is not an impediment to matrimony.

Objection 4. Further, all the orders are directed to spir-
itual things. Now order cannot be an impediment to matri-
mony except by reason of its spirituality. erefore if order is
an impediment to matrimony, every order will be an impedi-
ment, and this is untrue.

Objection 5. Further, every ordained person can have ec-
clesiastical benefices, and can enjoy equally the privilege of
clergy. If, therefore, orders are an impediment to marriage, be-
cause married persons cannot have an ecclesiastical benefice,
nor enjoy the privilege of clergy, as jurists assert (cap. Joannes
et seqq., De cler. conjug.), then every order ought to be an im-
pediment. Yet this is false, as shown by theDecretal of Alexan-
der III (De cler. conjug., cap. Si Quis): and consequently it
would seem that no order is an impediment to marriage.

On the contrary, the Decretal says (De cler. conjug., cap.
Si Quis): “any person whom you shall find to have taken a wife
aer receiving the subdiaconate or the higher orders, you shall
compel to put his wife away.” But this would not be so if the
marriage were valid.

Further, no person who has vowed continence can con-
tract marriage. Now some orders have a vow of continence
connectedwith them, as appears from the text (Sent. iv,D, 37).
erefore in that case order is an impediment to matrimony.

I answer that, By a certain fittingness the very nature of
holy order requires that it should be an impediment to mar-
riage: because those who are in holy orders handle the sacred
vessels and the sacraments: wherefore it is becoming that they
keep their bodies clean by continence*. But it is owing to the
Church’s ordinance that it is actually an impediment to mar-
riage. However it is not the same with the Latins as with the
Greeks; since with the Greeks it is an impediment to the con-

tracting ofmarriage, solely by virtue of order; whereas with the
Latins it is an impediment by virtue of order, and besides by
virtue of the vow of continence which is annexed to the sacred
orders; for although this vow is not expressed in words, nev-
ertheless a person is understood to have taken it by the very
fact of his being ordained.Hence among theGreeks and other
Eastern peoples a sacred order is an impediment to the con-
tracting of matrimony but it does not forbid the use of mar-
riage already contracted: for they can use marriage contracted
previously, although they cannot be married again. But in the
Western Church it is an impediment both to marriage and to
the use ofmarriage, unless perhaps the husband should receive
a sacred order without the knowledge or consent of his wife,
because this cannot be prejudicial to her.

Of the distinction between sacred and non-sacred orders
nowand in the earlyChurchwehave spoken above (q. 37, a. 3).

Reply toObjection 1.Although a sacred order is not con-
trary to matrimony as a sacrament, it has a certain incompat-
ibility with marriage in respect of the latter’s act which is an
obstacle to spiritual acts.

Reply to Objection 2. e objection is based on a false
statement: since order is everywhere an impediment to the
contracting of marriage, although it has not everywhere a vow
annexed to it.

Reply to Objection 3. ose who are in sacred orders sig-
nify Christ by more sublime actions, as appears from what has
been said in the treatise on orders (q. 37, Aa. 2,4), than those
who are married. Consequently the conclusion does not fol-
low.

Reply to Objection 4. ose who are in minor orders are
not forbidden to marry by virtue of their order; for although
those orders are entrusted with certain spiritualities, they are
not admitted to the immediate handling of sacred things, as
those are who are in sacred orders. But according to the laws
of the Western Church, the use of marriage is an impediment
to the exercise of a non-sacred order, for the sake of maintain-
ing a greater honesty in the offices of the Church. And since
the holding of an ecclesiastical benefice binds a man to the ex-
ercise of his order, and since for this very reason he enjoys the
privilege of clergy, it follows that in the LatinChurch this priv-
ilege is forfeit to a married cleric.

is suffices for the Reply to the last Objection.

Suppl. q. 53 a. 4Whether a sacred order cannot supervene to matrimony?

Objection 1. It would seem that a sacred order cannot su-
pervene to matrimony. For the stronger prejudices the weaker.
Now a spiritual obligation is stronger than a bodily tie. ere-
fore if a married man be ordained, this will prejudice the wife,
so that she will be unable to demand the debt, since order is

a spiritual, and marriage a bodily bond. Hence it would seem
that a man cannot receive a sacred order aer consummating
marriage.

Objection 2. Further, aer consummating the marriage,
one of the parties cannot vow continence without the other’s

* Cf. Is. 52:11. * Cf. q. 61, a. 1.
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consent*. Now a sacred order has a vow of continence annexed
to it. erefore if the husband be ordained without his wife’s
consent, she will be bound to remain continent against her
will, since she cannotmarry anotherman during her husband’s
lifetime.

Objection 3. Further, a husband may not even for a time
devote himself to prayer without his wife’s consent (1 Cor.
7:5). But in the Eastern Church those who are in sacred or-
ders are bound to continence for the time when they exercise
their office. erefore neither may they be ordained without
their wife’s consent, and much less may the Latins.

Objection 4. Further, husband and wife are on a par with
one another. Now a Greek priest cannot marry again aer his
wife’s death. erefore neither can his wife aer her husband’s
death. But she cannot be deprived by her husband’s act of the
right to marry aer his death. erefore her husband cannot
receive orders aer marriage.

Objection 5. Further, order is as much opposed to mar-
riage as marriage to order. Now a previous order is an impedi-
ment to a subsequent marriage. erefore, etc.

On the contrary, Religious are bound to continence like
those who are in sacred orders. But a man may enter religion
aer marriage, if his wife die, or if she consent. erefore he
can also receive orders.

Further, a man may become a man’s bondsman aer mar-
riage. erefore he can become a bondsman of God by receiv-
ing orders.

I answer that, Marriage is not an impediment to the re-
ceiving of sacred orders, since if a married man receive sacred
orders, even though his wife be unwilling, he receives the char-
acter of order: but he lacks the exercise of his order. If, however,
his wife consent, or if she be dead, he receives both the order
and the exercise.

Reply to Objection 1. e bond of orders dissolves the
bond of marriage as regards the payment of the debt, in re-
spect of which it is incompatible with marriage, on the part

of the person ordained, since he cannot demand the debt, nor
is the wife bound to pay it. But it does not dissolve the bond
in respect of the other party, since the husband is bound to
pay the debt to the wife if he cannot persuade her to observe
continence.

Reply to Objection 2. If the husband receive sacred or-
ders with the knowledge and consent of his wife, she is bound
to vow perpetual continence, but she is not bound to enter
religion, if she has no fear of her chastity being endangered
throughherhusbandhaving taken a solemnvow: itwouldhave
been different, however, if he had taken a simple vow. On the
other hand, if he be ordained without her consent, she is not
bound in this way, because the result is not prejudicial to her
in any way.

Reply to Objection 3. It would seem more probable, al-
though some say the contrary, that even a Greek ought not to
receive sacred orders without his wife’s consent, since at least
at the time of his ministry she would be deprived of the pay-
ment of the debt, of which she cannot be deprived according
to law if the husband should have been ordained without her
consent or knowledge.

Reply to Objection 4. As stated, among the Greeks the
wife, by the very fact of consenting to her husband’s receiving
a sacred order, binds herself never to marry another man, be-
cause the signification of marriage would not be safeguarded,
and this is especially required in the marriage of a priest. If,
however, he be ordained without her consent, seemingly she
would not be under that obligation.

Reply to Objection 5. Marriage has for its cause our con-
sent: not so order, which has a sacramental cause appointed
by God. Hence matrimony may be impeded by a previous or-
der; so as not to be true marriage: whereas order cannot be
impeded by marriage, so as not to be true order, because the
power of the sacraments is unchangeable, whereas human acts
can be impeded.
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S   T P, Q 54
Of the Impediment of Consanguinity

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider the impediment of consanguinity. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether consanguinity is rightly defined by some?
(2) Whether it is fittingly distinguished by degrees and lines?
(3) Whether certain degrees are by natural law an impediment to marriage?
(4) Whether the impediment degrees can be fixed by the ordinance of the Church?

Suppl. q. 54 a. 1Whether consanguinity is rightly defined?

Objection 1. It would seem that consanguinity is unsuit-
ably defined by some as follows: “Consanguinity is the tie con-
tracted between persons descending from the same common
ancestor by carnal procreation.” For all men descend from the
same common ancestor, namely Adam, by carnal procreation.
erefore if the above definition of consanguinity is right, all
men would be related by consanguinity: which is false.

Objection2.Further, a tie is only between things in accord
with one another, since a tie unites. Now there is not greater
accordance between persons descended from a common an-
cestor than there is between other men, since they accord in
species but differ in number, just as other men do. erefore
consanguinity is not a tie.

Objection 3. Further, carnal procreation, according to the
Philosopher (DeGener. Anim. ii, 19), is effected from the sur-
plus food*. Now this surplus has more in common with that
which is eaten, since it agrees with it in substance, than with
him who eats. Since then no tie of consanguinity arises be-
tween thepersonbornof semenand thatwhichhe eats, neither
will there be any tie of kindred between him and the person of
whom he is born by carnal procreation.

Objection 4. Further, Laban said to Jacob (Gn. 29:14):
“ou art my bone and my flesh,” on account of the rela-
tionship between them. erefore such a kinship should be
called flesh-relationship rather than blood-relationship [con-
sanguinitas].

Objection 5. Further, carnal procreation is common to
men and animals. But no tie of consanguinity is contracted
among animals from carnal procreation. erefore neither is
there among men.

I answer that,According to the Philosopher (Ethic. iii, 11,
12) “all friendship is based on some kind of fellowship.” And
since friendship is a knot or union, it follows that the fellow-
shipwhich is the cause of friendship is called “a tie.”Wherefore
in respect of any kind of a fellowship certain persons are de-
nominated as though theywere tied together: thuswe speak of
fellow-citizens who are connected by a common political life,
of fellow-soldiers who are connected by the common business
of soldiering, and in the same way those who are connected by

the fellowship of nature are said to be tied by blood [consan-
guinei]. Hence in the above definition “tie” is included as be-
ing the genus of consanguinity; the “persons descending from
the same common ancestor,” who are thus tied together are the
subject of this tie. while “carnal procreation” is mentioned as
being its origin.

Reply to Objection 1. An active force is not received into
an instrument in the same degree of perfection as it has in the
principal agent. And since every moved mover is an instru-
ment, it follows that the power of the firstmover in a particular
genus when drawn out through many mediate movers fails at
length, and reaches something that is moved and not a mover.
But the power of a begetter moves not only as to that which
belongs to the species, but also as to that which belongs to the
individual, by reason of which the child is like the parent even
in accidentals and not only in the specific nature. And yet this
individual power of the father is not so perfect in the son as it
was in the father, and still less so in the grandson, and thus it
goes on failing: so that at length it ceases and can go no fur-
ther. Since then consanguinity results from this power being
communicated tomany through being conveyed to them from
one person by procreation, it destroys itself by little and little,
as Isidore says (Etym. ix). Consequently in defining consan-
guinity we must not take a remote common ancestor but the
nearest, whose power still remains in those who are descended
from him.

Reply to Objection 2. It is clear from what has been said
that blood relations agree not only in the specific nature but
also in that power peculiar to the individual which is conveyed
from one to many: the result being that sometimes the child is
not only like his father, but also his grandfather or his remote
ancestors (De Gener. Anim. iv, 3).

Reply to Objection 3. Likeness depends more on form
whereby a thing is actually, than on matter whereby a thing is
potentially: for instance, charcoal has more in common with
fire than with the tree from which the wood was cut. In like
manner food already transformed by the nutritive power into
the substance of the person fed has more in common with the
subject nourished thanwith that fromwhich the nourishment

* Cf. Ia, q. 119, a. 2.
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was taken. e argument however would hold according to
the opinion of those who asserted that the whole nature of a
thing is from its matter and that all forms are accidents: which
is false.

Reply to Objection 4. It is the blood that is proximately
changed into the semen, as proved in De Gener. Anim. i, 18.
Hence the tie contractedby carnal procreation ismorefittingly
called blood-relationship than flesh-relationship. at some-
times one relation is called the flesh of another, is because the
blood which is transformed into the man’s seed or into the
menstrual fluid is potentially flesh and bone.

Reply to Objection 5. Some say that the reason why the
tie of consanguinity is contracted among men through carnal
procreation, andnot amongother animals, is becausewhatever
belongs to the truth of humannature in allmenwas in our first
parent: which does not apply to other animals. But according
to this, matrimonial consanguinity would never come to an
end. However the above theory was disproved in the Second
Book (Sent. ii, D, 30: Ia, q. 119, a. 1).Whereforewemust reply
that the reason for this is that animals are not united together
in the union of friendship through the begetting ofmany from
one proximate parent, as is the case with men, as stated above.

Suppl. q. 54 a. 2Whether consanguinity is fittingly distinguished by degrees and lines?

Objection 1. It would seem that consanguinity is unfit-
tingly distinguished by degrees and lines. For a line of consan-
guinity is described as “the ordered series of persons related by
blood, and descending from a common ancestor in various de-
grees.” Now consanguinity is nothing else but a series of such
persons. erefore a line of consanguinity is the same as con-
sanguinity. Now a thing ought not to be distinguished by it-
self.erefore consanguinity is not fittingly distinguished into
lines.

Objection 2. Further, that by which a common thing is di-
vided should not be placed in the definition of that common
thing. Now descent is placed in the above definition of con-
sanguinity. erefore consanguinity cannot be divided into
ascending, descending and collateral lines.

Objection 3. Further, a line is defined as being between
two points. But two points make but one degree. erefore
one line has but one degree, and for this reason it would seem
that consanguinity should not be divided into lines and de-
grees.

Objection 4. Further, a degree is defined as “the relation
between distant persons, whereby is known the distance be-
tween them.” Now since consanguinity is a kind of propin-
quity, distance between persons is opposed to consanguinity
rather than a part thereof.

Objection 5. Further, if consanguinity is distinguished
and known by its degrees, those who are in the same degree
ought to be equally related. But this is false since aman’s great-
uncle and great-nephew are in the same degree, and yet they
are not equally related according to aDecretal (cap. Porro; cap.
Parenteloe, 35, qu. v). erefore consanguinity is not rightly
divided into degrees.

Objection 6. Further, in ordinary things a different degree
results from the addition of one thing to another, even as ev-
ery additional unity makes a different species of number. Yet
the addition of one person to another does not always make
a different degree of consanguinity, since father and uncle are
in the same degree of consanguinity, for they are side by side.
erefore consanguinity is not rightly divided into degrees.

Objection 7. Further, if two persons be akin to one an-

other there is always the same measure of kinship between
them, since the distance from one extreme to the other is the
same either way. Yet the degrees of consanguinity are not al-
ways the same on either side, since sometimes one relative is
in the third and the other in the fourth degree. erefore the
measure of consanguinity cannot be sufficiently known by its
degrees.

I answer that, Consanguinity as stated (a. 1) is a certain
propinquity based on the natural communication by the act
of procreation whereby nature is propagated. Wherefore ac-
cording to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 12) this communica-
tion is threefold. one corresponds to the relationship between
cause and effect, and this is the consanguinity of father to son,
wherefore he says that “parents love their children as being a
part of themselves.” Another corresponds to the relation of ef-
fect to cause, and this is the consanguinity of son to father,
wherefore he says that “children love their parents as being
themselves something which owes its existence to them.” e
third corresponds to the mutual relation between things that
come from the same cause, as brothers, “who are born of the
same parents,” as he again says (Ethic. viii, 12). And since the
movement of a point makes a line, and since a father by pro-
creation may be said to descend to his son, hence it is that cor-
responding to these three relationships there are three lines of
consanguinity, namely the “descending” line corresponding to
thefirst relationship, the “ascending” line corresponding to the
second, and the “collateral” line corresponding to the third.
Since however the movement of propagation does not rest in
one termbut continues beyond, the result is that one can point
to the father’s father and to the son’s son, and so on, and ac-
cording to the various steps we take we find various degrees
in one line. And seeing that the degrees of a thing are parts of
that thing, there cannot be degrees of propinquity where there
is no propinquity. Consequently identity and too great a dis-
tance do away with degrees of consanguinity; since no man is
kin to himself any more than he is like himself: for which rea-
son there is no degree of consanguinity where there is but one
person, but only when one person is compared to another.

Nevertheless there are different ways of counting the de-
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grees in various lines. For the degree of consanguinity in the
ascending and descending line is contracted from the fact that
one of the parties whose consanguinity is in question, is de-
scended from the other. Wherefore according to the canoni-
cal as well as the legal reckoning, the person who occupies the
first place, whether in the ascending or in the descending line,
is distant from a certain one, say Peter, in the first degree—for
instance father and son; while the one who occupies the sec-
ond place in either direction is distant in the second degree,
for instance grandfather, grandson and so on. But the consan-
guinity that exists betweenpersonswho are in collateral lines is
contracted not through one being descended from the other,
but through both being descended from one: wherefore the
degrees of consanguinity in this line must be reckoned in re-
lation to the one principle whence it arises. Here, however,
the canonical and legal reckonings differ: for the legal reckon-
ing takes into account the descent from the common stock on
both sides, whereas the canonical reckoning takes into account
only one, that namely on which the greater number of degrees
are found.Hence according to the legal reckoning brother and
sister, or two brothers, are related in the second degree, be-
cause each is separated from the common stock by one degree;
and in like manner the children of two brothers are distant
from one another in the fourth degree. But according to the
canonical reckoning, two brothers are related in the first de-
gree, since neither is distant more than one degree from the
common stock: but the children of one brother are distant in
the second degree from the other brother, because they are at
that distance from the common stock. Hence, according to
the canonical reckoning, by whatever degree a person is dis-
tant from some higher degree, by so much and never by less is
he distant from each person descending from that degree, be-
cause “the cause of a thing being so is yet more so.” Wherefore
although the other descendants from the common stock be re-
lated to some person on account of his being descended from
the common stock, these descendants of the other branch can-
not be more nearly related to him than he is to the common
stock. Sometimes, however, a person is more distantly related
to a descendant from the common stock, than he himself is
to the common stock, because this other person may be more
distantly related to the common stock than he is: and consan-
guinity must be reckoned according to the more distant de-
gree.

Reply to Objection 1. is objection is based on a false
premise: for consanguinity is not the series but a mutual rela-
tionship existing between certain persons, the series of whom
forms a line of consanguinity.

Reply toObjection 2.Descent taken in a general sense at-
taches to every line of consanguinity, because carnal procre-
ation whence the tie of consanguinity arises is a kind of de-
scent: but it is a particular kind of descent, namely from the

person whose consanguinity is in question, that makes the de-
scending line.

Reply to Objection 3. A line may be taken in two ways.
Sometimes it is taken properly for the dimension itself that is
the first species of continuous quantity: and thus a straight line
contains actually but two points which terminate it, but infi-
nite points potentially, any one of which being actually desig-
nated, the line is divided, and becomes two lines. But some-
times a line designates things which are arranged in a line, and
thuswehave line andfigure innumbers, in so far as unity added
to unity involves number. us every unity added makes a de-
gree in a particular line: and it is the same with the line of con-
sanguinity: wherefore one line contains several degrees.

Reply to Objection 4. Even as there cannot be likeness
without a difference, so there is no propinquity without dis-
tance. Hence not every distance is opposed to consanguinity,
but such as excludes the propinquity of blood-relationship.

Reply to Objection 5. Even as whiteness is said to be
greater in two ways, in one way through intensity of the qual-
ity itself, in another way through the quantity of the surface, so
consanguinity is said to be greater or lesser in two ways. First,
intensively by reason of the very nature of consanguinity: sec-
ondly, extensively as it were, and thus the degree of consan-
guinity is measured by the persons between whom there is the
propagation of a common blood, and in this way the degrees
of consanguinity are distinguished.Wherefore it happens that
of two persons related to one person in the same degree of
consanguinity, one is more akin to him than the other, if we
consider the quantity of consanguinity in the first way: thus
a man’s father and brother are related to him in the first de-
gree of consanguinity, because in neither case does any person
come in between; and yet from the point of view of intensity
a man’s father is more closely related to him than his brother,
since his brother is related tohimonly because he is of the same
father. Hence the nearer a person is to the common ancestor
fromwhom the consanguinity descends, the greater is his con-
sanguinity although he be not in a nearer degree. In this way a
man’s great-uncle is more closely related to him than his great-
nephew, although they are in the same degree.

Reply to Objection 6. Although a man’s father and uncle
are in the same degree in respect of the root of consanguinity,
since both are separated by one degree from the grandfather,
nevertheless in respect of the personwhose consanguinity is in
question, they are not in the same degree, since the father is in
the first degree, whereas the uncle cannot be nearer than the
second degree, wherein the grandfather stands.

Reply to Objection 7. Two persons are always related in
the same degree to one another, although they are not always
distant in the same number of degrees from the common an-
cestor, as explained above.
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Suppl. q. 54 a. 3Whether consanguinity is an impediment to marriage by virtue of the natural law?

Objection 1. It would seem that consanguinity is not by
natural law an impediment to marriage. For no woman can be
more akin to a man than Eve was to Adam, since of her did he
say (Gn. 2:23): “is now is bone of my bones and flesh of my
flesh.” Yet Eve was joined in marriage to Adam. erefore as
regards the natural law no consanguinity is an impediment to
marriage.

Objection 2. Further, the natural law is the same for all.
Now among the uncivilized nations no person is debarred
from marriage by reason of consanguinity. erefore, as re-
gards the law of nature, consanguinity is no impediment to
marriage.

Objection 3. Further, the natural law is what “nature has
taught all animals,” as stated at the beginning of the Digests (i,
ff.De just. et jure).Nowbrute animals copulate evenwith their
mother. erefore it is not of natural law that certain persons
are debarred from marriage on account of consanguinity.

Objection 4. Further, nothing that is not contrary to one
of the goods of matrimony is an impediment to marriage. But
consanguinity is not contrary to any of the goods of marriage.
erefore it is not an impediment thereto.

Objection 5. Further, things which are more akin and
more similar to one another are better and more firmly united
together. Now matrimony is a kind of union. Since then con-
sanguinity is a kind of kinship, it does not hindermarriage but
rather strengthens the union.

On the contrary, According to the natural law whatever
is an obstacle to the good of the offspring is an impediment
to marriage. Now consanguinity hinders the good of the off-
spring, because in the words of Gregory (Regist., epis. xxxi)
quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 40): “We have learnt by expe-
rience that the children of such a union cannot thrive.” ere-
fore according to the law of nature consanguinity is an imped-
iment to matrimony.

Further, that which belongs to human nature when it was
first created is of natural law. Now it belonged to human na-
ture fromwhen it was first created that one should be debarred
from marrying one’s father or mother: in proof of which it
was said (Gn. 2:24): “Wherefore a man shall leave father and
mother”: which cannot be understood of cohabitation, and
consequently must refer to the union of marriage. erefore
consanguinity is an impediment to marriage according to the
natural law.

I answer that, In relation to marriage a thing is said to be
contrary to the natural law if it prevents marriage from reach-
ing the end for which it was instituted. Now the essential and
primary end of marriage is the good of the offspring. and this
is hindered by a certain consanguinity, namely that which is
between father and daughter, or son and mother. It is not that
the good of the offspring is utterly destroyed, since a daughter
can have a child of her father’s semen and with the father rear
and teach that child in which things the good of the offspring

consists, but that it is not effected in a becoming way. For it is
out of order that a daughter bemated to her father inmarriage
for the purpose of begetting and rearing children, since in all
things she ought to be subject to her father as proceeding from
him. Hence by natural law a father and mother are debarred
from marrying their children; and the mother still more than
the father, since it is more derogatory to the reverence due to
parents if the son marry his mother than if the father marry
his daughter; since the wife should be to a certain extent sub-
ject to her husband. e secondary essential end of marriage
is the curbing of concupiscence; and this end would be forfeit
if a man could marry any blood-relation, since a wide scope
would be afforded to concupiscence if those who have to live
together in the same house were not forbidden to be mated
in the flesh. Wherefore the Divine law debars from marriage
not only father and mother, but also other kinsfolk who have
to live in close intimacy with one another and ought to safe-
guard one another’s modesty. e Divine law assigns this rea-
son (Lev. 18:10): “ou shalt not uncover the nakedness” of
such and such a one, “because it is thy own nakedness.”

But the accidental end of marriage is the binding together
of mankind and the extension of friendship: for a husband re-
gards his wife’s kindred as his own.Hence it would be prejudi-
cial to this extension of friendship if aman could take awoman
of his kindred to wife since no new friendship would accrue to
anyone from such amarriage.Wherefore, according to human
law and the ordinances of the Church, several degrees of con-
sanguinity are debarred from marriage.

Accordingly it is clear from what has been said that con-
sanguinity is by natural law an impediment to marriage in re-
gard to certain persons, by Divine law in respect of some, and
by human law in respect of others.

Reply to Objection 1. Although Eve was formed from
Adam she was not Adam’s daughter, because she was not
formed from him aer the manner in which it is natural for
a man to beget his like in species, but by the Divine operation,
since from Adam’s rib a horse might have been formed in the
same way as Eve was. Hence the natural connection between
Eve and Adam was not so great as between daughter and fa-
ther, nor was Adam the natural principle of Eve as a father is
of his daughter.

Reply to Objection 2. at certain barbarians are united
carnally to their parents does not come from the natural law
but from the passion of concupiscence which has clouded the
natural law in them.

Reply toObjection 3.Union of male and female is said to
be of natural law, because nature has taught this to animals: yet
she has taught this union to various animals in various ways ac-
cording to their various conditions. But carnal copulationwith
parents is derogatory to the reverence due to them. For just
as nature has instilled into parents solicitude in providing for
their offspring, so has it instilled into the offspring reverence
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towards their parents: yet to no kind of animal save man has
she instilled a lasting solicitude for his children or reverence
for parents; but to other animals more or less, according as the
offspring is more or less necessary to its parents, or the parents
to their offspring. Hence as the Philosopher attests (De Ani-
mal. ix, 47) concerning the camel and the horse, among certain
animals the son abhors copulation with its mother as long as
he retains knowledge of her and a certain reverence for her.
And since all honest customs of animals are united together
in man naturally, and more perfectly than in other animals, it
follows that man naturally abhors carnal knowledge not only
of his mother, but also of his daughter, which is, however, less

against nature, as stated above.
Moreover consanguinity does not result from carnal pro-

creation in other animals as inman, as stated above (a. 1, ad 5).
Hence the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection4. It has been shownhow consanguin-
ity between married persons is contrary to the goods of mar-
riage. Hence the Objection proceeds from false premises.

Reply to Objection 5. It is not unreasonable for one of
two unions to be hindered by the other, even as where there is
identity there is not likeness. In like manner the tie of consan-
guinity may hinder the union of marriage.

Suppl. q. 54 a. 4Whether the degrees of consanguinity that are an impediment to marriage could be fixed by
the Church?

Objection 1. It would seem that the degrees of consan-
guinity that are an impediment to marriage could not be fixed
by theChurch so as to reach to the fourth degree. For it is writ-
ten (Mat. 19:6): “What God hath joined together let no man
put asunder.” But God joined those together who are married
within the fourth degree of consanguinity, since their union is
not forbidden by theDivine law.erefore they should not be
put asunder by a human law.

Objection 2. Further, matrimony is a sacrament as also is
baptism. Now no ordinance of the Church could prevent one
who is baptized from receiving the baptismal character, if he
be capable of receiving it according to the Divine law. ere-
fore neither can an ordinance of the Church forbid marriage
between those who are not forbidden to marry by the Divine
law.

Objection 3. Further, positive law can neither void nor ex-
tend those things which are natural. Now consanguinity is a
natural tie which is in itself of a nature to impede marriage.
erefore the Church cannot by its ordinance permit or for-
bid certain people tomarry, anymore than she canmake them
to be kin or not kin.

Objection 4. Further, an ordinance of positive law should
have some reasonable cause, since it is for this reasonable cause
that it proceeds from the natural law. But the causes that are
assigned for the number of degrees seem altogether unreason-
able, since they bear no relation to their effect; for instance,
that consanguinity be an impediment as far as the fourth de-
gree on account of the four elements as far as the sixth degree
on account of the six ages of the world, as far as the seventh
degree on account of the seven days of which all time is com-
prised. erefore seemingly this prohibition is of no force.

Objection 5. Further, where the cause is the same there
should be the same effect. Now the causes for which con-
sanguinity is an impediment to marriage are the good of the
offspring, the curbing of concupiscence, and the extension of
friendship, as stated above (a. 3), which are equally necessary
for all time. erefore the degrees of consanguinity should
have equally impeded marriage at all times: yet this is not true

since consanguinity is now an impediment to marriage as far
as the fourth degree, whereas formerly it was an impediment
as far as the seventh.

Objection 6. Further, one and the same union cannot be
a kind of sacrament and a kind of incest. But this would be the
case if the Church had the power of fixing a different number
in the degrees which are an impediment to marriage. us if
certain parties related in the fih degree were married when
that degree was an impediment, their union would be incestu-
ous, and yet this same union would be a marriage aerwards
when the Church withdrew her prohibition. And the reverse
might happen if certain degrees which were not an impedi-
mentwere subsequently to be forbiddenby theChurch.ere-
fore seemingly the power of the Church does not extend to
this.

Objection 7. Further, human law should copy the Divine
law. Now according to the Divine law which is contained in
theOld Law, the prohibition of degrees does not apply equally
in the ascending and descending lines: since in the Old Law
a man was forbidden to marry his father’s sister but not his
brother’s daughter.erefore neither should there remain now
a prohibition in respect of nephews and uncles.

On the contrary, Our Lord said to His disciples (Lk.
10:16): “He that heareth you heareth Me.” erefore a com-
mandment of the Church has the same force as a command-
ment of God. Now the Church sometimes has forbidden and
sometimes allowed certain degrees which theOld Law did not
forbid. erefore those degrees are an impediment to mar-
riage.

Further, even as of old the marriages of pagans were con-
trolled by the civil law, so now is marriage controlled by the
laws of the Church. Now formerly the civil law decided which
degrees of consanguinity impede marriage, and which do not.
erefore this can be done now by a commandment of the
Church.

I answer that, e degrees within which consanguinity
has been an impediment to marriage have varied according to
various times. For at the beginning of the human race father
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andmother alonewere debarred frommarrying their children,
because then mankind were few in number, and then it was
necessary for the propagation of the human race to be ensured
with very great care, and consequently only such persons were
to be debarred as were unfitted for marriage even in respect of
its principal end which is the good of the offspring, as stated
above (a. 3). Aerwards however, the human race having mul-
tiplied, more persons were excluded by the law of Moses, for
they already began to curb concupiscence.Wherefore asRabbi
Moses says (Doc. Perp. iii, 49) all those persons were debarred
from marrying one another who are wont to live together in
one household, because if a lawful carnal intercourse were pos-
sible between them, this would prove a very great incentive to
lust. Yet the Old Law permitted other degrees of consanguin-
ity, in fact to a certain extent it commanded them; to wit that
eachman should take awife fromhis kindred, in order to avoid
confusionof inheritances: because at that time theDivinewor-
ship was handed down as the inheritance of the race. But aer-
wards more degrees were forbidden by the New Law which is
the law of the spirit and of love, because the worship of God
is no longer handed down and spread abroad by a carnal birth
but by a spiritual grace: wherefore it was necessary that men
should be yet more withdrawn from carnal things by devot-
ing themselves to things spiritual, and that love should have a
yet wider play. Hence in olden times marriage was forbidden
even within the more remote degrees of consanguinity, in or-
der that consanguinity and affinity might be the sources of a
wider natural friendship; and this was reasonably extended to
the seventh degree, both because beyond this it was difficult to
have any recollection of the common stock, and because this
was in keeping with the sevenfold grace of the Holy Ghost.
Aerwards, however, towards these latter times the prohibi-
tion of the Church has been restricted to the fourth degree,
because it becameuseless anddangerous to extend the prohibi-
tion tomore remote degrees of consanguinity.Useless, because
charity waxed cold in many hearts so that they had scarcely
a greater bond of friendship with their more remote kindred
than with strangers: and it was dangerous because through the
prevalence of concupiscence and neglectmen took no account
of sonumerous a kindred, and thus theprohibitionof themore
remote degrees became formany a snare leading to damnation.
Moreover there is a certain fittingness in the restriction of the
above prohibition to the fourth degree. First because men are
wont to live until the fourth generation, so that consanguin-
ity cannot lapse into oblivion, wherefore God threatened (Ex.
20:5) to visit the parent’s sins on their children to the third
and fourth generation. Secondly, because in each generation
the blood, the identity of which causes consanguinity, receives
a further addition of new blood, and the more another blood
is added the less there is of the old. And because there are four
elements, each of which is themore easily mixed with another,
according as it is more rarefied it follows that at the first ad-
mixture the identity of blood disappears as regards the first ele-
ment which is most subtle; at the second admixture, as regards

the second element; at the third, as to the third element; at the
fourth, as to the fourth element. us aer the fourth genera-
tion it is fitting for the carnal union to be repeated.

Reply toObjection 1. Even as God does not join together
those who are joined together against the Divine command,
so does He not join together those who are joined together
against the commandment of the Church, which has the same
binding force as a commandment of God.

Reply to Objection 2. Matrimony is not only a sacra-
ment but also fulfills an office; wherefore it is more subject to
the control of the Church’s ministers than baptism which is a
sacrament only: because just as human contracts andoffices are
controlled by human laws, so are spiritual contracts and offices
controlled by the law of the Church.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the tie of consanguin-
ity is natural, it is not natural that consanguinity forbid carnal
intercourse, except as regards certain degrees, as stated above
(a. 3). Wherefore the Church’s commandment does not cause
certainpeople tobekinornot kin, because they remain equally
kin at all times: but it makes carnal intercourse to be lawful
or unlawful at different times for different degrees of consan-
guinity.

Reply toObjection4.ereasons assigned are given as in-
dicating aptness and congruousness rather than causality and
necessity.

Reply to Objection 5. e reason for the impediment of
consanguinity is not the same at different times: wherefore
that which it was useful to allow at one time, it was beneficial
to forbid at another.

Reply to Objection 6. A commandment does not affect
the past but the future. Wherefore if the fih degree which is
nowallowedwere to be forbidden at any time, those in the fih
degreewho aremarriedwould not have to separate, because no
impediment supervening to marriage can annul it; and con-
sequently a union which was a marriage from the first would
not bemade incestuous by a commandment of the Church. In
like manner, if a degree which is now forbidden were to be al-
lowed, such a union would not become a marriage on account
of the Church’s commandment by reason of the former con-
tract, because they could separate if they wished. Nevertheless,
they could contract anew, and this would be a new union.

Reply to Objection 7. In prohibiting the degrees of con-
sanguinity the Church considers chiefly the point of view of
affection. And since the reason for affection towards one’s
brother’s son is not less but even greater than the reasons for
affection towards one’s father’s brother, inasmuch as the son
is more akin to the father than the father to the son (Ethic.
viii, 12), therefore did the Church equally prohibit the de-
grees of consanguinity in uncles and nephews. On the other
hand the Old Law in debarring certain persons looked chiefly
to the danger of concupiscence arising from cohabitation; and
debarred those persons who were in closer intimacy with one
another on account of their living together. Now it is more
usual for a niece to live with her uncle than an aunt with her
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nephew: because a daughter is more identified with her father,
being part of him, whereas a sister is not in this way identified
with her brother, for she is not part of him but is born of the

same parent. Hence there was not the same reason for debar-
ring a niece and an aunt.
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Of the Impediment of Affinity

(In Eleven Articles)

We must consider next the impediment of affinity. Under this head there are eleven points of inquiry:

(1) Whether affinity results from matrimony?
(2) Whether it remains aer the death of husband or wife?
(3) Whether it is caused through unlawful intercourse?
(4) Whether it arises from a betrothal?
(5) Whether affinity is caused through affinity?
(6) Whether affinity is an impediment to marriage?
(7) Whether affinity in itself admits of degrees?
(8) Whether its degrees extend as far as the degrees of consanguinity?
(9) Whethermarriages of persons related to one another by consanguinity or affinity should always be dissolved

by divorce?
(10) Whether the process for the dissolution of like marriages should always be by way of accusation?
(11) Whether witnesses should be called in such a case?

Suppl. q. 55 a. 1Whether a person contracts affinity through the marriage of a blood-relation?

Objection 1. It would seem that a person does not con-
tract affinity through themarriage of a blood-relation. For “the
cause of a thing being so is yet more so.” Now the wife is not
connected with her husband’s kindred except by reason of the
husband. Since then she does not contract affinity with her
husband, neither does she contract it with her husband’s kin-
dred.

Objection 2. Further, if certain things be separate from
one another and something be connected with one of them, it
does not follow that it is connected with the other. Now a per-
son’s blood relations are separate from one another. erefore
it does not follow, if a certain woman be married to a certain
man, that she is therefore connected with all his kindred.

Objection 3. Further, relations result from certain things
being united together.Now the kindred of the husband do not
become united together by the fact of his taking a wife. ere-
fore they do not acquire any relationship of affinity.

On the contrary, Husband and wife are made one flesh.
erefore if the husband is related in the flesh to all his kin-
dred, for the same reason his wife will be related to them all.

Further, this is proved by the authorities quoted in the text
(Sent. iv, D, 41).

I answer that, A certain natural friendship is founded on
natural fellowship. Now natural fellowship, according to the
Philosopher (Ethic. viii, 12), arises in twoways; first, from car-
nal procreation; secondly, from connection with orderly car-
nal procreation, wherefore he says (Ethic. viii, 12) that the
friendship of a husband towards his wife is natural. Conse-
quently even as a person through being connected with an-
other by carnal procreation is bound to him by a tie of nat-
ural friendship, so does one person become connected with
another through carnal intercourse. But there is a difference

in this, that one who is connected with another through car-
nal procreation, as a son with his father, shares in the same
common stock and blood, so that a son is connected with
his father’s kindred by the same kind of tie as the father was,
the tie, namely of consanguinity, albeit in a different degree
on account of his being more distant from the stock: whereas
onewho is connectedwith another through carnal intercourse
does not share in the same stock, but is as it were an extraneous
addition thereto: whence arises another kind of tie known by
the name of “affinity.” is is expressed in the verse:

Marriage makes a new kind of connection,
While birth makes a new degree,
because, to wit, the person begotten is in the same kind of

relationship, but in a different degree, whereas through carnal
intercourse he enters into a new kind of relationship.

Reply to Objection 1. Although a cause is more potent
than its effect, it does not always follow that the same name is
applicable to the cause as to the effect, because sometimes that
which is in the effect, is found in the cause not in the same but
in ahigherway;wherefore it is not applicable toboth cause and
effect under the same name or under the same aspect, as is the
case with all equivocal effective causes. us, then, the union
of husband andwife is stronger than the union of thewifewith
her husband’s kindred, and yet it ought not to be named affin-
ity, but matrimony which is a kind of unity; even as a man is
identical with himself, but not with his kinsman.

Reply to Objection 2. Blood-relations are in a way sepa-
rate, and in a way connected: and it happens in respect of their
connection that a person who is connected with one of them
is in some way connected with all of them. But on account of
their separation and distance fromone another it happens that
a personwho is connected with one of them in one way is con-
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nected with another in another way, either as to the kind of
connection or as to the degree.

Reply to Objection 3. Further, a relation results some-
times from a movement in each extreme, for instance father-
hood and sonship, and a relation of this kind is really in both
extremes. Sometimes it results from the movement of one
only, and this happens in two ways. In one way when a rela-
tion results from the movement of one extreme without any
movement previous or concomitant of the other extreme; as
in the Creator and the creature, the sensible and the sense,
knowledge and the knowable object: and then the relation is in
one extreme really and in the other logically only. In another
way when the relation results from the movement of one ex-
treme without any concomitant movement, but not without

a previous movement of the other; thus there results equality
between two men by the increase of one, without the other
either increasing or decreasing then, although previously he
reached his actual quantity by some movement or change, so
that this relation is founded really in both extremes. It is the
same with consanguinity and affinity, because the relation of
brotherhood which results in a grown child on the birth of a
boy, is caused without any movement of the former’s at the
time, but by virtue of that previous movement of his wherein
he was begotten; wherefore at the time it happens that there
results in him the aforesaid relation through the movement of
another. Likewise because this man descends through his own
birth from the same stock as the husband, there results in him
affinity with the latter’s wife, without any new change in him.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 2Whether affinity remains aer the death of husband or wife?

Objection 1. It would seem that affinity does not re-
main aer the death of husband or wife, between the blood-
relations of husband and wife or “vice versa.” Because if the
cause cease the effect ceases. Now the cause of affinity was the
marriage, which ceases aer the husband’s death, since then
“the woman…is loosed from the law of the husband” (Rom.
7:2). erefore the aforesaid affinity ceases also.

Objection 2. Further, consanguinity is the cause of affin-
ity. Now the consanguinity of the husband with his blood-
relations ceases at his death. erefore, the wife’s affinity with
them ceases also.

On the contrary, Affinity is caused by consanguinity.
Now consanguinity binds persons together for all time as long
as they live. erefore affinity does so also: and consequently
affinity (between two persons) is not dissolved through the
dissolution of the marriage by the death of a third person.

I answer that, A relation ceases in two ways: in one way
through the corruption of its subject, in another way by the
removal of its cause; thus likeness ceases when one of the like
subjects dies, or when the quality that caused the likeness is re-
moved. Now there are certain relations which have for their
cause an action, or a passion or movement (Metaph. v, 20):
and some of these are caused by movement, through some-
thingbeingmoved actually; such is the relationbetweenmover

and moved: some of them are caused through something be-
ing adapted to movement, for instance the relations between
themotive power and themovable, or betweenmaster and ser-
vant; and some of them result from something, having been
moved previously, such as the relation between father and son,
for the relation between them is caused not by (the con) being
begotten now, but by his having been begotten. Now aptitude
for movement and for being moved is transitory; whereas the
fact of having been moved is everlasting, since what has been
never ceases having been. Consequently fatherhood and son-
ship are never dissolved through the removal of the cause, but
only through the corruption of the subject, that is of one of
the subjects. e same applies to affinity, for this is caused by
certain persons having been joined together not by their being
actually joined. Wherefore it is not done away, as long as the
persons between whom affinity has been contracted survive,
although the person die through whom it was contracted.

Reply toObjection 1. e marriage tie causes affinity not
only by reason of actual union, but also by reason of the union
having been effected in the past.

Reply to Objection 2. Consanguinity is not the chief
cause of affinity, but union with a blood-relation, not only be-
cause that union is now, but because it has been. Hence the
argument does not prove.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 3Whether unlawful intercourse causes affinity?

Objection1. Itwould seem that unlawful intercourse does
not cause affinity. For affinity is an honorable thing.Nowhon-
orable things do not result from that which is dishonorable.
erefore affinity cannot be caused by a dishonorable inter-
course.

Objection 2. Further, where there is consanguinity there
cannot be affinity; since affinity is a relationship between per-
sons that results from carnal intercourse and is altogether
void of blood-relationship.Now if unlawful intercourse were a

cause of affinity, it would sometimes happen that amanwould
contract affinity with his blood-relations andwith himself: for
instance when a man is guilty of incest with a blood-relation.
erefore affinity is not caused by unlawful intercourse.

Objection 3. Further, unlawful intercourse is according to
nature or against nature. Now affinity is not caused by unnatu-
ral unlawful intercourse as decidedby law (can.Extraordinaria,
xxxv, qu. 2,3). erefore it is not caused only by unlawful in-
tercourse according to nature.
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On the contrary, He who is joined to a harlot is made
one body (1 Cor. 6:16). Now this is the reason why marriage
caused affinity. erefore unlawful intercourse does so for the
same reason.

Further, carnal intercourse is the cause of affinity, as shown
by the definition of affinity, which definition is as follows:
Affinity is the relationship of persons which results from car-
nal intercourse and is altogether void of blood-relationship.
But there is carnal copulation even in unlawful intercourse.
erefore unlawful intercourse causes affinity.

I answer that, According to the Philosopher (Ethic. viii,
12) the union of husband and wife is said to be natural chiefly
on account of the procreation of offspring, and secondly on
account of the community of works: the former of which be-
longs to marriage by reason of carnal copulation, and the lat-
ter, in so far as marriage is a partnership directed to a common
life.Now the former is to be found in every carnal unionwhere
there is a mingling of seeds, since such a unionmay be produc-
tive of offspring, but the latter may be wanting. Consequently
since marriage caused affinity, in so far as it was a carnal min-
gling, it follows that also an unlawful intercourse causes affin-
ity in so far as it has something of natural copulation.

Reply to Objection 1. In an unlawful intercourse there is
something natural which is common to fornication and mar-
riage, and in this respect it causes affinity. ere is also some-
thingwhich is inordinatewhereby it differs frommarriage, and
in this respect it does not cause affinity.Hence affinity remains
honorable, although its cause is in a way dishonorable.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is no reason why diverse re-
lations should not be in the same subject by reason of differ-
ent things.Consequently there canbe affinity and consanguin-
ity between two persons, not only on account of unlawful but
also on account of lawful intercourse: for instance if a blood-
relation of mine on my father’s side marries a blood-relation
of mine on my mother’s side. Hence in the above definition
the words “which is altogether void of blood-relationship” ap-
ply to affinity as such. Nor does it follow that a man by hav-
ing intercourse with his blood-relation contracts affinity with
himself, since affinity, like consanguinity, requires diversity of
subjects, as likeness does.

Reply toObjection 3. In unnatural copulation there is no
mingling of seeds that makes generation possible: wherefore a
like intercourse does not cause affinity.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 4Whether affinity is caused by betrothal?

Objection 1. It would seem that affinity cannot be caused
by betrothal. For affinity is a lasting tie: whereas a betrothal is
sometimes broken off. erefore it cannot cause affinity.

Objection 2. Further if the hymen be penetrated without
the deed being consummated, affinity is not contracted. Yet
this is much more akin to carnal intercourse than a betrothal.
erefore betrothal does not cause affinity.

Objection 3. Further, betrothal is nothing but a promise
of future marriage. Now sometimes there is a promise of fu-
ture marriage without affinity being contracted, for instance if
it take place before the age of seven years; or if a man having
a perpetual impediment of impotence promise a woman fu-
ture marriage; or if a like promise be made between persons to
whommarriage is rendered unlawful by a vow; or in any other
way whatever. erefore betrothal cannot cause affinity.

Onthe contrary,PopeAlexander (cap.Ad audiendem,De
spons. et matrim.) forbade a certain woman to marry a certain
man, because she had been betrothed to his brother. Now this
would not be the case unless affinity were contracted by be-
trothal. erefore, etc.

I answer that, Just as a betrothal has not the conditions
of a perfect marriage, but is a preparation for marriage, so be-
trothal causes not affinity as marriage does, but something like
affinity. is is called “the justice of public honesty,” which is
an impediment to marriage even as affinity and consanguin-
ity are, and according to the same degrees, and is defined thus:
“e justice of public honesty is a relationship arising out of
betrothal, and derives its force from ecclesiastical institution

by reason of its honesty.” is indicates the reason of its name
as well as its cause, namely that this relationship was instituted
by the Church on account of its honesty.

Reply to Objection 1. Betrothal, by reason not of itself
but of the end to which it is directed, causes this kind of affin-
ity known as “the justice of public honesty”: wherefore just as
marriage is a lasting tie, so is the aforesaid kind of affinity.

Reply to Objection 2. In carnal intercourse man and
woman become one flesh by themingling of seeds.Wherefore
it is not every invasion or penetration of the hymen that causes
affinity to be contracted, but only such as is followed by amin-
gling of seeds. Butmarriage causes affinity not only on account
of carnal intercourse, but also by reason of the conjugal fellow-
ship, in respect of which also marriage is according to nature.
Consequently affinity results from the marriage contract itself
expressed in words of the present and before its consumma-
tion, and in like manner there results from betrothal, which is
a promise of conjugal fellowship, something akin to affinity,
namely the justice of public honesty.

Reply to Objection 3. All those impediments which
void a betrothal prevent affinity being contracted through a
promise ofmarriage.Hencewhether hewho actually promises
marriage be lacking in age, or be under a solemn vow of con-
tinence or any like impediment, no affinity nor anything akin
to it results because the betrothal is void. If however, a minor,
laboring under insensibility ormalefice, having a perpetual im-
pediment, is betrothed before the age of puberty and aer the
age of seven years, with a woman who is of age, from such a
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contract there results the impediment called “justice of public
honesty,” because at the time the impediment was not actual,

since at that age the boy who is insensible is equally impotent
in respect of the act in question.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 5Whether affinity is a cause of affinity?

Objection 1. It would seem that affinity also is a cause of
affinity. For Pope Julius I says (cap. Contradicimus 35, qu. iii):
“Nomanmaymarry his wife’s surviving blood-relation”: and it
is said in the next chapter (cap. Porro duorum) that “the wives
of two cousins are forbidden to marry, one aer the other, the
same husband.” But this is only on account of affinity being
contracted through union with a person related by affinity.
erefore affinity is a cause of affinity.

Objection 2. Further, carnal intercourse makes persons
akin even as carnal procreation, since the degrees of affinity
and consanguinity are reckoned equally. But consanguinity
causes affinity. erefore affinity does also.

Objection 3. Further, things that are the same with one
and the same are the same with one another. But the wife con-
tracts the same relations with all her husband’s kindred.ere-
fore all her husband’s kindred are made one with all who are
related by affinity to the wife, and thus affinity is the cause of
affinity.

Objection 4.On the contrary, If affinity is caused by affin-
ity amanwho has connectionwith twowomen canmarry nei-
ther of them, because then the one would be related to the
other by affinity. But this is false. erefore affinity does not
cause affinity.

Objection 5. Further, if affinity arose out of affinity a man
bymarrying anotherman’swidowwould contract affinitywith
all her first husband’s kindred, since she is related to them by
affinity. But this cannot be the case because he would become
especially related by affinity to her deceased husband. ere-
fore, etc.

Objection 6. Further, consanguinity is a stronger tie than
affinity. But the blood-relations of the wife do not become
blood-relations of the husband. Much less, therefore, does
affinity to the wife cause affinity to her blood-relations, and
thus the same conclusion follows.

I answer that,ere are two ways in which one thing pro-
ceeds from another: in one way a thing proceeds from another
in likeness of species, as a man is begotten of a man: in an-
other way one thing proceeds from another, not in likeness
of species; and this process is always towards a lower species,
as instanced in all equivocal agents. e first kind of proces-
sion, however oen it be repeated, the same species always re-
mains: thus if one man be begotten of another by an act of the
generative power, of this man also another man will be begot-
ten, and so on. But the second kind of procession, just as in
the first instance it produces another species, so it makes an-
other species as oen as it is repeated.us bymovement from
a point there proceeds a line and not a point, because a point
by being moved makes a line; and from a line moved lineally,

there proceeds not a line but a surface, and from a surface a
body, and in this way the procession can go no further. Now
in the procession of kinship we find two kinds whereby this
tie is caused: one is by carnal procreation, and this always pro-
duces the same species of relationship; the other is by the mar-
riage union, and this produces a different kind of relationship
from the beginning: thus it is clear that a married woman is
related to her husband’s blood-relations not by blood but by
affinity. Wherefore if this kind of process be repeated, the re-
sult will be not affinity but another kind of relationship; and
consequently a married party contracts with the affines of the
other party a relation not of affinity but of some other kind
which is called affinity of the second kind. And again if a per-
son through marriage contracts relationship with an affine of
the secondkind, itwill not be affinity of the secondkind, but of
a third kind, as indicated in the verse quoted above (a. 1). For-
merly these two kinds were included in the prohibition, un-
der the head of the justice of public honesty rather than under
the head of affinity, because they fall short of true affinity, in
the same way as the relationship arising out of betrothal. Now
however they have ceased to be included in the prohibition,
which now refers only to the first kind of affinity inwhich true
affinity consists.

Reply toObjection 1. A husband contracts affinity of the
first kindwithhiswife’smale blood-relation, and affinity of the
second kind with the latter’s wife: wherefore if the latter man
dies the former cannotmarry his widow on account of the sec-
ond kind of affinity. Again if a man A marry a widow B, C, a
relation of her former husband being connected with B by the
first kind of affinity, contracts affinity of the second kind with
her husband A; and D, the wife of this relation C being con-
nected, by affinity of the second kind, with B, this man’s wife
contracts affinity of the third kind with her husband A. And
since the third kind of affinity was included in the prohibition
on account of a certain honestymore thanby reason of affinity,
the canon (cap. Porro duorum 35, qu. iii) says: “e justice of
public honesty forbids the wives of two cousins to be married
to the same man, the one aer the other.” But this prohibition
is done away with.

Reply to Objection 2. Although carnal intercourse is a
cause of people being connectedwith one another, it is not the
same kind of connection.

Reply to Objection 3. e wife contracts the same con-
nection with her husband’s relatives as to the degree but not as
to the kind of connection.

Since however the arguments in the contrary sense would
seem to show that no tie is caused by affinity, we must reply to
them lest the time-honored prohibition of the Church seem
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unreasonable.
Reply toObjection 4. As stated above, a woman does not

contract affinity of the first kind with the man to whom she is
united in the flesh, wherefore she does not contract affinity of
the second kind with a woman known by the same man; and
consequently if a man marry one of these women, the other
does not contract affinity of the third kind with him. And so
the laws of bygone times did not forbid the sameman tomarry
successively two women known by one man.

Reply toObjection 5. As a man is not connected with his
wife by affinity of the first kind, so he does not contract affinity
of the second kind with the second husband of the same wife.
Wherefore the argument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 6. One person is not connected
with me through another, except they be connected together.

Hence through a woman who is affine to me, no person be-
comes connected with me, except such as is connected with
her. Now this cannot be except through carnal procreation
from her, or through connection with her by marriage: and
according to the olden legislation, I contracted some kind of
connection through her in both ways: because her son even by
another husband becomes affine to me in the same kind and
in a different degree of affinity, as appears from the rule given
above: and again her second husband becomes affine to me in
the second kind of affinity. But her other blood-relations are
not connected with him, but she is connected with them, ei-
ther as with father or mother, inasmuch as she descends from
them, or, as with her brothers, as proceeding from the same
principle;wherefore the brother or father ofmy affinedoes not
become affine to me in any kind of affinity.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 6Whether affinity is an impediment to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that affinity is not an imped-
iment to marriage. For nothing is an impediment to marriage
except what is contrary thereto. But affinity is not contrary to
marriage since it is caused by it. erefore it is not an impedi-
ment to marriage.

Objection 2. Further, bymarriage the wife becomes a pos-
session of the husband. Now the husband’s kindred inherit his
possessions aer his death. erefore they can succeed to his
wife, although she is affine to them, as shown above (a. 5).
erefore affinity is not an impediment to marriage.

On the contrary, It is written (Lev. 18:8): “ou shalt not
uncover the nakedness of thy father’s wife.” Now she is only
affine. erefore affinity is an impediment to marriage.

I answer that, Affinity that precedes marriage hinders
marriage being contracted and voids the contract, for the same
reason as consanguinity. For just as there is a certain need for

blood-relations to live together, so is there for those who are
connected by affinity: and just as there is a tie of friendship be-
tween blood-relations, so is there between those who are affine
to one another. If, however, affinity supervene to matrimony,
it cannot void the marriage, as stated above (q. 50, a. 7).

Reply toObjection 1. Affinity is not contrary to the mar-
riage which causes it, but to a marriage being contracted with
an affine, in so far as the latter would hinder the extension of
friendship and the curbing of concupiscence, which are sought
in marriage.

Reply to Objection 2. e husband’s possessions do not
become one with him as the wife is made one flesh with him.
Wherefore just as consanguinity is an impediment tomarriage
or unionwith the husband according to the flesh, so is one for-
bidden to marry the husband’s wife.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 7Whether affinity in itself admits of degrees?

Objection 1. It would seem that affinity in itself admits of
degrees. For any kind of propinquity can itself be the subject
of degrees. Now affinity is a kind of propinquity. erefore it
has degrees in itself apart from the degrees of consanguinity by
which it is caused.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated in the text (Sent. iv, D,
41) that the child of a second marriage could not take a con-
sort from within the degrees of affinity of the first husband.
But this would not be the case unless the son of an affine were
also affine. erefore affinity like consanguinity admits itself
of degrees.

On the contrary, Affinity is caused by consanguinity.
erefore all the degrees of affinity are caused by the degrees
of consanguinity: and so it has no degrees of itself.

I answer that,A thing does not of itself admit of being di-
vided except in reference to something belonging to it by rea-

son of its genus: thus animal is divided into rational and irra-
tional and not into white and black. Now carnal procreation
has a direct relation to consanguinity, because the tie of con-
sanguinity is immediately contracted through it; whereas it
has no relation to affinity except through consanguinitywhich
is the latter’s cause. Wherefore since the degrees of relation-
ship are distinguished in reference to carnal procreation, the
distinction of degrees is directly and immediately referable to
consanguinity, and to affinity through consanguinity. Hence
the general rule in seeking the degrees of affinity is that in
whatever degree of consanguinity I am related to the husband,
in that same degree of affinity I am related to the wife.

Reply to Objection 1. e degrees in propinquity of rela-
tionship can only be taken in reference to ascent anddescent of
propagation, to which affinity is compared only through con-
sanguinity. Wherefore affinity has no direct degrees, but de-
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rives them according to the degrees of consanguinity.
Reply toObjection 2. Formerly it used to be said that the

son of my affine by a second marriage was affine to me, not
directly but accidentally as it were: wherefore he was forbid-

den tomarry on account of the justice of public honesty rather
than affinity. And for this reason this prohibition is now re-
voked.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 8Whether the degrees of affinity extend in the same way as the degrees of consanguinity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the degrees of affinity
do not extend in the same way as the degrees of consanguin-
ity. For the tie of affinity is less strong than the tie of consan-
guinity, since affinity arises from consanguinity in diversity of
species, as from an equivocal cause. Now the stronger the tie
the longer it lasts. erefore the tie of affinity does not last to
the same number of degrees as consanguinity.

Objection 2. Further, human law should imitate Divine
law. Now according to the Divine law certain degrees of con-
sanguinity were forbidden, in which degrees affinity was not
an impediment to marriage: as instanced in a brother’s wife
whom a man could marry although he could not marry her
sister. erefore now too the prohibition of affinity and con-
sanguinity should not extend to the same degrees.

On the contrary,Awoman is connected withme by affin-
ity from the very fact that she is married to a blood-relation of
mine. erefore in whatever degree her husband is related to
meby blood she is related tome in that samedegree by affinity:
and so the degrees of affinity should be reckoned in the same

number as the degrees of consanguinity.
I answer that, Since the degrees of affinity are reckoned

according to the degrees of consanguinity, the degrees of affin-
ity must needs be the same in number as those of consanguin-
ity. Nevertheless, affinity being a lesser tie than consanguinity,
both formerly and now, a dispensation is more easily granted
in the more remote degrees of affinity than in the remote de-
grees of consanguinity.

Reply toObjection 1.e fact that the tie of affinity is less
than the tie of consanguinity causes a difference in the kind of
relationship but not in the degrees.Hence this argument is not
to the point.

Reply to Objection 2. A man could not take his deceased
brother’s wife except, in the case when the latter died without
issue, in order to raise up seed to his brother.is was requisite
at a time when religious worship was propagated by means of
the propagation of the flesh, which is not the case now. Hence
it is clear that he did notmarry her in his ownperson as it were,
but as supplying the place of his brother.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 9Whether amarriage contracted by personswith the degrees of affinity or consanguinity should
always be annulled?

Objection 1. It would seem that a marriage contracted by
persons within the degrees of affinity or consanguinity ought
not always to be annulled by divorce. For “what God hath
joined together let no man put asunder” (Mat. 19:6). Since
then it is understood that what the Church does God does,
and since theChurch sometimes through ignorance joins such
persons together, it would seem that if subsequently this came
to knowledge they ought not to be separated.

Objection 2. Further, the tie of marriage is less onerous
than the tie of ownership. Now aer a long time a man may
acquire by prescription the ownership of a thing of which he
was not the owner. erefore by length of time a marriage be-
comes good in law, although it was not so before.

Objection 3. Further, of like things we judge alike. Now
if a marriage ought to be annulled on account of consanguin-
ity, in the case when two brothers marry two sisters, if one be
separated on account of consanguinity, the other ought to be
separated for the same reason. and yet this is not seemly.ere-
fore amarriage ought not to be annulled on account of affinity
or consanguinity.

On the contrary, Consanguinity and affinity forbid the
contracting of a marriage and void the contract. erefore if
affinity or consanguinity be proved, the parties should be sep-

arated even though they have actually contracted marriage.
I answer that, Since all copulation apart from lawful mar-

riage is a mortal sin, which the Church uses all her endeav-
ors to prevent, it belongs to her to separate those between
whom there cannot be valid marriage, especially those related
by blood or by affinity, who cannot without incest be united
in the flesh.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the Church is upheld by
God’s gi and authority, yet in so far as she is an assembly of
men there results in her acts something of human frailty which
is notDivine.erefore a union effected in the presence of the
Church who is ignorant of an impediment is not indissoluble
by Divine authority, but is brought about contrary to Divine
authority through man’s error, which being an error of fact ex-
cuses from sin, as long as it remains. Hence when the imped-
iment comes to the knowledge of the Church, she ought to
sever the aforesaid union.

Reply to Objection 2. at which cannot be done with-
out sin is not ratified by any prescription, for as Innocent III
says (Conc. Later. iv, can. 50: cap. Non debent, De consang.
et affinit.), “length of time does not diminish sin but increases
it”: nor can it in anyway legitimize amarriage which could not
take place between unlawful persons.

2655



Reply to Objection 3. In contentious suits between two
persons the verdict does not prejudice a third party, where-
fore although the one brother’s marriage with the one sister
is annulled on account of consanguinity, the Church does not
therefore annul the other marriage against which no action is
taken. Yet in the tribunal of the conscience the other brother
ought not on this account always to be bound to put away his
wife, because such accusations frequently proceed from ill-will,

and are proved by false witnesses. Hence he is not bound to
form his conscience on what has been done about the other
marriage: but seemingly one ought to draw a distinction, be-
cause either he has certain knowledge of the impediment of his
marriage, or he has an opinion about it, or he has neither. In
the first case, he can neither seek nor pay the debt, in the sec-
ond, hemust pay, but not ask, in the third he can both pay and
ask.

Suppl. q. 55 a. 10Whether it is necessary to proceed by way of accusation for the annulment of a marriage con-
tracted by persons related to each other by affinity or consanguinity?

Objection 1. It would seem that one ought not to proceed
byway of accusation in order to sever amarriage contracted be-
tween persons related by affinity or consanguinity. Because ac-
cusation is preceded by inscription* whereby aman binds him-
self to suffer the punishment of retaliation, if he fail to prove
his accusation. But this is not required when a matrimonial
separation is at issue. erefore accusation has no place then.

Objection 2. Further, in a matrimonial lawsuit only the
relatives are heard, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 41). But
in accusations even strangers are heard. erefore in a suit for
matrimonial separation the process is not byway of accusation.

Objection 3.Further, if amarriage ought to be denounced
this should be done especially where it is least difficult to sever
the tie. Now this is when only the betrothal has been con-
tracted, and then it is not the marriage that is denounced.
erefore accusation should never take place at any other time.

Objection 4. Further, a man is not prevented from accus-
ing by the fact that he does not accuse at once. But this happens
in marriage, for if he was silent at first when the marriage was
being contracted, he cannot denounce themarriage aerwards
without laying himself open to suspicion. erefore, etc.

Onthe contrary,Whatever is unlawful can be denounced.
But the marriage of relatives by affinity and consanguinity is
unlawful. erefore it can be denounced.

I answer that, Accusation is instituted lest the guilty be
tolerated as though theywere innocent.Now just as it happens
through ignorance of fact that a guilty man is reputed inno-
cent, so it happens through ignorance of a circumstance that a
certain fact is deemed lawfulwhereas it is unlawful.Wherefore
just as aman is sometimes accused, so is a fact sometimes anob-
ject of accusation. It is in thisway that amarriage is denounced,
when through ignorance of an impediment it is deemed law-
ful, whereas it is unlawful.

Reply toObjection1.epunishment of retaliation takes
place when a person is accused of a crime, because then action
is taken that he may be punished. But when it is a deed that
is accused, action is taken not for the punishment of the doer,
but in order to prevent what is unlawful. Hence in a matrimo-
nial suit the accuser does not bind himself to a punishment.
Moreover, the accusation may be made either in words or in

writing, provided the person who denounces the marriage de-
nounced, and the impediment for which it is denounced, be
expressed.

Reply to Objection 2. Strangers cannot know of the con-
sanguinity except from the relatives, since these know with
greater probability. Hence when these are silent, a stranger is
liable to be suspected of acting from ill-will unless he wish
the relatives to prove his assertion. Wherefore a stranger is de-
barred from accusing when there are relatives who are silent,
and by whom he cannot prove his accusation. On the other
hand the relatives, however nearly related they be, are not de-
barred from accusing, when the marriage is denounced on ac-
count of a perpetual impediment, which prevents the con-
tracting of the marriage and voids the contract. When, how-
ever, the accusation is based on a denial of the contract having
taken place, the parents should be debarred from witnessing
as being liable to suspicion, except those of the party that is
inferior in rank and wealth, for they, one is inclined to think,
would be willing for the marriage to stand.

Reply toObjection 3. If themarriage is not yet contracted
and there is only a betrothal, there can be no accusation, for
what is not, cannot be accused. But the impediment can be
denounced lest the marriage be contracted.

Reply to Objection 4. He who is silent at first is some-
times heard aerwards if he wish to denounce the marriage,
and sometimes he is repulsed. is is made clear by the Dec-
retal (cap. Cum in tua, De his qui matrim. accus. possunt.)
which runs as follows: “If an accuser present himself aer the
marriage has been contracted, since he did not declare him-
self when according to custom, the banns were published in
church, we may rightly ask whether he should be allowed to
voice his accusation. In this matter we deem that a distinction
should be made, so that if he who lodges information against
persons already married was absent from the diocese at the
time of the aforesaid publication, or if for some other reason
this could not come to his knowledge, for instance if through
exceeding stress of weakness and fever hewas not in possession
of his faculties, or was of so tender years as to be too young to
understand suchmatters, or if he were hindered by some other
lawful cause, his accusation should be heard. otherwise with-

* e accuser was bound by Roman Law to endorse (se inscribere) the writ of
accusation; Cf. IIa IIae, q. 33, a. 7.
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out doubt he should be repulsed as open to suspicion, unless he
swear that the information lodged by him came to his knowl-

edge subsequently and that he is not moved by ill-will to make
his accusation.”

Suppl. q. 55 a. 11Whether in a suit of this kind one should proceed by hearing witnesses in the same way as in
other suits?

Objection 1. It would seem that in such a suit one ought
not toproceedbyhearingwitnesses, in the sameway as in other
suits where any witnesses may be called provided they be un-
exceptionable. But here strangers are not admitted, although
they be unexceptionable. erefore, etc.

Objection 2. Further, witnesses who are suspected of pri-
vate hatred or love are debarred fromgiving evidence.Now rel-
atives are especially open to suspicion of love for one party, and
hatred for the other. erefore their evidence should not be
taken.

Objection 3. Further, marriage is a more favorable suit
than those others in which purely corporeal questions are at
stake. Now in these the same person cannot be both accuser
and witness. Neither therefore can this be in a matrimonial
suit; and so it would appear that it is not right to proceed by
hearing witnesses in a suit of this kind.

On the contrary, Witnesses are called in a suit in order to
give the judge evidence concerningmatters of doubt.Now evi-

dence should be afforded the judge in this suit as in other suits,
since he must not pronounce a hasty judgment on what is not
proven.erefore here as in other lawsuits witnesses should be
called.

I answer that, In this kind of lawsuit as in others, truth
must be unveiled by witnesses: yet, as the lawyers say, there are
many things peculiar to this suit; namely that “the same per-
son can be accuser and witness; that evidence is not taken ‘on
oath of calumny,’ since it is a quasi-spiritual lawsuit; that rel-
atives are allowed as witnesses; that the juridical order is not
perfectly observed, since if the denunciation has been made,
and the suit is uncontested, the defendantmay be excommuni-
cated if contumacious; that hearsay evidence is admitted; and
that witnesses may be called aer the publication of the names
of thewitnesses.” All this is in order to prevent the sin thatmay
occur in such a union (cap. Quoties aliqui; cap. Super eo, De
test. et attest.; cap. Literas, De juram. calumn.).

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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Of the Impediment of Spiritual Relationship

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the impediment of spiritual relationship: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether spiritual relationship is an impediment to marriage?
(2) From what cause is it contracted?
(3) Between whom?
(4) Whether it passes from husband to wife?
(5) Whether it passes to the father’s carnal children?

Suppl. q. 56 a. 1Whether spiritual relationship is an impediment to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that spiritual relationship is
not an impediment tomarriage. For nothing is an impediment
tomarriage savewhat is contrary to amarriage good.Now spir-
itual relationship is not contrary to amarriage good.erefore
it is not an impediment to marriage.

Objection 2.Further, a perpetual impediment tomarriage
cannot stand together with marriage. But spiritual relation-
ship sometimes stands together with marriage, as stated in the
text (Sent. iv, D, 42), as when a man in a case of necessity bap-
tizes his own child, for then he contracts a spiritual relation-
shipwith his wife, and yet themarriage is not dissolved.ere-
fore spiritual relationship is not an impediment to marriage.

Objection 3. Further, union of the spirit does not pass to
the flesh. But marriage is a union of the flesh. erefore since
spiritual relationship is a union of the spirit, it cannot become
an impediment to marriage.

Objection 4. Further, contraries have not the same effects.
Now spiritual relationship is apparently contrary to disparity
of worship, since spiritual relationship is a kinship resulting
from the giving of a sacrament or the intention of so doing*:
whereas disparity of worship consists in the lack of a sacra-
ment, as stated above (q. 50, a. 1). Since then disparity of wor-
ship is an impediment to matrimony, it would seem that spir-
itual relationship has not this effect.

On the contrary, e holier the bond, the more is it to be
safeguarded. Now a spiritual bond is holier than a bodily tie:
and since the tie of bodily kinship is an impediment to mar-
riage, it follows that spiritual relationship should also be an
impediment.

Further, in marriage the union of souls ranks higher than
union of bodies, for it precedes it. erefore with much more
reason can a spiritual relationship hindermarriage than bodily
relationship does.

I answer that, Just as by carnal procreation man receives
natural being, so by the sacraments he receives the spiritual be-
ing of grace.Wherefore just as the tie that is contracted by car-
nal procreation is natural to man, inasmuch as he is a natural
being, so the tie that is contracted from the reception of the
sacraments is aer a fashion natural to man, inasmuch as he
is a member of the Church. erefore as carnal relationship

hinders marriage, even so does spiritual relationship by com-
mand of the Church. We must however draw a distinction in
reference to spiritual relationship, since either it precedes or
follows marriage. If it precedes, it hinders the contracting of
marriage and voids the contract. If it follows, it does not dis-
solve the marriage bond: but we must draw a further distinc-
tion in reference to the marriage act. For either the spiritual
relationship is contracted in a case of necessity, as when a fa-
ther baptizes his child who is at the point of death—and then
it is not an obstacle to the marriage act on either side—or it
is contracted without any necessity and through ignorance, in
which case if the person whose action has occasioned the rela-
tionship acted with due caution, it is the same with him as in
the former case—or it is contracted purposely andwithout any
necessity, and then the personwhose actionhas occasioned the
relationship, loses the right to ask for the debt; but is bound to
pay if asked, because the fault of the one party should not be
prejudicial to the other.

Reply to Objection 1. Although spiritual relationship
does not hinder any of the chiefmarriage goods, it hinders one
of the secondary goods, namely the extension of friendship,
because spiritual relationship is by itself a sufficient reason for
friendship: wherefore intimacy and friendship with other per-
sons need to be sought by means of marriage.

Reply to Objection 2. Marriage is a lasting bond, where-
fore no supervening impediment can sever it. Hence it hap-
pens sometimes that marriage and an impediment tomarriage
stand together, but not if the impediment precedes.

Reply toObjection 3. Inmarriage there is not only a bod-
ily but also a spiritual union: and consequently kinship of spirit
proves an impediment thereto, without spiritual kinship hav-
ing to pass into a bodily relationship.

Reply to Objection 4. ere is nothing unreasonable in
two things that are contrary to one another being contrary to
the same thing, as great and small are contrary to equal. us
disparity of worship and spiritual relationship are opposed to
marriage, because in one the distance is greater, and in the
other less, than required by marriage. Hence there is an im-
pediment to marriage in either case.

* See next Article, ad 3.
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Suppl. q. 56 a. 2Whether spiritual relationship is contracted by baptism only?

Objection 1. It would seem that spiritual relationship is
contracted by Baptism only. For as bodily kinship is to bod-
ily birth, so is spiritual kinship to spiritual birth. Now Bap-
tism alone is called spiritual birth. erefore spiritual kinship
is contracted by Baptism only, even as only by carnal birth is
carnal kinship contracted.

Objection 2. Further, a character is imprinted in order
as in Confirmation. But spiritual relationship does not result
from receiving orders. erefore it does not result from Con-
firmation but only from Baptism.

Objection 3. Further, sacraments are more excellent than
sacramentals. Now spiritual relationship does not result from
certain sacraments, for instance fromExtremeUnction.Much
less therefore does it result fromcatechizing, as somemaintain.

Objection 4. Further, many other sacramentals are at-
tached toBaptismbesides catechizing.erefore spiritual rela-
tionship is not contracted from catechism anymore than from
the others.

Objection 5. Further, prayer is no less efficacious than in-
struction of catechism for advancement in good. But spiritual
relationship does not result from prayer. erefore it does not
result from catechism.

Objection 6. Further, the instruction given to the bap-
tized by preaching to them avails no less than preaching to
those who are not yet baptized. But no spiritual relationship
results from preaching. Neither therefore does it result from
catechism.

Objection 7. On the other hand, It is written (1 Cor.
4:15): “InChrist Jesus by the gospel I have begotten you.”Now
spiritual birth causes spiritual relationship. erefore spiritual
relationship results from the preaching of the gospel and in-
struction, and not only from Baptism.

Objection 8. Further, as original sin is taken away by Bap-
tism, so is actual sin taken away by Penance. erefore just as
Baptism causes spiritual relationship, so also does Penance.

Objection 9. Further, “father” denotes relationship. Now
a man is called another’s spiritual father in respect of Penance,
teaching, pastoral care and many other like things. erefore
spiritual relationship is contracted from many other sources
besides Baptism and Confirmation.

I answer that, ere are three opinions on this question.
Some say that as spiritual regeneration is bestowed by the sev-
enfold grace of the Holy Ghost, it is caused by means of seven
things, beginning with the first taste of blessed salt and ending
withConfirmation given by the bishop: and they say that spir-
itual relationship is contracted by each of these seven things.
But this does not seemreasonable, for carnal relationship is not
contracted except by a perfect act of generation. Wherefore
affinity is not contracted except there be mingling of seeds,
from which it is possible for carnal generation to follow. Now
spiritual generation is not perfected except by a sacrament:

wherefore it does not seem fitting for spiritual relationship to
be contracted otherwise than through a sacrament.Hence oth-
ers say that spiritual relationship is only contracted through
three sacraments, namely catechism, Baptism and Confirma-
tion, but these do not apparently know the meaning of what
they say, since catechism is not a sacrament but a sacramental.
Wherefore others say that it is contracted through two sacra-
ments only, namely Confirmation and Baptism, and this is the
more common opinion. Some however of these say that cate-
chism is a weak impediment, since it hinders the contracting
of marriage but does not void the contract.

Reply to Objection 1. Carnal birth is twofold. e first is
in thewomb,wherein thatwhich is born is aweakling and can-
not come forth without danger: and to this birth regeneration
by Baptism is likened; wherein a man is regenerated as though
yet needing to be fostered in thewombof theChurch.e sec-
ond is birth from out of the womb, when that which was born
in the womb is so far strengthened that it can without danger
face the outer world which has a natural corruptive tendency.
To this is likened Confirmation, whereby man being strength-
ened goes forth abroad to confess the name of Christ. Hence
spiritual relationship is fittingly contracted throughboth these
sacraments.

Reply to Objection 2. e effect of the sacrament of or-
der is not regeneration but the bestowal of power, for which
reason it is not conferred on women, and consequently no im-
pediment to marriage can arise therefrom. Hence this kind of
relationship does not count.

Reply to Objection 3. In catechism one makes a profes-
sion of future Baptism, just as in betrothal one enters an en-
gagement of future marriage. Wherefore just as in betrothal a
certain kind of propinquity is contracted, so is there in cate-
chism, wherebymarriage is rendered at least unlawful, as some
say; but not in the other sacraments.

Reply to Objection 4. ere is not made a profession of
faith in the other sacramentals of Baptism, as in catechism:
wherefore the comparison fails.

e same answer applies to the Fih and SixthObjections.
Reply toObjection 7.eApostle had instructed them in

the faith by a kind of catechism; and consequently his instruc-
tion was directed to their spiritual birth.

Reply to Objection 8. Properly speaking a spiritual rela-
tionship is not contracted through the sacrament of Penance.
Wherefore a priest’s son canmarry a womanwhose confession
the priest has heard, else in the whole parish he could not find
a woman whom he could marry. Nor does it matter that by
Penance actual sin is taken away, for this is not a kind of birth,
but a kind of healing. Nevertheless Penance occasions a kind
of bond between the woman penitent and the priest, that has
a resemblance to spiritual relationship, so that if he have carnal
intercoursewith her, he sins as grievously as if shewere his spir-
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itual daughter. e reason of this is that the relations between
priest and penitent are most intimate, and consequently in or-
der to remove the occasion of sin this prohibition* was made.

Reply to Objection 9. A spiritual father is so called from
his likeness to a carnal father. Now as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. viii, 2) a carnal father gives his child three things, be-

ing nourishment and instruction: and consequently a person’s
spiritual father is so called from one of these three things. Nev-
ertheless he has not, through being his spiritual father, a spiri-
tual relationship with him, unless he is like a (carnal) father as
to generationwhich is the way to being.is solutionmay also
be applied to the foregoing Eighth Objection.

Suppl. q. 56 a. 3Whether spiritual relationship is contracted between the person baptized and the person who
raises him from the sacred font?

Objection 1. It would seem that spiritual relationship is
not contracted between the person baptized and the person
who raises him from the sacred font. For in carnal generation
carnal relationship is contracted only on the part of the per-
son of whose seed the child is born; and not on the part of the
person who receives the child aer birth. erefore neither is
spiritual relationship contracted between the receiver and the
received at the sacred font.

Objection 2. Further, he who raises a person from the sa-
cred font is called ἀνάδοχος byDionysius (Eccl.Hier. ii): and it
is part of his office to instruct the child. But instruction is not a
sufficient cause of spiritual relationship, as stated above (a. 2).
erefore no relationship is contracted between him and the
person whom he raises from the sacred font.

Objection 3. Further, it may happen that someone raises a
person from the sacred font before he himself is baptized.Now
spiritual relationship is not contracted in such a case, since one
who is not baptized is not capable of spirituality. erefore
raising a person from the sacred font is not sufficient to con-
tract a spiritual relationship.

On the contrary, ere is the definition of spiritual rela-
tionship quoted above (a. 1), as also the authoritiesmentioned
in the text (Sent. iv, D, 42).

I answer that, Just as in carnal generation a person is born

of a father and mother, so in spiritual generation a person
is born again a son of God as Father, and of the Church as
Mother. Now while he who confers the sacrament stands in
the place ofGod, whose instrument andminister he is, he who
raises a baptized person from the sacred font, or holds the can-
didate for Confirmation, stands in the place of the Church.
erefore spiritual relationship is contracted with both.

Reply to Objection 1. Not only the father, of whose seed
the child is born, is related carnally to the child, but also the
motherwhoprovides thematter, and inwhosewomb the child
is begotten. So too the godparent who in place of the Church
offers and raises the candidate for Baptism and holds the can-
didate for Confirmation contracts spiritual relationship.

Reply to Objection 2. He contracts spiritual relationship
not by reason of the instruction it is his duty to give, but on
account of the spiritual birth in which he co-operates.

Reply to Objection 3. A person who is not baptized can-
not raise anyone from the sacred font, since he is not amember
of the Church whom the godparent in Baptism represents: al-
though he can baptize, because he is a creature of God Whom
the baptizer represents. And yet he cannot contract a spiritual
relationship, since he is void of spiritual life to which man is
first born by receiving Baptism.

Suppl. q. 56 a. 4Whether spiritual relationship passes from husband to wife?

Objection1. Itwould seem that spiritual relationship does
not pass from husband to wife. For spiritual and bodily union
are disparate and differ generically. erefore carnal union
which is between husband and wife cannot be the means of
contracting a spiritual relationship.

Objection 2. Further, the godfather and godmother have
more in common in the spiritual birth that is the cause of spir-
itual relationship, than a husband, who is godfather, has with
his wife. Now godfather and godmother do not hereby con-
tract spiritual relationship. erefore neither does a wife con-
tract a spiritual relationship through her husband being god-
father to someone.

Objection 3. Further, it may happen that the husband is
baptized, and his wife not, for instance when he is converted
from unbelief without his wife being converted. Now spiritual

relationship cannot be contracted by one who is not baptized.
erefore it does not always pass from husband to wife.

Objection 4. Further, husband andwife together can raise
a person from the sacred font, since no law forbids it. If there-
fore spiritual relationship passed from husband to wife, it
would follow that each of them is twice godfather or god-
mother of the same individual: which is absurd.

On the contrary, Spiritual goods are more communicable
than bodily goods. But the bodily consanguinity of the hus-
band passes to his wife by affinity. Much more therefore does
spiritual relationship.

I answer that, A may become co-parent with B in two
ways. First, by the act of another (B), who baptizes A’s child,
or raises him in Baptism. In this way spiritual relationship
does not pass from husband to wife, unless perchance it be

* Can. Omnes quos, and seqq., Caus. xxx.
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his wife’s child, for then she contracts spiritual relationship di-
rectly, even as her husband. Secondly, by his own act, for in-
stance when he raises B’s child from the sacred font, and thus
spiritual relationship passes to the wife if he has already had
carnal knowledge of her, but not if the marriage be not yet
consummated, since they are not as yet made one flesh: and
this is by way of a kind of affinity; wherefore it would seem
on the same grounds to pass to a woman of whom he has car-
nal knowledge, though she be not his wife. Hence the verse:
“I may not marry my own child’s godmother, nor the mother
of my godchild: but I may marry the godmother of my wife’s
child.”

Reply to Objection 1. From the fact that corporal and
spiritual union differ generically wemay conclude that the one
is not the other, but not that the one cannot cause the other,
since things of different genera sometimes cause one another
either directly or indirectly.

Reply to Objection 2. e godfather and godmother of
the same person are not united in that person’s spiritual birth

save accidentally, since one of themwould be self-sufficient for
the purpose. Hence it does not follow from this that any spir-
itual relationship results between them whereby they are hin-
dered from marrying one another. Hence the verse:

“Of two co-parents one is always spiritual, the other car-
nal: this rule is infallible.”

On the other hand, marriage by itself makes husband and
wife one flesh: wherefore the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection3. If thewife benot baptized, the spiri-
tual relationship will not reach her, because she is not a fit sub-
ject, and not because spiritual relationship cannot pass from
husband to wife through marriage.

Reply to Objection 4. Since no spiritual relationship re-
sults between godfather and godmother, nothing prevents
husband and wife from raising together someone from the sa-
cred font. Nor is it absurd that the wife become twice god-
mother of the same person from different causes, just as it is
possible for her to be connected in carnal relationship both by
affinity and consanguinity to the same person.

Suppl. q. 56 a. 5Whether spiritual relationship passes to the godfather’s carnal children?

Objection1. Itwould seem that spiritual relationship does
not pass to the godfather’s carnal children. For no degrees are
assigned to spiritual relationship. Yet there would be degrees if
it passed from father to son, since the person begotten involves
a change of degree, as stated above (q. 55, a. 5). erefore it
does not pass to the godfather’s carnal sons.

Objection 2. Further, father and son are related in the
same degree as brother and brother. If therefore spiritual re-
lationship passes from father to son, it will equally pass from
brother to brother: and this is false.

Onthe contrary,is is proved by authority quoted in the
text (Sent. iv, D, 42).

I answer that,Ason is somethingof his father andnot con-
versely (Ethic. viii, 12): wherefore spiritual relationship passes
from father to his carnal son and not conversely.us it is clear
that there are three spiritual relationships: one called spiritual
fatherhood between godfather and godchild; another called
co-paternity between the godparent and carnal parent of the
same person; and the third is called spiritual brotherhood, be-

tween godchild and the carnal children of the same parent.
Each of these hinders the contracting of marriage and voids
the contract.

Reply to Objection 1. e addition of a person by carnal
generation entails a degree with regard to a person connected
by the same kind of relationship, but not with regard to one
connected by another kind of relationship. us a son is con-
nected with his father’s wife in the same degree as his father,
but by another kind of relationship.Now spiritual relationship
differs in kind from carnal. Wherefore a godson is not related
to his godfather’s carnal son in the same degree as the latter’s
father is related to him, through whom the spiritual relation-
ship is contracted. Consequently it does not follow that spiri-
tual relationship admits of degrees.

Reply toObjection 2.Aman is not part of his brother as a
son is of his father. But a wife is part of her husband, since she
is made one with him in body. Consequently the relationship
does not pass from brother to brother, whether the brother be
born before or aer spiritual brotherhood.
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Of Legal Relationship, Which Is by Adoption

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider legal relationship which is by adoption. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) What is adoption?
(2) Whether one contracts through it a tie that is an impediment to marriage?
(3) Between which persons is this tie contracted.

Suppl. q. 57 a. 1Whether adoption is rightly defined?

Objection 1. It would seem that adoption is not rightly
defined: “Adoption is the act by which a person lawfully takes
for his child or grandchild and so on one who does not be-
long to him.” For the child should be subject to its father.Now,
sometimes the person adopted does not comeunder the power
of the adopter. erefore adoption is not always the taking of
someone as a child.

Objection 2. Further, “Parents should lay up for their chil-
dren” (2 Cor. 12:14). But the adoptive father does not always
necessarily lay up for his adopted child, since sometimes the
adopted does not inherit the goods of the adopter. erefore
adoption is not the taking of someone as a child.

Objection3.Further, adoption,whereby someone is taken
as a child, is likened to natural procreation whereby a child is
begotten naturally. erefore whoever is competent to beget a
child naturally is competent to adopt. But this is untrue, since
neither one who is not his own master, nor one who is not
twenty-five years of age, nor a woman can adopt, and yet they
canbeget a childnaturally.erefore, properly speaking, adop-
tion is not the taking of someone as a child.

Objection 4. Further, to take as one’s child one who is
not one’s own seems necessary in order to supply the lack of
children begotten naturally. Now one who is unable to beget,
through being a eunuch or impotent, suffers especially from
the absence of children of his own begetting. erefore he is
especially competent to adopt someone as his child. But he is
not competent to adopt. erefore adoption is not the taking
of someone as one’s child.

Objection 5. Further, in spiritual relationship, where
someone is taken as a child without carnal procreation, it is
of no consequence whether an older person become the fa-
ther of a younger, or “vice versa,” since a youth can baptize an
old man and “vice versa.” erefore, if by adoption a person is
taken as a childwithout being carnally begotten, itwouldmake
no difference whether an older person adopted a younger, or a
younger an older person; which is not true.erefore the same
conclusion follows.

Objection 6. Further, there is no difference of degree be-
tween adopted and adopter. erefore whoever is adopted, is
adopted as a child; and consequently it is not right to say that
one may be adopted as a grandchild.

Objection 7. Further, adoption is a result of love, where-
fore God is said to have adopted us as children through char-
ity. Nowwe should have greater charity towards those who are
connected with us than towards strangers.erefore adoption
should be not of a stranger but of someone connected with us.

I answer that, Art imitates nature and supplies the defect
of nature where nature is deficient. Hence just as a man begets
by natural procreation, so by positive law which is the art of
what is good and just, one person can take to himself another
as a child in likeness to one that is his child by nature, in order
to take the place of the children he has lost, this being the chief
reason why adoption was introduced. And since taking im-
plies a term “wherefrom,” for which reason the taker is not the
thing taken, it follows that the person taken as a child must be
a stranger. Accordingly, just as natural procreation has a term
“whereto,” namely the formwhich is the endof generation, and
a term “wherefrom,” namely the contrary form, so legal gener-
ation has a term “whereto,” namely a child or grandchild, and a
term “wherefrom,” namely, a stranger. Consequently the above
definition includes the genus of adoption, for it is described as
a “lawful taking,” and the term “wherefrom,” since it is said to
be the taking of “a stranger,” and the term “whereto,” because
it says, “as a child or grandchild .”

Reply to Objection 1. e sonship of adoption is an im-
itation of natural sonship. Wherefore there are two species of
adoption, one which imitates natural sonship perfectly, and
this is called “arrogatio,” whereby the person adopted is placed
under the power of the adopter; and one who is thus adopted
inherits from his adopted father if the latter die intestate, nor
can his father legally deprive him of a fourth part of his in-
heritance. But no one can adopt in this way except one who is
his own master, one namely who has no father or, if he has, is
of age. ere can be no adoption of this kind without the au-
thority of the sovereign. e other kind of adoption imitates
natural sonship imperfectly, and is called “simple adoption,”
and by this the adopted does not come under the power of the
adopter: so that it is a disposition to perfect adoption, rather
than perfect adoption itself. In thisway even onewho is not his
own master can adopt, without the consent of the sovereign
and with the authority of a magistrate: and one who is thus
adopted does not inherit the estate of the adopter, nor is the

2662



latter bound to bequeath to him any of his goods in his will,
unless he will.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. Natural procreation is directed to

the production of the species; wherefore anyone in whom the
specific nature is not hindered is competent to be able to beget
naturally. But adoption is directed to hereditary succession,
wherefore those alone are competent to adopt who have the
power to dispose of their estate. Consequently one who is not
his own master, or who is less than twenty-five years of age, or
a woman, cannot adopt anyone, except by special permission
of the sovereign.

Reply toObjection 4. An inheritance cannot pass to pos-
terity through one who has a perpetual impediment from
begetting: hence for this very reason it ought to pass to those
who ought to succeed to himby right of relationship; and con-
sequently he cannot adopt, as neither can he beget. Moreover
greater is sorrow for children lost than for children one has
never had. Wherefore those who are impeded from begetting
need no solace for their lack of children as those who have had
and have lost them, or could have had them but have them not
by reason of some accidental impediment.

Reply to Objection 5. Spiritual relationship is contracted

through a sacrament whereby the faithful are born again in
Christ, in Whom there is no difference between male and fe-
male, bondman and free, youth and old age (Gal. 3:28; Col.
3:11). Wherefore anyone can indifferently become another’s
godfather. But adoption aims at hereditary succession and a
certain subjection of the adopted to the adopter: and it is not
fitting that older persons should be subjected to younger in the
care of the household. Consequently a younger person cannot
adopt an older; but according to law the adopted person must
be somuch younger than the adopter, that hemight have been
the child of his natural begetting.

Reply to Objection 6. One may lose one’s grandchildren
and so forth even as one may lose one’s children. Wherefore
since adoptionwas introduced as a solace for children lost, just
as someonemaybe adopted inplace of a child, somay someone
be adopted in place of a grandchild and so on.

Reply toObjection 7.A relative ought to succeed by right
of relationship; and therefore such a person is not competent
to be chosen to succeed by adoption. And if a relative, who is
not competent to inherit the estate, be adopted, he is adopted
not as a relative, but as a stranger lacking the right of succeed-
ing to the adopter’s goods.

Suppl. q. 57 a. 2Whether a tie that is an impediment to marriage is contracted through adoption?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not contracted
through adoption a tie that is an impediment to marriage. For
spiritual care is more excellent than corporeal care. But no tie
of relationship is contracted through one’s being subjected to
another’s spiritual care: else all those who dwell in the parish
would be related to the parish priest and would be unable to
marry his son. Neither therefore can this result from adoption
which places the adopted under the care of the adopter.

Objection 2. Further, no tie of relationship results from
persons conferring a benefit on another. But adoption is noth-
ing but the conferring of a benefit.erefore no tie of relation-
ship results from adoption.

Objection 3. Further, a natural father provides for his
child chiefly in three things, as the Philosopher states (Ethic.
viii, 11,12), namely by giving him being, nourishment and ed-
ucation; andhereditary succession is subsequent to these.Now
no tie of relationship is contracted by one’s providing for a
person’s nourishment and education, else a person would be
related to his nourishers, tutors and masters, which is false.
erefore neither is any relationship contracted through adop-
tion by which one inherits another’s estate.

Objection 4. Further, the sacraments of the Church are
not subject to human laws. Nowmarriage is a sacrament of the
Church. Since then adoption was introduced by human law, it
would seem that a tie contracted from adoption cannot be an
impediment to marriage.

On the contrary, Relationship is an impediment to mar-
riage. Now a kind of relationship results from adoption,
namely legal relationship, as evidenced by its definition, for
“legal relationship is a connection arising out of adoption.”
erefore adoption results in a tie which is an impediment to
marriage.

Further, the same is provedby the authorities quoted in the
text (Sent. iv, D, 42).

I answer that, e Divine law especially forbids marriage
between those persons who have to live together lest, as Rabbi
Moses observes (Doc. Perp. iii, 49), if itwere lawful for them to
have carnal intercourse, there should bemore room for concu-
piscence to the repression of which marriage is directed. And
since the adopted child dwells in the house of his adopted fa-
ther like one that is begotten naturally human laws forbid the
contracting of marriage between the like, and this prohibition
is approved by the Church. Hence it is that legal adoption is
an impediment to marriage. is suffices for the Replies to
the first three Objections, because none of those things entails
such a cohabitation asmight be an incentive to concupiscence.
erefore they do not cause a relationship that is an impedi-
ment to marriage.

Reply to Objection 4. e prohibition of a human law
would not suffice to make an impediment to marriage, unless
the authority of theChurch intervenes by issuing the samepro-
hibition.

2663



Suppl. q. 57 a. 3Whether legal relationship is contracted only between the adopting father and the adopted
child?

Objection 1. It would seem that a relationship of this
kind is contracted only between the adopting father and the
adopted child. For it would seem that it ought above all to
be contracted between the adopting father and the natural
mother of the adopted, as happens in spiritual relationship. Yet
there is no legal relationship between them.erefore it is not
contracted between any other persons besides the adopter and
adopted.

Objection 2. Further, the relationship that impedes mar-
riage is a perpetual impediment. But there is not a perpetual
impediment between the adopted son and the naturally be-
gotten daughter of the adopted; because when the adoption
terminates at the death of the adopter, or when the adopted
comes of age, the latter can marry her. erefore he was not
related to her in such a way as to prevent him from marrying
her.

Objection 3. Further, spiritual relationship passes to no
person incapable of being a god-parent; wherefore it does not
pass to one who is not baptized. Now a woman cannot adopt,
as stated above (a. 1, ad 2). erefore legal relationship does
not pass from husband to wife.

Objection 4. Further, spiritual relationship is stronger
than legal. But spiritual relationship does not pass to a grand-
child. Neither, therefore, does legal relationship.

On the contrary, Legal relationship is more in agreement
with carnal union or procreation than spiritual relationship is.
But spiritual relationship passes to another person. erefore
legal relationship does so also.

Further, the same is provedby the authorities quoted in the
text (Sent. iv, D, 42).

I answer that,Legal relationship is of three kinds.e first
is in the descending order as it were, and is contracted be-
tween the adoptive father and the adopted child, the latter’s
child grandchild and so on; the second is between the adopted
child and the naturally begotten child; the third is like a kind

of affinity, and is between the adoptive father and the wife of
the adopted son, or contrariwise between the adopted son and
the wife of the adoptive father. Accordingly the first and third
relationships are perpetual impediments to marriage: but the
second is not, but only so long as the adopted person remains
under the power of the adoptive father, whereforewhen the fa-
ther dies or when the child comes of age, they can be married.

Reply to Objection 1. By spiritual generation the son is
not withdrawn from the father’s power, as in the case of adop-
tion, so that the godson remains the son of both at the same
time, whereas the adopted son does not. Hence no relation-
ship is contracted between the adoptive father and the natural
mother or father, as was the case in spiritual relationship.

Reply to Objection 2. Legal relationship is an impedi-
ment to marriage on account of the parties dwelling together:
hence when the need for dwelling together ceases, it is not un-
reasonable that the aforesaid tie cease, for instance when he
ceases to be under the power of the same father. But the adop-
tive father and his wife always retain a certain authority over
their adopted son andhiswife,wherefore the tie between them
remains.

Reply toObjection3.Even awoman can adopt by permis-
sion of the sovereign, wherefore legal relationship passes also
toher.Moreover the reasonwhy spiritual relationship does not
pass to a non-baptized person is not because such a person can-
not be a god-parent but because he is not a fit subject of spiri-
tuality.

Reply to Objection 4. By spiritual relationship the son is
not placed under the power and care of the godfather, as in
legal relationship: because it is necessary that whatever is in
the son’s power pass under the power of the adoptive father.
Wherefore if a father be adopted the children and grandchil-
dren who are in the power of the person adopted are adopted
also.
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Of the Impediments of Impotence, Spell, Frenzy or Madness, Incest and Defective Age

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider five impediments to marriage, namely the impediments of impotence, spell, frenzy or madness,
incest, and defective age. Under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether impotence is an impediment to marriage?
(2) Whether a spell is?
(3) Whether frenzy or madness is?
(4) Whether incest is?
(5) Whether defective age is?

Suppl. q. 58 a. 1Whether impotence is an impediment to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that impotence is not an im-
pediment tomarriage. For carnal copulation is not essential to
marriage, sincemarriage ismore perfect when both parties ob-
serve continency by vow. But impotence deprives marriage of
nothing save carnal copulation. erefore it is not a diriment
impediment to the marriage contract.

Objection 2. Further, just as impotence prevents carnal
copulation so does frigidity. But frigidity is not reckoned an
impediment to marriage. erefore neither should impotence
be reckoned as such.

Objection 3.Further, all old people are frigid. Yet old peo-
ple can marry. erefore, etc.

Objection 4. Further, if the woman knows the man to be
frigid when she marries him, the marriage is valid. erefore
frigidity, considered in itself, is not an impediment to mar-
riage.

Objection 5. Further, calidity may prove a sufficient in-
centive to carnal copulation with one who is not a virgin, but
notwith onewho is, because it happens to be soweak as to pass
away quickly, and is therefore insufficient for the deflowering
of a virgin.Or again itmaymove aman sufficiently in regard to
a beautiful woman, but insufficiently in regard to an uncomely
one. erefore it would seem that frigidity, although it be an
impediment in regard to one, is not an impediment absolutely.

Objection 6. Further, generally speaking woman is more
frigid than man. But women are not debarred from mar-
riage. Neither therefore should men be debarred on account
of frigidity.

Onthe contrary, It is stated (Extra,De Frigidis etMalefic.,
cap. Quod Sedem): “Just as a boy who is incapable of marital
intercourse is unfit to marry, so also those who are impotent
are deemed most unfit for the marriage contract.” Now per-
sons affected with frigidity are the like. erefore, etc.

Further, no one can bind himself to the impossible. Now
in marriage man binds himself to carnal copulation; because
it is for this purpose that he gives the other party power over

his body. erefore a frigid person, being incapable of carnal
copulation, cannot marry.

I answer that, In marriage there is a contract whereby one
is bound to pay the other themarital debt: wherefore just as in
other contracts, the bond is unfitting if a person bind himself
to what he cannot give or do, so the marriage contract is un-
fitting, if it be made by one who cannot pay the marital debt.
is impediment is called by the general name of impotence
as regards coition, and can arise either from an intrinsic and
natural cause, or from an extrinsic and accidental cause, for in-
stance spell, of which we shall speak later (a. 2). If it be due to
a natural cause, this may happen in two ways. For either it is
temporary, and can be remedied by medicine, or by the course
of time, and then it does not void a marriage: or it is perpetual
and then it voids marriage, so that the party who labors under
this impediment remains for ever without hope of marriage,
while the other may “marry to whom she will…in the Lord”
(1 Cor. 7:39). In order to ascertain whether the impediment
be perpetual or not, the Church has appointed a fixed time,
namely three years, for putting the matter to a practical proof:
and if aer three years, during which both parties have hon-
estly endeavored to fulfil their marital intercourse, the mar-
riage remain unconsummated, the Church adjudges the mar-
riage to be dissolved. And yet the Church is sometimes mis-
taken in this, because three years are sometimes insufficient
to prove impotence to be perpetual. Wherefore if the Church
find that she has been mistaken, seeing that the subject of the
impediment has completed carnal copulation with another or
with the same person, she reinstates the former marriage and
dissolves the subsequent one, although the latter has been con-
tracted with her permission.*

Reply to Objection 1. Although the act of carnal copula-
tion is not essential tomarriage, ability to fulfill the act is essen-
tial, because marriage gives each of the married parties power
over the other’s body in relation to marital intercourse.

Reply to Objection 2. Excessive calidity can scarcely be

* “Nowadays it is seldom necessary to examine too closely into this matter, as
all cases arising from it are treated as far as possible under the form of dispen-
sations of non-consummated marriages.” Cf. Catholic Encyclopedia, article
Canonical Impediments.
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a perpetual impediment. If, however, it were to prove an im-
pediment tomarital intercourse for three years it would be ad-
judged to be perpetual. Nevertheless, since frigidity is a greater
and more frequent impediment (for it not only hinders the
mingling of seeds but also weakens the members which co-
operate in the union of bodies), it is accounted an impedi-
ment rather than calidity, since all natural defects are reduced
to frigidity.

Reply to Objection 3. Although old people have not suf-
ficient calidity to procreate, they have sufficient to copulate.
Wherefore they are allowed to marry, in so far as marriage is
intended as a remedy, although it does not befit them as ful-
filling an office of nature.

Reply to Objection 4. In all contracts it is agreed on all
hands that anyone who is unable to satisfy an obligation is un-
fit to make a contract which requires the fulfilling of that obli-
gation. Now this inability is of two kinds. First, because a per-
son is unable to fulfill the obligation “de jure,” and such in-
ability renders the contract altogether void, whether the party
with whom he contracts knows of this or not. Secondly, be-
cause he is unable to fulfill “de facto”; and then if the partywith
whomhe contracts knows of this and, notwithstanding, enters
the contract, this shows that the latter seeks some other end
from the contract, and the contract stands. But if he does not
know of it the contract is void. Consequently frigidity which
causes such an impotence that a man cannot “de facto” pay the
marriage debt, as also the condition of slavery, whereby a man
cannot “de facto” give his service freely, are impediments to

marriage, when the one married party does not know that the
other is unable to pay the marriage debt. But an impediment
whereby a person cannot pay the marriage debt “de jure,” for
instance consanguinity, voids the marriage contract, whether
the other party knows of it or not. For this reason the Master
holds (Sent. iv, D, 34) that these two impediments, frigidity
and slavery, make it not altogether unlawful for their subjects
to marry.

Reply toObjection 5.Aman cannot have a perpetual nat-
ural impediment in regard to one person and not in regard to
another. But if he cannot fulfill the carnal act with a virgin,
while he can with one who is not a virgin, the hymeneal mem-
branemay be broken by amedical instrument, and thus hemay
have connection with her. Nor would this be contrary to na-
ture, for it would be done not for pleasure but for a remedy.
Dislike for a woman is not a natural cause, but an accidental
extrinsic cause: and thereforewemust form the same judgment
in its regard as about spells, of which we shall speak further on
(a. 2).

Reply to Objection 6. e male is the agent in procre-
ation, and the female is the patient, wherefore greater calidity
is required in the male than in the female for the act of pro-
creation. Hence the frigidity which renders the man impotent
would not disable the woman. Yet there may be a natural im-
pediment from another cause, namely stricture, and then we
must judge of stricture in the woman in the same way as of
frigidity in the man.

Suppl. q. 58 a. 2Whether a spell can be an impediment to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that a spell cannot be an im-
pediment to marriage. For the spells in question are caused
by the operation of demons. But the demons have no more
power to prevent the marriage act than other bodily actions;
and these they cannot prevent, for thus they would upset the
whole world if they hindered eating and walking and the like.
erefore they cannot hinder marriage by spells.

Objection 2. Further, God’s work is stronger than the
devil’s. But a spell is the work of the devil. erefore it cannot
hinder marriage which is the work of God.

Objection 3. Further, no impediment, unless it be perpet-
ual, voids themarriage contract. But a spell cannot be a perpet-
ual impediment, for since the devil has no power over others
than sinners, the spell will be removed if the sin be cast out, or
by another spell, or by the exorcisms of the Church which are
employed for the repression of the demon’s power. erefore
a spell cannot be an impediment to marriage.

Objection 4. Further, carnal copulation cannot be hin-
dered, unless there be an impediment to the generative power
which is its principle. But the generative power of one man is
equally related to all women. erefore a spell cannot be an
impediment in respect of one woman without being so also in

respect of all.
On the contrary, It is stated in theDecretals (XXXIII, qu.

1, cap. iv): “If by sorcerers orwitches…,” and further on, “if they
be incurable, they must be separated.”

Further, the demons’ power is greater thanman’s: “ere is
no power upon earth that can be compared with himwho was
made to fear no one” ( Job 41:24). Now through the action of
man, a person may be rendered incapable of carnal copulation
by some power or by castration; and this is an impediment to
marriage.erefore muchmore can this be done by the power
of a demon.

I answer that, Some have asserted that witchcra is noth-
ing in theworldbut an imaginingofmenwhoascribed to spells
those natural effects the causes of which are hidden. But this
is contrary to the authority of holy men who state that the
demons have power overmen’s bodies and imaginations, when
God allows them: wherefore by their means wizards can work
certain signs. Now this opinion grows from the root of unbe-
lief or incredulity, because they do not believe that demons ex-
ist save only in the imagination of the common people, who
ascribe to the demon the terrors which a man conjures from
his thoughts, and because, owing to a vivid imagination, cer-
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tain shapes such as he has in his thoughts become apparent to
the senses, and then he believes that he sees the demons. But
such assertions are rejected by the true faith whereby we be-
lieve that angels fell from heaven, and that the demons exist,
and that by reason of their subtle nature they are able to do
many things which we cannot; and those who induce them to
do such things are called wizards.

Wherefore others have maintained that witchcra can set
up an impediment to carnal copulation, but that no such im-
pediment is perpetual: hence it does not void the marriage
contract, and they say that the laws asserting this have been
revoked. But this is contrary to actual facts and to the new leg-
islation which agrees with the old.

We must therefore draw a distinction: for the inability to
copulate caused by witchcra is either perpetual and then it
voids marriage, or it is not perpetual and then it does not
void marriage. And in order to put this to practical proof the
Church has fixed the space of three years in the same way as
we have stated with regard to frigidity (a. 1).ere is, however
this difference between a spell and frigidity, that a person who
is impotent through frigidity is equally impotent in relation to
one as to another, and consequently when the marriage is dis-
solved, he is not permitted to marry another woman. whereas
through witchcra a man may be rendered impotent in rela-
tion toonewomanandnot to another, and consequentlywhen
the Church adjudges the marriage to be dissolved, each party
is permitted to seek another partner in marriage.

Reply toObjection 1. e first corruption of sin whereby
man became the slave of the devil was transmitted to us by the
act of the generative power, and for this reasonGod allows the
devil to exercise his power of witchcra in this act more than

in others. Even so the power of witchcra is made manifest in
serpents more than in other animals according to Gn. 3, since
the devil tempted the woman through a serpent.

Reply to Objection 2. God’s work may be hindered by
the devil’s work with God’s permission; not that the devil is
stronger than God so as to destroy His works by violence.

Reply to Objection 3. Some spells are so perpetual that
they can have no human remedy, although God might af-
ford a remedy by coercing the demon, or the demon by de-
sisting. For, as wizards themselves admit, it does not always
follow that what was done by one kind of witchcra can be
destroyed by another kind, and even though it were possible
to use witchcra as a remedy, it would nevertheless be reck-
oned to be perpetual, since nowise ought one to invoke the
demon’s help by witchcra. Again, if the devil has been given
power over a person on account of sin, it does not follow that
his power ceases with the sin, because the punishment some-
times continues aer the fault has been removed. And again,
the exorcisms of the Church do not always avail to repress the
demons in all their molestations of the body, if God will it
so, but they always avail against those assaults of the demons
against which they are chiefly instituted.

Reply to Objection 4. Witchcra sometimes causes an
impediment in relation to all, sometimes in relation to one
only: because the devil is a voluntary cause not acting from
natural necessity. Moreover, the impediment resulting from
witchcra may result from an impression made by the demon
on a man’s imagination, whereby he is deprived of the concu-
piscence that moves him in regard to a particular woman and
not to another.

Suppl. q. 58 a. 3Whether madness is an impediment to marriage?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatmadness is not an impedi-
ment tomarriage. For spiritualmarriagewhich is contracted in
Baptism is more excellent than carnal marriage. But mad per-
sons can be baptized. erefore they can also marry.

Objection 2. Further, frigidity is an impediment to mar-
riage because it impedes carnal copulation, which is not im-
peded by madness. erefore neither is marriage impeded
thereby.

Objection 3. Further, marriage is not voided save by a per-
petual impediment. But one cannot tell whether madness is a
perpetual impediment. erefore it does not void marriage.

Objection 4. Further, the impediments that hinder mar-
riage are sufficiently contained in the verses given above
(q. 50). But they contain no mention of madness. erefore,
etc.

On the contrary,Madness removes the use of reasonmore
than error does. But error is an impediment tomarriage.ere-
fore madness is also.

Further, mad persons are not fit for making contracts. But

marriage is a contract. erefore, etc.
I answer that, e madness is either previous or subse-

quent tomarriage. If subsequent, it nowise voids the marriage,
but if it be previous, then the mad person either has lucid in-
tervals, or not. If he has, then although it is not safe for him
to marry during that interval, since he would not know how
to educate his children, yet if he marries, the marriage is valid.
But if he has no lucid intervals, ormarries outside a lucid inter-
val, then, since there can be no consent without use of reason,
the marriage will be invalid.

Reply to Objection 1. e use of reason is not necessary
for Baptism as its cause, in which way it is necessary for matri-
mony. Hence the comparison fails. We have, however, spoken
of the Baptism of mad persons ( IIIa, q. 68, a. 12).

Reply to Objection 2. Madness impedes marriage on the
part of the latter’s cause which is the consent, although not on
the part of the act as frigidity does. Yet the Master treats of
it together with frigidity, because both are defects of nature
(Sent. iv, D, 34).
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Reply to Objection 3. A passing impediment which hin-
ders the cause of marriage, namely the consent, voids marriage
altogether. But an impediment that hinders the actmust needs
be perpetual in order to void the marriage.

Reply toObjection 4.is impediment is reducible to er-
ror, since in either case there is lack of consent on the part of
the reason.

Suppl. q. 58 a. 4Whether marriage is annulled by the husband committing incest with his wife’s sister?

Objection 1. It would seem that marriage is not annulled
by the husband committing incest with his wife’s sister. For
the wife should not be punished for her husband’s sin. Yet she
would be punished if the marriage were annulled. erefore,
etc.

Objection 2. Further, it is a greater sin to know one’s own
relative, than to know the relative of one’s wife. But the former
sin is not an impediment to marriage. erefore neither is the
second.

Objection 3. Further, if this is inflicted as a punishment of
the sin, itwould seem, if the incestuous husbandmarry even af-
ter his wife’s death, that they ought to be separated: which is
not true.

Objection 4. Further, this impediment is not mentioned
among those enumerated above (q. 50). erefore it does not
void the marriage contract.

On the contrary, By knowing his wife’s sister he contracts
affinity, with his wife. But affinity voids the marriage contract.
erefore the aforesaid incest does also.

Further, by whatsoever a man sinneth, by the same also is
he punished. Now such aman sins against marriage.erefore

he ought to be punished by being deprived of marriage.
I answer that, If a man has connection with the sister or

other relative of his wife before contracting marriage, even af-
ter his betrothal, themarriage should be broken off on account
of the resultant affinity. If, however, the connection take place
aer the marriage has been contracted and consummated, the
marriage must not be altogether dissolved: but the husband
loses his right to marital intercourse, nor can he demand it
without sin. And yet he must grant it if asked, because the
wife should not be punished for her husband’s sin. But aer
the death of his wife he ought to remain without any hope of
marriage, unless he receive a dispensation on account of his
frailty, through fear of unlawful intercourse. If, however, he
marry without a dispensation, he sins by contravening the law
of the Church, but his marriage is not for this reason to be an-
nulled. is suffices for the Replies to the Objections, for in-
cest is accounted an impediment to marriage not so much for
its being a sin as on account of the affinity which it causes. For
this reason it is not mentioned with the other impediments,
but is included in the impediment of affinity.

Suppl. q. 58 a. 5Whether defective age is an impediment to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that deficient age is not an
impediment to marriage. For according to the laws children
are under the care of a guardian until their twenty-fih year.
erefore it would seem that before that age their reason is
not sufficiently mature to give consent, and consequently that
ought seemingly to be the age fixed for marrying. Yet marriage
can be contracted before that age. erefore lack of the ap-
pointed age is not an impediment to marriage.

Objection 2. Further, just as the tie of religion is perpet-
ual so is the marriage tie. Now according to the new legisla-
tion (cap. Non Solum,De regular. et transeunt.) no one can be
professed before the fourteenth year of age. erefore neither
could a person marry if defective age were an impediment.

Objection 3. Further, just as consent is necessary for mar-
riage on the part of the man, so is it on the part of the woman.
Now awoman canmarry before the age of fourteen.erefore
a man can also.

Objection 4. Further, inability to copulate, unless it be
perpetual and not known, is not an impediment to marriage.
But lack of age is neither perpetual nor unknown. erefore it
is not an impediment to marriage.

Objection 5. Further, it is not included under any of the

aforesaid impediments (q. 50), and consequently would seem
not to be an impediment to marriage.

On the contrary,ADecretal (cap.Quod Sedem,De frigid
et malefic.) says that “a boy who is incapable of marriage inter-
course is unfit tomarry.” But in themajority of cases he cannot
pay the marriage debt before the age of fourteen (De Animal.
vii). erefore, etc.

Further, “ere is a fixed limit of size and growth for all
things in nature” according to the Philosopher (De Anima ii,
4): and consequently it would seem that, since marriage is nat-
ural, it must have a fixed age by defect of which it is impeded.

I answer that, Since marriage is effected by way of a con-
tract, it comes under the ordinance of positive law like other
contracts. Consequently according to law (cap. Tua, De spon-
sal. impub.) it is determined that marriage may not be con-
tracted before the age of discretion when each party is capable
of sufficient deliberation about marriage, and of mutual fulfil-
ment of the marriage debt, and that marriages otherwise con-
tracted are void. Now for the most part this age is the four-
teenth year in males and the twelh year in women: but since
the ordinances of positive law are consequent upon what hap-
pens in the majority of cases, if anyone reach the required per-
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fection before the aforesaid age, so that nature and reason are
sufficiently developed to supply the lack of age, the marriage is
not annulled. Wherefore if the parties who marry before the
age of puberty have marital intercourse before the aforesaid
age, their marriage is none the less perpetually indissoluble.

Reply toObjection 1. In matters to which nature inclines
there is not required such a development of reason in order to
deliberate, as in other matters: and therefore it is possible aer
deliberation to consent to marriage before one is able to man-
age one’s own affairs in other matters without a guardian.

Reply to Objection 2. e same answer applies, since the
religious vow is about matters outside the inclination of na-

ture, and which offer greater difficulty than marriage.
Reply to Objection 3. It is said that woman comes to the

age of puberty sooner than man does (De Animal. ix); hence
there is no parallel between the two.

Reply to Objection 4. In this case there is an impediment
not only as to inability to copulate, but also on account of the
defect of the reason, which is not yet qualified to give rightly
that consent which is to endure in perpetuity.

Reply to Objection 5. e impediment arising from de-
fective age, like that which arises frommadness, is reducible to
the impediment of error; because aman has not yet the full use
of his free-will.
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Of Disparity of Worship As an Impediment to Marriage

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider disparity of worship as an impediment to marriage. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether a believer can marry an unbeliever?
(2) Whether there is marriage between unbelievers?
(3) Whether a husbandbeing converted to the faith can remainwithhiswife if she be unwilling to be converted?
(4) Whether he may leave his unbelieving wife?
(5) Whether aer putting her away he may take another wife?
(6) Whether a husband may put aside his wife on account of other sins as he may for unbelief ?

Suppl. q. 59 a. 1Whether a believer can marry an unbeliever?

Objection 1. It would seem that a believer can marry an
unbeliever. For Joseph married an Egyptian woman, and Es-
ther married Assuerus: and in both marriages there was dis-
parity of worship, since one was an unbeliever and the other a
believer. erefore disparity of worship previous to marriage
is not an impediment thereto.

Objection 2. Further, the Old Law teaches the same faith
as the New. But according to the Old Law there could be mar-
riage between a believer and an unbeliever, as evidenced byDt.
21:10 seqq.: “If thou go out to the fight…and seest in the num-
ber of the captives a beautiful woman and lovest her, and wilt
have her towife…thou shalt go in unto her, and shalt sleepwith
her, and she shall be thy wife.” erefore it is lawful also under
the New Law.

Objection 3. Further, betrothal is directed to marriage.
Now there can be a betrothal between a believer and an un-
believer in the case where a condition is made of the latter’s
future conversion. erefore under the same condition there
can be marriage between them.

Objection 4. Further, every impediment to marriage is in
some way contrary tomarriage. But unbelief is not contrary to
marriage, since marriage fulfills an office of nature whose dic-
tate faith surpasses. erefore disparity of worship is not an
impediment to marriage.

Objection 5. Further, there is sometime disparity of wor-
ship even between two persons who are baptized, for instance
when, aer Baptism, a person falls into heresy. Yet if such a per-
son marry a believer, it is nevertheless a valid marriage. ere-
fore disparity of worship is not an impediment to marriage.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Cor. 6:14): “What con-
cord hath light with darkness?*”Now there is the greatest con-
cord between husband and wife. erefore one who is in the
light of faith cannot marry one who is in the darkness of un-
belief.

Further, it is written (Malachi 2:11): “Juda hath profaned
the holiness of the Lord, which he loved, and hathmarried the
daughter of a strange god.” But such had not been the case if

they could havemarried validly.erefore disparity ofworship
is an impediment to marriage.

I answer that, e chief good of marriage is the offspring
to be brought up to the worship of God. Now since education
is the work of father and mother in common, each of them in-
tends to bring up the child to the worship of God according
to their own faith. Consequently if they be of different faith,
the intention of the onewill be contrary to the intention of the
other, and therefore there cannot be a fittingmarriage between
them. For this reason disparity of faith previous to marriage is
an impediment to the marriage contract.

Reply to Objection 1. In the Old Law it was allowable to
marry with certain unbelievers, and forbidden with others. It
was however especially forbidden with regard to inhabitants
of the land ofCanaan, both because the Lord had commanded
them to be slain on account of their obstinacy, and because it
was fraught with a greater danger, lest to wit they should per-
vert to idolatry those whom they married or their children,
since the Israelites were more liable to adopt their rites and
customs through dwelling among them. But it was permitted
in regard to other unbelievers, especially when there could be
no fear of their being drawn into idolatry. And thus Joseph,
Moses, and Esther married unbelievers. But under the New
Law which is spread throughout the whole world the prohi-
bition extends with equal reason to all unbelievers. Hence dis-
parity of worship previous to marriage is an impediment to its
being contracted and voids the contract.

Reply to Objection 2. is law either refers to other na-
tions with whom they could lawfully marry, or to the case
when the captive woman was willing to be converted to the
faith and worship of God.

Reply to Objection 3. Present is related to present in the
same way as future to future.Wherefore just as whenmarriage
is contracted in the present, unity of worship is required in
both contracting parties, so in the case of a betrothal, which
is a promise of future marriage, it suffices to add the condition
of future unity of worship.

* Vulg.: ‘What fellowship hath light with darkness? And what concord hath
Christ with Belial?’.
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Reply toObjection4. It has beenmade clear that disparity
of worship is contrary to marriage in respect of its chief good,
which is the good of the offspring.

Reply to Objection 5. Matrimony is a sacrament: and
therefore so far as the sacramental essentials are concerned, it
requires purity with regard to the sacrament of faith, namely
Baptism, rather than with regard to interior faith. For which
reason also this impediment is not called disparity of faith, but
disparity of worship which concerns outward service, as stated

above (Sent. iii, D, 9, q. 1, a. 1, qu. 1). Consequently if a be-
liever marry a baptized heretic, the marriage is valid, although
he sins by marrying her if he knows her to be a heretic: even
so he would sin were he to marry an excommunicate woman,
and yet the marriage would not be void: whereas on the other
hand if a catechumen having right faith but not having been
baptizedwere tomarry a baptized believer, themarriagewould
not be valid.

Suppl. q. 59 a. 2Whether there can be marriage between unbelievers?

Objection 1. It would seem that there can be no mar-
riage betweenunbelievers. Formatrimony is a sacrament of the
Church. Now Baptism is the door of the sacraments. ere-
fore unbelievers, since they are not baptized, cannotmarry any
more than they can receive other sacraments.

Objection 2. Further, two evils are a greater impediment
to good than one. But the unbelief of only one party is an im-
pediment to marriage. Much more, therefore, is the unbelief
of both, and consequently there can be no marriage between
unbelievers.

Objection 3. Further, just as there is disparity of worship
between believer and unbeliever, so can there be between two
unbelievers, for instance if one be a heathen and the other a
Jew. Now disparity of worship is an impediment to marriage,
as stated above (a. 1).erefore there can be no valid marriage
at least between unbelievers of different worship.

Objection 4. Further, in marriage there is real chastity.
But according to Augustine (De Adult. Conjug. i, 18) there
is no real chastity between an unbeliever and his wife, and
these words are quoted in the Decretals (XXVIII, qu. i, can.
Sic enim.). Neither therefore is there a true marriage.

Objection 5. Further, true marriage excuses carnal inter-
course from sin. But marriage contracted between unbelievers
cannot do this, since “the whole life of unbelievers is a sin,” as
a gloss observes on Rom. 14:23, “All that is not of faith is sin.”
erefore there is no true marriage between unbelievers.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:12): “If any
brother hath awife that believeth not, and she consent to dwell
with him, let him not put her away.” But she is not called his
wife except by reason ofmarriage.ereforemarriage between
unbelievers is a true marriage.

Further, the removal of what comes aer does not imply
the removal of what comes first. Now marriage belongs to an
office of nature, which precedes the state of grace, the princi-
ple of which is faith. erefore unbelief does not prevent the
existence of marriage between unbelievers.

I answer that,Marriage was instituted chiefly for the good
of the offspring, not only as to its begetting—since this can
be effected even without marriage—but also as to its advance-
ment to a perfect state, because everything intends naturally
to bring its effect to perfection. Now a twofold perfection is

to be considered in the offspring. one is the perfection of na-
ture, not only as regards the body but also as regards the soul,
by those means which are of the natural law. e other is the
perfection of grace: and the former perfection is material and
imperfect in relation to the latter. Consequently, since those
things which are for the sake of the end are proportionate to
the end, themarriage that tends to the first perfection is imper-
fect and material in comparison with that which tends to the
second perfection. And since the first perfection can be com-
mon to unbelievers and believers, while the second belongs
only to believers, it follows that between unbelievers there is
marriage indeed, but not perfected by its ultimate perfection
as there is between believers.

Reply to Objection 1. Marriage was instituted not only
as a sacrament, but also as an office of nature. And therefore,
although marriage is not competent to unbelievers, as a sacra-
ment dependent on the dispensation of the Church’s minis-
ters, it is nevertheless competent to them as fulfilling an office
of nature. And yet even a marriage of this kind is a sacrament
aer the manner of a habit, although it is not actually since
they do not marry actually in the faith of the Church.

Reply to Objection 2. Disparity of worship is an imped-
iment to marriage, not by reason of unbelief, but on account
of the difference of faith. For disparity of worship hinders not
only the second perfection of the offspring, but also the first,
since the parents endeavor to draw their children in different
directions, which is not the case when both are unbelievers.

Reply to Objection 3. As already stated (ad 1) there is
marriage between unbelievers, in so far as marriage fulfills an
office of nature. Now those things that pertain to the natu-
ral law are determinable by positive law: and therefore if any
law among unbelievers forbid the contracting ofmarriagewith
unbelievers of a different rite, the disparity of worship will be
an impediment to their intermarrying. ey are not, however,
forbidden by Divine law, because before God, however much
one may stray from the faith, this makes no difference to one’s
being removed from grace: nor is it forbidden by any law of the
Church who has not to judge of those who are without.

Reply to Objection 4. e chastity and other virtues of
unbelievers are said not to be real, because they cannot attain
the end of real virtue, which is real happiness. us we say it is
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not a real wine if it has not the effect of wine.
Reply to Objection 5. An unbeliever does not sin in hav-

ing intercourse with his wife, if he pays her the marriage debt,
for the good of the offspring, or for the troth whereby he is
bound to her: since this is an act of justice and of temperance
which observes the due circumstance in pleasure of touch;

even as neither does he sin in performing acts of other civic
virtues. Again, the reason why the whole life of unbelievers is
said to be a sin is not that they sin in every act, but because they
cannot bedelivered fromthebondage of sin by thatwhich they
do.

Suppl. q. 59 a. 3Whether thehusband,being converted to the faith,may remainwithhiswife is shebeunwilling
to be converted?

Objection 1. It would seem that when a husband is con-
verted to the faith he cannot remain with his wife who is an
unbeliever and is unwilling to be converted, and whom he had
marriedwhile hewas yet an unbeliever. Forwhere the danger is
the same one should take the same precautions.Now a believer
is forbidden to marry an unbeliever for fear of being turned
away from the faith. Since then if the believer remain with the
unbeliever whom he had married previously, the danger is the
same, in fact greater, for neophytes are more easily perverted
than those who have been brought up in the faith, it would
seem that a believer, aer being converted, cannot remainwith
an unbeliever.

Objection 2. Further, “An unbeliever cannot remain
united to her who has been received into the Christian faith”
(Decretals, XXVIII, qu. 1, can. Judaei). erefore a believer is
bound to put away a wife who does not believe.

Objection 3. Further, a marriage contracted between be-
lievers is more perfect than one contracted between unbeliev-
ers. Now, if believers marry within the degrees forbidden by
the Church, their marriage is void. erefore the same applies
to unbelievers, and thus a believing husband cannot remain
with anunbelievingwife, at any rate, if as an unbeliever hemar-
ried her within the forbidden degrees.

Objection 4. Further, sometimes an unbeliever has several
wives recognized by his law. If, then, he can remain with those
whom he married while yet an unbeliever, it would seem that
even aer his conversion he can retain several wives.

Objection 5. Further, it may happen that aer divorcing
his first wife he has married a second, and that he is converted
during this lattermarriage. Itwould seem therefore that at least
in this case he cannot remain with this second wife.

On the contrary, e Apostle counsels him to remain (1
Cor. 7:12).

Further, no impediment that supervenes upon a true mar-
riage dissolves it. Now it was a true marriage when they were
both unbelievers. erefore when one of them is converted,
themarriage is not annulled on that account; and thus itwould
seem that they may lawfully remain together.

I answer that, e faith of a married person does not dis-
solve but perfects the marriage. Wherefore, since there is true
marriage between unbelievers, as stated above (a. 2, ad 1), the
marriage tie is not broken by the fact that one of them is con-
verted to the faith, but sometimes while the marriage tie re-
mains, the marriage is dissolved as to cohabitation andmarital

intercourse, wherein unbelief and adultery are on a par, since
both are against the good of the offspring. Consequently, the
husband has the same power to put away an unbelieving wife
or to remain with her, as he has to put away an adulterous wife
or to remain with her. For an innocent husband is free to re-
main with an adulterous wife in the hope of her amendment,
but not if she be obstinate in her sin of adultery, lest he seem to
approve of her disgrace; although even if there be hope of her
amendment he is free to put her away. In like manner the be-
liever aer his conversion may remain with the unbeliever in
the hope of her conversion, if he see that she is not obstinate in
her unbelief, and he does well in remaining with her, though
not bound to do so: and this is what the Apostle counsels (1
Cor. 7:12).

Reply to Objection 1. It is easier to prevent a thing being
done than to undo what is rightly done. Hence there are many
things that impede the contracting of marriage if they precede
it, which nevertheless cannot dissolve it if they follow it. Such
is the case with affinity (q. 55, a. 6): and it is the same with
disparity of worship.

Reply to Objection 2. In the early Church at the time
of the apostles, both Jews and Gentiles were everywhere con-
verted to the faith: and consequently the believing husband
could then have a reasonable hope for his wife’s conversion,
even though she did not promise to be converted. Aerwards,
however, as timewent on the Jews becamemore obstinate than
the Gentiles, because the Gentiles still continued to come to
the faith, for instance, at the time of the martyrs, and at the
time of Constantine and thereabouts. Wherefore it was not
safe then for a believer to cohabit with an unbelieving Jew-
ish wife, nor was there hope for her conversion as for that of
a Gentile wife. Consequently, then, the believer could, aer
his conversion, cohabit with his wife if she were a Gentile, but
not if she were a Jewess, unless she promised to be converted.
is is the sense of that decree. Now, however, they are on
a par, namely Gentiles and Jews, because both are obstinate;
and therefore unless the unbelieving wife be willing to be con-
verted, he is not allowed to cohabit with her, be she Gentile or
Jew.

Reply to Objection 3. Non-baptized unbelievers are not
bound by the laws of theChurch, but they are bound by the or-
dinances of the Divine law. Hence unbelievers who have mar-
ried within the degrees forbidden by the Divine law, whether
both or one of thembe converted to the faith, cannot continue
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in a like marriage. But if they have married within the degrees
forbidden by a commandment of theChurch, they can remain
together if both be converted, or if one be converted and there
be hope of the other’s conversion.

Reply toObjection 4. To have several wives is contrary to
the natural law by which even unbelievers are bound. Where-
fore an unbeliever is not truly married save to her whom he
married first. Consequently if he be converted with all his
wives, he may remain with the first, and must put the others
away. If, however, the first refuse to be converted, and one of

the others be converted, he has the same right to marry her
again as he would have to marry another. We shall treat of this
matter further on (a. 5).

Reply to Objection 5. To divorce a wife is contrary to the
law of nature, wherefore it is not lawful for an unbeliever to
divorce his wife. Hence if he be converted aer divorcing one
andmarrying another, the same judgment is to be pronounced
in this case as in the case of a man who had several wives, be-
cause if he wish to be converted he is bound to take the first
whom he had divorced and to put the other away.

Suppl. q. 59 a. 4Whether a believer can, aer his conversion, put away his unbelieving wife if she be willing to
cohabit with him without insult to the Creator?

Objection 1. It would seem that a believer, aer his con-
version, cannot put away his unbelieving wife if she be willing
to cohabit with himwithout insult to theCreator. For the hus-
band is more bound to his wife than a slave to his master. But
a converted slave is not freed from the bond of slavery, as ap-
pears from 1 Cor. 7:21; 1 Tim. 6:1. erefore neither can a
believing husband put away his unbelieving wife.

Objection 2. Further, no one may act to another’s prej-
udice without the latter’s consent. Now the unbelieving wife
had a right in the body of her unbelieving husband. If, then,
her husband’s conversion to the faith could be prejudicial to
the wife, so that he would be free to put her away, the husband
could not be converted to the faith without his wife’s consent,
even as he cannot receive orders or vow continence without
her consent.

Objection 3. Further, if a man, whether slave or free,
knowingly marry a bondwoman, he cannot put her away on
account of her different condition. Since, then, the husband,
when he married an unbeliever, knew that she was an unbe-
liever, it would seem that in like manner he cannot put her
away on account of her unbelief.

Objection 4.Further, a father is in duty bound towork for
the salvation of his children. But if he were to leave his unbe-
lievingwife, the children of their unionwould remainwith the
mother, because “the offspring follows the womb,” and thus
their salvation would be imperiled. erefore he cannot law-
fully put away his unbelieving wife.

Objection 5. Further, an adulterous husband cannot put
away an adulterous wife, even aer he has done penance for his
adultery. erefore if an adulterous and an unbelieving hus-
band are to be judged alike, neither can the believer put aside
the unbeliever, even aer his conversion to the faith.

On the contrary, are the words of the Apostle (1 Cor.
7:15,16).

Further, spiritual adultery is more grievous than carnal.
But aman can put hiswife away, as to cohabitation, on account
of carnal adultery. Much more, therefore, can he do so on ac-
count of unbelief, which is spiritual adultery.

I answer that,Different things are competent and expedi-
ent to man according as his life is of one kind or of another.

Wherefore he who dies to his former life is not bound to those
things to which he was bound in his former life. Hence it is
that he who vowed certain things while living in the world is
not bound to fulfill them when he dies to the world by adopt-
ing the religious life. Now he who is baptized is regenerated in
Christ and dies to his former life, since the generation of one
thing is the corruption of another, and consequently he is freed
from the obligation whereby he was bound to pay his wife the
marriage debt, and is not bound to cohabit with her when she
is unwilling to be converted, although in a certain case he is
free to do so, as stated above (a. 3), just as a religious is free to
fulfill the vows he took in the world, if they be not contrary to
his religious profession, although he is not bound to do so.

Reply to Objection 1. Bondage is not inconsistent with
the perfection of the Christian religion, which makes a very
special profession of humility. But the obligation to a wife, or
the conjugal bond, is somewhat derogatory to the perfection
of Christian life, the highest state of which is in the possession
of the continent: hence the comparison fails. Moreover one
married party is not bound to the other as the latter’s posses-
sion, as a slave to his master, but by way of a kind of partner-
ship, which is unfitting between unbeliever and believer as ap-
pears from 2Cor. 6:15; hence there is no comparison between
a slave and a married person.

Reply to Objection 2. e wife had a right in the body of
her husband only as long as he remained in the life wherein he
had married, since also when the husband dies the wife “is de-
livered from the law of her husband” (Rom. 7:3).Wherefore if
the husband leave her aer he has changed his life by dying to
his former life, this is nowise prejudicial to her. Now he who
goes over to the religious life dies but a spiritual death and not
a bodily death. Wherefore if the marriage be consummated,
the husband cannot enter religion without his wife’s consent,
whereas he can before carnal connection when there is only a
spiritual connection. On the other hand, he who is baptized is
even corporeally buried together with Christ unto death; and
therefore he is freed from paying the marriage debt even aer
the marriage has been consummated.

Wemay also reply that it is through her own fault in refus-
ing to be converted that the wife suffers prejudice.
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Reply to Objection 3. Disparity of worship makes a per-
son simply unfit for lawful marriage, whereas the condition of
bondage does not, but only where it is unknown. Hence there
is no comparison between an unbeliever and a bondswoman.

Reply to Objection 4. Either the child has reached a per-
fect age, and then it is free to follow either the believing father

or the unbelieving mother, or else it is under age, and then it
should be given to the believer notwithstanding that it needs
the mother’s care for its education.

Reply to Objection 5. By doing penance the adulterer
does not enter another life as an unbeliever by being baptized.
Hence the comparison fails.

Suppl. q. 59 a. 5Whether the believer who leaves his unbelieving wife can take another wife?

Objection 1. It would seem that the believer who leaves
his unbelieving wife cannot take another wife. For indissolu-
bility is of the nature of marriage, since it is contrary to the
natural law to divorce one’s wife. Now there was true marriage
between them as unbelievers.erefore theirmarriage can no-
wise be dissolved. But as long as a man is bound bymarriage to
onewomanhe cannotmarry another.erefore a believerwho
leaves his unbelieving wife cannot take another wife.

Objection 2.Further, a crime subsequent tomarriage does
not dissolve themarriage.Now, if thewife bewilling to cohabit
without insult to theCreator, themarriage tie is not dissolved,
since the husband cannot marry another. erefore the sin of
the wife who refuses to cohabit without insult to the Creator
does not dissolve the marriage so that her husband be free to
take another wife.

Objection 3. Further, husband and wife are equal in the
marriage tie. Since, then, it is unlawful for the unbelievingwife
tomarry againwhile her husband lives, it would seem that nei-
ther can the believing husband do so.

Objection 4. Further, the vow of continence is more fa-
vorable than the marriage contract. Now seemingly it is not
lawful for the believing husband to take a vow of continence
without the consent of his unbelieving wife, since then the lat-
ter would be deprived of marriage if she were aerwards con-
verted. Much less therefore is it lawful for him to take another
wife.

Objection 5. Further, the son who persists in unbelief af-
ter his father’s conversion loses the right to inherit from his
father: and yet if he be aerwards converted, the inheritance is
restored to him even though another should have entered into
possession thereof. erefore it would seem that in like man-
ner, if the unbelieving wife be converted, her husband ought
to be restored to her even though he should have married an-
other wife: yet this would be impossible if the secondmarriage
were valid. erefore he cannot take another wife.

On the contrary, Matrimony is not ratified without the
sacrament of Baptism. Now what is not ratified can be an-
nulled. erefore marriage contracted in unbelief can be an-
nulled, and consequently, the marriage tie being dissolved, it
is lawful for the husband to take another wife.

Further, a husband ought not to cohabit with an unbeliev-
ing wife who refuses to cohabit without insult to the Creator.
If therefore it were unlawful for him to take another wife he
would be forced to remain continent, which would seem un-

reasonable, since then he would be at a disadvantage through
his conversion.

I answer that, When either husband or wife is converted
to the faith the other remaining in unbelief, a distinctionmust
be made. For if the unbeliever be willing to cohabit without
insult to the Creator—that is without drawing the other to
unbelief—the believer is free to part from the other, but by
parting is not permitted to marry again. But if the unbeliever
refuse to cohabit without insult to the Creator, by making use
of blasphemouswords and refusing to hearChrist’s name, then
if she strive to draw him to unbelief, the believing husband af-
ter parting from her may be united to another in marriage.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above (a. 2), the marriage
of unbelievers is imperfect, whereas the marriage of believers
is perfect and consequently bindsmore firmly. Now the firmer
tie always looses the weaker if it is contrary to it, and therefore
the subsequent marriage contracted in the faith of Christ dis-
solves the marriage previously contracted in unbelief. ere-
fore the marriage of unbelievers is not altogether firm and rat-
ified, but is ratified aerwards by Christ’s faith.

Reply to Objection 2. e sin of the wife who refuses to
cohabit without insult to the Creator frees the husband from
the tie whereby he was bound to his wife so as to be unable
to marry again during her lifetime. It does not however dis-
solve the marriage at once, since if she were converted from
her blasphemy before he married again, her husband would
be restored to her. But the marriage is dissolved by the second
marriage which the believing husband would be unable to ac-
complish unless he were freed from his obligation to his wife
by her own fault.

Reply to Objection 3. Aer the believer has married, the
marriage tie is dissolved on either side, because the marriage
is not imperfect as to the bond, although it is sometimes im-
perfect as to its effect. Hence it is in punishment of the unbe-
lieving wife rather than by virtue of the previous marriage that
she is forbidden to marry again. If however she be aerwards
converted, shemay be allowed by dispensation to take another
husband, should her husband have taken another wife.

Reply to Objection 4. e husband ought not to take a
vow of continence nor enter into a second marriage, if aer
his conversion there be a reasonable hope of the conversion of
his wife, because the wife’s conversion would be more difficult
if she knew she was deprived of her husband. If however there
be no hope of her conversion, he can takeHoly orders or enter
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religion, having first besought his wife to be converted. And
then if the wife be converted aer her husband has received
Holy orders, her husband must not be restored to her, but she
must take it as a punishment of her tardy conversion that she

is deprived of her husband.
Reply to Objection 5. e bond of fatherhood is not dis-

solved by disparity of worship, as themarriage bond is: where-
fore there is no comparison between an inheritance and awife.

Suppl. q. 59 a. 6Whether other sins dissolve marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that other sins besides unbe-
lief dissolve marriage. For adultery is seemingly more directly
opposed to marriage than unbelief is. But unbelief dissolves
marriage in a certain case so that it is lawful to marry again.
erefore adultery has the same effect.

Objection 2. Further, just as unbelief is spiritual fornica-
tion, so is any kind of sin. If, then unbelief dissolves marriage
because it is spiritual fornication, for the same reason any kind
of sin will dissolve marriage.

Objection 3. Further, it is said (Mat. 5:30): “If thy right
hand scandalize thee, pluck it off and cast it from thee,” and
a gloss of Jerome says that “by the hand and the right eye we
mayunderstandour brother,wife, relatives and children.”Now
these become obstacles to us by any kind of sin.ereforemar-
riage can be dissolved on account of any kind of sin.

Objection 4. Further, covetousness is idolatry according
to Eph. 5:5. Now a wife may be put away on account of idola-
try. erefore in like manner she can be put away on account
of covetousness, as also on account of other sins graver than
covetousness.

Objection 5. Further, the Master says this expressly (Sent.
iv, D, 30).

On the contrary, It is said (Mat. 5:32): “Whosoever shall
put away his wife, excepting for the cause of fornication,
maketh her to commit adultery.”

Further, if this were true, divorces would be made all day
long, since it is rare to find a marriage wherein one of the par-
ties does not fall into sin.

I answer that, Bodily fornication and unbelief have a spe-
cial contrariety to the goods of marriage, as stated above (a. 3).
Hence they are specially effective in dissolvingmarriages. Nev-
ertheless it must be observed that marriage is dissolved in two
ways. In one way as to the marriage tie, and thus marriage can-
not be dissolved aer it is ratified, neither by unbelief nor by
adultery. But if it be not ratified, the tie is dissolved, if the one
party remain in unbelief, and the other being converted to the
faith has married again. On the other hand the aforesaid tie is
not dissolved by adultery, else the unbeliever would be free to
give a bill of divorce to his adulterous wife, and having put her
away, could take another wife, which is false. In another way

marriage is dissolved as to the act, and thus it can be dissolved
on account of either unbelief or fornication. Butmarriage can-
not be dissolved even as to the act on account of other sins,
unless perchance the husband wish to cease from intercourse
with his wife in order to punish her by depriving her of the
comfort of his presence.

Reply to Objection 1. Although adultery is opposed to
marriage as fulfilling an office of nature, more directly than
unbelief, it is the other way about if we consider marriage as
a sacrament of the Church, from which source it derives per-
fect stability, inasmuch as it signifies the indissoluble union of
Christ with the Church. Wherefore the marriage that is not
ratified can be dissolved as to the marriage tie on account of
unbelief rather than on account of adultery.

Reply to Objection 2. e primal union of the soul to
God is by faith, and consequently the soul is thereby espoused
to God as it were, according to Osee 2:20, “I will espouse thee
to Me in faith.” Hence in Holy Writ idolatry and unbelief are
specially designated by the name of fornication: whereas other
sins are called spiritual fornications by a more remote signifi-
cation.

Reply to Objection 3. is applies to the case when the
wife proves a notable occasion of sin to her husband, so that
he has reason to fear his being in danger: for then the husband
can withdraw from living with her, as stated above (a. 5).

Reply to Objection 4. Covetousness is said to be idola-
try on account of a certain likeness of bondage, because both
the covetous and the idolater serve the creature rather than the
Creator; but not on account of likeness of unbelief, since un-
belief corrupts the intellect whereas covetousness corrupts the
affections.

Reply to Objection 5. e words of the Master refer to
betrothal, because a betrothal can be rescinded on account
of a subsequent crime. Or, if he is speaking of marriage, they
must be referred to the severing of mutual companionship for
a time, as stated above, or to the casewhen thewife is unwilling
to cohabit except on the condition of sinning, for instance, if
she were to say: “I will not remain your wife unless you amass
wealth for me by the,” for then he ought to leave her rather
than thieve.
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Of Wife-Murder
(In Two Articles)

We must now consider wife-murder, under which head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in a certain case it is lawful to kill one’s wife?
(2) Whether wife-murder is an impediment to marriage?

Suppl. q. 60 a. 1Whether it is lawful for a man to kill his wife if she be discovered in the act of adultery?

Objection1. Itwould seem lawful for aman to kill hiswife
if she be discovered in the act of adultery. For the Divine law
commanded adulterous wives to be stoned. Now it is not a sin
to fulfill theDivine law.Neither therefore is it a sin to kill one’s
own wife if she be an adulteress.

Objection 2. Further, that which the law can rightly do,
can be rightly done by one whom the law has commissioned
to do it. But the law can rightly kill an adulterous wife or any
other person deserving of death. Since then the law has com-
missioned the husband to kill his wife if she be discovered in
the act of adultery, it would seem that he can rightly do so.

Objection 3. Further, the husband has greater power over
his adulterous wife than over the man who committed adul-
tery with her. Now if the husband strike a cleric whom he
found with his wife he is not excommunicated. erefore it
would seem lawful for him even to kill his own wife if she be
discovered in adultery.

Objection 4. Further, the husband is bound to correct his
wife. But correction is given by inflicting a just punishment.
Since then the just punishment of adultery is death, because it
is a capital sin, it would seem lawful for a husband to kill his
adulterous wife.

On the contrary, It is stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 37)
that “the Church of God is never bound by the laws of this
world, for she has none but a spiritual sword.” erefore it
would seem that he who wishes to belong to the Church can-
not rightly take advantage of the law which permits a man to
kill his wife.

Further, husband and wife are judged on a par. But it is
not lawful for a wife to kill her husband if he be discovered in
adultery. Neither therefore may a husband kill his wife.

I answer that, It happens in two ways that a husband kills
his wife. First, by a civil judgment; and thus there is no doubt
that a husband, moved by zeal for justice and not by vindictive
anger or hatred can, without sin, bring a criminal accusation of
adultery upon his wife before a secular court, and demand that
she receive capital punishment as appointed by the law; just as
it is lawful to accuse a person of murder or any other crime.
Such an accusation however cannot be made in an ecclesias-
tical court, because, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 37), the
Church does not wield a material sword. Secondly, a husband
can kill his wife himself without her being convicted in court,

and thus to kill her outside of the act of adultery is not lawful,
neither according to civil law nor according to the law of con-
science, whatever evidence he may have of her adultery. e
civil law however considers it, as though it were lawful, that he
should kill her in the very act, not by commanding him to do
so, but by not inflicting on him the punishment for murder,
on account of the very great provocation which the husband
receives by such a deed to kill his wife. But the Church is not
bound in this matter by human laws, neither does she acquit
him of the debt of eternal punishment, nor of such punish-
ment as may be awarded him by an ecclesiastical tribunal for
the reason that he is quit of any punishment to be inflicted by
a secular court. erefore in no case is it lawful for a husband
to kill his wife on his own authority.

Reply to Objection 1. e law has committed the inflic-
tion of this punishment not to private individuals, but to pub-
lic persons, who are deputed to this by their office. Now the
husband is not his wife’s judge: wherefore he may not kill her,
but may accuse her in the judge’s presence.

Reply toObjection 2.ecivil law has not commissioned
the husband to kill his wife by commanding him to do so, for
thus he would not sin, just as the judge’s deputy does not sin
by killing the thief condemned to death: but it has permitted
this by not punishing it. For which reason it has raised certain
obstacles to prevent the husband from killing his wife.

Reply toObjection 3.is does not prove that it is lawful
simply, but that it is lawful as regards immunity from a partic-
ular kind of punishment, since excommunication is also a kind
of punishment.

Reply toObjection 4.ere are two kinds of community:
the household, such as a family; and the civil community, such
as a city or kingdom.Accordingly, hewhopresides over the lat-
ter kind of community, a king for instance, can punish an in-
dividual both by correcting and by exterminating him, for the
betterment of the community with whose care he is charged.
But he who presides over a community of the first kind, can
inflict only corrective punishment, which does not extend be-
yond the limits of amendment, and these are exceeded by the
punishment of death. Wherefore the husband who exercises
this kind of control over his wife may not kill her, but he may
accuse or chastise her in some other way.
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Suppl. q. 60 a. 2Whether wife-murder is an impediment to marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that wife-murder is not an im-
pediment tomarriage. For adultery ismore directly opposed to
marriage than murder is. Now adultery is not an impediment
to marriage. Neither therefore is wife-murder.

Objection 2. Further, it is a more grievous sin to kill one’s
mother than one’s wife, for it is never lawful to strike one’s
mother, whereas it is sometimes lawful to strike one’s wife. But
matricide is not an impediment tomarriage. Neither therefore
is wife-murder.

Objection 3. Further, it is a greater sin for a man to kill
another man’s wife on account of adultery than to kill his own
wife, inasmuch as he has less motive and is less concerned with
her correction. But he who kills another man’s wife is not hin-
dered frommarrying.Neither therefore is he who kills his own
wife.

Objection 4. Further, if the cause be removed, the effect
is removed. But the sin of murder can be removed by repen-
tance. erefore the consequent impediment to marriage can
be removed also: and consequently it would seem that aer he
has done penance he is not forbidden to marry.

On the contrary, A canon (caus. xxxiii, qu. ii, can. Inter-
fectores) says: “e slayers of their ownwivesmust be brought
back to penance, and they are absolutely forbidden to marry.”
Further, inwhatsoever aman sins, in that samemust he be pun-
ished. But hewhokills hiswife sins againstmarriage.erefore
he must be punished by being deprived of marriage.

I answer that, By the Church’s decree wife-murder is an
impediment to marriage. Sometimes however it forbids the
contracting of marriage without voiding the contract, when
to wit the husband kills his wife on account of adultery or
even throughhatred; nevertheless if there be fear lest he should
prove incontinent, hemay be dispensed by theChurch so as to

marry lawfully. Sometimes it also voids the contract, as when
a man kills his wife in order to marry her with whom he has
committed adultery, for then the law declares him simply un-
fit to marry her, so that if he actually marry her his marriage is
void. He is not however hereby rendered simply unfit by law
in relation to other women: wherefore if he should have mar-
ried another, although he sin by disobeying the Church’s ordi-
nance, the marriage is nevertheless not voided for this reason.

Reply to Objection 1. Murder and adultery in certain
cases forbid the contracting of marriage and void the contract,
as we say here in regard to wife-murder, and shall say further
on (Sent. iv, q. 62, a. 2) in regard to adultery. We may also re-
ply that wife-murder is contrary to the substance of wedlock,
whereas adultery is contrary to the good of fidelity due tomar-
riage. Hence adultery is not more opposed to marriage than
wife-murder, and the argument is based on a false premiss.

Reply to Objection 2. Simply speaking it is a more
grievous sin to kill one’s mother than one’s wife, as also more
opposed to nature, since a man reveres his mother naturally.
Consequently he is less inclined to matricide and more prone
to wife-murder; and it is to repress this proneness that the
Church has forbiddenmarriage to themanwho hasmurdered
his wife.

Reply to Objection 3. Such a man does not sin against
marriage as he doeswho kills his ownwife; wherefore the com-
parison fails.

Reply toObjection4. It does not follow that because guilt
has been remitted therefore the entire punishment is remitted,
as evidenced by irregularity. For repentance does not restore a
man to his former dignity, although it can restore him to his
former state of grace, as stated above (q. 38, a. 1, ad 3).
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Of the Impediment to Marriage, Arising From a Solemn Vow

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the impediments which supervene to marriage. We shall consider (1) the impediment which af-
fects an unconsummated marriage, namely a solemn vow: (2) the impediment which affects a consummated marriage, namely
fornication. Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether either party aer the marriage has been consummated can enter religion without the other’s con-
sent?

(2) Whether they can enter religion before the consummation of the marriage?
(3) Whether the wife can take another husband if her former husband has entered religion before the consum-

mation of the marriage?

Suppl. q. 61 a. 1Whether one party aer the marriage has been consummated can enter religion without the
other’s consent?

Objection 1. It would seem that even aer the marriage
has been consummated one consort can enter religion with-
out the other’s consent. For the Divine law ought to be more
favorable to spiritual things than human law. Now human law
has allowed this. erefore much more should the Divine law
permit it.

Objection 2. Further, the lesser good does not hinder the
greater. But themarried state is a lesser good than the religious
state, according to 1 Cor. 7:38. erefore marriage ought not
to hinder a man from being able to enter religion.

Objection3.Further, in every formof religious life there is
a kind of spiritual marriage. Now it is lawful to pass from a less
strict religious order to one that is stricter. erefore it is also
allowable to pass froma less strict—namely a carnal—marriage
to a stricter marriage, namely that of the religious life, even
without the wife’s consent.

On the contrary, Married persons are forbidden (1 Cor.
7:5) to abstain from the use of marriage even for a time with-
out one another’s consent, in order to have time for prayer.

Further, no one can lawfully do that which is prejudicial
to another without the latter’s consent. Now the religious vow

taken by one consort is prejudicial to the other, since the one
has power over the other’s body.erefore one of them cannot
take a religious vow without the other’s consent.

I answer that,Noone canmake an offering toGodofwhat
belongs to another. Wherefore since by a consummated mar-
riage the husband’s body already belongs to his wife, he cannot
by a vow of continence offer it to God without her consent.

Reply to Objection 1. Human law considers marriage
merely as fulfilling an office of nature: whereas the Divine law
considers it as a sacrament, by reason of which it is altogether
indissoluble. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not unreasonable that a greater
goodbehinderedby a lesserwhich is contrary to it, just as good
is hindered by evil.

Reply to Objection 3. In every form of religious life mar-
riage is contracted with one person, namely Christ; toWhom,
however, a person contracts more obligations in one religious
order than in another. But in carnal marriage and religious
marriage the contract is not with the same person: wherefore
that comparison fails.

Suppl. q. 61 a. 2Whether before the marriage has been consummated one consort can enter religion without
the other’s consent?

Objection 1. It would seem that even before the mar-
riage has been consummated one consort cannot enter religion
without the other’s consent. For the indissolubility ofmarriage
belongs to the sacrament of matrimony, inasmuch, namely, as
it signifies the union ofChrist with theChurch.Nowmarriage
is a true sacrament before its consummation, and aer consent
has been expressed inwords of the present.erefore it cannot
be dissolved by one of them entering religion.

Objection 2.Further, by virtue of the consent expressed in
words of the present, the one consort has given power over his

body to the other. erefore the one can forthwith ask for the
marriage debt, and the other is bound to pay: and so the one
cannot enter religion without the other’s consent.

Objection 3. Further, it is said (Mat. 19:6): “What God
hath joined together let no man put asunder.” But the union
which precedes marital intercourse was made by God. ere-
fore it cannot be dissolved by the will of man.

On the contrary, According to Jerome* our Lord called
John from his wedding.

I answer that, Before marital intercourse there is only a

* Prolog. in Joan.
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spiritual bondbetweenhusband andwife, but aerwards there
is a carnal bond between them.Wherefore, just as aermarital
intercourse marriage is dissolved by carnal death, so by enter-
ing religion the bond which exists before the consummation
of the marriage is dissolved, because religious life is a kind of
spiritual death, whereby a man dies to the world and lives to
God.

Reply toObjection1.Before consummationmarriage sig-
nifies the union of Christ with the soul by grace, which is dis-
solved by a contrary spiritual disposition, namely mortal sin.
But aer consummation it signifies the union of Christ with
the Church, as regards the assumption of human nature into
the unity of person, which union is altogether indissoluble.

Reply to Objection 2. Before consummation the body of
one consort is not absolutely delivered into the power of the
other, but conditionally, provided neither consort meanwhile

seek the fruit of a better life. But by marital intercourse the
aforesaid delivery is completed, because then each of them en-
ters into bodily possession of the power transferred to him.
Wherefore also before consummation they are not bound to
pay the marriage debt forthwith aer contracting marriage by
words of the present, but a space of two months is allowed
them for three reasons. First that they may deliberate mean-
while about entering religion; secondly, to preparewhat is nec-
essary for the solemnization of the wedding. thirdly, lest the
husband think little of a gi he has not longed to possess (cap.
Institutum, caus. xxvi, qu. ii).

Reply to Objection 3. e marriage union, before con-
summation, is indeed perfect as to its primary being, but is not
finally perfect as to its second act which is operation. It is like
bodily possession and consequently is not altogether indissol-
uble.

Suppl. q. 61 a. 3Whether the wife may take another husband if her husband has entered religion before the
consummation of the marriage?

Objection 1. It would seem that the wife may not take an-
other husband, if her husband has entered religion before the
consummation of the marriage. For that which is consistent
withmarriage does not dissolve themarriage tie.Now themar-
riage tie still remains between those who equally take religious
vows. erefore by the fact that one enters religion, the other
is not freed from the marriage tie. But as long as she remains
tied to one by marriage, she cannot marry another. erefore,
etc.

Objection 2. Further, aer entering religion and before
making his profession the husband can return to the world.
If then the wife can marry again when her husband enters re-
ligion, he also can marry again when he returns to the world:
which is absurd.

Objection 3.Further, by a newdecree (cap.Non solum, de
regular. et transeunt.) a profession, ifmade before the expiry of
a year, is accounted void.erefore if he return to his wife aer
making such a profession, she is bound to receive him. ere-
fore neither by her husband’s entry into religion, nor by his tak-
ing a vow, does the wife receive the power to marry again.

On the contrary,Noone can bind another to those things
which belong to perfection.Now continence is of those things

that belong to perfection.erefore awife is not bound to con-
tinence on account of her husband entering religion, and con-
sequently she can marry.

I answer that, Just as bodily death of the husband dissolves
the marriage tie in such a way that the wife may marry whom
she will, according to the statement of the Apostle (1 Cor.
7:39); so too aer the husband’s spiritual death by entering re-
ligion, she can marry whom she will.

Reply toObjection1.Whenboth consorts take a like vow
of continence, neither renounces the marriage tie, wherefore
it still remains: but when only one takes the vow, then for his
own part he renounces the marriage tie, wherefore the other is
freed therefrom.

Reply to Objection 2. A person is not accounted dead to
the world by entering religion until he makes his profession,
and consequently his wife is bound to wait for him until that
time.

Reply toObjection 3. We must judge of a profession thus
made before the time fixed by law, as of a simple vow. Where-
fore just as when the husband has taken a simple vow his wife
is not bound to pay him themarriage debt, and yet has not the
power to marry again, so is it in this case.
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Of the Impediment at Supervenes to Marriage Aer Its Consummation, Namely Fornication

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the impediment that supervenes upon marriage aer its consummation, namely fornication, which
is an impediment to a previous marriage as regards the act, although the marriage tie remains. Under this head there are six
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is lawful for a husband to put his wife away on account of fornication?
(2) Whether he is bound to do so?
(3) Whether he may put her away at his own judgment?
(4) Whether in this matter husband and wife are of equal condition?
(5) Whether, aer being divorced, they must remain unmarried?
(6) Whether they can be reconciled aer being divorced?

Suppl. q. 62 a. 1Whether it is lawful for a husband to put away his wife on account of fornication?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for a husband to put
away his wife on account of fornication. For we must not re-
turn evil for evil. But the husband, by putting away his wife on
account of fornication, seemingly returns evil for evil. ere-
fore this is not lawful.

Objection 2. Further, the sin is greater if both commit
fornication, than if one only commits it. But if both commit
fornication, they cannot be divorced on that account. Neither
therefore can they be, if only one commits fornication.

Objection 3. Further, spiritual fornication and certain
other sins are more grievous than carnal fornication. But sep-
aration from bed cannot be motived by those sins. Neither
therefore can it be done on account of fornication.

Objection 4. Further, the unnatural vice is further re-
moved from the marriage goods than fornication is, the man-
ner of which is natural.erefore it ought to have been a cause
of separation rather than fornication.

On the contrary, are the words of Mat. 5:32.
Further, one is not bound to keep faith with one who

breaks his faith. But a spouse by fornication breaks the faith
due to the other spouse. erefore one can put the other away
on account of fornication.

I answer that, Our Lord permitted a man to put away his
wife on account of fornication, in punishment of the unfaith-
ful party and in favor of the faithful party, so that the latter
is not bound to marital intercourse with the unfaithful one.
ere are however seven cases to be excepted in which it is
not lawful to put away a wife who has committed fornica-
tion, when either the wife is not to be blamed, or both par-
ties are equally blameworthy. e first is if the husband also
has committed fornication; the second is if he has prostituted
his wife; the third is if the wife, believing her husband dead on
account of his long absence, has married again; the fourth is
if another man has fraudulently impersonated her husband in
the marriage-bed; the fih is if she be overcome by force; the
sixth is if he has been reconciled to her by having carnal inter-

course with her aer she has committed adultery; the seventh
is if both having been married in the state of unbelief, the hus-
band has given his wife a bill of divorce and she has married
again; for then if both be converted the husband is bound to
receive her back again.

Reply to Objection 1. A husband sins if through vindic-
tive anger he puts away his wife who has committed fornica-
tion, but he does not sin if he does so in order to avoid losing
his good name, lest he seem to share in her guilt, or in order
to correct his wife’s sin, or in order to avoid the uncertainty of
her offspring.

Reply to Objection 2. Divorce on account of fornication
is effected by the one accusing the other. And since no one
can accuse who is guilty of the same crime, a divorce cannot
be pronounced when both have committed fornication, al-
though marriage is more sinned against when both are guilty
of fornication that when only one is.

Reply to Objection 3. Fornication is directly opposed to
the good of marriage, since by it the certainty of offspring is
destroyed, faith is broken, andmarriage ceases to have its signi-
ficationwhen the body of one spouse is given to several others.
Wherefore other sins, though perhaps they be more grievous
than fornication, are notmotives for a divorce. Since, however,
unbeliefwhich is called spiritual fornication, is also opposed to
the good of marriage consisting in the rearing of the offspring
to the worship of God, it is also a motive for divorce, yet not
in the same way as bodily fornication. Because one may take
steps for procuring a divorce on account of one act of carnal
fornication, not, however, on account of one act of unbelief,
but on account of inveterate unbelief which is a proof of obsti-
nacy wherein unbelief is perfected.

Reply to Objection 4. Steps may be taken to procure a
divorce on account also of the unnatural vice: but this is not
mentioned in the same way, both because it is an unmention-
able passion, and because it does not so affect the certainty of
offspring.
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Suppl. q. 62 a. 2Whether thehusband isboundbyprecept toput awayhiswifewhen she is guiltyof fornication?

Objection 1. It would seem that the husband is bound by
precept to put away his wife who is guilty of fornication. For
since the husband is the head of his wife, he is bound to correct
his wife. Now separation frombed is prescribed as a correction
of the wife who is guilty of fornication. erefore he is bound
to separate from her.

Objection 2. Further, he who consents with one who sins
mortally, is also guilty ofmortal sin. Now the husbandwho re-
tains a wife guilty of fornication would seem to consent with
her, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 35). erefore he sins un-
less he puts her away.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (1 Cor. 6:16): “He who
is joined to a harlot is made one body.” Now a man cannot at
once be a member of a harlot and a member of Christ (1 Cor.
6:15). erefore the husband who is joined to a wife guilty of
fornication ceases to be amember of Christ, and therefore sins
mortally.

Objection 4. Further, just as relationship voids the mar-
riage tie, so does fornication dissolve the marriage-bed. Now
aer the husband becomes cognizant of his consanguinity
with his wife, he sins mortally if he has carnal intercourse with
her. erefore he also sins mortally if he does so aer knowing
her to be guilty of fornication.

Objection 5.On the contrary, A gloss on 1Cor. 7:11, “Let
not the husband put away his wife” says that “Our Lord per-
mitted awife to be put away on account of fornication.”ere-
fore it is not a matter of precept.

Objection 6. Further, one can always pardon the sin that
another has committed against oneself. Now thewife, by com-
mitting fornication, sinned against her husband.erefore the
husband may spare her by not putting her away.

I answer that, e putting away of a wife guilty of for-
nication was prescribed in order that the wife might be cor-
rected by means of that punishment. Now a corrective pun-

ishment is not required when amendment has already taken
place. Wherefore, if the wife repent of her sin, her husband is
not bound to put her away: whereas if she repent not, he is
bound to do so, lest he seem to consent to her sin, by not hav-
ing recourse to her due correction.

Reply toObjection1.ewife canbe corrected for her sin
of fornication not only by this punishment but also by words
and blows; wherefore if she be ready to be corrected otherwise,
her husband is not bound to have recourse to the aforesaid
punishment in order to correct her.

Reply toObjection 2.ehusband seems to consent with
her when he retains her, notwithstanding that she persists in
her past sin: if, however, she has mended her ways, he does not
consent with her.

Reply toObjection 3. She can no longer be called a harlot
since she has repented of her sin. Wherefore her husband, by
being joined to her, does not become amember of a harlot.We
might also reply that he is joined to her not as a harlot but as
his wife.

Reply to Objection 4. ere is no parallel, because the ef-
fect of consanguinity is that there is no marriage tie between
them, so that carnal intercourse between them becomes un-
lawful. Whereas fornication does not remove the said tie, so
that the act remains, in itself, lawful, unless it become acciden-
tally unlawful, in so far as the husband seems to consent to his
wife’s lewdness.

Reply toObjection 5.is permission is to be understood
as an absence of prohibition: and thus it is not in contradistinc-
tion with a precept, for that which is a matter of precept is also
not forbidden.

Reply to Objection 6. e wife sins not only against her
husband, but also against herself and against God, where-
fore her husband cannot entirely remit the punishment, unless
amendment has followed.

Suppl. q. 62 a. 3Whether the husband can on his own judgment put away his wife on account of fornication?

Objection 1. It would seem that the husband can on his
own judgment put awayhiswife on account of fornication. For
when sentence has been pronounced by the judge, it is lawful
to carry it outwithout any further judgment. ButGod, the just
Judge, has pronounced this judgment, that a husbandmay put
his wife away on account of fornication. erefore no further
judgment is required for this.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated (Mat. 1:19) that
Joseph…being a just man…“was minded to put” Mary “away
privately.” erefore it would seem that a husband may pri-
vately pronounce a divorce without the judgment of the
Church.

Objection 3. Further, if aer becoming cognizant of his

wife’s fornication a husband has marital intercourse with his
wife, he forfeits the action which he had against the adulter-
ess. erefore the refusal of the marriage debt, which pertains
to a divorce, ought to precede the judgment of the Church.

Objection 4. Further, that which cannot be proved ought
not to be submitted to the judgment of the Church. Now the
crime of fornication cannot be proved, since “the eye of the
adulterer observeth darkness” ( Job 24:15). erefore the di-
vorce in question ought not to be made on the judgment of
the Church.

Objection 5. Further, accusation should be preceded by
inscription*, whereby a person binds himself under the pain of
retaliation, if he fails to bring proof. But this is impossible in

* Cf. IIa IIae, q. 33, a. 7.
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this matter, because then, in every event the husband would
obtain his end, whether he put his wife away, or his wife put
him away. erefore she ought not to be summoned by accu-
sation to receive the judgment of the Church.

Objection 6. Further, a man is more bound to his wife
than to a stranger.Now amanought not to refer to theChurch
the crime of another, even though he be a stranger, without
previously admonishing himprivately (Mat. 18:15).Much less
therefore may the husband bring his wife’s crime before the
Church, unless he has previously rebuked her in private.

On the contrary, No one should avenge himself. But if a
husband were by his own judgment to put away his wife on ac-
count of fornication, he would avenge himself. erefore this
should not be done.

Further, noman is prosecutor and judge in the same cause.
But the husband is the prosecutor by suing his wife for the of-
fense she has committed against him. erefore he cannot be
the judge, and consequently he cannot put her away onhis own
judgment.

I answer that, A husband can put away his wife in two
ways. First as to bed only, and thus he may put her away on
his own judgment, as soon as he has evidence of her fornica-
tion: nor is he bound to pay her the marriage debt at her de-
mand, unless he be compelled by the Church, and by paying
it thus he nowise prejudices his own case. Secondly, as to bed
and board, and in this way she cannot be put away except at the
judgment of the Church; and if she has been put away other-
wise, hemust be compelled to cohabit with her unless the hus-
band can at once prove thewife’s fornication.Now this putting
away is called a divorce: and consequently it must be admitted
that a divorce cannot be pronounced except at the judgment
of the Church.

Reply to Objection 1. e sentence is an application of
the general law to a particular fact. Wherefore God gave out
the law according to which the sentence of the court has to be
pronounced.

Reply toObjection 2. Joseph wasminded to put away the
Blessed Virgin not as suspected of fornication, but because in
reverence for her sanctity, he feared to cohabit with her.More-
over there is no parallel, because then the sentence at law was
not only divorce but also stoning, but not now when the case
is brought to theChurch for judgment.eReply to theird
Objection is clear from what has been said.

Reply to Objection 4. Sometimes when the husband sus-
pects his wife of adultery he watches her secretly that together
with witnesses he may discover her in the sin of fornication,
and so proceed to accusation. Moreover, if he has no evi-
dence of the fact, there may be strong suspicions of fornica-
tion, which suspicions being proved the fornication seems to
be proved: for instance if they be found together alone, at a
time and place which are open to suspicion, or “nudas cum
nuda.”

Reply to Objection 5. A husband may accuse his wife of
adultery in two ways. First, he may seek a separation from bed
before a spiritual judge, and then there is no need for an in-
scription to be made under the pain of retaliation, since thus
the husband would gain his end, as the objection proves. Sec-
ondly, he may seek for the crime to be punished in a secu-
lar court, and then it is necessary for inscription to precede,
whereby he binds himself under pain of retaliation if he fail to
prove his case.

Reply toObjection 6.According to a Decretal (Extra, De
Simonia, cap. Licet), “there are three modes of procedure in
criminal cases. First, by inquisition, which should be preceded
by notoriety; secondly, by accusation, which should be pre-
ceded by inscription;† thirdly, by denunciation, which should
be preceded by fraternal correction.” Accordingly the saying
of our Lord refers to the case where the process is by way of
denunciation, and not by accusation, because then the end in
view is not only the correction of the guilty party, but also his
punishment, for the safeguarding of the common good, which
would be destroyed if justice were lacking.

Suppl. q. 62 a. 4Whether in a case of divorce husband and wife should be judged on a par with each other?

Objection 1. It would seem that, in a case of divorce, hus-
band andwife ought not to be judged on a parwith each other.
For divorce under the New Law takes the place of the divorce
[repudium] recognized by the Old Law (Mat. 5:31,32). Now
in the “repudium” husband and wife were not judged on a par
with each other, since the husband could put away hiswife, but
not “vice versa.” erefore neither in divorce ought they to be
judged on a par with each other.

Objection2.Further, it ismore opposed to the natural law
that a wife have several husbands than that a husband have sev-
eral wives: wherefore the latter has been sometimes lawful, but
the former never. erefore the wife sins more grievously in
adultery than the husband, and consequently they ought not
to be judged on a par with each other.

Objection 3. Further, where there is greater injury to one’s
neighbor, there is a greater sin. Now the adulterous wife does
a greater injury to her husband, than does the adulterous hus-
band to his wife, since a wife’s adultery involves uncertainty of
the offspring, whereas the husband’s adultery does not. ere-
fore the wife’s sin is the greater, and so they ought not to be
judged on a par with each other.

Objection 4. Further, divorce is prescribed in order to
punish the crime of adultery. Now it belongs to the husband
who is the head of the wife (1 Cor. 11:3) to correct his wife,
rather than “vice versa.” erefore they should not be judged
on a par with each other for the purpose of divorce, but the
husband ought to have the preference.

Objection 5. On the contrary, It would seem in this mat-
† Cf. IIa IIae, q. 33, a. 7.
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ter the wife ought to have the preference. For the more frail
the sinner the more is his sin deserving of pardon. Now there
is greater frailty in women than in men, for which reason
Chrysostom* says that “lust is a passion proper to women,”
and the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 7) that “properly speaking
women are not said to be continent on account of their being
easily inclined to concupiscence,” for neither can dumb ani-
mals be continent, because they have nothing to stand in the
way of their desires. erefore women are rather to be spared
in the punishment of divorce.

Objection 6. Further, the husband is placed as the head of
the woman in order to correct her. erefore his sin is greater
than the woman’s and so he should be punished the more.

I answer that, In a case of divorce husband and wife are
judged on a par with each other, in the sense that the same
things are lawful or unlawful to the one as to the other: but
they are not judged on a par with each other in reference to
those things, since the reason for divorce is greater in one
spouse than in the other, although there is sufficient reason for
divorce in both. For divorce is a punishment of adultery, in so
far as it is opposed to the marriage goods. Now as regards the
good of fidelity to which husband and wife are equally bound
towards each other, the adultery of one is as great a sin against
marriage as the adultery of the other, and this is in either of
them a sufficient reason for divorce. But as regards the good of
the offspring thewife’s adultery is a greater sin againstmarriage
than the husband’s wherefore it is a greater reason for divorce
in the wife than in the husband: and thus they are under an
equal obligation, but not for equal reasons. Nor is this unjust
for on either hand there is sufficient reason for the punishment
in question, just as there is in two persons condemned to the
punishment of death, although one of them may have sinned
more grievously than the other.

Reply to Objection 1. e only reason why divorce was
permitted, was to avoid murder. And since there was more
danger of this inmen than inwomen, the husbandwas allowed
to put away his wife by a bill of divorce, but not “vice versa.”

Reply obj. 2 and 3: ese arguments are based on the fact
that in comparisonwith the goodof the offspring there ismore
reason for divorce in an adulterous wife than in an adulterous
husband. It does not follow, however, that they are not judged
on a par with each other.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the husband is the head
of the wife, he is her pilot as it were, and is no more her judge
than she is his.Consequently inmatters that have tobe submit-
ted to a judge, the husband has no more power over his wife,
than she over him.

Reply to Objection 5. In adultery there is the same sin-
ful character as in simple fornication, and something more
which aggravates it, namely the lesion to marriage. Accord-
ingly if we consider that which is common to adultery and
fornication, the sin of the husband and that of the wife are
compared the one to the other as that which exceeds to that
which is exceeded, for in women the humors are more abun-
dant, wherefore they are more inclined to be led by their con-
cupiscences, whereas in man there is abundance of heat which
excites concupiscence. Simply speaking, however, other things
being equal, a man sins more grievously in simple fornication
than a woman, because he has more of the good of reason,
which prevails over all movements of bodily passions. But as
regards the lesion to marriage which adultery adds to forni-
cation and for which reason it is an occasion for divorce, the
woman sins more grievously than the man, as appears from
what we have said above. And since it is more grievous than
simple fornication, it follows that, simply speaking, the adul-
terous wife sins more grievously than the adulterous husband,
other things being equal.

Reply to Objection 6. Although the control which the
husband receives over his wife is an aggravating circumstance,
nevertheless the sin is yetmore aggravatedby this circumstance
which draws the sin to another species, namely by the lesion
tomarriage, which lesion becomes a kind of injustice, through
the fraudulent substitution of another’s child.

Suppl. q. 62 a. 5Whether a husband can marry again aer having a divorce?

Objection 1. It would seem that a husband can marry
again aer having a divorce. For no one is bound to perpet-
ual continence. Now in some cases the husband is bound to
put away his wife forever on account of fornication, as stated
above (a. 2). erefore seemingly at least in this case he can
marry again.

Objection 2. Further, a sinner should not be given a
greater occasion of sin. But if she who is put away on account
of the sin of fornication is not allowed to seek another mar-
riage, she is given a greater occasion of sin: for it is improbable
that one who was not continent during marriage will be able
to be continent aerwards.erefore it would seem lawful for

her to marry again.
Objection3.Further, thewife is not bound to thehusband

save as regards the payment of themarriage debt and cohabita-
tion. But she is freed from both obligations by divorce. ere-
fore “she is loosed from the law of her husband”*. erefore
she can marry again; and the same applies to her husband.

Objection 4. Further, it is said (Mat. 19:9): “Whosoever
shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and shall
marry another committeth adultery.” erefore seemingly he
does not commit adultery if he marry again aer putting away
his wife on account of fornication, and consequently this will
be a true marriage.

* Hom. xl in the Opus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
* Rom. 7:2.
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On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:10,11): “Not I,
but the Lord, commandeth that the wife depart not from her
husband. and, if she depart, that she remain unmarried.”

Further, no one should gain advantage from sin. But the
adulteress would if she were allowed to contract another and
more desired marriage; and an occasion of adultery would be
afforded those who wish tomarry again.erefore it is unlaw-
ful both to the wife and to the husband to contract a second
marriage.

I answer that, Nothing supervenient to marriage can dis-
solve it: wherefore adultery does not make a marriage cease to
be valid. For, according to Augustine (De Nup. et Concup. i,
10), “as long as they live they are bound by the marriage tie,
which neither divorce nor union with another can destroy.”
erefore it is unlawful for one, while the other lives, to marry
again.

Reply to Objection 1. Although no one is absolutely
bound to continence, he may be bound accidentally; for in-
stance, if his wife contract an incurable disease that is incom-
patible with carnal intercourse. And it is the same if she labor

under a spiritual disease, namely fornication, so as to be incor-
rigible.

Reply to Objection 2. e very shame of having been di-
vorced ought to keep her from sin: and if it cannot keep her
from sin, it is a lesser evil that she alone sin than that her hus-
band take part in her sin.

Reply to Objection 3. Although aer divorce the wife
is not bound to her husband as regards paying him the mar-
riage debt and cohabiting with him, the marriage tie, whereby
she was bound to this, remains, and consequently she cannot
marry again during her husband’s lifetime. She can, however,
take a vow of continence, against her husband’s will, unless it
seem that the Church has been deceived by false witnesses in
pronouncing the divorce; for in that case, even if she has made
her vow of profession she ought to be restored to her husband,
and would be bound to pay the marriage debt, but it would be
unlawful for her to demand it.

Reply to Objection 4. e exception expressed in our
Lord’s words refers to the putting away of the wife. Hence the
objection is based on a false interpretation.

Suppl. q. 62 a. 6Whether husband and wife may be reconciled aer being divorced?

Objection 1. It would seem that husband and wife may
not be reconciled aer being divorced. For the law contains the
rule (Can.Quod bene semel, Caus. vi, qu. iv): “atwhich has
been once well decidedmust not be subsequently withdrawn.”
Now it has been decided by the judgment of the Church
that they ought to be separated. erefore they cannot sub-
sequently be reconciled.

Objection 2. Further, if it were allowable for them to be
reconciled, the husbandwould seembound to receive his wife,
especially aer she has repented. But he is not bound, for the
wife, in defending herself before the judge, cannot allege her
repentance against her husband’s accusation of fornication.
erefore in no way is reconciliation allowable.

Objection 3. Further, if reconciliation were allowable, it
would seem that the adulterous wife is bound to return to her
husband if her husband asks her. But she is not bound, since
they are separated by the Church. erefore, etc.

Objection 4. Further, if it were lawful to be reconciled
to an adulterous wife, this would especially be the case when
the husband is found to have committed adultery aer the di-
vorce. But in this case thewife cannot compel him to be recon-
ciled, since the divorce has been justly pronounced. erefore
she may nowise be reconciled.

Objection 5. Further, if a husband whose adultery is un-
known put away his wife, who is convicted of adultery by the
sentence of the Church, the divorce would seem to have been
pronounced unjustly. And yet the husband is not bound to be
reconciled to his wife, because she is unable to prove his adul-
tery in court. Much less, therefore, is reconciliation allowable
when the divorce has been granted justly.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:11): “And if she
depart, that she remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her hus-
band.”

Further, it is allowable for the husband not to put her away
aer fornication.erefore, for the same reason, he can be rec-
onciled to her aer divorce.

I answer that, If the wife has mended her ways by repent-
ing of her sin aer the divorce, her husband may become rec-
onciled to her; but if she remain incorrigible in her sin, hemust
not take her back, for the same reason which forbade him to
retain her while she refused to desist from sin.

Reply toObjection 1.e sentence of the Church in pro-
nouncing the divorce did not bind them to separate, but al-
lowed them to do so. erefore reconciliation may be effected
or ensue without any withdrawal of the previous sentence.

Reply to Objection 2. e wife’s repentance should in-
duce the husband not to accuse or put away the wife who is
guilty of fornication. He cannot, however, be compelled to
this course of action, nor can his wife oppose her repentance
to his accusation, because although she is no longer guilty, nei-
ther in act nor in the stain of sin, there still remains something
of the debt of punishment, and though this has been taken
away in the sight of God, there still remains the debt of pun-
ishment to be inflicted by the judgment of man, because man
sees not the heart as God does.

Reply toObjection 3. at which is done in a person’s fa-
vor does him no prejudice. Wherefore since the divorce has
been granted in favor of the husband, it does not deprive him
of the right of asking for the marriage debt, or of asking his
wife to return to him.Hence his wife is bound to pay the debt,
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and to return to him, if he ask her, unless with his consent she
has taken a vow of continence.

Reply to Objection 4. According to strict law, a husband
who was previously innocent should not be compelled to re-
ceive an adulterous wife on account of his having committed

adultery aer the divorce. But according to equity, the judge
is bound by virtue of his office first of all to admonish him to
beware of imperiling his own soul and of scandalizing others;
although the wife may not herself seek reconciliation.

2685



S   T P, Q 63
Of Second Marriages
(In Two Articles)

In the next place we must consider second marriage. Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is lawful?
(2) Whether it is a sacrament?

Suppl. q. 63 a. 1Whether a second marriage is lawful?

Objection 1. It would seem that a second marriage is un-
lawful. Because we should judge of things according to truth.
Now Chrysostom* says that “to take a second husband is in
truth fornication,” which is unlawful. erefore neither is a
second marriage lawful.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is not good is unlawful.
NowAmbrose† says that a secondmarriage is not good.ere-
fore it is unlawful.

Objection 3. Further, no one should be debarred from
being present at such things as are becoming and lawful. Yet
priests are debarred from being present at secondmarriages, as
stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 42).erefore they are unlawful.

Objection 4. Further, no one incurs a penalty save for sin.
Now a person incurs the penalty of irregularity on account of
being married twice. erefore a second marriage is unlawful.

On the contrary, We read of Abraham having contracted
a second marriage (Gn. 25:1).

Further, the Apostle says (1 Tim. 5:14): “I will…that
the younger,” namely widows, “should marry, bear children.”
erefore second marriages are lawful.

I answer that,emarriage tie lasts only until death (Rom.

7:2), wherefore at the death of either spouse the marriage tie
ceases: and consequently when one dies the other is not hin-
dered frommarrying a second time on account of the previous
marriage. erefore not only second marriages are lawful, but
even third and so on.

Reply to Objection 1. Chrysostom is speaking in refer-
ence to the cause which is wont at times to incite a person to a
second marriage, namely concupiscence which incites also to
fornication.

Reply to Objection 2. A second marriage is stated not to
be good, not that it is unlawful, but because it lacks the honor
of the signification which is in a first marriage, where one hus-
band has one wife, as in the case of Christ and the Church.

Reply toObjection3.Menwho are consecrated toDivine
things are debarred not only from unlawful things, but even
from things which have any appearance of turpitude; and con-
sequently they are debarred from secondmarriages, which lack
the decorum which was in a first marriage.

Reply to Objection 4. Irregularity is not always incurred
on account of a sin, and may be incurred through a defect in a
sacrament‡. Hence the argument is not to the point.

Suppl. q. 63 a. 2Whether a second marriage is a sacrament?

Objection 1. It would seem that a second marriage is not
a sacrament. For he who repeats a sacrament injures the sacra-
ment. But no sacrament should be done an injury. erefore
if a second marriage were a sacrament, marriage ought nowise
to be repeated.

Objection 2. Further, in every sacrament some kind of
blessing is given. But no blessing is given in a second marriage,
as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 42). erefore no sacrament
is conferred therein.

Objection 3. Further, signification is essential to a sacra-
ment. But the signification of marriage is not preserved in
a second marriage, because there is not a union of only one
woman with only one man, as in the case of Christ and the
Church. erefore it is not a sacrament.

Objection4.Further, one sacrament is not an impediment
to receiving another. But a second marriage is an impediment

to receiving orders. erefore it is not a sacrament.
On the contrary, Marital intercourse is excused from sin

in a second marriage even as in a first marriage. Now mari-
tal intercourse is excused§ by the marriage goods which are fi-
delity, offspring, and sacrament. erefore a second marriage
is a sacrament.

Further, irregularity is not contracted through a second
and non-sacramental union, such as fornication. Yet irregular-
ity is contracted through a second marriage. erefore it is a
sacramental union.

I answer that, Wherever we find the essentials of a sacra-
ment, there is a true sacrament. Wherefore, since in a second
marriage we find all the essentials of the sacrament ofmarriage
(namely theduematter—which results fromtheparties having
the conditions prescribed by law—and the due form, which is
the expression of the inward consent by words of the present),

* Hom. xxxii in the Opus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John
Chrysostom. † On1Cor. 7:40 andDeViduis. ‡ “Defectus sacramenti,”
i.e. defect of signification; Cf. a. 2, obj. 3. § Cf. q. 69, a. 1.
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it is clear that a second marriage is a sacrament even as a first.
Reply to Objection 1. is is true of a sacrament which

causes an everlasting effect: for then, if the sacrament be re-
peated, it is implied that the first was not effective, and thus
an injury is done to the first, as is clear in all those sacraments
which imprint a character. But those sacraments which have
not an everlasting effect can be repeated without injury to the
sacrament, as in the case of Penance. And, since the marriage
tie ceases with death, no injury is done to the sacrament if a
woman marry again aer her husband’s death.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the second marriage,
considered in itself, is a perfect sacrament, yet if we consider
it in relation to the first marriage, it is somewhat a defective
sacrament, because it has not its full signification, since there
is not a union of only one woman with only one man as in the
marriage of Christ with the Church. And on account of this
defect the blessing is omitted in a second marriage. is, how-
ever, refers to the case when it is a second marriage on the part

of bothman andwoman, or on the part of thewomanonly. For
if a virginmarry amanwho has had another wife, themarriage
is blessed nevertheless. Because the signification is preserved to
a certain extent even in relation to the former marriage, since
though Christ has but one Church for His spouse, there are
many persons espoused to Him in the one Church. But the
soul cannot be espoused to another besides Christ, else it com-
mits fornication with the devil. Nor is there a spiritual mar-
riage. For this reasonwhen a womanmarries a second time the
marriage is not blessed on account of the defect in the sacra-
ment.

Reply to Objection 3. e perfect signification is found
in a second marriage considered in itself, not however if it be
considered in relation to the previous marriage, and it is thus
that it is a defective sacrament.

Reply toObjection 4.A secondmarriage in so far as there
is a defect in the sacrament, but not as a sacrament, is an im-
pediment to the sacrament of Order.
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S   T P, Q 64
Of the ings Annexed to Marriage, and First of the Payment of the Marriage Debt

(In Ten Articles)

In the next place we must consider those things which are annexed to marriage: (1) the payment of the marriage debt; (2)
plurality of wives; (3) bigamy; (4) the bill of divorce; (5) illegitimate children.

Under the first head there are ten points of inquiry:

(1) Whether one spouse is bound to pay the marriage debt to the other?
(2) Whether one is sometimes bound to pay without being asked?
(3) Whether a wife may demand the debt during the menses?
(4) Whether she is bound to pay it at that time?
(5) Whether husband and wife are equal in this matter?
(6) Whether the one without the other’s consent may take a vow that prohibits the payment of the debt?
(7) Whether it is forbidden to ask for the debt at any particular time?
(8) Whether it is a mortal sin to ask for it at a holy time?
(9) Whether it is an obligation to pay it at the time of a festival?

(10) Whether weddings should be forbidden at certain times?

Suppl. q. 64 a. 1Whether husband and wife are mutually bound to the payment of the marriage debt?

Objection 1. It would seem that husband and wife are not
mutually bound, under the obligation of a precept, to the pay-
ment of the marriage debt. For no one is forbidden to receive
the Eucharist on account of fulfilling a precept. Yet he who has
had intercourse with his wife cannot partake of the flesh of the
Lamb according to Jerome* quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 32).
erefore the payment of the debt does not come under the
obligation of a precept.

Objection 2. Further, it is lawful to everyone to abstain
from what is hurtful to his person. But it is sometimes harm-
ful to a person to pay the debtwhen asked,whether on account
of sickness, or because they have already paid it. erefore it
would seem allowable to refuse the one who asks.

Objection 3. Further, it is a sin to render oneself unfit to
fulfill an obligation of precept. If, therefore, the payment of the
debt comes under the obligation of a precept, it would seem
sinful to render oneself unfit for paying the debt, by fasting or
otherwise weakening the body: but apparently this is untrue.

Objection 4. Further, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. viii, 12), marriage is directed to the begetting and rear-
ing of children, as well as to the community of life. Now lep-
rosy is opposed to both these ends of marriage, for since it is a
contagious disease, thewife is not bound to cohabit with a lep-
rous husband; and besides this disease is oen transmitted to
the offspring.erefore it would seem that a wife is not bound
to pay the debt to a leprous husband.

On the contrary, As the slave is in the power of his mas-
ter, so is one spouse in the power of the other (1 Cor. 7:4). But
a slave is bound by an obligation of precept to pay his master
the debt of his service according to Rom. 13:7, “Render…to all
men their dues, tribute to whom tribute is due,” etc. erefore

husband and wife are mutually bound to the payment of the
marriage debt.

Further, marriage is directed to the avoiding of fornication
(1Cor. 7:2). But this could not be the effect of marriage, if the
one were not bound to pay the debt to the other when the lat-
ter is troubled with concupiscence. erefore the payment of
the debt is an obligation of precept.

I answer that, Marriage was instituted especially as ful-
filling an office of nature. Wherefore in its act the movement
of nature must be observed according to which the nutritive
power administers to the generative power that alone which is
in excess ofwhat is required for the preservation of the individ-
ual: for the natural order requires that a thing should be first
perfected in itself, and that aerwards it should communicate
of its perfection to others: and this is also the order of charity
which perfects nature. And therefore, since the wife has power
over her husband only in relation to the generative power and
not in relation to things directed to the preservation of the in-
dividual, the husband is bound to pay the debt to his wife, in
matters pertaining to the begetting of children, with due re-
gard however to his own welfare.

Reply to Objection 1. It is possible through fulfilling a
precept to render oneself unfit for the exercise of a sacred duty:
thus a judge becomes irregular by sentencing a man to death.
In likemanner hewho pays themarriage debt, in fulfillment of
the precept, becomes unfit for the exercise of divine offices, not
because the act in question is sinful, but on account of its car-
nal nature. And so, according to the Master (Sent. iv, D, 32),
Jerome is speaking only of the ministers of the Church, and
not of others who should be le to use their own discretion,
because without sin they may either abstain out of reverence

* Serm. de Esu Agni viii.
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or receive Christ’s body out of devotion.
Reply toObjection2.ewife has no power over her hus-

band’s body, except as is consistent with the welfare of his per-
son, as stated above. Wherefore if she go beyond this in her
demands, it is not a request for the debt, but an unjust exac-
tion; and for this reason the husband is not bound to satisfy
her.

Reply to Objection 3. If the husband be rendered inca-
pable of paying the debt through a cause consequent upon
marriage, for instance through having already paid the debt
and being unable to pay it, the wife has no right to ask again,
and in doing so she behaves as a harlot rather than as a wife.

But if he be rendered incapable through someother cause, then
if this be a lawful cause, he is not bound, and she cannot ask,
but if it be an unlawful cause, then he sins, and his wife’s sin,
should she fall into fornication on this account, is somewhat
imputable to him. Hence he should endeavor to do his best
that his wife may remain continent.

Reply toObjection 4. Leprosy voids a betrothal but not a
marriage. Wherefore a wife is bound to pay the debt even to a
leprous husband. But she is not bound to cohabitwithhim, be-
cause she is not so liable to infection from marital intercourse
as from continual cohabitation. And though the child begot-
ten of them be diseased, it is better to be thus than not at all.

Suppl. q. 64 a. 2Whether a husband is bound to pay the debt if his wife does not ask for it?

Objection 1. It would seem that the husband is not bound
to pay the marriage debt if his wife does not ask for it. For an
affirmative precept is binding only at a certain time. But the
time fixed for the payment of the debt can only be when it is
asked for. erefore he is not bound to payment otherwise.

Objection 2. Further, we ought to presume the better
things of everyone. Now even for married people it is better
to be continent than to make use of marriage. erefore un-
less she ask expressly for the debt, the husband should presume
that it pleases her to be continent, and so he is not bound to
pay her the debt.

Objection 3. Further, as the wife has power over her hus-
band, so has amaster over his slave.Now a slave is not bound to
servehismaster savewhen the latter commandshim.erefore
neither is a husband bound to pay the debt to his wife except
when she demands it.

Objection 4. Further, the husband can sometimes request
his wife not to exact the debt when she asks for it. Much more
therefore may he not pay it when he is not asked.

On the contrary, By the payment of the debt a remedy
is afforded against the wife’s concupiscence. Now a physician
who has the care of a sick person is bound to remedy the dis-
ease without being asked. erefore the husband is bound to
pay the debt to his wife although she ask not for it. Further, a
superior is bound to apply a remedy for the sins of his subjects
even though they rebel against it. But the payment of the debt
on the husband’s part is directed against the sins of his wife.
erefore sometimes the husband is bound to pay the debt to

his wife even though she ask it not of him.
I answer that, e debt may be demanded in two ways.

First, explicitly, as when they ask one another by words; sec-
ondly, implicitly, when namely the husband knows by certain
signs that thewife wouldwish him to pay the debt, but is silent
through shame. And so even though she does not ask for the
debt explicitly in words, the husband is bound to pay it, when-
ever his wife shows signs of wishing him to do so.

Reply to Objection 1. e appointed time is not only
when it is demanded but also when on account of certain signs
there is fear of danger (to avoidwhich is the purpose of the pay-
ment of the debt) unless it be paid then.

Reply to Objection 2. e husband may presume this of
his wife when he perceives in her no signs of the contrary; but
it would be foolish of him to admit this presumption if he does
see such signs.

Reply to Objection 3. e master is not ashamed to de-
mand of his slave the duty of his service, as a wife is to ask the
marriage debt of her husband. Yet if the master were not to
demand it, either through ignorance or some other cause, the
slave would nevertheless be bound to fulfill his duty, if some
dangerwere threatening. For this is what ismeant by “not serv-
ing to the eye” (Eph. 6:6; Col. 3:22) which is the Apostle’s
command to servants.

Reply toObjection 4. A husband should not dissuade his
wife from asking for the debt, except for a reasonable cause;
and even then he should not be too insistent, on account of
the besetting danger.

Suppl. q. 64 a. 3Whether it is allowable for a menstruous wife to ask for the marriage debt?*

Objection 1. It would seem lawful for a menstruous wife
to ask for the marriage debt. For in the Law a man who had an
issue of seed was unclean, even as a menstruous woman. Yet a
man who has an issue of seed may ask for the debt. erefore
a menstruous wife may also.

Objection 2. Further, leprosy is a worse complaint than

suffering from monthly periods, and would seem to cause a
greater corruption in the offspring. Yet a leper can ask for the
debt. erefore, etc.

Objection 3. Further, if a menstruous wife is not allowed
to ask for the debt, this can only be because it is feared thismay
be detrimental to the offspring. Yet if the wife be unfruitful

* is and the Fourth Article are omitted in the Leonine edition.
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there is no such fear. erefore, seemingly, at least an unfruit-
ful wife may ask for the debt during her menses.

On the contrary, “ou shalt not approach to a woman
having her flowers” (Lev. 18:19) where Augustine observes:
“Although he has already sufficiently forbidden this he repeats
the prohibition here lest he seem to have spoken figuratively.”

Further, “All our justices” are become “as the rag of a men-
struouswoman” (Is. 64:6)where Jeromeobserves: “Menought
then to keep away from their wives because thus is a deformed
blind lame leprous offspring conceived: so that those parents
who are not ashamed to come together in sexual intercourse
have their sin made obvious to all”: and thus the same conclu-
sion follows.

I answer that, It was forbidden in the Law to approach
to a menstruous woman, for two reasons both on account of
her uncleanness, and on account of the harm that frequently
resulted to the offspring from such intercourse. With regard
to the first reason, it was a ceremonial precept, but with re-
gard to the second it was a moral precept. For since marriage
is chiefly directed to the good of the offspring, all use of mar-
riage which is intended for the good of the offspring is in or-
der.Consequently this precept is binding even in theNewLaw
on account of the second reason, although not on account of
the first. Now, the menstrual issue may be natural or unnat-

ural. e natural issue is that to which women are subject at
stated periods when they are in good health; and it is unnat-
ural when they suffer from an issue of blood through some
disorder resulting from sickness. Accordingly if the menstrual
flow be unnatural it is not forbidden in the New Law to ap-
proach to a menstruous woman both on account of her in-
firmity since a woman in that state cannot conceive, and be-
cause an issue of this kind is lasting and continuous, so that
the husband would have to abstain for always. When however
the woman is subject to a natural issue of the menstruum, she
can conceive; moreover, the said issue lasts only a short time,
wherefore it is forbidden to approach to her. In like manner a
woman is forbidden to ask for the debt during the period of
that issue.

Reply toObjection 1. e issue of seed in a man is the re-
sult of infirmity, nor is the seed in this case apt for generation.
Moreover a complaint of this kind is continual or lasting like
leprosy: wherefore the comparison falls.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply toObjection 3.As long as a woman is subject to the

menses it cannot be certain that she is sterile. For some are ster-
ile in youth, and in course of time become fruitful, and “vice
versa,” as the Philosopher observes (De Gener. Anim. xvi).

Suppl. q. 64 a. 4Whether amenstruous woman should ormay lawfully pay themarriage debt to her husband if
he ask for it?†

Objection 1. It would seem that a menstruous wife may
not pay the marriage debt to her husband at his asking. For it
is written (Lev. 20:18) that if any man approach to a menstru-
ouswomanboth shall be put to death.erefore itwould seem
that both he who asks and she who grants are guilty of mortal
sin.

Objection 2. Further, “Not only they that do them but
they also that consent to them are worthy of death” (Rom.
1:32). Now he who knowingly asks for the debt from a men-
struous woman sins mortally. erefore she also sins mortally
by consenting to pay the debt.

Objection 3. Further, a madman must not be given back
his sword lest he kill himself or another.erefore in likeman-
ner neither should a wife give her body to her husband during
her menses, lest he be guilty of spiritual murder.

On the contrary, “e wife hath not power of her own
body, but the husband” (1 Cor. 7:4). erefore at his asking
his wife must pay the debt even during her menses.

Further, themenstruous wife should not be an occasion of
sin to her husband. But she would give her husband an occa-
sion of sin, if she paid him not the debt at his asking; since he
might commit fornication. erefore, etc.

I answer that, In this regard somehave asserted that amen-
struous woman may not pay the debt even as she may not ask

for it. For just as she would not be bound to pay it if she had
somepersonal ailment so as tomake it dangerous for herself, so
is she not bound to pay for fear of danger to the offspring. But
this opinion would seem to derogate from marriage, by which
thehusband is given entire power of hiswife’s bodywith regard
to themarriage act.Nor is there any parallel between bodily af-
fliction of the offspring and the danger to her own body: since,
if the wife be ailing, it is quite certain that shewould be endan-
gered by the carnal act, whereas this is by no means so certain
with regard to the offspringwhichperhapswouldnot be forth-
coming.

Wherefore others say that amenstruouswoman is never al-
lowed to ask for the debt; and that if her husband ask, he does
so either knowingly or in ignorance. If knowingly, she ought
to dissuade him by her prayers and admonitions; yet not so in-
sistently as possibly to afford him an occasion of falling into
other, and those sinful, practices, if he be deemed that way in-
clined. If however, he ask in ignorance, the wife may put for-
ward somemotive, or allege sickness as a reason for not paying
the debt, unless there be fear of danger to her husband. If, how-
ever, the husband ultimately persists in his request, she must
yield to his demand. But it would not be safe for her to make
known* her disaffection, lest this make her husband entertain
a repulsion towards her, unless his prudence may be taken for

† is and the previous article are omitted in the Leonine edition. * “In-
dicare,” as in the commentary on the Sentences; the Leonine edition reads
“judicare.”.
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granted.
Reply to Objection 1. is refers to the case when both

willingly consent, but not when the woman pays the debt by
force as it were.

Reply to Objection 2. Since there is no consent without
the concurrence of the will, the woman is not deemed to con-

sent in her husband’s sin unless she pay the debt willingly. For
when she is unwilling she is passive rather than consenting.

Reply to Objection 3. A madman should be given back
his sword if a greater danger were feared from its not being re-
turned to him: and thus it is in the case in point.

Suppl. q. 64 a. 5Whether husband and wife are equal in the marriage act?

Objection 1. It would seem that husband and wife are not
equal in the marriage act. For according to Augustine (Gen.
ad lit. xii) the agent is more noble than the patient. But in the
marriage act the husband is as agent and the wife as patient.
erefore they are not equal in that act.

Objection2.Further, thewife is not bound to pay her hus-
band the debt without being asked; whereas he is so bound, as
stated above (Aa. 1,2).erefore they are not equal in themar-
riage act.

Objection 3. Further, the woman was made on the man’s
account in reference to marriage according to Gn. 2:18, “Let
us make him a help like unto himself.” But that on account of
which another thing is, is always the principal. erefore, etc.

Objection 4. Further, marriage is chiefly directed to the
marriage act. But in marriage “the husband is the head of the
wife” (Eph. 5:23).erefore they are not equal in the aforesaid
act.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:4): “e hus-
band…hath not power of his own body,” and the same is said
of the wife. erefore they are equal in the marriage act.

Further, Marriage is a relation of equiparence, since it is a
kind of union, as stated above (q. 44, Aa. 1,3). erefore hus-
band and wife are equal in the marriage act.

I answer that, Equality is twofold, of quantity and of pro-
portion. Equality of quantity is that which is observed be-
tween two quantities of the samemeasure, for instance a thing
two cubits long and another two cubits in length. But equal-
ity of proportion is that which is observed between two pro-
portions of the same kind as double to double. Accordingly,

speaking of the first equality, husband andwife are not equal in
marriage; neither as regards themarriage act,wherein themore
noble part is due to the husband, nor as regards the house-
hold management, wherein the wife is ruled and the husband
rules. But with reference to the second kind of equality, they
are equal in both matters, because just as in both the marriage
act and in the management of the household the husband is
bound to the wife in all things pertaining to the husband, so is
the wife bound to the husband in all things pertaining to the
wife. It is in this sense that it is stated in the text (Sent. iv, D,
32) that they are equal in paying and demanding the debt.

Reply toObjection 1. Although it is more noble to be ac-
tive than passive, there is the same proportion between patient
and passivity as between agent and activity; and accordingly
there is equality of proportion between them.

Reply to Objection 2. is is accidental. For the husband
having themorenoble part in themarriage act, it is natural that
he should be less ashamed than the wife to ask for the debt.
Hence it is that the wife is not bound to pay the debt to her
husband without being asked, whereas the husband is bound
to pay it to the wife.

Reply to Objection 3. is proves that they are not equal
absolutely, but not that they are not equal in proportion.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the head is the principal
member, yet just as themembers are bound to the head in their
own respective capacities, so is the head in its own capacity
bound to the members: and thus there is equality of propor-
tion between them.

Suppl. q. 64 a. 6Whether husband and wife can take a vow contrary to themarriage debt without their mutual
consent?

Objection 1. It would seem that husband and wife may
take a vow contrary to the marriage debt without their mu-
tual consent. For husband and wife are equally bound to pay
the debt, as stated above (a. 5). Now it is lawful for the hus-
band, even if his wife be unwilling, to take the cross in defense
of the Holy Land: and consequently this is also lawful to the
wife.erefore, since this prevents the payment of the debt, ei-
ther husband or wife may without the other’s consent take the
aforesaid vow.

Objection2.Further, in taking a vowone shouldnot await
the consent of another who cannot dissent without sin. Now

the husband or wife cannot, without sin, refuse their consent
to the other’s taking a vow of continence whether absolutely
or for a time; because to prevent a person’s spiritual progress
is a sin against the Holy Ghost. erefore the one can take a
vow of continence either absolutely or for a time, without the
other’s consent.

Objection 3. Further, in the marriage act, the debt has to
be demanded just as it has to be paid. Now the one can, with-
out the other’s consent, vow not to demand the debt, since in
this he is within his own rights. erefore he can equally take
a vow not to pay the debt.
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Objection 4. Further, no one can be bound by the com-
mand of a superior to do what he cannot lawfully vow or do
simply, since one must not obey in what is unlawful. Now the
superior authority might command the husband not to pay
the debt to his wife for a time, by occupying him in some ser-
vice. erefore he might, of his own accord, do or vow that
which would hinder him from paying the debt.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:5): “Defraud not
one another, except…by consent, for a time, that you may give
yourselves to prayer.”

Further, no one can vow that which belongs to another.
Now “the husband…hath not power of his own body, but the
wife” (1 Cor. 7:4). erefore, without her consent, the hus-
band cannot take a vow of continence whether absolutely or
for a time.

I answer that,Avow is a voluntary act, as its very name im-
plies: and consequently a vow can only be about those goods
which are subject to our will, and those in which one person is
bound to another do not come under this head. erefore in
matters of this kind one person cannot take a vow without the
consent of the one to whom he is bound. Consequently, since
husband and wife are mutually bound as regards the payment
of the debt which is an obstacle to continence, the one cannot
vow continence without the other’s consent; and if he take the
vow he sins, and must not keep the vow, but must do penance
for an ill-taken vow*.

Reply to Objection 1. It is sufficiently probable that the
wife ought to be willing to remain continent for a time, in or-
der to succor the need of the universal Church.Hence in favor
of the business for which the cross is given to him, it is laid
down that the husband may take the cross without his wife’s
consent, even as he might go fighting without the consent of

his landlord whose land he has leased. And yet the wife is not
entirely deprived of her right, since she can follow him. Nor is
there a parallel between wife and husband: because, since the
husband has to rule the wife and not “vice versa,” the wife is
bound to followher husband rather than the husband thewife.
Moreover there would be more danger to the wife’s chastity
as a result of wandering from country to country, than to the
husband’s, and less profit to the Church. Wherefore the wife
cannot take this vow without her husband’s consent.

Reply toObjection 2.eone spouse, by refusing to con-
sent to the other’s vow of continence, does not sin, because the
object of his dissent is to hinder not the other’s good, but the
harm to himself.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are two opinions on this
point. For some say that one can without the other’s consent
vow not to demand the debt, not however not to pay it, be-
cause in the former case they are both within their own rights,
but not in the second. Seeing, however, that if one were never
to ask for the debt, marriage would become too burdensome
to the other who would always have to undergo the shame of
asking for the debt, others assert with greater probability that
neither vow can be lawfully taken by one spouse without the
other’s consent.

Reply toObjection 4. Just as the wife receives power over
her husband’s body, without prejudice to the husband’s duty
to his own body, so also is it without prejudice to his duty to
his master. Hence just as a wife cannot ask her husband for the
debt to the detriment of his bodily health, so neither can she
do this so as to hinder him in his duty to his master. And yet
the master cannot for this reason prevent her from paying the
debt.

Suppl. q. 64 a. 7Whether it is forbidden to demand the debt on holy days?

Objection 1. It would seem that a person ought not to be
forbidden to ask for the debt on holy days. For the remedy
should be applied when the disease gains strength. Now con-
cupiscencemay possibly gain strength on a feast day.erefore
the remedy should be applied then by asking for the debt.

Objection 2.Further, the only reasonwhy the debt should
not be demanded on feast days is because they are devoted
to prayer. Yet on those days certain hours are appointed for
prayer. erefore one may ask for the debt at some other time.

On the contrary, Just as certain places are holy because
they are devoted to holy things, so are certain times holy for
the same reason. But it is not lawful to demand the debt in a
holy place. erefore neither is it lawful at a holy time.

I answer that, Although the marriage act is void of sin,
nevertheless since it oppresses the reason on account of the
carnal pleasure, it rendersman unfit for spiritual things.ere-
fore, on those dayswhenoneought especially to give one’s time
to spiritual things, it is not lawful to ask for the debt.

Reply to Objection 1. At such a time other means may
be employed for the repression of concupiscence; for instance,
prayer and many similar things, to which even those who ob-
serve perpetual continence have recourse.

Reply toObjection 2. Although one is not bound to pray
at all hours, one is bound throughout the day to keep oneself
fit for prayer.

* Cf. q. 53, Aa. 1,4; q. 61, a. 1.
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Suppl. q. 64 a. 8Whether it is a mortal sin to ask for the debt at a holy time?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is amortal sin to ask for
the debt at a holy time. ForGregory says (Dial. i) that the devil
took possession of awomanwhohad intercoursewith her hus-
band at night and came in the morning to the procession. But
this would not have happened had she not sinned mortally.
erefore, etc.

Objection 2. Further, whoever disobeys a Divine com-
mand commits a mortal sin. Now the Lord commanded (Ex.
19:15): “Come not near your wives,” when namely they were
about to receive the Law. Much more therefore do husbands
sin mortally if they have intercourse with their wives at a time
when they should be intent on the sacred observances of the
New Law.

On the contrary, No circumstance aggravates infinitely.
But undue time is a circumstance. erefore it does not aggra-
vate a sin infinitely, so as to make mortal what was otherwise

venial.
I answer that, To ask for the debt on a feast day is not a

circumstance drawing a sin into another species; wherefore it
cannot aggravate infinitely. Consequently a wife or husband
does not sin mortally by asking for the debt on a feast day. It is
however a more grievous sin to ask for the sake of mere plea-
sure, than through fear of the weakness of the flesh.

Reply to Objection 1. is woman was punished not be-
cause she paid the debt, but because aerwards she rashly in-
truded into the divine service against her conscience.

Reply to Objection 2. e authority quoted shows not
that it is a mortal sin but that it is unbecoming. For under the
Old Law which was given to a carnal people many things were
required under an obligation of precept, for the sake of bodily
cleanness, which are not required in theNewLawwhich is the
law of the spirit.

Suppl. q. 64 a. 9Whether one spouse is bound to pay the debt to the other at a festal time?

Objection 1. It would seem that neither are they bound
to pay the debt at a festal time. For those who commit a sin as
well as those who consent thereto are equally punished (Rom.
1:32). But the one who pays the debt consents with the one
that asks, who sins. erefore he sins also.

Objection2.Further, it is an affirmative precept that binds
us to pray, and therefore we are bound to do so at a fixed time.
erefore one ought not to pay the debt at a time when one
is bound to pray, as neither ought one at a time when one is
bound to fulfill a special duty towards a temporal master.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 7:5): “Defraud not
one another, except by consent, for a time,” etc. erefore
when one spouse asks the other must pay.

I answer that, Since the wife has power of her husband’s

body, and “vice versa,” with regard to the act of procreation,
the one is bound to pay the debt to the other, at any season or
hour,with due regard to the decorumrequired in suchmatters,
for this must not be done at once openly.

Reply to Objection 1. As far as he is concerned he does
not consent, but grants unwillingly and with grief that which
is exacted of him; and consequently he does not sin. For it is
ordained byGod, on account of the weakness of the flesh, that
the debt must always be paid to the one who asks lest he be
afforded an occasion of sin.

Reply to Objection 2. No hour is fixed for praying, but
that compensation can bemade at some other hour; wherefore
the argument is not cogent.

Suppl. q. 64 a. 10Whether weddings should be forbidden at certain times?*

Objection 1. It would seem that weddings ought not to be
forbidden at certain times. Formarriage is a sacrament: and the
celebration of the others sacraments is not forbidden at those
times. erefore neither should the celebration of marriage be
forbidden then.

Objection 2. Further, asking for themarriage debt is more
unbecoming on feast days than the celebration ofmarriage. Yet
the debt may be asked for on those days. erefore also mar-
riages may be solemnized.

Objection 3. Further, marriages that are contracted in de-
spite of the law of the Church ought to be dissolved. Yet mar-
riages are not dissolved if they be contracted at those times.
erefore it should not be forbidden by a commandment of
the Church.

On the contrary, It is written (Eccles. 3:5): “A time to em-
brace, and a time to be far from embraces.”

I answer that, When the newly married spouse is given
to her husband, the minds of husband and wife are taken up
with carnal preoccupations by reason of the very newness of
things, wherefore weddings are wont to be signalized bymuch
unrestrained rejoicing. On this account it is forbidden to cel-
ebrate marriages at those times when men ought especially to
arise to spiritual things.ose times are fromAdvent until the
Epiphany because of theCommunionwhich, according to the
ancient Canons, is wont to be made at Christmas (as was ob-
served in its proper place, IIIa, q. 30), from Septuagesima un-
til the octave day of Easter, on account of the Easter Com-
munion, and from the three days before the Ascension until

* is article is omitted in the Leonine edition.
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the octave day of Pentecost, on account of the preparation for
Communion to be received at that time.

Reply to Objection 1. e celebration of marriage has a
certain worldly and carnal rejoicing connected with it, which
does not apply to the other sacraments.Hence the comparison
fails.

Reply to Objection 2. ere is not such a distraction of
minds caused by the payment of a request for the debt as by
the celebration of a marriage; and consequently the compari-
son fails.

Reply toObjection 3. Since time is not essential to a mar-

riage contracted within the forbidden seasons, the marriage is
nevertheless a true sacrament. Nor is the marriage dissolved
absolutely, but for a time, that theymay do penance for having
disobeyed the commandment of the Church. It is thus that we
are to understand the statement of theMaster (Sent. iv, D, 33),
namely that should a marriage have been contracted or a wed-
ding celebrated at the aforesaid times, those who have done so
“ought to be separated.” Nor does he say this on his own au-
thority, but in reference to some canonical ordinance, such as
that of the Council of Lerida, which decision is quoted by the
Decretals.
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S   T P, Q 65
Of Plurality of Wives
(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the plurality of wives. Under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether it is against the natural law to have several wives?
(2) Whether this was ever lawful?
(3) Whether it is against the natural law to have a concubine?
(4) Whether it is a mortal sin to have intercourse with a concubine?
(5) Whether it was ever lawful to have a concubine?

Suppl. q. 65 a. 1Whether it is against the natural law to have several wives?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not against the nat-
ural law to have several wives. For custom does not prejudice
the law of nature. But “it was not a sin” to have several wives
“when this was the custom,” according toAugustine (DeBono
Conjug. xv) as quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 33).erefore it
is not contrary to the natural law to have several wives.

Objection 2. Further, whoever acts in opposition to the
natural law, disobeys a commandment, for the law of nature
has its commandments even as the written law has. Now Au-
gustine says (De Bono Conjug. xv; De Civ. Dei xv, 38) that “it
was not contrary to a commandment” to have several wives,
“because byno lawwas it forbidden.”erefore it is not against
the natural law to have several wives.

Objection 3. Further, marriage is chiefly directed to the
begetting of offspring. But one man may get children of sev-
eral women, by causing them to be pregnant. erefore It is
not against the natural law to have several wives.

Objection 4. Further, “Natural right is that which nature
has taught all animals,” as stated at the beginning of theDigests
(1, i, ff. De just. et jure). Now nature has not taught all animals
that one male should be united to but one female, since with
many animals the one male is united to several females. ere-
fore it is not against the natural law to have several wives.

Objection 5. Further, according to the Philosopher (De
Gener. Animal. i, 20), in the begetting of offspring the male
is to the female as agent to patient, and as the crasman is to
his material. But it is not against the order of nature for one
agent to act on several patients, or for one crasman to work
in several materials. erefore neither is it contrary to the law
of nature for one husband to have many wives.

Objection 6. On the contrary, at which was instilled
into man at the formation of human nature would seem espe-
cially to belong to the natural law. Now it was instilled into
him at the very formation of human nature that one man
should have one wife, according to Gn. 2:24, “ey shall be
two in one flesh.” erefore it is of natural law.

Objection 7. Further, it is contrary to the law of nature
that man should bind himself to the impossible, and that what

is given to one should be given to another. Now when a man
contracts with a wife, he gives her the power of his body, so
that he is bound to pay her the debt when she asks. erefore
it is against the law of nature that he should aerwards give the
power of his body to another, because it would be impossible
for him to pay both were both to ask at the same time.

Objection 8. Further, “Do not to another what thou
wouldst not were done to thyself ”* is a precept of the natural
law. But a husband would by no means be willing for his wife
to have another husband.erefore hewould be acting against
the law of nature, were he to have another wife in addition.

Objection 9. Further, whatever is against the natural de-
sire is contrary to the natural law. Now a husband’s jealousy of
his wife and the wife’s jealousy of her husband are natural, for
they are found in all. erefore, since jealousy is “love impa-
tient of sharing the beloved,” it would seem to be contrary to
the natural law that several wives should share one husband.

I answer that, All natural things are imbued with certain
principles whereby they are enabled not only to exercise their
proper actions, but also to render those actions proportion-
ate to their end, whether such actions belong to a thing by
virtue of its generic nature, or by virtue of its specific nature:
thus it belongs to a magnet to be borne downwards by virtue
of its generic nature, and to attract iron by virtue of its spe-
cific nature. Now just as in those things which act from natu-
ral necessity the principle of action is the form itself, whence
their proper actions proceed proportionately to their end, so
in things which are endowed with knowledge the principles
of action are knowledge and appetite. Hence in the cognitive
power there needs to be a natural concept, and in the appeti-
tive power a natural inclination, whereby the action befitting
the genus or species is rendered proportionate to the end.Now
since man, of all animals, knows the aspect of the end, and the
proportion of the action to the end, it follows that he is im-
bued with a natural concept, whereby he is directed to act in
a befitting manner, and this is called “the natural law” or “the
natural right,” but in other animals “the natural instinct.” For
brutes are rather impelled by the force of nature to do befitting

* Cf. Tob. 4:16.
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actions, than guided to act on their own judgment. erefore
thenatural law is nothing else than a concept naturally instilled
into man, whereby he is guided to act in a befitting manner
in his proper actions, whether they are competent to him by
virtue of his generic nature, as, for instance, to beget, to eat,
and so on, or belong to him by virtue of his specific nature, as,
for instance, to reason and so forth. Now whatever renders an
action improportionate to the endwhichnature intends to ob-
tain by a certain work is said to be contrary to the natural law.
But an action may be improportionate either to the principal
or to the secondary end, and in either case this happens in two
ways. First, on account of somethingwhichwholly hinders the
end; for instance a very great excess or a very great deficiency in
eating hinders both the health of the body, which is the princi-
pal end of food, and aptitude for conducting business, which
is its secondary end. Secondly, on account of something that
renders the attainment of the principal or secondary end dif-
ficult, or less satisfactory, for instance eating inordinately in
respect of undue time. Accordingly if an action be impropor-
tionate to the end, through altogether hindering the principal
end directly, it is forbidden by the first precepts of the natu-
ral law, which hold the same place in practical matters, as the
general concepts of the mind in speculative matters. If, how-
ever, it be in any way improportionate to the secondary end,
or again to the principal end, as rendering its attainment diffi-
cult or less satisfactory, it is forbidden, not indeed by the first
precepts of the natural law, but by the second which are de-
rived from the first even as conclusions in speculative matters
receive our assent by virtue of self-known principles: and thus
the act in question is said to be against the law of nature.

Now marriage has for its principal end the begetting and
rearing of children, and this end is competent to man accord-
ing to his generic nature, wherefore it is common to other an-
imals (Ethic. viii, 12), and thus it is that the “offspring” is as-
signed as a marriage good. But for its secondary end, as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. viii, 12), it has, among men alone,
the community of works that are a necessity of life, as stated
above (q. 41, a. 1). And in reference to this they owe one an-
other “fidelity” which is one of the goods ofmarriage. Further-
more it has another end, as regards marriage between believ-
ers, namely the signification of Christ and the Church: and
thus the “sacrament” is said to be a marriage good. Where-
fore the first end corresponds to the marriage of man inas-
much as he is an animal: the second, inasmuch as he is a man;
the third, inasmuch as he is a believer. Accordingly plurality
of wives neither wholly destroys nor in any way hinders the
first end of marriage, since one man is sufficient to get chil-
dren of several wives, and to rear the children born of them.
But though it does not wholly destroy the second end, it hin-
ders it considerably for there cannot easily be peace in a family
where several wives are joined to one husband, since one hus-
band cannot suffice to satisfy the requisitions of several wives,
and again because the sharing of several in one occupation is a

cause of strife: thus “potters quarrel with one another”*, and in
like manner the several wives of one husband. e third end,
it removes altogether, because as Christ is one, so also is the
Church one. It is therefore evident from what has been said
that plurality of wives is in a way against the law of nature, and
in a way not against it.

Reply toObjection 1.Custom does not prejudice the law
of nature as regards the first precepts of the latter, which are
like the general concepts of the mind in speculative matters.
But those which are drawn like conclusions from these custom
enforces, as Tully declares (De Inv. Rhet. ii), or weakens. Such
is the precept of nature in the matter of having one wife.

Reply toObjection2.AsTully says (De Inv.Rhet. ii), “fear
of the law and religion have sanctioned those things that come
from nature and are approved by custom.” Wherefore it is ev-
ident that those dictates of the natural law, which are derived
from the first principles as it were of the natural law, have not
the binding force of an absolute commandment, except when
they have been sanctioned by Divine or human law. is is
what Augustine means by saying that “they did not disobey
the commandments of the law, since it was not forbidden by
any law.”

e Reply to the ird Objection follows from what has
been said.

Reply to Objection 4. Natural right has several significa-
tions. First a right is said to be natural by its principle, because
it is instilled by nature: and thus Tully defines it (De Inv. Rhet.
ii) when he says: “Natural right is not the result of opinion
but the product of an innate force.” And since even in natural
things certain movements are called natural, not that they be
from an intrinsic principle, but because they are from a higher
moving principle—thus the movements that are caused in the
elements by the impress of heavenly bodies are said to be nat-
ural, as the Commentator states (De Coelo et Mundo iii, 28),
therefore those things that are of Divine right are said to be
of natural right, because they are caused by the impress and
influence of a higher principle, namely God. Isidore takes it in
this sense, when he says (Etym. v) that “the natural right is that
which is contained in the Law and the Gospel.” irdly, right
is said to be natural not only from its principle but also from
its matter, because it is about natural things. And since nature
is contradistinguished with reason, whereby man is a man, it
follows that if we take natural right in its strictest sense, those
thingswhich are dictated by natural reason and pertain toman
alone are not said to be of natural right, but only those which
are dictated by natural reason and are common to man and
other animals. us we have the aforesaid definition, namely:
“Natural right is what nature has taught all animals.” Accord-
ingly plurality of wives, though not contrary to natural right
taken in the third sense, is nevertheless against natural right
taken in the second sense, because it is forbidden by the Di-
vine law. It is also against natural right taken in the first sense,
as appears from what has been said, for such is nature’s dic-

* Aristotle, Rhet. ii, 4.
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tate to every animal according to themode befitting its nature.
Wherefore also certain animals, the rearing of whose offspring
demands the care of both, namely themale and female, by nat-
ural instinct cling to the union of one with one, for instance
the turtle-dove, the dove, and so forth.

e Reply to the Fih Objection is clear from what has
been said.

Since, however, the arguments adduced “on the contrary
side” would seem to show that plurality of wives is against the
first principles of the natural law, we must reply to them.

Accordingly we reply to the Sixth Objection that human
nature was founded without any defect, and consequently it is
endowed not onlywith those things withoutwhich the princi-
pal end of marriage is impossible of attainment, but also with
those without which the secondary end of marriage could not
be obtained without difficulty: and in this way it sufficed man
when he was first formed to have one wife, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 7. In marriage the husband gives his
wife power of his body, not in all respects, but only in those
things that are required by marriage. Now marriage does not
require the husband to pay the debt every time his wife asks for
it, if we consider the principal end for which marriage was in-
stituted, namely the good of the offspring, but only as far as is
necessary for impregnation. But in so far as it is instituted as a
remedy (which is its secondary end),marriage does require the
debt to be paid at all times on being asked for. Hence it is evi-
dent that by taking several wives a man does not bind himself
to the impossible, considering the principal end of marriage;
and therefore plurality of wives is not against the first princi-
ples of the natural law.

Reply toObjection 8.is precept of the natural law, “Do
not to another what thou wouldst not were done to thyself,”
should be understoodwith the proviso that there be equal pro-

portion. For if a superior is unwilling to be withstood by his
subject, he is not therefore bound not to withstand his sub-
ject. Hence it does not follow in virtue of this precept that as
a husband is unwilling for his wife to have another husband,
he must not have another wife: because for one man to have
several wives is not contrary to the first principles of the nat-
ural law, as stated above: whereas for one wife to have several
husbands is contrary to the first principles of the natural law,
since thereby the good of the offspring which is the principal
end of marriage is, in one respect, entirely destroyed, and in
another respect hindered. For the good of the offspringmeans
not only begetting, but also rearing. Now the begetting of off-
spring, though not wholly voided (since a woman may be im-
pregnated a second time aer impregnation has already taken
place, as stated in De Gener. Animal. vii. 4), is nevertheless
considerably hindered, because this can scarcely happen with-
out injury either to both fetus or to one of them. But the rear-
ing of the offspring is altogether done away, because as a re-
sult of one woman having several husbands there follows un-
certainty of the offspring in relation to its father, whose care
is necessary for its education. Wherefore the marriage of one
wife with several husbands has not been sanctioned by any law
or custom, whereas the converse has been.

Reply to Objection 9. e natural inclination in the ap-
petitive power follows the natural concept in the cognitive
power. And since it is not somuch opposed to the natural con-
cept for aman to have several wives as for a wife to have several
husbands, it follows that a wife’s love is not so averse to an-
other sharing the same husband with her, as a husband’s love
is to another sharing the same wife with him. Consequently
both in man and in other animals the male is more jealous of
the female than “vice versa.”

Suppl. q. 65 a. 2Whether it was ever lawful to have several wives?

Objection 1. It would seem that it can never have been
lawful to have several wives. For, according to the Philosopher
(Ethic. v, 7), “e natural law has the same power at all times
and places.” Now plurality of wives is forbidden by the natural
law, as stated above (a. 1). erefore as it is unlawful now, it
was unlawful at all times.

Objection 2. Further, if it was ever lawful, this could only
be because it was lawful either in itself, or by dispensation. If
the former, it would also be lawful now; if the latter, this is
impossible, for according to Augustine (Contra Faust. xxvi,
3), “as God is the founder of nature, He does nothing con-
trary to the principles which He has planted in nature.” Since
thenGod has planted in our nature the principle that oneman
should be united to one wife, it would seem that He has never
dispensed man from this.

Objection 3. Further, if a thing be lawful by dispensation,
it is only lawful for those who receive the dispensation. Now

we do not read in the Law of a general dispensation having
been granted to all. Since then in the Old Testament all who
wished to do so, without any distinction, took to themselves
several wives, nor were reproached on that account, either by
the law or by the prophets, it would seem that it was not made
lawful by dispensation.

Objection 4. Further, where there is the same reason for
dispensation, the same dispensation should be given. Now we
cannot assign any other reason for dispensation than the mul-
tiplying of the offspring for the worship of God, and this is
necessary also now. erefore this dispensation would be still
in force, especially as we read nowhere of its having been re-
called.

Objection 5. Further, in granting a dispensation the
greater good should not be overlooked for the sake of a lesser
good. Now fidelity and the sacrament, which it would seem
impossible to safeguard in a marriage where one man is joined
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to several wives, are greater goods than the multiplication of
the offspring. erefore this dispensation ought not to have
been granted with a view to this multiplication.

On the contrary, It is stated (Gal. 3:19) that the Law “was
set because of transgressors [Vulg.: ‘transgressions’],” namely in
order to prohibit them. Now the Old Law mentions plurality
of wives without any prohibition thereof, as appears from Dt.
21:15, “If a man have two wives,” etc. erefore they were not
transgressors through having two wives; and so it was lawful.

Further, this is confirmed by the example of the holy pa-
triarchs, who are stated to have had several wives, and yet were
most pleasing to God, for instance Jacob, David, and several
others. erefore at one time it was lawful.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1, ad 7,8), plurality of
wives is said to be against the natural law, not as regards its
first precepts, but as regards the secondary precepts, which like
conclusions are drawn from its first precepts. Since, however,
human acts must needs vary according to the various condi-
tions of persons, times, and other circumstances, the aforesaid
conclusions do not proceed from the first precepts of the natu-
ral law, so as to be binding in all cases, but only in themajority.
for such is the entirematter of Ethics according to the Philoso-
pher (Ethic. i, 3,7). Hence, when they cease to be binding, it is
lawful to disregard them. But because it is not easy to deter-
mine the above variations, it belongs exclusively to him from
whose authority he derives its binding force to permit the non-
observance of the law in those cases to which the force of the
law ought not to extend, and this permission is called a dispen-
sation. Now the law prescribing the one wife was framed not
by man but by God, nor was it ever given by word or in writ-
ing, but was imprinted on the heart, like other things belong-
ing in any way to the natural law. Consequently a dispensation
in this matter could be granted by God alone through an in-
ward inspiration, vouchsafed originally to the holy patriarchs,
and by their example continued to others, at a time when it
behooved the aforesaid precept not to be observed, in order to
ensure the multiplication of the offspring to be brought up in
the worship of God. For the principal end is ever to be borne
in mind before the secondary end. Wherefore, since the good
of the offspring is the principal end of marriage, it behooved
to disregard for a time the impediment that might arise to the
secondary ends, when it was necessary for the offspring to be
multiplied; because it was for the removal of this impediment
that the precept forbidding a plurality of wives was framed, as
stated above (a. 1).

Reply to Objection 1. e natural law, considered in it-
self, has the same force at all times and places; but accidentally
on account of some impediment it may vary at certain times

and places, as the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 3,7) instances in the
case of other natural things. For at all times andplaces the right
hand is better than the le according to nature, but itmay hap-
pen accidentally that a person is ambidextrous, because our na-
ture is variable; and the same applies to the natural, just as the
Philosopher states (Ethic. i, 3,7).

Reply to Objection 2. In a Decretal (De divortiis, cap.
Gaudemus) it is asserted that is was never lawful to have sev-
eral wives without having a dispensation received through Di-
vine inspiration.Nor is the dispensation thus granted a contra-
diction to the principles which God has implanted in nature,
but an exception to them, because those principles are not in-
tended to apply to all cases but to the majority, as stated. Even
so it is not contrary to nature when certain occurrences take
place in natural things miraculously, by way of exception to
more frequent occurrences.

Reply toObjection3.Dispensation froma law should fol-
low the quality of the law.Wherefore, since the law of nature is
imprinted on the heart, it was not necessary for a dispensation
from things pertaining to the natural law to be given under the
form of a written law but by internal inspiration.

Reply to Objection 4. When Christ came it was the time
of the fulness of the grace of Christ, whereby the worship of
Godwas spread abroad among all nations by a spiritual propa-
gation.Hence there is not the same reason for a dispensation as
before Christ’s coming, when the worship of God was spread
and safeguarded by a carnal propagation.

Reply toObjection 5. e offspring, considered as one of
themarriage goods, includes the keeping of faithwithGod, be-
cause the reason why it is reckoned a marriage good is because
it is awaited with a view to its being brought up in the wor-
ship of God. Now the faith to be kept with God is of greater
import than the faith to be kept with a wife, which is reck-
oned a marriage good, and than the signification which per-
tains to the sacrament, since the signification is subordinate
to the knowledge of faith. Hence it is not unfitting if some-
thing is taken from the two other goods for the sake of the
good of the offspring. Nor are they entirely done away, since
there remains faith towards several wives; and the sacrament
remains aer a fashion, for though it did not signify the union
of Christ with the Church as one, nevertheless the plurality of
wives signified the distinction of degrees in theChurch, which
distinction is not only in the Church militant but also in the
Church triumphant. Consequently their marriages signified
somewhat the union of Christ not only with the Church mili-
tant, as some say, but also with the Church triumphant where
there are “many mansions”*.

* Jn. 19:2.
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Suppl. q. 65 a. 3Whether it is against the natural law to have a concubine?

Objection 1. It would seem that to have a concubine is not
against the natural law. For the ceremonies of the Law are not
of the natural law. But fornication is forbidden (Acts 15:29)
in conjunction with ceremonies of the law which for the time
were being imposed on those who were brought to the faith
from among the heathens.erefore simple fornicationwhich
is intercourse with a concubine is not against the natural law.

Objection 2. Further, positive law is an outcome of the
natural law, as Tully says (De Invent. ii). Now fornication was
not forbidden by positive law; indeed according to the an-
cient lawswomen used to be sentenced to be taken to brothels.
erefore it is not against the natural law to have a concubine.

Objection 3. Further, the natural law does not forbid that
which is given simply, to be given for a time or under certain
restrictions. Now one unmarried woman may give the power
of her body for ever to an unmarried man, so that he may use
her when he will. erefore it is not against the law of nature,
if she give him power of her body for a time.

Objection 4.Further, whoever uses his own property as he
will, injures no one. But a bondswoman is her master’s prop-
erty. erefore if her master use her as he will, he injures no
one: and consequently it is not against the natural law to have
a concubine.

Objection 5. Further, everyonemay give his own property
to another. Now the wife has power of her husband’s body (1
Cor. 7:4).erefore if hiswife bewilling, thehusband canhave
intercourse with another woman without sin.

On the contrary, According to all laws the children born
of a concubine are children of shame. But this would not be so
unless the union of which they are born were naturally shame-
ful.

Further, as stated above (q. 41, a. 1), marriage is natural.
But this would not be so if without prejudice to the natural law
aman could be united to awomanotherwise than bymarriage.
erefore it is against the natural law to have a concubine.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1), an action is said to
be against the natural law, if it is not in keeping with the due
end intended by nature, whether through not being directed
thereto by the action of the agent, or through being directed
thereto by the action of the agent, or throughbeing in itself im-
proportionate to that end. Now the end which nature intends
in sexual union is the begetting and rearing of the offspring.
and that this good might be sought aer, it attached pleasure
to the union; as Augustine says (DeNup. et Concup. i, 8). Ac-
cordingly to make use of sexual intercourse on account of its
inherent pleasure, without reference to the end for which na-
ture intended it, is to act against nature, as also is it if the inter-
course be not such asmay fittingly be directed to that end.And
since, for the most part, things are denominated from their
end, as being that which is of most consequence to them, just
as the marriage union took its name from the good of the off-

spring†, which is the end chiefly sought aer in marriage, so
the name of concubine is expressive of that union where sex-
ual intercourse is sought aer for its own sake. Moreover even
though sometimes amanmay seek to have offspring of such an
intercourse, this is not befitting to the good of the offspring,
which signifies not only the begetting of children from which
they take their being, but also their rearing and instruction,
by which means they receive nourishment and learning from
their parents, in respect of which three things the parents are
bound to their children, according to the Philosopher (Ethic.
viii, 11,12).Now since the rearing and teaching of the children
remain a duty of the parents during a long period of time, the
law of nature requires the father and mother to dwell together
for a long time, in order that together theymay be of assistance
to their children. Hence birds that unite together in rearing
their young do not sever theirmutual fellowship from the time
when they first come together until the young are fully fledged.
Now this obligation which binds the female and her mate to
remain together constitutes matrimony. Consequently it is ev-
ident that it is contrary to the natural law for a man to have
intercourse with a woman who is not married to him, which is
the signification of a concubine.

Reply to Objection 1. Among the Gentiles the natural
law was obscured in many points: and consequently they did
not think it wrong to have intercourse with a concubine, and
in many cases practiced fornication as though it were lawful,
as also other things contrary to the ceremonial laws of the
Jews, though not contrary to the law of nature. Wherefore the
apostles inserted the prohibition of fornication among that of
other ceremonial observances, because in both cases there was
a difference of opinion between Jews and Gentiles.

Reply to Objection 2. is law was the result of the dark-
ness justmentioned, intowhich theGentiles had fallen, by not
giving due honor to God as stated in Rom. 1:21, and did not
proceed from the instinct of the natural law. Hence, when the
Christian religion prevailed, this law was abolished.

Reply toObjection 3. In certain cases no evil results ensue
if a person surrenders his right to a thing whether absolutely
or for a time, so that in neither case is the surrender against
the natural law. But that does not apply to the case in point,
wherefore the argument does not prove.

Reply to Objection 4. Injury is opposed to justice. Now
the natural law forbids not only injustice, but also whatever is
opposed to any of the virtues: for instance it is contrary to the
natural law to eat immoderately, although by doing so a man
uses his own property without injury to anyone. Moreover al-
though a bondswoman is her master’s property that she may
serve him, she is not his that she may be his concubine. And
again it depends how a person makes use of his property. For
such aman does an injury to the offspring he begets, since such
a union is not directed to its good, as stated above.

† Cf. q. 44, a. 2.
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Reply toObjection5.ewife has power of her husband’s
body, not simply and in all respects, but only in relation to
marriage, and consequently she cannot transfer her husband’s

body to another to the detriment of the good of marriage.

Suppl. q. 65 a. 4Whether it is a mortal sin to have intercourse with a concubine?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not a mortal sin to
have intercourse with a concubine. For a lie is a greater sin than
simple fornication: and a proof of this is that Juda, who did
not abhor to commit fornication with amar, recoiled from
telling a lie, saying (Gn. 38:23): “Surely she cannot charge us
with a lie.” But a lie is not always amortal sin.Neither therefore
is simple fornication.

Objection 2. Further, a deadly sin should be punished
with death. But the Old Law did not punish with death in-
tercourse with a concubine, save in a certain case (Dt. 22:25).
erefore it is not a deadly sin.

Objection3.Further, according toGregory (Moral. xxxiii,
12), the sins of the flesh are less blameworthy than spiritual
sins. Now pride and covetousness, which are spiritual sins, are
not always mortal sins. erefore fornication, which is a sin of
the flesh, is not always a mortal sin.

Objection 4. Further, where the incentive is greater the
sin is less grievous, because he sins more who is overcome by
a lighter temptation. But concupiscence is the greatest incen-
tive to lust. erefore since lustful actions are not always mor-
tal sins, neither is simple fornication a mortal sin.

On the contrary, Nothing but mortal sin excludes from
the kingdom of God. But fornicators are excluded from the
kingdomofGod (1Cor. 6:9,10).erefore simple fornication
is a mortal sin.

Further, mortal sins alone are called crimes. Now all for-
nication is a crime according to Tob. 4:13, “Take heed to keep
thyself…from all fornication, and beside thy wife never endure
to know crime.” erefore, etc.

I answer that, As we have already stated (Sent. ii, D, 42,
q. 1, a. 4), those sins aremortal in their genus which violate the
bond of friendship between man and God, and between man

and man; for such sins are against the two precepts of charity
which is the life of the soul. Wherefore since the intercourse
of fornication destroys the due relations of the parent with the
offspring that is nature’s aim in sexual intercourse, there can be
no doubt that simple fornication by its very nature is a mortal
sin even though there were no written law.

Reply to Objection 1. It oen happens that a man who
does not avoid a mortal sin, avoids a venial sin to which he has
not so great an incentive.us, too, Juda avoided a lie while he
avoided not fornication. Nevertheless that would have been a
pernicious lie, for it would have involved an injury if he had
not kept his promise.

Reply to Objection 2. A sin is called deadly, not because
it is punished with temporal, but because it is punished with
eternal death.Hence also the,which is amortal sin, andmany
other sins are sometimes not punishedwith temporal death by
the law. e same applies to fornication.

Reply toObjection3. Just as not everymovement of pride
is amortal sin, soneither is everymovement of lust, because the
first movements of lust and the like are venial sins, even some-
times marriage intercourse. Nevertheless some acts of lust are
mortal sins, while some movements of pride are venial: since
the words quoted from Gregory are to be understood as com-
paring vices in their genus and not in their particular acts.

Reply to Objection 4. A circumstance is the more effec-
tive in aggravating a sin according as it comes nearer to the na-
ture of sin.Hence although fornication is less grave on account
of the greatness of its incentive, yet on account of the matter
about which it is, it has a greater gravity than immoderate eat-
ing, because it is about those things which tighten the bond of
human fellowship, as stated above. Hence the argument does
not prove.

Suppl. q. 65 a. 5Whether it was ever lawful to have a concubine?

Objection 1. It would seem that it has been sometimes
lawful tohave a concubine. For just as thenatural law requires a
man to have but one wife, so does it forbid him to have a con-
cubine. Yet at times it has been lawful to have several wives.
erefore it has also been lawful to have a concubine.

Objection 2.Further, a woman cannot be at the same time
a slave and a wife; wherefore according to the Law (Dt. 21:11,
seqq.) a bondswoman gained her freedom by the very fact of
being taken in marriage. Now we read that certain men who
were most beloved of God, for instance Abraham and Jacob,
had intercourse with their bondswomen.erefore these were
not wives, and consequently it was sometime lawful to have a

concubine.
Objection 3. Further, a woman who is taken in marriage

cannot be cast out, and her son should have a share in the in-
heritance. Yet Abraham sent Agar away, and her son was not
his heir (Gn. 21:14). erefore she was not Abraham’s wife.

On the contrary, ings opposed to the precepts of the
decalogue were never lawful. Now to have a concubine is
against a precept of the decalogue, namely, “ou shalt not
commit adultery.” erefore it was never lawful.

Further, Ambrose says in his book on the patriarchs (De
Abraham i, 4): “What is unlawful to a wife is unlawful to a
husband.” But it is never lawful for a wife to put aside her own
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husband and have intercourse with another man. erefore it
was never lawful for a husband to have a concubine.

I answer that, Rabbi Moses says (Doc. Perp. iii, 49) that
before the time of the Law fornication was not a sin; and he
proved his assertion from the fact that Juda had intercourse
with amar. But this argument is not conclusive. For there
is no need to excuse Jacob’s sons from mortal sin, since they
were accused to their father of amostwicked crime (Gn. 37:2),
and consented kill Joseph and to sell him. Wherefore we must
say that since it is against the natural law to have a concubine
outside wedlock, as stated above (a. 3), it was never lawful ei-
ther in itself or by dispensation. For as we have shown (Doc.
Perp. iii, 49) intercourse with a woman outside wedlock is an
action improportionate to the good of the offspring which is
the principal end of marriage: and consequently it is against
the first precepts of the natural law which admit of no dispen-
sation. Hence wherever in the Old Testament we read of con-
cubines being taken by such men as we ought to excuse from
mortal sin, wemust needs understand them tohave been taken
in marriage, and yet to have been called concubines, because
they had something of the character of awife and something of
the character of a concubine. In so far asmarriage is directed to
its principal end, which is the good of the offspring, the union
of wife and husband is indissoluble or at least of a lasting na-
ture, as shown above (a. 1), and in regard to this there is no
dispensation. But in regard to the secondary end, which is the
management of the household and community of works, the
wife is united to the husband as his mate: and this was lacking

in those who were known as concubines. For in this respect a
dispensation was possible, since it is the secondary end ofmar-
riage. And from this point of view they bore some resemblance
to concubines, and for this reason they were known as such.

Reply toObjection1.As stated above (a. 1, ad 7,8) to have
several wives is not against the first precepts of the natural law,
as it is to have a concubine; wherefore the argument does not
prove.

Reply to Objection 2. e patriarchs of old by virtue
of the dispensation which allowed them several wives, ap-
proached their bondswomen with the disposition of a hus-
band towards his wife. For these women were wives as to the
principal and first end of marriage, but not as to the other
union which regards the secondary end, to which bondage is
opposed since a woman cannot be at once mate and slave.

Reply to Objection 3. As in the Mosaic law it was allow-
able by dispensation to grant a bill of divorce in order to avoid
wife-murder (as we shall state further on, q. 67, a. 6), so by the
same dispensationAbrahamwas allowed to sendAgar away, in
order to signify the mystery which the Apostle explains (Gal.
4:22, seqq.). Again, that this son did not inherit belongs to the
mystery, as explained in the same place. Even so Esau, the son
of a free woman, did not inherit (Rom. 9:13, seqq.). In like
manner on account of the mystery it came about that the sons
of Jacob born of bond and free women inherited, as Augus-
tine says (Tract. xi in Joan.) because “sons and heirs are born to
Christ both of goodministers denoted by the free woman and
of evil ministers denoted by the bondswoman.”
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Of Bigamy and of the Irregularity Contracted ereby

(In Five Articles)

In the next place we must consider bigamy and the irregularity contracted thereby. Under this head there are five points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether irregularity attaches to the bigamy that consists in having two successive wives?
(2) Whether irregularity is contracted by one who has two wives at once?
(3) Whether irregularity is contracted by marrying one who is not a virgin?
(4) Whether bigamy is removed by Baptism?
(5) Whether a dispensation can be granted to a bigamous person?

Suppl. q. 66 a. 1Whether irregularity attaches to bigamy?

Objection 1. It would seem that irregularity is not at-
tached to the bigamy that consists in having two wives suc-
cessively. For multitude and unity are consequent upon be-
ing. Since then non-being does not cause plurality, a man who
has two wives successively, the one in being, the other in non-
being, does not thereby become the husband ofmore than one
wife, so as to be debarred, according to theApostle (1Tim. 3:2;
Titus 1:6), from the episcopate.

Objection 2. Further, a man who commits fornication
with several women gives more evidence of incontinence than
one who has several wives successively. Yet in the first case a
man does not become irregular. erefore neither in the sec-
ond should he become irregular.

Objection 3. Further, if bigamy causes irregularity, this is
either because of the sacrament, or because of the carnal inter-
course.Now it is not on account of the former, for if aman had
contracted marriage by words of the present and, his wife dy-
ing before the consummationof themarriage, hewere tomarry
another, he would become irregular, which is against the de-
cree of Innocent III (cap. Dubium, De bigamia). Nor again is
it on account of the second, for then a man who had commit-
ted fornication with several women would become irregular:
which is false. erefore bigamy nowise causes irregularity.

I answer that, By the sacrament of order a man is ap-
pointed to the ministry of the sacraments; and he who has to
administer the sacraments to othersmust suffer fromnodefect
in the sacraments. Now there is a defect in a sacrament when
the entire signification of the sacrament is not found therein.
And the sacrament of marriage signifies the union of Christ
with the Church, which is the union of one with one. ere-
fore the perfect signification of the sacrament requires the hus-
band to have only one wife, and the wife to have but one hus-
band; and consequently bigamy, which does away with this,
causes irregularity.And there are four kinds of bigamy: the first
is when aman has several lawful wives successively; the second
is when a man has several wives at once, one in law, the other
in fact; the third, when he has several successively, one in law,

the other in fact; the fourth, when amanmarries a widow. Ac-
cordingly irregularity attaches to all of these.

ere is another consequent reason assigned, since those
who receive the sacrament of order should be signalized by
the greatest spirituality, both because they administer spiritual
things, namely the sacraments, andbecause they teach spiritual
things, and should be occupied in spiritual matters. Where-
fore since concupiscence is most incompatible with spiritu-
ality, inasmuch as it makes a man to be wholly carnal, they
should give no sign of persistent concupiscence, which does
indeed show itself in bigamous persons, seeing that they were
unwilling to be content with one wife. e first reason how-
ever is the better.

Reply to Objection 1. e multitude of several wives at
the same time is a multitude simply, wherefore a multitude of
this kind is wholly inconsistent with the signification of the
sacrament, so that the sacrament is voided on that account. But
the multitude of several successive wives is a multitude rela-
tively, wherefore it does not entirely destroy the signification
of the sacrament, nor does it void the sacrament in its essence
but in its perfection, which is required of those who are the
dispensers of sacraments.

Reply to Objection 2. Although those who are guilty of
fornication give proof of greater concupiscence, theirs is not a
so persistent concupiscence, since by fornication one party is
not bound to the other for ever; and consequently no defect
attaches to the sacrament.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, bigamy causes ir-
regularity, because it destroys the perfect signification of the
sacrament: which signification is seated both in the union of
minds, as expressed by the consent, and in the union of bod-
ies. Wherefore bigamy must affect both of these at the same
time in order to cause irregularity. Hence the decree of Inno-
cent III disposes of the statement of the Master (Sent. iv, D,
27), namely that consent alone by words of the present is suf-
ficient to cause irregularity.
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Suppl. q. 66 a. 2Whether irregularity results from bigamy, when one husband has two wives, one in law, the
other in fact?

Objection 1. It would seem that irregularity does not re-
sult from bigamywhen one husband has twowives at the same
time, one in law and one in fact. For when the sacrament is
void there can be no defect in the sacrament. Now when a
man marries a woman in fact but not in law there is no sacra-
ment, since such a union does not signify the union of Christ
with the Church. erefore since irregularity does not result
from bigamy except on account of a defect in the sacrament,
it would seem that no irregularity attaches to bigamy of this
kind.

Objection 2. Further, if a man has intercourse with a
woman whom he has married in fact and not in law, he com-
mits fornication if he has not a lawful wife, or adultery if he
has. But a man does not become irregular by dividing his flesh
among several women by fornication or adultery. erefore
neither does he by the aforesaid kind of bigamy.

Objection 3. Further, it may happen that a man, before
knowing carnally thewomanhe hasmarried in law,marries an-
other in fact and not in law, and knows her carnally, whether
the former woman be living or dead. Now this man has con-

tracted marriage with several women either in law or in fact,
and yet he is not irregular, since he has not divided his flesh
among several women.erefore irregularity is not contracted
by reason of the aforesaid kind of bigamy.

I answer that, Irregularity is contracted in the two second
kinds of bigamy, for although in the one there is no sacrament,
there is a certain likeness to a sacrament. Wherefore these two
kinds are secondary, and the first is the principal kind in caus-
ing irregularity.

Reply to Objection 1. Although there is no sacrament in
this case there is a certain likeness to a sacrament,whereas there
is no such likeness in fornication or adultery. Hence the com-
parison fails.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply toObjection 3. In this case theman is not reckoned

a bigamist, because the first marriage lacked its perfect signifi-
cation. Nevertheless if, by the judgment of the Church, he be
compelled to return to his first wife and carnally to know her,
he becomes irregular forthwith, because the irregularity is the
result not of the sin but of imperfect signification.

Suppl. q. 66 a. 3Whether irregularity is contracted by marrying one who is not a virgin?

Objection 1. It would seem that irregularity is not con-
tracted by marrying one who is not a virgin. For a man’s own
defect is a greater impediment to him than the defect of an-
other. But if the man himself who marries is not a virgin he
does not become irregular. erefore much less does he if his
wife is not a virgin.

Objection 2. Further, it may happen that a man marries
a woman aer corrupting her. Now, seemingly, such a man
does not become irregular, since he has not divided his flesh
among several, nor has his wife done so, and yet he marries a
womanwho is not a virgin.erefore this kind of bigamy does
not cause irregularity.

Objection 3.Further, noman can become irregular except
voluntarily. But sometimes a man marries involuntarily one
who is not a virgin, for instance when he thinks her a virgin
and aerwards, by knowing her carnally, finds that she is not.
erefore this kind does not always cause irregularity.

Objection 4. Further, unlawful intercourse aer marriage
is more guilty than before marriage. Now if a wife, aer the
marriage has been consummated, has intercoursewith another
man, her husband does not become irregular, otherwise he
would be punished for his wife’s sin. Moreover, it might hap-
pen that, aer knowing of this, he pays her the debt at her ask-
ing, before she is accused and convicted of adultery. erefore
it would seem that this kind of bigamy does not cause irregu-
larity.

On the contrary, Gregory says (Regist. ii, ep. 37): “We
command thee never tomake unlawful ordinations, nor to ad-

mit to holy orders a bigamist, or onewhohasmarried awoman
that is not a virgin, or one who is unlettered, or one who is de-
formed in his limbs, or bound to do penance or to perform
some civil duty, or who is in any state of subjection.”

I answer that, In the union of Christ with the Church
unity is found on either side. Consequently whether we find
division of the flesh on the part of the husband, or on the
part of the wife, there is a defect of sacrament. ere is, how-
ever, a difference, because on the part of the husband it is re-
quired that he should not have married another wife, but not
that he should be a virgin, whereas on the part of the wife it is
also required that she be a virgin.e reason assigned by those
versed in the Decretals is because the bridegroom signifies the
Churchmilitantwhich is entrusted to the care of a bishop, and
inwhich there aremany corruptions, while the spouse signifies
ChristWhowas a virgin:wherefore virginity on the part of the
spouse, but not on the part of the bridegroom, is required in
order that aman bemade a bishop.is reason, however, is ex-
pressly contrary to thewords of theApostle (Eph. 5:25): “Hus-
bands, love yourwives, asChrist also loved theChurch,”which
show that the bride signifies the Church, and the bridegroom
Christ; and again he says (Eph. 5:23): “Because the husband
is the head of the wife, as Christ is the head of the Church.”
Wherefore others say that Christ is signified by the bride-
groom, and that the bride signifies the Church triumphant
in which there is no stain. Also that the synagogue was first
united to Christ as a concubine; so that the sacrament loses
nothing of its signification if the bridegroom previously had a
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concubine. But this is most absurd, since just as the faith of an-
cients and of moderns is one, so is the Church one.Wherefore
those who served God at the time of the synagogue belonged
to the unity of the Church in which we serve God. Moreover
this is expressly contrary to Jer. 3:14, Ezech. 16:8, Osee 2:16,
where the espousals of the synagogue arementioned explicitly:
so that she was not as a concubine but as a wife. Again, accord-
ing to this, fornication would be the sacred sign [sacramen-
tum] of that union, which is absurd. Wherefore heathendom,
before being espoused toChrist in the faith of theChurch, was
corrupted by the devil through idolatry. Hence we must say
otherwise that irregularity is caused by a defect in the sacra-
ment itself. Now when corruption of the flesh occurs outside
wedlock on account of a preceding marriage, it causes no de-
fect in the sacrament on the part of the person corrupted, but
it causes a defect in the other person, because the act of one
who contracts marriage terminates not in himself, but in the
other party, wherefore it takes its species from its term, which,
moreover, in regard to that act, is the matter as it were of the
sacrament. Consequently if a woman were able to receive or-
ders, just as her husband becomes irregular through marrying
one who is not a virgin, but not through his not being a vir-
gin when he marries, so also would a woman become irregu-
lar if she were to marry a man who is not a virgin, but not if

she were no longer a virgin when shemarried—unless she had
been corrupted by reason of a previous marriage.

is suffices for the Reply to the First Objection.
Reply to Objection 2. In this case opinions differ. It is,

however, more probable that he is not irregular, because he has
not divided his flesh among several women.

Reply to Objection 3. Irregularity is not the infliction of
a punishment, but the defect of a sacrament. Consequently it
is not always necessary for bigamy to be voluntary in order to
cause irregularity. Hence a man who marries a woman, think-
ing her to be a virgin, whereas she is not, becomes irregular by
knowing her carnally.

Reply toObjection 4. If a woman commits fornication af-
ter being married, her husband does not become irregular on
that account, unless he again knows her carnally aer she has
been corrupted by adultery, since otherwise the corruption of
the wife nowise affects the marriage act of the husband. But
though he be compelled by law to pay her the debt, or if he do
so at her request, being compelled by his own conscience, even
before she is convicted of adultery, he becomes irregular, al-
beit opinions differ on this point. However, what we have said
is more probable, since here it is not a question of sin, but of
signification only.

Suppl. q. 66 a. 4Whether bigamy is removed by Baptism?

Objection 1. It would seem that bigamy is removed by
Baptism. For Jerome says in his commentary on the Epistle to
Titus (1:6, “the husband of one wife”) that if a man has had
several wives before receiving Baptism, or one before and an-
other aer Baptism, he is not a bigamist. erefore bigamy is
removed by Baptism.

Objection 2. Further, he who does what is more, does
what is less. Now Baptism removes all sin, and sin is a greater
thing than irregularity. erefore it removes irregularity.

Objection 3. Further, Baptism takes away all punishment
resulting from an act. Now such is the irregularity of bigamy.
erefore, etc.

Objection 4. Further, a bigamist is irregular because he is
deficient in the representation of Christ. Now by Baptism we
are fully conformed to Christ. erefore this irregularity is re-
moved.

Objection 5. Further, the sacraments of the New Law are
more efficacious than the sacraments of the Old Law. But the
sacraments of the Old Law removed irregularities according
to the Master’s statement (Sent. iv,). erefore Baptism also,
being the most efficacious of the sacraments of the New Law,
removes the irregularity consequent upon bigamy.

On the contrary,Augustine says (DeBonoConjug. xviii):
“ose understand the question more correctly who maintain
that a man who has married a second wife, though he was a
catechumen or even a pagan at the time, cannot be ordained,
because it is a question of a sacrament, not of a sin.”

Further, according to the same authority (De Bono Con-
jug. xviii) “a woman who has been corrupted while a cat-
echumen or a pagan cannot aer Baptism be consecrated
amongGod’s virgins.”erefore in like manner one who was a
bigamist before Baptism cannot be ordained.

I answer that, Baptism removes sin, but does not dissolve
marriage. Wherefore since irregularity results from marriage,
it cannot be removed by Baptism, as Augustine says (De Bono
Conjug. xviii).

Reply to Objection 1. In this case Jerome’s opinion is not
followed: unless perhaps he wished to explain that he means
that a dispensation should be more easily granted.

Reply to Objection 2. It does not follow that what does
a greater thing, does a lesser, unless it be directed to the lat-
ter. is is not so in the case in point, because Baptism is not
directed to the removal of an irregularity.

Reply to Objection 3. is must be understood of pun-
ishments consequent upon actual sin, which are, or have yet
to be, inflicted: for one does not recover virginity by Baptism,
nor again undivision of the flesh.

Reply to Objection 4. Baptism conforms a man to Christ
as regards the virtue of themind, but not as to the condition of
the body, which is effected by virginity or division of the flesh.

Reply toObjection5.ose irregularitieswere contracted
through slight and temporary causes, and consequently they
could be removed by those sacraments. Moreover the latter
were ordained for that purpose, whereas Baptism is not.
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Suppl. q. 66 a. 5Whether it is lawful for a bigamist to receive a dispensation?

Objection 1. It would seem unlawful for a bigamist to be
granted a dispensation. For it is said (Extra, De bigamis, cap.
Nuper): “It is not lawful to grant a dispensation to clerics who,
as far as they could do so, have taken to themselves a second
wife.”

Objection 2. Further, it is not lawful to grant a dispen-
sation from the Divine law. Now whatever is in the canoni-
cal writings belongs to the Divine law. Since then in canoni-
cal Scripture the Apostle says (1 Tim. 3:2): “It behooveth…a
bishop to be…the husband of one wife,” it would seem that a
dispensation cannot be granted in this matter.

Objection 3. Further, no one can receive a dispensation in
what is essential to a sacrament. But it is essential to the sacra-
ment of order that the recipient be not irregular, since the sig-
nification which is essential to a sacrament is lacking in one
who is irregular. erefore he cannot be granted a dispensa-
tion in this.

Objection 4. Further, what is reasonably done cannot be
reasonably undone. If, therefore, a bigamist can lawfully re-
ceive a dispensation, it was unreasonable that he should be ir-
regular: which is inadmissible.

On the contrary, Pope Lucius granted a dispensation to
the bishop of Palermowhowas a bigamist, as stated in the gloss
on can. Lector, dist. 34.

Further, PopeMartin* says: “If a Readermarry a widow, let
him remain a Reader, or if there be need for it, he may receive
the Subdiaconate, but no higher order: and the same applies
if he should be a bigamist.” erefore he may at least receive a
dispensation as far as the Subdiaconate.

I answer that, Irregularity attaches to bigamy not by nat-
ural, but by positive law; nor again is it one of the essentials of
order that a man be not a bigamist, which is evident from the
fact that if a bigamist present himself for orders, he receives the
character. Wherefore the Pope can dispense altogether from
such an irregularity; but a bishop, only as regards the minor
orders, though some say that in order to prevent religious wan-
dering abroad he can dispense therefrom as regards the major
orders in those who wish to serve God in religion.

Reply to Objection 1. is Decretal shows that there is
the same difficulty against granting a dispensation in those
who have married several wives in fact, as if they had married
them in law; but it does not prove that the Pope has no power
to grant a dispensation in such cases.

Reply to Objection 2. is is true as regards things be-
longing to the natural law, and those which are essential to the
sacraments, and to faith. But in those which owe their insti-
tution to the apostles, since the Church has the same power
now as then of setting up and of putting down, she can grant a
dispensation through him who holds the primacy.

Reply to Objection 3. Not every signification is essential
to a sacrament, but that alone which belongs to the sacramen-
tal effect,† and this is not removed by irregularity.

Reply to Objection 4. In particular cases there is no ratio
that applies to all equally, on account of their variety. Hence
what is reasonably established for all, in consideration of what
happens in themajority of cases, can bewith equal reason done
away in a certain definite case.

* Martinus Bracarensis: cap. xliii. † Leonine edition reads “officium,” some read “effectum”; the meaning is the same, and is best rendered as above.

2705



S   T P, Q 67
Of the Bill of Divorce
(In Seven Articles)

We must now consider the bill of divorce, under which head there are seven points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the indissolubility of marriage is of natural law?
(2) Whether by dispensation it may become lawful to put away a wife?
(3) Whether it was lawful under the Mosaic law?
(4) Whether a wife who has been divorced may take another husband?
(5) Whether the husband can marry again the wife whom he has divorced?
(6) Whether the cause of divorce was hatred of the wife?
(7) Whether the reasons for divorce had to be written on the bill?

Suppl. q. 67 a. 1Whether inseparableness of the wife is of natural law?

Objection 1. It would seem that inseparableness of the
wife is not of natural law. For the natural law is the same for
all. But no law save Christ’s has forbidden the divorcing of a
wife. erefore inseparableness of a wife is not of natural law.

Objection2.Further, the sacraments are not of the natural
law. But the indissolubility of marriage is one of the marriage
goods. erefore it is not of the natural law.

Objection 3. Further, the union of man and woman in
marriage is chiefly directed to the begetting, rearing, and in-
struction of the offspring. But all things are complete by a cer-
tain time. erefore aer that time it is lawful to put away a
wife without prejudice to the natural law.

Objection 4. Further, the good of the offspring is the prin-
cipal end of marriage. But the indissolubility of marriage is
opposed to the good of the offspring, because, according to
philosophers, a certain man cannot beget offspring of a cer-
tain woman, and yet he might beget of another, even though
shemay have had intercourse with anotherman.erefore the
indissolubility of marriage is against rather than according to
the natural law.

On the contrary,ose things which were assigned to na-
ture when it was well established in its beginning belong espe-
cially to the law of nature. Now the indissolubility of marriage
is one of these things according to Mat. 19:4,6. erefore it is
of natural law.

Further, it is of natural law that man should not oppose
himself to God. Yet man would, in a way, oppose himself to
God if he were to sunder “what God hath joined together.”
Since then the indissolubility ofmarriage is gathered from this
passage (Mat. 19:6) it would seem that it is of natural law.

I answer that, By the intention of nature marriage is di-
rected to the rearing of the offspring, notmerely for a time, but
throughout its whole life. Hence it is of natural law that par-
ents should lay up for their children, and that children should
be their parents’ heirs (2 Cor. 12:14). erefore, since the off-

spring is the common good of husband and wife, the dictate
of the natural law requires the latter to live together for ever
inseparably: and so the indissolubility of marriage is of natural
law.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s law alone brought
mankind “to perfection”* by bringing man back to the state of
the newness of nature. Wherefore neither Mosaic nor human
laws could remove all that was contrary to the law of nature,
for this was reserved exclusively to “the law of the spirit of
life.”†

Reply toObjection 2. Indissolubility belongs to marriage
in so far as the latter is a sign of the perpetual union of Christ
with the Church, and in so far as it fulfills an office of nature
that is directed to the good of the offspring, as stated above.
But since divorce is more directly incompatible with the signi-
fication of the sacrament than with the good of the offspring,
with which it is incompatible consequently, as stated above
(q. 65, a. 2, ad 5), the indissolubility of marriage is implied in
the good of the sacrament rather than in the good of the off-
spring, although it may be connected with both. And in so far
as it is connectedwith the good of the offspring, it is of the nat-
ural law, but not as connected with the good of the sacrament.

e Reply to the ird Objection may be gathered from
what has been said.

Reply to Objection 4. Marriage is chiefly directed to the
commongood in respect of its principal end,which is the good
of the offspring; although in respect of its secondary end it is
directed to the good of the contracting party, in so far as it
is by its very nature a remedy for concupiscence. Hence mar-
riage laws consider what is expedient for all rather than what
may be suitable for one. erefore although the indissolubil-
ity of marriage hinder the good of the offspring with regard to
some individual, it is proportionate with the good of the off-
spring absolutely speaking: and for this reason the argument
does not prove.

* Cf. Heb. 7:19. † Cf. Rom. 8:2.
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Suppl. q. 67 a. 2Whether it may have been lawful by dispensation to put away a wife?

Objection 1. It seems that it could not be lawful by dis-
pensation to put away a wife. For in marriage anything that is
opposed to the goodof theoffspring is against thefirst precepts
of the natural law, which admit of no dispensation. Now such
is the putting away of a wife, as stated above (a. 1). erefore,
etc.

Objection 2. Further, a concubine differs from a wife es-
pecially in the fact that she is not inseparably united. But by
no dispensation could a man have a concubine. erefore by
no dispensation could he put his wife away.

Objection 3. Further, men are as fit to receive a dispensa-
tion now as of old. But now a man cannot receive a dispensa-
tion to divorce his wife. Neither, therefore, could he in olden
times.

On the contrary, Abraham carnally knew Agar with the
disposition of a husband towards his wife, as stated above
(q. 65, a. 5, ad 2,3).NowbyDivine command he sent her away,
and yet sinned not. erefore it could be lawful by dispensa-
tion for a man to put away his wife.

I answer that, In the commandments, especially those
which in some way are of natural law, a dispensation is like a
change in the natural course of things: and this course is sub-
ject to a twofold change. First, by some natural cause whereby
another natural cause is hindered from following its course: it
is thus in all things that happen by chance less frequently in
nature. In this way, however, there is no variation in the course
of those natural things which happen always, but only in the
course of those which happen frequently. Secondly, by a cause
altogether supernatural, as in the case of miracles: and in this
way there can be a variation in the course of nature, not only
in the course which is appointed for the majority of cases, but
also in the course which is appointed for all cases, as instanced
by the sun standing still at the time of Josue, and by its turning
back at the time of Ezechias, and by the miraculous eclipse at
the time of Christ’s Passion*. In like manner the reason for a
dispensation from a precept of the law of nature is sometimes
found in the lower causes, and in this way a dispensation may
bear upon the secondary precepts of the natural law, but not
on the first precepts because these are always existent as it were,
as stated above (q. 65, a. 1) in reference to the plurality ofwives
and so forth. But sometimes this reason is found in the higher
causes, and then adispensationmaybe givenbyGod even from
the first precepts of the natural law, for the sake of signifying

or showing someDivinemystery, as instanced in the dispensa-
tion vouchsafed toAbraham in the slaying of his innocent son.
Such dispensations, however, are not granted to all generally,
but to certain individual persons, as also happens in regard to
miracles. Accordingly, if the indissolubility of marriage is con-
tained among the first precepts of the natural law, it could only
be amatter of dispensation in this second way; but, if it be one
of the second precepts of the natural law, it could be a mat-
ter of dispensation even in the first way. Now it would seem
to belong rather to the secondary precepts of the natural law.
For the indissolubility of marriage is not directed to the good
of the offspring, which is the principal end of marriage, except
in so far as parents have to provide for their children for their
whole life, by due preparation of those things that are neces-
sary in life. Now this preparation does not pertain to the first
intention of nature, in respect of which all things are common.
And therefore it would seem that to put away one’s wife is not
contrary to the first intention of nature, and consequently that
it is contrary not to the first but to the second precepts of the
natural law. erefore, seemingly, it can be a matter of dispen-
sation even in the first way.

Reply to Objection 1. e good of the offspring, in so far
as it belongs to the first intention of nature, includes procre-
ation, nourishment, and instruction, until the offspring comes
to perfect age. But that provision be made for the children by
bequeathing to them the inheritance or other goods belongs
seemingly to the second intention of the natural law.

Reply to Objection 2. To have a concubine is contrary to
the good of the offspring, in respect of nature’s first intention
in that good, namely the rearing and instruction of the child,
for which purpose it is necessary that the parents remain to-
gether permanently; which is not the case with a concubine,
since she is taken for a time.Hence the comparison fails. But in
respect of nature’s second intention, even the having of a con-
cubine may be a matter of dispensation as evidenced by Osee
1.

Reply to Objection 3. Although indissolubility belongs
to the second intention of marriage as fulfilling an office of
nature, it belongs to its first intention as a sacrament of the
Church. Hence, from the moment it was made a sacrament of
the Church, as long as it remains such it cannot be a matter of
dispensation, except perhaps by the second kind of dispensa-
tion.

Suppl. q. 67 a. 3Whether it was lawful to divorce a wife under the Mosaic law?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was lawful to divorce
a wife under the Mosaic law. For one way of giving consent is
to refrain from prohibiting when one can prohibit. It is also
unlawful to consent to what is unlawful. Since then the Mo-

saic law did not forbid the putting away of a wife and did no
wrong by not forbidding it, for “the law…is holy” (Rom. 7:12),
it would seem that divorce was at one time lawful.

Objection 2. Further, the prophets spoke inspired by

* Jos. 10:14; 4 Kings 20:10; Is. 38:8; Mat. 27:15.
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the Holy Ghost, according to 2 Pet. 1:21. Now it is written
(Malachi 2:16): “When thou shalt hate her, put her away.”
Since then that which the Holy Ghost inspires is not unlaw-
ful, it would seem that it was not always unlawful to divorce a
wife.

Objection 3. Further, Chrysostom* says that even as the
apostles permitted secondmarriages, soMoses allowed the bill
of divorce. But second marriages are not sinful. erefore nei-
ther was it sinful under the Mosaic law to divorce a wife.

Objection 4. On the contrary, our Lord said (Mat. 19:8)
thatMoses granted the Jews the bill of divorce by reason of the
hardness of their heart. But their hardness of heart did not ex-
cuse them from sin. Neither therefore did the law about the
bill of divorce.

Objection 5. Further, Chrysostom says† that “Moses, by
granting the bill of divorce, did not indicate the justice ofGod,
but deprived their sin of its guilt, for while the Jews acted as
though they were keeping the law, their sin seemed to be no
sin.”

I answer that, on this point there are two opinions. For
some say that under the Law those who put away their wives,
aer giving them a bill of divorce, were not excused from sin,
although they were excused from the punishment which they
should have suffered according to the Law: and that for this
reason Moses is stated to have permitted the bill of divorce.
Accordingly they reckon four kinds of permission: one by ab-
sence of precept, so that when a greater good is not prescribed,
a lesser good is said to be permitted: thus the Apostle by not
prescribing virginity, permitted marriage (1 Cor. 7). e sec-
ond is by absence of prohibition: thus venial sins are said to
be permitted because they are not forbidden. e third is by
absence of prevention, and thus all sins are said to be permit-
ted by God, in so far as He does not prevent them whereas He
can. e fourth is by omission of punishment, and in this way
the bill of divorce was permitted in the Law, not indeed for
the sake of obtaining a greater good, as was the dispensation
to have several wives, but for the sake of preventing a greater
evil, namely wife-murder to which the Jews were prone on ac-
count of the corruption of their irascible appetite. Even so they
were allowed to lendmoney for usury to strangers, on account
of corruption in their concupiscible appetite, lest they should
exact usury of their brethren; and again on account of the cor-
ruption of suspicion in the reason they were allowed the sacri-
fice of jealousy, lest mere suspicion should corrupt their judg-
ment. But because theOldLaw, though it did not confer grace,
was given that it might indicate sin, as the saints are agreed
in saying, others are of opinion that if it had been a sin for a
man to put away his wife, this ought to have been indicated
to him, at least by the law or the prophets: “Show My peo-
ple their wicked doings” (Is. 58:1): else they would seem to

have been neglected, if those things which are necessary for
salvation and which they knew not were never made known
to them: and this cannot be admitted, because the righteous-
ness of the Law observed at the time of the Law would merit
eternal life. For this reason they say that although to put away
one’s wife is wrong in itself, it nevertheless became lawful by
God’s permitting it, and they confirm this by the authority of
Chrysostom, who says‡ that “the Lawgiver by permitting di-
vorce removed the guilt from the sin.” Although this opinion
has some probability the former ismore generally held: where-
fore we must reply to the arguments on both sides§.

Reply to Objection 1. He who can forbid, sins not by
omitting to forbid if he has no hope of correcting, but fears
by forbidding to furnish the occasion of a greater evil. us it
happened to Moses: wherefore acting on Divine authority he
did not forbid the bill of divorce.

Reply toObjection 2.e prophets, inspired by the Holy
Ghost, said that a wife ought to be put away, not as though
this were a command of the Holy Ghost, but as being permit-
ted lest greater evils should be perpetrated.

Reply to Objection 3. is likeness of permission must
not be applied to every detail, but only to the cause which was
the same in both cases, since both permissions were granted in
order to avoid some form of wickedness.

Reply to Objection 4. Although their hardness of heart
excused them not from sin, the permission given on account
of that hardness excused them. For certain things are forbid-
den those who are healthy in body, which are not forbidden
the sick, and yet the sick sin not by availing themselves of the
permission granted to them.

Reply to Objection 5. A good may be omitted in two
ways. First, in order to obtain a greater good, and then the
omission of that good becomes virtuous by being directed to a
greater good; thus Jacob rightly omitted to have only one wife,
on account of the good of the offspring. In another way a good
is omitted in order to avoid a greater evil, and then if this is
done with the authority of one who can grant a dispensation,
the omission of that good is not sinful, and yet it does not also
become virtuous. In this way the indissolubility of marriage
was suspended in the law of Moses in order to avoid a greater
evil, namely wife-murder. Hence Chrysostom says that “he re-
moved the guilt from the sin.” For though divorce remained
inordinate, for which reason it is called a sin, it did not incur
the debt of punishment, either temporal or eternal, in so far as
it was done by Divine permission: and thus its guilt was taken
away from it. And therefore he says again* that “divorce was
permitted, an evil indeed, yet lawful.”ose who hold the first
opinion understand by this only that divorce incurred the debt
of temporal punishment.

* Hom. xxxii in the Opus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom. † Hom. xxxii in the Opus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John
Chrysostom. ‡ Hom. xxxii in the Opus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom. § Cf. Ia IIae, q. 105, a. 4, ad 8; Ia IIae, q. 108, a. 3, ad
2; Contra Gentes iii, cap. 123. * Hom. xxxii in the Opus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. John Chrysostom.
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Suppl. q. 67 a. 4Whether it was lawful for a divorced wife to have another husband?

Objection 1. It would seem that it was lawful for a di-
vorced wife to have another husband. For in divorce the hus-
band did a greater wrong by divorcing his wife than the wife
by being divorced. But the husband could, without sin, marry
another wife. erefore the wife could without sin, marry an-
other husband.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine, speaking about bigamy,
says (De BonoConjug. xv, xviii) that “when it was themanner
it was no sin.” Now at the time of the Old Law it was the cus-
tom for awife aer divorce tomarry another husband: “When
she is departed and marrieth another husband,” etc. erefore
the wife sinned not by marrying another husband.

Objection 3. Further, our Lord showed that the justice of
the New Testament is superabundant in comparison with the
justice of the Old Testament (Mat. 5). Now He said that it
belongs to the superabundant justice of the New Testament
that the divorcedwifemarry not another husband (Mat. 5:32).
erefore it was lawful in the Old Law.

Objection 4. On the contrary, are the words of Mat. 5:32,
“He that shallmarry her that is put away committeth adultery.”
Now adultery was never permitted in the Old Law. erefore
it was not lawful for the divorced wife to have another hus-
band.

Objection 5. Further, it is written (Dt. 24:3) that a di-
vorced woman who marries another husband “is defiled, and
is become abominable before the Lord.” erefore she sinned
by marrying another husband.

I answer that, According to the first above mentioned
opinion (a. 3), she sinned by marrying another husband aer
being divorced, because her first marriage still held good. For
“the woman…whilst her husband liveth, is bound to the law of
her husband” (Rom. 7:2): and she could not have several hus-
bands at one time. But according to the second opinion, just as
itwas lawful by virtue of theDivine dispensation for a husband
to divorce his wife, so could the wife marry another husband,
because the indissolubility of marriage was removed by reason
of the divine dispensation: and as long as that indissolubility
remains the saying of the Apostle holds.

Accordingly to reply to the arguments on either side:

Reply to Objection 1. It was lawful for a husband to have
several wives at one time by virtue of the divine dispensation:
wherefore having put one away he could marry another even
though the former marriage were not dissolved. But it was
never lawful for a wife to have several husbands. Wherefore
the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 2. In this saying of Augustine manner
[mos] does not signify custom but good manners; in the same
sense a person is said to have manners [morigeratus] because
he has good manners; and “moral” philosophy takes its name
from the same source.

Reply to Objection 3. Our Lord shows the superabun-
dance of the New Law over the Old in respect of the counsels,
not only as regards those things which the Old Law permit-
ted, but also as regards those things which were forbidden in
the Old Law, and yet were thought by many to be permitted
on account of the precepts being incorrectly explained—for
instance that of the hatred towards our enemies. and so is it in
the matter of divorce.

Reply toObjection 4.e saying of our Lord refers to the
time of the New Law, when the aforesaid permission was re-
called. In the same way we are to understand the statement of
Chrysostom†, who says that “a man who divorces his wife ac-
cording to the law is guilty of four crimes: for inGod’s sight he
is a murderer,” in so far as he has the purpose of killing his wife
unless he divorce her; “and because he divorces herwithout her
having committed fornication,” in which case alone the law of
the Gospel allows a man to put away his wife; “and again, be-
cause he makes her an adulteress, and the man whom she mar-
ries an adulterer.”

Reply to Objection 5. A gloss observes here: “She is de-
filed and abominable, namely in the judgment of himwhofirst
put her away as being defiled,” and consequently it does not
follow that she is defiled absolutely speaking; or she is said to
be defiled just as a person who had touched a dead or leprous
body was said to be unclean with the uncleanness, not of sin,
but of a certain legal irregularity.Wherefore a priest could not
marry a widow or a divorced woman.

Suppl. q. 67 a. 5Whether a husband could lawfully take back the wife he had divorced?

Objection 1. It would seem that a husband could lawfully
take back the wife he had divorced. For it is lawful to undo
what was ill done. But for the husband to divorce his wife was
ill done. erefore it was lawful for him to undo it, by taking
back his wife.

Objection 2. Further, it has always been lawful to be in-
dulgent to the sinner, because this is a moral precept, which
obtains in every law. Now the husband by taking back the wife

he had divorced was indulgent to one who had sinned. ere-
fore this also was lawful.

Objection 3. Further, the reason given (Dt. 24:4) for its
being unlawful to take back a divorced wife was “because she
is defiled.” But the divorced wife is not defiled except by mar-
rying another husband. erefore at least it was lawful to take
back a divorced wife before she married again.

On the contrary, It is said (Dt. 24:4) that “the former hus-

† Hom. xii in theOpus Imperfectum falsely ascribed to St. JohnChrysostom.
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band cannot take her again,” etc.
I answer that, In the law concerning the bill of divorce two

things were permitted, namely for the husband to put away
the wife, and for the divorced wife to take another husband;
and two things were commanded, namely that the bill of di-
vorce should be written, and secondly that the husband who
divorced his wife could not take her back. According to those
who hold the first opinion (a. 3) this was done in punishment
of the woman who married again, and that it was by this sin
that she was defiled: but according to the others it was done
that a husband might not be too ready to divorce his wife if he
could nowise take her back aerwards.

Reply to Objection 1. In order to prevent the evil com-
mitted by a man in divorcing his wife, it was ordered that the
husband couldnot take backhis divorcedwife, as stated above:

and for this reason it was ordered by God.
Reply toObjection 2. It was always lawful to be indulgent

to the sinner as regards the unkindly feelings of the heart, but
not as regards the punishment appointed by God.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are two opinions on this
point. For some say that it was lawful for a divorced wife to
be reconciled to her husband, unless she were joined in mar-
riage to another husband. For then, on account of the adul-
tery to which she had voluntarily yielded, it was assigned to
her in punishment that she should not return to her former
husband. Since, however, the law makes no distinction in its
prohibition, others say that from themoment that she was put
away she could not be taken back, even before marrying again,
because the defilementmust be understood not in reference to
sin, but as explained above (a. 4, ad 3).

Suppl. q. 67 a. 6Whether the reason for divorce was hatred for the wife?

Objection1. It would seem that the reason for divorcewas
hatred for the wife. For it is written (Malachi 2:16): “When
thou shalt hate her put her away.” erefore, etc.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Dt. 24:1): “If…she find
not favor in his eyes, for some uncleanness,” etc. erefore the
same conclusion follows as before.

Objection 3. On the contrary, Barrenness and fornica-
tion aremore opposed tomarriage than hatred.erefore they
ought to have been reasons for divorce rather than hatred.

Objection 4. Further, hatred may be caused by the virtue
of the person hated. erefore, if hatred is a sufficient reason,
a woman could be divorced on account of her virtue, which is
absurd.

Objection 5. Further, “If a man marry a wife and aer-
wards hate her, and seek occasions to put her away”* alleging
that she was not a virgin when he married her, should he fail
to prove this, he shall be beaten, and shall be condemned in a
hundred sicles of silver, and he shall be unable to put her away
all the days of his life (Dt. 22:13-19). erefore hatred is not a
sufficient reason for divorce.

I answer that, It is the general opinion of holy men that
the reason for permission being given to divorce a wife was the
avoidance of wife-murder. Now the proximate cause of mur-
der is hatred: wherefore the proximate cause of divorce was ha-
tred. But hatred proceeds, like love, from a cause. Wherefore
we must assign to divorce certain remote causes which were
a cause of hatred. For Augustine says in his gloss (De Serm.
Dom. in Monte i, 14): “In the Law there were many causes

for divorcing a wife: Christ admitted none but fornication:
and He commands other grievances to be borne for conjugal
fidelity and chastity.” Such causes are imperfections either of
body, as sickness or some notable deformity, or in soul as for-
nication or the like which amounts to moral depravity. Some,
however, restrict these causes within narrower limits, saying
with sufficient probability that it was not lawful to divorce a
wife except for some cause subsequent to the marriage; and
that not even then could it be done for any such cause, but only
for such as could hinder the good of the offspring, whether in
body as barrenness, or leprosy and the like, or in soul, for in-
stance if she were a woman of wicked habits which her chil-
dren through continual contact with her would imitate.ere
is however a gloss on Dt. 24:1, “If…she find not favor in his
eyes,” which would seem to restrict them yet more, namely to
sin, by saying that there “uncleanness” denotes sin: but “sin” in
the gloss refers not only to the morality of the soul but also to
the condition of the body. Accordingly we grant the first two
objections.

Reply toObjection 3.Barrenness and other like things are
causes of hatred, and so they are remote causes of divorce.

Reply to Objection 4. No one is hateful on account of
virtue as such, because goodness is the cause of love. Where-
fore the argument does not hold.

Reply to Objection 5. e husband was punished in that
case by being unable to put away his wife for ever, just as in the
case when he had corrupted a maid (Dt. 22:28-30).

* e rest of the passage is apparently quoted from memory.
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Suppl. q. 67 a. 7Whether the causes of divorce had to be written in the bill?

Objection 1. It would seem that the causes of divorce had
to be written in the bill: because the husband was absolved
from the punishment of the law by the written bill of divorce.
But this would seem altogether unjust, unless sufficient causes
were alleged for a divorce. erefore it was necessary for them
to be written in the bill.

Objection 2. Further, seemingly this document was of no
use except to show the causes for divorce. erefore, if they
were not written down, the bill was delivered for no purpose.

Objection 3. Further, the Master says that it was so in the
text (Sent. iv, D, 33).

On the contrary, e causes for divorce were either suffi-
cient or not. If theywere sufficient, the wife was debarred from
a second marriage, though this was allowed her by the Law.
If they were insufficient, the divorce was proved to be unjust,

and therefore could not be effected. erefore the causes for
divorce were by no means particularized in the bill.

I answer that, e causes for divorce were not particular-
ized in the bill, but were indicated in a general way, so as to
prove the justice of the divorce. According to Josephus (An-
tiq. iv, 6) this was in order that the woman, having the written
bill of divorce,might take another husband, else shewould not
have been believed.Wherefore according to him itwaswritten
in this wise: “I promise never to have thee with me again.” But
according toAugustine (Contra Faust. xix, 26) the bill was put
into writing in order to cause a delay, and that the husband
might be dissuaded by the counsel of the notaries to refrain
from his purpose of divorce.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.
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S   T P, Q 68
Of Illegitimate Children
(Inree Articles)

We must now consider children of illegitimate birth. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether those born out of true marriage are illegitimate?
(2) Whether children should suffer any loss through being illegitimate?
(3) Whether they can be legitimized?

Suppl. q. 68 a. 1Whether children born out of true marriage are illegitimate?

Objection 1. It would seem that children born out of true
marriage are legitimate. For he that is born according to law is
called a legitimate son.Now everyone is born according to law,
at least the law of nature, which has more force than any other.
erefore every child is to be called legitimate.

Objection 2. Further, it is the common saying that a legit-
imate child is one born of a legitimate marriage, or of a mar-
riage that is deemed legitimate in the eyes of the Church. Now
it happens sometimes that a marriage is deemed legitimate in
the eyes of the Church, whereas there is some impediment af-
fecting its validity; which impediment may be known to the
parties who marry in the presence of the Church: or they may
marry in secret and be ignorant of the impediment, in which
case their marriage would seem legitimate in the eyes of the
Church, for the very reason that it is not prevented by the
Church. erefore children born out of true marriage are not
illegitimate.

On the contrary, Illegitimate is that which is against the
law.Now thosewho are born out of wedlock are born contrary
to the law. erefore they are illegitimate.

I answer that, Children are of four conditions. Some are
natural and legitimate, for instance those who are born of a
true and lawful marriage; some are natural and illegitimate, as

those who are born of fornication; some are legitimate and not
natural, as adopted children; some are neither legitimate nor
natural; such are those born of adultery or incest, for these are
born not only against the positive law, but against the express
natural law. Hence we must grant that some children are ille-
gitimate.

Reply to Objection 1. Although those who are born of
an unlawful intercourse are born according to the nature com-
mon to man and all animals, they are born contrary to the law
of nature which is proper to man: since fornication, adultery,
and the like are contrary to the law of nature. Hence the like
are not legitimate by any law.

Reply to Objection 2. Ignorance, unless it be affected,
excuses unlawful intercourse from sin. Wherefore those who
contract together in good faith in the presence of the Church,
although there be an impediment, of which however they are
ignorant, sin not, nor are their children illegitimate. If, how-
ever, they know of the impediment, although the Church up-
holds their marriage because she knows not of the impedi-
ment, they are not excused from sin, nor do their children
avoid being illegitimate. Neither are they excused if they know
not of the impediment and marry secretly, because such igno-
rance would appear to be affected.

Suppl. q. 68 a. 2Whether children should suffer any loss through being illegitimate?

Objection 1. It would seem that children ought not to suf-
fer any loss through being illegitimate. For a child should not
be punished on account of his father’s sin, according to the
Lord’s saying (Ezech. 18:20). But it is not his own but his fa-
ther’s fault that he is born of an unlawful union. erefore he
should not incur a loss on this account.

Objection 2. Further, human justice is copied from Di-
vine. Now God confers natural goods equally on legitimate
and illegitimate children. erefore illegitimate should be
equalled to legitimate children according to human laws.

On the contrary, It is stated (Gn. 25:5,6) that “Abraham
gave all his possessions to Isaac, and that to the children of the
concubines he gave gis”: and yet the latter were not born of
an unlawful intercourse. Much more, therefore, ought those
born of an unlawful intercourse to incur loss by not inheriting

their father’s property.
I answer that,Aperson is said to incur a loss for some cause

in twoways: First, becausehe is deprivedofhis due, and thus an
illegitimate child incurs no loss. Secondly, because something
is not due to him, which might have been due otherwise, and
thus an illegitimate son incurs a twofold loss. First because he
is excluded from legitimate acts such as offices and dignities,
which require a certain respectability in those who perform
them. Secondly, he incurs a loss by not succeeding to his fa-
ther’s inheritance. Nevertheless natural sons can inherit a sixth
only, whereas spurious children cannot inherit any portion, al-
though by natural law their parents are bound to provide for
their needs. Hence it is part of a bishop’s care to compel both
parents to provide for them.

Reply toObjection 1.To incur a loss in this second way is
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not a punishment. Hence we do not say that a person is pun-
ished by not succeeding to the throne through not being the
king’s son. In like manner it is no punishment to an illegiti-
mate child that he has no right to that which belongs to the
legitimate children.

Reply to Objection 2. Illegitimate intercourse is contrary

to the law, not as an act of the generative power, but as pro-
ceeding from a wicked will. Hence an illegitimate son incurs
a loss, not in those things which come to him by his natural
origin, but in those things which are dependent on the will for
being done or possessed.

Suppl. q. 68 a. 3Whether an illegitimate son can be legitimized?

Objection1. It would seem that an illegitimate son cannot
be legitimized. For the legitimate child is as far removed from
the illegitimate as the illegitimate from the legitimate. But a le-
gitimate child is never made illegitimate. Neither, therefore, is
an illegitimate child ever made legitimate.

Objection 2. Further, illegitimate intercourse begets an il-
legitimate child. But illegitimate intercourse never becomes le-
gitimate. Neither, therefore, can an illegitimate son become le-
gitimate.

On the contrary, What is done by the law can be undone
by the law. Now the illegitimacy of children is an effect of pos-
itive law. erefore an illegitimate child can be legitimized by
one who has legal authority.

I answer that,An illegitimate child can be legitimized, not
so that he be born of a legitimate intercourse, because this in-
tercourse is a thing of the past and can never be legitimized
from the moment that it was once illegitimate. But the child
is said to be legitimized, in so far as the losses which an illegit-
imate child ought to incur are withdrawn by the authority of
the law.

ere are six ways of becoming legitimate: two according
to the canons (Cap. Conquestus; Cap. Tanta), namely when
a man marries the woman of whom he has an unlawful child

(if it were not a case of adultery), and by special indulgence
and dispensation of the lord Pope. e other four ways are ac-
cording to the laws: (1) If the father offer his natural son to the
emperor’s court, for by this very fact the son is legitimate on ac-
count of the reputation of the court; (2) if the father designate
him in his will as his legitimate heir, and the son aerwards
offer the will to the emperor; (3) if there be no legitimate son
and the son himself offer himself to the emperor; (4) if the fa-
ther designate him as legitimate in a public document or in a
document signed by three witnesses, without calling him nat-
ural.

Reply to Objection 1. A favor may be bestowed on a per-
son without injustice, but a person cannot be damnified ex-
cept for a fault. Hence an illegitimate child can be legitimized
rather than “vice versa”; for although a legitimate son is some-
times deprived of his inheritance on account of his fault, he is
not said to be illegitimate, because he was legitimately begot-
ten.

Reply to Objection 2. Illegitimate intercourse has an in-
herent inseparable defect whereby it is opposed to the law: and
consequently it cannot be legitimized. Nor is there any com-
parison with an illegitimate child who has no such defect.
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S   T P, Q 69
Of Matters Concerning the Resurrection, and First of the Place Where Souls Are Aer Death

(In Seven Articles)

In sequence to the foregoing we must treat of matters concerning the state of resurrection: for aer speaking of the sacra-
ments whereby man is delivered from the death of sin, we must next speak of the resurrection whereby man is delivered from
the death of punishment.e treatise on the resurrection offers a threefold consideration, namely the things that precede, those
that accompany, and those that follow the resurrection. Consequently we must speak (1) of those things which partly, though
not wholly, precede the resurrection; (2) of the resurrection itself and its circumstances; (3) of the things which follow it.

Among the things which precede the resurrection we must consider (1) the places appointed for the reception of bodies
aer death; (2) the quality of separated souls, and the punishment inflicted on them by fire; (3) the suffrages whereby the souls
of the departed are assisted by the living; (4) the prayers of the saints in heaven; (5) the signs preceding the general judgment;
(6) the fire of the world’s final conflagration which will precede the appearance of the Judge.

Under the first head there are seven points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any places are appointed to receive souls aer death?
(2) Whether souls are conveyed thither immediately aer death?
(3) Whether they are able to leave those places?
(4) Whether the limbo of hell is the same as Abraham’s bosom?
(5) Whether limbo is the same as the hell of the damned?
(6) Whether the limbo of the patriarchs is the same as the limbo of children?
(7) Whether so many places should be distinguished?

Suppl. q. 69 a. 1Whether places are appointed to receive souls aer death?

Objection 1. It would seem that places are not appointed
to receive souls aer death. For as Boethius says (De Heb-
dom.): “Wisemen are agreed that incorporeal things are not in
a place,” and this agrees with the words of Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. xii, 32): “We can answer without hesitation that the soul is
not conveyed to corporeal places, except with a body, or that it
is not conveyed locally.”Now the soul separated from the body
is without a body, as Augustine also says (Gen. ad lit. xii, 32).
erefore it is absurd to assign any places for the reception of
souls.

Objection 2. Further, whatever has a definite place has
more in common with that place than with any other. Now
separated souls, like certain other spiritual substances, are in-
different to all places; for it cannot be said that they agree with
certain bodies, and differ from others, since they are utterly re-
moved from all corporeal conditions. erefore places should
not be assigned for their reception.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is assigned to separated
souls aer death, exceptwhat conduces to their punishment or
to their reward. But a corporeal place cannot conduce to their
punishment or reward, since they receive nothing from bod-
ies. erefore definite places should not be assigned to receive
them.

On the contrary, e empyrean heaven is a corporeal
place, and yet as soon as it was made it was filled with the holy
angels, as Bede* says. Since then angels even as separated souls
are incorporeal, it would seem that some place should also be

assigned to receive separated souls.
Further, this appears from Gregory’s statement (Dial. iv)

that souls aer death are conveyed to various corporeal places,
as in the case of PaschasiuswhomGermanus, BishopofCapua,
found at the baths, and of the soul of King eodoric, which
he asserts to have been conveyed to hell. erefore aer death
souls have certain places for their reception.

I answer that, Although spiritual substances do not de-
pend on a body in respect of their being, nevertheless the cor-
poreal world is governed by God by means of the spiritual
world, as asserted by Augustine (De Trin. iii, 4) and Gregory
(Dial. iv, 6).Hence it is that there is a certain fittingness byway
of congruity of spiritual substances to corporeal substances, in
that themore noble bodies are adapted to themore noble sub-
stances: wherefore also the philosophers held that the order
of separate substances is according to the order of movables.
And though aer death souls have no bodies assigned to them
whereof they be the forms or determinatemotors, nevertheless
certain corporeal places are appointed to them by way of con-
gruity in reference to their degree of nobility (wherein they
are as though in a place, aer the manner in which incorpo-
real things can be in a place), according as they more or less
approach to the first substance (to which the highest place it
fittingly assigned), namely God, whose throne the Scriptures
proclaim heaven to be (Ps. 102:19, Is. 66:1). Wherefore we
hold that those souls that have a perfect share of the Godhead
are in heaven, and that those souls that are deprived of that

* Hexaem. i, ad Gn. 1:2.
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share are assigned to a contrary place.
Reply to Objection 1. Incorporeal things are not in place

aer a manner known and familiar to us, in which way we say
that bodies are properly in place; but they are in place aer a
manner befitting spiritual substances, a manner that cannot be
fully manifest to us.

Reply toObjection 2.ings have something in common
with or a likeness to one another in two ways. First, by sharing
a same quality: thus hot things have something in common,
and incorporeal things can have nothing in commonwith cor-
poreal things in this way. Secondly, by a kind of proportion-
ateness, by reason of which the Scriptures apply the corpo-

real world to the spiritual metaphorically. us the Scriptures
speak ofGod as the sun, becauseHe is the principle of spiritual
life, as the sun is of corporeal life. In this way certain souls have
more in common with certain places: for instance, souls that
are spiritually enlightened, with luminous bodies, and souls
that are plunged in darkness by sin, with dark places.

Reply toObjection 3.e separated soul receives nothing
directly from corporeal places in the sameway as bodies which
are maintained by their respective places: yet these same souls,
through knowing themselves to be appointed to such places,
gather joy or sorrow therefrom; and thus their place conduces
to their punishment or reward.

Suppl. q. 69 a. 2Whether souls are conveyed to heaven or hell immediately aer death?

Objection 1. It would seem that no souls are conveyed to
heavenor hell immediately aer death. For a gloss onPs. 36:10,
“Yet a little while and the wicked shall not be,” says that “the
saints are delivered at the end of life; yet aer this life they will
not yet be where the saints will be when it is said to them:
Come ye blessed of My Father.” Now those saints will be in
heaven. erefore aer this life the saints do not go immedi-
ately up to heaven.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Enchiridion cix)
that “the timewhich lies betweenman’s death and the final res-
urrectionholds the souls in secret receptacles according as each
one is worthy of rest or of suffering.” Now these secret abodes
cannot denote heaven and hell, since also aer the final resur-
rection the souls will be there together with their bodies: so
that he would have no reason to distinguish between the time
before and the time aer the resurrection. erefore they will
be neither in hell nor in heaven until the day of judgment.

Objection 3. Further, the glory of the soul is greater than
that of bodies. Now the glory of the body is awarded to all at
the same time, so that each one may have the greater joy in the
common rejoicing of all, as appears froma gloss onHeb. 11:40,
“God providing some better thing for us—that the common
joy may make each one rejoice the more.” Much more, there-
fore, ought the glory of souls to be deferred until the end, so as
to be awarded to all at the same time.

Objection 4. Further, punishment and reward, being pro-
nounced by the sentence of the judge, should not precede the
judgment.Nowhell fire and the joys of heavenwill be awarded
to all by the sentence ofChrist judging them, namely at the last
judgment, according to Mat. 25. erefore no one will go up
to heaven or down to hell before the day of judgment.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Cor. 5:1): “If our earthly
house of this habitation be dissolved, that we have…a house
not made with hands, but reserved in heaven*.” erefore, af-
ter the body’s dissolution, the soul has an abode, which had
been reserved for it in heaven.

Further, the Apostle says (Phil. 1:23): “I desire [Vulg.:
‘Having a desire’] to be dissolved and to be with Christ.” From

these words Gregory argues as follows (Dial. iv, 25): “If there
is no doubt that Christ is in heaven, it cannot be denied that
Paul’s soul is in heaven likewise.” Now it cannot be gainsaid
that Christ is in heaven, since this is an article of faith. ere-
fore neither is it to be denied that the souls of the saints are
borne to heaven.at also some souls go down to hell immedi-
ately aer death is evident from Lk. 16:22, “And the rich man
died, and he was buried in hell.”

I answer that, Even as in bodies there is gravity or levity
whereby they are borne to their own place which is the end of
their movement, so in souls there is merit or demerit whereby
they reach their reward or punishment, which are the ends of
their deeds. Wherefore just as a body is conveyed at once to
its place, by its gravity or levity, unless there be an obstacle, so
too the soul, the bonds of the flesh being broken, whereby it
was detained in the state of the way, receives at once its reward
or punishment, unless there be anobstacle.us sometimes ve-
nial sin, thoughneeding first of all to be cleansed, is an obstacle
to the receiving of the reward; the result being that the reward
is delayed.And since a place is assigned to souls in keepingwith
their reward or punishment, as soon as the soul is set free from
the body it is either plunged into hell or soars to heaven, unless
it be held back by some debt, for which its flight must needs
be delayed until the soul is first of all cleansed. is truth is
attested by the manifest authority of the canonical Scriptures
and the doctrine of the holy Fathers; wherefore the contrary
must be judged heretical as stated in Dial. iv, 25, and in De
Eccl. Dogm. xlvi.

Reply to Objection 1. e gloss explains itself: for it ex-
pounds the words, “ey will not yet be where the saints will
be,” etc., by saying immediately aerwards: “at is to say, they
will not have the double stole which the saints will have at the
resurrection.”

Reply to Objection 2. Among the secret abodes of which
Augustine speaks, we must also reckon hell and heaven, where
some souls are detained before the resurrection. e reason
why a distinction is drawn between the time before and the
time aer the resurrection is because before the resurrection

* Vulg.: ‘eternal in heaven’; cf. 1 Pet. 1:4.
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they are there without the body whereas aerwards they are
with the body, andbecause in certain places there are souls now
which will not be there aer the resurrection.

Reply toObjection 3.ere is a kind of continuity among
men as regards the body, because in respect thereof is veri-
fied the saying of Acts 17:24,26, “God…hath made of one all
mankind”: whereas He has fashioned souls independently of
one another. Consequently it is not so fitting that all men
should be glorified together in the soul as that they should be
glorified together in the body. Moreover the glory of the body
is not so essential as the glory of the soul; wherefore it would
be more derogatory to the saints if the glory of the soul were

delayed, than that the glory of the body be deferred: nor could
this detriment to their glory be compensated on account of the
joy of each one being increased by the common joy.

Reply to Objection 4. Gregory proposes and solves this
very difficulty (Dial. iv, 25): “If then,” he says, “the souls of
the just are in heaven now, what will they receive in reward for
their justice on the judgment day?” And he answers: “Surely it
will be a gain to them at the judgment, that whereas now they
enjoy only the happiness of the soul, aerwards they will enjoy
also that of the body, so as to rejoice also in the flesh wherein
they bore sorrow and torments for the Lord.”e same is to be
said in reference to the damned.

Suppl. q. 69 a. 3Whether the souls who are in heaven or hell are able to go from thence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the souls in heaven or hell
are unable to go from thence. ForAugustine says (DeCura pro
Mort. xiii): “If the souls of the dead took any part in the affairs
of the living, to say nothing of others, there ismyselfwhomnot
for a single night wouldmy lovingmother fail to visit since she
followed me by land and sea in order to abide with me”: and
from this he concludes that the souls of the departed do not
mingle in the affairs of the living. But they would be able to do
so if they were to leave their abode. erefore they do not go
forth from their abode.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ps. 26:4): “at I may
dwell in the house of the Lord all the days of my life,” and (Job
7:9): “He that shall go down to hell shall not come up.”ere-
fore neither the good nor the wicked quit their abode.

Objection 3. Further, as stated above (a. 2), abodes are
awarded to souls aer death as a reward or punishment. Now
aer death neither the rewards of the saints nor the punish-
ments of the damned are increased.erefore they do not quit
their abodes.

On the contrary, Jerome writing against Vigilantius ad-
dresses him thus: “For thou sayest that the souls of the apostles
andmartyrs have taken up their abode either inAbraham’s bo-
som or in the place of refreshment, or under the altar of God,
and that they are unable to visit their graves when they will.
Wouldst thou then lay down the law for God? Wouldst thou
put the apostles in chains, imprison themuntil the day of judg-
ment, and forbid them tobewith their lord, themofwhom it is
written: ey follow the Lamb whithersoever He goeth? And
if the Lamb is everywhere, thereforewemust believe that those
also who are with Him are everywhere.” erefore it is absurd
to say that the souls of the departed do not leave their abode.

Further, Jerome argues as follows: “Since the devil and the
demons wander throughout the whole world, and are every-
where present with wondrous speed, why should the martyrs,
aer shedding their blood be imprisoned and unable to go
forth?” Hence we may infer that not only the good sometimes
leave their abode, but also the wicked, since their damnation
does not exceed that of the demons who wander about every-

where.
Further, the same conclusion may be gathered from Gre-

gory (Dial. iv), where he relates many cases of the dead having
appeared to the living.

I answer that, ere are two ways of understanding a per-
son to leave hell or heaven. First, that he goes from thence sim-
ply, so that heaven or hell be no longer his place: and in this
way no one who is finally consigned to hell or heaven can go
from thence, as we shall state further on (q. 71, a. 5, ad 5). Sec-
ondly, theymay be understood to go forth for a time: and here
wemust distinguishwhat befits them according to the order of
nature, and what according to the order of Divine providence;
for as Augustine says (DeCura proMort. xvi): “Human affairs
have their limits other than have the wonders of the Divine
power, nature’s works differ from those which are done mirac-
ulously.” Consequently, according to the natural course, the
separated souls consigned to their respective abodes are utterly
cut off from communication with the living. For according to
the course of naturemen living inmortal bodies are not imme-
diately united to separate substances, since their entire knowl-
edge arises from the senses: nor would it be fitting for them
to leave their abode for any purpose other than to take part in
the affairs of the living. Nevertheless, according to the dispo-
sition of Divine providence separated souls sometimes come
forth from their abode and appear tomen, as Augustine, in the
book quoted above, relates of the martyr Felix who appeared
visibly to the people of Nola when they were besieged by the
barbarians. It is also credible that this may occur sometimes to
the damned, and that for man’s instruction and intimidation
they be permitted to appear to the living; or again in order to
seek our suffrages, as to those who are detained in purgatory,
as evidenced by many instances related in the fourth book of
the Dialogues. ere is, however, this difference between the
saints and the damned, that the saints can appear when they
will to the living, but not the damned; for even as the saints
while living in the flesh are able by the gis of gratuitous grace
to heal and work wonders, which can only be done miracu-
lously by the Divine power, and cannot be done by those who
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lack this gi, so it is not unfitting for the souls of the saints tobe
endowed with a power in virtue of their glory, so that they are
able to appear wondrously to the living, when they will: while
others are unable to do so unless they be sometimes permitted.

Reply toObjection1.Augustine, asmay be gathered from
what he says aerwards, is speaking according to the common
course of nature, And yet it does not follow, although the dead
be able to appear to the living as they will, that they appear as
oen as when living in the flesh: because when they are sepa-
rated from the flesh, they are either wholly conformed to the
divinewill, so that theymay donothing butwhat they see to be
agreeable with the Divine disposition, or else they are so over-
whelmedby their punishments that their grief for their unhap-
piness surpasses their desire to appear to others.

Reply toObjection 2.eauthorities quoted speak in the
sense that no one comes forth from heaven or hell simply, and
do not imply that one may not come forth for a time.

Reply toObjection3.As stated above (a. 1, ad 3) the soul’s
place conduces to its punishmentor reward in so far as the soul,
through being consigned to that place, is affected either by joy
or by grief. Now this joy or grief at being consigned to such
a place remains in the soul even when it is outside that place.
us a bishop who is given the honor of sitting on a throne in
the church incurs no dishonor when he leaves the throne, for
though he sits not therein actually, the place remains assigned

to him.
We must also reply to the arguments in the contrary sense.
Reply to Objection 4. Jerome is speaking of the apostles

and martyrs in reference to that which they gain from their
power of glory, and not to that which befits them as due to
them by nature. And when he says that they are everywhere,
he does not mean that they are in several places or everywhere
at once, but that they can be wherever they will.

Reply toObjection 5.ere is no parity between demons
and angels on the one hand and the souls of the saints and of
the damned on the other. For the good or bad angels have al-
lotted to them the office of presiding over men, to watch over
themor to try them;but this cannotbe saidof the souls ofmen.
Nevertheless, according to the power of glory, it is competent
to the souls of the saints that they can be where they will; and
this is what Jerome means to say.

Reply to Objection 6. Although the souls of the saints or
of the damned are sometimes actually present where they ap-
pear, we are not to believe that this is always so: for sometimes
these apparitions occur to persons whether asleep or awake by
the activity of good or wicked angels in order to instruct or
deceive the living. us sometimes even the living appear to
others and tell them many things in their sleep; and yet it is
clear that they are not present, as Augustine proves frommany
instances (De Cura pro Mort. xi, xii).

Suppl. q. 69 a. 4Whether the limbo of hell is the same as Abraham’s bosom?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the limboof hell is not the
same as Abraham’s bosom. For according to Augustine (Gen.
ad lit. xxxiii): “I have not yet found Scripture mentioning hell
in a favorable sense.” Now Abraham’s bosom is taken in a fa-
vorable sense, as Augustine goes on to say (Gen. ad lit. xxxiii):
“Surely no one would be allowed to give an unfavorable sig-
nification to Abraham’s bosom and the place of rest whither
the godly poormanwas carried by the angels.”ereforeAbra-
ham’s bosom is not the same as the limbo of hell.

Objection 2. Further, those who are in hell see not God.
Yet God is seen by those who are in Abraham’s bosom, as may
be gathered from Augustine (Confess. ix, 3) who, speaking
of Nebridius, says: “Whatever that be, which is signified by
thut bosom, there lives my Nebridius,” and further on: “Now
lays he not his ear to my mouth, but his spiritual mouth unto
y fountain, and drinketh as much as he can receive wisdom
in proportion to his thirst, endlessly happy.” erefore Abra-
ham’s bosom is not the same as the limbo of hell.

Objection 3. Further, the Church prays not that a man be
taken to hell: and yet she prays that the angels may carry the
departed soul to Abraham’s bosom. erefore it would seem
that Abraham’s bosom is not the same as limbo.

On the contrary, e place whither the beggar Lazarus
was taken is called Abraham’s bosom. Now he was taken to
hell, for as a gloss* on Job 30:23, “Where a house is appointed

for every one that liveth,” says: “Hell was the house of all the
living until the coming ofChrist.”ereforeAbraham’s bosom
is the same as limbo.

Further, Jacob said to his sons (Gn. 44:38): “Youwill bring
down my grey hairs with sorrow to hell”: wherefore Jacob
knew that he would be taken to hell aer his death. erefore
Abraham likewise was taken to hell aer his death; and conse-
quently Abraham’s bosom would seem to be a part of hell.

I answer that,Aer deathmen’s souls cannot find rest save
by themerit of faith, because “he that cometh toGodmust be-
lieve” (Heb. 11:6). Now the first example of faith was given to
men in the person of Abraham, whowas the first to sever him-
self from the body of unbelievers, and to receive a special sign
of faith: for which reason “the place of rest given to men aer
death is called Abraham’s bosom,” as Augustine declares (Gen.
ad lit. xii). But the souls of the saints have not at all times had
the same rest aer death; because, since Christ’s coming they
have had complete rest through enjoying the vision of God,
whereas beforeChrist’s coming they had rest through being ex-
empt from punishment, but their desire was not set at rest by
their attaining their end. Consequently the state of the saints
before Christ’s coming may be considered both as regards the
rest it afforded, and thus it is called Abraham’s bosom, and
as regards its lack of rest, and thus it is called the limbo of
hell. Accordingly, beforeChrist’s coming the limbo of hell and

* St. Gregory, Moral. xx.
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Abraham’s bosom were one place accidentally and not essen-
tially: and consequently, nothing prevents Abraham’s bosom
from being aer Christ’s coming, and from being altogether
distinct from limbo, since things that are one accidentally may
be parted from one another.

Reply to Objection 1. e state of the holy Fathers as re-
gards what was good in it was called Abraham’s bosom, but as
regards its deficiencies it was called hell. Accordingly, neither
is Abraham’s bosom taken in an unfavorable sense nor hell in
a favorable sense, although in a way they are one.

Reply toObjection 2.eplace of rest of the holy Fathers
was called Abraham’s bosom before as well as aer Christ’s

coming, but in differentways. For since beforeChrist’s coming
the saints’ rest had a lack of rest attached to it, itwas called both
hell andAbraham’s bosom, wherefore Godwas not seen there.
But since aer the coming of Christ the saints’ rest is complete
through their seeing God, this rest is called Abraham’s bosom,
but not hell by any means. It is to this bosom of Abraham that
the Church prays for the faithful to be brought.

Hence theReply to theirdObjection is evident: and the
same meaning applies to a gloss on Lk. 16:22, “It came to pass
that the beggar died,” etc., which says: “Abraham’s bosom is the
rest of the blessed poor, whose is the kingdom of heaven.”

Suppl. q. 69 a. 5Whether limbo is the same as the hell of the damned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the limbo of hell is the
same as the hell of the damned. For Christ is said to have “bit-
ten”† hell, but not to have swallowed it, becauseHe took some
from thence but not all. Now He would not be said to have
“bitten” hell if those whom He set free were not part of the
multitude shut up in hell. erefore since those whom He set
free were shut up in hell, the same were shut up in limbo and
in hell.erefore limbo is either the same as hell, or is a part of
hell.

Objection 2. Further, in the Creed Christ is said to have
descended into hell. But he did not descend save to the limbo
of the Fathers. erefore the limbo of the Fathers is the same
as hell.

Objection 3. Further, it is written ( Job 17:16): “All that I
have shall go down into the deepest hell [Douay: ‘pit’].” Now
since Job was a holy and just man, he went down to limbo.
erefore limbo is the same as the deepest hell.

On the contrary, In hell there is no redemption‡. But the
saints were redeemed from limbo. erefore limbo is not the
same as hell.

Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii): “I do not see how
we canbelieve that the restwhichLazarus receivedwas in hell.”
Now the soul of Lazarus went down into limbo. erefore
limbo is not the same as hell.

I answer that, e abodes of souls aer death may be dis-
tinguished in two ways; either as to their situation, or as to
the quality of the places, inasmuch as souls are punished or re-
warded in certain places. Accordingly if we consider the limbo
of the Fathers and hell in respect of the aforesaid quality of the
places, there is no doubt that they are distinct, both because in

hell there is sensible punishment, which was not in the limbo
of the Fathers, and because in hell there is eternal punishment,
whereas the saints were detained but temporally in the limbo
of the Fathers. On the other hand, if we consider them as to
the situation of the place, it is probable that hell and limbo are
the same place, or that they are continuous as it were yet so that
some higher part of hell be called the limbo of the Fathers. For
those who are in hell receive diverse punishments according to
the diversity of their guilt, so that those who are condemned
are consigned to darker and deeper parts of hell according as
they have been guilty of graver sins, and consequently the holy
Fathers in whom there was the least amount of sin were con-
signed to a higher and less darksome part than all those who
were condemned to punishment.

Reply to Objection 1. When Christ, by His descent, de-
livered the Fathers from limbo, He is said to have “bitten” hell
and to have descended into hell, in so far as hell and limbo are
the same as to situation.

is suffices for the Reply to the Second Objection.
Reply toObjection3. Job descended, not to the hell of the

damned, but to the limbo of the Fathers.e latter is called the
deepest place not in reference to the places of punishment, but
in comparison with other places, as including all penal places
under one head. Again we may reply with Augustine (Gen. ad
lit. xii): who says of Jacob: “When Jacob said to his sons, ‘You
will bring down my grey hairs with sorrow to hell,’ he seems
to have feared most, lest he should be troubled with so great a
sorrow as to obtain, not the rest of good men, but the hell of
sinners.”e saying of Jobmay be expounded in the same way,
as being the utterance of one in fear, rather than an assertion.

Suppl. q. 69 a. 6Whether the limbo of children is the same as the limbo of the Fathers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the limbo of children is
the same as the limbo of the Fathers. For punishment should
correspond to sin. Now the Fathers were detained in limbo for
the same sin as children, namely for original sin. erefore the

place of punishment should be the same for both.
Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Enchir. xciii): “e

punishment of children who die in none but original sin is
most lenient.” But no punishment is more lenient than that

† Allusion to Osee 13:14. ‡ Office of the Dead, Resp. vii.
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of the holy Fathers. erefore the place of punishment is the
same for both.

On the contrary, Even as temporal punishment in purga-
tory and eternal punishment in hell are due to actual sin, so
temporal punishment in the limbo of the Fathers and eternal
punishment in the limbo of the children were due to original
sin. If, therefore, hell and purgatory be not the same it would
seem that neither are the limbo of children and the limbo of
the Fathers the same.

I answer that, e limbo of the Fathers and the limbo of
children, without any doubt, differ as to the quality of punish-
ment or reward. For children have no hope of the blessed life,
as the Fathers in limbo had, in whom, moreover, shone forth
the light of faith and grace. But as regards their situation, there
is reason to believe that the place of both is the same; except
that the limbo of the Fathers is placed higher than the limbo
of children, just aswe have stated in reference to limbo andhell

(a. 5).
Reply to Objection 1. e Fathers did not stand in the

same relation tooriginal sin as children. For in theFathers orig-
inal sin was expiated in so far as it infected the person, while
there remained an obstacle on the part of nature, on account
of which their satisfaction was not yet complete. On the other
hand, in children there is an obstacle both on the part of the
person and on the part of nature: and for this reason different
abodes are appointed to the Fathers and to children.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine is speaking of punish-
ments due to some one by reason of his person. Of these the
most lenient are due to those who are burdened with none but
original sin. But lighter still is the punishment due to those
who are debarred from the reception of glory by no personal
defect but only by a defect of nature, so that this very delay of
glory is called a kind of punishment.

Suppl. q. 69 a. 7Whether so many abodes should be distinguished?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatwe should not distinguish
so many abodes. For aer death, just as abodes are due to souls
on account of sin, so are they due on account of merit. Now
there is only one abode due on account of merit, namely par-
adise. erefore neither should there be more than one abode
due on account of sin, namely hell.

Objection 2. Further, abodes are appointed to souls aer
death on account ofmerits or demerits. Now there is one place
where theymerit or demerit.erefore only one abode should
be assigned to them aer death.

Objection 3. Further, the places of punishment should
correspond to the sins. Now there are only three kinds of sin,
namely original, venial, and mortal. erefore there should
only be three penal abodes.

Objection 4. On the other hand, it would seem that there
should be many more than those assigned. For this darksome
air is the prison house of the demons (2 Pet. 2:17), and yet it is
not reckoned among the five abodes which are mentioned by
certain authors. erefore there are more than five abodes.

Objection 5. Further, the earthly paradise is distinct from
the heavenly paradise. Now some were borne away to the
earthly paradise aer this state of life, as is related of Enoch and
Elias. Since then the earthly paradise is not counted among the
five abodes, it would seem that there are more than five.

Objection6.Further, some penal place should correspond
to each state of sinners. Now if we suppose a person to die in
original sin who has committed only venial sins, none of the
assigned abodes will be befitting to him. For it is clear that he
would not be in heaven, since he would be without grace, and
for the same reason neither would he be in the limbo of the
Fathers; nor again, would he be in the limbo of children, since
there is no sensible punishment there, which is due to such a
person by reason of venial sin: nor would he be in purgatory,

where there is none but temporal punishment, whereas ever-
lastingpunishment is due tohim:norwouldhebe in thehell of
the damned, since he is not guilty of actual mortal sin. ere-
fore a sixth abode should be assigned.

Objection 7. Further, rewards and punishments vary in
quantity according to the differences of sins and merits. Now
the degrees of merit and sin are infinite. erefore we should
distinguish an infinite number of abodes, in which souls are
punished or rewarded aer death.

Objection 8. Further, souls are sometimes punished in the
places where they sinned, as Gregory states (Dial. iv, 55). But
they sinned in the place whichwe inhabit.erefore this place
should be reckoned among the abodes, especially since some
are punished for their sins in this world, as the Master said
above (Sent. iv, D, 21).

Objection 9. Further, just as some die in a state of grace
and have some venial sins for which they deserve punishment,
so some die in mortal sin and have some good for which they
would deserve a reward. Now to those who die in grace with
venial sins an abode is assigned where they are punished ere
they receive their reward, which abode is purgatory.erefore,
on the other hand, there should be equally an abode for those
who die in mortal sin together with some good works.

Objection 10. Further, just as the Fathers were delayed
from obtaining full glory of the soul before Christ’s coming,
so are they now detained from receiving the glory of the body.
erefore as we distinguish an abode of the saints before the
coming of Christ from the one where they are received now,
so ought we to distinguish the one in which they are received
now from the one where they will be received aer the resur-
rection.

I answer that, e abodes of souls are distinguished ac-
cording to the souls’ various states. Now the soul united to a
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mortal body is in the state ofmeriting, while the soul separated
from the body is in the state of receiving good or evil for its
merits; so that aer death it is either in the state of receiving
its final reward, or in the state of being hindered from receiv-
ing it. If it is in the state of receiving its final retribution, this
happens in two ways: either in the respect of good, and then it
is paradise; or in respect of evil, and thus as regards actual sin it
is hell, and as regards original sin it is the limbo of children.On
the other hand, if it be in the state where it is hindered from
receiving its final reward, this is either on account of a defect
of the person, and thus we have purgatory where souls are de-
tained from receiving their reward at once on account of the
sins they have committed, or else it is on account of a defect of
nature, and thus we have the limbo of the Fathers, where the
Fathers were detained from obtaining glory on account of the
guilt of human nature which could not yet be expiated.

Reply to Objection 1. Good happens in one way, but evil
in many ways, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv) and the
Philosopher (Ethic. ii, 6): wherefore it is not unfitting if there
be one place of blissful reward and several places of punish-
ment.

Reply to Objection 2. e state of meriting and demerit-
ing is one state, since the same person is able to merit and de-
merit: wherefore it is fitting that one place should be assigned
to all: whereas of those who receive according to their merits
there are various states, and consequently the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. One may be punished in two ways
for original sin, as stated above, either in reference to the per-
son, or in reference to nature only. Consequently there is a
twofold limbo corresponding to that sin.

Reply toObjection 4.is darksome air is assigned to the
demons, not as the place where they receive retribution for
theirmerits, but as a place befitting their office, in so far as they
are appointed to try us. Hence it is not reckoned among the
abodes of which we are treating now: since hell fire is assigned
to them in the first place (Mat. 25).

Reply toObjection 5. e earthly paradise belongs to the
state of the wayfarer rather than to the state of those who
receive for their merits; and consequently it is not reckoned
among the abodes whereof we are treating now.

Reply to Objection 6. is supposition is impossible*. If,

however, it were possible, such a onewould be punished in hell
eternally: for it is accidental to venial sin that it be punished
temporally in purgatory, through its having grace annexed to
it: wherefore if it be annexed to a mortal sin, which is without
grace, it will be punished eternally in hell. And since this one
who dies in original sin has a venial sin without grace, it is not
unfitting to suppose that he be punished eternally.

Reply to Objection 7. Diversity of degrees in punish-
ments or rewards does not diversify the state, and it is accord-
ing to the diversity of state that we distinguish various abodes.
Hence the argument does not prove.

Reply toObjection 8.Although separated souls are some-
times punished in the place where we dwell, it does not follow
that this is their proper place of punishment: but this is done
for our instruction, that seeing their punishment we may be
deterred from sin. at souls while yet in the flesh are pun-
ished here for their sins has nothing to do with the question,
because a punishment of this kind does not place a man out-
side the state of meriting or demeriting: whereas we are treat-
ing nowof the abodes towhich souls are assigned aer the state
of merit or demerit.

Reply to Objection 9. It is impossible for evil to be pure
and without the admixture of good, just as the supreme good
is without any admixture of evil. Consequently those who are
to be conveyed to beatitude which is a supreme good must
be cleansed of all evil. wherefore there must needs be a place
where such persons are cleansed if they go hence without be-
ing perfectly clean. But those who will be thrust into hell will
not be free from all good: and consequently the comparison
fails, since those who are in hell can receive the reward of their
goods, in so far as their past goods avail for the mitigation of
their punishment.

Reply to Objection 10. e essential reward consists in
the glory of the soul, but the body’s glory, since it overflows
from the soul, is entirely founded as it were on the soul: and
consequently lack of the soul’s glory causes a difference of state,
whereas lack of the body’s glory does not. For this reason, too,
the same place, namely the empyrean, is assigned to the holy
souls separated from their bodies and united to glorious bod-
ies: whereas the same place was not assigned to the souls of the
Fathers both before and aer the glorification of souls.

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 89, a. 6.
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S   T P, Q 70
Of the Quality of the Soul Aer Leaving the Body, and of the Punishment Inflicted On It by Material Fire

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the general quality of the soul aer leaving the body, and the punishment inflicted on it by material
fire. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the sensitive powers remain in the separated soul?
(2) Whether the acts of the aforesaid powers remain in the soul?
(3) Whether the separated soul can suffer from a material fire?

Suppl. q. 70 a. 1Whether the sensitive powers remain in the separated soul?*

Objection 1. It would seem that the sensitive powers re-
main in the sensitive soul. For Augustine says (De Spir. et
Anim. xv): “e soul withdraws from the body taking all with
itself, sense and imagination, reason, understanding and intel-
ligence, the concupiscible and irascible powers.” Now sense,
imagination, concupiscible and irascible are sensitive powers.
erefore the sensitive powers remain in the separated soul.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Eccl. Dogm.
xvi): “We believe that man alone has a substantial soul, which
lives though separated from the body, and clings keenly to its
senses andwits.”erefore the soul retains its senses aer being
separated from the body.

Objection 3. Further, the soul’s powers are either its es-
sential parts as some maintain, or at least are its natural prop-
erties. Now that which is in a thing essentially cannot be sep-
arated from it, nor is a subject severed from its natural prop-
erties. erefore it is impossible for the soul to lose any of its
powers aer being separated from the body.

Objection 4. Further, a whole is not entire if one of its
parts be lacking. Now the soul’s powers are called its parts.
erefore, if the soul lose any of its powers aer death, it will
not be entire aer death: and this is unfitting.

Objection 5. Further, the soul’s powers co-operate in
meritmore even than the body, since the body is amere instru-
ment of action, while the powers are principles of action. Now
the bodymust of necessity be rewarded together with the soul,
since it co-operated in merit. Much more, therefore, is it nec-
essary that the powers of the soul be rewarded together with
it. erefore the separated soul does not lose them.

Objection 6. Further, if the soul aer separation from the
body loses its sensitive power, thatmust needs come to naught.
For it cannot be said that it is dissolved into somematter, since
it has no matter as a part of itself. Now that which entirely
comes to naught is not restored in identity; wherefore at the
resurrection the soul will not have the same identical sensitive
powers. Now according to the Philosopher (De Anima ii, 1),
as the soul is to the body so are the soul’s powers to the parts of
the body, for instance the sight to the eye. But if it were not
identically the same soul that returns to the body, it would

not be identically the same man. erefore for the same rea-
son it would not be identically the same eye, if the visual power
were not identically the same; and in likemanner no other part
would rise again in identity, and consequently neither would
the whole man be identically the same. erefore it is impos-
sible for the separated soul to lose its sensitive powers.

Objection 7. Further, if the sensitive powers were to be
corrupted when the body is corrupted, it would follow that
they are weakened when the body is weakened. Yet this is not
the case, for according toDeAnima i, “if an oldmanwere given
the eye of a youngman, he would, without doubt, see as well as
a young man.” erefore neither are the sensitive powers cor-
rupted when the body is corrupted.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Eccl. Dogm. xix):
“Of two substances alone does man consist, soul and body:
the soul with its reason, and the body with its senses.” ere-
fore the sensitive powers belong to the body: and consequently
when the body is corrupted the sensitive powers remain not in
the soul.

Further, the Philosopher, speaking of the separation of the
soul, expresses himself thus (Metaph. xi, 3): “If, however, any-
thing remain at last, we must ask what this is: because in cer-
tain subjects it is not impossible, for instance if the soul be of
such a disposition, not the whole soul but the intellect; for as
regards the whole soul this is probably impossible.” Hence it
seems that the whole soul is not separated from the body, but
only the intellective powers of the soul, and consequently not
the sensitive or vegetative powers.

Further, the Philosopher, speaking of the intellect, says
(De Anima ii, 2): “is alone is ever separated, as the everlast-
ing from the corruptible: for it is hereby clear that the remain-
ing parts are not separable as some maintain.” erefore the
sensitive powers do not remain in the separated soul.

I answer that, ere are many opinions on this question.
For some, holding the view that all the powers are in the soul in
the same way as color is in a body, hold that the soul separated
from the body takes all its powers away with it: because, if it
lacked anyoneof them, itwould follow that the soul is changed
in its natural properties, since these cannot change so long as

* Cf. Ia, q. 77, a. 8.
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their subject remains. But the aforesaid view is false, for since
a power is so called because it enables us to do or suffer some-
thing, and since todo and tobe able belong to the same subject,
it follows that the subject of a power is the same as that which
is agent or patient. Hence the Philosopher says (De Somn. et
Vigil.) that “where we find power there we find action.” Now
it is evident that certain operations, whereof the soul’s powers
are the principles, do not belong to the soul properly speaking
but to the soul as united to the body, because they are not per-
formed except through the medium of the body—such as to
see, to hear, and so forth. Hence it follows that such like pow-
ers belong to the united soul and body as their subject, but to
the soul as their quickening principle, just as the form is the
principle of the properties of a composite being. Some oper-
ations, however, are performed by the soul without a bodily
organ—for instance to understand, to consider, towill: where-
fore, since these actions are proper to the soul, the powers that
are the principles thereof belong to the soul not only as their
principle but also as their subject. erefore, since so long as
the proper subject remains its proper passions must also re-
main, and when it is corrupted they also must be corrupted, it
follows that these powers which use no bodily organ for their
actions must needs remain in the separated body, while those
which use a bodily organ must needs be corrupted when the
body is corrupted: and such are all the powers belonging to the
sensitive and the vegetative soul. On this account some draw a
distinction in the sensitive powers of the soul: for they say that
they are of two kinds—some being acts of organs and emanat-
ing from the soul into the body are corrupted with the body;
others, whence the former originate, are in the soul, because
by them the soul sensitizes the body for seeing, hearing, and
so on; and these primary powers remain in the separated soul.
But this statement seems unreasonable: because the soul, by its
essence and not through the medium of certain other powers,
is the origin of those powers which are the acts of organs, even
as any form, from the very fact that by its essence it informs
its matter, is the origin of the properties which result naturally
in the composite. For were it necessary to suppose other pow-
ers in the soul, by means of which the powers that perfect the
organs may flow from the essence of the soul, for the same rea-
son it would be necessary to suppose other powers by means
of which these mean powers flow from the essence of the soul,
and so on to infinity, and if we have to stop it is better to do so
at the first step.

Hence others say that the sensitive and other like powers
do not remain in the separated soul except in a restricted sense,
namely radically, in the same way as a result is in its principle:
because there remains in the separated soul the ability to pro-
duce these powers if it should be reunited to the body; nor is
it necessary for this ability to be anything in addition to the

essence of the soul, as stated above. is opinion appears to be
the more reasonable.

Reply toObjection1.is saying ofAugustine is to be un-
derstood as meaning that the soul takes away with it some of
those powers actually, namely understanding and intelligence,
and some radically, as stated above*.

Reply to Objection 2. e senses which the soul takes
away with it are not these external senses, but the internal,
those, namely, which pertain to the intellective part, for the
intellect is sometimes called sense, as Basil states in his com-
mentary on the Proverbs, and again the Philosopher (Ethic.
vi, 11). If, however, hemeans the external senses wemust reply
as above to the first objection.

Reply to Objection 3. As stated above, the sensitive pow-
ers are related to the soul, not as natural passions to their sub-
ject, but as compared to their origin: wherefore the conclusion
does not follow.

Reply to Objection 4. e powers of the soul are not
called its integral but its potential parts. Now the nature of
such like wholes is that the entire energy of the whole is found
perfectly in one of the parts, but partially in the others; thus
in the soul the soul’s energy is found perfectly in the intellec-
tive part, but partially in the others. Wherefore, as the powers
of the intellective part remain in the separated soul, the latter
will remain entire and undiminished, although the sensitive
powers do not remain actually: as neither is the king’s power
decreased by the death of a mayor who shared his authority.

Reply to Objection 5. e body co-operates in merit, as
an essential part of the man who merits. e sensitive powers,
however, do not co-operate thus, since they are of the genus of
accidents. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply toObjection 6.epowers of the sensitive soul are
said to be acts of the organs, not as though they were the es-
sential forms of those organs, except in reference to the soul
whose powers they are. But they are the acts of the organs, by
perfecting them for their proper operations, as heat is the act
of fire by perfecting it for the purpose of heating. Wherefore,
just as a fire would remain identically the same, although an-
other individual heat were in it (even so the cold of water that
has been heated returns not identically the same, although the
water remains the same in identity), so the organs will be the
same identically, although the powers be not identically the
same.

Reply to Objection 7. e Philosopher is speaking there
of these powers as being rooted in the soul. is is clear from
his saying that “old age is an affection not of the soul, but of
that in which the soul is,” namely the body. For in this way the
powers of the soul are neither weakened nor corrupted on ac-
count of the body.

* Cf. Ia, q. 77, a. 8, ad 1 and infra a. 2, ad 1.
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Suppl. q. 70 a. 2Whether the acts of the sensitive powers remain in the separated soul?

Objection 1. It would seem that the acts of the sensitive
powers remain in the separated soul. For Augustine says (De
Spiritu etAnima xv): “When the soul leaves the body it derives
pleasure or sorrow through being affected with these” (namely
the imagination, and the concupiscible and irascible faculties)
“according to its merits.” But the imagination, the concupisci-
ble, and the irascible are sensitive powers. erefore the sepa-
rated soul will be affected as regards the sensitive powers, and
consequently will be in some act by reason of them.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii) that
“the body feels not, but the soul through the body,” and fur-
ther on: “e soul feels certain things, not through the body
but without the body.”Now that which befits the soul without
the body can be in the soul separated from the body.erefore
the soul will then be able to feel actually.

Objection 3. Further, to see images of bodies, as occurs in
sleep, belongs to imaginary visionwhich is in the sensitive part.
Now it happens that the separated soul sees images of bodies in
the same way as when we sleep. us Augustine says (Gen. ad
lit. xii): “For I see notwhy the soul has an image of its ownbody
when, the body lying senseless, yet not quite dead, it sees some
thingswhichmany have related aer returning to life from this
suspended animation and yet has it not when it has le the
body through death having taken place.” For it is unintelligi-
ble that the soul should have an image of its body, except in so
far as it sees that image: wherefore he said before of those who
lie senseless that “they have a certain image of their own body,
by which they are able to be borne to corporeal places and by
means of sensible images to take cognizance of such things as
they see.” erefore the separated soul can exercise the acts of
the sensitive powers.

Objection 4. Further, the memory is a power of the sensi-
tive part, as proved in De Memor. et Remin. i. Now separated
souls will actually remember the things they did in this world:
wherefore it is said to the rich glutton (Lk. 16:25): “Remember
that thou didst receive good things in thy lifetime.” erefore
the separated soul will exercise the act of a sensitive power.

Objection 5. Further, according to the Philosopher (De
Anima iii, 9) the irascible and concupiscible are in the sensi-
tive part. But joy and sorrow, love and hatred, fear and hope,
and similar emotions which according to our faith we hold to
be in separated souls, are in the irascible and concupiscible.
erefore separated souls will not be deprived of the acts of
the sensitive powers.

On the contrary,atwhich is common to soul and body
cannot remain in the separated soul. Now all the operations
of the sensitive powers are common to the soul and body: and
this is evident from the fact that no sensitive power exercises
an act except through a bodily organ. erefore the separated
soul will be deprived of the acts of the sensitive powers.

Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima i, 4), that “when
the body is corrupted, the soul neither remembers nor loves,”

and the same applies to all the acts of the sensitive powers.
erefore the separated soul does not exercise the act of any
sensitive power.

I answer that, Some distinguish two kinds of acts in the
sensitive powers: external actswhich the soul exercises through
the body. and these do not remain in the separated soul; and
internal acts which the soul performs by itself; and these will
be in the separated soul. is statement would seem to have
originated from the opinion of Plato, who held that the soul is
united to the body, as a perfect substance nowise dependant on
the body, and merely as a mover is united to the thing moved.
is is an evident consequence of transmigration which he
held. And since according to him nothing is in motion ex-
cept what is moved, and lest he should go on indefinitely, he
said that the first mover moves itself, and he maintained that
the soul is the cause of its own movement. Accordingly there
would be a twofold movement of the soul, one by which it
moves itself, and another whereby the body is moved by the
soul: so that this act “to see” is first of all in the soul itself as
moving itself, and secondly in the bodily organ in so far as the
soul moves the body. is opinion is refuted by the Philoso-
pher (De Anima i, 3) who proves that the soul does not move
itself, and that it is nowise moved in respect of such opera-
tions as seeing, feeling, and the like, but that such operations
are movements of the composite only.Wemust therefore con-
clude that the acts of the sensitive powers nowise remain in the
separated soul, except perhaps as in their remote origin.

Reply toObjection 1. Some deny that this book is Augus-
tine’s: for it is ascribed to a Cistercian who compiled it from
Augustine’s works and added things of his own. Hence we are
not to take what is written there, as having authority. If, how-
ever, its authority should be maintained, it must be said that
themeaning is that the separated soul is affectedwith imagina-
tion and other like powers, not as though such affection were
the act of the aforesaid powers, but in the sense that the soul
will be affected in the future life for good or ill, according to
the things which it committed in the body through the imagi-
nation and other like powers: so that the imagination and such
like powers are not supposed to elicit that affection, but tohave
elicited in the body the merit of that affection.

Reply to Objection 2. e soul is said to feel through the
body, not as though the act of feeling belonged to the soul by
itself, but as belonging to thewhole composite by reason of the
soul, just as we say that heat heats.atwhich is added, namely
that the soul feels some things without the body, such as fear
and so forth, means that it feels such things without the out-
ward movement of the body that takes place in the acts of the
proper senses: since fear and like passions do not occur with-
out any bodily movement.

It may also be replied that Augustine is speaking according
to the opinion of the Platonists who maintained this as stated
above.
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Reply to Objection 3. Augustine speaks there as nearly
throughout that book, as one inquiring and not deciding. For
it is clear that there is no comparison between the soul of a
sleeper and the separated soul: since the soul of the sleeper
uses the organ of imagination wherein corporeal images are
impressed; which cannot be said of the separated soul. Or we
may reply that images of things are in the soul, both as to
the sensitive and imaginative power and as to the intellective
power, with greater or lesser abstraction from matter and ma-
terial conditions. Wherefore Augustine’s comparison holds in
this respect that just as the images of corporeal things are in the
soul of the dreamer or of one who is carried out of his mind,
imaginatively, so are they in the separated soul intellectively:
but not that they are in the separated soul imaginatively.

Reply to Objection 4. As stated in the first book (Sent. i,
D, 3, qu. 4), memory has a twofold signification. Sometimes it
means a power of the sensitive part, in so far as its gaze extends
over past time; and in this way the act of the memory will not
be in the separated soul. Wherefore the Philosopher says (De

Anima i, 4) that “when this,” the body to wit, “is corrupted,
the soul remembers not.” In another way memory is used to
designate that part of the imagination which pertains to the
intellective faculty, in so far namely as it abstracts from all dif-
ferences of time, since it regards not only the past but also the
present, and the future as Augustine says (De Trin. xiv, 11).
Taking memory in this sense the separated soul will remem-
ber*.

Reply toObjection 5. Love, joy, sorrow, and the like, have
a twofold signification. Sometimes they denote passions of the
sensitive appetite, and thus they will not be in the separated
soul, because in this way they are not exercised without a def-
inite movement of the heart. In another way they denote acts
of the will which is in the intellective part: and in this way they
will be in the separated soul, even as delight will be there with-
out bodilymovement, even as it is inGod, namely in so far as it
is a simple movement of the will. In this sense the Philosopher
says (Ethic. vii, 14) that “God’s joy is one simple delight.”

Suppl. q. 70 a. 3Whether the separated soul can suffer from a bodily fire?

Objection 1. It would seem that the separated soul can-
not suffer from a bodily fire. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit.
xii): “e things that affect the soul well or ill aer its separa-
tion from the body, are not corporeal but resemble corporeal
things.” erefore the separated soul is not punished with a
bodily fire.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine (Gen. ad lit. xii) says that
“the agent is always more excellent than the patient.” But it is
impossible for any body to be more excellent than the sepa-
rated soul. erefore it cannot suffer from a body.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher (De
Gener. i) and Boethius (De Duab. Natur.) only those things
that agree in matter are active and passive in relation to one
another. But the soul and corporeal fire do not agree in mat-
ter, since there is nomatter common to spiritual and corporeal
things: wherefore they cannot be changed into one another, as
Boethius says (DeDuab. Natur.).erefore the separated soul
does not suffer from a bodily fire.

Objection 4. Further, whatsoever is patient receives some-
thing from the agent.erefore if the soul suffer from the bod-
ily fire, it will receive something therefrom.Nowwhatsoever is
received in a thing is received according to the mode of the re-
cipient. erefore that which is received in the soul from the
fire, is in it not materially but spiritually. Now the forms of
things existing spiritually in the soul are its perfections.ere-
fore though it be granted that the soul suffer from the bodily
fire, this will not conduce to its punishment, but rather to its
perfection.

Objection 5. Further, if it be said that the soul is punished
merely by seeing the fire, as Gregory would seem to say (Dial.
iv, 29).On the contrary, if the soul sees the fire of hell, it cannot

see it save by intellectual vision, since it has not the organs by
which sensitive or imaginative vision is effected. But it would
seem impossible for intellectual vision to be the cause of sor-
row, since “there is no sorrow contrary to the pleasure of con-
sidering,” according to the Philosopher (Topic. i, 13). ere-
fore the soul is not punished by that vision.

Objection 6.Further, if it be said that the soul suffers from
the corporeal fire, through being held thereby, even as now it
is held by the body while living in the body; on the contrary,
the soul while living in the body is held by the body in so far
as there results one thing from the soul and the body, as from
form and matter. But the soul will not be the form of that cor-
poreal fire. erefore it cannot be held by the fire in the man-
ner aforesaid.

Objection 7. Further, every bodily agent acts by contact.
But a corporeal fire cannot be in contact with the soul, since
contact is only between corporeal things whose bounds come
together. erefore the soul suffers not from that fire.

Objection 8. Further, an organic agent does not act on a
remote object, except through acting on the intermediate ob-
jects; wherefore it is able to act at a fixed distance in propor-
tion to its power. But souls, or at least the demons to whom
this equally applies, are sometimes outside the place of hell,
since sometimes they appear tomen even in thisworld: and yet
they are not then free from punishment, for just as the glory of
the saints is never interrupted, so neither is the punishment of
the damned. And yet we do not find that all the intermediate
things suffer from the fire of hell: nor again is it credible that
any corporeal thing of an elemental nature has such a power
that its action can reach to such a distance. erefore it does
not seem that the pains suffered by the souls of the damned

* Cf. Ia, q. 77, a. 8; Ia, q. 89, a. 6.
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are inflicted by a corporeal fire.
On the contrary, e possibility of suffering from a cor-

poreal fire is equally consistent with separated souls and with
demons. Now demons suffer therefrom since they are pun-
ished by that fire into which the bodies of the damned will be
cast aer the resurrection, and which must needs be as cor-
poreal fire. is is evident from the words of our Lord (Mat.
25:41), “Depart from Me, you cursed, into everlasting fire,
which was prepared for the devil,” etc. erefore separated
souls also can suffer from that fire.

Further, punishment should correspond to sin. Now in
sinning the soul subjected itself to the body by sinful concupis-
cence. erefore it is just that it should be punished by being
made subject to a bodily thing by suffering therefrom.

Further, there is greater union between form and matter
than between agent and patient. Now the diversity of spiritual
and corporeal nature does not hinder the soul from being the
form of the body. erefore neither is it an obstacle to its suf-
fering from a body.

I answer that, Given that the fire of hell is not so called
metaphorically, nor an imaginary fire, but a real corporeal fire,
we must needs say that the soul will suffer punishment from
a corporeal fire, since our Lord said (Mat. 25:41) that this fire
was prepared for the devil and his angels, who are incorporeal
even as the soul. But how it is that they can thus suffer is ex-
plained in many ways.

For some have said that the mere fact that the soul sees
the fire makes the soul suffer from the fire: wherefore Gregory
(Dial. iv, 29) says: “e soul suffers from the fire bymerely see-
ing it.” But this does not seem sufficient, because whatever is
seen, from the fact that it is seen, is a perfection of the seer.
wherefore it cannot conduce tohis punishment, as seen. Some-
times, however, it is of a penal or unpleasant nature acciden-
tally, in so far, to wit, as it is apprehended as something hurt-
ful, and consequently, besides the fact that the soul sees the
fire, there must needs be some relation of the soul to the fire,
according to which the fire is hurtful to the soul.

Hence others have said that although a corporeal fire can-
not burn the soul, the soul nevertheless apprehends it as hurt-
ful to itself, and in consequence of this apprehension is seized
with fear and sorrow, in fulfillment of Ps. 13:5, “ey have
trembled for fear, where there was no fear.” Hence Gregory
says (Dial. iv, 29) that “the soul burns through seeing itself
aflame.” But this, again, seems insufficient, because in this case
the soulwould suffer from thefire, not in reality but only in ap-
prehension: for although a real passion of sorrow or pain may
result from a false imagination, as Augustine observes (Gen.
ad lit. xii), it cannot be said in relation to that passion that
one really suffers from the thing, but from the image of the
thing that is present to one’s fancy. Moreover, this kind of suf-
fering would be more unlike real suffering than that which re-
sults from imaginary vision, since the latter is stated to result
from real images of things, which images the soul carries about
with it, whereas the former results from false fancies which the

erring soul imagines: and furthermore, it is not probable that
separated souls or demons, who are endowedwith keen intelli-
gence, would think it possible for a corporeal fire to hurt them,
if they were nowise distressed thereby.

Hence others say that it is necessary to admit that the
soul suffers even really from the corporeal fire: wherefore Gre-
gory says (Dial. iv, 29): “We can gather from the words of the
Gospel, that the soul suffers from the fire not only by seeing
it, but also by feeling it.” ey explain the possibility of this as
follows. ey say that this corporeal fire can be considered in
two ways. First, as a corporeal thing, and thus it has not the
power to act on the soul. Secondly, as the instrument of the
vengeance of Divine justice. For the order of Divine justice de-
mands that the soul which by sinning subjected itself to cor-
poreal things should be subjected to them also in punishment.
Now an instrument acts not only in virtue of its own nature,
but also in virtue of the principal agent: wherefore it is not un-
reasonable if that fire, seeing that it acts in virtue of a spiritual
agent, should act on the spirit of a man or demon, in the same
way as we have explained the sanctification of the soul by the
sacraments ( IIIa, q. 62, Aa. 1,4).

But, again, this does not seem to suffice, since every instru-
ment, in acting on that on which it is used instrumentally, has
its own connatural action besides the action whereby it acts in
virtue of the principal agent: in fact it is by fulfilling the for-
mer that it effects the latter action, even as, in Baptism, it is by
laving the body that water sanctifies the soul, and the saw by
cutting wood produces the shape of a house.

Hence we must allow the fire to exercise on the soul an ac-
tion connatural to the fire, in order that it may be the instru-
ment of Divine justice in the punishment of sin: and for this
reason wemust say that a body cannot naturally act on a spirit,
nor in any way be hurtful or distressful to it, except in so far as
the latter is in some way united to a body: for thus we observe
that “the corruptible body is a load upon the soul” (Wis. 9:15).
Nowa spirit is united to a body in twoways. In oneway as form
tomatter, so that from their union there results one thing sim-
ply: and the spirit that is thus united to a body both quickens
the body and is somewhat burdened by the body: but it is not
thus that the spirit of man or demon is united to the corpo-
real fire. In another way as the mover is united to the things
moved, or as a thing placed is united to place, even as incorpo-
real things are in a place. In this way created incorporeal spirits
are confined to a place, being in one place in such a way as not
to be in another. Now although of its nature a corporeal thing
is able to confine an incorporeal spirit to a place, it is not able of
its nature to detain an incorporeal spirit in the place to which
it is confined, and so to tie it to that place that it be unable to
seek another, since a spirit is not by nature in a place so as to
be subject to place. But the corporeal fire is enabled as the in-
strument of the vengeance of Divine justice thus to detain a
spirit; and thus it has a penal effect on it, by hindering it from
fulfilling its own will, that is by hindering it from acting where
it will and as it will.
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is way is asserted by Gregory (Dial. iv, 29). For in ex-
plaining how the soul can suffer from that fire by feeling it,
he expresses himself as follows: “Since Truth declares the rich
sinner to be condemned to fire, will any wise man deny that
the souls of the wicked are imprisoned in flames?” Julian* says
the same as quoted by the Master (Sent. iv, D, 44): “If the in-
corporeal spirit of a living man is held by the body, why shall
it not be held aer death by a corporeal fire?” and Augustine
says (De Civ. Dei xxi, 10) that “just as, although the soul is
spiritual and the body corporeal, man is so fashioned that the
soul is united to the body as giving it life, and on account of
this union conceives a great love for its body, so it is chained
to the fire, as receiving punishment therefrom, and from this
union conceives a loathing.”

Accordingly we must unite all the aforesaid modes to-
gether, in order to understand perfectly how the soul suffers
from a corporeal fire: so as to say that the fire of its nature is
able to have an incorporeal spirit united to it as a thing placed
is united to a place; that as the instrument of Divine justice
it is enabled to detain it enchained as it were, and in this re-
spect this fire is really hurtful to the spirit, and thus the soul
seeing the fire as something hurtful to it is tormented by the
fire. Hence Gregory (Dial. iv, 29) mentions all these in order,
as may be seen from the above quotations.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine speaks there as one in-
quiring:wherefore he expresses himself otherwisewhendecid-
ing the point, as quoted above (De Civ. Dei xxi). Or we may
reply that Augustine means to say that the things which are
the proximate occasion of the soul’s pain or sorrow are spir-
itual, since it would not be distressed unless it apprehended
the fire as hurtful to it: wherefore the fire as apprehended is
the proximate cause of its distress, whereas the corporeal fire
which exists outside the soul is the remote cause of its distress.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the soul is simply more
excellent than the fire, the fire is relatively more excellent than
the soul, in so far, to wit, as it is the instrument of Divine jus-
tice.

Reply to Objection 3. e Philosopher and Boethius are
speaking of the action whereby the patient is changed into the
nature of the agent. Such is not the action of the fire on the
soul: and consequently the argument is not conclusive.

Reply to Objection 4. By acting on the soul the fire be-

stows nothing on it but detains it, as stated above. Hence the
argument is not to the point.

Reply to Objection 5. In intellectual vision sorrow is not
caused by the fact that something is seen, since the thing seen
as such can nowise be contrary to the intellect. But in the sen-
sible vision the thing seen, by its very action on the sight so as
to be seen, there may be accidentally something corruptive of
the sight, in so far as it destroys the harmony of the organNev-
ertheless, intellectual vision may cause sorrow, in so far as the
thing seen is apprehended as hurtful, not that it hurts through
being seen, but in some other way no matter which. It is thus
that the soul in seeing the fire is distressed.

Reply to Objection 6. e comparison does not hold in
every respect, but it does in some, as explained above.

Reply toObjection7.Although there is no bodily contact
between the soul and body, there is a certain spiritual contact
between them (even as the mover of the heaven, being spiri-
tual, touches the heaven, when itmoves it, with a spiritual con-
tact) in the same way as a “painful object is said to touch,” as
stated in De Gener. i. is mode of contact is sufficient for ac-
tion.

Reply to Objection 8. e souls of the damned are never
outside hell, except by Divine permission, either for the in-
struction or for the trial of the elect. And wherever they are
outside hell they nevertheless always see the fire thereof as pre-
pared for their punishment.Wherefore, since this vision is the
immediate cause of their distress, as stated above, wherever
they are, they suffer from hell-fire. Even so prisoners, though
outside the prison, suffer somewhat from the prison, seeing
themselves condemned thereto. Hence just as the glory of the
elect is not diminished, neither as to the essential, nor as to the
accidental reward, if they happen to be outside the empyrean,
in fact this somewhat conduces to their glory, so the punish-
ment of the damned is nowise diminished, if by God’s permis-
sion they happen to be outside hell for a time.A gloss on James
3:6, “inflameth the wheel of our nativity,” etc., is in agreement
with this, for it is worded thus: “e devil, wherever he is,
whether in the air or under the earth, drags with him the tor-
ments of his flames.” But the objection argues as though the
corporeal fire tortured the spirit immediately in the same way
as it torments bodies.

* Bishop of Toledo, Prognostic ii, 17.
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S   T P, Q 71
Of the Suffrages for the Dead
(In Fourteen Articles)

We must now consider the suffrages for the dead. Under this head there are fourteen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether suffrages performed by one person can profit others?
(2) Whether the dead can be assisted by the works of the living?
(3) Whether the suffrages of sinners profit the dead?
(4) Whether suffrages for the dead profit those who perform them?
(5) Whether suffrages profit those who are in hell?
(6) Whether they profit those who are in purgatory?
(7) Whether they avail the children in limbo?
(8) Whether in any way they profit those who are heaven?
(9) Whether the prayer of the Church, the Sacrament of the altar, and almsgiving profit the departed?

(10) Whether indulgences granted by the Church profit them?
(11) Whether the burial service profits the departed?
(12) Whether suffrages for one dead person profit that person more than others?
(13) Whether suffrages for many avail each one as much as if they were offered for each individual?
(14) Whether general suffrages avail those for whom special suffrages are not offered, as much as special and

general suffrages together avail those for whom they are offered?

Suppl. q. 71 a. 1Whether the suffrages of one person can profit others?

Objection 1. It would seem that the suffrages of one per-
son cannot profit others. For it is written (Gal. 6:8): “What
things a man shall sow, those also shall he reap.” Now if one
person reaped fruit from the suffrages of another, he would
reap from another’s sowing. erefore a person receives no
fruit from the suffrages of others.

Objection 2. Further, it belongs to God’s justice, that
each one should receive according to his merits, wherefore the
psalm (Ps. 61:13) says: “ouwilt render to everyman accord-
ing to his works.” Now it is impossible for God’s justice to fail.
erefore it is impossible for one man to be assisted by the
works of another.

Objection 3. Further, a work is meritorious on the same
count as it is praiseworthy, namely inasmuch as it is voluntary.
Nowoneman is not praised for thework of another.erefore
neither can the work of one man be meritorious and fruitful
for another.

Objection 4. Further, it belongs to Divine justice to repay
good for good in the same way as evil for evil. But no man is
punished for the evildoings of another; indeed, according to
Ezech. 18:4, “the soul that sinneth, the same shall die.” ere-
fore neither does one person profit by another’s good.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 118:63): “I am a par-
taker with all them that fear ee,” etc.

Further, all the faithful united together by charity are
members of the one body of the Church. Now one member is
assisted by another. erefore one man can be assisted by the
merits of another.

I answer that, our actions can avail for two purposes. First,
for acquiring a certain state; thus by a meritorious work a man
obtains the state of bliss. Secondly, for something consequent
upon a state; thus by somework amanmerits an accidental re-
ward, or a rebate of punishment. And for both these purposes
our actions may avail in two ways: first, by way of merit; sec-
ondly, by way of prayer: the difference being that merit relies
on justice, and prayer onmercy; since he who prays obtains his
petition from the mere liberality of the one he prays. Accord-
ingly wemust say that the work of one person nowise can avail
another for acquiring a state by way of merit, so that, to wit, a
man be able to merit eternal life by the works which I do, be-
cause the share of glory is awarded according to the measure
of the recipient, and each one is disposed by his own and not
by another’s actions—disposed, that is to say, by being wor-
thy of reward. By way of prayer, however, the work of one may
profit another while he is a wayfarer, even for acquiring a state;
for instance, one man may obtain the first grace for another*:
and since the impetration of prayer depends on the liberality
ofGodWhomwepray, itmay extend towhatever is ordinately
subject to theDivine power.On the other hand, as regards that
which is consequent upon or accessory to a state, the work of
one may avail another, not only by way of prayer but even by
wayofmerit: and this happens in twoways. First, on account of
their communion in the root of thework, which root is charity
in meritorious works. Wherefore all who are united together
by charity acquire some benefit from one another’s works, al-
beit according to the measure of each one’s state, since even in

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 6.
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heaven each one will rejoice in the goods of others. Hence it is
that the communion of saints is laid down as an article of faith.
Secondly, through the intention of the doer who does certain
works specially for the purpose that they may profit such per-
sons: so that thoseworks become somewhat theworks of those
for whom they are done, as though they were bestowed on
them by the doer. Wherefore they can avail them either for
the fulfillment of satisfaction or for some similar purpose that
does not change their state.

Reply toObjection 1.is reaping is the receiving of eter-
nal life, as stated in Jn. 4:36, “And he that reapeth…gathereth
fruit unto life everlasting.” Now a share of eternal life is not
given to a man save for his own works, for although we may
impetrate for another that he obtain life, this never happens
except bymeans of his ownworks, when namely, at the prayers
of one, another is given the gracewherebyhemerits eternal life.

Reply to Objection 2. e work that is done for another
becomes his for whom it is done: and in like manner the work
done by a man who is one with me is somewhat mine. Hence
it is not contrary to Divine justice if a man receives the fruit
of the works done by a man who is one with him in charity, or
of works done for him. is also happens according to human

justice, so that the satisfaction offered by one is accepted in lieu
of another’s.

Reply to Objection 3. Praise is not given to a person save
according to his relation to an act, wherefore praise is “in re-
lation to something” (Ethic. i, 12). And since no man is made
or shown to be well- or ill-disposed to something by another’s
deed, it follows that no man is praised for another’s deeds save
accidentally in so far as he is somewhat the cause of those
deeds, by giving counsel, assistance, inducement, or by any
other means. on the other hand, a work is meritorious to a
person, not only by reason of his disposition, but also in view
of something consequent upon his disposition or state, as evi-
denced by what has been said.

Reply to Objection 4. It is directly contrary to justice to
take away from a person thatwhich is his due: but to give a per-
son what is not his due is not contrary to justice, but surpasses
the bounds of justice, for it is liberality. Now a person cannot
be hurt by the ills of another, unless he be deprived of some-
thing of his own. Consequently it is not becoming that one
should be punished for another’s sins, as it is that one should
acquire some advantage from deeds of another.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 2Whether the dead can be assisted by the works of the living?

Objection 1. It would seem that the dead cannot be as-
sisted by the works of the living. First, because the Apostle says
(2Cor. 5:10): “Wemust all bemanifested before the judgment
seat of Christ, that every one may receive the proper things of
the body, according as he hath done.” erefore nothing can
accrue to a man from the works of others, which are done af-
ter his death and when he is no longer in the body.

Objection 2. Further, this also seems to follow from the
words of Apoc. 14:13, “Blessed are the dead who die in the
Lord…for their works follow them.”

Objection 3. Further, it belongs only to one who is on the
way to advance on account of some deed.Now aer deathmen
are no longerwayfarers, because to them thewords of Job 19:8,
refer: “He hath hedged in my path round about, and I cannot
pass.” erefore the dead cannot be assisted by a person’s suf-
frages.

Objection 4. Further, no one is assisted by the deed of an-
other, unless there be some community of life between them.
Now there is no community between the dead and the living,
as the Philosopher says (Ethic. i, 11). erefore the suffrages
of the living do not profit the dead.

On the contrary are the words of 2 Macc. 12:46: “It is…a
holy and wholesome thought to pray for the dead that they
may be loosed from sins.” But this would not be profitable un-
less it were a help to them. erefore the suffrages of the living
profit the dead.

Further, Augustine says (De Cure pro Mort. i): “Of no
small weight is the authority of theChurchwhereby she clearly

approves of the custom whereby a commendation of the dead
has a place in the prayers which the priests pour forth to the
Lord God at His altar.” is custom was established by the
apostles themselves according to the Damascene in a sermon
on suffrages for the dead*, where he expresses himself thus:
“Realizing the nature of the Mysteries the disciples of the
Saviour and His holy apostles sanctioned a commemoration
of those who had died in the faith, being made in the awe-
inspiring and life-giving Mysteries.” is is also confirmed by
the authority of Dionysius (Hier. Eccl.), where he mentions
the rite of the EarlyChurch in praying for the dead, and,more-
over, asserts that the suffrages of the living profit the dead.
erefore we must believe this without any doubt.

I answer that, Charity, which is the bond uniting the
members of the Church, extends not only to the living, but
also to the deadwho die in charity. For charity which is the life
of the soul, even as the soul is the life of the body, has no end:
“Charity never falleth away” (1Cor. 13:8).Moreover, the dead
live in thememory of the living:wherefore the intention of the
living can be directed to them.Hence the suffrages of the living
profit the dead in two ways even as they profit the living, both
on account of the bond of charity and on account of the inten-
tion being directed to them.Nevertheless, wemust not believe
that the suffrages of the living profit them so as to change their
state from unhappiness to happiness or “vice versa”; but they
avail for the diminution of punishment or something of the
kind that involves no change in the state of the dead.

Reply to Objection 1. Man while living in the body mer-
* De his qui in fide dormierunt, 3.
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ited that such things should avail him aer death. Wherefore
if he is assisted thereby aer this life, this is, nevertheless, the
result of the things he has done in the body.

Or wemay reply, according to JohnDamascene, in the ser-
mon quoted above, that these words refer to the retribution
which will be made at the final judgment, of eternal glory or
eternal unhappiness: for then each one will receive only ac-
cording as he himself has done in the body. Meanwhile, how-
ever, he can be assisted by the suffrages of the living.

Reply to Objection 2. e words quoted refer expressly
to the sequel of eternal retribution as is clear from the opening
words: “Blessed are the dead,” etc. Or we may reply that deeds
done on their behalf are somewhat their own, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Although, strictly speaking, aer
death souls are not in the state of the way, yet in a certain

respect they are still on the way, in so far as they are de-
layed awhile in their advance towards their final award.Where-
fore, strictly speaking, their way is hedged in round about, so
that they can no more be changed by any works in respect of
the state of happiness or unhappiness. Yet their way is not so
hedged around that they cannot be helped by others in the
matter of their being delayed from receiving their final award,
because in this respect they are still wayfarers.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the communion of civic
deeds whereof the Philosopher speaks, is impossible between
the dead and the living, because the dead are outside civic
life, the communication of the spiritual life is possible be-
tween them, for that life is founded on charity towards God,
to Whom the spirits of the dead live.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 3Whether suffrages performed by sinners profit the dead?

Objection 1. It would seem that suffrages performed by
sinners do not profit the dead. For, according to Jn. 9:31, “God
dothnothear sinners.”Now if their prayerswere toprofit those
for whom they pray, they would be heard by God. erefore
the suffrages performed by them do not profit the dead.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Pastoral i, 11) that
“when an offensive person is sent to intercede, the wrath of
the angered party is provoked to harsher measures.” Now ev-
ery sinner is offensive toGod.ereforeGod is not inclined to
mercy by the suffrages of sinners, and consequently their suf-
frages are of no avail.

Objection 3. Further, a person’s deed would seem to be
more fruitful to the doer than to another. But a sinner merits
naught for himself by his deeds. Much less, therefore, can he
merit for another.

Objection 4. Further, every meritorious work must be a
living work, that is to say, informed by charity. Now works
done by sinners are dead. erefore the dead for whom they
are done cannot be assisted thereby.

Objection 5. On the contrary, No man can know for cer-
tain about anothermanwhether the latter be in a state of sin or
of grace. If, therefore, only those suffrages were profitable that
are done by those who are in a state of grace, a man could not
know of whom to ask suffrages for his dead, and consequently
many would be deterred from obtaining suffrages.

Objection 6. Further, according to Augustine (Enchirid-
ion cix), as quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 45), the dead are
assisted by suffrages according as while living they merited to
be assisted aer death.erefore the worth of suffrages is mea-
sured according to thedispositionof the person forwhomthey
are performed. erefore it would appear that it differs not
whether they be performed by good or by wicked persons.

I answer that, Two things may be considered in the suf-
frages performed by the wicked. First, the deed done, for in-
stance the sacrifice of the altar. And since our sacraments have

their efficacy from themselves independently of the deed of the
doer, and are equally efficacious by whomsoever they are per-
formed, in this respect the suffrages of the wicked profit the
departed. Secondly, wemay consider the deed of the doer, and
then we must draw a distinction; because the deed of a sinner
who offers suffrage may be considered—in one way in so far
as it is his own deed, and thus it can nowise be meritorious ei-
ther to himself or to another; in another way in so far as it is
another’s deed, and this happens in two ways. First, when the
sinner, offering suffrages, represents the whole Church; for in-
stance a priest when he performs the burial service in church.
And since one inwhose name or in whose stead a thing is done
is understood to do it himself as Dionysius asserts (Coel. Hier.
xiii), it follows that the suffrages of that priest, albeit a sinner,
profit the departed. Secondly, when he acts as the instrument
of another: for the work of the instrument belongs more to
the principal agent. Wherefore, although he who acts as the
instrument of another be not in a state of merit, his act may be
meritorious on account of the principal agent: for instance if a
servant being in sin do any work of mercy at the command of
his master who has charity. Hence, if a person dying in char-
ity command suffrages to be offered for him, or if some other
person having charity prescribe them, those suffrages avail for
the departed, even though the persons by whom they are per-
formed be in sin. Nevertheless they would avail more if those
persons were in charity, because then those works would be
meritorious on two counts.

Reply to Objection 1. e prayer offered by a sinner is
sometimes not his but another’s, and consequently in this re-
spect is worthy to be heard by God. Nevertheless, God some-
times hears sinners, when, to wit, they ask for something ac-
ceptable to God. For God dispenses His goods not only to the
righteous but also to sinners (Mat. 5:45), not indeed on ac-
count of theirmerits, but ofHis loving kindness.Hence a gloss
on Jn. 9:31, “God doth not hear sinners,” says that “he speaks
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as one unanointed and as not seeing clearly.”
Reply to Objection 2. Although the sinner’s prayer is not

acceptable in so far as he is offensive, it may be acceptable to
God on account of another in whose stead or at whose com-
mand he offers the prayer.

Reply toObjection 3.ereasonwhy the sinner who per-
forms these suffrages gains nothing thereby is because he is not
capable of profiting by reason of his own indisposition. Nev-
ertheless, as stated above, it may in some way profit another,
who is disposed.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the sinner’s deed is not
living in so far as it is his own, it may be living in so far as it is
another’s, as stated above.

Since, however, the arguments in the contrary sense would
seem to show that it matters not whether one obtain suffrages

from good or from evil persons, we must reply to them also.
Reply toObjection 5.Although one cannot know for cer-

tain about another whether he be in the state of salvation, one
may infer it with probability from what one sees outwardly of
a man: for a tree is known by its fruit (Mat. 7:16).

Reply toObjection 6. In order that suffrage avail another,
it is requisite that the one for whom it is performed be capable
of availing by it: and a man has become capable of this by his
own works which he did in his life-time. is is what Augus-
tine means to say. Nevertheless, those works must be such that
they can profit him, and this depends not on the person for
whom the suffrage is performed, but rather on the one who
offers the suffrages whether by performing them or by com-
manding them.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 4Whether suffrages offered by the living for the dead profit those who offer them?

Objection 1. It would seem that suffrages offered by the
living for the dead do not profit those who offer them. For ac-
cording to human justice a man is not absolved from his own
debt if he pay a debt for another man. erefore a man is not
absolved from his own debt for the reason that by offering suf-
frages he has paid the debt of the one for whom he offered
them.

Objection 2. Further, whatever a man does, he should do
it as best he can. Now it is better to assist two than one. ere-
fore if one who by suffrages has paid the debt of a dead person
is freed fromhis own debt, it would seem that one ought never
to satisfy for oneself, but always for another.

Objection 3. Further, if the satisfaction of one who satis-
fies for another profits him equally with the one for whom he
satisfies, it will likewise equally profit a third person if he sat-
isfy for him at the same time, and likewise a fourth and so on.
erefore he might satisfy for all by one work of satisfaction;
which is absurd.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 34:13): “My prayer shall
be turned intomy bosom.”erefore, in likemanner, suffrages
that are offered for others profit those who satisfy.

Further, theDamascene says in the sermon “On those who
fell asleep in the faith: Just as when about to anoint a sick man

with the ointment or other holy oil, first of all he, ” namely the
anointer, “shares in the anointing and thus proceeds to anoint
the patient, so whoever strives for his neighbor’s salvation first
of all profits himself and aerwards his neighbor.” And thus
the question at issue is answered.

I answer that, e work of suffrage that is done for an-
other may be considered in two ways. First, as expiating pun-
ishment by way of compensation which is a condition of sat-
isfaction: and in this way the work of suffrage that is counted
as belonging to the person for whom it is done, while absolv-
ing him from the debt of punishment, does not absolve the
performer from his own debt of punishment, because in this
compensation we have to consider the equality of justice: and
this work of satisfaction can be equal to the one debt without
being equal to the other, for the debts of two sinners require a
greater satisfaction than the debt of one. Secondly, it may be
considered as meriting eternal life, and this it has as proceed-
ing from its root, which is charity: and in this way it profits not
only the person for whom it is done, but also and still more the
doer.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections: for the first
considered the work of suffrage as a work of satisfaction, while
the others consider it as meritorious.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 5Whether suffrages profit those who are in hell?

Objection 1. It would seem that suffrages profit thosewho
are inhell. For it iswritten (2Macc. 12:40): “ey foundunder
the coats of the slain some of the donaries of the idols…which
the law forbiddeth to the Jews,” and yet we read further on (2
Macc. 12:43) that Judas “sent twelve thousand drachms of sil-
ver to Jerusalem…to be offered for the sins of the dead.” Now
it is clear that they sinned mortally through acting against the
Law, and consequently that they died in mortal sin, and were
taken to hell. erefore suffrages profit those who are in hell.

Objection 2. Further, the text (Sent. iv, D, 45) quotes the
saying of Augustine (Enchiridion cx) that “those whom suf-
frages profit gain either entire forgiveness, or at least an abate-
ment of their damnation.” Now only those who are in hell are
said to be damned. erefore suffrages profit even those who
are in hell.

Objection 3. Further, Dionysius says (Eccl.Hier.): “If here
the prayers of the righteous avail those who are alive, how
much more do they, aer death, profit those alone who are
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worthy of their holy prayers?” Hence we may gather that suf-
frages are more profitable to the dead than to the living. Now
they profit the living even though they be inmortal sin, for the
Church prays daily for sinners that they be converted to God.
erefore suffrages avail also for the dead who are in mortal
sin.

Objection 4. Further, in the Lives of the Fathers (iii, 172;
vi, 3) we read, and the Damascene relates in his sermon* that
Macarius discovered the skull of a dead man on the road, and
that aer praying he asked whose head it was, and the head
replied that it had belonged to a pagan priest who was con-
demned to hell; and yet he confessed that he and others were
assisted by the prayers of Macarius. erefore the suffrages of
the Church profit even those who are in hell.

Objection 5. Further, the Damascene in the same sermon
relates that Gregory, while praying for Trajan, heard a voice
from heaven saying to him: “I have heard thy voice, and I par-
don Trajan”: and of this fact the Damascene adds in the same
sermon, “the whole East and West are witnesses.” Yet it is clear
that Trajan was in hell, since “he put many martyrs to a cruel
death”†. erefore the suffrages of the Church avail even for
those who are in hell.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vii): “e
high priest prays not for the unclean, because by so doing he
would act counter to the Divine order,” and consequently he
says (Eccl.Hier. vii) that “he prays not that sinners be forgiven,
becausehis prayer for themwouldnotbeheard.”erefore suf-
frages avail not those who are in hell.

Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxxiv, 19): “ere is the
same reason for not praying then” (namely aer the judgment
day) “for men condemned to the everlasting fire, as there is
now for not praying for the devil and his angels who are sen-
tenced to eternal punishment, and for this reason the saints
pray not for dead unbelieving and wicked men, because, for-
sooth, knowing them to be already condemned to eternal pun-
ishment, they shrink from pleading for them by the merit of
their prayers before they are summoned to the presence of the
just Judge.”

Further, the text (Sent. iv, D, 45) quotes the words of Au-
gustine (DeVerb.Apost. Serm. xxxii): “If amandepart this life
without the faith that worketh by charity and its sacraments,
in vain do his friends have recourse to such like acts of kind-
ness.” Now all the damned come under that head. erefore
suffrages profit them not.

I answer that, ere have been three opinions about the
damned. For some have said that a twofold distinction must
be made in this matter. First, as to time; for they said that aer
the judgment day no one in hell will be assisted by any suf-
frage, but that before the judgment day some are assisted by
the suffrages of the Church. Secondly, they made a distinc-
tion among those who are detained in hell. Some of these,
they said, are very bad, those namely who have died without

faith and the sacraments, and these, since they were not of the
Church, neither “by grace nor, by name”‡ can the suffrages of
the Church avail; while others are not very bad, those namely
who belonged to the Church as actual members, who had the
faith, frequented the sacraments and performed works generi-
cally good, and for these the suffrages of the Church ought to
avail. Yet they were confronted with a difficulty which trou-
bled them, for it would seem to follow from this (since the
punishment of hell is finite in intensity although infinite in
duration) that a multiplicity of suffrages would take away that
punishment altogether, which is the error of Origen (Peri Ar-
chon. i; cf. Gregory, Moral. xxxiv): and consequently endeav-
ored in various ways to avoid this difficulty.

Praepositivus§ said that suffrages for the damned can be so
multiplied that they are entirely freed from punishment, not
absolutely as Origen maintained, but for a time, namely till
the judgment day: for their souls will be reunited to their bod-
ies, and will be cast back into the punishments of hell without
hope of pardon. But this opinion seems incompatible withDi-
vine providence, which leaves nothing inordinate in theworld.
For guilt cannot be restored to order save by punishment:
wherefore it is impossible for punishment to cease, unless first
of all guilt be expiated: so that, as guilt remains for ever in the
damned, their punishment will nowise be interrupted.

For this reason the followers of Gilbert de la Porree de-
vised another explanation. ese said that the process in the
diminution of punishments by suffrages is as the process in
dividing a line, which though finite, is indefinitely divisible,
and is never destroyed by division, if it be diminished not by
equal but by proportionate quantities, for instance if we begin
by taking away a quarter of the whole, and secondly, a quarter
of that quarter, and then a quarter of this second quarter, and
so on indefinitely. In like manner, they say by the first suffrage
a certain proportion of the punishment is taken away, and by
the second an equally proportionate part of the remainder.
But this explanation is in many ways defective. First, because
it seems that indefinite division which is applicable to contin-
uous quantity cannot be transferred to spiritual quantity: sec-
ondly, because there is no reason why the second suffrage, if it
be of equal worth, should diminish the punishment less than
the first: thirdly, because punishment cannot be diminished
unless guilt be diminished, even as it cannot be done away un-
less the guilt be done away: fourthly, because in the division
of a line we come at length to something which is not sensi-
ble, for a sensible body is not indefinitely divisible: and thus
it would follow that aer many suffrages the remaining pun-
ishment would be so little as not to be felt, and thus would no
longer be a punishment.

Hence others found another explanation. ForAntissiodor-
ensis* (Sent. iv, Tract. 14) said that suffrages profit the damned
not by diminishing or interrupting their punishment, but by
fortifying the person punished: even as a man who is carrying

* De his qui in fide dormierunt. † De his qui fide dormierunt. ‡ Cf.
Oratio ad Vesperas, Fer. ii, post Dom. Pass. § Gilbert Prevostin, Chancel-
lor of the See of Paris, A.D. 1205-9. * William of Auxerre, Archdeacon of
Beauvais. 2731



a heavy loadmight bathe his face inwater, for thus hewould be
enabled to carry it better, and yet his load would be none the
lighter. But this again is impossible, because according to Gre-
gory (Moral. ix) aman suffersmore or less from the eternal fire
according as his guilt deserves; and consequently some suffer
more, some less, from the same fire. wherefore since the guilt
of the damned remains unchanged, it cannot be that he suffers
less punishment. Moreover, the aforesaid opinion is presump-
tuous, as being in opposition to the statements of holy men,
and groundless as being based on no authority. It is also unrea-
sonable. First, because the damned in hell are cut off from the
bond of charity in virtue of which the departed are in touch
with the works of the living. Secondly, because they have en-
tirely come to the end of life, and have received the final award
for theirmerits, even as the saintswho are inheaven. For the re-
maining punishment or glory of the body does notmake them
to be wayfarers, since glory essentially and radically resides in
the soul. It is the same with the unhappiness of the damned,
wherefore their punishment cannot be diminished as neither
can the glory of the saints be increased as to the essential re-
ward.

However, we may admit, in a certain measure, the manner
in which, according to some, suffrages profit the damned, if it
be said that they profit neither by diminishing nor interrupt-
ing their punishment, nor again by diminishing their sense of
punishment, but by withdrawing from the damned some mat-
ter of grief, which matter they might have if they knew them-
selves to be so outcast as to be a care to no one; and this matter
of grief is withdrawn from themwhen suffrages are offered for
them. Yet even this is impossible according to the general law,
because as Augustine says (De Cura pro Mort. xiii)—and this
applies especially to the damned—“the spirits of the departed
are where they see nothing of whatmen do or of what happens
to them in this life,” and consequently they knownotwhen suf-
frages are offered for them, unless this relief be granted from
above to some of the damned in spite of the general law. is,
however, is a matter of great uncertainty; wherefore it is safer
to say simply that suffrages profit not the damned, nor does the
Church intend to pray for them, as appears from the authors
quoted above.

Reply to Objection 1. e donaries to the idols were not
found on those dead so that they might be taken as a sign that
they were carried off in reverence to the idols: but they took
them as conquerors because they were due to them by right
of war. ey sinned, however, venially by covetousness: and
consequently they were not damned in hell, and thus suffrages
could profit them. orwemay say, according to some, that in the

midst of fighting, seeing they were in danger, they repented of
their sin, according to Ps. 77:34, “When He slew them, then
they sought Him”: and this is a probable opinion. Wherefore
the offering was made for them.

Reply to Objection 2. In these words damnation is taken
in a broad sense for any kind of punishment, so as to include
also the punishment of purgatory which is sometimes entirely
expiated by suffrages, and sometimes not entirety, but dimin-
ished.

Reply to Objection 3. Suffrage for a dead person is more
acceptable than for a living person, as regards his being in
greater want, since he cannot help himself as a living person
can. But a living person is better off in that he can be taken
from the state of mortal sin to the state of grace, which can-
not be said of the dead. Hence there is not the same reason for
praying for the dead as for the living.

Reply to Objection 4. is assistance did not consist in a
diminishment of their punishment, but in this alone (as stated
in the same place) that when he prayed they were permitted
to see one another, and in this they had a certain joy, not real
but imaginary, in the fulfillment of their desire. Even so the
demons are said to rejoice when they draw men into sin, al-
though this nowise diminishes their punishment, as neither is
the joy of the angels diminished by the fact that they take pity
on our ills.

Reply to Objection 5. Concerning the incident of Trajan
it may be supposed with probability that he was recalled to life
at the prayers of blessed Gregory, and thus obtained the grace
whereby he received the pardon of his sins and in consequence
was freed from punishment. e same applies to all those who
were miraculously raised from the dead, many of whom were
evidently idolaters and damned. For we must needs say like-
wise of all such persons that they were consigned to hell, not
finally, but as was actually due to their ownmerits according to
justice: and that according to higher causes, in view of which
it was foreseen that they would be recalled to life, they were to
be disposed of otherwise.

Or wemay say with some that Trajan’s soul was not simply
freed from thedebt of eternal punishment, but that his punish-
ment was suspended for a time, that is, until the judgment day.
Nor does it follow that this is the general result of suffrages,
because things happen differently in accordance with the gen-
eral law from that which is permitted in particular cases and
by privilege. Even so the bounds of human affairs differ from
those of the miracles of the Divine power as Augustine says
(De Cura pro Mort. xvi).

2732



Suppl. q. 71 a. 6Whether suffrages profit those who are in purgatory?

Objection 1. It would seem that suffrages do not profit
even thosewho are in purgatory. For purgatory is a part of hell.
Now “there is no redemption in hell”*, and it is written (Ps.
6:6), “Who shall confess to ee in hell?” erefore suffrages
do not profit those who are in purgatory.

Objection 2. Further, the punishment of purgatory is fi-
nite. erefore if some of the punishment is abated by suf-
frages, it would be possible to have such a great number of suf-
frages, that the punishment would be entirely remitted, and
consequently the sin entirely unpunished: and thiswould seem
incompatible with Divine justice.

Objection 3. Further, souls are in purgatory in order that
they may be purified there, and being pure may come to the
kingdom. Now nothing can be purified, unless something be
done to it. erefore suffrages offered by the living do not di-
minish the punishment of purgatory.

Objection 4. Further, if suffrages availed those who are in
purgatory, those especially would seem to avail themwhich are
offered at their behest. Yet these do not always avail: for in-
stance, if a personbefore dyingwere to provide for somany suf-
frages to be offered for him that if theywere offered theywould
suffice for the remission of his entire punishment. Now sup-
posing these suffrages to be delayed until he is released from
punishment, theywill profit himnothing. For it cannot be said
that they profit him before they are discharged; and aer they
are fulfilled, he no longer needs them, since he is already re-
leased. erefore suffrages do not avail those who are in pur-
gatory.

On the contrary, As quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 45),
Augustine says (Enchiridion cx): “Suffrages profit those who
are not very good or not very bad.” Now such are those who
are detained in purgatory. erefore, etc.

Further, Dionysius says (Eccl. Hier. vii) that the “godlike
priest in praying for the departed prays for those who lived
a holy life, and yet contracted certain stains through human
frailty.” Now such persons are detained in purgatory. ere-
fore, etc.

I answer that,epunishment of purgatory is intended to
supplement the satisfaction which was not fully completed in
the body. Consequently, since, as stated above (Aa. 1,2; q. 13,
a. 2), the works of one person can avail for another’s satisfac-
tion, whether the latter be living or dead, the suffrages of the
living, without any doubt, profit those who are in purgatory.

Reply to Objection 1. e words quoted refer to those
who are in the hell of the damned, where there is no redemp-
tion for those who are finally consigned to that punishment.
We may also reply with Damascene (Serm.: De his qui in fide

dormierunt) that such statements are to be explained with ref-
erence to the lower causes, that is according to the demands of
the merits of those who are consigned to those punishments.
But according to the Divine mercy which transcends human
merits, it happens otherwise through the prayers of the righ-
teous, than is implied by the expressions quoted in the afore-
said authorities. Now “God changes His sentence but not his
counsel,” as Gregory says (Moral. xx): wherefore the Dama-
scene (Serm.: De his qui in fide dormierunt) quotes as in-
stances of this the Ninevites, Achab and Ezechias, in whom
it is apparent that the sentence pronounced against them by
God was commuted by the Divine mercy†.

Reply toObjection 2. It is not unreasonable that the pun-
ishment of those who are in purgatory be entirely done away
by the multiplicity of suffrages. But it does not follow that the
sins remain unpunished, because the punishment of one un-
dertaken in lieu of another is credited to that other.

Reply to Objection 3. e purifying of the soul by the
punishment of purgatory is nothing else than the expiation of
the guilt that hinders it from obtaining glory. And since, as
stated above (q. 13, a. 2), the guilt of one person can be expi-
ated by the punishment which another undergoes in his stead,
it is not unreasonable that one person be purified by another
satisfying for him.

Reply to Objection 4. Suffrages avail on two counts,
namely the action of the agent‡ and the action done. By action
done I mean not only the sacrament of the Church, but the
effect incidental to that action—thus from the giving of alms
there follow the relief of the poor and their prayer to God for
the deceased. In like manner the action of the agent may be
considered in relation either to the principal agent or to the
executor. I say, then, that the dying person, as soon as he pro-
vides for certain suffrages to be offered for him, receives the full
meed of those suffrages, even before they are discharged, as re-
gards the efficacy of the suffrages that results from the action
as proceeding from the principal agent. But as regards the effi-
cacy of the suffrages arising from the action done or from the
action as proceeding from the executor, he does not receive the
fruit before the suffrages are discharged. And if, before this, he
happens to be released from his punishment, he will in this re-
spect be deprived of the fruit of the suffrages, and this will fall
back upon those by whose fault he was then defrauded. For
it is not unreasonable that a person be defrauded in temporal
matters by another’s fault—and the punishment of purgatory
is temporal—although as regards the eternal retribution none
can be defrauded save by his own fault.

* Office of the Dead, Resp. vii. † Cf. Ia, q. 19, a. 7, ad 2. ‡ “Ex opere operante” and “ex opere operato”.
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Suppl. q. 71 a. 7Whether suffrages avail the children who are in limbo?

Objection 1. It would seem that suffrages avail the chil-
dren who are in limbo. For they are not detained there ex-
cept for another’s sin. erefore it is most becoming that they
should be assisted by the suffrages of others.

Objection 2. Further, in the text (Sent. iv, D, 45) the
words of Augustine (Enchiridion cx) are quoted: “e suf-
frages of the Church obtain forgiveness for those who are not
very bad.” Now children are not reckoned among those who
are very bad, since their punishment is very light. erefore
the suffrages of the Church avail them.

On the contrary, e text (Sent. iv, D, 45) quotes Au-
gustine as saying (Serm. xxxii, De Verb Ap.) that “suffrages
avail not thosewho have departed hencewithout the faith that
works by love.”Now the children departed thus.erefore suf-
frages avail them not.

I answer that, Unbaptized children are not detained in

limbo save because they lack the state of grace. Hence, since
the state of the dead cannot be changed by the works of the
living, especially as regards the merit of the essential reward or
punishment, the suffrages of the living cannot profit the chil-
dren in limbo.

Reply to Objection 1. Although original sin is such that
one person can be assisted by another on its account, never-
theless the souls of the children in limbo are in such a state
that they cannot be assisted, because aer this life there is no
time for obtaining grace.

Reply toObjection 2.Augustine is speaking of those who
are not very bad, but have been baptized. is is clear from
what precedes: “Since these sacrifices, whether of the altar or
of any alms whatsoever are offered for those who have been
baptized,” etc.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 8Whether suffrages profit the saints in heaven?

Objection 1. It would seem that in some way suffrages
profit the saints in heaven; on account of thewords of theCol-
lect in theMass*: “Even as they” (i.e. the sacraments) “avail thy
saints unto glory, so may they profit us unto healing.” Now
foremost among all suffrages is the sacrifice of the altar. ere-
fore suffrages profit the saints in heaven.

Objection 2. Further, the sacraments cause what they sig-
nify. Now the third part of the host, that namely which is
dropped into the chalice, signifies those who lead a happy life
in heaven. erefore the suffrages of the Church profit those
who are in heaven.

Objection 3. Further, the saints rejoice in heaven not only
in their own goods, but also in the goods of others: hence it
is written (Lk. 15:10): “ere is [Vulg.: ‘shall be’] joy before
the angels of God upon one sinner doing penance.” erefore
the joy of the saints in heaven increases on account of the good
works of the living: and consequently our suffrages also profit
them.

Objection 4. Further, the Damascene says (Serm.: De his
qui in fide dormierunt) quoting the words of Chrysostom:
“For if the heathens,” he says, “burn the dead together with
what has belonged to them, how much more shouldst thou, a
believer, send forth a believer together withwhat has belonged
to him, not that they alsomay be brought to ashes like him, but
that thoumayest surround himwith greater glory by so doing;
and if he be a sinner who has died, that thou mayest loose him
from his sins, and if he be righteous, that thou mayest add to
his meed and reward!” And thus the same conclusion follows.

On the contrary, As quoted in the text (Sent. iv, D, 15),
Augustine says (De Verb Ap., Serm. xvii): “It is insulting to
pray for a martyr in church, since we ought to commend our-

selves to his prayers.”
Further, to be assisted belongs to one who is in need. But

the saints in heaven are without any need whatever. erefore
they are not assisted by the suffrages of the Church.

I answer that, Suffrage by its very nature implies the giv-
ing of some assistance, which does not apply to onewho suffers
no default: since no one is competent to be assisted except he
who is in need. Hence, as the saints in heaven are free from
all need, being inebriated with the plenty of God’s house (Ps.
35:10), they are not competent to be assisted by suffrages.

Reply to Objection 1. Such like expressions do not
mean that the saints receive an increase of glory in them-
selves through our observing their feasts, but that we profit
thereby in celebrating their glory with greater solemnity.us,
through our knowing or praising God, and through His glory
thus increasing some what in us, there accrues something, not
to God, but to us.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the sacraments cause
what thy signify, they do not produce this effect in respect
of everything that they signify: else, since they signify Christ,
they would produce something in Christ (which is absurd).
But they produce their effect on the recipient of the sacrament
in virtue of that which is signified by the sacrament. us it
does not follow that the sacrifices offered for the faithful de-
parted profit the saints, but that by the merits of the saints
which we commemorate, or which are signified in the sacra-
ment, they profit others for whom they are offered.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the saints in heaven re-
joice in all our goods, it does not follow, that if our joys be
increased their joy is also increased formally, but only mate-
rially, because every passion is increased formally in respect of

* Postcommunion, Feast of St. Andrew, Apostle.
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the formal aspect of its object. Now the formal aspect of the
saints’ joy, no matter what they rejoice in, is God Himself, in
Whom they cannot rejoice more and less, for otherwise their
essential reward, consisting of their joy in God, would vary.
Hence from the fact that the goods are multiplied, wherein
they rejoice with God as the formal aspect of their joy, it does
not follow that their joy is intensified, but that they rejoice in
more things. Consequently it does not follow that they are as-

sisted by our works.
Reply to Objection 4. e sense is not that an increase of

meed or reward accrues to the saint from the suffrages offered
by a person, but that this accrues to the offerer. Or we may
reply that the blessed departed may derive a reward from suf-
frages through having, while living, provided for suffrage to be
offered for himself, and this was meritorious for him.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 9Whether the prayers of the Church, the sacrifice of the altar and alms profit the departed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the souls of the departed
are not assisted only by the prayers of the Church, the sacri-
fice of the altar and alms, or that they are not assisted by them
chiefly. For punishment should compensate for punishment.
Now fasting is more penal than almsgiving or prayer. ere-
fore fasting profits more as suffrage than any of the above.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory reckons fasting together
with these three, as stated in the Decretals (xiii, Q. ii, Cap.
22): “e souls of the departed are released in four ways, ei-
ther by the offerings of priests, or the alms of their friends, or
the prayers of the saints, or the fasting of their kinsfolk.”ere-
fore the three mentioned above are insufficiently reckoned by
Augustine (De Cura pro Mort. xviii).

Objection 3. Further, Baptism is the greatest of the sacra-
ments, especially as regards its effect. erefore Baptism and
other sacraments ought to be offered for the departed equally
with or more than the Sacrament of the altar.

Objection 4. Further, this would seem to follow from the
words of 1 Cor. 15:29, “If the dead rise not again at all, why
are they then baptized for them?” erefore Baptism avails as
suffrage for the dead.

Objection 5. Further, in differentMasses there is the same
Sacrifice of the altar. If, therefore, sacrifice, and not the Mass,
be reckoned among the suffrages, it would seem that the ef-
fect would be the same whatever Mass be said for a deceased
person, whether in honor of the Blessed Virgin or of the Holy
Ghost, or any other. Yet this seems contrary to the ordinance
of theChurchwhichhas appointed a specialMass for the dead.

Objection6.Further, theDamascene (Serm.:Dehis qui in
fide dormierunt) teaches that candles and oil should be offered
for the dead. erefore not only the offering of the sacrifice of
the altar, but also other offerings should be reckoned among
suffrages for the dead.

I answer that,e suffrages of the living profit the dead in
so far as the latter are united to the living in charity, and in so
far as the intention of the living is directed to the dead. Conse-
quently those whose works are by nature best adapted to assist
the dead, which pertain chiefly to the communication of char-
ity, or to the directing of one’s intention to another person.
Now the sacrament of the Eucharist belongs chiefly to char-
ity, since it is the sacrament of ecclesiastical unity, inasmuch
as it contains Him in Whom the whole Church is united and

incorporated, namely Christ: wherefore the Eucharist is as it
were the origin and bond of charity. Again, chief among the
effects of charity is the work of almsgiving: wherefore on the
part of charity these two, namely the sacrifice of the Church
and almsgiving are the chief suffrages for the dead. But on the
part of the intention directed to the dead the chief suffrage
is prayer, because prayer by its very nature implies relation not
only to the personwhoprays, even as otherworks do, butmore
directly still to that which we pray for. Hence these three are
reckoned the principal means of succoring the dead, although
we must allow that any other goods whatsoever that are done
out of charity for the dead are profitable to them.

Reply to Objection 1. When one person satisfies for an-
other, the point to consider, in order that the effect of his satis-
faction reach the other, is the thing whereby the satisfaction of
one passes to another, rather than even the punishment under-
gone by way of satisfaction; although the punishment expiates
more the guilt of the one who satisfies, in so far as it is a kind
of medicine. And consequently the three aforesaid are more
profitable to the departed than fasting.

Reply to Objection 2. It is true that fasting can profit the
departed by reason of charity, and on account of the inten-
tion being directed to the departed. Nevertheless, fasting does
not by its nature contain anything pertaining to charity or
to the directing of the intention, and these things are extrin-
sic thereto as it were, and for this reason Augustine did not
reckon, while Gregory did reckon, fasting among the suffrages
for the dead.

Reply to Objection 3. Baptism is a spiritual regeneration,
wherefore just as by generation being does not accrue save to
the object generated, so Baptism produces its effect only in the
person baptized, as regards the deed done: and yet as regards
the deed of the doer whether of the baptizer or of the bap-
tized, it may profit others even as othermeritorious works. On
the other hand, the Eucharist is the sign of ecclesiastical unity,
wherefore by reason of the deed done its effect can pass to an-
other, which is not the case with the other sacraments.

Reply to Objection 4. According to a gloss this passage
may be expounded in two ways. First, thus: “If the dead rise
not again, nor did Christ rise again, why are they baptized for
them? i.e. for sins, since they are not pardoned if Christ rose
not again, because in Baptism not only Christ’s passion but
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also His resurrection operates, for the latter is in a sense the
cause of our spiritual resurrection.” Secondly, thus: ere have
been some misguided persons who were baptized for those
who had departed this life without baptism, thinking that
this would profit them: and according to this explanation the
Apostle is speaking, in the above words, merely according to
the opinion of certain persons.

Reply toObjection 5. In the office of theMass there is not
only a sacrifice but also prayers.Hence the suffrage of theMass
contains two of the things mentioned by Augustine (De Cura
proMort. xviii), namely “prayer” and “sacrifice.” As regards the
sacrifice offered theMass profits equally the departed, nomat-

ter in whose honor it be said: and this is the principal thing
done in the Mass. But as regards the prayers, that Mass is most
profitable in which the prayers are appointed for this purpose.
Nevertheless, this defect may be supplied by the greater devo-
tion, either of the one who saysMass, or of the one who orders
the Mass to be said, or again, by the intercession of the saint
whose suffrage is besought in the Mass.

Reply to Objection 6. is offering of candles or oil may
profit the departed in so far as they are a kind of alms: for they
are given for the worship of the Church or for the use of the
faithful.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 10Whether the indulgences of the Church profit the dead?

Objection 1. It would seem that the indulgences granted
by the Church profit even the dead. First, on account of the
custom of the Church, who orders the preaching of a crusade
in order that some onemay gain an indulgence for himself and
for two or three and sometimes even ten souls, both of the liv-
ing and of the dead. But this would amount to a deception un-
less they profited the dead. erefore indulgences profit the
dead.

Objection 2. Further, the merit of the whole Church is
more efficacious than that of one person. Now personal merit
serves as a suffrage for the departed, for instance in the case of
almsgiving.Muchmore therefore does themerit of theChurch
whereon indulgences are founded.

Objection 3. Further, the indulgences of the Church
profit those who are members of the Church. Now those who
are in purgatory are members of the Church, else the suffrages
of theChurchwould not profit them.erefore it would seem
that indulgences profit the departed.

Onthe contrary, In order that indulgencesmay avail a per-
son, there must be a fitting cause for granting the indulgence*.
Now there can be no such cause on the part of the dead, since
they can do nothing that is of profit to the Church, and it is
for such a cause that indulgences are chiefly granted. ere-
fore, seemingly, indulgences profit not the dead.

Further, indulgences are regulated according to the deci-
sion of the party who grants them. If, therefore, indulgences
could avail the dead, it would be in the power of the party
granting them to release a deceased person entirely from pun-

ishment: which is apparently absurd.
I answer that, An indulgence may profit a person in two

ways: in one way, principally; in another, secondarily. It prof-
its principally the person who avails himself of an indulgence,
who, namely, does that forwhich the indulgence is granted, for
instance one who visits the shrine of some saint. Hence since
the dead can do none of those things for which indulgences
are granted, indulgences cannot avail them directly. However,
they profit secondarily and indirectly the person forwhomone
does that which is the cause of the indulgence. is is some-
times feasible and sometimes not, according to the different
forms of indulgence. For if the form of indulgence be such as
this: “Whosoever does this or that shall gain so much indul-
gence,” he who does this cannot transfer the fruit of the indul-
gence to another, because it is not in his power to apply to a
particular person the intention of the Church who dispenses
the common suffrages whence indulgences derive their value,
as stated above (q. 27, a. 3, ad 2). If, however, the indulgence
be granted in this form: “Whosoever does this or that, he, his
father, or any other person connected with him and detained
in purgatory, will gain so much indulgence,” an indulgence of
this kind will avail not only a living but also a deceased person.
For there is no reason why the Church is able to transfer the
common merits, whereon indulgences are based, to the living
and not to the dead. Nor does it follow that a prelate of the
Church can release souls from purgatory just as he lists, since
for indulgences to avail there must be a fitting cause for grant-
ing them, as stated above (q. 26, a. 3).

Suppl. q. 71 a. 11Whether the burial service profits the dead?

Objection 1. It would seem that the burial service prof-
its the dead. For Damascene (Serm.: De his qui in fide
dormierunt) quotes Athanasius as saying: “Even though he
who has departed in godliness be taken up to heaven, do not
hesitate to call uponGod and to burn oil and wax at his tomb;
for such things are pleasing to God and receive a great reward

from Him.” Now the like pertain to the burial service. ere-
fore the burial service profits the dead.

Objection 2. Further, according to Augustine (De Cura
pro mort. iii), “In olden times the funerals of just men were
cared for with dutiful piety, their obsequies celebrated, their
graves provided, and themselves while living charged their

* Cf. q. 25, a. 2.
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children touching the burial or even the translation of their
bodies.” But they would not have done this unless the tomb
and things of this kind conferred something on the dead.
erefore the like profit the dead somewhat.

Objection 3. Further, no one does a work of mercy on
some one’s behalf unless it profit him.Nowburying the dead is
reckoned among the works of mercy, therefore Augustine says
(De Cura pro Mort. iii): “Tobias, as attested by the angel, is
declared to have found favor with God by burying the dead.”
erefore such like burial observances profit the dead.

Objection 4. Further, it is unbecoming to assert that the
devotionof the faithful is fruitless.Now some, out of devotion,
arrange for their burial in some religious locality.erefore the
burial service profits the dead.

Objection 5. Further, God is more inclined to pity than
to condemn. Now burial in a sacred place is hurtful to some if
they be unworthy: wherefore Gregory says (Dial. iv): “If those
who are burdened with grievous sins are buried in the church
this will lead to their more severe condemnation rather than
to their release.” Much more, therefore, should we say that the
burial service profits the good.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Cura pro Mort. iii):
“Whatever service is done the body is no aid to salvation, but
an office of humanity.”

Further, Augustine says (De Cura pro Mort. iii; De Civ.
Dei i): “e funereal equipment, the disposition of the grace,
the solemnity of the obsequies are a comfort to the living
rather than a help to the dead.”

Further, Our Lord said (Lk. 12:4): “Be not afraid of them
who kill the body, and aer that have no more that they can
do.” Now aer death the bodies of the saints can be hindered
from being buried, as we read of having been done to certain
martyrs at Lyons inGaul (Eusebius, Eccl. Hist. v, 1).erefore
the dead take no harm if their bodies remain unburied: and
consequently the burial service does not profit them.

I answer that, We have recourse to burial for the sake of
both the living and thedead. For the sakeof the living, lest their
eyes be revolted by the disfigurement of the corpse, and their
bodies be infected by the stench, and this as regards the body.
But it profits the living also spiritually inasmuch as our belief
in the resurrection is confirmed thereby. It profits the dead in
so far as onebears thedead inmind andprays for themthrough
looking on their burial place, wherefore a “monument” takes
its name from remembrance, for a monument is something
that recalls themind [monensmentem], asAugustine observes
(De Civ. Dei i; De Cura pro Mort. iv). It was, however, a pa-
gan error that burial was profitable to the dead by procuring
rest for his soul: for they believed that the soul could not be at
rest until the body was buried, which is altogether ridiculous
and absurd.

at, moreover, burial in a sacred place profits the dead,
does not result from the action done, but rather from the ac-

tion itself of the doer: when, to wit, the dead person himself,
or another, arranges for his body to be buried in a sacred place,
and commends him to the patronage of some saint, by whose
prayers we must believe that he is assisted, as well as to the suf-
frages of those who serve the holy place, and pray more fre-
quently and more specially for those who are buried in their
midst. But such things as are done for the display of the ob-
sequies are profitable to the living, as being a consolation to
them; and yet they can also profit the dead, not directly but
indirectly, in so far asmen are aroused to pity thereby and con-
sequently to pray, or in so far as the outlay on the burial brings
either assistance to the poor or adornment to the church: for
it is in this sense that the burial of the dead is reckoned among
the works of mercy.

Reply to Objection 1. By bringing oil and candles to the
tombs of the dead we profit them indirectly, either as offering
them to the Church and as giving them to the poor, or as do-
ing this in reverence ofGod.Hence, aer the words quotedwe
read: “For oil and candles are a holocaust.”

Reply to Objection 2. e fathers of old arranged for the
burial of their bodies, so as to show that “the bodies of the
dead” are the object ofDivine providence, not that there is any
feeling in a dead body, but in order to confirm the belief in the
resurrection, asAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei i, 13).Hence, also,
theywished to be buried in the land of promise, where they be-
lievedChrist’s birth and death would take place,Whose resur-
rection is the cause of our rising again.

Reply to Objection 3. Since flesh is a part of man’s na-
ture,manhas a natural affection for his flesh, according toEph.
5:29, “Noman ever hated his own flesh.” Hence in accordance
with this natural affection a man has during life a certain so-
licitude for what will become of his body aer death: and he
would grieve if he had a presentiment that something unto-
ward would happen to his body. Consequently those who love
aman, through being conformed to the one they love in his af-
fection for himself, treat his body with loving care. For as Au-
gustine says (DeCiv. Dei i, 13): “If a father’s garment and ring,
and whatever such like is the more dear to those whom they
leave behind the greater their affection is towards their parents,
in no wise are the bodies themselves to be spurned which truly
we wear in more familiar and close conjunction than anything
else we put on.”

Reply to Objection 4. As Augustine says (De Cura pro
Mort. iv), the devotionof the faithful is not fruitlesswhen they
arrange for their friends to be buried in holy places, since by so
doing they commend their dead to the suffrages of the saints,
as stated above.

Reply to Objection 5. e wicked man dead takes no
harm by being buried in a holy place, except in so far as he ren-
dered such a burial place unfitting for him by reason of human
glory.
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Suppl. q. 71 a. 12Whether suffrages offered for one deceased person profit the person forwhom they are offered
more than others?

Objection 1. It would seem that suffrages offered for one
deceased person are not more profitable to the one for whom
they are offered, than to others. For spiritual light ismore com-
municable than a material light. Now a material light, for in-
stance of a candle, though kindled for one person only, avails
equally all those who are gathered together, though the can-
dle be not lit for them. erefore, since suffrages are a kind of
spiritual light, though they be offered for one person in par-
ticular, do not avail him any more than the others who are in
purgatory.

Objection 2. Further, as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 45),
suffrages avail the dead “in so far as during this life they mer-
ited that they might avail them aerwards”*. Now some mer-
ited that suffragesmight avail themmore than those for whom
they are offered.erefore they profit more by those suffrages,
else their merits would be rendered unavailing.

Objection 3. Further, the poor have not somany suffrages
given themas the rich.erefore if the suffrages offered for cer-
tain people profit themalone, or profit themmore than others,
the poor would be worse off: yet this is contrary to our Lord’s
saying (Lk. 6:20): “Blessed are ye poor, for yours is the king-
dom of God.”

On the contrary, Human justice is copied from Divine
justice. But if a person pay another’s debt human justice re-
leases the latter alone. erefore since he who offers suffrages
for another pays the debt, in a sense, of the person for whom
he offers them, they profit this person alone.

Further, just as a man by offering suffrages satisfies some-
what for a deceased person, so, too, sometimes a person can
satisfy for a living person. Now where one satisfies for a living
person the satisfaction counts only for the person for whom it
is offered. erefore one also who offers suffrages profits him
alone for whom he offers them.

I answer that,ere have been two opinions on this ques-
tion. Some, like Praepositivus, have said that suffrages offered
for one particular person do avail chiefly, not the person for
whom they are offered, but those who are most worthy. And
they instanced a candle which is lit for a rich man and profits
those who are with him no less than the rich man himself, and
perhaps even more, if they have keener sight. ey also gave
the instance of a lesson which profits the person to whom it is
given no more than others who listen with him, but perhaps
profits these others more, if they be more intelligent. And if it
were pointed out to them that in this case the Church’s ordi-
nance in appointing certain special prayers for certain persons
is futile, they said that the Church did this to excite the devo-
tion of the faithful, who aremore inclined to offer special than

common suffrages, and pray more fervently for their kinsfolk
than for strangers.

Others, on the contrary, said that suffrages avail more
those for whom they are offered. Now both opinions have
a certain amount of truth: for the value of suffrages may be
gauged from two sources. For their value is derived in the first
place from the virtue of charity, which makes all goods com-
mon, and in this respect they avail more the person who is
more full of charity, although they are not offered specially for
him. In this way the value of suffrages regards more a certain
inward consolation by reason of which one who is in charity
rejoices in the goods of another aer death in respect of the
diminution of punishment; for aer death there is no possi-
bility of obtaining or increasing grace, whereas during life the
works of others avail for this purpose by the virtue of char-
ity. In the second place suffrages derive their value from being
applied to another person by one’s intention. In this way the
satisfaction of one person counts for another, and there can
be no doubt that thus they avail more the person for whom
they are offered: in fact, they avail him alone in this way, be-
cause satisfaction, properly speaking, is directed to the remis-
sion of punishment. Consequently, as regards the remission of
punishment, suffrages avail chiefly the person for whom they
are offered, and accordingly there is more truth in the second
opinion than in the first.

Reply to Objection 1. Suffrages avail, aer the manner of
a light, in so far as they reach the dead, who thereby receive
a certain amount of consolation: and this is all the greater ac-
cording as they are endowed with a greater charity. But in so
far as suffrages are a satisfaction applied to another by the in-
tention of the offerer, they do not resemble a light, but rather
the payment of a debt: and it does not follow, if one person’s
debt be paid, that the debt of others is paid likewise.

Reply to Objection 2. Such a merit is conditional, for in
this way they merited that suffrages would profit them if of-
fered for them, and this was merely to render themselves fit
recipients of those suffrages. It is therefore clear that they did
not directly merit the assistance of those suffrages, but made
themselves fit by their preceding merits to receive the fruit of
suffrages. Hence it does not follow that their merit is rendered
unavailing.

Reply to Objection 3. Nothing hinders the rich from be-
ing in some respects better off than the poor, for instance as
regards the expiation of their punishment. But this is as noth-
ing in comparisonwith the kingdomofheaven,where the poor
are shown to be better off by the authority quoted.

* St. Augustine, Enchiridion cx.
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Suppl. q. 71 a. 13Whether suffragesoffered for several areof asmuchvalue to eachone as if theyhadbeenoffered
for each in particular?

Objection 1. It would seem that suffrages offered for sev-
eral are of as much value to each one as if they had been of-
fered for each in particular. For it is clear that if one person
receives a lesson he loses nothing if others receive the lesson
with him. erefore in like manner a person for whom a suf-
frage is offered loses nothing if some one else is reckoned to-
gether with him: and consequently if it be offered for several,
it is of as much value to each one as if it were offered for each
in particular.

Objection 2.Further, it is to be observed that according to
the common practice of theChurch, whenMass is said for one
deceased person, other prayers are added for other deceased
persons. Now this would not be done, if the dead person for
whom the Mass is said were to lose something thereby. ere-
fore the same conclusion follows as above.

Objection 3. Further, suffrages, especially of prayers, rely
on the Divine power. But with God, just as it makes no differ-
ence whetherHe helps bymeans ofmany or bymeans of a few,
so it differs not whether He assists many or a few. erefore if
the one same prayer be said for many, each one of them will
receive as much assistance as one person would if that same
prayer were said for him alone.

On the contrary, It is better to assist many than one. If
therefore a suffrage offered for several is of as much value to
each one as if it were offered for one alone, it would seem that
the Church ought not to have appointed a Mass and prayer
to be said for one person in particular, but that Mass ought
always to be said for all the faithful departed: and this is evi-
dently false.

Further, a suffrage has a finite efficiency. erefore if it be
divided among many it avails less for each one than if it were
offered for one only.

I answer that, If the value of suffrages be considered ac-
cording as it is derived from the virtue of charity uniting the
members of the Church together, suffrages offered for several

persons avail each one as much as if they were offered for one
alone, because charity is not diminished if its effect be divided
among many, in fact rather is it increased; and in like manner
joy increases through being shared by many, as Augustine says
(Confess. viii). Consequentlymany in purgatory rejoice in one
good deed no less than one does.On the other hand, if we con-
sider the value of suffrages, inasmuch as they are a kind of sat-
isfaction applied to the dead by the intention of the person
offering them, then the suffrage for some person in particular
avails himmore than that which is offered for him in common
with many others; for in this case the effect of the suffrages is
divided in virtue of Divine justice among those for whom the
suffrages are offered. Hence it is evident that this question de-
pends on the first; and, moreover, it is made clear why special
suffrages are appointed to be offered in the Church.

Reply to Objection 1. Suffrages considered as works of
satisfaction do not profit aer the manner of an action as
teaching does; for teaching, like any other action, produces its
effect according to the disposition of the recipient. But they
profit aer the manner of the payment of a debt, as stated
above (a. 12, ad 1); and so the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. Since suffrages offered for one per-
son avail others in a certain way, as stated (a. 1), it follows that
whenMass is said for one person, it is not unfitting for prayers
to be said for others also. For these prayers are said, not that the
satisfaction offered by one suffrage be applied to those others
chiefly, but that the prayer offered for them in particular may
profit them also.

Reply to Objection 3. Prayer may be considered both on
the part of the one who prays, and on the part of the person
prayed: and its effect depends on both. Consequently though
it is no more difficult to the Divine power to absolve many
than to absolve one, nevertheless the prayer of one who prays
thus is not as satisfactory for many as for one.

Suppl. q. 71 a. 14Whether general suffrages avail those for whom special suffrages are not offered, as much as
special suffrages avail those for whom they are offered in addition to general suffrages?

Objection 1. It would seem that general suffrages avail
those for whom special suffrages are not offered, as much as
special suffrages avail those for whom they are offered in addi-
tion to general suffrages. For in the life to come each one will
be rewarded according to his merits. Now a person for whom
no suffrages are offered merited to be assisted aer death as
much as one for whom special suffrages are offered. erefore
the former will be assisted by general suffrages as much as the
latter by special and general suffrages.

Objection 3. Further, the Eucharist is the chief of the suf-
frages of the Church. Now the Eucharist, since it contains

Christ whole, has infinite efficacy so to speak. erefore one
offering of the Eucharist for all in general is of sufficient value
to release all who are in purgatory: and consequently general
suffrages alone afford as much assistance as special and general
suffrages together.

On the contrary, Two goods are more eligible than one.
erefore special suffrages, together with general suffrages, are
more profitable to the person for whom they are offered than
general suffrages alone.

I answer that, e reply to this question depends on that
which is given to the twelh inquiry (a. 12): for if the suf-
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frages offered for one person in particular avail indifferently
for all, then all suffrages are common; and consequently one
for whom the special suffrages are not offered will be assisted
as much as the one for whom they are offered, if he be equally
worthy. On the other hand, if the suffrages offered for a per-
son do not profit all indifferently, but those chiefly for whom
they are offered, then there is no doubt that general and special
suffrages together avail a person more than general suffrages
alone. Hence the Master, in the text (Sent. iv, D, 45), men-
tions two opinions: one, when he says that a rich man derives
from general, together with special suffrages, an equal profit to
that which a poorman derives from special suffrages alone; for
although the one receives assistance from more sources than
the other, he does not receive a greater assistance: the other
opinion hementionswhenhe says that a person forwhom spe-
cial suffrages are offered obtains a more speedy but not a more
complete release, because each will be finally released from all
punishment.

Reply toObjection 1.As stated above (a. 12, ad 2) the as-
sistance derived from suffrages is not directly and simply an

object of merit, but conditionally as it were: hence the argu-
ment does not prove.

Reply toObjection2.Although the power ofChristWho
is contained in the Sacrament of the Eucharist is infinite, yet
there is a definite effect to which that sacrament is directed.
Hence it does not follow that the whole punishment of those
who are in purgatory is expiated by one sacrifice of the altar:
even so, by the one sacrifice which a man offers, he is not re-
leased from the whole satisfaction due for his sins, wherefore
sometimes several Masses are enjoined in satisfaction for one
sin.Nevertheless, if any thing from special suffrages be le over
for those for whom they are offered (for instance if they need
them not) we may well believe that by God’s mercy this is
granted to others for whom those suffrages are not offered, if
they need them: as affirmed by Damascene (Serm.: De his qui
in fide dormierunt) who says: “Truly God, forasmuch as He is
just will adapt ability to the disabled, and will arrange for an
exchange of deficiencies”: and this exchange is effected when
what is lacking to one is supplied by another.
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Of Prayers with Regard to the Saints in Heaven

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider prayer with regard to the saints in heaven. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the saints have knowledge of our prayers?
(2) Whether we should beseech them to pray for us?
(3) Whether the prayers they pour forth for us are always granted?

Suppl. q. 72 a. 1Whether the saints have knowledge of our prayers?

Objection 1. It would seem that the saints have no knowl-
edge of our prayers. For a gloss on Is. 62:16, “ou art our fa-
ther and Abraham hath not known us, and Israel hath been
ignorant of us,” says that “the dead saints know not what the
living, even their own children, are doing.” is is taken from
Augustine (DeCura proMort. xiii), where he quotes the afore-
said authority, and the following are his words: “If such great
men as the patriarchs knew not what was happening to the
people begotten of them, how can the dead occupy themselves
in watching and helping the affairs and actions of the living?”
erefore the saints cannot be cognizant of our prayers.

Objection 2. Further, the following words are addressed
to King Joas (4 Kings 22:20): “erefore” (i.e. because thou
hast wept before Me), “I will gather thee to thy fathers…that
thy eyes may not see all the evils which I will bring upon this
place.” But Joas would have gained no such advantage fromhis
death if hewere to know aer deathwhatwas happening to his
people. erefore the saints aer death know not our actions,
and thus they are not cognizant of our prayers.

Objection 3. Further, the more perfect a man is in char-
ity, the more he succors his neighbor when the latter is in dan-
ger. Now the saints, in this life, watch over their neighbor, es-
pecially their kinsfolk, when these are in danger, and mani-
festly assist them. Since then, aer death, their charity is much
greater, if they were cognizant of our deeds, muchmore would
they watch over their friends and kindred and assist them in
their needs: and yet, seemingly, they donot.erefore itwould
seem that our deeds and prayers are not known to them.

Objection 4. Further, even as the saints aer death see the
Word, so do the angels of whom it is stated (Mat. 18:10) that
“their angels in heaven always see the face of My Father.” Yet
the angels through seeing the Word do not therefore know all
things, since the lower angels are cleansed from their lack of
knowledge by the higher angels*, as Dionysius declares (Coel.
Hier. vii). erefore although the saints see the Word, they do
not see therein our prayers and other things that happen in our
regard.

Objection 5. Further, God alone is the searcher of hearts.
Now prayer is seated chiefly in the heart. erefore it belongs
to God alone to know our prayers. erefore our prayers are

unknown to the saints.
On the contrary, Gregory, commenting on Job 14:21,

“Whether his children come to honor or dishonor, he shall
not understand,” says (Moral. xii): “is does not apply to the
souls of the saints, for since they have an insight of Almighty
God’s glory we must nowise believe that anything outside that
glory is unknown to them.”erefore they are cognizant of our
prayers. Further, Gregory says (Dial. ii): “All creatures are little
to the soul that sees God: because however little it sees of the
Creator’s light, every created thing appears foreshortened to
it.” Now apparently the chief obstacle to the souls of the saints
being cognizant of our prayers and other happenings in our re-
gard is that they are far removed from us. Since then distance
does not prevent these things, as appears from the authority
quoted, it would seem that the souls of the saints are cognizant
of our prayers and of what happens here below.

Further, unless they were aware of what happens in our
regard they would not pray for us, since they would be igno-
rant of our needs. But this is the error of Vigilantius, as Jerome
asserts in his letter against him. erefore the saints are cog-
nizant of what happens in our regard.

I answer that, e Divine essence is a sufficient medium
for knowing all things, and this is evident from the fact that
God, by seeing His essence, sees all things. But it does not
follow that whoever sees God’s essence knows all things, but
only those who comprehend the essence of God†: even as the
knowledge of a principle does not involve the knowledge of
all that follows from that principle unless the whole virtue of
the principle be comprehended. Wherefore, since the souls of
the saints do not comprehend the Divine essence, it does not
follow that they know all that can be known by the Divine
essence—for which reason the lower angels are taught con-
cerning certain matters by the higher angels, though they all
see the essence of God; but each of the blessed must needs see
in the Divine essence as many other things as the perfection
of his happiness requires. For the perfection of a man’s happi-
ness requires him to have whatever he will, and to will noth-
ing amiss: and each one wills with a right will, to know what
concerns himself. Hence since no rectitude is lacking to the
saints, they wish to know what concerns themselves, and con-

* Cf. Ia, q. 106, a. 1 . † Cf. Ia, q. 12, Aa. 7,8.
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sequently it follows that they know it in theWord.Now it per-
tains to their glory that they assist the needy for their salvation:
for thus they become God’s co-operators, “than which noth-
ing is more Godlike,” as Dionysius declares (Coel. Hier. iii).
Wherefore it is evident that the saints are cognizant of such
things as are required for this purpose; and so it is manifest
that they know in the Word the vows, devotions, and prayers
of those who have recourse to their assistance.

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of Augustine is to be
understood as referring to the natural knowledge of separated
souls, which knowledge is devoid of obscurity inholymen.But
he is not speaking of their knowledge in theWord, for it is clear
that when Isaias said this, Abraham had no such knowledge,
since no one had come to the vision of God before Christ’s
passion.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the saints, aer this life,
know what happens here below, we must not believe that they
grieve through knowing the woes of those whom they loved in
this world: for they are so filled with heavenly joy, that sorrow
finds no place in them.Wherefore if aer death they know the
woes of their friends, their grief is forestalled by their removal

from this world before their woes occur. Perhaps, however, the
non-glorified souls would grieve somewhat, if they were aware
of the distress of their dear ones: and since the soul of Josias
was not glorified as soon as it went out from his body, it is in
this respect thatAugustine uses this argument to show that the
souls of the dead have no knowledge of the deeds of the living.

Reply to Objection 3. e souls of the saints have their
will fully conformed to the Divine will even as regards the
things willed. and consequently, although they retain the love
of charity towards their neighbor, they do not succor him oth-
erwise than they see to be in conformitywith thedispositionof
Divine justice. Nevertheless, it is to be believed that they help
their neighbor very much by interceding for him to God.

Reply to Objection 4. Although it does not follow that
those who see the Word see all things in the Word, they see
those things that pertain to the perfection of their happiness,
as stated above.

Reply to Objection 5. God alone of Himself knows the
thoughts of the heart: yet others know them, in so far as these
are revealed to them, either by their vision of the Word or by
any other means.

Suppl. q. 72 a. 2Whether we ought to call upon the saints to pray for us?

Objection 1. It would seem that we ought not to call upon
the saints to pray for us. For no man asks anyone’s friends to
pray for him, except in so far as he believes he will more easily
find favor with them. ButGod is infinitelymoremerciful than
any saint, and consequently His will is more easily inclined to
give us a gracious hearing, than the will of a saint. erefore it
would seemunnecessary tomake the saintsmediators between
us and God, that they may intercede for us.

Objection 2. Further, if we ought to beseech them to pray
for us, this is only because we know their prayer to be accept-
able to God. Now among the saints the holier a man is, the
more is his prayer acceptable to God. erefore we ought al-
ways to bespeak the greater saints to intercede for uswithGod,
and never the lesser ones.

Objection 3. Further, Christ, even as man, is called the
“Holy of Holies,” and, as man, it is competent to Him to pray.
Yet we never call upon Christ to pray for us. erefore neither
should we ask the other saints to do so.

Objection 4. Further, whenever one person intercedes for
another at the latter’s request, he presents his petition to the
onewithwhomhe intercedes for him.Now it is unnecessary to
present anything to one to whom all things are present.ere-
fore it is unnecessary to make the saints our intercessors with
God.

Objection 5. Further, it is unnecessary to do a thing if,
without doing it, the purpose for which it is done would be
achieved in the same way, or else not achieved at all. Now the
saints would pray for us just the same, or would not pray for
us at all, whether we pray to them or not: for if we be worthy

of their prayers, they would pray for us even though we prayed
not to them, while if we be unworthy they pray not for us even
though we ask them to. erefore it seems altogether unnec-
essary to call on them to pray for us.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 5:1): “Call…if there be
any that will answer thee, and turn to some of the saints.”Now,
as Gregory says (Moral. v, 30) on this passage, “we call upon
GodwhenwebeseechHim inhumble prayer.”ereforewhen
we wish to pray God, we should turn to the saints, that they
may pray God for us.

Further, the saints who are in heaven are more acceptable
to God than those who are on the way. Now we should make
the saints, who are on the way, our intercessors withGod, aer
the example of theApostle, who said (Rom. 15:30): “I beseech
you…brethren, throughourLord JesusChrist, and by the char-
ity of the Holy Ghost, that you help me in your prayers for me
to God.” Much more, therefore, should we ask the saints who
are in heaven to help us by their prayers to God.

Further, an additional argument is provided by the com-
mon custom of the Church which asks for the prayers of the
saints in the Litany.

I answer that, According to Dionysius (Eccl. Hier. v) the
order established by God among things is that “the last should
be led to God by those that are midway between.” Wherefore,
since the saints who are in heaven are nearest to God, the or-
der of theDivine law requires that we, whowhile we remain in
the body are pilgrims from the Lord, should be brought back
to God by the saints who are between us and Him: and this
happens when the Divine goodness pours forth its effect into
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us through them. And since our return to God should corre-
spond to the outflow of His boons upon us, just as the Divine
favors reach us by means of the saints intercession, so should
we, by their means, be brought back to God, that we may re-
ceive His favors again. Hence it is that we make them our in-
tercessors withGod, and ourmediators as it were, whenwe ask
them to pray for us.

Reply toObjection 1. It is not on account of any defect in
God’s power that He works by means of second causes, but it
is for the perfection of the order of the universe, and the more
manifold outpouring of His goodness on things, through His
bestowing on them not only the goodness which is proper to
them, but also the faculty of causing goodness in others. Even
so it is not through any defect in His mercy, that we need to
bespeakHis clemency through the prayers of the saints, but to
the end that the aforesaid order in things be observed.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the greater saints are
more acceptable to God than the lesser, it is sometimes prof-
itable to pray to the lesser; and this for five reasons. First, be-
cause sometimes one has greater devotion for a lesser saint
than for a greater, and the effect of prayer depends very much
on one’s devotion. Secondly, in order to avoid tediousness,
for continual attention to one thing makes a person weary;
whereas by praying to different saints, the fervor of our devo-
tion is aroused anew as it were.irdly, because it is granted to

some saints to exercise their patronage in certain special cases,
for instance to Saint Anthony against the fire of hell. Fourthly,
that due honor be given by us to all. Fihly, because the prayers
of several sometimes obtain that which would not have been
obtained by the prayers of one.

Reply to Objection 3. Prayer is an act, and acts belong to
particular persons [supposita].Hence, were we to say: “Christ,
pray for us,” exceptwe added something, thiswould seem to re-
fer toChrist’s person, and consequently to agree with the error
either of Nestorius, who distinguished in Christ the person of
the son ofman from the person of the Son ofGod, or of Arius,
who asserted that the person of the Son is less than the Father.
Wherefore to avoid these errors the Church says not: “Christ,
pray for us,” but “Christ, hear us,” or “have mercy on us.”

Reply to Objection 4. As we shall state further on (a. 3)
the saints are said to present our prayers toGod, not as though
they notified things unknown to Him, but because they ask
God to grant those prayers a gracious hearing, or because they
seek the Divine truth about them, namely what ought to be
done according to His providence.

Reply to Objection 5. A person is rendered worthy of a
saint’s prayers for him by the very fact that in his need he has
recourse to him with pure devotion. Hence it is not unneces-
sary to pray to the saints.

Suppl. q. 72 a. 3Whether the prayers which the saints pour forth to God for us are always granted?

Objection 1. It would seem that the prayers which the
saints pour forth to God for us are not always granted. For if
they were always granted, the saints would be heard especially
in regard to matters concerning themselves. But they are not
heard in reference to these things; wherefore it is stated in the
Apocalypse (6:11) that on the martyrs beseeching vengeance
on them that dwell on earth, “it was said to them that they
should rest for a little while till the number of their brethren
should be filled up*.”Much less therefore, are they heard in ref-
erence to matters concerning others.

Objection 2. Further, it is written ( Jer. 15:1): “If Moses
and Samuel shall stand before Me, My soul is not towards this
people.” erefore, the saints are not always heard when they
pray God for us.

Objection 3. Further, the saints in heaven are stated to be
equal to the angels of God (Mat. 22:30). But the angels are not
always heard in the prayers which they offer up to God. is
is evident fromDan. 10:12,13, where it is written: “I am come
for thywords: but the prince of the kingdomof the Persians re-
sisted me one-and-twenty days.” But the angel who spoke had
not come toDaniel’s aid except by asking ofGod to be set free;
and yet the fulfillment of his prayer was hindered. erefore
neither are other saints always heard by God when they pray
for us.

Objection 4. Further, whosoever obtains something by
prayer merits it in a sense. But the saints in heaven are not in
the state of meriting. erefore they cannot obtain anything
for us from God by their prayers.

Objection 5. Further, the saints, in all things, conform
their will to the will of God. erefore they will nothing but
what they knowGod towill. But no one prays save for what he
wills. erefore they pray not save for what they know God to
will. Now that which God wills would be done even without
their praying for it. erefore their prayers are not efficacious
for obtaining anything.

Objection 6. Further, the prayers of the whole heavenly
court, if they could obtain anything,would bemore efficacious
than all the petitions of the Church here below. Now if the
suffrages of the Church here below for some one in purgatory
were to bemultiplied, hewould bewholly delivered frompun-
ishment. Since then the saints in heaven pray for those who are
in purgatory on the same account as for us, if they obtain any-
thing for us, their prayers would deliver entirely from punish-
ment those who are in purgatory. But this is not true because,
then theChurch’s suffrages for the deadwould be unnecessary.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Macc. 15:14): “is is
he that prayeth much for the people, and for all the holy city,
Jeremias the prophet of God”: and that his prayer was granted

* Vulg.: ‘till their fellow-servants and their brethren…should be filled up’.
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is clear fromwhat follows (2Macc. 15:15): “Jeremias stretched
forth his right hand, and gave to Judas a sword of gold, saying:
Take this holy sword, a gi from God,” etc.

Further, Jerome says (Ep. contraVigilant.): “ou sayest in
thy pamphlets, that while we live, we can pray for one another,
but that when we are dead no one’s prayer for another will be
heard”: and aerwards he refutes this in the following words:
“If the apostles and martyrs while yet in the body can pray for
others, while they are still solicitous for themselves, howmuch
more can they do so when the crown, the victory, the triumph
is already theirs!”

Further, this is confirmed by the custom of the Church,
which oen asks to be assisted by the prayers of the saints.

I answer that,esaints are said to pray for us in twoways.
First, by “express” prayer, when by their prayers they seek a
hearing of theDivine clemency onour behalf: secondly, by “in-
terpretive” prayer, namely by their merits which, being known
to God, avail not only them unto glory, but also us as suffrages
and prayers, even as the shedding of Christ’s blood is said to
ask pardon for us. In both ways the saints’ prayers considered
in themselves avail to obtainwhat they ask, yet onour part they
may fail so thatwe obtain not the fruit of their prayers, in so far
as they are said to pray for us by reason of their merits availing
on our behalf. But in so far as they pray for us by asking some-
thing for us in their prayers, their prayers are always granted,
since they will only what God wills, nor do they ask save for
what they will to be done; and what God wills is always ful-
filled—unless we speak of His “antecedent” will, whereby “He
wishes allmen to be saved”*. For thiswill is not always fulfilled;
wherefore no wonder if that also which the saints will accord-
ing to this kind of will be not fulfilled sometimes.

Reply toObjection 1.is prayer of themartyrs is merely
their desire to obtain the robe of the body and the fellowship
of those who will be saved, and their consent to God’s justice
in punishing the wicked. Hence a gloss on Apoc. 6:11, “How
long, O Lord,” says: “ey desire an increase of joy and the fel-
lowship of the saints, and they consent to God’s justice.”

Reply toObjection2.eLord speaks there ofMoses and
Samuel according to their state in this life. For we read that
they withstoodGod’s anger by praying for the people. And yet
even if they had been living at the time in question, theywould
have been unable to placate God towards the people by their
prayers, on account of the wickedness of this same people: and
it is thus that we are to understand this passage.

Reply to Objection 3. is dispute among the good an-

gels does not mean that they offered contradictory prayers to
God, but that they submitted contrary merits on various sides
to the Divine inquiry, with a view of God’s pronouncing sen-
tence thereon. is, in fact, is what Gregory says (Moral. xvii)
in explanationof the aforesaidwords ofDaniel: “e loy spir-
its that are set over the nations never fight in behalf of those
that act unjustly, but they justly judge and try their deeds. And
when the guilt or innocence of any particular nation is brought
into the debate of the court above, the ruling spirit of that na-
tion is said to have won or lost in the conflict. Yet the supreme
will of their Maker is victorious over all, for since they have it
ever before their eyes, they will not what they are unable to ob-
tain,” wherefore neither do they seek for it. And consequently
it is clear that their prayers are always heard.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the saints are not in a
state to merit for themselves, when once they are in heaven,
they are in a state to merit for others, or rather to assist others
by reason of their previousmerit: for while living theymerited
that their prayers should be heard aer their death.

Or we may reply that prayer is meritorious on one count,
and impetratory on another. For merit consists in a certain
equation of the act to the end for which it is intended, and
which is given to it as its reward; while the impetration of
a prayer depends on the liberality of the person supplicated.
Hence prayer sometimes, through the liberality of the person
supplicated, obtains that which was not merited either by the
suppliant, or by the person supplicated for: and so, although
the saints are not in the state of meriting, it does not follow
that they are not in the state of impetrating.

Reply to Objection 5. As appears from the authority of
Gregory quoted above (ad 3), the saints and angels will noth-
ing but what they see to be in the Divine will: and so neither
do they pray for aught else.Nor is their prayer fruitless, since as
Augustine says (De Praed. Sanct.†): “e prayers of the saints
profit the predestinate, because it is perhaps pre-ordained that
they shall be saved through the prayers of those who inter-
cede for them”: and consequently God also wills that what the
saints see Him to will shall be fulfilled through their prayers.

Reply toObjection 6.e suffrages of the Church for the
dead are as so many satisfactions of the living in lieu of the
dead: and accordingly they free the dead from the punishment
which the latter have not paid. But the saints in heaven are not
in the state ofmaking satisfaction; and consequently the paral-
lel fails between their prayers and the suffrages of the Church.

* Cf. Ia, q. 19, a. 6, ad 1. † De Dono Persever. xxii.
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Of the Signs at Will Precede the Judgment

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the signs that will precede the judgment: and under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any signs will precede the Lord’s coming to judgment?
(2) Whether in very truth the sun and moon will be darkened?
(3) Whether the powers of the heavens will be moved when the Lord shall come?

Suppl. q. 73 a. 1Whether any signs will precede the Lord’s coming to judgment?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Lord’s coming to
judgment will not be preceded by any signs. Because it is writ-
ten (1 ess. 5:3): “When they shall say: Peace and security;
then shall sudden destruction come upon them.” Now there
would be no peace and security if men were terrified by previ-
ous signs. erefore signs will not precede that coming

Objection2.Further, signs are ordained for themanifesta-
tion of something. But His coming is to be hidden; wherefore
it is written (1 ess. 5:2): “e day of the Lord shall come as
a thief in the night.” erefore signs ought not to precede it.

Objection 3. Further, the time of His first coming was
foreknown by the prophets, which does not apply to His sec-
ond coming. Now no such signs preceded the first coming of
Christ. erefore neither will they precede the second.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 21:25): “ere shall be
signs in the sun, and in the moon, and in the stars,” etc.

Further, Jerome* mentions fieen signs preceding the
judgment. He says that on the “first” day all the seas will rise
fieen cubits above the mountains; in the “second” day all
the waters will be plunged into the depths, so that scarcely
will they be visible; on the “third” day they will be restored
to their previous condition; on the “fourth” day all the great
fishes and other things that move in the waters will gather to-
gether and, raising their heads above the sea, roar at one an-
other contentiously; on the “fih” day, all the birds of the air
will gather together in the fields, wailing to one another, with
neither bite nor sup; on the “sixth” day rivers of fire will arise
towards the firmament rushing together from the west to the
east; on the “seventh” day all the stars, both planets and fixed
stars, will throw out fiery tails like comets; on the “eighth” day
there will be a great earthquake, and all animals will be laid
low; on the “ninth” day all the plants will be bedewed as it
were with blood; on the “tenth” day all stones, little and great,
will be divided into four parts dashing against one another; on
the “eleventh” day all hills and mountains and buildings will
be reduced to dust; on the “twelh” day all animals will come
from forest and mountain to the fields, roaring and tasting of
nothing; on the “thirteenth” day all graves from east to west
will open to allow the bodies to rise again; on the “fourteenth”
day all men will leave their abode, neither understanding nor

speaking, but rushing hither and thither like madmen; on the
“fieenth” day all will die and will rise again with those who
died long before.

I answer that,WhenChrist shall come to judgeHewill ap-
pear in the form of glory, on account of the authority becom-
ing a judge. Now it pertains to the dignity of judicial power
to have certain signs that induce people to reverence and sub-
jection: and consequently many signs will precede the advent
of Christ when He shall come to judgment, in order that the
hearts of men be brought to subjection to the coming judge,
and be prepared for the judgment, being forewarned by those
signs. But it is not easy to knowwhat these signsmaybe: for the
signs of which we read in the gospels, as Augustine says, writ-
ing to Hesychius about the end of the world (Ep. lxxx), refer
not only toChrist’s coming to judgment, but also to the timeof
the sackof Jerusalem, and to the comingofChrist in ceaselessly
visitingHisChurch. So that, perhaps, ifwe consider themcare-
fully, we shall find that none of them refers to the coming ad-
vent, as he remarks: because these signs that are mentioned in
the gospels, such as wars, fears, and so forth, have been from
the beginning of the human race: unless perhaps we say that
at that time they will be more prevalent: although it is uncer-
tain in what degree this increase will foretell the imminence of
the advent.e signs mentioned by Jerome are not asserted by
him; hemerely says that he found themwritten in the annals of
the Hebrews: and, indeed, they contain very little likelihood.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Augustine (Ad
Hesych., Ep. lxxx) towards the end of the world there will be
a general persecution of the good by the wicked: so that at the
same time some will fear, namely the good, and some will be
secure, namely the wicked. e words: “When they shall say:
Peace and security,” refer to thewicked,whowill pay little heed
to the signs of the coming judgment: while the words of Lk.
21:26, “men withering away,” etc., should be referred to the
good.

We may also reply that all these signs that will happen
about the time of the judgment are reckoned to occur within
the time occupied by the judgment, so that the judgment day
contains them all.Wherefore althoughmen be terrified by the
signs appearing about the judgment day, yet before those signs

* St. Peter Damian, Opuscul. xlix; he quotes St. Jerome, but the reference is
not known.
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begin to appear thewickedwill think themselves to be in peace
and security, aer the death of Antichrist and before the com-
ing of Christ, seeing that the world is not at once destroyed, as
they thought hitherto.

Reply toObjection 2. e day of the Lord is said to come
as a thief, because the exact time is not known, since it will not
be possible to know it from those signs: although, as we have
already said, all these most manifest sings which will precede

the judgment immediately may be comprised under the judg-
ment day.

Reply to Objection 3. At His first advent Christ came se-
cretly, although the appointed time was known beforehand by
the prophets.Hence therewas noneed for such signs to appear
at His first coming, as will appear at His second advent, when
He will come openly, although the appointed time is hidden.

Suppl. q. 73 a. 2Whether towards the time of the judgment the sun and moon will be darkened in very truth?

Objection 1. It would seem that towards the time of the
judgment the sun and moon will be darkened in very truth.
For, as Rabanus says, commenting on Mat. 24:29 “nothing
hinders us from gathering that the sun moon, and stars will
then be deprived of their light, as we know happened to the
sun at the time of our Lord’s passion.”

Objection 2. Further, the light of the heavenly bodies is
directed to the generation of inferior bodies, because by its
means and not only by their movement they act upon this
lower world as Averroes says (De Subst. Orbis.). But genera-
tion will cease then. erefore neither will light remain in the
heavenly bodies.

Objection 3. Further, according to some the inferior bod-
ies will be cleansed of the qualities by which they act. Now
heavenly bodies act not only by movement, but also by light,
as stated above (obj. 2). erefore as the movement of heaven
will cease, so will the light of the heavenly bodies.

On the contrary, According to astronomers the sun and
moon cannot be eclipsed at the same time. But this darkening
of the sun and moon is stated to be simultaneous, when the
Lord shall come to judgment.erefore the darkeningwill not
be in very truth due to a natural eclipse.

Further, it is not seemly for the same to be the cause of a
thing’s failing and increasing. Now when our Lord shall come
the light of the luminaries will increase according to Is. 30:26,
“e light of the moon shall be as the light of the sun, and the
light of the sun shall be sevenfold.” erefore it is unfitting for
the light of these bodies to cease when our Lord comes.

I answer that, If we speak of the sun and moon in respect

of the very moment of Christ’s coming, it is not credible that
they will be darkened through being bere of their light, since
when Christ comes and the saints rise again the whole world
will be renewed, aswe shall state further on (q. 74). If, however,
we speak of them in respect of the time immediately preceding
the judgment, it is possible that by the Divine power the sun,
moon, and other luminaries of the heavens will be darkened,
either at various times or all together, in order to inspire men
with fear.

Reply toObjection1.Rabanus is speaking of the timepre-
ceding the judgment: wherefore he adds that when the judg-
ment day is over the words of Isaias shall be fulfilled.

Reply to Objection 2. Light is in the heavenly bodies not
only for the purpose of causing generation in these lower bod-
ies, but also for their own perfection and beauty.Hence it does
not follow that where generation ceases, the light of the heav-
enly bodies will cease, but rather that it will increase.

Reply to Objection 3. It does not seem probable that
the elemental qualities will be removed from the elements, al-
though some have asserted this. If, however, they be removed,
there would still be no parallel between them and light, since
the elemental qualities are in opposition to one another, so
that their action is corruptive: whereas light is a principle of
action not by way of opposition, but by way of a principle reg-
ulating things in opposition to one another and bringing them
back to harmony. Nor is there a parallel with the movement of
heavenly bodies, for movement is the act of that which is im-
perfect, wherefore it must needs cease when the imperfection
ceases: whereas this cannot be said of light.

Suppl. q. 73 a. 3Whether the virtues of heaven will be moved when our Lord shall come?

Objection 1. It would seem that the virtues of heaven will
not be moved when our Lord shall come. For the virtues of
heaven can de. note only the blessed angels. Now immobility
is essential to blessedness. erefore it will be impossible for
them to be moved.

Objection 2. Further, ignorance is the cause of wonder
(Metaph. i, 2). Now ignorance, like fear, is far from the angels,
for as Gregory says (Dial. iv, 33; Moral. ii, 3), “what do they
not see, who see Him Who sees all.” erefore it will be im-
possible for them to be moved with wonder, as stated in the

text (Sent. iv, D, 48).
Objection 3. Further, all the angels will be present at the

Divine judgment; wherefore it is stated (Apoc. 7:11): “All the
angels stood round about the throne.” Now the virtues denote
one particular order of angels. erefore it should not be said
of them rather than of others, that they are moved.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 26:11): “e pillars of
heaven tremble, and dread at His beck.” Now the pillars of
heaven can denote only the virtues of heaven. erefore the
virtues of heaven will be moved.
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Further, it iswritten (Mat. 24:29): “e stars shall fall from
heaven, and the virtues [Douay: ‘powers’] of heaven shall be
moved.”

I answer that, Virtue is twofold as applied to the angels,*
as Dionysius states (Coel. Hier. xi). For sometimes the name
of “virtues” is appropriated to one order, which according to
him, is the middle order of the middle hierarchy, but accord-
ing to Gregory (Hom. in Evang. xxxiv) is the highest order of
the lowest hierarchy. In another sense it is employed to de-
note all the angels: and then they are said to the question at
issue it may be taken either way. For in the text (Sent. iv, D,
48) it is explained according to the second acceptation, so as
to denote all the angels: and then they are said to be moved
through wonder at the renewing of the world, as stated in the
text. It can also be explained in reference to virtue as the name
of a particular order; and then that order is said to be moved
more than the others by reason of the effect, since according
toGregory (Hom. in Evang. xxxiv)we ascribe to that order the
working ofmiracleswhich especiallywill beworked about that
time: or again, because that order—since, according toDiony-
sius (Coel.Hier. xi), it belongs to themiddle hierarchy—is not
limited in its power, wherefore its ministry must needs regard
universal causes. Consequently the proper office of the virtues
is seemingly tomove theheavenly bodieswhich are the cause of

what happens in nature here below. And again the very name
denotes this, since they are called the “virtues of heaven.” Ac-
cordingly they will be moved then, because they will no more
produce their effect, by ceasing to move the heavenly bodies:
even as the angels who are appointed to watch over men will
no longer fulfill the office of guardians.

Reply to Objection 1. is movement changes nothing
pertaining to their state; but refers either to their effects which
may vary without any change on their part, or to some new
consideration of things which hitherto theywere unable to see
bymeans of their concreated species, which change of thought
is not taken from themby their state of blessedness.HenceAu-
gustine says (Gen. ad lit. viii, 20) that “Godmoves the spiritual
creature through time.”

Reply toObjection 2. Wonder is wont to be about things
surpassing our knowledge or ability: and accordingly the
virtues of heaven will wonder at the Divine power doing such
things, in so far as they fail to do or comprehend them. In this
sense the blessedAgnes said that the “sun andmoonwonder at
His beauty”: and this does not imply ignorance in the angels,
but removes the comprehension of God from them.

e Reply to the ird Objection is clear from what has
been said.

* Cf. Ia, q. 108, a. 5, ad 1.
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S   T P, Q 74
Of the Fire of the Final Conflagration

(In Nine Articles)

We must now consider the fire of the final conflagration: and under this head there are nine points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any cleansing of the world is to take place?
(2) Whether it will be effected by fire?
(3) Whether that fire is of the same species as elemental fire?
(4) Whether that fire will cleanse also the higher heavens?
(5) Whether that fire will consume the other elements?
(6) Whether it will cleanse all the elements?
(7) Whether that fire precedes or follows the judgment?
(8) Whether men are to be consumed by that fire?
(9) Whether the wicked will be involved therein?

Suppl. q. 74 a. 1Whether the world is to be cleansed?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not to be any
cleansing of the world. For only that which is unclean needs
cleansing. Now God’s creatures are not unclean, wherefore it
is written (Acts 10:15): “at which God hath cleansed, do
not thou call common,” i.e. unclean.erefore the creatures of
the world shall not be cleansed.

Objection 2. Further, according to Divine justice cleans-
ing is directed to the removal of the uncleanness of sin, as in-
stanced in the cleansing aer death. But there can be no stain
of sin in the elements of this world. erefore, seemingly, they
need not to be cleansed.

Objection 3. Further, a thing is said to be cleansed when
any foreign matter that depreciates it is removed therefrom:
for the removal of that which ennobles a thing is not called a
cleansing, but rather a diminishing.Now it pertains to the per-
fection and nobility of the elements that something of a for-
eign nature is mingled with them, since the form of a mixed
body is more noble than the form of a simple body. erefore
it would seem nowise fitting that the elements of this world
can possibly be cleansed.

On the contrary, All renewal is effected by some kind of
cleansing. But the elements will be renewed; hence it is written
(Apoc. 21:1): “I saw a newheaven and a new earth: for the first
heaven and the first earth was gone.” erefore the elements
shall be cleansed.

Further, a gloss* on 1 Cor. 7:31, “e fashion of this earth
passeth away,” says: “e beauty of this world will perish in the
burning of worldly flames.”erefore the same conclusion fol-
lows.

I answer that, Since the world was, in a way, made for
man’s sake, it follows that, when man shall be glorified in the
body, the other bodies of the world shall also be changed to a
better state, so that it is rendered a more fitting place for him
and more pleasant to look upon. Now in order that man ob-

tain the glory of the body, it behooves first of all those things
to be removed which are opposed to glory. ere are two,
namely the corruption and stain of sin—because according to
1 Cor. 15:50, “neither shall corruption possess incorruption,”
and all the unclean shall be without the city of glory (Apoc.
22:15)—and again, the elements require to be cleansed from
the contrary dispositions, ere they be brought to the newness
of glory, proportionately to what we have said with regard to
man. Now although, properly speaking, a corporeal thing can-
not be the subject of the stain of sin, nevertheless, on account
of sin corporeal things contract a certain unfittingness for be-
ing appointed to spiritual purposes; and for this reasonwe find
that places where crimes have been committed are reckoned
unfit for the performance of sacred actions therein, unless they
be cleansed beforehand. Accordingly that part of the world
which is given to our use contracts from men’s sins a certain
unfitness for being glorified, wherefore in this respect it needs
to be cleansed. In like manner with regard to the interven-
ing space, on account of the contact of the elements, there are
many corruptions, generations and alterations of the elements,
which diminish their purity: wherefore the elements need to
be cleansed from these also, so that they be fit to receive the
newness of glory.

Reply toObjection 1. When it is asserted that every crea-
ture of God is clean we are to understand this as meaning that
its substance contains no alloy of evil, as the Manichees main-
tained, saying that evil and good are two substances in some
places severed from one another, in others mingled together.
But it does not exclude a creature from having an admixture
of a foreign nature, which in itself is also good, but is inconsis-
tent with the perfection of that creature.Nor does this prevent
evil from being accidental to a creature, although not mingled
with it as part of its substance.

Reply to Objection 2. Although corporeal elements can-

* St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei xx, 16.
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not be the subject of sin, nevertheless, from the sin that is com-
mitted in them they contract a certain unfitness for receiving
the perfection of glory.

Reply to Objection 3. e form of a mixed body and the
form of an element may be considered in two ways: either as
regards the perfection of the species, and thus a mixed body
is more perfect—or as regards their continual endurance; and
thus the simple body is more noble, because it has not in itself
the cause of corruption, unless it be corrupted by something
extrinsic: whereas a mixed body has in itself the cause of its
corruption, namely the composition of contraries. Wherefore
a simple body, although it be corruptible in part is incorrupt-

ible as a whole, which cannot be said of a mixed body. And
since incorruption belongs to the perfection of glory, it follows
that the perfection of a simple is more in keeping with the per-
fection of glory, than the perfection of a mixed body, unless
the mixed body has also in itself some principle of incorrup-
tion, as the human body has, the form of which is incorrupt-
ible. Nevertheless, although a mixed body is somewhat more
noble than a simple body, a simple body that exists by itself
has amore noble being than if it exist in amixed body, because
in a mixed body simple bodies are somewhat in potentiality,
whereas, existing by themselves, they are in their ultimate per-
fection.

Suppl. q. 74 a. 2Whether the cleansing of the world will be effected by fire?

Objection 1. It would seem that this cleansing will not be
effected by fire. For since fire is a part of the world, it needs to
be cleansed like the other parts. Now, the same thing should
not be both cleanser and cleansed. erefore it would seem
that the cleansing will not be by fire.

Objection 2. Further, just as fire has a cleansing virtue
so has water. Since then all things are not capable of be-
ing cleansed by fire, and some need to be cleansed by wa-
ter—which distinction is moreover observed by the Old
Law—it would seem that fire will not at any rate cleanse all
things.

Objection 3. Further, this cleansingwould seem to consist
in purifying the parts of theworld by separating them fromone
another. Now the separation of the parts of the world from
one another at the world’s beginning was effected by God’s
power alone, for thework of distinctionwas carried out by that
power: wherefore Anaxagoras asserted that the separation was
effected by the act of the intellect which moves all things (cf.
Aristotle, Phys. viii, 9).erefore it would seem that at the end
of the world the cleansing will be done immediately by God
and not by fire.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 49:3): “A fire shall burn
before Him, and a mighty tempest shall be around Him”; and
aerwards in reference to the judgment (Ps. 49:4): “He shall
call heaven from above, and the earth to judge His people.”
erefore it would seem that the final cleansing of the world
will be by means of fire.

Further, it is written (2 Pet. 3:12): “e heavens being on
fire will be dissolved, and the elements shall melt with the
burning heat.” erefore this cleansing will be effected by fire.

I answer that, As stated above (a. 1) this cleansing of the
world will remove from it the stain contracted from sin, and
the impurity resulting from mixture, and will be a disposition
to the perfection of glory; and consequently in this threefold
respect it will be most fitting for it to be effected by fire. First,
because since fire is the most noble of the elements, its natural
properties aremore like the properties of glory, and this is espe-
cially clear in regard to light. Secondly, because fire, on account
of the efficacy of its active virtue, is not as susceptible as the
other elements to the admixture of a foreign matter. irdly,

because the sphere of fire is far removed from our abode; nor
are we so familiar with the use of fire as with that of earth, wa-
ter, and air, so that it is not so liable to depreciation.Moreover,
it is most efficacious in cleansing and in separating by a process
of rarefaction.

Reply to Objection 1. Fire is not employed by us in its
proper matter (since thus it is far removed from us), but only
in a foreign matter: and in this respect it will be possible for
the world to be cleansed by fire as existing in its pure state. But
in so far as it has an admixture of some foreignmatter it will be
possible for it to be cleansed; and thus it will be cleanser and
cleansed under different aspects. and this is not unreasonable.

Reply to Objection 2. e first cleansing of the world by
the deluge regarded only the stain of sin. Now the sin which
was most prevalent then was the sin of concupiscence, and
consequently it was fitting that the cleansing should be by
means of its contrary, namely water. But the second cleans-
ing regards both the stain of sin and the impurity of mixture,
and in respect of both it is more fitting for it to be effected
by fire than by water. For the power of water tends to unite
rather than to separate; wherefore the natural impurity of the
elements could not be removed by water as by fire. Moreover,
at the end of the world the prevalent sin will be that of te-
pidity, as though the world were already growing old, because
then, according toMat. 24:12, “the charity of many shall grow
cold,” and consequently the cleansing will then be fittingly ef-
fected by fire. Nor is there any thing that cannot in some way
be cleansed by fire: some things, however, cannot be cleansed
by fire without being destroyed themselves, such as cloths and
wooden vessels, and these the Law ordered to be cleansed with
water; yet all these things will be finally destroyed by fire.

Reply to Objection 3. By the work of distinction things
received different forms whereby they are distinct from one
another: and consequently this could only be done by Him
Who is the author of nature. But by the final cleansing things
will be restored to thepuritywherein theywere created,where-
fore created naturewill be able tominister to itsCreator to this
effect; and for this reason is a creature employed as a minister,
that it is ennobled thereby.
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Suppl. q. 74 a. 3Whether the fire whereby the world will be cleansed will be of the same species with elemental
fire?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fire in question is not
of the same species as elemental fire. For nothing consumes it-
self. But that firewill consume the four elements according to a
gloss on 2 Pet. 3:12. erefore that fire will not be of the same
species as elemental fire.

Objection 2. Further, as power is made known by oper-
ation, so is nature made known by power. Now that fire will
have a different power from the fire which is an element: be-
cause it will cleanse the universe, whereas this fire cannot do
that. erefore it will not be of the same species as this.

Objection 3. Further, in natural bodies those that are of
the same species have the same movement. But that fire will
have a different movement from the fire that is an element, be-
cause it will move in all directions so as to cleanse the whole.
erefore it is not of the same species.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx, 16),
and his words are contained in a gloss on 1 Cor. 7:31, that
“the fashion of this world will perish in the burning of worldly
flames.”erefore that fire will be of the same nature as the fire
which is now in the world.

Further, just as the future cleansing is to be by fire, so was
the past cleansing bywater: and they are both compared to one
another, 2 Pet. 3:5. Now in the first cleansing the water was of
the same species with elemental water. erefore in like man-
ner the fire of the second cleansing will be of the same species
with elemental fire.

I answer that, We meet with three opinions on this ques-
tion. For some say that the element of fire which is in its own
sphere will come down to cleanse the world: and they explain
this descent by way of multiplication, because the fire will
spread through finding combustible matter on all sides. And
this will result all the more then since the virtue of the fire will
be raised over all the elements. Against this, however, would
seem to be not only the fact that this fire will come down, but
also the statement of the saints that it will rise up; thus (2 Pet.
3:10) it is declared that the fire of the judgment will rise as
high as the waters of the deluge; whence it would seem to fol-
low that this fire is situated towards the middle of the place
of generation. Hence others say that this fire will be generated
towards the intervening space through the focusing together
of the rays of the heavenly bodies, just as we see them focused
together in a burning-glass; for at that time in lieu of glasses
there will be concave clouds, on which the rays will strike But
this again does not seemprobable: for since the effects of heav-
enly bodies depend on certain fixed positions and aspects, if
this fire resulted from the virtue of the heavenly bodies, the
time of this cleansing would be known to those who observe
the movements of the stars and this is contrary to the author-
ity of Scripture.Consequently others, followingAugustine, say
that “just as the deluge resulted from an outpouring of the wa-

ters of the world, so the fashion of this world will perish by a
burning of worldly flames” (DeCiv. Dei. xx, 16).is burning
is nothing else but the assembly of all those lower and higher
causes that by their nature have a kindling virtue: and this as-
sembly will take place not in the ordinary course of things, but
by the Divine power: and from all these causes thus assembled
the fire that will burn the surface of this world will result. If we
consider aright these opinions, we shall find that they differ as
to the cause producing this fire and not as to its species. For
fire, whether produced by the sun or by some lower heating
cause, is of the same species as fire in its own sphere, except in
so far as the former has some admixture of foreignmatter. And
this will of necessity be the case then, since fire cannot cleanse
a thing, unless this become its matter in some way. Hence we
must grant that thefire in question is simply of the same species
as ours.

Reply to Objection 1. e fire in question, although of
the same species as ours, is not identically the same. Now we
see that of two fires of the same species one destroys the other,
namely the greater destroys the lesser, by consuming its matter.
In like manner that fire will be able to destroy our fire.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as an operation that proceeds
from the virtue of a thing is an indication of that virtue, so is
its virtue an indication of its essence or nature, if it proceed
from the essential principles of the thing. But anoperation that
does not proceed from the virtue of the operator does not in-
dicate its virtue. is appears in instruments: for the action of
an instrument shows forth the virtue of the mover rather than
that of the instrument, since it shows forth the virtue of the
agent in so far as the latter is the first principle of the action,
whereas it does not show forth the virtue of the instrument,
except in so far as it is susceptive of the influence of the prin-
cipal agent as moving that instrument. In like manner a virtue
that does not proceed from the essential principles of a thing
does not indicate the nature of that thing except in the point
of susceptibility.us the virtue whereby hot water can heat is
no indication of the nature of water except in the point of its
being receptive of heat. Consequently nothing prevents water
that has this virtue frombeing of the same species as water that
has it not. In like manner it is not unreasonable that this fire,
which will have the power to cleanse the surface of the world,
will be of the same species as the fire towhichwe are used, since
the heating power therein arises, not from its essential princi-
ples but from the divine power or operation: whether we say
that this power is an absolute quality, such as heat in hot wa-
ter, or a kind of intention as we have ascribed to instrumental
virtue (Sent. iv, D, 1, qu. 1, a. 4)*. e latter is more probable
since that fire will not act save as the instrument of the Divine
power.

Reply to Objection 3. Of its own nature fire tends only

* Cf. IIIa, q. 62, a. 4, ad 1.
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upwards; but in so far as it pursues its matter, which it requires
when it is outside its own sphere, it follows the site of com-

bustible matter. Accordingly it is not unreasonable for it to
take a circular or a downward course, especially in so far as it
acts as the instrument of the Divine power.

Suppl. q. 74 a. 4Whether that fire will cleanse also the higher heavens?

Objection 1. It would seem that that fire will cleanse also
the higher heavens. For it is written (Ps. 101:26,27): “e
heavens are theworks ofyhands: they shall perish butou
remainest.” Now the higher heavens also are the work of God’s
hands. erefore they also shall perish in the final burning of
the world.

Objection2.Further, it is written (2Pet. 3:12): “eheav-
ens being on fire shall be dissolved, and the elements shall melt
with the burning heat of fire.” Now the heavens that are dis-
tinct from the elements are the higher heavens, wherein the
stars are fixed. erefore it would seem that they also will be
cleansed by that fire.

Objection 3. Further, the purpose of that fire will be to
remove from bodies their indisposition to the perfection of
glory. Now in the higher heaven we find this indisposition
both as regards guilt, since the devil sinned there, and as re-
gards natural deficiency, since a gloss onRom. 8:22, “Weknow
that every creature groaneth and is in labor even until now,”
says: “All the elements fulfill their duty with labor: even as
it is not without labor that the sun and moon travel their
appointed course.” erefore the higher heavens also will be
cleansed by that fire.

On the contrary, “e heavenly bodies are not receptive
of impressions from without”†.

Further, a gloss on 2 ess. 1:8, “In a flame of fire giving
vengeance,” says: “erewill be in theworld afire that shall pre-
cedeHim, and shall rise in the air to the same height as did the
waters of the deluge.” But the waters of the deluge did not rise
to the height of the higher heavens but only 15 cubits higher
than the mountain summits (Gn. 7:20). erefore the higher
heavens will not be cleansed by that fire.

I answer that, e cleansing of the world will be for the
purpose of removing from bodies the disposition contrary to
the perfection of glory, and this perfection is the final consum-
mation of the universe: and this disposition is to be found in
all bodies, but differently in different bodies. For in some this
indisposition regards something inherent to their substance:

as in these lower bodies which by being mixed together fall
away from their own purity. In others this indisposition does
not regard something inherent to their substance; as in the
heavenly bodies, wherein nothing is to be found contrary to
the final perfection of the universe, except movement which
is the way to perfection, and this not any kind of movement,
but only local movement, which changes nothing intrinsic to
a thing, such as its substance, quantity, or quality, but only its
place which is extrinsic to it. Consequently there is no need
to take anything away from the substance of the higher heav-
ens, but only to set its movement at rest. Now local movement
is brought to rest not by the action of a counter agent, but by
the mover ceasing to move; and therefore the heavenly bodies
will not be cleansed, neither by fire nor by the action of any
creature, but in lieu of being cleansed they will be set at rest by
God’s will alone.

Reply toObjection 1. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx,
18,24): “ose words of the psalm refer to the aerial heavens
whichwill be cleansed by the fire of the final conflagration.”Or
wemay reply that if they refer also to the higher heavens, these
are said to perish as regards theirmovementwhereby now they
are moved without cessation.

Reply to Objection 2. Peter explains himself to which
heavens he refers. For before the words quoted, he had said
(2 Pet. 3:5-7): “e heavens…first, and the earth…through
water…perished…which…now, by the same word are kept in
store, reserved unto fire unto the day of judgment.”‡ ere-
fore the heavens to be cleansed are those which before were
cleansed by the waters of the deluge, namely the aerial heav-
ens.

Reply to Objection 3. is labor and service of the crea-
ture, that Ambrose ascribes to the heavenly bodies, is nothing
else than the successivemovementswhereby they are subject to
time, and the lack of that final consummation which they will
attain in the end. Nor did the empyrean heaven contract any
stain from the sin of the demons, because they were expelled
from that heaven as soon as they sinned.

Suppl. q. 74 a. 5Whether that fire will consume the other elements?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fire in question will
consume the other elements. For a gloss of Bede on 2 Pet. 3:12
says: “is exceeding great fire will engulf the four elements
whereof the world consists: yet it will not so engulf all things
that they will cease to be, but it will consume two of them en-
tirely, and will restore two of them to a better fashion.” ere-

fore it would seem that at least two of the elements are to be
entirely destroyed by that fire.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Apoc. 21:1): “e first
heaven and the first earth have passed away and the sea is no
more.” Now the heaven here denotes the air, as Augustine
states (De Civ. Dei xx, 18); and the sea denotes the gathering

† Cf. Sent. Philosop. ex Arist. collect. lit. c.—Among the works of Bede.
‡ e entire text differs somewhat from St.omas’s quotation; but the sense
is the same.
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together of thewaters.erefore itwould seem that these three
elements will be wholly destroyed.

Objection 3. Further, fire does not cleanse except in so far
as other things are made to be its matter. If, then, fire cleanses
the other elements, they must needs become its matter. ere-
fore theymust pass into its nature, and consequently be voided
of their own nature.

Objection 4. Further, the form of fire is the most noble of
the forms towhich elementalmatter can attain.Now all things
will be brought to themost noble state by this cleansing.ere-
fore the other elements will be wholly transformed into fire.

On the contrary, A gloss on 1 Cor. 7:31, “e fashion of
this world passeth away,” says: “e beauty, not the substance,
passeth.” But the very substance of the elements belongs to
the perfection of the world. erefore the elements will not
be consumed as to their substance.

Further, this final cleansing that will be effected by fire will
correspond to the first cleansing which was effected by water.
Now the latter did not corrupt the substance of the elements.
erefore neither will the former which will be the work of
fire.

I answer that, ere are many opinions on this question.
For some say that all the elements will remain as to their mat-
ter, while all will be changed as regards their imperfection; but
that two of them will retain their respective substantial form,
namely air and earth, while two of them, namely fire and wa-
ter, will not retain their substantial form but will be changed
to the form of heaven. In this way three elements, namely air,
fire, and water, will be called “heaven”; although air will re-
tain the same substantial form as it has now, since even now
it is called “heaven.” Wherefore (Apoc. 21:1) only heaven and
earth are mentioned: “I saw,” says he, “a new heaven and a new
earth.” But this opinion is altogether absurd: for it is opposed
both to philosophy—which holds it impossible for the lower
bodies to be in potentiality to the form of heaven, since they
have neither a common matter, nor mutual contrariety—and
to theology, since according to this opinion the perfection of
the universe with the integrity of its parts will not be assured
on account of two of the elements being destroyed.

Consequently “heaven” is taken to denote the fih body,
while all the elements are designated by “earth,” as expressed in
Ps. 148:7,8, “Praise the Lord from the earth” and aerwards,
“fire, hail, snow, ice,” etc.

Hence others say that all the elements will remain as to
their substance, but that their active and passive qualities will
be taken from them: even as they say too, that in amixed body
the elements retain their substantial formwithout having their
proper qualities, since these are reduced to amean, and amean
is neither of the extremes. And seemingly the following words
of Augustine (De Civ. Dei xx, 16) would seem in agreement
with this: “In this conflagration of the world the qualities of
the corruptible elements that were befitting our corruptible
bodies will entirely perish by fire: and the substance itself will
have those qualities that become an immortal body.”

However, this does not seemprobable, for since the proper
qualities of the elements are the effects of their substantial
form, it seems impossible, as long as the substantial forms re-
main, for the aforesaid qualities to be changed, except for a
time by some violent action: thus in hot water we see that by
virtue of its species it returns to the cold temperature which it
had lost by the action of fire, provided the species of water re-
main. Moreover, these same elemental qualities belong to the
second perfection of the elements, as being their proper pas-
sions: nor is it probable that in this final consummation the el-
ements will lose anything of their natural perfection. Where-
fore it would seem that the reply to this question should be
that the elements will remain as to their substance and proper
qualities, but that they will be cleansed both from the stain
which they contracted from the sins of men, and from the im-
purity resulting in them through their mutual action and pas-
sion: because when once the movement of the first movable
body ceases, mutual action and passion will be impossible in
the lower elements: and this is what Augustine calls the “qual-
ities of corruptible elements,” namely their unnatural disposi-
tions by reason of which they come near to corruption.

Reply to Objection 1. at fire is said to engulf the four
elements in so far as in someway itwill cleanse them. Butwhen
it is said further that “it will consume two entirely,” this does
not mean that two of the elements are to be destroyed as to
their substance, but that two will be more changed from the
property which they have now. Some say that these two are
fire and water which excel the others in their active qualities,
namely heat and cold, which are the chief principles of corrup-
tion in other bodies; and since then there will be no action of
fire and water which surpass the others in activity, they would
seem especially to be changed from the virtue which they have
now. Others, however, say that these two are air and water,
on account of the various movements of these two elements,
whichmovements they derive from themovement of the heav-
enly bodies. And since thesemovements will cease (such as the
ebb and flow of the sea, and the disturbances of winds and
so forth), therefore these elements especially will be changed
from the property which they have now.

Reply toObjection 2. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx,
16), when it is stated: “And the sea is no more,” by the sea we
may understand the present world of which he had said previ-
ously (DeCiv. Dei xx, 13): “e sea gave up the dead that were
in it.” If, however, the sea be taken literally we must reply that
by the sea two things are to be understood, namely the sub-
stance of the waters, and their disposition, as containing salt
and as to the movement of the waves. e sea will remain, not
as to this second, but as to the first.

Reply to Objection 3. is fire will not act save as the in-
strument ofGod’s providence and power; wherefore it will not
act on the other elements so as to consume them but only so
as to cleanse them. Nor is it necessary for that which becomes
the matter of fire, to be voided of its proper species entirely, as
instanced by incandescent iron, which by virtue of its species
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that remains returns to its proper and former state as soon as it
is taken from the furnace. It will be the samewith the elements
aer they are cleansed by fire.

Reply toObjection 4. In the elemental parts wemust con-
sider not only what is befitting a part considered in itself, but

also what is befitting it in its relation to the whole. I say, then,
that although water would be more noble if it had the form
of fire, as likewise would earth and air, yet the universe would
be more imperfect, if all elemental matter were to assume the
form of fire.

Suppl. q. 74 a. 6Whether all the elements will be cleansed by that fire?

Objection 1. It would seem that neither will all the ele-
ments be cleansed by that fire. Because that fire, as stated al-
ready (a. 3), will not rise higher than the waters of the deluge.
But the waters of the deluge did not reach to the sphere of fire.
erefore neither will the element of fire be cleansed by the
final cleansing.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Apoc. 21:1, “I saw a new
heaven,” etc., says: “ere can be no doubt that the transforma-
tion of the air and earthwill be caused by fire; but it is doubtful
about water, since it is believed to have the power of cleansing
itself.”erefore at least it is uncertain that all the elementswill
be cleansed.

Objection 3. Further, a place where there is an everlasting
stain is never cleansed. Now there will always be a stain in hell.
Since, then, hell is situated among the elements, it would seem
that the elements will not be wholly cleansed.

Objection 4. Further, the earthly paradise is situated on
the earth. Yet it will not be cleansed by fire, since not even the
waters of the deluge reached it, as Bede says (Hexaem. i, ad
Gen. 2:8), as is stated in Sentent. ii, D, 7. erefore it would
seem that the elements will not all be wholly cleansed.

On the contrary,egloss quoted above (a. 5, obj. 1) on 2
Pet. 3:12 declares that “this fire will engulf the four elements.”

I answer that,Some* say that thefire in questionwill rise to
the summit of the space containing the four elements: so that
the elements would be entirely cleansed both from the stain
of sin by which also the higher parts of the elements were in-
fected (as instanced by the smoke of idolatrywhich stained the
higher regions), and again from corruption, since the elements
are corruptible in all their parts. But this opinion is opposed to
the authority of Scripture, because it is written (2 Pet. 3:7) that
those heavens are “kept in store unto fire,” whichwere cleansed
by water; and Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx, 18) that “the

same world which perished in the deluge is reserved unto fire.”
Now it is clear that the waters of the deluge did not rise to the
summit of the space occupied by the elements, but only 15 cu-
bits above the mountain tops; and moreover it is known that
vapors or any smoke whatever rising from the earth cannot
pierce the entire sphere of fire so as to reach its summit; and
so the stain of sin did not reach the aforesaid space. Nor can
the elements be cleansed from corruptibility by the removal of
something that might be consumed by fire: whereas it will be
possible for the impurities of the elements arising from their
mingling together to be consumed by fire. And these impuri-
ties are chiefly round about the earth as far as themiddle of the
air: wherefore the fire of the final conflagration will cleanse up
to that point, since the waters of the deluge rose to a height
which can be approximately calculated from the height of the
mountains which they surpassed in a fixed measure.

We therefore grant the First Objection.
Reply toObjection 2.ereason for doubt is expressed in

the gloss, because, to wit, water is believed to have in itself the
power of cleansing, yet not such a power as will be competent
to the future state, as stated above (a. 5; a. 2, ad 2).

Reply to Objection 3. e purpose of this cleansing will
be chiefly to remove all imperfection from the abode of the
saints; and consequently in this cleansing all that is foul will be
brought together to the place of the damned: so hell will not
be cleansed, and the dregs of the whole earth will be brought
thither, according to Ps. 74:9, “e dregs thereof are not emp-
tied, all the sinners of the earth shall drink.”

Reply to Objection 4. Although the sin of the first man
was committed in the earthly paradise, this is not the place
of sinners, as neither is the empyrean heaven: since from both
places man and devil were expelled forthwith aer their sin.
Consequently that place needs no cleansing.

Suppl. q. 74 a. 7Whether the fire of the final conflagration is to follow the judgment?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fire of the final con-
flagration is to follow the judgment. For Augustine (De Civ.
Dei xx, 30) gives the following order of the things to take place
at the judgment, saying: “At this judgment we have learned
that the following things will occur. Elias the esbite will ap-
pear, the Jewswill believe,Antichristwill persecute,Christwill
judge, the dead shall rise again, the good shall be separated
from the wicked, the world shall be set on fire and shall be re-

newed.” erefore the burning will follow the judgment.
Objection 2.Further, Augustine says (DeCiv.Dei xx, 16):

“Aer the wicked have been judged, and cast into everlasting
fire, thefigure of thisworldwill perish in the furnace ofworldly
flames.” erefore the same conclusion follows.

Objection 3. Further, when the Lord comes to judgment
He will find some men living, as appears from the words of 1
ess. 4:16, where the Apostle speaking in their person says:

* St. Bonaventure, Sentent. iv,D, 47, a. 2, q. 3. * Vulg.: ‘who are le, shall be
taken…tomeet Christ’—the words “who remain,” etc., are from 1ess. 4:14.
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“en we who are alive, who remain unto the coming of the
Lord*.” But it would not be so, if the burning of theworldwere
to come first, since they would be destroyed by the fire. ere-
fore this fire will follow the judgment.

Objection 4. Further, it is said that our Lord will come to
judge the earth by fire, and consequently the final conflagra-
tion would seem to be the execution of the sentence of Divine
judgment. Now execution follows judgment. erefore that
fire will follow the judgment.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 96:3): “A fire shall go
before Him.”

Further, the resurrection will precede the judgment, else
every eye would not see Christ judging. Now the burning of
the world will precede the resurrection, for the saints who will
rise again will have spiritual and impassible bodies, so that it
will be impossible for the fire to cleanse them, and yet the text
(Sent. iv, D, 47) quotes Augustine (De Civ. Dei xx, 18) as say-
ing that “whatever needs cleansing in anyway shall be cleansed
by that fire.” erefore that fire will precede the judgment.

I answer that,efire in questionwill in reality, as regards
its beginning, precede the judgment. is can clearly be gath-
ered from the fact that the resurrectionof the deadwill precede
the judgment, since according to 1 ess. 4:13-16, those who
have slept “shall be taken up…in the clouds…into the air…to
meet Christ coming to judgment.” Now the general resurrec-
tion and the glorification of the bodies of the saints will hap-
pen at the same time; for the saints in rising again will assume

a glorified body, as evidenced by 1 Cor. 15:43, “It is sown in
dishonor, it shall rise in glory”: and at the same time as the
saints’ bodies shall be glorified, all creatures shall be renewed,
each in its ownway, as appears from the statement (Rom. 8:21)
that “the creature…itself shall be delivered from the servitude
of corruption into the liberty of the glory of the children of
God.” Since then the burning of the world is a disposition to
the aforesaid renewal, as stated above (Aa. 1,4); it can clearly
be gathered that this burning, so far as it shall cleanse the
world, will precede the judgment, but as regards a certain ac-
tion thereof, whereby it will engulf the wicked, it will follow
the judgment.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking not as one
who decides the point, but as expressing an opinion. is is
clear from his continuing thus: “at all these things are to
happen is amatter of faith, but how and in what order we shall
learn more then by experience of the things themselves than
now by seeking a definite conclusion by arguing about them.
Methinks, however, they will occur in the order I have given.”
Hence it is clear that he is speaking as offering his opinion.e
same answer applies to the Second Objection.

Reply toObjection 3.All men shall die and rise again: yet
those are said to be found alive who will live in the body until
the time of the conflagration.

Reply to Objection 4. at fire will not carry out the
sentence of the judge except as regards the engulfing of the
wicked: in this respect it will follow the judgment.

Suppl. q. 74 a. 8Whether that fire will have such an effect on men as is described?

Objection1. It would seem that this firewill not have such
an effect onmen as is described in the text (Sent. iv, D, 47). For
a thing is said to be consumed when it is reduced to naught.
Now the bodies of the wicked will not be reduced to naught,
but will be kept for eternity, that theymay bear an eternal pun-
ishment. erefore this fire will not consume the wicked, as
stated in the text.

Objection 2. Further, if it be said that it will consume the
bodies of the wicked by reducing them to ashes; on the con-
trary, as the bodies of the wicked, so will those of the good
be brought to ashes: for it is the privilege of Christ alone that
His flesh see not corruption.erefore it will consume also the
good who will then be found.

Objection 3. Further, the stain of sin is more abundant
in the elements, as combining together to the formation of
the human body wherein is the corruption of the fomes* even
in the good, than in the elements existing outside the human
body. Now the elements existing outside the human body will
be cleansed on account of the stain of sin. Much therefore will
the elements in the human body whether of the good or of the
wicked need to be cleansed, and consequently the bodies of
both will need to be destroyed.

Objection 4. Further, as long as the state of the way lasts

the elements act in like manner on the good and the wicked.
Now the state of the way will still endure in that conflagra-
tion, since aer this state of the way death will not be natu-
ral, and yet it will be caused by that fire.erefore that fire will
act equally on good and wicked; and consequently it does not
seem that any distinction is made between them as to their be-
ing affected by that fire, as stated in the text.

Objection 5. Further, this fire will have done its work in a
moment as it were. Yet there will be many among the living in
whom there will bemany things to be cleansed.erefore that
fire will not suffice for their cleansing.

I answer that, is fire of the final conflagration, in so far
as it will precede the judgment, will act as the instrument of
Divine justice as well as by the natural virtue of fire. Accord-
ingly, as regards its natural virtue, it will act in like manner on
the wicked and good who will be alive, by reducing the bod-
ies of both to ashes. But in so far as it acts as the instrument
of Divine justice, it will act differently on different people as
regards the sense of pain. For the wicked will be tortured by
the action of the fire; whereas the good in whom there will be
nothing to cleanse will feel no pain at all from the fire, as nei-
ther did the children in the fiery furnace (Dan. 3); although
their bodies will not be kept whole, as were the bodies of the

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 83, a. 3; Ia IIae, q. 91, a. 6.
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children: and itwill be possible byGod’s power for their bodies
to be destroyed without their suffering pain. But the good, in
whommatter for cleansing will be found, will suffer pain from
that fire, more or less according to their different merits.

On the other hand, as regards the actionwhich this firewill
have aer the judgment, it will act on the damned alone, since
the good will all have impassible bodies.

Reply to Objection 1. Consumption there signifies being
brought, not to nothing, but to ashes.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the bodies of the good
will be reduced to ashes by the fire, they will not suffer pain
thereby, as neither did the children in the Babylonian furnace.
In this respect a distinction is drawn between the good and the
wicked.

Reply to Objection 3. e elements that are in human
bodies, even in the bodies of the elect, will be cleansed by fire.
But this will be done, by God’s power, without their suffering

pain.
Reply toObjection 4.is fire will act not only according

to the natural power of the element, but also as the instrument
of Divine justice.

Reply to Objection 5. ere are three reasons why those
who will be found living will be able to be cleansed suddenly.
One is because there will be few things in them to be cleansed,
since they will be already cleansed by the previous fears and
persecutions. e second is because they will suffer pain both
while living and of their ownwill: and pain suffered in this life
voluntarily cleansesmuchmore than pain inflicted aer death,
as in the case of themartyrs, because “if anything needing to be
cleansed be found in them, it is cut off by the sickle of suffer-
ing,” as Augustine says (De Unic. Bap. xiii), although the pain
ofmartyrdom is of short duration in comparisonwith the pain
endured in purgatory.e third is because the heat will gain in
intensity what it loses in shortness of time.

Suppl. q. 74 a. 9Whether that fire will engulf the wicked?

Objection 1. It would seem that that fire will not engulf
the wicked. For a gloss on Malachi 3:3, “He shall purify the
sons of Levi,” says that “it is a fire consuming the wicked and
refining the good”; and a gloss on 1 Cor. 3:13, “Fire shall try
every man’s work,” says: “We read that there will be a twofold
fire, one that will cleanse the elect and will precede the judg-
ment, another that will torture the wicked.” Now the latter is
the fire of hell that shall engulf the wicked, while the former is
the fire of the final conflagration.erefore the fire of the final
conflagration will not be that which will engulf the wicked.

Objection 2.Further, that firewill obeyGod in the cleans-
ing of the world: therefore it should receive its reward like the
other elements, especially since fire is the most noble of the el-
ements. erefore it would seem that it ought not to be cast
into hell for the punishment of the damned.

Objection 3. Further, the fire that will engulf the wicked
will be the fire of hell: and this fire was prepared from the be-
ginning of the world for the damned; hence it is written (Mat.
25:41): “Depart…you cursed…into everlasting fire which was
prepared for the devil,” etc., and (Is. 30:33): “Tophet is pre-
pared from yesterday, prepared by the king,” etc., where a gloss
observes: “From yesterday, i.e. from the beginning—Tophet,
i.e. the valley of hell.” But this fire of the final conflagration
was not prepared from the beginning, but will result from the
meeting together of the fires of the world. erefore that fire
is not the fire of hell which will engulf the wicked.

On the contrary, are the words of Ps. 96:3, where it is said
of this fire that it “shall burn His enemies round about.”

Further, it is written (Dan. 7:10): “A swi stream of fire is-
sued forth frombeforeHim”; and a gloss adds, “to drag sinners
into hell.” Now the passage quoted refers to that fire of which
we are now speaking, as appears from a gloss which observes
on the samewords: “In order to punish the wicked and cleanse

the good.” erefore the fire of the final conflagration will be
plunged into hell together with the wicked

I answer that, e entire cleansing of the world and the
renewal for the purpose of cleansing will be directed to the
renewal of man: and consequently the cleansing and renewal
of the world must needs correspond with the cleansing and
renewal of mankind. Now mankind will be cleansed in one
way by the separation of the wicked from the good: where-
fore it is said (Lk. 3:17): “Whose fan is in His hand, and He
will purge His poor, and will gather the wheat,” i.e. the elect,
“into His barn, but the chaff,” i.e. the wicked, “He will burn
with unquenchable fire.” Hence it will be thus with the cleans-
ing of the world, so that all that is ugly and vile will be cast
with the wicked into hell, and all that is beautiful and noble
will be taken up above for the glory of the elect: and so too
will it be with the fire of that conflagration, as Basil says in Ps.
28:7, “e voice of the Lord divideth the flame of fire,” because
whatever fire contains of burning heat and gross matter will go
down into hell for the punishment of the wicked, and what-
ever is subtle and lightsome will remain above for the glory of
the elect.

Reply to Objection 1. e fire that will cleanse the elect
before the judgment will be the same as the fire that will burn
the world, although some say the contrary. For it is fitting that
man, being a part of the world, be cleansed with the same fire
as theworld.ey are, however, described as twofires, thatwill
cleanse the good, and torture the wicked, both in reference to
their respective offices, and somewhat in reference to their sub-
stance: since the substance of the cleansing fire will not all be
cast into hell, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 2. is fire will be rewarded because
whatever it contains of gross matter will be separated from it,
and cast into hell.

2755



Reply to Objection 3. e punishment of the wicked,
even as the glory of the elect, will be greater aer the judg-
ment than before. Wherefore, just as charity will be added to
the higher creature in order to increase the glory of the elect,

so toowhatever is vile in creatures will be thrust down into hell
in order to add to the misery of the damned. Consequently it
is not unbecoming that another fire be added to the fire of the
damned that was prepared from the beginning of the world.
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S   T P, Q 75
Of the Resurrection
(Inree Articles)

In the next place we must consider things connected with and accompanying the resurrection. Of these the first to be
considered will be the resurrection itself; the second will be the cause of the resurrection; the third its time and manner. the
fourth its term “wherefrom”; the fih the condition of those who rise again.

Under the first head there will be three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there is to be a resurrection of the body?
(2) Whether it is universally of all bodies?
(3) Whether it is natural or miraculous?

Suppl. q. 75 a. 1Whether there is to be a resurrection of the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not to be a resur-
rection of the body: for it is written ( Job 14:12): “Man, when
he is fallen asleep, shall not rise again till the heavens be bro-
ken.” But the heavens shall never be broken, since the earth, to
which seemingly this is still less applicable, “standeth for ever”
(Eccles. 1:4). erefore the man that is dead shall never rise
again.

Objection2.Further,Our Lord proves the resurrection by
quoting thewords: “I am theGod ofAbraham, and theGod of
Isaac, and the God of Jacob. He is not the God of the dead but
of the living” (Mat. 22:32; Ex. 3:6). But it is clear that when
those words were uttered, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob lived not
in body, but only in the soul. erefore there will be no resur-
rection of bodies but only of souls.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle (1 Cor. 15) seemingly
proves the resurrection from the reward for labors endured by
the saints in this life. For if they trusted in this life alone, they
would be the most unhappy of all men. Now there can be suf-
ficient reward for labor in the soul alone: since it is not neces-
sary for the instrument to be repaid together with the worker,
and the body is the soul’s instrument. Wherefore even in pur-
gatory, where souls will be punished for what they did in the
body, the soul is punished without the body.erefore there is
no need to hold a resurrection of the body, but it is enough to
hold a resurrection of souls, which consists in their being taken
from the death of sin and unhappiness to the life of grace and
glory.

Objection 4. Further, the last state of a thing is the most
perfect, since thereby it attains its end. Now the most perfect
state of the soul is to be separated from the body, since in that
state it is more conformed to God and the angels, and is more
pure, as being separated from any extraneous nature.erefore
separation from the body is its final state, and consequently it
returns not from this state to the body, as neither does a man
end in becoming a boy.

Objection 5. Further, bodily death is the punishment in-
flicted on man for his own transgression, as appears from Gn.
2, even as spiritual death, which is the separation of the soul

from God, is inflicted on man for mortal sin. Now man never
returns to life from spiritual death aer receiving the sentence
of his damnation. erefore neither will there be any return
from bodily death to bodily life, and so there will be no resur-
rection.

Onthecontrary, It iswritten ( Job19:25-26): “I know that
my Redeemer liveth, and in the last day I shall rise out of the
earth, and I shall be clothed againwithmy skin,” etc.erefore
there will be a resurrection of the body.

Further, the gi of Christ is greater than the sin of Adam,
as appears from Rom. 5:15. Now death was brought in by sin,
for if sin had not been, there had been no death. erefore by
the gi of Christ man will be restored from death to life.

Further, the members should be conformed to the head.
Now our Head lives and will live eternally in body and soul,
since “Christ rising again from the dead dieth now no more”
(Rom. 6:8). erefore men who are His members will live in
body and soul; and consequently there must needs be a resur-
rection of the body.

I answer that, According to the various opinions about
man’s last end there have been various opinions holding or
denying the resurrection. For man’s last end which all men de-
sire naturally is happiness. Some have held that man is able to
attain this end in this life: wherefore they had no need to ad-
mit another life aer this, whereinmanwould be able to attain
to his perfection: and so they denied the resurrection.

is opinion is confuted with sufficient probability by the
changeableness of fortune, the weakness of the human body,
the imperfection and instability of knowledge and virtue, all
of which are hindrances to the perfection of happiness, as Au-
gustine argues at the end of De Civ. Dei (xxii, 22).

Hence others maintained that aer this there is another
life wherein, aer death, man lives according to the soul only,
and they held that such a life sufficed to satisfy the natural de-
sire to obtain happiness: wherefore Porphyrius said as Augus-
tine states (De Civ. De. xxii, 26): “e soul, to be happy, must
avoid all bodies”: and consequently these did not hold the res-
urrection.
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is opinion was based by various people on various false
foundations. For certain heretics asserted that all bodily things
are from the evil principle, but that spiritual things are from
the good principle: and from this it follows that the soul can-
not reach the height of its perfection unless it be separated
from the body, since the latter withdraws it from its princi-
ple, the participation of whichmakes it happy.Hence all those
heretical sects that hold corporeal things to have been created
or fashioned by the devil deny the resurrection of the body.
e falsehood of this principle has been shown at the begin-
ning of the Second Book (Sent. ii, D, 4, qu. 1, a. 3;*).

Others said that the entire nature of man is seated in the
soul, so that the soul makes use of the body as an instrument,
or as a sailor uses his ship: wherefore according to this opinion,
it follows that if happiness is attained by the soul alone, man
would not be balked in his natural desire for happiness, and so
there is no need to hold the resurrection. But the Philosopher
sufficiently destroys this foundation (De Anima ii, 2), where
he shows that the soul is united to the body as form to matter.
Hence it is clear that if man cannot be happy in this life, we
must of necessity hold the resurrection.

Reply toObjection 1.eheavens will never be broken as
to their substance, but as to the effect of their power whereby
their movement is the cause of generation and corruption of
lower things: for this reason the Apostle says (1 Cor. 7:31):
“e fashion of this world passeth away.”

Reply toObjection 2. Abraham’s soul, properly speaking,
is not Abraham himself, but a part of him (and the same as
regards the others). Hence life in Abraham’s soul does not suf-
fice to make Abraham a living being, or to make the God of
Abraham theGod of a livingman. But there needs to be life in
the whole composite, i.e. the soul and body: and although this

life were not actually when these words were uttered, it was in
each part as ordained to the resurrection.Wherefore our Lord
proves the resurrection with the greatest subtlety and efficacy.

Reply to Objection 3. e soul is compared to the body,
not only as a worker to the instrument with which he works,
but also as form to matter: wherefore the work belongs to the
composite and not to the soul alone, as the Philosopher shows
(De Anima i, 4). And since to the worker is due the reward of
the work, it behooves man himself, who is composed of soul
and body, to receive the reward of his work. Now as venial of-
fenses are called sins as being dispositions to sin, and not as
having simply and perfectly the character of sin, so the punish-
ment which is awarded to them in purgatory is not a retribu-
tion simply, but rather a cleansing, which is wrought separately
in the body, by death and by its being reduced to ashes, and in
the soul by the fire of purgatory.

Reply to Objection 4. Other things being equal, the state
of the soul in the body is more perfect than outside the body,
because it is a part of the whole composite; and every integral
part ismaterial in comparison to thewhole: and though itwere
conformed to God in one respect, it is not simply. Because,
strictly speaking, a thing is more conformed to God when it
has all that the condition of its nature requires, since thenmost
of all it imitates the Divine perfection. Hence the heart of an
animal is more conformed to an immovable God when it is in
movement thanwhen it is at rest, because the perfection of the
heart is in its movement, and its rest is its undoing.

Reply toObjection 5. Bodily death was brought about by
Adam’s sin which was blotted out by Christ’s death: hence its
punishment lasts not for ever. But mortal sin which causes ev-
erlasting death through impenitence will not be expiated here-
aer. Hence that death will be everlasting.

Suppl. q. 75 a. 2Whether the resurrection will be for all without exception?

Objection 1. It would seem that the resurrection will not
be for all without exception. For it is written (Ps. 1:5): “e
wicked shall not rise again in judgment.” Now men will not
rise again except at the time of the general judgment. ere-
fore the wicked shall in no way rise again.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Dan. 12:2): “Many of
those that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake.” But these
words imply a restriction. erefore all will not rise again.

Objection 3. Further, by the resurrection men are con-
formed to Christ rising again; wherefore the Apostle argues
(1 Cor. 15:12, seqq.) that if Christ rose again, we also shall rise
again. Now those alone should be conformed to Christ rising
again who have borneHis image, and this belongs to the good
alone. erefore they alone shall rise again.

Objection 4. Further, punishment is not remitted unless
the fault be condoned.Now bodily death is the punishment of
original sin. erefore, as original sin is not forgiven to all, all
will not rise again.

Objection 5. Further, as we are born again by the grace of
Christ, even so shall we rise again byHis grace.Now thosewho
die in their mother’s womb can never be born again: therefore
neither can they rise again, and consequently all will not rise
again.

On the contrary, It is said ( Jn. 5:28,25): “All that are in
the graves shall hear the voice of the Son of God…and they
that hear shall live.” erefore the dead shall all rise again.

Further, it is written (1 Cor. 15:51): “We shall all indeed
rise again,” etc.

Further, the resurrection is necessary in order that those
who rise again may receive punishment or reward according
to their merits. Now either punishment or reward is due to all,
either for their own merits, as to adults, or for others’ merits,
as to children. erefore all will rise again.

I answer that, ose things, the reason of which comes
from the nature of a species, must needs be found likewise in
all themembers of that same species. Now such is the resurrec-

* Cf. Ia, q. 49, a. 3.
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tion: because the reason thereof, as stated above (a. 1), is that
the soul cannot have the final perfection of the human species,
so long as it is separated from the body. Hence no soul will re-
main for ever separated from the body.erefore it is necessary
for all, as well as for one, to rise again.

Reply to Objection 1. As a gloss expounds these words,
they refer to the spiritual resurrection whereby the wicked
shall not rise again in the particular judgment. or else they re-
fer to the wicked who are altogether unbelievers, who will not
rise again to be judged, since they are already judged*.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine (De Civ. Dei xx, 23) ex-
plains “many” as meaning “all”: in fact, this way of speaking is
oen met with in Holy Writ. Or else the restriction may refer
to the children consigned to limbo who, although they shall
rise again, are not properly said to awake, since they will have
no sense either of pain or of glory, and waking is the unchain-
ing of the senses.

Reply toObjection 3.All, both good andwicked, are con-
formed toChrist, while living in this life, as regards things per-

taining to the nature of the species, but not as regards matters
pertaining to grace.Hence all will be conformed toHim in the
restoration of natural life, but not in the likeness of glory, ex-
cept the good alone.

Reply toObjection 4.ose who have died in original sin
have, by dying, discharged the obligation of death which is the
punishment of original sin. Hence, notwithstanding original
sin, they can rise again fromdeath: for the punishment of orig-
inal sin is to die, rather than to be detained by death.

Reply to Objection 5. We are born again by the grace of
Christ that is given to us, but we rise again by the grace of
Christ whereby it came about that He took our nature, since
it is by this that we are conformed to Him in natural things.
Hence those who die in their mother’s womb, although they
are not born again by receiving grace, will nevertheless rise
again on account of the conformity of their nature with Him,
which conformity they acquired by attaining to the perfection
of the human species.

Suppl. q. 75 a. 3Whether the resurrection is natural?

Objection 1. It would seem that the resurrection is nat-
ural. For, as the Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 14), “that
which is commonly observed in all, marks the nature of the in-
dividuals contained under it.” Now resurrection applies com-
monly to all. erefore it is natural.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xiv, 55):
“ose who do not hold the resurrection on the principle of
obedience ought certainly to hold it on the principle of rea-
son. For what does the world every day but imitate, in its ele-
ments, our resurrection?” And he offers as examples the light
which “as it were dies…and is withdrawn from our sight…and
again rises anew, as it were, and is recalled—the shrubs which
lose their greenery, and again by a kind of resurrection are re-
newed—and the seeds which rot and die and then sprout and
rise again as it were”: which same example is adduced by the
Apostle (1Cor. 15:36).Now from theworks of nature nothing
can be known save what is natural. erefore the resurrection
is natural.

Objection 3. Further, things that are against nature abide
not for long, because they are violent, so to speak. But the life
that is restored by the resurrection will last for ever. erefore
the resurrection will be natural.

Objection 4. Further, that to which the entire expectation
of nature looks forward would seem to be natural. Now such a
thing is the resurrection and the glorification of the saints ac-
cording to Rom. 8:19.erefore the resurrection will be natu-
ral.

Objection 5. Further, the resurrection is a kind of move-
ment towards the everlasting union of soul and body. Now
movement is natural if it terminate in a natural rest (Phys. v,
6): and the everlasting union of soul and body will be natural,

for since the soul is the body’s proper mover, it has a body pro-
portionate to it: so that the body is likewise for ever capable of
being quickened by it, even as the soul lives for ever. erefore
the resurrection will be natural.

Onthe contrary,ere is no natural return fromprivation
to habit. But death is privation of life. erefore the resurrec-
tion whereby one returns from death to life is not natural.

Further, things of the one species have one fixedway of ori-
gin: wherefore animals begotten of putrefaction are never of
the same species as those begotten of seed, as the Commenta-
tor says on Phys. viii. Now the natural way of man’s origin is
for him to be begotten of a like in species: and such is not the
case in the resurrection. erefore it will not be natural.

I answer that, A movement or an action stands related
to nature in three ways. For there is a movement or action
whereof nature is neither theprinciple nor the term: and such a
movement is sometimes fromaprinciple above nature as in the
case of a glorified body; and sometimes from any other princi-
ple whatever; for instance, the violent upward movement of
a stone which terminates in a violent rest. Again, there is a
movement whereof nature is both principle and term: for in-
stance, the downward movement of a stone. And there is an-
other movement whereof nature is the term, but not the prin-
ciple, the latter being sometimes something above nature (as
in giving sight to a blindman, for sight is natural, but the prin-
ciple of the sight-giving is above nature), and sometimes some-
thing else, as in the forcing of flowers or fruit by artificial pro-
cess. It is impossible for nature to be the principle and not the
term, because natural principles are appointed to definite ef-
fects, beyond which they cannot extend.

Accordingly the action or movement that is related to na-
* Jn. 3:18.
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ture in the first way can nowise be natural, but is eithermiracu-
lous if it come from a principle above nature, or violent if from
any other principle. e action or movement that is related to
nature in the second way is simply natural: but the action that
is related to nature in the third way cannot be described as nat-
ural simply, but as natural in a restricted sense, in so far, to wit,
as it leads to that which is according to nature: but it is called
either miraculous or artificial or violent. For, properly speak-
ing, natural is that which is according to nature, and a thing is
according to nature if it has that nature and whatever results
from that nature (Phys. ii, 1). Consequently, speaking simply,
movement cannot be described as natural unless its principle
be natural.

Now nature cannot be the principle of resurrection, al-
though resurrection terminates in the life of nature. For na-
ture is the principle of movement in the thing wherein nature
is—either the active principle, as in the movement of heavy
and light bodies and in the natural alterations of animals—or
the passive principle, as in the generation of simple bodies.e
passive principle of natural generation is the natural passive
potentiality which always has an active principle correspond-
ing to it in nature, according to Metaphysics viii, 1: nor as to
this does itmatter whether the active principle in nature corre-
spond to the passive principle in respect of its ultimate perfec-
tion, namely the form; or in respect of a disposition in virtue
of which it demands the ultimate form, as in the generation of
a man according to the teaching of faith, or in all other gener-
ations according to the opinions of Plato andAvicenna. But in
nature there is no active principle of the resurrection, neither
as regards the union of the soul with the body, nor as regards
the dispositionwhich is the demand for that union: since such
a disposition cannot be produced by nature, except in a def-
inite way by the process of generation from seed. Wherefore
even granted a passive potentiality on the part of the body, or
any kind of inclination to its union with the soul, it is not such
as to suffice for the conditions of natural movement. ere-

fore the resurrection, strictly speaking, is miraculous and not
natural except in a restricted sense, as we have explained.

Reply to Objection 1. Damascene is speaking of those
things that are found in all individuals and are caused by the
principles of nature. For supposing by a divine operation all
men to bemade white, or to be gathered together in one place,
as happened at the time of the deluge, it would not follow
that whiteness or existence in some particular place is a natural
property of man.

Reply to Objection 2. From natural things one does not
come by a demonstration of reason to know non-natural
things, but by the induction of reason one may know some-
thing above nature, since the natural bears a certain resem-
blance to the supernatural.us the union of soul and body re-
sembles theunionof the soulwithGodby the glory of fruition,
as the Master says (Sent. ii, D, 1): and in like manner the ex-
amples, quoted by the Apostle and Gregory, are confirmatory
evidences of our faith in the resurrection.

Reply toObjection3.is argument regards an operation
which terminates in something that is not natural but contrary
tonature. Such is not the resurrection, andhence the argument
is not to the point.

Reply to Objection 4. e entire operation of nature is
subordinate to the Divine operation, just as the working of a
lower art is subordinate to the working of a higher art. Hence
just as all the work of a lower art has in view an end unattain-
able save by the operation of the higher art that produces the
form, ormakes use ofwhat has beenmadeby art: so the last end
which the whole expectation of nature has in view is unattain-
able by the operation of nature, and for which reason the at-
taining thereto is not natural.

Reply to Objection 5. Although there can be no natural
movement terminating in a violent rest, there can be a non-
natural movement terminating in a natural rest, as explained
above.
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S   T P, Q 76
Of the Cause of the Resurrection

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the cause of our resurrection. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ’s resurrection is the cause of our resurrection?
(2) Whether the sound of the trumpet is?
(3) Whether the angels are?

Suppl. q. 76 a. 1Whether the resurrection of Christ is the cause of our resurrection?

Objection 1. It would seem that the resurrection ofChrist
is not the cause of our resurrection. For, given the cause, the ef-
fect follows. Yet given the resurrection of Christ the resurrec-
tion of the other dead did not follow at once. erefore His
resurrection is not the cause of ours.

Objection 2. Further, an effect cannot be unless the cause
precede. But the resurrection of the dead would be even if
Christ had not risen again: for God could have delivered man
in some other way. erefore Christ’s resurrection is not the
cause of ours.

Objection 3. Further, the same thing produces the one ef-
fect throughout the one same species. Now the resurrection
will be common to all men. Since then Christ’s resurrection
is not its own cause, it is not the cause of the resurrection of
others.

Objection 4. Further, an effect retains some likeness to
its cause. But the resurrection, at least of some, namely the
wicked, bears no likeness to the resurrection of Christ. ere-
fore Christ’s resurrection will not be the cause of theirs.

On the contrary, “In every genus that which is first is the
cause of those that come aer it” (Metaph. ii, 1). Now Christ,
by reason of His bodily resurrection, is called “the first-fruits
of them that sleep” (1 Cor. 15:20), and “the first-begotten of
the dead” (Apoc. 1:5). erefore His resurrection is the cause
of the resurrection of others.

Further, Christ’s resurrection has more in common with
our bodily resurrection than with our spiritual resurrection
which is by justification. But Christ’s resurrection is the cause
of our justification, as appears fromRom. 4:25, where it is said
that He “rose again for our justification.” erefore Christ’s
resurrection is the cause of our bodily resurrection.

I answer that, Christ by reason of His nature is called the
mediator of God and men: wherefore the Divine gis are be-
stowed on men by means of Christ’s humanity. Now just as
we cannot be delivered from spiritual death save by the gi of
grace bestowed by God, so neither can we be delivered from
bodily death except by resurrection wrought by the Divine
power. And therefore as Christ, in respect of His human na-
ture, received the firstfruits of grace from above, andHis grace
is the cause of our grace, because “of His fulness we all have
received…grace for grace” ( Jn. 1:16), so in Christ has our res-

urrectionbegun, andHis resurrection is the cause of ours.us
Christ as God is, as it were, the equivocal cause of our resurrec-
tion, but asGod andman rising again,He is the proximate and,
so to say, the univocal cause of our resurrection. Now a uni-
vocal efficient cause produces its effect in likeness to its own
form, so that not only is it an efficient, but also an exemplar
cause in relation to that effect. is happens in two ways. For
sometimes this very form, whereby the agent is likened to its
effect, is the direct principle of the action by which the effect
is produced, as heat in the fire that heats: and sometimes it is
not the form in respect of which this likeness is observed, that
is primarily and directly the principle of that action, but the
principles of that form. For instance, if a white man beget a
white man, the whiteness of the begetter is not the principle
of active generation, and yet the whiteness of the begetter is
said to be the cause of the whiteness of the begotten, because
the principles of whiteness in the begetter are the generative
principles causing whiteness in the begotten. In this way the
resurrection of Christ is the cause of our resurrection, because
the same thing that wrought the resurrection of Christ, which
is the univocal efficient cause of our resurrection, is the active
cause of our resurrection, namely the power of Christ’s God-
head which is common to Him and the Father. Hence it is
written (Rom. 8:11): “He that raised up Jesus Christ from the
dead shall quicken also your mortal bodies.” And this very res-
urrection of Christ by virtue ofHis indwelling Godhead is the
quasi-instrumental cause of our resurrection: since the Divine
operations were wrought by means of Christ’s flesh, as though
it were a kind of organ; thus theDamascene instances as an ex-
ample (De Fide Orth. iii, 15) the touch of His body whereby
He healed the leper (Mat. 8:3).

Reply toObjection 1. A sufficient cause produces at once
its effect to which it is immediately directed, but not the effect
to which it is directed by means of something else, no matter
how sufficient it may be: thus heat, however intense it be, does
not cause heat at once in the first instant, but it begins at once
to set up a movement towards heat, because heat is its effect
bymeans ofmovement. NowChrist’s resurrection is said to be
the cause of ours, in that it works our resurrection, not imme-
diately, but bymeans of its principle, namely theDivine power
whichwill work our resurrection in likeness to the resurrection
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ofChrist. NowGod’s power works bymeans ofHis will which
is nearest to the effect; hence it is not necessary that our res-
urrection should follow straightway aer He has wrought the
resurrection of Christ, but that it should happen at the time
which God’s will has decreed.

Reply to Objection 2. God’s power is not tied to any par-
ticular second causes, but that He can produce their effects ei-
ther immediately or by means of other causes: thus He might
work the generationof lower bodies even though therewereno
movement of the heaven: and yet according to the orderwhich
He has established in things, the movement of the heaven is
the cause of the generation of the lower bodies. In like manner
according to the order appointed to human things by Divine
providence, Christ’s resurrection is the cause of ours: and yet
He could have appointed another order, and then our resur-

rection would have had another cause ordained by God.
Reply to Objection 3. is argument holds when all the

things of one species have the same order to the first cause of
the effect to be produced in the whole of that species. But it is
not so in the case in point, because Christ’s humanity is nearer
toHisGodhead,Whose power is thefirst cause of the resurrec-
tion, than is the humanity of others. Hence Christ’s Godhead
caused His resurrection immediately, but it causes the resur-
rection of others by means of Christ-man rising again.

Reply to Objection 4. e resurrection of all men will
bear some resemblance to Christ’s resurrection, as regards that
which pertains to the life of nature, in respect of which all were
conformed toChrist.Hence all will rise again to immortal life;
but in the saints whowere conformed toChrist by grace, there
will be conformity as to things pertaining to glory.

Suppl. q. 76 a. 2Whether the sound of the trumpet will be the cause of our resurrection?

Objection 1. It would seem that the sound of the trumpet
will not be the cause of our resurrection. For the Damascene
says (De Fide Orth. iv): “ou must believe that the resurrec-
tion will take place by God’s will, power, and nod.” erefore
since these are a sufficient cause of our resurrection, we ought
not to assign the sound of the trumpet as a cause thereof.

Objection 2. Further, it is useless to make sounds to one
who cannot hear. But the dead will not have hearing. ere-
fore it is unfitting to make a sound to arouse them.

Objection 3.Further, if any sound is the cause of the resur-
rection, thiswill only be by a power given byGod to the sound:
wherefore a gloss on Ps. 67:34, “He will give to His voice the
voice of power,” says: “to arouse ourbodies.”Now fromthemo-
ment that a power is given to a thing, though it be givenmirac-
ulously, the act that ensues is natural, as instanced in the man
born blind who, aer being restored to sight, saw naturally.
erefore if a sound be the cause of resurrection, the resurrec-
tion would be natural: which is false.

On the contrary, It is written (1 ess. 4:15): “e Lord
Himself will come down from heaven…with the trumpet of
God; and the dead who are in Christ shall rise.”

Further, it is written ( Jn. 5:28) that they “who are in the
graves shall hear the voice of the Son of God…and (Jn. 5:25)
they that hear shall live.” Now this voice is called the trumpet,
as stated in the text (Sent. iv, D, 43). erefore, etc.

I answer that, Cause and effect must needs in some way
be united together, since mover and moved, maker and made,
are simultaneous (Phys. vii, 2). Now Christ rising again is the
univocal cause of our resurrection: wherefore at the resurrec-
tion of bodies, it behooves Christ to work the resurrection at
the giving of some common bodily sign. According to some
this sign will be literally Christ’s voice commanding the resur-
rection, even as He commanded the sea and the storm ceased
(Mat. 8:26). Others say that this sign will be nothing else than

the manifest appearance of the Son of God in the world, ac-
cording to the words of Mat. 24:27: “As lightning cometh out
of the east, and appeareth even into the west, so shall also the
coming of the Son of man be.” ese rely on the authority of
Gregory* who says that “the sound of the trumpet is nothing
else but the Son appearing to the world as judge.” According
to this, the visible presence of the Son of God is called His
voice, because as soon as He appears all nature will obey His
command in restoring human bodies: hence He is described
as coming “with commandment” (1 ess. 4:15). In this way
His appearing, in so far as it has the force of a command, is
called His voice: which voice, whatever it be, is sometimes
called a cry†, as of a crier summoning to judgment; sometimes
the sound of a trumpet‡, either on account of its distinctness,
as stated in the text (Sent. iv,D, 43), or as being in keepingwith
the use of the trumpet in the Old Testament: for by the trum-
pet they were summoned to the council, stirred to the battle,
and called to the feast; and those who rise again will be sum-
moned to the council of judgment, to the battle in which “the
world shall fight…against the unwise” (Wis. 5:21), and to the
feast of everlasting solemnity.

Reply to Objection 1. In those words the Damascene
touches on three things respecting thematerial cause of the res-
urrection: to wit, the Divine will which commands, the power
which executes, and the ease of execution, when he adds “bid-
ding,” in resemblance to our own affairs: since it is very easy for
us to do what is done at once at our word. But the ease is much
more evident, if before we say a word, our servants execute our
will at once at the first sign of our will, which sign is called a
nod: and this nod is a kind of cause of that execution, in so far
as others are led thereby to accomplish our will. And the Di-
vine nod, at which the resurrection will take place, is nothing
but the sign given by God, which all nature will obey by con-
curring in the resurrection of the dead. is sign is the same as

* Moral. xxxi, as quotedby St.Albert theGreat, Sentent. iv,D, 42, a. 4. † Mt
25:6. ‡ 1 Cor. 15:52; 1 ess. 4:15.
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the sound of the trumpet, as explained above.
Reply toObjection 2.As the forms of the Sacrament have

the power to sanctify, not through being heard, but through
being spoken: so this sound, whatever it be, will have an instru-
mental efficacy of resuscitation, not through being perceived,
but through being uttered. Even so a sound by the pulsation of
the air arouses the sleeper, by loosing the organ of perception,
and not because it is known: since judgment about the sound

that reaches the ears is subsequent to the awakening and is not
its cause.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument would avail, if the
power given to that sound were a complete being in nature:
because then that whichwould proceed therefromwould have
for principle a power already rendered natural. But this power
is not of that kind but such as we have ascribed above to the
forms of the Sacraments (Sent. iv, D, 1; Ia, q. 62, Aa. 1,4).

Suppl. q. 76 a. 3Whether the angels will do anything towards the resurrection?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels will do noth-
ing at all towards the resurrection. For raising the dead shows
a greater power than does begetting men. Now when men are
begotten, the soul is not infused into the body by means of
the angels. erefore neither will the resurrection, which is re-
union of soul and body, be wrought by the ministry of the an-
gels.

Objection 2. Further, if this is to be ascribed to the instru-
mentality of any angels at all, it would seem especially refer-
able to the virtues, to whom it belongs to work miracles. Yet
it is referred, not to them, but to the archangels, according to
the text (Sent. iv, D, 43). erefore the resurrection will not
be wrought by the ministry of the angels.

On the contrary, It is stated (1 ess. 4:15) that “the
Lord…shall come down from heaven…with the voice of an
archangel…and the dead shall rise again.” erefore the resur-
rection of the dead will be accomplished by the angelic min-
istry.

I answer that, According to Augustine (De Trin. iii, 4)
“just as the grosser and inferior bodies are ruled in a certain
order by the more subtle and more powerful bodies, so are all
bodies ruled byGod by the rational spirit of life”: andGregory
speaks in the same sense (Dial. iv, 6).Consequently in allGod’s

bodily works, He employs the ministry of the angels. Now in
the resurrection there is something pertaining to the transmu-
tation of the bodies, towit the gathering together of themortal
remains and the disposal thereof for the restoration of the hu-
man body; wherefore in this respectGodwill employ themin-
istry of the angels in the resurrection. But the soul, even as it is
immediately created by God, so will it be reunited to the body
immediately by God without any operation of the angels: and
in like manner He Himself will glorify the body without the
ministry of the angels, just as He immediately glorifies man’s
soul.isministry of the angels is called their voice, according
to one explanation given in the text (Sent. iv, D, 43).

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is evident from
what has been said.

Reply to Objection 2. is ministry will be exercised
chiefly by oneArchangel, namelyMichael, who is the prince of
theChurch as hewas of the Synagogue (Dan. 10:13,21). Yet he
will act under the influence of theVirtues and the other higher
orders: so that what he shall do, the higher orders will, in a
way, do also. In like manner the lower angels will co-operate
with him as to the resurrection of each individual to whose
guardianship they were appointed: so that this voice can be as-
cribed either to one or to many angels.
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Of the Time and Manner of the Resurrection

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the time and manner of the resurrection. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the time of the resurrection should be delayed until the end of the world?
(2) Whether that time is hidden?
(3) Whether the resurrection will occur at night-time?
(4) Whether it will happen suddenly?

Suppl. q. 77 a. 1Whether the time of our resurrection should be delayed till the end of the world?

Objection 1. It would seem that the time of the resurrec-
tion ought not to be delayed till the end of theworld, so that all
may rise together. For there is more conformity between head
andmembers than between onemember and another, as there
is more between cause and effect than between one effect and
another. Now Christ, Who is our Head, did not delay His res-
urrection until the end of theworld, so as to rise again together
with all men.erefore there is no need for the resurrection of
the early saints to be deferred until the end of theworld, so that
they may rise again together with the others.

Objection 2. Further, the resurrection of the Head is the
cause of the resurrection of the members. But the resurrec-
tion of certain members that desire nobility from their being
closely connected with the Head was not delayed till the end
of the world, but followed immediately aer Christ’s resurrec-
tion, as is piously believed concerning the Blessed Virgin and
John the Evangelist*. erefore the resurrection of others will
be somuch nearerChrist’s resurrection, according as they have
been more conformed to Him by grace and merit.

Objection 3. Further, the state of the New Testament is
more perfect, and bears a closer resemblance to Christ, than
the state of the Old Testament. Yet some of the fathers of the
Old Testament rose again whenChrist rose, according toMat.
27:52: “Many of the bodies of the saints, that had slept, arose.”
erefore it would seem that the resurrection of the Old Tes-
tament saints should not be delayed till the end of the world,
so that all may rise together.

Objection 4. Further, there will be no numbering of years
aer the end of the world. Yet aer the resurrection of the
dead, the years are still reckoned until the resurrection of oth-
ers, as appears from Apoc. 20:4,5. For it is stated there that “I
saw…the souls of them that were beheaded for the testimony
of Jesus, and for the word of God,” and further on: “And they
lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years.” And “the rest
of the dead lived not till the thousand years were finished.”
erefore the resurrection of all is not delayed until the end
of the world, that all may rise together.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 14:12): “Man when he
is fallen asleep shall not rise again till the heavens be broken,

he shall not wake, nor rise out of his sleep,” and it is a question
of the sleep of death.erefore the resurrection of men will be
delayed until the end of the world when the heavens shall be
broken.

Further, it is written (Heb. 11:39): “All these being ap-
proved by the testimony of faith received not the promise,”
i.e. full beatitude of soul and body, since “God has provided
something better for us, lest they should be consummated,”
i.e. perfected, “without us—in order that,” as a gloss observes,
“through all rejoicing each one might rejoice the more.” But
the resurrection will not precede the glorification of bodies,
because “He will reform the body of our lowness made like to
the body of His glory” (Phil. 3:21), and the children of the
resurrection will be “as the angels…in heaven” (Mat. 22:30).
erefore the resurrection will be delayed till the end of the
world, when all shall rise together.

I answer that,AsAugustine states (DeTrin. iii, 4) “Divine
providence decreed that the grosser and lower bodies should
be ruled in a certain order by the more subtle and powerful
bodies”: wherefore the entirematter of the lower bodies is sub-
ject to variation according to the movement of the heavenly
bodies. Hence it would be contrary to the order established
in things by Divine providence if the matter of lower bodies
were brought to the state of incorruption, so long as there re-
mains movement in the higher bodies. And since, according
to the teaching of faith, the resurrection will bring men to im-
mortal life conformably to Christ Who “rising again from the
dead dieth now no more” (Rom. 6:9), the resurrection of hu-
man bodies will be delayed until the end of the world when
the heavenly movement will cease. For this reason, too, cer-
tain philosophers, who held that themovement of the heavens
will never cease, maintained that human souls will return to
mortal bodies such as we have now—whether, as Empedocles,
they stated that the soul would return to the same body at the
end of the great year, or that it would return to another body;
thus Pythagoras asserted that “any soul will enter any body,” as
stated in De Anima i, 3.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the head is more con-
formed to the members by conformity of proportion (which

* Ep. de Assump. B.V., cap. ii, among St. Jerome’s works.
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is requisite in order that it have influence over the members)
than one member is to another, yet the head has a certain
causality over the members which the members have not; and
in this the members differ from the head and agree with one
another. Hence Christ’s resurrection is an exemplar of ours,
and through our faith therein there arises in us the hope of our
own resurrection. But the resurrection of one ofChrist’s mem-
bers is not the cause of the resurrection of other members, and
consequentlyChrist’s resurrection had to precede the resurrec-
tion of others who have all to rise again at the consummation
of the world.

Reply to Objection 2. Although among the members
some rank higher than others and are more conformed to the
Head, they do not attain to the character of headship so as
to be the cause of others. Consequently greater conformity to
Christ does not give them a right to rise again before others
as though they were exemplar and the others exemplate, as we
have said in reference toChrist’s resurrection: and if it has been
granted to others that their resurrection should not be delayed
until the general resurrection, this has been by special privilege
of grace, and not as due on account of conformity to Christ.

Reply toObjection3. Jerome, in a sermonon theAssump-
tion*, seems to be doubtful of this resurrection of the saints
with Christ, namely as to whether, having been witnesses to
the resurrection, they died again, so that theirs was a resusci-
tation (as in the case of Lazarus who died again) rather than a
resurrection such as will be at the end of the world—or really
rose again to immortal life, to live for ever in the body, and to
ascend bodily into heaven with Christ, as a gloss says on Mat.
27:52.e latter seemsmore probable, because, as Jerome says,
in order that they might bear true witness to Christ’s true res-
urrection, it was fitting that they should truly rise again. Nor
was their resurrection hastened for their sake, but for the sake

of bearing witness to Christ’s resurrection: and that by bear-
ing witness thereto they might lay the foundation of the faith
of the New Testament: wherefore it was more fitting that it
should be borne by the fathers of the Old Testament, than by
those who died aer the foundation of the New. It must, how-
ever, be observed that, although theGospelmentions their res-
urrection before Christ’s, we must take this statement as made
in anticipation, as is oen the case with writers of history. For
none rose again with a true resurrection before Christ, since
He is the “first-fruits of them that sleep” (1 Cor. 15:20), al-
though some were resuscitated before Christ’s resurrection, as
in the case of Lazarus.

Reply to Objection 4. On account of these words, as Au-
gustine relates (De Civ. Dei xx, 7), certain heretics asserted
that there will be a first resurrection of the dead that they may
reign with Christ on earth for a thousand years; whence they
were called “chiliasts” or “millenarians.” Hence Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei xx, 7) that these words are to be understood
otherwise, namely of the spiritual resurrection, whereby men
shall rise again from their sins to the gi of grace: while the
second resurrection is of bodies. e reign of Christ denotes
the Church wherein not only martyrs but also the other elect
reign, the part denoting the whole; or they reign with Christ
in glory as regards all, special mention being made of the mar-
tyrs, because they especially reign aer death who fought for
the truth, even unto death. e number of a thousand years
denotes not a fixed number, but the whole of the present time
wherein the saints now reign with Christ, because the number
1,000 designates universalitymore than the number 100, since
100 is the square of 10, whereas 1,000 is a cube resulting from
the multiplication of ten by its square, for 10 X 10 = 100, and
100 X 10 = 1,000. Again in Ps. 104:8, “e word which He
commanded to a thousand,” i.e. all, “generations.”

Suppl. q. 77 a. 2Whether the time of our resurrection is hidden?

Objection 1. It would seem that this time is not hidden.
Because when we know exactly the beginning of a thing, we
can know its end exactly, since “all things are measured by a
certain period” (De Generat. ii). Now the beginning of the
world is known exactly. erefore its end can also be known
exactly. But this will be the time of the resurrection and judg-
ment. erefore that time is not hidden.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated (Apoc. 12:6) that “the
woman who represents the Church had a place prepared by
God, that there she might feed [Vulg.: ‘they should feed her’]
a thousand twohundred sixty days.”Again (Dan. 12:11), a cer-
tain fixed number of days is mentioned, which apparently sig-
nify years, according to Ezech. 4:6: “A day for a year, yea a day
for a year I have appointed to thee.” erefore the time of the
end of the world and of the resurrection can be known exactly
from Holy Writ.

Objection 3. Further, the state of the New Testament was
foreshadowed in theOldTestament.Nowweknow exactly the
time wherein the state of the Old Testament endured. ere-
fore we can also know exactly the time wherein the state of the
New Testament will endure. But the state of the New Testa-
mentwill last to the end of theworld, wherefore it is said (Mat.
28:20): “Behold I am with you…to the consummation of the
world.” erefore the time of the end of the world and of the
resurrection can be known exactly.

On the contrary, at which is unknown to the angels
will be much more unknown to men: because those things
to which men attain by natural reason are much more clearly
and certainly known to the angels by their natural knowledge.
Moreover revelations are not made to men save by means of
the angels asDionysius asserts (Coel.Hier. iv). Now the angels
have no exact knowledge of that time, as appears from Mat.

* Ep. x ad Paul. et Eustoch., now recognized as spurious.
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24:36: “Of that day and hour no one knoweth, no not the an-
gels of heaven.” erefore that time is hidden from men.

Further, the apostles were more cognizant of God’s secrets
than others who followed them, because they had “the first-
fruits of the spirit” (Rom. 8:23)—” before others in point of
time and more abundantly,” as a gloss observes. And yet when
they questioned our Lord about this verymatter, He answered
them (Acts 1:7): “It is not for you to know the times or mo-
ments which the Father hath put in His own power.” Much
more, therefore, is it hidden from others.

I answer that, As Augustine says (Qq. lxxxiii, qu. 58) “as
to the last age of the human race, which begins fromour Lord’s
coming and lasts until the end of the world, it is uncertain of
how many generations it will consist: even so old age, which is
man’s last age, has no fixed time according to the measure of
the other ages, since sometimes alone it lasts as long a time as
all the others.” e reason of this is because the exact length of
future time cannot be known except either by revelation or by
natural reason: and the time until the resurrection cannot be
reckoned by natural reason, because the resurrection and the
end of the heavenly movement will be simultaneous as stated
above (a. 1). And all things that are foreseen by natural reason
to happen at a fixed time are reckoned by movement: and it is
impossible from themovement of the heaven to reckon its end,
for since it is circular, it is for this very reason able by its nature
to endure for ever: and consequently the timebetween this and
the resurrection cannot be reckoned by natural reason. Again
it cannot be known by revelation, so that all may be on the
watch and ready to meet Christ: and for this reason when the
apostles askedHim about this, Christ answered (Acts 1:7): “It
is not for you to know the times or moments which the Father
hath put in His own power,” whereby, as Augustine says (De
Civ. Dei xviii, 53): “He scatters the fingers of all calculators
and bids them be still.” For what He refused to tell the apos-
tles, He will not reveal to others: wherefore all those who have
been misled to reckon the aforesaid time have so far proved to
be untruthful; for some, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xviii,
53), stated that from our Lord’s Ascension to His last coming
400 years would elapse, others 500, others 1,000.e falseness

of these calculators is evident, as will likewise be the falseness
of those who even now cease not to calculate.

Reply to Objection 1. When we know a thing’s begin-
ning and also its end it follows that its measure is known to us:
wherefore if we know the beginning of a thing the duration of
which is measured by themovement of the heaven, we are able
to know its end, since the movement of heaven is known to
us. But themeasure of the duration of the heavenly movement
is God’s ordinance alone, which is unknown to us. Wherefore
however much we may know its beginning, we are unable to
know its end.

Reply to Objection 2. e thousand two hundred sixty
days mentioned in the Apocalypse (12:6) denote all the time
during which the Church endures, and not any definite num-
ber of years. e reason whereof is because the preaching of
Christ on which the Church is built lasted three years and a
half, which time contains almost an equal number of days as
the aforesaid number. Again the number of days appointed by
Daniel does not refer to a number of years to elapse before the
end of the world or until the preaching of Antichrist, but to
the time of Antichrist’s preaching and the duration of his per-
secution.

Reply toObjection 3.Although the state of the New Tes-
tament in general is foreshadowed by the state of the Old Tes-
tament it does not follow that individuals correspond to in-
dividuals: especially since all the figures of the Old Testament
were fulfilled in Christ. Hence Augustine (De Civ. Dei xviii,
52) answers certain persons who wished to liken the num-
ber of persecutions suffered by the Church to the number of
the plagues of Egypt, in these words: “I do not think that the
occurrences in Egypt were in their signification prophetic of
these persecutions, although those who think so have shown
nicety and ingenuity in adapting them severally the one to the
other, not indeed by a prophetic spirit, but by the guess-work
of the human mind, which sometimes reaches the truth and
sometimes not.” e same remarks would seem applicable to
the statements of Abbot Joachim, who by means of such con-
jectures about the future foretold some things that were true,
and in others was deceived.

Suppl. q. 77 a. 3Whether the resurrection will take place at night-time?

Objection 1. It would seem that the resurrection will not
be at night-time. For the resurrection will not be “till the heav-
ens be broken” ( Job 14:12). Now when the heavenly move-
ment ceases, which is signified by its breaking, there will be no
time, neither night nor day.erefore the resurrectionwill not
be at night-time.

Objection 2. Further, the end of a thing ought to be most
perfect. Now the end of time will be then: wherefore it is said
(Apoc. 10:6) that “time shall be no longer.” erefore time
ought to be then in its most perfect disposition and conse-
quently it should be the daytime.

Objection 3. Further, the time should be such as to be
adapted to what is done therein: wherefore ( Jn. 13:30) the
night is mentioned as being the time when Judas went out
from the fellowship of the light. Now, all things that are hid-
den at the present time will then be made most manifest, be-
causewhen the Lord shall comeHe “will bring to light the hid-
den things of darkness, and will make manifest the counsels of
the hearts” (1 Cor. 4:5). erefore it ought to be during the
day.

On the contrary, Christ’s resurrection is the exemplar of
ours.NowChrist’s resurrectionwas at night, asGregory says in
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a homily for Easter (xxi in Evang.). erefore our resurrection
will also be at night-time.

Further, the coming of our Lord is compared to the com-
ingof a thief into thehouse (Lk. 12:39,40). But the thief comes
to the house at night-time. erefore our Lord will also come
in the night. Now, when He comes the resurrection will take
place, as stated above (q. 76, a. 2). erefore the resurrection
will be at night-time.

I answer that, e exact time and hour at which the res-
urrection will be cannot be known for certain, as stated in the
text (Sent. iv, D, 43). Nevertheless some assert with sufficient
probability that it will be towards the twilight, themoonbeing
in the east and the sun in the west; because the sun and moon
are believed to have been created in these positions, and thus
their revolutions will be altogether completed by their return
to the same point.Wherefore it is said thatChrist arose at such
an hour.

Reply to Objection 1. When the resurrection occurs, it
will not be time but the end of time; because at the very instant
that the heavens will cease to move the dead will rise again.
Nevertheless the stars will be in the same position as they oc-
cupy now at any fixed hour: and accordingly it is said that the
resurrection will be at this or that hour.

Reply to Objection 2. e most perfect disposition of
time is said to be midday, on account of the light given by
the sun. But then the city of God will need neither sun nor
moon, because the glory ofGodwill enlighten it (Apoc. 22:5).
Wherefore in this respect it matters not whether the resurrec-
tion be in the day or in the night.

Reply to Objection 3. at time should be adapted to
manifestation as regards the things that will happen then, and
to secrecy as regards the fixing of the time. Hence either may
happen fittingly, namely that the resurrection be in the day or
in the night.

Suppl. q. 77 a. 4Whether the resurrection will happen suddenly or by degrees?

Objection 1. It would seem that the resurrection will not
happen suddenly but by degrees. For the resurrection of the
dead is foretold (Ezech. 37:7,8)where it is written: “ebones
came together…and I saw and behold the sinews and the flesh
came up upon them, and the skin was stretched out over them,
but there was no spirit in them.” erefore the restoration of
the bodies will precede in time their reunion with the souls,
and thus the resurrection will not be sudden.

Objection 2. Further, a thing does not happen suddenly
if it require several actions following one another. Now the
resurrection requires several actions following one another,
namely the gathering of the ashes, the refashioning of the body,
the infusion of the soul. erefore the resurrection will not be
sudden.

Objection 3. Further, all sound is measured by time. Now
the sound of the trumpet will be the cause of the resurrection,
as stated above (q. 76, a. 2).erefore the resurrectionwill take
time and will not happen suddenly.

Objection 4. Further, no local movement can be sudden
as stated in De Sensu et Sensato vii. Now the resurrection re-
quires local movement in the gathering of the ashes.erefore
it will not happen suddenly.

On the contrary, It is written (1Cor. 15:51,52): “We shall
all indeed rise again…in amoment, in the twinkling of an eye.”
erefore the resurrection will be sudden.

Further, infinite power works suddenly. But the Dama-
scene says (De Fide Orth. iv): “ou shalt believe in the resur-
rection to be wrought by the power of God,” and it is evident
that this is infinite. erefore the resurrection will be sudden.

I answer that, At the resurrection something will be done
by the ministry of the angels, and something immediately by
the power of God, as stated above (q. 76, a. 3). Accordingly
that which is done by the ministry of the angels, will not be
instantaneous, if by instant we mean an indivisible point of
time, but it will be instantaneous if by instant we mean an im-
perceptible time. But that which will be done immediately by
God’s power will happen suddenly, namely at the end of the
time wherein the work of the angels will be done, because the
higher power brings the lower to perfection.

Reply to Objection 1. Ezechiel spoke, like Moses to a
rough people, and therefore, just as Moses divided the works
of the six days into days, in order that the uncultured people
might be able to understand, although all things were made
together according to Augustine (Gen. ad lit. iv), so Ezechiel
expressed the various things that will happen in the resurrec-
tion, although they will all happen together in an instant.

Reply to Objection 2. Although these actions follow one
another in nature, they are all together in time: because either
they are together in the same instant, or one is in the instant
that terminates the other.

Objection 3.e same would seem to apply to that sound
as to the forms of the sacraments, namely that the sound will
produce its effect in its last instant.

Reply to Objection 4. e gathering of the ashes which
cannot be without local movement will be done by the min-
istry of the angels. Hence it will be in time though impercepti-
ble on account of the facility of operation which is competent
to the angels.
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Of the Term “Wherefrom” of the Resurrection

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the term “wherefrom” of the resurrection; and under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether death is the term “wherefrom” of the resurrection in every case?
(2) Whether ashes are, or dust?
(3) Whether this dust has a natural inclination towards the soul?

Suppl. q. 78 a. 1Whether death will be the term “wherefrom” of the resurrection in all cases?

Objection 1. It would seem that deathwill not be the term
“wherefrom”of the resurrection in all cases. Because some shall
not die but shall be clothed with immortality: for it is said in
the creed that our Lord “will come to judge the living and the
dead.” Now this cannot refer to the time of judgment, because
then all will be alive; therefore this distinction must refer to
the previous time, and consequently all will not die before the
judgment.

Objection 2. Further, a natural and common desire can-
not be empty and vain, but is fulfilled in some cases. Now
according to the Apostle (2 Cor. 5:4) it is a common desire
that “we would not be unclothed but clothed upon.” ere-
fore there will be some who will never be stripped of the body
by death, but will be arrayed in the glory of the resurrection.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (Enchiridion cxv)
that the four last petitions of the Lord’s prayer refer to the
present life: and one of them is: “Forgive us our debts [Douay:
‘trespasses’].”erefore the Church prays that all debts may be
forgiven her in this life. Now the Church’s prayer cannot be
void and not granted: “If you ask the Father anything in My
name, He will give it you” ( Jn. 16:23). erefore at some time
of this life the Church will receive the remission of all debts:
and one of the debts to which we are bound by the sin of our
first parent is that we be born in original sin.erefore at some
time God will grant to the Church that men be born without
original sin. But death is the punishment of original sin.ere-
fore at the end of the world there will be some men who will
not die: and so the same conclusion follows.

Objection 4. Further, the wise man should always choose
the shortestway.Now the shortestway is for themenwho shall
be found living to be transferred to the impassibility of the res-
urrection, than for them to die first, and aerwards rise again
from death to immortality. erefore God Who is supremely
wise will choose this way for those who shall be found living.

On the contrary, It is written (1Cor. 15:36): “at which
thou sowest is not quickened except it die first,” and he is
speaking of the resurrection of the body as compared to the
seed.

Further, it is written (1 Cor. 15:22): “As in Adam all die,
so also in Christ all shall be made alive.” Now all shall be made
alive in Christ. erefore all shall die in Adam: and so all shall

rise again from death.
I answer that, e saints differ in speaking on this ques-

tion, as may be seen in the text (Sent. iv, D, 43). However, the
safer and more common opinion is that all shall die and rise
again from death: and this for three reasons. First, because it is
more in accord with Divine justice, which condemned human
nature for the sin of its first parent, that all who by the act of
nature derive their origin from him should contract the stain
of original sin, and consequently be the debtors of death. Sec-
ondly, because it is more in agreement with Divine Scripture
which foretells the resurrection of all; and resurrection is not
predicted properly except of that “which has fallen and per-
ished,” as the Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv). irdly, be-
cause it is more in harmony with the order of nature where we
find that what is corrupted and decayed is not renewed except
by means of corruption: thus vinegar does not become wine
unless the vinegar be corrupted and pass into the juice of the
grape. Wherefore since human nature has incurred the defect
of the necessity of death, it cannot return to immortality save
bymeans of death. It is also in keeping with the order of nature
for another reason, because, as it is stated in Phys. viii, 1, “the
movement of heaven is as a kind of life to all existing in nature,”
just as the movement of the heart is a kind of life of the whole
body: wherefore even as all the members become dead on the
heart ceasing to move, so when the heavenly movement ceases
nothing can remain livingwith that lifewhichwas sustainedby
the influence of that movement. Now such is the life by which
we live now: and therefore it follows that those who shall live
aer the movement of the heaven comes to a standstill must
depart from this life.

Reply toObjection 1.is distinction of the dead and the
living does not apply to the time itself of the judgment, nor to
the whole preceding time, since all who are to be judged were
living at some time, and dead at some time: but it applies to
that particular time which shall precede the judgment imme-
diately, when, to wit, the signs of the judgment shall begin to
appear.

Reply toObjection 2.eperfect desire of the saints can-
not be void; but nothing prevents their conditional desire be-
ing void. Such is the desire whereby we would not be “un-
clothed,” but “clothed upon,” namely if that be possible: and
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this desire is called by some a “velleity.”
Reply to Objection 3. It is erroneous to say that any one

except Christ is conceived without original sin, because those
who would be conceived without original sin would not need
the redemptionwhichwas wrought byChrist, and thusChrist
would not be the Redeemer of all men*. Nor can it be said
that they needed not this redemption, because it was granted
to them that they should be conceived without sin. For, this
grace was vouchsafed—either to their parents, that the sin of
nature might be healed in them (because so long as that sin
remained they were unable to beget without communicating
original sin)—or to nature itself which was healed. Now we
must allow that every one needs the redemption of Christ per-
sonally, and not only by reason of nature, and one cannot be
delivered from an evil or absolved from a debt unless one incur
the debt or incur the evil: and consequently all could not reap
in themselves the fruit of the Lord’s prayer, unless all were born

debtors and subject to evil. Hence the forgiveness of debts or
delivery from evil cannot be applied to one who is born with-
out a debt or free from evil, but only to one who is born with
a debt and is aerwards delivered by the grace of Christ. Nor
does it follow, if it can be asserted without error that some die
not, that they are born without original sin, although death is
a punishment of original sin; because God can of His mercy
remit the punishment which one has incurred by a past fault,
asHe forgave the adulterous womanwithout punishment ( Jn.
8): and in like manner He can deliver from death those who
have contracted the debt of death by being born in original sin.
And thus it does not follow that if they die not, therefore they
were born without original sin.

Reply to Objection 4. e shortest way is not always the
one to be chosen, but only when it is more or equally adapted
for attaining the end. It is not so here, as is clear from what we
have said.

Suppl. q. 78 a. 2Whether all will rise again from ashes?

Objection1. Itwould seem that all will not rise again from
ashes. For Christ’s resurrection is the exemplar of ours. YetHis
resurrection was not from ashes, for His flesh saw not corrup-
tion according to Ps. 15:10; Acts 2:27,31. erefore neither
will all rise again from ashes.

Objection 2. Further, the human body is not always
burned. Yet a thing cannot be reduced to ashes unless it be
burned. erefore not all will rise again from ashes.

Objection 3. Further, the body of a dead man is not re-
duced to ashes immediately aer death. But some will rise
again at once aer death, according to the text (Sent. iv, D,
43), namely those who will be found living. erefore all will
not rise again from ashes.

Objection 4. Further, the term “wherefrom” corresponds
to the term “whereto.” Now the term “whereto” of the resur-
rection is not the same in the good as in the wicked: “We shall
all indeed rise again, but we shall not all be changed” (1 Cor.
15:51). erefore the term “wherefrom” is not the same. And
thus, if the wicked rise again from ashes, the good will not rise
again from ashes.

Onthe contrary,Haymo says (onRom. 5:10, “For if when
we were enemies”): “All who are born in original sin lie under
the sentence: Earth thou art and into earth shalt thou go.”Now
all who shall rise again at the general resurrection were born in
original sin, either at their birth within the womb or at least at
their birth from the womb. erefore all will rise again from
ashes.

Further, there are many things in the human body that
do not truly belong to human nature. But all these will be re-
moved. erefore all bodies must needs be reduced to ashes.

I answer that, e same reasons by which we have shown
(a. 1) that all rise again fromdeathprove also that at the general

resurrection all will rise again from ashes, unless the contrary,
such as the hastening of their resurrection, be vouchsafed to
certain persons by a special privilege of grace. For just as holy
writ foretells the resurrection, so does it foretell the reforma-
tion of bodies (Phil. 3:21). And thus it follows that even as all
die that the bodies of all may be able truly to rise again, so will
the bodies of all perish that they may be able to be reformed.
For just as death was inflicted by Divine justice as a punish-
ment on man, so was the decay of the body, as appears from
Gn. 3:19, “Earth thou art and into earth shalt thou go†.”

Moreover the order of nature requires the dissolution not
only of the union of soul and body, but also of the mingling
of the elements: even as vinegar cannot be brought back to
the quality of wine unless it first be dissolved into the preja-
cent matter: for the mingling of the elements is both caused
and preserved by the movement of the heaven, and when this
ceases all mixed bodies will be dissolved into pure elements.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s resurrection is the exem-
plar of ours as to the term “whereto,” but not as to the term
“wherefrom.”

Reply to Objection 2. By ashes we mean all the remains
that are le aer the dissolution of the body—for two rea-
sons. First, because it was the common custom in olden times
to burn the bodies of the dead, and to keep the ashes, whence it
became customary to speak of the remains of a human body as
ashes. Secondly, on account of the cause of dissolution, which
is the flame of the fomes* whereby the human body is radically
infected. Hence, in order to be cleansed of this infection the
human body must needs be dissolved into its primary compo-
nents: and when a thing is destroyed by fire it is said to be re-
duced to ashes. wherefore the name of ashes is given to those
things into which the human body is dissolved.

* See Editor’s note which follows IIIa, q. 26. † Vulg.: ‘Dust thou art and
into dust thou shalt return’. * Cf. Ia IIae, q. 82, a. 3.
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Reply toObjection 3. e fire that will cleanse the face of
the earth will be able to reduce suddenly to ashes the bodies
of those that will be found living, even as it will dissolve other
mixed bodies into their prejacent matter.

Reply toObjection 4.Movement does not take its species
from its term “wherefrom” but from its term “whereto.”Hence
the resurrection of the saintswhichwill be gloriousmust needs

differ from the resurrection of the wicked which will not be
glorious, in respect of the term “whereto,” and not in respect
of the term “wherefrom.” And it oen happens that the term
“whereto” is not the same, whereas the term “wherefrom” is
the same—for instance, a thing may be moved from blackness
to whiteness and to pallor.

Suppl. q. 78 a. 3Whether the ashes from which the human body will be restored have any natural inclination
towards the soul which will be united to them?

Objection 1. It would seem that the ashes from which the
human body will be restored will have a natural inclination to-
wards the soul which will be united to them. For if they had
no inclination towards the soul, they would stand in the same
relation to that soul as other ashes. erefore it would make
no differencewhether the body that is to be united to that soul
were restored from those ashes or fromothers: and this is false.

Objection 2. Further, the body is more dependent on the
soul than the soul on the body. Now the soul separated from
the body is still somewhat dependent on the body, wherefore
its movement towards God is retarded on account of its desire
for the body, as Augustine says (Gen. ad lit. xii). Much more,
therefore, has the bodywhen separated from the soul, a natural
inclination towards that soul.

Objection 3.Further, it is written ( Job 20:11): “His bones
shall be filled with the vices of his youth, and they shall sleep
with him in the dust.” But vices are only in the soul. erefore
there will still remain in those ashes a natural inclination to-
wards the soul.

On the contrary, e human body can be dissolved into
the very elements, or changed into the flesh of other animals.
But the elements are homogeneous, and so is the flesh of a lion
or other animal. Since then in the other parts of the elements
or animals there is no natural inclination to that soul, neither
will there be an inclination towards the soul in those parts into
which the human body has been changed. e first proposi-
tion is made evident on the authority of Augustine (Enchirid-
ion lxxxviii): “e human body, although changed into the
substance of other bodies or even into the elements, although
it has become the food and flesh of any animals whatsoever,
even of man, will in an instant return to that soul which erst-
while animated it, making it a living and growing man.”

Further, to every natural inclination there corresponds a

natural agent: else nature would fail in necessaries. Now the
aforesaid ashes cannot be reunited to the same soul by any nat-
ural agent. erefore there is not in them any natural inclina-
tion to the aforesaid reunion.

I answer that,Opinion is threefold on this point. For some
say that the human body is never dissolved into its very ele-
ments; and so there always remains in the ashes a certain force
besides the elements, which gives a natural inclination to the
same soul. But this assertion is in contradiction with the au-
thority of Augustine quoted above, as well as with the senses
and reason: since whatever is composed of contraries can be
dissolved into its component parts. Wherefore others say that
these parts of the elements into which the human body is dis-
solved retain more light, through having been united to the
soul, and for this reason have a

natural inclination to human souls. But this again is non-
sensical, since the parts of the elements are of the same nature
and have an equal share of light and darkness. Hence we must
say differently that in those ashes there is nonatural inclination
to resurrection, but only by the ordering ofDivine providence,
which decreed that those ashes should be reunited to the soul:
it is on this account that those parts of the elements shall be
reunited and not others.

Hence the Reply to the First Objection is clear.
Reply to Objection 2. e soul separated from the body

remains in the same nature that it haswhen united to the body.
It is not so with the body, and consequently the comparison
fails.

Reply to Objection 3. ese words of Job do not mean
that the vices actually remain in the ashes of the dead, but
that they remain according to the ordering of Divine justice,
whereby those ashes are destined to the restoration of the body
which will suffer eternally for the sins committed.
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S   T P, Q 79
Of the Conditions of ose Who Rise Again, and First of eir Identity

(Inree Articles)

In the next place wemust consider the conditions of those who rise again. Here we shall consider: (1)ose which concern
the good and wicked in common; (2) those which concern the good only; (3) those which concern only the wicked. ree
things concern the good and wicked in common, namely their identity, their integrity, and their quality: and we shall inquire
(1) about their identity; (2) about their integrity; (3) about their quality.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the body will rise again identically the same?
(2) Whether it will be the self-same man?
(3) Whether it is necessary that the same ashes should return to the same parts in which they were before?

Suppl. q. 79 a. 1Whether in the resurrection the soul will be reunited to the same identical body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the soul will not be re-
united to the same identical body at the resurrection, for “thou
sowest not the body that shall be, but bare grain” (1 Cor.
15:37). Now the Apostle is there comparing death to sowing
and resurrection to fructifying. erefore the same body that
is laid aside in death is not resumed at the resurrection.

Objection 2. Further, to every form some matter is
adapted according to its condition, and likewise to every agent
some instrument. Now the body is compared to the soul as
matter to form, and as instrument to agent. Since then at the
resurrection the soul will not be of the same condition as now
(for it will be either entirely borne away to the heavenly life to
which it adheredwhile living in theworld, orwill be cast down
into the life of the brutes if it lived as a brute in this world) it
would seem that it will not resume the same body, but either a
heavenly or a brutish body.

Objection 3. Further, aer death, as stated above (q. 78,
a. 3), thehumanbody is dissolved into the elements.Nowthese
elemental parts intowhich the human body has been dissolved
do not agree with the human body dissolved into them, except
in primarymatter, even as any other elemental parts agree with
that same body. But if the body were to be formed from those
other elemental parts, it would not be described as identically
the same.erefore neither will it be the self-same body if it be
restored from these parts.

Objection 4. Further, there cannot be numerical identity
where there is numerical distinction of essential parts. Now
the form of the mixed body, which form is an essential part
of the human body, as being its form, cannot be resumed in
numerical identity. erefore the body will not be identically
the same. e minor is proved thus: at which passes away
into complete nonentity cannot be resumed in identity.is is
clear from the fact that there cannot be identity where there is
distinction of existence: and existence, which is the act of a be-
ing, is differentiated by being interrupted, as is any interrupted
act. Now the form of a mixed body passes away into complete

nonentity by death, since it is a bodily form, and so also do the
contrary qualities from which the mixture results. erefore
the form of a mixed body does not return in identity.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 19:26): “In my flesh I
shall seeGodmy Saviour [Vulg.: ‘myGod’],” where he is speak-
ing of the vision aer the resurrection, as appears from the
preceding words: “In the last day I shall rise out of the earth.”
erefore the selfsame body will rise again.

Further, the Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv, 27): “Res-
urrection is the second rising of that which has fallen.” But the
body which we have now fell by death. erefore it will rise
again the same identically.

I answer that, on this point the philosophers erred and
certain modern heretics err. For some of the philosophers al-
lowed that souls separated from bodies are reunited to bod-
ies, yet they erred in this in two ways. First, as to the mode of
reunion, for some held the separated soul to be naturally re-
united to a body by the way of generation. Secondly, as to the
body to which it was reunited, for they held that this second
union was not with the selfsame body that was laid aside in
death, but with another, sometimes of the same, sometimes of
a different species. Of a different species when the soul while
existing in the body had led a life contrary to the ordering of
reason: wherefore it passed aer death from the body of aman
into the body of some other animal to whose manner of living
it had conformed in this life, for instance into the body of a
dog on account of lust, into the body of a lion on account of
robbery and violence, and so forth—and into a body of the
same species when the soul has led a good life in the body,
and having aer death experienced some happiness, aer some
centuries began to wish to return to the body; and thus it was
reunited to a human body.

is opinion arises fromtwo false sources.efirst of these
is that they said that the soul is not united to the body essen-
tially as form to matter, but only accidentally, as mover to the
thing moved,* or as a man to his clothes. Hence it was possi-

* Cf. Ia, q. 76, a. 1.
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ble for them tomaintain that the soul pre-existed before being
infused into the body begotten of natural generation, as also
that it is united to various bodies. e second is that they held
intellect not to differ from sense except accidentally, so that
manwould be said to surpass other animals in intelligence, be-
cause the sensitive power is more acute in him on account of
the excellence of his bodily complexion; and hence it was pos-
sible for them to assert that man’s soul passes into the soul of a
brute animal, especially when the human soul has been habit-
uated to brutish actions. But these two sources are refuted by
the Philosopher (DeAnima ii, 1), and in consequence of these
being refuted, it is clear that the above opinion is false.

In like manner the errors of certain heretics are refuted.
Some of them fell into the aforesaid opinions of the philoso-
phers: while others held that souls are reunited to heavenly
bodies, or again to bodies subtle as the wind, as Gregory re-
lates of a certain Bishop of Constantinople, in his exposition
of Job 19:26, “In my flesh I shall see my God,” etc. Moreover
these same errors of heretics may be refuted by the fact that
they are prejudicial to the truth of resurrection as witnessed
to by Holy Writ. For we cannot call it resurrection unless the
soul return to the same body, since resurrection is a second ris-
ing, and the same thing rises that falls: wherefore resurrection
regards the body which aer death falls rather than the soul
which aer death lives. And consequently if it be not the same
body which the soul resumes, it will not be a resurrection, but
rather the assuming of a new body.

Reply toObjection 1.A comparison does not apply to ev-
ery particular, but to some. For in the sowing of grain, the grain
sown and the grain that is born thereof are neither identical,
nor of the same condition, since it was first sown without a
husk, yet is born with one: and the body will rise again identi-
cally the same, but of a different condition, since it was mortal
and will rise in immortality.

Reply to Objection 2. e soul rising again and the soul
living in this world differ, not in essence but in respect of glory
andmisery, which is an accidental difference. Hence it follows
that the body in rising again differs, not in identity, but in con-
dition, so that a difference of bodies corresponds proportion-
ally to the difference of souls.

Reply toObjection3.atwhich is understood as though

it were in matter before its form remains in matter aer cor-
ruption, because when that which comes aerwards is re-
moved that which came before may yet remain. Now, as the
Commentator observes on the First Book of Physics and in
De Substantia Orbis, in the matter of things subject to gener-
ation and corruption, we must presuppose undeterminate di-
mensions, by reason of which matter is divisible, so as to be
able to receive various forms in its various parts.Wherefore af-
ter the separation of the substantial form from matter, these
dimensions still remain the same: and consequently the mat-
ter existing under those dimensions, whatever form it receive,
is more identified with that which was generated from it, than
any other part of matter existing under any form whatever.
us the matter that will be brought back to restore the hu-
man body will be the same as that body’s previous matter.

Reply to Objection 4. Even as a simple quality is not the
substantial form of an element, but its proper accident, and
the disposition whereby its matter is rendered proper to such
a form; so the form of a mixed body, which form is a qual-
ity resulting from simple qualities reduced to a mean, is not
the substantial form of the mixed body, but its proper acci-
dent, and the disposition whereby the matter is in need of the
form. Now the human body has no substantial form besides
this form of the mixed body, except the rational soul, for if it
had any previous substantial form, this would give it substan-
tial being, and would establish it in the genus of substance: so
that the soul would be united to a body already established in
the genus of substance, and thus the soul would be compared
to the body as artificial forms are to their matter, in respect of
their being established in the genus of substance by their mat-
ter. Hence the union of the soul to the body would be acciden-
tal, which is the error of the ancient philosophers refuted by
the Philosopher (De Anima ii, 2†). It would also follow that
the human body and each of its parts would not retain their
former names in the same sense, which is contrary to the teach-
ing of the Philosopher (De Anima ii, 1). erefore since the
rational soul remains, no substantial form of the human body
falls away into complete nonentity. And the variation of acci-
dental forms does not make a difference of identity. erefore
the selfsame body will rise again, since the selfsame matter is
resumed as stated in a previous reply (ad 2).

Suppl. q. 79 a. 2Whether it will be identically the same man that shall rise again?

Objection 1. It would seem that it will not be identi-
cally the same man that shall rise again. For according to the
Philosopher (De Gener. ii): “Whatsoever things are changed
in their corruptible substance are not repeated identically.”
Now such is man’s substance in his present state. erefore af-
ter the change wrought by death the self-same man cannot be
repeated .

Objection 2. Further, where there is a distinction of hu-
man nature there is not the same identical man: wherefore

Socrates and Plato are two men and not one man, since each
has his own distinct human nature. Now the human nature of
one who rises again is distinct from that which he has now.
erefore he is not the same identical man. e minor can
be proved in two ways. First, because human nature which
is the form of the whole is not both form and substance as
the soul is, but is a form only. Now such like forms pass away
into complete nonentity, and consequently they cannot be re-
stored. Secondly, because human nature results from union of

† Cf. Ia, q. 76, a. 1.
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parts. Now the same identical union as that which was hereto-
fore cannot be resumed, because repetition is opposed to iden-
tity, since repetition implies number, whereas identity implies
unity, and these are incompatible with one another. But res-
urrection is a repeated union: therefore the union is not the
same, and consequently there is not the same human nature
nor the same man.

Objection3.Further, one sameman is not several animals:
wherefore if it is not the same animal it is not the same identi-
calman.Nowwhere sense is not the same, there is not the same
animal, since animal is defined from the primary sense, namely
touch. But sense, as it does not remain in the separated soul (as
some maintain), cannot be resumed in identity. erefore the
manwho rises again will not be the same identical animal, and
consequently he will not be the same man.

Objection 4. Further, the matter of a statue ranks higher
in the statue than the matter of a man does in man: because
artificial things belong to the genus of substance by reason of
their matter, but natural things by reason of their form, as ap-
pears from the Philosopher (Phys. ii, 1), and again from the
Commentator (De Anima ii). But if a statue is remade from
the same brass, it will not be the same identically. erefore
much less will it be identically the same man if he be reformed
from the same ashes.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 19:27): “Whom I my-
self shall see…and not another,” and he is speaking of the vi-
sion aer the resurrection. erefore the same identical man
will rise again.

Further, Augustine says (DeTrin. viii, 5) that “to rise again
is naught else but to live again.” Now unless the same identical
man that died return to life, he would not be said to live again.
erefore he would not rise again, which is contrary to faith.

I answer that, e necessity of holding the resurrection
arises from this—that man may obtain the last end for which
he was made; for this cannot be accomplished in this life, nor
in the life of the separated soul, as stated above (q. 75, Aa. 1,2):
otherwise man would have been made in vain, if he were un-
able to obtain the end for which he was made. And since it be-
hooves the end to be obtained by the selfsame thing that was
made for that end, lest it appear to be made without purpose,
it is necessary for the selfsame man to rise again; and this is ef-
fected by the selfsame soul being united to the selfsame body.
For otherwise there would be no resurrection properly speak-
ing, if the same man were not reformed. Hence to maintain
that he who rises again is not the selfsame man is heretical,
since it is contrary to the truth of Scripture which proclaims
the resurrection.

Reply toObjection 1.ePhilosopher is speaking of rep-
etition by movement or natural change. For he shows the dif-
ference between the recurrence that occurs in generation and
corruption and that which is observed in themovement of the
heavens. Because the selfsame heaven by local movement re-
turns to the beginning of its movement, since it has a moved
incorruptible substance. On the other hand, things subject

to generation and corruption return by generation to specific
but not numerical identity, because from man blood is engen-
dered, from blood seed, and so on until a man is begotten,
not the selfsame man, but the man specifically. In like manner
from fire comes air, from air water, from water earth, whence
fire is produced, not the selfsame fire, but the same in species.
Hence it is clear that the argument, so far as the meaning of
the Philosopher is concerned, is not to the point.

We may also reply that the form of other things subject
to generation and corruption is not subsistent of itself, so as
to be able to remain aer the corruption of the composite,
as it is with the rational soul. For the soul, even aer separa-
tion from the body, retains the being which accrues to it when
in the body, and the body is made to share that being by the
resurrection, since the being of the body and the being of the
soul in the body are not distinct from one another, otherwise
the union of soul and bodywould be accidental. Consequently
there has been no interruption in the substantial being ofman,
as wouldmake it impossible for the self-sameman to return on
account of an interruption inhis being, as is the casewith other
things that are corrupted, the being of which is interrupted
altogether, since their form remains not, and their matter re-
mains under another being.

Nevertheless neither does the self-same man recur by nat-
ural generation, because the body of the man begotten is not
composed of the whole body of his begetter: hence his body is
numerically distinct, and consequently his soul and the whole
man.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are two opinions about hu-
manity and about any form of a whole. For some say that the
form of the whole and the form of the part are really one and
the same: but that it is called the form of the part inasmuch as
it perfects the matter, and the form of the whole inasmuch as
the whole specific nature results therefrom. According to this
opinion humanity is really nothing else than the rational soul:
and so, since the selfsame rational soul is resumed, there will
be the same identical humanity, which will remain even aer
death, albeit not under the aspect of humanity, because the
composite does not derive the specific nature from a separated
humanity.

e other opinion, which seems nearer the truth, is Avi-
cenna’s, according to whom the form of the whole is not the
form of a part only, nor some other form besides the form of
the part, but is the whole resulting from the composition of
form and matter, embracing both within itself. is form of
the whole is called the essence or quiddity. Since then at the
resurrection there will be the selfsame body, and the selfsame
rational soul, there will be, of necessity, the same humanity.

e first argument proving that there will be a distinc-
tion of humanity was based on the supposition that humanity
is some distinct form supervening form and matter; which is
false.

e second reason does not disprove the identity of hu-
manity, because union implies action or passion, and though
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there be a different union, this cannot prevent the identity of
humanity, because the action and passion fromwhich human-
ity resulted are not of the essence of humanity, wherefore a dis-
tinction on their part does not involve a distinction of human-
ity: for it is clear that generation and resurrection are not the
self-same movement. Yet the identity of the rising man with
the begotten man is not hindered for this reason: and in like
manner neither is the identity of humanity prevented if we
take union for the relation itself: because this relation is not
essential to but concomitant with humanity, since humanity
is not one of those forms that are composition or order (Phys.
ii, 1), as are the forms of things produced by art, so that if there
be another distinct composition there is another distinct form
of a house.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument affords a very good
proof against those who held a distinction between the sensi-
tive and rational souls inman: because in that case the sensitive
soul inmanwould not be incorruptible, as neither is it in other
animals; and consequently in the resurrection there would not
be the same sensitive soul, and consequently neither the same
animal nor the same man.

But if we assert that inman the same soul is by its substance
both rational and sensitive, we shall encounter no difficulty in

this question, because animal is defined from sense, i.e. the sen-
sitive soul as from its essential form:whereas fromsense, i.e. the
sensitive power, we know its definition as from an accidental
form “that contributesmore than another to our knowledge of
the quiddity” (De Anima i, 1). Accordingly aer death there
remains the sensitive soul, even as the rational soul, accord-
ing to its substance: whereas the sensitive powers, according
to some, do not remain. And since these powers are acciden-
tal properties, diversity on their part cannot prevent the iden-
tity of the whole animal, not even of the animal’s parts: nor
are powers to be called perfections or acts of organs unless as
principles of action, as heat in fire.

Reply to Objection 4. A statue may be considered in two
ways, either as a particular substance, or as something artificial.
And since it is placed in the genus of substance by reason of
its matter, it follows that if we consider it as a particular sub-
stance, it is the selfsame statue that is remade from the same
matter. On the other hand, it is placed in the genus of artifi-
cial things inasmuch as it has an accidental form which, if the
statue be destroyed, passes away also. Consequently it does not
return identically the same, nor can the statue be identically
the same. But man’s form, namely the soul, remains aer the
body has perished: wherefore the comparison fails.

Suppl. q. 79 a. 3Whether the ashes of the humanbodymust needs, by the resurrection, return to the sameparts
of the body that were dissolved into them?

Objection 1. It would seem necessary for the ashes of the
human body to return, by the resurrection, to the same parts
that were dissolved into them. For, according to the Philoso-
pher, “as the whole soul is to the whole body, so is a part of the
soul to a part of the body, as sight to the pupil” (De Anima ii,
1). Now it is necessary that aer the resurrection the body be
resumed by the same soul.erefore it is also necessary for the
same parts of the body to return to the same limbs, in which
they were perfected by the same parts of the soul.

Objection 2. Further, difference of matter causes differ-
ence of identity. But if the ashes return not to the same parts,
each part will not be remade from the same matter of which
it consisted before. erefore they will not be the same identi-
cally. Now if the parts are different the whole will also be dif-
ferent, since parts are to the whole as matter is to form (Phys.
ii, 3). erefore it will not be the self-same man; which is con-
trary to the truth of the resurrection.

Objection 3. Further, the resurrection is directed to the
end that man may receive the meed of his works. Now differ-
ent parts of the body are employed in different works, whether
of merit or of demerit. erefore at the resurrection each part
must needs return to its former state that it may be rewarded
in due measure.

On the contrary, Artificial things are more dependent on
their matter than natural things. Now in artificial things, in
order that the same artificial thing be remade, from the same
matter, there is no need for the parts to be brought back to the

same position. Neither therefore is it necessary in man.
Further, change of an accident does not cause a change of

identity. Now the situation of parts is an accident. erefore
its change in a man does not cause a change of identity.

I answer that, In this question it makes a difference
whether we ask what can be done without prejudice to iden-
tity, and what will be done for the sake of congruity. As re-
gards the first it must be observed that in man we may speak
of parts in two ways: first as of the various parts of a homo-
geneous whole, for instance the various parts of flesh, or the
various parts of bone; secondly, as of various parts of various
species of a heterogeneous whole, for instance bone and flesh.
Accordingly if it be said that one part of matter will return to
another part of the same species, this causes no change except
in the position of the parts: and change of position of parts
does not change the species in homogeneous wholes: and so
if the matter of one part return to another part, this is nowise
prejudicial to the identity of the whole. us is it in the exam-
ple given in the text (Sent. iv, D, 44), because a statue, aer
being remade, is identically the same, not as to its form, but as
to its matter, in respect of which it is a particular substance,
and in this way a statue is homogeneous, although it is not ac-
cording to its artificial form. But if it be said that the matter of
one part returns to another part of another species, it follows
of necessity that there is a change not only in the position of
parts, but also in their identity: yet so that the whole matter,
or something belonging to the truth of human nature in one is
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transferred to another. but not if what was superfluous in one
part is transferred to another. Now the identity of parts being
taken away, the identity of the whole is removed, if we speak of
essential parts, but not if we speak of accidental parts, such as
hair and nails, to which apparently Augustine refers (De Civ.
Dei xxii). It is thus clear how the transference of matter from
one part of another destroys the identity, and how it does not.

But speaking of the congruity, it ismore probable that even
the parts will retain their position at the resurrection, espe-
cially as regards the essential and organic parts, although per-

haps not as regards the accidental parts, such as nails and hair.
Reply toObjection 1.is argument considers organic or

heterogeneous parts, but no homogeneous or like parts.
Reply to Objection 2. A change in the position of the

parts of matter does not cause a change of identity, although
difference of matter does.

Reply to Objection 3. Operation, properly speaking, is
not ascribed to the part but to thewhole, wherefore the reward
is due, not to the part but to the whole.
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S   T P, Q 80
Of the Integrity of the Bodies in the Resurrection

(In Five Articles)

We must next consider the integrity of the bodies in the resurrection. Under this head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all the members of the human body will rise again therein?
(2) Whether the hair and nails will?
(3) Whether the humors will?
(4) Whether whatever the body contained belonging to the truth of human nature will rise again?
(5) Whether whatever it contained materially will rise again?

Suppl. q. 80 a. 1Whether all the members of the human body will rise again?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all the members of
the human body will rise again. For if the end be done away it
is useless to repair the means. Now the end of each member is
its act. Since then nothing useless is done in the Divine works,
and since the use of certainmembers is not fitting toman aer
the resurrection, especially the use of the genital members, for
then they “shall neither marry, nor be married” (Mat. 22:30),
it would seem that not all the members shall rise again.

Objection 2. Further, the entrails are members: and yet
theywill not rise again. For they can neither rise full, since thus
they contain impurities, nor empty, since nothing is empty in
nature. erefore the members shall not all rise again.

Objection 3. Further, the body shall rise again that it may
be rewarded for the works which the soul did through it. Now
the member of which a thief has been deprived for the, and
who has aerwards done penance and is saved, cannot be re-
warded at the resurrection, neither for any good deed, since it
has not co-operated in any, nor for evil deeds, since the pun-
ishment of the member would redound to the punishment of
man. erefore the members will not all rise again.

On the contrary, e other members belong more to the
truth of human nature than hair and nails. Yet these will be re-
stored to man at the resurrection according to the text (Sent.
iv, D, 4). Much more therefore does this apply to the other
members.

Further, “e works of God are perfect” (Dt. 32:4). But
the resurrection will be the work of God. erefore man will
be remade perfect in all his members.

I answer that,As stated inDeAnima ii, 4, “the soul stands
in relation to the body not only as its form and end, but also
as efficient cause.” For the soul is compared to the body as art
to the thing made by art, as the Philosopher says (De Anim.
Gener. ii, 4), and whatever is shown forth explicitly in the
product of art is all contained implicitly and originally in the
art. In like manner whatever appears in the parts of the body is
all contained originally and, in a way, implicitly in the soul.
us just as the work of an art would not be perfect, if its
product lacked any of the things contained in the art, so nei-

ther could man be perfect, unless the whole that is contained
enfolded in the soul be outwardly unfolded in the body, nor
would the body correspond in full proportion to the soul.
Since then at the resurrection it behooves man’s body to cor-
respond entirely to the soul, for it will not rise again except
according to the relation it bears to the rational soul, it fol-
lows that man also must rise again perfect, seeing that he is
thereby repaired in order that he may obtain his ultimate per-
fection. Consequently all the members that are now in man’s
body must needs be restored at the resurrection.

Reply toObjection 1.emembers may be considered in
two ways in relation to the soul: either according to the rela-
tion of matter to form, or according to the relation of instru-
ment to agent, since “thewhole body is compared to thewhole
soul in the same way as one part is to another” (De Anima ii,
1). If then the members be considered in the light of the first
relationship, their end is not operation, but rather the perfect
being of the species, and this is also required aer the resur-
rection: but if they be considered in the light of the second
relationship, then their end is operation. And yet it does not
follow that when the operation fails the instrument is useless,
because an instrument serves not only to accomplish the op-
eration of the agent, but also to show its virtue. Hence it will
be necessary for the virtue of the soul’s powers to be shown in
their bodily instruments, even though they never proceed to
action, so that the wisdom of God be thereby glorified.

Reply to Objection 2. e entrails will rise again in the
body even as the other members: and they will be filled not
with vile superfluities but with goodly humors.

Reply to Objection 3. e acts whereby we merit are not
the acts, properly speaking, of hand or foot but of the whole
man; even as the work of art is ascribed not to the instrument
but to the crasman.erefore though thememberwhichwas
cut off before a man’s repentance did not co-operate with him
in the state wherein he merits glory, yet man himself merits
that the whole man may be rewarded, who with his whole be-
ing serves God.
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Suppl. q. 80 a. 2Whether the hair and nails will rise again in the human body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the hair and nails will not
rise again in the human body. For just as hair and nails result
from the surplus of food, so do urine, sweat and other super-
fluities or dregs. But these will not rise again with the body.
Neither therefore will hair and nails.

Objection 2. Further, of all the superfluities that are pro-
duced from food, seed comes nearest to the truth of human
nature, since though superfluous it is needed. Yet seed will not
rise again in the human body.Much less therefore will hair and
nails.

Objection 3. Further, nothing is perfected by a rational
soul that is not perfected by a sensitive soul. But hair and nails
are not perfected by a sensitive soul, for “we do not feel with
them” (DeAnima i, 5; iii, 13).erefore since the humanbody
rises not again except because it is perfected by a rational soul,
it would seem that the hair and nails will not rise again.

On the contrary, It is written (Lk. 21:18): “A hair of your
head shall not perish.”

Further, hair and nails were given to man as an ornament.
Now the bodies of men, especially of the elect, ought to rise
again with all their adornment. erefore they ought to rise
again with the hair.

I answer that, e soul is to the animated body, as art is
to the work of art, and is to the parts of the body as art to
its instruments: wherefore an animated body is called an or-
ganic body. Now art employs certain instruments for the ac-
complishment of the work intended, and these instruments
belong to the primary intention of art: and it also uses other
instruments for the safe-keeping of the principal instruments,

and these belong to the secondary intention of art: thus the
art of warfare employs a sword for fighting, and a sheath for
the safe-keeping of the sword. And so among the parts of an
animated body, some are directed to the accomplishment of
the souls’ operations, for instance the heart, liver, hand, foot;
while others are directed to the safe-keeping of the other parts
as leaves to cover fruit; and thus hair and nails are in man for
the protection of other parts. Consequently, although they do
not belong to the primary perfection of the human body, they
belong to the secondary perfection: and since man will rise
again with all the perfections of his nature, it follows that hair
and nails will rise again in him.

Reply to Objection 1. ose superfluities are voided by
nature, as being useful for nothing. Hence they do not belong
to the perfection of the human body. It is not so with the su-
perfluitieswhichnature reserves for the productionof hair and
nails which she needs for the protection of the members.

Reply toObjection 2. Seed is not required for the perfec-
tion of the individual, as hair and nails are, but only for the
protection of the species.

Reply to Objection 3. Hair and nails are nourished and
grow, and so it is clear that they share in some operation, which
would not be possible unless they were parts in some way per-
fected by the soul. And since in man there is but one soul,
namely the rational soul, it is clear that they are perfected by
the rational soul, although not so far as to share in the opera-
tion of sense, as neither do bones, and yet it is certain that these
will rise again and that they belong to the integrity of the in-
dividual.

Suppl. q. 80 a. 3Whether the humors will rise again in the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that the humors will not rise
again in the body. For it is written (1 Cor. 15:50): “Flesh and
blood cannot possess the kingdom of God.” Now blood is the
chief humor.erefore it will not rise again in the blessed, who
will possess the kingdom of God, and much less in others.

Objection 2. Further, humors are intended tomake up for
the waste. Now aer the resurrection there will be no waste.
erefore the body will not rise again with humors.

Objection 3. Further, that which is in process of genera-
tion in the human body is not yet perfected by the rational
soul. Now the humors are still in process of generation because
they are potentially flesh and bone. erefore they are not yet
perfected by the rational soul. Now the human body is not di-
rected to the resurrection except in so far as it is perfected by
the rational soul. erefore the humors will not rise again.

On the contrary, Whatever enters into the constitution
of the human body will rise again with it. Now this applies to
the humors, as appears from the statement of Augustine (De
Spir. et Anima xv) that “the body consists of functional mem-

bers; the functional members of homogeneous parts; and the
homogeneous parts of humors.”erefore the humorswill rise
again in the body.

Further, our resurrection will be conformed to the resur-
rection of Christ. Now in Christ’s resurrection His blood rose
again, else the wine would not now be changed intoHis blood
in the Sacrament of the altar. erefore the blood will rise
again in us also, and in like manner the other humors.

I answer that, Whatever belongs to the integrity of hu-
man nature in those who take part in the resurrection will rise
again, as stated above (Aa. 1,2). Hence whatever humidity of
the body belongs to the integrity of human nature must needs
rise again in man. Now there is a threefold humidity in man.
ere is one which occurs as receding from the perfection of
the individual—either because it is on the way to corruption,
and is voided by nature, for instance urine, sweat, matter, and
so forth—or because it is directed by nature to the preserva-
tion of the species in some individual, either by the act of the
generative power, as seed, or by the act of the nutritive power,
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as milk. None of these humidities will rise again, because they
do not belong to the perfection of the person rising again.

e second kind of humidity is one that has not yet
reached its ultimate perfection, which nature achieves in the
individual, yet it is directed thereto by nature: and this is of
two kinds. For there is one kind that has a definite form and is
contained among the parts of the body, for instance the blood
and the other humors which nature has directed to the mem-
bers that are produced or nourished therefrom: and yet they
have certain definite forms like the other parts of the body, and
consequently will rise again with the other parts of the body:
while another kind of humidity is in transition from form to
form, namely from the form of humor to the form of mem-
ber. Humidities of this kind will not rise again, because aer
the resurrection each part of the body will be established in its
form, so that one will not pass into another. Wherefore this
humidity that is actually in transition from one form to an-
other will not rise again. Now this humidity may be consid-
ered in a twofold state—either as being at the beginning of its
transformation, and thus it is called “ros,” namely the humidity
that is found in the cavities of the smaller veins—or as in the
course of transformation and already beginning to undergo al-
teration, and thus it is called “cambium”: but in neither state
will it rise again. e third kind of humidity is that which has
already reached its ultimate perfection that nature intends in
the body of the individual, and has already undergone trans-
formation and become incorporate with the members. is is
called “gluten,” and since it belongs to the members it will rise
again just as the members will.

Reply to Objection 1. In these words of the Apostle flesh
and blood do not denote the substance of flesh and blood but
deeds of flesh and blood, which are either deeds of sin or the
operations of the animal life. Or wemay say with Augustine in
his letter to Consentius (Ep. cxlvi) that “flesh and blood here
signify the corruption which is now predominant in flesh and
blood”;wherefore theApostle’swords continue: “Neither shall
corruption possess incorruption.”

Reply to Objection 2. Just as the members that serve for
generationwill be aer the resurrection for the integrity of hu-
man nature, and not for the operation accomplished now by
them, so will the humors be in the body not to make up for
waste, but to restore the integrity of humannature and to show
forth its natural power.

Reply toObjection3. Just as the elements are in the course
of generation in relation to mixed bodies, because they are
theirmatter, yet not so as to be always in transitionwhen in the
mixed body, so too are the humors in relation to themembers.
And for this reason as the elements in the parts of the universe
have definite forms, by reason of which they, like mixed bod-
ies, belong to the perfection of the universe, so too the humors
belong to the perfection of the human body, just as the other
parts do, although they do not reach its entire perfection, as
the other parts do, and although the elements have not perfect
forms as mixed bodies have. But as all the parts of the universe
receive their perfection from God, not equally, but each one
according to its mode, so too the humors are in some way per-
fected by the rational soul, yet not in the same measure as the
more perfect parts.

Suppl. q. 80 a. 4Whether whatever in the body belonged to the truth of human nature will rise again in it?

Objection 1. It would seem that what was in the body, be-
longing to the truth of human nature, will not all rise again in
it. For food is changed into the truth of human nature. Now
sometimes the flesh of the ox or of other animals is taken as
food. erefore if whatever belonged to the truth of human
nature will rise again, the flesh of the ox or of other animals
will also rise again: which is inadmissible.

Objection 2. Further, Adam’s rib belonged to the truth of
human nature in him, as ours does in us. But Adam’s rib will
rise again not inAdambut in Eve, else Evewould not rise again
at all since she was made from that rib. erefore whatever be-
longed in man to the truth of human nature will not all rise
again in him.

Objection 3. Further, it is impossible for the same thing
from different men to rise again. Yet it is possible for some-
thing in different men to belong to the truth of human nature,
for instance if a man were to partake of human flesh which
would be changed into his substance. erefore there will not
rise again inmanwhatever belonged in him to the truth of hu-
man nature.

Objection 4. Further, if it be said that not all the flesh par-

taken of belongs to the truth of human nature and that con-
sequently some of it may possibly rise again in the one man
and some in the other—on the contrary:atwhich is derived
fromone’s parentswould especially seem tobelong to the truth
of human nature. But if one who partook of nothing but hu-
man flesh were to beget children that which his child derives
from him must needs be of the flesh of other men partaken of
by his father, since the seed is from the surplus of food, as the
Philosopher proves (De Gen. Animal. i). erefore what be-
longs to the truth of human nature in that child belonged also
to the truth of human nature in other men of whose flesh his
father had partaken.

Objection 5. Further, if it be said that what was changed
into seed was not that which belong to the truth of human na-
ture in the flesh of themen eaten, but somethingnot belonging
to the truth of human nature—on the contrary: Let us sup-
pose that some one is fed entirely on embryos in which seem-
ingly there is nothing but what belongs to the truth of human
nature since whatever is in them is derived from the parents.
If then the surplus food be changed into seed, that which be-
longed to the truth of human nature in the embryos—and af-
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ter these have received a rational soul, the resurrection applies
to them—must needs belong to the truth of human nature in
the child begotten of that seed. And thus, since the same can-
not rise again in two subjects, it will be impossible forwhatever
belonged to the truth of human nature in both to rise again in
both of them.

On the contrary, Whatever belonged to the truth of hu-
man nature was perfected by the rational soul. Now it is
through being perfected by the rational soul that the human
body is directed to the resurrection. erefore whatever be-
longed to the truth of humannaturewill rise again in each one.

Further, if anything belonging to the truth of human na-
ture in a man be taken from his body, this will not be the per-
fect body of a man. Now all imperfection of a man will be re-
moved at the resurrection, especially in the elect, to whom it
was promised (Lk. 21:18) that not a hair of their head should
perish.ereforewhatever belonged to the truth of humanna-
ture in a man will rise again in him.

I answer that, “Everything is related to truth in the same
way as to being” (Metaph. ii), because a thing is true when it is
as it appears to himwho actually knows it. For this reasonAvi-
cenna (Metaph. ii) says that “the truth of anything is a property
of the being immutably attached thereto.” Accordingly a thing
is said to belong to the truth of human nature, because it be-
longs properly to the being of human nature, and this is what
shares the form of human nature, just as true gold is what has
the true form of gold whence gold derives its proper being. In
order therefore to see what it is that belongs to the truth of hu-
man nature, we must observe that there have been three opin-
ions on the question. For some have maintained that nothing
begins anew to belong to the truth of human nature and that
whatever belongs to the truth of human nature, all of it be-
longed to the truth of human nature when this was created;
and that this multiplies by itself, so that it is possible for the
seedwhereof the child is begotten to be detached therefromby
the begetter, and that again the detached partmultiplies in the
child, so that he reaches perfect quantity by growth, and so on,
and that thus was the whole human race multiplied. Where-
fore according to this opinion, whatever is produced by nour-
ishment. although it seem to have the appearance of flesh and
blood, does not belong to the truth of human nature.

Others held that something new is added to the truth of
human nature by the natural transformation of the food into
the human body, if we consider the truth of human nature in
the species to the preservation of which the act of the gener-
ative power is directed: but that if we consider the truth of
human nature in the individual, to the preservation and per-
fection of which the act of the nutritive power is directed, that
which is added by food belongs to the truth of the human na-
ture of the individual, not primarily but secondarily. For they
assert that the truth of human nature, first and foremost, con-
sists in the radical humor, that namely which is begotten of the
seed of which the human race was originally fashioned: and
that what is changed from food into true flesh and blood does

not belong principally to the truth of humannature in this par-
ticular individual, but secondarily: and that nevertheless this
can belong principally to the truth of human nature in another
individual who is begotten of the seed of the former. For they
assert that seed is the surplus from food, either mingled with
something belonging principally to the truth of human nature
in the begetter, according to some, or without any such admix-
ture, as others maintain. And thus the nutrimental humor in
one becomes the radical humor in another.

e third opinion is that something new begins to belong
principally to the truth of human nature even in this individ-
ual, because distinction in the human body does not require
that any signate material part must needs remain throughout
the whole lifetime; any signate part onemay take is indifferent
to this, whereas it remains always as regards what belongs to
the species in it, albeit as regardswhat ismaterial therein itmay
ebb and flow. And thus the nutrimental humor is not distinct
from the radical on the part of its principle (so that it be called
radical when begotten of the seed, and nutrimental when pro-
duced by the food), but rather on the part of the term, so that it
be called radical when it reaches the term of generation by the
act of the generative, or even nutritive power, but nutrimental,
when it has not yet reached this term, but is still on the way to
give nourishment.

ese three opinions have beenmore fully exposed and ex-
amined in the Second Book (Sent. ii, D, 30); wherefore there
is no need for repetition here, except in so far as the question
at issue is concerned. It must accordingly be observed that this
question requires different answers according to these opin-
ions.

For the first opinion on account of its explanation of the
process of multiplication is able to admit perfection of the
truth of human nature, both as regards the number of individ-
uals and as regards the due quantity of each individual, with-
out taking into account that which is produced from food; for
this is not added except for the purpose of resisting thedestruc-
tion thatmight result from the action of natural heat, as lead is
added to silver lest it be destroyed inmelting.Wherefore since
at the resurrection it behooves human nature to be restored to
its perfection, nor does thenatural heat tend todestroy thenat-
ural humor, there will be no need for anything resulting from
food to rise again in man, but that alone will rise again which
belonged to the truth of the human nature of the individual,
and this reaches the aforesaid perfection in number and quan-
tity by being detached and multiplied.

e second opinion, since it maintains that what is pro-
duced from food is needed for the perfection of quantity in the
individual and for the multiplication that results from gener-
ation, must needs admit that something of this product from
food shall rise again: not all, however, but only so much as is
required for the perfect restoration of human nature in all its
individuals. Hence this opinion asserts that all that was in the
substance of the seed will rise again in this man who was be-
gotten of this seed; because this belongs chiefly to the truth of
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human nature in him: while of that which aerwards he de-
rives from nourishment, only so much will rise again in him
as is needed for the perfection of his quantity; and not all, be-
cause this does not belong to the perfection of human nature,
except in so far as nature requires it for the perfection of quan-
tity. Since however this nutrimental humor is subject to ebb
andflow the restorationwill be effected in this order, thatwhat
first belonged to the substance of a man’s body, will all be re-
stored, and of that which was added secondly, thirdly, and so
on, as much as is required to restore quantity. is is proved
by two reasons. First, because that which was added was in-
tended to restore what was wasted at first, and thus it does not
belong principally to the truth of human nature to the same
extent as that which came first. Secondly, because the addition
of extraneous humor to the first radical humors results in the
whole mixture not sharing the truth of the specific nature as
perfectly as the first did: and the Philosopher instances as an
example (De Gener. i) the mixing of water with wine, which
always weakens the strength of the wine, so that in the end the
wine becomes watery: so that although the second water be
drawn into the species of wine, it does not share the species
of wine as perfectly as the first water added to the wine. Even
so that which is secondly changed from food into flesh does
not so perfectly attain to the species of flesh as that which was
changed first, and consequently does not belong in the same
degree to the truth of human nature nor to the resurrection.
Accordingly it is clear that this opinion maintains that the
whole of what belongs to the truth of human nature princi-
pally will rise again, but not the whole of what belongs to the
truth of human nature secondarily.

e third opinion differs somewhat from the second and
in some respects agrees with it. It differs in that it maintains
thatwhatever is under the formof flesh and bone all belongs to
the truth of human nature, because this opinion does not dis-
tinguish as remaining inmanduring his whole lifetime any sig-
nate matter that belongs essentially and primarily to the truth
of human nature, besides something ebbing and flowing, that
belongs. to the truth of humannaturemerely on account of the
perfection of quantity, and not on account of the primary be-
ing of the species, as the second opinion asserted. But it states
that all the parts that are not beside the intention of the nature
generated belong to the truth of humannature, as regardswhat
they have of the species, since thus they remain; but not as re-
gards what they have of matter, since thus they are indifferent
to ebb and flow: so that we are to understand that the same
thing happens in the parts of one man as in the whole popula-
tion of a city, for each individual is cut off from the population
by death, while others take their place: wherefore the parts of
the people flowback and forthmaterially, but remain formally,
since these others occupy the very same offices and positions
from which the former were withdrawn, so that the common-
wealth is said to remain the selfsame. In likemanner, while cer-
tain parts are on the ebb and others are being restored to the
same shape and position, all the parts flow back and forth as to

their matter, but remain as to their species; and nevertheless
the selfsame man remains.

On the other hand, e third opinion agrees with the sec-
ond, because it holds that the parts which come secondly do
not reach the perfection of the species so perfectly as those
which come first: and consequently the third opinion asserts
that the same thing rises again in man as the second opinion
maintains, but not for quite the same reason. For it holds that
the whole of what is produced from the seed will rise again,
not because it belongs to the truth of human nature otherwise
than that which comes aer, but because it shares the truth of
human nature more perfectly: which same order the second
opinion applied to those things that are produced aerwards
from food, in which point also these two opinions agree.

Reply to Objection 1. A natural thing is what it is, not
from its matter but from its form; wherefore, although that
part ofmatter which at one timewas under the form of bovine
flesh rises again in man under the form of human flesh, it does
not follow that the flesh of an ox rises again, but the flesh of a
man: else onemight conclude that the clay fromwhichAdam’s
body was fashioned shall rise again.e second opinion, how-
ever, grants this argument.

Reply to Objection 2. at rib did not belong to the per-
fection of the individual inAdam, butwas directed to themul-
tiplication of the species. Hence it will rise again not in Adam
but in Eve, just as the seed will rise again, not in the begetter,
but in the begotten.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the first opinion it is
easy to reply to this argument, because the flesh that is eaten
never belonged to the truth of human nature in the eater, but
it did belong to the truth of human nature in him whose flesh
was eaten: and thus it will rise again in the latter but not in the
former. according to the second and third opinions, each one
will rise again in that wherein he approached nearest to the
perfect participation of the virtue of the species, and if he ap-
proached equally in both, he will rise again in that wherein he
was first, because in that he first was directed to the resurrec-
tion by unionwith the rational soul of thatman.Hence if there
were any surplus in the flesh eaten, not belonging to the truth
of human nature in the first man, it will be possible for it to
rise again in the second: otherwise what belonged to the resur-
rection in the first will rise again in him and not in the second;
but in the second its place is taken either by something of that
whichwas the product from other food, or if he never partook
of any other food than human flesh, the substitution is made
by Divine power so far as the perfection of quantity requires,
as it does in those who die before the perfect age.Nor does this
derogate from numerical identity, as neither does the ebb and
flow of parts.

Reply to Objection 4. According to the first opinion this
argument is easily answered. For that opinion asserts that the
seed is not from the surplus food: so that the flesh eaten is not
changed into the seed whereof the child is begotten. But ac-
cording to the other two opinions we must reply that it is im-
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possible for the whole of the flesh eaten to be changed into
seed, because it is aer much separation that the seed is dis-
tilled from the food, since seed is the ultimate surplus of food.
at part of the eaten flesh which is changed into seed be-
longs to the truth of human nature in the one born of the seed
more than in the one of whose flesh the seed was the product.
Hence according to the rule already laid down (ad 3),whatever
was changed into the seed will rise again in the person born of
the seed; while the remaining matter will rise again in him of
whose flesh the seed was the product.

Reply to Objection 5. e embryo is not concerned with
the resurrection before it is animated by a rational soul, in
which state much has been added to the seminal substance
from the substance of food, since the child is nourished in the

mother’s womb. Consequently on the supposition that a man
partook of such food, and that some one were begotten of the
surplus thereof, that which was in the seminal substance will
indeed rise again in the one begotten of that seed; unless it
contain something that would have belonged to the seminal
substance in those from whose flesh being eaten the seed was
produced, for this would rise again in the first but not in the
second. e remainder of the eaten flesh, not being changed
into seed, will clearly rise again in the first the Divine power
supplying deficiencies in both. e first opinion is not trou-
bled by this objection, since it does not hold the seed to be
fromthe surplus food: but there aremanyother reasons against
it asmay be seen in the SecondBook (Sent. ii, D, 30; Ia, q. 119,
a. 2).

Suppl. q. 80 a. 5Whether whatever was materially in a man’s members will all rise again?

Objection 1. It would seem that whatever was materially
in a man’s members will all rise again. For the hair, seemingly,
is less concerned in the resurrection than the other members.
Yet whatever was in the hair will all rise again, if not in the hair,
at least in other parts of the body, as Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei xxii) quoted in the text (Sent. iv,D, 44).Muchmore there-
fore whatever was materially in the other members will all rise
again.

Objection 2. Further, just as the parts of the flesh are per-
fected as to species by the rational soul, so are the parts as to
matter. But the human body is directed to the resurrection
through being perfected by a rational soul. erefore not only
the parts of species but also the parts of matter will all rise
again.

Objection3.Further, the body derives its totality from the
same cause as it derives its divisibility into parts. But division
into parts belongs to a body in respect of matter the dispo-
sition of which is quantity in respect of which it is divided.
erefore totality is ascribed to the body in respect of its parts
of matter. If then all the parts of matter rise not again, neither
will the whole body rise again: which is inadmissible.

On the contrary, e parts of matter are not permanent
in the body but ebb and flow, as stated inDeGener. i. If, there-
fore, all the parts of matter, which remain not but ebb and
flow, rise again, either the body of one who rises again will be
very dense, or it will be immoderate in quantity.

Further, whatever belongs to the truth of human nature in
oneman can all be a part ofmatter in anotherman, if the latter
were to partake of his flesh. erefore if all the parts of matter
in one man were to rise again it follows that in one man there
will rise again that which belongs to the truth of human nature
in another: which is absurd.

I answer that, What is in man materially, is not directed
to the resurrection, except in so far as it belongs to the truth
of human nature; because it is in this respect that it bears a re-
lation to the human souls. Now all that is in man materially

belongs indeed to the truth of human nature in so far as it has
something of the species, but not all, if we consider the total-
ity of matter; because all the matter that was in a man from
the beginning of his life to the end would surpass the quan-
tity due to his species, as the third opinion states, which opin-
ion seems tomemore probable than the others.Wherefore the
whole of what is inmanwill rise again, if we speak of the total-
ity of the species which is dependent on quantity, shape, po-
sition and order of parts, but the whole will not rise again if
we speak of the totality of matter. e second and first opin-
ions, however, do not make this distinction, but distinguish
between parts both of which have the species and matter. But
these two opinions agree in that they both state what is pro-
duced from the seed will all rise again even if we speak of to-
tality of matter: while they differ in this that the first opinion
maintains that nothingwill rise again of thatwhichwas engen-
dered from food,whereas the secondholds that something but
not all, thereof will rise again, as stated above (a. 4).

Reply to Objection 1. Just as all that is in the other parts
of the body will rise again, if we speak of the totality of the
species, but not if we speak of material totality, so is it with the
hair. In the other parts something accrues from nourishment
which causes growth, and this is reckoned as another part, ifwe
speak of totality of species, since it occupies another place and
position in the body, and is under other parts of dimension:
and there accrues somethingwhich does not cause growth, but
serves tomake up for waste by nourishing. and this is not reck-
oned as another part of the whole considered in relation to the
species, since it does not occupy another place or position in
the body than that which was occupied by the part that has
passed away: although it may be reckoned another part if we
consider the totality of matter. e same applies to the hair.
Augustine, however, is speaking of the cutting of hair that was
a part causing growth of the body; wherefore itmust needs rise
again, not however as regards the quantity of hair, lest it should
be immoderate, but it will rise again in other parts as deemed
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expedient by Divine providence. Or else he refers to the case
when something will be lacking to the other parts, for then it
will be possible for this to be supplied from the surplus of hair.

Reply to Objection 2. According to the third opinion
parts of species are the same as parts ofmatter: for the Philoso-
pher does not make this distinction (De Gener. i) in order to
distinguish different parts, but in order to show that the same
parts may be considered both in respect of species, as to what
belongs to the form and species in them, and in respect ofmat-
ter, as to that which is under the form and species. Now it is
clear that the matter of the flesh has no relation to the rational
soul except in so far as it is under such a form, and consequently
by reason thereof it is directed to the resurrection. But the first
and second opinions which draw a distinction between parts

of species and parts of matter say that although the rational
soul perfects both parts, it does not perfect parts of matter ex-
cept by means of the parts of species, wherefore they are not
equally directed to the resurrection.

Reply to Objection 3. In the matter of things subject to
generation and corruption it is necessary to presuppose indef-
inite dimensions before the reception of the substantial form.
Consequently division which is made according to these di-
mensions belongs properly to matter. But complete and def-
inite quantity comes to matter aer the substantial form;
wherefore division that is made in reference to definite quan-
tity regards the species especially when definite position of
parts belongs to the essence of the species, as in the human
body.
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Of the Quality of ose Who Rise Again

(In Four Articles)

We must now consider the quality of those who rise again. Under this head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether all will rise again in the youthful age?
(2) Whether they will be of equal stature?
(3) Whether all will be of the same sex?
(4) Whether they will rise again to the animal life?

Suppl. q. 81 a. 1Whether all will rise again of the same age?

Objection 1. It would seem that all will not rise again
of the same, namely the youthful age. Because God will take
nothing pertaining to man’s perfection from those who rise
again, especially from the blessed.Now age pertains to the per-
fection ofman, since old age is the age that demands reverence.
erefore the old will not rise again of a youthful age.

Objection 2. Further, age is reckoned according to the
length of past time. Now it is impossible for past time not to
have passed. erefore it is impossible for those who were of
greater age to be brought back to a youthful age.

Objection 3. Further, that which belonged most to the
truth of human nature in each individual will especially rise
again in him. Now the sooner a thing was in man the more
would it seem to have belonged to the truth of human nature,
because in the end, through the strength of the species being
weakened the human body is likened to watery wine accord-
ing to the Philosopher (DeGener. i).erefore if all are to rise
again of the same age, it is more fitting that they should rise
again in the age of childhood.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 4:13): “Until we all
meet…unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the age of the
fulness of Christ.”

NowChrist rose again of youthful age, which begins about
the age of thirty years, as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii).
erefore others also will rise again of a youthful age.

Further, manwill rise again at themost perfect stage of na-
ture. Now human nature is at the most perfect stage in the age
of youth. erefore all will rise again of that age.

I answer that, Man will rise again without any defect of
human nature, because as God founded human nature with-
out a defect, even so will He restore it without defect. Now

human nature has a twofold defect. First, because it has not yet
attained to its ultimate perfection. Secondly, because it has al-
ready gone back from its ultimate perfection.efirst defect is
found in children, the second in the aged: and consequently in
each of these humannaturewill be brought by the resurrection
to the state of its ultimate perfection which is in the youthful
age, at which the movement of growth terminates, and from
which the movement of decrease begins.

Reply to Objection 1. Old age calls for reverence, not on
account of the state of the body which is at fault; but on ac-
count of the soul’s wisdom which is taken for granted on ac-
count of its being advanced in years. Wherefore in the elect
there will remain the reverence due to old age on account of
the fulness of Divine wisdom which will be in them, but the
defect of old age will not be in them.

Reply to Objection 2. We speak of age not as regards the
number of years, but as regards the state which the human
body acquires from years. Hence Adam is said to have been
formed in the youthful age on account of the particular con-
dition of body which he had at the first day of his formation.
us the argument is not to the point.

Reply to Objection 3. e strength of the species is said
to be more perfect in a child than in a young man, as regards
the ability to transform nourishment in a certain way, even as
it is more perfect in the seed than in thematureman. In youth,
however, it is more perfect as regards the term of completion.
Wherefore that which belonged principally to the truth of hu-
man nature will be brought to that perfection which it has in
the age of youth, and not to that perfection which it has in the
age of a child, wherein the humors have not yet reached their
ultimate disposition.

Suppl. q. 81 a. 2Whether all will rise again of the same stature?

Objection 1. It would seem that all will rise again of the
same stature. For just as man is measured by dimensive quan-
tity, so is he by the quantity of time. Now the quantity of time
will be reduced to the same measure in all, since all will rise
again of the same age. erefore the dimensive quantity will
also be reduced to the same measure in all, so that all will rise

again of the same stature.
Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (De Anima ii,

4) that “all things in nature have a certain limit endmeasure of
size and growth.” Now this limitation can only arise by virtue
of the form, with which the quantity as well as all the other ac-
cidents ought to agree. erefore since all men have the same
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specific form, there should be the same measure of quantity in
respect of matter in all, unless an error should occur. But the
error of nature will be set right at the resurrection. erefore
all will rise again of the same stature.

Objection 3. Further, it will be impossible for man in
rising again to be of a quantity proportionate to the natural
power which first formed his body; for otherwise those who
could not be brought to a greater quantity by the power of na-
ture will never rise again of a greater quantity, which is false.
erefore that quantity must needs be proportionate to the
power which will restore the human body by the resurrection,
and to the matter from which it is restored. Now the selfsame,
namely the Divine, power will restore all bodies; and all the
ashes fromwhich thehumanbodieswill be restored are equally
disposed to receive the action of that power.erefore the res-
urrection of all men will bring them to the same quantity: and
so the same conclusion follows.

On the contrary, Natural quantity results from each indi-
vidual’s nature. Now the nature of the individual will not be
altered at the resurrection. erefore neither will its natural
quantity. But all are not of the same natural quantity. ere-
fore all will not rise again of the same stature.

Further, human nature will be restored by resurrection
unto glory or unto punishment. But there will not be the same
quantity of glory or punishment in all those who rise again.
Neither therefore will there be the same quantity of stature.

I answer that,At the resurrection human nature will be re-
stored not only in the self-same species but also in the selfsame
individual: and consequently we must observe in the resurrec-
tion what is requisite not only to the specific but also to the
individual nature. Now the specific nature has a certain quan-
tity which it neither exceeds nor fails without error, and yet
this quantity has certain degrees of latitude and is not to be at-

tached to one fixedmeasure; and each individual in the human
species aims at some degree of quantity befitting his individual
nature within the bounds of that latitude, and reaches it at the
end of his growth, if there has been no error in the working of
nature, resulting in the addition of something to or the sub-
traction of something from the aforesaid quantity: the mea-
sure whereof is gauged according to the proportion of heat as
expanding, and of humidity as expansive, in point of which all
are not of the same power. erefore all will not rise again of
the same quantity, but each one will rise again of that quantity
which would have been his at the end of his growth if nature
had not erred or failed: and the Divine power will subtract or
supply what was excessive or lacking in man.

Reply to Objection 1. It has already been explained (a. 1,
ad2) that all are said to rise againof the same age, not as though
the same length of timewere befitting to each one, but because
the same state of perfection will be in all, which state is indif-
ferent to a great or small quantity.

Reply toObjection2.equantity of a particular individ-
ual corresponds not only to the form of the species, but also to
the nature or matter of the individual: wherefore the conclu-
sion does not follow.

Reply to Objection 3. e quantity of those who will
be raised from the dead is not proportionate to the restoring
power, because the latter does not belong to the power of the
body—nor to the ashes, as to the state in which they are before
the resurrection—but to nature which the individual had at
first. Nevertheless if the formative power on account of some
defect was unable to effect the due quantity that is befitting
to the species, the Divine power will supply the defect at the
resurrection, as in dwarfs, and in like manner in those who by
immoderate size have exceeded the due bounds of nature.

Suppl. q. 81 a. 3Whether all will rise again of the male sex?

Objection 1. It would seem that all will rise again of the
male sex. For it is written (Eph. 4:13) that we shall all meet
“unto a perfect man,” etc. erefore there will be none but the
male sex.

Objection 2. Further, in the world to come all pre-
eminence will cease, as a gloss observes on 1 Cor. 15:24.
Now woman is subject to man in the natural order. erefore
women will rise again not in the female but in the male sex.

Objection 3. Further, that which is produced incidentally
and beside the intention of nature will not rise again, since all
errorwill be removed at the resurrection.Now the female sex is
produced beside the intention of nature, through a fault in the
formative power of the seed, which is unable to bring the mat-
ter of the fetus to the male form: wherefore the Philosopher
says (De Anima xvi, i.e. De Generat. Animal. ii) that “the fe-
male is a misbegotten male.” erefore the female sex will not
rise again.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii):
“ose arewiser, seemingly,whodoubt not that both sexeswill
rise again.”

Further, at the resurrection God will restore man to what
He made him at the creation. Now He made woman from the
man’s rib (Gn. 2:22). erefore He will also restore the female
sex at the resurrection.

I answer that, Just as, considering the nature of the indi-
vidual, a different quantity is due to differentmen, so also, con-
sidering the nature of the individual, a different sex is due to
different men. Moreover, this same diversity is becoming to
the perfection of the species, the different degrees whereof are
filled by this very difference of sex and quantity. Wherefore
just as men will rise again of various stature, so will they rise
again of different sex. And though there be difference of sex
there will be no shame in seeing one another, since there will
no lust to invite them to shameful deeds which are the cause
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of shame.
Reply to Objection 1. When it is said: We shall all meet

“Christ unto a perfect man,” this refers not to the male sex
but to the strength of soul which will be in all, both men and
women.

Reply to Objection 2. Woman is subject to man on ac-
count of the frailty of nature, as regards both vigor of soul and
strength of body. Aer the resurrection, however, the differ-

ence in those points will be not on account of the difference of
sex, but by reason of the difference of merits. Hence the con-
clusion does not follow.

Reply toObjection3.Although the begetting of awoman
is beside the intention of a particular nature, it is in the inten-
tion of universal nature, which requires both sexes for the per-
fection of the human species. Nor will any defect result from
sex as stated above (ad 2).

Suppl. q. 81 a. 4Whether all will rise again to animal life so as to exercise the functions of nutrition and gener-
ation?

Objection 1. It would seem that they will rise again to the
animal life, or in other words that they will make use of the
acts of the nutritive and generative powers. For our resurrec-
tion will be conformed to Christ’s. But Christ is said to have
ate aer His resurrection (Jn. 21; Lk. 24). erefore, aer the
resurrection men will eat, and in like manner beget.

Objection 2. Further, the distinction of sexes is directed
to generation; and in likemanner the instruments which serve
the nutritive power are directed to eating. Now man will rise
again with all these. erefore he will exercise the acts of the
generative and nutritive powers.

Objection3.Further, thewholemanwill be beatifiedboth
in soul and in body. Now beatitude or happiness, according to
the Philosopher (Ethic. i, 7), consists in a perfect operation.
erefore it must needs be that all the powers of the soul and
all the members should have their respective acts aer the res-
urrection. And so the same conclusion follows as above.

Objection 4. Further, aer the resurrection there will be
perfect joy in the blessed. Now such a joy includes all plea-
sures, since “happiness” according to Boethius is “a state ren-
dered perfect by the accumulation of all goods” (De Consol.
iii), and the perfect is that which lacks nothing. Since then
there is much pleasure in the act of the generative and nutri-
tive powers it would seem that such acts belonging to animal
life will be in the blessed, and much more in others, who will
have less spiritual bodies.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 22:30): “In the resur-
rection they shall neither marry nor be married.”

Further, generation is directed to supply the defect re-
sulting from death, and to the multiplication of the human
race: and eating is directed to make up for waste, and to in-
crease quantity. But in the state of the resurrection the hu-
man race will already have the number of individuals preor-
dainedbyGod, since generationwill continueup to that point.
In like manner each man will rise again in due quantity; nei-
ther will death be any more, nor any waste affect the parts of
man. erefore the acts of the generative and nutritive powers
would be void of purpose.

I answer that, e resurrection will not be necessary to
man on account of his primary perfection, which consists in
the integrity of those things that belong to his nature, since
man can attain to this in his present state of life by the action

of natural causes; but the necessity of the resurrection regards
the attainment of his ultimate perfection, which consists in
his reaching his ultimate end. Consequently those natural op-
erations which are directed to cause or preserve the primary
perfection of human nature will not be in the resurrection:
such are the actions of the animal life in man, the action of
the elements on one another, and the movement of the heav-
ens;wherefore all thesewill cease at the resurrection.And since
to eat, drink, sleep, beget, pertain to the animal life, being di-
rected to the primary perfection of nature, it follows that they
will not be in the resurrection.

Reply toObjection 1.WhenChrist partook of that meal,
His eating was an act, not of necessity as though human na-
ture needed food aer the resurrection, but of power, so as to
prove that He had resumed the true human nature which He
had in that state wherein He ate and drank with His disciples.
erewill be no need of such proof at the general resurrection,
since it will be evident to all. Hence Christ is said to have ate
by dispensation in the sense in which lawyers say that a “dis-
pensation is a relaxation of the general law”: because Christ
made an exception to that which is common to those who rise
again (namely not to partake of food) for the aforesaidmotive.
Hence the argument does not prove.

Reply toObjection 2.edistinction of sexes and the dif-
ference of members will be for the restoration of the perfec-
tion of human nature both in the species and in the individ-
ual. Hence it does not follow that they are without purpose,
although they lack their animal operations.

Reply toObjection 3.eaforesaid operations do not be-
long toman asman, as also the Philosopher states (Ethic. x, 7),
wherefore the happiness of the human body does not consist
therein. But the human body will be glorified by an overflow
from the reason whereby man is man, inasmuch as the body
will be subject to reason.

Reply to Objection 4. As the Philosopher says (Ethic. vii,
12, x, 5), the pleasures of the body are medicinal, because they
are applied to man for the removal of weariness; or again, they
are unhealthy, in so far as man indulges in those pleasures in-
ordinately, as though they were real pleasures: just as a man
whose taste is vitiated delights in things which are not delight-
ful to the healthy. Consequently it does not follow that such
pleasures as these belong to the perfection of beatitude, as the
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Jews and Turks maintain, and certain heretics known as the
Chiliasts asserted; who, moreover, according to the Philoso-
pher’s teaching, would seem to have an unhealthy appetite,

since according to him none but spiritual pleasures are plea-
sures simply, and to be sought for their own sake: wherefore
these alone are requisite for beatitude.
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Of the Impassibility of the Bodies of the Blessed Aer eir Resurrection

(In Four Articles)

Wemust now consider the conditions under which the blessed rise again, and (1) the impassibility of their bodies; (2) their
subtlety; (3) their agility; (4) their clarity. Under the first head there are four points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the bodies of the saints will be impassible aer the resurrection?
(2) Whether all will be equally impassible?
(3) Whether this impassibility renders the glorious bodies?
(4) Whether in them all the senses are in act?

Suppl. q. 82 a. 1Whether the bodies of the saints will be impassible aer the resurrection?

Objection 1. It seems that the bodies of the saints will not
be impassible aer the resurrection. For everything mortal is
passible. But man, aer the resurrection, will be “a mortal ra-
tional animal,” for such is the definition of man, which will
never be dissociated from him.erefore the body will be pas-
sible.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is in potentiality to have
the form of another thing is passible in relation to something
else; for this is what is meant by being passive to another thing
(De Gener. i). Now the bodies of the saints will be in poten-
tiality to the formof another thing aer the resurrection; since
matter, according as it is under one form, does not lose its po-
tentiality to another form. But the bodies of the saints aer the
resurrection will have matter in common with the elements,
because they will be restored out of the same matter of which
they are now composed. erefore they will be in potentiality
to another form, and thus will be passible.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher (De
Gener. i), contraries have a natural inclination to be active and
passive towards one another. Now the bodies of the saints will
be composed of contraries aer the resurrection, even as now.
erefore they will be passible.

Objection 4. Further, in the human body the blood and
humors will rise again, as stated above (q. 80, Aa. 3,4). Now,
sickness and such like passions arise in the body through the
antipathy of the humors.erefore the bodies of the saints will
be passible aer the resurrection.

Objection 5. Further, actual defect is more inconsistent
with perfection than potential defect. But passibility denotes
merely potential defect. Since then there will be certain actual
defects in the bodies of the blessed, such as the scars of the
wounds in the martyrs, even as they were in Christ, it would
seem that their perfections will not suffer, if we grant their
bodies to be passible.

On the contrary, Everything passible is corruptible, be-
cause “increase of passion results in loss of substance”*. Now
the bodies of the saints will be incorruptible aer the resurrec-
tion, according to 1 Cor. 15:42, “It is sown in corruption, it

shall rise in incorruption.” erefore they will be impassible.
Further, the stronger is not passive to the weaker. But no

body will be stronger than the bodies of the saints, of which it
is written (1 Cor. 15:43): “It is sown in weakness, it shall rise
in power.” erefore they will be impassible.

I answer that, We speak of a thing being “passive” in two
ways†. First in a broad sense, and thus every reception is called
a passion, whether the thing received be fitting to the receiver
and perfect it, or contrary to it and corrupt it. e glorious
bodies are not said to be impassible by the removal of this kind
of passion, since nothing pertaining to perfection is to be re-
moved from them. In another way we use the word “passive”
properly, and thus the Damascene defines passion (De Fide
Orth. ii, 22) as being “a movement contrary to nature.” Hence
an immoderatemovement of the heart is called its passion, but
a moderate movement is called its operation. e reason of
this is that whatever is patient is drawn to the bounds of the
agent, since the agent assimilates the patient to itself, so that,
therefore, the patient as such is drawn beyond its own bounds
within which it was confined. Accordingly taking passion in
its proper sense there will be no potentiality to passion in the
bodies of the saints aer resurrection; wherefore they are said
to be impassible.

e reason however of this impassibility is assigned differ-
ently by different persons. Some ascribe it to the condition of
the elements, which will be different then from what it is now.
For they say that the elements will remain, then, as to sub-
stance, yet that they will be deprived of their active and pas-
sive qualities. But this does not seem to be true: because the
active and passive qualities belong to the perfection of the el-
ements, so that if the elements were restored without them in
the body of the man that rises again, they would be less per-
fect than now. Moreover since these qualities are the proper
accidents of the elements, being caused by their form andmat-
ter, it would seem most absurd for the cause to remain and the
effect to be removed. Wherefore others say that the qualities
will remain, but deprived of their proper activities, the Divine
power so doing for the preservation of the human body. is

* Aristotle, Topic. vi, 1. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 22, a. 1.
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however would seem to be untenable, since the action and pas-
sion of the active and passive qualities is necessary for the mix-
ture (of the elements), and according as one or the other pre-
ponderates the mixed (bodies) differ in their respective com-
plexions, and this must apply to the bodies of those who rise
again, for they will contain flesh and bones and like parts, all
of which demand different complexions. Moreover, according
to this, impassibility could not be one of their gis, because it
would not imply a disposition in the impassible substance, but
merely an external preventive to passion, namely the power of
God, which might produce the same effect in a human body
even in this state of life. Consequently others say that in the
body itself there will be something preventing the passion of a
glorified body, namely the nature of a fih*: or heavenly body,
which they maintain enters into the composition of a human
body, to the effect of blending the elements together in har-
mony so as to be fitting matter for the rational soul; but that
in this state of life, on account of the preponderance of the ele-
mental nature, the human body is passible like other elements,
whereas in the resurrection the nature of the fih body will
predominate, so that the human body will be made impassible
in likeness to the heavenly body. But this cannot stand, because
the fih body does not enter materially into the composition
of a human body, as was proved above (Sent. ii, D, 12, Q. 1,
a. 1). Moreover it is absurd to say that a natural power, such as
the power of a heavenly body, should endow the human body
with a property of glory, such as the impassibility of a glorified
body, since the Apostle ascribes to Christ’s power the transfor-
mation of the human body, because “such as is the heavenly,
such also are they that are heavenly” (1 Cor. 15:48), and “He
will reform the body of our lowness, made like to the body of
His glory, according to the operation whereby also He is able
to subdue all things unto Himself ” (Phil. 3:21). And again, a
heavenly nature cannot exercise such power over the human
body as to take from it its elemental nature which is passible by
reason of its essential constituents. Consequently we must say
otherwise that all passion results from the agent overcoming
the patient, else it would not draw it to its own bounds.Now it
is impossible for agent to overcome patient except through the
weakening of the hold which the form of the patient has over
its matter, if we speak of the passion which is against nature,
for it is of passion in this sense that we are speaking now: for
matter is not subject to one of two contraries, except through
the cessation or at least the diminution of the hold which the
other contrary has on it. Now the human body and all that it
contains will be perfectly subject to the rational soul, even as
the soul will be perfectly subject to God. Wherefore it will be
impossible for the glorified body to be subject to any change
contrary to the disposition whereby it is perfected by the soul;
and consequently those bodies will be impassible.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Anselm (Cur Deus
Homo ii, 11), “mortal is included in the philosophers’ defini-

tion of man, because they did not believe that the whole man
couldbe ever immortal, for theyhadno experience ofmanoth-
erwise than in this state ofmortality.”Orwemay say that since,
according to the Philosopher (Metaph. vi, 12), essential dif-
ferences are unknown to us, we sometimes employ accidental
differences in order to signify essential differences from which
the accidental differences result. Hence “mortal” is put in the
definition of man, not as though mortality were essential to
man, but because that which causes passibility and mortality
in the present state of life, namely composition of contraries,
is essential to man, but it will not cause it then, on account of
the triumph of the soul over the body.

Reply to Objection 2. Potentiality is twofold, tied and
free: and this is true not only of active but also of passive po-
tentiality. For the form ties the potentiality of matter, by de-
termining it to one thing, and it is thus that it overcomes it.
And since in corruptible things form does not perfectly over-
come matter, it cannot tie it completely so as to prevent it
from sometimes receiving a disposition contrary to the form
through some passion. But in the saints aer the resurrection,
the soulwill have complete dominion over the body, and itwill
be altogether impossible for it to lose this dominion, because
it will be immutably subject to God, which was not the case in
the state of innocence. Consequently those bodies will retain
substantially the samepotentiality as they have now to another
form; yet that potentiality will remain tied by the triumph of
the soul over the body, so that it will never be realized by actual
passion.

Reply to Objection 3. e elemental qualities are the in-
struments of the soul, as stated in De Anima ii, text. 38, seqq.,
for the heat of fire in an animal’s body is directed in the act
of nutrition by the soul’s power. When, however, the princi-
pal agent is perfect, and there is no defect in the instrument,
no action proceeds from the instrument, except in accordance
with the disposition of the principal agent. Consequently in
the bodies of the saints aer the resurrection, no action or pas-
sion will result from the elemental qualities that is contrary to
the disposition of the soul which has the preservation of the
body in view.

Reply to Objection 4. According to Augustine (Ep. ad
Consent. cxlvi) “theDivine power is able to remove” whatever
qualities He will “from this visible and tangible body, other
qualities remaining.” Hence even as in a certain respect “He
deprived the flames of the Chaldees’ furnace of the power to
burn, since the bodies of the children were preserved with-
out hurt, while in another respect that power remained, since
those flames consumed the wood, so will He remove passibil-
ity from the humors while leaving their nature unchanged.” It
has been explained in the Article how this is brought about.

Reply to Objection 5. e scars of wounds will not be in
the saints, nor were they in Christ, in so far as they imply a
defect, but as signs of the most steadfast virtue whereby the

* eother four being the elements; this fih element was known to the peri-
patetic philosophers as the quintessence, of which they held heavenly bodies
to be formed.
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saints suffered for the sake of justice and faith: so that this
will increase their own and others’ joy (Cf. IIIa, q. 54, a. 4,
ad 3). Hence Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii, 19): “We feel
an undescribable love for the blessed martyrs so as to desire to
see in that kingdom the scars of the wounds in their bodies,
which they bore for Christ’s name. Perchance indeed we shall
see them for this will notmake them less comely butmore glo-

rious. A certain beauty will shine in them, a beauty though in
the body, yet not of the body but of virtue.”Nevertheless those
martyrs who have been maimed and deprived of their limbs
will not bewithout those limbs in the resurrection of the dead,
for to them it is said (Lk. 21:18): “A hair of your head shall not
perish.”

Suppl. q. 82 a. 2Whether all will be equally impassible?

Objection1. Itwould seem that all will be equally impassi-
ble. For a gloss on 1Cor. 15:42, “It is sown in corruption,” says
that “all have equal immunity from suffering.” Now the gi of
impassibility consists in immunity from suffering. erefore
all will be equally impassible.

Objection 2.Further, negations are not subject to bemore
or less. Now impassibility is a negation or privation of passi-
bility. erefore it cannot be greater in one subject than in an-
other.

Objection 3. Further, a thing is more white if it have less
admixture of black. But there will be no admixture of passibil-
ity in any of the saints’ bodies.erefore theywill all be equally
impassible.

On the contrary, Reward should be proportionate to
merit. Now some of the saints were greater in merit than oth-
ers. erefore, since impassibility is a reward, it would seem to
be greater in some than in others.

Further, impassibility is condivided with the gi of clar-
ity. Now the latter will not be equal in all, according to 1 Cor.
15:41. erefore neither will impassibility be equal in all.

I answer that, Impassibility may be considered in two

ways, either in itself, or in respect of its cause. If it be consid-
ered in itself, since it denotes a mere negation or privation, it
is not subject to be more or less, but will be equal in all the
blessed. on the other hand, if we consider it in relation to its
cause, thus it will be greater in one person than in another.
Now its cause is the dominion of the soul over the body, and
this dominion is caused by the soul’s unchangeable enjoyment
of God. Consequently in one who enjoys God more perfectly,
there is a greater cause of impassibility.

Reply toObjection 1.is gloss is speaking of impassibil-
ity in itself and not in relation to its cause.

Reply toObjection 2.Although negations and privations
considered in themselves are not increased nor diminished, yet
they are subject to increase and diminution in relation to their
causes. us a place is said to be more darksome from having
more and greater obstacles to light.

Reply to Objection 3. Some things increase not only by
receding from their contrary, but also by approach to a term:
thus light increases. Consequently impassibility also is greater
in one subject than in another, although there is no passibility
remaining in any one.

Suppl. q. 82 a. 3Whether impassibility excludes actual sensation from glorified bodies?

Objection 1. It would seem that impassibility excludes
actual sensation from glorified bodies. For according to the
Philosopher (DeAnima ii, 11), “sensation is a kind of passion.”
But the glorified bodies will be impassible. erefore they will
not have actual sensation.

Objection 2. Further, natural alteration precedes spiri-
tual* alteration, just as natural being precedes intentional be-
ing. Now glorified bodies, by reason of their impassibility, will
not be subject to natural alteration. erefore they will not be
subject to spiritual alteration which is requisite for sensation.

Objection3.Further,whenever actual sensation is due to a
newperception, there is a new judgment. But in that state there
will be no new judgment, because “our thoughts will not then
be unchangeable,” as Augustine says (De Trin. xv, 16). ere-
fore there will be no actual sensation.

Objection 4. Further, when the act of one of the soul’s
powers is intense, the acts of the other powers are remiss. Now

the soul will be supremely intent on the act of the contempla-
tive power in contemplating God.erefore the soul will have
no actual sensation whatever.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 1:7): “Every eye shall
see Him.” erefore there will be actual sensation.

Further, according to the Philosopher (DeAnima i, 2) “the
animate is distinct from the inanimate by sensation andmove-
ment.” Now there will be actual movement since they “shall
run to and fro like sparks among the reeds” (Wis. 3:7). ere-
fore there will also be actual sensation.

I answer that, All are agreed that there is some sensation
in the bodies of the blessed: else the bodily life of the saints af-
ter the resurrection would be likened to sleep rather than to
vigilance. Now this is not befitting that perfection, because in
sleep a sensible body is not in the ultimate act of life, for which
reason sleep is described as half-life.* But there is a difference
of opinion as to the mode of sensation.

* “Animalem,” as though it were derived from “animus”—the mind. Cf. Ia
IIae, q. 50, a. 1,3m; Ia IIae, q. 52, a. 1,3m. * is is what Aristotle says: “e
good and the bad are in sleep least distinguishable: hencemen say that for half
their lives there is no difference between the happy and the unhappy” (Ethic.
i, 13). 2789



For some say that the glorified bodies will be impassible,
and consequently “not susceptible to impressions from with-
out”† and much less so than the heavenly bodies, because they
will have actual sensations, not by receiving species from sen-
sibles, but by emission of species. But this is impossible, since
in the resurrection the specific nature will remain the same in
man and in all his parts. Now the nature of sense is to be a
passive power as the Philosopher proves (De Anima ii, text.
51,54). Wherefore if the saints, in the resurrection, were to
have sensations by emitting and not by receiving species, sense
in themwould be not a passive but an active power, and thus it
would not be the same specifically with sense as it is now, but
would be some other power bestowed on them; for just asmat-
ter never becomes form, so a passive power never becomes ac-
tive. Consequently others say that the senses will be actualized
by receiving species, not indeed from external sensibles, but by
an outflow from the higher powers, so that as now the higher
powers receive from the lower, so on the contrary the lower
powers will then receive from the higher. But this mode of re-
ception does not result in real sensation, because every passive
power, according to its specific nature, is determined to some
special active principle, since a power as such bears relation to
that with respect to which it is said to be the power. Where-
fore since the proper active principle in external sensation is
a thing existing outside the soul and not an intention thereof
existing in the imagination or reason, if the organ of sense be
not moved by external things, but by the imagination or other
higher powers, there will be no true sensation. Hence we do
not say that madmen or other witless persons (in whom there
is this kind of outflow of species towards the organs of sense,
on account of the powerful influence of the imagination) have
real sensations, but that it seems to them that they have sen-
sations. Consequently we must say with others that sensation
in glorified bodies will result from the reception of things out-
side the soul. It must, however, be observed that the organs of
sense are transmuted by things outside the soul in two ways.
First by a natural transmutation, when namely the organ is dis-
posed by the same natural quality as the thing outside the soul
which acts on that organ: for instance,when the hand is heated
by touching a hot object, or becomes fragrant through contact
with a fragrant object. Secondly, by a spiritual transmutation,
as when a sensible quality is received in an instrument, accord-
ing to a spiritual mode of being, when, namely, the species or
the intention of a quality, and not the quality itself is received:
thus the pupil receives the species of whiteness and yet does
not itself become white. Accordingly the first reception does
not cause sensation, properly speaking, because the senses are
receptive of species in matter but without matter. that is to
saywithout thematerial “being”which the species had outside
the soul (De Anima ii, text. 121). is reception transmutes

the nature of the recipient, because in this way the quality is
received according to its material “being.” Consequently this
kind of reception will not be in the glorified bodies, but the
second, which of itself causes actual sensation, without chang-
ing the nature of the recipient.

Reply to Objection 1. As already explained, by this pas-
sion that takes place in actual sensation and is noother than the
aforesaid receptionof species, the body is not drawn away from
natural quality, but is perfected by a spiritual change. Where-
fore the impassibility of glorified bodies does not exclude this
kind of passion.

Reply to Objection 2. Every subject of passion receives
the action of the agent according to its mode. Accordingly if
there be a thing that is naturally adapted to be altered by an
active principle, with a natural and a spiritual alteration, the
natural alteration precedes the spiritual alteration, just as nat-
ural precedes intentional being. If however a thing be naturally
adapted to be altered onlywith a spiritual alteration it does not
follow that it is altered naturally. For instance the air is not
receptive of color, according to its natural being, but only ac-
cording to its spiritual being, wherefore in this way alone is it
altered: whereas, on the contrary, inanimate bodies are altered
by sensible qualities only naturally and not spiritually. But in
the glorified bodies there cannot be any natural alteration, and
consequently there will be only spiritual alteration.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as there will be new reception
of species in the organs of sensation, so there will be new judg-
ment in the common sense: but there will be no new judgment
on the point in the intellect; such is the case with one who sees
what he knew before. e saying of Augustine, that “there our
thoughts will not be changeable,” refers to the thoughts of the
intellectual part: therefore it is not to the point.

Reply toObjection 4.When one of two things is the type
of the other, the attention of the soul to the one does not hin-
der or lessen its attention to the other: thus a physician while
considering urine is not less but more able to bear in mind the
rules of his art concerning the colors of urine. And since God
is apprehended by the saints as the type of all things that will
be done or known by them, their attention to perceiving sen-
sibles, or to contemplating or doing anything else will nowise
hinder their contemplation ofGod, nor conversely.Orwemay
say that the reason why one power is hindered in its act when
another power is intensely engaged is because one power does
not alone suffice for such an intense operation, unless it be as-
sisted by receiving from the principle of life the inflow that
the other powers or members should receive. And since in the
saints all the powers will be most perfect, one will be able to
operate intensely without thereby hindering the operation of
another power even as it was with Christ.

† Cf. q. 74, a. 4, On the contrary.
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Suppl. q. 82 a. 4Whether in the blessed, aer the resurrection, all the senses will be in act?

Objection 1. It would seem that all the senses are not in
act there. For touch is the first of all the senses (De Anima ii,
2). But the glorified body will lack the actual sense of touch,
since the sense of touch becomes actual by the alteration of an
animal body by some external body preponderating in some
one of the active or passive qualities which touch is capable
of discerning: and such an alteration will then be impossible.
erefore all the senses will not be in act there.

Objection 2. Further, the sense of taste assists the action
of the nutritive power. Now aer the resurrection there will
be no such action, as stated above (q. 81, a. 4). erefore taste
would be useless there.

Objection 3. Further, nothing will be corrupted aer the
resurrection because the whole creature will be invested with
a certain virtue of incorruption. Now the sense of smell can-
not have its act without some corruption having taken place,
because smell is not perceived without a volatile evaporation
consisting in a certain dissolution.erefore the sense of smell
is not there in its act.

Objection 4. Further, “Hearing assists teaching” (De
Sensu et Sensato i). But the blessed, aer the resurrection, will
require no teachingbymeans of sensible objects, since theywill
be filled withDivine wisdom by the very vision ofGod.ere-
fore hearing will not be there.

Objection 5. Further. seeing results from the pupil receiv-
ing the species of the thing seen. But aer the resurrection this
will be impossible in the blessed.erefore there will be no ac-
tual seeing there, and yet this is the most noble of the senses.
e minor is proved thus: at which is actually lightsome is
not receptive of a visible species; and consequently a mirror
placed under the sun’s rays does not reflect the image of a body
opposite to it. Now the pupil like the whole body will be en-
dowed with clarity. erefore it will not receive the image of a
colored body.

Objection 6. Further, according to the science of perspec-
tive, whatever is seen is seen at an angle. But this does not ap-
ply to the glorified bodies. erefore they will not have actual
sense of sight. e minor is proved thus. Whenever a thing is
seen at an angle, the angle must be proportionate to the dis-
tance of the object seen: because what is seen from a greater
distance is less seen and at a lesser angle, so that the angle may
be so small that nothing is seen of the object. erefore if the
glorified eye sees at an angle, it follows that it sees thingswithin
a certain distance, and that consequently it does not see a thing
from a greater distance than we see now: and this would seem
very absurd. And thus it would seem that the sense of sight will
not be actual in glorified bodies.

On the contrary, A power conjoined to its act is more
perfect than one not so conjoined. Now human nature in the
blessedwill be in its greatest perfection.erefore all the senses
will be actual there.

Further, the sensitive powers are nearer to the soul than

the body is. But the body will be rewarded or punished on ac-
count of the merits or demerits of the soul. erefore all the
senses in the blessed will also be rewarded and in the wicked
will be punished, with regard to pleasure and pain or sorrow
which consist in the operation of the senses.

I answer that,ere are twoopinions on this question. For
some say that in the glorified bodies there will be all the sen-
sitive powers, but that only two senses will be in act, namely
touch and sight; nor will this be owing to defective senses, but
from lack of medium and object; and that the senses will not
be useless, because they will conduce to the integrity of human
nature and will show forth the wisdom of their Creator. But
this is seemingly untrue, because themedium in these senses is
the same as in the others. For in the sight the medium is the
air, and this is also the medium in hearing and smelling (De
Anima ii, 7). Again, the taste, like the touch, has the medium
in contact, since taste is a kind of touch (DeAnima ii, 9). Smell
also which is the object of the sense of smell will be there, since
the Church sings that the bodies of the saints will be a most
sweet smell. ere will also be vocal praise in heaven; hence a
gloss says on Ps. 149:6, “e high praises of God shall be in
their mouth” that “hearts and tongues shall not cease to praise
God.” e same is had on the authority of a gloss on 2 Esdra
12:27, “With singing and with cymbals.” Wherefore, accord-
ing to otherswemay say that smelling andhearingwill be in act
there, but taste will not be in act, in the sense of being affected
by the taking of food or drink, as appears from what we have
said (q. 81, a. 4): unless perchancewe say that therewill be taste
in act through the tongue being affected by some neighboring
humor.

Reply toObjection1.equalities perceivedby the touch
are those which constitute the animal body. Wherefore the
body of an animal has, through its tangible qualities accord-
ing to the present state of life, a natural aptitude to be affected
with a natural and spiritual alteration by the object of touch.
For this reason the touch is said to be the most material of
the senses, since it has a greater measure of material alteration
connected with it. Yet material alteration is only accidentally
related to the act of sensation which is effected by a spiritual
alteration. Consequently the glorified bodies, which by rea-
son of their impassibility are immune from natural alteration,
will be subject only to spiritual alteration by tangible qualities.
us it was with the body of Adam, which could neither be
burned by fire, nor pierced by sword, althoughhe had the sense
of such things.

Reply toObjection2.Taste, in so far as it is the perception
of food, will not be in act; but perhaps it will be possible in so
far as it is cognizant of flavors in the way mentioned above.

Reply to Objection 3. Some have considered smell to be
merely a volatile evaporation. But this opinion cannot be true;
which is evident from the fact that vultures hasten to a corpse
on perceiving the odor from a very great distance, whereas
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it would be impossible for an evaporation to travel from the
corpse to a place so remote, even though thewhole corpsewere
to be dissolved into vapor. is is confirmed by the fact that
sensible objects at an equal distance exercise their influence in
all directions: so that smell affects themedium sometimes, and
the instrument of sensation with a spiritual alteration, with-
out any evaporation reaching the organ. at some evapora-
tion should be necessary is due to the fact that smell in bodies
is mixed with humidity; wherefore it is necessary for dissolu-
tion to take place in order for the smell to be perceived. But in
the glorified bodies odor will be in its ultimate perfection, be-
ing nowise hampered by humidity: wherefore it will affect the
organwith a spiritual alteration, like theodorof a volatile evap-
oration. Such will be the sense of smell in the saints, because
it will not be hindered by any humidity: and it will take cog-
nizance not only of the excellences of odors, as happens with
us now on account of the very great humidity of the brain, but
also of the minutest differences of odors.

Reply to Objection 4. In heaven there will be vocal praise
(though indeed some think otherwise), and in the blessed it
will affect the organ of hearing by a merely spiritual alteration.
Norwill it be for the sake of learningwhereby theymay acquire
knowledge, but for the sake of the perfection of the sense and
for the sake pleasure. How it is possible for the voice to give
sound there, we have already stated (Sent. ii, D, 2; q. 2, a. 2, ad
5).

Reply toObjection 5. e intensity of light does not hin-

der the spiritual reception of the image of color, so long as the
pupil retains its diaphanous nature; thus it is evident that how-
ever much the air be filled with light, it can be the medium of
sight, and the more it is illumined, the more clearly are objects
seen through it, unless there be a fault through defective sight.
e fact that the image of an object placed in opposition to a
mirror directly opposite the sun’s rays does not appear therein,
is not due to the reception being hindered, but to the hinder-
ing of reflection: because for an image to appear in a mirror
it must needs be thrown back by an opaque body, for which
reason lead is affixed to the glass in a mirror. e sun’s ray dis-
pels this opacity so that no image can appear in themirror. But
the clarity of a glorified body does not destroy the diaphanous
nature of the pupil, since glory does not destroy nature; and
consequently the greatness of clarity in the pupil renders the
sight keen rather than defective.

Reply to Objection 6. e more perfect the sense the less
does it require to be altered in order to perceive its object.Now
the smaller the angle atwhich the sight is affected by the visible
object, the less is the organ altered. Hence it is that a stronger
sight can see from a distancemore than aweaker sight; because
the greater the distance the smaller the angle at which a thing
is seen. And since the sight of a glorified bodywill bemost per-
fect it will be able to see by the very least alteration (of the or-
gan); and consequently at a verymuch smaller angle than now,
and therefore from a much greater distance.
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S   T P, Q 83
Of the Subtlety of the Bodies of the Blessed

(In Six Articles)

We must now consider the subtlety of the bodies of the blessed. Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether subtlety is a property of the glorified body?
(2) Whether by reason of this subtlety it can be in the same place with another not glorified body?
(3) Whether by a miracle two bodies can be in the same place?
(4) Whether a glorified body can be in the same place with another glorified body?
(5) Whether a glorified body necessarily requires a place equal to itself ?
(6) Whether a glorified body is palpable?

Suppl. q. 83 a. 1Whether subtlety is a property of the glorified body?

Objection 1. It would seem that subtlety is not a property
of the glorified body. For the properties of glory surpass the
properties of nature, even as the clarity of glory surpasses the
clarity of the sun,which is the greatest innature.Accordingly if
subtlety be a property of the glorified body, it would seem that
the glorified body will be more subtle than anything which is
subtle in nature, and thus it will be “more subtle than the wind
and the air,” which was condemned by Gregory in the city of
Constantinople, as he relates (Moral. xiv, 56).

Objection 2. Further, as heat and cold are simple quali-
ties of bodies, i.e. of the elements, so is subtlety. But heat and
other qualities of the elements will not be intensified in the
glorified bodies any more than they are now, in fact, they will
be more reduced to the mean. Neither, therefore, will subtlety
be in them more than it is now.

Objection 3. Further, subtlety is in bodies as a result
of scarcity of matter, wherefore bodies that have less matter
within equal dimensions are said to be more subtle; as fire in
comparison with air, and air as compared with water, and wa-
ter as comparedwith earth. But therewill be asmuchmatter in
the glorified bodies as there is now, nor will their dimensions
be greater. erefore they will not be more subtle then than
now.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 15:44): “It is sown
a corruptible body, it shall rise a spiritual,” i.e. a spirit-like,
“body.” But the subtlety of a spirit surpasses all bodily subtlety.
erefore the glorified bodies will be most subtle.

Further, the more subtle a body is the more exalted it is.
But the glorified bodies will be most exalted. erefore they
will be most subtle.

I answer that, Subtlety takes its name from the power to
penetrate. Hence it is said in De Gener. ii that “a subtle thing
fills all theparts and theparts of parts.”Nowthat a bodyhas the
power of penetrating may happen through two causes. First,
through smallness of quantity, especially in respect of depth
and breadth, but not of length, because penetration regards
depth, wherefore length is not an obstacle to penetration. Sec-
ondly, through paucity of matter, wherefore rarity is synony-

mous with subtlety: and since in rare bodies the form is more
predominant over the matter, the term “subtlety” has been
transferred to those bodies which aremost perfectly subject to
their form, and aremost fully perfected thereby: thus we speak
of subtlety in the sun and moon and like bodies, just as gold
and similar things may be called subtle, when they are most
perfectly complete in their specific being and power. And since
incorporeal things lack quantity and matter, the term “sub-
tlety” is applied to them, not only by reason of their substance,
but also on account of their power. For just as a subtle thing is
said to be penetrative, for the reason that it reaches to the in-
most part of a thing, so is an intellect said to be subtle because
it reaches to the insight of the intrinsic principles and the hid-
den natural properties of a thing. In like manner a person is
said to have subtle sight, because he is able to perceive by sight
things of the smallest size: and the same applies to the other
senses. Accordingly people have differed by ascribing subtlety
to the glorified bodies in different ways.

For certain heretics, as Augustine relates (De Civ. Dei xiii,
22), ascribed to them the subtletywhereby spiritual substances
are said to be subtle: and they said that at the resurrection the
body will be transformed into a spirit, and that for this reason
the Apostle describes as being “spiritual” the bodies of those
who rise again (1 Cor. 15:44). But this cannot be maintained.
First, because a body cannot be changed into a spirit, since
there is no community of matter between them: and Boethius
proves this (De Duab. Nat.). Secondly, because, if this were
possible, and one’s body were changed into a spirit, one would
not rise again a man, for a man naturally consists of a soul and
body. irdly, because if this were the Apostle’s meaning, just
as he speaks of spiritual bodies, so would he speak of natural
[animale] bodies, as being changed into souls [animam]: and
this is clearly false.

Hence certain heretics said that the body will remain at
the resurrection, but that it will be endowed with subtlety by
means of rarefaction, so that human bodies in rising again will
be like the air or the wind, as Gregory relates (Moral. xiv, 56).
But this again cannot be maintained, because our Lord had
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a palpable body aer the Resurrection, as appears from the
last chapter of Luke, and we must believe that His body was
supremely subtle. Moreover the human body will rise again
with flesh and bones, as did the body of our Lord, according
to Lk. 24:39, “A spirit hath not flesh and bones as you see
Me to have,” and Job 19:26, “In my flesh I shall see God,” my
Saviour: and the nature of flesh and bone is incompatible with
the aforesaid rarity.

Consequently another kind of subtlety must be assigned
to glorified bodies, by saying that they are subtle on account of
the most complete perfection of the body. But this complete-
ness is explained by some in relation to the fih, or heavenly,
essence, which will be then predominant in them. is, how-
ever, is impossible, since first of all the fih essence can nowise
enter into the composition of a body, as we have shown above
(Sent. D, 12, qu. 1). Secondly, because granted that it entered
into the composition of the human body, it would be impos-
sible to account for its having a greater predominance over the
elemental nature then than now, unless—either the amount of
the heavenly nature in human bodies were increased (thus hu-
man bodies would not be of the same stature, unless perhaps
elemental matter inmanwere decreased, which is inconsistent
with the integrity of those who rise again)—or unless elemen-

tal nature were endowed with the properties of the heavenly
nature through the latter’s dominion over the body, and in that
case a natural power would be the cause of a property of glory,
which seems absurd.

Hence others say that the aforesaid completeness by reason
ofwhichhumanbodies are said to be subtlewill result from the
dominion of the glorified soul (which is the form of the body)
over the body, by reason of which dominion the glorified body
is said to be “spiritual,” as beingwholly subject to the spirit.e
first subjectionwhereby the body is subject to the soul is to the
effect of its participating in its specific being, in so far as it is
subject to the soul as matter to form; and secondly it is sub-
ject to the soul in respect of the other operations of the soul,
in so far as the soul is a principle of movement. Consequently
the first reason for spirituality in the body is subtlety, and, aer
that, agility and the other properties of a glorified body.Hence
the Apostle, as the masters expound, in speaking of spiritual-
ity indicates subtlety: wherefore Gregory says (Moral. xiv, 56)
that “the glorified body is said to be subtle as a result of a spir-
itual power.”

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections which refer
to the subtlety of rarefaction.

Suppl. q. 83 a. 2Whether by reason of this subtlety a glorified body is able to be in the same place with another
body not glorified?

Objection1. Itwould seem that by reasonof this subtlety a
body is able to be in the same place with another body not glo-
rified. For according to Phil. 3:21, “Hewill reform the body of
our lownessmade like to the body ofHis glory.”Now the body
of Christ was able to be in the same place with another body,
as appears from the fact that aer His Resurrection He went
in toHis disciples, the doors being shut ( Jn. 20:19,26).ere-
fore also the glorified bodies by reason of their subtlety will be
able to be in the same place with other bodies not glorified.

Objection 2. Further, glorified bodies will be superior to
all other bodies. Yet by reason of their superiority certain bod-
ies, to wit the solar rays, are able now to occupy the same place
together with other bodies. Much more therefore is this befit-
ting glorified bodies.

Objection 3. Further, a heavenly body cannot be severed,
at least as regards the substance of the spheres: hence it is writ-
ten ( Job 37:18) that “the heavens…are most strong, as if they
were of molten brass.” If then the subtlety of a glorified body
will not enable it to be in the same place together with another
body, it will never be able to ascend to the empyrean,* and this
is erroneous.

Objection 4. Further, a body which is unable to be in the
sameplacewith another body canbehindered in itsmovement
or even surrounded by others standing in its way. But this can-
not happen to glorified bodies. erefore they will be able to

be together in the same place with other bodies.
Objection 5. Further, as point is to point, so is line to line,

surface to surface, and body to body. Now two points can be
coincident, as in the case of two lines touching one another,
and two lines when two surfaces are in contact with one an-
other, and two surfaces when two bodies touch one another,
because “contiguous things are those whose boundaries coin-
cide” (Phys. vi, 6). erefore it is not against the nature of a
body to be in the same place together with another body. Now
whatever excellence is competent to the nature of a body will
all be bestowed on the glorified body. erefore a glorified
body, by reason of its subtlety, will be able to be in the same
place together with another body.

On the contrary, Boethius says (De Trin. i): “Difference
of accidentsmakes distinction in number. For threemen differ
not in genus, nor in species, but in their accidents. If wewere to
remove absolutely every accident from them, still each one has
a different place; and it is quite conceivable that they should all
occupy the same place.” erefore if we suppose two bodies to
occupy the same place, there will be but one body numerically.

I answer that, It cannot be maintained that a glorified
body, by reason of its subtlety, is able to be in the same place
with another body, unless the obstacle to its being now in the
same place with another body be removed by that subtlety.
Some say that in the present state this obstacle is its gross-

* e empyrean was the highest of the concentric spheres or heavens, and was
identified by Christian writers with the abode of God. Cf. Ia, q. 56, a. 3.
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ness by virtue of which it is able to occupy a place; and that
this grossness is removed by the gi of subtlety. But there are
two reasons why this cannot be maintained. First, because the
grossness which the gi of subtlety removes is a kind of defect,
for instance an inordinateness of matter in not being perfectly
subject to its form. For all that pertains to the integrity of the
bodywill rise again in the body, both as regards thematter and
as regards the form. And the fact that a body is able to fill a
place belongs to it by reason of that which pertains to its in-
tegrity, and not on account of any defect of nature. For since
fulness is opposed to vacancy, that alone does not fill a place,
which being put in a place, nevertheless leaves a place vacant.
Now a vacuum is defined by the Philosopher (Phys. iv, 6,7) as
being “a place not filled by a sensible body.” And a body is said
to be sensible by reason of its matter, form, and natural acci-
dents, all of which pertain to the integrity of nature. It is also
plain that the glorified body will be sensible even to touch, as
evidenced by the body of our Lord (Lk. 24:39): nor will it lack
matter, or form, or natural accidents, namely heat, cold, and
so forth. Hence it is evident that the glorified body, the gi
of subtlety notwithstanding, will fill a place: for it would seem
madness to say that the place in which there will be a glorified
body will be empty. Secondly their aforesaid argument does
not avail, because to hinder the co-existence of a body in the
same place is more than to fill a place. For if we suppose di-
mensions separate from matter, those dimensions do not fill a
place. Hence some who held the possibility of a vacuum, said
that a vacuum is a place wherein such like dimensions exist
apart from a sensible body; and yet those dimensions hinder
another body frombeing togetherwith them in the sameplace.
is is made clear by the Philosopher (Phys. iv, 1,8;Metaph. ii,
2), where he considers it impossible for a mathematical body,
which is nothing but separate dimensions, to be together with
another natural sensible body. Consequently, granted that the
subtlety of a glorified bodyhindered it fromfilling a place, nev-
ertheless it would not follow that for this reason it is able to be
in the same place with another body, since the removal of the
lesser does not involve the removal of the greater.

Accordinglywemust say that the obstacle to our body’s be-
ing now in the same place with another body can nowise be re-
moved by the gi of subtlety. For nothing can prevent a body
from occupying the same place together with another body,
except something in it that requires a different place: since
nothing is an obstacle to identity, save that which is a cause
of distinction. Now this distinction of place is not required by
any quality of the body, because a body demands a place, not
by reason of its quality: wherefore if we remove from a body
the fact of its being hot or cold, heavy or light, it still retains
the necessity of the aforesaid distinction, as the Philosopher
proves (Phys. iv), and as is self-evident. In like manner neither
can matter cause the necessity of the aforesaid distinction, be-
causematter does not occupy a place except through its dimen-
sive quantity. Again neither does form occupy a place, unless

it have a place through its matter. It remains therefore that the
necessity for two bodies occupying each a distinct place results
from the nature of dimensive quantity, to which a place is es-
sentially befitting. For this forms part of its definition, since
dimensive quantity is quantity occupying a place. Hence it is
that if we remove all else in a thing from it, the necessity of
this distinction is found in its dimensive quantity alone. us
take the example of a separate line, supposing there to be two
such lines, or two parts of one line, they must needs occupy
distinct places, else one line added to another would not make
something greater, and this is against common sense.e same
applies to surfaces andmathematical bodies. And since matter
demands place, through being the subject of dimension, the
aforesaid necessity results in placed matter, so that just as it is
impossible for there to be two lines, or two parts of a line, un-
less they occupy distinct places, so is it impossible for there to
be two matters, or two parts of matter, without there be dis-
tinction of place. And since distinction of matter is the princi-
ple of the distinction between individuals, it follows that, as
Boethius says (De Trin.), “we cannot possibly conceive two
bodies occupying one place,” so that this distinction of indi-
viduals requires this difference of accidents.Now subtlety does
not deprive the glorified body of its dimension; wherefore it
nowise removes from it the aforesaid necessity of occupying
a distinct place from another body. erefore the subtlety of
a glorified body will not enable it to be in the same place to-
gether with another body, but it will be possible for it to be
together with another body by the operation of the Divine
power: even as the body of Peter had the power whereby the
sick were healed at the passing of Peter’s shadow (Acts 5:15)
not through any inherent property, but by the power of God
for the upbuilding of the faith. us will the Divine power
make it possible for a glorified body to be in the same place
together with another body for the perfection of glory.

Reply to Objection 1. at Christ’s body was able to be
together with another body in the same place was not due to
its subtlety, but resulted from the power of His Godhead af-
ter His resurrection, even as inHis birth*. Hence Gregory says
(Hom. xxvi in Evang.): “e same body went into His disci-
ples the doors being shut, which to human eyes came from the
closed womb of the Virgin at His birth.” erefore there is no
reason why this should be befitting to glorified bodies on ac-
count of their subtlety.

Reply to Objection 2. Light is not a body as we have said
above (Sent. ii, q. 13, a. 3; Ia, q. 67, a. 2): hence the objection
proceeds on a false supposition.

Reply toObjection3.eglorifiedbodywill pass through
the heavenly sphereswithout severing them, not by virtue of its
subtlety, but by the Divine power, which will assist them in all
things at will.

Reply toObjection4.From the fact thatGodwill come to
the aid of the blessed at will in whatever they desire, it follows
that they cannot be surrounded or imprisoned.

* Cf. IIIa, q. 28, a. 2, ad 3.
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Reply to Objection 5. As stated in Phys. iv, 5, “a point is
not in a place”: hence if it be said to be in a place, this is only
accidental, because the body of which it is a term is in a place.
And just as the whole place corresponds to the whole body,
so the term of the place corresponds to the term of the body.
But it happens that two places have one term, even as two lines

terminate in one point. And consequently though two bod-
ies must needs be in distinct places, yet the same term of two
places corresponds to the two terms of the two bodies. It is in
this sense that the bounds of contiguous bodies are said to co-
incide.

Suppl. q. 83 a. 3Whether it is possible, by a miracle, for two bodies to be in the same place?

Objection 1. It would seem that not even by a miracle is
it possible for two bodies to be in the same place. For it is not
possible that, by a miracle, two bodies be at once two and one,
since this would imply that contradictions are true at the same
time. But if we suppose two bodies to be in the same place, it
would follow that those twobodies are one.erefore this can-
not be done by a miracle. e minor is proved thus. Suppose
two bodies A and B to be in the same place.e dimensions of
Awill either be the same as the dimensions of the place, or they
will differ from them. If they differ, then some of the dimen-
sions will be separate: which is impossible, since the dimen-
sions that are within the bounds of a place are not in a subject
unless they be in a placed body. If they be the same, then for
the same reason the dimensions of B will be the same as the
dimensions of the place. “Now things that are the same with
one and the same thing are the same with one another.”ere-
fore the dimensions of A and B are the same. But two bodies
cannot have identical dimensions just as they cannot have the
same whiteness. erefore A and B are one body and yet they
were two. erefore they are at the same time one and two.

Objection2.Further, a thing cannot be donemiraculously
either against the common principles—for instance that the
part be not less than the whole; since what is contrary to com-
mon principles implies a direct contradiction—or contrary to
the conclusions of geometry which are infallible deductions
fromcommonprinciples—for instance that the three angles of
a triangle should not be equal to two right angles. In like man-
ner nothing can be done to a line that is contrary to the defini-
tion of a line, because to sever the definition from the defined
is to make two contradictories true at the same time. Now it is
contrary to common principles, both to the conclusions of ge-
ometry and to the definition of a line, for two bodies to be in
the same place.erefore this cannot be done by amiracle.e
minor is proved as follows: It is a conclusion of geometry that
two circles touch one another only at a point. Now if two cir-
cular bodieswere in the sameplace, the two circles described in
themwould touch one another as a whole. Again it is contrary
to the definition of a line that there be more than one straight
line between two points: yet this would be the case were two
bodies in the same place, since between two given points in the
various surfaces of the place, there would be two straight lines
corresponding to the two bodies in that place.

Objection 3. Further, it would seem impossible that by a
miracle a bodywhich is enclosedwithin another should not be

in a place, for then it would have a common and not a proper
place, and this is impossible. Yet this would follow if two bod-
ies were in the same place. erefore this cannot be done by a
miracle.eminor is proved thus. Supposing two bodies to be
in the same place, the one being greater than the other as to ev-
ery dimension, the lesser body will be enclosed in the greater,
and the place occupied by the greater body will be its common
place; while it will have no proper place, because no given sur-
face of the body will contain it, and this is essential to place.
erefore it will not have a proper place.

Objection 4. Further, place corresponds in proportion to
the thing placed. Now it can never happen by a miracle that
the same body is at the same time in different places, except by
some kind of transformation, as in the Sacrament of the Altar.
erefore it can nowise happen by a miracle that two bodies
be together in the same place.

On the contrary,eBlessed Virgin gave birth to her Son
by a miracle. Now in this hallowed birth it was necessary for
two bodies to be together in the same place, because the body
of her child when coming forth did not break through the en-
closure of her virginal purity. erefore it is possible for two
bodies to be miraculously together in the same place.

Further, this may again be proved from the fact that our
Lord went in to His disciples, the doors being shut ( Jn. 20:19,
26).

I answer that, As shown above (a. 2) the reason why two
bodiesmust needs be in two places is that distinction inmatter
requires distinction in place.Wherefore we observe that when
two bodies merge into one, each loses its distinct being, and
one indistinct being accrues to the two combined, as in the
case of mixtures. Hence it is impossible for two bodies to re-
main two and yet be together unless each retain its distinct be-
ing which it had hitherto, in so much as each of them was a
being undivided in itself and distinct from others. Now this
distinct being depends on the essential principles of a thing as
on its proximate causes, but on God as on the first cause. And
since the first cause can preserve a thing in being, though the
second causes be done away, as appears from the first proposi-
tion of De Causis, therefore by God’s power and by that alone
it is possible for an accident to be without substance as in the
Sacrament of the Altar. Likewise by the power of God, and by
that alone, it is possible for a body to retain its distinct being
from that of another body, although its matter be not distinct
as to place from the matter of the other body: and thus it is
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possible by a miracle for two bodies to be together in the same
place.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument is sophistical be-
cause it is based on a false supposition, or begs the question.
For it supposes the existence, between two opposite superfi-
cies of a place, of a dimension proper to the place, with which
dimension a dimension of the body put in occupation of the
placewould have to be identified: because itwould then follow
that the dimensions of two bodies occupying a placewould be-
come one dimension, if each of them were identified with the
dimension of the place. But this supposition is false, because
if it were true whenever a body acquires a new place, it would
follow that a change takes place in the dimensions of the place
or of thing placed: since it is impossible for two things to be-
come one anew, except one of them be changed.Whereas if, as
is the case in truth, no other dimensions belong to a place than
those of the thing occupying the place, it is clear that the argu-
ment proves nothing, but begs the question, because according
to this nothing else has been said, but that the dimensions of
a thing placed are the same as the dimensions of the place; ex-
cepting that the dimensions of the thing placed are contained
within the bounds of the place, and that the distance between
the bounds of a place is commensurate with the distance be-
tween the bounds of the thing placed, just as the former would
be distant by their own dimensions if they had them.us that
the dimensions of two bodies be the dimensions of one place is
nothing else than that two bodies be in the same place, which
is the chief question at issue.

Reply to Objection 2. Granted that by a miracle two
bodies be together in the same place, nothing follows either
against common principles, or against the definition of a line,
or against any conclusions of geometry. For, as stated above
(a. 2), dimensive quantity differs from all other accidents in
that it has a special reason of individuality and distinction,
namely on account of the placing of the parts, besides the rea-
son of individuality anddistinctionwhich is common to it and
all other accidents, arising namely from the matter which is its
subject. us then one line may be understood as being dis-
tinct from another, either because it is in another subject (in
which case we are considering a material line), or because it is
placed at a distance from another (in which case we are con-
sidering a mathematical line, which is understood apart from
matter). Accordingly if we remove matter, there can be no dis-

tinction between lines save in respect of a different placing:
and in likemanner neither can there be a distinction of points,
nor of superficies, nor of any dimensions whatever. Conse-
quently geometry cannot suppose one line to be added to an-
other, as being distinct therefrom unless it be distinct as to
place. But supposing by a Divine miracle a distinction of sub-
ject without a distinction of place, we can understand a dis-
tinction of lines; and these are not distant from one another
in place, on account of the distinction of subjects. Again we
can understand a difference of points, and thus different lines
described on two bodies that are in the same place are drawn
from different points to different points; for the point that we
take is not a point fixed in the place, but in the placed body,
because a line is not said to be drawn otherwise than from a
pointwhich is its term. In likemanner the two circles described
in two spherical bodies that occupy the same place are two,
not on account of the difference of place, else they could not
touchone another as awhole, but on accountof thedistinction
of subjects, and thus while wholly touching one another they
still remain two. Even so a circle described by a placed spheri-
cal body touches, as a whole, the other circle described by the
locating body.

Reply to Objection 3. God could make a body not to be
in a place; and yet supposing this, it would not follow that a
certain body is not in a place, because the greater body is the
place of the lesser body, by reason of its superficies which is
described by contact with the terms of the lesser body.

Reply to Objection 4. It is impossible for one body to be
miraculously in two places locally (for Christ’s body is not lo-
cally on the altar), although it is possible by a miracle for two
bodies to be in the same place. Because to be in several places
at once is incompatible with the individual, by reason of its
having being undivided in itself, for it would follow that it is
divided as to place. on the other hand, to be in the same place
with another body is incompatible with the individual as dis-
tinct from aught else. Now the nature of unity is perfected in
indivision (Metaph. v), whereas distinction fromothers is a re-
sult of the nature of unity. Wherefore that one same body be
locally in several places at once implies a contradiction, even
as for a man to lack reason, while for two bodies to be in the
same place does not imply a contradiction, as explained above.
Hence the comparison fails.

Suppl. q. 83 a. 4Whether one glorified body can be in the same place together with another glorified body?

Objection 1. It would seem that a glorified body can be in
the same place together with another glorified body. Because
where there is greater subtlety there is less resistance. If then
a glorified body is more subtle than a non-glorified body, it
will offer less resistance to a glorified body: and so if a glorified
body can be in the same place with a non-glorified body, much
more can it with a glorified body.

Objection 2. Further, even as a glorified bodywill bemore
subtle than a non-glorified body, so will one glorified body be
more subtle than another. erefore if a glorified body can be
in the same place with a non-glorified body, a more subtle glo-
rified body can be in the same place with a less subtle glorified
body.

Objection3.Further, the body of heaven is subtle, andwill
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then be glorified. Now the glorified body of a saint will be able
to be in the sameplacewith the body of heaven, since the saints
will be able at will to travel to and from earth. erefore two
glorified bodies will be able to occupy the same place.

Onthe contrary,eglorifiedbodieswill be spiritual, that
is like spirits in a certain respect. Now two spirits cannot be in
the same place, although a body and a spirit can be in the same
place, as stated above (Sent. i, D, 37, q. 3, a. 3; Ia, q. 52, a. 3).
erefore neither will two glorified bodies be able to be in the
same place.

Further, if two bodies occupy the same place, one is pene-
trated by the other. But to be penetrated is amark of imperfec-
tion which will be altogether absent from the glorified bodies.
erefore it will be impossible for two glorified bodies to be in
the same place.

I answer that, e property of a glorified body does not
make it able to be in the same place with another glorified
body, nor again to be in the same place with a non-glorified

body. But it would be possible by the Divine power for two
glorified bodies or two non-glorified bodies to be in the same
place, even as a glorified body with a non-glorified body. Nev-
ertheless it is not befitting for a glorified body to be in the same
placewith another glorified body, both because a becoming or-
der will be observed in them, which demands distinction, and
because one glorified body will not be in the way of another.
Consequently two glorified bodies will never be in the same
place.

Reply to Objection 1. is argument supposes that a glo-
rified body is able by reason of its subtlety to be in the same
place with another body: and this is not true.

e same answer applies to the Second Objection.
Reply to Objection 3. e body of heaven and the other

bodies will be said equivocally to be glorified, in so far as they
will have a certain share in glory, and not as though it were be-
coming for them to have the gis of glorified human bodies.

Suppl. q. 83 a. 5Whether by virtue of its subtlety a glorified body will no longer need to be in an equal place?

Objection 1. It would seem that by virtue of its subtlety, a
glorified body will no longer need to be in an equal place. For
the glorified bodies will be made like to the body of Christ ac-
cording to Phil. 3:21. Now Christ’s body is not bound by this
necessity of being in an equal place: wherefore it is contained
whole under the small or great dimensions of a consecrated
host. erefore the same will be true of the glorified bodies.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher proves (Phys. iv, 6),
that two bodies are not in the same place, because it would
follow that the greatest body would occupy the smallest place,
since its various parts could be in the same part of the place: for
it makes no difference whether two bodies or however many
be in the same place. Now a glorified body will be in the same
place with another body, as is commonly admitted. erefore
it will be possible for it to be in any place however small.

Objection 3. Further, even as a body is seen by reason of
its color, so is it measured by reason of its quantity. Now the
glorified body will be so subject to the spirit that it will be able
at will to be seen, and not seen, especially by a non-glorified
eye, as evidenced in the case of Christ. erefore its quantity
will be so subject to the spirit’s will that it will be able to be in a
little or great place, and to have a little or great quantity at will.

On the contrary, e Philosopher says (Phys. iv, text. 30)
that “whatever is in a place occupies a place equal to itself.”
Now the glorified body will be in a place. erefore it will oc-
cupy a place equal to itself.

Further, the dimensions of a place and of that which is in
that place are the same, as shown in Phys. iv, text. 30,76,77.
erefore if the placewere larger than thatwhich is in the place
the same thing would be greater and smaller than itself, which
is absurd.

I answer that, A body is not related to place save through

themedium of its proper dimensions, in respect of which a lo-
cated body is confined through contactwith the locating body.
Hence it is not possible for a body to occupy a place smaller
than its quantity, unless its proper quantity be made in some
way less than itself: and this can only be understood in two
ways. First, by a variation in quantity in respect of the same
matter, so that in fact the matter which at first is subject to
a greater quantity is aerwards subject to a lesser. Some have
held this to be the case with the glorified bodies, saying that
quantity is subject to them at will, so that when they list, they
are able to have a great quantity, and when they list a small
quantity. But this is impossible, because no movement affect-
ing that which is intrinsic to a thing is possible without pas-
sion to the detriment* of its substance. Hence in incorrupt-
ible, i.e. heavenly, bodies, there is only local movement, which
is not according to something intrinsic. us it is clear that
change of quantity in respect of matter would be incompat-
ible with the impassibility and incorruptibility of a glorified
body. Moreover, it would follow that a glorified body would
be sometimes rarer and sometimes denser, because since it can-
not be deprivedof any of itsmatter, sometimes the samematter
would be under great dimensions and sometimes under small
dimensions, and thus it would be rarefied and densified, which
is impossible. Secondly, that the quantity of a glorified body
become smaller than itself may be understood by a variation
of place; so, to wit, that the parts of a glorified body insinuate
themselves into one another, so that it is reduced in quantity
however small it may become. And some have held this to be
the case, saying that by reason of its subtlety a glorified body
will be able to be in the same place with a non-glorified body:
and that in like manner its parts can be one within the other,
so much so that a whole glorified body will be able to pass

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 22, a. 1; Ia IIae, q. 41, a. 1.
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through the minutest opening in another body: and thus they
explain howChrist’s body came out of the Virgin’s womb; and
how it went into His disciples, the doors being shut. But this
is impossible; both because the glorified body will not be able,
by reason of its subtlety, to be in the same place with another
body, and because, even if it were able to be in the same place
with another body, this would not be possible if the other were
a glorified body, as many say; and again because this would
be inconsistent with the right disposition of the human body,
which requires the parts to be in a certain fixed place and at
a certain fixed distance from one another. Wherefore this will
never happen, not even by a miracle. Consequently we must
say that the glorified body will always be in a place equal to
itself.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ’s body is not locally in the

Sacrament of the Altar, as stated above (Sent. iv, D, 10, q. 1,
a. 1, ad 5; IIIa, q. 77, a. 5).

Reply toObjection 2. e Philosopher’s argument is that
for the same reason one part might permeate another. But this
permeation of the parts of a glorified body into one another is
impossible, as stated above. erefore the objection does not
prove.

Reply toObjection 3.Abody is seen because it acts on the
sight: but that it does or does not act on the sight causes no
change in the body. Hence it is not unfitting, if it can be seen
when it will, and not seen when it will†. On the other hand,
being in a place is not an action proceeding from a body by
reason of its quantity, as being seen is by reason of its color.
Consequently the comparison fails.

Suppl. q. 83 a. 6Whether the glorified body, by reason of its subtlety, will be impalpable?

Objection 1. It would seem that the glorified body, by rea-
son of its subtlety, is impalpable. For Gregory says (Hom. xxv
in Evang.): “What is palpable must needs be corruptible.” But
the glorified body is incorruptible. erefore it is impalpable.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is palpable resists one who
handles it. But that which can be in the same place with an-
other does not resist it. Since then a glorified body can be in
the same place with another body, it will not be palpable.

Objection 3. Further, every palpable body is tangible.
Now every tangible body has tangible qualities in excess of the
qualities of the one touching it. Since then in the glorified bod-
ies the tangible qualities are not in excess but are reduced to a
supreme degree of equality, it would seem that they are impal-
pable.

On the contrary, our Lord rose again with a glorified
body; and yet His body was palpable, as appears from Lk.
24:39: “Handle, and see; for a spirit hath not flesh and bones.”
erefore the glorified bodies also will be palpable.

Further, this is the heresy of Eutychius, Bishop of Con-
stantinople, as Gregory states (Moral. xxiv): for he said that
in the glory of the resurrection our bodies will be impalpable.

I answer that,Every palpable body is tangible, but not con-
versely. For every body is tangible that has qualities whereby
the sense of touch has a natural aptitude to be affected: where-
fore air, fire, and the like are tangible bodies: but a palpable
body, in addition to this, resists the touch; wherefore the air
which never resists that which passes through it, and is most
easily pierced, is tangible indeed but not palpable. Accordingly
it is clear that a body is said to be palpable for two reasons,
namely on account of its tangible qualities, and on account
of its resisting that which touches it, so as to hinder it from
piercing it. And since the tangible qualities are hot and cold
and so forth, which are not found save in heavy and light bod-
ies, which through being contrary to one another are therefore
corruptible, it follows that the heavenly bodies, which by their
nature are incorruptible, are sensible to the sight but not tangi-

ble, and therefore neither are they palpable. is is what Gre-
gorymeans when he says (Hom. xxv in Evang.) that “whatever
is palpable must needs be corruptible.” Accordingly the glori-
fied body has by its nature those qualities which have a natu-
ral aptitude to affect the touch, and yet since the body is alto-
gether subject to the spirit, it is in its power thereby to affect or
not to affect the touch. In likemanner it is competent by its na-
ture to resist any other passing body, so that the latter cannot
be in the sameplace togetherwith it: although, according to its
pleasure, it may happen by theDivine power that it occupy the
same place with another body, and thus offer no resistance to
a passing body.Wherefore according to its nature the glorified
body is palpable, but it is competent for it to be impalpable
to a non-glorified body by a supernatural power. Hence Gre-
gory says (Hom. xxv inEvang.) that “ourLord offeredHis flesh
to be handled, which He had brought in through the closed
doors, so as to afford a complete proof that aer His resur-
rection His body was unchanged in nature though changed in
glory.”

Reply to Objection 1. e incorruptibility of a glorified
body does not result from the nature of its component parts;
and it is on account of that nature that whatever is palpable
is corruptible, as stated above. Hence the argument does not
prove.

Reply toObjection2.Although in away it is possible for a
glorified body to be in the same place with another body: nev-
ertheless the glorified body has it in its power to resist at will
any one touching it, and thus it is palpable.

Reply to Objection 3. In the glorified bodies the tangi-
ble qualities are not reduced to the real mean that is measured
according to equal distance from the extremes, but to the pro-
portionatemean, according as is most becoming to the human
complexion in each part.Wherefore the touch of those bodies
will be most delightful, because a power always delights in a
becoming object, and is grieved by excess.

† Cf. IIIa, q. 55, a. 4.
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S   T P, Q 84
Of the Agility of the Bodies of the Blessed

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the agility of the bodies of the blessed in the resurrection. Under this head there are three points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether the glorified bodies will be agile?
(2) Whether they will move?
(3) Whether they will move instantaneously?

Suppl. q. 84 a. 1Whether the glorified bodies will be agile?

Objection 1. It would seem that the glorified bodies will
not be agile. For that which is agile by itself needs not to be
carried in order tomove. But the glorified bodies will, aer the
resurrection, be taken up by the angels (according to a gloss) in
the clouds “tomeetChrist, into the air” (1ess. 4:16).ere-
fore the glorified bodies will not be agile.

Objection 2. Further, no body that moves with labor and
pain can be said to be agile. Yet the glorified bodies will move
thus, since the principle of their movement, namely the soul,
moves them counter to their nature, else they would always
move in the same direction. erefore they are not agile.

Objection 3. Further, of all the animal operations sense
surpasses movement in nobility and priority. Yet no property
is ascribed to glorified bodies as perfecting them in sensation.
erefore neither should agility be ascribed to themas perfect-
ing them in movement.

Objection 4. Further, nature gives different animals in-
struments of different disposition according to their differ-
ent powers: hence she does not give instruments of the same
disposition to slow as to fleet animals. Now God’s works are
much more orderly than those of nature. Since then the glori-
fied body’s members will have the same disposition, shape and
quantity as they now have, it would seem that it will have no
agility other than it has now.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 15:43): “It is sown
in weakness, it shall rise in power,” that is, according to a gloss,
“mobile and living.” But mobility can only signify agility in
movement. erefore the glorified bodies will be agile.

Further, slowness of movement would seem especially in-
consistent with the nature of a spirit. But the glorified bodies
will bemost spiritual according to1Cor. 15:44.erefore they
will be agile.

I answer that, e glorified body will be altogether sub-
ject to the glorified soul, so that not only will there be noth-
ing in it to resist the will of the spirit, for it was even so in the
case of Adam’s body, but also from the glorified soul there will
flow into the body a certain perfection, whereby it will become
adapted to that subjection: and this perfection is called “the
gi of the glorified body.” Now the soul is united to body not

only as its form, but also as its mover; and in both ways the
glorified bodymust needs bemost perfectly subject to the glo-
rified soul. Wherefore even as by the gi of subtlety the body
is wholly subject to the soul as its form, whence it derives its
specific being, so by the gi of agility it is subject to the soul as
its mover, so that it is prompt and apt to obey the spirit in all
the movements and actions of the soul.

Some, however, ascribe the cause of this agility to the fih,
i.e. the heavenly essence, which will then be predominant in
the glorified bodies. But of this we have frequently observed
that it does not seem probable (q. 82, a. 1; q. 83, a. 1). Where-
fore it is better to ascribe it to the soul, whence glory flows to
the body.

Reply to Objection 1. Glorified bodies are said to be
borne by the angels and also on the clouds, not as though they
needed them, but in order to signify the reverence which both
angels and all creatures will show them.

Reply to Objection 2. e more the power of the moving
soul dominates over the body, the less is the labor of move-
ment, even though it be counter to the body’s nature. Hence
those in whom the motive power is stronger, and those who
through exercise have the bodymore adapted to obey themov-
ing spirit, labor less in being moved. And since, aer the res-
urrection, the soul will perfectly dominate the body, both on
account of the perfection of its own power, and on account
of the glorified body’s aptitude resulting from the outflow of
glory which it receives from the soul, there will be no labor in
the saints’ movements, and thus it may be said that the bodies
of the saints’ will be agile.

Reply to Objection 3. By the gi of agility the glorified
bodywill be rendered apt not only for localmovement but also
for sensation, and for the execution of all the other operations
of the soul.

Reply to Objection 4. Even as nature gives to fleeter ani-
mals instruments of a different disposition in shape and quan-
tity, so God will give to the bodies of the saints a disposition
other than that which they have now, not indeed in shape and
quantity, but in that property of glory which is called agility.
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Suppl. q. 84 a. 2Whether the saints will never use their agility for the purpose of movement?

Objection 1. It would seem that the saints will never use
their agility for the purpose of movement. For, according to
the Philosopher (Phys. iii, 2), “movement is the act of the im-
perfect.” But there will be no imperfection in glorified bodies.
Neither therefore will there be any movement.

Objection 2. Further, all movement is on account of some
need, because whatever is in motion is moved for the sake of
obtaining some end. But glorified bodies will have no need,
since as Augustine says (De Spiritu et Anima, lxiii*), “all thou
willest will be there, and nothing that thou willest not.”ere-
fore they will not move.

Objection 3. Further, according to the Philosopher (De
Coelo et Mundo ii), “that which shares the Divine goodness
without movement shares it more excellently than that which
shares it with movement.” Now the glorified body shares the
Divine goodness more excellently than any other body. Since
then certain bodies, like the heavenly bodies, will remain alto-
gether without movement, it seems that much more will hu-
man bodies remain so.

Objection 4. Further, Augustine says (De Vera Relig. xii)
that the soul being established in God will in consequence es-
tablish its body. Now the soul will be so established in God,
that in no way will it move away from Him. erefore in the
body there will be no movement caused by the soul.

Objection 5. Further, the more noble a body is, the more
noble a place is due to it: wherefore Christ’s body which is the
most exalted of all has the highest place of all, according to
Heb. 7:26, “Made higher than the heavens,”where a gloss† says,
“in place and dignity.” And again each glorified body will, in
like manner, have a place befitting it according to the measure
of its dignity. Now a fitting place is one of the conditions per-
taining to glory. Since then aer the resurrection the glory of
the saints will never vary, neither by increase nor by decrease,
because they will then have reached the final term of all, it
would seem that their bodieswill never leave the place assigned
to them, and consequently will not be moved.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 40:31): “ey shall run
and not be weary, they shall walk and not faint”; and (Wis.
3:7): ”(e just) shall run to and fro like sparks among the
reeds.” erefore there will be some movement in glorified
bodies.

I answer that, It is necessary to suppose that the glori-
fied bodies aremoved sometimes, since evenChrist’s body was
moved in His ascension, and likewise the bodies of the saints,
which will arise from the earth, will ascend to the empyrean‡.
But even aer they have climbed the heavens, it is likely that
they will sometimes move according as it pleases them; so that
by actually putting into practice that which is in their power,
theymay show forth the excellence ofDivinewisdom, and that
furthermore their visionmay be refreshed by the beauty of the

variety of creatures, in which God’s wisdom will shine forth
with great evidence: for sense can only perceive that which is
present, although glorified bodies can perceive from a greater
distance than non-glorified bodies. And yet movement will
nowise diminish their happiness which consists in seeingGod,
for He will be everywhere present to them; thus Gregory says
of the angels (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.) that “wherever they are
sent their course lies in God.”

Reply to Objection 1. Local movement changes nothing
that is intrinsic to a thing, but only that which is without
namely place. Hence that which is moved locally is perfect as
to those things which are within (Phys. viii, 7), although it has
an imperfection as to place, because while it is in one place it
is in potentiality with regard to another place, since it cannot
be in several places at the same time, for this belongs to God
alone. But this defect is not inconsistent with the perfection
of glory, as neither is the defect whereby a creature is formed
from nothing. Hence such like defects will remain in glorified
bodies.

Reply to Objection 2. A person is said to need a thing
in two ways, namely absolutely and relatively. One needs ab-
solutely that without which one cannot retain one’s being or
one’s perfection: and thus movement in glorified bodies will
not be on account of a need, because their happiness will suf-
fice them for all such things. But we need a thing relatively
when without it some end we have in view cannot be obtained
by us, or not so well, or not in some particular way. It is thus
that movement will be in the blessed on account of need, for
they will be unable to show forth their motive power practi-
cally, unless they be in motion, since nothing prevents a need
of this kind being in glorified bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument would prove if the
glorified body were unable even without movement to share
the Divine goodness much more perfectly than the heavenly
bodies, which is untrue. Hence glorified bodies will bemoved,
not in order to gain a perfect participation in theDivine good-
ness (since they have this through glory), but in order to show
the soul’s power. On the other hand, the movement of the
heavenly bodies could not show their power, except the power
they have in moving lower bodies to generation and corrup-
tion, which is not becoming to that state. Hence the argument
does not prove.

Reply to Objection 4. Local movement takes nothing
away from the stability of the soul that is established in God,
since it does not affect that which is intrinsic to a thing, as
stated above (ad 1).

Reply to Objection 5. e fitting place assigned to each
glorified body according to the degree of its dignity belongs to
the accidental reward.Nor does it follow that this reward is di-
minished whenever the body is outside its place; because that

* Cf. q. 70, a. 2, ad 1. † Gloss on Heb. 1:3: “On the right hand of the
majesty”. ‡ e empyrean was the highest of the concentric spheres or
heavens, and was identified by Christian writers with the abode of God. Cf.
Ia, q. 56, a. 3.
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place pertains to reward, not as actually containing the body
located therein (since nothing flows therefrom into the glori-
fied body, but rather does it receive splendor therefrom), but

as being due to merits. Wherefore, though out of that place,
they will still continue to rejoice in it.

Suppl. q. 84 a. 3Whether the movement of the saints will be instantaneous?

Objection 1. It would seem that movement of the saints
will be instantaneous. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii,
30) that “wherever the spirit listeth there will the body be.”
Now the movement of the will, whereby the spirit wishes to
be anywhere, is instantaneous.erefore the body’smovement
will be instantaneous.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher (Phys. iv, 8) proves
that there is nomovement through a vacuum, because it would
follow that something moves instantaneously, since a vacuum
offers no resistance whatever to a thing that is in motion,
whereas the plenum offers resistance; and so there would be
no proportion between the velocity of movement in a vacuum
and that of movement in a plenum, since the ratio of move-
ments in point of velocity is as the ratio of the resistance of-
fered by the medium. Now the velocities of any two move-
ments that take place in timemust needs beproportional, since
any one space of time is proportional to any other. But in like
manner no full place can resist a glorified body since this can be
in the same place with another body, no matter how this may
occur; even as neither can a vacuum resist a body. erefore if
it moves at all, it moves instantaneously.

Objection 3. Further, the power of a glorified soul sur-
passes the power of a non-glorified soul, out of all propor-
tion so to speak. Now the non-glorified soul moves the body
in time. erefore the glorified soul moves the body instanta-
neously.

Objection 4. Further, whatever is moved equally soon to
what is near and what is distant, is moved instantaneously.
Now such is the movement of a glorified body, for however
distant the space to which it is moved, the time it takes to be
moved is imperceptible: wherefore Augustine says (QQ. De
Resurrectione, Ep. cii, qu. 1) that “the glorified body reaches
equally soon to any distance, like the sun’s ray.” erefore the
glorified body is moved instantaneously.

Objection 5. Further, whatever is in motion is moved ei-
ther in time or in an instant. Now aer the resurrection the
glorified body will not be moved in time, since time will not
be then according toApoc. 10:6.erefore thismovementwill
be instantaneous.

Onthe contrary, In localmovement space.movement and
time are equally divisible, as is demonstrated inPhys. vi, 4.Now
the space traversed by a glorified body in motion is divisible.
erefore both the movement and the time are divisible. But
an instant is indivisible. erefore this movement will not be
instantaneous.

Further, a thing cannot be at the same time wholly in one

place and partly in another place, since it would follow that the
remaining part is in two places at the same time, which is im-
possible. But whatever is in motion is partly in a term “where-
from” and partly in a term “whereto,” as is proved in Phys. vi,
6: while whatever has been in motion is wholly in the term
whereto the movement is directed; and it is impossible at the
same time for it to be moved and to have been moved. Now
that which is moved instantaneously is being moved and has
been moved at the same time. erefore the local movement
of a glorified body cannot be instantaneous.

I answer that,Opinion is much divided on this point. For
some say that a glorified body passes fromone place to another
without passing through the interval, just as the will passes
from one place to another without passing through the inter-
val, and that consequently it is possible for the movement of
a glorified body like that of the will to be instantaneous. But
this will not hold: because the glorified body will never attain
to the dignity of the spiritual nature, just as it will never cease
to be a body.Moreover, when the will is said tomove from one
place to another, it is not essentially transferred from place to
place, because in neither place is it contained essentially, but it
is directed to one place aer being directed by the intention to
another: and in this sense it is said to move from one place to
another.

Hence others* say that it is a property of the nature of a
glorified body, since it is a body, to pass through the interval
and consequently to bemoved in time, but that by thepower of
glory, which raises it to a certain infinitude above the power of
nature, it is possible for it not to pass through the interval, and
consequently to bemoved instantaneously. But this is impossi-
ble since it implies a contradiction: which is proved as follows.
Suppose a body which we will call Z to be in motion from A
to B. It is clear that Z, as long as it is wholly in A is not in mo-
tion; and in like manner when it is wholly in B, because then
themovement is past.erefore if it is at any time inmotion it
must needs be neither wholly in A nor wholly in B. erefore
while it is in motion, it is either nowhere, or partly in A, and
partly in B, or wholly in some other intervening place, say C,
or partly in A and C and partly in C and B. But it is impossi-
ble for it to be nowhere, for then there would be a dimensive
quantity without a place, which is impossible. Nor again is it
possible for it to be partly in A and partly in B without being
in some way in the intervening space. for since B is a place dis-
tant from A, it would follow that in the intervening space the
part of Zwhich is in B is not continuous with the part which is
in A.erefore it follows that it is either wholly in C, or partly

* Alexander of Hales, Sum. . III, q. 23, mem. 3.
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inC, and partly in some other place that intervenes betweenC
andA, sayD, and so forth.erefore it follows that Z does not
pass form A to B unless first of all it be in all the intervening
places: unless we suppose that it passes from A to B without
ever being moved, which implies a contradiction, because the
very succession of places is local movement. e same applies
to any change whatever having two opposite terms, each of
which is a positive entity, but not to those changes which have
only one positive term, the other being a pure privation, since
between affirmation andnegation or privation there is nofixed
distance:wherefore thatwhich is in thenegationmaybenearer
to or more remote from affirmation, and conversely, by reason
of something that causes either of them or disposes thereto: so
that while that which is moved is wholly under a negation it is
changed into affirmation, and “vice versa”; wherefore in such
things “to be changing precedes to be changed,” as is proved in
Phys. vi, 5. Nor is there any comparison with themovement of
an angel, because being in a place is predicated equivocally of
a body and an angel. Hence it is clear that it is altogether im-
possible for a body to pass from one place to another, unless it
pass through every interval.

Wherefore others grant this, and yet they maintain that
the glorified body is moved instantaneously. But it follows
from this that a glorified body is at the same instant in two
or more places together, namely in the ultimate term, and in
all the intervening places, which is impossible.

To this, however, they reply that, although it is the same
instant really, it is not the same logically, like a point at which
different lines terminate. But this is not enough, because an in-
stant measures the instantaneous, according to its reality and
not according to our way of considering it. Wherefore an in-
stant through being considered in a different way is not ren-
dered capable of measuring things that are not simultaneous
in time, just as a point through being considered in a different
way does notmake it possible for one point of place to contain
things that are locally distant from one another.

Hence others with greater probability hold that a glorified
body moves in time, but that this time is so short as to be im-
perceptible; and that nevertheless one glorified body can pass
through the same space in less time than another, because there
is no limit to the divisibility of time, no matter how short a
space we may take.

Reply to Objection 1. at which is little lacking is as it
were not lacking at all (Phys. ii, 5); wherefore we say: “I do so
and so at once,” when it is to be done aer a short time. It is
in this sense that Augustine speaks when he says that “where-
soever the will shall be, there shall the body be forthwith.” Or
we may say that in the blessed there will never be an inordi-
nate will: so that they never will wish their body to be instan-
taneously where it cannot be, and consequently whatever in-
stant the will shall choose, at that same instant the body will
be in whatever place the will shall determine.

Reply toObjection 2. Some have demurred to this propo-

sition of the Philosopher’s, as the Commentator thereon ob-
serves. ey say that the ratio of one whole movement to an-
other wholemovement is not necessarily as the ratio of one re-
sistingmedium to another resistingmedium, but that the ratio
of the intervening mediums gives us the ratio of retardations
attending the movements on account of the resistance of the
medium. For every movement has a certain fixed speed, either
fast or slow, through the mover overcoming the movable, al-
though there be no resistance on the part of the medium; as
evidenced in heavenly bodies, which have nothing to hinder
their movement; and yet they do not move instantaneously,
but in a fixed time proportionate to the power of the mover
in comparison with the movable. Consequently it is clear that
even if we suppose something tomove in a vacuum, it does not
follow that itmoves instantaneously, but that nothing is added
to the timewhich thatmovement requires in the aforesaid pro-
portion of the mover to the movable, because the movement
is not retarded.

But this reply, as the Commentator observes, proceeds
from an error in the imagination; for it is imagined that the re-
tardation resulting from the resistance of the medium is a part
of movement added to the natural movement, the quantity of
which is in proportion to the mover in comparison with the
movable, as when one line is added to another: for the propor-
tion of one total to the other is not the same as the proportion
of the lines to which an addition has beenmade.* And so there
would not be the same proportion between onewhole sensible
movement and another, as between the retardations resulting
from the resistance of themedium.is is an error of the imag-
ination, because each part of a movement has as much speed
as the whole movement: whereas not every part of a line has as
much of the dimensive quantity as the whole line has. Hence
any retardation or acceleration affecting the movement affects
each of its parts, which is not the case with lines: and conse-
quently the retardation that comes to a movement is not an-
other part of the movement, whereas in the case of the lines
that which is added is a part of the total line.

Consequently, in order to understand thePhilosopher’s ar-
gument, as theCommentator explains, wemust take thewhole
as being one, that is wemust take not only the resistance of the
movable to the moving power, but also the resistance of the
medium through which the movement takes place, and again
the resistance of anything else, so that we take the amount of
retardation in the whole movement as being proportionate to
the moving power in comparison with the resisting movable,
no matter in what way it resist, whether by itself or by reason
of something extrinsic. For the movable must needs always re-
sist the mover somewhat, since mover and moved, agent and
patient, as such, are opposed to one another. Now sometimes
it is to be observed that the moved resists the mover by itself,
either because it has a force inclining it to a contrary move-
ment, as appears in violent movements, or at least because it
has a place contrary to the place which is in the intention of

* e same applies to mathematical quantities: for instance the ratio 2 + 1 to
4 + 1 is not as 2 to 4.
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the mover; and such like resistance even heavenly bodies offer
their movers. Sometimes the movable resists the power of the
mover, by reason only of something else and not by itself. is
is seen in the natural movement of heavy and light things, be-
cause by their very form they are inclined to such amovement:
for the form is an impression of their generator, which is the
mover as regards heavy and light bodies. On the part ofmatter
we find no resistance, neither of a force inclining to a contrary
movement nor of a contrary place, since place is not due to
matter except in so far as the latter, being circumscribed by its
dimensions, is perfected by its natural form. Hence there can
be no resistance save on the part of themedium, and this resis-
tance is connatural to their movement. Sometimes again the
resistance results from both, as may be seen in the movements
of animals.

Accordingly when in a movement there is no resistance
save on the part of the movable, as in the heavenly bodies, the
time of the movement is measured according to the propor-
tion of the mover to the movable, and the Philosopher’s ar-
gument does not apply to these, since if there be no medium
at all their movement is still a movement in time. on the other
hand, in thosemovements where there is resistance on the part
of the medium only, the measure of time is taken only accord-
ing to the obstacle on the part of the medium, so that if the
medium be removed there will be no longer an obstacle; and
so either it will move instantaneously, or it will move in an
equal time through a vacuum and through a plenum, because
granted that it moves in time through a vacuum, that time will
bear some proportion to the time in which it moves through a
plenum.Now it is possible to imagine another bodymore sub-
tle in the sameproportion than thebodywhichfilled the space,
and then if this body fill some other equal space it will move in
as little time through that plenum as it did previously through
a vacuum, since by as much as the subtlety of the medium is
increased by so much is the length of time decreased, and the
more subtle the medium the less it resists. But in those other
movements where resistance is offered by both the movable
and the medium, the quantity of time must be proportionate
to the power of the mover as compared with the resistance of
both movable and medium together. Hence granted that the
medium be taken away altogether, or that it cease to hinder, it
does not follow that the movement is instantaneous, but that
the time is measured according only to the resistance of the
movable. Nor will there be any inconsistency if it move in an
equal time through a vacuum, and through a space filled with
themost subtle body imaginable, since the greater the subtlety

we ascribe to the medium the less is it naturally inclined to
retard the movement. Wherefore it is possible to imagine so
great a subtlety, as will naturally retard themovement less than
does the resistance of themovable, so that the resistance of the
medium will add no retardation to the movement.

It is therefore evident that although the medium offer no
resistance to the glorified bodies, in so far as it is possible for
them to be in the same place with another body, nevertheless
their movement will not be instantaneous, because the mov-
able body itself will resist the motive power from the very fact
that it has a determinate place, as we have said in reference to
the heavenly bodies.

Reply to Objection 3. Although the power of a glorified
soul surpasses immeasurably the power of a non-glorified soul,
it does not surpass it infinitely, because both powers are finite:
hence it does not follow that it causes instantaneous move-
ment. And even if its power were simply infinite, it would not
follow that it causes an instantaneous movement, unless the
resistance of the movable were overcome altogether. Now al-
though the resistance of themovable to themover, that results
from opposition to such a movement by reason of its being in-
clined to a contrary movement, can be altogether overcome
by a mover of infinite power, nevertheless the resistance it of-
fers through contrariety towards the placewhich themover in-
tends by the movement cannot be overcome altogether except
by depriving it of its being in such and such a place or posi-
tion. For just as white resists black by reason of whiteness, and
all the more according as whiteness is the more distant from
blackness, so a body resists a certain place through having an
opposite place and its resistance is all the greater, according as
the distance is greater. Now it is impossible to take away from
a body its being in some place or position, except one deprive
it of its corporeity, by reason of which it requires a place or
position: wherefore so long as it retains the nature of a body,
it can nowise be moved instantaneously, however greater be
the motive power. Now the glorified body will never lose its
corporeity, and therefore it will never be possible for it to be
moved instantaneously.

Reply to Objection 4. In the words of Augustine, the
speed is said tobe equal because the excess of oneover theother
is imperceptible, just as the time taken by thewholemovement
is imperceptible.

Reply toObjection 5.Although aer the resurrection the
timewhich is themeasure of the heaven’smovement will be no
more, there will nevertheless be time resulting from the before
and aer in any kind of movement.
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Of the Clarity of the Beatified Bodies

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the clarity of the beatified bodies at the resurrection. Under this head there are three points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether there will be clarity in the glorified bodies?
(2) Whether this clarity will be visible to the non-glorified eye?
(3) Whether a glorified body will of necessity be seen by a non-glorified body?

Suppl. q. 85 a. 1Whether clarity is becoming to the glorified body?

Objection 1. It would seem that clarity is unbecoming to
the glorified body. Because according toAvicenna (Natural. vi,
2), “every luminous body consists of transparent parts.” But
the parts of a glorified body will not be transparent, since in
some of them, such as flesh and bones, earth is predominant.
erefore glorified bodies are not lightsome.

Objection 2. Further, every lightsome body hides one
that is behind it; wherefore one luminary behind another is
eclipsed, and a flame of fire prevents one seeing what is behind
it. But the glorified bodies will not hide that which is within
them, for as Gregory says on Job 28:17, “Gold or crystal can-
not equal it” (Moral. xviii, 48). “ere,” that is in the heav-
enly country, “the grossness of themembers will not hide one’s
mind from another’s eyes, and the very harmony of the body
will be evident to the bodily sight.”erefore those bodies will
not be lightsome.

Objection 3. Further, light and color require a contrary
disposition in their subject, since “light is the extreme point
of visibility in an indeterminate body; color, in a determinate
body” (De Sensu et Sensato iii). But glorified bodies will have
color, for as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii, 3), “the body’s
beauty is harmony of parts with a certain charm of color”: and
it will be impossible for the glorified bodies to lack beauty.
erefore the glorified bodies will not be lightsome.

Objection 4. Further, if there be clarity in the glorified
bodies, it will need to be equal in all the parts of the body, just
as all the parts will be equally impassible, subtle and agile. But
this is not becoming, since one part has a greater disposition
to clarity than another, for instance the eye than the hand, the
spirits* than the bones, the humors than the flesh or nerves.
erefore it would seem unfitting for those bodies to be light-
some.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 13:43): “e just shall
shine as the sun in the kingdom of their Father,” and (Wis.
3:7): “e just shall shine, and shall run to and fro like sparks
among the reeds.”

Further, it is written (1 Cor. 15:43): “It is sown in dis-
honor, it shall rise in glory,” which refers to clarity, as evi-
denced by the previous context where the glory of the rising

bodies is compared to the clarity of the stars. erefore the
bodies of the saints will be lightsome.

I answer that, It is necessary to assert that aer the res-
urrection the bodies of the saints will be lightsome, on ac-
count of the authority of Scripture which makes this promise.
But the cause of this clarity is ascribed by some to the fih or
heavenly essence, which will then predominate in the human
body. Since, however, this is absurd, as we have oen remarked
(q. 84, a. 1), it is better to say that this clarity will result from
the overflow of the soul’s glory into the body. For whatever is
received into anything is received not according to the mode
of the source whence it flows, but according to the mode of
the recipient. Wherefore clarity which in the soul is spiritual
is received into the body as corporeal. And consequently ac-
cording to the greater clarity of the soul by reason of its greater
merit, so too will the body differ in clarity, as the Apostle af-
firms (1 Cor. 15:41). us in the glorified body the glory of
the soul will be known, even as through a crystal is known the
color of a body contained in a crystal vessel, as Gregory says on
Job 28:17, “Gold or crystal cannot equal it.”

Reply toObjection 1.Avicenna is speaking of a body that
has clarity through the nature of its component parts. It is not
thus but rather by merit of virtue that the glorified body will
have clarity.

Reply to Objection 2. Gregory compares the glorified
body to gold on account of clarity, and to crystal on account of
its transparency.Wherefore seemingly we should say that they
will be both transparent and lightsome; for that a lightsome
body be not transparent is owing to the fact that the clarity of
that body results from the density of the lightsome parts, and
density is opposed to transparency. en, however, clarity will
result from another cause, as stated above: and the density of
the glorified bodywill not deprive it of transparency, as neither
does the density of a crystal deprive crystal.

Some, on the other hand, say that they are compared to
crystal, not because they are transparent, but on account of this
likeness, for as much as that which is enclosed in crystal is vis-
ible, so the glory of the soul enclosed in the glorified body will
not be hidden. But the first explanation is better, because it

* “Animalem,” as though it were derived from “animus”—the mind. Cf. Ia
IIae, q. 50, a. 1,3m; Ia IIae, q. 52, a. 1 ,3m.
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safeguards better the dignity of the glorified body, and is more
consistent with the words of Gregory.

Reply to Objection 3. e glory of the body will not de-
stroy nature but will perfect it. Wherefore the body will retain
the color due to it by reason of the nature of its component
parts, but in addition to this it will have clarity resulting from
the soul’s glory. us we see bodies which have color by their
nature aglow with the resplendence of the sun, or from some
other cause extrinsic or intrinsic.

Reply toObjection4.Even as the clarity of glorywill over-
flow from the soul into the body according to the mode of the
body, and is there otherwise than in the soul, so again it will
overflow into each part of the soul according to the mode of
that part. Hence it is not unreasonable that the different parts
should have clarity in different ways, according as they are dif-
ferently disposed thereto by their nature.Nor is there any com-
parison with the other gis of the body, for the various parts
of the body are not differently disposed in their regard.

Suppl. q. 85 a. 2Whether the clarity of the glorified body is visible to the non-glorified eye?

Objection 1. It would seem that the clarity of the glorified
body is invisible to the non-glorified eye. For the visible object
should be proportionate to the sight. But a non-glorified eye is
not proportionate to see the clarity of glory, since this differs
generically from the clarity of nature. erefore the clarity of
the glorified body will not be seen by a non-glorified eye.

Objection 2. Further, the clarity of the glorified body will
be greater than the clarity of the sun is now, since the clarity of
the sun also will then be greater than it is now, according to Is.
30:26, and the clarity of the glorifiedbodywill bemuch greater
still, for which reason the sun and the entire world will receive
greater clarity. Now a non-glorified eye is unable to gaze on
the very orb of the sun on account of the greatness of its clar-
ity. erefore still less will it be able to gaze on the clarity of a
glorified body.

Objection 3. Further, a visible object that is opposite the
eyes of the seermust needs be seen, unless there be some lesion
to the eye. But the clarity of a glorified body that is opposite to
non-glorified eyes is not necessarily seen by them: which is ev-
ident in the case of the disciples who saw our Lord’s body aer
the resurrection, without witnessing its clarity. erefore this
clarity will be invisible to a non-glorified eye.

On the contrary, A gloss on Phil. 3:21, “Made like to the
body of His glory,” says: “It will be like the clarity which He
had in the Transfiguration.” Now this clarity was seen by the
non-glorified eyes of the disciples. erefore the clarity of the
glorified body will be visible to non-glorified eyes also.

Further, the wicked will be tortured in the judgment by
seeing the glory of the just, according to Wis. 5:2. But they
would not fully see their glory unless they gazed on their clar-
ity. erefore, etc.

I answer that, Some have asserted that the clarity of the
glorified body will not be visible to the non-glorified eye, ex-
cept by amiracle. But this is impossible, unless this clarity were

so named equivocally, because light by its essence has a natu-
ral tendency to move the sight, and sight by its essence has a
natural tendency to perceive light, even as the true is in rela-
tion to the intellect, and the good to the appetite. Wherefore
if there were a sight altogether incapable of perceiving a light,
either this sight is so named equivocally, or else this light is.
is cannot be said in the point at issue, because then nothing
would bemade known to uswhenwe are told that the glorified
bodies will be lightsome: even so a person who says that a dog*

is in the heavens conveys no knowledge to one who knows no
other dog than the animal. Hence we must say that the clarity
of a glorified body is naturally visible to the non-glorified eye.

Reply toObjection1.eclarity of glorywill differ gener-
ically from the clarity of nature, as to its cause, but not as to
its species. Hence just as the clarity of nature is, by reason of
its species, proportionate to the sight, so too will the clarity of
glory be.

Reply to Objection 2. Just as a glorified body is not passi-
ble to a passion of nature but only to a passion of the soul†, so
in virtue of its property of glory it acts only by the action of the
soul. Now intense clarity does not disturb the sight, in so far as
it acts by the action of the soul, for thus it rather gives delight,
but it disturbs it in so far as it acts by the action of nature by
heating and destroying the organ of sight, and by scattering the
spirits‡ asunder. Hence, though the clarity of a glorified body
surpasses the clarity of the sun, it does not by its nature disturb
the sight but soothes it: wherefore this clarity is compared to
the jasper-stone (Apoc. 21:11).

Reply toObjection 3.e clarity of the glorified body re-
sults from the merit of the will and therefore will be subject
to the will, so as to be seen or not seen according to its com-
mand. erefore it will be in the power of the glorified body
to show forth its clarity or to hide it: and this was the opinion
of Praepositivus.

* e dog star. † Cf. q. 82, a. 1. ‡ “Animalem,” as though it were derived from “animus”—the mind. Cf. Ia IIae, q. 50, a. 1 ,3m; Ia IIae, q. 52, a. 1,3m.
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Suppl. q. 85 a. 3Whether a glorified body will be necessarily seen by a non-glorified body?

Objection 1. It would seem that a glorified body will be
necessarily seen by a non-glorified body. For the glorified bod-
ies will be lightsome. Now a lightsome body reveals itself and
other things. erefore the glorified bodies will be seen of ne-
cessity.

Objection 2. Further, every body which hides other bod-
ies that are behind it is necessarily perceived by the sight, from
the very fact that the other things behind it are hidden. Now
the glorified body will hide other bodies that are behind it
from being seen, because it will be a colored body. erefore
it will be seen of necessity.

Objection 3. Further, just as quantity is something in a
body, so is the quality whereby a body is seen. Now quantity
will not be subject to thewill, so that the glorified body be able
to be of greater or smaller quantity. erefore neither will the
quality of visibility be subject to the will, so that a body be able
not to be seen.

On the contrary, our body will be glorified in being made
like to the body of Christ aer the resurrection. Now aer
the resurrection Christ’s body was not necessarily seen; in fact
it vanished from the sight of the disciples at Emmaus (Lk.
24:31).erefore neither will the glorified body be necessarily
seen.

Further, there the body will be in complete obedience to
the will. erefore as the soul lists the body will be visible or
invisible.

I answer that, A visible object is seen, inasmuch as it acts

on the sight. Now there is no change in a thing through its act-
ing or not acting on an external object. Wherefore a glorified
body may be seen or not seen without any property pertain-
ing to its perfection being changed. Consequently it will be in
the power of a glorified soul for its body to be seen or not seen,
even as any other action of the bodywill be in the soul’s power;
else the glorified body would not be a perfectly obedient in-
strument of its principal agent.

Reply to Objection 1. is clarity will be obedient to the
glorified body so that this will be able to show it or hide it.

Reply to Objection 2. A body’s color does not prevent its
being transparent except in so far as it affects the sight, because
the sight cannot be affected by two colors at the same time, so
as to perceive them both perfectly. But the color of the glori-
fied body will be completely in the power of the soul, so that it
can thereby act or not act on the sight. Hence it will be in its
power to hide or not to hide a body that is behind it.

Reply to Objection 3. Quantity is inherent to the glori-
fied body itself, nor would it be possible for the quantity to be
altered at the soul’s bidding without the glorified body suffer-
ing some alteration incompatible with its impassibility. Hence
there is no comparison between quantity and visibility, be-
cause even this quality whereby it is visible cannot be removed
at the soul’s bidding, but the action of that quality will be sus-
pended, and thus the body will be hidden at the soul’s com-
mand.
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Of the Conditions Under Which the Bodies of the Damned Will Rise Again

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the conditions in which the bodies of the damned will rise again. Under this head there are three
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the bodies of the damned will rise again with their deformities?
(2) Whether their bodies will be corruptible?
(3) Whether they will be impassible?

Suppl. q. 86 a. 1Whether the bodies of the damned will rise again with their deformities?

Objection 1. It would seem that the bodies of the damned
will rise again with their deformities. For that which was ap-
pointed as a punishment for sin should not cease except the
sin be forgiven. Now the lack of limbs that results from mu-
tilation, as well as all other bodily deformities, are appointed
as punishments for sin.erefore these deformities will not be
taken away from the damned, seeing that they will not have
received the forgiveness of their sins.

Objection 2. Further, just as the saints will rise again to
final happiness, so the wicked will rise again to final unhap-
piness. Now when the saints rise again nothing will be taken
from them that can pertain to their perfection, therefore noth-
ing pertaining to the defect or unhappiness of the wicked will
be taken from them at the resurrection. But such are their de-
formities. erefore, etc.

Objection 3. Further, just as deformity is a defect of the
passible body, so is slowness of movement. Now slowness of
movement will not be taken from the bodies of the damned at
the resurrection, since their bodies will not be agile. erefore
for the same reason neither will their deformity be taken away.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 15:52): “e dead
shall rise again incorruptible”; where a gloss says: “e dead,
i.e. sinners, or all the dead in general shall rise again incorrupt-
ible, i.e. without the loss of any limbs.” erefore the wicked
will rise again without their deformities.

Further, there will be nothing in the damned to lessen the
sense of pain. But sickness hinders the sense of pain by weak-
ening the organ of sense, and in like manner the lack of a limb
would prevent pain from affecting the whole body. erefore
the damned will rise again without these defects.

I answer that, Deformity in the human body is of two
kinds. One arises from the lack of a limb: thus we say that a
mutilated person is deformed, because he lacks due propor-
tion of the parts to the whole. Deformities of this kind, with-
out any doubt, will not be in the bodies of the damned, since
all bodies of both wicked and good will rise again whole. An-
other deformity arises from the undue disposition of the parts,
by reason of undue quantity, quality, or place—which defor-
mity is, moreover, incompatible with due proportion of parts
to whole. Concerning these deformities and like defects such

as fevers and similar ailments which sometimes result in defor-
mity, Augustine remained undecided and doubtful (Enchirid-
ion xcii) as the Master remarks (Sent. iv, D, 44). Among mod-
ern masters, however, there are two opinions on this point.
For some say that such like deformities and defects will remain
in the bodies of the damned, because they consider that those
who are damned are sentenced to utmost unhappiness where-
from no affliction should be rebated. But this would seem un-
reasonable. For in the restoration of the rising body we look
to its natural perfection rather than to its previous condition:
wherefore those who die under perfect age will rise again in
the stature of youth, as stated above (q. 81, a. 1). Consequently
those who had natural defects in the body, or deformities re-
sulting therefrom, will be restoredwithout those defects or de-
formities at the resurrection, unless the demerit of sin prevent;
and so if a person rise again with such defects and deformi-
ties, this will be for his punishment. Now the mode of punish-
ment is according to the measure of guilt. And a sinner who is
about to be damned may be burdened with less grievous sins
and yet have deformities and defects which one who is about
to bedamnedhas not,while burdenedwithmore grievous sins.
Wherefore if hewho had deformities in this life rise againwith
them, while the other who had themnot in this life, and there-
fore, as is clear, will rise again without them, though deserving
of greater punishment, themode of the punishmentwouldnot
correspond to the amount of guilt; in fact it would seem that
a man is more punished on account of the pains which he suf-
fered in this world; which is absurd.

Hence others say with more reason, that He Who fash-
ioned nature will wholly restore the body’s nature at the res-
urrection. Wherefore whatever defect or deformity was in the
body through corruption, or weakness of nature or of natu-
ral principles (for instance fever, purblindness, and so forth)
will be entirely done away at the resurrection: whereas those
defects in the human body which are the natural result of its
natural principles, such as heaviness, passibility, and the like,
will be in the bodies of the damned,while theywill be removed
from the bodies of the elect by the glory of the resurrection.

Reply toObjection 1. Since in every tribunal punishment
is inflicted according to the jurisdiction of the tribunal, the
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punishments which in this temporal life are inflicted for some
particular sin are themselves temporal, and extend not beyond
the term of this life. Hence although the damned are not par-
doned their sins, it does not follow that there theywill undergo
the same punishments as they have in this world: but the Di-
vine justice demands that there they shall suffer more severe
punishment for eternity.

Reply toObjection2.ere is noparity between the good
and the wicked, because a thing can be altogether good, but
not altogether evil. Hence the final happiness of the saints
requires that they should be altogether exempt from all evil;

whereas the final unhappiness of the wicked will not exclude
all good, because “if a thing be wholly evil it destroys itself,”
as the Philosopher says (Ethic. iv, 5). Hence it is necessary for
the good of their nature to underlie the unhappiness of the
damned,which good is thework of their perfectCreator,Who
will restore that same nature to the perfection of its species.

Reply to Objection 3. Slowness of movement is one of
those defects which are the natural result of the principles of
the human body; but deformity is not, and consequently the
comparison fails.

Suppl. q. 86 a. 2Whether the bodies of the damned will be incorruptible?

Objection 1. It would seem that the bodies of the
damned will be corruptible. For everything composed of con-
traries must necessarily be corruptible. Now the bodies of the
damned will be composed of the contraries whereof they are
composed even now, else they would not be the same, neither
specifically nor, in consequence, numerically. erefore they
will be corruptible.

Objection 2. Further, if the bodies of the damned will not
be corruptible, this will be due either to nature, or to grace,
or to glory. But it will not be by nature, since they will be of
the same nature as now; nor will it be by grace or glory, since
they will lack these things altogether. erefore they will be
corruptible.

Objection 3. Further, it would seem inconsistent to with-
draw the greatest of punishments from those who are in the
highest degree of unhappiness. Now death is the greatest of
punishments, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. iii, 6). ere-
fore death should not be withdrawn from the damned, since
they are in the highest degree of unhappiness. erefore their
bodies will be corruptible.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 9:6): “In those days
men shall seek death, and shall not find it, and they shall desire
to die, and death shall fly from them.”

Further, the damned will be punished with an everlasting
punishment both in soul and body (Mat. 25:46): “ese shall
go into everlasting punishment.” But this would not be possi-
ble if their bodies were corruptible.erefore their bodies will
be incorruptible.

I answer that, Since in every movement there must needs
be a principle ofmovement,movement or changemay bewith-
drawn from a movable in two ways: first through absence of a
principle of movement, secondly through an obstacle to the
principle of movement. Now corruption is a kind of change:
and consequently a body which is corruptible on account of
the nature of its principles may be rendered incorruptible in
two ways. First by the total removal of the principle which
leads to corruption, and in this way the bodies of the damned
will be incorruptible. For since the heaven is the first princi-
ple of alteration in virtue of its local movement, and all other

secondary agents act in virtue thereof and as though moved
thereby, it follows that at the cessation of the heavenly move-
ment there is no longer any agent that can change the body by
altering it from its natural property. Wherefore aer the res-
urrection, and the cessation of the heavenly movement, there
will be no quality capable of altering the human body from its
natural quality. Now corruption, like generation, is the term
of alteration. Hence the bodies of the damned will be incor-
ruptible, and this will serve the purpose ofDivine justice, since
living for ever they will be punished for ever.is is in keeping
with the demands ofDivine justice, as we shall state further on
(a. 3), even as now the corruptibility of bodies serves the pur-
pose of Divine providence, by which through the corruption
of one thing another is generated.

Secondly, this happens through the principle of corrup-
tion being hindered, and in this way the body of Adamwas in-
corruptible, because the conflicting qualities that exist inman’s
bodywere withheld by the grace of innocence from conducing
to the body’s dissolution: and much more will they be with-
held in the glorified bodies, which will be wholly subject to
the spirit.us aer the general resurrection the two aforesaid
modes of incorruptibility will be united together in the bodies
of the blessed.

Reply to Objection 1. e contraries of which bodies are
composed are conducive to corruption as secondary princi-
ples. For the first active principle thereof is the heavenlymove-
ment: wherefore given the movement of the heaven, it is nec-
essary for a body composed of contraries to be corrupted un-
less some more powerful cause prevent it: whereas if the heav-
enly movement be withdrawn, the contraries of which a body
is composed do not suffice to cause corruption, even in accor-
dance with nature, as explained above. But the philosophers
were ignorant of a cessation in the heavenly movement; and
consequently they held that a body composed of contraries is
without fail corrupted in accordance with nature.

Reply to Objection 2. is incorruptibility will result
from nature, not as though there were some principle of in-
corruption in the bodies of the damned, but on account of the
cessation of the active principle of corruption, as shown above.
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Reply toObjection 3.Although death is simply the great-
est of punishments, yet nothing prevents death conducing, in
a certain respect, to a cessation of punishments; and conse-
quently the removal of death may contribute to the increase
of punishment. For as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 9), “Life
is pleasant to all, for all desire to be…But we must not apply
this to a wicked or corrupt life, nor one passed in sorrow.” Ac-
cordingly just as life is simply pleasant, but not the life that is
passed in sorrows, so too death, which is the privation of life, is
painful simply, and the greatest of punishments, inasmuch as

it deprives one of the primary good, namely being, with which
other things are withdrawn. But in so far as it deprives one of
a wicked life, and of such as is passed in sorrow, it is a rem-
edy for pains, since it puts an end to them. and consequently
the withdrawal of death leads to the increase of punishments
by making them everlasting. If however we say that death is
penal by reason of the bodily pain which the dying feel, with-
out doubt the damned will continue to feel a far greater pain:
wherefore they are said to be in “everlasting death,” according
to the Psalm (48:15): “Death shall feed upon them.”

Suppl. q. 86 a. 3Whether the bodies of the damned will be impassible?

Objection 1. It would seem that the bodies of the damned
will be impassible. For, according to the Philosopher (Topic.
vi), “increase of passion results in loss of substance.” Now “if a
finite thing be continually lessened, it must needs at length be
done away” (Phys. i, 4). erefore if the bodies of the damned
will be passible, and will be ever suffering, they will at length
be done away and corrupted: and this has been shown to be
false (a. 2). erefore they will be impassible.

Objection 2. Further, every agent likens the patient to it-
self. If then the bodies of the damned are passive to the fire the
fire will liken them to itself. Now fire does not consume bod-
ies except in so far as in likening them to itself it disintegrates
them. erefore if the bodies of the damned will be passible
they will at length be consumed by the fire, and thus the same
conclusion follows as before.

Objection 3. Further, those animals, for instance the sala-
mander, which are said to remain living in fire without being
destroyed, are not distressed by the fire: because an animal is
not distressed by bodily pain, unless the body in some way is
hurt thereby. If therefore the bodies of the damned can, like the
aforesaid animals, remain in the fire without being corrupted,
as Augustine asserts (De Civ. Dei xxi, 2,4), it would seem that
they will suffer no distress there: which would not be the case
unless their bodies were impassible. erefore, etc.

Objection 4.Further, if the bodies of the damned be passi-
ble, the pain resulting from their suffering, seemingly, will sur-
pass all present bodily pain, even as the joy of the saints will
surpass all present joy. Now in this life it sometimes happens
that the soul is severed from the body through excess of pain.
Much more therefore if those bodies will be passible, the souls
will be separate from the bodies through excess of pain, and
thus those bodies will be corrupted: which is false. erefore
those bodies will be impassible.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 15:52): “And we
shall be changed”: and a gloss says: “We—the goodalone—will
be changed with the unchangeableness and impassibility of
glory.”

Further, even as the body co-operates with the soul in
merit, so does it co-operate in sin. Now on account of the for-
mer co-operation not only the soul but also the body will be

rewarded aer the resurrection. erefore in like manner the
bodies of the damned will be punished; which would not be
the case were they impassible. erefore they will be passible.

I answer that, e principal cause of the bodies of the
damned not being consumed by fire will be the Divine justice
by which their bodies will be consigned to everlasting punish-
ment. Now the Divine justice is served also by the natural dis-
position,whether on the part of the passive body or on the part
of the active causes; for since passiveness is a kind of receptive-
ness, there are twokinds of passion, corresponding to twoways
in which one thing is receptive of another. For a form may be
received into a subject materially according to its natural be-
ing, just as the air receives heat from fire materially; and corre-
sponding to this manner of reception there is a kind of passion
which we call “passion of nature.” In another way one thing is
received into another spiritually by way of an “intention,” just
as the likeness of whiteness is received into the air and in the
pupil: this reception is like that whereby the soul receives the
likeness of things: wherefore corresponding to thismode of re-
ception is another mode of passion which we call “passion of
the soul.” Since therefore aer the resurrection and the cessa-
tion of the heavenlymovement it will be impossible for a body
to be altered by its natural quality, as stated above (a. 2), it will
not be possible for any body to be passive with a passion of na-
ture. Consequently as regards this mode of passion the bodies
of the damned will be impassible even as they will be incor-
ruptible. Yet aer the heaven has ceased to move, there will
still remain the passion which is aer the manner of the soul,
since the air will both receive light from the sun, and will con-
vey the variety of colors to the sight. Wherefore in respect of
thismode of passion the bodies of the damnedwill be passible.
But the glorified bodies, albeit they receive something, and are
in a manner patient to sensation, will nevertheless not be pas-
sive, since they will receive nothing to distress or hurt them, as
will the bodies of the damned, which for this reason are said to
be passible.

Reply to Objection 1. e Philosopher is speaking of the
passion whereby the patient is changed from its natural dispo-
sition. But this kind of passion will not be in the bodies of the
damned, as stated above.
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Reply to Objection 2. e likeness of the agent is in the
patient in two ways. First, in the same way as in the agent,
and thus it is in all univocal agents, for instance a thing that
is hot makes another thing hot, and fire generates fire. Sec-
ondly, otherwise than in the agent, and thus it is in all equivo-
cal agents. In these it happens sometimes that a form which is
in the agent spiritually is received into the patient materially:
thus the form of the house built by the crasman is materially
in itself, but spiritually in the mind of the crasman. On the
other hand, sometimes it is in the agent materially, but is re-
ceived into the patient spiritually: thus whiteness is materially
on the wall wherein it is received, whereas it is spiritually in
the pupil and in the transferring medium. And so it is in the
case at issue, because the species which is in the fire materially
is received spiritually into the bodies of the damned; thus it is
that the fire will assimilate the bodies of the damned to itself,
without consuming them withal.

Reply to Objection 3. According to the Philosopher (De
Prop. Element.), “no animal can live in fire.” Galen also (De
simp. medic.) says “that there is no body which at length is not
consumed by fire”; although sometimes certain bodies may re-
main in fire without hurt, such as ebony. e instance of the

salamander is not altogether apposite, since it cannot remain
in the fire without being at last consumed, as do the bodies of
the damned in hell. Nor does it follow that because the bodies
of the damned suffer no corruption from the fire, they there-
fore are not tormented by the fire, because the sensible ob-
ject has a natural aptitude to please or displease the senses, not
only as regards its natural action of stimulating or injuring the
organ, but also as regards its spiritual action: since when the
sensible object is duly proportionate to the sense, it pleases,
whereas the contrary is the result when it is in excess or de-
fect. Hence subdued colors and harmonious sounds are pleas-
ing, whereas discordant sounds displease the hearing.

Reply to Objection 4. Pain does not sever the soul from
the body, in so far as it is confined to a power of the soul which
feels the pain, but in so far as the passion of the soul leads to
the body being changed from its natural disposition. us it is
that we see that through anger the body becomes heated, and
through fear, chilled: whereas aer the resurrection it will be
impossible for the body to be changed from its natural dispo-
sition, as stated above (a. 2). Consequently, however great the
pain will be, it will not sever the body from the soul.
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Of the Knowledge Which, Aer Rising Again, Men Will Have at the Judgment Concerning Merits and Demerits

(Inree Articles)

In the next place we must treat of those things which follow the resurrection. e first of these to be considered will be
the knowledge, which aer rising again, men will have at the judgment, concerning merits and demerits; the second will be the
general judgment itself, as also the time and place at which it will be; thirdly we shall consider who will judge and who will be
judged; fourthly we shall treat of the form wherein the judge will come to judge; and fihly we shall consider what will be aer
the judgment, the state of the world and of those who will have risen again.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether at the judgment every man will know all his sins?
(2) Whether every one will be able to read all that is on another’s conscience?
(3) Whether one will be able at one glance to see all merits and demerits?

Suppl. q. 87 a. 1Whether aer the resurrection every one will know what sins he has committed?

Objection 1. It seems that aer the resurrection every-
one will not be able to know all the sins he has committed.
For whatever we know, either we receive it anew through the
senses, or we draw it from the treasure house of the memory.
Now aer the resurrectionmenwill be unable to perceive their
sins by means of sense, because they will be things of the past,
while sense perceives only the present: andmany sins will have
escaped the sinner’s memory, and he will be unable to recall
them from the treasure house of his memory. erefore aer
rising again one will not be cognizant of all the sins one has
committed.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated in the text (Sent. iv, D,
43), that “there are certain books of the conscience, wherein
each one’s merits are inscribed.” Now one cannot read a thing
in a book, unless it bemarked down in the book: and sin leaves
its mark upon the conscience according to a gloss of Origen
on Rom. 2:15, “eir conscience bearing witness,” etc. which
mark, seemingly, is nothing else than the guilt or stain. Since
then in many persons the guilt or stain of many sins is blot-
ted out by grace, it would seem that one cannot read in one’s
conscience all the sins one has committed: and thus the same
conclusion follows as before.

Objection 3. Further, the greater the cause the greater the
effect. Now the cause whichmakes us grieve for the sins which
we recall to memory is charity. Since then charity is perfect
in the saints aer the resurrection, they will grieve exceedingly
for their sins, if they recall them tomemory: yet this is impossi-
ble, seeing that according to Apoc. 21:4, “Sorrow and mourn-
ing shall flee away from them.”* erefore they will not recall
their own sins to memory.

Objection 4. Further, at the resurrection the damned will
be to the good they once did as the blessed to the sins they
once committed.Now seemingly the damned aer rising again
will have no knowledge of the good they once did, since this
would alleviate their pain considerably. Neither therefore will

the blessed have any knowledge of the sins they had commit-
ted.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx) that “a
kind of Divine energy will come to our aid, so that we shall
recall all of our sins to mind.”

Further, as human judgment is to external evidence, so is
the Divine judgment to the witness of the conscience, accord-
ing to 1 Kings 16:7, “Man seeth those things that appear, but
the Lord beholdeth the heart.” Nowman cannot pass a perfect
judgmentonamatter unless evidencebe takenonall thepoints
that need to be judged. erefore, since the Divine judgment
is most perfect, it is necessary for the conscience to witness
to everything that has to be judged. But all works, both good
and evil, will have to be judged (2 Cor. 5:10): “We must all be
manifested before the judgment seat of Christ, that every one
may receive the proper things of the body, according as he hath
done, whether it be good or evil.” erefore each one’s con-
science must needs retain all the works he has done, whether
good or evil.

I answer that, According to Rom. 2:15,16, “In the day
when God shall judge” each one’s conscience will bear witness
to him and his thoughts will accuse and defend him.And since
in every judicial hearing, the witness, the accuser, and the de-
fendant need to be acquainted with thematter onwhich judg-
ment has to be pronounced, and since at the general judgment
all the works of men will be submitted to judgment, it will be-
hoove everyman to be cognizant then of all his works.Where-
fore each man’s conscience will be as a book containing his
deeds on which judgment will be pronounced, even as in the
human court of law we make use of records. Of these books it
iswritten in theApocalypse (20:12): “ebookswere opened:
and another book was opened, which is the book of life; and
the deadwere judged by those thingswhichwerewritten in the
books [Vulg.: ‘book’], according to their works.” According to
Augustine’s exposition (De Civ. Dei xx) the books which are

* e quotation is from Is. 35:10. e text of the Apocalypse has: “Nor
mourning, nor crying, nor sorrow shall be any more.”.
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here said to be opened “denote the saints of the New and Old
Testaments in whom God’s commandments are exemplified.”
Hence Richard of St. Victor (De judic. potest.) says: “eir
hearts will be like the code of law.” But the book of life, of
which the text goes on to speak, signifies each one’s conscience,
which is said to be one single book, because the one Divine
power will cause all to recall their deeds, and this energy, in so
far as it reminds aman of his deeds, is called the “book of life”*.
Or else we may refer the first books to the conscience, and by
the second book we may understand the Judge’s sentence as
expressed in His providence.

Reply to Objection 1. Although many merits and demer-
its will have escaped our memory, yet there will be none of
them but will remain somewhat in its effect, because those
merits which are not deadened will remain in the reward ac-
corded to them, while those that are deadened remain in the
guilt of ingratitude, which is increased through the fact that a
man sinned aer receiving grace. In likemanner those demerits
which are not blotted out by repentance remain in the debt of
punishment due to them, while those which have been blotted
out by repentance remain in the remembrance of repentance,

which they will recall together with their other merits. Hence
in eachman there will be something whereby he will be able to
recollect his deeds. Nevertheless, as Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei xx), the Divine energy will especially conduce to this.

Reply toObjection 2. Each one’s conscience will bear cer-
tain marks of the deeds done by him; and it does not follow
that these marks are the guilt alone, as stated above.

Reply to Objection 3. Although charity is now the cause
of sorrow for sin, yet the saints in heaven will be so full of joy,
that they will have no room for sorrow; and so they will not
grieve for their sins, but rather will they rejoice in the Divine
mercy, whereby their sins are forgiven them. Even so do the
angels rejoice now in the Divine justice whereby those whom
they guard fall headlong into sin through being abandoned by
grace. and whose salvation none the less they eagerly watch
over.

Reply to Objection 4. e wicked will know all the good
they have done, and this will not diminish their pain; indeed,
it will increase it, because the greatest sorrow is to have lost
many goods: for which reason Boethius says (De Consol. ii)
that “the greatest misfortune is to have been happy.”

Suppl. q. 87 a. 2Whether every one will be able to read all that is in another’s conscience?

Objection 1. It seems that it will be impossible for every
one to read all that is in another’s conscience. For the knowl-
edge of those who rise again will not be clearer than that of
the angels, equality with whom is promised us aer the res-
urrection (Mat. 22:30). Now angels cannot read one another’s
thoughts inmatters dependent on the free-will, wherefore they
need to speak in order to notify such things to one another†.
erefore aer rising again we shall be unable to read what is
contained in another’s conscience.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is known is known either
in itself, or in its cause, or in its effect. Now the merits or de-
merits contained in a person’s conscience cannot be known
by another in themselves, because God alone enters the heart
and reads its secrets. Neither will it be possible for them to be
known in their cause, since all will not see God Who alone
can act on the will, whence merits and demerits proceed. Nor
again will it be possible to know them from their effect, since
there will bemany demerits, which through beingwholly blot-
ted out by repentance will leave no effect remaining.erefore
it will not be possible for every one to know all that is in an-
other’s conscience.

Objection 3. Further, Chrysostom says (Hom. xxxi in Ep.
ad Hebr.), as we have quoted before (Sent. iv, D, 17): “If thou
remember thy sins now, and frequently confess them before
Cod and beg pardon for them, thou wilt very soon blot them
out; but if thou forget them, thou wilt then remember them
unwillingly, when they will be made public, and declared be-
fore all thy friends and foes, and in the presence of the holy an-
gels.”Hence it follows that this publication will be the punish-

ment ofman’s neglect in omitting to confess his sins.erefore
the sins which aman has confessed will not bemade known to
others.

Objection 4. Further, it is a relief to know that one has
had many associates in sin, so that one is less ashamed thereof.
If therefore every one were to know the sin of another, each
sinner’s shame would be much diminished, which is unlikely.
erefore every one will not know the sins of all.

On the contrary, A gloss on 1 Cor. 4:5, “will…bring to
light the hidden things of darkness,” says: “Deeds and thoughts
both good and evil will then be revealed and made known to
all.”

Further, the past sins of all the good will be equally blot-
ted out. Yet we know the sins of some saints, for instance of
Magdalen, Peter, and David. erefore in like manner the sins
of the other elect will be known, and much more those of the
damned.

I answer that,At the last and general judgment it behooves
the Divine justice, which now is in many ways hidden, to ap-
pear evidently to all. Now the sentence of one who condemns
or rewards cannot be just, unless it be delivered according to
merits and demerits. erefore just as it behooves both judge
and jury to know the merits of a case, in order to deliver a just
verdict, so is it necessary, in order that the sentence appear to
be just, that all who know the sentence should be acquainted
with themerits.Hence, since every onewill knowof his reward
or condemnation, so will every one else know of it, and conse-
quently as each one will recall his own merits or demerits, so
will he be cognizant of those of others. is is the more prob-

* Cf. Ia, q. 24, a. 1, ad 1. † Cf. Ia, q. 107.
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able and more common opinion, although the Master (Sent.
iv, D, 43) says the contrary, namely that a man’s sins blotted
out by repentance will not be made known to others at the
judgment. But it would follow from this that neither would
his repentance for these sins be perfectly known, which would
detract considerably from the glory of the saints and the praise
due to God for having so mercifully delivered them.

Reply to Objection 1. All the preceding merits or demer-
its will come to a certain amount in the glory or unhappiness
of each one rising again. Consequently through eternal things
being seen, all things in their consciences will be visible, es-
pecially as the Divine power will conduce to this so that the
Judge’s sentence may appear just to all.

Reply toObjection 2. It will be possible for aman’s merits
or demerits to be made known by their effects as stated above
(a. 1, ad 1), or by the power of God, although the power of the
created intellect is not sufficient for this.

Reply toObjection 3.e manifestation of his sins to the
confusion of the sinner is a result of his neglect in omitting to

confess them. But that the sins of the saints be revealed cannot
be to their confusion or shame, as neither does it bring confu-
sion toMaryMagdalen that her sins are publicly recalled in the
Church, because shame is “fear of disgrace,” as Damascene says
(De Fide Orth. ii), and this will be impossible in the blessed.
But this manifestation will bring them great glory on account
of the penance they did, even as the confessor hails a man who
courageously confesses great crimes. Sins are said to be blotted
out because God sees them not for the purpose of punishing
them.

Reply to Objection 4. e sinner’s confusion will not be
diminished, but on the contrary increased, through his seeing
the sins of others, for in seeing that others are blameworthy he
will all the more acknowledge himself to be blamed. For that
confusion be diminished by a cause of this kind is owing to the
fact that shame regards the esteem of men, who esteem more
lightly that which is customary. But then confusionwill regard
the esteem of God, which weighs every sin according to the
truth, whether it be the sin of one man or of many.

Suppl. q. 87 a. 3Whether all merits and demerits, one’s own as well as those of others, will be seen by anyone at
a single glance?

Objection 1. It would seem that not all merits and demer-
its, one’s ownaswell as those of others,will be seenby anyone at
a single glance. For things considered singly are not seen at one
glance.Now the damnedwill consider their sins singly andwill
bewail them, wherefore they say (Wis. 5:8): “What hath pride
profited us?” erefore they will not see them all at a glance.

Objection 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Topic. ii) that
“we do not arrive at understanding several things at the same
time.” Now merits and demerits, both our own and those of
others, will not be visible save to the intellect. erefore it will
be impossible for them all to be seen at the same time.

Objection 3. Further, the intellect of the damned aer the
resurrection will not be clearer than the intellect of the blessed
and of the angels is now, as to the natural knowledge whereby
they know things by innate species. Now by such knowledge
the angels do not see several things at the same time. ere-
fore neither will the damned be able then to see all their deeds
at the same time.

On the contrary, A gloss on Job 8:22, “ey…shall be
clothed with confusion,” says: “As soon as they shall see the
Judge, all their evil deeds will stand before their eyes.” Now
they will see the Judge suddenly. erefore in like manner will
they see the evil they have done, and for the same reason all
others.

Further, Augustine (De Civ. Dei xx) considers it unfitting
that at the judgment a material book should be read contain-
ing the deeds of each individual written therein, for the rea-
son that it would be impossible to measure the size of such a
book, or the time it would take to read. But in like manner it

would be impossible to estimate the length of time one would
require in order to consider all one’s merits and demerits and
those of others, if one saw these various things one aer the
other. erefore we must admit that each one sees them all at
the same time.

I answer that,ere are twoopinions on this question. For
some say that one will see all merits and demerits, both one’s
own and those of others, at the same time in an instant. is is
easily credible with regard to the blessed, since they will see all
things in the Word: and consequently it is not unreasonable
that they should see several things at the same time. But with
regard to the damned, a difficulty presents itself, since their in-
tellect is not raised so that they can seeGod and all else inHim.
Wherefore others say that the wicked will see all their sins and
those of others generically at the same time: and this suffices
for the accusation or absolution necessary for the judgment;
but that they will not see them all down to each single one at
the same time. But neither does this seem consonant with the
words of Augustine (De Civ. Dei xx), who says that they will
count themallwith one glance of themind; andwhat is known
generically is not counted.Hencewemay choose amiddleway,
by holding that theywill consider each sin not instantaneously,
but in a very short time, the Divine power coming to their aid.
is agrees with the saying of Augustine (De Civ. Dei xx) that
“they will be discerned with wondrous rapidity.” Nor is this
impossible, since in a space of time, however short, is poten-
tially an infinite number of instants.is suffices for the replies
to the objections on either side of the question.
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Of the General Judgment, As to the Time and Place at Which It Will Be

(In Four Articles)

We must next consider the general judgment, as to the time and place at which it will be. Under this head there are four
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there will be a general judgment?
(2) Whether as regards the debate it will be conducted by word of mouth?
(3) Whether it will take place at an unknown time?
(4) Whether it will take place in the valley of Josaphat?

Suppl. q. 88 a. 1Whether there will be a general judgment?

Objection 1. It would seem that there will not be a gen-
eral judgment. For according toNahum1:9, following theSep-
tuagint version, “God will not judge the same thing a second
time.” But God judges now of mans’ every work, by assigning
punishments and rewards to each one aer death, and also by
rewarding and punishing certain ones in this life for their good
or evil deeds. erefore it would seem that there will be no
other judgment.

Objection 2.Further, in no judicial inquiry is the sentence
carried cut before judgment is pronounced. But the sentence
of the Divine judgment on man regards the acquisition of
the kingdom or exclusion from the kingdom (Mat. 25:34,41).
erefore since some obtain possession of the kingdom now,
and some are excluded from it for ever, it would seem that
there will be no other judgment.

Objection 3. Further, the reason why certain things are
submitted to judgment is thatwemay come to adecision about
them. Now before the end of the world each of the damned is
awarded his damnation, and each of the blessed his beatitude.
erefore, etc.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 12:41): “e men of
Nineve shall rise in judgment with this generation, and shall
condemn it.” erefore there will be a judgment aer the res-
urrection.

Further, it is written ( Jn. 5:29): “ey that have done good
things shall come forth unto the resurrection of life, but they
that have done evil, unto the resurrection of judgment.”ere-
fore it would seem that aer the resurrection there will be a
judgment.

I answer that, Just as operation refers to the beginning
wherefrom things receive their being, so judgment belongs to
the term, wherein they are brought to their end. Now we dis-
tinguish a twofold operation in God. One is that whereby He
first gave things their being, by fashioning their nature and by
establishing the distinctions which contribute to the perfec-
tion thereof: from this work God is stated to have rested (Gn.
2:2). His other operation is that whereby He works in govern-
ing creatures; and of this it is written ( Jn. 5:17): “My Father

worketh until now; and I work.”Hencewe distinguish inHim
a twofold judgment, but in the reverse order. One corresponds
to theworkof governancewhich cannot bewithout judgment:
and by this judgment each one is judged individually accord-
ing to his works, not only as adapted to himself, but also as
adapted to the government of the universe. Hence one man’s
reward is delayed for the good of others (Heb. 11:13,39,40),
and the punishment of one conduces to the profit of another.
Consequently it is necessary that there should be another, and
that a general judgment corresponding on the other handwith
the first formation of things in being, in order that, to wit,
just as then all things proceeded immediately from God, so
at length the world will receive its ultimate complement, by
each one receiving finally his own personal due. Hence at this
judgment theDivine justicewill bemademanifest in all things,
whereas now it remains hidden, for as much as at times some
persons are dealt with for the profit of others, otherwise than
their manifest works would seem to require. For this same rea-
son therewill then be a general separation of the good from the
wicked, because therewill be no furthermotive for the good to
profit by the wicked, or the wicked by the good: for the sake of
whichprofit the good aremeanwhilemingledwith thewicked,
so long as this state of life is governed by Divine providence.

Reply toObjection 1.Eachman is both an individual per-
son and a part of the whole human race: wherefore a twofold
judgment is due to him. One, the particular judgment, is that
to which he will be subjected aer death, when he will receive
according as he hath done in the body*, not indeed entirely
but only in part since he will receive not in the body but only
in the soul.e other judgment will be passed on him as a part
of the human race: thus a man is said to be judged according
to human justice, even when judgment is pronounced on the
community of which he is a part. Hence at the general judg-
ment of the whole human race by the general separation of the
good from the wicked, it follows that each one will be judged.
And yet God will not judge “the same thing a second time,”
since He will not inflict two punishments for one sin, and the
punishmentwhichbefore the judgmentwas not inflicted com-

* Cf. 2 Cor. 5:10.
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pletely will be completed at the last judgment, aer which the
wicked will be tormented at the same time in body and soul.

Reply to Objection 2. e sentence proper to this gen-
eral judgment is the general separation of the good from the
wicked, which will not precede this judgment. Yet even now,
as regards the particular sentence on each individual, the judg-
ment does not at once take full effect since even the good will
receive an increase of reward aer the judgment, both from
the added glory of the body and from the completion of the
number of the saints. e wicked also will receive an increase

of torment from the added punishment of the body and from
the completion of the number of damned to be punished, be-
cause themore numerous those with whom they will burn, the
more will they themselves burn.

Reply to Objection 3. e general judgment will regard
more directly the generality of men than each individual to be
judged, as stated above. Wherefore although before that judg-
ment each one will be certain of his condemnation or reward,
he will not be cognizant of the condemnation or reward of ev-
eryone else. Hence the necessity of the general judgment.

Suppl. q. 88 a. 2Whether the judgment will take place by word of mouth?

Objection 1. It would seem that this judgment, as regards
the inquiry and sentence, will take place by word of mouth.
For according to Augustine (De Civ. Dei xx) “it is uncertain
how many days this judgment will last.” But it would not be
uncertain if the things we are told will take place at the judg-
mentwere to be accomplished only in themind.erefore this
judgmentwill take place byword ofmouth and not only in the
mind.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Moral. xxvi): “ose
at least will hear the words of the Judge, who have confessed
their faith in Him by words.” Now this cannot be understood
as referring to the inner word, because thus all will hear the
Judge’s words, since all the deeds of other men will be known
to all both good and wicked. erefore it seems that this judg-
ment will take place by word of mouth.

Objection 3. Further, Christ will judge according to His
human form, so as to be visible in the body to all. erefore in
like manner it seems that He will speak with the voice of the
body, so as to be heard by all.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx) that
the book of life which is mentioned Apoc. 20:12,15 “is a kind
of Divine energy enabling each one to remember all his good
or evil works, and to discern them with the gaze of the mind,
with wondrous rapidity, his knowledge accusing or defending
his conscience, so that all and each will be judged at the same
moment.” But if each one’s merits were discussed by word of
mouth, all and each could not be judged at the same moment.
erefore it would seem that this judgment will not take place
by word of mouth.

Further, the sentence should correspond proportionately
to the evidence. Now the evidence both of accusation and of
defensewill bemental, according toRom. 2:15,16, “eir con-
science bearing witness to them, and their thoughts between
themselves accusing or also defending one another in the day
whenGod shall judge the secrets ofmen.”erefore seemingly,
this sentence and the entire judgment will take place mentally.

I answer that, It is not possible to come to any certain
conclusion about the truth of this question. It is, however,

the more probable opinion that the whole of this judgment,
whether as regards the inquiry, or as regards the accusation of
the wicked and the approval of the good or again as regards
the sentence on both, will take place mentally. For if the deeds
of each individual were to be related by word of mouth, this
would require an inconceivable length of time. us Augus-
tine says (De Civ. Dei xx) that “if we suppose the book, from
the pages of which all will be judged according to Apoc. 20,
to be a material book, who will be able to conceive its size
and length? or the length of time required for the reading of
a book that contains the entire life of every individual?” Nor
is less time requisite for telling by word of mouth the deeds of
each individual, than for reading them if they were written in
a material book. Hence, probably we should understand that
the details set forth in Mat. 25 will be fulfilled not by word of
mouth but mentally.

Reply toObjection 1.ereasonwhyAugustine says that
“it is uncertain how many days this judgment will last” is pre-
cisely because it is not certain whether it will take place men-
tally or by word of mouth. For if it were to take place by word
of mouth, a considerable time would be necessary. but if men-
tally, it is possible for it to be accomplished in an instant.

Reply to Objection 2. Even if the judgment is accom-
plished solely in the mind, the saying of Gregory stands, since
though all will be cognizant of their own and of others’ deeds,
as a result of the Divine energy which the Gospel describes as
speech (Mat. 25:84-46), nevertheless those who have had the
faith which they received through God’s words will be judged
from those very words, for it is written (Rom. 2:12): “Whoso-
ever have sinned in the Law shall be judged by the Law.”Hence
in a special way something will be said to those who had been
believers, which will not be said to unbelievers.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ will appear in body, so that
the Judge may be recognized in the body by all, and it is pos-
sible for this to take place suddenly. But speech which is mea-
sured by time would require an immense length of time, if the
judgment took place by word of mouth.
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Suppl. q. 88 a. 3Whether the time of the future judgment is unknown?

Objection 1. It would seem that the time of the future
judgment is not unknown. For just as the holy Fathers looked
forward to the first coming, so do we look forward to the sec-
ond. But the holy Fathers knew the time of the first coming,
as proved by the number of weeks mentioned in Daniel 9:
wherefore the Jews are reproached for not knowing the time of
Christ’s coming (Lk. 12:56): “You hypocrites, you know how
to discern the face of the heaven and of the earth, but how is
it that you do not discern this time?” erefore it would seem
that the time of the second coming when God will come to
judgment should also be certified to us.

Objection 2. Further, we arrive by means of signs at the
knowledge of the things signified.Nowmany signs of the com-
ing judgment are declared to us in Scripture (Mat. 24, Mk. 13,
Lk. 21).erefore we can arrive at the knowledge of that time.

Objection 3. Further, the Apostle says (1 Cor. 10:11): “It
is on us* that the ends of the world are come,” and (1 Jn. 2:18):
“Little children, it is the last hour,” etc. Since then it is a long
time since these things were said, it would seem that now at
least we can know that the last judgment is nigh.

Objection 4. Further, there is no need for the time of the
judgment to be hidden, except that each one may be careful
to prepare himself for judgment, being in ignorance of the ap-
pointed time. Yet the same care would still be necessary even
were the time known for certain, because each one is uncer-
tain about the time of his death, of which Augustine says (Ep.
ad Hesych. cxcix) that “as each one’s last day finds him, so will
the world’s last day find him.” erefore there is no necessity
for the time of the judgment to be uncertain.

On the contrary, It is written (Mk. 13:32): “Of that day
or hour noman knoweth, neither the angels in heaven, nor the
Son, but the Father.” e Son, however, is said not to know in
so far as He does not impart the knowledge to us.

Further, it is written (1 ess. 5:2): “e day of the Lord
shall so come as a thief in the night.” erefore seemingly, as
the coming of a thief in the night is altogether uncertain, the
day of the last judgment is altogether uncertain.

I answer that, God is the cause of things by His knowl-
edge†. Now He communicates both these things to His crea-
tures, since He both endows some with the power of action
on others whereof they are the cause, and bestows on some the
knowledge of things. But in both cases He reserves something
to Himself, for He operates certain things wherein no crea-
ture co-operates withHim, and againHe knows certain things
which are unknown to anymere creature. Now this should ap-
ply to none more than to those things which are subject to
the Divine power alone, and in which no creature co-operates
with Him. Such is the end of the world when the day of judg-
ment will come. For the world will come to an end by no cre-
ated cause, even as it derived its existence immediately from

God. Wherefore the knowledge of the end of the world is fit-
tingly reserved to God. Indeed our Lord seems to assign this
very reasonwhenHe said (Acts 1:7): “It is not for you to know
the times or moments which the Father hath put in His own
power,” as though He were to say, “which are reserved to His
power alone.”

Reply toObjection 1.AtHis first comingChrist came se-
cretly according to Is. 45:15, “Verily ou art a hidden God,
the God of Israel, the Saviour.” Hence, that He might be rec-
ognized by believers, it was necessary for the time to be fixed
beforehand with certainty. On the other hand, at the second
coming,Hewill comeopenly, according toPs. 49:3, “God shall
come manifestly.” Consequently there can be no error affect-
ing the knowledge ofHis coming.Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 2. As Augustine says, in his letter to
Hesychius concerning the day of judgment (Ep. cxcix), “the
signs mentioned in the Gospels do not all refer to the second
advent which will happen at the end of the world, but some of
them belong to the time of the sack of Jerusalem, which is now
a thing of the past, while some, in fact many of them, refer to
the advent whereby He comes daily to the Church, whom He
visits spiritually whenHedwells in us by faith and love.”More-
over, the details mentioned in the Gospels and Epistles in con-
nection with the last advent are not sufficient to enable us to
determine the time of the judgment, for the trials that are fore-
told as announcing the proximity of Christ’s coming occurred
even at the time of the Early Church, in a degree sometimes
more sometimes lessmarked; so that even the days of the apos-
tleswere called the last days (Acts 2:17)whenPeter expounded
the saying of Joel 2:28, “It shall come to pass in the last days,”
etc., as referring to that time.Yet itwas already a long time since
then: and sometimes there were more and sometimes less af-
flictions in the Church. Consequently it is impossible to de-
cide aer how long a time it will take place, nor fix the month,
year, century, or thousand years as Augustine says in the same
book (Ep. adHesych. cxcix). And even if we are to believe that
at the end these calamities will be more frequent, it is impos-
sible to fix what amount of such calamities will immediately
precede the judgment day or the coming of Antichrist, since
even at the time of the Early Church persecutions were so bit-
ter, and the corruptions of error were so numerous, that some
looked forward to the coming of Antichrist as being near or
imminent; as related in Eusebius’ History of the Church (vi,
7) and in Jerome’s book De Viris Illustribus lii.

Reply to Objection 3. e statement, “It is the last hour”
and similar expressions that are to be found in Scripture do
not enable us to know the exact length of time. For they are
not intended to indicate a short length of time, but to signify
the last state of the world, which is the last age of all, and it
is not stated definitely how long this will last. us neither is

* ‘ese things…are written for our correction, upon whom the ends of the
world are come’. † Cf. Ia, q. 14, a. 8.
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fixed duration appointed to old age, which is the last age of
man, since sometimes it is seen to last as long as or even longer
than all the previous ages, as Augustine remarks (Qq. 83, qu.
lviii). Hence also the Apostle (2 ess. 2:2) disclaims the false
signification which some had given to his words, by believing
that the day of the Lord was already at hand.

Reply to Objection 4. Notwithstanding the uncertainty
of death, the uncertainty of the judgment conduces to watch-

fulness in twoways. First, as regards the thing ignored, since its
delay is equal to the length of man’s life, so that on either side
uncertainty provokes him to greater care. Secondly, for the rea-
son that aman is careful not only of his own person, but also of
his family, or of his city or kingdom, or of the whole Church,
the length of whose duration is not dependent on the length
ofman’s life. And yet it behooves each of these to be so ordered
that the day of the Lord find us not unprepared.

Suppl. q. 88 a. 4Whether the judgment will take place in the valley of Josaphat?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judgment will not
take place in the valley of Josaphat or in the surrounding lo-
cality. For at least it will be necessary for those to be judged to
stand on the ground, and those alone to be raised alo whose
business it will be to judge. But the whole land of promise
would not be able to contain themultitude of thosewho are to
be judged. erefore it is impossible for the judgment to take
place in the neighborhood of that valley.

Objection 2. Further, to Christ in His human form judg-
ment is given that He may judge justly, since He was judged
unjustly in the court of Pilate, and bore the sentence of an un-
just judgment on Golgotha. erefore these places would be
more suitably appointed for the judgment.

Objection 3. Further, clouds result from the exhalation of
vapors. But then there will be no evaporation or exhalation.
erefore it will be impossible for the just to be “taken up…in
the clouds to meet Christ, into the air”: and consequently it
will be necessary for both good and wicked to be on the earth,
so that a much larger place than this valley will be required.

On the contrary, It is written ( Joel 3:2): “I will gather to-
gether all nations and will bring them down into the valley of
Josaphat, and I will plead with them there.”

Further, it is written (Acts 1:11): ”(is Jesus)…shall so
come as you have seen Him going into heaven.” Now He as-
cended into heaven from Mount Olivet which overlooks the
valley of Josaphat. erefore He will come to judge in the
neighborhood of that place.

I answer that, We cannot know with any great certainty

the manner in which this judgment will take place, nor how
men will gather together to the place of judgment; but it may
be gathered from Scripture that in all probability He will de-
scend in the neighborhood of Mount Olivet, even as He as-
cended from there, so as to show that He who descends is the
same as He who ascended.

Reply to Objection 1. A great multitude can be enclosed
in a small space. And all that is required is that in the neigh-
borhood of that locality there be a space, however great, to
contain themultitude of those who are to be judged, provided
that Christ can be seen thence since being raised in the air, and
shining with exceeding glory, He will be visible from a great
distance.

Reply toObjection 2.Although through being sentenced
unjustlyChristmeritedHis judiciary power,Hewill not judge
with the appearance of infirmity wherein He was judged un-
justly, but under the appearance of glory whereinHe ascended
to the Father.Hence the place ofHis ascension ismore suitable
to the judgment than the place where He was condemned.

Reply toObjection 3. In the opinion of some the name of
clouds is here given to certain condensations of the light shin-
ing from the bodies of the saints, and not to evaporations from
earth and water. Or we may say that those clouds will be pro-
duced by Divine power in order to show the parallel between
His coming to judge and His ascension; so that He Who as-
cended in a cloud may come to judgment in a cloud.

Again the cloud on account of its refreshing influence in-
dicates the mercy of the Judge.
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Of ose Who Will Judge and of ose Who Will Be Judged at the General Judgment

(In Eight Articles)

We must next consider who will judge and who will be judged at the general judgment. Under this head there are eight
points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any men will judge together with Christ?
(2) Whether the judicial power corresponds to voluntary poverty?
(3) Whether the angels also will judge?
(4) Whether the demons will carry out the Judge’s sentence on the damned?
(5) Whether all men will come up for judgment?
(6) Whether any of the good will be judged?
(7) Whether any of the wicked will be judged?
(8) Whether the angels also will be judged?

Suppl. q. 89 a. 1Whether any men will judge together with Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that no men will judge with
Christ. For it is written ( Jn. 5:22,23): “e Father…hath given
all judgment to the Son, that all men may honor the Son.”
erefore, etc.

Objection 2. Further, whoever judges has authority over
that which he judges. Now those things about which the com-
ing judgmentwill have to be, such as humanmerits and demer-
its, are subject to Divine authority alone. erefore no one is
competent to judge of those things.

Objection3.Further, this judgmentwill take place not vo-
cally but mentally. Now the publication of merits and demer-
its in the hearts of all men (which is like an accusation or ap-
proval), or the repayment of punishment and reward (which
is like the pronouncement of the sentence) will be the work of
God alone.erefore none but ChristWho is God will judge.

Onthe contrary, It is written (Mat. 19:28): “You also shall
sit on twelve seats judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” ere-
fore, etc.

Further, “e Lord will enter into judgment with the an-
cients of His people” (Is. 3:14). erefore it would seem that
others also will judge together with Christ.

I answer that, To judge has several significations. First it
is used causally as it were, when we say it of that which proves
that some person ought to be judged. In this sense the expres-
sion is used of certain people in comparison, in so far as some
are shown to be deserving of judgment through being com-
paredwithothers: for instance (Mat. 12:41): “emenofNin-
eve shall rise in judgment with this generation, and shall con-
demn it.” To rise in judgment thus is common to the good and
the wicked. Secondly, the expression “to judge” is used equiva-
lently, so to say; for consent to an action is considered equiva-
lent to doing it.Wherefore thosewhowill consentwithChrist
the Judge, by approving His sentence, will be said to judge. In

this sense it will belong to all the elect to judge: wherefore it is
written (Wis. 3:7,8): “e just…shall judge nations.”irdly, a
person is said to judge assessorially and by similitude, because
he is like the judge in that his seat* is raised above the others:
and thus assessors are said to judge. Some say that the perfect to
whom judiciary power is promised (Mat. 19:28) will judge in
this sense, namely that they will be raised to the dignity of as-
sessors, because they will appear above others at the judgment,
and go forth “to meet Christ, into the air.” But this apparently
does not suffice for the fulfilment of our Lord’s promise (Mat.
19:28): “You shall sit…judging,” for He would seem to make
“judging” something additional to “sitting.” Hence there is a
fourthway of judging,whichwill be competent to perfectmen
as containing the decrees of Divine justice according to which
men will be judged: thus a book containing the law might be
said to judge: wherefore it is written (Apoc. 20:12): ”( Judg-
ment took her seat†) and the books were opened.” Richard of
St.Victor expounds this judging in thisway (De judic. potest.),
wherefore he says: “osewho persevere inDivine contempla-
tion, who read every day the book of wisdom, transcribe, so to
speak, in their hearts whatever they grasp by their clear insight
of the truth”; and further on: “What else are the hearts of those
who judge, divinely instructed in all truth, but a codex of the
law?” Since, however, judging denotes an action exercised on
another person, it follows that, properly speaking, he is said to
judgewho pronounces judgment on another. But this happens
in twoways. First, by his own authority: and this belongs to the
one who has dominion and power over others, and to whose
ruling those who are judged are subject, wherefore it belongs
to him to pass judgment on them. In this sense to judge be-
longs to God alone. Secondly, to judge is to acquaint others
of the sentence delivered by another’s authority, that is to an-
nounce the verdict already given. In this way perfect men will

* An “assessor” is one who “sits by” the judge. † e words in brackets are
not in the Vulgate. Apoc. 20:4 we find: “I saw seats, and they sat upon them
and judgment was given to them.”.
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judge, because theywill lead others to the knowledge ofDivine
justice, that these may know what is due to them on account
of their merits: so that this very revelation of justice is called
judgment. Hence Richard of St. Victor says (De judic. potest.)
that for “the judges to open the books of their decree in the
presence of those who are to be judged signifies that they open
their hearts to the gaze of all those who are below them, and
that they reveal their knowledge in whatever pertains to the

judgment.”
Reply to Objection 1. is objection considers the judg-

ment of authoritywhich belongs toChrist alone: and the same
answer applies to the Second Objection.

Reply toObjection 3. ere is no reason why some of the
saints should not reveal certain things to others, either by way
of enlightenment, as the higher angels enlighten the lower*,:
or by way of speech as the lower angels speak to the higher†.

Suppl. q. 89 a. 2Whether the judicial power corresponds to voluntary poverty?

Objection 1. It would seem that the judicial power does
not correspond to voluntary poverty. For it was promised to
none but the twelve apostles (Mat. 19:28): “You shall sit on
twelve seats, judging,” etc. Since then thosewho are voluntarily
poor are not all apostles, it would seem that the judicial power
is not competent to all.

Objection 2. Further, to offer sacrifice to God of one’s
own body is more than to do so of outward things. Now mar-
tyrs and also virgins offer sacrifice to God of their own body.
whereas the voluntarily poor offer sacrifice of outward things.
erefore the sublimity of the judicial power is more in keep-
ing with martyrs and virgins than with those who are volun-
tarily poor.

Objection 3.Further, it is written ( Jn. 5:45): “ere is one
that accuseth you,Moses in whom you trust—because you be-
lieve not his voice,” according to a gloss, and (Jn. 12:48): “e
word that I have spoken shall judge him in the last day.”ere-
fore the fact that a man propounds a law, or exhorts men by
word to lead a good life, gives him the right to judge those who
scorn his utterances. But this belongs to doctors. erefore it
is more competent to doctors than to those who are poor vol-
untarily.

Objection 4. Further, Christ through being judged un-
justly merited as man to be judge of all in His human nature‡,
according to Jn. 5:27, “He hath given Him power to do judg-
ment, because He is the Son of man.” Now those who suffer
persecution for justice’ sake are judged unjustly. erefore the
judicial power is competent to them rather than to the volun-
tarily poor.

Objection 5. Further, a superior is not judged by his infe-
rior. Now many who will have made lawful use of riches will
have greater merit than many of the voluntarily poor. ere-
fore the voluntarily poor will not judge where those are to be
judged.

On the contrary, It is written ( Job 36:6): “He saveth not
the wicked, and He giveth judgment to the poor.”

Further, a gloss on Mat. 19:28, “You who have le all
things’§” says: “osewho le all things and followedGodwill
be the judges; those who made right use of what they had law-
fully will be judged,” and thus the same conclusion follows as
before.

I answer that, e judicial power is due especially to
poverty on three counts. First, by reason of congruity, since
voluntary poverty belongs to those who despise all the things
of the world and cleave to Christ alone. Consequently there
is nothing in them to turn away their judgment from justice,
so that they are rendered competent to be judges as loving the
truth of justice above all things. Secondly, by reason of merit,
since exaltation corresponds by way of merit to humility. Now
of all the things that makeman contemptible in this world hu-
mility is the chief: and for this reason the excellence of judicial
power is promised to the poor, so that hewho humbles himself
for Christ’s sake shall be exalted. irdly, because poverty dis-
poses aman to the aforesaidmanner of judging. For the reason
why one of the saints will be said to judge as stated above¶, is
that he will have the heart instructed in all Divine truth which
he will be thus able to make known to others. Now in the ad-
vancement to perfection, the first thing that occurs to be re-
nounced is external wealth, because this is the last thing of all
to be acquired.And thatwhich is last in the order of generation
is the first in the order of destruction: wherefore among the
beatitudes whereby we advance to perfection, the first place is
given to poverty. us judicial power corresponds to poverty,
in so far as this is the disposition to the aforesaid perfection.
Hence also it is that this same power is not promised to all
who are voluntarily poor, but to those who leave all and fol-
low Christ in accordance with the perfection of life.

Reply to Objection 1. According to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei xx), “we must not imagine that because He says that they
will sit on twelve seats only twelve men will judge with Him.
else since we read that Matthias was appointed apostle in the
place of the traitor Judas, Paul who worked more than the rest
will have nowhere to sit as judge.” Hence “the number twelve,”
as he states (De Civ. Dei xx), “signifies the whole multitude of
those who will judge, because the two parts of seven, namely
three and four, beingmultiplied together make twelve.”More-
over twelve is a perfect number, being the double of six, which
is a perfect number.

Or, speaking literally, He spoke to the twelve apostles in
whose person he made this promise to all who follow them.

Reply to Objection 2. Virginity and martyrdom do not
disposeman to retain the precepts ofDivine justice in his heart

* Cf. Ia, q. 106. † Cf. Ia, q. 107, a. 2. ‡ Cf. IIIa, q. 59, a. 6. § Vulg.:
‘You who have followed Me’. ¶ Cf. a. 1.
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in the same degree as poverty does: even so, on the other hand,
outward riches choke the word ofGod by the cares which they
entail (Lk. 8:14). Or we may reply that poverty does not suf-
fice alone to merit judicial power, but is the fundamental part
of that perfection to which the judicial power corresponds.
Wherefore among those things regarding perfection which
follow aer poverty we may reckon both virginity and mar-
tyrdom and all the works of perfection: yet they do not rank
as high as poverty, since the beginning of a thing is its chief
part.

Reply to Objection 3. He who propounded the law or
urgedmen to good will judge, in the causal (Cf. a. 1) sense, be-
cause others will be judged in reference to the words he has ut-
tered or propounded.Hence the judicial power does not prop-
erly correspond to preaching or teaching. or wemay reply that,
as some say, three things are requisite for the judicial power;
first, that one renounce temporal cares, lest the mind be hin-
dered from the contemplation of wisdom; secondly that one

possess Divine justice by way of habit both as to knowledge
and as to observance; thirdly that one should have taught oth-
ers this same justice; and this teaching will be the perfection
whereby a man merits to have judicial power.

Reply to Objection 4. Christ humbled Himself in that
He was judged unjustly; for “He was offered because it was
His own will” (Is. 53:7): and by His humility He merited His
exaltation to judicial power, since all things are made subject
to Him (Phil. 2:8,9). Hence, judicial power is more due to
them who humble themselves of their own will by renounc-
ing temporal goods, on account of which men are honored by
worldlings, than to those who are humbled by others.

Reply to Objection 5. An inferior cannot judge a supe-
rior by his own authority, but he can do so by the authority
of a superior, as in the case of a judge-delegate. Hence it is not
unfitting that it be granted to the poor as an accidental reward
to judge others, even those who have highermerit in respect of
the essential reward.

Suppl. q. 89 a. 3Whether the angels will judge?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels will judge. For
it is written (Mat. 25:31): “When the Son of man shall come
inHismajesty, and all the angels withHim.”NowHe is speak-
ing of His coming to judgment. erefore it would seem that
also the angels will judge.

Objection 2. Further, the orders of the angels take their
names from the offices which they fulfill. Now one of the an-
gelic orders is that of the rones, which would seem to per-
tain to the judicial power, since a throne is the “judicial bench,
a royal seat, a professor’s chair”*. erefore some of the angels
will judge.

Objection 3. Further, equality with the angels is promised
the saints aer this life (Mat. 22:30). If thenmenwill have this
power of judging, much more will the angels have it.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 5:27): “He hath given
Him power to judgment, because He is the Son of man.”
But the angels have not the human nature in common with
Him.Neither therefore do they share withHim in the judicial
power.

Further, the same person is not judge and judge’s minister.
Now in this judgment the angels will act as ministers of the
Judge and, according to Mat. 13:41: “e Son of man shall
send His angels and they shall gather out of His kingdom all
scandals.” erefore the angels will not judge.

I answer that, e judge’s assessors must be conformed to
the judge.Now judgment is ascribed to the Sonofmanbecause
Hewill appear to all, both good andwicked, inHis human na-
ture, although the whole Trinity will judge by authority. Con-
sequently it behooves also the Judge’s assessors to have the hu-
man nature, so as to be visible to all, both good and wicked.
Hence it is not fitting for the angels to judge, although in a
certain sense we may say that the angels will judge, namely by
approving the sentence†.

Reply to Objection 1. As a gloss on this passage observes,
the angels will come with Christ, not to judge, but “as wit-
nesses of men’s deeds because it was under their guardianship
that men did well or ill.”

Reply toObjection 2.ename ofrones is given to an-
gels in reference to the judgmentwhichGod is ever pronounc-
ing, by governing all things with supreme justice: of which
judgment angels are in a way the executors and promulgators.
On the other hand, the judgment of men by the man Christ
will require human assessors.

Reply toObjection 3. Equality with angels is promised to
men as regards the essential reward. But nothing hinders an ac-
cidental reward from being bestowed on men to the exclusion
of the angels, as in the case of the virgins’ andmartyrs’ crowns:
and the same may be said of the judicial power.

Suppl. q. 89 a. 4Whether the demons will carry out the sentence of the Judge on the damned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the demons will not carry
out the sentence of the Judge on the damned aer the day
of judgment. For, according to the Apostle (1 Cor. 15:24):
“He will then bring to naught* all principality, and power, and

virtue.” erefore all supremacy will cease then. But the carry-
ing out of the Judge’s sentence implies somekindof supremacy.
erefore aer the judgment day the demonswill not carry out
the Judge’s sentence.

* Cf. St. Isidore, Etym. vii, 5. † Cf. a. 1. * Vulg.: ‘When He shall have
brought to naught’, etc.
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Objection 2. Further, the demons sinned more grievously
than men. erefore it is not just that men should be tortured
by demons.

Objection 3. Further, just as the demons suggest evil
things tomen, so good angels suggest good things. Now it will
not be the duty of the good angels to reward the good, but this
will be done by God, immediately by Himself. erefore nei-
ther will it be the duty of the demons to punish the wicked.

On the contrary, Sinners have subjected themselves to the
devil by sinning. erefore it is just that they should be sub-
jected to him in their punishments, and punished by him as it
were.

I answer that, e Master in the text of Sentent. iv, D, 47
mentions two opinions on this question, both of which seem
consistent with Divine justice, because it is just for man to
be subjected to the devil for having sinned, and yet it is un-
just for the demon to be over him. Accordingly the opinion
which holds that aer the judgment day the demons will not
beplacedovermen topunish them, regards the order ofDivine
justice on thepart of thedemonspunishing;while the contrary
opinion regards the order of Divine justice on the part of the
men punished.

Which of these opinions is nearer the truth we cannot
know for certain. Yet I think it truer to say that just as, among
the saved, order will be observed so that some will be enlight-
ened and perfected by others (because all the orders of the
heavenly hierarchies will continue for ever)†, so, too, will order
be observed in punishments, men being punished by demons,
lest the Divine order, whereby the angels are placed between
the human nature and theDivine, be entirely set aside.Where-
fore just as the Divine illuminations are conveyed to men by
the good angels, so too the demons execute the Divine justice
on the wicked. Nor does this in any way diminish the punish-
ment of the demons, since even in torturing others they are
themselves tortured, because then the fellowship of the un-

happy will not lessen but will increase unhappiness.
Reply toObjection1.esupremacywhich, it is declared,

will be brought to nought by Christ in the time to come must
be taken in the sense of the supremacywhich is in keepingwith
the state of this world: wherein men are placed over men, an-
gels over men, angels over angels, demons over demons, and
demons overmen; in every case so as either to lead towards the
end or to lead astray from the end. But then when all things
will have attained to that end there will be no supremacy to
lead astray from the end or to lead to it, but only that which
maintains in the end, good or evil.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the demerit of the
demons does not require that they be placed over men, since
they made men subject to them unjustly, yet this is required
by the order of their nature in relation to human nature: since
“natural goods remain in them unimpaired” as Dionysius says
(Div. Nom. iv).

Reply to Objection 3. e good angels are not the cause
of the principal reward in the elect, because all receive this im-
mediately from God. Nevertheless the angels are the cause of
certain accidental rewards inmen, in so far as the higher angels
enlighten those beneath them, both angels and men, concern-
ing certain hidden things of God, which do not belong to the
essence of beatitude. In like manner the damned will receive
their principal punishment immediately from God, namely
the everlasting banishment from theDivine vision: but there is
no reason why the demons should not torture men with other
sensible punishments. ere is, however, this difference: that
merit exalts, whereas sin debases. Wherefore since the angelic
nature is higher than the human, some on account of the excel-
lence of their merit will be so far exalted as to be raised above
the angels both in nature and rewards‡, so that some angelswill
be enlightened by some men. On the other hand, no human
sinners will, on account of a certain degree of virtue, attain to
the eminence that attaches to the nature of the demons.

Suppl. q. 89 a. 5Whether all men will be present at the judgment?

Objection1. Itwould seem thatmenwill not all be present
at the judgment. For it is written (Mat. 19:28): “You…shall sit
on twelve seats, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” But all men
do not belong to those twelve tribes. erefore it would seem
that men will not all be present at the judgment.

Objection 2. Further, the same apparently is to be gath-
ered from Ps. 1:5, “e wicked shall not rise again in judg-
ment.”

Objection 3. Further, a man is brought to judgment that
his merits may be discussed. But some there are who have ac-
quired no merits, such as children who died before reaching
the perfect age.erefore they need not be present at the judg-
ment. Now there are many such. erefore it would seem that
not all will be present.

On the contrary, It is written (Acts 10:42) that Christ
“was appointed by God to be judge of the living and of the
dead.” Now this division comprises all men, no matter how
the living be distinct from the dead. erefore all men will be
present at the judgment.

Further, it is written (Apoc. 1:7): “BeholdHe comethwith
the clouds, and every eye shall see Him.” Now this would not
be so unless all were present at the judgment. erefore, etc.

I answer that, e judicial power was bestowed on Christ
as man, in reward for the humility which He showed forth in
His passion. Now in His passion He shed His blood for all in
point of sufficiency, although through meeting with an obsta-
cle in some, it had not its effect in all.erefore it is fitting that
all men should assemble at the judgment, to seeHis exaltation

† Cf. Ia, q. 108, Aa. 7,8. ‡ Cf. Ia, q. 108, a. 8 .
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in His human nature, in respect of which “He was appointed
by God to be judge of the living and of the dead.”

Reply to Objection 1. As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xx, 5), “it does not follow from the saying, ‘Judging the twelve
tribes of Israel,’ that the tribe of Levi, which is the thirteenth,
is not to be judged, or that they will judge that people alone,
andnot other nations.”e reasonwhy all other nations are de-
noted by the twelve tribes is because theywere called byChrist
to take the place of the twelve tribes.

Reply to Objection 2. e words, “e wicked shall not
rise in judgment,” if referred to all sinners, mean that they will
not arise to judge. But if the wicked denote unbelievers, the
sense is that they will not arise to be judged, because they are
“already judged” ( Jn. 3:18). All, however, will rise again to as-
semble at the judgment and witness the glory of the Judge.

Reply toObjection3.Even childrenwhohave died before
reaching the perfect age will be present at the judgment, not to
be judged, but to see the Judge’s glory.

Suppl. q. 89 a. 6Whether the good will be judged at the judgment?

Objection 1. It would seem that none of the good will be
judged at the judgment. For it is declared ( Jn. 3:18) that “he
that believeth inHim isnot judged.”Nowall the goodbelieved
in Him. erefore they will not be judged.

Objection 2. Further, those who are uncertain of their
bliss are not blessed: whence Augustine proves (Gen. ad lit.
xi) that the demons were never blessed. But the saints are now
blessed. erefore they are certain of their bliss. Now what is
certain is not submitted to judgment. erefore the good will
not be judged.

Objection 3. Further, fear is incompatible with bliss. But
the last judgment, which above all is described as terrible, can-
not take place without inspiring fear into those who are to be
judged.HenceGregory observes on Job 41:16 “Whenhe shall
raise him up, the angels shall fear,” etc. (Moral. xxxiv): “Con-
sider how the conscience of the wicked will then be troubled
when even the just are disturbed about their life.” erefore
the blessed will not be judged.

On the contrary, It would seem that all the good will be
judged, since it is written (2 Cor. 5:10): “We must all be man-
ifested before the judgment seat of Christ, that every one may
receive the proper things of the body, according as he hath
done, whether it be good or evil.” Now there is nothing else
to be judged. erefore all, even the good, will be judged.

Further, the “general” includes all. Now this is called the
general judgment. erefore all will be judged.

I answer that,ejudgment comprises two things, namely
the discussion of merits and the payment of rewards. As re-
gards the payment of rewards, all will be judged, even the good,
since the Divine sentence will appoint to each one the reward
corresponding to his merit. But there is no discussion of mer-
its save where good and evil merits are mingled together. Now
those who build on the foundation of faith, “gold, silver, and
precious stones” (1 Cor. 3:12), by devoting themselves wholly

to the Divine service, and who have no notable admixture of
evil merit, are not subjected to a discussion of their merits.
Such are those who have entirely renounced the things of the
world and are solicitously thoughtful of the things that are
of God: wherefore they will be saved but will not be judged.
Others, however, build on the foundation of faith, wood, hay,
stubble*; they, in fact, love worldly things and are busy about
earthly concerns, yet so as to prefer nothing to Christ, but
strive to redeem their sins with alms, and these have an admix-
ture of goodwith evilmerits.Hence they are subjected to a dis-
cussion of their merits, and consequently in this account will
be judged, and yet they will be saved.

Reply to Objection 1. Since punishment is the effect of
justice, while reward is the effect of mercy, it follows that pun-
ishment is more especially ascribed antonomastically to judg-
ment which is the act of justice; so that judgment is sometimes
used to express condemnation. It is thus that we are to under-
stand the words quoted, as a gloss on the passage remarks.

Reply to Objection 2. e merits of the elect will be dis-
cussed, not to remove the uncertainty of their beatitude from
the hearts of those who are to be judged, but that it may be
made manifest to us that their good merits outweigh their evil
merits, and thus God’s justice be proved.

Reply toObjection 3.Gregory is speaking of the just who
will still be in mortal flesh, wherefore he had already said:
“ose who will still be in the body, although already brave
and perfect, yet through being still in the flesh must needs be
troubled with fear in the midst of such a whirlwind of terror.”
Hence it is clear that this fear refers to the time immediately
before the judgment, most terrible indeed to the wicked, but
not to the good, who will have no apprehension of evil.

e arguments in the contrary sense consider judgment as
regards the payment of rewards.

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 89, a. 2.
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Suppl. q. 89 a. 7Whether the wicked will be judged?

Objection 1. It would seem that none of the wicked will
be judged. For even as damnation is certain in the case of un-
believers, so is it in the case of those who die in mortal sin.
Now it is declared because of the certainty of damnation (Jn.
3:18): “He that believeth not is already judged.” erefore in
like manner neither will other sinners be judged.

Objection 2. Further, the voice of the Judge is most ter-
rible to those who are condemned by His judgment. Now ac-
cording to the text of Sentent. iv, D, 47 and in the words of
Gregory (Moral. xxvi) “the Judge will not address Himself to
unbelievers.” If thereforeHewere to addressHimself to the be-
lievers about to be condemned, the unbelievers would reap a
benefit from their unbelief, which is absurd.

On the contrary, It would seem that all the wicked are to
be judged, because all the wicked will be sentenced to punish-
ment according to the degree of their guilt. But this cannot
be done without a judicial pronouncement. erefore all the
wicked will be judged.

I answer that, e judgment as regards the sentencing to
punishment for sin concerns all the wicked. whereas the judg-
ment as regards the discussion of merits concerns only believ-
ers. Because in unbelievers the foundation of faith is lacking,
without which all subsequent works are deprived of the per-
fection of a right intention, so that in them there is no ad-
mixture of good and evil works or merits requiring discussion.
But believers in whom the foundation of faith remains, have

at least a praiseworthy act of faith, which though it is not mer-
itorious without charity, yet is in itself directed to merit, and
consequently theywill be subjected to the discussion ofmerits.
Consequently, believers who were at least counted as citizens
of the City of God will be judged as citizens, and sentence of
death will not be passed on them without a discussion of their
merits; whereas unbelievers will be condemned as foes, who
are wont among men to be exterminated without their merits
being discussed.

Reply to Objection 1. Although it is certain that those
who die in mortal sin will be damned, nevertheless since they
have an admixture of certain things connected with meriting
well, it behooves, for the manifestation of Divine justice, that
their merits be subjected to discussion, in order to make it
clear that they are justly banished from the city of the saints,
of which they appeared outwardly to be citizens.

Reply to Objection 2. Considered under this special as-
pect the words addressed to the believers about to be con-
demned will not be terrible, because they will reveal in them
certain things pleasing to them, which it will be impossible
to find in unbelievers, since “without faith it is impossible to
please God” (Heb. 11:6). But the sentence of condemnation
which will be passed on them all will be terrible to all of them.

e argument in the contrary sense considered the judg-
ment of retribution.

Suppl. q. 89 a. 8Whether at the coming judgment the angels will be judged?

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels will be judged
at the coming judgment. For it is written (1 Cor. 6:3): “Know
you not that we shall judge angels?” But this cannot refer to
the state of the present time. erefore it should refer to the
judgment to come.

Objection 2. Further, it is written concerning Behemoth
or Leviathan, whereby the devil is signified (Job 40:28): “In
the sight of all he shall be cast down”; and (Mk. 1:24)* the de-
mon cried out to Christ: “Why art ou come to destroy us
before the time?” for, according to a gloss, “the demons seeing
our Lord on earth thought they were to be judged forthwith.”
erefore it would seem that a final judgment is in store for
them.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (2 Pet. 2:4): “God
spared not the angels that sinned, but delivered them drawn
down by infernal ropes to the lower hell, unto torments, to
be reserved unto judgment.”erefore it seems that the angels
will be judged.

On the contrary, It is written (Nahum 1:9) according to
the Septuagint version: “God will not judge the same thing a
second time.” But the wicked angels are already judged, where-

fore it iswritten ( Jn. 16:11): “eprinceof thisworld is already
judged.” erefore the angels will not be judged in the time to
come.

Further, goodness and wickedness are more perfect in the
angels than in men who are wayfarers. Now some men, good
and wicked, will not be judged as stated in the text of Sen-
tent. iv, D, 47. erefore neither will good or wicked angels
be judged.

I answer that, e judgment of discussion nowise con-
cerns either the good or the wicked angels, since neither is
any evil to be found in the good angels, nor is any good li-
able to judgment to be found in the wicked angels. But if we
speak of the judgment of retribution, we must distinguish a
twofold retribution. One corresponds to the angels’ personal
merits and was made to both from the beginning when some
were raised to bliss, and others plunged into the depths of woe.
e other corresponds to the merits, good or evil, procured
through the angels, and this retribution will be made in the
judgment to come, because the good angels will have an in-
creased joy in the salvation of thosewhom they have prompted
to deeds ofmerit, while thewickedwill have an increase of tor-

* e reference should be Mat. 8:29: ‘Art ou come hither to torment us
before the time?’ e text of Mark reads: ‘Art ou come to destroy us?’.
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ment through themanifold downfall of those whom they have
incited to evil deeds. Consequently the judgment will not re-
gard the angels directly, neither as judging nor as judged, but
only men; but it will regard the angels indirectly somewhat, in
so far as they were concerned in men’s deeds.

Reply to Objection 1. is saying of the Apostle refers
to the judgment of comparison, because certain men will be

found to be placed higher than the angels.
Reply toObjection 2.edemons will then be cast down

in the sight of all because they will be imprisoned for ever in
the dungeon of hell, so that theywill nomore be free to go out,
since this was permitted to them only in so far as they were di-
rected by Divine providence to try the life of man.

e same answer applies to the ird Objection.
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S   T P, Q 90
Of the Form of the Judge in Coming to the Judgment

(Inree Articles)

We must now consider the form of the Judge in coming to the judgment. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether Christ will judge under the form or His humanity?
(2) Whether He will appear under the form of His glorified humanity?
(3) Whether His Godhead can be seen without joy?

Suppl. q. 90 a. 1Whether Christ will judge under the form of His humanity?

Objection 1. It would seem that Christ will not judge un-
der the form of His humanity. For judgment requires author-
ity in the judge. Now Christ has authority over the quick and
the dead as God, for thus is He the Lord and Creator of all.
erefore He will judge under the form of His Godhead.

Objection 2. Further, invincible power is requisite in a
judge; wherefore it is written (Eccles. 7:6): “Seek not to be
made a judge, unless thou have strength enough to extirpate
iniquities.” Now invincible power belongs to Christ as God.
erefore He will judge under the form of the Godhead.

Objection 3. Further, it is written ( Jn. 5:22,23): “e Fa-
ther…hath given all judgment to the Son, that all men may
honor the Son as they honor the Father.” Now equal honor
to that of the Father is not due to the Son in respect of His
human nature. erefore He will not judge under His human
form.

Objection 4. Further, it is written (Dan. 7:9): “I beheld
till thrones were placed and the Ancient of days sat.” Now the
thrones signify judicial power, and God is called the Ancient
by reason of His eternity, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom.
x).erefore it becomes the Son to judge as being eternal; and
consequently not as man.

Objection 5. Further, Augustine says (Tract. xix in Joan.)
that “the resurrection of the soul is the work of the Word the
Son of God, and the resurrection of the body is the work of
the Word made the Son of man in the flesh.” Now that last
judgment regards the soul rather than the body. erefore it
becomes Christ to judge as God rather than as man.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 5:27): “He hath given
Him power to do judgment, because He is the Son of man.”

Further, it is written ( Job 36:17): “y cause hath
been judged as that of the wicked—by Pilate” according
to a gloss—therefore, “cause and judgment thou shalt re-
cover—that thou mayest judge justly,” according to the gloss.
Now Christ was judged by Pilate with regard to His human
nature. erefore He will judge under the human nature.

Further, to Him it belongs to judge who made the law.
Now Christ gave us the law of the Gospel while appearing in
the human nature. erefore He will judge under that same
nature.

I answer that, Judgment requires a certain authority in the
judge. Wherefore it is written (Rom. 14:4): “Who art thou
that judgest anotherman’s servant?”Hence it is becoming that
Christ should judge in respect of His having authority over
men to whom chiefly the last judgment will be directed. Now
He is our Lord, not only by reason of the Creation, since “the
Lord He is God, He made us and not we ourselves” (Ps. 99:3),
but also by reason of the Redemption, which pertains to Him
in respect ofHis human nature.Wherefore “to this endChrist
died and rose again, that He might be Lord both of the dead
and of the living” (Rom. 14:9). But the goods of the Creation
would not suffice us to obtain the reward of eternal life, with-
out the addition of the boon of the Redemption, on account
of the obstacle accruing to created nature through the sin of
our first parent. Hence, since the last judgment is directed to
the admission of some to the kingdom, and the exclusion of
others therefrom, it is becoming that Christ should preside at
that judgment under the form of His human nature, since it is
by favor of that same nature’s Redemption that man is admit-
ted to the kingdom. In this sense it is stated (Acts 10:42) that
“He…was appointedbyGod tobe Judge of the living andof the
dead.” And forasmuch as by redeeming mankind He restored
not only man but all creatures without exception—inasmuch
as all creatures are bettered through man’s restoration, accord-
ing to Col. 1:20, “Making peace through the blood of His
cross, both as to things on earth, and the things that are in
heaven”—it follows that through His Passion Christ merited
lordship and judicial power not over man alone, but over all
creatures, according to Mat. 28:18, “All power is given to Me,
in heaven and in earth”*.

Reply toObjection 1.Christ, in respect ofHis Divine na-
ture, has authority of lordship over all creatures by right of cre-
ation; but in respect of His human nature He has authority of
lordship merited through His Passion. e latter is secondary
so to speak and acquired, while the former is natural and eter-
nal.

Reply to Objection 2. Although Christ as man has not of
Himself invincible power resulting from the natural power of
the human species, nevertheless there is also in His human na-
ture an invincible power derived from His Godhead, whereby

* Cf. IIIa, q. 59.
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all things are subjected under His feet (1 Cor. 15:25-28; Heb.
2:8,9). Hence He will judge in His human nature indeed, but
by the power of His Godhead.

Reply to Objection 3. Christ would not have sufficed for
the redemption ofmankind, hadHe been amereman.Where-
fore from the very fact that He was able as man to redeem
mankind, and thereby obtained judicial power, it is evident
thatHe isGod, and consequently is to behonored equallywith
the Father, not as man but as God.

Reply to Objection 4. In that vision of Daniel the whole
order of the judicial power is clearly expressed. is power is
in God Himself as its first origin, and more especially in the
Father Who is the fount of the entire Godhead; wherefore it
is stated in the first place that the “Ancient of days sat.” But
the judicial power was transmitted from the Father to the Son,
not only from eternity in respect of the Divine nature, but
also in time in respect of the human nature wherein He mer-
ited it. Hence in the aforesaid vision it is further stated (Dan.

7:13,14): “Lo, one like the Son of man came with the clouds
of heaven, and He came even to the Ancient of days…And He
gave Him power and glory, and a kingdom.”

Reply to Objection 5. Augustine is speaking by a kind of
appropriation, so as to trace the effects which Christ wrought
in the human nature to causes somewhat similar to them. And
since we are made to the image and likeness of God in respect
of our soul, and are of the same species as the man Christ in
respect of our body, he ascribes to the Godhead the effects
wrought by Christ in our souls, and those which He wrought
or will work in our bodies he ascribes to His flesh; although
His flesh, as being the instrument of His Godhead, has also its
effect onour souls asDamascene asserts (DeFideOrth. iii, 15),
according to the saying of Heb. 9:14, that His “blood” hath
cleansed “our conscience fromdeadworks.”And thus that “the
Word was made flesh” is the cause of the resurrection of souls;
wherefore also according to His human nature He is becom-
ingly the Judge not only of bodily but also of spiritual goods*.

Suppl. q. 90 a. 2Whether at the judgment Christ will appear in His glorified humanity?

Objection 1. It would seem that at the judgment Christ
will not appear in His glorified humanity. For a gloss† on Jn.
19:37, “ey shall look on himwhom they pierced,” says: “Be-
cause He will come in the flesh wherein He was crucified.”
Now He was crucified in the form of weakness. erefore He
will appear in the form of weakness and not in the form of
glory.

Objection 2. Further, it is stated (Mat. 24:30) that “the
sign of the Son of man shall appear in heaven,” namely, “the
sign of the cross,” as Chrysostom says (Hom. lxxvii in Matth.),
for “Christ when coming to the judgment will show not only
the scars of His wounds but even His most shameful death.”
erefore it seems thatHewill not appear in the form of glory.

Objection 3. Further, Christ will appear at the judgment
under that form which can be gazed upon by all. Now Christ
will not be visible to all, good and wicked, under the form of
His glorified humanity: because the eye that is not glorified
is seemingly unproportionate to see the clarity of a glorified
body. erefore He will not appear under a glorified form.

Objection 4. Further, that which is promised as a reward
to the righteous is not granted to the unrighteous. Now it is
promised as a reward to the righteous that they shall see the
glory of His humanity ( Jn. 10:9): “He shall go in, and go out,
and shall find pastures, i.e. refreshment in His Godhead and
humanity,” according to the commentary of Augustine‡ and
Is. 33:17: “His eyes shall see the King in his beauty.” erefore
He will not appear to all in His glorified form.

Objection 5. Further, Christ will judge in the form
wherein He was judged: wherefore a gloss§ on Jn. 5:21, “So
the Son also giveth life to whom He will,” says: “He will judge

justly in the formwhereinHewas judgedunjustly, thatHemay
be visible to the wicked.” Now He was judged in the form of
weakness. erefore He will appear in the same form at the
judgment.

Onthecontrary, It iswritten (Lk. 21:27): “en they shall
see the Son of man coming in a cloud with great power and
majesty.” Now majesty and power pertain to glory. erefore
He will appear in the form of glory.

Further, he who judges should be more conspicuous than
those who are judged. Now the elect who will be judged by
Christ will have a glorified body.Muchmore therefore will the
Judge appear in a glorified form.

Further, as to be judged pertains to weakness, so to judge
pertains to authority and glory. Now at His first coming when
Christ came to be judged, He appeared in the form of weak-
ness. erefore at the second coming, when He will come to
judge, He will appear in the form of glory.

I answer that, Christ is called the mediator of God and
men (1 Tim. 2:5) inasmuch as He satisfies for men and inter-
cedes for them to the Father, and confers onmen things which
belong to the Father, according to Jn. 17:22, “e glory which
ou hast given Me, I have given to them.” Accordingly then
both these things belong to Him in that He communicates
with both extremes: for in that He communicates with men,
He takes their part with the Father, and in that He commu-
nicates with the Father, He bestows the Father’s gis on men.
Since then at His first coming He came in order to make satis-
faction for us to the Father, He came in the form of our weak-
ness. But since at His second coming He will come in order to
execute the Father’s justice onmen,Hewill have to show forth

* Cf. IIIa, q. 56, a. 2, ad 1. † St. Augustine, Tract. cxx in Joan. ‡ De Spir-
itu et Anima, work of an unknown author. St. omas, De Anima, ascribes it
to Alcherus, a Cistercian monk; see above q. 70, a. 2, ad 1. § St. Augustine,
Tract. xix, in Joan.
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His glory which is in Him by reason of His communication
with the Father: and therefore He will appear in the form of
glory.

Reply to Objection 1. He will appear in the same flesh,
but not under the same form.

Reply to Objection 2. e sign of the cross will appear
at the judgment, to denote not a present but a past weakness:
so as to show how justly those were condemned who scorned
so great mercy, especially those who persecuted Christ un-
justly. e scars which will appear in His body will not be due
to weakness, but will indicate the exceeding power whereby
Christ overcameHis enemies byHis Passion and infirmity.He
will also show forth His most shameful death, not by bringing
it sensibly before the eye, as thoughHe suffered it there; but by
the things whichwill appear then, namely the signs ofHis past
Passion, He will recall men to the thought of His past death.

Reply to Objection 3. A glorified body has it in its power
to show itself or not to show itself to an eye that is not glo-
rified, as stated above (q. 85, a. 2, ad 3). Hence Christ will be
visible to all in His glorified form.

Reply to Objection 4. Even as our friend’s glory gives us
pleasure, so the glory and power of one we hate is most dis-
pleasing to us. Hence as the sight of the glory of Christ’s hu-
manity will be a reward to the righteous, so will it be a torment
toChrist’s enemies: wherefore it is written (Is. 26:11): “Let the
envious people see and be confounded and let fire” (i.e. envy)
“devour y enemies.”

Reply to Objection 5. Form is taken there for human na-
ture wherein He was judged and likewise will judge; but not
for a quality of nature, namely of weakness, which will not be
the same in Him when judging as when judged (Cf. ad 2).

Suppl. q. 90 a. 3Whether the Godhead can be seen by the wicked without joy?

Objection 1. It would seem that the Godhead can be seen
by the wicked without joy. For there can be no doubt that
the wicked will know with the greatest certainty that Christ
is God.erefore they will see His Godhead, and yet they will
not rejoice in seeing Christ. erefore it will be possible to see
it without joy.

Objection2.Further, the perversewill of thewicked is not
more adverse toChrist’s humanity than toHisGodhead.Now
the fact that they will see the glory of His humanity will con-
duce to their punishment, as stated above (a. 2, ad4).erefore
if they were to see His Godhead, there would be much more
reason for them to grieve rather than rejoice.

Objection 3. Further, the course of the affections is not a
necessary sequel to thatwhich is in the intellect:whereforeAu-
gustine says (In Ps. 118: conc. 8): “e intellect precedes, the
affections follow slowly or not at all.” Now vision regards the
intellect, whereas joy regards the affections. erefore it will
be possible to see the Godhead without joy.

Objection 4. Further, whatever is received into “a thing is
received according to the mode of the receiver and not of the
received.” But whatever is seen is, in a way, received into the
seer.erefore although theGodhead is in itself supremely en-
joyable, nevertheless when seen by those who are plunged in
grief, it will give no joy but rather displeasure.

Objection 5. Further, as sense is to the sensible object, so
is the intellect to the intelligible object. Now in the senses,
“to the unhealthy palate bread is painful, to the healthy palate
sweet,” as Augustine says (Confess. vii), and the same happens
with the other senses. erefore since the damned have the in-
tellect indisposed, it would seem that the vision of the uncre-
ated light will give them pain rather than joy.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 17:3): “is is eternal
life: at they may know ee, the…true God.” Wherefore it
is clear that the essence of bliss consists in seeing God. Now

joy is essential to bliss. erefore the Godhead cannot be seen
without joy.

Further, the essence of theGodhead is the essence of truth.
Now it is delightful to every one to see the truth, wherefore
“all naturally desire to know,” as stated at the beginning of
theMetaphysics.erefore it is impossible to see theGodhead
without joy.

Further, if a certain vision is not always delightful, it hap-
pens sometimes to be painful. But intellective vision is never
painful since “the pleasure we take in objects of understand-
ing has no grief opposed to it,” according to the Philosopher
(Topic. ii). Since then the Godhead cannot be seen save by the
intellect, it seems that the Godhead cannot be seen without
joy.

I answer that, In every object of appetite or of pleasure
two things may be considered, namely the thing which is de-
sired or which gives pleasure, and the aspect of appetibility or
pleasurableness in that thing. Now according to Boethius (De
Hebdom.) that which is can have something besides what it
is, but ‘being’ itself has no admixture of aught else beside it-
self. Hence that which is desirable or pleasant can have an ad-
mixture of something rendering it undesirable or unpleasant;
but the very aspect of pleasurableness has not and cannot have
anythingmixed with it rendering it unpleasant or undesirable.
Now it is possible for things that are pleasurable, by participa-
tion of goodness which is the aspect of appetibility or pleasur-
ableness, not to give pleasure when they are apprehended, but
it is impossible for that which is good by its essence not to give
pleasure when it is apprehended.erefore since God is essen-
tially His own goodness, it is impossible for the Godhead to
be seen without joy.

Reply to Objection 1. e wicked will know most clearly
that Christ is God, not through seeing His Godhead, but on
account of the most manifest signs of His Godhead.
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Reply toObjection 2.No one can hate the Godhead con-
sidered in itself, as neither can one hate goodness itself. But
God is said to be hated by certain persons in respect of some of
the effects of the Godhead, in so far as He does or commands
something contrary to their will*. erefore the vision of the
Godhead can be painful to no one.

Reply to Objection 3. e saying of Augustine applies
when the thing apprehendedpreviously by the intellect is good
by participation and not essentially, such as all creatures are;
wherefore theremay be something in them by reason of which
the affections are not moved. In like manner God is known
by wayfarers through His effects, and their intellect does not
attain to the very essence ofHis goodness. Hence it is not nec-
essary that the affections follow the intellect, as they would if

the intellect saw God’s essence which is His goodness.
Reply toObjection 4.Grief denotes not a disposition but

a passion. Now every passion is removed if a stronger contrary
cause supervene, and does not remove that cause. Accordingly
the grief of the damned would be done away if they saw God
in His essence.

Reply to Objection 5. e indisposition of an organ re-
moves the natural proportion of the organ to the object that
has a natural aptitude to please, wherefore the pleasure is hin-
dered. But the indisposition which is in the damned does not
remove the natural proportion whereby they are directed to
the Divine goodness, since its image ever remains in them.
Hence the comparison fails.

* Cf. IIa IIae, q. 34, a. 1.
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S   T P, Q 91
Of the Quality of the World Aer the Judgment

(In Five Articles)

We must next discuss the quality which the world and those who rise again will have aer the judgment. Here a threefold
matter offers itself to our consideration: (1) e state and quality of the world; (2) e state of the blessed; (3) e state of the
wicked.

Under the first head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether there will be a renewal of the world?
(2) Whether the movement of the heavenly bodies will cease?
(3) Whether the heavenly bodies will be more brilliant?
(4) Whether the elements will receive an additional clarity?
(5) Whether the animals and plants will remain?

Suppl. q. 91 a. 1Whether the world will be renewed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the world will never be
renewed. For nothing will be but what was at some time as
to its species: “What is it that hath been? the same thing that
shall be” (Eccles. 1:9). Now the world never had any disposi-
tion other than it has now as to essential parts, both genera and
species. erefore it will never be renewed.

Objection 2. Further, renewal is a kind of alteration. But
it is impossible for the universe to be altered; because whatever
is altered argues some alterant that is not altered, which nev-
ertheless is a subject of local movement: and it is impossible to
place such a thing outside the universe. erefore it is impos-
sible for the world to be renewed.

Objection 3. Further, it is stated (Gn. 2:2) that
“God…rested on the seventh day from all His work which He
had done,” and holy men explain that “He rested from form-
ing new creatures.” Now when things were first established,
the mode imposed upon them was the same as they have now
in the natural order. erefore they will never have any other.

Objection 4. Further, the disposition which things have
now is natural to them. erefore if they be altered to another
disposition, this disposition will be unnatural to them. Now
whatever is unnatural and accidental cannot last for ever (De
Coelo et Mundo i). erefore this disposition acquired by be-
ing renewed will be taken away from them; and thus there will
be a cycle of changes in the world as Empedocles and Origen
(Peri Archon. ii, 3) maintained, and aer this world there will
be another, and aer that again another.

Objection 5. Further, newness of glory is given to the ra-
tional creature as a reward. Now where there is no merit, there
can be no reward. Since then insensible creatures havemerited
nothing, it would seem that they will not be renewed.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 65:17): “Behold I create
new heavens and a new earth, and the former things shall not
be in remembrance”; and (Apoc. 21:1): “I saw a new heaven
and a new earth. For the first heaven and the first earth was

gone.”
Further, the dwelling should befit the dweller. But the

world was made to be man’s dwelling. erefore it should be-
fit man. Now man will be renewed. erefore the world will
be likewise.

Further, “Every beast loveth its like” (Ecclus. 13:19),
wherefore it is evident that likeness is the reason of love. Now
man has some likeness to the universe, wherefore he is called “a
little world.” Hence man loves the whole world naturally and
consequently desires its good. erefore, that man’s desire be
satisfied the universe must needs also be made better.

I answer that,Webelieve all corporeal things to have been
made for man’s sake, wherefore all things are stated to be sub-
ject to him*. Now they serve man in two ways, first, as sus-
tenance to his bodily life, secondly, as helping him to know
God, inasmuch as man sees the invisible things of God by the
things that are made (Rom. 1:20). Accordingly glorified man
will nowise need creatures to render him the first of these ser-
vices, since his body will be altogether incorruptible, the Di-
vine power effecting this through the soul which it will glorify
immediately. Again man will not need the second service as
to intellective knowledge, since by that knowledge he will see
God immediately in His essence. e carnal eye, however, will
be unable to attain to this vision of the Essence; wherefore that
it may be fittingly comforted in the vision of God, it will see
the Godhead in Its corporeal effects, wherein manifest proofs
of the Divine majesty will appear, especially in Christ’s flesh,
and secondarily in the bodies of the blessed, and aerwards in
all other bodies. Hence those bodies also will need to receive
a greater inflow from the Divine goodness than now, not in-
deed so as to change their species, but so as to add a certain
perfection of glory: and such will be the renewal of the world.
Wherefore at the one same time, the world will be renewed,
and man will be glorified.

Reply to Objection 1. Solomon is speaking there of the

* Ps. 8:5, seqq.
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natural course: this is evident from his adding: “Nothing un-
der the sun is new.” For since the movement of the sun fol-
lows a circle, those things which are subject to the sun’s power
must needs have some kind of circular movement. is con-
sists in the fact that things which were before return the same
in species but different in the individual (De Generat. i). But
things belonging to the state of glory are not “under the sun.”

Reply toObjection 2.is argument considers natural al-
teration which proceeds from a natural agent, which acts from
natural necessity. For such an agent cannot produce different
dispositions, unless it be itself disposed differently. But things
donebyGodproceed from freedomofwill, wherefore it is pos-
sible, without any change inGodWhowills it, for the universe
to have at one time one disposition, and another at another
time. us this renewal will not be reduced to a cause that is
moved, but to an immovable principle, namely God.

Reply toObjection 3. God is stated to have ceased on the
seventh day forming new creatures, for asmuch as nothingwas
made aerwards that was not previously in some likeness* ei-

ther generically, or specifically, or at least as in a seminal prin-
ciple, or even as in an obediential potentiality†. I say then that
the future renewal of the world preceded in the works of the
six days by way of a remote likeness, namely in the glory and
grace of the angels. Moreover it preceded in the obediential
potentiality which was then bestowed on the creature to the
effect of its receiving this same renewal by the Divine agency.

Reply to Objection 4. is disposition of newness will be
neither natural nor contrary to nature, but above nature (just
as grace and glory are above the nature of the soul): and it will
proceed from an everlasting agent which will preserve it for
ever.

Reply to Objection 5. Although, properly speaking, in-
sensible bodies will not have merited this glory, yet man mer-
ited that this glory should be bestowed on the whole universe,
in so far as this conduces toman’s increase of glory.us aman
merits to be clothed in more splendid robes, which splendor
the robes nowise merited themselves.

Suppl. q. 91 a. 2Whether the movement of the heavenly bodies will cease?

Objection 1. It seems that when the world is thus renewed
the movement of the heavenly bodies will not cease. For it is
written (Gn. 8:22): “All the days of the earth…cold and heat,
summer and winter, night and day shall not cease.” Now night
and day, summer and winter result from the movement of the
sun. erefore the movement of the sun will never cease.

Objection 2. Further, it is written ( Jer. 31:35,36): “us
saith the Lord Who giveth the sun for the light of the day, the
order of the moon and of the stars for the light of the night:
Who stirreth up the sea, and the waves thereof roar…If these
ordinances shall fail before Me…then also the seed of Israel
shall fail, so as not to be a nation before Me for ever.” Now the
seed of Israel shall never fail, but will remain for ever. ere-
fore the laws of day and of the sea waves, which result from the
heavenly movement, will remain for ever. erefore the move-
ment of the heaven will never cease.

Objection 3. Further, the substance of the heavenly bod-
ies will remain for ever. Now it is useless to admit the existence
of a thing unless you admit the purpose for which it wasmade:
and the heavenly bodies were made in order “to divide the day
and the night”; and to be “for signs, and for seasons, and for
days and for years” (Gn. 1:14). But they cannot do this except
by movement. erefore their movement will remain for ever,
else those bodies would remain without a purpose.

Objection 4. Further, in this renewal of the world the
whole world will be bettered. erefore no body will be de-
prived of what pertains to its perfection. Now movement be-
longs to the perfection of a heavenly body, because, as stated in
De Coelo et Mundo ii, “those bodies participate of the Divine
goodness by their movement.” erefore the movement of the

heaven will not cease.
Objection 5. Further, the sun successively gives light to

the various parts of the world, by reason of its circular move-
ment.erefore if the circularmovement of the heaven ceases,
it follows that in some part of the earth’s surface there will be
perpetual darkness, which is unbecoming to the aforesaid re-
newal.

Objection 6. Further, if the movement were to cease, this
could only be because movement causes some imperfection in
the heaven, for instance wear and tear, which is impossible,
since thismovement is natural, and the heavenly bodies are im-
passible, wherefore they are not worn out by movement (De
Coelo et Mundo ii). erefore the movement of the heaven
will never cease.

Objection 7. Further, a potentiality is useless if it be not
reduced to act. Now in whatever position the heavenly body is
placed it is in potentiality to another position. erefore un-
less this potentiality be reduced to act, it would remain useless,
andwould always be imperfect. But it cannot be reduced to act
save by local movement. erefore it will always be in motion.

Objection 8. Further, if a thing is indifferent in relation
to more than one alternation, either both are ascribed to it,
or neither. Now the sun is indifferent to being in the east or in
thewest, else itsmovementwould not be uniform throughout,
since it would move more rapidly to the place which is more
natural to it. erefore either neither position is ascribed to
the sun, or both. But neither both nor neither can be ascribed
to it, except successively by movement; for if it stand still, it
must needs stand in some position. erefore the solar body
will always be inmotion, and in likemanner all other heavenly

* Cf. Ia, q. 73, a. 1. † Cf. Ia, q. 115, a. 2, ad 4; IIIa, q. 11, a. 1.
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bodies.
Objection 9. Further, the movement of the heaven is the

cause of time. erefore if the movement of the heaven fail,
time must needs fail: and if this were to fail, it would fail in
an instant. Now an instant is defined (Phys. viii) “the begin-
ning of the future and the end of the past.”Consequently there
would be time aer the last instant of time, which is impossi-
ble. erefore the movement of the heavens will never cease.

Objection 10. Further, glory does not remove nature. But
the movement of the heaven is natural. erefore it is not de-
prived thereof by glory.

On the contrary, It is stated (Apoc. 10:6) that the an-
gel who appeared, “swore by him that liveth for ever and
ever…that time shall be no longer,” namely aer the seventh
angel shall have sounded the trumpet, at the sound of which
“the dead shall rise again” (1 Cor. 15:52). Now if time be not,
there is no movement of the heaven. erefore the movement
of the heaven will cease.

Further: “y sun shall go down no more, and thy moon
shall not decrease” (Is. 60:20). Now the setting of the sun
and the phases of the moon are caused by the movement of
the heavens. erefore the heavenly movement will cease at
length.

Further, it is shown in De Gener. ii that “the movement of
the heaven is for the sake of continual generation in this lower
world.” But generationwill cease when the number of the elect
is complete. erefore the movement of the heaven will cease.

Further, all movement is for some end (Metaph. ii). But all
movement for an end ceases when the end is obtained. ere-
fore either the movement of the heaven will never obtain its
end, and thus it would be useless, or it will cease at length.

Further, rest is more noble thanmovement, because things
aremore likened toGod,Who is supremely immovable, by be-
ing themselves unmoved. Now the movement of lower bodies
terminates naturally in rest. erefore since the heavenly bod-
ies are far nobler, their movement terminates naturally in rest.

I answer that,ere are three opinions touching this ques-
tion. e first is of the philosophers who assert that the move-
ment of the heaven will last for ever. But this is not in keeping
with our faith, which holds that the elect are in a certain num-
ber preordained by God, so that the begetting of men will not
last for ever, and for the same reason, neither will other things
that are directed to the begetting of men, such as the move-
ment of the heaven and the variations of the elements. Others
say that the movement of the heaven will cease naturally. But
this again is false, since every body that is moved naturally has
a place wherein it rests naturally, whereto it ismoved naturally,
and whence it is not moved except by violence. Now no such
place can be assigned to the heavenly body, since it is notmore
natural to the sun to move towards a point in the east than to
move away from it, wherefore either its movement would not
be altogether natural, or itsmovementwouldnot naturally ter-
minate in rest. Hence we must agree with others who say that
the movement of the heaven will cease at this renewal of the

world, not indeed by any natural cause, but as a result of the
will of God. For the body in question, like other bodies, was
made to serve man in the two ways above mentioned (a. 1):
and hereaer in the state of glory man will no longer need one
of these services, that namely in respect of which the heavenly
bodies serve man for the sustenance of his bodily life. Now in
this way the heavenly bodies serve man by their movement, in
so far as by the heavenly movement the human race is mul-
tiplied, plants and animals needful for man’s use generated,
and the temperature of the atmosphere rendered conducive
to health. erefore the movement of the heavenly body will
cease as soon as man is glorified.

Reply toObjection 1.ese words refer to the earth in its
present state, when it is able to be the principle of the gener-
ation and corruption of plants. is is evident from its being
said there: “All the days of the earth, seed time and harvest,”
etc. And it is simply to be granted that as long as the earth is
fit for seed time and harvest, the movement of the heaven will
not cease.

We reply in like manner to obj. 2 that the Lord is speaking
there of the duration of the seed of Israel with regard to the
present state. is is evident from the words: “en also the
seed of Israel shall fail, so as not to be a nation before Me for
ever.” For aer this state there will be no succession of days:
wherefore the laws also which He had mentioned will cease
aer this state.

Reply to Objection 3. e end which is there assigned
to the heavenly bodies is their proximate end, because it is
their proper act. But this act is directed further to another end,
namely the service of man, which is shown by the words of Dt.
4:19: “Lest perhaps liing up thy eyes to heaven, thou see the
sun and the moon and all the stars of heaven, and being de-
ceived by error thou adore and serve them, which the Lord thy
God created for the service of all the nations, that are under
heaven.” erefore we should form our judgment of the heav-
enly bodies from the service of man, rather than from the end
assigned to them inGenesis. Moreover the heavenly bodies, as
stated above, will serve glorified man in another way; hence it
does not follow that they will remain without a purpose.

Reply to Objection 4. Movement does not belong to the
perfection of a heavenly body, except in so far as thereby it is
the cause of generation and corruption in this lowerworld: and
in that respect also this movement makes the heavenly body
participate in the Divine goodness by way of a certain likeness
of causality. But movement does not belong to the perfection
of the substance of the heaven, which substance will remain.
Wherefore it does not follow that,when thismovement ceases,
the substance of the heaven will lose something of its perfec-
tion.

Reply to Objection 5. All the elemental bodies will have
in themselves a certain clarity of glory. Hence though part of
the surface of the earth be not lit up by the sun, there will by
no means be any darkness there.

Reply to Objection 6. A gloss of Ambrose on Rom. 8:22,

2833



“Every creature groaneth,” etc. says explicitly that “all the ele-
ments labor to fulfill their offices: thus the sun and moon fill
the places appointed to them not without work: this is for our
sake, wherefore they will rest whenwe are taken up to heaven.”
is work, in my opinion, does not signify that any stress or
passion occurs to these bodies from theirmovement, since this
movement is natural to them and nowise violent, as is proved
in De Coelo et Mundo i. But work here denotes a defect in
relation to the term to which a thing tends. Hence since this
movement is ordained by Divine providence to the comple-
tion of the number of the elect, it follows that as long as the
latter is incomplete, this movement has not reached the term
whereto it was ordained: hence it is said metaphorically to la-
bor, as a man who has not what he intends to have. is defect
will be removed from the heavenwhen the number of the elect
is complete. Or it may refer to the desire of the future renewal
which it awaits from the Divine disposal.

Reply to Objection 7. In a heavenly body there is no po-
tentiality that can be perfected by place, or that is made for
this end which is to be in such and such a place. But poten-
tiality to situation in a place is related to a heavenly body, as
the crasman’s potentiality to construct various houses of one
kind: for if he construct one of these he is not said to have the
potentiality uselessly, and in likemanner in whatever situation
a heavenly body be placed, its potentiality to be in a place will
not remain incomplete or without a purpose.

Reply to Objection 8. Although a heavenly body, so far
as regards its nature, is equally inclined to every situation that
it can possibly occupy, nevertheless in comparison with things
outside it, it is not equally inclined to every situation: but in
respect of one situation it has amore noble disposition in com-
parison with certain things than in respect of another situ-
ation; thus in our regard the sun has a more noble disposi-
tion at daytime than at night-time. Hence it is probable, since
the entire renewal of the world is directed to man, that the
heaven will have in this renewal the most noble situation pos-
sible in relation to our dwelling there. Or, according to some,
the heaven will rest in that situation wherein it was made, else
one of its revolutions would remain incomplete. But this argu-
ment seems improbable, for since a revolution of the heaven
takes no less than 36,000 years to complete, it would follow
that the world must last that length of time, which does not
seem probable. Moreover according to this it would be possi-
ble to know when the world will come to an end. For we may

conclude with probability from astronomers in what position
the heavenly bodies were made, by taking into consideration
the number of years that have elapsed since the beginning of
the world: and in the same way it would be possible to know
the exact number of years it would take them to return to a
like position: whereas the time of the world’s end is stated to
be unknown.

Reply toObjection 9.Timewill at length cease, when the
heavenly movement ceases. Yet that last “now” will not be the
beginning of the future. For the definition quoted applies to
the “now” only as continuous with the parts of time, not as
terminating the whole of time.

Reply to Objection 10. e movement of the heaven is
said to be natural, not as though it were part of nature in the
same way as we speak of natural principles; but because it has
its principle in the nature of a body, not indeed its active but its
receptive principle. Its active principle is a spiritual substance,
as the Commentator says on De Coelo et Mundo; and conse-
quently it is not unreasonable for this movement to be done
away by the renewal of glory, since the nature of the heavenly
body will not alter through the cessation of that movement.

We grant the other objections which argue in the con-
trary sense, namely thefirst three, because they conclude indue
manner. But since the remaining two seem to conclude that
the movement of heaven will cease naturally, we must reply to
them. To the first, then, we reply that movement ceases when
its purpose is attained, provided this is a sequel to, and does
not accompany the movement. Now the purpose of the heav-
enly movement, according to philosophers, accompanies that
movement, namely the imitation of theDivine goodness in the
causality of that movement with respect to this lower world.
Hence it does not follow that this movement ceases naturally.

To the second we reply that although immobility is sim-
ply nobler than movement, yet movement in a subject which
thereby can acquire a perfect participation of theDivine good-
ness is nobler than rest in a subject which is altogether un-
able to acquire that perfection by movement. For this reason
the earth which is the lowest of the elements is without move-
ment: although God Who is exalted above all things is with-
out movement, by Whom the more noble bodies are moved.
Hence also it is that themovements of the higher bodiesmight
be held to be perpetual, so far as their natural power is con-
cerned, and never to terminate in rest, although themovement
of lower bodies terminates in rest.

Suppl. q. 91 a. 3Whether the brightness of the heavenly bodies will be increased at this renewal?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the brightness of theheav-
enly bodies will not be increased at this renewal. For this re-
newal as regards the lower bodies will be caused by the cleans-
ing fire. But the cleansing fire will not reach the heavenly bod-
ies. erefore the heavenly bodies will not be renewed by re-
ceiving an increase of brightness.

Objection 2. Further, just as the heavenly bodies are the
cause of generation in this lower world by their movement, so
are they by their light. But, when generation ceases, movement
will cease as stated above (a. 2). erefore in like manner the
light of the heavenly bodies will cease rather than increase.

Objection 3. Further, if the heavenly bodies will be re-
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newed when man is renewed, it follows that when man deteri-
orated they deteriorated likewise. But this does not seemprob-
able, since these bodies are unalterable as to their substance.
erefore neither will they be renewed when man is renewed.

Objection 4. Further, if they deteriorated then it follows
that their deterioration was on a par with the amelioration
which, it is said, will accrue to them at man’s renewal. Now
it is written (Is. 30:26) that “the light of the moon shall be as
the light of the sun.” erefore in the original state before sin
themoon shone asmuch as the sun does now.ereforewhen-
ever themoonwas over the earth, itmade it to be day as the sun
doesnow:which is provedmanifestly tobe false fromthe state-
ment of Gn. 1:16 that the moon was made “to rule the night.”
erefore when man sinned the heavenly bodies were not de-
prived of their light; and so their light will not be increased, so
it seems, when man is glorified.

Objection 5. Further, the brightness of the heavenly bod-
ies, like other creatures, is directed to the use of man. Now,
aer the resurrection, the brightness of the sun will be of no
use to man: for it is written (Is. 60:19): “ou shalt no more
have the sun for thy light by day, neither shall the brightness of
the moon enlighten thee,” and (Apoc. 21:23): “e city hath
no need of the sun, nor of the moon to shine in it.” erefore
their brightness will not be increased.

Objection 6. Further, it were not a wise crasman who
would make very great instruments for the making of a small
work. Now man is a very small thing in comparison with the
heavenly bodies, which by their huge bulk surpass the size of
man almost beyond comparison: in fact the size of the whole
earth in comparison with the heaven is as a point compared
with a sphere, as astronomers say. Since then God is most wise
it would seem that man is not the end of the creation of the
heavens, and so it is unseemly that the heaven should deterio-
rate when he sinned, or that it should be bettered when he is
glorified.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 30:26): “e light of the
moon shall be as the light of the sun, and the light of the sun
shall be sevenfold.”

Further, the whole world will be renewed for the better.
But the heaven is the more noble part of the corporeal world.
erefore it will be altered for the better. But this cannot be
unless it shine outwith greater brightness.erefore its bright-
ness will be bettered and will increase.

Further, “every creature that groaneth and travaileth in
pain, awaiteth the revelation of the glory of the children of
God”* (Rom. 8:21,22). Now such are the heavenly bodies, as a
gloss says on the same passage. erefore they await the glory
of the saints. But they would not await it unless they were to
gain something by it. erefore their brightness will increase
thereby, since it is their chief beauty.

I answer that, e renewal of the world is directed to the
end that, aer this renewal has taken place, God may become

visible to man by signs so manifest as to be perceived as it were
by his senses. Now creatures lead to the knowledge of God
chiefly by their comeliness and beauty, which show forth the
wisdom of their Maker and Governor; wherefore it is written
(Wis. 13:5): “By the greatness of thebeauty andof the creature,
the Creator of them may be seen, so as to be known thereby.”
And the beauty of the heavenly bodies consists chiefly in light;
wherefore it is written (Ecclus. 43:10): “e glory of the stars
is the beauty of heaven, the Lord enlighteneth the world on
high.”Hence the heavenly bodies will be bettered, especially as
regards their brightness. But to what degree and in what way
this betterment will take place is known to Him alone Who
will bring it about.

Reply toObjection 1.e cleansing fire will not cause the
form of the renewal, but will only dispose thereto, by cleans-
ing from the vileness of sin and the impurity resulting from
themingling of bodies, and this is not to be found in the heav-
enly bodies. Hence although the heavenly bodies are not to be
cleansed by fire, they are nevertheless to be Divinely renewed.

Reply toObjection 2.Movement does not denote perfec-
tion in the thing moved, considered in itself, since movement
is the act of that which is imperfect: although it may pertain
to the perfection of a body in so far as the latter is the cause of
something. But light belongs to the perfection of a lightsome
body, even considered in its substance: and consequently aer
the heavenly body has ceased to be the cause of generation, its
brightness will remain, while its movement will cease.

Reply to Objection 3. A gloss on Is. 30:26, “e light of
themoon shall be as the light of the sun,” says: “All thingsmade
for man’s sake deteriorated at his fall, and sun and moon di-
minished in light.” is diminishment is understood by some
to mean a real lessening of light. Nor does it matter that the
heavenly bodies are by nature unalterable, because this alter-
ation was brought about by the Divine power. Others, how-
ever, with greater probability, take this diminishment tomean,
not a real lessening of light, but a lessening in reference toman’s
use; because aer sinmandid not receive asmuch benefit from
the light of the heavenly bodies as before. In the same sense we
read (Gn. 3:17,18): “Cursed is the earth in thy work…orns
and thistles shall it bring forth to thee”; although itwould have
brought forth thorns and thistles before sin, but not as a pun-
ishment to man. Nor does it follow that, supposing the light
of the heavenly bodies not to have been lessened essentially
through man sinning, it will not really be increased at man’s
glorification, because man’s sin wrought no change upon the
state of the universe, since both before and aer sin man had
an animal life, which needs the movement and generation of
a corporeal creature; whereas man’s glorification will bring a
change upon the state of all corporeal creatures, as stated above
(q. 76, a. 7). Hence there is no comparison.

Reply to Objection 4. is diminution, according to the
more probable opinion, refers not to the substance but to the

* ‘e creature also itself shall be delivered from the servitude of corrup-
tion, into the liberty of the children of God. For we know that every creature
groaneth and travaileth in pain,’ etc.
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effect. Hence it does not follow that the moon while over the
earth would have made it to be day, but that man would have
derived as much benefit from the light of the moon then as
now from the light of the sun. Aer the resurrection, how-
ever,when the light of themoonwill be increased in very truth,
there will be night nowhere on earth but only in the center of
the earth, where hell will be, because then, as stated, the moon
will shine as brightly as the sun does now; the sun seven times
asmuch as now, and the bodies of the blessed seven timesmore
than the sun, although there be no authority or reason to prove
this.

Reply toObjection5.Athingmaybeuseful toman in two
ways. First, by reason of necessity, and thus no creature will be
useful to man because he will have complete sufficiency from
God. is is signified (Apoc. 21:23) by the words quoted, ac-
cording to which that “city hath no need of the sun,” nor “of
the moon.” Secondly, on account of a greater perfection, and
thus man will make use of other creatures, yet not as needful
to him in order to obtain his end, in which way he makes use
of them now.

Reply to Objection 6. is is the argument of Rabbi
Moses who endeavors to prove (Dux errantium iii) that the
world was by no means made for man’s use. Wherefore he
maintains that what we read in the Old Testament about the
renewal of the world, as instanced by the quotations from Isa-
ias, is saidmetaphorically: and that even as the sun is said to be
darkened in reference to a person when he encounters a great
sorrow so as not to knowwhat to do (which way of speaking is
customary to Scripture), so on the other hand the sun is said to
shinebrighter for a person, and thewholeworld tobe renewed,
when he is brought from a state of sorrow to one of very great
joy. But this is not in harmony with the authority and com-
mentaries of holy men. Consequently we must answer this ar-
gument by saying that although the heavenly bodies far surpass
the human body, yet the rational soul surpasses the heavenly
bodies far more than these surpass the human body. Hence it
is not unreasonable to say that the heavenly bodies were made
for man’s sake; not, however as though this were the principal
end, since the principal end of all things is God.

Suppl. q. 91 a. 4Whether the elements will be renewed by an addition of brightness?

Objection 1. It would seem that the elements will not be
renewed by receiving some kind of brightness. For just as light
is a quality proper to a heavenly body, so are hot and cold,
wet and dry. qualities proper to the elements. erefore as the
heaven is renewed by an increase of brightness, so ought the el-
ements to be renewed by an increase of active and passive qual-
ities.

Objection 2. Further, rarity, and density are qualities of
the elements, and the elements will not be deprived of them at
this renewal.Now the rarity and density of the elementswould
seem to be an obstacle to brightness, since a bright body needs
to be condensed, for which reason the rarity of the air seems
incompatible with brightness, and in like manner the density
of the earth which is an obstacle to transparency. erefore it
is impossible for the elements to be renewed by the addition
of brightness.

Objection 3. Further, it is agreed that the damned will be
in the earth. Yet they will be in darkness not only internal but
also external. erefore the earth will not be endowed with
brightness in this renewal, nor for the same reason will the
other elements.

Objection 4. Further, increase of brightness in the ele-
ments implies an increase of heat. If therefore at this renewal
the brightness of the elements be greater than it is now, their
heat will likewise be greater; and thus it would seem that they
will be changed from their natural qualities, which are in them
according to a fixed measure: and this is absurd.

Objection 5. Further, the good of the universe which con-
sists in the order and harmony of the parts is more excellent
than the good of any individual creature. But if one creature

be bettered, the good of the universe is done away, since there
will no longer be the same harmony. erefore if the elemen-
tal bodies, which according to their natural degree in the uni-
verse should be devoid of brightness, were to be endowedwith
brightness, the perfection of the universewould be diminished
thereby rather than increased.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 21:1): “I saw a new
heaven and a new earth.” Now the heaven will be renewed by
an increase of brightness. erefore the earth and likewise the
other elements will also.

Further, the lower bodies, like the higher, are forman’s use.
Now the corporeal creature will be rewarded for its services to
man, as a gloss of Ambrose seems to say on Rom. 8:22, “Every
creature groaneth,” and a gloss of Jerome on Is. 30:26, “And the
light of the moon shall be,” etc. erefore the elements will be
glorified as well as the heavenly bodies.

Further, man’s body is composed of the elements. ere-
fore the elemental particles that are in man’s body will be glo-
rified by the addition of brightnesswhenman is glorified.Now
it is fitting that whole and part should have the same disposi-
tion.erefore it is fitting that the elements themselves should
be endowed with brightness.

I answer that, Just as there is a certain order between the
heavenly spirits and the earthly or human spirits, so is there
an order between heavenly bodies and earthly bodies. Since
then the corporeal creature was made for the sake of the spir-
itual and is ruled thereby, it follows that corporeal things are
dealt with similarly to spiritual things. Now in this final con-
summation of things the lower spirits will receive the proper-
ties of the higher spirits, because men will be as the angels in
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heaven (Mat. 22:30): and this will be accomplished by confer-
ring the highest degree of perfection on that in which the hu-
man spirit agrees with the angelic. Wherefore, in like manner,
since the lower bodies do not agree with the heavenly bodies
except in the nature of light and transparency (De Anima ii),
it follows that the lower bodies are to be perfected chiefly as re-
gards brightness. Hence all the elements will be clothed with a
certain brightness, not equally, however, but according to their
mode: for it is said that the earth on its outward surface will be
as transparent as glass, water as crystal, the air as heaven, fire as
the lights of heaven.

Reply to Objection 1. As stated above (a. 1), the renewal
of the world is directed to the effect that man even by his
senses may as it were see the Godhead by manifest signs. Now
the most spiritual and subtle of our senses is the sight. Conse-
quently all the lower bodies need to be bettered, chiefly as re-
gards the visible qualities the principle ofwhich is light.On the
other hand, the elemental qualities regard the touch, which is
the most material of the senses, and the excess of their contra-
riety is more displeasing than pleasant; whereas excess of light
will be pleasant, since it has no contrariety, except on account
of a weakness in the organ, such as will not be then.

Reply toObjection 2.eair will be bright, not as casting
forth rays, but as an enlightened transparency; while the earth,
although it is opaque through lack of light, yet by the Divine
power its surface will be clothed with the glory of brightness,
without prejudice to its density.

Reply toObjection 3.e earth will not be glorified with
brightness in the infernal regions; but instead of this glory,
that part of the earth will have the rational spirits of men and
demons who though weak by reason of sin are nevertheless su-
perior to any corporeal quality by the dignity of their nature.
or we may say that, though the whole earth be glorified, the
wicked will nevertheless be in exterior darkness, since even the
fire of hell, while shining for them in one respect, will be un-
able to enlighten them in another.

Reply toObjection4.is brightnesswill be in these bod-
ies even as it is in the heavenly bodies, in which it causes no
heat, because these bodies will then be unalterable, as the heav-
enly bodies are now.

Reply to Objection 5. e order of the universe will not
be done away by the betterment of the elements, because all
the other parts will also be bettered, and so the same harmony
will remain.

Suppl. q. 91 a. 5Whether the plants and animals will remain in this renewal?

Objection 1. It would seem that the plants and animals
will remain in this renewal. For the elements should be de-
prived of nothing that belongs to their adornment. Now the
elements are said to be adorned by the animals and plants*.
erefore they will not be removed in this renewal.

Objection 2. Further, just as the elements served man, so
also did animals, plants andmineral bodies. But on account of
this service the elements will be glorified. erefore both ani-
mals and plants and mineral bodies will be glorified likewise.

Objection 3. Further, the universe will remain imperfect
if anything belonging to its perfection be removed. Now the
species of animals, plants, and mineral bodies belong to the
perfection of the universe. Since then wemust not say that the
world will remain imperfect when it is renewed, it seems that
we should assert that the plants and animals will remain.

Objection 4. Further, animals and plants have a more no-
ble form than the elements. Now the world, at this final re-
newal, will be changed for the better. erefore animals and
plants should remain rather than the elements, since they are
nobler.

Objection5.Further, it is unseemly to assert that the natu-
ral appetite will be frustrated. But by their natural appetite an-
imals and plants desire to be for ever, if indeed not as regards
the individual, at least as regards the species: and to this end
their continual generation is directed (De Generat. ii). ere-
fore it is unseemly to say that these species will at length cease
to be.

On the contrary, If plants and animals are to remain, ei-
ther all of themwill, or some of them. If all of them, then dumb
animals, which had previously died, will have to rise again just
as men will rise again. But this cannot be asserted for since
their form comes to nothing, they cannot resume the same
identical form. On the other hand if not all but some of them
remain, since there is no more reason for one of them remain-
ing for ever rather than another, it would seem that none of
them will. But whatever remains aer the world has been re-
newed will remain for ever, generation and corruption being
done away. erefore plants and animals will altogether cease
aer the renewal of the world.

Further, according to the Philosopher (DeGenerat. ii) the
species of animals, plants and such like corruptible things, are
not perpetuated except by the continuance of the heavenly
movement. Now this will cease then. erefore it will be im-
possible for those species to be perpetuated.

Further, if the end cease, those thingswhich are directed to
the end should cease. Now animals and plants were made for
the upkeep of human life; wherefore it is written (Gn. 9:3):
“Even as the green herbs have I delivered all flesh to you*.”
erefore when man’s animal life ceases, animals and plants
should cease. But aer this renewal animal life will cease in
man. erefore neither plants nor animals ought to remain.

I answer that, Since the renewal of the world will be for
man’s sake it follows that it should be conformed to the re-
newal of man. Now by being renewed man will pass from the

* Cf. Gn. 1:11,12,20,21,24,25. * Vulg.: ‘have I delivered them all to you’.
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state of corruption to incorruptibility and to a state of everlast-
ing rest, wherefore it is written (1 Cor. 15:53): “is corrupt-
ible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put on
immortality”; and consequently the world will be renewed in
such a way as to throw off all corruption and remain for ever
at rest. erefore it will be impossible for anything to be the
subject of that renewal, unless it be a subject of incorruption.
Now such are the heavenly bodies, the elements, and man. For
the heavenly bodies are by their very nature incorruptible both
as to their whole and as to their part: the elements are corrupt-
ible as to their parts but incorruptible as a whole: while men
are corruptible both in whole and in part, but this is on the
part of their matter not on the part of their form, the rational
soul to wit, which will remain incorrupt aer the corruption
of man. on the other hand, dumb animals, plants, and miner-
als, and all mixed bodies, are corruptible both in their whole
and in their parts, both on the part of their matter which loses
its form, and on the part of their form which does not remain
actually; and thus they are in no way subjects of incorruption.
Hence they will not remain in this renewal, but those things
alone which we have mentioned above.

Reply to Objection 1. ese bodies are said to adorn the
elements, inasmuch as the general active and passive forces
which are in the elements are applied to specific actions: hence
they adorn the elements in their active and passive state. But
this state will not remain in the elements: wherefore there is
no need for animals or plants to remain.

Reply toObjection 2.Neither animals nor plants nor any
other bodies merited anything by their services to man, since

they lack free-will. However, certain bodies are said to be re-
warded in so far as man merited that those things should be
renewed which are adapted to be renewed. But plants and an-
imals are not adapted to the renewal of incorruption, as stated
above. Wherefore for this very reason man did not merit that
they should be renewed, since no one canmerit for another, or
even for himself that which another or himself is incapable of
receiving. Hence, granted even that dumb animals merited by
serving man, it would not follow that they are to be renewed.

Reply to Objection 3. Just as several kinds of perfection
are ascribed to man (for there is the perfection of created na-
ture and the perfection of glorified nature), so also there is a
twofold perfection of the universe, one corresponding to this
state of changeableness, the other corresponding to the state of
a future renewal. Now plants and animals belong to its perfec-
tion according to the present state, and not according to the
state of this renewal, since they are not capable thereof.

Reply to Objection 4. Although animals and plants as to
certain other respects are more noble than the elements, the
elements are more noble in relation to incorruption, as ex-
plained above†.

Reply toObjection5.enatural desire to be for ever that
is in animals and plantsmust be understood in reference to the
movement of the heaven, so that they may continue in being
as long as themovement of the heaven lasts: since there cannot
be an appetite for an effect to last longer than its cause.Where-
fore if at the cessation of movement in the first movable body,
plants and animals cease as to their species, it does not follow
that the natural appetite is frustrated.

† Cf. q. 74, a. 1, ad 3.
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S   T P, Q 92
Of the Vision of the Divine Essence in Reference to the Blessed*

(Inree Articles)

In the next place we must consider matters concerning the blessed aer the general judgment. We shall consider: (1) eir
vision of the Divine essence, wherein their bliss consists chiefly; (2) eir bliss and their mansions; (3) eir relations with the
damned; (4) eir gis, which are contained in their bliss; (5) e crowns which perfect and adorn their happiness.

Under the first head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the saints will see God in His essence?
(2) Whether they will see Him with the eyes of the body?
(3) Whether in seeing God they will see all that God sees?

Suppl. q. 92 a. 1Whether the human intellect can attain to the vision of God in His essence?

Objection 1. It would seem that the human intellect can-
not attain to the vision of God in His essence. For it is written
( Jn. 1:18): “Noman hath seenGod at any time”; andChrysos-
tom in his commentary says (Hom. xiv in Joan.) that “not even
the heavenly essences, namely the Cherubim and Seraphim,
have ever been able to see Him as He is.” Now, only equality
with the angels is promised to men (Mat. 22:30): “ey…shall
be as the angels of God in heaven.” erefore neither will the
saints in heaven see God in His essence.

Objection 2. Further, Dionysius argues thus (Div. Nom.
i): “Knowledge is only of existing things.”Nowwhatever exists
is finite, since it is confined to a certain genus: and therefore
God, sinceHe is infinite, is above all existing things.erefore
there is no knowledge of Him, and He is above all knowledge.

Objection3.Further,Dionysius (DeMyst.eol. i) shows
that the most perfect way in which our intellect can be united
to God is when it is united to Him as to something unknown.
Now that which is seen in its essence is not unknown. ere-
fore it is impossible for our intellect to see God inHis essence.

Objection 4. Further, Dionysius says (Ep. ad Caium
Monach.) that “the darkness”—for thus he calls the abundance
of light—“which screens God is impervious to all illumina-
tions, and hidden from all knowledge: and if anyone in seeing
God understood what he saw, he saw not God Himself, but
one of those things that are His.” erefore no created intel-
lect will be able to see God in His essence.

Objection 5. Further, according to Dionysius (Ep. ad Hi-
eroth.) “God is invisible on account of His surpassing glory.”
NowHis glory surpasses the human intellect in heaven even as
on the way. erefore since He is invisible on the way, so will
He be in heaven.

Objection 6. Further, since the intelligible object is the
perfection of the intellect, there must needs be proportion be-
tween intelligible and intellect, as between the visible object
and the sight. But there is no possible proportion between our
intellect and the Divine essence, since an infinite distance sep-
arates them. erefore our intellect will be unable to attain to

the vision of the Divine essence.
Objection 7. Further, God is more distant from our in-

tellect than the created intelligible is from our senses. But the
senses can nowise attain to the sight of a spiritual creature.
erefore neither will our intellect be able to attain to the vi-
sion of the Divine essence.

Objection 8. Further, whenever the intellect understands
something actually it needs to be informed with the likeness
of the object understood, which likeness is the principle of the
intellectual operation terminating in that object, even as heat
is the principle of heating. Accordingly if our intellect under-
stands God, this must be by means of some likeness inform-
ing the intellect itself. Now this cannot be the very essence
of God, since form and thing informed must needs have one
being, while the Divine essence differs from our intellect in
essence and being. erefore the form whereby our intellect is
informed in understanding God must needs be a likeness im-
pressed by God on our intellect. But this likeness, being some-
thing created, cannot lead to the knowledge of God except as
an effect leads to the knowledge of its cause.erefore it is im-
possible for our intellect to see God except throughHis effect.
But to see God through His effect is not to see Him in His
essence. erefore our intellect will be unable to see God in
His essence.

Objection 9. Further, the Divine essence is more distant
from our intellect than any angel or intelligence. Now accord-
ing to Avicenna (Metaph. iii), “the existence of an intelligence
in our intellect does not imply that its essence is in our intel-
lect,” because in that case our knowledge of the intelligence
would be a substance and not an accident, “but that its like-
ness is impressed on our intellect.” erefore neither is God
in our intellect, to be understood by us, except in so far as an
impression of Him is in our intellect. But this impression can-
not lead to the knowledge of the Divine essence, for since it is
infinitely distant from theDivine essence, it degenerates to an-
other imagemuchmore than if the image of awhite thingwere
to degenerate to the image of a black thing.erefore, just as a

* Cf. Ia, q. 12.
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person in whose sight the image of a white thing degenerates
to the image of a black thing, on account of an indisposition
in the organ, is not said to see a white thing, so neither will our
intellect be able to seeGod inHis essence, since it understands
God only by means of this impression.

Objection 10. Further, “In things devoid of matter that
which understands is the same as that which is understood”
(DeAnima iii). NowGod is supremely devoid ofmatter. Since
then our intellect, which is created, cannot attain to be an un-
created essence, it is impossible for our intellect to see God in
His essence.

Objection 11. Further, whatever is seen in its essence is
known as to what it is. But our intellect cannot know of God
what He is, but only what He is not as Dionysius (Coel. Hier.
ii) andDamascene (De FideOrth. i) declare.erefore our in-
tellect will be unable to see God in His essence.

Objection 12. Further, every infinite thing, as such, is un-
known. But God is in every way infinite. erefore He is alto-
gether unknown.erefore it will be impossible forHim to be
seen in His essence by a created intellect.

Objection 13. Further, Augustine says (De VidendoDeo:
Ep. cxlvii): “God is by nature invisible.” Now that which is in
God by nature cannot be otherwise. erefore it is impossible
for Him to be seen in His essence.

Objection 14. Further, whatever is in one way and is seen
in another way is not seen as it is. Now God is in one way and
will be seen in another way by the saints in heaven: for He ac-
cording toHis ownmode, butwill be seen by the saints accord-
ing to their mode. erefore He will not be seen by the saints
as He is, and thus will not be seen in His essence.

Objection 15. Further, that which is seen through a
medium is not seen in its essence. Now God will be seen in
heaven through a medium which is the light of glory, accord-
ing to Ps. 35:10, “In y light we shall see light.” erefore He
will not be seen in His essence.

Objection 16. Further, in heaven God will be seen face to
face, according to 1 Cor. 13:12. Now when we see a man face
to face, we see him through his likeness. erefore in heaven
God will be seen through His likeness, and consequently not
in His essence.

On the contrary, It is written (1Cor. 13:12): “We see now
through a glass in a dark manner, but then face to face.” Now
that which is seen face to face is seen in its essence. erefore
God will be seen in His essence by the saints in heaven.

Further, it is written (1 Jn. 3:2): “When He shall appear
we shall be like to Him, because we shall see Him as He is.”
erefore we shall see Him in His essence.

Further, a gloss on 1 Cor. 15:24, “When He shall have de-
livered up the kingdom toGod and the Father,” says: “Where,”
i.e. in heaven, “the essence of Father, Son, andHolyGhost shall
be seen: this is given to the clean of heart alone and is the high-
est bliss.” erefore the blessed will see God in His essence.

Further, it is written ( Jn. 14:21): “He that loveth Me shall
be loved of My Father; and I will love him, and will manifest

Myself to him.” Now that which is manifested is seen in its
essence.ereforeGodwill be seen inHis essence by the saints
in heaven.

Further, Gregory commenting (Moral. xviii) on the words
of Ex. 33:20, “Man shall not see Me and live,” disapproves of
the opinion of those who said that “in this abode of bliss God
can be seen in His glory but not in His nature; for His glory
differs not from His nature.” But His nature is His essence.
erefore He will be seen in His essence.

Further, the desire of the saints cannot be altogether frus-
trated. Now the common desire of the saints is to see God in
His essence, according to Ex. 33:13, “Show me y glory”; Ps.
79:20, “Show y face and we shall be saved”; and Jn. 14:8,
“Show us the Father and it is enough for us.” erefore the
saints will see God in His essence.

I answer that, Even as we hold by faith that the last end
of man’s life is to see God, so the philosophers maintained
thatman’s ultimate happiness is to understand immaterial sub-
stances according to their being. Hence in reference to this
question we find that philosophers and theologians encounter
the same difficulty and the same difference of opinion. For
some philosophers held that our passive intellect can never
come to understand separate substances. thus Alfarabius ex-
presses himself at the end of his Ethics, although he says the
contrary in his bookOn the Intelligence, as theCommentator
attests (DeAnima iii). In likemanner certain theologians held
that the human intellect can never attain to the vision of God
in His essence. on either side they were moved by the distance
which separates our intellect from theDivine essence and from
separate substances. For since the intellect in act is somewhat
one with the intelligible object in act, it would seem difficult
to understand how the created intellect ismade to be an uncre-
ated essence.WhereforeChrysostom says (Hom. xiv in Joan.):
“How can the creature see the uncreated?”osewhohold the
passive intellect to be the subject of generation and corrup-
tion, as being a power dependent on the body, encounter a still
greater difficulty not only as regards the vision of God but also
as regards the vision of any separate substances. But this opin-
ion is altogether untenable. First, because it is in contradiction
to the authority of canonical scripture, as Augustine declares
(De VidendoDeo: Ep. cxlvii). Secondly, because, since under-
standing is an operationmost proper toman, it follows that his
happiness must be held to consist in that operation when per-
fected in him.Now since the perfection of an intelligent being
as such is the intelligible object, if in themost perfect operation
of his intellect man does not attain to the vision of the Divine
essence, but to something else, we shall be forced to conclude
that something other than God is the object of man’s happi-
ness: and since the ultimate perfection of a thing consists in its
being united to its principle, it follows that something other
than God is the effective principle of man, which is absurd,
according to us, and also according to the philosophers who
maintain that our souls emanate from the separate substances,
so that finally we may be able to understand these substances.
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Consequently, according to us, it must be asserted that our in-
tellect will at length attain to the vision of the Divine essence,
and according to the philosophers, that it will attain to the vi-
sion of separate substances.

It remains, then, to examine how this may come about.
For some, like Alfarabius and Avempace, held that from the
very fact that our intellect understands any intelligible objects
whatever, it attains to the vision of a separate substance. To
prove this they employ two arguments. e first is that just as
the specific nature is not diversified in various individuals, ex-
cept as united to various individuating principles, so the idea
understood is not diversified in me and you, except in so far as
it is united to various imaginary forms: and consequentlywhen
the intellect separates the idea understood from the imaginary
forms, there remains a quiddity understood, which is one and
the same in the various persons understanding it, and such is
the quiddity of a separate substance.Hence, when our intellect
attains to the supreme abstraction of any intelligible quiddity,
it thereby understands the quiddity of the separate substance
that is similar to it. e second argument is that our intellect
has a natural aptitude to abstract the quiddity from all intelli-
gible objects having a quiddity. If, then, the quiddity which it
abstracts from some particular individual be a quiddity with-
out a quiddity, the intellect by understanding it understands
the quiddity of the separate substance which has a like dispo-
sition, since separate substances are subsisting quiddities with-
out quiddities; for the quiddity of a simple thing is the simple
thing itself, as Avicenna says (Met. iii). On the other hand if
the quiddity abstracted from this particular sensible be a quid-
dity that has a quiddity, it follows that the intellect has a nat-
ural aptitude to abstract this quiddity, and consequently since
we cannot go on indefinitely, we shall come to some quiddity
without a quiddity, and this is what we understand by a sepa-
rate quiddity*.

But this reasoning is seemingly inconclusive. First, because
the quiddity of the material substance, which the intellect ab-
stracts, is not of the same nature as the quiddity of the sepa-
rate substances, and consequently from the fact that our intel-
lect abstracts the quiddities of material substances and knows
them, it does not follow that it knows thequiddity of a separate
substance, especially of the Divine essence, which more than
any other is of a different nature from any created quiddity.
Secondly, because granted that it be of the same nature, never-
theless the knowledge of a composite thing would not lead to
the knowledge of a separate substance, except in the point of
the most remote genus, namely substance: and such a knowl-
edge is imperfect unless it reach to the properties of a thing.
For to know a man only as an animal is to know him only in
a restricted sense and potentially: and much less is it to know
only the nature of substance in him.Hence to knowGod thus,
or other separate substances, is not to see the essence ofGod or
the quiddity of a separate substance, but to know Him in His
effect and in amirror as it were. For this reasonAvicenna in his

Metaphysics. propounds another way of understanding sepa-
rate substances, to wit that separate substances are understood
by us by means of intentions of their quiddities, such inten-
tions being images of their substances, not indeed abstracted
therefrom, since they are immaterial, but impressed thereby on
our souls. But this way also seems inadequate to the Divine vi-
sion which we seek. For it is agreed that “whatever is received
into any thing is therein aer the mode of the recipient”: and
consequently the likeness of the Divine essence impressed on
our intellect will be according to themode of our intellect: and
themodeof our intellect falls short of a perfect receptionof the
Divine likeness. Now the lack of perfect likeness may occur in
as many ways, as unlikeness may occur. For in one way there is
a deficient likeness, when the form is participated according to
the same specific nature, but not in the same measure of per-
fection: such is the defective likeness in a subject that has little
whiteness in comparison with one that has much. In another
way the likeness is yet more defective, when it does not attain
to the same specific nature but only to the same generic nature:
such is the likeness of an orange-colored or yellowish object in
comparison with a white one. In another way, still more defec-
tive is the likeness when it does not attain to the same generic
nature, but only to a certain analogy or proportion: such is
the likeness of whiteness to man, in that each is a being: and
in this way every likeness received into a creature is defective
in comparison with the Divine essence. Now in order that the
sight know whiteness, it is necessary for it to receive the like-
ness of whiteness according to its specific nature, although not
according to the same manner of being because the form has
a manner of being in the sense other from that which it has in
the thing outside the soul: for if the formof yellownesswere re-
ceived into the eye, the eye would not be said to see whiteness.
In like manner in order that the intellect understand a quid-
dity, it is necessary for it to receive its likeness according to the
same specific nature, although there may possibly not be the
same manner of being on either side: for the form which is in
the intellect or sense is not the principle of knowledge accord-
ing to its manner of being on both sides, but according to its
common ratio with the external object. Hence it is clear that
by no likeness received in the created intellect can God be un-
derstood, so thatHis essence be seen immediately. And for this
reason thosewhoheld theDivine essence to be seen in thisway
alone, said that the essence itself will not be seen, but a certain
brightness, as it were a radiance thereof. Consequently neither
does this way suffice for the Divine vision that we seek.

erefore we must take the other way, which also certain
philosophers held, namely Alexander and Averroes (De An-
ima iii.). For since in every knowledge some form is required
whereby the object is known or seen, this form by which the
intellect is perfected so as to see separate substances is neither
a quiddity abstracted by the intellect from composite things,
as the first opinion maintained, nor an impression le on our
intellect by the separate substance, as the second opinion af-

* Cf. Ia, q. 88, a. 2.
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firmed; but the separate substance itself united to our intel-
lect as its form, so as to be both that which is understood, and
that whereby it is understood. And whatever may be the case
with other separate substances, wemust nevertheless allow this
to be our way of seeing God in His essence, because by what-
ever other formour intellectwere informed, it could not be led
thereby to the Divine essence. is, however, must not be un-
derstood as though theDivine essence were in reality the form
of our intellect, or as though from its conjunction with our
intellect there resulted one being simply, as in natural things
from the natural form and matter: but the meaning is that the
proportion of the Divine essence to our intellect is as the pro-
portion of form to matter. For whenever two things, one of
which is the perfection of the other, are received into the same
recipient, the proportion of one to the other, namely of the
more perfect to the less perfect, is as the proportion of form
to matter: thus light and color are received into a transparent
object, light being to color as form to matter. When therefore
intellectual light is received into the soul, together with the in-
dwelling Divine essence, though they are not received in the
same way, the Divine essence will be to the intellect as form to
matter: and that this suffices for the intellect to be able to see
the Divine essence by the Divine essence itself may be shown
as follows.

As from the natural form (whereby a thing has being)
and matter, there results one thing simply, so from the form
whereby the intellect understands, and the intellect itself, there
results one thing intelligibly. Now in natural things a self-
subsistent thing cannot be the form of anymatter, if that thing
has matter as one of its parts, since it is impossible for mat-
ter to be the form of a thing. But if this self-subsistent thing
be a mere form, nothing hinders it from being the form of
some matter and becoming that whereby the composite itself
is* as instanced in the soul. Now in the intellect we must take
the intellect itself in potentiality as matter, and the intelligi-
ble species as form; so that the intellect actually understanding
will be the composite as it were resulting from both. Hence if
there be a self-subsistent thing, that has nothing in itself be-
sides that which is intelligible, such a thing can by itself be
the formwhereby the intellect understands. Now a thing is in-
telligible in respect of its actuality and not of its potentiality
(Met. ix): in proof of which an intelligible form needs to be
abstracted from matter and from all the properties of matter.
erefore, since the Divine essence is pure act, it will be possi-
ble for it to be the formwhereby the intellect understands: and
this will be the beatific vision. Hence the Master says (Sent. ii,
D, 1) that the union of the body with the soul is an illustration
of the blissful union of the spirit with God.

Reply toObjection 1.ewords quoted can be explained
in three ways, according to Augustine (De Videndo Deo: Ep.
cxlvii). In one way as excluding corporeal vision, whereby no
one ever saw or will see God in His essence; secondly, as ex-
cluding intellectual vision of God in His essence from those

who dwell in this mortal flesh; thirdly, as excluding the vi-
sion of comprehension from a created intellect. It is thus that
Chrysostom understands the saying wherefore he adds: “By
seeing, the evangelist means a most clear perception, and such
a comprehension as the Father has of the Son.” is also is the
meaning of the evangelist, since he adds: “e Only-begotten
Son Who is in the bosom of the Father, He hath declared
Him”: his intention being to prove the Son to be God from
His comprehending God.

Reply toObjection 2. Just as God, byHis infinite essence,
surpasses all existing things which have a determinate being,
soHis knowledge, wherebyHe knows, is above all knowledge.
Wherefore as our knowledge is to our created essence, so is
theDivine knowledge toHis infinite essence. Now two things
contribute to knowledge, to wit, the knower and the thing
known. Again, the vision whereby we shall see God in His
essence is the same whereby God sees Himself, as regards that
whereby He is seen, because as He sees Himself in His essence
so shall we also see Him. But as regards the knower there is
the difference that is between the Divine intellect and ours.
Now in the order of knowledge the object known follows the
form by which we know, since by the form of a stone we see a
stone: whereas the efficacy of knowledge follows the power of
the knower: thus he who has stronger sight sees more clearly.
Consequently in that vision we shall see the same thing that
God sees, namely His essence, but not so effectively.

Reply to Objection 3. Dionysius is speaking there of the
knowledge whereby wayfarers know God by a created form,
whereby our intellect is informed so as to see God. But as Au-
gustine says (De Videndo Deo: Ep. cxlvii), “God evades ev-
ery form of our intellect,” because whatever form our intellect
conceive, that form is out of proportion to the Divine essence.
Hence He cannot be fathomed by our intellect: but our most
perfect knowledge of Him as wayfarers is to know that He is
above all that our intellect can conceive, and thuswe are united
to Him as to something unknown. In heaven, however, we
shall see Him by a form which is His essence, and we shall be
united to Him as to something known.

Reply to Objection 4. God is light ( Jn. 1:9). Now illu-
mination is the impression of light on an illuminated object.
And since the Divine essence is of a different mode from any
likeness thereof impressed on the intellect, he (Dionysius) says
that the “Divinedarkness is impervious to all illumination,” be-
cause, to wit, the Divine essence, which he calls “darkness” on
account of its surpassing brightness, remains undemonstrated
by the impression on our intellect, and consequently is “hid-
den from all knowledge.” erefore if anyone in seeing God
conceives something in his mind, this is not God but one of
God’s effects.

Reply to Objection 5. Although the glory of God sur-
passes any form bywhich our intellect is informed now, it does
not surpass the Divine essence, which will be the form of our
intellect in heaven: and therefore although it is invisible now,

* Literally,—and becoming the ‘whereby-it-is’ of the composite itself.
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it will be visible then.
Reply to Objection 6. Although there can be no propor-

tion between finite and infinite, since the excess of the infinite
over the finite is indeterminate, there canbe proportionateness
or a likeness to proportion between them: for as a finite thing
is equal to some finite thing, so is an infinite thing equal to an
infinite thing. Now in order that a thing be known totally, it is
sometimesnecessary that there beproportionbetweenknower
and known, because the power of the knower needs to be ade-
quate to the knowableness of the thing known, and equality is
a kind of proportion. Sometimes, however, the knowableness
of the thing surpasses the power of the knower, as when we
know God, or conversely when He knows creatures: and then
there is no need for proportion between knower and known,
but only for proportionateness; so that, to wit, as the knower
is to the knowable object, so is the knowable object to the fact
of its being known: and this proportionateness suffices for the
infinite to be known by the finite, or conversely.

We may also reply that proportion according to the strict
sense in which it is employed signifies a ratio of quantity to
quantity based on a certain fixed excess or equality; but is fur-
ther transferred to denote any ratio of any one thing to an-
other; and in this sense we say that matter should be propor-
tionate to its form. In this sense nothing hinders our intellect,
although finite, being described as proportionate to the vision
of the Divine essence; but not to the comprehension thereof,
on account of its immensity.

Reply to Objection 7. Likeness and distance are twofold.
One is according to agreement innature; and thusGod ismore
distant from the created intellect than the created intelligible
is from the sense.e other is according to proportionateness;
and thus it is the other way about, for sense is not proportion-
ate to the knowledge of the immaterial, as the intellect is pro-
portionate to the knowledge of any immaterial object what-
soever. It is this likeness and not the former that is requisite
for knowledge, for it is clear that the intellect understanding a
stone is not like it in its natural being; thus also the sight ap-
prehends redhoney and red gall, though it does not apprehend
sweet honey, for the redness of gall is more becoming to honey
as visible, than the sweetness of honey to honey.

Reply to Objection 8. In the vision wherein God will be
seen in His essence, the Divine essence itself will be the form,
as it were, of the intellect, by which it will understand: nor is it
necessary for themtobecomeone inbeing, but only tobecome
one as regards the act of understanding.

Reply toObjection9.Wedonot uphold the saying ofAvi-
cenna as regards the point at issue, for in this other philoso-
phers also disagree with him.Unless perhapswemight say that
Avicenna refers to the knowledge of separate substances, in so
far as they are known by the habits of speculative sciences and
the likeness of other things. Hence he makes this statement
in order to prove that in us knowledge is not a substance but
an accident.Nevertheless, although theDivine essence ismore
distant, as to the property of its nature, fromour intellect, than

is the substance of an angel, it surpasses it in the point of intelli-
gibility, since it is pure act without any admixture of potential-
ity, which is not the case with other separate substances. Nor
will that knowledge whereby we shall see God in His essence
be in the genus of accident as regards that whereby He will be
seen, but only as regards the act of the one who understands
Him, for this act will not be the very substance either of the
person understanding or of the thing understood.

Reply to Objection 10. A substance that is separate from
matter understands both itself and other things; and in both
cases the authority quoted can be verified. For since the very
essence of a separate substance is of itself intelligible and actual,
throughbeing separate frommatter, it is clear thatwhen a sepa-
rate substance understands itself, that which understands and
that which is understood are absolutely identical, for it does
not understand itself by an intention abstracted from itself,
as we understand material objects. And this is apparently the
meaning of thePhilosopher (DeAnima iii.) as indicated by the
Commentator (De Anima iii). But when it understands other
things, the object actually understood becomes one with the
intellect in act, in so far as the form of the object understood
becomes the form of the intellect, for as much as the intel-
lect is in act; not that it becomes identified with the essence of
the intellect, as Avicenna proves (De Natural. vi.), because the
essence of the intellect remains one under two forms whereby
it understands two things in succession, in the sameway as pri-
mary matter remains one under various forms. Hence also the
Commentator (De Anima iii.) compares the passive intellect,
in this respect, to primary matter. us it by no means follows
that our intellect in seeing God becomes the very essence of
God, but that the latter is compared to it as its perfection or
form.

Reply toObjection 11.ese and all like authorities must
be understood to refer to the knowledge whereby we know
God on the way, for the reason given above.

Reply toObjection 12.e infinite is unknown if we take
it in the privative sense, as such, because it indicates removal of
completion whence knowledge of a thing is derived. Where-
fore the infinite amounts to the same as matter subject to pri-
vation, as stated in Phys. iii. But if we take the infinite in the
negative sense, it indicates the absence of limitingmatter, since
even a form is somewhat limited by its matter. Hence the in-
finite in this sense is of itself most knowable; and it is in this
way that God is infinite.

Reply to Objection 13. Augustine is speaking of bodily
vision, by which God will never be seen. is is evident from
what precedes: “For no man hath seen God at any time, nor
can any man see Him as these things which we call visible are
seen: in this way He is by nature invisible even as He is incor-
ruptible.” As, however, He is by nature supremely being, soHe
is in Himself supremely intelligible. But that He be for a time
not understood by us is owing to our defect: wherefore that
He be seen by us aer being unseen is owing to a change not
in Him but in us.
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Reply toObjection 14. In heaven God will be seen by the
saints asHe is, if this be referred to themode of the object seen,
for the saintswill see thatGodhas themodewhichHehas. But
if we refer the mode to the knower, He will not be seen as He
is, because the created intellect will not have so great an effi-
cacy in seeing, as the Divine essence has to the effect of being
seen.

Reply toObjection 15. ere is a threefold medium both
in bodily and in intellectual vision. e first is the medium
“under which” the object is seen, and this is something per-
fecting the sight so as to see in general, without determining
the sight to any particular object. Such is bodily light in rela-
tion to bodily vision; and the light of the active intellect in re-
lation to the passive intellect, in so far as this light is amedium.
e second is the light “by which” the object is seen, and this
is the visible form whereby either sight is determined to a spe-
cial object, for instance by the form of a stone to know a stone.
e third is themedium “in which” it is seen; and this is some-
thing by gazing on which the sight is led to something else:
thus by looking in a mirror it is led to see the things reflected
in the mirror, and by looking at an image it is led to the thing
represented by the image. In this way, too, the intellect from
knowing an effect is led to the cause, or conversely. Accord-
ingly in the heavenly vision there will be no third medium, so
that, to wit, God be known by the images of other things, as

He is known now, for which reason we are said to see now in a
glass: norwill there be the secondmedium, because the essence
itself of God will be that whereby our intellect will see God.
But there will only be the first medium, which will upraise our
intellect so that it will be possible for it to be united to the
uncreated substance in the aforesaid manner. Yet this medium
will not cause that knowledge to be mediate, because it does
not come in between the knower and the thing known, but is
that which gives the knower the power to know*.

Reply to Objection 16. Corporeal creatures are not said
to be seen immediately, except when that which in them is ca-
pable of being brought into conjunction with the sight is in
conjunction therewith. Now they are not capable of being in
conjunction with the sight of their essence on account of their
materiality: hence they are seen immediately when their image
is in conjunctionwith the sight. ButGod is able to be united to
the intellect by His essence: wherefore He would not be seen
immediately, unless His essence were united to the intellect:
and this vision, which is effected immediately, is called “vi-
sion of face.” Moreover the likeness of the corporeal object is
received into the sight according to the same ratio as it is in
the object, although not according to the samemode of being.
Wherefore this likeness leads to the object directly: whereas
no likeness can lead our intellect in this way to God, as shown
above: and for this reason the comparison fails.

Suppl. q. 92 a. 2Whether aer the resurrection the saints will see God with the eyes of the body?*

Objection 1. It would seem that aer the resurrection the
saints will see God with the eyes of the body. Because the glo-
rified eye has greater power than one that is not glorified. Now
the blessed Job saw God with his eyes ( Job 42:5): “With the
hearing of the ear, I have heard ee, but now my eye seeth
ee.” Much more therefore will the glorified eye be able to
see God in His essence.

Objection2.Further, it iswritten ( Job19:26): “Inmyflesh
I shall see God my Saviour [Vulg.: ‘my God’].” erefore in
heaven God will be seen with the eyes of the body.

Objection 3. Further. Augustine, speaking of the sight of
the glorified eyes, expresses himself as follows (De Civ. Dei
xxii): “A greater power will be in those eyes, not to see more
keenly, as certain serpents or eagles are reported to see (for
whatever acuteness of vision is possessed by these animals they
can see only corporeal things), but to see even incorporeal
things.” Now any power that is capable of knowing incorpo-
real things can be upraised to see God. erefore the glorified
eyes will be able to see God.

Objection 4. Further, the disparity of corporeal to incor-
poreal things is the same as of incorporeal to corporeal. Now
the incorporeal eye can see corporeal things.erefore the cor-
poreal eye can see the incorporeal: and consequently the same
conclusion follows.

Objection 5. Further, Gregory, commenting on Job 4:16,

“ere stood onewhose countenance I knewnot,” says (Moral.
v): “Man who, had he been willing to obey the command,
would have been spiritual in the flesh, became, by sinning, car-
nal even inmind.”Now through becoming carnal inmind, “he
thinks only of those things which he draws to his soul by the
images of bodies” (Moral. v). erefore when he will be spiri-
tual in the flesh (which is promised to the saints aer the resur-
rection), he will be able even in the flesh to see spiritual things.
erefore the same conclusion follows.

Objection 6. Further, man can be beatified by God alone.
Now he will be beatified not only in soul but also in body.
erefore God will be visible not only to his intellect but also
to his flesh.

Objection 7. Further, even as God is present to the intel-
lect byHis essence, so will He be to the senses, becauseHewill
be “all in all” (1 Cor. 15:28). Now He will be seen by the in-
tellect through the union of His essence therewith. erefore
He will also be visible to the sense.

On the contrary, Ambrose, commenting on Lk. 1:2,
“ere appeared to him an angel,” says: “God is not sought
with the eyes of the body, nor surveyed by the sight, nor
clasped by the touch.” erefore God will by no means be vis-
ible to the bodily sense.

Further, Jerome, commenting on Is. 6:1, “I saw the Lord
sitting,” says: “eGodhead not only of the Father, but also of

* Cf. Ia, q. 12, a. 5. * Cf. Ia, q. 12, a. 3.
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the Son and of theHolyGhost is visible, not to carnal eyes, but
only to the eyes of themind, of which it is said: Blessed are the
pure in heart.”

Further, Jerome says again (as quoted by Augustine, Ep.
cxlvii): “An incorporeal thing is invisible to a corporeal eye.”
But God is supremely incorporeal. erefore, etc.

Further,Augustine says (DeVidendoDeo, Ep. cxlvii): “No
man hath seenGod asHe is at any time, neither in this life, nor
in the angelic life, in the sameway as these visible things which
are seen with the corporeal sight.” Now the angelic life is the
life of the blessed, wherein they will live aer the resurrection.
erefore, etc.

Further, according to Augustine (De Trin. xiv.), “man is
said to be made to God’s image inasmuch as he is able to see
God.” But man is in God’s image as regards his mind, and not
as regards his flesh. erefore he will see God with his mind
and not with his flesh.

I answer that, A thing is perceptible to the senses of the
body in two ways, directly and indirectly. A thing is percep-
tible directly if it can act directly on the bodily senses. And a
thing can act directly either on sense as such or on a particu-
lar sense as such. at which acts directly in this second way
on a sense is called a proper sensible, for instance color in re-
lation to the sight, and sound in relation to the hearing. But
as sense as such makes use of a bodily organ, nothing can be
received therein except corporeally, since whatever is received
into a thing is therein aer the mode of the recipient. Hence
all sensibles act on the sense as such, according to their mag-
nitude: and consequently magnitude and all its consequences,
such as movement, rest, number, and the like, are called com-
mon sensibles, and yet they are direct objects of sense.

An indirect object of sense is that which does not act on
the sense, neither as sense nor as a particular sense, but is an-
nexed to those things that act on sense directly: for instance
Socrates; the son of Diares; a friend and the like which are
the direct object of the intellect’s knowledge in the universal,
and in the particular are the object of the cogitative power in
man, and of the estimative power in other animals. e exter-
nal sense is said to perceive things of this kind, although in-
directly, when the apprehensive power (whose province it is
to know directly this thing known), from that which is sensed
directly, apprehends them at once and without any doubt or
discourse (thus we see that a person is alive from the fact that
he speaks): otherwise the sense is not said to perceive it even
indirectly.

I say then that God can nowise be seen with the eyes of
the body, or perceived by any of the senses, as that which is
seen directly, neither here, nor in heaven: for if that which be-
longs to sense as such be removed from sense, there will be no
sense, and in likemanner if that which belongs to sight as sight
be removed therefrom, there will be no sight. Accordingly see-
ing that sense as sense perceives magnitude, and sight as such a
sense perceives color, it is impossible for the sight to perceive
that which is neither color nor magnitude, unless we call it a

sense equivocally. Since then sight and sensewill be specifically
the same in the glorified body, as in a non-glorified body, it will
be impossible for it to see theDivine essence as an object of di-
rect vision; yet it will see it as an object of indirect vision, be-
cause on the one hand the bodily sight will see so great a glory
of God in bodies, especially in the glorified bodies and most
of all in the body of Christ, and, on the other hand, the intel-
lectwill seeGod so clearly, thatGodwill be perceived in things
seenwith the eye of the body, even as life is perceived in speech.
For although our intellect will not then see God from seeing
His creatures, yet it will see God in His creatures seen corpo-
really. is manner of seeing God corporeally is indicated by
Augustine (De Civ. Dei xxii), as is clear if we take note of his
words, for he says: “It is very credible that we shall so see the
mundane bodies of the newheaven and the new earth, as to see
most clearly God everywhere present, governing all corporeal
things, not as we now see the invisible things of God as under-
stood by those that are made, but as when we see men…we do
not believe but see that they live.”

Reply toObjection 1.is saying of Job refers to the spir-
itual eye, of which the Apostle says (Eph. 1:18): “e eyes of
our [Vulg.: ‘your’] heart enlightened.”

Reply to Objection 2. e passage quoted does not mean
that we are to see God with the eyes of the flesh, but that, in
the flesh, we shall see God.

Reply toObjection 3. In these words Augustine speaks as
one inquiring and conditionally. is appears from what he
had said before: “erefore they will have an altogether differ-
ent power, if they shall see that incorporeal nature”: and then
he goes on to say: “Accordingly a greater power,” etc., and af-
terwards he explains himself.

Reply to Objection 4. All knowledge results from some
kind of abstraction from matter. Wherefore the more a cor-
poreal form is abstracted from matter, the more is it a princi-
ple of knowledge. Hence it is that a form existing in matter is
in no way a principle of knowledge, while a form existing in
the senses is somewhat a principle of knowledge, in so far as
it is abstracted from matter, and a form existing in the intel-
lect is still better a principle of knowledge. erefore the spir-
itual eye, whence the obstacle to knowledge is removed, can
see a corporeal object: but it does not follow that the corpo-
real eye, in which the cognitive power is deficient as partici-
pating inmatter, be able to know perfectly incorporeal objects
of knowledge.

Reply to Objection 5. Although the mind that has be-
come carnal cannot think but of things received from the
senses, it thinks of them immaterially. In like manner what-
ever the sight apprehends it must always apprehend it corpo-
really: wherefore it cannot know things which cannot be ap-
prehended corporeally.

Reply to Objection 6. Beatitude is the perfection of man
as man. And since man is man not through his body but
through his soul, and the body is essential to man, in so far
as it is perfected by the soul: it follows that man’s beatitude
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does not consist chiefly otherwise than in an act of the soul,
and passes from the soul on to the body by a kind of overflow,
as explained above (q. 85, a. 1). Yet our bodywill have a certain
beatitude from seeingGod in sensible creatures: and especially
in Christ’s body.

Reply to Objection 7. e intellect can perceive spiritual
things, whereas the eyes of the body cannot: wherefore the in-
tellect will be able to know theDivine essence united to it, but
the eyes of the body will not.

Suppl. q. 92 a. 3Whether the saints, seeing God, see all that God sees?*

Objection 1. It would seem that the saints, seeing God in
His essence, see all thatGod sees inHimself. For as Isidore says
(De Sum.Bon. 1.): “e angels know all things in theWorld of
God, before they happen.” Now the saints will be equal to the
angels of God (Mat. 22:30). erefore the saints also in seeing
God see all things.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory says (Dial. iv.): “Since all
see God there with equal clearness, what do they not know,
who know Him Who knows all things?” and he refers to the
blessed who see God in His essence. erefore those who see
God in His essence know all things.

Objection 3. Further, it is stated inDeAnima (iii, text. 7),
that “when an intellect understands the greatest things, it is all
the more able to understand the least things.” Now God is the
greatest of intelligible things.erefore the power of the intel-
lect is greatly increased by understanding Him. erefore the
intellect seeing Him understands all things.

Objection 4. Further, the intellect is not hindered from
understanding a thing except by this surpassing it. Now no
creature surpasses the intellect that understands God, since,
as Gregory says (Dial. ii.), “to the soul which sees its Creator
all creatures are small.” erefore those who see God in His
essence know all things.

Objection 5. Further, every passive power that is not re-
duced to act is imperfect. Now the passive intellect of the hu-
man soul is a power that is passive as it were to the knowledge
of all things, since “the passive intellect is inwhich all are in po-
tentiality” (De Anima iii, text. 18). If then in that beatitude it
were not to understand all things, it would remain imperfect,
which is absurd.

Objection6.Further,whoever sees amirror sees the things
reflected in the mirror. Now all things are reflected in the
Word of God as in a mirror, because He is the type and im-
age of all. erefore the saints who see the Word in its essence
see all created things.

Objection 7. Further, according to Prov. 10:24, “to the
just their desire shall be given.” Now the just desire to know
all things, since “all men desire naturally to know,” and nature
is not done away by glory. erefore God will grant them to
know all things.

Objection 8. Further, ignorance is one of the penalties of
the present life*. Now all penalty will be removed from the
saints by glory. erefore all ignorance will be removed: and
consequently they will know all.

Objection 9. Further, the beatitude of the saints is in their
soul before being in their body. Now the bodies of the saints
will be reformed in glory to the likeness of Christ’s body (Phil.
3:21). erefore their souls will be perfected in likeness to the
soul of Christ. Now Christ’s soul sees all things in the Word.
erefore all the souls of the saints will also see all things in the
Word.

Objection 10. Further, the intellect, like the senses, knows
all the things with the image of which it is informed. Now the
Divine essence shows a thing forthmore clearly than any other
image thereof.erefore since in that blessed vision theDivine
essence becomes the form as it were of our intellect, it would
seem that the saints seeing God see all.

Objection 11. Further, the Commentator says (De An-
ima iii), that “if the active intellect were the form of the pas-
sive intellect, we should understand all things.” Now the Di-
vine essence represents all things more clearly than the active
intellect. erefore the intellect that sees God in His essence
knows all things.

Objection12.Further, the lower angels are enlightened by
the higher about the things they are ignorant of, for the rea-
son that they know not all things. Now aer the day of judg-
ment, one angel will not enlighten another; for then all superi-
ority will cease, as a gloss observes on 1Cor. 15:24, “WhenHe
shall have brought to nought,” etc. erefore the lower angels
will then know all things, and for the same reason all the other
saints who will see God in His essence.

On the contrary, Dionysius says (Hier. Eccles. vi): “e
higher angels cleanse the lower angels from ignorance.” Now
the lower angels see the Divine essence. erefore an angel
while seeing the Divine essence may be ignorant of certain
things. But the soul will not see God more perfectly than an
angel. erefore the souls seeing God will not necessarily see
all things.

Further, Christ alone has the spirit not “by measure” ( Jn.
3:34). Now it becomes Christ, as having the spirit without
measure, to know all things in theWord: wherefore it is stated
in the same place ( Jn. 3:35) that “the Father…hath given all
things intoHis hand.”erefore none butChrist is competent
to know all things in the Word.

Further, the more perfectly a principle is known, the more
of its effects are known thereby. Now some of those who see
God in His essence will know God more perfectly than oth-
ers. erefore some will know more things than others, and

* Cf. Ia, q. 12, Aa. 7,8. * Cf. Ia IIae, q. 85, a. 3.
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consequently every one will not know all.
I answer that, God by seeing his essence knows all things

whatsoever that are, shall be, or have been: and He is said to
know these things by His “knowledge of vision,” because He
knows them as though they were present in likeness to corpo-
real vision. Moreover by seeing this essence He knows all that
He can do, although He never did them, nor ever will: else He
would not knowHis power perfectly; since a power cannot be
known unless its objects be known: and this is called His “sci-
ence” or “knowledge of simple intelligence.”Now it is impossi-
ble for a created intellect, by seeing theDivine essence, to know
all that God can do, because the more perfectly a principle is
known, the more things are known in it; thus in one principle
of demonstration one who is quick of intelligence sees more
conclusions than one who is slow of intelligence. Since then
the extent of the Divine power is measured according to what
it can do, if an intellect were to see in the Divine essence all
that God can do, its perfection in understanding would equal
in extent the Divine power in producing its effects, and thus
it would comprehend the Divine power, which is impossible
for any created intellect to do. Yet there is a created intellect,
namely the soul of Christ†, which knows in the Word all that
God knows by the knowledge of vision. But regarding others
who see the Divine essence there are two opinions. For some
say that all who see God inHis essence see all that God sees by
His knowledge of vision. is, however, is contrary to the say-
ings of holy men, who hold that angels are ignorant of some
things; and yet it is clear that according to faith all the an-
gels see God in His essence. Wherefore others say that oth-
ers than Christ, although they see God in His essence, do not
see all that God sees because they do not comprehend the Di-
vine essence. For it is not necessary that he who knows a cause
should know all its effects, unless he comprehend the cause:
and this is not in the competency of a created intellect. Con-
sequently of those who see God in His essence, each one sees
in His essence so much the more things according as he sees
the Divine essence the more clearly: and hence it is that one
is able to instruct another concerning these things. us the
knowledge of the angels and of the souls of the saints can go
on increasing until the day of judgment, even as other things
pertaining to the accidental reward. But aerwards it will in-
crease no more, because then will be the final state of things,
and in that state it is possible that all will know everything that
God knows by the knowledge of vision.

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of Isidore, that “the an-
gels know in the Word all things before they happen,” cannot
refer to those things whichGod knows only by the knowledge
of simple intelligence, because those things will never happen;
but it must refer to those things whichGod knows only by the
knowledge of vision. Even of these he does not say that all the
angels know them all, but that perhaps some do; and that even
those who know do not know all perfectly. For in one and the
same thing there aremany intelligible aspects to be considered,

such as its various properties and relations to other things: and
it is possible that while one thing is known in common by two
persons, one of them perceives more aspects, and that the one
learns these aspects from the other.HenceDionysius says (Div.
Nom. iv) that “the lower angels learn from the higher angels
the intelligible aspects of things.” Wherefore it does not fol-
low that even the angels who know all creatures are able to see
all that can be understood in them.

Reply to Objection 2. It follows from this saying of Gre-
gory that this blessed vision suffices for the seeing of all things
on the part of the Divine essence, which is the medium by
which one sees, and whereby God sees all things. at all
things, however, are not seen is owing to the deficiency of
the created intellect which does not comprehend the Divine
essence.

Reply toObjection3.ecreated intellect sees theDivine
essence not according to the mode of that same essence, but
according to its own mode which is finite. Hence its efficacy
in knowing would need to be infinitely increased by reason of
that vision in order for it to know all things.

Reply to Objection 4. Defective knowledge results not
only from excess and deficiency of the knowable object in re-
lation to the intellect, but also from the fact that the aspect
of knowableness is not united to the intellect: thus sometimes
the sight sees not a stone, through the image of the stone not
being united to it. And although the Divine essence which is
the type of all things is united to the intellect of one who sees
God, it is united thereto not as the type of all things, but as
the type of some and of so much the more according as one
sees the Divine essence more fully.

Reply to Objection 5. When a passive power is percepti-
ble by several perfections in order, if it be perfected with its
ultimate perfection, it is not said to be imperfect, even though
it lack some of the preceding dispositions. Now all knowledge
by which the created intellect is perfected is directed to the
knowledge of God as its end. Wherefore he who sees God in
His essence, even though he know nothing else, would have
a perfect intellect: nor is his intellect more perfect through
knowing something else besides Him, except in so far as it
seesHimmore fully. Hence Augustine says (Confess. v.): “Un-
happy is he who knoweth all these” (namely, creatures), “and
knoweth not ee: but happy whoso knoweth ee, though
he know not these. And whoso knoweth both ee and them
is not the happier for them but for ee only.”

Reply to Objection 6. is mirror has a will: and even as
He will show Himself to whom He will, so will He show in
Himself whatsoever He will. Nor does the comparison with a
material mirror hold, for it is not in its power to be seen or not
to be seen.

Wemay also reply that in amaterialmirror both object and
mirror are seen under their proper image; although the mir-
ror be seen through an image received from the thing itself,
whereas the stone is seen through its proper image reflected

† Cf. IIIa, q. 16, a. 2.
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in some other thing, where the reason for seeing the one is the
reason for seeing the other. But in the uncreatedmirror a thing
is seen through the form of the mirror, just as an effect is seen
through the image of its cause and conversely. Consequently
it does not follow that whoever sees the eternal mirror sees all
that is reflected in thatmirror: since hewho sees the cause does
not of necessity see all its effects, unless he comprehend the
cause.

Reply to Objection 7. e desire of the saints to know all
things will be fulfilled by the mere fact of their seeing God:
just as their desire to possess all good things will be fulfilled by
their possessing God. For as God suffices the affections in that
He has perfect goodness, and by possessingHimwe possess all
goods as it were, so does the vision ofHim suffice the intellect:
“Lord, show us the Father and it is enough for us” ( Jn. 14:8).

Reply to Objection 8. Ignorance properly so called de-
notes a privation and thus it is a punishment: for in this way
ignorance is nescience of things, the knowledge of which is a
duty or a necessity. Now the saints in heaven will not be igno-
rant of any of these things. Sometimes, however, ignorance is
taken in a broad sense of any kind of nescience: and thus the
angels and saints in heaven will be ignorant of certain things.
Hence Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv) that “the angels will be
cleansed from their ignorance.” In this sense ignorance is not a
penalty but a defect. Nor is it necessary for all such defects to
bedone awayby glory: for thuswemight say that itwas a defect
in Pope Linus that he did not attain to the glory of Peter.

Reply toObjection 9.Our body will be conformed to the
body of Christ in glory, in likeness but not in equality, for it
will be endowed with clarity even as Christ’s body, but not
equally. In like manner our soul will have glory in likeness to
the soul of Christ, but not in equality thereto: thus it will have
knowledge even asChrist’s soul, but not so great, so as to know
all as Christ’s soul does.

Reply toObjection10.Although theDivine essence is the

type of all things knowable it will not be united to each created
intellect according as it is the type of all. Hence the objection
proves nothing.

Reply to Objection 11. e active intellect is a form pro-
portionate to the passive intellect; even as the passive power of
matter is proportionate to the power of the natural agent, so
that whatsoever is in the passive power ofmatter or the passive
intellect is in the active power of the active intellect or of the
natural agent. Consequently if the active intellect become the
form of the passive intellect, the latter must of necessity know
all those things to which the power of the active intellect ex-
tends. But the Divine essence is not a form proportionate to
our intellect in this sense. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 12. Nothing hinders us from saying
that aer the judgment day, when the glory of men and angels
will be consummated once for all, all the blessed will know all
that God knows by the knowledge of vision, yet so that not all
will see all in the Divine essence. Christ’s soul, however, will
see clearly all things therein, even as it sees them now; while
others will see therein a greater or lesser number of things ac-
cording to the degree of clearness wherewith they will know
God: and thus Christ’s soul will enlighten all other souls con-
cerning those things which it sees in the Word better than
others. Hence it is written (Apoc. 21:23): “e glory of God
shall enlighten the city of Jerusalem*, and the Lamb is the lamp
thereof.” In like manner the higher souls will enlighten the
lower (not indeed with a new enlightening, so as to increase
the knowledge of the lower), but with a kind of continued en-
lightenment; thus we might understand the sun to enlighten
the atmosphere while at a standstill. Wherefore it is written
(Dan. 12:3): “ey that instruct many to justice” shall shine
“as stars for all eternity.” e statement that the superiority of
the orders will cease refers to their present ordinate ministry
in our regard, as is clear from the same gloss.

* Vulg.: ‘hath enlightened it’.
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S   T P, Q 93
Of the Happiness of the Saints and eir Mansions

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the happiness of the saints and their mansions. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the happiness of the saints will increase aer the judgment?
(2) Whether the degrees of happiness should be called mansions?
(3) Whether the various mansions differ according to various degrees of charity?

Suppl. q. 93 a. 1Whether the happiness of the saints will be greater aer the judgment than before?

Objection1. Itwould seem that the happiness of the saints
will not be greater aer the judgment than before. For the
nearer a thing approaches to theDivine likeness, themore per-
fectly does it participate happiness. Now the soul is more like
God when separated from the body than when united to it.
erefore its happiness is greater before being reunited to the
body than aer.

Objection 2. Further, power is more effective when it is
united than when divided. Now the soul is more united when
separated from the body than when it is joined to the body.
erefore it has then greater power for operation, and conse-
quently has a more perfect share of happiness, since this con-
sists in action*.

Objection 3. Further, beatitude consists in an act of the
speculative intellect. Now the intellect, in its act, makes no use
of a bodily organ; and consequently by being reunited to the
body the soul does not become capable of more perfect un-
derstanding. erefore the soul’s happiness is not greater aer
than before the judgment.

Objection 4. Further, nothing can be greater than the in-
finite, and so the addition of the finite to the infinite does
not result in something greater than the infinite by itself. Now
the beatified soul before its reunion with the body is rendered
happy by rejoicing in the infinite good, namely God; and af-
ter the resurrection of the body it will rejoice in nothing else
except perhaps the glory of the body, and this is a finite good.
erefore their joy aer the resumption of the body will not
be greater than before.

On the contrary, A gloss on Apoc. 6:9, “I saw under the
altar the souls of them that were slain,” says: “At present the
souls of the saints are under the altar, i.e. less exalted than they
will be.” erefore their happiness will be greater aer the res-
urrection than aer their death.

Further, just as happiness is bestowed on the good as a re-
ward, so is unhappiness awarded to the wicked. But the un-
happiness of the wicked aer reunion with their bodies will be
greater than before, since they will be punished not only in the
soul but also in the body. erefore the happiness of the saints
will be greater aer the resurrection of the body than before.

I answer that, It ismanifest that the happiness of the saints

will increase in extent aer the resurrection, because their hap-
piness will then be not only in the soul but also in the body.
Moreover, the soul’s happiness also will increase in extent, see-
ing that the soul will rejoice not only in its own good, but also
in that of the body. We may also say that the soul’s happiness
will increase in intensity†. For man’s body may be considered
in two ways: first, as being dependent on the soul for its com-
pletion; secondly, as containing something that hampers the
soul in its operations, through the soul not perfectly complet-
ing the body. As regards the first way of considering the body,
its union with the soul adds a certain perfection to the soul,
since every part is imperfect, and is completed in its whole;
wherefore the whole is to the part as form to matter. Conse-
quently the soul is more perfect in its natural being, when it
is in the whole—namely, man who results from the union of
soul and body—than when it is a separate part. But as regards
the second consideration the union of the body hampers the
perfection of the soul, wherefore it is written (Wis. 9:15) that
“the corruptible body is a load upon the soul.” If, then, there be
removed from the body all those thingswherein it hampers the
soul’s action, the soulwill be simplymore perfectwhile existing
in such a body than when separated therefrom. Now the more
perfect a thing is in being, the more perfectly is it able to oper-
ate: wherefore the operation of the soul united to such a body
will be more perfect than the operation of the separated soul.
But the glorified body will be a body of this description, being
altogether subject to the spirit.erefore, since beatitude con-
sists in anoperation‡, the soul’s happiness aer its reunionwith
the body will be more perfect than before. For just as the soul
separated from a corruptible body is able to operate more per-
fectly than when united thereto, so aer it has been united to
a glorified body, its operation will be more perfect than while
it was separated. Now every imperfect thing desires its perfec-
tion. Hence the separated soul naturally desires reunion with
the body and on account of this desire which proceeds from
the soul’s imperfection its operation whereby it is borne to-
wardsGod is less intense.is agrees with the saying ofAugus-
tine (Gen. ad lit. xii, 35) that “on account of the body’s desire
it is held back from tending with all its might to that sovereign
good.”

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 3, a. 2. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 4, a. 5 , ad 5, where St.omas retracts
this statement. ‡ Cf. Ia IIae, q. 3, a. 2, seqq.
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Reply to Objection 1. e soul united to a glorified body
is more like to God than when separated therefrom, in so far
as when united it has more perfect being. For themore perfect
a thing is the more it is like to God: even so the heart, the per-
fection ofwhose life consists inmovement, ismore like toGod
while in movement than while at rest, although God is never
moved.

Reply toObjection 2.A power which by its own nature is
capable of being in matter is more effective when subjected in
matter than when separated from matter, although absolutely
speaking a power separate from matter is more effective.

Reply toObjection 3.Although in the act of understand-
ing the soul does not make use of the body, the perfection of
the bodywill somewhat conduce to the perfection of the intel-
lectual operation in so far as through being united to a glori-
fied body, the soul will be more perfect in its nature, and con-

sequently more effective in its operation, and accordingly the
good itself of the body will conduce instrumentally, as it were,
to the operation wherein happiness consists: thus the Philoso-
pher asserts (Ethic. i, 8,10) that external goods conduce instru-
mentally to the happiness of life.

Reply to Objection 4. Although finite added to infinite
does not make a greater thing, it makes more things, since fi-
nite and infinite are two things, while infinite taken by itself is
one. Now the greater extent of joy regards not a greater thing
butmore things.Wherefore joy is increased in extent, through
referring to God and to the body’s glory, in comparison with
the joy which referred to God. Moreover, the body’s glory will
conduce to the intensity of the joy that refers to God, in so far
as it will conduce to the more perfect operation whereby the
soul tends to God: since the more perfect is a becoming oper-
ation, the greater the delight*, as stated in Ethic. x, 8.

Suppl. q. 93 a. 2Whether the degrees of beatitude should be called mansions?

Objection 1. It would seem that the degrees of beatitude
should not be called mansions. For beatitude implies the no-
tion of a reward: whereasmansion denotes nothing pertaining
to a reward. erefore the various degrees of beatitude should
not be called mansions.

Objection 2. Further, mansion seemingly denotes a place.
Now the placewhere the saintwill be beatified is not corporeal
but spiritual, namely God Who is one. erefore there is but
one mansion: and consequently the various degrees of beati-
tude should not be called mansions.

Objection 3. Further, as in heaven there will be men of
various merits, so are there now in purgatory, and were in
the limbo of the fathers. But various mansions are not distin-
guished in purgatory and limbo.erefore in like manner nei-
ther should they be distinguished in heaven.

On the contrary, It is written ( Jn. 14:2): “In My Father’s
house there aremanymansions”: andAugustine expounds this
in reference to the different degrees of rewards (Tract. lxvii in
Joan.).

Further, in every well-ordered city there is a distinction of
mansions. Now the heavenly kingdom is compared to a city
(Apoc. 21:2). erefore we should distinguish various man-
sions there according to the various degrees of beatitude.

I answer that, Since local movement precedes all other
movements, terms of movement, distance and the like are de-
rived from local movement to all other movements according

to the Philosopher (Phys., liber viii, 7). Now the end of lo-
cal movement is a place, and when a thing has arrived at that
place it remains there at rest and is maintained therein. Hence
in every movement this very rest at the end of the movement
is called an establishment [collocatio] or mansion. Wherefore
since the term movement is transferred to the actions of the
appetite and will, the attainment of the end of an appetitive
movement is called a mansion or establishment: so that the
unity of a house corresponds to the unity of beatitude which
unity is on the part of the object, and the plurality of man-
sions corresponds to the differences of beatitude on the part of
the blessed: even so we observe in natural things that there is
one same place above to which all light objects tend, whereas
each one reaches it more closely, according as it is lighter, so
that they have various mansions corresponding to their vari-
ous lightness.

Reply toObjection 1. Mansion implies the notion of end
and consequently of reward which is the end of merit.

Reply toObjection 2.ough there is one spiritual place,
there are different degrees of approaching thereto: and the var-
ious mansions correspond to these.

Reply toObjection3.osewhowere in limboor arenow
in purgatory have not yet attained to their end.Wherefore var-
iousmansions are not distinguished in purgatory or limbo, but
only in heaven and hell, wherein is the end of the good and of
the wicked.

Suppl. q. 93 a. 3Whether the various mansions are distinguished according to the various degrees of charity?

Objection 1. It would seem that the various mansions are
not distinguished according to the various degrees of charity.
For it is written (Mat. 25:15): “He gave to every one according
to his proper virtue [Douay: ‘ability’].” Now the proper ability

of a thing is its natural power. erefore the gis also of grace
and glory are distributed according to the different degrees of
natural power.

Objection 2. Further, it is written (Ps. 61:12): “ou wilt

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 32, a. 1.
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render to everymanaccording tohisworks.”Nowthatwhich is
rendered is the measure of beatitude. erefore the degrees of
beatitude are distinguished according to the diversity of works
and not according to the diversity of charity.

Objection3.Further, reward is due to act andnot tohabit:
hence “it is not the strongest who are crowned but those who
engage in the conflict” (Ethic. i, 8) and “he…shall not be [Vulg.:
‘is not’] crowned except he strive lawfully.” Now beatitude is a
reward. erefore the various degrees of beatitude will be ac-
cording to the various degrees of works and not according to
the various degrees of charity.

On the contrary, e more one will be united to God the
happier will one be. Now themeasure of charity is themeasure
of one’s union with God. erefore the diversity of beatitude
will be according to the difference of charity.

Further, “if one thing simply follows from another thing
simply, the increase of the former follows from the increase of
the latter.” Now to have beatitude follows from having char-
ity. erefore to have greater beatitude follows from having
greater charity.

I answer that,edistinctive principle of the mansions or
degrees of beatitude is twofold, namely proximate and remote.
e proximate principle is the difference of disposition which
will be in the blessed, whence will result the difference of per-
fection in them in respect to the beatific operation: while the
remote principle is themerit by which they have obtained that
beatitude. In the first way the mansions are distinguished ac-
cording to the charity of heaven, which themore perfect it will
be in any one, the more will it render him capable of the Di-
vine clarity, on the increase of which will depend the increase

in perfection of the Divine vision. In the second way the man-
sions are distinguished according to the charity of the way. For
our actions are meritorious, not by the very substance of the
action, but only by the habit of virtue with which they are in-
formed.Now every virtue obtains itsmeritorious efficacy from
charity*, which has the end itself for its object†. Hence the di-
versity of merit is all traced to the diversity of charity, and thus
the charity of the way will distinguish the mansions by way of
merit.

Reply toObjection 1. In this passage “virtue” denotes not
the natural ability alone, but the natural ability together with
the endeavour to obtain grace‡. Consequently virtue in this
sense will be a kind of material disposition to the measure of
grace and glory that one will receive. But charity is the formal
complement ofmerit in relation to glory, and therefore the dis-
tinction of degrees in glory depends on the degrees of charity
rather than on the degrees of the aforesaid virtue.

Reply to Objection 2. Works in themselves do not de-
mand the payment of a reward, except as informed by charity:
and therefore the various degrees of glory will be according to
the various degrees of charity.

Reply toObjection 3. Although the habit of charity or of
any virtue whatever is not a merit to which a reward is due, it
is none the less the principle and reason of merit in the act:
and consequently according to its diversity is the diversity of
rewards. is does not prevent our observing a certain degree
of merit in the act considered generically, not indeed in rela-
tion to the essential rewardwhich is joy inGod, but in relation
to some accidental reward, which is joy in some created good.

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 114, a. 4. † Cf. IIa IIae, q. 24, a. 3, ad 1. ‡ Cf. IIa IIae, q. 23, a. 8.
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Of the Relations of the Saints Towards the Damned

(Inree Articles)

We must next consider the relations of the saints towards the damned. Under this head there are three points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the saints see the sufferings of the damned?
(2) Whether they pity them?
(3) Whether they rejoice in their sufferings?

Suppl. q. 94 a. 1Whether the blessed in heaven will see the sufferings of the damned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the blessed in heaven will
not see the sufferings of the damned. For the damned aremore
cut off from the blessed than wayfarers. But the blessed do
not see the deeds of wayfarers: wherefore a gloss on Is. 63:16,
“Abrahamhathnot knownus,” says: “edead, even the saints,
knownotwhat the living, even their own children, are doing”*.
Much less therefore do they see the sufferings of the damned.

Objection 2. Further, perfection of vision depends on the
perfection of the visible object: wherefore the Philosopher says
(Ethic. x, 4) that “the most perfect operation of the sense of
sight is when the sense is most disposed with reference to the
most beautiful of the objectswhich fall under the sight.”ere-
fore, on the other hand, any deformity in the visible object re-
dounds to the imperfection of the sight. But there will be no
imperfection in the blessed.erefore theywill not see the suf-
ferings of the damned wherein there is extreme deformity.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 66:24): “ey shall go
out and see the carcasses of the men that have transgressed
against Me”; and a gloss says: “e elect will go out by under-
standing or seeing manifestly, so that they may be urged the
more to praise God.”

I answer that, Nothing should be denied the blessed that
belongs to the perfection of their beatitude.Now everything is

known themore for being comparedwith its contrary, because
when contraries are placed beside one another they become
more conspicuous. Wherefore in order that the happiness of
the saints may be more delightful to them and that they may
render more copious thanks to God for it, they are allowed to
see perfectly the sufferings of the damned.

Reply to Objection 1. is gloss speaks of what the de-
parted saints are able to do by nature: for it is not necessary
that they should know by natural knowledge all that happens
to the living. But the saints in heaven know distinctly all that
happens both towayfarers and to the damned.HenceGregory
says (Moral. xii) that Job’s words (14:21), “ ‘Whether his chil-
dren come to honour or dishonour, he shall not understand,’
do not apply to the souls of the saints, because since they pos-
sess the glory of God within them, we cannot believe that ex-
ternal things are unknown to them.”†.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the beauty of the thing
seen conduces to the perfection of vision, there may be defor-
mity of the thing seen without imperfection of vision: because
the images of things whereby the soul knows contraries are not
themselves contrary. Wherefore also God Who has most per-
fect knowledge sees all things, beautiful and deformed.

Suppl. q. 94 a. 2Whether the blessed pity the unhappiness of the damned?

Objection 1. It would seem that the blessed pity the un-
happiness of the damned. For pity proceeds from charity‡; and
charity will be most perfect in the blessed. erefore they will
most especially pity the sufferings of the damned.

Objection 2. Further, the blessed will never be so far from
taking pity as God is. Yet in a sense God compassionates our
afflictions, wherefore He is said to be merciful.

On the contrary, Whoever pities another shares some-
what in his unhappiness. But the blessed cannot share in any
unhappiness. erefore they do not pity the afflictions of the
damned.

I answer that, Mercy or compassion may be in a person in
two ways: first by way of passion, secondly by way of choice.

In the blessed there will be no passion in the lower powers ex-
cept as a result of the reason’s choice. Hence compassion or
mercywill not be in them, except by the choice of reason.Now
mercy or compassion comes of the reason’s choice when a per-
son wishes another’s evil to be dispelled: wherefore in those
things which, in accordance with reason, we do not wish to be
dispelled, we have no such compassion. But so long as sinners
are in this world they are in such a state that without preju-
dice to the Divine justice they can be taken away from a state
of unhappiness and sin to a state of happiness. Consequently
it is possible to have compassion on them both by the choice
of the will—inwhich senseGod, the angels and the blessed are
said to pity them by desiring their salvation—and by passion,

* St. Augustine, De cura pro mortuis xiii, xv. † Concerning this Reply, Cf.
Ia, q. 89, a. 8. ‡ Cf. IIa IIae, q. 30.
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in which way they are pitied by the good men who are in the
state of wayfarers. But in the future state it will be impossible
for them to be taken away from their unhappiness: and conse-
quently it will not be possible to pity their sufferings according
to right reason.erefore the blessed in glory will have no pity
on the damned.

Reply to Objection 1. Charity is the principle of pity
when it is possible for us out of charity to wish the cessation

of a person’s unhappiness. But the saints cannot desire this for
the damned, since it would be contrary toDivine justice. Con-
sequently the argument does not prove.

Reply toObjection 2. God is said to be merciful, in so far
as He succors those whom it is befitting to be released from
their afflictions in accordance with the order of wisdom and
justice: not as thoughHe pitied the damned except perhaps in
punishing them less than they deserve.

Suppl. q. 94 a. 3Whether the blessed rejoice in the punishment of the wicked?

Objection 1. It would seem that the blessed do not re-
joice in the punishment of the wicked. For rejoicing in an-
other’s evil pertains to hatred. But there will be no hatred in
the blessed. erefore they will not rejoice in the unhappiness
of the damned.

Objection 2. Further, the blessed in heaven will be in the
highest degree conformed to God. Now God does not rejoice
in our afflictions. erefore neither will the blessed rejoice in
the afflictions of the damned.

Objection 3. Further, that which is blameworthy in a way-
farer has no place whatever in a comprehensor. Now it is most
reprehensible in a wayfarer to take pleasure in the pains of oth-
ers, and most praiseworthy to grieve for them. erefore the
blessed nowise rejoice in the punishment of the damned.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 57:11): “e just shall
rejoice when he shall see the revenge.”

Further, it is written (Is. 56:24): “ey shall satiate* the
sight of all flesh.” Now satiety denotes refreshment of the
mind. erefore the blessed will rejoice in the punishment of
the wicked.

I answer that, A thing may be a matter of rejoicing in
two ways. First directly, when one rejoices in a thing as such:
and thus the saints will not rejoice in the punishment of the
wicked. Secondly, indirectly, by reason namely of something
annexed to it: and in this way the saints will rejoice in the

punishment of the wicked, by considering therein the order of
Divine justice and their own deliverance, which will fill them
with joy. And thus the Divine justice and their own deliver-
ance will be the direct cause of the joy of the blessed: while the
punishment of the damned will cause it indirectly.

Reply to Objection 1. To rejoice in another’s evil as such
belongs to hatred, but not to rejoice in another’s evil by reason
of something annexed to it. us a person sometimes rejoices
in his own evil as when we rejoice in our own afflictions, as
helping us to merit life: “My brethren, count it all joy when
you shall fall into divers temptations” ( James 1:2).

Reply toObjection 2.Although God rejoices not in pun-
ishments as such, He rejoices in them as being ordered by His
justice.

Reply to Objection 3. It is not praiseworthy in a wayfarer
to rejoice in another’s afflictions as such: yet it is praiseworthy
if he rejoice in them as having something annexed. However
it is not the same with a wayfarer as with a comprehensor, be-
cause in a wayfarer the passions oen forestall the judgment of
reason, and yet sometimes such passions are praiseworthy, as
indicating the good disposition of the mind, as in the case of
shame pity and repentance for evil: whereas in a comprehen-
sor there can be no passion but such as follows the judgment
of reason.

* Douay: ‘ey shall be a loathsome sight to all flesh.’.
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Of the Gis*Of the Blessed

(In Five Articles)

We must now consider the gis of the blessed; under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether any gis should be assigned to the blessed?
(2) Whether a gi differs from beatitude?
(3) Whether it is fitting for Christ to have gis?
(4) Whether this is competent to the angels?
(5) Whether three gis of the soul are rightly assigned?

Suppl. q. 95 a. 1Whether any gis should be assigned as dowry to the blessed?

Objection 1. It would seem that no gis should be as-
signed as dowry to the blessed. For a dowry (Cod. v, 12,De jure
dot. 20: Dig. xxiii, 3, De jure dot.) is given to the bridegroom
for the upkeep of the burdens of marriage. But the saints re-
semble not the bridegroom but the bride, as beingmembers of
the Church. erefore they receive no dowry.

Objection 2. Further, the dowry is given not by the bride-
groom’s father, but by the father of the bride (Cod. v, 11, De
dot. promiss., 1: Dig. xxiii, 2, De rit. nup.). Now all the beatific
gis are bestowed on the blessed by the father of the bride-
groom, i.e.Christ: “Every best gi and every perfect gi is from
above coming down from the Father of lights.”erefore these
gis which are bestowed on the blessed should not be called a
dowry.

Objection 3. Further, in carnal marriage a dowry is given
that the burdens of marriage may be the more easily borne.
But in spiritualmarriage there are no burdens, especially in the
state of theChurch triumphant.erefore nodowry should be
assigned to that state.

Objection 4. Further, a dowry is not given save on the oc-
casion of marriage. But a spiritual marriage is contracted with
Christ by faith in the state of the Church militant. erefore
if a dowry is befitting the blessed, for the same reason it will
be befitting the saints who are wayfarers. But it is not befitting
the latter: and therefore neither is it befitting the blessed.

Objection 5. Further, a dowry pertains to external goods,
which are styled goods of fortune: whereas the reward of the
blessed will consist of internal goods. erefore they should
not be called a dowry.

On the contrary, It is written (Eph. 5:32): “is is a great
sacrament: but I speak in Christ and in the Church.” Hence
it follows that the spiritual marriage is signified by the car-
nal marriage. But in a carnal marriage the dowered bride is
brought to the dwelling of the bridegroom.erefore since the
saints are brought toChrist’s dwelling when they are beatified,
it would seem that they are dowered with certain gis.

Further, a dowry is appointed to carnal marriage for the
ease of marriage. But the spiritual marriage is more blissful

than the carnal marriage. erefore a dowry should be espe-
cially assigned thereto.

Further, the adornment of the bride is part of the dowry.
Now the saints are adorned when they are taken into glory, ac-
cording to Is. 61:10, “He hath clothed me with the garments
of salvation…as a bride adornedwith her jewels.”erefore the
saints in heaven have a dowry.

I answer that, Without doubt the blessed when they are
brought into glory are dowered by God with certain gis for
their adornment, and this adornment is called their dowry by
the masters. Hence the dower of which we speak now is de-
fined thus: “e dowry is the everlasting adornment of soul
and body adequate to life, lasting for ever in eternal bliss.”
is description is taken from a likeness to the material dowry
whereby the bride is adorned and the husband provided with
an adequate support for his wife and children, and yet the
dowry remains inalienable from the bride, so that if the mar-
riage union be severed it reverts to her. As to the reason of the
name there are various opinions. For some say that the name
“dowry” is taken not from a likeness to the corporeal marriage,
but according to the manner of speaking whereby any perfec-
tion or adornment of any person whatever is called an endow-
ment; thus a man who is proficient in knowledge is said to
be endowed with knowledge, and in this sense ovid employed
the word “endowment” (De Arte Amandi i, 538): “By what-
ever endowment thou canst please, strive to please.” But this
does not seem quite fitting, for whenever a term is employed
to signify a certain thing principally, it is not usually trans-
ferred to another save by reason of some likeness. Wherefore
since by its primary signification a dowry refers to carnal mar-
riage, it follows that in every other application of the term we
must observe some kind of likeness to its principal significa-
tion. Consequently others say that the likeness consists in the
fact that in carnal marriage a dowry is properly a gi bestowed
by the bridegroom on the bride for her adornment when she is
taken to the bridegroom’s dwelling: and that this is shown by
the words of Sichem to Jacob and his sons (Gn. 34:12): “Raise
the dowry, and ask gis,” and from Ex. 22:16: “If a man se-

* e Latin ‘dos’ signifies a dowry.
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duce a virgin…and lie with her, he shall endow her, and have
her to wife.” Hence the adornment bestowed by Christ on the
saints, when they are brought into the abode of glory, is called a
dowry. But this is clearly contrary to what jurists say, to whom
it belongs to treat of these matters. For they say that a dowry,
properly speaking, is a donationon the part of thewifemade to
those who are on the part of the husband, in view of the mar-
riage burden which the husband has to bear; while that which
the bridegroom gives the bride is called “a donation in view of
marriage.” In this sense dowry is taken (3 Kings 9:16) where
it is stated that “Pharoa, the king of Egypt, took Gezer…and
gave it for a dowry to his daughter, Solomon’s wife.” Nor do
the authorities quoted prove anything to the contrary. For al-
though it is customary for a dowry to be given by the maiden’s
parents, it happens sometimes that the bridegroom or his fa-
ther gives the dowry instead of the bride’s father; and this hap-
pens in two ways: either by reason of his very great love for
the bride as in the case of Sichem’s father Hemor, who on ac-
count of his son’s great love for the maiden wished to give the
dowry which he had a right to receive; or as a punishment on
the bridegroom, that he should out of his own possessions give
a dowry to the virgin seduced by him, whereas he should have
received it from the girl’s father. In this sense Moses speaks in
the passage quoted above. Wherefore in the opinion of oth-
ers we should hold that in carnal marriage a dowry, properly
speaking, is that which is given by those on the wife’s side to
those on the husband’s side, for the bearing of the marriage
burden, as stated above. Yet the difficulty remains how this sig-
nification can be adapted to the case in point, since the heav-
enly adornments are given to the spiritual spouse by the Father
of the Bridegroom. is shall be made clear by replying to the
objections.

Reply to Objection 1. Although in carnal marriage the
dowry is given to the bridegroom for his use, yet the owner-
ship and control belong to the bride: which is evident by the
fact that if the marriage be dissolved, the dowry reverts to the
bride according to law (Cap. 1,2,3, De donat. inter virum et
uxorem). us also in spiritual marriage, the very adornments
bestowed on the spiritual bride, namely the Church in her
members, belong indeed to the Bridegroom, in so far as they
conduce to His glory and honor, yet to the bride as adorned

thereby.
Reply toObjection 2.eFather of the Bridegroom, that

is of Christ, is the Person of the Father alone: while the Father
of the bride is the whole Trinity, since that which is effected
in creatures belongs to the whole Trinity. Hence in spiritual
marriage these endowments, properly speaking, are given by
the Father of the bride rather than by the Father of the Bride-
groom. Nevertheless, although this endowment is made by all
the Persons, it may be in a manner appropriated to each Per-
son. To the Person of the Father, as endowing, since He pos-
sesses authority; and fatherhood in relation to creatures is also
appropriated toHim, so thatHe is Father of both Bridegroom
and bride. To the Son it is appropriated, inasmuch as it is made
for His sake and through Him: and to the Holy Ghost, inas-
much as it is made in Him and according to Him, since love is
the reason of all giving*.

Reply toObjection 3.atwhich is effected by the dowry
belongs to the dowry by its nature, and that is the ease of mar-
riage: while that which the dowry removes, namely the mar-
riage burden which is lightened thereby, belongs to it acciden-
tally: thus it belongs to grace by its nature to make a man righ-
teous, but accidentally tomake an ungodlyman righteous. Ac-
cordingly, though there are no burdens in the spiritual mar-
riage, there is the greatest gladness; and that this gladness may
be perfected the bride is dowered with gis, so that by their
means she may be happily united with the bridegroom.

Reply to Objection 4. e dowry is usually settled on the
bride not when she is espoused, but when she is taken to the
bridegroom’s dwelling, so as to be in the presence of the bride-
groom, since “while we are in the body we are absent from the
Lord” (2 Cor. 5:6). Hence the gis bestowed on the saints in
this life are not called a dowry, but those which are bestowed
on them when they are received into glory, where the Bride-
groom delights them with His presence.

Reply to Objection 5. In spiritual marriage inward come-
liness is required, wherefore it is written (Ps. 44:14): “All the
glory of the king’s daughter is within,” etc. But in carnal mar-
riage outward comeliness is necessary. Hence there is no need
for a dowry of this kind to be appointed in spiritual marriage
as in carnal marriage.

Suppl. q. 95 a. 2Whether the dowry is the same as beatitude*?

Objection 1. It would seem that the dowry is the same as
beatitude. For as appears from the definition of dowry (a. 1),
the dowry is “the everlasting adornment of body and soul in
eternal happiness.” Now the happiness of the soul is an adorn-
ment thereof. erefore beatitude is a dowry.

Objection 2. Further, a dowry signifies something
whereby the union of bride and bridegroom is rendered de-
lightful.Now such is beatitude in the spiritualmarriage.ere-

fore beatitude is a dowry.
Objection 3. Further, according to Augustine (In Ps. 92)

vision is “the whole essence of beatitude.” Now vision is ac-
counted one of the dowries. erefore beatitude is a dowry.

Objection 4. Further, fruition gives happiness. Now
fruition is a dowry.erefore a dowry gives happiness and thus
beatitude is a dowry.

Objection 5. Further, according to Boethius (De Consol.

* Cf. Ia, q. 38, a. 2. * Cf. Ia, q. 12, a. 7, ad 1; Ia IIae, q. 4, a. 3.
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iii), “beatitude is a state made perfect by the aggregate of all
good things.” Now the state of the blessed is perfected by the
dowries. erefore the dowries are part of beatitude.

On the contrary, e dowries are given without merits:
whereas beatitude is not given, but is awarded in return for
merits. erefore beatitude is not a dowry.

Further, beatitude is one only, whereas the dowries are sev-
eral. erefore beatitude is not a dowry.

Further, beatitude is in man according to that which is
principal in him (Ethic. x, 7): whereas a dowry is also ap-
pointed to the body. erefore dowry and beatitude are not
the same.

I answer that,ere are twoopinions on this question. For
some say that beatitude and dowry are the same in reality but
differ in aspect: because dowry regards the spiritual marriage
between Christ and the soul, whereas beatitude does not. But
seemingly this will not stand, since beatitude consists in an op-
eration, whereas a dowry is not an operation, but a quality or
disposition. Wherefore according to others it must be stated
that beatitude and dowry differ even in reality, beatitude be-
ing the perfect operation itself by which the soul is united to
God, while the dowries are habits or dispositions or any other

qualities directed to this same perfect operation, so that they
are directed to beatitude instead of being in it as parts thereof.

Reply toObjection 1.Beatitude, properly speaking, is not
an adornment of the soul, but something resulting from the
soul’s adornment; since it is an operation, while its adornment
is a certain comeliness of the blessed themselves.

Reply to Objection 2. Beatitude is not directed to the
union but is the union itself of the soulwithChrist.is union
is by an operation, whereas the dowries are gis disposing to
this same union.

Reply to Objection 3. Vision may be taken in two ways.
First, actually, i.e. for the act itself of vision; and thus vision is
not a dowry, but beatitude itself. Secondly, it may be taken ha-
bitually, i.e. for the habit whereby this act is elicited, namely
the clarity of glory, by which the soul is enlightened from
above to see God: and thus it is a dowry and the principle of
beatitude, but not beatitude itself. e same answer applies to
obj. 4.

Reply to Objection 5. Beatitude is the sum of all goods
not as though they were essential parts of beatitude, but as be-
ing in a way directed to beatitude, as stated above.

Suppl. q. 95 a. 3Whether it is fitting that Christ should receive a dowry?

Objection 1. It would seem fitting that Christ should re-
ceive a dowry. For the saints will be conformed to Christ
through glory, according to Phil. 3:21, “Who will reform the
body of our lownessmade like to the body ofHis glory.”ere-
fore Christ also will have a dowry.

Objection 2. Further, in the spiritual marriage a dowry is
given in likeness to a carnal marriage. Now there is a spiritual
marriage in Christ, which is peculiar to Him, namely of the
two natures in one Person, in regard to which the human na-
ture in Him is said to have been espoused by the Word, as a
gloss† has it on Ps. 18:6, “He hath set His tabernacle in the
sun,” etc., and Apoc. 21:3, “Behold the tabernacle of God with
men.” erefore it is fitting that Christ should have a dowry.

Objection 3. Further, Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ.
iii) thatChrist, according to theRule‡ ofTyconius, on account
of the unity of the mystic body that exists between the head
and its members, calls Himself also the Bride and not only the
Bridegroom, as may be gathered from Is. 61:10, “As a bride-
groom decked with a crown, and as a bride adorned with her
jewels.” Since then a dowry is due to the bride, it would seem
that Christ ought to receive a dowry.

Objection 4. Further, a dowry is due to all the members
of the Church, since the Church is the spouse. But Christ is
a member of the Church according to 1 Cor. 12:27, “You are
the body of Christ, and members of member, i.e. of Christ,”
according to a gloss. erefore the dowry is due to Christ.

Objection 5. Further, Christ has perfect vision, fruition,

and joy. Now these are the dowries. erefore, etc.
On the contrary, A distinction of persons is requisite be-

tween the bridegroom and the bride. But in Christ there is
nothing personally distinct from the Son of God Who is the
Bridegroom, as stated in Jn. 3:29, “He that hath the bride is
the bridegroom.” erefore since the dowry is allotted to the
bride or for the bride, it would seem unfitting for Christ to
have a dowry.

Further, the same person does not both give and receive a
dowry. But it is Christ Who gives spiritual dowries. erefore
it is not fitting that Christ should have a dowry.

I answer that, ere are two opinions on this point. For
some say that there is a threefold union in Christ. One is the
union of concord, whereby He is united to God in the bond
of love; another is the union of condescension, whereby the
human nature is united to the Divine; the third is the union
wherebyChrist is united to theChurch.ey say, then, that as
regards the first two unions it is fitting for Christ to have the
dowries as such, but as regards the third, it is fitting forHim to
have the dowries in themost excellent degree, considered as to
that in which they consist, but not considered as dowries; be-
cause in this union Christ is the bridegroom and the Church
the bride, and a dowry is given to the bride as regards property
and control, although it is given to the bridegroom as to use.
But this does not seem congruous. For in the union of Christ
with the Father by the concord of love, even if we consider
Him as God, there is not said to be a marriage, since it im-

† St. Augustine, De Consensu Evang. i, 40. ‡ Liber regularum.
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plies no subjection such as is required in the bride towards the
bridegroom.Nor again in the union of the human nature with
the Divine, whether we consider the Personal union or that
which regards the conformity of will, can there be a dowry,
properly speaking, for three reasons. First, because in a mar-
riage where a dowry is given there should be likeness of na-
ture between bridegroom and bride, and this is lacking in the
union of the human nature with theDivine; secondly, because
there is required a distinction of persons, and the human na-
ture is not personally distinct from the Word; thirdly, because
a dowry is given when the bride is first taken to the dwelling of
the bridegroom and thus would seem to belong to the bride,
who from being not united becomes united; whereas the hu-
mannature, whichwas assumed into the unity of Person by the
Word, never was otherwise than perfectly united. Wherefore
in the opinionof otherswe should say that thenotionof dowry
is either altogether unbecoming to Christ, or not so properly
as to the saints; but that the things which we call dowries befit
Him in the highest degree.

Reply to Objection 1. is conformity must be under-
stood to refer to the thing which is a dowry and not to the
notion of a dowry being in Christ: for it is not requisite that
the thing in which we are conformed to Christ should be in
the same way in Christ and in us.

Reply to Objection 2. Human nature is not properly said
to be a bride in its union with the Word, since the distinction
of persons, which is requisite between bridegroom and bride,
is not observed therein. at human nature is sometimes de-
scribed as being espoused in reference to its union with the
Word is because it has a certain act of the bride, in that it is
united to theBridegroom inseparably, and in this union is sub-

ject to the Word and ruled by the Word, as the bride by the
bridegroom.

Reply to Objection 3. If Christ is sometimes spoken of as
the Bride, this is not because He is the Bride in very truth, but
in so far asHe personifiesHis spouse, namely theChurch, who
is united to Him spiritually. Hence nothing hinders Him, in
this way of speaking, from being said to have the dowries, not
that He Himself is dowered, but the Church.

Reply to Objection 4. e term Church is taken in two
senses. For sometimes it denotes the body only,which is united
to Christ as its Head. In this way alone has the Church the
character of spouse: and in this way Christ is not a member of
the Church, but is the Head from which all the members re-
ceive. In another sense theChurch denotes the head andmem-
bers united together; and thusChrist is said to be amember of
the Church, inasmuch as He fulfills an office distinct from all
others, by pouring forth life into the othermembers: although
He is not very properly called a member, since a member im-
plies a certain restriction, whereas in Christ spiritual good is
not restricted but is absolutely entire*, so that He is the entire
good of the Church, nor is He together with others anything
greater than He is by Himself. Speaking of the Church in this
sense, the Church denotes not only the bride, but the bride-
groom and bride, in so far as one thing results from their spiri-
tual union. Consequently althoughChrist be called amember
of the Church in a certain sense, He can by nomeans be called
amember of the bride; and therefore the idea of a dowry is not
becoming to Him.

Reply toObjection 5.ere is here a fallacy of “accident”;
for these things are not befitting to Christ if we consider them
under the aspect of dowry.

Suppl. q. 95 a. 4Whether the angels receive the dowries?

Objection1. Itwould seemthat the angels receivedowries.
For a gloss onCanticle ofCanticles 6:8, “One ismy dove,” says:
“One is theChurch amongmen and angels.” But theChurch is
the bride, wherefore it is fitting for themembers of theChurch
to have the dowries. erefore the angels have the dowries.

Objection 2.Further, a gloss onLk. 12:36, “And you your-
selves like to men who wait for their lord, when he shall re-
turn from the wedding,” says: “Our Lord went to the wedding
when aerHis resurrection the newMan espoused toHimself
the angelic host.” erefore the angelic hosts are the spouse of
Christ and consequently it is fitting that they should have the
dowries.

Objection 3. Further, the spiritual marriage consists in a
spiritual union. Now the spiritual union between the angels
andGod is no less than between beatifiedmen andGod. Since,
then, the dowries of whichwe treat now are assigned by reason
of a spiritual marriage, it would seem that they are becoming
to the angels.

Objection 4. Further, a spiritual marriage demands a spir-

itual bridegroom and a spiritual bride. Now the angels are by
nature more conformed than men to Christ as the supreme
spirit. erefore a spiritual marriage is more possible between
the angels and Christ than between men and Christ.

Objection 5. Further, a greater conformity is required be-
tween the head and members than between bridegroom and
bride. Now the conformity betweenChrist and the angels suf-
fices for Christ to be called the Head of the angels. erefore
for the same reason it suffices for Him to be called their bride-
groom.

On the contrary,Origen at the beginning of the prologue
to his commentary on the Canticles, distinguishes four per-
sons, namely “the bridegroomwith the bride, the youngmaid-
ens, and the companions of the bridegroom”: and he says that
“the angels are the companions of the bridegroom.” Since then
the dowry is due only to the bride, it would seem that the
dowries are not becoming to the angels.

Further, Christ espoused the Church by His Incarnation
and Passion: wherefore this is foreshadowed in the words (Ex.

* Cf. IIIa, q. 8, a. 1.
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4:25), “A bloody spouse thou art to me.” Now by His Incarna-
tion and PassionChrist was not otherwise united to the angels
than before.erefore the angels do not belong to theChurch,
if we consider the Church as spouse.erefore the dowries are
not becoming to the angels.

I answer that, Without any doubt, whatever pertains to
the endowments of the soul is befitting to the angels as it is to
men. But considered under the aspect of dowry they are not
as becoming to the angels as to men, because the character of
bride is not so properly becoming to the angels as to men. For
there is required a conformity of nature between bridegroom
and bride, to wit that they should be of the same species. Now
men are in conformity with Christ in this way, since He took
human nature, and by so doing became conformed to all men
in the specific nature ofman. on the other hand,He is not con-
formed to the angels in unity of species, neither as to His Di-
vine nor as to His human nature. Consequently the notion of
dowry is not so properly becoming to angels as to men. Since,
however, in metaphorical expressions, it is not necessary to
have a likeness in every respect, we must not argue that one
thing is not to be said of another metaphorically on account
of some lack of likeness; and consequently the argument we
have adduced does not prove that the dowries are simply un-
becoming to the angels, but only that they are not so properly
befitting to angels as to men, on account of the aforesaid lack
of likeness.

Reply toObjection1.Although the angels are included in
the unity of the Church, they are not members of the Church

according to conformity of nature, if we consider the Church
as bride: and thus it is not properly fitting for them to have the
dowries.

Reply to Objection 2. Espousal is taken there in a broad
sense, for union without conformity of specific nature: and in
this sense nothing prevents our saying that the angels have the
dowries taking these in a broad sense.

Reply to Objection 3. In the spiritual marriage although
there is no other than a spiritual union, those whose union an-
swers to the idea of a perfect marriage should agree in specific
nature. Hence espousal does not properly befit the angels.

Reply toObjection 4.econformity between the angels
andChrist asGod is not such as suffices for the notion of a per-
fectmarriage, since so far are they from agreeing in species that
there is still an infinite distance between them.

Reply to Objection 5. Not even is Christ properly called
the Head of the angels, if we consider the head as requiring
conformity of nature with the members. We must observe,
however, that although the head and the other members are
parts of an individual of one species, if we consider each one
by itself, it is not of the same species as another member, for a
hand is another specific part from the head. Hence, speaking
of the members in themselves, the only conformity required
among them is one of proportion, so that one receive from an-
other, and one serve another. Consequently the conformity
between God and the angels suffices for the notion of head
rather than for that of bridegroom.

Suppl. q. 95 a. 5Whether three dowries of the soul are suitably assigned?

Objection 1. It would seem unfitting to assign to the soul
three dowries, namely, “vision,” “love” and “fruition.” For the
soul is united toGod according to themindwherein is the im-
age of the Trinity in respect of the memory, understanding,
andwill. Now love regards the will, and vision the understand-
ing.erefore there should be something corresponding to the
memory, since fruition regards not the memory but the will.

Objection 2. Further, the beatific dowries are said to cor-
respond to the virtues of the way, which united us toGod: and
these are faith, hope, and charity, whereby God Himself is the
object. Now love corresponds to charity, and vision to faith.
erefore there should be something corresponding to hope,
since fruition corresponds rather to charity.

Objection 3. Further, we enjoy God by love and vision
only, since “we are said to enjoy those things which we love
for their own sake,” as Augustine says (De Doctr. Christ. i, 4).
erefore fruition should not be reckoned a distinct dowry
from love.

Objection 4. Further, comprehension is required for the
perfection of beatitude: “So run that you may comprehend”
(1 Cor. 9:24). erefore we should reckon a fourth dowry

Objection 5. Further, Anselm says (De Simil. xlviii) that

the following pertain to the soul’s beatitude: “wisdom, friend-
ship, concord, power, honor, security, joy”: and consequently
the aforesaid dowries are reckoned unsuitably.

Objection 6. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii)
that “in that beatitude God will be seen unendingly, loved
without wearying, praised untiringly.”erefore praise should
be added to the aforesaid dowries.

Objection 7. Further, Boethius reckons five things per-
taining to beatitude (DeConsol. iii) and these are: Sufficiency
which wealth offers, joy which pleasure offers, celebrity which
fame offers, security which power offers, reverence which dig-
nity offers. Consequently it seems that these should be reck-
oned as dowries rather than the aforesaid.

I answer that, All agree in reckoning three dowries of the
soul, in different ways however. For some say that the three
dowries of the soul are vision, love, and fruition. others reckon
them to be vision, comprehension, and fruition; others, vision,
delight, and comprehension. However, all these reckonings
come to the same, and their number is assigned in the same
way. For it has been said (a. 2) that a dowry is something in-
herent to the soul, and directing it to the operation in which
beatitude consists. Now two things are requisite in this opera-
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tion: its essence which is vision, and its perfection which is de-
light: since beatitudemust needs be a perfect operation.Again,
a vision is delightful in two ways: first, on the part of the ob-
ject, by reason of the thing seen being delightful; secondly, on
the part of the vision, by reason of the seeing itself being de-
lightful, even as we delight in knowing evil things, although
the evil things themselves delight us not. And since this oper-
ation wherein ultimate beatitude consists must needs be most
perfect, this visionmust needs be delightful in bothways.Now
in order that this vision be delightful on the part of the vi-
sion, it needs to be made connatural to the seer by means of
a habit; while for it to be delightful on the part of the visible
object, two things are necessary, namely that the visible object
be suitable, and that it be united to the seer. Accordingly for
the vision to be delightful on its own part a habit is required
to elicit the vision, and thus we have one dowry, which all call
vision. But on the part of the visible object two things are nec-
essary. First, suitableness, which regards the affections—and
in this respect some reckon love as a dowry, others fruition (in
so far as fruition regards the affective part) since what we love
most we deem most suitable. Secondly, union is required on
the part of the visible object, and thus some reckon compre-
hension,which is nothing else than to haveGodpresent and to
holdHimwithin ourself*; while others reckon fruition, not of
hope, which is ours while on the way, but of possession† which
is in heaven.

us the three dowries correspond to the three theologi-
cal virtues, namely vision to faith, comprehension (or fruition
in one sense) to hope, and fruition (or delight according to an-
other reckoning to charity). For perfect fruition such as will be
had in heaven includes delight and comprehension, for which
reason some take it for the one, and some for the other.

Others, however, ascribe these three dowries to the three
powers of the soul, namely vision to the rational, delight to
the concupiscible, and fruition to the irascible, seeing that this
fruition is acquired by a victory. But this is not said properly,
because the irascible and concupiscible powers are not in the
intellective but in the sensitive part, whereas the dowries of the
soul are assigned to the mind.

Reply to Objection 1. Memory and understanding have
but one act: either because understanding is itself an act
of memory, or—if understanding denote a power—because
memory does not proceed to act save through the medium
of the understanding, since it belongs to the memory to re-
tain knowledge. Consequently there is only one habit, namely
knowledge, corresponding to memory and understanding:
wherefore only one dowry, namely vision, corresponds to
both.

Reply toObjection 2. Fruition corresponds to hope, in so
far as it includes comprehension which will take the place of
hope: since we hope for that which we have not yet; where-
fore hope chafes somewhat on account of the distance of the
beloved: for which reason it will not remain in heaven [Cf. IIa
IIae, q. 18, a. 2] but will be succeeded by comprehension.

Reply to Objection 3. Fruition as including comprehen-
sion is distinct from vision and love, but otherwise than love
from vision. For love and vision denote different habits, the
one belonging to the intellect, the other to the affective faculty.
But comprehension, or fruition as denoting comprehension,
does not signify a habit distinct from those two, but the re-
moval of the obstacles which made it impossible for the mind
to be united to God by actual vision. is is brought about
by the habit of glory freeing the soul from all defects; for in-
stance by making it capable of knowledge without phantasms,
of complete control over the body, and so forth, thus remov-
ing the obstacles which result in our being pilgrims from the
Lord.

Reply obj. 4 is clear from what has been said.
Reply to Objection 5. Properly speaking, the dowries are

the immediate principles of the operation in which perfect
beatitude consists and whereby the soul is united to Christ.
e things mentioned by Anselm do not answer to this de-
scription; but they are such as in any way accompany or follow
beatitude, not only in relation to the Bridegroom, to Whom
“wisdom” alone of the things mentioned by him refers, but
also in relation to others. ey may be either one’s equals, to
whom “friendship” refers as regards the union of affections,
and “concord” as regards consent in actions, or one’s inferiors,
to whom “power” refers, so far as inferior things are ordered
by superior, and “honor” as regards that which inferiors offer
to their superiors. Or again (they may accompany or follow
beatitude) in relation to oneself: to this “security” refers as re-
gards the removal of evil, and “joy” as regards the attainment
of good.

Reply to Objection 6. Praise, which Augustine mentions
as the third of those things which will obtain in heaven, is
not a disposition to beatitude but rather a sequel to beati-
tude: because from the very fact of the soul’s union with God,
wherein beatitude consists, it follows that the soul breaks forth
into praise. Hence praise has not the necessary conditions of a
dowry.

Reply toObjection7.efive things aforesaidmentioned
by Boethius are certain conditions of beatitude, but not dispo-
sitions to beatitude or to its act, because beatitude by reason of
its perfection has of itself alone and undividedly all that men
seek in various things, as the Philosopher declares (Ethic. i, 7;
x, 7,8). Accordingly Boethius shows that these five things ob-
tain in perfect beatitude, because they are what men seek in
temporal happiness. For they pertain either, as “security,” to
immunity from evil, or to the attainment either of the suitable
good, as “joy,” or of the perfect good, as “sufficiency,” or to the
manifestation of good, as “celebrity,” inasmuch as the good of
one is made known to others, or as “reverence,” as indicating
that good or the knowledge thereof, for reverence is the show-
ing of honor which bears witness to virtue. Hence it is evident
that these five should not be called dowries, but conditions of
beatitude.

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 4, a. 3. † Literally “of the reality: non spei…sed rei”.
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S   T P, Q 96
Of the Aureoles

(Inirteen Articles)

In the next place we must consider the aureoles. Under this head there are thirteen points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the aureoles differ from the essential reward?
(2) Whether they differ from the fruit?
(3) Whether a fruit is due to the virtue of continence only?
(4) Whether three fruits are fittingly assigned to the three parts of continence?
(5) Whether an aureole is due to virgins?
(6) Whether it is due to martyrs?
(7) Whether it is due to doctors?
(8) Whether it is due to Christ?
(9) Whether to the angels?

(10) Whether it is due to the human body?
(11) Whether three aureoles are fittingly assigned?
(12) Whether the virgin’s aureole is the greatest?
(13) Whether one has the same aureole in a higher degree than another?

Suppl. q. 96 a. 1Whether the aureole is the same as the essential reward which is called the aurea?

Objection 1. It would seem that the aureole is not distinct
from the essential reward which is called the “aurea.” For the
essential reward is beatitude itself. Now according to Boethius
(De Consol. iii), beatitude is “a state rendered perfect by the
aggregate of all goods.”erefore the essential reward includes
every good possessed in heaven; so that the aureole is included
in the “aurea.”

Objection 2. Further, “more” and “less” do not change a
species. But those who keep the counsels and commandments
receive a greater reward than those who keep the command-
ments only, nor seemingly does their reward differ, except in
one reward being greater than another. Since then the aureole
denotes the reward due to works of perfection it would seem
that it does not signify something distinct from the “aurea.”

Objection 3. Further, reward corresponds to merit. Now
charity is the root of all merit. Since then the “aurea” corre-
sponds to charity, it would seem that there will be no reward
in heaven other than the “aurea.”

Objection 4. Further, “All the blessed are taken into the
angelic orders” as Gregory declares (Hom. xxxiv in Evang.).
Now as regards the angels, “though some of them receive cer-
tain gis in a higher degree, nothing is possessed by any of
them exclusively, for all gis are in all of them, though not
equally, because some are endowed more highly than others
with gis which, however, they all possess,” as Gregory says
(Hom. xxxiv in Evang.).erefore as regards the blessed, there
will be no reward other than that which is common to all.
erefore the aureole is not a distinct reward from the “aurea.”

Objection 5. Further, a higher reward is due to higher
merit. If, then, the “aurea” is due to works which are of obli-

gation, and the aureole to works of counsel, the aureole will be
more perfect than the “aurea,” and consequently should not be
expressed by a diminutive*. erefore it would seem that the
aureole is not a distinct reward from the “aurea.”

On the contrary, A gloss† on Ex. 25:24,25, “ou shalt
make…another little golden crown [coronam aureolam],” says:
“is crown denotes the new hymn which the virgins alone
sing in the presence of the Lamb.” Wherefore apparently the
aureole is a crown awarded, not to all, but especially to some:
whereas the aurea is awarded to all the blessed. erefore the
aureole is distinct from the “aurea.”

Further, a crown is due to the fight which is followed by
victory: “He…isnot crowned excepthe strive lawfully” (2Tim.
2:5). Hence where there is a special kind of conflict, there
should be a special crown. Now in certain works there is a spe-
cial kind of conflict. erefore they deserve a special kind of
crown, which we call an aureole.

Further, the Church militant comes down from the
Church triumphant: “I saw the Holy City,” etc. (Apoc. 21:2).
Now in the Churchmilitant special rewards are given to those
who perform special deeds, for instance a crown to the con-
queror, a prize to the runner.erefore the same should obtain
in the Church triumphant.

I answer that, Man’s essential reward, which is his beati-
tude, consists in the perfect union of the soul with God, inas-
much as it enjoys God perfectly as seen and loved perfectly.
Now this reward is called a “crown” or “aurea” metaphori-
cally, both with reference to merit which is gained by a kind
of conflict—since “the life of man upon earth is a warfare”
( Job 7:1)—and with reference to the reward whereby in a way

* “Aureola,” i.e. a little “aurea”. † Ven. Bede, De Tabernaculis i, 6.
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man is made a participator of the Godhead, and consequently
endowed with regal power: “ou hast made us to our God a
kingdom,” etc. (Apoc. 5:10); for a crown is the proper sign of
regal power.

In like manner the accidental reward which is added to
the essential has the character of a crown. For a crown signi-
fies some kind of perfection, on account of its circular shape,
so that for this very reason it is becoming to the perfection of
the blessed. Since, however, nothing can be added to the es-
sential, but what is less than it, the additional reward is called
an “aureole.” Now something may be added in two ways to
this essential reward which we call the “aurea.” First, in con-
sequence of a condition attaching to the nature of the one re-
warded: thus the glory of the body is added to the beatitude
of the soul, wherefore this same glory of the body is some-
times called an “aureole.” us a gloss of Bede on Ex. 25:25,
“ou…shalt make another little golden crown,” says that “fi-
nally the aureole is added, when it is stated in the Scriptures
that a higher degree of glory is in store for us when our bodies
are resumed.” But it is not in this sense that we speak of an au-
reole now. Secondly, in consequence of the nature of the meri-
torious act. Now this has the character ofmerit on two counts,
whence also it has the character of good. First, to wit, from its
root which is charity, since it is referred to the last end, and
thus there is due to it the essential reward, namely the attain-
ment of the end, and this is the “aurea.” Secondly, from the very
genus of the act which derives a certain praiseworthiness from
its due circumstances, from the habit eliciting it and from its
proximate end, and thus is due to it a kind of accidental reward
whichwe call an “aureole”: and it is in this sense that we regard
the aureole now. Accordingly it must be said that an “aureole”
denotes something added to the “aurea,” a kind of joy, to wit,
in the works one has done, in that they have the character of
a signal victory: for this joy is distinct from the joy in being
united to God, which is called the “aurea.” Some, however, af-
firm that the common reward,which is the “aurea,” receives the
name of “aureole,” according as it is given to virgins, martyrs,
or doctors: even as money receives the name of debt through
being due to some one, though the money and the debt are al-
together the same. And that nevertheless this does not imply
that the essential reward is any greater when it is called an “au-
reole”; but that it corresponds to a more excellent act, more
excellent not in intensity of merit but in the manner of merit-
ing; so that although two persons may have the Divine vision
with equal clearness, it is called an “aureole” in one and not
in the other in so far as it corresponds to higher merit as re-
gards the way ofmeriting. But this would seem contrary to the
meaning of the gloss quoted above. For if “aurea” and “aureole”
were the same, the “aureole” would not be described as added
to the “aurea.” Moreover, since reward corresponds to merit, a
more excellent reward must needs correspond to this more ex-
cellent way of meriting: and it is this excellence that we call an
“aureole.” Hence it follows that an “aureole” differs from the
“aurea.”

Reply to Objection 1. Beatitude includes all the goods

necessary for man’s perfect life consisting in his perfect opera-
tion. Yet some things can be added, not as being necessary for
that perfect operation as though it were impossible without
them, but as adding to the glory of beatitude. Hence they re-
gard the well-being of beatitude and a certain fitness thereto.
Even so civic happiness is embellished by nobility and bod-
ily beauty and so forth, and yet it is possible without them as
stated in Ethic. i, 8: and thus is the aureole in comparison with
the happiness of heaven.

Reply toObjection 2. He who keeps the counsels and the
commandments always merits more than he who keeps the
commandments only, if we gather the notion ofmerit inworks
from the very genus of those works; but not always if we gauge
the merit from its root, charity: since sometimes a man keeps
the commandments alone out of greater charity than one who
keeps both commandments and counsels. For the most part,
however, the contrary happens, because the “proof of love is
in the performance of deeds,” as Gregory says (Hom. xxx in
Evang.). Wherefore it is not the more excellent essential re-
ward that is called an aureole, but that which is added to the
essential reward without reference to the essential reward of
the possessor of an aureole being greater, or less than, or equal
to the essential reward of one who has no aureole.

Reply to Objection 3. Charity is the first principle of
merit: but our actions are the instruments, so to speak,
whereby we merit. Now in order to obtain an effect there is
requisite not only a due disposition in the first mover, but
also a right disposition in the instrument. Hence something
principal results in the effect with reference to the first mover,
and something secondary with reference to the instrument.
Wherefore in the reward also there is something on the part
of charity, namely the “aurea,” and something on the part of
the kind of work, namely the “aureole.”

Reply to Objection 4. All the angels merited their beati-
tude by the same kind of act namely by turning to God: and
consequently no particular reward is found in anyone which
another has not in some way. But men merit beatitude by dif-
ferent kinds of acts: and so the comparison fails.

Nevertheless amongmenwhat one seems to have specially,
all have in common in some way, in so far as each one, by char-
ity, deems another’s good his own. Yet this joy whereby one
shares another’s joy cannot be called an aureole, because it is
not given him as a reward for his victory, but regards more
the victory of another: whereas a crown is awarded the victors
themselves and not to those who rejoice with them in the vic-
tory.

Reply to Objection 5. e merit arising from charity is
more excellent than that which arises from the kind of action:
just as the end towhich charity directs us ismore excellent than
the things directed to that end, and with which our actions
are concerned. Wherefore the reward corresponding to merit
by reason of charity, however little it may be, is greater than
any reward corresponding to an action by reason of its genus.
Hence “aureole” is used as a diminutive in comparison with
“aurea.”
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Suppl. q. 96 a. 2Whether the aureole differs from the fruit?

Objection 1. It would seem that the aureole does not dif-
fer from the fruit. For different rewards are not due to the same
merit. Now the aureole and the hundredfold fruit correspond
to the same merit, according to a gloss on Mat. 13:8, “Some a
hundredfold.” erefore the aureole is the same as the fruit.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Virgin xlv) that
the “hundredfold fruit is due to the martyrs, and also to vir-
gins.” erefore the fruit is a reward common to virgins and
martyrs. But the aureole also is due to them. erefore the au-
reole is the same as the fruit.

Objection 3. Further, there are only two rewards in beati-
tude, namely the essential, and the accidentalwhich is added to
the essential. Now that which is added to the essential reward
is called an aureole, as evidenced by the statement (Ex. 25:25)
that the little crown [aureola] is added to the crown. But the
fruit is not the essential reward, for in that case it would be due
to all the blessed. erefore it is the same as the aureole.

Onthe contrary,ingswhich are not divided in the same
way are not of the same nature. Now fruit and aureole are not
divided in the same way, since aureole is divided into the au-
reole of virgins, of martyrs, and of doctors: whereas fruit is di-
vided into the fruit of the married, of widows, and of virgins.
erefore fruit and aureole are not the same.

Further, if fruit and aureole were the same, the aureole
would be due to whomsoever the fruit is due. But this is man-
ifestly untrue, since a fruit is due to widowhood, while an au-
reole is not. erefore, etc.

I answer that, Metaphorical expressions can be taken in
various ways, according as we find resemblances to the var-
ious properties of the thing from which the comparison is
taken. Now since fruit, properly speaking, is applied to mate-
rial things born of the earth, we employ it variously in a spiri-
tual sense, with reference to the various conditions that obtain
inmaterial fruits. For thematerial fruit has sweetness whereby
it refreshes so far as it is used by man: again it is the last thing
to which the operation of nature attains: moreover it is that
to which husbandry looks forward as the result of sowing or
any other process. Accordingly fruit is taken in a spiritual sense
sometimes for that which refreshes as being the last end: and
according to this signification we are said to enjoy [frui] God
perfectly in heaven, and imperfectly on the way. From this sig-
nification we have fruition which is a dowry: but we are not
speaking of fruit in this sense now. Sometimes fruit signifies
spiritually that which refreshes only, though it is not the last
end; and thus the virtues are called fruits, inasmuch as “they re-
fresh the mind with genuine sweetness,” as Ambrose says*. In
this sense fruit is taken (Gal. 6:22): “e fruit of the Spirit is
charity, joy,” etc. Nor again is this the sense in which we speak
of fruit now; for we have treated of this already†.

We may, however, take spiritual fruit in another sense, in
likeness to material fruit, inasmuch as material fruit is a profit

expected from the labor of husbandry: so thatwe call fruit that
rewardwhichman acquires fromhis labor in this life: and thus
every reward which by our labors we shall acquire for the fu-
ture life is called a “fruit.” In this sense fruit is taken (Rom.
6:22): “Youhave your fruit unto sanctification, and the end life
everlasting.” Yet neither in this sense do we speak of fruit now,
butwe are treating of fruit as being the product of seed: for it is
in this sense that our Lord speaks of fruit (Mat. 13:23), where
He divides fruit into thirtyfold, sixtyfold, and hundredfold.
Now fruit is the product of seed in so far as the seed power is
capable of transforming the humors of the soil into its own na-
ture; and themore efficient this power, and the better prepared
the soil, the more plentiful fruit will result. Now the spiritual
seed which is sown in us is the Word of God: wherefore the
more a person is transformed into a spiritual nature by with-
drawing from carnal things, the greater is the fruit of theWord
in him. Accordingly the fruit of the Word of God differs from
the aurea and the aureole, in that the “aurea” consists in the joy
one has inGod, and the “aureole” in the joy one has in the per-
fection of one’s works, whereas the “fruit” consists in the joy
that the worker has in his own disposition as to his degree of
spirituality to which he has attained through the seed of God’s
Word.

Some, however, distinguish between aureole and fruit, by
saying that the aureole is due to the fighter, according to 2
Tim. 2:5, “He…shall not be crowned, except he strive law-
fully”; whereas the fruit is due to the laborer, according to the
saying ofWis. 3:15, “e fruit of good labors is glorious.”Oth-
ers again say that the “aurea” regards conversion to God, while
the “aureole” and the “fruit” regard things directed to the end;
yet so that the fruit regards the will rather, and the aureole the
body. Since, however, labor and strife are in the same subject
and about the same matter, and since the body’s reward de-
pends on the soul’s, these explanations of the difference be-
tween fruit, aurea and aureole would only imply a logical dif-
ference: and this cannot be, since fruit is assigned to some to
whom no aureole is assigned.

Reply toObjection1.ere is nothing incongruous if var-
ious rewards correspond to the same merit according to the
various things contained therein. Wherefore to virginity cor-
responds the aurea in so far as virginity is kept for God’s sake
at the command of charity; the aureole, in so far as virginity
is a work of perfection having the character of a signal victory;
and the fruit, in so far as by virginity a person acquires a certain
spirituality by withdrawing from carnal things.

Reply to Objection 2. Fruit, according to the proper ac-
ceptation as we are speaking of it now, does not denote the re-
ward common tomartyrdom and virginity, by that which cor-
responds to the three degrees of continency. is gloss which
states that the hundredfold fruit corresponds to martyrs takes
fruit in a broad sense, according as any reward is called a fruit,

* De Parad. xiii. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 70, a. 1, ad 2.
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the hundredfold fruit thus denoting the reward due to any per-
fect works whatever.

Reply toObjection 3.Although the aureole is an acciden-
tal reward added to the essential reward, nevertheless not every
accidental reward is an aureole, but only that which is assigned

to works of perfection, whereby man is most conformed to
Christ in the achievement of a perfect victory. Hence it is not
unfitting that another accidental reward, which is called the
fruit, be due sometimes to the withdrawal from a carnal life.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 3Whether a fruit is due to the virtue of continence alone?

Objection 1. It would seem that a fruit is not due to the
virtue of continence alone. For a gloss on 1 Cor. 15:41, “One
is the glory of the sun,” says that “the worth of those who have
the hundredfold fruit is compared to the glory of the sun; to
the glory of the moon those who have the sixtyfold fruit; and
to the stars those who have the thirtyfold fruit.” Now this dif-
ference of glory, in the meaning of the Apostle, regards any
difference whatever of beatitude. erefore the various fruits
should correspond to none but the virtue of continence.

Objection 2. Further, fruits are so called from fruition.
But fruitionbelongs to the essential rewardwhich corresponds
to all the virtues. erefore, etc.

Objection 3. Further, fruit is due to labor: “e fruit of
good labors is glorious” (Wis. 3:15). Now there is greater la-
bor in fortitude than in temperance or continence. erefore
fruit does not correspond to continence alone.

Objection 4. Further, it is more difficult not to exceed the
measure in food which is necessary for life, than in sexual mat-
ters without which life can be sustained: and thus the labor
of frugality is greater than that of continence. erefore fruit
corresponds to frugality rather than to continence.

Objection 5. Further, fruit implies delight, and delight re-
gards especially the end. Since then the theological virtues have
the end for their object, namely God Himself, it would seem
that to them especially the fruit should correspond.

On the contrary, is the statement of the gloss on Mat.
13:23, “eone a hundredfold,” which assigns the fruits to vir-
ginity, widowhood, and conjugal continence, which are parts
of continence.

I answer that, A fruit is a reward due to a person in that
he passes from the carnal to the spiritual life. Consequently a

fruit corresponds especially to that virtuewhichmore than any
other freesman from subjection to the flesh.Now this is the ef-
fect of continence, since it is by sexual pleasures that the soul is
especially subject to the flesh; somuch so that in the carnal act,
according to Jerome (Ep. ad Ageruch.), “not even the spirit of
prophecy touches the heart of the prophet,” nor “is it possible
to understand anything in the midst of that pleasure,” as the
Philosopher says (Ethic. vii, 11). erefore fruit corresponds
to continence rather than to another virtue.

Reply to Objection 1. is gloss takes fruit in a broad
sense, according as any reward is called a fruit.

Reply to Objection 2. Fruition does not take its name
from fruit by reason of any comparison with fruit in the sense
in which we speak of it now, as evidenced by what has been
said.

Reply to Objection 3. Fruit, as we speak of it now, corre-
sponds to labor not as resulting in fatigue, but as resulting in
the production of fruit. Hence a man calls his crops his labor,
inasmuch as he labored for them, or produced them by his la-
bor. Now the comparison to fruit, as produced from seed, is
more adapted to continence than to fortitude, because man is
not subjected to the flesh by the passions of fortitude, as he is
by the passions with which continence is concerned.

Reply to Objection 4. Although the pleasures of the ta-
ble are more necessary than the pleasures of sex, they are not
so strong: wherefore the soul is not so much subjected to the
flesh thereby.

Reply to Objection 5. Fruit is not taken here in the sense
in which fruition applies to delight in the end; but in another
sense as stated above (a. 2 ). Hence the argument proves noth-
ing.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 4Whether three fruits are fittingly assigned to the three parts of continence?

Objection1. It would seem that three fruits are unfittingly
assigned to the three parts of continence: because twelve fruits
of the Spirit are assigned, “charity, joy, peace,” etc. (Gal. 5:22).
erefore seemingly we should reckon only three.

Objection 2. Further, fruit denotes a special reward. Now
the reward assigned to virgins, widows, and married persons
is not a special reward, because all who are to be saved are
comprised under one of these three, since no one is saved
who lacks continence, and continence is adequately divided
by these three. erefore three fruits are unfittingly assigned
to the three aforesaid.

Objection 3. Further, just as widowhood surpasses con-
jugal continence, so does virginity surpass widowhood. But
the excess of sixtyfold over thirtyfold is not as the excess of
a hundredfold over sixtyfold; neither in arithmetical propor-
tion, since sixty exceeds thirty by thirty, and a hundred ex-
ceeds sixty by forty; nor in geometrical proportion, since sixty
is twice thirty and a hundred surpasses sixty as containing the
whole and two-thirds thereof. erefore the fruits are unfit-
tingly adapted to the degrees of continence.

Objection 4. Further, the statements contained in Holy
Writ stand for all time: “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but
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My words shall not pass away” (Lk. 21:33): whereas human
institutions are liable to change every day. erefore human
institutions are not to be taken as a criterion of the statements
of Holy Writ: and it would seem in consequence that the ex-
planation of these fruits given by Bede is unfitting. For he says
(Expos. in Luc. iii, 8) that “the thirtyfold fruit is assigned to
married persons, because in the signs drawn on the ‘abacus’ the
number 30 is denoted by the thumb and index finger touch-
ing one another at the tips as though kissing one another: so
that the number 30 denotes the embraces of married persons.
e number 60 is denoted by the contact of the index finger
above the middle joint of the thumb, so that the index finger
by lying over the thumb and weighing on it, signifies the bur-
den which widows have to bear in this world.When, however,
in the course of enumeration we come to the number 100 we
pass from the le to the right hand, so that the number 100
denotes virginity, which has a share in the angelic excellence;
for the angels are on the right hand, i.e. in glory, while we are
on the le on account of the imperfection of the present life.”

I answer that, By continence, to which the fruit corre-
sponds, man is brought to a kind of spiritual nature, by with-
drawing from carnal things. Consequently various fruits are
distinguished according to the various manners of the spiri-
tuality resulting from continence. Now there is a certain spir-
ituality which is necessary, and one which is superabundant.
e spirituality that is necessary consists in the rectitude of
the spirit not being disturbed by the pleasures of the flesh: and
this obtains when one makes use of carnal pleasures accord-
ing to the order of right reason. is is the spirituality of mar-
ried persons. Spirituality is superabundant when a man with-
draws himself entirely from those carnal pleasures which stifle
the spirit. is may be done in two ways: either in respect of
all time past, present, and future, and this is the spirituality of
virgins; or in respect of a particular time, and this is the spiritu-
ality of widows. Accordingly to those who keep conjugal con-
tinence, the thirtyfold fruit is awarded; to those who keep the
continence of widows, the sixtyfold fruit; and to those who
keep virginal continence, the hundredfold fruit: and this for
the reason given by Bede quoted above, although another mo-
tive may be found in the very nature of the numbers. For 30
is the product of 3 multiplied by 10. Now 3 is the number of
everything, as stated in De Coelo et Mundo i, and contains a
certain perfection common to all, namely of beginning, mid-
dle, and end. Wherefore the number 30 is fittingly assigned to
married persons, in whom no other perfection is added to the

observance of theDecalogue, signified by the number 10, than
the common perfection without which there is no salvation.
e number six the multiplication of which by 10 amounts
to 60 has perfection from its parts, being the aggregate of all
its parts taken together; wherefore it corresponds fittingly to
widowhood, wherein we find perfect withdrawal from carnal
pleasures as to all its circumstances (which are the parts so to
speak of a virtuous act), since widowhood uses no carnal plea-
sures in connection with any person, place, or any other cir-
cumstance; which was not the case with conjugal continence.
enumber 100 corresponds fittingly to virginity; because the
number 10 of which 100 is a multiple is the limit of numbers:
and in like manner virginity occupies the limit of spirituality,
since no further spirituality can be added to it. e number
100 also being a square number has perfection from its figure:
for a square figure is prefect through being equal on all sides,
since all its sides are equal: wherefore it is adapted to virginity
wherein incorruption is found equally as to all times.

Reply toObjection 1. Fruit is not taken there in the sense
in which we are taking it now.

Reply to Objection 2. Nothing obliges us to hold that
fruit is a reward that is not common to all who will be saved.
For not only the essential reward is common to all, but also a
certain accidental reward, such as joy in those works without
which one cannot be saved. Yet itmay be said that the fruits are
not becoming to all who will be saved, as is evidently the case
with those who repent in the end aer leading an incontinent
life, for to such no fruit is due but only the essential reward.

Reply to Objection 3. e distinction of the fruits is to
be taken according to the species and figures of the numbers
rather than according to their quantity. Nevertheless even if
we regard the excess in point of quantity, we may find an ex-
planation. For the married man abstains only from one that
is not his, the widow from both hers and not hers, so that in
the latter case we find the notion of double, just as 60 is the
double of 30. Again 100 is 60 X 40, which latter number is
the product of 4 X 10, and the number 4 is the first solid and
square number. us the addition of this number is fitting to
virginity, which adds perpetual incorruption to the perfection
of widowhood.

Reply toObjection 4.Although these numerical signs are
a human institution, they are founded somewhat on the nature
of things, in so far as the numbers are denoted in gradation, ac-
cording to the order of the aforesaid joints and contacts.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 5Whether an aureole is due on account of virginity?

Objection 1. It would seem that an aureole is not due on
account of virginity. For where there is greater difficulty in the
work, a greater reward is due. Now widows have greater diffi-
culty than virgins in abstaining from theworks of the flesh. For
Jerome says (Ep. ad Ageruch.) that the greater difficulty cer-

tain persons experience in abstaining from the allurements of
pleasure, the greater their reward, and he is speaking in praise
of widows. Moreover, the Philosopher says (De Anim. Hist.
vii) that “young women who have been deflowered desire sex-
ual intercourse the more for the recollection of the pleasure.”
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erefore the aureole which is the greatest reward is due to
widows more than to virgins.

Objection 2. Further, if an aureole were due to virginity, it
would be especially found where there is the most perfect vir-
ginity. Now the most prefect virginity is in the Blessed Virgin,
wherefore she is called the Virgin of virgins: and yet no aure-
ole is due to her because she experienced no conflict in being
continent, for she was not infected with the corruption of the
fomes*. erefore an aureole is not due to virginity.

Objection 3. Further, a special reward is not due to that
which has not been at all times praiseworthy. Now it would
not have been praiseworthy to observe virginity in the state of
innocence, since thenwas it commanded: “Increase andmulti-
ply and fill the earth” (Gn. 1:28): nor again during the time of
the Law, since the barren were accursed. erefore an aureole
is not due to virginity.

Objection 4. Further, the same reward is not due to vir-
ginity observed, and virginity lost. Yet an aureole is sometimes
due to lost virginity; for instance if a maiden be violated un-
willingly at the order of a tyrant for confessing Christ. ere-
fore an aureole is not due to virginity.

Objection 5. Further, a special reward is not due to that
which is in us by nature. But virginity is inborn in every man
both good and wicked. erefore an aureole is not due to vir-
ginity.

Objection 6. Further, as widowhood is to the sixtyfold
fruit, so is virginity to the hundredfold fruit, and to the au-
reole. Now the sixtyfold fruit is not due to every widow, but
only, as some say, to one who vows to remain a widow. ere-
fore it would seem that neither is the aureole due to any kind
of virginity, but only to that which is observed by vow.

Objection 7. Further, reward is not given to that which
is done of necessity, since all merit depends on the will. But
some are virgins of necessity, such as those who are naturally
cold-blooded, and eunuchs. erefore an aureole is not always
due to virginity.

On the contrary, A gloss on Ex. 25:25: “ou shalt also
make a little golden crown [coronam aureolam]” says: “is
crown denotes the new hymn which the virgins sing in the
presence of the Lamb, those, to wit, who follow the Lamb
whithersoever He goeth.” erefore the reward due to virgin-
ity is called an aureole.

Further, It is written (Is. 56:4): “us saith the Lord to
the eunuchs”: and the text continues (Is. 56: 5): “I will give to
them…a name better than sons and daughters”: and a gloss†
says: “is refers to their peculiar and transcendent glory.”
Now the eunuchs “who have made themselves eunuchs for the
kingdom of heaven” (Mat. 19:12) denote virgins. erefore it
would seem that some special reward is due to virginity, and
this is called the aureole.

I answer that, Where there is a notable kind of victory,
a special crown is due. Wherefore since by virginity a person
wins a signal victory over the flesh, against which a continu-

ous battle is waged: “e flesh lusteth against the spirit,” etc.
(Gal. 5:17), a special crown called the aureole is due to virgin-
ity. is indeed is the common opinion of all; but all are not
agreed as to the kind of virginity to which it is due. For some
say that the aureole is due to the act. So that she who actu-
ally remains a virgin will have the aureole provided she be of
the number of the saved. But this would seem unreasonable,
because in this case those who have the will to marry and nev-
ertheless die before marrying would have the aureole. Hence
others hold that the aureole is due to the state and not to the
act: so that those virgins alone merit the aureole who by vow
have placed themselves in the state of observing perpetual vir-
ginity. But this also seems unreasonable, because it is possible
to have the same intention of observing virginity without a
vow as with a vow. Hence it may be said otherwise that merit
is due to every virtuous act commanded by charity. Now vir-
ginity comes under the genus of virtue in so far as perpetual in-
corruption of mind and body is an object of choice, as appears
from what has been said above (Sent. iv, D, 33, q. 3, Aa. 1,2)*.
Consequently the aureole is due to those virgins alone, who
had the purpose of observing perpetual virginity, whether or
no they have confirmed this purpose by vow—and this I say
with reference to the aureole in its proper signification of a re-
ward due to merit—although this purpose may at some time
have been interrupted, integrity of the flesh remaining withal,
provided it be found at the end of life, because virginity of the
mind may be restored, although virginity of the flesh cannot.
If, however, we take the aureole in its broad sense for any joy
added to the essential joy of heaven, the aureole will be appli-
cable even to those who are incorrupt in flesh, although they
had not the purpose of observing perpetual virginity. Forwith-
out doubt they will rejoice in the incorruption of their body,
even as the innocent will rejoice in having been free from sin,
although they had no opportunity of sinning, as in the case
of baptized children. But this is not the proper meaning of an
aureole, although it is very commonly taken in this sense.

Reply toObjection 1. In some respects virgins experience
a greater conflict in remaining continent; and inother respects,
widows, other things being equal. For virgins are inflamed by
concupiscence, and by the desire of experience, which arises
froma certain curiosity as it were, whichmakesmanmorewill-
ing to see what he has never seen. Sometimes, moreover, this
concupiscence is increased by their esteeming the pleasure to
be greater than it is in reality, and by their failing to consider
the grievances attaching to this pleasure. In these respects wid-
ows experience the lesser conflict, yet theirs is the greater con-
flict by reason of their recollection of the pleasure. Moreover,
in different subjects one motive is stronger than another, ac-
cording to the various conditions and dispositions of the sub-
ject, because some are more susceptible to one, and others to
another. However, whatever we may say of the degree of con-
flict, this is certain—that the virgin’s victory is more perfect
than the widow’s, for the most perfect and most brilliant kind

* Cf. IIIa, q. 27, a. 3. † St. Augustine, DeVirginit. xxv. * Cf. IIIa, q. 152,
Aa. 1,3.
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of victory is never to have yielded to the foe: and the crown is
due, not to the battle but to the victory gained by the battle.

Reply to Objection 2. ere are two opinions about this.
For some say that the Blessed Virgin has not an aureole in re-
ward of her virginity, if we take aureole in the proper sense as
referring to a conflict, but that she has somethingmore than an
aureole, on account of her most perfect purpose of observing
virginity. Others say that she has an aureole even in its proper
signification, and that amost transcendent one: for though she
experienced no conflict, she had a certain conflict of the flesh,
but owing to the exceeding strength of her virtue, her flesh
was so subdued that she did not feel this conflict. is, how-
ever, would seem to be said without reason, for since we be-
lieve the Blessed Virgin to have been altogether immune from
the inclination of the fomes on account of the perfection of
her sanctification, it is wicked to suppose that there was in her
any conflict with the flesh, since such like conflict is only from
the inclination of the fomes, nor can temptation from the flesh
be without sin, as declared by a gloss† on 2 Cor. 12:7, “ere
was given me a sting of my flesh.” Hence we must say that she
has an aureole properly speaking, so as to be conformed in this
to those other members of the Church in whom virginity is
found: and although shehadno conflict by reasonof the temp-
tation which is of the flesh, she had the temptation which is of
the enemy, who feared not even Christ (Mat. 4).

Reply to Objection 3. e aureole is not due to virginity
except as adding some excellence to the other degrees of conti-
nence. If Adam had not sinned, virginity would have had no
perfection over conjugal continence, since in that case mar-
riage would have been honorable, and the marriage-bed un-
sullied, for it would not have been dishonored by lust: hence
virginitywould not thenhave been observed, norwould an au-
reole have been due to it. But the condition of human nature
being changed, virginity has a special beauty of its own, and
consequently a special reward is assigned to it.

During the time of the Mosaic law, when the worship of
Godwas to be continued bymeans of the carnal act, it was not
altogether praiseworthy to abstain from carnal intercourse:

wherefore no special rewardwould be given for such a purpose
unless it came from a Divine inspiration, as is believed to have
been the case with Jeremias and Elias, of whosemarriage we do
not read.

Reply to Objection 4. If a virgin is violated, she does not
forfeit the aureole, provided she retain unfailingly the purpose
of observing perpetual virginity, andnowise consent to the act.
Nordoes she forfeit virginity thereby; andbe this said,whether
she be violated for the faith, or for any other cause whatever.
But if she suffer this for the faith, this will count to her for
merit, and will be a kind of martyrdom: wherefore Lucy said:
“If thou causest me to be violated against my will, my chastity
will receive a double crown”‡; not that she has two aureoles
of virginity, but that she will receive a double reward, one for
observing virginity, the other for the outrage she has suffered.
Even supposing that one thus violated should conceive, she
would not for that reason forfeit her virginity: nor would she
be equal toChrist’s mother, in whom there was integrity of the
flesh together with integrity of the mind*.

Reply to Objection 5. Virginity is inborn in us as to that
which is material in virginity: but the purpose of observing
perpetual incorruption, whence virginity derives its merit, is
not inborn, but comes from the gi of grace.

Reply toObjection 6.e sixtyfold fruit is due, not to ev-
erywidow, but only to thosewho retain the purpose of remain-
ing widows, even though they do not make it the matter of a
vow, even as we have said in regard to virginity.

Reply to Objection 7. If cold-blooded persons and eu-
nuchs have the will to observe perpetual incorruption even
though they were capable of sexual intercourse, they must be
called virgins and merit the aureole: for they make a virtue of
necessity. If, on the other hand, they have the will to marry if
they could, they do not merit the aureole. Hence Augustine
says (De Sancta Virgin. xxiv): “For those like eunuchs whose
bodies are so formed that they are unable to beget, it suffices
when they become Christians and keep the commandments
of God, that they have a mind to have a wife if they could, in
order to rank with the faithful who are married.”

Suppl. q. 96 a. 6Whether an aureole is due to martyrs?

Objection 1. It would seem that an aureole is not due
to martyrs. For an aureole is a reward given for works of
supererogation, wherefore Bede commenting on Ex. 25:25,
“ou shalt also make another…crown,” says: “is may be
rightly referred to the reward of those who by freely choos-
ing amore perfect life go beyond the general commandments.”
But to die for confessing the faith is sometimes an obligation,
and not a work of supererogation as appears from the words
of Rom. 10:10, “With the heart, we believe unto justice, but
with the mouth confession is made unto salvation.” erefore
an aureole is not always due to martyrdom.

Objection 2. Further, according to Gregory (Moral. ix†)
“the freer the service, the more acceptable it is.” Now martyr-
dom has a minimum of freedom, since it is a punishment in-
flicted by another person with force. erefore an aureole is
not due tomartyrdom, since it is accorded to surpassingmerit.

Objection 3. Further, martyrdom consists not only in suf-
fering death externally, but also in the interior act of the will:
wherefore Bernard in a sermon on the Holy Innocents distin-
guishes three kinds of martyr—in will and not in death, as
John; in both will and death, as Stephen; in death and not in
will, as the Innocents. Accordingly if an aureole were due to

† St. Augustine, De Civ. Dei xix, 4. ‡ Office of S. Lucy; lect. vi of Domini-
can Breviary, December 13th. * Cf. IIa IIae, q. 64, a. 3, ad 3; IIa IIae, q. 124,
a. 4, ad 2; IIa IIae, q. 152, a. 1. † Cf. St. Augustine, De Adult. Conjug. i, 14.
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martyrdom, it would be due to voluntary rather than external
martyrdom, sincemerit proceeds fromwill. Yet such is not the
case. erefore an aureole is not due to martyrdom.

Objection 4. Further, bodily suffering is less than mental,
which consists of internal sorrow and affliction of soul. But in-
ternal suffering is also a kind of martyrdom: wherefore Jerome
says in a sermon on theAssumption‡: “I should say rightly that
the Mother of God was both virgin and martyr, although she
ended her days in peace, wherefore: ine own soul a sword
hath pierced—namely for her Son’s death.” Since then no au-
reole corresponds to interior sorrow, neither should one cor-
respond to outward suffering.

Objection 5. Further, penance itself is a kind of martyr-
dom, wherefore Gregory says (Hom. iii in Evang.): “Although
persecution has ceased to offer the opportunity, yet the peace
we enjoy is not without its martyrdom; since even if we no
longer yield the life of the body to the sword, yet do we slay
fleshly desires in the soul with the sword of the spirit.” But
no aureole is due to penance which consists in external works.
Neither therefore is an aureole due to every external martyr-
dom.

Objection 6. Further, an aureole is not due to an unlaw-
ful work. Now it is unlawful to lay hands on oneself, as Augus-
tine declares (DeCiv.Dei i), and yet theChurch celebrates the
martyrdom of some who laid hands upon themselves in order
to escape the fury of tyrants, as in the case of certain women at
Antioch (Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. viii, 24).erefore an aureole
is not always due to martyrdom.

Objection 7. Further, it happens at times that a person is
wounded for the faith, and survives for some time. Now it is
clear that such a one is a martyr, and yet seemingly an aureole
is not due to him, since his conflict did not last until death.
erefore an aureole is not always due to martyrdom.

Objection 8. Further, some suffer more from the loss of
temporal goods than from the affliction even of their own
body and this is shownby their bearingmany afflictions for the
sake of gain. erefore if they be despoiled of their temporal
goods for Christ’s sake they would seem to bemartyrs, and yet
an aureole is not apparently due to them. erefore the same
conclusion follows as before.

Objection 9. Further, a martyr would seem to be no other
than one who dies for the faith, wherefore Isidore says (Etym.
vii): “ey are called martyrs in Greek, witnesses in Latin: be-
cause they suffered in order to bear witness to Christ, and
strove unto death for the truth.” Now there are virtues more
excellent than faith, such as justice, charity, and so forth, since
these cannot be without grace, and yet no aureole is due to
them. erefore seemingly neither is an aureole due to mar-
tyrdom.

Objection 10. Further, even as the truth of faith is from
God, so is all other truth, as Ambrose* declares, since “every
truth by whomsoever uttered is from the Holy Ghost.” ere-
fore if an aureole is due to one who suffers death for the truth

of faith, in like manner it is also due to those who suffer death
for any other virtue: and yet apparently this is not the case.

Objection 11. Further, the common good is greater than
the good of the individual. Now if a man die in a just war in
order to save his country, an aureole is not due to him. ere-
fore even though he be put to death in order to keep the faith
that is in himself, no aureole is due to him: and consequently
the same conclusion follows as above.

Objection 12. Further, all merit proceeds from the free
will. Yet the Church celebrates the martyrdom of some who
had not the use of the free will. erefore they did not merit
an aureole: and consequently an aureole is not due to all mar-
tyrs.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Sancta Virgin. xlvi):
“No one, methinks, would dare prefer virginity to martyr-
dom.” Now an aureole is due to virginity, and consequently
also to martyrdom.

Further, the crown is due to one who has striven. But in
martyrdom the strife presents a special difficulty. erefore a
special aureole is due thereto.

I answer that, Just as in the spirit there is a conflict with
the internal concupiscences, so is there in man a conflict with
the passion that is inflicted from without. Wherefore, just as a
special crown, which we call an aureole, is due to themost per-
fect victory whereby we triumph over the concupiscences of
the flesh, in a word to virginity, so too an aureole is due to the
most perfect victory that is won against external assaults. Now
the most perfect victory over passion caused from without is
considered from two points of view. First from the greatness
of the passion. Now among all passions inflicted from with-
out, death holds the first place, just as sexual concupiscences
are chief among internal passions. Consequently, when a man
conquers death and things directed to death, his is a most per-
fect victory. Secondly, the perfection of victory is considered
from the point of view of the motive of conflict, when, to wit,
a man strives for the most honorable cause; which is Christ
Himself. Both these things are to be found in martyrdom,
which is death suffered for Christ’s sake: for “it is not the pain
but the cause that makes the martyr,” as Augustine says (Con-
traCrescon. iii).Consequently an aureole is due tomartyrdom
as well as to virginity.

Reply to Objection 1. To suffer death for Christ’s sake, is
absolutely speaking, a work of supererogation; since every one
is not bound to confess his faith in the face of a persecutor:
yet in certain cases it is necessary for salvation, when, to wit, a
person is seized by a persecutor and interrogated as to his faith
which he is then bound to confess. Nor does it follow that he
does not merit an aureole. For an aureole is due to a work of
supererogation, not as such, but as having a certain perfection.
Wherefore so long as this perfection remains, even though the
supererogation cease, one merits the aureole.

Reply toObjection 2. A reward is due to martyrdom, not
in respect of the exterior infliction, but because it is suffered

‡ Ep. ad Paul. et Eustoch. * Spurious work on 1 Cor. 12:3: “No man can
say,” etc.
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voluntarily: since we merit only through that which is in us.
And themore thatwhich one suffers voluntarily is difficult and
naturally repugnant to the will the more is the will that suffers
it for Christ’s sake shown to be firmly established in Christ,
and consequently a higher reward is due to him.

Reply to Objection 3. ere are certain acts which, in
their very selves, contain intense pleasure or difficulty: and in
such the act always adds to the character of merit or demerit,
for as much as in the performance of the act the will, on ac-
count of the aforesaid intensity, must needs undergo an al-
teration from the state in which it was before. Consequently,
other things being equal, one who performs an act of lust sins
more than one who merely consents in the act, because in the
very act the will is increased. In like manner since in the act of
suffering martyrdom there is a very great difficulty, the will to
suffermartyrdomdoes not reach the degree ofmerit due to ac-
tual martyrdom by reason of its difficulty: although, indeed it
may possibly attain to a higher reward, if we consider the root
of merit since the will of one man to suffer martyrdom may
possibly proceed from a greater charity than another man’s act
of martyrdom. Hence one who is willing to be a martyr may
by his will merit an essential reward equal to or greater than
that which is due to an actual martyr. But the aureole is due
to the difficulty inherent to the conflict itself of martyrdom:
wherefore it is not due to those who are martyrs only in will.

Reply toObjection 4. Just as pleasures of touch, which are
the matter of temperance, hold the chief place among all plea-
sures both internal and external, so pains of touch surpass all
other pains. Consequently an aureole is due to the difficulty of
suffering pains of touch, for instance, from blows and so forth,
rather than to the difficulty of bearing internal sufferings, by
reason of which, however, one is not properly called a martyr,
except by a kind of comparison. It is in this sense that Jerome
speaks.

Reply to Objection 5. e sufferings of penance are not a
martyrdom properly speaking, because they do not consist in
things directed to the causing of death, since they are directed
merely to the taming of the flesh: and if any one go beyond
this measure, such afflictions will be deserving of blame. How-
ever such afflictions are spoken of as a martyrdom by a kind of
comparison. and they surpass the sufferings of martyrdom in
duration but not in intensity.

Reply to Objection 6. According to Augustine (De Civ.
Dei i) it is lawful to no one to lay hands on himself for any rea-
sonwhatever; unless perchance it be done byDivine instinct as
an example of fortitude that others may despise death. ose
to whom the objection refers are believed to have brought
death on themselves byDivine instinct, and for this reason the
Church celebrates their martyrdom*.

Reply to Objection 7. If any one receive a mortal wound
for the faith and survive, without doubt he merits the aureole:
as instanced in blessedCeciliawho survived for three days, and
many martyrs who died in prison. But, even if the wound he

receives be not mortal, yet be the occasion of his dying, he is
believed to merit the aureole: although some say that he does
notmerit the aureole if he happen to die through his own care-
lessness or neglect. For this neglect would not have occasioned
his death, except on the supposition of thewoundwhich he re-
ceived for the faith: and consequently this wound previously
received for the faith is the original occasion of his death, so
that he would not seem to lose. the aureole for that reason,
unless his neglect were such as to involve a mortal sin, which
would deprive him of both aurea and aureole. If, however, by
some chance or other he were not to die of the mortal wound
received, or again if the wounds received were not mortal, and
he were to die while in prison, he would still merit the aure-
ole. Hence the martyrdom of some saints is celebrated in the
Church for that they died in prison, having been wounded
long before, as in the case of Pope Marcellus. Accordingly in
whatever way suffering for Christ’s sake be continued unto
death, whether death ensue or not, a man becomes a martyr
and merits the aureole. If, however, it be not continued unto
death, this is not a reason for calling a person a martyr, as in
the case of the blessed Sylvester, whose feast the Church does
not solemnize as a martyr’s, since he ended his days in peace,
although previously he had undergone certain sufferings.

Reply to Objection 8. Even as temperance is not about
pleasures of money, honors, and the like, but only about plea-
sures of touch as being the principal of all, so fortitude is about
dangers of death as being the greatest of all (Ethic. iii, 6). Con-
sequently the aureole is due to such injuries only as are inflicted
on a person’s own body and are of a nature to cause death. Ac-
cordingly whether a person lose his temporalities, or his good
name, or anything else of the kind, for Christ’s sake, he does
not for that reason become a martyr, nor merit the aureole.
Nor is it possible to love ordinately external things more than
one’s body; and inordinate love does not help one to merit an
aureole: nor again can sorrow for the loss of corporeal things
be equal to the sorrow for the slaying of the body and other
like things†.

Reply to Objection 9. e sufficient motive for martyr-
dom is not only confession of the faith, but any other virtue,
not civic but infused, that has Christ for its end. For one be-
comes a witness of Christ by any virtuous act, inasmuch as the
works which Christ perfects in us bear witness to His good-
ness. Hence some virgins were slain for virginity which they
desired to keep, for instance blessed Agnes and others whose
martyrdom is celebrated by the Church.

Reply to Objection 10. e truth of faith has Christ for
end and object; and therefore the confession thereof, if suffer-
ing be added thereto,merits an aureole, not only on the part of
the endbut also on the part of thematter. But the confession of
any other truth is not a sufficientmotive formartyrdomby rea-
son of its matter, but only on the part of the end; for instance
if a person were willing to be slain for Christ’s sake rather than
sin against Him by telling any lie whatever.

* Cf. IIa IIae, q. 64, a. 5. † Cf. IIa IIae, q. 124, a. 5.
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Reply to Objection 11. e uncreated good surpasses all
created good. Hence any created end, whether it be the com-
mon or a private good, cannot confer so great a goodness on
an act as can the uncreated end, when, to wit, an act is done for
God’s sake. Hence when a person dies for the common good
without referring it toChrist, hewill notmerit the aureole; but
if he refer it to Christ he will merit the aureole and he will be a
martyr; for instance, if he defend his country from the attack
of an enemy who designs to corrupt the faith of Christ, and
suffer death in that defense.

Reply to Objection 12. Some say that the use of reason
was by the Divine power accelerated in the Innocents slain
for Christ’s sake, even as in John the Baptist while yet in his

mother’s womb: and in that case they were truly martyrs in
both act and will, and have the aureole. others say, however,
that they were martyrs in act only and not in will: and this
seems to be the opinion of Bernard, who distinguishes three
kinds of martyrs, as stated above (obj. 3). In this case the Inno-
cents, even as they do not fulfill all the conditions of martyr-
dom, and yet aremartyrs in a sense, in that they died forChrist,
so too they have the aureole, not in all its perfection, but by a
kind of participation, in so far as they rejoice in having. been
slain in Christ’s service; thus it was stated above (a. 5) in refer-
ence to baptized children, that they will have a certain joy in
their innocence and carnal integrity‡

Suppl. q. 96 a. 7Whether an aureole is due to doctors?

Objection 1. It would seem that an aureole is not due to
doctors. For every reward to be had in the life to comewill cor-
respond to some act of virtue. But preaching or teaching is not
the act of a virtue. erefore an aureole is not due to teaching
or preaching.

Objection 2. Further, teaching and preaching are the re-
sult of studying and being taught. Now the things that are re-
warded in the future life are not acquired by a man’s study,
since we merit not by our natural and acquired gis. ere-
fore no aureole will be merited in the future life for teaching
and preaching.

Objection 3. Further, exaltation in the life to come cor-
responds to humiliation in the present life, because “he that
humbleth himself shall be exalted” (Mat. 23:12). But there is
no humiliation in teaching and preaching, in fact they are oc-
casions of pride; for a gloss on Mat. 4:5, “en the devil took
Him up,” says that “the devil deceives many who are puffed up
with the honor of the master’s chair.” erefore it would seem
that an aureole is not due to preaching and teaching.

On the contrary, A gloss on Eph. 1:18,19, “at you may
know…what is the exceeding greatness,” etc. says: “e holy
doctors will have an increase of glory above that which all have
in common.” erefore, etc.

Further, a gloss on Canticle of Canticles 8:12, “My vine-
yard is before me,” says: “He describes the peculiar reward
whichHehas prepared forHis doctors.”erefore doctorswill
have a peculiar reward: and we call this an aureole.

I answer that, Just as by virginity andmartyrdom a person
wins a most perfect victory over the flesh and the world, so
is a most perfect victory gained over the devil, when a person

not only refuses to yield to the devil’s assaults, but also drives
him out, not from himself alone, but from others also. Now
this is done by preaching and teaching: wherefore an aureole is
due to preaching and teaching, even as to virginity and mar-
tyrdom. Nor can we admit, as some affirm, that it is due to
prelates only, who are competent to preach and teach by virtue
of their office. but it is due to all whosoever exercise this act
lawfully. Nor is it due to prelates, although they have the of-
fice of preaching, unless they actually preach, since a crown is
due not to the habit, but to the actual strife, according to 2
Tim. 2:5, “He…shall not be [Vulg.: ‘is not’] crowned, except
he strive lawfully.”

Reply toObjection 1. Preaching and teaching are acts of a
virtue, namely mercy, wherefore they are reckoned among the
spiritual alms deeds*.

Reply to Objection 2. Although ability to preach and
teach is sometimes the outcome of study, the practice of teach-
ing comes from the will, which is informed with charity in-
fused by God: and thus its act can be meritorious.

Reply to Objection 3. Exaltation in this life does not
lessen the reward of the other life, except for him who seeks
his own glory from that exaltation: whereas he who turns that
exaltation to the profit of others acquires thereby a reward for
himself. Still, when it is stated that an aureole is due to teach-
ing, this is to be understood of the teaching of things pertain-
ing to salvation, by which teaching the devil is expelled from
men’s hearts, as by a kind of spiritual weapon, ofwhich it is said
(2 Cor. 10:4): “e weapons of our warfare are not carnal but
spiritual” [Vulg.: ‘but mighty to God’].

‡ Cf. IIa IIae, q. 124, a. 1, ad 1, where St. omas declares that the Holy Innocents were truly martyrs. * Cf. IIa IIae, q. 32, a. 2.
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Suppl. q. 96 a. 8Whether an aureole is due to Christ?

Objection 1. It would seem that an aureole is due to
Christ. For an aureole is due to virginity, martyrdom, and
teaching. Now these three were pre-eminently in Christ.
erefore an aureole is especially due to Him.

Objection 2. Further, whatever is most perfect in human
thingsmust ne especially ascribed toChrist. Now an aureole is
due as the reward of most excellent merits. erefore it is also
due to Christ.

Objection 3. Further, Cyprian says (De Habit. Virg.) that
“virginity bears a likeness to God.” erefore the exemplar of
virginity is in God. erefore it would seem that an aureole is
due to Christ even as God.

On the contrary, An aureole is described as “joy in being
conformed toChrist.” Now no one is conformed or likened to
himself, as the Philosopher says (Metaph., lib. ix, 3).erefore
an aureole is not due to Christ.

Further, Christ’s reward was never increased. Now Christ
hadno aureole from themoment ofHis conception, since then
He had never fought.ereforeHe never had an aureole aer-
wards.

I answer that, ere are two opinions on this point. For
some say that Christ has an aureole in its strict sense, seeing
that in Him there is both conflict and victory, and conse-
quently a crown in its proper acceptation. But if we consider
the question carefully, although the notion of aurea or crown
is becoming to Christ, the notion of aureole is not. For from
the very fact that aureole is a diminutive term it follows that
it denotes something possessed by participation and not in its
fulness. Wherefore an aureole is becoming to those who par-

ticipate in the perfect victory by imitating Him in Whom the
fulness of perfect victory is realized. And therefore, since in
Christ the notion of victory is found chiefly and fully, for by
His victory others are made victors—as shown by the words
of Jn. 16:33, “Have confidence, I have overcome the world,”
and Apoc. 5:5, “Behold the lion of the tribe of Juda…hath pre-
vailed”—it is not becoming for Christ to have an aureole, but
to have something from which all aureoles are derived. Hence
it is written (Apoc. 3:21): “To him that shall overcome, I will
give to sit with Me in My throne, as I also have overcome, and
am set down inMy Father’s throne [Vulg.: ‘WithMy Father in
His throne’].”ereforewemust saywith others that although
there is nothing of the nature of an aureole in Christ, there is
nevertheless something more excellent than any aureole.

Reply to Objection 1. Christ was most truly virgin, mar-
tyr, and doctor; yet the corresponding accidental reward in
Christ is a negligible quantity in comparison with the great-
ness of His essential reward. Hence He has not an aureole in
its proper sense.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the aureole is due to a
most perfectwork, yetwith regard to us, so far as it is a diminu-
tive term, it denotes the participation of a perfection derived
from one in whom that perfection is found in its fulness. Ac-
cordingly it implies a certain inferiority, and thus it is not
found in Christ in Whom is the fulness of every perfection.

Reply to Objection 3. Although in some way virginity
has its exemplar in God, that exemplar is not homogeneous.
For the incorruption ofGod, which virginity imitates is not in
God in the same way as in a virgin.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 9Whether an aureole is due to the angels?

Objection 1. It would seem that an aureole is due to the
angels. For Jerome (Serm. de Assump.*) speaking of virginity
says: “To livewithout the fleshwhile living in the flesh is to live
as an angel rather than as a man”: and a gloss on 1 Cor. 7:26,
“For the present necessity,” says that “virginity is the portion
of the angels.” Since then an aureole corresponds to virginity,
it would seem due to the angels.

Objection2.Further, incorruption of the spirit ismore ex-
cellent than incorruption of the flesh. Now there is incorrup-
tion of spirit in the angels, since they never sinned. erefore
an aureole is due to them rather than to men incorrupt in the
flesh and who have sinned at some time.

Objection 3. Further, an aureole is due to teaching. Now
angels teach us by cleansing, enlightening, and perfecting† us,
as Dionysius says (Hier. Eccles. vi). erefore at least the aure-
ole of doctors is due to them.

On the contrary, It is written (2 Tim. 2:5): “He…shall
not be [Vulg.: ‘is not’] crowned, except he strive lawfully.” But

there is no conflict in the angels. erefore an aureole is not
due to them.

Further, an aureole is not due to an act that is not per-
formed through the body: wherefore it is not due to lovers of
virginity, martyrdom or teaching, if they do not practice them
outwardly. But angels are incorporeal spirits. erefore they
have no aureole.

I answer that,An aureole is not due to the angels.e rea-
son of this is that an aureole, properly speaking, corresponds to
some perfection of surpassing merit. Now those things which
make for perfect merit in man are connatural to angels, or
belong to their state in general, or to their essential reward.
Wherefore the angels have not an aureole in the same sense
as an aureole is due to men.

Reply to Objection 1. Virginity is said to be an angelic
life, in so far as virgins imitate by grace what angels have by
nature. For it is not owing to a virtue that angels abstain alto-
gether from pleasures of the flesh, since they are incapable of

* Ep. ad Paul. et Eustoch. ix. † Cf. Ia, q. 111, a. 1.
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such pleasures.
Reply toObjection 2. Perpetual incorruption of the spirit

in the angels merits their essential reward: because it is neces-
sary for their salvation, since in them recovery is impossible

aer they have fallen‡.
Reply toObjection3.eactswhereby the angels teachus

belong to their glory and their common state: wherefore they
do not merit an aureole thereby.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 10Whether an aureole is also due to the body?

Objection 1. It would seem that an aureole is also due to
the body. For the essential reward is greater than the acciden-
tal. But the dowries which belong to the essential reward are
not only in the soul but also in the body. erefore there is
also an aureole which pertains to the accidental reward.

Objection 2. Further, punishment in soul and body corre-
sponds to sin committed through the body.erefore a reward
both in soul and in body is due to merit gained through the
body. But the aureole is merited through works of the body.
erefore an aureole is also due to the body.

Objection 3. Further, a certain fulness of virtue will shine
forth in the bodies of martyrs, and will be seen in their bodily
scars: wherefore Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxii): “We feel
an undescribable love for the blessed martyrs so as to desire to
see in that kingdom the scars of the wounds in their bodies,
which they bore for Christ’s name. Perchance indeed we shall
see them, for this will not make them less comely, but more
glorious. A certain beauty will shine in them, a beauty, though
in the body, yet not of the body but of virtue.” erefore it
would seem that themartyr’s aureole is also in his body; and in

like manner the aureoles of others.
On the contrary, e souls now in heaven have aureoles;

and yet they have no body. erefore the proper subject of an
aureole is the soul and not the body.

Further, all merit is from the soul. erefore the whole re-
ward should be in the soul.

I answer that,Properly speaking the aureole is in themind:
since it is joy in the works to which an aureole is due. But even
as from the joy in the essential reward, which is the aurea, there
results a certain comeliness in the body, which is the glory of
the body, so from the joy in the aureole there results a certain
bodily comeliness: so that the aureole is chiefly in the mind,
but by a kind of overflow it shines forth in the body.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections. It must be
observed, however, that the beauty of the scars which will ap-
pear in the bodies of the martyrs cannot be called an aureole,
since some of the martyrs will have an aureole in which such
scars will not appear, for instance those who were put to death
by drowning, starvation, or the squalor of prison.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 11Whether three aureoles are fittingly assigned, those of virgins, of martyrs, and of doctors?

Objection 1. It would seem that the three aureoles of vir-
gins, martyrs, and doctors are unfittingly assigned. For the au-
reole of martyrs corresponds to their virtue of fortitude, the
aureole of virgins to the virtue of temperance, and the aureole
of doctors to the virtue of prudence. erefore it seems that
there should be a fourth aureole corresponding to the virtue
of justice.

Objection 2. Further, a gloss on Ex. 25:25: “A polished
crown, etc. says that a golden [aurea] crown is added, when the
Gospel promises eternal life to those who keep the command-
ments: ‘If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments’
(Mat. 19:17). To this is added the little golden crown [aureola]
when it is said: ‘If thou wilt be perfect, go and sell all that thou
hast, and give to the poor’ ” (Mat. 19:21).erefore an aureole
is due to poverty.

Objection 3. Further, a man subjects himself wholly to
God by the vow of obedience: wherefore the greatest perfec-
tion consists in the vow of obedience.erefore it would seem
that an aureole is due thereto.

Objection 4. Further, there are also many other works of
supererogation in which one will rejoice in the life to come.
erefore there are many aureoles besides the aforesaid three.

Objection 5. Further, just as a man spreads the faith by
preaching and teaching, so does he by publishing written
works. erefore a fourth aureole is due to those who do this.

I answer that, An aureole is an exceptional reward corre-
sponding to an exceptional victory: wherefore the three aure-
oles are assigned in accordance with the exceptional victories
in the three conflictswhich beset everyman. For in the conflict
with the flesh, he above all wins the victory who abstains alto-
gether from sexual pleasures which are the chief of this kind;
and such is a virgin. Wherefore an aureole is due to virginity.
In the conflict with the world, the chief victory is to suffer the
world’s persecution even until death: wherefore the second au-
reole is due tomartyrs whowin the victory in this battle. In the
conflict with the devil, the chief victory is to expel the enemy
not only from oneself but also from the hearts of others: this
is done by teaching and preaching, and consequently the third
aureole is due to doctors and preachers.

Some, however, distinguish the three aureoles in accor-
dancewith the three powers of the soul, by saying that the three
aureoles correspond to the three chief acts of the soul’s three
highest powers. For the act of the rational power is to publish
the truth of faith even to others, and to this act the aureole of

‡ Cf. Ia, q. 64, a. 2.
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doctors is due: the highest act of the irascible power is to over-
come even death forChrist’s sake, and to this act the aureole of
martyrs is due: and the highest act of the concupiscible power
is to abstain altogether from the greatest carnal pleasures, and
to this act the aureole of virgins is due.

Others again, distinguish the three aureoles in accordance
with those things whereby we are most signally conformed to
Christ. For He was the mediator between the Father and the
world.HenceHewas a doctor, bymanifesting to theworld the
truthwhichHehad received from theFather;Hewas amartyr,
by suffering the persecution of the world; and He was a virgin,
by His personal purity. Wherefore doctors, martyrs and vir-
gins are most perfectly conformed toHim: and for this reason
an aureole is due to them.

Reply to Objection 1. ere is no conflict to be observed
in the act of justice as in the acts of the other virtues. Nor is it
true that to teach is an act of prudence: in fact rather is it an
act of charity or mercy—inasmuch as it is by such like habits

that we are inclined to the practice of such an act—or again of
wisdom, as directing it.

Wemay also reply, with others, that justice embraces all the
virtues, wherefore a special aureole is not due to it.

Reply to Objection 2. Although poverty is a work of per-
fection, it does not take the highest place in a spiritual conflict,
because the love of temporalities assails a man less than carnal
concupiscence or persecutionwherebyhis ownbody is broken.
Hence an aureole is not due to poverty; but judicial power by
reason of the humiliation consequent upon poverty. e gloss
quoted takes aureole in the broad sense for any reward given
for excellent merit.

We reply in the same way to the ird and Fourth Objec-
tions.

Reply to Objection 5. An aureole is due to those who
commit the sacred doctrine to writing: but it is not distinct
from the aureole of doctors, since the compiling of writing is a
way of teaching.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 12Whether the virgin’s aureole is the greatest of all?

Objection 1. It would seem that the virgin’s aureole is the
greatest of all. For it is said of virgins (Apoc. 14:4) that they
“follow the Lamb whithersoever He goeth,” and (Apoc. 14:3)
that “no” other “man could say the canticle” which the virgins
sang. erefore virgins have the most excellent aureole.

Objection 2. Further, Cyprian (De Habit. Virg.) says of
virgins that they are “the more illustrious portion of Christ’s
flock.” erefore the greater aureole is due to them.

Objection 3. Again, it would seem that the martyr’s au-
reole is the greatest. For Aymo, commenting on Apoc. 14:3,
“Noman could say the hymn,” says that “virgins do not all take
precedence of married folk; but only those who in addition to
the observance of virginity are by the tortures of their passion
on a par with married persons who have suffered martyrdom.”
erefore martyrdom gives virginity its precedence over other
states: and consequently a greater aureole is due to virginity.

Objection 4. Again, it would seem that the greatest aure-
ole is due to doctors. Because the Churchmilitant is modelled
aer the Church triumphant. Now in the Churchmilitant the
greatest honor is due to doctors (1 Tim. 5:17): “Let the priests
that rule well be esteemed worthy of double honor, especially
they who labor in the word and doctrine.” erefore a greater
aureole is due to them in the Church triumphant.

I answer that,Precedence of one aureole over anothermay
be considered from two standpoints. First, from the point of

view of the conflicts, that aureole being considered greater
which is due to the more strenuous battle. Looking at it thus
the martyr’s aureole takes precedence of the others in one way,
and the virgin’s in another. For the martyr’s battle is more
strenuous in itself, and more intensely painful; while the con-
flict with the flesh is fraught with greater danger, inasmuch as
it is more lasting and threatens us at closer quarters. Secondly,
from the point of view of the things about which the battle is
fought: and thus the doctor’s aureole takes precedence of all
others, since this conflict is about intelligible goods. while the
other conflicts are about sensible passions. Nevertheless, the
precedence that is considered in view of the conflict ismore es-
sential to the aureole; since the aureole, according to its proper
character, regards the victory and the battle, and the difficulty
of fighting which is viewed from the standpoint of the battle
is of greater importance than that which is considered from
our standpoint through the conflict being at closer quarters.
erefore the martyr’s aureole is simply the greatest of all: for
which reason a gloss onMat. 5:10, says that “all the other beat-
itudes are perfected in the eighth, which refers to themartyrs,”
namely, “Blessed are they that suffer persecution.” For this rea-
son, too, the Church in enumerating the saints together places
themartyrs before thedoctors and virgins.Yet nothinghinders
the other aureoles from being more excellent in some particu-
lar way. And this suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Suppl. q. 96 a. 13Whether one person has an aureole more excellently than another person?

Objection1. Itwould seem that one personhas not the au-
reole either of virginity, or of martyrdom, or of doctrine more
perfectly than another person. For things which have reached
their term are not subject to intension or remission. Now the

aureole is due to works which have reached their term of per-
fection. erefore an aureole is not subject to intension or re-
mission.

Objection 2. Further, virginity is not subject to being
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more or less, since it denotes a kind of privation; and priva-
tions are not subject to intension or remission. erefore nei-
ther does the reward of virginity, the virgin’s aureole to wit,
receive intension or remission.

On the contrary, e aureole is added to the aurea. But
the aurea is more intense in one than in another.erefore the
aureole is also.

I answer that,Sincemerit is somewhat the cause of reward,
rewards must needs be diversified, according as merits are di-
versified: for the intension or remission of a thing follows from
the intensionor remissionof its cause.Now themerit of the au-
reole may be greater or lesser: wherefore the aureole may also
be greater or lesser.

We must observe, however, that the merit of an aureole
may be intensified in two ways: first, on the part of its cause,
secondly on the part of the work. For there may happen to be
two persons, one of whom, out of lesser charity, suffers greater
torments of martyrdom, or is more constant in preaching, or
again withdraws himself more from carnal pleasures. Accord-

ingly, intension not of the aureole but of the aurea corresponds
to the intension ofmerit derived from its root; while intension
of the aureole corresponds to intension of merit derived from
the kind of act. Consequently it is possible for one who merits
less inmartyrdom as to his essential reward, to receive a greater
aureole for his martyrdom.

Reply to Objection 1. e merits to which an aureole is
due do not reach the term of their perfection simply, but ac-
cording to their species: even as fire is specifically themost sub-
tle of bodies. Hence nothing hinders one aureole being more
excellent than another, even as one fire is more subtle than an-
other.

Reply toObjection 2. e virginity of one may be greater
than the virginity of another, by reason of a greater withdrawal
from that which is contrary to virginity: so that virginity is
stated to be greater in one who avoids more the occasions of
corruption. For in this way privations may increase, as when a
man is said to bemore blind, if he be removed further from the
possession of sight.
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Of the Punishment of the Damned

(In Seven Articles)

In due sequence we must consider those things that concern the damned aer the judgment: (1) e punishment of the
damned, and the fire by which their bodies will be tormented; (2) matters relating to their will and intellect; (3) God’s justice
and mercy in regard to the damned.

Under the first head there are seven points of inquiry:

(1) Whether in hell the damned are tormented with the sole punishment of fire?
(2) Whether the worm by which they are tormented is corporeal?
(3) Whether their weeping is corporeal?
(4) Whether their darkness is material?
(5) Whether the fire whereby they are tormented is corporeal?
(6) Whether it is of the same species as our fire?
(7) Whether this fire is beneath the earth?

Suppl. q. 97 a. 1Whether in hell the damned are tormented by the sole punishment of fire?

Objection 1. It would seem that in hell the damned are
tormented by the sole punishment of fire; becauseMat. 25:41,
where their condemnation is declared, mention is made of fire
only, in thewords: “Depart fromMe, you cursed, into everlast-
ing fire.”

Objection 2. Further, even as the punishment of purga-
tory is due to venial sin, so is the punishment of hell due to
mortal sin. Now no other punishment but that of fire is stated
to be in purgatory, as appears from the words of 1 Cor. 3:13:
“e fire shall try every man’s work, of what sort it is.” ere-
fore neither in hell will there be a punishment other than of
fire.

Objection 3. Further, variety of punishment affords a
respite, aswhen one passes fromheat to cold. Butwe can admit
no respite in the damned. erefore there will not be various
punishments, but that of fire alone.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 10:7): “Fire and brim-
stone and storms of winds shall be the portion of their cup.”

Further, it is written ( Job 24:19): “Let him pass from the
snow waters to excessive heat.”

I answer that, According to Basil (Homilia vi in Hexae-
meron andHom. i inPs. 38), at the final cleansing of theworld,
there will be a separation of the elements, whatever is pure
and noble remaining above for the glory of the blessed, and
whatever is ignoble and sordid being cast down for the pun-
ishment of the damned: so that just as every creature will be to

the blessed a matter of joy, so will all the elements conduce to
the torture of the damned, according to Wis. 5:21, “the whole
world will fight with Him against the unwise.” is is also be-
coming toDivine justice, that whereas they departed fromone
by sin, and placed their end in material things which are many
and various, so should they be tormented in many ways and
from many sources.

Reply to Objection 2. It is because fire is most painful,
through its abundance of active force, that the name of fire is
given to any torment if it be intense.

Reply toObjection2.epunishment of purgatory is not
intended chiefly to torment but to cleanse:wherefore it should
be inflicted by fire alone which is above all possessed of cleans-
ing power. But the punishment of the damned is not directed
to their cleansing. Consequently the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. e damned will pass from the
most intense heat to the most intense cold without this giv-
ing them any respite: because they will suffer from external
agencies, not by the transmutation of their body from its orig-
inal natural disposition, and the contrary passion affording a
respite by restoring an equable or moderate temperature, as
happens now, but by a spiritual action, in the same way as sen-
sible objects act on the senses being perceived by impressing
the organ with their forms according to their spiritual and not
their material being.

Suppl. q. 97 a. 2Whether the worm of the damned is corporeal?

Objection 1. It would seem that the worm by which the
damned are tormented is corporeal. Because flesh cannot be
tormented by a spiritual worm. Now the flesh of the damned
will be tormented by aworm: “Hewill give fire andworms into
their flesh” ( Judith 16:21), and: “evengeance on the flesh of

the ungodly is fire and worms” (Ecclus. 7:19). erefore that
worm will be corporeal.

Objection 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxi,
9):…“Both, namely fire and worm, will be the punishment of
the body.” erefore, etc.
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On the contrary, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xx, 22):
“e unquenchable fire and the restless worm in the punish-
ment of the damned are explained in various ways by different
persons. Some refer both to the body, some, both to the soul:
others refer the fire, in the literal sense, to the body, the worm
to the soulmetaphorically: and this seems themore probable.”

I answer that, Aer the day of judgment, no animal or
mixed body will remain in the renewed world except only the
body of man, because the former are not directed to incorrup-
tion*, nor aer that time will there be generation or corrup-
tion. Consequently the worm ascribed to the damnedmust be
understood to be not of a corporeal but of a spiritual nature:
and this is the remorse of conscience, which is called a worm
because it originates from the corruption of sin, and torments

the soul, as a corporeal worm born of corruption torments by
gnawing.

Reply to Objection 1. e very souls of the damned are
called their flesh for as much as they were subject to the flesh.
Or we may reply that the flesh will be tormented by the spiri-
tualworm, according as the afflictions of the soul overflow into
the body, both here and hereaer.

Reply to Objection 2. Augustine speaks by way of com-
parison. For he does not wish to assert absolutely that this
worm is material, but that it is better to say that both are to be
understood materially, than that both should be understood
only in a spiritual sense: for then the damned would suffer no
bodily pain. is is clear to anyone that examines the context
of his words in this passage.

Suppl. q. 97 a. 3Whether the weeping of the damned will be corporeal?

Objection 1. It would seem that the weeping of the
damned will be corporeal. For a gloss on Lk. 13:28, “ere
will be weeping,” says that “the weeping with which our Lord
threatens thewicked is a proof of the resurrection of the body.”
But thiswould not be the case if thatweepingweremerely spir-
itual. erefore, etc.

Objection 2. Further, the pain of the punishment corre-
sponds to the pleasure of the sin, according to Apoc. 18:7: “As
much as she hath glorified herself and lived in delicacies, so
much torment and sorrow give ye to her.” Now sinners had
internal and external pleasure in their sin. erefore they will
also have external weeping.

On the contrary, Corporeal weeping results from dissolv-
ing into tears. Now there cannot be a continual dissolution
from the bodies of the damned, since nothing is restored to
them by food; for everything finite is consumed if something
be continually taken from it. erefore the weeping of the
damned will not be corporeal.

I answer that, Two things are to be observed in corporeal
weeping. One is the resolution of tears: and as to this corpo-
real weeping cannot be in the damned, since aer the day of
judgment, the movement of the first movable being being at
an end, there will be neither generation, nor corruption, nor
bodily alteration: and in the resolution of tears that humor
needs to be generated which is shed forth in the shape of tears.
Wherefore in this respect it will be impossible for corporeal
weeping to be in the damned. e other thing to be observed
in corporeal weeping is a certain commotion and disturbance
of the head and eyes, and in this respect weeping will be pos-
sible in the damned aer the resurrection: for the bodies of
the damnedwill be tormented not only fromwithout, but also
from within, according as the body is affected at the instance
of the soul’s passion towards good or evil. In this sense weep-
ing is a proof of the body’s resurrection, and corresponds to the
pleasure of sin, experienced by both soul and body.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Suppl. q. 97 a. 4Whether the damned are in material darkness?

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned are not in
material darkness. For commenting on Job 10:22, “But ever-
lasting horror dwelleth,” Gregory says (Moral. ix): “Although
that fire will give no light for comfort, yet, that it may torment
the more it does give light for a purpose, for by the light of
its flame the wicked will see their followers whom they have
drawn thither from the world.”erefore the darkness there is
not material.

Objection 2. Further, the damned see their own punish-
ment, for this increases their punishment. But nothing is seen
without light. erefore there is no material darkness there.

Objection 3. Further, there the damned will have the
power of sight aer being reunited to their bodies. But this
power would be useless to them unless they see something.

erefore, since nothing is seen unless it be in the light, it
would seem that they are not in absolute darkness.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 22:13): “Bind his
hands and his feet, and cast him into the exterior darkness.”
Commenting on these words Gregory says (Moral. ix): If this
fire gave any light, “he would by no means be described as cast
into exterior darkness.”

Further, Basil says (Hom. i in Ps. 28:7, “e voice of the
Lord divideth the flame of fire”) that “by God’s might the
brightness of the fire will be separated from its power of burn-
ing, so that its brightness will conduce to the joy of the blessed,
and the heat of the flame to the torment of the damned.”
erefore the damned will be in material darkness.

Other points relating to the punishment of the damned

* Cf. q. 91, a. 5.
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have been decided above (q. 86).
I answer that, e disposition of hell will be such as to

be adapted to the utmost unhappiness of the damned.Where-
fore accordingly both light and darkness are there, in so far as
they are most conducive to the unhappiness of the damned.
Now seeing is in itself pleasant for, as stated in Metaph. i, “the
sense of sight is most esteemed, because thereby many things
are known.”

Yet it happens accidentally that seeing is painful, when we
see things that are hurtful to us, or displeasing to ourwill. Con-
sequently in hell the place must be so disposed for seeing as re-
gards light and darkness, that nothing be seen clearly, and that
only such things be dimly seen as are able to bring anguish to
the heart.Wherefore, simply speaking, the place is dark. Yet by

Divine disposition, there is a certain amount of light, as much
as suffices for seeing those thingswhich are capable of torment-
ing the soul. e natural situation of the place is enough for
this, since in the centre of the earth, where hell is said to be,
fire cannot be otherwise than thick and cloudy, and reeky as it
were.

Some hold that this darkness is caused by the massing to-
gether of the bodies of the damned, which will so fill the place
of hell with their numbers, that no airwill remain, so that there
will be no translucid body that can be the subject of light and
darkness, except the eyes of the damned, which will be dark-
ened utterly.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

Suppl. q. 97 a. 5Whether the fire of hell will be corporeal?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fire of hell whereby
the bodies of the damned will be tormented will not be cor-
poreal. For Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iv): e devil, and
“demons, and hismen”*, namely Antichrist, “together with the
ungodly and sinners will be cast into everlasting fire, notmate-
rial fire, such as thatwhichwe have, but such asGod knoweth.”
Now everything corporeal ismaterial.erefore the fire of hell
will not be corporeal.

Objection 2. Further, the souls of the damned when sev-
ered from their bodies are cast into hell fire. ButAugustine says
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 32): “In my opinion the place to which the
soul is committed aer death is spiritual and not corporeal.”
erefore, etc.

Objection 3. Further, corporeal fire in the mode of its ac-
tion does not follow the mode of guilt in the person who is
burned at the stake, rather does it follow the mode of humid
and dry: for in the same corporeal fire we see both good and
wicked suffer. But the fire of hell, in its mode of torture or ac-
tion, follows themode of guilt in the person punished; where-
fore Gregory says (Dial. iv, 63): “ere is indeed but one hell
fire, but it does not torture all sinners equally. For each onewill
suffer as much pain according as his guilt deserves.” erefore
this fire will not be corporeal.

On the contrary, He says (Dial. iv, 29): “I doubt not that
the fire of hell is corporeal, since it is certain that bodies are
tortured there.”

Further, it is written (Wis. 5:21): “e…world shall
fight…against the unwise.” But the whole world would not
fight against the unwise if they were punished with a spiritual
and not a corporeal punishment. erefore they will be pun-
ished with a corporeal fire.

I answer that, ere have been many opinions about the
fire of hell. For some philosophers, as Avicenna, disbelieving
in the resurrection, thought that the soul alone would be pun-
ished aer death. And as they considered it impossible for the

soul, being incorporeal, to be punished with a corporeal fire,
they denied that the fire whereby the wicked are punished is
corporeal, and pretended that all statements as to souls being
punished in future aer death by any corporealmeans are to be
takenmetaphorically. For just as the joy and happiness of good
souls will not be about any corporeal object, but about some-
thing spiritual, namely the attainment of their end, so will the
torment of the wicked be merely spiritual, in that they will be
grieved at being separated from their end, the desire whereof
is in them by nature. Wherefore, just as all descriptions of
the soul’s delight aer death that seem to denote bodily plea-
sure—for instance, that they are refreshed, that they smile, and
so forth—must be takenmetaphorically, so also are all such de-
scriptions of the soul’s suffering as seem to imply bodily pun-
ishment—for instance, that they burn infire, or suffer from the
stench, and so forth. For as spiritual pleasure and pain are un-
known to the majority, these things need to be declared under
the figure of corporeal pleasures and pains, in order that men
may be moved the more to the desire or fear thereof. Since,
however, in the punishment of the damned there will be not
only pain of loss corresponding to the aversion thatwas in their
sin, but also pain of sense corresponding to the conversion, it
follows that it is not enough to hold the abovemanner of pun-
ishment. For this reason Avicenna himself (Met. ix) added an-
other explanation, by saying that the souls of the wicked are
punished aer death, not by bodies but by images of bodies;
just as in a dream it seems to a man that he is suffering various
pains on account of such like images being in his imagination.
Even Augustine seems to hold this kind of punishment (Gen.
ad lit. xii, 32), as is clear from the text. But this would seem an
unreasonable statement. For the imagination is a power that
makes use of a bodily organ: so that it is impossible for such
visions of the imagination to occur in the soul separated from
the body, as in the soul of the dreamer. Wherefore Avicenna
also that he might avoid this difficulty, said that the soul sep-

* Cf. 2 ess. 2:3: “And the man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition.”.
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arated from the body uses as an organ some part of the heav-
enly body, to which the human body needs to be conformed,
in order to be perfected by the rational soul, which is like the
movers of the heavenly body—thus following somewhat the
opinion of certain philosophers of old, who maintained that
souls return to the stars that are their compeers. But this is ab-
solutely absurd according to the Philosopher’s teaching, since
the soul uses a definite bodily organ, even as art uses definite
instruments, so that it cannot pass from one body to another,
as Pythagoras is stated (De Anima i, text. 53) to have main-
tained. As to the statement of Augustine we shall say below
how it is to be answered (ad 2). However, whatever we may
say of the fire that torments the separated souls, wemust admit
that the fire whichwill torment the bodies of the damned aer
the resurrection is corporeal, since one cannot fittingly apply a
punishment to a body unless that punishment itself be bodily.
Wherefore Gregory (Dial. iv) proves the fire of hell to be cor-
poreal from the very fact that the wicked will be cast thither
aer the resurrection. Again Augustine, as quoted in the text
of Sentent. iv, D, 44, clearly admits (De Civ. Dei xxi, 10) that
the fire by which the bodies are tormented is corporeal. And
this is the point at issue for the present.We have said elsewhere
(q. 70, a. 3) how the souls of the damned are punished by this
corporeal fire.

Reply to Objection 1. Damascene does not absolutely

deny that this fire is material, but that it is material as our fire,
since it differs from ours in some of its properties.Wemay also
reply that since that fire does not alter bodies as to theirmatter,
but acts on them for their punishment by a kind of spiritual ac-
tion, it is for this reason that it is stated not to be material, not
as regards its substance, but as to its punitive effect on bodies
and, still more, on souls.

Reply to Objection 2. e assertion of Augustine may be
taken in this way, that the place whither souls are conveyed af-
ter death be described as incorporeal, in so far as the soul is
there, not corporeally, i.e. as bodies are in a place, but in some
other spiritual way, as angels are in a place. Or we may reply
that Augustine is expressing an opinion without deciding the
point, as he oen does in those books.

Reply to Objection 3. at fire will be the instrument of
Divine justice inflicting punishment. Now an instrument acts
not only by its own power and in its own way, but also by the
power of the principal agent, and as directed thereby. Where-
fore although fire is not able, of its own power, to torture cer-
tain persons more or less, according to the measure of sin, it is
able to do so nevertheless in so far as its action is regulated by
the ordering of Divine justice: even so the fire of the furnace
is regulated by the forethought of the smith, according as the
effect of his art requires.

Suppl. q. 97 a. 6Whether the fire of hell is of the same species as ours?

Objection 1. It would seem that this fire is not of the same
species as the corporeal fire which we see. For Augustine says
(De Civ. Dei xx, 16): “In my opinion no man knows of what
kind is the everlasting fire, unless the Spirit ofGodhas revealed
it to anyone.” But all or nearly all know the nature of this fire
of ours. erefore that fire is not of the same species as this.

Objection 2. Further, Gregory commenting on Job 10:26,
“A fire that is not kindled shall devour him,” says (Moral. xv):
“Bodily fire needs bodily fuel in order to become fire; neither
can it be except by being kindled, nor live unless it be renewed.
On the other hand the fire of hell, since it is a bodily fire, and
burns in abodilyway thewicked cast therein, is neither kindled
by human endeavor, nor kept alive with fuel, but once created
endures unquenchably; at one and the same time it needs no
kindling, and lacks not heat.” erefore it is not of the same
nature as the fire that we see.

Objection 3. Further, the everlasting and the corruptible
differ essentially, since they agree not even in genus, according
to the Philosopher (Metaph. x). But this fire of ours is corrupt-
ible, whereas the other is everlasting: “Depart from Me, you
cursed, into everlasting fire” (Mat. 25:41). erefore they are
not of the same nature.

Objection 4. Further, it belongs to the nature of this fire
of ours to give light. But the fire of hell gives no light, hence
the saying of Job 18:5: “Shall not the light of the wicked be

extinguished?” erefore…as above.
On the contrary, According to the Philosopher (Topic. i,

6), “every water is of the same species as every other water.”
erefore in like manner every fire is of the same species as ev-
ery other fire.

Further, it is written (Wis. 11:17): “By what things a man
sinneth by the same also he is tormented.” Now men sin by
the sensible things of this world. erefore it is just that they
should be punished by those same things.

I answer that,As stated in Meteor. iv, 1 fire has other bod-
ies for its matter, for the reason that of all the elements it has
the greatest power of action. Hence fire is found under two
conditions: in its ownmatter, as existing in its own sphere, and
in a strange matter, whether of earth, as in burning coal, or of
air as in the flame. Under whatever conditions however fire be
found, it is always of the same species, so far as the nature of fire
is concerned, but there may be a difference of species as to the
bodieswhich are thematter of fire.Wherefore flame and burn-
ing coal differ specifically, and likewise burning wood and red-
hot iron; nor does it signify, as to this particular point,whether
they be kindled by force, as in the case of iron, or by a natural
intrinsic principle, as happens with sulphur. Accordingly it is
clear that the fire of hell is of the same species as the fire we
have, so far as the nature of fire is concerned. But whether that
fire subsists in its proper matter, or if it subsists in a strange
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matter, what thatmattermay be, we knownot. And in this way
it may differ specifically from the fire we have, considered ma-
terially. It has, however, certain properties differing from our
fire, for instance that it needs no kindling, nor is kept alive by
fuel. But the differences do not argue a difference of species as
regards the nature of the fire.

Reply to Objection 1. Augustine is speaking of that fire
with regard to its matter, and not with regard to its nature.

Reply to Objection 2. is fire of ours is kept alive with
fuel, and is kindled byman, because it is introduced into a for-
eign matter by art and force. But that other fire needs no fuel
to keep it alive, because either it subsists in its ownmatter, or is
in a foreign matter, not by force but by nature from an intrin-
sic principle. Wherefore it is kindled not by man but by God,
Who fashioned its nature. is is the meaning of the words of
Isaias (30:33): “e breath of the Lord is as a torrent of brim-

stone kindling it.”
Reply to Objection 3. Even as the bodies of the damned

will be of the same species as now, although now they are cor-
ruptible, whereas then they will be incorruptible, both by the
ordering of Divine justice, and on account of the cessation of
the heavenly movement, so is it with the fire of hell whereby
those bodies will be punished.

Reply toObjection 4.To give light does not belong to fire
according to any mode of existence, since in its own matter it
gives no light; wherefore it does not shine in its own sphere
according to the philosophers: and in like manner in certain
foreign matters it does not shine, as when it is in an opaque
earthly substance such as sulphur.e samehappens alsowhen
its brightness is obscured by thick smoke. Wherefore that the
fire of hell gives no light is not sufficient proof of its being of a
different species.

Suppl. q. 97 a. 7Whether the fire of hell is beneath the earth?

Objection 1. It would seem that this fire is not beneath the
earth. For it is said of the damned (Job 18:18), “AndGod shall
remove him out of the globe [Douay: ‘world’].” erefore the
fire whereby the damned will be punished is not beneath the
earth but outside the globe.

Objection 2. Further, nothing violent or accidental can be
everlasting. But this firewill be in hell for ever.erefore it will
be there, not by force but naturally. Now fire cannot be under
the earth save by violence. erefore the fire of hell is not be-
neath the earth.

Objection 3. Further, aer the day of judgment the bodies
of all the damned will be tormented in hell. Now those bod-
ies will fill a place. Consequently, since the multitude of the
damned will be exceeding great, for “the number of fools is in-
finite” (Eccles. 1:15), the space containing that fire must also
be exceeding great. But it would seem unreasonable to say that
there is so great a hollowwithin the earth, since all the parts of
the earth naturally tend to the center. erefore that fire will
not be beneath the earth.

Objection 4. Further, “By what things a man sinneth, by
the same also he is tormented” (Wis. 11:17). But the wicked
have sinned on the earth.erefore the fire that punishes them
should not be under the earth.

On the contrary, It is written (Is. 14:9): “Hell below was
in an uproar to meet ee at y coming.” erefore the fire
of hell is beneath us.

Further, Gregory says (Dial. iv): “I see not what hinders us
from believing that hell is beneath the earth.”

Further, a gloss on Jonah 2:4, “ou hast cast me
forth…into the heart of the sea,” says, “i.e. into hell,” and in the
Gospel (Mat. 12:40) the words “in the heart of the earth” have
the same sense, for as the heart is in the middle of an animal,
so is hell supposed to be in the middle of the earth.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xv, 16), “I

am of opinion that no one knows in what part of the world
hell is situated, unless the Spirit of God has revealed this to
some one.” Wherefore Gregory (Dial. iv) having been ques-
tioned on this point answers: “About this matter I dare not
give a rash decision. For some have deemed hell to be in some
part of the earth’s surface; others think it to be beneath the
earth.”He shows the latter opinion to be themore probable for
two reasons. First fromthe verymeaningof theword.ese are
his words: “If we call it the nether regions (infernus*), for the
reason that it is beneath us [inferius], what earth is in relation
to heaven, such should be hell in relation to earth.” Secondly,
from the words of Apoc. 5:3: “No man was able, neither in
heaven, nor on earth, nor under the earth, to open the book”:
where the words “in heaven” refer to the angels, “on earth” to
men living in the body, and “under the earth” to souls in hell.
Augustine too (Gen. ad lit. xii, 34) seems to indicate two rea-
sons for the congruity of hell being under the earth. One is
that “whereas the souls of the departed sinned through love
of the flesh, they should be treated as the dead flesh is wont
to be treated, by being buried beneath the earth.” e other is
that heaviness is to the body what sorrow is to the spirit, and
joy (of spirit) is as lightness (of body). Wherefore “just as in
reference to the body, all the heavier things are beneath the
others, if they be placed in order of gravity, so in reference to
the spirit, the lower place is occupied by whatever is more sor-
rowful”; and thus even as the empyrean is a fitting place for
the joy of the elect, so the lowest part of the earth is a fitting
place for the sorrow of the damned. Nor does it signify that
Augustine (De Civ. Dei xv, 16) says that “hell is stated or be-
lieved to be under the earth,” because he withdraws this (Re-
tract. ii, 29) where he says: “Methinks I should have said that
hell is beneath the earth, rather than have given the reasonwhy
it is stated or believed to be under the earth.” However, some
philosophers have maintained that hell is situated beneath the

* e Latin for ‘hell’.
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terrestrial orb, but above the surface of the earth, on that part
which is opposite to us.is seems tohave been themeaning of
Isidore when he asserted that “the sun and the moon will stop
in the place wherein they were created, lest the wicked should
enjoy this light in the midst of their torments.” But this is no
argument, if we assert that hell is under the earth. We have al-
ready stated how these words may be explained (q. 91 , a. 2).

Pythagoras held the place of punishment to be in a fiery
sphere situated, according to him, in the middle of the whole
world: and he called it the prison-house of Jupiter as Aristotle
relates (DeCoelo etMundo ii). It is, however, more in keeping
with Scripture to say that it is beneath the earth.

Reply to Objection 1. e words of Job, “God shall re-
move him out of the globe,” refer to the surface of the earth†,
i.e. from this world. is is how Gregory expounds it (Moral.
xiv) where he says: “He is removed from the globewhen, at the
coming of the heavenly judge, he is taken away from this world
wherein he now prides himself in his wickedness.” Nor does
globe here signify the universe, as though the place of punish-
ment were outside the whole universe.

Reply to Objection 2. Fire continues in that place for all
eternity by the ordering of Divine justice although according
to its nature an element cannot last for ever outside its own

place, especially if things were to remain in this state of gener-
ation and corruption. e fire there will be of the very great-
est heat, because its heat will be all gathered together from all
parts, through being surrounded on all sides by the cold of the
earth.

Reply toObjection 3.Hell will never lack sufficient room
to admit the bodies of the damned: since hell is accounted one
of the three things that “never are satisfied” (Prov. 30:15,16).
Nor is it unreasonable that God’s power should maintain
within the bowels of the earth a hollow great enough to con-
tain all the bodies of the damned.

Reply to Objection 4. It does not follow of necessity that
“by what things a man sinneth, by the same also he is tor-
mented,” except as regards the principal instruments of sin: for
as much as man having sinned in soul and body will be pun-
ished in both. But it does not follow that a man will be pun-
ished in the very place where he sinned, because the place due
to the damned is other from that due to wayfarers. We may
also reply that these words refer to the punishments inflicted
onmanon theway: according as each sin has its corresponding
punishment, since “inordinate love is its own punishment,” as
Augustine states (Confess. i, 12).

† “De orbe terrarum,” which might be rendered “from the land of the living.”.
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Of the Will and Intellect of the Damned

(In Nine Articles)

We must next consider matters pertaining to the will and intellect of the damned. Under this head there are nine points of
inquiry:

(1) Whether every act of will in the damned is evil?
(2) Whether they ever repent of the evil they have done?
(3) Whether they would rather not be than be?
(4) Whether they would wish others to be damned?
(5) Whether the wicked hate God?
(6) Whether they can demerit?
(7) Whether they can make use of the knowledge acquired in this life?
(8) Whether they ever think of God?
(9) Whether they see the glory of the blessed?

Suppl. q. 98 a. 1Whether every act of will in the damned is evil?

Objection 1. It would seem that not every act of will in
the damned is evil. For according to Dionysius (Div. Nom.
iv), “the demons desire the good and the best, namely to be,
to live, to understand.” Since, then, men who are damned are
not worse off than the demons, it would seem that they also
can have a good will.

Objection 2. Further, as Dionysius says (Div. Nom. iv),
“evil is altogether involuntary.” erefore if the damned will
anything, they will it as something good or apparently good.
Nowawill that is directly ordered to good is itself good.ere-
fore the damned can have a good will.

Objection 3. Further, some will be damned who, while in
this world, acquired certain habits of virtue, for instance hea-
thens who had civic virtues. Now a will elicits praiseworthy
acts by reasonof virtuoushabits.erefore theremaybepraise-
worthy acts of the will in some of the damned.

On the contrary, An obstinate will can never be inclined
except to evil. Now men who are damned will be obstinate
even as the demons*. Further, as the will of the damned is in
relation to evil, so is the will of the blessed in regard to good.
But the blessed never have an evil will. Neither therefore have
the damned any good will.

I answer that, A twofold will may be considered in the
damned, namely the deliberate will and the natural will. eir
natural will is theirs not of themselves but of the Author of na-

ture, Who gave nature this inclination which we call the nat-
ural will. Wherefore since nature remains in them, it follows
that the natural will in them can be good. But their deliber-
ate will is theirs of themselves, inasmuch as it is in their power
to be inclined by their affections to this or that. is will is in
them always evil: and this because they are completely turned
away from the last end of a right will, nor can a will be good ex-
cept it be directed to that same end. Hence even though they
will some good, they do not will it well so that one be able to
call their will good on that account.

Reply to Objection 1. e words of Dionysius must be
understood of the natural will, which is nature’s inclination to
some particular good. And yet this natural inclination is cor-
rupted by their wickedness, in so far as this good which they
desire naturally is desired by them under certain evil circum-
stances†.

Reply toObjection 2. Evil, as evil, does notmove the will,
but in so far as it is thought to be good. Yet it comes of their
wickedness that they esteem thatwhich is evil as though itwere
good. Hence their will is evil.

Reply to Objection 3. e habits of civic virtue do not
remain in the separated soul, because those virtues perfect us
only in the civic life which will not remain aer this life. Even
though they remained, theywould never come into action, be-
ing enchained, as it were, by the obstinacy of the mind.

Suppl. q. 98 a. 2Whether the damned repent of the evil they have done?

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned never repent
of the evil they have done. For Bernard says on the Canticle*
that “the damned ever consent to the evil they have done.”
erefore they never repent of the sins they have committed.

Objection 2.Further, towish one had not sinned is a good
will. But the damnedwill never have a goodwill.erefore the
damnedwill neverwish theyhadnot sinned: and thus the same
conclusion follows as above.

* Cf. Ia, q. 64, a. 2. † Cf. Ia, q. 64, a. 2, ad 5. * Cf. De Consideratione v,
12; De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio ix.
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Objection 3. Further, according to Damascene (De Fide
Orth. ii), “death is to man what their fall was to the angels.”
But the angel’s will is irrevocable aer his fall, so that he can-
not withdraw from the choice whereby he previously sinned†.
erefore the damned also cannot repent of the sins commit-
ted by them.

Objection 4. Further, the wickedness of the damned in
hell will be greater than that of sinners in the world. Now
in this world some sinners repent not of the sins they have
committed, either through blindness of mind, as heretics, or
through obstinacy, as those “who are gladwhen they have done
evil, and rejoice in most wicked things” (Prov. 2:14). ere-
fore, etc.

On the contrary, It is said of the damned (Wis. 5:3): “Re-
penting within themselves [Vulg.: ‘Saying within themselves,
repenting’].”

Further, thePhilosopher says (Ethic. ix, 4) that “thewicked
are full of repentance; for aerwards they are sorry for that in
which previously they took pleasure.” erefore the damned,
being most wicked, repent all the more.

I answer that, A person may repent of sin in two ways:
in one way directly, in another way indirectly. He repents of

a sin directly who hates sin as such: and he repents indirectly
whohates it on account of something connectedwith it, for in-
stance punishment or something of that kind. Accordingly the
wicked will not repent of their sins directly, because consent
in the malice of sin will remain in them; but they will repent
indirectly, inasmuch as they will suffer from the punishment
inflicted on them for sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e damned will wickedness, but
shun punishment: and thus indirectly they repent of wicked-
ness committed.

Reply to Objection 2. To wish one had not sinned on ac-
count of the shamefulness of vice is a good will: but this will
not be in the wicked.

Reply to Objection 3. It will be possible for the damned
to repent of their sins without turning their will away from sin,
because in their sins they will shun, not what they heretofore
desired, but something else, namely the punishment.

Reply to Objection 4. However obstinate men may be in
this world, they repent of the sins indirectly, if they be pun-
ished for them. us Augustine says (Qq. 83, qu. 36): “We see
the most savage beasts are deterred from the greatest pleasures
by fear of pain.”

Suppl. q. 98 a. 3Whether the damned by right and deliberate reason would wish not to be?

Objection 1. It would seem impossible for the damned, by
right and deliberate reason, to wish not to be. For Augustine
says (De Lib. Arb. iii, 7): “Consider how great a good it is to
be; since both the happy and the unhappy will it; for to be and
yet to be unhappy is a greater thing than not to be at all.”

Objection2.Further, Augustine argues thus (DeLib.Arb.
iii, 8): “Preference supposes election.” But “not to be” is not el-
igible; since it has not the appearance of good, for it is nothing.
erefore not to be cannot be more desirable to the damned
than “to be.”

Objection 3. Further, the greater evil is the more to be
shunned. Now “not to be” is the greatest evil, since it removes
good altogether, so as to leave nothing. erefore “not to be”
is more to be shunned than to be unhappy: and thus the same
conclusion follows as above.

On the contrary, It is written (Apoc. 9:6): “In those days
men…shall desire to die, and death shall fly from them.”

Further, the unhappiness of the damned surpasses all un-
happiness of this world. Now in order to escape the unhappi-
ness of this world, it is desirable to some to die, wherefore it
is written (Ecclus. 41:3,4): “O death, thy sentence is welcome
to the man that is in need and to him whose strength faileth;
who is in a decrepit age, and that is in care about all things,
and to the distrustful that loseth wisdom [Vulg.: ‘patience’].”
Much more, therefore, is “not to be” desirable to the damned
according to their deliberate reason.

I answer that, Not to be may be considered in two ways.
First, in itself, and thus it can nowise be desirable, since it has
no aspect of good, but is pure privation of good. Secondly, it
may be considered as a relief from a painful life or from some
unhappiness: and thus “not to be” takes on the aspect of good,
since “to lack an evil is a kind of good” as the Philosopher
says (Ethic. v, 1). In this way it is better for the damned not
to be than to be unhappy. Hence it is said (Mat. 26:24): “It
were better for him, if that man had not been born,” and (Jer.
20:14): “Cursed be the day wherein I was born,” where a gloss
of Jerome observes: “It is better not to be than to be evilly.” In
this sense the damned can prefer “not to be” according to their
deliberate reason*.

Reply toObjection 1.e saying of Augustine is to be un-
derstood in the sense that “not to be” is eligible, not in itself but
accidentally, as putting an end to unhappiness. For when it is
stated that “to be” and “to live” are desired by all naturally, we
are not to take this as referable to an evil and corrupt life, and
a life of unhappiness, as the Philosopher says (Ethic. ix, 4), but
absolutely.

Reply to Objection 2. Non-existence is eligible, not in it-
self, but only accidentally, as stated already.

Reply to Objection 3. Although “not to be” is very evil,
in so far as it removes being, it is very good, in so far as it re-
moves unhappiness, which is the greatest of evils, and thus it is
preferred “not to be.”

† Cf. Ia, q. 64, a. 2. * Cf. Ia, q. 5, a. 2, ad 3.
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Suppl. q. 98 a. 4Whether in hell the damned would wish others were damned who are not damned?

Objection 1. It would seem that in hell the damnedwould
not wish others were damned who are not damned. For it is
said (Lk. 16:27, 28) of the rich man that he prayed for his
brethren, lest they should come “into the place of torments.”
erefore in likemanner the other damnedwould not wish, at
least their friends in the flesh to be damned in hell.

Objection 2. Further, the damned are not deprived of
their inordinate affections.Now some of the damned loved in-
ordinately some who are not damned. erefore they would
not desire their evil, i.e. that they should be damned.

Objection 3. Further, the damned do not desire the in-
crease of their punishment. Now if more were damned, their
punishment would be greater, even as the joy of the blessed
is increased by an increase in their number. erefore the
damned desire not the damnation of those who are saved.

On the contrary, A gloss on Is. 14:9, “are risen up from
their thrones,” says: “e wicked are comforted by having
many companions in their punishment.”

Further, envy reigns supreme in the damned. erefore
they grieve for the happiness of the blessed, and desire their
damnation.

I answer that Even as in the blessed in heaven there will be
most perfect charity, so in the damned there will be the most
perfect hate.Wherefore as the saintswill rejoice in all goods, so
will the damned grieve for all goods.Consequently the sight of
thehappiness of the saintswill give themvery great pain; hence

it is written (Is. 26:11): “Let the envious people see and be con-
founded, and let fire devour y enemies.” erefore they will
wish all the good were damned.

Reply to Objection 1. So great will be the envy of the
damned that they will envy the glory even of their kindred,
since they themselves are supremely unhappy, for this hap-
pens even in this life, when envy increases. Nevertheless they
will envy their kindred less than others, and their punishment
would be greater if all their kindred were damned, and others
saved, than if some of their kindredwere saved. For this reason
the rich man prayed that his brethren might be warded from
damnation: for he knew that some are guarded therefrom. Yet
he would rather that his brethren were damned as well as all
the rest.

Reply to Objection 2. Love that is not based on virtue
is easily voided, especially in evil men as the Philosopher says
(Ethic. ix, 4).Hence the damnedwill not preserve their friend-
ship for those whom they loved inordinately. Yet the will of
them will remain perverse, because they will continue to love
the cause of their inordinate loving.

Reply to Objection 3. Although an increase in the num-
ber of the damned results in an increase of each one’s punish-
ment, so much the more will their hatred and envy increase
that they will prefer to be more tormented with many rather
than less tormented alone.

Suppl. q. 98 a. 5Whether the damned hate God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned do not hate
God. For, according to Dionysius (Div. Nom. iv), “the beau-
tiful and good that is the cause of all goodness and beauty is
beloved of all.” But this is God. erefore God cannot be the
object of anyone’s hate.

Objection 2. Further, no one can hate goodness itself, as
neither can one will badness itself since “evil is altogether in-
voluntary,” as Dionysius asserts (Div. Nom. iv). Now God is
goodness itself. erefore no one can hate Him.

On the contrary, It is written (Ps. 73:23): “e pride of
them that hate ee ascendeth continually.”

I answer that, e appetite is moved by good or evil ap-
prehended. Now God is apprehended in two ways, namely in
Himself, as by the blessed, who see Him in His essence; and
in His effects, as by us and by the damned. Since, then, He is

goodness by His essence, He cannot in Himself be displeasing
to anywill; whereforewhoever seesHim inHis essence cannot
hateHim.On the other hand, some ofHis effects are displeas-
ing to the will in so far as they are opposed to any one: and
accordingly a personmay hate God not inHimself, but by rea-
son of His effects. erefore the damned, perceiving God in
His punishment, which is the effect of His justice, hate Him,
even as they hate the punishment inflicted on them*.

Reply to Objection 1. e saying of Dionysius refers to
the natural appetite. and even this is rendered perverse in the
damned, by thatwhich is added thereto by their deliberatewill,
as stated above (a. 1)†.

Reply to Objection 2. is argument would prove if the
damned saw God in Himself, as being in His essence.

* Cf. q. 90, a. 3, ad 2; IIa IIae, q. 34, a. 1. † Cf. IIa IIae, q. 34, a. 1, ad 1 where St. omas gives another answer.
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Suppl. q. 98 a. 6Whether the damned demerit?

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned demerit. For
the damned have an evil will, as stated in the last Distinction
of Sentent. iv. But they demerited by the evil will that they had
here.erefore if they demerit not there, their damnation is to
their advantage.

Objection 2. Further, the damned are on the same footing
as the demons.Now the demons demerit aer their fall, where-
fore God inflicted a punishment on the serpent, who induced
man to sin (Gn. 3:14,15). erefore the damned also demerit.

Objection 3. Further, an inordinate act that proceeds
from a deliberate will is not excused from demerit, even
though there be necessity of which one is oneself the cause: for
the “drunken man deserves a double punishment” if he com-
mit a crime through being drunk (Ethic. iii). Now the damned
were themselves the cause of their own obstinacy, owing to
which they are under a kind of necessity of sinning. erefore
since their act proceeds from their free will, they are not ex-
cused from demerit.

Onthe contrary,Punishment is contradistinguished from
fault‡. Now the perverse will of the damned proceeds from
their obstinacy which is their punishment. erefore the per-
verse will of the damned is not a fault whereby they may de-
merit.

Further, aer reaching the last term there is no further
movement, or advancement in good or evil. Now the damned,
especially aer the judgment day, will have reached the last
term of their damnation, since then there “will cease to be two
cities,” according toAugustine (Enchiridion cxi).erefore af-
ter the judgment day the damnedwill not demerit by their per-
versewill, for if they did their damnationwould be augmented.

I answer that, We must draw a distinction between the
damned before the judgment day and aer. For all are agreed
that aer the judgment day there will be neither merit nor de-
merit. e reason for this is because merit or demerit is di-
rected to the attainment of some further good or evil: and aer

the day of judgment good and evil will have reached their ulti-
mate consummation, so that there will be no further addition
to good or evil. Consequently, goodwill in the blessed will not
be amerit but a reward, and evil will in the damnedwill be not
a demerit but a punishment only. For works of virtue belong
especially to the state of happiness and their contraries to the
state of unhappiness (Ethic. i, 9,10).

On the other hand, some say that, before the judgment day,
both the good merit and the damned demerit. But this can-
not apply to the essential reward or to the principal punish-
ment, since in this respect both have reached the term. Possi-
bly, however, this may apply to the accidental reward, or sec-
ondary punishment, which are subject to increase until the day
of judgment. Especiallymay this apply to the demons, or to the
good angels, by whose activities some are drawn to salvation,
whereby the joy of the blessed angels is increased, and some
to damnation, whereby the punishment of the demons is aug-
mented§.

Reply to Objection 1. It is in the highest degree unprof-
itable to have reached the highest degree of evil, the result be-
ing that the damned are incapable of demerit. Hence it is clear
that they gain no advantage from their sin.

Reply to Objection 2. Men who are damned are not oc-
cupied in drawing others to damnation, as the demons are, for
which reason the latter demerit as regards their secondary pun-
ishment¶.

Reply to Objection 3. e reason why they are not ex-
cused from demerit is not because they are under the necessity
of sinning, but because they have reached the highest of evils.

However, the necessity of sinningwhereofwe are ourselves
the cause, in so far as it is a necessity, excuses from sin, because
every sin needs to be voluntary: but it does not excuse, in so far
as it proceeds from a previous act of thewill: and consequently
the whole demerit of the subsequent sin would seem to belong
to the previous sin.

Suppl. q. 98 a. 7Whether the damned can make use of the knowledge they had in this world?*

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned are unable to
make use of the knowledge they had in this world. For there
is very great pleasure in the consideration of knowledge. But
wemust not admit that they have any pleasure.erefore they
cannot make use of the knowledge they had heretofore, by ap-
plying their consideration thereto.

Objection 2. Further, the damned suffer greater pains
than any pains of this world. Now in this world, when one is in
very great pain, it is impossible to consider any intelligible con-
clusions, throughbeing distracted by the pains that one suffers.
Much less therefore can one do so in hell.

Objection 3. Further, the damned are subject to time. But
“length of time is the cause of forgetfulness” (Phys. lib. iv, 13).
erefore the damned will forget what they knew here.

On the contrary, It is said to the rich man who was
damned (Lk. 16:25): “Remember that thou didst receive good
things in thy lifetime,” etc. erefore they will consider about
the things they knew here.

Further, the intelligible species remain in the separated
soul, as stated above (q. 70, a. 2, ad 3; Ia, q. 89, Aa. 5,6).ere-
fore, if they could not use them, these would remain in them
to no purpose.

‡ Cf. Ia, q. 48, a. 5. § Cf. Ia, q. 62, a. 9, ad 3; IIa IIae, q. 13, a. 4, ad 2; where
St. omas tacitly retracts the opinion expressed here as to merit or demerit.
¶ Cf. Ia, q. 62, a. 9, ad 3; IIa IIae, q. 13 , a. 4, ad 2; where St. omas tacitly
retracts the opinion expressed here as to merit or demerit. * Cf. Ia, q. 89.
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I answer that, Even as in the saints on account of the per-
fection of their glory, therewill be nothing butwhat is amatter
of joy so therewill be nothing in the damned butwhat is amat-
ter and cause of sorrow; nor will anything that can pertain to
sorrow be lacking, so that their unhappiness is consummate.
Now the consideration of certain things known brings us joy,
in some respect, either on the part of the things known, be-
cause we love them, or on the part of the knowledge, because
it is fitting and perfect. ere may also be a reason for sorrow
both on the part of the things known, because they are of a
grievous nature, and on the part of the knowledge, if we con-
sider its imperfection; for instance a person may consider his
defective knowledge about a certain thing, which he would
desire to know perfectly. Accordingly, in the damned there
will be actual consideration of the things they knew hereto-
fore as matters of sorrow, but not as a cause of pleasure. For
they will consider both the evil they have done, and for which
theywere damned, and the delightful goods they have lost, and
on both counts they will suffer torments. Likewise they will

be tormented with the thought that the knowledge they had
of speculative matters was imperfect, and that they missed its
highest degree of perfection which they might have acquired.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the consideration of
knowledge is delightful in itself, it may accidentally be the
cause of sorrow, as explained above.

Reply to Objection 2. In this world the soul is united to
a corruptible body, wherefore the soul’s consideration is hin-
dered by the suffering of the body. On the other hand, in the
future life the soul will not be so drawn by the body, but how-
ever much the body may suffer, the soul will have a most clear
view of those things that can be a cause of anguish to it.

Reply to Objection 3. Time causes forgetfulness acciden-
tally, in so far as the movement whereof it is the measure is the
cause of change. But aer the judgment day there will be no
movement of the heavens; wherefore neither will it be possi-
ble for forgetfulness to result from any lapse of time however
long. Before the judgment day, however, the separated soul is
not changed from its disposition by the heavenly movement.

Suppl. q. 98 a. 8Whether the damned will ever think of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned will some-
times think of God. For one cannot hate a thing actually, ex-
cept one think about it. Now the damned will hate God, as
stated in the text of Sentent. iv, in the last Distinction. ere-
fore they will think of God sometimes.

Objection 2. Further, the damned will have remorse of
conscience. But the conscience suffers remorse for deeds done
against God. erefore they will sometimes think of God.

On the contrary, Man’s most perfect thoughts are those
which are about God: whereas the damned will be in a state
of the greatest imperfection. erefore they will not think of
God.

I answer that, one may think of God in two ways. First,
in Himself and according to that which is proper to Him,

namely that He is the fount of all goodness: and thus it is al-
together impossible to think of Him without delight, so that
the damned will by no means think of Him in this way. Sec-
ondly, according to something accidental as it were to Him in
His effects, such as His punishments, and so forth, and in this
respect the thought of God can bring sorrow, so that in this
way the damned will think of God.

Reply to Objection 1. e damned do not hate God ex-
cept becauseHepunishes and forbidswhat is agreeable to their
evil will: and consequently theywill think ofHimonly as pun-
ishing and forbidding. is suffices for the Reply to the Sec-
ond Objection, since conscience will not have remorse for sin
except as forbidden by the Divine commandment.

Suppl. q. 98 a. 9Whether the damned see the glory of the blessed?

Objection 1. It would seem that the damned do not see
the glory of the blessed. For they are more distant from the
glory of the blessed than from the happenings of this world.
But they do not see what happens in regard to us: hence Gre-
gory commenting on Job 14:21, “Whether his children come
to honor,” etc. says (Moral. xii): “Even as those who still live
know not in what place are the souls of the dead; so the dead
who have lived in the body know not the things which regard
the life of those who are in the flesh.”Much less, therefore, can
they see the glory of the blessed.

Objection 2. Further, that which is granted as a great fa-
vor to the saints in this life is never granted to the damned.
Now it was granted as a great favor to Paul to see the life in
which the saints live for ever with God (2 Cor. 12). erefore

the damned will not see the glory of the saints.
On the contrary, It is stated (Lk. 16:23) that the richman

in the midst of his torments “saw Abraham…and Lazarus in
his bosom.”

I answer that, e damned, before the judgment day, will
see the blessed in glory, in such a way as to know, not what that
glory is like, but only that they are in a state of glory that sur-
passes all thought. is will trouble them, both because they
will, through envy, grieve for their happiness, and because they
have forfeited that glory. Hence it is written (Wis. 5:2) con-
cerning the wicked: “Seeing it” they “shall be troubled with
terrible fear.” Aer the judgment day, however, they will be
altogether deprived of seeing the blessed: nor will this lessen
their punishment, but will increase it; because they will bear
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in remembrance the glory of the blessed which they saw at or
before the judgment: and this will torment them. Moreover
they will be tormented by finding themselves deemed unwor-
thy even to see the glory which the saints merit to have.

Reply to Objection 1. e happenings of this life would
not, if seen, torment the damned inhell as the sight of the glory
of the saints; wherefore the things which happen here are not

shown to the damned in the same way as the saints’ glory; al-
though also of the things that happen here those are shown to
them which are capable of causing them sorrow.

Reply to Objection 2. Paul looked upon that life wherein
the saints live with God*, by actual experience thereof and by
hoping to have it more perfectly in the life to come. Not so the
damned; wherefore the comparison fails.

* Cf. IIa IIae, q. 185, a. 3, ad 2.
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S   T P, Q 99
Of God’s Mercy and Justice Towards the Damned

(In Five Articles)

We must next consider God’s justice and mercy towards the damned: under which head there are five points of inquiry:

(1) Whether by Divine justice an eternal punishment is inflicted on sinners?
(2) Whether by God’s mercy all punishment both of men and of demons comes to an end?
(3) Whether at least the punishment of men comes to an end?
(4) Whether at least the punishment of Christians has an end?
(5) Whether there is an end to the punishment of those who have performed works of mercy?

Suppl. q. 99 a. 1Whether by Divine justice an eternal punishment is inflicted on sinners?*

Objection 1. It would seem that an eternal punishment
is not inflicted on sinners by Divine justice. For the punish-
ment should not exceed the fault: “According to the measure
of the sin shall the measure also of the stripes be” (Dt. 25:2).
Now fault is temporal. erefore the punishment should not
be eternal.

Objection 2. Further, of two mortal sins one is greater
than the other. and therefore one should receive a greater pun-
ishment than the other. But no punishment is greater than
eternal punishment, since it is infinite. erefore eternal pun-
ishment is not due to every sin; and if it is not due to one, it
is due to none, since they are not infinitely distant from one
another.

Objection 3. Further, a just judge does not punish except
in order to correct, wherefore it is stated (Ethic. ii, 3) that
“punishments are a kind of medicine.” Now, to punish the
wicked eternally does not lead to their correction, nor to that
of others, since then there will be no one in future who can
be corrected thereby. erefore eternal punishment is not in-
flicted for sins according to Divine justice.

Objection 4. Further, no one wishes that which is not de-
sirable for its own sake, except on account of some advantage.
Now God does not wish punishment for its own sake, for He
delights not in punishments†. Since then no advantage can re-
sult from the perpetuity of punishment, it would seem thatHe
ought not to inflict such a punishment for sin.

Objection 5. Further, “nothing accidental lasts for ever”
(DeCoelo etMundo i). But punishment is one of those things
that happen accidentally, since it is contrary to nature. ere-
fore it cannot be everlasting.

Objection 6. Further, the justice ofGodwould seem to re-
quire that sinners should be brought to naught: because on ac-
count of ingratitude a person deserves to lose all benefits. and
among other benefits of God there is “being” itself. erefore
it would seem just that the sinner who has been ungrateful to
God should lose his being. But if sinners be brought to naught,
their punishment cannot be everlasting. erefore it would

seem out of keeping with Divine justice that sinners should be
punished for ever.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 25:46): “ese,”
namely the wicked, “shall go into everlasting punishment.”

Further, as reward is to merit, so is punishment to guilt.
Now, according to Divine justice, an eternal reward is due to
temporalmerit: “Every onewho seeth the Son and believeth in
Him hath [Vulg.: ‘that everyone…may have’] life everlasting.”
erefore according to Divine justice an everlasting punish-
ment is due to temporal guilt.

Further, according to the Philosopher (Ethic. v, 5), punish-
ment is meted according to the dignity of the person sinned
against, so that a person who strikes one in authority receives
a greater punishment than one who strikes anyone else. Now
whoever sins mortally sins against God, Whose command-
ments he breaks, and Whose honor he gives another, by plac-
ing his end in some one other than God. But God’s majesty
is infinite. erefore whoever sins mortally deserves infinite
punishment; and consequently it seems just that for a mortal
sin a man should be punished for ever.

I answer that, Since punishment is measured in two ways,
namely according to the degree of its severity, and according
to its length of time, the measure of punishment corresponds
to the measure of fault, as regards the degree of severity, so
that themore grievously a person sins themore grievously is he
punished: “As much as she hath glorified herself and lived in
delicacies, so much torment and sorrow give ye to her” (Apoc.
18:7).e duration of the punishment does not, however, cor-
respond with the duration of the fault, as Augustine says (De
Civ. Dei xxi, 11), for adultery which is committed in a short
space of time is not punished with a momentary penalty even
according to human laws‡. But the duration of punishment re-
gards thedispositionof the sinner: for sometimes apersonwho
commits an offense in a city is rendered byhis very offensewor-
thy of being cut off entirely from the fellowship of the citizens,
either by perpetual exile or even by death: whereas sometimes
he is not renderedworthy of being cut off entirely from the fel-

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 87, Aa. 3,4. † e allusion is to Wis. 1:13: “Neither hath
He pleasure in the destruction of the living,” as may be gathered from Ia IIae,
q. 87, a. 3, obj. 3. ‡ Cf. Ia IIae, q. 87, a. 3, ad 1.
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lowship of the citizens. wherefore in order that hemay become
a fitting member of the State, his punishment is prolonged or
curtailed, according as is expedient for his amendment, so that
he may live in the city in a becoming and peaceful manner. So
too, according to Divine justice, sin renders a person worthy
to be altogether cut off from the fellowship of God’s city, and
this is the effect of every sin committed against charity, which
is the bond uniting this same city together. Consequently, for
mortal sin which is contrary to charity a person is expelled for
ever from the fellowship of the saints and condemned to ev-
erlasting punishment, because as Augustine says (De Civ. Dei
xxi, 11), “as men are cut off from this perishable city by the
penalty of the first death, so are they excluded from that im-
perishable city by the punishment of the second death.” at
the punishment inflicted by the earthly state is not deemed
everlasting is accidental, either because man endures not for
ever, or because the state itself comes to an end. Wherefore if
man lived for ever, the punishment of exile or slavery, which
is pronounced by human law, would remain in him for ever.
On the other hand, as regards those who sin in such a way as
not to deserve to be entirely cut off from the fellowship of the
saints, such as those who sin venially, their punishment will be
so much the shorter or longer according as they are more or
less fit to be cleansed, through sin clinging to them more or
less: this is observed in the punishments of this world and of
purgatory according to Divine justice.

We find also other reasons given by the saints why some
are justly condemned to everlasting punishment for a tempo-
ral sin. One is because they sinned against an eternal good by
despising eternal life.is ismentioned byAugustine (DeCiv.
Dei. xii, 12): “He is become worthy of eternal evil, who de-
stroyed inhimself a goodwhich couldbe eternal.”Another rea-
son is becauseman sinned in his own eternity*; whereforeGre-
gory says (Dial. iv), it belongs to the great justice of the judge
that those should never cease to be punished, who in this life
never ceased to desire sin. And if it be objected that some who
sinmortally propose to amend their life at some time, and that
these accordingly are seemingly not deserving of eternal pun-
ishment, it must be replied according to some that Gregory
speaks of the will that is made manifest by the deed. For he
who falls into mortal sin of his own will puts himself in a state
whence he cannot be rescued, exceptGodhelp him:wherefore
from the very fact that he is willing to sin, he is willing to re-
main in sin for ever. For man is “a wind that goeth,” namely to
sin, “and returneth not by his own power” (Ps. 77:39). us if
amanwere to throwhimself into a pit whence he could not get
outwithout help, onemight say that hewished to remain there
for ever, whatever else he may have thought himself. Another
and a better answer is that from the very fact that he commits a
mortal sin, he places his end in a creature; and since the whole
of life is directed to its end, it follows that for this very reason
he directs the whole of his life to that sin, and is willing to re-

main in sin forever, if he could do so with impunity. is is
what Gregory says on Job 41:23, “He shall esteem the deep as
growing old” (Moral. xxxiv): “e wicked only put an end to
sinning because their life came to an end: they would indeed
have wished to live for ever, that they might continue in sin
for ever for they desire rather to sin than to live.” Still another
reason may be given why the punishment of mortal sin is eter-
nal: because thereby one offends GodWho is infinite.Where-
fore since punishment cannot be infinite in intensity, because
the creature is incapable of an infinite quality, it must needs
be infinite at least in duration. And again there is a fourth rea-
son for the same: because guilt remains for ever, since it cannot
be remitted without grace, and men cannot receive grace aer
death; nor should punishment cease so long as guilt remains.

Reply to Objection 1. Punishment has not to be equal to
fault as to the amount of duration as is seen to be the case also
with human laws. We may also reply with Gregory (Dial. xliv)
that although sin is temporal in act, it is eternal in will.

Reply to Objection 2. e degree of intensity in the pun-
ishment corresponds to the degree of gravity in the sin; where-
fore mortal sins unequal in gravity will receive a punishment
unequal in intensity but equal in duration.

Reply toObjection 3.epunishments inflicted on those
who are not altogether expelled from the society of their
fellow-citizens are intended for their correction:whereas those
punishments, whereby certain persons are wholly banished
from the society of their fellow-citizens, are not intended for
their correction; although they may be intended for the cor-
rection and tranquillity of the others who remain in the state.
Accordingly the damnation of the wicked is for the correction
of those who are now in the Church; for punishments are in-
tended for correction, not only when they are being inflicted,
but also when they are decreed.

Reply to Objection 4. e everlasting punishment of the
wicked will not be altogether useless. For they are useful for
two purposes. First, because thereby the Divine justice is safe-
guarded which is acceptable to God for its own sake. Hence
Gregory says (Dial. iv): “Almighty God on account ofHis lov-
ing kindness delights not in the torments of the unhappy, but
on account of His justice. He is for ever unappeased by the
punishment of the wicked.” Secondly, they are useful, because
the elect rejoice therein, when they see God’s justice in them,
and realize that they have escaped them. Hence it is written
(Ps. 57:12): “e just shall rejoice when he shall see the re-
venge,” etc., and (Is. 66:24): “ey,” namely the wicked, “shall
be a loathsome sight* to all flesh,” namely to the saints, as a
gloss says. Gregory expresses himself in the same sense (Dial.
iv): “ewicked are all condemned to eternal punishment, and
are punished for their own wickedness. Yet they will burn to
some purpose, namely that the just may all both see in God
the joys they receive, and perceive in them the torments they
have escaped: for which reason they will acknowledge them-

* Cf. Ia IIae, q. 87, a. 3, ad 1. * “Ad satietatem visionis,” which St. omas
takes to signify being satiated with joy; Cf. q. 94, a. 3.
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selves for ever the debtors of Divine grace the more that they
will see how the evils which they overcame by its assistance are
punished eternally.”

Reply toObjection5.Although thepunishment relates to
the soul accidentally, it relates essentially to the soul infected
with guilt. And since guilt will remain in the soul for ever, its
punishment also will be everlasting.

Reply to Objection 6. Punishment corresponds to fault,
properly speaking, in respect of the inordinateness in the fault,

and not of the dignity in the person offended: for if the latter
were the case, a punishment of infinite intensity would corre-
spond to every sin. Accordingly, although a man deserves to
lose his being from the fact that he has sinned against God the
author of his being, yet, in view of the inordinateness of the
act itself, loss of being is not due to him, since being is presup-
posed to merit and demerit, nor is being lost or corrupted by
the inordinateness of sin†: and consequently privation of being
cannot be the punishment due to any sin.

Suppl. q. 99 a. 2Whether by God’s mercy all punishment of the damned, both men and demons, comes to an
end?

Objection 1. It would seem that by God’s mercy all pun-
ishment of the damned, both men and demons, comes to an
end. For it is written (Wis. 11:24): “ou hast mercy upon
all, O Lord, because ou canst do all things.” But among all
things the demons also are included, since they are God’s crea-
tures. erefore also their punishment will come to an end.

Objection 2. Further, “God hath concluded all in sin
[Vulg.: ‘unbelief ’], that He may have mercy on all” (Rom.
11:32). NowGod has concluded the demons under sin, that is
to say,He permitted them to be concluded.erefore it would
seem that in time He has mercy even on the demons.

Objection3.Further, asAnselm says (CurDeusHomo ii),
“it is not just thatGod should permit the utter loss of a creature
which He made for happiness.” erefore, since every rational
creature was created for happiness, it would seem unjust for it
to be allowed to perish altogether.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 25:41): “Depart from
Me, you cursed, into everlasting fire, which is prepared for the
devil and his angels.”erefore theywill be punished eternally.

Further, just as the good angels were made happy through
turning toGod, so the bad angels weremade unhappy through
turning away from God. erefore if the unhappiness of the
wicked angels comes at length to an end, the happiness of the
good will also come to an end, which is inadmissible.

I answer that,AsAugustine says (DeCiv.Dei xxi)Origen‡

“erred in maintaining that the demons will at length, through
God’s mercy, be delivered from their punishment.” But this er-
ror has been condemned by the Church for two reasons. First
because it is clearly contrary to the authority of Holy Writ
(Apoc. 20:9,10): “e devil who seduced them was cast into
the pool of fire and brimstone, where both the beasts and the

false prophets§ shall be tormented day and night for ever and
ever,” which is the Scriptural expression for eternity. Secondly,
because this opinion exaggeratedGod’smercy in one direction
and depreciated it in another. For it would seem equally rea-
sonable for the good angels to remain in eternal happiness, and
for the wicked angels to be eternally punished. Wherefore just
as hemaintained that the demons and the souls of the damned
are to be delivered at length from their sufferings, so he main-
tained that the angels and the souls of the blessedwill at length
pass from their happy state to the unhappiness of this life.

Reply to Objection 1. God, for His own part, has mercy
on all. Since, however, His mercy is ruled by the order of His
wisdom, the result is that it does not reach to certain peo-
ple who render themselves unworthy of that mercy, as do the
demons and the damnedwho are obstinate inwickedness.And
yet we may say that even in them His mercy finds a place, in so
far as they are punished less than they deserve condignly, but
not that they are entirely delivered from punishment.

Reply to Objection 2. In the words quoted the distribu-
tion (of the predicate) regards the genera and not the individ-
uals: so that the statement applies to men in the state of way-
farer, inasmuch asHehadmercy both on Jews andonGentiles,
but not on every Gentile or every Jew.

Reply to Objection 3. Anselm means that it is not just in
the sense of becoming God’s goodness, and is speaking of the
creature generically. For it becomes not the Divine goodness
that a whole genus of creature fail of the end for which it was
made: wherefore it is unbecoming for all men or all angels to
be damned. But there is no reason why some men or some an-
gels should perish for ever, because the intention of theDivine
will is fulfilled in the others who are saved.

Suppl. q. 99 a. 3Whether God’s mercy suffers at least men to be punished eternally?

Objection 1. It would seem that God’s mercy does not
suffer at least men to be punished eternally. For it is written
(Gn. 6:3): “My spirit shall not remain in man for ever because
he is flesh”; where “spirit” denotes indignation, as a gloss ob-
serves. erefore, since God’s indignation is not distinct from

His punishment, man will not be punished eternally.
Objection 2. Further, the charity of the saints in this life

makes them pray for their enemies. Now they will have more
perfect charity in that life. erefore they will pray then for
their enemies who are damned. But the prayers of the saints

† Cf. Ia IIae, q. 85, a. 1. ‡ Cf. Ia, q. 64, a. 2. § Vulg.: ‘the beast and false
prophet,’ etc.
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cannot be in vain, since they are most acceptable to God.
erefore at the saints’ prayers the Divine mercy will in time
deliver the damned from their punishment.

Objection 3. Further, God’s foretelling of the punishment
of the damned belongs to the prophecy of commination. Now
theprophecy of commination is not always fulfilled: as appears
from what was said of the destruction of Nineve ( Jonas 3);
and yet it was not destroyed as foretold by the prophet, who
alsowas troubled for that very reason (Jonah 4:1).erefore it
would seem that much more will the threat of eternal punish-
ment be commuted byGod’s mercy for amore lenient punish-
ment, when this will be able to give sorrow to none but joy to
all.

Objection 4. Further, the words of Ps. 76:8 are to the
point, where it is said: “WillGod then be angry for ever?*” But
God’s anger is His punishment. erefore, etc.

Objection 5. Further, a gloss on Is. 14:19, “But thou art
cast out,” etc. says: “Even though all souls shall have rest at last,
thou never shalt”: and it refers to the devil. erefore it would
seem that all human souls shall at length have rest from their
pains.

On the contrary, It is written (Mat. 25:46) of the elect
conjointly with the damned: “ese shall go into everlasting
punishment: but the just, into life everlasting.” But it is inad-
missible that the life of the just will ever have an end.erefore
it is inadmissible that the punishment of the damned will ever
come to an end.

Further, as Damascene says (De Fide Orth. ii) “death is to
men what their fall was to the angels.” Now aer their fall the
angels could not be restored†. erefore neither can man aer
death: and thus the punishment of the damned will have no
end.

I answer that, As Augustine says (De Civ. Dei xxi, 17,18),
some evaded the error of Origen by asserting that the demons
are punished everlastingly, while holding that all men, even
unbelievers, are at length set free from punishment. But this
statement is altogether unreasonable. For just as the demons
are obstinate in wickedness and therefore have to be punished
for ever, so too are the souls of men who die without char-
ity, since “death is to men what their fall was to the angels,”
as Damascene says.

Reply to Objection 1. is saying refers to man generi-
cally, because God’s indignation was at length removed from
the human race by the coming of Christ. But those who were
unwilling to be included or to remain in this reconciliation ef-

fected by Christ, perpetuated the Divine anger in themselves,
since no other way of reconciliation is given to us save that
which is through Christ.

Reply toObjection 2.As Augustine (De Civ. Dei xxi, 24)
and Gregory (Moral. xxxiv) say, the saints in this life pray for
their enemies, that they may be converted to God, while it is
yet possible for them to be converted. For if we knew that they
were foreknown to death, we should no more pray for them
than for the demons. And since for those who depart this life
without grace there will be no further time for conversion, no
prayer will be offered for them, neither by the Church mili-
tant, nor by the Church triumphant. For that which we have
to pray for them is, as the Apostle says (2 Tim. 2:25,26), that
“God may give them repentance to know the truth, and they
may recover themselves from the snares of the devil.”

Reply toObjection 3.Apunishment threatened prophet-
ically is only then commuted when there is a change in the
merits of the person threatened.Hence: “I will suddenly speak
against a nation and against a kingdom, to root out and to pull
down and todestroy it. If that nation…shall repent of their evil,
I also will repent of the evil that I have thought to do to them”
(Jer. 18:7). erefore, since the merits of the damned cannot
be changed, the threatened punishment will ever be fulfilled
in them. Nevertheless the prophecy of commination is always
fulfilled in a certain sense, because as Augustine says (De Civ.
Dei. xxi, 24): “Nineve has been overthrown, that was evil, and
a goodNineve is built up, that was not: for while the walls and
the houses remained standing, the city was overthrown in its
wicked ways.”

Reply to Objection 4. ese words of the Psalm refer to
the vessels of mercy, which have not made themselves unwor-
thy of mercy, because in this life (which may be called God’s
anger on account of its unhappiness) He changes vessels of
mercy into something better. Hence the Psalm continues (Ps.
76:11): “is is the changeof the righthandof themostHigh.”
We may also reply that they refer to mercy as granting a relax-
ation but not setting free altogether if it be referred also to the
damned. Hence the Psalm does not say: “Will He from His
anger shut up His mercies?” but “in His anger,” because the
punishment will not be done away entirely; butHismercy will
have effect by diminishing the punishment while it continues.

Reply toObjection5.is gloss is speaking not absolutely
but on an impossible supposition in order to throw into relief
the greatness of the devil’s sin, or of Nabuchodonosor’s.

Suppl. q. 99 a. 4Whether the punishment of Christians is brought to an end by the mercy of God?

Objection 1. It would seem that at least the punishment
of Christians is brought to an end by the mercy of God. “For
he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved” (Mk. 16:16).
Now this applies to every Christian. erefore all Christians

will at length be saved.
Objection 2. Further, it is written ( Jn. 6:55): “He that

eatethMybody and drinkethMyblood hath eternal life.”Now
this is the meat and drink whereof Christians partake in com-

* Vulg.: ‘Will God then cast off for ever?’. † Cf. Ia, q. 64, a. 2.
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mon. erefore all Christians will be saved at length.
Objection3.Further, “If anyman’swork burn, he shall suf-

fer loss: but he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire” (1 Cor.
3:15), where it is a question of those who have the foundation
of the Christian faith. erefore all such persons will be saved
in the end.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 6:9): “e unjust
shall not possess the kingdom of God.” Now some Christians
are unjust. erefore Christians will not all come to the king-
dom of God, and consequently they will be punished for ever.

Further, it is written (2 Pet. 2:21): “It had been better for
themnot to have known theway of justice, than aer they have
known it, to turn back from that holy commandment which
was delivered to them.” Now those who know not the way of
truth will be punished for ever.erefore Christians who have
turned back aer knowing it will also be punished for ever.

I answer that, According to Augustine (De Civ. Dei xxi,
20,21), there have been some who predicted a delivery from
eternal punishment not for all men, but only for Christians.
although they stated the matter in different ways. For some
said that whoever received the sacraments of faith would be
immune from eternal punishment. But this is contrary to the
truth, since some receive the sacraments of faith, and yet have
not faith, withoutwhich “it is impossible to pleaseGod” (Heb.
11:6). Wherefore others said that those alone will be exempt
from eternal punishment who have received the sacraments
of faith, and professed the Catholic faith. But against this it
would seem to be that at one time some people profess the
Catholic faith, and aerwards abandon it, and these are de-
serving not of a lesser but of a greater punishment, since ac-
cording to 2 Pet. 2:21, “it had been better for them not to have
known the way of justice than, aer they have known it, to
turn back.” Moreover it is clear that heresiarchs who renounce
the Catholic faith and invent new heresies sin more grievously

than those who have conformed to some heresy from the first.
And therefore some have maintained that those alone are ex-
empt from eternal punishment, who persevere to the end in
theCatholic faith, however guilty theymay have been of other
crimes. But this is clearly contrary toHolyWrit, for it iswritten
( James 2:20): “Faith without works is dead,” and (Mat. 7:21)
“Not every one that saith to Me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into
the kingdom of heaven: but he that doth the will ofMy Father
Who is in heaven”: and in many other passages Holy Scrip-
ture threatens sinners with eternal punishment. Consequently
those who persevere in the faith unto the end will not all be
exempt from eternal punishment, unless in the end they prove
to be free from other crimes.

Reply to Objection 1. Our Lord speaks there of formed
faith* “that worketh by love [Vulg.: ‘charity’; Gal. 5:6]”:
wherein whosoever dieth shall be saved. But to this faith not
only is the error of unbelief opposed, but also any mortal sin
whatsoever.

Reply toObjection 2.e saying of our Lord refers not to
those who partake only sacramentally, and who sometimes by
receiving unworthily “eat and drink judgment” to themselves
(1 Cor. 11:29), but to those who eat spiritually and are incor-
poratedwithHimby charity, which incorporation is the effect
of the sacramental eating, in those who approach worthily†.
Wherefore, so far as the power of the sacrament is concerned,
it brings us to eternal life, although sin may deprive us of that
fruit, even aer we have received worthily.

Reply to Objection 3. In this passage of the Apostle the
foundation denotes formed faith, uponwhichwhosoever shall
build venial sins‡ “shall suffer loss,” because hewill be punished
for them byGod; yet “he himself shall be saved” in the end “by
fire,” either of temporal tribulation, or of the punishment of
purgatory which will be aer death.

Suppl. q. 99 a. 5Whether all those who perform works of mercy will be punished eternally?

Objection 1. It would seem that all who perform works
of mercy will not be punished eternally, but only those who
neglect those works. For it is written ( James 2:13): “Judgment
without mercy to him that hath not done mercy”; and (Mat.
5:7): “Blessed are the merciful for they shall obtain mercy.”

Objection 2. Further, (Mat. 25:35-46) we find a descrip-
tion of our Lord’s discussion with the damned and the elect.
But this discussion is only about works of mercy. erefore
eternal punishment will be awarded only to such as have omit-
ted to practice works of mercy: and consequently the same
conclusion follows as before.

Objection 3. Further, it is written (Mat. 6:12): “Forgive
us our debts, as we also forgive our debtors,” and further on
(Mat. 6:14): “For if you will forgive men their offenses, your
heavenly Father will forgive you also your offenses.” erefore

it would seem that the merciful, who forgive others their of-
fenses, will themselves obtain the forgiveness of their sins, and
consequently will not be punished eternally.

Objection 4. Further, a gloss of Ambrose on 1 Tim. 4:8,
“Godliness is profitable to all things,” says: “e sum total of
a Christian’s rule of life consists in mercy and godliness. Let
a man follow this, and though he should suffer from the in-
constancy of the flesh, without doubt he will be scourged, but
he will not perish: whereas he who can boast of no other ex-
ercise but that of the body will suffer everlasting punishment.”
erefore those who persevere in works of mercy, though they
be shackled with fleshly sins, will not be punished eternally:
and thus the same conclusion follows as before.

On the contrary, It is written (1 Cor. 6:9,10): “Neither
fornicators…nor adulterers,” etc. “shall possess the kingdom of

* Cf. IIa IIae, q. 4, a. 3. † Cf. IIIa, q. 80, Aa. 1,2,3. ‡ Cf. Ia IIae, q. 89,
a. 2.
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God.” Yet many are such who practice works of mercy. ere-
fore themerciful will not all come to the eternal kingdom: and
consequently some of them will be punished eternally.

Further, it is written ( James 2:10): “Whosoever shall keep
the whole law, but offend in one point, is become guilty of all.”
erefore whoever keeps the law as regards theworks ofmercy
and omits other works, is guilty of transgressing the law, and
consequently will be punished eternally.

I answer that,AsAugustine says in the book quoted above
(De Civ. Dei xxi, 22), some have maintained that not all who
have professed the Catholic faith will be freed from eternal
punishment, but only those who persevere in works of mercy,
although they be guilty of other crimes. But this cannot stand,
becausewithout charity nothing can be acceptable toGod, nor
does anything profit unto eternal life in the absence of char-
ity. Now it happens that certain persons persevere in works
of mercy without having charity. Wherefore nothing profits
them to themeriting of eternal life, or to exemption from eter-
nal punishment, asmay be gathered from1Cor. 13:3.Most ev-
ident is this in the case of thosewho lay hands onother people’s
property, for aer seizing on many things, they nevertheless
spend something in works of mercy. We must therefore con-
clude that all whosoever die in mortal sin, neither faith nor
works of mercy will free them from eternal punishment, not
even aer any length of time whatever.

Reply toObjection 1. ose will obtain mercy who show
mercy in an ordinate manner. But those who while merciful

to others are neglectful of themselves do not showmercy ordi-
nately, rather do they strike at themselves by their evil actions.
Wherefore such persons will not obtain the mercy that sets
free altogether, even if they obtain that mercy which rebates
somewhat their due punishment.

Reply to Objection 2. e reason why the discussion
refers only to the works of mercy is not because eternal pun-
ishment will be inflicted on none but those who omit those
works, but because eternal punishment will be remitted to
those who aer sinning have obtained forgiveness by their
works of mercy, making unto themselves “friends of the mam-
mon of iniquity” (Lk. 16:9).

Reply toObjection 3.OurLord said this to thosewho ask
that their debt be forgiven, but not to those who persist in sin.
Wherefore the repentant alone will obtain by their works of
mercy the forgiveness that sets them free altogether.

Reply toObjection 4. e gloss of Ambrose speaks of the
inconstancy that consists in venial sin, from which a man will
be freed through the works of mercy aer the punishment of
purgatory, which he calls a scourging.Or, if he speaks of the in-
constancy ofmortal sin, the sense is that thosewhowhile yet in
this life fall into sins of the flesh through frailty are disposed to
repentance by works of mercy. Wherefore such a one will not
perish, that is to say, he will be disposed by those works not to
perish, through grace bestowed on him by our Lord, Who is
blessed for evermore. Amen.
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A 1
e following two questions were compiled by Nicolai from St. omas’ Commentary on the Sentences, and by him included
in the supplement between Questions 70 and 71.

A 1, Q 1
Of the Quality of ose Souls Who Depart is Life with Original Sin Only

(In Two Articles)

We must next consider the various qualities of souls that are stripped of their bodies, according to their respective states;
and first we shall treat of the souls which depart this life with original sin only.

Under this head there are two points of inquiry:

(1) Whether these souls suffer from a bodily fire, and are inflicted with punishment by fire?
(2) Whether these souls suffer from a spiritual torment within themselves?

App. 1 q. 1 a. 1Whether those souls which depart with original sin alone, suffer from a bodily fire, and are
punished by fire?

Objection 1. It would seem that souls which depart with
none but original sin, suffer fromabodily fire and are punished
by fire. For Augustine* says: “Hold firmly and doubt not that
childrenwhodepart this lifewithout the sacrament ofBaptism
will be punished everlastingly.” Now punishment denotes sen-
sible pain. erefore souls which depart this life with original
sin alone, suffer from a bodily fire and are tormented with the
pain of fire.

Objection 2. Further, a greater fault deserves a greater
punishment. Now original sin is greater than venial, because
it contains more aversion, since it deprives its subject of grace,
whereas venial sin is compatible with grace; and again because
original sin is punished eternally, whereas venial sin is pun-
ished temporally. Seeing then that venial sin is deserving of the
punishment of fire, much more so is original sin.

Objection 3. Further, sins are more severely punished af-
ter this life than during lifetime, for in this life there is room
for mercy. Now, sensible punishment corresponds to original
sin in this life, for childrenwho have only original sin are justly
subject tomany sensible punishments.erefore sensible pun-
ishment is due to it aer this life.

Objection 4. Further, even as in actual sin there is aver-
sion and conversion, so in original sin there is something corre-
sponding to aversion, namely the privation of original justice,
and something corresponding to conversion, namely concu-
piscence. Now the punishment of fire is due to actual sin by
reason of the conversion.erefore it is also due to original sin
by reason of concupiscence.

Objection 5. Further, aer the resurrection the bodies of
children will be either passible or impassible. If they be impas-
sible—and no human body can be impassible except either on
account of the gi of impassibility (as in the blessed) or by rea-
son of original justice (as in the state of innocence)—it follows

that the bodies of children will either have the gi of impassi-
bility, and thus will be glorious, so that there will be no dif-
ference between baptized and non-baptized children, which is
heretical, or else they will have original justice, and thus will be
without original sin, and will not be punished for original sin,
which is likewise heretical. If, on the other hand, they be pas-
sible, since everything passible suffers of necessity in the pres-
ence of the active, it follows that in the presence of active sen-
sible bodies they will suffer sensible punishment.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Enchiridion xxiii) that
the mildest punishment of all will be for those who are bur-
dened with original sin only. But this would not be so, if they
were tormentedwith sensible punishment, because the pain of
hell fire ismost grievous.erefore theywill not suffer sensible
punishment.

Further, the grief of sensible punishment corresponds to
the pleasure of sin (Apoc. 18:7): “As much as she hath glori-
fied herself and lived in delicacies, so much torment and sor-
row give ye to her.” But there is no pleasure in original sin, as
neither is there operation, for pleasure follows operation, as
stated in Ethic. x, 4. erefore punishment by fire is not due
to original sin.

Further, Gregory Nazianzen in his fortieth sermon, which
is entitled on Holy Baptism, distinguishes three classes of un-
baptized persons: those namely who refuse to be baptized,
those who through neglect have put off being baptized until
the end of life and have been surprised by sudden death, and
those who, like infants, have failed to receive it through no
fault of theirs. Of the first he says that they will be punished
not only for their other sins, but also for their contempt of
Baptism; of the second, that they will be punished, though less
severely than the first, for having neglected it; and of the last he
says that “a just and eternal Judge will consign them neither to

* Fulgentius, De Fide ad Petrum, xxvii.
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heavenly glory nor to the eternal pains of hell, for although
they have not been signed with Baptism, they are without
wickedness and malice, and have suffered rather than caused
their loss of Baptism.” He also gives the reason why, although
they do not reach the glory of heaven, they do not therefore
suffer the eternal punishment suffered by the damned: “Be-
cause there is a mean between the two, since he who deserves
not honor and glory is not for that reason worthy of punish-
ment, and on the other hand he who is not deserving of pun-
ishment is not for that reason worthy of glory and honor.”

I answer that, Punishment should be proportionate to
fault, according to the saying of Isaias (27:8), “In measure
against measure, when it shall be cast off, thou shalt judge it.”
Now the defect transmitted to us through our origin, and hav-
ing the character of a sin does not result from the withdrawal
or corruption of a good consequent upon human nature by
virtue of its principles, but from the withdrawal or corruption
of something that had been superadded to nature. Nor does
this sin belong to this particular man, except in so far as he
has such a nature, that is deprived of this good, which in the
ordinary course of things he would have had and would have
been able to keep. Wherefore no further punishment is due to
him, besides the privation of that end to which the gi with-
drawn destined him, which gi human nature is unable of it-
self to obtain. Now this is the divine vision; and consequently
the loss of this vision is the proper and only punishment of
original sin aer death: because, if any other sensible punish-
ment were inflicted aer death for original sin, a man would
be punished out of proportion to his guilt, for sensible punish-
ment is inflicted for that which is proper to the person, since
a man undergoes sensible punishment in so far as he suffers in
his person. Hence, as his guilt did not result from an action
of his own, even so neither should he be punished by suffering
himself, but only by losing that which his nature was unable
to obtain. On the other hand, those who are under sentence
for original sin will suffer no loss whatever in other kinds of
perfection and goodness which are consequent upon human
nature by virtue of its principles.

Reply to Objection 1. In the authority quoted punish-
ment denotes, not pain of sense, but only pain of loss, which is
the privation of the divine vision, even as in Scripture theword
“fire” is oen wont to signify any kind of punishment.

Reply to Objection 2. Of all sins original sin is the least,
because it is the least voluntary; for it is voluntary not by the
will of the person, but only by the will of the origin of our na-
ture. But actual sin, even venial, is voluntary by the will of the
person in which it is; wherefore a lighter punishment is due
to original than to venial sin. Nor does it matter that original
sin is incompatible with grace; because privation of grace has
the character, not of sin, but of punishment, except in so far
as it is voluntary: for which reason that which is less volun-
tary is less sinful. Again it matters not that actual venial sin is
deserving of temporal punishment, since this is accidental, for
as much as he who falls venially has sufficient grace to attenu-
ate the punishment. For if venial sin were in a person without
grace, it would be punished eternally.

Reply to Objection 3. ere is no parity between pain
of sense before and aer death, since before death the pain
of sense results from the power of the natural agent, whether
the pain of sense be interior as fever or the like, or exterior as
burning and so forth. Whereas aer death nothing will act by
natural power, but only according to the order of divine jus-
tice, whether the object of such action be the separate soul, on
which it is clear that fire cannot act naturally, or the body aer
resurrection, since then all natural action will cease, through
the cessation of the first movable which is the cause of all bod-
ily movement and alteration.

Reply toObjection 4. Sensible pain corresponds to sensi-
ble pleasure, which is in the conversion of actual sin: whereas
habitual concupiscence, which is in original sin, has no plea-
sure.Hence, sensible pain does not correspond thereto as pun-
ishment.

Reply to Objection 5. e bodies of children will be im-
passible, not through their being unable in themselves to suf-
fer, but through the lack of an external agent to act upon them:
because, aer the resurrection, no body will act on another,
least of all so as to induce corruption by the action of nature,
but there will only be action to the effect of punishing them by
order of the divine justice. Wherefore those bodies to which
pain of sense is not due by divine justice will not suffer pun-
ishment. On the other hand, the bodies of the saints will be
impassible, because they will lack the capability of suffering;
hence impassibility in them will be a gi, but not in children.

App. 1 q. 1 a. 2Whether these same souls suffer spiritual affliction on account of the state in which they are?

Objection 1. It would seem that the souls in question suf-
fer spiritual affliction on account of the state wherein they are,
because as Chrysostom says (Hom. xxiii in Matth.), the pun-
ishment of God in that they will be deprived of seeing God
will be more painful than their being burned in hell fire. Now
these souls will be deprived of seeing God. erefore they will
suffer spiritual affliction thereby.

Objection 2. Further, one cannot, without suffering, lack

what one wishes to have. But these souls would wish to have
the divine vision, else their will would be actually perverse.
erefore since they are deprived of it, seemingly they also suf-
fer.

Objection 3. Further, if it be said that they do not suffer,
because they know that through no fault of theirs they are de-
prived thereof, on the contrary: Freedom from fault does not
lessen but increases the pain of punishment: for a man does
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not grieve less for that he is disinherited or deprived of a limb
through no fault of his. erefore these souls likewise, albeit
deprived of so great a good through no fault of theirs, suffer
none the less.

Objection 4. Further, as baptized children are in relation
to the merit of Christ, so are unbaptized children to the de-
merit of Adam. But baptized children receive the reward of
eternal life by virtue of Christ’s merit. erefore the unbap-
tized suffer pain through being deprived of eternal life on ac-
count of Adam’s demerit.

Objection 5. Further, separation from what we love can-
not be without pain. But these children will have natural
knowledge of God, and for that very reasonwill loveHim nat-
urally. erefore since they are separated from Him for ever,
seemingly they cannot undergo this separation without pain.

On the contrary, If unbaptized children have interior sor-
row aer death, they will grieve either for their sin or for
their punishment. If for their sin, since they cannot be further
cleansed from that sin, their sorrow will lead them to despair.
Now sorrow of this kind in the damned is the worm of con-
science. erefore these children will have the worm of con-
science, and consequently theirswouldnot be themildest pun-
ishment, as Augustine says it is*. If, on the other hand, they
grieve for their punishment, it follows, since their punishment
is justly inflicted byGod, that their will opposes itself to divine
justice, and thus would be actually inordinate, which is not to
be granted. erefore they will feel no sorrow.

Further, right reason does not allowone to be disturbed on
account of what one was unable to avoid; hence Seneca proves
(Ep. lxxxv, and De ira ii, 6) that “a wise man is not disturbed.”
Now in these children there is right reason deflected by no ac-
tual sin. erefore they will not be disturbed for that they un-
dergo this punishment which they could nowise avoid.

I answer that, on this question there are three opinions.
Some say that these children will suffer no pain, because their
reasonwill be somuch in the dark that they will not know that
they lack what they have lost. It, however, seems improbable
that the soul freed from its bodily burden should ignore things
which, to say the least, reason is able to explore, andmanymore
besides. Hence others say that they have perfect knowledge of
things subject to natural reason, and know God, and that they
are deprived of seeing Him, and that they feel some kind of
sorrow on this account but that their sorrowwill bemitigated,
in so far as it was not by their will that they incurred the sin
for which they are condemned. Yet this again would seem im-
probable, because this sorrow cannot be little for the loss of so
great a good, especially without the hope of recovery: where-
fore their punishmentwould not be themildest.Moreover the
very same reason that impugns their being punished with pain
of sense, as afflicting them from without, argues against their
feeling sorrow within, because the pain of punishment cor-
responds to the pleasure of sin; wherefore, since original sin
is void of pleasure, its punishment is free of all pain. Conse-

quently others say that they will know perfectly things subject
to natural knowledge, and both the fact of their being deprived
of eternal life and the reason for this privation, and that never-
theless this knowledgewill not cause any sorrow in them.How
this may be possible we must explore.

Accordingly, it must be observed that if one is guided by
right reason one does not grieve through being deprived of
what is beyond one’s power to obtain, but only through lack
of that which, in some way, one is capable of obtaining. us
no wise man grieves for being unable to fly like a bird, or for
that he is not a king or an emperor, since these things are not
due to him; whereas he would grieve if he lacked that to which
he had some kind of claim. I say, then, that every man who has
the use of free-will is adapted to obtain eternal life, because he
can prepare himself for grace whereby to merit eternal life†; so
that if he fail in this, his grief will be very great, since he has lost
what hewas able to possess. But childrenwere never adapted to
possess eternal life, since neither was this due to themby virtue
of their natural principles, for it surpasses the entire faculty
of nature, nor could they perform acts of their own whereby
to obtain so great a good. Hence they will nowise grieve for
being deprived of the divine vision; nay, rather will they re-
joice for that theywill have a large share ofGod’s goodness and
their own natural perfections.Nor can it be said that theywere
adapted to obtain eternal life, not indeed by their own action,
but by the actions of others around them, since they could be
baptized by others, like other children of the same condition
who have been baptized and obtained eternal life: for this is of
superabundant grace that one should be rewardedwithout any
act of one’s own. Wherefore the lack of such a grace will not
cause sorrow in children who die without Baptism, any more
than the lack of many graces accorded to others of the same
condition makes a wise man to grieve.

Reply toObjection1. In thosewho, having the use of free-
will, are damned for actual sin, there was aptitude to obtain
eternal life, but not in children, as stated above. Consequently
there is no parity between the two.

Reply to Objection 2. Although the will may be directed
both to the possible and to the impossible as stated in Ethic.
iii, 5, an ordinate and complete will is only of things which in
some way are proportionate to our capability; and we grieve if
we fail to obtain this will, but not if we fail in the will that is of
impossibilities, and which should be called “velleity”* rather
than “will”; for one does not will such things absolutely, but
one would if they were possible.

Reply toObjection 3. Everyone has a claim to his own in-
heritance or bodily members, wherefore it is not strange that
he should grieve at their loss, whether this be through his own
or another’s fault: hence it is clear that the argument is not
based on a true comparison.

Reply to Objection 4. e gi of Christ surpasses the sin
of Adam, as stated in Rom. 5:15, seqq. Hence it does not fol-
low that unbaptized children have as much of evil as the bap-

* See a. 1, “On the contrary”. † Cf. Ia IIae, q. 109, Aa. 5,6. * Cf. Ia IIae,
q. 13, a. 5, ad 1; IIIa, q. 21, a. 4.
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tized have of good.
Reply to Objection 5. Although unbaptized children are

separated from God as regards the union of glory, they are not

utterly separated from Him: in fact they are united to Him by
their share of natural goods, and so will also be able to rejoice
in Him by their natural knowledge and love.
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A 1, Q 2
Of the Quality of Souls Who Expiate Actual Sin or Its Punishment in Purgatory

(In Six Articles)

We must next treat of the souls which aer this life expiate the punishment of their actual sins in the fire of Purgatory.
Under this head there are six points of inquiry:

(1) Whether the pain of Purgatory surpasses all the temporal pains of this life?
(2) Whether that punishment is voluntary?
(3) Whether the souls in Purgatory are punished by the demons?
(4) Whether venial sin as regards its guilt is expiated by the pains of Purgatory?
(5) Whether the fire of Purgatory frees from the debt of punishment?
(6) Whether one is freed from that punishment sooner than another?

App. 1 q. 2 a. 1Whether the pains of Purgatory surpass all the temporal pains of this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that the pains of Purgatory do
not surpass all the temporal pains of this life. Because themore
passive a thing is the more it suffers if it has the sense of be-
ing hurt. Now the body is more passive than the separate soul,
both because it has contrariety to a fiery agent, and because it
has matter which is susceptive of the agent’s quality: and this
cannot be said of the soul. erefore the pain which the body
suffers in this world is greater than the pain whereby the soul
is cleansed aer this life.

Objection 2. Further, the pains of Purgatory are directly
ordained against venial sins. Now since venial sins are the least
grievous, the lightest punishment is due to them, if the mea-
sure of the stripes is according to the measure of the fault.
erefore the pain of Purgatory is the lightest of all.

Objection 3. Further, since the debt of punishment is an
effect of sin, it does not increase unless the sin increases. Now
sin cannot increase in onewhose sin is already remitted.ere-
fore if a mortal sin has been remitted in a man who has not
fully paid the debt of punishment, this debt does not increase
when he dies. But while he lived he was not in debt to the ex-
tent of the most grievous punishment. erefore the pain that
he will suffer aer this life will not be more grievous to him
than all other pains of this life.

On the contrary,Augustine says in a sermon (xli De Sanc-
tis): “is fire of Purgatory will be more severe than any pain
that can be felt, seen or conceived in this world.”

Further, the more universal a pain is the greater it is. Now
the whole separate soul is punished, since it is simple: which is
not the case with the body. erefore this, being the punish-
ment of the separate soul, is greater than any pain suffered by
the body.

I answer that, In Purgatory there will be a twofold pain;
one will be the pain of loss, namely the delay of the divine
vision, and the pain of sense, namely punishment by corpo-

real fire. With regard to both the least pain of Purgatory sur-
passes the greatest pain of this life. For the more a thing is de-
sired the more painful is its absence. And since aer this life
the holy souls desire the Sovereign Good with the most in-
tense longing—both because their longing is not held back by
the weight of the body, and because, had there been no obsta-
cle, they would already have gained the goal of enjoying the
Sovereign Good—it follows that they grieve exceedingly for
their delay. Again, since pain is not hurt, but the sense of hurt,
themore sensitive a thing is, the greater the pain caused by that
which hurts it: wherefore hurts inflicted on the more sensible
parts cause the greatest pain. And, because all bodily sensation
is from the soul, it follows of necessity that the soul feels the
greatest pain when a hurt is inflicted on the soul itself. at
the soul suffers pain from the bodily fire is at present taken for
granted, for we shall treat of this matter further on*.erefore
it follows that the pain of Purgatory, both of loss and of sense,
surpasses all the pains of this life.

Some, however, prove this from the fact that the whole
soul is punished, and not the body. But this is to no purpose,
since in that case the punishment of the damned would be
milder aer the resurrection than before, which is false.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the soul is less passive
than the body, it is more cognizant of actual suffering [pas-
sionis]: and where the sense of suffering is greater, there is the
greater pain, though the suffering be less.

Reply to Objection 2. e severity of that punishment is
not so much a consequence of the degree of sin, as of the dis-
position of the person punished, because the same sin is more
severely punished then than now. Even so a person who has a
better temperament is punishedmore severely by the same sen-
tence than another; andyet the judge acts justly in condemning
both for the same crimes to the same punishment.

is suffices for the Reply to the ird Objection.

* Cf. Suppl., q. 70, a. 3.
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App. 1 q. 2 a. 2Whether this punishment is voluntary?

Objection 1. It would seem that this punishment is volun-
tary. For those who are in Purgatory are upright in heart. Now
uprightness in heart is to conform one’s will to God’s, as Au-
gustine says (Serm. i in Ps. 32). erefore, since it is God’s will
that they be punished, they will suffer that punishment volun-
tarily.

Objection 2. Further, every wise man wills that without
which he cannot obtain the endhe has in view.Now thosewho
are in Purgatory know that they cannot obtain glory, unless
they be punished first. erefore they are punished willingly.

On the contrary, No one asks to be freed from a punish-
ment that he suffers willingly. Now those who are in Purga-
tory ask to be set free, as appears from many incidents related
in theDialogue of Gregory (iv, 40,65).erefore they will not
undergo that punishment voluntarily.

I answer that, A thing is said to be voluntary in two ways.
First, by an absolute act of the will; and thus no punishment is
voluntary, because the very notion of punishment is that it be
contrary to the will. Secondly, a thing is said to be voluntary
by a conditional act of the will: thus cautery is voluntary for

the sake of regaining health. Hence a punishment may be vol-
untary in twoways. First, because by being punishedwe obtain
some good, and thus thewill itself undertakes a punishment, as
instanced in satisfaction, or when aman accepts a punishment
gladly, andwould not have it not to be, as in the case ofmartyr-
dom. Secondly, when, although we gain no good by the pun-
ishment, we cannot obtain a good without being punished, as
in the case of natural death: and then the will does not under-
take the punishment, and would be delivered from it; but it
submits to it, and in this respect the punishment is said to be
voluntary. In this latter sense the punishment of Purgatory is
said to be voluntary.

Some, however, say that it is not voluntary in any way, be-
cause the souls in Purgatory are so replete with suffering, that
they know not that they are being cleansed by their pains, and
deem themselves damned. But this is false, for did they not
know that they will be set free, they would not ask for prayers,
as they oen do.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

App. 1 q. 2 a. 3Whether the soul in Purgatory are punished by the demons?

Objection 1. It would seem that the souls in Purgatory are
punished by the demons; for, according to the Master, “they
will have for torturers in their pains, those who were their
tempters in sin.” Now the demons tempt us to sin, not only
mortal, but also venial when they fail in the former. erefore
in Purgatory also they will torture souls on account of venial
sins.

Objection 2. Further, the just are competent to be
cleansed from sin both in this life and aerwards. Now, in this
life, they are cleansed by pains inflicted by the devil, as was the
case with Job. erefore aer this life also, those who have to
be cleansed will be punished by the demons.

On the contrary, It were unjust that he who has tri-
umphed over someone, should be subjected to him aer vic-
tory. Now those who are in Purgatory have triumphed over
the demons, since they diedwithoutmortal sin.erefore they
will not be subjected to themthroughbeingpunishedby them.

I answer that,As aer the Judgment day theDivine justice

will kindle the firewithwhich the damnedwill be punished for
ever, even so now the elect are cleansed aer this life by theDi-
vine justice alone, and neither by the ministry of the demons
whom they have vanquished, nor by the ministry of the angels
who would not inflict such tortures on their fellow-citizens. It
is, however, possible that they take them to the place of pun-
ishment: also that even the demons, who rejoice in the punish-
ment ofman, accompany them and stand bywhile they are be-
ing cleansed, both that they may be sated with their pains, and
that when these leave their bodies, theymay find something of
their own in them. But in this life, while there is yet time for
the combat, men are punished both by the wicked angels as
foes, as instanced in Job, and by the good angels, as instanced
in Jacob, the sinew of whose thigh shrank at the angel’s touch*.
Moreover,Dionysius says explicitly that the good angels some-
times inflict punishment.

is suffices for the Replies to the Objections.

App. 1 q. 2 a. 4Whether venial sin is expiated by the pains of Purgatory as regards the guilt?

Objection 1. It would seem that venial sin is not expiated
by the pains of Purgatory as regards the guilt. For a gloss* on
1 Jn. 5:16, “ere is a sin unto death,” etc. says: “It is vain to
ask pardon aer death for what was not amended in this life.”
erefore no sin is remitted as to guilt aer this life.

Objection 2. Further, the same subject is freed from sin

as falls into sin. But aer death the soul cannot sin venially.
erefore neither can it be loosed from venial sin.

Objection 3. Further, Gregory says† that every man will
be at the judgment as he was when he le the body, because
“the tree…wheresoever it shall fall, there shall it be”‡. If, then,
aman go forth from this life with venial sin, he will be with ve-

* Gn. 32:25. * St. Gregory, Moral. xvi, 28. † Dial. iv, 39. ‡ Eccles.
11:3.
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nial sin at the judgment: and consequently one does not atone
for venial sin in Purgatory.

Objection 4. Further, it has been stated ( Suppl., q. 2, a. 3)
that actual sin is not blotted out save by contrition. But there
will be no contrition aer this life, because it is a meritorious
act. For then there will be neither merit nor demerit since, ac-
cording to the Damascene§, “death is to men what the fall was
to the angels.” erefore, aer this life, venial sin is not remit-
ted in Purgatory as to its guilt.

Objection 5. Further, venial sin is not in us except on
account of the fomes. Wherefore in the original state Adam
would not have sinned venially, as was stated (Sent. ii, D, xxi,
2). Now aer this life there will be no sensuality; because the
fomes will cease when the soul is separated, since it is called
the “law of the flesh” (Rom. 7). Hence there will be no venial
sin then, and consequently it cannot be expiated by the fire of
Purgatory.

On the contrary, Gregory¶ and Augustine� say that cer-
tain slight sins will be remitted in the life to come. Nor can
this be understood of the punishment: because thus all sins,
however grave they be, are expiated by the fire of Purgatory,
as regards the debt of punishment. erefore venial sins are
cleansed by the fire of Purgatory as to their guilt.

Further, wood, hay, stubble (1 Cor. 3:12) denote venial
sins, as we have said ( Ia IIae, q. 89, a. 2). Nowwood, hay, stub-
ble are consumed in Purgatory.erefore venial sins are remit-
ted aer this life.

I answer that, Some have asserted that no sin is remitted
aer this life, as regards the guilt: that if a man die withmortal
sin, he is damned and incapable of being forgiven; and that it is
not possible for aman todiewith a venial sin andwithoutmor-
tal sin, since the final grace washes the venial sin away.ey as-
sign as reason for this that venial sin is excessive love of a tem-
poral thing, in onewhohas his foundation inChrist, which ex-
cess results from the corruption of concupiscence. Wherefore
if grace entirely overcome the corruption of concupiscence, as
in the Blessed Virgin, there is no room for venial sin. Hence,
since this concupiscence is altogether abated and removed, the
powers of the soul are wholly subject to grace, and venial sin
is cast out. But this opinion is nonsensical in itself and in its
proof. In itself, because it is opposed to the statements of holy
men and of the Gospel, which cannot be expounded as refer-
ring to the remission of venial sins as to their punishment, as
the Master says in the text** because in this way both light and
grave sins are remitted in the life to come: while Gregory†† de-
clares that light sins alone are remitted aer this life. Nor does
it suffice for them to say, that this is said expressly of light sins,
lest we should think that we shall suffer nothing grievous on
their account: because the remission of sin diminishes punish-
ment rather than aggravates it. As to the proof, it is shown to
beworthless, since bodily defect, such as obtains at the lastmo-

ment of life, does not remove the corruptionof concupiscence;
nor does it diminish it in its root but in its act, as instanced in
thosewho lie dangerously ill; nor again does it calm the powers
of the soul, so as to subject them to grace, because tranquillity
of the powers, and their subjection to grace, is effected when
the lower powers obey the higher which delight together in
God’s law. But this cannot happen in that state, since the acts
of both kinds of powers are impeded; unless tranquillity de-
note the absence of combat, as occurs even in those who are
asleep; and yet sleep is not said, for this reason, to diminish
concupiscence, or to calm the powers of the soul, or to sub-
ject them to grace.Moreover, granted that the aforesaid defect
diminish concupiscence radically, and that it subject the pow-
ers to grace, it would still be insufficient to wash away venial
sin already committed, although it would suffice in order to
avoid it in the future. Because actual sin, even if it be venial,
is not remitted without an actual movement of contrition, as
stated above ( Suppl., q. 2, a. 3), however much the latter be in
the habitual intention. Now it happens sometimes that a man
dies in his sleep, being in a state of grace and yet having a ve-
nial sin when he went to sleep: and such a man cannot make
an act of contrition for his venial sin before he dies. Nor may
we say, as they do, that if he repented neither by act nor by
intention, neither in general nor in particular, his venial sin
becomes mortal, for that “venial becomes mortal when it is an
object of complacency”; because not all complacency in venial
sin makes it mortal (else all venial sin would be mortal, since
every venial sin pleases for as much as it is voluntary), but only
that complacency which amounts to enjoyment, wherein all
human wickedness consists, in that “we enjoy what we should
use,” asAugustine says‡‡.Hence the complacencywhichmakes
a sinmortal is actual complacency, for everymortal sin consists
in an act. Now it may happen that a man, aer committing
a venial sin, has no actual thought of being forgiven or of re-
maining in that sin, but thinks perhaps about a triangle having
its three angles equal to two right angles, and while engaged in
this thought falls asleep, and dies.

It is therefore clear that this opinion is utterly unreason-
able: and consequently we must say with others that venial sin
in one who dies in a state of grace, is remitted aer this life
by the fire of Purgatory: because this punishment so far as it is
voluntary, will have the power, by virtue of grace, to expiate all
such guilt as is compatible with grace.*

Reply toObjection 1. e gloss refers to mortal sin. Or it
may be replied that although, in this life, it is not amended in
itself, it is amended in merits, because a man merited here that
his punishment should be meritorious to him there.

Reply to Objection 2. Venial sin arises from the corrup-
tion of the fomes, which will no longer be in the separate soul
that is in Purgatory, wherefore this soul cannot sin venially.
On the other hand, the remission of venial sin proceeds from

§ De Fide Orth. ii, 4. ¶ Dial. iv, 39. � De vera et falsa poenit. iv, xviii,
by some other author. ** Sentent. iv, D, xxi. †† Dial. iv, 39. ‡‡ De
Trin. x, 10. * St. omas expresses himself differently, De Malo, q. 7, a. 2,
ad 9,17: “Guilt is not remitted by punishment, but venial sin as to its guilt is
remitted in Purgatory by virtue of grace, not only as existing in the habit, but
also as proceeding to the act of charity in detestation of venial sin.”. 2899



the will informed by grace, which will be in the separate soul
in Purgatory. Hence the comparison fails.

Reply to Objection 3. Venial sins do not alter a man’s
state, for they neither destroy nor diminish charity, according
to which the amount of the soul’s gratuitous goodness is mea-
sured. Hence the soul remains such as it was before, notwith-
standing the remission or commission of venial sins.

Reply toObjection 4.Aer this life there can be no merit

in respect of the essential reward, but there can be in respect of
some accidental reward, so long as man remains in the state of
the way, in a sense. Consequently in Purgatory there can be a
meritorious act in respect of the remission of venial sin.

Reply toObjection 5.Although venial sin arises from the
proneness of the fomes, sin results in themind;wherefore even
when the fomes is no more, sin can still remain.

App. 1 q. 2 a. 5Whether the fire of Purgatory delivers from the debt of punishment?

Objection 1. It would seem that the fire of Purgatory does
not deliver from the debt of punishment. For every cleansing is
in respect of some uncleanness. But punishment does not im-
ply uncleanness. erefore the fire of Purgatory does not de-
liver from punishment.

Objection 2. Further, a contrary is not cleansed save by
its contrary. But punishment is not contrary to punishment.
erefore one is not cleansed from the debt of punishment by
the punishment of Purgatory.

Objection 3. Further, a gloss on 1 Cor. 3:15, “He shall be
saved, yet so,” etc. says: “is fire is the trial of tribulation of
which it is written (Ecclus. 27:6): e furnace tries the pot-
ter’s vessels,” etc. erefore man expiates every punishment by
the pains of this world, at least by death, which is the greatest
punishment of all, and not by the fire of Purgatory.

On the contrary, e pains of Purgatory are more
grievous than all the pains of this world, as stated above (a. 3).
Now the satisfactory punishment which one undergoes in this
life atones for the debt of punishment. Much more therefore

is this effected by the punishment of Purgatory.
I answer that,Whosoever is another’s debtor, is freed from

his indebtedness by paying the debt. And, since the obligation
incurred by guilt is nothing else than the debt of punishment,
a person is freed from that obligation by undergoing the pun-
ishment which he owed. Accordingly the punishment of Pur-
gatory cleanses from the debt of punishment.

Reply to Objection 1. Although the debt of punishment
does not in itself imply uncleanness, it bears a relation to un-
cleanness by reason of its cause.

Reply to Objection 2. Although punishment is not con-
trary to punishment, it is opposed to the debt of punishment,
because the obligation to punishment remains from the fact
that one has not undergone the punishment that was due.

Reply to Objection 3. Many meanings underlie the same
words of Holy Writ. Hence this fire may denote both the
present tribulation and the punishment to come, and venial
sins can be cleansed from both of these. at natural death is
not sufficient for this, has been stated above (Sent. iv, D, 20).

App. 1 q. 2 a. 6Whether one person is delivered from this punishment sooner than another?

Objection 1. It would seem that one person is not deliv-
ered from this punishment sooner than another. For the more
grievous the sin, and the greater the debt, themore severely is it
punished in Purgatory. Now there is the same proportion be-
tween severer punishment and graver fault, as between lighter
punishment and less grievous fault. erefore one is delivered
from this punishment as soon as another.

Objection 2. Further, in point of duration unequal merits
receive equal retribution both in heaven and in hell. erefore
seemingly it is the same in Purgatory.

On the contrary, is the comparison of the Apostle, who
denotes the differences of venial sins by wood, hay, and stub-
ble. Now it is clear that wood remains longer in the fire than
hay and stubble.erefore one venial sin is punished longer in
Purgatory than another.

I answer that, Some venial sins cling more persistently

than others, according as the affections are more inclined to
them, and more firmly fixed in them. And since that which
clingsmore persistently is more slowly cleansed, it follows that
some are tormented in Purgatory longer than others, for as
much as their affections were steeped in venial sins.

Reply to Objection 1. Severity of punishment corre-
sponds properly speaking to the amount of guilt: whereas the
length corresponds to the firmness with which sin has taken
root in its subject. Hence it may happen that one may be de-
layed longer who is tormented less, and “vice versa.”

Reply toObjection 2.Mortal sin which deserves the pun-
ishment of hell, and charity which deserves the reward of
heaven, will, aer this life, be immovably rooted in their sub-
ject. Hence as to all there is the same duration in either case. It
is otherwise with venial sin which is punished in Purgatory, as
stated above (a. 6).
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A 2
A 2, Q 1

Two Articles On Purgatory
(In Two Articles)

App. 2 q. 1 a. 1Whether there is a Purgatory aer this life?

Objection 1. It would seem that there is not a Purgatory
aer this life. For it is said (Apoc. 14:13): “Blessed are the dead
who die in the Lord. From henceforth now, saith the Spirit,
that they may rest from their labors.” erefore aer this life
no cleansing labor awaits those who die in the Lord, nor those
who do not die in the Lord, since they cannot be cleansed.
erefore there is no Purgatory aer this life.

Objection 2. Further, as charity is to an eternal reward,
so is mortal sin to eternal punishment. Now those who die
in mortal sin are forthwith consigned to eternal punishment.
erefore those who die in charity go at once to their reward;
and consequently no Purgatory awaits them aer this life.

Objection 3. Further, God Who is supremely merciful is
more inclined to reward good than to punish evil. Now just
as those who are in the state of charity, do certain evil things
which are not deserving of eternal punishment, so those who
are in mortal sin, at times perform actions, generically good,
which are not deserving of an eternal reward. erefore since
these good actions are not rewarded aer this life in those who
will be damned, neither should those evil actions be punished
aer this life. Hence the same conclusion follows.

On the contrary, It is said (2 Macc. 12:46): “It is a holy
and wholesome thought to pray for the dead, that theymay be
loosed from sins.” Now there is no need to pray for the dead
who are in heaven, for they are in no need; nor again for those
whoare inhell, because they cannotbe loosed fromsins.ere-
fore aer this life, there are some not yet loosed from sins, who
can be loosed therefrom; and the like have charity, without
which sins cannot be loosed, for “charity covereth all sins”*.
Hence they will not be consigned to everlasting death, since
“he that liveth and believeth inMe, shall not die for ever”†: nor
will they obtain glorywithout being cleansed, because nothing
unclean shall obtain it, as stated in the last chapter of theApoc-
alypse (verse 14).erefore some kind of cleansing remains af-
ter this life.

Further, Gregory of Nyssa‡ says: “If one who loves and be-
lieves inChrist,” has failed to wash away his sins in this life, “he
is set free aer death by the fire of Purgatory.” erefore there
remains some kind of cleansing aer this life.

I answer that,Fromthe conclusionswehavedrawnabove (
IIIa, q. 86, Aa. 4,5; Suppl., q. 12, a. 1) it is sufficiently clear that
there is a Purgatory aer this life. For if the debt of punish-
ment is not paid in full aer the stain of sin has been washed
away by contrition, nor again are venial sins always removed
when mortal sins are remitted, and if justice demands that sin
be set in order by due punishment, it follows that one who af-
ter contrition for his fault and aer being absolved, dies before
making due satisfaction, is punished aer this life. Wherefore
thosewho deny Purgatory speak against the justice ofGod: for
which reason such a statement is erroneous and contrary to
faith. Hence Gregory of Nyssa, aer the words quoted above,
adds: “is we preach, holding to the teaching of truth, and
this is our belief; this the universal Church holds, by praying
for the dead that they may be loosed from sins.” is cannot
be understood except as referring toPurgatory: andwhosoever
resists the authority of the Church, incurs the note of heresy.

Reply toObjection 1.eauthority quoted is speaking of
the labor of working formerit, and not of the labor of suffering
to be cleansed.

Reply to Objection 2. Evil has not a perfect cause, but re-
sults from each single defect: whereas good arises from one
perfect cause, as Dionysius asserts§. Hence each defect is an
obstacle to the perfection of good; while not every good hin-
ders some consummation of evil, since there is never evil with-
out some good. Consequently venial sin prevents one who has
charity from obtaining the perfect good, namely eternal life,
until he be cleansed; whereas mortal sin cannot be hindered
by some conjoined good from bringing aman forthwith to the
extreme of evils.

Reply to Objection 3. He that falls into mortal sin, dead-
ens all the good he has done before, and what he does, while
in mortal sin, is dead: since by offending God he deserves to
lose all the good he has from God. Wherefore no reward aer
this life awaits him who dies in mortal sin, whereas sometimes
punishment awaits him who dies in charity, which does not
always wash away the sin which it finds, but only that which is
contrary to it.

* Prov. 10:12. † Jn. 11:26. ‡ De iis qui in fide dormiunt. § Div. Nom. iv, 4.
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App. 2 q. 1 a. 2Whether it is the same place where souls are cleansed, and the damned punished?

Objection 1. It would seem that it is not the same place
where souls are cleansed and the damned punished. For the
punishment of the damned is eternal, according toMat. 25:46,
“ese shall go into everlasting punishment [Vulg.: ‘fire’].” But
the fire of Purgatory is temporary, as the Master says (Sent. iv,
D, 21). erefore the former and the latter are not punished
together in the same place: and consequently these placesmust
needs be distinct.

Objection 2. e punishment of hell is called by vari-
ous names, as in Ps. 10:7, “Fire and brimstone, and storms of
winds,” etc., whereas the punishment of Purgatory is called by
one name only, namely fire. erefore they are not punished
with the same fire and in the same place.

Objection 3. Further,Hugh of St. Victor says (De Sacram.
ii, 16): “It is probable that they are punished in the very places
where they sinned.” And Gregory relates (Dial. iv, 40) that
Germanus, Bishop of Capua, found Paschasius being cleansed
in the baths. erefore they are not cleansed in the same place
as hell, but in this world.

On the contrary, Gregory says*: “Even as in the same fire
gold glistens and straw smokes, so in the same fire the sinner
burns and the elect is cleansed.” erefore the fire of Purga-
tory is the same as the fire of hell: and hence they are in the
same place.

Further, the holy fathers; before the coming of Christ,
were in a more worthy place than that wherein souls are now
cleansed aer death, since there was no pain of sense there.
Yet that place was joined to hell, or the same as hell: otherwise
Christ when descending into Limbowould not be said to have
descended into hell. erefore Purgatory is either close to, or
the same place as, hell.

I answer that, Nothing is clearly stated in Scripture about

the situation of Purgatory, nor is it possible to offer convincing
arguments on this question. It is probable, however, and more
in keepingwith the statements of holymen and the revelations
made to many, that there is a twofold place of Purgatory. one,
according to the common law; and thus the place of Purgatory
is situated below and in proximity to hell, so that it is the same
fire which torments the damned in hell and cleanses the just in
Purgatory; although the damned being lower in merit, are to
be consigned to a lower place.Another place of Purgatory is ac-
cording to dispensation: and thus sometimes, as we read, some
are punished in various places, either that the living may learn,
or that the deadmay be succored, seeing that their punishment
being made known to the living may be mitigated through the
prayers of the Church.

Some say, however, that according to the common law the
place of Purgatory is whereman sins.is does not seemprob-
able, since a man may be punished at the same time for sins
committed in various places. And others say that according to
the common law they are punished above us, because they are
between us and God, as regards their state. But this is of no
account, for they are not punished for being above us, but for
that which is lowest in them, namely sin.

Reply to Objection 1. e fire of Purgatory is eternal in
its substance, but temporary in its cleansing effect.

Reply to Objection 2. e punishment of hell is for the
purpose of affliction, wherefore it is called by the names of
things that are wont to afflict us here. But the chief purpose
of the punishment of Purgatory is to cleanse us from the re-
mains of sin; and consequently the pain of fire only is ascribed
to Purgatory, because fire cleanses and consumes.

Reply to Objection 3. is argument considers the point
of special dispensation and not that of the common law.

* e quotation is from St. Augustine (De Civ. Dei i, 8).
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